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of America 


Congressional Record 


th 
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 104 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—September 14, 1995 


The House met at 1 p.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore [Mr. RADANOVICH]. 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
September 14, 1995. 

I hereby designate the Honorable GEORGE 
Р. RADANOVICH to act as Speaker pro tem- 
pore on this day. 

NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


PRAYER 


The Reverend Dr. James Merritt, 
First Baptist Church, Snellville, GA, 
offered the following prayer: 

Our Father in heaven, we praise You 
today because You are omnipotent, 
there is nothing impossible for You; for 
being omniscient, You are all wise and 
all knowing; for being omnipresent, 
which means that You are in this 
Chamber today. 

You have blessed this Nation as no 
other nation in the history of the 
world. We thank You today for Your 
goodness and Your blessings upon us. 

We pray today for the men and the 
women who represent our Nation, who 
give their lives to public service. We 
pray today that You will given them 
the wisdom to do what is good in Your 
sight and give them the courage to do 
what is morally right, rather than 
what may be politically expedient. 

We ask Your forgiveness for our sins, 
for the times that we have rejected 
Your counsel, neglected Your com- 
mands. Remind us again today, blessed 
is the nation whose God is the Lord. 
Send a revival to this Nation. May it 
begin in these hallowed Halls. 

We pray it in the name of Jesus 
Christ our Lord. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
RADANOVICH). The Chair has examined 


the Journal of the last day’s proceed- 
ings and announces to the House his 
approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. CLEMENT] come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. CLEMENT led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 
afternoon the Chair will recognize ten 
1-minute speeches on either side of the 
aisle as agreed to by the leadership. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an- 
nounced that the Senate had passed 
with an amendment in which the con- 
currence of the House is requested, a 
bill of the House of the following title: 

H.R. 1530. An act to authorize appropria- 
tions for fiscal year 1996 for military activi- 
ties of the Department of Defense, for mili- 
tary construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
personnel strengths for such fiscal year for 
the Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendment to 
the bill (H.R. 1530) “Ап Act to author- 
ize appropriations for fiscal year 1996 
for military activities of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, for military construc- 
tion, and for defense activities of the 
Department of Energy, to prescribe 
personnel strengths for such fiscal year 
for the Armed Forces, and for other 
purposes,” requests a conference with 
the House on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, and appoints 


Mr. THURMOND, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. LOTT, Mr. 
Coats, Mr. SMITH, Мг. KEMPTHORNE, 
Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. NUNN, Mr. EXON, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. BINGAMAN, 
Mr. GLENN, Мг. BYRD, Mr. ROBB, Мг. 
LIEBERMAN, and Mr. BRYAN, to be the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 1124. An act to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1996 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, to prescribe per- 
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes; 

5. 1125. An act to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1996 for military construction, 
and for other purposes; and 

S. 1126. An act to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1996 for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, and for other pur- 
poses. 


WELCOME TO REV. DR. JAMES 
MERRITT, GUEST CHAPLAIN 


(Mr. LINDER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
great good pleasure to welcome to the 
House today, Dr. James Merritt, pastor 
of the First Baptist Church of 
Snellville, GA. 

Dr. Merritt is not my pastor—but he 
is my friend. I enjoy attending his 
church to listen to a man of God speak 
the truth. 

His knowledge of the Bible, and his 
ability to share his understanding of it 
with others, has found an appreciative 
audience beyond Georgia as he has car- 
ried the eternal message to others. 

His commitment to family has led 
him and his wife, Teresa, to home 
school their sons James, Jonathon, and 
Jushua. 

His and Teresa’s concern for their 
son's education is worth the immense 
commitment of time and energy re- 
quired of them. 

Last, it is always good politically to 
find myself in the company of such a 


O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., O 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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respected public person who is more 
conservative than me. 

Dr. Merritt is truly committed to 
faith, family, and freedom and it is my 
good fortune to call him friend. 


—— 


THE CRIMINAL WELFARE 
PREVENTION ACT 


(Mr. CLEMENT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, yester- 
day I, along with Congressmen HERGER 
and SHAW, introduced bipartisan legis- 
lation to address the problem of pris- 
oners receiving Social Security and 
SSI benefits while incarcerated, a vio- 
lation of public law and a huge waste of 
taxpayer money. 

I originally became aware of this 
issue last month when an inmate in my 
district who had been convicted of sell- 
ing drugs in prison bailed himself out 
of jail with a Social Security check he 
was still receiving from the Social Se- 
curity Administration. This legislation 
will begin to address the primary prob- 
lem—the reporting of criminals to the 
Social Security Administration. 

In a time when we are working tire- 
lessly to eliminate Government waste, 
to ensure the viability of the Social Se- 
curity Program, and to provide bene- 
fits for those who truly need them, 
surely we all agree that we don’t need 
to be paying prisoners for their drug 
habits and bail money. 

I call on my House colleagues to co- 
sponsor H.R. 2320 and end this flagrant 
abuse of taxpayer money. 


NATIONAL DYSTONIA AWARENESS 
WEEK 


(Mrs. MORELLA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to bring to the attention of my col- 
leagues National Dystonia Awareness 
Week, which will be commemorated 
nationwide September 16-23. 

Dystonia is a neurological movement 
disorder that can take many forms—all 
of which are frequently misdiagnosed 
or even undiagnosed. It is character- 
ized by involuntary muscular contrac- 
tions which force certain parts of the 
body into abnormal, often painful 
movements ог positions. Approxi- 
mately 200,000 Americans suffer from 
dystonia, yet only about 5 percent of 
these individuals have obtained accu- 
rate diagnoses and proper treatment. 
Dystonia is a condition that fundamen- 
tally impacts the lives of nearly a 
quarter of a million Americans and 
their families, yet we have very little 
understanding of the condition, or of 
how we can ameliorate it. 

The National Institutes of Health, 
through its researchers at NINDS, has 
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increasingly recognized the importance 
of dystonia research, and I am pleased 
that the Appropriations Subcommittee 
on Labor-HHS has continued to urge 
continued NIH action in this area. It is 
my hope that, together with scientists 
and doctors across the Nation, our ex- 
perts at NIH will be able to shed con- 
siderable insight into the mystery of 
dystonia. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to rec- 
ognize the diligent efforts of one of my 
constituents, Ms. Nancy Aldrich, who 
has worked tirelessly to bring the issue 
of dystonia to the Congress’ attention. 
With the efforts of Ms. Aldrich and 
many individuals like her, we will one 
day put dystonia behind us. 


FRENCH COLONIALISM IN TAHITI 
IN THE EVE OF THE 21ST CEN- 
TURY 


(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 
despite international pleading, pro- 
tests, and appeals, France resumed nu- 
clear testing in the South Pacific on 
September 5, 1995, at Morurua Atoll, 
exploding a nuclear bomb 10 times 
more powerful than the bomb dropped 
on Hiroshima. Sixty miles away, 3 days 
before, on the island of Tureia, Tahi- 
tian children splashed and played in 
the ocean waves, unaware that a man 
named Chirac would forever mar their 
innocent way of life. 

Chirac’s decision to promote nuclear 
proliferation, at the expense of a peace- 
ful people, is a chilling commentary on 
man’s inhumanity to man. If fact, it is 
an atrocity, a crime against humanity, 
not unlike the French Government’s 
earlier decision to forcibly deport 75,000 
of its own French citizens to Nazi con- 
centration camps where it is said that 
only 1,000 of those deported survived. 

France’s resumption of nuclear test- 
ing, especially in waters other than its 
own, is nothing less than a classic ex- 
ample of rancid colonialism; an old 
world ideology politicized by dominant 
cultures as a means to marginalize, op- 
press, and make expendable the lives of 
some 200,000 Polynesian Tahitians. 
Every enlightened French citizen 
should be ashamed that such atrocity 
reigns in the hands of its current lead- 
er, President Chirac. 


THE LOST BATTALION 


(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, 
there they go again, the desperate lead- 
ers of the Lost Battalion of the Demo- 
crat Left, riding off today on another 
mean-spirited mission to misinform 
and terrorize the elderly. 
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What a pitiful sight it is to see the 
leaders of a party once entrusted with 
40 consecutive years of control of this 
Congress now cowering and running 
away from the fight to save Medicare 
from bankruptcy. 

Afraid to point the way with a plan 
of their own, they're content simply to 
point a misdirected finger of blame. 

Surely, these so-called leaders don’t 
speak for the dwindling membership of 
the Democrat caucus, the men and 
women whose loyalty belongs to the 
people who elected them to serve, to 
face the tough problems and find an- 
Swers, not run and hide from the truth 
and blindly follow the Lost Battalion 
of the Left down the path of political 
retreat. 

To those Members, we offer our hand 
and welcome you to join us in a mis- 
sion worthy of this institution—a mis- 
sion to ensure a comprehensive, secure, 
affordable health insurance plan for 
every retired American now and in the 
future. 


THE BIG DAY IS FINALLY HERE 


(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, well, 
the big day is finally here and all of 
America is happy. The time is here. 
After months of being Medi-scared to 
level with the American people and tell 
them how much their pockets are 
going to be picked to provide the same 
level of health care, Mr. Speaker, today 
is the day that has finally been an- 
nounced by the Republicans as the day 
they will unveil the details of their 
Medicare plan. The Speaker has put 
out notice on national TV that we 
would finally get the details of how 
deep into the pockets of our senior citi- 
zens they are going to reach in order to 
provide a tax break for the privileged 
few. 

The Republican bright lights, and 
some of the not so bright lights, were 
all assembled. All the luminaries were 
gathered. And what details were pro- 
vided? Absolutely none. 

Mr. Speaker, after all this waiting, 
after all this attention to the great 
performance, it is as if they forgot the 
words to the song. Now we know abso- 
lutely nothing more than we did be- 
fore, and that is only that it is going to 
cost American seniors billions of dol- 
lars to pay for this tax break for the 
privileged few. 


———-—+—-— - 


JOIN TOGETHER TO SAVE 
MEDICARE 


(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, once 
again I listen with great interest to my 
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friend from Texas, and so many folks 
on this side of the aisle, who once 
again are engaged in an active policy 
not of saving Medicare, but of Medi- 


scare. 

Mr. Speaker, there is one lesson I 
learned since coming to this Congress. 
It is a sad lesson, but I have to tell it 
in all sincerity to the American people. 
So often what we see happen on this 
floor has absolutely nothing to do with 
policy and everything to do with poli- 
tics. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a sad day when the 
guardians of the old order, so jealous of 
the majority that they once used to 
possess, will do absolutely anything to 
scare America’s seniors. 

Here is the fact: Even if the budget 
were balanced today, we would still 
have problems with Medicare. It is the 
role of every American, Republican, 
Democrat, and Independent alike, to 
step forward to save the program. 

Once again, friends on this side of the 
aisle, join with us. Join with us and 
save this program. 


“DON’T ASK, WON’T TELL” 


(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, 
well, now we know what their plan is 
for Medicare. It is, Don't ask, won't 
tell.” 

They tell us they are going to save it, 
but they will not tell us one detail as 
to how they are going to save it. If 
they have got such a harmless way of 
saving it, why do they not tell us? 

Mr. Speaker, there was just a 4-hour 
Republican conference in which they 
were telling them all sorts of things, 
but we still do not have one detail. 

What do we hear we will find out? 
There is going to be 1 day of hearings. 
My word, there were days and days and 
days of hearings when this was put to- 
gether. 

Yes, we have a way to save Medicare. 
We save it by not killing it. They do 
not want us to know it is going to be 
killed. But when we ask them, when we 
ask them for one detail about Medi- 
care, do not ask, because they will not 
tell. They just come down and scream 
politics, old order, and throw names 
around, but they will not throw the 
first fact out. 

Stop throwing names around. Stop 
calling names. Throw facts out. That is 
what we want. 


WASHINGTON POST AND WALL 
STREET JOURNAL PRAISE RE- 
PUBLICAN PLAN FOR MEDICARE 


(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, we have had 
more than 2 dozen congressional hear- 
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ings, thousands and thousands of pages 
of testimony, dozens of town meetings 
and open forums. Every Member on 
this side of the aisle has solicited the 
advice, the consent, the input of their 
constituents to find out what is the 
best way to go about this. This notion 
that somehow this has been done be- 
hind closed doors is so pathetic and 
misleading and is another one of their 
tactics. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to ask today, 
what exactly is it that the Washington 
Post and the Wall Street Journal have 
in common? Well, they have both ap- 
plauded congressional Republicans for 
having the courage of attacking the 
impending bankruptcy of Medicare. 

As I reported yesterday, the Post 
wrote the Republicans have, force- 
fully taken the right position on the 
basic issue of controlling costs.” 

Then the Wall Street Journal said 
“the emerging GOP plan—to save Med- 
icare—so far looks like the best news 
for American health care in years.” 

There we have it. The most liberal 
paper in America and the most con- 
servative paper in America both agree 
that the Republicans are on the right 
track and they both chide the Demo- 
crats for playing partisan political 
games with one of the most important 
issues in the land. 

It is not too late for my Democrat 
colleagues to put aside the partisan 
rhetoric and join us in saving Medi- 
care. 


О 1315 


WHERE IS THE MEDICARE PLAN? 


(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, as the 
saying goes, the devil is in the details. 
Today was the day that the Republican 
leadership was supposed to reveal the 
details of their secret plan to cut $270 
billion in Medicare to pay for a tax cut 
for the wealthy. But they lost their 
nerve. And, I do not blame them. 

You see, the Republican leadership 
wants to keep this plan under wraps for 
as long as possible, because they do not 
want America’s seniors to see a plan 
that would double their copayments 
and force them to give up their doc- 
tors. 

The House leadership has also an- 
nounced that they will only allow 1 day 
of hearings on Medicare. One day. This 
amounts to a gag order on America's 
seniors. 

Instead of a plan, we got platitudes 
today. Instead of revealing the details 
of the GOP plan to cut $270 billion from 
Medicare, Speaker GINGRICH instead re- 
vealed his goal to, quote, tell the 
truth.” Well, Mr. Speaker, the truth is 
that 37 million Americans rely on Med- 
icare for their health care. The truth is 
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that they deserve to be heard. The 
truth is that they deserve to know how 
your plan will impact their lives. 


GET OUT OF BOSNIA NOW 


(Mr. BAKER of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, America is a great country because 
the Government is run by free people, 
bound by a great document, the Con- 
stitution. 

Despite our overwhelming strength, 
our Nation walked softly and carried a 
big stick. But in Bosnia we changed all 
the rules. Lines were drawn creating a 
government which forced orthodox Ser- 
bians and Catholic Croatians to live 
presumably under Moslem rule. Ethnic 
rivalries and hatreds were inflamed by 
the thought of 500-year-old villages 
being ruled by long-time enemies. 

Our Government now is bombing our 
World War П allies, the Serbs, one of 
the belligerents in the civil war started 
by the drawing of these lines. 

What right do we have to use our 
military might 6,000 miles away from 
home? Has Congress been consulted? 

Since there is no NATO country in- 
volved, how can it legally be a NATO 
action? Is this another unauthorized 
U.N. action? Who will pay the $5 billion 
for our involvement in this misguided 
war? 

America will remain a free and great 
country only if we continue to live 
under our Constitution. Get out of 
Bosnia now. 


SAVING MEDICARE: DO NOT HARM 
SENIOR CITIZENS 


(Mr. GEJDENSON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
think we have to look at history when 
we are trying to examine a debate. Our 
friends on the Republican side of the 
aisle come today with a masked pro- 
posal, a hidden proposal to tell us they 
are going to save Medicare. 

The Democrats over the years have 
repaired the Medicare system over and 
over again. This is not the first time 
the trust fund has had some problems. 
In the 1970’s and 19805, time and time 
again we repaired it. We started off 
from a position where we believed in 
Medicare. We wanted the system to 
serve our senior citizens. 

Let us listen to the words of the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY], the 
majority leader. If he had his way, he 
would have no part in Medicare. If he 
had his way, I think what we would do 
is we would all have no Medicare. 

Our mothers and fathers and grand- 
parents worked hard, fought in the 
wars to protect this country. We now 
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need to keep the contract with them, 
not put them into bankruptcy, not raid 
the Medicare system, but fix the pro- 
gram to make sure that it is there for 
future generations. We know there is a 
health care crisis in this country. 

The good news has been seniors have 
not been part of it. The Republicans 
are going to put seniors in that crisis. 


INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
INCORPORATING THE BUDGET 
RESOLUTION INTO LAW 


(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak- 
er, I wonder how many Americans feel 
that there is fraud and abuse, wasteful 
spending, that there is fat in this Fed- 
eral Government, that the overspend- 
ing of the Federal Government is lead- 
ing us into a debt situation that is 
going to be intolerable for our kids and 
our grandkids. 

Over the last couple of months, as 
Republicans have tried to cut spending, 
in every occasion the other side of the 
aisle says, Well, you are cruel and 
mean-spirited.” I am afraid that we are 
not going to reach a balanced budget; I 
think we need more legislative deter- 
mination to assure that we do that. 

I have introduced a bill called H.R. 
2295 that incorporates the budget reso- 
lution that we passed, in the House and 
the Senate, into law. It changes the 
1974 Budget Act to incorporate into law 
those spending caps that will last until 
2002. That legislation is going to help 
give politicians the intestinal fortitude 
to do what we should do, and that is 
balance the budget. 


THE REPUBLICAN STUDENT LOAN 
PLAN 


(Mr. CHAMBLISS asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Speaker, I 
could not believe what I heard from my 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
the other day. They were saying that 
the Republicans are wrecking edu- 
cation and destroying millions of 
Americans’ future. This is an issue 
very near and dear to my heart. Both 
my wife and daughter are public school 
teachers, my children grew up in public 
schools, and I know how important 
education is to future generations. 

The problem is that President Clin- 
ton does not want to balance the budg- 
et. If he did, he would stop coming to 
Congress with his plans that only in- 
crease Government taking and Govern- 
ment spending. President Clinton be- 
lieves in big Government. In fact, he 
thinks the solution to our student loan 
problems is to convert the Department 
of Education into one of America’s 
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largest banks and the IRS into a loan 
collection agency. One thing I have 
come to learn in my short time in 
Washington is that the Federal Gov- 
ernment has failed miserably as a lend- 
er of money. 

The Republicans balanced budget 
proposal does not cut a single student 
loan. In fact, more loans will be avail- 
able next year than ever in the history 
of the program. This can be accom- 
plished, not in the public, but the pri- 
vate sector. 

What is the Democrat alternative? 
Well, as usual, big Government. 


TAX CUT FINANCED BY MEDICARE 
сот 


(Mr. DURBIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, during 
the closing weeks of this legislative de- 
bate, the people of the United States 
should focus on 2 numbers, 270 and 235. 
Keep those numbers in mind during the 
course of this debate about balancing 
the budget and the future of Medicare. 

You see, the Republicans have pro- 
posed $270 billion in cuts in Medicare 
over the next 7 years, cuts which will 
raise the cost of Medicare for seniors, 
limit the medical procedures that are 
covered, reduce the opportunity for a 
senior citizen to choose his or her own 
doctor, reduce provider payments to 
hospitals and doctors, $270 billion in 
cuts. They tell us we need it to balance 
the budget. 

Do not forget the other number, 245, 
$245 billion tax cut which the Repub- 
licans are proposing while we are try- 
ing to balance the budget. Is it not 
amazing how close those two numbers 
are, 270 and 245? If the Republicans 
would give up on the $245 billion tax 
cut, we would not have to cut Medi- 
care. 


THE REAL QUESTIONS ABOUT 
MEDICARE 


(Ms. JACKSON-LEE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, my 
colleague on the other side of the aisle 
asked if we who have spoken about this 
very important issue of Medicare would 
simply join him in trying to fix it. 

Let me share just a portion of the 
letters that I have gotten from senior 
citizens who say, Les, fix it, but save 
Medicare,” and the real questions 
begin to come out, and those questions 
are, in fact, what the real issues are 
about Medicare's survival. 

No, it is not bankrupt. Yes, we need 
to fix fraud and abuse. The real ques- 
tion is the $245 billion cut in Medicare 
that is being proposed to pay for tax 
cuts for the wealthy. 
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What are the other questions? No. 1, 
the increased premium costs that will 
go to your seniors and those working- 
class Americans who have to take care 
of their parents. The other question? 
The lack of choice by seniors and 
whether or not HMO’s will be willing to 
take the least healthy of our seniors, 
those who are the most sick, and 
whether or not in rural and urban cen- 
ters in America, those seniors will fall 
either upon you the taxpayer or fall 
upon hard times because of an inability 
to get proper health care. Those are 
the real questions I ask my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle. Let us fix 
it for the seniors. Save Medicare the 
right way. 


SENIORS CANNOT AFFORD 
INCREASED MEDICARE COSTS 


(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I lis- 
tened this morning to what the Speak- 
er said about the Medicare issue. I was 
very upset because of this suggestion 
that somehow this is all politics, and I 
assure you it is not about politics. 

If you talk to seniors in my district, 
they are very concerned because they 
do not have the extra money to spend 
for an increased premium in Medicare 
part B. They are concerned because 
they have had the same doctor or they 
have been able to go to a hospital that 
is close by for a number of years, and 
now all of a sudden they are hearing 
that they may have to go into an HMO 
or a managed care system where they 
will not have the choice of the doctor 
that they have had for years or the 
hospital that is close by. They cannot 
afford it. They have a budget, some of 
them, where $10 or $15 a month makes 
all the difference in the world because 
that is all they have to spend after 
they have figures out their budget for a 
month, and whether we talk about a $7 
increase or a $30 increase or a $50 in- 
crease in Medicare part B, they cannot 
afford that difference, because they 
simply do not have the money on the 
fixed income they are living on. 

I also have to tell you about the hos- 
pitals and providers. 


PERMISSION FOR CERTAIN COM- 
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB- 
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY 
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE 


Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
committees and their subcommittees 
be permitted to sit today while the 
House is meeting in the Committee of 
the Whole House under the 5-minute 
rule: The Committee on Commerce, the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, the Committee on Science, and 
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the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure. 

It is my understanding that the mi- 
nority has been consulted and that 
there is no objection to these requests. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
RADANOVICH). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Ari- 
zona? 

There was no objection. 


VACATING PROCEEDINGS ON SEP- 
TEMBER 13, 1995, APPOINTMENT 
OF CONFEREES ON H.R. 2126, DE- 
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO- 
PRIATIONS ACT, 1996 


Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker I 
ask unanimous consent to vacate the 
proceedings of September 13, 1995, іп 
which the House of Representatives 
disagreed to the Senate amendment to 
the bill, H.R. 2126, making appropria- 
tions for the Department of Defense for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1996, and for other purposes and agreed 
to the conference requested by the Sen- 
ate; provided that the order of the 
House of Representatives of the same 
day enabling closed meetings of the 
conference remain in effect. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 


APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 2126, DEPARTMENT OF DE- 
FENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
1996 


Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker I 
ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker’s table the bill H.R. 2126, 
making appropriations for the Depart- 
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end- 
ing September 30, 1996, and for other 
purposes, with a Senate amendment 
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend- 
ment, and agree to the conference 
asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES OFFERED BY 
MR. OBEY 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo- 
tion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. OBEY moves that the managers on the 
part of the House at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill H.R. 
2126 be instructed to insist on Section 8075 of 
the House bill, limiting the allowable cost 
charged to the government for individual 
compensation to not more than $200,000 per 
year. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the 
gentleman from Florida (Мг. YOUNG] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]. 
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, my motion to instruct 
is very simple. Last week the House 
adopted a motion which limited to 
$200,000 the amount that could be paid 
to any executive in any defense cor- 
poration from any contract which they 
had with the U.S. Government or any 
agency of the U.S. Government. 

In plain language, this simply says 
that any dollars that any defense con- 
tractor wants to provide by way of 
compensation to any of their execu- 
tives above the salary paid to the 
President of the United States should 
be paid out of their profits and not out 
of contract receipts with the U.S. Gov- 
ernment. 

If you take a look at the salaries of 
some of the CEO’s of these corpora- 
tions, you will see that, for instance, 
one of them was paid nearly $15 million 
in 1994. I do not really believe that, 
when we have the massive downsizing 
going on in the military, when we have 
the squeeze that we have not only in 
the military budget but on domestic 
budgets as well, I do not think we have 
any business encouraging the payment 
of those outlandish salaries. I do not 
see why anybody in this country ought 
to have to make more than the Presi- 
dent of the United States. 
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Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
this motion to instruct. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I might 
consume and simply say that, when the 
bill was before the House, we accepted 
the gentleman’s amendment, and we 
accept his motion to instruct today, 
and, unless he has further speakers, I 
am prepared to yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
RADANOVICH). Without objection, the 
previous question is ordered on the mo- 
tion to instruct. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to instruct 
offered by the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. OBEY]. 

The motion to instruct was agreed 
to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the Chair appoints the fol- 
lowing conferees: Messrs. YOUNG of 
Florida, MCDADE, LIVINGSTON, LEWIS of 
California, SKEEN, HOBSON, BONILLA, 
NETHERCUTT, NEUMANN, MURTHA, 
DICKS, WILSON, HEFNER, SABO, and 
OBEY. 

There was no objection. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
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which to revise and extend their re- 
marks on H.R. 2126. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 


————— 


PERMISSION TO FILE CON- 
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1817, 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AP- 
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996 


Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
І ask unanimous consent that the man- 
agers on the part of the House may 
have until midnight tonight, Septem- 
ber 14, 1995, to file a conference report 
on the bill (H.R. 1817) making appro- 
priations for military construction, 
family housing, and base realignment 
and closure for the Department of De- 
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 


Oo —— | 


FEDERAL ACQUISITION REFORM 
ACT OF 1995 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 219 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill, H.R. 1670. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE ОҒ THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur- 
ther consideration of the bill (H.R. 
1670) to revise and streamline the ac- 
quisition laws of the Federal Govern- 
ment, to reorganize the mechanisms 
for resolving Federal procurement dis- 
putes, and for other purposes, with Mr. 
WELLER in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit- 
tee of the Whole rose on Wednesday, 
September 13, 1995, title III was open 
for amendment at any point. 

Are there any amendments to title 
ш? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY МЕ. SPRATT 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SPRATT: At the 
end of title ІП (page 100, after line 12), insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. 319. DEMONSTRATION PROJECT RELATING 


TO CERTAIN PERSONNEL MANAGE- 
MENT POLICIES AND PROCEDURES, 

(a) COMMENCEMENT.—The Secretary of De- 
fense is encouraged to take such steps as 
may be necessary to provide for the com- 
mencement of a demonstration project, the 
purpose of which would be to determine the 
feasibility or desirability of one or more pro- 
posals for improving the personnel manage- 
ment policies or procedures that apply with 
respect to the acquisition workforce of the 
Department of Defense. 
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(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subsection, any demonstration 
project described in subsection (a) shall be 
subject to section 4703 of title 5, United 
States Code, and all other provisions of such 
title that apply with respect to any dem- 
onstration project under such section. 

(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Subject to paragraph (3), 
in applying section 4703 of title 5, United 
States Code, with respect to a demonstration 
project described in subsection (a)— 

(A) “180 даув” in subsection (b)(4) of such 
section shall be deemed to read 120 days”; 

(B) “90 days“ in subsection (b)(6) of such 
section shall be deemed to read “30 даув”; 
and 

(C) subsection (d)(1)(A) of such section 
shall be disregarded. 

(3) CONDITION.—Paragraph (2) shall not 
apply with respect to a demonstration 
project unless it— 

(A) involves only the acquisition workforce 
of the Department of Defense (or any part 
thereof); and 

(B) commences during the 3-year period be- 
ginning on the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term ‘acquisition workforce" re- 
fers to the persons serving in acquisition po- 
sitions within the Department of Defense, as 
designated pursuant to section 1721(а) of 
title 10, United States Code. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I have 
been here for 7 terms now, and I have 
seen the cycles rise and cycles fall with 
respect to defense procurement policy 
making. In one period we get very pre- 
scriptive about the rules we make, and 
the next period we realize that we have 
been overprescriptive, we have been 
much too specific, and we back off and 
give the Department of Defense, in par- 
ticular, more running room, more dis- 
cretion, more flexibility, and more re- 
sponsibility. But always mainly our ef- 
fort is directed towards the black-let- 
ter rule, the procedures, and yet most 
of us who have ever been involved in 
running a business realize that when 
our businesses succeeded or failed, it 
was not the rule book or the policy 
manual we turned to first. It was the 
people who worked for us, and I think 
we should heed that own practical ex- 
perience when we look at the defense 
procurement, and, in revisiting the 
rules one more time, making another 
cut at the rules to see if we cannot 
make defense procurement much more 
efficient. 

I do not think we should overlook the 
fact that we have got to do something 
about the quality, the calibre, the in- 
centives, the rewards, the accountabil- 
ity of the acquisition work force, and 
that is the purpose of my amendment. 
My amendment simply encourages the 
Secretary of Defense to set up pilot 
projects to improve acquisition or pro- 
curement by improving the people who 
manage the system. It will allow far 
greater flexibility in hiring, and firing, 
and promoting, and incentivizing the 
people who work in defense acquisition. 

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, I would go 
further than this particular amend- 
ment does. I would actually impose 
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upon the Secretary of Defense a re- 
quirement that he undertake certain 
demonstration projects to test out the 
viability or feasibility of flexing up his 
personnel policies in the acquisition 
work force, but in the interests of 
achieving a consensus this bill, this 
amendment, simply encourages the 
Secretary to do that and to use author- 
ity that is already on the books, title 5, 
section 4703, United States Code, which 
gives that same authority to the Office 
of Personnel Management. 

This particular amendment simply 
starts out by saying the Secretary of 
Defense is encouraged to utilize that 
authority and to undertake demonstra- 
tional pilot projects that will experi- 
ment with, attempt on a broad scale, 
much more flexible and innovative pro- 
cedures in hiring, and firing, and re- 
warding, and penalizing those who fail 
or succeed. 

This is a first step, and is long over- 
due, towards implementing one of the 
key reforms that was recommended 10 
years ago by the Packard Commission. 
In its report in 1986 the Packard Com- 
mission said DOD must be able to at- 
tract, and retain, and motivate well- 
qualified acquisition personnel. The 
Packard Commission recognized that 
acquisition reform would not happen if 
we just rewrite the rule book. This is 
an exercise that we do frequently, and 
we wonder why we do not get results. It 
is because we are not doing enough to 
change the people that implement and 
follow the rules. We have to upgrade 
the caliber of people who manage ac- 
quisition. We have got to reward them 
for good performance, penalizing or re- 
placement for inadequate performance, 
and, above all, hold them accountable. 
My amendment would allow the DOD 
to restructure their personnel regula- 
tions for acquisition managers without 
regard to existing classifications in the 
Civil Service Code in order to attract 
better technical talent to keep people 
who are knowledgeable and capable, 
and reward them accordingly, and to 
motivate the whole work force better. 

Mr. Chairman, this reform is not 
only recommended by the Packard 
Commission, but by the National Acad- 
emy of Public Administration, once 
again more than 10 years ago, and our 
followup to it has been all too feeble. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRATT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLINGER. Despite the fact the 
gentleman opposed my position on title 
I, I would say what I consider to be a 
very generous example of noblesse 
oblige, we are prepared to accept the 
gentleman’s amendment, and I under- 
stand that any problems have been 
worked out with all the parties, and we 
are pleased to accept the amendment. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his magnanimity, as 
well as his support. I appreciate it. 
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Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRATT. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Illinois. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. I am more 
than happy that this is really a great 
amendment. It is one that a great deal 
of work has been done by the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina (Мг. 
SPRATT] and of course we on this side 
accept this most wonderful amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT]. The amendment 
seeks to implement a recommendation made 
in 1986 by the Packard Commission that the 
Secretary of Defense be given the authority to 
establish a flexible personnel system for DOD 
acquisition personnel. 

| want to commend the gentleman for his ef- 
forts to perfect this amendment since the com- 
mittee markup. His office worked closely with 
my staff and with the Office of Personnel Man- 
agement [OPM] to produce language that en- 
joys bipartisan support. 

The Spratt amendment encourages the Sec- 
retary to work with OPM to conduct this dem- 
onstration project under the framework of ex- 
isting demonstration project authority, with a 
few minor changes. It waives the statutory cap 
which limits the number of employees involved 
to 5,000. This is necessary because there are 
about 6,500 individuals іп DOD's civilian ac- 
quisition work force. The amendment also 
makes minor changes in some of the time- 
frames for notifications sent the affected em- 
ployees and the Congress. 

| believe this provision can lead to greater 
productivity on the part of acquisition person- 
nel. | urge the adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina (Мг. 
SPRATT]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. CHAMBLISS 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer two amendments and ask unani- 
mous consent that they be considered 
en bloc. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendments offered by Mr. CHAMBLISS: 

AMENDMENT NO. 6: (1) Strike out title IV 
(page 100, starting on line 13, and all that fol- 
lows through line 18 on page 143) and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

TITLE IV—STREAMLINING OF DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION 
Subtitle A—General Provisions 
БЕС. 401. DEFINITIONS. 

(а) IN GENERAL.—The Office of Federal Pro- 
curement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“TITLE I—DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
“Subtitle A—General Provisions 
“SEC. 201, DEFINITIONS. 

“In this title: 

“(1) The term ‘Defense Board’ means the 
Department of Defense Board of Contract 
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Appeals established pursuant to section 8(a) 
of the Contract Disputes Act of 1978 (41 
U.S.C. 607). 

“(2) The term ‘Civilian Board’ means the 
Civilian Board of Contract Appeals estab- 
lished pursuant to section 8(b) of the Con- 
tract Disputes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 607). 

“(8) The term ‘Board judge’ means а mem- 
ber of the Defense Board or the Civilian 
Board, as the case may be. 

“(4) The term ‘Chairman’ means the Chair- 
man of the Defense Board or the Civilian 
Board, as the case may be. 

“(5) The term ‘Board concerned’ means— 

“(А) the Defense Board with respect to 
matters within its jurisdiction; and 

‘(B) the Civilian Board with respect to 
matters within its jurisdiction. 

“(6) The term ‘executive agency’— 

“(А) with respect to contract disputes and 
protests under the jurisdiction of the De- 
fense Board, means the Department of De- 
fense, the Department of the Army, the De- 
partment of the Navy, or the Department of 
the Air Force; and 

“(В) with respect to contract disputes and 
protests under the jurisdiction of the Civil- 
ian Board, has the meaning given by section 
4(1) of this Act except that the term does not 
include the Department of Defense, the De- 
partment of the Army, the Department of 
the Navy, and the Department of the Air 
Force. 

“(7) The term ‘alternative means of dispute 
resolution’ has the meaning given by section 
571(3) of title 5, United States Code. 

“(8) The term ‘protest’ means a written ob- 
jection by an interested party to any of the 
following: 

A) A solicitation or other request by an 
executive agency for offers for a contract for 
the procurement of property or services. 

“(В) The cancellation of such a solicitation 
or other request. 

“(C) An award or proposed award of such a 
contract. 

“(9) The term ‘interested party’, with ге- 
spect to a contract or a solicitation or other 
request for offers, means an actual or pro- 
spective bidder or offeror whose direct eco- 
nomic interest would be affected by the 
award of the contract or by failure to award 
the contract. 

“(10) The term ‘prevailing party’, with re- 
spect to a determination of the Board under 
section 214(h)(2) that a decision of the head 
of an executive agency is arbitrary or capri- 
cious or violates a statute or regulation, 
means a party that showed that the decision 
was arbitrary or capricious or violated a 
statute or regulation.“ 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The Office 
of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 
401 et seq.) is further amended— 

(1) by inserting the following before sec- 
tion 1: 

“TITLE I—FEDERAL PROCUREMENT 
POLICY GENERALLY”; 
and 

(2) in section 4, by striking out “Ав used in 
this Act:“ and inserting in lieu thereof Ex- 
cept as otherwise specifically provided, as 
used in this Асб:”. 

Subtitle B—Establishment of Civilian and 

Defense Boards of Contract Appeals 
SEC. 411. ESTABLISHMENT. 

Subsections (a) and (b) of section 8 of the 
Contract Disputes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 607) 
are amended to read as follows: 

“(а) There is established in the Depart- 
ment of Defense a board of contract appeals 
to be known as the Department of Defense 
Board of Contract Appeals. 
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“(b) There is established in the General 
Services Administration a board of contract 
appeals to be known as the Civilian Board of 
Contract Appeals. 

SEC. 412. MEMBERSHIP. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C, 401 et seq.), as amended by sec- 
tion 401, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“SEC, 202. MEMBERSHIP. 

(a) APPOINTMENT.—(1)(A) The Defense 
Board shall consist of judges appointed by 
the Secretary of Defense from a register of 
applicants maintained by the Defense Board, 
in accordance with rules issued by the De- 
fense Board for establishing and maintaining 
a register of eligible applicants and selecting 
Defense Board judges. The Secretary shall 
appoint a judge without regard to political 
affiliation and solely on the basis of the pro- 
fessional qualifications required to perform 
the duties and responsibilities of a Defense 
Board judge. 

“(В) The Civilian Board shall consist of 
judges appointed by the Administrator of 
General Services from a register of appli- 
cants maintained by the Civilian Board, in 
accordance with rules issued by the Civilian 
Board for establishing and maintaining a 
register of eligible applicants and selecting 
Civilian Board judges. The Administrator 
shall appoint a judge without regard to polit- 
ical affiliation and solely on the basis of the 
professional qualifications required to per- 
form the duties and responsibilities of a Ci- 
vilian Board judge. 

“(2) The members of the Defense Board and 
the Civilian Board shall be selected and ap- 
pointed to serve in the same manner as ad- 
ministrative law judges appointed pursuant 
to section 3105 of title 5, United States Code, 
with an additional requirement that such 
members shall have had not fewer than five 
years of experience in public contract law. 

“(3) Notwithstanding paragraph (2) and 
subject to subsection (b), the following per- 
sons shall serve as Board judges: 

“(А) For the Defense Board, any full-time 
member of the Armed Services Board of Con- 
tract Appeals serving as such on the day be- 
fore the effective date of this title. 

“(В) For the Civilian Board, any full-time 
member of any agency board of contract ap- 
peals other than the Armed Services Board 
of Contract Appeals serving as such on the 
day before the effective date of this title. 

“(С) For either the Defense Board or the 
Civilian Board, any person serving on the 
day before the effective date of this title in 
a position at a level of assistant general 
counsel or higher with authority delegated 
from the Comptroller General to decide bid 
protests under subchapter V of chapter 35 of 
title 31, United States Code. 

(b) REMOVAL.—Members of the Defense 
Board and the Civilian Board shall be subject 
to removal in the same manner as adminis- 
trative law judges, as provided in section 
7521 of title 5, United States Code. 

“(с) COMPENSATION.—Compensation for the 
Chairman of the Defense Board and the 
Chairman of the Civilian Board and all other 
members of each Board shall be determined 
under section 5372a of title 5, United States 
Code. 

SEC. 413. CHAIRMAN, 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by sec- 
tion 412, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“SEC. 203. CHAIRMAN. 

“(а) DESIGNATION.—(1)(A) The Chairman of 

the Defense Board shall be designated by the 
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Secretary of Defense to serve for a term of 
five years. The Secretary shall select the 
Chairman from among sitting judges each of 
whom has had at least five years of service— 

(i) as a member of the Armed Services 
Board of Contract Appeals; or 

(ii) in a position at a level of assistant 
general counsel or higher with authority del- 
egated from the Comptroller General to de- 
cide bid protests under subchapter V of chap- 
ter 35 of title 31, United States Code (as in ef- 
fect on the day before the effective date of 
this title). 

“(В) The Chairman of the Civilian Board 
shall be designated by the Administrator of 
General Services to serve for a term of five 
years. The Administrator shall select the 
Chairman from among sitting judges each of 
whom has had at least five years of service— 

“(і) as a member of an agency board of con- 
tract appeals other than the Armed Services 
Board of Contract Appeals; or 

(ii) in a position at a level of assistant 
general counsel or higher with authority del- 
egated from the Comptroller General to de- 
cide bid protests under subchapter V of chap- 
ter 35 of title 31, United States Code (as in ef- 
fect on the day before the effective date of 
this title). 

“(2) A Chairman of a Board may continue 
to serve after the expiration of the Chair- 
man's term until a successor has taken of- 
fice. A Chairman may be reappointed any 
number of times. 

“(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Chairman of 
the Defense Board or the Civilian Board, as 
the case may be, shall be responsible on be- 
half of the Board for the executive and ad- 
ministrative operation of the Board, includ- 
ing functions of the Board with respect to 
the following: 

“(1) The selection, appointment, and fixing 
of the compensation of such personnel, pur- 
suant to part Ш of title 5, United States 
Code, as the Chairman considers necessary 
or appropriate, including a Clerk of the 
Board, a General Counsel, and clerical and 
legal assistance for Board judges. 

“(2) The supervision of personnel employed 
by or assigned to the Board, and the distribu- 
tion of work among such personnel. 

“(3) The operation of an Office of the Clerk 
of the Board, including the receipt of all fil- 
ings made with the Board, the assignment of 
cases, and the maintenance of all records of 
the Board. 

“(4) The prescription of such rules and reg- 
ulations as the Chairman considers nec- 
essary or appropriate for the administration 
and management of the Board. 

“(с) VICE CHAIRMEN.—The Chairman of the 
Defense Board or the Civilian Board, as the 
case may be, may designate up to four other 
Board judges as Vice Chairmen. The Chair- 
man may divide the Board into two divi- 
sions, one for handling contract disputes and 
one for handling protests, and, if such divi- 
sion is made, shall assign a Vice Chairman to 
head each division. The Vice Chairmen, in 
the order designated by the Chairman, shall 
act in the place and stead of the Chairman 
during the absence of the Chairman.“ 

SEC. 414. RULEMAKING AUTHORITY, 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by sec- 
tion 413, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“БЕС. 204. RULEMAKING AUTHORITY. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided by 
section 452 of the Federal Acquisition Re- 
form Act of 1995, the Chairman of the De- 
fense Board and the Chairman of the Civilian 
Board shall jointly issue and maintain— 
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(i) such procedural rules and regulations 
as are necessary to the exercise of the func- 
tions of the Boards under sections 213 and 
214; and 

(2) statements of policy of general appli- 
cability with respect to such functions. 

(b) BOARD PROCEDURES.—In issuing proce- 
dural rules and regulations for the exercise 
of the Boards’ protest function under section 
214, the Chairmen shall take due notice of 
executive agency procedures for the resolu- 
tion of protests as a discretionary alter- 
native to resolution of protests by the 
Boards and shall ensure that the rules and 
regulations governing the time for filing pro- 
tests with the Boards make appropriate al- 
lowance for the use of such executive agency 
procedures by interested parties.“ 

SEC. 415. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by sec- 
tion 414, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“БЕС. 205. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, 

“There are authorized to be appropriated 
for fiscal year 1997 and each succeeding fiscal 
year such sums as may be necessary to carry 
out the provisions of this title. Funds for the 
activities of each Board shall be separately 
appropriated for such purpose. Funds appro- 
priate pursuant to this section shall remain 
available until expended."’. 

Subtitle C—Functions of Defense and 
Civilian Boards of Contract Appeals 
SEC. 421. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
SERVICES. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by sec- 
tion 415, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“Subtitle B—Functions of the Defense and 
Civilian Boards of Contract Appeals 
“SEC. 211. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

SERVICES. 

“(а) REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE SERVICES 
UPON REQUEST.—The Defense Board and the 
Civilian Board shall each provide alternative 
means of dispute resolution for any disagree- 
ment regarding a contract or prospective 
contract of an executive agency upon the re- 
quest of all parties to the disagreement. 

b) PERSONNEL QUALIFIED To AcT.—Each 
Board judge and each attorney employed by 
the Board concerned shall be considered to 
be qualified to act for the purpose of con- 
ducting alternative means of dispute resolu- 
tion under this section. 

“(с) SERVICES То BE PROVIDED WITHOUT 
CHARGE.—Any services provided by the 
Board concerned or any Board judge or em- 
ployee pursuant to this section shall be pro- 
vided without charge. 

“(4) RECUSAL OF CERTAIN PERSONNEL UPON 
REQUEST.—In the event that a matter which 
is presented to the Board concerned for al- 
ternative means of dispute resolution, pursu- 
ant to this section, later becomes the subject 
of formal proceedings before such Board, any 
Board judge or employee who was involved in 
the alternative means of dispute resolution 
shall, if requested by any party to the formal 
proceeding, take no part in that proceed- 
ing.“. 

SEC. 422. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
OF DISPUTES AND PROTESTS SUB- 
MITTED TO BOARDS, 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by sec- 
tion 421, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“БЕС. 212, ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
OF DISPUTES AND PROTESTS SUB- 
MITTED TO BOARDS. 

“With reasonable promptness after the 

submission to the Defense Board or the Civil- 
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jan Board of a contract dispute under section 
213 or a bid protest under section 214, a Board 
judge to whom the contract dispute or pro- 
test is assigned shall request the parties to 
meet with a Board judge, or an attorney em- 
ployed by the Board concerned, for the pur- 
pose of attempting to resolve the dispute or 
protest through alternative means of dispute 
resolution. Formal proceedings in the appeal 
shall then be suspended until such time as 
any party or a Board judge to whom the dis- 
pute or protest is assigned determines that 
alternative means of dispute resolution are 
not appropriate for resolution of the dispute 
or protest.“ 

SEC. 423. CONTRACT DISPUTES. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by sec- 
tion 422, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“SEC, 213. CONTRACT DISPUTES. 

“The Defense Board shall have jurisdiction 
as provided by section 8(a) of the Contract 
Disputes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 601-613). The 
Civilian Board shall have jurisdiction as pro- 
vided by section 8(b) of such Act.“. 

SEC. 424. PROTESTS. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by sec- 
tion 423, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following; 

“SEC, 214. PROTESTS. 

“(а) REVIEW REQUIRED UPON REQUEST.— 
Upon request of an interested party in con- 
nection with any procurement conducted by 
an executive agency, the Defense Board or 
the Civilian Board, as the case may be, shall 
review, as provided in this section, any deci- 
sion by the head of the executive agency al- 
leged to be arbitrary or capricious or to vio- 
late a statute or regulation. A decision or 
order of the Board concerned pursuant to 
this section shall not be subject to interlocu- 
tory appeal or review. 

“(b) STANDARD OF REVIEW.—In deciding a 
protest, the Board concerned may consider 
all evidence that is relevant to the decision 
under protest. The protester may prevail 
only by showing that the decision was arbi- 
trary or capricious or violated a statute or 
regulation. 

“(с) NOTIFICATION.—Within one day after 
the receipt of a protest, the Board concerned 
shall notify the executive agency involved of 
the protest. 

“(4) SUSPENSION OF CONTRACT AWARD.—(1) 
Except as provided in paragraph (2) of this 
subsection, a contract may not be awarded 
in any procurement after the executive agen- 
cy has received notice of a protest with re- 
spect to such procurement from the Board 
concerned and while the protest is pending. 

“(2) The head of the procuring activity re- 
sponsible for award of a contract may au- 
thorize the award of the contract (notwith- 
standing a protest of which the executive 
agency has notice under this section) 

“(А) upon a written finding that urgent 
and compelling circumstances which signifi- 
cantly affect interests of the United States 
will not permit waiting for the decision of 
the Board concerned under this section; and 

((B) after the Board concerned is advised 
of that finding. 

(3) A finding may not be made under para- 
graph (2)(A) of this subsection unless the 
award of the contract is otherwise likely to 
occur within 30 days after the making of 
such finding. 

“(4) The suspension of the award under 
paragraph (1) shall not preclude the execu- 
tive agency concerned from continuing the 
procurement process up to but not including 
the award of the contract. 


September 14, 1995 


“(е) SUSPENSION OF CONTRACT PERFORM- 
ANCE.—(1) A contractor awarded an executive 
agency contract may, during the period de- 
scribed in paragraph (4), begin performance 
of the contract and engage in any related ac- 
tivities that result in obligations being in- 
curred by the United States under the con- 
tract unless the contracting officer respon- 
sible for the award of the contract withholds 
authorization to proceed with performance 
of the contract. 

“(2) The contracting officer may withhold 
an authorization to proceed with perform- 
ance of the contract during the period de- 
scribed in paragraph (4) if the contracting of- 
ficer determines in writing that— 

“(А)а protest is likely to be filed; and 

“(В) the immediate performance of the 
contract is not in the best interests of the 
United States. 

*(3)(A) If the executive agency awarding 
the contract receives notice of a protest in 
accordance with this section during the pe- 
riod described in paragraph (4)— 

Ча) the contracting officer may not au- 
thorize performance of the contract to begin 
while the protest is pending; or 

(Ji) if authorization for contract perform- 
ance to proceed was not withheld in accord- 
ance with paragraph (2) before receipt of the 
notice, the contracting officer shall imme- 
diately direct the contractor to cease per- 
formance under the contract and to suspend 
any related activities that may result in ad- 
ditional obligations being incurred by the 
United States under that contract. 

“(В) Performance and related activities 
suspended pursuant to subparagraph (A)(ii) 
by reason of a protest may not be resumed 
while the protest is pending. 

“(С) The head of the procuring activity 
may authorize the performance of the con- 
tract (notwithstanding a protest of which 
the executive agency has notice under this 
section)— 

) upon a written finding that urgent and 
compelling circumstances that significantly 
affect interests of the United States will not 
permit waiting for the decision concerning 
the protest by the Board concerned; and 

“(ii) after the Board concerned is notified 
of that finding. 

“(4) The period referred to in paragraphs 
(2) and (3)(A), with respect to a contract, is 
the period beginning on the date of the con- 
tract award and ending on the later of— 

“(А) the date that is 10 days after the date 
of the contract award; or 

„B) the date that is 5 days after the de- 
briefing date offered to an unsuccessful 
offeror for any debriefing that is requested 
and, when requested, is required. 

“(f) The authority of the head of the pro- 
curing activity to make findings and to au- 
thorize the award and performance of con- 
tracts under subsections (d) and (e) of this 
section may not be delegated. 

(6) PROCEDURES.— 

“(1) PROCEEDINGS AND DISCOVERY.—The 
Board concerned shall conduct proceedings 
and allow discovery to the minimum extent 
necessary for the expeditious, fair, and cost- 
effective resolution of the protest. The Board 
shall allow discovery only in a case in which 
the Board determines that the written sub- 
missions of the parties do not provide an 
adequate basis for a fair resolution of the 
protest. Such discovery shall be limited to 
material which is relevant to the grounds of 
protest or to such affirmative defenses as the 
executive agency involved, or any intervenor 
supporting the agency, may raise. 

“(2) PRIORITY.—The Board concerned shall 
give priority to protests filed under this sec- 
tion over contract disputes and alternative 
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dispute services. Except as provided in para- 
graph (3), the Board concerned shall issue its 
final decision within 65 days after the date of 
the filing of the protest, unless the Chairman 
determines that the specific and unique cir- 
cumstances of the protest require a longer 
period, in which case the Board concerned 
shall issue such decision within the longer 
period determined by the Chairman. An 
amendment that adds a new ground of pro- 
test should be resolved, to the maximum ex- 
tent practicable, within the time limits es- 
tablished for resolution of the initial protest. 

“(3) THRESHOLD.—(A) Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), any protest in which the 
anticipated value of the contract award that 
will result from the protested procurement, 
as estimated by the executive agency in- 
volved, is less than $30,000,000 shall be con- 
sidered under simplified rules of procedure. 
Such simplified rules shall provide that dis- 
covery in such protests shall be in writing 
only. Such written discovery shall be the 
minimum necessary for the expeditious, fair, 
and cost-effective resolution of the protest 
and shall be allowed only if the Board deter- 
mines that the written submissions of the 
parties do not provide an adequate basis for 
a fair resolution of the protest. Such pro- 
tests shall be decided by a single Board 
judge. The Board concerned shall issue its 
final decision in each such protest within 45 
days after the date of the filing of the pro- 
test, unless the Chairman determines that 
the specific and unique circumstances of the 
protest require a longer period, in which case 
the Board concerned shall issue such deci- 
sion within the longer period determined by 
the Chairman. 

„B) If the Chairman of the Board con- 
cerned determines that special and unique 
circumstances of a protest that would other- 
wise qualify for the simplified rules de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A), including the 
complexity of a protest, requires the use of 
full procedures as described in paragraphs (1) 
and (2), the Chairman shall use such proce- 
dures in lieu of the simplified rules described 
in subparagraph (A). 

“(4) CALCULATION OF TIME FOR ADR.—In са1- 
culating time for purposes of paragraph (2) 
or (8) of this subsection, any days during 
which proceedings are suspended for the pur- 
pose of attempting to resolve the protest by 
alternative means of dispute resolution, up 
to a maximum of 20 days, shall not be count- 
ей. 

“(5) DISMISSAL ОҒ FRIVOLOUS PROTESTS.— 
The Board concerned may dismiss a protest 
that the Board concerned determines— 

(A) is frivolous, 

“(В) has been brought or pursued in bad 
faith; or 

“(С) does not state on its face a valid basis 
for protest. 

“(6) PAYMENT OF COSTS FOR FRIVOLOUS PRO- 
TESTS.—(A) If the Board concerned expressly 
finds that a protest or a portion of a protest 
is frivolous or has been brought or pursued 
in bad faith, the Board concerned shall de- 
clare that the protester or other interested 
party who joins the protest is liable to the 
United States for payment of the costs de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) unless— 

special circumstances would make 
such payment unjust; or 

(i) the protester obtains documents or 
other information after the protest is filed 
with the Board concerned that establishes 
that the protest or a portion of the protest is 
frivolous or has been brought or pursued in 
bad faith, and the protester then promptly 
withdraws the protest or portion of the pro- 
test. 
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“(В) The costs referred to in subparagraph 
(A) are all of the costs incurred by the Unit- 
ed States of reviewing the protest, or of re- 
viewing that portion of the protest for which 
the finding is made, including the fees and 
other expenses (as defined іп section 
2412(d)(2)(A) of title 28, United States Code) 
incurred by the United States in defending 
the protest. 

ch) DECISIONS AND CORRECTIVE ACTIONS ON 
PROTESTS.—(1) In making a decision on pro- 
tests filed under this section, the Board con- 
cerned shall accord due weight to the goals 
of economic and efficient procurement, and 
shall take due account of the rule of preju- 
dicial error. 

“(2) If the Board concerned determines 
that a decision of the head of the executive 
agency is arbitrary or capricious or violates 
a statute or regulation, the Board concerned 
may order the agency (or its head) to take 
such corrective action as the Board con- 
cerned considers appropriate, Corrective ac- 
tion includes requiring that the executive 
agency— 

“(А) refrain from exercising any of its op- 
tions under the contract; 

“(В) recompete the contract immediately; 

“(С) issue a new solicitation; 

D) terminate the contract; 

“(Е) award a contract consistent with the 
requirements of such statute and regulation; 

“(Е) implement any combination of re- 
quirements under subparagraphs (A), (B), (C), 
(D), and (Е); or 

“(а) implement such other actions as the 
Board concerned determines necessary. 

(3) If the Board concerned orders correc- 
tive action after the contract award, the af- 
fected contract shall be presumed valid as to 
all goods or services delivered and accepted 
under the contract before the corrective ac- 
tion was ordered. 

“(4) Any agreement that provides for the 
dismissal of a protest and involves a direct 
or indirect expenditure of appropriated funds 
shall be submitted to the Board concerned 
and shall be made a part of the public record 
(subject to any protective order considered 
appropriate by the Board concerned) before 
dismissal of the protest. 

„ AUTHORITY TO DECLARE ENTITLEMENT 
то Совтв.-(1ХА) Whenever the Board con- 
cerned determines that a decision of the 
head of an executive agency is arbitrary or 
capricious or violates a statute or regula- 
tion, it may, in accordance with section 1304 
of title 31, United States Code, further de- 
clare an appropriate prevailing party to be 
entitled to the costs of— 

(i) filing and pursuing the protest, includ- 
ing reasonable attorneys’ fees and consult- 
ant and expert witness fees, and 

(ii) bid and proposal preparation. 

“(В) No party (other than a small business 
concern (within the meaning of section 3(a) 
of the Small Business Act)) may be declared 
entitled under this paragraph to costs for— 

J) consultant and expert witness fees 
that exceed the highest rate of compensation 
for expert witnesses paid by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, or 

“(11) attorneys’ fees that exceed $150 per 
hour unless the Board concerned, on a case 
by case basis, determines that an increase in 
the cost of living or a special factor, such as 
the limited availability of qualified attor- 
neys for the proceedings involved, justifies a 
higher fee. 

“(2) Payment of amounts due from an 
agency under paragraph (1) or under the 
terms of a settlement agreement under sub- 
section (h)(4) shall be made from the appro- 
priation made by section 1304 of title 31, 
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United States Code, for the payment of judg- 
ments. The executive agency concerned shall 
reimburse that appropriation account out of 
funds available for the procurement. 

“(j) APPEALS.—A final decision of the 
Board concerned may be appealed as set 
forth in section 8(g)(1) of the Contract Dis- 
putes Act of 1978 by the head of the executive 
agency concerned and by any interested 
party, including interested parties who in- 
tervene in any protest filed under this sec- 
tion. 

(Kk) ADDITIONAL RELIEF.—Nothing con- 
tained in this section shall affect the power 
of the Board concerned to order any addi- 
tional relief which it is authorized to provide 
under any statute or regulation. 

“(1) NONEXCLUSIVITY OF REMEDIES.—Noth- 
ing contained in this section shall affect the 
right of any interested party to file a protest 
with the contracting agency or to file an ac- 
tion in the United States Court of Federal 
Claims or in a United States district court.“ 
SEC, 425. APPLICABILITY TO CERTAIN CON- 

TRACTS. 


The Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by sec- 
tion 424, is further amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“SEC. 215. APPLICABILITY TO CERTAIN CON- 
TRACTS. 


“(а) CONTRACTS АТ OR BELOW THE SIM- 
PLIFIED ACQUISITION THRESHOLD.—Notwith- 
standing section 33 of this Act, the authority 
conferred on the Defense Board and the Ci- 
vilian Board by this title is applicable to 
contracts in amounts not greater than the 
simplified acquisition threshold. 

(b) CONTRACTS FOR COMMERCIAL ITEMS.— 
Notwithstanding section 34 of this Act, the 
authority conferred on the Defense Board 
and the Civilian Board by this title is appli- 
cable to contracts for the procurement of 
commercial items.“. 

Subtitle D—Repeal of Other Statutes 
Authorizing Administrative Protests 
SEC, 431, REPEALS. 

(а) GSBCA PRoVISIONS.—Subsection (f) of 
the Brooks Automatic Data Processing Act 
(section 111 of the Federal Property and Ad- 
ministrative Services Act of 1949; 40 U.S.C. 
759) is repealed. 

(b) GAO PRovVISIONS.—(1) Subchapter V of 
chapter 35 of title 31, United States Code (31 
U.S.C. 3551-3556) is repealed. 

(2) The analysis for chapter 35 of such title 
is amended by striking out the items relat- 
ing to sections 3551 through 3556 and the 
heading for subchapter V. 

Subtitle E—Transfers and Transitional, 
Savings, and Conforming Provisions 
SEC, 441. TRANSFER AND ALLOCATION OF AP- 

PROPRIATIONS AND PERSONNEL. 

(a) TRANSFERS.— 

(1) ARMED SERVICES AND CORPS BOARDS OF 
CONTRACT APPEALS.—The personnel employed 
in connection with, and the assets, liabil- 
ities, contracts, property, records, and unex- 
pended balance of appropriations, authoriza- 
tions, allocations, and other funds employed, 
held, used, arising from, available to, or to 
be made available in connection with the 
functions vested by law in the Armed Serv- 
ices Board of Contract Appeals and the board 
of contract appeals of the Corps of Engineers 
established pursuant to section 8 of the Con- 
tract Disputes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 607) (as 
in effect on the day before the effective date 
described in section 451), shall be transferred 
to the Department of Defense Board of Con- 
tract Appeals for appropriate allocation by 
the Chairman of that Board. 

(2) OTHER BOARDS OF CONTRACTS APPEALS.— 
The personnel employed in connection with, 
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and the assets, liabilities, contracts, prop- 
erty, records, and unexpended balance of ap- 
propriations, authorizations, allocations, 
and other funds employed, held, used, arising 
from, available to, or to be made available in 
connection with the functions vested by law 
in the boards of contract appeals established 
pursuant to section 8 of the Contract Dis- 
putes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 607) (as in effect 
on the day before the effective date described 
in section 451) other than the Armed Serv- 
ices Board of Contract Appeals, the board of 
contract appeals of the Corps of Engineers, 
and the Postal Service Board of Contract Ap- 
peals shall be transferred to the Civilian 
Board of Contract Appeals for appropriate al- 
location by the Chairman of that Board. 

(3) COMPTROLLER GENERAL.—(A) One-quar- 
ter (as determined by the Comptroller Gen- 
eral) of the personnel employed in connec- 
tion with, and one-quarter (as determined by 
the Comptroller General) of the assets, li- 
abilities, contracts, property, records, and 
unexpended balance of appropriations, au- 
thorizations, allocations, and other funds 
employed, held, used, arising from, available 
to, or to be made available in connection 
with the functions vested by law in the 
Comptroller General pursuant to subchapter 
V of chapter 35 of title 31, United States 
Code (as in effect on the day before the effec- 
tive date described in section 451), shall be 
transferred to the Civilian Board of Contract 
Appeals for appropriate allocation by the 
Chairman of that Board. 

(B) Three-quarters (as determined by the 
Comptroller General) of the personnel em- 
ployed in connection with, and three-quar- 
ters (as determined by the Comptroller Gen- 
eral) of the assets, liabilities, contracts, 
property, records, and unexpended balance of 
appropriations, authorizations, allocations, 
and other funds employed, held, used, arising 
from, available to, or to be made available in 
connection with the functions vested by law 
in the Comptroller General pursuant to sub- 
chapter V of chapter 35 of title 31, United 
States Code (as in effect on the day before 
the effective date described in section 451), 
shall be transferred to the Department of De- 
fense Board of Contract Appeals for appro- 
priate allocation by the Chairman of that 
Board. 

(0) EFFECT ОМ PERSONNEL.—Personnel 
transferred pursuant to this subtitle shall 
not be separated or reduced in compensation 
for one year after such transfer, except for 
cause. 

(с) REGULATIONS.—(1) The Department of 
Defense Board of Contract Appeals and the 
Civilian Board of Contract Appeals shall 
each prescribe regulations for the release of 
competing employees in a reduction in force 
that gives due effect to— 

(A) efficiency or performance ratings; 

(B) military preference; and 

(C) tenure of employment. 

(2) In prescribing the regulations, the 
Board concerned shall provide for military 
preference in the same manner as set forth 
in subchapter I of chapter 35 of title 5, Unit- 
ed States Code. 

SEC. 442. TERMINATIONS AND SAVINGS PROVI- 
SIONS. 


(a) TERMINATION OF BOARDS OF CONTRACT 
APPEALS.—Effective on the effective date de- 
scribed in section 451, the boards of contract 
appeals established pursuant to section 8 of 
the Contract Disputes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 
607) (as in effect on the day before such effec- 
tive date) other than the Postal Service 
Board of Contract Appeals shall terminate. 

(b) SAVINGS PROVISION FOR CONTRACT DIS- 
PUTE MATTERS PENDING BEFORE BOARDS.—(1) 
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This title and the amendments made by this 
title shall not affect any proceedings (other 
than bid protests pending before the board of 
contract appeals of the General Services Ad- 
ministration) pending on the effective date 
described in section 451 before any board of 
contract appeals terminated by subsection 
(a). 

(2) In the case of any such proceedings 
pending before the Armed Services Board of 
Contract Appeals or the board of contract 
appeals of the Corps of Engineers, the pro- 
ceedings shall be continued by the Depart- 
ment of Defense Board of Contract Appeals, 
and orders which were issued in any such 
proceeding by the Armed Services Board of 
Contract Appeals or the board of contract 
appeals of the Corps of Engineers shall con- 
tinue in effect until modified, terminated, 
superseded, or revoked by the Department of 
Defense Board of Contract Appeals, by a 
court of competent jurisdiction, or by oper- 
ation of law. 

(3) In the case of any such proceedings 
pending before an agency board of contract 
appeals other than the Armed Services Board 
of Contract Appeals or the board of contract 
appeals of the Corps of Engineers, the pro- 
ceedings shall be continued by the Civilian 
Board of Contract Appeals, and orders which 
were issued in any such proceeding by the 
agency board shall continue in effect until 
modified, terminated, superseded, or revoked 
by the Civilian Board of Contract Appeals, 
by a court of competent jurisdiction, or by 
operation of law. 

(c) BID PROTEST TRANSITION PROVISIONS.— 
(1) No protest may be submitted to the 
Comptroller General pursuant to section 
3553(a) of title 31, United States Code, or to 
the board of contract appeals for the General 
Services Administration pursuant to the 
Brooks Automatic Data Processing Act (40 
U.S.C. 759) on or after the effective date de- 
scribed in section 451. 

(2)(A) In the case of bid protest proceedings 
pending before the board of contract appeals 
of the General Services Administration on 
the effective date described in section 451— 

(i) with respect to bid protests involving 
procurements of the Department of Defense, 
the Department of the Army, the Depart- 
ment of the Navy, and the Department of the 
Air Force, the proceedings shall be continued 
by the Defense Board of Contract Appeals; 
and 

(ii) with respect to bid protests involving 
procurements of any other executive agency 
(as defined by section 4(1) of the Office of 
Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 
403(1)), the proceedings shall be continued by 
the Civilian Board of Contract Appeals. 

(B) The provisions repealed by section 
431(а) shall continue to apply to such pro- 
ceedings until the Department of Defense 
Board of Contract Appeals or the Civilian 
Board of Contract Appeals, as the case may 
be, determines such proceedings have been 
completed. 

(3)(A) In the case of bid protest proceedings 
pending before the Comptroller General on 
the effective date described in section 451— 

(i) with respect to bid protests involving 
procurements of the Department of Defense, 
the Department of the Army, the Depart- 
ment of the Navy, and the Department of the 
Air Force, the proceedings shall be continued 
by the Defense Board of Contract Appeals; 

(ii) with respect to bid protests involving 
procurements of any other executive agency 
(as defined by section 4(1) of the Office of 
Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 
403(1)), the proceedings shall be continued by 
the Civilian Board of Contract Appeals; and 
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(iii) with respect to bid protests involving 
procurements of an entity that is not an ex- 
ecutive agency, the proceedings shall be con- 
tinued by the Comptroller General. 

(B) The provisions repealed by section 
431(b) shall continue to apply to such bid 
protest proceedings until the Department of 
Defense Board of Contract Appeals, the Civil- 
ian Board of Contract Appeals, or the Comp- 
troller General, as the case may be, deter- 
mines that such proceedings have been com- 
pleted. 

SEC. 443. CONTRACT DISPUTES AUTHORITY OF 
BOARDS. 


(a) Section 2 of the Contract Disputes Act 
of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 601) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking out, the 
United States Postal Service, and the Postal 
Rate Commission”; 

(2) by amending paragraph (6) to read as 
follows: 

“(6) the term ‘Defense Board’ means the 
Department of Defense Board of Contract 
Appeals established under section 8(a) of this 
Асб”; 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (7) as para- 
graph (8); and 

(4) by inserting after paragraph (6) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph (7): 

7) the term ‘Civilian Board’ means the 
Civilian Board of Contract Appeals estab- 
lished under section 8(b) of this Act; апа”. 

(b) Section 6(c)(6) of the Contract Disputes 
Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 605(c)(6)) is amended— 

(1) by striking out “court ог an agency 
board of contract appeals” and inserting іп 
lieu thereof court, the Defense Board, ог 
the Civilian Board”; 

(2) by striking out “ап agency board of 
contract appeals“ in the third sentence and 
inserting in lieu thereof the Defense Board 
or the Civilian Board“; and 

(3) by striking out agency board“ and in- 
serting in lieu thereof the Board con- 
cerned". 

(c) Section 7 of the Contract Disputes Act 
of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 606) is amended by striking 
out “ап agency board of contract appeals" 
and inserting in lieu thereof the Defense 
Board or the Civilian Board”. 

(d) Section 8 of the Contract Disputes Act 
of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 607), as amended by section 
411, is further amended— 

(1) by amending the heading to read as fol- 
lows: 

“DEFENSE AND CIVILIAN BOARDS OF CONTRACT 
APPEALS”; 

(2) by striking out subsection (c); 

(3) in subsection (d)— 

(A) by striking out the first sentence and 

inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
“The Defense Board shall have jurisdiction 
to decide any appeal from a decision of a 
contracting officer of the Department of De- 
fense, the Department of the Army, the De- 
partment of the Navy, or the Department of 
the Air Force relative to a contract made by 
that department. The Civilian Board shall 
have jurisdiction to decide any appeal from a 
decision of a contracting officer of any exec- 
utive agency (other than the Department of 
Defense, the Department of the Army, the 
Department of the Navy, the Department of 
the Air Force, the United States Postal 
Service, or the Postal Rate Commission) rel- 
ative to a contract made by that agency.“ : 
and 

(B) in the second sentence, by striking out 
“the agency board’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof the Board сопсегпей”; 

(4) in subsection (е), by striking out “Ап 
agency board shall provide” and inserting in 
lieu thereof The Defense Board and the Ci- 
vilian Board shall each provide,”; 
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(5) in subsection (f), by striking out “еасһ 
agency board” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“the Defense Board and the Civilian Board”; 

(6) in subsection (8 

(A) in the first sentence of paragraph (1), 
by striking out “ап agency board of contract 
appeals’’ and inserting in lieu thereof the 
Defense Board or the Civilian Board, as the 
case may be,”; 

(B) by striking out paragraph (2); and 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (2); and 

(7) by striking out subsection (h) and in- 
serting in lieu thereof the following: 

ch) There is established an agency board 
of contract appeals to be known as the ‘Post- 
al Service Board of Contract Appeals’. Such 
board shall have jurisdiction to decide any 
appeal from a decision of a contracting offi- 
cer of the United States Postal Service or 
the Postal Rate Commission relative to a 
contract made by either agency. Such board 
shall consist of judges appointed by the Post- 
master General who shall meet the qualifica- 
tions of and serve in the same manner as 
judges of the Civilian Board of Contract Ap- 
peals. This Act and title II of the Office of 
Federal Procurement Policy Act shall apply 
to contract disputes before the Postal Serv- 
ice Board of Contract Appeals in the same 
manner as they apply to contract disputes 
before the Civilian Board.“; and 

(8) by striking out subsection (i). 

(е) Section 9 of the Contract Disputes Act 
of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 608) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking out each 
agency board“ and inserting in lieu thereof 
“the Defense Board and the Civilian Board"; 
and 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking out the 
agency board” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“the Board concerned". 

(f) Section 10 of the Contract Disputes Act 
of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 609) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (а)— 

(A) in the first sentence of paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking out Except as provided іп 
paragraph (2), and їп” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “Іп”; and 

(ii) by striking out “ап agency board" and 
inserting in lieu thereof the Defense Board 
or the Civilian Board”; 

(B) by striking out paragraph (2); and 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (2), and in that paragraph by striking 
out “ог (2); 

(2) in subsection (b) 

(A) by striking out “апу agency board” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “the Defense 
Board or the Civilian Board"; and 

(В) by striking out “the agency board“ and 
inserting in lieu thereof the Board con- 
сегпей”; 

(3) іп subsection ( 

(A) by striking out “ап agency board“ and 
inserting in lieu of each the Defense Board 
or the Civilian Board“; and 

(В) by striking out the agency board“ and 
inserting in lieu thereof “the Board con- 
сегпей”; and 

(4) in subsection (d)— 

(A) by striking out “опе or more agency 
boards“ and inserting in lieu thereof the 
Defense Board or the Civilian Board (or 
both)”; and 

(В) by striking out “ог among the agency 
boards involved“ and inserting in lieu there- 
of “опе or both of the Boards“. 

(g) Section 11 of the Contract Disputes Act 
of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 610) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking out 
“ап agency board of contract appeals“ and 
inserting in lieu thereof the Defense Board 
or the Civilian Board”; and 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


(2) in the second sentence, by striking out 
“the agency board through the Attorney 
General; or upon application by the board of 
contract appeals of the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority’? and inserting in lieu thereof “the 
Defense Board or the Civilian Board”. 

(h) Section 13 of the Contract Disputes Act 
of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 612) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b), by striking out “ап 
agency board of contract appeals” and in- 
serting in lieu thereof “the Defense Board or 
the Civilian Board“; and 

(2) in subsection (d)(2), by striking out by 
the board of contract appeals for’’ and in- 
serting in lieu thereof by the Defense Board 
ог the Civilian Board from“. 

SEC. 444. REFERENCES TO AGENCY BOARDS ОҒ 
CONTRACT APPEALS. 

(a) DEFENSE BOARD.—Any reference to the 
Armed Services Board of Contract Appeals or 
the board of contract appeals of the Corps of 
Engineers in any provision of law or in any 
rule, regulation, or other paper of the United 
States shall be treated as referring to the 
Department of Defense Board of Contract 
Appeals. 

(b) CIVILIAN BOARD.—Any reference to an 
agency board of contract appeals other than 
the Armed Services Board of Contract Ap- 
peals, the board of contract appeals of the 
Corps of Engineers, or the Postal Service 
Board of Contract Appeals in any provision 
of law or in any rule, regulation, or other 
paper of the United States shall be treated as 
referring to the Civilian Board of Contract 
Appeals. 

SEC. 445. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS, 

(a) TITLE 5.—Section 5372a of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking out “ап 
agency board of contract appeals appointed 
under section 8 of the Contract Disputes Act 
of 1978” and inserting in lieu thereof the 
Department of Defense Board of Contract 
Appeals or the Civilian Board of Contract 
Appeals appointed under section 202 of the 
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act or 
the Postal Service Board of Contract Appeals 
appointed under section 8(h) of the Contract 
Disputes Act of 1978”; and 

(2) in subsection (a)(2), by striking out “ап 
agency board of contract appeals’’ and in- 
serting in lieu thereof the Department of 
Defense Board of Contract Appeals, the Civil- 
ian Board of Contract Appeals, or the Postal 
Service Board of Contract Appeals". 

(b) TITLE 10.--(1) Section 2305(e) of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(А) in paragraph (1), by striking out sub- 
chapter V of chapter 35 of title 91” and in- 
serting in lieu thereof “title II of the Office 
of Federal Procurement Policy Act”; and 

(В) by striking out paragraph (3). 

(2) Section 2305(f) of such title is amend- 
ed— 

(А) in paragraph (1), by striking out sub- 
paragraphs (A) through (F) of subsection 
(b)\(1) of section 3554 of title 91” and inserting 
in lieu thereof section 214(h)(2) of the Office 
of Federal Procurement Policy Act”; and 

(В) in paragraph (2), by striking out “рага- 
graph (1) of section 3554(c) of title 31 within 
the limits referred to in paragraph (2) and 
inserting in lieu thereof “subparagraph (A) 
of section 214(i)(1) of the Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy Act within the limits 
referred to in subparagraph (В)”. 

(c) FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE SERVICES ACT OF 1949.—(1) Section 
303B(j) (as redesignated by section 104(b)(2)) 
of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 253b(h)) is 
amended— 

(А) in paragraph (1), by striking out sub- 
chapter V of chapter 35 of title 31, United 
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States Code“ and inserting in lieu thereof 
“title П of the Office of Federal Procure- 
ment Policy Act’’; and 

(B) by striking out paragraph (3). 

(2) Section 303B(k) (as redesignated by sec- 
tion 104(b)(2)) of such Act (41 U.S.C. 253b(i)) is 
amended— 

(А) in paragraph (1), by striking out “іп 
subparagraphs (A) through (F) of subsection 
(b)(1) of section 3554 of title 31, United States 
Code“ and inserting in lieu thereof section 
214(h)(2) of the Office of Federal Procure- 
ment Policy Act"; and 

(В) in paragraph (2), by striking out “рага- 
graph (1) of section 3554(c) of such title with- 
in the limits referred to in paragraph (2)” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “subparagraph 
(A) of section 214(1)(1) of the Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy Act within the limits 
referred to in subparagraph (В)”. 

(d) OFFICE OF FEDERAL PROCUREMENT POL- 
Icy AcT.—The table of contents for the Office 
of Federal Procurement Policy Act (con- 
tained in section 1(b)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting the following before the 
item relating to section 1: 


“TITLE I—FEDERAL PROCUREMENT 
POLICY GENERALLY”; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
“TITLE II—DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
“SUBTITLE A—GENERAL PROVISIONS 

“бес. 201. Definitions. 

“Бес. 202. Membership. 

“Sec. 203. Chairman. 

“Sec. 204. Rulemaking authority. 

“Sec. 205. Authorization of appropriations. 
“SUBTITLE B—FUNCTIONS OF THE DEFENSE 
AND CIVILIAN BOARDS OF CONTRACT APPEALS 
“Sec. 211. Alternative dispute resolution 

services. 

“бес. 212. Alternative dispute resolution of 
disputes and protests submitted 
to Boards. 

“Sec. 213. Contract disputes. 

“Sec. 214. Protests. 


“Бес. 215. Applicability to certain con- 
tracts. 
Subtitle F— Effective Date; Regulations and 
Appointment of Chairmen 


SEC, 451. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Title П of the Office of Federal Procure- 
ment Policy Act, as added by this title, and 
the amendments and repeals made by this 
title shall take effect 1 year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 452, REGULATIONS, 

(a) REGULATIONS REGARDING PROTESTS AND 
CLAIMS.—Not later than 1 year after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Chairman 
of the Armed Services Board of Contract Ap- 
peals and the Chairman of the General Serv- 
ices Board of Contract Appeals, in consulta- 
tion with the Comptroller General with re- 
spect to protests, shall jointly issue— 

(1) such procedural rules and regulations as 
are necessary to the exercise of the functions 
of the Department of Defense Board of Con- 
tract Appeals and the Civilian Board of Con- 
tract Appeals under sections 213 and 214 of 
the Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act (as added by this title); and 

(2) statements of policy of general applica- 
bility with respect to such functions. 

(b) REGULATIONS REGARDING APPOINTMENT 
OF JUDGES.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of the enactment of this Act— 

(1) the Chairman of the Armed Services 
Board of Contract Appeals shall issue rules 
governing the establishment and mainte- 
nance of a register of eligible applicants and 
the selection of judges for the Department of 
Defense Board of Contract Appeals; and 
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(2) the Chairman of the General Services 
Board of Contract Appeals shall issue rules 
governing the establishment and mainte- 
nance of a register of eligible applicants and 
the selection of judges for the Civilian Board 
of Contract Appeals. 

SEC. 453. APPOINTMENT OF CHAIRMEN OF DE- 
FENSE BOARD AND CIVILIAN BOARD. 

Notwithstanding section 451, not later than 
1 year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act— 

(1) the Secretary of Defense shall appoint 
the Chairman of the Department of Defense 
Board of Contract Appeals; and 

(2) the Administrator of General Services 
shall appoint the Chairman of the Civilian 
Board of Contract Appeals. 

(2) Page 12, lines 2 and 23, strike out “сһар- 
тег” and insert in lieu thereof title“. 

(3) Page 26, line 18, strike out “апа” and 
insert in lieu thereof but“. 

(4) Page 28, line 14, strike out “апа” and 
insert in lieu thereof “but”. 

(5) Add at the end of section 302 (at the end 
of page 51) the following: 

(с) POLICY OF CONGRESS.—Section 29 of the 
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 
U.S.C. 425) is further amended by adding 
after subsection (a) the following new sub- 
section: 

(b) CONSTRUCTION OF CERTIFICATION RE- 
QUIREMENTS.—A provision of law may not be 
construed as requiring a certification by a 
contractor or offeror in a procurement made 
or to be made by the Federal Government 
unless that provision of law specifically re- 
fers to this subsection and provides that, 
notwithstanding this subsection, such a cer- 
tification shall be required, 

Page 50, line 18, strike out (b)“ and insert 
in lieu thereof “(с)”. 

(6) Page 52, line 10, strike out August 1, 
1995” and insert in lieu thereof October 1, 
1996”. 

Page 52, lines 10 and 11, strike out August 
1, 2000” and insert in lieu thereof October 1, 

(7) Add at the end of section 306 (at the end 
of page 65) the following new subsection: 

(е) REPEAL OF DATA COLLECTION REQUIRE- 
MENT.—Subsection (h) of section 111 of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 759) is repealed. 

(8) Strike out section 316 (page 75, line 15, 
through the end of page 81) and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

SEC. 316. ADDITIONAL DEPARTMENT OF DE- 
FENSE PILOT PROGRAMS, 

(a) AUTHORITY То CONDUCT DEFENSE FACIL- 
ITY-WIDE PILOT PROGRAM.—The Secretary of 
Defense may conduct a pilot program, to be 
known as the ‘defense facility-wide pilot 
program“, for the purpose of determining the 
potential for increasing the efficiency and ef- 
fectiveness of the acquisition process in fa- 
cilities. 

(b) SCOPE OF PROGRAM.—At a facility des- 
ignated as a participant in the pilot pro- 
gram, the pilot program shall consist of the 
following: 

(1) All contracts and subcontracts for de- 
fense supplies and services that are per- 
formed at the facility. 

(2) All contracts and subcontracts per- 
formed elsewhere that the Secretary deter- 
mines are directly and substantially related 
to the production of defense supplies and 
services at the facility and are necessary for 
the pilot program. 

(c) DESIGNATION OF PARTICIPATING FACILI- 
TIES.—(1) The Secretary may designate up to 
two facilities as participants in the defense 
facility-wide pilot program. 

(2) Subject to subsection (g), the Secretary 
may determine the scope and duration of a 
designation made under this paragraph. 
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(а) CRITERIA FOR DESIGNATION.—(1) Not 
later than 90 days after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall provide 
to the congressional defense committees a 
detailed description of the proposed criteria 
to be used in selecting facilities for designa- 
tion as participants in the defense facility- 
wide pilot program. The Secretary may not 
select any facilities for participation in the 
program until at least 30 days have passed 
after providing such criteria. 

(2) After selecting both facilities for des- 
ignation as participants in the program, the 
Secretary shall notify the congressional de- 
fense committees of the selection and submit 
a description— 

(A) of the management goals and objec- 
tives intended to be achieved for each facil- 
ity selected; and 

(B) of the method by which the Secretary 
intends to monitor and measure the perform- 
ance of the selected facilities in meeting 
such management goals and objectives. 

(3)(A) In developing the criteria referred to 
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall ensure 
that such criteria reflect the following objec- 
tives: 

(i) A significant reduction of the cost to 
the Government for programs carried out at 
the designated facilities. 

(ii) A reduction of the schedule associated 
with programs carried out at the designated 
facilities. 

(iii) An increased used of commercial prac- 
tices and procedures for programs carried at 
the designated facilities. 

(iv) That the designation of a facility 
under subsection (c) does not place a compet- 
ing domestic manufacturer at a significant 
competitive disadvantage. 

(B) The criteria shall also require that, 
with respect to any facility designated under 
subsection (c), all or substantially all of the 
contracts to be awarded and performed at 
the facility after the designation, and all or 
substantially all of the subcontracts to be 
awarded under those contracts and рег- 
formed at the facility after the designation, 
will be— 

(i) for the production of supplies or serv- 
ices on a firm-fixed price basis; 

(ii) awarded without requiring the contrac- 
tors or subcontractors to provide certified 
cost or pricing data pursuant to section 2306a 
of title 10, United States Code; and 

(iii) awarded and administered without the 
application of cost accounting standards 
under section 26(f) of the Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 422(f)). 

(е) EXEMPTION FROM CERTAIN REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—In the case of a contract or sub- 
contract that is to be performed at a facility 
designated for participation in the defense 
facility-wide pilot program and that is sub- 
ject to section 2306a of title 10, United States 
Code, or section 26(f) of the Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 422(f)), 
the Secretary of Defense may exempt such 
contract or subcontract from the require- 
ment to obtain certified cost or pricing data 
under such section 2306a or the requirement 
to apply mandatory cost accounting stand- 
ards under such section 26(f) if the Secretary 
determines that the contract ог sub- 
contract— 

(1) is within the scope of the pilot program 
(as described in subsection (b)); and 

(2) is fairly and reasonably priced based on 
information other than certified cost and 
pricing data. 

(f) SPECIAL AUTHORITY.—The authority 
provided under subsection (a) may include 
authority for the Secretary of Defense— 

(1) to apply any amendment or repeal of a 
provision of law made in this Act to the pilot 
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program before the effective date of such 
amendment or repeal; and 

(2) to apply to a procurement of items 
other than commercial items under such pro- 
gram— 

(A) any authority provided in the Federal 
Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994 (Public 
Law 103-355) (or in an amendment made by a 
provision of that Act) to waive a provision of 
law in the case of commercial items, and 

(B) any exception applicable under this Act 
or the Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act 
of 1994 (Public Law 103-355) (or an amend- 
ment made by a provision of either Act) in 
the case of commercial items, 
before the effective date of such provision (or 
amendment) to the extent that the Sec- 
retary determines necessary to test the ap- 
plication of such waiver or exception to pro- 
curements of items other than commercial 
items. 

(6) APPLICABILITY.—(1) Subsections (е) and 
(f) apply with respect to— 

(A) a contract that is awarded or modified 
during the period described in paragraph (2); 
and 

(B) a contract that is awarded before the 
beginning of such period and is to be per- 
formed (or may be performed), in whole or in 
part, during such period. 

(2) The period referred to in paragraph (1) 
is the period that begins 45 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act and ends 
on September 30, 1998. 

(h) COMMERCIAL PRACTICES ENCOURAGED.— 
With respect to contracts and subcontracts 
within the scope of the defense facility-wide 
pilot program, the Secretary of Defense may, 
to the extent the Secretary determines ap- 
propriate and in accordance with the law, 
adopt commercial practices in the adminis- 
tration of contracts and subcontracts. Such 
commercial practices may include elimi- 
nation of Government audit and access to 
records provisions; incorporation of commer- 
cial oversight, inspection, and acceptance 
procedures; use of alternative dispute resolu- 
tion techniques (including arbitration); and 
elimination of contract provisions authoriz- 
ing the Government to make unilateral 
changes to contracts. 

(9) In sections 501 and 502 (page 143, line 23, 
through the end of page 146), strike out 
“title” each place it appears and insert in 
lieu thereof Act“. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS (during the read- 
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendments be con- 
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, 
H.R. 1670, the Federal Acquisition Re- 
form Act of 1995, which Chairman 
SPENCE introduced along with Chair- 
man CLINGER and a number of other 
distinguished Members, will revamp 
the current regulatory morass which 
passes for an acquisition system. A sig- 
nificant part of the reform in H.R. 1670 
concerns the consolidation of title IV 
of the 11 different agency administra- 
tive tribunals which currently resolve 
contract disputes and the two bid pro- 
tests into two boards—one in the De- 
partment of Defense to handle DOD 
protests and disputes and one in the 
General Services Administration to 
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handle civilian agency protests and dis- 
putes. A single set of efficient proce- 
dures will govern both. 

The House National Security Com- 
mittee amendment I propose will fur- 
ther refine and streamline the proce- 
dures of the two boards with a special 
emphasis on the efficient, fair, and 
cost-effective resolution of protests. 
Complaints about the current bid pro- 
test process have come from the ad- 
ministration and from some segments 
of industry. The detractors of the cur- 
rent protest system attack it as too 
complex, too intrusive, and too pru- 
dently intensive. Others argue that the 
current protest resolution process is an 
essential feature of the acquisition sys- 
tem and must be maintained with 
court-like procedures. H.R. 1670 creates 
a new consolidated protest resolution 
process that achieves a better balance 
between the need to ensure the fun- 
damental fairness of the Government's 
acquisition system and the need to ac- 
quire the goods and services needed by 
the Government in an efficient man- 
ner. 

The main point of the committee 
amendment is to inject further refine- 
ment into the new protest resolution 
system created by H.R. 1670. Among 
other things, it would simplify the 
standard of review to be used for the 
resolution of protest cases, ensure that 
board judges permit the use of discov- 
ery only where necessary to minimize 
costly litigation, increase the use of 
special simplified procedures for the 
speedy resolution of protests in appro- 
priate cases, provide for the selection 
of judges by the Secretary of Defense 
for the defense board and by the Ad- 
ministrator of General Services for the 
civilian board, and simplify and clarify 
the process of transitioning from the 
current administrative tribunals to the 
two new consolidated boards. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to once 
again commend Chairmen SPENCE and 
CLINGER for their hard work on bring- 
ing this legislation to the floor. It rep- 
resents a responsible, long-overdue ap- 
proach to Government procurement. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
amendment which will strengthen the 
reforms already in H.R. 1670 by ensur- 
ing a robust, cost-effective, and effi- 
cient process. 
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Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I am 
pleased to rise in support of the amend- 
ment and I am willing to accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this represents some 
items that were still left hanging after 
we reported the bill out of the Commit- 
tee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight. The gentleman from South Caro- 
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lina (Мг. SPENCE] agreed that he would 
not take up the bill in his committee, 
and we worked together to resolve 
those issues, and I think they have now 
been resolved, and they are incor- 
porated in this amendment, and I am 
pleased to accept the amendment on 
this side. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for his support. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in opposition to this amend- 
ment which would eliminate the abil- 
ity of companies to protest against the 
improper cancellation of a contract by 
amending the definition of protest.“ 

Congress voted just last year to in- 
clude this provision as a part of the 
Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act, 
after years of careful legislative con- 
sideration. That bill was overwhelm- 
ingly supported by Members on both 
sides of the aisle. 

A business will typically protest the 
improper cancellation of a contract 
when an agency decides to cancel a 
contract because the agency doesn’t 
like the company that won the con- 
tract, or in order to avoid litigation. 

For example, suppose a small busi- 
ness wins a contract fair and square, 
but an agency cancels that contract be- 
cause some contracting bureaucrat 
doesn't want it to go to a small busi- 
ness. Under existing practice that 
small business could protest. The 
Spence amendment would deny the 
right of that small business to protest. 

No witness has come before the Gov- 
ernment Reform and Oversight Com- 
mittee raising any concerns about the 
ability of businesses to protest the im- 
proper cancellation of Federal con- 
tracts. There has been no allegation 
nor any evidence presented that pro- 
testing the improper cancellation of 
contracts is a problem. 

Iam also concerned that this amend- 
ment would allow discovery only if a 
judge determines it to be necessary. 
Once again, this amendment creates 
solutions for problems that don't exist. 
No one testifying before the Govern- 
ment Reform Committee has alleged 
any problems with the discovery proc- 
ess. In fact GAO, whose discovery proc- 
ess this bill is based on, has been hailed 
throughout our hearings as a model bid 
protest forum. Why are we now at the 
llth hour substituting an untested sys- 
tem, for discovery process that works 
well? 

We talk a lot around here about the 
need to have Government work in the 
sunshine, and forcing the bureaucracy 
to operate in the open. This amend- 
ment is a turn toward Government in 
the back room and bureaucracy operat- 
ing in secret. 

I urge the defeat of this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia [Mr. CHAMBLISS]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title III? 


25013 


AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ZELIFF 

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. ZELIFF: At the 
end of title III (page 100, after line 12), add 
the following new section: 

БЕС. 319. COOPERATIVE PURCHASING. 

(a) DELAY IN OPENING CERTAIN FEDERAL 
SUPPLY SCHEDULES TO USE BY STATE, LOCAL, 
AND INDIAN TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS.—The Ad- 
ministrator of General Services may not use 
the authority of section 201(b)(2) of the Fed- 
eral Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 481(b)(2)) to provide for 
the use of Federal supply schedules of the 
General Services Administration until after 
the later of— 

(1) the date on which the 14-month period 
beginning on the date of the enactment of 
this Act expires; or 

(2) the date on which all of the following 
conditions are met: 

(A) The Administrator has considered the 
report of the Comptroller General required 
by subsection (b). 

(B) The Administrator has submitted com- 
ments on such report to the congressional 
committees as required by subsection (c). 

(C) A period of 30 days after the date of 
submission of such comments to the congres- 
sional committees referred to in subsection 
(d) has expired. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than one year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General shall submit to the Ad- 
ministrator of General Services and to the 
congressional committees referred to in sub- 
section (d) a report on the implementation of 
section 201(b) of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949. The re- 
port shall include the following: 

(1) An assessment of the effect on industry, 
including small businesses and local dealers, 
of providing for the use of Federal supply 
schedules by the entities described in section 
201(b)(2)(A) of the Federal Property and Ad- 
ministrative Services Act of 1949. 

(2) An assessment of the effect on such en- 
tities of providing for the use of Federal sup- 
ply schedules by them. 

(с) COMMENTS ON REPORT BY ADMINIS- 
TRATOR.—Not later than 30 days after receiv- 
ing the report of the Comptroller General re- 
quired by subsection (b), the Administrator 
of General Services shall submit to the con- 
gressional committees referred to in sub- 
section (d) comments on the report, includ- 
ing the Administrator's comments on wheth- 
er the Administrator plans to provide any 
Federal supply schedule for the use of any 
entity described in section 201(b)(2)(A) of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949. 

(d) CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES.—The re- 
port required by subsection (b) and the com- 
ments required by subsection (c) shall be 
submitted to the Governmental Affairs Com- 
mittee of the Senate and the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight of the 
House of Representatives. 

(е) CALCULATION OF 30-DAY PERIOD.—For 
purposes of subsection (a)(2)(C), the calcula- 
tion of the 30-day period shall exclude Satur- 
days, Sundays, and holidays, and any day on 
which neither House of Congress is in session 
because of an adjournment sine die, a recess 
of more than 3 days, or an adjournment of 
more than 3 days. 


Mr. ZELIFF (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Hampshire? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Chairman, first, I 
would like to state my strong support 
for H.R. 1670, the Federal Acqusition 
Reform Act of 1995. I would also like to 
commend Chairman CLINGER for his 
leadership on this bill. As a member of 
the Government Reform and Oversight 
Committee, I can say with confidence 
that we have an excellent bipartisan 
bill before us today. 

Throughout the debate, I have heard 
numerous Members claim that the bill 
is not small business friendly. 

I believe Chairman CLINGER has 
taken into consideration the interests 
of our Nation’s small businesses and 
worked hard to create a reformed pro- 
curement system designed to assist all 
businesses. 

With that said, I rise today, Mr. 
Chairman, to offer an amendment 
which seeks to address small business 
concerns set forth in FASA, the Fed- 
eral Acquisition Streamlining Act of 
1994. With my amendment, I intend to 
address a rule currently being promul- 
gated by the General Services Adminis- 
tration [GSA] which would implement 
section 1555. 

Section 1555 allows State and local 
governments to obtain procurement 
items directly from the GSA’s Federal 
supply schedule [FSS]. Section 1555, if 
implemented, would prove disastrous 
for our small and local businesses. Cur- 
rently, State and local governments 
obtain their items through their own 
procurement processes. This is almost 
always through local and small busi- 
nesses, 

It is those businesses that will suffer 
if suddenly their State and local gov- 
ernments do not purchase from them 
anymore. 

In addition, there are serious con- 
cerns regarding the effect of guaran- 
teed warranties and servicing agree- 
ments. Under section 1555, if imple- 
mented, there are very real concerns to 
be addressed as to how State and local 
governments would receive these serv- 
ices through a federally operated pro- 
curement system. I am afraid the an- 
swer would be a whole new bureaucracy 
at GSA in a time when we should be 
streamlining. 

From the local car dealer who sup- 
plies and services police cars to the 
local office supply store that supplies 
the pencils, the effects of section 1555 
could be disastrous. 

My amendment would delay the 
opening of the Federal supply sched- 
ules to use by State and local govern- 
ments for a total of 14 months. 

It allows all businesses to continue 
to sell and lease to State and local gov- 
ernments—just as they do now. 

It is worth noting that the Senate 
Treasury/Postal Appropriations Com- 
mittee Report states: [we] direct that 
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GSA postpone rules to implement sec- 
tion 1555 until a comprehensive analy- 
sis of the effect of such rules, including 
the impact on private sector vendors, 
has been completed“ . Passage of 
my amendment will put the House and 
Senate on a parallel course on this 
issue. 

My amendment provides an accept- 
able compromise between those who 
would prefer a straight repeal of sec- 
tion 1555 and those who believe it still 
has merit. Specifically, my amendment 
establishes a mere 1-уеаг moratorium 
on the GSA implementation of section 
1555 while directing the General Ac- 
counting Office [GAO] to submit a re- 
port to Congress and GSA that includes 
an assessment of the effect on the in- 
dustry, including small businesses, and 
local dealers, of providing the use of 
Federal supply schedules to State and 
local entities. Once GSA has com- 
mented on the report, Congress has a 
30-day period in which to take addi- 
tional action or allow GSA’s imple- 
mentation of section 1555. I might add 
that my amendment has the support of 
Chairman CLINGER. 

Let me reiterate to my colleagues 
that this is a commonsense solution to 
a possible serious problem for our local 
small businesses. My amendment is 
certainly not harmful to State and 
local governments since they currently 
do not even have the ability to pur- 
chase from the Federal supply sched- 
ule. 

Now that Congress is aware of the 
possible consequences for our local 
businesses, we can and should take a 
step back and examine the effects im- 
plementation of section 1555 would 
have on our Nation’s small business 
community. 

The purpose of this legislation is 
most eloquently stated in the Govern- 
ment Reform and Oversight’s Commit- 
tee Report, as one of the goals of this 
Congress, to curb the Government's 
inflated cost of doing business.“ I be- 
lieve my amendment is in step with 
this country’s desire for less govern- 
ment, less bureaucracy. 

Once again, I want to commend 
Chairman CLINGER for his dedicated ef- 
fort in bringing this reform measure to 
the floor. And, I want to thank him for 
his continued leadership and support in 
working with me on this amendment. 

Let's send a message to our local 
businesses back home by allowing 
them to continue to supply State and 
local governments their goods and 
services. 

We, ав responsible policymakers, 
should take time to review the poten- 
tial negative impact of this regulatory 
action on those businesses. 

Please support your small and local 
businesses and vote for the Zeliff 
amendment. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ZELIFF. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 
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Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I first 
of all want to commend the gentleman 
for his hard work on this amendment 
and for his willingness and tenacity in 
negotiating what is truly a good com- 
promise, which I think has been 
reached between two different posi- 
tions. 

I think it is a very good compromise, 
because it basically delays the imple- 
mentation of this for 1 year. The 
amendment is well timed in that re- 
gard, because GSA has not at this point 
implemented the program as of yet or 
even published regulations to imple- 
ment it. It is really anticipated it is 
going to take at least a year before 
GSA would be prepared to do this, and 
in the meantime we would have GAO 
doing the study, which would be very 
helpful. So I commend you again for 
your efforts in reaching this com- 
promise and I am pleased to accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman for his comments and I 
urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Dlinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in support of the amend- 
ment. Last year the Congress passed 
the Federal Acquisition Streamlining 
Act. Through an amendment to the 
Federal Property Act, it gave the Gen- 
eral Services Administration new dis- 
сгебіопагу authority to operate what is 
called the Cooperative Purchasing Pro- 


gram. 

The law permits GSA to allow State 
and local governments, Indian tribes, 
and some others to purchase commer- 
cial goods and services through GSA’s 
present Federal Supply Schedule Pro- 
gram, originally established for Fed- 
eral agency use. Potentially eligible 
entities number in the thousands. 

GSA soon plans to issue regulations 
to implement the new authority; but 
many businesses, including small busi- 
nesses, are expressing serious concern 
about the impact the Cooperative Pur- 
chasing Program would have on them. 
GSA itself recognizes a potential im- 
pact on small business. 

The Federal Supply Schedule Pro- 
gram's purpose is to serve Federal 
agency purchasers. Any incidental ben- 
efits to the Federal Government are, of 
course, secondary. We do not know at 
this time how great the impact on 
small business as well as other business 
will be. 

Certainly, I would like to enable 
State and local entities to save money 
for their taxpayers, but I do not believe 
a purchasing program designed for Fed- 
eral agencies should be broadened be- 
fore it is known whether it is likely to 
be a substantial detriment to small 
business. 

The amendment by the gentleman 
from New Hampshire [Mr. ZELIFF] re- 
quires at least a 14-month delay in put- 
ting the program into effect. Within a 
year, however, GAO must make a study 
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and submit a report to GSA and con- 
cerned congressional committees. The 
report will include assessments of the 
potential effect that implementing the 
new program would have on industry, 
small businesses, and local dealers, as 
well as on the non-Federal entities 
that would use the program. GSA must 
then submit comments to the commit- 
tees about plans for program use of any 
schedule. 

The amendment will enable Congress, 
GSA, vendors, and participating enti- 
ties to gain the understanding they 
now lack of pitfalls and promises in the 
new ground this program would open 
up. My decision, therefore, is to sup- 
port the amendment. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to strike the req- 
uisite number of words. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Hampshire? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to thank the gentlewoman from П- 
linois for her comments. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to join in 
a colloquy with the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. WISE]. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ZELIFF. I yield to the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, the gen- 
tleman from New Hampshire (Мг. 
ZELIFF] has been very, very forthcom- 
ing, and he and his staff have been very 
helpful in working out this colloquy 
and also this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, Congress has devel- 
oped positive legislation and programs 
in recent years in the spirit of H.R. 1670 
designed to save precious fiscal re- 
sources of State and local govern- 
ments. I, myself, have had the oppor- 
tunity to sponsor legislation that en- 
ables State and local law enforcement 
agencies to purchase certain items for 
counter drug activities, through the 
Department of Defense and the GSA. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to express 
my support for the gentleman from 
New Hampshire’s amendment which 
will put off implementation of section 
1555 of the Federal Acquisition Stream- 
lining Act of 1994 pending an investiga- 
tion by GAO on how this provision 
would impact the private sector. This 
will help to ensure that the current 
sales system is not dismantled at the 
expense of small business which fre- 
quently represents a significant por- 
tion of these dealers’ revenues. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
New Hampshire’s amendment will pre- 
serve the ability of small businesses to 
sell and lease equipment to State and 
local governments, while ensuring that 
programs such as the 1122 Police Pro- 
curement Program will continue to 
offer sensible support for local govern- 
ments. 
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Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Chairman, I share 
the gentleman from West Virginia’s 
view regarding the importance of this 
amendment. I agree it is important 
that we do not hamper small busi- 
nesses or jeopardize effective existing 
programs as we search for practical so- 
lutions to the Federal Government 
waste. Mr. Chairman, it is our intent 
that this amendment would not affect 
existing programs like the 1122 Police 
Procurement Program that the gen- 
tleman is concerned about. 

I thank the gentleman for bringing 
this important issue to the attention of 
the House. I compliment the gentleman 
on the excellent work he does on the 
Nation’s work program, and will be 
happy to work with him. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen- 
tleman will yield further, I greatly ap- 
preciate the gentleman’s efforts on this 
issue, and appreciate his joining me in 
this colloquy. 

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New Hampshire [Mr. ZELIFF] to 
postpone the implementation of the co- 
operative purchasing agreement for 1 
year, until we have had time to study 
its effect on small businesses which 
stand to lose State and local govern- 
ment customers and on all government 
suppliers who have clearly stated that 
they cannot offer over the long term 
one set of terms and prices to diverse 
customers in innumerable locations. 

The rationale for extending the GSA 
schedule to State and local govern- 
ments was a good one, to help those 
governments save money. But if what 
we are hearing from businesses is cor- 
rect, such an arrangement would be 
short-lived. Businesses are adamant 
that a one-price-fits-all approach will 
not work, and that prices will rise. 

As a result, should we proceed to im- 
plement the cooperative purchasing 
agreement it is most probable that no 
government entity would save the 
amount of money envisioned; that it 
might will cost money; and most cer- 
tainly would adversely impact the 
small business community. 

So this cooperative purchasing agree- 
ment was a well-intentioned effort, but 
one which at a minimum should be 
studied further, which is precisely 
what the Zeliff amendment calls for. I 
urge support for this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New Hampshire [Mr. 
ЖЕЛЕР]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MRS. MALONEY 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment, printed as No. 3 in 
the RECORD. 

The Clerk will designate the amend- 
ment. 
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The text of the amendment is аз fol- 
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mrs. MALONEY: 
Strike out section 304 (relating to inter- 
national competitiveness). 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment deals with what sometimes 
lies within so-called procurement re- 
form legislation. 

My amendment deals with a cor- 
porate subsidy in this bill that has 
nothing to do with procurement re- 
form. 

The subsidy in question is the elimi- 
nation of a program that requires de- 
fense contractors to repay the Govern- 
ment for some of the $30 billion annu- 
ally taxpayers invest in research and 
development for private military con- 
tractors. 

The recoupment fee is intended to re- 
coup some of the billions the taxpayers 
have paid to develop major military 
systems when the defense contractor 
sells this technology to a foreign na- 
tion. 

The fee averages just 3 to 5 percent of 
the gross price of the contract. 

The authors of this bill are eliminat- 
ing the recoupment program calling it 
a tax on American defense contractors. 

I say recoupment gives a fair return 
for the American taxpayer's invest- 
ment in the research and development 
of new weapons and technology. 

Taxpayer dollars help fund the re- 
search and development in the first 
place. There wouldn’t be these new 
weapons systems if it wasn’t for the 
american taxpayer. 

This public-private partnership is one 
of the reasons the United States is the 
world’s leading arms exporter, domi- 
nating the market with 70 percent of 
the world’s share. 

We sell more arms than all the other 
nations of the world combined. 

Some people are saying recoupment 
makes the U.S. military less competi- 
tive in the international market. 

My colleagues, over the last 4 years, 
sales of United States military equip- 
ment totaled more than the sales of all 
the most aggressive arms exporters— 
Russia, China, France, and Britain 
combined. 

In fact, our share is still rising. 

Between 1991 and 1994, our share of 
the world market increased 62 percent. 

If the recoupment requirement is 
making American military equipment 
less competitive in the world market— 
as the authors of this bill are stating— 
why is our share growing, not shrink- 
ing? 

And in cases where the contractor 
can demonstrate that an individual 
sale is jeopardized, the DOD will grant 
a waiver. 

In fact, there is already a blanket 
waiver for all nonmajor items, as well 
as all NATO participants. 

For all these reasons, the deputy in- 
spector general of the Defense Depart- 
ment says, and I quote, and ask to 
place this letter in the RECORD: 
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Since the U.S. sales of military hardware 
exceed all other countries combined, there is 
in my mind a great deal of doubt about the 
need to eliminate the recovery requirement 
when it can be done through waivers, on a 
case-by-case basis.” 

There’s still more. 

The bill before us requires these 
recoupment losses of more than $1 bil- 
lion to be offset from savings in the 
mandatory spending account at the De- 
partment of Defense. 

What's in that account? The pensions 
of our veterans and military retirees. 

So the bill before us has the Amer- 
ican taxpayer funding research and de- 
velopment for private defense contrac- 
tors, who can turn around and make a 
profit overseas, without returning a 
penny to the Treasury. 

And—we'll pay for the lost revenue 
by cutting the pension benefits of our 
military retirees. 

It’s wrong. 

It’s unwise. 

My amendment saves recoupment 
and the pensions of our veterans. 

I ask for Members’ support of the 
Maloney amendment. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in support of the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will 
preserve the current recoupment re- 
quirements eliminated by H.R. 1670. 
Recoupment will allow the Federal 
Government to continue to recover 
that portion of the over $30 billion in 
annual research and development costs 
that would otherwise be lost when for- 
eign governments purchase our weap- 
ons. 

The opponents of the Maloney 
amendment argue that recoupment 
fees raise the price of U.S. weapons and 
make them uncompetitive on the 
international market, but the facts in- 
dicate otherwise. According to the Con- 
gressional Research Service, the Unit- 
ed States secured over 70 percent of all 
arms sales worldwide in 1993, and sold 
$12.8 billion of arms through foreign 
military sales in 1994. This hardly 
seems like an industry in need of more 
Federal assistance. 

Moreover, at a time when we are con- 
sidering severe cuts in Medicare and 
Medicaid, and the reduction in student 
loans and welfare benefits, how can we 
justify a massive new direct subsidy to 
the arms industry, which currently has 
70 percent of all arms sales worldwide? 

Eliminating recoupment fees also 
makes absolutely no sense in view of 
our current budget deficit. Over the 
past 5 years, foreign governments have 
paid nearly $1 billion in recoupment 
fees to the U.S. Treasury. Over the 
next 5 years, recoupment fees are ex- 
pected to again amount to $1 billion. If 
we are serious about deficit reduction, 
the bill's provision eliminating 
recoupment fees is the wrong way to 


ко. 

Mr. Chairman I strongly support the 
Maloney amendment, and I urge its 
adoption. 
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to reluctantly 
oppose the gentlelady’s amendment to 
strike the provisions in section 304 of 
H.R. 1670 which would restructure this 
country’s current policy with regard to 
recoupment charges on military equip- 
ment sales to foreign governments. 

Mr. Chairman, these recoupment 
charges were initially instituted in the 
early 19608. The intent of these 
recoupment charges was to enable our 
Government to recover part of the cost 
of developing the technology needed to 
fight and win the cold war with our 
NATO allies. However, those allies— 
the British, French, Italians, and oth- 
ers have now become our economic 
competitors. Now when American cor- 
porations attempt to sell military 
goods, their products are burdened 
with a surcharge that makes American 
products less competitive. 

Let us bear in mind that these ex- 
ports create and protect thousands of 
American jobs and contribute billions 
of dollars to our national economy. 
Lowering barriers and expanding op- 
portunities for American companies to 
trade abroad is critical to America’s 
long term well being and international 
competitiveness. 

Accordingly, Mr. Chairman, I urge 
my colleagues to vote in opposition to 
the gentlelady’s amendment. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, for years and years 
the Department of Defense out of sim- 
ple basic prudence has retained the 
right to recoup some of the billions of 
dollars that we invest, the U.S. Gov- 
ernment invests, through the Depart- 
ment of Defense in the development of 
highly technical and highly sophisti- 
cated military systems. In order to fa- 
cilitate the sale of nonmajor pieces of 
equipment, a blanket waiver has been 
in effect for some time so that these 
items, items of electronics gear and 
what have you of not major cost, can 
be sold without any issue of 
recoupment being collected. 

In addition, the Department, out of 
ordinary prudence, has also said to de- 
fense contractors, if it is necessary to 
make the deal, if you need to have the 
recoupment waived in order to be price 
competitive, then you can apply to us. 
And in fact the record shows that 
recoupment is routinely waived, al- 
most invariably waived. The Depart- 
ment of Defense has in fact waived $773 
million in these nonrecurring cost 
charges from 1991 through 1994 alone. 
So whenever it is necessary to waive it, 
it is there, no further statutory author- 
ity is necessary for that purpose, and it 
is routinely and liberally granted in 
order to make the sale go. 

So we have before us a statutory pro- 
vision in a bill that is supposed to save 
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the Government money that would 
waive this authority altogether. 

Why do we want to wipe out the au- 
thority to recoup some of the invest- 
ment that we, the United States, has 
made in these systems, that is about to 
be cashed in by the defense contractors 
when they sell the system abroad? 

Let me give you one particular case 
why I do not think clearly we need to 
waive the recoupment. Let us assume 
we have a very unique system for 
which there is no competition, no 
match anywhere else in the world, 
there is not even a question of price 
competitiveness, and another country 
wants to buy that system, and they 
come to the Department of Defense for 
approval to make the sale. Why should 
not DOD, why should not the American 
people collect some percentage of what 
we invested to develop that unique sys- 
tem? 

If we wipe out as a matter of statu- 
tory law the provision that allows DOD 
to exact this charge, 3 to 5 percent on 
military sales, then we will forego that 
opportunity altogether, willy-nilly 
across the board. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRATT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, as I understand it, the 
recoupment provision is waived only 
for our NATO ally countries, and the 
rest of the world it is not waived for, is 
that correct? 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, that is my under- 
standing. It is waived on a case-by-case 
basis obviously. It is not waived as a 
blanket matter except for nonmajor 
pieces of equipment. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRATT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I think 
it is important to respond to the point 
of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
BURTON]. The only plausible argument 
that I have heard to justify providing 
this subsidy for arms exports is to 
make our products competitive with 
other nations. The gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT] has point- 
ed out very effectively that there are a 
number of items where we are essen- 
tially the best in the world, we are ei- 
ther the sole supplier or have such a 
qualitative advantage in the product, 
there is no other serious competitor, 
and, therefore, there is no need to re- 
move this recoupment of the subsidy 
that that exporter has. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, ге- 
claiming my time, especially when it is 
liberally waived in the discretion of 
the Secretary of Defense whenever re- 
quired. 
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Мг. BERMAN. The gentleman from 
Indiana sought to try and make a 
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point, I think, by implication, that this 
is only done for NATO countries, not 
for other purchasers of arms. But that 
is not correct. 

The law allows a case-by-case waiver 
anytime we want to give an advantage 
to our exporter over a competitive ex- 
porter from another country that per- 
haps is being subsidized by that coun- 
try. The Department of Defense has the 
authority right now to waive this. 

The strangest thing in the world, we 
are coming in the context of trying to 
balance the budget, our majority would 
say in 7 years, with massive cuts in all 
kinds of discretionary programs, with 
an effort to because they think it is 
important to expand what we are 
spending on defense, with major 
slashes in Medicare and other entitle- 
ment programs, and reinstating for the 
first time since the 196075 іп commer- 
cial arms sales a subsidy to defense 
contractors, not just to win the par- 
ticular sale but whether there is com- 
petition or not for that sale. 

It is not just for NATO countries. It 
allows that waiver any other time. 
There is no reason in the world to go 
with this blanket repeal which will re- 
quire an offset to make up for the loss 
of revenue. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPRATT] has expired. 

(On request of Mr. BERMAN, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. SPRATT was al- 
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min- 
utes.) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRATT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, this is really for informational 
purposes. Has any country outside ofa 
NATO country benefited from the 
recoupment provision we are talking 
about? I know the gentleman is saying 
it is not limited just to NATO. What I 
would like to know is, has any other 
country really benefited because our 
own Government waived that provi- 
sion? 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, Iam 
told the answer is yes, that the 
recoupment provision has been waived 
in the case of arms sales, commercial 
arms sales to Israel. And the key thing 
is not what has happened in the past. 
The law allows case-by-case waivers. If 
the French notorious subsidizers of 
their defense industries decide in a 
product which they are competitive to 
compete with an American exporter 
and are subsidizing that sale, the law 
right now allows the Department of 
Defense to waive it so that the Amer- 
ican company can make that sale. It is 
in there. 

Why would we want to repeal the law 
which allows us to grab back the sub- 
sidies that otherwise the foreign coun- 
try that wants to buy the goods is will- 
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ing to pay when there is no meaningful 
competition? We are either the sole 
supplier or our particular weapons sys- 
tem is so much better than any other 
ones. This is really ridiculous. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding to 


me. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, let me also point 
out that the cost of this waiver, de- 
pending, could be as much as a billion 
over the next 5 years. That has to be 
recovered under the budget rules from 
some source. The rule book solution to 
that is it must be recovered from man- 
datory spending. If it comes out of 
DOD’s mandatory spending, that 
means it comes out of personnel retire- 
ment accounts. It is the only place we 
have got any real mandatory or direct 
spending in the DOD budget. The off- 
set, therefore, requirement to make 
this waiver possible will be DOD retire- 
ment programs. 

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
recoupment amendment. What we have 
here, it appears, is a type of corporate 
welfare. We have a sector of American 
industry which is faring extremely well 
in global competition. It has increased 
its market share dramatically. 

At the same time we are attempting 
to balance the budget, we are asking 
veterans, we are asking students, we 
are asking farmers, we are asking sen- 
iors, we are asking many sectors of our 
society to take deep dramatic cuts in 
programs that they have historically 
found extremely important. 

And here, over a 5-year period of time 
we are offering to essentially forgive, 
as a revenue opportunity for the Fed- 
eral Government, $1 billion. I cannot 
see that, if we are asking the Nation to 
tighten its belts in the spirit of shared 
sacrifice, that we can with any credi- 
bility reject the amendment that has 
been offered. I urge support of this 
amendment. 

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

First, I would like to praise the gen- 
tlewoman from New York for offering 
this amendment. I think that it is an 
excellent one, one that must be passed. 
Second, I noticed that the provision in 
the bill that would repeal the 
recoupment provision is under the title 
competitiveness. 

Everything can be done under the 
umbrella of competitiveness, but I 
think very often improperly so. I just 
came from a luncheon meeting of the 
Competitiveness Policy Council which 
issued its fourth annual report today. I 
started promoting the creation of the 
Competitiveness Policy Council back 
in the early 198075. The competitiveness 
issue has been near and dear to my 
heart. 

Not once in the past decade and a 
half did I ever hear any contractor ob- 
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ject to this provision of the law be- 
cause it hindered their competitive- 
ness, especially given the ability of the 
administration to waive it, if that ever 
was a factor. 

Most importantly, perhaps, though, 
is we are dealing right now with the 
great problem of the budget deficit. We 
are hearing proposals from the GOP for 
cuts in Medicare of $270 billion over the 
next several years, cuts in Medicaid of 
about $180 billion, cuts in the earned 
income tax credit, et cetera. And now 
we want to increase the deficit by 
eliminating this recoupment fee. That 
is ironic. It is an anomaly, it ought not 
to happen. 

In this morning’s paper we saw that 
the GOP is now considering abolishing 
corporate welfare, primarily through 
provisions of the Tax Code which gives 
them tax incentives, their tax expendi- 
tures. If they bring such a bill to the 
floor, then perhaps we could consider 
the abolition of the recoupment fee in 
concert with the repeal of all the cor- 
porate welfare provisions, but not right 
now. Right now this is simply a gift to 
corporate America at the expense of 
the taxpayer. We should support the 
Maloney amendment. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. I rise in opposition to this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would point out to 
the Members that one of the reasons 
we really decided to revisit procure- 
ment reform in the first place and the 
reason we have this bill on the floor is 
because that was an issue that was con- 
sidered in the last Congress, one of the 
items that was not included in the bill 
that we brought to the floor last year. 

This measure, this repeal of the 
recoupment provision is strongly, and I 
repeat that, strongly supported by this 
administration who feels that it has 
really been a very severe impediment 
to the ability to have military sales. 

It was also supported prior to that by 
the Bush administration. So this is not 
a partisan issue. It has been one that 
has been supported by the executive 
branch under both Republicans and 
Democrats. So it is one that we felt 
needed to be addressed. I think it is im- 
portant that we have this debate be- 
cause I think there is no question in 
my mind that there is a strong dis- 
incentive for dealing with Americans 
on these issues because of the 
recoupment clause. I know that we 
have had testimony, discussion here 
the other way. 

I think the other point I wanted to 
address was that the argument is made 
that this is somehow going to encour- 
age arms sales. We are going to become 
an arms merchant, that we are going 
to contribute to the escalation of arms 
sales all over the world if this 
recoupment provision is repealed. 

I think that is just absolutely not 
true. The fact is that the decision as to 
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whether or not to buy a particular 
weapons system is not made in this 
context at all. This is an issue that 
arises only after the decision has been 
made to buy the system. Then it be- 
comes a question of who do we deal 
with. 

So the fact that we have somehow 
taken off the recoupment is in no way 
going to act as an incentive for a spur 
to additional arms sales. It will, how- 
ever, have the result of making us 
much more competitive in terms of 
being able to compete with those peo- 
ple who used to be our allies in the 
world and are now our competitors. We 
really enacted this provision primarily 
for their benefit, to enable our NATO 
allies to have these weapons. 

Now that is no longer the case. They 
are our competitors, and in many cases 
they are having us for lunch on some of 
these arms sales. This is a question of 
jobs, Mr. Chairman. We really are jeop- 
ardizing a number of jobs, many many 
jobs in this country by retaining 
this—— 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLINGER. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from California. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, is it 
not also a question of national security 
in this sense, that if we can keep these 
aerospace companies and defense con- 
tractors healthy doing things that are 
fully circumscribed by U.S. foreign pol- 
icy constraints, then they will be alive 
to produce weapons and defense assets 
for the future in the event that we 
should need them in an increasingly 
unstable world? 

CLINGER. Тһе gentlewoman 
makes a very, very strong point. This 
is one way that we can help preserve 
the industrial base. If we see that 
shrink dramatically, it would, in fact, 
jeopardize us in the event we have hos- 
tilities somewhere else in the world. So 
it really has national security implica- 
tions. 

It has jobs implications, economic 
implications for this country. And it 
really will not, in any way, enhance or 
increase the number of sales. It just 
makes it more competitive in the 
world market. That is what we are 
dealing in. We are dealing in a world 
market in these areas. 

I must regretfully oppose the gentle- 
woman's amendment. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLINGER. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from New York. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, one 
of the problems, when we say that it 
does not make us as competitive, No. 1, 
we dominate the world market with 
over 70 percent of sales. We have to re- 
member that it is American tax dollars 
that create the research and develop- 
ment that makes our companies so suc- 
cessful in the world market. 

We allocate well over $30 billion a 
year to research and development. The 
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moneys that come back to the Depart- 
ment of Defense then go back into re- 
search and development. I must tell 
the gentleman that the offset would 
come out of a mandatory spending in 
the Defense Department, which would 
be military pensions. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, that is not the case. 
In fact, the offsets can come, when this 
happens, if the President decides to 
waive it now, he, under this bill, would 
be required to provide the offset. 

We could make it very clear that 
they were not to be taken out of mili- 
tary spending or out of defense spend- 
ing or anything else. I think it mis- 
represents to say it would necessarily 
work to the detriment of any group. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will continue to yield, 
the offset must come out of mandatory 
spending. Mandatory spending in the 
Defense Department is overwhelming, 
all mandatory spending is the quality 
of living. 

Mr. CLINGER. But it does have to be 
the Defense Department. 

Mrs. MALONEY. This comes from 
the staff of the Department of Defense. 

Mr. CLINGER. But it does not have 
to be Defense Department. Mandatory 
spending is all across the board. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Let me say first of all, one of the 
things that has not been discussed is 
the amount of jobs that would be lost. 
For each $1 billion in sales, these are 
big ticket items, these things cost 25, 
30, 100 million a copy. For each $1 bil- 
lion in sales that are lost, we lose 16,000 
jobs. 

I wish the gentlewoman would listen 
to this, the gentlewoman who has been 
involved in this discussion. 

For each $1 billion in sales that are 
lost, we lost 16,000 jobs. If we put a pen- 
cil to it, for each 1 percent of unem- 
ployment, it costs the Treasury about 
$42 billion for each 1 percent of unem- 
ployment. So one of the things that 
needs to be factored into the equation 
is the number of jobs that are lost and 
what kind of an impact that has on the 
national unemployment rate which 
also has a bearing on the deficit that 
we face every year in the Treasury. So 
there are other things that need to be 
factored in. 

Let me read something out of stat- 
utes. There has been some misunder- 
standing, I believe, on whether or not 
we can sell these products and of the 
recoupment provision being employed 
outside of NATO. Let me read what the 
law says. The law says: The President 
may reduce or waive the charge or 
charges which would otherwise be con- 
sidered appropriate under paragraphs 
100) and l(c) for particular sales that 
would, if made, significantly advance 
the United States Government inter- 
ests in the North Atlantic Treaty Orga- 
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nization standardization, standardiza- 
tion with the armed forces of other 
countries, Japan, Australia or New 
Zealand and in furtherance of the mu- 
tual defense treaties between the Unit- 
ed States and those countries or for- 
eign procurement in the United States 
under coproduction arrangements. 
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Even now, when the gentleman from 
California a while ago was talking 
about Israel, I believe that is as a di- 
rect result of a coproduction arrange- 
ment on weapons systems that we did 
sell and the recoupment feature was 
employed, because of that coproduc- 
tion. But there are many countries, 
many countries, that we may sell prod- 
ucts to that do not fall into any of 
these categories. If that is the case, 
then there is no latitude in the law for 
the recoupment provisions to be 
waived. This may involve billions of 
dollars of sales to countries that are 
not NATO, that are not part of an 
agreement that we have for a mutual 
defense treaty, or a country under 
which there was a coproduction ar- 
rangement. So the fact of the matter is 
there are limitations for the 
recoupment procedures to be employed 
outside of the countries I just men- 
tioned. 

Now, let us say that there is a large 
number of these countries that do want 
to buy products from the United 
States, but the French, for instance, 
are trying to sell us a French Mirage 
and we are trying to sell them an F-16 
fighter plane. The French would have a 
distinct advantage if this recoupment 
provision was not able to be removed, 
and under current law, the way I read 
it, it cannot be removed. So the fact of 
the matter is this legislation which the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has been 
talking about is necessary to make us 
competitive, not just with our NATO 
allies, not just with those that have a 
mutual defense treaty, and not with 
those where we have a coproduction 
agreement, but with the rest of the 
world. 

Some of these bids, as I understand 
it, are time-sensitive. The French may 
say, “Неу, we want to sell you a 
French Mirage,” and we may want to 
sell them an F-16, and there is a time 
frame under which they have to make 
an agreement in a fairly rapid manner. 
There is no provision in the law for the 
recoupment provision to be employed, 
so that sale by default would go to the 
French. And along with it would go 
American jobs, and along with those 
American jobs would be a higher rate 
of unemployment, which would trans- 
late into additional expenditures from 
the Treasury, which would exacerbate 
the deficit. 

So the fact of the matter is my good 
friends, for whom I have the highest re- 
spect, are only telling half of the story. 
The other half is that the law needs to 
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be changed in order to make us com- 
petitive worldwide. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentlewoman from New York. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
Department of Defense Deputy Inspec- 
tor General, when he testified before 
the Committee on Small Business, 
stated that it could be waived on a 
case-by-case basis, and invariably it is 
always waived when you can show 
there is some detriment to achieving 
the sale. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I want to direct the gentle- 
woman's attention to page 725 and page 
726 of title П of the U.S. Code. It is 
right there in black and white. I will be 
happy to bring it over to the gentle- 
woman and let her read it. 

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I think 
there has been some problem in the 
course of this debate. First of all, if we 
are going to change the law we ought 
to be able to point out a problem. I do 
not see anyone who has identified a 
problem that contractors have had 
with these recoupment fees. I have yet 
to hear of a case where a contractor 
has lost a contract because of this 
recoupment fee. That is point No. 1. 

Point No. 2, the gentleman is charg- 
ing that the ability to waive under the 
law is narrowly circumscribed. We 
argue that it has invariably been 
granted. We know of no instance when 
a request for a waiver has been denied. 
If, however, the gentleman is correct 
on that issue, then the cure is to broad- 
en the waiver authority. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. That is 
what we are trying to do. 

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I 
would say to the gentleman, no, he is 
not broadening the waiver authority, 
he is repealing the fee. He is throwing 
the baby out with the bath water. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. No, we are 
not. 

Mr. LAFALCE. The totality of the ar- 
gument went to what the gentleman 
saw is the narrowness of the waiver au- 
thority. We do not think it is narrow, 
we think it is extremely broad. If in 
fact you are correct, however, then 
come in with an amendment to broaden 
the waiver authority but not to repeal 
the basic recoupment fee. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If I may re- 
claim my time, I think we are splitting 
hairs here. The fact of the matter is 
that is what we are doing by repealing 
this law, what we are doing is we are 
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making American industry competi- 
tive around the world with any foreign 
competitor. The people who used to be 
our allies, as the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. GILMAN] said a while ago, 
now are our economic competitors. We 
have to be competitive. This provision, 
which the gentleman from Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr. CLINGER] is trying to get re- 
pealed will make sure that takes place, 
that there is no advantage for any 
other country. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLINGER. I would like to make 
two points. First of all, we are the only 
nation in the world that has a 
recoupment provision of this sort. 
Clearly it is making us noncompeti- 
tive. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana was allowed to proceed for 1 
additional minute.) 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, the 
fact of the matter is our competitors 
are getting better and better all the 
time. They are getting more and more 
competitive. This looms as a problem 
in the future much greater than per- 
haps it does now. It is really going to 
set us very much at a disadvantage in 
terms of world sales. Why should we be 
the only one that disadvantages our- 
selves and our American workers when 
we do not need to, and when we really 
need to be more competitive at this 
stage of the game. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Let me just 
conclude by restating what my col- 
league just said. I hope Members hear 
this very clearly. We are the only coun- 
try that has this recoupment provision 
in law, the only country. Our competi- 
tors subsidize their military produc- 
tion, their military equipment, which 
they sell around the world, but they do 
not have that recoupment provision. 
As a result, it does give them a distinct 
advantage. So I think that my col- 
league’s legislation is well founded. I 
hope my colleague will support it. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentlewoman from California. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I share 
the gentleman’s view and want to asso- 
ciate myself with it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana was allowed to proceed for 1 
additional minute.) 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentlewoman from California. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I see 
these advantages in promoting foreign 
military sales that are definitely cir- 
cumscribed by our limitations on arms 
exports, and these are carefully cir- 
cumscribed. We are not changing the 
rules with respect to what can be ex- 
ported and to whom. We are just mak- 
ing it easier to export. 

If we encourage appropriate commer- 
cial foreign military sales, we do three 
things. Jobs is one. The second thing is 
we save the industrial base, which, as I 
mentioned before, we can use to our ad- 
vantage later as national security 
problems arise. Third, and this is very 
important in terms of saving money for 
the government, we are able to manu- 
facture more units of whatever is ex- 
ported, because of the exports, and we 
lower by that means of the per-unit 
cost of the airplane or whatever the 
item is, which means that when the 
U.S. Government purchases that item 
in the future, for example, the C-17, the 
per—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana was allowed to proceed for 30 
additional seconds.) 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I am happy 
to yield to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, the per 
unit cost of the C-17 or whatever it 
might be is lower to the U.S. Govern- 
ment so, bottom line, we save jobs, we 
save the industrial base, we lower the 
cost of defense purchases for the U.S. 
Government. For all these reasons I 
think this proposed change in the law 
is a good idea, and I oppose the amend- 
ment being offered by my very good 
friends over here. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of the amendment being offered by the 
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs. 
MALONEY] which strikes a section of 
the bill before us repealing the 
recoupment fees provision of the Arms 
Control Export Act. I would also like 
to commend our colleague, the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN], 
for his leadership, his ongoing leader- 
ship, on this important issue. 

As we know, recoupment fees are in- 
tended to reimburse the U.S. taxpayer 
for some of the $35 billion spent annu- 
ally on research and development costs 
for major weapons systems. These fees 
are then built into the cost of these 
weapons when they are sold to foreign 
countries. 

Mr. Chairman, foreign governments 
have paid nearly $1 billion in 
recoupment fees for the last 5 years. 
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According to the Congressional Re- 
search Service, collections over the 
next 5 years will also amount to ap- 
proximately $1 billion. Failure to pass 
this amendment will not only short- 
change the U.S. taxpayer, but it will 
guarantee the highly successful defense 
industry yet another corporate sub- 
sidy. 

Mr. Chairman, corporate recoupment 
fees also act as an important check on 
weapons proliferation. Without such 
fees we will in effect further subsidize 
foreign military sales and regional 
arms races. Our foreign military sales 
programs allows the United States con- 
trol over who may take advantage of 
subsidized purchases of weapons sys- 
tems. 

By striking recoupment fees, we are 
relinquishing this control. Every po- 
tential purchaser would be able to take 
advantage of this taxpayer-funded lar- 
gesse. A vote for this amendment is a 
vote for greater accountability and 
control over these weapons systems. It 
is also a vote for greater financial ac- 
countability and a vote against cor- 
porate welfare. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to, as I 
continue my remarks, comment on 
some of what I have heard from recent 
speakers, all of whom, let us all stipu- 
late, we respect, and we are all distin- 
guished representatives of our con- 
stituents. 

Having said that, I would like to take 
issue with some of the statements that 
have been made. One is that this 
recoupment fee, eliminating it will 
make us more competitive. In fact, as 
it has been stated, does not the 
recoupment requirement make the U.S. 
military equipment less competitive in 
international markets, depriving our 
contractors of their foreign sales need- 
ed? 

No, no, no, for several reasons. U.S. 
military equipment simply dominates 
the world market. It is just too good, 
dollar for dollar. Sales data confirms 
this. Each year sales of United States 
military equipment was more than the 
combined sales of all other countries 
combined, including France, Great 
Britain, Russia, China, the most ag- 
gressive arms exporters, referencing all 
of those countries combined. During 
the fiscal year 1991 to 1994 period, sales 
of U.S. equipment would increase 62 
percent over the previous 4-year period, 
while total world purchases have de- 
clined 42 percent. 

There is a case-by-case waiver au- 
thority. It is generally granted, so 
when others, in addition to the com- 
petitive argument, say there cannot be 
a waiver, in the law itself there is a 
case-by-case waiver. It is generally 
granted if the contractor can dem- 
onstrate to DOD that recoupment is 
the difference between making a for- 
eign sale or no foreign sale. 

The issue of jobs has come up. When 
are we going to stop having our econ- 
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omy be based on a military and defense 
economy only? Why are we not talking 
about developing other kinds of ex- 
ports? 

As far as the industrial base is con- 
cerned, we spend a quarter of a trillion 
dollars a year on defense. A great deal 
of that is invested into our industrial 
base. We do not need to have further 
underwriting and corporate welfare 
there. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ref- 
erence a letter from the deputy inspec- 
tor general, who has confirmed some of 
what I have said. He said, Since the 
U.S. sales of military hardware exceeds 
all other countries combined, there is 
in my mind a great deal of doubt about 
the need to eliminate the recovery re- 
quirement when it can be done through 
waivers of a case-by-case basis.” 

I say, referencing further his testi- 
mony before the Congress, he said We 
disagree with the change,” and this is 
the inspector general, the deputy in- 
spector general of the Department of 
Defense, he said We disagree with the 
change. The current law and regula- 
tions allow the charge to be waived if 
the charge is an impediment to the 
sale. Request for waivers are invariably 
granted.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from California IMs. 
PELOSI] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Ms. PELOSI 
was allowed to proceed for 30 addi- 
tional seconds.) 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I urge 
our colleagues to support the Maloney 
amendment. The recoupment fee issue 
is corporate welfare, it is back door 
military assistance. It contributes to 
arms proliferation. It is not about com- 
petition, and it will be much more 
costly than its proponents suggests. 

Let us not have this House of Rep- 
resentatives be the handmaiden of the 
military industrial complex. Let us 
have a strong national defense. Let us 
try to end the proliferation of weapons 
of mass destruction. Sure, here we are 
talking international, but we sell far 
too many of those and we have a moral 
responsibility to hold that in check. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
PELOSI] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Ms. PELOSI 
was allowed to proceed for 30 addi- 
tional seconds.) 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. PELOSI. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLINGER. Briefly, Mr. Chair- 
man, I would like to make the point 
that the Defense Security Assistance 
Agency and the administration strong- 
ly support repeal of this. I would just 
question the appropriateness of the in- 
spector general making policy in these 
kinds of areas. It seems to me it is the 
policymakers of the Department of De- 
fense who really should be paid atten- 
tion to in this area. 
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Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I was 
referencing the letter from the deputy 
inspector general of the Department of 
Defense when I talked about the use of 
the waiver. 
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Мг. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I really want to rise 
to question what is really broke here. 
If we say that the military defense in- 
dustry is broke because they cannot 
compete in the world, then we have to 
look at the fact that 70 percent of the 
world market is controlled by U.S. in- 
dustry, so we would not say that U.S. 
industry is really hurting there. 

If we say, well, this is an impact on 
American industry that other foreign 
competitors do not have, we have to 
look at the way this industry generates 
its revenue. The taxpayers of this 
country have put forth $30 billion in 
R&D military research money. The 
law, which has been in effect for a 
number of years, estimates that in the 
next 5 years it is going to recoup from 
that $30 billion investment $1 billion. 
That is certainly not a very good re- 
turn on the taxpayers’ investment. 

I think we have to also compare that 
we put a lot of money into universities. 
When universities come up with an 
idea and invent it, they patent it, and 
that goes into marketing that idea and 
the university is able to recoup over 
time the invention, the effort in that 
invention. I mean, they own it. 

What we are saying here is that the 
American taxpayers own this inven- 
tion. They put the money in and they 
ought to get something back for it. 

The defense industry, I think this is 
a weak issue to be pleading on. I come 
from California where the majority of 
defense contract dollars go. We get 23 
percent of the entire defense contracts, 
and I think New York was second with 
12 percent. We got about as much in de- 
fense contracting a few years ago that 
equaled the entire State budget. 

The industry has not been moving 
out of California. The tax base in Cali- 
fornia is very high. Labor costs in Cali- 
fornia are very high. The next thing we 
are going to hear is, let us repeal all of 
those local taxes and those job incen- 
tives because the industry has got to 
leave. 

I rise in support of the Maloney- 
DeFazio-Berman amendment because I 
want to support the American tax- 
payers who are the real shareholders in 
the defense industry, and they ought to 
get a return on their investment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 


woman from New York [Mrs. 
MALONEY]. 
The question was taken; and the 


Chairman announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 
RECORDED VOTE 
Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 
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A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 164, noes 259, 
not voting 11, as follows: 


[Roll No. 662] 

AYES—164 
Abercrombie Hastings (FL) Pomeroy 
Andrews Hefner Porter 
Baesler Hinchey Portman 
Baldacci Jackson-Lee Poshard 
Ballenger Jacobs Rahall 
Barcia Jefferson Ramstad 
Barrett (WI) Johnson (SD) Rangel 
Becerra Johnson, E. B. Reed 
Beilenson Johnston Rivers 
Bentsen Kanjorski Rose 
Berman Kaptur Roth 
Bonior Kasich Roybal-Allard 
Borski Kennedy (MA) Rush 
Boucher Kennedy (RI) Sabo 
Brown (CA) Kildee Sanders 
Brown (FL) Kingston Sanford 
Brown (OH) Kleczka Sawyer 
Bryant (TX) Klug Scarborough 
Cardin LaFalce Schroeder 
Clement Lantos Schumer 
Coleman Levin Scott 
Collins (IL) Lewis (GA) Sensenbrenner 
Collins (MI) Lincoln Serrano 
Condit LoBiondo Shadegg 
Costello Lofgren Shays 
Coyne Lowey Skaggs 
DeFazio Luther Slaughter 
Dellums Maloney Spratt 
Deutsch Markey Stark 
Dingell Martinez Stenholm 
Dixon Mascara Stockman 
Doggett Matsui Stokes 
Doyle McCarthy Studds 
Duncan McDermott Stupak 
Durbin McKinney Tanner 
Ehrlich Meehan Thurman 
Ensign Menendez Torres 
Eshoo Mfume Torricelli 
Evans Miller (CA) Towns 
Farr Minge Traficant 
Fattah Mink Vento 
Fawell Montgomery Visclosky 
Fazio Nadler Volkmer 
Fields (LA) Neal Ward 
Filner Ney Waters 
Flake Oberstar Watt (NC) 
Foglietta Obey Waxman 
Foley Olver Whitfield 
Ford Owens Williams 
Frank (MA) Pallone Wise 
Purse Payne (NJ) Woolsey 
Gibbons Payne (VA) Wyden 
Green Pelosi Yates 
Gutierrez Peterson (MN) Zimmer 
Hall (OH) Petri 

NOES—259 
Ackerman Burr Danner 
Allard Burton Davis 
Archer Buyer de la Garza 
Armey Callahan Deal 
Bachus Calvert DeLauro 
Baker (CA) Camp DeLay 
Baker (LA) Canady Diaz-Balart 
Barr Castle Dickey 
Barrett (NE) Chabot Dicks 
Bartlett Chambliss Dooley 
Barton Chapman Doolittle 
Bass Chenoweth Dornan 
Bateman Christensen Dreier 
Bereuter Chrysler Dunn 
Bevill Clay Edwards 
Bilbray Clayton Ehlers 
Bilirakis Clinger Emerson 
Bishop Clyburn Engel 
Bliley Coble English 
Blute Coburn Everett 
Boehlert Collins (GA) Ewing 
Boehner Combest Fields (TX) 
Bonilla Cooley Flanagan 
Bono Cox Forbes 
Brewster Cramer Fowler 
Browder Crane Fox 
Brownback Crapo Franks (CT) 
Bryant (TN) Cremeans Franks (NJ) 
Bunn Cubin Frelinghuysen 
Bunning Cunningham Frisa 
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Funderburk Largent Riggs 
Gallegly Latham Roberts 
Ganske LaTourette Roemer 
Gejdenson Laughlin Rogers 

kas Lazio Rohrabacher 
Gephardt Leach Ros-Lehtinen 
Geren Lewis (CA) Roukema 
Gilchrest Lewis (KY) Royce 
Gillmor Lightfoot Salmon 
Gilman Linder Saxton 
Gonzalez Lipinski Schaefer 
Goodlatte Livingston Schiff 
Goodling Longley Seastrand 
Gordon Lucas Shaw 
Goss Manton Shuster 
Graham Manzullo Skeen 
Greenwood Martini Skelton 
Gunderson McCollum Smith (М1) 
Gutknecht McCrery Smith (NJ) 
Hall (TX) McHale Smith (TX) 
Hamilton McHugh Smith (WA) 
Hancock McInnis Souder 
Hansen McIntosh Spence 
Harman McKeon Stearns 
Hastert McNulty Stump 
Hastings (WA) Metcalf Talent 
Hayes Meyers Tate 
Hayworth Mica Tauzin 
Henley Miller (FL) Taylor (MS) 
Heineman Molinari Taylor (NC) 
Herger Mollohan Tejeda 
Hilleary Moorhead Thomas 
Hilliard Moran Thompson 
Hobson Morella Thornberry 
Hoekstra Murtha Thornton 
Hoke Myers Tiahrt 
Holden Myrick Torkildsen 
Horn Nethercutt Upton 
Hostettler Neumann Vucanovich 
Houghton Norwood Waldholtz 
Hoyer Nussle Walker 
Hunter Ortiz Walsh 
Hutchinson Orton Wamp 
Hyde Oxley Watts (OK) 
Inglis Packard Weldon (FL) 
Istook Parker Weldon (PA) 
Johnson (CT) Pastor Weller 
Johnson, Sam Paxon White 
Jones Peterson (FL) Wicker 
Kelly Pickett Wilson 
Kennelly Pombo Wolf 
Kim Pryce Wynn 
King Quillen Young (AK) 
Klink Quinn Young (FL) 
Knollenberg Radanovich Zeliff 
Kolbe Regula 
LaHood Richardson 

NOT VOTING—11 
Conyers Mineta Solomon 
Frost Moakley Tucker 
McDade Reynolds Velazquez 
Meek Sisisky 
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Mr. SHADEGG and Ms. JACKSON- 
LEE changed their vote from “по” to 
“aye.” 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida changed 
his vote from “ауе” to “по.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur- 
ther amendments to title ПІ? 

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word for the purpose of entering into a 
colloquy with the distinguished chair- 
man regarding one specific area of Fed- 
eral contracts, the acquisition and 
management of the cars and trucks 
used by the Federal Government. 

Мг. HORN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. I yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, as chair- 
man of the Subcommittee on Govern- 
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ment Management, Information and 
Technology, I would be pleased to have 
a colloquy with the gentleman from 
New Jersey. 

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, earlier this year, I intro- 
duced a bill, H.R. 1981, that would bring 
much needed reform to the way that 
the Federal Government buys and man- 
ages its fleets of almost 400,000 vehicles 
at an annual cost in excess of a billion 
dollars. This bill, the Efficient Fleet 
Management Act of 1995, would require 
all Federal agencies to obey a 1985 law 
demanding a full account of their fleet 
operations cost and to make all related 
contract decisions based on fully devel- 
oped cost comparisons of both public 
and private vendors. 

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman 
knows, at my request, the GAO submit- 
ted a report last December on the poor 
compliance with that 1985 law and the 
poor cost of accounting that still 
plagues the Government's fleet man- 
agement. My bill would address many 
of the problems that the GAO identi- 
fied in that report. 

Instead of offering my bill as an 
amendment to the bill today, I look for 
assurances from the committee that it 
will address these problems. 

HORN. I commend my distin- 
guished colleague from New Jersey for 
his innovative bill, H.R. 1981. I agree 
with the gentleman that the current 
lack of clear cost accounting and real 
cost comparisons are a very troubling 
problem. Many agencies simply cannot 
track those costs by activity. Any 
business in America can do that, but 
only a handful of Federal agencies can 
make the same claim. 

As the gentleman knows, the Com- 
mittee on Government Reform and 
Oversight is in the process of reviewing 
how the General Services Administra- 
tion and other agencies administer 
their fleets. The GSA fleet covers 30 
percent of all Federal vehicles. This in- 
vestigation is taking more time than 
we had hoped, since we are awaiting 
the release of the Arthur Anderson 
business line review of GSA’s oper- 
ations. 

In due course, the Subcommittee on 
Government Management, Information 
and Technology of the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight will 
have a hearing on GSA’s restructuring 
of its fleet management operations. In 
this context, we will certainly examine 
the gentleman from New Jersey’s bill 
and see what the General Accounting 
Office has to say on the same subject. 
I am optimistic we can resolve this 
matter before too many months have 
gone by. 

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to thank the gen- 
tleman from California and Chairman 
CLINGER, and I look forward to working 
with the gentleman on making certain 
Government agencies reform the way 
they conduct their fleet management 
operations. 
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Mr. HORN. I thank the gentleman. 
D 1515 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title IN? 
If not, the Clerk will designate title 


IV. 
The text of title IV is as follows: 


TITLE IV—STREAMLINING OF DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION 
Subtitle A—General Provisions 
SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Office of Federal Pro- 
curement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“TITLE II—DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
“Subtitle A—General Provisions 
“SEC. 201. DEFINITIONS. 

“Іп this title: 

“(1) The term ‘Defense Board’ means the De- 
partment of Defense Board of Contract Appeals 
established pursuant to section 8(а) of the Con- 
tract Disputes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 607). 

“(2) The term ‘Civilian Board’ means the Ci- 
vilian Board of Contract Appeals established 
pursuant to section 8(b) of the Contract Dis- 
putes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 607). 

“(3) The term ‘Board judge’ means a member 
of the Defense Board or the Civilian Board, as 
the case may be. 

“(4) The term ‘Chairman’ means the Chair- 
man of the Defense Board or the Civilian Board, 
as the case may be. 

“(5) The term ‘Board concerned’ means— 

“(А) the Defense Board with respect to mat- 
ters within its jurisdiction; and 

“(В) the Civilian Board with respect to mat- 
ters within its jurisdiction. 

“(6) The term executive agency -- 

“(А) for purposes of contract disputes under 
section 213— 

i) with respect to contract disputes under 
the jurisdiction of the Defense Board, means the 
Department of Defense, the Department of the 
Army, the Department of the Navy, or the De- 
partment of the Air Force; and 

ti) with respect to contract disputes under 
the jurisdiction of the Civilian Board, has the 
meaning given by section 2(2) of the Contract 
Disputes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 601(2)) except 
that the term does not include the Department 
of Defense, the Department of the Army, the De- 
partment of the Navy, and the Department of 
the Air Force; and 

“(В) for purposes of protests under section 
214— 

“(i) with respect to protests under the juris- 
diction of the Defense Board, means the Depart- 
ment of Defense, the Department of the Army, 
the Department of the Navy, or the Department 
of the Air Force; and 

ii) with respect to protests under the juris- 
diction of the Civilian Board, has the meaning 
given by section 4(1) of this Act except that the 
term does not include the Department of De- 
fense, the Department of the Army, the Depart- 
ment of the Navy, and the Department of the 
Air Force. 

“(7) The term ‘alternative means of dispute 
resolution’ has the meaning given by section 
571(3) of title 5, United States Code. 

“(8) The term ‘protest’ means a written objec- 
tion by an interested party to any of the follow- 
ing: 

“(A) A solicitation or other request by an er- 
ecutive agency for offers for a contract for the 
procurement of property or services. 

“(В) The cancellation of such а solicitation or 
other request. 

“(С) An award or proposed award of such a 
contract. 

) A termination or cancellation of an 
award of such a contract, if the written objec- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


tion contains an allegation that the termination 
or cancellation is based in whole or in part on 
improprieties concerning the award of the con- 
tract. 

“(9) The term ‘interested party’, with respect 
to a contract or a solicitation or other request 
for offers, means an actual or prospective bidder 
or offeror whose direct economic interest would 
be affected by the award of the contract or by 
failure to award the contract. 

“(10) The term ‘prevailing party’, with respect 
to a determination of the Board under section 
214(h)(2) that a decision of a contracting officer 
violates a statute or regulation, means a party 
that demonstrated such violation. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The Office of 
Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et 
seq.) is further amended— 

(1) by inserting the following before section 1: 
“TITLE I—FEDERAL PROCUREMENT 
POLICY GENERALLY”; 

and 

(2) in section 4, by striking out As used іп 
this Act:"' and inserting in lieu thereof Except 
as otherwise specifically provided, as used in 
this Act: 

Subtitle B—Establishment of Civilian and 

Defense Boards of Contract Appeals 
SEC, 411, ESTABLISHMENT. 

Subsections (a) and (b) of section 8 of the 
Contract Disputes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 607) are 
amended to read as follows: 

a) There is established іп the Department of 
Defense a board of contract appeals to be 
known as the Department of Defense Board of 
Contract Appeals. 

„ There is established in the General Serv- 
ices Administration a board of contract appeals 
to be known as the Civilian Board of Contract 
Appeuls. 

SEC. 412, MEMBERSHIP. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act 
(41 U.S.C. 401 et ѕед.), as amended by section 
401, is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“SEC. 202. MEMBERSHIP. 

“(а) APPOINTMENT.—(1)(A) The Defense 
Board shall consist of judges appointed by the 
Chairman, without regard to political affiliation 
and solely on the basis of the professional quali- 
fications required to perform the duties and re- 
sponsibilities of a Defense Board judge, from a 
register of applicants maintained by the Defense 
Board. 

“(В) The Civilian Board shall consist of 
judges appointed by the Chairman, without re- 
gard to political affiliation and solely on the 
basis of the professional qualifications required 
to perform the duties and responsibilities of a 
Civilian Board judge, from a register of appli- 
cants maintained by the Civilian Board. 

“(2) The members of the Defense Board and 
the Civilian Board shall be selected and ap- 
pointed to serve in the same manner as adminis- 
trative law judges appointed pursuant to section 
3105 of title 5, United States Code, with an addi- 
tional requirement that such members shall have 
had not fewer than five years of erperience in 
public contract law. 

“(3) Notwithstanding paragraph (2) and sub- 
ject to subsection (b), the following persons shall 
serve as Board judges: 

“(А) For the Defense Board, any full-time 
member of the Armed Services Board of Contract 
Appeals serving as such on the day before the 
effective date of this title. 

“(В) For the Civilian Board, any full-time 
member of any agency board of contract appeals 
other than the Armed Services Board of Con- 
tract Appeals serving as such on the day before 
the effective date of this title. 

“(С) For either the Defense Board or the Ci- 
vilian Board, any person serving on the day be- 
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fore the date of the enactment of this title in a 
position at a level of assistant general counsel 
or higher with authority delegated from the 
Comptroller General to decide bid protests under 
subchapter V of chapter 35 of title 31, United 
States Code. 

b) REMOVAL.—Members of the Defense 
Board and the Civilian Board shall be subject to 
removal in the same manner as administrative 
law judges, as provided in section 7521 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

“(с) COMPENSATION.—Compensation for the 
Chairman of the Defense Board and the Chair- 
man of the Civilian Board and all other mem- 
bers of each Board shall be determined under 
section 5372a of title 5, United States Code. 
БЕС. 413. CHAIRMAN. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act 
(41 U.S.C. 401 et зед.), as amended by section 
412, is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“SEC, 203. CHAIRMAN, 

“(а) DESIGNATION.—(1)(A) The Chairman of 
the Defense Board shall be designated by the 
Secretary of Defense to serve for a term of five 
years. The Secretary shall select the Chairman 
from among sitting judges each of whom has 
had at least five years of service— 

i) as а member of the Armed Services Board 
of Contract Appeals; or 

ii) in а position at a level of assistant gen- 
eral counsel or higher with authority delegated 
from the Comptroller General to decide bid pro- 
tests under subchapter V of chapter 35 of title 
31, United States Code (as in effect on the day 
before the effective date of this title). 

“(В) The Chairman of the Civilian Board 
shall be designated by the Administrator of Gen- 
eral Services to serve for a term of five years. 
The Administrator shall select the Chairman 
from among sitting judges each of whom has 
had at least five years of service— 

i) as a member of an agency board of con- 
tract appeals other than the Armed Services 
Board of Contract Appeals; or 

ii) in a position at a level of assistant gen- 
eral counsel or higher with authority delegated 
from the Comptroller General to decide bid pro- 
tests under subchapter V of chapter 35 of title 
31, United States Code (as in effect on the day 
before the effective date of this title). 

“(2) A Chairman of a Board may continue to 
serve after the expiration of the Chairman's 
term until a successor has taken office. A Chair- 
man may be reappointed any number of times. 

h RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Chairman of the 
Defense Board or the Civilian Board, as the 
case may be, shall be responsible on behalf of 
the Board for the executive and administrative 
operation of the Board, including functions of 
the Board with respect to the following: 

“(1) The selection, appointment, and fixing of 
the compensation of such personnel, pursuant 
to part III of title 5, United States Code, as the 
Chairman considers necessary or appropriate, 
including a Clerk of the Board, a General Coun- 
sel, and clerical and legal assistance for Board 
judges. 

“(2) The supervision of personnel employed by 
or assigned to the Board, and the distribution of 
work among such personnel. 

“(3) The operation of an Office of the Clerk of 
the Board, including the receipt of all filings 
made with the Board, the assignment of cases, 
and the maintenance of all records of the 
Board. 

“(4) The prescription of such rules and regu- 
lations as the Chairman considers necessary or 
appropriate for the administration and manage- 
ment of the Board. 

“(c) VICE CHAIRMEN.—The Chairman of the 
Defense Board or the Civilian Board, as the 
case may be, may designate up to four other 
Board judges as Vice Chairmen. The Chairman 
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may divide the Board into two divisions, one for 
handling contract disputes and one for han- 
dling protests, and, if such division is made, 
shall assign a Vice Chairman to head each divi- 
sion. The Vice Chairmen, in the order des- 
ignated by the Chairman, shall act in the place 
and stead of the Chairman during the absence 
of the Chairman.“ 

SEC, 414. RULEMAKING AUTHORITY. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act 
(41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by section 
413, is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“SEC, 204. RULEMAKING AUTHORITY. 

“The Chairman of the Defense Board and the 
Chairman of the Civilian Board shall jointly 
issue and maintain— 

“(1) such procedural rules and regulations as 
are necessary to the erercise of the functions of 
the Boards under sections 213 and 214; and 

“(2) statements of policy of general applicabil- 
ity with respect to such functions. 

SEC. 415, AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act 
(41 U.S.C. 401 et зед.), as amended by section 
414, is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“SEC. 205, AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

“There are authorized to be appropriated for 
fiscal year 1997 and each succeeding fiscal year 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this title. Funds for the activities 
of each Board shall be separately appropriated 
for such purpose. Funds appropriate pursuant 
to this section shall remain available until er- 
Subtitle C—Functions of Defense and Civilian 

Boards of Contract Appeals 
SEC. 421. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
SERVICES. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act 
(41 U.S.C. 401 et ѕед.), as amended by section 
415, is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“Subtitle B—Functions of the Defense and 
Civilian Boards of Contract Appeals 
“SEC. 211. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

SERVICES. 

“(а) REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE SERVICES 
UPON REQUEST.—The Defense Board and the 
Civilian Board shall each provide alternative 
means of dispute resolution for any disagree- 
ment regarding a contract or prospective con- 
tract of an erecutive agency upon the request of 
all parties to the disagreement. 

(Ы) PERSONNEL QUALIFIED TO ACT.—Each 
Board judge and each attorney employed by the 
Board concerned shall be considered to be quali- 
fied to act for the purpose of conducting alter- 
native means of dispute resolution under this 
section. 

“(с) SERVICES ТО BE PROVIDED WITHOUT 
CHARGE.—Any services provided by the Board 
concerned or any Board judge or employee pur- 
suant to this section shall be provided without 
charge. 

d) RECUSAL OF CERTAIN PERSONNEL UPON 
REQUEST.—In the event that a matter which is 
presented to the Board concerned for alternative 
means of dispute resolution, pursuant to this 
section, later becomes the subject of formal pro- 
ceedings before such Board, any Board judge or 
employee who was involved in the alternative 
means of dispute resolution shall, if requested 
by any party to the formal proceeding, take no 
part in that proceeding."’. 

БЕС. 422. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
OF DISPUTES AND PROTESTS SUB- 
MITTED TO BOARDS. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act 
(41 U.S.C. 401 et зед.), as amended by section 
421, is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 
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“SEC. 212. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
OF DISPUTES AND PROTESTS SUB- 
MITTED TO BOARDS. 

“With reasonable promptness after the sub- 
mission to the Defense Board or the Civilian 
Board of a contract dispute under section 213 or 
a bid protest under section 214, a Board judge to 
whom the contract dispute or protest is assigned 
shall request the parties to meet with a Board 
judge, or an attorney employed by the Board 
concerned, for the purpose of attempting to re- 
solve the dispute or protest through alternative 
means of dispute resolution. Formal proceedings 
in the appeal shall then be suspended until such 
time as any party or a Board judge to whom the 
dispute or protest is assigned determines that al- 
ternative means of dispute resolution are not 
appropriate for resolution of the dispute or pro- 
test. 

SEC. 423. CONTRACT DISPUTES. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act 
(41 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by section 
422, is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“SEC. 213. CONTRACT DISPUTES. 

“The Defense Board shall have jurisdiction as 
provided by section 8(а) of the Contract Dis- 
putes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 601-613). The Civil- 
ian Board shall have jurisdiction as provided by 
section 8(b) of such Act. 

БЕС. 424. PROTESTS. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act 
(41 U.S.C. 401 et ѕед.), as amended by section 
423, is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“SEC. 214. PROTESTS. 

“(а) REVIEW REQUIRED UPON REQUEST.— 
Upon request of an interested party in connec- 
tion with any procurement conducted by an ег- 
ecutive agency, the Defense Board or the Civil- 
ian Board, as the case may be, shall review, as 
provided in this section, any decision by the 
head of the executive agency alleged to violate 
a statute or regulation. A decision or order of 
the Board concerned pursuant to this section 
shall not be subject to interlocutory appeal or 
review. 

“(b) STANDARD OF REVIEW.—In deciding а 
protest, the Board concerned may consider all 
evidence that is relevant to the decision under 
protest. It shall accord a presumption of correct- 
ness to the decision under protest. The protester 
may rebut such presumption by showing, by a 
preponderance of the evidence, that the decision 
was arbitrary or capricious or violated a statute 
or regulation. 

“(с) NOTIFICATION.—Within one day after the 
receipt of a protest, the Board concerned shall 
notify the executive agency involved of the pro- 


test. 

“(4) SUSPENSION OF CONTRACT AWARD.—(1) 
Етсері as provided in paragraph (2) of this sub- 
section, a contract may not be awarded in any 
procurement after the executive agency has re- 
ceived notice of a protest with respect to such 
procurement from the Board concerned and 
while the protest is pending. 

“(2) The head of the procuring activity re- 
sponsible for award of a contract may authorize 
the award of the contract (notwithstanding a 
protest of which the executive agency has notice 
under this section)— 

(А) upon a written finding that urgent and 
compelling circumstances which significantly 
affect interests of the United States will not per- 
mit waiting for the decision of the Board con- 
cerned under this section; and 

“(В) after the Board concerned is advised of 
that finding. 

“(3) A finding may not be made under para- 
graph (2)(A) of this subsection unless the award 
of the contract is otherwise likely to occur with- 
in 30 days after the making of such finding. 

) The suspension of the award under para- 
graph (1) shall not preclude the erecutive agen- 
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cy concerned from continuing the procurement 
process up to but not including the award of the 
contract. 

“(е) SUSPENSION OF CONTRACT PERFORM- 
ANCE.—(1) A contractor awarded an executive 
agency contract may, during the period de- 
scribed in paragraph (4), begin performance of 
the contract and engage in any related activities 
that result in obligations being incurred by the 
United States under the contract unless the con- 
tracting officer responsible for the award of the 
contract withholds authorization to proceed 
with performance of the contract. 

“(2) The contracting officer may withhold an 
authorization to proceed with performance of 
the contract during the period described in 
paragraph (4) if the contracting officer deter- 
mines in writing that— 

“(А)а protest is likely to be filed; and 

“(В) the immediate performance of the con- 
tract is not in the best interests of the United 
States. 

“(ЭХА) If the executive agency awarding the 
contract receives notice of a protest in accord- 
ance with this section during the period de- 
scribed in paragraph (4)— 

i) the contracting officer may not authorize 
performance of the contract to begin while the 
protest is pending; or 

ii) if authorization for contract performance 
to proceed was not withheld in accordance with 
paragraph (2) before receipt of the notice, the 
contracting officer shall immediately direct the 
contractor to cease performance under the con- 
tract and to suspend any related activities that 
may result in additional obligations being in- 
curred by the United States under that contract. 

“(В) Performance and related activities sus- 
pended pursuant to subparagraph (A)(ii) by 
reason of a protest may not be resumed while 
the protest is pending. 

“(С) The head of the procuring activity may 
authorize the performance of the contract (not- 
withstanding a protest of which the erecutive 
agency has notice under this section) 

i; upon a written finding that urgent and 
compelling circumstances that significantly af- 
fect interests of the United States will not permit 
waiting for the decision concerning the protest 
by the Board concerned; and 

ii) after the Board concerned is notified of 
that finding. 

“(4) The period referred to in paragraphs (2) 
and (3)(A), with respect to a contract, is the pe- 
riod beginning on the date of the contract 
award and ending on the later of— 

“(А) the date that is 10 days after the date of 
the contract award; or 

“(В) the date that is 5 days after the debrief- 
ing date offered to an unsuccessful offeror for 
any debriefing that is requested and, when те- 
quested, is required. 

“(7) The authority of the head of the procur- 
ing activity to make findings and to authorize 
the award and performance of contracts under 
subsections (d) and (e) of this section may not 
be delegated. 

(9) PROCEDURES.— 

“(1) PROCEEDINGS AND  DISCOVERY.—The 
Board concerned shall conduct proceedings and 
allow such discovery to the minimum ertent nec- 
essary for the expeditious, fair, and cost-effec- 
tive resolution of the protest. The Board con- 
cerned shall limit discovery to material which is 
relevant to the grounds of protest or to such af- 
firmative defenses as the executive agency in- 
volved, or any intervenor supporting the agen- 
cy, may raise. 

“(2) PRIORITY.—The Board concerned shall 
give priority to protests filed under this section 
over contract disputes and alternative dispute 
services. Except as provided in paragraph (3), 
the Board concerned shall issue its final deci- 
sion within 65 days after the date of the filing 
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of the protest, unless the Chairman determines 
that the specific and unique circumstances of 
the protest require a longer period, in which 
case the Board concerned shall issue such deci- 
sion within the longer period determined by the 
Chairman, An amendment that adds a new 
ground of protest should be resolved, to the 
татітит extent practicable, within the time 
limits established for resolution of the initial 
protest. 

“(3) THRESHOLD.—(A) Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), any protest in which the an- 
ticipated value of the contract award that will 
result from the protested procurement, as esti- 
mated by the executive agency involved, is less 
than $20,000,000 shall be considered under sim- 
plified rules of procedure. Such simplified rules 
shall provide that discovery in such protests 
shall be in writing only. Such protests shall be 
decided by a single Board judge. The Board 
concerned shall issue its final decision in each 
such protest within 40 days after the date of the 
filing of the protest, unless the Chairman deter- 
mines that the specific and unique cir- 
cumstances of the protest require a longer pe- 
riod, in which case the Board concerned shall 
issue such decision within the longer period de- 
termined by the Chairman. 

“(В) If the Chairman of the Board concerned 
determines that special and unique cir- 
cumstances of a protest that would otherwise 
qualify for the simplified rules described in sub- 
paragraph (A), including the complexity of a 
protest, requires the use of full procedures as de- 
scribed in paragraphs (1) and (2), the Chairman 
shall use such procedures in lieu of the sim- 
plified rules described in subparagraph (A). 

“(4) CALCULATION OF TIME FOR ADR. -In cal- 
culating time for purposes of paragraph (2) or 
(3) of this subsection, any days during which 
proceedings are suspended for the purpose of at- 
tempting to resolve the protest by alternative 
means of dispute resolution, up to a татітит of 
20 days, shall not be counted. 

“(5) DISMISSAL OF FRIVOLOUS PROTESTS.—The 
Board concerned may dismiss a protest that the 
Board concerned determines— 

“(А) is frivolous, 

“(B) has been brought or pursued in bad 
faith; or 

“(С) does not state on its face a valid basis for 
protest. 

“(6) PAYMENT OF COSTS FOR FRIVOLOUS PRO- 
TESTS.—(A) If the Board concerned expressly 
finds that a protest or a portion of a protest is 
frivolous or has been brought or pursued in bad 
faith, the Board concerned shall declare that 
the protester or other interested party who joins 
the protest is liable to the United States for pay- 
ment of the costs described in subparagraph (B) 
unless— 

“(i) special circumstances would make such 
payment unjust; or 

ii) the protester obtains documents or other 
information after the protest is filed with the 
Board concerned that establishes that the pro- 
test or a portion of the protest is frivolous or has 
been brought or pursued in bad faith, and the 
protester then promptly withdraws the protest 
or portion of the protest. 

“(В) The costs referred to in subparagraph 
(A) are all of the costs incurred by the United 
States of reviewing the protest, or of reviewing 
that portion of the protest for which the finding 
is made, including the fees and other 
(as defined in section 2412(d)(2)(A) of title 28, 
United States Code) incurred by the United 
States in defending the protest. 

“(һ) DECISIONS AND CORRECTIVE ACTIONS ON 
PROTESTS.—(1) In making a decision on protests 
filed under this section, the Board concerned 
shall accord due weight to the goals of economic 
and efficient procurement, and shall take due 
account of the rule of prejudicial error. 
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“(2) If the Board concerned determines that a 
decision of the head of the executive agency vio- 
lates a statute or regulation, the Board con- 
cerned may order the agency (or its head) to 
take such corrective action as the Board con- 
cerned considers appropriate. Corrective action 
includes requiring that the erecutive agency— 

“(А) refrain from ezercising any of its options 
under the contract; 

“(В) recompete the contract immediately; 

“(С) issue а new solicitation; 

D) terminate the contract; 

“(Е) award a contract consistent with the re- 
quirements of such statute and regulation; 

“(Е) implement any combination of require- 
ments under subparagraphs (A), (B), (C), (D), 
and (E); or 

(С) implement such other actions as the 
Board concerned determines necessary. 

“(3) If the Board concerned orders corrective 
action after the contract award, the affected 
contract shall be presumed valid as to all goods 
or services delivered and accepted under the 
contract before the corrective action was or- 
dered. 

“(4) Any agreement that provides for the dis- 
missal of a protest and involves a direct or indi- 
rect expenditure of appropriated funds shall be 
submitted to the Board concerned and shall be 
made a part of the public record (subject to any 
protective order considered appropriate by the 
Board concerned) before dismissal of the protest. 

(i) AUTHORITY TO DECLARE ENTITLEMENT ТО 
CosTs.—(1)(A) Whenever the Board concerned 
determines that a decision of a contracting offi- 
cer violates a statute or regulation, it may, in 
accordance with section 1304 of title 31, United 
States Code, further declare an appropriate pre- 
vailing party to be entitled to the costs of— 

i) filing and pursuing the protest, including 
reasonable attorneys’ fees and consultant and 
erpert witness fees, and 

ii) bid and proposal preparation. 

“(В) No party (other than a small business 
concern (within the meaning of section 3(a) of 
the Small Business Act)) may be declared enti- 
tled under this paragraph to costs for— 

i) consultant and expert witness fees that 
exceed the highest rate of compensation for ех- 
pert witnesses paid by the Federal Government, 
or 

ii) attorneys’ fees that exceed $150 per hour 
unless the Board concerned, on a case by case 
basis, determines that an increase in the cost of 
living or a special factor, such as the limited 
availability of qualified attorneys for the pro- 
ceedings involved, justifies a higher fee. 

“(2) Payment of amounts due from an agency 
under paragraph (1) or under the terms of a set- 
tlement agreement under subsection (h)(4) shall 
be made from the appropriation made by section 
1304 of title 31, United States Code, for the pay- 
ment of judgments. The erecutive agency con- 
cerned shall reimburse that appropriation ac- 
count out of funds available for the procure- 
ment. 

“()) APPEALS.—A final decision of the Board 
concerned may be appealed as set forth in sec- 
tion 8(g)(1) of the Contract Disputes Act of 1978 
Бу the head of the executive agency concerned 
and by any interested party, including inter- 
ested parties who intervene in any protest filed 
under this section. 

(К) ADDITIONAL RELIEF.—Nothing contained 
in this section shall affect the power of the 
Board concerned to order any additional relief 
which it is authorized to provide under any 
statute or regulation. 

D NONEXCLUSIVITY OF REMEDIES.—Nothing 
contained in this section shall affect the right of 
any interested party to file a protest with the 
contracting agency or to file an action in the 
United States Court of Federal Claims or in a 
United States district court.“ 
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БЕС. 425. APPLICABILITY TO CERTAIN CON- 
TRACTS. 

The Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act 
(41 U.S.C. 401 et зед.), as amended by section 
424, is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“SEC. 215. APPLICABILITY TO CERTAIN CON- 
TRACTS. 

“(а) CONTRACTS АТ OR BELOW THE SIMPLIFIED 
ACQUISITION THRESHOLD.—Notwithstanding sec- 
tion 33 of this Act, the authority conferred on 
the Defense Board and the Civilian Board by 
this title is applicable to contracts in amounts 
not greater than the simplified acquisition 
threshold. 

(b) CONTRACTS FOR COMMERCIAL ITEMS.— 
Notwithstanding section 34 of this Act, the au- 
thority conferred on the Defense Board and the 
Civilian Board by this title is applicable to con- 
tracts for the procurement of commercial 
items. 

Subtitle D—Repeal of Other Statutes 
Authorizing Administrative Protests 
SEC. 431. REPEALS. 

(a) GSBCA PROVISIONS.—Subsection (f) of the 
Brooks Automatic Data Processing Act (section 
111 of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949; 40 U.S.C. 759) is repealed. 

(b) GAO PROVISIONS.—(1) Subchapter V of 
chapter 35 of title 31, United States Code (31 
U.S.C. 3551-3556) is repealed. 

(2) The analysis for chapter 35 of such title is 
amended by striking out the items relating to 
sections 3551 through 3556 and the heading for 
subchapter V. 


Subtitle E—Transfers and Transitional, 


Savings, and Conforming Provisions 
SEC. 441. AND ALLOCATION OF APPRO- 
PRIATIONS AND PERSONNEL. 


(a) TRANSFERS.— 

(1) ARMED SERVICES BOARD OF CONTRACT AP- 
PEALS.—The personnel employed in connection 
with, and the assets, liabilities, contracts, prop- 
erty, records, and unerpended balance of appro- 
priations, authorizations, allocations, and other 
funds employed, held, used, arising from, avail- 
able to, or to be made available in connection 
with the functions vested by law in the Armed 
Services Board of Contract Appeals established 
pursuant to section 8 of the Contract Disputes 
Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 607) (as in effect on the 
day before the effective date of this Act), shall 
be transferred to the Department of Defense 
Board of Contract Appeals for appropriate allo- 
cation by the Chairman of that Board. 

(2) OTHER BOARDS OF CONTRACTS APPEALS.— 
The personnel employed in connection with, and 
the assets, liabilities, contracts, property, 
records, and unerpended balance of appropria- 
tions, authorizations, allocations, and other 
funds employed, held, used, arising from, avail- 
able to, or to be made available in connection 
with the functions vested by law in the boards 
of contract appeals established pursuant to sec- 
tion 8 of the Contract Disputes Act of 1978 (41 
U.S.C. 607) other than the Armed Services Board 
of Contract Appeals (as in effect on the day be- 
fore the effective date of this Act), shall be 
transferred to the Civilian Board of Contract 
Appeals for appropriate allocation by the Chair- 
man of that Board. 

(3) COMPTROLLER GENERAL.—(A) One-third 
(as determined by the Comptroller General) of 
the personnel employed in connection with, and 
one-third (as determined by the Comptroller 
General) of the assets, liabilities, contracts, 
property, records, and unerpended balance of 
appropriations, authorizations, allocations, and 
other funds employed, held, used, arising from, 
available to, or to be made available in connec- 
tion with the functions vested by law in the 
Comptroller General pursuant to subchapter V 
of chapter 35 of title 31, United States Code (as 
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in effect on the day before the effective date of 
this Act), shall be transferred to the Civilian 
Board of Contract Appeals for appropriate allo- 
cation by the Chairman of that Board. 

(B) Two-thirds (as determined by the Comp- 
troller General) of the personnel employed in 
connection with, and two-thirds (as determined 
by the Comptroller General) of the assets, liabil- 
ities, contracts, property, records, and unez- 
pended balance of appropriations, authoriza- 
tions, allocations, and other funds employed, 
held, used, arising from, available to, or to be 
made available in connection with the functions 
vested by law in the Comptroller General pursu- 
ant to subchapter V of chapter 35 of title 31, 
United States Code (as in effect on the day be- 
fore the effective date of this Act), shall be 
transferred to the Department of Defense Board 
of Contract Appeals for appropriate allocation 
by the Chairman of that Board. 

(b) EFFECT ON PERSONNEL.—Personnel trans- 
ferred pursuant to this title shall not be sepa- 
rated or reduced in compensation for one year 
after such transfer, except for cause. 

(c) REGULATIONS.—(1) The Department of De- 
fense Board of Contract Appeals and the Civil- 
ian Board of Contract Appeals shall each pre- 
scribe regulations for the release of competing 
employees in a reduction in force that gives due 
effect to— 

(A) efficiency or performance ratings; 

(B) military preference; and 

(C) tenure of employment. 

(2) In prescribing the regulations, the Board 
concerned shail provide for military preference 
in the same manner as set forth in subchapter I 
of chapter 35 of title 5, United States Code. 

SEC. 442. тве AND SAVINGS PROVI- 

(a) TERMINATION OF BOARDS OF CONTRACT 
APPEALS.—On the effective date of this title, the 
boards of contract appeals established pursuant 
to section 8 of the Contract Disputes Act of 1978 
(41 U.S.C. 607) (as in effect on the day before 
the effective date of this Act) shall terminate. 

(b) SAVINGS PROVISION FOR CONTRACT DIS- 
PUTE MATTERS PENDING BEFORE BOARDS.—(1) 
The provisions of this title shall not affect any 
proceedings (other than bid protests pending be- 
fore the board of contract appeals of the Gen- 
eral Services Administration) pending on the ef- 
fective date of this Act before any board of con- 
tract appeals described in subsection (a). 

(2) In the case of any such proceedings pend- 
ing before the Armed Services Board of Contract 
Appeals, the proceedings shall be continued by 
the Department of Defense Board of Contract 
Appeals, and orders which were issued in any 
such proceeding by the Armed Services Board of 
Contract Appeals shall continue in effect until 
modified, terminated, superseded, or revoked by 
the Department of Defense Board of Contract 
Appeals, by a court of competent jurisdiction, or 
by operation of law. 

(3) In the case of any such proceedings pend- 
ing before an agency board of contract appeals 
other than the Armed Services Board of Con- 
tract Appeals, the proceedings shall be contin- 
ued by the Civilian Board of Contract Appeals, 
and orders which were issued in any such pro- 
ceeding by the agency board shall continue in 
effect until modified, terminated, superseded, or 
revoked by the Civilian Board of Contract Ap- 
peals, by a court of competent jurisdiction, or by 
operation of law. 

(с) BID PROTEST TRANSITION PROVISIONS.—(1) 
No protest may be submitted to the Comptroller 
General pursuant to section 3553(a) of title 31, 
United States Code, or to the board of contract 
appeals for the General Services Administration 
pursuant to the Brooks Automatic Data Process- 
ing Act (40 U.S.C. 759) on or after the effective 
date of this Act. 

(2) In the case of bid protest proceedings 
pending before the board of contract appeals of 
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the General Services Administration on the ef- 
fective date of this Act, the proceedings shall be 
continued by the Civilian Board of Contract Ap- 
peals. The provisions repealed by section 431(a) 
shall continue to apply to such proceedings 
until the Civilian Board of Contract Appeals de- 
termines such proceedings have been completed. 
(3) The provisions repealed by section 431(b) 
shall continue to apply to proceedings pending 
on the effective date of this title before the 
Comptroller General pursuant to those provi- 
sions, until the Comptroller General determines 
such proceedings have been completed. 
БЕС. 443. CONTRACT DISPUTES AUTHORITY OF 
BOARDS. 


(a) Section 2 of the Contract Disputes Act of 
1978 (41 U.S.C. 601) is amended— 

(1) by amending paragraph (6) to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(6) the term ‘Defense Board’ means the De- 
partment of Defense Board of Contract Appeals 
established under section 8(a) of this Асы”; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (7) as para- 
graph (8); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (6) the follow- 
ing new paragraph (7): 

“(7) the term ‘Civilian Board’ means the Civil- 
ian Board of Contract Appeals established 
under section 8(b) of this Act; ала”. 

(b) Section 6(с)(6) of the Contract Disputes 
Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 605(c)(6)) is amended— 

(1) by striking out “court or an agency board 
of contract appeals” and inserting in lieu there- 
of “court, the Defense Board, от the Civilian 
Board“ 

(2) by striking out an agency board of con- 
tract appeals” in the third sentence and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof the Defense Board от the Ci- 
vilian Board”; and 

(3) by striking out “agency board" and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof the Board concerned". 

(c) Section 7 of the Contract Disputes Act of 
1978 (41 U.S.C. 606) is amended by striking out 
“an agency board of contract appeals" and in- 
serting in lieu thereof the Defense Board or the 
Civilian Board“. 

(а) Section 8 of the Contract Disputes Act of 
1978 (41 U.S.C. 607), as amended by section 411, 
is further amended— 

(1) by amending the heading to read as fol- 
lows: 

“DEFENSE AND CIVILIAN BOARDS OF CONTRACT 

APPEALS”; 

(2) by striking out subsection (c); 

(3) in subsection (d)— 

(A) by striking out the first sentence and in- 

serting in lieu thereof the following: 
“The Defense Board shall have jurisdiction to 
decide any appeal from a decision of a contract- 
ing officer of the Department of Defense, the 
Department of the Army, the Department of the 
Navy, or the Department of the Air Force rel- 
ative to a contract made by that department. 
The Civilian Board shall have jurisdiction to de- 
cide any appeal from a decision of a contracting 
officer of any executive agency (other than the 
Department of Defense or the Department of the 
Army, the Navy, or the Air Force) relative to a 
contract made by that адепсу.”; and 

(B) in the second sentence, by striking out 
“the agency board” and inserting in lieu there- 
of “the Board concerned“ 

(4) in subsection (е), by striking out “Ап 
agency board shall provide” and inserting in 
lieu thereof "Тһе Defense Board and the Civil- 
ian Board shall each provide,"’; 

(5) in subsection (f), by striking out “each 
agency board’’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
“the Defense Board and the Civilian Board“ 

(6) in subsection (9) 

(A) in the first sentence of paragraph (1), by 
striking out “ап agency board of contract ар- 
регів” and inserting in lieu thereof “the De- 
fense Board or the Civilian Board, as the case 
may be,; 
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(B) by striking out paragraph (2); and 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (2); and 

(7) by striking out subsections (h) and (i). 

(e) Section 9 of the Contract Disputes Act of 
1978 (41 U.S.C. 608) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking out each 
agency board“ and inserting in lieu thereof 
“the Defense Board and the Civilian Воаға”; 
and 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking out “the 
agency board and inserting in lieu thereof 
“the Board concerned“. 

(f) Section 10 of the Contract Disputes Act of 
1978 (41 U.S.C. 609) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (а)— 

(A) in the first sentence of paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking out Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), and іп” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “Іп” and 

(ii) by striking out “ап agency board” and in- 
serting in lieu thereof ‘‘the Defense Board or the 
Civilian Board”; 

(B) by striking out paragraph (2); and 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (2), and in that paragraph by striking out 
“or (2)"": 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking out “any agency board” and 
inserting in lieu thereof the Defense Board or 
the Civilian Board"; and 

(В) by striking out “the agency board" and 
inserting in lieu thereof the Board concerned"’; 

(3) in subsection (с)- 

(A) by striking out “ап agency board” and in- 
serting in lieu of each the Defense Board or 
the Civilian Воата”; and 

(В) by striking out “the agency board" and 
inserting in lieu thereof “the Board concerned"; 
and 

(4) in subsection (d) 

(A) by striking out “опе or more agency 
boards” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘the De- 
fense Board or the Civilian Board (or both)"; 
and 

(В) by striking out “от among the agency 
boards involved" and inserting in lieu thereof 
“one or both of the Boards". 

(g) Section 11 of the Contract Disputes Act of 
1978 (41 U.S.C. 610) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking out “ап 
agency board of contract appeals" and inserting 
in lieu thereof the Defense Board or the Civil- 
ian Board"; and 

(2) in the second sentence, by striking out 
“the agency board through the Attorney Gen- 
eral; or upon application by the board of con- 
tract appeals of the Tennessee Valley Author- 
Шу” and inserting in lieu thereof “Іле Defense 
Board or the Civilian Board". 

(h) Section 13 of the Contract Disputes Act of 
1978 (41 U.S.C. 612) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b), by striking out “ал agen- 
cy board of contract appeals” and inserting in 
lieu thereof the Defense Board or the Civilian 
Воата”; and 

(2) in subsection (d)(2), by striking out y 
the board of contract appeals ſor and inserting 
in lieu thereof b the Defense Board or the Ci- 
vilian Board from". 

SEC. 444. REFERENCES TO AGENCY BOARDS OF 
CONTRACT APPEALS, 

(a) DEFENSE BOARD.—Any reference to the 
Armed Services Board of Contract Appeals in 
any provision of law or in any rule, regulation, 
or other paper of the United States shall be 
treated as referring to the Department of De- 
fense Board of Contract Appeals. 

(b) CIVILIAN BOARD.—Any reference to an 
agency board of contract appeals other than the 
Armed Services Board of Contract Appeals in 
any provision of law or in any rule, regulation, 
or other paper of the United States shall be 
treated as referring to the Civilian Board of 
Contract Appeals. 
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SEC. 445. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(а) TITLE 5.—Section 5372a of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking out “ап 
agency board of contract appeals appointed 
under section 8 of the Contract Disputes Act of 
1978” and inserting in lieu thereof the Depart- 
ment of Defense Board of Contract Appeals or 
the Civilian Board of Contract Appeals ap- 
pointed under section 202 of the Office of Fed- 
eral Procurement Policy Act”; and 

(2) in subsection (a)(2), by striking out “ап 
agency board of contract appeals” and inserting 
in lieu thereof “the Department of Defense 
Board of Contract Appeals or the Civilian Board 
of Contract Appeals“. 

(b) TITLE 10.—{1) Section 2305(е) of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(А) in paragraph (1), by striking out sub- 
chapter V of chapter 35 of title 31” and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof title 11 of the Office of Fed- 
eral Procurement Policy Act"; and 

(B) by striking out paragraph (3). 

(2) Section 2305(f) of such title is amended— 

(А) in paragraph (1), by striking out sub- 
paragraphs (A) through (F) of subsection (b)(1) 
of section 3554 of title 31” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “section 214(h)(2) of the Office of Fed- 
eral Procurement Policy Act”; and 

(В) in paragraph (2), by striking out para- 
graph (1) of section 3554(c) of title 31 within the 
limits referred to in paragraph (2)” and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof ‘‘subparagraph (A) of section 
214(i)(1) of the Office of Federal Procurement 
Policy Act within the limits referred to in sub- 
paragraph () 

(c) FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE 
SERVICES ACT OF 1949.—(1) Section 303B(j) (as 
redesignated by section 104(b)(2)) of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
(41 U.S.C. 253b(h)) is amended— 

(А) in paragraph (1), by striking out sub- 
chapter V of chapter 35 of title 31, United States 
Code and inserting in lieu thereof title II of 
the Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act"; 
and 

(B) by striking out paragraph (3). 

(2) Section 303B(k) (as redesignated by section 
104(b)(2)) of such Асі (41 U.S.C. 253(1)) is 
amended— 

(А) in paragraph (1), by striking out “іп sub- 
paragraphs (A) through (F) of subsection (b)(1) 
of section 3554 of title 31, United States Code” 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘section 214(h)(2) 
of the Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act"; and 

(В) in paragraph (2), by striking out para- 
graph (1) of section 3554(c) of such title within 
the limits referred to in paragraph ( and in- 
serting in lieu thereof ‘‘subparagraph (A) of sec- 
tion 214(1)(1) of the Office of Federal Procure- 
ment Policy Act within the limits referred to in 
subparagraph (В)”. 

(d) OFFICE OF FEDERAL PROCUREMENT POLICY 
AcT.—The table of contents for the Office of 
Federal Procurement Policy Act (contained in 
section 1(b)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting the following before the item 
relating to section 1: 

“TITLE I—FEDERAL PROCUREMENT 
POLICY GENERALLY"; 
and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
“TITLE II—DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
“SUBTITLE A—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
“Sec. 201. Definitions. 
Sec. 202. Membership. 
Sec. 203. Chairman. 
Sec. 204. Rulemaking authority. 

Sec. 205. Authorization of appropriations. 
“SUBTITLE B—FUNCTIONS OF THE DEFENSE AND 
CIVILIAN BOARDS OF CONTRACT APPEALS 
“Sec. 211. Alternative dispute resolution serv- 

ices. 
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“Sec. 212. Alternative dispute resolution of dis- 
putes and protests submitted to 
Boards. 

“Sec. 213. Contract disputes. 

“Sec. 214. Protests. 

“Sec. 215. Applicability to certain contracts. 


Subtitle F—E£ffective Date; Interim 
Appointment and Rules 
SEC. 451. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title and the amendments made by this 
title shall take effect on October 1, 1996. 

SEC, 452. INTERIM APPOINTMENT. 

(a) DEFENSE BOARD.—The judge serving as 
chairman of the Armed Services Board of Con- 
tract Appeals on the date of the enactment of 
this Act shall serve as Chairman of the Depart- 
ment of Defense Board of Contract Appeals dur- 
ing the two-year period beginning on the effec- 
tive date of this title, unless such individual re- 
signs such position or the position otherwise be- 
comes vacant before the expiration of such pe- 
riod. The authority vested in the Secretary of 
Defense by section 203(a) of the Office of Fed- 
eral Procurement Policy Act (as added by sec- 
tion 413) shall take effect upon the erpiration of 
such two-year period or on the date such posi- 
tion is vacated, whichever occurs earlier. 

(b) CIVILIAN. BOARD.—The judge serving as 
chairman of the board of contract appeals of the 
General Services Administration on the date of 
the enactment of this Act shall serve as Chair- 
man of the Civilian Board of Contract Appeals 
during the two-year period beginning on the ef- 
fective date of this title, unless such individual 
resigns such position or the position otherwise 
becomes vacant before the erpiration of such pe- 
riod. The authority vested in the Administrator 
of General Services by section 203(a) of the Of- 
fice of Federal Procurement Policy Act (as 
added by section 413) shall take effect upon the 
erpiration of such two-year period or on the 
date such position is vacated, whichever occurs 
earlier. 

SEC, 453. INTERIM RULES. 

(a) RULES OF PROCEDURE.—Until such date as 
rules of procedure are promulgated pursuant to 
section 204 of the Office of Federal Procurement 
Policy Act (as added by section 414)— 

(1) for protests, the rules of procedure of the 
board of contract appeals of the General Serv- 
ices Administration, as in effect on the day be- 
fore the effective date of this Act, shall be the 
rules of procedure for both the Department of 
Defense Board of Contract Appeals and the Ci- 
vilian Board of Contract Appeals; and 

(2) for contract disputes— 

(A) the rules of procedure of the board of con- 
tract appeals of the General Services Adminis- 
tration, as in effect on the day before the effec- 
tive date of this Act, shall be the rules of proce- 
dure for the Civilian Board of Contract Appeals; 
and 

(B) the rules of procedure of the Armed Serv- 
ices Board of Contract Appeals, as in effect on 
the day before the effective date of this Act, 
shall be the rules of procedure for the Depart- 
ment of Defense Board of Contract Appeals. 

(b) RULES REGARDING BOARD JUDGES.—(1) 
Until such date as the Department of Defense 
Board of Contract Appeals (in this paragraph 
referred to as the Deſense Board") promulgates 
rules governing the establishment and mainte- 
nance of a register of eligible applicants and the 
selection of Board judges, the rules of the Armed 
Services Board of Contract Appeals governing 
the establishment and maintenance of a register 
of eligible applicants and the selection of board 
members (as in effect on the day before the ef- 
fective date of this Act) shall be the rules of the 
Defense Board governing the establishment and 
maintenance of a register of eligible applicants 
and the selection of Board judges, ercept that 
any provisions of the rules of the Armed Serv- 
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ices Board of Contract Appeals that authorize 
any individual other than the chairman of such 
board to select a Defense Board judge shall have 
no effect. 

(2) Until such date as the Civilian Board of 
Contract Appeals (in this paragraph referred to 
as the “Civilian Воаға”) promulgates rules gov- 
erning the establishment and maintenance of a 
register of eligible applicants and the selection 
of Board judges, the rules of the board of con- 
tract appeals of the General Services Adminis- 
tration governing the establishment and mainte- 
nance of a register of eligible applicants and the 
selection of board members (as in effect on the 
day before the effective date of this Act) shall be 
the rules of the Civilian Board governing the es- 
tablishment and maintenance of a register of eli- 
gible applicants and the selection of Board 
judges, except that any provisions of the rules of 
the board of contract appeals of the General 
Services Administration that authorize any indi- 
vidual other than the chairman of such board to 
select a Civilian Board judge shall have no ef- 
fect. 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend- 
ments to title IV? 

If not, the Clerk will designate title 
V. 
The text of title V is as follows: 

TITLE V—EFFECTIVE DATES AND 
IMPLEMENTATION 
SEC, 501. EFFECTIVE DATE AND APPLICABILITY, 

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Except as otherwise 
provided in this title, this title and the amend- 
ments made by this title shall take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) APPLICABILITY OF AMENDMENTS.—(1) An 
amendment made by this title shall apply, in the 
manner prescribed in the final regulations pro- 
mulgated pursuant to section 502 to implement 
such amendment, with respect to any solicita- 
tion that is issued, any unsolicited proposal that 
is received, and any contract entered into pur- 
suant to such a solicitation or proposal, on or 
after the date described in paragraph (3). 

(2) An amendment made by this title shall also 
apply, to the extent and in the manner pre- 
scribed in the final regulations promulgated 
pursuant to section 502 to implement such 
amendment, with respect to any matter related 
to— 

(A) a contract that is in effect on the date de- 
scribed in paragraph (3); 

(B) an offer under consideration on the date 
described in paragraph (3); or 

(C) any other proceeding or action that is on- 
going on the date described in paragraph (3). 

(3) The date referred to in paragraphs (1) and 
(2) is the date specified in such final regula- 
tions. The date so specified shall be October 1, 
1996, or any earlier date that is not within 30 
days after the date on which such final regula- 
tions are published. 

SEC. 502. IMPLEMENTING REGULATIONS. 

(a) PROPOSED REVISIONS.—Proposed revisions 
to the Federal Acquisition Regulation and such 
other proposed regulations (or revisions to егіѕі- 
ing regulations) as may be necessary to imple- 
ment this title shall be published in the Federal 
Register not later than 210 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) PUBLIC COMMENT.—The proposed regula- 
tions described in subsection (a) shall be made 
available for public comment for a period of not 
less than 60 days. 

(с) FINAL REGULATIONS.—Final regulations 
shall be published in the Federal Register not 
later than 330 days after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

(4) MODIFICATIONS.—Final regulations pro- 
mulgated pursuant to this section to implement 
an amendment made by this title may provide 
for modification of an existing contract without 
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consideration upon the request of the contrac- 
tor. 

(e) SAVINGS PROVISIONS.—(1) Nothing in this 
title shall be construed to affect the validity of 
any action taken or any contract entered into 
before the date specified in the regulations pur- 
suant to section 501(b)(3) except to the extent 
and in the manner prescribed in such regula- 
tions. 

(2) Except as specifically provided in this title, 
nothing in this title shall be construed to require 
the renegotiation or modification of contracts in 
existence on the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(3) Except as otherwise provided in this title, 
a law amended by this title shall continue to be 
applied according to the provisions thereof as 
such law was in effect on the day before the 
date of the enactment of this Act until— 

(A) the date specified in final regulations im- 
plementing the amendment of that law (as pro- 
mulgated pursuant to this section); or 

(B) if no such date is specified in regulations, 
October 1, 1996. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend- 
ments to title V? 

If not, the question is on the commit- 
tee amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 

to. 

Mr. Chairman. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. DIAZ- 
BALART) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
WELLER, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 1670) to revise and streamline the 
acquisition laws of the Federal Govern- 
ment, to reorganize the mechanisms 
for resolving Federal procurement dis- 
putes, and for other purposes, pursuant 
to House Resolution 219, he reported 
the bill back to the House with an 
amendment adopted by the Committee 
of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or- 
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole? If not, the question is on the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

А recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 423, noes 0, 
not voting 11, as follows: 


Abercrombie 
Ackerman 


Barrett (WI) 


Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 


{Roll No. 663] 
AYES—423 


Fields (TX) 


Foley 


Franks (NJ) 


Gutierrez 


Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 


Hinchey 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 


Johnson (CT) 


Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 


Mica 

Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 

Mink 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
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Morella Roemer Tate 
Murtha Rogers Tauzin 
Myers Rohrabacher Taylor (MS) 
Myrick Ros-Lehtinen Taylor (NC) 
Nadler Rose Tejeda 
Neal Roth Thomas 
Nethercutt Roukema Thompson 
Neumann Roybal-Allard Thornberry 
Ney Rush Thornton 
Norwood Sabo Thurman 
Nussle Salmon Tiahrt 
Oberstar Sanders Torkildsen 
Obey Sanford rres 
Olver Sawyer Torricelli 
Ortiz Saxton Towns 
Orton Schaefer Traficant 
Owens Schiff Upton 
Oxley Schroeder Vento 
Packard Schumer Visclosky 
Pallone Scott Volkmer 
Parker Seastrand Vucanovich 
Pastor Sensenbrenner Waldholtz 
Paxon Serrano Walker 
Payne (NJ) Shadegg Walsh 
Payne (VA) Shaw Wamp 
Pelosi Shays Ward 
Peterson (FL) Shuster Waters 
Peterson (MN) Skaggs Watt (NC) 
Petri Skeen Watts (OK) 
Pickett Skelton Waxman 
Pombo Slaughter Weldon (FL) 
Pomeroy Smith (MI) Weldon (PA) 
Porter Smith (NJ) Weller 
Portman Smith (TX) White 
Poshard Smith (WA) Whitfield 
Pryce Souder Wicker 
Quillen Spence Williams 
Quinn Spratt Wilson 
Radanovich Stark Wise 
Rahall Stearns Wolf 
Ramstad Stenholm Woolsey 
Rangel Stockman Wyden 
Reed Stokes Wynn 
Regula Studds Yates 
Richardson Stump Young (AK) 

Stupak Young (FL) 
Rivers Talent Zeliff 
Roberts Tanner Zimmer 

NOT VOTING—11 
Frost Reynolds Solomon 
Meek Royce Tucker 
Mineta Scarborough Velazquez 
Moakley Sisisky 
П 1534 


So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
include extraneous material on the bill 
just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 


AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS ІМ EN- 
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 1670, FED- 
ERAL ACQUISITION REFORM ACT 
OF 1995 


Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent in the engrossment 
of the bill, H.R. 1670, the Clerk be au- 
thorized to make technical corrections 
and conforming changes to the bill. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

—— 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY COMMITTEE 
ON RULES REGARDING FILING 
OF AMENDMENTS ON H.R. 927, 
CUBAN LIBERTY AND DEMO- 
CRATIC SOLIDARITY ACT OF 1995 
AND H.R. 1720, THE CAREERS ACT 


(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
munute.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, next week 
the Rules Committee is expected to 
meet to grant rules for several bills 
scheduled for floor consideration. As 
has been the practice in recent times, 
the Rules Committee may include a 
provision in these rules giving priority 
in recognition to Members who have 
preprinted their amendments in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

On Monday the Rules Committee will 
meet at 4 p.m. to consider rules on two 
bills—H.R. 927, the Cuban Liberty and 
Democratic Solidarity Act, and H.R. 
1617, the CAREERS Act. A preprinting 
option will likely be included in both 
rules. 

With respect to the Cuban Liberty 
bill (H.R. 927), Members should be ad- 
vised that the rule will likely make in 
order a new amendment in the nature 
of a substitute, taking into account the 
concerns of committees of shared juris- 
diction, as base text for amendment 
purposes. For the convenience of Mem- 
bers, the text of the amendment will be 
printed in today’s CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

With respect to the CAREERS Act, 
Members should be advised that the 
Rules Committee has been asked by 
the Economic and Educational Oppor- 
tunities Committee to make in order 
as base text an amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute consisting of the 
text H.R. 1617 combined with the text 
of H.R. 1720, the Privatization Act of 
1995. 

That amendment in the nature of a 
substitute will be placed in today’s 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for Members’ 
convenience. It will also be introduced 
as a new bill for reference in the rule as 
an amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute for amendment purposes. It is 
especially important that Members’ 
pre-print their amendments for this 
bill since it involves several formulas 
that are complex in nature. 

Members are requested to use the Of- 
fice of Legislative Counsel for drafting 
their amendments to the new base 
texts for both bills to ensure they are 
properly drafted. It is not necessary for 
Members to file their amendments 
with the Rules Committee or to tes- 
tify. 

On Tuesday, September 19, the Rules 
Committee is tentatively scheduled to 
meet to consider rules on two bills, 
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H.R. 2274, to designate the National 
Highway System, and H.R. 1323, the 
Pipeline Safety Act of 1995. 

While we have not received specific 
rule requests on these bills at this 
time, Members should expect at the 
least that the amendment preprinting 
option for priority in recognition may 
be included in these rules. 

As always, the continued cooperation 
of Members іп preprinting their 
amendments in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD is appreciated both by the 
committees of jurisdiction and their 
colleagues. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask the 
gentleman from California (Мг. 
DREIER], my friend, what the schedule 
will be for the next week. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my very dear friend, the gentleman 
from Mount Clemens, MI (Мг. BONIOR], 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, on Monday, September 
18, the House will meet at 10:30 a.m. for 
morning hour and 12 noon for legisla- 
tive business. We plan to take up the 
following 11 bills under suspension of 
the rules: S. 464, extension of district 
court demonstration projects; 8. 532, 
clarifying rules governing venue; House 
Resolution 181, encouraging the peace 
process in Sri Lanka; House Resolution 
158, congratulating the people of Mon- 
golia; House Concurrent Resolution 42, 
supporting dispute resolution in Cy- 
prus; H.R. 1091, the Shenandoah Valley 
National Battlefields Partnership Act 
of 1995; H.R. 260, National Park System 
Reform Act of 1995; H.R. 402, the Alas- 
ka Native claims settlement amend- 
ments; H.R. 1872, The Ryan White Care 
Act Amendments of 1995; H.R. 558, The 
Texas Low-Level Radioactive Waste 
Disposal Compact Consent Act; and 
H.R. 1296, providing for the administra- 
tion of certain Presidio properties. 

After consideration of the suspen- 
sions, we plan to take up H.R. 39, the 
Fisheries Conservation and Manage- 
ment Act, subject to a unanimous-con- 
sent agreement. 

Members should be advised that 
there will be no recorded votes on Mon- 
day; any votes will be postponed until 
Tuesday. Members should not expect 
any votes on Tuesday before 11 a.m. 

On Tuesday, the House will meet at 9 
a.m. for morning hour and 10 a.m. for 
legislative business. On Wednesday and 
Thursday the House will meet at 10 
a.m. for legislative business. Members 
should be advised that there will be no 
votes on Friday, September 22. 

The House will consider the following 
bills next week, all of which will be 
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subject to rules: H.R. 1617, the Careers 
Act; H.R. 927, the Cuban Liberty and 
Democratic Solidarity Act of 1995; H.R. 
2274, the National Highway System 
Designation Act of 1995; and H.R. 1323, 
the Pipeline Safety Act of 1995. 

Members should be advised that con- 
ference reports may be brought up at 
any time. 

On Monday and Tuesday, we expect 
the House to conclude its business be- 
tween 7 and 8 p.m. On Wednesday, we 
plan on working later, but we hope to 
adjourn between 10 p.m. and 12 mid- 
night. It is our hope to have Members 
on their way home to their families 
and their districts by no later than 6 
p.m. on Thursday. 

Mr. Speaker, does my friend, the gen- 
tleman from Michigan, have any ques- 
tions? 

Mr. BONIOR. I certainly do, Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DREIER] for reading the 
schedule to us this afternoon. 

Mr. DREIER. My pleasure. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, it would 
appear from the gentleman's reading of 
the schedule that it seems like a light 
week next week. I note that we are not 
having any recorded votes on Monday 
or Friday next week, and I was wonder- 
ing if the leadership on the other side 
would not entertain a resolution that 
has been sponsored by over 200 Mem- 
bers of this body that would require 
that we have at least 4 weeks of debate 
and hearings on the Medicare issue 
since the Medicare issue is indeed the 
biggest, or if not the biggest, one of the 
biggest issues we will face not only in 
this session of Congress, but in the 
country, and I say to the gentleman to 
just let me finish, and then I would be 
happy to get an answer from my col- 
league here. 

Mr. DREIER. If my colleague would 
yield, I would answer. 

Mr. BONIOR. If the gentleman would 
withhold for a second, I will finish my 
point, and maybe it will become a lit- 
tle clearer to my friend from California 
so he can respond in a more full and 
understanding way. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that, if 
we are going to take this issue up next 
week after only 1 day of hearing, that 
when we are talking about the largest 
increases and cuts in Medicare and 
Medicaid in the history of this country, 
it seems to me that we are going to 
shortchange the American public, and I 
would ask the gentleman, with over 200 
Members supporting this resolution, 
ask him for at least 4 weeks of debate. 

Mr. DREIER. I ask my friend if that 
is the same question he asked about 90 
second ago, or are there two questions? 

Mr. BONIOR. This is the same. The 
gentleman can answer them both, but I 
have a feeling I know what the answer 
is. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say to my friend that we have gone 
through exhaustive hearings on the 
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issue of Medicare, and to argue that 
this issue has not been debated either 
in Congress or in the public is obvi- 
ously not the case. 

I see the gentleman from Florida, my 
friend, here, the ranking member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and I 
understand that this particular piece of 
legislation will not have had the spe- 
cific hearings on this bill, but for more 
than a day or so, but virtually every 
option, as we have looked at the pro- 
posal that came forward on April 3 
from the trustees on the prospect of 
the entire Medicare system being 
bankrupt within 7 years, virtually 
every option has been addressed. We 
know the President has demonstrated a 
need to deal with this issue, and I be- 
lieve that it is going to be timely for us 
to move forward, and so we will be pro- 
ceeding just as rapidly as possible. 

Mr. BONIOR. I am glad my friend, 
and I thank my friend, for his answer, 
although I am disappointed in it; Iam 
glad that my friend from California ac- 
knowledges the fact that indeed there 
will be not more than a day or so, 
whatever or so means. I assume it is a 
day of hearings on this particular pro- 
posal that will be before this country, 
the biggest cuts in Medicare and Med- 
icaid in the history of the country. But 
it seems to me that, if we could do a 
resolution next week congratulating 
the people of Mongolia, the least we 
could do is have a resolution on the 
floor to debate the appropriate amount 
of time for hearings on this most cru- 
cial issue to this country. 

Mr. DREIER. If the gentleman would 
yield for just one clarification on this, 
the gentleman said that we are going 
to have the largest cuts when, in fact, 
we will over the next 7 years see an in- 
crease of from $4,800 to $6,700 per bene- 
ficiary, which is roughly about a 52- 
percent increase in the level of expend- 
itures. We will be expending well over 
$1% trillion, or approaching $1% tril- 
lion, on Medicare over the next 6 to 7 
years, and so to call it a cut is obvi- 
ously an inaccurate statement. 

Mr. BONIOR. That is what we would 
like to have the time to debate and dis- 
cuss and have hearings about. 

Mr. DREIER. We are doing it right 
now, have been doing it over the last 
several months. 

Mr. BONIOR. We obviously are right 
now, and only in Republican Washing- 
ton, DC, would someone characterize 
an individual having to pay perhaps 
$500 to $1,000 out of his or her pocket 
Medicare costs as an increase. 
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Only in Washington, DC, would that 
be termed as an increase. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I appre- 
ciate the gentleman yielding. 
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Let me ask my distinguished friend 
from California a question about this. 
We have had 2 weeks of Waco hearings 
here sponsored by my Republican 
friends, 2 weeks of Waco hearings. We 
have had so many weeks of Whitewater 
hearings that everybody has com- 
pletely lost interest in that nonsubject, 
and yet we are beginning to take up 
what I recognize is the toughest vote 
on the Republican side. How do you 
take as much money out of Medicare to 
give to a tax cut as is scheduled to be 
taken out of Medicare? 

The majority has taken all of this 
money out of Medicare beneficiaries 
and poor people's pockets to give to the 
wealthy, and yet we are only entitled 
to perhaps 1 day of hearing. As of this 
moment we do not have your plan. The 
majority has been in charge of this 
body for 11 months, 10 months now, and 
we do not have a plan. We have never 
seen a plan. This is the only copy of 
your plan I have ever seen, this blank 
piece of paper that I hold here. Now, 
when are you going to let the Amer- 
ican public in on what you are going to 
do to them? When are you going to let 
them see it? 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan for yield- 
ing. The gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
GIBBONS], if memory serves, in fact sat 
in with the Subcommittee on Health, 
not being a member of the Subcommit- 
tee on Health, wanting to make sure 
that any Member who was interested in 
being informed on the subject matter, 
sat in on several of the Subcommittee 
on Health hearings. We had 16 of them 
over every possible option that could 
be put into a Medicare package. We had 
two full Committee on Ways and Means 
hearings. 

Mr. Speaker, we are in the process of 
compiling that information. The origi- 
nal criticism was that one cannot write 
a bill without hearing from all of the 
folks who are going to be affected. We 
thought that was good advice. So we 
held hearings to hear from all of the 
people who were affected. Now we are 
being criticized because we have been 
here for 10 months, holding hearings 
during the first 9 months, and we are 
now in the process of writing legisla- 
tion, and we are being criticized be- 
cause we did not write the legislation 
before we held the 16 hearings. 

Now, you know, you are damned if 
you do and you are damned if you 
don’t. I understand that is the role of 
the minority. We played that for a 
while. But we are in the majority; we 
have a part A payroll tax trust fund for 
the seniors that is going bankrupt, and 
we are putting together a program to 
make sure that does not go bankrupt, 
and we have a part B program which is 
eating up enormous resources from our 
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young people. What we are going to do 
is create a system, long overdue, which 
gives seniors choice, and through the 
exercise of that choice, we will make 
sure that the part A program does not 
go bankrupt, and that the demands on 
the budget will be less. 

Now, that is a complicated program. 
The gentleman from Florida knows all 
of the parts that would go into that 
program. His objection is that he has 
not seen all of the parts assembled. He 
will, and under the rules of the House, 
as the ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, will 
have the ability to fully exercise his 
rights to ask for hearings on his side of 
the House, and we will certainly honor, 
under the rules, the maximum ability 
of the ranking member from Florida to 
exercise his privileges and rights under 
the rules. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, as I 
understand the proposal, it is that per- 
haps one day next week we will have a 
full day hearing on the Medicare pro- 
posals. But as everyone who has ever 
dealt with the subject, and I am sure 
the gentleman from California is wres- 
tling with the problem right now, the 
devil of all of this is in the details. 
These are huge matters that require a 
great deal of money and a great deal of 
substantive law, and they require un- 
derstanding by all of the 40 million 
people who are on Medicare and their 
families; and of the hospitals and of the 
doctors and of other providers, of all of 
the medical educators, of all of the kid- 
ney failure people, of all of the hos- 
pitals that get special payments out of 
Medicare for all of the unpaid patients 
that they have to treat. These are ex- 
tremely complicated problems, and 
they need a thorough public under- 
standing. 

The way I understand it, though, is 
that we are going to get 1 day of public 
hearings which will probably be taken 
up by most of your witnesses and that 
will not get any chance. I doubt by 
that time that we will even have a 
copy of your plan. So that is the prob- 
lem. We need and the public needs to 
know. 

I can only imagine what is in your 
plan. I have attended your hearings. 
With no disrespect to the gentleman 
from California, the gentleman did the 
best. he could, but we did not have a 
plan then, and as far as I know, he does 
not have a plan as of this moment. We 
have to start voting on this the week 
after next in the Committee on Ways 
and Means, and we have seen nothing 
in writing as to what he plans to do. 

Mr. MILLER of California. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding, and I would hope that not 
only would we get this debate about 
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the debate that we would choose to 
have, and unfortunately, if the Repub- 
licans do not grant us your resolution 
to have that debate or to provide for 
several weeks of discussion on these 
Medicare cuts, then we are left, as the 
gentleman has said, with 1 day in the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

We do not know what this plan is. We 
have seen speculation in the press 
about this, that there is $110 billion 
taken from providers and there is an 
$80 billion black hole that looks back 
and maybe hits providers or bene- 
ficiaries 2 or 3 years from now. But the 
fact is, as the gentleman from Florida 
knows, the Medicare system is more 
than just Medicare, it is teaching hos- 
pitals, it is poor widows that have the 
premium, Medicare premiums, paid for 
by Medicaid; it is a very complex sys- 
tem. And simply announcing the bill 
and having the hearing and voting on 
it a week later does not satisfy our ob- 
ligation to the people that we rep- 
resent, because the plan will look very 
different to different people depending 
upon where they are in the American 
health care system, whether they are 
in an urban hospital or a rural hos- 
pital, whether they are poor and their 
premiums are paid by Medicaid, wheth- 
er they will be able to continue or not 
continue on Medicare, whether they 
are a teaching facility, and that takes 
time. 

І сап understand the Republicans not 
wanting to have this time, either in 
the Committee on Ways and Means or 
anywhere else. But the fact is, this is 
the biggest change we have in the his- 
tory of American health care since the 
advent of the American Medicare sys- 
tem, a system that has provided health 
care to millions of seniors, that their 
families rely on. We are now seeing a 
whole series of discussions by medical 
analysts that families, people my age 
who are in their 50’s, who are in their 
40’s, whose parents are in their 80's. 
now have the threat that these Medic- 
aid cuts could mean that hundreds of 
thousands, if not more, people will not 
have access to long-term care, or to 
nursing home care. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART). Does the gentleman 
from Michigan yield for a parliamen- 
tary inquiry? 

Mr. BONIOR. No, Mr. Speaker, not at 
this point. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to speak to the 
gentleman’s motion and his inquiry of 
the minority. Sixty-seven percent of 
the Medicaid costs go to pay for elderly 
people's long-term care that their fam- 
ilies cannot afford. And that is why we 
want this discussion. But we want this 
discussion in front of the Committee 
on Ways and Means where people can 
be cross-examined, where their points 
of view can be examined, their figures 
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can be examined and the American 
public can then make a determination. 
Having all of this discussion, have all 
of this discussion prior to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means hearing has 
nothing to do with this bill. 

We have examined the options for 
Medicare since 1948. But this is where 
the rubber hits the road. This may not 
cut Medicare, that is your claim, but it 
is going to certainly cut household in- 
come for people, and it is going to cer- 
tainly cut their disposable income as 
their premiums continue to go up and 
the cost of their relatives continue to 
go up and the care of their parents con- 
tinue to go up. 

That is what this debate is about. 
The gentleman ought to have the cour- 
age of your convictions, he ought to 
put that bill into the Committee on 
Ways and Means. We have experts on 
the committee in terms of the Mem- 
bers of the Congress, the staff there, 
and we ought to cross-examine the dif- 
ferent opinions about what this bill is 
going to do or not do to families in this 
country who are deeply concerned 
about their future health care and the 
health care that their parents and 
their grandparents are receiving today, 
because that is what is on the chopping 
block and we do not know anything 
about it. But 1 day’s hearing just does 
not satisfy it. 

We had hearings on the Committee 
on Ways and Means I believe earlier 
this year on every cockamamie tax 
loophole that some Member wanted for 
somebody in their district. Those went 
on for days. But now we are talking 
about the largest single change in 
American health care in the history of 
this country since the beginning of the 
Medicare-Medicaid system, and it is 1 
day’s worth of hearing. 

What we are asking for and the gen- 
tleman is asking for is consider a reso- 
lution that says we can examine this in 
the Committee on Ways and Means for 
4 weeks, let the people be heard, let the 
providers be heard, let the beneficiaries 
be heard, let the teaching hospitals be 
heard, let the rural hospitals be heard, 
and then let the American people de- 
cide. But apparently, apparently, there 
is a great fear on the other side of the 
aisle that the public discussion will not 
allow their proposal to be successful. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, if the gen- 
tleman will continue to yield, let me 
just respond to my very good friend 
from Martinez who has raised some 
very, very good questions. The fact of 
the matter is, as the gentleman from 
California [Mr. THOMAS] indicated, 16 
hearings were held in the Subcommit- 
tee on Health of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, reclaim- 
ing my time, but they were not on this 
specific proposal. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, if the gen- 
tleman will continue to yield, they 
were on the issue of Medicare reform. 
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Those have come forward. This has 
been debated in the media, here in the 
Congress, and I hasten to add that to 
hear my friends on the other side of the 
aisle argue that in some way we are 
going to be not utilizing the proper 
procedures of the House as we proceed 
with this really makes one incredulous, 
in light of the fact that we have seen 
legislation rammed through here when 
my friends on the other side of the 
aisle were in the majority for years and 
years and years, and we are planning to 
comply with the rules of the House, 
and we will continue this debate. 

The evidence that we have right here 
is that during this 1-minute, which has 
lasted about 20 so far, we have seen a 
vigorous debate take place, and I sus- 
pect that it is going to continue. It will 
most likely continue this weekend on 
the television, and I believe that we 
will see a full airing, and those groups 
to which my friend referred have been 
heard from by many of the different 
committees that have been involved in 
this. 

Mr. BONIOR. But they have not been 
heard on this specific bill. 

Mr. DREIER. That relates to the pro- 
gram itself that we are going to be con- 
sidering next week. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, reclaim- 
ing my time, the people in this country 
have not been heard on your specific 
proposal and the resolution which I 
refer to in the debate that we are hav- 
ing now, the one offered by the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] 
and supported by over 200 Members of 
this body calls for hearings of 4 weeks 
on that specific proposal. 

As the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MILLER] has said, with the largest 
change in American medical history, 
the largest, in our view, of cuts in Med- 
icaid and Medicare in the history of 
this country, it seems to me prepos- 
terous to deal with this with 1 day of 
hearings. It is an outrage, quite frank- 
ly, and all we are asking for is a small 
piece of fairness on behalf of the Amer- 
ican people, for all these various 
groups and individuals who have a huge 
stake in this. j 

I mean, I am talking 175,000 people in 
my State alone not being able to have 
long-term Medicaid care over the T- 
year period if this goes through, 16,000 
in the first year. 
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We are talking perhaps, what we 
hear, of doubling the premium. And we 
are talking about people here on Social 
Security, people who get half of their 
income, 60 percent of the people on 
Medicare get over half of their income 
from Social Security. We are talking 
primarily about women. We are talking 
about people with incomes of about 
$18,000, and absorbing $1,000 extra a 
year. This is important stuff to impor- 
tant people, and it ought to have more 
than 1 day of hearings. 
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Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I am just 
incredulously mystified by the argu- 
ments I hear here. As the gentleman 
from California [Mr. THOMAS] said, I 
attended these meetings, even though I 
am not a member of the subcommittee. 
They were pabulum hearings. They had 
nothing to do with the meat of the pro- 
gram. They were just people making 
suggestions or complaining. 

But nobody yet has seen a plan. And 
when that plan comes out, it is going 
to be not just 1 page of paper, but it is 
going to be 400 or 500 pages of paper, 
crammed with details. 

This is a very complex program. It is 
more than just medical care for the 
aged. It is medical care for all of the 
disabled in the United States, it is 
medical care for all of the kidney fail- 
ure patients in the United States, it is 
all long-term care for aged people or 
for disabled people. It is medical edu- 
cation. I do not know what can be more 
important than training doctors, and 
the Medicare Program trains them. 
There that is where the money comes 
from. 

What about all of the hospitals that 
take care of all of these indigent people 
that do not have any money? That is 
where Medicare money is spent. We 
know nothing of what they plan to do 
in all of this program. They have never 
mentioned the first line of it. 

I ran into a newspaper reporter out 
here in the Speaker's lobby the other 
day that was carrying around a copy of 
your program. I said. Lou know, that 
is what I put out as to what I thought 
was going to be in the program.“ He 
was peddling it to me as if it were the 
program. 

This is ridiculous. I never heard of 
anybody making as big a change in the 
economic and social and safety net of 
this country, and not telling the Amer- 
ican people what they plan to do. This 
is preposterous. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART). The gentleman from 
Michigan [Мг. BONIOR] will be advised 
that his 1-minute is expiring soon. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I believe 
my request was to speak out of order. 

Mr. DREIER. To inquire of the pro- 
gram for the week. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
correct. The Chair would construe and 
did construe the gentleman’s request 
as the traditional request to speak out 
of order for 1 minute. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
think I asked for a time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. To dis- 
cuss the program for next week. 

Mr. BONIOR. I will respect the 
Chair’s views on this and the Speaker's 
views on this, and would yield if I could 
for just one more comment to my 
friend from Michigan, Mr. LEVIN, and 
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to my friend from California, Mr. 
DREIER, if that would be permissible. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Having 
informed the gentleman from Michigan 
of the reality of the time soon expiring, 
the Chair would certainly permit that. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield for 
a short comment or question to my 
friend from California before we termi- 
nate the debate. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I just want 
to say in terms of the schedule for next 
week, I have now read this document, 
an outline released by the House lead- 
ership. I would say to the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS], it is worse 
than a blank piece of paper. It says lit- 
tle, and what it says is often untrue. 

For example, it says that there is no 
change in copayments that is strictly 
false. Copayments under current law 
would go up to $61. This plan, appar- 
ently, at least from what we have read 
in the paper, would push this up to $90 
or $100 a month over the present $46 in 
the year 2002. 

I simply want to say as to the sched- 
ule next week, it is disgraceful. In the 
Committee on Ways and Means, they 
have planned one day of hearings, as 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. GIB- 
BONS] has said. 

We were promised a plan today. We 
do not have it. I think it is partly you 
do not want us to have it until the last 
minute, and it is also because not only 
is the devil in the details, but they are 
having a devilish time with the details. 

So I am glad the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] asked for the 
schedule for next week. I just want to 
say this is a schedule totally inad- 
equate for the mammoth radical 
changes that have been proposed in 
general by the majority, the details of 
which are being held back or scrambled 
with or both. Here it is Thursday, and 
we still do not have them. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pasadena. 

Mr. DREIER. Close. 

Mr. BONIOR. Close by. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would simply like to 
respond to all three of my friends here 
who are discussing what is clearly a 
very important issue by saying, first, it 
has been concluded we will have only 
one day of hearings. It is possible that 
there could be an additional hearing. 
The distinguished ranking minority 
Member, my friend, the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS], is in a po- 
sition to look towards an additional 
hearing on this. 

I think it is also very sad to take an 
issue which is so critically important, 
which we have agreed to step up to the 
plate and address in response to the 
Board of Trustees’ Report that was 
signed by Secretary Rubin, Secretary 
Reich, and the Secretary of Health and 
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Human Services, Ms. Shalala, stating 
this system will be broke within seven 
years. 

The American people overwhelm- 
ingly are supportive of our goal of deal- 
ing with this. As I said earlier, the 
President of the United States has ac- 
knowledged that we are going to have 
to slow this exponential growth in the 
cost of Medicare, well beyond the rate 
of inflation, nearly three times the 
rate of inflation, based on the figures 
that just came out yesterday. 

So it strikes me we are doing the re- 
sponsible thing. And to have my 
friends just criticizing willy-nilly, 
when there is going to be opportunity 
to look at this issue, and to say that 
somehow when this hearing opens, it 
will be the first time that the word 
“Medicare” will have been uttered іп 
any committee, is preposterous, be- 
cause we for months and months and 
months have seen this debate raging 
on. I think we have a very good and 
adequate schedule put together for 
next week. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I would 
conclude by just saying to my friend on 
the Medicare Trustee issue, that the 
Medicare trustees have said that the 
proposal by the Republicans will not 
extend the life of Medicare by one day, 
because that money is going into a spe- 
cial fund for tax cuts that are going 
primarily to the wealthiest individuals 
and the wealthiest corporations in 
America. 


ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 18, 1995 


Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 10:30 a.m. on Monday next for 
morning hour debates. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 


DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 


Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 


SPECIAL ORDERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of May 
12, 1995, and under a previous order of 
the House, the following Members are 
recognized for 5 minutes each. 


25032 


THE AMBASSADOR FROM BELIZE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to tell a story worthy of a Holly- 
wood script. 

In fact, if it was made into a movie, 
it would probably be called the 
Strange Case of the Billionaire, the 
Loophole, the Ambassadorship, and a 
Country Called Belize.” 

For our purposes today, I just call it 
a window on the soul of the Gingrich 
revolution. 

Mr. Speaker, our story begins in the 
small Nation of Belize. 

You may have heard of Belize before. 

It's a small Central-American nation 
known for its great vacations, its near- 
pristine tropical forests, and its great 
skindiving. 

But recently, it made news for a dif- 
ferent reason. 

Last week, the Nation of Belize in- 
quired about setting up a new diplo- 
matic post in one of the most impor- 
tant cities in America. 

Was it Washington, DC? New York 
City? 

Nope. Belize wants to set up its diplo- 
matic post in Sarasota, FL. 

Now why, you may wonder, would 
they want to do that? It’s not because 
Sarasota has an overly large con- 
centration of Belizeans. 

Well, it seems they would like to 
have a new ambassador to the United 
States. 

A new ambassador by the name of 
Kenneth Dart. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, you may have 
heard of Kenneth Dart before. 

He's an American. At least he was an 
American. 

Up until a year ago, he was a billion- 
aire investor and styrofoam-cup maker 
living in America. 

But last year, he renounced his 
American citizenship and moved to 
Belize. 

Why did he do that? 

Well, because under a provision in 
the U.S. Tax Code, by renouncing his 
citizenship, Mr. Dart could avoid pay- 
ing his U.S. income taxes. 

Tens of millions of dollars in U.S. in- 
come taxes. 

бо in exchange for becoming a bil- 
lionaire Benedict Arnold, Mr. Dart got 
to keep millions of dollars. 

Problem is, while taking his trip 
abroad, he’s taking American бах- 
payers for a ride. 

During the tax debate this year, 
Democrats offered a bill to close this 
loophole and force billionaires like 
Kenneth Dart to pay their fair share. 

But when it came time for a vote, 
every Republican but six voted against 
it. 

Instead, they voted to cut school 
lunches, student loans, and Medicare. 

But now Mr. Dart has a new problem. 
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Under U.S. law, he can only come 
back to America once every 30 days. 

Problem is, his family still lives in 
America. 

And I'll bet you'll never guess where 
his family lives. 

That's right—Sarasota, FL. 

So, as a new Ambassador to the Unit- 
ed States, Mr. Dart will indeed be visit- 
ing the white house—the white house 
he and his family own in Sarasota, FL. 

The kicker to all this, Mr. Speaker is 
simply this: Under the Republican tax 
plan, Mr. Dart’s family in Florida is 
still eligible to receive huge tax 
breaks. 

Huge tax breaks that are being paid 
for by Republican cuts to Medicare. 

So next time you hear people talking 
about the Gingrich revolution, stop 
and think for a minute about the Case 
of the Billionaire, the Loophole, the 
Ambassadorship, and a Country called 
Belize.” 

Because that’s the real Gingrich rev- 
olution. 


POTENTIAL GOVERNMENT 
SHUTDOWN 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, this 
afternoon I would like to address the 
issue of a potential Government shut- 
down on October 1 and the appropriate 
funding level for any continuing reso- 
lution. 

The American people sent a clear 
message in November that they would 
no longer allow the Federal Govern- 
ment to amass increasing amounts of 
debt at the expense of their children 
and their grandchildren. They voiced 
their frustration at the increasing size 
and scope of the Federal Government. 
And they expressed a great deal of im- 
patience and frustration with what 
they saw as broken promises and a fail- 
ure to change business as usual in 
Washington, DC. 

It is my firm belief that the Repub- 
lican party will stand or fall on our 
ability to deliver on our promises. The 
American people will reward us if we 
stand firm and deliver a balanced budg- 
et to them by 2002, and they will punish 
us if we fail. 

I am proud of the progress that we 
have made thus far to achieve a bal- 
anced budget. The budget plan that we 
approved in June will put us on a glide- 
path to the first balanced budget since 
1969. The appropriations bills that the 
House has passed are in compliance 
with the budget resolution and are 
strong bills which will help to make 
the Government more efficient and less 
intrusive. 

But in spite of the impressive steps 
that we have taken to get our fiscal 
house in order, much more remains to 
be done. Although the House has 
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passed all but one appropriations bill, 
we have only passed one conference re- 
port. Much more disturbing is the veto 
threat which hangs over most of the 
funding bills. 

Everyone has begun to realize that a 
continuing resolution will be necessary 
to keep parts of the Government from 
shutting down on October 1. It is un- 
likely that we will complete action on 
all of the appropriations bills by the 
end of the fiscal year. 

What funding levels could be con- 
tained in a continuing resolution? 
There are several alternatives. Tradi- 
tionally, a continuing resolution as- 
sumes the lowest of the current year’s 
level, the new House-approved level, or 
the new Senate-approved level. This 
has been known as the Michel rule. But 
Congress can specify any funding level 
and any mix. 

My fear is that unless we clarify the 
rules governing a continuing resolu- 
tion, funding at 1995 levels will become 
the most attractive and least painful 
option for those who wish to preserve 
the status quo and block budget cuts. 

History has shown instances in which 
segments of the Government were 
funded by continuing resolutions for a 
significant part of the year because of 
fundamental disagreements between 
Congress and the White House. Indeed, 
each year of the Reagan administra- 
tion, at least one segment of the Fed- 
eral Government was funded by a con- 
tinuing resolution for the whole fiscal 
year. 

We must make a continuing resolu- 
tion an unpleasant alternative that 
will act as a catalyst for achieving our 
budgetary goals. Under no cir- 
cumstances must a continuing resolu- 
tion present proponents of the status 
quo with an easy way out. 

In August, I introduced H.R. 2197, the 
Allard continuing resolution reform 
act. The Allard гше specifically 
amends the Rules of the House to re- 
quire that if an appropriation has not 
been enacted by October 1, then a con- 
tinuing resolution would fund the Gov- 
ernment at the lower of the House-rec- 
ommended level and the Senate-rec- 
ommended level, and in no case could 
funding exceed 95 percent of the prior 
year’s level. This would mandate a 
minimum of 5 percent real cuts in any 
continuing resolution. 

The Allard rule is tough legislation. 
But it is the only reasonable solution. 
It will force opponents of change to the 
bargaining table. And it will force 
them to the table on our terms. 

If we fail to adopt continuing resolu- 
tions which meet the stringent Allard 
rule criteria, we risk losing the budget 
battle to those who favor continuing 
the status quo. And we risk betraying 
the American people who sent us to 
Washington to restore responsibility to 
the Federal Government. 

We must not pass on this opportunity 
to ensure fundamental change. I ask all 
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of my colleagues to support fiscal re- 
sponsibility. I ask all of my colleagues 
to support the Allard rule. 


— 
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MEDICARE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART). Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Flor- 
ida [Mr. GIBBONS] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, for those 
who are watching C-SPAN, they have 
been already treated to a part of the 
debate on Medicare and Medicaid. Why 
do we continue to harp on this subject? 

I want to first of all say that I have 
been on the Medicare program for 10 
years. I have paid my payments and 
paid my dues in that program, and my 
wife has been on the program for about 
that time, too. But even more impor- 
tantly, I was here in the Congress when 
we created Medicare. 

For the last 27 years, I have been on 
the Medicare committee, the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. During all that 
time, I have taken a deep interest in 
the program and have helped nurture 
it. So I know what I am talking about. 

The Republicans, though, have seized 
upon some reason for giving a great tax 
cut to their wealthy friends, and the 
only place they can get the money is 
out of the Medicare and Medicaid pro- 
gram. 

Now, the Republicans are going to 
take, within a matter of 2 weeks, from 
Medicare and Medicaid recipients a 
total of $489 billion out of those two 
programs. Let me repeat that: $489 bil- 
lion, almost a trillion dollars, half a 
trillion dollars out of those programs. 

And most of that will end up in the 
pockets of their wealthy friends. 

The Medicare and Medicaid programs 
are powerfully complex, in benefits as 
well as in structure. The Medicare pro- 
gram is not broke. That is the first 
thing that we must understand. The 
Medicare program was set up as a pay- 
as-you-go program when I was in Con- 
gress here. And it has been that way 
ever since. 

We always thought if we could keep a 
year ahead of the bills, then the pro- 
gram would be lucky. Now we are 7 
years ahead of the bills in the program, 
and the Republicans are wringing their 
hands, so that they can get enough 
money out of that program, those pro- 
grams to pay for their tax cuts for 
their wealthy friends. 

The Medicare program covers not 
only benefits for elderly people, medi- 
cal care benefits, but it covers all of 
the disabled in the United States. It 
covers all of the medical education in 
the United States. It covers all of the 
kidney dialysis for the kidney failure 
patients in the United States, regard- 
less of age. It covers all of the help for 
rural hospitals and urban hospitals 
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that must take care of a great many 
very poor people. So it is a very com- 
plex and a very extensive program. 

Most of the nursing home care in the 
United States is paid for out of the 
Medicaid program, a part of that $479 
billion of cuts. Those people are going 
to be dumped either back on their fam- 
ilies or back on the community be- 
cause they are there, and they will be 
there; perhaps no hope for ever curing 
them. And that is the size and the trag- 
edy of the whole thing we are talking 
about. 

The Medicare program has been 
changed over the years in order that 
we could pay the bills from year to 
year. We will continue to do that re- 
gardless of the outcome of this Repub- 
lican proposal to take so much money 
out of the program to give for a tax cut 
for their wealthy friends. 

What we are really complaining 
about is that no one has seen their 
plan. I have held up for a lot of people 
a copy of their plan. As we all can 
plainly see, it is just a blank piece of 


paper. 

On the day we start to debate this 
plan in the Congress, I will bring in the 
plan and let us see it from this same 
podium. It will be 500, 600, 700, maybe 
1,000 pages long. And who will under- 
stand what is in that plan we have been 
promised for months? We have seen 
nothing. We have been promised a plan 
as of this afternoon, and we got noth- 
ing. We have been promised that we 
would start voting on that next Mon- 
day, but now they have moved it until 
Wednesday a week. 

I hope we see the plan before Wednes- 
day a week, because the American pub- 
lic needs to understand what the plan 
is and how it works and what it will 
cost them in further out-of-pocket ex- 
penditures or cuts in benefits or both. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would remind all Members that 
remarks in debate must be addressed to 
the Chair and should not be directed to 
a viewing audience. 


MEDICARE CHANGES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, while I am 
going to speak on corridor H and its 
importance to West Virginia, I just 
want to touch for a second on Medicare 
because today the Speaker of the 
House and the majority leader of the 
Senate unveiled what the Medicare 
plan was, and what we see is a stealth 
health bill. 

They did not give us the details. We 
do not know much more than what we 
have known before. We know that they 
want to cut $270 billion over the next 7 
years. That has been out there for a 
long time. We know there are a variety 
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of ways they want to do it, except they 
do not spell the details out. We do 
know this. While the Speaker says that 
it will cost only $7 a month more in 
premiums to seniors, it is actually 
going to be, according to the White 
House, according to other credible offi- 
cials, $20 or $30 a month more. 

We also know this, Mr. Speaker. We 
know that $270 billion is 2% times what 
it necessary by the estimate of the 
trustees of the Medicare plan to make 
it solvent. 

Mr. Speaker, stealth health is not a 
good idea, particularly when rewriting 
30 years of Medicare in a 2-week period. 
Americans must demand to see the 
plan. 

CORRIDOR H 

Mr. Speaker, I want to turn to cor- 
ridor H, because this week in our State 
there are going to be those gathering 
to discuss the environmental aspects of 
corridor H and, yes, to attack it. I re- 
gret that. Because I do not think that 
there has been one highway that is 
more important to West Virginia. I do 
not think there has been one highway 
that has been more discussed, re- 
viewed, analyzed than corridor H has 
been. 

In a previous speech on this floor, I 
discussed why corridor H is a national 
highway. Let me now discuss the envi- 
ronmental aspects. All those in West 
Virginia, and many of those from out- 
side West Virginia who have recently 
driven between Elkins and Buckhannon 
have marveled at that four-lane strip. 
They remember how long that drive 
was before, not only in time and dis- 
tance but also in just being arduous. 
They also say, what an incredible piece 
of road. 

Mr. Speaker, that is what we are 
talking about doing now, from Elkins 
to the Virginia State line, if people 
would just let us, if people would get 
off our backs and let us move this road 


forward. 
Yes, I was involved in the Elkins to 
Buckhannon segment, particularly 


when it looked like environmental con- 
cerns might either delay it several 
years or possibly threaten it alto- 
gether. And working with a number of 
agencies, we were able to pull them to- 
gether. We were able to get the wet- 
lands question dealt with. We were able 
to deal with the acid-mine drainage. 
We were able to deal with stream cross- 
ings. We were able to safeguard habi- 
tat. 

Iam happy to say that we were able 
to mitigate wetlands in an innovative 
way. If we can do it in that rough sec- 
tion of corridor H, surely we can do it 
for the rest of corridor H as well. 

I think it is important to note that 
the original plan for corridor H was to 
be a southern route through our State. 
This was back іп the 197078. The high- 
way department and others recognized 
that we could not do that under 
present-day standards. So back in the 
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198075, we went forward to look at other 
options and adopted a northern route 
for corridor H. I might point out that 
some environmental organizers at the 
time said: If you just go the northern 
route, that is fine with us; we just 
think it ought not to be in the south- 
ern route. Well, they got their wish. 
Now, yet some want to contest this. 

This project has been to EPA. It has 
been to Fish and Wildlife. I cannot 
name the alphabet soup of Federal 
agencies this project has been to. And 
so I would just say, the importance of 
corridor H, let me talk about stream 
crossings, for instance. 
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To avoid contaminating streams with 
piers supporting the highway, the 
State has agreed to place beams out- 
side the streams that span the water- 
way. The State will develop an erosion- 
control process and methods to seal off 
acid-bearing strata. The State is going 
to take unprecedented action to pur- 
chase extra land and right-of-way to 
accommodate the environmental con- 
cerns. The State will reclaim the slopes 
with indigenous plant life, not just 


grass. 

The State also, in terms of excess 
earth-work disposal, the State is not 
going to leave this up to the contrac- 
tors, but in the case of corridor H will 
decide a detailed cleanup and disposal 
in the contract for each specific site. 

There are going to be those gathering 
this weekend in West Virginia to at- 
tack corridor H again. Incidentally, I 
find it interesting that much of the at- 
tack on corridor H comes from outside 
of the State, not inside the State. I in- 
vite them to visit very many of our 
counties, where I am confident that 65 
to 75 percent of our population strong- 
ly supports corridor H. As they gather 
in West Virginia, and we welcome 
them, of course, I urge them to drive 
the Elkins to Buckhannon segment to 
see what can be done. If they want to 
go further, they сап go from 
Buckhannon to Weston, and under- 
stand the true economic significance of 
corridor Н as мей. Drive the 
Buckhannon to Elkins segment and see 
what has been accomplished, see what 
we have been able, working together, 
to achieve; experience what corridor H 
is bringing to central West Virginia. 
That is the environment that we all 
love. That is the environment we all 
want to safeguard. Corridor H can con- 
tinue that process. 


THE GUAM COMMONWEALTH ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Guam [Mr. UNDERWOOD] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, This 
afternoon I want to address the current 
situation regarding our effort to ad- 
vance the cause of a new political sta- 
tus for Guam as envisioned in the 
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Guam Commonwealth Act, H.R. 1056. I 
introduced H.R. 1056 on February 24, 
1995, as my first bill of the 104th Con- 
gress. 

The Guam Commission on Self-De- 
termination, a bipartisan commission 
of Government of Guam officials and 
citizen participants, is currently in dis- 
cussions with the Clinton administra- 
tion to resolve specific areas of dis- 
agreement on the specifics of the draft 
Guam Commonwealth Act. These dis- 
cussions have been on hold for some 
time because of the resignation of the 
administration's Special Representa- 
tive for Guam Commonwealth, Mr. I. 
Michael Heyman, earlier this year. 
After several months spent searching 
for a replacement for Mr. Heyman, the 
administration has appointed a very 
capable individual to complete the 
task at hand, Mr. Stanley Roth, an As- 
sistant to the President and the Senior 
Director of Asian Affairs in the Na- 
tional Security Council. We are pleased 
with the selection of Mr. Roth, and we 
believe that he has the necessary un- 
derstanding of Guam’s issues and the 
skill to build on the progress that has 
been achieved by Mr. Heyman in the 
past year. 

The Guam Commonwealth Act, H.R. 
1056, would redefine the way the Fed- 
eral Government relates to Guam, and 
would give Guam the tools we need to 
succeed in the next century. Guam has 
a robust economy fueled by its visitor 
industry. This year Guam expects to 
attract over 1.3 million visitors. Guam 
is relatively self-sufficient, and Guam 
is not seeking a new Commonwealth to 
get new Federal money—instead, Guam 
is a success story of the insular terri- 
tories, and Guam’s drive for a new sta- 
tus is motivated by a partnership that 
is good for America and good for Guam. 

As America’s westernmost soil, 10,000 
miles and 15 time zones away, Guam is 
America's front door to Asian trade. 
Guam is often thought of as being stra- 
tegically important to the United 
States in military terms. But Guam is 
also strategically important in project- 
ing American influence and American 
democracy in our part of the world. 

The new majority in Congress has 
undertaken to reshape the Federal re- 
lationship with the States, and has 
given national attention to this issue. 
However, there has not been very much 
thought given to how the new federal- 
ism would affect the insular terri- 
tories. It is not an automatic assump- 
tion to say that power that is divested 
from the Federal Government would be 
given to the territories in the same 
way that it is given to the States. We 
have already seen examples in legisla- 
tion affecting the territories where the 
empowerment of the States has not 
translated into an empowerment of the 
territories. I would point out, just as 
many conservative leaders have point- 
ed out, that the 10th amendment re- 
stricts the power of the Federal Gov- 
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ernment, and reserves those powers not 
granted to the Federal Government to 
the States and the people. It may sur- 
prise some to learn that the 10th 
amendment does not apply to the terri- 
tories. While we are not States, we are 
still people. But, all constitutional pro- 
tections afforded to any American in 
any State are also afforded to the 
Americans in the territories. 

Guam’s Commonwealth Act chal- 
lenges this Congress to look at the 
Federal relationship in this era, and of- 
fers a new relationship within our con- 
stitutional framework. We have pro- 
posed a framework that gives Guam 
stake in the Federal system. We have 
proposed a framework that is based on 
the American concept that power 
drives from the consent of the gov- 
erned. And we have proposed a frame- 
work that unleashes the economic po- 
tential of Guam within the American 
system. 

I hope that this Congress would deal 
with these issues in a serious and 
forthright manner, and that we can 
begin the process of shaping the new 
Commonwealth for Guam early in the 
next session. I look forward to the 
weeks and months ahead and to our 
work with Mr. Roth and the Guam 
Commission оп Self-Determination. 
The Chairman of the Guam Commis- 
sion, Governor Gutierrez, has signaled 
his eagerness to get on with the busi- 
ness of completing the Commonwealth 
discussions and bringing this issue to 
closure. Working together with Guam 
and the Federal Government, I have 
every confidence that the aspirations 
of the people of Guam for a new Com- 
monwealth can be fulfilled. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
1056, the Guam Commonwealth Act, 
and I challenge this Congress to find a 
role for the Americans in the terri- 
tories as they redefine a new federal- 
ism. 


LEGISLATION RESTRICTING FIRST 
AMENDMENT RIGHTS FOR ALL 
AMERICANS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Colorado [Мг. SKAGGS] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, on Au- 
gust 4 the majority party passed a pro- 
vision in the Labor-HHS appropriations 
bill sponsored by the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK] that was de- 
signed, if you can believe this, to re- 
strict the first amendment rights of ev- 
eryone in America if they receive any- 
thing of value from the Federal Gov- 
ernment, restrict their employees and 
those with whom they do business. 

The Istook language, however, ex- 
empts those who contract with the 
Federal Government, as opposed to re- 
ceiving a benefit or thing of value. I 
watched, therefore, with great interest 
during the consideration of the defense 
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appropriations bill just a week ago 
today when there was a discussion be- 
tween the gentlewoman from Colorado 
(Mrs. SCHROEDER] and the chairman of 
the Committee on Appropriations, the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING- 
STON] about whether the political 
speech and activities of defense con- 
tractors should also be limited. 

As the Speaker will remember, the 
gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. 
SCHROEDER] offered an amendment that 
was a watered down version of the po- 
litical activities restriction the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma (Мг. ISTOOK] 
and the majority party had endorsed in 
August in the appropriations bill. The 
Schroeder amendment would have dis- 
qualified for Federal defense contracts 
any business that spent more than a 
small amount of its budget on State, 
local, and Federal political activity of 
almost any kind. 

As with the Istook language, I be- 
lieved the Schroeder amendment was a 
bad idea and I voted against it; but I 
describe it as a watered down version 
of the Istook political speech restric- 
tion amendment, because the Schroe- 
der amendment would not have re- 
quired contractors to report their po- 
litical activities to the Federal Gov- 
ernment, whereas the Istook amend- 
ment, which applies to all other groups 
receiving anything from the Federal 
Government, does require political ac- 
tivities reports to be sent in to the 
Federal Government. 

I say it was a watered down version, 
because the Schroeder amendment 
would not have subjected contractors 
to harassing lawsuits from any citi- 
zens, whereas the Istook amendment 
does that, subjects all other groups to 
this sort of litigation. But, Mr. Speak- 
er, even in this watered down state, 
most Republican Members of this body 
voted against any restriction on how 
much defense contractors can lobby 
the government. Those voting no in- 
cluded most of the leadership of the 
majority, folks who had previously 
voted, unabashedly, to restrict the 
ability of churches, nonprofits, individ- 
uals, and even many businesses, to 
speak to the public or to their elected 
officials at the State, Federal, or local 
level about important policy issues. 

The majority needs to explain to the 
American people why they feel it is OK 
to muzzle ordinary citizens and organi- 
zations, but at the same time let de- 
fense contractors who take billions of 
dollars in Federal contracts do so with- 
out any of the same restrictions. 

The inconsistency here, and that is a 
polite way of putting it, the inconsist- 
ency in the majority leadership and 
most of its members’ position is made 
very clear by the comments of the 
chairman of the Committee on Appro- 
priations who, after having voted for 
the Istook language, characterized the 
amendment of the gentlewoman from 
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] last week 
as follows: 
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* * * а denial of the privilege of the First 
Amendment, which is the right of speech 
under the Constitution of the United States, 
to exercise their opportunity to speak to 
their government, to the representatives of 
their choice. 

Mr. Speaker, why are the first 
amendment rights of defense contrac- 
tors to lobby the Government for more 
contracts and funds more protected 
under the Constitution than the 
YMCA's or the Catholic churches or 
the American Red Cross’ first amend- 
ment rights to advise us on issues af- 
fecting kids or older Americans or the 
safety of the Nation's blood supply? Is 
it different because the YMCA receives 
funds to provide after school day care, 
instead of funds to build missiles and 
planes? What kind of Constitution does 
the majority think that we have? 

Mr. Speaker, when the Istook politi- 
cal speech restriction amendment 
comes before us again for another vote, 
and I expect it will, please remember 
those words of the chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations, his elo- 
quent defense of the first amendment 
rights of defense contractors, and for 
the sake of fairness, let us support the 
same fundamental rights for the 
YMCA, the Catholic Church, and the 
rest of this Nation. 


THE MEDICARE PRESERVATION 
ACT OF 1995 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of May 
12, 1995, the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey [Mr. PALLONE] is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor- 
ity leader. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, today 
the American public was expected to 
receive the details of the Republicans’ 
plan to slash Medicare, but the Repub- 
licans seems to be delaying further, 
and really, we do not know when the 
specific plans are going to be released. 
I have to say, Mr. Speaker, that I was 
outraged to find out how few details we 
were actually given in the document 
that was presented today by the Repub- 
lican leadership. I have a copy of it 
here, the Medicare Preservation Act of 
1995. 

We do know that we are talking 
about cutting $270 billion out of Medi- 
care, and we know that that is going to 
have a devastating impact on senior 
citizens, because it is the largest Medi- 
care cut in the history of this country, 
but to this day and at this hour, with 
only, I think, about a week left before 
there is supposed to be a 1-day hearing 
before the Committee on Ways and 
Means on the Medicare changes, we 
still do not have the details of the plan. 

I think it is really unfortunate, be- 
cause the seniors that I know that are 
in my district are demanding to know 
how this cut is going to affect them. 
They are not buying into this Repub- 
lican smokescreen about reforming 
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Medicare. The fact of the matter is 
that Medicare is not broke, it has 
worked very well for the last 30 years 
in providing health care and good qual- 
ity health care for most senior citizens, 
and all that we really have is a Repub- 
lican plan to essentially take $270 bil- 
lion out of the Medicare program to fi- 
nance largely a tax cut for the wealthi- 
er Americans. 

I do not think it is fair. I do not 
think it is fair that the senior citizens 
of this country should have to take 
such a large brunt, if you will, of the 
effort to provide a tax cut, or of the ef- 
fort to provide deficit reduction. 

One of the bases that the Republicans 
are using for saying that this large cut 
is necessary is that they claim that 
within 7 years Medicare will be insol- 
vent. They base that on a trustees’ re- 
port that came out this year, and we 
get trustees’ reports from Medicare on 
an annual basis. 

What they fail to point out is that 
historically there has not been as much 
as 7 years outlays, if you will, for Medi- 
care funding. Oftentimes it has only 
been 1 or 2 years before Medicare is in- 
solvent. The reason for that is because 
this Congress traditionally did not 
want to leave a lot of money available 
for Medicare in future years because of 
the fear that it would be raided by pro- 
viders, and that hospitals or doctors or 
other health care providers would say 
to themselves ““Сее, there is this large 
pot of money out there, so we had just 
better charge more for our services.” 

There is no reason in the world to 
think that because for 7 years we have 
enough money to pay for Medicare 
services and for health care for seniors, 
that somehow that means that the sys- 
tem needs to be radically changed. It 
does not. They are only proposing this 
cut, this huge cut, in Medicare because 
they want to use it to pay for a tax cut, 
again, mostly for well-to-do Ameri- 
cans. 

This plan that was released today by 
the Republican leadership, and it is not 
a plan, it unfortunately does not pro- 
vide much information at all; it does 
not tell us how this $270 billion is going 
to be implemented, this cut, cut it does 
have some pretty scary things in it 
which I would like to relate, if I could, 
during my time here this evening. 

First of all, with regard to the part B 
premium, which is the part of the Med- 
icare Program that pays for doctors’ 
bills, essentially, the one that seniors 
now basically voluntarily contribute to 
out of their pocket, but of course most 
seniors use it in order to finance their 
payments for doctors, for their physi- 
cians, the part B premium essentially 
under this proposed plan would in- 
crease to about $93 per person by the 
end of the 7 years in 2002. 
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Earlier this week I think it was, I 
think it was on Sunday, the Speaker 
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said that seniors would have to pay $7 
more per month for the part B pre- 
mium, which translates into $84 more 
per year for part B for their doctor’s 
services. He said that as if that was a 
glorious thing, that they were only 
going to have to pay this extra $7 a 
month or $84 a year. 

I would like to mention first of all 
that many seniors are struggling with 
what they currently pay for their part 
B premium and really cannot afford to 
spend another $7 a month. They are on 
fixed incomes, they do not have any- 
where else to go. 

I talk to people on a regular basis 
when I am back in my district who say, 
Gee, I've budgeted for the month and 
Гуе only budgeted with some play of 
$5,’’ so if you talk about a $7 increase, 
that is a lot. However, after making 
that statement on Sunday about the $7 
increase, the Speaker came back on 
Tuesday and said that it was going to 
be about $32 per month, or $384 per 
year, in effect doubling the seniors 
Medicare part B premiums. Well, if we 
are talking about $32 more per month, 
and I think it is probably going to be 
even more than that when we finally 
get the figures, we are essentially talk- 
ing about doubling the amount that 
seniors have to pay out of pocket just 
for part В, just for their doctor’s serv- 
ices. 

Some people may say again, Well, 
gee, that doesn’t seem like a lot of 
money,” but if you are a senior citizen, 
many of whom make $8,000, $9,000 a 
year, the majority of whom probably 
could not afford that $32 a month, and 
keep in mind that this doubling of 
their premium is only happening in 
order to finance a tax cut, because if 
we look at the amount of money, the 
$270 billion that is being taken out of 
Medicare, you could just put that right 
next to the $245 billion in tax cuts that 
are being proposed and see how they al- 
most translate directly. 

The other thing that was mentioned 
again in this very skimpy outline 
which does not really tell us how they 
are going to achieve this $270 billion in 
savings is what I call means testing— 
basically an income-related proposal 
whereby if you are above a certain in- 
come, either for a single person or for 
a married couple, that you would in- 
creasingly, depending upon your in- 
come, have to pay more for your part B 
premium to the point where at a cer- 
tain income level, you would pay for 
the whole thing, essentially phasing 
out part B for some individuals. 

I think although some may say, 
“Well, what’s the difference if some 
people who are in the higher income 
categories have to pay for the whole 
cost of their Medicare premium? Why 
should I worry about that? I don’t care. 
They've got a lot of money. What is it 
to me?” 

I maintain that that is totally wrong. 
A contract was made 30 years ago when 
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Medicare was passed in this Congress 
and signed by the President which said 
that if over the years while you were 
working you paid into Medicare, that 
when you retired, when you got to be 
the age of 65, that Medicare was going 
to be available for you. To suggest that 
people at a certain income level should 
have to pay almost 100 percent of the 
cost of their premium I think is basi- 
cally breaking the contract that was 
made when Medicare was passed 30 
years ago. 

I would also point out that we al- 
ready have means testing when you 
pay into Medicare. In other words, you 
have been paying into Medicare over 
the years based on your income. So if 
your income is higher, you have been 
paying more. All of a sudden now we 
are going to have another means test 
when you try to take advantage—and 
you are over 65—of the Medicare Pro- 
gram. 

It is also wrong because we are going 
down the slippery slope here now. We 
start means testing Medicare and 
maybe under the Republican proposal I 
think it is $75,000 a year where you 
start having to pay extra and ulti- 
mately it gets phased out completely 
and you have to pay the whole cost. 
Well, today it is $75,000, that is budget 
driven. But in this Congress—and I 
have seen it happen before—tomorrow, 
next year, it will be $50,000, year after 
that, it will be $40,000, $35,000, eventu- 
ally for budget reasons you will see 
that that amount will be reduced and 
reduced and reduced and more and 
more senior citizens will end up having 
to pay more and more money to pay for 
their Medicare and to pay for their 
health care program. 

The other thing that is in this docu- 
ment which is also very interesting, 
my biggest concern really, other than 
the additional cost that seniors are 
going to have to pay under this Repub- 
lican plan when we finally get it, is 
that a lot of senior citizens are going 
to be forced into HMO’s or managed 
care. 

Right now if a senior citizen has a 
doctor or goes to a certain hospital be- 
cause it is in the vicinity of where they 
live, Medicare guarantees that that 
hospital or that physician will be reim- 
bursed. It is called a fee-for-service 
plan. They choose the physician, they 
choose the hospital, and Medicare re- 
imburses most of the cost. 

But what I believe is going to happen 
under this plan, and again for budg- 
etary money reasons in order to fi- 
nance this tax cut, is that more and 
more seniors are going to be forced 
into HMO’s where they cannot choose 
their doctor or they cannot choose the 
hospital that may be close to them, 
and they have to go into a managed 
care plan or an HMO where those 
choices are made by others. 

That is a very terrible thing for a lot 
of senior citizens, first of all because a 
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lot of them have used the same physi- 
cian for years and they are confident 
that that physician can care for them. 
Also, many of them live close to a hos- 
pital that they like and they do not 
want to have to go to a hospital that is 
15 or 20 minute or maybe even an hour, 
who knows how far away if they are 
living іп а rural area. 

Well, in this plan, again it is not 
clear what is in this plan, but in this 
plan, the suggestion is that there will 
be fixed dollar payments to HMO’s. In 
other words, that if they choose to opt 
for an HMO or a managed care system, 
then the Government will pay a flat 
amount to that HMO or to that man- 
aged care system. It is not at all clear 
whether or not that HMO can charge 
more to the senior for a better, more 
comprehensive health care plan. 

It is almost similar to the voucher. 
The Republican document does not 
suggest that they are moving to a 
voucher system. But if they, in fact, 
give a flat rate to the HMO and then 
say that the HMO has to take what the 
Government gives them, and the HMO 
says, “that is not enough to pay for the 
cost of the traditional care that we 
provide, so we are going to have to pro- 
vide less quality care or reduce the 
amount of doctors, whoever partici- 
pates, but if you pay an extra $1,000 or 
if you pay an extra $1,500 a year, we 
will give you a better plan,“ then in ef- 
fect we have created a situation where 
the seniors have to pay money out of 
pocket to get a better traditional qual- 
ity health care plan that they are used 
to. 

Again, it is not clear what exactly 
the Republicans have in mind. Hope- 
fully, at some point over the next few 
weeks we will get some more details 
about exactly what this means. 

The other thing that is in this docu- 
ment that is a very dangerous prece- 
dent, which again is likely to force 
many low-income senior citizens into 
HMo's or managed care systems where 
they do not have a choice of doctor or 
hospital, is that the proposal does 
away with Medicaid paying for supple- 
mental insurance. A lot of senior citi- 
zens have what they call MediGap. 
Medicaid pays the MediGap so that 
they do not have to pay out of pocket 
for the extra coverage that they get 
under MediGap because Medicare does 
not pay for that coverage. 

Seniors are not going to be allowed 
to use their Medicaid to pay for that 
supplemental health insurance cov- 
erage for items that are not covered by 
Medicare. What that means is that low- 
income people will be forced into 
НОМО55, low-income seniors, because 
they will not be able to pay that extra 
MediGap insurance in order to con- 
tinue with a fee-for-service system 
where they choose their own doctor or 
their own hospital. They will literally 
be forced into an HMO or a managed 
care system, without a choice of physi- 
cians or choice of hospital, because 
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there is no one to make up for that pre- 
mium for the supplemental insurance. 

There are a lot of very sinister ways, 
I believe, when we finally get the de- 
tails of this plan where I think it is 
going to be increasingly evident that 
many seniors, if not all, who do not 
have extra money are going to be 
forced into an HMO or a managed care 
system where they do not have a 
choice of their physician or for the hos- 
pital that they want. 

Again, and I have to stress that over 
and over again, the plan or the outline 
that was presented today by the Speak- 
er and by the Republican leadership 
talks about $270 billion in cuts but does 
not tell us where those cuts are going 
to come from. We do not know whether 
the majority of it is going to come 
from reduced payments to health care 
providers like the hospitals or the doc- 
tors. 

We know that probably about $80 bil- 
lion is going to come from these in- 
creased premiums that I talked about 
before for Medicare part B, which will 
essentially double the premiums that 
seniors are going to have to pay for 
their physician’s care. But we do not 
know where the rest of the moneys 
come from, the other $200 billion or so. 
Is it going to come from reduced pay- 
ments to hospitals and to physicians? 
If that is the case, we are going to see 
a number of things happen. 

If you cut into the amount of the 
payments that are made to the hos- 
pitals or the physicians, you are going 
to see a lot of physicians who will not 
take Medicare patients anymore, and 
so access to doctors is going to be lim- 
ited, and you are going to see a lot of 
hospitals that are either going to close 
because they depend too much on Medi- 
care to finance their operations or sim- 
ply cut back on services in various 
ways. They can cut back by not provid- 
ing certain community services, by not 
providing certain equipment. In my 
own district, we went during the Au- 
gust break to Monmouth Medical Cen- 
ter which is in my hometown of Long 
Branch. They depend on Medicare for 
the majority of their revenue. If they 
have a significant decrease in the 
amount of money that they are reim- 
bursed for Medicare payments, they are 
probably going to have to cut back on 
staff, cut back on community services, 
cut back on clinics, cut back on all 
types of things. Some of the hospitals 
are in such a critical situation in New 
Jersey, we have identified, I think, 
through the New Jersey Hospital Asso- 
ciation about 76 hospitals that are put 
on a critical list, they are so dependent 
on Medicare and Medicaid payments 
that if the amount that they got is re- 
duced significantly, some of them will 
definitely close and we will see a situa- 
tion where people who have tradition- 
ally relied on a local hospital will not 
even be able to find the hospital be- 
cause it will not be there anymore and 
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they are going to have to go elsewhere. 
Even if you take this $270 billion cut 
and you subtract the $80 billion that is 
going to be paid for on the backs of 
seniors because they are doubling their 
part B premiums, and even if you took, 
say, another 100 or 200, I do not know 
how many billion in reducing the 
amount of payments that go to hos- 
pitals and the physicians, there is still 
about a $90 billion what I call black 
hole that is left totally undecided in 
this plan, because essentially what the 
plan says is that we will figure out be- 
tween now and 2002 whether whatever 
we come up with works in terms of sav- 
ing money and if it does not, they we 
will just do some sort of across-the- 
board cut, and that will probably mean 
increased co-payments, deductibles, 
even less provider fees, whatever. Even 
though they suggest that they are not 
going to increase copayments and are 
not going to increase deductibles, the 
bottom line is that with this huge 
black hole that is not financed in any 
way as part of this plan, I have no 
doubt that they will be forced ulti- 
mately to come up with increased 
deductibles or copayments as a way of 
trying to finance this overall program. 

I guess the saddest thing for me is 
that all this is happening so quickly 
and without any input from the public. 
Back in April when the Republican 
budget was adopted in this House and 
in the Senate, we were told that Medi- 
care was going to be slashed by $270 bil- 
lion and that was going to be used ei- 
ther for deficit reduction or for the tax 
cut. April, May, June, July, August, it 
is now September, I do not know how 
many months that is, 4 or 5 months 
later, we still have no plan. Yet next 
Thursday in the Committee on Ways 
and Means or soon thereafter there is 
going to be just one day of hearings on 
whatever plan we finally get, one day 
for the American people and for Con- 
gress and for all the people that are 
concerned about the health care deliv- 
ery system to review whatever plan we 
finally get between now and that 1 day 
when those hearings are held in the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

It is totally unjustifiable for the Re- 
publican leadership to come forward 
with this stealth plan, after talking 
about these cuts now for 5 or 6 months, 
to come up with the implementation at 
the last minute and expect the public 
and the Congress to digest it and vote 
on it in 1 day with such a little period 
of time to review what this is all 
about. 
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I think that that is the biggest, the 
cruelest hoax, if you will, that is to be 
placed out in this House and on the 
American people. This is such an im- 
portant program that affects senior 
citizens and all those that depend upon 
senior citizens. 

Remember, it is not just seniors, but 
all their dependents that would have to 
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help them pay for the extra care or 
care for them if they are not able to 
get care. Everyone in this country is 
going to be impacted by this program. 
Yet, we are talking about this plan 
coming out possibly within the next 
week with 1 day of hearings and a 
quick vote in committee and this 
House thereafter. 

If the Republicans ever reveal their 
plan, I have no doubt that the Amer- 
ican people should be able to analyze 
what the Republicans are going to do 
to them. Instead, the Republicans are 
holding secret meetings without senior 
citizen input. 

Last year, they criticized President 
Clinton’s health care plan because they 
said he was holding closed-door meet- 
ings. But at least President Clinton's 
plan was made public for over a year 
and we had the opportunity to analyze 
it. We are not going to have the oppor- 
tunity to analyze this one. 

I waited this morning. I listened to 
what the Speaker said on CNN. I gota 
copy of what was put out by the leader- 
ship, and it still does not tell me how 
they are going to implement this $270 
billion in Medicare cuts. I am still 
waiting for it, and the American people 
are still waiting for it. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is our obliga- 
tion as Members of this House and as 
Congressmen to make sure that that 
plan comes out in specifics and there is 
ample time to analyze it before we vote 
on it in this House and in this Con- 
gress. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

THE EFFECTS OF REDISTRICTING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The first 
hour is allocated to the minority lead- 
er. The Chair is advised that he has 
designated the gentlewoman from 
Georgia [Ms. MCKINNEY] to control the 
balance of the time. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to come here again this 
evening to discuss the issue of redis- 
tricting. 

Mr. Speaker, you are very well 
aware, we are in the midst of a historic 
fight, really, in the State of Georgia, 
and the future of African-American 
representation is at stake in the deci- 
sions that will be made relative to 
Georgia’s newest district, Georgia’s 
lith Congressional District. 

We understand that this redistricting 
issue is a basic issue about the alloca- 
tion of power in this country. The 
question is: Are we going to have a 
government that is reflective of those 
who are governed, or will our Govern- 
ment consist of a few hand-picked peo- 
ple who are the political and economic 
elite of this Nation, or will people like 
me be able to walk the Halls of Con- 
gress, be able to gain election to pol- 
icymaking positions, to be able to be- 
come a part of the very fabric of Amer- 
іса/в democracy? 

The reason I say people like me, is 
because I come from common stock. I 
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am not from a wealthy family. My fa- 
ther was a policeman in the city of At- 
lanta for 21 years. He was one of the 
first black policemen. 

He had to endure outrageous condi- 
tions where he could not go into cer- 
tain areas of town; he could not arrest 
people who were not black; he could 
not even change his police uniform in 
the headquarters of the Atlanta Police 
Department. The black policemen of 
his era were forced to go around the 
corner and down the street to the local 
black YMCA and change their clothes. 

Out of his struggle to be able to prac- 
tice his profession with dignity, came 
the opportunity to change politics in 
the city of Atlanta. Even at a very 
early age, I am fortunate to have been 
a part of his struggle to make change 
in the city of Atlanta. Through the col- 
lective efforts of people from common 
stock all across this country, we have 
been able to make a democracy in this 
country of which we can be proud. 

Now, we can truly say that people 
can rise above tremendous odds, people 
can overcome tremendous cir- 
cumstances, and people can become a 
fabric in our democracy. 

Through our participation, we can 
give hope to people who have been 
hopeless. We give voice to people who 
had been voiceless. We now are able to 
make dreams come true. And even in 
the much-maligned 11th Congressional 
District of the State of Georgia, we 
have been able to make dreams come 
true. 

I have got some maps here of dis- 
tricts that have not had to endure the 
kind of negative remarks or negative 
characterizations that have been made 
about the district that I represent. 

We have here the district from Ili- 
nois, the Sixth District, which has a 
supermajority; happens to be 95 per- 
cent. That majority is white. This dis- 
trict has remained unchallenged. No- 
body thought that this district had an 
irregular shape. Nobody thought there 
was anything wrong with the super- 
majority of 95 percent. 

This district has been untouched and 
unscathed, as we have seen the issue of 
redistricting raised all across the 
South and now even into our northern 
States. 

І also have a map of another district. 
This is the Sixth Congressional Dis- 
trict of Texas. Now, all of the districts 
in Texas were challenged, but some- 
thing strange happened. Only the dis- 
tricts that were African-American were 
found unconstitutional and one district 
that is majority Latino was found un- 
constitutional. But this district, which 
has a very regular shape according to 
the courts, and, of course, there is 
nothing wrong with the supermajority, 
was found constitutional. 

It seems to me that there is defi- 
nitely a double standard if anyone 
could say that this district is neither 
of irregular shape nor of supermajority 
that is unconstitutional. 
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Of course, this is the llth Congres- 
sional District of Georgia. The Su- 
preme Court did not say that it was ir- 
regular in shape, but they did say it 
was unconstitutional, because of a 64- 
percent supermajority. 

Of course, what kind of people are in 
this district? People who only want a 
fair shake from their Government. Peo- 
ple who want to feel that they can go 
to their precinct and cast a vote for a 
candidate who at the end of the day 
will be a representative of their choice. 

If the people in Georgia who happen 
to reside in Georgia’s llth Congres- 
sional District now find that they must 
cast a vote in which their vote is not as 
meaningful, I think it would be a sad 
day in the State of Georgia. 

But, Mr. Speaker, we are a nation of 
laws and we are a nation of court deci- 
sions. And, of course, all of us have to 
abide by the laws of the land and we 
must also abide by court decisions, 
even when we disagree with them. 

I am pleased that we have with us a 
representative, strong advocate for the 
people of the State of Florida. One of 
the things that we noticed is that 
women have an opportunity to get 
elected as a result of redistricting, be- 
cause we have open seats, because we 
have retirements. So, when redistrict- 
ing takes place, sometimes women are 
negatively affected. 

We have with us Representative 
CORRINE BROWN whose district has also 
been targeted and I would hope that 
CORRINE does not have to go through 
what I am going through in the State 
of Georgia. But I guarantee my col- 
leagues one thing, the face of this re- 
districting battle is as much about 
women as it is about African-Ameri- 


cans. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to say before I begin, in this 
Congress it has been pretty hot for me 
in these last 6 months and it has not 
been a lot of fun, but one of the joys 
has been serving with the gentlewoman 
from Georgia [Ms. MCKINNEY] in the 
103d and the 104th; a Member that is 
committed to all of the people in this 
country. We stand together and I will 
fight for all of the people. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. Thank you. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
that is one of the things that I can also 
attest to, that what we are experienc- 
ing now is not the first time it was ex- 
perienced in the Congress of the United 
States. In fact, іп the 180075, the same 
kind of challenges to African-Ameri- 
cans took place. 

This year, we celebrate the 30th anni- 
versary of the Voting Rights Act, and 
the 75th anniversary of women’s right 
to vote. In 1962, only 5.3 percent of the 
voting age black population was reg- 
istered to vote in Mississippi. There 
were only 500 black elected officials in 
the entire country. Today there are 
over 5,000 black elected officials. 

The 75th anniversary of women's 
right to vote represents a long struggle 
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and great sacrifices. Women had to 
fight against entrenched opposition 
with almost no financial, legal, or po- 
litical powers of their own. 

For the first 150 years of our Nation’s 
history, American Government did not 
include women. Does the gentlewoman 
from Georgia want to respond to that? 
Can you imagine this Congress without 
any women? 

Ms. MCKINNEY. I can imagine it, but 
I cannot imagine a real democracy 
without women. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. But women 
won the right to vote by the slimmest 
of margins. In the House of Representa- 
tives, suffrage passed by exactly the 
number of votes needed, with one sup- 
porter carried in from the hospital and 
the other leaving his wife’s deathbed to 
vote. 

In the Senate, suffrage passed with 
just two votes to spare. When the 19th 
amendment was sent to the States for 
ratification, Tennessee, the last State, 
passed it by a single vote during a re- 
count. So it just amazes me that people 
cannot understand how important 
their vote is. 

Redistricting, since the 1990 census, 
has marked tremendous gains for 
women and minorities. In 1992, the year 
we were elected to Congress, was a his- 
torical year for Florida. For the first 
time in over 120 years, an African- 
American was elected to Congress from 
Florida. 

I do not understand why people do 
not feel history is important. I want to 
repeat that. For the first time in over 
120 years, an African-American was 
elected to the U.S. Congress from Flor- 
ida. 

At the same time, I was elected to 
represent the Third Congressional Dis- 
trict, my colleagues, Representative 
CARRIE MEEKS and Representative 
ALCEE HASTINGS were also elected to 
represent Florida. 
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Sixteen new African-American Mem- 
bers, mostly from the South, were seat- 
ed in the House of Representatives, and 
one African-American Senator, CAROL 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, was seated, expanding 
the Congressional Black Caucus mem- 
bers to 40, the largest ever. Now there 
are 57 women, 19 Hispanic, 8 Asians and 
1 American Indian. This is the highest 
number of minorities to ever serve in 
the history of the U.S. Congress. De- 
spite these gains, Less than 2 percent 
of the elected officials in this country 
are black. We still need the Voting 
Rights Act, and we still have a long 
way to go. I want to repeat that: Less 
than 2 percent of the elected officials 
in this country are black. 

I and others would not have the 
honor to serve in Washington if it were 
not for the courage and sacrifice of 
great leaders who led the way before 
us. Let me tell you about the person 
from Florida, the first black, and only, 
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elected was Josiah Wells, was elected 
from the area that I now have the 
honor of serving, Gainesville, Fl., and 
he was elected in the year 1879. He was 
elected from the Third Congressional 
District, just like me. Josiah Wells’ 
election was challenged, and he lost his 
seat after only less than 2 months in 
office. 

However, by the time he had already 
been elected to a new term, believe it 
or not, his next election he won, the 
courthouse burned down, the election 
was challenged and he was thrown out. 
So it is not much different between 
1879 and 1995, thus ended Florida’s first 
congressional career for a black Rep- 
resentative. 

I went on and did some research on 
him. He left the Congress. He went to 
my school, Florida A&M University, 
and he headed up the Department of 
Education there. Once Reconstruction 
began, 21 black Congressman were 
elected from the South between 1870 
and 1901. 

However, after 1901, when Jim Crow 
tightened his grip, no black was elected 
to Congress from the South in over 70 
years. It is more timely than ever to 
study what happened to black rep- 
resentation during the Reconstruction. 
This period may seem like ancient his- 
tory, but what happened then seems to 
be happening over again. When the re- 
districting process began in Florida in 
1992, leaders of the Florida Legislature, 
where I served as a representative for 
10 years, proposed that we have one Af- 
rican-American congressperson from 
Miami, at 52 percent, even though the 
census shows that minorities in Flor- 
ida represent close to 40 percent. 

The proposed new African-American 
district would be located in Miami, al- 
though Orlando, Jacksonville, Day- 
tona, Tallahassee would still be unrep- 
resented. The legislative leaders made 
it clear they would not compromise, 
and, in fact, I want you to know what 
happened in Florida. The legislature 
could not draw districts in Florida. The 
courts took over, and the reason why 
the courts took over is because every- 
body that was in charge of the redis- 
tricting was running for Congress. So 
it did not have anything to do with 
whether you were African-American, 
but everybody in charge was running, 
from the President of the Senate to the 
people in the House, that headed up re- 
districting to the people in the Senate. 

So we could not pass a plan in Flor- 
ida. So you cannot disregard the role 
that politics plays in drawing districts. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
read the brief that the plaintiffs in 
your case filed. I would like for you to 
explain to the American people the 
basis on which the plaintiffs have filed 
a lawsuit against the Third Congres- 
sional District of Florida. What were 
some of their reasons? 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. The main 
reason is that they felt that the person 
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from the Third Congressional District 
voted with the Black Caucus, not voted 
for the people of the Third Congres- 
sional District. 

I had 13 town meetings during the 
break. I saw over 3,000 people, and we 
are altogether on our other issues. We 
all do not support any of the Medicaid 
cuts; you see, this is what we have in 
common: We do not support the cuts in 
education, the cuts to the senior citi- 
zens; putting children first with the 
cuts. If we are supposed to balance the 
budget, the people from the Third Con- 
gressional District feel that women and 
children should go first. It should not 
be on the backs of the poor people and 
the working people in this country. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. But the plaintiffs 
have said that because you vote with 
the Congressional Black Caucus on 
these kinds of issues, that you do not 
deserve to sit in Congress and that the 
people that you represent do not de- 
serve to have a voice in Congress? Is 
that what they are saying? 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. That is ex- 
actly what they are saying, but more 
than that, the people of the Third Con- 
gressional District have had opportuni- 
ties to decide who they want to rep- 
resent them, and we are not talking 
about some of these Members of Con- 
gress that just did win. This Member 
won close to 60 percent. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. So you won. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Keep in mind 
now, the plaintiff, I beat him close to 
70 percent. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. Wait a minute now. 
I do not believe what you are saying, 
because the organizer of the plaintiffs 
in the 11th District of Georgia was my 
former opponent. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Well, the or- 
ganizer of the Third Congressional Dis- 
trict, who, by the way, does not live in 
the Third Congressional District, you 
know, but wants to dictate what hap- 
pens in the third, I beat him close to 70 
percent in the last election, well, in 
1992. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. So really it appears 
that what we are seeing is people run 
for office. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Losing by 
large numbers. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. They lose, then they 
cannot stand the agony of defeat, par- 
ticularly to a woman. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. А black 
woman. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. So then they go 
against the will of, I won by 66 percent 
in 1994, so they go against the will of 66 
percent of the people in the district. I 
had five plaintiffs, and they take it out 
on 580,000 people, is that what you are 
saying? 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. That is ex- 
actly what Iam saying. That is exactly 
what I am saying. For the courts, this 
is the sad indictment to come up with 
rulings to ignore the history of this 
country; you know, it would have been 
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nice to think that America has always 
been color-blind and that women and 
minorities have always had the oppor- 
tunity to participate. But they have 
not. 

As I told you earlier, women for the 
first 150 years of this country could not 
vote in this country. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. I am so pleased that 
we have been joined by another woman 
whose district has been declared uncon- 
stitutional. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Excuse me, is 
this the same district that Barbara 
Jordan represented for over 20 years? 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. No. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. This is a new dis- 
trict, but Barbara Jordan's historic 
district was also found unconstitu- 
tional by the Texas lower court, but 
now they found this district constitu- 
tional, so this district is constitu- 
tional, but this woman does not de- 
serve a seat in Congress. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. If that is Ms. 
JOHNSON from Texas I think she has a 
very compact district, although com- 
pactness should not be the only cri- 
teria to decide how to district. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. Why do we not hear 
from Congresswoman EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON from Texas and she can tell us 
about the Texas situation. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Thank you very much. Let me 
applaud you for being persistent about 
the right of voters in the various dis- 
tricts. In Texas, black citizens were 
not allowed to vote in the primary 
until 1944, and then they bought poll 
tax, and it was not until the early 
197078 that we were allowed to register 
to vote without paying. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Excuse me, I 
did not hear you. You must be mis- 
taken. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. No; it is a matter of record. We 
had to pay poll tax to vote and, then 
we had to go through a lot of intimida- 
tion. So we were delighted when the 
Voting Rights Act came in 1965, and for 
the first time in Texas, for the 1970 
census, we were able to have an oppor- 
tunity to have representation at State 
level as well as congressional level. 

The district that I occupy was sup- 
posed to come about after the 1970 cen- 
sus. But, indeed, it came 20 years later. 
The district that I represent is one 
that is over one metropolitan area, and 
it is clear that the lines are a little jag- 
ged, not quite as jagged as District Six. 
I do not know the real difference, actu- 
ally, except that mine is 45 percent 
black populated, and because of that it 
was declared unconstitutional. It is in- 
teresting. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. Wait a minute. Your 
district is 45 percent black and it is un- 
constitutional, my district is 64 per- 
cent black and it is unconstitutional. 
What is your district? 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mine is 50-50. 


25040 


Ms. MCKINNEY. Yours is 50 percent 
black, that is unconstitutional. Does 
that mean any percent black is uncon- 
stitutional? 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. It appears that way because 
that district is 91-регсепб white and it 
is constitutional. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Let me say, 
in Florida, until 1982, we elected two 
members to the Florida Senate for the 
first time in 100 years. I just want you 
to know we have not come that far. 
The history of representation in this 
country is not great. If you look down 
in Florida, we did not elect a woman 
until, I think, 1986, not in the history 
of the State of Florida. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. Congresswoman 
BROWN and I were amazed to discover 
that the organizer of the plaintiffs in 
the Georgia case was a gentleman who 
had run in the llth district and had 
lost. The same situation prevails in the 
Florida case. Could you tell us a little 
bit about the plaintiff in your State? 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. It became a problem because he 
lost? 

Ms. MCKINNEY Well, I doubt very se- 
riously, had he won, that we would be 
in this situation now. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. So if you do not win when you 
run, you can file a lawsuit? 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I guess so, 
and you have friends in the courts. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. I think the thing that troubles 
me the most about this is that we have 
heard statements from some that feel 
that they should not be represented by 
black people. That is clearly very in- 
teresting, since we have been rep- 
resented by whites all of our history. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. We continue to vote 
for whites. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Indeed, and most of them have 
not really been that responsive. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. You know 
one of the things that I find outstand- 
ing by every black Congressperson that 
I know is that we vote for people is- 
sues, and it does not have anything to 
do with color. When I vote for lunch 
programs, I want all of the children to 
be able to go to school and have school 
lunch. 

While fighting against Medicare and 
Medicaid and the cuts, I am represent- 
ing all of the people of Florida. I do not 
see how a Congressperson from Florida 
can go along with the proposals that 
they have to cut Medicaid and Medi- 
care. Reverse Robin Hood: Robbing 
from the poor and working people to 
give to the rich. There are not other 
Members in Congress more democratic 
than the black Members of the caucus. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. Well, I would agree 
with you and say that when I put my 
card in the little machine and I press 
my “уеа” or “пау” button, it does not 
have “Маск” on it. So when I cast my 
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vote, my vote counts the same as ev- 
eryone else’s vote up here, and when I 
cast my vote on issues, I am looking at 
the impact of that vote on all of my 
constituents, not just not black con- 
stituents. When I come up here, I do 
not vote just for black people, I vote 
for everybody. 
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Ms. BROWN of Florida. It just always 
amazes me how when people parade 
through black churches in September, 
October, and November, they see no re- 
lationship to what they do in January 
once they are sworn in. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Well, I think the important 
thing is for those persons that we rep- 
resent, we try very hard to be respon- 
sive. We answer mail, we visit, we an- 
swer questions, and we try to respond 
and vote to represent that majority. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. All of the 
people. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. I am sorry to say that very, 
very often, when I have voted for peo- 
ple, I did not get that responsiveness. I 
did not always get my letters an- 
swered. If I asked questions they did 
not like, I was avoided. That has not 
happened with me. What about the 
other gentlewomen? 

Ms. McKINNEY. I can tell the other 
gentlewomen that in our congressional 
office we have serviced, in our case- 
work alone, thousands of our constitu- 
ents. Now, we do not hang a shingle on 
the door that says black here and 
white here. We do not do that. Every- 
body comes into our office and we treat 
everybody with dignity and respect, be- 
cause that is the way we want to be 
treated. So we do not make a difference 
between our constituents. We serve all 
of our constituents. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I am very 
proud of the service that my office ren- 
dered to the people of the Third con- 
gressional district. I have gone into lit- 
tle counties and the next day the head- 
lines in the paper reads the first time 
in anybody’s memory they had even 
seen a Member of Congress. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. That is correct. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. The first 
time they had ever seen a Member of 
the United States Congress. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. I represent a little 
county of roughly about 2,000 folks or 
so. It is Glascock County. It is the реа- 
cock capital of Georgia. I went there 
for a visit. It was the first time that 
that county had ever been visited by a 
Member of Congress. And that county, 
by the way, is a majority white county. 
So we do not distinguish our constitu- 
ents on the basis of race, and it is un- 
fortunate that five unhappy people 
would be able to hold 580,000 people 
hostage as we go through this redis- 
tricting process. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. I believe that one thing that I 


September 14, 1995 


will always be known for is my respon- 
siveness to all people without regard to 
color or age or gender, and I think my 
record is clear. 

As a matter of fact, I have not won 
with less than 73 percent of the vote. 
When I ran for the Texas House in 1972, 
I became the first black woman in the 
whole area ever elected to public office 
and I did not get any more opposition 
the whole time I held that office. When 
I ran for the Texas Senate, after my 
first race, I did not get any other oppo- 
sition. So I must be pleasing a major- 
ity. I received 93 percent of the vote in 
my primary coming to the U.S. Con- 

ess. 

I believe that I am pleasing the ma- 
jority. But there was one person who 
indicated that she did not want to live 
in that district and so she joined with 
the plaintiffs. I do not have a problem 
with that person’s opinion. I have lived 
in districts that I did not want to live 
in. But I think it is called democracy. 
Democracy in this country is admired 
the world over. We have attempted to 
spread it throughout the world and it is 
a difficult form of government. It is 
probably the most expensive form, but 
it is the form that we all prefer. It is a 
form that we have respected, it is a 
form that we fought for. 

In every war, we have been a part of 
that, defending this Nation. We have 
been a part of law enforcement. We 
have been a part of teaching. I do not 
know a profession that we have not 
wanted to be, even before we could be, 
a part of. 

I believe that this country has prom- 
ised all of its people one vote per per- 
son, and I do not think it eliminates us 
now. I realize that it did at one time. I 
believe that these districts are worth 
standing up for. I think they are worth 
fighting for, because we fought for free- 
dom and this is АП a part of it. 

It is clear that we have been dealt 
some negative blows. It is clear that we 
have all suffered race discrimination. 
it is clear that we continue to face 
those barriers. But I believe if we suc- 
cumb to those barriers, we will be let- 
ting a lot of people down. We would be 
letting this country down because this 
country’s promise is not to have dis- 
criminatory practices, and we owe that 
as a responsibility to all of this Na- 
tion’s people. 

We need to get to know each other, 
because once we do, we will not have 
the same barriers as before we do. I be- 
lieve that it has been educational for 
the persons that I represented to get to 
know me and for me to get to know 
them. That is really what makes a real 
understanding and acceptance. 

It is unfortunate that we have to go 
through this first, but can either of the 
gentlewomen name any institution 
that has not come through the growing 
pains? And, yes, this has been long, it 
has been hard, it has been heart- 
breaking, it has been disappointing, 
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and it is hard to explain it to your chil- 
dren, it is hard to explain to your 
grandchildren, but we cannot give up. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. We absolutely can- 
not give up. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. We stand on 
very tall shoulders. If we think about 
people that have died to give us the op- 
portunity to stand here on this floor 
and have this conversation, then I am 
committed that we will never go back 
to an institution of all white men. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. I agree with the gen- 
tlewoman, and I just did a little list 
here of the women whose districts have 
been targeted. Women. So while we 
three up here also happen to be Afri- 
can-American, we are women trying to 
make it in a traditionally male envi- 
ronment. 

SHEILA JACKSON-LEE is the gentle- 
woman's colleague from Texas; the 
gentlewoman from New York, NYDIA 
VELAZQUEZ, is America's first Puerto 
Rican American Congresswoman. 
Somebody in the State of New York 
does not like the fact that we have, for 
the first time іп our Nation's history, a 
Puerto Rican American woman voting 
on the floor of the United States House 
of Representatives. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. As I said be- 
fore, this is the first time, these past 3 
years, ог 2%, that we have had a di- 
verse Congress. It has been the most di- 
verse. Look who championed the issues 
of the people. Iam very proud to stand 
with the Women’s Caucus, the Hispanic 
Caucus, the Black Caucus, the Demo- 
cratic Caucus for the people of this 
country. 

If we look at the attacks on affirma- 
tive action, and I recognize that is an- 
other talk, but we have 98 percent of 
all of the jobs in all of the categories 
held by white males and they are only 
42 percent of the population. It is like 
my grandmamma's sweet potato pie. 
All we have is a thin slice, and they do 

not want us to have that slice. 
Ms. MCKINNEY. Well, І want to 
thank both of the gentlewomen for 
joining me in this special order and I 
would like to conclude by saying that I 
know that this struggle, as the gentle- 
woman correctly point out, is growing 
pains for the south and it is growing 
pains for our Nation. 

We do not stand alone in Georgia’s 
fight that we are having. We have been 
joined by the Congressional Black Cau- 
cus, the Democratic National Commit- 
tee, the Democratic Congressional 
Campaign Committee, the State of 
Texas, the National Voting Rights In- 
stitution, Mexican American Legal De- 
fense Educational Fund, National 
Asian Pacific American Legal Consor- 
tium, the NAACP, the National Organi- 
zation for Women, the National Organi- 
zation for Women Legal Defense Fund, 
National Urban League, People for the 
American Way, and Women's Legal De- 
fense Fund. It is obvious that we do not 
stand alone. 
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Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. It is very ironic that gerry- 
mandering never became an issue until 
they started to include us. Districts 
were drawn all kinds of ways. I hap- 
pened to have chaired the State Senate 
redistricting committee for congres- 
sional districts, and all kinds of re- 
quests came in. They wanted to include 
their grandfather’s burial site, their 
grandmother’s birthplace, an army 
site, a certain street, and a little store 
that they visited in. But when it in- 
cludes black voters, it becomes illegal. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. I would ask the peo- 
ple of this great Nation to please stand 
with these women who are here and the 
other women whose districts have been 
targeted and say that we appreciate 
the kind of democracy that we have 
now achieved; and while we are faced 
with the position of some people trying 
to take us back, this country will not 
go back, and that the people will join 
with us as we fight to move this coun- 
try even more forward toward a greater 
type of democracy that includes every- 
body. 

I thank the other gentlewomen very 
much for participating. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I thank the 
gentlewoman. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. I thank the gentlewoman. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MIL- 
LER of Florida). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of May 12, 1995, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HOKE] is rec- 
ognized for 60 minutes as a designee of 
the majority leader. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to review some of the areas that we 
have been involved in the past couple 
of weeks that we have gotten back 
since the break, and particularly to 
look forward to what we are going to 
be doing during the next 2 months, be- 
cause this is going to be an extraor- 
dinarily busy time, a very exciting 
time, and, frankly, and extremely chal- 
lenging time for House Republicans on 
a number of fronts. 

I think, first of all, it is important to 
look at the big picture and to remind 
ourselves, and, of course, I am not 
speaking directly to the American peo- 
ple, but to you, Mr. Speaker, and per- 
haps they will hear also, but to remind 
ourselves that as we responsibly cut 
Government, which is what the Amer- 
ican people want us to do, we also in- 
tend to grow America. Our plan is 
based on the principle that America’s 
greatness is based on its people, not its 
bureaucracy, and that its greatest ac- 
complishments lie in front of us and 
not behind us. 

We have essentially four things that 
we are going to continue to work on up 
until the end of this term of the first 
year of the 104th Congress. The first is 
to balance the budget in 7 years. As we 
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all know, Mr. Speaker, we passed a 
budget resolution in late June that 
shows a roadmap to how we can get to 
a balanced budget by the year 2002. We 
have worked assiduously passing ap- 
propriations bills that will do exactly 
that. 

First of all, in these appropriation 
bills, we have begun with the legisla- 
tive branch itself and the conference 
report, because we all know that char- 
ity begins at home and so do the cuts. 
If we cannot take personal responsibil- 
ity right here in this House, and if we 
cannot set an example and show how 
we Republicans ourselves are willing to 
make the sacrifices that are necessary, 
how on Earth can we possibly ask the 
American public to do the same thing. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we began with an 8 
percent reduction in the 1996 appropria- 
tion for legislative branch, and that is 
a $205 million cut below the 1995 levels. 
I think it is important to remember 
that when we are talking about this 
cut of $205 million, that is a real cut. 
That is not a phony smoke and mirrors 
Washington cut, that is actual real dol- 
lars: $205 million less than what we are 
spending in fiscal year 1995, the year 
that is going to end on October 1. 

That is a remarkable difference, be- 
cause in the past we have used this 
dark alchemy of baseline budgeting to 
confuse the American public. And it is 
the same dark alchemy that is being 
used right now by our liberal friends on 
the other side of the aisle to claim that 
we are decreasing, or cutting, slashing 
I think is the word that is used most 
frequently, slashing Medicare in order 
to pay for ‘‘tax cuts for the гісһ”. 

The fact is, Mr. Speaker, that we are 
increasing in real dollars; not in in- 
flated dollars, not in projected dollars, 
but in real dollars off of the 1995 actual 
amount. We are increasing the amount 
of money that will be spend on Medi- 
care. 
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lam going to get to that in a minute, 
but I want to emphasize, as I go 
through some of these appropriation 
bills, that we have actually genuinely 
cut real dollars; in the case of leg 
branch, 205 million real dollars, from 
what we spent in 1995, not $205 million 
less than what somebody at CBO, an 
analyst who was never elected to any- 
thing at CBO projected we would be 
spending in 1996, but in fact $205 mil- 
lion less than we have spent in 1995. 

How about on the foreign operations 
side of it? We did slash foreign aid. We 
cut the foreign aid appropriation by 
$1.5 billion below the 1995 levels. That 
is an 11%-percent reduction. 

In the Department of Interior appro- 
priations bill we cut spending there by 
$1.6 billion over the 1995 levels. 

And we eliminated bureaucracies. We 
ended the funding for six Federal agen- 
cies, including the National Biological 
Survey, the Bureau of Mines, the Office 
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of Indian Education, and the Office of 
Emergency Preparedness. 

Treasury-Postal Service; we deliv- 
ered spending cuts that we promised. 
We reduced spending by more than $300 
million below the fiscal year 1995 lev- 
els. 

In the Department of Agriculture we 
have truly sown the seeds of deficit re- 
duction. We have cut farm and food 
spending by $6.3 billion below the 1995 
fiscal year budget. That is a 9-percent 
reduction. 

The American people have been say- 
ing for several decades we are subsidiz- 
ing agricultural interests in a way that 
does not make any sense, and, if you 
listen to many, many farmers, they say 
exactly the same thing because what 
we do is we pay farmers to not grow 
crops that they probably would not 
have wanted to have grown anyway had 
the market been allowed to act as it 
should, and, as a result of that, we have 
a distorted marketplace in the agricul- 
tural industry in this country, and we 
are making those changes in real terms 
on a real-time basis. 

Also in the Department of Agri- 
culture we have reduced welfare spend- 
ing. We have cut the food stamp budget 
by $1.7 billion below fiscal year 1995, a 
6-percent reduction going specifically 
after the waste, fraud, and abuse that 
exists in that area at the same time 
that we have increased nutrition fund- 
ing. This is the WIC program for 
women, infants, and children, and also 
the school nutrition, school lunches, 
that we have increased substantially. 
WIC goes up 7% percent. That is $260 
million more than in 1995, and child nu- 
trition funding jumped 6.7 percent, $581 
million over 1995. 

We have ended a lot of pork-barrel 
spending. This is also in the Agri- 
culture appropriations bill. Its tax- 
payer support is terminated for 80 spe- 
cial research and extension projects: 
The Rural Development Loan Fund, 
the Outreach for Socially Disadvan- 
taged Farmers and Ranchers Program, 
the Honey Program, and university re- 
search buildings and facilities. 

In the Department of Transportation, 
Transportation appropriations bill, we 
have reduced funding by $1.4 billion. 
That is a 10-percent cut. 

And in the appropriations bill on 
Commerce, Justice, State, and Judici- 
ary we have also had substantial cuts 
that include the beginning of tearing 
down and taking apart brick by brick 
the Commerce Department. Commerce 
funding is cut by $715 million in the 
first step toward eliminating that De- 
partment completely. 

What we have done is we have in- 
creased domestic-violence funding by 
fivefold to combat the appalling 
amount of violence that is committed, 
spousal violence and nonspousal vio- 
lence, domestic violence, committed 
against women in the United States. 
We have $125 million provided for do- 
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mestic-violence programs, which is a 
$100 million increase. 

In the VA-HUD bill we have cut 
spending by more than 510 billion 
below fiscal year 1995 levels. That is an 
II-percent reduction. 

And on and on and on, and so those 
who say that we are not cutting the 
budget or that, if we are going to fix 
Medicare, we should be digging deeper 
into other parts of the budget, think 
again. We have been extraordinarily 
aggressive with respect to every area of 
the budget, including, to a certain ex- 
tent, national defense, where there has 
been no increase, although that budget 
has remained flat, and I think, as you 
know, Mr. Speaker, I differ with some 
of my colleagues with respect to that 
because I think there is a lot more that 
we could be and should be doing with 
respect to streamlining and bringing 
best commercial practices and procure- 
ment practices into the Department of 
Defense. 

But I wanted to go on to the next 
area of the budget that I think is im- 
portant and the next thing that we are 
going to be doing, as Republicans, in 
the coming 90 days, and that has to do 
with something I know is very close to 
your interests, Mr. Speaker, and that 
is to save Medicare. I think when we 
talk about Medicare we have to start 
out with the trustees’ report of April 
1995 and remind ourselves that there is 
actually a real problem, a genuine 
problem, and that if we do not do some- 
thing to fix the problem, we run the 
danger, the real risk, of not having 
Medicare and that, if we do not go after 
this now, if we do not do something to 
make it solvent, what we are saying is 
we are not going to be responsible. We 
are just not going to take the advice of 
the Medicare trustees in their report to 
the President. 

Let us see what they said. They said, 
quote, under all the sets of assump- 
tions the trust fund, that is the Medi- 
care trust fund, is projected to become 
exhausted even before the major demo- 
graphic shift begins. 

Now what do they mean there? They 
are talking about when they are talk- 
ing about the major demographic shift, 
talking about the shift of baby- 
boomers, people about my age, who be- 
come retirees. That will happen in 
about 20 or so years, and that is a shift 
that will mean that, instead of having 
3.3 workers for every retiree, for every 
Medicare beneficiary, at that time, the 
year 2030 I believe it is, we will—or 
2025--ме go to the point where we have 
got two workers in this country for ev- 
erybody Medicare beneficiary. Now, 
even well before that the trust fund is 
projected to become exhausted. 

The other thing that they say is, 
quote, the fact that exhaustion would 
occur under a broad range of future 
economic conditions and is expected to 
occur in the relatively new future indi- 
cates the urgency of addressing the 
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health insurance trust fund's financial 
imbalance. 

Well, what does that mean? Who is 
supposed to address it? Well, presum- 
ably, and in fact if you read the entire 
report, it is very clear who they expect 
to address it. They expect people in po- 
sitions of responsibility in the Federal 
Government, specifically the President 
and the Congress. That means the 
House and the Senate, we are expected 
to come up with these—first of all to 
take the problem seriously, and, second 
of all, to act on it. 

I see that I have been joined by my 
good friend from Maryland. I suspect 
he wanted to add something to this. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. I am 
happy to join the discussion of Medi- 


care. 

I think to put this in perspective 
that one of the first things that we 
need to do is to chat for just a moment 
about how Medicare is related to bal- 
ancing the budget. I notice a lot of col- 
umnists and a lot of Congressmen will 
directly or indirectly relate our prob- 
lem with Medicare to balancing the 
budget. 

What we are talking about here and 
what the trustees were talking about is 
part A of Medicare. That has a trust 
fund just like Social Security. It really 
has nothing to do with the budget. 

We make the statement that, and it 
is a very correct statement, that if the 
budget were balanced today, we would 
still face exactly the same problems 
with most Social Security and with 
Medicare that we face now, and so this 
is not a problem which is related to 
balancing the budget. It is true that if 
the budget were balanced today that 
we still face a problem having to do 
something about Medicare or it is 
going to be bankrupt. 

Now I know that there are those who 
are saying that the Republicans are 
going to cut Medicare. That is not 
true, and we will come to that in a cou- 
ple of moments. You need to go to 
school for some elementary math if 
you think the Republicans are cutting 
Medicare. 

Yes, sir; you had a comment? 

Mr. HOKE. I think it is worth ex- 
plaining why specifically this trust 
fund or why specifically whether or not 
the budget was balanced today does not 
affect this, and I think it is fairly easy 
to understand once you understand 
where the money comes from that goes 
into this trust fund because the only 
money that goes into the Medicare 
trust fund is from the payroll tax, the 
1.45 percent times two, 2.9 percent, be- 
cause it is matched payroll tax that is 
due—I am sorry, the 1.4-percent tax 
that is paid by each person with earned 
income in the United States. And that 
money goes directly into this trust 
fund. 

The Federal Government is pre- 
cluded, is forbidden, from using any 
other Federal funds to pay for the pay- 
ments that are made by the Health 
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Care Financing Administration [HCFA] 
to pay for medical services. They must 
use the Medicare trust fund for those 
services. They cannot use the general 
fund of the United States. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. That is 
for part A, and that is the one the 
trustees are talking about, that is the 
one that is in trouble, and that is the 
one that we are talking about that we 
must do something to strengthen it, 
and save it, and preserve it so it will be 
there for our children. 

By the way, I think in 23 out of the 
last 27 years we have increased the 
payroll deduction for Medicare, so it 
has gone up, and up, and up, and we ob- 
viously cannot continue to do that. 

By the way, if we doubled or tripled 
that withholding, Medicare is still in 
trouble. So we have got to do some- 
thing beyond that. 

So the first point that we need to 
make is that Medicare is not related to 
the budget. It is off budget. 

Now I know that we have been taking 
the money from the Medicare trust 
fund. We take if from all trust funds. I 
do not agree that we ought to do that. 
I think we need to stop doing that. We 
need to enact legislation so that we 
can stop doing that because right now 
by law the surplus funds in these trust 
funds have to be invested in U.S. secu- 
rities. 

So, it is the Congress’ fault that 
these funds are not there. Every bin 
where there should be dollars, like the 
highway trust fund, and the Social Se- 
curity trust fund, and the Medicare 
trust fund, and the list goes on and on 
for a large number of trust funds, in 
those bins where there should be 
money there are just IOU’s, and the 
money is owed to the Government. 

But this is an accounting problem, 
and, as far as accounting is concerned, 
and I have a little graph here which 
shows the problem with the Medicare 
account, and what it says is that start- 
ing next year we will be spending more 
money than we are taking in. There is 
a surplus in the fund now, on paper. We 
have borrowed it, we need to give it 
back. 

But this still has nothing to do with 
balancing the budget, and, if we keep 
on going the way we are now, by 2002, 
maybe a little earlier, maybe a little 
later, because you cannot be really a 
perfect prophet in predicting what is 
going to happen economically in the 
future, but they said under all cir- 
cumstances, any circumstance they 
could look at it, it was going to go 
bankrupt, and a good guess is about 
2002, and you can see here it goes 
through the zero line in 2002, and that 
would be a catastrophe that we abso- 
lutely cannot afford to happen. 

So, it is very appropriate now that 
we step up, and, by the way, I would 
just like to encourage those that are 
on the other side of the aisle—— 

Mr. HOKE. Maybe I could ask a ques- 
tion because, if that is the case, if 
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under all the sets of circumstances 
that have been, you know, examined by 
the Medicare trustees, and, as I under- 
stand it, three of these are Members of 
the President's Cabinet—— 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. And 
four of them he appointed, and three 
are Cabinet Members; that is correct. 

Mr. HOKE. So, if there is a partisan 
issue, I suppose you could argue that 
these are all Democrats and that there 
are not Republicans. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. A ma- 
jority of them at least are, yes. 

Mr. HOKE. OK; so clearly this is not 
something that has been trumped up 
by the Republican Party to create 
some kind of a phony crisis. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. That is 
exactly right. This is not a Republican 
program. It was what, April 3, that the 
President’s trustees, the ones he ap- 
pointed—he appointed four of them. 
Three of them are Cabinet Members, 
and they are the ones that in their an- 
nual report point out that we have ab- 
solutely got to do something. 

Now all at once from the other side 
of the aisle and from many journalists 
this becomes a Republican problem. It 
is our problem, it is not a Republican 
problem, but it is a problem that Re- 
publicans are stepping up to, and it is 
a problem that those on the other side 
of the aisle have not been willing to 
step up to. They have been very willing 
to be the source of disseminating false 
information to the American people. 
We will have a chance to chat about 
that as we go on here. 

Mr. HOKE. This is what I am sort of 
driving at. You know, it seems to me 
that the responsible thing to do here is 
look at the problem, and then posit so- 
lutions for the problem itself, ask the 
American people what they think, seek 
their advice, seek their input, which is 
what we have obviously been doing for 
some time now, have hearings on it. We 
have had over 10 hearings, thousands 
and thousands of pages of testimony. 
This is certainly not a problem that 
just started this year. Obviously we 
have been concerned about Medicare 
for some time. 
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The President has made it very clear 
as well, and comes up with, in terms of 
numbers, with proposals with respect 
to the actual percentage of increase, 
reducing the amount of the increase in 
Medicare that is quite similar to the 
numbers that we have come up with, 
and yet in this House, we have not 
heard any positive alternative plans, or 
even the admission that maybe there is 
a problem here that we ought to ad- 
dress. 

How do you read that? Why? What is 
going on? Why has this become such a 
partisan issue? 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Well, 
as the gentleman knows, it should not 
be a partisan issue. It is everybody’s 
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problem. It is my mother’s problem. I 
am 69 years old, it is going to be my 
problem. But more important than 
that, it is my children’s problem and 
my grandchildren’s problem. Because 
what we are going to do if we do not do 
something responsible now is to re- 
quire them to take care of our health 
care, and that just is not fair. They are 
going to have their own problems in 
spades. 

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from 
Ohio pointed out, this demographic 
shift, which is all the baby boomers 
coming on board; if we think we have 
problems now with Medicare, just look 
down the road at where we are going to 
be when the baby boomers come on 
board. So we really need to be respon- 
sible now and to solve the problem now 
so that we can build the foundation so 
that we can solve the bigger problem 
that we are going to have when the 
baby boomers start coming on board. 
Then it is not going to be two-to-one, 
it is going to be a ratio of less than 
two-to-one. 

Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to get 
back for a moment to nail down this 
budget thing. This has nothing to do 
with the budget. When you hear some- 
one say that Republicans are cutting 
Medicare, the first untruth is we are 
not cutting Medicare. It is now $4,800 
per recipient per year. That is going to 
go up 40 percent or so to $6,700 per re- 
cipient, and nobody’s math is going to 
consider $4,800 to $6,700 a cut. 

So that is the first problem with the 
statement. But they go on to say that 
Republicans are cutting Medicare, 
which is not true, so that they can give 
a tax break to the rich. That is silly. 
That is like the gentleman from Ohio 
saying that if your neighbor would stop 
having such expensive vacations, you 
could buy a new car. 

Mr. Speaker, our problems with bal- 
ancing the budget have absolutely 
nothing to do with Medicare. It has its 
own trust fund. There is a problem 
there. We have to solve the problem. 
Again, I would just implore those at 
the other end of Pennsylvania Avenue 
and on the other side of the aisle here 
to please join us. 

What they are promoting is Medi- 
care. They are trying to frighten our 
senior citizens. That is not fair, that is 
not right. We have a problem and they 
can do productive if they join us in try- 
ing to solve that problem. 

We have been engaged now over the 
break and for more than a month, and 
in our office for much more than a 
month, in a continuing dialog with the 
American people. They now know that 
there is a problem, they know that 
they must be a part of the solution to 
this problem, and when they look at it 
honestly and face it fairly, you know, 
they have faced bigger problems in 
their lives, and if they are business 
people, they face bigger problems in 
their business. 
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I do not find our senior citizens 
frightened that we cannot solve this 
problem. I see some of them confused 
because they are getting different in- 
formation. So let us just nail down the 
fact that this has absolutely nothing to 
do with balancing the budget, it is a to- 
tally separate area, totally separate 
problem, and then we can go on to talk 
about what the problem is and what we 
can do about it. 

Mr. HOKE. Well, I would like to sug- 
gest an answer to the question that I 
asked I suppose rhetorically earlier, 
and that is why is this being portrayed 
the way it is by the other side of the 
aisle? I believe that it is because for 
some reason, the liberals particularly, 
and not all of the members of the mi- 
nority party in the Congress are doing 
this. But there is a strident and ugly 
strain that is brought out on this floor 
every day by people who have an ex- 
traordinarily great vested interest in 
keeping the system the way that it is. 
And what you find out is that what is 
really going on here is that this is 
about politics and politics is about 
power. 

Certain Members of the minority 
party in the Congress believe that this 
is the golden spike, this is what they 
need. This is the issue that is going to 
bring them back the House in 1996. To 
the extent that they are successful in 
confusing the public, perhaps they are 
right about that. 

Mr. Speaker, I thought there was an 
extraordinarily refreshing breath of 
fresh air that came from, of all places, 
the liberal journal of record in this 
country, the Washington Post this 
year, because they recognize exactly 
what is going on in terms of this par- 
tisan battle, and that there is no place 
for it if we are in fact going to take ad- 
vantage of the opportunity, which it is 
a small window of opportunity to fix 
this, to make it right and to move for- 
ward in a way that is fair to all Ameri- 
cans. I want to read this to you, be- 
cause I think it is very instructive. 

They said, and this is from just Tues- 
day, the day before yesterday in their 
lead editorial, they said, “Тһе Repub- 
licans are in control of the health care 
debate because this year they have 
forcefully taken the right position on 
the basic issue of controlling costs. The 
Democrats denounced the Republicans 
for proposing to gut the programs, but 
they have no serious counterproposal. 
Not the Democrats in Congress, and 
not the President either. Last year it 
was they who proposed health care re- 
form. This year they lie in the weeds. 
Why if the thing was urgent then is it 
not so now? They risk squandering for 
political reasons a chance to tame 
these programs that everyone agrees 
need to be tamed. They think they gain 
from this. We think they lose. They 
think it is clever, we think it is dumb. 
The problem for the Republicans is not 
that they are squeezing the health care 
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problems, it is that they are trying to 
squeeze them too hard. What if,” and it 
goes on, all the more reason for the 
Democrats to play a constructive part. 
What if they chose to help instead of 
using the issue to score political 
points?” 

In the same vein, from the Wall 
Street Journal just yesterday morning, 
and this is kind of remarkable when 
you have the Wall Street Journal, 
probably the most conservative major 
distribution newspaper in this country 
and the Washington Post, the most lib- 
eral distribution newspaper in this 
country, agreeing. 

The Wall Street Journal says: 

It is hard to tell among the fog of political 
war, but Republicans are about to propose 
their most important reform of the 104th 
Congress. They want to reestablish a private 
market for medical care for the elderly, 
thereby rescuing Medicare from what would 
otherwise be an inevitable crash. This is the 
ball to keep your eye on as the Medicare de- 
bate shrieks ahead amid the TV ads with 
tearful grandmas and reporters writing the 
budgetese. All the verbiage about $270 billion 
Medicare cuts or cuts in the growth of spend- 
ing, or managed care is beltway smoke. The 
only way to save Medicare now 1з to reintro- 
duce the very American concepts of choice in 
competition. Our understanding is that this 
is precisely the core of the GOP proposal, at 
least in the House. Instead of today’s one- 
size-fits-all plan, the elderly would begin to 
have a choice of insurance plans, just as 
most younger Americans do. 

Well, God bless the Washington Post 
and the Wall Street Journal for coming 
to agreement on this that, first of all, 
there is a real problem. Second of all, 
that Republicans, particularly in the 
House, have decided to aggressively 
and forthrightly and creatively and 
courageously come up with solutions 
to those problems and propose them in 
the light of day; and third, that it is 
time for the Democrats to get off of 
this political partisanship where they 
are going to try to make hay in a way 
that clearly has not stuck, if you look 
at all of the poll results, but that they 
should get off of that and join the de- 
bate and join with us to make and craft 
solutions that will genuinely benefit 
the American people. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Those 
are great editorials, and I think that 
they are saying what most Americans, 
when they have had a chance to look at 
the facts and think about it, what they 
are saying, too. 

I think that it is perhaps well to look 
at what the problem is. We can divide 
our health care into four segments. 
They are not of equal size, as you will 
see, but they have very disparate per- 
centages of increases per year. Medic- 
aid I think is increasing at about 14, 15 
percent a year. That is a government- 
run program. Medicare is increasing at 
about 10, 11 percent a year. That is a 
government-run program. 

If we go into the private sector, the 
major part of the private sector, the 
rate is increasing there about 4.5 per- 
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cent a year. Now, that is too much, 
that is above the inflation level, that 
has got to be brought down. That is a 
whole lot better than it was a couple of 
years ago, and it is a whole lot better 
than 14 or 15 percent. It is a whole lot 
better than 10.5 or 11 percent. 

The fourth category I want to men- 
tion is a unique part of the private sec- 
tor, and these are large corporations, 
large companies, that self-insure. Now, 
nobody is quarreling that the quality 
of health care has gone down in the pri- 
vate sector, that they have less than 
half the rate of increase per year as in 
these government-run programs. No- 
body is quarreling that the quality of 
health care is down. It is not down in 
these big companies. And you know 
what their experience has been? Last 
year they had a decrease of 1.1 percent 
in health care costs. So this tells us 
what the potential is. 

The article from the Wall Street 
Journal, that was particularly illus- 
trative, because it points out that what 
our program is aiming at is to bring 
competition to the marketplace. There 
is no competition in Medicaid, there is 
no competition in Medicare, there is 
some competition, we need more, but 
to the extent we have competition in 
the private sector, and even more in 
these large companies that can shop 
around, competition has done what it 
always does in a free economy. It has 
increased the quality and it has de- 
creased the price. So the Wall Street 
Journal is exactly correct. The solu- 
tion to the problem, I think, is provid- 
ing senior citizens options so that they 
can choose. 

Now, two things about this that will 
make this more important for senior 
citizens than for other people: I think 
we are smarter than other people, be- 
cause we have lived longer and we have 
more experience and we can trade on 
that experience. I do not have more 
time, but you know, many senior citi- 
zens are retired and they have time. 

I can remember when I was in the 
workplace and this open season came 
once a year and we could change to an- 
other policy, I did not have an oppor- 
tunity to look at those and study 
them. If I was reasonably happy with 
the one I was in, I stayed there. But 
this is not the case for senior citizens. 
They are very bright people, they have 
time, they will study, they will make 
great choices that are to their benefit. 

What that is going to require is com- 
petition in the marketplace, because 
we hope we are going to make available 
to them a wide menu, a wide menu of 
plans that they can choose from. They 
can stay right in Medicare, by the way, 
if they want to. Nobody has to leave if 
they are happy with where they are; 
They can stay there. But I think many 
people, most of the people, will opt to 
go to one of the other plans which will 
better fit their peculiar or personal or 
family situation. What this is going to 
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do is to make for competition. It is 
going to do for Medicare exactly what 
it has done in the private sector and 
what it has done for these large compa- 
nies, and the cost of health care is 
going to come down. 

Now, it does not even need to come 
down to 4.5 percent in Medicare, what 
is it, 6.5 percent or something, if we 
bring it down only that much, we are 
okay. I think we are kind of pessimis- 
tic. I think the senior citizens are 
smarter than that. I think they are 
going to do better than that, and I 
think that once they have this menu of 
opportunities that they are going to 
make great choices, the marketplace is 
going to respond, I think, in much less 
time than one would suspect, that we 
are going to be looking back at the 
Medicare problem and not looking at 
the Medicare problem. 

Mr. HOKE. Well, let us boil it down 
so that the senior citizens that, Mr. 
Speaker, may be watching these pro- 
ceedings could get a specific example, 
and I just want to give one. That is so 
that people can have a sense of exactly 
what will be available. For example, a 
15-year-old with an average income, 
what are the options that will be avail- 
able? 

No. 1, the first option is that senior 
citizen can stay in the traditional Med- 
icare program. That means no addi- 
tional deductible or copayment. It 
means a continued 31.5 percent pre- 
mium rate for the part B premium, and 
in other words, anybody that is in the 
program right now can stay in it with 
exactly the same benefits and the same 
levels and the same co-pay with no in- 
creases whatsoever except what are al- 
ready scheduled. That is No. 1. 

No. 2 is that they can choose a man- 
aged care option with prescription drug 
coverage, and this is an option that is 
available now to many people in the 
private sector and will be available to 
seniors. 

Third, and this is the one that is 
most attractive to me, is that they can 
choose a medical savings account plan, 
a Medisave plan, that will offer them 
the protection of catastrophic umbrella 
coverage while giving them specific in- 
centives to rationalize their own care 
in the same way that consumers ra- 
tionalize the purchase of other prod- 
ucts in our economy. 

It seems to me that it is only com- 
mon sense. It should be only too obvi- 
ous that having these kinds of choices 
will be much more attractive to senior 
citizens. 
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Мг. BARTLETT. Absolutely. I would 
like to come back to the Medisave for 
just a moment. I had the privilege of 
being briefed by Pat Rooney from the 
Golden Rule Insurance Co., who first 
came up with this plan. He explained 
that on the basis of a person who was 
working for an employer, where the 
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employer owned the policy, it is made 
available as a benefit to the employee. 
I do not think that is the best idea. I 
think if you owned it, then a lot of 
problems we now have like portability 
and preexisting conditions go away, 
and I think this is a great success. But 
that is an item for another discussion. 

But if you took a working family at 
that time, where the employer paid 
about $4,500 a year for their health 
care, and imagine if he took $1,500 of 
that and bought a catastrophic policy 
with a $3,000 deductible, he now took 
that $3,000 and put it in an account for 
the employee, the employee would, 
anytime they thought they needed 
health care, they could go get it. They 
would not have to ask if it was covered. 
There was no deductible other than 
this $3,000 deductible, and then they 
brought the receipt from that and they 
got the money. If at the end of the year 
they had not spent the $3,000, it was 
their's. 

But since it was before tax dollars, 
this is where the medical IRA comes 
from. Since it was before tax dollars, if 
they wanted to take it out, they would 
pay the usual 10-percent penalty. But 
they could roll it over into an IRA. It 
would not have to be for their retire- 
ment, it could be for their children’s 
education, or for any purpose in the fu- 
ture. 

It has been estimated that making 
the consumer a careful shopper could 
Save up to a third of health care costs. 
If you think about it, MARTIN, the only 
thing that we shop for in our society 
and never ask the price of is health 
care. You never ask the doctor, “Рос- 
tor, you have ordered 10 tests for me. 
Do I really need those 10 tests?” 

If your doctor were going to be per- 
fectly honest with you, he would say 
“Мо, Martin, you need 4, but I need 6 of 
them to protect me against mal- 
ргасбісе.” We need to solve his prob- 
lem, and we have some good legislation 
that starts down that road. I am not 
sure it has gone quite far enough. We 
have started down the right road, any- 
way, and we are hoping to solve that 
problem. This would be an enormous 
incentive to be a good shopper, and 
there is a benefit for being a good shop- 
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Another area where I had one of our 
constituents who came to one of our 
open door sessions, who told about a 
Medicare billing for his mother for the 
2 months after she was dead. These 
were just for drugs for her. But he is a 
very responsible citizen, Mr. Hardy 
from up in Allegany County, up in 
Maryland, and he went to the hospital 
to find out why that happened. 

Well, very few people do what Mr. 
Hardy did. He got it corrected, and 
there are three other nursing homes, 
four other nursing homes, that are now 
not using the billing service that that 
nursing home was using. So he really 
solved the problem. But very few of our 
people have his commitment. 
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Mr. HOKE. You are absolutely right. 
I will give you two examples where the 
insurance industry has not really 
taken over payment of bills that are 
medically related, so you do not have 
third party payment, you actually 
have the consumer directly involved. 
Those two areas are dental and optical. 
And I will just give the optical exam- 
ple. 

What happened there is really quite 
instructive and very impressive in 
terms of what a free market can do. 
You found two things: No. 1 is that the 
number of choices in and the avenues 
that Americans have with respect to 
getting eye care and eye wear are real- 
ly quite varied. You can go to an op- 
tometrist, and optician, or you can go 
to an ophthalmologist. There are three 
levels of care and training. All of those 
are available, and three different 
prices. 

You can go to almost any mall in 
this country and have a pair of glasses 
made in an afternoon. The price of 
glasses has on an inflation-adjusted 
basis remained flat for several decades. 
The price of contact lenses has dropped 
dramatically over that same period of 
time. 

This is an area that has not been 
picked up by and large as a benefit be- 
cause clearly it does not have really 
any insurance function. The truth is 
that insurance is supposed to protect 
people against catastrophic losses due 
to unforeseen circumstances. 

But that is not what our health in- 
surance does. What our health insur- 
ance does is it is actually a prepaid 
health care plan. It is though we were 
paying insurance for oil changes and 
brake relinings and realignments and 
things like that, things that we know 
will go wrong with a car we would 
never insure against. The kind of rou- 
tine things that need to be done medi- 
cally that we can predict are also not 
really appropriate for insurance. But 
the fact is that because we, that is, the 
U.S. Congress, had made it much more 
advantageous to purchase insurance, 
because you do that with pretax dollars 
as opposed to buying health care which 
you do with after tax dollars, because 
of that we have encouraged this tre- 
mendous growth of health care insur- 
ance in this country. That really is at 
the very, very basis of the problem 
that we face today. 

I see that our time is about expired. 
I need to catch a flight. But if you 
want to take some additional time, I 
think we can do that under the leader’s 
rule for the leader’s hour. I know we 
can. Would you like to do that? 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. MAR- 
TIN, I am happy to chat for a little 
more with the American people about 
Medicare. MARTIN just mentioned a 
very significant thing, and that is 
when competition came in, prices came 
down. He was mentioning the optical 
and the eyeglasses and so forth. This is 
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exactly the kind of thing that is going 
to happen in health care if we give ita 
chance. 

I want to mention before we quit, 
MARTIN, one other thing you brought 
up. You mentioned health care and you 
mentioned sick care. We 
euphemistically call what we have in 
this country a health care system. 
Most of it is a sick care system, is it 
not, if you think about it. 

What we need is the philosophy and 
kind of insurance that moves people to 
genuine health care. It is like a war- 
ranty on your car, but they do not care 
whether you put oil in it or not. 

I do not understand why the insur- 
ance companies would not insist that 
we have a physical every year, because 
that is kind of the equivalent of put- 
ting oil in your car, and they would de- 
tect problems. There are old adages 
like “а stitch in time saves піпе” and 
“an ounce of prevention is worth a 
pound of cure. We seem to have for- 
gotten all of those things in health 
care. 

By the way, sometimes when we have 
another opportunity, it would be very 
fruitful to talk about how we got here. 
How іп the world did we ever get in a 
country which has been the envy of the 
world for our economic prowess, large- 
ly because we have a free market econ- 
omy with competition, how did we ever 
get here, when we have essentially no 
competition with health care? 

Just to whet your appetite, the vil- 
lain here is where the villain usually is 
when our country has problems, the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. HOKE. I thank you for coming 
down to the floor and joining me on 
this. I look forward to that discussion. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. We will 
meet again and have a further discus- 
sion. 
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Mrs. VUCANOVICH submitted the 
following conference report and state- 
ment on the bill (H.R. 1817) making ap- 
propriations for military construction, 
family housing, and base realignment 
and closure for the Department of De- 
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes: 


CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 104-247) 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
1817) “making appropriations for military 
construction, family housing, and base re- 
alignment and closure for the Department of 
Defense for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1996, and for other purposes,” having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their re- 
spective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 1, 4, 14, 15, 19, 30, 35, 36, 37, 
43, 44, 45, 47, 48, and 49. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate num- 
bered 3, 7, 10, 12, 18, 22, 38, 39, 40, 41, and 42, 
and agree to the same. 
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Amendment numbered 2: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 2, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: $633,814,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 5: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 5, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: 8554,636,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 6: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 6, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: $50,477,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 8: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 8, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: $587,234,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 9: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 9, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: $26,594,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 11: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 11, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: $6,000,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 13; 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 13, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: $640,357,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 16: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 16, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, insert the following: : Provided 
further, That of the funds appropriated for 
“Military Construction, Defense Agencies” 
under Public Law 102-136, $6,800,000 is hereby 
rescinded; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 17: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 17, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, insert the following: : Provided 
further, That of the funds appropriated for 
“Military Construction, Defense Agencies" 
under Public Law 102-380, $8,590,000 is hereby 
rescinded; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 20: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 20, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows; 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: $137,110,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 
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Amendment numbered 21: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 21, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: $171,272,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 23: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 23, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: $72,728,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 24: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 24, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: $19,055,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 25: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 25, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: $36,482,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 26: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 26, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: $116,656,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 27: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 27, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: $1,335,596,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 28: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 28, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: 81,452,252,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 29: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 29, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: $525,058,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 31: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 31, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: 81,573,387,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment number 32: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 32, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: $297,738,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 33; 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 33, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 
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In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: $849,213,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 34: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 34, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert: $1,146,951,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 46: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 46, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken by said 
amendment, insert the following: 

Sec. 123. During the current fiscal year, in 
addition to any other transfer authority avail- 
able to the Department of Defense, amounts 
may be transferred from the account established 
by section 2906(a)(1) of the Department of De- 
fense Authorization Act, 1991, to the fund estab- 
lished by section 1013(d) of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 
3374) to pay for expenses associated with the 
Homeowners Assistance Program. Any amounts 
transferred shall be merged with and be avail- 
able for the same purposes and for the same time 
period as the fund to which transferred. 

And on page 5, after 6 of the House en- 
grossed bill, H.R. 1817, insert the heading: 
(Including Rescission) 

And on page 9, line 24 of the House en- 
grossed bill, H.R. 1817, after the word “res- 
toration”’ insert: unless the Secretary of De- 
fense determines that additional obligations are 
necessary for such purposes and notifies the 
Committees on Appropriations of both Houses of 
Congress of his determination and the reasons 
therefor 

And on page 10, line 9 of the House en- 
grossed bill, H.R. 1817, after the word “res- 
toration"’ inset: unless the Secretary of De- 
fense determines that additional obligations are 
necessary for such purposes and notifies the 
Committees on Appropriations of both Houses of 
Congress of his determination and the reasons 
therefor ; and the Senate agree to the same. 


BARBARA Е. VUCANOVICH, 

SONNY CALLAHAN, 

JOSEPH M. MCDADE, 

JOHN Т. MYERS, 

JOHN EDWARD PORTER, 

ERNEST J. ISTOOK, Jr.. 

ROGER F. WICKER, 

Bos LIVINGSTON, 

W.G. (BILL) HEFNER, 

THOMAS M. FOGLIETTA, 

PETER J. VISCLOSKY, 

ESTEBAN EDWARD TORRES, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


CONRAD BURNS, 
TED STEVENS, 
RICHARD C. SHELBY, 
JUDD GREGG, 
HARRY REID, 
DANIEL К. INOUYE, 
ROBERT С. BYRD, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE ON CONFERENCE 


The managers on the part of the House and 
the Senate at the conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 1817) 
making appropriations for military con- 
struction, family housing, and base realign- 
ment and closure for the Department of De- 
fense for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1996, and for other purposes, submit the fol- 
lowing joint statement to the House and the 
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Senate in explanation of the effect of the ac- 
tion agreed upon by the managers and rec- 
ommended in the accompanying conference 
report. 

ITEMS OF GENERAL INTEREST 


Matters Addressed by Only One Committee.— 
The language and allocations set forth in 
House Report 104-137 and Senate Report 104 
116 should be complied with unless specifi- 
cally addressed to the contrary in the con- 
ference report and statement of the man- 
agers. Report language included by the 
House which is not changed by the report of 
the Senate or the conference, and Senate re- 
port language which is not changed by the 
conference is approved by the committee of 
conference. The statement of the managers, 
while repeating some report language for 
emphasis, does not intend to negate the lan- 
guage referred to above unless expressly pro- 
vided herein. In cases in which the House or 
the Senate have directed the submission of a 
report from the Department of Defense, such 
report is to be submitted to both House and 
Senate Committees on Appropriations. 

Troop Housing.—Prior to the award of any 
fiscal year 1996 troop housing project, the 
Department is directed to provide a report to 
the Committees on Appropriations describ- 
ing the accepted barracks standard, the ex- 
ceptions where that standard will not apply. 
the long-term plan to achieve the standard, 
and the cost implications of doing so. The 
long-term plan should identify the eligible 
population by location, number of spaces re- 
quiring upgrade, and the current barracks 
situation at that location. If the current “2 
plus 2” standard is revised, the conferees di- 
rect that the report contain a cost compari- 
son between the “2 plus 2” and the revised 
standard. 

In addition, prior to the obligation of any 
fiscal year 1996 troop housing project, the 
Service Secretary is to certify to the Com- 
mittees on Appropriations that new con- 
struction is warranted over renovation for 
each individual project. 

Base Realignment and Closure.—The con- 
ferees have recommended full funding for 
military construction and family housing 
projects as requested for the Base Realign- 
ment and Closure accounts. The conferees 
believe that Congress needs to be advised of 
any programmatic changes involving the 
construction of projects. For this reason, 
any transfer of funds for construction 
projects, which deviate from the listing pro- 
vided in House Report 104-137, shall be treat- 
ed like any other reprogramming within the 
military construction appropriation. 

Base Realignment and Closure, Part 1V.—The 
conference agreement provides the budget 
request of $784,569,000 for Base Realignment 
and Closure, Part IV. To date, the Depart- 
ment has not indicated how these funds will 
be distributed except that a portion of the 
funds will be used for site surveys and for 
planning and design. Therefore, the conferees 
direct that no funds be obligated except for 
site surveys, environmental baseline sur- 
veys, environmental analysis under the Na- 
tional Environmental Policy Act, and for 
planning and design until the Committees on 
Appropriations have been provided with a 
five year program for executing the 1995 base 
realignment and closure plan with justifica- 
tions (Form 1391) for fiscal year 1996 funds. 

Relocation of Southern Command.—In re- 
sponse to a House requirement, the Army 
has reported on its plans to relocate the 
Southern Command from Panama to Dade 
County. Florida. Approximately 700 military 
personnel and families will be relocated. The 
conferees are interested in the Army’s plans 
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for supporting the quality of life for these 
personnel. Therefore, the conferees direct 
the Army to provide a detailed plan which 
will address its program to provide relocated 
personnel with: affordable housing; medical 
and dental support; and morale, welfare, and 
recreation facilities. This plan shall be pro- 
vided and approved by the appropriate Com- 
mittees before the execution of this move. 

Southwest Asia Prepositioning—The con- 
ferees support the requirement for 
prepositioning in this region and recognize 
that valid requirements remain after Oper- 
ation Desert Storm. However, the conferees 
direct that all future funding of 
prepositioning in this area be provided 
through expanded contributions from our al- 
lies located in the region. 

Chemical Demilitarization.—The conferees 
agree to defer consideration of funding for 
requested projects at Pine Bluff Arsenal, Ar- 
kansas, and at Umatilla Depot, Oregon, 
without prejudice. The conferees agree to 
provide $13,000,000, as requested, for planning 
and design of Chemical Demilitarization fa- 
cilities, so this important program shall pro- 
ceed. 

Medical Facilities—The conferees agree 
with the current arrangement whereby the 
Defense Medical Facilities Office is respon- 
sible for centralized planning and budgeting 
for medical facilities. However, there is con- 
cern that the individual military services 
should conduct rigorous reviews of these 
projects. Therefore, the conferees direct the 
Service Secretary of jurisdiction to submit a 
separate certification, at the time of the 
budget submission, to the Committees on 
Appropriations stating concurrence with the 
cost and scope of medical projects budgeted 
by the Defense Medical Facilities Office 
which exceed $50,000,000. 

Family Housing Construction.—The con- 
ferees believe that private industry, volume 
single-family home builders that build mod- 
erate-sized homes from standardized plans 
may provide a low cost, efficient method of 
providing military family housing. There- 
fore, the Department is directed to report to 
the Committees on Appropriations by Feb- 
ruary 1, 1996, on steps taken to utilize such 
volume home builders who have broad geo- 
graphical experience to address family hous- 
ing needs. 

The conferees also encourage the Depart- 
ment to initiate a demonstration project uti- 
lizing a volume single-family home builder 
to construct family housing at an installa- 
tion designated for funding in fiscal year 
1996. 

Special Operations Forces.—The conferees 
have included funding for a barracks project 
for Special Operations Forces under the 
“Military Construction, Defense-Wide“ ac- 
count. The conferees agree that this type of 
common support facility should be provided 
by the military departments in furtherance 
of their support responsibilities to special 
operations forces. Therefore, the conferees 
will expect the Services to budget for such 
common support facilities in the future, and 
will expect the Special Operations Command 
to continue to budget for operations, train- 
ing and equipment maintenance and storage 
facility requirements. 

Establishment of Audit Trail Documents.— 
The conferees support the establishment of 
audit trail documents as stated in House Re- 
port 104-137. In addition, it is the conferees 
intent that all military construction and 
family housing projects funded under the 
Base Realignment and Closure accounts 
shall be included in the audit trail docu- 
ments. 
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Rescissions.—The conferees recommend a 
total of $38,986,000 in rescissions of prior-year 
appropriations for the military services and 
defense agencies, rather than a total of 
$55,705,000 as proposed by the Senate. The re- 
scissions recommended in the bill include 
the following projects which have contract 
savings or which were previously approved 
and now are no longer needed: 


Air Force 1992-1996: 
Alaska—Eareckson AFB 
(formerly Shemya 
AFB): Air Freight Ter- 
C 
Air Force 1992: 
Florida—Homestead 
AFB: Airfield Орег- 
Sen T 
Defense Agencies 1992-1996: 
California—Defense Lan- 
guage Institute, Monte- 
rey: Instruction Build- 


$2,765,000 


6,000,000 


6,000,000 


Locations: Contingency 
Construction . . 
Defense Agencies 1993-1997: 
Classified Location— 
SOUTHWESTER. .......... 
Unspecified Worldwide 
Locations: Contingency 
Construction 
Defense-Wide 1994-1998: 
Unspecified Worldwide 
Locations: Contingency 
Construction ............... 
Air National Guard 1994- 
1998: 
Idaho—Gowen Field: 
Idaho Training Range .. 6,700,000 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY 
Amendment No. 1 
Deletes the center heading (Including Re- 
scissions)"' as proposed by the Senate. 
Amendment No. 2 
Appropriates $633,814,000 for Military Con- 
struction, Army instead of $611,608,000 as pro- 
posed by the House and 5496,664,000 as рго- 
posed by the Senate. Funding for specific 
projects agreed to by the conferees is dis- 
played in the table at the end of this report. 
North Carolina—Fort Bragg: Land Acquisi- 
tion.— The FY 1994 Military Construction Ap- 
propriations bill appropriated $15,000,000 for 
the acquisition of the Overhills land tract lo- 
cated adjacent to Fort Bragg in North Caro- 
lina. This land is necessary for training and 
maneuver space by the U.S. Army. Because 
of delays in the release of the funds by the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense, there is 
concern that the appraisal value of the prop- 
erty may be more than the appropriated 
amount. Appraisals are due to be completed 
by early December 1995. In the event the ар- 
praisal exceeds the amount appropriated, the 
conferees, recognizing the importance of this 
tract of land to the Army operations at Fort 
Bragg, would entertain a reprogramming re- 
quest to complete the acquisition in a timely 
manner. 
Amendment No. 3 
Earmarks $44,034,000 for study, planning, 
design, architect and engineer services as 
proposed by the Senate instead of $50,778,000 
as proposed by the House. 
The following project is to be designed 
within amounts provided for planning and 
design: 


Hawaii—Pohakuloa Train- 


ing Site: Road Improve- 
MODD dee eee 


Amendment No. 4 


Deletes a provision proposed by the Senate 
which would rescind $6,245,000 in funds appro- 


800,000 


3,590,000 


5,000,000 


8,131,000 


$2,000,000 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


priated for “Military Construction, Army” 
under Public Law 102-143. 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY 
Amendment No. 5 


Appropriates $554,636,000 for Military Con- 
struction, Navy instead of $588,243,000 as pro- 
posed by the House and $542,186,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. Funding for specific 
projects agreed to by the conferees is dis- 
played in the table at the end of this report. 

Maryland-Naval Air Warfare Center, Patur- 
ent River: Large Anechoic Chamber.—The con- 
ferees continue to enthusiastically support 
construction of the Large Anechoic Chamber 
at Naval Air Warfare Center, Patuxent 
River, Maryland. This facility will provide 
DOD with essential and unique capabilities 
needed for the secure testing of highly inte- 
grated air combat systems of the future. The 
conferees are concerned with the delays in 
commencing construction on this project 
and encourage the Department to provide 
the essential core capability envisioned in 
the original project authorization by con- 
structing a complete and usable anechoic 
chamber utilizing a combination of the cur- 
rent Military Construction appropriation 
and other appropriations as necessary. This 
phased approach in no way diminishes the 
conferee’s support for the additional features 
of the project and the conferees direct the 
Department to design the project with the 
original features planned for the chamber. 

Virginia~-Hampton Roads: Land Acquisition.— 
The conferees are aware of the Navy's inter- 
est in acquiring land adjacent to the naval 
base in the Hampton Roads, Virginia area to 
be used for relocation of security points and 
improved access to the base. Should author- 
ization be granted for this acquisition, the 
Navy is directed to make every attempt pos- 
sible to acquire both the land acquisition at 
the Fleet Combat Training Center, Dam 
Neck, Virginia and the Hampton Roads area 
within the $4,500,000 previously appropriated 
for the Fleet Combat Training Center acqui- 
sition. In the event additional funds are re- 
quired, established cost variation/reprogram- 
ming procedures shall be utilized to consum- 
mate the acquisitions. 

Amendment No. 6 

Earmarks $50,477,000 for study, planning, 
design, architect and engineer services in- 
stead of $66,184,000 as proposed by the House 
and $49,477,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The following projects are to be designed 
within the amounts provided for planning 
and design: 


Nevada-NAS Fallon: 


Child Development Cen- 
Зе 5150,000 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE 
Amendment No. 7 


Inserts the center heading "(Including Re- 
всізвіопв)” as proposed by the Senate. 


Amendment No. 8 


Appropriates $587,234,000 for Military Con- 
struction, Air Force instead of $578,841,000 as 
proposed by the House and $532,616,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. Funding for specific 
projects agreed to by the conferees is dis- 
played in the table at the end of this report. 

North Carolina-Pope AFB: Runway Erten- 
sion.—The conferees understand the Air 
Force has been reviewing the need to extend 
the runway at Pope Air Force Base to meet 
operational requirements. The Air Force is 
directed to report to the Committees on Ap- 
propriations by March 1, 1996, on its plans for 
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the runway extension and any additional 
land acquisition which would be required. 
Amendment No. 9 

Earmarks $26,594,000 for study, planning, 
design, architect and engineer services in- 
stead of $49,021,000 as proposed by the House 
and $23,894,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The following project is to be designed 
within the amounts provided for planning 
and design: 


Alaska-Elmendorf AFB: C- 
130 Operations and Main- 
tenance Facility ............. 

Amendment No. 10 
Inserts a provision proposed by the Senate 

which would rescind $2,765,000 in funds appro- 

priated for Military Construction, Air 

Еогсе”' under Public Law 102-136. 

Amendment No. 11 
Inserts a provision which would rescind 

$6,000,000 appropriated for Military Con- 

struction, Air Force” under Public Law 102- 

368, rather than $13,240,000 as proposed by the 

Senate. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, DEFENSE-WIDE 

Amendment No. 12 
Inserts the words “And Rescissions” in the 

center heading as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 13 
Appropriates $640,357,000 for Military Con- 

struction, Defense-Wide instead of 
$728,332,000 as proposed by the House and 
$818,078,000 as proposed by the Senate. Fund- 
ing for specific projects agreed to by the con- 
ferees is displayed in the table at the end of 
this report. 

Amendment No. 14 
Earmarks $68,837,000 for study, planning, 

design, architect and engineer services as 

proposed by the House instead of $83,992,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

The following projects are to be designed 
within the amounts provided for planning 
and design: 


$2,700,000 


Alabama-Redstone Arse- 

nal: MSIC Facility .......... $1,500,000 
Alaska-Elmendorf AFB: 

Fuel Tanks ..................... 1,300,000 
Alaska-Fort Wainwright: 

Bassett Hospital ............. 10,355,000 


Amendment No. 15 

Deletes a provision proposed by the Senate 
which would rescind $3,234,000 appropriated 
for Military Construction, Defense-Wide" 
under Public Law 101-519. 
Amendment No. 16 

Inserts a provision proposed by the Senate 
which would rescind $6,800,000 appropriated 
for “Military Construction, Defense-Wide" 
under Public Law 102-136, amended to cor- 
rect the account title to Military Construc- 
tion, Defense Agencies". 
Amendment No. 17 

Inserts a provision proposed by the Senate 
which would rescind $8,590,000 appropriated 
for Military Construction, Defense-Wide“ 
under Public Law 102-380, amended to cor- 
rect the account title to “Military Construc- 
tion, Defense Agencies“. 
Amendment No. 18 

Inserts a provision proposed by the Senate 
which would rescind $8,131,000 appropriated 
for Military Construction, Defense-Wide” 
under Public Law 103-110. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY NATIONAL 

GUARD 

Amendment No. 19 

Deletes the center heading (Including Re- 
всіѕзіопз)" as proposed by the Senate. 
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Amendment No. 20 


Appropriates $137,110,000 for Military Con- 
struction, Army National Guard instead of 
$72,537,000 as proposed by the House and 
$93,121,000 as proposed by the Senate. Fund- 
ing for specific projects agreed to by the con- 
ferees is displayed in the table at the end of 
this report. 

The following projects are to be designed 
within the amounts provided for planning 
and design: 


Hawaii-Barbers Point: 

Headquarters Complex ... $2,800,000 
Montana-Billings: Army 

Forces Reserve Center .... 1,200,000 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
Amendment No. 21 

Appropriates $171,272,000 for Military Con- 
struction, Air National Guard instead of 
$118,267,000 as proposed by the House and 
$134,422,000 as proposed by the Senate. Fund- 
ing for specific projects agreed to by the con- 
ferees is displayed in the table at the end of 
this report. 


Amendment No. 22 


Inserts a provision proposed by the Senate 
which would rescind $6,700,000 appropriated 
for “Military Construction, Air National 
Guard" under Public Law 103-110. 

The following project is to be designed 
within the amounts provided for planning 
and design: 


Hawaii-Hickam AFB: 
Squadron Operations Fa- 
cility $790,000 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY RESERVE 
Amendment No. 23 

Appropriates $72,728,000 for Military Con- 
struction, Army Reserve instead of 
$42,963,000 as proposed by the House and 
$48,141,000 as proposed by the Senate. Fund- 
ing for specific projects agreed to by the con- 
ferees is displayed in the table at the end of 
this report. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVAL RESERVE 
Amendment No. 24 

Appropriates $19,055,000 for Military Con- 
struction, Naval Reserve instead of 
$19,655,000 as proposed by the House and 
$7,920,000 as proposed by the Senate. Funding 
for specific projects agreed to by the con- 
ferees is displayed in the table at the end of 
this report. 

Caliſornia- Pasadena: Marine Corps Reserve 
Center.—The Marine Corps Reserve Center in 
Pasadena, California, is in need of signifi- 
cant repair and renovation work. The con- 
ferees expect the Marine Corps Reserve to 
proceed with either repair and renovation of 
facilities at the existing site, or with demoli- 
tion of existing facilities and construction of 
replacement facilities at the existing site. 
The conferees direct the Department to sub- 
mit a report to the Committees on Appro- 
priations by January 15, 1996, on its plan of 
action, 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE RESERVE 
Amendment No. 25 

Appropriates $36,482,000 for Military Con- 
struction, Air Force Reserve instead of 
$31,502,000 as proposed by the House and 
$32,297,000 as proposed by the Senate. Fund- 
ing for specific projects agreed to by the con- 
ferees is displayed in the table at the end of 
this report. 

FAMILY HOUSING, ARMY 
Amendment No. 26 

Appropriates $116,656,000 for Construction, 

Family Housing, Army instead of $126,400,000 
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as proposed by the House and $71,752,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. Funding for specific 
projects agreed to by the conferees is dis- 
played in the table at the end of this report. 
Amendment No. 27 

Appropriates $1,335,596,000 for Operation 
and Maintenance, Family Housing, Army in- 
stead of $1,337,596,000 as proposed by the 
House and $1,339,196,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 
Amendment No. 28 

The conference agreement appropriates a 
total of $1,452,252,000 for Family Housing, 
Army instead of $1,463,996,000 as proposed by 
the House and $1,410,948,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. This sum is derived from the 
conference agreement on amendments num- 
bered 26 and 27. 

CONSTRUCTION IMPROVEMENTS 

The following projects are to be accom- 
plished within the amount provided for con- 
struction improvements: 
Alaska-Fort Wainwright 


Aon 4-5; $7,300,000 
North Carolina-Fort Bragg 
тен т Ар Ж ДЫ: 10,000,000 


FAMILY HOUSING, NAVY AND MARINE CORPS 
Amendment No. 29 

Appropriates $525,058,000 for Construction, 
Family Housing, Navy instead of $531,289,000 
as proposed by the House and $504,467,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. Funding for specific 
projects agreed to by the conferees is dis- 
played in the table at the end of this report. 
Amendment No. 30 


Appropriates $1,048,329,000 for Operation 
and Maintenance, Family Housing, Navy as 
proposed by the House instead of 
$1,051,929,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
Amendment No. 31 


The conference agreement appropriates a 
total of $1,573,387,000 for Family Housing, 
Navy instead of $1,579,618,000 as proposed by 
the House and $1,556,396,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. This sum is derived from the 
conference agreement on amendments num- 
bered 29 and 30. 

CONSTRUCTION IMPROVEMENTS 


The following projects are to be accom- 
plished within the amount provided for con- 
struction improvements: 


Florida-Mayport (200 

Е ОО. N $7,300,000 
Шіпоів-бтеаб Lakes (150 

n 15,300,000 
Rhode Island-Newport (64 

ТИЙ) сз» санга ік най» 8,795,000 
South Carolina-Beaufort 

or 6.784.000 
Washington-Bangor (141 

ПИШ) эрисе араан ораны» 4,890,000 


FAMILY HOUSING, AIR FORCE 
Amendment No. 32 

Appropriates $297,738,000 for Construction, 
Family Housing, Air Force instead of 
$294,503,000 as proposed by the House and 
$261,137,000 as proposed by the Senate. Fund- 
ing for specific projects agreed to by the con- 
ferees is displayed at the table in the end of 
this report. 

Teras-Laughlin AFB: Capehart Military 
Housing.—The Air Force is directed to in- 
clude in its fiscal year 1997 budget request 
the necessary funds for the final phase (60 
units) of construction improvements to the 
Capehart housing at Laughlin AFB. 
Amendment No. 33 

Appropriates $849,213,000 for Operation and 
Maintenance, Family Housing, Air Force in- 
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stead of $863,213,000 as proposed by the House 
and $850,059,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
Amendment No. 34 

The conference agreement appropriates a 
total of $1,146,951,000 for Family Housing, Air 
Force instead of $1,150,730,000 as proposed by 
the House and $1,111,196,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. This sum is derived from the 
conference agreement on amendments num- 
bered 32 and 33. 

CONSTRUCTION IMPROVEMENTS 

The following project is to be accomplished 
within the amount provided for construction 
improvements: 
Ohio-Wright Patterson 

AFB (66 Units) .... s$ $5,900,000 

FAMILY HOUSING, DEFENSE-WIDE 

Amendment No. 35 

Appropriates $30,467,000 for Operation and 
Maintenance, Family Housing, Defense-Wide 
as proposed by the House instead of 
$42,367,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
Amendment No. 36 

The conference agreement appropriates a 
total of $34,239,000 for Family Housing, De- 
fense-Wide as proposed by the House instead 
of $46,139,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FAMILY HOUSING 

IMPROVEMENT FUND 

Amendment No. 37 

The conference agreement deletes the 
words “September 30, 2000” as proposed by 
the Senate, and restores the word “ех- 
pended” as proposed by the House, permit- 
ting funds appropriated under this account 
to remain available until expended. This 
conforms with the authorization. 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE ACCOUNT, 

PART П 

Amendment No. 38 

Establishes a ceiling of $325,800,000 for en- 
vironmental restoration as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $224,800,000 as proposed by 
the House. 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE ACCOUNT, 

PART Ш 

Amendment No. 39 

Establishes a ceiling of $236,700,000 for en- 
vironmental restoration as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $232,300,000 as proposed by 
the House. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Amendment No. 40 


Adds the words countries bordering" as 
proposed by the Senate amendment. The 
House bill establishes a threshold for Amer- 
ican preference of $500,000 relating to archi- 
tect and engineer service in Japan, in any 
NATO member country, and in the Arabian 
Gulf. The Senate bill inserts the words 
“countries bordering’’ in reference to the 
Arabian Gulf. 


Amendment No. 41 


Adds the words “countries bordering” as 
proposed by the Senate amendment. The 
House bill establishes a preference for Amer- 
ican contractors for military construction in 
the United States territories and possessions 
in the Pacific and on Kwajalein Atoll, or in 
the Arabian Gulf. The Senate bill inserts the 
words countries bordering” in reference to 
the Arabian Gulf. 

Amendment No. 42 

Deletes the word “іп” and inserts the word 
“bordering’’ as proposed by the Senate 
amendment. The House bill directs the Sec- 
retary of Defense to report annually regard- 
ing the specific actions to be taken during 
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the current fiscal year to encourage other 
member nations of NATO, Japan, Korea and 
the United States allies in the Arabian Gulf 
to assume a greater share of the common de- 
fense burden. The Senate bill deletes the 
word “іп” and inserts the word “bordering” 
in reference to the Arabian Gulf. 


Amendment No. 43 


Restores a provision proposed by the House 
and stricken by the Senate which would pro- 
hibit the expenditure of funds except in com- 
pliance with the Buy American Act. 


Amendment No. 44 


Restores a provision proposed by the House 
and stricken by the Senate which states the 
Sense of the Congress notifying recipients of 
equipment or products authorized to be pur- 
chased with financial assistance provided in 
this Act to purchase American-made equip- 
ment and products. 


Amendment No. 45 


Restores the center heading (Transfer of 
Funds)” as proposed by the House and 
stricken by the Senate. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Amendment No. 46 


Restores language proposed by the House 
and stricken by the Senate, amended to per- 
mit the transfer of funds from the Base Re- 
alignment and Closure accounts into the 
Homeowners Assistance Fund. The House 
bill contained language which would permit 
the transfer of funds among the Homeowners 
Assistance Fund and the Base Realignment 
and Closure accounts. 

In addition, language is included, which 
was not contained in either the House or 
Senate bills, to insert the heading (Includ- 
ing Rescissions)“ under Military Construc- 
tion, Air National Guard. 

The conference agreement also inserts lan- 
guage which maintains a ceiling on environ- 
mental restoration under the Base Realign- 
ment and Closure Accounts for Part П and 
Part ІШ, unless the Secretary of Defense de- 
termines additional obligations аге nec- 
essary, notifies the Committees on Appro- 
priations of his determination and the пес- 
essary reasons for the increase. This lan- 
guage was not contained in either the House 
or Senate bills. The conferees direct that any 
exercise of this authority shall fall under the 
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standing procedures for approval of re- 
programming requests. 


Amendment Мо. 47 


Restores language proposed by the House 
and stricken by the Senate which directs the 
Army to use George AFB as the interim 
airhead for the National Training Center at 
Fort Irwin until Barstow-Daggett reaches 
Initial Operational Capability as the perma- 
nent airhead. 


Amendment No. 48 


Restores language proposed by the House 
and stricken by the Senate regarding the 
conveyance of certain parcels of land at Fort 
Sheridan, Illinois, and deletes language pro- 
posed by the Senate regarding the renova- 
tion of the Pentagon Reservation. 


Amendment No. 49 


Deletes language proposed by the Senate 
appropriating an additional $228,098,000 
among ten separate accounts contained in 
the bill. These sums were reconciled in the 
disposition of the individual ac- 
counts. 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION 
& PROJECT 
ALABAMA 
ARMY 
REOSTONE ARSENAL о 
HYPERVELOCITY BALLISTIC RANGE FACILITY............ 


FORT RUCKER 
AMMUNITION SUPPLY РОІНТ....................... .... 
FORCE 


COMPUT 

DEFENSE-WI 
DEF DISTRIBUTION ANNISTON (DDAA) 

VEHICLE STORAGE SHELTER (ОӨОР).................... 


ADD/ALTER MAXWELL ELEMENTARY 5СНООІ................ 
AMBULATORY HEALTHCARE CENTER (PHASE 1)....... ..... 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
B NGHAM 


DANNELLY FIELD 
FIRE 8ТАТІОН....................... "+9999, вә .. 
RESERVE 


JASPER 


DORMITORY 
BOILER eee %%%%%еев.%%0еөеөө%өөөөе .....» 
Е(МЕМООЯҒ 
MILSTAR COMMUNICAT IONS GROUND ЖЕРЕН ..... ....... 
REPAIR AIRFIELD ТАХІМАҮ................. .4..-..-... 
VISITING OFFICERS QUARTERS..... .......«....  . ... 
ТІМ СІТҮ 


ABOVE GROUND FUEL ТАМК5.............. ТОЛЛО 
DEFENSE-WIDE 
ELMENDORF AIR FORCE BASE 
HOSPITAL REPLACEMENT (PHASE 1У)............... .... 
ARMY RESERVE 
FORT WAINWRIGHT 
УЗАЯС/ОМ5/ЗТОВАПОЕ.................... ........!.4.... 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
EIELSON AFB 
BASE ENGINEERING MAINTENANCE ҒАСІ(1ТҮ............. 


BUDGET HOUSE 
REQUEST RECOMMENDED RE 


5,000 --- 
5,900 --- 
3,700 3.700 

— 1,500 
3,550 3,560 
5,479 5,479 

--- 0,000 
4,400 4,400 
1,445 1,445 
2,500 2,500 
3,608 3,608 
35,582 36,182 
3,850 3,850 

— 4, 

850 850 
7,350 7,350 
2,500 2,500 
28,100 28,100 
4,779 4,779 

--- 4,400 


SENATE CONFERENCE 
AGREEMENT 


3,700 
1,600 


3,550 
5,479 
10,000 


4,400 
1,445 


2,800 


47,082 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION BUDGET HOUSE SENATE CONFERENCE 
& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED AGREEMENT 
AIRCRAFT ENGINE ЭНОР............................ .. oon — 2,550 2,550 
TOTAL, AK A 48,329 48,329 59,279 50,279 
ARIZONA 
FORT HUACHUCA 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER......... ‚· 6 9 *** maa 2,550 =.. 
WHOLE COMPLEX ВЕМЕЙМА!..................... 16,000 16,000 16,000 16,000 
AIR FORCE 
\VIS-MONTHAN AFB 
ALTER AIRCRAFT CONE CONTROL FACILITY. ....... 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 
РОРМТТОВҮ......................................... 3,800 3,800 3,800 900 
LUKE AFB 
DORMITORY........... ИНТЕ 5,200 5,200 5,200 5,200 
DEFENSE-WIDE 
LUKE AIR FORCE BASE 
ADD/ALTER HOSPITAL LIFE SAFETY UPGRADE..... ...... 8,100 8,100 8,100 8,100 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
PAPAGO MILITARY RESERVATION СЕРОВ 
MEDICAL Fei . — 1,084 — 1,084 
AIR liven GUARD 
ADO/ALTER AIRCRAFT SPT EQUIPMENT $НОР............. 600 600 600 600 
TOTAL, АЯ120МА............. ..4....ше шө өсе гет» 34,700 38,334 34,700 35,784 
ARKANSAS 
AIR_FORCE 
LITTLE ROCK AFB 
UPGRADE SANITARY SEWER 5ҮЗТЕМ.................. ... 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 
DEFENSE-WI 
PIME BLUFF ARSENAL 
АММОНІТІОМ А Аы ыы ҒАС (РНАЗЕ 11)........ 40,000 40,000 “ту, 2 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
CAMP ROBINSON 
MILITARY OPS IN URBAN TERRAIN ҒАСІШІТҮ............ — == 2,853 — 
AIR_NATIONAL GUARD 
ITTLE ROCK AFB 
E SUPPLY СОМР1!ЕХ.................. ТТС — — 4,800 4,800 
& —— 2 =: —— 
TOTAL, АҚККАМ5АЗ........... .......в»......... 42,500 42,500 10,153 7,300 
CALIFORNIA 
ARMY 
FORT IRWIN 
CONSOLIDATED MAINTENANCE ҒАСІ(1ТҮ................. 15,500 15,500 15,500 15,500 
FORT ІКМІМ (BARSTOW-DAGGETT) 
NATIONAL TRAINING CENTER AIRFIELD (PHASE 11)...... — 10,000 — 10,000 
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INSTALLATION BUDGET HOUSE SENATE RENCE 
& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED EMENT 
PRESIDIO OF SAN FRANCISCO 
nae REGIONAL SEWER SYSTEM....... ‚• 7 *** 3. 000 ==> 3,000 3,000 
CAMP PENDLETON MARINE CORPS BASE 
ека. ‚——— * 11,940 11,940 11,940 11,940 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT СЕМТЕВ...................... .... 3,000 3,000 3.000 3.000 
MULTI-PURPOSE MACHINE GUN EE. 9 — ... 3,800 3,800 3,800 3,800 
PHYSICAL FITNESS СЕМТЕК........................... 4,100 4,100 4,100 4,100 
bo ta te INFO FACILITY Vo 2,246 2,246 2,246 2,246 
TACTICAL VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FACILITY............ . 1,088 1,068 1,088 , 088 
WATER DISTRIBUTION 5ҮЗТЕМ......................... 1,410 1,410 1,410 1,410 
CHINA LAKE NAVAL AIR WARFARE CTR WPNS DIV 
INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER COLLECT/TRIMNT FAC (DBOF)... 3,700 3,700 3,700 3,700 
LEMOORE NAVAL AIR 8 
JET ENGINE TEST СЕ(І.............................. 7,600 7,600 7,600 7,600 
NORTH ISLAND NAVAL AIR STATION 
BERTHING ЖНАЯҒ................... ‚· 56,650 56,650 56,650 56,650 
port INDUSTRIAL Fi. , 42,500 42,500 42,600 
BACHELOR ENLISTED (PHASE 1)..... ..... — 16,700 — 9,000 
РТ MUGU NAVAL AIR WARFARE CTR WPNS DIV 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER 74. 1. 300 1. 300 1. 300 1,300 
SAN DIEGO NAVAL STATION 
OILY WASTE COLLECTION ено TREATMENT i Б 18,960 19,960 19,960 19,960 
SAN DIEGO МАУ СМО CTRL АМО OCEAN SUR СЕМ ROTE D 
TEST FACILITY БЕМО(ІТІОМ.......................... 3,170 3,170 3,170 3,170 
TWENTYNINE PALMS MARCORP AIR-GRND COMB CTR 
INFANTRY SQUAD BATTLE ..........)ы.......-... 2,490 2,490 2,490 2,490 
AIR_FORCE 
LANOFILL (ызак ‚·ͤU—— r j —9*— 7,600 7,600 7,600 7,500 
ДОГА ТЕК ANECHOIC СНАМВЕА........................ 11,100 11,100 11,100 11,100 
РОЮЕТТОКҰ......................................... 10,600 10,600 10,600 10,600 
Ала” Fa ENGINEERING TEST FACILITY. 21252215: 12,100 12,100 12,100 12,100 
СОҒИТТОВ1Е8...,.................................... 10,500 10,500 10,500 10,500 
РОФИЦТОВҰ......-.-..------>:.:.......... —ͤ— 2 6,400 6,400 6,400 6,400 
КС-10 ADD TO FLIGHT SIMULATOR FACILITY............ 2,400 2,400 2,400 2,400 
SQUADRON OPERATIONS/AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE Unit 24... 7,400 7,400 7,400 7,400 
VANDENGERG AFB 
FIRE STATION....... .... 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 
SLFI - CHEMICAL TEST ANO ANALYSIS LABORATORY. ..... 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 
ar i ge 
MARINE CORPS BASE 
CA ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH/INDUSTIAL НҮСІЕМЕ............ 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 
SOF TRAINING СОМРЕХ.............................. 5,200 5,200 5,200 5,200 
DEF DISTRIBUTION STOCKTON - ö 
GENERAL PURPOSE WHSE REPLACEMENT (ОВОҒ)........... 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


------------------------------..------ 


DFSC POINT MUGU 

FUEL STORAGE (ОВОҒ)............................... 
FORT IRWIN 

AMBULATORY HEALTHCARE CLINIC.......... .......... .. 
VANDENBERG AIR FORCE 

LIFE SAFETY/SEISMIC/UTILITY q 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

SEPULVEDA ANGS (VAN NUYS) 

SUPPLY AND CIVIL ENGINEER СОМРІЕХ..,............... 
SEPULVEDA ANG 

REPLACE 


9 
САМР РААК. 
BATTLE NPROJECTION cen ................ . 
AIR FORCE RE 
BARCH AFS 
FIRE TRAINING ҒАСІЦ1ТҮ............................ 
TOTAL, СА11РОВМТА.................. ТООК .. 


ANG BASE 
TROOP SUPPORT ҒАСІ(ІТІЕ5.......................... 


PETERSON 
ADD/ALTER ООВМЇ1ТОВҮ............................ ... 
FIRE 9ТАТ10М......................... .......в!ш... 


UPGRADE FACILITIES HEATING VSE 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 


BASE SE ENGINEER PAVEMENTS AND GROUNDS FACILITY...... 
1 No 


PETERSON AFB 
COMPOSITE MAINTENANCE ҒАСІ(1ТҮ............... ..... 


TOTAL, Oο nnn 


DELAWARE 
AIR 8 


00988 550 OPERATIONS/ACFT MAINT (DBOF)...... ....... 


35,014 


BUDGET 
REQUEST RECOMMENDED 


760 
6,200 
5,700 


55,014 


SENATE CONFERENCE 
AGREEMENT 


ч ч 
328 #8 5 888 


on 
88 
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DEFENSE-WIDE 
DFSC DOVER AFB 


HYDRANT FUEL SYSTEM (ОВОР)................ 


INSTALLATION 
& PROJECT 


---------- 


REPLACE 
DOVER AIR FORCE BASE 


LIFE SAFETY 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 


NEW CASTLE AIRPORT 
FIRE 8ТАТ1ОН.............. 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


ARMY 
FORT LESLEY J 


MCNAIR 
NATIONAL DEFENSE UNIV FAC eg (PHASE I). 
WHOLE BARRACKS COMPLEX RENEWAL. 


AIR 


FITNESS CENTE 


TOTAL, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


NAVY 
EGLIN AFB зуу» 
EXPLOSIVE 


AIR 


CAPE CANAVERAL AFS 
FIRE TRAINING ҒАСПЦІЛТҮ............................ 


EGLIN AFB 
UPGRADE 


FIRE TRAINING 
DEFENSE-WIDE 
DFSC EGLIN 


FORCE 
BOLLING AIR FORCE BASE 
ALTER СОЯИТТОКҮ.....-............................. 
DORMITORY. 


FLORIDA 


EXPL ORDNANCE DISP DET 
ORDNANCE W 6 ........» 
ORDNANCE D 


UNDERWATER 
PENSACOLA NAVAL TECH TRAINING CTR debe STATION) 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER... 


РАСІЦІТҮ................. 


AFB 
SOF FUEL STORAGE (DBOF)... 


EGLIN AFB 


SOF SQUADRON OPERATIONS/AMU. . 


............ 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION 
& PROJECT 
EGLIN AUX FIELD 9 (HURLBURT FIELD) 
SOF BENSON TANKS STORAGE ҒАСІ(1ТҮ................. 1,550 1,550 
SOF HELICOPTER ees „60 5,500 5,500 
OPS/AMU 53..... ..........ш.. ...... 7,100 7,100 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
CAMP BLANDING 
WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM UPGRADE......... .......- === 4,200 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT (PHASE 11)......... .... — 5,300 
TOTAL, Ғ.ОЯІОА.............. ТТЕ . 46,665 63,465 
GEORGIA 
ARMY 
FORT BENNING 
CLOSE COMBAT TACTICAL TRAINER 3 9 59659§5%e9a: R 4,900 4,900 
6 COMPLEX ВЕМЕМА!................ ..... 33,000 33,000 
jas аа HEADQUARTERS. ,..,...... ‚— өз еш м. 3,150 3,150 
RAL_ PURPOSE ТУ... .......... .........: 2.600 2,600 
FT STEMART/HONTER. ААР 
„„ STAGING АЛҒА......................... .. 8,400 8,400 
MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE (ALBANY Н! 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER (PHASE 11).............. . — 1,300 
Кын BAY STRATEGIC WEAPONS FAC (ATLANTIC) 
CURITY FORCE ҒАСІ(1ТҮ........................... 2,450 2,450 
AIR FORCE 
Ү AFB 
ALTER ООКМТТОВҮ.................................. . — 2,500 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT СЕМТЕН..................... .... — 3,800 
C-130 AERIAL DELIVERY FACILITY. а... ....... . 4,600 4,600 
С-130 AIRCRAFT WASHRACK ҒАСІ(1ТҮ.................. 1,700 1,700 
с-130 SQUADRON OPERATIONS /AMU...... . 3,200 3,200 
CONTROL ТОЖЕВ....................... 2,700 2,700 
UPGRADE STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEM..... 690 690 
mine КЮЖМАҮ.......................... — — 
JSTARS ме TORY (Р Hd MAINTENANCE DOCK...... 6,900 6,900 
DEFENSE-WIDE 
se BENNING 
LIFE SAFETY УРОВАРЕ............................... 6,600 5,600 
FAITH MIDDLE SCHOOL АРОІТІОМ...................... 1,116 1,116 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
COUNTY ANGS (BRUNSWICK) 
REPLACE FUEL STORAGE TANKS........ .... 320 320 
COMMUNICATION SQUADRON \ЕХ............ === 5,000 
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— MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION 
& PROJECT 


HUNTER ANG SITE 
REPLACE UNDERGROUND FUEL STORAGE ТАНКЗ............ 400 
SAVANNAH MAP 
ALTER AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE SH Ss . eee 1,300 
TOTAL, N-... .. 83,026 
HAWAII 
ARMY 
SCHOFIELD BARRACKS 
we eee ee (PHASE 1)...... .... — 
hn . STA EPAC 
FIRE PROTECTION ЗҮЗТЕМ............................ 1,980 
PEARL HARBOR 1 INTELL LIGENCE CENTER PACIFIC 
OPERATIONS BUILDING А(ТЕВАТІОМЗ................... 2,200 
PEARL HARBOR NAVAL SUBMARINE BASE 
BERTHING PIER........ ‚ W —y— еее еее . 22,500 
AIR FORCE 
HICKAM AFB 
ALTER ООРИТТОВҮ................................... 3,100 
ALTER TRANSIENT ООВМ1ТОЙҮ......................... 3,050 
REPAIR AIRFIELD PAVEMENTS........ ‚өө ө өө ө:ө:ө өө ө өзө өөө 4, 
TOTAL, II. ‚( ＋ꝓ.ꝑä˖ 8 ..... 37,380 
IDAHO 
AL 
MOUNTAIN HOME AFB 
AVIONICS ӘНОР..................................... ==» 
BASE CIVIL ENGINEERING MNS. .... — 
IDAHO TRAINING RANGE (NORTH 81ТЕ).............. ... 8,000 
LARGE AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE НАМСЕВ.............. ... жеке» 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL РГАМТ........... 9,850 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
OEN ERED КЕШЕ, тж 
NT HANGER ОРОВАОЕ.............................. =ne 
REMOVE UNDERGROUND FUEL STORAGE TANKS: ...4....» 320 
TOTAL, 10АНО......................... 4.......-.”» 18,970 
ILLINOIS 
NAVY 
GREAT LAKES NAVAL TRAINING CENTER 
UNIFORM ISSUE БІЛІПІНМО............................ 12,440 
AIR FORCE 
AFB 
OO TRT. ....... ........... ............:.: 8,000 


BUDGET HOUSE 
REQUEST RECOMMENDED RE 


400 
1,300 


— 
95,626 


15,000 


SENATE CONFERENCE 


1,300 


103,626 


12,440 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 
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INSTALLATION BUDGET HOUSE SENATE CONFERENCE 
& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED AGREEMENT 
GLOBAL REACH PLANNING CENTER VISITING QUARTERS.... 4,700 4,700 4,700 4,700 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
MARSEILLES 
TRNG SITE, UTIL UPGRADE...... csocooecsesessoceoos . 1,350 ‚350 1.350 1,350 
AIR NATI GUARD 
TER PEORIA AIRPORT 
RCRAFT HANGAR, . ...... 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 
ADO TO AIRCRAFT PARKING АРАОМ..................... 630 630 630 630 
r SQUADRON OPERATIONS FACILITY. ........ %70 970 970 970 
AIRCRAFT DEICING ҒАСІЮІТҮ..................... .... 400 400 400 400 
aren 1 6 лен PORT TRAINING FACILITY.........:.- ... 710 710 710 710 
ALTER AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE SHOPS......... ......... 1,450 1,450 1,450 1,450 
ARMY КЕЗЕ ERVE 
ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 
жы Ны аы CENTER. ‚( ** *—ͤ—ãq * 4,860 4,860 4,860 4,850 
ADD/ALTER АТ8-1МТЕЦ 1бЕМСЕ........................ 3,300 3,300 3,300 3,300 
TOTAL, IILIN IU . 40,010 40,010 40,010 40,010 
INDIANA 
NAVY 
CRANE NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER 
HYDROACOUSTICS TEST СОМР(ЕХ................. ..... ame 3,300 — 3,300 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
STOUT пер ORT дуре, 
COMBINED SUPPORT MAINTENANCE ЗНОР............... .. — 10,846 10,846 10,846 
AIR NATIONAL АМ е 
HULMAN FIELD (ТЕ HAUTE) 
BASE CIVIL ENGINEER MAINTENANCE COMPLEX......... .. ж. 4,100 — 4. 100 
AIR FORCE RESERVE 
GRISSOM ARB 
FIRE STATION...... e — 4.250 — 4,260 
FIRE TRAINING ҒАСПОТҮ................ ........... 1,500 1, 1,500 1, 
TOTAL, ІНОАНА........................... ...... 1,500 23,996 12,346 23,996 
IOWA 
М Лал лға 
OUX GATEWAY AIRPORT (SIOUX CITY) 
Ү ЧРОЛАОЕ................................. ... — 4,050 4,000 4,000 
ACCESS TAXIWAY....... ..... .4%%....ҡ.......... ..... — — 750 — 
TOTAL, 10 ᷑ .. оо ** — 4,050 4,750 4,000 
KANSAS 
ARMY 
FORT RILEY 
WHOLE BARRACKS RENEWAL (PHASE 1).................. a „== 15,300 7,000 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION BUDGET HOUSE SENATE CON 
& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED AGRE! 
AIR FORCE 
MCCONNELL AFB 
ALTER ООКМ1ТОЙВҮ.................. ‚( 6 ꝗꝗ³6 * Gãũꝛ“ꝛ̊ù 2. 200 2.200 2. 200 2,200 
ITORY...... %%%%44в44в%ешсесесесееееееее ....... === 6,500 — усы 
DEICING PAD...... — — ........ ....... 1,150 1,150 1,150 1,150 
КС-135 SQUADRON ОРЕВАТІОНМЗ/АМУ................. eee 6,100 6,100 6,100 6,100 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
FORT LEAVENWORTH 
CORPS SIM CENTER (PHASE 11)....................... 4,400 4,400 4,400 4,400 
AIR NATIONAL QUARD 
FORBES FIELD 
MEDICAL TRAINING COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY......... . == ==» 5,200 5,200 
MCCONNELL AFB 
ALTER 8-1 SQUADRON OPERATIONS FACILITY............ 800 800 воо 800 
В-1 FUEL MAINTENANCE HANGAR........ %%4.ше«шешөсө — рау 7,900 7,900 
ARMY RESERVE 
OLATHE 
(АМО АСОМІЗІТІОН................... ......Ж««! ...... 539 539 539 639 
TOPEKA 
уЗАЛС/ОМӘ/АМЗА.................................... 6,487 6,487 6,487 6,487 
МІТСНІТА 
на 8 ARMCOM (PHASE 1)......................... ah — 8,389 8,389 
AIR FORCE КЕЗЕ 
LL AFB 
КС-135 ОРЕКАТІОМЅ/ТКАІМІМ. WW. ТТГ — — 4,980 4,980 
TOTAL, КАМ$АЗ................... ........»...» 21,676 28,176 63,445 55,145 
KENTUCKY 
FORT CAMPBELL 
ША... 25... eee 1).................. — өт.» 10,000 10,000 
CLOSE COMBAT TACTICAL TRAINER BUILDING............ 5,600 6,600 5,600 5,600 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
WESTERN KENTUCKY сеника * . 
TRAINING COMP! %%%%%4%%%%1өөеөесесөеееее ....- — — 4,656 4,656 
TOTAL, KEN C WWW.. ...... 4....ш.. обоено 5,600 5,600 20,256 20,256 
LOUISIANA 
AIR FORCE 
BARKSDALE AFB 
В-52 TRAINING COMPLEX.......... КҮТТІТІТІТІТІГ .... 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 
DEFENSE-WIDE 
AIR FORCE BASE 
LIFE SAFETY UPGRADE............ ТОЛТО. ..... 4,100 4,100 4,100 4,100 
FSC SDALE AFB 
REPLACE HYDRANT FUEL SYSTEM (ОӨОҒ)................ 13,100 13,100 13,100 13,100 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION 
& PROJECT 


NEW ORLEANS NAVAL SUPPORT ACTIVITY 
SOF SMALL CRAFT ВМЕАКИАТЕМ........................ 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
PLAQUEM 


INE 
(ВЕНАВ/ВЕНОМАТ1ОН)...................... ...... 


NEW ORLEANS NAVAL SUPPORT ACTIVITY 
QUARTERS 
TOTAL, LOUISIANA.............. ТТІТІТІТІТТІГІТІ 


МАУҮ 
ANNAPOLIS NAVAL STATION 
BACHELOR ENLISTED 


DEFENSE-WIDE 
BETHESDA NAVAL HOSPITAL 
POTABLE WATER LINE ЛЕРІ АСЕМЕМТ.................... 
FOREST GLEN (WRAIR) 
ARMED FORCES INST OF PATH REPOSITORY ADD.......... 
ARMY INSTITUTE OF RESEARCH (PHASE 111)............ 


MEADE 
CRITICAL UTILITIES CONTROL (PHASE 1).............. 
FRIENOSHIP AIRPORT ANNEX II РИЯСНАЗЕ.............. 
SPL_STEAM GENERATION Р(АМТ.............. pecvecvcce 


ойю8............................ ( —»ͤ 3 ... 
TOTAL, МАЯҮ(АМО.............. %.444...ө  ....... 
MASSACHUSETTS 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
9 МАР 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE СОМРІЕХ....................... 
WORCESTER ANGS 
PAINT AND REFUELING VEHICLES MAINT BAYS........... 
NAVY RESERVE 


MARINE CORPS RESCEN (CAMP EDWARDS) 
RESCEN/COMBAT VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FAC ADDITION.... 


18,700 


3,600 


6,000 
6,886 
1,300 


1,550 
119,000 


6,100 
31,565 


2,000 
350 


3,130 


22,114 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION BUDGET HOUSE SENATE CONFERENCE 
& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED AGREEMENT 


TOTAL, МАЗЗАСНУЗЕТТВ............................ 5,480 5,480 5,480 5,480 
MICHIGAN 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
SELFRIDGE 
UPGRADE HEATING SYSTEMS..... .....-шввшшш» ...... .... 2,900 2,900 2,900 2,900 
SANITARY SEWER /РОЯВАГЕ,........................... — — 5 акак. 
REGIONAL AIRPORT. плк tate ANGB) 
AIRFIELD PAVEMENTS ADDIT ‚( —LIß( W322 — — 6,400 6,400 
TOTAL, МІСИТОАН................................. 2,900 2,900 9.820 9,300 
MINNESOTA 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
CAMP RIPLEY 
CPHASE 11)..................-.. .....вш-..... — == 8,150 — 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
MINN-ST PAUL IAP 
AIRCRAFT DEICING РАСТ1ТТҮ.................5-55»5»»» 400 400 400 400 
UPGRADE HEATING ЗҮ$ТЕМ............................ 780 780 780 780 
TOTAL, МІМНЕФОТА................................ 1,180 1,180 9,330 1,180 
MISSISSIPPI 
AIR FORCE 
COLUMBUS AFB 
FIRE TRAINING FACILITY........ ..4...»ш.ш.. базе еее 1,150 1,150 1,150 1,150 
KEESLER AFB 
БОКИТТОВҮ.,....................................... — 8,300 =en 5 
UPGRADE STUDENT ООВМ1ТОНВҮ........................ . 6,500 6,500 6,500 6,600 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
CAMP SHELBY 
MULTI PURPOSE RANGE COMPLEX (PHASE 1)............. — — 6,000 5,000 
AVCRAD EQUIPMENT ELECTRONIC TEST FACILITY......... 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 
AIR igh a оиа. 
GULFPORT ANG CRTC 
ROAD RELOCATION...... К — .....<!:.... ж С-та өзен 10,200 5,100 
KEY FIELD (MERIDIAN) 
ADO/ALTER BASE COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY..........+. «ее 1,500 — 1,500 
THOMPSON FIELD (JACKSON) 
ADD/ALTER COMMUNICATIONS РАС1Ы1ТҮ................. е 2,400 — 2.400 
TOTAL, MISSISSIPPL.. ll... 8,750 20,950 23,950 22,750 
MISSOURI 
ARMY 
FORT LEONARD WOOD 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT СЕМТЕА............ ОГЛ .... — 3,900 ad ==» 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 


INSTALLATION 
& PROJECT 


FT APRON/CONVOY 
— ADD/ALTER DOCK FIRE РКОТЕСТІОМ................ 
18 TO FLIGHT SIMULATOR TRAINING FACILITY..... 
AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE DOCKS/HYDRANT FUEL 


DMA AEROSPACE CENTER, ARNOLD 
8 STROYED/DAMAGED ҒАС W/LAND АСО.......... 
JEFFERSON CITY 
MULTI 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
JEFFERSON BARRACKS 
л о ATI AT r ефә» э» 
Fc EE A 
MONTANA 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
FORT HARRISON 
TRAINING SITE 1МРВОУЕМЕНТЗ.................. 3 
ARMY AVIATION SUPPORT FACILITY........ We ins 


Lee 


ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
CAMP ASHLAND 
ADMIN/EDUCATION/MEDICAL/SUPPLY FACILITY........... 
HASTINGS TRAINING RANGE 
INSTRUCTIONAL FACILITY.......... %....--..ҡ..ф ... А 


1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 
3,500 3,500 3,500 3,800 
4,100 4,100 4,100 4,100 
15,500 15,500 15,500 18,500 
40,300 40,300 40,300 40,300 
--- --- 2,236 2,236 
--- --- 2,700 2,700 
64,900 68,800 69,836 69,836 
--- --- 681 681 
— — 7,854 7,854 
= — 12,506 12,506 
--- --- 21,041 21,041 
— — 1,408 1,408 
--- --- 761 --- 
ы» --- 2,169 1,408 
600 600 600 600 
=-= --- 9,550 7,000 
9,900 9,900 9,900 9,900 
ғ — 9,000 9,000 
10,500 10,500 29,050 26,500 


TOTAL, МЕУАРА................................ ... 


(IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


BUDGET HOUSE SENATE CONFERENCE 
REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED AGREEMENT 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION BUDGET HOUSE SENATE CONFERENCE 
& ECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED _ AGREEMENT 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
ARMY RESERVE 
MANCHESTER 
АМЗА/ОМЗ............... e 5% Т А 2828888838 --- --- 17,893 12,376 
NEW JERSEY 
ARMY 
PICATINNY ARSENAL 
нау ЕЕ ELECTRICAL SYSTEM (PHASE 11).............. --- Б,БОО --- 5,500 
LAKEHURST MAVAIRWARFARE CTR AIRCRAFT DIV 
к CHILD DEVELOPMENT. CENTER (0ВОР).................. 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 
MCGUIRE AFB 
1 D аксе --- 7,300 7,300 7,300 
DINING FIL I... a --- 5,000 --- --- 
TRAINING FACILITY........ 5 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 
КС-10 SQUADRON ОРЕВАТ1ОМ8/АМ\)..................... 7,600 7,600 7,600 ‚600 
DEFENSE-WIDE 
OF SC MCGUIRE AFG 
REPLACE HYDRANT FUEL SYSTEM (DBOF)........... 38234 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
ATLANTIC CITY 
UPGRADE SANITARY AND WATER 8ҮЗТЕМ................ е 650 650 650 650 
MCGUIRE AFB 
FUEL CELL AND но CORROSION CONTROL FACILITY.......... 5,700 5,700 5,700 5,700 
WARREN GROVE RANGE 
COMPOSITE RANGE OPERATIONS FACILITY........ 545559 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 
TOTAL, NEW JERSEY...... Кокем NILA 6% 4 30,350 48,150 37,650 43,150 
NEW MEXICO 
WHITE SANDS MISSILE RANGE 
STALLION RANGE CENTER WATER DEVELOPMENT........ 2%% --- 2,050 --- 2,050 
AIR FORCE 
CANNON AFB 
ADO VALTER у зр EOE A TA INET --- 3,000 --- 3,000 
UPGRADE STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEM..... 020929 620 620 620 620 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL PLANT. 9,800 9,800 9,800 9,800 
HOLLOMAN AFB 
ACADEMIC CENTER.............. C00 --- 6,000 6,000 
KIRTLAND AFB 
UPGRADE ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM........... è 7,656 7,656 7,686 7,656 
UPGRADE STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEM............ ee 1,500 1 % 1,500 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
KIRTLAND AFB 
AIRCRAFT CORROSION CONTROL РАС111ТҮ............... 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION BUDGET HOUSE — CONFERENCE 
& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RE AGREEMENT 
ALTER AIRCRAFT MAINT HANGAR AND S S.. 900 900 900 900 
COMPOSITE ENGINE АМО NOT ЭНОР..................... 2,700 2,700 2,700 2,700 
LANTIRN MAINTENANCE ҒАСІ(1ТҮ...................... 620 620 620 620 
TOTAL, NEW МЕХ1СО............... ö * * 9 *** 25,696 30,646 31,596 38,646 
NEW YORK 
DRUM 
INFANTRY PLATOON BATTLE СОМЯЗЕ.............. — 3,800 — 3,800 
ANTI~ARMOR TRACKING AND LIVE-FIRE RANGE..... === 5,000 раа 5,000 
SHIPPING AND RECEIVING BUILDING............. — 2,650 ә» eS 
U.S. MILITARY ACADEMY (WEST POINT) 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT OO eee „„ — 8,300 — 8. 300 
WATERVLIET ARSENAL 
IL RUNOFF CONTAINMENT FACILITY (ОВОҒ).......... š. 680 680 660 680 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
HANCOCK FIELD (SYRACUSE) 
COMPOSITE MEDICAL TRAINING ҒАСІЦІТҮ............... 1,990 1,990 1,990 1,990 
NIAGARA FALLS IAP 
UPGRADE RUNWAY ОМЕКАОМ............... è 1,950 1,960 1,950 1,950 
UPGRADE STORM WATER АМО SANITARY SEWER 8ҮЗТЕМ..... 400 
STRATTON ANGB (SCHENECTADY) 
MAINTENANCE HANGAR AND SHOPS. à... o.i: o.. о... . — 10,000 — 10,000 
NAVY RESERVE 
МАУ AND MARINE CORPS RESCEN . 
RESERVE TRAINING BUILDING АРОІТІОМ................ 3,836 3,836 3,836 3,836 
AIR FORCE RESERVE 
NIAGARA FALLS IAP 
FUEL SYSTEM MAINTENANCE НАМОАА.................... 4,695 4,895 4,695 4,895 
TOTAL, МЕЙ ҮОӨК................................. 13,751 43,501 13,751 40,851 
NORTH CAROLINA 
STAGING AREA СОМР,ЕХ...................... ...вв«» 11,200 11,200 11,200 11,200 
немі S COMPLEX КЕМЕЖА(.................. .. 18,500 18,500 18,500 18,500 
CAMP LEJEUNE MARINE CORPS BASE 
BACHELOR ENLISTED ОЦААТЕВ$........................ 8,300 8,300 8,300 8,300 
INFANTRY PLATOON BATTLE COURSE.......... ........: 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT (PHASE 11)............. 45,500 45,500 45,500 45,500 
CHERRY POINT MARINE CORPS AIR STATION 
ENCLOSE WATER SURVIVAL TRAINING ТАМК.............. 2,060 2,060 2,050 2,050 
JET ENGINE Н сЕш............. %.%%4%%%!!”....... 7,730 7,730 7,730 7,730 
MISSILE МАОА2ІМЕ................ ..%-.өшшше- ... 1,650 1,650 1,650 1,650 
NEW RIVER MARINE CORPS AIR STATION ` 
BACHELOR ENLISTED ОШААТЕВЗ$........................ 14,660 14,650 14,650 14,650 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION BUDGET HOUSE SENATE CONFERENCE 
& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED AGREEMENT 
AT RoPe AFB 
с-130 30” SQUADRON ОРЗ/АМ) & AUDIOVISUAL жонс CTR. 6,100 6,100 6,100 6,100 
UNDERGROUND FUEL STORAGE TANKS......... ....... ... 2,150 2,150 2,150 2,150 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON AFB 
VISITING OFFICERS ОШААТЕВЗ........................ = 2,000 co =se 
DINING HALL AND TROOP ISSUE WAREHOUSE............. 25 4,700 ые 4,700 
DRAINAGE SYSTEM........... “....... 830 830 830 830 
DEFENSE-WIDE 
FORT BRAGG 
СОЗСОМ HEALTH С(ІМІС................. .....ш..«.... =з» 13,200 — 13,200 
SOF ВАЯРАСКВ................ аза 8,000 9 8.000 
SOF GROUP HEADQUARTERS BUILDING 2,600 2,600 224 2,600 
AIR 8 GUARD 
AEROMEDICAL EVACUATION TRAINING FACILITY.. .. ses 1,900 === 1,900 
ARMY RESE 
HICKORY 
УЗАЯС.......... .......... ......х.!в! .......ш.» ..... 2,713 2,713 2,713 2,713 
TOTAL, NORTH CAROLINA..... %%44444%4 44449444244. 129,473 158,273 136,273 157,273 
NORTH DAKOTA 
AIR_FORCE 
GRAND 
ТОВҰ.:..»...........................2........ 8, 8,500 8,500 8,500 
е SQUADRON ОРЕВАТ1ОМ8/АМ).................... 6 6,300 6, 6,300 
UNDERGROUND FUEL STORAGE TANKS. .... ..... ....... 1,550 1,550 1,550 1,550 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
CAMP GRAFTON (DEVILS LAKE) 
COMBINED SUPPORT MAINTENANCE AND PAINT SHOP...... . ге” 2,050 === 2, 
TOTAL, NORTH DAKOTA......... “+49454 ТЕГ 16,350 18,400 16,350 18,400 
OHIO 
AIR_ FORCE 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB 
UPGRADE ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM............ 4,100 4,100 4,100 4,100 
DEFENSE-WIDE 
COLUMBUS 
DFAS OPERATIONS FACILITY (DBOF) (PHASE I)......... 72,403 37,400 37,400 37,400 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
RICKENBACKER 
25622222 44..в-..... ем — 1,750 == 1,750 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
BLUE ASH ANG STATION 
REPLACE UNDERGROUND FUEL STORAGE ТАМКЗ............ 380 380 380 380 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION BUDGET SENATE CONFERENCE 
& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED AGREEMENT 
CAMP PERRY 
REPLACE GROUND FUEL STORAGE ТАМКЗ............ 320 320 320 320 
RICKENBACKER АМОВ 
RGROUND FUEL STORAGE TANKS............ 310 310 310 310 
SQUADRON OPERATIONS ВОІІрІМа....,........... ..... — <== 6,100 = 
AIR FORCE RESERVE 
YOUNGSTOWN 
ADO/ALTER, ELECTRIC eee 2 ——*2-!ü 4.230 4.230 4,230 4,230 
AIRCRAFT PARKING APRON..... 4232*2ũ .. 3,350 3,350 3,350 3,350 
BASE WATER DISTRIBUTION 5ҮЗТЕМ............ 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 
TOTAL, ОН10............ ‚ H —([V—ỹ 332 86,093 52,840 57,190 52,840 
OKLAHOMA 
FORT SIL 
VEHICLE WASH FACILITY.......... „ 6,300 6,300 6,300 6,300 
WHOLE .......-..... .... көтіне 8,000 = 8,000 
AIR FORCE 
ALTUS 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER...... КТО О one 4,000 3,600 3,600 
vine are TRAINING ҒАСЦДТҮ............................ 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 
S g ООВИ1ТОВ1ЕЗ............................. 5,100 5,100 5,100 5,100 
CORROSION CONTROL Facility (B-2) (PHASE 1)........ — — 11,400 6,000 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
LAWTON (FORT SILL) 
ORGANIZATIONAL MAINTENANCE SHOP (MLRS)...........+ 2,400 2,400 2,400 2,400 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
TULSA 2 
COMPOSITE Эзүүчү ш FACILITY..... ........:: . 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,800 
WILL ROGERS WORLD AIRPORT 
AERIAL PORT TRAINING FACILITY.......... 4.......... 2,550 2,550 2,550 2.550 
COMPOSITE FIRE ЗТАТІОН...................... “..... 1,950 1,950 1,960 1,960 
PETROLEUM OPERATIONS FACILITY........... .........» 400 400 400 400 
TOTAL, ОК(АНОМА,............. %%%44........» оъ... 21,800 33,800 36,800 39,400 
OREGON 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
САМР WITHECOMBE 
S SSS. ....... 4%4%4...шг«» .%%..4..”....... ... — =” 4,769 4,769 
SALEM 
9552-51 OPERATIONS ВІЛІПІНО...................... — — 2.972 2.972 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
KLAMATH FALLS 
OPERATIONS/TRAINING ҒАСІ(1ТҮ...................... — — 4,600 4,600 
DEFENSE-WIDE 
UMATILLA DEPOT 
AMMUNITION DEMILITARIZATION FACILITY (PHASE II). 55,000 55,000 === са 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION BUDGET HOUSE SENATE CONFERENCE 
& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED AGREEMENT 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
r 55. 000 55. 000 12,341 12,341 
PENNSYLVANIA 
NAVY 
PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD 
FOUNDRY RENOVATION AND MODERNIZATION (PHASE III).. <= 6,000 = 6,000 
DEFENSE-WIDE 
DEF DISTRIBUTION NEW CUMBERLAND - DOSP 
TRANSPORT CONTROL FACILITY (ОВОҒ)................. 4,600 4,600 4,600 4,600 
OLMSTEAD FIELD, HARRISBURG IAP 
LING VEHICLE ЭНОР........................ 443 443 
SOF MOBILITY STORAGE Erh. 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 
ARMY NA 
IND LANTOWN GAP ANNVILLE 
MILITARY TRAINING/BARRACKS/DINING (PHASE III)..... — = 9,877 9,877 
SCRANTON REGIONAL MAINTENANCE FACILITY 
REGIONAL MAINTENANCE ЗНОР......... ә...) ......-. — 3. 320 — 3.320 
AIR NATIONAL 
GREATER PITTSBURGH IAP 
SYSTEMS MAINTENANCE РАС111ТҮ.............. ... 5,332 5,332 5,332 5,332 
TOTAL, РЕММЗҮ(МАМТА........................ ..... 11,575 20,895 21,452 30,772 
RHODE ISLAND 


NAVY 


NAVAL WAR COLLEGE NEWPORT 
STRATEGIC MARITIME CENTER (PHASE 11).............. — — 18,000 = 


SOUTH CAROLINA 


ARMY 
CHARLESTON NAVAL WEAPONS STATION 
ARMY STRATEGIC MAINT А (PHASE II) (DBOF). 16,500 16,500 16,500 16,500 
ао (ОӘОЕҒ)..........-................. 9,200 9,200 9. 200 9. 200 
wie on BARRACKS COMPLEX КЕМЕМАЇ.................... 32,000 32,000 32,000 32,000 
BEAU 
BACHELOR ENLISTED ERL. — 15,000 15,000 16,000 
AIR FORCE 
CHARLE 
С-17 ADD TO FLIGHT SIMULATOR ҒАСІ(1ТҮ............. 1,300 1,300 1,300 1,300 
C-17 RATI ‚( ) 5,600 5,600 5,600 5,600 
о ..... ТЕ 5,600 5,600 5,600 5,600 
UPGRADE STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEM.......... ........... 1,300 1,300 1,300 1,300 
DEFENSE-WIDE 
FT JACKSON 
PIERCE TERRACE ELEM SCHOOL АРОІТІОМ............... 576 576 576 576 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION BUDGET HOUSE SENATE CONFERENCE 
& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED AGREEMENT 
ARMY кі. GUARD 
REGION С LEADERSHIP BRIGADE FACILITY.......... .... — — 15,228 16,229 
TOTAL, SOUTH CANLI ...... .... 72,076 87,076 102,305 102,305 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
AIR FORCE 
ELLSWORTH AFB 
CONSOLIDATED ADMIN SUPPORT СОМР(ЕХ................ — * 7,800 7,600 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
CAMP RAPID e ш) 
COMBINED BA ON BARRACKS/MESS/ADMIN AREA....... — 2,650 2,631 2,631 
RAPID CITY AIRPORT 
AASF 7% „ eee — — сенде = 3,100 are 
AIR NATIONAL 
JOE FOSS FIELD 
BASE SUPPLY СОМР,ЕХ............................... 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE AND STORAGE СОМР!ЕХ..... ..Ҙ тт“ sps 4,400 sss 
TOTAL, SOUTH ОАКОТА....................... ...... 4,000 6,650 21,931 14,431 
An Fone TENNESSEE 
ARNOLD ENGINEERING DEV CENTER 
UPGRADE ENGINE TEST FACILITIES REFRIGERATION. ..... 2,300 2,300 2,300 2,300 
UPGRADE FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEMS...... .......... ... 2,700 2,700 2,700 2,700 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
JOHNSON CITY 
OMS /AMSA/VMF . . ЭТОГО ОК КЕ — 1.937 1.937 1.937 
TULLAHOMA TRAINING SITE 
MODIFIED RECORD FIRE ВАМСЕ..................... ... ==» 2,623 — 2,623 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
NASHVILLE METRO AIRPORT 
С SCHOOL TRAINING ОМАВТЕРЗ................... .. 4,400 4,400 4,400 4,400 
OPERATIONS ҒАСІ1ТҮ...................... өзіме. — 4,400 4,400 
MEMPHIS IAP 
ADD/ALTER BASE ENGINEER MAINTENANCE COMPLEX....... 990 990 990 990 
АРО/А ТЕК SECURITY POLICE OPERATIONS FACILITY..... 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 
TOTAL, TENNESSEE........ %.4.......ш. 4... 11,490 16,050 17,827 20,450 
ТЕХАЗ 
АРМҮ 
FORT BLISS 
CHILD СЕМТЕК.................. t.s.. — 4,000 — 4. 000 
DINING FACILITY.......... — ‚ — — 4,900 — 4,900 
........: ........: 48,000 48,000 48,000 48,000 


89097 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION BUDGET HOUSE CONFERENCE 
& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RE AGREEMENT 
FORT HOOD 
BARRACKS COMPLEX RENEWAL..... seseossoooseceo 17,500 17,500 17,500 17,500 
ле далана. А COMPLEX RENEWAL (PHASE ) — 15,000 15,000 15,000 
ҚТ wee GNS ꝶ- hh. ..........» . — 7, 000 == 7,000 
CORPUS CHRIST 
BACHELOR ENLISTED QUARTERS EXPANSION AND UPGRADE.. ire 4,400 — 4,400 
INGLESIDE NS 
Rene tip gt tN еее Р1ЕА................... ...... — 2.840 — 2,640 
KINGSVILLE NAS 
LAND ACQUISITION FOR AIRFIELD SAFETY CLEAR ZONES.. — 2.710 === 2,710 
AIR FORCE 
DYESS AFB 
ADO/ALTER ООВМ1ТОВ1ЕЗ........................... .. — 5,400 5,400 5,400 
GOODFELLOW AFB 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER АООІТІОН................. — 1,000 = 1,000 
KELLY AFB 
W. A a palate FACILITY..... %4%%%.."””"..!! 3,244 3,244 — 3,244 
так ҒАСТЛТҮ..................... ...... 1,400 1,400 1,400 1,400 
RANDOLPH AFB 
FIRE она Feil. 1.200 1,200 1,200 1,200 
UPGRADE AIRFIELD 110НТ1НМО......................... 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 
REESE AFB 
EINE CPAIMENG FACILITY с.с... 5...0. 6566-5-65 1,200 1,200 1,200 — 
SHEPPARD 
UPGRADE AIRFIELD (1ОНТІМС............... ........: 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,600 
DEFENSE-WIDE 
FORT BLISS 
FORT tate AREA DEFENSE ҒАСІ(1Т1Е5................... 13,600 13,600 13,600 13,600 
CONSOLIDATED TROOP MEDICAL CLINIC........... ...... 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,600 
LACKLAND AIR FORCE BASE 
ADO/ALTER EMERGENCY ОЕРААТМЕМТ............. ...... 6,100 6,100 6,100 6,100 
REESE AIR FORCE BASE 
LIFE SAFETY/UTILITY CN ...... 1,000 1,000 1,000 яне 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
KELLY AFB 
HEATING AND COOLING 8Ү$ТЕМ$............... 1,400 1,400 1,400 1,400 
TOTAL, ТЕХАЗ................. .....!ш-«ҡж.. ....... 103,544 150,594 120,700 148,394 
UTAH 
AIR_FORCE 
HILL AFB 
CONSOLIDATION F FACILITY. == — 8,900 8,900 
DEPOT FIRE PROTECTION..........- 4.%4....»..ө...... . — — 3. 700 <> 


Я$ПОН—ПчОЭЯН TVNOISSTUDNOD 9661 ‘PI 4aquajdag 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION BUDGET SENATE CONFERENCE 
& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED AGREEMENT 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
CAMP aie (LEHI) 
REGION V ВААМАСКЗ.......................... 4..... — 5,197 ae жай 
REPLACE /UPORADE POTABLE WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM. — 800 800 800 
TRAINING SITE, STORAGE FACILITY....... .4.......... 340 340 340 240 
TOTAL, UM... ( * * * 3⁴⁰ 8. 337 13. 740 10,040 
VERMONT 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
BURLINGTON IAP 
ADD/ALTER OPERATIONS/TRAINING ҒАСІ(1ТҮ............ — === 2,650 2,650 
VIRGINIA 
ARMY 
FORT EUSTIS 
WHOLE BARRACKS COMPLEX RENEWAL.......... ..4!..... --- 11,000 11,000 11,000 
8 TRAINING ҒАСПЦІТҮ............... ....... 5,400 5,400 5,400 5,400 
БЕЛЫЕ, MUSEUM LAND АСО/І8ІТІОМ................... ... 17,000 + asie рн» 
HENDERSON HALL, ARLINGTON 
LANO АСОМ151ТІ1ОНМ........................... ....... — === 1,900 1,900 
NORFOLK NAVAL STATION 
BACHELOR STEO ®З............ — 22 16,000 somes жене» 
OILY WASTE COLLECTION SYSTEM (PHASE I). ....... 10,580 10,580 10,580 10,580 
NAVAL HOSPITAL 
LISTED QUARTERS............... 4994...» 9,500 8,500 9,500 9,500 
QUANTICO MARINE CORPS COMBAT DEV COMMAND 
AMBAUNITION STORAGE РАС111ТҮ..................... . 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500 
WILLIAMSBURG FLEET 1 CTR 
LOR ENLISTED QUARTERS....... e 6,140 6,140 6,140 6,140 
ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTION SYS ALTERATIONS........... 2,250 2,250 2,260 2,260 
NAVAL WEAPONS STATION 
4 EXPLOSIVE ORDNANCE DISPOSAL OPS FAC (DBOF)..... ... 1,300 1,300 1,300 1,300 
LANGLEY AFB 
DRAIMAGE SYSTEM..... 4%... 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 
DEFENSE-WIDE 
FLEET COMBAT TRAINING CENTER (DAM NECK) 
SOF AMPHIBIOUS OPERATIONS SUPPORT BUILDING........ 4,500 4,500 4,500 4,500 
ветах DISTRIBUTION DEPOT - DONV (NORFOLK) 
NERAL PURPOSE WHSE REPLACEMENT (DBOF)..... ..... 10,400 10,400 10,400 10,400 
NAVAL AMPHIBIOUS BASE ере CREEK) 
SOF OPERATIONS сие в АСІСІТҮ............ 6,100 6,100 6,100 6,100 
NORTHWEST NAVAL SECURITY GROUP ACTIVITY (CHESAPEAKE) 
MEDICAL/DENTAL СІЛМІС............................. 4,300 4,300 4,300 4,300 


02083 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION 
& PROJECT 


PENTAGON RESERVATION 
FACILITY RENOVATION (PHASE І)................... .. 
NAVAL НОЗРІТ, 


HOSPITAL (PHASE VII)....... ........... 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
CAMP PENDLETON ANGB 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE COMPLEX.............. ..... ... 
RICHARD Е BYRD IAP (RICHMOND) 
ADD/ALTER Ғ-16 AC MAINTENANCE СОМРІ ЕХ............. 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
DANVILLE 
EXPAND SQUIRE АЯМОВҮ........................... ... 


WASHINGTON 


ARMY 
FORT LEWIS 
CONSOLIDATED FUEL ЗТАТІОМ......................... 
MULTI-PURPOSE TRAINING ғы (YAKIMA) . 
RAIL SPUR АМО TANK TRAILS (YAKIMA)... ” 
TACTICAL EQUIPMENT SHOP.. ..........-. 
8 TANK TRAIL EROSION MITIGATION (ҮАКЇМА).......... .. 


BREMERTON PUGET SOUND NAVAL SHIPYARD 
FLEET SUPPORT FACILITIES (ОВОР)................... 
METAL PREPARATION FAC IMPROVEMENTS 


FORCE 
FAIRCHILD AFB 
cr .......еш. .44....-. 


MCCHORD AFB 
DORMITORY. .................. ‚ —Kl—— ‚+++, 
SQUADRON ОРЕВАТ1ОМ5/АМ).................... ....... 
TOTAL, МАЗНІМОТОН............ ‚ —ͤ—̃ * 


WEST VIRGINIA 


ВЕО....... ‚J— 0 .............. 


WISCONSIN 
9 QUARD 


ARMY AVIATION COMPLEX...... ....в4.-...-... ...... .... 


ЗЕМАТЕ СОМҒЕКЕМСЕ 
AQREEMENT 


BUDGET HOUSE 
REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED 


юе 
ә 
3 


кч 


8 
8 


88 88 8 883 88883 


7» en 


82,870 


------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 


161,000 — 
47,900 47,900 
2,000 2,000 
2,700 2,700 
1,789 е 


3,400 3,400 

8,500 8,500 

3,200 3,200 

15,000 15,000 
2,000 2,000 

6,870 6,870 

2,600 2,600 

10,400 10,400 
5,300 5,300 

7,600 7,800 

— 9. 200 

4. 300 4,300 

5,600 5,600 

74,670 82,870 
7,200 7,200 

5,235 — 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION 
& PROJECT 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
FIELD 
ALTER MUNITIONS ҒАСІПЦЛТҮ.......................... 670 
ARMY RESERVE 
GREEN BAY 
ЦЗАЯС/ОМЗ/АМЗА................. ‚• ** 6,523 
TOTAL, WISCONSIN...... ...... %4%4.%%..%%е шө өс» . 7,193 
WYOMING 
Ae WARR 
ALTER DORMITORIES..............- ....в........о!: 5,500 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT СЕМТЕК.......................... eon 
UPGRADE CENTRAL HEAT РІАМТ..................... ... 3,500 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
CAMP 
UTILITY U jj ...... — 
F ЗОВЗНОР................ 342 
ORGANIZATIONAL MAINTENANCE ЗЏВЗНОР................ 348 
TOTAL, WOA GW. ...4........-.. 8,690 


CONUS CLASSIFIED 
ARMY 
CLASSIFIED LOCATIONS 


CLASSIFIED РЖОЛЕСТ............................. ... 1,900 
AIR FORCE 
CLASSIFIED LOCATION 
е дермен UNIT DETACHMENT FACILITY......... 700 
OSD MILCON 
CLASSIFIED (ОСАТІОН............................... 11,500 
TOTAL, CONUS С(А5ЗІҒІЕО............... ........ 14,100 
CONUS VARIOUS 
NAVY 
CONUS VARIOUS 
GERMANY 
AIR FORCE ж 
SPANGDAHLEM 
ADO TO MISSILE MAINTENANCE ҒАСІ(ІТҮ............... 930 
DOH o WQbQ 0 5. 900 


HOUSE 


BUDGET 
REQUEST RECOMMENDED 


1,200 


RECOMMENDED AGREEMENT 


670 


6,523 


12,428 


5,500 
3,500 
6,055 

342 


348 
15,745 


1.200 


670 


6,623 
7,193 


5,500 
3,500 
6,055 

342 


348 
15,745 


1,200 


64096 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION BUDGET SENATE CONFERENCE 
& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED AGREEMENT 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT СЕМТЕН.......................... 2,600 2,600 2,600 2,600 
DEFENSE-WIDE 
RAMSTEIN 
ELEMENTARY/JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL ADDITIONS........... 19,205 19,205 19,205 19,205 
TOTAL, ФЕММАМҮ.................................. 30,185 30,185 27,705 27,706 
GREECE 
AIR_FORCE 
ООВМЇ1ТОВҮ................... ....... “.....-”жт--.» 1,950 1,950 1,950 1,950 
GUAM 
NAVY 
NAVAL COMP AND TELCOMM AREA MASTER STA WPAC 
BACHELOR ENLISTED QUARTERS MODERNIZATION.......... 2,250 2,250 2,250 2,250 
NAVY PUBLIC WORKS CENTER 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT UPGRADES............... 16,180 16,160 16,180 16,180 
NS S 
SOF OPERATIONS SUPPORT ҒАСІ(ІТҮ................... 8,800 8,800 8,800 8,800 
TOTAL, Ф>АЙ..................................... 27,230 27,230 27,230 27,230 
ITALY 
NAVY 
NAPLES NAVAL SUPPORT ACTIVITY 
OPERATIONS SUPPORT СЕМТЕН......................... 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 
QUALITY OF LIFE FACILITIES, (PHASE 111)............ 14,950 14,950 14,950 14,950 
оның NAVAL AIR 
ION Syste tems %ееве%вевесеее»ег — — 870 870 870 870 
SIQONELLA NAVAL AIR STATION — 
AIR BACHELOR ENLISTED ОШААТЕВ$........................ 11,300 11,300 11,300 11,300 
AVIANO AB 
COMMUNICATIONS MAINTENANCE ҒАСІ(1ТҮ............... 1,400 1,400 1,400 1,400 
SQUADRON OPERATIONS ҒАСІЦІТҮ................ ...... 950 950 950 950 
GHEDI AIRFIELD 
DORMITORY...... ооо ө өөөөөөөөөзө®жөөөөөөөө 2—ũ—2ũ27˙⁊ 1,450 1,450 1,450 1,450 
DEFENSE-WIDE 
SIGONELLA NAVAL AIR STATION 
ELEMENTARY/HIGH 75 АЮО1ТІОМ8............... ... 7,595 7,595 7,595 7,595 
U.S. NAVAL SUPPORT ACTIVITY (NAPLES) 
DISPENSARY . сы НА В 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION BUDGET HOUSE ЗЕМАТЕ CONFERENCE 
& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED AGREEMENT 
— —————————— — —ꝓ bv. —[ä3———̃ u’u—— — 
TOTAL, ITIMXX̃X̃ е 53,515 53,515 53,515 53,515 
KOREA 
ARMY 
CAMP STANLEY 
WHOLE BARRACKS COMPLEX RENEWAL.............. .. 6,800 6,800 6,800 6,800 
DINING ҒАСІМТҮ........................... ..... . 4,150 4,150 4,150 4,150 
WHOLE BARRACKS COMPLEX eee .......... 6,200 6,200 6,200 6,200 
WHOLE BARRACKS .................. , , , 7,300 
CAMP PELHAM 
WHOLE BARRACKS COMPLEX ВЕНЕМА!.................... 5,600 5,600 5,600 5,600 
YONGSAN GARRISON (SEOUL) 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT СЕМТЕЙВ.......................... — 1,450 4,500 4,500 
TOTAL, КОРЕА...................... .....в«шш-.ш»ш. 30,050 31,500 34,550 34,550 
PUERTO RICO 
NAVY 
ROOSEVELT агро үм STATION 
SANITARY LANOFILL...... “КККК 11,500 11,500 11,500 11,500 
ЗАВАМА SECA NAVAL SECURITY GROUP ACTIVITY 
ROAD 1МРАОМЕМЕНТ$................................. 2,200 2,200 2,200 2,200 
DEFENSE-WIDE 
DEFENSE FUEL SUPPORT POINT ROOSEVELT ROADS 
FUEL STORAGE (ОВОР)................. .......ш-.--... 6,200 6,200 6,200 6,200 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
PUERTO RICO IAP 
ADO/ALTER COMPOSITE SUPPORT РАС111ТҮ.............. 510 510 510 510 
MUNITIONS MAINTENANCE AND STORAGE COMPLEX......... 3,800 3,800 3,800 3,800 
UPGRADE SECURITY W ...... 1,350 1,350 1,350 1,350 
TOTAL, PUERTO К100........................... ... 25,560 25,560 25,560 25,540 
SPAIN 
DEFENSE-WIDE 
DFSC ROTA 
HYDRANT FUEL SYSTEM (ОВОР)........................ 7,400 7,400 — 7,400 
TURKEY 
AIR FORCE 
ANKARA 
8 ио RRV... 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 
INSTRUTK ........ ............. 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT СЕНТЕЙ.......................... 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 
UPGRADE SEWAGE TREATMENT Р(АНТ.................... 2,900 2,900 2,900 2,900 


VLOGS 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION BUDGET HOUSE SENATE CONFERENCE 
& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED AGREEMENT 
% Cc 11,600 11,800 11,500 11,500 
UNITED KINGDOM 
AIR FORCE 
RAF_LAKENHEATH 
ADO TO MISSILE MAINTENANCE ҒАСІЦІТҮ............... 1,820 1,820 1,820 1,820 
RAF MILDENHALL 
— ALTER CHILD DEVELOPMENT СЕМТЕА................ 2,260 2,250 2,250 2,250 
МЕМИІТН HILL STATION 
WAREHOUSE 8РВЇМКЇГЕВЗ.............................. 677 677 677 677 
TOTAL, ee eee 4,747 4,747 4,747 4.747 
OVERSEAS CLASSIFIED 
AIR FORCE 
CLASSIFIED 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE cli / h 1,600 1,600 — 1,600 
WAR READINESS MATERIAL WAREHOUSES................ 5 15,500 15, --- 5,500 
TOTAL, OVERSEAS С(АЗЗІҒІЕО...................... 17,100 17,100 — 7. 100 


OVERSEAS VARIOUS 


ARMY 
VARIOUS LOCATIONS 
STRATEGIC LOGISTICAL PREPO COMPLEX (PHASE I)...... 48,000 48,000 23 48,000 


NATO 
NATO SECURITY INVESTMENT РКООҒАМ...................... 179,000 161,000 161,000 161,000 
WORLDWIDE UNSPECIFIED 
UNSPECIFIED one eee LOCATIONS 


= HOST NATION ЗУРРОЯТ........................ 20,000 20,000 25,000 20,000 
PLANNING AND DESION 7772774422771 32,894 50,778 44,034 44,034 
„ MINOR СОМЗТКОСТІОМ...,............ 4... 9,000 9,000 19, 8,000 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS 
ING АМО ОЕЗ1ОН........................ ....... 46,477 66,184 49,477 60,477 
UNSPECIFIED MINOR 4%%...!ш!% * 7,200 7,200 6, 7,200 
AIR FORCE 
UNSPECIFIED ШО кеш LOCATIONS 
810М............................... 30,835 49,021 23,894 26,594 
UNSPECIFIED НІНІ 9,030 9,030 .030 %,030 
DEFENSE-WIDE 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS 
CONTINGENCY СОМЗТВЦСТІОН.......................... 11,037 11,037 11,037 11,037 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION 
& PROJECT 


ENERGY “уйу INVESTMENT PN 
PLANNING AND DESIGN 
CHEMICAL entra toon A 


CAL SUPPORT 
DEFENSE LEVEL АСТІУІТІЕЗ............. — 2 
SUBTOTAL, PLANNING AND ОЕЗІОМ.............. . 
UNSPECIFIED MINOR CONSTRUCTION 


SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND. . 
BALLISTIC MISSILE СРЕ ORGANIZATION “4... 
ОЕҒЕМЗЕ ICAL SUPPORT ACTIVITY. ... 


SUBTOTAL, UNSPECIFIED MINOR CONSTRUCTION.... 


ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
оооло оған LOCATIONS 


AFTER СЕНЕН corre 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
UNSPECIFIED WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS 


IAPR eee eee eee eee 


PLANNING AND DESIGN 

UNSPECIFIED MINOR СОМ5ТВОСТ1ОН.................... 
ARMY RESERVE 
- W WORLDWIDE LOCATIONS 


UNSPECIFIED | MINOR СОМЗТАЦСТІОМ..,.................. 
NAVY RESERVE 
We ee a 1 LOCATIONS 
PLANNING SIGN 


TOR ..... 


AIR FORCE RESERVE. 
UNPLANNING AND DESIGN. тов .. 
UNSPECIFIED MINOR СОМЗТАЦСТІОМ................... . 
TOTAL, WORLDWIDE ММӘРЕСІРІЕО.................... 
WORLDWIDE VARIOUS 


VARIOUS LOCATIONS 
RESCISSION, FISCAL YEAR 1992...................... 
R FORCE 


Al 
VARIOUS LOCATIONS 
RESCISSION, FISCAL YEAR 1992...................... 


— 
an 


-6,245 


-16,005 


-8,765 


92096 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 
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INSTALLATION BUDGET HOUSE SENATE CONFERENCE 
& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED AGREEMENT 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
VARIOUS LOCA’ 
wt al FISCAL YEAR 1994.......... “.4....шв.» — — 8. 700 -8,700 
VARIOUS LOCA’ 
RESCISSION, FISCAL YEAR 1991...................... — — -3,234 ара 
RESCISSION, FISCAL YEAR 1992..................... . — — „00 -6,800 
RESCISSION, FISCAL YEAR 1993...................... --- — ~8,690 -8,590 
RESCISSION, FISCAL YEAR 1994.......... 4%44........ — — -8,131 -8,131 
TOTAL, WORLDWIDE УАЯІООВ.................... 4.. — ao -55,705 -38,906 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION 
& PROJECT 


FAMILY HOUSING, ARMY 


REDSTONE ARSENAL (118 UNITS)....... VAs қ 
FORT WAINWRIGHT NEIGHBORHOOD IMPROVEMENT (44 UNITS). 
KENTUCKY 
FORT KNOX (150 UNITS)....... 7 еган ерен 
NEW MEXICO 
WHITE SANDS NEIGHBORHOOD IMPROVEMENT (36 UNITS)... 
U.S. MILITARY ACADEMY (119 UNITS).......... азна 
VIRGINIA 
FORT LEE (135 s)) беке de FO 
WASHINGTON 
cc 
CONSTRUCTION 1ИРВОМЕМЕМТ$............................. 
PV ĩͤ Жане зз дч 
SUBTOTAL, СОНЗТАШСТІОН............ аена еа гат 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
FURNISHINGS АОСОИМТ............... РИОЯ 
т. рне три Shekucredgkesatsase ae 
MISCELLANEOUS АСОИ чада кужу э ots узе» 825555%2%5%%% 
S АССООНТ.......... b 
UTILITIES АСОМ ИИИ RANE SON ваа 
MAINTENANCE OF REAL PROPERTY... o IIIN 
INTEREST PAYMENTS.......... E 
SUBTOTAL, OPERATION АМО МАІНТЕМАМСЕ............. 
TOTAL, FAMILY HOUSING, ARMY.......... сы кере 


> 12,000 
— 19,000 

16,500 16,500 
== 19,500 
10,800 10,800 
14,200 46,600 
2,000 2,000 
43,600 126,400 
48,822 48,822 
726 84.726 

1:2 “286 

2 53,243 
271,376 2711376 
243: 243,840 
634,292 "292 

11 11 
1,337,596 1,337,596 
1,381,096 1,463,906 
из ан шш шш шию а а з шр ин п ши влш 


10,800 
44,712 
5,540 


52,422 
84,726 
‚286 
53,243 
271,376 
243,840 
Е 


1,339,196 


1,410,948 


71.752 


18,000 
16,500 
19,500 
10,800 
48,856 
2.000 
116,656 


48,822 
84,726 
1,266 
53,243 
271,376 


243,840 
ее 


1,452,252 
Бы 


8108 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION BUDGET HOUSE SENATE CONFERENCE 
& PROJECT AGREEMENT 
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FAMILY HOUSING, NAVY 


CALIFORNIA 
LEMOORE NAVAL AIR STATION (240 ІМІТЗ)............ . 900 34,900 34,900 34,900 
MARINE CORPS BASE CAMP PENDLETON (COMMUNITY CENTER) . 1,438 1,438 1,438 1,438 
MARINE CORPS BASE CAMP PENDLETON ла OFFICE)... 707 707 — 707 
MARINE CORPS BASE CAMP PENDLETON (69 UNITS)......... 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 
MARINE CORPS BASE CAMP PENDLETON (69 UNITS)....... . — 20,080 — 10. 000 
PACIFIC MISSILE TEST CENTER POINT MUGU (HOUSING 
OFFICE/SELF HELP СЕМТЕЙМ)..................... ..... ‚020 1,020 — 1.020 
3 WORKS CENTER SAN DIEGO (346 Он1Т8)........... 49,310 49,310 49,310 49,310 
PUBLIC WORKS CENTER, PEARL HARBOR (252 UNITS)....... 48,400 48,400 48,400 48,400 
NAVAL AIR TEST Page 1 PATUXENT RIVER (HOUSING 
WAREHOUSE/SELF HELP СЕМТЕК)............ . 990 890 890 890 
USNA 88 (HOUSING OFFICE/SELF HELP CENTER): : 800 800 — 800 
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION CHERRY POINT (COMMUNITY 
СЕНТЕК).............................. .4.....ш:-... 1,003 1,003 1,003 1,003 
PENNSYLVANIA 
мс ee (HOUSING ОҒҒІСЕ)................. 300 300 — 300 
DAHLGREN NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER (HOUSING 
OFFICE/SELF HELP CENTER).......... seoses 520 520 === 520 
PUBLIC WORKS CENTER NORFOLK (HOUSING OFFICE/HOUSING™ 
есе екен ..........:.:. ‚390 1,390 1,390 1,390 
теє WORKS CENTER NORFOLK (320 ÚNITS).....] ....... 42,500 42,500 42,600 42,500 
HOUSING REVITALIZATION BANGOR (141 UNITS)...... ..... — Sss 4,890 — 
WEST VIRGINIA 
SUGAR GROVE (23 rs) sss — 3,590 3,590 
PUERTO RICO 
WS ROOSEVELT ROADS (HOUSING ОҒҒІСЕ)................. 710 710 — 710 
CONSTRUCTION IMPROVEMENTS............ КОКЕ .. 247,477 292,931 289,046 293,190 
Р.АММІНО........................... %%%9%4%4...%.өсө өсе е 24,390 24,390 25,590 24,390 
SUBTOTAL, СОНЭТЕОСТІОН.......................... 465,755 531,289 512,947 525,058 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION BUDGET HOUSE ТЕ 
& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED OROREEMENT 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


FURNISHINGS АССОМТ...................... ( * 35,320 35,320 38,920 35,320 
MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT....... 44.44.4... 6666 9 9 9 9 9 .. 93,170 83,1 93,170 83,170 
ISCELLANEOUS Ct. 1,252 1,252 1,252 1,252 

44...4.4...». %%%%%%2ш-еө е. ........»ш-» ‚363 66,363 66,363 66,363 
UTILITIES So 214,537 214,537 214,537 214,537 
ЕАВІМО.................................... .......:: 103,582 103,582 103,582 103,682 


MAL OF REAL РАОРЕЙТҮ...................›»5‹‹ 534,023 534,023 634,023 534,023 
MORTGAGE INSURANCE РВЕМ1ШМЗ......................... 62 82 82 82 


SUBTOTAL, OPERATION АМО MAINTENANCE..........-.. 1,048,329 1,048,329 1,051,929 1,048,329: 


TOTAL, FAMILY HOUSING, МАУҮ..................... 1,514,084 1,579,618 1,564,876 1,573,387 
кз «Бен эг? чл қ шаш сөя че пз пзе ш тюшти ча аз аааз сое осе а 
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INSTALLATION 
& PROJECT 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


BUDGET HOUSE SENA CONFERENCE 
REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED AGREEMENT 


FAMILY HOUSING, AIR FORCE 
ELMENDORF AFB (HOUSING OFFICE/MAINTENANCE FACILITY). 


ARIZONA 

DAVIS-MONTHAN AFB (80 ЏМІТЗ)........................ 
ARKANSAS 

LITTLE ROCK AFB (1 GENERAL OFFICER'S QUARTERS)...... 
CALIFORNIA 

BEALE AFB (HOUSING ОҒҒІСЕ)......... 844............ 

e ШММІТЗ)..,......................... ... 

EDWAROS AFB (60 UN. %44.в24.....»... ..%%4............ 

VANDENBERG AFB (HOUSING OFFICE)..... ооо еее ове ео оогоо 
COLORADO 

PETERSON AFB (HOUSING ОҒҒІСЕ).............. ........» 
DISTRICT ОҒ COLUMB 

ата 9МІТ8).......................... .... 


LORI 
а (HOUSING тына); . 
AFB _HURLBURT FIELD (HOUSING SERVICE CENTER). 
ы r (HOUSING OFFICE). 
PATRICK AFB (70 ІМІТЗ).............................. 
TYNDALL AFB (52 UNITS)....... 
AFB (30 UNITS)....... 


3 GENERAL & SENIOR OFFICER'S QUARTERS). 


MOOOY AFB ( 
ROBINS AFB (83 UNITS). 


— 2 


............ ......... 


DAHO 
MOUNTAIN HOME AFB (HOUSING ОҒҒІСЕ)........ .......... 
WOCONNELL AFB (39 ІМІТЗ)............................ 


LOUISIANA 


BARKSDALE АРВ (62 (МІТЗ5)............................ 


HANSCOM 
MISSISSIPPI 


AFB (32 ІМІТ5)............... 4.....шг-.. eee 


W ........ ............ 


WHITEMAN AFB (72 UNITS)....... 


NEVADA 
NELLIS AFB (6 ars OFFICER ОМАВТЕН5).............. 


NELLIS AFB (96 UNITS). 


NELLIS (45 Tru 
AFB (1 GENERAL OFFICER QUARTERS)........... 


NEW MEXICO 


HOLLOMAN 
KIRTLAND AFB (105 UNITS)...... 


NORTH 


CAROLINA 
POPE AFB (104 UNITS). 


Я<ПОН--аЯООЯЯ TVNOISSTASNOD 9661 FI qui 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION BUDGET HOUSE SENATE CONFERENCE 

& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED AGREEMENT 

—— --------- ------- 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON AFB (1 GENERAL OFFICER QUARTERS).... 204 — — — 
WRIGHT PATTERSON AFB (IMPROVE 66 ІМІТ5)............. — — 5,900 — 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

SHAW AFB (MAINTENANCE РАС111ТҮ)..................... 715 715 715 715 

LACKLAND AFB (67 ММІТ8)......... : 8780 6,200 6,200 6,200 6,200 
( 1СЕ).. 225% 500 Б00 --- 500 о 
SHEPPARD AFB oo 600 600 600 600 о 
WASHINGTON 2 
MCCHORD AFB (БО ІМІТ8).............................. 9,504 9,504 9,504 9,504 б 
ANDERSEN AFB (HOUSING ОҒҒІСЕ)................ 1 1,700 1,700 — — z 
TURKEY a 
INCIRLICK АВ (150 unf) 10,146 10,146 10,148 10,146 Ф 
CONSTRUCTION ІМРЕОУЕМЕНТ8В............................. 85,059 90,959 85,059 95,103 2 
РИМИ. ЛЕ ХЫ ое о ааьан 8,989 8,989 9.234 8,989 2 
TECHNICAL ADJUSTMENT (HOUSE FLOOR AMENOMENT).......... — -90 — --- ж 
SUBTOTAL, СОМЗТАЦСТІОМ.............. РБ ез . . 249,003 287,517 267,137 297,738 8 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE О 

FURNISHINGS АССООНТ................................. 43,000 43,000 43,000 43,000 

VVV ; 45,154 45,154 45,154 45,154 

MISCELLANEOUS Б 6.678 5,678 5,678 5,678 
SERVICES ACCOUNT..... 88 33,177 33,177 33,177 33,177 — 

UTILITIES ACCOUNT.............. 112 197,539 197,539 197,539 197,539 
ERASING е ЛЫ isis ЙЫНА е СГ. С СЕС деде аго EMGAGE 115,665 115,665 115,665 о 
MAINTENANCE OF REAL S 2% 1971 422,971 817 ‚971 — 

SUBTOTAL, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE........ .-... 849,213 863,213 850,059 849,213 

TOTAL, FAMILY HOUSING, AIR ҒОЮСЕ................ 1,098,216 1,150,730 1,117,196 1,146,951 

та шш п єз азан кене өл з н з ар аз апап алш шш ш эз п аз та 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


INSTALLATION BUDGET HOUSE SENATE CONFERENCE 
& PROJECT REQUEST RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED AGREEMENT 


9661 ФІ quei d 


FAMILY HOUSING, DEFENSE-WIDE 
CONSTRUCTION IMPROVEMENTS (NATIONAL SECURITY 


AGENCY UNITED KINGDOM). nns OMAL SECURITY | | * 50 50 50 50 
CONSTRUCTION IMPROVEMENTS (NEW CUMBERLAND, РА)........ 3,722 3,722 3,722 3,722 
SUBTOTAL, CONSTRUCTION...... Канн deere жале 3,772 3,772 3,772 3,772 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
FURNISHINGS АССОШНТ................................. 3,400 3,400 4,400 3,400 
I і 231 231 231 231 
MISCELLANEOUS ACCOUNT 2 36 36 36 36 
SERVICES ACCOUNT..... 383 383 383 383 
UTILITIES ACCOUNT 88 746 745 745 746 
онаа нро o SE TESSE OSES AES 24,874 24,874 24,874 24,874 
MAINTENANCE OF REAL РАОРЕЙТҮ........................ 797 797 11,697 797 
SUBTOTAL, OPERATION АМО МАІНТЕМАМСЕ............. 30,467 30,467 42,367 30,467 
TOTAL, FAMILY HOUSING, DEFENSE-WIDE............. 34,239 24,239 46,139 34,238 
22 „%% „%% „„ „„ »»» „„ ч вар „„ „ü,. 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FAMILY HOUSING 

IMPROVEMENT FUND 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FAMILY HOUSING IMPROVEMENT FUND. 22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 
HOMEOWNERS ASSISTANCE FUND 

HOMEOWNERS ASSISTANCE FA i 75,586 75,586 75,586 75,586 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 


— 0 — S 


--------- 


BASE REALIGNMENT AND 
CLOSURE ACCOUNT, PART II 


BASE REALIGNMENT АМО CLOSURE ACCOUNT, PART 11......... 964,843 964,843 964,843 964,843 


BASE REALIGNMENT AND 
CLOSURE ACCOUNT, PART III 


BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE ACCOUNT, PART 111........ 2,148,480 2,148,480 2,148,480 2,148,480 
BASE REALIGNMENT AND 
CLOSURE ACCOUNT, PART IV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE ACCOUNT, PART IV......... 784,569 764,669 784,569 784,569 
TOTAL, BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE ACCOUNT..... 3,897,882 2,897,892 3,897,892 3,897,892 

“з па аз Оз аз тз араш зеш „% ü„% %%% %%. әнменен seeeseesseues 

GRAND TOTAL........ ..... 444-644... .-....... 10,897,995 11,177,008 11,158,995 11,177,008 
чалат ча эн аз аз өзе SESSSSSSSSS ST чиш ошвап цзы е рев рен Ча а ар ар е 
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September 14, 1995 


CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH COMPARISONS 


The total new budget (obligational) au- 
thority for the fiscal year 1996 recommended 
by the Committee of Conference, with com- 
parisons to the fiscal year 1995 amount, the 
1996 budget estimates, and the House and 
Senate bills for 1996 follow: 


New budget (obligational) 
authority, fiscal year 
1995 

Budget estimates of new 
(obligational) authority, 
fiscal year 1996 ................ 

House bill, fiscal year 1996 

Senate bill, fiscal year 1996 

Conference agreement, fis- 
cal year 1996 .......... екен 

Conference agreement 

compared with: 

New budget 
(obligational) author- 
ity, fiscal year 1995 ...... 

Budget estimates of new 
(obligational) author- 
ity, fiscal year 1996 ...... 

House bill, fiscal year 


$8,735,400,000 


10,697,995,000 
11,177,009,000 
11,158,995,000 


11,177,009,000 


+2,441,609,000 


+479,014,000 


1906 саа асое +18,014,000 
BARBARA Е. VUCANOVICH, 
SONNY CALLAHAN, 

JOSEPH М. MCDADE, 

JOHN Т. MYERS, 

JOHN EDWARD PORTER, 

ERNEST J. ISTOOK, Jr., 

ROGER Е. WICKER, 

BoB LIVINGSTON, 

W.G. (BILL) HEFNER, 

THOMAS M. FOGLIETTA, 

PETER J. VISCLOSKY, 

ESTEBAN EDWARD TORRES, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


CONRAD BURNS, 
TED STEVENS, 
RICHARD С. SHELBY, 
JUDD GREGG, 
HARRY REID, 
DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
ROBERT С. BYRD, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. SKAGGS) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr. Bonror, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. GIBBONS, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. WISE, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, for 5 
minutes, today. 

Mr. WARD, for 5 minutes, today. 

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. SKAGGS, for 5 minutes, today. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. SKAGGS) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 
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Mr. FAZIO of California. 

Mr. LEVIN. 

Mr. KILDEE in two instances. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 

Ms. DELAURO. 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey in two in- 
stances. 

Ms. NORTON. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. ALLARD) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr. KING, 

Mr. TIAHRT. 

Mr. EVERETT. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. 

Mr. PORTMAN in two instances. 

Mr. STEARNS. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. HOKE) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr. EHRLICH. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 24 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, Sep- 
tember 18, 1995, at 10:30 a.m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


1426. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notice of intent to obligate 
funds for International Narcotics Control 
[INC] programs in Peru, the Dominican Re- 
public, El Salvador, and Liberia, pursuant to 
22 U.S.C. 2291(b)(2); to the Committee оп Ap- 
propriations. 

1427. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Environment, Safety, and Health, De- 
partment of Energy, transmitting a sum- 
mary of the draft waste management pro- 
grammatic environmental impact statement 
[PEIS]; to the Committee on Commerce. 

1428. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notice that the President has 
authorized the furnishing of fiscal year 1995 
international organizations and programs 
ПО&Р] funds to the Korean Peninsula En- 
ergy Development Organization (Presi- 
dential Determination No. 95-40), pursuant 
to 22 U.S.C. 2364(a)(2); to the Committee оп 
International Relations. 

1429. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Compliance, Department of the 
Interior, transmitting notification of pro- 
posed refunds of excess royalty payments in 
OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1339(b); to 
the Committee on Resources. 

1430. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Compliance, Department of the 
Interior, transmitting notification of pro- 
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posed refunds of excess royalty payments in 
OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1339(0); to 
the Committee on Resources. 

1431. A letter from the Attorney General of 
the United States, transmitting the Attor- 
ney General’s report to the President: “Тһе 
First Year of the Violent Crime Control Act 
of 1994”; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1432, A letter from the Chair, Commission 
on Legal Immigration Reform, transmitting 
the Commission’s 1995 report on legal immi- 
gration, pursuant to Public Law 101-649, sec- 
tion 141(b) (104 Stat. 5002); to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule ХПІ, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce. 
H.R. 1872. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to revise and extend programs 
established pursuant to the Ryan White 
Comprehensive AIDS Resources Emergency 
Act of 1990; with an amendment (Rept. 104- 
245). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 2274. A bill to 
amend title 23, United States Code, to des- 
ignate the National Highway System, and 
for other purposes; with an amendment 
(Rept. 104-246). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH: Committee of Con- 
ference. Conference report on H.R. 1817. A 
bill making appropriations for military con- 
struction, family housing, and base realign- 
ment and closure for the Department of De- 
fense for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1996, and for other purposes (Rept. 104-247). 
Ordered to be printed. 


— | 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio: 

H.R. 2329. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide protections 
for Medicare beneficiaries who enroll in Med- 
icare managed care plans; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, and in addition to the 
Committee on Commerce, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. EMERSON (for himself, Mr. 
COMBEST, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, 
Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. ТА02ІМ, Mr. 
McCrRERY, Mr. LAUGHLIN, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mr. PARKER, Mr. EVER- 
ETT, Mr. WICKER, Mr. THORNBERRY, 
Mr. HAYES, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis- 
sissippi, and Mr. DICKEY): 

H.R. 2330. A bill to amend the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 to extend the agricultural price 
support programs for certain commodities 
through 2002 and to modify the operation of 
such programs, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. EHRLICH (for himself, Mr. 
CLINGER, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. 
SHADEGG, Mr. Fox, Mr. MCINTOSH, 
and Mr. DAVIS): 

H.R. 2331. A bill to provide for the modi- 
fication or elimination of Federal reporting 
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requirements; to the Committee on Govern- 
ment Reform and Oversight. 

By Mr. MCKEON: 

H.R. 2332. A bill to consolidate and reform 
workforce development and literacy pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Economic and Educational Oppor- 
tunities. 

By Mr. ENSIGN (for himself, and Mr. 
MATSUI): 

H.R. 2333. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to simplify the method of 
payment of taxes on distilled spirits; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BILBRAY (for himself, Mr. 
MOORHEAD, Mr, THOMAS, Mr. DREIER, 
Mr. PACKARD, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. DOR- 
NAN, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska, and Mr. SCHAEFER): 

Н.Б. 2334. A bill to convey 1,000 acres of 
Federal land in San Bernardino County, CA, 
for use as the site of the Southwestern Low- 
Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Compact’s 
regional disposal facility; to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

By Mr. CHAMBLISS (for himself, Mr. 
CALLAHAN, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. 
BACHUS, Mr. HILLIARD, Мг. MONTGOM- 
ERY, Мг. Мовмоор, Mr. PARKER, Mr. 
DEAL of Georgia, Mr. TATE, Ms. DUNN 
of Washington, Mr. HAYES, Mr. PE- 
TERSON of Florida, and Mr. BISHOP): 

H.R. 2335. A bill to amend the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act to exempt from the solid waste 
designation all recoverable materials that 
are contained, collected, and returned to an 
industrial process; to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

By Mr. BARR (for himself, Mr. KINGS- 
TON, Mr. Norwoop, Ms. MCKINNEY, 
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. COLLINS of 
Georgia, Mr. BISHOP, and Mr. 
LINDER): 

H.R. 2336. A bill to amend the Doug Bar- 
nard, Jr., 1996 Atlanta Centennial Olympic 
Games Commemorative Coin Act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Financial Services. 

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (for 
herself, and Mr. MATSUI): 

H.R. 2337. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide for increased 
taxpayer protections; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KLINK: 

H.R. 2338. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow a deduction for 
contributions to an individual training ac- 
count; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. MINGE (for himself, Mr. BAR- 
RET of Nebraska, and Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota): 

H.R. 2339. A bill to amend the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 to permit producers to adopt inte- 
grated, site-specific farm management plans 
that provide for resource-conserving crop ro- 
tation, special conservation practices, rota- 
tional grazing, and biomass production oper- 
ations and practices; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. j 

By Ms. MOLINARI: 

H.R. 2340. A bill to amend the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 to provide for 
more expeditious evictions from public hous- 
ing, and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Banking and Financial Services. 

By Mr. SALMON (for himself, Mr. 
BAKER of California, Mr. BALLENGER, 
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. BAR- 
TON of Texas, Mr. BRYANT of Ten- 
nessee, Mr. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CHRYS- 
LER, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. DAVIS, Мг. Doo- 
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LITTLE, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. ENGLISH of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. 
FORBES, Mr. Fox, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 


HASTERT, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. 
HILLEARY, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. 
INGLIS of South Carolina, Mrs. 
KELLY, Mr. METCALF, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. 


STuMP, and Mr. WELLER): 

H.R. 2341. A bill to amend chapter 89 of 
title 5, United States Code, to permit Fed- 
eral employees and annuitants to elect to re- 
ceive contributions into medical savings ac- 
counts under the Federal Employees Health 
Benefits Program [FEHBP]; to the Commit- 
tee on Government Reform and Oversight. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas (for himself 
and Mr. BRYANT of Texas): 

H.R. 2342. A bill to authorize associations 
of independent producers of natural gas; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. THOMPSON (for himself and 
Mr. WICKER): 

H.R. 2343. A bill to amend the Federal Crop 
Insurance Act to authorize the Secretary of 
Agriculture to provide supplemental crop 
disaster assistance under certain cir- 
cumstances, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Ms. VELAZQUEZ (for herself and 
Ms. MOLINARI): 

H.R. 2344. A bill to establish the Lower 
East Side Tenement Museum National His- 
toric Site, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. LIPINSKI (for himself and Mr. 
HYDE): 

H. Con. Res. 101. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of Congress with respect 
to certain court orders relating to the deseg- 
regation of schools; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CRAPO: 

H.R. 2345. A bill for the relief of Matt Claw- 

son; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HUNTER: 

H.R. 2346. A bill for the relief of Heraclio 

Tolley; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


H.R. 38: Mr. TALENT, Mr. FORBES, Mr. DIAZ- 
BALART, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mrs. SMITH of 
Washington, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, Mr. 
ҺАНООр, Мг. NETHERCUTT, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 
MCHALE, Mr. MICA, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. PAYNE 
of Virginia, Mr. TATE, and Mr. JACOBS. 

H.R. 103: Мг. KILDEE. 

H.R. 104: Mr. LUTHER, Mrs. MEYERS of Kan- 
sas, and Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. 

H.R. 444: Mr. GUTIERREZ. 

553: Mr. FATTAH. 

580: Mr. WILLIAMS and Mr. EHRLICH. 

662: Mr. SOUDER, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Ms. 
DUNN of Washington, Mr. CRAMER, and Mrs. 
SMITH of Washington. 

H.R. 743: Mr. HEINEMAN, Mr. GEKAS, Ms. 
DUNN of Washington, and Mr. NUSSLE. 

H.R. 773: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. 

H.R. 789: Mr. TEJEDA. 

H.R. 878: Mr. COYNE and Mr. ANDREWS. 

H.R. 940: Mr. FORD, Mr. EVANS, and Mr. 
DIXON. 
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H.R. 950: Mr. NADLER. 

H.R. 1078: Mr. BACHUS and Ms. KAPTUR. 

H.R. 1094: Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. LUTHER, Mr. 
MEEHAN, Mr. KLUG, Mr. FROST, and Mr. JA- 


COBS. 

H.R. 1110: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas and Mr. 
COOLEY. 

H.R. 1133: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 

H.R. 1203: Mr. SCHIFF and Mr. SHAYS. 

H.R. 1386: Mr. FOLEY. 

H.R. 1507: Mr. MORAN. 

H.R. 1647: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 

H.R. 1700: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD and Mrs. 
SCHROEDER. 

H.R. 1733: Мг. КІМ, Mr. NADLER, Mr. 
STUDDS, and Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. 

H.R. 1787: Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. 
FOLEY, and Mr. LEWIS of California. 

H.R. 1810: Mr. ROHRABACHER. 

H.R. 1818: Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas, Mrs. 
KELLY, and Ms. MOLINARI. 

H.R. 1833: Mr. ROEMER, Mr. BUNN of Or- 
egon, Mr. MICA, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. BUYER, 
Mr. FUNDERBURK, Mr. STUMP, Mr. MYERS of 
Indiana, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. 
WALKER, Mr. WOLF, and Mr. NEUMANN. 

Н.В. 1872: Mr. JACOBS. 

H.R. 1883: Mr. COLLINS of Georgia and Mr. 
DEAL of Georgia. 

H.R. 1950: Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida and Mr. 
FRANKS of New Jersey. 

H.R. 2008: Mr. HOSTETTLER. 

H.R. 2021: Mr. GUTIERREZ and Mr. Towns. 

H.R. 2029: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. 
WHITFIELD, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. BONIOR, Ms. 
MCKINNEY, and Mr. CHAMBLISS. 

H.R. 2069: Mr. OLVER. 

H.R. 2072: Mr. HOEKSTRA. 

H.R. 2137: Mr. LIVINGSTON and Mrs. VUCAN- 
OVICH. 

H.R. 2144: Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. PAYNE of Vir- 
ginia, Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, Мг. 
BURR, Mr. SOUDER, and Mr. STUPAK. 

H.R. 2184: Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. WYNN, Mr. 
HALL of Ohio, Мг. CRAMER, and Мг. BORSKI. 

H.R. 2197: Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina, 
Mrs. CHENOWETH, and Mr. SANFORD. 

H.R. 2200: Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. EMERSON, 
Mr. SKELTON, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, Mr. 
THORNTON, and Mr. NORWOOD. 

H.R. 2216: Mr. LUTHER. 

H.R. 2219: Мг. MCHALE. 

H.R. 2240: Mr. SHAYS, Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. 
GUTIERREZ, Mr. TORRES, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. BROWN of California, 
Mr. EVANS, Mr. FILNER, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. 
JOHNSTON of Florida, and Mr. LIPINsKI. 

H.R. 2244: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. 
COBLE, and Mr. REED. 

Н.В. 2252: Ms. LOFGREN. 

H.R. 2275: Mr. DICKEY, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. 
SHUSTER, Mr. NEY, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. TIAHRT, 
Mr. CAMP, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. NOR- 
woop, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr. 
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. METCALF, 
Mr. LAHoop, Мг. HASTERT, Mr. PARKER, Ms. 
Dunn of Washington, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. 
MYERS of Indiana, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. 
MARTINEZ, and Mr. ROTH. 

H.R. 2281: Mr. PARKER, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. BARCIA of 
Michigan, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Ms. 
LOFGREN, Ms. Евноо, and Ms. MCKINNEY. 

H.R. 2306; Mr. PARKER. 

H.J. Res. 70: Mr. CLAY. 

H. Con. Res. 42: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylva- 
nia and Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. 

H. Res. 37: Mr. HASTERT. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 
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H.R. 927 
OFFERED By: MR. BURTON OF INDIANA 
(Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute) 


AMENDMENT NO. 1: Strike all after the en- 
acting clause and insert the following: 


SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the Cuban Liberty and Democratic Solidar- 
ity (LIBERTAD) Act of 1995”. 
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of this Act is as follows: 


Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

Sec. 2. Findings. 

Sec. 3. Purposes. 

Sec. 4. Definitions. 

TITLE I—SEEKING SANCTIONS AGAINST 
THE CASTRO GOVERNMENT 


101. Statement of policy. 

102. Enforcement of the economic em- 
bargo of Cuba. 

Prohibition against indirect financ- 
ing of the Castro dictatorship. 

United States opposition to Cuban 
membership in international fi- 
nancial institutions. 

United States opposition to ending 
the suspension of the Govern- 
ment of Cuba from the Organi- 
zation of American States. 

Assistance by the Independent 
States of the former Soviet 
Union for the Cuban Govern- 
ment. 

Television broadcasting to Cuba. 

Reports on assistance and com- 
merce received by Cuba from 
other foreign countries. 

Authorization of support for demo- 
cratic and human rights groups 
and international observers. 

Withholding of foreign assistance 
from countries supporting nu- 
clear plant in Cuba. 

Sec. 111. Expulsion of criminals from Cuba. 

TITLE I—ASSISTANCE TO A FREE AND 

INDEPENDENT CUBA 


Sec. 201. Policy toward a transition govern- 
ment and а democratically 
elected government in Cuba. 

202. Authorization of assistance for the 
Cuban people. 

203. Coordination of assistance рго- 
gram; implementation and re- 
ports to Congress; reprogram- 
ming. 

204. Termination of the economic em- 
bargo of Cuba. 

205. Requirements for a transition gov- 
ernment, 

206. Requirements for a democratically 
elected government. 


TITLE ІП--РНОТЕСТІОМ OF PROPERTY 
RIGHTS OF UNITED STATES NATION- 
ALS AGAINST CONFISCATORY TAKINGS 
BY THE CASTRO REGIME 


Sec. 301. Statement of policy. 

Sec. 302. Liability for trafficking in prop- 
erty confiscated from United 
States nationals. 

Sec. 303. Determination of claims to con- 
fiscated property. 

Sec. 304. Exclusivity of Foreign Claims Set- 
tlement Commission certifi- 
cation procedure. 

TITLE IV—EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN 
ALIENS 

Sec. 401. Exclusion from the United States 
of aliens who have confiscated 
property of United States na- 
tionals or who traffic in such 
property. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 103. 


Sec. 104. 


Sec. 105. 


106. 


Sec. 


107. 
108. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 109. 


Sec. 110. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
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SEC. 2, FINDINGS. 

The Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) The economy of Cuba has experienced a 
decline of at least 60 percent in the last 5 
years as a result of— 

(A) the end of its subsidization by the 
former Soviet Union of between 5 billion and 
6 billion dollars annually; 

(B) 36 years of Communist tyranny and 
economic mismanagement by the Castro 
government; 

(C) the extreme decline in trade between 
Cuba and the countries of the former Soviet 
bloc; and 

(D) the stated policy of the Russian Gov- 
ernment and the countries of the former So- 
viet bloc to conduct economic relations with 
Cuba on strictly commercial terms. 

(2) At the same time, the welfare and 
health of the Cuban people have substan- 
tially deteriorated as a result of this eco- 
nomic decline and the refusal of the Castro 
regime to permit free and fair democratic 
elections in Cuba. 

(3) The Castro e has made it abun- 
dantly clear that it will not engage in any 
substantive political reforms that would lead 
to democracy, a market economy, or an eco- 
nomic recovery. 

(4) The repression of the Cuban people, in- 
cluding a ban on free and fair democratic 
elections, and continuing violations of fun- 
damental human rights have isolated the 
Cuban regime as the only completely non- 
democratic government in the Western 
Hemisphere. 

(5) As long as free elections are not held in 
Cuba, the economic condition of the country 
and the welfare of the Cuban people will not 
improve in any significant way. 

(6) The totalitarian nature of the Castro 
regime has deprived the Cuban people of any 
peaceful means to improve their condition 
and has led thousands of Cuban citizens to 
risk or lose their lives in dangerous attempts 
to escape from Cuba to freedom. 

(7) Radio Marti and Television Marti have 
both been effective vehicles for providing the 
people of Cuba with news and information 
and have helped to bolster the morale of the 
people of Cuba living under tyranny. 

(8) The consistent policy of the United 
States towards Cuba since the beginning of 
the Castro regime, carried out by both 
Democratic and Republican administrations, 
has sought to keep faith with the people of 
Cuba, and has been effective in sanctioning 
the totalitarian Castro regime. 

(9) The United States has shown a deep 
commitment, and considers it a moral obli- 
gation, to promote and protect human rights 
and fundamental freedoms as expressed in 
the Charter of the United Nations and in the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 

(10) The Congress has historically and con- 
sistently manifested its solidarity and the 
solidarity of the American people with the 
democratic aspirations of the Cuban people. 

(11) The Cuban Democracy Act of 1992 calls 
upon the President to encourage the govern- 
ments of countries that conduct trade with 
Cuba to restrict their trade and credit rela- 
tions with Cuba in a manner consistent with 
the purposes of that Act. 

(12) The 1992 FREEDOM Support Act re- 
quires that the President, in providing eco- 
nomic assistance to Russia and the emerging 
Eurasian democracies, take into account the 
extent to which they are acting to termi- 
nate support for the communist regime in 
Cuba, including removal of troops, closing 
military facilities, and ceasing trade sub- 
sidies and economic, nuclear, and other as- 
sistance”. 
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(13) The Cuban Government engages in the 
illegal international narcotics trade and har- 
bors fugitives from justice in the United 
States. 

(14) The Castro government threatens 
international peace and security by engaging 
in acts of armed subversion and terrorism 
such as the training and supplying of groups 
dedicated to international violence. 

(15) The Castro government has utilized 
from its inception and continues to utilize 
torture in various forms (including by psy- 
chiatry), as well as execution, exile, 
confiscation, political imprisonment, and 
other forms of terror and repression, as 
means of retaining power. 

(16) Fidel Castro has defined democratic 
pluralism as ‘‘pluralistic garbage“ and con- 
tinues to make clear that he has no inten- 
tion of tolerating the democratization of 
Cuban society. 

(17) The Castro government holds innocent 
Cubans hostage in Cuba by no fault of the 
hostages themselves solely because relatives 
have escaped the country. 

(18) Although a signatory state to the 1928 
Inter-American Convention on Asylum and 
the International Covenant on Civil and Po- 
litical Rights (which protects the right to 
leave one’s own country), Cuba nevertheless 
surrounds embassies in its capital by armed 
forces to thwart the right of its citizens to 
seek asylum and systematically denies that 
right to the Cuban people, punishing them 
by imprisonment for seeking to leave the 
country and killing them for attempting to 
do so (as demonstrated in the case of the 
confirmed murder of over 40 men, women, 
and children who were seeking to leave Cuba 
on July 13, 1994). 

(19) The Castro government continues to 
utilize blackmail, such as the immigration 
crisis with which it threatened the United 
States in the summer of 1994, and other un- 
acceptable and illegal forms of conduct to in- 
fluence the actions of sovereign states in the 
Western Hemisphere in violation of the Char- 
ter of the Organization of American States 
and other international agreements and 
international law. 

(20) The United Nations Commission on 
Human Rights has repeatedly reported on 
the unacceptable human rights situation in 
Cuba and has taken the extraordinary step of 
appointing a Special Rapporteur. 

(21) The Cuban Government has consist- 
ently refused access to the Special 
Rapporteur and formally expressed its deci- 
sion not to “implement so much as one 
comma” of the United Nations Resolutions 
appointing the Rapporteur. 

(22) The United Nations General Assembly 
passed Resolution 1992/10 on December 4, 
1992, Resolution 1993/48/142 on December 20, 
1993, and Resolution 1994/49/544 on October 19, 
1994, referencing the Special Rapporteur's re- 
ports to the United Nations and condemning 
“violations of human rights and fundamen- 
tal freedoms” in Cuba. 

(23) Article 39 of Chapter VII of the United 
Nations Charter provides that the United 
Nations Security Council shall determine 
the existence of any threat to the peace, 
breach of the peace, or act of aggression and 
shall make recommendations, or decide what 
measures shall be taken . ., to maintain or 
restore international peace and security.“. 

(24) The United Nations has determined 
that massive and systematic violations of 
human rights may constitute a threat to 
peace“ under Article 39 and has imposed 
sanctions due to such violations of human 
rights in the cases of Rhodesia, South Africa, 
Iraq, and the former Yugoslavia. 
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(25) In the case of Haiti, a neighbor of Cuba 
not as close to the United States as Cuba, 
the United States led an effort to obtain and 
did obtain a United Nations Security Council 
embargo and blockade against that country 
due to the existence of a military dictator- 
ship in power less than 3 years. 

(26) United Nations Security Council Reso- 
lution 940 of July 31, 1994, subsequently au- 
thorized the use of all necessary means“ to 
restore the “democratically elected govern- 
ment of Haiti“, and the democratically 
elected government of Haiti was restored to 
power on October 15, 1994. 

(27) The Cuban people deserve to be as- 
sisted in a decisive manner to end the tyr- 
anny that has oppressed them for 36 years 
and the continued failure to do so con- 
stitutes ethically improper conduct by the 
international community. 

(28) For the past 36 years, the Cuban Gov- 
ernment has posed and continues to pose a 
national security threat to the United 
States. 


БЕС. 3. PURPOSES. 


The purposes of this Act are as follows: 

(1) To assist the Cuban people in regaining 
their freedom and prosperity, as well as in 
joining the community of democracies that 
are flourishing in the Western Hemisphere. 

(2) To seek international sanctions against 
the Castro government in Cuba. 

(3) To encourage the holding of free and 
fair democratic elections in Cuba, conducted 
under the supervision of internationally rec- 
ognized observers. 

(4) To develop a plan for furnishing assist- 
ance to a transition government and, subse- 
quently, to a democratically elected govern- 
ment when such governments meet the eligi- 
bility requirements of this Act. 

(5) To protect property rights abroad of 
United States nationals. 

(6) To provide for the continued national 
security of the United States in the face of 
continuing threats from the Castro govern- 
ment of terrorism, theft of property from 
United States nationals, and domestic re- 
pression from which refugees flee to United 
States shores. 


SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS, 


As used in this Act, the following terms 
have the following meanings: 

(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—The term “appropriate congressional 
committees” means the Committee оп Inter- 
national Relations and the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions and the Committee on Appropriations 
of the Senate. 

(2) COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY.—The term com- 
mercial activity“ has the meaning given 
that term in section 1603(d) of title 28, Unit- 
ed States Code. 

(3) CONFISCATED.—As used in titles I and 
III. the term “сопПвсабей” refers to 

(A) the nationalization, expropriation, or 
other seizure by the Cuban Government of 
ownership or control of property, on or after 
January 1, 1959— 

(i) without the property having been re- 
turned or adequate and effective compensa- 
tion provided; or 

(ii) without the claim to the property hav- 
ing been settled pursuant to an international 
claims settlement agreement or other mutu- 
ally accepted settlement procedure; and 

(B) the repudiation by the Cuban Govern- 
ment of, the default by the Cuban Govern- 
ment on, or the failure by the Cuban Govern- 
ment to pay, on or after January 1, 1959— 
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(i) a debt of any enterprise which has been 
nationalized, expropriated, or otherwise 
taken by the Cuban Government; 

(ii) a debt which is a charge on property 
nationalized, expropriated, or otherwise 
taken by the Cuban Government; or 

(iii) a debt which was incurred by the 
Cuban Government in satisfaction or settle- 
ment of a confiscated property claim. 

(4) CUBAN GOVERNMENT.—(A) The term 
“Cuban Government” includes the govern- 
ment of any political subdivision of Cuba, 
and any agency or instrumentality of the 
Government of Cuba. 

(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the 
term “agency or instrumentality of the Gov- 
ernment of Cuba“ means an agency ог in- 
strumentality of a foreign state as defined in 
section 1603(b) of title 28, United States 
Code, with Cuba“ substituted for “а foreign 
state“ each place it appears in such section. 

(5) DEMOCRATICALLY ELECTED GOVERNMENT 
IN CUBA.—The term demoeratically elected 
government in Cuba” means a government 
determined by the President to have met the 
requirements of section 206. 

(6) ECONOMIC EMBARGO OF CUBA.—The term 
“economic embargo of Cuba” refers to the 
economic embargo imposed against Cuba 
pursuant to section 620(a) of the Foreign As- 
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(a)), sec- 
tion 5(b) of the Trading With the Enemy Act 
(50 U.S.C. App. 5(b)), the International Emer- 
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 
and following), and the Export Administra- 
tion Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 2401 and fol- 
lowing), as modified by the Cuban Democ- 
racy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 6001 and follow- 
ing). 

(7) FOREIGN NATIONAL.—The term “foreign 
national" means— 

(A) an alien; or 

(B) any corporation, trust, partnership, or 
other juridical entity not organized under 
the laws of the United States, or of any 
State, the District of Columbia, the Com- 
monwealth of Puerto Rico, or any other ter- 
ritory or possession of the United States. 

(8) KNOWINGLY.—The term “knowingly” 
means with knowledge or having reason to 
know. 

(9) РворЕнТҮ.-(А) The term property“ 
means any property (including patents, 
copyrights, trademarks, and any other form 
of intellectual property), whether real, per- 
sonal, or mixed, and any present, future, or 
contingent right, security, or other interest 
therein, including any leasehold interest. 

(В) For purposes of title Ш of this Act, the 
term “property” shall not include real prop- 
erty used for residential purposes unless, as 
of the date of the enactment of this Act— 

(i) the claim to the property is owned by a 
United States national and the claim has 
been certified under title V of the Inter- 
national Claims Settlement Act of 1949; or 

(ii) the property is occupied by a member 
or official of the Cuban Government or the 
ruling political party in Cuba. 

(10) TRAFFICS._(A) As used in title Ш, a 
person or entity traffies“ in property if 
that person or entity knowingly and inten- 
tionally— 

(i) sells, transfers, distributes, dispenses, 
brokers, manages, or otherwise disposes of 
confiscated property, or purchases, leases, 
receives, possesses, obtains control of, man- 
ages, uses, or otherwise acquires or holds an 
interest in confiscated property, 

(ii) engages in a commercial activity using 
or otherwise benefiting from confiscated 
property, or 

(iii) causes, directs, participates in, or 
profits from, trafficking (as described in 
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clauses (i) and (ii)) by another person, or oth- 
erwise engages in trafficking (as described in 
clauses (i) and (ii)) through another person, 
without the authorization of the United 
States national who holds a claim to the 
property. 

(В) The term traffios“ does not include 

(i) the delivery of international tele- 
communication signals to Cuba that are au- 
thorized by section 1705(e) of the Cuban De- 
mocracy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 6004(e)); or 

(ii) the trading or holding of securities 
publicly traded or held, unless the trading is 
with or by a person determined by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to be a specially des- 
ignated national. 

(11) TRANSITION GOVERNMENT IN CUBA.—The 
term “transition government іп Cuba” 
means a government determined by the 
President to have met the requirements of 
section 205. 

(12) UNITED STATES NATIONAL.—The term 
“United States national” means— 

(A) any United States citizen; or 

(B) any other legal entity which is orga- 
nized under the laws of the United States, or 
of any State, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, or any other 
territory or possession of the United States, 
and which has its principal place of business 
in the United States. 

TITLE I—SEEKING SANCTIONS AGAINST 

THE CASTRO GOVERNMENT 


SEC. 101. STATEMENT OF POLICY. 

It is the sense of the Congress that— 

(1) the acts of the Castro government, in- 
cluding its massive, systematic, and extraor- 
dinary violations of human rights, are a 
threat to international peace; 

(2) the President should advocate, and 
should instruct the United States Permanent 
Representative to the United Nations to pro- 
pose and seek, within the Security Council, a 
mandatory international embargo against 
the totalitarian Cuban Government pursuant 
to chapter VII of the Charter of the United 
Nations, which is similar to measures taken 
by United States representatives with re- 
spect to Haiti; and 

(3) any resumption or commencement of 
efforts by any state to make operational the 
nuclear facility at Cienfuegos, Cuba, will 
have a detrimental impact on United States 
assistance to and relations with that state. 
SEC. 102. ENFORCEMENT OF THE ECONOMIC EM- 

BARGO OF CUBA. 

(а) PoLICY.—(1) The Congress hereby reaf- 
firms section 1704(a) of the Cuban Democracy 
Act of 1992 that states the President should 
encourage foreign countries to restrict trade 
and credit relations with Cuba. 

(2) The Congress further urges the Presi- 
dent to take immediate steps to apply the 
sanctions described in section 1704(b) of that 
Act against countries assisting Cuba. 

(b) DIPLOMATIC EFFORTS.—The Secretary of 
State shall ensure that United States diplo- 
matic personnel abroad understand and, in 
their contacts with foreign officials, are 
communicating the reasons for the United 
States economic embargo of Cuba, and are 
urging foreign governments to cooperate 
more effectively with the embargo. 

(c) EXISTING REGULATIONS.—The President 
should instruct the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury and the Attorney General to enforce 
fully the Cuban Assets Control Regulations 
set forth in part 515 of title 31, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations. 

(4) TRADING WITH THE ENEMY ACT.— 

(1) CIVIL PENALTIES.—Subsection (b) of sec- 
tion 16 of the Trading With the Enemy Act 
(50 U.S.C. App. 16(b)) is amended to read as 
follows: 
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“(bX1) A civil penalty of not to exceed 
$50,000 may be imposed by the Secretary of 
the Treasury on any person who violates any 
license, order, rule, or regulation issued in 
compliance with the provisions of this Act. 

2) Any property, funds, securities, pa- 
pers, or other articles or documents, or any 
vessel, together with its tackle, apparel, fur- 
niture, and equipment, that is the subject of 
a violation under paragraph (1) shall, at the 
discretion of the Secretary of the Treasury, 
be forfeited to the United States Govern- 
ment. 

(3) The penalties provided under this sub- 
section may not be imposed for— 

(A) news gathering, research, or the ex- 
port or import of, or transmission of, infor- 
mation or informational materials; or 

B) clearly defined educational or reli- 
gious activities, or activities of recognized 
human rights organizations, that are reason- 
ably limited in frequency, duration, and 
number of participants. 

“(4) The penalties provided under this sub- 
section may be imposed only on the record 
after opportunity for an agency hearing in 
accordance with sections 554 through 557 of 
title 5, United States Code, with the right to 
prehearing discovery. 

“(5) Judicial review of any penalty im- 
posed under this subsection may be had to 
the extent provided in section 702 of title 5, 
United States Code.“ 

(2) FORFEITURE OF PROPERTY USED IN VIOLA- 
TION.—Section 16 of the Trading With the 
Enemy Act is further amended by striking 
subsection (с). 

(3) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 16 of 
the Trading With the Enemy Act is further 
amended by inserting ‘Src. 16.” before “(а)”. 

(e) COVERAGE OF DEBT-FOR-EQUITY SWAPS 
BY ECONOMIC EMBARGO OF CUBA.—Section 
1704(b)(2) of the Cuban Democracy Act of 1992 
(22 U.S.C. 6003(b)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “апа” at the end of subpara- 
graph (A); 

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 
subparagraph (C); and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following new subparagraph: 

(B) includes an exchange, reduction, or 
forgiveness of Cuban debt owed to a foreign 
country in return for a grant of an equity in- 
terest in a property, investment, or oper- 
ation of the Government of Cuba (including 
the government of any political subdivision 
of Cuba, and any agency or instrumentality 
of the Government of Cuba) or of a Cuban na- 
tional; and“ and 

(4) by adding at the end the following flush 
sentence: 

“As used in this paragraph, the term ‘agency 
or instrumentality of the Government of 
Cuba’ means an agency or instrumentality of 
a foreign state as defined in section 1603(b) of 
title 28, United States Code, with ‘Cuba’ sub- 
stituted for ‘a foreign state’ each place it ap- 
pears in such section.“. 
SEC. 103. PROHIBITION AGAINST INDIRECT FI- 
NANCING OF THE CASTRO DICTA- 
TORSHIP, 

(a) PROHIBITION.—Notwithstanding апу 
other provision of law, no loan, credit, or 
other financing may be extended knowingly 
by a United States national, permanent resi- 
dent alien, or United States agency, to a for- 
eign national, United States national, or per- 
manent resident alien, in order to finance 
transactions involving any confiscated prop- 
erty the claim to which is owned by a United 
States national as of the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

(b) TERMINATION OF PROHIBITION.—The pro- 
hibition of subsection (a) shall cease to apply 
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on the date on which the economic embargo 
of Cuba terminates under section 205. 

(c) PENALTIES.—Violations of subsection 
(a) shall be punishable by the same penalties 
as are applicable to violations of the Cuban 
Assets Control] Regulations set forth in part 
515 of title 31, Code of Federal Regulations. 

(а) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section— 

(1) the term “permanent resident alien” 
means an alien admitted for permanent resi- 
dence into the United States; and 

(2) the term United States agency“ has 
the meaning given the term agency“ in sec- 
tion 551(1) of title 5, United States Code. 

SEC, 104. UNITED STATES OPPOSITION TO CUBAN 
MEMBERSHIP IN INTERNATIONAL 
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS. 

(a) CONTINUED OPPOSITION TO CUBAN MEM- 
BERSHIP IN INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTI- 
TUTIONS.—(1) Except as provided іп para- 
graph (2), the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
instruct the United States executive director 
to each international financial institution to 
use the voice and vote of the United States 
to oppose the admission of Cuba as a member 
of that institution until the President sub- 
mits a determination under section 203(c)(3) 
that a democratically elected government in 
Cuba is in power. 

(2) Once the President submits a deter- 
mination under section 203(c)(1) that a tran- 
sition government in Cuba is in power, the 
President is encouraged to take steps to sup- 
port the processing of Cuba's application for 
membership in any international financial 
institution, subject to the membership tak- 
ing effect after a democratically elected gov- 
ernment in Cuba is in power. 

(b) REDUCTION IN UNITED STATES PAYMENTS 
TO INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.— 
If any international financial institution ap- 
proves a loan or other assistance to the 
Cuban Government over the opposition of 
the United States, then the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall withhold from payment to 
that institution an amount equal to the 
amount of the loan or other assistance to the 
Cuban Government, with respect to each of 
the following types of payment: 

(1) The paid-in portion of the increase in 
capital stock of the institution. 

(2) The callable portion of the increase in 
capital stock of the institution. 

(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this. sec- 
tion, the term “international financial insti- 
tution” means the International Monetary 
Fund, the International Bank for Recon- 
struction and Development, the Inter- 
national Development Association, the 
International Finance Corporation, the Mul- 
tilateral Investment Guaranty Agency, and 
the Inter-American Development Bank. 

SEC. 105. UNITED STATES OPPOSITION TO END- 
ING THE SUSPENSION OF THE GOV- 
ERNMENT OF CUBA FROM THE OR- 
GANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES, 

The President should instruct the United 
States Permanent Representative to the Or- 
ganization of American States to use the 
voice and vote of the United States to oppose 
ending the suspension of the Government of 
Cuba from the Organization until the Presi- 
dent determines under section 203(c)(3) that 
a democratically elected government in 
Cuba is in power. 

SEC. 106, ASSISTANCE BY THE INDEPENDENT 
STATES OF THE FORMER SOVIET 
UNION FOR THE CUBAN GOVERN- 
MENT. 

(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Not later 
than 90 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the President shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re- 
port detailing progress towards the with- 
drawal of personnel of any independent state 
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of the former Soviet Union (within the 
meaning of section 3 of the FREEDOM Sup- 
port Act (22 U.S.C. 5801)), including advisers, 
technicians, and military personnel, from 
the Cienfuegos nuclear facility in Cuba. 

(b) CRITERIA FOR ASSISTANCE.—Section 
498A(a)(11) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2295а(а)(11)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘of military facilities’’ and insert- 
ing “military and intelligence facilities, in- 
cluding the military and intelligence facili- 
ties at. Lourdes and Cienfuegos". 

(с) INELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE.—(1) Sec- 
tion 498A(b) of that Act (22 U.S.C. 2295a(b)) is 
amended— 

(А) by striking “ог” at the end of para- 
graph (4); 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para- 
graph (6); and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol- 
lowing: 

(5) for the government of any independent 
state effective 30 days after the President 
has determined and certified to the appro- 
priate congressional committees (and Con- 
gress has not enacted legislation disapprov- 
ing the determination within that 30-day pe- 
riod) that such government is providing as- 
sistance for, or engaging in nonmarket based 
trade (as defined in section 498B(k)(3)) with, 
the Cuban Government; ог”. 

(2) Subsection (k) of section 498B of that 
Act (22 U.S.C. 2295b(k)), is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

(3) NONMARKET BASED TRADE.—As used іп 
section 498A(b)(5), the term ‘nonmarket 
based trade’ includes exports, imports, ex- 
changes, or other arrangements that are pro- 
vided for goods and services (including oil 
and other petroleum products) on terms 
more favorable than those generally avail- 
able in applicable markets or for comparable 
commodities, including— 

“(А) exports to the Cuban Government оп 
terms that involve a grant, concessional 
price, guaranty, insurance, or subsidy; 

“(В) imports from the Cuban Government 
at preferential tariff rates; 

“(CY exchange arrangements that include 
advance delivery of commodities, arrange- 
ments in which the Cuban Government is not 
held accountable for unfulfilled exchange 
contracts, and arrangements under which 
Cuba does not pay appropriate transpor- 
tation, insurance, or finance costs; and 

„D) the exchange, reduction, or forgive- 
ness of Cuban debt in return for a grant by 
the Cuban Government of an equity interest 
in a property, investment, or operation of 
the Cuban Government or of a Cuban na- 
tional. 

“(4) CUBAN GOVERNMENT.—(A) The term 
‘Cuban Government’ includes the govern- 
ment of any political subdivision of Cuba, 
and any agency or instrumentality of the 
Government of Cuba. 

“(В) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the 
term ‘agency or instrumentality of the Gov- 
ernment of Cuba’ means an agency or instru- 
mentality of a foreign state as defined in 
section 1603(b) of title 28, United States 
Code, with ‘Cuba’ substituted for ‘a foreign 
state’ each place it appears in such section.“ 

(d) FACILITIES AT LOURDES, CUBA.—(1) The 
Congress expresses its strong disapproval of 
the extension by Russia of credits equivalent 
to approximately $200,000,000 in support of 
the intelligence facility at Lourdes, Cuba, in 
November 1994. 

(2) Section 498A of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2295a) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

“(4) REDUCTION IN ASSISTANCE FOR SUPPORT 
OF INTELLIGENCE FACILITIES ІМ CUBA—(1) 
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Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the President shall withhold from assistance 
provided, on or after the date of the enact- 
ment of this subsection, for an independent 
state of the former Soviet Union under this 
chapter an amount equal to the sum of as- 
sistance and credits, if any, provided on or 
after such date by such state in support of 
intelligence facilities in Cuba, including the 
intelligence facility at Lourdes, Cuba. 

“(2ХА) The President may waive the re- 
quirement of paragraph (1) to withhold as- 
sistance if the President certifies to the ap- 
propriate congressional committees that the 
provision of such assistance is important to 
the national security of the United States, 
and, in the case of such a certification made 
with respect to Russia, if the President cer- 
tifies that the Russian Government has as- 
sured the United States Government that 
the Russian Government is not sharing intel- 
ligence data collected at the Lourdes facility 
with officials or agents of the Cuban Govern- 
ment. 

“(В) At the time of a certification made 
with respect to Russia pursuant to subpara- 
graph (A), the President shall also submit to 
the appropriate congressional committees a 
report describing the intelligence activities 
of Russia in Cuba, including the purposes for 
which the Lourdes facility is used by the 
Russian Government and the extent to which 
the Russian Government provides payment 
or government credits to the Cuban Govern- 
ment for the continued use of the Lourdes fa- 
cility. 

“(С) The report required by subparagraph 
(B) may be submitted in classified form. 

D) For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘appropriate congressional committees’ 
includes the Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence of the Senate. 

“(3) The requirement of paragraph (1) to 
withhold assistance shall not apply with re- 
spect to— 

“(А) assistance to meet urgent humani- 
tarian needs, including disaster and refugee 
relief; 

“(В) democratic political reform and rule 
of law activities; 

(C) technical assistance for safety up- 
grades of civilian nuclear power plants; 

„D) the creation of private sector and 
nongovernmental organizations that are 
independent of government control; 

“(Е) the development of a free market eco- 
nomic system; and 

“(Е) assistance for the purposes described 
in the Cooperative Threat Reduction Act of 
1993 (title XII of Public Law 103-160).”’. 

SEC. 107. TELEVISION BROADCASTING TO CUBA. 

(a) CONVERSION TO UHF.—The Director of 
the United States Information Agency shall 
implement a conversion of television broad- 
casting to Cuba under the Television Marti 
Service to ultra high frequency (UHF) broad- 
casting. 

(b) PERIODIC REPORTS.—Not later than 45 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, and every three months thereafter until 
the conversion described in subsection (a) is 
fully implemented, the Director of the Unit- 
ed States Information Agency shall submit a 
report to the appropriate congressional com- 
mittees on the progress made in carrying out 
subsection (a). 

(с) TERMINATION OF BROADCASTING AU- 
THORITIES.—Upon transmittal of а deter- 
mination under section 203(c)(3), the Tele- 
vision Broadcasting to Cuba Act (22 U.S.C. 
1465aa and following) and the Radio Broad- 
casting to Cuba Act (22 U.S.C. 1465 and fol- 
lowing) are repealed. 
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БЕС. 108. REPORTS ON ASSISTANCE AND СОМ- 
MERCE RECEIVED BY CUBA FROM 
OTHER FOREIGN COUNTRIES. 

(a) REPORTS REQUIRED.—Not later than 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, and every year thereafter, the President 
shall submit a report to the appropriate con- 
gressional committees on assistance and 
commerce received by Cuba from other for- 
eign countries during the preceding 12-month 
period. 

(b) CONTENTS ОҒ REPORTS,—Each report re- 
quired by subsection (a) shall, for the period 
covered by the report, contain the following, 
to the extent such information is known: 

(1) A description of all bilateral assistance 
provided to Cuba by other foreign countries, 
including humanitarian assistance. 

(2) A description of Cuba's commerce with 
foreign countries, including an identification 
of Cuba’s trading partners and the extent of 
such trade. 

(3) A description of the joint ventures com- 
pleted, or under consideration, by foreign na- 
tionals involving facilities in Cuba, includ- 
ing an identification of the location of the 
facilities involved and a description of the 
terms of agreement of the joint ventures and 
the names of the parties that are involved. 

(4) A determination whether or not any of 
the facilities described in paragraph (3) is 
the subject of a claim by a United States na- 
tional. 

(5) A determination of the amount of 
Cuban debt owed to each foreign country, in- 
cluding— 

(A) the amount of debt exchanged, for- 
given, or reduced under the terms of each in- 
vestment or operation in Cuba involving for- 
eign nationals; and 

(B) the amount of debt owed to the foreign 
country that has been exchanged, reduced, or 
forgiven in return for a grant by the Cuban 
Government of an equity interest in a prop- 
erty, investment, or operation of the Cuban 
Government or of a Cuban national. 

(6) A description of the steps taken to en- 
sure that raw materials and semifinished or 
finished goods produced by facilities in Cuba 
involving foreign nationals do not enter the 
United States market, either directly or 
through third countries or parties. 

(7) An identification of countries that pur- 
chase, or have purchased, arms or military 
supplies from the Cuban Government or that 
otherwise have entered into agreements with 
the Cuban Government that have a military 
application, including— 

(A) a description of the military supplies, 
equipment, or other materiel sold, bartered, 
or exchanged between the Cuban Govern- 
ment and such countries; 

(B) a listing of the goods, services, credits, 
or other consideration received by the Cuban 
Government in exchange for military sup- 
plies, equipment, or materiel; and 

(C) the terms or conditions of any such 
agreement. 

SEC. 109. AUTHORIZATION OF SUPPORT FOR 
DEMOCRATIC AND HUMAN RIGHTS 
GROUPS AND INTERNATIONAL OB- 
SERVERS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, except for section 
634A of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 
U.S.C. 2394-1) and comparable notification 
requirements contained in any Act making 
appropriations for foreign operations, export 
financing, and related programs, the Presi- 
dent is authorized to furnish assistance and 
provide other support for individuals and 
independent nongovernmental organizations 
to support democracy-building efforts for 
Cuba, including the following: 

(1) Published and informational matter, 
such as books, videos, and cassettes, on tran- 
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sitions to democracy, human rights, and 
market economies, to be made available to 
independent democratic groups in Cuba. 

(2) Humanitarian assistance to victims of 
political repression, and their families. 

(3) Support for democratic and human 
rights groups in Cuba. 

(4) Support for visits and permanent de- 
ployment of independent international 
human rights monitors in Cuba. 


(b) OAS EMERGENCY FUND.—(1) The Presi- 
dent shall take the necessary steps to en- 
courage the Organization of American States 
to create a special emergency fund for the 
explicit purpose of deploying human rights 
observers, election support, and election ob- 
servation in Cuba. 


(2) The President should instruct the Unit- 
ed States Permanent Representative to the 
Organization of American States to encour- 
age other member states of the Organization 
to join in calling for the Cuban Government 
to allow the immediate deployment of inde- 
pendent human rights monitors of the Orga- 
nization throughout Cuba and on-site visits 
to Cuba by the Inter-American Commission 
on Human Rights. 

(3) Notwithstanding section 307 of the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2227) or 
any other provision of law limiting the Unit- 
ed States proportionate share of assistance 
to Cuba by any international organization, 
the President should provide not less than 
$5,000,000 of the voluntary contributions of 
the United States to the Organization of 
American States as of the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act solely for the purposes of 
the special fund referred to in paragraph (1). 
SEC. 110. WITHHOLDING OF FOREIGN ASSIST- 

ANCE FROM COUNTRIES SUPPORT- 
ING NUCLEAR PLANT IN CUBA. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) President Clinton stated in April 1993 
that “the United States opposes the con- 
struction of the Juragua nuclear power plant 
because of our concerns about Cuba's ability 
to ensure the safe operation of the facility 
and because of Cuba's refusal to sign the Nu- 
clear Non-Proliferation Treaty or ratify the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco.“. 

(2) Cuba has not signed the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons or 
ratified the Treaty of Tlatelolco, the latter 
of which establishes Latin America and the 
Caribbean as a nuclear weapons-free zone. 

(3) The State Department, the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, and the Depart- 
ment of Energy have expressed concerns 
about the construction and operation of 
Cuba’s nuclear reactors. 

(4) In a September 1992 report to Congress, 
the General Accounting Office outlined con- 
cerns among nuclear energy experts about 
deficiencies in the nuclear plant project in 
Juragua, near Cienfuegos, Cuba, including— 

(A) a lack in Cuba of a nuclear regulatory 
structure; 

(B) the absence in Cuba of an adequate in- 
frastructure to ensure the plant's safe oper- 
ation and requisite maintenance; 

(C) the inadequacy of training of plant op- 
erators; 

(D) reports by a former technician from 
Cuba who, by examining with x-rays weld 
sites believed to be part of the auxiliary 
plumbing system for the plant, found that 10 
to 15 percent of those sites were defective; 

(E) since September 5, 1992, when construc- 
tion on the plant was halted, the prolonged 
exposure to the elements, including corro- 
sive salt water vapor, of the primary reactor 
components; and 
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(F) the possible inadequacy of the upper 
portion of the reactors’ dome retention capa- 
bility to withstand only 7 pounds of pressure 
per square inch, given that normal atmos- 
pheric pressure is 32 pounds per square inch 
and United States reactors are designed to 
accommodate pressures of 50 pounds per 
square inch. 

(5) The United States Geological Survey 
claims that it had difficulty determining an- 
swers to specific questions regarding earth- 
quake activity in the area near Cienfuegos 
because the Cuban Government was not 
forthcoming with information. 

(6) The Geological Survey has indicated 
that the Caribbean plate, a geological forma- 
tion near the south coast of Cuba, may pose 
seismic risks to Cuba and the site of the 
power plant, and may produce large to mod- 
erate earthquakes. 

(7) On May 25, 1992, the Caribbean plate 
produced an earthquake numbering 7.0 on 
the Richter scale. 

(8) According to a study by the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
summer winds could carry radioactive pol- 
lutants from a nuclear accident at the power 
plant throughout all of Florida and parts of 
the States on the gulf coast as far as Texas, 
and northern winds could carry the pollut- 
ants as far northeast as Virginia and Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

(9) The Cuban Government, under dictator 
Fidel Castro, in 1962 advocated the Soviets’ 
launching of nuclear missiles to the United 
States, which represented a direct and dan- 
gerous provocation of the United States and 
brought the world to the brink of a nuclear 
conflict. 

(10) Fidel Castro over the years has con- 
sistently issued threats against the United 
States Government, most recently that he 
would unleash another perilous mass migra- 
tion from Cuba upon the enactment of this 
Act. 

(11) Despite the various concerns about the 
plant’s safety and operational problems, a 
feasibility study is being conducted that 
would establish a support group to include 
Russia, Cuba, and third countries with the 
objective of completing and operating the 
plant. 

(b) WITHHOLDING OF FOREIGN ASSISTANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the President shall 
withhold from assistance allocated, on or 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
for any country an amount equal to the sum 
of assistance and credits, if any, provided on 
or after such date of enactment by that 
country or any entity in that country in sup- 
port of the completion of the Cuban nuclear 
facility at Juragua, near Cienfuegos, Cuba. 

(2) EXCEPTIONS.—The requirement of para- 
graph (1) to withhold assistance shall not 
apply with respect to— 

(A) assistance to meet urgent humani- 
tarian needs, including disaster and refugee 
relief; 

(B) democratic political reform and rule of 
law activities; 

(C) the creation of private sector and non- 
governmental organizations that are inde- 
pendent of government control; 

(D) the development of a free market eco- 
nomic system; and 

(E) assistance for the purposes described in 
the Cooperative Threat Reduction Act of 1993 
(title XII of Public Law 103-160). 

(3) DEFINITION.—As used in paragraph (1), 
the term assistance“ means assistance 
under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
credits, sales, and guarantees of extensions 
of credit under the Arms Export Control Act, 
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assistance under titles I and Ш of the Agri- 
cultural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act of 1954, assistance under the FREEDOM 
Support Act of 1992, and any other program 
of assistance or credits provided by the Unit- 
ed States to other countries under other pro- 
visions of law, except that the term “assist- 
апсе” does not include humanitarian assist- 
ance, including disaster relief assistance. 


SEC. 111. EXPULSION OF CRIMINALS FROM CUBA. 


The President shall instruct all United 
States Government officials who engage in 
official conduct with the Cuban Government 
to raise on a regular basis the extradition of 
or rendering to the United States all persons 
residing in Cuba who are sought by the Unit- 
ed States Department of Justice for crimes 
committed in the United States. 


TITLE Il—ASSISTANCE ТО A FREE AND 
INDEPENDENT CUBA 


SEC. 201. POLICY TOWARD A TRANSITION GOV- 
ERNMENT AND A DEMOCRATICALLY 
ELECTED GOVERNMENT IN CUBA. 

The policy of the United States is as fol- 
lows: 

(1) To support the self-determination of the 
Cuban people. 

(2) To recognize that the self-determina- 
tion of the Cuban people is a sovereign and 
national right of the citizens of Cuba which 
must be exercised free of interference by the 
government of any other country. 

(3) To encourage the Cuban people to em- 
power themselves with a government which 
reflects the self-determination of the Cuban 
people. 

(4) To recognize the potential for a dif- 
ficult transition from the current regime in 
Cuba that may result from the initiatives 
taken by the Cuban people for self-deter- 
mination in response to the intransigence of 
the Castro regime in not allowing any sub- 
stantive political or economic reforms, and 
to be prepared to provide the Cuban people 
with humanitarian, developmental, and 
other economic assistance. 

(5) In solidarity with the Cuban people, to 
provide appropriate forms of assistance— 

(A) to a transition government in Cuba; 

(B) to facilitate the rapid movement from 
such a transition government to a democrat- 
ically elected government in Cuba that re- 
sults from an expression of the self-deter- 
mination of the Cuban people; and 

(C) to support such a democratically elect- 
ed government. 

(6) Through such assistance, to facilitate a 
peaceful transition to representative democ- 
racy and a market economy in Cuba and to 
consolidate democracy in Cuba. 

(7) To deliver such assistance to the Cuban 
people only through a transition government 
in Cuba, through a democratically elected 
government in Cuba, through United States 
Government organizations, or through Unit- 
ed States, international, or indigenous non- 
governmental organizations. 

(8) To encourage other countries and mul- 
tilateral organizations to provide similar as- 
sistance, and to work cooperatively with 
such countries and organizations to coordi- 
nate such assistance. 

(9) To ensure that appropriate assistance is 
rapidly provided and distributed to the peo- 
ple of Cuba upon the institution of a transi- 
tion government in Cuba. 

(10) Not to provide favorable treatment or 
influence on behalf of any individual or en- 
tity in the selection by the Cuban people of 
their future government. 

(11) To assist a transition government in 
Cuba and a democratically elected govern- 
ment in Cuba to prepare the Cuban military 
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forces for an appropriate role in a democ- 
racy. 

(12) To be prepared to enter into negotia- 
tions with a democratically elected govern- 
ment in Cuba either to return the United 
States Naval Base at Guantanamo to Cuba 
or to renegotiate the present agreement 
under mutually agreeable terms. 

(18) To consider the restoration of diplo- 
matic recognition and support the reintegra- 
tion of the Cuban Government into Inter- 
American organizations when the President 
determines that there exists a democrat- 
ically elected government in Cuba. 

(14) To take steps to remove the economic 
embargo of Cuba when the President deter- 
mines that a transition to a democratically 
elected government in Cuba has begun. 

(15) To assist a democratically elected gov- 
ernment in Cuba to strengthen and stabilize 
its national currency. 

(16) To pursue the extension of free trade 
arrangements to a free, democratic, and 
independent Cuba or to seek the creation of 
an economic community with a free, demo- 
cratic, and independent Cuba. 

SEC. 202. AUTHORIZATION OF ASSISTANCE FOR 
THE CUBAN PEOPLE. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall de- 
velop a plan for providing economic assist- 
ance to Cuba at such time as the President 
determines that a transition government or 
a democratically elected government in 
Cuba (as determined under section 203(c)) is 
in power. 

(2) EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS.—Assistance 
may be provided under this section subject 
to an authorization of appropriations and 
subject to the availability of appropriations. 

(b) PLAN FOR ASSISTANCE.— 

(1) DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN.—The President 
shall develop a plan for providing assistance 
under this section— 

(A) to Cuba when a transition government 
in Cuba is in power; and 

(B) to Cuba when a democratically elected 
government in Cuba is in power. 

(2) TYPES ОҒ ASSISTANCE.—Assistance 
under the plan developed under paragraph (1) 
may, subject to an authorization of appro- 
priations and subject to the availability of 
appropriations, include the following: 

(A) TRANSITION GOVERNMENT.—(i) Except as 
provided in clause (ii), assistance to Cuba 
under a transition government shall, subject 
to an authorization of appropriations and 
subject to the availability of appropriations, 
be limited to— 

(I) such food, medicine, medical supplies 
and equipment, and assistance to meet emer- 
gency energy needs, as is necessary to meet 
the basic human needs of the Cuban people; 
and 

(1) assistance described in subparagraph 
(C). 

(ii) Assistance provided only after the 
President certifies to the appropriate con- 
gressional committees under the procedures 
set forth under section 634A of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 that such assistance is 
essential to the successful completion of the 
transition to democracy. 

(iii) Only after a transition government in 
Cuba is in power, remittances by individuals 
to their relatives of cash or goods, as well as 
freedom to travel to visit them without any 
restrictions, shall be permitted. 

(В) DEMOCRATICALLY ELECTED GOVERN- 
MENT.—Assistance to a democratically elect- 
ed government in Cuba may, subject to an 
authorization of appropriations and subject 
to the availability of appropriations, consist 
of additional economic assistance, together 
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with assistance described in subparagraph 
(C). Such economic assistance may include— 

(i) assistance under chapter 1 of part I (re- 
lating to development assistance), and chap- 
ter 4 of part П (relating to the economic sup- 
port fund), of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961; 

(ii) assistance under the Agricultural 
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954; 

(iii) financing, guarantees, and other forms 
of assistance provided by the Export-Import 
Bank of the United States; 

(iv) financial support provided by the Over- 
seas Private Investment Corporation for in- 
vestment projects in Cuba; 

(v) assistance provided by the Trade and 
Development Agency; 

(vi) Peace Corps programs; and 

(vii) other appropriate assistance to carry 
out the policy of section 201. 

(C) MILITARY ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE.—As- 
sistance to a transition government in Cuba 
and to a democratically elected government 
in Cuba shall also include assistance in pre- 
paring the Cuban military forces to adjust to 
an appropriate role in a democracy. 

(c) STRATEGY FOR DISTRIBUTION,—The plan 
developed under subsection (b) shall include 
a strategy for distributing assistance under 
the plan. 

(d) DISTRIBUTION.—Assistance under the 
plan developed under subsection (b) shall be 
provided through United States Government 
organizations and nongovernmental organi- 
zations and private and voluntary organiza- 
tions, whether within or outside the United 
States, including humanitarian, educational, 
labor, and private sector organizations. 

(e) INTERNATIONAL EFFORTS.—The Presi- 
dent shall take the necessary steps— 

(1) to seek to obtain the agreement of 
other countries and of international finan- 
cial institutions and multilateral organiza- 
tions to provide to a transition government 
in Cuba, and to a democratically elected gov- 
ernment in Cuba, assistance comparable to 
that provided by the United States under 
this Act; and 

(2) to work with such countries, institu- 
tions, and organizations to coordinate all 
such assistance programs. 

(f) COMMUNICATION WITH THE CUBAN PEO- 
PLE.—The President shall take the necessary 
steps to communicate to the Cuban people 
the plan for assistance developed under this 
section. 

(к) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
180 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the President shall transmit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re- 
port describing in detail the plan developed 
under this section. 

(h) TRADE AND INVESTMENT RELATIONS.— 

(1) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The President, 
following the transmittal to the Congress of 
a determination under section 203(c)(3) that 
a democratically elected government in 
Cuba is in power, shall submit to the appro- 
priate congressional committees a report 
that describes— 

(A) acts, policies, and practices that con- 
stitute significant barriers to, or distortions 
of, United States trade in goods or services 
or foreign direct investment with respect to 
Cuba; 

(B) policy objectives of the United States 
regarding trade relations with a democrat- 
ically elected government in Cuba, and the 
reasons therefor, including possible— 

(i) reciprocal extension of nondiscrim- 
inatory trade treatment (most-favored-na- 
tion treatment); 

(ii) designation of Cuba as a beneficiary de- 
veloping country under title V of the Trade 
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Act of 1974 (relating to the Generalized Sys- 
tem of Preferences) or as a beneficiary coun- 
try under the Caribbean Basin Economic Re- 
covery Act, and the implications of such des- 
ignation with respect to trade with any 
other country that is such a beneficiary de- 
veloping country or beneficiary country or is 
a party to the North American Free Trade 
Agreement; and 
(iii) negotiations regarding free trade, in- 
cluding the accession of Cuba to the North 
American Free Trade Agreement; 
(C) specific trade negotiating objectives of 
the United States with respect to Cuba, in- 
cluding the objectives described in section 
108(b)(5) of the North American Free Trade 
Agreement Implementation Act (19 U.S.C. 
3317(b)(5)); and 
(D) actions proposed or anticipated to be 
undertaken, and any proposed legislation 
necessary or appropriate, to achieve any of 
such policy and negotiating objectives. 
(2) CONSULTATIONS.—The President shall 
consult with the appropriate congressional 
committees and shall seek advice from the 
appropriate advisory committees established 
under section 135 of the Trade Act of 1974 re- 
garding the policy and negotiating objec- 
tives and the legislative proposals described 
in paragraph (1). 
SEC. 203. ey OF ASSISTANCE PRO- 
; IMPLEMENTATION AND RE- 
PORTA TO CONGRESS; REPROGRAM- 

MING. 

(a) COORDINATING OFFICIAL.—The President 
shall designate a coordinating official who 
shall be responsible for— 

(1) implementing the strategy for distrib- 
uting assistance described in section 202(b); 

(2) ensuring the speedy and efficient dis- 
tribution of such assistance; and 

(3) ensuring coordination among, and ap- 
propriate oversight by, the agencies of the 
United States that provide assistance de- 
scribed in section 202(b), including resolving 
any disputes among such agencies. 

(Ы) UNITED STATES-CUBA CouUNCIL.—Upon 
making a determination under subsection 
(с)(3) that a democratically elected govern- 
ment in Cuba is in power, the President, 
after consultation with the coordinating offi- 
cial, is authorized to designate a United 
States-Cuba council— 

(1) to ensure coordination between the 
United States Government and the private 
sector in responding to change in Cuba, and 
in promoting market-based development in 
Cuba; and 

(2) to establish periodic meetings between 
representatives of the United States and 
Cuban private sectors for the purpose of fa- 
cilitating bilateral trade. 

(c) IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN; REPORTS TO 
CONGRESS.— 

(1) IMPLEMENTATION WITH RESPECT TO TRAN- 
SITION GOVERNMENT.—Upon making a deter- 
mination that a transition government in 
Cuba is in power, the President shall trans- 
mit that determination to the appropriate 
congressional committees and shall, subject 
to an authorization of appropriations and 
subject to the availability of appropriations, 
commence the delivery and distribution of 
assistance to such transition government 
under the plan developed under section 
202(b). 

(2) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—(A) Тһе Presi- 
dent shall transmit to the appropriate con- 
gressional committees a report setting forth 
the strategy for providing assistance de- 
scribed in section 202(b)(2) (А) and (С) to the 
transition government in Cuba under the 
plan of assistance developed under section 
202(b), the types of such assistance, and the 
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extent to which such assistance has been dis- 
tributed in accordance with the plan. 

(B) The President shall transmit the report 
not later than 90 days after making the de- 
termination referred to in paragraph (1), ex- 
cept that the President shall transmit the 
report in preliminary form not later than 15 
days after making that determination. 

(3) IMPLEMENTATION WITH RESPECT TO DEMO- 
CRATICALLY ELECTED GOVERNMENT.—The 
President shall, upon determining that a 
democratically elected government in Cuba 
is in power, submit that determination to 
the appropriate congressional committees 
and shall, subject to an authorization of ap- 
propriations and subject to the availability 
of appropriations, commence the delivery 
and distribution of assistance to such demo- 
cratically elected government under the plan 
developed under section 202(b). 

(4) ANNUAL REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Not 
later than 60 days after the end of each fiscal 
year, the President shall transmit to the ap- 
propriate congressional committees a report 
on the assistance provided under the plan de- 
veloped under section 202(b), including a de- 
scription of each type of assistance, the 
amounts expended for such assistance, anda 
description of the assistance to be provided 
under the plan in the current fiscal year. 

(4) REPROGRAMMING.—Any changes in the 
assistance to be provided under the plan de- 
veloped under section 202(b) may not be 
made unless the President notifies the appro- 
priate congressional committees at least 15 
days in advance in accordance with the pro- 
cedures applicable to reprogramming notifi- 
cations under section 634A of the Foreign As- 
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2394-1). 

SEC. 204. TERMINATION OF THE ECONOMIC EM- 
BARGO OF CUBA. 


(a) PRESIDENTIAL ACTIONS.—Upon submit- 
ting a determination to the appropriate con- 
gressional committees under section 203(c)(1) 
that a transition government in Cuba is in 
power, the President, after consulting with 
the Congress, is authorized to take steps to 
suspend the economic embargo of Cuba to 
the extent that such action contributes to a 
stable foundation for a democratically elect- 
ed government in Cuba. 

(b) SUSPENSION OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF 
Law.—In carrying out subsection (a), the 
President may suspend the enforcement of— 

(1) section 620(a) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(a)); 

(2) section 620(f) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(f)) with regard to 
the “Republic of Cuba“; 

(3) sections 1704, 1705(d), and 1706 of the 
Cuban Democracy Act (22 U.S.C. 6003, 6004(d), 
6005); 

(4) section 902(c) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985; and 

(5) the prohibitions on transactions de- 
scribed in part 515 of title 31, Code of Federal 
Regulations. 

(с) ADDITIONAL PRESIDENTIAL ACTIONS,— 
Upon submitting a determination to the ap- 
propriate congressional committees under 
section 203(c)(3) that a democratically elect- 
ed government in Cuba is in power, the 
President shall take steps to terminate the 
economic embargo of Cuba. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—On the date 
on which the President submits a determina- 
tion under section 203(с)(3)— 

(1) section 620(a) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(a)) is repealed; 

(2) section 620(f) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(f)) is amended by 
striking Republic of Cuba“; 

(3) sections 1704. 170d), and 1706 of the 
Cuban Democracy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 6003, 
6004(d), and 6005) are repealed; and 
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(4) section 902(c) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 is repealed. 

(е) REVIEW OF SUSPENSION OF ECONOMIC EM- 
BARGO.— 

(1) REVIEW.—If the President takes action 
under subsection (a) to suspend the economic 
embargo of Cuba, the President shall imme- 
diately so notify the Congress. The President 
shall report to the Congress no less fre- 
quently than every 6 months thereafter, 
until he submits a determination under sec- 
tion 203(c)(3) that a democratically elected 
government in Cuba is in power, on the 
progress being made by Cuba toward the es- 
tablishment of such a democratically elected 
government. The action of the President 
under subsection (a) shall cease to be effec- 
tive upon the enactment of a joint resolution 
described in paragraph (2). 

(2) JOINT RESOLUTIONS.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term joint resolution“ 
means only a joint resolution of the 2 Houses 
of Congress, the matter after the resolving 
clause of which is as follows: That the Con- 
gress disapproves the action of the President 
under section 204(a) of the Cuban Liberty and 
Democratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act of 
1995 to suspend the economic embargo of 
Cuba, notice of which was submitted to the 
Congress on ___."’, with the blank space 
being filled with the appropriate date. 

(3) REFERRAL TO COMMITTEES.—Joint reso- 
lutions introduced in the House of Rep- 
resentatives shall be referred to the Commit- 
tee on International Relations and joint res- 
olutions introduced in the Senate shall be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. { 

(4) PROCEDURES.—(A) Any joint resolution 
shall be considered in the Senate in accord- 
ance with the provisions of section 601(b) of 
the International Security Assistance and 
Arms Export Control Act of 1976. 

(B) For the purpose of expediting the con- 
sideration and enactment of joint resolu- 
tions, a motion to proceed to the consider- 
ation of any joint resolution after it has 
been reported by the appropriate committee 
shall be treated as highly privileged in the 
House of Representatives. 

(C) Not more than 1 joint resolution may 
be considered in the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate in the 6-month period 
beginning on the date on which the Presi- 
dent notifies the Congress under paragraph 
(1) of the action taken under subsection (a), 
and in each 6-month period thereafter. 

SEC. 205. REQUIREMENTS FOR A TRANSITION 
GOVERNMENT. 


For purposes of this Act, a transition gov- 
ernment in Cuba is a government in Cuba 
which— 

(1) is demonstrably in transition from com- 
munist totalitarian dictatorship to rep- 
resentative democracy; 

(2) has recognized the right to independent 
political activity and association; 

(3) has released all political prisoners and 
allowed for investigations of Cuban prisons 
by appropriate international human rights 
organizations; 

(4) has ceased any interference with Radio 
or Television Marti broadcasts; 

(5) makes public commitments to and is 
making demonstrable progress in— 

(A) establishing an independent judiciary; 

(B) dissolving the present Department of 
State Security in the Cuban Ministry of the 
Interior, including the Committees for the 
Defense of the Revolution and the Rapid Re- 
sponse Brigades; 

(C) respecting internationally recognized 
human rights and basic freedoms as set forth 
in the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights, to which Cuba is a signatory nation; 
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(D) effectively guaranteeing the rights of 
free speech and freedom of the press; 

(E) organizing free and fair elections for a 
new government— 

(i) to be held in a timely manner within a 
period not to exceed 1 year after the transi- 
tion government assumes power; 

(ii) with the participation of multiple inde- 
pendent political parties that have full ac- 
cess to the media on an equal basis, includ- 
ing (in the case of radio, television, or other 
telecommunications media) in terms of al- 
lotments of time for such access and the 
times of day such allotments are given; and 

(iii) to be conducted under the supervision 
of internationally recognized observers, such 
as the Organization of American States, the 
United Nations, and other elections mon- 
itors; 

(F) assuring the right to private property; 

(G) taking appropriate steps to return to 
United States citizens (and entities which 
are 50 percent or more beneficially owned by 
United States citizens) property taken by 
the Cuban Government from such citizens 
and entities on or after January 1, 1959, or to 
provide equitable compensation to such citi- 
zens and entities for such property; 

(H) granting permits to privately owned 
telecommunications and media companies to 
operate in Cuba; and 

(I) allowing the establishment of independ- 
ent trade unions as set forth in conventions 
87 and 98 of the International Labor Organi- 
zation, and allowing the establishment of 
independent social, economic, and political 
associations; 

(6) does not include Fidel Castro or Raul 
Castro; 

(7) has given adequate assurances that it 
will allow the speedy and efficient distribu- 
tion of assistance to the Cuban people; 

(8) permits the deployment throughout 
Cuba of independent and unfettered inter- 
national human rights monitors; and 

(9) has extradited or otherwise rendered to 
the United States all persons sought by the 
United States Department of Justice for 
crimes committed in the United States. 


SEC. 206. REQUIREMENTS FOR A DEMOCRAT- 
ICALLY ELECTED GOVERNMENT. 


For purposes of this Act, a democratically 
elected government in Cuba, in addition to 
continuing to comply with the requirements 
of section 205, is a government in Cuba 
which— 

(1) results from free and fair elections con- 
ducted under the supervision of internation- 
ally recognized observers; 

(2) has permitted opposition parties ample 
time to organize and campaign for such elec- 
tions, and has permitted full access to the 
media to all candidates in the elections; 

(3) is showing respect for the basic civil 
liberties and human rights of the citizens of 
Cuba; 

(4) has made demonstrable progress in es- 
tablishing an independent judiciary; 

(5) is substantially moving toward a mar- 
ket-oriented economic system; 

(6) is committed to making constitutional 
changes that would ensure regular free and 
fair elections that meet the requirements of 
paragraph (2); and 

(7) has made demonstrable progress in re- 
turning to United States citizens (and enti- 
ties which are 50 percent or more bene- 
ficially owned by United States citizens) 
property taken by the Cuban Government 
from such citizens and entities on or after 
January 1, 1959, or providing full compensa- 
tion for such property in accordance with 
international law standards and practice. 
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TITLE ІП--РЕОТЕСТІОМ OF PROPERTY 
RIGHTS OF UNITED STATES NATIONALS 
AGAINST CONFISCATORY TAKINGS BY 
THE CASTRO REGIME 

SEC. 301. STATEMENT OF POLICY. 

The Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) The right of individuals to hold and 
enjoy property is a fundamental right recog- 
nized by the United States Constitution and 
international human rights law, including 
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 

(2) The illegal confiscation or taking of 
property by governments, and the acquies- 
cence of governments in the confiscation of 
property by their citizens, undermines the 
comity among nations, the free flow of com- 
merce, and economic development. 

(3) It is in the interest of all nations to re- 
spect equally the property rights of their 
citizens and nationals of other countries. 

(4) Nations that provide an effective mech- 
anism for prompt, adequate, and fair com- 
pensation for the confiscation of private 
property will continue to have the support of 
the United States. 

(5) The United States Government has an 
obligation to its citizens to provide protec- 
tion against illegal confiscation by foreign 
nations and their citizens, including the pro- 
vision of private remedies. 

(6) Nations that illegally confiscate private 
property should not be immune to another 
nation’s laws whose purpose is to protect 
against the confiscation of lawfully acquired 
property by its citizens. 

(7) Trafficking in illegally acquired prop- 
erty is a crime under the laws of the United 
States and other nations, yet this same ac- 
tivity is allowed under international law. 

(8) International law, by not providing ef- 
fective remedies, condones the illegal 
confiscation of property and allows for the 
unjust enrichment from the use of con- 
fiscated property by governments and pri- 
vate entities at the expense of those who 
hold legal claim to the property. 

(9) The development of an international 
mechanism sanctioning those governments 
and private entities that confiscate and un- 
justly use private property so confiscated 
should be a priority objective of United 
States foreign policy. 

SEC. 302. LIABILITY FOR TRAFFICKING IN PROP- 

ERTY CONFISCATED FROM UNITED 
STATES NATIONALS. 

(a) CIVIL REMEDY.— 

(1) LIABILITY FOR TRAFFICKING.—({A) Except 
as provided in paragraphs (3) and (4), any 
person, including any agency or instrumen- 
tality of a foreign state in the conduct of a 
commercial activity, that, after the end of 
the 6-month period beginning on the date of 
the enactment of this Act, traffics in con- 
fiscated property shall be liable to any Unit- 
ed States national who owns the claim to 
such property for money damages in an 
amount equal to the sum of— 

(i) the amount which is the greater of— 

(I) the amount, if any, certified to the 
claimant by the Foreign Claims Settlement 
Commission under the International Claims 
Settlement Act of 1949, plus interest; 

(II) the amount determined under section 
303(a)(2), plus interest; or 

(Ш) the fair market value of that prop- 
erty, calculated as being the then current 
value of the property, or the value of the 
property when confiscated plus interest, 
whichever is greater; and 

(ii) reasonable costs and attorneys’ fees. 

(B) Interest under subparagraph (A)(i) shall 
be at the rate set forth in section 1961 of title 
28, United States Code, computed by the 
court from the date of the confiscation of the 
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property involved to the date on which the 
action is brought under this subsection. 

(2) PRESUMPTION IN FAVOR OF CERTIFIED 
CLAIMS.—There shall be a presumption that 
the amount for which a person, including 
any agency or instrumentality of a foreign 
state in the conduct of a commercial activ- 
ity, is liable under clause (i) of paragraph 
(XA) is the amount that is certified under 
subclause (I) of that clause. The presumption 
shall be rebuttable by clear and convincing 
evidence that the amount described in sub- 
clause (П) or (Ш) of that clause is the appro- 
priate amount of liability under that clause. 

(8) INCREASED LIABILITY FOR PRIOR NO- 
TICE.—Except as provided in paragraph (4), 
any person, including any agency or instru- 
mentality of a foreign state in the conduct of 
a commercial activity, that traffics in con- 
fiscated property after having received— 

(A) notice of a claim to ownership of the 
property by a United States national who 
owns а claim to the confiscated property, 
and 

(В) notice of the provisions of this section, 
shall be liable to that United States national 
for money damages in an amount which is 
the sum of the amount equal to the amount 
determined under paragraph (1)(A)(ii) plus 
triple the amount determined applicable 
under subclause (1), (Ш), or (Ш) of paragraph 
(1)(А)@). 

(4) АРРІЛСАВПЛТҮ.—(А) Except ав other- 
wise provided in this paragraph, actions may 
be brought under paragraph (1) with respect 
to property confiscated before, on, or after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(B) In the case of property confiscated be- 
fore the date of the enactment of this Act, 
no United States national may bring an ac- 
tion under this section unless such national 
acquired ownership of the claim to the con- 
fiscated property before such date. 

(C) In the case of property confiscated on 
or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, no United States national who acquired 
ownership of a claim to confiscated property 
by assignment for value after such date of 
enactment may bring an action on the claim 
under this section. 

(5) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN ACTIONS.—(A) In 
the case of any action brought under this 
section by a United States national who was 
eligible to file the underlying claim in the 
action with the Foreign Claims Settlement 
Commission under title V of the Inter- 
national Claims Settlement Act of 1949 but 
did not so file the claim, the court may hear 
the case only if the court determines that 
the United States national had good cause 
for not filing the claim. 

(B) In the case of any action brought under 
this section by a United States national 
whose claim in the action was timely filed 
with the Foreign Claims Settlement Com- 
mission under title V of the International 
Claims Settlement Act of 1949 but was denied 
by the Commission, the court may assess the 
basis for the denial and may accept the find- 
ings of the Commission on the claim as con- 
clusive in the action under this section un- 
less good cause justifies another result. 

(6) INAPPLICABILITY OF ACT OF STATE DOC- 
TRINE.—No court of the United States shall 
decline, based upon the act of state doctrine, 
to make a determination on the merits in an 
action brought under paragraph (1). 


(b) DEFINITION.—As used in this subsection, 
the term “agency or instrumentality of a 
foreign state“ has the meaning given that 
term in section 1603(b) of title 28, United 
States Code. 


(с) JURISDICTION.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 85 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 1331 the following new section: 
“§133la. Civil actions involving confiscated 

property 

“The district courts shall have exclusive 
jurisdiction of any action brought under sec- 
tion 302 of the Cuban Liberty and Demo- 
cratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act of 1995, 
regardless of the amount іп сопігоуегѕу.". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 85 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 1331 the follow- 
ing: 

“133la. Civil actions involving confiscated 
property.“. 

(d) CERTAIN PROPERTY IMMUNE FROM EXE- 
CUTION.—Section 1611 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(с) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec- 
tion 1610 of this chapter, the property of a 
foreign state shall be immune from attach- 
ment and from execution in an action 
brought under section 302 of the Cuban Lib- 
erty and Democratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) 
Act of 1995 to the extent the property is a fa- 
cility or installation used by an accredited 
diplomatic mission for official purposes. 

(e) ELECTION OF REMEDIES.— 

(1) ELECTION.—Subject to paragraph (2)— 

(A) any United States national that brings 
an action under this section may not bring 
any other civil action or proceeding under 
the common law, Federal law, or the law of 
any of the several States, the District of Co- 
lumbia, or any territory or possession of the 
United States, that seeks monetary or non- 
monetary compensation by reason of the 
same subject matter; and 

(B) any person who brings, under the com- 
mon law or any provision of law other than 
this section, a civil action or proceeding for 
monetary or nonmonetary compensation 
arising out of a claim for which an action 
would otherwise be cognizable under this 
section may not bring an action under this 
section on that claim. 

(2) TREATMENT OF CERTIFIED CLAIMANTS.— 
In the case of any United States national 
that brings an action under this section 
based on a claim certified under title V of 
the International Claims Settlement Act of 
1949— 

(A) if the recovery in the action is equal to 
or greater than the amount of the certified 
claim, the United States national may not 
receive payment on the claim under any 
agreement entered into between the United 
States and Cuba settling claims covered by 
such title, and such national shall be deemed 
to have discharged the United States from 
any further responsibility to represent the 
United States national with respect to that 
claim; 

(B) if the recovery in the action is less 
than the amount of the certified claim, the 
United States national may receive payment 
under a claims agreement described in sub- 
paragraph (A) but only to the extent of the 
difference between the amount of the recov- 
ery and the amount of the certified claim; 
and 

(C) if there is no recovery in the action, 
the United States national may receive pay- 
ment on the certified claim under a claims 
agreement described in subparagraph (A) to 
the same extent as any certified claimant 
who does not bring an action under this sec- 
tion. 

(f) DEPOSIT OF EXCESS PAYMENTS BY CUBA 
UNDER CLAIMS AGREEMENT.—Any amounts 
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paid by Cuba under any agreement entered 

into between the United States and Cuba set- 

tling certified claims under title V of the 

International Claims Settlement Act of 1949 

that are in excess of the payments made on 

such certified claims after the application of 
subsection (e) shall be deposited into the 

United States Treasury. 

(к) TERMINATION OF RIGHTS.— 

(1) ІМ GENERAL.—All rights created under 
this section to bring an action for money 
damages with respect to property con- 
fiscated before the date of the enactment of 
this Act shall cease upon the transmittal to 
the Congress of a determination of the Presi- 
dent under section 203(c)(3). 

(2) PENDING sUITS.—The termination of 
rights under paragraph (1) shall not affect 
suits commenced before the date of such ter- 
mination, and in all such suits, proceedings 
shall be had, appeals taken, and judgments 
rendered in the same manner and with the 
same effect as if this subsection had not been 
enacted. 

SEC. 303. DETERMINATION OF CLAIMS TO CON- 

FISCATED PROPERTY. 

(a) EVIDENCE OF OWNERSHIP.— 

(1) CONCLUSIVENESS OF CERTIFIED CLAIMS.— 
In any action brought under this title, the 
courts shall accept as conclusive proof of 
ownership a certification of a claim to own- 
ership that has been made by the Foreign 
Claims Settlement Commission pursuant to 
title V of the International Claims Settle- 
ment Act of 1949 (22 U.S.C, 1643 and follow- 
ing). 

(2) CLAIMS NOT CERTIFIED.—In the case of a 
claim that has not been certified by the For- 
eign Claims Settlement Commission before 
the enactment of this Act, a court may ap- 
point a special master, including the Foreign 
Claims Settlement Commission, to make de- 
terminations regarding the amount and va- 
lidity of claims to ownership of confiscated 
property. Such determinations are only for 
evidentiary purposes in civil actions brought 
under this title and do not constitute certifi- 
cations pursuant to title V of the Inter- 
national Claims Settlement Act of 1949. 

(3) EFFECT OF DETERMINATIONS OF FOREIGN 
ENTITIES.—In determining ownership, courts 
shall not accept as conclusive evidence of 
ownership any findings, orders, judgments, 
or decrees from administrative agencies or 
courts of foreign countries or international 
organizations that invalidate the claim held 
by a United States national, unless the in- 
validation was found pursuant to binding 
international arbitration to which United 
States national submitted the claim. 

(b) AMENDMENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
CLAIMS SETTLEMENT ACT OF 1949.—Title V of 
the International Claims Settlement Act of 
1949 (22 U.S.C. 1643 and following) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec- 
tion: 

“EVALUATION OF OWNERSHIP CLAIMS REFERRED 
BY DISTRICT COURTS OF THE UNITED STATES 
“БЕС. 514. Notwithstanding any other pro- 

vision of this title and only for purposes of 

section 302 of the Cuban Liberty and Solidar- 
ity (LIBERTAD) Act, a United States dis- 
trict court, for fact-finding purposes, may 
refer to the Commission, and the Commis- 
sion may determine, questions of the amount 
and ownership of a claim by a United States 
national (as defined in section 4 of the Cuban 

Liberty and Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act) re- 

sulting from the confiscation of property by 

the Government of Cuba described in section 

503(а), whether ог not the United States na- 

tional qualified as a national of the United 

States (as defined in section 502(1)) at the 

time of the action by the Government of 

Cuba. 
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(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this Act or section 514 of the International 
Claims Settlement Act of 1949, as added by 
subsection (b), shall be construed— 

(1) to require or otherwise authorize the 
claims of Cuban nationals who became Unit- 
ed States citizens after their property was 
confiscated to be included in the claims cer- 
tified to the Secretary of State by the For- 
eign Claims Settlement Commission for pur- 
poses of future negotiation and espousal of 
claims with a friendly government in Cuba 
when diplomatic relations are restored; or 

(2) as superseding, amending, or otherwise 
altering certifications that have been made 
pursuant to title V of the International 
Claims Settlement Act of 1949 before the en- 
actment of this Act. 

SEC. 304. EXCLUSIVITY OF FOREIGN CLAIMS SET- 
TLEMENT COMMISSION CERTIFI- 
CATION PROCEDURE. 

Title V of the International Claims Settle- 
ment Act of 1949 (22 U.S.C. 1643 and follow- 
ing), as amended by section 303, is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 

“EXCLUSIVITY OF FOREIGN CLAIMS SETTLEMENT 
COMMISSION CERTIFICATION PROCEDURE 

“Бес. 515. (a) Subject to subsection (b), nei- 
ther any national of the United States who 
was eligible to file a claim under section 503 
but did not timely file such claim under that 
section, nor any national of the United 
States (on the date of the enactment of this 
section) who was not eligible to file a claim 
under that section, nor any national of Cuba, 
including any agency, instrumentality, sub- 
division, or enterprise of the Government of 
Cuba or any local government of Cuba in 
place on the date of the enactment of this 
section, nor any successor thereto, whether 
or not recognized by the United States, shall 
have a claim to, participate in, or otherwise 
have an interest in, the compensation pro- 
ceeds or other nonmonetary compensation 
paid or allocated to a national of the United 
States by virtue of a claim certified by the 
Commission under section 507, nor shall any 
court of the United States or any State court 
have jurisdiction to adjudicate any such 
claim. 

b) Nothing in subsection (a) shall be con- 
strued to detract from or otherwise affect 
any rights in the shares of the capital stock 
of nationals of the United States owning 
claims certified by the Commission under 
section 507."". 


TITLE IV—EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN 
ALIENS 


SEC, 401. EXCLUSION FROM THE UNITED STATES 
OF ALIENS WHO HAVE CON- 
FISCATED PROPERTY OF UNITED 
STATES NATIONALS OR WHO TRAF- 
FIC IN SUCH PROPERTY. 

(a) GROUNDS FOR EXCLUSION.—The Sec- 
retary of State, in consultation with the At- 
torney General, shall exclude from the Unit- 
ed States any alien who the Secretary of 
State determines is a person who— 

(1) has confiscated, or has directed or over- 
seen the confiscation of, property a claim to 
which is owned by a United States national, 
or converts or has converted for personal 
gain confiscated property, a claim to which 
is owned by a United States national; 

(2) traffics in confiscated property, a claim 
to which is owned by a United States na- 
tional; 

(3) 1з а corporate officer, principal, or 
shareholder with a controlling interest of an 
entity which has been involved in the 
confiscation of property or trafficking in 
confiscated property, a claim to which is 
owned by a United States national; or 
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(4) is a spouse, minor child, or agent of a 
person excludable under paragraph (1), (2), or 
(3). 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section, 
the following terms have the following 
meanings: 

(1) CONFISCATED; CONFISCATION.—The terms 
“confiscated” and confiscation“ refer to 

(A) the nationalization, expropriation, or 
other seizure by foreign governmental au- 
thority of ownership or control of property 
on or after January 1, 1959— 

(i) without the property having been re- 
turned or adequate and effective compensa- 
tion provided; or 

(ii) without the claim to the property hav- 
ing been settled pursuant to an international 
claims settlement agreement or other mutu- 
ally accepted settlement procedure; and 

(B) the repudiation by foreign govern- 
mental authority of, the default by foreign 
governmental authority on, or the failure by 
foreign governmental authority to pay, on or 
after January 1, 1959— 

(i) a debt of any enterprise which has been 
nationalized, expropriated, or otherwise 
taken by foreign governmental authority; 

(ii) a debt which is a charge on property 
nationalized, expropriated, or otherwise 
taken by foreign governmental authority; or 

(iii) a debt which was incurred by foreign 
governmental authority in satisfaction or 
settlement of a confiscated property claim. 

(2) PROPERTY.—The term “property” does 
not include claims arising from a territory 
in dispute as a result of war between United 
Nations member states in which the ulti- 
mate resolution of the disputed territory has 
not been resolved. 

(3) TRAFFICS.—(A) A person or entity tra- 
fics” in property if that person or entity 
knowingly and intentionally— 

(i) sells, transfers, distributes, dispenses, 
brokers, manages, or otherwise disposes of 
confiscated property, or purchases, leases, 
receives, possesses, obtains control of, man- 
ages, uses, or otherwise acquires or holds an 
interest in confiscated property, 

(ii) engages in a commercial activity using 
or otherwise benefiting from confiscated 
property, or 

(iii) causes, directs, participates in, or 
profits from, trafficking (as described in 
clauses (i) and (ii)) by another person, or oth- 
erwise engages in trafficking (as described in 
clauses (i) and (ii)) through another person, 
without the authorization of the United 
States national who holds a claim to the 
property. 

(В) The term traffies“ does not include- 

(i) the delivery of international tele- 
communication signals to Cuba that are au- 
thorized by section 1705(e) of the Cuban De- 
mocracy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 6004(e)); or 

(ii) the trading or holding of securities 
publicly traded or held, unless the trading is 
with or by a person determined by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to be a specially des- 
ignated national. 

(c) NATIONAL INTEREST EXEMPTION.—This 
section shall not apply where the Secretary 
of State finds, on a case-by-case basis, that 
making a determination under subsection (a) 
would be contrary to the national interest of 
the United States. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—This section applies to 
aliens seeking to enter the United States on 
or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(2) TRAFFICKING.—This section applies only 
with respect to acts within the meaning of 
“traffics’’ that occur оп or after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
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H.R. 1617 
OFFERED BY: MR. MCKEON 
(Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute) 

AMENDMENT NO. 1: Strike all after the en- 
acting clause and insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the— 

(1) “Consolidated and Reformed Education, 
Employment, and Rehabilitation Systems 
Act"; or 

(2) “CAREERS Act". 

SEC. 2, TABLE OF CONTENTS. 


The table of contents for this Act is as fol- 
lows: 


Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 
Sec. 3. Purpose. 
Sec. 4. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 5. Definitions. 
Sec. 6. Transition. 
TITLE I~WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT 
INFRASTRUCTURE 


Sec. 101. Purpose of title. 

Subtitle A—State and Local Responsibilities 

Sec. 102. State requirements. 

Sec. 103. Collaborative process 
State system. 

Consolidated State workforce de- 
velopment and literacy plan. 

Establishment of workforce devel- 
opment areas. 

Provisions regarding local 
workforce development boards. 

Establishment of integrated career 
center systems. 

Identification of eligible education, 
training, and vocational reha- 
bilitation service providers. 

Management information systems. 

Performance accountability sys- 
tem. 

Limitation on Federal regulation. 

. 112. General provision. 

. 113. Liability. 

Subtitle B—Amendments to Wagner-Peyser 
Act 
Sec. 131. General program requirements. 
Sec. 132. Labor market information. 
Subtitle C—Worker Rights 

Sec. 141. Requirements. 

TITLE П-ҮОГ/ТН DEVELOPMENT AND 
CAREER PREPARATION CONSOLIDA- 
TION GRANT 

Sec. 201. Purposes. 

Sec. 202. Definitions. 

Subtitle A—State Funding 

Sec. 211. National and State funding. 

Sec. 212. Within State allocation. 

Subtitle B—State Organizational, Planning, 
and Reporting Responsibilities 

Sec. 221. State plan. 

Sec. 222. State programs and State activi- 

ties. 

Sec. 223. Incentive awards. 

Sec. 224. Core standards, performance goals, 

and measures. 
Subtitle C—Subgrants for In-School and At- 
Risk Youth 

231. Partnership agreements. 

232. Distribution of funds. 

CHAPTER 1—IN-SCHOOL YOUTH 

241. Uses of funds for in-school youth. 
CHAPTER 2—AT-RISK YOUTH 

245. Uses of funds for at-risk youth. 

246. At-risk youth providers. 

Subtitle D—National Programs 

251. Research activities. 
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. 104. 
Sec. 105. 
106. 
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. 108. 
. 109. 
. 110. 
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Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
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Sec. 252. Assessment and data collection of 
youth development and career 
preparation programs. 

Sec. 253. National center or centers for re- 
search. 

TITLE ІШ--АПІЛ/Т EMPLOYMENT AND 
TRAINING CONSOLIDATION GRANT 
Sec. 301. Purpose. 


Subtitle A—Adult Employment and Training 
Consolidation Grant 


Sec. 311. Authorization. 

Sec. 312. Allotment among States. 

Sec. 313. Allocation within States. 

Sec. 314. Additional State шап require- 
ments. 

Sec. 315. Use of amounts. 

Sec. 316. Core standards, performance goals, 
and measures. 

Subtitle B—Federal Programs 

Sec. 321. National discretionary grants. 

Sec. 322. Disaster relief employment assist- 
ance. 

Sec. 323. Research, demonstration, evalua- 
tion, and capacity building. 

Sec. 324. Workforce skills and development 
loans. 

Sec. 325. Employment, training, and edu- 
cation assistance for Native 
Americans. 

Sec. 326. Employment, training, and edu- 


cation assistance for migrant 
and seasonal farmworkers. 
TITLE IV—ADULT EDUCATION AND FAM- 
ILY LITERACY CONSOLIDATION GRANT 
AND LIBRARY SERVICES AND TECH- 
NOLOGY CONSOLIDATION GRANT 
Sec. 401. Findings. 
Sec. 402. Definitions. 
Subtitle A—Adult Education and Family 
Literacy Consolidation Grant 
Sec. 411. Purposes. 
CHAPTER 1—FUNDING 
421. Reservations from amounts appro- 
prlated. 
. 422. Allotment, 
CHAPTER 2—GRANTS ТО STATES 
. 431. Requirement to make grants. 
. 432. Uses of funds. 
. 433. Additional grant requirements. 
. 434. Performance measures. 
CHAPTER 3—NATIONAL PROGRAMS 
441. National Institute for Literacy. 
. 442. National leadership activities. 
Subtitle B—Library Services and 
Technology Consolidation Grant 


. 451. Purposes. 

. 452. Authorization of appropriations. 
. 453. Allotments. 

. 454. Grants to States. 

. 455. Uses of funds. 

. 456. Annual applications. 

TITLE V—AMENDMENTS TO 
REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973 
Subtitle A—Vocational Rehabilitation 
Consolidation Grant 


CHAPTER 1—TRANSITION PERIOD 
501. Transition. 


CHAPTER 2—REVISION OF TITLE I OF 
REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973 


511. Revision of title I. 


Subtitle B—Other Amendments to 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
521. Training and demonstration 
projects. 
§22. Employment opportunities for indi- 
viduals with disabilities. 
523. Certain amounts. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
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TITLE VI—HIGHER EDUCATION 
PRIVATIZATION 

Sec. 601. Reorganization of the Student 
Loan Marketing Association 
through the formation of a 
holding company. 

Sec. 602. Privatization of College Construc- 
tion Loan Insurance Associa- 
tion. 

TITLE VU—REPEALERS AND OTHER 
AMENDMENTS 

701. Higher education provisions. 

702. Amendment to Higher Education 
Act. 

Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Ap- 
plied Technology Education 
Act. 

. Smith-Hughes Act. 

. School-to-Work Opportunities Act 

of 1994. 

. School Dropout Assistance Act. 

. Adult Education Act. 

National Literacy Act. 

. Library Services and Construction 

Act. 
. 710. Technology for Education Act of 
1994. 

. 711. Job Training Partnership Act. 

Sec. 712. Stewart B. Mckinney Homeless As- 
sistance Act. 

Sec. 713. Effective date. 

SEC, 3. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is to transform the 
vast array of Federal workforce development 
and literacy programs from a collection of 
fragmented and duplicative categorical pro- 
grams into a streamlined, comprehensive, 
coherent, high-quality, cost-effective, mar- 
ket-based, and accountable workforce devel- 
opment and literacy system that is designed 
to meet the education, economic, employ- 
ment, and training needs of the workforce 
and the competitiveness needs of employers 
of the United States, both today and in the 
future. 

SEC, 4. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated— 

(1) for title П, $2,324,600,000 for fiscal year 
1997 and such sums as may be necessary for 
each of the fiscal years 1998 through 2002 to 
carry out the programs under such title; 

(2) for title III. $2,183,000,000 for fiscal year 
1997 and such sums as may be necessary for 
each of the fiscal years 1998 through 2002 to 
carry out the programs under such title; and 

(3) for subtitle A of title IV, $280,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1997 and such sums as may be nec- 
essary for each of the fiscal years 1998 
through 2002 to carry out the programs under 
such subtitle. 

(b) PROGRAM YEAR.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning in fiscal year 
1997, and each year thereafter, appropria- 
tions for any fiscal year for programs and ac- 
tivities under titles П, ІП, and IV of this Act 
shall be available for obligation only on the 
basis of a program year. The program year 
shall begin on July 1 in the fiscal year for 
which the appropriation is made. 

(2) OBLIGATION.—Funds obligated for any 
program year under titles П, Ш, and IV, 
may be expended by each recipient during 
that program year and the two succeeding 
program years, except that the Secretary 
shall, in accordance with paragraph (3), 
reallot to eligible States the funds allotted 
to States from funds appropriated for re- 
allotments. 

(3) AMOUNTS AVAILABLE FOR REALLOT- 
MENT.—The amount available for reallot- 
ment is equal to— 

(A) the amount by which the unobligated 
balance of the State allotment at the end of 


Sec. 
Sec. 
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the program year prior to the program year 
for which the determination under this sec- 
tion is made exceeds 20 percent of such allot- 
ment for the prior program year; plus 

(B) the unexpended balance of the State al- 
lotment from any program year prior to the 
program year in which there is such excess. 


SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS. 


For purposes of this Act, except as other- 
wise provided: 

(1) ADULT.—The term “adult” means an in- 
dividual who is 16 years of age, or beyond the 
age of compulsory school attendance under 
State law (whichever age is higher), and who 
is not enrolled or required to be enrolled in 
secondary school. 

(2) ADULT EDUCATION.—The term adult 
education“ means services or instruction 
below the postsecondary level for adults— 

(A) who are not enrolled in secondary 
school; 

(B) who lack sufficient mastery of basic 
educational skills to enable them to function 
effectively in society or who do not have a 
certificate of graduation from a school pro- 
viding secondary education and who have 
not achieved an equivalent level of edu- 
cation; 

(C) who are not currently required to be 
enrolled in school; and 

(D) whose lack of mastery of basic skills 
results in an inability to speak, read, or 
write the English language which con- 
stitutes a substantial impairment of their 
ability to get or retain employment com- 
mensurate with their real ability, and thus 
are in need of programs to help eliminate 
such inability and raise the level of edu- 
cation of such individuals with a view to 
making them less likely to become depend- 
ent on others. 

(3) AREA VOCATIONAL EDUCATION SCHOOL,— 
The term “агеа vocational education school” 
means— 

(A) a specialized high school used exclu- 
sively or principally for the provision of vo- 
cational education to individuals who are 
available for study in preparation for enter- 
ing the labor market; 

(B) the department of a high school exclu- 
sively or principally used for providing voca- 
tional education in not less than 5 different 
occupational fields to individuals who are 
available for study in preparation for enter- 
ing the labor market; 

(C) a technical institute or vocational 
school used exclusively or principally for the 
provision of vocational education to individ- 
uals who have completed or left high school 
and who are available for study in prepara- 
tion for entering the labor market; or 

(D) the department or division of a junior 
college, community college or university op- 
erating under the policies of the State board 
and which provides vocational education in 
not less than 5 different occupational fields 
leading to immediate employment but not 
necessarily leading to a baccalaureate de- 
gree, if, in the case of a school, department, 
or division described in subparagraph (C) or 
this subparagraph, it admits as regular stu- 
dents both individuals who have completed 
high school and individuals who have left 
high school. 

(4) AT-RISK YOUTH.—The term 
youth” means— 

(A) an out-of-school, at-risk youth who is 
an individual age 24 or younger and who is 
not enrolled in a secondary or postsecondary 
education program, has not received a high 
school diploma or its equivalent and must 
overcome barriers to employment such as 
lack of sufficient education or vocational 


“at-risk 
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skills, economic disadvantages, disability, or 
limited English proficiency; or 

(B) an in-school, at-risk youth who is an 
individual age 24 or younger who is enrolled 
in an accredited secondary or postsecondary 
education program but is at risk of dropping 
out of school or must overcome barriers to 
complete an education program, such as eco- 
nomic disadvantages, disability, or limited 
English proficiency. 

(5) COMPREHENSIVE CAREER GUIDANCE AND 
COUNSELING.—The term “comprehensive ca- 
reer guidance and counseling’’ means a pro- 


gram— 

(A) which pertains to the body of subject 
matter and related techniques and methods 
organized for the development in individuals 
of career awareness, career planning, career 
decisionmaking, placement skills, and 
knowledge and understanding of local, State, 
and national occupational, educational, and 
labor market needs, trends, and opportuni- 
ties; 

(B) which assists such individuals in mak- 
ing and implementing informed educational 
and occupational choices; and 

(C) which is comprehensive in nature. 

(6) CAREER GRANT.—The term career 
grant“ means a voucher or a credit issued to 
a participant under title ІП of this Act, or 
title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, for 
the purchase of education or training serv- 
ices from certified providers of such services, 
in accordance with the provisions of this 
Act, and with guidelines issued by the State. 

(7) CASE MANAGEMENT.—The term “case 
management" means the provision of a cli- 
ent-centered approach in the delivery of 
services designed to— 

(A) empower individuals to make informed 
career choices; 

(B) prepare and coordinate comprehensive 
employment plans, based upon such individ- 
ual choices, such as service strategies for 
participants, to ensure access to necessary 
training and supportive services, using, 
where feasible, computer-based technologies; 


and 

(C) provide job and career counseling dur- 
ing program participation and after job 
placement. 

(8) CHIEF ELECTED OFFICIAL—The term 
“chief elected official’ means the chief 
elected executive officer of a unit of general 
local government in a workforce develop- 
ment area. 

(9) COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATION.—The 
term “community-based organization” 
means a private nonprofit organization that 
is representative of a community or signifi- 
cant segments of a community that provides 
or facilitates education, vocational rehabili- 
tation, job training, supportive services, or 
internship services and programs. 

(10) DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS.—The 
term demographic characteristics“ means 
information on population, especially with 
reference to size, density, distribution, and 
vital statistics including, age, race, sex, eth- 
nic origin, and income status. 

(11) DISLOCATED WORKER.—The term dis- 
located worker" means an individual who— 

(A) has been terminated or laid off or who 
has received a notice of termination or lay- 
off from employment, is eligible for or has 
exhausted entitlement to unemployment 
compensation, and is unlikely to return to a 
previous industry or occupation; 

(B) has been terminated, or has received a 
notice of termination of employment, as a 
result of any permanent closure of, or any 
substantial layoff at, a plant, facility, or en- 
terprise; 

(C) has been unemployed long-term and has 
limited opportunities for employment or re- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


employment in the same or a similar occupa- 
tion in the area in which such individual re- 
sides, including an older individual who may 
have substantial barriers to employment by 
reason of age; or 

(D) was self-employed (including farmers 
and ranchers) but is unemployed as a result 
of general economic conditions in the com- 
munity in which they reside or because of 
natural disasters. 

(12) DISPLACED HOMEMAKER.—The term 
“displaced homemaker” means an individual 
who— 

(A) is an adult; and 

(BVC) has worked as an adult primarily 
without remuneration to care for the home 
and family, and for that reason has dimin- 
ished marketable skills; 

(ii) has been dependent on public assist- 
ance or on the income of a relative but is no 
longer supported by such income; or 

(iii) is a parent whose youngest dependent 
child will become ineligible to receive assist- 
ance under the program for aid to families 
with dependent children under part A of title 
IV of the Social Security Act within 2 years 
of the parent’s application for assistance 
under title П of this Act. 

(13) EARNINGS—The term earnings“ 
means gross hourly wages before any deduc- 
tion, plus the estimated hourly value of bo- 
nuses, tips, gratuities, commissions, and 
overtime pay either expected or received. In 
the case of individuals in subsidized employ- 
ment, total hourly earnings include any 
wage subsidy paid to the individual. 

(14) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AGENCIES.— 
The term “economic development agencies” 
means State and local planning and zoning 
commissions or boards, community develop- 
ment agencies, and other State and local 
agencies and institutions responsible for reg- 
ulating, promoting, or assisting in State and 
local economic development. 

(15) ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED.—The 
term “economically disadvantaged" means 
an individual who— 

(A) receives, or is a member of a family 
which receives, cash welfare payments under 
a Federal, State, or local welfare program; 

(B) has, or is a member of a family which 
has, received a total family income for the 6- 
month period prior to application for the 
program involved (exclusive of unemploy- 
ment compensation, child support payments, 
and welfare payments) which, in relation to 
family size, was not in excess of the higher 
of— 

(i) the official poverty line (as defined by 
the Office of Management and Budget, and 
revised annually in accordance with section 
673(2) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 9902(2)), or 

(ii) 70 percent of the lower living standard 
income level; 

(C) is receiving (or has been determined 
within the 6-month period prior to the appli- 
cation for the program involved to be eligi- 
ble to receive) food stamps pursuant to the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977; 

(D) qualifies as a homeless individual 
under subsections (a) and (c) of section 103 of 
the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assist- 
ance Act; 

(E) is a foster child on behalf of whom 
State or local government payments are 
made; 

(F) in cases permitted by regulations of the 
Secretary, is an individual with a disability 
whose own income meets the requirements of 
subparagraph (A) or (B), but who is a mem- 
ber of a family whose income does not meet 
such requirements; or 

(G) is an individual meeting appropriate 
criteria approved by a State. 
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(16) EDUCATIONAL SERVICE AGENCY.—The 
term educational service agency“ means а 
regional public multiservice agency author- 
ized by State statute to develop, manage, 
and provide services or programs to local 
educational agencies, and is recognized as an 
administrative agency for such State’s voca- 
tional or technical education schools or for 
vocational programs within its public ele- 
mentary or secondary schools. Such term in- 
cludes any other public institution or agency 
having administrative control and direction 
over a public elementary or secondary 
school. 

(17) EMPLOYED.—The term “employed” 
means an individual who is currently— 

(A) a paid employee; 

(B) works in his or her own business, pro- 
fession, or farm; 

(C) works 15 hours or more per week as an 
unpaid worker in an enterprise operated by a 
family member or is one who is not working, 
but has a job or business from which he or 
she is temporarily absent due to illness, bad 
weather, vacation, labor-management dis- 
pute, or personal reasons; or 

(D) on active military duty. 

(18) ENGLISH LITERACY PROGRAM.—The term 
“English literacy program” means а pro- 
gram of instruction designed to help limited 
English proficient adults, out-of-school 
youths, or both, achieve full competence in 
the English language. 

(19) EXCESS NUMBER.—The term “ехсевв 
number” means, with respect to the excess 
number of unemployed individuals within a 
State, the number that represents the num- 
ber of unemployed individuals in excess of 4.5 
percent of the civilian labor force in the 
State, or the number that represents the 
number of unemployed individuals in excess 
of 4.5 percent of the civilian labor force in 
areas of substantial unemployment in such 
State. 

(20) FAMILY AND CONSUMER SCIENCES.—The 
term family and consumer sciences“ means 
instructional programs, services, and activi- 
ties which prepare students for personal, 
family, community, and career roles. 

(21) GOVERNOR.—The term Governor“ 
means the chief executive of a State. 

(22) INDIVIDUAL OF LIMITED ENGLISH PRO- 
FICIENCY.—The term individual of limited 
English proficiency" means an adult or out- 
of-school youth who has limited ability in 
speaking, reading, writing, or understanding 
the English language and— 

(A) whose native language is a language 
other than English; or 

(B) who lives in a family or community en- 
vironment where a language other than Eng- 
lish is the dominant language. 

(23) INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES.—The 
term “individuals with disabilities’’ has the 
meaning given such term in the Rehabilita- 
tion Act of 1973. 

(24) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.— 
The term “institution of higher education" 
has the meaning given such term in section 
481 of the Higher Education Act of 1965. 

(25) JOB SEARCH ASSISTANCE.—The term 
Job search assistance“ means a service that 
helps a job-ready individual seek, locate, 
apply for, and obtain employment. Such 
services may include, job-finding skills, ori- 
entation to the labor market, resume prepa- 
ration assistance, job finding clubs, job 
search workshops, vocational exploration, 
and other employability services. 

(26) LABOR MARKET AREA.—The term labor 
market агеа” means an economically іпбе- 
grated geographic area within which individ- 
uals can reside and find employment within 
a reasonable distance or can readily change 
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employment without changing their place of 
residence. Such areas shall be identified in 
accordance with criteria used by the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics of the Department of 
Labor in defining such areas or similar cri- 
teria established by a Governor. 


(27) LIBRARY.—The term “library” in- 
cludes— 
(A) a public library; 


(B) a public elementary or secondary 
school library; 

(C) an academic library; 

(D) a research library; and 

(E) a private library, but only if the State 
in which such private library is located de- 
termines that the library should be consid- 
ered a library for purposes of this Act. 

(28) LITERACY.—The term literacy“ means 
an individual's ability to read, write, and 
speak in English, and compute and solve 
problems, at levels of proficiency nec- 


essary— 

(A) to function on the job, in the individ- 
ual’s family and in society; 

(B) to achieve the individual's goals; and 

(C) to develop the individual’s knowledge 
potential. 

(29) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The term 
“local educational agency“ has the same 
meaning given such term in section 14101 of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965. 

(30) MIGRANT FARMWORKER.—The term mi- 
grant ТагтпмогКег” means a seasonal farm- 
worker whose farm work requires travel such 
that the worker is unable to return to a per- 
manent place of residence within the same 
day. 

(31) NATIVE AMERICAN.—The term “native 
Атпегісап” means Indians, Alaskan natives, 
and Hawaiian natives. 

(32) NONTRADITIONAL EMPLOYMENT.—The 
term “nontraditional employment’ as ap- 
plied to women refers to occupations or 
fields of work where women comprise less 
than 25 percent of the individuals employed 
in such occupation or field of work. 

(33) ON-THE-JOB TRAINING.—The term “оп- 
the-job training” means training in the pub- 
lic or private sector that is provided to a 
paid employee while engaged in productive 
work that— 

(A) provides knowledge or skills essential 
to the full and adequate performance of the 
job; 

(B) provides reimbursement to employers, 
up to 50 percent of the participant’s wage 
rate, for the extraordinary costs of providing 
training and additional supervision; and 

(C) is based on the Occupational Employ- 
ment Statistics Program Dictionary. 

(34) POSTSECONDARY EDUCATIONAL INSTITU- 
TION.—The term “postsecondary educational 
institution” means an institution of higher 
education (as such term is defined in section 
481 of the Higher Education Act of 1965) 
which continues to meet the eligibility and 
certification requirements under title IV of 
such Act (20 U.S.C. 1070 et seq.). 

(35) PREEMPLOYMENT SKILLS TRAINING; JOB 
READINESS SKILLS TRAINING.—The terms 
preemployment skills training“ and job 
readiness skills training“ mean training that 
builds on family efforts to help prepare indi- 
viduals for work by assuring that they are 
familiar with general workplace expecta- 
tions and exhibit work behavior and atti- 
tudes necessary to compete successfully in 
the job market. 

(36) PUBLIC ASSISTANCE.—The term “public 
assistance’’ means Federal, State, or local 
government cash payments for which eligi- 
bility is determined by a needs or income 
test. 
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(37) RAPID RESPONSE.—The term rapid re- 
вропве” means assistance that is directly 
provided by the State, or by local grantees 
with funds provided by the State, in the case 
of mass layoffs or plant closures, and that 
establishes on-site contact with employer 
and employee representatives within a short 
period of time (preferably 48 hours or less) 
after becoming aware of a current or pro- 
jected permanent closure or substantial lay- 
off in order to— 

(A) provide information on, and facilitate 
access to, available public programs and 
services for workers losing jobs as a result of 
such layoff or closure; 

(B) provide emergency assistance adapted 
to the particular closure or layoff; 

(C) promote the formation of labor-man- 
agement committees, where appropriate; 

(D) collect information related to eco- 
nomic dislocation and available resources 
within the State for dislocated workers; 

(E) provide or obtain appropriate financial 
and technical advice and liaison with eco- 
nomic development agencies and other orga- 
nizations to assist in efforts to avert worker 
dislocation; and 

(F) assist the local community in develop- 
ing its own coordinated response and in ob- 
taining access to State economic develop- 
ment assistance. 

(38) REGISTERED APPRENTICESHIP.—The 
term “registered apprenticeship’’ means а 
program registered by the Bureau of Appren- 
ticeship and Training in the United States 
Department of Labor, or a State Apprentice- 
ship Agency recognized and approved by the 
Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training as 
the appropriate body for State registration 
or approval of local apprenticeship programs 
and agreements. 

(39) SCHOOL DROPOUT.—The term school 
dropout” means a youth who is no longer at- 
tending any school and who has not received 
a secondary school diploma or a certificate 
from a program of equivalency for such a di- 
ploma. 

(40) SEASONAL FARMWORKER.—The term 
“seasonal farmworker" means a person who 
during the eligibility determination period 
(12 consecutive months out of 24 months 
prior to application) has been primarily em- 
ployed in farm work that is characterized by 
chronic unemployment or under employ- 
ment. 

(41) SKILL CERTIFICATE.—The term “skill 
certificate" means a portable, industry-rec- 
ognized credential achieved through pro- 
grams authorized under this Act, that cer- 
tifies that an individual has mastered occu- 
pational skills at levels that are at least as 
challenging as skill standards endorsed by 
the National Skill Standards Board, except 
that until such skill standards are developed, 
the term “skill certificate“ means а creden- 
tial issued under a process endorsed by the 
State, based upon established industry 
standards and benchmarks. 

(42) STATE.—The term State“ means апу 
of the several States, the District of Colum- 
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands. 

(43) STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The term 
“State educational agency“ has the meaning 
given such term in section 14101 of the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965. 

(44) STATE LIBRARY ADMINISTRATIVE AGEN- 
cy.—The term State library administrative 
авепсу'' means the official agency of a State 
charged by the law of the State with the ex- 
tension and development of public library 
services throughout the State. 
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(45) SUPPORTIVE SERVICES.—The term “вар- 
portive services“ means services which are 
necessary to enable an individual eligible for 
training under this Act, but who cannot af- 
ford to pay for such services, to participate 
in a training or vocational rehabilitation 
program or job search activities funded 
under this Act. Such supportive services may 
include transportation, individual and fam- 
ily counseling, child care and dependent 
care, meals, temporary shelter, financial 
counseling, needs-based payments, and other 
reasonable expenses required for participa- 
tion in a training, job preparation, or job 
placement program. Such services may be 
provided in-kind or through cash assistance, 
except that such services will be provided 
with funds provided under this Act only after 
alternative funding sources specifically des- 
ignated for such services have been ex- 
hausted. 

(46) UNEMPLOYED.—The term unem- 
ployed" refers to an individual who is not 
employed, who is available for work, and 
who has made specific efforts to find a job 
within the prior 4 weeks. Included as unem- 
ployed are individuals who are not working, 
are available for work, and are waiting to be 
called back to a job from which they have 
been laid off, 

(47) UNIT OF GENERAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT.— 
The term “unit of general local government” 
means any general purpose political subdivi- 
sion of a State which has the power to levy 
taxes and spend funds, as well as general cor- 
porate and police powers. 

(48) VETERAN.—The term “уебегап” has the 
meaning given such term in section 101(2) of 
title 38, United States Code. 

(49) WORK EXPERIENCE.—The term work 
ехрегіепсе” means a time-limited work ac- 
tivity that provides an individual with the 
opportunity to acquire the general skills and 
knowledge necessary to obtain employment. 

(50) WORKPLACE MENTOR.—The term work- 
place mentor” means an employee or other 
individual, approved by the employer at a 
workplace, who possesses the skills and 
knowledge to be mastered by a student or 
program participant, and who instructs, cri- 
tiques the performance, and challenges the 
student or program participant to perform 
well, and works in consultation with class- 
room teachers, training providers, parents, 
and the employer of the student or program 
participant. 

(51) YouTH.—The term “youth” means ап 
individual under the age of 24. 

SEC. 6. TRANSITION. 

The Secretary of Education and the Sec- 
retary of Labor shall take such steps as they 
determine to be appropriate to provide for 
the orderly transition from any authority 
under provisions of statutes amended or re- 
pealed by this Act or any related authority 
under provisions of this Act. 


TITLE I—WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT 
INFRASTRUCTURE 


SEC. 101. PURPOSE OF TITLE. 

The purpose of this title is to provide for 
the establishment of an infrastructure with- 
in States on which to build a comprehensive 
system of workforce development and lit- 
eracy. 

Subtitle A—State and Local Responsibilities 
SEC. 102. STATE REQUIREMENTS, 

(a) IN GENERAL.—For fiscal year 1997 and 
subsequent fiscal years, a State that desires 
to receive a grant under one or more of the 
programs specified in subsection (b) shall— 

(1) establish a collaborative process, pursu- 
ant to section 103; 
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(2) develop a State workforce development 
and literacy plan, pursuant to section 104; 
and 

(3) otherwise comply with the require- 
ments of this Act. 

(b) WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT AND LIT- 
ERACY PROGRAMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The programs referred to 
in subsection (a) are the following: 

(A) The program under title П, the Youth 
Development and Career Preparation Con- 
solidation Grant. 

(В) The program under title III, the Adult 
Employment and Training Consolidation 
Grant. 

(C) The program under subtitle A of title 
IV, the Adult Education and Family Lit- 
eracy Consolidation Grant. 

(D) The program amended by subtitle A of 
title V (relating to title I of the Rehabilita- 
tion Act of 1973). 

(2) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this Act, 
the term Workforce Development and Lit- 
eracy programs“ means the programs speci- 
fied in paragraph (1). 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of a State 
that desires to receive a grant under one or 
more of the programs specified in section 
102(b) shall certify to the Secretary of Edu- 
cation and the Secretary of Labor that a col- 
laborative process, as described in subsection 
(b) or (c), has been used in complying with 
the applicable provisions of this Act. 

(b) COLLABORATIVE PROCESS.—The collabo- 
rative process referred to in subsection (a) is 
a process for making decisions which in- 
cludes as participants, at a minimum, the 
Governor and— 

(1) representatives of (which representa- 
tives are appointed by the Governor)— 

(A) business and industry; 

(B) local chief elected officials (represent- 
ing both cities and counties); 

(C) local educational agencies (including 
vocational educators); 

(D) postsecondary institutions (including 
community and technical colleges); 

(E) the State rehabilitation advisory coun- 
cil; 

(F) organizations representing individuals 
served by programs established under this 
Act (including community-based organiza- 
tions); 

(G) employees; 

(H) Parents or organizations representing 
parents; and 

(I) providers of workforce development 
services (including private-for-profit sector 
providers); and 

(2) the lead State agency official or offi- 
cials for— 

(A) the State educational agency or agen- 
cies (including the lead official or officials 
for vocational education, adult education 
and literacy, and libraries); 

(B) the State agency responsible for eco- 
nomic development; 

(C) the State agency or agencies respon- 
sible for employment security and for job 
training; 

(D) the State agency responsible for post- 
secondary education; 

(E) the State agency responsible for voca- 
tional rehabilitation, and where applicable, 
the State agency providing vocational reha- 
bilitation services for the blind; 

(F) the State agency responsible for ad- 
ministering welfare benefits; and 

(G) the representative of the Veterans’ 
Service assigned to the State under section 
4103 of title 38, United States Code. 

(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—With respect 
to compliance with subsection (b) 
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(1) a State may use any existing State 
process (including any council or similar en- 
tity) that substantially meets the purposes 
of such subsection; or 

(2) if prior to the date of enactment of this 
Act, a State has developed a one-stop career 
center system or a school-to-work system 
through a collaborative process substan- 
tially similar to the process described in sub- 
section (b), the State may use such process. 

(а) AUTHORITY OF GOVERNOR.— 

(1) FINAL AUTHORITY.—TIf, after a reasonable 
effort, a Governor is unable to obtain agree- 
ment through the collaborative process de- 
scribed in subsection (b) or (c), the Governor 
shall have final authority to make decisions 
and to submit the State plan as described 
under section 104. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—Nothing in this Act shall 
be construed to negate or supersede the legal 
authority, under State law of any State 
agency, State entity, or State public official 
over programs that are under the jurisdic- 
tion of the agency, entity, or official. Noth- 
ing in this Act shall be construed to inter- 
fere with the authority of such agency, en- 
tity, or official to enter into a contract 
under any provision of law. 

SEC. 104. CONSOLIDATED STATE WORKFORCE 
DEVELOPMENT АМО LITERACY 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of a State 
that desires to receive a grant under one or 
more of the programs specified in section 
102(b) shall submit a strategic State 
workforce development and literacy plan 
that provides policy guidance with respect to 
workforce development programs operated in 
the State, and that meets the requirements 
of this section to the Secretary of Education 
and the Secretary of Labor. 

(b) CONTENTS.—A State workforce develop- 
ment and literacy plan shall include the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) A description of the collaborative proc- 
ess under section 103 used in developing the 
plan. 

(2) A statement of the goals of the State 
workforce development and literacy system, 
that includes— 

(A) a description of how the State will 
progress toward achieving the goals and pur- 
pose of this Act as established in sections 
3(а)(5) and 3(b); 

(B) an assessment of the needs of the State 
with regard to current and projected de- 
mands for workers by occupation, the skills 
and education levels of the workforce, the 
vocational rehabilitation needs of individ- 
uals with severe disabilities residing in the 
State, the skill and economic development 
needs of the State, and an assessment of the 
type and availability of youth development 
and career preparation, workforce develop- 
ment, adult education, vocational] rehabilita- 
tion, and literacy programs and services in 
the State; and 

(C) the identification of progress indica- 
tors, based on the core indicators of perform- 
ance described in section 110(f), built upon a 
model of continuous improvement, that the 
State will use to measure progress made by 
the State, local workforce development 
boards, and other applicable local entities 
who are recipients of financial assistance 
under this Act in meeting such goals; 

(3) A description of how the State has com- 
plied, or will comply, with the provisions of 
sections 105 through 108. 

(4) A description of how a State will par- 
ticipate in the national labor market infor- 
mation system under title П of the Wagner- 
Peyser Act, as added by section 132 of this 
Act. 
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(5) Any information required to be included 
іп the plan under any of titles П through IV, 
and title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 
(in the case of a State that desires to receive 
а grant under any such title). 

(6) A description of the measures that will 
be taken by the State to ensure coordination 
and consistency and avoid duplication 
among programs receiving assistance under 
this Act, including a description of common 
data collection and reporting processes. 

(7) A description of the process used by the 
State to provide an opportunity for public 
comment, and input into the development of 
the plan, prior to submission of the plan. 

(8) A description of the process used by the 
State to consult with representatives of 
business and industry with respect to the re- 
quirements of subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) 
of paragraph (2) of this subsection. 

(9) Assurances that the State will provide 
for fiscal control and fund accounting proce- 
dures that may be necessary to ensure the 
proper disbursement of, and accounting for, 
funds paid to the State under this Act. 

(10) A description of the sanctions which 
the State may impose (including restrictions 
from future participation or consideration 
for funding) in instances where recipients of 
funds under this Act fail to achieve agreed 
upon expected performance levels, fail to ad- 
here to State mandated fiscal control and 
funds accounting procedures, or take or fail 
to take other actions required under the 
State plan, contracts, or other agreements. 

(c) DISAGREEMENT.—The Governor shall ac- 
cept and include with the plan submitted 
under subsection (a) any disagreeing views 
submitted by a participant of the collabo- 
rative process if such views represent dis- 
agreement in the area in which such partici- 
pant was selected for representation. 

(d) MODIFICATIONS TO PLAN,—A plan sub- 
mitted by a State in accordance with this 
section remains in effect until the State sub- 
mits to the Secretary such modifications as 
the State determines necessary. This section 
applies to the modifications to the same ex- 
tent and in the same manner as this section 
applies to the original plan. 

SEC. 105. ESTABLISHMENT OF WORKFORCE DE- 
VELOPMENT AREAS. 

The Governor of a State that desires to re- 
ceive a grant under one or more of the pro- 
grams specified in section 102(b) shall, 
through the collaborative process estab- 
lished under section 103 and after consulta- 
tion with local chief elected officials, and 
after consideration of comments received 
through the public participation process as 
described in the State plan, designate local 
workforce development areas within the 
State taking into consideration the follow- 
ing: 

(1) Existing labor market areas. 

(2) Units of general local government. 

(3) Geographic areas served by local edu- 
cational agencies and intermediate edu- 
cational agencies. 

(4) Geographic areas served by postsecond- 
ary institutions and area vocational edu- 
cation schools. 

(5) Service delivery areas established under 
section 101 of the Job Training Partnership 
Act (29 U.S.C. 1511) (as such Act was in effect 
on the day before the date of the enactment 
of this Act). 

(6) The distance that individuals will need 
to travel to receive services from integrated 
career centers. 

SEC. 106. PROVISIONS REGARDING LOCAL 
WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT 
BOARDS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of a State 
that desires to receive a grant under one or 
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more of the programs specified in section 
102(b) shall ensure the establishment of a 
local workforce development board in each 
local workforce development area within the 
State. 

(b) STATE CRITERIA.—The Governor, 
through the collaborative process described 
under section 103, is authorized to establish 
criteria for use by local chief elected offi- 
cials in the workforce development area, in 
the selection of members of local workforce 
development boards, in accordance with re- 
quirements prescribed under subsections (c) 
and (d). 

(c) REPRESENTATION REQUIREMENT.—Such 
criteria shall require, at a minimum, that a 
local workforce development board consist 
of— 

(1) a majority of members who are rep- 
resentatives of business and industry, includ- 
ing individuals who are owners of businesses, 
chief executives or chief operating officers of 
private business, and other business execu- 
tives with optimum policymaking authority 
in local businesses, selected from among 
nominees submitted by local business orga- 
nizations and trade associations; 

(2) an individual or individuals with dis- 
abilities, who have special knowledge or ex- 
pertise in the area of vocational rehabilita- 
tion; 

(3) representatives of education and train- 
ing, including local educational agencies, 
postsecondary education institutions, and 
providers of job training and workforce de- 
velopment services, selected from among in- 
dividuals nominated by regional or local 
educational agencies, vocational education 
institutions, institutions of postsecondary 
education (including community colleges), 
providers of job training and workforce de- 
velopment services (including private-for- 
profit providers), within the workforce devel- 
opment area; and 

(4) representatives of community-based or- 
ganizations, employees, and veterans as 
nominated or recommended to the board 
through a process established by the Gov- 
ernors through the collaborative process. 

(d) ESTABLISHMENT OF BOARD.— 

(1) SELECTION OF BOARD MEMBERS.— 

(A) SINGLE UNIT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT IN 
AREA.—In the case of a workforce develop- 
ment area that is comprised of only one unit 
of general local government, the chief elect- 
ed official of such unit is authorized to select 
the members of the local workforce develop- 
ment board for such area, in accordance with 
the State criteria developed pursuant to sub- 
section (b). 

(B) MULTIPLE UNITS IN AREA.—In the case of 
a workforce development area that is com- 
prised of more than one unit of general local 
government, the chief elected officials of 
such units are authorized to select the mem- 
bers of the local workforce development 
board from the individuals so nominated or 
recommended for such area in accordance 
with an agreement entered into by such offi- 
cials and with the State criteria developed 
under subsection (b). In the absence of such 
an agreement, the appointments are author- 
ized to be made by the Governor, through the 
collaborative process, from the individuals 
во nominated or recommended. 

(2) CERTIFICATION.—The Governor is au- 
thorized to biennially certify one local 
workforce development board for each 
workforce development area. 

(3) EXCEPTION.—In any case in which a 
local workforce development area is a State, 
the individuals comprising the Governor's 
collaborative process as described in section 
103, may be reconstituted to meet the re- 
quirements of this section. 
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(e) DUTIES OF LOCAL WORKFORCE DEVELOP- 
MENT BOARD.— 

(1) LOCAL WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT PLAN.— 
Each local workforce development board 
shall develop a biennial strategic plan and 
provide policy guidance with respect to 
workforce development programs operated 
within their respective workforce develop- 
ment areas. Such strategic plan shall be con- 
sistent with the State’s collaborative 
workforce development and literacy plan, be 
approved by the appropriate chief elected of- 
ficial or officials, and be submitted to the 
Governor for approval. If after a reasonable 
effort, a local workforce development board 
is unable to obtain the approval of the chief 
elected official or officials, the Board has the 
authority to forward the plan, with the com- 
ments of the chief elected official or offi- 
cials, to the Governor for final approval or 
disapproval. Such local plan shall include 
the following: 

(A) Both short-term and long-term goals, 
and related strategies, to ensure that 
workforce preparation and development pro- 
grams, including programs established pur- 
suant to this Act, title I of the Rehabilita- 
tion Act of 1973, and the Wagner-Peyser Act, 
contribute to a coherent workforce develop- 
ment system in the workforce development 
area. 

(B) A description of the performance meas- 
ures to be used by the local workforce devel- 
opment board for measuring the performance 
of local service providers under chapter 2 of 
title II, title III, and title I of the Rehabilita- 
tion Act of 1973, and the performance of inte- 
grated career center system operators, with 
whom the Board contracts. 

(C) A description of the local integrated 
career center system to be established in the 
workforce development area, including— 

(i) a description of the process the local 
workforce development board will use to des- 
ignate or establish a career center system 
which ensures that the most effective and ef- 
ficient service providers are chosen; 

(ii) an identification of the roles of individ- 
ual workforce development programs and 
programs authorized by the Wagner-Peyser 
Act; and 

(iii) a description of the funding sources to 
be used in the operation of the career center 
system. 

(D) A description of strategies the local 
workforce development board will undertake 
to fully involve local employers, local edu- 
cational agencies, postsecondary education 
institutions, adult education and literacy 
providers, local service providers, parents 
and other consumers, including individuals 
with disabilities, and older workers in the 
development of the workforce development 
system. 

(F) Such other information as requested by 
the State. 

(2) IDENTIFICATION OF OCCUPATIONS IN DE- 
MAND AND TRAINING NEEDS.—The local 
workforce development board shall use avail- 
able labor market information and other ap- 
propriate methods in order to identify and 
assess the needs of the workforce develop- 
ment area. 

(3) BUDGET AND PROGRAM OVERSIGHT.— 

(A) BUDGETING.— 

(i) The local workforce development board, 
working through the State administrative 
agent, shall develop a budget for the purpose 
of carrying out local programs established 
under chapter 2 of title П, title ІП, and title 
I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and for 
integrated career center systems established 
or designated under section 107 with the ex- 
ception of funds made available under the 
Wagner-Peyser Act. 
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(ii) Such budget shall be subject to the ap- 
proval of the appropriate chief elected offi- 
cial or officials in the workforce develop- 
ment area. 

(B) PROGRAM OVERSIGHT.—The local 
workforce development board, in partnership 
with the chief elected official or officials in 
the workforce development area, shall con- 
duct oversight of the workforce development 
programs listed in subparagraph (A), and of 
the integrated career center system estab- 
lished under this title. 

(4) ADMINISTRATION.— 

(A) FISCAL AGENT.— 

(i) The local workforce development board 
may receive and disburse funds made avail- 
able for carrying out programs authorized 
under chapter 2 of title II, title Ш, and title 
I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 of this 
Act, or the local workforce development 
board may designate a fiscal agent (which 
may include the State through a mutual 
agreement between the local board and the 
State), for the purpose of disbursement of 
funds to career centers and other service pro- 
viders, as designated by the local workforce 
development board. 

(ii) The Board may employ its own staff, 
independent of local programs and service 
providers, and may solicit or accept grants 
and contributions from sources other than 
from this Act. 

(В) ІШМІТАТІОМ.--Тһе workforce develop- 
ment board, or employees of such board, may 
not operate programs established under this 
Act. The Governor is authorized to prohibit 
the employees of agencies providing staff 
support to such local workforce development 
boards from providing workforce develop- 
ment services to individuals served through 
the use of funds authorized under this Act, 
and under title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973. 

(C) CONFLICT OF INTEREST.—A member of a 
workforce development board may not— 

(i) discuss or participate in board consider- 
ation; or 

(ii) cast a vote; 


regarding the provision of services by such 
member (or by an organization that such 
member represents) or regarding any matter 
that would provide direct financial benefit to 
such member. The Governor may enforce 
more rigorous conflict of interest standards, 
as determined appropriate. 

(D) INDEPENDENT AUTHORITY.— 

(i) The Board shall elect its own chair- 
person from among the members of the 
board 


(ii) The board may adopt bylaws and other 
operating procedures as consistent with the 
purposes of this Act, and with the policies 
established in the State workforce develop- 
ment and literacy plan. 

(5) OTHER.—The Governor may require 
local workforce development boards to carry 
out such other duties as determined to be ap- 
propriate by the Governor and the individ- 
uals and entities described in section 103, 
through the collaborative process described 
in the State plan. 

SEC. 107. ESTABLISHMENT OF INTEGRATED CA- 
REER CENTER SYSTEMS, 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of a State 
that desires to receive a grant under one or 
more of the programs specified in section 
102(b) shall ensure that each local workforce 
development board establish or designate an 
integrated career center system in the 
workforce development area of such board, 
consistent with criteria established under 
subsection (b). 

(b) STATE CRITERIA—The Governor, 
through the collaborative process described 
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under section 103, is authorized to establish 
statewide criteria for use by local workforce 
development boards in the designation or es- 
tablishment of integrated career center sys- 
tems to ensure that the most effective and 
efficient service providers are chosen, con- 
sistent with the requirements prescribed 
under subsection (c). 

(c) INTEGRATED CAREER CENTER SYSTEM 
REQUIREMENTS.—At a minimum, integrated 
career center systems shall include— 

(1) common intake; 

(2) preliminary assessment; 

(3) integrated job search assistance; 

(4) to the extent practicable, as determined 
by the Governor, unified and linked com- 
puter systems, including the availability of 
labor market information as described under 
title П of the Wagner-Peyser Act, as added 
by section 132 of this Act, and linkages 
through uniform management information 
systems; and 

(5) to the extent practicable, as determined 
by the Governor, at least one physical, co-lo- 
cated site which provides comprehensive and 
fully integrated workforce development serv- 
ices to any individual seeking such services. 
Local workforce development areas are en- 
couraged to establish a network of com- 
prehensive and fully-integrated co-located 
career centers to provide the services de- 
scribed in subsection (f), supplemented with 
multiple affiliated sites or satellites that 
provide one or more of such services and are 
linked through electronic and technological 
access points. Such affiliated sites may in- 
clude entities designated as having a spe- 
cialization in addressing special needs, such 
as the needs of individuals with disabilities. 

(d) COMMON AccEsS.—Information pertain- 
ing to the labor market which is compiled 
pursuant to title П of the Wagner-Peyser 
Act, as added by section 132 of this Act, shall 
be available, to the extent practicable, 
through integrated electronic networks, at 
all integrated career centers and affiliated 
sites. - 

(е) ELIGIBILITY FOR DESIGNATION.—Any en- 
tity or consortium of entities located in the 
workforce development area may be des- 
ignated by the local workforce development 
board to operate an integrated career center 
or to participate in an integrated career cen- 
ter system. Such entities may include the 
following: 

(1) Institutions of higher education. 

(2) Area vocational education schools. 

(3) Local employment service offices, es- 
tablished under the Wagner-Peyser Act. 

(4) Private nonprofit organizations, (in- 
cluding community-based organizations). 

(5) Private for-profit entities. 

(6) Agencies of local governments. 

(7) Other interested organizations and enti- 
ties of demonstrated effectiveness, including 
local chambers of commerce and other busi- 
ness organizations, consistent with State 
criteria established pursuant to subsection 
(b). 

(f) DUTIES.—Each integrated career center 
system shall, to the extent practicable as de- 
termined by the Governor, carry out the fol- 
lowing duties: 

(1) PROVISION OF CORE SERVICES.—An inte- 
grated career center system shall make 
available the following information and core 
services to individuals on a universal and 
nondiscriminatory basis, with reasonable ac- 
commodations to address the needs of indi- 
viduals with disabilities, in the workforce 
development area in which such center is lo- 
cated: 

(A) Outreach and intake for services pro- 
vided under chapter 2 of title П, title ІШ, 
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subtitle A of title IV, and title I of the Reha- 
bilitation Act of 1973. 

(B) A preliminary assessment of the skill 
levels and the need for services of the indi- 
vidual for programs under chapter 2 of title 
П, title ПІ, subtitle A of title IV, and title I 
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 of individ- 
uals, which may include such factors as basic 
skills, occupational skills, career develop- 
ment skills, prior work experience, employ- 
ability, interests, aptitudes, vocational reha- 
bilitation needs, and supportive service 
needs. 

(C) Labor market information relating to 
local and State, and if appropriate, to re- 
gional or national, occupations in demand 
and skill requirements for such occupations, 
including job listings for the local labor mar- 
ket. 

(D) Information relating to youth services, 
including information on at-risk youth de- 
velopment and career preparation programs 
authorized under title П, on vocational edu- 
cation and school-to-work opportunities, and 
on youth apprenticeship opportunities. 

(E) Career counseling and career planning 
based on a preliminary assessment of the in- 
dividual. 

(F) Job search assistance. 

(G) Information related to vocational reha- 
bilitation services, as provided for in title I 
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 

(H) Information relating to federally fund- 
ed education and job training programs (in- 
cluding registered apprenticeships), and stu- 
dent aid programs, including the eligibility 
requirements of and services provided by 
such programs. 

(I) Information on, and assistance in 
accessing referral to additional services 
through programs providing adult education 
and literacy services, vocational rehabilita- 
tion, youth and adult workforce preparation 
and development, and supportive services, 
including those programs authorized in titles 
П through IV, title I of the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973, available in the workforce devel- 
opment area. 

(J) Information on the extent to which the 
services provided under titles П and III, sub- 
title A of title IV, and title I of the Rehabili- 
tation Act of 1973, meet or exceed the ex- 
pected levels of performance described in the 
State and local plans, and the performance- 
based information provided by the State to 
local workforce development boards on cer- 
tified providers of education and training, as 
required under section 108(d)(3). 

(K) Acceptance of applications for unem- 
ployment compensation. 

(L) Other appropriate activities to assist 
individuals into employment. 

(2) DISTRIBUTION OF CAREER GRANTS.—A 
center or an affiliated site may serve as the 
point of distribution of career grants for edu- 
cation, training, and vocational rehabilita- 
tion services to eligible individuals in ac- 
cordance with section 108. 

(3) SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS.—For the pur- 
pose of providing core services to individuals 
with severe disabilities in the most effective 
and efficient manner possible, the integrated 
career center system may arrange to have 
such core services provided to an individual 
by a certified provider or the State either on 
a contract basis or through the use of career 
grants. 

(g) ADDITIONAL SERVICES.—Integrated ca- 
reer center systems, may provide customized 
workforce development services to employ- 
ers on a fee-for-service basis, as determined 
by the local workforce development board. 

(h) ALTERNATIVE STATE STRATEGY.— 
Through the collaborative process described 
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in section 103, the Governor has the author- 
ity to develop alternative strategies to the 
integrated career center system, which are 
designed to accomplish the full integration 
of workforce development programs, These 
alternative strategies shall be described in a 
proposal to the Secretaries of Education and 
Labor for joint review and approval or dis- 
approval not later than 60 days after the date 
of receipt of such proposal. 
SEC, 108. IDENTIFICATION OF ELIGIBLE EDU- 
CATION, TRAINING, AND VOCA- 
TIONAL REHABILITATION SERVICE 
PROVIDERS. 

(a) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.—A program 
offered by a provider of education and train- 
ing services shall be eligible to receive funds 
under title ІП, and title I of the Rehabilita- 
tion Act of 1973 through the receipt of career 
grants, or through contract, if such program 
and provider— 

(1) is either— 

(A) eligible to participate in title IV of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965, or 

(В) determined to be eligible under the pro- 
cedures described in subsection (b); and 

(2) provides the performance-based infor- 
mation required pursuant to subsection (c), 
except that providers eligible under subpara- 
graph (A) only have to provide information 
for programs other than programs leading to 
a degree. 

(b) ALTERNATIVE ELIGIBILITY PROCEDURE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Governor shall estab- 
lish an alternative eligibility procedure for 
providers of education, training, and voca- 
tional rehabilitation services (which may in- 
clude private sector, for profit and nonprofit 
providers of such services) in any State de- 
siring to receive funds under title III of this 
Act and title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973, but that are not eligible to participate 
in title IV of the Higher Education Act of 
1965. Such procedure shall establish mini- 
mum acceptable levels of performance for 
such providers, and be based on guidelines 
developed by the Secretaries of Labor and 
Education. The Governor may utilize such 
criteria to certify service providers as hav- 
ing the ability to meet occupational skill 
standards promoted by the National Skill 
Standards Board, or to meet, high, industry- 
recognized standards that result in a port- 
able skill certificate in the subject, occupa- 
tion, or industry for which training is pro- 
vided, except where such standards are not 
appropriate for the services rendered. The 
Governor shall utilize the local workforce 
development boards, for the identification of 
eligible qualified providers of education, 
training, and vocational rehabilitation serv- 
ices. During a transition period, not to ex- 
ceed 2 years, identification of eligible pro- 
grams and providers under this subsection 
may be based on the performance of such 
programs and providers under the Job Train- 
ing Partnership Act, the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973, or other objective measures of pre- 
vious performance, such as employer evalua- 
tions. 

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), if the 
participation of an institution of higher edu- 
cation in any of the programs under such 
title of such Act is terminated, such institu- 
tion shall not be eligible to receive funds 
under this Act for a period of not less than 
two years. 

(с) PERFORMANCE-BASED INFORMATION.— 
The State shall identify performance-based 
information that is to be submitted by pro- 
viders of services for programs to be eligible 
under this section. Such information may in- 
clude information, relating to— 

(1) the percentage of students completing 
the programs conducted by the provider; 


25102 


(2) the rates of licensure of graduates of 
the programs conducted by the provider; 

(3) the percentage of graduates of the pro- 
grams meeting industry-recognized skill 
standards and certification requirements 
that are at least as challenging as skill 
standards endorsed by the National Skill 
Standards Board, once such standards are 
available. 

(4) measures of program effectiveness such 
as the rates of placement and retention in 
employment, and the earnings of graduates 
of programs conducted by the provider, em- 
ployer evaluations of provider services, and 
adherence to accepted industry quality 
standards (where available) by such provid- 
ers; 

(5) the percentage of students who obtained 
employment in an occupation related to the 
program conducted by the provider; 

(6) the warranties or guarantees provided 
by such provider relating to the skill levels 
or employment to be attained by students; 

(7) other information for providers of serv- 
ices under title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973 that reflects the priority of serving indi- 
viduals with severe disabilities; and 

(8) the percentage of students who, as a re- 
sult of participation in the program dem- 
onstrate significant gains in literacy and 
basic skills. 


(d) ADMINISTRATION.— 

(1) STATE AGENCY.—The Governor is au- 
thorized to designate a State agency to col- 
lect, verify, and disseminate the perform- 
ance-based information submitted pursuant 
to subsection (c). 

(2) APPLICATION.—A provider of education 
and training services that desires to be eligi- 
ble to receive funds under this title shall 
submit the information required under sub- 
section (c) to the State agency designated 
under paragraph (1) of this subsection at 
such time and in such form as such State 
agency may require. 

(3) LIST OF ELIGIBLE PROVIDERS.—The State 
agency shall compile a list of eligible pro- 
grams and providers, accompanied by the 
performance-based information submitted, 
and disseminate such list and information to 
the local workforce development boards and 
integrated career center systems within the 
State. 

(4) ACCURACY OF INFORMATION.— 

(А) ІМ GENERAL.—If the State agency deter- 
mines that information concerning a pro- 
vider is inaccurate, such provider shall be 
disqualified from receiving funds under this 
title for a period of not less than two years, 
unless such provider can demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the Governor or his or her 
designee, that the information was provided 
in good faith. 

(B) APPEAL.—The Governor shall establish 
а procedure for a service provider to appeal 
a determination by a State agency that re- 
sults in a disqualification under subpara- 
graph (A). Such procedure shall provide an 
opportunity for a hearing and prescribe ap- 
propriate time limits to ensure prompt reso- 
lution of the appeal. 

(5) ASSISTANCE IN DEVELOPING INFORMA- 
TION.—The State agency established pursu- 
ant to paragraph (1) may provide technical 
assistance to education, training, and уоса- 
tional rehabilitation providers in developing 
the information required under -subsection 
(b). Such assistance may include facilitating 
the utilization of State administrative 
records, such as unemployment compensa- 
tion wage records, and other appropriate co- 
ordination activities. 


(e) ON-THE-JOB TRAINING EXCEPTION.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Providers of on-the-job 
training are not subject to the requirements 
of subsections (a), (b), (c), and (d). 

(2) COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION OF IN- 
FORMATION.—The Workforce Development 
Board shall collect such performance-based 
information from on-the-job training provid- 
ers as the Governor may require, and dis- 
seminate such information to the local inte- 
grated career center systems. 

(f) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION REGARDING 
STATE AS PROVIDER OF SERVICES.—This sec- 
tion does not prohibit a State from being a 
provider of education and training services 
under title Ш, or under title I of the Reha- 
bilitation Act of 1973, subject to the State 
meeting the requirements of this section for 
serving as such a provider. 

SEC. 109. MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each State is authorized 
to use a portion of the funds it receives 
under this Act to design a unified manage- 
ment information system that is in accord- 
ance with guidelines established jointly by 
the Secretaries in consultation with the 
Governors. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—Each unified manage- 
ment information system shall, to the extent 
practicable as determined by the Governor— 

(1) be utilized for federally required fiscal 
reporting and monitoring for each of the pro- 
grams authorized under this Act; 

(2) be used by all agencies involved in 
workforce development activities, including 
integrated career center systems which shall 
have the capability to track the overall pub- 
lic investments within the State and 
workforce development areas, and to inform 
policymakers as to the results being 
achieved and the demographic characteris- 
tics of the individuals served through that 
investment; 

(3) contain a common structure of finan- 
cial reporting requirements, fiscal systems 
and monitoring for all workforce develop- 
ment expenditures included in the workforce 
development system that shall utilize com- 
mon data elements and the definitions in- 
cluded in section 5; 

(4) support local efforts to establish 
workforce development systems, including 
intake and eligibility determination for all 
services; and 

(5) contain data on the demographic char- 
acteristics on the participants served by pro- 
grams authorized under this Act, which shall 
be collected, produced, and published by the 
Secretaries. 

(c) PRIVACY.—Nothing in this Act shall vio- 
late the provisions of the Family Education 
Rights and Privacy Act under section 444 of 
the General Education Provisions Act and 
the privacy and confidentiality provisions 
under section 22(b) of title П of the Wagner 
Peyser Act as amended by this Act. 

SEC. 110. nay ear ACCOUNTABILITY SYS- 


(a) IN GENERAL.—In order to promote high 
levels of performance and to ensure an ap- 
propriate return on the Nation's investment 
in the workforce development and literacy 
system, each State receiving funds under 
this Act shall develop, or have developed, a 
statewide performance accountability sys- 
tem in accordance with the provisions of this 
section. 

(b) INDICATORS OF PERFORMANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State receiving 
funds under this Act shall identify indicators 
of performance for each of the programs es- 
tablished under titles П through IV of this 
Act and title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973, consistent with State goals as described 
in the State plan in accordance with section 
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104. Such indicators shall, at a minimum, in- 
clude the core indicators described in sub- 
section (f), and be expressed in an objective, 
quantifiable, and measurable form. Such in- 
dicators may also include post-program sur- 
veys measuring customer satisfaction of 
both employers and program participants. 

(2) TECHNICAL DEFINITIONS OF CORE INDICA- 
Tors.—In order to ensure nationwide com- 
parability of performance data, the Sec- 
retary of Labor and the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, in collaboration with the States and 
with representatives of business and indus- 
try, employees, educational agencies, service 
providers, participants, parents and other in- 
terested parties, shall promulgate technical 
definitions of each of the core indicators de- 
scribed in subsection (f), to be used under 
this Act in measuring performance. 

(с) EXPECTED LEVELS OF PERFORMANCE.— 

(1) ІМ GENERAL.—(A) Each State shall iden- 
tify the level of performance, consistent with 
State goals described under section 104, that 
is expected for local workforce development 
areas and other applicable local administra- 
tive entities under this Act. In determining 
such levels, the State shall take into ac- 
count the challenging levels identified under 
paragraph (2), and initially develop baseline 
levels of performance upon which the State 
will measure continuous improvement. 

(B) The Governor, through the collabo- 
rative process, may adjust the expected level 
of performance with respect to each local 
area taking into account specific economic, 
demographic, and geographic factors, and 
the characteristics of the population to be 
served. 

(2) CHALLENGING LEVELS OF PERFORM- 
ANCE.—In order to encourage high levels of 
performance and advance the Nation's com- 
petitiveness in the global economy, the Sec- 
retary of Labor and the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, in collaboration with the States and 
with representatives of business and indus- 
try, employees, educational agencies, service 
providers, participants, parents and other in- 
terested parties, shall identify challenging 
levels of performance with respect to appro- 
priate core indicators selected from among 
the core indicators described in subsection 
(f). Where applicable, such challenging levels 
of performance shall reflect industry-recog- 
nized skill standards. 

(а) REPORT ON PERFORMANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The State shall report to 
the Secretary of Labor and the Secretary of 
Education, the levels of performance 
achieved by local workforce development 
areas and other applicable local administra- 
tive entities with respect to the indicators 
identified pursuant to subsection (b)(1) for 
each program year. The Secretaries shall 
make such information available to the gen- 
eral public through publication and other ap- 
propriate methods, and shall disseminate 
State-by-State comparisons, and compari- 
sons with other industrialized nations (where 
appropriate). 

(2) REPORTING OPTIONS.—In the collection 
and reporting of such data, States are en- 
couraged to utilize administrative reporting 
data on quarterly earnings, establishment 
and industry affiliation, and geographic lo- 
cation of employment, such as unemploy- 
ment insurance wage-data records. 

(e) CONSEQUENCES FOR POOR PERFORM- 
ANCE.— 

(1) CRITERIA——The Governor, through the 
collaborative process, is authorized to estab- 
lish criteria for determining whether local 
workforce development areas and other ap- 
plicable local administrative entities have 
failed to meet expected levels of performance 
with respect to programs under this Act. 
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(2) CONSEQUENCES FOR POOR PERFORM- 
ANCE.— 

(A) STATE CONSEQUENCES.—If a State fails 
to meet expected levels of performance for a 
program for any program year as established 
pursuant to subsection (a), the Secretary of 
Education or the Secretary of Labor, as ap- 
propriate to the particular program, may 
provide technical assistance, including as- 
sistance in the development of a perform- 
ance improvement plan. If such failure con- 
tinues for a second consecutive year, the ap- 
propriate Secretary may reduce by not more 
than 5 percent, the amount of the grant that 
would (in the absence of this paragraph) be 
payable to the State under such program for 
the immediately succeeding program year. 
Such penalty shall be based on the degree of 
failure to meet expected levels of perform- 
ance. 

(В) LOCAL CONSEQUENCES.—(i) If a local 
workforce development area, or other appli- 
cable local administrative entity, fails to 
meet expected levels of performance for a 
program for any program year under the cri- 
teria established in paragraph (1), the Gov- 
ernor, through the collaborative process, 
may provide technical assistance, including 
the development of a performance improve- 
ment plan. 

(ii) If such failure continues for a second 
consecutive year, the Governor may take 
corrective actions, such as the withholding 
of funds, the redesignation of a local admin- 
istrative entity, or such other actions as the 
Governor, through the collaborative process, 
determines are appropriate, consistent with 
State law, section 104(c)(3) of this Act, and 
the requirements of this Act. 

(f) CORE INDICATORS OF PERFORMANCE.— 

(1) COMMON CORE INDICATORS FOR ADULTS.— 
In addition to the core indicators of perform- 
ance described in paragraph (2), common 
core indicators of performance for programs 
conducted under titles ІП and IV of this Act, 
and under title I of the Vocational Rehabili- 
tation Act of 1973 shall be weighted and ap- 
plied to each of the individual programs, ac- 
cording to the purposes of such titles, and in- 
clude measures of— 

(A) placement іп unsubsidized employ- 
ment; 

(B) retention in unsubsidized employment 
for not less than 6 months and for not less 
than 12 months, respectively; 

(C) increases in earnings, or in earnings in 
combination with employer-assisted bene- 
fits; 

(D) attainment of industry-recognized oc- 
cupational skills, including basic workplace 
competencies and industry-recognized skill 
standards, which may include the acquisi- 
tion of a skill certificate in the occupation 
for which the individual has been prepared; 

(E) attainment of a high school diploma, a 
general equivalency diploma, or a certificate 
of completion of a program authorized under 
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; and 

(F) such other measures of performance 
that the State may wish to collect. 

(2) ADDITIONAL CORE INDICATORS FOR 
ADULTS.— 

(A) ADULT EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PRO- 
GRAMS.—In addition to the common core in- 
dicators described in paragraph (1), the core 
indicators of performance for programs con- 
ducted under title Ш shall include measures 
of the success of individuals with barriers to 
employment, including dislocated workers, 
economically disadvantaged individuals, 
older workers, individuals with disabilities, 
displaced homemakers, veterans, and indi- 
viduals who are basic skills deficient, in 
achieving performance goals established pur- 
suant to this Act. 
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(B) ADULT EDUCATION AND FAMILY LITERACY 
PROGRAMS.—In addition to the common core 
indicators described in paragraph (1), the 
core indicators of performance for programs 
conducted under title ТУ shall include meas- 
ures of— 

(i) the number of individuals who, as a re- 
sult of participation in programs funded 
under this Act, demonstrate significant 
gains in literacy skills; and 

(ii) such other measures of performance 
that the State may wish to collect, including 
measures of the success of family literacy 
programs, increased English language skills, 
and increased community involvement. 

(С) PROGRAMS ESTABLISHED UNDER TITLE 1 
OF THE REHABILITATION АСТ OF 1973.-Іп addi- 
tion to the common core indicators de- 
scribed in paragraph (1), the core indicators 
of performance for programs conducted 
under title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
shall include measures of the success of indi- 
viduals with severe disabilities, including 
those individuals determined to have a dis- 
ability under title П or title XVI of the So- 
cial Security Act, in achieving performance 
goals established pursuant to this Act. 

(3) CORE INDICATORS FOR YOUTH DEVELOP- 
MENT AND CAREER PREPARATION PROGRAMS,— 
The core indicators of performance for pro- 
grams conducted under title П shall include 
measures of— 

(A) attainment of challenging State aca- 
demic standards; 

(B) attainment of a high school diploma or 
a general equivalency diploma; 

(C) attainment of industry-recognized oc- 
cupational skills, including basic workplace 
competencies and industry-recognized skill 
standards, which may include the acquisi- 
tion of a skill certificate in the occupation 
for which the individual has been prepared; if 
such skill certificate is acquired in addition 
to or in combination with a high shool di- 
ploma or general equivalency diploma; 

(D) reduction in school dropout rates; 

(E) positive results such as placement in 
postsecondary education or advanced train- 
ing, military service, employment, or reg- 
istered apprenticeships; 

(F) the success of individuals described 
under section 201(12) in achieving perform- 
ance goals established pursuant to this Act, 
including placement in nontraditional train- 
ing and employment; and 

(G) such other measures of performance 
that the State may wish to collect. 


SEC. 111. LIMITATION ON FEDERAL REGULA- 
TIONS. 


The Secretary of the Department of Labor 
and the Secretary of the Department of Edu- 
cation shall issue regulations under this Act 
only to the extent that such regulations are 
necessary to ensure that there is compliance 
with the specific requirements of this Act. 


SEC. 112, GENERAL PROVISION. 


Nothing in this Act shall mandate that any 
individual, particularly youth served under 
title П of this Act, be required to choose a 
specific career path or major. 


SEC, 113. LIABILITY. 


Expenditures that are disallowed (except in 
the case of fraud, embezzlement, or other 
criminal activities) under this Act or under 
title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, may 
be repaid from funds allocated under the 
title for which such disallowance occurs, in 
subsequent program years or fiscal years, as 
appropriate, after the year in which such dis- 
allowance occured. The amount of funds re- 
paid should be equal to the amount of funds 
disallowed. 
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Subtitle B—Aniendments to Wagner-Peyser 
Act 


БЕС. 131. GENERAL PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 2 of the Act of 
June 6, 1933 (commonly known as the Wag- 
ner-Peyser Act“) (29 U.S.C. 49a) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking Job 
Training Partnership Act“ and inserting 
“Consolidated and Reformed Education, Em- 
ployment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2) to read as follows: 

“(2) the term ‘local workforce development 
board’ means a local workforce development 
board established under title I of the Con- 
solidated and Reformed Education, Employ- 
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Асб;”; 

(3) in paragraph (4) to read as follows: 

“(4) the term ‘local workforce development 
area’ means a local workforce development 
area established under title I of the Consoli- 
dated and Reformed Education, Employ- 
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Асб;”; 

(4) in paragraph (5), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

“(6) the term ‘public employment office’ 
means an office which provides employment 
services to the general public as part of an 
integrated career center system; and 

“(7) the term ‘integrated career center sys- 
tem’ means an integrated career center sys- 
tem established under title I of the Consoli- 
dated and Reformed Education, Employ- 
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act.“. 

(b) DuTIES.—Section 3a) of such Act (29 
U.S.C. 49b(a)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(а) The Secretary of Labor shall, pursu- 
ant to title II of this Act— 

“(1) assist in the coordination and develop- 
ment of a nationwide system of labor ex- 
change services for the general public; 

2) assist in the development of perform- 
ance standards, benchmarks, and continuous 
improvement models for such nationwide 
system which ensures private sector satisfac- 
tion and meets the demands of jobseekers; 
and 

“(3) ensure the continued services for indi- 
viduals receiving unemployment compensa- 
tion.“. 

(c) REQUIREMENTS FOR RECEIPT OF FUNDS,— 
Section 4 of such Act (29 U.S.C. 49c) is 
amended by striking “а State shall, through 
its legislature" and inserting the Governor 
of a State shall, through the collaborative 
process described in title I of the Consoli- 
dated and Reformed Education, Employ- 
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act”. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 5 of such Act (29 U.S.C. 49d) is 
amended by inserting before the period at 
the end the following: “, of which not less 
than 25 percent shall be for carrying out both 
section 14 and title П of this Act“. 

(е) USE OF FUNDS UNDER THIS АСТ.--бес- 
tion 7(c)(2) of such Act (29 U.S.C. 49f(c)(2)) is 
amended by striking “апу of the following 
provisions of Јам” and all that follows and 
inserting “the Consolidated and Reformed 
Education, Employment, and Rehabilitation 
Systems Act.“ 

(f) STATE PLAN.—Section 8 of such Act (29 
U.S.C. 49g) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a) to read as follows: 

“(а) Any State desiring to receive assist- 
ance under this Act shall submit to the Sec- 
retary, as part of the State workforce devel- 
opment and literacy plan authorized under 
title I of the Consolidated and Reformed 
Education, Employment, and Rehabilitation 
Systems Act, detailed plans for carrying out 
the provisions of this Act within such 
State.”’; 
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(2) by striking subsections (b), (c), and (e); 
and 

(3) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub- 
section (b). 

(6) ELIMINATION OF FEDERAL ADVISORY 
CouNCcIL.—Section 11 of such Act (29 U.S.C. 
49)) is hereby repealed. 

(h) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS,— 

(1) Such Act is amended by inserting after 
section 2 the following new heading: 

“TITLE I—GENERAL PROGRAM 
REQUIREMENTS”. 


(2) Section 4 of such Act is amended by 
striking United States Employment Serv- 
ісе” and inserting Secretary of Labor“. 

(3) Section 7(b)(2) of such Act is amended 
by striking “private industry council“ and 
inserting local workforce development 
board". 

(4) Section 7(d) of such Act is amended— 

(A) by striking “United States Employ- 
ment Service” and inserting ‘‘Secretary of 
Labor’’; and 

(В) by striking Job Training Partnership 
Act“ and inserting Consolidated and Re- 
formed Education, Employment, and Reha- 
bilitation Systems Act’’. 

(5) Section 12 of such Act is amended by 
striking “Тһе Director, with the approval of 
the Secretary of Labor,” and inserting “Тһе 
Secretary of Labor“. 

SEC. 132, LABOR MARKET INFORMATION. 

The Act of June 6, 1933 (commonly known 
as the Wagner-Peyser Act“; 29 U.S.C. 49), as 
amended by section 131, is further amended 
by adding at the end the following new title: 
“TITLE П--І.АВОН MARKET INFORMATION 
“SEC, 21. PURPOSE. 

“Тһе purpose of this title is to ensure а 
comprehensive and coordinated system of 
labor market information which will provide 
locally based, accurate, up-to-date, easily ac- 
cessible, and user friendly labor market in- 
formation through a cooperative Federal, 
State, and local governance structure which 
includes partnerships with the private sector 
at all levels. 

“SEC. 22. SYSTEM CONTENT. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Labor, 
in accordance with the provisions of this 
title, shall oversee the development, mainte- 
nance, and continuous improvement of a na- 
tionwide system of labor market informa- 
tion using statistically valid data, which in- 
clude— 

(1) statistical data from survey and pro- 
jection programs and data from administra- 
tive reporting systems, which, taken to- 
gether, enumerate, estimate, and project the 
supply and demand for labor at Federal, 
State, and local levels in a timely manner, 
including data on— 

“(А) the demographic characteristics, as 
defined in section 5 of the Consolidated and 
Reformed Education, Employment, and Re- 
habilitation Systems Act, socioeconomic 
characteristics, and current employment 
status of the population, including self-em- 
ployed, part-time, and seasonal workers, and 
individuals with severe disabilities, as such 
data are available from the Bureau of Census 
and other sources; 

“(В) job vacancies, education and training 
requirements, skills, wages, benefits, work- 
ing conditions, and industrial distribution of 
occupations, as well as current and projected 
employment opportunities and trends by in- 
dustry and occupation; 

“(С) the educational attainment, training, 
skills, skill levels, and occupations of the 
population aggregates, as such data area are 
available from the Bureau of Census and 
other sources; 
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D) information (such as unemployment 
insurance wage data records) maintained in 
а longitudinal manner on the quarterly earn- 
ings, establishment and industry affiliation, 
and geographic location of employment; and 

“(Е) the incidence, industrial and geo- 
graphical location, and number of workers 
displaced by permanent layoffs and plant 
closings; 

2) State and local employment and 
consumer information on— 

“(А) job openings, locations, hiring re- 
quirements, and application procedures, as 
well as profiles of employers in the local 
labor market describing the nature of work 
performed, employment requirements, 
wages, benefits, and hiring patterns as such 
information is volunteered by employers; 

“(В) aggregate data on job seekers, includ- 
ing their education and training, skills, skill 
levels, employment experience, and employ- 
ment goals; and 

“(C) education courses, training programs, 
job placement programs, and vocational re- 
habilitation programs (where appropriate), 
including— 

“(1) program performance information as 
required by this Act, such as summary data 
on program completion, acquisition of indus- 
try-recognized skill standards, job place- 
ment, earnings, and the level of satisfaction 
of the participants and their employers; and 

(ii) descriptive information on programs, 
such as eligibility requirements, costs, fi- 
nancial support, or other supportive services, 
and other appropriate information which 
may be available with these courses and pro- 
grams; 

(3) technical standards for data and infor- 
mation that will— 

“(А) as a minimum guarantor of data use- 
fulness and quality, ensure compatibility 
and additivity of data and information to en- 
able comparisons among localities and 
States; 

“(В) support standardization and aggrega- 
tion of data and information from the ad- 
ministrative reporting systems of employ- 
ment-related programs; and 

(С) include 

(i) classification and coding systems for 
industries, occupations, skills, programs, 
and courses; 

(11) nationally standardized definitions of 
terms; 

(ii) а common system for designating ge- 
ographic areas; 

(iv) quality control mechanisms for data 
collection and analysis; and 

“(у) common schedules for data collection 
and dissemination; 

“(4) analysis of data and information for 
uses including— 

“(А) Federal, State, and local economic 
policymaking; 

((B) the implementation of Federal poli- 
cies, including the allocation of Federal 
funds to States and localities and the facili- 
tation of job search and hiring in local labor 
markets; 

“(С) Federal, State, and local program 
planning and evaluation; and 

“(О) research on labor market dynamics; 

“(5) dissemination mechanisms for data 
and analysis, including mechanisms which 
may be standardized among the States and 
technical standards in the design of auto- 
mated databases, and the design of user 
interfaces and communications protocols; 

“(6) programs of technical assistance for 
States and localities in the development, 
maintenance, and utilization of data, analy- 
sis, and dissemination mechanisms, includ- 
ing assistance in adopting and utilizing auto- 
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mated systems and improving the access, 
through electronic and other means, of 
youth, adults, and employers to labor mar- 
ket information for localities, States, and 
the Nation; 

“(7) programs of research and demonstra- 
tion, which may be carried out by States and 
other public or private entities, on ways to 
improve the products and processes author- 
ized in this title; and 

“(8) objective performance measures, 
which will allow for the continuous monitor- 
ing of the progress of the labor market infor- 
mation system at national, State, and local 
levels. 

(b) INFORMATION TO BE CONFIDENTIAL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—No officer or employee of 
the Federal Government or agent of the Fed- 
eral Government may: 

(A) use the information furnished under 
the provisions of this title for any purpose 
other than the statistical purposes for which 
it is supplied; 

(B) make any publication whereby the data 
furnished by any particular establishment or 
individual under this title can be individ- 
ually identified; or 

(C) permit anyone other than the sworn of- 
ficers and employees of any Federal depart- 
ment or agency to examine the individual re- 
ports. 

(2) IMMUNITY FROM LEGAL PROCESS.—Any 
information which is collected and retained 
under this title shall be immune from the 
legal process and shall not, without the con- 
sent of the individual or establishment con- 
cerned, be admitted as evidence or used for 
any purpose in any action, suit, or other ju- 
dicial or administrative proceeding. 

“БЕС. 23, FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITIES. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—The Nation’s labor mar- 
ket information system shall be planned, ad- 
ministered, overseen, and evaluated by a co- 
operative governance structure involving the 
Federal Government, States, and local enti- 
ties. 

„b) DuTIES.—The Secretary, with respect 
to data collection, analysis, and dissemina- 
tion of labor market information, shall carry 
out the following duties: 

“(1) Ensure that all statistical and admin- 
istrative -data collection activities within 
the Department of Labor, including the Em- 
ployment and Training Administration, Vet- 
erans’ Employment and Training Service, 
Employment Standards Administration, and 
the Occupational Health and Safety Admin- 
istration, are consistent with those of the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

“(2) Assign responsibilities, as appropriate, 
to agencies such as the Employment and 
Training Administration to work with the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics in the collection, 
analysis and, particularly, in the dissemina- 
tion of labor market information, and in the 
provision of training and technical assist- 
ance to users of information, including the 
States, employers, youth, and adults. 

(3) In cooperation with other Federal 
agencies, including the Department of Com- 
merce, Department of Defense, Department 
of the Treasury, Department of Education, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
Department of Agriculture, Department of 
Veterans’ Affairs, and the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget, establish and maintain 
mechanisms for ensuring complementarity 
and nonduplication in the development and 
operation of statistical and administrative 
data collection activities, in order to ensure 
a comprehensive labor market information 
system. 

“(4) Actively seek the participation of 
other Federal agencies, particularly the Na- 
tional Center for Education Statistics and 
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the Division of Adult and Vocational Edu- 
cation, and the Rehabilitation Services Ad- 
ministration of the Department of Edu- 
cation, the Veterans’ Employment and 
Training Service of the Department of Labor 
and the Department of Veterans’ Affairs 
with respect to vocational rehabilitation 
programs in the design and provision of 
standardized information to the States to 
support section 22(2), and in the dissemina- 
tion of labor market information. 

“(5) Establish confidentiality standards for 
the labor market information system at Fed- 
eral, State, and local levels, including such 
provisions as may be necessary, to be taken 
in coordination with the States, to ensure 
that privacy and confidentiality protections 
are guaranteed with respect to individuals 
and firm data. 

“(с) ADDITIONAL DUTIES.—The Secretary, 
in collaboration with the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, with the assistance of other agen- 
cies of the Department where appropriate, 
shall— 

(i) establish and maintain, with the co- 
operation of the States, elements of the sys- 
tem described in sections 22(a)(1) and 22(a)(3); 

(2) develop and promulgate standards, 
definitions, formats, collection methodolo- 
gies, and other necessary system elements 
for the use of the States in their assembling 
and presentation of the employment infor- 
mation specified in section 22(a)(2); 

“(8) eliminate gaps and duplication іп вба- 


tistical undertakings, with the 
systemization of wage surveys as an early 
priority; 


“(4) recommend any needed improvements 
in administrative reporting systems to sup- 
port the development of labor market infor- 
mation from their data; and 

“(5) ensure that 

“(А) data are sufficiently timely relevant 
to employers and other users, and locally de- 
tailed for uses including those specified in 
section 22(a)(4); 

(B) administrative records аге standard- 
ized to facilitate the aggregation of data 
from local to State and national levels and 
to support the creation of new statistical se- 
ries from program records; and 

“(С) paperwork and reporting requirements 
on employers and individuals are reduced. 
“SEC. 24, ANNUAL PLAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Labor, 
in collaboration with the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, and with assistance of other ap- 
propriate Federal agencies, shall prepare an 
annual plan to be the operational mechanism 
for achieving a cooperative Federal/State 
governance structure for labor market infor- 
mation and provide the written justification 
for the Department of Labor's budget re- 
quest to Congress by describing the activi- 
ties and priorities of the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, other offices within the Depart- 
ment of Labor, and other Federal agencies 
with regard to data collection, analysis, and 
dissemination of labor market information 
for fiscal years succeeding the fiscal year in 
which the plan is developed and shall in- 
clude— 

“(1) the results of a periodic review of 
users’ needs and priorities, including the 
identification of new employment issues and 
the attendant emergence of new needs, on 
the part of Congress, the States, employers, 
youth, and adults, for data, analysis, and dis- 
semination; 

(2) an evaluation, including the results of 
objective measures, of the performance of 
the labor market information system in 
meeting these needs and the steps to be 
taken to overcome deficiencies; 
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“(8) a summary of ongoing data programs 
and activities under section 22 and a descrip- 
tion of the development of new data pro- 
grams, analytical techniques, definitions and 
standards, dissemination mechanisms, train- 
ing and technical assistance, governance 
mechanisms, and funding processes to meet 
new needs; and 

(4) the results of an annual review of the 
costs to the States of meeting contract re- 
quirements for data production under this 
title, including a description of how the Бес- 
retary’s requested budget will cover these 
costs. 

„b) COOPERATION WITH THE STATES.—The 
Secretary and the Bureau of Labor Statis- 
tics, in cooperation with the States, shall de- 
velop the plan by— 

“(1) establishing procedures and mecha- 
nisms for holding formal and periodic con- 
sultations on products and administration of 
the system, at least once each quarter, with 
representatives of employers as well as with 
representatives of the States from each of 
the 10 Federal regions of the Department of 
Labor, elected by and from among the State 
directors of labor market information, ac- 
cording to a process set forth by the Sec- 
retary; and 

(2) incorporating in the annual plan, for 
its submission to Congress, the results of 
these consultations, including any supple- 
mentary or dissenting views from represent- 
atives of the States. 

“(с) REPRESENTATIVES OF STATES DEEMED 
To BE FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.—For purposes of 
the development of the annual plan and to 
meet the provisions of Office of Management 
and Budget Circular А-11, the representa- 
tives of the States, elected in accordance 
with subsection (b)(1), shall be considered to 
be employees of the Department of Labor. 
“БЕС. 25. GOVERNOR'S RESPONSIBILITIES, 

“(а) DESIGNATION OF STATE AGENCY.—The 
Governor of each State shall designate a sin- 
gle State agency to be the agency respon- 
sible for the management and oversight of a 
statewide comprehensive labor market infor- 
mation system and for the State’s participa- 
tion in the cooperative Federal/State govern- 
ance structure for the nationwide labor mar- 
ket information system. 

(b) DUTIES.—In order to receive Federal 
financial assistance under this Act, the 
State agency shall— 

“(1) develop, maintain, and continuously 
improve a comprehensive labor market in- 
formation system, which shall— 

“(А) include all the elements specified in 
section 22; and 

“(В) be responsive to the needs of the State 
and its localities for planning and evaluative 
data, including employment and economic 
analyses and projections, as required by this 
Act, the Consolidated and Reformed Edu- 
cation, Employment, and Rehabilitation 
Systems Act, the Social Security Act, and 
other provisions of law which require the use 
of labor market information; 

“(2) ensure the performance of contract 
and grant responsibilities for data collec- 
tion, analysis, and dissemination; 

“(8) conduct such other data collection, 
analysis, and dissemination activities as will 
ensure comprehensive State and local labor 
market information; 

*(4) actively seek the participation of 
other State and local agencies, with particu- 
lar attention to State education, economic 
development, human services, and welfare 
agencies, in data collection, analysis, and 
dissemination activities in order to ensure 
complementarity and compatibility among 
data; and 
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“(5) participate in the development of the 
national annual plan.“. 

Subtitle C—General Provision 

SEC, 141. WORKER RIGHTS. 

The following requirements shall apply to 
programs under titles П and ІП of this Act: 

(1) PROHIBITION ON DISPLACEMENT.—A par- 
ticipant іп a program under titles П or Ш 
shall not displace any currently employed 
worker (including a partial displacement, 
such as a reduction in the hours of non-over- 
time work, wages, or employment benefits). 

(2) PROHIBITION ON IMPAIRMENT OF CON- 
TRACTS.—A program under title П or ІП shall 
not impair existing contracts for services or 
collective bargaining agreements, and no 
such program that would be inconsistent 
with the terms of a collective bargaining 
agreement shall be undertaken without the 
written concurrence of the labor organiza- 
tion and employer concerned. 

(3) PROHIBITION ON REPLACEMENT.—A par- 
ticipant іп a program under title П or Ш 
shall not be employed— 

(A) when any other individual is on tem- 
porary layoff, with the clear possibility of 
recall, from the same or any substantially 
equivalent job with the participating em- 
ployer; or 

(B) when the employer has terminated the 
employment of any regular employee or oth- 
erwise reduced the workforce of the em- 
ployer with the intention of filling the va- 
cancy so created with the student. 

(4) WORKPLACES.—A participant in a pro- 
gram under title П or Ш shall be provided 
with adequate and safe equipment and safe 
and healthful workplaces in conformity with 
all health and safety requirements of Fed- 
eral, State, and local law. 

(5) EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS.—Nothing in 
this Act shall be construed to modify or af- 
fect any Federal or State law prohibiting 
discrimination on the basis of race, religion, 
color, ethnicity, national origin, gender, age, 
or disability, or to modify or affect any right 
to enforcement of this Act that may exist 
under other Federal laws, except as expressly 
provided by this Act. 

SEC, 142, TRANSFERABILITY. 

The Governor, through the collaborative 
process, has the authority to transfer not 
more than 10 percent of the total allotment 
to a State under title П or title ІП of this 
Act, between such titles. Funds transferred 
under this authority must be distributed to 
local providers in accordance with the provi- 
sions of title П and III of this Act. 

TITLE П--ҮОЦГТН DEVELOPMENT AND CA- 
REER PREPARATION CONSOLIDATION 
GRANT 

SEC. 201. PURPOSES. 

It is the purpose of this title to provide 
States and local communities maximum 
flexibility in designing youth development 
and career preparation programs that— 

(1) help youth attain the academic skills 
and occupational skills needed to be success- 
ful in a global economy and for lifelong 
learning; 

(2) best suit the needs of in-school and at- 
risk youth in their communities; 

(3) promote strong connections between in- 
school and at-risk programs, to ensure that 
youth are prepared for further education op- 
portunities and good jobs, and promote 
youth development and career preparation 
programs that provide opportunities for 
youth to receive postsecondary education 
and occupational training; 

(4) promote the formation of education and 
business partnerships that are dedicated to 
linking the worlds of school and work; and 
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(5) promote high academic and occupa- 
tional standards and quality vocational- 
technical education, including improved 
secondary and postsecondary programs, by 
focusing resources on program improvement 
initiatives that help prepare youth for fur- 
ther education, training, and high-wage jobs 
in high-performance workplaces. 

SEC. 202. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title: 

(1) The term “administration” means ac- 
tivities of a State necessary for the proper 
and efficient performance of its duties under 
this title, including supervision, but does not 
include curriculum development activities, 
personnel development, or research activi- 
ties. 

(2) The term “аП aspects of the industry” 
means strong experience in, and understand- 
ing of, all aspects of the industry that youth 
are preparing to enter, including planning, 
management, finances, technical and produc- 
tion skills, underlying principles of tech- 
nology, labor issues, and health and safety. 

(3) The term “articulation agreement” 
means a commitment to a program designed 
to provide students with a nonduplicative se- 
quence of progressive coursework in second- 
ary and postsecondary education. 

(4) The term ‘cooperative education” 
means a method of instruction of education 
for youth who, through written cooperative 
arrangements between the school and em- 
ployers, receive instruction, including re- 
quired academic courses and related instruc- 
tion by alternation of study in school with a 
job in any occupational field. Such alter- 
nation shall be planned and supervised by 
the school and employers so that each con- 
tributes to the youth’s education and em- 
ployability. Work periods and school attend- 
ance may be on alternate half days, full 
days, weeks, or other periods of time in ful- 
filling the cooperative program. 

(5) The term “corrections vocational edu- 
сабіоп” means programs administered by the 
State to assist juvenile and adult criminal 
offenders in correctional institutions in the 
State, including correctional institutions op- 
erated by local authorities, 

(6) The term ‘curricula’ means instruc- 
tional and related or supportive material, in- 
cluding materials using advanced learning 
technology, in any occupational field which 
is designed to strengthen the academic foun- 
dation and prepare youth for employment at 
the entry level or to upgrade occupational 
competencies of those previously or pres- 
ently employed in any occupational field, 
and appropriate counseling and guidance ma- 
terial. 

(7) Except as otherwise provided, the term 
“eligible institution” means a local edu- 
cational agency, an area vocational edu- 
cation school, an intermediate educational 
agency, an institution of higher education 
(as such term is defined in section 1201(а) of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965), a State 
corrections educational agency, or consortia 
of such entities. 

(8) The term partnership“ means a local 
entity that is responsible for local youth de- 
velopment and career preparation programs 
and may consist of parents, employers, rep- 
resentatives of local educational agencies 
and local postsecondary educational institu- 
tions (including representatives of area voca- 
tional education schools, where applicable), 
local educators (such as teachers, counselors, 
or administrators), representative employee 
organizations, students, and may include 
other entities. 

(9) The term Secretary“ means the Sec- 
retary of Education. 
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(10) The term “sequential course of study” 
means an integrated series of courses which 
are directly related to the educational and 
occupational skill preparation of youth for 
jobs, or preparation for postsecondary edu- 
cation. 

(11) The term “single parent” means ап in- 
dividual who— 

(A) is unmarried or legally separated from 
а spouse; and 

(B)G) has a minor child or children for 
whom the parent has either custody or joint 
custody; or 

(ii) is pregnant. 

(12) The term “special populations’ in- 
cludes individuals with disabilities, economi- 
cally disadvantaged individuals, individuals 
of limited English proficiency, and individ- 
uals who are eligible for nontraditional 
training and employment. 

(13) The term ‘“‘tech-prep education pro- 
gram" means a program of study which— 

(A) combines at least 2 years of secondary 
and 2 years of postsecondary education in a 
nonduplicative sequential course of study; 

(B) integrates academic and vocational in- 
struction; 

(C) provides technical preparation in at 
least 1 field of engineering technology, ap- 
plied science, mechanical, industrial, or 
practical arts or trade, or agriculture, health 
occupations, or business; 

(D) builds student competence in mathe- 
matics, science, communications, and work- 
place skills, through applied academics and 
integrated instruction in a coherent se- 
quence of courses; 

(E) leads to an associate degree or certifi- 
cate in a specific career field; 

(F) leads to placement in appropriate em- 
ployment or further education; and 

(G) enables a student to fulfill a career re- 
lating to labor market needs. 

(14) The term vocational education” 
means organized educational programs offer- 
ing a sequence of courses which are directly 
related to the preparation of youth in paid or 
unpaid employment in current or emerging 
occupations, including nonbaccalaureate cer- 
tificate and degree programs and bacca- 
laureate vocational degree programs. Such 
programs include competency-based applied 
learning which contributes to a youth’s aca- 
demic knowledge, higher-order reasoning, 
and problem-solving skills, work attitudes, 
general employability skills, and the occupa- 
tional-specific skills necessary for economic 
independence as a productive and contribut- 
ing member of society. Such term also in- 
cludes applied technology education. 

(15) The term vocational student organi- 
zations” means those organizations for indi- 
viduals enrolled in vocational education pro- 
grams which engage in activities as an inte- 
gral part of the instructional program. Such 
organizations may have State and national 
units which aggregate the work and purposes 
of instruction in vocational education at the 
local level. 

Subtitle A—State Funding 
SEC. 211. NATIONAL AND STATE FUNDING. 

(a) NATIONAL PROGRAMS.—In each fiscal 
year, of the amounts made available under 
section 4, the Secretary is authorized to re- 
serve 20 percent or $25,000,000, whichever is 
less, to carry out the provisions of subtitle 
D. 

(b) STATE ALLOTMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds remaining 
after the reservation under subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall allot to each State for 
each fiscal year an amount based on that 
State's allotment percentage. 


September 14, 1995 


(2) ALLOTMENT PERCENTAGE.—(A) Except as 
provided in subparagraph (B), the allotment 
percentage of a State for a fiscal year shall 
be the same percentage of funds allotted to 
the State under this section in the preceding 
fiscal year. 

(B) The allotment percentage of a State for 
fiscal year 1996 shall be the percentage of 
funds allotted to the State in fiscal year 1995 
under— 

(i) section 101 or 101A of the Carl D. Per- 
kins Vocational and Applied Technology 
Education Act as such Act was in effect on 
the day before the date of the enactment of 
this Act; and 

(ii) the funding allotted in fiscal year 1995 
under section 252 and 262 of the Job Training 
Partnership Act as such Act was in effect on 
the day before the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

(3) STATE MINIMUM.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and subject to para- 
graph (1), any fiscal year for which the 
amounts appropriated for programs author- 
ized by this title exceed the amounts avail- 
able under subparagraph (B) for fiscal year 
1995, a State shall receive not less than one- 
quarter of one percent of the amount avail- 
able for each such program for that fiscal 
year under this subsection. Amounts nec- 
essary for increasing such payments to 
States to comply with the preceding sen- 
tence shall be obtained by ratably reducing 
the amounts to be paid to other States. 

(4) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this 
subsection the term State“ means, іп addi- 
tion to the several States, the District of Co- 
lumbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 
the Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, 
and the Northern Mariana Islands. 

(c) FUNDING FOR STATE PROGRAMS.—Of the 
funds allotted to a State under subsection (b) 
for each fiscal year, the Governor, through 
the collaborative process, shall 

(1) make available not less than 90 percent 
to local providers; 

(2) make available not more than 8 percent 
for State programs described in section 222; 
and 

(3) make available not more than 2 percent 
for administrative purposes at the State 
level. 

(d) PROviso.— None of the funds made 
available under this title shall be used to 
compel any youth to pursue a specific career. 
Youth participating in programs under this 
title shall be eligible to change their course 
of study and training. 

SEC. 212. WITHIN STATE ALLOCATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—From_ the 
amounts made available pursuant to section 
211(с)(1), the Governor, through the collabo- 
rative process, shall— 

(A) allocate to eligible institutions an 
amount equal to not less than 40 percent of 
such amount for in-school youth programs 
described in section 241; 

(B) allocate to local workforce develop- 
ment boards an amount equal to not less 
than 40 percent of such amount for at-risk 
youth programs described in section 245. 

(2) DISCRETIONARY FUNDS.—From_ the 
amounts made available pursuant to section 
211(c)(1), the Governor, through the collabo- 
rative process, is authorized to provide 10 
percent of such amounts for discretionary 
purposes, as determined by the Governor, to 
eligible institutions or local workforce de- 
velopment boards for in-school and at-risk 
youth. 

(3) REMAINDER OF FUNDS.—From the re- 
mainder of amounts made available pursuant 
to section 211(с)(1) and distributed pursuant 
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to paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection, 
the Governor, through the collaborative 
process, shall allocate the remainder of any 
such amounts to carry out the purposes of 
subparagraphs (A) or (B) of paragraph (1). 

(b) WITHIN STATE FORMULA.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Governor, 
through the collaborative process, and after 
consultation with local chief elected officials 
in the local workforce development area and, 
where appropriate, local educators in such 
area, shall develop a formula for the alloca- 
tion of funds in accordance with paragraph 
(1) of subsection (a). Such formula shall take 
into account— 

(A) poverty rates within each local com- 
munity, as determined by the State; 

(B) the proportion of the State’s youth 
population residing within each local com- 
munity; and 

(C) such other factors as considered appro- 
priate. 

(2) ADDITIONAL FACTORS.—In establishing 
such formula, the Governor shall ensure that 
funds are distributed equitably throughout 
the State, and that the factors described in 
paragraph (1) do not receive disproportionate 
weighting. 

(c) MINIMUM GRANT AMOUNTS.— 

(1) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.—A local 
educational agency or consortium of such 
agencies that receives a subgrant from a 
State under paragraph (1) of subsection (a) 
for any fiscal year shall receive not less than 
$15,000. 

(2) POSTSECONDARY INSTITUTIONS.—A post- 
secondary institution or consortium of such 
institutions that receives a subgrant from a 
State under paragraph (1) of subsection (a) 
for any fiscal year shall receive not less than 
$50,000. 

(3) LOCAL DEVELOPMENT BOARD.—A local de- 
velopment board that receives a subgrant 
from a State under paragraph (1) of sub- 
section (a) for any fiscal year shall receive 
not less than $15,000. 

(4) SECONDARY-POSTSECONDARY CONSOR- 
TIA.—One or more local educational agencies 
and one or more eligible institutions may 
enter into a consortium agreement. A con- 
sortium formed pursuant to this paragraph 
that receives a subgrant from a State under 
this subtitle shall receive not less than 
$50,000 in any fiscal year. 

(d) FUNDS TO CONSORTIUM.—Funds allo- 
cated to a consortium formed to meet the re- 
quirements of subsection (c) shall be used 
only for purposes and activities that are mu- 
tually beneficial to all members of the con- 
sortium. Such funds may not be reallocated 
to individual members of the consortium for 
purposes or activities benefiting only one 
member of the consortium. 

(e) WAIVER.—The State may waive the ap- 
Plication of subsection (c) in any case in 
which a grant recipient— 

(1) is located in a rural, sparsely-populated 
area; and 

(2) demonstrates an inability to enter into 
a consortium for purposes of providing serv- 
ices under this title. 

Subtitle B—State Organizational, Planning, 
and Reporting Responsibilities 
SEC. 221. STATE PLAN, 

In addition to the requirements described 
in title I, a State that desires to receive 
funds for any fiscal year under this title 
shall, as part of the State Workforce Devel- 
opment and Literacy Plan under title I, sub- 
mit to the Secretary of Education informa- 
tion that includes— 

(1) a description of the State’s plan to de- 
velop the academic and occupational skills 
of youth and provide the attainment of chal- 
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lenging vocational-technical education 
standards, including industry-approved skill 
standards and workplace competencies; 

(2) a description of how the State will im- 
prove comprehensive career guidance and 
counseling which may include linkages to 
career exploration and guidance counseling 
outside of the school system and shall de- 
scribe how the State will effectively dem- 
onstrate the system of career preparation for 
youth, which includes elements such as pro- 
fessional development, and secondary-post- 
secondary collaborations; 

(3) a description of the strategy of the 
State for integrating academic, vocational, 
and work-based learning, including a de- 
scription of how the State will promote col- 
laboration between secondary and post- 
secondary occupational and academic pro- 
grams and institutions and incorporating 
learning in all aspects of the industry; and 

(4) a description of how the State will pro- 
mote the active involvement of parents and 
business (including small- and medium-sized 
businesses) in the planning, development, 
and implementation of youth development 
and career preparation programs authorized 
under this title. 

БЕС. 222. STATE PROGRAMS AND STATE АСТІУІ- 


(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—From amounts 
made available to a State under section 
211(c)(2), each State shall conduct State pro- 
grams and activities. 

(b) USES OF FUNDS.—The programs and ac- 
tivities described in subsection (a) may in- 
clude— 

(1) an assessment of programs conducted 
with assistance under this title, including 
the development of— 

(A) performance indicators and measures 
for such programs; and 

(B) program improvement and accountabil- 
ity with respect to such programs; 

(2) the support for tech-prep education; 

(3) support for workforce preparation pro- 
grams for single parents, displaced home- 
makers, and single pregnant women; 

(4) support for corrections vocational edu- 
cation; 

(5) professional development activities for 
vocational teachers, academic teachers, 
school administrators, counselors, workplace 
mentors, and local providers regarding inte- 
gration of vocational, academic, and work- 
based curricula, including— 

(A) inservice and preservice training of 
teachers and faculty in state-of-the-art pro- 
grams and techniques and nontraditional 
training and employment; and 

(B) support of public teacher-education 
programs to ensure vocational teachers stay 
current with the needs, expectations, and 
methods of industry to meet employer stand- 
ards; 

(6) development, dissemination, and field 
testing of curricula, especially— 

(A) curricula that integrate vocational, 
academic, and work-based methodologies; 

(B) curricula that provide a coherent se- 
quence of courses through which academic 
and occupational skills may be measured; 
and 

(C) curricula for work-based learning; 

(7) leadership and instructional programs 
in technology education; 

(8) support for cooperative education; 

(9) support for family and consumer 
science programs; 

(10) creative use of technologies, including 
professional development in the use of such 
technologies for instructional purposes and 
to increase counselor's and youth’s knowl- 
edge of, and use of, additional information 
resources; 
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(11) support for vocational student organi- 
zations; and 

(12) improving comprehensive career guid- 
ance and counseling. 

SEC. 223. INCENTIVE AWARDS. 

The State, may, from the amount made 
available under section 211(c)(2) for any fis- 
cal year make performance awards to 1 or 
more eligible institutions or local providers 
that have— 

(1) exceeded in the performance goals de- 
scribed in section 110(f)(3); 

(2) implemented exemplary youth develop- 
ment and career preparation programs at the 
local level in accordance with the purposes 
described in section 201; or 

(3) provided exemplary education services 
and activities for at-risk youth. 

Subtitle C—Subgrants for In-School and At- 

Risk Youth 
БЕС. 231. PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENTS. 

(a) PARTNERSHIP.—A local workforce devel- 
opment board and eligible institutions that 
desire to receive a subgrant from a State 
under this subtitle in any fiscal year shall 
form a partnership for the purposes of col- 
laborative planning, coordination of in- 
school and at-risk programs, and effective 
public participation. 

(b) PLAN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The partnership referred 
to in subsection (a) shall, in collaboration, 
develop and submit for approval to the Gov- 
ernor through the State collaborative proc- 
ess a comprehensive youth development and 
career preparation plan for in-school and at- 
risk youth. Such plan shall describe how the 
youth development and career preparation 
system meets the requirements of sections 
241 and 245 and shall address comments re- 
ceived through the collaborative process. 

(2) COLLABORATIVE PROCESS.—The partner- 
ship shall assure the involvement of parents, 
teachers, and the community in the collabo- 
rative planning process which involves de- 
sign of the indicators, strategies, articula- 
tion, and cooperative agreements, assess- 
ments, and evaluation of program activities. 

(3) DISPUTES.—In the event a partnership 
cannot come to agreement on the content of 
local plans, the Governor, through the col- 
laborative process, is authorized to develop 
procedures for the resolution of issues in dis- 
pute. 

SEC, 232. DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS. 

(a) IN-SCHOOL PROGRAMS.—Based upon an 
application submitted by the partnership to 
the Governor through the State collabo- 
rative process, a State shall distribute funds 
made available in a fiscal year as provided in 
section 212(a)(1)(A) to eligible institutions to 
carry out in-school youth programs de- 
scribed in section 241. 

(b) AT-RISK YOUTH PROGRAMS.—A State 
shall distribute funds made available in any 
fiscal year as provided in section 212(a)(1)(B) 
to local workforce development boards to 
carry out at-risk youth programs described 
in section 245. 

CHAPTER 1—IN-SCHOOL YOUTH 
SEC. 241. USES OF FUNDS FOR IN-SCHOOL 
YOUTH. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—Each eligible in- 
stitution that receives a subgrant under this 
chapter shall use funds provided under such 
grant to improve youth development and ca- 
reer preparation programs. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR USES OF FUNDS.— 
Funds provided by a State pursuant to sec- 
tion 212(a)(1)(A) shall be used to provide in- 
school youth development and career prepa- 
ration programs that— 

(1) are of such size, scope, and quality as to 
be effective; 
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(2) integrate academic, vocational, and 
work-based learning, stressing applied and 
contextual learning, through a coherent se- 
quence of courses so that youth achieve both 
academic and occupational competencies and 
have strong experience in, and understanding 
of, all aspects of the industry; 

(3) involve employers in the design and im- 
plementation of programs; 

(4) establish effective linkages with at-risk 
youth programs, secondary and postsecond- 
ary education; 

(5) provide work-based learning experi- 
ences with adult mentoring where appro- 
priate; and 

(6) provide comprehensive career guidance 
and counseling, including exploration in the 
practical arts or trade. 

(с) ADDITIONAL USES ОҒ FUNDS.—In carry- 
ing out the provisions of subsection (b), 
funds may be used by an eligible institution 
for in-school] youth activities such as— 

(1) purchasing, leasing, or upgrading of 
equipment, including instructional aids and 
material; 

(2) inservice training of vocational instruc- 
tors, academic instructors, employers, and 
workplace mentors, to integrate academic 
and vocational education, and provide high- 
quality school-based and work-based learn- 
ing experiences; 

(3) tech-prep education programs; 

(4) supplementary services designed to 
meet the needs of special populations; 

(5) adaptation of equipment; 

(6) apprenticeship programs; 

(7) comprehensive mentoring programs in 
institutions of higher education offering 
comprehensive programs in teacher prepara- 
tion which seek to fully use the skills and 
work experiences of individuals currently or 
formerly employed in business and industry, 
who are interested in becoming classroom 
instructors, and to meet the need of voca- 
tional educators who wish to upgrade their 
teaching competencies; 

(8) local education and business partner- 
ships for developing and implementing 
school-based youth development and career 
preparation systems; 

(9) support for vocational student organiza- 
tions; 

(10) establishing effective activities and 
procedures to enable program participants 
and their parents to participate directly in 
decisions that influence the character of pro- 
grams, including providing information and 
assistance needed for informed and effective 
participation; and 

(11) support for programs which prepare 
youth with skills for personal and family life 
management, work, and leadership in the 
community and the Nation. 

CHAPTER 2—AT-RISK YOUTH 
БЕС. 245. USES OF FUNDS FOR AT-RISK YOUTH. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—Each local 
workforce development board that receives a 
subgrant under this chapter shall use funds 
provided under such grant to improve youth 
development and career preparation pro- 


8. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR USES ОҒ FUNDS.— 
Funds provided by a State pursuant to sec- 
tion 212(1)(B) shall be used to provide youth 
development and career preparation pro- 
grams for at-risk youth that— 

(1) are of such size, scope, and quality as to 
be effective; 

(2) integrate academic, vocational, and 
work-based learning, stressing applied and 
contextual learning, through a coherent se- 
quence of courses so that in-school and at- 
risk youth achieve both academic and occu- 
pational competencies; 
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(3) involve employers in the design and im- 
plementation of programs; 

(4) establish effective ‘linkages with in- 
school youth programs, and secondary and 
postsecondary education; 

(5) provide work-based learning experi- 
ences, including experiences in the practical 
arts or trade, if applicable; 

(6) provide adult mentoring as a core com- 
ponent of the program; 

(7) provide an objective assessment of the 
academic level, skill level, and service needs 
of each participant; and 

(8) provide comprehensive career guidance 
and counseling. 

(с) ADDITIONAL USES ОҒ FUNDS.—In carry- 
ing out the provisions of subsection (b), pro- 
viders of at-risk youth programs, as selected 
by the local workforce development board, 
may provide activities such as— 

(1) tutoring, study skills training and in- 
struction leading to completion of high 
school; 

(2) alternative high school services; 

(3) training or education that is combined 
with community service, and service learn- 
ing opportunities; 

(4) paid and unpaid work experience, in- 
cluding limited internships, entry-employ- 
ment experience programs, and summer em- 
ployment opportunities, that are integrated 
with year-round, school-based, or alternative 
school-based programs; 

(5) dropout prevention strategies, strate- 
gies to encourage at-risk youth to reenter 
high school or alternative high school pro- 
grams, and programs that encourage preg- 
nant and parenting youth to stay in school; 

(6) preemployment and work maturity 
skills training; 

(7) peer-centered activities encouraging re- 
sponsibility and other positive social behav- 
iors during non-school hours; and 

(8) training-related supportive services. 

(d) LIMITATIONS ON USE OF FUNDS,—Not 
more than 10 percent of the funds provided 
under this chapter to a local workforce de- 
velopment board may be used for adminis- 
trative purposes. 

SEC. 246. AT-RISK YOUTH PROVIDERS, 

(a) ROLE OF LOCAL WORKFORCE DEVELOP- 
MENT BOARD.—A local workforce develop- 
ment board that receives funds under this 
chapter shall not operate programs, but shall 
contract with eligible providers of dem- 
onstrated effectiveness, or with eligible pro- 
viders utilizing service methodologies with 
demonstrated effectiveness in serving the 
youth development and career preparation 
needs of at-risk youth, for the purpose of 
providing services under this chapter. 

(b) ELIGIBLE PROVIDERS.—For purposes of 
this chapter, eligible providers may іп- 
clude— 

(1) an “eligible institution” as defined 
under section 202(7); 

(2) a unit of local government; 

(3) a private, nonprofit organization (in- 
cluding community-based organizations); 

(4) a private, for profit entity; ог 

(5) other organizations or entities of dem- 
onstrated effectiveness and approved by the 
local workforce development board. 

Subtitle D—National Programs 
БЕС. 251. RESEARCH ACTIVITIES. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to carry out the 
purpose of this title, the Secretary may, di- 
rectly or through grants, contracts, or coop- 
erative agreements, carry out research, de- 
velopment, dissemination, replication of 
model programs, demonstration programs, 
evaluation, capacity-building, and technical 
assistance activities with regard to the serv- 
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ices and activities carried out under this 
title. 

(2) INFORMATION SYSTEMS.—Activities car- 
ried out under this section may include sup- 
port for occupational and career information 
systems. 

(b) DISSEMINATION.—The Secretary shall 
establish a system for disseminating infor- 
mation resulting from research and develop- 
ment activities carried out under this title. 
SEC. 252. ASSESSMENT AND DATA COLLECTION 

OF YOUTH DEVELOPMENT AND СА- 
REER PREPARATION PROGRAMS, 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, through 
the Office of Educational Research and Im- 
provement, shall conduct a biennial assess- 
ment of services and activities assisted 
under this title, through studies and analy- 
ses conducted independently through com- 
petitive awards. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The essessment required 
under subsection (a) shall examine the ex- 
tent to which services and activities assisted 
under this title have achieved their intended 
purposes and results, including the extent to 
which— 

(1) State and local services and activities 
have developed, implemented, or improved 
youth development and career preparation 
systems established under this title; 

(2) services and activities assisted under 
this title succeed in preparing youth, includ- 
ing youth who are members of special popu- 
lations, for postsecondary education, further 
learning, or entry into high-skill, high-wage 
careers; 

(3) youth who participate in services and 
activities supported under this title succeed 
in meeting challenging State academic and 
industry-based skill standards; and 

(4) the system improvement, participation, 
local and State assessment, and accountabil- 
ity provisions of this title, including the per- 
formance goals and indicators established 
under section 110(f)(3), are effective. 


SEC, 253. NATIONAL CENTER OR CENTERS FOR 
RESEARCH. 


(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.— 

(1) NATIONAL CENTER.—The Secretary may, 
through a grant or contract, establish one or 
more national centers for conducting applied 
research, development, dissemination, and 
technical assistance activities which would 
focus on improving the development and са- 
reer preparation of youth. The Secretary 
shall consult with States prior to establish- 
ing one or more such centers. 

(2) ELIGIBILITY.—Entities eligible to re- 
ceive funds under this section are institu- 
tions of higher education, other public or 
private nonprofit organizations or agencies, 
and consortia of such institutions, organiza- 
tions, or agencies. 

(3) PREVIOUS CENTER.—The national center 
in existence on the day before the date of the 
enactment of the this Act shall continue to 
receive assistance under this section in ac- 
cordance with the terms of its current 
award. 

(b) ACTIVITIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The applied research, de- 
velopment, dissemination, and technical as- 
sistance activities carried out by the na- 
tional center or centers shall include— 

(A) activities that assist recipients of 
funds under this title to meet the require- 
ments of section 110(f)(3); 

(B) research and development of activities 
that combine academic, vocational-technical 
education, and work-based learning; 

(C) developing new models for remediation 
of basic academic skills which incorporate 
appropriate instructional methods; 
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(D) identifying ways to establish effective 
linkages among educational and job training 
activities at the State and local levels; 

(E) new models for comprehensive career 
guidance and counseling; 

(F) studies providing longitudinal informa- 
tion or formative evaluation on programs 
funded under this title, including an analysis 
of the effectiveness of youth development 
and career preparation programs in serving 
at-risk youth; and 

(G) such other activities as the Secretary 
determines to be appropriate to achieve the 
purposes of this Act. 

(2) DUTIES.—The center or centers shall— 

(A) provide assistance to States and local 
recipients in developing and using systems of 
performance measures and indicators for im- 
provement of youth development and career 
preparation programs and services; and 

(B) provide technical assistance and out- 
reach. 

(3) SUMMARY.—The center or centers con- 
ducting the activities described in paragraph 
(1) shall annually prepare a summary of key 
research findings of such center or centers 
and shall submit copies of the summary to 
the Secretaries of Education and Labor. The 
Secretary shall submit that summary to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources 
of the Senate, and the Committee on Eco- 
nomic and Educational Opportunities of the 
House of Representatives. 

(c) CLEARINGHOUSE.—The center or centers 
shall maintain a clearinghouse that will pro- 
vide data and information to Federal, State, 
and local organizations and agencies about 
the condition of youth development and ca- 
reer preparation systems and programs fund- 
ed under this title. 

TITLE HI—-ADULT EMPLOYMENT AND 
TRAINING CONSOLIDATION GRANT 
SEC. 301. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this title is to establish an 
efficient, high-quality, and equitable system 
of employment, job training, and related as- 
sistance designed to facilitate the transition 
of adults into productive, high skills, private 
sector employment. 

Subtitle A—Adult Employment and Training 
Consolidation Grant 
SEC, 311, AUTHORIZATION, 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of each State 
that in accordance with the requirements of 
section 102 submits to the Secretary of Labor 
(hereinafter in this title referred to as the 
“Бесгебагу”) a State workforce development 
and literacy plan under section 104, the Sec- 
retary shall provide a grant to the State for 
the purpose of providing employment, job 
training, and related assistance for adults in 
the State. 

(b) AMOUNT.—The grant shall consist of the 
allotment determined for the State under 
section 312. 

SEC. 312, ALLOTMENT AMONG STATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount appro- 
priated pursuant to section 4(a)(2) to carry 
out this title for a fiscal year, the Secretary 
shall— 

(1) allot 85 percent of such amounts in ac- 
cordance with subsection (b); and 

(2) reserve 15 percent for use under subtitle 


(b) ALLOTMENT AMONG STATES.— 

(1) RESERVATION FOR THE TERRITORIES.—Of 
the amount allotted under subsection (a)(1), 
the Secretary shall allot not more than one 
quarter of one percent among the Common- 
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
American Samoa, Guam, and the Virgin Is- 
lands. 

(2) STATES.—After determining the amount 
to be allotted under paragraph (1), the Sec- 
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retary shall allot the remaining amount to 
the remaining States so that each State re- 
ceives an amount that bears the same pro- 
portion to such remaining amount as— 

(A) the amount allotted to each such State 
from allotments under sections 202 and 302 of 
the Job Training Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 
1602 and 1652) (as in effect before the date of 
the enactment of this Act) for fiscal year 
1995; bears to 

(B) the aggregate of the amounts allotted 
to all such States from allotments under 
such sections for such fiscal year. 

(c) MINIMUM ALLOTMENT.—No State shall 
receive less than one-quarter of one percent 
of the amount available under this title for 
a fiscal year. Amounts necessary for increas- 
ing such payments to States to comply with 
the preceding sentence shall be obtained by 
ratably reducing the amounts to be paid to 
other States. 

SEC. 313. ALLOCATION WITHIN STATES. 

(a) RESERVATIONS FOR STATE ACTIVITIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of the State 
shall reserve not more than 20 percent of the 
amount allotted to the State under section 
312(b) for a fiscal year for statewide activi- 
ties for employment, job training, and relat- 
ed assistance for adults. 

(2) MANDATORY ACTIVITIES.—Such activities 
shall include— 

(А) rapid response activities; and 

(B) additional assistance to areas that ex- 
perience disasters, mass layoffs or plant clos- 
ings, or other events which precipitate sub- 
stantial increases in the number of unem- 
ployed workers, to be expended in accord- 
ance with the local plan of the relevant 
workforce development area. 

(3) DISCRETIONARY ACTIVITIES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Such activities may in- 
clude— 

(1) subject to subparagraph (В), administra- 
tion by the State of programs under this sub- 
title; 

(ii) capacity building and technical assist- 
ance to local workforce development areas, 
integrated career center systems, and service 
providers, including the development and 
training of staff and the development of ex- 
emplary program activities; 

(iii) incentives for program coordination, 
performance awards, and research and dem- 
onstrations; 

(iv) implementation of innovative incum- 
bent worker training programs, which may 
include the establishment and implementa- 
tion of an employer loan program to assist in 
skills upgrading (in accordance with the re- 
quirements of section 324); 

(v) implementation of experimentation, 
model activities, pilot projects, and dem- 
onstration projects which further the goals 
and purposes of this Act; 

(vi) additional assistance for the develop- 
ment and implementation of the integrated 
career center system of the State established 
in accordance with title I; and 

(vii) support for a common management 
information system as described in section 
109. 

(В) LIMITATION.—Not more than 25 percent 
of the amount reserved by the Governor 
under paragraph (1) may be used for adminis- 
tration by the State of programs under this 
subtitle. 

(b) WITHIN STATE ALLOCATION. — 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of the State 
shall allocate the remainder of the amount 
allotted to the State under section 312(b) to 
workforce development areas designated 
under title I of this Act, in accordance with 
paragraphs (1) and (2) of such section, for the 
purpose of providing employment, job train- 


25109 


ing, and related services for adults in accord- 
ance with section 315. 

(2) WITHIN STATE FORMULA.— 

(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Governor, 
through the collaborative process under sec- 
tion 103 of this Act, and after consultation 
with local chief elected officials in the local 
workforce development area, shall develop a 
formula for the allocation of 90 percent of 
the remainder of funds described in para- 
graph (1), to workforce development areas, 
taking into account— 

(i) poverty rates within each local 
workforce development area, as determined 
by the State; 

(11) unemployment rates within each local 
workforce development area; 

(111) the proportion of the State’s adult 
population residing within each local 
workforce development area; and 

(iv) such other factors as considered appro- 
priate. 

(В) ADDITIONAL FACTORS.—In establishing 
such formula, the Governor shall ensure that 
funds are distributed equitably throughout 
the State, and that the factors described in 
subparagraph (A) do not receive dispropor- 
tionate weighting. 

(3) WITHIN STATE DISCRETIONARY ALLOCA- 
TION.—In addition, the Governor is author- 
ized to allocate 10 percent of the remainder 
of funds described in paragraph (1) to 
workforce development areas designated 
under title I of this Act. Amounts may be al- 
located to such areas as determined by the 
Governor. 

SEC. 314. ADDITIONAL STATE PLAN REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 


The State shall, as part of the State 
workforce development and literacy plan 
under title I of this Act, submit to the Sec- 
retary the following additional information: 

(1) A description of how the State will 
serve the employment and training needs of 
dislocated workers, economically disadvan- 
taged individuals, older workers, individuals 
with disabilities, displaced homemakers, vet- 
erans, and individuals with multiple barriers 
to employment (as determined by the State), 
including individuals who are basic skills de- 
ficient. 

(2) A description of how the State will pro- 
vide rapid response assistance to workers ex- 
periencing dislocation as a result of mass 
layoffs and plant closings, either through the 
direct provision of services or through the 
transfer of funds to local workforce develop- 
ment areas for the provision of such services. 
SEC. 315. USE OF AMOUNTS. 

(a) CORE SERVICES.—Amounts allocated 
under section 313(b) shall be used to provide 
core services to adults through integrated 
career center systems in accordance with 
title I of this Act. 

(b) INTENSIVE SERVICES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts allocated under 
section 313(b) shall be used to provide inten- 
sive services to adults— 

(A) who are unable to obtain employment 
through core services under subsection (a); 
and 

(B) who have been determined to be in need 
of more intensive services in order to gain 
employment. 

(2) DELIVERY OF SERVICES.—Such intensive 
services shall be provided— 

(A) directly through integrated career cen- 
ter systems in accordance with title I of this 
Act; or 

(B) through contracts through such sys- 
tems with service providers approved by the 
local workforce development board, which 
may include private, for-profit providers. 

(3) TYPES OF SERVICES.—Such intensive 
services may include the following: 
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(A) Comprehensive and specialized assess- 
ments of the skill levels and service needs of 
adults, which may include— 

(i) diagnostic testing and other assessment 
tools; and 

(ii) in-depth interviewing and evaluation 
to identify employment barriers and appro- 
priate employment goals. 

(B) Development of an individual employ- 
ment plan, to identify the employment 
goals, appropriate achievement objectives, 
and the appropriate combination of services 
for the adult to achieve the employment 
goal. 

(C) Group counseling. 

(D) Individual counseling and career plan- 
ning. 

(E) Case management for adults receiving 
education and training services under sub- 
section (c) or supportive services under sub- 
section (d). 

(F) Follow-up counseling for adults placed 
in training or employment, for up to 1 year. 
(c) EDUCATION AND TRAINING SERVICES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts allocated under 
section 313(b) shall be used to provide edu- 
cation and training services to adults— 

(A) who are unable to obtain employment 
through core services under subsection (a); 

(B) who are in need of education and train- 
ing services in order to gain employment as 
a result of determinations made through— 

(i) preliminary assessments under section 
107(f)(1)(B) of this Act; ог 

(ii) comprehensive and specialized assess- 
ments under subsection (b)(3)(A); and 

(C) who are unable to obtain other grant 
assistance for such services, such as through 
Federal Pell Grants established under title 
IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965. 

(2) DELIVERY OF SERVICES.—Such education 
and training services shall be provided 
through education and training providers 
certified in accordance with title I of this 
Act. 

(3) TYPES OF SERVICES.—Such education 
and training services may include the follow- 
ing: 

(A) Basic skills training, including reme- 
dial education, literacy training, and English 
literacy program instruction. 

(B) Occupational skills training, including 
training for nontraditional employment. 

(C) On-the-job training. 

(D) Programs that combine workplace 
training with related instruction. 

(E) Training programs operated by the pri- 
vate sector. 

(F) Skill upgrading and retraining. 

(G) Entrepreneurial training. 

(H) Employability training to enhance 
basic workplace competencies. 

(I) Customized training conducted with a 
commitment by an employer or group of em- 
ployers to employ an individual upon suc- 
cessful completion of the training. 

(4) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.— 

(A) USE OF CAREER GRANTS.— 

(i) ІМ GENERAL.—Except as provided іп 
clause (ii) and clause (iii), education and 
training services under this section shall be 
provided through the use of career grants in 
accordance with this subsection, and shall be 
distributed to eligible individuals through 
integrated career centers or affiliated sites 
as described in section 107, and in accordance 
with section 108 regarding the identification 
of eligible education and training providers. 

(11) EXCEPTIONS.—Education and training 
services authorized under this title may be 
provided pursuant to a contract for services 
in lieu of a career grant if— 

(1) such services are on-the-job training 
provided by an employer; 
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(П) the local workforce development board 
determines there are an insufficient number 
of certified providers of education and train- 
ing services in the workforce development 
area to accomplish the purposes of a career 
grant system; 

(III) the local workforce development 
board determines that the certified providers 
of education and training in the workforce 
development area are unable to provide ef- 
fective services to special participant popu- 
lations; or 

(IV) the local workforce development 
board decides to enter into a direct training 
contract with a community based organiza- 
tion serving special participant populations. 

(iii) TRANSITION.—States may have up to 
three years from the date of enactment of 
this Act to fully implement the require- 
ments of clause (i), but nothing shall pro- 
hibit states from beginning such implemen- 
tation at an earlier date. 

(B) LINKAGE TO OCCUPATIONS IN DEMAND.— 
Education and training services under this 
subsection shall be directly linked to occu- 
pations for which there is a demand in the 
local workforce development area, or in an- 
other area to which an adult receiving such 
services is willing to relocate. 

(4) ADDITIONAL SERVICES.— 

(1) SUPPORTIVE SERVICES.—Supportive serv- 
ices may be provided for individuals— 

(A) who are receiving assistance under any 
of subsections (a) through (c); and 

(B) who are unable to receive such services 
through other programs providing such serv- 
ices. 

(2) NEEDS-RELATED PAYMENTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Amounts allocated under 
section 313(b) may be used to provide needs- 
related payments to adults who are unem- 
ployed and do not qualify for (or have ceased 
to qualify for) unemployment compensation 
for the purpose of enabling such adults to 
participate in education and training pro- 
grams under subsection (c). 

(В) ADDITIONAL ELIGIBILITY REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—In addition to the requirements con- 
tained in subparagraph (A), a dislocated 
worker who has exhausted unemployment in- 
surance benefits may be eligible to receive 
needs-related payments under this paragraph 
only if such worker was enrolled in edu- 
cation or training by the end of the 8th week 
of the worker's initial unemployment com- 
pensation benefit period, or, if later, by the 
end of the 8th week after the worker is in- 
formed that a short-term layoff will in fact 
exceed 6 months. 

(e) PRIORITY.—Local workforce develop- 
ment boards shall establish а process 
through which priority is given to dislocated 
workers and economically disadvantaged in- 
dividuals, for receipt of services provided 
under subsections (b) and (c), in the event 
that funds are limited within the workforce 
development area. 

(f) PROHIBITION ON PRIVATE RIGHT OF AC- 
TION.—Nothing in this section may be con- 
strued to establish a right for a participant 
to bring an action to obtain services under a 
program established under this section. 

(g) LIMITATIONS ON USE OF FUNDS.—Not 
more than 10 percent of the funds provided 
under this title to a local workforce develop- 
ment board may be used for administrative 
purposes. 

Subtitle B—Federal Programs 
SEC. 321, NATIONAL DISCRETIONARY GRANTS. 

(a) GRANTS FOR DISLOCATED WORKERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—From amounts reserved 
under section 312(a)(2) for any fiscal year, 
the Secretary is authorized to award na- 
tional discretionary grants to address major 
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economic dislocations that result from plant 
closures, base closures, or mass layoffs. 

(2) APPLICATION.—To receive a grant under 
this section, an eligible entity shall submit 
an application to the Secretary at such time, 
in such manner, and accompanied by such in- 
formation as the Secretary determines is ap- 
propriate. 

(3) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—Grants under this 
section may be awarded to— 

(A) the State; 

(B) a local workforce development board 
administering assistance under this Act; 

(C) employers and employer associations; 

(D) worker-management transition assist- 
ance committees and other employer-em- 
ployee entities; 

(E) representatives of employees; 

(F) community development corporations 
and community-based organizations; and 

(G) industry consortia. 

(b) INCENTIVE GRANTS.—From amounts re- 
served under section 312(a)(2) for any fiscal 
year, the Secretary may provide awards to 
States— 

(1) to assist in the implementation of ex- 
emplary statewide workforce development 
system designs; and 

(2) for the achievement of exceptional per- 
formance in the statewide workforce devel- 
opment system. 

SEC. 322, DISASTER RELIEF EMPLOYMENT AS- 
SISTANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—From amounts reserved 
under section 812(аХ2) for any fiscal year, 
the Secretary may provide assistance to the 
Governor of any State within which is lo- 
cated an area that has suffered an emergency 
or a major disaster as defined in paragraphs 
(1) and (2), respectively, of section 102 of the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer- 
gency Assistance Act (referred to in this sec- 
tion as the disaster агеа”). 

(b) USE оғ FuNDS.— 

(1) PROJECTS RESTRICTED TO DISASTER 
AREAS.—Funds made available under this 
section— 

(A) shall be used exclusively to provide em- 
ployment on projects to provide food, cloth- 
ing, shelter, and other humanitarian assist- 
ance for disaster victims and on projects re- 
garding demolition, cleanup, repair, renova- 
tion, and reconstruction of damaged and de- 
stroyed structures, facilities, and lands lo- 
cated within the disaster area; and 

(B) may be expended through public and 
private agencies and organizations engaged 
in such projects. 

(2) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.—An individ- 
ual shall be eligible to be offered disaster 
employment under this section if such indi- 
vidual is a dislocated worker or is tempo- 
rarily or permanently laid off as a con- 
sequence of the disaster. 

(3) LIMITATIONS ON DISASTER RELIEF EM- 
PLOYMENT.—No individual shall be employed 
under this part for more than 6 months for 
work related to recovery from a single natu- 
ral disaster. 

БЕС. 323. RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATION, EVALUA- 
TION, AND CAPACITY BUILDING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—From amounts reserved 
under section 312(a)(2) for any fiscal year, 
the Secretary is authorized to establish and 
carry out research, demonstration, and ca- 
pacity building activities in accordance with 
this section. 

(b) ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary is author- 
ized to carry out the following activities 
under this section: 

(1) RESEARCH.—The Secretary is authorized 
to conduct continuing research, which may 
include studies and other methods and tech- 
niques, that will aid in the solution of the 
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employment and training problems of the 
United States. Such studies may include the 
extent to which individuals who participate 
in programs established under this title 
achieve self-sufficiency as a result of such 
participation, including the identification by 
State and locality, to the extent practicable, 
of indicators measuring such self-sufficiency. 

(2) DEMONSTRATIONS.—The Secretary is au- 
thorized to conduct pilot and demonstration 
projects for the purpose of developing and 
improving methods and techniques for ad- 
dressing employment and training needs 
which may include— 

(A) projects conducted jointly with the De- 
partment of Defense to develop training pro- 
grams utilizing computer-based and other in- 
novative learning technologies. The Sec- 
retary may award grants and enter into con- 
tracts with appropriate entities to carry out 
such projects; and 

(B) Projects which promote the use of dis- 
tance learning, enabling students to take 
courses through the use of technology such 
as videos teleconferencing, computers, and 
the internet. 

(3) EVALUATION.— 

(A) ACTIVITIES.— 

(1) JOB TRAINING ACTIVITIES.—The Sec- 
retary shall provide for the continuing eval- 
uation of activities conducted under this 
Act, including the use of controlled experi- 
ments using experimental and control groups 
chosen by scientific random assignment, and 
at a minimum, determine whether job train- 
ing and job placement programs effectively 
raise the hourly wage rates of individuals re- 
ceiving training through such programs. 

(11) OTHER PROGRAMS.—The Secretary may 
conduct evaluations of other federally fund- 
ed employment-related activities including 
programs administered under— 

(1) the Wagner-Peyser Act (29 U.S.C. 49 et 
8eq.); 

(II) the National Apprenticeship Act (29 
U.S.C. 50 et seq.); 

(II) the Older Americans Act of 1965 (42 
U.S.C. 3001 et seq.); and 

(IV) the Federal unemployment insurance 
program under titles ІП, IX, and ХП of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 501 et seq., 
1101 et seq., and 1321 et seq.). 

(B) EFFECTIVENESS.—The Secretary shall 
evaluate the effectiveness of programs au- 
thorized under this Act with respect to— 

(i) the statutory goals; 

(ii) the performance standards established 
by the Secretary; and 

(111) the extent to which such programs en- 
hance the employment and earnings of par- 
ticipants, reduce income support costs, im- 
prove the employment competencies of par- 
ticipants in comparison to comparable per- 
sons who did not participate in such pro- 
grams, and to the extent feasible, increase 
the level of total employment over the level 
that would have existed in the absence of 
such programs. 

(4) NATIONAL PARTNERSHIP AND SPECIAL 
TRAINING.—The Secretary may award special 
grants to eligible entities to carry out ac- 
tivities that are most appropriately adminis- 
tered at the national level. Such activities 
may include— 

(A) partnerships with national organiza- 
tions with special expertise in developing, 
organizing, and administering employment 
and training services at the national, State, 
and local levels, such as industry and labor 
associations, public interests groups, com- 
munity-based organizations representative 
of groups that encounter special difficulties 
in the labor market, in education and train- 
ing; and 
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(B) activities that— 

(i) address industry-wide skill shortages; 

(ii) meet training needs that are best ad- 
dressed on a multistate basis; 

(iii) further the goals of increasing the 
competitiveness of the United States labor 
force; 

(iv) require technical expertise available at 
the national level to serve the needs of par- 
ticular client groups that encounter signifi- 
cant barriers to employment and who the 
Secretary determines require special assist- 
ance; and 

(у) promote and experiment with model ac- 
tivities, pilot projects, and demonstration 
projects which further the goals and pur- 
poses of this Act. 

(5) CAPACITY BUILDING AND TECHNICAL AS- 
SISTANCE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide, through grants, contracts, or other ar- 
rangements, staff training and technical as- 
sistance to States, local workforce develop- 
ment boards, career centers, communities, 
business and labor organizations, service 
providers, industry consortia, and other enti- 
ties, to enhance their capacity to develop 
and deliver effective employment and train- 
ing services. 

(В) ACTIVITIES.—The staff training and 
technical assistance authorized under sub- 
paragraph (A) may include— 

(i) development of management informa- 
tion systems; 

(ii) development and maintenance of a na- 
tional capacity building, information and 
dissemination network; and 

(iii) grants for the replication of successful 
employment and training models and activi- 
ties. 

SEC. 324. WORKFORCE SKILLS AND DEVELOP- 
MENT LOANS, 


(a) AUTHORIZATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—From amounts reserved 
under section 312(а)(2) for any fiscal year, 
the Secretary of Labor may use a portion of 
such amounts to provide grants to States to 
provide loans to eligible entities described in 
paragraph (2) to assist such entities in pro- 
viding skills upgrading. 

(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—An eligible entity 
described in this paragraph is— 

(A) an employer; 

(B) a representative of employees; 

(C) a business association; 

(D) a trade organization; or 

(E) a consortium consisting of— 

(i) more than 1 of the entities described in 
subparagraphs (A) through (D); or 

(ii) an institution of higher education (as 
such term is defined in section 481 of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1088) 
which continues to meet the eligibility and 
certification requirements under section 498 
of such Act) and 1 or more of the entities de- 
scribed in subparagraphs (A) through (D). 

(b) APPLICATION.—The Secretary may pro- 
vide a grant to a State under subsection (a) 
only if such State submits to the Secretary 
an application which contains such informa- 
tion as the Secretary may reasonably re- 
quire. 

(c) USE OF AMOUNTS.—A State shall use 
amounts received from a grant under sub- 
section (a) to establish a loan guarantee pro- 
gram to assist eligible entities described in 
paragraph (2) of such subsection to provide 
skills upgrading. In carrying out such pro- 
gram, the State shall meet the following re- 
quirements: 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF RESERVE FUND FOR 
LOAN GUARANTEES.—The State shall establish 
a reserve fund from amounts received from 
such grant for the purpose of making com- 
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mitments to guarantee the payment of prin- 

cipal and interest on loans made by financial 

institutions to such eligible entities to pro- 
vide skills upgrading. 

(2) CRITERIA FOR LOAN GUARANTEES.—The 
State, in conjunction with appropriate finan- 
cial institutions, shall establish and publish 
criteria for providing loan guarantees to eli- 
gible entities under the program, including 
criteria that provides for the following: 

(A) A loan guarantee may be issued under 
the program only if, at the time such guar- 
antee is issued the eligible entity agrees to 
pay as an insurance premium an amount 
equal to 1 percent of the principal received 
by such entity under the loan to the State’s 
reserve fund. 

(B)(i) Subject to clause (ii), the eligible en- 
tity will use amounts received from the loan 
to provide skills upgrading for mid- and 
lower-level employees, which may include— 

(1) training in total quality management, 
statistical process control, production tech- 
niques, office automation, materials re- 
source planning; and 

(П) training to improve basic skills, in- 
cluding reading, writing, and arithmetic. 

(ii) In providing such skills upgrading, the 
eligible entity shall give priority to employ- 
ees who— 

(1) directly produce or deliver goods or 
services; or 

(II) are in danger of being terminated or 
laid off as a result of modernization in the 
workplace, corporate downsizing, foreign or 
domestic competition, or Federal policies ad- 
versely affecting 1 or more industries. 

(C) Amounts from a loan shall not be used 
to pay the wages or other benefits of any em- 
ployee receiving assistance under the pro- 
gram. 

(3) PAYMENT BY STATE TO FINANCIAL INSTI- 
TUTIONS IN CASES OF DEFAULT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with cri- 
teria developed by the Secretary, the State 
shall make payments from the State’s re- 
serve fund to financial institutions that have 
provided loans to eligible entities that have 
defaulted on such loans for the purpose of re- 
imbursing such institutions for the amount 
of principal and interest remaining unpaid to 
the institutions by reason of such default. 

(B) NO FULL FAITH AND CREDIT OF THE UNIT- 
ED STATES.—Loans provided by financial in- 
stitutions to eligible entities under loan 
guarantee programs under this section shall 
not be obligations of, or guaranteed in any 
respect by, the United States. 

(4) INTEREST FROM AMOUNTS IN RESERVE 
FUND.—Any interest earned from amounts in 
the State’s reserve fund shall be credited to 
such fund. 

(d) FEDERAL AND STATE SHARE.— 

(1) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share 
under this section may not exceed 50 percent 
of the total cost of the program established 
under subsection (c) for any fiscal year. 

(2) STATE SHARE.—The State share shall be 
provided from non-Federal sources and may 
be in cash or in-kind, fairly evaluated. 

БЕС. 325. EMPLOYMENT, TRAINING, AND EDU- 
CATION ASSISTANCE FOR NATIVE 
AMERICANS, 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—From amounts ге- 
served under section 4(а)(2) for any fiscal 
year, there shall be reserved one quarter of 
one percent, or $85,000,000, whichever is less, 
to provide grants to, or enter into contracts 
or cooperative agreements with, Indian 
tribes and tribal organizations, tribally-con- 
trolled colleges, tribally-controlled post- 
secondary vocational institutions, Indian- 
controlled organizations serving off-reserva- 
tion areas, Alaska Native village and re- 
gional entities serving areas as described in 
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the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act 
and Hawaiian Native-controlled organiza- 
tions to provide employment, training, voca- 
tional rehabilitation, library services, and 
education assistance for Native Americans. 

(Ы) TRANSFER OF AUTHORITY FOR VOCA- 
TIONAL EDUCATION ACTIVITIES.—In carrying 
out subsection (a), the Secretary of Labor 
may enter into an agreement with the Sec- 
retary of Education to carry out any portion 
of assistance under such subsection devoted 
to vocational educational activities, includ- 
ing support for the United Tribes Technical 
College and Crownpoint Institute of Tech- 
nology. 

(с) CONSOLIDATION OF FUNDS.—Entities re- 
ceiving assistance under subsection (a) may 
consolidate such assistance with assistance 
received from related programs in accord- 
ance with the provisions of the Indian Em- 
ployment, Training and Related Services 
Demonstration Act (Public Law 102-477). 

(d) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
consult with Indian, Alaska Native and Ha- 
waiian Native groups in establishing regula- 
tions to carry out this section, including per- 
formance standards for entities receiving as- 
sistance under subsection (a), taking into ac- 
count the economic circumstances of such 
groups. 

SEC. 326. EMPLOYMENT, TRAINING, AND EDU- 
CATION ASSISTANCE FOR MIGRANT 
AND SEASONAL FARMWORKERS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—From amounts reserved 
under section 4(a)(2) for any fiscal year, 
there shall be reserved one quarter of one 
percent, or $85,000,000, whichever is less, to 
provide grants to, or enter into contracts or 
cooperative agreements with, entities de- 
scribed in paragraph (2) to provide employ- 
ment, training, and education assistance for 
migrant and seasonal farmworkers. 

(2) ENTITIES DESCRIBED.—An entity de- 
scribed in this paragraph is an entity the 
Secretary determines to have the capacity to 
administer effectively a diversified 
workforce development program for migrant 
and seasonal farmworkers. 

(b) USE ОҒ AMOUNTS.—An entity shall use 
amounts received under subsection (a) to 
provide employment, training, educational 
development, high school equivalency, post- 
secondary education assistance, vocational 
rehabilitation, literacy, English as a second 
language, work-based education and develop- 
ment, worker safety training, employability 
enhancements, emergency or other disaster 
relief, housing, technical assistance, out- 
reach, intake, assessment, follow-up, stipend 
support, supportive services, other needs- 
based assistance, self-employment and relat- 
ed business enterprise development edu- 
cation, and the management of a database on 
participating migrant and seasonal farm- 
workers. 

(c) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall con- 
sult with seasonal and migrant farmworker 
groups in establishing regulations to carry 
out this section, including performance 
standards for entities receiving assistance 
under subsection (a)(2), taking into account 
the economic circumstances of such groups. 
TITLE IV—ADULT EDUCATION AND FAM- 

ILY LITERACY CONSOLIDATION GRANT 

AND LIBRARY SERVICES AND TECH- 

NOLOGY CONSOLIDATION GRANT 
SEC, 401, FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds as follows: 

(1) According to the 1990 census, 21 percent 
of our Nation’s adults (more than 38 million 
persons) lack a high school credential or are 
limited English proficient. 

(2) The National Adult Literacy Survey, 
conducted under the Adult Education Act, 
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found that 20 percent of all adults in the 
United States, or about 40 million people, 
have minimal levels of literacy skills and 
that the lack of such skills is related to un- 
employment, low wages, and fewer weeks 
worked. 

(3) The success of State efforts to reform 
and improve public education are dependent 
on the ability of the United States to break 
intergenerational cycles of illiteracy and in- 
adequate education by ensuring that parents 
possess a strong educational foundation and, 
as the first and most continuous teachers of 
their children, model for, and instill in, their 
children a commitment to family literacy 
and life-long learning. 

(4) Generations of immigrants have con- 
tributed to our communities and our econ- 
omy, but for them to continue to do so given 
recent technologies and the competitive 
global economy, they must master English 
as rapidly as possible. 

(5) Studies have found that incarcerated 
adults are twice as likely as nonincarcerated 
adults to lack a good education and that 
such lack is a significant statistical indica- 
tor of recidivism. 

(6) Certain short-term and long-term goals 
of the Nation may not be met unless the 
United States improves its current system of 
adult education and life-long learning 
through Federal leadership. 

SEC. 402. DEFINITIONS, 

As used in this title: 

(1) CORRECTIONAL EDUCATION AGENCY.—The 
term ‘correctional education agency“ means 
an entity that provides programs for crimi- 
nal offenders in corrections institutions and 
for other institutionalized individuals which 
include academic programs for basic edu- 
cation, special education, bilingual or Eng- 
lish language instruction, vocational train- 
ing, library development, corrections edu- 
cation programs, guidance and counseling, 
and other supportive services for criminal of- 
fenders which may emphasize coordination 
of educational services with educational in- 
stitutions, community-based organizations 
of demonstrative effectiveness, and the pri- 
vate sector, designed to provide education 
and training. 

(2) EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED 
ADULT.—The term ‘educationally disadvan- 
taged adult” means an adult who 

(A) demonstrates basic skills equivalent to 
or below that of students at the fifth grade 
level; or 

(B) has been placed in the lowest or begin- 
ning level of an adult education program 
when that program does not use grade level 
equivalencies as a measure of students’ basic 
skills. 

(3) FAMILY LITERACY SERVICES.—The term 
“family literacy services“ means services 
that are of sufficient intensity in terms of 
hours, and of sufficient duration, to make 
sustainable changes in a family and that in- 
tegrate all of the following activities: 

(A) Interactive literacy activities between 
parents and their children. 

(B) Training for parents on how to be their 
children’s primary teacher and full partners 
in the education of their children. 

(C) Parent literacy training. 

(D) An age-appropriate education program 
for children. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term Secretary“ 
means the Secretary of Education. 


Subtitle A—Adult Education and Family 
Literacy Consolidation Grant 
SEC. 411, PURPOSES. 


The purposes of this subtitle are to assist 
States to provide— 
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(1) to adults, the basic educational skills 
necessary for employment and self-suffi- 
ciency; 

(2) to adults who are parents, the edu- 
cational skills necessary to be full partners 
in the educational development of their chil- 
dren; 

(3) to adults, the basic English language 
skills necessary to participate in the civic, 
social, and economic life of the United 
States; and 

(4) to adults, the opportunity to attain a 
high school degree or its equivalent in order 
to permit them to pursue further education 
and training or improve their family and 
work situations. 

CHAPTER 1—FUNDING 
ВЕС. 421. RESERVATIONS FROM AMOUNTS АР. 
PROPRIATED. 


(a) NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR LITERACY,— 
For any fiscal year, the Secretary shall re- 
serve $4,500,000 of the amount appropriated 
under section 4(а)(3) to carry out the activi- 
ties of the National Institute for Literacy 
described in section 441. 

(b) NATIONAL LEADERSHIP ACTIVITIES.—For 
any fiscal year, the Secretary shall reserve 
$4,500,000 of the amount appropriated under 
section 4(a)(3) to establish and carry out the 
program of national leadership and evalua- 
tion activities described in section 442. 

SEC, 422, ALLOTMENT. 

(a) INITIAL ALLOTMENT.—From the sums 
available for the purpose of making grants 
under chapter 2 for any fiscal year, the Sec- 
retary shall allot— 

(1) $100,000 each to Guam, American 
Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands, and the Virgin Islands; and 

(2) $250,000 to each of the other States. 

(b) ADDITIONAL ALLOTMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—From the remainder of 
the sums described in subsection (a) after the 
application of the subsection, the Secretary 
shall allot to each State an amount which 
bears the same ratio to such remainder as 
the number of qualifying adults in the State 
bears to the number of such adults in all 
States. 

(2) QUALIFYING ADULT.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘qualifying adult“ 
means an adult who— 

(A) is at least 16 years of age, but less than 
61 years of age; 

(B) is beyond the age of compulsory school 
attendance under State law; 

(C) does not have a certificate of gradua- 
tion from a school providing secondary edu- 
cation (or its equivalent); and 

(D) is not currently enrolled in elementary 
or secondary school. 

CHAPTER 2—GRANTS TO STATES 
ВЕС. 431. REQUIREMENT TO MAKE GRANTS. 

For fiscal year 1997 and subsequent fiscal 
years, the Secretary shall make a grant to a 
State in an amount equal to the initial and 
additional allotments of the State for the 
year if the State— 

(1) has satisfied the requirements of title I 
and section 433(a)(1); 

(2) agrees not to expend the grant for any 
purpose other than in accordance with sec- 
tion 432; 

(3) agrees to satisfy the grant requirements 
in section 433(a)(2) and 433(b); and 

(4) agrees not to expend the grant for the 
purpose of supporting or providing programs, 
services, or activities for individuals who are 
not adults, except if such programs, services, 
or activities are related to family literacy 
services. 

БЕС. 432, USES OF FUNDS. 
(a) STATE USES OF FUNDS.— 
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(1) GRANTS TO SERVE TARGET POPU- 
LATIONS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds paid to a 
State under this title for fiscal year 1998 and 
subsequent fiscal years, 3 percent shall be 
distributed as performance grants made by 
the State on a competitive basis, and con- 
sistent with subsection (b) and section 
433(b)(2), to local service providers that have 
provided, during the immediately preceding 
fiscal year, adult education or family lit- 
eracy services to the target populations de- 
scribed in subparagraph (C). 

(B) LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS.—The local 
service providers referred to in subparagraph 
(A) may include the following: 

(i) Local educational agencies. 

(ii) Correctional educational agencies. 

(iii) Community-based organizations. 

(iv) Public or private nonprofit agencies. 

(v) Institutions of higher education. 

(vi) Libraries. 

(vii) Other institutions that the State de- 
termines to have the ability to provide lit- 
eracy services to adults and families. 

(C) TARGET POPULATIONS.—The target pop- 
ulations referred to in subparagraph (A) are 
the following: 

(i) Adults with more than one barrier to 
self-sufficiency, such as being unemployed or 
an educationally disadvantaged adult. 

(ii) Families on public assistance (as deter- 
mined by the State). 

(iii) Parents who are educationally dis- 
advantaged adults and who have a child who 
is less than 8 years of age. 

(iv) Adults who are individuals with dis- 
abilities or who have similar special needs. 

(2) GRANTS TO LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS.— 
Of the funds paid to a State under this sub- 
title for any fiscal year that remain after the 
application of paragraph (1), at least 85 per- 
cent shall be distributed as grants made by 
the State on a competitive basis, and con- 
sistent with subsection (b) and section 
433(b)(2), to local service providers to estab- 
lish, conduct, or expand programs, services, 
or activities to achieve a purpose of this sub- 
title. Such local service providers may in- 
clude the local service providers described in 
paragraph (1ХВ). 

(3) OTHER STATE ACTIVITIES.—A State may 
use not more than 12 percent of the funds 
paid to the State under this subtitle for any 
fiscal year that remain after the application 
of paragraph (1) for one or more of the fol- 
lowing purposes: 

(A) The establishment or operation of pro- 
fessional development programs to improve 
the quality of instruction provided in local 
adult education and literacy programs, in- 
cluding instruction provided by volunteers. 

(B) The provision of technical assistance to 
local service providers. 

(C) The provision of technology assistance 
to local service providers to enable them to 
improve the quality of their programs, serv- 
ices, and activities that achieve a purpose of 
this subtitle, including— 

(i) providing hardware and software; 

(ii) paying for service connection fees asso- 
ciated with gaining access to computerized 
databases; and 

(iii) upgrading the technological capabili- 
ties of local service providers to improve the 
quality of their services and to assist them 
in providing services on a flexible schedule 
that meets the needs of diverse populations. 

(D) The support of State or regional net- 
works of literacy resource centers that— 

(i) enhance the coordination of literacy 
services across public and private programs 
and State agencies; 

(ii) enhance the capacity of the State and 
local service providers to provide literacy 
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services through the diffusion and adoption 
of state-of-the-art teaching methods and 
technologies; 

(iii) provide linkages between the National 
Institute for Literacy established under вес- 
tion 441 and local service providers for the 
sharing of literacy information, research, 
and resources; 

(iv) encourage government and industry 
partnerships; and 

(v) provide training and technical assist- 
ance to literacy instructors in reading in- 
struction, the use of state-of-the-art meth- 
odologies, instructional materials, and tech- 
nologies, and professional development. 

(E) Monitoring and evaluating the quality 
of, and the improvement in, services and ac- 
tivities conducted with Federal financial as- 
sistance under this subtitle, including carry- 
ing out section 433(a)(2). 

(F) The support of a common management 
information system as described in section 
109. 

(G) Carrying out other activities of state- 
wide significance that promote the purposes 
of this Act. 

(4) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—For any fis- 
cal year, a State may use not more than 3 
percent of the funds paid to the State under 
this subtitle that remain after the applica- 
tion of paragraph (1) or $50,000, whichever is 
greater, for— 

(A) planning, administration, and inter- 
agency coordination associated with a grant 
under this subtitle; and 

(B) support for integrated career center 
systems described in section 107. 

(b) LOCAL USES ОҒ FUNDS.—A State shall 
require that a local service provider that re- 
ceives a grant from the State under para- 
graph (1) or (2) of subsection (a) use the 
grant to establish or operate one or more 
programs that provide instruction or serv- 
ices within one or more of the following cat- 
egories: 

(1) Adult basic education that is designed 
for an adult who— 

(A) has minimal competence in reading, 
writing, or computation; 

(B) is not sufficiently competent in read- 
ing, writing, or computation to meet the re- 
quirements of adult life in the United States; 
or 

(C) is not sufficiently competent in speak- 
ing, reading, or writing the English language 
to obtain employment commensurate with 
the adult's intellectual abilities. 

(2) Adult secondary education that is de- 
signed for an adult who is literate and can 
function in everyday life, but who 

(A) has not acquired basic educational 
skills, including reading, writing, and com- 
putation; or 

(B) does not have a certificate of gradua- 
tion from a school providing education to 
students in grade 12, or its equivalent. 

(3) English literacy instruction that is de- 
signed for an adult— 

(A) who— 

(i) has limited ability in speaking, reading, 
writing, or understanding the English lan- 
guage and whose native language is a lan- 
guage other than English; or 

(ii) lives in a family or community envi- 
ronment where a language other than Eng- 
lish is the dominant language; and 

(B) who, by reason of a condition described 
in subparagraph (A), has sufficient difficulty 
reading, writing, or understanding the Eng- 
lish language that the adult is unable 

(i) to learn successfully in a classroom 
where the language of instruction is English; 
or 

(ii) to participate fully in the society of 
the United States. 
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(4) Family literacy services. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION TO RECEIVE PAYMENTS 
FROM OTHER PROGRAMS.—A local service pro- 
vider that receives a grant from a State 
under paragraph (1) or (2) of subsection (a), 
and that provides adult education and lit- 
eracy services to an adult who was referred 
to the provider by a program supported 
under title II or Ш, may receive payment for 
the services from the program, either in the 
form of a career grant or by some other 
means. 

SEC, 433. ADDITIONAL GRANT REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) GOALS, PROGRESS INDICATORS, PERFORM- 
ANCE MEASURES.— 

(1) PLANNING REQUIREMENTS.—A State that 
desires to receive a grant under this subtitle 
shall accomplish the following: 

(A) Establish, through the collaborative 
process described in section 103, measurable 
goals for improving literacy levels, retention 
in literacy programs, and long-term learning 
gains of individuals in the State. 

(B) Based on such goals and the perform- 
ance measures described in section 110(f), es- 
tablish, through such collaborative process, 
progress indicators to be used to evaluate 
the performance of local service providers re- 
ceiving a grant under paragraph (1) or (2) of 
section 432(a). 

(C) Describe such goals and progress indi- 
cators in the State workforce development 
and literacy plan submitted to the Secretary 
under section 104. 

(2) IMPLEMENTATION REQUIREMENTS.—A 
State that receives a grant under this sub- 
title shall accomplish the following: 

(A) With respect to each local service pro- 
vider receiving a grant under paragraph (1) 
or (2) of section 432(a), based on the goals and 
progress indicators established under para- 
graph (1), measure the performance measures 
described in section 110(f) and use the data 
produced by such measurement to improve 
the quality of services provided to program 
participants or service recipients. 

(B) Beginning on the date that is 2 years 
after the first date that a local service pro- 
vider receives a grant under paragraph (1) or 
(2) of section 432(a), annually assess the de- 
gree to which the provider is meeting or ex- 
ceeding the progress indicators applicable to 
the provider. 

(C) Annually report to the Secretary on 
the performance measures described in sec- 
tion 434 for each category described in such 
section. 

(b) OTHER REQUIREMENTS.—A State that re- 
ceives a grant under this subtitle shall en- 
sure the following: 

(1) EXPENDITURES OF NON-FEDERAL FUNDS.— 
For any fiscal year for which a grant is made 
to the State under this subtitle, the State 
shall expend, on programs and activities re- 
lating to adult education and family literacy 
services, an amount, derived from sources 
other than the Federal Government, equal to 
25 percent of the State's initial and addi- 
tional allotments for the year. 

(2) PRIORITY FOR PLANNING WITH BOARDS 
AND SYSTEMS.—In awarding grants to local 
service providers under paragraph (1) or (2) of 
section 432(a), the State shall give priority 
to providers that demonstrate joint planning 
with local workforce development boards 
and integrated career center systems. 

(3) EQUITABLE ACCESS.—Local educational 
agencies, public or private nonprofit agen- 
cies, community-based organizations, correc- 
tional education agencies, institutions of 
higher education, libraries, and institutions 
which serve educationally disadvantaged 
adults shall be provided direct and equitable 
access to Federal funds provided under this 


“Subtitle in accordance with this subtitle. 
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(4) PAYMENTS BY LOCAL WORKFORCE DEVEL- 
OPMENT BOARDS TO LOCAL SERVICE PROVID- 
ERS.—A local service provider that receives a 
grant from a State under paragraph (1) or (2) 
of section 432(a) may negotiate with a local 
workforce development board with respect to 
receipt of payments for adult education and 
literacy services provided by the provider to 
adults referred to the provider by a program 
supported under title П or Ш. 

CHAPTER 3—NATIONAL PROGRAMS 
SEC. 441. NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR LITERACY. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—There shall be established 
a National Institute for Literacy (in this sec- 
tion referred to as the Institute“). The In- 
stitute shall be administered under the 
terms of an interagency agreement entered 
into by the Secretary of Education with the 
Secretary of Labor and the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services (in this section 
referred to as the “Interagency Group™). The 
Secretary may include іп the Institute any 
research and development center, institute, 
or clearinghouse established within the De- 
partment of Education whose purpose is de- 
termined by the Secretary to be related to 
the purpose of the Institute. 

(2) BOARD RECOMMENDATIONS.—The Inter- 
agency Group shall consider the rec- 
ommendations of the National Institute for 
Literacy Advisory Board (in this section re- 
ferred to as the ““Board’’) established under 
subsection (d) in planning the goals of the 
Institute and in the implementation of any 
programs to achieve such goals. 

(3) DAILY OPERATIONS.—The daily oper- 
ations of the Institute shall be carried out by 
the Director of the Institute appointed under 
subsection (g). 

(b) DUTIES,— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Institute shall— 

(A) provide national leadership for the im- 
provement and expansion of the system for 
delivery of literacy services; 

(B) coordinate the delivery of such serv- 
ices; 

(C) support the creation of new methods of 
offering improved services; 

(D) serve as a national resource for adult 
education and family literacy services by 
providing to the public the best and most 
current information available on the sub- 
jects; and 

(E) assist States in developing levels of 
performance. 

(2) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—In order to 
carry out the duties described in paragraph 
(1), the Institute may— 

(А) establish а national electronic 
database of information that includes— 

(i) information on— 

(I) effective practices in the provision of 
literacy and basic skills instruction; 

(II) public and private literacy and basic 
skills programs and Federal, State, and local 
policies affecting the provision of literacy 
services at the national, State, and local lev- 
els; and 

(11) technical assistance, meetings, con- 
ferences, and other opportunities that lead 
to the improvement of literacy and basic 
skills services; and 

(ii) a communication network for literacy 
programs, providers, and students; 

(B) coordinate support for the provision of 
literacy and basic skills services across Fed- 
eral agencies and at the State and local 
level; 

(C) coordinate the support of research and 
development on literacy and basic skills in 
families and adults across Federal agencies 
and carry out basic and applied research and 
development on topics that are not being in- 
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vestigated by other organizations or agen- 
cies; 

(D) collect and disseminate information on 
methods of advancing literacy that show 
promise of success; and 

(E) assist in the development of policy 
with respect to literacy and basic skills. 

(3) GRANTS, CONTRACTS, AND AGREEMENTS.— 
The Institute may enter into contracts or 
cooperative agreements with, or make 
grants to, individuals, public or private in- 
stitutions, agencies, organizations, or con- 
sortia of such institutions, agencies, or orga- 
nizations to carry out the activities of the 
Institute. Such grants, contracts, ог agree- 
ments shall be subject to the laws and regu- 
lations that generally apply to grants, con- 
tracts, or agreements entered into by Fed- 
eral agencies. 

(c) LITERACY LEADERSHIP.— 

(1) FELLOWSHIPS.—The Institute, in con- 
sultation with the Board, may award fellow- 
ships, with such stipends and allowances as 
the Director considers necessary, to out- 
standing individuals pursuing careers in 
adult education or literacy in the areas of in- 
struction, management, research, or innova- 
tion. 

(2) USE OF FELLOWSHIPS.—Fellowships 
awarded under this subsection shall be used, 
under the auspices of the Institute, to en- 
gage in research, education, training, tech- 
nical assistance, or other activities to ad- 
vance the field of adult education or lit- 
eracy, including the training of volunteer 
literacy providers at the national, State, or 
local level. 

(3) INTERNS AND VOLUNTEERS.—The Insti- 
tute, in consultation with the Board, may 
award paid and unpaid internships to indi- 
viduals seeking to assist the Institute in car- 
rying out its mission. Notwithstanding sec- 
tion 1342 of title 31, United States Code, the 
Institute may accept and use voluntary and 
uncompensated services as the Institute de- 
termines necessary. 

(d) NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR LITERACY AD- 
VISORY BOARD.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

(А) IN GENERAL.—There shall be a National 
Institute for Literacy Advisory Board. The 
Board shall consist of 10 individuals ap- 
pointed by the President with the advice and 
consent of the Senate from individuals who— 

(i) are not otherwise officers or employees 
of the Federal Government; and 

(ii) are representative of entities or groups 
described in subparagraph (B). 

(B) ENTITIES OR GROUPS DESCRIBED.—The 
entities or groups referred to in subpara- 
graph (A) are— 

(i) literacy organizations and providers of 
literacy services, including— 

(1) nonprofit providers of literacy services; 

(1) providers of programs and services іп- 
volving English language instruction; and 

ОП) providers of services receiving assist- 
ance under this subtitle; 

(ii) businesses that have demonstrated in- 
terest in literacy programs; 

(iii) literacy students; 

(iv) experts in the area of literacy re- 
search; 

(v) State and local governments; and 

(vi) representatives of employees. 

(2) DUTIES.—The Board shall— 

(A) make recommendations concerning the 
appointment of the Director and staff of the 
Institute; 

(B) provide independent advice on the oper- 
ation of the Institute; and 

(C) receive reports from the Interagency 
Group and the Director. 

(3) TERMS.— 
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(A) IN GENERAL.—Each member of the 
Board shall be appointed for a term of 3 
years, except that the initial terms for mem- 
bers may be 1, 2, or 3 years in order to estab- 
lish a rotation in which % of the members 
are selected each year. 

(B) VACANCY APPOINTMENTS.—Any member 
appointed to fill a vacancy occurring before 
the expiration of the term for which the 
member's predecessor was appointed shall be 
appointed only for the remainder of that 
term. A member may serve after the expira- 
tion of that members’ term until a successor 
has taken office. A vacancy in the Board 
shall be filled in the manner in which the 
original appointment was made. A vacancy 
in the Board shall not affect the powers of 
the Board. 

(4) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of 
the Board shall constitute a quorum but a 
lesser number may hold hearings. Any rec- 
ommendation may be passed only by a ma- 
jority of its members present. 

(5) CHAIRPERSON AND VICE CHAIRPERSON.— 
The chairperson and vice chairperson of the 
Board shall be elected by the members. The 
term of office of the chairperson and vice 
chairperson shall be 1 year. 

(6) MEETINGS.—The Board shall meet at the 
call of the chairperson or a majority of its 
members. 

(e) GIFTS, BEQUESTS, AND DEVISES.—The In- 
stitute may accept, administer, and use gifts 
or donations of services, money, or property, 
both real and personal. 

(f) MatLs.—The Board and the Institute 
may use the United States mails in the same 
manner and under the same conditions as 
other departments and agencies of the Unit- 
ed States. 

(g) STAFF.—The Interagency Group, after 
considering recommendations made by the 
Board, shall appoint and fix the pay of a Di- 
rector. 

(h) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN CIVIL SERV- 
ІСЕ LAWS.—The Director and staff of the In- 
stitute may be appointed without regard to 
the provisions of title 5, United States Code, 
governing appointments in the competitive 
service, and may be paid without regard to 
the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter 
ПІ of chapter 53 of that title relating to clas- 
sification and General Schedule pay rates, 
except that an individual so appointed may 
not receive pay in excess of the maximum 
rate payable under section 5376 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(i) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS,—The Board 
and the Institute may procure temporary 
and intermittent services under section 
3109(b) of title 5, United States Code. 

(j) REPORT.—The Institute shall submit a 
biennial report to the Interagency Group and 
the Congress. 

SEC. 442. NATIONAL LEADERSHIP ACTIVITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish and carry out a program of national 
leadership and evaluation activities to en- 
hance the quality of adult education and 
family literacy programs nationwide, 

(b) REQUIRED ACTIVITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The program of national 
leadership and evaluation activities under 
subsection (a) shall include a national eval- 
uation, conducted by the Secretary, of the 
programs and activities carried out by 
States and local service providers with Fed- 
eral funds received under this subtitle. Such 
evaluation shall include information on the 
following: 

(A) The manner in which States and local 
service providers use Federal funds, includ- 
ing the manner in which States allocate such 
funds among such providers. 
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(B) The manner in which States establish 
goals and performance standards and use 
such goals and standards to manage and im- 
prove programs. 

(C) The effectiveness of the funds used 
under subparagraphs (B) and (C) of section 
432(a)(3). 

(D) The manner in which economically dis- 
advantaged individuals and educationally 
disadvantaged adults are being served by 
States and local service providers. 

(E) The coordination between programs 
and activities carried out with Federal funds 
received under titles П and ІП and programs 
and activities carried out with Federal funds 
received under this subtitle. 

(F) The percentage of individuals receiving 
a service from an integrated career center 
system who are referred by such system to a 
local service provider providing adult edu- 
cation or literacy services. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than September 30, 
2001, the Secretary shall provide to the Con- 
gress and publicly publish the results of the 
evaluation conducted under paragraph (1). 

(c) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The program of national 
leadership and evaluation activities under 
subsection (a) may include the following: 

(A) Assisting States in developing levels of 
performance. 

(B) Research and development. 

(C) Demonstration of model and innovative 
programs. 

(D) Evaluations, including independent 
evaluations of adult education and family 
literacy programs carried out with financial 
assistance received pursuant to this subtitle. 

(E) Data collection. 

(F) Professional development. 

(G) Technical assistance to States and 
local service providers receiving Federal fi- 
nancial assistance pursuant to this subtitle. 

(H) Making grants to State or regional net- 
works of literacy resource centers described 
in section 432(a)(3)(D). 

(I) Other activities to enhance the quality 
of adult education and family literacy pro- 
grams nationwide. 

(2) GRANTS, CONTRACTS, AND COOPERATIVE 
AGREEMENTS.—The Secretary may carry out 
the activities described in paragraph (1) di- 
rectly or through grants, contracts, and co- 
operative agreements. 

Subtitle B—Library Services and Technology 
Consolidation Grant 
SEC. 451. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this subtitle are— 

(1) to consolidate Federal library service 
programs; 

(2) to improve public access to information 
through electronic networks; and 

(3) to provide linkages among and between 
libraries and integrated career center sys- 
tems. 

SEC. 452. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out this subtitle 
$110,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1997 
through 2002. 

(b) ADVANCE NOTICE OF FUNDING.—For the 
purpose of affording adequate notice of fund- 
ing available under this subtitle, an appro- 
priation to carry out this subtitle is author- 
ized to be included in an appropriation Act 
for the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year 
for which such appropriation is first avail- 
able for obligation. 

SEC. 453. ALLOTMENTS. 

(a) INITIAL ALLOTMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—From the sums appro- 
priated under section 452 for any fiscal year, 
the Secretary shall allot— 
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(A) $40,000 each to Guam, American Samoa, 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, and the Virgin Islands; and 

(B) $200,000 to each of the other States. 

(2) RATABLE REDUCTION.—If the sums ap- 
propriated under section 452 for any fiscal 
year are insufficient to pay all of the allot- 
ments under paragraph (1), each such allot- 
ment shall be ratably reduced. 

(b) ADDITIONAL ALLOTMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—From the remainder of 
the sums appropriated under section 452 for 
any fiscal year after the application of sub- 
section (a), the Secretary shall allot to each 
State an amount which bears the same ratio 
to such remainder as the population of the 
State bears to the population of all States. 

(2) DETERMINATION OF POPULATION OF 
STATES.—For the purpose of this subsection, 
the population of each State, and the total 
population of all States, shall be determined 
by the Secretary on the basis of the most re- 
cent census data available to the Secretary, 
and the Secretary shall use for such purpose, 
if available, the annual interim current cen- 
sus data produced by the Secretary of Com- 
merce pursuant to section 181 of title 13, 
United States Code. 

SEC. 454. GRANTS TO STATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall make 
a grant for a fiscal year to a State if the 
State— 

(1) has submitted to the Secretary for the 
year an annual application that has been ap- 
proved by the Secretary under section 456; 
and 

(2) has entered into a written agreement 
with the Secretary that— 

(A) the State will provide 100 percent of 
the funds paid to the State under this sub- 
title for the year to the State library admin- 
istrative agency for the State; 

(B) such agency will be required to use 
such funds to carry out activities that— 

(i) are described in such annual applica- 
tion; 

(ii) achieve the purposes of this subtitle; 
and 

(iii) satisfy the requirements of section 455; 

(C) there will be available from State and 
local sources for expenditure by such agency 
to carry out such activities an amount that 
equals or exceeds 25 percent of the total cost 
(as determined by the Secretary) of carrying 
out such activities for the year; and 

(D) such agency has the fiscal and legal au- 
thority and capability to administer all as- 
pects of such activities. 

(b) AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—The amount of a 
grant to a State under subsection (a) for a 
fiscal year shall equal the lesser of the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) The sum of the initial and additional al- 
lotments of the State for the year. 

(2) 75 percent of the total cost (as deter- 
mined by the Secretary) of carrying out the 
activities described in subsection (a)(2)(B) 
for the year. 

SEC, 455. USES OF FUNDS, 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds provided to a 
State library administrative agency under 
section 454(a)(2)(A), the agency shall expend 
(either directly or through subgrants or co- 
operative agreements) at least 97 percent for 
one or more of the following purposes: 

(1) Electronically connecting libraries with 
integrated career center systems designated 
or established under section 107 and local 
service providers receiving grants under 
paragraph (1) or (2) of section 432(a). 

(2) Establishing or enhancing linkages 
among libraries. 

(3) Assisting libraries in accessing informa- 
tion through electronic networks. 
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(4) Encouraging libraries in different Fed- 
eral, State, and local jurisdictions, and dif- 
ferent types of libraries, to establish consor- 
tia and share resources. 

(5) Paying costs for libraries to acquire or 
share computer systems and telecommuni- 
cations technologies. 

(6) Improving library and information serv- 
ices for individuals who have difficulty using 
a library or who need special library mate- 
rials or services, including individuals under 
the age of 18. 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—In any fis- 
cal year, a State library administrative 
agency may use not more than 3 percent of 
the funds provided to the agency under sec- 
tion 454(a)(2)(A) for planning, administra- 
tion, evaluations, and interagency coordina- 
tion associated with a grant under this sub- 
title. 

SEC, 456. ANNUAL APPLICATIONS. 

(a) SUBMISSION.—A State that desires to re- 
ceive a grant under this subtitle for a fiscal 
year shall submit to the Secretary, in such 
form and manner and before such deadline as 
the Secretary shall specify in regulations, an 
application for such year. Such application 
shall— 

(1) establish goals, and specify priorities, 
for the State consistent with the purposes of 
this subtitle; 

(2) describe activities that are consistent 
with such goals and priorities, the purposes 
of this subtitle, and the requirements of sec- 
tion 455 that the State library administra- 
tive agency will carry out during such year 
using such grant; 

(3) describe the procedures that such agen- 
cy will use to carry out such activities; 

(4) describe the methodology that such 
agency will use to evaluate the success of 
such activities in achieving such goals and 
meeting such priorities; 

(5) describe procedures that such agency 
will use to involve libraries and library users 
throughout the State in policy decisions re- 
garding implementation of this subtitle; and 

(6) provide assurances satisfactory to the 
Secretary that such agency will make such 
reports, in such form and containing such in- 
formation, as the Secretary may reasonably 
require to carry out this subtitle and to de- 
termine the extent to which funds provided 
under this subtitle have been effective in 
carrying out its purposes. 

(b) APPROVAL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ap- 
prove each application submitted under sub- 
section (a) that satisfies the requirements of 
the subsection. 

(2) RIGHTS OF STATES UPON DISAPPROVAL.— 
If the Secretary determines that an applica- 
tion submitted by a State under subsection 
(a) does not satisfy the requirements of such 
subsection, the Secretary shall— 

(A) immediately notify the State of such 
determination and the reasons for such de- 
termination; and 

(B) offer the State an opportunity to revise 
its application to correct any deficiencies. 

TITLE V—AMENDMENTS TO 
REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973 
Subtitle A—Vocational Rehabilitation 
Consolidation Grant 
CHAPTER 1—TRANSITION PERIOD 
SEC. 501. TRANSITION. 

With respect to the amendment made by 
section 511(a)(4) to title I of the Rehabilita- 
tion Act of 1973, the Secretary of Education, 
acting through the Commissioner of the Re- 
habilitation Services Administration, shall 
administer the amendment in accordance 
with the following: 
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(1) During fiscal year 1996, the Secretary 
shall develop administrative policies for im- 
plementing the amendment. 

(2) During the fiscal years 1997 and 1998, the 
Secretary shall begin implementing the 
amendment in accordance with paragraph 
(4). 

(3) The Secretary shall ensure that, by the 
first day of fiscal year 1999, the amendment 
is fully implemented. 

(4) For purposes of paragraph (2), the Sec- 
retary shall ensure that, before the first day 
of fiscal year 1999, the following require- 
ments, administered as conditions on the re- 
ceipt of grants under such title, have been 
met: 

(A) The States have complied with section 
103()(4) of such title (as amended by section 
511) regarding the participation of certain 
providers. 

(B) The States have established policies 
and made arrangements for the operation of 
the system of career grants described in sec- 
tion 103(с) of such title, including with re- 
spect to the reimbursement of providers. 

(C) The States have established policies 
and made arrangements under section 
103(b)(12) of such title regarding the training 
of the management and staff of integrated 
career center systems with respect to indi- 
viduals with disabilities. 

(D) The States have established policies 
and made arrangements under section 104 of 
such title regarding the establishment of 
such centers, including providing for the sig- 
nificant participation of community-based 
providers in the program carried out by the 
State pursuant to such title. 

(E) Such other requirements under the 
amendment as the Secretary determines to 
be appropriate. 

(5A) Notwithstanding the amendment, 
during the fiscal years 1996 through 1998, the 
provisions of title I of the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973 that were in effect on the day before 
the date of the enactment of this Act con- 
tinue to be in effect, subject to paragraphs 
(1) through (4). In implementing the amend- 
ment, the Secretary shall seek to avoid un- 
necessarily disrupting the provision of serv- 
ices under such title to individuals who, as of 
the date of the enactment of this Act, were 
receiving services pursuant to an individual- 
ized plan under such title. 

(B) On and after the first day of fiscal year 
1999, the provisions referred to in the first 
sentence of subparagraph (A) do not have 
any legal effect. 

CHAPTER 2—REVISION OF TITLE I OF 
REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973 
SEC, 511, REVISION OF TITLE І. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective October 1, 1995, 
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 701 
et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by transferring section 112 from the cur- 
rent placement of the section; 

(2) by redesignating such section as section 
510; 

(3) by adding such section at the end of 
title V; and 

(4) by amending title I to read as follows: 


“TITLE I—VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 
SERVICES 
“SEC, 100. PURPOSE. 

“The purpose of this title is to assist 
States in making available to individuals 
with disabilities a program of employment, 
training, and rehabilitation services that is 
consistent with their strengths, resources, 
priorities, concerns, abilities, and capabili- 
ties; that maximizes individuals’ control 
over their vocational and career choices; and 
that is in accordance with the goal of assur- 
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ing equality of opportunity, full participa- 
tion, independent living, and economic self- 
sufficiency for such individuals. 

“SEC, 101. FORMULA GRANTS, 

“(а) IN GENERAL.— 

“(1) FORMULA GRANTS,—In the case of each 
State that submits to the Secretary a 
workforce development and literacy plan for 
fiscal year 1999 or any subsequent fiscal year 
that meets the requirement of section 104 of 
the Consolidated and Reformed Education, 
Employment, and Rehabilitation Systems 
Act, the Secretary shall make a grant for 
the year to the State as the Federal share of 
carrying out the purposes specified in this 
title. The grant shall consist of the allot- 
ment determined for the State under section 
107. 

“(2) CONDITIONS FOR GRANT.—A State may 
receive a grant under paragraph (1) for a fis- 
cal year only if the State meets the condi- 
tions described in this title for the State for 
the fiscal year. 

“(b) ADMINISTRATOR OF FEDERAL PRO- 
GRAM.—The Secretary shall carry out this 
title acting through the Commissioner of the 
Rehabilitation Services Administration, ex- 
cept as indicated otherwise. 

“(с) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The purpose 
specified in section 100 shall be carried out 
only in accordance with the other provisions 
of this title. 

“(4) FUNDING.— 

“(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
For the purpose of carrying out this title, 
there are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary for each of the fis- 
са! years 1999 through 2002, except that the 
amount to be appropriated for a fiscal year 
shall not be less than the amount of the ap- 
propriation under this subsection for the im- 
mediately preceding fiscal year, plus the 
amount of the Consumer Price Index addi- 
tion determined under paragraph (2) for the 
immediately preceding fiscal year. 

“(2) ADJUSTMENTS PURSUANT TO CONSUMER 
PRICE INDEX.— 

“(А) Not later than November 15 of each 
fiscal year, the Secretary of Labor shall pub- 
lish in the Federal Register the percentage 
change in the Consumer Price Index pub- 
lished for October of the preceding fiscal 
year and October of the fiscal year in which 
such publication is made. 

((B) If in any fiscal year the percentage 
change published under subparagraph (A) in- 
dicates an increase in the Consumer Price 
Index, then the amount to be appropriated 
under paragraph (1) for the subsequent fiscal 
year shall be at least the amount appro- 
priated for the fiscal year in which the publi- 
cation is made under subparagraph (A) in- 
creased by such percentage change. 

“(С) If in any fiscal year the percentage 
change published under subparagraph (A) 
does not indicate an increase in the 
Consumer Price Index, then the amount to 
be appropriated under paragraph (1) for the 
subsequent fiscal year shall be at least the 
amount appropriated for the fiscal year in 
which the publication is made under sub- 
paragraph (A). 

D) For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘Consumer Price Index' means the 
Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consum- 
ers, published monthly by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics. 

(3) AUTOMATIC EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZA- 
TION.— 

“(А) Unless, in the regular session that 
ends prior to the beginning of the last fiscal 
year for which an authorization of appropria- 
tions is provided in paragraph (1), legislation 
has been enacted that has the effect of ex- 
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tending such authorization, such authoriza- 
tion is automatically extended for one addi- 
tional year. 

„B) The amount authorized to be appro- 
priated for the additional fiscal year de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A) shall be an 
amount equal to the amount appropriated 
for such program for fiscal year 2002, plus the 
amount of the Consumer Price Index addi- 
tion determined under paragraph (2) for the 
immediately preceding fiscal year. 

“(С) In any case where the Commissioner 
is required under an applicable statute to 
carry out certain acts or make certain deter- 
minations that are necessary for the con- 
tinuation of the program authorized by this 
title, and such acts or determinations are re- 
quired during the last fiscal year for which 
an authorization of appropriations is pro- 
vided in paragraph (1), such acts and deter- 
minations shall be required during any fiscal 
year for which subparagraph (A) is in oper- 
ation. 

“SEC. 102, ALLOCATION WITHIN STATE OF ADMIN- 
ISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITIES. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section 
101(а), a State will— 

(i) subject to subsection (b), reserve not 
more than 20 percent of the grant under such 
section for the fiscal year involved for carry- 
ing out the responsibilities of a State admin- 
istrative agent under section 103; and 

2) reserve not less than 80 percent of the 
grant for carrying out the responsibilities 
under section 104 of local workforce develop- 
ment boards and integrated career center 
systems with respect to workforce develop- 
ment areas. 

(b) ADDITIONAL STATE RESPONSIBILITIES.— 
Amounts reserved by a State under sub- 
section (a)(1) may be expended by the State 
administrative agent to carry out respon- 
sibilities that otherwise would be carried out 
under section 104 by local workforce develop- 
ment boards or integrated career center sys- 
tems, if the State determines that such ex- 
penditures are justified to make available 
goods and services that could not otherwise 
be obtained within a local workforce devel- 
opment area, to provide services to individ- 
uals unable to utilize the integrated career 
center systems, or to otherwise ensure the 
efficient and equitable provision in the State 
of services under this title, including the 
provision of services for individuals in rural 
areas. 

“(с) CERTAIN DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of 
this Act, the terms ‘State administrative 
agent’, ‘local workforce development area’, 
‘local workforce development board’, and ‘in- 
tegrated career center’ have the meanings 
given such terms in sections 105 through 108, 
respectively, of the Consolidated and Re- 
formed Education, Employment, and Reha- 
bilitation Systems Act. 

“SEC, 103, RESPONSIBILITIES OF STATE ADMINIS- 
TRATIVE AGENT. 

“(а) STATE ADMINISTRATIVE AGENT.—In 
carrying out the requirements of the Con- 
solidated and Reformed Education, Employ- 
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act, a 
Governor may designate— 

“(1) one State administrative agent to be 
responsible for carrying out this title for in- 
dividuals who are blind; and 

(2) a different State administrative agent 
to carry out the remaining responsibilities 
in this title. 

(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—For purposes of 
section 101(а) and the operation in a State of 
the program under this title: 

“(1) This subsection, and the subsequent 
provisions of this section, will be carried out 
by State administrative agents designated 
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by the Governor in accordance with sub- 
section (a), through the collaborative process 
established under section 103 of the Consoli- 
dated and Reformed Education, Employ- 
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act. 

“(2ХА) The State will provide to the public 
an explanation of the methods by which the 
State will provide vocational rehabilitation 
services (as defined in section 104(b))— 

J) to all eligible individuals (as defined іп 
section 105(4)); and 

„(i) within all local workforce delivery 
areas in the State. 

“(В) In the event that such services cannot 
be provided to all eligible individuals who 
apply for the services, the State will show 
and provide the justification for the order to 
be followed in selecting individuals to whom 
the services will be provided. 

“(С) The order of selection under subpara- 
graph (B) will be determined on the basis of 
serving first those individuals with the most 
severe disabilities, in accordance with cri- 
teria established by the State. 

“(3) The State will establish guidelines 
providing that, in the case of an individual 
to whom the State will provide a service (in 
accordance with the order of selection under 
paragraph (2) and the assessment of needs 
under section 104(c)(1)), the individual will 
have the option of receiving the service from 
a provider designated by the center or from 
a provider selected by the individual pursu- 
ant to career grants under subsection (c). 

(4) Pursuant to section 109 of the Consoli- 
dated and Reformed Education, Employ- 
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act, the 
State will make significant efforts to en- 
courage the participation in the State pro- 
gram of community-based private providers, 
with special consideration given to providers 
who have received funds under this Act re- 
garding projects with industry or supported 
employment services, or under the Act com- 
monly known as the Javits-Wagner-O' Day 
Act (41 U.S.C. 46 et seq.) for employment and 
training services. 

(5) The State will establish provisions to 
govern determinations under section 105 (re- 
lating to the eligibility of individuals). 

“(6) The State will establish standards to 
govern the conduct under section 104(c)(1) of 
assessments of need, including the develop- 
ment of a methodology that will be applied 
in a reasonably uniform manner to all indi- 
viduals for whom such assessments are con- 
ducted, and that (subject to the order of se- 
lection under paragraph (2)) will be designed 
to prevent substantial disparities, among in- 
dividuals with comparable circumstances, in 
the monetary value of the services to be pro- 
vided pursuant to the assessments. 

“(ТХА) The State will establish procedures 
through which an individual may request 
and obtain an impartial review, utilizing an 
impartial hearing officer, of whether stand- 
ards for determinations of eligibility for 
services, assessments of vocational rehabili- 
tation needs, and development of individual- 
ized rehabilitation and employment plans 
under this title were correctly applied to the 
individual by the integrated career center 
system involved. 

(В) The State will designate a number of 
days (applied uniformly to all individuals) 
within which review under subparagraph (A) 
will be conducted once a request for such re- 
view is made by an individual, subject to 
subparagraph (C). 

“(C)(i) The State will provide that there 
may be an informal hearing, mediation, or 
alternatives to such review, if agreed upon 
by the individual and the integrated career 
center system involved. 
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(ii) The State will provide that if, in a 
process utilized under clause (i) by an indi- 
vidual, there is a not a final disposition of 
the matter involved, review under subpara- 
graph (A) will remain available to the indi- 
vidual. 

“(8) The State will ensure that vocational 
rehabilitation services under this title, and 
related core services, are provided by person- 
nel who are qualified to provide the services 
involved. For purposes of the preceding sen- 
tence, the term ‘core services’ has the mean- 
ing indicated for such term under title I of 
the Consolidated and Reformed Education, 
Employment, and Rehabilitation Systems 
Act. 

“(9) The State will establish plans, poli- 
cies, and procedures to be followed in carry- 
ing out the program under this title in the 
State (including entering into a formal 
interagency cooperative agreement with 
education officials responsible for the provi- 
sion of a free appropriate public education to 
students who are individuals with disabil- 
ities). The State will ensure that such plans, 
policies, and procedures are designed in ac- 
cordance with the following: 

‘~(A)(i) To facilitate the development and 
accomplishment of the goals and objectives 
described in clause (ii) (including the speci- 
fication of plans for coordination with the 
educational agencies in the provision of 
transition services), to the extent that the 
goals and objectives are included in an indi- 
vidualized education program of a student. 

(ii) The goals and objectives referred to in 
clause (i) are long-term rehabilitation goals; 
intermediate rehabilitation objectives; and 
goals and objectives related to enabling a 
student to live independently before the stu- 
dent leaves a school setting. 

“(В) To facilitate the transition from the 
provision of a free appropriate public edu- 
cation under the responsibility of an edu- 
cational agency to the provision of voca- 
tional rehabilitation services under this 
title, including the specification of plans for 
coordination with educational agencies in 
the provision of transition services to an in- 
dividual. 

“(С) To provide for— 

“(1) provisions for determining State lead 
agencies and qualified personnel responsible 
for transition services; 

*(11) procedures for outreach to and identi- 
fication of youth in need of such services; 
and 

“(iii) a timeframe for evaluation and fol- 
low-up of youth who have received such serv- 
ices. 

“(10) The State will provide for coordina- 
tion and working relationships with the 
Statewide Independent Living Council estab- 
lished under section 705 and independent liv- 
ing centers within the State. 

“(11) The State will provide for inter- 
agency cooperation with, and the utilization 
of the services and facilities of, the State 
agencies administering the State’s public as- 
sistance programs, and other programs for 
individuals with disabilities. 

(12) With respect to the integrated career 
center system operated pursuant to section 
104, the State will provide for the appro- 
priate training of the management and staff 
of the centers regarding the effective provi- 
sion of services to individuals with disabil- 
ities. 

(13) The State will provide technical as- 
sistance to local boards, integrated career 
center systems, and providers relating to the 
effective provision of vocational rehabilita- 
tion services under this title, including the 
effective development of individualized reha- 
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bilitation and employment plans, and will 
ensure that such technical assistance is pro- 
vided through appropriate means. 


(с) AVAILABILITY OF CAREER GRANTS SYS- 
TEM REGARDING SERVICES.—For purposes of 
section 101(а) and the operation in a State of 
the program under this title: 

“(1) The State will provide for the estab- 
lishment of a system to carry out this sub- 
section. 

2) In the case of an eligible individual 
who (in accordance with the order of selec- 
tion under subsection (b)(2) and the assess- 
ment of needs under section 105(b)(2)(A)) will 
receive vocational rehabilitation services 
under this title, the integrated career center 
involved will, upon request of the individual, 
provide to the individual career grants іп ac- 
cordance with this subsection. 

“(8) Career grants under this subsection 
will enable such individual to obtain the vo- 
cational rehabilitation services involved 
from providers selected by the individual 
from among a list of providers approved by 
the State for such purpose in accordance 
with section 109 of the Consolidated and Re- 
formed Education, Employment, and Reha- 
bilitation Systems Act. 

“(4) The monetary value of a career grant 
provided to the individual for a particular 
type of service will be calculated at a fair 
market value. 

“(5) To the extent practicable, the list of 
providers under paragraph (3) will provide for 
the availability within each local workforce 
development area of a broad range of serv- 
ices. 

“(6) The aggregate value of the career 
grants available to the individual will be es- 
tablished in proportion to the degree of the 
individual's need for rehabilitation (as deter- 
mined under section 104(c)(1)). Such value re- 
garding the individuals may be adjusted to 
address emerging needs that arise during the 
course of the individual’s rehabilitation and 
employment program. 

“(4) STATE OPTIONS.—With respect to com- 
pliance with this section, a State may, in the 
discretion of the State, expend a grant under 
section 101 for the following: 

“(1) To disseminate findings from research 
regarding vocational rehabilitation services, 
after consideration of requests from local 
workforce development boards and inte- 
grated career center systems regarding the 
types of information needed by such boards 
and centers. 

“(2) To conduct demonstration projects re- 
garding improvements with respect to voca- 
tional rehabilitation services, subject to pro- 
viding the results of such projects to the 
Commissioner and as appropriate dissemi- 
nating the results within the State. 


“SEC. 104. RESPONSIBILITIES FOR LOCAL 
BOARDS AND SERVICE CENTERS. 


“(а) PROVISION OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITA- 
TION SERVICES.—For purposes of section 
101(а) and the operation in a State of the 
program under this title: 

“(1) This section will be carried out by the 
integrated career center system in the State, 
with each such center acting under the guid- 
ance of the local workforce development 
board for the local workforce area within 
which the integrated career center system 
operates. Such centers will provide services 
under this section directly or through con- 
tract. 

“(2) In accordance with the order of selec- 
tion under section 103(b)(2), an integrated ca- 
reer center system will, in expending 
amounts provided to the center from a grant 
under section 101, carry out the following: 
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“(А) Make determinations under section 
105 of the eligibility of individuals for voca- 
tional rehabilitation services (as defined in 
subsection (b)). 

“(В) Provide for vocational rehabilitation 
services for eligible individuals. 

(С) In the case of individuals with severe 
disabilities, conduct outreach and intake ac- 
tivities for such individuals who are not able 
to directly access the integrated career cen- 
ter system because of the nature of their dis- 
abilities. 

“(3) An integrated career center system 
will, in expending amounts provided to the 
center from a grant under section 101, make 
vocational rehabilitation services available 
at a variety of locations and, as appropriate 
for particular populations, in a variety of en- 
vironments. 

“(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this 
title, the term ‘vocational rehabilitation 
services’ means such goods or services for el- 
igible individuals as are— 

“(1) necessary to render the individuals 
employable and achieve an employment out- 
come; and 

“(2) provided in response to needs that 
arise, to a significant extent, from the dis- 
ability involved and do not duplicate, to any 
significant extent, the core services avail- 
able under title I of the Consolidated and Re- 
formed Education, Employment, and Reha- 
bilitation Systems Act. 

(с) CERTAIN SERVICES.—For purposes of 
section 101(а), the vocational rehabilitation 
services available through integrated career 
center systems will include the following: 

“(1) An assessment of the needs of eligible 
individuals for such services. 

“(2) Development, in accordance with sec- 
tion 105(b)(2), of an individualized rehabilita- 
tion and employment plan for the purpose of 
identifying employment goals, appropriate 
intermediate rehabilitation objectives, and 
an appropriate combination of goods and 
services for the individual to achieve the em- 
ployment goals. 

8) Counseling, guidance, and work-relat- 
ed placement services for individuals with 
disabilities, including job search assistance, 
placement assistance, job retention services, 
personal assistance services, and follow-up, 
follow-along, and specific postemployment 
services necessary to assist such individuals 
to maintain, regain, or advance in employ- 
ment. 

“(4) Vocational and other training services 
for individuals with disabilities, including 
personal and vocational adjustment, books, 
or other training materials, and such serv- 
ices to the families of such individuals as are 
necessary to the adjustment or rehabilita- 
tion of such individuals. 

(5) Rehabilitation technology services. 

(6) Supported employment services. 

“(7) Physical and mental restoration serv- 
ices. 

“(8) Interpreter services for individuals 
who are deaf, and reader services for individ- 
uals who are blind. 

“(9) Rehabilitation teaching services and 
orientation and mobility services for individ- 
uals who are blind. 

“(10) Referral and other services designed 
to assist individuals with disabilities in se- 
curing needed services from other agencies 
through agreements developed under section 
103(b)(10), if such services are not available 
under this Act. 

“(11) Transportation in connection with 
the rendering of any vocational rehabilita- 
tion service. 

“(12) Telecommunications, sensory, 
other technological aids and devices. 


and 
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“(13) On-the-job, or other related personal- 
assistance services, provided while eligible 
individuals are receiving other vocational re- 
habilitation services under this title. 

(d) CERTAIN ARRANGEMENTS.—For pur- 
poses of section 101(а), an integrated career 
center system will, with respect to the provi- 
sion of vocational rehabilitation services to 
individuals with the most severe disabilities, 
provide for necessary arrangements with 
community-based providers, including ar- 
rangements regarding supported employ- 
ment services and extended services, periodic 
reviews of individuals placed in extended em- 
ployment, and services to promote move- 
ment from extended employment to inte- 
grated employment. 

“(е) OPTIONAL PROVISION OF OTHER SERV- 
IcESs.—For purposes of this title, an inte- 
grated career center system may provide 
such vocational rehabilitation services in ad- 
dition to the services specified in subsection 
(c) as the center determines to be appro- 
priate. 

““(f) ALLOCATION FOR CORE SERVICES.—For 
purposes of section 101(а): 

“(1) With respect to a fiscal year, a local 
workforce development board receiving 
amounts from a grant under section 101 will 
reserve an amount for the provision of core 
services under title I of the Consolidated and 
Reformed Education, Employment, and Re- 
habilitation Systems Act. 

“(2) The amount so reserved will be based 
on the number of eligible individuals with 
disabilities in the local workforce develop- 
ment area and the costs of training employ- 
ees of the integrated career center system to 
provide high-quality services to individuals 
with disabilities. 

“(g) PERFORMANCE PAYMENTS REGARDING 
CAREER GRANTS.—For purposes of section 
101(a): 

“(1) The local workforce development 
board involved will ensure that, in providing 
for the payment of services provided pursu- 
ant to career grants, a portion of the total 
payment is withheld from the provider until 
the delivery of the services involved is com- 
pleted in reasonable accordance with the 
outcome designated for the service pursuant 
to a prior understanding with the provider. 

2) In the case of education, training, and 
placement services that are designed to lead 
to an employment outcome, a portion of the 
total payment will be withheld from the pro- 
vider until— 

“(A) the participant has successfully com- 
pleted the training; and 

„B) the participant has been employed, 
and has retained employment for a period of 
not less than 90 days. 

“(h) PAYOR OF LAST RESORT REGARDING 
MEDICAL SERVICES AND EDUCATIONAL ASSIST- 
ANCE.—For purposes of section 101(а), a State 
will not expend a grant under section 101 to 
pay for training services in institutions of 
higher education, or to pay for medical serv- 
ices, unless significant efforts have been 
made to secure payments, in whole or in 
part, from other sources, except that such ef- 
forts are not required if making the efforts 
would delay the provision of such services to 
any eligible individual who is at extreme 
medical risk, or if making the efforts would 
result in the loss of a job placement that 
(but for the efforts) would be immediately 
available to an eligible individual. 

“БЕС. 105. ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section 
101: 

“(1) An individual will not receive voca- 
tional rehabilitation services under this title 
unless the individual— 
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“(А) is an individual with a disability 
under section 7(8)(A); and 

“(В) requires vocational rehabilitation 
services to prepare for, enter, engage in, or 
retain gainful employment. 

2) If the individual has a disability or is 
blind as determined pursuant to title П or 
title XVI of the Social Security Act, the in- 
dividual will be considered to have— 

“(А) a physical or mental impairment 
which for such individual constitutes or re- 
sults in a substantial impediment to employ- 
ment under section 7(8)(A)(i); and 

(B) a severe physical or mental impair- 
ment which seriously limits one or more 
functional capacities in terms of an employ- 
ment outcome under section 7(15)(A)(i). 

“(3) It will be presumed that an individual 
can benefit in terms of an employment out- 
come from vocational rehabilitation services 
for purposes of section 7(8)(A)(ii), unless the 
integrated career center system involved can 
demonstrate by clear and convincing evi- 
dence that such individual is incapable of 
benefiting from vocational rehabilitation 
services in terms of an employment out- 
come. 

(0) Process.—For purposes of section 
101(а), a State will ensure that, subject to 
the order of selection under section 102(b)(2), 
the following applies to an individual: 

“(1) Once the individual makes a request іп 
person for a determination of eligibility: 

“(А) A qualified rehabilitation adviser will 
be made available to the individual regard- 
ing the process of obtaining services under 
this title. 

8) An initial interview will be con- 
ducted, followed by an initial assessment. 

“(С) A final determination will be made 
not later than 30 days after the request (sub- 
ject to the cooperation of the individual in 
the process of determination). 

„D) The determination of eligibility will 
be based on the review of existing data de- 
scribed in clause (i) of section 7(22)(A), and, 
to the extent necessary, the preliminary as- 
sessment described in clause (ii) of such sec- 
tion. 

“(Е) If it is determined that the individual 
is not an eligible individual, the individual 
will be provided a written statement explain- 
ing the following: 

(i) The basis of the determination. 

i) The availability of impartial review 
under section 103(b)(7). 

чн) The availability of services under the 
client assistance program under section 610. 

“(2)(A) If it is determined that the individ- 
ual is an eligible individual— 

“(1) the needs of the individual for voca- 
tional rehabilitation services will be as- 
sessed; and 

“(ii) subject to subparagraph (D), an indi- 
vidualized rehabilitation and employment 
plan will be developed for the individual re- 
garding the provision of services pursuant to 
clause (1). 

(B) The plan under subparagraph (A) will 
be developed and mutually agreed upon by 
the individual and an appropriate staff mem- 
ber of the integrated career center system 
involved. 

(0) A plan under subparagraph (A) is indi- 
vidualized if the plan is consistent with the 
unique strengths, resources, priorities, con- 
cerns, abilities, and capabilities of the indi- 
vidual for whom the plan is developed. 

D) A plan under subparagraph (A) is not 
required for an individual if the individual 
signs a waiver stating that such a plan is not 
necessary for the individual. 

“(с) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—This title 
may not be construed as establishing an en- 
titlement in any individual. 
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d) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this 
title, the term ‘eligible individual’ means an 
individual described in subsection (a)(1). 
“SEC. 106. STATE REHABILITATION ADVISORY 

COUNCIL. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section 
101(а): 

“(1) A State will establish а State Reha- 
bilitation Advisory Council (referred to in 
this section as the ‘Council’) in accordance 
with this section. 

“(2) The Council will be composed of the 
following: 

“(А) Representatives of organizations 
within the State providing services to indi- 
viduals with disabilities and their families, 
including representatives of the client as- 
sistance program under section 510. 

“(В) Representatives of business, industry, 
and labor. 

“(С) Representatives of disability advocacy 
groups representing a cross section of— 

(i) individuals with physical, cognitive, 
sensory, and mental disabilities; and 

“(11) parents, family members, guardians, 
advocates, or authorized representatives, of 
individuals with disabilities who have dif- 
ficulty in representing themselves or are un- 
able due to their disabilities to represent 
themselves. 

*(3) The State administrative agent will be 
an ex officio member of the Council. 

“(4) Members of the Council will be ap- 
pointed by the Governor or another entity 
that has appointment authority under State 
law. 

“(5) A majority of Council members will be 
persons who are— 

“(А) individuals with disabilities described 
in section 7(8)(B); and 

B) not employed by the designated State 
administrative agent. 

“(6ХА) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), the Council will select a chairperson 
from among the membership of the Council. 

„B) In States in which the Governor does 
not have veto power pursuant to State law, 
the Governor will designate a member of the 
Council to serve as the chairperson of the 
Council or will require the Council to so des- 
ignate such a member. 

“(7) Each member of the Council will serve 
for a term determined by the Governor or 
another entity that has appointment author- 
ity under State law. 

8) Any vacancy occurring іп the member- 
ship of the Council will be filled in the same 
manner as the original appointment. The va- 
cancy will not affect the power of the re- 
maining members to execute the duties of 
the Council. 

b) FUNCTIONS OF COUNCIL.—For purposes 
of section 101(а), the Council will carry out 
the following: 

“(1) Advise the collaborative process under 
section 103 of the Consolidated and Reformed 
Education, Employment, and Rehabilitation 
Systems Act, and the State administrative 
agent, in the preparation of the State 
workforce development and literacy plan and 
other plans, reports, needs assessments, and 
evaluations required by this title. 

“(2) То the extent feasible, conduct а re- 
view and analysis of the effectiveness of, and 
consumer satisfaction with, the delivery of 
core services and vocational rehabilitation 
services to individuals with disabilities with- 
in the State. 

3) Prepare and submit an annual report 
to the collaborative process or appropriate 
State administrative agent and the Commis- 
sioner on the status of vocational rehabilita- 
tion programs operated within the State, 
and make the report available to the public. 
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“(4) Coordinate with other councils within 
the State established to address the needs of 
individuals with disabilities. 

“(5) Perform such other functions, consist- 
ent with the purpose of this title, as the 
State Rehabilitation Advisory Council deter- 
mines to be appropriate, that are comparable 
to the other functions performed by the 
Council. 

(с) RESOURCES.— 

“(1) PLAN.—For purposes of section 101(а), 
the Council will prepare, in conjunction with 
the State administrative agent, a plan for 
the provision of such resources, including 
such staff and other personnel, as may be 
necessary to carry out the functions of the 
Council under this section. The resource plan 
shall, to the maximum extent possible, rely 
on the use of resources in existence during 
the period of implementation of the plan. 

“(2) RESOLUTION OF DISAGREEMENTS.—For 
purposes of section 101(а), to the extent that 
there is a disagreement between the Council 
and the State administrative agent in regard 
to the resources necessary to carry out the 
functions of the Council as set forth in this 
section, the disagreement will be resolved by 
the Governor or appointing agency identified 
in subsection (a)(4). 

“(8) SUPERVISION AND EVALUATION.—For 
purposes of section 101(а), the Council will, 
consistent with State law, supervise and 
evaluate such staff and other personnel as 
may be necessary to carry out its functions 
under this section. 

“(4) PERSONNEL CONFLICT OF INTEREST.— 
For purposes of section 101(а), while assist- 
ing the Council in carrying out its duties, 
staff and other personnel will not be assigned 
duties by the State administrative agent or 
any other agency or office of the State, that 
would create a conflict of interest. 

“(4) CONFLICT OF INTEREST.—For purposes 
of section 101(а), no member of the Council 
will cast a vote on any matter that would 
provide direct financial benefit to the mem- 
ber or otherwise give the appearance of a 
conflict of interest under State law. 

“(е) MEETINGS.—For purposes of section 
101(a), the Council will convene meetings and 
conduct such forums or hearings as the 
Council considers appropriate. The meetings, 
hearings, and forums will be publicly an- 
nounced. The meetings will be open and ac- 
cessible to the general public unless there is 
a valid reason for an executive session. 

() COMPENSATION AND EXPENSES.—For 
purposes of section 101(а), the Council may 
use funds appropriated under this title to re- 
imburse members of the Council for reason- 
able and necessary expenses of attending 
Council meetings and performing Council du- 
ties (including child care and personal assist- 
ance services), and to pay compensation to a 
member of the Council, if such member is 
not employed or must forfeit wages from 
other employment, for each day the member 
is engaged in performing the duties of the 
Council. 

“(g) RULE ОҒ CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section prohibits a State from establish- 
ing and providing funds to a separate council 
to carry out functions described in sub- 
section (b) with respect to vocational reha- 
bilitation services for individuals who are 
blind. 

“SEC. 107. AMOUNT OF ALLOTMENT. 

“(аХ1) Subject to the provisions of sub- 
section (d), for each fiscal year beginning be- 
fore October 1, 1978, each State shall be enti- 
tled to an allotment of an amount bearing 
the same ratio to the amount authorized to 
be appropriated under section 101(d) for al- 
lotment under this section as the product of 
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(A) the population of the State, and (B) the 
square of its allotment percentage, bears to 
the sum of the corresponding products for all 
the States. 

“(2ХА) For each fiscal year beginning on ог 
after October 1, 1978, each State shall be en- 
titled to an allotment in an amount equal to 
the amount such State received under para- 
graph (1) for the fiscal year ending Septem- 
ber 30, 1978, and an additional amount deter- 
mined pursuant to subparagraph (B) of this 

ragraph. 

B) For each fiscal year beginning on or 
after October 1, 1978, each State shall be en- 
titled to an allotment, from any amount au- 
thorized to be appropriated for such fiscal 
year under section 101(d) for allotment under 
this section in excess of the amount appro- 
priated under such section for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1978, in an amount 
equal to the sum of— 

J) an amount bearing the same ratio to 50 
percent of such excess amount as the product 
of the population of the State and the square 
of its allotment percentage bears to the sum 
of the corresponding products for all the 
States; and 

“(ii) an amount bearing the same ratio to 
50 percent of such excess amount as the prod- 
uct of the population of the State and its al- 
lotment percentage bears to the sum of the 
corresponding products for all the States. 

“(8) The sum of the payment to any State 
(other than Guam, American Samoa, the 
Virgin Islands, and the Northern Mariana Is- 
lands) under this subsection for any fiscal 
year which is less than one-third of 1 percent 
of the amount appropriated under section 
101(4), or $3,000,000, whichever is greater, 
shall be increased to that amount, the total 
of the increases thereby required being de- 
rived by proportionately reducing the allot- 
ment to each of the remaining such States 
under this subsection, but with such adjust- 
ments as may be necessary to prevent the 
sum of the allotments made under this sub- 
section to any such remaining State from 
being thereby reduced to less than that 
amount. 

) For each fiscal year beginning on or 
after October 1, 1984, for which any amount 
is appropriated pursuant to section 101(d), 
each State shall receive an allocation (from 
such appropriated amount) in addition to the 
allotment to which such State is entitled 
under paragraphs (2) and (3) of this sub- 
section. Such additional allocation shall be 
an amount which bears the same ratio to the 
amount so appropriated as that State's allot- 
ment under paragraphs (2) and (3) of this sub- 
section bears to the sum of such allotments 
of all the States. 

(bse) If the payment to a State pursuant 
to this section for a fiscal year is less than 
the total payments such State received 
under section 2 of the Rehabilitation Act for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, such 
State shall be entitled to an additional pay- 
ment (subject to the same terms and condi- 
tions applicable to other payments under 
this title) equal to the difference between 
the payment under this section and the 
amount so received by it. 

“(2) If a State receives as its Federal share 
pursuant to this section for any fiscal year 
less than the applicable Federal share of the 
expenditure of such State for fiscal year 1972 
for vocational rehabilitation services under 
the plan for such State approved under sec- 
tion 101 as in effect for such year (including 
any amount expended by such State for the 
administration of the State plan but exclud- 
ing any amount expended by such State from 
non-Federal sources for construction under 
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such plan), such State shall be entitled to an 
additional payment for such fiscal year, sub- 
ject to the same terms and conditions appli- 
cable to other payments under this title, 
equal to the difference between the payment 
pursuant to this section and an amount 
equal to the applicable Federal share of such 
expenditure for vocational rehabilitation 
services. 

`3) Any payment attributable to the addi- 
tional payment to a State under this sub- 
section shall be made only from appropria- 
tions specifically made to carry out this sub- 
section, and such additional appropriations 
are hereby authorized. 

“SEC. 108. STATE OPTION FOR WAIVERS REGARD- 
ING ALTERNATIVE DELIVERY SYS- 
TEMS. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—In the case of the ге- 
quirements specified in subsection (b), the 
Secretary shall provide to a State a waiver 
of such requirements as the State elects, if 
(subject to the other provisions of this sec- 
tion) the following conditions are met: 

“(1) The Governor, through the collabo- 
rative process under section 103 of the Con- 
solidated and Reformed Education, Employ- 
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act, de- 
velops a proposed plan for alternative ap- 
proaches (to be implemented by the State in 
lieu of the requirements involved). 

“(2) The proposal is approved by each local 
workforce development board in whose local 
workforce development area the proposal (or 
any component of the proposal) is to be ef- 
fective. 

3) The local workforce development 
boards involved, and the Governor, deter- 
mine that the following conditions have been 
met: 

„A) The proposal will better fulfill the 
purposes of this title than would compliance 
with the requirements involved. 

„B) Іп the development of the alternative 
approaches, the public was afforded a reason- 
able opportunity to comment on the pro- 
posed alternative approaches. 

“(4) The Governor submits to the Sec- 
retary the following documents: 

(A) A notification that the State is elect- 
ing to receive a waiver under this section. 

“(B) A copy of the plan involved. 

“(C) Such documents as the Secretary may 
require for purposes of verifying that the 
conditions established in paragraphs (1) 
through (3) have been met. 

(b) CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS REGARDING 
STATE ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE FOR DE- 
LIVERY OF SERVICES.—The requirements re- 
ferred to in subsection (a) are as follows: 

“(1) The allocation under section 102 of 
amounts between State administrative 
agents and local workforce development 
boards. 

“(2) The allocation under sections 103 and 
104 of responsibilities between State admin- 
istrative agents and local workforce develop- 
ment boards (including the use of integrated 
career center systems to provide vocational 
rehabilitation services). 

(3) The specification under section 103(a) 
of the State officials who are to administer 
the requirements of section 103. 

“(с) APPLICABILITY OF WAIVER; REVIEW AND 
REVISION OF PLAN.— 

“(1) APPLICABILITY.—A waiver under sub- 
section (a) is effective for a fiscal year only 
if the documents under paragraph (4) of such 
subsection are submitted to the Secretary 
not later than 60 days before the beginning 
of the fiscal year. 

“(2) REVIEW OF PLAN.—A waiver under sub- 
section (a) is effective for such fiscal years 
as the State involved elects, except that, not 
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less than once during each period of three 
fiscal years, the plan under the waiver is re- 
quired (as a condition of the waiver remain- 
ing in effect) to be reviewed, and approved, 
by the Governor (through the collaborative 
process referred to in such subsection) and 
by the local workforce development boards 
involved. 

(3) REVISION OF PLAN.—The plan under a 
waiver under subsection (a) may be revised. 
Such subsection applies to such a revision to 
the same extent and in the same manner as 
the subsection applies to the original plan. 

“(4) PERFORMANCE ACCOUNTABILITY Sys- 
TEM.—A waiver under subsection (a) for a 
State does not, with respect to carrying out 
the program under this title in the State, af- 
fect the applicability to the State of section 
110 of the Consolidated and Reformed Edu- 
cation, Employment, and Rehabilitation 
Systems Act.“. 

(b) CERTAIN FUNDING PROVISION.—Effective 
October 1, 1995, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
(29 U.S.C, 701 et seq.) is amended by inserting 
after section 3 the following section: 

“AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS 

“SEC. ЗА. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, funding to carry out titles П 
through VII for any fiscal year is available 
only to such extent and in such amounts as 
may be provided in advance in appropria- 
tions Acts.“ 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Effective 
October 1, 1995, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
(29 U.S.C. 701 et seq.) is amended in the table 
of contents in the first section— 

(1) by inserting after the item relating to 
section 3 the following item: 

“Бес. ЗА. Availability of funds."’; 

(2) by striking the items relating to sec- 
tions 100 through 109, to sections 110 through 
112, to sections 120 through 124, to section 
130, and to sections 140 and 141; 

(3) by striking the items relating to the 
title designation and heading for title I, and 
to the part designations and headings for 
parts A, B, C, D, and E of title I; 

(4) by inserting after the item relating to 
section 21 the following items: 


“TITLE I—VOCATIONAL 
REHABILITATION SERVICES 


“Sec. 100. Purpose. 

“Sec. 101. Formula grants. 

“Sec. 102. Allocation within State of admin- 
istrative responsibilities. 

“Бес. 103. Responsibilities of State adminis- 
trative agent. 

“Бес. 104. Responsibilities for local boards 
and service centers. 

“Бес. 105. Eligible individual. 

“Sec. 106. State Rehabilitation Advisory 
Council. 

“Sec. 107. Amount of allotment. 

“Sec. 108. State option for waivers regarding 
alternative delivery systems.“; 

and 


(5) by inserting after the item relating to 
section 509 the following item: 

“Бес. 510. Client assistance program.“. 
Subtitle B—Other Amendments to 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
SEC. 521. TRAINING AND DEMONSTRATION 

PROJECTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective October 1, 1995, 
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 701 
et seq.) is amended— 

(1) in title Ш- 

(A) by striking section 303; 

(B) by striking section 304; 

(C) in section 311— 

(i) by striking subsections (c) and (f); and 

(ii) by redesignating subsections (d) and (e) 
as subsections (c) and (d), respectively; 
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(D) by striking section 312; and 

(E) by striking section 316; 

(2)(A) by transferring subsection (a) of sec- 
tion 802 from the current placement of the 
subsection; 

(B) by redesignating such subsection as 
subsection (e); and 

(C) by inserting such subsection at the end 
of section 311 (as amended by paragraph 
(1)(С) of this subsection); 

(3)(A) by transferring subsection (g) of sec- 
tion 802 from the current placement of the 
subsection; and 

(B) by redesignating such subsection as 
subsection (f); and 

(C) by inserting such subsection at the end 
of section 311 (as amended by paragraph 
(2)(C) of this subsection); 

(АХА) by transferring subsection (с) of вес- 
tion 803 from the current placement of the 
subsection; 

(B) by redesignating such subsection as 
subsection (g); and 

(C) by inserting such subsection at the end 
of section 311 (as amended by paragraph 
(3)(С) of this subsection); 

(5)(A) by transferring subsection (b) of sec- 
tion 803 from the current placement of the 
subsection; 

(B) by redesignating such subsection as 
subsection (j); and 

(C) by inserting such subsection at the end 
of section 302; and 

(6) by striking the remaining provisions of 
title уш. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Effective 
October 1, 1995, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
(29 U.S.C. 701 et seq.) is amended in the table 
of contents in the first section— 

(1) by striking the items relating to sec- 
tions 303, 304, 312, and 316; 

(2) by striking the items relating to sec- 
tions 801 through 803 of title УШ; and 

(3) by striking the item relating to the 
title designation and heading for title VIII. 
БЕС. 522. EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR IN- 

DIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective October 1, 1995, 
title VI of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 
U.S.C. 795 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by striking part A; 

(2) by striking part C; 

(3) by striking part D; and 

(4) in part B, by striking the part designa- 
tion and heading. 

(b) PROJECTS WITH INDUSTRY.—Effective 
October 1, 1998, title VI of the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973, as amended by subsection (a) of 
this section, is repealed. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Effective 
October 1, 1995, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
(29 U.S.C. 701 et seq.) is amended in the table 
of contents in the first section by striking 
the items relating to sections 611 through 
617, to sections 631 through 638, and to sec- 
tion 641; and by striking the items relating 
to the part designations and headings for 
parts A, В, С, and Р of title VI. Effective Ос- 
tober 1, 1998, such table of contents is 
amended by striking the items relating to 
sections 621 through 623; and by striking the 
item relating to the title designation and 
heading for title VI. 

SEC, 523. CERTAIN AMOUNTS. 

(a) AMOUNTS REGARDING FISCAL YEAR 
1996.—With respect to the aggregate amount 
that was available for fiscal year 1995 as di- 
rect spending for carrying out the programs 
under section 311(с), section 316, and part С 
of title VI of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
(as such provisions were in effect for such 
fiscal year), an amount equal to such aggre- 
gate amount is hereby made available for fis- 
cal year 1996 as direct spending for carrying 
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out title I of such Act (in addition to the 
amount of direct spending that otherwise is 
available for such title I for fiscal year 1996). 

(b) AMOUNTS REGARDING FISCAL YEAR 
1999.—With respect to the amount made 
available in appropriations Act for fiscal 
year 1998 for carrying out title VI of the Re- 
habilitation Act of 1973 (as such title was in 
effect for such fiscal year), an amount equal 
to such amount is hereby made available for 
fiscal year 1999 as direct spending for carry- 
ing out title I of such Act (in addition to the 
amount of direct spending that otherwise is 
available for such title I for fiscal year 1999). 

TITLE VI—HIGHER EDUCATION 
PRIVATIZATION 
SEC. 601. REORGANIZATION OF THE STUDENT 
LOAN MARKETING ASSOCIATION 
THROUGH THE FORMATION OF A 
HOLDING COMPANY. 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Part B of title IV of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1071 
et seq.) is amended by inserting after section 
439 (20 U.S.C. 1087-2) the following new sec- 
tion: 

“SEC. 440. REORGANIZATION OF THE STUDENT 
LOAN MARKETING ASSOCIATION 
THROUGH THE FORMATION OF A 
HOLDING COMPANY. 

“(а) ACTIONS BY THE ASSOCIATION’S BOARD 
OF DIRECTORS.—The Board of Directors of the 
Association shall take or cause to be taken 
all such action as it deems necessary or ap- 
propriate to effect, upon the shareholder ap- 
proval described in subsection (b), a restruc- 
turing of the common stock ownership of the 
Association, as set forth in a plan of reorga- 
nization adopted by the Board of Directors 
(the terms of which shall be consistent with 
this Act) so that all of the outstanding com- 
mon shares shall be directly owned by an or- 
dinary business corporation chartered under 
State or District of Columbia law (the ‘Hold- 
ing Company’), as the Board of Directors 
may determine. Such actions may include, 
in the Board's discretion, a merger of a whol- 
ly owned subsidiary of the Holding Company 
with and into the Association, which would 
have the effect provided in the plan of reor- 
ganization and the law of the jurisdiction in 
which such subsidiary is incorporated. As 
part of the restructuring, the Board of Direc- 
tors may cause (1) the common shares of the 
Association to be converted, at the reorga- 
nization effective date, to common shares of 
the Holding Company on a one for one basis, 
consistent with applicable State or District 
of Columbia law, and (2) Holding Company 
common shares to be registered with the Se- 
curities and Exchange Commission. 

(0) SHAREHOLDER APPROVAL.—The plan of 
reorganization adopted by the Board of Di- 
rectors pursuant to subsection (a) shall be 
submitted to common stockholders of the 
Association for their approval. The reorga- 
nization shall occur at the reorganization ef- 
fective date, provided that the plan of reor- 
ganization has been approved by the affirma- 
tive votes, cast in person or by proxy, of the 
holders of a majority of the issued and out- 
standing shares of the Association common 
stock. 

o TRANSITION.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Except as specifically 
provided in this section, until the dissolution 
date the Association shall continue to have 
all of the rights, privileges and obligations 
set forth in, and shall be subject to all of the 
limitations and restrictions of, section 439 of 
this Act as in effect on the effective date of 
this section, and the Association shall con- 
tinue to carry out the purposes of such sec- 
tion. The Holding Company and its affiliates 
other than the Association shall not be enti- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


tled to any of the rights, privileges and obli- 
gations, and shall not be subject to the limi- 
tations and restrictions, applicable to the 
Association under section 439 of this Act as 
in effect on the effective date of this section, 
except as specifically provided in this sec- 
tion. The Holding Company and its subsidi- 
aries (other than the Association) shall not 
purchase loans insured under this Act until 
such time as the Association ceases acquir- 
ing such loans, except that the Association 
shall continue to acquire loans as a lender of 
last resort pursuant to section 439(q) of this 
Act or under an agreement with the Sec- 
retary described in section 440(c)(6). 

“(2) TRANSFER OF CERTAIN PROPERTY.—Ex- 
cept as specifically provided in this section, 
at the reorganization effective date or as 
soon as practicable thereafter, the Associa- 
tion shall use its best efforts to transfer to 
the Holding Company or its subsidiaries (or 
both), in each case, as directed by the Hold- 
ing Company, all real and personal property 
of the Association (both tangible and intan- 
gible) other than the remaining property. 
Without limiting the preceding sentence, 
such transferred property shall include all 
right, title and interest in (A) direct or indi- 
rect subsidiaries of the Association (exclud- 
ing any interest in any government spon- 
sored enterprise), (B) contracts, leases, and 
other agreements, (C) licenses and other in- 
tellectual property, and (D) any other prop- 
erty of the Association. Notwithstanding the 
preceding provisions of this paragraph, noth- 
ing in this paragraph shall be construed to 
prohibit the Association from transferring 
remaining property from time to time to the 
Holding Company or its subsidiaries, subject 
to the provisions of paragraph (4). 

(3) TRANSFER OF PERSONNEL.—At the reor- 
ganization effective date, employees of the 
Association shall become employees of the 
Holding Company (or of the subsidiaries), 
and the Holding Company (or the subsidi- 
aries or both) shall provide all necessary and 
appropriate management and operational 
support (including loan servicing) to the As- 
sociation, as requested by the Association. 
The Association may, however, obtain such 
management and operational support from 
other persons or entities. 

“(4) DIVIDENDS.—The Association may pay 
dividends in the form of cash or noncash dis- 
tributions so long as at the time of the dec- 
laration of such dividends, after giving effect 
to the payment of such dividends as of the 
date of such declaration by the Board of Di- 
rectors of the Association, the Association’s 
capital would be in compliance with the cap- 
ital standards set forth in section 439(г) of 
this Act. If, at any time after the reorganiza- 
tion effective date, the Association fails to 
comply with such capital standards, the 
Holding Company shall be obligated to trans- 
fer to the Association additional capital in 
such amounts as are necessary to ensure 
that the Association again complies with the 
capital standards. 

(5) VALUATION OF NONCASH DISTRIBU- 
TIONS.—After the reorganization effective 
date, any distribution of noncash assets by 
the Association to the Holding Company 
shall be valued at book value on the date the 
Association’s Board of Directors approved 
such distribution for purposes of calculating 
compliance with section 439(r) of this Act. 

“(6) RESTRICTIONS ОМ NEW BUSINESS АСТІУ- 
ITY OR ACQUISITION OF ASSETS BY ASSOCIA- 
TION.—After the reorganization effective 
date, the Association shall not engage in any 
new business activities or acquire any addi- 
tional program assets described in section 
439(d) of the Act other than 
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“(А) in connection with (i) student loan 
purchases through September 30, 2003, and 
(ii) contractual commitments for future 
warehousing advances or pursuant to letters 
of credit or standby bond purchase agree- 
ments which are outstanding as of the reor- 
ganization effective date; 

(B) in connection with its serving as a 
lender-of-last-resort pursuant to section 439 
of this Act; and 

“(С) in connection with its purchase of 
loans insured under this part, if the Sec- 
retary, with the approval of the Secretary of 
the Treasury, enters into an agreement with 
the Association for the continuation or re- 
sumption of its secondary market purchase 
program because the Secretary determines 
there is inadequate liquidity for loans made 
under this part. 


The Secretary is authorized to enter into an 
agreement described in subparagraph (C) 
with the Association covering such second- 
ary market activities. 

Any agreement entered into under subpara- 
graph (C) shall cover a period of 12 months, 
but may be renewed if the Secretary deter- 
mines that liquidity remains inadequate. 
The fee provided under section 439(h)(7) shall 
not apply to loans acquired under any such 
agreement with the Secretary. 

“(7) ISSUANCE OF DEBT OBLIGATIONS DURING 
THE TRANSITION PERIOD; ATTRIBUTES OF DEBT 
OBLIGATIONS.—After the reorganization effec- 
tive date, the Association shall not issue 
debt obligations which mature later than 
September 30, 2007, except in connection with 
serving as a lender-of-last-resort pursuant to 
section 439 of this Act or with purchasing 
loans under an agreement with the Secretary 
as described in paragraph (6) of this sub- 
section. Nothing in this subsection shall 
modify the attributes accorded the debt obli- 
gations of the Association by section 439, re- 
gardless of whether such debt obligations are 
incurred prior to, or at any time following, 
the reorganization effective date or are 
transferred to a trust in accordance with 
subsection (d). 

“(8) MONITORING OF SAFETY AND SOUND- 
NESS.— 

“(А) OBLIGATION TO OBTAIN, MAINTAIN, AND 
REPORT INFORMATION.—The Association shall 
obtain such information and make and keep 
such records as the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury may from time to time prescribe con- 
cerning (i) the financial risk to the Associa- 
tion resulting from the activities of any of 
its associated persons, to the extent such ac- 
tivities are reasonably likely to have a ma- 
terial impact on the financial condition of 
the Association, including its capital ratio, 
its liquidity, or its ability to conduct and fi- 
nance its operations, and (ii) the Associa- 
tion’s policies, procedures, and systems for 
monitoring and controlling any such finan- 
cial risk. The Association's obligations 
under this subsection with respect to any as- 
sociated person which is a third party 
servicer (as defined in 34 C.F.R. 682.200(b)) 
shall be limited to providing to the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury copies of any reports 
or other information provided to the Sec- 
retary of Education pursuant to 34 C.F.R. 
682.200 et seq. The Secretary of the Treasury 
may require summary reports of such infor- 
mation to be filed no more frequently than 
quarterly. For purposes of this paragraph, 
the term ‘associated person’ shall mean any 
person, other than a natural person, directly 
or indirectly controlling, controlled by, or 
under common control with the Association. 

“(В) SEPARATE OPERATION ОҒ CORPORA- 
TIONS.— 
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%) The funds and assets of the Associa- 
tion shall at all times be maintained sepa- 
rately from the funds and assets of the Hold- 
ing Company or any of its other subsidiaries 
and may be used solely by the Association to 
carry out its purposes and to fulfill its obli- 
gations. 

(1) The Association shall maintain books 
and records that clearly reflect the assets 
and liabilities of the Association, separate 
from the assets and liabilities of the Holding 
Company or any of its other subsidiaries. 

(Iii) The Association shall maintain a cor- 
porate office that is physically separate from 
any office of the Holding Company or any of 
its subsidiaries. 

(iv) No director of the Association that is 
appointed by the President pursuant to sec- 
tion 439(c)(1)(A) may serve as a director of 
the Holding Company. 

“(v) At least one officer of the Association 
shall remain an officer solely of the Associa- 
tion. 

vi) Transactions between the Association 
and the Holding Company or its other sub- 
sidiaries, including any loan servicing ar- 
rangements, shall be on terms no less favor- 
able to the Association than the Association 
could obtain from an unrelated third party 
offering comparable services. 

(vii) The Association shall not extend 
credit to the Holding Company or any of its 
affiliates, nor guarantee or provide any cred- 
it enhancement to any debt obligations of 
the Holding Company or any of its affiliates. 

(viii) Any amounts collected on behalf of 
the Association by the Holding Company or 
any of its other subsidiaries with respect to 
the assets of the Association, pursuant to a 
servicing contract or other arrangement be- 
tween the Association and the Holding Com- 
pany or any of its other direct or indirect 
subsidiaries, shall be collected solely for the 
benefit of the Association and shall be imme- 
diately deposited by the Holding Company or 
such other subsidiary to an account under 
the sole control of the Association. 

“(С) ENCUMBRANCE ОҒ ASSETS.—Notwith- 
standing any otherwise applicable Federal or 
State law, rule, or regulation, or legal or eq- 
uitable principle, doctrine, or theory to the 
contrary, under no circumstances shall the 
assets of the Association be available or used 
to pay claims or debts of or incurred by the 
Holding Company. Nothing in this subpara- 
graph shall limit the right of the Association 
to pay dividends not otherwise prohibited 
hereunder or limit any liability of the Hold- 
ing Company explicitly provided for in this 
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D) HOLDING COMPANY ACTIVITIES.—After 
the reorganization effective date and prior to 
the dissolution of the Association in accord- 
ance with section 440(d), Holding Company 
activities shall be limited to ownership of 
the Association and any other subsidiaries. 
All business activities shall be conducted 
through subsidiaries. 

‘(9) ASSOCIATION BOARD OF DIRECTORS.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of part 
B of this title, after the reorganization effec- 
tive date, the 14 directors of the Association 
elected by the Association’s stockholders 
(which immediately after the reorganization 
effective date shall be the Holding Company) 
shall no longer be required to meet the eligi- 
bility requirements set forth in section 
439(0). 

(10) ISSUANCE OF STOCK WARRANTS.—At the 
reorganization effective date, the Holding 
Company shall issue to the Secretary of the 
Treasury 200,000 stock warrants, each enti- 
tling the holder of the stock warrant to pur- 
chase from the Holding Company one share 
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of the registered common stock of the Hold- 
ing Company at any time on or before Sep- 
tember 30, 2007. The exercise price for such 
warrants shall be an amount equal to the av- 
erage closing price of the common stock of 
the Association for the 20 business days prior 
to and including the date of enactment of 
this section on the exchange or market 
which is then the primary exchange or mar- 
ket for the common stock of the Association, 
subject to any adjustments necessary to re- 
flect the conversion of Association common 
stock into Holding Company common stock 
as part of the plan of reorganization ap- 
proved by the Association’s shareholders. 

(11) RESTRICTIONS ON TRANSFER OF ASSO- 
CIATION SHARES AND BANKRUPTCY OF ASSOCIA- 
TION.—After the reorganization effective 
date, the Holding Company shall not sell, 
pledge, or otherwise transfer the outstanding 
shares of the Association, or agree to or 
cause the liquidation of the Association or 
cause the Association to file a petition for 
bankruptcy under title 11, United States 
Code, without prior approval of the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury and the Secretary of 
Education. 

“(4) TERMINATION OF THE ASSOCIATION.— 
The Association shall dissolve, and its sepa- 
rate existence shall terminate on September 
30, 2007, after discharge of all outstanding 
debt obligations and liquidation pursuant to 
this subsection. The Association may dis- 
solve pursuant to this subsection prior to 
such date by notifying the Secretary of Edu- 
cation and the Secretary of the Treasury of 
its intention to dissolve, unless within 60 
days of receipt of such notice the Secretary 
of Education notifies the Association that it 
continues to be needed to serve as a lender of 
last resort pursuant to section 439(q) of this 
Act or continues to be needed to purchase 
loans under an agreement with the Secretary 
described in subsection (c)(6) of this section. 
On the dissolution date, the Association 
shall take the following actions: 

i) ESTABLISHMENT ОҒ А TRUST.—The As- 
sociation shall, under the terms of an irrev- 
ocable trust agreement in form and sub- 
stance satisfactory to the Secretary of the 
Treasury, the Association and the appointed 
trustee, irrevocably transfer all remaining 
obligations of the Association to the trust 
and irrevocably deposit or cause to be depos- 
ited into such trust, to be held as trust funds 
solely for the benefit of holders of the re- 
maining obligations, money or direct non- 
callable obligations of the United States of 
America or any agency thereof for which 
payment the full faith and credit of the 
United States is pledged, maturing as to 
principal and interest in such amounts and 
at such times as are determined by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to be sufficient, with- 
out consideration of any significant reinvest- 
ment of such interest, to pay the principal 
of, and interest on, the remaining obliga- 
tions in accordance with their terms. To the 
extent the Association cannot provide 
money or qualifying obligations in the 
amount required, the Holding Company shall 
be required to transfer money or qualifying 
obligations to the trust in the amount nec- 
essary to prevent any deficiency. 

(2) USE OF TRUST ASSETS.—AI] money, ob- 
ligations, or financial assets deposited into 
the trust pursuant to this subsection shall be 
applied by the trustee to the payment of the 
remaining obligations assumed by the trust. 
Upon the fulfillment of the trustee’s duties 
under the trust, any remaining assets of the 
trust shall be transferred to the Holding 
Company or its subsidiaries, or both, as di- 
rected by the Holding Company. 
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“(3) OBLIGATIONS NOT TRANSFERRED TO THE 
TRUST.—The Association shall make proper 
provision for all other obligations of the As- 
sociation, including the repurchase or re- 
demption, or the making of proper provision 
for the repurchase or redemption, of any pre- 
ferred stock of the Association then out- 
standing. Any obligations of the Association 
which cannot be fully satisfied shall become 
liabilities of the Holding Company as of the 
date of dissolution. 

“(4) TRANSFER OF REMAINING ASSETS.— 
After compliance with paragraphs (1), and 
(3), the Association shall transfer to the 
Holding Company any remaining assets of 
the Association. 

e) OPERATION OF THE HOLDING COM- 
PANY.— 

“(1) HOLDING COMPANY BOARD OF DIREC- 
TORS.—The number and composition of the 
Board of Directors of the Holding Company 
shall be determined as set forth in the Hold- 
ing Company's charter or like instrument (as 
amended from time to time) or bylaws (as 
amended from time to time) and as permis- 
sible under the laws of the jurisdiction of its 
incorporation. 

“(2) HOLDING COMPANY NAME.—The names 
of the Holding Company and any subsidiary 
of the Holding Company other than the Asso- 
ciation— 

“(А) may not contain the name ‘Student 
Loan Marketing Association’; and 

B) may contain, to the extent permitted 
by applicable State or District of Columbia 
law, ‘Sallie Mae’, or variations thereof or 
such other names as the Board of Directors 
of the Association of the Holding Company 
shall deem appropriate. 

(3) USE OF SALLIE МАЕ NAME.—Without 
limiting paragraph (2), the Association may 
assign to the Holding Company, or any other 
subsidiary of the Holding Company, the ‘Sal- 
lie Mae’ name as a trademark and service 
mark, except that neither the Holding Com- 
pany nor any subsidiary of the Holding Com- 
pany other than the Association or a subsidi- 
ary of the Association may use the ‘Sallie 
Mae’ name on, or to identify the issuer of, 
any debt obligation or other security offered 
or sold by the Holding Company or any such 
subsidiary. The Association shall remit to 
the Secretary of Treasury $5,000,000 during 
fiscal year 1996 as compensation for the right 
to assign such trademark or service mark. 

“(4) DISCLOSURE REQUIRED.—Until 3 years 
after the dissolution date, the Holding Com- 
pany, and any subsidiary of the Holding 
Company other than the Association, shall 
prominently display— 

“(А) іп any document offering its securi- 
ties, that the obligations of the Holding 
Company and any such subsidiary are not 
guaranteed by the full faith and credit of the 
United States; and 

“(В) іп any advertisement or promotional 
materials which use the ‘Sallie Mae’ name or 
mark, a statement that neither the Holding 
Company nor any such subsidiary is a Gov- 
ernment-sponsored enterprise or instrumen- 
tality of the United States. 

“(f) STRICT CONSTRUCTION.—Except as spe- 
cifically set forth in this section, nothing 
contained in this section shall be construed 
to limit the authority of the Association as 
a federally chartered corporation, or of the 
Holding Company as a State or District of 
Columbia chartered corporation. 

“(6) RIGHT To ENFoRCcE.—The Secretary of 
Education or the Secretary of the Treasury, 
as appropriate, may request the Attorney 
General of the United States to bring an ac- 
tion in the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia for the enforcement 


September 14, 1995 


of any provisions of this section, or may, 
under the direction or control of the Attor- 
ney General, bring such an action. Such 
court shall have jurisdiction and power to 
order and require compliance with this sec- 
tion. 

“(һ) DEADLINE FOR REORGANIZATION EFFEC- 
TIVE DATE.—This section shall be of no fur- 
ther force and effect in the event that the re- 
organization effective date does not occur on 
or before 18 months after the date of enact- 
ment of this section. 

“(1) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion: 

“(1) The term ‘Association’ means the Stu- 
dent Loan Marketing Association. 

“(2) The term ‘dissolution date’ shall mean 
September 30, 2007, or such earlier date as 
the Secretary of Education permits the 
transfer of remaining obligations in accord- 
ance with subsection (d) of this section. 

(8) The term ‘reorganization effective 
date’ means the effective date of the reorga- 
nization as determined by the Board of Di- 
rectors of the Association, which shall not be 
earlier than the date that stockholder ap- 
proval is obtained pursuant to subsection (b) 
of this section and shall not be later than 
the date that is 18 months after the date of 
enactment of this section. 

“(4) The term ‘Holding Company’ means 
the new business corporation formed pursu- 
ant to this section by the Association under 
the laws of any State of the United States or 
the District of Columbia. 

“(5) The term ‘remaining obligations’ shall 
mean the debt obligations of the Association 
outstanding as of the dissolution date. 

“(6) The term ‘remaining property’ shall 
mean the following assets and liabilities of 
the Association which are outstanding as of 
the reorganization effective date: (A) debt 
obligations issued by the Association, (B) 
contracts relating to interest rate, currency, 
or commodity positions or protections, (C) 
investment securities owned by the Associa- 
tion, (D) any instruments, assets, or agree- 
ments described in section 439d) of this Act 
(including without limitation all student 
loans, forward purchase and lending commit- 
ments, warehousing advances, academic fa- 
cilities obligations, letters of credit, standby 
bond purchase agreements, liquidity agree- 
ments, and student loan revenue bonds or 
other loans), and (Е) except as specifically 
prohibited by this Act, any other nonmate- 
rial assets or liabilities of the Association 
which the Association’s Board of Directors 
determines to be necessary or appropriate to 
its operations. 

“(7) The term ‘reorganization’ means the 
restructuring event or events (including any 
merger event) giving effect to the holding 
company structure described in subsection 
(a) of this section. 

“(8) The term ‘subsidiary’ or ‘subsidiaries’ 
shall mean one or more direct or indirect 
subsidiaries of the Holding Company.“ 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) AMENDMENTS TO THE HIGHER EDUCATION 
AcT.—Effective on the reorganization effec- 
tive date (as defined in section 440(h)(3) of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965, as added by 
subsection (а))- 

(A) section 435(d)(1)(F) of such Act (20 
U.S.C. 1085(4(1ХҒ)) is amended by inserting 
after Student Loan Marketing Association” 
the following: “ог the Holding Company of 
the Student Loan Marketing Association, in- 
cluding all subsidiaries of such Holding Com- 
pany, created pursuant to section 440 of this 
Act.“; and 

(B) sections 435(d)(1)(G) and 428C(a)(1)(A) of 
such Act (20 U.S.C. 1085(4Х1ХС); 1078- 
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З(а)(1)(А)) are each amended by inserting 
after “Student Loan Marketing Association" 
the following: “ог the Holding Company of 
the Student Loan Marketing Association, in- 
cluding all subsidiaries of such Holding Com- 
pany, created pursuant to section 440 of this 
Act”. 

(2) ENFORCEMENT OF SAFETY AND SOUNDNESS 
REQUIREMENTS.—Section 43%r) of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087-2(r)) is 
amended— 

(A) by redesignating paragraph (13) as 
paragraph (15); and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (12) the 
following new paragraph: 

(13) ENFORCEMENT OF SAFETY AND SOUND- 
NESS REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary of Edu- 
cation or the Secretary of the Treasury, as 
appropriate, may request the Attorney Gen- 
eral of the United States to bring an action 
in the United States District Court for the 
District of Columbia for the enforcement of 
any provisions of this subsection, or may, 
under the direction or control of the Attor- 
ney General, bring such an action. Such 
court shall have jurisdiction and power to 
order and require compliance with this sub- 
section.“. 

(3) CAPITAL RATIO AMENDMENTS.—Section 
439(г) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 is 
further amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1)- 

(i) by striking “апа” at the end of subpara- 
graph (A); 

(ii) by striking the period at the end of 
subparagraph (B) and inserting ; and“; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

“(С) within 45 days of the end of each fiscal 
quarter, (i) financial statements of the Asso- 
ciation, and (ii) a report setting forth the 
calculation of the capital ratio of the Asso- 
ciation.’’; 

(В) in paragraph (11), by striking “рага- 
graphs (4) and (6ХА)” and inserting para- 
graphs (4), (6ХА), and (14)”; and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (13) (as 
added by paragraph (2) of this subsection) 
the following new paragraph: 

(14) ACTIONS BY SECRETARY.—If the share- 
holders of the Association shall have ap- 
proved a reorganization plan in accordance 
with section 440(b) and, for any fiscal quarter 
ended after January 1, 2000, the Association 
shall have a capital ratio of less than 2.25 
percent, the Secretary of the Treasury may, 
until such capital ratio is met, take any one 
or more of the actions described in para- 
graph (7), except that— 

“(А) the capital ratio to be restored pursu- 
ant to paragraph (7)(D) shall be 2.25 percent; 
and 

„B) if the relevant capital ratio із іп ex- 
cess of or equal to 2 percent for such quarter, 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall defer 
taking any of the actions set forth in para- 
graph (7) until the next succeeding quarter 
and may then proceed with any such action 
only if the capital ratio of the Association 
remains below 2.25 percent. 


Upon approval by the shareholders of the As- 
sociation of a reorganization plan in accord- 
ance with section 440(b) for any period after 
January 1, 2000, the provisions of paragraphs 
(4), (5), (6), (8), (9), and (10) shall be of no fur- 
ther application to the Association.“. 

(4) REPEAL OF THE ASSOCIATION’S CHAR- 
TER.—Effective on the dissolution date (as 
defined in section 440(h)(2) of the Higher Edu- 
cation Act of 1965, as added by subsection 
(a)), section 439 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 1087-2) 
is repealed. 
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SEC. 602. PRIVATIZATION OF COLLEGE CON- 
STRUCTION LOAN INSURANCE ASSO- 
CIATION, 

(a) REPEAL OF STATUTORY RESTRICTIONS.— 
Part D of title VII of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1132f et seq.) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) STATUS OF THE CORPORATION.— 

(1) STATUS OF THE CORPORATION.—The Cor- 
poration shall not be an agency, instrumen- 
tality, or establishment of the United States 
Government and shall not be a “Government 
corporation” nor a Government controlled 
согрогабіоп” as defined in section 103 of title 
5, United States Code. No action under sec- 
tion 1491 of title 28, United States Code (com- 
monly known as the Tucker Act) shall be al- 
lowable against the United States based on 
the actions of the Corporation. 

(2) CORPORATE POWERS.—The Corporation 
shall have the power to engage in any busi- 
ness or other activities for which corpora- 
tions may be organized under the laws of any 
State of the United States or the District of 
Columbia. The Corporation shall have the 
power to enter into contracts, to execute in- 
struments, to incur liabilities, to provide 
products and services, and to do all things as 
are necessary or incidental to the proper 
management of its affairs and the efficient 
operation of a private, for-profit business. 

(с) RELATED PRIVATIZATION REQUIRE- 
MENTS.— 

(1) NOTICE REQUIREMENTS.—During the 5- 
year period following the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Corporation shall in- 
clude in any document offering the Corpora- 
tion’s securities, in any contracts for insur- 
ance, guarantee, or reinsurance of obliga- 
tions, and in any advertisement or pro- 
motional material, a statement that— 

(A) the Corporation is not a Government- 
sponsored enterprise or instrumentality of 
the United States; and 

(В) the Corporation’s obligations are not 
guaranteed by the full faith and credit of the 
United States. 

(2) CORPORATE CHARTER.—The Corpora- 
tion’s charter shall be amended as necessary 
and without delay to conform the require- 
ments of this Act. 

(3) CORPORATE NAME.—The name of the 
Corporation, or of any direct or indirect sub- 
sidiary thereof, may not contain the term 
“College Construction Loan Insurance Asso- 
ciation”. 

(4) ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION.—The Cor- 
poration shall amend its articles of incorpo- 
ration without delay to reflect that one of 
the purposes of the Corporation shall be to 
guarantee, insure and reinsure bonds, leases, 
and other evidences of debt of educational 
institutions, including Historically Black 
Colleges and Universities and other aca- 
demic institutions which are ranked in the 
lower investment grade category using a na- 
tionally recognized credit rating system. 

(5) TRANSITION REQUIREMENTS.— 

(A) REQUIREMENTS UNTIL STOCK SALE.—Not- 
withstanding subsection (a), the require- 
ments of section 754 of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1132f-3), as in existence 
as of the day before enactment of this Act, 
shall continue to be effective until the day 
immediately following the date of closing of 
the purchase of the Secretary's stock (or the 
date of closing of the final purchase, in the 
case of multiple transactions) pursuant to 
subsection (d) of this section. 

(B) REPORTS AFTER STOCK SALE.—The Cor- 
poration shall, not later than March 30 of the 
first full calendar year immediately follow- 
ing the sale pursuant to subsection (d), and 
each of the 2 succeeding years, submit to the 
Secretary of Education a report describing 
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the Corporation's efforts to assist in the fi- 
nancing of education facilities projects, in- 
cluding projects for elementary, secondary, 
and postsecondary educational institution 
infrastructure, and detailing, on a project- 
by-project basis, the Corporation’s business 
dealings with educational institutions that 
are rated by a nationally recognized statis- 
tical rating organization at or below the or- 
ganization’s third highest ratings. 

(d) SALE OF FEDERALLY OWNED STOCK.— 

(1) SALE OF STOCK REQUIRED.—The Sec- 
retary of the Treasury shall, upon the re- 
quest of the Secretary of Education make 
every effort to sell, pursuant to section 324 of 
title 31, United States Code, the voting com- 
mon stock of the Corporation owned by the 
Secretary of Education not later than one 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(2) PURCHASE BY THE CORPORATION.—In the 
event that the Secretary of the Treasury is 
unable to sell the voting common stock, or 
any portion thereof, at a price acceptable to 
the Secretary of Education and the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury within the period 
specified in paragraph (1), the Corporation 
shall purchase such stock at a price deter- 
mined by the Secretary of the Treasury and 
acceptable to the Corporation based on inde- 
pendent appraisal by one or more nationally 
recognized financial firms. Such firms shall 
be selected by the Secretary of the Treasury 
in consultation with the Secretary of Edu- 
cation and the Corporation. 

(е) ASSISTANCE BY THE CORPORATION.—The 
Corporation shall provide such assistance as 
the Secretary of the Treasury and the Sec- 
retary of Education may require to facilitate 
the sale of the stock under this section. 

(f) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, the 
term Corporation“ means the Corporation 
established pursuant to the provision of law 
repealed by subsection (a). 

TITLE VII—REPEALERS AND OTHER 
AMENDMENTS 
SEC. 701. HIGHER EDUCATION PROVISIONS, 

(a) HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965 PROVI- 
SIONS.—The following provisions of the High- 
er Education Act of 1965 are repealed: 

(1) Part B of title I (20 U.S.C. 1011 et seq.), 
relating to articulation agreements. 

(2) Part C of title I (20 U.S.C. 1015 et seq.), 
relating to access and equity to education 
for all Americans through telecommuni- 
cations. 

(3) Title П (20 U.S.C. 1021 et seq.), relating 
to academic libraries and information serv- 
ices. 

(4) Chapter 2 of subpart 2 of part A of title 
IV (20 U.S.C. 1070a-21 et seq.), relating to na- 
tional early intervention scholarships. 

(5) Chapter 3 of subpart 2 of part A of title 
IV (20 U.S.C. 10708-31 et seq.), relating to 
presidential access scholarships. 

(6) Chapter 4 of subpart 2 of part A of title 
IV (20 U.S.C. 1070a-41 et seq.), relating to 
model program community partnerships and 
counseling grants. 

(7) Chapter 5 of subpart 2 of part A of title 
IV (20 U.S.C. 1070a-52 et seq.), relating to an 
early awareness information program. 

(8) Chapter 8 of subpart 2 of part A of title 
IV (20 U.S.C. 1070a-81), relating to technical 
assistance for teachers and counselors. 

(9) Subpart 8 of part A of title IV (20 U.S.C. 
1070f), relating to special child care services 
for disadvantaged college students. 

(10) Section 428J (20 U.S.C. 1078-10), relat- 
ing to loan forgiveness for teachers, individ- 
uals performing national community service 
and nurses. 

(11) Section 486 (20 U.S.C. 1093), relating to 
training in financial aid services, 
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(12) Subpart 1 of part H of title IV (20 
U.S.C. 1099a et seq.) relating to State post- 
secondary review entity programs. 

(13) Part А of title V (20 U.S.C. 1102 et seq.), 
relating to State and local programs for 
teacher excellence. 

(14) Part В of title V (20 U.S.C. 1108 et seq.), 
relating to national teacher academies. 

(15) Subpart 1 of part C of title V (20 U.S.C. 
1104 et seq.), relating to Douglas teacher 
scholarships. 

(16) Subpart 3 of part C of title V (20 U.S.C. 
1106 et seq.), relating to the teacher corps. 

(17) Subpart 3 of part D of title V (20 U.S.C. 
1109 et seq.), relating to class size demonstra- 
tion grants. 

(18) Subpart 4 of part D of title V (20 U.S.C. 
1110 et seq.), relating to middle school teach- 
ing demonstration programs. 

(19) Subpart 1 of part E of title V (20 U.S.C. 
1111 et seq.), relating to new teaching ca- 
reers. 

(20) Subpart 1 of part F of title V (20 U.S.C. 
1113 et seq.), relating to the national mini 
corps programs. 

(21) Section 586 (20 U.S.C. 1114), relating to 
demonstration grants for critical language 
and area studies. 

(22) Section 587 (20 U.S.C. 1114а), relating 
to development of foreign languages and cul- 
tures instructional materials. 

(23) Subpart 3 of part F of title V (20 U.S.C. 
1115), relating to small State teaching initia- 
tives. 

(24) Subpart 4 of part F of title V (20 U.S.C. 
1116), relating to faculty development grants. 

(25) Section 597 and section 599(b) (20 U.S.C. 
1117а, 11170(0)), relating to early childhood 
staff training and professional enhancement. 

(26) Section 605 (20 U.S.C. 1124a), relating 
to intensive summer language institutes. 

(27) Section 607 (20 U.S.C. 1125a), relating 
to foreign language periodicals. 

(28) Part A of title УП (20 U.S.C. 11326 et 
seq.), relating to academic and library facili- 
ties. 

(29) Title VIII (20 U.S.C. 1133 et seq.), relat- 
ing to cooperative education programs. 

(30) Part A of title ІХ (20 U.S.C. 1134a et 
seq.), relating to women and minority par- 
ticipation in graduate education. 

(31) Part B of title IX (20 U.S.C. 1134d et 
seq.), relating to Harris fellowships. 

(32) Part C of title IX (20 U.S.C. 1134h et 
seq.), relating to Javits fellowships. 

(33) Part E of title ІХ (20 U.S.C. 1134r et 
seq.), relating to the faculty development 
fellowship program. 

(34) Part F of title ІХ (20 U.S.C. 1134s et 
seq.), relating to legal training for the dis- 
advantaged. 

(35) Part G of title IX (20 U.S.C. 1134u et 
seq.), relating to law school clinical pro- 


grams. 

(36) Section 1011 (20 U.S.C. 1135а-11), relat- 
ing to special projects in areas of national 
need. 

(37) Subpart 2 of part B of title X (20 U.S.C. 
1135c et seq.), relating to science and engi- 
neering access programs. 

(38) Part C of title X (20 U.S.C. 1135e et 
seq.), relating to women and minorities 
science and engineering outreach demonstra- 
tion programs. 

(39) Part D of title X (20 U.S.C. 1135f), relat- 
ing to Eisenhower leadership programs. 

(40) Title XI (20 U.S.C. 1136 et seq.), relat- 
ing to community service programs. 

(b) EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1986 PROVI- 
SIONS.—The following provisions of the High- 
er Education Amendments of 1986 are re- 
pealed: 

(1) Part E of title XIII (20 U.S.C. 1221-1 
note), relating to a National Academy of 
Science study. 
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(2) Part B of title XV (20 U.S.C. 4441 et 
seq.), relating to Native Hawaiian culture 
and art development. 

(c) EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1992 PROVI- 
sIons.—The following provisions of the High- 
er Education Amendments of 1992 are re- 
pealed: 

(1) Part F of title ХШ (25 U.S.C. 3351 et 
seq.), relating to American Indian post- 
5 economic development scholar- 

ps. 

(2) Part G of title XIII (25 U.S.C. 3371), re- 
lating to American Indian teacher training. 

(3) Section 1406 (20 U.S.C. 1221е-1 note), re- 
lating to a national survey of factors associ- 
ated with participation. 

(4) Section 1409 (20 U.S.C. 1132a note), relat- 
ing to a study of environmental hazards in 
institutions of higher education. 

(5) Section 1412 (20 U.S.C. 1101 note), relat- 
ing to a national job bank for teacher re- 
cruitment. 

(6) Part В of title XV (20 U.S.C. 1452 note), 
relating to a national clearinghouse for post- 
secondary education materials. 

(Т) Part С of title XV (20 U.S.C. 1101 note), 
relating to school-based decisionmakers. 

(8) Part D of title XV (20 U.S.C. 1145h note), 
relating to grants for sexual offenses edu- 
cation. 

(9) Part E of title XV (20 U.S.C. 1070 note), 
relating to Olympic scholarships. 

(10) Part G of title XV (20 U.S.C. 1070а-11 
note), relating to advanced placement fee 
payment programs. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 is amended— 

(1) in section 453(0)(2)— 

(A) by striking subparagraph (E); and 

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (F) 
through (H) as subparagraphs (E) through 
(G), respectively; 

(2) in section 487(а)(3), by striking subpara- 
graph (B) and redesignating subparagraphs 
(C) and (D) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), re- 
spectively; 

(3) in section 487(a)(15), by striking the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs, and State re- 
view entities under subpart 1 of part Н” and 
inserting ‘‘and the Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs"; 

(4) in section 487(аХ21), by striking, State 
postsecondary review entities,"; 

(5) in section 487(с)(1)(А)(1), by striking 
“State agencies, and the State review enti- 
ties referred to in subpart 1 of part Н” and 
inserting “апа State agencies“; 

(6) in section 487(c)(4), by striking “, after 
consultation with each State review entity 
designated under subpart 1 of part H.“; 

(7) in section 487(с)(5), by striking “State 
review entities designated under subpart 1 of 
part H.“; 

(8) in section 496(a)(7), by striking “апа the 
appropriate State postsecondary review en- 
tity"; 

(9) in section 496(a)(8), by striking and the 
State postsecondary review entity of the 
State in which the institution of higher edu- 
cation is located"; 

(10) in section 498(g¢)(2), by striking every- 
thing after the first sentence; 

(11) in section 498A(a)(2)(D), by striking 
“by the appropriate State postsecondary re- 
view entity designated under subpart 1 of 
this part ог”; 

(12) in section 498A(a)(2)— 

(A) by inserting and“ after the semicolon 
at the end of subparagraph (Е); 

(B) by striking subparagraph (F); and 

(C) by redesignating subparagraph (G) as 
subparagraph (F); and 

(13) in section 498A(a)(3)— 

(A) by inserting “апа” after the semicolon 
at the end of subparagraph (C); 
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(B) by striking; апа” at the end of sub- 
paragraph (D) and inserting a period; and 

(С) by striking subparagraph (E). 

SEC. 702. ELIGIBLE INSTITUTION. 

(a) AMENDMENTS.—Section 481(b) of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1088(b)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting before the period at the end 
of the first sentence the following: “оп the 
basis of a review by the institution's inde- 
pendent auditor using generally accepted ac- 
counting principles”; 

(2) by inserting after the end of such first 
sentence the following new sentences: For 
the purposes of clause (6), revenues from 
sources that are not derived from funds pro- 
vided under this title include revenues from 
programs of education or training that do 
not meet the definition of an eligible pro- 
gram in subsection (e), but are provided on a 
contractual basis under Federal, State, or 
local training programs, or to business and 
industry. For the purposes of determining 
whether an institution meets the require- 
ments of clause (6), the Secretary shall not 
consider the financial information of any in- 
stitution for a fiscal year began on or before 
April 30, 1994. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Notwithstanding sec- 
tion 713 of this Act, the amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to any deter- 
mination made on or after July 1, 1994, by 
the Secretary of Education pursuant to sec- 
tion 481(b)(6) of the Higher Education Act of 
1965. 

SEC. 703. CARL D. PERKINS VOCATIONAL AND AP- 
2 TECHNOLOGY EDUCATION 


The Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Ap- 
plied Technology Education Act (20 U.S.C. 
2301 et seq.) is repealed. 

SEC. 704. SMITH-HUGHES АСТ. 

(а) REPEAL.—The Smith-Hughes Act (39 
Stat. 929 as amended (20 U.S.C. 11-15, 16-28)) 
is repealed. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Notwithstanding sec- 
tion 713 of this Act, the repeal in subsection 
(a) of this section shall take effect on Octo- 
ber 1, 1995. 

SEC. 705. SCHOOL-TO-WORK OPPORTUNITIES ACT 
OF 1994. 

The School-to-Work Opportunities Act of 
1994 (20 U.S.C. 6101 et seq.) is repealed. 

SEC. 706. SCHOOL DROPOUT ASSISTANCE АСТ. 

The School Dropout Assistance Act, (part 
C of title V of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (20 U.S.C. 7261)) is repealed. 
SEC. 707. ADULT EDUCATION ACT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Adult Education Act 
(20 U.S.C. 1201 et seq.) is repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) EsEA.—The Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) 
is amended— 

(A) in section 1202(c)(1), by striking “the 
Adult Education Act,” and inserting title 
IV of the CAREERS Act,”; 

(В) in section 1205(8)(В), by striking “the 
Adult Education Асб,” and inserting “title 
IV of the CAREERS Act,"; 

(С) in section 1206(a)(1)(A), by striking the 
Adult Education Асї;” and inserting title 
IV of the CAREERS Act;"; and 

(D) in section 9161(2), by striking section 
812(2) of the Adult Education Act.“ and in- 
serting section 5 of the CAREERS Act. 

(2) TECHNOLOGY FOR EDUCATION ACT.—The 
Technology for Education Act of 1994 (20 
U.S.C. 6801 et seq.) is amended in section 
3113(1) by striking section 312 of the Adult 
Education Act;“ and inserting “section 5 of 
the CAREERS Act;"; 

SEC. 708. NATIONAL LITERACY ACT. 

The National Literacy Act of 1991, except 

section 101 of such Act, is repealed. 
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SEC. 709. LIBRARY SERVICES AND CONSTRUC- 
TION ACT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Library Services and 
Construction Act (20 U.S.C. 351 et seq.) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The Tech- 
nology for Education Act of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 
6801 et seq.) is amended in section 3113(10) by 
striking section 3 of the Library Services 
and Construction Act;“ and inserting “вес- 
tion 5 of the CAREERS Act; 

SEC. 710. Бада FOR EDUCATION АСТ OF 
1 

Part F of the Technology for Education 
Act of 1994 (contained in title ІП of the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act (20 
U.S.C. 7001 et seq.)) is repealed. 

SEC. 711, JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Job Training Part- 
nership Act (29 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.), except 
section 1, sections 421 through 439 (relating 
to the Job Corps), and section 441 of such Act 
(relating to veterans’ employment рго- 
grams), is hereby repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) SHORT TITLE.—Section 1 of the Job 
Training Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1501, 
note) is amended— 

(A) in the heading, by striking; TABLE OF 
CONTENTS"; and 

(В) by striking all that follows after Job 
Training Partnership Act“. 

(2) JOB corPs.—Such Act (29 U.S.C. 1501 et 
seq.), as amended by this section, is further 
amended— 

(A) by redesignating sections 421 through 
439 as sections 2 through 21, respectively; 

(B) in section 2 (as redesignated), by strik- 
ing part“ each place it appears and insert- 
ing “Ас”; 

(C) in section 4(4) (as redesignated), by 
striking sections 424 and 425” and inserting 
“sections 5 and 6”; 

(D) in section 5 (as redesignated)— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking entities 
administering programs under title П of this 
Act.“; and 

(ii) in subsection (b), by striking part“ 
and inserting “Act”; 

(E) in section 7 (as redesignated)— 

(1) in subsection (а), by striking section 
428” and inserting ‘‘section 9”; and 

(ii) by striking subsection (å); 

(F) in section 8 (as redesignated)— 

(i) by striking subsection (b); and 

(ii) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub- 
section (b); 

(G) in section 14 (as redesignated)— 

(i) in subsection (a)(4), by striking part“ 
and inserting “Act”; 

(ii) in subsection (c)(1), by striking “апа 
activities authorized under sections 452 and 
453”; and 

(iii) in subsection (е), by striking “section 
431 and inserting section 12”; 

(Н) in section 15 (as redesignated)— 

(i) in subsection (а)— 

(I) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking section 427” and inserting “вес- 
tion 8”; and 

(П) in paragraph (4)(A), by striking sec- 
tion 428” and inserting ‘‘section 9”; 

(11) in subsection (с)(3), by striking “вес- 
tion 423“ and inserting section 4”; 

(iii) in subsection (d), by striking “sections 
424 and 425” and inserting sections 5 and 6”; 
and 

(iv) in subsection (е), by striking, pursu- 
ant to section 452(4),”; 

(I) in section 17 (as redesignated), by strik- 
ing “purpose of this part“ each place it ap- 
pears and inserting purpose of this Act”; 

(J) in section 20 (as redesignated), by strik- 
ing part“ each place it appears and insert- 
ing Act“; and 
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(К) in section 21 (as redesignated), by 
striking part“ and inserting Act“. 

(3) VETERANS’ EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS.— 
Such Act (29 U.S.C. 1501 et вед.), as amended 
by this section, is further amended— 

(A) by redesignating section 441 as section 


22; 

(B) by striking the heading of such section 
22 (as redesignated), and inserting the follow- 
ing: 

‘VETERANS’ EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS"; and 


(С) in such section 22, by striking part“ 
each place it appears and inserting sec- 
tion". 

(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Such Act (29 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.), as amended 
by this section, is further amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 

‘AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

“Бес. 23. There are authorized to be appro- 
priated such sums as are necessary to carry 
out this Act.“ 

БЕС. 712. STEWART В. MCKINNEY HOMELESS AS- 
SISTANCE 


(a) ADULT EDUCATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle A of title VII of 
the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assist- 
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 11421 et seq.) is repealed. 

(2) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of such Act is amended by striking the 
items relating to subtitle A of title УП of 
such Act. 

(b) SUBTITLE C.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle С of title VII of 
the Stewart В. McKinney Homeless Assist- 
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 11441 et seq.), except sec- 
tion 738, is hereby repealed. 

(2) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of such Act is amended— 

(A) by striking the item relating to sub- 
title C of title VII of such Act; and 

(B) by striking the items relating to sec- 
tions 731 through 737 and sections 739 
through 741. 

SEC, 713. EFFECTIVE DATE, 

The repeals and amendments made by this 
Act shall take effect on July 1, 1997, except 
1 to the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973. 

H.R, 2274 
OFFERED By: MR. КАНАШ, 
3 No. 1: Strike sections 102 and 
103. 
H. R. 2274 
OFFERED By: MR. RAHALL 

AMENDMENT No. 2: Strike August 1, 1997" 
each time it appears in sections 102 and 103 
and insert in lieu thereof November 12, 
1996”. 

H.R, 2274 
OFFERED By: MR. RAHALL 

AMENDMENT No. 3: Strike section 948 and 
renumber the subsequent sections accord- 
ingly. 

H.R. 2274 
OFFERED By: MR. RAHALL 

AMENDMENT No. 4: Strike section 348 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

SEC. 348. NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED LIMIT. 

Section 154(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking “fifty-five miles” the first 
place it appears and all that follows through 
“ог (4)” and inserting “65 miles per hour, or 
(2)'"; and 

(2) by striking “Clause (4)” and inserting 
“Clause (2)”. Conform the table of contents 
of the bill accordingly. 

H.R. 2274 
OFFERED BY: MR. RAHALL 

AMENDMENT Мо. 5: Strike section 348 and 

insert in lieu thereof the following: 
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БЕС. 348. NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED LIMIT. 

Section 154(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking “fifty-five miles“ the first 
place it appears and all that follows through 
“ог (4)” and inserting “75 miles per hour, ог 
(2)"; and 

(2) by striking Clause (4)” and inserting 
“Clause (2)''. Conform the table of contents 
of the bill accordingly. 

Н.В. 2274 
OFFERED BY: MR. RAHALL 


AMENDMENT NO. 6: Strike section 348 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

SEC. 348. NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED LIMIT. 

Section 154(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking “fifty-five miles“ the first 
place it appears and all that follows through 
“ог (4)” and inserting “85 miles per hour, or 
(2); and 

(2) by striking “Clause (4)” and inserting 
“Clause (2)”. Conform the table of contents 
of the bill accordingly. 

H.R. 2274 
OFFERED BY: MR. RAHALL 

AMENDMENT No. 7: Strike section 348 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

SEC. 348, NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED LIMIT. 

Section 154(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking “fifty-five miles“ the first 
place it appears and all that follows through 
“ог (4)” and inserting “9 miles per hour, or 
(2)"; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘Clause (4)” and inserting 
“Clause (2)”. Conform the table of contents 
of the bill accordingly. 

H. R. 2274 
OFFERED By: MR. RAHALL 

AMENDMENT NO. 8: Strike section 348 апа 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

SEC. 348. NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED LIMIT. 

Section 154(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking “fifty-five miles” the first 
place it appears and all that follows through 
“or (4)” and inserting 105 miles per hour, or 
(2)'"; and 

(2) by striking Clause (4)” and inserting 
“Clause (2)”. Conform the table of contents 
of the bill accordingly. 
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H.R. 2274 
OFFERED By: MR. RAHALL 

AMENDMENT No. 9: Strike section 348 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

SEC, 348. NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED LIMIT. 

Section 154(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking “fifty-five miles“ the first 
place it appears and all that follows through 
“or (4)” and inserting “115 miles per hour, or 
(2)"; and 

(2) by striking Clause (4)” and inserting 
“Clause (2)”. Conform the table of contents 
of the bill accordingly. 

H. R. 2274 
OFFERED By: MR. RAHALL 

AMENDMENT No. 10: Strike section 348 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

БЕС. 348. NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED LIMIT. 

Section 154(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking “fifty-five miles“ the first 
place it appears and all that follows through 
“or (J)“ and inserting 125 miles per hour, or 
(2)"; and 

(2) by striking Clause (4)” and inserting 
“Clause (2)”. Conform the table of contents 
of the bill accordingly. 

H.R. 2274 
OFFERED BY: MR. КАНАШ, 

AMENDMENT NO. 11; Strike section 348 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

БЕС. 348. NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED LIMIT. 

Section 154(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking “fifty-five miles“ the first 
place it appears and all that follows through 
“ог (4)” and inserting “185 miles per hour, ог 
(2)'"; and 

(2) by striking Clause (4)” and inserting 
“Clause (2)”. Conform the table of contents 
of the bill accordingly. 

H.R. 2274 
OFFERED By: MR. RAHALL 

AMENDMENT NO. 12: Strike section 348 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

SEC. 348. NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED LIMIT. 

Section 154(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking “fifty-five miles” the first 
place it appears and all that follows through 
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“or (4)” and inserting “145 miles per hour, or 
(2)'"; and 

(2) by striking Clause (4)” and inserting 
“Clause (2)”. Conform the table of contents 
of the bill accordingly. 

H.R. 2274 
OFFERED By: MR. RAHALL 

AMENDMENT NO. 13: Strike section 348 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

SEC. 348, NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED LIMIT. 

Section 154(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking “fifty-five miles” the first 
place it appears and all that follows through 
“or (4)” and inserting “155 miles per hour, or 
(2)"; and 

(2) by striking Clause (4) and inserting 
“Clause (2)”. 

Conform the table of contents of the bill 
accordingly. 

H.R. 2274 
OFFERED By: MR. RAHALL 

AMENDMENT NO. 14: Strike section 348 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

SEC. 348. NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED LIMIT. 

Section 154(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking “fifty-five miles” the first 
place it appears and all that follows through 
“or (4)” and inserting 165 miles per hour, ог 
(2); and 

(2) by striking Clause (4)” and inserting 
Clause (2)”. 

Conform the table of contents of the bill 
accordingly. 

H.R. 2274 
OFFERED BY: MR. ПАНА, 

AMENDMENT NO. 15: Strike section 351 and 
renumber the subsequent sections accord- 
ingly. 

H. R. 2274 
OFFERED By: MR. RAHALL 
AMENDMENT No. 16: Strike section 351(a)(5). 
H.R, 2274 
OFFERED BY: MR. RAHALL 

AMENDMENT No. 17; In section 351(с) strike 
“the safety of commercial motor vehicles" 
each time it appears and insert in lieu there- 
оғ“, either the safety of commercial motor 
vehicles, their operators or the public”, 
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Senate—September 14, 1995 


(Legislative day of Tuesday, September 5, 1995) 


The Senate met at 9:15 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. THURMOND]. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, whose attributes are 
both majestic and manifold, we thank 
You most of all today for Your omni- 
presence and omniscience. It is a com- 
fort and a challenge to realize that You 
are not only everywhere but You know 
everything. There is no place we can 
escape You, but also, no place devoid of 
Your potential grace and guidance. 
You know what we are facing with 
each person and each problem today. 
That means everything to us. We are 
not alone. You are with us. And be- 
cause You know the complexities 
ahead of us throughout the day, You 
can give us what we need to be faithful 
to You and to live out our convictions. 
In this assurance we commit to You 
whatever causes us anxiety or frustra- 
tion. Grant us Your vision and give us 
Your power. Think, speak, act through 
us. You provide the day; You show the 
way; Your love and patience in us dis- 
play. In our Lord’s name. Amen. 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, there will now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business not to extend beyond the hour 
of 10 a.m., with 45 minutes to be under 
the control of the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. 

The able Senator from West Virginia 
is recognized. 


THE CHAPLAIN’S PRAYER 


Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the venerable Chair. I also thank our 
Chaplain for his prayer, reminding us 
of our insignificance and of the majes- 
tic greatness and love of an omnipo- 
tent, omnipresent, and omniscient God 
and of our Lord and Savior, Jesus 
Christ, who gave his life as a ransom 
for many. 


DERAIL THE FEDERAL TRAIN 
WRECK 


Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, over the 
past number of weeks, we have wit- 
nessed a great deal of saber-rattling 
and speculation over the question of 
whether Congress and the President 
can avoid a Government shutdown, 
called, metaphorically, a train wreck, 
on October 1. That is the first day of 
fiscal year 1996, and is also the date by 
which all 13 of the 1996 appropriations. 
bills are supposed to be enacted. 

Failure to achieve enactment of any 
of the 13 appropriations bills by Octo- 
ber 1 will cause a funding lapse for the 
departments and agencies covered by 
any such bill. The only way to avoid a 
funding lapse, and an accompanying 
shutdown of the affected departments 
and agencies, is for Congress and the 
President to enact a short-term exten- 
sion of funding authority, which is 
commonly known as a continuing reso- 
lution, 

It is never easy to enact all 13 annual 
appropriations bills by the beginning of 
a fiscal year. In fact, only once in over 
20 years have all 13 appropriations bills 
been signed into law prior to the begin- 
ning of the fiscal year. That year was 
fiscal year 1995. For every other year in 
the last several decades it has been 
necessary to enact a continuing resolu- 
tion in order to enable the departments 
and agencies of the Federal Govern- 
ment to continue to carry out their re- 
sponsibilities in the absence of appro- 
priations acts. In most instances, those 
continuing resolutions have been of 
short duration and were enacted with 
little or no controversy. 

Mr. President, given that history, I 
see no earthly reason for a so-called 
train wreck. There is certainly nothing 
to be gained politically by either side 
of the aisle or by the administration by 
such a catastrophe. In fact, it is far 
more likely that the American people 
will see such a train wreck as merely a 
game of high stakes poker played by 
politicians using public money to make 
their bets. The American people will 
rightly see through the political 
blame game” that will accompany the 
so-called train wreck. They will ask 
themselves why they should have to 
pay the tab for the game of chicken 
being played by their elected officials— 
who, by the way, will continue to be 
paid their full salaries were there to be 
a Government shutdown. 

Furloughed Federal workers by the 
hundreds of thousands will not be paid, 
nor will those who do contract work 
for the Federal Government. But, the 


President, and Senators, and Members 
of the House of Representatives, will 
still receive their full paychecks, no 
matter how long the shutdown lasts. 
Be assured, Senators, that that situa- 
tion will not make any of us dearly be- 
loved by our constituents. 

Mr. President, we are told by the 
General Accounting Office, in its June 
1991 report entitled Government Shut- 
down” that there were nine occasions 
over the period from October 1981 
through October 1990 when there were 
funding gaps of 1 to 3 days. In other 
words, we had nine short periods, usu- 
ally over weekends when there were 
lapses of appropriations. This same 
GAO report analyzes the effects of the 
last of these nine funding lapses; name- 
ly, Columbus Day weekend of 1990, or 
October 6-8, 1990. The report points out 
that on October 5, 1990, Federal agen- 
cies were directed by the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget to implement 
plans to close down operations over the 
Columbus Day weekend (October 6-8, 
1990). This action was the result of 
President Bush’s veto of a continuing 
resolution that would have provided 
funding through October 12, 1990, and 
was a reflection of the President’s dis- 
satisfaction with progress on the fiscal 
year 1991 budget. 

According to GAO, on page 2 of the 
report: “Тһе shutdown of some govern- 
ment agencies over the Columbus Day 
weekend was financially counter- 
productive.” Overall, the shutdown 
costs of seven affected agencies totaled 
53.4 million. However, these costs 
would have been much higher if a 3-day 
shutdown had occurred during a nor- 
mal workweek. GAO states that “the 
total cost of such a 3-day workweek 
shutdown would range from about 
$244.6 million to $607.3 million, depend- 
ing upon whether revenues estimated 
to be lost by the IRS could be recov- 
егей.” That is а lot of money that will 
be wasted—at least $250 million every 3 
workdays if we cause a Government 
shutdown on October 1. This is a very 
expensive way to prove once and for all 
to the American people that the Gov- 
ernment cannot perform even its basic 
responsibilities. No wonder one hears 
so much talk about throwing the whole 
lot of us out of office! 

There is of course still time to com- 
plete action on all 18 appropriations 
bills by the end of the month. We have 
already passed 7 of the 13 bills and all 
of the remaining bills will be ready for 
Senate consideration this week, or cer- 
tainly by the end of the week. 

There are a number of these bills 
which the President has threatened to 
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veto unless substantial changes are 
made to them. There are legitimate 
differences, which, after reasonable de- 
bate, should, in my opinion, be resolved 
one way or the other. We need to vote 
these amendments up or down and get 
these remaining bills to conference, 
and to the President’s desk. If he 
chooses to veto some of them, as I be- 
lieve he will, then it is all the more im- 
portant for Congress to get its work 
done on time so as to allow for further 
negotiations on any bills which are ve- 
toed and not overridden. 

If Congress cannot complete action 
on all 13 appropriation conferences by 
October 1, there is still no excuse for a 
train wreck. Surely the American peo- 
ple have a right to expect Congress and 
the Chief Executive to be able to work 
out a continuing resolution which will 
prevent a Government shutdown while 
negotiations take place as necessary to 
achieve the enactment of all 13 fiscal 
year 1996 appropriations bills. I believe 
we can avoid a Government shutdown. 
All it really will take to do so is for 
both political parties to decide that 
they wish to avoid it. We are not on 
some preordained collision course, We 
are not controlled by some automatic 
pilot device which has the two political 
parties careening down intersecting 
tracks destined to collide. Those of us 
charged with carrying out the respon- 
sibilities of elective office have the will 
and the wit to avoid such nightmarish 
scenarios if we simply choose to do so. 
All it takes is for all the players on 
both ends of the avenue to stop the 
gamesmanship and go reread their oath 
of office. 

This is not some partisan polo match 
we are engaged in. We are gambling 
with the financial fortunes of a lot of 
real honest to goodness people who will 
suffer hardships if we remain intran- 
sigent and close down this Govern- 
ment. And, as I have already men- 
tioned, there are very high, very real 
permanent costs to the U.S. Treasury 
if we choose such a course. I can think 
of no more irresponsible act by elected 
officials than to deliberately plot such 
a devastating scenario and then to ac- 
tually carry it out. What will we be 
proving? Who can possibly win if such 
a mess comes to pass? No one will ap- 
plaud our statesmanship or patriotism, 
that is for sure. And, we will have 
earned the wrath of the voters in 1996, 
who would be well justified in their be- 
lief that nothing has changed in Wash- 
ington where it is gridlock and power 
plays as usual. 

But, as if this is not enough, there is 
another far more serious train wreck 
that may be imminent—and that is the 
train wreck which could occur if Con- 
gress insists on putting the debt limit 
increase into the reconciliation bill. 
According to recent testimony by the 
Treasury Department before the Fi- 
nance Committee, Treasury's current 
estimates show that the permanent 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


debt ceiling of $4.9 trillion will be 
reached by late October or early No- 
vember. 

As Senators are aware, once that 
debt limit is reached, the Treasury De- 
partment has no authority to spend 
any cash that would cause the debt 
limit to be exceeded. A failure by Con- 
gress and the President to raise the 
debt limit would bring about, in a mat- 
ter of days, one of the greatest finan- 
cial crises the country has ever seen— 
probably the greatest in some ways. 
The Government would not be able to 
continue any of its operations. It could 
not honor Social Security checks or 
pay employees to issue them. The same 
applies to military and civilian and 
veterans’ pensions. They would not be 
honored. Interest on U.S. Government 
securities could not be paid. All of this 
is coming up this fall unless we enact 
an increase in the debt limit, as called 
for in the Budget Resolution, and 
which the Treasury Department has 
told us will be necessary no later than 
mid-November. 

According to the Congressional Budg- 
et Office, in its August 1995 report enti- 
бей The Economic and Budget Out- 
look,” the debt limit has had to be 
raised 19 times over the last decade. 
That report also points out the obvi- 
ous; namely, that raising the debt 
limit is considered ‘‘must равв” legisla- 
tion. Paradoxically, because of its crit- 
ical importance, passage of the debt 
limit is frequently viewed by some 
very misguided forces as a device to 
use to mandate action on some other 
legislative partisan goal. The debt 
limit is, therefore, the ultimate tool in 
the hands of the legislative black- 
mailers, the ultimate tool. 

CBO gives the example of 1990, when 
Congress voted seven times on the debt 
limit between August 9 and November 5 
in connection with the budget summit 
negotiations. In that instance, as I re- 
call—I was there—the Congress and 
President Bush enacted a series of debt 
limit increases as progress was being 
made on the overall budget at the 
Budget Summit. Those debt limit in- 
creases were supported on a bipartisan 
basis in both Houses, and by President 
Bush, as we all worked day and night, 
and on Saturdays and Sundays, to re- 
solve our differences on a 5-year deficit 
reduction package. That package ulti- 
mately was enacted into law in what is 
known as the Budget Enforcement Act. 

Despite the fact that President Bush 
later expressed regret for his involve- 
ment in that Budget Summit Agree- 
ment, I believe that it made a number 
of very important improvements in the 
Budget Act, and it also cut the deficit 
projections at that time by almost $500 
billion. But whatever one’s view may 
be of the 1990 budget experience, one 
thing was clear. No one seriously 
talked about deliberately causing a de- 
fault on our national debt in order to 
gain some political advantage by blam- 
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ing the other political party for the ca- 
lamity. 

Yet, Mr. President, we are now facing 
a situation where, I understand, the 
majority party in Congress may choose 
to include the debt limit increase in 
the upcoming reconciliation bill. They 
see it as an opportunity to force the 
President to sign the reconciliation 
bill. They see it as a way of slamming 
several crazy, at least in my judgment, 
legislative losers“ into law—no mat- 
ter how unwise or how untested those 
proposals may be. They view this devi- 
ous and irresponsible tactic as a sure 
way to enact massive tax cuts, which 
mainly benefit high-income fat cats.“ 

Reports say the majority may be 
planning to put the debt limit increase 
into the reconciliation bill and then to 
ram that whole package through Con- 
gress without serious negotiations with 
the minority in Congress or with the 
President. 

They are riding high in the saddle, 
Mr. President, but the worm is going to 
turn. It is just a matter of when. They 
are riding high in the saddle, but the 
worm is going to turn. That is exactly 
what will happen, if the majority can 
muster the votes in both Houses of 
Congress for their reconciliation bill. 
They have chosen the reconciliation 
bill because reconciliation bills cannot 
be filibustered. Neither can reconcili- 
ation conference reports. Reconcili- 
ation bills are intended to reduce the 
deficit, and so they are privileged mat- 
ters with exceedingly tight time lim- 
its. Therefore, what we may be facing 
in regards to reconciliation is a take- 
it-or-leave-it bill—one that largely 
contains everything the majority party 
espouses, and with little consideration, 
if any, of the views of either the Presi- 
dent or the Democratic minority in 
Congress. That would mean huge cuts 
in Medicare—around $270 billion—huge 
tax cuts for the wealthy—$245 billion— 
folly on folly—and huge cuts in discre- 
tionary investments in our physical in- 
frastructure, as well as cuts in such 
programs as education, job training, 
and medical research. The attitude is 
do it our way. Take our highly partisan 
agenda, just as we wrote it in that 
great so-called Contract With Amer- 
іса” or we will wreck the national 
economy, close down the Government, 
and threaten global financial disrup- 
tion. 

If the Republican majority can round 
up a majority of the House and Senate 
to vote for such a reconciliation bill, 
and if it also includes a debt limit in- 
crease, then the President, it would 
seem, would be in the impossible posi- 
tion of having to either swallow a bill 
that he has said he will veto and will 
deserve to be vetoed, or shooting down 
a must равв” increase in the debt 
limit. This is just a deplorable way to 
govern. It is putting politics first. Poli- 
tics is important. I have never consid- 
ered it to be first, above everything 
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else, and I do not so consider it now. It 
is irresponsible. It makes a mockery of 
our constitutional system and encour- 
ages chaos to reign. 

If you think that Milton’s “Paradise 
Lost“ presented chaos, as Satan and 
his angels fell from Heaven, just wait 
and see what this will look like. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
in the Senate, in the House, and in the 
administration not to go down this 
road. Despite the political enticement 
of being able to blackmail the Presi- 
dent into signing a highly partisan ver- 
sion of a reconciliation bill, I submit 
that in reality there is absolutely no 
political advantage. 

The people are going to say, a plague 
on both of our Houses. 

Go back and read Chaucer’s tale by 
the Pardoner, wherein all three of the 
young men destroyed themselves. Be- 
cause of their greed for gain, two 
knifed the one while the one poisoned 
the two. And they all fell in excruciat- 
ing pain on top of the pile of gold and 
died. 

So there can be no winners in this 
game. The Democrats, the Republicans, 
and the President will all destroy our- 
selves because of our political greed for 
gain. 

The American people will clearly un- 
derstand what is going on. We cannot 
bamboozle them. They are onto our 
childish games. And they and the press 
will quickly be able to determine that 
the debt limit can easily be increased 
as a free-standing bill and that the ma- 
jority party in Congress need not and 
should not try to gain advantage in the 
budget battles by risking a world class 
financial crisis. 

Am I exaggerating? Am I engaging in 
hyperbole? Just what would be the con- 
sequences of not raising the debt limit? 
I predict that such a default on paying 
interest due on Government securities, 
for example, would cause an earth- 
quake on Wall Street, one that would 
rattle your eye teeth and curl your 
hair, as someone has said upon one oc- 
casion. 

A failure to raise the debt limit ina 
timely manner would have devastating 
effects on the standing of the United 
States in the international economy. 
Investor confidence in the dollar and in 
U.S. Government securities would 
plummet—plummet, sharply affecting 
domestic and international stock and 
bond markets. U.S. bonds and bills 
would never be “risk free” again. They 
would become government insecu- 
rities, not government securities.“ 
Uncle Sam would no longer be a pillar 
of financial rectitude, but would be- 
come a shady junk bond dealer on the 
international market. International in- 
vestors, who hold billions and billions 
of U.S. dollars, would understandably 
look for safer havens—safer havens for 
their investments. Interest rates would 
increase—interest rates would be of- 
fered and would again entice these in- 
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vestors to buy U.S. Government securi- 
ties. This would cost the United States 
more, and still might not ensure stabil- 
ity in our financial markets. 

The United States would be the big 
loser, big loser, in the long term, facing 
permanently increased borrowing costs 
when the time came to roll over our 
debt. Interest rates on those loans, 
which are secured with Government 
bonds, would be raised, increasing, in 
turn, the costs to the taxpayer. The 
added costs of an increased interest 
rate on borrowing to finance the debt 
would have to be offset by reduced Gov- 
ernment investments in people and in 
infrastructure programs which already 
feel the crunch of budget constraints 
designed to bring the budget into bal- 
ance. This foolhardy posturing on rais- 
ing the debt limit is being played out 
on a knife edge that is poised to cut 
the throat of the American taxpayer, 
who will suffer from increased costs 
and reduced Government services for 
years to come. 

On the international security scene, 
a U.S. failure to increase the debt limit 
could also adversely affect U.S. mili- 
tary preparedness. If the men and 
women in our military are worried 
about their paychecks being honored, 
about paying their bills and feeding 
their families, how credible a deterrent 
can they be? This has very unsettling 
ramifications for U.S. military oper- 
ations possibly in Iraq and North 
Korea. Should we stop firing Toma- 
hawk cruise missiles—at a cost of $1.3 
million per missile—at Bosnian air de- 
fense sites because we are not sure that 
we can afford to replace them in the in- 
ventory? Do we not send in costly rein- 
forcements if Iraq makes threatening 
moves toward Jordan or Kuwait? Will 
defense contractors make timely deliv- 
eries of new weapons after the first 
payment check is not honored? Will 
the United States be able to honor its 
security agreements with other na- 
tions, when it cannot credibly be 
counted upon to follow through on, and 
to pay for, its own commitments? 
These are just a few of the possible ef- 
fects of our failure to increase the debt 
limit and maintain faith in the secu- 
rity of U.S. Government financial com- 
mitments. 

Now, whether my predictions will be 
correct will be known in November if 
we have not enacted a debt limit in- 
crease by then. This is so because in 
November, we are told by CBO, cash in- 
terest payments are due on Treasury 
instruments totaling around $25 bil- 
lion. Treasury tells us that they will 
not have room under the present $4.9 
trillion debt limit to pay that interest. 
We indeed, therefore, must pass a debt 
limit increase, or risk a real default on 
the payment of interest on Treasury 
instruments for the first time in our 
history. 

That is what is at stake here along 
with the lack of cash to honor Social 
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Security checks, or Government pen- 
sions, or veterans’ pensions, or the pay- 
checks of Government workers. Surely 
sane men and women will not choose to 
play a game of chicken of this horrific 
magnitude. We would be risking the en- 
tire economy. Where would the panic 
stop? Once it started, how could one 
turn off the total loss of faith in the 
ability of this Congress to responsibly 
carry out its work? Once that genie is 
out of the bottle, who can say where or 
when the damage will end? We are not 
talking about a mere metaphorical 
train wreck under this set of cir- 
cumstances. We are talking about a nu- 
clear explosion—a financial doomsday 
scenario that could make the Great De- 
pression, in some respects аб least, 
look more like a picnic in the park by 
comparison. And, thank God, I lived in 
that depression. I was 12 years old 
when the October 29 stock market 
crash took place. I remember what it 
was. And yet, we hear daily the trum- 
pets of our leaders at both ends, both 
ends of Pennsylvania Avenue preparing 
us for the catastrophe, as though it was 
inevitable due to some unavoidable, 
locked-in, preprogrammed self-destruct 
device. 

That will not wash, Mr. President. 
We are not dealing with a bomb which 
we cannot disarm. There is nothing in- 
evitable or uncontrollable about it. We 
have every authority and power that 
we need to avoid a funding lapse at the 
beginning of this fiscal year and a debt 
limit crisis. We have always solved our 
political and policy differences in the 
past without risking serious permanent 
damage to our economy and to our 
very system of Government. All it 
takes is for us once, just once, to put 
the good of the country ahead of the 
partisan political advantage and the 
good of political parties. All it takes is 
for us to stop wallowing in the intoxi- 
cating sweet smoke of rhetoric—in the 
intoxicating aura of power, and start 
trying to be what we all loudly claim 
to be: statesmen! All it takes is for us 
to sober up, put the cards down, and 
fold up this drunken poker game that 
has already progressed far too late into 
the evening. We need to pass the coffee, 
get the red out of our eyes, and try to 
remember why the people sent us here 
in the first place. 

If the people have lost respect for 
public officials, spectacles such as the 
one now being touted as a train wreck 
are surely the reason why. If con- 
fidence in the Federal Government is 
failing, this type of power-induced in- 
sanity that views flirting with an eco- 
nomic collapse as good political strat- 
egy is certainly one reason why. If we 
try to publicly pretend that we cannot 
avoid such a fiscal crisis, we need never 
again scratch our heads and wonder 
why people do not trust and do not be- 
lieve politicians. There need be no cri- 
sis unless irresponsible partisan-crazed 
politicians create one, and we all know 
it. 
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I am encouraged by the press ac- 
counts of the meeting that occurred 
earlier this week between President 
Clinton and congressional leaders, at 
which they apparently agreed to nego- 
tiate a short-term spending plan that 
would avoid an October 1 Government 
shutdown. That would address at least 
part of the problem. And if cooler 
heads prevail, surely we can, and sure- 
ly we must, find a way to settle our 
very real and very serious budgetary 
and appropriations differences in the 
coming weeks, as we were elected to 
do, without fashioning deliberate train 
wrecks that would be devastating to 
this great country of ours. If we fail to 
do so, if November brings such un- 
imaginable devastation to our country, 
I fear not for our sorry lot, for we poli- 
ticians will get exactly what we de- 
serve. I fear only for the American peo- 
ple who so wrongly invested their trust 
in us in the first place. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ASHCROFT). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
object for the moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard, 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


OUR NATIONAL COMMITMENT TO 
DEPENDENT CHILDREN 


Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, on 
this, the likely final day of the debate 
on the welfare reform measure before 
us, it is worth noting that in the lead 
story of the New York Times this 
morning, a story by Robin Toner, we 
read that the White House, exceed- 
ingly eager to support a law that prom- 
ises to change the welfare system, was 
sending increasingly friendly signals 
about the bill.” 

That is a bill that would repeal title 
ГУ-А of the Social Security Act of 1935 
that provides aid to dependent chil- 
dren. It will be the first time in the 
history of the Nation that we have re- 
pealed a section of the Social Security 
Act. That the White House should be 
eager to support such a law is beyond 
my understanding, and certainly in 34 
year’s service in Washington, beyond 
my experience. 

I regret it. I can only wish some who 
are involved in the White House or 
those in the administration, would 
know that they might well resign if 
they agree with the proposal that vio- 
lates every principle they have as- 
serted in their careers, honorable ca- 
reers in public service. 
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I will state once again, we, yester- 
day, read Mr. Rahm Emanuel, a White 
House spokesman, saying the measure 
was coming along nicely.“ Today, we 
get the same message in a lead story in 
the Times. If this administration wish- 
es to go down in history as one that 
abandoned, eagerly abandoned, the na- 
tional commitment to dependent chil- 
dren, so be it. I would not want to be 
associated with such an enterprise, and 
I shall not be. 


_———--—-— -- | 
CONCLUSION ОЕ MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 


FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume consideration of H.R. 4, which the 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 4) to restore the American 
family, reduce illegitimacy, control welfare 
spending, and reduce welfare dependence. 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 

Dole modified amendment No. 2280, of a 
perfecting nature. 

Subsequently, the amendment was further 
modified. 

Daschle amendment No. 2672 (to amend- 
ment No. 2280), to provide for the establish- 
ment of a contingency fund for State welfare 


programs. 

Faircloth amendment Мо. 2608 (to amend- 
ment No. 2280), to provide for an abstinence 
education program. 

Wellstone amendment No. 2584 (to amend- 
ment No. 2280), to exempt women and chil- 
dren who have been battered or subject to 
extreme cruelty from certain requirements 
of the bill. 

Faircloth amendment No. 2609 (to amend- 
ment No. 2280), to prohibit teenage parents 
from living in the home of an adult relative 
or guardian who has a history of receiving 
assistance. 

Conrad amendment No. 2528 (to amend- 
ment No. 2280), to provide that a State that 
provides assistance to unmarried teenage 
parents under the State program require 
such parents as a condition of receiving such 
assistance to live in an adult-supervised set- 
ting and attend high school or other equiva- 
lent training program. 

Jeffords amendment No. 2581 (to amend- 
ment No. 2280), to strike the increase to the 
grant to reward States that reduce out-of- 
wedlock births. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will be 10 
minutes, to be equally divided, on the 
Wellstone amendment No. 2584, to be 
followed by a vote on or in relation to 
the amendment. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, there 
being some spare time in our schedule 
just now, I would like to take the occa- 
sion, and exercise the privilege, as I see 
it, of reading to the Senate the lead 
editorial in the Washington Post this 
morning. It is entitled Welfare Theo- 
гіев.” This is an editorial page which 
has been dealing thoughtfully, 
supportively, with welfare problems for 
35 years. 


On the opposite page, columnist George 
Will musters a most powerful argument 
against the welfare bill now on the Senate 
floor. The bill purports to be a way of send- 
ing strong messages to welfare recipients 
that it is time for them to mend their ways. 
But as Mr. Will notes, “по child is going to 
be spiritually improved by being collateral 
damage in a bombardment of severities tar- 
geted at adults who may or may not deserve 
more severe treatment from the welfare sys- 

The bill is reckless because it could endan- 
ger the well-being of the poorest children in 
society in the name of a series of untested 
theories about how people may respond to 
some new incentives. Surely a Congress 
whose majority proudly carries the mantle 
“сопвегуабіуе” should be wary of risking 
human suffering on behalf of some ideologi- 
cal driven preconceptions. Isn't that what 
conservatives always accused liberals of 
doing? 

The best thing that can be said of this bill 
is that it is not as bad as it might have been. 
Some of the most obviously flawed propos- 
als—mandating that States end welfare as- 
sistance to children born to mothers while 
they are on welfare and that they cut off as- 
sistance to teen mothers—have been voted 
down. There will be at least some require- 
ments that States continue to invest re- 
sources in programs for the poor in exchange 
for their current Federal budget allocations. 
But they are still not strong enough, and are 
potentially loophole-ridden. Some new 
money for child care may also be sprinkled 
onto this confection. 


May I repeat a powerful image, Mr. 
President: 

Some new money for child care may also 
be sprinkled onto this confection. 

But the structure of the bill is wrong, and 
a fundamental untruth lies at its heart. Con- 
gress wants to claim that it is (1) doing 
something about a whole series of social and 
economic pathologies, while at the same 
time (2) cutting spending. But a welfare re- 
form that is serious about both promoting 
work and helping children in single-parent 
homes will cost more than writing checks, 
especially given the extremely modest sums 
now spent by so many States on the poor. 

Going to a block grant formula would de- 
stroy one of the few obvious merits of the 
current system, which is its ability to re- 
spond flexibly to regional economic upturns 
or downturns. On top of this, the bill’s provi- 
sions on food stamps and its reductions in 
assistance to disabled children under the 
Supplementary Security Income Program go 
beyond what might constitute reasonable re- 
forms. And its provisions cutting aid to legal 
immigrants would backfire on states with 
large immigrant populations. 

Many Senators will be tempted to vote for 
this bill anyway, arguing that it has been 
“improved” and fearing the political con- 
sequences of voting against anything labeled 
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welfare reform. But many of the improve- 
ments“ will disappear once the bill goes to a 
conference with the House, which has passed 
an even more objectionable bill. In any 
event, voting this bill down would be exactly 
the opposite of a negative act. It would be an 
affirmation that real welfare reform is both 
necessary and possible. To get to that point, 
a dangerous bill posing as the genuine article 
must be defeated first. 

That is the end of the editorial. 

Mr. President, what I cannot com- 
prehend is why this is so difficult for 
the administration to understand. The 
administration has abandoned us, 
those of us who oppose this legislation. 

Why do we not see the endless parade 
of petitioners as when health care re- 
form was before us in the last Con- 
gress, the lobbyists, the pretend citizen 
groups, the real citizen groups? None 
are here. 

I can recall, Mr. President, the ex- 
traordinary energy that went into any 
change in the welfare system 30 years 
ago, 25 years ago. Fifteen years ago, if 
there was a proposal to take $40 out of 
some demonstration project here on 
the Senate floor, there would be 40 rep- 
resentatives of various advocacy 
groups outside. 

There are very few advocacy groups 
outside. You can stand where I stand, 
Mr. President, and look straight out at 
the Supreme Court—not a person in be- 
tween that view. Not one of those 
flaunted, vaunted advocacy groups for- 
ever protecting the interests of the 
children and the helpless and the 
homeless and the what-you-will. Are 
they increasingly subsidized and there- 
fore increasingly co-opted? 

Are they are silent because the White 
House is silent? They should be 
ashamed. History will shame them. 

One group was in Washington yester- 
day and I can speak with some spirit 
on that. This was a group of Catholic 
bishops and members from Catholic 
Charities. They were here. They were 
in Washington. Nobody else. None of 
the great marchers, the great chanters, 
the nonnegotiable demanders. 

There is one police officer that has 
just appeared, but otherwise the lobby 
by the elevators is as empty this morn- 
ing as it was when I left the Chamber 
last night about 10 o'clock. 

I read in the New York Times this 
morning, the front page, lead article: 

And the White House, exceedingly eager to 
support a law that promises to change the 
welfare system, was sending increasingly 
friendly signals about the bill. 

I see my friend from Indiana, Senator 
COATS, is on the floor. I know his view 
will be different from mine on the bill. 
But I recall that extraordinary address 
he gave yesterday on civil society, cit- 
ing such as Nathan Glazer and James 
Q. Wilson, I, in response, quoted some 
of their observations that we know we 
have to do these things, but we do not 
know how to do them. We are just at 
the beginning of recognizing how pro- 
found a question it is, as the Senator 
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so brilliantly set forth. But first, do no 
harm. Do not pretend that you know 
what you do not know. Look at the be- 
ginnings of research and evaluation 
that say, “Very hard, not clear.” Do 
not hurt children on the basis of an 
unproven theory and untested hypoth- 
esis. 

That is what the Senator was citing, 
persons yesterday who said just that. 
This morning, the Washington Post, in 
its lead editorial, speaks of the struc- 
ture of the bill being wrong, that a fun- 
damental untruth lies at its heart. 

Congress wants to claim that it is (1) doing 
something about a whole series of social and 
economic pathologies, while at the same 
time (2) cutting spending. The nostrums, the 
unsupported beliefs, the unsupported asser- 
tions, are quite astounding. 

White House spokesman Rahm 
Emanuel yesterday told us things are 
going well. I say once again there is 
such a thing as resigning in Govern- 
ment, and there comes a time when, if 
principle matters at all, you resign. 
People who resign on principle come 
back; people whose real views are less 
important than their temporary posi- 
tion, their brief authority.“ as Shake- 
speare once put it, disappear. 

If that brief authority is more impor- 
tant than the enduring principles of 
protecting children and childhood, then 
what is to be said of those who prefer 
the one to the other? What is to be said 
of a White House that was almost on 
the edge of excess in its claims of em- 
pathy and concern in the last Congress 
but is now prepared to see things like 
this happen in the present Congress? 

All they want is, and I quote the 
Washington Post, “some new money 
for child care that may be sprinkled 
onto this confection.” 

It will shame this Congress. It will 
spoil the conservative revolution. The 
Washington Post makes this clear. If 
conservative means anything, it means 
be careful, be thoughtful, and antici- 
pate the unanticipated or understand 
that things will happen that you do not 
expect. And be very careful with the 
lives of children. 

I had no idea, Mr. President, how pro- 
foundly what used to be known as lib- 
eralism was shaken by the last elec- 
tion. No President, Republican or Dem- 
ocrat, in history, or 60 years’ history, 
would dream of agreeing to the repeal 
of title IV A of Social Security, the 
provision for National Government for 
children. Clearly, this administration 
is contemplating just that. 

I cannot understand how this could 
be happening. It has never happened 
before. 

I make no claim to access. Hardly a 
soul in the White House has talked to 
me about this subject since it arose. 
They know what I think and they know 
what I would say; not about the par- 
ticulars, but about the principle—the 
principle. Does the Federal Govern- 
ment maintain a commitment to State 
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programs providing aid to dependent 
children? 

It is not as if we had just a few. Ten 
million is a round number, at any mo- 
ment. 

As George Will observes in his col- 
umn, and the Washington Post edi- 
torial refers to his column—the num- 
bers are so extraordinary: 

Here are the percentages of children on 
AFDC at some point during 1993 in five 
cities: Detroit (67), Philadelphia (57), Chicago 
(46), New York (39), Los Angeles (38). 

Then he cites this Senator: 

“There are * * * not enough social work- 
ers, not enough nuns, not enough Salvation 
Army workers” to care for children who 
would be purged from the welfare rolls were 
Congress to decree [and then Mr. Will says] 
“(as candidate Bill Clinton proposed) a two- 
year limit for welfare eligibility.” 

The citation of Nicholas Eberstadt— 
I have the honor to have been a col- 
league of Mr. Eberstadt in a course en- 
titled, “Тһе Social Science and Social 
Роһісу,” which was taught in the core 
curriculum at Harvard University. 
Nicholas Eberstadt, of Harvard and the 
American Enterprise Institute, says: 

Supposing today's welfare policy incen- 
tives to illegitimacy were transported back 
in time to Salem, MA in, say, 1660. How 
many additional illegitimate births would 
have occurred in Puritan Salem? Few. Be- 
cause the people of Salem in 1660 believed in 
hell and believed that what today are called 
disorganized lifestyles led to hell. Congress 
cannot legislate useful attitudes. 

I can say of my friend Mr. Eberstadt, 
I do not know where his politics would 
be, save they would be moderate, sen- 
sible, based on research. He is a 
thoughtful man; a demographer. He has 
studied these things with great care. 
And he, too, cannot comprehend na- 
tional policy at this point. 

Scholars have been working at these 
issues for years now, and the more ca- 
pable they are, the more tentative and 
incremental their findings. I cited yes- 
terday a research evaluation of a pro- 
gram, now in its fifth year, of very in- 
tensive counseling and training with 
respect to the issue of teen births— 
with no results. No results. It is a very 
common encounter, when things as 
profound in human character and be- 
havior are dealt with. The capacity of 
external influences to change it is so 
very small. 

And that we should think otherwise? 
That men and women have stood in 
this Chamber and talked about a genu- 
ine crisis—and there is that. And I 
have said, if nothing else comes out of 
this awful process, at least we will 
have addressed the central subject. But 
if it is that serious, how can we sup- 
pose it will be changed by marginal 
measures? It will not. 

Are there no serious persons in the 
administration who сап say, Stop. 
stop right now? No. We won't have this. 
We agree with the Washington Post 
that, ‘It would be an affirmation that 
real welfare reform is both necessary 
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and possible. To get to that point, a 
dangerous bill posing as the genuine 
article must be defeated first. If not, 
profoundly serious questions are raised 
about the year to come? 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have Mr. Will’s column printed 
in the RECORD and I yield the floor. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

WOMEN AND CHILDREN FIRST? 
(By George F. Will) 

As the welfare reform debate begins to 
boil, the place to begin is with an elemental 
fact: No child in America asked to be here. 

Each was summoned into existence by the 
acts of adults. And no child is going to be 
spiritually improved by being collateral 
damage in a bombardment of severities tar- 
geted at adults who may or may not deserve 
more severe treatment from the welfare sys- 
tem. 

Phil Gramm says welfare recipients are 
people in the wagon“ who ought to get out 
and help the rest of us pull.“ Well. Of the 14 
million people receiving Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children, 9 million are chil- 
dren. Even if we get all these free riders into 
wee harnesses, the wagon will not move 
much faster. 

Furthermore, there is hardly an individual 
or industry in America that is not in some 
sense in the wagon,” receiving some federal 
subvention. If everyone gets out, the wagon 
may rocket along. But no one is proposing 
that. Instead, welfare reform may give a 
whole new meaning to the phrase women 
and children first.” 

Marx said that history's great events ap- 
pear twice, first as tragedy, then as farce. 
Pat Moynihan worries that a tragedy visited 
upon a vulnerable population three decades 
ago may now recur, not as farce but again as 
tragedy. 

Moynihan was there on Oct. 31, 1963, when 
President Kennedy, in his last signing cere- 
mony, signed legislation to further the de- 
institutionalization“ of the mentally ill. Ad- 
vances in psychotropic drugs, combined with 
“community-based programs.“ supposedly 
would make possible substantial reductions 
of the populations of mental institutions. 

But the drugs were not as effective as had 
been hoped, and community-based programs 
never materialized in sufficient numbers and 
sophistication. What materialized instead 
were mentally ill homeless people. Moynihan 
warns that welfare reform could produce a 
similar unanticipated increase in children 
sleeping on, and freezing to death on, grates. 

Actually, cities will have to build more 
grates. Here are the percentages of children 
on AFDC at some point during 1993 in five 
cities: Detroit (67), Philadelphia (57), Chicago 
(46), New York (39), Los Angeles (38). “Тһеге 
аге,” says Moynihan, “поб enough social 
workers, not enough nuns, not enough Salva- 
tion Army workers” to care for children who 
would be purged from the welfare rolls were 
Congress to decree (as candidate Bill Clinton 
proposed) a two-year limit for welfare eligi- 
bility. 

Don't worry, say the designers of a brave 
new world, welfare recipients will soon be 
working. However, 60 percent of welfare fam- 
ilies—usually families without fathers—have 
children under 6 years old. Who will care for 
those children in the year 2000 if Congress 
decrees that 50 percent of welfare recipients 
must by then be in work programs? And 
whence springs this conservative Congress's 
faith in work programs? 
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Much of the welfare population has no fam- 
ily memory of regular work, and little of the 
social capital of habits and disciplines that 
come with work. Life in, say, Chicago's Rob- 
ert Taylor housing project produces what so- 
ciologist Emil Durkheim called “а dust of 
individuals," not an employable population. 
A 1994 Columbia University study concluded 
that most welfare mothers are negligibly 
educated and emotionally disturbed, and 40 
percent are serious drug abusers. Small won- 
der a Congressional Budget Office study esti- 
mated an annual cost of $3,000 just for mon- 
itoring each workfare enrollee—in addition 
to the bill for training to give such people 
elemental skills. 

Moynihan says that a two-year limit for 
welfare eligibility, and work requirements, 
might have worked 30 years ago, when the 
nation’s illegitimacy rate was 5 percent, but 
today it is 33 percent. Don’t worry, say re- 
formers, we'll take care of that by tinkering 
with the incentives: There will be no pay- 
ments for additional children born while the 
mother is on welfare. 

But Nicholas Eberstadt of Harvard and the 
American Enterprise Institute says: Suppose 
today’s welfare policy incentives to illegit- 
imacy were transported back in time to 
Salem, Mass., in 1660. How many additional 
illegitimate births would have occurred in 
Puritan Salem? Few, because the people of 
Salem in 1660 believed in hell and believed 
that what today are called “disorganized 
lifestyles’’ led to hell. Congress cannot legis- 
late useful attitudes. 

Moynihan, who spent August writing his 
annual book at his farm in Delaware County, 
N.Y.. notes that іп 1963 that county's illegit- 
imacy rate was 3.8 percent and today is 32 
percent—amost exactly the national aver- 
age. And no one knows why the county 
(which is rural and 98.8 percent white) or the 
nation has so changed. 

Hence no one really knows what to do 
about it. Conservatives say, well, nothing 
could be worse than the current system. 
They are underestimating their ingenuity. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SHELBY). The Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
will be very brief. I thank my colleague 
from New York. For me, personally, 
having an opportunity to be on the 
floor while Senator MOYNIHAN speaks is 
a real honor. We actually go back a 
ways—not that we knew each other 
personally, but I assigned many of his 
books in my classes, ranging from 
“Maximum Feasible Misunderstand- 
ing to “The Politics of the Guaran- 
teed Income.” 

It is interesting, once upon a time, 
back in 1970 or thereabouts, we were 
not on the same side. We had disagree- 
ments. He was the one who was nation- 
ally renowned then. I was a college 
teacher and I always respected Profes- 
sor MOYNIHAN, and Senator MOYNIHAN, 
for his views. But at this point in time, 
having just listened to what he said, I 
cannot even begin to tell him how 
much respect I have. His voice is a very 
powerful and eloquent voice. 

I must say, I think the silence from 
the White House on this question is 
deafening. Let me just repeat that one 
more time: The silence from the White 
House on this question is just deafen- 
ing. You just cannot have it both ways, 
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Mr. President. You cannot keep talk- 
ing about children and you cannot keep 
talking about how you are for children 
and turn your gaze away from this 
process and what we are about to do 
here in the U.S. Senate. 

Colleagues are coming in. It may be 
difficult to take a lot more time. I do 
not want to delay this process. But as 
we have gone forward in this debate, I 
think the thing that saddens me and 
also angers me—sometimes I am more 
saddened than angered, sometimes I 
am more angered than saddened—is not 
just the question that Senator Moy- 
NIHAN has raised, which is, we do not 
know, we are about to make policy 
without understanding, coming any- 
where close to understanding the ef- 
fects of what we are doing. That is, I 
think, what George Will was trying to 
say today. But I also feel, and I will be 
a little bit more, not harsh, but critical 
of some of my colleagues, I also feel 
that all too often Senators have come 
to the floor and have repeated essen- 
tially the same stereotypes. 

It is not just what we do not know. In 
fact, we do know some things. It is as 
if people do not, kind of, want to face 
up to this at all. All this discussion 
about out-of-wedlock births and what I 
consider to be and what I think every 
colleague considers to be a fundamen- 
tal problem, a challenge to be dealt 
with, or question, why children have 
children, that is a complicated ques- 
tion. That is a complicated question. 
That is what my colleague from New 
York is trying to say. 

But from a lot of the statistics that 
have been recited out on the floor and 
a lot of the discussion, you would think 
that we are talking about exclusively a 
problem with AFDC. It is societal wide, 
yet it gets mixed up, apples and or- 
anges, all the time. 

I have heard figures spelled out on 
the cost of welfare where I think every- 
thing was lumped in. You would think 
it was the aid to families with depend- 
ent children that built up $5 trillion of 
debt and was responsible for the annual 
budget deficits and all the rest. This is 
not true. 

You would think from this discussion 
that these enormously high benefits— 
when not one State has welfare bene- 
fits combined with food stamps, even 
up to the official definition of pov- 
erty—were causing women to plan to 
have more children. But there is no 
evidence for that at all. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. None. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. In fact, yesterday 
I asked my colleague, I said, let us 
take a look at some correlations State 
by State. I asked, Is there any cor- 
relation?“ We learned, in fact, there is 
an inverse correlation. Those States 
with the lowest benefits tend to have 
families with more children. The low- 
est benefit States have the highest 
rates of illegitimate children. 

So, Mr. President, I think that we 
are being very reckless with the lives 
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of children. I think what the Senate is 
about to do over the next couple of 
days, barring major changes for the 
better, is very reckless with the lives 
of children. And in many ways I think 
it is amounting to nothing more than 
just bashing because, as I have said be- 
fore, these mothers do not have the re- 
sources to get on NBC, CBS, and ABC 
and fight some of these stereotypes. 

We want reform. But I have heard 
precious little discussion about the 
whole issue of job training, jobs, afford- 
able child care, and moving forward on 
health care reform, not just for welfare 
mothers but other families as well. I 
have heard precious little of that. 

So, Mr. President, for me the bottom 
line is—and I understand the climate. 
It has been just a one-sided flow of in- 
formation. I said, earlier, I say to my 
colleague, I was at the Minnesota State 
Fair. I love to be at the State fair. Al- 
most half of the State’s population is 
there in 12 days. I like interacting with 
people. It is my nature to like people. 
I had lots of people come up to me and 
talk about welfare. And people really 
do believe we have to drive all these 
cheaters off the rolls and slackers back 
to work. People do not necessarily re- 
alize that 9 million of those 15 million 
on welfare are children. But I think 
when you talk to people they will say 
to you we are for the reform but we do 
not want you to punish children. 

The direction we are going in is going 
to punish children. It will—and I do not 
exaggerate—end up taking food out of 
the mouths of hungry children. It is 
not what we should be about. And if 
there ever was a moment for the Presi- 
dent to show leadership, it is now. If 
there ever was a moment for the Presi- 
dent of the United States of America to 
show leadership—and leadership to me 
is calling on people to be their own 
best selves, not appeal to the fears and 
to the frustrations of people—and spell 
out for people the facts and provide an 
education for people in the United 
States of America about what real re- 
form would be which would benefit 
children as opposed to hurting chil- 
dren, it is now. The silence of the 
White House on this question is deafen- 
ing. 

As a Senator from Minnesota, I feel 
that I owe a lot to the Senator from 
New York for his courage, his wisdom, 
his eloquence, and his power. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I do 
not want to keep the floor further than 
to say no one has given more of his ca- 
reer to this subject than the Senator 
from Minnesota. He has been at the 
barricades and in the lecture halls and 
the State fairs on the subject. He is an 
authority on this subject. He speaks 
with profound conviction. 

I thank him for his courtesy to me, 
and I plead. There is no one in the 
White House to hear what he has said. 
Before the day is ending, we will per- 
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haps know more. But we began the day 
on the right track. 

Mr. President, I see my friend from 
Pennsylvania has arrived. I do believe 
our procedures can commence. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, not 
to disappoint the Senator from New 
York, but I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2584, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to send a modi- 
fied amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The amend- 
ment is so modified. 

The amendment (No. 2584), as modi- 
fied, is as follows: 

At the end of the amendment, insert the 
following new title: 


TITLE —PROTECTION OF BATTERED 
INDIVIDUALS 
SEC. 01. EXEMPTION OF BATTERED INDIVID- 


UALS FROM CERTAIN REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 


(а) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of, or amendment made by, 
this Act, the applicable administering au- 
thority of any specified provision may ex- 
empt from (or modify) the application of 
such provision to any individual who was 
battered or subjected to extreme cruelty if 
the physical, mental, or emotional well- 
being of the individual would be endangered 
by the application of such provision to such 
individual. The applicable administering au- 
thority may take into consideration the 
family circumstances and the counseling and 
other supportive service needs of the individ- 
ual. 

(b) SPECIFIED PROVISIONS.—For purposes of 
this section, the term specified provision“ 
means any requirement, limitation, or pen- 
alty under any of the following: 

(1) Sections 404, 405 (a) and (b), 406 (b), (c), 
and (d), 414(4), 453(0), 469A, and 1614(a)(1) of 
the Social Security Act. 

(2) Sections 5(i) and 6 (d), (j), and (n) of the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977. 

(3) Sections 501(а) and 502 of this Act. 

(c) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—For 
purposes of this section— 

(1) BATTERED OR SUBJECTED TO EXTREME 
CRUELTY.—The term “battered or subjected 
to extreme cruelty” includes, but is not lim- 
ited to— 

(A) physical acts resulting in, or threaten- 
ing to result in, physical injury; 

(B) sexual abuse, sexual activity involving 
a dependent child, forcing the caretaker rel- 
ative of a dependent child to engage in non- 
consensual sex acts or activities, or threats 
of or attempts at physical or sexual abuse; 

(C) mental abuse; and 

(D) neglect or deprivation of medical care. 

(2) CALCULATION OF PARTICIPATION RATES.— 
An individual exempted from the work re- 
quirements under section 404 of the Social 
Security Act by reason of subsection (a) 
shall not be included for purposes of cal- 
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culating the State’s participation rate under 
such section. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will be now 10 
minutes of debate equally divided on 
the Wellstone amendment, as modified, 
to be followed by a vote on or in rela- 
tion to the amendment. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I shall be brief because 
I believe we have now worked this out 
and that this amendment will be ac- 
cepted. I am in fact very pleased about 
it. 

Mr. President, let me just for a mo- 
ment kind of spell out for my col- 
leagues what this amendment does. 
Every 15 seconds a woman is beaten by 
a husband or a boyfriend in the United 
States of America. That is a horrible 
statistic. But unfortunately, it is a 
fact. Over 4,000 women are killed every 
year by their abuser and every 6 min- 
utes a woman is forcibly raped. 

My concern, when I introduced this 
amendment last night with Senator 
MURRAY, was that with our various re- 
quirements we would not unwittingly 
put States in a position where they es- 
sentially end up forcing women back 
into very dangerous homes. 

In other words, the way to summa- 
rize it, it took Monica Seles 2 years to 
get back on the tennis court. Imagine 
what it would be like if you were beat- 
en over and over and over again. When 
would you be able to get into a job pro- 
gram? When would you be able to get 
back on your own two feet? Quite often 
children are also severely affected by 
this. 

My amendment allows States to ex- 
empt people who have been battered or 
subjected to extreme cruelty from 
some of these rules that we now have 
within the welfare system without 
being penalized for not meeting their 
participation rate. In other words, if 
States want to make an exemption for 
a woman, or sometimes a man, who has 
come from a very violent home and has 
been battered, a State will be able to 
do so and a State will be penalized in 
no way. 

Mr. President, this is extremely im- 
portant because I believe that in order 
for us to make sure that we do not send 
battered women back into violent 
homes, States absolutely have to be 
able to do this without being penalized 
in any way, shape, or form. 

I also believe this amendment being 
passed will enable our States to put a 
focus on this question for not only bat- 
tered women shelters and the advo- 
cates, but I think increasingly the 
larger number of citizens. 

So I thank my colleagues for accept- 
ing this amendment. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 

Does the Senator wish to urge adop- 
tion? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator yield back the remainder of 
his time? 
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Mr. WELLSTONE. I do. 

I urge adoption of my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania has 5 minutes. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
rise to say we accept the amendment, 
as modified, and allow the Senator to 
continue with the adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
urge adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is now on agreeing to amend- 
ment No. 2584, as modified. 

The amendment (No. 2584), as modi- 
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT КО. 2609 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 10 
minutes of debate equally divided on 
the Faircloth amendment, No. 2609, to 
be followed by a vote on or in relation 
to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, my 
pending amendment modifies a provi- 
sion in the Dole bill which allows Fed- 
eral funds to be used for cash aid to un- 
married teenage mothers. 

The sole purpose of this amendment 
is designed to disrupt the pattern of 
out-of-wedlock childbearing that is 
passing from one generation to the 
next. My amendment seeks to stop giv- 
ing cash aid that rewards 
multigenerational welfare dependency. 

Let us be clear what the Dole bill 
currently does. The bill says you can 
use Federal funds to give vouchers or 
inkind benefits to an unmarried teen- 
age mother or you can use funds to put 
the mother in a supervised group home. 
That is fine, and we have all agreed 
upon that. 

The Dole bill then goes on to say that 
you can use Federal funds to give cash 
benefits to unmarried teenage mothers 
if that mother resides with her parent. 

We need to be very clear what type of 
household we are putting cash into. In 
this household, there will be three peo- 
ple. First, the newborn child; second, 
the unmarried teenage mother of that 
child; and third, the mother of the 
teenager who has the child, or the 
grandmother, the adult, in other 
words, in charge of the household. 

The problem with this scenario is 
that the adult woman, the mother of 
the teenager, the grandmother of the 
new child, the person in charge of the 
operation, the one we are depending 
upon for supervision of the unmarried 
teenage mother is very likely either to 
be or have been an unmarried welfare 
mother herself. It is very likely that 
this adult mother gave birth to the 
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teenager out of wedlock some 15 to 16 
years ago and raised her at least partly 
on welfare. The young teenager giving 
birth out of wedlock is simply repeat- 
ing the pattern and model which her 
mother laid down. 

Let me remind you of a few public 
statistics to confirm what I am saying. 
A girl who is raised in a single-parent 
home on welfare is five times more 
likely to have a child out of wedlock 
herself than is a girl raised in a two- 
parent home without welfare. Roughly 
two-thirds of all the unwed teenage 
mothers were raised in broken or sin- 
gle-parent homes. 

The amendment I am offering is in- 
tended to break up the lethal growing 
pattern of multigenerational illegit- 
imacy and welfare dependency. That is 
the purpose, to try to break the cycle. 
The current amendment follows the 
same basic rule on teenage mothers as 
the Dole bill, which says you cannot 
use Federal funds to give cash aid, a 
check in the mail to a teenage mother 
unless that teenage mother resides 
with her parents or another adult rel- 
ative. 

My amendment maintains that same 
rule but adds only the one limitation, 
and the limitation states that an un- 
married teenage mother cannot receive 
Federal aid, that is a check in the 
mail, if the parent or adult relative the 
teenager is living with herself had a 
child out of wedlock and has recently 
received aid to families with dependent 
children. 

The teenage mother cannot get cash 
aid, cannot get a check in the mail if 
she is residing with a parent who her- 
self has had a child out of wedlock and 
was a welfare mother and has recently 
received aid to families with dependent 
children. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from North Carolina has 
expired. The Senator from North Caro- 
lina had 5 minutes. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I ask unanimous 
consent for an additional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. The teenager in 
those circumstances could receive a 
voucher or federally funded inkind aid, 
but she could not get a Federal welfare 
check in the mail. 

I want to stress that this does not 
prevent teenage mothers from living at 
home or from receiving noncash bene- 
fits. Of course, this restriction applies 
only to Federal funds. A State can use 
its money to send a check in the mail 
to anyone it wants. 

If you vote against this amendment, 
you are voting to give cash aid to 
multigenerational welfare households. 
If you vote against this amendment, 
you are voting to subsidize and pro- 
mote multigeneration illegitimacy. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum Call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the 
Faircloth amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I yield back the re- 
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is now on agreeing to the 
Faircloth amendment. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 17, 
nays 83, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 422 Leg.] 


YEAS—17 
Ashcroft Inhofe Shelby 
Brown Lott Smith 
Faircloth McCain Stevens 
Gramm McConnell Thompson 
Grams Nickles Thurmond 
Helms Pressler 

NAYS—83 
Abraham Dorgan Leahy 
Akaka ` Exon Levin 
Baucus Feingold Lieberman 
Bennett Feinstein Lugar 
Biden Ford Mack 
Bingaman Frist Mikulski 
Bond Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Boxer Gorton Moynihan 
Bradley Graham Murkowski 
Breaux Grassley Murray 
Bryan Gregg Nunn 
Bumpers Harkin Packwood 
Burns Hatch Pell 
Byrd Hatfield Pryor 
Campbell Heflin Reid 
Chafee Hollings Robb 
Coats Hutchison Rockefeller 
Cochran Inouye th 
Cohen Jeffords Santorum 
Conrad Johnston Sarbanes 
Coverdell Kassebaum Simon 
Craig Kempthorne Simpson 
D'Amato Kennedy Snowe 
Daschle Kerrey Specter 
DeWine Kerry Thomas 
Dodd Kohl Warner 
Dole Kyl Wellstone 
Domenici Lautenberg 


So the amendment (No. 2609) was re- 

jected. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2528 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 10 
minutes of debate, equally divided, on 
the Conrad amendment No. 2528, to be 
followed by a vote on or in relation to 
the amendment. 
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Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we be able to 
temporarily set aside the Conrad- 
Lieberman amendment because we 
have a request from the other side that 
we do that so that we perhaps have a 
chance to work things out before a 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2581 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will be 10 
minutes of debate, equally divided, on 
the Jeffords amendment No. 2581, to be 
followed by a vote on or in relation to 
the amendment. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Vermont is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I of- 
fered this amendment on behalf of my- 
self, Senator SIMPSON, Senator SNOWE 
and, I believe, Senator CHAFEE. I have 
not had time to gather others who, I 
am sure, want to cosponsor it. 

This is an important amendment. I 
hope that my colleagues will listen 
carefully to what this does. It is an 
amendment with all the good inten- 
tions in the world and something that 
we all believe in—that we should re- 
duce the out-of-wedlock births. It 
hopes to do this by giving an incentive 
to States to do things to try and reduce 
it and be rewarded if they are success- 
ful. What it does is says we shall care- 
fully—keep track of what I say—set as 
a baseline the year 1995, and we will 
draw the baseline for each State on the 
number of abortions which were per- 
formed in that State and also the num- 
ber of out-of-wedlock births that occur 
during that period of time. That might 
be well, but I would have to point out 
that such statistics do not exist in any 
valid form. So we will be establishing a 
baseline, first of all, that really we do 
not have any idea whether it is valid or 
not. 

Then it says that if you reduce your 
out-of-wedlock births by 1 percent and 
you do not increase your abortions, 
then you will be rewarded with a 5-per- 
cent increase in the amount of money 
you receive across the board for wel- 
fare. If you do it by 2 percent, you will 
get a 10 percent. That may sound good, 
too, but remember, to start with we do 
not have any baseline that we have any 
accuracy with. 

What it does is also create an incen- 
tive for the States to find all sorts of 
things to do in order to try and get 
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below that. CBO scores it at a cost of 
$75 million over 7 years. In their view, 
nothing will happen, basically, because 
if it is successful, the cost will be $1.6 
billion a year—$1.6 billion a year for 
which there is no appropriation; so it 
will come out of something else be- 
cause it is an entitlement. 

I point out that both the pro-life 
groups, if not all of them, but also pro- 
choice groups are opposed to this 
amendment for many different reasons. 
First of all, since we have no baseline, 
it is going to be difficult to know as to 
whether or not anything happened. 
Second, since it refers only to in-State 
abortions and in-State out-of-wedlock 
births, that does not include those that 
go across the border. So you open up 
Serious problems with respect to ma- 
nipulation of statistics. 

There is no reporting process now for 
abortion. There is no definition of what 
an abortion is in the bill. 

What is an abortion? Is it an IUD? Is 
it a D and C? What is it? We do not 
know. The statistics are all over the 
place. 

The States will see that goal out 
there—and keep in mind that if it is to- 
tally successful, it will cost $1.6 billion 
a year and we will only reduce the out- 
of-wedlock births by 2 percent over the 
whole period of time. 

If you are successful the first year 
and you stay at that level below the 
baseline, you pick up this thing for the 
whole 7 years, the 5 years of the bill 
and accomplish nothing more. 

And, I point out, you have letters 
given to you from the Catholic Char- 
ities, who are very much against this. 
They think it will increase the number 
of abortions. The pro-choice have 
looked at this as an intervention into 
privacy. 

Also, it includes not just welfare in- 
dividuals; it includes all of your popu- 
lation. This means you will have to re- 
port out-of-wedlock births from every 
family that has that occur. 

These things are really disruptive. I 
hope that we will defeat this provision 
of the bill. I ask for support of my 
amendment. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. I yield myself 2 min- 
utes. Mr. President, if this amendment 
succeeds, we will have nothing left in 
this bill geared to the problem of ille- 
gitimacy that virtually every Member 
of this Senate has talked about and de- 
scribed is a problem in their State. 

This portion of the bill creates incen- 
tives for States to attack this issue 
head on. I believe the criticisms, al- 
though well intentioned, do not justify 
turning our backs on this problem. The 
fact that it may cost more if States 
across America, every single State 
brings down its illegitimacy rate, it 
may cost $1 billion more in bonuses, 
does not reflect the total price tag and 
the success we would have if this were 
to be achieved. 
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The fact is this is a priority issue. It 
deserves, in terms of our funding prior- 
ities, to be placed high on the priority 
list. If we succeed, I think we will save 
more in dollars and lives than any bo- 
nuses we will pay to the States. 

Further, I think some of the concerns 
that have been raised as to definitions 
are addressed in the legislation as it 
has been brought to the floor. The Sec- 
retary has given quite a bit of latitude 
to determine definitions as well as to 
determine whether or not the numbers 
have been in any way gained in order 
to allow States to capture advantage of 
the bonus undeservedly. 

Finally, I just would say if we strip 
this provision from the bill, we will 
have to go back and explain to our con- 
stituents why we did not do one signifi- 
cant thing to address the No. 1 social 
problem in America today. Arguments 
in favor of this amendment do not, in 
my judgment, justify turning our 
backs on this issue. 

Mr. President, I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from North Carolina. 

AIRCLOTH. Thank you, Mr. 
President. We are now debating a pro- 
vision of the Dole bill that addresses il- 
legitimacy but is not at all directive or 
proscriptive. The provision which the 
amendment by Senator JEFFORDS seeks 
to strike is a simple provision that re- 
wards a State for reducing its illegit- 
imacy ratio, the percentage of total 
births which are out of wedlock. 

This provision taken from the House 
welfare reform bill says if a State de- 
creases its illegitimacy ratio without 
increasing its abortion rate, we will in- 
crease the AFDC block grant by up to 
10 percent. 

That is what we all agree that we 
want. We want a reduction in out-of- 
wedlock births as long as it is not ac- 
complished by an increase in abortions. 

We do not tell the States how to re- 
duce illegitimacy. We simply say, Lou 
come up with a successful way to re- 
duce it, and we will give you more 
money.“ 

The provision has three elements. We 
set a goal: reducing illegitimacy. We 
give the States maximum flexibility in 
meeting that goal. Third, we provide a 
financial reward for meeting the goal. 

If the Jeffords amendment succeeds, 
the illegitimacy reduction bonus mech- 
anism is struck, the Dole bill will have 
no provision to reduce illegitimacy at 
all. We will not have real welfare re- 
form. 

We do not address the crisis of out-of- 
wedlock births. I thought that is what 
we came to address and to do some- 
thing about, was illegitimacy, and ev- 
erything that comes up to reduce it we 
vote down. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the Jeffords amendment. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from 
Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, it was 
argued yesterday that no one could es- 
tablish a relationship between giving 
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people money to do something and 
then seeing them do it. 

In fact, the proponent of this argu- 
ment stated that if you believe that 
people do more of something when you 
pay them to do it, then you must also 
believe in the tooth fairy. No more 
nonsensical statement was ever made 
on the floor of the U.S. Senate than 
that. 

One-third of all the babies born in 
America today are born out of wedlock. 
The largest single explanation of why 
that is the case is that we give larger 
and larger cash payments to people 
who have more and more babies on wel- 
fare. 

Yesterday, we lost on our effort to 
stop that suicidal national policy. Now 
we have an effort to strike the last re- 
maining provision in this bill, a provi- 
sion that says simply that if States are 
able, through their own reforms, to 
deal with the greatest welfare crisis we 
face, illegitimacy, that we will give 
them a bonus for their success. 

Now we have an amendment that 
says strike that bonus and eliminate 
the last remaining effort to deal with 
illegitimacy. It is very important that 
this amendment be defeated. 

I urge my colleagues to reject it. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield the balance 
of my time to the Senator from Wyo- 
ming. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 30 seconds. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the amendment in- 
troduced by my colleague from Ver- 
mont. This amendment would strike 
the so-called “illegitimacy ratio” from 
the welfare bill. Let me just say obvi- 
ously it is a difficult amendment, obvi- 
ously a difficult area, a laudable pur- 
suit, but I represent a state that values 
confidentiality and privacy and am 
greatly concerned about the inaccu- 
racy of the data collection. 

I do agree with the Senator from Ver- 
mont when he says that ‘federal 
strings often do not produce the de- 
sired behavior modifications and can 
even produce unintended negative re- 
sults.“ I think this ratio is a clear ex- 
ample of just that. 

We all agree that the intentions of 
such a provision are in every way laud- 
able, however, the implementation of 
such a ratio is what concerns те, We 
all want to reduce the number of out- 
of-wedlock births in this country. 
Every one of us. This issue is of major 
concern and needs to be addressed at 
all levels of government. I want to 
commend my colleagues for bringing 
this important issue to our attention. 

However, as a legislator who is pro- 
choice, I remain concerned that this 
ratio will actually hinder women from 
receiving abortions if and when they 
choose to do so. States possibly could 
actually restrict access to abortions in 
order to ensure that their abortion rate 
does not increase. Making abortions 
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more difficult to obtain would obvi- 
ously help to lower the abortion rate 
and that is the part that greatly con- 
cerns me. 

In addition, coming from a state that 
so greatly values confidentiality and 
privacy—the right to be alone. I am 
greatly concerned about the inaccu- 
racy of the data collection. We do not 
have reporting requirements on abor- 
tions in my State for physicians or 
public health officials. The physicians 
in Wyoming fiercely value their ano- 
nymity in this matter. The State does 
not seek more accurate reporting from 
them for fear of violence. 

Wyoming has four abortion providers 
and access is very much a huge prob- 
lem. In fact, most women in Wyoming 
travel to Colorado or Montana if they 
choose to have an abortion. Privacy is 
such an overwhelming concern in Wyo- 
ming, especially in our small towns. 
This “ratio” simply would not be ап 
accurate indicator of abortions in any 
State for this very reason. Colorado 
and Montana’s ratios would be skewed 
since they would have to account for 
the women who do travel to their 
States to have abortions. This is not a 
problem isolated to the Rocky Moun- 
tain States—this occurs across the 
country in every single rural and fron- 
tier area. 

So I remain deeply concerned about 
the lack of reporting procedures that 
currently exist, and this amendment 
will only aggravate this problem. It 
does not provide for any additional 
funding for States to set up the exten- 
sive reporting procedures that will be 
needed in order to calculate this ratio. 
If we pass this ratio provision, we will 
in fact be passing on another unfunded 
mandate to the States. 

We should all deal honestly with the 
issues of teenage pregnancy and illegit- 
imacy, but there are so many other 
ways to address these matters includ- 
ing appropriate sex education in the 
schools, if I might add. 

For these reasons, I urge passage of 
this amendment. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. I yield the balance of 
my time to the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Let me say there is 
always an excuse not to deal with this 
issue. If we do not adopt this amend- 
ment, there will be nothing on illegit- 
imacy in this. 

We have heard great speeches, what 
an important problem this is. If we do 
not reject the Jeffords amendment, 
there will be nothing in this bill to deal 
with what everybody thinks is the 
most pressing problem that we have to 
face. 

We should quit finding excuses to do 
nothing. 

Mr. DOLE. If I may use 2 minutes of 
my leader time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has that right. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me 
speak to my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle. 
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I think there is a tendency for 
amendments offered by Democrats 
being voted for by Democrats, and 
maybe the other way, too. 

This amendment makes a great deal 
of sense, not the amendment of the 
Senator from Vermont but the amend- 
ment in the bill. It was worked out 
very carefully after a lot of consulta- 
tion by a lot of people to make certain 
that we were not doing some of the 
things that have been stated here. 

It is up to the States; it is up to the 
Governors. We have talked about re- 
turning power to the Governors, power 
to the States. Democrat or Republican 
Governors—we have not made any dis- 
tinction. 

Everybody has railed about illegit- 
imacy. Mr. President, one out of three 
births is out of wedlock. 

This is a very important amendment. 
It is in the House bill. We do not see 
any reason it should not be in this bill. 
That is why we put it in the Dole 
amendment to start with. 

I would hope my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle would take a look at 
what we are trying to do. Why not re- 
ward a State? Why not reward a Gov- 
ernor, Governor Edgar from Illinois or 
Governor Thompson or Governor 
Romer, whoever it may be, if they can 
devise a plan to reduce the illegitimacy 
rate? 

That is what this amendment is all 
about. It is straightforward. 

I do not see any pitfalls described by 
the Senator from Wyoming or the Sen- 
ator from Vermont. I hope we could de- 
feat the amendment of the Senator 
from Vermont and keep this provision 
in the bill. 

I can tell you, I will be a conferee 
when we ever go to conference on this. 
This is going to be very important. If 
we are serious about illegitimacy, this 
is an opportunity to demonstrate it. It 
is not partisan; not Democrat, not Re- 
publican, not conservative, not any- 
thing, as far as I know, except an hon- 
est effort to deal with a very serious 
problem. 

Several 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Will the Senator from 
Kansas yield for a question? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The Senator from 
Kansas yields for a question? As I read 
the amendment that is in the bill, it 
provides a bonus of 5 percent of your 
State grant if you reduce illegitimacy 
by 1 percent, and 10 percent if you re- 
duce it by 2 percent. Is that correct? 

Mr. DOLE. That is correct. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Does that mean that, 
for instance in the District of Colum- 
bia, they would get 11 times as much 
actual money for the reduction of ille- 
gitimacy as would, for instance, the 
State of Mississippi, since they get 11 
times as much block grant per poor 
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child in the District of Columbia than 
in the State? 

Mr. DOLE. I would have to check 
that. Iam talking about principle. You 
are talking about formula, 

Mr. GRAHAM. The principle? If the 
goal is to accomplish the objective, 
why could it not have been stated in an 
absolute amount as opposed to a per- 
centage of a block grant, which is very 
different from State to State? 

Mr. DOLE. We might entertain a 
modification if the Senator has one. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Is there a policy rea- 
son why the State has a percent of a 
block grant as opposed to an absolute 
number? 

Mr. DOLE. I think it is going to be 
more difficult to administer, too, if 
you make it absolute. But I want to 
stick to the principle. Maybe the Sen- 
ator has an idea. He can offer an 
amendment later on. But in my view, 
this is a very simple straightforward 
amendment. It is in the bill. 

I do not have an answer to the Sen- 
ator from Florida without checking, 
whether it might be a good idea or 
might not be a good idea. But let us 
vote on the amendment and then, if the 
Senator has some change he would like 
to make, I will be happy to entertain 
it. 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. DOLE. No, I am ready to vote. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the Jeffords 
amendment No. 2581, up or down. This 
will be a 10-minute vote. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 37, 
nays 63, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 423 Leg.] 


YEAS—37 
Akaka Hatfield Moynihan 
Baucus Hollings Murray 
Bradley Inouye Packwood 
Breaux Jeffords Pell 
Campbell Johnston Robb 
Chafee Kassebaum Sarbanes 
Cohen Kennedy Simon 
Dodd Kerrey Simpson 
Feingold Kohl Snowe 
Feinstein Lautenberg Specter 
Ford Leahy Wellstone 
Glenn Mikulski 
Harkin Moseley-Braun 

NAYS—63 
Abraham Coats Faircloth 
Ashcroft Cochran Frist 
Bennett Conrad Gorton 
Biden Coverdell Graham 
Bingaman Craig Gramm 
Bond D'Amato Grams 
Boxer Daschle Grassley 
Brown DeWine Gregg 
Bryan Dole Hatch 
Bumpers Domenici Heflin 
Burns Dorgan Helms 
Byrd Exon Hutchison 
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Inhofe McCain Roth 
Kempthorne McConnell Santorum 
Kerry Murkowski Shelby 
Kyl Nickles Smith 
Levin Nunn Stevens 
Lieberman Pressler Thomas 
Lott Pryor Thompson 
Lugar Reid Thurmond 
Mack Rockefeller Warner 


So the amendment (No, 2581) was re- 
jected. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2535 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order there will now be 10 
minutes of debate equally divided on 
the Dorgan amendment, numbered 2535, 
to be followed by a vote on or in rela- 
tion to the amendment. 

The Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. I thank the Chair very 
much, 

This is amendment No. 2535. Mr. 
President, this amendment is a sense- 
of-the-Senate, modeled after the re- 
quirement in the new unfunded man- 
date law that we passed earlier this 
year. The Congressional Budget Office 
under this amendment that I offer on 
behalf of myself, Senator GLENN, and 
Senator GRAHAM is asked to report to 
the Senate prior to a vote on the con- 
ference report on the cost to the States 
of complying with the work require- 
ments and any other mandate com- 
pared to the amount of money provided 
in the bill for complying with the re- 
quirements, and as well they are asked 
to give us an estimate of the number of 
States which would opt to pay the pen- 
alty rather than raise the additional 
revenue necessary to meet these re- 
quirements. 

Mr. President, the reason this is nec- 
essary is the Department of Health and 
Human Services has estimated that the 
cost to the States of meeting the work 
requirement in this bill will exceed the 
funds provided in the Dole plan by 
about $17 billion over 7 years. So the 
States will be forced to either raise 
some taxes or cut some spending in 
other areas by $17 billion in order to 
comply with the requirements in the 
Dole bill. 

Alternatively, they could simply 
abandon the work requirement. They 
could abandon the effort to meet these 
work requirement goals and they could 
instead pay a modest penalty—modest 
as compared to the $17 billion. The pen- 
alty would be about $6 billion. 

The Congressional Budget Office has 
concluded that most States will opt to 
pay the penalty. In fact, the Congres- 
sional Budget Office has estimated that 
probably only 10 to 15 States will meet 
the work requirements, meaning 35 to 
40 States will pay the penalty. 

What does that mean? It means that 
we will not accomplish the central 
function of one of the things we want 
to do in this bill, and that is move peo- 
ple from the welfare rolls to work. This 
is in my judgment either then an un- 
funded mandate of significant quantity 
or it will fail in the primary objective 
of moving people off welfare and to a 
job. 
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The law we passed a few short 
months ago indicated we ought not do 
any of these things unless we under- 
stand what we are asking others to do 
in terms of unfunded mandates. This 
amendment is very simple. Before we 
vote on the conference report, let us 
have a report by the CBO of what kind 
of an unfunded mandate exists here, 
how many States will comply with the 
work requirement and what we can ex- 
pect from this legislation. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 2 minutes and 25 seconds. 

Mr. DORGAN. Let me yield 1% min- 
utes to Senator GLENN from Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. GLENN. I thank my colleague. I 
am glad to be a cosponsor of this 
amendment. What the Senator has said 
is that early this year we passed the 
unfunded mandates bill. We said no 
longer were we going to just throw 
things back on the States and say you 
take care of it; we are putting the re- 
quirement out there with no money. 
And yet that is exactly what we are 
doing right now in this bill. 

I know the unfunded mandates bill 
does not kick in with all of its require- 
ments until January 1 next year. With 
this bill, we are requiring States to 
place 50 percent of welfare recipients 
on the work rolls by 2002. We are re- 
quiring job training, placement, edu- 
cation. Work requirement will be an- 
other $1.9 billion on State governments 
per year, 3.3 to cover child care costs, 
and so on, required for the Dole bill. 

I do not know how the balance comes 
out, where increased flexibility lets 
them save some money and how this 
balances out, but this could wind up as 
a giant, giant unfunded mandate on the 
States, and so I am very glad to sup- 
port my colleague’s proposal. If we are 
in keeping with the philosophy and 
principles of S. 1, the first bill that we 
passed this year, we should not be sad- 
dling State and local governments with 
these new welfare requirements with- 
out knowing exactly what we are 
doing. 

I thank the Senator. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I happen to 
agree with the Senator from Ohio and 
the Senator from North Dakota. We 
ought to find out what it costs, what- 
ever impact it may have. 

I am prepared to accept the amend- 
ment. I yield back my time. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I am 
satisfied with that. I appreciate the co- 
operation of the majority leader. 

I yield back my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment 2535. 

The amendment (No. 2535) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 
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Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2589 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will be a 10- 
minute debate equally divided on the 
McCain amendment No. 2589 to be fol- 
lowed by a vote on or in relation to the 
amendment. That will be a 10-minute 
vote. 

Mr. DOLE, Mr. President, as I under- 
stand it, we are on the McCain amend- 
ment which I believe is acceptable on 
both sides. So I yield back the time on 
this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no objection—— 

Mr. CHAFEE. Could we have a de- 
scription of the McCain amendment? 

Mr. DOLE. I have been advised the 
purpose of the amendment is to provide 
for child support enforcement agree- 
ments between the States and Indian 
tribes or tribal organizations. 

It provides for child support enforce- 
ment agreements between the States 
and Indian tribes and tribal organiza- 
tions. I think the same thing that ap- 
plies to States now applies to tribal or- 
ganizations. As I understand, there is 
no problem with the amendment. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
am pleased today to join Senators 
MCCAIN and INOUYE as a cosponsor of 
an amendment that would further the 
goals of strengthening child support 
enforcement activities by encouraging 
State governments with Indian tribes 
within their borders to enter into coop- 
erative agreements for the delivery of 
child support enforcement services in 
Indian country. 

Mr. President, this amendment would 
give the Secretary of the Department 
of Health and Human Services, in spe- 
cific instances, the authority to pro- 
vide direct Federal funding to Indian 
tribes operating an approved child sup- 
port enforcement plan. This approach 
is consistent with the government-to- 
government relationship between trib- 
al governments and the Federal Gov- 
ernment. Further, this approach to 
child support enforcement in Indian 
country is supported by the National 
Council of State Child Support En- 
forcement Administrators. 

Mr. President, title IV-D of the So- 
cial Security Act was enacted to assist 
all children in obtaining support and 
moving out of poverty. Yet it has been 
of little assistance to Indian children 
residing in Indian country because 
under title IV-D, only States are eligi- 
ble to receive Federal funds to operate 
title IV-D programs. The regulations 
implementing this act restrict States 
from providing services to Indian chil- 
dren on reservations. 

State child support program adminis- 
trators have attempted to meet the 
goals of child support enforcement by 
extending their efforts to Indian coun- 
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try, but the administrative and juris- 
dictional hurdles have made it all but 
impossible to get these services to need 
Indian children. 

Finally, Mr. President, in 1992, the 
Interstate Commission of Child Sup- 
port Enforcement recommended that 
the Congress address this problem 
through Federal legislation. It is time 
for America’s neediest children to re- 
ceive child support enforcement serv- 
ices. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2589 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleagues, Senators INOUYE, 
WELLSTONE, DOMENIC], and DASCHLE, 
for joining me in offering this impor- 
tant amendment. The amendment that 
І and my colleagues are offering today 
would further the goals of enforcing 
child support enforcement activities by 
encouraging, not mandating, State 
governments, with Indian lands within 
their borders, to enter into cooperative 
agreements with Indian tribal govern- 
ments for the delivery of child support 
enforcement services in Indian coun- 
try. The amendment provides funding 
to achieve these purposes within the 
overall spending allocated to this ef- 
fort. It gives the Secretary the author- 
ity, in specific instances, to provide di- 
rect Federal funding to Indian tribes 
operating an approved child support 
enforcement plan. This approach is 
consistent with the government-to- 
government relationship between trib- 
al governments and the Federal Gov- 
ernment, and the other provisions con- 
tained in the Dole substitute bill. 

Mr. President, title IV-D of the So- 
cial Security Act was enacted to assist 
all children in obtaining support and 
moving out of poverty. Under this 
title, State child support offices are re- 
quired to provide basic services to par- 
ents who apply for these services, in- 
cluding those that receive welfare as- 
sistance. These services include col- 
lecting and distributing child support 
payments from dead beat dads. Yet this 
program has been of little assistance to 
Indian children residing in Indian 
Country because under title IV-D, only 
States are eligible to receive Federal 
funds to operate IV-D programs under 
Federal regulations which, as a prac- 
tical matter, all but prohibit them 
from providing services to Indian chil- 
dren on reservations. Because of this, 
Indian children have lost, and will con- 
tinue to lose necessary services. 

Mr. President, there is a great need 
for child support enforcement funding 
and services in Indian country. There 
are approximately 554 federally recog- 
nized Indian tribes and Alaska Native 
villages in the United States. Accord- 
ing to the most recent Bureau of the 
Census data, children under the age of 
18 make up the largest age group of In- 
dians. Approximately 20.5 percent of 
American Indians and Alaska Natives 
are under the age of 10 compared to 14 
percent for the Nation’s total popu- 
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lation. In addition, one out of every 
five Indian households are headed by 
single females. This data reveals that 
the need for coordinated child support 
enforcement and service delivery in In- 
dian country exceeds the need in the 
rest of America. 

There are also jurisdictional barriers 
to effective service delivery under IV-D 
programs оп reservations. Federal 
courts have held that Indian tribes, not 
States, have authority over Indian 
child support enforcement issues and 
paternity establishment of tribal mem- 
bers residing and working on the res- 
ervation. These jurisdictional safe- 
guards, although necessary, have ham- 
pered State child support agencies in 
their efforts to negotiate agreements 
for the provision of services or funding 
to Indian tribal governments. The 
types of services provided under title 
IV-D include paternity establishment, 
including genetic blood testing, the es- 
tablishment of support obligations and 
the enforcement of support obligations 
through wage withholdings and tax 
intercepts. These activities fall within 
the exclusive jurisdiction of the Indian 
tribes. Yet there is no mechanism to 
enable tribes to receive Federal fund- 
ing and assistance to conduct these ac- 
tivities. 

This amendment in no way forces or 
compels an Indian tribe or State to act, 
nor does it affect well-established 
State or tribal jurisdiction to establish 
paternity or support orders. It merely 
recognizes the problems of child sup- 
port collection and distribution be- 
tween States and tribes as they exist 
under the current system. Simply put, 
this amendment encourages coopera- 
tive agreements between two govern- 
ments to satisfy the goals and purposes 
of uniform child support enforcement. 
Let me just point out that some of 
these agreements are already in place 
in States like Washington and Arizona. 

State administrators, such as in my 
own State, have attempted to meet the 
goals of uniform child support enforce- 
ment by extending their efforts to In- 
dian Country, but the administrative 
and jurisdictional hurdles make it all 
but impossible to get these services out 
to the children in need. 

These obstacles have led to costly 
litigation. For example, the 8th and 9th 
circuit courts have issued inconsistent 
rulings in addressing the ability of In- 
dian children to access title IV-D serv- 
ices. A 1991 Federal court ruling 
summed up the problem by holding— 

... the State must give children of absent 
Indian parents the same degree of child sup- 
port enforcement services as other children, 
when there is reasonable access to the tribal 
courts. 

Yet, that court’s ruling is inconsistent 
with the Department of Health and 
Human Services interpretation of title 
IV-D in which the Department signifi- 
cantly restricts the States. Let me re- 
mind my colleagues that States are 
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trying to be fair in providing child sup- 
port enforcement services and funding 
to Indians. Their ability to provide 
these services is quite limited because 
Indian tribes are not mentioned in title 
IV-D. This amendment would clarify 
that Indian children are entitled to the 
same protections from deadbeat dads 
as all other children in our country. 

Mr. President, this problem is not 
new to those involved in State child 
support enforcement agencies or na- 
tional organizations concerned with 
these issues. For instance, in 1992, the 
American Bar Association and the 
Interstate Commission of Child Sup- 
port recognized the problems created 
by the omission of Indian tribes from 
IV-D legislation. In fact, the American 
Bar Association issued a handbook for 
States and tribes to use in attempting 
to negotiate State/Tribal cooperative 
agreements for child support enforce- 
ment. Also in an elaborate report is- 
sued in 1992, the Interstate Commission 
on Child Support Enforcement гес- 
ommended that the Congress address 
this problem in Federal legislation. 
Until the amendment under consider- 
ation was offered, no legislative initia- 
tive to include Indian tribes has oc- 
curred. 

More recently, I received a copy of a 
letter, dated May 15, 1995, from the 
president of the National Council of 
State Child Support Enforcement Ad- 
ministrators. The letter advises the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services that a resolution was passed 
by the IV-D directors that favors di- 
rect Federal funding to Indian tribes 
for child support services. Let me 
quote from a passage of the letter “Тһе 
states that are concerned about this 
issue believe that the most effective 
way to provide comprehensive services 
to Native American children is for the 
federal government to deal directly 
with sovereign tribal governments.” 
The amendment that I am offering will 
do just that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, if all time is yielded back, 
the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment 2589. 

The amendment (No. 2589) was agreed 


to. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2525 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be a 
10-minute debate equally divided on 
the Exon amendment 2525, to be fol- 
lowed by a vote on or in relation to the 
amendment. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Nebraska is on his way. 
He is expected to be here soon. I won- 
der if I could place a quorum call 

Mr. DOLE. Maybe better yet, as I un- 
derstand, the Nickles amendment num- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


bered 2556, I was advised by Senator 
NICKLES that had been worked out to 
the satisfaction of both sides. 

Мг. MOYNIHAN. To my knowledge, I 
do not know of any objection. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, Sen- 
ator NICKLES has spoken to me about 
this amendment and as I understand he 
has modified his amendment. At this 
moment, I do not know if he has modi- 
fied it. 

Mr. DOLE. Maybe we will put in a 
quorum call and we will find Senator 
NICKLES. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO, 2556, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. DOLE. I now ask unanimous con- 
sent we move to consideration of 2556, 
the Nickles amendment, and I send a 
modification to the desk which has 
been cleared by the distinguished Sen- 
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The amend- 
ment is so modified. 

The amendment (No. 2556), as modi- 
fied, is as follows: 

Section 913, page 602 of the amendment, 
strike line 22 through page 603 line 5 and in- 
sert in lieu thereof the following: 

“(4) CIVIL MONEY PENALTIES ON NON- 
COMPLYING EMPLOYERS.—The State shall 
have the option to set a State civil money 
penalty which shall be less than— 

(1) $25; ог 

“(2) $500 if, under State law, the failure is 
the result of a conspiracy between the em- 
ployer and the employee to not supply the 
required report or to supply a false or incom- 
plete report." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment 2556, as 
modified. 

The amendment (No. 2556), as modi- 
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the Exon 
amendment 2525. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the quorum call be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2525 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I apologize 

to the managers of the bill. I did not 
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mean to delay them. I stepped off the 
floor for the first time for 10 minutes 
assuming there were other measures 
ahead of mine. But I am now prepared 
to offer my amendment. 

I offered this amendment last week. I 
made a concise statement at that time. 
I believe that I have 5 minutes under 
the unanimous-consent agreement. 

Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there is allowed 10 
minutes of debate equally divided. 

Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2525, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. EXON. After introducing the 
amendment last week, I have a very 
minor addition to the amendment that 
was suggested by my friend and col- 
league, Senator SIMPSON from Wyo- 
ming, with whom I have worked on this 
matter for a long, long time. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
minor addition be announced and con- 
sidered, and the amendment itself be 
considered at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no objection, the amendment is 
modified. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

On page 302, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 

БЕС. 506. PROHIBITION ON PAYMENT OF FED- 
ERAL BENEFITS TO CERTAIN PER- 
SONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and except as provided 
in subsection (b), Federal benefits shall not 
be paid or provided to any person who is not 
a person lawfully present within the United 
States. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (a) shall not 
apply with respect to the following benefits: 

(1) Emergency medical services under title 
XIX of the Social Security Act. 

(2) Short-term emergency disaster relief. 

(3) Assistance or benefits under the Na- 
tional School Lunch Act. 

(4) Assistance or benefits under the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966. 

(5) Public health assistance for immuniza- 
tions and, if the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services determines that it is nec- 
essary to prevent the spread of a serious 
communicable disease, for testing and treat- 
ment of such disease. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion: 

(1) FEDERAL BENEFIT.—The term Federal 
benefit” means— 

(A) the issuance of any grant, contract, 
loan, professional license, or commercial li- 
cense provided by an agency of the United 
States or by appropriated funds of the Unit- 
ed States; and 

(B) any retirement, welfare, Social Secu- 
rity, health, disability, public housing, post- 
secondary education, food stamps, unem- 
ployment benefit, or any other similar bene- 
fit for which payments or assistance are pro- 
vided by an agency of the United States or 
by appropriated funds of the United States. 

(2) PERSON LAWFULLY PRESENT WITHIN THE 
UNITED STATES.—The term “person lawfully 
present within the United States” means а 
person who, at the time the person applies 
for, receives, or attempts to receive a Fed- 
eral benefit, is a United States citizen, a per- 
manent resident alien, an alien whose depor- 
tation has been withheld under section 243(h) 
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of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1253(h)), an asylee, a refugee, a parolee 
who has been paroled for a period of at least 
1 year, а national, or a national of the Unit- 
ed States for purposes of the immigration 
laws of the United States (as defined in sec- 
tion 101(а)(17) of the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(17)). 

(4) STATE OBLIGATION.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, a State that ad- 
ministers a program that provides a Federal 
benefit (described in section 506(c)(1)) or pro- 
vides State benefits pursuant to such a pro- 
gram shall not be required to provide such 
benefits to a person who is not a person law- 
fully present within the United States (as de- 
fined in section 506(c)(2)) through a State 
agency or with appropriated funds of such 
State. 

(е) VERIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Attorney General of the United States, 
after consultation with the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, shall promul- 
gate regulations requiring verification thata 
person applying for a Federal benefit, includ- 
ing a benefit described in section 506(b), is a 
person lawfully present within the United 
States and is eligible to receive such benefit. 
Such regulations shall, to the extent fea- 
sible, require that information requested and 
exchanged be similar in form and manner to 
information requested and exchanged under 
section 1137 of the Social Security Act. 

(2) STATE COMPLIANCE.—Not later than 24 
months after the date the regulations de- 
scribed in subsection (1) are adopted, a State 
that administers a program that provides a 
Federal benefit described in such subsection 
shall have in effect a verification system 
that complies with the regulations. 

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out the 
purposes of this section. 

(1) SEVERABILITY.—If any provision of this 
title or the application of such provision to 
any person or circumstance is held to be un- 
constitutional, the remainder of this title 
and the application of the provisions of such 
to any person or circumstance shall not be 
affected thereby. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ne- 
braska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I will 
make some brief remarks on this. I be- 
lieve there is strong support on this. I 
will be asking for the yeas and nays. 
And I would agree to have the yeas and 
nays ordered at any time that the man- 
agers of the bill think are in order. 

Mr. President, last Friday I offered 
an amendment to the welfare reform 
bill which states that Federal benefits 
shall not be paid or provided to any 
person who is not lawfully present 
within the United States. I have intro- 
duced measures to address this problem 
in the past and the Senate accepted a 
very similar amendment in 1993 by a 
vote of 85 for and only 2 against, and 
only to see it unfortunately dropped in 
conference. 

My amendment specifically defines 
who is a person lawfully present within 
our country. Previous prohibitions on 
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the payment of benefits to illegal 
aliens have been weakened by expan- 
sive agency regulations and court deci- 
sion. My amendment also provides for 
a number of exceptions. Illegal aliens 
would still be eligible for elementary 
and secondary education, emergency 
medical services, disaster relief, school 
lunches, child nutrition, and immuni- 
zation. 

Also, States would not be obligated 
to provide benefits to those not law- 
fully present in our country, and funds 
would be provided for States to set up 
systems to verify the status of the ap- 
plicants. As we continue to debate wel- 
fare reform, I believe it is evident that 
we must not pass up this opportunity 
to stop, once and for all, providing 
scarce Federal benefits to illegal 
aliens. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I would 
first, if I could, ask the Senator from 
Nebraska if he would yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Мг. EXON. Certainly. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I would 
say to the Senator, I was particularly 
concerned about the issue of elemen- 
tary and secondary education. The 
Senator stated that his amendment 
would not deny the child of a person 
who was in the country illegally access 
to elementary and secondary edu- 
cation? 

Mr. EXON. That is correct. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Could the Senator tell 
me where in the amendment that was 
mentioned? 

Mr. EXON. It may well be that the 
Senator from Florida did not under- 
stand. That was incorporated in the 
amendment and was suggested as an 
exception by the Senator from Wyo- 
ming. And I think it satisfies the con- 
cerns of the Senator from Florida. It is 
in the amendment on which we are now 
discussing and on which we will vote. If 
you are talking about the amendment 
that I offered last Friday, it is not in 
there. But it is in the amendment that 
we will be voting on. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, the an- 
swer to that question allayed one of 
my principal concerns about this 
amendment, because in the original 
form, the form that was at the desk, 
there was no recognition of the chil- 
dren of persons who were in the coun- 
try illegally in terms of their partici- 
pation in elementary and secondary 
education. 

In fact, there was a provision which 
would have allowed the States to have 
terminated educational assistance to 
those children as well as the Federal 
Government terminating whatever as- 
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sistance it provides. With that modi- 
fication, I will reserve final judgment 
as to how I will vote on this amend- 
ment. But I would like to raise the fun- 
damental issue, the Federal Govern- 
ment has the total constitutional re- 
sponsibility for the enforcement of our 
borders, and for our immigration and 
naturalization law. It is written almost 
in those terms in article 1 of the U.S. 
Constitution. The States have no au- 
thority in either of those two areas. 

Second, when the Federal Govern- 
ment fails to carry out its responsibil- 
ity and to enforce the borders, it is the 
States and the local communities who 
have the principal obligations and con- 
sequences of that failure. 

Third, those consequences are heav- 
ily focused in about six States. Six 
States have over 80 percent of those 
persons who are in the country ille- 
gally living within their borders. 

So, fourth, the consequence of this 
legislation is to say the Federal Gov- 
ernment failed to carry out its exclu- 
sive constitutional responsibility: To 
protect the borders and enforce the im- 
migration laws, allow large num- 
bers—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
COVERDELL). The Senator’s time has 
expired. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
the manager for 1 additional minute. 

Mr. EXON. How much time do I have 
remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nebraska has 2 minutes 57 
seconds remaining. 

Mr. SIMPSON. May I inquire whether 
I may receive 30 seconds from the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska? 

Mr. EXON. I yield 30 seconds to my 
colleague from Wyoming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I do not want to in- 
terrupt the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. EXON. I yield to the Senator 
from Wyoming when he gets the floor. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
yield an additional minute to the Sen- 
ator from Florida and 1 minute to the 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, to con- 
clude, we are about to set up what I 
think is a very unsafe situation: The 
Government fails to carry out its con- 
stitutional responsibility, and for the 
people who are illegally in commu- 
nities across America, we are saying 
the Federal Government is going to 
deny any benefits to those people, 
which means those communities al- 
ready the most heavily impacted now, 
out of their resources, have to pick up 
those responsibilities. 

As a humanitarian society, we are 
still going to face providing health 
care, delivering babies to pregnant 
women, and the negative aspects of op- 
erating a criminal justice system and 
the other requirements when that ille- 
gal population acts in ways that are 
antithetical to the society in which 
they are living. 
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Reserving the right to review the 
amendment in its final form, I raise for 
my colleagues the potential con- 
sequences of this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I, too, 
want to express that Senator EXON’s 
amendment does not include the ele- 
mentary and secondary education. 
Under the initial amendment, there is 
about $225 million that goes into 
States, into local communities to re- 
spond to Supreme Court holdings with 
regard to their requirements to edu- 
cate these children. But this has elimi- 
nated that. 

I welcome the opportunity to work 
with the Senator. We have, for exam- 
ple, 11,000 temporary nurses that come 
here to work in many of our urban area 
hospitals. Under this requirement, 
their residency requirements are such 
that they would not be able to get 
nursing licenses the way this is being 
interpreted, which would put a severe 
pressure on many of the inner-city hos- 
pitals in underserved areas. 

I know that is not the intention of 
the Senator. I welcome the opportunity 
as this legislative process moves for- 
ward in some of these areas that we 
can work through to try to not have 
unintended consequences that would 
provide a hardship rather than to 
achieve the objectives of the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. SIMPSON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Wy- 
oming for 30 seconds. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I want 
to thank my friend, my colleague. Sen- 
ator EXON came to the Senate when I 
did. His consistency on this has been 
clear through the years, and we have 
taken care of the problems brought up 
by Senator GRAHAM and by Senator 
KENNEDY. 

I look forward to working with the 
Senator on these issues, as with Sen- 
ator KENNEDY, the ranking member of 
the subcommittee, which I chair. 

We have also taken care of in this 
amendment veterans issues. There will 
be no diminution of veterans benefits, 
no denial of veterans benefits to some- 
one who may have been illegal but 
served the country. So it takes care of 
that and takes care of the education 
issue. 

I thank the Senator from Nebraska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nebraska has 2 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. EXON. I am prepared to yield 
back my time to move things ahead. 

I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 


Mr. EXON. Mr. President, is there re- 
maining time in opposition to the 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
in opposition has been yielded back. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Will the Senator 
from Nebraska yield 1 minute to me? 

Mr. EXON. I will be glad to yield a 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the Senator’s amend- 
ment because I think this is a very im- 
portant part of the Federal Govern- 
ment’s responsibility to control our 
borders. 

I am опе of the States that is af- 
fected by the illegal aliens that come 
across the border, and they do take not 
only from our State and local coffers, 
but from the Federal coffers as well. 
This is something that we must stop. I 
think the Senator from Nebraska has a 
very good amendment, and I think it 
should be part of an overall] illegal im- 
migration reform measure that the 
Senator from Wyoming and the Sen- 
ator from California, Senator FEIN- 
STEIN, are working on. But until that 
time, it is very important that we 
speak in this welfare reform bill to the 
cost of illegal aliens. 

So I appreciate what the Senator 
from Nebraska has done, and I support 
his amendment. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator from Texas very much for the 
kind statement and support. Since no 
one is seeking time, I yield back the 
remainder of my time, and the yeas 
and nays have already been granted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on agreeing to the 
Exon amendment Хо. 2525, as modified. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 94, 
nays 6, as follows: 

[Коса Vote No. 424 Leg.] 


YEAS—%4 
Abraham Daschle Inhofe 
Akaka DeWine Inouye 
Ashcroft Dodd Jeffords 
Baucus Dole Johnston 
Bennett Domenici Kassebaum 
Biden Dorgan Kempthorne 
Bingaman Exon Kennedy 
Bond Faircloth Kerrey 
Boxer Feingold Kerry 
Bradley Feinstein Kohl 
Breaux Ford Kyl 
Bryan Frist Lautenberg 
Bumpers Glenn 
Burns Gorton Levin 
Byrd Graham Lieberman 
Campbell Gramm Lott 
Chafee Grassley Lugar 
Coats Harkin Mack 
Cochran Hatch McCain 
Cohen Hatfield McConnell 
Conrad Heflin Mikulski 
Coverdell Helms Moseley-Braun 
Craig Hollings Moynihan 
D'Amato Hutchison Murray 
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Nickles Rockefeller Specter 
Nunn Roth Stevens 
Packwood Santorum Thomas 
Pell Sarbanes Thurmond 
Pressler Shelby Warner 
Pryor Simpson Wellstone 
Reid Smith 
Robb Snowe 

NAYS—6 
Brown Gregg Simon 
Grams Murkowski Thompson 


So the amendment (Мо. 2525), 
modified, was agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the Demo- 
cratic leader asked me to institute a 
quorum call, which I did, but I think 
we have an amendment of the Senator 
from California, Senator FEINSTEIN, 
which can be accepted. We will be pre- 
pared to do that. 

Then the amendment of the Senator 
from North Dakota was set aside. Ap- 
parently he is prepared to proceed on 
that. It is part of our list, so I think it 
will be appropriate to do that. So I will 
work to clear it with Senator DASCHLE. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
California. 

AMENDMENT NO, 2470 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
call up amendment No. 2470. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from California (Mrs. FEIN- 
a proposes an amendment numbered 
2470. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print- 
ed in the Friday, September 8, 1995, edi- 
tion of the RECORD.) 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
believe this amendment has been 
cleared on both sides. What the amend- 
ment does is require procedures for a 
child support order for the child of 
minor parents, where the mother is re- 
ceiving assistance for the child, to be 
enforceable against the paternal grand- 
parents of the child. 

For just a moment—what the Dole 
bill does is require a minor mother and 
her child to live at home with her par- 
ents, so the maternal parents are re- 
sponsible. What my amendment would 
do is say, where it is possible, a child 
support order should be obtained 
against the parents of the male in- 
volved. It takes two to tango in this in- 
stance, and the responsibility for the 


as 
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care of the child should not only belong 
to the maternal grandparents but the 
paternal as well. 

So this solves the other half of the 
problem. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, we have no 
problem with the amendment. It has 
been cleared on this side. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. It has been cleared 
on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2470) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. Are there any other 
amendments that have been cleared? I 
think the Senator from Massachusetts 
has one or two minor amendments that 
І do not see any problem with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I had 
amendment No. 2483, which I thought 
might have been cleared by now. I will 
be prepared to offer that if it has been 
cleared. 

Mr. DOLE. I say to the Senator from 
New Mexico, if he will let me check 
that—what is the number? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Amendment No. 
2483. I believe that is going to be ac- 
ceptable. If it is, I am ready to offer it 
at any time. 

Mr. DOLE. Let me check and I will 
be right back with the Senator. 

I think the Senator from Massachu- 
setts has two amendments. 

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts. 

EN BLOC AMENDMENTS NOS. 2662 AND 2664 

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Chair. We 
are just ascertaining the numbers. Mr. 
President, I ask amendment No. 2662 
and amendment No. 2664 be called up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KERRY], proposes amendments numbered 2662 
and 2664, en bloc. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendments be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The texts of the amendments are 
printed in the Friday, September 8, 
1995, edition of the RECORD.) 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, these are 
two amendments which I thank the 
distinguished manager and majority 
leader and the Senator from New York 
for accepting. 

Mr. President, as we trudge toward 
the rhetorical goal of ending welfare as 
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we know it, we as a country must do 
better; we must embrace whole new 
ideas of how to accomplish this—if not 
now, at least in the future—primarily 
by investing in impoverished children 
and secondarily by providing a safety 
net for their parents. The guiding prin- 
ciple of our new system should be to 
summon the very best effort this coun- 
try can mount to enable children who 
are victims of poverty to become self- 
sufficient adults capable of contribut- 
ing to our society in a positive way and 
leading happy, fulfilling lives. 

Dependency—whether it be on the 
foster care system when a person is a 
child, or on Government institutions 
such as the welfare or criminal justice 
systems if a person is an adult, or on 
drugs at any age—is a tragic waste of 
human potential and imposes costs we 
as a nation need not suffer and cannot 
afford to pay. 

In many ways, welfare works—it is 
perhaps the cheapest means of getting 
the bare minimum of resources to the 
neediest slice of the American public; 
but in critical ways, it does not—it can 
perpetuate dependency rather than in- 
culcate self-sufficiency. At the very 
least, by itself, it does not promote 
movement toward self-sufficiency. 

The way to make the most of the 
current welfare reform movement is— 
without ignoring the good welfare may 
have done over the years—to design 
our priorities and construct a better 
system able to meet the minimal needs 
of today’s recipients while doing every- 
thing possible to ensure that children 
on welfare don’t become adults on wel- 
fare and that adults on welfare move 
whenever possible toward self-suffi- 
ciency. 

The focal points for any effort to re- 
place welfare with an intervention pro- 
gram which targets children must be 
our Nation’s schools. There is a vital 
role that schools must play that they 
can't play without greater resources, 
voluntarism, and attention. 

In cities beset by crime and violence, 
and in rural areas with little to inspire 
or occupy children, the neighborhood 
public school must become a beacon—a 
warm, safe haven of learning, of values, 
of friendship, of intellectual growth. 

No school in such areas should shut 
its doors at 3 p.m. and stop its con- 
tribution to children’s and parents’ 
lives. 

Case in point is teenage mothers, es- 
pecially those who fail to avoid having 
children because they see no worth- 
while future that awaits them if they 
avoid having children. 

We must invest in efforts to educate 
these children about the costs and re- 
alities of parenthood, and we must in- 
vest in education programs that pro- 
vide real futures for school-age preg- 
nant girls and new mothers and, where 
they can be identified, new fathers. 

We must think in the longterm, and 
understand that money dedicated to 
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ending welfare dependency by invest- 
ing in children will not only save 
money in the long run, it will help save 
this country. 

We are throwing away our future by 
ignoring the children of this country. 
One day all who can read this article 
will be senior citizens, fully dependent 
on the babies we neglect today. So will 
be our Nation and its future. 

If we fail to meet the needs of these 
children, not only will we fail to main- 
tain this country’s status as leader of 
the democratic world to which we have 
contributed so much, but we will de- 
volve into a country consumed by 
crime and poverty the likes of which 
this Nation cannot imagine. 

We have already fallen deeper into 
crime than our parents would have 
ever dreamed. It will not matter that 
parents have raised their own children 
well if they raise them so they are 
alone in that distinction. Without con- 
certed, collective effort, even children 
raised with love and concern—whether 
in low income or high income fami- 
lies—will not be safe and secure. 

We have already lost a frightening 
number of a complete generation of 
children to unambitious welfare pro- 
grams, inadequate schooling, and soci- 
etal neglect. Nothing less than the sur- 
vival of our Nation depends on our col- 
lective assumption of our responsibil- 
ity of this Nation’s young. 

Parents, schools, communities, and 
the Government need to become im- 
mersed in the development and 
enculturalization of children. 

I believe we need to face the reality 
that this welfare debate is part of a 
much larger debate that we will be 
forced to have in this country in the 
not-too-distant future. It is a debate 
that speaks to the soul of America, and 
ultimately will have to come from our 
hearts as well as from our heads. It is 
a debate about not only solving our fis- 
cal deficit, but also about addressing 
the cultural and spiritual deficits that 
seem to be tearing at the fabric of our 
society. 

It is about a welfare mother who 
can't read and a system that doesn't 
care. It is about a teenager with a child 
she cannot care for and a community 
that will not help. It is about what we 
ultimately decide is the legitimate 
cost of failing to care, and about what 
we are willing to invest in the effort to 
manifest the care we claim. 

We need to address the basic philo- 
sophical issue of responsibility to each 
other as a community of people. 

The battle is over how we do this. 
How do we stop children from having 
children? How do we solve the problem 
of mothers who cannot work because 
they have no daycare for their children 
and no extended family able to help 
them? What do we do about young 
teenagers growing up in increasingly 
violent neighborhoods—kids with di- 
minished valves and an increasingly di- 
minished sense of right and wrong? We 
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are seeing the rise of a generation of 
Americans who think there’s more 
power in the barrel of a gun than in the 
memory of a computer. 

The true question is how do we pre- 
pare for a better future in this Nation? 
The answer, I believe, is to invest in 
people and to seek long-term solutions 
to welfare problems to improve our col- 
lective future rather than succumb to 
simple-sounding, quick fixes that carry 
tremendous unseen burdens for our fu- 
ture. 

But, Mr. President, the bill we have 
before us simply does not do what 
needs to be done. 

I offer two amendments today that 
invest in children, education, and fami- 
lies, reaching toward the objective that 
no one will be isolated from the main- 
stream of productive society. 

Mr. President, it is well-established 
that some children of welfare depend- 
ent parents are subjected to inadequate 
care, supervision, and parental love 
and attention, to unsafe environments 
and undesirable influences. It should 
come as no surprise that many of these 
children fail to develop into respon- 
sible, self-sufficient adults who are 
contributing members of society. Too 
often welfare becomes а repetitive 
cycle extending over multiple genera- 
tions rather than a temporary situa- 
tion. 

Part of the answer to breaking this 
pathological cycle is to require parents 
seeking welfare to take an active role 
in the supervision, education, and care 
of their children. Another part is to 
make better and more efficient use of 
existing public resources and invest- 
ments for the benefit of at-risk chil- 
dren. Notable among those resources 
and investments are our public school 
facilities. 

While I do not believe it is possible 
for our Nation to successfully and ac- 
ceptably resolve our current welfare 
problems wholly without further public 
investment, neither of these two par- 
tial answer to those problems entails 
significant additional cost. 

We cannot afford to neglect children 
when we know full well that improving 
their surroundings helps prevent their 
long-term dependence on government 
aid. All the nations with which we are 
competing in the new global market- 
place are acting in recognition of that 
fact—except us. We must boldly pursue 
the long-term benefits promised by 
concerted efforts to make maximum 
use of our schools and educational fa- 
cilities, and by insisting that all wel- 
fare recipient parents accept basic pa- 
rental responsibilities—that many of 
them routinely perform admirably 
under difficult circumstances but some 
appear to ignore. 

My amendments would move in these 
directions. 

My first amendment would provide 
funds for demonstration projects so 
keep schools that serve at-risk children 
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open for more hours and to initiate 
new programs so that schools can offer 
an alternative to the street for our Na- 
tion’s unsupervised youth. This com- 
panion program would complement the 
Community Schools Program. 

My second amendment would require 
parents to sign a parental responsibil- 
ity contract that would demand, in ex- 
change for benefits, that parents take 
an active role in the supervision and 
education of their children. 

Mr. President, these two amend- 
ments are only first steps. But they are 
steps in the right direction: toward the 
brighter future of this Nation. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have no 
objection to the amendments. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. There is no objec- 
tion on this side. To the contrary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the en bloc amendments. 

The en bloc amendments (Nos. 2662 
and 2664) were agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KERRY. I thank the majority 
leader and thank the Senator from New 
York. 

Mr. DOLE. As I understand it, the 
Senator from California has a dem- 
onstration amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
California. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2479 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
call up amendment No. 2479. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN- 
a proposes an amendment numbered 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print- 
ed in the Friday, September 8, 1995, edi- 
tion of the RECORD.) 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
what this amendment does is essen- 
tially assures that, in those large coun- 
ties or groups of counties with a popu- 
lation greater than 500,000, that there 
be provision, with permission of the 
State—this is the modification in the 
amendment—that the money, the 
block grant, go directly to the county. 
So we have modified the amendment 
from its original presentation. My un- 
derstanding is that it is agreeable to 
both sides. 

The purpose of the amendment is, 
really, so many of the innovative dem- 
onstration projects that are initiated 
by counties, which I pointed out in my 
opening remarks on this amendment, 
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can go ahead without an additional ele- 
ment of bureaucracy. 

Again, the State would have to ap- 
prove this, but for those counties that 
do their own administration, this 
would continue to be the case. 

Mr. DOLE. Has the modification been 
sent to the desk? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair reports the modification does not 
appear to be at the desk. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the amendment of 
the Senator from California be tempo- 
rarily laid aside so I can make a unani- 
mous-consent request and have my 
amendment considered. It has been 
cleared. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2486, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I now ask 
unanimous consent that a modification 
to my amendment, No. 2486, be sent to 
the desk and be in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 2486), as modi- 
fied, is as follows: 

On page 12, between lines 22 and 23, insert 
the following: 

(G) COMMUNITY SERVICE.—Not later than 3 
years after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, consistent with the exception provided 
in section 404(d), require participation by, 
and offer to, unless the State opts out of this 
provision by notifying the Secretary, a par- 
ent or caretaker receiving assistance under 
the program, after receiving such assistance 
for 6 months— 

(i) is not exempt from work requirements; 
and 

(ii) is not engaged in work as determined 
under section 404(c), 
in community service employment, with 
minimum hours per week and tasks to be de- 
termined by the State. 

Mr. DOLE. As I understand, the 
amendment, as modified, is acceptable 
on this side. 

Is that correct? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. It most assuredly is 
on our side. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, if I could 
spend 30 seconds, I have long believed 
that work requirements should be 
clear, strong, and applied promptly. 
For too long we have permitted welfare 
dependency to undermine the potential 
productivity of too many able-bodied 
Americans. We have allowed too many 
able-bodied welfare recipients not to 
work. That is wrong. 

The amendment which I am offering 
would add a requirement that welfare 
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recipients be in job training and school 
or working in private sector jobs with- 
in 6 months of receipt of benefits, and 
if private sector jobs could not be 
found they be required to perform some 
type of community service employ- 
ment. The requirement would be 
phased in over 3 years to allow States 
the chance to adjust administratively. 
We have added in this modification a 
opt-out provision for States by notifi- 
cation of the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, and also to make 
clear the intent to conform to the 
modifications which Senator DOLE 
made to his amendment No. 2280 last 
week. 

The bill before us requires recipients 
to work within no more than 2 years of 
receipt of benefits. Why wait that long? 
Why wait 2 years? Unless an able-bod- 
ied person is in school or job training, 
why wait longer than 6 months to re- 
quire that a person have a private job 
or be performing community service? 

My amendment says 6 months in- 
stead of 2 years. 

There is no doubt that there is a 
great need in local communities across 
the country for community service 
workers. Last year, the demand for 
community service workers from the 
President’s AmeriCorps Program was 
far greater than the ability to fund 
them. According to AmeriCorps, of the 
538 project applications requesting ap- 
proximately 60,000 workers, only appli- 
cations for about 20,000 workers could 
be funded. Projects ranged from envi- 
ronmental cleanup, to assisting in day 
care centers, to home health care 
aides. It is clear that there is no short- 
age of need for workers in community 
service. 

The Daschle amendment which was 
narrowly defeated last week contained 
a similar provision which was added as 
a modification at my request. It would 
require that recipients work in commu- 
nity service employment if not em- 
ployed in the private sector, engaged in 
job training or in school, and it would 
require that States offer the commu- 
nity service option to such recipients. 

Mr. President, I have long been con- 
cerned about the cycle of dependency 
and the need to return welfare recipi- 
ents to work. As long as 14 years ago, 
in 1981, I was the author, along with 
Senator DOLE, of legislation which was 
enacted into law that put some welfare 
recipients back to work as home health 
care aides, thereby decreasing the wel- 
fare rolls and increasing the local tax 
base 


This demonstration project called for 
the training and placement of AFDC 
recipients as home care aides to Medic- 
aid recipients as a long-term care al- 
ternative to institutional care, and was 
subject to rigorous evaluation in both 
the demonstration and post-demonstra- 
tion periods. 

The independently conducted рго- 
gram evaluation found that during six 
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of the seven demonstration projects, 
trainees’ total monthly earnings in- 
creased by 56 percent to more than 130 
percent. Evaluations in following years 
indicated similarly positive and signifi- 
cant income effects. Consistent with 
the increase in employment, trainees 
also received reduced public benefits. 
All seven States moved a significant 
proportion of trainees off of AFDC. In 
four of the States, a significant propor- 
tion of the trainees also were moved off 
of the Food Stamp Program or received 
significantly reduced benefit amounts. 

Additionally, the program evaluation 
indicated that it significantly іп- 
creased the amount of formal in-home 
care received by Medicaid clients and 
had significant beneficial effects on cli- 
ent health and functioning. The eval- 
uation also indicated that clients bene- 
fited from marginally reduced costs for 
the services they received. 

As the 1986 evaluation shows, this 
type of demonstration had great poten- 
tial in allowing local governments to 
respond to priority needs and assist 
members of their community in ob- 
taining the training necessary to ob- 
tain practical, meaningful private sec- 
tor employment and become produc- 
tive, self-sufficient members of their 
community. 

Mr. President, I want to highlight a 
particularly wise provision in Senator 
DOLE’s bill. It is a provision which 
states that any recipient may be treat- 
ed as participating in community serv- 
ice employment if that person provides 
child care services to other individuals 
participating in the community service 
program. This is a good idea. It opens 
a way for many able-bodied persons 
currently on welfare, to provide a serv- 
ice to others, meet work requirements, 
and, at the same time, free others to 
work who may otherwise have dif- 
ficulty locating affordable child care. I 
hope that many States will vigorously 
exercise this provision and that recipi- 
ents will heed the encouragement to 
provide child care services as a way of 
engaging in community service em- 
ployment. 

Mr. President, I am hopeful that in 
the 104th Congress, we will take the 
necessary steps to get people off wel- 
fare and working, in the private sector, 
if possible, but in community service, 
if necessary. Experience has shown we 
must be more aggressive in requiring 
recipients to work. I believe my 
amendment is a firm step in the right 
direction. 

Mr. President, I thank Senator Moy- 
NIHAN and Senator DOLE and their staff 
for working with us on this. 

Mr. MOYN Mr. President, I 
urge adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 2486), as modi- 
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 
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Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think 
they are working out a modification on 
the amendment of the Senator from 
California, Senator FEINSTEIN. I under- 
stand there are four or five amend- 
ments that will be cleared here mo- 
mentarily. 

I would like to indicate that I will 
consult with the Democratic leader and 
hopefully have a cloture vote here 
within the next hour. I do not think we 
are going to reach an agreement. And 
we are not going to pass the bill if we 
have to accommodate every request 
from the other side. 

So I am prepared to have a cloture 
vote. If we do not get cloture, this bill 
will go into reconciliation. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I see 
the Senator from California has risen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
California. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2479, AS MODIFIED 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
send a modification to amendment No. 
2479 to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is so modi- 
fied. 

The amendment (No. 2479), as modi- 
fied, is as follows: 

On page 69, strike lines 18 through 22, and 
insert the following: 

“SEC. 413. STATE AND COUNTY DEMONSTRATION 
PROGRAMS. 


“(а) NO LIMITATION OF STATE DEMONSTRA- 
TION PROJECTS.—Nothing in this part shall be 
construed as limiting a State's ability to 
conduct demonstration projects for the pur- 
pose of identifying innovative or effective 
program designs in 1 or more politica] sub- 
divisions of the State providing that such 
State contains more than one county with a 
population of greater than 500,000. 

“(b) COUNTY WELFARE DEMONSTRATION 


“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services and the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall jointly enter into negotia- 
tions with all counties having a population 
greater than 500,000 desiring to conduct a 
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demonstration project described in para- 
graph (2) for the purpose of establishing ap- 
propriate rules to govern the establishment 
and operation of such project. 

“(2) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT DESCRIBED.— 
The demonstration project described in this 
paragraph shall provide that— 

“(А) a county participating in the dem- 
onstration project shall have the authority 
and duty to administer the operation of the 
program described under this part as if the 
county were considered a State for the pur- 
pose of this part; 

“(В) the State in which the county partici- 
pating in the demonstration project is lo- 
cated shall pass through directly to the 
county the portion of the grant received by 
the State under section 403 which the State 
determines is attributable to the residents of 
such county; and 

“(С) the duration of the project shall be for 
5 years. 

“(3) COMMENCEMENT OF PROJECT.—After the 
conclusion of the negotiations described in 
paragraph (2), the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services and the Secretary of Agri- 
culture may authorize a county to conduct 
the demonstration project described in para- 
graph (2) in accordance with the rules estab- 
lished during the negotiations. 

“(4) REPORT.—Not later then 6 months 
after the termination of a demonstration 
project operated under this subsection, the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services and 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall submit to 
the Congress a report that includes— 

“(А) a description of the demonstration 
project; 

„B) the rules negotiated with respect to 
the project; and 

“(С) the innovations (if any) that the coun- 
ty was able to initiate under the project. 

“(5) eligible counties are defined as: 

“(А) a county that is already administer- 
ing the welfare program under this part; 

“(В) represents less than 25% of the State's 
total welfare caseload.” 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I believe, Mr. 
President, that these modifications 
have been cleared, and are as I reported 
earlier. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I believe that is the 
case on our side, Mr. President. 

Mr. DOLE. The amendment has been 
cleared on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 2479), as modi- 
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, in an effort 
to protect the rights of the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD], I ask 
unanimous consent that in the event of 
a cloture vote, if cloture was invoked, 
his amendment would still be in order 
under the same conditions, the same 
time limit as previously ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank 
the majority leader for his usual gra- 
cious consideration. 
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I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 

I note the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KYL). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2578, 2481, 2670; 2542, AS MODI- 
FIED; 2551, AS MODIFIED; 2601, AS MODIFIED; 
2507, AS MODIFIED; AND 2280, AS FURTHER 
MODIFIED 
Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent 

that the Senate now proceed to the fol- 

lowing amendments en bloc, that the 
amendments be considered modified 
where noted with modifications, which 

I will send to the desk at the appro- 

priate time: D'Amato Мо. 2578, 

Feingold No. 2481, Kerrey of Nebraska 

No. 2670, modified McCain 2542, modi- 

fied Kohl 2551, modified Faircloth 2601, 

modified Wellstone No. 2507. 

And then finally a further modifica- 
tion to amendment No. 2280. 

I send the modifications to the desk. 

The amendments (Nos. 2542, 2551, 
2601, 2507) as modified, are as follows: 


AMENDMENT NO. 2542 


On page 216, line 4, strike “6 months" and 
insert “1 year". 


AMENDMENT NO. 2551 


On page 158, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following: 

SEC, 801, DECLARATION OF POLICY. 

Section 2 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2011) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: Congress intends that the 
food stamp program support the employment 
focus and family strengthening mission of 
public welfare and welfare replacement pro- 
grams by— 

(Ii) facilitating the transition of low-in- 
come families and households from economic 
dependency to economic self-sufficiency 
through work; 

“(2) promoting employment as the primary 
means of income support for economically 
dependent families and households and re- 
ducing the barriers to employment of есо- 
nomically dependent families and house- 
holds; and 

3) maintaining and strengthening 
healthy family functioning and family life.“. 

On page 189, between lines 17 and 18, insert 
the following: 

(d) ADDITIONAL MATCHING FuUNDS.—Section 
16(h)(2) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2025(h)(2)) is 
amended by inserting before the period at 
the end the following: , including the costs 
for case management and casework to facili- 
tate the transition from economic depend- 
ency to self-sufficiency through work“. 

On page 189, line 18, strike “(4)” and insert 
“(в)”. 


AMENDMENT No. 2601 


On page 190, between lines 17 and 18, insert 
the following: 

*(2) RULES AND PROCEDURES.—If а disquali- 
fication is imposed under paragraph (1) for a 
failure of an individual to perform an action 
required under part A of title IV of the So- 
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), the 
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State agency may use the rules and proce- 
dures that apply under part A of title IV of 
the Act to impose the same disqualification 
under the food stamp program. 

On page 190, line 18, strike “(2)” and insert 
“(8)”. 

Оп page 202, line 15, strike the closing 
quotation marks and the following period. 

On page 202, between lines 15 and 16, insert 
the following: 

(3) RULES AND PROCEDURES.—If the allot- 
ment of a household is reduced under this 
subsection for a failure to perform an action 
required under part A of title IV of the So- 
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), the 
State agency may use the rules and proce- 
dures that apply under part A of title IV of 
the Act to reduce the allotment under the 
food stamp program.“. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2507 

On page 161, strike lines 8 through 12 and 
insert the following: 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5(4) of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(d)) is amend- 
ed by striking paragraph (11) and inserting 
the following: ‘(11) a one-time payment ог 
allowance made under a Federal or State law 
for the costs of weatherization or emergency 
repair or replacement of an unsafe or inoper- 
ative furnace or other heating or cooling de- 
хісе,”. 

Beginning on page 161, strike line 24 and 
all that follows through page 162, line 3, and 
insert the following: 

(В) in paragraph (2), by striking subpara- 
graph (C) and inserting the following: 

„C) a payment or allowance described in 
subsection (d)(11);""; 

The modification to the amendment 
(No. 2280, as further modified) is as fol- 
lows: 

Add the following to the end of subsection 
(D): “, state funds expended for the Medicaid 
program under title XIX of this Act or any 
successor to such program, and any state 
funds which are used to match federal funds 
or are expended as a condition of receiving 
federal funds under federal programs other 
than under title I of this Act.“ 

Mr. DOLE. Further, that the amend- 
ments be considered agreed to and that 
any statements relating to them be 
placed at the appropriate place in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the amendments (Nos. 2578, 2481, 
2670, 2542, as modified; 2551, as modi- 
fied; 2601, as modified; and 2507, as 
modified) were agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2507 
CERTAIN LIHEAP EXPENSES SHOULD BE 
EXCLUDED FROM INCOME 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, the 
amendment I am offering today is de- 
signed to address a potentially serious 
oversight іп the majority leader's ver- 
sion of the welfare reform bill which 
must be clarified. The Dole substitute 
would repeal the longstanding provi- 
sion in the current Federal food stamp 
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law which excludes from income meas- 
urements any regular Low-Income En- 
ergy Assistance Program benefits pro- 
vided by State and Federal energy as- 
sistance programs, such as monthly 
utility payments. LIHEAP is the major 
Federal fuel subsidy program, which 
has in my State been a cold-weather 
lifeline for vulnerable unemployed peo- 
ple, the elderly, and children for many 
years. 

As many of my colleagues know, 
Minnesota is often called the icebox of 
the Nation, where bitterly cold weath- 
er is the norm. In fact, Minnesota is 
the third coldest State, in terms of 
heating degree days, in the country, 
after Alaska and North Dakota. Espe- 
cially in cold-weather States like Min- 
nesota, funding for LIHEAP is critical 
to families with children and vulner- 
able low-income elderly persons, who 
without it could be forced to choose be- 
tween food and heat. The LIHEAP pro- 
gram assists approximately 110,000 
households in Minnesota, and provides 
an average energy assistance benefit of 
about $360 per heating season. 

In the frenzy of getting this bill 
modified in the final days before it hit 
the floor, as was often the case with 
many of these so-called reforms, the 
net may have unintentionally been 
cast too widely. That is why some have 
urged that this repeal be corrected and 
clarified to ensure that it would only 
apply to regular energy assistance pay- 
ments for heating and cooling, such as 
monthly utility payments, and not to 
the types of emergency furnace repair 
or replacement payments, or weather- 
ization, or other similar payments, 
that are provided to many low-income 
Americans through State and Federal 
energy assistance programs. 

My amendment will do just that. It 
explicitly excludes energy assistance 
payments for things like emergency 
furnace repairs and replacement, and 
weatherization expenses, from being 
counted as income for purposes of cal- 
culating eligibility for food stamp ben- 
efits. Unsafe and inoperative heating 
systems can pose serious problems, in- 
cluding fires, monoxide poisoning, and 
other life-threatening hazards. This 
amendment is designed in part to pre- 
vent people in my State, and across the 
country, from being forced to choose 
between eating, and heating, when 
their furnace breaks down or their 
home needs to be weatherized to pro- 
tect them from severe cold. It is de- 
signed to allow them to make their 
homes safe and habitable, and protect 
their families from the cold, when 
faced with these immediate and urgent 
needs. Of necessity, my State has a 
strong and vital weatherization pro- 
gram, though efforts to slash LIHEAP 
funding over the years have required 
them to scale back substantially the 
services they can provide and the num- 
bers of Minnesotans they can serve. 
Vastly more people in my State are eli- 
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gible for LIHEAP than can be served in 
any given year. And these are very low- 
income people, including many seniors 
on fixed incomes. More than two-thirds 
of LIHEAP households have annual in- 
comes less than $8,000; more than one- 
half have incomes below $6,000. Fur- 
ther, the average LIHEAP recipients 
spend 18.4 percent of their income on 
energy, compared with 6.7 percent for 
all households. 

While there are other provisions of 
the Food Stamp Act which could be 
construed to exclude lump sum pay- 
ments for things like emergency fur- 
nace repairs and replacement, and 
weatherization, I wanted to make cer- 
tain that an explicit exclusion was con- 
tained in this bill for these kinds of ex- 
penses, to avoid any potential confu- 
sion or ambiguity on this matter down 
the road. I appreciate the support of 
Senator FEINGOLD, and his work on this 
amendment, and I am grateful that my 
colleagues from Indiana and Vermont 
are willing to accept the amendment. 

Very simply, then, my amendment 
makes explicit an exclusion for certain 
State and Federal energy assistance 
payments, including those made to re- 
pair or replace broken furnaces, or to 
weatherize homes by weatherstripping 
leaky windows and doors, by installing 
insulation, or by taking other steps as 
necessary to protect families from the 
cold. By excluding from income meas- 
urement all such one-time repair or 
weatherization payments, as distin- 
guished from regular, ongoing LIHEAP 
utility payments, from the calculation 
of eligibility for food stamp benefits, of 
course I do not intend to have counted 
as income assistance payments made in 
situations where a family’s furnace 
may need repair more than once in a 
winter, or may need certain types of 
weatherization more than once in a 
year, It is basically to exclude from in- 
come calculation energy assistance 
payments or allowances that are occa- 
sional and urgent, like a furnace re- 
pair, not those which are regular and 
ongoing, like a regular LIHEAP sub- 
sidy. 

It is very simple, and will ensure that 
families are not, by a quirk of the bu- 
reaucratic rules, forced off the food 
stamp rolls because their furnace ex- 
plodes, or goes off in the middle of a 
dark, cold night, and they replace it 
with help from LIHEAP. This amend- 
ment will prevent this bizarre result. 
When it is 30 degrees below zero, Mr. 
President—not uncommon in my 
State—that is a real emergency. And it 
must be dealt with immediately. We 
should make sure we do not build into 
the system disincentives for people to 
get furnaces fixed in a crisis, or incen- 
tives for elderly people or parents to 
risk themselves and their families in 
dangerous situations with unventilated 
space heaters or other hazards, simply 
because they are unable to afford, for 
example, modest furnace repairs. 
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As my colleagues from cold-weather 
States know, furnace repair and re- 
placement can be very expensive, often 
costing several thousand dollars. This 
large and unexpected expense should 
not knock otherwise eligible families 
off the food stamp rolls simply because 
they need help for LIHEAP. We do not 
want to have people heating their 
kitchens with their stoves, or with 
leaky and dangerous kerosene space 
heaters, or with charcoal grills—all of 
which is done—because they could not 
afford to get their heat turned back on, 
or their furnace repaired or replaced, in 
the face of bitter cold weather. Each 
winter we read in the papers of people 
who die in such tragic situations. We 
must do all we can to ensure that does 
not happen, and this amendment takes 
another step in that direction. 

Finally, let me say that I am still 
very concerned about the impact of the 
general provision in this bill, which re- 
peals altogether the exclusion for ongo- 
ing, regular LIHEAP fuel subsidies for 
food stamp calculations, on thousands 
of people in my State. In Minnesota, 
LIHEAP does not even come close to 
paying the average $1,800-$2,000 costs of 
heating a home in the winter; people 
are still carrying most of these costs. 
But this particular amendment is 
crafted more narrowly, to meet the ob- 
jections of those who insist that the 
general LIHEAP exclusion for food 
stamps be repealed outright. It is de- 
signed to make explicit an exclusion 
for that narrow category of energy as- 
sistance payments that are for the pur- 
poses I have described. I believe it is a 
real improvement to the bill, and I 
urge its adoption. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that this amendment offered by 
my colleague from Minnesota (Мг. 
WELLSTONE] is being accepted, and am 
proud to join him as an original co- 
sponsor. I believe that this amendment 
clarifies the bill to specifically exclude 
one-time capital improvement pay- 
ments for home weatherization or re- 
pair or replacement of unsafe and inop- 
erative heating and cooling equipment 
from counting as income when figuring 
food stamp benefits. 

Under the Dole proposal as originally 
drafted there may have been ambiguity 
as to whether LIHEAP moneys re- 
ceived by individuals for one-time cap- 
ital improvements count as income 
when figuring food stamp benefits. 
With this amendment, it is clear that 
this bill does not intend to affect such 
payments. LIHEAP is perhaps best 
known as the program that assists eli- 
gible individuals by subsidizing a por- 
tion of the costs of their home utility 
bills. However, as many in this body 
whose States have active LIHEAP pro- 
grams are aware, LIHEAP moneys are 
also used by States, such as my home 
State of Wisconsin, in emergency situ- 
ations to purchase new home heating 
and cooling devices and to weatherize 
homes. 
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My State is involved in two capital 
improvement programs funded by 
LIHEAP. Participants in these two 
programs would have been dramati- 
cally affected by the underlying bill if 
it were not amended. About $5.9 mil- 
lion of the LIHEAP grant funds re- 
ceived by my State of Wisconsin, about 
15 percent of the total received, are 
combined with State funds and other 
Federal funds from the Department of 
Energy’s weatherization program into 
a pool to conduct audits of eligible 
homes for one-time weatherization im- 
provements, such as window replace- 
ment and weather stripping. At the 
same time these home weatherization 
audits are being undertaken, the State 
might also act to replace or repair a 
furnace which is found to be in dis- 
repair. In fiscal year 1994, the last full 
year for which data are available, 5,800 
homes were audited in Wisconsin, and 
of those 1,600 had their heating systems 
replaced. 

In addition, the LIHEAP program in 
my State keeps $1 million in reserve, 
which it matches with oil overcharge 
funds, to conduct emergency activities 
in homes that it has not audited under 
its more routine audit program. In fis- 
cal year 1994, 1,440 dangerous or inoper- 
ative furnaces were repaired or re- 
placed on an emergency basis. This 
past summer, Mr. President, it was this 
program that responded to the blister- 
ing heat in the upper Midwest that 
claimed the lives of so many this sum- 
mer. 

This amendment is very simple, and I 
believe it makes a substantive im- 
provement in the underlying proposal. 
Someone should not become ineligible 
for food stamps in a given program 
year, Mr. President, because their fur- 
nace breaks and the price of a new fur- 
nace, paid for by the LIHEAP program, 
would push them out of the eligible in- 
come bracket. Furnaces are extremely 
costly purchases for anyone, Mr. Presi- 
dent. Even an average middle class 
Wisconsin family would have to budget 
in order to afford to replace one. Last 
year, the average cost of a new furnace 
provided by the LIHEAP program was 
$2,000. This expense could bump people 
on the margins out of the program, 
while their living standard, except for 
the fact that they may have averted 
both a house fire and personal injury 
by replacing their furnace, does not 
change at all. 

I joined with my colleague from Min- 
nesota because I am concerned that the 
counting of one-time LIHEAP pay- 
ments as income may create a dis- 
incentive among food stamp recipients 
to undertake needed emergency repair 
activities. Some have argued through- 
out the debate on welfare reform that 
individuals receiving food stamp, 
AFDC, and other benefits make behav- 
ioral decisions that affect their benefit 
level. By their nature, Mr. President, 
these capital improvements are often 
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unplanned and unpredictable. Every 
Senator in this body should be sen- 
sitive to the fact that sometimes the 
furnace just stops working, and these 
families, as hard as they might be 
working and trying to comply with the 
program as proposed, simply would not 
have the extra funds on hand to cover 
the repair. We should be very mindful 
of that fact that as individuals begin to 
move from welfare to work, as pro- 
posed by the measure before us, they 
are generating the primary support for 
them and their families—not savings. 
Without LIHEAP support there may be 
no other source of funds to act in these 
emergency situations. 

While I am concerned about includ- 
ing LIHEAP utility bill subsidies as ad- 
ditions to income, I understand that 
excluding these rate subsidy payments 
would be a very controversial proposal. 
In my State, as in many others, 
LIHEAP never pays the whole heating 
bill. The amount of the bill paid ranges 
from 18.5 to 72 percent of the total, the 
individual always has the responsibil- 
ity to pay a portion of the bill. Because 
they pay a portion, recipients are en- 
couraged to conserve and to maintain a 
responsible payment schedule. As it is, 
Mr. President, in my home State of 
Wisconsin, the average LIHEAP house- 
hold heating fuel cost is 10.6 percent of 
the recipient’s total income, and after 
receiving assistance it is 5.7 percent of 
income; the average Wisconsin citi- 
zen’s household heating fuel cost is 2.6 
percent of their income. 

To address the concerns that some 
have about the LIHEAP utility bill 
subsidy, however, this amendment is 
narrowly crafted to just address the 
issue of one-time LIHEAP payments. I 
believe that for safety reasons this 
amendment is also justified. As my col- 
leagues know, old furnaces are ex- 
tremely dangerous, as are the alter- 
natives, such as space heaters. In crisis 
situations, my State LIHEAP program 
informs me, individuals resort to a 
whole host of heating techniques, in- 
cluding using charcoal grills indoors 
and relying on an electric or gas stove 
as a primary heat source. Despite the 
fact that this is 1995, Mr. President, 4 
percent of Wisconsin LIHEAP program 
homes, or 5,720 households, are still 
wood heated, and 10 percent are trailer 
housing dependent upon propane tanks 
for their heat, another 14,300 house- 
holds. Additionally, there is the con- 
cern of in-home carbon monoxide poi- 
soning which, according to an article 
in the New York Times on May 14, 1995, 
sends 5,000 people each year to the 
emergency room with nonfatal ill- 
nesses and claims the lives of 250 peo- 
ple annually. 

I think, Mr. President, that just as 
some in this body believe it would be a 
failed reform of the welfare system to 
continue to encourage people on the 
margins to engage in certain behaviors 
to increase their benefits, it would also 
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be a failed reform if we were to encour- 
age unsafe behavior by individuals for 
fear of losing benefits. This amend- 
ment avoids the classic heat or eat di- 
lemma by clarifying that the Senate 
does not intend for one-time energy 
improvement payments to count as in- 
come, and I am pleased that it will be 
added to the underlying measure. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think we 
have made a lot of progress in the last 
hour, hour and a half. We have taken a 
lot of amendments, and I think right 
now I understand some of our col- 
leagues are negotiating certain aspects 
of the bill. It is my understanding the 
Democratic leader would like to have 
us at this point have a quorum call so 
we would not be engaged in any—un- 
less somebody wished to speak. We do 
not want any rollcall votes. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I ask unanimous 
consent that the two amendments that 
were laid aside yesterday, the 
Faircloth amendment No. 2608 and the 
Daschle amendment No. 2672, be con- 
sidered in order postcloture under the 
same restraints as previously agreed 


to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Chair. I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. President, may I say we do not 
anticipate votes between now and 2 
o'clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 5 min- 
utes as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 


MEDICARE 


Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the mi- 
nority leader, Senator DASCHLE, and 
myself and some others held a press 
conference this morning to talk about 
Medicare and the plan that is to be un- 
veiled by Speaker GINGRICH, Senator 
DOLE, and others to cut spending on 
Medicare. It was interesting, at the 
press conference the first question that 
was asked after a presentation was by 
a reporter, who said to Congressman 
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GEPHARDT: “Speaker GINGRICH just in- 
dicated today in his remarks that you 
lied; he, on three occasions, said you, 
Congressman GEPHARDT, lied about a 
portion of the Medicare debate.” 

I thought to myself when the re- 
porter asked that question, it is an in- 
teresting technique, again, to see if 
maybe the story for the next day will 
be about someone calling someone else 
a liar in their response, as opposed to 
the issue of what is going to happen 
with respect to Medicare. That is what 
most of us are concerned about. These 
debates should never be about the ques- 
tion of lying; the debate ought to be 
about truth. And the issue of truth and 
the question of Medicare is a very sim- 
ple proposition. 

I am going to offer on the next bill 
that comes to the floor of the Senate, 
which will be the appropriations bill on 
Commerce, State, Justice, a sense-of- 
the-Senate resolution. It is going to be 
very simple. I do not happen to think, 
by the way, we ought to have a tax cut 
proposal on the floor of the Senate at 
this point because I think until we get 
the budget balanced in this country, we 
ought not to be talking about tax cuts. 
But it is going to say if the majority 
party brings a tax cut to the floor of 
the Senate, that they limit that tax 
cut to those earning $100,000 or less, 
and use the savings from that—as op- 
posed to the current proposal, which 
will give the bulk of the benefits to the 
most affluent in America—use the sav- 
ings from that to reduce the proposed 
cuts in Medicare. 

I want to ask people to vote on that 
because I think the question is, is it 
not a fact, no matter how much you 
try to tiptoe, dance, dodge, or weave, 
that the $270 billion proposed cuts in 
Medicare are designed in order to try 
to accommodate and accomplish a $245 
billion tax cut, the bulk of which will 
go to the wealthiest Americans? The 
answer to that is clearly yes. 

We were told earlier this year by the 
majority party, who advanced the $270 
billion proposal to reduce Medicare 
funding, that they would provide de- 
tails later. Today was the day to pro- 
vide the details, and we have discov- 
ered that there really are not details 
that they want to disclose because 
those details will be enormously trou- 
blesome. 

I indicated this morning that it is 
very hard for elephants to walk on 
their tiptoes. It is very hard to tiptoe 
around the details of a Medicare reduc- 
tion of $270 billion and what it means 
to senior citizens, many of whom live 
on very, very modest incomes and who 
will, as a result of this, receive less 
health care and pay more for it. Why? 
So that some of the wealthiest Ameri- 
cans can enjoy a tax cut. 

I think we ought to start over. I do 
not think we ought to have leadership 
calling anybody else liars. We ought to 
start over and talk about truth. The 
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truth is this country is deep in debt. 
We ought to balance the budget before 
anybody talks about big tax cuts. It 
may well be very popular to be for tax 
cuts. But it seems to me that it is the 
right thing to be for balancing the 
budget. We had a debate about whether 
we should put that in the Constitution. 
We do not have to put that in the Con- 
stitution. All you have to do is balance 
the budget by changing revenue and ex- 
penditure approaches to provide a bal- 
ance. 

So I hope we will start over and de- 
cide no tax cut until the budget is bal- 
anced. When we deal with Medicare, as 
we must in order to make the adjust- 
ments necessary to keep it solvent for 
the long term, let us do that outside of 
the issue of whether the savings from 
Medicare should finance tax cuts. The 
answer to that is obvious. Of course, it 
should not finance a tax cut. Whatever 
we do to Medicare ought to be done to 
make it financially solvent for the long 
term. 


THE FARM BILL 


Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me 
attend to one other item as long as the 
Senate is waiting on the welfare reform 
bill. 

I would like to comment on the issue 
of the farm bill. We had some com- 
ments yesterday by the chairman of 
the Senate Agriculture Committee in 
which the chairman indicated that it 
was very difficult, if not impossible, to 
get a majority on the Senate Agri- 
culture Committee to vote for some 
kind of a farm bill. 

What is happening is that it is be- 
coming evident to everyone that some 
have painted themselves into a corner 
on this question of agriculture. The 
proposed $14 billion cut in agriculture 
is way beyond what agriculture should 
bear in cuts. I have supported budget 
cuts in agriculture and will support 
them again this year. But a $14 billion 
cut has now put the chairman of the 
Senate Agriculture Committee and the 
chairman of the House Agriculture 
Committee in a position where they 
cannot write a decent farm bill, and 
they know it. The chairman of the 
House Agriculture Committee now 
comes out with a proposal he calls the 
Freedom of the Farm Act. It is a white 
flag of surrender saying we understand 
we cannot finance a farm program, so 
let us forget it. 

There is a much better way to do 
this. You can provide a better support 
price, a decent safety net for family- 
sized farms, and you can do it at the 
same time that you save the taxpayers 
$5 billion in the coming 7 years by 
targeting farm program support prices 
or that safety net for the family farm- 
ers, targeting it to family-sized farms. 
A number of us have been working on 
that. We have developed some plans 
which we will be announcing. 
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But our point is to say to family 
farmers, at least if there are those who 
are surrendering on the issue of wheth- 
er or not they think family farms are 
important to their country’s future, 
that many of us will not surrender on 
that. It seems to us that this country 
is best served by nurturing and pro- 
tecting a network of family-sized farms 
in our country to produce Americans’ 
foodstuffs. 

We have for many, many years un- 
derstood that the development and the 
maintenance of family farms nurture a 
lot of what is good in this country. 
Where do you find better family values 
than on family farms that nurture our 
small towns and, through migration, 
nurture our cities? It seems to me that 
the genesis of all of that starts out on 
the farm in our country, and we ought 
to decide that it is worth keeping. 

It is worth keeping a farm program 
that provides some safety net for the 
only people left in this country who, 
first of all, do not know when they 
plant a seed whether they will get a 
crop. So they risk all that money at 
the front end. And then they do not 
know, if they get a crop, whether they 
will get a price. So you have twin risks 
which family-size farms simply cannot 
overcome unless we have some basic 
support price or some kind of a safety 
net. 

In the coming days, I hope others 
will become aware as well that you 
cannot write a farm program that 
helps and nurtures a future for family 
farmers with the $14 billion that is now 
proposed in reductions. You can do it 
in a thoughtful way with even better 
price supports than now exist for the 
first increment of production and sav- 
ing the taxpayers somewhere around $5 
billion. That is what I hope the Con- 
gress will decide on later this year. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 5 min- 
utes as if in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


THE NEED TO SUSTAIN U.S. 
COUNTERNARCOTICS PROGRAMS 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
have become increasingly concerned 
about the direction that our drug pol- 
icy is taking. Not only has the present 
administration largely retreated on 
doing something meaningful to deal 
with illegal drug use, increasingly 
some in Congress seem to be catching 
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this indifference. The result has been a 
steady erosion in our efforts to stop 
the flow of illegal drugs to the United 
States. Along with the cuts there 
seems to be an attitude that nothing 
works. Not only is this belief wrong, it 
has serious consequences. 

According to Justice Department fig- 
ures, there has been a steep decline in 
our interdiction of cocaine shipments 
in the past several years. This has re- 
sulted in an increase of at least 70 met- 
ric tons of additional cocaine on our 
streets. We have seen a drop in cocaine 
prices while purity has gone up. And 
now, we are seeing a disturbing in- 
crease in heroin imports and a rise in 
addiction. More seriously, we have seen 
attitude toward drug use shift among 
the most at-risk population—the Na- 
tion’s young people. In just the last 3 
years, surveys of attitudes of high 
school kids show a shift away from re- 
garding drug use as bad, reversing a 
decade of decline in favorable atti- 
tudes. Moreover, recent polls indicate 
that high schoolers increasingly see 
drug availability and use among their 
peers as one of the most serious prob- 
lems that they face. 

And now we see yet more disturbing 
news that confirms the trend. The re- 
cent Household Survey released by 
Health and Human Services shows that 
drug use is on the rise, especially the 
use of marijuana, after a decade of de- 
cline. This is the consequence of Presi- 
dent Clinton's drug strategy. which is 
to replace Just Say Мо” with Just 
Say Nothing.” What is even more dis- 
turbing is that the biggest increases 
coming among junior high and high 
school aged children. In those aged 12 
to 17, the rate of illegal drug use in- 
creased from 6.6 to 9.5 percent. Coupled 
with reported changes in youth atti- 
tudes toward drug use, the trend is a 
sad reflection of what has happened in 
just a few short years. This age group 
is the most vulnerable population for 
potential drug use, and this has become 
the forgotten generation in our retreat 
from the drug issue. 

Despite what many critics have ar- 
gued, our counter-drug efforts were a 
success. Between 1985 and 1992, overall 
drug use declined by 50 percent, co- 
caine use by more than 70 percent. 
These are dramatic changes that re- 
flect a major shift in public attitudes 
and patterns of behavior. Similar shifts 
in other areas of public concern—a 50 
percent reduction in crime, for exam- 
ple—would hardly be regarded as fail- 
ure. Yet, this is the way our efforts are 
commonly portrayed. This misinforma- 
tion is then used to support decreases 
in the efforts that contributed to this 
progress. The results of the erosion of 
our efforts can be seen in increased 
drug use among the young and disturb- 
ing changes in attitudes that bode ill 
for the future. 

This is not a fact lost on the public. 
While we in Washington seem to have 
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forgotten the issue, the American pub- 
lic has not. A recent poll indicates that 
more than 80 percent of the public re- 
gard stopping the flow of illegal drugs 
to the United States as the number one 
foreign policy concern. In addition, 
more than 70 percent of the public con- 
sistently opposes legalization of illegal 
drugs. We make a great mistake in ig- 
noring our past successes or our 
present failure to live up to our con- 
tinuing responsibility that we have to 
do everything in our power to combat 
illegal drug trafficking and use. 

I have recently become the chairman 
of the Senate Caucus on International 
Narcotics Control. I have accepted this 
responsibility because I am concerned 
about the direction, or rather the 
directionlessness, of our present ef- 
forts. We lack both the practical and 
moral leadership on this issue that are 
essential to maintaining our past suc- 
cesses. We in Congress have a substan- 
tial responsibility to represent the pub- 
lic interest on this issue. We need to 
insist on accountability. I plan to work 
with other Members of Congress to 
oversee the administration’s efforts 
and to insist on consistent, well-con- 
ceived programs. I intend to work for 
adequate funding and attention, and to 
remind my colleagues of the continu- 
ing need to sustain effective 
counterdrug efforts. 

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DEWINE). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. DOLE. Let me indicate to my 
colleagues that the reason we are not 
doing anything on the floor is that we 
are having some negotiations. It is my 
understanding—I know we will present 
to Senator DASCHLE, the Democratic 
leader, a proposal here in the next few 
moments. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, if any 
Member wants to come over for morn- 
ing business, I now ask unanimous con- 
sent we have a period for morning busi- 
ness from now until 3:30. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
INHOFE). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. DOLE. I think by 3:30 we will be 
in a position to make an announce- 
ment. If we can come together on an 
agreement it seems very likely that we 
can finish this bill fairly quickly. 

If not, we would have a cloture vote, 
and even under a cloture vote if cloture 
were obtained it is my understanding 
that 91 amendments would qualify if 


25149 


cloture were invoked, which is not too 
exciting from my point of view. It 
would take a while to dispose of 91 
amendments. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


— — 


MEDICAL EMERGENCY IN THE 
DIRKSEN SENATE OFFICE BUILD- 
ING 


Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I wish 
to call the attention of my colleagues 
in the Senate to a very dramatic epi- 
sode that just occurred within the past 
hour and a half in the Dirksen Build- 
ing. 

Just outside my office, a gentleman, 
a guest—not of mine but a guest to the 
building—had a heart attack, collapsed 
on the floor, and while falling severely 
cut his head. And the young women in 
our office rushed out. One of them, a 
member of my office, is a Girl Scout 
leader, and knows CPR. Loosening the 
gentleman’s necktie, she started CPR, 
and the other member of my staff—my 
personal secretary, Donna Davis—had 
the forethought to run down the cor- 
ridor and get Senator FRIST, Dr. FRIST. 

Dr. FRIST responded immediately— 
immediately—and went to work on this 
gentleman, who oddly enough was from 
Tennessee. 

(Laughter in the Galleries) 

Dr. FRIST did not check in advance. 

I discussed this with members of my 
office, all of whom were out there 
watching trying to be helpful. They 
were unanimous in their praise and ad- 
miration for the manner in which Dr. 
FRIST responded, and he really knew 
what he was doing. He took complete 
charge, applied CPR, and this gen- 
tleman who was out—I mean his heart 
truly had stopped—to the best of their 
knowledge was revived because Dr. 
FRIST, Senator FRIST, responded so 
quickly. Then the emergency people 
came, and he was taken over to the 
hospital where hopefully he will sur- 
vive. 

But this was a very, very dramatic 
occurrence. And I think all of us should 
have great admiration, respect, and af- 
fection for what Dr. FRIST did. I am 
sorry that he is not here to hear these 
remarks. But we are very, very fortu- 
nate to have him in the U.S. Senate— 
not as the Senate’s physician, which I 
am sure we would be glad to have—but 
there is somebody who really knows 
his business, and responded in a tre- 
mendous fashion. So I want to praise 
our colleague, Dr. FRIST. 

I want to praise everybody in my of- 
fice who called and responded, and 
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Patty Parmer and the Girl Scouts. She 
is a Girl Scout leader. I have always 
been a fan of the Girl Scouts. And this 
gives me added respect for that organi- 
zation because she is a leader. They 
learn CPR, and it undoubtedly contrib- 
uted to saving this gentleman’s life. 

So there we are, Mr. President. 
Sometimes we get deeply involved with 
$1 billion here, $1 billion there, and 
what we are going to do about child 
care and about maintenance of effort. 
But there are other things that are 
very, very important around here. And 
certainly Dr. FRIST, Senator FRIST, 
proved his mettle this afternoon. 

I want to thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


BUDGET RECONCILIATION AND 
STUDENT AID 


Mr. PELL. Mr. President, very soon 
the Senate Labor Committee will con- 
vene to consider how to meet the rec- 
onciliation instructions contained in 
the budget resolution approved earlier 
this year. It will mark the seventh set 
of reconciliation instructions sent to 
the Labor Committee since 1981. 

The major entitlement program 
within the jurisdiction of the Labor 
Committee is the Stafford Student 
Loan Program. As a result, it has been 
the primary target in each and every 
reconciliation. Over the course of the 
past 14 years, in reconciliation and re- 
lated deficit control measures, we have 
made almost 50 major changes in the 
loan program. Some are prudent and 
defensible; others were not. 

While I have played an active role in 
meeting each of these instructions, I 
have done so with deep reservations. 
The primary motive in reconciliation 
is to save money. Unfortunately, deter- 
mining whether or not the change has 
merit and constitutes good public pol- 
icy has all too often been lost. 

As I have indicated, some of the 
changes we have made under the pres- 
sures of reconciliation have been good; 
some have not. In 1981, for example, we 
imposed a 5-percent origination fee on 
all loans. Thus, a student who applied 
for a $2,000 loan would get only $1,900 
but would have to repay the loan as if 
he or she had received the full $2,000. 
This was intended to be a temporary 
measure to save money; it became per- 
manent and deserving students were 
the losers. 

In 1987, we required State guarantee 
agencies to return to the Federal Gov- 
ernment some $250 million in so-called 
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excess reserves. The provision did not 
produce the expected savings, and it 
had the very adverse effect of endan- 
gering the stability and the very exist- 
ence of many agencies. It proved to be 
an unwise and unfortunate move. 

In 1993, in a dramatic departure from 
the previous reconciliation efforts, we 
took action that actually helped stu- 
dents. In particular, the competition 
between the new direct student loan 
program and the Stafford Loan Pro- 
gram already in place had given stu- 
dents improved services, better rates, 
lower fees and greater benefits. It 
would, in my judgment, be a shame to 
disturb that balance. 

Earlier this year, we considered the 
budget resolution that would have re- 
quired almost $14 billion in student 
loan cuts over the next 7 years. We 
brought that down to $4.4 billion, with 
the passage of the Snowe-Simon 
amendment, which I supported. On 
final passage, however, I voted against 
the resolution. I did so because one of 
my concerns was that it would produce 
dramatic reductions in a series of very 
important Federal programs, not the 
least of which was the loan program. 

When the budget resolution came 
back to the Senate after conference 
with the House, most of the gains we 
made with respect to the Stafford Loan 
Program were lost. We were confronted 
with having to come up with more than 
$10 billion in savings in the loan pro- 
gram. As a result, I know that I for one 
voted against the conference report. I 
did so because I believed its passage 
meant we would make a series of un- 
wise and unreasonable cuts in the loan 
program. 

Over the past six reconciliations, ev- 
eryone has been hit. Lenders, guaran- 
tors, secondary markets, and stu- 
dents—particularly students—have felt 
the budgetary knife. No one has been 
immune. All have sacrificed. 

And soon, the loan program will go 
back to the operating table once again 
to require cuts so large that everyone 
will be subject to the knife. 

I have already gone on record oppos- 
ing any cuts that will affect students. 
In particular, I oppose any change in 
the in-school interest subsidy and any 
change that might be passed on to stu- 
dents. Students are already hard 
pressed to make ends meet as they pay 
for a college education. We should not 
make that situation worse, either 
while they are in school or as they 
repay their loans after graduation. 

At the same time, I am also con- 
cerned that additional cuts among 
lenders, guarantors, secondary mar- 
kets, and other program participants 
could threaten the very stability and 
the very viability of the entire loan 
program. Adverse changes could well 
threaten student access to the loans 
they need and must have. 

Further, I believe we should keep the 
agreement we reached in conference 2 
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years ago with respect to the direct 
student loan program. More than any- 
thing else, that agreement has worked 
to the benefit of students, and it is aid 
to students that should be our main 
concern. 

Mr. President, I wish to make it as 
clear as I can that enough is enough. It 
is time we left the loan program alone. 
It is time we considered changes solely 
on their merits and not because they 
appear to save sufficient money to 
meet our meticulous reconciliation in- 
structions. It is time we understood, 
once and for all, that the best way to 
reduce the deficit which hangs over us 
is through a strong economy supported 
by a well educated and well trained 
work force. 

I favor bringing the deficit down. We 
all do. But I do not favor doing that on 
the backs of those who need our help 
the most—the elderly, the poor, the 
middle-income wage earner, and I 
think, most importantly, the students 
upon whom we must all eventually de- 
pend to keep our Nation strong and vi- 
brant. In particular, I do not favor 
making cuts in the loan program or 
other valuable programs just to pay for 
a tax cut. 

To my mind, the time has come for 
us to say no to the instructions given 
the Labor Committee. It is time to say 
no to cuts in the student loan program. 
It is time we took students out of 
harm’s мау. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
proceedings under the quorum call be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EXTENSION OF TIME FOR 
MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that morning 
business be extended until 4 p.m., 
under the same provisions of the pre- 
vious unanimous-consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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REPEATING A MISBEGOTTEN AND 
SHAMEFUL ERA 


Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, as we 
contemplate the compromise by which 
we can agree to end the entitlement 
under the Social Security Act, title IV- 
A for States to receive a share of the 
costs for providing for dependent chil- 
dren, I would like to share simply for 
the RECORD a portion of a letter from 
Irwin Garfinkel, Alfred Kahn, and Shei- 
la Kamerman of the Columbia Univer- 
sity School of Social Work who are so 
concerned with what we may be doing 
here, and they write: 

As we are sure you know, a similar mad- 
ness pervaded the nation at the close of the 
19th century. Then, of course, relief policy 
was—aside from Civil War veterans and their 
survivors—strictly a state, and in practice, 
mostly a local responsibility. As а соп- 
sequence of the severe cutback in relief— 

And here I interpolate that the Char- 
ity Organization Society managed to 
get hold of the effective control of 
local private agencies in many parts of 
the country. 
as a consequence of the severe cutback in re- 
lief, we began sending large numbers of chil- 
dren of single mothers to orphanages. The 
children were referred to as half-orphans. In 
reaction, 40 states established mothers pen- 
sions, the forerunner of ADC. Though we 
take some comfort from the reaction, our 
hope—that 100 years later the Nation might 
be spared another such misbegotten and 
shameful era before regaining its senses— 
grow dim. 

I will just repeat that: 

. . our hope—that 100 years later the Na- 
tion might be spared another such misbegot- 
ten and shameful era before regaining its 
senses—grow dim. 

I will say, Mr. President, that what 
happened in 1935 was that the State 
mothers’ pensions were increasingly 
difficult for the State governments to 
maintain, and so they were taken over 
under the title ГУ-А, Aid to Dependent 
Children, which was just children at 
that time. 

In 1939, the mother was entitled to a 
benefit, and it became aid to families 
with dependent children, the program 
we are evidently intent upon abolish- 
ing and repeating “а misbegotten and 
shameful era.” 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH). The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


A MISSED OPPORTUNITY 


Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I think 
earlier today we missed an oppor- 
tunity. It seemingly went by unnoticed 
when an amendment was offered that 
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addressed a very sensitive area and an 
essential element of welfare reform, 
and that is a recognition that it has be- 
come a snowballing effect that a fam- 
ily that has welfare problems, or is on 
the welfare rolls, quite often the next 
generation comes down and is also in- 
flicted with this same problem. 

This was in the amendment offered 
by Senator FAIRCLOTH, No. 2609. I re- 
gret that it only received 17 votes on 
the floor of the Senate, and yet, I do 
recognize it is a very sensitive issue to 
deal with. 

We have become and found ourselves 
in a situation in this country where it 
is a welfare trap and snares not only 
current recipients, but their children 
as well. Young women who grow up in 
welfare families are more than twice as 
likely to receive welfare themselves as 
their counterparts whose parents re- 
ceived no welfare. 

I have three very short cases I will 
identify. These happen to come from 
the State of Oklahoma. They will only 
be identified by the individual's first 
names. 

There is Marie, a 43-year-old, has 
nine kids by five different fathers. The 
mother was on welfare for 30 years. 
Marie’s own daughters are unwed teen 
mothers on welfare. 

Denise, 29 years old, had her first 
child at 16. She now has an additional 
four daughters, all born under the wel- 
fare system. Both her sisters are unwed 
welfare mothers with eight children. 

Jacqueline, 37 years old, a mother at 
15. She was born to a welfare family of 
12 children. Her unwed daughter had 
four illegitimate children by the time 
she was 20. 

Out-of-wedlock births and single par- 
enthood are quickly becoming a nor- 
mal lifestyle in this country. I am not 
sure that the Faircloth amendment 
was worded quite properly, but at least 
it did address a very serious problem 
that we are going to have to, sooner or 
later, address in this body. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
INHOFE). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


ABANDONING A COMMITMENT 


Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, early 
today—well, at 10 o’clock this morn- 
ing—we were to have commenced a se- 
ries of votes that had been agreed on 
yesterday. There was, necessarily, a 
delay as Members on the other side 
were at a meeting with their House 
counterparts on, I believe, Medicare. 
We had a half an hour in which to talk 
about whatever came to mind. 
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I took the occasion to read a passage 
from the first page of the New York 
Times which described the White House 
as “exceedingly eager to support a law 
that promises to change the welfare 
system,” which is to say abolish title 
IV-A, Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children. 

It went on to say the White House 
was sending increasingly friendly sig- 
nals about the bill.” 

This is a bill which three professors 
at the Columbia School of Social Work, 
including the revered Alfred Kahn, said 
would recreate the turn-of-the-century 
era in which the children of single 
mothers were referred to as half or- 
рһапв” and sent to orphanages. 

In reaction, 40 States established 
mothers’ pensions, the forerunner of 
aid to dependent children. The 1935 leg- 
islation created aid to dependent chil- 
dren. In 1939 the mother was entitled to 
a benefit, hence family with dependent 
children. 

They said, “It is our hope that 100 
years later the Nation might be spared 
another such misbegotten and shame- 
ful era.” 

Mr. President, I spoke this morning 
not only about the New York Times 
this morning but rather of yesterday’s 
statement, a statement by Rahm 
Emanuel, a White House spokesman, 
who said as the bill headed toward a 
vote on final passage, Rahm Emanuel, 
a White House spokesman said it was 
“moving in the right direction.” ‘‘Mov- 
ing in the right direction,” is moving 
in the direction of the misbegotten and 
shameful era which took place at the 
turn of the century from which we 
gradually recovered our senses. 

I have since been in touch with the 
White House. I have talked to persons 
there and asked, can it be that this is 
the disposition of the White House? I 
am told that, yes, Mr. Emanuel, who I 
believe was the fundraiser for the 1992 
Presidential campaign of Mr. Clinton 
and then was political director in the 
White House, that he is in charge of 
this matter now and that it is his view 
that the Democratic Party should 
abandon its commitment 60 years in 
place—a commitment Republican 
Presidents have been just as firm in— 
to a Federal provision of aid to depend- 
ent children. 

Mr. President, Rahm Emanuel is of 
that view, and obviously he is, he does 
not disguise it. I wonder about what 
other political advice he is giving in 
the White House. 

I will not speculate. I will state my 
alarm. No one can foresee the future. I 
do not. Yet we have seen something 
like this happen before. I can say 
again, when Irwin Garfinkel, Alfred 
Kahn, and Sheila Kamerman refer to 
the possibility that “100 years later the 
Nation might be spared another such 
misbegotten and shameful era before 
regaining senses,“ they say that hope 
grows dim. 
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If this is the advice the President is 
getting, that hope is dim, indeed. I say 
this with great reluctance, Mr. Presi- 
dent, but something of great impor- 
tance, in my view, is at stake. I yield 
the floor. 


EXTENSION OF TIME FOR 
MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the period 
of time for morning business be ex- 
tended until 4:30 under the previous 
unanimous consent request. 

Mr. DODD. Reserving the right to ob- 
ject, may I inquire as to how much 
longer that will go? Are we going to 
have some sense of—— 

Mr. SANTORUM. My understanding 
is the two leaders are meeting. In fact, 
I believe they may be meeting as we 
speak, and we are trying to find an 
agreement on the legislation before the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GREGG). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EXTENSION OF TIME FOR 
MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that a period 
for the transaction of morning business 
be extended until 5 p.m. under the 
same rules governing the previous 
unanimous consent agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the call for 
the quorum be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. DODD. Madam President, par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

Are we in morning business, as I un- 
derstand it? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 


CHILD CARE 


Mr. DODD. Madam President, I will 
take advantage of this time while we 
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are waiting here. Let me explain. Peo- 
ple are wondering what is going on—I 
have a podium in front of me and pa- 
pers in front of me. I am prepared at 
some point to offer an amendment on 
child care. We had one vote already 
several days ago and made an effort 
here to try to come to some accommo- 
dation, a compromise position on child 
care. That may still happen. I was 
hopeful that the arrangement put to- 
gether would work—and it may still 
work. 

I am prepared to offer the amend- 
ment. I have been here on the floor now 
for virtually the last 2%, 3 days, trying 
to find a compromise. I am trying hard 
to find a welfare reform package I can 
vote for. I mean that very sincerely 
and deeply. I think the President would 
like to have a bill he could sign. And 
largely what happens, I suppose, in the 
next couple of hours might determine 
whether or not we will have a biparti- 
san bill. 

My own view, Madam President—I 
will not take a lot of time here because 
people have heard this debate on nu- 
merous occasions in days past, weeks 
past, months past. Senator HATCH of 
Utah and I offered, back some 6 or 7 
years ago, the child care and develop- 
ment block grant bill, which became 
the law of the land in 1990. Five years 
ago, we provided child care assistance 
to people in the country, particularly 
to the working poor families to keep 
them off welfare and allow them to 
work. It allowed them to get some 
child care assistance—it does not take 
care of everybody—it provides some 
help to some people. There are long 
waiting lists in many States for this 
assistance. In fact, I recall now—hav- 
ing recited these statistics so many 
times, I can almost call them State by 
State. 

As the presiding officer is from the 
great State of Texas, I think the wait- 
ing list in Texas is about 20,000 people. 
In the State of Georgia, it is 41,000 peo- 
ple. The numbers are in that range. 
And the 36 States that keep data on 
child care slots—not every State keeps 
waiting lists—but 36 States tell us that 
they have long lists. There is a tremen- 
dous need and demand out there. 

Again, I think the central point of 
the Dole welfare reform bill is, of 
course, to get people from welfare to 
work. And again I think most people 
accept the fact that 60 percent of the 
people on welfare have children under 
the age of 5. Of the 14 million people on 
welfare, 5 million are adults, 9 million 
or 10 million are children. So what we 
are talking about here is a simple 
enough notion; that is, to provide some 
sort of a safe setting for children as we 
move their parent or parents into the 
work force. 

To do that requires resources. We are 
told by the Department of Health and 
Human Services that to fill the 165-per- 
cent increase in demand that would 
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occur as a result of the bill that the 
majority leader has presented to us, it 
would require some $6 billion over 5 
years to accommodate that demand. 

I offered an amendment in that 
amount a few days ago. It failed by a 
single vote here. Then, over the last 2% 
days, in consultations with interested 
parties here—and I will not go into 
names of people—we were able to work 
out a compromise, a bipartisan com- 
promise, on the issue. The compromise 
reduced the $6 billion by several bil- 
lions of dollars, which would mean that 
we would not meet the full demand, 
based on the assessments that had been 
made, but would provide a pool of 
money for States. This would mean 
that Connecticut, Texas, New York, 
and other States would have a pool of 
resources to assist in the very legiti- 
mate issue of how you move people 
from welfare to work. 

Now, the bill requires that we move 
25 percent of all welfare recipients to 
work in the first 2 years, and 50 percent 
by the year 2000. That will place great 
demands on States to make that tran- 
sition. If they cannot meet the de- 
mands, of course, they face penalties in 
the bill. It probably would be less ex- 
pensive for most States to pay the pen- 
alty than actually to comply with the 
law. I made that rough calculation. I 
think it is a common interest of ours 
to achieve compliance with the re- 
quirements. 

To achieve compliance, you need to 
have some training for these people. 
But most people would agree, if you 
had to pick one issue, one issue that is 
critical for moving welfare recipients 
to work, it is child care. Every survey 
of people on public assistance, that 
asks what are the greatest obstacles to 
moving from welfare to work, cite as 
the number one obstacle the lack of 
child care. In every survey that I have 
seen in the last decade or more, that is 
the single most important issue, and I 
think with complete justification. You 
need not have ever been on public as- 
sistance or even have had family mem- 
bers on assistance to understand this 
issue. Anyone with young children, re- 
gardless of their economic status, who 
works or desires to work, understands 
completely the anxiety that another 
person would feel when going to work 
without some safe, adequate place to 
leave their children. It is just unrealis- 
tic to assume that you can reasonably 
move someone from welfare to work 
without accommodating that need. 

Now, it can be accommodated in a 
variety of ways. No one is arguing that 
if there are grandparents or aunts or 
uncles or older children—there may be 
a variety of ways to reach that need. I 
think most would agree that those ar- 
rangements will not work in every 
case. You are going to have to have 
some other system in place. If it were 
not true, then you would not have the 
waiting lists I described already with 
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literally thousands of children on those 
waiting lists to find an adequate child- 
care place. 

So, Madam President, I will, at an 
appropriate time, offer, or try to offer, 
an amendment on this issue. It may be 
defeated. I hope it will not. I made an 
honest and sincere effort to com- 
promise, as I believe the very rationale 
for this institution is to bring people of 
different points of view together and 
try to find some common ground on is- 
sues. 

I really know of no one arguing, no 
one saying we should not do anything 
about child care. Most people agree we 
should do something about it. It is how 
we do it and what means we use. I have 
tried to come up with an answer here 
that would accommodate the Gov- 
ernors, the needs of the States, and ob- 
viously the very people that we are 
going to be asking to make that transi- 
tion in the law. 

So, I will offer the amendment at an 
appropriate time. If it is defeated, we 
will move on, I guess, to other amend- 
ments. I hope that will be the case, 
that we will not be talking about pull- 
ing down the bill or other suggestions 
that may be made. It is a difficult 
issue. The Senator from New York 
knows better than all of us put to- 
gether, as he has talked about so elo- 
quently on numerous occasions, dis- 
mantling 60 years of social policy in a 
matter of hours. 

So the fact that this is taking a little 
longer may be troublesome to some 
people. Frankly, were it to be done in 
haste, it would even be, I think, more 
dangerous. I am hopeful that we can 
adopt an amendment in this area. I 
would like to be a part of an agree- 
ment. That is my desire. That has been 
my intention. There is no other pur- 
pose behind this. 

I have been involved in the issue of 
child care for more than 10 years. 
Going back to the 198075, І felt it was a 
legitimate issue that needed to be 
raised for a whole host of reasons. In 
the midst of this debate, it is a critical 
issue. In the absence of it, it is impos- 
sible to call this reform in any way. We 
should not literally turn our back on 
the needs of these 10 million children 
out there. 

As I said a moment ago, of the 14 mil- 
lion people in this country on welfare, 
with all of the rhetoric and language 
we use in the most virulent terms to 
describe them, we should remind our- 
selves that 10 million of the 14 million 
we are talking about are infants and 
children, who in most cases, through 
no fault of their own, as the Senator 
from New York pointed out, are in this 
world. 

The question becomes, if no one else 
will help try and take care of them, 
shouldn’t someone? And if that some- 
one has to be us, I do not know any 
reason why we should shrink from that 
responsibility as we try to break this 
cycle. 
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I see my colleague from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Madam President, 
may I simply endorse everything the 
Senator has said, and add a further 
point. We have a choice in this legisla- 
tion. We can have child care or we can 
have orphanages. I think child care is 
the least expensive option, but you do 
not know how bad an orphanage might 
be. 

We are not just at the end of 60 years 
of social policy. A century ago, in re- 
sponse to the matter of sending half-or- 
phans, as they were known, to orphan- 
ages that some 40 States, beginning in 
Wisconsin, began mothers’ pensions. 
The States found it difficult to main- 
tain them in the midst of the Depres- 
sion, and they were incorporated into 
the Social Security Act as aid to de- 
pendent children. 

That is the issue before us, as best 
one can tell, although one can never 
tell the future. 

I thank the Senator from Connecti- 
cut. I see the distinguished Republican 
leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts is recognized. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
want to take a moment of the Senate’s 
time, first of all, to commend my 
friend and colleague for the efforts that 
have been made over the period of the 
past 2 days. I welcome the opportunity 
to cosponsor the amendment; I wel- 
come the chance to join with others in 
cosponsoring this amendment. 

When you look over the record and 
realize that this initial amendment, 
which was the $11 billion over 5 years, 
just failed by two votes, the efforts by 
Senator DODD to cut that back by sev- 
eral billions of dollars in an attempt to 
try and reach out and make this a bi- 
partisan effort is really in the tradition 
of this body. 

It is troublesome to many who recog- 
nize that under the Dole proposal there 
is not a single cent dedicated to child 
care, not a single cent that is actually 
dedicated. 

So we have seen a significant reduc- 
tion in the proposal and a very ex- 
tended effort to try and incorporate 
many of our friends and colleagues on 
the other side who, over a long period 
of their own careers, have been abso- 
lutely committed to child care and who 
are committed to child care at this 
time. 

I want to indicate to our friends and 
colleagues, really on both sides, that 
his efforts to try and ensure this was 
going to be a bipartisan effort and con- 
sistent with the exigencies of the budg- 
et consideration has been absolutely an 
honorable effort and in the best tradi- 
tions of the Senate. 

Let me just say, I look forward to 
supporting that proposal because I do 
think that upon reflection, in spite of 
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what is talked about in the back rooms 
about whether I will vote or whether I 
will not, that when people are faced 
with this issue of trying to take a 
small but meaningful step forward on 
child care will recognize the impor- 
tance of their vote in a very significant 
piece of legislation and will ultimately 
support the Dodd proposal. That would 
certainly be my hope, so that we could 
move on to some of the other issues. 

Finally, Madam President, I do not 
think there is any Member of this body 
who has children—and so many of us 
are blessed to have them—who would 
possibly think of starting a day with- 
out knowing their whereabouts and 
knowing about their safety and know- 
ing about their security, knowing 
about their well-being. 

I think all of us in this body are for- 
tunate enough to have a day-care cen- 
ter that was developed in a bipartisan 
way in the Congress. We have the kind 
of day care available for employees of 
the Senate that we are denying to so 
many others who are attempting to 
work for a great deal less than we are 
receiving, in terms of salaries, trying 
to make ends meet. 

We hear a great deal, as we did in the 
early part of the year, Washington does 
not get it because the laws we pass we 
do not apply to ourselves. Remember 
that? We went through a whole discus- 
sion and debate about that. And we 
should apply the laws that we pass for 
others to ourselves. 

But the other shoe fits, too, and that 
is what we do for ourselves we might 
think about doing for others. What we 
have done is afforded the child care 
program, and now we are being asked 
to try and move people off welfare and 
basically avoid the fundamental com- 
mitment of trying to provide some 
child care to those individuals. 

As Senator DODD and Senator MOY- 
NIHAN understand very completely, 
that program just will not work. That 
just will not work. The idea that you 
are going to be able to take these re- 
sources, which is flat funding over a pe- 
riod of time, when about 85 percent of 
those resources are being used for bene- 
fits, and think that you are going to be 
able to scrape some funding out for 
child care, I think, does not hold water. 

We have seen very little indication, 
given what has happened in the States, 
as the Senators from Connecticut and 
New York have pointed out, that is 
happening today and why we ought to 
expect it to happen in the future. 

So, Mr. President, this is really 
about the priority of children. Every 
day so many speeches are made about 
children and about the most vulner- 
able. We have an opportunity to ad- 
dress those needs with the Dodd 
amendment. I think all of us should be 
impressed by the seriousness of the re- 
dressing of this issue. 

It has been as a result of a long, 
painstaking, tireless effort by the spon- 
sor of this amendment to try and 
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broaden out and to work this process in 
a way that would have bipartisan sup- 
port and would make a very important 
and significant improvement in the 
legislation. I am hopeful that when it 
is offered, that it will succeed. I think 
this will certainly be one of the most 
important votes that we will have in 
this session. 

Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ABRAHAM). The Senator from Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
have heard some speeches on the floor 
of the Senate and this ranks right up 
there. I do not know how you say— 
when the leader here is negotiating, in 
good faith, to in fact add more money 
into the child care fund—that somehow 
or another we are denying the fact that 
we need child care, and have Members 
on the other side who insist on having 
their name sketched next to the child 
care money, to throw out an agreement 
to do just that. I think that is not co- 
operation by any stretch of the imagi- 
nation. 

To also suggest that somehow we 
provide day care for workers here in 
the U.S. Congress and that we are not 
willing to do so in the welfare bill— 
maybe the Senator does not know it, 
but the people who have children in 
day care pay for that with the hard- 
earned dollars that they work for. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. SANTORUM. No, I will not yield. 
They work for it with their hard- 
earned dollars. What you are suggest- 
ing is to give money to people to go to 
work, to give them child care to go to 
work. 

Mr. DODD. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SANTORUM. No, I will not yield. 
The fact of the matter is that what the 
Senator from Connecticut is doing is 
trying to block an agreement from 
happening by insisting on an amend- 
ment on day care, which we are willing 
to sit—and have been for hours—and 
try to put together. 

Iam hopeful that we can get through 
the partisanship on this and move for- 
ward in a bipartisan way. And I know 
there are many Members on the other 
side of the aisle that want to work ina 
bipartisan fashion to get this bill 
through, to get day care money funded, 
because it is a sincere interest, I know, 
of the leader and of other Members on 
our side to get this legislation through 
with additional day care funds. 

Mr. DODD. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SANTORUM. We will and have 
been working. I object to the fact that 
the Senator from Massachusetts stands 
up and says we are giving free day care 
here in the Congress, and we are pro- 
viding it for our folks when, in fact, 
they pay for that day care, and that we 
are unwilling to give it to people on 
welfare, when, in fact, we are going to 
be giving day care to people on welfare. 
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I just think you are mixing who is 
paying for what. The fact of the matter 
is, people working here paying for their 
day care are paying taxes to subsidize 
the people that we want to provide day 
care for under the welfare bill. Let us 
get it straight. 

I am willing, as other Members on 
this side are, to put some more money 
in for day care so that people can get 
off of welfare. But do not try to suggest 
that somehow we are providing perks 
to Members here that we are unwilling 
to give on welfare. Exactly the oppo- 
site is the truth. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 
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The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am going 
to propound a unanimous-consent re- 
quest as soon as it has been cleared by 
the Democratic leader. I intend to fin- 
ish this bill today one way or the 
other, even if there is not going to be 
a welfare bill. We have been at this for 
several hours in good faith. In the offer 
we made, which was rejected by the 
Senator from Connecticut, there is, 
over 5 years, $3 billion. I think his 
amendment was 5—— 

Mr. DODD. That was not the offer. 

Mr. DOLE. We just changed it. He 
had $5.7 billion over 5 years. We said, 
OK, we will go more than halfway, to $3 
billion over 5 years. 

Mr. DODD. That is the first time this 
Senator heard that offer. 

Mr. DOLE. My view is that is what 
the Senator wanted. 

Mr. DODD. I will be glad to look at 
that. We can put in a quorum call. I 
say that with all due respect to the 
Senator. 

Mr. DOLE. We changed it about an 
hour ago. As I understand it, it is more 
than halfway to where the Senator was 
with his amendment the other day. We 
checked it with some others, and they 
think this is a very generous, respon- 
sible offer. That would be $8 billion 
over 5 years set aside for child care 

Mr. DODD. If the Senator will yield. 
We know each other very well, and I 
just say that offer was not presented to 
me. I would not say that if it were not 
the сазе. 

Mr. DOLE. Then I will present it to 
you now. 

Mr. DODD. Let us put in a quorum 
call and see if we can get the details. 

Mr. DOLE. I do not think we have a 
problem here. 

Mr. DODD. We may not. 

Mr. DOLE. We have taken care of 
maintenance of effort and the job 
training. We are going to make it free- 
standing, under a time agreement. And 
contingency grant funds, which we did 
not have in our bill, was sponsored by 
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the Senator from Ohio, Senator 
DEWINE. He thought about $530 million 
was appropriate. We made it $1 billion. 
So if some State has a calamity, they 
do not have to pay it back. We kept the 
loan funds of $1.7 billion, and we have 
accepted some of the triggers sug- 
gested. The work bonus program, that 
has been done. 

On the vouchers, we have not reached 
an agreement, but we have increased 
the hardship exemption in the bill from 
15 to 20 percent. We have added $75 per 
year for abstinence education, which 
has broad support. And program eval- 
uation, of interest to the Senator from 
New York, and others, $20 million to 
evaluate the program. If that is not 
enough, we can raise it to $25 million. 

I talked to Dick Nathan, who sug- 
gested that amendment; he is a well-re- 
spected academic. Food stamps, which 
we have discussed with the Democratic 
leader, has certain escape hatches. We 
do not think it punishes anybody. 

We think it is a good package, and we 
think we can complete this whole bill 
in a couple of hours. 

Mr. DODD. If the majority leader will 
yield—and I say this with great respect 
and friendship, because that is the 
case—the offer presented to me was $3 
billion over 7 years, along with a check 
on the financing schemes. I say, in fair- 
ness, that in my conversation with the 
Senator from Utah we talked about 
this, and I counteroffered with the pro- 
posal of $3 billion over 5 years. I was 
told it was rejected. 

Under the circumstances, let us find 
out about where we are. If that is the 
case, I am prepared to sit down and 
take a good hard look at it. I was told 
something different, and that can hap- 
pen around here as these offers go back 
and forth. I urge that maybe those in- 
volved look at the child care piece. I 
am not as familiar with the other 
pieces the majority leader described. 

Mr. DOLE. I will say that the Demo- 
cratic leader, Senator DASCHLE, gave 
me a list of six or seven items yester- 
day, and we have been able to accom- 
modate part of each of those, with the 
exception of one where there was a 
time limit. Even there, we increased 
the percentage on exemption, hardship 
exemption, from 15 to 20 percent, which 
would cover that concern. 

If the Democratic leader wishes to 
speak, І ат happy to go over this with 
the Senator from Connecticut. We be- 
lieve it is a responsible, reasonable ef- 
fort. I might point out that we only 
save $5 billion in AFDC over 5 years 
and only $9 billion over 7 years. Total 
savings in the Senate bill, which are 
going to be reduced because of some of 
the things we have agreed to do, over 5 
years, is $44 billion; the House bill is 
$75 billion. Over 7 years, ours is $71 bil- 
lion; the House is $122 billion. So there 
is a vast difference between this and 
the House bill, as far as savings are 
concerned. We would like to complete 
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action on this bill and go to con- 
ference. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I won- 
der if we might suggest a quorum call 
for a brief period of time for us to be 
able to see if we can finalize some of 
the understandings as it relates to this 
agreement. 

I think there are some misunder- 
standings here that may be clarified 
that could accommodate this agree- 
ment, even now. 

I thought we had exhausted all possi- 
bilities, but maybe not. If that is the 
case, I think it is worth one more 
quorum call to see if we can resolve it. 

Mr. HATCH. If leaders would with- 
hold for a second, I think that the set- 
tlement on child care is utterly reason- 
able, something that can bring us to- 
gether. 

I commend both leaders for trying to 
bring this about. It is my understand- 
ing that the Hatch language on child 
care will also be part of that. 

Mr. DASCHLE. That is what we will 
find out. 

Mr. DOLE. The fencing will be but I 
am not sure about anything else. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum Call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have been 
in discussion with the distinguished 
Democratic leader and other colleagues 
on both sides. I think we have the 
framework of an agreement. We do not 
have it drafted. Nobody has signed off 
on it finally. But I think in the inter- 
est of time it has occurred to me and 
the Democratic leader, Senator 
DASCHLE, that maybe those who have 
outstanding amendments could come 
to the floor now and offer those amend- 
ments, hopefully in a very short period 
of time because we hope to go and will 
go to third reading hopefully by mid- 
night tonight. But we are going to go 
to third reading on welfare reform be- 
tween now and sometime, and we 
would rather do it by midnight if we 
could. I know there are a number of 
amendments we have looked at people 
can accept. We will try to be as accom- 
modating as we can with our col- 
leagues. 

But I think that is the view of the 
distinguished Democratic leader; is 
that correct? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I con- 
cur entirely. I think we have gotten to 
the point now where it may just be a 
matter of a period of time before we 
can submit the agreement and have a 
vote. But this is valuable time we are 
losing, and I know a lot of Members 
have come to me throughout the day 
expressing an interest in offering their 
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amendments. I do not want to preclude 
them from doing so. I think they ought 
to come to the floor. 

I have agreed that we can go at some 
point tonight to third reading. So we 
will finish this bill tonight at some 
point. 

So to accommodate Senators who 
still have amendments, to ensure that 
we maximize what time we have left, 
whatever time it is going to take be- 
fore we go to third reading, I encourage 
all of our colleagues to come over if 
they have amendments. 

As the distinguished majority leader 
said, working with our ranking mem- 
ber, who has done a remarkable job—he 
deserves an award for sitting in the 
Chamber as long as he has—we are 
ready to go to work. We would like to 
finish with those amendments that are 
not part of this agreement, and there 
are many of them. So come to the floor 
as quickly as you can and see if we can 
resolve these outstanding issues. 

Mr. BREAUX. Will the majority lead- 
er yield? 

Mr. DOLE. Could I just say one word 
because the Democratic leader reminds 
me we are talking about amendments 
that would not impact on what we hope 
to have as an agreement here, child 
care—any amendment in the area we 
are looking at we hope would not be of- 
fered. We do not have an agreement 
yet. We hope there is. It may not be 
possible. So we hope Members would 
not offer amendments that would af- 
fect the agreement we hope to achieve. 

Mr. BREAUX. Will the majority lead- 
er yield? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes. 

Mr. BREAUX. I thank the Senator 
for yielding. And I ask maybe our lead- 
er, both leaders actually. A great deal 
of work has been done, a lot of back 
and forth, and I think a good com- 
promise has potentially been reached 
here. I am concerned, as our leader is, 
that there are a lot of other amend- 
ments—I do not know whether we have 
30, 40 amendments that are still posted 
out there, and I am just concerned, is 
it the intent to finish the bill tonight, 
I ask both leaders? 

Mr. DOLE. We hope to go to third 
reading this evening. We hope it is this 
evening. It may be tomorrow morning. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I believe, if the ma- 
jority leader will yield, in answer to 
the question, having had the chance to 
look at the amendments, most Sen- 
ators would agree to relatively short 
time limits, and I do not think there is 
any reason why we cannot complete 
work on the remaining amendments to- 
night. 

So I would again encourage Senators 
because it is 10 minutes to 6. There is 
some good time left tonight for us to 
accommodate Senators who come to 
the floor. And we will see what the list 
looks like. I expect it is going to be a 
lot less than 40. A number of these 
amendments will fall if they get this 
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agreement. And we will just work 
through whatever remaining amend- 
ments Senators wish to offer, but we 
cannot do that if they do not come to 
the floor. 

Mr. DOLE, It is still possible, I might 
add—I will certainly consult the Demo- 
cratic leader. One way to eliminate 
some of the amendments would be with 
a cloture vote. Of course, you still have 
91 amendments, but I think those 
would all be—there would not be any 
amendments to expand this program. 
They would be amendments to limit 
the program, so they might be good 
amendments. But we hope if we get 
some cooperation in the next hour or 
so that would not be necessary 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
might I ask the majority leader a ques- 
tion? I certainly, first of all, know 
there has been a lot of difficult nego- 
tiation. And I respect that process very 
much. 

But as I have listened to the major- 
ity leader, was he saying that built 
into this unanimous-consent agree- 
ment would be an understanding that 
there could be no amendments in the 
same areas in which you have reached 
agreement with amendments? And if 
that is the case, then would Senators 
have an opportunity to at least, as op- 
posed to that being hammered out back 
in our offices, have an opportunity to 
look at what that means? 

Mr. DOLE. Right. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I know without 
looking at the areas, it is difficult to 
say whether you would agree or not. 

Mr. DOLE. Child care is one thing we 
are working on. Maintenance of effort 
has already been taken care of. 

Job training. We have an agreement, 
if we have an overall agreement, to 
take the job training provisions out of 
this bill and have a freestanding bill. 
That agreement has already been 
reached between Senator KASSEBAUM 
and Senator KENNEDY. We will take 
that up sometime after the appropria- 
tions bills are done. 

Contingency grant fund. That is in 
response to a request by Senator 
DASCHLE and the Governors and Sen- 
ator DEWINE, and certain things that 
must happen about matching and when 
it is triggered. 

Work bonus. That has been done. 
Some question about vouchers. We 
have not reached an agreement on 
that, but we have agreed to expand the 
current hardship exemption from 15 to 
20 percent. 

Abstinence education; $75 million per 
year earmarked for abstinence edu- 
cation. 

Program evaluation was, I guess, a 
concern of the Senator from New York 
and others. We authorized $20 million. I 
think that is adequate. If not, it can 
be, І assume, adjusted. 

Then we have been working on a sav- 
ings provision with reference to food 
stamps. That has not been agreed to 
yet. 
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So those are the general areas. There 
are others that I do not—I know Sen- 
ator COHEN and Senator BINGAMAN 
have an interest in SSI. The thing is, 
we need to find offsets for these. That 
is what we are trying to do this after- 
noon, 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, if I 
could just say to the majority leader 
and the minority leader, if you would 
be willing to give Senators some ad- 
vance notice as to when you come out 
with the agreement. I would just like 
to have those areas and just sort of un- 
derstand what is in the agreement be- 
fore agreeing that there would be no 
amendments in this area. I am sure 
that I would agree to that, but I would 
just like to know what it is we are 
talking about since I was not part of 
the actual negotiation. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I am sure we can ac- 
commodate the Senator. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
pending the arrival of Senators wishing 
to offer amendments, I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the proceed- 
ings under the quorum call be dis- 
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN- 
NETT). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
might I ask the majority leader a ques- 
tion? I certainly, first of all, know 
there has been a lot of difficult nego- 
tiation. And I respect that process. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair for recognizing me. 

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, on behalf 
of Senator BIDEN of Delaware, I ask 
unanimous consent that Peter Jaffe, a 
detailee on the staff of the Senate Ju- 
diciary Committee, be granted floor 
privileges for the remainder of the 
104th Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PRYOR. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

AMENDMENT NO, 2495, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, at this 
time I call up amendment No. 2495 and 
ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment be sent to the desk and 
that it be modified to reflect the lan- 
guage in this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

On page 52, lines 4 through 6, strike “зо 
used, plus 5 percent of such grant (deter- 
mined without regard to this section).“ and 
insert “во used. If the strike does not prove 
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to the satisfaction of the Secretary that 
such unlawful expenditure was not made by 
the State in intentional violation of the re- 
quirements of this part, then the Secretary 
shall impose an additional penalty of 5 per- 
cent of such grant (determined without re- 
gard to this section).“. 

On page 56, strike lines 11 through 14, and 
insert the following: 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—The penalties described 
in paragraphs (2) through (6) of subsection 
(a) shall apply— 

(A) with respect to periods beginning 6 
months after the Secretary issues final rules 
with respect to such penalties; or 

“(В) with respect to fiscal years beginning 
on or after October 1, 1996; 
whichever is later. 

On page 122, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 110A. CORRECTIVE COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) NOTIFICATION OF VIOLATION.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, the Fed- 
eral Government shall, prior to assessing a 
penalty against a State under any program 
established or modified under this Act, no- 
tify the State of the violation of law for 
which such penalty would be assessed and 
allow the State the opportunity to enter into 
a corrective compliance plan in accordance 
with this section which outlines how the 
State will correct any violations for which 
such penalty would be assessed and how the 
State will insure continuing compliance 
with the requirements of such program. 

(2) 60-DAY PERIOD TO PROPOSE A CORRECTIVE 
COMPLIANCE PLAN.—Any State notified under 
paragraph (1) shall have 60 days in which to 
submit to the Federal Government a correc- 
tive compliance plan to correct any viola- 
tions described in such paragraph. 

(3) ACCEPTANCE OF PLAN.—The Federal 
Government shall have 60 days to accept or 
reject the State's corrective compliance plan 
and may consult with the State during this 
period to modify the plan. If the Federal 
Government does not accept or reject the 
corrective compliance plan during the pe- 
riod, the corrective compliance plan shall be 
deemed to be accepted. 

(b) FAILURE TO CORRECT.—If a corrective 
compliance plan is accepted by the Federal 
Government, no penalty shall be imposed 
with respect to a violation described in sub- 
section (a) if the State corrects the violation 
pursuant to the plan. If a State has not cor- 
rected the violation in a timely manner 
under the plan, some or all of the penalty 
shall be assessed. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, the 
amendment does not have to be read, 
as I understand it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. PRYOR. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I rise today to offer 
this amendment on behalf of myself 
and Senator GRAHAM of Florida. This is 
an amendment that I think speaks to 
some real need for a common sense ap- 
proach to the issues of penalties that 
this legislation could burden our 
States with. 

This amendment will give some flexi- 
bility to the penalty section that the 
States will be subjected to if they fail 
to quickly comply with the numerous 
requirements of this legislation. 

Mr. President, this amendment has 
the support of the National Governors’ 
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Association, the National Conference 
of State Legislatures, and the Amer- 
ican Public Welfare Association. I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
publicly thank these fine groups for en- 
dorsing and supporting this amend- 
ment. 

Under the bill before us, Mr. Presi- 
dent, as the States move to a more 
flexible block grant welfare system— 
and it appears that that is what is 
going to happen—the States of our 
Union are going to be subjected to 
harsh, inflexible penalties. 

These penalties should be designed to 
encourage States to play by the rules, 
not to injure them for unintentional 
mistakes made while they are trying to 
recreate their entire welfare systems 
with very, very limited resources and 
very little time to do it. 

This bill states that our States in our 
Union can be penalized by up to 5 per- 
cent of their block grant for each of 
the following violations. Let me reit- 
erate, for each of the following viola- 
tions: If a State, one, fails to submit a 
required report—any required report; if 
a State fails to use the income and eli- 
gibility verification system; if the 
State fails to comply with the in- 
creased paternity establishment and 
child support enforcement require- 
ments; and if a State fails to meet 
work participation rates. 

The Congressional Budget Office says 
that most States will not be able to 
meet these work participation rates in 
the short time allowed by the proposed 
legislation. 

These penalties are very, very harsh. 
They are inflexible, and alone they 
could add up to 20 percent of a State's 
block grant. 

But a State can be penalized an addi- 
tional 5 percent under this proposal for 
the improper use of funds, even if that 
misuse is not intentional. 

If I might cite a hypothetical exam- 
ple. If the State of Texas, for example, 
unknowingly and by mistake erro- 
neously paid $184 in welfare payments 
to a person who has violated his prison 
parole, the penalties would be as fol- 
lows, Mr. President: The $184 that was 
improperly used, that would be a part 
of the penalty, plus 5 percent of the 
State’s total block grant value which 
works out to be $25 million in penalties 
for the State of Texas. 

In addition, the State of Texas would 
have to use State funds, not Federal 
funds but State funds, to make up this 
entire penalty. Iam certain that this is 
a classic case of unintended con- 
sequences, and I feel very certain, Mr. 
President, that the authors of the 
original bill had no intention of penal- 
izing our States in this manner. 

In short, a State would be penalized 
in this situation, in this hypothetical 
condition, over $25 million for an unin- 
tentional $184 violation, and that is 
only for one violation, unintentional as 
it might be. 
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This amendment further solves a 
problem by applying a penalty of 5 per- 
cent only—only—if the improper use is 
judged to be intentional. If it is the re- 
sult of an honest mistake, the State 
would still have to repay the amount 
misused, plus an additional amount of 
State funds to maintain the block 


grant. 

An additional part of this amend- 
ment gives the State the necessary 
transition time that the States are 
going to need to put their welfare sys- 
tems in place, while not delaying re- 
forms in areas where the State is ready 
to move ahead. It will postpone the 
penalties of all but improper use of 
funds until 6 months after Health and 
Human Services issues the final rules. 
In the absence of final regulations, the 
States that try to interpret and meet 
the requirements of a statute in good 
faith may still be subject to penalties 
when the details of the law are fleshed 
out by Federal regulations. 

Finally, Mr. President, the amend- 
ment I offer today, once again, in be- 
half of myself and Senator GRAHAM of 
Florida, the amendment that we offer 
will allow the States to enter into an 
agreement with HHS called a correc- 
tive compliance plan which spells out 
how the State will improve its systems 
and comply with the requirements of 
the act. 

This section of my amendment incor- 
porates many of the ideas that were 
embodied in an earlier amendment by 
the Senator from Arizona, Senator 
MCCAIN. It is similar to a provision in 
the current law that we now operate 
under. The penalties are suspended as 
long as the State continues to follow 
the plan. 

If the Secretary of HHS finds that a 
State is not working to improve its 
system, then the Secretary may im- 
pose all or some of the original pen- 
alties, depending on how much progress 
that particular State has made. 

This amendment does not weaken the 
Federal oversight on States. In fact, 
even with these changes, the penalties 
on States in this legislation will be far 
more strict than those penalties in the 
House bill. It is narrowly drawn to be 
fair. It is drawn to be flexible, and it is 
drawn to meet the test of common 
sense. 

The Congressional Budget Office esti- 
mates that there are no costs—no 
costs—associated with this amend- 
ment. I am very proud to say that this 
amendment has, we believe, bipartisan 
support in the U.S. Senate. And once 
again, I wish to thank the American 
Public Welfare Association, the Na- 
tional Conference of State Legisla- 
tures, and the National Governors’ As- 
sociation for the splendid assistance 
they have given us in preparing this 
amendment. 

I also appreciate the understanding 
shown and hopefully the ultimate ac- 
ceptance of this amendment by not 
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only the majority but also the ranking 
manager of this legislation. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. We are prepared to accept 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
2495, as modified. 

The amendment (No. 2495), as modi- 
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to recon- 
sider the vote. 

Mr. PRYOR. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as I under- 
stand, the Senator from Alabama is 
prepared with an amendment, 40 min- 
utes equally divided; the Senator from 
Maryland, Senator MIKULSKI, is pre- 
pared to offer her amendment, 20 min- 
utes equally divided; the Senator from 
California would follow the Senator 
from Maryland. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2814 

Mr. DOLE. I think amendment 2614, 
as drafted, is acceptable. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. It is acceptable. 

Mr. DOLE. I send amendment 2614 to 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend- 
ment 2614 is the pending question. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
numbered 2614. 

The amendment (No. 2614) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
believe I need a very short time for my 
amendment. I believe Senator SIMPSON 
would like to speak on the deeming 
amendment for 10 minutes, and it 
would be agreeable to have 10 minutes 
on my side on that amendment. 

On the other amendment, 10 minutes 
is enough. Senator KENNEDY would like 
to speak on the deeming amendment as 
well. 

Mr. DOLE. As I understand, there are 
two amendments. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. There are two 
amendments. 

Mr. DOLE. Naturalization and deem- 
ing? 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. That is correct. 
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Mr. DOLE. Twenty minutes on each 
amendment? 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. That is fine. 

Mr. DOLE. We have Senator SHELBY, 
Senator MIKULSKI, two amendments by 
Senator FEINSTEIN, and then in our ro- 
tation plan it would come back to this 
side unless we have an agreement we 
can accept. 

Once the Senator from North Dakota 
has his worked out—— 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. Leader, we think 
we have achieved agreement, so if we 
could get in the queue, we think we 
have that all taken care of. 

Mr. DOLE, Following Senator FEIN- 
STEIN. 

Mr. CONRAD. That certainly would 
be good. We could take 10 minutes. 

Mr. DOLE. Ten minutes. 

That will be four amendments by my 
colleagues on the other side. I assume 
we can have an equal number on this 
side. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes. 

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the major- 
ity leader? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2526 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend- 
ment 2526, offered by the Senator from 
Alabama, is now the pending business. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President I ask 
unanimous consent to add the follow- 
ing Senators as original cosponsors of 
the amendment: Senators SANTORUM, 
GRAMS, HELMS, GRAMM of Texas, 
COATS, and LOTT. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, along 
with the Senators that I have just 
mentioned as cosponsors, that is, 
namely, Senators CRAIG, LOTT, HAT- 
FIELD, COATS, SANTORUM, GRAMS, 
HELMS, and GRAMM of Texas, I am in- 
troducing an amendment that we be- 
lieve will help strengthen the role of 
the family in America. 

The out-of-wedlock birthrate іп 
America is projected to reach 50 per- 
cent by early next century, and I am 
concerned that this trend will result in 
a dramatic increase in the number of 
children abused and neglected. There 
are now close to 500,000 children in the 
foster care system, but only 50,000 are 
placed for adoption each year. Our 
amendment would effectively find 
homes for many children who need par- 
ents and find children for parents who 
need families. The objective of this 
amendment is to provide an appro- 
priate incentive to encourage a policy 
which should be embraced by all Amer- 
icans. 

Adoption is a positive event that ben- 
efits everyone involved. Obviously a 
loving, caring family for a parentless 
child is the primary benefit of adop- 
tion. Studies show the adopted child 
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receives a strong self identity, positive 
psychological health and a tendency 
for financial well-being. 

Parents who adopt children also ben- 
efit. They receive the joy and respon- 
sibility of raising a child as well as the 
love and respect only a child can give. 
The emotional fulfillment of raising 
children clearly contributes to the full- 
ness of life. 

Lastly, we should not forget the ad- 
vantages to communities as a whole in 
America. Society is unambiguously 
better off as a result of adoption. Sta- 
tistics show time and again that chil- 
dren with families intact are more 
likely to become productive members 
of the community than children with- 
out both parents. 

Unfortunately more times than not, 
a financial barrier stands in the way of 
otherwise qualified parents. The 
monthly cost of supporting the child is 
not the hurdle, but instead the initial 
outlay to pay for the adoption. There 
are many fees and costs involved with 
adopting a child, which include mater- 
nity home care, normal prenatal and 
hospital care for the mother and child, 
preadoption foster care for infant, 
home study fees, and legal fees. These 
costs can range anywhere from about 
$13,000 to $36,000, according to the Na- 
tional Council for Adoption. 

Like the person who wants to buy a 
home, but cannot because the financial 
hurdle of a down payment stops them, 
potential parents often cannot adopt a 
child because of the substantial initial 
fees, fees that could actually exceed 
the cost of a down payment for a home. 
As a result, children are denied homes, 
and parents denied children. 

Our amendment seeks to address this 
problem. It would allow a $5,000 refund- 
able tax credit for adoption expenses. 
This credit would be fully available to 
any individual with an income up to 
$60,000 and phased out up to an income 
of $100,000. Other adoption tax credits 
have been put forth, but the key ele- 
ment of our adoption tax credit is its 
full refundability. This provision will 
allow many couples who may not have 
a tax liability in a given year to be 
able to afford to open up their home to 
а parentless child. 

A fully-refundable adoption tax cred- 
it is an essential part of any welfare re- 
form measure like the one we have be- 
fore us. 

Our amendment would also provide 
that employer-provided adoption as- 
sistance would be excluded from gross 
income for taxable purposes. Those re- 
ceiving assistance from their employer 
to cover costs over and above the first 
$5,000—which would be taken care of by 
the credit—would not have to count 
that assistance as income. Finally, the 
amendment provides that withdrawals 
from an IRA can be made penalty-free 
and excluded from income if used for 
qualified adoption expenses. Represent- 
ative JOSEPH KENNEDY and others are 
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advocating a proposal similar to this in 
the House. 

I believe these changes will go a long 
way in making adoption a reality for 
many children and helping them find 
the loving homes they so desperately 
need in America. This amendment has 
the strong support of 14 adoption orga- 
nizations, which represent more than 
1,000 adoption agencies and practition- 
ers. Mr. President, I hope my с01- 
leagues will join us in reaching out to 
families in order to provide a better, 
brighter future for our children and a 
heightened degree of appreciation for 
the potential that adoption holds for 
our society. I urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? The Senator from 
Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleague from Ala- 
bama [Senator SHELBY] in offering this 
amendment to provide for a refundable 
tax credit for adoption expenses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senator will suspend, we are under 
time control. Who yields time to the 
Senator? 

Mr. CRAIG. Excuse me, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

Mr. CHAFEE. What is the time situa- 
tion here? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro- 
ponents of the amendment have 13 min- 
utes and 33 seconds; opponents, 20 min- 
utes. 

Mr. CHAFEE. How much time does 
the Senator want? 

Mr. CRAIG. Five minutes. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Fine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Idaho is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, as I said— 
and I thank the chairman for yield- 
ing—I am pleased to join my colleague 
from Alabama [Senator SHELBY] in of- 
fering this amendment to provide for a 
refundable tax credit for adoption ex- 
penses. 

In short, Mr. President, this amend- 
ment will amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to provide a refundable tax 
credit for adoption expenses. This pro- 
vision will exclude from gross income 
employee and military adoption assist- 
ance benefits and withdrawals from 
IRA’s for use toward adoption ex- 
penses. 

Some people may ask, “What does 
this have to do with welfare?“ It has 
very little to do with our current wel- 
fare system, but a great deal to do with 
a dramatically reformed system simi- 
lar to that envisioned in the leader’s 
bill. 

Through the use of block grants and 
other reforms, we are moving away 
from a welfare system that has created 
dependency, and into a system that en- 
courages independence. 

As part of that, we also hope to see 
greater strength in the American fam- 
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ily, reduce out-of-wedlock births, con- 
trol welfare spending, and reduce wel- 
fare dependence. It is my concern that 
as we move in this direction, that the 
Congress needs to make adoption a 
more viable option for families. 

We all read the stories, both happy 
and tragic, of efforts couples have 
made to adopt a child. It is my hope 
that our work here will lead to more 
happy stories and fewer heartbreaking 
reports, of the tens of thousands of dol- 
lars spent traveling around the world 
by couples in search of children to 
adopt to make them a part of their 
family. 

I know this firsthand. Not that I suf- 
fered those hardships, but I am an 
adoptive parent and I adopted the chil- 
dren of my wife and we brought to- 
gether a family unit. Even then, when 
there were no obstacles in front of us, 
the process was challenging in all of 
the hoops and hurdles that we had to 
go through to make sure it was done 
right. 

This amendment will give adoptive 
families a fairer shake. I have intro- 
duced similar legislation with other 
colleagues here in the Senate and hope 
that they will support this amendment. 

Adoption is a viable option that re- 
sults the best of all worlds: Uniting a 
wanted child and a loving family. I 
think we need to keep focused on that 
fact, and continue our efforts to im- 
prove the adoption and foster care ap- 
proaches that this Senate is so sup- 
portive of. 

Mr. President, before closing, I want 
to take a moment to discuss something 
that was not included in the Repub- 
lican leadership welfare reform bill. 

There is good reason to highlight this 
item that was excluded, because it will 
have a big impact on our ability, as a 
nation, to ensure that there is a safety 
net to take care of children. 

The item that was excluded is the 
creation of a block grant of the title 
IV-E foster care and adoption assist- 
ance programs. 

In fact, both the GOP leadership bill, 
the Work Opportunity Act of 1995, and 
the conservative consensus package 
maintain the title ГУ-Е foster care and 
adoption assistance programs as enti- 
tlements. 

Mr. President, we need dramatic re- 
form of our welfare system. And of all 
of us who have been engaged in that de- 
bate here for the last good number of 
days, the current one-size-fits-all ap- 
proach of a federally designed and im- 
plemented program simply has not 
served this Nation well nor served 
those who find themselves in poverty 
and in need of welfare. 

It has also been unsuccessful in re- 
lieving poverty. Instead, it finds that 
we put families in it and somehow they 
stay there. Here is an opportunity, as 
we move out to independence to assure 
greater chances for children without 
families, to find those families and 
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families without children—to find 
those children. 

Instead of a program that reaches 
out to people and families to give them 
a hand up, we have a program with a 
hand out that constantly pushes people 
down and keeps them in the welfare 
cycle. 

The bill we have before us today will 
provide some of that needed dramatic 
reform. Changes in programs like aid 
to families with dependent children 
[AFDC] may have an impact on foster 
care services. This will be especially 
prevalent during the implementation 
and transition into the reformed wel- 
fare system. 

The impact of any changes to our 
welfare system is somewhat unpredict- 
able. Therefore, Republicans here in 
the Senate have acknowledged that 
fact, and the need to maintain a safety 
net for children by maintaining title 
IV-E as an entitlement. 

Mr. President, this issue has been a 
concern of mine for some time. In 
Idaho, we have a number of excellent 
facilities that work with children in 
group home settings, with an emphasis 
on reuniting the family when possible. 
I have been to these facilities, my staff 
have seen them. The work they do 
there is nothing short of remarkable. 

My concern, Mr. President, is that we 
have a safety net available to ensure 
that the children who may be affected 
will be adequately taken care of 
through our foster care and adoption 
assistance programs. If these programs 
under title IV-E were converted into a 
block grant with a limited inflation ad- 
juster, there would be little flexibility 
for States to meet the kind of 
unforseen demands that can shift chil- 
dren into these programs. 

There are also issues outside of wel- 
fare reform that affect these programs, 
such as changes in the economy, demo- 
graphics and natural disasters. For ex- 
ample, Idaho had a 16-percent increase 
in the number of child abuses cases last 
year; many of those children ended up 
in the foster care system. Again, these 
are things that cannot be planned for, 
but add to the burden of the system. 

It is important to note that since the 
foster care and adoption assistance 
programs were established in 1980, 
there have been more than 90,000 chil- 
dren with special needs adopted in the 
United States. 

Mr. President, there have been a 
number of references to those who are 
affected by what we do here. 

I would like to take a moment to 
share a story about we've been able to 
accomplish in Idaho with these title 
IV-E moneys. The Idaho youth ranch 
runs a family preservation program. 

Gina was a 7-year-old girl who was 
removed from her home by child pro- 
tective services because her parent ne- 
glected to care for her. The goal of the 
referral was to see if the youth ranch 
could help the mother respond to the 

99-059 O—97 Vol. 141 (РІ. 18) 6 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


point that Gina and her two younger 
sibling could return home. 

The youth ranch staff began an as- 
sessment of the family situation and 
developed a plan in conjunction with 
the Child Protective Services staff, 
mom, and the children. 

Through the parent training, sup- 
portive services, and help the youth 
ranch provided, this family is now get- 
ting back on track. Mother is now 
working in a job close to home, has a 
healthy home environment set up, 
ready for the children’s return, has the 
kids enrolled in school, and a respon- 
sible day care for her youngest child. 

The staff at the youth ranch will con- 
tinue their work after the reunification 
of the children. It is a happy ending for 
the family, for the State, and most im- 
portant, for Gina. 

Mr. President, that was quite a 
lengthy comment, but I felt it was im- 
portant to note in this debate. In clos- 
ing, I would just add that I hope my 
colleagues will support improving ac- 
cess to adoption, and will vote for the 
Shelby amendment. 

So Iam proud to support and to be a 
cosponsor of the amendment of my col- 
league, Senator SHELBY, and his con- 
certed effort. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I would 
like to ask the proponent of the 
amendment a question. 

As I understand, this is going to cost 
$1.4 billion over 5 years. Has the Sen- 
ator a method of paying for this? 

Mr. SHELBY. Would the Senator 
from Rhode Island state the question 
again? 

Mr. CHAFEE. It is my understanding 
that this amendment will cost, over 5 
years, $1.4 billion. 

Mr. SHELBY. The Senator is correct. 
The revenue loss is projected to be $1.4 
billion over 5 years but the underlying 
bill will result in savings of over $40 
billion over 5 years. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I know we are going to 
have further discussion because I think 
there is a point of order that lies that 
is going to be raised. But I would point 
out that everything that comes in the- 
ory out of savings is something that 
the Finance Committee has to come up 
and pay for. We have just concluded a 
long meeting in connection with Medi- 
care, and the difficulty of coming up 
with savings was made clear to us at 
that gathering. 

So, Mr. President, if there is no fur- 
ther discussion, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum, and this will be charged 
equally against both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes of time to the Senator 
from Texas, [Mr. GRAMM]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. GRAMM. Мг. President, I rise іп 
strong support of the Shelby amend- 
ment. 

What the Shelby amendment does is 
it tries to provide tax equity to people 
who adopt children and in the process, 
provide a home and environment that 
represents our only sure-fire, guaran- 
teed way to break the poverty cycle— 
allowing people the opportunity to es- 
cape from poverty and use their God- 
given talents. 

One of the reasons I feel so strongly 
about not giving people more and more 
money to have more and more children 
on welfare is that I am convinced if we 
stopped giving people cash bonuses to 
have more children on welfare and 
adopt the Shelby amendment giving 
tax equity to people who adopt chil- 
dren on a par with people who are hav- 
ing them, then we have an opportunity 
to find a home for every child born in 
America. That can solve not only the 
welfare problem but many other prob- 
lems in the country. 

I do not know how our colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle are going to 
vote on this amendment, but I would 
simply like to note this paradox. In the 
compromises that have taken place in 
the last 2 hours in an effort to pass this 
bill, an initial agreement has been 
made which will spend $4 billion on 
programs that in all probability will do 
virtually nothing to help break the 
poverty cycle and will do virtually 
nothing to guarantee that people see 
an improvement in their lives. 

However, by giving tax equity to peo- 
ple who adopt children—up to $5,000 in 
tax credits to cover the costs they 
incur in adoption—we can guarantee 
that people will be able to adopt more 
children, bringing them into their 
homes, giving them love, and improv- 
ing the lives of those children. I think 
this is an important amendment, and I 
think if we can follow it up someday 
with an amendment to streamline the 
adoption process, making it easier for 
people to adopt children, we can make 
a dramatic difference. 

One of our colleague’s wives was in 
Bangladesh—I ask for an additional 
minute. 

Mr. SHELBY. I yield an additional 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized for an additional 
minute. 

Mr. GRAMM. As I look at the Shelby 
amendment, it reminds me of a state- 
ment made by Cindy McCain, Senator 
MCcCAIN’s wife. When she was іп Ban- 
gladesh, there was this baby girl who 
had been set aside to die because she 
had a cleft palate. Cindy McCain de- 
cided that she was going to bring that 
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little girl back to the United States of 
America and adopt her. Her point was, 
I cannot solve the problems of every 
child in the world, but I can solve this 
child’s problem. 

What the Shelby amendment does is 
let other people who want to solve this 
problem one child at a time, do it. So, 
I think, this is an important amend- 
ment. I hope it will be adopted, and I 
urge my colleagues to vote for it. 

I congratulate the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Alabama. This provision was 
in our original welfare bill that Sen- 
ator SHELBY and other conservative 
Republicans and I put together. I think 
it is an important addition to this bill, 
and, quite frankly, of all the things we 
have talked about here, this is clearly 
welfare reform. 

I thank the Chair for its indulgence. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I would simply 
make the point as a member of the Fi- 
nance Committee that we have not 
considered this measure. It is a new 
credit that would be created without 
the means to pay for it. The proposal 
would cost $3 billion in revenues over 
the next 10 years, and there is no provi- 
sion to pay for it. 

There is strong sentiment in favor of 
it; I can sense it. I understand that and 
share it, but it is a doubtful measure to 
be adopted at this point, and yet we 
have a long conference committee pro- 
cedure before us and that may be the 
time to address it. I will leave it at 
that. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, over the 
past 25 years there has been a dramatic 
increase in the number of children born 
out of wedlock, children being raised 
by single parents, and children enter- 
ing the foster care system because of 
abuse, neglect, or abandonment. Fam- 
ily disintegration is widespread. 

At the same time we have experi- 
enced an increase in family disintegra- 
tion, we have seen a sharp decrease in 
the number of children being adopted, 
with formal adoptions dropping by al- 
most 50 percent: from 89,000 іп 1970 to a 
fairly constant 50,000 annually 
throughout the 198078 into the 199075. 
On any given day, 37,000 children in fos- 
ter care are legally free and waiting— 
to be adopted. 

Why are children waiting? Why 
aren’t families adopting? The reason, I 
propose, is not a lack of compassion on 
the part of families. Many thousands of 
families would be eager to adopt were 
it not for the costs can be prohibitive 
for working class families. The average 
cost of an adoption is $14,000 and it is 
not uncommon for this figure to reach 
upwards of $25,000. 

Adoption is the compassionate re- 
sponse to children in need of a home. 
Yet, there is currently inequity in the 
tax system. While certain medical ex- 
penses related to the conception, deliv- 
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ery, and birth of a child may be de- 
ducted as medical expenses, no similar 
relief is available for adoptive families. 

Mr. President, I, like many of my 
colleagues know the sacrifice required 
of parents. Children require 100 percent 
of us, 100 percent of the time. The fi- 
nancial burden can be significant. The 
time element, balancing the needs of 
work and family—these are all very 
significant. Yet there are thousands 
who make that sacrifice every day for 
children they have lovingly adopted 
into their family, and many thousands 
more who would—but for the costs. The 
Shelby amendment will put adoption 
within the reach of many families, and 
make an important public policy state- 
ment about the value and respect we 
have for the institution of adoption. 

I've heard some say adoption tax 
credits should be limited to children 
with special needs. Well, I believe that 
every child in need of adoption is a 
child with a special need for a loving, 
and permanent home. 

Money should never be a barrier to 
adoption. Adoption should be encour- 
aged as a compassionate response to 
children of parents who find them- 
selves unable or unwilling to care for 
them. These families deserve our sup- 
port, and deserve to be treated the 
same as families formed biologically. 
The Shelby amendment sends a strong 
message that adoption is a valued way 
of building a family. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I yield 

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not need much 
time. One minute. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Three minutes to the 
Senator from New Mexico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico is recognized for 
3 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I com- 
mend Senator SHELBY for the amend- 
ment. 

Frankly, I believe in this sea of prob- 
lems with reference to unwed preg- 
nancies and welfare children of this 
country, which are growing like a vol- 
cano erupting on America, this obvi- 
ously attempts to address a very seri- 
ous problem; that we are in need of 
more adoptions by good people who 
will raise children well in a good house- 
hold. This amendment attempts to do 
that. 

Frankly, it has a problem, a tech- 
nical problem. I think that is well 
known. Senator MOYNIHAN expressed it. 
This is not a measure in which you can 
have tax credits and not pay for them. 
In a very real sense, it could be subject 
to a point of order. I, for one, believe 
we ought not raise it. We ought to vote 
on it, if that is what the distinguished 
Senator wants. And then it will take 
care of itself in terms of the tax provi- 
sions whether they will remain in the 
welfare bill or whether they will be 
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taken care of in reconciliation as part 
of the tax bill. We can find out. We can 
wait and see. But essentially I think it 
is such a good idea that we ought to 
make sure it is dons. 

Now, if somebody raises the point of 
order, I would say tonight I would join 
in trying to waive it with my good 
friend from Alabama. 

Mr. SHELBY. I thank the Senator. 

Мг. DOMENICI. So I do not think we 
ought to do that. I hope we will not. 

I compliment the Senator on the 
amendment and hope it passes here to- 
night one way or the other. 

I yield the floor. 

I thank Senator CHAFEE. 

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I think 
the distinguished ranking member of 
the Finance Committee made some 
good points, as has everybody else here 
today. This is a very commendable 
amendment. Although it is an amend- 
ment we have not had a chance to con- 
sider in the Finance Committee, it isa 
matter that will come before us when 
we are dealing with the tax provisions 
that we are surely going to get to later 
this year. And so, therefore, I am pre- 
pared to accept the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

All those in favor—— 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is not a sufficient second. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum until 
there is a sufficient second. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
proceedings under the quorum call be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the Shel- 
by amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Now, Mr. President, I 
would ask unanimous consent that the 
vote on the Shelby amendment be put 
off until 8 p.m. 

Mr. PRYOR addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. PRYOR. A point of clarification, 
please, from the Chair. 

Would the Mikulski amendment be 
the next amendment in order? Is there 
a Mikulski amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 
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Mr. PRYOR. And are we going to, on 
subsequent amendments—if I might 
ask the Chair, is it correct that we are 
going to basically stack the votes at 
approximately 8 p.m.? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
has been no order. 

There is a unanimous consent re- 
quest pending that the Shelby amend- 
ment be voted on at 8 p.m. 

Mr. PRYOR. For the benefit of our 
colleagues, I have been informed that 
is merely the intention. But it is the 
intention to basically stack votes that 
are considered between now and 8 p.m., 
stack those votes at 8 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request that the vote 
on the Shelby amendment occur at 8? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Now, Mr. President, we 
have a list here. And Senator MIKULSKI 
is not here. I notice Senator FEINSTEIN 
is here. 

Mr. President, is there any defined 
order that has previously been ar- 
ranged? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. There is a defined 
order. The Mikulski amendment is the 
next pending business. It would require 
a unanimous consent agreement to set 
it aside to deal with the Feinstein 
amendment. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous_consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT ХО. 2669 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I wish 
to send an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Maryland IMs. MIKUL- 
SKI] proposes amendment numbered 2669. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print- 
ed in the Friday, September 8, 1995, edi- 
tion of the RECORD.) 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Thank you, 
President. 

Mr. President, my amendment deals 
with the role of men and how we can 
bring men back into the family, how 
we can eliminate marriage penalties 
and begin to really work toward two- 
parent households once again among 
the poor. 

One of the missing discussions in this 
year’s welfare debate is how we involve 
fathers with their families. We can do 
that through tougher child support 
laws and, yes, it is true we need to 
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crack down on deadbeat dads. But you 
know, Democrats and Republicans all 
agree that we need to have major child 
support reform to do that. But, quite 
frankly, men, fathers, are more than a 
child support check. 

Our focus needs to be on the issues 
related to child rearing as much as 
child support. We need to get the men 
involved in the rearing of their own 
children and we do that by promoting 
two-parent families. 

Earlier this year, the nonpartisan 
Casey Foundation, which I am proud to 
say is headquartered in Baltimore, re- 
leased their 1995 report called “Kids 
Count.“ It focused exclusively on the 
need to promote fathers as part of our 
Nation's strategy to reform welfare. 

One of the most compelling things 
that they outlined was the devastating 
effect on children when fathers are ab- 
sent from the home. The Casey Foun- 
dation said this: 

Children in father-absent families are five 
times more likely to be poor and 10 times 
more likely to be extremely poor. 

Children of single mothers are twice as 
likely to become high-school dropouts. These 
kids are more likely to end up in foster or 
group care or, even worse, in juvenile justice 
facilities. 

The Casey Foundation went on to 
tell us that: 

Girls from single-parent families have 
three times greater risk of bearing children 
as unwed teenagers. 

Often in the debate, and I know the 
Senator from New York, Senator Moy- 
NIHAN, has often commented on the 
problems related to single-parent fami- 
lies, we often overlook the role of what 
happens to girls. 

And boys whose fathers are absent face a 
much higher probability of growing up un- 
employed, incarcerated, and uninvolved with 
their own children. 

During this welfare debate, we have 
heard about the staggering rise in ille- 
gitimacy and the households headed by 
single parents. Much of this rhetoric 
has focused on solving the problems 
through punishing the mother. They 
aim for the mother but, in turn, hit the 
child. 

The proposed solutions do not get at 
the heart of why we have fewer two- 
parent families, which is simply the de- 
cline in jobs that pay a family wage 
and the penalties in our public policy 
that work against the two-parent fam- 
ily. 

The chart next to me contains data 
from the 1995 Kids Count“ report and 
it makes it graphically. Between 1969 
and 1993, the percentage of children 
under 18 living in households headed by 
women jumped from 11 percent to 24 
percent. During that same 24-year pe- 
riod, the number of men between the 
ages of 25 and 34 who did not earn 
enough to support a family of four 
jumped from 14 percent to 32 percent. 

The link is clear. If employment op- 
portunities do not exist for men who 
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are poor, it is unlikely they will get 
married. In fact, the Kids Count“ re- 
port points out most women consider a 
stable income an important element in 
choosing someone to marry. 

The Republican welfare bill is either 
silent on solutions or it focuses on the 
mother as the only solution, or actu- 
ally it attacks the mother. In fact, it is 
what I have called the parent trap.” 
They say they want women on welfare 
to get married and require tougher 
work requirements for people who end 
up getting married. The Republican 
bill allows States to impose family 
caps, but it never asks States to de- 
velop programs that will bring families 
together. 

Their bill also allows State welfare 
programs to cut families off if a father 
actually works too many hours. So we 
are going to penalize the father for 
being in the home, and we are going to 
penalize him for working too many 
hours. Hey, that is not the way to re- 
form welfare or to move the poor out of 
poverty. 

It also allows a father’s child support 
check to go to a State bureaucracy in- 
stead of directly to the family. 

We Democrats are serious about wel- 
fare reform, and we are serious about 
strengthening the family in this proc- 
ess. We aim for real reform by protect- 
ing the child, helping the mother and 
involving the father. 

The amendment that the Senator 
from New Jersey and I have proposed 
seeks to end this parent trap” and in- 
stead include real solutions that pro- 
mote two-parent families. We will do 
this in our amendment by, first, job 
placement for noncustodial fathers. 
This amendment sets aside a very 
small amount of money in the welfare 
block grant for States to enroll unem- 
ployed fathers in job training and 
placement so they can meet their child 
support and family obligations. Em- 
ploying these fathers is the most sig- 
nificant step we can take to promote 
two-parent families. In addition, the 
cost of this effort will be partially off- 
set by increased child support pay- 
ments as a result of the jobs which 
these fathers would have. 

Second, our amendment prevents 
States from creating welfare rules that 
penalize marriage. The amendment 
prevents States from reenacting the 
current AFDC man in the house rule at 
the State level that pushes the man 
out of the family. 

Third, it promotes marriage and not 
punishment. 

And fourth, we pay child support to 
mothers, not State bureaucrats. What 
do I mean? It means that, first of all, 
we have a rule called the man in the 
house rule. If you are a father living at 
home and you work over 100 hours a 
month, regardless of what you earn, 
your family is cut off from assistance. 

This is unacceptable. We need to pro- 
mote and require work, and eligibility 
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for assistance should be based on what 
you earn, not the number of hours it 
takes to earn it. 

Third, promote marriage. For those 
States that impose a family cap, the 
amendment would require them to 
come up with some incentives that pro- 
mote marriage. If we are serious about 
strengthening families, let us not just 
cut people off and make no effort to en- 
courage marriage. 

And fourth, pay child support to 
mothers not State bureaucrats. In my 
own State of Maryland, I had a round- 
table with dads who are meeting their 
family obligations, but they told me 
how frustrating it was when they wrote 
their child support check it went into 
some big bureaucracy and when they 
went to visit their child, there had 
been no linkage between dad being the 
provider and their family actually ex- 
periencing that and the check still 
coming from the welfare department. 

As a result, our amendment requires 
States to pass through the first $50 in 
а monthly child support payment to 
the family. 

Mr. President, my amendment has 
many other components to it. I could 
speak on many elements in this pro- 
gram. We deal particularly with help- 
ing interstate child custody orders and 
others. But I want to say this. Our 
amendment is good for fathers and 
their children. It recognizes that men 
are not only child support checks, but 
they must be involved as fathers. I 
want them not only paying child sup- 
port, I want them to be a link within 
the family itself. The dad is not in the 
home, but still there is a relationship. 

Second, where possible, to be able to 
promote the family and get the dad 
back in the home. 

Mr. President, I know that the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey wishes to speak 
on this amendment. How much time do 
we have left on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute and twelve seconds. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, let me 
say this. We are not going to consume 
our full 10 minutes. Does the Senator 
from New Jersey want a couple min- 
utes from us? Three minutes for the 
Senator from our allotment of time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Jersey is recognized for 
4 minutes. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of this amendment. I thank 
the Senator from Maryland for offering 
it. I think it makes one very clear 
point, and that is children that grow up 
in two-parent families have a better 
chance than children who grow up in 
single-parent families. That does not 
mean that there are not a lot of single 
mothers who do a heroic job out there 
raising children against the odds, who 
teach them how to work hard and how 
to advance. It simply means that two 
incomes are better than one and that 
two supervisors are better than one. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


It is very interesting, because in the 
course of this debate, we discussed the 
family cap which says if you have an 
additional child, if you are on welfare, 
that child does not receive a payment. 

In my State of New Jersey, that 
would mean about $64 a month. We 
have the only family cap experiment in 
the country in New Jersey, and we 
deny a benefit to an additional child to 
a mother who is on welfare. But we 
also have a provision in the law that 
rewards marriage. It says that if a 
woman on welfare is married, her hus- 
band’s income will not push her off of 
eligibility for welfare, up to about 
$21,000 in combined income. 

So what the distinguished Senator 
from Maryland is stating with this 
amendment is that we should have in- 
centives in the welfare system for sin- 
gle parents to get married. We have 
that in the experiment in New Jersey 
at the moment. It is only a year old, so 
we do not have any conclusive results. 
I think it is an important amendment. 
That, then, underlines the deeper point 
the Senator from Maryland is making, 
which is that it is important in every 
child’s life to have a father as well as 
a mother, a father involved with time 
and resources. It is very important. 

So I salute the Senator, and I cospon- 
sor the amendment and hope that it 
will be adopted. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from New Jersey. I 
also thank the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land for yielding him some time. I will 
ask for the yeas and nays, but I pre- 
sume the Senator from Rhode Island 
wants to speak. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes, obviously, on my 
time. I have a couple of questions. This 
is an interesting amendment and rath- 
er a broad one, as I understand it. I 
think the Senator from Pennsylvania 
has some comments that will delve 
into matters that otherwise I might 
have covered. 

I have two questions. One, does the 
Senator from Maryland know what this 
would cost? 

The second question is, Does she have 
some way of paying for it? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I believe this will 
cost $920 million over a 7-year period. 
We hope that part of the money will 
come from, first of all, child support it- 
self. No. 2, by bringing men back into 
the family, which will decrease the 
need for public assistance. I am look- 
ing at the memo here on exactly where 
that comes from. I do not have an off- 
set for this. I believe we were going to 
accept an adoption amendment which 
will cost $3 billion—and, by the way, I 
was a foster care worker and also in- 
volved in adoption work many years 
ago. So I support that amendment. 
But, there is not a cost that you can 
put on bringing a dad back into the 
home. If it is going to cost us a couple 
of bucks to do that, I think the long- 
term savings—you might think it is 
amusing, but I do not think it is. 
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Mr. CHAFEE. I remind the Senator 
that she is on my time. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. You know what? I 


am. Я 

Mr. CHAFEE. I know the Senator is 
being facetious. I do not want to take 
her up on it too much. But a billion 
dollars is really what it is. She was 
being facetious when she used the 
words “а couple of bucks,” but I am 
not going to dwell on that. 

But we have a real problem here, Mr. 
President. Everybody is coming for- 
ward with amendments—wonderful 
amendments and good things, undoubt- 
edly. But there is no method of paying 
for them. All that means is that those 
of us on the Finance Committee have 
to somehow come and make up that 
money. We are having terrible times 
coming up with amounts that we are 
designated to provide anyway. We have 
to come up with $530 billion, and to 
load on $1 billion more in this bill—and 
other moneys have been expended in 
other measures that come before us. 

So I am, reluctantly, going to have 
to oppose the Senator’s measure. I 
know the Senator from Pennsylvania 
has comments. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

I just say that in addition to the bil- 
lion dollars this spends, I question the 
rationale behind this. What this 
amendment says is, if you are a non- 
custodial parent you are eligible to 
participate in the job training and em- 
ployment programs of the State. And 
you are eligible, if your child is receiv- 
ing welfare, or if you are a noncusto- 
dial parent that owes past child sup- 
port, even if you are a deadbeat dad. So 
if you are a father who does not sup- 
port his kids and they are on welfare, 
or you do not pay child support, we 
will put you in a job training program 
or give you a job. I question that we 
are going to spend $650 million of new 
money on providing job training for 
deadbeat dads. 

You can say we are going to bring 
families together. This is a nice benefit 
for someone who is doing something 
you do not want them to do. I do not 
think we should be rewarding people 
who are turning their backs on their 
children. I think that is questionable. 

The other portion of the bill—and I 
know this is a lengthy amendment and 
has many different sections. I know 
there is one here that has the $50 pass- 
through, which is the first $50 of child 
support paid by a father, who is in ar- 
rears on his child support, goes di- 
rectly—excuse me, the mother is on 
welfare, goes directly to the mother, 
not the State, to offset the benefits the 
State is paying the mother. This is 
something that is in current practice. 
Every State child support agency tells 
us that this is not a good provision. It 
does not help fathers or encourage fa- 
thers to pay any of this child support. 
It is simply $50 that the State does not 
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get that they are now paying as an off- 
set for AFDC. This is not proven to be 
incentive. It does not work. It is some- 
thing that we, at their suggestion, 
have dropped in the Dole amendment, 
and now they are trying to put it back 
in, and it costs money and does not 
provide incentive to pay back child 
support or child support to somebody 
on welfare. 

The cost is a billion dollars. We are 
going to be providing jobs and job 
training to deadbeat dads, fathers who 
allow their children to go on welfare. 
And there is the $50 pass-through. I 
think this, again, may be well-mean- 
ing. We may want to help fathers get 
back with their families and bring fam- 
ilies together, but I do not think pro- 
viding money to deadbeat dads for job 
training is the way I would go about 
doing it. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. SANTORUM. On whatever time I 
have remaining, I will do so, sure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 1 minute 7 seconds. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Does the Senator 
think that simply because a father is 
in arrears on child support, he is a 
deadbeat and wants to abdicate his re- 
sponsibility? Because, for whatever 
reason, earlier in their life, maybe he 
did not complete school, and he needs 
job training to get back into the labor 
market in order to assume his respon- 
sibility. That is what is behind our mo- 
tivation in that part. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I understand there 
may be such cases that you mention. 
But I think the broader point is wheth- 
er, when we have people who have vio- 
lated their responsibilities to their 
children, we should now create a sepa- 
rate Government program to train 
them for jobs or create jobs for them. I 
understand there may Фе cir- 
cumstances where people, well-mean- 
ing, could not pay their child support. 
But at the same time, you want to set 
up a program because they have done 
that, apart from someone else who may 
be paying their child support and work- 
ing two and three jobs to make sure 
they keep up. We do not help them at 
all, or train them, or do anything for 
them. That is a bad precedent. We 
should not be providing this kind of 
money for people who are shirking the 
responsibilities of their children. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
of the opponents has expired. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays and that the vote 
occur in whatever order or whatever 
time that was in the unanimous-con- 
sent agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote 
will occur as indicated. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, subject 
to changes in the future, that vote on 
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the Mikulski amendment would occur 
after the vote on the Shelby amend- 
ment which is scheduled to occur at 8 
o’clock. 

Next on our list, we have Senator 
FEINSTEIN who I understand has two 
amendments, each with 20 minutes 
equally divided. If the Senator would 
be good enough to identify which 
amendment she is discussing. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2478 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, to 
the managing Senator, the amendment 
I call up is amendment No. 2478. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN- 
hier proposes an amendment numbered 
2478. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print- 
ed in the Friday, September 8, 1995, edi- 
tion of the RECORD.) 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 
KENNEDY be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment strikes the language in the 
Dole bill which precludes a naturalized 
citizen from obtaining at any time any 
cash or noncash welfare benefit. 

The language in this bill, as pres- 
ently drafted, is the first time in the 
history of the United States that natu- 
ralized citizens would be treated dif- 
ferently than native-born citizens. 

The Constitution of the United 
States says that there is only one in- 
stance where there is a difference be- 
tween the two; that is, one who seeks 
the Presidency of the United States. 

My mother became a naturalized cit- 
izen. My mother had very little formal 
education. She had difficulty reading 
and writing. She had to take the test 
three times before she became a citi- 
zen. I have to say the day she was natu- 
ralized she was prouder than any time 
in her life that I can remember. It 
meant a great deal because she was as 
good as any American citizen in her 
eyes. That is a very big thing. 

The amendment I am proposing is 
supported by the Department of Jus- 
tice. I ask unanimous consent that a 
letter to Senator KENNEDY from Jus- 
tice, pointing out serious concerns 
about section 20475 constitutionality as 
applied to naturalized citizens, be 
printed in the RECORD at the conclu- 
sion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See Exhibit No. 1.) 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. It is supported by 
the National Governors’ Association, 
the National Conference of State Leg- 
islatures, and the American Bar Asso- 
ciation. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a letter from the Bar Asso- 
ciation and the Governors’ Association 
be printed in the RECORD. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


(See Exhibit No. 2.) 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN. It is supported by 
the National Association of Counties, 
the National League of Cities, the U.S. 
Catholic Conference, and the Leader- 
ship Conference on Civil Rights, as well 
as several other organizations. 


I believe that we are essentially a na- 
tion of immigrants. I sit as a new mem- 
ber of the Immigration Subcommittee 
and I know there is a legitimate reason 
that the Government should try to dis- 
suade, in any way we can, people from 
becoming naturalized simply to gain 
welfare. There is no question about it. 
I believe the immigration bill that we 
have marked up in the Immigration 
Subcommittee deals with that. 


What this bill does is it says that if 
you are a naturalized citizen—and let 
me give some specific examples. Take 
my mother’s case and put it in the 
present day. My mother came to this 
country at the age of 3. Supposing her 
mother was naturalized, that would 
make her a naturalized citizen. Then 
supposing my mother did want to go to 
college, which she never had an oppor- 
tunity to do, she would be eligible for 
a loan program. Under this bill, as 
drafted, my mother would never be eli- 
gible as a naturalized citizen for a pro- 
gram. Even Medicaid, she would not be 
eligible for it. 


Taking my mother again, say my 
mother came to this country as a 
spouse, never worked, was naturalized, 
was a naturalized citizen for 20 years. 
Say my father left her and she was des- 
titute. She would not have access to 
any aid program, cash or noncash, the 
way the bill is presently drafted. The 
language before the Senate simply de- 
letes this language and keeps a class of 
“American citizen” as one class. If you 
are naturalized, you are as good as 
someone who is born anywhere in this 
great country. 


I yield the floor. 


EXHIBIT 1 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS, 
Washington, DC, July 18, 1995. 
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 


DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: This letter fol- 
lows your question to Attorney General 
Janet Reno regarding the constitutionality 
of the deeming provisions in pending immi- 
gration legislation at the Senate Judiciary 
Committee's oversight hearing on June 27. 


You have asked for our views regarding the 
“deeming” provisions of section 204 of S. 269, 
Senator Simpson’s proposed immigration 
legislation. Our comment here is limited to 
the questions raised by application of section 
204 to naturalized citizens. 
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We have serious concerns about section 
204’s constitutionality as applied to natural- 
ized citizens. So applied, the deeming provi- 
sions would operate to deny, or reduce eligi- 
bility for, a variety of benefits including stu- 
dent financial assistance and welfare bene- 
fits to certain United States citizens because 
they were born outside the country. This ap- 
pears to be an unprecedented result. Current 
federal deeming provisions under various 
benefits programs operate only as against 
aliens, (see e.g., 42 U.S.C. §615 (AFDC); 7 
U.S.C. 2014(i) (Food Stamps)) and we are not 
aware of any comparable restrictions on citi- 
zen eligibility for federal assistance. As a 
matter of policy, we think it would be a mis- 
take to begin now to relegate naturalized 
citizens—who have demonstrated their com- 
mitment to our country by undergoing the 
naturalization process—to a kind of second- 
class status. 

The provision might be defended legally on 
the grounds that it is an exercise of Con- 
gress’ plenary authority to regulate immi- 
gration and naturalization, or, more specifi- 
cally, to set the terms under which persons 
may enter the United States and become 
citizens. See Mathews v. Diaz, 426 U.S. 67 
(1976); Toll v. Moreno, 458 U.S. 1, 10-11 (1982). 
We are not convinced that this defense would 
prove persuasive. Though Congress undoubt- 
edly has power to impose conditions prece- 
dent on entry and naturalization, the provi- 
sion at issue here would function as a condi- 
tion subsequent, applying to entrants even 
after they become citizens. It is not at all 
clear that Congress’ immigration and natu- 
ralization power extends this far. 

While the rights of citizenship of the na- 
tive born derive from §1 of the Fourteenth 
Amendment and the rights of the naturalized 
citizen derive from satisfying, free of fraud, 
the requirements set by Congress, the latter, 
apart from the exception noted [constitu- 
tional eligibility for President], becomes a 
member of the society, possessing all the 
rights of a native citizen, and standing, in 
the view of the constitution, on the footing 
of a native. The constitution does not au- 
thorize Congress to enlarge or abridge those 
rights. The simply power of the national 
Legislature, is to prescribe a uniform rule of 
naturalization, and the exercise of this 
power exhausts it, so far as respects the indi- 
vidual. 

Schneider v. Rusk, 377 U.S. 163, 166 (1964) (in- 
ternal quotations omitted) (statutory re- 
striction on length foreign residence applied 
to naturalized but not native born citizens 
violates Fifth Amendment equal protection 
component). 

Alternatively, it might be argued in de- 
fense of the provision that it classifies not 
by reference to citizenship at all, but rather 
on the basis of sponsorship; only those natu- 
ralized citizens with sponsors will be af- 
fected. Again, we have doubts about whether 
this characterization of the provision would 
be accepted. State courts have rejected an 
analogous position with respect to state 
deeming provisions, finding that the provi- 
sions constitute impermissible discrimina- 
tion based on alienage despite the fact that 
they reach only sponsored aliens. See 
Barannikov у. Town of Greenwich, 643 А.2а 
251, 263-64 (Conn. 1994); El Souri у. Dep't of So- 
cial Services, 414 N.W. 2d 679, 682-83 (Mich. 
1987). Because the deeming provision in ques- 
tion here, as applied to citizens, is directed 
at and reaches only naturalized citizens, the 
same reasoning would compel the conclusion 
that it constitutes discrimination against 
naturalized citizens. Cf. Nyquist v. Mauclet, 
432 U.S. 1, 9 (1977) (“Тһе important points аге 
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that [the law] is directed at aliens and that 
only aliens are harmed by it. The fact that 
the statute is not an absolute bar does not 
mean that it does not discriminate against 
the class."’) Invalidating state law denying 
some, but not all, resident aliens financial 
assistance for higher education. 

So understood, the deeming provision, as 
applied to citizens, would contravene the 
basic equal protection tenet that the rights 
of citizenship of the native born and of the 
naturalized person are of the same dignity 
and are coextensive.” Schneider, 377 U.S. at 
165. To the same effect, the provision might 
be viewed as a classification based on na- 
tional origin; among citizens otherwise eligi- 
ble for government assistance, the class ex- 
cluded by operation of the deeming provision 
is limited to those born outside the United 
States. A classification based on national or- 
igin, of course, is subject to strict scrutiny 
under equal protection review, see Korematsu 
v. United States, 323 U.S. 214 (1944), and it is 
unlikely that the deeming provision could be 
justified under this standard. See 
Barannikova 643 A.2d at 265 (invalidating 
state deeming provision under strict scru- 
tiny); El Souri, 414 N.W.2d at 683 (same). 

The Office of Management and Budget has 
advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this letter from the standpoint of 
the Administration’s program. 

Sincerely, 
ANDREW FOIS, 
Assistant Attorney General. 
EXHIBIT 2 


CITY ОҒ NEW YORK, 
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR, 
New York, NY, September 12, 1995. 
Hon. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR FEINSTEIN: As the Senate 
moves to consideration of welfare reform 
legislation, I want to share my serious con- 
cerns with you about the legal immigrant 
provisions included in this bill. As the Mayor 
of New York City, a city that has benefited 
immensely from the economic, cultural, and 
social contributions of immigrants, I am par- 
ticularly troubled by unprecedented efforts 
to limit benefits to legal immigrants and un- 
fairly target them. 

The Senate welfare reform package, for the 
first time, would impose extraordinary re- 
strictions on qualified immigrants’ access to 
many federal benefit programs. The Senate 
proposal would also extend sponsor deeming 
to a broad range of programs not presently 
covered by deeming restrictions. This pro- 
posal is likely to restrict benefits to some 
legal immigrants even after they become 
naturalized citizens, thereby creating a sec- 
ond class of U.S. citizenship. Like yourself, I 
believe that extending deeming beyond citi- 
zenship is unwise public policy and may 
prove unconstitutional, and I support your 
efforts to end deeming upon citizenship. In 
addition, I also support your attempts to 
limit deeming to cash assistance programs 
only and not to Medicaid or other non-cash 
assistance programs. 

While the denial of benefits to legal immi- 
grants is patently unfair to taxpaying resi- 
dents, it will also result in considerable cost- 
shifting to local and state governments. Be- 
cause the federal government has sole re- 
sponsibility over immigration policy, it 
must bear the concomitant responsibility of 
serving the legal immigrants it permits to 
enter states and localities. I am deeply con- 
cerned that denying benefits to legal immi- 
grants or extending deeming beyond citizen- 
ship will not eliminate needs and, subse- 
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quently, force state and local governments 
to bear the financial consequences of unwise 
policy decisions. The Senate welfare reform 
package fails to provide states and localities 
with funding for expected high administra- 
tive costs associated with implementing this 
proposal, and is an unfunded mandate that 
New York and other cities should not have to 


bear. 

Finally, Iam concerned about potential ef- 
forts to amend the Senate bill and federalize 
many of the harshest provisions from Cali- 
fornia’s Proposition 187. Such an approach 
would deny services to illegal immigrants 
without regard to the dangers it would cre- 
ate for American cities. The problems of ille- 
gal immigration in our country is the result 
of the federal government's inability to pa- 
trol its borders and implement an effective 
deportation strategy. Adoption of a federal 
Proposition 187 will do nothing to address 
the overall problem of illegal immigration, 
but instead will further highlight the federal 
government's failure to enforce adequately 
our nation’s immigration laws and policies. 

If California's Proposition 187 becomes the 
law of the land, the results for cities heavily 
impacted by illegal immigration, such as 
New York, would be catastrophic. I urge you 
to consider these possible scenarios. Faced 
with the threat of deportation, many fami- 
lies would forego needed medical care, keep 
their children out of school, and refuse to re- 
port crime, or act as a witness in criminal 
cases. Immigrant children kept out of school 
would be denied their only chance at assimi- 
lation and productive futures, and, as a re- 
sult, many turn to the streets, and illegal ac- 
tivities. Communicable diseases might well 
would go untreated if immigrants are denied 
access to treatment. In addition, many 
crimes would go unreported by illegal immi- 
grants desperate to avoid contact with the 
police. 

As the Senate debates welfare reform legis- 
lation over the coming days, I am hopeful 
that the Senate will approve your amend- 
ments and remove the bill’s burdensome re- 
strictions placed on legal immigrants, and 
oppose any efforts to federalize Proposition 
187. Thank you for your good work on this 
bill and for your consideration of New York 
City’s views on this important legislation. 

Sincerely, 
RUDOLPH W. GIULIANI, 
Mayor. 
NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE 
LEGISLATURES, NATIONAL GOV- 
ERNORS’ ASSOCIATION, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES, МА- 
TIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES, 
September 6, 1995. 

DEAR SENATOR: The National Conference of 
State Legislatures (NCSL), the National 
Governors’ Association (NGA), the National 
Association of Counties (NACo) and the Na- 
tional League of Cities (NLC) firmly believe 
that the federal government is responsible 
for providing funds to pay for the con- 
sequences of its immigration policy deci- 
sions. As you consider welfare reform legisla- 
tion on the Senate floor this week, we urge 
you to support amendments which will pro- 
tect states and localities from immigration 
cost-shifts and unfunded mandates. State 
and local governments cannot and should 
not be the safety net for federal policy deci- 
sions. The federal government has sole juris- 
diction over immigration policy and must 
bear the responsibility to serve the legal im- 
migrants it allows to enter states and local- 
ities. 

Eliminating benefits to legal immigrants 
or deeming for unreasonably long periods 
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will not eliminate needs. State and local 
budgets and taxpayers will bear the burden 
under either of these options. Denial of serv- 
ices to legal immigrants by states and local- 
ities appears to violate both state and fed- 
eral constitutional provisions. As a result of 
the 1971 Supreme Court decisions Graham v. 
Richardson, states and localities may not ex- 
clude persons from participating in their 
welfare programs on the basis of lawful 
alienage. Although the federal government 
has the option to drop legal immigrants from 
its welfare rolls, states and localities may 
not. We continue to support making affida- 
vits of support legally binding and imposing 
a limited deeming period. 

We understand that welfare reform propos- 
als are likely to extend sponsor deeming over 
a broad range of programs not presently cov- 
ered by deeming restrictions. These propos- 
als are also likely to restrict benefits to 
some legal immigrants even after they be- 
come naturalized citizens. We believe that 
sponsor deeming should be used in a more 
targeted fashion to limit the financial and 
administrative burdens states and localities 
will face in implementing an extended deem- 
ing policy. First, deeming should end when 
an immigrant becomes a naturalized citizen. 
Second, deeming should cover cash assist- 
ance programs only and not be extended to 
Medicaid, child protective services, or other 
non-cash assistance programs. Lastly, cer- 
tain groups of immigrants should not face 
deeming under any circumstances, specifi- 
cally legal immigrants over the age of 75 and 
those who are victims of domestic violence. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM Т. POUND, 
Executive Director, 
National Con- 
ference of State 
Legislatures. 
RAYMOND C. SCHEPPACH, 
Executive Director, 
National Gov- 
ernors’ Associa- 
tion. 
LARRY NASKE, 
Executive Director, 
National Associa- 
tion of Counties. 
DONALD J. BORUT, 
Executive Director, 
National League of 
Cities. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve I have 10 minutes to speak in op- 
position to the amendment of Senator 
FEINSTEIN. 

І admire the Senator greatly. She has 
contributed so much, so vigorously, to 
my efforts and members of the sub- 
committee. 

This is an issue of an honest dif- 
ference of opinion. I oppose the amend- 
ment for several reasons. I hope that 
my colleague will hear them clearly. 

To begin, I want to put to rest some 
serious misconceptions about the spon- 
sor alien deeming—the deeming“ pro- 
visions in this bill. 

Please know that the bill’s immi- 
grants provisions do not affect anyone 
in the United States who is already a 
naturalized citizen. Please hear that. 

Similarly, noncitizens within the 
United States who become citizens will 
also be wholly unaffected by the bill's 
immigrants provisions. 

Deeming provisions which the Fein- 
stein amendment seeks to alter affect 
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only those who immigrate after enact- 
ment. This Nation’s policy on welfare 
used by immigrants should conform, in 
my mind, to three basic principles: 
First, the newcomers should be self- 
supporting. That is our Nation’s first 
general immigration law. That was put 
on the books in 1882. It prohibited the 
entry of individuals likely to become a 
public charge. To this day our law pre- 
vents the immigration of those who are 
“likely at any біте” to become a pub- 
lic charge or to use welfare. That is the 
language—‘‘likely at any time.” 

Second, if a friend or a relative has 
promised to the U.S. Government that 
the newcomer will not require public 
assistance as a condition of that per- 
son’s entry into the United States, and 
that is the condition, then it is the re- 
sponsibility of that sponsor, that friend 
or relative who has promised the sup- 
port, to provide aid before the new- 
comer turns to the American taxpayers 
for relief. 

Third, the welfare system should not 
induce immigrants to naturalize for 
the wrong reasons; for example, to ob- 
tain access to welfare. We should avoid 
provisions which would enable a recent 
immigrant to obtain a benefit or a 
sponsor to avoid responsibility solely 
by naturalizing. 

If we do not require the sponsored in- 
dividual to disclose this particular 
asset in this situation—and that is the 
sponsor's contract to provide financial 
support and have it considered in the 
welfare determination—then we are 
treating the naturalized citizen better 
than we do the native-born citizen. 

I hope my colleague will hear that. 
When native-born citizens apply for 
welfare, they have to disclose their as- 
sets and their income, including court- 
mandated payments such as alimony or 
child support, or any contractual obli- 
gation. 

Under the welfare reform bill, a na- 
tive-born citizen and a naturalized 
citizen would be treated exactly the 
same. There is no second-class citizen 
status. Both would be required to dis- 
close all assets and income which re- 
duce “the need" for public assistance. 

If naturalization enables both the 
sponsored individual and the welfare 
provider to ignore an individual's right 
to receive support from the sponsor, 
then the taxpayers will be much more 
likely, and, of course, the sponsors less 
likely, to provide the needed assist- 
ance, 

Also, immigrants would have a very 
strong incentive to naturalize for all of 
the wrong reasons, and the wrong rea- 
sons are to receive public assistance. 

One of the principal reasons for the 
general animosity toward immigrants’ 
use of welfare is that many naturalized 
citizens have brought their elderly par- 
ents to the United States where after 3 
to 5 years, a period of deeming, the im- 
migrant's parents receive SSI for the 
elderly. These elderly parents, who 
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have never contributed to our system 
in any way, then receive a generous 
pension for the rest of their lives from 
the American taxpayer. And if deeming 
is ended, simply by naturalization, 
then the immigrants could receive the 
welfare just as if the sponsor's legaliza- 
tion, or legal obligation, never ex- 
isted—and as early as 5 years after 
entry, to boot. 

Immigrants, I think, should natural- 
ize because of a personal commitment 
to the democratic ideals and constitu- 
tional principles that America rep- 
resents, and that, namely, is liberty 
and democracy and equal oppor- 
tunity—not in order to find access and 
enter into the welfare system. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, may 
I ask how many minutes are remaining 
of my time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California has 5 minutes and 
46 seconds. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the amendment of the 
Senator from California, which would 
require that the immigrant deeming 
requirements of the Dole bill end once 
the immigrant becomes a U.S. citizen. 

One of the fundamental principles of 
our Constitution is the equal treat- 
ment of all American citizens, regard- 
less of race, sex, creed, or national ori- 
gin. It is enshrined in the Bill of Rights 
and the 14th amendment. The Supreme 
Court has held repeatedly that there is 
only one area in which naturalized citi- 
zens do not have the same rights and 
privileges as the native-born—and that 
is in becoming President. 

The Dole bill departs from this basic 
American principle. It says that if you 
are a naturalized citizen of this coun- 
try and fall on hard times, the welfare 
rules that applied to you as an immi- 
grant could still apply. The income of 
your sponsor can be deemed as your 
own income in determining your eligi- 
bility for assistance, even though you 
are now an American citizen. 

This is second-class citizenship. This 
rule does not apply to native-born citi- 
zens—only naturalized Americans. If 
your native-born mother or brother 
needs Medicaid, the Government does 
not consider your income in deciding 
whether they are eligible. But under 
this bill, if they are naturalized citi- 
zens, and if you sponsored them in 
coming to the United States—even if 
you did so years ago—the Government 
could still count your income in deter- 
mining their eligibility for help. 

At a Justice Department oversight 
hearing on June 27, I asked Attorney 
General Janet Reno about this pro- 
posal. She responded, Our Office of 
Legal Counsel has examined this provi- 
sion * * * and it has very serious con- 
cerns about its constitutionality as ap- 
plied to naturalized citizens.“ 
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An opinion I received from the Jus- 
tice Department on July 18 elaborates 
on the Attorney General's statement. 
It says: 

Because the deeming provision in question 
here, as applied to citizens, is directed at and 
reaches only naturalized citizens, (this) com- 
pels the conclusion that it constitutes dis- 
crimination against naturalized citizens. 

The opinion further states that: 

As а matter of policy, we think it would be 
a mistake to begin now to relegate natural- 
ized citizens—who have demonstrated their 
commitment to our country by undergoing 
the naturalization process—to a kind of sec- 
ond-class status. 

The Supreme Court has clearly said 
that distinctions between native-born 
and naturalized citizens are unconsti- 
tutional. In 1964, in Schneider versus 
Rusk, the Court emphasized that the 
rights of citizenship of the native-born 
and of the naturalized person are of the 
same dignity and are coextensive.” 

Some argue that in bringing an im- 
migrant to this country, the sponsor 
enters into a contract, promising to as- 
sist the immigrant for a specified pe- 
riod, whether or not the immigrant be- 
comes a citizen in the meantime. They 
argue that this contractual commit- 
ment is like a trust—and that a trust is 
considered in determining eligibility 
for welfare, whether or not the appli- 
cant is a native-born citizen or natu- 
ralized. 

However, the fact remains that this 
kind of arrangement—the deeming of a 
sponsor’s income—is one which would 
only apply to naturalized citizens. For 
this reason, the Justice Department re- 
gards it as national origins discrimina- 
tion, since— 

Among citizens otherwise eligible for gov- 
ernment assistance, the class excluded by op- 
eration of the deeming provision is limited 
to those born outside the United States. 

Those who naturalize and become 
citizens have made a substantial com- 
mitment to this country. They will 
have been here for at least 6 or 7 
years—5 years to qualify for citizenship 
and 1 to 2 years to complete the natu- 
ralization process. They are required 
under our laws to have demonstrated 
good moral character for the years pre- 
ceding their naturalization. Most like- 
ly, they have worked and paid taxes 
throughout this period. And they have 
chosen America as the place to raise 
their children and build their futures. 

American citizens are American citi- 
zens, whether by birth or by choice. We 
should not undermine this fundamental 
principle of our Constitution. I urge 
the adoption of the amendment of the 
Senator from California to ensure that 
when American citizens fall on hard 
times, their Government will be there 
to help—whether they were born as 
Americans or are naturalized Ameri- 
cans. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, this 
is a very hard argument for me because 
I very much respect the Senator from 
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Wyoming. He is my chairman on the 
committee. I do not think anyone in 
this body knows more about immigra- 
tion. I doubt that he drafted the actual 
language in this bill. 

All I can say is our reading, and the 
reading of others of the bill itself, indi- 
cates to us that the way it is worded, it 
would in fact affect people in this coun- 
try at this time. The Bureau of the 
Census has identified 121,000 spouses 
and children of U.S. citizens who came 
into this country between 1990 and 1994 
who, for starters, would be most defi- 
nitely affected by this bill. 

I mentioned earlier that I do not be- 
lieve that anyone should come to the 
oath of being an American citizen and 
take that oath because they want wel- 
fare, whether it is cash or noncash. I 
would support any legislation to tough- 
en the sponsorship requirements to 
provide for bona fide sponsorship. As a 
matter of fact, when the immigration 
bill is on the floor, I will offer an 
amendment to the bill which will pro- 
vide that a sponsor must be responsible 
for health insurance for a person they 
are sponsoring to this country. So I 
fully believe that a sponsor should be 
responsible. 

Where I have the difficulty is in the 
creation of two classes of citizens, be- 
cause once it starts, once the camel’s 
nose is under the tent, it will not end. 
And the fact is that a naturalized citi- 
zen is entitled to all of the rights of 
citizenship; that is a clearly estab- 
lished constitutional principle. I be- 
lieve it will really jeopardize the con- 
stitutionality of this entire bill. Itis a 
major point, I believe. 

So I say, toughen sponsorship, tough- 
en the naturalization process, do what 
you have to do to prevent somebody 
from using naturalization as a guise for 
some of these things. But once they get 
there, it must mean just what it means 
for every other citizen. 

It has been said that an affidavit of 
support is an asset like a child support 
order. I do not believe that is true, be- 
cause having assets means one is ineli- 
gible for welfare. A child support order 
is not an asset when determining eligi- 
bility for welfare. The welfare caseload 
is swollen with mothers who cannot 
collect on child support orders. Ap- 
proximately 25 percent of the existing 
caseload is comprised of mothers who 
cannot collect on child support orders. 

It has been said that people are not 
denied welfare because they have this 
asset. They are eligible for welfare ben- 
efits, the cost of which is only recov- 
ered if the Government is able to col- 
lect from the delinquent parent. If nat- 
uralized citizens could receive benefits 
while the Government attempts to col- 
lect from the sponsor, then the situa- 
tion would be analogous. But that is 
not what the Dole bill says. And even if 
it did say that, it would still be treat- 
ing naturalized citizens differently 
from native-born citizens. Denying as- 
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sistance because there is an uncol- 
lected asset is not equal treatment 
under the law. 

So let me repeat: A native-born citi- 
zen is denied welfare benefits only if 
there are assets available to the appli- 
cant. Just as a child support order 
which is uncollected is not an available 
asset, an affidavit of support on the 
naturalized citizen which is unable to 
be collected would not be an available 
asset. True, the Government could at- 
tempt to collect later, as with a child 
support order, but in the meantime, 
under the Dole bill, the applicant who 
is now a U.S. citizen would be denied 
assistance. So I believe that is wrong. 

Let me speak for a moment to the 40 
quarters of work and the contribution 
to the system. This affects the home- 
maker who does not work in a two-par- 
ent family. If the mother does not 
work, is supported by her husband, and 
her husband leaves, it is a major prob- 
lem. Similarly, if you were an infant 
when your parents immigrated, you 
would not be eligible for benefits until 
you reached your 30’s. That is hardly 
equal treatment. 

Mr. President, I believe I have used 
my time. I thank the Chair and I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 4 minutes and 25 seconds. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I really 
appreciate the thoughts of my friend 
from California and will look forward 
to working with her on the issues of 
the sponsorship. I think that is a key 
thing. I think we can strengthen that, 
and I will look forward to working with 
her on that and on things such as in- 
surance or support, releasing those who 
are not able to pay or be sponsors, per- 
haps setting a poverty level there. We 
can do those things. 

But I emphasize, too, we always get 
into immigration matters. Every one 
of us is a child or a grandchild or a 
great-grandchild of immigrants. That 
is my history, my heritage, my roots. 
And it is most interesting to me when 
I hear the discussion of the second- 
class citizen. I agree totally with my 
friend from California; there is no dis- 
tinction between a naturalized citizen 
and a native-born citizen except the 
Constitution. This certainly does not 
draw the distinction. If there is a dif- 
ference here, it is a difference ex- 
pressed only by the sponsor of the 
amendment, because we are treating 
them exactly the same. We are treating 
the naturalized citizen and the native- 
born citizen exactly the same under 
this. 

I agree we should not in any way 
treat them differently, treat them as 
second-class citizens. Treat them the 
same. So here, in this case, as the bill 
is drafted, a native-born citizen today 
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must disclose all assets when applying 
for welfare and the naturalized citizen 
should also, likewise, disclose all as- 
sets as well. 

One of the assets of the person to be 
naturalized is a contract of their spon- 
sor that they will take care of them. It 
is the same as a court-ordered sponsor 
agreement. It is the same as any other 
thing, any other obligation of life. The 
sponsor's contract of support is ап 
asset of the naturalized citizen, just as 
alimony or a child support agreement 
is an asset that must also be consid- 
ered. 

We treat the naturalized citizen no 
differently than we do the native born. 
Both must present all of their assets 
while seeking public assistance. That is 
the intent of the legislation in its 
original form. If the sponsor loses his 
or her assets and income—please hear 
this—the deeming period is over. If the 
sponsor dies, the deeming period is 
over. If the sponsor has too little 
wherewithal or assets to assist the im- 
migrant, to help with school or what- 
ever, the deeming then will not reduce 
the applicant’s ability to receive this 
assistance. It is very critical that we 
hear these distinctions. 

What is the remainder of my time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute 11 seconds. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I look 
forward to working with Senator FEIN- 
STEIN. I welcome these expressions to 
toughen the sponsor’s promise that he 
or she will “not at any time“ that is 
the law—permit the sponsored immi- 
grant to become a public charge. That, 
in my mind, is a very key phrase. To 
me in this debate it means before natu- 
ralization and after naturalization. 

I thank the Chair. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to add Sen- 
ators SIMON, KOHL, and GRAHAM as co- 
sponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays and for the 
vote to be set in the order of voting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the vote is set for 8 o’clock 
in sequence. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
that the votes that we originally asked 
for to occur starting at 8 be postponed 
until 8:30. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, there- 
fore, at that batting order, we will 
have the Shelby, Mikulski, and Fein- 
stein amendments. And I know the 
Senator from California has another 
amendment, followed by Senator 
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CONRAD. But I want to work in a Re- 
publican. Senator DEWINE was avail- 
able. I do not see him now. So why do 
we not go with the second Feinstein 
amendment, and then work in a Repub- 
lican Senator, Senator DEWINE, and 
then Senator CONRAD, if that is agree- 
able? 

I say to everybody that it is not nec- 
essary to prove one's credentials by 
having an amendment. Everybody is a 
full-fledged Senator, and we recognize 
that. We will continue to recognize 
that even though they do not come for- 
ward with an amendment on this piece 
of legislation. At the rate we are going, 
we are going to be here a long, long 
time. I mean this evening a long time. 
Every time I turn around somebody 
comes up with an additional amend- 
ment. Usually Senators stand here and 
say, Bring over your amendments. We 
are waiting to do business.“ Well, we 
have too much business to do here. So 
we are not seeking additional amend- 
ments. So everybody just call a halt to 
the amendment business so we can get 
to final passage. 

I see the Senator from Ohio has ar- 
rived. So if the Senator from California 
will just delay, we will go ahead with 
Senator DEWINE’s amendment. 

Mr. President, how much time is he 
asking for? 

Mr. DEWINE. Ten minutes. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I ask that we have 20 
minutes equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am not sure who 
will speak on this side, But it is agreed. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I do not know what the 
amendment is. Maybe somebody on 
this side will oppose it. 

Mr. CONRAD. Do I understand from 
the acting manager that after we have 
disposed of the DeWine amendment and 
the final Feinstein amendment, we 
would then go to the Conrad- 
Lieberman amendment and dispose of 
that? 

Mr. CHAFEE. That is right. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve we erred in the description of the 
Senator from Rhode Island as an acting 
manager. I think he is very much a 
manager. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Titles mean nothing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2517, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to modify my 
amendment No. 2517, and I send the 
modified amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is so modi- 
fied. 

The amendment (No. 2517), as modi- 
fied, is as follows: 

On page 637, line 17, strike the period and 
insert as provided pursuant to agreements 
described in subsection (a)(18). 

On page 712, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 
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972. FINANCIAL - INSTITUTION DATA 
MATCHES, 

Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended 
by sections 915, 917(a), 923, 965, 969, and 976 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

“(18) Procedures under which the State 
agency shall enter into agreements with fi- 
nancial institutions doing business within 
the State to develop and operate a data 
match system, using automated data ex- 
changes to the maximum extent feasible, in 
which such financial institutions are re- 
quired to provide for each calendar quarter 
the name, record address, social security 
number, and other identifying information 
for each absent parent identified by the 
State who maintains an account at such in- 
stitution and, in response to a notice of lien 
or levy, to encumber or surrender, as the 
case may be, assets held by such institution 
on behalf of any absent parent who is subject 
to a child support lien pursuant to paragraph 
(4). For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
‘financial institution’ means Federal and 
State commercial savings banks, including 
savings and loan associations and соорега- 
tive banks, Federal and State chartered 
credit unions, benefit associations, insurance 
companies, safe deposit companies, money- 
market mutual funds, and any similar entity 
authorized to do business in the State, and 
the term ‘account’ means a demand deposit 
account, checking or negotiable withdrawal 
order account, savings account, time deposit 
account, or money-market mutual fund ac- 
count. 


Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, as we 
are modifying amendments, I wonder if 
we might also modify an amendment 
that Senator GRAMM submitted earlier. 
That is a modification to amendment 
No. 2280. 

Mr. President, I withhold that re- 
quest. The Senator from Ohio may go 
ahead. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, one of 
the reasons that our welfare costs 
today are so high is the number of ab- 
sent deadbeat parents who, in spite of a 
court order, in spite of judicial deter- 
mination that they owe weekly or 
monthly child support, still flagrantly 
refuse to pay child support. This 
amendment goes a long way, I believe, 
to help deal with this problem. 

Let me take just a moment, if I 
could, to congratulate Senator DOLE 
and to congratulate everyone else who 
has been directly involved in this bill 
because the child support enforcement 
section is a very good section. It was 
written after consultation with experts 
in the field, people who deal with this 
every day out in the 50 States who have 
to face the problem of trying to track 
down these deadbeat parents and then 
after they find them trying to figure 
out how to get money from them. 

This particular amendment that Iam 
offering was also based on our con- 
sultation with experts in the field, par- 
ticularly the State of Massachusetts, 
which has some very, very good suc- 
cess. In fact, this particular amend- 
ment was modeled after what Massa- 
chusetts is doing. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
make it easier for States to crack down 
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on deadbeat parents. We, of course, are 
all aware, Mr. President, that one of 
the key causes of our social breakdown 
is the failure of parents to be respon- 
sible for their own children. The family 
ought to be the school for citizenship, 
preparing the children for a responsible 
and productive life. Too often it is just 
the opposite, and parents do not do 
that. When they do not pay their child 
support, it is certainly very difficult 
for society to step in and fill the gap. 
We need to reconnect parenthood and 
responsibility, and making absent par- 
ents pay is one way that we can do it. 
We need to help States locate deadbeat 
parents and help States establish sup- 
port orders for the children, and then 
finally enforce these orders. My 
amendment attempts to address this 
problem by providing for a more timely 
sharing of information with the States. 

As I said at the beginning, it is good 
to get the child support order. It is 
good to locate the parent. But if you 
cannot figure out where the parent’s 
assets are, it does not do anyone any 
good, It does not do the children any 
good. It does not do society any good. 
So what this amendment is aimed at 
doing is making it easier to locate the 
assets of the parents. 

Today, Mr. President, the Federal 
Parent Locater Service in the U.S. De- 
partment of Health and Human Serv- 
ices gives the States banking and asset 
information about potential deadbeats 
on an annual basis—once a year. 

Now, if you go out into the States 
and talk with people who have to track 
down these deadbeats, they will tell 
you how difficult that whole process is. 
I first became involved in this a num- 
ber of years ago, in the early 1970's 
when I was a county prosecuting attor- 
ney. I cannot tell you how frustrating 
it was. You got a support order. You 
got a judge to say the person owed so 
much money. And then they took off. 
You could not find them. Then after 
you found them, you could not figure 
out where their assets were. 

This amendment will help in that 
area. If you have to wait, Mr. Presi- 
dent, a whole year to get the informa- 
tion about the bank assets of an indi- 
vidual, sometimes a year and a half, 
obviously many times that information 
is stale and many times that informa- 
tion does not give you the true infor- 
mation you really need. The person 
may have moved. They may have 
changed banks. They may not have any 
assets in the bank, et cetera. 

My amendment will allow States to 
enter into agreements with the finan- 
cial community in their States to 
match financial data with child sup- 
port delinquency lists on-a more fre- 
quent basis. Not only will States get 
information on an annual basis, this 
amendment will allow for more timely 
information on a quarterly basis. 

This quarterly system has already 
been implemented in the State of Mas- 
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sachusetts and the results have been 
nothing short of phenomenal, which 
this chart indicates. In 1994, Massachu- 
setts child support enforcers collected 
$2.7 million in past due child support. 
This year, Massachusetts began a quar- 
terly reporting system, and collections 
have dramatically increased. At the 
current rate, their child support collec- 
tions for 1995 will be at $9.6 million. 
That, Mr. President, is more than three 
times what they collected last year. 
The year before, $2.7 million; this year, 
$9.6 million. 

Let me congratulate and also thank 
Marilyn Smith, who is the director of 
the Massachusetts Child Support En- 
forcement Agency, who worked with 
my office and with Dwayne Sattler of 
my office and the rest of my staff to 
really get the language down so that 
other States would be able to do what 
Massachusetts has done. 

So, Mr. President, when you are 
looking at what works and what does 
not work, this works. In short, when 
child support enforcers have timely in- 
formation, they can make deadbeat 
parents pay what they owe, and that 
means more parents responsible for 
their children. 

We have received the CBO scoring on 
this amendment, and it will be at least 
revenue neutral. As someone who has 
worked in this field and did this for a 
number of years, let me tell you my 
guess is it is going to be a lot better 
than revenue neutral. This is going to 
be a very positive thing for each State. 
I believe it will save money for the 
Federal Treasury as more and more 
parents own up to their financial re- 
sponsibility of having children. 

This amendment is cost-effective and 
it is necessary. The child support en- 
forcers are doing a very tough and dif- 
ficult job, facing horrible obstacles 
every single day. I think we should cut 
by 75 percent, which is what this 
amendment does, the amount of time 
they have to wait to get this valuable 
information. Information is power, 
they say, but in this case information 
is money. So if you get the information 
on time, you take the court order, you 
go in, slap a lien on the bank account, 
you draw the money out, and guess 
what? That deadbeat parent has now 
started contributing his or her fair 
share not just to that family, which is 
the most important thing, but also to 
society as well. 

That is why I believe my amendment 
will do a great deal of good. I urge it be 
adopted. 

Mr. President, let me just clarify for 
the record that the amendment that I 
am modifying is amendment 2517 and 
not 2519. 

I thank the Chair. 

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President Г would 
like to ask the sponsor of the amend- 
ment a couple of questions. 
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Under the amendment as I read it, it 
is an option for the State; it is not 
mandatory. Is that correct? 

Mr. DEWINE. That is correct. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Second, the amend- 
ment says that the State shall enter 
into agreements with financial institu- 
tions to develop and operate a data 
match system. 

I understand under this the State 
would bring a list of those who are de- 
linquent to the bank instead of the 
bank having to provide the State with 
the name of everybody who had a de- 
posit in that bank. Is that correct? 

Mr. DEWINE. That is correct. 

If the Senator will yield, what we 
have done with this is to try to model 
the Massachusetts program. What Mas- 
sachusetts has been able to do is to 
work out, it is my understanding, an 
agreement between the private bank- 
ing community and the State to have a 
system that is not overly burdensome 
on the banking community; it is some- 
thing that they can live with but some- 
thing also that gives the information 
to the people who need it and give it in 
a very timely fashion. 

Let me just say that one of the 
things we did, Mr. President, is we 
checked with the Ohio banking com- 
munity, just to try it out. We said, 
would you be willing to do something 
like this? And the answer was, we are 
citizens of the State and we want to be 
good corporate citizens. We want to 
help out. It is something we can live 
with. If it is not overly burdensome 
and is directed at dealing with the 
problem, we are more than happy to 
comply. 

What will happen, as the Senator 
knows, many times people move from 
State to State. With all States doing 
this, we will have in the law the sys- 
tem where the States can share infor- 
mation. 

And so what I would anticipate once 
this system is fully up is that not only 
in Ohio would you basically get this in- 
formation, but if a person took off and 
went to Connecticut or Rhode Island or 
Arizona, that information could be 
shared by cooperating with that State. 

Mr. CHAFEE. As I read the amend- 
ment, it is not optional for the bank to 
participate if the State decides that 
they want the bank to participate. In 
other words, as I read the amendment, 
it says that the State shall work out 
agreements with the banks to develop 
a data match system in which such in- 
stitutions are required to provide every 
quarter, et cetera. 

So it is not just an encouragement. It 
is a requirement if the State so сһоов- 


es. 

Mr. DEWINE. That is correct. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I can see this being ex- 
tremely burdensome for the bank if 
each quarter they have to come up 
with everybody who has a deposit in 
the bank that appears on some list the 
State submits to them. 
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I presume the banks are permitted to 
charge something for all this. 

Mr. DEWINE. Absolutely. What will 
happen on a practical basis is what has 
happened in Massachusetts and what I 
am sure would happen in Ohio, and 
that is, quite frankly, the State offi- 
cials would enter into an agreement 
with the banking association, whoever 
represents all the banks in the State, 
for something that is actually very, 
very workable. 

As someone who has dealt with this 
at the local community level, if you do 
not have the cooperation of a bank, if 
they do not want to do this, you are 
going to have a lot of problems. And so 
you have to have the good will of the 
bank. And to get the good bill of the 
bank, what you simply do is work out 
something that they clearly can in fact 
live with. 

The other point I would make to the 
Senator is that we are not talking 
about huge lists being supplied to a 
bank. We are talking about basically a 
single shot where you go in with a lim- 
ited list and that would only be trig- 
gered basically once the parent locater, 
whatever that agency was in the State, 
had information that that person 
might be in that bank’s jurisdiction. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Well, I am not sure it 
is so simple as all that. It comes up 
every quarter, four times a year. But I 
am not on the Banking Committee. 
This is the kind of thing that I really 
wish had gone through the Banking 
Committee and let them have hearings 
on it, and let them know what the 
costs are and what the problems are 
that arise under 1б, 

I do not know whether anybody else 
wants to speak on this. Does the Sen- 
ator want a vote on this? 

Mr. DEWINE. If I just could say, we 
have worked closely with people in the 
banking community. And I do appre- 
ciate the Senator’s comments about 
not having a hearing on it. I under- 
stand that. But this amendment is 
based on matching computer tapes, ba- 
sically a computer match with tapes, 
which we are told is not, with today’s 
technology, really much of a burden. It 
is not the creation and not asking for 
the creation of a new list. It is a com- 
puter match with tapes to get this par- 
ticular job done. 

I also say that if a person wanted to 
get a court order in every case, they 
could go in and get a court order for 
the bank records anyway on a case-by- 
case basis. That is not the right way to 
do it. This, we believe, is the right way 
to do it. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I tell you what. We 
may be in a position to take this 
amendment. Why does not the Senator 
ask for the yeas and nays? And if he 
would be willing to vitiate those yeas 
and nays, if we can take it. We have 
got to check. Why not ask for the yeas 
and nays? 

Mr. DEWINE. I will at this point, Mr. 
President, ask for the yeas and nays. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the 
Senators yield back the remaining 
time? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I do. 

Mr. DEWINE. I do, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. 

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Now we will go to the 
second amendment of the Senator from 
California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you, 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. And I thank the 
bill manager. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2513 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment involves deeming. It is a 
complicated issue. Let me try and ех- 
plain it simply. It only involves legal 
aliens. 

Presently, deeming only applies to 
cash programs, AFDC, SSI, food 
stamps. This amendment would remove 
the deeming requirements for Federal 
programs not traditionally considered 
Federal welfare programs. It would re- 
tain the deeming for the three prin- 
cipal Federal cash welfare programs: 
AFDC, SSI, and food stamps. 

Under the bill, a child of a legal im- 
migrant would not have access to Head 
Start; a legal immigrant would not 
have access to Medicaid, would not 
have access to child protective serv- 
ices, would not have access to maternal 
health services, would not have access 
to foster care, would not have access to 
custodial care. All of these programs 
deemed—excuse me, not deemed—but 
all these programs which are noncash 
programs would not be available for 
anyone who was in this country le- 
gally. 

The amendment also provides that no 
one in this country legally who is a 
battered wife could ever make use of a 
domestic abuse program, a battered 
wife shelter. There are actually some 
80 programs that provide noncash as- 
sistance, and I have named most of 
them. The most important one of these 
is Medicaid. 

Everyone in this room has heard 
Governors across this Nation bellow 
that the Federal Government is not 
dealing with the costs of immigrants to 
the States. Every one of them says 
this, that has the program. 

Essentially, the way the bill is draft- 
ed, it is a massive cost-shift to States 
because it says that the county then 
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has to pick up these costs. The county 
would have to pick up the costs of Head 
Start if a youngster was going to go 
into it. The county would have to pick 
up the costs of Medicaid or the State. 
The county would have to pick up the 
costs of child protective services or fos- 
ter care or any of those items. 

It is a major item. And I will be can- 
did and frank with you; it falls most 
heavily on four States. It falls heavily 
on Texas, it falls heavily on Florida, it 
falls heavily on New York, and it falls 
heavily on California. And that is be- 
cause that is where the largest percent- 
ages of these legal immigrants are. 

Now, as I mentioned earlier in the 
earlier discussion, I believe we should 
tighten the sponsorship requirements. I 
believe we should see that they are se- 
cure, even verify what they say. And I 
intend to introduce legislation that 
would provide that sponsors of immi- 
grants must provide health insurance 
for those immigrants. But here we are 
with a situation that exists really cre- 
ating a massive unfunded mandate, 
particularly in the area of legal immi- 
gration. 

This amendment is supported by the 
National Governors’ Association, the 
National Conference of State Legisla- 
tures, the National Association of 
Counties, the National League of 
Cities, the United States Catholic Con- 
ference, the Leadership Conference on 
Civil Rights, Mayor Giuliani, Mayor 
Riordan, and many other people as 
well. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the letter from 
the National Governors’ Association. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
Record, as follows: 

NATIONAL GOVERNORS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington DC, September 13, 1995, 

DEAR SENATOR, As the Senate considers 
amendments to the Work Opportunity Act of 
1995, the National Governors’ Association 
[NGA] urges you to support increased flexi- 
bility that will enable states to build upon 
the experiences of state welfare reform ef- 
forts around the country and to design pro- 
grams in accord with their particular needs 
and priorities. We have provided below a par- 
tial list of amendments that are supported 
by the NGA. This list is not meant to be ex- 
haustive, and there may be other amend- 
ments Governors support that are not on 
this list. 

We urge you to support these amendments 
based on the recommendations of the na- 
tion’s Governors, who will have direct re- 
sponsibility for meeting the challenge of de- 
signing successful welfare-to-work and child 
care systems: 

State penalties under cash assistance 
block grant. (Pryor #2495, McCain #2542) 
Delays the implementation of penalties until 
October 1, 1996 or six months after the date 
the Secretary issues the final rule, which- 
ever is later. Provides that the five percent 
penalty for unlawful use of funds can only be 
imposed if the Secretary determines the vio- 
lation was intentional. Permits states with 
penalties to submit to the federal govern- 
ment a corrective action plan to correct vio- 
lations in lieu of paying penalties under the 
cash assistance block grant. 
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Technical amendments. (D'Amato #2577, 
2578, 2579) Technical amendments relating to 
the date for determining FY 1994 expendi- 
tures, claims arising before effective dates 
and efforts to recover funds from previous 
fiscal years. 

Equal treatment for naturalized citizens. 
(Feinstein #2478, Kennedy #2563) Provides for 
equal treatment for naturalized and native- 
born citizens so that once an individual be- 
comes a citizen he or she will be eligible for 
benefits whether or not the deeming period 
has expired. 

Sponsor deeming. (Feinstein #2513) Limits 
deeming of sponsors’ income to those pro- 
grams for which deeming is now required 
under current law (AFDC, Food Stamps and 
SSI). Additionally exempts legal immigrants 
who have been victims of domestic violence 
from the 1) ban on SSI assistance and 2) 
deeming requirements for all programs. 

Prospective application of legal immigrant 
provisions. (Graham #2569) Provides that any 
changes with respect to legal immigrants 
made by this bill will not apply to nonciti- 
zens who are lawfully present in the United 
States and receiving benefits under a pro- 
gram on the date of enactment. (Simon, 
#2509) Eliminates retroactive deeming re- 
quirements for legal immigrants already in 
the U.S. 

“Good cause“ hardship waiver. (Rocke- 
feller #2492) Gives states the option of grant- 
ing exceptions to the 5-year life-time limit 
and the participation rate calculation for in- 
dividuals who are ill, incapacitated, or elder- 
ly, as well as for recipients who are provid- 
ing full-time care for their disabled depend- 
ents. 

High unemployment areas exemption. 
(Rockefeller #2491) Gives states the option of 
waiving time limits in area of high unem- 
ployment (ten percent or more). Recipients 
must participate in workfare or community 
work to continue benefits. 

Vocational educational training. (Jeffords 
#2557) Changes the definition of work activi- 
ties to allow vocational education to count 
as an eligible activity of up to 24 months. 

Data reporting requirements. (McCain 
#2541) Provides that states are not required 
to comply with excessive data collection and 
reporting requirements, as determined by 
GAO, unless the federal government provides 
sufficient funds to meet the costs. 

Work supplementation. (McCain #2280) Re- 
moves the six month limit for an individual’s 
participation in a work supplementation pro- 
gram under the food stamp program. 

Cash aid in lieu of food stamps. (Faircloth 
#2600) Allows a state agency to make cash 
payments in lieu of food stamps for certain 
individuals. 

Hardship waiver. (Kennedy #2623) Permits 
states to apply for waivers with respect to 
the 15 percent cap on hardship exemptions 
from the five-year time limit. 

Assistance to children. (Kennedy #2624) 
Permits states to provide non-cash assist- 
ance to children ineligible for aid because of 
the five-year time limit. 

Modification of participation rate (DeWine 
#2518) Permits a pro rata reduction in a 
state's participation rate due to caseload re- 
ductions not required by federal law or due 
to changes іп a state's eligibility criteria. 

Sincerely, 
Gov. BoB MILLER, 
State of Nevada. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the chair. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum, and the 
time to be equally charged against— 

Mr. SIMPSON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator yield time to the Senator from 
Wyoming? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I just came to the 
floor many minutes ago to debate a dif- 
ferent amendment. But I see appar- 
ently there is no one on the other side 
of this, and that should not go 
untended. If I may then speak in oppo- 
sition to the amendment, that, first of 
all, this amendment is not about do- 
mestic violence and the other tragedies 
that visit upon our Nation. 

I have found—and I share with my 
colleague from California that on these 
issues of immigration, filled with emo- 
tion, fear, guilt and racism, your col- 
leagues during the entire day say, 
“Alan, we are very pleased to assist 
you in all this work.” But when it 
comes time to stand on the floor, they 
are absent in great droves—droves—I 
have found, because these are not popu- 
lar issues. 

How about cash assistance, noncash 
assistance? The Senate has already ac- 
cepted an amendment from Senator 
WELLSTONE which will address all con- 
cerns about violence, domestic vio- 
lence, all that. That is clear. That has 
already been done somewhere along the 
line. This amendment exempts all 
noncash programs from all of the im- 
migration-related provisions within 
this entire welfare bill. 

The cost of it is $707 million. We are 
never going to reach the reconciliation 
instructions with this welfare bill. And 
the Finance Committee has now been 
charged—there are some on the floor. 
Senator BRADLEY serves on that com- 
mittee. Of all the savings to be ob- 
tained in reconciliation, $607 billion 
are to be saved, And the Finance Com- 
mittee is supposed to find a way to 
save $503 billion or $530 billion of that. 

This welfare bill has already taken us 
over the jumps. Senator SANTORUM will 
tell you that, the occupant of the 
chair—yes, yes, the occupant of the 
chair will tell you that we are a little 
bit over our mark. And we have done 
that out of charity and kindness and 
caring. And that is fine; those are good 
motives. But we are way over the tar- 
get with this bill. 

Now, this amendment exempts all 
noncash programs and, as I say, all of 
the immigration-related provisions 
within this bill. 

Before a prospective immigrant may 
enter the United States, that person 
must guarantee that he or she will not 
use public assistance, I say to my col- 
leagues. That has been the law of the 
United States since 1882. It never 
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worked because the court systems, in 
their interpretation of it, made it sim- 
ply a neutered statute. 

So you could not prove anything. The 
deeming was overturned and sponsor- 
ing agencies scoffed at it, relatives 
scoffed at it. So what was a very pre- 
cious thing—and it is still on the 
books, since 1882, that a person will not 
become a public charge when they 
come to the United States of America. 
That person indicates by oath that 
they will not, and the sponsor is indi- 
cating that they will not allow that 
usually precious relative to become a 
public charge. 

So, finally, in the Finance Commit- 
tee, we corrected this abuse, a terrible 
abuse of the system, the kind of thing 
that makes people sour on immigra- 
tion, sour on our precious heritage. 
That is what happens here. 

So, in turn, we have this measure 
which requires immigrants to look 
first to the sponsor, this friend or this 
relative who guaranteed this support. 
They did this. They could not bring 
them unless they did this. 

So we were saying in the bill, before 
receiving any public assistance, the 
sponsor is responsible for you, and his 
income is deemed to be yours for pur- 
poses of this. In the public’s interest, 
the Dole bill then exempted certain 
limited programs, such as childhood 
immunizations and school lunch. I 
have no problem with that at all. 

Senator FEINSTEIN’s amendment 
would exempt all noncash programs. 
This includes Medicaid, public housing, 
job training and any other program 
which does not provide cash assistance 
to the recipient. 

That is where we are. I have a hunch 
where this amendment will go. It will 
be well received, but it is $707 million, 
and we are going to have to go find 
that somewhere in this process. Guess 
where it will come from, very likely? 
Medicaid. That is where it will come 
from, unless someone can tell me an- 
other approach to it. 

So here we are again with an immi- 
gration-related issue which has to do 
with compassion, kindness, tenderness. 
I know those things. Those are emo- 
tions not foreign to me, but I also 
know how this works. It is a great in- 
fertile field to just add and add and 
add. Sponsors have committed that the 
sponsored immigrant will neither re- 
quire nor use assistance from the tax- 
payers of this country from any Fed- 
eral welfare program, and that is the 
law of the United States of America. 

To be consistent, all Federal welfare 
programs should require the sponsored 
immigrant to look to this friend or this 
relative or this sponsoring agency for 
assistance before turning to the Amer- 
ican taxpayer for support. 

We are not talking about illegal, un- 
documented persons who we care for 
with emergency medical assistance and 
hospital assurance. We are talking 
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about people who are playing on the up 
and up when they came, sponsors who 
were playing on the up and up when 
they came, which was a very simple 
procedure: “You come, ГІ take care of 
you until you become self-supporting.” 
That is the law of the United States of 
America. 

You keep making these exemptions, 
and now we have to go find $707 mil- 
lion. I wish it were not a money item. 
It certainly is more than a money 
item. It is called responsibility for 
those you bring to the United States of 
America as a sponsor under the law of 
the United States. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five 
minutes 9 seconds. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, bottom line, this bill 
as drafted, without this amendment, is 
а, massive cost shift. As I said, the 
costs are shifted essentially to four 
States: Texas, Florida, New York, and 
California. 

What this bill says presently is no 
one in this country legally who is not 
a citizen can send their child to a Head 
Start Program, can be on Medicaid. It 
is not prospective. It affects everybody 
presently. That is why it is a cost shift. 
It would be one thing if it were pro- 
spective and said in the future, but it 
does not. It says to every legal immi- 
grant's child out there that is іп а 
Head Start class, Next year, forget it, 
you аге no longer there.“ That is es- 
sentially the bottom line. Or somebody 
in the State has to pay for it, either 
the State or the county. 

California has a huge deficit. Accord- 
ing to the General Accounting Office, 
California also has 38.2 percent of all 
legal immigrants, but 52.4 percent of 
all immigrants receiving Federal wel- 
fare. New York has 12.6 percent; Flor- 
ida, 8.9 percent; Texas, 8.6 percent; and 
other States, 31.7 percent. So you see, 
there is a huge cost shift in dollars 
from the Federal Government to the 
States. 

That involves adoption assistance, it 
involves foster care, it involves child 
protective services. Can you believe it? 
If a child is being abused, the protec- 
tive services are not going to be avail- 
able if they are a legal immigrant? We 
passed legislation earlier—Senator 
EXON’s amendment—overwhelmingly 
for people here illegally, and I agree 
with that. But these people are here le- 
gally and, therefore, I find the bill 
egregious as it stands right now. 

Again, I am hopeful—and I would 
say, toughen sponsorship, look at peo- 
ple coming more carefully in this re- 
gard. I do not have a problem with 
that. But this is going to affect large 
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numbers of people who are already in 
this country. 

Eighty-three percent of all the immi- 
grants receiving SSI or AFDC resided 
in the four States. AFDC and SSI are 
not covered by this amendment. It is 
only the noncash benefits, and I think 
I have spelled those out. 

I do not know if there is anyone who 
would like to speak on this. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield for a brief question? 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I will be happy to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The implications of 
this are extremely significant with re- 
gard to the urban hospitals, are they 
not, especially where there are major 
groupings of urban hospitals that pri- 
marily take care of the poor, the dis- 
advantaged and many of the immi- 
grants as well? We find situations 
where even though there are relatives 
and other members of the family that 
might be able to participate in helping 
to offset the costs, an increasing num- 
ber of people are becoming uninsured, 
through no fault of their own. There- 
fore, their relatives do not have the 
ability to extend the coverage to these 
individuals. That is taking place 
among immigrants who are here le- 
gally. And in many instances, sponsors 
have abandoned them, even though 
they have a responsibility toward the 
immigrants they sponsor, and these 
immigrants are really left holding the 
bag. As a result, the urban hospitals 
and health providers will be left hold- 
ing the bag as well. 

Does the Senator agree with me that 
without the Senator’s amendment, 
there will be extreme additional stress 
placed on the health care providers, 
particularly in some of the neediest 
areas of the country? 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I certainly agree 
with the Senator from Massachusetts. I 
think particularly the public hospitals 
in the urban centers are going to be 
whacked in the head unless this 
amendment is adopted, because a large 
percentage of patients comprise this 
population and there would be no reim- 
bursements, no Medicaid. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Who will end up pay- 
ing for it then? 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. The county or the 
State would have to find a way. It isa 
cost shift. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Who yields time? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
that the vote scheduled for 8:30 be post- 
poned until the conclusion of this de- 
bate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CHAFEE. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding—and I would like to ask 
the Senator from Wyoming this—in the 
case of domestic violence inflicted by 
the deemor,“ that has been taken 
care of, as I understand it, by the 
Wellstone amendment. 
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Mr. SIMPSON. Oh, yes, that is true. 
The Wellstone amendment took care of 
battered women and foster children, 
without question. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Am I also correct that 
the suggestion was made by the Sen- 
ator from California that it would be 
impossible for a legal alien’s child to 
be in a Head Start program? As I un- 
derstand it, if the deemor's“ assets 
were not of significant value, the child 
is not prevented from being in a Head 
Start program, is he or she? 

Mr. SIMPSON. That was taken care 
of very nicely by Senator KENNEDY. We 
agreed to exempt Head Start and soup 
kitchens. That has been done. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield? 


Mr. CHAFEE. If I might complete my 
questions. In connection with the fos- 
ter care problems, the Boxer amend- 
ment, I believe, addressed them, am I 
correct? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, as far 
as I know, that, too, is also true, yes. 
But, Mr. President, there is another 
issue. The bill itself provides that there 
is a year period—an entire year—if a 
person is abused, if there is no money, 
if the sponsored individual is not there, 
or whatever may happen, it says that 
in the absence of assistance provided 
by the agency, if someone is unable to 
obtain food and shelter, taking into ac- 
count the individual’s own income, 
plus any cash, that is taken care of in 
this measure for 12 months—without 
question, whatever the reason. So this 
is not a case of some draconian busi- 
ness where we delight in taking people 
and waiting and suddenly see them fall 
into disarray and then whacking them 
or hitting them in the head. What will 
get hit in the head is Medicaid with 
this one. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, do I 
have any time remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired on the amendment. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Does the Senator from 
California want a vote on her amend- 
ment? 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, we were 
to vote at 8:30. I ask that it be delayed 
for 10 minutes so the Senator from 
North Dakota, who has been patiently 


waiting for his amendment, might 
present it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 


Without objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2528, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment No. эро the Conrad- 
Lieberman amendmen 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
amendment is now pending. 

Mr. CONRAD. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to modify the amendment, as per 
the agreement. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask if 
the Senator will withhold on that for a 
second. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, we can 
return to Senator CONRAD’s amend- 
ment. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator 
from Rhode Island. 

I ask unanimous consent to modify 
my amendment, as per the previous 
agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is so modi- 
fied. 

The amendment (No. 2528), as modi- 
fied, is as follows: 

On page 50, strike line 6 and all that fol- 
lows through page 51, line 11, and insert the 
following: 

“(4) REQUIREMENT THAT TEENAGE PARENTS 
LIVE IN ADULT-SUPERVISED SETTINGS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.— 

“(А) REQUIREMENT.—Except as provided іп 
paragraph (2), if a State provides assistance 
under the State program funded under this 
part to an individual described in subpara- 
graph (B), such individual may only receive 
assistance under the program if such individ- 
ual and the child of the individual reside in 
a place of residence maintained by a parent, 
legal guardian, or other adult relative of 
such individual as such parent’s, guardian’s, 
or adult relative’s own home. 

“(В) INDIVIDUAL DESCRIBED.— For purposes 
of subparagraph (A), an individual described 
in this subparagraph is an individual who 
is— 

“(i) under the age of 18; and 

(ii) not married and has a minor child іп 
his or her care. 

“(2) EXCEPTION.— 

“(А) PROVISION OF, OR ASSISTANCE IN LOCAT- 
ING, ADULT-SUPERVISED LIVING ARRANGE- 
MENT.—In the case of an individual who is 
described in subparagraph (B), the State 
agency shall provide, or assist such individ- 
ual in locating, a second chance home, ma- 
ternity home, or other appropriate adult-su- 
pervised supportive living arrangement, бак- 
ing into consideration the needs and con- 
cerns of the such individual, unless the State 
agency determines that the individual's cur- 
rent living arrangement is appropriate, and 
thereafter shall require that such parent and 
the child of such parent reside in such living 
arrangement as a condition of the continued 
receipt of assistance under the plan (or in an 
alternative appropriate arrangement, should 
circumstances change and the current ar- 
rangement cease to be appropriate). 

“(В) INDIVIDUAL DESCRIBED.—For purposes 
of subparagraph (A), an individual is de- 
scribed in this subparagraph if the individual 
is described in paragraph (1)(B) and— 

„(ii) such individual has no parent, legal 
guardian or other appropriate adult relative 
as described in (ii) of his or her own who is 
living or whose whereabouts are known; 

(11) no living parent, legal guardian, ог 
other appropriate adult relative who would 
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otherwise meet applicable State criteria to 
act as such individual's legal guardian, of 
such individual allows the individual to live 
in the home of such parent, guardian, or rel- 
ative; 

(iv) the State agency determines that— 

“(1) the individual or the individual’s cus- 
todial minor child is being or has been sub- 
jected to serious physical or emotional 
harm, sexual abuse, or exploitation in the 
residence of such individual’s own parent or 
legal guardian; or 

(II) substantial evidence exists of ап act 
or failure to act that presents an imminent 
or serious harm if such individual and such 
individual’s minor child lived in the same 
residence with such individual's own parent 
or legal guardian; or 

“(v) the State agency otherwise deter- 
mines that it is in the best interest of the 
minor child to waive the requirement of 
paragraph (1) with respect to such individual 
or minor child. 

“(С) SECOND-CHANCE HOME.—For purposes 
of this paragraph, the term ‘second-chance 
home’ means an entity that provides individ- 
uals described in subparagraph (B) with a 
supportive and supervised living arrange- 
ment in which such individuals are required 
to learn parenting skills, including child de- 
velopment, family budgeting, health and nu- 
trition, and other skills to promote their 
long-term economic independence and the 
well-being of their children. 

“(8) ASSISTANCE TO STATES IN PROVIDING OR 
LOCATING ADULT-SUPERVISED SUPPORTIVE LIV- 
ING ARRANGEMENTS FOR UNMARRIED TEENAGE 
PARENTS.— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—For each of fiscal years 
1998 through 2002, each State that provides 
assistance under the State program to indi- 
viduals described in paragraph (1ХВ) shall be 
entitled to receive a grant in an amount de- 
termined under subparagraph (B) for the pur- 
pose of providing or locating adult-super- 
vised supportive living arrangements for in- 
dividuals described in paragraph (1)(B) in ac- 
cordance with this subsection. 

B) AMOUNT DETERMINED.— 

“(i) ІМ GENERAL.—The amount determined 
under this subparagraph is an amount that 
bears the same ratio to the amount specified 
under clause (ii) as the amount of the State 
family assistance grant for the State for 
such fiscal year (described іп section 
403(a)(2)) bears to the amount appropriated 
for such fiscal year in accordance with sec- 
tion 403(a)(4)(A). 

(ii) AMOUNT SPECIFIED.—The amount spec- 
ified in this subparagraph is— 

“(I) for fiscal year 1996, $25,000,000; 

(II) for fiscal year 1997, $25,000,000; and 

“(ІП) for each of fiscal years 1998, 1999, 
2000, 2001, and 2002, $20,000,000. 

“(С) ASSISTANCE TO STATES IN PROVIDING OR 
LOCATING ADULT-SUPERVISED SUPPORTIVE LIV- 
ING ARRANGEMENTS FOR UNMARRIED TEENAGE 
PARENTS.—There are authorized to be appro- 
priated and there are appropriated for fiscal 
years 1998, 1999, and 2000 such sums as may 
be necessary for the purpose of paying grants 
to States in accordance with the provisions 
of this paragraph. 

“(е) REQUIREMENT THAT TEENAGE PARENTS 
ATTEND HIGH SCHOOL OR OTHER EQUIVALENT 
TRAINING PROGRAM.—If a State provides as- 
sistance under the State program funded 
under this part to an individual described in 
subsection (d)(1)(B) who has not successfully 
completed a high-school education (or its 
equivalent) and whose minor child is at least 
12 weeks of age, the State shall not provide 
such individual with assistance under the 
program (or, at the option of the State, shall 
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provide a reduced level of such assistance) if 
the individual does not participate in— 

“(1) educational activities directed toward 
the attainment of a high school diploma or 
its equivalent; or 

“(2) an alternative educational or training 
program that has been approved by the 
State. 

On page 51, strike (e)“ and insert (f)“. 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 

SEC. ESTABLISHING NATIONAL GOALS ТО 
PREVENT TEENAGE PREGNANCIES, 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than January 1, 
1997, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall establish and implement a 
strategy for— 

(1) preventing an additional 2% of out-of- 
wedlock teenage pregnancies a year, and 

(2) assuring that at least 25 percent of the 
communities in the United States have teen- 
age pregnancy prevention programs in place. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than June 30, 1998, 
and annually thereafter, the Secretary shall 
report to the Congress with respect to the 
progress that has been made in meeting the 
goals described in paragraphs (1) and (2) of 
subsection (a). 

(b) OUT-OF-WEDLOCK AND TEENAGE PREG- 
NANCY PREVENTION PROGRAMS.—Section 2002 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1397a) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

“(2) The Secretary shall conduct a study 
with respect to the State programs imple- 
mented under paragraph (1) to determine the 
relative effectiveness of the different ap- 
proaches for preventing out-of-wedlock and 
teenage pregnancy utilized in the programs 
conducted under this subsection and the ap- 
proaches that can be best replicated by other 
States. 

“(3) Each State conducting a program 
under this subsection shall provide to the 
Secretary, in such form and with such fre- 
quency as the Secretary requires, data from 
the programs conducted under this sub- 
section. The Secretary shall report to the 
Congress annually on the progress of the pro- 
grams and shall, not later than June 30, 1998, 
submit to the Congress a report on the study 
required under paragraph (2).”. 

SEC. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING EN- 
FORCEMENT OF STATUTORY RAPE 
LAWS, 

It is the sense of the Senate that States 
and local jurisdictions should aggressively 
enforce statutory rape laws. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senators 
PRYOR, BRADLEY, and KERRY of Massa- 
chusetts appear as original cosponsors 
in addition to Senator LIEBERMAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this 
amendment promotes a comprehensive 
strategy that prevents teen pregnancy. 
Mr. President, if there is one agree- 
ment on both sides of the aisle, it is 
that teen pregnancy is a crisis in 
America. One out of three children 
being born today are born out of wed- 
lock. In some cities of America, two 
out of three children being born are 
born out of wedlock. Here in the Na- 
tion's capital, this year, more than two 
out of three children are being born out 
of wedlock. 

Teen pregnancy is a critical chal- 
lenge. It is a tragedy for America. It is 
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a tragedy for the children. It is а trag- 
edy for the young women. It is a trag- 
edy for our entire country. 

Mr. President, in 1992, there were 
more than a half million births to teen- 
agers, and 71 percent of those births 
were to unmarried parents. The 
Conrad-Lieberman amendment is de- 
signed as a comprehensive strategy to 
take on this challenge. 

Mr. President, the Conrad-Lieberman 
amendment does the following: 

It provides $150 million over 7 years 
for States to develop adult-supervised 
living arrangements. I call them “вес- 
ond-chance homes.“ They are places 
where young, unmarried mothers can 
get the structure and supervision they 
need to turn their lives around. 

It retains the requirement that teen 
parents live with their parents or an- 
other responsible adult. 

It requires that they stay in school. 

It establishes a national goal to pre- 
vent out-of-wedlock pregnancy to teens 
by 2 percent a year. 

It encourages communities to estab- 
lish their own teen pregnancy preven- 
tion goals. 

Finally, it calls for the aggressive 
prosecution of men who have sex with 
girls under the age of 18. 

Mr. President, I think the most com- 
pelling testimony before the Finance 
Committee was from Sister Mary Rose 
McGeady, the head of Covenant House. 
She has been in the trenches, she has 
fought this battle, and she has been 
succeeding. They have dealt with hun- 
dreds of young mothers who have come 
into their facilities and have had the 
structure, the support, and the dis- 
cipline, and the help in seeing them- 
selves as having a future, the vision to 
see that they could do something more 
with their lives, if they did not have 
another child before they were able to 
care for it. Sister Mary Rose reported 
that they have been very successful in 
preventing those young women from 
having another child. 

Mr. President, I read in the RECORD 
yesterday the statement of Elena, a 
young woman in New York who was in 
one of these second-chance homes. I 
will repeat her statement: 

I feel this is a place where I can get my life 
together. I am getting my education and 
learning to work. My mother never cared if 
I went to school, and she never told me 
about having babies or being a parent. The 
people here and the programs here are help- 
ing me. I am learning to be a teacher's as- 
sistant so that I can go to college and start 
my own business and get off of public assist- 
ance. I needed this chance. 

Elena is not alone. There are others 
like her that need a chance. 

Mr. President, I ask to have printed 
in the RECORD a statement of Bishop 
John Ricard, Chairman of the Domes- 
tic Policy Committee, United States 
Catholic Conference, a statement of 
Catholic Charities USA also be printed 
in the RECORD, and a National Council 
of Churches of Christ in the USA, a 
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statement in support of the amend- 

ment, also be printed in the RECORD. 

There being on objection, the mate- 
гіа] was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT OF BISHOP JOHN H. RICARD, SSJ, 
CHAIR, DOMESTIC POLICY COMMITTEE, UNIT- 
ED STATES CATHOLIC CONFERENCE 
We are pleased to offer our support and en- 

couragement to the efforts of Senator 

Conrad and others to provide education, 

training and adult supervision to teen par- 

ents as part of welfare reform in the Senate. 

We are hopeful that this approach will be 

adopted rather than the cut-off of all bene- 

fits to teen parents which some Senators are 
proposing. We opposed such measures in the 

House welfare reform bill. 

In its March 1995 welfare reform state- 
ment, the Catholic Bishops’ Conference Ad- 
ministrative Board urged that alternatives 
be proposed “which safeguard children but 
do not reinforce inappropriate or morally de- 
structive behavior." The Bishops went on to 
state that the Catholic Church works every 
day against sexual irresponsibility and out- 
of-wedlock births and they do not believe 
that teenagers should be encouraged to set 
up their own households. At the same time, 
however, the statement criticized legislation 
which would deny benefits to children born 
to teen parents, especially in states that pay 
for abortions. We believe that the Conrad 
Amendment goes a long way towards provid- 
ing appropriate options for teen parents who 
are eligible for assistance without encourag- 
ing them to resort to abortion. 

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE CHURCHES 

OF CHRIST IN THE USA, 
Washington, DC. 
STATEMENT ON PROVISIONS RELATED TO TEEN 
PREGNANCY IN WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION 
(By Mary Anderson Cooper, Associate 
Director, Washington Office) 

As people of faith and religious commit- 
ment, we in the churches are called to stand 
with and seek justice for people who are 
poor. We share a conviction, therefore, that 
welfare reform must not focus on eliminat- 
ing programs but on eliminating poverty and 
the damage it inflicts on children (who аге 36 
of all welfare recipients), on their parents, 
and on the rest of society. 

We are particularly concerned that chil- 
dren not be victimized by attempts at wel- 
fare reform. We reject proposals which would 
deny benefits to children born to unmarried 
mothers under the age of 18 in the name of 
preventing teen pregnancy. Although such 
proposals are focused on the desirable goal of 
reducing pregnancy outside of marriage, we 
believe that they would result in punishing 
children and their parents. Denying cash 
benefits for such families will inevitably 
mean that the children and their mothers 
will eat less well and live less well than they 
would have if they had received cash bene- 
fits, and that their health will be under- 
mined. Whatever we may feel about the be- 
havior or situation of their parents, as a na- 
tion we must not allow children to become 
the victims of a drive to reduce federal 
spending or to punish their parents for con- 
duct deemed inappropriate by Congress. 

While we oppose denial of benefits to chil- 
dren born to unmarried mothers, we do not 
believe that remaining silent on the issue of 
teen pregnancy is helpful. The bearing of 
children outside of marriage has reached 
nearly epidemic proportions in this country. 
Both children and their parents suffer as a 
result of this situation. There is much schol- 
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arly evidence to suggest that despair about 
the future is one of the things that leads 
young women to give birth before they are 
able to care for their children in a stable 
family setting. It is our belief that providing 
young people with genuine hope for their fu- 
tures is one key way of discouraging adoles- 
cent pregnancies. Education, job training, 
and creation of employment opportunity are 
components of that hope, as is having the 
chance to relate to caring adults. 

The amendment being proposed by Sen. 
Conrad and his colleagues goes a long way 
toward meeting our concern about providing 
education and a chance at a decent future 
and discouraging future pregnancies outside 
of marriage. By providing cash benefits to 
allow young mothers to stay at home with 
their parents and finish high school, the 
amendment removes the incentive for them 
to set up separate, unsupervised living ar- 
rangements. Their is legitimate concern 
about the safety of young mothers who are 
in abusive households; but Sen. Conrad’s 
amendment contains thoughtful provisions 
to allow such individuals to leave inappro- 
priate homes to live in other supervised set- 
ting with caring adults. We particularly 
commend this flexibility. 

We recognize that the federal deficit must 
be reduced. Nonetheless, we believe that re- 
ducing welfare costs by denying benefits to 
teenaged mothers and their children is short- 
sighted and will lead to the creation of a 
human deficit that will ultimately be more 
damaging to our country than an unbalanced 
budget could ever be. 


A STATEMENT OF SHARED PRINCIPLES ON 
WELFARE REFORM—INTRODUCTION 

As people of faith and religious commit- 
ment, we are called to stand with and seek 
justice for people who are poor. This is 
central to our religious traditions, sacred 
texts, and teachings. We share a conviction, 
therefore, that welfare must not focus on 
eliminating programs but on eliminating 
poverty and the damage it inflicts on chil- 
dren (who are % of all welfare recipients), on 
their parents, and on the rest of society. 

We recognize the benefit to the entire com- 
munity of helping people move from welfare 
to work when possible and appropriate. We 
fear, however, that reform will fail if it ig- 
nores labor market issues such as unemploy- 
ment and an inadequate minimum wage and 
important family issues such as the afford- 
ability of child care and the economic value 
of care-giving in the home. Successful wel- 
fare reform will depend on addressing these 
concerns as well as a whole range of such re- 
lated issues as pay equity, affordable hous- 
ing, and access to health care. 

We believe that people are more important 
than the sum of their economic activities. 
Successful welfare reform demands more 
than economic incentives and disincentives. 
It depends on overcoming biased assump- 
tions about race, gender and class that feed 
hostile social stereotypes about people living 
in poverty and suspicions that people with 
perspectives other than our own are either 
indifferent or insincere. Successful welfare 
reform will depend ultimately upon finding 
not only a common ground of policies but a 
common spirit about the need to pursue 
them for all. 

The following principles do not exhaust 
our concerns or resolve all issues raised. The 
principles will serve nonetheless as our guide 
in assessing proposed legislation in the com- 
ing national welfare debate. We hope they 
may also serve as a rallying point for a com- 
mon effort with others throughout the па- 
tion. 
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PRINCIPLES 

An acceptable welfare program must result 
in lifting people out of poverty, not merely 
in reducing welfare rolls. 

The federal government should define min- 
imum benefit levels of programs serving low- 
income people below which states cannot 
fall. The benefits must be adequate to pro- 
vide a decent standard of living. 

Welfare reform efforts designed to move 
people into the work force must create jobs 
that pay a livable wage and do not displace 
present workers. Programs should eliminate 
barriers to employment and provide training 
and education necessary for inexperienced 
and young workers to get and hold jobs. 
Such programs must provide child care, 
transportation, and ancillary services that 
will make participation both possible and 
reasonable. If the government becomes the 
employer of last resort, the jobs provided 
must pay a family-sustaining wage. 

Disincentives to work should be removed 
by allowing welfare recipients to retain a 
larger portion of wage earnings and assets 
before losing cash, housing, health, childcare 
or other benefits. 

Work-based programs must not impose ar- 
bitrary time-limits. If mandated, limits 
must not be imposed without availability of 
viable jobs at a family-sustaining wage. 
Even then, some benefit recipients cannot 
work or should not be required to work. Ex- 
emptions should be offered for people with 
serious physical or mental illness, disabling 
conditions, responsibilities as caregivers for 
incapacitated family members, and for those 
primary caregivers who have responsibility 
for young children. 

Welfare reform should result in a program 
that brings together and simplifies the many 
efforts of federal, state and municipal gov- 
ernments to assist persons and families in 
need. ‘One-stop shopping centers“ should 
provide information, counseling, and legal 
assistance regarding such issues as child sup- 
port, job training and placement, medical 
care, affordable housing, food programs and 
education. 

Welfare reform should acknowledge the re- 
sponsibility of both government and parents 
in seeking the well-being of children. No 
child should be excluded from receiving ben- 
efits available to other siblings because of 
having been born while the mother was on 
welfare. No child should be completely re- 
moved from the safety net because of a par- 
ent's failure to fulfill agreements with the 
government. Increased efforts should also be 
made to collect a proper level of child sup- 
port assistance from non-custodial parents. 

Programs designed to replace current wel- 
fare programs must be adequately funded. 
They will cost more in the short-term than 
the present Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children; but if welfare reform is success- 
fully implemented, they will cost less as the 
number of families in need of assistance di- 
minishes over the long-term. Funds for this 
effort should not be taken from other pro- 
grams that successfully serve poor people. 

NATIONAL ENDORSING ORGANIZATIONS 

Adrian Dominican Sisters; American Bap- 
tist Churches, USA; American Ethical 
Union, Inc., National Leaders Council (AEU); 
American Friends Service Committee; Bread 
for the World; Church of the Brethren, Wash- 
ington Office; Church Women United; 
Columban Fathers Justice and Peace Office; 
Episcopal Church; General Board of Global 
Ministries, United Methodist Church, Insti- 
tutional Ministries; General Board of Church 
and Society, United Methodist Church; 
Interfaith IMPACT for Justice and Peace; 
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Jesuit Social Ministries, National Office; 
Evangelical Lutheran Church in America; 
Maryknoll Society Justice and Peace Office; 
Mennonite Central Committee, Washington 
Office; Committee on Church and Society, 
Moravian Church, Northern Province; Na- 
tional Council of Churches; National Council 
of Jewish Women; NETWORK, A National 
Catholic Social Justice Lobby; Presbyterian 
Church (USA), Washington Office; Union of 
American Hebrew Congregations; Unitarian 
Universalist Service Committee; United 
Church of Christ, Office for Church in Soci- 
ety. 


CATHOLIC CHARITIES USA, 
August 4, 1995. 

DEAR SENATOR: As the Senate takes up 
welfare reform, we urge you to adopt provi- 
sions to strengthen families, protect chil- 
dren, and preserve the nation’s commitment 
to fighting child poverty. 

Across this country, 1,400 local agencies 
and institutions in the Catholic Charities 
network serve more than 10 million people 
annually. Last year alone, Catholic Charities 
USA helped more than 138,000 women, teen- 
agers, and their families with crisis preg- 
nancies, Because Catholic agencies run the 
full spectrum of services, from soup kitchens 
and shelters to transitional and permanent 
housing, they see families in all stages of 
problems as well as those who have escaped 
poverty and dependency. 

This broad experience, along with our reli- 
gious tradition which defends human life and 
human dignity, compels us to share our 
strong convictions about welfare reform. 

The first principle in welfare reform must 
be, Do по harm.“ Along with the U.S. 
Catholic Conference, the National Right-to- 
Life Committee, and other pro-life organiza- 
tions, we have vigorously opposed child-ex- 
clusion provisions such as the “family cap” 
and denial of cash assistance for children 
born to teenage mothers or for whom pater- 
nity has not yet been legally established. 

We are also convinced that the idea of re- 
warding states for reducing out-of-wedlock 
pregnancies is well-intentioned but dan- 
gerous in light of the fact that the only state 
experiment in this regard, the New Jersey 
family cap, already has increased abortions 
without any significant reduction in births. 
The “illegitimacy габіо” may well encourage 
states to engage in similar experiments that 
would result in more abortions and more suf- 
fering. 

We also support Senator Kent Conrad’s 
amendment, which not only would require 
teen mothers to live under adult supervision 
and continue their education, but also would 
provide resources for ‘‘second-chance homes“ 
to make that requirement a reality. 

The second principle should be to protect 
children. We are very concerned that the new 
work requirements and time limits for AFDC 
participation will leave children without 
adequate adult supervision while their par- 
ents are working or looking for work. The 
key to successful work programs is safe, af- 
fordable, quality day care for the children. 
The bill before the Senate does not guaran- 
tee or increase funding for day care to meet 
the increased need associated with the work 
requirements and time limits. Please, sup- 
port amendments by Senators Hatch, and 
Kennedy to guarantee adequate funding to 
keep children safe while their mothers try to 
earn enough to support them. 

The third principle should be to maintain 
the national safety net for children. We op- 
pose block granting Food Stamps, even as a 
state option, because the Food Stamp pro- 
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gram is the only national program available 
to feed poor children of all ages with work- 
ing parents as well as those on welfare. On 
the whole, the Food Stamp program works 
well, ensuring that children in even the poor- 
est families do not suffer from malnutrition. 

We are encouraged by the fact that Sen- 
ator Dole's bill does not seek to cut or erode 
federal support for child protection in the 
child welfare system. Proposals to block 
grant these essential protections are ill-ad- 
vised and dangerous to children who are al- 
ready abused, neglected, abandoned, and to- 
tally at the mercy of state child welfare sys- 
tems. Federal rules and guarantees are es- 
sential to the safety of children. 

The fourth principle should be fairness to 
all citizens. Certain proposals before the 
Senate would create a new category of ‘‘sec- 
ond-class citizenship,” making immigrants 
ineligible for most federal programs, even 
after they become naturalized Americans. 
We urge you to reject this and other propos- 
als that would leave legal immigrants with- 
out the possibility of assistance when they 
are in genuine need. 

The fifth principle should be to maintain 
the national commitment to fighting child 
poverty. In exchange for federal dollars and 
broad flexibility, states should be expected 
to maintain at least their current level of 
support for poor children and their families. 
We understand that Senator Breaux will 
offer such an amendment on the Senate 
floor, Please give it your support. 

In our Catholic teaching, all children, but 
especially poor and unborn children, have a 
special claim to the protection of society 
and government. Please vote for proposals 
that keep the federal government on their 
side. 

Sincerely, 
FRED KAMMER, Sd, 
President. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, each 
year, over 1 million teenagers become 
pregnant. For many, the birth of the 
child signals the beginning of the cycle 
of welfare dependency. In 1993, the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human 
Services reported at least 296,000 un- 
married teen mothers on welfare, 67,000 
under the age of 18. 

The current system of providing cash 
under AFDC to young teenage parents 
has failed. It has undermined families 
and provided the economic lifeline for 
generations of welfare dependency. It 
was wrong from the beginning for Gov- 
ernment to provide checks to 15-year- 
old girls on the condition that they 
leave home and remain unmarried. 

But as this destructive policy is re- 
considered, many young, pregnant 
women are still in need, not of cash, 
but of direction, compassion and sup- 
port. Ending AFDC could have the per- 
verse effect of encouraging these 
women to have abortions, which would 
compound the tragedy, not solve it. 
Neither the status quo, nor a total cut- 
off, are good options. Creative ways 
must be found to give women in crisis 
pregnancies compassionate help in 
their own communities. 

Private and religious maternity 
homes, also known by some as second 
chance homes, provide that help. They 
are a one-stop supportive environment 
where a young woman can receive 
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counseling, housing, education, medi- 
cal services, nutrition, and job and 
parenting training that gives them real 
opportunity for growth and decision 
making. Whether a pregnant mother 
makes a decision to parent themselves 
or to place the child up for adoption, 
she will receive important care, train- 
ing, and life management skills to en- 
able her to make effective choices that 
will place her on the road to self-suffi- 
ciency. 

Studies have shown that the infant 
mortality rate of babies born to resi- 
dents of maternity homes is much 
lower than the national average. In ad- 
dition, residents are more likely to 
complete their education and receive 
better paying jobs than teens who con- 
tinue in regular schools through their 
pregnancies. Those teens who choose to 
parent are provided intensive parenting 
courses so that their children are at 
less risk for abuse and neglect. 

Maternity homes are proven success 
stories. St. Elizabeth’s Regional Mater- 
nity Center of New Albany, IN, is a 
prime example. Their mission is to 
“address the needs of women and fami- 
lies that are in a crisis pregnancy by 
offering physical, emotional and spir- 
itual support to ensure the physical 
and emotional health of the mother 
and the health of the baby.” The re- 
sults of St. Elizabeth’s, like many 
other maternity homes, is impressive. 
Seventy percent of the women enrolled 
in their program have moved from wel- 
fare to self-sufficiency. Eighty-five per- 
cent have earned a diploma or GED. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to voice my support for the 
Conrad teen parent amendment and to 
take a few minutes to discuss a serious 
social problem that must be ad- 
dressed—teenage pregnancy. 

Senator CONRAD’s amendment allows 
all States to do what my home State of 
Arkansas is already doing. Currently, 
Arkansas has a waiver to operate two 
programs for teen parents. The first re- 
quires minor parents to remain in their 
parents’ or guardian's household іп 
order to receive AFDC benefits. If a 
teenage parent is unable to live at 
home, the State places the young 
woman in an adult-supervised living 
arrangement. Teens should not be on 
their own raising a child. They need su- 
pervision, education, and support. 

The second, requires teenage parents 
who have not finished high school to 
attend school or another training pro- 
gram to receive benefits, the point 
being that these teen mothers will 
never become self-sufficient if they 
drop out of school. However, the bene- 
fits are two-fold. The parent gets the 
education and skills she needs to be- 
come self-sufficient, and the children 
of these teen parents have a better 
chance of completing school them- 
selves. 

Mr. President, I cannot stress enough 
the need for programs that will educate 
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these mothers and their children. It 
may be the only way we can decrease 
the welfare rolls. By teaching young 
adults about the consequences of teen 
pregnancies and the importance of an 
education, we can keep these young 
people out of welfare lines and focused 
on improving their future. Our Nation 
must work together to fight teen preg- 
nancy. We should involve businesses, 
schools, religious institutions, and 
community organizations in order to 
bring together all facets of society in 
an organized effort to combat teen 
pregnancy both now and in the next 
generation. 

Although birth rates among all teen- 
agers are lower now than during the 
195078, the birth rate among unmarried 
teenagers has risen sharply over the 
last 30 years. In 1970, 70 percent of 
births to teens were to married teens. 
Now, 70 percent of births are to unmar- 
ried mothers. I find this statistic 
frightening. 

My home State of Arkansas runs a 
close second to Mississippi for highest 
level of teen pregnancies. Among 
women ages 15 through 19, 80 out of 
every 1,000 give birth. In fact, in 1992, 
teenagers gave birth to more than 7,000 
children in Arkansas. These facts can- 
not be ignored. 

Another fact that cannot be ignored: 
teens from poor and educationally dis- 
advantaged families are more likely to 
become pregnant than those from more 
affluent and highly educated parents. A 
recent study indicated that education 
is the number one predictor of teen 
pregnancy. Teenagers whose mothers 
have at least a high school education 
are half as likely to become teen moth- 
ers themselves. I am convinced that 
education is the key to our teen preg- 
nancy problem. I realize that this is 
not a cheap solution, nor is it a quick 
one. It could take a generation to re- 
duce teen pregnancies significantly. 
The point is, of the limited amount we 
know about teen pregnancy prevention, 
we do know that education works. We 
should require young women who get 
pregnant to stay in school. It is the 
only chance they have to be able to 
provide a future for themselves or for 
their child. 

Although teenage parents make up 
only a very small percentage of the 
current AFDC caseload, many older 
women on welfare had their first child 
as teenagers. Almost half of all adoles- 
cent mothers, both married and unmar- 
ried, began receiving AFDC within 5 
years of giving birth for the first time. 
For unmarried adolescent mothers, 
this number increases to three-fourths. 
The fact is that the birth of a child 
compounds the disadvantages that 
many young people face and makes it 
more likely that they will live in pov- 
erty. 

Mr. President, my State requires 
teen mothers to live with a responsible 
adult and to stay in school through 
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waivers to the current AFDC program. 
These programs are effective because 
they say to these young parents that 
we, our society, and our Government, 
are willing to help them succeed, to 
help them learn, to allow them to have 
the opportunities that they, as Amer- 
ican citizens, deserve. I do not believe 
that Arkansas is the only State which 
would benefit from such programs. 
This is why I support Senator CONRAD’s 
teen parent amendment, and I urge my 
colleagues to join me in this support. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have been 
trying to work out the amendment. I 
thought if we worked it out on the 
basis we would accept it and not be re- 
quired to have a rollcall vote. As far as 
I know it is unanimous. I thought that 
is what part of the package was. 

Mr. CONRAD. I just say this to the 
leader. I was hopeful we could do this 
without a vote. Others who have been 
involved in this have insisted on a 
vote, and I am duty bound to honor 
their request after all. 

Mr. DOLE. I may not be duty bound 
to accept it. We will see what happens 
here. My view was we were trying to 
speed up the process. It is now 20 min- 
utes of 9 o’clock. We have been working 
in good faith all day. I do not know 
who requested the vote. I wish they 
were there. We spent an hour on the 
amendment. We could have had three 
or four votes. We will reserve judgment 
on the amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the majority 
leader. I say I was hopeful we could 
avoid a vote, and perhaps that could 
still be done. Maybe we can hear from 
Senator LIEBERMAN. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Could I say it is a tre- 
mendous amendment. Everybody is for 
it. I do not see why we do not accept it 
and get it over with. 

I wonder if the Senator might do 
this. We have other amendments. If he 
could check with his cosponsors and 
see if they drop their objections as we 
are dealing with the other amend- 
ments, then we can at least pick up 
some time. 

Mr. CONRAD. I hope maybe we could 
have Senator LIEBERMAN make a brief 
statement before we resolve it. The 
idea was to have a whole—— 

Mr. CHAFEE. All Senator LIEBERMAN 
can do is to lose now. Everybody is for 
the amendment. 

I yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
heeding the admonition, growing up in 
Connecticut State politics really al- 
ways taught me when you got the votes 
call the roll. 

I will be very brief and just say this: 
We have all talked about the problem 
of teenage pregnancy, of babies born 
out of wedlock and the extent to which 
that expands the welfare rolls; of the 
extent to which children born to poor, 
unwed mothers are born to a life that 
has very little hope in it; of the extent 
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to which babies born to unwed mothers 
without a father in the house too often 
grow up to be the violent young crimi- 
nals that disrupt, threaten, and hurt so 
many law-abiding people in our soci- 


ety. 

On this bill I think we are beginning 
to do something about the problem of 
teenage pregnancy and illegitimate 
births. No one can claim any certainty 
about how to deal with, let alone solve, 
so profound and complicated a human 
problem. We have begun to offer some 
opportunities to the States particu- 
larly to make a difference. 

Earlier today we sustained the part 
of this bill that deals with illegitimacy 
ratios and creates bonuses to States 
that are doing a good job at reducing 
the rate of illegitimacy. 

Here in the amendment Senator 
CONRAD and I have crafted, which the 
Republican leader has worked with us 
on throughout the day, I think we 
make another constructive contribu- 
tion. 

We set up a national program with 
national goals. We recognize the star- 
tling fact that so many of the babies 
born to teenage mothers are actually 
fathered by adult men by calling on the 
States to once again enforce statutory 
rape laws, and we fund these very hope- 
ful second-chance homes. 

I thank all on both sides who have 
worked to put this amendment to- 
gether. It is constructive. It can make 
a difference. 

Let me say for the record I am not 
the one asking for the vote. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I yield back the re- 
mainder of my time. 

Mr. CONRAD. Might I ask for 15 sec- 
onds to resolve this matter? 

Mr. President, we have checked with 
cosponsors who had made a commit- 
ment to ask for a vote on this matter, 
and we have persuaded them that the 
better part of valor is to have this ac- 
cepted. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen- 
ator ROCKEFELLER be listed as a co- 
sponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. I ask that the majority 
leader also be listed as an original co- 
sponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHAFEE. The amendment is 
agreeable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2528), as modi- 
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I ask that the votes we 
are going to have be set aside for 10 
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minutes so the Senator from New Jer- 
sey can be heard. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2496 

Mr. BRADLEY. I send an amendment 
to the desk and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment No. 2496 is pending. The 
Senator is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BRADLEY. The purpose of this 
amendment is simply to put back into 
place the basic elements of a cash as- 
sistance program, which were left out, 
I hope inadvertently, from the bill. 
Without retaining at least the basic 
core of a system that assists poor fami- 
lies, we would have nothing to reform. 
It simply requires States to set their 
own rules for assistance and then fol- 
low those rules. 

What is it we are trying to do here? 
I think, or I thought, that we were try- 
ing to change the welfare system to 
send clear messages about values, 
work, and responsible parenting. But if 
you wants to send a clear message, the 
rules have to be clear and firm. Parents 
have to know that if they violate the 
State rules, they will lose benefits, pe- 
riod. And if they follow the rules, look 
for work, take responsibility, they will 
be helped. Period. 

Under the bill, States may use the 
grant in any manner that is reasonably 
calculated to accomplish the purpose 
of this part, and that purpose is defined 
simply as assisting needy families, 
which can mean anything. States could 
conceivably do no more than to refer 
needy families to a facility where some 
surplus cheese might be available for 
parents. States could operate a totally 
chaotic, arbitrary, discriminatory, or 
virtually nonexistent welfare system, 
while still collecting their funds under 
this block grant. 

Governors have assured us that they 
will administer funds fairly and respon- 
sibly. I have no doubt that most of 
them will try to. But we also know 
that most States will face increasing 
financial pressure. Only a few States, 
according to the CBO, can afford to pay 
for the work requirements in this bill. 
So even if States don’t completely ig- 
nore whole populations, they might 
provide minimal assistance in one re- 
gion of the State or put very needy ap- 
plicants on a waiting list after the Fed- 
eral funds run out. 

The result will be the opposite of 
what is intended. Instead of imposing 
time limits on those who have been on 
welfare for a long time, we will put 
people who need help for the first time 
on a waiting list. 

Without basic standards, work re- 
quirements would become meaningless, 
since there is no basic definition of who 
is eligible and therefore who should be 
in a work program. If a State has trou- 
ble meeting the work participation re- 
quirements under this bill, they can 
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simply stop serving those who are hav- 
ing the most trouble finding work. 

This amendment requires States to 
set basic eligibility standards, define 
categorical exceptions—such as time 
limits—and then follow those rules by 
assisting everyone eligible under those 
State rules. Everything in this debate 
suggests that this is what we expect 
States to do, so why not spell it out. 

My amendment retains every aspect 
of State flexibility ever asked for by 
any Governor. States would be free to 
set eligibility standards and benefits, 
as they do now, and to set rules for in- 
come and assets. They could set short- 
time limits or deny benefits to unwed 
teen mothers or additional children 
born to women receiving benefits, as 
long as they apply the rules consist- 
ently. 

I have also made clear in this amend- 
ment that States could also cut off 
benefits to any family under the terms 
of an individualized agreement with 
the family. The most innovative 
States, like Iowa and Utah as well as 
New Jersey, currently establish such 
contracts setting specific obligations 
for each family. A parent might agree, 
for example, to seek substance abuse 
treatment, and face a cutoff of benefits 
if he or she does not comply. This 
amendment makes clear that States 
can cut off benefits for failure to com- 
ply, as long as the rules are clear. 

This amendment does not challenge 
any specific reasons a State might 
choose to cut a family off benefits, 
even though I have doubts about the 
merits of some of the categorical cut- 
offs in the House bill. What this 
amendment goes after is the arbitrary 
refusal to help a family: The waiting 
list. The neglected region of a State. 
The bureaucrat who has not gotten 
around to looking at the application. 
The agency that does not want the has- 
sle of dealing with someone who will 
require more time to place in a job. 

States could set any rules they like. 
But people have to know what the 
rules are. It’s a very simple amend- 
ment, but without it, this bill is mean- 
ingless, empty, and potentially dev- 
astating news for families with chil- 
dren. 

Rebuttal to claim that this amend- 
ment recreates entitlement. 

This amendment does not entitle 
anyone to anything. It gives States 
total freedom to develop any kind of 
rule under which an individual can be 
cut off. If a State wants to say, you re- 
ceive no benefits if you are seen jay- 
walking, they can do it. 

Rebuttal to claim that this amend- 
ment is too prescriptive on States: 

If Governors are concerned that this 
would prevent them from implement- 
ing some policy that they want to 
enact, I would like to know what that 
is. If Governors want to do something 
different from writing new rules and 
implementing them, I think they own 
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us an answer about what it is they 
want to do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2496) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. DOLE. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be 2 
minutes between the second, third, 
fourth, and fifth rollcall votes—second, 
third, and fourth rolicall votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHAFEE. And that after the first 
rolicall vote, the votes be 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2526 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on amendment No. 
2526, offered by the Senator from Ala- 
bama [Mr. SHELBY] in which the yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee [Mr. FRIST] is nec- 
essarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Maryland [Mr. SARBANES] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Мг. 
GRASSLEY). Are there any other Sen- 
ators in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 93, 
nays 5, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 425 Leg.] 


YEAS—93 
Abraham Feinstein Lott 
Akaka Ford Lugar 
Ashcroft Glenn Mack 
Baucus Gorton McCain 
Bennett Graham McConnell 
Biden Gramm Mikulski 
Bingaman Grams Moseley-Braun 
Bond Grassley Murkowski 
Boxer Gregg Murray 
Bradley Harkin Nickles 
Breaux Hatch Nunn 
Brown Hatfield Pell 
Bumpers Heflin Pressler 
Burns Helms Pryor 
Campbell Hollings Reid 
Chafee Hutchison Robb 
Coats Inhofe Rockefeller 
Cochran Inouye Roth 
Cohen Jeffords Santorum 
Conrad Johnston Shelby 
Coverdell Kassebaum Simon 
Craig Kempthorne Simpson 
D'Amato Kennedy Smith 
Daschle Kerrey Snowe 
DeWine Kerry Specter 
Dodd Kohl Stevens 
Dole Kyl Thomas 
Domenici Lautenberg Thompson 
Dorgan Thurmond 
Exon Levin Warner 
Faircloth Lieberman Welistone 

NAYS—5 
Bryan Feingold Packwood 
Byrd Moynihan 
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NOT VOTING—2 
Frist Sarbanes 
So the amendment (No. 2526) was 
agreed to. 


Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. May we have order, 
Mr. President. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have just 
had a discussion with the distinguished 
Democratic leader, Senator DASCHLE, 
and we would like anybody here who 
feels compelled—I underscore the word 
compelled—to offer an amendment to- 
night or sometime during the night to 
let us know during this next vote. We 
would like to wrap up this bill. We are 
working on a major amendment that 
we think will be acceptable. And I 
know some people think they need to 
offer every amendment, and some of 
these amendments are not really ger- 
mane to this bill. But we would like to 
have some idea of how many amend- 
ments we have left. 

So if you would either let me know, 
if it is a Republican amendment, or 
Senator DASCHLE know, or the man- 
agers know, between now and the time 
the next couple of votes end, we would 
appreciate it. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2669 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next 
order of business is the Mikulski 
amendment 2669, 2 minutes evenly di- 
vided. 

Who yields time? 

The Senator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 1 minute. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. This amendment is 
offered by Senator BRADLEY and my- 
self. Its purpose is to bring men back 
into the family: No. 1, to have tough 
child support; No 2, to promote mar- 
riage, and, No. 3, to end the parent trap 
that is in the GOP welfare reform bill. 
The GOP welfare reform bill does noth- 
ing to restore men in families. 

What this amendment does is provide 
job placement for noncustodial fathers, 
meaning if a dad wants a job and to go 
to work, if he does not have work, we 
work to place him in it. 

No. 2, we prevent States creating 
welfare rules that penalize marriage 
and push men out of the family, par- 
ticularly where they work more than 
100 hours a month. 

We also promote marriage. It says 
that where there is a family cap, this 
amendment would require them to 
come up with incentives that promote 
marriage. The other is we would pay 
child support to mothers, not to child 
support. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 
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Ms. MIKULSKI. Our amendment is 
good for fathers, for kids, for America. 
I urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The majority leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I know the 
Senator feels very strongly about this 
amendment. 

Let me just say, we have tried to ac- 
commodate a number of major amend- 
ments—child care. We have lost some 
savings on this bill, and our savings are 
not nearly as much as the House side. 
This amendment would cost $920 mil- 
lion over the next 7 years. That is al- 
most $1 billion. There is no offset. It 
would come right out of the savings. I 
hope it will be rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator yield back the time? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield to the Senator 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, in 
addition to this amendment costing $1 
billion, this sets up a job training and 
job search program for deadbeat dads 
and for people who let their kids go on 
welfare. 

You have a hard-working parent who 
is trying to help their children, who is 
working in a job. They do not get any 
help from the Government. But if you 
have a deadbeat dad and you let your 
kids go on welfare, we are going to set 
up a job training and job search pro- 
gram for you. This is a misguided 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. This is a 10- 
minute гоПсай vote. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee [Mr. FRIST] is nec- 
essarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Maryland (Мг. SARBANES] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 34, 
nays 64, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 426 Leg.] 


YEAS—34 
Akaka Glenn Lieberman 
Biden Harkin Mikulski 
Bingaman Heflin Moseley-Braun 
Boxer Hollings Murray 
Bradley Inouye Pell 
Breaux Johnston Reid 
Conrad Kennedy Robb 
Daschle Kerry Rockefeller 
Dodd Kohl Simon 
Dorgan Lautenberg Wellstone 
Feingold Leahy 
Ford Levin 

NAYS—& 
Abraham Bryan Coats 
Ashcroft Bumpers Cochran 
Baucus Burns Cohen 
Bennett Byrd Coverdell 
Bond Campbell Craig 
Brown Chafee D'Amato 


DeWine Inhofe Pressler 
Dole Jeffords Pryor 
Domenici Kassebaum Roth 
Exon Kempthorne Santorum 
Faircloth Kerrey Shelby 
Feinstein Kyl Simpson 
Gorton Lott Smith 
Graham Lugar Snowe 
Gramm Mack Specter 
Grams McCain Stevens 
Grassley McConnell Thomas 
Gregg Moynihan Thompson 
Hatch Murkowski Thurmond 
Hatfield Nickles Warner 
Helms Nunn 
Hutchison Packwood 
NOT VOTING—2 

Frist Sarbanes 

So the amendment (No. 2669) was re- 
jected. 


Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, we 
must have order as a procedural matter 
is about to be discussed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator suspend? The Senator from 
New York wants order. The Chair asks 
every Senator to pay attention to the 
Senator from Rhode Island who seeks 
the floor. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2517, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, just to 
intervene here, we are prepared to ac- 
cept the following amendment after 
the Feinstein amendment, which is the 
DeWine amendment. I know the Sen- 
ator from Mississippi had some res- 
ervations, and there are some changes 
that we would make in that DeWine 
amendment before the conference. The 
other side is prepared to accept it, and 
we are prepared to accept the DeWine 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator from Rhode Island seeking to 
vitiate the yeas and nays on the 
DeWine amendment? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Correct. I ask unani- 
mous consent that the yeas and nays 
be vitiated on the DeWine amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
DeWine amendment No. 2517, as modi- 
fied. 

So, the amendment (No. 2517), as 
modified, was agreed to. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2478 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next 
issue before the Senate is the Feinstein 
amendment 2478, with 2 minutes evenly 
divided. Who yields time? 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN addressed 
Chair. 


the 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California is recognized for 
one minute. 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Chair. 


Mr. President, the bill, as presently 
drafted, would deny cash and noncash 
welfare benefits to naturalized citizens. 
The Constitution of the United States 
provides for one class of citizens, and 
the only place it diverges is with re- 
spect to the President of the United 
States. 


In every other case, a naturalized cit- 
izen is as good as a native-born citizen. 
I believe it is extraordinarily impor- 
tant that this amendment be adopted. 
It is supported by the American Bar 
Association, by the Governor’s con- 
ference, by the State legislatures, by 
Mayor Giuliani, by Mayor Riordan of 
Los Angeles, by virtually a whole host 
of organizations. It would be my hope 
that in this bill we do not, for the first 
time in American history, create two 
classes of American citizens. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. Who yields 
time? The Senator from Wyoming is 
recognized for 1 minute. 


Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, as 
many of you know, through the years, 
we do immigration reform legislation. 
It is always materially dressed, and 
then when we come to tough votes, we 
do not stick. This is one of those. We 
are not making second-class citizens of 
anyone. We are saying that whether 
you are naturalized or whether you are 
native born, one of the assets that is 
considered as to whether you are a pub- 
lic charge should be a contract, should 
be a court-ordered support, and we 
think that one of the things that 
should be in there is the affidavit of 
support of the sponsor. That is all we 
are saying. 


That does not make anyone a second- 
class citizen. If you do not include 
that, then, in my mind, you are going 
to induce people to naturalize so they 
can get into the public support system. 
That is why I object to this measure. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. This is a 10- 
minute rollcall vote. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee [Mr. FRIST] is nec- 
essarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Maryland [Mr. SARBANES] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 37, 
nays 61, as follows: 
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Abraham Glenn Mack 
Akaka Graham Mikulski 
Biden Harkin Moseley-Braun 
Boxer Hatfield м 
Bradley Tnouye Pell 
Breaux Jeffords Robb 
Chafee Johnston Santorum 
Cohen Kennedy Simon 
Daschle Kerry Snowe 
Dodd Kohl Specter 
Feingold Lautenberg Wellstone 
Feinstein Leahy 
Ford Levin 
NAYS—61 

Ashcroft Exon McConnell 
Baucus Paircloth Moynihan 
Bennett Gorton Murkowski 

Gramm Nickles 
Bond Grams Nunn 
Brown Grassley Packwood 
Bryan Gregg Pressler 
Bumpers Hatch Pryor 
Burns Heflin Reid 

Helms Rockefeller 
Campbell Hollings th 
Coats Hutchison Shelby 
Cochran Inhofe Simpson 
Conrad Kassebaum Smith 
Coverdell Kempthorne Stevens 
Craig Kerrey Thomas 
D'Amato Kyl Thompson 
DeWine Lieberman Thurmond 
Dole Lott Warner 
Domenici Lugar 
Dorgan McCain 

NOT VOTING—2 
Frist Sarbanes 
So the amendment (No. 2478) was re- 

jected. 


Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, this is 
the last vote in this category. We have 
others coming after this. But the oth- 
ers have not yet been debated or roll- 
calls ordered. This is the last one in 
this group. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2513 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next 
order of business before the Senate is 
the Feinstein amendment numbered 
2513. There аге 2 minutes evenly di- 
vided. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
under present law, deeming only ap- 
plies to cash programs, AFDC, SSI and 
food stamps. 

Without this amendment, there is a 
massive cost shift, particularly to four 
States: New York, Texas, Florida and 
California. That cost shift is literally 
hundreds of millions of dollars because 
it means that legal immigrants pres- 
ently in this country today would not 
have access to Medicaid, to Head Start, 
to child protective services, to foster 
care, to any of those noncash pro- 


grams. 

Who would have to pick it up? The 
State or the local jurisdictions. It is a 
massive cost shift for four major 
States. I yield the floor. 

Mr. DOLE. I say this is a $700 million 
reduction in the savings. I know it isa 
problem. 
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My view is we have already tried to 
accommodate a number of requests, 
and we believe we ought to protect the 
savings we have. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, we 
have already agreed to a Wellstone 
amendment which had to do with bat- 
tered women and foster children, the 
exemption there. There was a Kennedy 
amendment with regard to Head Start, 
soup lines and kitchens. We have 
agreed to that. 

This opens up this bill. This includes 
Medicaid, public housing, job training 
and any other program which does not 
provide cash assistance to the recipi- 
ent. 

We have a year’s gap in the bill to 
take care of people in extremity who 
are broke or sponsors that cannot 
make it, or people who cannot make it 
and have no food and shelter. That is 
all in this bill. For a whole year we 
take care of those people. 

This opens the gate for $707 million. 
I do not know where it is supposed to 
come from—maybe Medicaid. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment No. 2513. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. This is a is 10-minute 
rollcall. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee [Mr. FRIST] is nec- 
essarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Maryland [Mr. SARBANES], is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 20, 
nays 78, as follows: 


[Rollcall Vote No. 428 Leg.] 


YEAS—20 
Akaka Graham Moseley-Braun 
Bingaman Harkin Moynihan 
Boxer Inouye Murray 
Daschle Johnston Simon 
Dodd Kennedy Specter 
Feinstein Kohl Wellstone 
Glenn Mikulski 

NAYS—78 
Abraham Exon Lott 
Ashcroft Faircloth Lugar 
Baucus Feingold Mack 
Bennett Ford McCain 
Biden Gorton McConnell 
Bond Gramm Murkowski 
Bradley Grams Nickles 
Breaux Grassley Nunn 
Brown Gregg Packwood 
Bryan Hatch Pell 
Bumpers Hatfield Pressler 
Burns Heflin Pryor 
Byrd Helms Reid 
Campbell Hollings Robb 
Chafee Hutchison Rockefeller 
Coats Inhofe Roth 
Cochran Jeffords Santorum 
Cohen Kassebaum Shelby 
Conrad Kempthorne Simpson 
Coverdell Kerrey Smith 
Craig Kerry Snowe 
D'Amato Ку! Stevens 
DeWine Lautenberg Thomas 
Dole Leahy Thompson 
Domenici Levin Thurmond 
Dorgan Lieberman Warner 
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NOT VOTING—2 
Frist Sarbanes 
So, the amendment (No. 2513) was re- 
jected. 


Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, may 
we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
McCAIN). May we have order in the 
Senate? The Senate is not in order. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve the Senator from Florida is next 
in our sequence. May I ask how much 
time the Senator will require, how lit- 
tle time the Senator will require? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair notes the distinguished majority 
leader is seeking recognition. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I was going 
to ask the same question, if we could 
get some agreement on time, or get a 
voice vote. Some of these things could 
be disposed of on a voice vote, I think. 
Like an 80-to-20 vote, we could prob- 
ably determine that by audible vote, if 
somebody wanted that. But if we could 
get a time agreement, that would be a 
start. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, 20 min- 
utes, equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. There will be 20 minutes, 
equally divided. 

Mr. DOLE. I yield to the Senator 
from West Virginia, Senator BYRD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I hope Sen- 
ators will take their cue from the ma- 
jority leader and have voice votes. If it 
is any satisfaction to offer an amend- 
ment at this stage, just to offer it, get 
a voice vote on it. These amendments 
are not going anywhere. Most of these 
amendments are going to be dead on 
arrival when they get to conference. 
We are just wasting our time. There 
are not many Senators listening now. 
Look around these walls. Just look at 
the people stacked around the walls. 
We cannot get order in the Chamber. 
Who wants to speak when Senators 
cannot listen? We are just wasting our 
time, spinning our wheels. 

We have had a good run for the bill. 
We have had a vote on the Democratic 
substitute. Several amendments have 
gotten good votes. I know that every 
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person who offers amendments feels 
that they are good amendments. But 
we have reached a point now where the 
law of diminishing returns has set in. 

I hope Senators will curb their appe- 
tites for rollcall votes and call up their 
amendments, have a voice vote. We are 
not going anywhere anyhow. Not many 
amendments are even going to carry. 

We have been on this bill now for 12 
session days. We have all had a good 
chance at it. We have had our run at it. 
Let us go home. I have a wife waiting 
on me and my little dog, Billy. 

[Laughter.] 

We have reached a point now where 
we are just looking foolish. 

I thank the leaders and all Senators 
who have listened. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, with 
some temerity making a point and 
bringing attention to the rules and the 
presence of the ROBERT C. BYRD, may I 
say that if they voice vote and it is 
close, a Senator may ask for a division 
and get a count. It need not take 20 
minutes. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I want to 
say that perhaps we can help resolve it, 
too, if we can get this consent agree- 
ment. Let me read it for my colleagues, 
and everybody can decide. 

Iask unanimous consent that the fol- 
lowing amendments be the only amend- 
ments remaining in order, other than 
those cleared by the two managers; 
that they be debated this evening, and 
the votes occur on or in relation to the 
amendments tomorrow beginning at 
9:30 a.m., with 10 minutes between each 
rolicall vote to be equally divided in 
the usual form: 

Bingaman, No. 2483; Bingaman, No. 
2484; Simon, No. 2468; Wellstone, No. 
2503 and 2505; Kennedy, No. 2564; Kohl, 
No. 2550; Graham of Florida, No. 2509 
and 2568; Gramm of Texas, No. 2615, as 
modified, and 2617; Levin-Dole modi- 
fication No. 2486. 

I further ask that following the 
votes, beginning at 9:30 a.m. on Friday, 
the two leaders be recognized to offer 
the compromise modification Dole 
amendment, with 40 minutes for debate 
to be equally divided in the usual form, 
and that following the conclusion or 
yielding back of time, the amendment 
be so modified. 

I also ask that following the modi- 
fication, it be in order for one amend- 
ment to be offered by the majority 
leader and one amendment to be of- 
fered by ten minority leader; and that 
following the disposition of the two 
leaders“ amendments, if offered, the 
Senate proceed to the adoption of the 
Dole amendment 2280, as amended; and 
that following the disposition of the 
Dole amendment, the bill be advanced 
to third reading, and final passage 
occur at a time and day to be deter- 
mined by the majority leader after con- 
sultation with the Democratic leader. 

Let me explain what this would do. 
This would mean that those who do not 
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have amendments would not have to 
stay here for debate. Debate would be 
completed this evening, and we will 
start to vote tomorrow. 

That would also give additional 
time—because we do have a rather 
major drafting effort going on—to oth- 
ers to take a look at that tomorrow 
morning to see if it is satisfactory to 
people on both sides. 

I think I inadvertently asked for a 
Bradley amendment, which might cre- 
ate a new entitlement program. I 
might need to strike that out. I did not 
read it carefully enough. I thank my 
colleague from New Jersey. 

So I might do that tomorrow because 
they are going to score this, and I do 
not want to lose any additional money. 
We have lost a little today. 

But that would be the UC agreement. 
I think we have protected everybody's 
rights. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, will 
the majority leader yield? 

Mr. President, I must confess I 
looked at it—with one exception that I 
believe our staffs have looked at—and I 
am a little concerned on reflection 
that the 40 minutes may not be an ade- 
quate period of time for people to look 
at the larger compromise amendment. 
we want to give everybody a chance to 
do that. It could be that less than 40 
minutes may be required. If we could 
just delete any reference to a period of 
time, that would satisfy us. 

Second, if we could just have two 
amendments to be offered by the ma- 
jority leader and the minority leader, I 
think that would take care of any con- 
cern that we have. 

Mr. DOLE. Two by the majority and 
two by the minority. 

I make those modifications. 

I take out the following words: With 
40 minutes for debate to be equally di- 
vided іп the usual form." 

So the modification reads: To offer 
the compromise modification to the 
Dole amendment, and that following 
the conclusion or yielding back of 
time, the amendment be so modified. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Reserving the 
right to object, I shall not, I wonder 
whether on the Wellstone amendment 
2503, I say to the majority leader, 
change that to modified.“ I think 
that is OK with everyone. 

Mr. DOLE. 2503, as modified. No prob- 
lem. And 2505. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. 2505 is fine. 

Mr. DOLE. 2503, as modified. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. As I understand 
the agreement, the time for vote on 
final passage is still left. 

Mr. DOLE. Let me just assure every- 
body, I think this is a very important 
vote. Nobody wants to miss this vote. I 
know that some people are necessarily 
absent tomorrow. Some are necessarily 
absent on Monday. 

I hope we could say, after the Tues- 
day luncheons, if everybody is in town. 

Mr. DASCHLE. If I could just add not 
only that concern, but because we have 
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made a lot of changes throughout the 
day, I think everybody ought to have 
plenty of opportunity to look at it 
prior to the time they are going to be 
casting their vote. 

So for both reasons, I think it would 
be good if we held it over until next 
week. 

Mr. DOLE. We want to get to third 
reading, have a vote, and we can start 
on appropriations tomorrow and wrap 
those up in a few days. 

(Laughter.] 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
could I ask the majority leader, does 
the unanimous consent agreement con- 
template some time tomorrow for some 
few minutes to discuss each amend- 
ment before the votes occur? 

Mr. DOLE. Ten minutes. If you do 
not want to stay tonight, there are 10 
minutes between each vote tomorrow. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I thank the major- 
ity leader. 

Mr. DOLE, It might be better to do it 
tomorrow. 

Is there objection? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BYRD. Reserving right to object, 
Mr. President, could we just have a 
better understanding as to when the 
final vote will occur? 

Mr. DOLE. On the bill itself, final 
passage? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 

Mr. DOLE. It is my hope—I have not 
consulted with the Democratic leader— 
if all Members are in town, following 
the luncheons on Tuesday, we would 
vote following the luncheons on Tues- 
day. 

Mr. BYRD. So is that part of the re- 
quest? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes. That is not part of 
the agreement in case somebody is ill 
or is not able to be here. I think we 
ought to make every effort to have ev- 
erybody available. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the leader. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Reserving the right 
to object, I understand what the major- 
ity leader said about the amendment 
that I offered. I wanted to assure him 
that the second part of the paragraph 
that I was reading explaining the 
amendment would have gotten to that 
aspect of the amendment. But the ma- 
jority leader cut me off and moved to 
pass the bill. 

So I appreciate what he said, and I 
look forward to tomorrow. 

Mr. DOLE. I will strike out the sec- 
ond part, then. 

[Laughter.] 

But we will work it out. We will not 
have any problem. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, could I just 
say that the Senator mentioned 
amendment 2564. This was to make it 
agreeable with the Senator from Wyo- 
ming because it deals with a narrow 
element in terms of the refugees. He 
had agreed to changes on it. I would 
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like to be able to modify that, if that 
is agreeable. 

Mr. DOLE. Without objection, 
would say 2564, as modified. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. We have the agreement. 

So Senator BINGAMAN is up now. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I believe Senator 
GRAHAM was. 

Mr. DOLE. Senator GRAHAM from 
Florida, excuse me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida is recognized. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 


we 


AMENDMENT NO. 2509 

Mr. GRAHAM. I call up amendment 
2509. 

Mr. President, this is another amend- 
ment that relates to the provisions in 
the bill having to do with that arcane 
subject of deeming. Deeming means 
that in calculating the financial status 
of an individual you deem to include in 
that individual's assets and income the 
assets and income of a third party. In 
this case, the individual who is affected 
is a person who—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator suspend? 

Will the Senate please be in order? 

The Senator from Florida is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, under 
this amendment, we are focused on one 
group of people, a finite, fixed number 
of individuals. Those are individuals 
who are in the United States lawfully 
as of the enactment date of this legis- 
lation. This is not an open-ended num- 
ber of people which could be aug- 
mented by persons coming legally to 
the United States in the future. 

What this amendment says is that 
for those people who are in the country 
legally today, legal aliens, they should 
be treated under the rules that exist 
today with one very major exception, 
and that is they would be treated in 
the legislation the majority leader 
would provide as it relates to supple- 
mental Social Security income. 

We are dealing in this amendment 
with a finite group of people, those who 
came into this country legally, who are 
in the country today, and who came 
here under certain rules and expecta- 
tions. Frankly, one of those rules was 
that for many of these people they had 
a sponsor who sponsored their entry 
into the United States. Sadly, the fact 
is that by court ruling the sponsorships 
of legal aliens are extremely difficult 
to enforce, difficult to enforce by pub- 
lic agencies, difficult to enforce by pri- 
vate parties including the legal alien 
him or herself. 

It seems to me extremely unfair, now 
that these people are in the country le- 
gally—and I underscore the word le- 
gally—to change the rules on them. It 
is particularly unfair for а specific 
group within this class that I would 
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like to talk about, and that is those 
who have come here as relatively 
young people and are now enrolled in 
an educational program. 

The largest community college in the 
country is Miami Dade Community 
College located in Miami. That one in- 
stitution has some 20,000 legal immi- 
grants within its student body, and 
8,000 of those individuals are estimated 
to be ruled ineligible for student finan- 
cial aid if an amendment such as the 
one that I have offered were not to be 
adopted. 

Here are people trying to do exactly 
what the American dream is all about, 
to improve themselves by hard work, 
by education, by increasing their abil- 
ity to contribute to the well-being of 
themselves, their families, their com- 
munities, and their Nation. With the 
failure to adopt this amendment, we 
would make it extremely difficult for 
many of these students to continue 
their education. 

This legislation has the strong sup- 
port of the American Association of 
Community Colleges and a variety of 
other State and local service providers 
who understand the implications of 
changing the rules for people who are 
in this country legally at the time this 
legislation goes into effect. 

Mr. President, I appreciate your 
courtesy. I would like to yield time to 
actually the individual who was the 
original author of this legislation and 
who has been kind enough to allow me 
to join him in that effort, Senator 
SIMON of Illinois. 

I wish to assure that Senator SIMON 
is fully listed as a sponsor of this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, is there 
a time agreement on this amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min- 
utes on either side. 

Mr. CHAFEE. On both sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min- 
utes on each side, 20 minutes equally 
divided. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I have a question of 
the Senator from Florida. Is there any 
cost estimate on this? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I remind 
the Senator from Rhode Island, ques- 
tions are to be addressed through the 
Chair. 

Mr. CHAFEE. 
Chair—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Or if the 
Senator from Rhode Island wishes 
unanimous consent to engage in col- 
loquy with the Senator from Florida. 

The Senator from Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The estimate is that 
over the 5 years the total cost is $600 
million. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Florida yield time to the 
Senator from Illinois? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I yield time to the 
Senator from Illinois. 


I would ask the 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida has 5 minutes and 46 
seconds remaining 

The Senator ені Illinois is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I shall use 
less than 2 minutes. 

I would like to have the attention of 
my fellow colleagues who are here. 
What this amendment does is simply 
says let us make this prospective. Let 
us apply it in the future. Let us not 
take people who have agreed to sponsor 
people for 3 years and all of a sudden 
we are going to say sorry, this contract 
is for 5 years. And to take people who 
are in a college situation, who are 
going to become citizens, and say 
sorry, you are going to have to leave 
school, I do not think that makes 
sense. 

I hope that the distinguished Senator 
from Rhode Island and the distin- 
guished Senator from Kansas might 
consider accepting this amendment. I 
think it does make sense to do this 
prospectively, not retroactively. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask if 
the proponents of the measure—we 
have gotten the cost of it—if they have 
an offset, any way of paying for it? 

sae GRAHAM. We do not have an off- 


бе ре PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SIMPSON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Rhode Island yield time 
to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes. Such time as he 
needs. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I think 5 minutes 
would be adequate. 

Mr. President, again, this is one of 
those areas of dealing with immigra- 
tion and welfare and deeming provi- 
sions. Let us understand what deeming 
is. The sponsor brings you here to the 
United States, and his or her income is 
deemed to be yours. You as a sponsor 
are responsible for this person coming 
to the United States, for their assist- 
ance, their welfare. And you cannot 
come to the United States at any time 
if you are going to be a public charge. 
At any time you become a public 
charge while you are still in this cat- 
egory, you do not come on as a natu- 
ralized citizen. You must be self-sus- 
taining. That has been the law since 
1882. 

So, again, we are at one of these im- 
passes where I am surprised some of 
these have been successful. This is an 
ancient ritual. It is about people who 
say we want to do something about 
legal immigration, we want to do 
something about illegal immigration, 
and we want to do something about 
people who misuse the systems. But we 
do not. 

Now, in the last Congress, we in- 
creased the deeming period for SSI to 5 
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years. We did that. We already did 
that. In his proposal—I hope you all 
hear this—President Bill Clinton in his 
proposed welfare reform bill raised the 
deeming period for AFDC and food 
stamps to 5 years. This President, 
President Clinton, has agreed that this 
is what we should do. That is what the 
Dole bill quite logically and properly 
then does. It sets a deeming period on 
all welfare programs at 5 years, in ac- 
cordance with the directive and the 
wishes of the Justice Department and 
the President of the United States. 

Please remember that the folks that 
are affected by this amendment were 
admitted as immigrants only—only— 
after they and their sponsors prom- 
ised—promised—that they would not 
become dependent on public assistance 
at any time, period, not just for 5 
years, but for any time, 

Now, under this amendment, they 
would be permitted to access the public 
welfare systems of the United States 
after only as few as 3 years in the Unit- 
ed States of America. The sponsor 
would be off the hook, relieved of his 
promise of support, and the taxpayers 
would take over. 

I think that is basically very wrong. 
I guess to paraphrase the words of Ger- 
trude Stein: A sponsor is a sponsor is a 
sponsor. If you do not want to take 
care of someone when you bring them 
to the United States, do not sponsor 
them. If you bring them in as an immi- 
grant, you have to. That is why people 
have misused the refugee programs. If 
you come here as a refugee, the Gov- 
ernment takes care of all of it. So we 
have people coming here as refugees 
who do not qualify in any way as refu- 
gees. 

We have presumptive refugees in cer- 
tain areas of the world who wait 1% 
years to come here after they have 
been designated as a presumptive refu- 
gee. You talk about gimmickry of the 
system. I have been at this game for 16 
years, and there is plenty of it. And 
this amendment would cost $623 mil- 
lion over 7 years. 

I want to say, too, that the students 
who the Senator has expressed concern 
for are sponsored immigrants who have 
been in the United States for less than 
5 years. They are persons now seeking 
public assistance for college education 
who have a sponsor who promised, in 
order to get that immigrant admitted, 
to provide whatever assistance the im- 
migrant might require in order to 
avoid becoming a public charge. 

That is where we are. It is not pleas- 
ant in any way to continually year 
after year stand here and try to present 
the issues as they really are without 
being described as mean spirited, 
pinched, riven, uncaring. 

That is not what we are talking 
about. We are talking about often peo- 
ple with a grand design of how to gim- 
mick the systems. And if you really are 
watching, keeping your eye on the rab- 
bit, this is not in any way helpful to 
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the welfare system or to the immigra- 
tion laws of the United States. 

Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida, 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, first, 
the question was asked do we have an 
offset? I answered we do not have an 
offset. We adopted other amendments 
here which create new entitlements, 
new benefits, new tax preferences with- 
out requiring an offset. This is the law 
today. What we are attempting to do is 
to retain the law today for those people 
who came here with the state of the 
law as it is. We are not trying to 
change the rules. 

We are trying to say, if these people 
came here with certain statements as 
to what their obligations would be, if 
the sponsor has entered into commit- 
ments with certain expectations as to 
what their obligations would be, we 
should keep those for those people who 
are in the country today. We are not 
proposing to make this an ongoing new 
standard. If you want to change the 
rules, we can change the rules and 
make it applicable to those who come 
after the rules are changed. 

Mr. President, this is not a particu- 
larly popular issue because, among 
other things, we are dealing with a 
small group of people. But we are deal- 
ing with people who embody what we 
as Americans most applaud—people 
who desire freedom, independence, who 
want to be like us. People who are the 
target of this amendment are trying to 
improve themselves so they can be 
even better Americans. 

I think it is both shortsighted and 
unfair to change the rules on these peo- 
ple and deny them, among other 
things, the opportunity to get that 
education that is going to make them 
a more productive citizen. These people 
will repay in their lifetime much more 
than the $600 million that this amend- 
ment calls for to continue to do for the 
next 5 years for these people what we 
have provided for them in the past and 
what we have considered to be in 
America’s best interest. It was then. It 
is now. And at least it will be for this 
current group of legal aliens who are in 
our country, particularly those who 
are utilizing the opportunities to ex- 
tend their education. 

Let me yield to the Senator from Illi- 
nois. 

Mr. SIMON. I thank my colleague. 

Let me tell you what it does. JOHN 
MCCAIN sponsors an immigrant named 
ALAN SIMPSON. And JOHN MCCAIN 
agrees he is going to be responsible for 
3 years. All of a sudden we have an 
amendment here that says, Sorry. 
JOHN MCCAIN. We have changed the 
law. You signed up for 3 years. We are 
going to make you responsible for 5 
years.” 

Second, it is true, as Senator SIMP- 
SON says, that if you take these young 
people out of college—some maybe are 
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not young—that temporarily we are 
going to save money. But we know 
from all the statistics that, if you let 
them stay in college, they are going to 
be more productive, pay taxes, and do 
more for our country and make ours a 
more productive country. 

I think the amendment is a good 
amendment, and I hope we will have 
the good sense to adopt it. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island has 4 minutes 
21 seconds. The Senator from Florida 
has 1 minute 5 seconds. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I re- 
serve my 1 minute 5 seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Rhode Island seek rec- 
ognition? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I yield 
the remainder of my time to the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming is recognized. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I have 
not much time left. I just want to say 
again that when a sponsor gives an af- 
fidavit of support—if we are talking 
about the things cherished in America, 
let us talk about keeping a promise. 
That would be a good place to start. 

When a sponsor agrees to bring in an 
immigrant, they agree that that person 
will not become a public charge. Not 
just for 5 years or 3 years, but the law 
says at any time. That is what the law 
says. I did not invent it. It came on the 
books in 1882. It says at any time, not 
just 5 years, not just 3. It does not mat- 
ter what was thought to be agreed to, 
the sponsor is deemed to have their as- 
sets considered the assets of the immi- 
grant for a period of any time, and that 
is the law of the United States and a 
contract or an obligation to do that 

Mr. GRAHAM. Will the Senator from 
Wyoming yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Yes. 

Mr. GRAHAM. If that is the law, why 
do we need to change it? The statement 
that you have is that there are set pe- 
riods of time in which a sponsor’s re- 
sources are deemed to be part of the 
sponsor-legal immigrant’s economic 
status. Those have been the law. If you 
are saying those were meaningless, in 
fact the 3-year periods we used to have 
in the past were inapplicable then, why 
do we need to change the law now? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, in the 
last Congress, we increased the deem- 
ing period for SSI to 5 years. The Presi- 
dent of the United States, in his wel- 
fare reform package, revised the deem- 
ing period for AFDC and food stamps to 
5 years. We are trying to follow the 
President of the United States and his 
viewpoint. 

Then you wonder where the support 
is coming from. I can tell you where it 
is coming from: A small cadre of edu- 
cational institutions. That is where it 
is coming from. We are not going to in- 
jure them in the process. 


September 14, 1995 


We are just saying that a sponsor’s 
promise is a sponsor's promise. I have 
been in these things for years. I am not 
the expert in any way. I would not even 
indicate that. But I do know what in- 
terest groups are when you deal with 
immigration. They come out of the 
woodwork. They are all out here right 
now, I suppose. There will be cadres of 
them. But one of them here is the 
group of educational institutions who 
see this, if this can get done, as tuition 
money, paid for. 

We have Pell grants, we have all 
sorts of things. We do take care of peo- 
ple in society. No one should miss the 
fact we are going to vote on a debt 
limit of $5 trillion in a few weeks, and 
Medicare will be broke and Social Se- 
curity will be broke in the year 2031 
and will go broke and start its decline, 
its swan song in 2013, and we will not 
even deal with that on the floor of the 
U.S. Senate, either party. 

Talk about obligations. And then 
just trot up $623 million and no place 
to get it. That is my humble viewpoint 
of this pointed issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida has 1 minute 5 sec- 
onds. The Senator from Rhode Island 
has 24 seconds remaining. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I think 
the issue here is fairly simple. We have 
had rules under which people have 
guided their lives as it relates to the 
status of sponsors and legal immi- 
grants, people who are in this country 
playing by the rules, trying to prepare 
themselves to become self-sufficient, 
contributing Americans. 

They are doing the heinous thing to 
continue their education: They are at- 
tending a vocational school; they are 
attending a community college. I think 
that is an activity that we should not 
say is just a matter of some interest 
group. Would you say the GI bill was 
just an interest group of a few college 
and university administrators? Of 
course not. It was a great program, it 
is a great program that has benefited 
this country manyfold. 

That is what the issue is in this 
amendment. I believe that we ought to 
say to these people, as part of their 
learning about America, that we play 
by the rules that were established 
when the game started. For you, we are 
going to complete the rules. If you 
want to change the rules for those in 
the future, that is perfectly permis- 
sible. I believe we should adopt this 
amendment as both an immediate and 
long-term contribution to а better 
America. Thank you. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Florida has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on this amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
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The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 

ator from Wyoming has 24 seconds re- 
maining 

Mr. "SIMPSON. Mr. President, again, 
the affidavit of support may be for 3 
years. But the overriding understand- 
ing of the American people is that the 
immigrant will not become a burden 
upon the taxpayers or the public. That 
is the issue. There is no other issue, es- 
pecially not in his or her first 5 years 
here. It never would have been allowed 
to take place if they knew they were 
going to access the public support sys- 
tems in the first 3 years of their pres- 
ence here. That is what this is about. 
That was the real condition of admis- 
sion. We are forgetting something here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. Under a previous agree- 
ment, the vote will be stacked until to- 
morrow morning. 

Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2468 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I do not 
know if we have an agreed-upon order, 
but I have an amendment I will be 
happy to discuss briefly. 

I offer this amendment in behalf of 
Senator BROWN, Senator REID and my- 
self. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

Mr. SIMON. This is a modification. 
Let me offer it as a modification of 
amendment No. 2468. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to modify amendment No. 2468. 

If I may say to my colleague from 
Mississippi, what I am doing is instead 
of having this a setaside—this is the 
community WPA Program—I am mak- 
ing it an authorization so that I think 
it may be acceptable. We have passed 
this as an authorization by voice vote. 
3 BOREN was the sponsor about a 
year а 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the modification? 

Mr. LOTT. Reserving the right to ob- 
ject, and I hope not to, Mr. President, 
but if I could address this question to 
the Senator from Illinois, has this been 
discussed or cleared, to his knowledge, 
with the managers? 

Mr. SIMON. I have not had a chance. 
Senator BROWN indicated to me- 
mentioned to him and to Senator REID 
that I was going to change it to an au- 
thorization because, frankly, the word 
was, as a setaside, it could be opposed 
on your side, but as an authorization, 
it might be approved. So that is the 
reason. I, frankly, have not had a 
chance to discuss it with the managers 
of the bill. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, has this 
been discussed with and cleared with 
the Senator’s cosponsors, for instance, 
the Senator from Colorado, Senator 
BROWN? 

Mr. SIMON. I discussed this with the 
Senator from Nevada and the Senator 
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from Colorado, both of whom strongly 
support it. I might add that we had co- 
sponsors of this, as independent legisla- 
tion, from your side as well, and it was 
adopted by voice vote here earlier—not 
this session, but an earlier session—as 
part of a larger bill which was vetoed 
but had nothing to do with this. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, one final 
question, if I could. We do have a copy 
of the modified language? 

Mr. SIMON. I have it at the desk. It 
just simply changes it from being a set- 
aside to an authorization. Otherwise, 
there is no change. 

. LOTT. I wonder, Mr. President, if 
I can suggest to the Senator from Illi- 
nois, we have not had a chance to take 
a look at the legislation. As the Sen- 
ator knows, some of the staff has al- 
ready left. I wonder if it would be per- 
missible, under the agreement we have, 
to wait and modify this in the morn- 
ing. I feel like probably there will be 
no problem getting an agreement. As 
the Senator knows, I am filling in here, 
too. The Senator from Illinois can dis- 
cuss the modification in the morning 
under the time agreement agreed to. 

Mr. SIMON. That is perfectly satis- 
factory to me. 

Мг. LOTT. I think what he has done 
is improved the prospects, and prob- 
ably there will be no problem. At this 
time, without the managers here and 
without the staff directly involved not 
here, we would like to have a chance to 
look at it. 

Mr. SIMON. The Senator's request is 
to withhold the request to modify? 

Mr. LOTT. Right. 

Mr. SIMON. OK. I will do that. Mr. 
President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2568 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I call 
up amendment No. 2568. It is one of the 
amendments under the unanimous con- 
sent agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Florida (Mr. GRAHAM] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2568. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print- 
ed in the Friday, September 8, 1995, edi- 
tion of the RECORD.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida is recognized. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to belabor this issue, because 
it is really an offshoot issue we debated 
at some length yesterday and the day 
before yesterday which related to the 
fact that there are very extreme dif- 
ferences in the amount of Federal re- 
sources that the 50 States will receive 
under this legislation. 

I introduced two amendments in an 
attempt to deal with that disparity. 
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One of those amendments has been ac- 
cepted and will be included in the man- 
agers amendment. That was what I 
called the “embarrassment” amend- 
ment. 

In this bill, there is a provision which 
states that there will be a periodic or 
annual evaluation of how the individ- 
ual States are performing under this 
bill, how well they are doing in terms 
of achieving its objectives, particularly 
in getting people off of welfare and into 
work. 

I would compare that standard to a 
series of football teams, some of whom 
are made up of professionals and others 
are junior high school players, because 
that is about the way in which the 50 
States are being equipped to carry out 
these responsibilities. 

In the case of the assistant majority 
leader, his State is going to have to 
spend 88 percent of all of its Federal 
money just to meet the mandates in 
this bill. There are other States that 
can meet the mandates with less than 
40 percent of the Federal money. 

So the first amendment, which, as I 
indicated, has been accepted for inclu- 
sion in a managers’ amendment, will 
simply say that when we go through 
this embarrassment test of how well 
you have done, part of that evaluation 
will be: How many resources did the 
State have? We are not going to ask 
the State that has one-tenth the re- 
sources of another to necessarily per- 
form at the same level. We are not 
going to subject that State to the ridi- 
cule of its inability to reach the same 
level of accomplishment. 

This is another amendment in the 
same spirit. We have in this bill a se- 
ries of national work participation 
rates. For instance, for a family receiv- 
ing assistance under this, where there 
is a single adult in the family, we are 
expecting 25 percent participation in 
1996, up to 50 percent participation by 
the year 2000. 

Again, I think it is unrealistic and 
unfair to expect the same standard of 
achievement for all States, given the 
fact that the resources available are 
unequal. So I provide in this amend- 
ment that the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, after consultation 
with the States, shall establish specific 
work participation rate goals for each 
State, adjusting the national participa- 
tion rate goals to reflect the level of 
Federal funds the State is receiving 
under this program and the average 
number of minor children in the fami- 
lies having income below the poverty 
line for that particular State. 

This will mean that we will set the 
goalposts consistent with how much 
money we are prepared to make avail- 
able to that State. Those States that 
are going to be richly endowed under 
this program will have a long goalpost 
to meet. Those that are more limited 
in their participation will have a less 
demanding standard. That seems to me 
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to be imminently fair and reasonable 
in terms of what we are going to be 
providing to the States to accomplish 
the objectives of this act. 

Mr. President, that is the amend- 
ment. I urge its adoption. I think it 
will be an amendment that the Sen- 
ators who are on the floor today, who 
represent some of that diversity, would 
be very receptive to, and possibly even 
willing to accept. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I think 
this issue has been discussed, as the 
Senator pointed out, at great length. I 
do not think there is going to be an in- 
clination to just accept it. But this will 
be resolved tomorrow. How much time 
do we have on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no time agreement on the amendment. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I am pre- 
pared to move to close, unless there is 
any other Senator who wishes to speak 
at this point. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, in 
order to protect our interest, I would 
like to ask for the yeas and nays on 
this amendment, indicating that if we 
can arrive at an amiable resolution of 
this, I would be prepared tomorrow to 
ask to vitiate the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, 
after months of diligent work, the Sen- 
ate is, at long last, debating the issue 
of welfare reform. This debate is simul- 
taneously timely and long overdue. It 
is timely because so much attention 
has been focused on this issue for the 
last several months, and, in fact, for 
many months prior to the start of the 
104th Congress. Members and staff have 
spent a vast number of hours reviewing 
concepts in welfare reform and devel- 
oping legislation to meet our goals. 
Their work has led to many well 
thought out proposals which are only 
now ready for full and vigorous debate 
on the Senate floor. It is overdue, how- 
ever, because we have known for years 
that the welfare system in this country 
was flawed, and yet the status quo was 
maintained. We must act now to make 
the necessary changes, because we dare 
not look back on this time and tell our 
children we failed to take action when 
we had the opportunity. 

As I was preparing for this debate, I 
became curious about the history of 
the word “welfare.” Upon looking it 
up, I was interested to note it comes 
from the Old English phrase ‘wel 
faran," which means, quite simply to 
ко, or to fare, well. While it sounds like 
the word has changed little from its 
earlier days, in reality the difference 
between the Old English phrase and the 
modern word is dramatic. Most nota- 
bly, under our current public assist- 
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ance programs, Mr. President, no one is 
faring well. 

In our society, three groups of people 
are more directly impacted by welfare 
than any others—the beneficiaries, the 
taxpayers, and the caseworkers. Obvi- 
ously, the beneficiaries themselves are 
the most immediately affected by our 
current system. And what has this sys- 
tem done for them? Generations have 
grown up without knowing the satis- 
faction of work and personal improve- 
ment. The value of family has been ig- 
nored, aiding the increasing rate of il- 
legitimacy. And possibly worst of all, 
children have been raised without hope 
in a system that does more to perpet- 
uate poverty than to break the welfare 
cycle. Obviously, some people have 
been able to get ahead and get off wel- 
fare. But for far too many, the system 
offers no incentives and no promise of 
a better future. Can anyone argue that 
these are positive results? I firmly be- 
lieve we should avoid the attitude that 
this Nation owes people something 
simply because they reside inside our 
borders. But I do believe we owe those 
in need the chance to reach above their 
situations—a chance which the current 
system denies. 

The taxpayers certainly should not 
be ignored in this debate. What the 
taxpayers of Idaho have been telling 
me is that they want to help those who 
truly are in need, but simply giving 
money away is not an answer. They 
also do not want a system which is 
open to fraud and abuse. Earlier this 
year, one of my constituents, Linda 
Murray-Donahue of Boise, cited a par- 
ticularly glaring example of how the 
system was being abused. More signifi- 
cant than the example she sent were 
her comments. After noting her own 
difficulties in trying to raise two chil- 
dren after being laid off, she stated, 

І ат disturbed at the prospect of continu- 
ing to struggle for my boys and continue to 
make them sacrifice so that [welfare abus- 
ers] do not have to take responsibility for 
their own lives.. . I and others do not be- 
grudge the truly needy. However, the [wel- 
fare abusers] need to be put on notice that 
we are demanding changes in their welfare 
way of life. 

I believe this is an accurate represen- 
tation of an attitude found throughout 
the Nation. People are not looking at 
welfare reform as a way to attack the 
unfortunate. Instead, they simply want 
to ensure that the truly needy are 
helped while those who can provide for 
themselves do so. In the process, they 
also want to know that their tax dol- 
lars are being used wisely and effi- 
ciently. 

In between the taxpayer and the ben- 
eficiary are the caseworkers and social 
workers. They too are frustrated by a 
system which they see thwarting their 
efforts to truly help people. While they 
work diligently to move families into 
work and a lifestyle of self-sufficiency, 
too many of their efforts are focused on 
verifying eligibility. Even when they 


September 14, 1995 


are able to help someone begin the 
transition from welfare to work, all too 
often they are stymied by a system 
which discourages people from trying 
to break the cycle of poverty. We owe 
it to the dedicated caseworkers and so- 
cial workers to let them work under a 
system which will help, rather than 
hinder, as they try to give welfare re- 
cipients a chance to improve their situ- 
ations. 

In this regard, Idaho has already 
taken an active approach to welfare re- 
form. Earlier this year, several mem- 
bers of the Department of Social Work 
at Boise State University released a re- 
port entitled, “Family Self Suffi- 
ciency: Welfare Reform in Idaho.” I 
think many of the points which were 
made in that report are important to 
share with my colleagues. With regard 
to the state of affairs today, the report 
is clear, “Тһе current strategy of alle- 
viating poverty through unconditional 
grants-in-aid has failed because it fos- 
ters dependency, weakens self-reliance, 
lowers attachment to work, and ex- 
cludes the poor from the participation 
іп the labor market.“ The report sums 
up the major problem with our welfare 
programs quite simply, [Tjhe system 
does not equip recipients with the 
means to leave poverty.“ 

The introduction to that report, I be- 
lieve, quite accurately describes the 
situation we now face, and the direc- 
tion in which it may be best addressed. 
I would like to quote that portion of 
the report. 

Welfare should be a “hand up' and not a 
“hand out.” Programs that do not stress self 
sufficiency erode the work ethic. Policies 
that reduce the incentives for the mainte- 
nance of families break them up. Programs 
that do not encourage participation in the 
economy through training and education go 
against the fabric of America’s belief sys- 
tem. At the same time, punitive programs 
diminish hope, hurt children, and foster long 
term poverty. 

Welfare is not a right or an entitlement, it 
is un investment. The traditional generosity 
of the American people toward the poor and 
those who find themselves in difficult situa- 
tions is sorely tested when welfare programs 
make no progress in either lifting clients out 
of poverty or of reinforcing self-reliance. The 
benefits the public accords the poor, the des- 
titute, the homeless, and the sick grow out 
of a democratic commitment to social jus- 
tice, equal opportunity, and a belief that we 
as Americans are in this together. 

Any welfare reform effort we undertake 
must reinforce these principles. Welfare is an 
investment in people that ideally benefits 
the recipient and society. In exchange for 
benefits, able-bodied clients must take steps 
in partnership with the state to lift them- 
selves to self-support. And despite myths to 
the contrary, the poor do work hard and wel- 
fare recipients want to find jobs. 

In Idaho, Governor Batt has already 
begun to move ahead with efforts to 
address exactly the kind of reforms 
mentioned in the report I just men- 
tioned. He has assembled a welfare re- 
form advisory council—composed of 
legislators, community leaders, private 
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citizens, and other key decision-mak- 
ers. In the Executive Order which es- 
tablished the advisory council, Gov- 
ernor Batt noted, 

“the current welfare system fails to foster 
fundamental values relating to work, family, 
personal responsibility, and self-suffi- 
ciency." The order went on to state, the 
current welfare system isolates recipients 
from the economic and social mainstream 
and maintains families at below poverty lev- 
els with only limited support or incentives 
to become independent of welfare assist- 
ance. . . [it] focuses on writing checks and 
verifying circumstances rather than helping 
people move rapidly to work.” 

The Governor's advisory council has 
now met with Idahoans throughout the 
state to hear the people’s thoughts on 
welfare reform. In addition, it has so- 
licited further public comment in 
newspaper advertisements all across 
Idaho. This information will be used to 
develop a welfare reform plan which is 
specific to Idaho's needs. Mr. Presi- 
dent, the State of Idaho is prepared to 
take on the challenge of welfare re- 
form, and has demonstrated the will- 
ingness to address the difficult issues 
which this endeavor encompasses. We 
should give them that opportunity. 

Idaho has specific concerns which it 
wants to address, concerns which in 
many cases are the same as those we 
have been discussing on a national 
level over the last few months. While 
these issues may be similar across the 
country, ideas for dealing with them 
are not. That is why we must let go of 
Federal control. As long as we continue 
the Federal strings, states will not 
have the needed flexibility to truly ad- 
dress their needs. They also will not 
have the flexibility to try innovative 
proposals which could serve as exam- 
ples to other states about what ap- 
proaches will lead to a truly productive 
welfare system. 

Mr. President, in my very first 
speech here on the floor of the U.S. 
Senate, I spoke about the need for 
States to be given the opportunity to 
develop their own solutions to specific 
problems. At the time, I said, “І be- 
lieve that we need to encourage inno- 
vation. The lessons we will learn from 
these different States, as they under- 
take these significant approaches, will 
be invaluable to us, both in learning 
what does work, and also in learning 
what does not work. . . We need to sup- 
port those States that are willing to 
actively seek solutions.” While that 
speech was in reference to Oregon's re- 
quest for a Medicaid waiver, I believe it 
is just as applicable today. True re- 
forms will come from the States, and 
we must give them the opportunity to 
prove they are up to the task of chang- 
ing, for the better, our current system 
of welfare. 

The bill we are currently considering 
takes tremendous strides toward 
achieving our goals. First and fore- 
most, it “block grants” many Federal 
welfare programs—including Aid to 
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Families with Dependent Children, job 
training programs and child care pro- 
grams. It also provides states with the 
option to accept Food Stamp funds as a 
block grant. This is the basis of real re- 
form. Turning these programs over to 
the States will provide people with the 
chance to shape poverty-assistance 
programs to meet local needs. As a 
former mayor, and as the author of the 
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act, S. 1, 
which was signed into law earlier this 
year, I understand the frustrations and 
hassles which accompany Federal re- 
quirements. By eliminating these man- 
dates, we allow State and local offi- 
cials to use their own creativity and 
their intimate knowledge of the peo- 
ple’s needs to address their problems. 
And we do not make them go through 
a series of bureaucratic hoops in order 
to get a waiver to do во. 

Some have claimed the States cannot 
handle this responsibility. They claim 
State and local officials will, without 
strict Federal oversight, eliminate pov- 
erty assistance and turn their backs on 
the poor and needy. Mr. President, I do 
not understand how anyone could truly 
believe that argument. Оо the 
naysayers really believe that State and 
local officials are cold, heartless indi- 
viduals who would gleefully deny food 
to the hungry and let children suffer? 
Do they also believe that upon being 
elected to the Congress we all undergo 
some miraculous transformation which 
makes every member of this body more 
compassionate and knowledgeable than 
our State and local counterparts? The 
mere idea is ridiculous. Local and 
State officials are the ones who are in 
the best position to see what their pro- 
grams do to people. They are the ones 
whose friends and neighbors are di- 
rectly impacted as a result of their ac- 
tions. And if they make a mistake, if 
they do something the people do not 
like, they are more directly and imme- 
diately responsible for that decision 
than anyone here in Washington. That, 
I would say to my colleagues, is a bet- 
ter guarantee that local needs will be 
met than any number of Federal rules, 
requirements or regulations. 

In contrast, the bill presented by the 
Democrat leadership, which was re- 
jected by this body, would have contin- 
ued that vaunted tradition of Wash- 
ington knows best.“ It would not have 
offered flexibility to the States, thus 
preventing innovation and creativity 
at the State and local level. It would 
have continued the entitlement status 
of welfare programs, preventing the 
States from requiring anything in re- 
turn for welfare dollars. It would have 
kept the Federal bureaucracy firmly 
entrenched in the welfare system, a 
system which, under Federal control, 
has failed those it is alleged to serve. 
Finally, the bill would have allowed 
numerous exemptions to the so-called 
work requirements, in effect nullifying 
the requirements and making it easier 
to maintain the status quo. 
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Mr. President, I believe the welfare 
reform debate is about one word—free- 
dom. It is the freedom of State and 
local governments to decide how best 
to provide assistance to the needy. It is 
the freedom of the various levels of 
government to create innovative ways 
to meet the unique needs of the down- 
trodden in their city, county or State. 
It is the freedom to follow local cus- 
toms and values rather than Federal 
mandates. I have said for some time 
that when the Government tries to es- 
tablish a one-size-fits-all, cookie cutter 
approach to address a perceived need, 
it ignores the unique circumstances 
which are so important in developing 
the best way to address that need. The 
legislation presented by the Republican 
leadership recognizes this fact. 

The difficulties associated with the 
Federal approach to problem solving 
are especially evident in rural States, 
like my home state of Idaho. The kind 
of help which people in rural commu- 
nities may need differs dramatically 
from the kind of assistance an individ- 
ual in New York, or Miami, or Los An- 
geles may need. In order to address 
those needs, States must have flexibil- 
ity. A program which is designed to 
help families who live in our major 
metropolitan areas, quite simply, will 
not work in Wallace, Idaho—a commu- 
nity with less than 2,000 people. It may 
not even work in Boise, which is Ida- 
ho’s largest city. The reverse is also 
true. A program which is capable of 
helping folks in a State like Idaho— 
which has a population density of just 
over 12 people per square mile—is like- 
ly to have little relevance in Detroit or 
Boston. Mr. President, I do not want 
anyone in this country who is strug- 
gling to make something of them- 
selves, whether they are from Idaho, or 
Minnesota, or Arizona, or North Caro- 
lina, to be hampered in their efforts be- 
cause of rules and regulations which ig- 
nore the fact that this Nation is not 
uniform—that people in all areas of the 
country have unique circumstances 
which simply cannot be addressed in 
one prescriptive Federal package. 

Mr. President, I stated earlier that 
welfare reform is about freedom for the 
States. More importantly, it is about 
freedom for the people. For too long 
now we have witnessed a vicious cycle 
of poverty in this Nation which, once 
entered, is nearly impossible to escape. 
We have a system of welfare which does 
not focus on getting and keeping peo- 
ple off the Federal rolls, but instead 
appears to be based on the belief that 
once one has become a part of the sys- 
tem, they will never again desire to be- 
come self-sufficient. I do not believe 
this is true. I believe most welfare re- 
cipients, if given the opportunity, 
would gladly find a way to end their 
dependence on the Government. It is 
with these people in mind that we must 
complete our work on welfare reform 
legislation, so we may give current and 
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future welfare recipeients the freedom 
to break out of poverty. 

Mr. President, I have listened to 
many of my colleagues share their 
thoughts on the legislation we are now 
considering. As could be expected, the 
bill does not have unanimous support. 
Some think it has too many strings on 
the block grants, other say not enough. 
Some believe even more programs 
should be block granted. Regardless of 
whether or not any particular amend- 
ments were added to the bill, however, 
I ask my colleagues to keep in mind 
the long-term implications of what we 
are trying to do. I would ask them to 
ask themselves one simple question, 
“Does this bill get us closer to our 
goals then we would be if we did noth- 
ing?” If the answer is yes, and I believe 
it is, I would urge them to support the 
leadership package. In doing this, we 
can finally break the cycle of poverty 
which has gripped too many Ameri- 
cans, and help them get back on their 
feet. And in so doing, we will help all 
Americans. 

In closing, in considering welfare re- 
form I think we would be wise to heed 
the words of one of this Nation’s great- 
est leaders, President Abraham Lin- 
coln. It was Lincoln who once said, 

The legitimate object of government, is to 
do for a community of people, whatever they 
need to have done, but can not do, at all, or 
can not, so well do, for themselves—in their 
separate, and individual capacities. In all 
that the people can individually do as well 
for themselves, government ought not inter- 
fere. 

Mr. President, I believe this applies 
equally well to the relationship be- 
tween the States and the Federal Gov- 
ernment. The Federal Government 
should not attempt to do for the States 
what the States are capable of doing 
for themselves and for their residents. 
We have tried to do so for the last 30 
years, and we have not succeeded. It is 
time we let the States decide how to 
meet the needs of the less fortunate, 
using State and local solutions. If we 
do this, we grant the States a level of 
freedom they have not had in years, 
and we move one step closer toward 
giving welfare recipients hope that 
they too may soon be free of a system 
which has perpetuated poverty and so- 
cial decline. And freedom, I would say 
to my colleagues, is what this Govern- 
ment is supposed to be about. 

I thank the chair and the managers 
of the bill for their courtesy, and I 
yield the floor. 

THE CHILD ABUSE PREVENTION AND TREATMENT 
ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1995 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, child 
abuse is a critical issue facing our Na- 
tion. Each year, close to one million 
children are abused or neglected and, 
as a result, in need of assistance and 
out of home care. CAPTA is a small 
but vital link in the provision of these 
services. 

5. 919, which has been included in the 
Dole welfare reform bill, streamlines 
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CAPTA’s State plan and reporting re- 
quirements; eliminates unnecessary re- 
search and technical assistance activi- 
ties; and encourages local innovation 
through a restructured demonstration 
program. 

Additionally, we have consolidated 
the Child Abuse Community Based Pre- 
vention Grants, Family Resource Cen- 
ters, Family Support Centers into the 
Community-Based Family Resource 
and Support Grants. 

Finally, 8. 919 repeals the Temporary 
Child Care for Children with Disabil- 
ities and Crisis Nurseries Act, title VII 
(F) of the McKinney Homeless Assist- 
ance Act, and the Emergency Child 
Abuse Prevention Grants. 

Mr. President, each day, hundreds of 
children and families come into con- 
tact with, and are affected by, our Na- 
tion’s child protective system. For 
many, it is a frightening experience. 
For others—for those on the front 
lines, it is sometimes an opportunity 
to rescue children from horrific cir- 
cumstances. 

Unfortunately, the issues facing this 
overburdened system are seldom easily 
resolved. Too often—overworked, un- 
derpaid, untrained, and sometimes 
overzealous caseworkers have a tre- 
mendous and devastating impact on 
families. 

Decisions are routinely made to re- 
move children and place them in foster 
care—into situations that are some- 
times far worse than from where they 
came. Other times, because of mount- 
ing paperwork and case files, a serious 
case goes uninvestigated—or a decision 
to return a child to an unsafe home is 
made because there are no more out-of- 
home placements available. These are 
all difficult circumstances that require 
balance, training, and resources. 

Since 1974, CAPTA, though a rel- 
atively small program, has assisted 
States in meeting child protection 
needs. It is a small, but powerful pro- 
gram, because its mandates have radi- 
cally changed how we view child pro- 
tection. 

Unfortunately, not all of these 
changes have been helpful. CAPTA has, 
until now, been viewed as a very pre- 
scriptive program, with States judged, 
not on how well they protect children, 
but how close they come to mirroring 
some Federal definition or example of 
how things ought to be. 

The 1995 CAPTA amendments are an 
important first step aimed at redress- 
ing some of the problems in CAPTA 
while, at the same time, building upon 
its strengths. Most experts agree that 
what CAPTA can do and do best is pro- 
vide guidance to States; assist States 
with training and technical assistance; 
and promote better research and dis- 
semination of information while allow- 
ing for maximum flexibility in ap- 
proach and response. 

S. 919, as unanimously reported out 
by the Labor Committee and included 


September 14, 1995 


in the Dole bill, builds on those 
strengths. Specifically, this legisla- 
tion: 

Eliminates unnecessary bureaucracy 
by repealing mandates for a National 
Center on Child Abuse and Neglect, the 
U.S. Advisory Board, and the Inter- 
agency Task Force on Child Abuse. In- 
stead, the Secretary may use her dis- 
cretion in deciding whether or not they 
are an essential function; 

Restructures and consolidates var- 
ious research functions into one coordi- 
nated effort; 

Places a significant emphasis on 
local experimentation by expanding 
Demonstration Grants to encourage 
local innovation and experimentation. 
One of these grants would be available 
for a triage system approach which 
Labor Committee members heard very 
exciting reports about during a sub- 
committee hearing. Others include 
training for mandatory reporters, fami- 
lies, service providers, and commu- 
nities; 

And reforms the Basic State Grants 
by allowing greater flexibility to the 
States іп determining the cir- 
cumstances and intensity of interven- 
tion that is required, while encourag- 
ing them to look to other preventative 
services that can be provided to fami- 
lies, when intensive intervention is not 
called for. 

Determining the appropriate level of 
intervention is a very important con- 
sideration. We have studied closely the 
numbers of abuse and neglect reports 
that have been filed. Of the close to 3 
million reports that have been filed, 
only one-third are eventually substan- 
tiated. This means that over 2 million 
are either unsubstantiated or even 
false. And while I know that these 
numbers and how they are interpreted 
are the source of some disagreement, 
the fact remains that for whatever rea- 
son, over 2 million investigations at 
some level, are occurring, and possibly 
resulting in inappropriate interven- 
tions—including removal of the child 
from the home. 

Members of the Labor Committee 
may recall the testimony of Jim Wade 
who spoke of his 3-year ordeal, in 
which his daughter was wrongfully re- 
moved from his home. I have received 
many such reports and complaints, and 
while we should be mindful not to leg- 
islate by anecdote, these stories in- 
volve real people and are chilling. 

With the State grant, we have 
worked to find ways to improve report- 
ing so that caseworkers are able to as- 
sess and effectively respond to cases of 
abuse and neglect with an appropriate 
response. 

We have also ensured that persons 
who maliciously file reports of abuse or 
neglect will no longer be protected by 
CAPTA's immunity for reporting. Only 
good-faith reports will be protected. 

Finally, we have clarified the defini- 
tion of child abuse or neglect to pro- 
vide additional guidance and assistance 
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to States as they endeavor to protect 
children from abuse and neglect. 

Let me briefly mention the other 
programs authorized in the 1995 
CAPTA amendments: The new Commu- 
nity-Based Family Resource and Sup- 
port Grants represent the result of 
nearly a full year's effort to consoli- 
date the Community Based Prevention 
Grant, Respite Care Program, and 
Family Resource Programs; the Fam- 
ily Violence Prevention and Services 
Act which provides assistance to 
States primarily for shelters; the Adop- 
tion Opportunities Act which supports 
aggressive efforts to strengthen the ca- 
pacity of States to find permanent 
homes for children with special needs; 
the Abandoned Infants Assistance Act 
which provides for the needs of chil- 
dren who are abandoned, especially 
those with AIDS; the Children’s Jus- 
tice Act; the Missing Children’s Assist- 
ance Act; and section 214 of the Vic- 
tims of Child Abuse Act. 

Mr. President, I would like to thank 
the Members for their attention. These 
are important programs and they will 
affect many children and families. I 
urge the adoption of the 1995 CAPTA 
amendments. 

STUDENT AID 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, with re- 
gard to title V of H.R. 4, the Work Op- 
portunity Act, I am interested in clari- 
fying an issue regarding the applicabil- 
ity of the term assistance * * * for 
which eligibility is based on need” to 
various student loan programs. As I un- 
derstand this legislation, eligibility for 
needs-based public assistance will ei- 
ther be subject to a deeming period or 
will be forbidden for a period of 5 years 
for most noncitizens. At this time, 
there seems to be an erroneous public 
perception that all student financial 
aid programs will be subject to these 
provisions. This is not the case. In the 
interests of responsible legislating, I 
think it is important to clarify that 
unsubsidized student loans are not 
needs-based and should therefore not 
be subject to the requirements of title 
V 


Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, Sen- 
ator MACK is correct. Although the 
term assistance * * * for which eligi- 
bility is based on need” in title V of 
H.R. 4 would apply to most forms of 
student financial aid, the unsubsidized 
student loan program is indeed a finan- 
cial aid program which is not based 
upon need. Therefore, this particular 
program would not be subject to the 
deeming period or 5-year ban estab- 
lished in title V of this bill. 

. DOLE. Mr. President, I would 
like to offer my support of the com- 
ments made by Senators MACK and 
SIMPSON on this issue. 

CHILDREN’S 581 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I have a 
series of clarifications concerning the 
children’s SSI program that I would 
like to discuss with the majority lead- 
er. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


But first, let me express my apprecia- 
tion to Senator DOLE for his leadership 
in helping us reach a compromise on 
this issue. The SSI agreement is not 
everything I had hoped to achieve when 
Senator CHAFEE and I introduced the 
Children’s SSI Eligibility Reform Act, 
but it is clearly an improvement over 
the House bill. 

In addition, I believe the agreement 
includes a number of extremely impor- 
tant provisions to both address criti- 
cisms that have been leveled against 
the Children’s SSI program and protect 
children with severe disabilities. I am 
extremely pleased we were able to 
reach a bipartisan compromise on this 
issue, and thank Senator DOLE, Sen- 
ator SANTORUM, Senator DASCHLE, Sen- 
ator CHAFEE, Senator SIMPSON, Senator 
JEFFORDS, and others who were so 
deeply involved. 

Mr. President, I would like to clarify 
for the Record the intent surrounding 
several of the provisions in the amend- 
ment. First, the amendment deletes 
the word pervasive“ from the defini- 
tion of child disability that was in- 
cluded in the welfare reform bill re- 
ported in May by the Finance Commit- 
tee. This is an important change, and 
one that I fully support. Would the ma- 
jority leader clarify his understanding 
of the intent of this change? 

Mr. DOLE. I want to thank the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota for his leader- 
ship and hard work on this issue. Chil- 
dren with disabilities are certainly 
among those most at risk in our soci- 
ety, and we want to make sure we are 
doing the right thing by them. He and 
Senator CHAFEE have worked ех- 
tremely hard to bring the Senate to 
this point. 

As for the Senator’s question, I un- 
derstand that the Senator from North 
Dakota was concerned that the term 
“регуавіуе” included іп the earlier def- 
inition implied some degree of impair- 
ment in almost all areas of a child’s 
functioning or body systems. That was 
not the intent of the earlier proposed 
change to the statute. It is expected 
that the children’s SSI program will 
serve children with severe disabilities. 
Sometimes children will have multiple 
impairments; sometimes they will not. 

Mr. CONRAD. I also understand that 
the amendment is designed to facili- 
tate expert analysis of the SSI program 
for children by the National Academy 
of Science, to ensure that program 
changes, including determination of 
disability, are based on the best pos- 
sible science. 

Mr. DOLE. Yes, I think we can all 
agree that the children’s SSI needs a 
tune up. The provision for a study by 
the National Academy of Sciences of 
the disability determination ргосе- 
dures used by the Social Security Ad- 
ministration will help accomplish this 
goal, and help us obtain a realistic pic- 
ture of how an impairment affects each 
child’s abilities. 
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No doubt about it, the children’s SSI 
program is extremely important for 
some children with disabilities. But as 
the Senator from North Dakota made 
mention, there have been widespread 
allegations that some children on SSI 
are not truly disabled, or money is 
spent in ways that do not benefit the 
child. I hope this study—in addition to 
the changes we have made in the law— 
will help restore confidence in this pro- 
gram. 

Again, it is my expectation that this 
program will continue to serve children 
with severe disabilities, and that in- 
cludes properly evaluating children too 
young to test, children with multiple 
impairments, and children with rare or 
unlisted impairments which neverthe- 
less result in marked and severe func- 
tional limitations. 

Mr. CONRAD. Is it expected that the 
Social Security Administration and 
the Congress will rely heavily on the 
expert advice of the National Academy 
of Science when engaging in future reg- 
ulatory activity and deliberations re- 
garding impairments of children in the 
SSI program? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes. But I also hope we 
hear from many others as well with 
good information to offer, including 
other experts, parents, and advocates. 

Mr. CHAFEE. If I might also ask the 
majority leader a question. The leader- 
ship amendment and the Finance Com- 
mittee proposal are both silent about 
the purpose of children’s SSI. However, 
unlike the House proposal, both retain 
the cash benefit nature of the program. 
This is a concept that Senator CONRAD 
and I thought was extremely important 
when we introduced the Childhood SSI 
Eligibility Reform Act, and I am 
pleased that the majority leader's pro- 
posal retains flexibility within the SSI 
program by retaining the cash nature 
of the program. It is important for the 
SSI program to reflect the impact a 
disability has on families faced with a 
variety of circumstances. SSI often 
provides important assistance to fami- 
lies by replacing a portion of the in- 
come that is lost when a parent must 
care for a disabled child. The flexible 
nature of SSI is indispensable for many 
parents who are rendered unable to 
work because they must stay at home 
to provide care and supervision to their 
children with disabilities. Does the ma- 
jority leader share our assessment? 

Mr. DOLE. No doubt about it, for 
some families with a severely disabled 
child, SSI can be a lifesaver. It allows 
them to care for their child at home— 
who might otherwise be institutional- 
ized at much greater cost to the gov- 
ernment—or obtain services they could 
not otherwise afford. If a small pay- 
ment can help a disabled child stay 
with his family, or grow into a produc- 
tive adult, it is better for the child and 
better for society. SSI benefits provide 
the greatest flexibility, and the least 
amount of bureaucratic redtape. 
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But I think there may be some dif- 
ference of opinion about the purpose of 
the program. The SSI program was 
originally started to provide a small 
cash income to individuals who cannot 
work because of age or disability. But 
the children’s SSI program had a some- 
what different purpose—to help poor 
families with the extra costs of having 
a child with a disability. It seems the 
program has expanded without much 
congressional attention. In my view, 
we need to revisit the purpose of the 
SSI program. The Finance Committee 
has not tackled this problem yet, but it 
should and I believe it will. But the 
Senate decision to retain the cash ben- 
efit is clearly an important difference 
from the House. 

Mr. CONRAD. I would like to join in 
the comments of both of my colleagues 
regarding the cash benefit nature of 
the SSI program. This provision is 
critically important, and I commend 
the majority leader for including it in 
the amendment. If I might address one 
additional question to the majority 
leader, it is the intent of this Senator 
and other supporters of this amend- 
ment on both sides of the aisle that 
this amendment is the position of the 
Senate, and that it will be vigorously 
defended in conference with the House 
of Representatives. Will the majority 
leader insist on this provision during 
conference with the House? 

Mr. DOLE. This is a bipartisan com- 
promise with broad support, and in my 
view it should be a position to which 
the Senate should firmly hold in con- 
ference. 

Mr. CONRAD. Base on these assur- 
ances, Iam pleased to support the com- 
promise we have developed on chil- 
dren's SSI. This is not everything I had 
hoped to achieve, but it is critically 
important that the Senate enter con- 
ference with a solid, unified position. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to rise as one of the original 
cosponsors of the Republican leader- 
ship welfare reform bill. 

We have entered this historic debate 
because the 30-year War on Poverty re- 
mains a war, but the Nation is losing. 
According to recent analysis, aggre- 
gate government spending on welfare 
programs over the last 30 years has sur- 
passed $5.4 trillion, an expenditure that 
exceeds our national debt. 

Despite this spending, America’s na- 
tional poverty rate remains at about 
the same level as 1965, the year that 
President Johnson launched the War 
on Poverty. 

Despite the best of intentions, we 
have a welfare system that traps chil- 
dren and families in a cycle of depend- 
ency, and that encourages behavior 
leading to indefinite reliance on wel- 
fare. It fosters a lifestyle that is in di- 
rect opposition to the motivators that 
propel others to get up and go to work 
every day. 

The Republican leadership’s bill em- 
phasizes work, families, and genuine 
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hope for the future while giving the 
States greater responsibility—and 
flexibility—for managing welfare. 

This measure has been a long time 
coming, and I do not just mean this 
summer. Our distinguished colleague 
from Colorado, Senator HANK BROWN, 
did an outstanding job in 1993 and 1994 
as chairman of the Republican Welfare 
Reform Task Force. Health care reform 
diverted the Senate, but it did not di- 
minish the value of their work. Much 
of what we are considering today is 
built directly on the strong foundation 
of Senator BROWN’s early proposals. 

I also think back to the 1986 State of 
the Union Address of President Ronald 
Reagan. That year he proposed welfare 
reform. This was another step. The 
Reagan welfare reform plan, the Fam- 
ily Security Act of 1988, was guided to 
enactment by the fine hand of the then 
Finance Committee chairman, Senator 
MOYNIHAN of New York, who is now 
serving with such distinction as the co- 
manager of this bill. 

The Family Security Act of 1988 
served as a laboratory for S. 1120. In 
1988, we first dealt with the issues of 
workfare versus welfare, the dilemmas 
of teen pregnancy and illegitimacy, the 
high costs of work requirements, and 
the need for broad Federal waiver au- 
thority. It is the State and local levels 
of government which administer the 
American welfare system, not the De- 
partment of Health and Human Serv- 
ices. 

Iam proud that under the waiver au- 
thority established by the Family Se- 
curity Act, the Commonwealth of Vir- 
ginia has been in the vanguard of wel- 
fare reform initiatives. 

While we are struggling to come to- 
gether in the Senate to pass S. 1120, my 
State has already enacted and is now 
implementing what we call the Vir- 
ginia Independence Program or VIP“ 
for short. 

VIP is the visionary welfare reform 
program brought to the people of Vir- 
ginia under the outstanding leadership 
of Gov. George Allen. It was no easy 
task to battle a sometimes hostile 
State legislature, dominated by the 
other political party, as well as the 
mountain of redtape required in secur- 
ing the necessary Federal waivers. He 
succeeded splendidly, however, in 
achieving his goals, and now Virginia 
is in the careful, watchful, early stages 
of actual reform. 

Governor Allen, with his great cour- 
tesy, personally journeyed to Washing- 
ton on September 13 to deliver a 
thoughtful and, in my judgment, im- 
mensely helpful letter on what he be- 
lieves the Senate should accomplish in 
welfare reform. 

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that my letter from Governor 
Allen be printed in the RECORD at this 
point for the benefit of all of my col- 
leagues. 
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There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
September 13, 1995. 
Hon. JOHN W. WARNER, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR JOHN, As the United States Senate 
continues to debate welfare reform this 
week, I believe that our experiences in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia can be instruc- 
tive. 

I hope you will consider Virginia's plan to 
be a model for the nation. The comprehen- 
sive Virginia plan is based upon the prin- 
ciples of the work ethnic and personal re- 
sponsibility. Our experiences support the 
need for an overall block grant approach, 
that will give States the flexibility to appro- 
priately design programs that address the in- 
dividual needs of the citizens of their State, 
return AFDC to a program of temporary as- 
sistance for those in need, and require work 
for all able-bodied recipients. 

I understand that there will be attempts to 
amend S. 1120 by attaching new chains on 
the block grants to the States. As a staunch 
proponent of federalism and self-determina- 
tion, I oppose such choke chains, whether 
they are "conservative" or liberal“ ones, and 
respectfully encourage and request that you 
to do likewise for Virginians. 

Experience shows that the States are per- 
fectly capable of taking this responsibility 
and exercising it wisely for our citizens. Vir- 
ginia’s landmark welfare reform legislation 
is a prime example. Our plan applies to the 
entire AFDC caseload, with a work require- 
ment for 48,000 of our 74,000 cases. It incor- 
porates common-sense principles into the 
welfare system by rewarding responsible be- 
havior and providing compassionate, but 
temporary, assistance for those in need, 

In addition to providing opportunity and 
support to recipients, the program is ex- 
pected to save the taxpayers more than $130 
million over the first five years. Already, we 
have had a significant drop in our caseload. 
Restrictive maintenance-of-effort require- 
ments rob States of the ability to share in 
these savings and the incentives to achieve 
them. They should be opposed. 

As you know, Virginia received a waiver to 
begin implementing this landmark welfare 
reform plan on July 1 of this year. You also 
should be aware that, before this waiver was 
granted, we spent the better part of two 
months fending off efforts by the Clinton Ad- 
ministration to completely rewrite our plan. 
The administration proposed literally hun- 
dreds of changes or conditions in the waiver 
process. Many of them involved very fun- 
damental things; if agreed to, they would 
have raised the cost of the program signifi- 
cantly and changed essential provisions. 

We had a tough fight in our state legisla- 
ture—with a final bill clearing the General 
Assembly only in the last hour of the 1995 
legislative session. At issue were questions 
such as whether we would have a real work 
requirement and a real time limit; whether 
there would be a child cap and strong re- 
quirements for paternity establishment; and 
whether we would require minor recipients 
to stay in school and live at home with а 
parent or guardian. 

This spirited debate was expected, given 
the fundamental nature of the changes and 
reforms we were proposing. We did not ex- 
pect, however—after the legislative process 
was completed at the state level and we had 
decided what state law and state policy were 
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going to be—that we would have to turn 
around and refight all those battles with the 
federal bureaucracy through the waiver proc- 
ess. A good example was the time limit. We 
went to the wall with HHS over the issue of 
whether we in Virginia would be able to de- 
fine the circumstances that would allow 
someone a hardship exemption from the time 
limit. That is, of course, a very fundamental 
issue. 

This ordeal leaves me firmly convinced 
that the whole concept of waivers is inher- 
ently flawed. The waiver process by defini- 
tion invites prescriptive micromanagement 
and nit-picking from federal bureaucrats in 
Washington. What States need in order to 
accomplish this fundamental transformation 
of welfare is not new waiver guidelines, as 
the President has suggested, but elimination 
of the need for waivers in the first place 
through a genuine block grant, with flexibil- 
ity guaranteed by statute. 

There are other areas in which the Con- 
gress could learn from the experience of 
States like Virginia. We have implemented a 
child cap here that places responsibility for 
additional children upon those who should 
bear the responsibility—the parents. Our 
program places a cap on benefits for addi- 
tional children in an AFDC family, but guar- 
antees that 100% of support funds collected 
from the father will be turned over to the 
family. This will encourage responsibility, 
paternity establishment, and child support. 

In Virginia, we recognize the important re- 
lationship between economic development 
and welfare reform. We cannot continue to 
prepare AFDC recipients simply for welfare 
jobs. Instead, we must train them to com- 
pete for existing jobs in our expanding econ- 
omy. After passage of our welfare initiative, 
we turned our attention to workforce devel- 
opment. In order to reform the welfare sys- 
tem effectively, we are in the process of re- 
structuring our job-training programs so 
that they help match workforce training and 
skills with the needs of our private sector in 
our local communities. I would encourage 
you to ensure that workforce development 
consolidation is included in the overall wel- 
fare reform bill, as the two are essential to 
a State’s success. 

What the debate really boils down to is 
who does the U.S. Senate trust to make 
these policy decisions—the federal bureauc- 
racy or the elected representatives of the 
people at the State level. This is a basic phil- 
osophical question. The choices you make 
will determine whether the bold innovations 
that are occurring in Virginia and other 
States can move forward, or whether federal 
bureaucrats will continue to micromanage 
and second guess the decisions of the people 
of the States and their duly elected rep- 
resentatives. I respectfully urge you to place 
your trust in the States, which are leading 
the way. 

Thank you for all your solid leadership for 
our cause in many ways and congratulations 
on your selection as Chairman of the Rules 
Committee. 

With warm regards, I remain, 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE ALLEN. 

Mr. WARNER. As you will note, the 
Governor fully supports the block 
grant process with as few Federal 
strings as possible. He desires neither 
conservative nor liberal mandates. In 
the spirit of true federalism, he is con- 
fident that the people of Virginia are 
fully able to design and administer our 
own welfare reform programs. 
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Here are a few parallels between 
what we are seeking to do in S. 1120 
and what the Commonwealth of Vir- 
ginia has already set into motion. 

We are seeking to block grant the en- 
tire Aid to Families With Dependent 
Children [AFDC] Program and have 
half the eligible population participat- 
ing in work requirements by the year 
2002. Virginia, on the other hand, will 
implement AFDC reform in 4 years for 
our entire 74,000 caseload. 

While we have debated the duration 
of welfare payments and whether or 
not to guarantee transitional benefits 
such as child care, Virginia has passed 
a 2 year time period for welfare recipi- 
ents, during which intensive work ex- 
perience, education and training will 
be provided. To facilitate the transi- 
tion from welfare to work, medical 
care, child day care, and transpor- 
tation assistance will be provided. We 
did not need someone in Washington 
dictating what we already knew. 
Young welfare parents have to be freed 
from domestic burdens if they are to 
truly benefit from workfare participa- 
tion. 

And, we promote and strengthen two 
parent families by assuring that both 
are eligible for benefits, that paternity 
is acknowledged, and that child sup- 
port is more strictly enforced. Minor 
custodial parents are asked to live with 
their own parents or legal guardians, 
as long as the home is not abusive, and 
they must comply with compulsory 
school attendance laws. 

These and other commonsense re- 
forms are all on the way in Virginia. 
We welcome and encourage other 
States to watch closely what we do and 
to lend us the benefit of your own expe- 
riences and expertise in reformulating 
the welfare equation. 

Mr. President, in closing, I would 
like to commend the Senate majority 
leader, Senator DOLE, and his key staff 
members, Sheila Burke and Nelson 
Rockefeller. This has been a collective 
effort, requiring accommodation of 
broad and diverse views, and it could 
not have been done without the good 
efforts and offices of the Senate major- 
ity leader. They have fine tuned the art 
of compromise while maintaining a 
strong and underriding traditional Re- 
publican philosophy. 

In all seriousness, a brighter and 
more hopeful day for many disadvan- 
taged Americans is almost within our 
reach. At the end of this day, let us not 
disappoint those who are looking to us 
now for an opportunity to join in the 
American success story. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
since last week, the full Senate has de- 
bated the arduous task of reforming a 
welfare system that has failed in its 
mission to eliminate poverty in Amer- 
ica. Throughout our history, Ameri- 
cans have held to the belief that hard 
work and investment are the staples 
for family security and economic suc- 
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cess. Yet, our Nation’s welfare system 
has turned away from these basic prin- 
ciples. Working Americans complain 
that the welfare system promotes de- 
pendence and waste, while many wel- 
fare recipients struggle for the chance 
to work their way off the rolls. 

Since 1965, America has infused $5.4 
trillion into a public assistance net- 
work composed of almost 80 State and 
Federal programs. At best, the War on 
Poverty has produced temporary gains 
for poor families. While the national 
poverty rate dropped from a high of 22 
percent in 1959 to an historic low of 11 
percent іп 1973, the poverty rate had 
risen to 15 percent by 1993. Most trag- 
ically, our welfare system has failed to 
assist our Nation’s most vulnerable 
families. From 1969 to 1993, the child 
poverty rate declined by less than 1 
percent of families headed by single 
mothers. 

America’s welfare system has lost its 
focus. In the 193075, the Roosevelt Ad- 
ministration created the Aid to Fami- 
lies With Dependent Children Program 
to help widows, orphans, and families 
suffering from abandonment or unem- 
ployment through difficult financial 
times. Today, those in need must navi- 
gate an array of conflicting bureau- 
cratic rules and program divisions that 
discourage work, and many times, fam- 
ily unity. Instead of liberating Ameri- 
cans from financial crisis, today’s 
AFDC system fosters a detrimental 
cycle of generational welfare reliance. 

Few dispute that welfare reform is 
necessary. Without change, single-par- 
ent families will continue to suffer 
from poverty, and the escalating cost 
of the status-quo will overwhelm our 
Nation’s financial resources. Demo- 
crats and Republicans alike are focused 
on similar goals—State flexibility and 
the end of unconditional assistance. 
But how can these goals be attained? 
The answer is real, commonsense re- 
form. 

First, we must fundamentally ге- 
structure the way our welfare system 
works. Our patchwork system of Fed- 
eral and State welfare programs has 
produced a complex and inconsistent 
means for distributing benefits. In in- 
creasing numbers, States are request- 
ing Federal waivers to restructure fed- 
erally defined welfare programs so they 
can effectively deliver the services 
their citizens need. President Clinton 
recently promised the Nation's Gov- 
ernors a waiting period of only 120 days 
for the processing of their waiver re- 
quests. However, States need more 
than a fast-track system for bureau- 
cratic review. They need real flexibil- 
ity—the authority to develop public as- 
sistance programs that promote work, 
rather than automatic check writing. 

Americans are increasingly соп- 
cerned that an unconditional entitle- 
ment to welfare is displacing the desire 
for independence with the expectation 
of permanent dependence. To success- 
fully reduce poverty, welfare must 
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focus on employment, not exemptions 
to work. Over the years, we have tried 
a variety of complex, federally domi- 
nated work programs. Efforts to attain 
sustainable employment for AFDC re- 
cipients have become little more than 
а paper chase under the current Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills [JOBS] 
Program. Despite good intentions, the 
JOBS Program has failed and must be 
repealed. To effectively respond to the 
day-to-day reality of the job market, 
States should be empowered with the 
authority to develop and adjust their 
work programs according to recipient 
need and local job resources. 

Welfare recipients also should know 
that public assistance is not free 
money but an investment in their work 
potential. Welfare must be contingent 
on real work. While appropriate job 
training is important, we must not lose 
sight of the fact that classroom lessons 
mean nothing unless one can actually 
apply them to the workplace. Real 
work also means real responsibility. 
Those who refuse to work without 
sound cause should see their actions di- 
rectly reflected in their welfare bene- 
fit. Just like every other American em- 
ployee, an hour’s work should equal an 
hour’s pay. In addition, a 5-year life- 
time limit focuses recipients on wel- 
fare’s fundamental purpose—support 
for the attainment of self-sufficiency. 

Second, reform should focus on abol- 
ishing abuse. I don’t know of one tax- 
payer that wants food stamps used for 
the purchase of drugs or alcohol. I 
know that many of my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle share my con- 
cern with fraud in our Nation’s largest 
welfare program. I have dedicated con- 
siderable effort to legislative proposals 
that would curtail waste, fraud, and 
abuse in the Food Stamp Program. The 
welfare reform bill before us meets this 
challenge and helps ensure that food 
stamps are used for their intended pur- 
pose: to help needy Americans buy food 
to supplement their diet. 

Iam also pleased to see that this bill 
retains child nutrition programs at the 
Federal level while successfully reduc- 
ing excessive Federal regulation. These 
programs work and have successfully 
ensured the health and nutritional 
well-being of future generations of 
children. 

Third, it is essential that welfare re- 
form uphold a standard of responsibil- 
ity to our Nation’s children and fami- 
lies. legitimacy in America is becom- 
ing the rule rather than the exception. 
The facts are alarming. Today, 1 in 3 
children are born out-of-wedlock—by 
the turn of the century, this figure will 
be 1 in 2. Most disturbing of all is the 
drastic increase іп out-of-wedlock 
births among our youth. In 1960, 15 per- 
cent of births to women under the age 
of 20 were out-of-wedlock. By 1992, this 
figure had increased to 71 percent. 

Today, the specter of poverty haunts 
single mothers and their children like 
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never before. From 1976 to 1992, the 
proportion of single, never-married 
women receiving AFDC more than dou- 
bled, from 21 percent to almost 52 per- 
cent. Yet welfare assistance has failed 
to shepherd these needy families to a 
better future. The Congressional Budg- 
et Office found that single women re- 
ceiving AFDC in 1992 were poorer than 
in 1976, even though they worked in 
about the same proportions. 

The increasing number of single 
mother families living in poverty is 
fueled by the ease with which absent 
fathers ignore their parental respon- 
sibilities. To reverse this devastating 
trend, we must take seriously the ne- 
cessity of paternity identification. Fa- 
therhood is not а  one-time-only 
event—it is a lifelong responsibility 
and should be treated as such. 

Paternity identification is an essen- 
tial step toward the improved collec- 
tion of child support. In Kentucky, ef- 
forts in paternity identification have 
had a substantial impact upon the col- 
lection of child support for AFDC de- 
pendent families. In fiscal year 1994, 7 
counties ranked in the top 10 for both 
paternity identification and child sup- 
port collection. 

Without a doubt, dead-beat dads 
must be held accountable for their 
child support obligations. In 1991, fa- 
thers owed $17.7 billion in child support 
payments. Only 67 percent, however, 
was paid—a shortfall of $5.8 billion. If a 
father refuses to support his child, 
States have the right to make his pa- 
rental responsibility crystal-clear by 
suspending his driver's or professional 
license. 

Mr. President, real reform means 
transforming welfare from a dead-end 
street to a bridge toward self-suffi- 
ciency and family security. Last year 
in Owensboro, KY, three mothers 
shared with me their personal experi- 
ences in the welfare system. They were 
deeply concerned about the future— 
how they would care for the health and 
well-being of their children as they 
tried to work their way off welfare. As 
they spoke, it was clear that their suc- 
cess depended on their tenacity to 
break free from the confines of a wel- 
fare system that promises much but 
delivers little. It is for them and each 
of our Nation’s 5 million AFDC fami- 
lies that we must reject the status-quo 
of an empty entitlement system and 
return our welfare system to the basics 
of fairness, work, and family security. 

THE MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT AMENDMENT 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, Senator 
GRAHAM asked a question yesterday 
during consideration of my amendment 
on maintenance of effort which I am 
not sure I fully understood, and I won- 
der if he could ask the question again. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. The question is, does the Chafee 
modification to the maintenance of ef- 
fort mean that a State would have to 
continue to maintain its effort at 80 
percent if the Federal share is reduced. 
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Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the Senator 
from Florida for clarifying the issue. 
The answer is no, if the Federal share 
is reduced for whatever reason, the 
State maintenance of effort would also 
be reduced. This is the hold-harmless 
provision that was included in both my 
amendment and the amendment of- 
fered by the Senator from Louisiana, 
Senator BREAUX. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the Senator 
from Rhode Island for clarifying this 
issue for me. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, to- 
day’s debate is the culmination of a 
long process of rethinking social pro- 
grams. Welfare originally was designed 
as a transitional program—a safety 
net. The system is no longer a tem- 
porary safety net, but a lifetime secu- 
rity blanket. The result? Millions of 
Americans now are trapped in a cycle 
of dependency. To end this cycle we 
must rethink our concept of welfare. 
We need a new approach. 

The bill offered by the majority lead- 
er, Senator DOLE, represents the fresh 
start we desperately need. The Dole 
bill would bring common sense back to 
welfare. It would restore personal re- 
sponsibility and self-sufficiency. Com- 
passion can no longer be defined in the 
number of dollars spent on welfare. 
Since the War on Poverty began three 
decades ago, welfare spending has in- 
creased to more than $137.6 billion. De- 
spite this massive infusion of cash, our 
poverty level remains virtually the 
same—roughly 13 percent. Today, more 
than 69,000 South Dakotans are on wel- 
fare. That is more people than the pop- 
ulation of Rapid City. We can no longer 
throw taxpayer dollars at a so-called 
poverty program that has not worked. 
We must change the incentives in the 
current system that encourage depend- 
ency on welfare. We must refocus our 
priorities to emphasize work and fam- 
ily. The Dole bill does just that. 

My liberal friends on the other side 
of the aisle prefer to continue the sta- 
tus quo. I do not understand why. The 
current system is cruel and unfair—to 
both welfare recipients and taxpayers. 
The current system holds people in a 
dependent state of poverty. It prevents 
them from realizing their personal po- 
tential and contributing to their fam- 
ily and community through work. Last 
June, I met with a group of mothers 
from South Dakota who are on welfare. 
Their heartfelt stories varied, but all 
are working actively for the day when 
they will leave welfare. They want wel- 
fare to be a transitional program. 
Their goal should be the welfare sys- 
tem’s goal as well. 

We can no longer tolerate blatant 
gaming of the system. Generations of 
able-bodied families have stayed on 
welfare rather than work. This abuse is 
an insult to hardworking Americans. 
South Dakota has many working poor 
families. The small farmer, the local 
waitress and convenience store clerk 
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struggle daily to provide for their fami- 
lies without government assistance. 
Welfare recipients should not get a free 
ride at the expense of hard working 
taxpayers. Frankly, they should not 
live easier or better than our working 
poor, who strive daily to put food on 
the table without a handout. The loop- 
holes that allow people to cheat the 
system and defraud taxpayers must be 
closed. 

The Dole plan would transform wel- 
fare to workfare. It would restore per- 
sonal responsibility by requiring work 
for benefits after 2 years on public as- 
sistance. Work would be required for 
food stamps as well. It would impose a 
5-year lifetime limit on benefits. The 
bill would end disability assistance 
payments for alcohol and drug addicts 
to continue their habits, which is al- 
lowed under current law. It would 
tighten eligibility for food stamps. It 
would toughen child support enforce- 
ment. The Dole bill also would stream- 
line child care programs, child nutri- 
tion programs, and job training pro- 
grams. Collectively, these steps would 
move our antipoverty programs from 
welfare to workfare; dependency to per- 
sonal responsibility. It is about time. 

We all agree that we have a respon- 
sibility to provide public assistance to 
truly needy children and families. This 
bill would continue the necessary tran- 
sition assistance for those families who 
find themselves in circumstances be- 
yond their control. It would not cut 
benefits to needy children. Instead, it 
would eliminate one-third of the cum- 
bersome bureaucracy at the Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services 
and scores of needless Federal regula- 
tions. ` 

The second pillar of personal respon- 
sibility is family. Welfare reform 
should remove disincentives to a sound 
family structure. The current system 
rewards illegitimacy and discourages 
marriage. An entire class of children 
are growing up in single parent fami- 
lies, usually without fathers. South 
Dakota small towns and cities are no 
longer immune to these problems. If we 
expect to restore family values, we 
must first restore the family structure. 
We should encourage marriage and 
family values while we encourage 
work. 

Perhaps most importantly, the Dole 
bill would give South Dakota and other 
States the ability to craft the solutions 
that best serve local needs. It has been 
proven time and again that Washing- 
ton bureaucrats cannot completely un- 
derstand unique local needs from thou- 
sands of miles away. Nor can we expect 
Washington bureaucrats to be the sole 
source of creative changes. By giving 
States welfare funds in a block grant, 
South Dakota would be free to pursue 
innovative ways to meet the needs of 
their welfare recipients. 

Like many other States, South Da- 
kota has been operating under a waiver 

99-059 0—97 Vol. 141 (Pt. 18) 7 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


from the Federal Government since 
January 1, 1995. This waiver has al- 
lowed them to make some of the key 
reforms called for in the Dole bill. 
South Dakota implemented work for 
benefits, and incentives to moving off 
welfare, such as a transition period be- 
tween AFDC support and employment. 
These changes are working. Case rolls 
are decreasing dramatically. In fiscal 
year 1994, South Dakota had a monthly 
average of 19,446 people on aid to fami- 
lies with dependent children [AFDC]— 
the central welfare cash assistance pro- 
gram. In May 1995, we had 16,737 people 
on AFDC. This reduction is proof that 
workfare truly works. We can change 
the incentives in the system. Further, 
South Dakota, like other States, can 
do a better job than the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

I would like to speak for a few mo- 
ments about the unique welfare prob- 
lems in South Dakota. A number of the 
welfare problems in South Dakota are 
ours alone—in fact, they differ greatly 
from even our Midwest neighbors. My 
State has three of the five poorest 
counties in the entire Nation. Our 
State has the lowest wages in the coun- 
try. More than half of our welfare re- 
cipients—58 percent—are native Ameri- 
cans—the highest percentage in the 
country. In some reservation areas, un- 
employment runs more than 80 per- 
cent. Long distances between towns 
and a lack of public transportation are 
further barriers to gainful employment 
and quality child care. All of these fac- 
tors create a situation that needs spe- 
cial attention. What is needed to end 
welfare dependency in Oglala, Fort 
Thompson, or Rapid City, SD, is not 
what is needed in Los Angeles or Mis- 
sissippi. With this bill, we recognize 
that we are a nation with people of 
vastly different needs. As such, we need 
individualized solutions. 

True welfare reform in South Dakota 
demands welfare reform on our reserva- 
tions. Because of South Dakota's spe- 
cial problems, I have been especially 
concerned with the treatment of native 
American tribes in this legislation. 
Both the tribes and the State of South 
Dakota agree that the best way to re- 
lieve poverty and welfare dependency 
on reservations is give tribes the op- 
tion to run their own welfare pro- 
grams. A number of my colleagues— 
Senators MCCAIN, HATCH, MURKOWSKI, 
and DOMENICI—and myself, have agreed 
оп а proposal which is included in the 
Dole bill. Our proposal would give 
tribes the ability to allocate their 
share of a State’s AFDC dollars among 
tribal members. Much like the overall 
welfare system, handing out unlimited 
Federal dollars in public assistance has 
not changed the deplorable poverty on 
reservations. Welfare reform for native 
American tribes also means changing 
incentives. Workfare must be employed 
on our native American tribes, but 
done in a manner that recognizes the 
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unique circumstances that exist. By 
making tribes directly responsible for 
their members, tribes will have an in- 
centive to find solutions to chronic un- 
employment and poverty. This also is 
consistent with the long-standing Fed- 
eral policy of tribal self-governance. 
Under our proposal, for example, tribes 
in high unemployment areas such as 
Shannon County would be given some 
flexibility in meeting participation 
rates. This proposal is fair and I thank 
all my colleagues for their help in tak- 
ing the first step to resolve this impor- 
tant, but difficult issue. 

I am proud to be part of this effort 
today. Ultimately, what this bill is 
about is change—positive change. We 
can change the current failed system 
to help people become self-sufficient 
and productive members of society. We 
can change incentives to restore per- 
sonal responsibility and family values. 
I look forward to working with my col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle to see 
that workfare becomes a reality. 


ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 
15 


Mr. LOTT. Мг. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand 
in recess until the hour of 9:15 a.m. on 
Friday, September 15, 1995, that follow- 
ing the prayer, the Journal of the pro- 
ceedings be deemed approved to date, 
the time for the two leaders be re- 
served for their use later in the day, 
and the Senate then immediately re- 
sume consideration of H.R. 4, the wel- 
fare reform bill, and there then be 10 
minutes of debate, equally divided, on 
the Bingaman amendment No. 2483. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that there be a period 
for the transaction of routine morning 
business with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


AIR SERVICE TO SMALL CITIES 


Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss a problem which se- 
verely affects the economic growth of 
my home State of South Dakota. This 
problem is an acute shortage of air 
service within my State coupled with 
insufficient connecting air service be- 
tween South Dakota cities and hub air- 
ports in nearby States. Congressional 
attention is needed. 

The Airline Deregulation Act of 1978 
created significant domestic travel 
benefits for many Americans. In addi- 
tion, airline efficiencies resulting from 
deregulation have helped reduce the 
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cost of international travel. Unfortu- 
nately, these benefits have not been 
evenly distributed across the country. 
Indeed, they have not been shared by 
Americans living in many smaller 
cities and rural communities. 

One need only try to schedule air 
travel to South Dakota to know that 
my State, as well as other rural States, 
have paid a harsh price for airline de- 
regulation. For numerous small cities, 
fares are higher and service less fre- 
quent since deregulation. Moreover, I 
know from personal experience—and 
statistics from the U.S. Department of 
Transportation (DOT) confirm—that 
non-stop jet service to many South Da- 
kota cities has been replaced by con- 
necting turboprop service. The result? 
Often, it is less desirable service in- 
volving circuitous routing on slower 
and less comfortable aircraft. 

Mr. President, several months ago I 
requested the General Accounting Of- 
fice (GAO) to prepare a study compar- 
ing air service for large, medium and 
small cities across the country. That 
study, which I understand is progress- 
ing well, is considering differences be- 
tween these markets in terms of the 
cost of air travel for consumers, the ex- 
tent to which jet service is available, 
and safety. I am confident this study 
will be very enlightening. 

In connection with the GAO study, 
the DOT already has provided statis- 
tics that dramatically illustrate the 
great burden rural states like South 
Dakota bear as a result of airline de- 
regulation. For example, for the month 
of February 1978, prior to deregulation, 
there were a total of 2,384 scheduled 
commercial flights departing South 
Dakota airports with 186,080 seats 
available for the traveling public. By 
comparison, for the month of February 
1995, there were 2,421 commercial 
flights departing my home State but 
only 94,538 seats were available on 
these flights. These statistics show 
that at the same time the number of 
flights departing South Dakota in- 
creased by 1.5 percent, the total num- 
ber of seats available to the traveling 
public have dramatically decreased—a 
49.1 percent reduction in seating capac- 
ity. 

At first glance, these statistics seem 
inconsistent. How is it possible for the 
number of seats available for departing 
passengers to fall so dramatically at a 
time the number of departing flights 
actually increased? The answer is that 
airlines are substituting small, non-jet 
aircraft in small city markets pre- 
viously served by larger jets. For ex- 
ample, in May 1978, 19 percent of com- 
mercial flights departing Rapid City, 
South Dakota involved non-jet air- 
craft. In May 1995, that percentage has 
more than doubled to 42 percent. Tur- 
boprop aircraft substitution in many 
small city markets is a post-deregula- 
tion reality. 

The impact of non-jet aircraft substi- 
tution in smaller markets is signifi- 
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cant. It hits my constituents and other 
small city air travel consumers right 
in the wallet. Let me explain. 

Like most goods and services, the 
price of air travel for consumers de- 
pends to a large extent on the supply 
and demand of seats. Naturally, there- 
fore, air fares increase when demand 
for seats goes up at a time when the 
supply of available seats declines. That 
is precisely what has happened in my 
state. As I mentioned, while the de- 
mand for air travel has been generally 
increasing, the supply of seats avail- 
able to passengers departing South Da- 
kota has declined by 49.1 percent. Just 
ask my constituents if this “supply 
squeeze” has caused higher air fares. It 
clearly has increased the price of air 
travel in South Dakota. 

At my request, the GAO is examining 
these air service issues on a national 
scale. When the GAO report is issued, I 
plan to hold a hearing on its findings. 
The report is expected to be completed 
in the Spring of next year. 

Mr. President, I cannot stress strong- 
ly enough what a problem insufficient 
and unaffordable air service is in South 
Dakota as well as other rural States. 
However, there may be hope for im- 
provement. Indeed, I am guardedly op- 
timistic about a new development. 

The development to which I refer is 
the availability of a new generation of 
small commuter jets, so-called “junior 
jets. These smaller jets will give air- 
lines a service option that previously 
did not exist. Previously, when air- 
lines’ planners assigned aircraft to par- 
ticular routes, there was a choice only 
between larger jetliners and 
turboprops. Now, they have a third op- 
tion. 

Let me illustrate this point. On a 
flight which customarily serves 40 pas- 
sengers, it is currently uneconomical 
for airlines to use jet aircraft, which 
generally have 100 or more seats. Pre- 
viously, the only alternative was to use 
turboprop service on such routes. Now, 
however, junior jets will permit air- 
lines to serve that market with a 50 
seat jet aircraft. 

If airlines purchase and use junior 
jets, jet service may return to some 
small cities. Other small cities may see 
an increase in jet service. Of signifi- 
cant importance, use of junior jets 
could increase the number of seats 
available in small city markets and 
this added capacity could help to lower 
the cost of air travel. In fact, these jets 
could reduce airlines’ costs of serving 
some routes and this could lead to 
lower air fares in the long run. All the 
air service challenges small commu- 
nities face surely will not be resolved 
by junior jets. Use of these aircraft 
would, however, be a step in the right 
direction. 

I will ask unanimous consent that a 
recent article appearing in the New 
York Times which addresses the great 
potential junior jets represent in pro- 
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viding service to smaller air service 
markets be printed in the RECORD at 
the end of my remarks. Will airlines 
take advantage of the option of provid- 
ing air service to small cities on junior 
jets? As airlines mull over this ques- 
tions, I urge them to keep several im- 
portant points in mind. 

First, last year more than 37 percent 
of all passenger enplanements in the 
United States occurred at airports 
other than the 25 large connecting 
hubs, such as Chicago O’Hare. Many of 
these more than 200 million 
enplanements were passengers flying to 
or from small cities. I urge airlines to 
never forget that small cities, such as 
Sioux Falls, Rapid City and Aberdeen, 
SD, are a very important component of 
their customer base and provide criti- 
cal passenger feed for the airline indus- 
try’s domestic and international net- 
works. 

Second, improved quantity and qual- 
ity of service and lower fares that 
could result from the use of junior jets 
could stimulate demand in small city 
markets. In addition to making pas- 
sengers happier, using junior jets could 
also benefit airlines by increasing the 
number of passengers traveling in 
these markets. 

Mr. President, the benefits of airline 
deregulation have not been shared by 
citizens living in smaller cities. Fair- 
ness dictates this unfortunate reality 
be changed. I urge airlines to carefully 
consider the benefits of using junior 
jets to serve these cities. These new 
aircraft have the potential to make a 
bad situation better. I also urge air- 
lines not to underestimate the impor- 
tance of small city markets. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
New York Times article be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Aug. 19, 1995] 
RELIEF FOR THE TURBOPROP BLUES—SMALL IS 

SUDDENLY BEAUTIFUL FOR SHORT-HOP 

TRAVELERS 

(By David Cay Johnston) 

Until recently, whenever Scott Hansen, a 
Salt Lake City lawyer, had to visit clients in 
Boise, Idaho, he dreaded calling his travel 
agent. Of the eight daily flights, four were on 
135-passenger Delta Air Lines jets but the 
four others were on much smaller turboprops 
flown by SkyWest Airlines, a Delta com- 
muter affiliate. 

Of his last 75 flights, Mr. Hansen said, 45 
required him to squeeze into the bumpy, low- 
flying turboprops. There's no comparison,” 
he said. “Іп the jet you have good seats, you 
board through a jetway and you can stand up 
when you walk down the aisle.” 

But some relief for travelers like Mr. Han- 
sen is in sight. Several manufacturers from 
around the world are racing to deliver a new 
wave of what might be called junior jets, 
able to carry between 50 and 80 passengers. 
They are a vast improvement over the some- 
what smaller short-hop turboprop planes, 
with their propeller-droning, often stomach- 
wrenching flights as they go right through 
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the middle of the seemingly inevitable sum- 
mer thunderstorm. 

Forget about all the attention focused on 
the competition between Boeing and Airbus 
for the next generation of jumbo jets. What 
will really make a big difference in the daily 
trials and tribulations of tens of thousands 
of bedraggled airline passengers are these 
small, often overlooked, regional jetliners. 

Already, junior jets have started to replace 
turboprops on some midlength routes like 
the Salt Lake City-Boise run. And they are 
increasingly being used to connect less trav- 
eled, more widespread cities where pas- 
sengers were once condemned to go through 
a connecting airport, often from one turbo- 
prop to another. 

In Brazil yesterday, the newest junior jet- 
liner took its first test flight after rolling 
out of its factory hangar in Sao Jose dos 
Campos, a 170-mile hop from Rio de Janerio. 
The Embraer-145 is а 50-seat regional jet 
built by Empresa Brasileira de Aeronautica 
8.А., as the company is formally known, to 
replace slightly smaller turboprops. That in- 
cludes Embraer’s own Brasilia, which is the 
most widely used turboprop in the United 
States. More than 200 are operated by Amer- 
ican carriers today. 

The new plane, which costs $14.5 million, is 
basically a stretched Brasilia turboprop 
fitted with jet engines. Meanwhile, another 
50-seat jet aircraft, the Canadair Regional 
Jet, has started to make inroads in the Unit- 
ed States and elsewhere since it was intro- 
duced in 1993, 

That Canadian-built plane, a derivative of 
Bombardier Inc.'s Challenger corporate jet, 
is intended not so much to replace 
turboprops on short hops as to allow nonstop 
jet service between distant cities with lim- 
ited economic ties, such as Rapid City, S.D., 
and Salt Lake City, which are 508 air miles 
apart. Even so, Sky West recently turned to 
Canadair to replace its Brasilia turboprop 
planes on the Salt Lake City-Boise run. 
Thirty-one Canadair Regional jets currently 
operate in the United States. 

That's not all. Earlier this summer two 
Fokker 708, a new Dutch jet with 79 seats, 
began service for America West Express, a 
unit of Mesa Air Group. They provide non- 
stop service from Phoenix to Des Moines and 
to Spokane, Wash., both long, thinly used 
markets that previously required at least 
one stop. Also flying in the United States are 
16 four-engine British Aerospace BAe-146 jets 
and a few newer models of the same plane. 
Fokker is a unit of Daimler-Benz A.G. 

And at least one American plane maker, 
McDonnell Douglas, is trying to develop a 
shorter version of its smooth-flying MD-80. 
It has not yet decided whether to go ahead 
with construction. 

Over the next 20 years airlines worldwide 
are expected to buy as many as 1,500 jets 
that carry fewer than 100 passengers, said 
Barbara Beyer, president of Avmark, an air- 
line industry consulting firm in Arlington, 


Va. 

Still, the turboprop is not about to dis- 
appear. Bombardier, the Canadian plane 
maker, estimates that between 1993 and 2012 
airlines worldwide will spend $91 billion to 
buy 8,107 regional aircraft with 15 to 90 seats. 
Most of these planes will be low-cost 
turboprops with 40 or more seats. Airline in- 
dustry experts say that turboprops will con- 
tinue to serve as the backbone of flights be- 
tween small- and medium-sized cities like 
Concord, N.H., and Syracuse and nearby 
major airports, such as Boston and New 
York. 

For an increasing number of lucky fliers, 
though, the junior jets will provide a lot 
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more speed and some added comfort over 
turboprops. And for thousands of others, 
there is the prospect of an end to the time- 
wasting change of planes. 

“After two hours a turboprop is a real 
pain,” Miss Beyer said, “Essentially there 
are two kinds of markets that can be served 
by regional jets. Those that are more than 
400 miles apart, but are not large enough to 
command larger jet equipment. And those 
markets that have been abandoned by the 
major carriers since deregulation of the air- 
lines—markets that had been jet markets 


and should be jet markets.“ 
For years, the big United States aircraft 
manufacturers—Boeing and McDonnell 


Douglas—resisted building smaller jets, ar- 
guing that the development costs would be 
too high to justify the expense of building 
jets that would inevitably sell for much less 
than their bigger bread-and-butter jet air- 
craft. 

“Then we hounded Canadair with the idea 
that they ought to turn their Challenger 
business jet into a regional airliner,” Miss 
Beyer said. “And ultimately they did and 
now it is an absolute raving success.” 

While off to a good start, it remains to be 
seen just how successful the Canadair will 
be. Bombardier has delivered 65 such 
Canadair jets and has orders for 37 more. It 
says it plans to bring out a lengthened ver- 
sion that can carry 75 passengers. 

Aircraft makers readily acknowledge that 
most passengers do not like turboprops, not 
just because of their noisy vibrations and 
cramped space, but also because they appear 
outdated and less safe. And the crash last 
October of a French-made ATR turboprop 
plane, which led the Federal Aviation Ad- 
ministration to ban the planes temporarily 
from flying in icy weather, only added to the 
safety fears surrounding turboprops. But the 
manufacturers insist that view is misguided. 

“People tend to look at propellers and 
think old-fashioned,” said Colin Fisher, а 
spokesman for Bombardier, which also 
makes a 50-seat turboprop, the Dash 8. “But 
Turboprop and jet technology were born in 
the same time frame, around the time of 
World War II." 

Whatever the manufacturers say, pas- 
sengers recognize a clear difference. On a 
flight from Rochester to Cincinnati, a 
Canadair Regional jet operated by Comair, 
another Delta commuter affiliate, was excep- 
tionally quiet and smooth, taking off quick- 
ly and flying above the turbulence. But the 
seats in junior jets do not vary that much in 
appearance and comfort from those typically 
found in most turboprops. 

The main reason more airlines do not rely 
on junior jets is because they are much more 
expensive to buy than turboprops. And even 
though they hold more seats, that’s still a 
real burden, particularly for commuter oper- 
ators without a lot of extra investment cap- 
ital that are operating on paper-thin mar- 
gins. The new Embraer regional jet, for ex- 
ample, will cost nearly double the $7.7 mil- 
lion price of its Brasilia turboprop. A 
Canadair Regional jet costs even more—$17 
million to $22 million a copy. 

But the new Brazilian operating costs are 
expected to be comparable. Its new regional 
jet, Embraer says, should cost about $27 an 
hour per seat to fly, compared with $29 per 
hour for a Brasilia. And some airlines think 
the investment is worthwhile, in part be- 
cause jets fly much faster than turboprops, 
allowing more flights each day. Delta Con- 
nection flights on a Saab 340 turboprop be- 
tween Rochester and La Guardia Airport in 
New York City are scheduled for 85 minutes, 
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compared with USAir’s 64 minutes via а 737 
jet, adding about one-third to the gate-to- 
gate time. 

Jets can also cruise higher, which means 
fewer cups of coffee ending up in passenger 
laps. Lou can Пу up quickly and get above 
the weather, which is especially attractive 
during thunderstorm season,” said David А. 
Siebenburgen, president of Comair Holdings, 
the regional airline in Cincinnati that intro- 
duced the Canadair Regional Jet into serv- 
ice. Our customers love them.“ 

Comair operates 64 turboprops and 23 
Canadair Regional jets, but within five years 
the company expects to operate fewer than 
50 turboprops and at least 70 Canadair Re- 
gional jets, Mr. Siebenburgen said. 

And even though the carrying costs are 
higher, SkyWest, based in Salt Lake City, 
sees advantages in the eight Canadair Re- 
gional Jets, all leased, that it now flies. 

“The reason we feel comfortable with the 
risk," said Bradford R. Rich, SkyWest’s chief 
financial officer, is that the plane fits into 
the longer, thinner markets we have. We be- 
lieve it can expand our market area because 
of the high speed and comfort.” 

As far as Canadair’s new Brazilian com- 
petitor goes, it already has 18 firm orders for 
its regional jet, five of them from BWIA, a 
Caribbean airline. Embraer also says it has 
16 options and 127 letters of intent. 

So far, however, no airline in the United 
States has ordered ап ЕМВ-145. But Michael 
Warwicke, Embraer’s vice president for 
sales, is counting on a few orders to roll in 
once the airplane completes flight-worthi- 
ness testing. Long-suffering prop-jet pas- 
sengers may want to start counting the days. 


THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, before 
discussing today’s bad news about the 
Federal debt, how about another go“, 
as the British put it, with our pop quiz. 
Remember? One question, one answer. 

The question: How many millions of 
dollars does it take to add up a trillion 
dollars? While you are thinking about 
it, bear in mind that it was the U.S. 
Congress that ran up the Federal debt 
that now exceeds $4.9 trillion. 

To be exact, as of the close of busi- 
ness yesterday, September 13, the total 
Federal debt—down to the penny— 
stood at $4,967,410,712,825.60, of which, 
on a per capita basis, every man, 
woman and child in America owes 
$18,856.78. 

Mr. President, back to our pop quiz, 
how many million in a trillion: There 
are a million million in a trillion. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


At 2:58 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House disagrees to 
the amendment of the Senate to the 
bill (H.R. 2126) making appropriations 
for the Department of Defense for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, 
and for other purposes, and agrees to 
the conference asked by the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon; and appoints Mr. YOUNG of 
Florida, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. LIVINGSTON, 
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Mr. LEWIS of California, Мг. SKEEN, Mr. 
HOBSON, Mr. BONILLA, Mr. NETHERCUTT, 
Mr. NEUMANN, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. DICKS, 
Mr. WILSON, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. SABO, and 
Mr. OBEY as the managers of the con- 
ference on the part of the House. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bills, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 1162. An act to establish a Deficit Re- 
duction Trust Fund and provide for the 
downward adjustment of discretionary 
spending limits in appropriation bills. 

H.R. 1594. An act to place restrictions on 
the promotion by the Department of Labor 
and other Federal agencies and instrumen- 
talities of economically targeted invest- 
ments in connection with employee benefit 
plans. 

H.R. 1655. An act to authorize appropria- 
tions for fiscal year 1996 for intelligence and 
intelligence-related activities of the United 
States Government, the Community Man- 
agement Account, and the Central Intel- 
ligence Agency Retirement and Disability 
System, and for other purposes. 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bills were read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 1162. An act to establish a Deficit Re- 
duction Trust Fund and provide for the 
downward adjustment ої discretionary 
spending limits in appropriation bills; re- 
ferred jointly, pursuant to the order of Au- 
gust 4, 1977, to the Committee on the Budget, 
and to the Committee on Governmental Af- 
fairs. 

H.R. 1594. An act to place restrictions on 
the promotion by the Department of Labor 
and other Federal agencies and instrumen- 
talities of economically targeted invest- 
ments in connection with employee benefit 
plans; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

H.R. 1655. An act to authorize appropria- 
tions for fiscal year 1996 for intelligence and 
intelligence-related activities of the United 
States Government, the Community Man- 
agement Account, and the Central Intel- 
ligence Agency Retirement and Disability 
System, and for other purposes; to the Select 
Committee on Intelligence. 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, which were referred as indi- 
cated: 


ЕС-1423. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Communications and Infor- 
mation, the Department of Commerce, trans- 
mitting, the report of the Public Tele- 
communications Facilities Program grants 
for fiscal year 1995; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-1424. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator of the General Services Adminis- 
tration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of three contracts for design-build 
construction services on behalf of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Service; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC-1425. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator of the General Services Adminis- 
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tration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a building project survey for Okla- 
homa City, Oklahoma; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC-1426. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator of the General Services Adminis- 
tration, transmitting, a draft of proposed 
legislation entitled “Emergency Leasing Act 
of 1995”; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC-1427, A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator of the General Services Adminis- 
tration, transmitting, a draft of proposed 
legislation entitled “Prospectus Threshold 
Increase Act of 1995”; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC-1428. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Legal Affairs Adviser for Treaty Affairs, 
the Department of State, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the text of the international 
agreements, other than treaties, and back- 
ground statements; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

ЕС-1429. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary of State for Legislative Af- 
fairs, transmitting, pursuant to law, notice 
of a Presidential determination relative to 
the International Organizations and Pro- 
grams Account Funds; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

ЕС-1430. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Legal Affairs Adviser for Treaty Affairs, 
the Department of State, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the text of the international 
agreements, other than treaties, and back- 
ground statements; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

ЕС-1431. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary of State for Legislative Af- 
fairs, transmitting, corrections to the text of 
the Convention Between the Government of 
the United States of America and the Gov- 
ernment of the Republic of Kazakhstan; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

ЕС-1432. A communication from the Presi- 
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the report on the cost for oper- 
ations and assistance to Haiti for the period 
October 1, 1993 to March 81, 1995; to.the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-1433. A communication from the Presi- 
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, the report of an alternate plan 
for Federal pay adjustments; to the Commit- 
tee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1434. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, a report entitled Sta- 
tistical Programs of the United States Gov- 
ernment"; to the Committee on Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

ЕС-1435. A communication from the Comp- 
troller General of the General Accounting 
Office, transmitting, pursuant to law, notice 
of reports and testimony for the month of 
July, 1995; to the Committee on Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

ЕС-1436. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Council of the District of Colum- 
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 11-134, enacted by the Council on 
July 29, 1995; to the Committee on Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

ЕС-1437. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Council of the District of Colum- 
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 11-135, enacted by the Council on 
July 29, 1995; to the Committee on Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-1438. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Council of the District of Colum- 
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 11-136, enacted by the Council on 
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July 29, 1995; to the Committee on Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-1439. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Council of the District of Colum- 
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 11-139, enacted by the Council on 
July 29, 1995; to the Committee on Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

EC-1440. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary of the Interior for Indian Af- 
fairs, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of the Plan for the Use and Distribution 
of the Funds Awarded the La Jolla Band of 
Mission Indians; to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. HATFIELD, from the Committee 
on Appropriations: 

Special Report entitled Revised Alloca- 
tion to Subcommittees of Budget Totals 
from the Concurrent Resolution for Fiscal 
Year 1996”' (Rept. No. 104-141). 

By Mr. COCHRAN, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, with amendments: 

H.R. 1976. A bill making appropriations for 
Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 
programs for the fiscal year ending Septem- 
ber 30, 1996, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
104-142). 

By Mr. MCCONNELL, from the Committee 
on Appropriations, with amendments: 

H.R. 1868. A bill making appropriations for 
foreign operations, export financing, and re- 
lated programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1996, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 104-143). 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. INOUYE: 

8.1240. A bill to provide for a special appli- 
cation of section 1034 of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

By Mr. EXON: 

S. 1241. A bill entitled the Public Broad- 
casting Financial Independence and Family 
Viewing Act of 1995”; to the Committee оп 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. BRADLEY: 

5. 1242. A bill to authorize the National In- 
stitute of Justice to provide technical assist- 
ance to State and local law enforcement en- 
tities, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SPECTER (for himself, Мг. 
KOHL, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. LEAHY, and 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN): 

8.1243. A bill to provide educational assist- 
ance to the dependents of Federal law en- 
forcement officials who are killed or disabled 
in the performance of their duties; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. INOUYE: 

S. 1240. A bill to provide for a special 
application of section 1034 of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 


September 14, 1995 


SPECIAL APPLICATION LEGISLATION 
Ф Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

5. 1240 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That, in the case of Rita 
Bennington— 

(1) who purchased her new principal resi- 
dence (within the meaning of section 1034 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986) in Janu- 
ary 1992, and 

(2) who was unable to meet the require- 
ments of such section with respect to the 
sale of an old principal residence until May 
1994, because of unexpected delays caused by 
Hurricane Iniki, the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, in the administration of section 1034 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, shall 
apply subsection (a) of such section by sub- 
stituting 2.5 years" for 2 years“ each place 
it appears. 


By Mr. EXON: 

S. 1241. A bill entitled the Public 
Broadcasting Financial Independence 
and Family Viewing Act of 1995”; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

THE PUBLIC BROADCASTING FINANCIAL 
INDEPENDENCE AND FAMILY VIEWING ACT OF 1995 
ө Mr. EXON. Mr. President, ав Gov- 
ernor and Senator, I have been a long 
time supporter of public broadcasting. 
In Nebraska, public broadcasting leads 
the way in innovative programming, 
distance learning, and educational op- 
portunity. That dedication to excel- 
lence, to children and to families has 
made Nebraska Public Television an is- 
land of decency, sanity, and enrich- 
ment in the sea of violence, sex, and 
immorality which is commercial tele- 
vision. 

I am pleased to introduce legislation 
titled the Public Broadcasting Finan- 
cial Independence and Family Viewing 
Act. 

Opponents of public broadcasting 
have sparked a debate about the future 
of this national treasure. That debate 
has been healthy and ironically could 
lead to the salvation of public broad- 
casting. As a member of both the Sen- 
ate Commerce Committee, and the 
Senate Budget Committee, I foresee a 
budgetary situation which threatens 
the very existence of public radio and 
television regardless of who controls 
the House or the Senate. The reforms 
proposed in this legislation would give 
public broadcasters the tools for sur- 
vival. 

As a strong supporter of public 
broadcasting, I have repeatedly ex- 
pressed several troubling concerns 
about recent public broadcasting pro- 
grams and policies. This legislation is 
also meant to refocus the mission of 
PBS and CPB on family-friendly, enter- 
tainment, educational, cultural, and 
informational programming. 

I simply can not defend standards 
and practices which permit displays of 
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nudity and use of language in CPB- 
funded dramatic programming which 
would not be permitted on commercial 
broadcast television. Public broadcast- 
ing can tackle controversial subjects 
but it should be done in a manner 
which is not offensive. 

Public broadcasting comes into the 
homes of American families thanks in 
part to the tax dollars of those families 
and thanks to the radio spectrum 
owned by the people. It is not too much 
to ask that programming be presented 
in a manner which is appropriate for a 
home with children. 

In this regard, I must give the Ne- 
braska Educational Television network 
credit for showing great sensitivity to 
Nebraska families. Last year NETV 
only aired the edited version of the 
controversial program tales of the 
сібу” and decided not to broadcast 
some of the programming offered by 
PBS and other sources which push the 
envelope of taste and propriety. 

On a national level, I strongly believe 
that the CPB and PBS should show the 
same sensitivity to taxpayers and 
viewers. It is not censorship to ask 
that American tax dollars be spent ina 
manner that is consistent with Amer- 
ican values. 

On the financial side, the Corpora- 
tion for Public Broadcasting should 
more aggressively pursue and share in 
the spinoff profits generated by prod- 
ucts related to CPB funded program- 
ming. It is tragic that public broad- 
casting has made millions of dollars for 
others but must battle each year for 
modest appropriations. 

In addition, under this legislation 
public broadcasters would be given 
spectrum and schedule flexibility as 
well as new channel placement options 
which could generate additional nontax 
revenues. These measures hold long- 
term promise toward the goal of mak- 
ing public broadcasting more finan- 
cially independent. 

Mr. President, never before has the 
need for quality television been more 
critical. Public broadcasting has a long 
tradition of meeting that need for qual- 
ity. I believe that we can reinvent pub- 
lic broadcasting. As a supporter of pub- 
lic broadcasting, I am prepared to con- 
sider any creative idea to lessen tax- 
payer burdens in this area. My one bot- 
tom line; my one nonnegotiable item is 
that public boardcasting remain public. 
It should not be privatized or disman- 
tled and sold to the highest bidder. It is 
a national treasure which must remain 
in the public domain. 

Mr. President, I introduce this legis- 
lation and extend a hand of friendship 
and cooperation to Members on both 
sides of the aisle. Public broadcasting 
is an institution which means a great 
deal to the people of Nebraska, and the 
Nation, and we must find ways to help 
it meet the challenge of survival in a 
very difficult fiscal climate. 

Thank you Mr. President. 
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I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

8. 1241 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1, SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be referred to as “Тһе Public 
Broadcasting Financial Independence and 
Family Viewing Act of 1995”, 

БЕС. 2, FAMILY VIEWING. 

Section 396(g@)(1)(A) of Title 47 is amended 
by inserting between the words which“ and 
“аге” the following new language ‘‘are suit- 
able for family viewing throughout the 
broadcast day and which". 

SEC, 3, USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS. 

A new Section 396(k)(1)(F) to Title 47 is 
added as follows: 

“(Е) No federal funds shall be used to 
broadcast any program which is indecent or 
to broadcast any dramatic program which 
includes nudity.” 

SEC. 4. PUBLIC INTEREST. 

Section 396(a) of Title 47 is amended by 
adding the following new subsection: 

11) It is in the public interest that public 
broadcasting provide educational, cultural, 
information and entertaining programming 
which is suitable for family viewing.” 

БЕС. 5. SPECTRUM FLEXIBILITY. 

The Commission shall adopt regulations 
which would allow public broadcast license 
holders to make use of their broadcast spec- 
trum for the transmission of ancillary and 
supplementary services, so long as the li- 
censees provide without charge at least one 
schedule of public broadcast programming. 
In permitting such use, the Commission 
shall assure through regulation or license 
terms that: 

(a) the proceeds, if any from such ancillary 
and supplementary use go to the exclusive 
benefit of public broadcasting; 

(b) public broadcast licensees do not lessen 
their existing commitment or level of effort 
to public broadcasting; and 

(c) to the extent such spectrum is used for 
а purpose other than public broadcasting, 
fees charged for such use shall be at market 
rates. 

БЕС. 6, SCHEDULE FLEXIBILITY. 

The Commission shall adopt regulations 
which would allow public broadcast license 
holders to utilize their broadcast schedule 
between the hours of 1 AM and 6 AM to pro- 
vide on a leased basis non-public broadcast 
programming for a fee or for public broad- 
cast license holders to provide commercially 
sponsored programming provided that: 

(a) the proceeds, from such use go to the 
exclusive benefit of public broadcasting; 

(b) public interest licensees do not lessen 
their existing commitment or level of effort 
to public broadcasting; and 

(c) to the extent such use is for a purpose 
other than public broadcasting, fees charged 
for such use shall be at market rates. 

SEC. 7. ENHANCED UNDERWRITING. 

(a) Section 399(a) of Title 47 is amended: 

(1) by striking the word exclusive“ in sub- 
section (a); and 

(2) by inserting before the period (.): 
“through a call to action, an inducement to 
buy, sell, rent, or lease, or the provision of 
price information”. 

(b) Section 399B(a) of Title 47 is amended: 
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(1) by inserting: “through а call to action 
inducement to buy, sell, rent, or lease or the 
provision of price information” after the 
word “promote.” and 

(2) by inserting: when such offering is 
other than an educational or cultural event 
sponsored in part by a qualified public broad- 
casting station, or producer or distributor of 
programming for public broadcast stations” 
after the word profit“. 

БЕС. 8. SATELLITE, COMMON CARRIER AND 
OTHER FORMS OF PROGRAM DIS- 
TRIBUTION. 

Public Broadcasting programming may be 
distributed to viewers by means of satellite, 
common carrier, or other form of tele- 
communications technology for a fee pro- 
vided that the proceeds from such distribu- 
tion go to the exclusive benefit of public 
broadcasting. 

SEC. 9, FREQUENCY EXCHANGE. 

The Commission may approve an exchange 
of frequencies between a public broadcaster 
and a commercial broadcaster, when the pro- 
ceeds from such exchange are dedicated to 
the benefit of the national public broadcast- 
ing system. 

SEC. 10, ANCILLARY INCOME. 

The Board of Directors of the Corporation 
for Public Broadcasting, and The Public 
Broadcasting System shall ensure that to 
the greatest extent possible agreements for 

programming include a provision to assure 
that public broadcasting share in benefits 
from the sale of any ancillary products, 
books, recording, toys, character licensing or 
other products related to the broadcast of 
such programming. 

SEC. 11. GAO REVIEW. 

The General Accounting Office shall con- 
duct a review of the operations of the Cor- 
poration of Public Broadcasting, the Public 
Broadcasting System, Public Broadcasters 
and their program and other contractors. 
These entities shall make their records and 
accounts available to the General Account- 
ing Office for review. The General Account- 
ing Office shall protect proprietary informa- 
tion. Within one year of the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the General Accounting Of- 
fice shall report to the Congress its rec- 
ommendations for improving the efficiency, 
and self-sufficiency of public broadcasting. 
SEC, 12. OF MERGER WITH INTER- 
NATIONAL BROADCASTING. 

The General Accounting Office shall con- 
duct a feasibility study of merging or coordi- 
nating public broadcasting operations and 
facilities or portions of operations and facili- 
ties with the international broadcasting op- 
erations of the United States government. 
БЕС. 13. EDUCATIONAL RATES. 

Public broadcast licensees shall qualify for 
interstate and intrastate educational tele- 
communications service rates to the extent 
such rates are available and to the extent 
such telecommunications services are used 
for the purpose of providing public broad- 
casting.e 


By Mr. BRADLEY: 

S. 1242. A bill to authorize the Na- 
tional Institute of Justice to provide 
technical assistance to State and local 
law enforcement entities, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF JUSTICE 
TECHNOLOGY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1995 
е Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, to em- 
power citizens to take back their 
streets from criminals, it is vitally im- 
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portant that the Federal Government 
work in partnership with States and lo- 
calities to deploy additional officers in 
communities around the country. How- 
ever, Mr. President, equally critical to 
the success of State and local police 
forces in protecting American citizens 
is the commitment of the Federal Gov- 
ernment to serve as a partner to ensure 
that State and municipal police offi- 
cers have access to advanced tech- 
nology and equipment to effectively 
fight crime. 

Mr. President, the Department of 
Justice’s National Institute of Justice 
[NIJ] provides this critical link be- 
tween the Federal Government and 
local law enforcement agencies across 
the country. The mission of NIJ’s Of- 
fice of Science and Technology is to as- 
sist law enforcement, particularly on 
the State and local level, with upgrad- 
ing their technological infrastructure. 
This involves the following functions: 
First, providing information on prod- 
ucts and technologies; second, develop- 
ing standards; third, testing and evalu- 
ating technologies and equipment; and 
fourth, research and development. 

Because of the critical mission of 
NIJ, the legislation that I am introduc- 
ing today seeks an appropriation of an 
increase of $10 million each for fiscal 
year 1996 and fiscal year 1997 to enable 
NIJ to continue and expand the work 
that it is doing to enhance the effec- 
tiveness of State and local police de- 
partments. 

Mr. President, research and develop- 
ment conducted by NIJ is a valuable 
resource for State and local law en- 
forcement agencies that are often con- 
fronted by criminals who have access 
to the most advanced commercial tech- 
nologies. The invention of soft body 
armor was developed out of a NIJ 
project. Since 1975, when NIJ first con- 
ducted field tests in 15 cities across the 
country, bulletproof vests have saved 
the lives of thousands of officers. NIJ is 
also responsible for significant ad- 
vances in the field of forensic science. 
For example, NIJ brought DNA identi- 
fication to the United States and devel- 
oped new fingerprinting techniques 
which permits officers to lift finger- 
prints on major fixtures in the field, 
without removing the fixture. 

NIJ is currently developing products 
that will make police work safer and 
more efficient. For example, Mr. Presi- 
dent, NIJ has developed a prototype 
rear airbag to use to control suspects 
in the back of a squad car with mini- 
mal disruption. NIJ has also developed 
a prototype retractable barrier strip to 
enable police to safely stop a fleeing 
vehicle, thereby minimizing the need 
for dangerous high speed chases which 
often result in injuries to police offi- 
cers or innocent bystanders. 

Mr. President, many local police de- 
partments receive no assistance in 
identifying technology and purchasing 
equipment. They operate as solo ac- 
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tors. For example, a local police de- 
partment recently spent 8 months con- 
ducting market research before pur- 
chasing motorcycle helmets. To ad- 
dress this problem, NIJ has established 
the technology information network—a 
combination of a law enforcement 
internet and consumers report—to af- 
ford police departments around the 
country access to timely and objective 
information on new products, tech- 
nologies, and systems. Moreover, NIJ 
has held and participated in a series of 
successful conferences and town meet- 
ings to initiate dialog between law en- 
forcement, the Federal technology 
community, and the private sector, and 
is establishing purchasing consortiums 
to allow local police departments to 
obtain the best prices for technical 
products and equipment. 

Mr. President, because the over- 
whelming majority of police work in 
America is conducted by State and 
local law enforcement, and only 13 per- 
cent of the crime fighting resources are 
controlled by the Federal Government, 
the answer to violence lies closer to 
home than to Washington, DC. With 
the establishment last year of NIJ's 
National Law Enforcement Technology 
Center, the agency has become the 
model for the decentralized relation- 
ship that exists between the Federal 
Government and State and local law 
enforcement. 

The National Law Enforcement Tech- 
nology Center consists of seven re- 
gional research centers throughout the 
country. This virtual national center 
serves as a focal point for law enforce- 
ment research and development and in- 
formation dissemination. The regional 
centers are centers of excellence for re- 
spective technologies and act as re- 
gional interfaces for State and local 
law enforcement agencies. This decen- 
tralized structure brings NIJ's work 
into the field, thereby fostering a clos- 
er working relationship with State and 
local law enforcement. For example, 
the agency has established test bed 
programs to field test new equipment 
in local police departments. 

Mr. President, the legislation that I 
am introducing today seeks an appro- 
priation of an increase of $10 million 
each for fiscal year 1996 and fiscal year 
1997 to enable NIJ to continue and ex- 
pand the critical work that it is doing 
to assist State and local police depart- 
ments. The legislation specifically au- 
thorizes funding to provide NIJ with 
the resources that it needs to identify, 
develop, and purchase new technologies 
to provide a safer environment for po- 
lice officers and more effectively curb 
crime. 

Mr. President, I have advocated a 
tough, comprehensive, approach to bat- 
tling the menace of crime that has pro- 
liferated in our cities and towns. In au- 
thoring the Handgun Control and Vio- 
lence Prevention Act, I have worked 
for a commonsense approach to stem 
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the flow of illegal weapons that flood 
our streets and cause mass carnage. In 
proposing the Cop Killer Bullet Ban 
Act. I have sought to halt the manufac- 
ture and distribution of ammunition 
that is designed to kill those who are 
sworn to protect our communities. 

Mr. President, my approach to com- 
bating crime has also been a commu- 
nity-oriented approach, whereby the 
Federal Government and local commu- 
nities act in tandem to uproot and 
eliminate the problem. Last year, this 
body passed the omnibus crime law, 
which included the community polic- 
ing initiative, an $8.9 billion program 
designed to put 100,000 law enforcement 
officers on the streets. I provided a 
jumpstart for the community policing 
initiative in the omnibus crime legisla- 
tion when I introduced a bill in March 
1993 that authorized a major new ex- 
pansion of community policing. In ad- 
dition, I authored the community 
schools provision in the omnibus crime 
law, which provides for public school 
buildings to remain open for youth pro- 
grams after school hours, on weekends, 
and over summers. Moreover, this year, 
I have introduced legislation providing 
for community response teams, com- 
posed of community volunteers, to as- 
sist victims of domestic violence. 

Mr. President, the work that NIJ is 
performing to enable police depart- 
ments to more efficiently battle crime 
is consistent with my philosophy that 
together the Federal Government and 
local communities can share resources 
and crime fighting expertise to make 
our neighborhoods safer. The work per- 
formed by NIJ is invaluable. For exam- 
ple, NIJ has expanded its work in de- 
veloping standards for law enforcement 
equipment, which will eliminate the 
risk of officers receiving substandard 
equipment. NIJ has also established a 
liability panel to assist law enforce- 
ment in using new technologies with a 
minimum of legal risk. The expansion 
of this work will only serve to 
strengthen police departments around 
the country as we continue to fight 
against crime. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the National In- 
stitute of Justice Technology Assistance Act 
011995”, 

SEC. 2. TECHNOLOGY ASSISTANCE. 

Section 202 of the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3722) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

“(е) TECHNOLOGY ASSISTANCE.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—The Director shall pro- 
vide assistance to State and local govern- 
ment law enforcement entities to identify, 
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select, develop, modernize, and purchase new 
technologies to provide a safer environment 
for police officers and to more efficiently and 
effectively fight crime. 

“(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection— 

() $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, which 
shall be in addition to the amounts author- 
ized and appropriated to the National Insti- 
tute for Justice for such fiscal year 1996 on 
the date of enactment of the National Insti- 
tute of Justice Technology Assistance Act of 
1995; and 

“(В) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1997, which 
shall be in addition to amounts otherwise 
authorized for the National Institute of Jus- 
tice.’’.e 


——— 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


8. 491 
At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
CRAIG] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
491, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide cov- 
erage of outpatient self-management 
training services under part B of the 
medicare program for individuals with 
diabetes. 
S. 770 
At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name 
of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
BRYAN] was added as а cosponsor of S. 
770, a bill to provide for the relocation 
of the United States Embassy in Israel 
to Jerusalem, and for other purposes. 
S. 1027 
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
names of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
REID], апа the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. SMITH] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1027, a bill to elimi- 
nate the quota and price support pro- 
grams for peanuts, and for other pur- 
poses. 
8. 1032 
At the request of Mr. ROTH, the name 
of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
FRIST] was added as a cosponsor of 8. 
1032, a bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to provide nonrecogni- 
tion treatment for certain transfers by 
common trust funds to regulated in- 
vestment companies. 
5. 1164 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BURNS] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1164, a bill to amend the Steven- 
son-Wydler Technology Innovation Act 
of 1980 with respect to inventions made 
under cooperative research and devel- 
opment agreements, and for other pur- 
poses. 
5. 1172 
At the request of Mr. ROTH, the name 
of the Senator from New York [Mr. 
D'AMATO] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1172, a bill to amend the Revenue 
Act of 1987 to provide a permanent ex- 
tension of the transition rule for cer- 
tain publicly traded partnerships. 
8. 1220 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
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BRYAN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1220, a bill to provide that Members of 
Congress shall not be paid during Fed- 
eral Government shutdowns. 

8. 1235 

At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
names of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. HEFLIN] and the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi [Mr. LOTT] were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 1235, a bill to amend the 
Federal Crop Insurance Act to author- 
ize the Secretary of Agriculture to pro- 
vide supplemental crop disaster assist- 
ance under certain circumstances, and 
for other purposes. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 117 

At the request of Mr. RoTH, the name 
of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. CRAIG] 
was added as a cosponsor of Senate 
Resolution 117, a resolution expressing 
the sense of the Senate that the cur- 
rent Federal income tax deduction for 
interest paid on debt secured by a first 
or second home located in the United 
States should not be further restricted. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2478 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts ГМг. KENNEDY], the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. SIMON], and the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL] were added 
as cosponsors of amendment No. 2478 
proposed to H.R. 4, a bill to restore the 
American family, reduce illegitimacy, 
control welfare spending, and reduce 
welfare dependence. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2509 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2509 proposed to H.R. 4, 
a bill to restore the American family, 
reduce illegitimacy, control welfare 
spending, and reduce welfare depend- 
ence. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2526 

At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the 
names of the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. COATS], the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi [Mr. LOTT], and the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] were added as 
cosponsors of amendment No. 2526 pro- 
posed to H.R. 4, bill to restore the 
American family, reduce illegitimacy, 
control welfare spending, and reduce 
welfare dependence. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2528 

At the request of Mr. KERRY, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2528 proposed to H.R. 4, 
a bill to restore the American family, 
reduce illegitimacy, control welfare 
spending, and reduce welfare depend- 
ence. 

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 
names of the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER] and the Sen- 
ator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE] were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
2528 proposed to H.R. 4, supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2581 

At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the 
names of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. SIMPSON], the Senator from Maine 
[Ms. SNOWE], and the Senator from 
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Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE] were added 
as cosponsors of amendment No. 2581 
proposed to H.R. 4, a bill to restore the 
American family, reduce illegitimacy, 
control welfare spending, and reduce 
welfare dependence. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2589 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. DASCHLE] was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2589 pro- 
posed to H.R. 4, a bill to restore the 
American family, reduce illegitimacy, 
control welfare spending, and reduce 
welfare dependence. 


NOTICE OF HEARING 


COMMITTEE ON ENERGY RESOURCES 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor- 
mation of the Senate and the public 
that the full committee hearing to con- 
sider S. 1144, a bill to reform and en- 
hance the management of the National 
Park Service; S. 309, a bill to reform 
the concession policies of the National 
Park Service; and S. 964, a bill to 
amend the Land and Water Conserva- 
tion Fund Act of 1965 with respect to 
fees for admission into units of the Na- 
tional Park System, which was pre- 
viously scheduled for Thursday, Sep- 
tember 14 at 9:30 a.m., has been re- 
scheduled for Friday, September 15 at 9 
a.m. in room SD-366. 


. 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, September 14, 1995, to con- 
duct a hearing on the status and effec- 
tiveness of the sanctions on Iran. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be allowed to meet dur- 
ing the Thursday, September 14, 1995, 
session of the Senate for the purpose of 
conducting a hearing on public broad- 
casting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources be granted permission to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, September 14, 1995, for pur- 
poses of conducting a full committee 
hearing which is scheduled to begin at 
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9:30 a.m. The purpose of this hearing is 
to review S. 1144, a bill to reform and 
enhance the management of the Na- 
tional Park Service, S. 309, a bill to re- 
form the concession policies of the Na- 
tional Park Service, and S. 964, a bill 
to amend the Land and Water Con- 
servation Fund Act of 1965 with respect 
to fees for admission into units of the 
National Park System. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY PRODUCTION AND 

REGULATION 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Energy Production and 
Regulation of the Committee on En- 
ergy and Natural Resources be granted 
permission to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Thursday, September 
14, 1995, for purposes of conducting a 
subcommittee hearing which is sched- 
uled to begin at 3 p.m. The purpose of 
the hearing is to consider S. 1014, to 
improve the management of royalties 
from Federal and Outer Continental 
Shelf Oil and gas leases, and for other 
purposes, and S. 1012, to extend time 
for construction of certain FERC li- 
censed hydro projects. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NEAR EASTERN AND SOUTH 

ASIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Near 
Eastern and South Asian Affairs Sub- 
committee of the Committee on For- 
eign Relations be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, September 14, 1995, at 10 
a.m. and 2 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TERRORISM, TECHNOLOGY, 

AND GOVERNMENT INFORMATION 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Terrorism, Technology, 
and Government Information of the 
Committee of the Judiciary, be author- 
ized to hold a hearing during the ses- 
sion of the Senate on September 14, 
1995, at 2 p.m. to consider the Ruby 
Ridge incident. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


THE DEBT COLLECTION 
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1995 


ө Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, on Tues- 
day, I introduced the Debt Collection 
Improvement Act of 1995, S. 1234, that 
would reduce the Government's budget 
deficit by billions of dollars by clamp- 
ing down on the huge amount of unpaid 
debts to the Federal Government. 

The Government makes thousands of 
loans and guarantees thousands more. 
Most citizens, businesses, and organiza- 
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tions pay those loans back. Some fall 
on difficult times and simply cannot 
pay. Some could pay, but they do not 
do so for one reason or another. This is 
unacceptable. We must act to increase 
the Government's efforts at collecting 
bad debts so that law-abiding tax- 
payers do not have to bear this burden. 

The United States has $67 billion in 
delinquent taxes and $49 billion in 
other types of delinquent receivables, 
most from loans and guaranteed loans. 
And, nontax debts have grown by near- 
ly a quarter, $9 billion, over the last 5 
years. Generally, those in the debt col- 
lection field assume that 90 percent 
pay in a timely manner. Seven percent 
pay late. And 3 percent become seri- 
ously delinquent. This amendment does 
not impact a person who is up to 90 
days late in making payments. It is 
aimed at the seriously delinquent. 

We must become more systematic, 
diligent, and aggressive in seeking pay- 
ment. Clearly, the worst way to solve 
an unpaid debt is to not push for repay- 
ment of outstanding funds. Yet, the 
Federal Government is not nearly ag- 
gressive enough in going after unpaid 
debts. 

In conjunction with the administra- 
tion, Congressman HORN of California 
and Congresswoman MALONEY of New 
York introduced similar legislation 
last month. I want to thank Congress- 
woman MALONEY for all her help in 
working with me on this important 
measure. She has years of leadership 
on improving Government collection of 
outstanding debts and has conducted a 
significant study of the levels of delin- 
quent debt earlier this year. My pro- 
posal is based on their measure, but I 
have made a number of modifications 
to enhance the Government’s ability to 
recover outstanding payments. For ex- 
ample, this measure clarifies the Fed- 
eral Government would collect debts 
owed to States where there was a Fed- 
eral financial interest and it would 
help to collect delinquent court-or- 
dered child support payments. Failure 
to pay child support often results in 
the custodial parent and the children 
unnecessarily falling into the welfare 
system. 

What does this bill require? The De- 
partment of the Treasury would act as 
a central collection agency for nontax 
debts as well as performing their cur- 
rent role regarding tax related debts. 
Other agencies would refer debts over 
90 days in arrears, with a few excep- 
tions, to the Treasury Department. Ex- 
ceptions include cases where an agency 
is already in litigation for foreclosure 
on property, where the case has been 
recently turned over to a private col- 
lection agency within 90 days or when 
the loan is scheduled to be sold within 
90 days. There is also an exception for 
specific loans or loan guarantees that 
may be collected after the 90-day pe- 
riod under terms set out in specific 
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statutory authority. The original agen- 
cy could continue its own efforts to 
collect the delinquent debts. 

The Treasury could collect unpaid 
obligations by offsetting Federal pay- 
ments going to the person or entity. In 
the case of government salary or other 
non-means tested income checks, up to 
15 percent could be garnished. Veterans 
payments would be exempt and the 
Secretary of the Treasury would be 
able to grant additional, but very lim- 
ited, exceptions. The Treasury would 
also pursue a wide variety of tradi- 
tional efforts to collect debts: 

Private attorneys and debt collection 
agencies could be hired to locate hid- 
den assets; 

In order to avoid cumbersome legal 
statutes, the Federal Government 
could use administrative rather than 
judicial foreclosure procedures, as pri- 
vate creditors can now do, to foreclose 
on property; 

Persons in default would not be able 
to receive new loans or loan guarantees 
from the Federal Government with 
some exceptions; and, 

Payments on Federal debts would be 
reported to credit bureaus so those who 
pay and those who do not will get the 
credit rating that they deserve. Where 
a debt could not be collected, the 
Treasury would notify the Internal 
Revenue Service. Under current law, a 
bad debt which is written off is consid- 
ered to be taxable income to the bor- 
rower. Hopefully these provisions will 
be added incentive to not put the Fed- 
eral Government to end of the list 
when payment checks are being made 
out. 

This proposal provides appropriate 
notice and preserves everyone's due 
process rights. It simply says, if you 
owe, you should pay. Taxpayers 
shouldn’t be left carrying the load of 
those who choose not to honor their ob- 
ligations. 

Ав we move to balance the budget, it 
would be unfair to increase Medicare 
costs or cut college loans while not 
doing what we can to collect over $100 
billion in unpaid debts. 

I urge my colleagues to review this 
proposal. I think they will see it is a 
commonsense plan worthy of their sup- 
port. 


SIERRA GRANDE HIGH SCHOOL 


е Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, too 
often the only thing we hear about the 
youth of our country is that they do 
not care about anything but them- 
selves. A tiny little school of 348 kids 
in the San Luis Valley of Colorado 
proves that statement is untrue. Fri- 
day, September 15, is their home- 
coming and the students of Sierra 
Grande Schools have chosen to cele- 
brate their citizenship of this country 
by having the theme: “Land of the 
Free, Home of the Brave.” 

The Panthers of Sierra Grande will 
have their football and volleyball 
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games—hopefully being victorious— 
but the big moment of the day will not 
be the games or dance or bonfire or 
crowning of the royalty, it will be 
when the school dedicates a 65-foot flag 
pole and a 20 by 30 foot garrison flag 
trumpeting the allegiance to this great 
country of this school and the commu- 
nities of Fort Garland and Blanca that 
it represents. With the 14,000 foot 
Mount Blanca in the background, the 
flag will be a reminder to all who pass 
the school that patriotism and pride іп 
our country is alive and well in the San 
Luis Valley. 

After the singing of the Star Span- 
gled Banner and the raising of the flag, 
a group of four Colorado Air National 
Guard jets will fly over the field break- 
ing the silence of our memory of the 
POWs and MIAs who gave precious life 
that the students might receive and 
enjoy the gift of democracy. 

The students of Sierra Grande are to 
be congratulated for their reminder 
that there are still those who cherish 
the ideals of freedom and democratic 
choice. e 


THE 80TH BIRTHDAY OF ANDREW 
HEISKELL 


è Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today in recognition of the celebration 
yesterday of the 80th birthday of An- 
drew Heiskell, a philanthropist of the 
first order, a friend to the arts and hu- 
manities, and an untiring champion of 
our democracy and its institutions. 

He was born in Naples, and во, alas, 
could never become President. Instead, 
he attended the Harvard Graduate 
School of Business, worked at the New 
York Herald Tribune, and in 1937 be- 
came science and medical editor for 
LIFE magazine. What follows is a ca- 
reer so brilliant and accomplishments 
so significant that among his contem- 
poraries it has become legend. 

Within three short years of his first 
assignment with LIFE, he became gen- 
eral manager. In 1946, he was appointed 
publisher of that magazine, and in 1949 
was elected a vice president of Time, 
Inc. In 1959, he became a member of the 
board of directors, and on August 21, 
1969, he became chief executive officer 
of Time, Inc. In 1982 he was named Pub- 
lisher of the Year by the Magazine 
Publishers Association, and in 1986 he 
was inducted into the Publishing Hall 
of Fame. 

Andrew Heiskell retired from pub- 
lishing 15 years ago, and began, in ef- 
fect, a second career of public service, 
accomplishing in a decade-and-a-half 
far more than most could hope to ac- 
complish in a lifetime. 

As chairman of the board of trustees 
of the New York Public Library he 
oversaw a campaign to raise over $300 
million. The campaign rededicated the 
library’s resources not only to New 
Yorkers, but to the Nation, and—via 
electronic means—to the world. As 
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chairman of the board of the Bryant 
Park Restoration Corp., he led the ef- 
fort to redesign and restore that oasis 
in midtown Manhattan, and in so doing 
extended the humanist tradition of the 
public library adjacent to it. There is 
no more civil space in New York City 
today. Heiskell made it so. 

The list of his accomplishments con- 
tinues. As founding chairman of the 
President's Committee оп the Arts and 
Humanities, he established a new tradi- 
tion of public-private partnerships in 
support of the arts. As president of the 
Harvard Corporation he presided over 
the sesquicentennial observances and a 
major fund raising drive. Earlier he 
had been an indefatigable member of 
the advisory board of the Joint Center 
for Urban Studies of M.I.T. and Har- 
vard. And numerous other nonprofit or- 
ganizations have benefited from his ef- 
forts, among them the Graduate Center 
for the City University of New York, 
the Vivian Beaumont Theater at Lin- 
coln Center, the Enterprise Founda- 
tion, People for the American Way, the 
Brookings Institution, the Trust for 
Cultural Resources of the City of New 
York, and the Institute of Іпбег- 
national Education. For the last 5 
years Andrew Heiskell's efforts have 
been focused on an extraordinary insti- 
tution, the American Academy in 
Rome, which was recognized by Con- 
gress and the President in a joint reso- 
lution last year for its contributions to 
America's cultural and intellectual life 
on the occasion of its centennial. As 
chairman of the executive committee 
of the American Academy in Rome, 
Andrew Heiskell has guided that insti- 
tution and led a $20 million capital 
campaign to re-endow the academy and 
ensure that American artists and 
scholars of the next century enjoy the 
same opportunity provided their prede- 
cessors: to be enriched by a cultural 
tradition measured in millennia, and 
on their return to enrich the culture of 
our young Republic. 

Andrew Heiskell has proven himself a 
brilliant leader and a patient teacher 
of those who would follow in his foot- 
steps. He is also a great friend. On the 
occasion of his 80th birthday, we can be 
thankful that he and Marian dedicated 
so much to the patient improvement of 
American life.e 


COMMENDING YOUNG-LINE “DRUG 
FREE” ASSOCIATIONS, INC. 


ө Мг. INHOFE. Mr. President, а дау 
does not go by that there is not а news- 
paper article or news story on the de- 
structive effects drugs have on our 
youth. Millions of dollars are spent 
each year on education and prevention 
programs. Despite this attention, we 
are having incremental success in dis- 
couraging our young people from 
choosing this injurious lifestyle. It has 
been my observation that the most ef- 
fective programs are those at the local 


25200 


level. During my tenure as the mayor 
of Tulsa, I strongly supported and 
worked with D.A.R.E. because I believe 
it was a program that produced tan- 
gible results. 

Since my election to the Senate, I 
have been made aware of an organiza- 
tion in Oklahoma called Young-Line 
“Drug Егее” Associations, Inc. which 
focuses on teaching youth the dangers 
of drug and alcohol abuse. Chief Bonnie 
О. Ezechukwu, who heads the Young- 
Line organization, has been recognized 
throughout the State of Oklahoma for 
his outstanding work. Originally from 
Nigeria, Chief Ezechukwu has lived in 
the United States for 13 years during 
which time he steadfastly worked to 
teach respect for human life, impor- 
tance of self-esteem and community in- 
volvement in the lives of young people. 

I want to commend Chief Ezechukwu 
and Young-Line Drug Free” Associa- 
tions, Inc. for helping young people 
combat potential drug and alcohol 
abuse by emphasizing prevention and 
at the same time aiding them to be- 
come worthwhile members of society. 
Their prevention methods go beyond 
teaching and focus on leadership and 
character development. Their work in 
Oklahoma has made a difference. 


WALTER A. HAAS, JR., FAMILY 


ө Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor the Walter A. Haas, Jr., 
family for its years of community serv- 
ice to the people of the San Francisco 
Bay area. As owners of both the Oak- 
land A’s and Levi Strauss & Co., the 
Haas family has elevated community 
service to the highest level. 

The Haas family has been recognized 
over many years for the progressive 
corporate philosophy of Levi Strauss & 
Co. Levi Strauss has been heralded in 
publications from the San Francisco 
Chronicle to Fortune Magazine for its 
philanthropic work and community in- 
volvement. Today, I would like to rec- 
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ognize the Haas family for its dedica- 
tion to the bay area through its owner- 
ship of the Oakland А. 

On October 31, 1995, the Haas family 
will officially transfer ownership of the 
Oakland A’s, ending a 15-year steward- 
ship of one of the bay area’s most be- 
loved sports franchises. I join the A’s 
in recognizing the Haas family for 
their contribution to the team, major 
league baseball, and the San Francisco 
Bay area. 

In 1980, Mr. Haas and his son pur- 
chased the Oakland Athletics ball club 
out of a sense of civic pride and duty. 
The previous owner had become con- 
vinced that the city of Oakland simply 
could not support a baseball team. 
When Walter Haas was initially con- 
tacted by community leaders about 
buying the team, he was not enthusias- 
tic. He and his family had no experi- 
ence running a sports franchise. 

But the Haas family’s love of base- 
ball and regard for the community pre- 
vailed. The Haas purchase of the Oak- 
land A’s began 15 years of care of a 
community baseball team that we rare- 
ly see in professional sports today. The 
Haas family philosophy emphasized 
civic pride—they believed that the A’s 
were entrusted to them by the commu- 
nity for the benefit of Oakland A's 
fans, players, and bay area residents. 
The Haas family, in their love for base- 
ball, dedicated themselves to the val- 
ues of personal excellence, develop- 
ment of talent, and, most of all, to the 
fun of the game—all qualities that 
make baseball the quintessential 
American sport. 

In so doing, the Haas’ brought over 3 
million fans a year to the Oakland Col- 
iseum and gave the bay area a resur- 
gence of the former powerhouse team 
of the 197075. The A's began their first 
season with the Haas family winning 11 
games in a row and went to the play- 
offs. They were the American League 
champions 3 years in a row, from 1988 
through 1990, and won the 1989 World 
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Series in the bay area’s own Battle of 
the Bay World Series, punctuated as we 
all remember by the Loma Prieta 
earthquake. 

The Haas family has been recognized 
for bringing class and commitment to 
the Oakland A’s team, as they have 
brought such dedication to all of their 
contributions to the San Francisco Bay 
area community. I am privileged to 
stand in honor of the Walter A. Haas, 
Jr., family today.e 


STAR PRINT OF REPORT 
ACCOMPANYING 8. 919 


Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the report to ac- 
company 8. 919, the Child Abuse Pre- 
vention and Treatment Act be star 
printed with the changes I now send to 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, for the in- 
formation of all Senators, the Senate 
will resume consideration of the wel- 
fare reform bill tomorrow morning. 
Under the previous unanimous consent 
agreement, there will be a rollcall vote 
at 9:30 a.m. on or in relation to the 
Bingaman amendment No. 2483. Fol- 
lowing that rollcall vote, there will be 
a series of votes, with only 10 minutes 
of debate between each vote. 


——ä—— — 


RECESS UNTIL 9:15 A. M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate stand in recess under the 
previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 10:58 p.m., recessed until Friday, 
September 15, 1995, at 9:15 a.m. 
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TRIBUTE TO THE WILSONVILLE 
BAPTIST CHURCH 


HON. JAMES H. (JIMMY) QUILLEN 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, | want to pay 
tribute to a cherished house of worship lo- 
cated in the beautiful Smoky Mountain foot- 
hills. On Sunday, September 17, 1995, the 
Wilsonville Baptist Church on Cave Church 
Road in Cocke County, TN, will celebrate 125 
years of dedicated service to the people, to 
the Nation, and to God. 

Since 1870, the tranquil valleys and moun- 
tain glens have echoed with mighty sermons 
and spirited hymns from this magnificent old 
church, and the messages they have instilled 
within the hearts of the few have been carried 
on to the hearts of many. With the guidance 
of Pastor Adam Sanders and scores of other 
church leaders throughout its past, Wilsonville 
Baptist has sent its members to honorable 
callings in many professions. It has sent its 
sons and daughters to serve with distinction in 
defense of America, and the church’s legacy 
of love has made the community a better 
place for families to maintain the faith of tradi- 
tion in living the words of the Scriptures. 

Wilsonville Baptist Church is an excellent 
example of how good people in a free land 
can work and live to sow the seeds of Chris- 
tian fellowship that have been the mainstay of 
our Nation’s strength, and | only hope that 
more of our institutions can live up to this ex- 


It is with a great deal of enthusiasm and 
honor that | pay tribute to this symbol of com- 
munity, the Wilsonville Baptist Church, and its 
outstanding Pastor, Adam Sanders, their 
members, and friends. 


TRIBUTE TO DR. Е. CREDE 
HIESTAND ON THE OCCASION OF 
HIS RETIREMENT 


HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to an outstanding citizen and good 
friend, Dr. E. Crede Hiestand. Dr. Hiestand, of 
my hometown of Old Fort, OH, is retiring after 
many dedicated years of service to this com- 
munity. 

Crede grew up in Old Fort and attended 
school there. After he completed medical 
school, he came back to Old Fort to set up his 
practice. Over the years, he has gone beyond 
the tasks expected of him, successfully striv- 
ing for the highest level of excellence and pro- 
fessionalism. His reputation is that of a caring, 


3 and intelligent friend to all who 
know hi 

Although his shoes will be difficult to fil, Dr. 
Hiestand can retire with the satisfaction of 
knowing that his career will stand as а hall- 
mark for others to emulate. In fact, his three 
sons, Daniel, Joseph, and Mathew, have all 
received their medical degrees 

Mr. Speaker, Crede Hiestand’s distinguished 
career is a model of citizenship. | ask my col- 
leagues to join me in wishing Crede, his wife, 
Dorothiann, and their family well as the 
Hiestands begin this new chapter in their lives. 


A SALUTE TO CLEMENT L. 
BUENGER: 1995 GREATER CIN- 
CINNATI BUSINESS HALL OF 
FAME LAUREATE 


HON. ROB PORTMAN 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize a friend and prominent Cincinnatian, 
Clement L. Buenger, who will be inducted into 
the Greater Cincinnati Business Hall of Fame 
on September 20, 1995. We thank him for the 
vision and service that he has so generously 
given to the business community and the en- 
tire Greater Cincinnati area. 

Mr. Buenger began his career in 1944 with 
the U.S. Navy stationed in Manila on a Navy 
destroyer. He served honorably in our Nation’s 
Armed Forces for 2 years. He then attended 
Xavier University and graduated in 1950 with 
a bachelor of science in business administra- 
tion. 

Mr. Buenger started his financial career with 
Kroger in the late fifties before moving to Fifth 
Third Bank. Mr. Buenger then worked for 
about 20 years in different positions before be- 
coming chairman of the board and chief exec- 
utive officer of Fifth Third in 1989. Under his 
leadership, Fifth Third became a_ national 
banking force by offering innovative banking 

and services. During his tenure at 
Fifth Third, the bank’s assets grew from $569 
million in 1969 to $8.8 billion when he retired 
in 1993. Mr. Buenger blended the unique com- 
bination of financial, technological, and people 
skills that were needed to move Fifth Third 
ahead of other banks in the latest technology. 

Mr. Buenger has also brought his high cali- 
ber of leadership to many areas outside of 
Fifth Third. He headed the Cincinnati Business 
Committee’s [CBC] study of the Cincinnati 
Public School System known as the Buenger 
Commission, which provided a long-term plan 
for revitalizing Cincinnati’s public schools. 

He has given his time and talent to the Cin- 
cinnati community by serving on the advisory 
council of the Boys and Girls Clubs of Greater 
Cincinnati, the advisory board of the Johnny 
Bench Scholarship Fund, as well as other civic 
groups too numerous to mention here. 


All of us in Cincinnati congratulate Mr. 
Buenger for this well-deserved recognition of 
his many accomplishments. We are grateful 
for all he has given to Greater Cincinnati. 


THE LEADERSHIP OF THE 
WASHINGTON AFRO-AMERICAN 


HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 


OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, the District is 
fortunate to have as one of its leading publica- 
tions the 104-year-old Washington Afro-Amer- 
ican. The Afro is older and more revered than 
many of our monuments. It is a community 
voice of great credibility. Were it not for the 
Afro, some of the most important matters in 
the black community would go entirely uncov- 
ered. A newspaper does not live as long as 
the Afro has served this city unless it is serv- 
ing a unique and special purpose very well. 

Every time the Afro publishes, it engages in 
an act of leadership. | would like to enter into 
the RECORD an example of that leadership. It 
is an editorial entitled “Meeting with Newt.” 
Many of my largely liberal Democratic con- 
stituents were suspicious when Speaker GING- 
RICH asked to appear at a town meeting in the 
District. What did this unprecedented appear- 
ance by the Republican Speaker mean? How 
should he be received by residents and offi- 
cials? Would he help us or hurt us? 

The Afro editorial tried to help D.C. resi- 
dents and officials answer these legitimate 
questions. | urge Members to read the edi- 
torial and | submit it now for the RECORD. 

MEETING WITH NEWT 

D.C. residents who have an eye on the fu- 
ture are well aware of how important it is to 
pay attention to the Party that is in power. 

The Republicans now control both the U.S. 
House of Representatives and the U.S. Sen- 
ate. The Democrats only control the White 
House. Therefore, it would be political sui- 
cide for D.C. residents, who themselves are 
mostly members of a minority race, to pay 
attention to just one party. 

It is therefore with understanding and 
good old-fashioned common sense that we 
welcome the town hall meetings now being 
held by the Republican Speaker of the House 
Newt Gingrich (R-Ga.). 

We applaud Cong. Eleanor Holmes Norton 
and D.C. Mayor Marion Barry (both Demo- 
crats) and even the members of the City 
Council and the Superintendent of Schools 
Dr. Franklin Smith, who sat on the platform 
with Mr. Gingrich at Eastern High School 
last week. 

To our knowledge, this is the first time a 
Speaker of the House of any party affiliation 
has taken the time to come out in 90 degree 
weather and listen to, not talk down to D.C. 
residents. And to his credit, Mr. Gingrich did 
just a little talking and a whole lot of listen- 
ing. As more of these town meetings are 
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held, we urge leaders of organizations, other 
ministers, and people who both live and work 
in this city, to come out and tell the Speaker 
not just our problems but some of our suc- 
cesses. He needs to know what is working; he 
needs to hear from families who for genera- 
tions have had an interest in this city; he 
needs to know that there is a good side, as 
well as a bad side, to what the Republicans 
have planned for this city—and he needs to 
know D.C. residents are depending on him to 
turn his party around and treat D.C. resi- 
dents the same way they treat their folks 
back home. 

Now is not the time to be quiet. Now is the 
time to speak out. Speaker Newt Gingrich 
has opened the door. The next town hall 
meeting should be held at the air condi- 
tioned convention center so that the minds 
of speakers can concentrate on what they 
have to say and not the heat. 

Congresswoman Norton and Mr. Gingrich 
have a good thing going here. Let’s just hope 
it is not all talk. 


THE LOWER EAST SIDE 
TENEMENT MUSEUM 


HON. NYDIA M. VELAZQUEZ 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Ms. VELAZQUEZ. | rise before you today to 
announce the introduction of a bill that will 
grant the Lower East Side Tenement Museum, 
located at 97 Orchard Street in my District, af- 
filiated status with the National Park Service. 
| have introduced this piece of legislation in 
conjunction with my colleague and fellow New 
Yorker, Congresswoman SUSAN MOLINARI, and 
1 trust our efforts will lead to the prompt pas- 
sage of this bill. 

Located on the island of Manhattan, today’s 
Lower East Side remains what it has been for 
over 150 years: a vibrant, ethnic, working- 
class enclave welcoming America’s newest 
residents. The earlier European communities 
which gave distinctive flavors to the neighbor- 
hood have been replaced by Asian, Latin 
American, and Caribbean residents. The immi- 
grant lifestyle, a rich weave of interlacing 
threads, plays out its daily drama in an envi- 
ronment largely unchanged in many ways 
from the Lower East Side of 100 years ago. In 
numerous places 19th century brick tenements 
still line the streets—housing businesses at 
the street level, and families in the floors 
above. The Lower East Side maintains a dis- 
tinct identity, whose present character harkens 
back to a Big Apple of yesteryear. 

As a Nation, we take pride in commemorat- 
ing important contributions to our culture. 
Monuments to illustrious leaders abound; 
icons such as the Statue of Liberty pay hom- 
age to our ideals; log cabins and farmhouses 
stand as symbols of our agrarian roots. Until 
recently, however, the urban, working-class 
immigrant element of our heritage remained a 
historically important, yet undercelebrated sec- 
tor of the American experience. The Lower 
East Side Tenement Museum strives to fill that 
niche, and Congresswoman MOLINARI and | 
aim to help facilitate that task. 

The museum is believed to be the Nation's 
first to be specifically devoted to the urban im- 
migrant experience. It is housed іп an actual 
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historic tenement, and its board members and 
staff have pursued the museum’s mission to 
interpret immigrant life in the Lower East 
Side—and its importance to U.S. history. The 
museum's work has extended into the present 
social fabric of the Lower East Side, and the 
Lower East Side Tenement Museum has 
quickly blossomed into a nationally renowned 
institution. Its promotion of: tolerance, ethnic 
diversity, cultural, and intergenerational inter- 
action, and urban understanding have made 
the museum a valued part of my community, 
of New York and of this country as a whole. 
In no other museum do the past, the present, 
and the future come together so perfectly, and 
in a few others can Americans learn so much 
about their past, while reflecting on the issues 
Sey mua! grapple daily. 

e idea of a tenement museum grew out 
of the social history movement. The latter 
holds that the history of ordinary people is an 
important component of an accurate historical 
record. In the words of the museum’s founder 
and president, Ruth J. Abram, 

We've saved log cabins, farmhouses, and 
the living spaces of the rich and famous. 
These efforts have greatly enhanced our un- 
derstanding of ourselves as a nation. But 
we've never saved an example of the 19th 
century urban tenement. Without it, our per- 
ception of America, and particularly her im- 
migrant, working-class past, is skewed and 
incomplete. 

It is this very vision that has earned the mu- 
seum such praise, and that has prompted our 

islative pr д 

п 1988, the newly formed museum deter- 
mined to preserve a tenement and selected 97 
Orchard Street. Scanning the continuous wall 
of brick tenements along Orchard Street, it 
would be difficult to differentiate the Lower 
East Side Tenement Museum. It looks like all 
its neighbors up and down Orchard and the 
surrounding streets. But number 97 is remark- 
able. While two lower floors continued to oper- 
ate as commercial space, the top four floors 
were sealed for decades, until the discovery 
by the Lower East Side Tenement Museum. 
Rooms, wall paper, plumbing, and lighting are 
preserved as they were left almost 60 years 
ago. Due in part, to its exceptional degree of 
integrity, the building conveys a vivid sense of 
the conditions experienced by its tenants— 
conditions shared by millions of tenement 
dwellers throughout the city. 

The building also serves as an excellent 
material record of the results of early housing 
reform legislation in New York City, particularly 
the Tenement House Act of 1901. While living 
conditions on the Lower East Side declined 
continually throughout the 19th century, by 
1900 they were so deplorable that the city 
passed its farthest reaching laws to regulate 
housing. Changes to 97 Orchard Street in 
1905, which are a direct result of those laws, 
survive today and are still clearly chronicled in 
the tenement’s historic fabric. The history of 
standards for tenement plumbing, lighting, and 
ventilation, and means of egress, are con- 
tained within its walls. 

The legislation we have introduced today is 
a bipartisan effort at allowing this marvelous 
museum to expand its functions, and while 
granting it affiliated status with the National 
Park Service will not cause the latter to incur 
any costs, it will allow the museum to com- 
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the historical trilogy of Castle Clinton, 
Ellis Island, and the Statue of Liberty. 

The legislation has been introduced by Sen- 
ators MOYNIHAN and D'AMATO іп the Senate, 
and promises to clear that Chamber during the 

session. The bill is supported by the 
New York State and city governments, as well 
as by civic leaders, small business owners, or- 
ganized labor, the Wall Street community, and 
the National Park Service. | urge my col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle to join Con- 
gresswoman MOLINARI and me in sponsoring 
this historic piece of legislation, and giving the 
Lower East Side Tenement Museum its right- 
ful place in the annals of our great Nation’s 
history. 


“VETERANS” AND ‘‘AMERICA, THE 
BEST” 


HON. CLIFF STEARNS 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, | commend 
these two poems to my colleagues. They were 
written by Ellen M. Fisher from Belleview, FL, 
a constituent of mine. 

VETERANS 


Our veterans have suffered through many 
struggles and strife, 

To protect our American way of life. 

Most of them volunteered to go in our place, 

Young and old, some from every race. 

They've fought in places too numerous to 
name. 

Some we never heard about, others gained 
heroic fame. 

No matter what the assignment, whether a 
task great or small, 

Each and every one of them can stand proud 
and tall. 


They sacrificed so much for us, some limbs, 
some sight, some lives, 

So we could enjoy liberty and freedom and 
all that freedom buys. 

We can never say thank you long or loud 
enough, 

To erase the pain and suffering that has been 
во very tough. 

The things we take for granted, they fought 
so hard for. 

Have you thanked our many veterans for 
going off to war? 

There are those who never came home from 
war, 

And some who have never been accounted 
for. 

The answers to these questions are known 
somewhere, 

They didn't just vanish into thin air. 

The door should never be closed on our 
POW’s and MIA’s. 

While the search continues, America prays. 

We want to know without a shadow of a 
doubt, 

Of our friends and loved ones whereabouts. 

Our veterans deserve much more than we 
give. 

It's only because of them that we can really 
live. 

They may not be perfect, but neither are we. 

If it were not for their service, we wouldn't 
be free. 


AMERICA, THE BEST 


If you don't think America is the best place 
on earth, 
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If you don’t want to claim it as the land of 
your birth, 

If you can't look at the red, white, and blue, 
and say I love it so, 

Then take a look around the world at places 
you might go. 

Our world is made up of many countries, 

Heartwarming people, beautiful terrain, 

Many languages and ideals, but basically 
we're all the same. 


There is no place on earth that enjoys the 
freedoms Americans have. 

We can worship, work, or travel on any day 
of the week. 

There’s по one to stop us, when life's many 
pleasures we seek. 

There have been no major wars fought on 
U.S. soil, and our needs are met when 
we are willing to toil. 


We can start a new business, or work at the 
old, 

Go in every day and do as we're told; 

Or we can put out the effort, the time, and 
pray, 

But isn’t that the great advantages of the 
AMERICAN WAY. 


Where else on earth can you say you're real- 
ly free, 

And sing that song of honor “Му Country 
Tis of Thee”? 

From north to south, and east to west, 

We should be so thankful that we live in 
AMERICA, THE BEST. 


HONORS FOR DECORATED WORLD 
WAR II VETERAN 


HON. SHERWOOD L. BOEHLERT 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to honor the memory of a great man, Albert J. 
Riley, who died shortly before we broke for the 
August recess. Al was the kind of man we 
don't hear enough about these days. He 
worked hard, raised a family, and served his 
community and his country. 

Like many men in his generation, Al served 
in World War 11. On his 30th mission with the 
392d Bomb Group of the 8th Air Force 576th 
Bomb Squadron, Al was shot down and was 
held as a prisoner of war for 9 months. He 
was decorated as a war hero, receiving the 
Distinguished Flying Cross, the Bronze Star, 
the Air Medal with three oak leaf clusters and 
the POW medal. 


When he returned from the war, he worked 
for the New York Telephone Co., for 35 years 
while he and his wife, Ann, raised a family of 
nine children, two of who have died. The oth- 
ers grew up, married, and presented Al with 
12 grandchildren. After retiring from the tele- 
phone company, Al joined several of his sons 
in the restaurant business. Anyone who ever 
went to Riley's Place knows that Al’s success 
in that business came from treating customers 
as though they were family. 

Al was a dedicated husband, father, grand- 
father, brother, and friend. It’s people like Al 
Riley who have made this country what it is 
today. 
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TRIBUTE ТО ALABAMA’'S 
BANDMASTER, DR. JOHN M. LONG 


HON. TERRY EVERETT 


OF ALABAMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, Alabama's be- 
loved bandmaster, Dr. Johnny Long, retires 
this year after three decades as director of 
bands at Troy State University, Troy, AL. In- 
stead of resting on his laurels, Johnny Long 
has always looked to the next goal and 
achieved it. This motto has served him well 
throughout his career as I'm sure it will in re- 
tirement. 

His numerous achievements include past 
president of the prestigious American Band- 
masters Association, and recipient of the 1994 
Sudler Medal of Honor from the Sousa Foun- 
dation for this many contributions to the excel- 
lence of bands and band music. Johnny Long 
was also elected in 1994 to the National Band 
Association’s Hall of Fame of Distinguished 
Band Conductors, becoming the youngest ac- 
tive bandmaster to be so honored. 

Dr. Johnny Long inspires an uncommon 
passion for musical scholarship in all he 
touches. Witness the fact that over his career 
more than 200 of his former students have be- 
come active high school band directors and 
<= music educators throughout the United 

tates. 

To be sure, the whole Nation owes a debt 
of gratitude to Dr. Johnny Long on this occa- 
sion of his retirement from nearly half a cen- 
tury of bandmastery. 


A SALUTE TO ARTHUR C. AVRIL: 
1995 GREATER CINCINNATI BUSI- 
NESS HALL OF FAME LAUREATE 


HON. ROB PORTMAN 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize a prominent Cincinnatian and a 
good friend, Arthur C. Avril, who will be in- 
ducted into the Greater Cincinnati Business 
Hall of Fame on September 20, 1995. We 
thank him for the vision and service that he 
has so generously given to the business com- 
munity and the entire Greater Cincinnati area. 

Mr. Avril graduated from the Ohio State Uni- 
versity in 1925 where he studied mining engi- 
neering. Within 3 years of graduating, he had 
formed one of the first ready-mix concrete 
plants in the United States, Avril True Batch 
Concrete Co. 

Mr. Avril designed one of the first ready-mix 
trucks to use a rotary drum, which prevents 
concrete from settling. His company supplied 
concrete for many projects, including 500,000 
tons used to build Cincinnati's Union Terminal 
in the early 1930's. This project was the first 
in the United States to specify concrete on the 
basis of its strength, rather than the proportion 
of its materials. 

In 1936, Mr. Avril formed a new company, 
Sakrete, to meet the growing need for smaller 
quantities of concrete. The secret to Sakrete’s 
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success was Mr. Avril's ability to recognize the 
needs of the do-it-yourself trade for small 
quantities of concrete. Today, Sakrete has 80 
licensed operations around the world, and is a 
household name recognized for quality. Mr. 
Avril is also an internationally known inventor. 
He is the holder of 18 patents, including two 
new patents approved this year. Still working 
at 94 years old, Mr. Avril personifies the Amer- 
ican dream. 

All of us in Cincinnati congratulate Mr. Avril 
upon his induction into the Greater Cincinnati 
Business Hall of Fame. It is a deserved rec- 


ognition of his many accomplishments. 


TRIBUTE TO THE CITY OF 
BLAKESLEE ON THE OCCASION 
OF ITS 100TH ANNIVERSARY 


HON. PAUL Е. GILLMOR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, it gives me 
great pleasure to rise today and pay tribute to 
an exceptional city located in Ohio’s Fifth Con- 
gressional District. This year, the city of 
Blakeslee, will celebrate the 100th anniversary 
of its founding. 

Blakeslee is located in Williams County in 
northwest Ohio. The area has a rich history 
dating back to earliest settlements in the Ohio 
territory. Its position above the St. Joseph 
River made it a favorite for pioneers traveling 
West. The city itself dates from its incorpora- 
tion in 1895. 

Today, Blakeslee is a community renowned 
for its civic pride and commitment to service. 
Throughout its history there has never been a 
lack of enthusiasm or volunteer labor for its 
many projects. The citizens have continually 
displayed the Ohio tradition of neighborliness 
and caring for others. 

Mr. Speaker, anniversaries are a time to re- 
flect upon past accomplishments. They are 
also a time to look toward new horizons. | ask 
my colleagues to join me today in recognizing 
the history and achievements of the city of 
Blakeslee and encouraging its citizens to con- 
tinue to uphold its impressive legacy. 


HONORING THE WINNERS OF 
HISPANIC INDEPENDENCE AWARDS 


HON. DALE E. KILDEE 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to the Hispanic Independence 
Awards Ceremony that will be held on Satur- 
day, September 16, 1995, at the General Mo- 
tors Institute in my hometown of Flint, МІ. 

September is National Hispanic Heritage 
Month and the Hispanic Independence Awards 
Ceremony kicks off a month-long celebration 
of Hispanic culture, ideas, and achievements 
in Genesee County. The Hispanic community 
will once again honor individuals who have 
selflessly committed themselves to making 
Fling and Genesee County a better place in 
which to live. 
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Each award is named for a prominent de- 
ceased member of the Hispanic community 
who exemplified the ideas espoused by the 
award. The Pedro Mata Leadership Award is 
given to a person who has provided leader- 
ship, encouragement, and influence in the His- 
panic community. This year's recipient is Mrs. 
Guadalupe “Lupe” Morgan. Тһе Тапо 
Resendez Award for community service is 
given to a person who has dedicated personal 
efforts to promoting civic and cultural activities. 
The award this year is being given to Mrs. 
Juanita Diaz. The Joe Benavidez Award for 
education is presented to a person who has 
supported educational issues relating to His- 
panics of all ages, Mrs. Ana Maria Hufton is 
this year’s recipient. The Labor Involvement 
Award is being given to Mr. Juan Diaz for his 
efforts to increase community awareness, im- 
prove the quality of life, and open doors for 
Hispanics. The Bruno Valdez Arts and Enter- 
tainment Award is presented to a Hispanic art- 
ist who has promoted Hispanic culture through 
professional and personal activity. The award 
this year is being given to Mr. Eddie Soto. The 
Veterans Award is given to a member of the 
Hispanic community who has honorably 
served in the U.S. Armed Forces. Mr. Tom 
Torres is being honored with the award this 
year. Mr. Armando J. Singer will be given the 
Maria DeLeary Award. This year the Hispanic 
community pays tribute to those individuals 
who are not of Hispanic dissent, but play a 
major role in improving life for Hispanics in 
Genese County. This year the recipients are 
Mrs. Sue Burnash Quintanilla, and Mrs. Lois 
Laughlin. The Migrant Farm Worker Award re- 
cipients, Mr. and Mrs. Dale Nelson, are being 
recognized for their selfless service to the mi- 
grant workers. 

To honor those of the Hispanic community 
just starting to pursue their life goals, the 
Pedro Mata, Jr. Scholarship Award will be 
given to Mr. Carlos Lambaria. The purpose of 
this award is to foster a commitment to com- 
munity service and encourage continued edu- 
cation. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pride that | rise 
today and ask my colleagues in the House of 
Representatives to join me in congratulating 
the winners of these awards. The recipients 
are to be commended for their dedication, 
commitment, and leadership to the Hispanic 
community of Flint and Genesee County. 


HAPPY BIRTHDAY—SHARE NEW 
JERSEY 


HON. DONALD M. PAYNE 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, | 
would like to bring to the attention of my col- 
leagues an important benchmark. It is the 10th 
anniversary of the founding of SHARE New 
Jersey. SHARE New Jersey is a self-help food 
distribution system. It was established to bring 
people of diverse backgrounds together to 
eliminate hunger in New Jersey, help build 
stronger communities, and develop leaders. 

The program was founded as a means of 
eliminating hunger and providing participants 
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with the opportunity to assist one another in 
local communities. Realizing that the self-help 
concept would make a difference in the quality 
of life of many people, SHARE membership 
was open to all who were willing to pay а 
small fee of $12 to $14 for food and commit 
to 2 hours of volunteer service. 

The first SHARE New Jersey food distribu- 
tion was held in September 1985 in Newark; 
1,900 households participated in the distribu- 
tion of over 75,000 pounds of food. Since 
1985, 1,121,477 households have received 
wholesome food and 2,242,954 community 
service hours have been provided. In just 10 
years, 33,644,310 pounds of food has been 
distributed by SHARE New Jersey. 

Mr. Speaker, | offer my congratulations and 
best wishes to the people of SHARE New Jer- 
sey who have helped to eliminate hunger and 
create a spirit of partnership. 


MEDICARE PATIENTS DESERVE 
FULL CHOICE OF HEALTH CARE 
PROVIDER 


HON. SHERROD BROWN 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, the Con- 
gress is about to embark on major reforms of 
the Medicare Program—ostensibly to ensure 
Medicare patients more choice. But | believe 
that the reforms we will be considering will 
offer patients less choice, not more, unless we 
take action to ensure that their choices are 
protected. 

Many of the so-called reform plans include 
efforts to increase the use of managed care 
for Medicare patients. | believe that these 
plans must include safeguards to protect Med- 
icare patients’ ability to choose the person 
who provides them health care services. For 
this reason, today | am introducing legislation 
to guarantee older Americans a point-of-serv- 
ice option under Medicare managed care 

ans. 

Pe Medicare Patient Choice Act provides 
true choice by allowing Medicare patients to 
go outside of a network when they need serv- 
ices. In addition, the bill would establish safe- 
guards under managed care arrangements to 
ensure that patients are treated fairly and that 
they have recourse if they are dissatisfied with 
the care they receive. In addition, the bill pro- 
hibits the use of financial incentive plans 
which discourage providers to refer patients 
for specialty or other types of health care serv- 
ices. 

Further, this legislation ensures that patients 
get what they pay for under managed care ar- 
rangements by requiring plans to return to pa- 
tients at least 85 percent of the aggregate рге- 
miums received in health care items, services, 
and treatment. Finally, the legislation would 
apply its requirements to the so-called Medi- 
care Select plans. 

Mr. 5 er, | believe this legislation pro- 
vides essential protections for Medicare pa- 
tients and | hope that many of my colleagues 
who are concerned about the quality of health 
care provided to senior citizens will sign on as 
cosponsors. A summary of the legislation fol- 
lows: 


September 14, 1995 


SUMMARY OF THE MEDICARE PATIENT CHOICE 
ACT INTRODUCED BY CONGRESSMAN SHERROD 
BROWN 


The Medicare Patient Choice Act would: 

Require all Medicare managed care organi- 
zations (MCO) as a condition of participating 
in Medicare to offer enrollees a point-of-serv- 
ice option. 

Require MCOs to meet a loss-ratio (aggre- 
gate benefits to premiums) of 85 percent. 

Require MCOs to issue an annual report to 
members providing quality, access to serv- 
ices, enrollee's rights to benefits and out-of- 
area coverage. 

Assure beneficiaries timely access to serv- 
ices, continuity of care and the option to re- 
ceive care out-of-the network. 

Establish grievance and appeals processes 
for both patients and providers if they have 
a dispute with the MCO. 

Prohibit MCOs from discriminating 
against certain providers based solely on 
their license or certification as provided 
under state law. 

Ensure that Medicare network health 
plans include a sufficient number, mix and 
distribution of health professionals to meet 
the needs of their enrolled patients. 

Apply conditions of the Medicare Patient 
Choice Act to all Medicare Select plans. 

Apply all requirements of physician incen- 
tive plans under current law to all providers 
participating in Medicare managed care 
plans. 


TRIBUTE TO REV. WARDELL 
NEWSOME, SR. 


HON. BOBBY L. RUSH 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that | rise today to pay tribute to Rev. 
Wardell Newsome, Sr., member of the New 
Galilee M.B. Church under the pastorage of 
Rev. Charlie Murray in Chicago, IL. 

For decades Reverend Newsome has ex- 
emplified the dedication and commitment re- 
quired to better our communities and the citi- 
zens who reside there. His work as both a so- 
cial and a spiritual religious leader began at 
the early age of 13 when he was baptized at 
St. Matthews Baptist Church in Marvell, Arkan- 
sas. Later, when he came to Chicago, he ac- 
cepted his call into the ministry and joined the 
Mt. Moriah Baptist Church under the 
pastorage of Rev. O.C. Nicks. Reverend 
Newsome brought to the ministry and to the 
people of Chicago a compassion and dedica- 
tion to service, empowerment, and spiritual 
awareness that still benefits us greatly to this 
day. 

Mr. Speaker, on Sunday Rev. Wardell 
Newsome, Sr. will be honored for the decades 
of service he has given to his ministries and 
to his community. Today, | would like to make 
sure that all he has contributed to this country 
and our communities is recognized, appre- 
ciated, and honored on the floor of this House. 
| ат honored to enter these words of com- 
mendation into the RECORD. 
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TRIBUTE TO WILLIE GRACE 
CAMPBELL 


HON. JANE HARMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
tribute to a good friend and a dedicated fighter 
for women’s rights on the occasion of her 80th 
birthday. As someone who has reached the 
age of 50, | can appreciate what it means to 
reach 80. But what truly amazes me is what 
Willie has accomplished in those 80 years. Let 
me relate just a few of those accomplish- 
ments. 

Willie has played a vital role in the develop- 
ment of the League of Women Voters. She 
rose to the national board of the league in 
1959. From this position she directed the 
league’s inner-city voter registration drive, and 
chaired the league’s education fund. Four 
years after her term as a boardmember, she 
founded and became the first chair of the 
League of Women Voters’ Department of Liti- 
gation. 

Willie’s dedication to public service has also 
led her to achieve a great deal in other fo- 
rums. She has fought from women’s rights 
and civil liberties, serving as a boardmember 
for the Constitutional Rights Foundation and 
founding the Center for Women and Girls in 
Los Angeles. She has been president of the 
National Women’s Education Fund, and has 
served on the Los Angeles Commission on 
the Status of Women. Willie has hardly slowed 
down: she founded the Institute for Women, 
Law, and Development, on whose board she 
currently sits, just 3 years ago. At the same 
time, President Clinton appointed Willie vice 
chair of the African Development Foundation. 

Mr. Speaker, Willie Grace Campbell has set 
a superb example for each of us to follow, 
leading an active, successful, and socially re- 
sponsible life for 80 years. It gives me great 
pleasure to join her friends, colleagues, and 
those whose lives she has touched in paying 
her tribute, and wishing her many more pro- 
ductive and happy adventures. 


TRIBUTE TO RICHARD M. KELLEY 
HON. SANDER M. LEVIN 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to rec- 
ognize Richard M. Kelley, chairman of the 
board of directors of Catholic Social Services 
of Wayne County. Dick Kelley has served as 
chairman of the board since 1993, as vice 
chair from 1991 to 1993, and during that time, 
also served on many board committees. 

Dick Kelley's outstanding service and com- 
mitment to his community is exemplified by his 
volunteer work with not only Catholic Social 
Services of Wayne County, but also the De- 
troit Area Council of the Boy Scouts of Amer- 
ica, of which he serves as vice president, 
Oakland Family Services, and Life Directions. 

As a University of Detroit graduate, Dick 
Kelley has dedicated himself to Metro-Detroit. 
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| commend him for his many years of tireless 
and selfless work on behalf of all people. The 
community shares its admiration for Dick 
Kelley with his wife Cecelia and his two chil- 
dren, Kristen and Rick. 

My sincerest best wishes for Richard Kelley, 
and gratitude for his years of service to the 
community. 


U.S. PRODUCTION OF WHEAT 
GLUTEN DECLINES 


HON. TODD TIAHRT 


OF KANSAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, | want to express 
concern about a serious problem that is rap- 
idly destroying the United States vital wheat 
gluten industry and has reverberating effects 
on U.S. agriculture. 

Wheat gluten is natural protein that is used 
principally for its cohesive qualities in bread 
products, especially in multigrain and high 
fiber breads. U.S. producers of this unique 
product are barely existing due to overwhelm- 
ing competitive advantages that are allowing 
their counterparts in the European Union to 
seize an alarming share of the U.S. market. 
These advantages include European govern- 
ment incentives and a lopsided tariff system 
that heavily favors the European gluten indus- 


As U.S. production of wheat gluten declines, 
so does the requirement for domestically 
grown high protein wheat. This situation, 
therefore, threatens to wipe out a premium, 
value-added market that farmers in our coun- 
try rely on. 

urge immediate attention to this problem 
and call for strong efforts to resolve it before 
the American wheat gluten industry becomes 
extinct. 


OKTOBERFEST—OFFICIALLY 
HON. JAMES A. BARCIA 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, as we await the 
start of fall, many of us get anxious about Ok- 
toberfest, the German festival that celebrates 
food, friendship, and the bounty of a good har- 
vest. This rich tradition has been celebrated 
by the city of Frankenmuth, within my con- 
gressional district, officially since 1989. 

And this year, from today, September 14, 
through September 17, the sixth celebration 
becomes even more special because the 
Frankenmuth Oktoberfest has been officially 
sanctioned by the city of Munich—the first 
time any Oktoberfest has been officially recog- 
nized anywhere outside of Germany. 

On August 26, Herr Herman Memmel, mem- 
ber of the Munich City Council; and Bavarian 
State Parliament, presented to Annette 
Rummel, president of the Frankenmuth Cham- 
ber of Commerce and Oktoberfest the Docu- 
ment of Ennoblement, officially naming the 
1995 Frankenmuth Oktoberfest as the first Ok- 
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toberfest in the world to officially operate 
under the auspices of the city of Munich. 

The hard working and heritage proud people 
of Frankenmuth revel in their upholding of Ba- 
varian traditions, celebration of Bavarian food 
and beverage, including its own award winning 
beers from the Frankenmuth Brewing Com- 
pany, and are synonymous with the spirit of 
hospitality—gemutlichkeit—that helps all visi- 
tors to Frankenmuth fondly remember their all 
too short visits to this wonderful community. 

From the time of Crown Prince Ludwig who 
began the Oktoberfest with his wedding to 
Princess Theresia in 1810, when King Max | 
Joseph proclaimed a festival in four locations 
in Munich, today when Oktoberfest means the 
celebration of community and success, a 
proud tradition has been created. 
Frankenmuth is proud and honored to be an 
official partner in Oktoberfest, and proudly dis- 
play the sign beckoning “Wilommen” to all of 
our colleagues and the thousands of visitors 
that grace Frankenmuth each year. 


CONGRATULATING THOMAS F. 
KEYES, JR., ON THE CELEBRA- 
TION OF HIS 80TH BIRTHDAY 


HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, September 14, 1995 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, on Friday, 
September 15, | have the pleasure of joining 
опе of Connecticut's most well-known and re- 
spected citizens, Thomas F. Keyes, Jr., for the 
celebration of his 80th birthday. A long-time 
resident of New Haven, Mr. Keyes has earned 
the admiration of his community for his career 
as a distinguished judge, committed public 
servant, and a premier trial attorney. Thomas 
Keyes is a man who lives life to the fullest ex- 
tent. He is a walking encyclopedia of over 50 
years of spectacular history which he recounts 
on Saturday mornings over bagels and coffee 
at the Bagel Connection on Grove Street in 
New Haven. The Saturday morning regulars, 
like New Haven Fire Chief Smith, Judge Reyn- 
olds, and Judge Flannigan, consider him опе 
of the best storytellers in town. 

Tom was born and raised in New Haven. In 
1933, he graduated from Hillside High School. 
He went to college at Yale and graduated 
from Yale Law School in 1940. During World 
War 11, he served in the Army, and was sta- 
tioned in Presque Isle, ME. Tom managed to 
come home for the weekends to New Haven 
on an almost regular basis. He went into pub- 
lic service like his father, Thomas Keyes, Sr., 
who was the New Haven Registrar of Voters 
for over 30 years. During the 1950’s Tom jun- 
ior spearheaded the effort to provide legal 
services for the poor as director of legal serv- 
ices in New Haven. In 1965, he was appointed 
by the mayor of New Haven as the city’s cor- 
poration counsel where he served for 9 years. 
Tom was elected a probate judge of New 
Haven in 1974, and remained probate judge 
for 11 years until he was succeeded by his 
son John “Jack” Keyes. Now living in Madi- 
son, Tom has time to pursue golf and watch 
Yale football. 

Tom Keyes and his deceased wife Jose- 
phine have five children. Thomas Keyes Ill is 
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a professor at Boston University, John Keyes 
is the New Haven probate judge, Bernadette 
Keyes is a practicing lawyer, Joan is a writer, 
and Julie has her own crafts and ceramics 
business. The DeLauro and Keyes family have 
been very close for many years. My mother 
worked for Judge Keyes when he was a New 
Haven probate judge and now works for his 
successor, and son. 

| would like to extend my sincere congratu- 
lations to Judge Thomas F. Keyes, Jr., on the 
celebration of his 80th birthday. It is an honor 
to join in this celebration. | wish a happy birth- 
day to a model citizen and a long-time family 
friend. 


FEDERAL REPORTS ELIMINATION 
AND SUNSET ACT OF 1995 


HON. ROBERT L. EHRLICH, JR. 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. EHRLICH. Speaker, today | offer the 
Federal Reports Elimination and Sunset Act of 
1995, which streamlines Federal reporting re- 
quirements by cutting and reforming more 
than 200 congressionally mandated reporting 
requirements. This bill continues the positive 
work started earlier this session by the con- 
ferees for the Paperwork Reduction Act. Origi- 
nally part of the Senate-passed version of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act, it was agreed in 
conference, that these sections merited sepa- 
rate introduction as freestanding legislation. | 
offer this bill as a companion to S. 790, which 
recently passed the Senate. | have the utmost 
confidence that the President will want to sign 
this important piece of legislation into law be- 
cause it allows executive branch agencies to 
focus more resources on important current is- 
sues as opposed to focusing on outdated and 
unnecessary reporting requirements. 

This bill was sent to both the chair and 
ranking members of all House and Senate 
committees to illustrate the broad bipartisan 
support for this bill and generate the vast list 
of reports that are slated to be eliminated or 
modified. The response by both the majority 
and minority has been overwhelmingly favor- 
able. The Congressional Budget Office esti- 
mates that enactment of this legislation could 
result in savings of $5 to $10 million even be- 
fore additional savings from the sunset provi- 
sion are factored in. 

The sunset provision eliminates those re- 
ports with an annual, semiannual, or regular 
periodic reporting requirement 4 years after 
the bill's enactment, while allowing Members 
of Congress to reauthorize those reports 
deemed necessary for carrying out effective 
congressional oversight. This provision does 
not apply to any reporting requirements under 
the Inspector General Act of 1978 or the Chief 
Financial Officers Act of 1990. 

| urge my colleagues to cosponsor this bill 
and lighten the red tape burden on executive 
branch agencies so that our Government can 
operate with fewer restrictions and greater effi- 
ciency. 
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TRIBUTE TO QUEEN ELIZABETH 
JAMES 


HON. DONALD М. PAYNE 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, | 
would like to bring to the attention of my col- 
leagues, a special occasion that is taking 
place in New Jersey this Sunday, September 
17. It is the recognition of a great American, 
Queen Elizabeth James, known affectionately 
as “Queenie.” She is being honored for her 
tremendous contributions to the civic and polit- 
ical communities of America. 

Queen E. James has been active in the city 
of Newark, the county of Essex, and the State 
of New Jersey. Today, the term “diversity” is 
being used more and more to describe ele- 
ments and relationships of our complex soci- 
ety. Queenie James is an able example of di- 
versity at work. She has been a successful 
entrepreneur, an elected official, a political and 
civic leader, all the while being a dedicated 
daughter, wife, mother, and grandmother. 

She has dedicated herself to making posi- 
tive changes for those she serves. And she 
has served well. She has committed 32 years 
of her life to serving her local community as a 
county committeewoman. She has served in 
the leadership of the South Ward Democratic 
Organization as well as the Essex County 
Democratic County Committee. The New Jer- 
sey Real Estate Commission has benefited 
from her service as a commissioner. 

Mr. Speaker, | am sure my colleagues will 
want to join me as | congratulate and thank 
Queen Elizabeth James for her dedication to 
making life better for so many. 


THE UNITED STATES MUST STAND 
WITH TAIWAN 


HON. PETER T. KING 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, the Clinton adminis- 
tration's decision to have the First Lady attend 
the Women's Conference in Beijing would be 
troubling enough under any circumstances. 
Not only does China’s Communist Govern- 
ment routinely trample the human rights of all 
its citizens—male and female—it also felt 
compelled to execute 16 political dissidents in 
preparation for this conference. Very simply, 
the administration has allowed itself to be ma- 
neuvered into providing the veneer of moral 
respectability to an outlaw regime such as the 
People’s Republic of China [РВС]. 

Even more troubling, however, is the doubt 
which this decision casts on the willingness of 
the United States to resist mainland China's 
increasingly aggressive actions against Tai- 
wan. The Republic of China fought side by 
side with the United States in World War 11 
and continued to be a loyal ally of the United 
States after Chiang Kai-shek evacuated his 
forces from the Chinese mainland and moved 
the Government of the Republic of China to 
Taiwan in 1949. It has also become a free- 
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market economic powerhouse. Taiwan is the 
United States’ seventh largest trading partner, 
has more than $80 billion in foreign exchange 
reserves and, even though its population is 50 
times smaller, has a GDP comparable to 
mainland China's. Taiwan also has strong de- 
fense forces, lacking only sophisticated fighter 
jets and anti-missile systems. 

Taiwan’s greatest achievement, however, 
has been its attainment of an open, demo- 
cratic society. For years Taiwan had a closed 
political system. Martial law was lifted in 1987, 
however, and Taiwan now has a robust politi- 
cal system, with a particularly combative Na- 
tional Assembly. In March 1996 the President, 
heretofore elected by the legislature, will be 
elected by popular vote. This will mark the first 
time in the history of China that a President 
has been democratically elected. 

Unfortunately, but not unexpectedly, Tai- 
wan’s economic might and its embrace of de- 
mocracy have enraged the PRC which has re- 
acted aggressively. Economically, for instance, 
the PRC has been able to delay Taiwan's ad- 
mission into GATT. Diplomatically, the Peo- 
ple’s Republic insisted that the United States 
not allow Taiwan's President Lee Teng-hui to 
enter our country, even on a private visit. True 
to form, earlier this year the State Department 
capitulated and denied President Lee's re- 
quest to visit his alma mater, Cornell Univer- 
sity. Fortunately, the House of Representa- 
tives overwhelmingly adopted a_ resolution 
supporting President Lee's visit and President 
Clinton overruled the State Department, grant- 
ing President Lee a visa to speak at Cornell 
this past June. 

The PRC’s response to President Lee’s visit 
has bordered on the hysterical. Besides recall- 
ing its Ambassador from the United States 
and unleashing vicious propaganda tirades 
against President Lee, the PRC has con- 
ducted provocative military exercises off Tai- 
wan's coast, including test-firing missiles in the 
East China Sea just 80 miles north of Taiwan. 
The PRC is planning further missile testing 
and naval maneuvers near Taiwan. 

Clearly the PRC is attempting to use the 
threat of invasion to intimidate the people of 
Taiwan into rejecting President Lee and adopt- 
ing a docile foreign policy. If the PRC is suc- 
cessful in carrying out this extortion and sub- 
verting the democratic process in Taiwan, the 
United States will only be encouraging further 
PRC aggression in the region against Japan 
and the Philippines and we will be severely 
marginalized as a Pacific power. In short we 
will have allowed the PRC to establish Asian 
hegemony. To avert this moral and diplomatic 
catastrophe, the administration must: First, 
make it clear that any military action against 
Taiwan will result in a worldwide embargo and 
diplomatic isolation of the PRC; second, expe- 
ditiously complete the delivery of the 150 Ғ- 
16 fighter jets already purchased by Taiwan; 
third, provide anti-missile systems to Taiwan; 
and fourth, reinforce our policy of granting 
visas to Taiwan's elected officials. Additionally, 
the Congress should promptly adopt House 
Concurrent Resolution 63 introduced by Rep- 
resentative GERALD SOLOMON which would 
urge Taiwan’s admission into the United Na- 
tions. The bottom line of America’s China pol- 
icy must be the recognition that the PRC 
needs us more than we need them. As Presi- 
dent Nixon said shortly before his death “the 
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Chinese will not launch a military attack 
against Taiwan as long as Beijing knows such 
an action would jeopardize their relationship 
with the United States.” 

Last month | had the opportunity to meet 
with President Lee in Taiwan. He is an im- 
pressive leader who is clearly committed to 
democratic principles. As the world’s leading 
democracy, the United States must stand with 
democratic nations in their time of peril. By 
standing with the Republic of China on Taiwan 
at this time, the United States will be acting in 
our best traditions and strengthening the 
cause of peace and stability in the Pacific. 


HONORING DR. ALEXANDER IBE 
HON. DALE E. KILDEE 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the recipient of the 1995 Golden Door 
Award, Dr. Alexander Ibe. Dr. Ibe will receive 
the award at the annual dinner meeting of the 
International Institute of Flint on Tuesday, Oc- 
tober 11. 

The International Institute of Flint presents 
this award annually to a foreign-born citizen 
who has substantially improved life in the Flint 
community. Dr. Ibe has worked tirelessly since 
his arrival in the United States in 1979 to help 
African immigrants and others. 

Dr. Ibe was born in Nigeria the son of Chief 
Alphonsus Ibe and Justina Ibe. Не is the 
fourth of seven sons. After immigrating to the 
United States he helped bring three brothers 
to live permanently in this country. In addition 
to helping his family immigrate. Dr. be has 
been tireless in his efforts to help African refu- 
gees realize their dreams of living in the Unit- 
ed States free of persecution. 

The list of Dr. Ibe’s accomplishments is 
long. As president of the African American As- 
sociation of Greater Flint he raised money to 
aid Liberian refugees. He fought deportation of 
Africans and provided relief to those in finan- 
cial need. He raised money for scholarships 
and even paid the college tuition for needy 
students out of his own pocket. He has de- 
voted his time and expertise to developing Af- 
rican cultural presentations. School children 
throughout Genesee County have gained a 
greater knowledge of the contributions Afri- 
cans have made to the world through these 
programs. He has volunteered for the past 6 
years to organize the international institute's 
African festivities. 

In addition to his volunteer work for the 
international institute, Dr. Ibe serves as а min- 
ister of the Word at St. Michael's Catholic 
Church and is currently raising money for the 
Our Mother of Africa chapel at the National 
Shrine in Washington, DC. When he is not 
volunteering his time to various causes, Dr. 
be is a medical research scientist. He recently 
completed a study of cystic fibrosis. With his 
wife Carolyn, he has two children, Alexander 
Merenini Ibe 1! and Crystal Ndidi Ibe. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask the Congress to rise with 
me today to honor this great American. My 
hometown of Flint has benefited innumerable 
times from the contributions of Dr. Alexander 
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Ibe. We are a better world because of his 
compassion. 


IN HONOR OF LOUIS KEITH DUMAS 
HON. VIC FAZIO 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Louis Keith Dumas, the executive direc- 
tor of the Sacramento Air Logistics Center 
[ALC] at McClellan Air Force Base. Mr. Dumas 
will be retiring this year after more than 30 
years of distinguished service to the Federal 
Government and principally the Department of 
the Air Force. 

As executive director, Mr. Dumas is second 
in the Sacramento ALC chain of command. 
When acting in the commander’s name, he 
exercises broad management authority over 
all center operations. The Sacramento ALC 
has program management substainment re- 
sponsibilities for designated aircraft and com- 
munications-electronic systems, and employs 
about 13,500 civilian and military personnel. 
Mr. Dumas has clearly distinguished himself 
during his long career with the Air Force, but 
his most significant accomplishments may 
have taken place through his leadership and 
innovation in the high-technololgy field. He 
worked to establish the Sacramento ALC’s 
software engineering division; this has placed 
the center in the elite company of approxi- 
mately 9 percent of the software practitioners 
and managers in the United States, and 
among only a handful of Government software 
activities. Through Mr. Dumas’ personal direc- 
tion, the Sacramento ALC accomplished a re- 
alignment of all the center's software efforts 
and combined them in a single software engi- 
neering division with a clear mission of be- 
coming the Department of Defense’s software 
engineering center of excellence. 

Mr. Dumas has looked beyond national bor- 
ders to further Air Force initiatives. The Air 
Force and DOD have selected the very high 
speed integrated circuit [VHSIC] hardware de- 
scription language, or VHDL, as its standard. 
Sacramento ALC has pioneered the insertion 
of VHSIC multichip modules into fielded weap- 
ons systems. Mr. Dumas initiated and directed 
a reverse engineering design project for the 
British Royal Air Force [RAF] to demonstrate 
this technology. As a result, the RAF has 
adopted the VHDL as its standard in place of 
a particular language which the British were 
developing. 

As a strong proponent of the dual-use con- 
cept, | am particularly impressed with Mr. 
Dumas’ work in this area. Mr. Dumas, myself, 
and others have worked to establish a casting 
emissions reduction program [СЕВР] at 
McClellan AFB. This program is a partnership 
between McClellan AFB and the big three 
automakers to develop ап environmentally 
complaint foundry and associated foundry 
processes for the DOD and the automakers. 
Metal casting has critical defense relevance; 
almost 90 percent of all manufactured parts 
for DOD contain castings. This agreement 
could ultimately revitalize the foundry process. 
Related to dual use is Mr. Dumas’ strong pro- 
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motion of interservicing as the business of the 
future by supporting Army, Navy, and Marine 
customers, and other Government agencies in 
the Sacramento ALC’s technical centers of ex- 
cellence. 

| join my colleagues today in honoring Louis 
Keith Dumas for his many years of outstand- 
ing service to the Air Force, the Department of 
Defense, and our Nation. Mr. Dumas and his 
wife, Dolores, have been married nearly 40 
years and have three children and a grand- 
daughter. | wish Mr. Dumas and his wife con- 
tinued success іп all their future endeavors. 


TRIBUTE TO JAMES KELLEY 
HON. PAUL E. KANJORSKI 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to pay tribute to a close personal friend from 
my district, the Honorable James P. Kelley. 
This year, Jim will retire from his position as 
Northumberland County Commissioner, a post 
he has held with the highest distinction for al- 
most a quarter of a century. 

Once in a very great while, an individual not 
only surpasses the requirements expected of 
him as an elected official, but actually trans- 
forms the nature of his office to embody a 
greater ideal. Jim Kelley is such an individual. 
He not only served as an excellent county 
commissioner, but by his service, he changed 
the very definition of being a county commis- 
sioner. His extraordinary compassion, his im- 
peccable integrity, his tireless efforts to im- 
prove the economic condition of his county, 
and his masterful skill at governing made Jim 
Kelley the epitome of what a public servant 
can and should be. 

A banker for 22 years, a funeral director for 
35 years, Jim was first elected to serve North- 
umberland County as a commissioner in 1971. 
Jim served as chairman of that board for five 
of his six consecutive terms of office. А re- 
spected community leader, Jim is responsible 
for the information of the Northumberland 
County Area Agency on Aging. During his 
leadership, the County Human Service Agency 
achieved a No. 1 national rating. He was the 
first chairman of the Central Region Training 
Service. 

Jim was appointed by Gov. Bob Casey to 
serve 8 years on the Pennsylvania Infrastruc- 
ture Investment Board. He has been honored 
by his party as both Northumberland County 
Democrat of the Year and Pennsylvania Dem- 
ocrat of the Year. 

Jim's leadership in Northumberland County 
is legendary throughout the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. He has earned the admiration 
and respect of us who have been fortunate 
enough to have worked with him. Mr. Speaker, 
as Commissioner James P. Kelley steps 
down, he leaves behind a tradition of excel- 
lence and service which will be difficult to re- 
place. He has devoted a lifetime of service to 
the people of Northumberland County, and 
that service will be felt for many more years to 
come. | am pleased to bring to the attention of 
my colleagues the accomplishments of my 
good friend, Jim Kelley. 
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INTRODUCTION OF THE TAXPAYER 
BILL OF RIGHTS 2 


HON. NANCY L. JOHNSON 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 14, 1995 


Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speak- 
er, | am pleased to introduce the Taxpayer Bill 
of Rights 2. This legislation will help safeguard 
the rights of taxpayers in dealing with the In- 
ternal Revenue Service [IRS]. 

The Taxpayer Bill of Rights does not involve 
the substantive provisions in the Internal Rev- 
enue Code which determine a person's tax li- 
ability. The subject matter does not involve 
capital gains or depreciation rules. The nature 
of the subject matter involves the procedural 
rules and IRS operational practices which 
apply during the examination of tax returns 
and the collection process. Many times these 
rules and practices can have as much impor- 
tance to the taxpayers as the substantive pro- 
vision in the tax law from which their liability 
arises. 

The original Taxpayer Bill of Rights was en- 
acted as part of the Technical and Miscellane- 
ous Revenue Act of 1988. While this action 
was helpful, there was a general consensus 
that more could be done to protect the rights 
of taxpayers. 

The Subcommittee on Oversight sought to 
develop a Taxpayer Bill of Rights 2 during the 
102d Congress. It developed a package of 
recommendations for taxpayer safeguards 
which eventually was introduced as H.R. 3838 
in November 1991. A Taxpayer Bill of Rights 
section, based on H.R. 3838, was included in 
H.R. 11 the Revenue Act of 1992, which was 
vetoed by former President Bush. 

The Subcommittee on Oversight held a 
hearing on March 24, 1995, to investigate 
what additional taxpayer safeguards were ap- 
propriate in order to provide citizens more 
evenhanded treatment in their dealings with 
the IRS. In addition, the subcommittee staff re- 
viewed numerous communications from tax- 
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payers which described their experiences with 
the IRS and reinforced the position that a Tax- 
payer Bill of Rights 2 was needed. The sub- 
committee’s recommendations are a combina- 
tion of many of the provisions which were de- 
veloped in the 102d Congress, as well as a 
number of new initiatives. 

The bill that Representative Mars and | 
are introducing today reflects the narrative rec- 
ommendations which the Subcommittee on 
Oversight unanimously approved on Septem- 
ber 12, 1995. For example, the bill would 
make it easier for taxpayers who win their 
cases against the IRS in Tax Court to collect 
attorney’s fees. Under current law, not only 
does a taxpayer have to prevail against the 
IRS to collect attorney fees, but she must also 
prove that the IRS was not substantially justi- 
fied in pressing its case against her. The bill 
shifts the burden to the IRS of proving that its 
position was justified. This is consistent with 
the judicial principal that the party in control of 
the facts should bear the burden of proof. 
Who knows better than the IRS why it pressed 
its case against the taxpayer? 

Another major area is the treatment of sepa- 
rated or divorced taxpayers. Under current 
law, married couples who file a joint return are 
each fully responsible for the accuracy of the 
return and for the full tax liability, even though 
one spouse may have earned the income 
which is shown on the tax return. This is 
known as joint and several liability. Spouses 
who wish to avoid this joint and several liability 
feature may file as a married person filing sep- 
arately. 

The subcommittee learned of many in- 
stances where divorced taxpayers who had 
previously signed a joint tax return during their 
marriage were treated harshly when the IRS 
later disputed the accuracy of their joint tax re- 
turn. In many cases the IRS tried to collect the 
entire amount of taxes from the wife, even 
though the omitted income or erroneous de- 
ductions which caused the deficiency were at- 
tributable solely to her former husband. All too 
often, the woman, being pursued for payment 
of taxes due, was not aware that a tax return 
filed during the marriage had been audited or 
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In an era where almost 50 percent of mar- 
riages end in divorce, this problem is contrib- 
uting to the growing perception that the tax 
system is unfair. The time has come to reex- 
amine the joint and several standard of liability 
and consider replacing it with a proportionate 
liability standard, where each spouse would be 
responsible for the taxes on that portion of the 
income which he or she earned. 


However, replacing the current standard 
would be changing over 60 years of estab- 
lished practice and so the subcommittee con- 
cluded that it did not have information about 
all the ramifications of such a change to in- 
clude it in the bill. What the bill does do is di- 
rect the Department of the Treasury and the 
General Accounting Office to conduct detailed 
studies examining possible changes to the 
joint and several liability standard in order to 
better protect the rights of separated or di- 
vorced couples. These studies are due within 
6 months and | believe they could be a prel- 
ude to further legislative action in the 104th 
Congress. 


A brief sample of the bill's other features in- 
cludes: First, allowing taxpayers who have 
been the victim of reckless collection actions 
by the IRS, to sue the IRS for up to $1 million 
in damages, up from the current ceiling of 
$100,000; second, giving the IRS the authority 
to withdraw tax liens and return seized prop- 
erty when it would be in the best interest of 
the taxpayer and the Government; third, creat- 
ing a civil cause of action for damages for tax- 
payers who have been harmed by fraudulent 
information returns; and fourth, requiring the 
IRS to send out annual reminders to taxpayers 
with outstanding tax obligations. This will alert 
taxpayers that the IRS has not forgotten an 
old tax liability. 

Mr. Speaker, the public may never be 
thrilled about the fact that they must pay taxes 
to the Government. But the Taxpayer Bill of 
Rights 2 should at least give them more lever- 
age and ammunition in dealing with the IRS. 
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SENATE—Friday, September 15, 1995 


(Legislative day of Tuesday, September 5, 1995) 


The Senate met at 9:15 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. THURMOND]. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Let us pray: 

Almighty God, whose mercies are 
new every morning, we praise You for 
Your faithfulness. You are the same 
yesterday, today, and forever. Thank 
You for the strength, security, and se- 
renity You provide in the midst of the 
strain and stress of heavy responsibil- 
ities and long hours. Refresh us phys- 
ically and renew our minds. Give us 
light when our vision is dim, courage 
when we need to be bold, decisiveness 
when we are tempted to equivocate, 
and fresh hope when others are discour- 
aged. Help us to listen to You so that 
our decisions are guided by how we per- 
ceive You would have us decide. Also 
make us more attentive listeners to 
each other so that we may be receptive 
to the deeper truth You give when 
there is honest, open debate. Give us 
unity in diversity and the oneness of a 
shared patriotism. Keep us from the 
grimness of taking ourselves too seri- 
ously and not taking You seriously 
enough. You hold us together when 
ideas, policies, and points of view 
would divide us. Help us to reach out to 
one another -to affirm our oneness of 
our faith in You and our high calling to 
lead this Nation. So we commit this 
day to emulate Your faithfulness in the 
work You have given us to do. In the 
name of our Lord. Amen. 


RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

acting majority leader is recognized. 
SCHEDULE 

Mr. SANTORUM. Thank you, Mr. 
President. For the information of all 
Senators, the Senate will immediately 
resume the consideration of the welfare 
reform bill. As a reminder to all Sen- 
ators, following 10 minutes of debate 
this morning there will be a rollcall 
vote on or in relationship to the Binga- 
man amendment, to be followed by a 
series of rollcall votes with 10 minutes 
of debate between each vote. 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
INHOFE). Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 


APPOINTMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 
PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the President pro 
tempore, pursuant to Public Law 99- 
498, appoints Dr. Robert N. Kelly, of 
Kansas, to the Advisory Committee on 
Student Financial Assistance for a 3- 
year term effective October 1, 1995. 


FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of H.R. 4, which 
the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 4) to restore the American 
family, reduce illegitimacy, control welfare 
spending, and reduce welfare dependence. 


The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 


Pending: 

Dole modified amendment No. 2280, of a 
perfecting nature. 

Subsequently, the amendment was further 
modified. 

Daschle amendment No. 2672 (to amend- 
ment No, 2280), to provide for the establish- 
ment of a contingency fund for State welfare 
programs. 

Faircloth amendment No. 2608 (to amend- 
ment No. 2280), to provide for an abstinence 
education program. 

Simon amendment No. 2509 (to amendment 
No. 2280), to eliminate retroactive deeming 
requirements for those legal immigrants al- 
ready in the United States. 

Simon amendment No. 2681 (to amendment 
No. 2280), to provide grants for the establish- 
ment of community works progress pro- 
grams. 

Simon amendment No. 2468 (to amendment 
No. 2280), to provide grants for the establish- 
ment of community works progress pro- 
grams. 

Graham amendment No. 2568 (to amend- 
ment No. 2280), to веб national work partici- 
pation rate goals and to provide that the 
Secretary shall adjust the goals for individ- 
ual States based on the amount of Federal 
funding the State receives for minor children 
in families in the State that have incomes 
below the poverty line. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2483 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 10 
minutes of debate equally divided on 
the Bingaman amendment numbered 
2483, to be followed by a vote on or in 
relation to the amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2483, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to send a modifica- 
tion of the amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 


Mr. SANTORUM. Reserving the right 
to object, we are still in the process of 
reviewing the modification. If the Sen- 
ator can start the debate on the 
amendment, after we review the modi- 
fication, we hope we will have no objec- 
tion to it. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I will be glad to do 
that, Mr. President. 

This amendment is a very simple, 
straightforward amendment. I really 
do not understand how anyone can ob- 
ject to it. It simply puts in law a re- 
quirement that the States receiving 
these block grants under the family as- 
sistance block grant program that is 
being established in this legislation— 
that they develop a plan, a plan for 
how they are to spend that money. The 
plan is very general in the require- 
ments for what would be in the plan, 
but we basically say the same planning 
requirement that Senator DOLE had 
proposed for the work force training 
block grants, that same kind of plan- 
ning should occur in the case of the 
family assistance programs. Once a 
State has its program in place, this 
amendment, in my view, would help 
both Federal and State taxpayers and 
officials evaluate the success of the 
State programs through State-estab- 
lished goals and benchmarks. 

I do not really understand any credi- 
ble argument against it. The proposal 
here is very consistent with the provi- 
sions specified in the Government Per- 
formance and Results Act of 1993, 
which I know Senator ROTH had a great 
involvement in, to establish perform- 
ance-based program management in 
the Federal Government. This contin- 
ues to leave the decisionmaking, the 
substantive decisionmaking, to the 
States. But under the bill as it pres- 
ently sits before us, there is virtually 
no planning required or encouraged or 
ensured. States need not do any long- 
range or strategic planning, nor do 
they need to establish any goals or 
benchmarks. There is no accountabil- 
ity to State or Federal taxpayers as to 
those goals actually being achieved. 

We are talking, in this legislation, 
about block grants that add up to 
something over $16.8 billion in Federal 
money each year. In my view, it is not 
unreasonable for us, as stewards of 
that Federal money, to at least ask for 
a written document that explains how 
it is to be spent. 

So that is the essence of the amend- 
ment. I ask the manager of the bill if 
he has had a chance to review the 
modification and if he sees a problem 
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with it? If not, I ask unanimous con- 
sent, again, I be allowed to modify the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? 

Mr. SANTORUM. We have no objec- 
tion to the request. In fact, as the Sen- 
ator has modified his amendment, we 
would be willing to accept the amend- 
ment without a rollcall vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is so modi- 
fied. 

The amendment (No. 2483), as modi- 
fied, is as follows: 

On page 12, between lines 22 and 23, insert 
the following: 

“(2) FAMILY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM STRATE- 
GIC PLAN.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—A single comprehensive 
State Family Assistance Program Strategic 
Plan (hereafter referred to in this section as 
the ‘State Plan’) describing a 3-year strate- 
gic plan for the statewide program designed 
to meet the State goals and reach the State 
benchmarks for program activities of the 
family assistance program. 

“(B) CONTENTS OF THE STATE PLAN.—The 
State plan shall include: 

“(i) STATE GOALS.—A description of the 
goals of the 3-year plan, including outcome 
related goals of and benchmarks for program 
activities of the family assistance program. 

“(11) CURRENT YEAR PLAN.—A description of 
how the goals and benchmarks described in 
clause (i) will be achieved, or how progress 
toward the goals and benchmarks will be 
achieved, during the fiscal year in which the 
plan has been submitted. 

(iii) PERFORMANCE INDICATORS.—A descrip- 
tion of performance indicators to be used in 
measuring or assessing the relevant output 
service levels and outcomes of relevant pro- 
gram activities. 

“(іу) EXTERNAL FACTORS.—Information оп 
those key factors external to the program 
and beyond the control of the State that 
could significantly affect the attainment of 
the goals and benchmarks. 

“(у) EVALUATION MECHANISMS.—Informa- 
tion on a mechanism for conducting program 
evaluation, to be used to compare actual re- 
sults with the goals and benchmarks and 
designate the results on a scale ranging from 
highly successful to failing to reach the 
goals and benchmarks of the program. 

“(уі) MINIMUM PARTICIPATION RATES.—In- 
formation on how the minimum participa- 
tion rates specified in section 404 will be sat- 
isfied. 

(vii) ESTIMATE OF EXPENDITURES.—An es- 
timate of the total amount of State or local 
expenditures under the program for the fis- 
cal year in which the plan is submitted. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate that willingness to accept the 
modified amendment. If that concludes 
debate on this issue, I suggest we go to 
a vote. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I yield the remain- 
der of my time. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I yield the remain- 
der of my time as well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. If there be no further 
debate, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2483), as modi- 
fied, was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2484 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there will now be 10 
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minutes of debate equally divided on 
Bingaman amendment No. 2484, to be 
followed by a vote on or in relation to 
the amendment. 

The Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this 
amendment, amendment No. 2484, I 
gather, is at the desk. I will not ask it 
be read. Let me explain briefly what 
the amendment does. 

The amendment simply provides that 
we will make our bill, this bill that 
Senator DOLE has proposed here, con- 
sistent with the House legislation on 
welfare reform in that we would pro- 
vide $100 million for each of fiscal 
years 1997 through the year 2000 to 
States to help them provide treatment 
for drug addiction and alcoholism. 

Let me review the situation we have 
as I understand it and then invite any 
correction if the manager of the bill or 
anybody else would like to correct my 
impression. 

This morning I put together a very 
simple chart which demonstrates my 
skill at calligraphy, but also, I think, 
makes the point I am trying to get at 
here. These, as I understand it, are pro- 
posed losses in Federal funds for drug 
and alcohol treatment, prevention and 
education, assuming this legislation is 
passed and assuming we go forward 
with other budget cuts that are con- 
templated. 

Let me specify how I get the figures. 
As I understand it, the legislation we 
have here proposes to eliminate any 
funds for beneficiaries under SSI who 
are there by virtue of having a drug or 
alcohol abuse problem. So they are no 
longer eligible to receive SSI benefits. 
That is estimated to save the tax- 
payers $300 million. 

Payments to RMA's are also elimi- 
nated. These are the organizations, as I 
understand it, that provide services 
and do monitoring of the problems that 
alcoholics and drug abusers have 
throughout the country. That is $100 
million. 

We are eliminating Medicaid eligi- 
bility for alcoholics and drug abusers. 
That is another $100 million. 

Then there are a series of cuts which 
I am informed have been voted by the 
Appropriations Committee, the Labor, 
HHS, Education Appropriations Com- 
mittee, on Wednesday. I assume those 
will be agreed to here when they come 
to the full Senate. Those amount to 
$108 million cut in substance abuse 
block grant funding, $100 million in 
drug treatment demonstration рго- 
grams, $29 million in drug abuse pre- 
vention demonstrations, and $166 mil- 
lion in drug-free school money which 
will be eliminated. The alcohol and 
other health programs that Health and 
Human Services runs we are cutting by 
$242 million. 

So the total reduction in Federal 
support to States and to beneficiaries 
in this area of drug and alcohol treat- 
ment prevention and education is $1.345 
billion this next year. 
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Mr. President, I have concerns about 
that kind of drastic cut. The amend- 
ment I have offered will try to help re- 
solve some of that by at least adding in 
$100 million. The $100 million is a very, 
very small part of what is being lost. I 
think that is obvious to everybody. At 
least it is a good-faith effort. As I un- 
derstand the agreement that has been 
worked out between the leadership on 
the Republican side and the leadership 
on the Democratic side, the intent is to 
add in $25 million a year to offset the 
$1.345 billion which is being lost. To my 
mind, that is not a credible effort by 
the Senate and it is not adequate to 
what we are doing. So all I am saying 
is, let us at least do what the House of 
Representatives did, let us at least pro- 
vide $100 million additional funds for 
substance abuse block grants in this 
next fiscal year and each year during 
the time this legislation is in law. 

The issue here is not just whether 
you like people who are beneficiaries of 
this. The issue is how this impacts on 
the criminal problems we face in the 
country. I have a press release here 
from the Department of Justice. This 
is August 9. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for an ad- 
ditional 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SANTORUM. I yield the Senator 
3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this 
press release from the Department of 
Justice, dated August 9, is entitled, 
“The Nation’s Prison Population Grew 
Almost 9 Percent Last Year.” When 
you read over on page 3 of this it says: 
More than a quarter of State and Fed- 
eral inmates were imprisoned for drug 
offenses, that is 234,600 prisoners in 
1993. Prisoners serving a drug sentence 
increased from 8 percent of the State 
and Federal prison population in 1980 
to 26 percent in 1993. In Federal pris- 
ons—this is a startling statistic; people 
really should focus on this—inmates 
sentenced for drug law violations were 
the single largest group. Sixty percent 
in 1993 of the prisoners in our Federal 
prisons were there for drug law viola- 
tions. That was up from 25 percent in 
1980. 

When you look into how we deal with 
the problem of more and more people 
going into prisons for drug offenses, 
the solution is in this area. The solu- 
tion is in treatment, prevention, and 
education. 

There is a publication which recently 
came out by the National Association 
of State Alcohol and Drug Abuse Direc- 
tors which makes a very compelling 
case, that where we put these people in 
treatment, the incidence of criminal 
activity reduces very substantially. In 
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my home State of New Mexico, they 
have estimated that the rate of DWI 
arrests in the year before treatment 
was 27.8 percent in the group that re- 
ceived treatment, while in the 1-уеаг 
post-treatment period, the rate was 9.8 
percent. That is an enormous reduc- 
tion. 

I know that the majority leader is 
concerned about how it impacts on his 
State. The report I am referring to 
says that Kansas has reported a reduc- 
tion in legal problems on the addiction 
severity index comparison data be- 
tween admission and discharge for 2,700 
of its clients who received treatment 
services in fiscal year 1993. Between ad- 
mission and discharge, there was a 35 
percent decrease in the severity of 
legal problems for clients in treatment. 

Mr. President, if we are serious about 
dealing with the crime problem, we 
need to maintain some level of funding 
here. My amendment simply provides 
$100 million in funding to offset the $1.3 
billion which is contemplated in this 
legislation and in the appropriations 
bill that I referred to. 

I know that people are concerned 
about not spending too much money. 
Mr. President, this is a good invest- 
ment. If we do not spend the money 
here, we will be spending it down the 
road in building more prison cells. 
That is the tradeoff, and I believe very 
strongly that we ought to at least sup- 
port the House level of expenditure for 
this drug and alcohol treatment pre- 
vention and education. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, we 
are still working on this amendment, I 
think, between the two leaders. And if 
we could set this amendment aside 
temporarily and allow—I believe the 
Senator from Illinois is somewhere on 
the floor and may be willing to bring 
up his amendment at this point, and we 
will see if we can work this out. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
have no objection. I believe the Sen- 
ator from Maine, Senator COHEN, want- 
ed to speak for a few moments. 

Mr. SANTORUM. There is time re- 
maining on our side. We could allocate 
2 minutes. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I have no objection 
to putting the amendment aside under 
those circumstances. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Under the previous order, there will 
now be 10 minutes of debate equally di- 
vided on the Simon amendment No. 
2468, to be followed by a vote on or in 
relation to the amendment. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I see 
the Senator from Illinois is here. I 
would allow him to proceed with his 
amendment. 

Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2468, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to modify the 
amendment 2468. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing new title: 


TITLE —COMMUNITY WORKS PROGRESS 
ACT 


БЕС. 00. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the “Community 
Works Progress Act”. 
SEC, 01. FUNDING FOR COMMUNITY WORKS 
PROGRESS PROGRAMS. 


(a) AUTHORIZATION FOR TEMPORARY ASSIST- 
ANCE FoR NEEDY FAMILIES.—There is author- 
ized $240,000,000 for a demonstration Commu- 
nity Works Progress Administration up to 
$240,000,000 of the amounts authorized under 
this section may be used for the purpose of 
paying grants beginning with fiscal years 
after fiscal year 1997 to States for the oper- 
ation of community works progress pro- 
grams. Such amounts shall be paid to States 
in accordance with the requirements of this 
title and shall not be subject to any require- 
ments of part A of title IV of the Social Se- 
curity Act. 

(b) LIMITATIONS ON CosTs.— 

(1) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Not more 
than 10 percent of the amount of each grant 
awarded to a State may be used for adminis- 
trative expenses. 

(2) COMPENSATION AND SUPPORTIVE SERV- 
ICES.—Not less than 70 percent of the amount 
of each grant awarded to a State may be 
used to provide compensation and supportive 
services to project participants. 

(3) WAIVER OF COST LIMITATIONS.—The limi- 
tations under paragraphs (1) and (2) may be 
waived for good cause, as determined appro- 
priate by the Secretary. 

(c) AMOUNTS REMAINING AVAILABLE FOR 
STATE FAMILY ASSISTANCE GRANTS.—Any 
amounts appropriated for making grants 
under this title for a fiscal year under sec- 
tion 403(a)(4)(A)(i) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 603(а)(2)(А)(4)(А)(1)) that are not 
paid as grants to States in accordance with 
this title in such fiscal year shall be avail- 
able for making State family assistance 
grants for such fiscal year in accordance 
with subsection (a)(1) of such section. 

SEC. — 01A ESTABLISHMENT. 

In the case of any fiscal year after fiscal 
year 1997, the Secretary of Labor (hereafter 
referred to in this title as the Secretary“) 
shall award grants to 4 States for the estab- 
lishment of community works progress pro- 
grams. 

SEC. ___ 02, DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title: 

(1) COMMUNITY WORKS PROGRESS PROGRAM.— 
The terms “community works progress pro- 
gram” and program“ mean a program des- 
ignated by a State under which the State 
will select governmental and nonprofit enti- 
ties to conduct community works progress 
projects which serve a significant public pur- 
pose in fields such as health, social service, 
environmental protection, education, urban 
and rural development and redevelopment, 
welfare, recreation, public facilities, public 
safety, and child care. 

(2) COMMUNITY WORKS PROGRESS PROJECT.— 
The terms community works progress 
project” and project“ mean an activity con- 
ducted by a governmental or nonprofit en- 
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tity that results in a specific, identifiable 
service or product that, but for this title, 
would not otherwise be done with existing 
funds and that supplements but does not sup- 
plant existing services. 

(3) NONPROFIT ENTITY.—The term 
profit entity” means an organization— 

(A) described in section 501(c) of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986; and 

(B) exempt from taxation under section 
501(а) of such Code. 

SEC. ___03. APPLICATIONS BY STATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each State desiring to 
conduct, or to continue to conduct, a com- 
munity works progress program under this 
title shall submit an annual application to 
the Secretary at such time and in such man- 
ner as the Secretary shall require. Such ap- 
plication shall include— 

(1) identification of the State agency or 
agencies that will administer the program 
and be the grant recipient of funds for the 
State, and 

(2) a detailed description of the geographic 
area in which the project is to be carried out, 
including such demographic and economic 
data as are necessary to enable the Sec- 
retary to consider the factors required by 
subsection (b). 

(b) CONSIDERATION OF APPLICATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In reviewing all applica- 
tions received from States desiring to con- 
duct or continue to conduct a community 
works progress program under this title, the 
Secretary shall consider— 

(A) the unemployment rate for the area in 
which each project will be conducted, 

(B) the proportion of the population receiv- 
ing public assistance in each area in which a 
project will be conducted, 

(C) the per capita income for each area in 
which a project will be conducted, 

(D) the degree of involvement and commit- 
ment demonstrated by public officials in 
each area in which projects will be con- 
ducted, 

(E) the likelihood that projects will be suc- 
cessful, 

(F) the contribution that projects are like- 
ly to make toward improving the quality of 
life of residents of the area in which projects 
will be conducted, 

(G) geographic distribution, 

(H) the extent to which projects will en- 
courage team approaches to work on real, 
identifiable needs, 

(I) the extent to which private and commu- 
nity agencies will be involved in projects, 
and 

(J) such other criteria as the Secretary 
deems appropriate. 

(2) INDIAN TRIBES AND URBANIZED AREAS,— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall en- 
sure that— 

(i) one grant under this title shall be 
awarded to a State that will conduct a com- 
munity works progress project that will 
serve one or more Indian tribes; and 

(ii) one grant under this title shall be 
awarded to a State that will implement a 
community works progress project in a city 
that is within an Urbanized Area (as defined 
by the Bureau of the Census). 

(B) INDIAN TRIBE.—For purposes of this 
paragraph, the term Indian tribe“ means 
any Indian tribe, band, nation, or other orga- 
nized group or community, including any 
Alaska Native village or regional or village 
corporation as defined in or established pur- 
suant to the Alaska Native Claims Settle- 
ment Act (43 U.S.C.A. 1601 et seq.), which is 
recognized as eligible for the special pro- 
grams and services provided by the United 
States to Indians because of their status as 
Indians. 
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(c) MODIFICATION TO APPLICATIONS.—If 
changes in labor market conditions, costs, or 
other factors require substantial deviation 
from the terms of an application approved by 
the Secretary, the State shall submit a 
modification of such application to the Sec- 
retary. 

SEC. ___ 04. PROJECT SELECTION BOARD. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Each State that re- 
ceives a grant under this title shall establish 
a Project Selection Board (hereafter referred 
to as ће “Воагӣ”) in the geographic area or 
areas identified by the State under section 
___03(b)(2). 

(b) МЕМВЕН8НІР.- 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each Board shall be com- 
posed of 13 members who shall reside in the 
geographic area identified by the State 
under section ___03(0)(2). Subject to para- 
graph (2), the members of the Board shall be 
appointed by the Governor of the State in 
consultation with local elected officials in 
the geographic area. 

(2) REPRESENTATIVES OF BUSINESS AND 
LABOR ORGANIZATIONS.—The Board— 

(A) shall have at least one member who is 
an officer of a recognized labor organization; 
and 

(B) shall have at least one member who is 
a representative of the business community. 

(c) DUTIES OF THE BOARD.—The Board 
shall— 

(1) recommend appropriate projects to the 
Governor; 

(2) select a manager to coordinate and su- 
pervise all approved projects; and 

(3) periodically report to the Governor on 
the project activities in a manner to be de- 
termined by the Governor. 

(d) VETO OF A PROJECT.—One member of 
the Board who is described in subparagraph 
(A) of subsection (0)(2) and one member of 
the Board who is described in subparagraph 
(B) of such subsection shall have the author- 
ity to veto any proposed project. The Gov- 
ernor shall determine which Board members 
shall have the veto authority described 
under this subsection. 

(e) TERMS AND COMPENSATION OF MEM- 
BERS.—The Governor shall establish the 
terms for Board members and specify proce- 
dures for the filling vacancies and the re- 
moval of such members. Any compensation 
or reimbursement for expenses paid to Board 
members shall be paid by the State, as deter- 
mined by the Governor. 

SEC. ___05. PARTICIPATION IN PROJECTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to partici- 
pate in projects under this title, an individ- 
ual shall be— 

(1) receiving, eligible to receive, or have 
exhausted unemployment compensation 
under an unemployment compensation law 
of a State or of the United States, 

(2) receiving, eligible to receive, or at risk 
of becoming eligible to receive, assistance 
under a State program funded under part A 
of title IV of the Social Security Act, 

(3) a noncustodial parent of a child who is 
receiving assistance under a State program 
funded under part A of title IV of the Social 
Security Act, 

(4) a noncustodial parent who is not em- 
ployed, or 

(5) an individual who— 

(A) is not receiving unemployment com- 
pensation under an unemployment com- 
pensation law of a State or of the United 
States; 

(B) if under the age of 20 years, has grad- 
uated from high school or is continuing stud- 
ies toward a high school equivalency degree; 

(C) has resided in the geographic area in 
which the project is located for a period of at 
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least 60 consecutive days prior to the award- 
ing of the project grant by the Secretary; 
and 

(D) is a citizen of the United States. 

(b) WORK ACTIVITY UNDER BLOCK GRANTS 
FOR TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAM- 
ILIES.—For purposes of section 404(c)(3) of 
the Social Security Act, as added by section 
101(b) of this Act, the term ‘work activity’ 
includes participation in a community works 
progress program. 

SEC. ___ 06. MANDATORY PARTICIPATION. 

Able-bodied individuals who reside in а 
project area and who have received assist- 
ance under a State program funded under 
part A of title IV of the Social Security Act 
for more than 5 weeks shall be required to 
participate in a project unless— 

(1) the project has no available placements; 
or 

(2) the individual is a single custodial par- 
ent caring for a child age 5 or under and has 
a demonstrated inability to obtain needed 
child care, for 1 or more of the following rea- 
sons: 

(A) Unavailability of appropriate child 
care within a reasonable distance of the indi- 
vidual's home or work site. 

(B) Unavailability or unsuitability of in- 
formal child care by a relative or under 
other arrangements. 

(C) Unavailability of appropriate and af- 
fordable formal child care arrangements. 
SEC. 07. HOURS AND COMPENSATION. 

(a) DETERMINATION OF COMPENSATION.— 

(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Except as provided іп 
paragraph (2), project participants in a com- 
munity works progress project shall be paid 
the applicable Federal or State minimum 
wage, whichever is greater. 

(2) EXCEPTIONS.—If a participant іп а com- 
munity works progress project is— 

(A) eligible for benefits under a State pro- 
gram funded under part A of title IV of the 
Social Security Act and such benefits exceed 
the amount described in paragraph (1), such 
participant shall be paid an amount that ex- 
ceeds by 10 percent of the amount of such 
benefits; or 

(B) eligible for benefits under an unem- 
ployment compensation law of a State or the 
United States such benefits exceed the 
amount described in paragraph (1), such par- 
ticipant shall be paid an amount that ex- 
ceeds by 10 percent the amount of such bene- 
fits. 

(b) WORK REQUIREMENTS RELATED TO PAR- 
TICIPATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.— 

(A) MAXIMUM HOURS.—In order to assure 
that each individual participating in a 
project will have time to seek alternative 
employment or to participate in an alter- 
native employability enhancement activity, 
no individual may work as a participant in a 
project under this title for more than 32 
hours per week. 

(B) REQUIRED JOB SEARCH ACTIVITY.—Indi- 
viduals participating in a project who are 
not receiving assistance under a State pro- 
gram funded under part A of title IV of the 
Social Security Act or unemployment com- 
pensation under an unemployment com- 
pensation law of a State or of the United 
States shall be required to participate in job 
search activities on a weekly basis. 

(c) COMPENSATION FOR PARTICIPANTS.— 

(1) PAYMENTS OF ASSISTANCE UNDER A STATE 
PROGRAM FUNDED UNDER PART A OF TITLE IV 
AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION.—Any 
State agency responsible for making a pay- 
ment of benefits to a participant in a project 
under a State program funded under part A 
of title IV of the Social Security Act or 
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under an unemployment compensation law 
of a State or of the United States may trans- 
fer such payment to the governmental or 
nonprofit entity conducting such project and 
such payment shall be made by such entity 
to such participant in conjunction with any 
payment of compensation made under sub- 
section (a). 

(2) TREATMENT OF COMPENSATION OR BENE- 
FITS UNDER OTHER PROGRAMS.— 

(A) HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965.—In de- 
termining any grant, loan, or other form of 
assistance for an individual under any pro- 
gram under the Higher Education Act of 1965, 
the Secretary of Education shall not take 
into consideration the compensation and 
benefits received by such individual under 
this section for participation in a project. 

(B) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER FEDERAL BENE- 
FITS.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, any compensation or benefits re- 
ceived by an individual under this section for 
participation in a community works progress 
project shall be excluded from any deter- 
mination of income for the purposes of deter- 
mining eligibility for benefits under a State 
program funded under part A of title IV, 
title XVI, and title XIX of the Social Secu- 
rity Act, or any other Federal or federally 
assisted program which is based on need. 

(3) SUPPORTIVE SERVICES.—Each partici- 
pant in a project conducted under this title 
shall be eligible to receive, out of grant 
funds awarded to the State agency admin- 
istering such project, assistance to meet nec- 
essary costs of transportation, child care, vi- 
sion testing, eyeglasses, uniforms and other 
work materials. 


SEC. 08. ADDITIONAL PROGRAM REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 
(a) NONDUPLICATION AND NONDISPLACE- 
MENT.— 


(1) NONDUPLICATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Amounts from a grant 
provided under this title shall be used only 
for a project that does not duplicate, and is 
in addition to, an activity otherwise avail- 
able in the State or unit of general local gov- 
ernment in which the project is carried out. 

(B) NONPROFIT ENTITY.—Amounts from a 
grant -provided to a State under this title 
shall not be provided to a nonprofit entity to 
conduct activities that are the same or sub- 
stantially equivalent to activities provided 
by a State or local government agency in 
which such entity resides, unless the require- 
ments of paragraph (2) are met. 

(2) NONDISPLACEMENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—A governmental or non- 
profit entity shall not displace any employee 
or position, including partial displacement 
such as reduction in hours, wages, or em- 
ployment benefits, as a result of the use by 
such entity of a participant in a project 
funded by a grant under this title. 

(B) LIMITATION ON SERVICES.— 

(i) DUPLICATION OF SERVICES.—A partici- 
pant in a project funded by a grant under 
this title shall not perform any services or 
duties or engage in activities that would oth- 
erwise be performed by any employee as part 
of the assigned duties of such employee. 

(ii) SUPPLANTATION OF HIRING.—A partici- 
pant in a project funded by a grant under 
this title shall not perform any services or 
duties or engage in activities that will sup- 
plant the hiring of other workers. 

(iii) DUTIES FORMERLY PERFORMED BY AN- 
OTHER EMPLOYEE.—A participant in a project 
funded by a grant under this title shall not 
perform services or duties that have been 
performed by or were assigned to any pres- 
ently employed worker, employee who re- 
cently resigned or was discharged, employee 
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who is subject to a reduction in force, em- 
ployee who is on leave (terminal, temporary, 
vacation, emergency, or sick), or employee 
who is on strike or who is being locked out. 

(b) FAILURE TO MEET REQUIREMENTS.—The 
Secretary may suspend or terminate pay- 
ments under this title for a project if the 
Secretary determines that the governmental 
or nonprofit entity conducting such project 
has materially failed to comply with this 
title, the application submitted under this 
title, or any other terms and conditions of a 
grant under this title agreed to by the State 
agency administering the project and the 
Secretary. 

(с) GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State conducting a 
community works progress program or pro- 
grams under this title shall establish and 
maintain a procedure for the filing and adju- 
dication of grievances from participants in 
any project conducted under such program, 
labor organizations, and other interested in- 
dividuals concerning such program, includ- 
ing grievances regarding proposed place- 
ments of such participants in projects con- 
ducted under such program. 

(2) DEADLINE FOR GRIEVANCES.—Except for 
a grievance that alleges fraud or criminal ac- 
tivity, a grievance under this paragraph 
shall be filed not later than 6 months after 
the date of the alleged occurrence of the 
event that is the subject of the grievance. 

(4) TESTING AND EDUCATION REQUIRE- 
MENTS.— 

(1) TESTING.—Each participant in a project 
shall be tested for basic reading and writing 
competence prior to employment under such 
project. 

(2) EDUCATION REQUIREMENT.— 

(A) FAILURE TO SATISFACTORILY COMPLETE 
TEST.—Participants who fail to complete sat- 
isfactorily the basic competency test re- 
quired in paragraph (1) shall be furnished 
counseling and instruction. Those partici- 
pants who lack a marketable skill must at- 
tend a technical school or community col- 
lege to acquire such a skill. 

(B) LIMITED ENGLISH.—Participants with 
limited English speaking ability may be fur- 
nished such instruction as the governmental 
or nonprofit entity conducting the project 
deems appropriate. 

(е) COMPLETION OF PROJECTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—A governmental or non- 
profit entity conducting a project or projects 
under this title shall complete such project 
or projects within the 2-year period begin- 
ning on a date determined appropriate by 
such entity, the State agency administering 
the project, and the Secretary. 

(2) MODIFICATION.—The period referred to 
in paragraph (1) may be modified in the dis- 
cretion of the Secretary upon application by 
the State in which a project is being con- 
ducted. 

БЕС. 09. EVALUATIONS AND REPORTS. 

(a) BY THE STATE.—Each State conducting 
а community works progress program ог pro- 
grams under this title shall conduct ongoing 
evaluations of the effectiveness of such pro- 
gram (including the effectiveness of such 
program in meeting the goals and objectives 
described in the application approved by the 
Secretary) and, for each year in which such 
program is conducted, shall submit an an- 
nual report to the Secretary concerning the 
results of such evaluations at such time, and 
in such manner, as the Secretary shall re- 
quire. The report shall incorporate informa- 
tion from annual reports submitted to the 
State by governmental and nonprofit enti- 
ties conducting projects under the program. 
The report shall include an analysis of the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


effect of such projects on the economic con- 
dition of the area, including their effect on 
welfare dependency, the local crime rate, 
general business activity (including business 
revenues and tax receipts), and business and 
community leaders’ evaluation of the 
projects’ success. Up to 2 percent of the 
amount granted to a State may be used to 
conduct the evaluations required under this 
subsection. 

(b) By THE SECRETARY.—The Secretary 
shall submit an annual report to the Con- 
gress concerning the effectiveness of the 
community works progress programs con- 
ducted under this title. Such report shall 
analyze the reports received by the Sec- 
retary under subsection (a). 

SEC, 10. EVALUATION. 

Not later than October 1, 2000, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the Congress a com- 
prehensive evaluation of the effectiveness of 
community works progress programs in re- 
ducing welfare dependency, crime, and teen- 
age pregnancy in the geographic areas in 
which such programs are conducted. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, this is an 
amendment offered by Senator BROWN, 
Senator REID, and myself. This is an 
amendment which would authorize, but 
not have a set-aside, four demonstra- 
tion WPA-type projects where people 
would be on welfare only 5 weeks. After 
5 weeks, like the WPA, the local people 
would pick the projects. They would 
have to work 4 days a week at the min- 
imum wage. The fifth day they would 
have to be out trying to find a job in 
the private sector. 

Why this is important is there is a 
tendency that is not going to change 
for the demand for unskilled labor to 
go down, and an awful lot of people on 
welfare are these people who are un- 
skilled. We are going to pay people ul- 
timately either for being productive or 
nonproductive. I think it makes much 
more sense to pay them for being pro- 
ductive. 

And this is an amendment, I might 
add, that was passed last year. And I 
say to the Presiding Officer that the 
chief sponsor was Senator Boren. I was 
a cosponsor, as was Senator REID, and 
I think a few others on the other side 
also. 

The idea is, let us have a demonstra- 
tion. Let us see what we can do if we 
try this. What is going to happen—and 
this would be a voluntary thing—to the 
numbers if everyone after 5 weeks is re- 
quired to work but is paid at minimum 
wage. 

I would hope this would be accepted. 
It was accepted by voice vote a year 
ago. But if it is not accepted, I would 
require a vote on it. 

Let me just add one other point while 
we are talking, Mr. President. We have 
heard a lot about teenage pregnancy. I 
took some counties in Illinois, and you 
see a direct correlation between teen- 
age pregnancy and the number of peo- 
ple working. 

The counties in California with a 
population over 250,000 get the same 
statistics. The same pattern is here. 

If we really want to do something 
about teenage pregnancy, if we can put 
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people to work—and I think it is not 
simply that they are occupied; I think 
it is that they have the spark of hope. 
Teenage pregnancy frequently comes 
with hopelessness. Anyway, I think it 
is a worthwhile experiment. I would 
hope we could move in this direction, 
and I am pleased to have some support- 
ers on that side of the aisle as well as 
this side of the aisle. 

I hope that we can accept this. I 
would be happy to answer any ques- 
tions. Otherwise, I would yield the 
floor at this point. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, my 
understanding is the chairman of the 
Labor Committee, Senator KASSEBAUM, 
is still opposed to this amendment even 
in the modified form. It sets up a dem- 
onstration project with $240 million in 
four States. I know the Senator from 
Kansas believes that there is adequate 
money under AmeriCorps and other 
programs existing for these kinds of 
projects to occur. 

I do not believe the Senator will be 
able to make it here to debate that. 
But my understanding is that we ob- 
ject to the amendment. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, again, I 
would hope that this would be accept- 
able. I understand that it will require a 
vote now. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
yield the remainder of my time. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, how much 
time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 53 seconds remaining. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, let me 
just add one other point. We talked a 
lot on the floor in the Senate about the 
crime problem. My instinct is, if we 
guarantee jobs to people and require 
work—not just guarantee but require 
work—we will see a change in the 
crime rate. 

You show me an area of high unem- 
ployment—black, Hispanic, white, 
whatever the area—and I will show you 
an area of high crime. I think this 
makes sense. I hope it could be accept- 
ed by the body. 

Mr. President, I yield the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all 
time yielded back? 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, we 
would like to stack a couple of votes, 
and I see the Senator from Minnesota 
is here to debate his two amendments. 
We have one amendment I believe of 
the Senator from Minnesota we can 
agree to related to agriculture. The 
second one will require a vote. And 
then we still have outstanding the 
Bingaman amendment which may re- 
quire a vote. 

How long will the Senator from Min- 
nesota need on his first amendment on 
agriculture? 
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Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
would say to the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania that I can do this in less than 
5 minutes. 

Mr. SANTORUM. And on the second 
amendment there will be 10 minutes 
equally divided? Ten minutes equally 
divided on the second amendment? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
that is fine. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Why not have the 
first vote at around 10 o’clock. 

I would ask unanimous consent that 
the Simon amendment vote be post- 
poned until 10 o’clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
wonder whether I could just—I am 
ready to go—suggest the absence of a 
quorum for 30 seconds. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT 2503, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment as modified to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the modification? Without 
objection, the amendment is modified. 

The amendment (No. 2503), as modi- 
fied, is as follows: 

On page 229, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following; 

“(4) SUNSET OF ELECTION UPON INCREASE ІМ 
NUMBER OF HUNGRY CHILDREN.— 

“(А) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 

(J) on March 29, 1995 the Senate adopted а 
resolution stating that Congress should not 
enact or adopt any legislation that will in- 
crease the number of children who are hun- 


ЕТУ: 

(ii) it is not the intent of this bill to 
cause more children to be hungry; 

(iii) the Food Stamp Program serves to 
prevent child hunger; and 

“(іу) a State’s election to participate in 
the optional state food assistance block 
grant program should not serve to increase 
the number of hungry children in that State. 

“(В) SUNSET.—If the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services makes two successive 
findings that the hunger rate among children 
in a State is significantly higher in a State 
that has elected to participate in a program 
established under subsection (a) than it 
would have been had there been no such elec- 
tion, 180 days after the second such finding 
such election shall be permanently and irre- 
versibly revoked and the provisions of para- 
graphs (1) and (2) shall not be applicable to 
that State. 

“(С) PROCEDURE FOR FINDING BY SEC- 
RETARY.—In making the finding described in 
subparagraph (B), the Secretary shall adhere 
to the following procedure: 

“(4) Every three years, the Secretary shall 
develop data and report to Congress with re- 
spect to each State that has elected to par- 
ticipate in a program established under sub- 
section (a) whether the child hunger rate in 
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such State is significantly higher than it 
would have been had the State not made 
such election. 

(1) The Secretary shall provide the report 
required under clause (i) to all States that 
have elected to participate in a program es- 
tablished under subsection (a), and the Sec- 
retary shall provide each State for which the 
Secretary determined that the child hunger 
rate is significantly higher than it would 
have been had the State not made such elec- 
tion with an opportunity to respond to such 
determination. 

“(іі) If the response by a State under 
clause (ii) does not result in the Secretary 
reversing the determination that the child 
hunger rate in that State is significantly 
higher than it would have been had the State 
not made such election, then the Secretary 
shall publish a finding as described in sub- 
paragraph (В).” 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
there is some history to this amend- 
ment, and Iam very pleased it has been 
accepted. 

The history is this. Early on in this 
session, I came to the floor with a 
sense of the Senate that we would go 
on record saying we would take no ac- 
tion which could increase hunger or 
malnutrition among children in Amer- 
ica. That amendment was defeated sev- 
eral times but then finally passed. 

I believe the Senate is now on record 
on that question. 

What this amendment says is that 
every 3 years, if we are going to block 
grant food stamps, Health and Human 
Services develops data on child hunger 
for each State that gets food stamps as 
a block grant. 

What we want to look at is whether 
or not, after moving to block grants, 
the malnutrition and hunger among 
children goes up. HHS reports back the 
data to Congress and also sends a re- 
port out to the States and gives States 
a chance to respond. But if Health and 
Human Services finds out, based upon 
this survey—and it is two 3-year incre- 
ments, as a matter of fact—States have 
gone to block granting and what has 
happened is you have seen an increase 
in hunger among children, then in fact 
it is no longer a block grant and it goes 
back to the Federal Food Stamp Pro- 
gram with the national standards. 

Mr. President, I think this is a kind 
of proof-in-the pudding amendment. If 
in fact there are no problems, then 
there are no problems, and I certainly 
would assume that is exactly what 
Senators hope for. 

My view is that we could very well be 
making a terrible mistake. My view is 
that we are coming very close, or we 
have I think moved away from a fun- 
damental idea that there is a minimal 
role for the Federal Government in 
making sure that every child in Amer- 
ica, no matter how poor, no matter 
from what family, no matter in what 
region of the United States of America, 
has some minimal level of assistance. 
This is an amendment that I think pro- 
vides some check on that. 

I thank my colleagues on the other 
side for accepting this amendment, and 
I urge its approval. 


September 15, 1995 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator yield back his time? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I would be pleased 
to. 
Mr. SANTORUM. I yield back the re- 
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. The question is on 
agreeing to amendment 2503, as modi- 
fied. 

The amendment (No. 2503), as modi- 
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2505 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
think we now move to the next 
Wellstone amendment and the Senator 
should proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under a 
previous order, there will now be 10 
minutes of debate equally divided on 
the Wellstone amendment No. 2505 to 
be followed by a vote on or in relation 
to the amendment. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
call up amendment 2505. 

Mr. President, I think the best way 
for me to proceed on this—and I must 
say to my colleagues, I am actually 
puzzled; this is the amendment that I 
thought would be accepted without any 
question—is to let me go through the 
findings. 

Findings. The potential loss of Medicaid 
coverage represents a large disincentive for 
welfare recipients to accept jobs that offer 
no health insurance. 

Mr. President, we all know that one 
of the problems when a mother wants 
to move from welfare to workfare is 
that quite often without any kind of 
transitional support from Medicaid she 
is worse off than she was before and 
just as importantly her children are 
worse off. Please remember, of the 15 
million AFDC population, 9 million are 
children. 

Whereas thousands of the Nation's employ- 
ers continue to find the cost of health care 
out of reach; whereas the percentage of 
working people who receive health insurance 
from their employer has dipped to its lowest 
point since the 1980's; and whereas children 
are the largest proportion of the increase in 
the number of uninsured in recent years, it 
is the sense of the Senate 

Iam really puzzled by the opposition. 
I would say this to Senators, that any 
Medicaid reform enacted by the Senate 
this year should require that States 
continue to provide Medicaid for 12 
months to families that lose eligibility 
for welfare benefits because of more 
earnings or hours of employment. 

Mr. President, we have said in this 
health care reform bill that we will 
have an extension of Medicaid for a 
year. This sense-of-the-Senate amend- 
ment just says the Senate will do what 
it says it is going to do. 
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I do not understand how there could 
be any opposition to this amendment. 
We have said that real welfare reform 
means there has to be this transition 
and there are all these proposed cuts in 
Medicaid. And so what this amendment 
just says is look, when we take up Med- 
icaid separately, we go on record that 
the Senate will make sure that with 
that Medicaid funding there will be 1 
year of transitional support. 

I say to all of my colleagues, Demo- 
crats and Republicans alike, we cannot 
have it both ways. We cannot say that 
we are in favor of and we know we 
must provide some transitional cov- 
erage so that women and children are 
not in worse shape because of reform, 
and make a commitment to do that 
and now vote against the sense-of-the- 
Senate amendment that says we will 
do what we said we were going to do. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 242 minutes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will reserve the 
remainder of my time to maybe get a 
sense—I am puzzled why this amend- 
ment has not been accepted. 

Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, the 
opposition on this side lies in the fact 
that right now we are in negotiations 
trying to deal with the problem of Med- 
icaid and trying to come up with solu- 
tions that will provide services, health 
care services to the poor in our country 
and at the same time come within the 
reconciliation targets that are set. And 
we believe that if one of the options 
that is available to us, as has been dis- 
cussed openly, is the idea of a block 
grant. A block grant would in fact give 
flexibility to the States to design their 
own program. And we would not be 
able in that situation to guarantee a 
transitional benefit. 

So, what we want to do is maintain 
the flexibility for us to deal with this 
issue in a way that the Senate can 
come together to try to provide these 
services, health care services for the 
poor in our society. And one of the op- 
tions on the table that we do not obvi- 
ously want to foreclose is the option of 
doing a block grant to States to have 
them provide services. In fact, what we 
have seen in States that have gotten 
waivers, which would, in a sense, be 
similar to a block grant, States like 
Tennessee where we have seen a dra- 
matic increase in the number of people 
covered—the Senator from Tennessee, 
who I do not know if he is around or on 
the floor, but Senator FRIST was one of 
the principal architects of the Tenn 
care plan that provided this flexibility, 
this flexibility from the Federal level, 
but allowed Tennessee to redesign their 
Medicaid Program to cover more peo- 
ple. In fact, more people are covered 
under Medicaid now in Tennessee and 
at less cost. 
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So we have seen State experiments 
that have worked in reducing health 
care costs and covering more people on 
Medicaid. And we do not want to fore- 
close that option for States to be able 
to do that in the future. And that is 
the reason we oppose the amendment. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SANTORUM. Yes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Is the Senator 
saying there is a possibility that we 
would rescind what we have stated is а 
major provision of this welfare reform 
bill, namely, the requirement that 
States extend the Medicaid coverage 
for a year? Is that what the Senator is 
saying, that we may very well rescind 
what we have now passed? 

Mr. SANTORUM. I think the Senator 
from Minnesota knows very well there 
are discussions with respect to Medic- 
aid and those discussions should not be 
foreclosed by action taken by the Sen- 
ate. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Well, Mr. Presi- 
dent, then what my colleague from 
Pennsylvania has said is that this 
amendment—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. SANTORUM. I do not yield fur- 
ther. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator reserve the remainder of his 
time? 

Mr. SANTORUM. Yes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
this is amazing. I want people in the 
country to understand this. We have 
said we are going to have this welfare 
reform, it is not going to be punitive. 
We changed this for the better. States 
will be required to carry Medicaid for 1 
year. I have a sense of the Senate that 
makes it clear that in the Medicaid de- 
bate that comes up we make a commit- 
ment that we will do what we said we 
would do. 

And now I hear my colleague from 
Pennsylvania say, we may very well 
turn around and not do that. My 
amendment asks the Senate to go on 
record that we will do what we have 
said we are going to do in this piece of 
legislation. And now I have colleagues 
that equivocate on this question and 
say, you know what? This might be a 
sham. We say we are going to have 
transitional coverage to make sure 
that women and children are not hurt, 
but that is just for now. When it comes 
to the Medicaid debate, we may very 
well take away that funding. 

I do not think the Senators can have 
it both ways. Are we not going to live 
up to our word as is now stated in this 
provision of this piece of legislation? I 
hope my colleagues will overwhelm- 
ingly support this amendment because 
this is all about the Senate’s integrity. 
Are we for what we say we are for? Will 
we live up to our commitment? 
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Mr. President, I reserve the remain- 
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
proceedings under the quorum call be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I will yield back 
the remainder of our time. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
how much time do I have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 58 seconds left. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. For every Senator 
that is going to vote on this, Iam puz- 
zled. This amendment says: 

It is the sense of the Senate that any Med- 
icaid reform enacted by the Senate this year 
should require that States continue to pro- 
vide Medicaid for 12 months to families who 
lose eligibility for welfare benefits because 
of more earnings or hours of employment. 

That is exactly what we said we are 
going to do for reform in this bill. Oth- 
erwise, there will not be any funding 
and then this will be truly punitive. 

So we should go on record voting for 
what we said we were going to do. I 
hope every Senator will vote for this 
amendment. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT ХО. 2484 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, it is 
my understanding that we have not 
been able to reach an agreement on the 
Bingaman amendment, which would 
then require a rollcall vote. І do not 
see anybody else on our side looking 
for time. All I would suggest is, the 
Bingaman amendment deals with a 
subject we have dealt with іп the 
Daschle-Dole compromise. The 
Daschle-Dole compromise provided $100 
million for drug treatment over the 
next 2 years. It was a compromise be- 
tween what Senator COHEN and Senator 
BINGAMAN had sought, which was $100 
million per year. We came up with $100 
million over the next 2 years. It was in- 
tended to be a compromise. 

As compromises are, we compromise, 
and hopefully when you compromise 
you do not go forward and offer the 
amendment that we compromised on. 
But, unfortunately, that has occurred 
in this case. It is going to cost $300 mil- 
lion more for this drug treatment. And 
I hope that, given the fact that this bill 
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is far under the reconciliation target 
that we need to meet to balance the 
budget, this is another $300 million 
that we will have to take out of Medic- 
aid or Medicare or somewhere else in 
the Finance Committee. And I think 
the Finance Committee has a hard 
enough burden as it is without adding 
more money for drug treatment for 
people, for people who are taken care of 
with $50 million a year for the first 2 
years. 

Obviously, this is something that we 
can come back and visit in the future. 
But we are well over. And I hope that 
Senators will recognize that we have 
got some tough decisions to make in 
the future. This is going to make it 
much tougher. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

I ask unanimous consent that votes 
occur in the order in which they were 
debated, starting at 10 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2484, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
could I ask a question of the manager? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, we 
have made some modification in the 
amendment to accommodate concerns 
that were raised on the other side. Is it 
permissible for me to send the modi- 
fication of the amendment and have 
that voted on? 

Mr. SANTORUM. Reserving the right 
to object 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is seeking unanimous consent to 
modify his amendment? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Yes. I do seek unan- 
imous consent to modify the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
proceedings under the quorum call be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, we 
have no objection to the modification 
of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is modified. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

On page 127, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following new subsection: 

(d) SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING FOR ALCOHOL 
AND SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT PRO- 
GRAMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, there 
are hereby appropriated to supplement State 
and Tribal programs funded under section 
1933 of the Public Health Service Act, 
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$100,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1997 
through 2000. 

(2) ADDITIONAL FUNDS.—Amounts appro- 
priated under paragraph (1) shall be in addi- 
tion to any funds otherwise appropriated for 
allotments under section 1933 of the Public 
Health Service Act and shall be allocated 
pursuant to such section 1933. 

(3) USE OF FUNDS.—A State or Tribal gov- 
ernment receiving an allotment under this 
subsection shall consider as priorities, for 
purposes of expending funds allotted under 
this subsection, activities relating to the 
treatment of the abuse of alcohol and other 
drugs. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the modified 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all 
time yielded back? 

Mr. SANTORUM. I yield back the re- 
mainder of the our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. the ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the Bingaman 
amendment No. 2484, as modified. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Utah [Mr. HATCH] is nec- 
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DEWINE). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 41, 
nays 58, as follows: 

{Rollcall Vote No. 429 Leg.] 


YEAS—41 
Akaka Glenn Lieberman 
Biden Graham Mikulski 
Bingaman Harkin Moseley-Braun 
Boxer Heflin Murray 
Bradley Hollings Nunn 
Bryan Inouye Pell 
Bumpers Jeffords Pryor 
Cohen Johnston Reid 
Conrad Kennedy Robb 
Dodd Kerrey Rockefeller 
Dorgan Kerry Sarbanes 
Exon Lautenberg Simon 
Feinstein Leahy Wellstone 
Ford Levin 
NAYS—58 
Abraham Faircloth McConnell 
Ashcroft Feingold Moynihan 
Baucus Frist Murkowski 
Bennett Gorton Nickles 
Bond Gramm Packwood 
Breaux Grams Pressler 
Brown Grassley Roth 
Burns Gregg Santorum 
Byrd Hatfield Shelby 
Campbell Helms Simpson 
Chafee Hutchison Smith 
Coats Inhofe Snowe 
Cochran Kassebaum Specter 
Coverdell Kempthorne Stevens 
Craig Kohl Thomas 
D'Amato Kyl Thompson 
Daschle Lott Thurmond 
DeWine Lugar Warner 
Dole Mack 
Domenici McCain 
NOT VOTING—1 
Hatch 


So the amendment (No. 2484) was re- 
jected. 
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent the next two votes be 10- 
minute votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the next two votes will be 10- 
minute votes. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT 2468, AS MODIFIED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the Simon 
amendment, No. 2468, as modified. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 37, 
nays 63, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 430 Leg.] 


YEAS—87 
Akaka Feinstein Moseley-Braun 
Boxer Harkin штау 
Bradley Heflin Nunn 
Breaux Hollings Pell 
Brown Inouye Pryor 
Bryan Johnston Reid 
Bumpers Kennedy Robb 
Byrd Kerry Rockefeller 
Conrad Kohl Sarbanes 
Daschle Lautenberg Simon 
Dodd Levin Wellstone 
Dorgan Lieberman 
Feingold Mikulski 

NAYS—63 
Abraham Ford Lugar 
Ashcroft Frist Mack 
Baucus Glenn McCain 
Bennett Gorton McConnell 
Biden Graham Moynihan 
Bingaman Gramm Murkowski 
Bond Grams Nickles 
Burns Grassley Packwood 
Campbell Gregg Pressler 
Chafee Hatch Roth 
Coats Hatfield Santorum 
Cochran Helms Shelby 
Cohen Hutchison Simpson 
Coverdell Inhofe Smith 
Craig Jeffords Snowe 
D'Amato Kassebaum Specter 
DeWine Kempthorne Stevens 
Dole Kerrey Thomas 
Domenici Kyl Thompson 
Exon Leahy Thurmond 
Faircloth Lott Warner 


So the amendment (No. 2468), 
modified, was rejected. 
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2505 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the Wellstone 
amendment, No. 2505. On this question, 
the yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 
The result was announced—yeas 49, 
nays 51, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 431 Leg.] 


YEAS—49 
Akaka Conrad Heflin 
Baucus Daschle Hollings 
Biden Dodd Inouye 
Bingaman Dorgan Johnston 
Boxer Exon Kennedy 
Bradley Feingold Kerrey 
Breaux Feinstein Kerry 
Bryan Ford Kohl 
Bumpers Glenn Lautenberg 
Byrd Graham 
Cohen Harkin Levin 
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Lieberman Pell Simon 
Mikulski Pryor Snowe 
Moseley-Braun Reid Specter 
Moynihan Robb Wellstone 
Murray Rockefeller 
Nunn Sarbanes 
NAYS—51 

Abraham Frist Mack 
Ashcroft Gorton McCain 
Bennett Gramm McConnell 
Bond Grams Murkowski 
Brown Grassley Nickles 
Burns Gregg Packwood 
Campbell Hatch Pressler 
Chafee Hatfield Roth 
Coats Helms Santorum 

Hutchison Shelby 
Coverdell Inhofe Simpson 
Craig Jeffords Smith 
D'Amato Kassebaum Stevens 
DeWine Kempthorne Thomas 
Dole Kyl Thompson 
Domenici Lott Thurmond 
Faircloth Lugar Warner 

So the amendment (No. 2505) was re- 

jected. 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2550 

Mr. DOLE. I ask we temporarily set 
aside the Kennedy amendment No. 2564 
and move to the Kohl amendment No. 
2550. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Under the previous order, there will 
now be 10 minutes of debate equally di- 
vided on the Kohl amendment No. 2550, 
followed by a vote on or in relation to 
the amendment. 

Mr. KOHL. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent at this time that Senator LEAHY 
be added as an original cosponsor to 
this amendment No. 2550. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, we should 
not need to debate this amendment for 
very long. It is straightforward. This 
amendment would exempt the food 
stamp benefits that go to children, the 
elderly and disabled from the optional 
State block grant program set up in 
the bill. 

I want to emphasize to my colleagues 
that the House in its welfare reform 
bill did not choose to block grant food 
stamps at all. 

The argument for this amendment is 
simple. If it is not broke, do not fix it. 
Welfare is broke, financially and philo- 
sophically, but by welfare,“ what we 
have always meant are the federally 
driven programs that pay benefits to 
able-bodied adults who are not work- 
ing. 

Most of us and most Americans want 
to see the welfare programs redesigned 
to emphasize moving recipients to 
work rather than paying them to stay 
home. And many of us believe that 
such work-based welfare programs can 
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best be managed at the State and local 
level where officials understand the 
local economy and the specific needs of 
those in the community who are with- 
out jobs. 

But Federal nutrition programs that 
serve the elderly, the disabled and chil- 
dren are not broken. In all the meet- 
ings that I have held throughout Wis- 
consin on welfare reform, no one has 
complained to me about Federal pro- 
grams that have provided a hot meal to 
elderly retirees or a school lunch to 
children. No one has suggested that we 
ought to make these populations work 
for their food stamps. 

So we should not lump food stamps 
to the elderly, disabled and the chil- 
dren in with the welfare programs that 
so many Americans want ended. In 
ending welfare as we know it, we 
should not end successful nutrition 
programs that keep our children, the 
disabled, and the elderly from going 
hungry. This amendment would still 
leave States with the ability to take as 
a block grant food stamps and money 
that go to adults that can and should 
work. However, children, the elderly, 
and the disabled would retain the as- 
surance that nutritional assistance and 
Federal nutrition standards will be 
there when they are needed. And, 
again, I want to remind my colleagues 
that the House did not block grant food 
stamps at all. 

This amendment has been endorsed 
by the Children’s Defense Fund, the 
Food Research & Action Center, and 
Bread for the World. I ask unanimous 
consent that letters I have in support 
from these antihunger groups be print- 
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

BREAD FOR THE WORLD (A CHRIS- 
TIAN CITIZENS’ MOVEMENT IN THE 
USA), 

Silver Spring, MD, September 11, 1995. 

DEAR SENATOR KOHL: Bread for the World, 
а nation-wide Christian citizen's movement 
against hunger, opposes the optional food 
stamps block grant found in the Work Oppor- 
tunity Act of 1995, S. 1120. We hope there will 
be attempts to remove the Food Stamps Pro- 
gram from the welfare reform legislation and 
urge you to support an amendment that 
would do so. However, in the absence of such 
an amendment, we would support your 
amendment to exempt children, the elderly 
and disabled from the optional food stamps 
block grant. 

Current nutrition programs need to be 
strengthened in order to assure access to a 
nutritious diet for every person. Bread for 
the World supports proposals by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to make improvements 
in the Food Stamp Program. But deep fund- 
ing cuts and the option to block grant would 
inevitably spawn more hunger in this coun- 
try, particularly for children. 

The Food Stamps Program is this nation's 
leading defense against hunger in this coun- 
try and ensures those in need access to an 
adequate diet. The program targets some of 
the most vulnerable members of society, in- 
cluding children and elderly persons. Over 
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eighty percent of benefits go to households 
with children and sixteen percent of food 
stamp households contain at least one elder- 
ly person. 

Tufts University released a study in July 
of this year showing that the federal Food 
Stamp Program greatly impacts diets of 
poor children in this country. The study 
found that food stamp participation reduces 
dietary deficiencies among poor children by 
30-50% for certain nutrients, and over 70% 
for others. Over half of all food stamp recipi- 
ents are children. 

We strongly believe that federal standards 
on eligibility and benefit levels are impor- 
tant to the food stamps program to ensure it 
is available on an equitable basis for all who 
need it. However, at the very minimum, we 
must as a nation ensure that our children do 
not go hungry. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID BECKMANN, 
President. 
Еоор RESEARCH 
& ACTION CENTER, 
Washington, DC, September 11, 1995. 

DEAR SENATOR: We write to urge your sup- 
port for the Kohl amendment to S. 1120 
(amendment #2550) which could exempt the 
elderly, disabled persons, and children from 
the proposed optional food stamp block 
grant. FRAC supports this amendment as 
necessary to protect the ability of the Food 
Stamp Program to serve the most vulnerable 
in our society. 

FRAC strongly opposes the optional food 
stamp block grant as it would eliminate the 
assurance of assistance for all eligible per- 
sons in need when they need assistance. The 
Food Stamp Program has been successful in 
alleviating hunger precisely because of its 
ability to respond automatically, especially 
in times of recession or natural disaster. 

It is because of the vital role the Food 
Stamp Program plays in feeding the most 
vulnerable among us, particularly children, 
the elderly and the disabled, that FRAC 
strongly supports the amendment to exclude 
these populations from a block grant. We 
thank you for your consideration. 

The Food Research and Action Center. 

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND, 
Washington, DC, September 12, 1995. 
Hon. HERB KOHL, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KOHL: I am writing in sup- 
port of your amendment, #2550, to the wel- 
fare reform bill currently being debated on 
the Senate floor. The amendment would ex- 
empt children and people who are elderly or 
disabled from the proposed optional food 
stamp block grant. 

While we oppose the proposed optional food 
stamp block grant, if the block grant is 
passed this amendment would be a signifi- 
cant step in the right direction towards pro- 
tecting vulnerable children from hunger. 

Thank you for your leadership on this 
issue. 

Sincerely yours, 
MARIAN WRIGHT EDELMAN. 

Mr. KOHL. So, Mr. President, I urge 
the Senate to support this change to 
guarantee that children, the elderly, 
and the disabled do not go hungry. I 
urge my colleagues to support the 
Kohl-Leahy amendment. 

I thank the President. 

Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 
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Mr. SANTORUM. Aside from the ad- 
ministrative nightmare that would be 
created for the States to give them a 
block grant for some people and an en- 
titlement for others and the adminis- 
trative problem, this costs $1.4 billion 
over the next 7 years. 

As we have said many times, we are 
well under our reconciliation targets. 
This is money that is going to have to 
come out of other programs. We simply 
cannot afford this amendment. I urge 
rejection of the Kohl amendment. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be excused 
from attending the Senate for the re- 
mainder of this day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I yield back the re- 
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING 
yields time? 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I would 
like to emphasize to my colleagues 
that the House, which passed a very 
small welfare reform bill, which in 
many respects is really good, took a 
look at food stamps. They decided that 
the country could not afford, from a 
humanitarian and social point of view, 
to block grant food stamps at all. 

Now we have decided we should block 
grant food stamps. I agree that for the 
population that we are attempting to 
move from welfare into work we should 
block grant food stamps and be very 
different how we parcel out food 
stamps. But when we talk about chil- 
dren, the disabled, and the elderly, to 
block grant food stamps, it seems to 
me, is not what welfare reform is all 
about and not what we are trying to 
accomplish here. And that is why I am 
arguing that this population should be 
exempt from having their food stamps 
block granted and ultimately rationed 
out to them when that is not the inten- 
tion of what this welfare reform bill is 
to accomplish. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have no 
quarrel with the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin, but it is about $1.4 billion. We tried 
to accommodate some of the concerns 
on child care. And we have lost some 
savings on this side. And every time we 
accommodate one of these amend- 
ments, it means we are going to have 
to cut somewhere else in Medicare to 
reach the budget request because I un- 
derstand we are going to be scored on 
this next week. And we are going to 
have to take our lumps, because we 
have made some accommodations. 

So I hope we can defeat this amend- 
ment. 


OFFICER. Who 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Does the Senator yield back his 
time? 

Mr. KOHL. I yielded back my time. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2550 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. All time has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to 
amendment No. 2550. 

Mr. KOHL. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 47, 
nays 53, as follows: 

[Коса] Vote No. 432 Leg.] 


ҮЕА$—47 
Akaka Feingold Leahy 
Baucus Feinstein Levin 
Biden Ford Lieberman 
Bingaman Glenn Mikulski 
Boxer Graham Moseley-Braun 
Bradley Harkin Murray 
Breaux Heflin Nunn 
Bryan Hollings Pell 
Bumpers Inouye Pryor 
Byrd Jeffords Reid 
Cohen Johnston Robb 
Conrad Kennedy Rockefeller 
Daschle Kerrey Sarbanes 
Dodd Kerry Simon 
Dorgan Kohl Wellstone 
Exon Lautenberg 

NAYS—53 
Abraham Gorton Moynihan 
Ashcroft Gramm Murkowski 
Bennett Grams Nickles 
Bond Grassley Packwood 
Brown Gregg Pressler 
Burns Hatch Roth 
Campbell Hatfield Santorum 
Chafee Helms Shelby 
Coats Hutchison Simpson 
Cochran Inhofe Smith 
Coverdell Kassebaum Snowe 
Craig Kempthorne Specter 
D'Amato Kyl Stevens 
DeWine Lott Thomas 
Dole Lugar Thompson 
Domenici Mack Thurmond 
Faircloth McCain Warner 
Frist McConnell 

So, the amendment (No. 2550) was re- 

jected. 


AMENDMENT NO, 2564, AS MODIFIED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 10 
minutes of debate equally divided on 
the Kennedy amendment No. 2564, as 
modified, to be followed by a vote on or 
in relation to the amendment. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as I under- 
stand it, I think we can accept the 
amendment by the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment by Senator GRAMM be 
modified. 

І send the modification to the desk. 

Mr. HARKIN. Reserving the right to 
object. I might ask the leader, this is a 
modification of what? 
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Mr. DOLE. Of an amendment Senator 
GRAMM will offer and have a rollcall 
vote on. It is a modification suggested 
by Senator KASSEBAUM, chairman of 
the Labor Committee. 

Mr. HARKIN. May I review that 
first? I reserve the right to object. 

Mr. GRAMM. We are going to vote on 
it and debate it. 

Mr. HARKIN. I would like to look at 
it. 
Mr. DOLE. We have been letting ev- 
erybody modify their amendments on 
that side, I might say. 

Mr. HARKIN. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2617, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I renew the 
request with reference to Gramm 
amendment No. 2617. I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be so 
modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 2617), as modi- 
fied, is as follows. 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 

SEC. . RESTRICTIONS ON TAXPAYER FINANCED 
LEGAL CHALLENGES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—No legal aid organization 
or other entity that provides legal services 
and which receives Federal funds may chal- 
lenge (or act as an attorney on behalf of any 
party who seeks to challenge) in any legal 
proceeding— 

(1) the legal validity— 

(A) under the United States Constitution— 

(i) of this Act or any regulations promul- 
gated under this Act; and 

(ii) of any law or regulation enacted as pro- 
mulgated by a State pursuant to this Act; 

(B) under this Act or any regulation adopt- 
ed under this Act of any State law or regula- 
tion; and 

(C) under any State Constitution of any 
law or regulation enacted or promulgated by 
a State pursuant to this Act; and 

(2) the conflict— 

(A) of this Act or any regulations promul- 
gated under this Act with any other law or 
regulation of the United States; and 

(B) of any law or regulation, enacted or 
promulgated by a State pursuant to this Act 
with any law or regulation of the United 
States. 

(b) LEGAL PROCEEDING DEFINED.—For pur- 
poses of this section, the term legal pro- 
ceeding" includes 

(1) a proceeding— 

(A) in a court of the United States; 

(B) in a court of a State; and 

(C) in an administrative hearing in a Fed- 
eral or State agency; and 

(2) any activities related to the commence- 
ment of a proceeding described in subpara- 
graph (A). 

AMENDMENT NO. 2564, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send 
a modification to the desk of my 
amendment No. 2564. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has that right. The amendment is 
so modified. 

The amendment (No. 2564), as modi- 
fied, is as follows: 

On page 292, line 5, strike “апа”. 

On page 292, line 11, strike the period and 
insert a semicolon. 

On page 292, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following new subparagraphs: 

“(F) the Head Start program (42 U.S.C. 
9801); and 

(G) programs specified by the Attorney 
General, іп the Attorney General's sole and 
unreviewable discretion after consultation 
with appropriate Federal agencies and de- 
partments, which (i) delivers services at the 
community level, including through public 
or private nonprofit agencies; (ii) do not con- 
dition the provision of assistance, the 
amount of assistance provided, or the cost of 
assistance provided on the individual recipi- 
ent’s income or resources; and (iii) are nec- 
essary for the protection of life, safety, or 
public health." 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, we аге pre- 
pared to accept the Kennedy amend- 
ment No. 2564, as modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the 
Senators wish to debate the amend- 
ment? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I want 
to thank the Senator from Wyoming 
for his able assistance in working out 
this compromise. 

Mr. President, we all agree that ille- 
gal aliens should not be eligible for 
Federal programs. The only exception 
is when the assistance is in the nature 
of emergency services. Both the Dole 
bill and the Democratic bill underscore 
this policy. 

But the situation is very different 
with respect to legal immigrants. They 
are lawfully in this country, and they 
make substantial contributions to our 
communities and to our Nation. They 
work, they create jobs, they pay taxes, 
they promote family values, and they 
contribute to the sciences, the arts and 
culture. 

In fact, legal immigrants contribute 
$25 to $35 billion more in taxes each 
year than they take out in services, in- 
cluding the educational costs of their 
children. 

We all want to get tough on illegal 
immigration. But the Dole proposal 
does so in a way that turns countless 
churches, synagogues, and community 
groups into immigration police. If they 
receive Government funds to operate 
soup kitchens, food pantries, battered 
women's shelters, rape crisis centers, 
and many other community services, 
they must now check a needy client’s 
immigration status before they can 
provide assistance. 

This means that priests, ministers, 
rabbis, social workers, teachers, family 
crisis counselors, and community 
health workers must become immigra- 
tion police and check for green cards 
before they can offer help or carry out 
their humanitarian work. 

Imagine a shattered young girl, bru- 
tally raped and requiring immediate 
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care and counseling at a rape crisis 
center. If the center is even partially 
funded with Government money, under 
this bill, the center must first deter- 
mine if the traumatized young victim 
is a citizen or noncitizen. They must 
find out whether she is here legally or 
illegally. If she is illegal, they can’t 
help her. 

In addition, if she is a legal immi- 
grant, they must determine if she has a 
sponsor, find out what the sponsor's in- 
come is, and determine whether deem- 
ing the sponsor’s income makes her eli- 
gible or ineligible for Government- 
funded help. 

This same lengthy and complicated 
process would be repeated countless 
times all across the country. Priests 
must check the immigration status of 
the homeless and hungry at church 
soup kitchens. Social workers must 
check the status of battered women 
seeking protection. Teachers must 
check the status of children enrolling 
in Head Start programs. Rabbis must 
check the status of the elderly for as- 
sistance to the homebound. 

For example, in 1993, Catholic char- 
ities provided services to needy people 
across America—citizens and nonciti- 
zens alike—including food pantries, 
soup kitchens, homeless shelters, fam- 
ily counseling programs, and other val- 
uable community assistance. More 
than 60 percent of the funding for these 
services came from Federal, State, and 
local governments. This assistance is 
provided on the basis of need. As a re- 
sult, under the Dole bill, Catholic 
Charities would be required to check 
immigration status before they help 
anyone. 

We all agree that Head Start pro- 
grams give children an effective early 
start toward a more successful and ful- 
filling future. But under the Dole bill, 
Head Start teachers would have to 
check children’s green cards before 
they enter the program. 

The Department of Health and 
Human Services offers a partial list of 
noncash programs under its jurisdic- 
tion which would be affected by the 
harsh features of the Dole bill. Signifi- 
cant portions of these programs are ad- 
ministered by community-based orga- 
nizations, churches, and other non- 
profit groups, who would be required by 
the bill to check the immigration sta- 
tus of their clients. The list includes: 

Programs serving abused and ne- 
glected children and preventing family 
and domestic violence. Programs pro- 
viding critical public health services to 
women and children, including mater- 
nal and child health. 

Early childhood development pro- 
grams. Youth development and vio- 
lence prevention programs. 

The Dole bill exempts school lunches, 
WIC, emergency Medicaid and certain 
other noncash programs. But if we are 
to avoid forcing the Nation’s clergy 
and teachers and social workers to be- 
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come immigration police by demanding 
green cards of their clients, we need to 
do more. 

Rather than list individually the ad- 
ditional programs which should be ex- 
empted from the bill, my amendment 
leaves the decision to the Attorney 
General in consultation with the head 
of the agency or department admin- 
istering the assistance program. In 
that way, before a program is exempted 
from the bill, the law enforcement per- 
spective of the Attorney General, to- 
gether with the benefits perspective of 
the agency providing the assistance, 
will determine the decision. 

I believe my amendment represents a 
responsible compromise on this issue, 
and I urge its adoption. 

Mr. SIMPSON. As I understand it, 
this amendment is intended to cover 
those few programs involving little 
cost in which an individual income de- 
termination is not required. 

Mr. KENNEDY. That is correct. My 
amendment is intended to cover pro- 
grams which are in the interest of the 
community and are needed for the fun- 
damental health or safety of the immi- 
grant or the community. In giving the 
authority to make the determination 
to the Attorney General, it is my ex- 
pectation that decisions regarding 
which programs to designate under this 
authority will be made with immigra- 
tion law enforcement interests in mind 
as well. 

The kinds of program which I would 
envision being designated under this 
amendment are soup kitchens, battered 
women’s shelters, rape crisis centers, 
and other similar programs. It will not 
cover entitlement programs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the Kennedy 
amendment No. 2564, as modified. 

The amendment (No. 2564), as modi- 
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. The next amendment is 
by Senator SIMON and Senator GRAHAM 
of Florida. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2509 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 10 
minutes of debate, equally divided, on 
the Simon-Graham amendment No. 
2509, to be followed on a vote on or in 
relation to the amendment. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, if I may 
have the attention of the floor man- 
ager on this, Senator GRAHAM of Flor- 
ida has become a chief sponsor of this 
amendment and is trying to work out 
an amendment. I do not know whether 
he is successful in that or not. 

I yield to the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, as my 
colleague has just explained, the basic 
thrust of this amendment is to main- 
tain the status quo and the rules of the 
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game under which those people who are 
currently in the country as legal immi- 
grants, playing by the rules as they 
were at the time they entered the 
country, particularly as it relates to 
that group of legal immigrants who are 
attending educational institutions and 
depend upon their access to things like 
guaranteed loans to be able to finance 
their education. There has been some 
discussion of possibly limiting the 
scope of this amendment to be more 
specifically focused on that one issue. 
As of this point, there does not appear 
to be interest in that limitation. But I 
will state to my colleagues that that is 
an extremely important part of what 
this legislation would do. 

It really means the ability for thou- 
sands of students across the country to 
be able to continue their education and 
continue their pursuit of the American 
dream—coming to America, getting an 
education, becoming a fully self-sup- 
porting citizen. 

I yield to my colleague. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I ask for 
the attention of my colleagues here. 
Every change we have made in immi- 
gration in the past has been prospec- 
tive, not retroactive. That is the way it 
should be. To say that if, for example, 
Senator DEWINE was the chief sponsor 
for an immigrant named Senator FORD, 
and he agrees to be responsible for 3 
years, that is the way it should be. 
When we change that to 5 years, we 
should do it prospectively, not retro- 
actively. That is No. 1. 

The second point is that we should 
not go back to Senator DEWINE and 
say, sorry, you agreed to 3 years, now 
we are going to make it 5. 

This is the point the Senator from 
Florida has made which is very impor- 
tant. There are thousands of students 
who are legal immigrants in this coun- 
try, who are going to become citizens, 
and without this amendment, they can- 
not get any benefits in this country, 
and they are going to have to leave 
school. Without this amendment, they 
lose all education assistance. I do not 
think that makes sense for this coun- 
try. So I am pleased to cosponsor this 
amendment with Senator GRAHAM. I 
think it is important, and I hope it will 
be adopted. 

Mr. GRAHAM. How much time re- 
mains, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 1 minute 35 seconds. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I would 
like to reserve that to close. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, we have a 
matter involving the Senator from Wy- 
oming, Senator SIMPSON. He will be 
here momentarily. We are also trying 
to determine the cost of this amend- 
ment. I understand it is about half a 
billion dollars. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, might 
Ііпаліге as to the time for the Senator 
from Wyoming? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming has 4 minutes and 
29 seconds. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, again, 
as in last night's activity, a difficult 
and emotional issue, couched in the 
terms of immigration and welfare—ei- 
ther we do something or we do not. It 
is very simple. 

The Dole welfare reform bill would 
for 5 years require the deeming of a 
sponsor’s income and resources in the 
case of a sponsored immigrant seeking 
public assistance. Immigration law is 
riddled with compassionate loopholes 
and people are fed up. 

We must place sensible controls on 
these continuing conditions or Ameri- 
cans will be in terminable compassion 
fatigue. 

This 5-year deeming period is consist- 
ent with the 5-year deeming period for 
SSI, which we did last year. It is ex- 
actly the same as that 5 years. It is ex- 
actly the 5-year deeming period for 
AFDC and food stamps proposed by the 
President of the United States in his 
own welfare reform bill, the President’s 
proposal. The sponsor’s assets and in- 
come are deemed to be those of the im- 
migrants when you come to the United 
States. 

The only immigrants affected by this 
5-year deeming period are those who 
have already entered within the last 5 
years and who apply for or are already 
receiving public assistance of some 
form or amount. Please hear that. Re- 
member, please—and you cannot miss 
this point—the people who are admit- 
ted as immigrants to the United 
States, to this very generous land, are 
here only after their sponsors con- 
vinced the visa officer that the immi- 
grant would not require public assist- 
ance at any time—not just for 5 years 
or the first 3 years or any year, but at 
any time, and that they would not be- 
come a public charge. 

Under the Graham-Simon amend- 
ment, sponsored immigrants who have 
entered within the past 5 years could 
continue to receive assistance under 
programs which they already benefit 
and could apply for and receive assist- 
ance under many other programs im- 
mediately, and several others in less 
than 3 years. 

Most other Americans would cer- 
tainly question that fairness, when 
their own children cannot get in those 
programs because they happen to be 
native born. 

Keep in mind, now, these persons 
were admitted only—only—because 
they were able to convince, to make a 
promise to the visa officer that they 
would not become a public charge, and 
the law says “аб any time.” 

This amendment would therefore 
have the purpose of relieving the immi- 
grants and his or her sponsor from that 
promised obligation to give the re- 
quired assistance, and the good old 
American taxpayers would then take 
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over to the tune of $623 million over 5 
years. 

I want to emphasize that clearly 
again. Before an immigrant can be ad- 
mitted, it must be established that he 
or she is not likely to become a public 
charge, that the real contract the im- 
migrant and the sponsor have with the 
American people, the real promise of 
America, is keeping promises. Whether 
the affidavit of support is for 3 years or 
5 years is much beside the point. The 
understanding was the immigrant 
would not become a burden on the pub- 
lic of the United States, especially not 
in his first 5 years in the United 
States. 

What would the American taxpayers 
say if they knew we were admitting 
persons as immigrants who they knew 
would then be covered under this 
amendment, would be able to receive 
public assistance so soon after their ar- 
rival, even within 3 years? 

My colleague from Florida is hon- 
estly concerned about college students 
in his State who are recent immigrants 
who may want to receive public-funded 
college assistance. It is good and in our 
national interest that the newcomers 
seek to improve themselves through 
additional education and training, but 
the agreement of admission, the prom- 
ise made was that the immigrants and 
his or her sponsor would take care of 
the cost of that education and not the 
American taxpayers. 

A sponsor is a sponsor is a sponsor. If 
the Senator says that we must main- 
tain the status quo and not change the 
rules of the game, there is a good way 
to do it: reject this amendment because 
the rule of the game is the newcomer 
must be self-supported, not likely at 
any time to become a public charge. 
Those are the words of the immigra- 
tion law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida has 1 minute and 25 
seconds. All time is expired on the 
other side. 

Mr. GRAHAM. This amendment 
keeps the status quo, particularly as it 
relates to students who are using Fed- 
eral programs, such as the guaranteed 
student loan to continue their edu- 
cation. 

The Senator from Wyoming talks 
about holding sponsors responsible. If 
we had been able to hold sponsors re- 
sponsible, we would not have to have 
the change in the law that is contained 
in the underlying amendment. The fact 
is that we have a policy which has been 
to set a period of time within which we 
would deem the sponsors’ income, We 
are now about to change that in a pro- 
spective manner. 

Our previous policies relative to 
changing immigration law as it relates 
to legal immigrants have always been 
to do it for the future, not to change 
the rules of the game for those people 
who are here in America today. 

I believe this goes to two fundamen- 
tal principles. One is we play by the 
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rules of the game as those rules were 
set when the game begins. If you 
change the rules, you do it for the next 
game. 

Second, we want to encourage these 
people to get an education so that they 
can become, to the maximum possible 
extent, participants in the American 
dream, participants in building their 
families, communities, and this Na- 
tion. 

I urge the adoption of this amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question is on agree- 
ing to the Simon-Gramm amendment 
No. 2509. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Alaska (Мг. STEVENS] is nec- 
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 35, 
nays 64, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 433 Leg.] 


YEAS—35 
Akaka Graham Mikulski 
Bingaman Hatfield Moseley-Braun 
Boxer Inouye Moynihan 
Breaux Johnston Murray 
Bumpers Kennedy Nunn 
Chafee Kerrey Pell 
Conrad Kerry Pryor 
Daschle Lautenberg Sarbanes 
Dodd Leahy Simon 
Dorgan Levin Specter 
Feinstein Lieberman Wellstone 
Glenn Mack 
NAYS—&4 
Abraham Faircloth Lugar 
Ashcroft Feingold McCain 
Baucus Ford McConnell 
Bennett Frist Murkowski 
Biden Gorton Nickles 
Bond Gramm Packwood 
Bradley Grams Pressler 
Brown Grassley Reid 
Bryan Gregg Robb 
Burns Harkin Rockefeller 
Byrd Hatch Roth 
Campbell Heflin Santorum 
Coats Helms Shelby 
Cochran Hollings Simpson 
Cohen Hutchison Smith 
Coverdell Inhofe Snowe 
Craig Jeffords Thomas 
D'Amato Kassebaum Thompson 
DeWine Kempthorne Thurmond 
Dole Kohl Warner 
Domenici Kyl 
Exon Lott 
NOT VOTING—1 
Stevens 
So the amendment (No. 2509) was re- 
jected. 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO, 2568 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there will now be 10 
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minutes of debate equally divided on 
the Graham amendment No. 2568 to be 
followed by a vote on or in relation to 
the amendment. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator 
PRYOR be added as a cosponsor of this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. G Mr. President, the 
structure of this bill establishes objec- 
tives that States are to meet, particu- 
larly in the area of placement of people 
in work, 25 percent in 1996 rising to 50 
percent in the year 2000. Those are 
laudable objectives. 

There are also some very serious 
sanctions against States that do not 
meet those objectives. A State is sub- 
ject, for instance, to losing 5 percent of 
its Federal grant if in any year it fails 
to meet the standard that has been set. 

What is the problem? The problem is 
that we are distributing to States wild- 
ly different amounts of Federal re- 
sources in which to meet those consist- 
ent objectives. We are telling, for in- 
stance, the State of Mississippi that it 
will have to use 88 percent of its Fed- 
eral money in order to meet the man- 
dates of this bill. Other States will be 
able to meet the mandates for less than 
35 percent of the Federal money that 
will be made available. 

That seems inherently unfair, to 
have 50 States, each of which has a 
much different position at the starting 
line in terms of the kind of support 
they are going to meet but then say 
that each one has to get to the finish 
line at exactly the same point and, if 
they fail to do so, be subject to signifi- 
cant financial personality. 

What this amendment says is that 
the Secretary of HHS should look at 
the national standards and make ad- 
justments based on the amount of Fed- 
eral support that each State will re- 
ceive and the number of minor children 
in poverty in that State, so that if we 
are going to have the starting line dif- 
ferent from State to State we at least 
ought to have the finish line adjusted 
to those States’ realistic capabilities. 
If we do not do this, I can tell you 
without question there are going to be 
substantial numbers of States that will 
be almost subject to automatic pen- 
alty. There will be virtually no chance 
that they can reach the same finish 
line, the same standard, for instance, 
of job placement, with the heavy com- 
mitments that that means in terms of 
training, support services, and child 
care, as the more advantaged States. 

It is а simple, straightforward 
amendment of fairness. 

I urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
hope Members listen to this because 
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this is a gutting amendment. I heard a 
lot of comments on the other side of 
the aisle, even from the President, 
about how the Republican bill was 
weak on work. What the amendment of 
the Senator from Florida does is elimi- 
nate all the work requirements. What 
he does is say that it makes all the 
participation rates of people getting 
into work voluntary. It eliminates any 
of the work requirement. 

This is the 1988 act back with you 
again, which, of course, required work 
but did not sanction anybody if they 
did not work. 

What has happened? Four percent of 
the welfare recipients work in this 
country today. This is the nuclear 
bomb on this bill which would basically 
вау no one will have to work; you will 
not be penalized as a State if you do 
not get people to work. It makes work 
completely voluntary on the part of 
the States. Anyone who has come up 
here and said they are for welfare re- 
cipients to work, if you vote for this 
amendment, you are not for welfare re- 
cipients to have to go to work. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I must 
say that I range between being some- 
what offended by that description or 
concerned about our colleague’s ability 
to read the English language because 
that is not what this does. 

The amendment retains the partici- 
pation levels as stated in the bill. Then 
it directs the Secretary of HHS to 
make such adjustments in the rate. 
That is, a State, instead of being asked 
to meet a 50-percent standard, may be 
asked to meet a 55-percent standard, if 
it is one that is receiving a substantial 
amount of funds above the national av- 
erage, as happens to be the case with 
the State of our colleague who just 
spoke, or it might be something less 
than 50 percent if you are getting sub- 
stantially less than the national aver- 
age in terms of Federal resources. 

It just seems to me patently unfair 
to start 50 States in such different po- 
sitions in terms of their Federal re- 
sources per poor child and then say but 
at the end of the day they all have to 
get to the same end position. We retain 
the mandatory provision. We retain all 
of the requirements to work. 

I am proud to come from a State 
which has one of the demonstration 
projects which has already gotten in 
the first few months of operation al- 
most 10 percent of its welfare bene- 
ficiaries in jobs, and it is moving to- 
ward the goal of having 50 percent of 
its welfare beneficiaries to work. 

I support that as an important prin- 
ciple, but I also recognize there are re- 
sources required to reach those objec- 
tives, and if you have made a decision 
that we are going to allocate resources 
in a differential manner, then I think 
fairness says we have to look at what 
will constitute success in a differential 
manner. Failure to do so is just going 
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to mean that those who start poor are 
going to not only end poor but they are 
going to be beaten around the head and 
neck with penalties and sanctions be- 
cause they have failed to achieve unre- 
alistic objectives given the resources 
that were provided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
will read from the Senator’s amend- 
ment. 

A State to which a grant is made under 
section 403 shall make every effort to 
achieve the national work participation rate 
goals. 

This is not a mandate—shall make 
every effort to achieve the goal. It does 
not mandate that they have to partici- 
pate. They do not get sanctioned if in 
fact they do not meet these participa- 
tion rate goals. 

It is the 1988 act all over again which 
says we want you to do it, but if you do 
not do this you do not get any sanc- 
tion. This is the nonwork amendment. 
And I urge its defeat. I yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair. 

Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
can reclaim my time? 

Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I yield my remain- 
ing time to the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, could I 
ask one question of either the Senator 
from Pennsylvania or the Senator from 
Colorado. 

Would they please read the last page 
of the amendment. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, if I 
can can respond to the Senator from 
Florida, what it says is that the Sec- 
retary shall consult with the States 
and establish a goal. It does not say 
what that goal is. It could be 2 percent. 
It could be 5 percent. It does not say 
anything about any kind of goal of 35 
or 50 percent, which is what this bill 
does. You make it all arbitrary. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I guess the Senator 
will not understand it then. 

Mr. SANTORUM. It eliminates the 
participation rates that are in the bill 
today. And I yield the remainder of my 
time to the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I know 
the distinguished Senator from Florida 
has very good intentions, and he is 
known as a very thoughtful Member. I 
merely would add this for Members’ 
consideration. 

In the 1988 act, we billed that as a re- 
quirement to either work or train or go 
to school, and what happened is with- 
out penalties we ended up with only 4 
percent of the entire population in wel- 
fare in this Nation in work programs. 
In other words, when given an option 
and without penalties, work did not 
happen. 

The surest way to end the potential 
of getting people back in the main- 
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stream by getting real work experience 
is to eliminate the penalties for not 
complying with the work requirement. 
If you leave this without a strong pen- 
alty for not working, you will elimi- 
nate our ability to get people back into 
the mainstream. 

I am convinced this may be the most 
important amendment that we have 
considered. I hope the body will vote 
resoundingly to retain those strong 
penalties because, believe me, without 
them our experience indicates it will 
not happen. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I strong- 
ly support the objective of moving just 
as many adult recipients or potential 
recipients of welfare into work and 
self-sufficiency as we possibly can. 

I have some large questions about 
some of the specific provisions and 
methodologies employed in the bill be- 
fore us, and have supported amend- 
ments designed to increase their effec- 
tiveness and fairness. I am concerned 
that because most of those amend- 
ments have failed, in several important 
respects the bill will have a punitive 
effect and will leave many jobless 
adults without work; without adequate 
help in preparing to compete for, se- 
cure, and keep employment; and there- 
fore with incomes inadequate to sup- 
port themselves and their children. I 
also am concerned that as we act to 
have the Federal Government relin- 
quish its primary responsibility for 
dealing with the needs of impoverished 
families and impose a much greater re- 
sponsibility in that respect on State 
governments than they previously have 
borne, we have in several key ways 
failed to provide the states with ade- 
quate resources to meet their newly ex- 
panded responsibilities. 

Nonetheless, I support the bill’s ob- 
jective of moving Americans from wel- 
fare to work, and do not want to weak- 
en the bill's ability to produce that 
outcome. 

I regret that the amendment of the 
Senator from Florida has been 
mischaracterized as weakening the 
bill’s ability to move welfare recipients 
off the rolls and into work, because 
that is not its intention, nor would 
that be its effect. The Senator’s 
amendment leaves intact the very 
same work participation standards 
contained in the underlying Dole bill. 
It leaves intact the penalties the bill 
provides for States that fail to meet 
the standards that apply to them. 

The amendment simply seeks to 
treat States more fairly in applying 
work participation standards than does 
the underlying bill, in recognition of 
the fact that the formulas for funding 
distribution contained in the bill result 
in considerable variation among the 
States in the amounts of Federal block 
grant funding per poor minor child the 
States receive. To achieve that end, 
the amendment provides for the Fed- 
eral Government to “adjust the na- 
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tional participation rate [standards]”’ 
as they will apply to each State each 
year so that they “reflect the level of 
federal funds [each] state is receiving 
* * * and the average number of minor 
children in families having incomes 
below the poverty line that are esti- 
mated for the state for the fiscal уеаг.” 

This does not give the Federal Gov- 
ernment carte blanche to waive the 
work participation requirement con- 
tained in the bill. This does not evis- 
cerate that requirement. The require- 
ment remains. The penalty to be im- 
posed on a State for failing to meet it 
still remains. The amendment only in- 
jects the ability for some human judg- 
ment to be applied in securing fairness 
among the States in applying the work 
participation requirement when the 
Secretary determines that the funding 
a State is receiving is not adequate to 
reasonably permit it to meet the na- 
tional work participation standards set 
by the bill. No matter which party con- 
trols the administration at any point, 
political reality will not permit any 
administration to disregard the strong- 
ly evident intent of the Congress that 
all States be subject to work participa- 
tion requirements assuming this bill 
becomes law. 

I support a strong work requirement. 
I support providing States with suffi- 
cient resources to enable them to meet 
that requirement. And I support this 
amendment to let good judgment be re- 
flected in imposition of the work re- 
quirement on the States. 

Mr. BROWN. I yield back the remain- 
der of the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

The question occurs on agreeing to 
the Graham amendment. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] is nec- 
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH). Are there any other Sen- 
ators in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 23, 
nays 76, as follows: 

{Rolicall Vote No. 434 Leg.] 


YEAS—23 
Akaka Ford Lautenberg 
Bingaman Graham Mikulski 
Bradley Heflin Nunn 
Breaux Inouye Pell 
Bryan Johnston Pryor 
Bumpers Kennedy Sarbanes 
Daschle Kerrey Simon 
Feinstein Kerry 

NAYS—%6 
Abraham Byrd D'Amato 
Ashcroft Campbell DeWine 
Baucus Chafee Dodd 
Bennett Coats Dole 
Biden Cochran Domenici 
Bond Cohen Dorgan 
Boxer Conrad Exon 
Brown Coverdell Faircloth 
Burns Craig Feingold 
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Frist Kohl Reid 
Glenn Kyl Robb 
Gorton Leahy Rockefeller 
Gramm Levin Roth 
Grams Lieberman Santorum 
Grassley Lott Shelby 
Gregg Lugar Simpson 
Harkin Mack Smith 
Hatch McCain Snowe 
Hatfield McConnell Specter 
Helms Moseley-Braun Thomas 
Hollings Moynihan Thompson 
Hutchison Murkowski Thurmond 
Inhofe Murray Warner 
Jeffords Nickles Wellstone 
Kassebaum Packwood 
Kempthorne Pressler 
NOT VOTING—1 
Stevens 
So the amendment (No. 2568) was re- 
jected. 


Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent, notwithstand- 
ing the consent of September 14, that a 
vote occur on the Dole modification 
following the debate, and following the 
disposition of the two leaders’ amend- 
ments, one of which will be a Dole mo- 
tion to strike the Bradley amendment, 
the underlying Dole amendment No. 
2280, as amended, be deemed agreed to. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Reserving my right 
to object, is there a time for debate on 
the motion to strike the Bradley 
amendment? 

Mr. SANTORUM. There is no time 
limit at this point. We will be willing 
to enter into a time agreement, but 
there is no time limit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
Gramm amendment No. 2617 be moved 
ahead of the Gramm amendment 2615, 
as modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2617 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 10 
minutes for debate equally divided on 
the Gramm amendment No. 2617, to be 
followed by a vote on or in relation to 
the amendment. 

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, the 
amendment before us is a very, very 
simple amendment. Let me just relate 
some facts about the amendment. 

On January 1, 1995, Indiana started a 
welfare reform pilot program in which 
welfare recipients were required to 
work or lose their benefits. The Legal 
Services Corporation of Indiana filed a 
lawsuit to block the implementation of 
that law. 

On October 1, 1991, Michigan, the 
first State in the Nation ever to com- 
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prehensively reform welfare, began its 
program to deny general assistance to 
nonworking, able-bodied, single adults 
without children. The Legal Services 
Corporation of Michigan filed a lawsuit 
to try to block the implementation of 
that law. 

In 1992, the New Jersey Family De- 
velopment Act, which among other 
things, denied additional AFDC pay- 
ments to mothers for children con- 
ceived while on welfare. Five federally 
funded New Jersey Legal Services 
grantees filed lawsuits to block the im- 
plementation of that law. 

In 1994, Pennsylvania law ended wel- 
fare benefits for nonworking, able-bod- 
ied recipients. The Legal Services Cor- 
poration in Pennsylvania filed a law- 
suit to block the implementation of 
that law. 

Not one single State in the Union has 
tried to reform welfare, has tried to 
implement a mandatory work require- 
ment, has tried to set up a limit on the 
amount of time you can be on welfare, 
or has tried to deny additional benefits 
to people on welfare who have addi- 
tional children without being chal- 
lenged at the taxpayers’ expense. 

Not one such State action has failed 
to be challenged by Legal Services Cor- 
poration in the courts. These lawsuits 
have been long and protracted. They 
have been funded by Federal taxpayer 
funds. 

So this amendment says, very sim- 
ply, this: No Federal taxpayer funds 
shall be used to block the implementa- 
tion of this welfare reform bill, any 
State welfare reform bill, or any regu- 
lation emanating from those laws. 

Now, let me make it clear. Legal 
Services Corporation can fund a law- 
suit where a recipient argues that the 
rules or the law are not being fairly 
implemented with regard to their 
claim. But taxpayer funding from the 
Federal Government cannot be used to 
try to overturn the law or overturn the 
regulation. 

It is a very simple amendment. I urge 
my colleagues to vote for it. I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2% minutes. First of all, this is 
not just about Federal funds. The Sen- 
ator’s amendment includes all funds. It 
says if any advocacy group for disabil- 
ity or for children, as well as at Legal 
Services, receives a nickel from Legal 
Services, they cannot challenge any 
provision under this act, which is tar- 
geted on the most vulnerable individ- 
uals. 

Now, we have provisions in here deal- 
ing with adoption. We have provisions 
in here on child support. We have pro- 
visions in here on day care, and we 
have requirements on the States to 
make sure that those provisions are 
going to be effective. 

Under the Gramm amendment, if a 
mother in any of our States found that 
the State law was insufficient for the 
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purposes of this law, she would be pre- 
cluded from going ahead and challeng- 
ing that rule or regulation or State law 
that otherwise should be meeting the 
requirements of this law. I mean, that 
absolutely makes no sense. Here we are 
putting in provisions on child care, 
provisions on disability, provisions af- 
fecting older Americans, making 
States go ahead and develop their own 
laws to implement those, and we are 
saying, even here, if they are not 
strong enough, we are denying any of 
the advocacy groups that they receive 
a nickel of Legal Services money or 
private money, if they receive a nickel 
of Legal Services money from protect- 
ing those vulnerable people. 

The Senator from Texas usually 
talks about the strings“ that аге 
going on as a requirement of various 
Federal programs. He is putting strings 
on the private sector. In my State, in 
Boston, MA, about 35 percent of the 
funds for Legal Services in Boston are 
Legal Services funds. But the others 
come from the private sector. He is 
saying you cannot even use a nickel of 
the private sector funds, from private 
companies, from private individuals, to 
protect the most vulnerable in our so- 
ciety. Child support, adoption, disabil- 
ity—his amendment would deny that. 
We will have a chance to debate this 
issue next week on the Appropriations 
Committee on Commerce. Why do it 
now? 

І reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I am 
going to be the concluding speaker on 
the amendment. I ask Senator KEN- 
NEDY to go ahead and use his time. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I will yield a 
minute—how much time do I have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 
minutes 30 seconds. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield 20 seconds to 
Senator BIDEN. 

Mr. BIDEN. I will be very brief. This 
is the wrong place to consider this. As 
the Senator from Massachusetts point- 
ed out, the committee is going to be 
taking up this question about the 
whole scope of Legal Services. I know 
that my friend from Texas has a prob- 
lem with the entire entity of Legal 
Services. He would like to wipe it all 
out, period, under any circumstances, 
for any reason. This is not the place to 
do this. 

I respectfully urge my colleagues to 
vote against it, or if it is a tabling mo- 
tion, vote to table it. Let us fight this 
out on the whole of the future of Legal 
Services, not on a welfare bill. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield a minute to 
the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, this 
does not just go to Legal Services rep- 
resenting poor people. This goes to pro- 
tection and advocacy groups represent- 
ing disabled citizens of the United 
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States. Many times, Legal Services en- 
tities in our States provide funds to 
protection and advocacy groups which 
we have set up under the law. These 
are legal entities set up to represent 
and to help people with disabilities to 
get through administrative procedures 
and legal proceedings. 

If you read the amendment of the 
Senator from Texas, it says that no 
legal aid organization, or other en- 
tity—other entity—so protection and 
advocacy groups for the disabled would 
be cut out. If you look at the last para- 
graph, defined is legal proceeding.’ In 
a court of the United States, court of 
the State, in an administrative hear- 
ing, in a Federal or State act. You 
might as well tell every disabled per- 
son in this country that they have no 
right to go into a court or no right to 
go into an administrative hearing to 
challenge the validity of a State regu- 
lation. 

For the life of me, I cannot under- 
stand why the Senator from Texas 
would want to pick on the most vulner- 
able in our society. Forget just about 
Legal Services. Focus on the disabled. 
This is going to cut every disabled per- 
son in this country of low-income 
means. Obviously, if you have the 
money, if you have the money, you can 
hire any lawyer you want. If you are 
disabled and poor, you will not be able 
to challenge the validity or legality of 
any regulation in any State regardless 
of how onerous it may be. For that rea- 
son, it ought to be defeated. 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Min- 
nesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
have spoken before in the debate—— 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 30 seconds. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield 15 seconds to 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

. WELLSTONE. I actually will 
defer to the Senator from Maryland. 
We defeated a similar amendment last 
session. 

I yield to the Senator from Mary- 
land. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I do 
not understand how you can profess to 
be a nation that believes in equal jus- 
tice under the law and not make legal 
services available to people who are 
too poor to afford them. How do you 
make our legal system work, and how 
do you make the rule of law equitable 
and have a real system of justice? 

I very strongly oppose the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas has 2 minutes remain- 
ing. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, first of 
all, current law allows any Legal Serv- 
ices Corporation grantee in America to 
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file a lawsuit on behalf of any client, 
using taxpayers’ funds, regardless of 
whether or not the individual is being 
treated fairly under the Federal law or 
the State law or Federal regulations or 
State regulations emanating from the 
law. But what my amendment says is 
that taxpayer funding cannot be used 
to try to block the implementation of 
laws that the American people are for 
in overwhelming numbers. 

It is time that we stop taxpayer 
funds from being used to circumvent 
the will of the people who pay those 
taxes. 

Second, the lamenting that we are 
not funding advocacy groups—if they 
want to advocate, God bless them, but 
let them advocate with their own 
money, not the taxpayers’ money. 

Finally, State law and Federal law 
cannot be challenged with Federal tax- 
payer money, but that does not keep 
the ACLU from challenging it. It does 
not keep private groups from doing it. 

My amendment is very, very simple. 
It stops what is going on all over 
America. Federal tax dollars, through 
the Legal Services Corporation, are 
being used to try to block every effort 
to force able-bodied welfare recipients 
to go to work. Every effort to try to re- 
form welfare has been challenged using 
taxpayer money. I want to bring that 
to an end. If people oppose welfare re- 
form, let them run for public office or 
put up their own money to challenge it 
in the court. But do not take the 
money of the people who do the work, 
pay the taxes, and pull the wagon in 
America to try to stop the implemen- 
tation of law, which they strongly sup- 
port. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
amendment. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I move 
to table the amendment and I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES] and 
the Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] 
are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 47, as follows: 

{Rolicall Vote No. 435 Leg.] 


YEAS—51 
Akaka Breaux Daschle 
Baucus Bryan Dodd 
Biden Bumpers Dorgan 
Bingaman Chafee Exon 
Boxer Cohen Feingold 
Bradley Conrad Feinstein 
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Ford Kerry Packwood 
Glenn Kohl Pell 
Gorton Lautenberg Pryor 
Graham Leahy Reid 
Harkin Levin Robb 
Heflin Lieberman Rockefeller 
Inouye Mikulski es 
Jeffords Moseley-Braun Simon 
Johnston Moynihan Snowe 
Kennedy Murray Specter 
Kerrey Nunn Wellstone 
NAYS—47 

Abraham Faircloth Lugar 
Ashcroft Frist Mack 
Bennett Gramm McCain 
Bond Grams McConnell 
Brown Grassley Murkowski 
Burns Gregg Pressler 
Byrd Hatch Roth 
Campbell Hatfield Santorum 
Coats Helms Shelby 
Cochran Hollings Simpson 
Coverdell Hutchison Smith 

Inhofe Thomas 
D'Amato Kassebaum Thompson 
DeWine Kempthorne Thurmond 
Dole Kyl Warner 
Domenici Lott 

NOT VOTING—2 

Nickles Stevens 


So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 2617), as modified, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2615, AS MODIFIED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 10 
minutes of debate, equally divided, on 
the Gramm amendment No. 2615, as 
modified, to be followed by a vote on or 
in relation to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2615), as modi- 
fied, is as follows: 

On page 792, strike lines 1 through 22 and 
insert the following: 

SEC. 1202. REDUCTIONS IN FEDERAL BUREAUC- 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services shall reduce the Federal 
workforce within the Department of Health 
and Human Services by an amount equal to 
the sum of— 

(1) 75 percent of the full-time equivalent 
positions at each such Department that re- 
late to any direct spending program, or any 
program funded through discretionary spend- 
ing, that has been converted into a block 
grant program under this Act and the 
amendments made by this Act; and 

(2) an amount equal to 75 percent of that 
portion of the total full-time equivalent de- 
partmental management positions at each 
such Department that bears the same rela- 
tionship to the amount appropriated for the 
programs referred to in paragraph (1) as such 
amount relates to the total amount appro- 
priated for use by each such Department. 

(b) REDUCTIONS IN THE DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of this Act, the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall take such actions as may be necessary, 
including reductions in force actions, con- 
sistent with sections 3502 and 3595 of title 5, 
United States Code, to reduce the full-time 
equivalent positions within the Department 
of Health and Human Services— 

(1) by 245 full-time equivalent positions re- 
lated to the program converted into a block 
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grant under the amendment made by section 
101(b); and 

(2) by 60 full-time equivalent managerial 
positions in the Department. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas is recognized. 

Does the Senator from Texas wish to 
modify his amendment? 

Mr. GRAMM. I believe, Mr. Presi- 
dent, the amendment has already been 
modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, this is a 
very important principle. The number 
of positions that are affected by the 
amendment are relatively small, but 
let me explain why the principle is im- 
portant. 

We are in the process, in this welfare 
reform bill, of doing something that we 
have not done in 40 years. Rather than 
power and decisionmaking authority 
residing in Washington, we are sending 
it back to the States, counties, cities 
and to the people. 

We are, in fact, in this bill, eliminat- 
ing a Federal program known as AFDC 
{aid to families with dependent chil- 
dren]. We will be debating, later, the 
elimination of Federal job training 
programs where the money for those 
programs will be given back to the 
States. We will allow each State to 
conduct job training in such a way that 
the State believes will be most success- 
ful within its borders. 

Here is the question. Given that we 
are eliminating Federal programs, 
what about the people who are em- 
ployed by the Federal Government to 
run those programs? What happens to 
the jobs in AFDC when we eliminate 
AFDC? What happens to the jobs in 
these training programs when we 
eliminate the training programs? 

What I am proposing is a very modest 
amendment. I am sure it will be 
strongly opposed by people who believe 
that immortality in a temporal sense 
is defined as a Government program or 
a Government position. But what I am 
saying is this: If you eliminate a pro- 
gram, you cannot keep more than 25 
percent of the people who work di- 
rectly on that program even though 
they have nothing to do. Second, you 
have to take the overhead of the de- 
partment that the program is part of 
and you have to reduce that overhead 
proportionately because that program 
no longer exists. 

I think we have a legitimate right to 
be concerned—when giving power back 
to the States and eliminating Federal 
programs—about all of these Govern- 
ment employees who were running the 
old programs remaining Government 
employees and undercutting what the 
States are doing. 

In any other city in America, this 
would be an amendment in which any- 
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body who opposed it would be laughed 
out of the room. Unfortunately, this is 
Washington, DC. We are talking about 
Government positions. 

And what I am saying is simply this: 
If you eliminate a Government pro- 
gram, you have to eliminate at least 75 
percent of the positions. I think it 
ought to be 100 percent. You also have 
to lower the overhead for that portion 
of the program by 75 percent. 

It is an eminently reasonable amend- 
ment. It may make too much sense to 
be given consideration in the U.S. Sen- 
ate. We shall see. But I wanted to offer 
it. 

І reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may require. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAMS). The Senator from Ohio is rec- 
ognized. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, that all 
sounds very good. In transferring this 
back to the States there will be a block 
grant except for one thing. For people 
in Washington, DC, we have loaded 
down the department with all sorts of 
requirements for monitoring and eval- 
uation and advice to prevent some of 
the abuse of the States, among other 
things. With just a casual look at what 
current responsibilities are, the respon- 
sibilities of the Federal Government 
still remain. 

Under the Dole bill, it indicates that 
the Dole bill expands the jobs in Wash- 
ington, not contracts. Less than 1 per- 
cent of the total staff administering 
welfare is employed at the Federal 
level—State, Federal, and local. Ad- 
ministrative costs account for less 
than 1,000 of the total 4(a) and 4(f) ex- 
penditures. 

We have assumed new responsibil- 
ities under the Dole bill to provide 
technical assistance to hundreds of 
tribes to design and implement new 
cash assistance programs; also, to 
gather, compile, evaluate, and dissemi- 
nate data on a larger scale and with 
greater case specific variables. 

We are assuming new program analy- 
sis, and dissemination of information 
responsibilities. This is particularly 
true in the child support enforcement 
area. 

We have put all sorts of monitoring 
requirements on here that, if anything, 
a case could be made for needing more 
people to do it. 

Let me break this down more. Tech- 
nical assistance to States: We have a 
whole series of new requirements under 
the Dole bill which most of us do not 
disagree with at all. 

Under tribal issues, supporting tribal 
efforts in designing assistance pro- 
grams; reviewing and approving tem- 
porary assistance plans; we are collect- 
ing and evaluating some data collected 
from the States, including all sorts of 
things that we were not required to do 
before. Under data collection and eval- 
uation where there are five require- 
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ments now in existing law, under the 
Dole bill we now have 16 different—in 
other words 11 brandnew—data collec- 
tion and evaluation requirements on 
this. 

In other words, on HHS we are giving 
them all these things to do and saying 
but it is an unfunded mandate. We are 
not going to give you the money to do 
this. We are going to cut the position 
to do the things we are telling you to 
do which does not make any sense at 
all to do this. 

I could go on with this if we had an 
hour or so. I would like to go into each 
one of these in detail. Policy and plan- 
ning accounts, the same thing; ac- 
countability, all of these things. We do 
not want to cut back on accountability 
now. We have to review State and trib- 
al audits, review and rank State per- 
formance, establish penalties, and ad- 
minister appeals process. 

We are going to have to develop and 
program outcome measures at the 
same time we are cutting the people 
that are required to do all these things. 
And for each of these I have a para- 
graph reference in the bill itself. 

How much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio has 2 minutes. 

Mr. GLENN. I yield at this point 30 
seconds to the Senator from New York. 

MO . Mr. President, the 
Senator from Ohio has pointed out 
clearly something I find painful. In the 
very long time that I have been in this 
city I have never seen legislation im- 
posing more regulatory requirements 
on State governments by the Federal 
Government than this bill. 

And I would simply respond, if I may. 
In a little bit of a caricature a couple 
of days ago when one of the these new 
regulatory provisions came along, I 
stood on this side of the aisle and said, 
“Mr. President, as one who dearly 
loves Federal regulations imposed on 
States in minute, indecipherable de- 
tail, I accept this amendment with 
great gusto." 

I could not say it better. It is going 
to be a great generation for regulators, 
but not very great for poor people and 
certainly not great for poor children. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. GRAMM. How much time is left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio has 35 seconds remain- 
ing. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Just a 
reminder that the amendment that is 
offered by the Senator from Texas has 
been modified. 

The Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

I rise in support of the amendment. 
One of the taxes on poor Americans, 
people who are truly needy, is a bu- 
reaucratic tax. As a Governor, I can 
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testify that the more the bureaucracy 
proliferates in Washington the greater 
the percentage of the resource at the 
State level that has to be used to re- 
spond to the bureaucracy in Washing- 
ton rather than to meet the needs of 
the truly needy. 

I believe, to the extent that we can 
reduce the bureaucratic tax on the 
poor which is represented by Washing- 
ton bureaucrats who are no longer 
needed because we cut the program, 
that we ought to do that, and for that 
reason I believe Senator GRAMM’s 
amendment is in order and ought to be 
supported by Members of this body. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 35 seconds. 

Mr. GLENN. Read the Dole bill. It 
puts more requirements on the Federal 
Government. I went through some of it 
here, a whole host of them, and at the 
same time we are saying we give an un- 
funded mandate to HHS we say you 
have to do more, you have to do more 
analysis, do all of these additional 
things that are listed right here. This 
is not fictitious stuff. We say you have 
to do a lot more in the way of analyz- 
ing, and so on. Yet, we are going to cut 
the people who do it. How on Earth are 
we going to prevent abuse in these pro- 
grams if we do that kind of Govern- 
ment operation? It does not make any 
sense at all. It will not work this way. 
We are setting up a recipe for disaster, 
if we do it that way. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me 
remind my colleagues that we are 
eliminating this Federal program, that 
the money is going back to the States, 
and they are going to run the program. 
Yet, the Senator from Ohio says that a 
case can be made supporting the need 
for more employees in Washington, 
even once we have eliminated the pro- 
gram. There is nothing so immortal as 
a Government program. 

We celebrate here our giving back of 
funds to the States to run the program, 
and yet we are arguing that we have to 
preserve the Federal jobs in a program 
that no longer exists. No wonder the 
American people are outraged that 
Government grows like a cancer. 

My amendment is a very modest 
amendment. It says you have elimi- 
nated the program. Eliminate 75 per- 
cent of its jobs. It seems to me that we 
ought to eliminate 100 percent of them, 
but instead, I say keep 25 percent of 
the people in an agency that no longer 
carries out a function, a function that 
is now run by the State. 

I see this as a very modest amend- 
ment. We ought to be eliminating 
every one of these positions, and I urge 
my colleagues to vote for this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I move to 
table the amendment and ask for the 
yeas and nays. 


how 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There appears to be 
a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the amendment No. 2615. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES] and 
the Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] 
are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 49, 
nays 49, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 436 Leg.] 


YEAS—49 
Akaka Feingold Levin 
Biden Feinstein Lieberman 
Bingaman Ford Mikulski 
Boxer Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Bradley Graham 
Breaux Harkin Murray 
Bryan Hollings Nunn 
Bumpers Inouye Pell 
Byrd Jeffords Pryor 
Campbell Johnston Reid 
Chafee Kassebaum Robb 
Cohen Kennedy Rockefeller 
Conrad Kerrey 
Daschle Kerry Simon 
Dodd Kohl Wellstone 
Dorgan Lautenberg 
Exon Leahy 

NAYS—49 
Abraham Gorton McConnell 
Ashcroft Gramm Murkowski 
Baucus Grams Packwood 
Bennett Grassley Pressler 
Bond Gregg Roth 
Brown Hatch Santorum 
Burns Hatfield Shelby 
Coats Heflin Simpson 
Cochran Helms Smith 
Coverdell Hutchison Snowe 
Craig Inhofe Specter 
D'Amato Kempthorne Thomas 
DeWine Kyl Thompson 
Dole Lott Thurmond 
Domenici Lugar Warner 
Faircloth Mack 
Frist McCain 

NOT VOTING—2 

Nickles Stevens 


So the motion to table the amend- 
ment (No. 2615), as modified, was re- 
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

Mr. GLENN. I ask for the yeas and 


nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. The yeas and nays have been or- 
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll to ascertain the 
presence of a quorum. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent 
that the pending matter be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

MOTION TO STRIKE AMENDMENT NO. 2496 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I intend to 
make a motion to strike the previously 
agreed to amendment No. 2496, which 
was offered by the Senator from New 
Jersey, Senator BRADLEY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator is au- 
thorized to make that motion. 

Mr. DOLE. First, I want to apologize 
to my friend from New Jersey. I was so 
anxious to be accommodating, because 
I always have been, but I took the 
amendment before I realized that it 
had some points that were not what I 
thought they were. I do not suggest 
that he said anything, but I did not 
read it carefully enough. 

What the Bradley amendment would 
do is amend the plans that States must 
submit to receive Federal block grants. 
It does three things. It requires the 
State to define who is eligible and who 
is not eligible for cash assistance, and 
this creates the invitation for welfare 
litigation against the States over who 
is eligible for assistance. It creates an 
individual entitlement by requiring 
States to provide benefits to all indi- 
viduals that the States deem eligible. 

This amendment shifts the time 
limit from the Federal Government to 
the State government. The cycle of de- 
pendency created by the entitlement 
must be broken. We do not want to 
shift that from the Federal to the 
State government. 

Finally, the amendment creates an 
unfunded mandate by possibly requir- 
ing States to provide unmatched funds 
to individuals. We do not want to cre- 
ate additional unfunded mandates. 

The point of this exercise, all the de- 
bate we have had, is to provide States 
with the needed flexibility to address 
welfare reform and not to create a pos- 
sible unfunded mandate on the States 
or, as I said, second, another entitle- 
ment. We do not know what the cost of 
this amendment could possibly be. For 
the reasons stated, I should not have 
accepted the amendment. 

I now move to strike the amendment, 
and after the debate I will ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I do 
say to the distinguished majority lead- 
er that I was a little surprised when he 
said he would accept the amendment. I 
thought it was perfectly appropriate, 
because I would not characterize the 
amendment exactly as he has charac- 
terized the amendment. 

It does not create a Federal entitle- 
ment. It, first, does not add any addi- 
tional spending. It does not touch the 
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block grant. CBO has told us that it 
would not result in a penny of addi- 
tional Federal outlays. 

Second, it does not entitle anyone to 
anything. A State can deny any indi- 
vidual—practically any person—bene- 
fits. It can deny benefits if you do not 
work. A State can deny benefits if you 
have additional children. It can deny 
benefits if you do not comply with the 
requirements of your individual agree- 
ment. The State can deny benefits, 
under this proposal, practically for 
anything. But what the State cannot 
do under this amendment is deny you 
benefits for no reason at all if you are 
a poor family who is eligible under the 
State’s own rules. 

To those who object to this amend- 
ment, I just simply would like to ask, 
what is it that you want States to be 
able to do that they would not be able 
to do under this amendment? I, frank- 
ly, cannot imagine. I cannot imagine 
why States should not be required sim- 
ply to say what their rules are for eli- 
gibility, what the benefits are, and who 
gets cut off, and then simply follow the 
rules. 

The only right that is created here is 
not a right to money, it is a right to 
know what the rules are. How do you 
determine who gets any benefits, un- 
less the State has written rules that 
clearly state who is eligible? How do 
we decide that someone who fits the 
category of eligibility should not be 
given benefits if there are no rules? 

So I simply say that this is a very 
straightforward amendment. It is an 
attempt to add clarity to what will be 
a confused. policy in States. I think it 
illustrates, once again, the problem of 
a block grant with no rules to imple- 
ment the block grant. This came 
through in very vivid terms yesterday 
when we had an amendment—a well-in- 
tentioned amendment—that said in 
order to reduce illegitimacy, which is 
what all of us would like to do, a State 
that reduced illegitimacy would get a 
bonus, but the amendment read that 
the State would have to reduce illegit- 
imacy without increasing abortions. 

So those are both pretty good inten- 
tions. But what that means, as I read 
that amendment, is that every woman 
in a State has to be asked if she has 
had an abortion. 

Otherwise, how do you determine 
how many abortions were performed in 
the State? The result of the amend- 
ment is a direct involvement of the 
State government in the lives of every 
woman in the State asking the ques- 
tion, have you or have you not had an 
abortion? 

Unless that is asked to every woman, 
how do you determine whether abor- 
tions have gone up or gone down? If 
you do not know whether abortions 
have gone up or gone down, how do you 
determine the offset against the ille- 
gitimacy rate? 

Mr. President, that amendment is an- 
other illustration of the problem with 
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a block grant that has no requirement 
of any rule. 

This amendment would simply say 
that the State has to establish rules of 
eligibility and has to apply those rules 
of eligibility for every person who fits 
into that category. It is as simple as 
that. 

This is, again, not a new Federal en- 
titlement. It is simply common sense. 

Мг. President, I am ready, if the ma- 
jority leader would like to make the 
motion to strike at this time, to have 
the vote on the motion to strike. 

Mr. DOLE. I make a motion to strike 
the amendment numbered 2496. 

The Bradley amendment amends the 
plan that States must submit to re- 
ceive Federal funds under the new 
block grant. 

Specifically, 
three things: 

It requires the State to define who is 
eligible and who is ineligible for cash 
assistance. This creates the invitation 
for welfare litigation against the 
States over who is eligible for assist- 
ance. 

It creates an individual entitlement 
by requiring States to provide benefits 
to all individuals that the States deem 
eligible. This amendment shifts the en- 
titlement from the Federal Govern- 
ment to the State government. The 
cycle of dependency that is created by 
the entitlement must be broken. 

Finally, the Bradley amendment cre- 
ates an unfunded mandate on the 
States by possibly requiring States to 
provide unmatched funds to individ- 
uals. 

Mr. President, the point of this exer- 
cise is to provide States with the need- 
ed flexibility to address welfare reform, 
not to create another unfunded man- 
date on the States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo- 
tion has been made. Is there further de- 
bate? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. 

The question is on the motion to 
strike the previously agreed-to Bradley 
amendment. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Dole 
amendment be set aside in order to ac- 
commodate one final amendment. It 
would be my understanding I will offer 
this amendment and then we would 
have two votes, perhaps three votes 
stacked, at least two votes, following 
debate on the Daschle amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2682 TO NO. 2280 
(Purpose: To permit States to provide 
noncash assistance to children ineligible 
for aid because of the 5-year time limita- 
tion) 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I will 

be very brief. 


the amendment does 
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We have had a good debate about a 
number of issues relating to welfare. 
The one that I do not think we have 
talked enough about, and I will be brief 
as we talk about it this afternoon, is 
what happens to children under cir- 
cumstances that are not of their con- 
trol. I believe we have to ensure, re- 
gardless of what else we do, that chil- 
dren do not pay for the mistakes or cir- 
cumstances of their parents. Of the 14 
million people on AFDC, 9 million are 
children. They did not ask to be born 
into these circumstances, They cannot 
get their parents out of these cir- 
cumstances. Most importantly, these 9 
million children are part of our future. 

We talk a lot about State flexibility, 
but the pending bill does not allow 
States to provide any assistance to 
children after 5 years. 

What my amendment does is simply 
say we will not prohibit the States 
from providing care for children if they 
so desire. If ever there was an argu- 
ment for State flexibility, this is it. We 
are simply giving States the option to 
assist poor children, clothe children, or 
help children to stay off the streets. We 
are not telling States they have to do 
it; we are simply saying we will not 
prevent them from doing it. 

You have heard a lot about making 
people get out of the cart and pull it. 
That is right. We should make people 
get out of the cart and pull it when 
they can take responsibility. Able-bod- 
ied adults should work. But children, 
infants, and toddlers cannot be ex- 
pected to pull the cart. 

This really just gives States the op- 
portunity to recognize that fact. The 
amendment is very simple. It provides 
States with flexibility. It allows States 
to use block grant funds to provide 
vouchers for goods and services for 
children and their needs once the time 
limit hits, to ensure that children are 
protected. I do not understand why 
Washington should make such a criti- 
cal decision about what is best for a 
State when it comes to children. 

We have talked about flexibility. We 
have talked about the need to protect 
kids. It would seem to me that simply 
saying we will not prohibit the States 
from issuing vouchers if they choose to 
do so and see it as in their best inter- 
ests is reasonable. I think we ought to 
allow them to do that. 

Once the time limit hits, hopefully 
families will be off welfare, but we do 
not know. Maybe yes, maybe no. Chil- 
dren, however, did not cause this situa- 
tion. Children cannot rectify it. 

This amendment is pretty harmless, 
but the ramifications for children 
could be great if we do not have this 
State option. Nine million kids—it is 
simply a matter of giving the States 
the flexibility. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Did the 
Senator seek to call up the amend- 
ment? 
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Mr. DASCHLE. I have an amendment 
at the desk that I call up 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
DASCHLE] for Mr. KENNEDY, for himself and 
Mr. DASCHLE proposes an amendment num- 
bered 2682 to amendment No. 2280. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 40, between lines 16 and 17, insert 
the following new paragraph: 

“(4) NON-CASH ASSISTANCE FOR CHILDREN.— 
Nothing in paragraph (1) shall be construed 
as prohibiting a State from using funds pro- 
vided under section 403 to provide aid, in the 
form of in-kind assistance, vouchers usable 
for particular goods or services as specified 
by the State, or vendor payments to individ- 
uals providing such goods or services, to the 
minor children of a needy family.“. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I say very 
briefly, maybe I misunderstood. We 
thought this was part of the agree- 
ment. We increased the hardship ex- 
emption from 15 to 20 percent because 
this was a request earlier of the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota. We could not 
agree on that. 

We thought we agreed to raise the 
hardship exemption which would take 
care of some of these cases. I hope the 
amendment would not be adopted. 

We thought we had an agreement, 
and we want to stick with that agree- 
ment. Maybe the Senator from South 
Dakota had a different interpretation, 
but I am still willing to leave the hard- 
ship exemption at 20 percent, but if we 
have an agreement—if not, maybe it 
ought to go back to 15 percent. 

In any event, I hope we defeat this 
amendment and also strike the amend- 
ment of the 7 кенді from New Jersey, 
Senator BRADLE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield back our time. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from South Dakota wish to 
offer his second amendment before the 
rolicall begins? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, that 
concludes my list of amendments. I 
have no others to offer. 

MOTION TO STRIKE AMENDMENT NO. 2496 

Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent 
that we return to the 22” to strike 
the Bradley amendmen 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The mo- 
tion has been made to return to the 
motion to strike the Bradley amend- 
ment. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion to strike the amendment num- 
bered 2496. 
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Mr. DOLE. I ask that these be strict- 
ly 10-minute votes. We have Members 
on each side that want to leave. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A re- 
minder to the Senators that these will 
be strictly held at 10 minutes for each 
vote. 

The question now is on agreeing to 
the motion to strike the Bradley 
amendment. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], the 
Senator from Rhode Island (Мг. 
CHAFEE], the Senator from Oklahoma 
ІМг. NICKLES], the Senator from Alas- 
ka [Mr. STEVENS], and the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS] are nec- 
essarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. THOMAS] would vote ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from California [Mrs. BOXER] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 50, 
nays 44, as follows: 

{Rollcall Vote No. 437 Leg.] 


YEAS—50 
Abraham Frist Mack 
Ashcroft Gorton McCain 
Bennett Gramm McConnell 
Brown Grams Murkowski 
Burns Grassley Packwood 
Campbell Gregg Pressler 
Coats Hatch Roth 
Cochran Hatfield Santorum 
Cohen Heflin Shelby 
Coverdell Helms Simpson 
Craig Hutchison Smith 
D'Amato Inhofe Snowe 
DeWine Kassebaum Specter 
Dole Kempthorne Thompson 
Domenici Kyl Thurmond 
Exon Lott Warner 
Faircloth Lugar 

NAYS—44 
Akaka Ford Lieberman 
Baucus Glenn Mikulski 
Biden Graham Moseley-Braun 
Bingaman Harkin Moynihan 
Bradley Hollings Murray 
Breaux Inouye Nunn 
Bryan Jeffords Pell 
Bumpers Johnston Pryor 
Byrd Kennedy Reid 
Conrad Kerrey Robb 
Daschle Kerry Rockefeller 
Dodd Kohl Sarbanes 
Dorgan Lautenberg Simon 
Feingold Wellstone 
Feinstein Levin 

NOT VOTING—6 

Bond Chafee Stevens 
Boxer Nickles Thomas 


So the motion to strike the amend- 

ment (No. 2496) was agreed to. 
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2682 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from South Da- 
kota, No. 2682. On this question, the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 
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The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], the 
Senator from Rhode Island (Мг. 
CHAFEE], the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. NICKLES], the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. SIMPSON], the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], and the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS], are nec- 
essarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. THOMAS], would vote “пау.” 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from California [Mrs. BOXER], and 
the tor from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] 
are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 44, 
nays 48, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 438 Leg.] 


Akaka Feinstein Lieberman 
Baucus Ford Mikulski 
Biden Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Bingaman Graham Moynihan 
Bradley Heflin Murray 
Breaux Hollings Nunn 
Bryan Inouye Pell 
Bumpers Johnston Pryor 
Byrd Kennedy Reid 
Conrad Kerrey Robb 
Daschle Kerry Rockefeller 
Dodd Kohl 
Dorgan Lautenberg Simon 
Exon Wellstone 
Feingold Levin 
NAYS—48 
Abraham Frist Lugar 
Ashcroft Gorton Mack 
Bennett Gramm McCain 
Brown Grams McConnell 
Burns Grassley Murkowski 
Campbell Gregg Packwood 
Coats Hatch Pressler 
Cochran Hatfield Roth 
Cohen Helms Santorum 
Coverdell Hutchison Shelby 
Craig Inhofe Smith 
D'Amato Jeffords Snowe 
DeWine Kassebaum Specter 
Dole Kempthorne Thompson 
Domenici Ку! Thurmond 
Faircloth Lott Warner 
NOT VOTING—8 
Bond Harkin Stevens 
Boxer Nickles Thomas 
Chafee Simpson 
So, the amendment (No. 2682) was re- 
jected. 


Mr. DOLE. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. FRIST addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2526 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent I be added as a co- 
sponsor to Senator SHELBY’s amend- 
ment No. 2526 relating to an adoption 
tax credit which was approved yester- 
day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding, now that we have com- 
pleted action on all the amendments, 
with the exception of the Gramm 
amendment No. 2615—there was a mo- 
tion to table that amendment. It was 
49-49. It was not tabled. I think we 
have agreed that that vote can occur 
Tuesday. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2683 


(Purpose: To make modifications to 
amendment No. 2280) 

Mr. DOLE. I am now prepared, if the 
Democratic leader is prepared, the two 
of us, to send up the modification. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 


The Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE] pro- 
poses an amendment No. 2683. 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 2683) is as fol- 
lows: 

On page 17, strike lines 13 through 22 and 
insert the following: 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of para- 
graph (1)(A), a State family assistance grant 
for any State for a fiscal year is an amount 
equal to the sum of— 

i) the total amount of the Federal pay- 
ments to the State under section 403 (other 
than Federal payments to the State de- 
scribed in section subparagraphs (A), (B) and 
(C) of section 419(a)(2)) for fiscal year 1994 (as 
such section 403 was in effect during such fis- 
cal year), plus 

(ii) the total amount of the Federal pay- 
ments to the State under subparagraphs (A), 
(В) and (С) of section 419(а (2), 
as such payments were reported by the State 
on February 14, 1995, reduced by the amount, 
if any, determined under subparagraph (B), 
and for fiscal year 2000, reduced by the per- 
cent specified under section 418(a)(3), and in- 
creased by an amount, if any, determined 
under paragraph (2)(D). 

On page 77, line 21, strike the end 
quotation marks and the second period. 

On page 77, between lines 21 and 22, insert 
the following new section: 

“SEC. 419. AMOUNTS FOR CHILD CARE. 

“(а) CHILD CARE ALLOCATION— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—From the amount аррго- 
priated under section 403(a)(4)(A) for a fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall set aside an 
amount equal to the total amount of the 
Federal payments for fiscal year 1994 to 
States under section— 

(A) 402(¢)(3)(A) of this Act (as such sec- 
tion was in effect before October 1, 1995) for 
amounts expended for child care pursuant to 
paragraph (1) of such section; 

(B) 403(1)(1)(A) of this Act (as во in effect) 
for amounts expended for child care pursuant 
to section 402(g)(1)(A) of this Act, in the case 
of a State with respect to which section 1108 
of this Act applies; and 

“(С) 403(n) of this Act (as so in effect) for 
child care services pursuant to section 402(i) 
of this Act. 

“(2) DISTRIBUTION.—From amounts set- 
aside for a fiscal year under paragraph (1), 
the Secretary shall pay to a State an 
amount equal to the total amounts of Fed- 
eral payments for fiscal year 1994 to the 
State under section— 
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(A) 402(gX3XA) of this Act (as such sec- 
tion was in effect before October 1, 1995)for 
amounts expended for child care pursuant to 

ph (1) of such section; 

) 403(1)(1)(A) of this Act (as во in effect) 
for amounts expended for child care pursuant 
to section 402(g¢)(1)(A) of this Act, in the case 
of a State with respect to which section 1108 
of this Act applies; and 

“(С) 403(n) of this Act (as so in effect) for 
child care services pursuant to section 402(i) 
of this Act. 

(3) USE OF FUNDS.—Amounts received by a 
State under paragraph (2) shall only be used 
to provide child care assistance under this 


part. 

“(4) For purposes of paragraphs (1) and (2), 
Federal payments for fiscal year 1994 means 
such payments as reported by the State on 
February 14, 1995. 

„b) ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATION.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated and there are appropriated, 
$3,000,000,000 to be distributed to the States 
during the 5-fiscal year period beginning in 
fiscal year 1996 for the provision of child care 
assistance. 

“(2) DISTRIBUTION.— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use 
amounts made available under paragraph (1) 
to make grants to States. The total amount 
of grants awarded to a State under this para- 
graph shall be based on the formula used for 
determining the amount of Federal pay- 
ments to the State for fiscal year 1994 under 
section 403(n) (as such section was in effect 
before October 1, 1995) for child care services 
pursuant to section 402(i) as such amount re- 
lates to the total amount of such Federal 
payments to all States for such fiscal year. 

“(В) FISCAL YEAR 2000.—With respect to the 
last quarter of fiscal year 2000, if the Sec- 
retary determines that any allotment to a 
State under this subsection will not be used 
by such State for carrying out the purpose 
for which the allotment is available, the Sec- 
retary shall make such allotment available 
for carrying out such purpose to 1 or more 
other States which apply for such funds to 
the extent the Secretary determines that 
such other States will be able to use such ad- 
ditional allotments for carrying out such 
purposes. Such available allotments shall be 
reallocated to a State pursuant to section 
402(i) (as such section was in effect before Oc- 
tober 1, 1995) by substituting ‘the number of 
children residing in all States applying for 
such funds’ for ‘the number of children resid- 
ing in the United States in the second pre- 
ceding fiscal year’. Any amount made avail- 
able to a State from an appropriation for a 
fiscal year in accordance with the preceding 
sentence shall, for purposes of this part, be 
regarded as part of such State’s payment (as 
determined under this subsection) for such 
year. 

(3) AMOUNT OF FUNDS.—The Secretary 
shall pay to each eligible State in a fiscal 
year an amount equal to the Federal medical 
assistance percentage for such State for such 
fiscal year (as defined in section 1905(b)) of so 
much of the expenditures by the State for 
child care in such year as exceed the State 
set-aside for such State under subsection (a) 
for such year and the amount of State ex- 
penditures in fiscal year 1994 that equal the 
non-Federal share for the programs described 
in subparagraphs (A), (B) and (C) of sub- 
section (a)(1). 

“(4) BUDGET SCORING.—Notwithstanding 
section 257(b)(2) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, the 
baseline shall assume that no grant shall be 
made under this subsection after fiscal year 
2000. 
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(с) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.— 

“(1) STATE OPTION.—For purposes of sec- 
tion 402(a)(1)(B), a State may, at its option, 
not require a single parent with a child 
under the age of 6 to participate in work for 
more than an average of 20 hours per week 
during a month and may count such parent 
as being engaged in work for a month for 
purposes, of section 404(c)(1) if such parent 
participates in work for an average of 20 
hours per week during such month. 

“(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to provide an 
entitlement to child care services to any 
child. 

On Page 17, line 22, insert before the period 
the following: “, and increased by an amount 
(if any) determined under subparagraph (D).“ 

On Page 18, between lines 21 and 22, insert 
the following: 

D) AMOUNT ATTRIBUTABLE ТО STATE PLAN 
AMENDMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of subpara- 
graph (A), the amount determined under this 
subparagraph is an amount equal to the Fed- 
eral payment under section 403(а)(5) to the 
State for emergency assistance in fiscal year 
1995 under any State plan amendment made 
under section 402 during fiscal year 1994 (as 
such sections were in effect before the date 
of the enactment of the Work Opportunity 
Act of 1995) subject to the limitation in 
clause (11). 

“(11) LIMITATION.—Amounts made available 
under clause (i) to all States shall not exceed 
$800 million. If amounts available under this 
subparagraph are less than the total amount 
of emergency assistance payments referred 
to in clause (i), the amount payable to a 
State shall be equal to an amount which 
bears the same relationship to the total 
amount available under this clause as the 
State emergency assistance payment bears 
to the total amount of such payments. 

On page 25, line 18, insert “Іп the case of 
amounts paid to the State that are set aside 
in accordance with section 419(9), the State 
may reserve such amounts for any fiscal 
year only for the purpose of providing with- 
out fiscal year limitation child care assist- 
ance under this part.“ after the end period. 

Beginning on page 315, strike line 6 and all 
that follows through page 576, line 12 (re- 
number subsequent titles and section num- 
bers accordingly). 

On page 29, between lines 17 and 18, insert 
the following: 

“(4) CONTINGENCY FUND,— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby es- 
tablished in the Treasury of the United 
States a fund which shall be known as the 
‘Contingency Fund for State Welfare Pro- 
grams’ (hereafter in this section referred to 
as the Fund'). 

“(2) DEPOSITS INTO FUND.—Out of any 
money in the Treasury of the United States 
not otherwise appropriated, there are hereby 
appropriated for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, and 2000, such sums as are necessary for 
payment to the Fund in a total amount not 
to exceed $1,000,000,000. 

“(8) COMPUTATION OF GRANT.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the Secretary of the Treasury shall pay 
to each eligible State in a fiscal year an 
amount equal to the Federal medical assist- 
ance percentage for such State for such fis- 
cal year (as defined in section 1905(b)) of so 
much of the expenditures by the State in 
such year under the State program funded 
under this part as exceed the historic ex- 
penditures for such State. 

(B) LIMITATION.—The total amount paid 
to a State under subparagraph (A) for any 
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fiscal year shall not exceed an amount equal 
to 20 percent of the annual amount deter- 
mined for such State under the State pro- 
gram funded under this part (without regard 
to this subsection) for such fiscal year. 

“(С) METHOD OF COMPUTATION, PAYMENT, 
AND RECONCILIATION.— 

(1) METHOD OF COMPUTATION.—The method 
of computing and paying such amounts shall 
be as follows: 

“(І) The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall estimate the amount to be 
paid to the State for each quarter under the 
provisions of subparagraph (A), such esti- 
mate to be based on a report filed by the 
State containing its estimate of the total 
sum to be expended in such quarter and such 
other information as the Secretary may find 
necessary. 

(II) The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall then certify to the Secretary 
of the Treasury the amount so estimated by 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services. 

“(ii) METHOD OF PAYMENT.—The Secretary 
of the Treasury shall thereupon, through the 
Fiscal Service of the Department of the 
Treasury and prior to audit or settlement by 
the General Accounting Office, pay to the 
State, at the time or times fixed by the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, the 
amount so certified. 

(111) METHOD ОҒ RECONCILIATION.—If at the 
end of each fiscal year, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services finds that a 
State which received amounts from the Fund 
in such fiscal year did not meet the mainte- 
nance of effort requirement under paragraph 
(5)(B) for such fiscal year, the Secretary 
shall reduce the State family assistance 
grant of such State for the succeeding fiscal 
year by such amounts. 

(4) USE OF GRANT.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—An eligible State may 
use the grant— 

“(і) іп any manner that is reasonably cal- 
culated to accomplish the purpose of this 
part; or 

(i) in any manner that such State used 
amounts received under part A or F of this 
title, as such parts were in effect before Oc- 
tober 1, 1995. 

(В) REFUND OF UNUSED PORTION.—Any 
amount of a grant under this subsection not 
used during the fiscal year shall be returned 
to the Fund. 

“(5) ELIGIBLE STATE.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub- 
section, a State is an eligible State with re- 
spect to a fiscal year, if 

У) the average rate of total unemploy- 
ment in such State (seasonally adjusted) for 
the period consisting of the most recent 3 
months for which data for all States are pub- 
lished equals or exceeds 6.5 percent, and 

(II) the average rate of total unemploy- 
ment in such State (seasonally adjusted) for 
the 3-month period equals or exceeds 110 per- 
cent of such average rate for either (or both) 
of the corresponding 3-month periods ending 
in the 2 preceding calendar years; and 

(ii) has met the maintenance of effort re- 
quirement under subparagraph (B) for the 
State program funded under this part for the 
fiscal year. 

“(В) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—The main- 
tenance of effort requirement for any State 
under this subparagraph for any fiscal year 
is the expenditure of an amount at least 
equal to 100 percent of the level of historic 
State expenditures for such State (as deter- 
mined under subsection (a)(5)). 

“(6) ANNUAL REPORTS.—The Secretary of 
the Treasury shall annually report to the 
Congress on the status of the Fund. 
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On page 40, line 13, strike “15” and insert 
“20”. 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 

SEC. . ABSTINENCE EDUCATION. 

(a) INCREASE IN FUNDING.—Section 501(а) of 
the. Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 701(а)) is 
amended in the matter preceding paragraph 
(1) by striking “fiscal year 1990 and each fis- 
cal year thereafter” and inserting fiscal 
years 1990 through 1995 and $761,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1996 and each fiscal year there- 
after". 

(b) ABSTINENCE EDUCATION.—Section 
501(а)(1) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 701(a)(1) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (c), by striking “апа” 
at the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (D), by adding “and” at 
the end; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

“(Е) to provide abstinence education, and 
at the option of the State, where appro- 
priate, mentoring, counseling, and adult su- 
pervision to promote abstinence from sexual 
activity, with a focus on those groups which 
are most likely to bear children out-of-wed- 
lock.“ 

(c) ABSTINENCE EDUCATION DEFINED.—Sec- 
tion 501(b) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 701(b)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

(5) ABSTINENCE EDUCATION.—For purposes 
of this subsection, the term ‘abstinence edu- 
cation’ shall mean an educational or motiva- 
tional program which— 

“(А) has as its exclusive purpose, teaching 
the social, psychological, and health gains to 
be realized by abstaining from sexual activ- 
ity; 

“(В) teaches abstinence from sexual асбіу- 
ity outside marriage as the expected stand- 
ard for all school age children; 

“(С) teaches that abstinence from sexual 
activity is the only certain way to avoid out- 
of-wedlock pregnancy, sexually transmitted 
diseases, and other associated health prob- 
lems; 

„D) teaches that a mutually faithful 
monogamous relationship in context of mar- 
riage is the expected standard of human sex- 
ual activity; 

“(Е) teaches that sexual activity outside of 
the context of marriage is likely to have 
harmful psychological and physical effects; 

“(Е) teaches that bearing children out-of- 
wedlock is likely to have harmful con- 
sequences for the child, the child’s parents, 
and society; 

“(G) teaches young people how to reject 
sexual advances and how alcohol and drug 
use increases vulnerability to sexual ad- 
vances; and 

(Н) teaches the importance of attaining 
self-sufficiency before engaging in sexual ac- 
tivity.”. 

(d) SeT-ASIDE.— 

(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Section 502(c) of such Act 
(42 U.S.C. 702(c)) is amended in the matter 
preceding paragraph (1) by striking From“ 
and inserting Except as provided in sub- 
section (е), from“. 

(2) SET-ASIDE.—Section 502 of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 702) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

“(е) Of the amounts appropriated under 
section 501(а) for any fiscal year, the Sec- 
retary shall set aside $75,000,000 for absti- 
nence education in accordance with section 
501(a)(1)(E). 

On page 29, between lines 15 and 16, insert 
the following: 

“(f) ADDITIONAL AMOUNT FOR STUDIES AND 
DEMONSTRATIONS,— 
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“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated and there are appropriated 
for each fiscal year described in subsection 
(a)(1) an additional $20,000,000 for the purpose 
of paying— 

“(А) the Federal share of any State-initi- 
ated study approved under section 410(g); 

“(В) an amount determined by the Sec- 
retary to be necessary to operate and evalu- 
ate demonstration projects, relating to part 
A of title IV of this Act, that are in effect or 
approved under section 1115 as of October 1, 
1995, and are continued after such date; 

“(С) the cost of conducting the research 
described in section 410(a); and 

D) the cost of developing and evaluating 
innovative approaches for reducing welfare 
dependency and increasing the well-being of 
minor children under section 410(b). 

(2) ALLOCATION.—Of the amount appro- 
priated under paragraph (1) for a fiscal 
year— 

“(А) 50 percent shall be allocated for the 
purposes described in subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) of paragraph (1), and 

“(В) 50 percent shall be allocated for the 
purposes described in subparagraphs (C) and 
(D) of paragraph (1). 

Оп page 29, line 16, strike “(Т)” and insert 
“(б)”. 

On page 57, beginning on line 22, strike all 
through page 60, line 2, and insert the follow- 
ing: 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in con- 
sultation with State and local government 
officials and other interested persons, shall 
develop a quality assurance system of data 
collection and reporting that promotes ac- 
countability and ensures the improvement 
and integrity of programs funded under this 


“(р) STATE SUBMISSIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than the 15th 
day of the first month of each calendar quar- 
ter, each State to which a grant is made 
under section 403(f) shall submit to the Sec- 
retary the data described in paragraphs (2) 
and (8) with respect to families described іп 
paragraph (4). 

2) DISAGGREGATED DATA DESCRIBED.—The 
data described in this paragraph with respect 
to families described in paragraph (4) is a 
sample of monthly disaggregated case record 
data containing the following: 

“(А) The age of the adults and children (in- 
cluding pregnant women) in each family. 

B) The marital and familial status of 
each member of the family (including wheth- 
er the family is a 2-parent family and wheth- 
er a child is living with an adult relative 
other than a parent). 

„C) The gender, educational level, work 
experience, and race of the head of each fam- 
ily. 

„D) The health status of each member of 
the family (including whether any member 
of the family is seriously ill, disabled, or in- 
capacitated and is being cared for by another 
member of the family). 

“(Е) The type and amount of any benefit or 
assistance received by the family, includ- 
ing— 

i) the amount of and reason for any re- 
duction in assistance, and 

(Iii) if assistance is terminated, whether 
termination is due to employment, sanction, 
or time limit. 

„F) Any benefit or assistance received by 
a member of the family with respect to hous- 
ing, food stamps, job training, or the Head 
Start program. 

8) The number of months since the fam- 
ily filed the most recent application for as- 
sistance under the program and if assistance 
was denied, the reason for the denial. 
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“(Н) The number of times a family has ap- 
plied for and received assistance under the 
State program and the number of months as- 
sistance has been received each time assist- 
ance has been provided to the family. 

J) The employment status of the adults 
in the family (including the number of hours 
worked and the amount earned). 

(J) The date on which an adult in the 
family began to engage in work, the number 
of hours the adult engaged in work, the work 
activity in which the adult participated, and 
the amount of child care assistance provided 
to the adult (if any). 

“(К) The number of individuals in each 
family receiving assistance and the number 
of individuals in each family not receiving 
assistance, and the relationship of each indi- 
vidual to the youngest child in the family. 

“(L) The citizenship status of each member 
of the family. 

“(М) The housing arrangement of each 
member of the family. 

N) The amount of unearned income, child 
support, assets, and other financial factors 
considered in determining eligibility for as- 
sistance under the State program. 

“(О) The location in the State of each fam- 
ily receiving assistance. 

“(P) Any other data that the Secretary de- 
termines is necessary to ensure efficient and 
effective program administration. 

“(3) AGGREGATED MONTHLY DATA.—The data 
described in this paragraph is the following 
aggregated monthly data with respect to the 
families described in paragraph (4): 

(А) The number of families. 

„B) The number of adults in each family. 

“(С) The number of children in each fam- 


ily. 

„D) The number of families for which as- 
sistance has been terminated because of em- 
ployment, sanctions, or time limits. 

“(4) FAMILIES DESCRIBED.—The families de- 
scribed in this paragraph are— 

“(А) families receiving assistance under a 
State program funded under this part for 
each month in the calendar quarter preced- 
ing the calendar quarter in which the data is 
submitted; 

B) families applying for such assistance 
during such preceding calendar quarter; and 

“(С) families that became ineligible to ге- 
ceive such assistance during such preceding 
calendar quarter. 

“(5) APPROPRIATE SUBSETS OF DATA COL- 
LECTED.—The Secretary shall determine ap- 
propriate subsets of the data describe in 
paragraphs (2) and (3) that a State is re- 
quired to submit under paragraph (1) with re- 
spect to families described in subparagraphs 
(B) and (C) of paragraph (4). 

“(6) SAMPLING AND OTHER METHODS.—The 
Secretary shall provide the States with such 
case sampling plans and data collection pro- 
cedures as the Secretary deems necessary to 
produce statistically valid estimates of each 
State’s program performance. The Secretary 
is authorized to develop and implement pro- 
cedures for verifying the quality of data sub- 
mitted by the States. 

On page 62, after line 24, insert the follow- 
ing: 

“(1) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
6 months after the end of fiscal year 1997, and 
each fiscal year thereafter, the Secretary 
shall transmit to the Congress a report de- 
scribing— 

“(1) whether the States are meeting— 

“(А) the participation rates described іп 
section 404(a); and 

“(В) the objectives of— 

“(1) increasing employment and earnings 
of needy families, and child support collec- 
tions; and 
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Ii) decreasing out-of-wedlock pregnancies 
and child poverty; 

“(8) the demographic and financial charac- 
teristics of families applying for assistance, 
families receiving assistance, and families 
that become ineligible to receive assistance; 

“(4) the characteristics of each State pro- 
gram funded under this part; and 

“(5) the trends in employment and earn- 
ings of needy families with minor children. 

On page 63, beginning on line 3, strike all 
through line 16, and insert the following: 

“(а) RESEARCH.—The Secretary shall соп- 
duct research on the benefits, effects, and 
costs of operating different State programs 
funded under this part, including time limits 
relating to eligibility for assistance. The re- 
search shall include studies on the effects of 
different programs and the operation of such 
programs on welfare dependency, illegit- 
imacy, teen pregnancy, employment rates, 
child well-being, and any other area the Sec- 
retary deems appropriate. 

(b) DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION OF IN- 
NOVATIVE APPROACHES TO REDUCING WEL- 
FARE DEPENDENCY AND INCREASING CHILD 
WELL-BEING.— 

(1) ІМ GENERAL.—The Secretary may as- 

sist States in developing, and shall evaluate, 
innovative approaches for reducing welfare 
dependency and increasing the well-being of 
minor children with respect to recipients of 
assistance under programs funded under this 
part. The Secretary may provide funds for 
training and technical assistance to carry 
out the approaches developed pursuant to 
this paragraph. 
“(2) EVALUATIONS.—In performing the eval- 
uations under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall, to the maximum extent feasible, use 
random assignment as an evaluation meth- 
odology. 

On page 63, line 17, strike “(4)” and insert 
“(с)”. 

On page 63, line 24, strike “(е)” and insert 
“(a)”. 

On page 64, line 21, strike (f)“ and insert 
“(е)". 

On page 66, line 3, strike (g)“ and insert 
„(. 

On page 66, between lines 19 and 20. insert 
the following: 

Е) STATE-INITIATED STUDIES.—A State 
shall be eligible to receive funding to evalu- 
ate the State’s family assistance program 
funded under this part if— 

“(1) the State submits a proposal to the 
Secretary for such evaluation, 

(2) the Secretary determines that the de- 
sign and approach of the evaluation is rigor- 
ous and is likely to yield information that is 
credible and will be useful to other States, 


and 

“(3) unless otherwise waived by the Sec- 
retary, the State provides a non-Federal 
share of at least 10 percent of the cost of 
such study. 

On page 163, line 16, add and“ after the 
semicolon. 

On page 163, strike lines 17 through 24, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(111) for fiscal years 1997 through 2002, 
$124, $211, $174, $248 and $109, respectively.” 

On page 164, line 2, strike “2000” and insert 
in lieu thereof “20027. 

On page 126, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 

(c) TREATMENT SERVICES FOR INDIVIDUALS 
WITH A SUBSTANCE ABUSE CONDITION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Title XVI (42 U.S.C. 1381 
et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new section: 

‘TREATMENT SERVICES FOR INDIVIDUALS WITH 
A SUBSTANCE ABUSE CONDITION 

““SEc. 1636. (a) In the case of any individual 

eligible for benefits under this title by rea- 
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son of disability who is identified as having 
а substance abuse condition, the Commis- 
sioner of Social Security shall make provi- 
sion for referral of such individual to the ap- 
propriate State agency administering the 
State plan for substance abuse treatment 
services approved under subpart П of part В 
of title XIX of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 300x-21 et seq.) 

“(b) No individual described in subsection 
(a) shall be an eligible individual or eligible 
spouse for purposes of this title if such indi- 
vidual refuses without good cause to accept 
the referred services described under sub- 


AMENDMENT.—Section 
1614(a)(4) (42 U.S.C. 1382c(a)(4)) is amended by 
inserting after the second sentence the fol- 
lowing new sentence: For purposes of the 
preceding sentence, any individual identified 
by the Commissioner as having a substance 
abuse condition shall seek and complete ap- 
propriate treatment as needed.“. 

On page 126, line 10, strike “с” and insert 
“(а)”. 

On page 127, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following new subsection: 

(e) SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING FOR ALCOHOL 
AND SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT PRO- 
GRAMS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, there 
are hereby appropriated to supplement State 
and Tribal programs funded under section 
1933 of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 300x-33), $50,000,000 for each of the fis- 
cal years 1997 and 1998. 

“(2) ADDITIONAL FUNDS.—Amounts appro- 
priated under paragraph (1) shall be in addi- 
tion to any funds otherwise appropriated for 
allotments under section 1933 of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300x-33) and 
shall be allocated pursuant to such section 
1933. 

(3) USE OF FUNDS.—A State or Tribal gov- 
ernment receiving an allotment under this 
subsection shall consider as priorities, for 
purposes of expending funds allotted under 
this subsection, activities relating to the 
treatment of the abuse of alcohol and other 
drugs.“ 

On page 131, line 23, insert, including 
such individual's treatment (if any) provided 
pursuant to such title as in effect on the day 
before the date of such enactment,” after 
individual“. 

On page 158, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

SUBTITLE F—RETIREMENT AGE ELIGIBILITY 


SEC. 251. ELIGIBILITY FOR SUPPLEMENTAL SE- 
CURITY INCOME BENEFITS BASED 
RETIREMENT 


(а) IN GENERAL.—Section 1614 (a)(1)(A) (42 
U.S.C. 1382с(а/1ХА)) is amended by striking 
“is 65 years of age or older,” and inserting 
“has attained retirement age. 

(b) RETIREMENT AGE DEFINED.—Section 
1614 (42 U.S.C. 1382c) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 


“Retirement Age 


(g) For purposes of this title, the term 
“retirement age“ has the meaning given 
such term by section 216(1)(1).””. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Sections 
1601, 1612(5Х4), 1615(а)(1), and 1620(b)(2) (42 
U.S.C. 1381, 1382а(0)(4), 13820(а)(1), and 
1382i(b)(2)) are amended by striking “age 65” 
each place it appears and inserting “гебіге- 
ment аке”. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to appli- 
cants for benefits for months beginning after 
September 30, 1995. 
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I know 
there are some of our colleagues that 
want to make statements this after- 
noon on that. I would go over that just 
very quickly. 

I think we agree on the child care, 
the first provision, with a set-aside in 
1994 of $1 billion. Then we provide an 
additional $3 billion over 5 years for 
child care to be distributed among the 
States based on the funds for the title 
ГУ-А at-risk child care program. 

Job training. I will get that agree- 
ment, which I think has been cleared 
by the Democratic leader, which will 
be handled under a separate freestand- 
ing agreement. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Yes. 

Mr. DOLE. The contingency grant 
fund. This is in addition to the loan 
fund. We keep the loan fund at $1.7 bil- 
lion. The contingency fund is $1 billion 
over 7 years. Funds must be matched 
at Medicaid matching rates, and States 
must have maintained their 1994 level 
on spending on title IV-A and IV-F 
programs. 

Limited additional funds are avail- 
able for those States whose base years 
do not fully reflect subsequent adjust- 
ments related to emergency assistance. 
I understand that affects 12 States. I 
am not certain of the total cost of that 
provision, but I think around $900 mil- 
lion. 

The hardship exemption has been in- 
creased from 15 percent to 20 percent. 

There is $75 million per year for ab- 
stinence education. 

Program evaluation authorizes $20 
million per year for evaluation. 

Food stamps. We worked out a provi- 
sion which will save about $1.6 billion. 
In the food stamp program, the stand- 
ard deduction for all food stamp recipi- 
ents will be reduced from the original 
S. 1120. It stages from its current level 
of $134 in increments of $2 per year 
down to $124 in fiscal year 2000. This 
modification will reduce the standard 
deduction to $132 in fiscal year 1996, as 
in the original S. 1120, and then imme- 
diately down to $124 in 1997, where it 
remains through fiscal year 2002. CBO 
gives this change a preliminary savings 
estimate of $1.1 billion in additional 
savings. 

SSI. The SSI provision is the one, $50 
million per year for 2 years for treat- 
ment, funded under the substance 
abuse block grant, a matter of interest 
to Senator COHEN and Senator BINGA- 
MAN. 

І also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point a 
letter from the National Governors’ 
Association. As the Democratic leader 
knows, we received letters asking for 
more child care funding and contin- 
gency grant funding and a number of 
other things. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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NATIONAL GOVERNORS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, DC, September 13, 1995. 
Hon. ROBERT DOLE, 
U.S. Senate Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DOLE: As you consider legis- 
lation to block grant key welfare and child 
care programs, we urge you to keep in mind 
the lessons states have learned over the last 
decade of experimentation in welfare reform. 
As Governors we know what it takes to re- 
form the welfare system because we are al- 
ready doing it in our states—through state 
waiver initiatives and through implementa- 
tion of the Family Support Act. Our experi- 
ence tells us that three elements are crucial: 
welfare must be temporary and linked to 
work; both parents must support their chil- 
dren; and child care must be available to en- 
able low income families with children to 
work. 

Governors do believe that greater flexibil- 
ity could aid significantly our efforts to re- 
form the welfare system. We appreciate and 
support the changes that have been made re- 
cently to your bill to ensure that states have 
the ability to design their own welfare sys- 
tems, These changes include a state option 
to count vocational educational training to- 
ward welfare-to-work participation rates and 
the ability to exempt families with very 
young children from work requirements. 

As the Senate considers welfare reform 
legislation, we believe you should address 
several remaining key issues: 

Child Care. Child care represents the larg- 
est part of the up-front investment needed 
for successful welfare reform. We appreciate 
the flexibility that Title I of S. 1120 provides 
for states to design child care services for 
families who are participating in welfare-to- 
work activities or who have left welfare for 
work, and the working poor. Further we are 
pleased that the mandate to provide child 
care to mothers with children under age six 
contained in the Senate Finance Committee 
bill has been removed. 

We are concerned that unless adequate 
child care funding continues to be provided 
at the federal level, the work requirements 
in the bill could represent a significant un- 
funded mandate on the states. While Gov- 
ernors differ on the exact level of child care 
funding needed to implement the work re- 
quirements, we all agree that states will 
need substantially more funding than is cur- 
rently in your bill. 

We believe that if the following changes 
were adopted, the federal-state partnership 
could be preserved for meeting increased 
needs due to welfare work requirements and 
increased child care needs could be mini- 
mized: 

Give states access to a limited amount of 
additional federal matching fund for child 
care. These funds would be available to 
states at the Medicaid match or 70 percent, 
whichever is higher. Only states that were 
maintaining their state levels of spending 
could qualify for these funds to ensure that 
federal funds do not supplant state spending. 
Funds would be allocated to states in the 
same way that At-Risk Child Care funds are 
currently distributed. 

To ensure protection for child care fund- 
ing, fund the Child Care Development Block 
Grant (CCDBG) as an entitlement to states 
and eliminate prescriptive earmarks that 
limit state flexibility in administering pro- 
grams. Quality set-asides and mandated re- 
source and referral programs detract from 
states’ ability to provide needed child care 
services. Currently the CCDBG is a discre- 
tionary program. The CCDBG is a critical 
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source of funds for child care assistance to ` 
poor families, particularly for the working 
poor, and states will need the assurance that 
these funds will be available at the level at 
which the program is authorized. 

Give states the option of limiting required 
hours of work to 20 hours per week for fami- 
lies with children under age six. This would 
allow states to minimize the amount of child 
care assistance needed by families with 
young children and would allow states to set 
work expectations for low income mothers 
with young children that are consistent with 
what our society expects of other mothers 
with young children. The bill approved by 
the Finance Committee did not require more 
than 20 hours of work per week; S. 1120, how- 
ever, mandates 35 hours per week by the year 
2000. This is a major factor behind estimates 
that by the year 2000 states will have to 
spend several billion dollars annually, above 
and beyond current spending, to meet the 
costs of providing child care for welfare re- 
cipients. 

Contingency Grant Fund. Economic 
downturns can derail welfare reform by sap- 
ping state revenues just when need for as- 
sistance is rising. The greater flexibility of 
block grant will allow states in normal eco- 
nomic times to contro] their own welfare 
costs through eligibility, benefit and work 
program decisions. We believe, however, that 
if a deep economic recession occurs, the need 
for economic assistance may well overwhelm 
the fiscal capacity of some states to respond 
to that need. We urge you to include a con- 
tingency grant fund that gives states that 
experience sharp increases in unemployment 
access to federal matching grants, Contin- 
gency funds would have to be matched at the 
Medicaid match rates and states would only 
have access to these grants if they have 
maintained their own level of state spending. 

Restrictions on Aid. In the past federal re- 
strictions on eligibility have served to con- 
tain federal costs given the open-ended enti- 
tlement nature of federal cash assistance 
funding. Governors believe that such restric- 
tions have no place, however, in a block 
grant system where federal costs are fixed, 
regardless of the eligibility and benefit 
choices made by each state. Accordingly we 
oppose any provisions that prohibit states 
from aiding such groups as legal aliens, teen 
parents, or additional children born to wel- 
fare recipients. These decisions are most ap- 
propriately made at the state level. 

Direct Funding to Tribes and Localities. 
Under current law, federal welfare funds flow 
through state governments which, in turn, 
add state matching funds and send the com- 
bined state and federal funds to localities, 
including countries and tribal reservations. 
S. 1120 would change this system by allowing 
tribal governments to apply for direct fed- 
eral assistance, bypassing any state role. In 
addition, we understand a floor amendment 
will be offered that would similarly allow 
counties to bypass the state government. We 
believe any direct funding to tribes or local- 
ities would be a serious mistake. First, by 
eliminating the state role, it is likely to lead 
to the end of future state funding to those 
tribes and localities receiving direct federal 
funds. Second, in the case of tribal families, 
it would be very difficult to sort out who is 
responsible for serving families in areas out- 
side of reservations where tribal and non- 
tribal families live interspersed. Third, di- 
rect funding to localities will prevent states 
from undertaking statewide reforms. 

State Penalties. As Governors we expect to 
be held accountable for the use of any federal 
block grant funds, and are fully committed 
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to repaying any funds that the federal gov- 
ernment determines to have been misspent. 
We are concerned, however, about the puni- 
tive nature of the penalties in S. 1120. It goes 
beyond requiring states to repay any 
misspent funds by creating a three-tier pen- 
alty which 1) requires repayment of misspent 
funds; 2) imposes a five percent reduction in 
a state's block grant allotment; and 3) re- 
quires states to pay the five percent penalty 
out of state general revenues rather than 
through any reduction in program spending. 
These provisions should be modified. 

Performance Bonuses. Whether or not final 
welfare reform legislation includes state 
penalties, we believe that it should include 
bonuses for states with exceptional perform- 
ance. We support the proposal to give states 
performance bonuses for each recipient they 
place in work. States that have been success- 
ful in putting welfare recipients to work 
should be rewarded and allowed to use such 
bonuses for additional investments in child 
care for the working poor and welfare-to- 
work programs. 

Thank you for your consideration of our 
views. 

Sincerely, 
GOVERNOR TOMMY G. 
THOMPSON, 
State of Wisconsin. 
GOVERNOR BOB MILLER, 
State of Nevada. 

Mr. DOLE. Before I yield—if I could 
get this—I ask as part of the unani- 
mous consent that when the Senate 
proceeds to consideration of S. 143, Cal- 
endar No. 153, that it be considered 
under the following time limitation: 
The committee-reported amendment be 
withdrawn, the managers be allowed to 
offer a substitute amendment; further, 
that the debate time be limited to a 
total of 9 hours equally divided be- 
tween the two managers, with the only 
amendments in order to the bill be the 
following first-degree amendments, 
with no second-degree amendments in 
order, and that each amendment be 
limited to 45 minutes in the usual 
form. 

The amendments are: An amendment 
to strike the repeal of trade adjust- 
ment assistance; a Specter amendment 
regarding Job Corps; a Breaux amend- 
ment regarding dislocated workers; a 
Jeffords-Pell amendment regarding 
adult education; a Dodd amendment re- 
garding national set-asides for migrant 
workers, dislocated workers, and oth- 
ers; five relevant Kassebaum amend- 
ments; and five relevant Kennedy 
amendments. 

This agreement was worked out with 
my colleague from Kansas, Senator 
KASSEBAUM, and the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts, Senator KENNEDY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent 
that the summary of the leadership 
amendment, the Dole-Daschle amend- 
ment, be printed in the RECORD. I stat- 
ed just briefly what the summary en- 
tails. 

And there will be a record vote on 
this amendment; is that right? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Yes. 
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There being no objection, the sum- 
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

LEADERSHIP AMENDMENT 
1. CHILD CARE 


a. Set aside 1994 Title IV-A child care fed- 
eral amount (approximately $1 billion) annu- 
ally to be used for child care as currently 
provided in bill (as modified by Kassebaum). 
Allocate based on state’s 1994 spending on 
Title IV-A child care. 

b. Provide additional $3.0 billion over 5 
years for child care. To be distributed among 
the states based on the funds for the Title 
IV-A at-risk child care program. To be eligi- 
ble, state must have maintained 1994 Title 
IV-A spending on child care. Must match 
under the medicaid matching formula. 

c. At state option, single parents with chil- 
dren age 5 and under may not be required to 
work more than 20 hours per week. 

2. JOB TRAINING 


Free standing bill under agreed upon time 
agreement. 
3. CONTINGENCY GRANT FUND 


(This is in addition to loan fund not in lieu 
of.) 

Over 7 years, provides $1 billion in grant 
fund to be available to states under the fol- 
lowing conditions. 

a. Funds must be matched at medicaid 
matching rates. 

b. States must have maintained their 1994 
level of spending on Title IV-A and IV-F pro- 


grams. 

Limited additional funds available for 
those states whose base year does not fully 
reflect subsequent adjustments related to 
emergency assistance. 

4. HARDSHIP EXEMPTION 

Increase current hardship exemption in the 

bill from 15 percent to 20 percent. 
5. ABSTINENCE EDUCATION 

Increase funding for Title V Block Grant 
by $75 million per year to be earmarked for 
abstinence education. 

6. PROGRAM EVALUATION 

Authorize $20 million per year for evalua- 
tion. 

7. FOOD STAMPS 

In the Food Stamp Program, the standard 
deduction, a deduction from income given to 
all food stamp recipients, was reduced, in the 
original S. 1120, in stages from its current 
level of $134 in increments of $2 per year 
down to a level of $124 in FY2000. This modi- 
fication would reduce the standard deduction 
to $132 in FY1996 (as in the original S. 1120) 
and then immediately down to $124 in FY1997 
where it would remain through FY2002. CBO 
gives this change a preliminary savings esti- 
mate of $1.1 billion in additional savings. 

8. SSI 

1. All recipients identified with substance 
abuse problem must be referred for treat- 
ment. 

2. $50 million per year for 2 years (97-98) for 
treatment. Funded under Substance Abuse 
Block Grant. 

3. For the next year, current recipients en- 
rolled with RMAs will continue with RMA. 

4. Conform age for eligibility to social se- 
curity retirement age. 

Mr. DOLE. I yield the floor. 

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis- 
tinguished minority leader. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Let me thank the 
majority leader for his cooperation in 
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bringing us to this point. Obviously, 
this was a matter of a great deal of dis- 
cussion over the last several days, and 
I think it represents our best effort at 
attempting to reconcile a number of is- 
sues for which there is interest on both 
sides. 

Obviously, child care was the most 
significant. As the distinguished leader 
indicated, this bill provides for $3 bil- 
lion over 5 years for child care services 
to be provided by the States. That is in 
addition to the $5 billion over the next 
5 years that was originally con- 
templated in the original Dole bill as 
well as the Democratic bill that we 
voted upon earlier. 

So it represents, in my view, the 
most significant commitment the Sen- 
ate has made thus far to the realiza- 
tion that there is a very important in- 
vestment required in child care if, in- 
deed, we want the recipients of welfare 
ultimately to find work and to obtain 
the job skills necessary to work. 

In my view, as many of us have indi- 
cated, this is the linchpin to making 
welfare work better. Good child care 
means better participation, means 
greater success at what it is we are 
trying to do. So this is really the key 
of this amendment as well. Not only is 
it the key of the bill, but it was critical 
to finding some resolution to the issue. 
And as a result of a good deal of discus- 
sion and negotiation on both sides, we 
have now come to this point. 

I am very pleased that we can say 
with some satisfaction that we are pro- 
viding States with resources that will 
be critical to their success in making 
welfare work. 

In addition, of course, we have had a 
good debate about what ought to be the 
level of maintenance that will be re- 
quired of States over the next 5 years, 
what will be required of them, not just 
what will the Federal Government do, 
but what will the States do. 

We offered an amendment for which 
there was a very close vote in recogni- 
tion of the need to require States to do 
a certain level of responsibility. We 
have agreed that an 80-percent real 
maintenance of effort is something 
that is prudent and something for 
which there ought to be strong biparti- 
san support. 

We also, as we have just indicated 
with this unanimous-consent agree- 
ment relating to job training, taken 
out those segments of the original Dole 
bill that would have authorized job 
training outside of the welfare context. 

Our view is that it is important for 
us to find ways to ensure that people 
who are not on welfare have good job 
training, people who have lost jobs who 
otherwise would be productive citizens 
may need to be skilled in new jobs. 
This whole section of the bill is de- 
signed to provide opportunities for that 
to happen. But it is not a welfare pro- 
gram, so we do not want to give it that 
welfare connotation. 
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That is really, in essence, what this 
agreement does. It allows us to sepa- 
rate out job training and provide for 
the necessary legislation, as soon as we 
dispose of this bill and the appropria- 
tions bills, to return to job training 
and allow us to do that. 

Fourth, and just as importantly, we 
recognize that States on many occa- 
sions will find that the current allot- 
ment is not going to work. I am very 
concerned about whether the provi- 
sions in this bill will allow that to be 
addressed adequately. We provide $1 
billion over 5 years. I recognize we are 
working under constraints іп ге- 
sources, but I am concerned that. we 
may have to revisit this issue at some 
point in the future. But $1 billion is 
better than none at all. States have in- 
dicated they need it. This provides it. 

So we also, in a bipartisan way, I 
think, recognize that there will be 
emergencies, and this fund will allow 
us to deal with them in a meaningful 
way. 

It also provides a change in the time 
limits that are provided under the ex- 
emption. The original Dole bill allowed 
Governors a 15-percent exemption. This 
raises it to 20 percent. We provide $75 
million per year in abstinence edu- 
cation and then, finally, at least $50 
million over the next 4 years each year 
for substance abuse treatment. That 
was the Cohen amendment. 

Mr. President, this is a good com- 
promise, a good amendment. I hope 
that it enjoys broad support next Tues- 
day when we have the opportunity to 
vote on it. I propose we have a little bit 
of time to revisit the issue, maybe 10, 
15 minutes on a side prior to the point 
we vote on final passage and on this 
amendment. It is worthy of our sup- 
port, and I appreciate the cooperation 
of Senators on both sides of the aisle 
who brought us to this point this after- 


noon. 

I yield the floor. 

Several Senators addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I want to 
compliment the two leaders for their 
leadership in helping to bring about 
this agreement. I hope everybody will 
support the leadership amendment. Not 
everybody is pleased. That is what 
compromises are all about. But I have 
to tell you, a lot of people felt when we 
started this debate that it would drag 
out for weeks; that there would be no 
effective resolution; that we could not 
bring both sides together, because 
there are too wide viewpoints: One side 
wants more and more for welfare and 
wants it for the best of reasons. The 
other side believes balanced budgets 
are the prime effort that we should be 
taking at this time, because if we do 
not, the moneys we have will not be 
worth anything anyway. 

If we go to $10 trillion in the national 
debt, who cares what is going to hap- 
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pen. What happened here because of the 
two leaders is we have been able to 
work together and bring together a 
package that is going to make a whale 
of a difference for the whole society. It 
is a savings package, a compassionate 
package. In other words, it is a pack- 
age that points toward a balanced 
budget in a reasonable period of time 
by the year 2002. 

In particular, I want to talk a second 
or two about our majority leader. This 
has been one of the more difficult prob- 
lems that I have seen on the floor. 
There are so many varying beliefs, so 
many varying difficulties in managing 
this bill. It has taken great patience, 
great tolerance, sometimes pretty 
tough talk, and an awful lot of leader- 
ship to bring this bill to this point 
where next week we are going to pass 
it, one way or the other, and we are 
going to pass it with this leadership 
amendment. 

There are a lot of very, very impor- 
tant parts of this bill. You cannot real- 
ly say any one part was the linchpin or 
the only key part that really made this 
bill possible. We have had everything 
ranging from abstinence education to 
food stamps to program evaluation to 
SSI. Job training has been set apart, 
mainly because we know it is a very 
hot issue and a very difficult one to re- 
solve with 150 different job training 
programs in the Federal Government. 
What is being done here is trying to 
consolidate them to make them work 
better, more efficiently and give the 
States a little more leeway to be able 
to solve some of these problems. 

On child care, let me tell you some- 
thing, without the effective work of 
the majority leader, that would not 
have been brought about. He had it 
within his power and was pushed at one 
time to stop it, to cut out additional 
funds for child care above the $5 billion 
originally in the bill. But he worked 
with both sides, cajoled both sides, 
tried to resolve the problems and, ulti- 
mately, we have done what really is 
right here. 

We provided an additional $3 billion 
for child care. First of all, we set aside 
the 1994 title IV-A child care Federal 
amount, which is approximately $1 bil- 
lion, so that it will be used for child 
care as it should be. That was some- 
thing that had to be solved. That was 
an amendment that I pushed very hard. 

The distinguished Senator from Kan- 
sas displayed a significant—both Sen- 
ators from Kansas, but I am talking 
about, in this case, the distinguished 
chairman of the Labor and Human Re- 
sources Committee. Without her, we 
would not be anywhere near having a 
child care bill that is the integral part 
of this bill. She has done a terrific job, 
along with Senator SNOWE from Maine, 
and others, that I would like to men- 
tion, but for want of time will not. 

I have to compliment the distin- 
guished Senator from Connecticut, 
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Senator DODD, and Senator KENNEDY 
from Massachusetts. These Senators 
wanted more money. They wanted to 
do more in this area, but they also had 
to recognize that there is a limit, that 
there are not the moneys there and 
that it is really wrong, basically and 
fundamentally wrong, to promise to 
the American people, especially those 
single heads of household who depend 
on child care, that there is going to be 
another $10 billion of child care there, 
when we are only talking about an au- 
thorization and there is no way to get 
that kind of money. It would have sent 
out a signal and sent out a message 
and would have demoralized a lot of 
people. 

What happened is we brought it all 
together under the leadership of Sen- 
ator DOLE. I have to say to my good 
friend from South Dakota as well, the 
distinguished minority leader, what a 
tremendous job these two leaders have 
done. As usual, the majority leader has 
consistently taken these tough, hard 
issues day after day, week after week, 
sometimes having more trouble on our 
side, but always having plenty of chal- 
lenge on the other side and getting it 
done. 

In this case, I just cannot com- 
pliment these two leaders enough. I 
would feel badly leaving here today 
without at least expressing my fond- 
ness and my regard for them and their 
leadership. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis- 
tinguished majority leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me also 
commend and congratulate the Senator 
from Utah, Senator HATCH, because we 
were in some very tense discussions 
yesterday. And we have tense discus- 
sions around here from time to time. It 
was over how do we do the right thing 
and still save enough money and 
change the system. I think we ended up 
right on track in all three areas. Much 
of it was due to the efforts of Senator 
HATCH working with Senators on the 
other side and working with a number 
on this side of the aisle and working 
with the majority leader. I, in turn, 
went to the Democratic leader, and we 
were able to come together after a lit- 
tle misunderstanding late in the after- 
noon about whether it was $2 or $3 bil- 
lion. 

In any event, we have now accom- 
plished that, and I think we will have 
a little debate on Tuesday before the 
vote. I hope that the two leaders will 
have 5 minutes each so we can make a 
closing statement on the bill. 

I would expect broad bipartisan sup- 
port. We have had 95 hours, I think, on 
this bill, and 38 votes, tough votes. 
There were a lot of votes today. In fact, 
there were 10 today. I think we have 
had a good debate. Everybody has had 
an opportunity to express their views. I 
believe when a final vote is taken, 
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there will be a strong bipartisan sup- 

port for changing welfare as we know 

it, giving power back to the States. I 

think that is a big step in the right di- 

rection. 

There are a number of amendments 
that have been cleared, and I will offer 
those at this time. 

I ask unanimous consent to tempo- 
rarily set aside amendment No. 2683 so 
that I may offer these amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2552; 2567; 2499; 2580, AS MODI- 
FIED; 2585, AS MODIFIED; 2544; 2486, AS MODI- 
FIED; AND 2684 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 

imous consent to consider and adopt 

the following amendments, en bloc, 
that any amendment be considered as 
modified where noted with the modi- 
fications I send to the desk, and that 
any statements accompanying these 
amendments be inserted at the appro- 
priate place in the RECORD as if read. 

Those are as follows: 

A Bryan amendment No. 2552; a Gra- 
ham of Florida amendment No. 2567; a 
Bond amendment No. 2499; a Grams of 
Minnesota amendment No. 2580, as 
modified; a Stevens amendment No. 
2585, previously agreed to, now as 
modified; a McCain amendment No. 
2544; a Levin-Dole amendment No. 2486, 
previously agreed to, as modified; and 
an Abraham-Jeffords amendment. I 
send them all to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments are agreed 
to, en bloc. 

The amendments (Nos. 2552; 2567; 
2499; 2580, as modified; 2585, as modi- 
fied; 2544; 2486, as modified; and 2684) 
were agreed to. 

The modified amendments апа 
amendment No. 2684 read as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 2580, AS MODIFIED 

On page 36, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following: 

“(4) LIMITATION ON VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 
ACTIVITIES COUNTED AS WORK.—For purposes 
of determining monthly participation rates 
under paragraphs (1)(B)(i)(I) and 2(B)(i) of 
subsection (b), not more than 25 percent of 
adults in all families and in 2-parent families 
determined to be engaged in work in the 
State for a month may meet the work activ- 
ity requirement through participation in vo- 
cational educational training. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2585, AS MODIFIED 


On page 16, beginning on line 13, strike all 
through line 17, and insert the following: 

“(4) INDIAN; INDIAN TRIBE, AND TRIBAL ORGA- 
NIZATION.— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—Except as provided іп 
subparagraph (B), the term ‘Indian’, ‘Indian 
tribe’, and ‘tribal organization’ have the 
meaning given such terms by section 4 of the 
Indian Self-Determination and Education 
Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b). 

(B) IN ALASKA.—For purposes of making 
tribal family assistance grants under section 
414 on behalf of Indians in Alaska, the term 
‘Indian tribe’ shall mean only the following 
Alaska Native regional nonprofit corpora- 
tions: 

“(i) Arctic Slope Native Association. 
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(ii) Kawerak, Inc. 

“(iii) Maniilagq Association. 

“(iv) Association of Village Council Presi- 
dents. 

“(ч) Tanana Chiefs Conference. 

“(vi) Cook Inlet Tribal Council. 

(vi) Bristol Bay Native Association. 

(viii) Aleutian and Pribilof Island Asso- 
ciation. 

(ix) Chugachmuit. 

“(х) Tlingit Haida Central Council. 

“(хі) Kodiak Area Native Association. 

“(хі1) Copper River Native Association. 

On page 75, between lines 6 and 7, insert 
the following: 

“(i) SPECIAL RULE FOR INDIAN TRIBES ІМ 
ALASKA.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this section, and except as 
provided in paragraph (2), an Indian tribe in 
the State Alaska that receives a tribal fam- 
ily assistance grant under this section shall 
use such grant to operate a program in ac- 
cordance with the requirements applicable 
to the program of the State of Alaska funded 
under this part. 

“(2) WAIVER.—An Indian tribe described in 
paragraph (1) may apply to the appropriate 
State authority to receive a waiver of the re- 
quirement of paragraph (1). 


AMENDMENT NO. 2486, AS MODIFIED 

On page 12, between lines 22 and 23, insert 
the following: 

(G) COMMUNITY SERVICE.—Not later than 2 
years after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, consistent with the exception provided 
in section 404(d), require participation by, 
and offer to, unless the State opts out of this 
provision by notifying the Secretary, a par- 
ent or caretaker receiving assistance under 
the program, after receiving such assistance 
for 6 months— 

*(1) is not exempt from work requirements; 
and 

(ii) is not engaged in work as determined 
under section 404(c), 
in community service employment, with 
minimum hours per week and tasks to be de- 
termined by the State. 

On page 51, strike the matter inserted be- 
tween lines 11 and 12 by the modification 
submitted on September 8, 1995, and insert 
the following: 

(e) GRANT INCREASED TO REWARD STATES 
THAT REDUCE OUT-OF-WEDLOCK BIRTHS.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—The amount of the grant 
payable to a State under section 403(a)(1)(A) 
for fiscal years 1998, 1999, and 2000 shall be іп- 
creased by— 

“(А) an amount equal the product of $25 
multiplied by the number of children in the 
State in families with incomes below the 
poverty line, according to the most recently 
available Census data, if— 

“(1) the illegitimacy ratio of the State for 
the most recent fiscal year for which such 
information is available is at least 1 percent- 
age point lower than the illegitimacy ratio 
of the State for fiscal year 1995 (or, if such 
information is not available, the first avail- 
able year after 1995 for which such data is 
available); and 

(ii) the rate of induced pregnancy termi- 
nations for the same most recent fiscal year 
in the State is not higher than the rate of in- 
duced pregnancy terminations in the State 
for fiscal year 1995 (or, the same first avail- 
able year); or 

“(B) an amount equal the product of $50 
multiplied by the number of children in the 
State in families with incomes below the 
poverty line, according to the most recently 
available Census data, if— 
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“(1) the illegitimacy ratio of the State for 
the most recent fiscal year for which infor- 
mation is available is at least 2 percentage 
points lower than the illegitimacy ratio of 
the State for fiscal year 1995 (or, if such in- 
formation is not available, the first available 
year after 1995 for which such data is avail- 
able); and 

“(ii) the rate of induced pregnancy termi- 
nations in the State for the same most re- 
cent fiscal year is not higher than the rate of 
induced pregnancy terminations in the State 
for fiscal year 1995 (or, the same first avail- 
able fiscal year). 

“(2) DETERMINATION OF THE SECRETARY.— 
The Secretary shall not increase the grant 
amount under paragraph (1) if the Secretary 
determines that the relevant difference be- 
tween the illegitimacy ratio of a State for an 
applicable fiscal year and the illegitimacy 
ratio of such State for fiscal year 1995 or, 
where appropriate, the first available year 
after 1995 for which such data is available, is 
the result of a change in State methods of 
reporting data used to calculate the illegit- 
imacy ratio or if the Secretary determines 
that the relevant non-increase in the rate of 
induced pregnancy terminations for an appli- 
cable fiscal year as compared to fiscal year 
1995 or the appropriate fiscal year is the re- 
sult of a change in State methods of report- 
ing data used to calculate the rate of induced 

су terminations. 

“(8) ILLEGITIMACY RATIO.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘illegitimacy ratio’ 
means, with respect to a State and a fiscal 


ear— 

қ “(А) the number of out-of-wedlock births 
that occurred in the State during the most 
recent fiscal year for which such information 
is available; divided by 

“(В) the number of births that occurred in 
the State during the most recent fiscal year 
for which such information is available. 

“(4) POVERTY LINE.—For purposes of this 
subsection, the term ‘poverty line’ has the 
meaning given such term їп section 
403(a)(3)(D (ili). 

“(5) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—There аге 
authorized to be appropriated and there are 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
for fiscal years 1998, 1999, and 2000 for the 
purpose of increasing the amount of the 
grant payable to a State under section 
403(a)(1) in accordance with this subsection. 

Мг. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. There were 39 votes and 
there will be three more, so that is 42 
votes before we complete action. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the Senate 
reconvenes at 2:15 p.m. on Tuesday— 
and we will be here Monday, but this is 
after the policy lunch Tuesday—the 
Senate proceed to 30 minutes of debate 
to be equally divided in the usual form, 
to be followed immediately by a vote 
on the Gramm amendment No. 2615, to 
be followed by a vote on the Dole modi- 
fication, to be followed by adoption of 
the Dole amendment No. 2280, third 
reading and final passage of H.R. 4, as 
amended, with 2 minutes for debate be- 
tween the second and third votes, to be 
equally divided in the usual form. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. For the information of all 
Senators, at 2:15 p.m., there will be 30 
minutes for debate, under the control 
of the leaders or their designees, for 
wrap-up statements with respect to the 
welfare bill, and then the Senate will 
proceed to three back-to-back votes on 
the Gramm amendment No. 2615, the 
Dole modification, and final passage of 
H.R. 4. 

Mr. DASCHLE. If the majority leader 
will yield, just for the information of 
Senators, is it still the majority lead- 
er’s intention to bring up the Agri- 
culture appropriations bill on Monday? 

Mr. DOLE. If there is no objection, 
we would like to proceed to that. In 
fact, I think I have it here. At the hour 
of 10 a.m. we will proceed to calendar 
No. 186, H.R. 1976, the Agriculture ap- 
propriations bill. 

Mr. DASCHLE. The unanimous-con- 
sent agreement does include a ref- 
erence to when votes will take place? 

Mr. DOLE. Not prior to the hour of 
5:15. 

Again, candidly, I know some of our 
Senators have official business on Mon- 
day. So we are trying to accommodate 
their wishes. We are also trying to fin- 
ish that bill by Tuesday. I have talked 
to Senator COCHRAN, the committee 
chairman. He believes it can be done. 
There is one particular amendment 
that will take 2 hours of debate on 
Tuesday morning, concerning chickens, 
chilled chickens. It is a matter involv- 
ing three different States. Kansas is 
not one of them. It will be interesting. 

I hope we can complete action on 
that following final action on the wel- 
fare bill. We had hoped to go to the 
State, Justice, Commerce Department 
appropriations bill today. I do not be- 
lieve we can do that now. I assume we 
will take that up following the Agri- 
culture bill. 


ORDERS FOR MONDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 18, 1995 


Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent 
that when the Senate completes its 
business today, it stand in recess until 
the hour of 9:45 a.m. Monday, Septem- 
ber 18, 1995; that following the prayer, 
the Journal of the proceedings be 
deemed approved to date, the time for 
the two leaders be reserved for their 
use later in the day, that there be a pe- 
riod for the transaction of routine 
morning business not to extend beyond 
10 a.m., with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ORDER TO PROCEED TO H.R. 1976 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that at the hour of 10 
o’clock the Senate proceed to calendar 
No. 186, H.R. 1976, the Agriculture ap- 
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propriations bill, and that no votes 
occur on Monday prior to the hour of 
5:15 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. For the information of all 
Senators, we are going to begin the Ag- 
riculture appropriations bill at 10. So 
we hope Members will offer amend- 
ments on Monday, and we can complete 
action by the lunch recess on Tuesday. 
Also, by previous consent, three roll- 
call votes will occur on Tuesday, at ap- 
proximately 2:45, with respect to the 
welfare reform bill. 


— — 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that there be a period 
for the transaction of routine morning 
business not to extend beyond the hour 
of 3:30 p.m., and Members be permitted 
to speak for 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, it does 
not take a rocket scientist to be aware 
that the U.S. Constitution forbids any 
President to spend even a dime of Fed- 
eral tax money that has not first been 
authorized and appropriated by Con- 
gress—both the House of Representa- 
tives and the U.S. Senate. 

So when a politician or an editor or 
a commentator pops off that “Reagan 
ran up the Federal debt” or that Bush 
гап it up.“ bear in mind that the 
Founding Fathers, two centuries before 
the Reagan and Bush Presidencies, 
made it very clear that it is the con- 
stitutional duty of Congress—a duty 
Congress cannot escape—to control 
Federal spending. 

Thus, it is the fiscal irresponsibility 
of Congress that has created the in- 
credible Federal debt which stood at 
584.968.803.366, 390.98 as of the close of 
business Thursday, September 14. This 
outrageous debt—which will be passed 
on to our children and grandchildren— 
averages out to $18,861.66 for every 
man, woman and child in America. 


COMMENDING OSEOLA McCARTY 


Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I rise today 
to commend a Mississippi woman who 
is a role model for all Americans, Ms. 
Oseola McCarty. Ms. McCarty, of Hat- 
tiesburg, has spent her life as a laun- 
dress. Due to her compassionate na- 
ture, she quit school in the sixth grade 
to take care of her ill aunt who was un- 
able to take care of herself. At that 
time she began to wash and iron 
clothes for people in the Hattiesburg 
community and began to put money in 
the bank, dollar by dollar. But she was 
not thinking of herself. She only took 
one vacation as a young woman to Ni- 


September 15, 1995 


agara Falls and, despite the heat of 
summer in Mississippi, she just re- 
cently purchased a window air-condi- 
tioning unit for the home she has lived 
in for most of her life. She only made 
the purchase at the insistence of her 
friends at the bank. 

She is no longer able to iron clothes 
due to her arthritis, but she has given 
the University of Southern Mississippi 
$150,000 in order to set up a scholarship 
for needy black students in her name 
so someone will have the education she 
had to give up. She made the state- 
ment, “I just want it to go to someone 
who will appreciate it and learn. I'm 
old and I’m not going to live always.” 
She gave 60 percent of her savings to 
the university near her home. The 
business community in Hattiesburg is 
overwhelmed with her generosity and 
has come together to match her dona- 
tion. Ms. Oseola McCarty has been rec- 
ognized by local and national media 
alike, and I am proud to have this op- 
portunity to share this remarkable 
story of generosity with everyone here 
today. 

Not only should we commend Ms. 
McCarty, but also her community. At 
this time of budget cuts and welfare re- 
form, we should use the people of Hat- 
tiesburg as a model for our future. Yes, 
it is going to be tough to bring our Na- 
tion to fiscal order, but if we all pool 
our efforts we can do great things for 
those who need help. Ms. McCarty lived 
a frugal existence so that she could 
give to others. What a wonderful exam- 
ple for us all. 


THE PEACE INITIATIVE IN BOSNIA 
- AND HERZEGOVINA 


Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today both to congratulate the Clinton 
administration for having taken the 
lead in the search for peace in the 
former Yugoslavia and, at the same 
time, to offer words of caution, even 
warning. 

Mr. President, Benjamin Franklin 
once wrote. “Тһеге never was a good 
war or a bad реасе.” These sentiments 
are indeed seductive, for no one who 
has seen the carnage of war could wish 
for anything more fervently than an 
end to the bloodletting. 

Yet, for all his wisdom, Franklin was 
ultimately wrong. There are good wars. 
The American Revolution that gave 
birth to our country was but one exam- 
ple. And there are bad peace settle- 
ments. Most historians agree that the 
Versailles Treaty that ended World 
War I was fatally flawed and was one of 
the fundamental causes of World War 
п. 

The point obviously is that a good, 
sensible peace settlement that elimi- 
nates the root causes of conflict—or at 
least ameliorates the worst injustices— 
can prevent future war. 
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Conversely, a peace settlement un- 
duly influenced by important, but sec- 
ondary considerations such аз рег- 
ceived world opinion, a passionate 
yearning for an end to hostilities, or 
deference to sensibilities of allies or 
even enemies, all at the expense of 
hard realities, will only temporarily 
halt the fighting and postpone the at- 
tainment of a lasting peace. 

Mr. President, it is profoundly unfor- 
tunate that for more than 4 years, two 
administrations abdicated this coun- 
try’s leadership in solving Europe’s 
bloodiest crisis since 1945. 

The dismal series of broken promises, 
aborted cease-fires, and ongoing atroc- 
ities in the former Yugoslavia attests 
to the stark fact that unless the United 
States takes the lead, no foreign and 
security problem will be solved іп Eu- 
rope. I do not say this to brag; this is 
a simple fact echoed by many Euro- 
peans. 

So I applaud President Clinton for 
having broken the Balkan logjam this 
summer through an energetic combina- 
tion of military action and diplomacy. 

Let us recall, however, that in this 
effort we have paid a grievous price. I 
take this opportunity to pay tribute to 
the memory of three immensely tal- 
ented and patriotic Americans—Joseph 
Kruzel, Robert Frasure, and Nelson 
Drew—who last month gave their lives 
on the Mount Igman Road near Sara- 
jevo in the pursuit of peace. 

And now, thanks to the efforts of 
these men, and to the labors of Assist- 
ant Secretary of State Richard 
Holbrooke and his new team, we are on 
the brink of another Bosnian cease- 
fire. This one is being praised: 

For having secured a promised with- 
drawal of Bosnian Serb heavy weapons 
around Sarajevo and for opening land 
and air routes into the city—in return 
for a halt in the NATO bombing cam- 
paign. 
For thereby having prevented a split 
in the Atlantic Alliance that report- 
edly was developing because of the 
bombing campaign. 

For having put a stop to a poten- 
tially dangerous confrontation with 
Russia. 

For allowing a framework for a peace 
settlement to be fleshed out. 

And yet, Mr. President, despite the 
apparent merits of this agreement and 
of the peace framework, I am worried. 

I am worried precisely because I fear 
that too much attention has been given 
to secondary considerations at the ex- 
pense of primary ones. 

I am worried because fundamental 
principles appear to have been sac- 
rificed for short-term gain. 

In other words, I am worried that we 
may be seeing the beginnings of what 
Benjamin Franklin could not envis- 
age—a bad peace that will inevitably 
lead to another bad war. 

More specifically, I am worried that 
Assistant Secretary Holbrooke has 
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misjudged the character of the Serbian 
strongman Milosevic and has unneces- 
sarily and unwisely involved, or even 
considered involving, Russian troops in 
the most delicate aspect of the pro- 
posed agreement. 

Finally, I fear that the administra- 
tion has seriously overestimated the 
willingness of this Congress to support 
the emerging settlement with massive 
development aid and the commitment 
of American troops to the former 
Yugoslavia as peacekeepers. 

The joint statement issued on Sep- 
tember 8, in Geneva, despite vigorous 
denials by Assistant Secretary 
Holbrooke, manifestly abandons the 
ideal of a multiethnic, multireligious, 
democratic Bosnia. 

Instead, the so-called Republika 
Srpska, of Karadzic and Mladic—two 
indicted war criminals—is accorded 
status equal to the legitimate Govern- 
ment of the Republic of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, whose territory must be 
divided between the Pale Serbs and the 
Moslem-Croat federation. This, Mr. 
President, is a huge concession. 

And what is gotten in return? The 
Bosnian Serbs agree to only 49 percent 
of the territory of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. This acceptance has been 
trumpeted as a major concession on 
their part, usually described as sac- 
rificing one-third of the territory they 
currently occupy. 

In actuality, however, it has been 
weeks since the Bosnian Serbs have 
controlled 70 percent of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina despite the persistence of 
the media in erroneously describing it 
as such. 

At the time of the Geneva signing 
they controlled perhaps 62 percent; this 
week they lost another 6 or 7 percent. 

In short, Mr. President, the military 
fortunes of the Bosnian Serbs have 
been on the wane. The NATO bombing 
campaign has contributed marginally 
to their difficulties by disrupting their 
communications, but the Bosnian 
Serbs’ problems run much deeper. 

The Serbs’ capture of the supposedly 
safe U.N. areas of Srebrenica and Zepa 
in July was actually a desperate gam- 
ble by General Mladic and his Serbian 
patron Milosevic to halt their military 
reverses. The Bosnian Serb Army is 
outmanned and is plagued by rapidly 
sinking morale, In the west and north 
it has lost is allies with the ouster of 
the Krajina Serbs by the Croatian 
Army 


The Bosnian Serb Army retains a 
strong base in Eastern Bosnia and, of 
course, the capability to indulge in its 
favorite maneuver, lobbing artillery 
and mortar shells at defenseless civil- 
ians, as shown by the latest massacre 
in the Sarajevo market. 

So it is highly probable that within 
the near future the situation on the 
ground would have dictated a willing- 
ness of the Bosnian Serbs to sue for 
peace—without our offering the formal 
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recognition which they have craved for 
so long. 

Now we face the prospect of a recog- 
nized, ethnically cleansed Bosnian Serb 
entity in a shotgun marriage with the 
part of Bosnia and Herzegovina that is 
struggling to maintain the ideals of 
multiethnic tolerance and compromise. 
Can one blame the citizens of Sarajevo, 


Moslems, Croats, Serbs, Jews, and 
other nationalities, for feeling be- 
trayed? 


What is the lesson that other poten- 
tial ethnic cleansers will learn from 
this carve-up? 

Assistant Secretary Holbrooke was 
quoted in the New York Times as wor- 
rying about the implementation of the 
details of this strange and contradic- 
tory government structure. And well 
he should worry. But it is the violence 
done to fundamental principles of de- 
cency and democracy that is the real 
tragedy, not how the mugging is ac- 
complished. 

In conceiving both the peace frame- 
work and the latest cease-fire, Assist- 
ant Secretary Holbrooke has relied on 
Milosevic to deliver. According to the 
same New York Times article, Mr. 
Holbrooke praised the Serbian 
strongman as a peacemaker. 

Mr. Holbrooke is, of course, entitled 
to his opinion, which is no doubt well- 
informed. However, I also have dealt 
personally with Mr. Milosevic, and I 
much prefer the portrayal of him given 
by our former Ambassador to Yugo- 
slavia, Warren Zimmerman: A habitual 
liar who condoned and organized un- 
speakable atrocities. 

Mr. President, these are not just 
harmless differences of opinion. Rath- 
er, they impact directly on the chances 
for the cease-fire and the peace settle- 
ment succeeding. 

Because I consider Milosevic to be a 
liar and a war criminal, I am not at all 
surprised that he has continued to sup- 
port the Bosnian Serbs with weapons, 
training, and vital infrastructural as- 
sistance—even during the NATO bomb- 
ing campaign of the last 2 weeks—all 
the while assuring us that he has aban- 
doned Karadzic and the Bosnian Serbs 
in Pale. 

I would ask, what is the next step? 
Are we to reward Milosevic’s brazen 
duplicity with further sanctions relief 
for Serbia? 

Assistant Secretary Holbrooke was 
quoted as saying that we did not sell 
out the Bosnian Moslems. “Тһеу want- 
ed this agreement,” he assured the New 
York Times. “Тһеу knew this was a 
good deal.” 

Well, I hope so, but pardon my skep- 
ticism. Other than having to abandon 
their ideal of a unitary, multiethnic 
State, the Moslem-led Bosnian Govern- 
ment has had to put up with criticism 
this past week for having had the nerve 
to launch an offensive with their 
Bosnian Croat allies to try to liberate 
parts of western Bosnia that were eth- 
nically cleansed of Moslems and Croats 
in 1992. 
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And we certainly do not want to of- 
fend the Russians. These are the people 
who this week accused NATO of geno- 
cide for its bombing campaign specifi- 
cally targeted to avoid civilian areas, 
even when it meant sparing legitimate 
military targets. 

Other than desecrating the memory 
of millions of people who really did die 
as a result of genocide, the Russians 
with their apoplectic rhetoric and big 
lie techniques make even the most 
well-disposed American wonder if much 
has changed since the bad, old days of 
Soviet rule in the Kremlin. 

So what do we do? If one is to believe 
press reports, we contemplate a deal 
that puts Russian forces around Sara- 
jevo to enforce the withdrawal of the 
Bosnian Serbs’ heavy weapons. 

This would be a master stroke! We 
would now put the fate of the long-suf- 
fering citizens of the Bosnian capital in 
the hands of people for whom Bosnian 
Serb war crimes are allegedly part of a 
people's struggle for existence. 

Suppose, just suppose, that the un- 
thinkable happens and the Bosnian 
Serbs cheat on the deal and the Rus- 
sians back them up. Now instead of 
having the option of resuming the 
bombing of the Bosnian Serbs, we 
would have to worry about hitting Rus- 
sian soldiers. 

Mr. President, this reported part of 
the deal is so incredible that at first I 
could only believe that it was some 
sort of a trial balloon. This morning 
the White House told my staff that it 
may have been a deliberate piece of 
disinformation by the Russians. I hope 
so, because the idea is a nonstarter. 

What is the role of Congress in this 
peace process? In order to cement the 
bargain the Congress apparently will 
be asked to pony up half-a-billion dol- 
lars as a downpayment on an even larg- 
er aid package to follow. 

And, as the final stroke, we will be 
asked to send American soldiers to 
Bosnia and Herzegovina as apartheid 
cops to enforce the destruction of the 
unitary, multiethnic State. 

Well this Senator is frankly revolted 
at the whole thing. Will we be asked to 
bankroll the fiefdom of the war crimi- 
nals Mladic and Karadzic who orches- 
trated vile ethnic cleansing, mass 
rapes, and mass murder all across 
Bosnia? 

Moreover, now that our pilots have 
bombed the Bosnian Serbs—as they 
rightfully have done—does anyone seri- 
ously think that Americans would be 
treated by the Bosnian Serbs as just 
any old neutral peacekeepers? 

Mr. President, I realize that Mr. 
Holbrooke and his team have worked 
long and hard and in good faith. I also 
understand that we are describing 
work in progress. 

But let these concerns that I have 
raised today be viewed unambiguously 
as a shot across the bow of the admin- 
istration’s Bosnian peace flotilla: Do 
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not come to Congress with a bad peace 
to end a bad war. 

It has not worked in the past. It can- 
not work in the future. And Congress, I 
am confident, will not approve it this 
time. 


FOREIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE 
STAFF REPORT ON TURKEY 


Mr. PELL. Mr. President, during the 
August recess two members of the For- 
eign Relations Committee minority 
staff traveled to Turkey at my direc- 
tion to assess a range of issues related 
to United States-Turkish bilateral re- 
lations. Turkey, one of the largest re- 
cipients of United States military as- 
sistance, is an important United States 
ally in a dangerous and unstable re- 
gion. It is therefore, incumbent upon 
us to take a close look at what is oc- 
curring in Turkey—the threats to its 
security, its political struggles, and its 
human rights situation. In particular, I 
asked my staff to focus on Turkey’s 
Kurdish problem, which has broad im- 
plications for regional stability, as 
well as Turkey’s relations with the 
West. 

Among the staff’s findings is that the 
Kurdistan Workers’ Party [PKK] poses 
a grave threat not only to Turkey, but 
to regional stability as well. At the 
same time, the Government of Turkey 
is unable—or unwilling—to distinguish 
the genuine threat posed by the PKK 
from the legitimate rights and aspira- 
tions of the Kurdish people. Turkey is 
responding with a heavy-handed, indis- 
criminate military campaign against 
the Kurds, even as it shuts off opportu- 
nities for nonviolent, Kurdish political 
expression. Consequently, Turkey may 
be fomenting, rather than preventing 
Kurdish separatism. 

I believe this report makes an impor- 
tant contribution to the Congress’ con- 
sideration of the United States ap- 
proach toward Turkey. I ask unani- 
mous consent that the “Summary of 
Key Findings” be placed into the 
RECORD at this point, and would com- 
mend the full report, which is a avail- 
able at the Foreign Relations Commit- 
tee office, to my colleagues’ attention. 

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 

Turkey, which places a high priority on 
good relations with the West in general and 
the United States in particular, is an impor- 
tant U.S. ally in a dangerous and unstable 
neighborhood: Three of its immediate neigh- 
bors—Iran, Iraq, and Syria—are on the U.S. 
list of state sponsors of terrorism; it is en- 
gaged in an economic and political competi- 
tion with Russia for influence in and access 
to the resources of Central Asia and the 
Caucasus; there is ongoing conflict to Tur- 
key’s north—in Georgia and between Arme- 
nia and Azerbaijan. Turkey is not, however, 
a disinterested neutral party, it is openly 
sympathetic to Azerbaijan's position, and al- 
though it has opened an air corridor to Ar- 
menia, Turkey maintains a road and rail 
blockade; it continues to spar with Greece 
over Cyprus and other issues, in particular, a 
dispute over maritime boundaries in the 
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wake of Greece’s ratification of the Law of 
the Sea treaty threatens to bring Turkey 
and Greece into outright conflict. 

The Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) poses 
а grave threat not only to Turkey, but to re- 
gional stability as well. The PKK—which 
employs deadly terrorist tactics against in- 
nocent noncombatants in Turkey and 
against innocent civilians elsewhere in the 
Middle East and Europe—bears direct re- 
sponsibility for much of the tensions in 
southeast Turkey and for prompting the re- 
cent Turkish invasions of Iraq. 

Operation Provide Comfort, the allied hu- 
manitarian and security operation in North- 
ern Iraq, is a critical element of U.S. and 
Western strategies with regard to Iraq, and 
may be the only thing preventing tens of 
thousands of Kurds from pouring into south- 
eastern Turkey. Although some Turkish offi- 
cials recognize these facts and military offi- 
cials at Incirlik have provided splendid co- 
operation to their British, French and Amer- 
ican counterparts, other Turkish military 
and political officials (including par- 
liamentarians) argue that Provide Comfort 
offers the PKK protection and cover in 
Northern Iraq. This rather schizophrenic 
view of Provide Comfort makes Turkey ap- 
pear a relucant participant in the allied ef- 
fort, which Turkey has exploited to its ad- 
vantage in dealings with its allies. 

In keeping with traditions established dur- 
ing the days of Mustafa Kemal Attaturk, 
Turkey has an almost paranoid fear of losing 
its Turkish identity. The government of Tur- 
key accordingly is unable—or unwilling—to 
distinguish the genuine threat posed by the 
PKK from the legitimate rights and aspira- 
tions of the Kurdish people. As a result, Tur- 
key refuses to engage in a political dialogue 
with nonviolent Kurdish representatives, and 
is executing a heavy-handed, indiscriminate 
military campaign to eradicate what it 
views as a monolithic threat to the unity of 
the country. 

The city of Diyarbakir, which symbolizes 
the ethnic difficulties that persist within 
Turkey, has become a haven for rural Kurds 
forced to evacuate neighboring towns and 
villages destroyed by the Turkish military. 
By some estimates, the city’s population has 
grown from roughly 300,000 to more than 
1,500,000 during the past five years. Although 
Turkish officials, local residents, and some 
independent observers suggest that tensions 
have subsided during the past two years, it is 
evident that any existing calm is tenuous 
and the result of Turkey’s overwhelming— 
and at times oppressive—security presence, 
which has exacted a high cost in terms of 
human rights violations. 

Turkey's government refuses even to ac- 
knowledge that there is a Kurdish prob- 
lem,“ and thereby is ignoring the real issue. 
By equating all Kurdish aspirations with the 
terrorist designs of the PKK, Turkey effec- 
tively has eliminated outlets for nonviolent 
Kurdish political or cultural expression. As a 
consequence, Turkey unintentionally may be 
contributing to the PKK’s appeal. 

Turkey desperately wants to join the Euro- 
pean Union’s Customs Union, and is making 
some effort to meet the European Par- 
liament's minimum demands regarding de- 
mocratization and human rights in order to 
achieve membership. It may even make some 
modifications to Article 8 of the Anti-Terror 
law (which prohibits the advocacy of sepa- 
ratism). Turkey will not, however, take any 
action which it perceives as compromising 
the Turkish identity, so there are limits to 
the amount of genuine change it will make 
to gain membership in the Customs Union. It 
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is equally unclear that the West would have 
much impact on Turkish behavior by with- 
holding benefits such as Customs Union 
membership. 

Despite claims that it regards fundamen- 
talism as a threat to its secular heritage, the 
government of Turkey appears to be encour- 
aging and even sponsoring Islamic activities 
in an attempt to bind the country together 
and defuse separaist sentiment. Such a strat- 
egy—which parallels efforts of governments 
in the Near East seeking to counter radical 
lefist groups during the 1970s and early 
1980s—could backfire and inadvertently pro- 
vide a foothold for Islamic extremists. 


——— 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, which were referred as indi- 
cated: 


EC-1441. A communication from the Ad- 
ministrator of the Panama Canal Commis- 
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port under the Freedom of Information Act 
for calendar year 1994; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

ЕС-1442. A communication from the Asso- 
ciate Attorney General, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report under the Freedom of 
Information Act for calendar year 1994; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ЕС-1443. A communication from the Asso- 
ciate Attorney General for Legislative Af- 
fairs, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port on the activities and operations of The 
Public Integrity Section for calendar years 
1992 and 1993; to the Committee on the Judi- 


ciary. 

ЕС-1444. A communication from the In- 
spector General of the Railroad Retirement 
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of the budget request for fiscal year 
1997; to the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 

ЕС-1445. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of the 
Council on Alzheimer’s Disease for fiscal 
year 1994; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

EC-1446. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting pursuant to law, the report entitled, 
“Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse Prevention: 
The National Structured Evaluation“; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1447. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Health Care Delivery and Quality Is- 
sues, the General Accounting Office, trans- 
mitting, the report entitled, “УА Health 
Care: Need for Brevard Hospital Not Justi- 
„ fied”; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

ЕС-1448. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Office of Personnel Management, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report on 
veterans’ employment in the Federal Gov- 
ernment for fiscal years 1993 and 1994; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. JEFFORDS, from the Committee 
on Appropriations, without amendment: 

S. 1244. An original bill making appropria- 
tions for the government of the District of 
Columbia and other activities chargeable in 
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whole or in part against the revenues of said 
District for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1996, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
104-144). 


__—-- 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. JEFFORDS: 

8. 1244. An original bill making appropria- 
tions for the government of the District of 
Columbia and other activities chargeable in 
whole or in part against the revenues of said 
District for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1996, and for other purposes; from the 
Committee on Appropriations; placed on the 
calendar. 

By Mr. ASHCROFT (for himself, Mr. 
Mr. DEWINE, Mr. HATCH, Mr. INHOFE, 
Mr. KYL, Mr. McCAIN, Mr. SIMPSON, 
Mr. THURMOND, and Mr. GRAMM): 

S. 1245. A bill to amend the Juvenile Jus- 
tice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 
to identify violent and hard-core juvenile of- 
fenders and treat them as adults, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. WARNER: 

S. 1246. A bill to amend titles 5 and 37, 
United States Code, to provide for the con- 
tinuance of pay and the authority to make 
certain expenditures and obligations during 
lapses in appropriations; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mr. 
KYL, and Mr. NICKLES): 

S. 1247. A bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to allow a deduction for con- 
tributions to a medical savings account by 
any individual who is covered under a cata- 
strophic coverage health plan; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. WELLSTONE (for himself, Mr. 


S. 1248. A bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to allow the alcohol fuels 
credit to be allocated to patrons of a cooper- 
ative in certain cases; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

‚ By Mr. FRIST: 

S. 1249. A bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to establish medical savings 
account, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. DOLE: 

8. Res. 172. A resolution providing for sev- 

erance pay; considered and agreed to. 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. ASHCROFT (for himself, 
COCHRAN, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. KYL, 
Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. 
THURMOND, and Mr. GRAMM): 
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8. 1245. A bill to amend the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974 to identify violent and hard- 
core juvenile offenders and treat them 
as adults, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

THE VIOLENT AND HARD-CORE JUVENILE 
OFFENDER REFORM ACT OF 1995 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, along 
with Senators ABRAHAM, BOND, COCH- 
RAN, DEWINE, HATCH, INHOFE, KYL, 
McCAIN, SIMPSON, and THURMOND, I am 
pleased to introduce the Violent and 
Hard-Core Juvenile Offender Reform 
Act of 1995. The crime epidemic sweep- 
ing across our country—growing with 
each passing year—can be attributed, 
in significant part, to the steady in- 
crease in serious and violent crimes 
committed by juveniles. 

Between 1988 and 1992, juvenile ar- 
rests for violent crimes increased by 47 
percent, while adult violent crime ar- 
rests increased by 19 percent. Specifi- 
cally, juvenile murders increased 26 
percent, forcible rapes increased 41 per- 
cent, robberies increased 39 percent, 
and aggravated assaults increased 27 
percent. These statistics are alarming. 
But in order for Congress to provide a 
real solution, it must first understand 
the nature of the problem. Until that 
occurs, legislative initiatives coming 
out of both Houses of Congress will 
continue to miss the mark. 

Just last year, Congress passed the 
Omnibus Violent Crime Control and 
Law Enforcement Act, a bill intended 
to control crime. Although the bill 
contained some provisions directed at 
youth violence, they were amendments 
to the Federal criminal code. The re- 
ality is that a very small number of ju- 
veniles are tried in Federal proceed- 
ings. In 1990, there were 197 such pro- 
ceedings; in 1991, 166; in 1992, 109; in 
1993, 64; and in 1994, 92. Therein lies the 
major weakness in the 1994 crime bill. 
Any amendments strengthening the 
Federal criminal code regarding juve- 
niles are limited to those offenders, a 
minute number, who happen to find 
themselves in Federal juvenile proceed- 
ings. If the goal is to reduce juvenile 
crime, then fundamental changes must 
occur at the State level. This is be- 
cause States and local governments 
handle the vast majority of juvenile of- 
fenders. 

The problem of juvenile violence is 
occurring everywhere in the United 
States. 

In Rockland, MA, four teenagers beat 
а man to death with a baseball bat and 
bottle while he was waiting for his 
girlfriend. The assault followed the 
death of two men who were shot by a 
teenager for a leather jacket. 

In Jacksonville, FL, when the victim 
could find only $5 in his pocket to ap- 
pease the two 16-year-olds robbing him 
in 1994, he asked: ‘“‘You’re not going to 
shoot me over 55, аге you?” They did, 
and he died. 

In St. Louis, MO, two female college 
students were out on a weekend night 
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when they were abducted by two sus- 
pects, ages 16 and 19. The lone survivor 
was raped, shot in the face three times, 
and abandoned. The other, Melissa 
Aptman, who pleaded with the teen- 
agers not to hurt them, was shot and 
killed. Both suspects had previous 
criminal records. In fact, the 16-year- 
old was on probation at the time of the 
abduction. 

In Washington, DC, 11 blocks from 
the Capitol, a 14-year-old stopped a 
young man during rush hour who he 
thought had stolen his jacket a few 
days before. He whipped out a pistol 
and blazed away. One bullet killed a fa- 
ther of two. The teenager got the maxi- 
mum sentence: 2 years in the District 
of Columbia detention center. 

In Detroit, MI, six teenagers decided 
to carjack a motorist by dragging a 
tree across a road. When the driver 
tried to run their blockade, one of the 
thugs shot him dead. The gunman, a 16- 
year-old, was sentenced as a juvenile, 
and, unless the prosecutor wins an ap- 
peal, he will go free at 21. The judge 
was quoted as saying, ‘I’m not con- 
cerned about whether or not this 
makes anybody safer.” 

Law and order in our neighborhood 
communities have yielded to crime and 
disorder. For its part, the current juve- 
nile justice system reprimands the 
crime victim for being at the wrong 
place at the wrong time, and then 
turns around and hugs the young 
criminal, whispering ever so softly into 
his ear, Don't worry, the State will 
protect you.“ The critical question fac- 
ing us Americans, as asked by the late 
FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover, is: “Аге 
we to stand idly by while fierce young 
hoodlums—too often and too long 
harbored under the glossy misnomer of 
juvenile delinquents—roam our streets 
and desecrate our communities?” We 
cannot afford to stand idly by, not 
when the homicide rate committed by 
teens ages 14-17 has more than doubled, 
increasing 165 percent from 1985 to 1993; 
not when juvenile arrests for weapons 
law violations increased 117 percent be- 
tween 1983 and 1992; not when one out 
of every 13 juveniles reported being a 
victim of a violent crime in 1992; and 
not when the number of juvenile vio- 
lent crime arrests is expected to double 
by the year 2010. We must challenge 
this culture of violence and restore the 
culture of personal responsibility. 

Having examined the juvenile justice 
system, having analyzed the efficacy of 
different philosophical approaches, 
having had conversations with rep- 
resentatives from school districts, law 
enforcement, and citizens’ organiza- 
tions, I have devised a comprehensive 
approach that will control violent juve- 
nile crime by encouraging States to 
enact sweeping reforms. This legisla- 
tion provides Federal funds to States 
and local governments to assist them 
in reforming their juvenile justice sys- 
tems. The bill identifies violent and 
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hard-core criminals, imposes stiffer 
penalties, and deters crimes. 

First, serious, violent, and chronic 
juvenile offenders would be held ac- 
countable. 

The juvenile justice system’s pri- 
mary goal is to rehabilitate the juve- 
nile offender. Such a system can handle 
runaways or school truants, but is ill- 
equipped to deal with chronic, serious 
offenders. Even the National Council of 
Juvenile and Family Court Judges, a 
membership organization for juvenile 
justice professionals, is hard-pressed to 
admit: Rehabilitation has been re- 
markably successful for most juvenile 
offenders. It has not been successful for 
the small number of chronic and seri- 
ous offenders. For them, strict ac- 
countability appears necessary. Stud- 
ies have found that a small percentage 
of juveniles are responsible for the vast 
majority of serious offenses committed 
by juveniles. The bill identifies this 
group of juvenile offenders. 

Traditionally, the juvenile court 
judge decides whether to transfer a ju- 
venile to adult criminal court. In mak- 
ing this decision, the juvenile judge has 
broad discretion. Thus, the judge is 
able to abuse his discretion. The bill 
would replace the subjectivity of the 
juvenile court judge with the objectiv- 
ity of the seriousness of the crime com- 
mitted and the age of the offender. The 
bill would encourage States to pros- 
ecute juveniles, age 14 and older, who 
commit: First, murder; second, at- 
tempted murder; third, forcible rape, 
fourth, serious drug offenses—as de- 
fined by Federal law; or fifth, serious 
offenses while armed with a dangerous 
or deadly weapon, namely, robbery, as- 
sault and battery. Such a system is not 
a radical idea. In fact, more than 25 
States legislatively exclude certain se- 
rious offenses from the juvenile court’s 
jurisdiction. Those States include 
Delaware, Illinois, Indiana, and Mary- 
land. Moreover, the automatic referral 
of certain serious cases to the criminal 
justice system will free up limited re- 
sources in the juvenile court system. 

The criminal justice system, not the 
juvenile justice system, can emphasize 
that adult criminal acts have real con- 
sequences. The purpose of the criminal 
justice system is to punish, that is, to 
hold defendants accountable. Studies 
show repeatedly that punishment re- 
duces both frequency and seriousness 
of offenses by young criminals and is 
most effective when it is consistently 
imposed for every offense, according to 
University of Southern California psy- 
chologist Sarnoff Mednick. Therefore, 
since research studies have confirmed 
that criminal punishment of young of- 
fenders will reduce further criminal ac- 
tivity, then serious offenders should 
face adult prosecution. 

In addition, the bill contains what I 
like to refer to as the three-strikes- 
and-you’re-out’’ provision for chronic 
offenders. It provides that juveniles, 
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who have two prior felony adjudica- 
tions, will be subject to transfer to 
adult criminal court on their third, 
subsequent charge for a felony offense. 
A 1988 study on the court careers of ju- 
venile offenders found that juveniles 
referred to juvenile court for a second 
time before age 15 are likely to con- 
tinue their law-violating behavior. The 
study further found that juveniles who 
committed a violent offense were the 
most likely to return to court charged 
with a subsequent violent offense. The 
legislative proposal draws from these 
findings. The bill seeks to intervene 
early in the lives of the hardened ca- 
reer criminal and places them in the 
criminal justice system. 

Second, States would create and 
maintain juvenile criminal records. 

The U.S. Supreme Court, in the 1967 
landmark decision, In re Gault, said: 
“Тһе summary procedures of juvenile 
courts are sometimes defended by a 
statement that it is the law’s policy to 
hide youthful errors from the full gaze 
of the public and bury them in the 
graveyard of the forgotten past. This 
claim of secrecy, however, is more 
rhetoric than reality.” In other words, 
in rhetoric we are protecting juveniles 
from the stigma of a record but in re- 
ality we are coddling criminals. We 
must divorce the rhetoric from reality 
by lifting the veil of secrecy. The bill 
encourages States to create and main- 
tain records on juveniles, age 14 and 
older, for offenses that if committed by 
an adult would be classified as a felony. 
And, juveniles under age 14 adjudicated 
delinquent of any of the enumerated 
crimes I mentioned earlier will have 
their conviction recorded and made 
available to necessary parties. The bill 
would also encourage States to trans- 
mit juvenile criminal records to the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation for in- 
clusion in the criminal identification 
database. That way, when young crimi- 
nals and gangs move from State to 
State, their records will follow them. 
The juvenile records would be made 
available to law enforcement agencies, 
school officials, and judges. 

Third, juvenile criminal records 
would be made available to adult 
courts for purposes of adult sentencing. 

According to the 1991 Survey of In- 
mates in State Correctional Facilities, 
nearly 40 percent of prison inmates had 
a prior record as a juvenile. That is ap- 
proximately 4 in 10 prison inmates. The 
significance of this statistical informa- 
tion is illustrated in Armstrong Wil- 
liams’ book Beyond Blame” in which 
he writes about the real-life experience 
of a 29-year-old former drug dealer 
named Brad Howard.“ Mr. Williams 
gives a vivid description of how society 
suffers the consequences when the 
criminal justice system fails to hold 
criminals accountable: 

Brad, staring at a sentence of thirty to 
sixty years in prison for violating Federal 
drug trafficking laws, used his drug money 
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and the help of his parents to hire a good 
lawyer. He was able to beat the charge. The 
judge, Brad explains, looked favorably on his 
story to such an extent that even Brad is 
surprised that he got off. Obviously, the 
judge thought that Brad was just another 
young man who inadvertently ended up on 
the wrong end of the system—probably for 
lack of real opportunity. In a sense, you 
can’t blame the judge. Brad did not have a 
criminal record as an adult, since his youth- 
ful encounters with the law were hidden 
from the legal system under rules that pre- 
vent juvenile criminal history from being re- 
opened once the person turns eighteen... . 
After the trial was over, Brad returned to 
the streets. 

This is a typical problem with many 
State statutes that seal juvenile crimi- 
nal records. Our laws view juveniles 
through the prism of kids gone astray. 
When in fact those juveniles who com- 
mit serious and violent crimes are 
criminals who happen to be young. 
Young criminals know what Brad How- 
ard knew in his former life as a street 
hustler—that they can commit crimes 
repeatedly as juveniles because their 
juvenile records are kept hidden under 
the veil of secrecy. These young crimi- 
nals know that when they reach 18 
years of age they can begin their sec- 
ond career as adult criminals with an 
unblemished criminal record. The time 
has come to discard the anachronistic 
idea that crimes, no matter how hei- 
nous, by juveniles must be kept con- 
fidential. Under the bill introduced 
today, the Brad Howards in this nation 
would be held accountable for their 
criminal acts. The Brad Howards would 
be held accountable in their juvenile 
years because they would be tried as 
adults for selling illicit drugs. The 
Brad Howards would be held account- 
able in their adult years because their 
previous juvenile court records would 
be made available to State and Federal 
courts at adult sentencing. No longer 
will the Brad Howards of this country 
be able to act like neophytes to the 
criminal justice system. Our message 
will be clear, cogent, and convincing: 
Serious acts have serious con- 
sequences, 

Fourth, school officials would have 
access to juvenile criminal records. 

This past spring, I received a letter 
from a seventh grader who wrote 
“Sometimes I wonder what people 
think crime really is. It’s much worse 
than that. My definition is bringing 
drugs and guns to school so that other 
classmates wake up with the question: 
Will I be safe today?” Ы 

Following receipt of this letter, I met 
with school officials to discuss school 
violence. A school teacher recalled an 
actual incident in which a student 
came to school with an electronic 
ankle bracelet and no one had any 
knowledge of what that a student had 
done and, more important, no way of 
finding out. 

Students and teachers spend the 
greater part of their day at school. 
Students and teachers have a right to a 
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safe educational environment. Yet stu- 
dents are challenged to learn in an en- 
vironment in which chronically violent 
students roam the halls terrorizing 
them during class exchange periods and 
after school. Teachers are challenged 
to carry out their duties and respon- 
sibilities in a seriously disruptive work 
environment. Under my bill, school of- 
ficials would have access to juvenile 
criminal records to assist them in 
looking out for the best interests of all 
students. If schools know the identity 
of a violent juvenile, they can respond 
to misbehaviors by imposing stricter 
sanctions, assigning particular teach- 
ers, or having the student’s locker near 
a teacher’s doorway entrance so that 
the teacher can monitor his conduct 
during the changing of class periods. In 
short, this bill would allow schools to 
take measures to prevent violence. 
Fifth, the sharing of juvenile records 
would assist law enforcement agencies. 
The bill would assist law enforce- 
ment agencies in criminal investiga- 
tions and apprehension. It encourages 
States to share juvenile record infor- 
mation within their subdivisions and 
with other States. While visiting with 
several law enforcement officers I 
heard the same recurring problem— 
when police officers arrest juveniles 
they have no idea with whom they are 
handling because the records are kept 
confidential. This veil of secrecy un- 
dermines law enforcement efforts. Law 
enforcement agencies need to know the 
prior records of individuals who are 
subsequently arrested. Under the bill, 
if a juvenile is arrested, the police will 
be able to access other state criminal 
history records. With more informa- 
tion, law enforcement officials will be 
able to make more intelligent deci- 
sions, like whether to detain or release 
a juvenile arrested for a serious crime. 
Additionally, the interstate sharing 
of accurate and up-to-date records 
would assist police departments in 
criminal investigations. For example, 
suppose a young offender is found 
guilty of burglary in Oklahoma. The 
court sentences him to 7 months in a 
detention center. Following his release, 
he travels to Texas where he robs an el- 
derly lady who upon being accosted re- 
fuses to give away her purse. Angered 
by her refusal the young offender stabs 
her to death. He opens her purse, takes 
the wallet, and flees the crime scene. 
Assume further there are no eye- 
witnesses to the murder. The police, 
however, are able to lift fingerprints 
from the purse. If the bill were enacted, 
the Texas police would be able to iden- 
tify the assailant because the juvenile 
would have been fingerprinted and pho- 
tographed immediately following his 
conviction for burglary in Oklahoma. 
Sixth, school officials would be able 
to treat all students equally. 
Consider the case of Morgan versus 
Chris L.: In May 1992, Chris L. was di- 
agnosed as suffering from attention 
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deficit hyperactivity disorder. As a re- 
sult, he was being treated with pre- 
scription medication. Throughout the 
1992-93 academic year, his behavioral 
problems continued. On May 11, 1993, 
Chris allegedly kicked a water pipe in 
the school lavatory until it burst—a 
crime against public property. The 
Knox County School District filed a pe- 
tition in juvenile court. Chris’ father 
filed for a due process hearing under 
the Individuals with Disabilities Edu- 
cation Act [IDEA] to review the filing 
of the petition in juvenile court. The 
hearing officer concluded that ‘‘[t]he 
filing of a petition in Juvenile Court 
shall be considered as the initiation of 
a change in placement and/or а dis- 
ciplinary action commensurate with 
expulsion or suspension for more than 
10 days. * * * [BJefore a school files a 
petition against a child in Juvenile 
Court, it must follow the same proce- 
dures as for expulsion or suspension for 
more than 10 days.“ A Federal district 
court judge upheld the hearing officer’s 
conclusion of law. IDEA is a grant 
funding statute that contains special 
due process procedures for children 
with disabilities. The problem is that 
the special due process procedures for 
disabled students take several months, 
and sometimes a year, to complete. 
The practical effect of the judge’s rul- 
ing is that schools, as a matter of law, 
cannot unilaterally refer disabled chil- 
dren to juvenile court unless parents 
consent to the filing of the juvenile 
court petition. The bill makes it clear 
that those disabled students who com- 
mit criminal acts on school property 
are not protected under IDEA’s special 
due process procedures. 

Seventh, the Office of Juvenile Jus- 
tice and Delinquency Prevention would 
provide assistance to States to imple- 
ment serious habitual offender com- 
prehensive action programs. 

The bill would allow State and local 
governments to use Federal funding to 
implement serious habitual offender 
comprehensive action programs 
[5НОСАР]. SHOCAP is a multiagency 
program that is intended to improve 
the effectiveness of jurisdictions in 
handling serious habitual juvenile of- 
fenders. The program enlists police, 
schools, prosecutors, probation offi- 
cers, juvenile courts, family and youth 
services, detention and corrections of- 
ficials to collaborate more effectively 
and utilize their collective resources to 
identify serious, violent habitual juve- 
nile offenders. SHOCAP targets the top 
2 to 3 percent of the most serious ha- 
bitual offenders and puts them under 
intense supervision. 

The Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention, a division of 
the U.S. Department of Justice, con- 
ducted five test pilots of SHOCAP. 
Oxnard, CA was of the selected sites. 
SHOCAP was implemented in 1983. 
Four years later, Oxnard’s violent 
crime dropped 38 percent. By 1989, rape 
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decreased 30 percent; robbery decreased 
41 percent; and murder decreased 60 
percent. The statistics demonstrate 
that SHOCAP can effectively control 
juvenile crime. 

SHOCAP is also instrumental in ap- 
prehending young criminals. Take, for 
example, the murder of the British 
tourist in Monticello, FL. If you recall, 
four teenagers age 13-16 were charged 
with murder in the 1993 slaying of a 
British tourist at a highway rest stop 
and attempted murder of his compan- 
ion. The killing occurred while the ju- 
veniles were riding around in a stolen 
car. Because 3 of the 4 teenagers were 
serious habitual offenders, they were 
arrested within a matter of days. What 
is more, the 13-year-old reportedly had 
more than 50 offenses on his record. 

SHOCAP works, and through word of 
mouth in the law enforcement commu- 
nity: 16 States have at least one experi- 
enced site implementing the SHOCAP 
process; 150 sites have been reported as 
implementing SHOCAP based on the 
technical assistance provided by expe- 
rienced SHOCAP sites; 5 States (Flor- 
ida, Virginia, Oklahoma, California, & 
Illinois); and 3 States are reportedly 
considering SHOCAP legislation. 

The bill would make support for 
SHOCAP available in all jurisdictions. 
CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, if enacted, the Violent 
and Hard-Core Juvenile Offender Re- 
form Act of 1995 will effectively address 
the problem of juvenile violence. 


By Mr. WARNER: 

S. 1246. A bill to amend titles 5 and 
37, United States Code, to provide for 
the continuance of pay and the author- 
ity to make certain expenditures and 
obligations during lapses in appropria- 
tions; to the Committee on Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

THE FURLOUGH PROTECTION АСТ OF 1995 
е Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I offer 
legislation to safeguard Federal and 
military pay in the event of a Govern- 
ment shutdown due to an appropria- 
tions funding lapse. This bill is titled 
“The Furlough Protection Act of 1995.” 

Mr. President, during the past sev- 
eral weeks, hundreds of civilian and 
uniformed personnel of the Federal 
Government have contacted my office 
to express their dismay over prospects 
of a budgetary train wreck and possible 
employee furloughs. 

While I am a strong supporter of the 
balanced budget resolution and the rec- 
onciliation process, I am deeply con- 
cerned that the Federal employees 
could potentially be held hostage to 
the politics of the budget process as 
Congress and the administration work 
out their respective differences in the 
appropriations process. 

The most recent furlough of Federal 
employees occurred over the Columbus 
Holiday weekend of 1990. President 
Bush vetoed a continuing resolution to 
provide stopgap funding for Govern- 
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ment operations. This action was the 
result of the President’s dissatisfaction 
with congressional progress on the fis- 
cal year 1991 budget. 

After the furlough, several Members 
of Congress asked the General Ac- 
counting Office [GAO] to examine the 
taxpayer costs of the 1990 Columbus 
Day weekend shutdown. The GAO's 
findings were published in a 1991 report 
titled, “Government Shutdown: Perma- 
nent Funding Lapse Legislation Need- 
ей.” The GAO found that of the 22 exec- 
utive branch agencies surveyed, 7 re- 
ported significant shutdown costs to- 
taling about $3.4 million. 

The GAO report states that the costs 
and disruptions of a Government shut- 
down would have been much more se- 
vere if the furlough had occurred dur- 
ing a normal workweek. Twenty of the 
twenty-two agencies estimated that an 
average of 506,500 Federal employees 
would be furloughed daily during a 
funding lapse. The GAO report goes on 
to state that the total cost of such a 3- 
day workweek shutdown would range 
from $244.6 to $607.3 million. Mr. Presi- 
dent, in this time of tight budgetary 
constraints, such irresponsible actions 
do not make for good public policy. 

Our Nation’s dedicated civilian and 
uniformed personnel should not be pe- 
nalized for the inability of Congress 
and the administration to agree on 
spending priorities. Consequently, I am 
offering legislation to ensure that uni- 
formed and civilian Federal employees 
will continue to be compensated during 
a funding lapse. 

Mr. President, my intent in offering 
this legislation is to provide some 
measure of financial reassurance for 
the hundreds of thousands of Federal 
employees and their families that 
would be affected by a Government 
shutdown. It is my hope that Congress 
and the administration will work to- 
gether to resolve our respective dif- 
ferences without holding Federal em- 
ployees hostage to the politics of the 
budget process. In the best of all 
worlds, Congress and the President will 
agree to a continuing resolution to pro- 
vide limited funding for continued Gov- 
ernment operations, however, if an 
agreement cannot be reached and a 
funding lapse occurs, my legislation 
will protect our Nation’s dedicated ci- 
vilian and uniformed personnel and 
their families from undue financial 
hardship. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1246 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Furlough 

Protection Act of 1995”, 
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ВЕС. 2. CONTINUANCE OF CIVILIAN PAY DURING 
PERIODS OF LAPSED 
TIONS. 


(a) CONTINUANCE OF PAY.—Subchapter ІШ of 
chapter 55 of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended by redesignating section 5527 as 
section 5528 and inserting after section 5526 
the following: 


“$5527. Continuance of pay during periods of 
lapsed appropriations 

“(а) For purposes of this section— 

“(1) the term ‘period of lapsed appropria- 
tions’, when used with respect to an em- 
ployee, means any period during which ap- 
propriations are not available due to the ab- 
sence of the timely enactment of any Act or 
joint resolution appropriating funds for the 
employing agency of the employee; 

“(2) the term ‘employee’ means ап individ- 
ual employed (or holding office) in or under 
an agency; 

“(8) the term ‘agency’ means— 

“(А) an Executive agency; 

“(В) the judicial branch; 

“(С) the Library of Congress; 

O) the Government Printing Office; 

“(Е) the legislative branch (excluding any 
agency otherwise referred to in this para- 
graph); and 

“(Е) the government of the District of Co- 
lumbia; 

“(4) the term “рау” means— 

“(А) basic pay; 

“(В) premium рау; 

“(С) agency contributions for retirement 
and life and health insurance; an 

“(D) any other element of aggregate com- 
pensation, including allowances, differen- 
tials, bonuses, awards, and other similar 
cash payments; and 

“(5) the term ‘furlough’ means the placing 
of an employee in a temporary status with- 
out duties and pay because of как аб work or 
funds or other nondisciplinary 

(b) For any period of 3 8 
tions, there are appropriated, out of any 
moneys in the Treasury not otherwise өреннің 
priated, such sums as may be necessary for 
the pay of any employee who— 

“(1) performs service as an employee dur- 
ing the period of lapsed appropriations; or 

“(2) is prevented from serving during such 
period by reason of having been furloughed 
due to a lapse in appropriations. 

“(с)(1) Notwithstanding section 1341 of 
title 31, any employee who is furloughed due 
to a lapse in appropriations shall be paid for 
the period during which such employee is so 
furloughed. 

“(2) For purposes of paragraph (1), the pay 
payable to an employee for any period during 
which such employee is furloughed shall be 
the pay that would have been payable to 
such employee for such period had such em- 
ployee not been furloughed. 

“(4) For purposes of carrying out section 
5528 with respect to this section, any ref- 
erence in section 5528(b) to an agency outside 
the executive branch shall be construed 
based on the definition of ‘agency’ under sub- 
section (a). 

“(e) Expenditures made for any fiscal year 
pursuant to this section shall be charged to 
the applicable appropriation, fund, or au- 
thorization whenever the regular appropria- 
tion bill becomes law. 

“(0 This section shall take effect on Octo- 
ber 1, 1995, and shall terminate on September 
30, 1996.”. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.—(1) The heading for subchapter Ш of 
chapter 55 of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended by striking “AND ASSIGNMENT” 
and inserting “ASSIGNMENT, AND CON- 
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(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 55 of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 5527 and inserting the following: 
“5527. Continuance of pay during periods of 

lapsed appropriations. 
“5528. Regulations.“ 

(3) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 55 of title 5, United States Code, is 
further amended by striking “AND ASSIGN- 
MENT” in the item relating to subchapter 
Ш and inserting “ASSIGNMENT, AND CON- 
TINUANCE”’. 

SEC. 3. CONTINUANCE OF MILITARY PAY DURING 
PERIODS OF LAPSED APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

(a) CONTINUANCE OF РАҮ.-Сһарбег 19 of 
title 37, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“$1015. Continuance of pay during periods of 
lapsed appropriations 

“(а) For the purposes of this section— 

“(1) the term ‘pay’, with respect to a mem- 
ber of a uniformed service, means the pay 
and allowances of such member; and 

“(2) the term ‘period of lapsed appropria- 
tions’, when used with respect to any mem- 
ber, means any period during which appro- 
priations are not available due to the ab- 
sence of the timely enactment of any Act or 
joint resolution appropriating funds for the 
uniformed service of that member. 

„) For any period of lapsed appropria- 
tions, there are appropriated, out of any 
moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 
priated, such sums as may be necessary for 
the pay of any member serving as a member 
of a uniformed service during the period of 
lapsed appropriations. 

“(с) Expenditures made for any fiscal year 

t to this section shall be charged to 
the applicable appropriation, fund, or au- 
thorization whenever the regular appropria- 
tion bill becomes law. 

“(d) This section shall take effect on Octo- 
ber 1, 1995, and shall terminate on September 
30, 1998. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—The table of sections at the begin- 
ning of chapter 19 of title 37, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 1014 the following: 

“1015. Continuance of pay during periods of 
lapsed appropriations.“. 


By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, 
Mr. KYL, and Mr. NICKLES): 

S. 1247. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a deduc- 
tion for contributions to a medical sav- 
ings account by any individual who is 
covered under a catastrophic coverage 
health plan; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

THE FAMILY MEDICAL SAVINGS AND 
INVESTMENT ACT 
è Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, last 
year we had a long, controversial, de- 
bate about health care reform. When 
the dust had settled, a number of 
things were clear. The American people 
want health care cost containment. 
They want to choose their own physi- 
cian. They want portable health insur- 
ance. They don't want to worry about 
losing their health insurance if they 
lose or change their jobs. Finally, they 
want more equitable treatment under 
the tax code. Mr. President, today I am 
introducing a medical savings account 
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[MSA] bill which can help achieve each 
of these goals. 

The basic MSA concept is simple and 
straightforward, and similar to individ- 
ual retirement accounts: Reduce pre- 
mium costs by selecting а саба- 
strophic, high-deductible policy. Use 
the premium cost savings to establish 
special medical savings accounts. Pay 
medical costs below the deductible 
amount from the medical savings ac- 
count. And provide favorable tax treat- 
ment of these accounts. 

Wider use of medical savings ac- 
counts would reduce health care costs. 
It would do so by reducing administra- 
tive costs. Those with MSA’s would 
pay most of their low dollar, under 
$3,000, health care claims from these 
accounts. The administrative cost of 
such claims would be negligible. 

It would do so also by making con- 
sumers more selective in the use of op- 
tional health care services. 

Most importantly, it would cause 
them to be more selective in choosing 
competing providers. This competition 
among providers for the business of 
those who hold MSA’s should reduce 
the prices they charge for their serv- 
ices. 

It is true, as critics of medical sav- 
ings accounts have charged, that a rel- 
atively small percentage of people 
spend a majority of the health care dol- 
lars. By implication, since MSA’s 
would pay only for relatively low dol- 
lar claims, they will not have a major 
impact on health care costs. However, 
it is the case that substantial sums are 
spent for relatively low dollar claims 
under $3,000. Thus, wider use of MSA’s 
does offer the potential of lower health 
care costs. 

Second, MSA’s put the patient back 
into the health care equation. Patients 
will make more cost-conscious deci- 
sions for routine health care expenses. 
Those who hold medical savings ac- 
counts would be able to chose their 
own physicians for routine medical ex- 
penses under the deductible limit. 
Since the money they spend for health 
care up to the deductible would be 
their own, no one else could tell them 
what physician they could see, or what 
services they could pay for. It should 
also be clearer, in an MSA context, 
that the money spent for the cata- 
strophic health plan is the individual 
consumer’s money. Organizations pro- 
viding health care through the cata- 
strophic coverage policy necessarily 
will have to orient themselves toward 
satisfying the individuals purchasing 
those policies. 

Third, wider use of medical savings 
accounts would make health care cov- 
erage more dependable. Individuals 
with MSA’s would no longer have to 
worry about losing insurance when 
changing jobs or when experiencing 
temporary unemployment. Their 
MSA’s would follow them to their new 
jobs, or would continue to protect 
them when they become unemployed. 
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Fourth, it follows that medical sav- 
ings accounts should increase health 
care coverage. Fully half of the ap- 
proximately 40 million Americans who 
are uninsured at any given time are 
uninsured for 4 months or less. Only 15 
percent are uninsured for more than 2 
years. For most, these uninsured peri- 
ods occur between jobs. Widespread use 
of medical savings accounts would re- 
duce the number of uninsured, since in- 
dividuals would be able to pay health 
expenses during periods of unemploy- 
ment from those accounts. 

Fifth, wider use of medical savings 
accounts would promote personal sav- 
ings. Since pre-tax moneys are depos- 
ited in medical savings accounts, there 
is a strong tax incentive to use them. 

Finally, it would make the tax treat- 
ment of health insurance more equi- 
table. Currently, the tax system allows 
employers who pay for health insur- 
ance for their employees to deduct it 
from the income on which they pay 
Federal taxes. It permits the employ- 
ees who receive such an employer-pro- 
vided benefit to exclude its value from 
their taxable income. The better paid 
the employee and the richer the benefit 
provided by the employer, the bigger 
the tax benefits to employer and em- 
ployee. In contrast, smaller employers 
who do not offer health insurance and 
their employees, the self-employed, 
and the unemployed receive no tax ben- 
efit. This is manifestly unfair. 

This bill, if enacted, would help to 
correct that situation. Any individual 
capable of contributing to a medical 
savings account would receive favor- 
able tax treatment. Amounts contrib- 
uted by individuals to an MSA could 
deduct those contributions from in- 
come for Federal tax purposes. Or, if 
their employer contributes to an MSA 
on their behalf, the employee can ex- 
clude the contributed amount from in- 
come for Federal tax purposes. 

The medical savings account bill I 
am introducing today is a revision of 
H.R. 1818, the Family Medical Savings 
and Investment Act of 1995, introduced 
by Congressman ARCHER on June 13 of 
this year. 

This bill would permit individuals to 
maintain a medical savings account. 
They could do so if they are covered at 
the same time by a catastrophic health 
plan. Contributions to the medical sav- 
ings account would be excludable from 
gross income if made by an employer 
on behalf of an employee. They would 
be tax deductible if made by the indi- 
vidual. The total amount that could be 
excluded or deducted from income 
would be the lesser of the deductible 
amount under the catastrophic policy, 
or $2,500 for an individual and $5,000 for 
a family. 

An individual could withdraw from 
this medical savings account to pay for 
qualified medical expenses. Such with- 
drawals would be excludable from gross 
income for tax purposes. 
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Mr. President, the medical savings 
account bill I am introducing today, if 
enacted, would achieve a number of the 
most important health care reform 
goals the American people desire. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that additional material be print- 
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

‘THE GRASSLEY FAMILY MEDICAL SAVINGS AND 
INVESTMENT ACT 

How The Grassley Bill Works: It would 
allow MSAs equal tax treatment with other 
types of employer-provided health insurance, 
and it would allow individuals and the self- 
employed the ability to contribute to a Med- 
ical Savings Account (with certain restric- 
tions) and receive a 100% deduction for their 
contribution. The Grassley bill will end the 
current tax-code discrimination against 
MSAs by ending the taxation оп MSA depos- 
its. Interest build-up in MSAs, however, 
would be taxed as ordinary income. 

How MSAs Work: MSAs are flexible, and 
could work like this: an employer would cre- 
ate the option for employees to choose an 
MSA by purchasing a high-deductible policy. 
The employer would then deposit funds in 
the MSA. The amount of the deposit in the 
MSA under Grassley is limited to the lesser 
amount of either the deductible amount of 
the insurance policy, or to $2,500 for an indi- 
vidual, or $5,000 for a family. Below is a 
chart which explains the changes the Grass- 
ley bill makes in current law. 


Insured premium MSA contribution High-deductible 
Eagrais via Allows deposits of up Retains current law: 
ne. 000 for families and premium costs are 
vided Insur- indi 5 and 100% excluded 
ance. taxes. 
Self-Employed owes deposits of to Retains current law: 
те up 5 k 
8 30% deduction for 
500 for individuals. for 
100% tax deductible for premium costs 
individuals ......... Allows deposits of up to Retains current law: 
үс oben allows deduction 
500 tor individuals. medical expend- 
100% tax deductible for itures if they ex- 
medical expenses. ceed 7.5% of gross 
income. 


Roll Over of Funds: The money in the ac- 
count is the family’s money, and they have 
complete control over it. The account is 
portable, and accessible for any medical ex- 
pense. The funds in the MSA roll over from 
year to year for future medical expenses or 
for retirement needs. 

Long-Term Care: The Grassley bill allows 
individuals and families to pay for long-term 
care premiums from the account. Over the 
longer term significant portions of the popu- 
lation will use funds from the MSAs to pur- 
chase private insurance for long-term care 
coverage. This coverage will in turn decrease 
the demand on the Federal government for 
such services, as will the savings that build 
up in MSA over time which can be used for 
health care and other retirement costs. 

Cost: The House companion bill, Archer- 
Jacobs, has been scored by the Joint Com- 
mittee on Taxation as costing $1.8 billion 
over seven years. 

Support for the 10% Penalty on Non-Medi- 
cal Withdrawals: In addition to taxing these 
funds as income, the Archer bill imposes a 10 
percent penalty for non-medical withdraw- 
als. The Business Coalition strongly supports 
the 10 percent penalty since we believe it 
will encourage savings and discourage frivo- 
lous consumption. One of the key indirect ef- 
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fects of MSAs will be to increase our nation’s 
abysmally low savings rate, which in turn 
will help lower interest rates. 

MSAs Have a Strong Appeal to Low-In- 
come Wage Earners: Companies that have 
MSAs have found MSAs are most popular 
among lower income employees. Under con- 
ventional insurance plans, low-income em- 
ployees would have to meet their $250 or $500 
deductible with after-tax dollars before they 
could access their insurance. A single moth- 
er earning $14,000 or $15,000 a year may find 
it difficult to meet the deductible when rent, 
transportation, taxes, grocery bills and other 
needs for her children are pressing. An MSA 
allows these low income earners first dollar 
coverage, permitting them to get medical 
care when they or their children need it. 

MSAs Enhance Portability: Should an em- 
ployee change jobs or be laid off or fired, the 
money in his MSA goes with him. This fea- 
ture of MSAs allows the individual to con- 
tinue to pay for his health care premium 
until he finds another job or is accepted into 
his new employer’s health care plan. Indeed, 
according to the above cited article in the 
Journal of American Health Policy, ſorty- 
one percent of persons losing private health 
insurance have an uninsured spell that ends 
within one to three months, and 71 percent 
have a spell that ends within four months.” 
MSAs are a perfect tool to help bridge this 


gap. 

MSAs Allow Total Freedom of Choice of 
Doctor: MSAs allow patients to shop around, 
choose their own doctors, and tailor their 
health care expenditures to suit their own 
needs, 

MSAs Encourage Savings for Retirement 
Care Costs: According to the U.S. Census Bu- 
reau, the number of Americans most likely 
to need long term care (85 years and older) 
will double in the next 25 years, and the 
number of Americans over 90 will triple. Al- 
lowing individuals in their late thirties and 
early forties to have an MSA in which they 
could build up two or three decades of sav- 
ings, would give these individuals the funds 
to pay for drug therapies, nursing home care, 
and in-home care. 

MSAs Will Stimulate Administrative Sav- 
ings: When paying for routine health care 
costs, the MSA patient has no forms to fill 
out or claim forms to file. The patient would 
simply write a check to the provider from 
his MSA, or the doctor would bill the em- 
ployer or insurance company, depending on 
how the MSA patient’s plan is administered. 
In most cases, the doctor receives payment 
immediately. The patient’s insurance com- 
pany would not have to incur the cost of ad- 
judicating a small, say, $30 claim. 
SIGNIFICANT CHANGES TO THE ARCHER-JACOBS 

BILL AS INTRODUCED BY SENATOR GRASSLEY 


The Grassley MSA bill incorporates six sig- 
nificant improvements to the Archer bill. 

FEHBP Employees Are Eligible: The 
Grassley bill allows federal employees in the 
Federal Employee Health Benefit Plan (i.e. 
Hill staff, Senators, and Representatives) to 
have an MSA. Legislation is needed to make 
this possible. 

Withdrawal at 59% years old: Retirement 
withdrawal at 59% years old is provided for 
in the Grassley bill, and the provision for 
withdrawal is similar to the current rules for 
IRAs. This provision was not in the original 
Archer-Jabobs bill because of the uncer- 
tainty of how MSAs would be structured for 
Medicare. 

One Family MSA Per Family: $300 million 
will be knocked off the official score of the 
bill by restricting one family to only one 
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$5,000 MSA. The Archer bill as written could 
have allowed one family a $10,000 MSA. 

Hundreds of Millions of Dollars in Savings 
from Changes in the treatment of Flexible 
Spending Accounts (FSAs): Several hundred 
million dollars will be saved by not allowing 
the FSA to rollover into an MSA during the 
first year of this MSA legislation. 

Total Cost Savings for Grassley Bill: With 
the restriction of one MSA per family, and 
with the change in the treatment of FSAs in 
the Grassley bill, the cost of the bill will be 
$500 million cheaper than the Archer-Jacobs 
bill. The Grassley bill score will be about $1.8 
billion over 7 years. 

New Minimum Deductibles for High De- 
ductible Policies: The minimum high-deduct- 
ible policy in the Grassley bill is $1,500 for 
individuals, and $3,000 for families, as op- 
posed to $1,800 for individuals and $3,600 for 
families in the Archer-Jacobs bill. 

No spending from the MSA for high-de- 
ductible health care premiums: Unless an 
employee is laid off, MSAs will not be used 
to pay for health care premiums for working 
employees. The MSA was never designed to 
operate as a fund for the high-deductible pre- 
mium, only as a source of funds for medical 
costs below the deductible level of the high- 
deductible policy. 

Note: The bill Senator Grassley will intro- 
duce in the Senate will include these 
changes. The above changes to the Archer- 
Jacobs bill will likely be made to the Ar- 
cher-Jacobs bill in mark-up since Senator 
Grassley’s office worked closely with the 
House Ways and Means Committee staff and 
the Joint Committee on Taxation in making 
these changes. 


By Mr. WELLSTONE (for him- 
self, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. HARKIN, 
Mr. KERREY, Mr. CONRAD, and 
Mr. DORGAN): 

S. 1248. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow the alco- 
hol fuels credit to be allocated to pa- 
trons of a cooperative in certain cases; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

ALCOHOL FUELS CREDIT LEGISLATION 

е Мг. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, оп 
behalf of myself and Senators PRES- 
SLER, HARKIN, KERREY, CONRAD, and 
DORGAN, I am introducing a bill to cor- 
rect a discrepancy in the Tax Code 
which acts to discriminate against a 
type of enterprise that Federal policy 
should actually be encouraging: small, 
cooperatively owned ethanol plants. 
The bill would allow these plants to 
utilize the existing small ethanol pro- 
ducers credit by passing the credit 
through to their owner/members. 

I am confident that it was never the 
intention of Congress to preclude co- 
operatives from making full use of this 
credit. Rather, the current obstacle 
facing co-ops is a result of legislative 
oversight at the time the original 
small producers credit was passed. 
Farmer-owned cooperatives simply 
were not a prominent part of the etha- 
nol industry landscape in 1990, whereas 
today they certainly are. 

Indeed, I am extremely pleased that 
Minnesota leads the Nation in small, 
cooperatively owned ethanol plants. 
We have two already in operation, and 
four more under construction in our 
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State. Still another Minnesota cooper- 
ative ethanol plant has been so suc- 
cessful that it has expanded in our 
State beyond what the small producers 
credit considers a small plant, and its 
owner/members have even constructed 
an additional cooperative plant in Ne- 
braska. 

These plants produce a clean fuel 
which is essential to the achievement 
of Clean Air Act objectives in Amer- 
ican cities. They create jobs in rural 
communities. By utilizing agricultural 
commodity crops, they bolster the 
price of those crops and thus reduce 
the cost of Federal farm programs. And 
because they are owned by farmers, 
small ethanol-producing cooperatives 
allow farmers to do what is becoming 
more and more necessary: Move up the 
food chain and capture the value-added 
dollars in processed agricultural prod- 
ucts. 

Not only farmers benefit from this 
retention of value-added processing 
dollars; entire rural communities do. 
Farmer-owned cooperatives help make 
sure that precious renewable resources 
contribute to the local rural economy 
and are not merely removed for a low 
price and processed in other locations. 

Mr. President, Congress has recog- 
nized the importance of promoting the 
development of domestically produced, 
renewable clean fuels. In addition to 
the economic and environmental bene- 
fits I have mentioned, we in Congress 
also consciously have decided for en- 
ergy-security reasons to promote do- 
mestic renewables. The relatively 
young ethanol industry has received 
needed assistance. That assistance is 
especially justified in view of the dec- 
ades of assistance and preference that 
the Federal Government has provided 
for the nonrenewable fossil fuels indus- 
try, much of whose product today is 
imported. 

The assistance we have provided to 
the ethanol industry is paying off. It is 
allowing the industry to grow, and it is 
making the industry better. It has 
helped the ethanol industry become 
more economically efficient and more 
energy efficient. A study released by 
the Department of Agriculture this 
summer concludes that ethanol yields 
nearly 25 percent more energy than is 
used in the growing, harvesting, and 
distilling of the corn that is the feed 
stock for most American ethanol 
plants—plants which convert that corn 
to a premium liquid fuel. USDA’s study 
found that each gallon of domestically 
produced ethanol displaces 7 gallons of 
imported oil. That is a remarkably 
positive statistic. 

One criticism of Federal support for 
ethanol is that the industry has in its 
recent history been dominated by a 
Single large corporation. The small 
producer credit and the extension of 
that credit to cooperatively owned 
plants acts directly to address that 
concern. In Minnesota, cooperatively 
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owned plants are the leading ethanol 
producers. That trend can and should 
be further encouraged. 

The existing small ethanol producer 
credit allows ethanol plants which 
produce fewer than 30 million gallons 
annually to collect a 10-cent-per-gallon 
tax credit for the first 15 million gal- 
lons of their production. Unfortu- 
nately, the Internal Revenue Service 
has judged that the way the provision 
of the Tax Code is currently written, 
cooperatives cannot pass the credit 
through to their patrons. Thus, a co-op 
which distributes all income to patrons 
in the form of dividends cannot utilize 
the nonrefundable credit because it 
lacks taxable income to which the 
credit can be applied. Farmer-owners, 
who are taxed on their share of the co- 
operative’s income, are denied the 
credit. The bill would correct this un- 
intentional negative outcome by ex- 
plicitly authorizing the passthrough of 
the credit to patrons of a cooperative. 
Those few cooperatively owned ethanol 
plants which retain income at the co- 
operative level, usually due to the busi- 
ness’ relationship to another coopera- 
tive business, could continue to collect 
the credit at the cooperative level. 

Mr. President, it is no time to stand 
still regarding Federal policy which af- 
fects the economic health of our rural 
communities. This bill links positive 
effects for the rural economy to sound 
energy and environmental policy. It is 
endorsed by the National Council for 
Farm Cooperatives, the American 
Farm Bureau Federation, the National 
Corn Growers Association, the Na- 
tional Farmers Union, and the Amer- 
ican Corn Growers. It has been intro- 
duced with bipartisan cosponsorship in 
the House of Representatives, and I 
hope we can pass it here in the Senate. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in. the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

5. 1248 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. ALLOCATION OF ALCOHOL FUELS 


CREDIT TO PATRONS OF А СООРЕН- 
ATIVE. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (d) of section 
40 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re- 
lating to alcohol used as fuel) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para- 


graph: 

“(6) ALLOCATION OF SMALL ETHANOL PRO- 
DUCER CREDIT TO PATRONS OF COOPERATIVE.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—In the case of а coopera- 
tive organization described in section 1381(а), 
any portion of the credit determined under 
subsection (a)(3) for the taxable year may, at 
the election of the organization made on a 
timely filed return (including extensions) for 
such year, be apportioned pro rata among pa- 
trons on the basis of the quantity or value of 
business done with or for such patrons for 
the taxable year. Such an election, once 
made, shall be irrevocable for such taxable 
year. 
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“(В) TREATMENT OF ORGANIZATIONS AND PA- 
TRONS.—The amount of the credit appor- 
tioned to patrons pursuant to subparagraph 
(А)— 

“(i) shall not be included in the amount de- 
termined under subsection (a) for the taxable 
year of the organization, and 

(ii) shall be included in the amount deter- 
mined under subsection (a) for the taxable 
year of each patron in which the patronage 
dividend for the taxable year referred to in 
subparagraph (A) is includible in gross in- 
come. 

“(С) SPECIAL RULE FOR DECREASING CREDIT 
FOR TAXABLE YEAR.—If the amount of the 
credit of a cooperative organization deter- 
mined under subsection (а)(3) for a taxable 
year is less than the amount of such credit 
shown оп the cooperative organization's re- 
turn for such year, an amount equal to the 
excess of such reduction over the amount not 
apportioned to the patrons under subpara- 
graph (A) for the taxable year shall be treat- 
ed as an increase in tax imposed by this 
chapter on the organization. Any such in- 
crease shall not be treated as tax imposed by 
this chapter for purposes of determining the 
amount of any credit under this subpart or 
subpart А, B, E, or С of this part." 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 1388 of 
such Code (relating to definitions and special 
rules for cooperative organizations) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

(K) CROSS REFERENCE.— 

“For provisions relating to the apportion- 
ment of the alcohol fuels credit between co- 
operative organizations and their patrons, 
see section 40(d)(6).” 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1994,ө 


By Mr. FRIST: 

S. 1249. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to establish medi- 
cal savings accounts, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

MEDICAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS LEGISLATION 

е Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I intro- 
duce legislation aimed at controlling 
skyrocketing health care costs in 
America today. Specifically, this legis- 
lation creates medical savings ac- 
counts [MSA’s] which are designed to 
give individuals another choice in the 
health care market. MSA’s also serve 
to change provider and consumer be- 
havior by decreasing the role of third 
party payors, while increasing individ- 
ual awareness of health care costs. 

Today, there is little, if any, incen- 
tive for patients to be cost-conscious 
consumers of health care. Imagine if 
you were required to pay only 20 cents 
of every dollar you spend on food, 
clothing, consumer goods, and trans- 
portation. Essentially, imagine that an 
80 percent off sign was posted above 
every product you buy. If this were the 
case, you'd probably eat more, buy 
more, and own more, probably much 
more than you need. This may sound 
too good to be true—but it’s exactly 
what is happening in our health care 
system today. 

On average, every time a patient in 
America receives a dollar’s worth of 
medical services, 79 cents is paid for by 
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someone else—usually the Government 
or an insurance company. The result is 
that we grossly overconsume medical 
services. Everyone wants the best— 
whether it is a deluxe hospital room, 
the latest in nuclear medical imaging, 
or an MRI scan for a headache—and the 
result is that health care costs are 
going through the roof. 

Medical savings accounts are a solu- 
tion. MSA’s would give individuals 
more choice in the health care market. 
MSA's would stem rising health care 
costs without decreasing the availabil- 
ity and quality of patient care by em- 
powering individuals to purchase medi- 
cal services directly. These personal 
accounts would encourage patients to 
make prudent, cost-conscious decisions 
about their health care needs, and 
would force hospitals and physicians to 
compete for patients on the basis of the 
cost and quality of care. 

What are Medical savings accounts? 
Medical savings accounts are tax-free, 
personal accounts which can be used by 
an individual to pay medical bills. 
Take, for example, the employee of a 
company: today an employer might 
pay $3,000 or $4,000 for a medical insur- 
ance policy with a $500 deductible. The 
employee has no incentive to be cost- 
conscious. In contrast, with my legisla- 
tion, if medical savings accounts were 
available, the employer would deposit 
an amount up to $2,500 tax free in the 
savings account, which would belong to 
the employee. The employee would buy 
an inexpensive, catastrophic-type pol- 
icy which would cover all medical ex- 
penses above $2,500 per year. For medi- 
cal expenses up to the $2,500 annual 
out-of-pocket cost, the employee would 
use money from the savings account. 
Any savings account money not spent 
on health care expenses that year 
would grow in the employee’s account 
and would accumulate year to year. 
The money could be used to pay for 
health care expenses, insurance pre- 
miums during periods of unemploy- 
ment, and long-term care expenses. 

Furthermore, as owner of the ac- 
count, the individual has a strong in- 
centive to become a cost-conscious 
consumer of medical care. He will de- 
mand quality care at competitive 
prices. The system will respond with 
better outcome measures and lower 
unit prices for health care. We will po- 
tentially save billions of dollars in 
health care costs because individual 
patients will modify their health care 
habits to consume health care services 
prudently. 

Medical savings accounts—and this is 
usually overlooked by policy makers in 
Washington—will change provider be- 
havior as well. Throughout much of my 
practice as a heart and lung transplant 
surgeon, I would perform a transplant, 
submit the bill, and it was paid—no 
questions asked. However, 1 day an in- 
dividual—who was actually paying for 
his transplant from his own pocket— 
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came into my office with a list of five 
or six transplant centers, morbidity 
data, infection rates, and prices. He 
asked me why I charged what I 
charged, why my success was different 
than others on his list, and how our 
program at Vanderbilt differed from its 
competitors. That one individual 
caused me to totally reassess how our 
multiorgan transplant center operated. 
For the next 2 weeks, each of the trans- 
plant teams at our facility worked to- 
gether to determine where we could 
improve the quality of care and become 
more efficient and ultimately lower 
our prices in a competitive market. 

Because someone else usually pays 
the bills, many patients forget that 
they are consumers. They don’t ask 
providers to be accountable. If one in- 
dividual empowered because he was re- 
sponsible for his own health care dol- 
lars could transform my entire trans- 
plant center by asking questions, imag- 
ine what could happen if we empowered 
hundreds of thousands of individuals 
across the county similarly. 

Finally, let me describe how my leg- 
islation differs from previously intro- 
duced MSA bills. Previous bills have 
defined only a catastrophic plan by the 
dollar amount of the deductible. These 
bills, by their very nature, would ex- 
clude other types of plan designs which 
focus on significant cost sharing. If our 
goal is to allow individuals greater 
control of their health care dollars, it 
makes sense to allow individuals a 
choice of MSA plan options to best 
meet their unique needs. The real value 
of our U.S. health care market lies in 
its responsiveness and opportunity for 
innovation. My legislation is designed 
to encourage this innovation. My legis- 
lation defines a catastrophic health 
plan as any health plan which has an 
annual “out-of-pocket expense require- 
тепб” which is not less than $2,500. 
With this definition, in addition to tra- 
ditional indemnity insurers, a broad 
range of coordinated care plans will 
also be able to offer an MSA plan. In 
turn, competitive market forces will 
spur innovation to meet the needs of 
the market, and individuals will bene- 
fit from a variety of MSA plan options 
to choose from. For example, one indi- 
vidual may choose a high deductible 
plan for which MSA dollars would fund 
100 percent of the first $2,500 of care. 
However, another individual may 
choose a different plan requiring 50 per- 
cent cost sharing for the first $5,000 of 
care. Both plans will encourage cost- 
conscious behavior. 

Mr. President, I ask that the intro- 
duction of my medical savings account 
proposal today be viewed as a fresh 
start. As I have explained, some of my 
colleagues in the Senate and House 
have proposed that medical savings ac- 
counts be linked only to high-deduct- 
ible, catastrophic health policies. I, 
however, believe that my proposal will 
increase the choices available to indi- 
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vidual consumers. This will not only 
increase choices available to individ- 
uals, but will reduce the potential 
problem of adverse selection and will 
promote a level playing field in the 
health care system. 

Mr. President, in closing, we in 
America are fortunate to have the ab- 
solute highest quality health care in 
the world. When the leaders of the 
world become seriously ill, they do not 
go to Great Britain or Canada to seek 
treatment, they come to the United 
States. And while there are those who 
would like to stifle our technological 
advances and allow bureaucrats to tell 
us how much and what kind of health 
care we can receive, the American peo- 
ple have loudly and clearly rejected 
this notion. 

No one can predict what will happen 
in medicine in the first 50 years of the 
2186 century. Fifty years ago, when my 
father was a young doctor in Tennessee 
making house calls, he could not have 
envisioned what medical practice 
today would be like. The technological 
advances are simply mind-boggling. 
Mr. President, the challenge for us is 
to maintain the highest quality health 
care in the world and to continue to 
make it available to all Americans. 
But this can only be done if we first 
change the basic framework through 
which medical services are consumed, 
and build on a market-based system. I 
believe my legislation which creates 
the use of medical savings accounts 
will be a major step in that direction. 

I would welcome any suggestions my 
colleagues or others may have for im- 
proving this legislation and hope we do 
not forgo the opportunity to establish 
MSA's this year. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

8. 1249 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. DEDUCTION FOR CONTRIBUTIONS TO 
MEDICAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part VII of subchapter B 
of chapter 1 (relating to additional itemized 
deductions for individuals) is amended by re- 
designating section 220 as section 221 and by 
inserting after section 219 the following new 
section: 

“SEC. 220. CONTRIBUTIONS TO MEDICAL SAVINGS 
ACCOUNTS. 

“(а) DEDUCTION ALLOWED.—In the case of 
an eligible individual, there shall be allowed 
as a deduction the amounts paid in cash dur- 
ing the taxable year by the individual to a 
medical savings account for the benefit of— 

“(1) the eligible individual, or 

“(2) any spouse or dependent (as defined in 
section 152) of the eligible individual who is 
enrolled in the same health plan as the eligi- 
ble individual but only if the spouse or de- 
pendent is also an eligible individual. 

(b) LIMITATIONS.— 

“(1) ONLY 1 ACCOUNT PER FAMILY.—No de- 
duction shall be allowed under subsection (a) 
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for amounts paid to any medical savings ac- 
count for the benefit of an eligible individ- 
ual, such individual's spouse, ог апу depend- 
ent (as so defined) of such individual if such 
individual, spouse, or dependent is a bene- 
ficiary of any other medical savings account. 

“(2) DOLLAR LIMITATION.— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—The amount allowable 
as a deduction under subsection (a) with re- 
spect to contributions to a medical savings 
account for the taxable year shall not exceed 
the lesser of— 

) $2,500 ($5,000 in the case of a medical 
savings account established on behalf of 
more than 1 individual), or 

(ii) the catastrophic health plan differen- 
tial. 

“(В) CATASTROPHIC HEALTH PLAN DIFFEREN- 
TIAL.—For purposes of subparagraph (А)(11)— 

“(4) IN GENERAL.—The catastrophic health 
plan differential for any taxable year is 
equal to the sum of the amounts determined 
under clause (ii) for each month during the 
taxable year for which the taxpayer was an 
eligible individual. 

(1) MONTHLY DIFFERENTIAL.—The amount 
determined under this clause for any month 
is the excess (if any) of— 

J) the monthly premium determined 
under clause (iii) for the same class of enroll- 
ment as the catastrophic health plan in 
which the eligible individual is enrolled in, 
over 

“(П) the aggregate amount paid for cov- 
erage for such month under the catastrophic 
health plan. 

„(I.) MONTHLY PREMIUM.—Not later than 
December 31 of each calendar year, the Sec- 
retary shall determine and publish the 
monthly premium (for each class of enroll- 
ment) for coverage under the health benefits 
plan offered under chapter 89 of title 5, Unit- 
ed States Code, with the highest enrollment, 
adjusted for a national population under 65 
years of age (as determined by the Sec- 
retary) for the following calendar year. The 
premium shall be determined on the basis of 
the annual open enrollment period with re- 
spect to such following calendar year. 

“(С) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—In the 
case of a taxable year beginning in a cal- 
endar year after 1996, each dollar amount in 
subparagraph (A)(i) shall be increased by ап 
amount equal to such dollar amount multi- 
plied by the cost-of-living adjustment under 
section 1(f)(3) for the calendar year in which 
the taxable year begins, determined by sub- 
stituting ‘1995’ for ‘1992’ in subparagraph (B) 
thereof. 

“(8) PHASE-IN OF DEDUCTION.—In the case of 
taxable years beginning after December 31, 
1995, and before January 1, 2000, only the fol- 
lowing percentages of the deduction allow- 
able under this sectioh (without regard to 
this paragraph) shall be allowed: 


“If the taxable year The applicable 
27 іп: percentage is: 
1996 or 1997 50 percent 
1998 or 1999 75 percent 


с) DEFIN: м SPECIAL RULES.—For 
purposes of this section— 

“(1) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL.—The term ‘eligi- 
ble individual’ means, with respect to any 
month, any individual who is not eligible 
during such month— 

“(A) to participate in an employer-sub- 
sidized health plan maintained by an em- 
ployer of the individual, the individual's 
spouse, or any dependent (as defined in sec- 
tion 152) of either, or 

“(В) to receive any employer contribution 
to a medical savings account. 

For purposes of subparagraph (B), a self-em- 
ployed individual (within the meaning of sec- 
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tion 401(c)) shall not be treated as his own 
employer. 

“(2) CATASTROPHIC HEALTH PLAN.—For pur- 
poses of this section— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘catastrophic 
health plan’ means a health plan which— 

„) has an annual out-of-pocket expense 
requirement per covered individual which is 
not less than $2,500, and 

“(11) has an aggregate annual limit on out- 
of-pocket expenses for all covered individ- 
uals which is not less than $5,000. 

“(B) MINIMUM PERIOD OF PLAN.—A health 
plan shall not be treated as a catastrophic 
health plan unless— 

“@) the initial period of coverage under the 
plan is 24 months, and 

“(ii) coverage under the plan may not be 
terminated after such initial period without 
advance notice of at least 1 year unless the 
individual is enrolling in another cata- 
strophic health plan. 

Clauses (i) and (ii) shall not preclude any ter- 
mination for cause. 

“(С) HEALTH PLAN.—The term ‘health plan’ 
means any plan or arrangement which pro- 
vides, or pays the cost of, health benefits. 
Such term does not include the following, or 
any combination thereof: 

“(1) Coverage only for accidental death, 
dismemberment, dental, or vision. 

“(11) Coverage providing wages or pay- 
ments in lieu of wages for any period during 
which the employee is absent from work on 
account of sickness or injury. 

“(ii) A medicare supplemental policy (as 
defined in section 1882(g)(1)) or additional 
health care services under а-гівк contract 
under section 1876 for which an individual is 
charged premiums in addition to premiums 
under part В of title ХУШ. 

“(iv) Coverage issued as a supplement to li- 
ability insurance. 

“(у) Workers’ compensation or similar in- 
surance. 

“(у1) Automobile medical-payment insur- 
ance. 

(УШ) A long-term care insurance policy, 
including a nursing home fixed indemnity 
policy (unless the Secretary determines that 
such a policy provides sufficiently com- 
prehensive coverage of a benefit so that it 
should be treated as a health plan). 

(viii) An equivalent health care program. 

“(ix) Any plan or arrangement not de- 
scribed in any preceding subparagraph which 
provides for benefit payments, on a periodic 
basis, for a specified disease or illness or pe- 
riod of hospitalization without regard to the 
costs incurred or services rendered during 
the period to which the payments relate. 

“(х) Such other plan or arrangement as the 
Secretary determines is not a health plan. 

D) EQUIVALENT HEALTH CARE PROGRAM.— 
The term ‘equivalent health care program’ 
means— 

“(1) part А ог part В of the medicare pro- 
gram under title XVIII of the Social Secu- 
rity Act, 

i) the medicaid program under title ХІХ 
of the Social Security Act, 

(11) the health care program for active 
military personnel under title 10, United 
States Code, 

(iv) the veterans health care program 
under chapter 17 of title 38, United States 
Code, 

“(у) the Civilian Health and Medical Pro- 
gram of the Uniformed Services 
(CHAMPUS), as defined in section 1073(4) of 
title 10, United States Code, and 

(„i) the Indian health service program 
under the Indian Health Care Improvement 
Act (25 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.). 
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“(8) MEDICAL SAVINGS ACCOUNT.—The term 
‘medical savings account’ has the meaning 
given such term by section 7705. 

“(4) TIME WHEN CONTRIBUTIONS DEEMED 
MADE.—A contribution shall be deemed to be 
made on the last day of the preceding tax- 
able year if the contribution is made on ac- 
count of such taxable year and is made not 
later than the time prescribed by law for fil- 
ing the return for such taxable year (not in- 
cluding extensions thereof)“ 

(b) DEDUCTION ALLOWED AGAINST GROSS IN- 
COME.—Subsection (а) of section 62 (defining 
adjusted gross income) is amended by insert- 
ing after paragraph (15) the following new 
paragraph: 


ph: 

“(16) MEDICAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS.—The de- 
duction allowed by section 220.” 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for part VII of subchapter B of chap- 
ter 1 is amended by striking the last item 
and inserting the following new items: 


“Sec. 220. Contributions to medical savings 
accounts. 
“Sec. 221. Cross reference.” 


(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1995. 


(а) IN GENERAL.—Section 106 (relating to 
contributions by employers to accident and 
health plans) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

“(b) CONTRIBUTIONS TO MEDICAL SAVINGS 
ACCOUNTS.— 

“(1) TREATMENT OF CONTRIBUTIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Gross income of an em- 
ployee who is covered by a catastrophic 
health plan of an employer shall not include 
any employer contribution to a medical sav- 
ings account on behalf of the employee or 
the employee's spouse or dependents (as de- 
fined in section 152). 

B) NO CONSTRUCTIVE RECEIPT.—No 
amount shall be included in the gross income 
of any employee solely because the employee 
may choose between the contributions de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A) and employer 
contributions to a health plan of the em- 
ployer. 

“(2) LIMITATIONS.— 

“(A) ONLY 1 ACCOUNT PER FAMILY.—No ex- 
clusion shall be allowed under paragraph (1) 
for amounts paid to any medical savings ac- 
count on behalf of an employee or the em- 
ployee’s spouse or dependents (as so defined) 
if employee, spouse, or dependent is a bene- 
ficiary of any other medical savings account. 

“(В) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—The amount 
which may be excluded under paragraph (1) 
for any taxable year shall not exceed the 
lesser o 

“(1) $2,500 ($5,000 in the case of a medical 
savings account established on behalf of 
more than 1 individual), or 

(i) the sum of the catastrophic health 
plan differentials for each month during the 
taxable year. 

“(8) CATASTROPHIC HEALTH PLAN DIFFEREN- 
TIAL.—For purposes of subparagraph (B)(ii), 
the catastrophic health plan differential 
with respect to any employee for any month 
is the amount by which the cost for the 
month of the catastrophic health plan in 
which the employee is enrolled is less than— 

“(А) the cost of the health plan (for the 
same class of enrollment) which— 

“(i) the employee is eligible to enroll in 
through the employer, and 

“(1) has the highest cost of all health 
plans in which the employee may enroll in 
through the employer, or 


25248 


„) if the employee is not eligible to en- 
roll in any such health plan through the em- 
ployer or the employer does not offer any 
such health plan, the monthly premium for 
the month determined under section 
220(b)(2)(B)(ili). 

(4) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—In the 
case of a taxable year beginning in a cal- 
endar year after 1996, each dollar amount in 
paragraph (2)(B)(i) shall be increased by an 
amount equal to such dollar amount multi- 
plied by the cost-of-living adjustment under 
section 1(f)(3) for the calendar year in which 
the taxable year begins, determined by sub- 
stituting ‘1995’ for ‘1992’ in subparagraph (В) 
therecf. 

“(5) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub- 
section— 

“(А) CATASTROPHIC HEALTH PLAN.—The 
term ‘catastrophic health plan’ has the 
meaning given such term by section 220(c)(2). 

“(В) MEDICAL SAVINGS ACCOUNT.—The term 
‘medical savings account’ has the meaning 
given such term by section 7705." 

(b) YER PAYMENTS EXCLUDED FROM 


(A) Subsection (a) of section 3121 is amend- 
ed by striking “ог” at the end of paragraph 
(20), by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (21) and inserting “; ог”, and by 
inserting after paragraph (21) the following 
new paragraph: 

“(22) any payment made to or for the bene- 
fit of an employee if at the time of such pay- 
ment it is reasonable to believe that the em- 
ployee will be able to exclude such payment 
from income under section 106(0)." 

(B) Subsection (a) of section 209 of the So- 
cial Security Act is amended by striking 
“ог” at the end of paragraph (18), by striking 
the period at the end of paragraph (19) and 
inserting “; ог”, and by inserting after para- 
graph (19) the following new paragraph: 

“(20) any payment made to ог for the bene- 
fit of an employee if at the time of such pay- 
ment it is reasonable to believe that the em- 
ployee will be able to exclude such payment 
from income under section 106(b) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986.” 

(2) RAILROAD RETIREMENT.—Subsection (e) 
of section 3231 is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

“(10) MEDICAL SAVINGS ACCOUNT CONTRIBU- 
TIONS.—The term ‘compensation’ shall not 
include any payment made to or for the ben- 
efit of an employee if at the time of such 
payment it is reasonable to believe that the 
employee will be able to exclude such pay- 
ment from income under section 1060b).“ 

(3) UNEMPLOYMENT.—Subsection (b) of sec- 
tion 3306 is amended by striking “ог” at the 
end of paragraph (15), by striking the period 
at the end of paragraph (16) and inserting “; 
ог”, and by inserting after paragraph (16) the 
following new paragraph: 

“(17) any payment made to or for the bene- 
fit of an employee if at the time of such pay- 
ment it is reasonable to believe that the em- 
ployee will be able to exclude such payment 
from income under section 106(b).”* 

(4) WITHHOLDING.—Subsection (a) of section 
3401 is amended by striking “ог” at the end 
of paragraph (19), by striking the period at 
the end of paragraph (20) and inserting ‘‘; 
ог”, and by inserting after paragraph (20) the 
following new paragraph: 

21) any payment made to ог for the bene- 
fit of an employee if at the time of such pay- 
ment it is reasonable to believe that the em- 
ployee will be able to exclude such payment 
from income under section 106(0)." 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 106 
is amended by striking Gross“ and insert- 
ing: 
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“(а) GENERAL RULE.—Gross 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE. ne amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1995. 

SEC, 3. MEDICAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS, 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 79 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
“БЕС. 7705. MEDICAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS. 

“(а) GENERAL RULE.—The term ‘medical 
savings account’ means a trust created or or- 
ganized in the United States for the exclu- 
sive benefit of the beneficiaries of the trust, 
but only if the written governing instrument 
creating the trust meets the following re- 
quirements: 

“(1) Except in the case of a rollover con- 
tribution described in subsection (c)(5), no 
contribution will be accepted unless— 

“(А) it is in cash, and 

“(B) it is made for a period during which 
the individual on whose behalf it is made is 
covered under a catastrophic health plan. 

“(2) Contributions will not be accepted for 
any taxable year in excess of the amount al- 
lowable as a deduction under section 220(b)(2) 
for such taxable year. 

“(3) The trustee is a bank (as defined іп 
section 408(n)), insurance company (as de- 
fined in section 816), or another person who 
demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Sec- 
retary that the manner in which such person 
will administer the trust will be consistent 
with the requirements of this section. 

“(4) The assets of the trust will not be 
commingled with other property except in a 
common trust fund or common investment 
fund. 

“(5) No part of the trust assets will be in- 
vested in life insurance contracts. 

“(6) The interest of an individual in the 
balance in the individual’s account is non- 
forfeitable. 

b) TREATMENT OF ACCOUNTS.— 

“(1) ACCOUNT TREATED AS GRANTOR 
TRUST.— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the account beneficiary of 
а medical savings account shall be treated 
for purposes of this title as the owner of such 
account and shall be subject to tax thereon 
in accordance with subpart E of part I of sub- 
chapter J of this chapter (relating to 
grantors and others treated as substantial 
owners). 

“(В) TREATMENT OF CAPITAL LOSSES.—With 
respect to assets held in a medical savings 
account, any capital loss for a taxable year 
from the sale or exchange of such an asset 
shall be allowed only to the extent of capital 
gains from such assets for such taxable year. 
Any capital loss which is disallowed under 
the preceding sentence shall be treated as a 
capital loss from the sale or exchange of 
such an asset in the next taxable year. 

“(2) ACCOUNT TERMINATES IF INDIVIDUAL EN- 
GAGES IN PROHIBITED TRANSACTION.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—If, during any taxable 
year of the account beneficiary, such bene- 
ficiary engages іп any transaction prohibited 
by section 4975 with respect to the account, 
the account shall cease to be a medical sav- 
ings account as of the first day of such tax- 
able year. 

“(В) ACCOUNT TREATED AS DISTRIBUTING ALL 
ITS ASSETS.—In any case in which any ac- 
count ceases to be a medical savings account 
by reason of subparagraph (A) on the first 
day of any taxable year, subsection (c) shall 
be applied as if— 

“(1) there were a distribution on such first 
day in an amount equal to the fair market 
value (on such first day) of all assets in the 
account (on such first day), and 

“(ii) no portion of such distribution were 
used to pay qualified medical expenses. 
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(3) EFFECT OF PLEDGING ACCOUNT А8 SECU- 
RITY.—If, during any taxable year, the ac- 
count beneficiary uses the account or any 
portion thereof as security for a loan for pur- 
poses other than to pay qualified medical ex- 
penses, the portion so used is treated as dis- 
tributed and not used to pay qualified medi- 
cal expenses. 

“(с) ) TREATMENT OF DISTRIBUTIONS.— 

“(1) AMOUNTS USED FOR QUALIFIED MEDICAL 
EXPENSES.—Any amount paid or distributed 
out of a medical savings account which is 
used exclusively to pay qualified medical ex- 
penses of any account beneficiary (or spouse 
or dependent (as defined in section 152)) of 
the account shall not be includible in gross 
income. 

“(2) INCLUSION OF AMOUNTS NOT USED FOR 
QUALIFIED MEDICAL EXPENSES.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—Any amount paid or dis- 
tributed out of a medical savings account 
which is not used exclusively to pay the 
qualified medical expenses of the account 
beneficiary (or spouse or dependent (as so de- 
fined)) shall be included in the gross income 
of such beneficiary to the extent such 
amount does not exceed the excess of— 

„ the aggregate contributions to such 
account which were not includible in gross 
income by reason of section 106(b) or which 
were deductible under section 220, over 

(i) the aggregate prior payments or dis- 
tributions from such account which were in- 
cludible in gross income under this para- 


ph. 

“(В) SPECIAL RULES.—For purposes of sub- 
paragraph (А)- 

“(i) all payments and distributions during 
any taxable year shall be treated as 1 dis- 
tribution, and 

“(ii) any distribution of property shall be 
taken into account at its fair market value 
on the date of the distribution. 

(3) EXCESS CONTRIBUTIONS RETURNED BE- 
FORE DUE DATE OF RETURN.—Paragraph (2) 
shall not apply to the distribution of any 
contribution paid during a taxable year to a 
medical savings account to the extent that 
such contribution exceeds the amount under 
subsection (a)(2) if— 

“(А) such distribution is received by the 
individual on or before the last day pre- 
scribed by law (including extensions of time) 
for filing such individual's return for such 
taxable year, and 

“(В) such distribution is accompanied by 
the amount of net income attributable to 
such excess contribution. 


Any net income described in subparagraph 
(B) shall be included in the gross income of 
the individual for the taxable year in which 
it is received. 

“(4) PENALTY FOR DISTRIBUTIONS NOT USED 
FOR QUALIFIED MEDICAL EXPENSES.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—The tax imposed by 
chapter 1 on the account beneficiary for any 
taxable year in which there is a payment or 
distribution from a medical savings account 
of such beneficiary which is includible in 
gross income under paragraph (2) shall be in- 
creased by 10 percent of the amount which is 
во includible. 

“(В) EXCEPTION FOR DISABILITY OR DEATH.— 
Subparagraph (A) shall not apply if the pay- 
ment or distribution is made after the ac- 
count beneficiary becomes disabled within 
the meaning of section 72(m)(7) or dies. 

“(5) ROLLOVER CONTRIBUTION.—If апу 
amount paid or distributed from a medical 
savings account to the account beneficiary 
(or spouse or dependent (as defined in section 
152)) is paid into a medical savings account 
for the benefit of such beneficiary (or spouse 
or dependent) not later than the 60th day 
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after the day on which the beneficiary (or 
spouse or dependent) receives the payment 
or distribution— 

“(А) paragraph (2) shall not apply to such 
amount, and 

“(В) such amount shall be treated as a roll- 
over contribution described in this para- 


ph. 

“(6) COORDINATION WITH MEDICAL EXPENSE 
DEDUCTION.—For purposes of section 213, any 
payment or distribution out of a medical 
savings account for qualified medical ex- 
penses shall not be treated as an expense 
paid for medical care to the extent of the 
amount of such payment or distribution 
which is attributable to amounts described 
in paragraph (2)(A). 

“(7) TRANSFER OF ACCOUNT INCIDENT ТО DI- 
VORCE.—The transfer of an individual's inter- 
est in a medical savings account to an indi- 
vidual’s spouse or former spouse under a di- 
vorce or separation instrument described in 
subparagraph (A) of section 71(b)(2) shall not 
be considered a taxable transfer made by 
such individual notwithstanding any other 
provision of this subtitle, and such interest 
at the time of the transfer shall be treated as 
а medical savings account of such spouse, 
and not of such individual. Any such account 
or annuity shall, for purposes of this sub- 
title, be treated as maintained for the bene- 
fit of the spouse to whom the interest was 
transferred. 

“(4) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion— 

“(1) QUALIFIED MEDICAL EXPENSES.— 

(А) ІМ GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified 
medical expenses’ means any expense for— 

“(1) medical care (as defined in section 
213(d)), or 

“(ii) qualified long-term care services. 

“(В) EXCEPTION FOR INSURANCE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Such term shall not in- 
clude any expense for insurance. 

(И) EXCEPTIONS.—Clause (i) shall not 
apply to any expense for— 

J) coverage under a health plan during a 
period of continuation coverage described in 
section 4980B(f)(2)(B), 

“(П) coverage under a medicare supple- 
mental policy (as defined in section 1882(g)(1) 
of the Social Security Act), or 

(III) payment of premiums under part А 
or B of title XVIII of the Social Security 
Act, 

IV) coverage under a policy providing 
qualified long-term care services, or 

“(V) coverage under a health plan during 
any period during which an individual is un- 
employed. 

(С) QUALIFIED LONG-TERM CARE SERV- 
ІСЕ8.--Ғог purposes of this paragraph— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified long- 
term care services’ means necessary diag- 
nostic, preventive, therapeutic, rehabilita- 
tive, and maintenance (including personal 
care) services— 

“(1) which are required by an individual 
during any period during which such individ- 
ual is a functionally impaired individual, 

“(П) which have as their primary purpose 
the provision of needed assistance with 1 or 
more activities of daily living which a func- 
tionally impaired individual is certified as 
being unable to perform under clause (ii)(I), 
and 

(III) which are provided pursuant to a 
continuing plan of care prescribed by a li- 
censed health care practitioner (other than a 
relative of such individual). 

“(11) FUNCTIONALLY IMPAIRED INDIVIDUAL.— 

D) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘functionally 
impaired individual’ means any individual 
who is certified by a licensed health care 
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practitioner (other than a relative of such 
individual) as being unable to perform, with- 
out substantial assistance from another indi- 
vidual (including assistance involving verbal 
reminding, physical cueing, or substantial 
supervision), at least 3 activities of daily liv- 
ing described in clause (111). 

“(П) SPECIAL RULE FOR HOME HEALTH CARE 
SERVICES.—In the case of services which are 
provided during any period during which an 
individual is residing within the individual's 
home (whether or not the services are pro- 
vided within the home), subclause (I) shall be 
applied by substituting ‘2’ for ‘3’. For pur- 
poses of this subclause, a nursing home or 
similar facility shall not be treated as a 
home. 

“(iii) ACTIVITIES OF DAILY LIVING.—Each of 
the following is an activity of daily living: 

“(1) Eating. 

I) Transferring. 

“(Ш) Toileting. 


LICENSED HEALTH САВЕ PRACTI- 
TIONER.—For purposes of subparagraph (C)— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘licensed 
health care practitioner’ means— 

D) a physician or registered professional 
nurse, 

“(П) a qualified community care case man- 
ager (as defined in clause (ii)), or 

(II) any other individual who meets such 
requirements as may be prescribed by the 
Secretary after consultation with the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services. 

(Ii) QUALIFIED COMMUNITY CARE CASE MAN- 
AGER.—The term ‘qualified community care 
case manager’ means an individual or entity 
which— 

“(1) has experience or has been trained іп 
providing case management services and in 
preparing individual care plans; 

“(П) has experience in assessing individ- 
uals to determine their functional and cog- 
nitive impairment; 

“(Ш) is not a relative of the individual re- 
ceiving case management services; and 

IV) meets such requirements as may be 
prescribed by the Secretary after consulta- 
tion with the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services. 

“(Е) RELATIVE.—For purposes of this para- 
graph, the term ‘relative’ means an individ- 
ual bearing a relationship to another individ- 
ual which is described in paragraphs (1) 
through (8) of section 152(a). 

“(2) ACCOUNT BENEFICIARY.—The term ‘ac- 
count beneficiary’ means the individual for 
whose benefit the medical savings account is 
maintained. 

“(е) CUSTODIAL ACCOUNTS.—For purposes of 
this section, a custodial account shall be 
treated as a trust if— 

“(1) the assets of such account are held by 
a bank (as defined in section 408(n)), insur- 
ance company (as defined in section 816), or 
another person who demonstrates to the sat- 
isfaction of the Secretary that the manner in 
which such person will administer the ac- 
count will be consistent with the require- 
ments of this section, and 

“(2) the custodial account would, except 

for the fact that it is not a trust, constitute 
a medical savings account described in sub- 
section (a). 
For purposes of this title, in the case of a 
custodial account treated as a trust by rea- 
son of the preceding sentence, the custodian 
of such account shall be treated as the trust- 
ee thereof. 

) REPORTS.—The trustee of a medical 
savings account shall make such reports re- 
garding such account to the Secretary and to 
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the individual for whose benefit the account 
is maintained with respect to contributions, 
distributions, and such other matters as the 
Secretary may require under regulations. 
The reports required by this subsection shall 
be filed at such time and in such manner and 
furnished to such individuals at such time 
and in such manner as may be required by 
those regulations.” 


(b) PREEMPTION OF CERTAIN CONFLICTING 
Laws.— 

(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, no Federal or State 
law shall prohibit a carrier from offering a 
catastrophic health plan in conjunction with 
а medical savings account (as defined in sec- 
tion 7705 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986). 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub- 
section— 

(A) the term “сагтіег” means any entity li- 
censed or authorized under Federal or State 
law to offer a health plan, 

(B) the term “catastrophic health plan” 
means a health 

(i) which is described in section 220(c)(2) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, or 

(11) a similar health plan which provides 
significant cost sharing, and 

(C) the term health plan“ has the mean- 
ing given such term by section 220(c)(2)(C) of 
such Code. 


(c) TREATMENT OF EXCESS CONTRIBUTIONS.— 
Section 4973 (relating to tax on excess con- 
tributions to individual retirement accounts, 
certain section 403(b) contracts, and certain 
individual retirement annuities) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by inserting “MEDICAL SAVINGS AC- 
COUNTS,” after “ACCOUNTS,” in the head- 
ing of such section, 

(2) by striking “ог” at the end of paragraph 
(1) of subsection (a), 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (2) of sub- 
section (a) as paragraph (3) and by inserting 
after paragraph (1) the following: 

“(2) a medical savings account (within the 
meaning of section 7705(a)), ог”, and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 


d) EXCESS CONTRIBUTIONS TO MEDICAL 
SAVINGS ACCOUNTS.—For purposes of this 
section, in the case of a medical savings ac- 
count (within the meaning of section 
7705(а)), the term ‘excess contributions’ 
means the amount by which the amount con- 
tributed for the taxable year to the account 
exceeds the amount which may be contrib- 
uted to the account under section 7705(a)(2) 
for such taxable year. For purposes of this 
subsection, any contribution which is dis- 
tributed out of the medical savings account 
in a distribution to which section 7705(c)(3) 
applies shall be treated as an amount not 
contributed.” 


(d) TREATMENT OF PROHIBITED TRANS- 
ACTIONS.—Section 4975 (relating to prohib- 
ited transactions) is amended— 

(1) by adding at the end of subsection (c) 
the following new paragraph: 

“(4) SPECIAL RULE FOR MEDICAL SAVINGS AC- 
COUNTS.—An individual for whose benefit a 
medical savings account (within the mean- 
ing of section 7705(a)) is established shall be 
exempt from the tax imposed by this section 
with respect to any transaction concerning 
such account (which would otherwise be tax- 
able under this section) if, with respect to 
such transaction, the account ceases to be a 
medical savings account by reason of the ap- 
plication of section 7705(b)(2)(A) to such ac- 
count.“ and 
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(2) by inserting “ог a medical savings ac- 
count described in section 7705(а)” in sub- 
section (en!) after “described in section 
408(а)”. 

(е) FAILURE ТО PROVIDE REPORTS ОМ MEDI- 
CAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS.—Section 6693 (relat- 
ing to failure to provide reports on individ- 
ual retirement accounts or annuities) is 
amended— 

(1) by inserting “ОН ON MEDICAL SAV- 
INGS ACCOUNTS" after “ANNUITIES” in 
the heading of such section, and 

(2) by adding at the end of subsection (a) 
the following: “Тһе person required by sec- 
tion 7705(f) to file a report regarding a medi- 
ca] savings account at the time and in the 
manner required by such section shall pay a 
penalty of $50 for each failure unless it is 
shown that such failure is due to reasonable 
cause.” 

(f) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) The table of sections for chapter 43 is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 4973 and inserting the following: 


“Sec. 4973. Treatment of excess contribu- 
tions to individual retirement 
accounts, medical savings ac- 
counts, certain 403(b) contracts, 
and certain individual retire- 
ment annuities.” 


(2) The table of sections for subchapter B 
of chapter 68 is amended by inserting “ог on 
medical savings accounts” after “annuities” 
in the item relating to section 6693. 

SEC. 4. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING TAX 


It is the sense of the Senate that— 
(1) there should be tax parity for all health 
insurance whether provided or purchased by 


individuals, self-employed, or employers; and . 


(2) long-term care services and insurance 
should be provided tax status similar to med- 
ical care services and insurance. 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


в. 304 
At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the 
names of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. FRIST], the Senator from Washing- 
ton [Mrs. MURRAY], and the Senator 
from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 304, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to re- 
peal the transportation fuels tax appli- 
cable to commercial aviation. 
8. 358 
At the request of Mr. HEFLIN, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. PRESSLER] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 358, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro- 
vide for an excise tax exemption for 
certain emergency medical transpor- 
tation by air ambulance. 
8. 715 
At the request of Мг. D'AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. LOTT] was added as a cosponsor of 
8. 715, a bill to provide for portability 
of health insurance, guaranteed renew- 
ability, high risk pools, medical care 
savings accounts, and for other pur- 
poses. 
8. 960 
At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
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STEVENS] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 960, a bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to exempt qualified cur- 


‘rent and former law enforcement offi- 


cers from State laws prohibiting the 
carrying of concealed handguns, and 
for other purposes. 
8. 1134 
At the request of Mr. NICKLES, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
MCCAIN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1134, a bill to provide family tax relief. 
8. 1137 
At the request of Mr. THOMAS, the 
names of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. CAMPBELL], and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. FAIRCLOTH] were 
added as cosponsors of 8. 1137, a bill to 
amend title 17, United States Code, 
with respect to the licensing of music, 
and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2486 
At the request of Mr. DOLE his name 
was added as a cosponsor of amend- 
ment No. 2486 proposed to H.R. 4, a bill 
to restore the American family, reduce 
illegitimacy, control welfare spending 
and reduce welfare dependence. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2526 
At the request of Mr. FRIST his name 
was added as a cosponsor of amend- 
ment No. 2526 proposed to H.R. 4, a bill 
to restore the American family, reduce 
illegitimacy, control welfare spending 
and reduce welfare dependence. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2550 
At the request of Mr. KOHL the name 
of the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
LEAHY] was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2550 proposed to H.R. 4, 
a bill to restore the American family, 
reduce illegitimacy, control welfare 
spending and reduce welfare depend- 
ence. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2568 
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. PRYOR] was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 2568 proposed to 
H.R. 4, a bill to restore the American 
family, reduce illegitimacy, control 
welfare spending and reduce welfare de- 
pendence. 


SENATE RESOLUTION 172— 
PROVIDING FOR SEVERANCE PAY 


Mr. DOLE submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. Res. 172 

Resolved, That (a) an individual who is an 
employee in the office of the Sergeant at 
Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate, who was 
an employee in that office for at least 183 
days (whether or not service was continuous) 
during fiscal year 1995, and whose service in 
that office is terminated on or after the date 
this resolution is agreed to, but prior to Oc- 
tober 1, 1995, shall be entitled to one lump 
sum payment consisting of severance pay in 
an amount equal to 2 months of the individ- 
ual’s basic pay at the rate in effect on Sep- 
tember 1, 1995. 

(b) The Secretary of the Senate shall make 
payments under this resolution from funds 
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appropriated for fiscal year 1995 from the ap- 
propriation account “Salaries, Officers and 
Employees” for salaries of officers and em- 
ployees in the office of the Sergeant at Arms 
and Doorkeeper of the Senate. 

(c) A payment may be make under this res- 
olution only upon certification to the Dis- 
bursing Office by the Sergeant at Arms and 
Doorkeeper of the Senate of the individual’s 
eligibility for the payment. 

(4) Іп the event of the death of an individ- 
ual who is entitled to payment under this 
resolution, any such payment that is unpaid 
shall be paid to the widow or widower of the 
individual or, if there is no widow or widower 
of such decreased individual, to the heirs at 
law or next of kin of such decreased individ- 
ual. 

(e) A payment under this resolution shall 
not be treated as compensation for purposes 
of any provision of title 5, United States 
Code, or of any other law relating to benefits 
accruing from employment by the United 
States, and the period of entitlement to such 
pay shall not be treated as a period of em- 
ployment for purposes of any such provision 
or law. 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


THE WORK OPPORTUNITY ACT OF 
1995 


DASCHLE (AND KENNEDY) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2682 


Mr. DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. 
KENNEDY) proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 2280 proposed by Mr. 
DOLE to the bill (H.R. 4) to restore the 
American family, reduce illegitimacy, 
control welfare spending, and reduce 
welfare dependence; as follows: 

On page 40, between lines 16 and 17, insert 
the following new paragraph: 

“(4) NON-CASH ASSISTANCE FOR CHILDREN.— 
Nothing in paragraph (1) shall be construed 
as prohibiting a State from using funds pro- 
vided under section 403 to provide aid, in the 
form of in-kind assistance, vouchers usable 
for particular goods or services as specified 
by the State, or vendor payments to individ- 
uals providing such goods or services, to the 
minor children of a needy family.“. 


DOLE AMENDMENT NO. 2683 


Mr. DOLE proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 2280 proposed by him- 
self to the bill H.R. 4, supra; as follows: 


On page 17, strike lines 13 through 22 and 
insert the following: 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of para- 
graph (1)(A), a State family assistance grant 
for any State for a fiscal year is an amount 
equal to the sum of— 

(i) the total amount of the Federal pay- 
ments to the State under section 403 (other 
than Federal payments to the State de- 
scribed in section subparagraphs (A), (B) and 
(С) of section 419(a)(2)) for fiscal year 1994 (as 
such section 403 was in effect during such fis- 
cal year), plus 

(ii) the total amount of the Federal pay- 
ments to the State under subparagraphs (A), 
(B) and (C) of section 419(a)(2), 
as such payments were reported by the State 
on February 14, 1995, reduced by the amount, 
if any, determined under subparagraph (B), 


September 15, 1995 


and for fiscal year 2000, reduced by the per- 
cent specified under section 418(a)(3), and in- 
creased by an amount, if any, determined 
under paragraph (2)(D). 

On page 77, line 21, strike the 
quotation marks and the second period. 

One page 77, between lines 21 and 22, insert 
the following new section: 

“SEC, 419. AMOUNTS FOR CHILD CARE. 

“(а) CHILD CARE ALLOCATION— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—From the amount appro- 
priated under section 403(a)(4)(A) for a fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall set aside an 
amount equal to the total amount of the 
Federal payments for fiscal year 1994 to 
States under section— 

“(А) 402(g¢)(3)(A) of this Act (as such sec- 
tion was in effect before October 1, 1995) for 
amounts expended for child care pursuant to 
paragraph (1) of such section; 

„) 408(1)(1)(A) of this Act (as во in effect) 
for amounts expended for child care pursuant 
to section 402(g)(1)(A) of this Act, in the case 
of a State with respect to which section 1108 
of this Act applies; and 

“(С) 403(п) of this Act (ав во in effect) for 
child care services pursuant to section 402(i) 
of this Act. 

“(2) DISTRIBUTION.—From amounts set- 
aside for a fiscal year under paragraph (1), 
the Secretary shall pay to a State an 
amount equal to the total amounts of Fed- 
eral payments for fiscal year 1994 to the 
State under section— 

“(А) 402(g¢)(8)(A) of this Act (as such sec- 
tion was in effect before October 1, 1995) for 
amounts expended for child care pursuant to 

ph (1) of such section; 

“(В) 403(1)(1)(A) of this Act (as so in effect) 
for amounts expended for child care pursuant 
to section 402(g)(1)(A) of this Act, in the case 
of a State with respect to which section 1108 
of this Act applies; and 

“(С) 403(п) of this Act (as so in effect) for 
child care services pursuant to section 402(i) 
of this Act. 

“(8) USE OF FUNDS.—Amounts received by a 
State under paragraph (2) shall only be used 
to provide child care assistance under this 
part 


end 


“(4) For purposes of paragraphs (1) and (2), 
Federal payments for fiscal year 1994 means 
such payments as reported by the State on 
February 14, 1995. 

(0) ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATION,— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated and there are appropriated, 
$3,000,000,000 to be distributed to the States 
during the 5-fiscal year period beginning in 
fiscal year 1996 for the provision of child care 
assistance. 

“(2) DISTRIBUTION.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use 
amounts made available under paragraph (1) 
to make grants to States. The total amount 
of grants awarded to a State under this para- 
graph shall be based on the formula used for 
determining the allotment of Federal pay- 
ments to the State for fiscal year 1994 under 
section 403(n) (as such section was in effect 
before October 1, 1995) for child care services 
pursuant to section 402(1) as such amount re- 
lates to the total amount of such Federal 
payments to all States for such fiscal year. 

(B) FISCAL YEAR 2000.—With respect to the 
last quarter of fiscal year 2000, if the Sec- 
retary determines that any allotment to a 
State under this subsection will not be used 
by such State for carrying out the purpose 
for which the allotment is available, the Sec- 
retary shall make such allotment available 
for carrying out such purpose to 1 or more 
other States which apply for such funds to 
the extent the Secretary determines that 
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such other States will be able to use such ad- 
ditional allotments for carrying out such 
purposes. Such available allotments shall be 
reallocated to a State pursuant to section 
402(1) (as such section was in effect before Oc- 
tober 1, 1995) by substituting ‘the number of 
children residing in all States applying for 
such funds’ for ‘the number of children resid- 
ing in the United States in the second pre- 
ceding fiscal year’. Any amount made avail- 
able to a State from an appropriation for a 
fiscal year in accordance with the 

sentence shall, for purposes of this part, be 
regarded as part of such State’s payment (as 
determined under this subsection) for such 


year. 

“(3) AMOUNT OF FUNDS.—The Secretary 
shall pay to each eligible State in a fiscal 
year an amount equal to the Federal medical 
assistance percentage for such State for such 
fiscal year (as defined in section 1905(b)) of so 
much of the expenditures by the State for 
child care in such year as exceed the State 
set-aside for such State under subsection (a) 
for such year and the amount of State ex- 
penditures in fiscal year 1994 that equal the 
non-Federal share for the programs described 
in subparagraphs (A), (B) and (C) of sub- 
section (a)(1). 

“(4) BUDGET SCORING.—Notwithstanding 
section 257(b)(2) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, the 
baseline shall assume that no grant shall be 
made under this subsection after fiscal year 
2000 


“(с) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.— 

“(1) STATE OPTION.—For purposes of вес- 
tion 402(a)(1)(B), a State may, at its option, 
not require a single parent with a child 
under the age of 6 to participate in work for 
more than an average of 20 hours per week 
during a month and may count such parent 
as being engaged in work for a month for 
purposes, of section 404(c)(1) if such parent 
participates in work for an average of 20 
hours per week during such month. 

(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to provide an 
entitlement to child care services to any 
child. 

On Page 17, line 22, insert before the period 
the following: , and increased by an amount 
(if any) determined under subparagraph (р)." 

On Page 18, between lines 21 and 22, insert 
the following: 

D) AMOUNT ATTRIBUTABLE TO STATE PLAN 
AMENDMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of subpara- 
graph (A), the amount determined under this 
subparagraph is an amount equal to the Fed- 
eral payment under section 403(a)(5) to the 
State for emergency assistance іп fiscal year 
1995 under any State plan amendment made 
under section 402 during fiscal year 1994 (as 
such sections were in effect before the date 
of the enactment of the Work Opportunity 
Act of 1995) subject to the limitation in 
clause (ii). 

“(11) LIMITATION.—Amounts made available 
under clause (i) to all States shall not exceed 
$800 million. If amounts available under this 
subparagraph are less than the total amount 
of emergency assistance payments referred 
to in clause (i), the amount payable to a 
State shall be equal to an amount which 
bears the same relationship to the total 
amount available under this clause as the 
State emergency assistance payment bears 
to the total amount of such payments. 

On page 25, line 18, insert “іп the case of 
amounts paid to the State that are set aside 
in accordance with section 419(9), the State 
may reserve such amounts for any fiscal 
year only for the purpose of providing with- 
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out fiscal year limitation child care assist- 
ance under this part.” after the end period. 

Beginning on page 315, strike line 6 and all 
that follows through page 576, line 12 (re- 
number subsequent titles and section num- 
bers accordingly). 

On page 29, between lines 17 and 18, insert 
the following: 

“(4) CONTINGENCY FUND.— ; 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby es- 
tablished in the Treasury of the United 
States a fund which shall be known as the 
‘Contingency Fund for State Welfare Pro- 
grams’ (hereafter in this section referred to 
as the ‘Fund’). 

“(2) DEPOSITS INTO FUND.—Out of any 
money in the Treasury of the United States 
not otherwise appropriated, there are hereby 
appropriated for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, and 2000, such sums as are necessary for 
payment to the Fund in a total amount not 
to exceed $1,000,000,000. 

“(3) COMPUTATION ОҒ GRANT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the Secretary of the Treasury shall pay 
to each eligible State in a fiscal year an 
amount equal to the Federal medical assist- 
ance percentage for such State for such fis- 
cal year (as defined in section 1905(b)) of so 
much of the expenditures by the State in 
such year under the State program funded 
under this part as exceed the historic ex- 
penditures for such State. 

“(В) LIMITATION.—The total amount paid 
to a State under subparagraph (A) for any 
fiscal year shall not exceed an amount equal 
to 20 percent of the annual amount deter- 
mined for such State under the State pro- 
gram funded under this part (without regard 
to this subsection) for such fiscal year. 

“(C) METHOD OF COMPUTATION, PAYMENT, 
AND RECONCILIATION.— 

“(1) METHOD OF COMPUTATION.—The method 
of computing and paying such amounts shall 
be as follows: 

J) The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall estimate the amount to be 
paid to the State for each quarter under the 
provisions of subparagraph (A), such esti- 
mate to be based on a report filed by the 
State containing its estimate of the total 
sum to be expended in such quarter and such 
other information as the Secretary may find 
necessary. 

(II) The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall then certify to the Secretary 
of the Treasury the amount so estimated by 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services. 

“(ii) METHOD OF PAYMENT.—The Secretary 
of the Treasury shall thereupon, through the 
Fiscal Service of the Department of the 
Treasury and prior to audit or settlement by 
the General Accounting Office, pay to the 
State, at the time or times fixed by the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, the 
amount so certified. 

(11) METHOD ОҒ RECONCILIATION.—If at the 
end of each fiscal year, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services finds that a 
State which received amounts from the Fund 
in such fiscal year did not meet the mainte- 
nance of effort requirement under paragraph 
(5ХВ) for such fiscal year, the Secretary 
shall reduce the State family assistance 
grant for such State for the succeeding fiscal 
year by such amounts. 

“(4) USE OF GRANT.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—An eligible State may 
use the grant— 

“(1) in any manner that is reasonably cal- 
culated to accomplish the purpose of this 
part; or 

(i) in any manner that such State used 
amounts received under part A or F of this 
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title, as such parts were in effect before Oc- 
tober 1, 1995. 

“(В) REFUND OF UNUSED PORTION.—Any 
amount of a grant under this subsection not 
used during the fiscal year shall be returned 
to the Fund. 

“(5) ELIGIBLE STATE.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub- 
section, a State is an eligible State with re- 
spect to a fiscal year, if 

“(1Х1) the average rate of total unemploy- 
ment in such State (seasonally adjusted) for 
the period consisting of the most recent 3 
months for which data for all states are pub- 
lished equals or exceeds 6.5 percent, and 

“(П) the average rate of total unemploy- 
ment in such State (seasonally adjusted) for 
the 3-month period equals or exceeds 110 per- 
cent of such average rate for either (or both) 
of the corresponding 3-month periods ending 
in the 2 preceding calendar years; and 

(i) has met the maintenance of effort re- 
quirement under subparagraph (B) for the 
State program funded under this part for the 
fiscal year. 

“(В) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—The main- 
tenance of effort requirement for any State 
under this subparagraph for any fiscal year 
is the expenditure of an amount at least 
equal to 100 percent of the level of historic 
State expenditures for such State (as deter- 
mined under subsection (a)(5)). 

“(6) ANNUAL REPORTS.—The Secretary of 
the Treasury shall annually report to the 
Congress on the status of the Fund. 

On page 40, line 13, strike “15” and insert 
“20”. 

At the appropriate place, imsert the follow- 
ing: 

БЕС. . ABSTINENCE EDUCATION. 

(a) INCREASE IN FUNDING.—Section 501(а) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 701(а)) is 
amended in the matter preceding paragraph 
(1) by striking fiscal year 1990” and each 
fiscal year thereafter” and inserting ‘‘fiscal 
years 1990 through 1995 and $761,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1996 and each fiscal year there- 
after”. 

(b) ABSTINENCE EDUCATION.—Section 
501(а)(1) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 701(а)(1) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (с), by striking “апа” 
at the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (D), by adding and“ at 
the end; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

“(Е) to provide abstinence education, and 
at the option of the State, where appro- 
priate, mentoring, counseling, and adult su- 
pervision to promote abstinence from sexual 
activity, with a focus on those groups which 
are most likely to bear children out-of-wed- 
lock.“ 

(c) ABSTINENCE EDUCATION DEFINED.—Sec- 
tion 501(b) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 701(b)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

“(5) ABSTINENCE EDUCATION.—For purposes 
of this subsection, the term ‘abstinence edu- 
cation’ shall mean an educational ог motiva- 
tional program which— 

“(А) has as its exclusive purpose, teaching 
the social, psychological, and health gains to 
be realized by abstaining from sexual activ- 
ity; 

“(B) teaches abstinence from sexual activ- 
ity outside marriage as the expected stand- 
ard for all school age children; 

“(C) teaches that abstinence from sexual 
activity is the only certain way to avoid out- 
of-wedlock pregnancy, sexually transmitted 
diseases, and other associated health prob- 
lems; 
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OD) teaches that a mutually faithful 
monogamous relationship in context of mar- 
riage is the expected standard of human sex- 
ual activity; 

“(Е) teaches that sexual activity outside of 
the context of marriage is likely to have 
harmful psychological and physical effects; 

“(F) teaches that bearing children out-of- 
wedlock is likely to have harmful con- 
sequences for the child, the child's parents, 
and society; 

„() teaches young people how to reject 
sexual advances and how alcohol and drug 
use increases vulnerability to sexual ad- 
vances; and 

H) teaches the importance of attaining 
self-sufficiency before engaging in sexual ac- 
tivity.“. 

(4) SET-ASIDE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL. — Section 5020) of such Act 
(42 U.S.C. 702(c)) is amended in the matter 
preceding paragraph (1) by striking “From” 
and inserting “Except as provided in sub- 
section (е), from“. 

(2) SET-ASIDE.—Section 502 of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 702) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

(e) Of the amounts appropriated under 
section 501(а) for any fiscal year, the Sec- 
retary shall set aside $75,000,000 for absti- 
nence education in accordance with section 
501(a)(1)(E). 

On page 29, between lines 15 and 16, insert 
the following: 

“(f) ADDITIONAL AMOUNT FOR STUDIES AND 
DEMONSTRATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated and there are appropriated 
for each fiscal year described in subsection 
(а)(1) an additional $20,000,000 for the purpose 
of paying— 

“(А) the Federal share of any State-initi- 
ated study approved under section 410(g); 

“(В) an amount determined by the Sec- 
retary to be necessary to operate and evalu- 
ate demonstration projects, relating to part 
A of title IV of this Act, that are in effect or 
approved under section 1115 as of October 1, 
1995, and are continued after such date; 

“(С) the cost of conducting the research 
described in section 410(a); and 

D) the cost of developing and evaluating 
innovative approaches for reducing welfare 
dependency and increasing the well-being of 
minor children under section 410(b). 

“(2) ALLOCATION.—Of the amount appro- 
priated under paragraph (1) for a fiscal 
year— 

“(А) 50 percent shall be allocated for the 
purposes described in subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) of paragraph (1), and 

“(В) 50 percent shall be allocated for the 
purposes described in subparagraphs (C) and 
(D) of paragraph (1). 

On page 29, line 16, strike (f)“ and insert 
“(к)”. 

On page 57, beginning on line 22, strike all 
through page 60, line 2, and insert the follow- 
ing: 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, іп соп- 
sultation with State and local government 
officials and other interested persons, shall 
develop a quality assurance system of data 
collection and reporting that promotes ac- 
countability and ensures the improvement 
and integrity of programs funded under this 


“(b) STATE SUBMISSIONS.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Not later than the 15th 
day of the first month of each calendar quar- 
ter, each State to which a grant is made 
under section 403(f) shall submit to the Sec- 
retary the data described in paragraphs (2) 
and (3) with respect to families described in 
paragraph (4). 
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“(2) DISAGGREGATED DATA DESCRIBED.—The 
data described in this paragraph with respect 
to families described in paragraph (4) is a 
sample of monthly disaggregated case record 
data containing the following: 

“(А) Тһе age of the adults and children (in- 
cluding pregnant women) in each family. 

“(В) The marital and familial status of 
each member of the family (including wheth- 
er the family is a 2-parent family and wheth- 
er a child is living with an adult relative 
other than a parent). 

“(С) The gender, educational level, work 
experience, and race of the head of each fam- 
ily. 

„O) The health status of each member of 
the family (including whether any member 
of the family is seriously ill, disabled, or in- 
capacitated and is being cared for by another 
member of the family). 

“(Е) The type and amount of any benefit or 
assistance received by the family, includ- 


“(1) the amount of and reason for any re- 
duction in assistance, and 

(11) if assistance is terminated, whether 
termination is due to employment, sanction, 
or time limit. 

“(Е) Any benefit or assistance received by 
а member of the family with respect to hous- 
ing, food stamps, job training, or the Head 
Start program. 

“(G) The number of months since the fam- 
ily filed the most recent application for as- 
sistance under the program and if assistance 
was denied, the reason for the denial. 

“(Н) The number of times a family has ар- 
plied for and received assistance under the 
State program and the number of months as- 
sistance has been received each time assist- 
ance has been provided to the family. 

J) The employment status of the adults 
in the family (including the number of hours 
worked and the amount earned). 

“(2) The date on which an adult in the 
family began to engage in work, the number 
of hours the adult engaged in work, the work 
activity in which the adult participated, and 
the amount of child care assistance provided 
to the adult (if any). 

“(К) The number of individuals in each 
family receiving assistance and the number 
of individuals in each family not receiving 
assistance, and the relationship of each indi- 
vidual to the youngest child in the family. 

“(L) The citizenship status of each member 
of the family. 

M) The housing arrangement of each 
member of the family. 

“(М) The amount of unearned income, child 
support, assets, and other financial factors 
considered in determining eligibility for as- 
sistance under the State program. 

“(О) The location in the State of each fam- 
ily receiving assistance. 

“(Р) Any other data that the Secretary de- 
termines is necessary to ensure efficient and 
effective program administration. 

„) AGGREGATED MONTHLY DATA.—The data 
described in this paragraph is the following 
aggregated monthly data with respect to the 
families described in paragraph (4): 

„A) The number of families. 

“(В) The number of adults in each family. 

“(С) The number of children in each fam- 
ily. 
“(D) The number of families for which as- 
sistance has been terminated because of em- 
ployment, sanctions, or time limits. 

“(4) FAMILIES DESCRIBED.—The families de- 
scribed in this paragraph are— 

“(А) families receiving assistance under a 
State program funded under this part for 
each month in the calendar quarter preced- 
ing the calendar quarter in which the data is 
submitted; 
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“(В) families applying for such assistance 
during such preceding calendar quarter; and 

“(С) families that became ineligible to re- 
ceive such assistance during such preceding 
calendar quarter. 

“(5) APPROPRIATE SUBSETS ОҒ DATA COL- 
LECTED.—The Secretary shall determine ap- 
propriate subsets of the data describe in 
paragraphs (2) and (3) that a State is re- 
quired to submit under paragraph (1) with re- 
spect to families described in subparagraphs 
(B) and (C) of paragraph (4). 

(6) SAMPLING AND OTHER METHODS.—The 
Secretary shall provide the States with such 
case sampling plans and data collection pro- 
cedures as the Secretary deems necessary to 
produce statistically valid estimates of each 
State’s program performance. The Secretary 
is authorized to develop and implement pro- 
cedures for verifying the quality of data sub- 
mitted by the States. 

On page 62, after line 24, insert the follow- 
ing: 
“(|) REPORT ТО CONGRESS.—Not later than 
6 months after the end of fiscal year 1997, and 
each fiscal year thereafter, the Secretary 
shall transmit to the Congress a report de- 
scribing— 

“(1) whether the States are meeting— 

“(А) the participation rates described in 
section 404(a); and 

) the objectives of— 

“(1) increasing employment and earnings 
of needy families, and child support collec- 
tions; and 

“(11) decreasing out-of-wedlock pregnancies 
and child poverty; 

“(8) the demographic and financial charac- 
teristics of families applying for assistance, 
families receiving assistance, and families 
that become ineligible to receive assistance; 

“(4) the characteristics of each State pro- 
gram funded under this part; and 

“(5) the trends in employment and earn- 
ings of needy families with minor children. 

On page 63, beginning on line 3, strike all 
through line 16, and insert the following: 

“(а) RESEARCH.—The Secretary shall con- 
duct research on the benefits, effects, and 
costs of operating different State programs 
funded under this part, including time limits 
relating to eligibility for assistance. The re- 
search shall include studies on the effects of 
different programs and the operation of such 
programs on welfare dependency, illegit- 
imacy, teen pregnancy, employment rates, 
child well-being, and any other area the Sec- 
retary deems appropriate. 

(b) DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION OF IN- 
NOVATIVE APPROACHES TO REDUCING WEL- 
FARE DEPENDENCY AND INCREASING CHILD 
WELL-BEING.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may as- 
sist States in developing, and shall evaluate, 
innovative approaches for reducing welfare 
dependency and increasing the well-being of 
minor children with respect to recipients of 
assistance under programs funded under this 
part. The Secretary may provide funds for 
training and technical assistance to carry 
out the approaches developed pursuant to 


paragraph. 

“(2) EVALUATIONS.—In performing the eval- 
uations under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall, to the maximum extent feasible, use 
random assignment as an evaluation meth- 
odology. 

Оп page 63, line 17, strike (d)“ and insert 
“(с)”. 

On page 63, line 24, strike “(е)” and insert 
“(а)”. 

On page 64, line 21, strike (f)“ and insert 
“(е)”. 

On page 66, line 3, strike (g)“ and insert 
“ч”. 
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On page 66, between lines 19 and 20, insert 
the following: 

“(g) STATE-INITIATED STUDIES.—A State 
shall be eligible to receive funding to evalu- 
ate the State’s family assistance program 
funded under this part if— 

“(1) the State submits a proposal to the 
Secretary for such evaluation, 

“(2) the Secretary determines that the de- 
sign and approach of the evaluation is rigor- 
ous and is likely to yield information that is 
credible and will be useful to other States, 
and 

“(8) unless otherwise waived by the Sec- 
retary, the State provides a non-Federal 
share of at least 10 percent of the cost of 
such study. 

On page 163, line 16, add “апа” after the 
semicolon. 

On page 163, strike lines 17 through 24, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(1) for fiscal years 1997 through 2002, 
$124, $211, $174, $248 and $109, respectively.” 

Оп page 164, line 2, strike 2000 and insert 
in lieu thereof “2002”. 

On page 126, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 

(c) TREATMENT SERVICES FOR INDIVIDUALS 
WITH A SUBSTANCE ABUSE CONDITION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Title XVI (42 U.S.C. 1381 
et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new section: 

“TREATMENT SERVICES FOR INDIVIDUALS WITH 
A SUBSTANCE ABUSE CONDITION 

“Sec. 1636. (a) In the case of any individual 
eligible for benefits under this title by rea- 
son of disability who is identified as having 
а substance abuse condition, the Commis- 
sioner of Social Security shall make provi- 
sion for referral of such individual to the ар- 
propriate State agency administering the 
State plan for substance abuse treatment 
services approved under subpart II of part B 
of title XIX of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 300x-21 et seq.) 

“(b) No individual described in subsection 
(a) shall be an eligible individual or eligible 
spouse for purposes of this title if such indi- 
vidual refuses without good cause to accept 
the referred services described under sub- 
section (a). 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1614(a)(4) (42 U.S.C. 1382c(a)(4)) is amended by 
inserting after the second sentence the fol- 
lowing new sentence: “Ғог purposes of the 
preceding sentence, any individual identified 
by the Commissioner as having a substance 
abuse condition shall seek and complete ap- 
propriate treatment as needed.“ 

On page 126, line 10, strike “с” and insert 
“ay”. 

On page 127, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following new subsection: 

(e) SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING FOR ALCOHOL 
AND SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT PRO- 
GRAMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, there 
are hereby appropriated to supplement State 
and Tribal programs funded under section 
1993 of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 300x-33), $50,000,000 for each of the fis- 
cal years 1997 and 1998. 

(2) ADDITIONAL FUNDS.—Amounts appro- 
priated under paragraph (1) shall be in addi- 
tion to any funds otherwise appropriated for 
allotments under section 1933 of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300x-33) and 
shall be allocated pursuant to such section 
1933. 

(3) USE OF FUNDS.—A State or Tribal gov- 
ernment receiving an allotment under this 
subsection shall consider as priorities, for 
purposes of expending funds allotted under 
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this subsection, activities relating to the 
treatment of the abuse of alcohol and other 
drugs. 

On page 131, line 23, insert, including 
such individual’s treatment (if any) provided 
pursuant to such title as in effect on the day 
before the date of such enactment,” after 
individual“. 

On page 158, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

SUBTITLE F—RETIREMENT AGE ELIGIBILITY 
SEC. 251. ELIGIBILITY FOR SUPPLEMENTAL SE- 

CURITY BASED 


INCOME BENEFITS 
ON SOCIAL SECURITY RETIREMENT 
AGE. 


(а) IN GENERAL.—Section 1614 (a)(1)(A) (42 
U.S.C. 1382c(a)(1)(A)) is amended by striking 
‘is 65 years of age ог older.“ and inserting 
“has attained retirement age.“ 

(0) RETIREMENT AGE DEFINED.—Section 
1614 (42 U.S.C. 1382c) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 


“Retirement Age 


(g) For purposes of this title, the term 
“retirement age“ has the meaning given 
such term by section 216(1Х1).”. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Sections 
1601, 1612(b)(4), 1615(a)(1), and 1620(b)(2) (42 
U.S.C. 1381, 1382a(b)(4), 13824(аХ1), and 
1382i(b)(2)) are amended by striking age 65” 
each place it appears and inserting retire- 
ment age”. 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to appli- 
cants for benefits for months beginning after 
September 30, 1995. 


ABRAHAM (AND JEFFORDS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2684 


Mr. DOLE (for Mr. ABRAHAM, for him- 
self and Mr. JEFFORDS) proposed an 
amendment to amendment No. 2280 
proposed by Mr. DOLE to the bill H.R. 4, 
supra; as follows: 


On page 51, strike the matter inserted be- 
tween lines 11 and 12 by the modification 
submitted on September 8, 1995, and insert 
the following: 

“(е) GRANT INCREASED TO REWARD STATES 
THAT REDUCE OUT-OF-WEDLOCK BIRTHS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of the grant 
payable to a State under section 403(a)(1)(A) 
for fiscal years 1998, 1999, and 2000 shall be in- 
creased by— 

“(А) an amount equal the product of $25 
multiplied by the number of children in the 
State in families with incomes below the 
poverty line, according to the most recently 
available Census data, if— 

“(1) the illegitimacy ratio of the State for 
the most recent fiscal year for which such 
information is available is at least 1 percent- 
age point lower than the illegitimacy ratio 
of the State for fiscal year 1995 (or, if such 
information is not available, the first avail- 
able year after 1995 for which such data is 
available); and 

“(ii) the rate of induced pregnancy termi- 
nations for the same most recent fiscal year 
in the State is not higher than the rate of in- 
duced pregnancy terminations in the State 
for fiscal year 1995 (or, the same first avail- 
able year); or 

“(B) an amount equal the product of $50 
multiplied by the number of children in the 
State in families with incomes below the 
poverty line, according to the most recently 
available Census data, if— 

“(1) the illegitimacy ratio of the State for 
the most recent fiscal year for which infor- 
mation is available is at least 2 percentage 
points lower than the illegitimacy ratio of 
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the State for fiscal year 1995 (or, if such in- 
formation is not available, the first available 
year after 1995 for which such data is avail- 
able); and 

“(ii) the rate of induced pregnancy termi- 
nations in the State for the same most re- 
cent fiscal year is not higher than the rate of 
induced pregnancy terminations in the State 
for fiscal year 1995 (or, the same first avail- 
able year). 

“(2) DETERMINATION OF THE SECRETARY.— 
The Secretary shall not increase the grant 
amount under paragraph (1) if the Secretary 
determines that the relevant difference be- 
tween the illegitimacy ratio of a State for an 
applicable fiscal year and the illegitimacy 
ratio of such State for fiscal year 1995 or, 
where appropriate, the first available year 
after 1995 for which such data is available, is 
the result of a change in State methods of 
reporting data used to calculate the illegit- 
imacy ratio or if the Secretary determines 
that the relevant non-increase in the rate of 
induced pregnancy terminations for an appli- 
cable fiscal year as compared to fiscal year 
1995 or, the appropriate fiscal year, is the re- 
sult of a change in State methods of report- 
ing data used to calculate the rate of induced 
pregnancy terminations. 

“(8) ILLEGITIMACY RATIO.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘illegitimacy ratio’ 
means, with respect to a State and a fiscal 


year— 

“(A) the number of out-of-wedlock births 
that occurred in the State during the most 
recent fiscal year for which such information 
is available; divided by 

“(В) the number of births that occurred іп 
the State during the most recent fiscal year 
for which such information is available. 

“(4) POVERTY LINE.—For purposes of this 
subsection, the term ‘poverty line’ has the 
meaning given such term іп section 
403(a)(3)(D) (iii). 

“(5) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—There аге 
authorized to be appropriated and there are 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
for fiscal years 1998, 1999, and 2000 for the 
purpose of increasing the amount of the 
grant payable to a State under section 
403(a)(1) in accordance with this subsection. 


— 


NOTICE OF HEARINGS 


COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that the Senate Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry will hold a full committee 
markup of the committee’s budget rec- 
onciliation instructions. The markup 
will be held on Tuesday, September 19, 
1995, at 9 a.m. in SR-332. 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources be 
granted permission to meet during the 
session of the Senate on Friday, Sep- 
tember 15, 1995, for purposes of con- 
ducting a full committee hearing 
which is scheduled to begin at 9 a.m. 
The purpose of this hearing is to review 
8. 1144, a bill to reform and enhance 
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the management of the National Park 
Service, S. 309, a bill to reform the con- 
cession policies of the National Park 
Service, and S. 964, a bill to amend the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Act of 1965 with respect to fees for ad- 
mission into units of the National Park 
System. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TERRORISM, TECHNOLOGY, 

AND GOVERNMENT INFORMATION 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Terrorism, Technology, and Govern- 
ment Information of the Committee on 
the Judiciary, be authorized to hold a 
hearing during the session of the Sen- 
ate on September 15, 1995, at 10 a.m. to 
consider “Тһе Ruby Ridge Incident.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


THE 40TH ANNIVERSARY OF AL- 
BERT EINSTEIN COLLEGE OF 
MEDICINE 


е Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to the Albert Ein- 
stein College of Medicine of Yeshiva 
University. In October of this year 
they will be celebrating their 40th an- 
niversary. The Albert Einstein College 
of Medicine was established in 1955 and 
has become one of the Nation’s leading 
centers for medical research and edu- 
cation. 

From an original class size of 56 stu- 
dents to a student body today of over 
1,000 students this institution has pro- 
duced a long line of outstanding grad- 
uates. Admissions to the program has 
always been extremely competitive and 
as recently as 1994, 9,000 candidates ар- 
plied for 176 spots. A full-time faculty 
of over 1,000 teaches, delivers health 
care, and conducts studies in every 
major medical speciality and area of 
biomedical research. Particular areas 
of excellence in research for which the 
Albert Einstein College of Medicine is 
widely renown include Alzheimer’s Dis- 
ease, neuroscience, cancer, heart dis- 
ease, diabetes, liver disease, AIDS, im- 
munology and molecular genetics. 

Congratulations to the Albert Еіп- 
stein College of Medicine of Yeshiva 
University on their 40th anniversary. 


TRIBUTE TO MR. LARRY MURRAY 
ON HIS RETIREMENT AS EXECU- 
TIVE DIRECTOR OF THE AREA 
AGENCY ON AGING OF WESTERN 
MICHIGAN 


ө Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Lawrence L. 
Murray, Jr. In so doing, I join with the 
members of his community who are 
honoring Larry Murray on September 
21, 1995, during a reception commemo- 
rating his 21 years of service and his re- 
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tirement as executive director of the 
Area Agency on Aging of Western 
Michigan. 

Larry is a native of Pittsburgh, PA, 
and a proud graduate of Duquesne Uni- 
versity. A member of the World War П 
generation, to whom our Nation owes 
so much, Larry served in the U.S. 
Army Air Corps from 1942 to 1946. 

Following his discharge from the 
service, Larry pursued a career in busi- 
ness and sales. In the early 1960’s his 
work brought Larry and his family to 
Grand Rapids. A decade later Larry 
ended the first stage of his professional 
life when he retired as vice president of 
U.S. Gypsum, Inc. 

With prophetic vision focusing on the 
challenges of a growing senior popu- 
lation, Larry prepared the documenta- 
tion for designation which created Re- 
gion VIII, the Area Agency on Aging of 
Western Michigan and was appointed 
the agency’s first executive director. 

Over the years Larry has led region 
УШ through many changes and chal- 
lenges, always ensuring a continuous 
flow of services for older persons. He 
was responsible for making it the first 
computerized area agency on aging, 
and successfully obtained numerous 
State and Federal grants which have 
allowed for its expansion and success. 
Additionally Larry spearheaded the ef- 
forts to erect a new building for the 
agency that includes a state-of-the-art 
kitchen for its Meals on Wheels Pro- 


gram. 

In 1986 in recognition of his outstand- 
ing leadership and many years of dedi- 
cated service, Larry was given the 
award for the Distinguished Area Agen- 
cy Director of the United States of 
America. 

Also active in his church and commu- 
nity, Larry has been a volunteer or 
member of many boards and organiza- 
tions over the years among them: the 
Ancient Order of Hibernians; the 
Knights of Columbus; the St. Vincent 
DePaul Society; the Michigan Society 
of Gerontology, and a host of others. 

Serving his country, church, and 
community throughout his entire life, 
Larry Murray has been an example to 
others embodying the highest ideals of 
his faith and his country. Mr. Presi- 
dent I ask you along with all of my col- 
leagues in the Senate to join with me 
in honoring this outstanding citizen. 
His legacy of unselfish service is some- 
thing all should strive to emulate.e 


WORLD POPULATION AWARENESS 
WEEK 


е Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, іп 
August, Gov. Roy Romer of Colorado 
proclaimed October 22 to 29 “World 
Population Awareness Week” for the 
State of Colorado. I would like to ex- 
press my support for this proclama- 
tion, and for population awareness ac- 
tivities. 

I support noncoercive international 
family planning programs as much as 
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possible, given budget constraints. 
Other countries need our support to 
control population growth and raise 
standards of living. Family planning 
programs help control population 
growth in overcrowded nations, reduce 
infant and maternal mortality rates, 
and decrease the rates of starvation 
and poverty. These developments in 
turn help lower pressures on inad- 
equate, severely stressed health serv- 
ices in many countries. 

By promoting long-term, sustainable 
economic and human growth, I believe 
family planning programs serve U.S. 
interests in environmental protection, 
resource conservation, global economic 
growth, immigration, and inter- 
national stability. 

World Population Awareness Week 
will help promote public awareness of 
the causes and costs of overpopulation, 
and effective policies to reduce popu- 
lation growth voluntarily and ration- 
ally. 

Mr. President, I ask that Governor 
Romer’s proclamation be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The proclamation follows: 

HONORARY PROCLAMATION 

Whereas, the world’s population has 
reached 5.7 billion and is growing at a re- 
ported rate cf 100 million each year; and 

Whereas, rapid population growth can 
overtake the capacity of human societies to 
provide food, housing, education, employ- 
ment and basic health services and may un- 
dermine economic development as well as so- 
cial, cultural and political stability; and 

Whereas, population growth can place 
strains on the environment and our natural 
resources; and 

Whereas, many groups will recognize Octo- 
ber 22-29, 1995, as World Population Week to 
increase public awareness of what many view 
as a need to find a balance between popu- 
lation development and the natural environ- 
ment; 

Now, therefore, I, Roy Romer, Governor of 
Colorado, proclaim October 22-29, 1995, as 
World Population Awareness Week in the 
State of Colorado.e 


TRIBUTE TO DEA SPECIAL AGENT 
ROBERT A. AIU, 1995 NATIONAL 
LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER OF 
THE YEAR 


è Мг. АКАКА. Mr. President, it is an 
honor and privilege for me to rise in 
the well of the Senate today in recogni- 
tion of Special Agent Robert A. Aiu of 
the Drug Enforcement Administration 
[DEA], Honolulu, who has been named 
the 1995 National Law Enforcement Of- 
ficer of the Year. This is a singular 
honor which is awarded to but one out 
of the thousands of law enforcement of- 
ficers of Federal enforcement agencies, 
including the FBI, Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco and Firearms, and the CIA. 
Agent Aiu has the further distinction 
of being the first to be so honored in 
the DEA. 

Special Agent Aiu, who has served in 
the DEA since 1970, has been recognized 
and honored for his outstanding service 
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in marijuana eradication, seizure, and 
forfeiture of assets derived from drug 
trafficking, and for the assistance he 
has provided to the U.S. Marshals Serv- 
ice in the apprehension of fugitives. 
Like many other law enforcement offi- 
cers, he puts his life on the line in the 
performance of his duties and we are 
deeply grateful to him for his continu- 
ing efforts to make our society a safer 
and better place for all of us. 

In behalf of the people of Hawaii and 
our country, I commend Special Agent 
Robert A. Aiu of the Drug Enforcement 
Administration in Honolulu, 1995 Na- 
tional Law Enforcement Officer of the 
Year, and express our deep and heart- 
felt gratitude to him for his exemplary 
performance, and selfless and untiring 
dedication to duty. 

Congratulations and mahalo, 
Well done.e 


Bob. 


SPECIAL RECOGNITION FOR SEN- 
ATOR KENNEDY AND SENATOR 
DODD 


Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, let me 
make a couple of additional points on 
the agreement we have reached with 
regard to modifying the original Dole 
bill. 

A lot of people deserve recognition 
this afternoon for their contribution. I 
think on our side there are two Sen- 
ators who certainly deserve special rec- 
ognition for the contribution and lead- 
ership they have shown. 

Of course, I refer to Senators DoDD 
and KENNEDY. First on children’s issues 
and, second, on work. On a number of 
the legislative provisions relating to 
work and job skills, they have done a 
remarkable job over the years and have 
certainly shown, again, their leader- 
ship, and the tremendous effort they 
have put forth to allow us the progress 
that we have made this week on wel- 
fare reform. But, in particular, on child 
care itself, it would not have been pos- 
sible were it not for their work and 
their effort. I applaud them and pub- 
licly want to thank them for all of the 
help and leadership that they have 
given on that issue. 

Let me also say we will have some 
time to talk about the overall agree- 
ment next week. I intend to vote for 
this bill. I do so with mixed feelings, 
frankly. I think there are many things 
in the bill we can cite with some satis- 
faction. There are many concerns that 
I have, as well. 

I hope as people take a look at the 
overall context of what it is we have 
attempted to do, that they appreciate 
the difficulty that we have under any 
circumstances to come to agreement 
and to actually accomplish as much as 
we have done here. 

In my view, it goes a long way to 
doing what we all want to do: fun- 
damentally reform the welfare system. 
It does not go anywhere near as far in 
some areas as we would like it to, but 
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that is the essence of compromise. I 
will have more to say on that on Tues- 
day. 

I appreciate the good work that ev- 
eryone has put forth to get us to this 
point this afternoon. I yield the floor. 


NATIONAL POW/MIA RECOGNITION 
DAY 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, just down 
the hall from my office, the POW/MIA 
flag stands in the Capitol rotunda. 
That flag flies as a sad, but proud, re- 
minder of the sacrifices which brave 
people made in the defense of our coun- 
try—in Vietnam, in Korea, and in 
World War П. As I am sure my col- 
leagues know, today is National POW/ 
MIA Recognition Day—a day for all 
Americans to reflect on those who 
faithfully served this Nation but whose 
ultimate fate remains unknown. Amer- 
ica must never forget those who have 
gone missing in the battles to defend 
our freedom. 

I opposed President Clinton’s deci- 
sion to establish diplomatic ties with 
Vietnam. Shortly before the took of- 
fice, then president-elect Clinton said 
that there will be no normalization of 
relations with any nation that is at all 
suspected of withholding any informa- 
tion.” And while Vietnam may have se- 
lectively cooperated here and there, all 
signs continue to point to the fact that 
Vietnam is still willfully withholding 
information. 

We are still watching the Vietnamese 
Government. We are still expecting 
total cooperation. And we will not 
close the book until we are certain 
that we have the fullest possible ac- 
counting of every American POW and 
MIA. 

Today, let us look up to the POW/ 
MIA flag in the rotunda, and really re- 
flect. Many here have answered this 
country’s call to arms, but today, let 
us remember those who endured a 
heavier burden as prisoners of war. Let 
us recall the pain felt by the families 
and friends of those who didn’t come 
back, and those who remain missing in 
action. 

By honoring our POW’S and MIA’s, 
we honor the freedom and peace they 
defended. We can take inspiration from 
their example and courage from their 
actions. Our country is great because 
of these American heroes, and we can- 
not rest until the fullest possible ac- 
counting is achieved. 


TRIBUTE TO CARL McNEAL 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, a few 
weeks ago, there was a movie on tele- 
vision which told the dramatic and in- 
spiring story of the Tuskegee Airmen, 
who courageously fought for America’s 
freedom during World War II. 

All Senators can take great pride in 
the fact that a veteran of the Tuskegee 
Airmen worked here in the Senate for 
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many years. His name is Carl McNeal, 
but everyone called him “Мас.” 

After 17 years in the Senate and 34 
years of Federal Service, Mac has re- 
tired to spend more time with his wife, 
Dorothy, his six children, and eight 
grandchildren. 

Mac McNeal has been a dedicated and 
valuable member of the Senate family, 
and I know all members join with me 
in wishing him many years of health 
and happiness. 


———— 


NATIONAL WOMEN’S HALL OF 
FAME 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as my col- 
leagues know, this year marks the 75th 
anniversary of the adoption of the 19th 
amendment to the Constitution, which 
granted women the right to vote. 

I am proud to say that it was a Re- 
publican Congress which sent that 
amendment to the States for ratifica- 
tion. Its adoption ended a struggle that 
began in 1848 at a women’s convention 
in Seneca Falls, NY. 

Since 1969, Seneca Falls has been the 
home of the National Women’s Hall of 
Fame. And today, the Hall of Fame an- 
nounced the names of the 18 women 
who will be inducted into the Hall of 
Fame later this year. 

And it is with great pride that I an- 
nounce that one of those inductees will 
be my wife, Elizabeth. 

And I hope my colleagues will forgive 
me if I take just a few brief seconds to 
congratulate Elizabeth, and to say how 
proud I am of her many accomplish- 
ments, and of the difference she has 
made throughout her life. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that a list of all 18 inductees be 
printed in the RECORD following my re- 
marks. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NATIONAL WOMEN’S HALL OF FAME 
ANNOUNCES WOMEN То BE INDUCTED FOR 1995 

SENECA FALLS, NY.—Nancy Woodhull, 
president of the National Women’s Hall of 
Fame, today announced that the Hall would 
induct 18 distinguished women on Saturday, 
October 14, 1995. The Honors Ceremonies will 
be held in historic Seneca Falls, New York, 
the birthplace of women’s rights where the 
first Women’s Rights Convention was held in 
1848. 

EC-1995 Honorees аге: 

Virginia Apgar (1909-1974), physician who 
invented lifesaving newborn health assess- 
ment measure. 

Ann Bancroft (1955- ), polar explorer; first 
woman to reach the North and South Poles 
across the ice. 

Amelia Bloomer (1818-1894), suffragist and 
social reformer; founded and edited The Lily, 
the first newspaper devoted to reform and 
equality for women. 

Mary Breckinridge (1881-1965), nurse-mid- 
wife and founder of the Frontier Nursing 
Service, created to provide health care in 


rural areas. 

Eileen Collins (1956- ), first woman to 
pilot the space shuttle. 

Elizabeth Hanford Dole (1936- ), first 
woman Secretary of Transportation; Sec- 
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retary of Labor; President of the American 
Red Cross. 

Anne Dallas Dudley (1876-1955), key leader 
in passage of the nineteenth amendment, 
giving women the right to vote; Tennessee 
suffrage and political leader. 

Mary Baker Eddy (1821-1910), the first 
American woman to found a worldwide reli- 
gion, the Church of Christ, Scientist (Chris- 
tian Science). 

Ella Fitzgerald (1917- ), singer. 

Margaret Fuller (1810-1850), author, femi- 
nist, Transcendentalist leader, and teacher. 

Matilda Joslyn Gage (1826-1898), feminist, 
suffrage leader and author. 

Lillian Moller Gilbreth (1878-1972), indus- 
trial engineer and motion study expert 
whose ideas improved industry and the 
home. 

Nannerl O. Keohane (1940- ), political sci- 
entist and educator; first woman president of 
Duke University; first woman to head a 
major women’s college (Wellesley) and re- 
search university. 

Maggie Kuhn (1905-1995), founder of the 
Gray Panthers. 

Sandra Day O'Connor (1930- ), the first 
woman Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court. 

Josephine St. Pierre Ruffin (1842-1924), 
leader and organizer of Black women's orga- 
nizations; Abolitionist and anti-lynching 
crusader. 

Patricia Schroeder (1940- ), congress- 
woman who has pioneered passage of legisla- 
tion helping women and families. 

Hannah Greenebaum Solomon (1858-1942), 
founder of the National Council of Jewish 
Women. 


PROVIDING FOR SEVERANCE PAY 


Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of Senate Resolution 172, submit- 
ted earlier today by Senator DOLE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 172) providing for sev- 
erance pay. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the resolution be 
considered and agreed to, the motion 
to reconsider be laid upon the table, 
and that any statements relating to 
the resolution appear at the appro- 
priate place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

The resolution reads as follows: 

S. RES. 172 

Resolved, That (a) an individual who is an 
employee in the office of the Sergeant at 
Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate who was 
an employee in that office for at least 183 
days (whether or not service was continuous) 
during fiscal year 1995, and whose service in 
that office is terminated on or after the date 
this resolution is agreed to, but prior to Oc- 
tober 1, 1995, shall be entitled to one lump 
sum payment consisting of severance pay in 
the amount equal to 2 months of the individ- 
ual’s basic рау at the rate in effect on Sep- 
tember 1, 1995. 

(b) The Secretary of the Senate shall make 
payments under this resolution from funds 
appropriated for fiscal year 1995 from the ap- 
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propriation account “Salaries, Officers and 
Employees” for salaries of officers and em- 
ріоуеев in the office of the Sergeant at Arms 
and Doorkeeper of the Senate. 

(c) A payment may be made under this res- 
olution only upon certification to the Dis- 
bursing Office by the Sergeant at Arms and 
Doorkeeper of the Senate of the individual’s 
eligibility for the payment. 

(4) In the event of the death of an individ- 
ual who is entitled to payment under this 
resolution, any such payment that is unpaid 
shall be paid to the widow or widower of the 
individual or, if there is no widow or widower 
of such deceased individual, to the heirs at 
ow or next of kin of such deceased individ- 


(e) A payment under this resolution shall 
not be treated as compensation for purposes 
of any provision of title 5, United States 
Code, or of any other law relating to benefits 
accruing from employment by the United 
States, and the period of entitlement to such 
pay shall not be treated as a period of em- 
ployment for purposes of any such provision 
or law. 


ORDER FOR RECESS 


Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I now ask unanimous consent 
the Senate stand in recess under the 
previous order, following the remarks 
of Senators LEVIN, KERREY, and KEN- 
NEDY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


THE LEVIN-DOLE MODIFICATION 
OF THE WELFARE REFORM BILL 


Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, yesterday 
I offered an amendment on the welfare 
reform bill to strengthen the work re- 
quirement in that bill. I have long be- 
lieved that work requirements should 
be clear and should be strong and 
should be applied promptly. Able-bod- 
ied welfare recipients who are not in 
school or in job training should work— 
period. My amendment required that 
able-bodied individuals either be in job 
training, in school, or working in pri- 
vate sector jobs within 6 months of re- 
ceipt of benefits, or else be offered and 
be required to accept community serv- 
ice employment. This requirement 
would be phased in over 3 years in 
order to give States an opportunity to 
adjust administratively. 

This was a strengthening provision 
that was added relative to work and, 
while States are given the option to 
opt out of this particular requirement 
by notification to the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, I hope and 
would expect that pressure from the 
American people, who overwhelmingly 
support strong work requirements, will 
convince their States to enforce this 
provision and not opt out. Senator 
DOLE, the bill's sponsor, accepted the 
principle and the goals of my amend- 
ment and it was adopted by a voice 
vote. 

A few moments ago, on behalf of my- 
self and Senator DOLE, a modification 
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was sent to the desk and was adopted 
by voice vote. This modification to my 
earlier amendment will strengthen the 
amendment by requiring that work re- 
quirements apply to recipients 3 
months after they begin to receive ben- 
efits instead of 6 months; and this ac- 
celerates the requirement by 3 months. 
That is the maximum. So if somebody 
is not in school or job training or ina 
private sector job and is able-bodied, 
under this requirement States will put 
in place within the next 3 years a re- 
quirement that community service jobs 
be offered to, and that welfare recipi- 
ents accept, community service jobs 
within no more than 3 months of the 
receipt of their welfare benefit. 

This modification of this amendment 
will also put this requirement into law 
1 year sooner, after 2 years rather than 
3 years. That also is a strengthening 
requirement. 

The Daschle amendment, which was 
narrowly defeated last week, contained 
an even stronger provision which was 
added as a modification at my request. 

Experience has shown we must be 
more aggressive in requiring recipients 
to work. As I said earlier, I believe this 
amendment is a firm step in the right 
direction. 

I make a parliamentary inquiry, just 
to make sure. The modification I re- 
ferred to in fact was not only adopted 
as part of the package, but also I ask 
whether or not there was a motion to 
reconsider which was tabled? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With re- 
gard to the parliamentary inquiry, the 
Senator will suspend for a moment. 

The answer is yes. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair and 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 


THE DOLE-DASCHLE AGREEMENT 


Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sup- 
port the Dole-Daschle agreement. This 
modification restores the Federal com- 
mitment to child care as an essential 
step in moving people from welfare to 
work. It also prevents an unacceptable 
tradeoff between job training for dis- 
located workers in the changing econ- 
omy and workfare for those on welfare 
unable to find jobs in the private sec- 
tor. 

Provisions on child care help to im- 
prove one of the most troubling fea- 
tures of this bill. Rather than end the 
Federal commitment to child care and 
put the funds into a general pool, we 
have reached agreement that a specific 
allocation of funds to child care is es- 
sential if we are serious about moving 
people from welfare to work. 

As a result of this agreement, fewer 
children will be left home alone and 
more families will be able to obtain the 
child care they need in order to take 
jobs to become self-sufficient. 

I am hopeful the progress we have 
made on this issue will be preserved in 
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conference with the House of Rep- 
resentatives. For welfare reform to be 
worthy of the name, it must not punish 
innocent children because they happen 
to be born poor. It must provide genu- 
ine opportunities for their parents to 
find jobs. 

The agreement to drop the job train- 
ing provisions from the welfare reform 
package is a major victory for Ameri- 
ca’s workers. We have made good 
progress on separate legislation to con- 
solidate and reform the existing Fed- 
eral job training system. That effort 
will continue on a separate track. And 
I am optimistic that we can reach bi- 
partisan agreement on this needed, far- 
reaching reform. 

I commend Senator KASSEBAUM for 
her leadership. 

The current agreement enables us to 
keep faith with America’s workers and 
keep the promises that we have made 
to dislocated workers. Large numbers 
of men and women have lost their jobs 
or have been laid off as a result of 
international trade agreements, base 
closings, corporate downsizing, envi- 
ronmental protection, and other eco- 
nomic disruptions. They deserve the 
chance to pick up the pieces of their 
lives and start anew, and sensible job 
training and job education programs 
can make that possible. 

Senator KASSEBAUM and many others 
on the other side of the aisle have 
worked closely with us in this effort, 
and I commend them for their leader- 
ship. 

I remain deeply troubled by the po- 
tential consequences for the most vul- 
nerable in our society—poor children— 
if this so-called welfare reform bill 
passes, but these modifications are cer- 
tainly an improvement. These major 
amendments on child care and job 
training have eased some of the most 
objectionable features of the welfare 
bill, but I continue to have serious res- 
ervations about the remaining provi- 
sions. 

I commend the leaders on both sides 
for their leadership shown on this 
issue. 

Mr. KERREY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRIST). The Senator from Nebraska is 
recognized. 


THE MEDICARE PRESERVATION 
ACT OF 1995 


Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I have 
come to the floor to talk, I hope for the 
Presiding Officer’s sake, briefly about 
the proposal—the general outline of 
the proposal—made yesterday by the 
Republican leadership called the Medi- 
care Preservation Act of 1995. The de- 
tails are not yet available. It is a gen- 
eral outline. 

Mr. President, I must say had I given 
this speech 7 or 8 hours ago, I probably 
would have been a lot hotter than I am 
right now. I have cooled down since I 
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watched the video replay of Speaker 
GINGRICH’S rather remarkable—and І 
would argue and observe, distasteful— 
representation of the Democratic view 
of Medicare. 

At one point he said that Democrats 
are morally bankrupt. That is as if say- 
ing we ought to approach the American 
people about the truth, with the facts, 
with the courage and with trust, that 
they have the capacity to take the 
truth. I agree with that. I believe, in 
fact, if we are going to have the debate 
about Medicare that leads to construc- 
tive reform, that saves the system— 
and, by the way, as importantly, slows 
and fixes the percent of growth of all 
entitlements as a percentage of our 
budget—then we are going to have to 
come together present facts, tell the 
truth, and have the courage to do so. I 
do not disagree with Speaker GING- 
RICH’s observation in that regard. 

But, as I said, I was somewhat pro- 
voked when he said that Democrats are 
morally bankrupt, and that all we are 
trying to do is frighten 85-year-olds 
who are concerned about this program. 

Well, Mr. President, 85-year-olds are 
quite nervous and concerned about 
what politicians are going to do with 
their Medicare Program, and I think 
understandably so. But it is not Demo- 
crats that are causing them to be fear- 
ful. They are fearful, I would argue, 
principally because they know some- 
thing needs to be done, and they are 
not in the main sufficiently well fund- 
ed personally to be able to cover the 
costs of nursing home care or, for that 
matter, most of the cost of modern 
health care. And they are nervous. 
They are fearful. They are no longer 
able to produce and enjoy income, and, 
as a consequence, they are extremely 
vulnerable to all kinds of statements. 

So, again, I do not disagree with 
Speaker GINGRICH and other Repub- 
lican leaders that were talking yester- 
day about the need to present facts, 
the need to present the truth, the need 
to have courage, and the need to trust 
the American people that they can 
handle the truth and the facts pre- 
sented by politicians. 

But, Mr. President—I want to be 
clear on this—my criticism of the Re- 
publican proposal is not that it does 
too much; I am critical of the Repub- 
lican proposal because it does not do 
enough. 

Let me emphasis that, Mr. President. 
I believe that the proposal, the general 
outline of the proposal, because it sees 
the problem through a 7-year budget 
deficit plan—and that is what it is—it 
sees this Medicare problem through the 
view of the next 7 years. There is a 
need to produce a sufficient amount of 
savings over the next 7 years, and in 
order to meet the balanced budget tar- 
gets in the budget resolution, the law 
now requires that be done. There are 
instructions for the Finance Commit- 
tee to produce legislation that will get 
that done. 
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There is a recommendation that will 
probably, all in all, in the end, be con- 
sidered in reconciliation, unfortu- 
nately. But when you look at the prob- 
lem for the next 7 years, you do not see 
the full size of the problem. 

Indeed, the Medicare Preservation 
Act of 1995 says that it will preserve 
the system for current beneficiaries, 
protect it for future beneficiaries, and 
strengthen it through reforms that 
have worked in the private sector. 

It may preserve it for current bene- 
ficiaries; it may strengthen it through 
reforms that have worked in the pri- 
vate sector. Both of those appear to be 
in the general outline. But by no meas- 
urement, unless you consider that the 
future only includes the next 7 years, 
does this proposal protect it for future 
beneficiaries. It does not do that. It 
sees this as a 7-year problem. It does 
not see it as a problem beyond that 7 
years. 

The problem that we have with enti- 
tlements—if anybody doubts that a 
Democrat is willing to propose some- 
thing that solves this problem, former 
Senator Danforth and I last year, after 
the conclusion of the entitlement com- 
mission recommendation, made propos- 
als that would have fixed this problem 
long term, that would have fixed not 
only the Medicare trust funds but 
would have fixed it so that we do not 
see health care entitlements as well as 
other entitlements continuing to grow 
and erode our entire Federal budget. 
Mr. President, that is the most impor- 
tant problem. 

I think we are closer to consensus on 
many more things around here than 
would sometimes meet the eye given 
the intensity of the political rhetoric. 
One of the things I believe that Demo- 
crats and Republicans now share, at 
least in a general sense as to what our 
policies ought to be, is that our poli- 
cies ought to promote economic 
growth. We now understand that unless 
we have gains in productivity, unless 
we have economic growth, it is rather 
difficult for us to do anything. 

We see it in a recession. If you are in 
a recession, the revenues are down; you 
have to cut your budget; you do not 
have money for roads; you do not have 
money for schools; you do not have 
money for health care; you do not have 
money for retirement. 

The source of our revenue, whether it 
is for retirement or health care or any 
other program that we fund, is the 
goods and services that are manufac- 
tured and produced by the American 
people, 117 million people in our econ- 
omy. If they are productive and they 
are selling and our economy is grow- 
ing, that is the source of our revenue. 
It is the source of Medicare revenue. 

The distinguished occupant of the 
chair knows, not only a gifted surgeon 
but designated as a lead Senator I be- 
lieve for the Republicans in coming up 
with some recommendations, under- 
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stands that the entire source of reve- 
nue for part A comes from a payroll 
tax. We have a tax on payroll. We also 
have income taxes that provide cur- 
rently about 69 percent I believe of the 
total revenue of part B, the physician 
services. In both of those cases, we 
have to have income. People are out 
there working in the workplace. We tax 
their wages to generate the money for 
part A, to pay hospital bills, and we 
tax their income to pay about 60 per- 
cent, or almost 70 percent—it was 75— 
about 70 percent of the physician pay- 
ments come from taxes on people’s in- 
come. 

I make this point because it is that 
income that people produce in the pri- 
vate sector which is our source to pay 
the doctor bills, to pay the hospital 
bills. If we were in a recession, if we 
were not enjoying a recovery right 
now, if rates of productivity were not 
up, we would not have nearly as much 
money as we have to pay those entitle- 
ment obligations for hospitalization 
and for physician services. 

A very important beginning observa- 
tion, Mr. President, very important, 
because what is happening in the Fed- 
eral budget—and, again, there is con- 
sensus, I believe, amongst Republicans 
and Democrats. Although we may dis- 
agree at the margin on some programs 
as to whether or not they are useful or 
necessary, I think there is general 
agreement that some expenditures on 
the part of the Federal Government, 
some collecting of revenue that we do 
of taxpayer revenue and spending that 
we do increases our productive capac- 
ity. 

I am 52 years of age and started in 
business in 1973 officially. I made a lot 
of money as a consequence of my par- 
ents having built the interstate high- 
way system with cash. It lowered my 
cost of doing business. It enabled me to 
get products that I otherwise would not 
have been able to get. My customers 
could get to me easier than others. It 
increased my business. That was an in- 
vestment. That was a collective invest- 
ment made with revenue we collected 
at the Federal level. We made it at the 
local level. 

It is not the only one. Many of us be- 
lieve that investments in education, in 
infrastructure, in sewer, in water, in 
research, many of us believe that there 
are other investments that we can 
make, expenditures in people for their 
work out there—we collect the money 
and we spend it—that some of these ex- 
penditures do in fact produce increases 
in productivity and growth in our econ- 
omy, thus providing us with the reve- 
nue to fund entitlements. 

The year that the current chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee, Sen- 
ator HATFIELD, arrived in the U.S. Sen- 
ate—and he is one of the best Senators 
that I have had the privilege to meet 
and to get to know—the year that he 
arrived in the Senate, as you look at 
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the Federal budget, 70 percent of the 
budget was voted on and appropriated 
and 30 percent was entitlement and net 
interest. This year, it is 67 percent en- 
titlements and net interest and 33 per- 
cent appropriated, voted on and au- 
thorized. 

At the end of this budget resolution, 
at the end of the 7-year period, we will 
be down to 25 percent for appropriated 
accounts and 75 percent for entitle- 
ments and net interest, and when the 
baby boomers start to retire some 6 
years after this budget resolution, it 
drives clear off the charts. In approxi- 
mately 15 years, we will have converted 
the Federal Government into an ATM 
machine. All we will be doing is trans- 
ferring money. All we will be doing is 
paying doctors or paying hospitals or 
writing checks to retirees. That is all 
we will be doing. There will be no 
money left for defense, no money left 
for the courts, no money left for law 
enforcement. 

Mr. President, it is an unsustainable 
trend. It is an unsustainable trend. And 
we have to interrupt it, as the Speaker 
said, with courage and with honesty, 
although I saw some evidence of his un- 
willingness, I think, to hold to a very 
important standard in this entire de- 
bate. 

The Republican proposal solves a 7- 
year problem, a budget problem for the 
next 7 years. It is going to be very in- 
teresting to see what the trustees say 
as far as how many years’ additional 
slack we get as a consequence of these 
changes. Is it going to push the default 
date or the bankruptcy date, or what- 
ever name you want to put on it, from 
2002 back to 2005 or 2006? I guarantee it 
will not go much beyond 2008. 

Mr. President, as I said, worst of all, 
the proposal does not say to the Amer- 
ican people that we have to fix the cost 
of all entitlements—and health care is 
the biggest and most rapidly growing 
of all of them—we have to fix the cost 
of these entitlement programs so we 
have the resources to be able to do— 
God willing, if Congress gets the cour- 
age—the equivalent of the GI bill, the 
equivalent of the interstate highway 
system, if we are willing to truly make 
those kinds of investments that 
produce long-term benefits to future 
generations. Today we could not afford 
to do it, and in the future we are going 
to be able to afford even less. 

Mr. President, this proposal does not 
go far enough. And I emphasize that. I 
do not want апу American—I watched 
the news today and the sound bites, 
Speaker GINGRICH and leader DOLE, and 
then leader DASCHLE and leader GEP- 
HARDT, and Haley Barbour, on where 
are the Democrats and where are the 
Republicans. The general perception is 
being created early in the debate that 
Republicans have a proposal and the 
Democrats are opposed to it. 

Mr. President, I am not opposed to 
changing Medicare at all. There is an 
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urgent need to do so. But I feel very 
strongly on this issue that this pro- 
posal does not go as far as we ought to. 
I will not resist it because it cuts too 
much; I am going to resist it because 
the focus is too narrow of a timeframe. 

Mr. President, we do not have time 
on our side. The earlier we make ad- 
justments on this, the easier it will be 
to fix the overall costs of entitlements 
and the more likely we will give bene- 
ficiaries a time to plan. 

I will give you an example. If we can 
reach agreement that we ought to fix 
the overall cost of entitlements, if we 
are going to say that to the American 
people, let us say we are going to fix it 
at 70 percent. That is still three points 
more than it currently is. Let us pre- 
sume that the Democrats and Repub- 
licans and Congress can get together 
and say entitlements and net interest 
should not be more than 70 percent of 
our total interest. That is approxi- 
mately where Senator Danforth and I 
ended up with our proposal. 

When you get into that, you are talk- 
ing about the need to phase in a change 
in the eligibility age from 65 to 70, per- 
haps providing an earlier eligibility, as 
we did to 62, requiring a larger pay- 
ment for it, and allowing people to get 
insured, not making them wait until 
they are 70 to be eligible, but for full 
program benefits, if you want to solve 
this long-term problem before the baby 
boomers start to go out. 

God help us if we wait. I mean, we do 
not have the productive capacity to 
generate the payroll tax revenue nor 
the income tax revenue to get that 
done. When the baby-boom generation 
starts to retire, the people working per 
retiree is going to drop again. It is al- 
most a 25-percent increase in the num- 
ber of retirees in a single decade in Ne- 
braska while the population in general 
grows less than 2 percent. 

We have got a tremendous new class 
of retirees in my—and I do not know 
how old the occupant of the chair is. 
The occupant of the chair is sort of on 
the other edge of the baby-boom gen- 
eration. When we retire, the people 
supporting us will say, “Оһ, my gosh, 
you guys are expensive. I didn't realize 
you cost so darn much.” We are going 
to say, “Well, we have a COLA on our 
retirements, health care is more expen- 
sive now, even in the managed care en- 
vironment.” 

I heard on C-SPAN today the distin- 
guished occupant of the chair was fid- 
dling, I guess, not long ago with a 
member of the press and had a pace- 
maker that he had invented and was 
trying to come up with a device that 
was small enough to get into a baby’s 
heart, because that is the kind of sur- 
gery he does. 

Even in a managed environment, 
that is going to be expensive. I hope 
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you are successful in being able to dis- 
cover a way to make that smaller for 
those babies that need pacemakers. No 
matter what you do, if you want high 
quality care, and I believe most Ameri- 
cans want high quality health care, 
even in a managed environment, it is 
likely to be expensive. 

Mr. President, we are going to need 
people in the work force producing 
higher wages, producing higher output 
to have the revenue that we need to 
pay for all of that. I daresay, if we do 
not do more than what is in this Medi- 
care Preservation Act of 1995, we are 
going to wish we had. 

Iam here on the floor, Mr. President, 
to say here is one Democrat that does 
not look at the proposal and say you 
have done too much. This is one Demo- 
crat that comes to the floor to say we 
have not done enough. 

I have looked at the general outline 
and see there are no changes in what 
the beneficiaries have to pay, other 
than I suspect 7, 10, 12—there is going 
to be a higher part B premium in this 
thing and a means test that drops down 
to $75,000 a year. 

I hope this does not degenerate to a 
situation where we are attacking that 
kind of proposal and try to score 
points. It seems to me we have to come 
to the American people and say, “АП 
right, you made a good faith effort to 
fix this thing inside the budget resolu- 
tion,” but for those of us who have 
looked at this problem for a bit longer 
period of time and a longer period of 
time out in the future, it behooves us 
to come and say, “І want to join this 
battle but not on the outside only hav- 
ing to make a criticism.“ 

I hope that the Republican majority 
will try to enlist people like myself 
rather than trying to score this as a 
Republican victory saying the Repub- 
licans alone are doing it. I hope you 
reach out to us. I hope Leader DOLE is 
either listening or staff is listening to 
this. Speaker GINGRICH, I forgive you 
for your intemperate remarks yester- 
day. I am not going to stand on the 
floor of the Senate and say I am perma- 
nently angry, will not sit down and 
meet with Speaker GINGRICH because 
he said I and other Democrats are mor- 
ally bankrupt. We have a problem to 
solve. Deal us in and bring those of us— 
and there are others on this floor. I 
know Senator NUNN feels this way, 
Senator ROBB feels this way, Senator 
LIEBERMAN feels this way. There are 
many others. I am by no means an all- 
inclusive list. 

We know we have a problem and we 
know the problem is much more than a 
7-year budget problem. We are able to 
look at the numbers. Let us present 
the American people with the truth. 
Let us give them the facts as the 
Speaker said we should. Let us have 
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the courage to give them all the facts. 
Otherwise, Mr. President, in very short 
order, we will not have Pell grants at 
all, we will not have student loans at 
all, we will not have chapter 1, we will 
not have Head Start—all the sorts of 
things this year we are anguishing be- 
cause we do not have enough money to 
provide young people with, money they 
need to go to college—by the way, a 
cost that has gone up even faster than 
health care. We have families in Ne- 
braska taking out second mortgages on 
their homes so they can go to college. 
We are cutting all that while we are 
funding larger and larger increases for 
retirement and health care. 

Mr. President, we cannot continue it. 
I am standing here as a Democrat say- 
ing I am willing to join with Repub- 
licans if you go further. Let us not re- 
treat from this proposal. Let us take it 
further to solve this long-term prob- 
lem, not only so that Medicare is pre- 
served for the long term, but so that 
we preserve our capacity to invest in 
these young people who watch this oc- 
casionally who ask us what we are 
going to do for their future. 

Let us make certain at the Federal 
level we have the capacity when we 
reach agreement, and very often we do, 
that education gets a job done; that 
there are ways for us to increase pro- 
ductivity; that when we reach agree- 
ment on what ought to be done, that 
we have the fiscal capacity to do it. 

Unless we take this proposal and 
make it larger, I fear that all we are 
going to do is spend the next 60 days 
scoring perhaps some terrific and effec- 
tive political points on who is doing 
what to whom on Medicare, but we will 
not have done what I consider to be an 
urgent task, and that is fixing this en- 
titlement problem once and for all. 

I thank the distinguished occupant of 
the chair for his patience. Again, I ap- 
preciate very much his personal work 
in health care and his political work 
now in health care. I hope, in fact, that 
the leadership will open the doors a bit 
so those of us who do care deeply about 
this thing, who are willing to present 
facts, who are willing to tell the truth, 
who are willing to suck up and use a 
little bit of our political capital and 
courage are given an opportunity to do 
so. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 


RECESS UNTIL MONDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 18, 1995, AT 9:45 A.M. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 9:45 a.m., Monday, Sep- 
tember 18. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 3:31 p.m., 
recessed until Monday, September 18, 
1995, at 9:45 a.m. 
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SENATE—Monday, September 18, 1995 


(Legislative day of Tuesday, September 5, 1995) 


The Senate met at 9:45 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. THURMOND]. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, we begin the work of 
this week with the affirmation of the 
psalmist, “Тһе Lord is my strength 
and my shield; my heart trusted in 
Him, and I am helped; therefore my 
heart greatly rejoices.“ - Psalm 28:7. 
Thank You for the joy we experience 
when we receive Your unqualified grace 
and unlimited goodness. Your joy is so 
much more than mere happiness that is 
dependent on circumstances and the 
attitudes of others. When we allow You 
to fill us with Your love, an artesian 
joy floods our minds and hearts. We re- 
member times when we trusted You 
and You helped us, and joy bursts with- 
in us. With Your joy we can face dif- 
ficulties, deal with impossible situa- 
tions, and endure the most frustrating 
problems, You are the source of our 
strength for the tasks of this day, wis- 
dom for the decisions of this week, and 
encouragement for the challenges 
ahead of us. You know what we need 
before we ask You, and You guide us to 
ask for what is Your will for us. May 
the joy we experience with You radiate 
on our faces and be expressed in our at- 
titudes. This is the day You have made; 
we will rejoice and be glad in it. In the 
name of our Lord, who brought us joy. 
Amen. 


—— 
SCHEDULE 


Мг. MURKOWSKI addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able Senator from Alaska is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Good morning, 
Mr. President. On behalf of the leader, 
and for the information of all Senators, 
this morning there will be a period for 
morning business until the hour of 10 
a.m. 

Immediately following morning busi- 
ness, the Senate will begin consider- 
ation of H.R. 1976, the Agriculture Ap- 
propriations bill. 

The majority leader has indicated 
that Senators are expected to offer 
their amendments to the bill. However, 
no rolicall votes will occur before 5:15 
p.m. today. 

Members are also alerted that the 
Senate will complete action on the 
welfare reform bill tomorrow, with 


rolicall votes оп the welfare reform bill 
beginning at approximately 2:45 p.m. 
on Tuesday. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, there will now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business not to extend beyond the hour 
of 10 a.m., with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for up to 5 minutes each. 


—_—_—_——_ 


AN INVASION OF PRIVACY 


Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
would like to speak this morning rel- 
ative to an incident that occurred last 
Tuesday, and I think, if I recall cor- 
rectly, the senior Senator from West 
Virginia also had such an incident 
which, to me, amounted to a certain 
invasion of privacy. 

Last Tuesday, Mr. President, I was 
leaving my home to walk to my car 
and, as I rounded the corner, a neigh- 
bor asked me why someone was 
videotaping our block. I smiled at her 
and said, Well, І have no idea.” As I 
came around the corner, I was con- 
fronted by a news crew from an organi- 
zation called “А Current Affair.” As I 
attempted to walk toward my car, I 
found that there was a request for an 
interview. I said, ‘‘We have a number of 
votes and I am sorry, but I have to go 
to work.” As I proceeded to walk to- 
ward my car, I was confronted not only 
with the microphone and a cameraman, 
but somebody carrying the cord and a 
couple of other people and, I assume, a 
director. 

I said, “I am sorry, but if you want 
an interview I would be happy to ac- 
commodate you at my office.” 

Well, as I began to get closer and 
closer to the car, I finally became 
aware that there was a question that 
was forthcoming, and it was, Why 
have you voted against the highway 
bill?” I said, “You have the wrong Sen- 
ator. I have no jurisdiction over high- 
ways. You must want somebody else.“ 
I was thinking of TRENT LOTT who lives 
next door. But clearly they were not 
after TRENT LOTT; they were after me. 

The next question was, ‘Senator, 
why did you vote against the highway 
funding legislation and vote for logging 
roads?” I responded by saying, Lou 
really do not know anything about log- 
ging roads,” and I went to my car and 
I closed the door and they said, ‘‘Well, 
you have some stock in one of the log- 
ging companies іп Alaska.” I responded 
by saying, “No, I do not have that 
вбосЕ,” closed the door and backed out. 


Then I found that later on in the day 
this organization from “А Current Af- 
fair“ had contacted my stockbroker 
after we had released a public state- 
ment, and I will have that printed in 
the RECORD, relative to the disposal of 
some of my holdings in natural re- 
source stocks. 

They had the gall to suggest that 
perhaps my broker had predated or 
backdated the letter, indicating the ac- 
tual date on which I sold my stock. 

Now, Mr. President, we are all vic- 
tims of living in a glasshouse in our 
particular business, but I find this kind 
of activity a personal affront to my 
own integrity and my own personal af- 
fairs. 

Nevertheless, I think that we are all 
subject to this kind of harassment 
from time to time, but I did want the 
RECORD to note the circumstances sur- 
rounding this particular event. 

As a consequence, Mr. President, of 
allegations concerning private holdings 
that I have had in various resource 
companies that I have held for a num- 
ber of years—some for as many as 40 
years have been held in my family— 
and criticism associated with that, 
when I first came to this body I de- 
clared all my personal holdings. 

There was criticism from some that I 
should sell those holdings because I did 
have small amounts in organizations 
such as Chevron Corp., James River, 
Louisiana Pacific, RTZ, Champion 
International. 

Then I moved the shares into a blind 
trust, Mr. President, and moved my as- 
sets into a blind trust. Then I was 
criticized for hiding my assets. 

Again, after a short period of time, 
having placed my assets in a blind 
trust, I released them and have pub- 
licly disclosed all of them ever since. 

As a consequence, Mr. President, I 
have absolutely nothing to hide about 
my personal investments. I try to in- 
vest in my home State of Alaska, de- 
veloping resources and creating jobs. I 
think that is probably the best evi- 
dence of my commitment to my State 
of Alaska. 

All my interests are disclosed pub- 
licly, and the fact that a producer from 
“A Current Affair’’ thinks they bear 
some kind of additional public disclo- 
sure, why, they are certainly welcome 
to that conclusion. 

The bottom line, evidently, Mr. 
President, is that “А Current Affair” 
intends to do some kind of exposé on 
logging in my State. I have had my 
press secretary cooperating with them, 
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giving them the names of knowledge- 
able people in Alaska and Sitka, Ketch- 
ikan that they can contact with regard 
to the specifics of any question regard- 
ing logging in our State on public 
lands. 

Mr. President, for the RECORD I sup- 
ply a statement from my broker to be 
printed in the RECORD dated July 20, 
1995, verifying the following securities 
were sold on July 17, 1995, covering 
Champion International, Chevron 
Corp., James River, Louisiana Pacific, 
and RTZ. The value of those stocks at 
the time they were sold was $57,272.89. 

I also ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed in the RECORD that these 
stock holdings were sold 4 days prior to 
the introduction of legislation covering 
the Southeast Alaska Jobs and Com- 
munity Protection Act which proposes 
to expand the timber harvest in the 
Tongass National Forest. These were 
done prior to any substantive action 
occurring on the opening of the Arctic 
National Wildlife Refuge oil explo- 
ration development or before my com- 
mittee, the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources, subsequently took 
up the debate on the mining reform 
legislation. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

LEGG MASON WOOD WALKER, INC., 
Alexandria, VA, July 20, 1995. 
Re Account number, name of Frank H. Mur- 
kowski and Nancy G. Murkowski. 
Senator FRANK Н. MURKOWSKI, 
Washington DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MURKOWSKI: This is to ver- 
ify that the following securities were sold on 
July 17, 1995 from the above account. 


Amount 


$5,638.30 
15,307.79 
395 10,532,13 
20,068.87 

5,725.80 


57,272.89 


Sincerely, 
LAWRENCE D. BERBERIAN, 
Vice President, Investments Retirement 
Plan Consultant. 


MURKOWSKI VERIFIES HE SOLD ALL NATURAL 
RESOURCE STOCKHOLDINGS BEFORE INTRO- 
DUCING TONGASS BILL 
WASHINGTON.—In response to a request 

from one of the tabloid TV programs, A Cur- 

rent Affair, Alaska Sen. Frank Murkowski 
today released proof that as he announced 
more than a month ago, that he had sold all 
of his stock in natural resouce firms before 
introducing forestry-related legislation con- 
cerning the Tongass National Forest in 

Southeast Alaska. 

Murkowski, chairman of the Senate En- 
ergy and Natural Resources Committee, July 
17 sold all of his stock holdings in five com- 
panies that deal with natural resource is- 
sues: one energy company, three timber-re- 
lated companies, (only one having operations 
in Alaska) and one mining company. The 
sale came four days before Murkowski intro- 
duced the Southeast Alaska Jobs and Com- 
munity Protection Act and before any sub- 
stantive action occurred on either opening of 
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the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to oil ex- 
ploration/development or before his commit- 
tee substantively took up debate of mining 
reform legislation. 

“I've never been asked before іп a cordial 
fashion whether I sold my stock in all these 
companies. Since I have now been asked, the 
answer is yes I did months ago to prevent ri- 
diculous media speculation from interferring 
with substantive debate over a number of 
vital national resource policy issues,“ said 
Murkowski. 

“Normally I would follow proper Senate 
procedures and not unveil my stock trans- 
actions, until my annual May financial dis- 
closure statement. But given the level of 
unresearched and incorrect media reports 
this summer, it probably is better to release 
this information now,” said Murkowski, who 
added that these sales in no way lessen his 
commitment to invest in Alaska-related 
firms whenever possible. 

“My goal still is to invest in companies 
that provide jobs and make investments in 
Alaska. That is what I can do as an individ- 
ual to help Alaska’s economy and the cre- 
ation of jobs which always has been my guid- 
ing investment principle,” said Murkowski. 

Murkowski has responded repeatedly 
through his press office to a producer from 
the program A Current Affair giving them 
the appropriate contacts in Alaska so they 
can gain factual comments on the Tongass. 
The Senator announced in Sitka Aug. 12 and 
Ketchikan Aug. 13 that he had disposed of 
some stock. Today, Murkowski released to 
the public the same information he gave to 
the program to confirm that the sales took 
place before he introduced the Tongass legis- 
lation. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. To make a long 
story short, Mr. President, I no longer 
hold any resource development-type 
stocks in my personal portfolio and 
feel that I have acted appropriately 
with regard to full disclosure on my 
personal assets. I believe that there is 
no conflict of any kind other than the 
effort to proceed with responsible de- 
velopment in my State of Alaska rel- 
ative to jobs, the economy, and the 
economic contribution Alaska can 
make as a resource-rich State to our 
overall economy in this Nation. 

I am proud of my personal efforts to 
abide by the Senate rules and the rules 
of disclosure. Again, I somewhat resent 
being ambushed on my way to work 
last Tuesday. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
quorum call be rescinded. I will speak 
as in morning business for 4 or 5 min- 
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


REIMBURSING MEMBERS’ COSTS 
AT CHARITABLE EVENTS 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
sometimes this body resembles, at 
least to me, perhaps “Тһе Gang That 
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Couldn't Shoot Straight.“ Let me 
share an example from Alaska relating 
to Senate passage of new restrictions 
on the acceptance of gifts by Senators, 
which was recently adopted by this 
body. 

In crafting this new rule, we were 
certainly shooting at the Senate’s past 
practices, where some Members inap- 
propriately did accept gifts from lobby- 
ists. Unfortunately, the target that we 
actually hit with our shots were the 
charities that had committed abso- 
lutely no wrongdoings, unless trying to 
raise money from time to time for the 
needy is now, somehow, inappropriate 
in this body. 

First, let me make it clear that I 
fully support the new rule limiting 
gifts to Senators from any one source 
to $100 and making all gifts over $10— 
whether they be lunch or a fruit bas- 
ket—count against the limit. Through 
that limit, the Senate has gone a long 
way to end the public perception that 
lawmakers give special favors to those 
who take us to lunch or take us to din- 
ner or whatever. 

But the new rule contains a glaring 
inconsistency and a level of hypocrisy 
that leaves a sour taste in my mouth. 
The chief problem is that under the 
measure we now have adopted, private 
parties would not be able to reimburse 
Members for the costs of transpor- 
tation and lodging to a charitable 
event. But Senators still would be per- 
mitted to be privately reimbursed if 
they travel to a fundraising event, in 
Hollywood or San Francisco or Florida, 
for another Senator, and they could re- 
ceive reimbursement for lodging—a 
clear inconsistency. We cannot do it 
for charity; but we can do it for poli- 
tics. . 

Some suggest that politics is our 
business and that is why we should be 
allowed to continue to do it. But char- 
ity is also a worthy cause. Every Sen- 
ator has, at one time or another, made 
а campaign appearance for his party or 
another member of his party. But the 
Senate now has created a system where 
politicians can travel all over this 
country attending political fundraisers 
and be reimbursed for travel and lodg- 
ing but cannot be reimbursed for par- 
ticipating in charity events. This 
means the Senator can accept travel, 
lodging and dinner in some plush spot, 
elbow to elbow, on occasion, perhaps, 
with lobbyists, if he or she is raising 
money for a political group but cannot 
be reimbursed for participation in a 
charity event. 

The source of funds for both charity 
and political events is often the same, 
donations of lobbyists and political ac- 
tion committees. The irony is that in- 
side the beltway, charities still will be 
able to encourage the participation of 
business executives with the presence 
of Senators as a lure, but the charities 
in the distant States such as mine, in 
Alaska, will be shut out of the means 
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to raise funds for worthy causes such 
as breast cancer detection screening. 

Last year my wife, Nancy, and I were 
the honorary chairs of a charity fishing 
tournament held outside Ketchikan, 
AK. The tournament raised $150,000 for 
the Breast Cancer Detection Center of 
Fairbanks. Money for the center was 
used to pay for a new mammography 
machine. The center, founded in 1976 by 
my wife and a group of Fairbanks 
women, provides free or reduced-cost 
breast cancer examination for about 
2,200 women a year on average. Over 
the years, women from 81 Alaska vil- 
lages have benefited from these tests. 

This year, we proceeded with a sec- 
ond event at a place called Waterfall, 
near Ketchikan. We raised approxi- 
mately $210,000 and were able to give 
the Breast Cancer Detection Center of 
Alaska $200,000 to allow them to order 
a mobile mammogram unit, which will 
be traversing the highways of Alaska 
next spring. It will be able to be uti- 
lized on the ferry systems and by barge 
systems and will be brought into the 
remote villages. This is a van, equipped 
with a mammography machine. It will 
also be able to be transported by the 
Air National Guard into some of the 
220 rural villages in my State. 

This unit is going to be vital to pre- 
serve the health of Alaska’s women, in- 
cluding many Native women. I might 
add, the State’s breast cancer mortal- 
ity is the second highest in the Nation. 
One in eight Alaska women will de- 
velop breast cancer, with about 50 a 
year dying from that disease. Breast 
cancer screening can reduce this rate 
by some 30 percent. 

My clear preference would have been 
to allow Senators to continue to come 
to this charity event, events approved 
previously by the Senate Ethics Com- 
mittee to guarantee that they were le- 
gitimate charities. It seems to me, 
when Congress attacks charity events 
while leaving big loopholes for political 
travel, it simply puts us all in the 
bull’s eye, furthering the public’s grow- 
ing skepticism toward public officials. 

The gift rule and related lobbying re- 
form legislation that the Senate has 
approved overall are certainly good 
steps to restore public confidence in 
the Senate and Congress. But why 
shoot down legitimate charities? Mr. 
President, that is just what we have 
done. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 

I thank my colleague for allowing me 
this extra time. 


TRIBUTE TO FAYE BROWN 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I want 
to take a moment to commend and 
congratulate Faye Brown, who will be 
retiring from the bankruptcy adminis- 
trator’s office in Birmingham at the 
end of this month. She has been a fix- 
ture at the bankruptcy court and ad- 
ministrator's office for many years. 
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Faye graduated from Dale County 
High School in Ozark, AL; in 1950 and 
attended Howard College, now Samford 
University, graduating in 1954. From 
1966 to 1971, she served as the personal 
secretary to Judge Robert S. Vance. In 
1972, she was appointed deputy clerk 
for the bankruptcy court. 

From 1979 to 1985, Faye was the sec- 
retary to Judge Stephen B. Coleman, 
Chief Judge of the United States Bank- 
ruptcy Court for the Northern District 
of Alabama. In 1985, after Judge Cole- 
man’s retirement, she became the asset 
closing clerk for the bankruptcy 
clerk’s office, serving there for the 
next 7 years. In 1992, she obtained her 
current position and the one from 
which she is retiring this month, that 
of bankruptcy analyst. 

Faye Brown has done an outstanding 
job over the many years of her career. 
In many ways, she is the institutional 
memory of her office, and knows the 
in's and out's of the bankruptcy court 
as well as anyone, and her expertise 
and dedication will be sorely missed. I 
congratulate her for a job well done 
and wish her all the best for a long, 
healthy, and happy retirement. It is 
surely well-earned. 


POW-MIA RECOGNITION DAY 


Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, on Fri- 
day, I joined with the Members of this 
body, and with all the citizens of our 
Nation, in commemorating the Amer- 
ican service members who are missing 
in action and whose fates yet remain 
unknown. 

Our Nation honored those who are 
missing, both for their service and for 
their sacrifice. 

We acknowledged the shared loss in- 
flicted upon all of us when young men 
and women are sent to war and do not 
return to us. We expressed our under- 
Standing of the terrible frustration, 
and, yes, even the anger, energized in 
us by the fact that the fates of those 
American service members remain un- 
known. 

We restated our sacred obligation to 
take every reasonable step to obtain 
the fullest possible accounting for 
those still missing. 

We endorsed anew our national com- 
mitment to recover and identify the re- 
mains of the honored dead. 

Yes, it is so important to honor our 
missing service members. And it is nec- 
essary to ever remember our obliga- 
tions, both to them and to their fami- 
lies. 

Yet it is also important to acknowl- 
edge that there are practical and real- 
istic limits to what can ever be 
learned. There are mysteries that will 
remain forever unsolved in this world. 

We do our Nation’s service members 
no justice if we fail to take every sin- 
gle reasonable step to recover them 
when they are lost from our midst. But 
we do them no honor—yes, we even dis- 
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honor them—if we are to allow their 
loss to become an albatross forever 
about the necks of our caring country- 
men. 

Mr. President, Friday our Nation 
paused to commemorate our missing in 
action, including members of my own 
family in World War II. Today, and 
every day, we must remember their 
service and their sacrifice. And today, 
and every day, our Nation can continue 
to honor them by ensuring that Amer- 
ica remains wholly committed, at 
home and abroad, to the freedoms they 
fought to preserve forever. 


— 
THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the im- 
pression will not go away: The $4.9 tril- 
lion Federal debt stands today as a sort 
of grotesque parallel to television’s en- 
ergizer bunny that appears and appears 
and appears in precisely the same way 
that the Federal debt keeps going up 
and up and up. 

Politicians like to talk a good 
game—and “talk” is the operative 
word—about reducing the Federal defi- 
cit and bringing the Federal debt under 
control. But watch how they vote. Con- 
trol, Mr. President. As of Friday, Sep- 
tember 15, at the close of business, the 
total Federal debt stood at exactly 
$4,962,989,568,088.23 or $18,839.59 per 
man, woman, child on a per capita 
basis. Res ipsa loquitur. 

Some control, isn’t it? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, is the lead- 
er time reserved? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 


TRIBUTE TO RUTH ANN KOMAREK 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize a valued member of 
my staff whose length of service to me 
and the people of Kansas is nothing 
short of remarkable. Ruth Ann 
Komarek has just completed her 30th 
year of working for me. That is three, 
zero, Mr. President. 

A native of Ellinwood, KS, Ruth Ann 
came to my office from the Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation in 1965, while I 
was still serving in the House of Rep- 
resentatives. She made the transition 
with me to the Senate in 1968, and she 
has been hard at work ever since. 

Ruth Ann serves as my office man- 
ager and supervisor of my mail oper- 
ation, a mammoth task to say the 
least. Virtually every letter, fax, post- 
card, and package that comes into my 
office passes through her hands. That 
represents thousands upon thousands 
of pieces of correspondence every week. 
She gets each one where it needs to go 
and tries to make sure that every Kan- 
san who writes to me gets a timely re- 
sponse. 

Ruth Ann also spends a lot of time 
keeping the rest of the staff—espe- 
cially the interns—in line. New staffers 
learn that her gruff exterior hides a 
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heart of gold and a great sense of 
humor, but after she has laid down the 
law and made them earn their way. 


I am proud to recognize Ruth Ann 
Komarek for all her hard work for me, 
the Senate, and for Kansas. I look for- 
ward to her continued service in the 
coming years. 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I would 
like to take a moment to commend my 
colleague from New Hampshire, Sen- 
ator JUDD GREGG, for the Medicare Im- 
provement and Choice Care Provision 
Act which he introduced last week. 


The Medicare Program has received a 
great deal of attention in the last year, 
particularly since early April when the 
Medicare trustees report stated that 
the Medicare Program will become in- 
solvent in just 7 years. 

Mr. President, Senator GREGG and all 
Republicans took this report very seri- 
ously. But, as anyone who has worked 
on this issue knows, to ensure the sol- 
vency of this program ‘is going to re- 
quire a great deal of commitment on 
the part of Congress and the adminis- 
tration. 

Our goal is very simple—to preserve, 
strengthen, and protect the Medicare 
Program. Today 37 million disabled and 
elderly Americans rely on Medicare for 
their health care. For their sake and 
for the millions of Americans who will 
rely on this program in the future, we 
need to take action. 

And that is exactly what Senator 
GREGG has done. The bill that he has 
introduced not only preserves and pro- 
tects the current Medicare Program, it 
also strengthens the program to move 
it successfully into the 21st century. 

Mr. President, as I have said many 
times in this Chamber, the United 
States has the best health care system 
in the world. There is no other nation 
that compares to the quality of care 
delivered by our providers, our tech- 
nology, and our innovation. Although 
Medicare has provided invaluable 
health care services to millions and 
millions of Americans, in some areas it 
has not kept pace with many of the ad- 
vances in health care delivery enjoyed 
by the private sector. 

The bill introduced by Senator 
GREGG restructures Medicare so that 
its beneficiaries receive the same range 
of choices and possibilities that those 
with private insurance receive today. 
At the same time, it leaves traditional 
Medicare completely in place for those 
Medicare beneficiaries who are happy 
with the care and services they receive 
today. 

Mr. President, Senator GREGG de- 
serves a great deal of credit for the 
leadership he has demonstrated on this 
very complex issue. As Congress is 
about to begin a very serious debate on 
Medicare reform in the coming weeks, 
the work of Senator GREGG will no 
doubt be an invaluable benefit. 
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CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business, extended, is now closed. 


AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP- 
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN- 


ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1996 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the provisions of the order, the hour of 
10 o’clock having arrived and passed, 
the Senate will now proceed to consid- 
eration of H.R. 1976, which the clerk 
will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 1976) making appropriations 
for agriculture, rural development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and related agencies 
programs for the fiscal year ending Septem- 
ber 30, 1996, and for other purposes. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Appropriations, with 
amendments; as follows: 

(The parts of the bill intended to be 
stricken are shown in boldface brack- 
ets and the parts of the bill intended to 
be inserted are shown in italic.) 

Н.В. 1976 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for Ag- 
riculture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 
programs for the fiscal year ending Septem- 
ber 30, 1996, and for other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I 
AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS 
PRODUCTION, PROCESSING, AND MARKETING 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, and not to exceed 
$75,000 for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, 
{$10,227,000} $22,801,000, of which [$7,500,000] 
$10,000,000, to remain available until erpended, 
shall be available for InfoShare: Provided, 
That not to exceed $11,000 of this amount, 
along with any unobligated balances of rep- 
resentation funds in the Foreign Agricul- 
tural Service shall be available for official 
reception and representation expenses, not 
otherwise provided for, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

EXECUTIVE OPERATIONS 
CHIEF ECONOMIST 

For necessary expenses of the Chief Econo- 
mist, including economic analysis, risk as- 
sessment, cost benefit analysis, and the func- 
tions of the World Agricultural Outlook 
Board, as authorized by the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 16228), and in- 
cluding employment pursuant to the second 
sentence of the section 706(a) of the Organic 
Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), of which not to ex- 
ceed $5,000 is for employment under 5 U.S.C. 
3109, [$3,948,000] $3,874,000. 

NATIONAL APPEALS DIVISION 

For necessary expenses of the National Ар- 
peals Division, including employment pursu- 
ant to the second sentence of section 706(a) 
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of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), of 
which not to exceed $25,000 is for employ- 
ment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, $11,846,000. 


QFFICE OF BUDGET AND PROGRAM ANALYSIS 


For necessary expenses of the Office of 
Budget and Program Analysis, including em- 
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of 
section 706(а) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 
U.S.C. 2225), of which not to exceed $5,000 is 
for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, 
$5,899,000. 


CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 


For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Chief Financial Officer, including employ- 
ment pursuant to the second sentence of sec- 
tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 
2225), of which not to exceed $10,000 is for em- 
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, $4,133,000: Pro- 
vided, That the Chief Financial Officer shall 
reinstate and market cross-servicing activi- 
ties of the National Finance Сепбегі: Pro- 
vided further, That none of the funds appro- 
priated or otherwise made available by this 
Act shall be used to obtain, modify, re-engi- 
neer, license, operate, implement, or expand 
commercial off-the-shelf financial manage- 
ment software systems or existing commer- 
cial off-the-shelf system financial manage- 
ment contracts, beyond general ledger sys- 
tems and accounting support software, at 
the National Finance Center until thirty leg- 
islative days after the Secretary of Agri- 
culture submits to the House and Senate 
Committees on Appropriations a complete 
and thorough cost-benefit analysis and a cer- 
tification by the Secretary of Agriculture 
that this analysis provides a detailed and ac- 
curate cost-benefit analysis comparison be- 
tween obtaining or expanding commercial 
off-the-shelf software systems and conduct- 
ing identical or comparable software sys- 
tems acquisitions, re-engineering, or modi- 
fications in-house}. 


OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
ADMINISTRATION 


For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Admin- 
istration to carry out the programs funded 
in this Act, $596,000. 


AGRICULTURE BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES AND 
RENTAL PAYMENTS 


(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 


For payment of space rental and related 
costs pursuant to Public Law 92-313, includ- 
ing authorities pursuant to the 1984 delega- 
tion of authority from the Administrator of 
General Services to the Department of Agri- 
culture under 40 U.S.C. 486, for programs and 
activities of the Department which are in- 
cluded in this Act, $110,187,000, of which 
$20,216,000 shall be retained by the Depart- 
ment for the operation, maintenance, and re- 
pair of Agriculture buildings: Provided, That 
in the event an agency within the Depart- 
ment should require modification of space 
needs, the Secretary of Agriculture may 
transfer a share of that agency’s appropria- 
tion made available by this Act to this ap- 
propriation, or may transfer a share of this 
appropriation to that agency’s appropria- 
tion, but such transfers shall not exceed 5 
percent of the funds made available for space 
rental and related costs to or from this ac- 
count. In addition, for construction, repair, 
improvement, extension, alteration, and pur- 
chase of fixed equipment or facilities as nec- 
essary to carry out the programs of the De- 
partment, where not otherwise provided, 
$25,587,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended; making a total appropriation of 
5135,774,000. 
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ADVISORY COMMITTEES (USDA) 


For necessary expenses for activities of ad- 
visory committees of the Department of Ag- 
riculture which are included in this Act, 
[$800,000] $650,000: Provided, That no other 
funds appropriated to the Department in this 
Act shall be available to the Department for 
support of activities of advisory committees. 


HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 


For necessary expenses of the Department 
of Agriculture, to comply with the require- 
ment of section 107(g) of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 9607(g), 
and section 6001 of the Resource Conserva- 
tion and Recovery Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 
6961, $15,700,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended: Provided, That appropriations and 
funds available herein to the Department for 
Hazardous Waste Management may be trans- 
ferred to any agency of the Department for 
its use in meeting all requirements pursuant 
to the above Acts on Federal and non-Fed- 
eral lands. 


DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 


For Personnel, Operations, Information 
Resources Management, Civil Rights En- 
forcement, Small and Disadvantaged Busi- 
ness Utilization, Administrative Law Judges 
and Judicial Officer, Disaster Management 
and Coordination, and Modernization of the 
Administrative Process, $27,986,000, to pro- 
vide for necessary expenses for management 
support services to offices of the Department 
and for general administration and disaster 
management of the Department, repairs and 
alterations, and other miscellaneous supplies 
and expenses not otherwise provided for and 
necessary for the practical and efficient 
work of the Department, including employ- 
ment pursuant to the second sentence of sec- 
tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 
2225), of which not to exceed $10,000 is for em- 
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided, That 
this appropriation shall be reimbursed from 
applicable appropriations in this Act for 
travel expenses incident to the holding of 
hearings as required by 5 U.S.C. 551-558. 


OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS 


For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Con- 
gressional Relations to carry out the pro- 
grams funded in this Act, including pro- 
grams involving intergovernmental affairs 
and liaison within the executive branch, 
($3,797,000: Provided, That no other funds ap- 
propriated to the Department in this Act 
shall be available to the Department for sup- 
port of activities of congressional relations] 
$1,764,000. 

OFFICE OF COMMUNICATIONS 


For necessary expenses to carry on serv- 
ices relating to the coordination of programs 
involving public affairs, for the dissemina- 
tion of agricultural information, and the co- 
ordination of information, work, and pro- 
grams authorized by Congress in the Depart- 
ment, $8,198,000, including employment pur- 
suant to the second sentence of section 706(a) 
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), of 
which not to exceed $10,000 shall be available 
for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, and not 
to exceed $2,000,000 may be used for farmers’ 
bulletins. 


OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 


For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Inspector General, including employment 
pursuant to the second sentence of section 
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706(а) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 
2225), and the Inspector General Act of 1978, 
as amended, $63,639,000, including such sums 
as may be necessary for contracting and 
other arrangements with public agencies and 
private persons pursuant to section 6(a)(9) of 
the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amend- 
ed, including a sum not to exceed $50,000 for 
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109; and includ- 
ing a sum not to exceed [395,000] $125,000 for 
certain confidential operational expenses in- 
cluding the payment of informants, to be ex- 
pended under the direction of the Inspector 
General pursuant to Public Law 95-452 and 
section 1337 of Public Law 97-98: Provided, 
That funds transferred to the Office of the In- 
spector General through forfeiture proceedings 
or from the Department of Justice Assets Forfeit- 
ure Fund or the Department of the Treasury 
Forfeiture Fund, as a participating agency, as 
an equitable share from the forfeiture of prop- 
erty in investigations in which the Office of In- 
spector General participates, or through the 
granting of a Petition for Remission or Mitiga- 
tion, shall be deposited to the credit of this ac- 
count for law enforcement activities authorized 
under the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, to remain available until erpended. 
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 
For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
General Counsel, $27,860,000. 
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR 
RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND ECONOMICS 
For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Research, 
Education and Economics to administer the 
laws enacted by the Congress for the Eco- 
nomic Research Service, the National Agri- 
cultural Statistics Service, the Agricultural 
Research Service and the Cooperative State 
Research, Education, and Extension Service, 
$520,000. 
ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE 
For necessary expenses of the Economic 
Research Service in conducting economic re- 
search and analysis, as authorized by the Ag- 
ricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 
1621-1627) and other laws, [$53,131,000] 
$53,526,000: Provided, That this appropriation 
shall be available for employment pursuant 
te the second sentence of section 706(a) of 
the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225). 
NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE 
For necessary expenses of the National Ag- 
ricultural Statistics Service in conducting 
statistical reporting and service work, in- 
cluding crop and livestock estimates, statis- 
tical coordination and improvements, and 
marketing surveys, as authorized by the Ag- 
ricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 
1621-1627) and other laws, $81,107,000: Pro- 
vided, That this appropriation shall be avail- 
able for employment pursuant to the second 
sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act 
of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed 
$40,000 shall be available for employment 
under 5 U.S.C. 3109. 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 


For necessary expenses to enable the Agri- 
cultural Research Service to perform agri- 
cultural research and demonstration relating 
to production, utilization, marketing, and 
distribution (not otherwise provided for); 
home economics or nutrition and consumer 
use including the acquisition, preservation, 
and dissemination of agricultural informa- 
tion; and for acquisition of lands by dona- 
tion, exchange, or purchase at a nominal 
cost not to exceed $100, [$705,610,000] 
$707,000,000: Provided, That appropriations 
hereunder shall be available for temporary 
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employment pursuant to the second sentence 
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 
U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $115,000 shall 
be available for employment under 5 U.S.C. 
3109: Provided further, That appropriations 
hereunder shall be available for the oper- 
ation and maintenance of aircraft and the 
purchase of not to exceed one for replace- 
ment only: Provided further, That appropria- 
tions hereunder shall be available pursuant 
to 7 U.S.C. 2250 for the construction, alter- 
ation, and repair of buildings and improve- 
ments, but unless otherwise provided the 
cost of constructing any one building shall 
not exceed $250,000, except for headhouses or 
greenhouses which shall each be limited to 
$1,000,000, and except for ten buildings to be 
constructed or improved at a cost not to ex- 
ceed $500,000 each, and the cost of altering 
any one building during the fiscal year shall 
not exceed 10 percent of the current replace- 
ment value of the building or $250,000, which- 
ever is greater: Provided further, That the 
limitations on alterations contained in this 
Act shall not apply to modernization or re- 
placement of existing facilities at Beltsville, 
Maryland: Provided further, That the fore- 
going limitations shall not apply to replace- 
ment of buildings needed to carry out the 
Act of April 24, 1948 (21 U.S.C. 113a): Provided 
further, That the foregoing limitations shall 
not apply to the purchase of land at Beckley, 
West Virginia: Provided further, That not to 
exceed $190,000 of this appropriation may be 
transferred to and merged with the appro- 
priation for the Office of the Under Sec- 
retary for Research, Education and Econom- 
ics for the scientific review of international 
issues involving agricultural chemicals and 
food additives: Provided further, That funds 
may be received from any State, other polit- 
ical subdivision, organization, or individual 
for the purpose of establishing or operating 
any research facility or research project of 
the Agricultural Research Service, as au- 
thorized by law: Provided further, That all 
rights and title of the United States in the 
property known as USDA Houma Sugar Cane 
Research Laboratory, consisting of approxi- 
mately 20 acres in the City of Houma and 150 
acres of farmland in Chacahula, Louisiana, 
including facilities and equipment, shall be 
conveyed to the American Sugar Cane 
League Foundation: Provided further, That all 
rights and title of the United States in the 
Agricultural Research Station at Brawley, 
California, consisting of 80 acres of land, in- 
cluding facilities and equipment, shall be 
conveyed to Imperial County, California: 
Provided further, That all rights and title of 
the United States in the Pecan Genetics and 
Improvement Research Laboratory, consist- 
ing of 84.2 acres of land, including facilities 
and equipment, shall be conveyed to Texas 
A&M University: Provided further, That the 
property originally conveyed by the State of 
Tennessee to the U.S. Department of Agri- 
culture, Agricultural Research Service, in 
Lewisburg, Tennessee be conveyed to the 
University of Tennessee. 

None of the funds in the foregoing para- 
graph shall be available to carry out re- 
search related to the production, processing 
or marketing of tobacco or tobacco products. 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

For acquisition of land, construction, re- 
pair, improvement, extension, alteration, 
and purchase of fixed equipment or facilities 
as necessary to carry out the agricultural re- 
search programs of the Department of Agri- 
culture, where not otherwise provided, 
$30,200,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b): Provided, That funds 
may be received from any State, other polit- 
ical subdivision, organization, or individual 
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for the purpose of establishing any research 
facility of the Agricultural Research Serv- 
ice, as authorized by law. 


COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION, 
AND EXTENSION SERVICE 


RESEARCH AND EDUCATION ACTIVITIES 


For payments to agricultural experiment 
stations, for cooperative forestry and other 
research, for facilities, and for other ex- 
penses, including [$166,165,000] 3171,304,000 to 
carry into effect the provisions of the Hatch 
Act (7 U.S.C. 36la-361i); [$20,185,000] 
$20,809,000 for grants for cooperative forestry 
research (16 U.S.C. 582a-582-a7); [$27,313,000] 
$28,157,000 for payments to the 1890 land- 
grant colleges, including Tuskegee Univer- 
sity (7 U.S.C. 3222); [$31,930,000] $40,670,000 for 
special grants for agricultural research (7 
U.S.C. 450i(c)); [$11,599,000] $9,769,000 for spe- 
cial grants for agricultural research on im- 
proved pest control (7 U.S.C. 4501(0)); 
[$98,165,000] $99,582,000 for competitive re- 
search grants (7 U.S.C. 450i(b)); [$5,051,000] 
$5,551,000 for the support of animal health 
and disease programs (7 U.S.C. [195] 3195); 
[$1,150,000] $500,000 for supplemental and al- 
ternative crops and products (7 U.S.C. 33194); 
$500,000 for grants for research pursuant to the 

Critical Agricultural Materials Act of 1984 (7 
U.S.C. 178) and section 1472 of the Food and Ag- 
riculture Act of 1977, as amended (7 U.S.C. 
3318), to remain available until erpended; 
$475,000 for rangeland research grants (7 
U.S.C. 3331-3336); $3,500,000 for higher edu- 
cation graduate fellowships grants (7 U.S.C. 
3152(®)(6)), to remain available until ex- 
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b); $4,350,000 for higher 
education challenge grants (7 U.S.C. 
$152(b)(1)); $1,000,000 for a higher education 
minority scholars program (7 U.S.C. 
3152(0)(5)), to remain available until ex- 
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b); $4,000,000 for aqua- 
culture grants (7 U.S.C. 3322); [$8,000,000] 
$8,112,000 for sustainable agriculture research 
and education (7 U.S.C. 5811); $9,207,000 for a 
program of capacity building grants to colleges 
eligible to receive funds under the Act of August 
30, 1890 (7 U.S.C. 321-326 and 328), including 
Tuskegee University, to remain available until 
expended (7 U.S.C. 22095); and [$6,289,000] 
$10,686,000 for necessary expenses of Research 
and Education Activities, of which not to ex- 
ceed $100,000 shall be for employment under 5 
U.S.C. 3109; in all, [$389,172,000} $48,172,000. 

None of the funds in the foregoing para- 
graph shall be available to carry out re- 
search related to the production, processing 
or marketing of tobacco or tobacco products. 

NATIVE AMERICAN INSTITUTIONS ENDOWMENT 

FUND 

For establishment of a Native American 
institutions endowment fund, as authorized 
by Public Law 130-382 (7 U.S.C. 301 note.), 
$4,600,000. 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

For acquisition of land, construction, repair, 
improvement, extension, alteration, and pur- 
chase of fired equipment or facilities and for 
grants to States and other eligible recipients for 
such purposes, as necessary to carry out the ag- 
ricultural research, extension, and teaching pro- 
grams of the Department of Agriculture, where 
not otherwise provided, $57,838,000, to remain 
available until erpended (7 U.S.C. 22090). 

EXTENSION ACTIVITIES 


Payments to States, the District of Colum- 
bia, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, 
Micronesia, Northern Marianas, and Amer- 
ican Samoa: For payments for cooperative 
extension work under the Smith-Lever Act, 
as amended, to be distributed under sections 
cb) and 3(с) of said Act, and under section 
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208(c) of Public Law 93-471, for retirement 
and employees’ compensation costs for ex- 
tension agents and for costs of penalty mail 
for cooperative extension agents and State 
extension directors, [$264,405,000] $272,582,000; 
payments for the nutrition and family edu- 
cation program for low-income areas under 
section 3(d) of the Act, [$59,588,000] 
$61,431,000; payments for the pest manage- 
ment program under section 3(d) of the Act, 
$10,947,000; payments for the farm safety pro- 
gram under section 3d) of the Act, 
[$2,898,000] $2,988,000; payments for the pes- 
ticide impact assessment program under sec- 
tion 9(4) of the Act, $3,363,000; payments to 
upgrade 1890 land-grant college research, ex- 
tension, and teaching facilities as authorized 
by section 1447 of Public Law 95-113, as 
amended (7 U.S.C. 832220), [$7,664,000] 
$7,901,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended; payments for the rural development 
centers under section 3(d) of the Act, 
[$921,000] $950,000; payments for а ground- 
water quality program under section 3(d) of 
the Act, [$10,897,000] $11,234,000; payments 
for the agricultural telecommunications pro- 
gram, as authorized by Public Law 101-624 (7 
U.S.C. 5926), [$1,184,000] $7,221,000; payments 
for youth-at-risk under section 3(d) 
of the Act, [$9,700,000] $10,000,000; payments 
for a Nutrition Education Initiative under 3(d) 
of the Act, $4,265,000; payments for a food 
safety program under section 3(d) of the Act, 
[$2,400,000] $2,475,000; payments for carrying 
out the provisions of the Renewable Re- 
sources Extension Act of 1978, [$3,241,000] 
$3,341,000; payments for Indian reservation 
agents under section 3d) of the Act, 
[$1,697,000] $1,750,000; payments for sustain- 
able agriculture programs under section 3(d) 
of the Act, $3,463,000; payments for rural 
health and safety education as authorized by 
section 2390 of Public Law 101-624 (7 U.S.C. 2661 
note, 2662), $2,750,000; payments for coopera- 
tive extension work by the colleges receiving 
the benefits of the second Morrill Act (7 
U.S.C, 321-326, 328) and Tuskegee University, 
{$24,708,000} $25,472,000; and for Federal ad- 
ministration and coordination including ad- 
ministration of the Smith-Lever Act, as 
amended, and the Act of September 29, 1977 
(7 U.S.C. 341-349), as amended, and section 
1361(с) of the Act of October 3, 1980 (7 U.S.C, 
[301п] 301 note), and to coordinate and pro- 
vide program leadership for the extension 
work of the Department and the several 
States and insular possessions, [$6,181,000] 
$10,998,000; in all, [$413,257,000} $437,131 ,000: 
Provided, That funds hereby appropriated 
pursuant to section 3(c) of the Act of June 26, 
1953, and section 506 of the Act of June 23, 
1972, as amended, shall not be paid to any 
State, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, 
Guam, or the Virgin Islands, Micronesia, 
Northern Marianas, and American Samoa 
prior to availability of an equal sum from 
non-Federal sources for expenditure during 
the current fiscal year. 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 

MARKETING AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Market- 
ing and Regulatory Programs to administer 
programs under the laws enacted by the Con- 
gress for the Animal and Plant Health In- 
spection Service, Agricultural Marketing 
Service, and the Grain Inspection, Packers 
and Stockyards Administration, $605,000. 

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION 

SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 

including those pursuant to the Act of Feb- 
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ruary 28, 1947, as amended (21 U.S.C. 114b-c), 
necessary to prevent, control, and eradicate 
pests and plant and animal diseases; to carry 
out inspection, quarantine, and regulatory 
activities; to discharge the authorities of the 
Secretary of Agriculture under the Act of 
March 2, 1931 (46 Stat. 1468; 7 U.S.C. 426-4265); 
and to protect the environment, as author- 
ized by law, [$333,410,000] $329,125,000, of 
which $4,799,000 shall be available for the 
control of outbreaks of insects, plant dis- 
eases, animal diseases and for control of pest 
animals and birds to the extent necessary to 
meet emergency conditions: Provided, That 
in fiscal year 1996, amounts in the agricul- 
tural quarantine inspection user fee account 
shall be available for authorized purposes 
without further appropriation: Provided fur- 
ther, That no funds shall be used to formu- 
late or administer a brucellosis eradication 
program for the current fiscal year that does 
not require minimum matching by the 
States of at least 40 percent: Provided further, 
That this appropriation shall be available for 
field employment pursuant to the second 
sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act 
of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed 
$40,000 shall be available for employment 
under 5 U.S.C, 3109: Provided further, That 
this appropriation shall be available for the 
operation and maintenance of aircraft and 
the purchase of not to exceed four, of which 
two shall be for replacement only: Provided 
further, That, in addition, in emergencies 
which threaten any segment of the agricul- 
tural production industry of this country, 
the Secretary may transfer from other ap- 
propriations or funds available to the agen- 
cies or corporations of the Department such 
sums as he may deem necessary, to be avail- 
able only in such emergencies for the arrest 
and eradication of contagious or infectious 
diseases or pests of animals, poultry, or 
plants, and for expenses in accordance with 
the Act of February 28, 1947, as amended, and 
section 102 of the Act of September 21, 1944, 
as amended, and any unexpended balances of 
funds transferred for such emergency pur- 
poses in the next preceding fiscal year shall 
be merged with such transferred amounts: 
Provided further, That appropriations here- 
under shall be available pursuant to law (7 
U.S.C. 2250) for the repair and alteration of 
leased buildings and improvements, but un- 
less otherwise provided the cost of altering 
any one building during the fiscal year shall 
not exceed 10 percent of the current replace- 
ment value of the building. 


In fiscal year 1996 the agency is authorized 
to collect fees to cover the total costs of pro- 
viding technical assistance, goods, or serv- 
ices requested by States, other political sub- 
divisions, domestic and international organi- 
zations, foreign governments, or individuals, 
provided that such fees are structured such 
that any entity's liability for such fees is 
reasonably based on the technical assistance, 
goods, or services provided to the entity by 
the agency, and such fees shall be credited to 
this account, to remain available until ex- 
pended, without further appropriation, for 
providing such assistance, goods, or services. 


BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 


For plans, construction, repair, preventive 
maintenance, environmental support, im- 
provement, extension, alteration, moderniza- 
tion, and purchase of fixed equipment or fa- 
cilities, as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 2250, and 
acquisition of land as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 
428a, [$12,541,000] $4,973,000, to remain avail- 
able until expended. 
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AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 
MARKETING SERVICES 


For necessary expenses to carry on serv- 
ices related to consumer protection, agricul- 
tural marketing and distribution, transpor- 
tation, and regulatory programs, as author- 
ized by law, and for administration and co- 
ordination of payments to States; including 
field employment pursuant to section 706(a) 
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and 
not to exceed $90,000 for employment under 5 
U.S.C. 3109, [$46,662,000] $46,517,000, including 
funds for the wholesale market development 
program for the design and development of 
wholesale and farmer market facilities for 
the major metropolitan areas of the country: 
Provided, That this appropriation shall be 
available pursuant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for 
the alteration and repair of buildings and 
improvements, but the cost of altering any 
one building during the fiscal year shall not 
exceed 10 percent of the current replacement 
value of the building. 

Fees may be collected for the cost of stand- 
ardization activities, as established by regu- 
lation pursuant to law (31 U.S.C. 9701). 


LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 


Not to exceed $58,461,000 (from fees col- 
lected) shall be obligated during the current 
fiscal year for administrative expenses: Pro- 
vided, That if crop size is understated and/or 
other uncontrollable events occur, the agen- 
cy may exceed this limitation by up to 10 
percent with notification to the Appropria- 
tions Committees. 

FUNDS FOR STRENGTHENING MARKETS, INCOME, 
AND SUPPLY (SECTION 92) 


(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 


Funds available under section 32 of the Act 
of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c) shall be used 
only for commodity program expenses as au- 
thorized therein, and other related operating 
expenses, except for: (1) transfers to the De- 
partment of Commerce as authorized by the 
Fish and Wildlife Act of August 8, 1956; (2) 
transfers otherwise provided in this Act; and 
(3) not more than $10,451,000 for formulation 
and administration of marketing agreements 
and orders pursuant to the Agricultural Mar- 
keting Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, 
and the Agricultural Act of 1961. 

In fiscal year 1996, no more than $23,900,000 
in section 32 funds shall be used to promote 
sunflower and cottonseed oil exports as au- 
thorized by section 1541 of Public Law 101-624 
(T U.S.C. 1464 note), and such funds shall be 
used to facilitate additional sales of such 
oils in world markets. 


PAYMENTS TO STATES AND POSSESSIONS 


For payments to departments of agri- 
culture, bureaus and departments of mar- 
kets, and similar agencies for marketing ac- 
tivities under section 204(b) of the Agricul- 
tural Marketing Act of [1956] 1946 (7 U.S.C. 
1623(b)), [$1,000,000] $7,200,000. 

GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS 
ADMINISTRATION 


SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of the United States Grain Stand- 
ards Act, as amended, for the administration 
of the Packers and Stockyards Act, for cer- 
tifying procedures used to protect purchasers 
of farm products, and the standardization ac- 
tivities related to grain under the Agricul- 
tural Marketing Act of 1946, as amended, in- 
cluding field employment pursuant to sec- 
tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 
2225), and not to exceed $25,000 for employ- 
ment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, [$23,058,000] 
$23,289,000: Provided, That this appropriation 
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shall be available pursuant to law (7 U.S.C. 
2250) for the alteration and repair of build- 
ings and improvements, but the cost of alter- 
ing any one building during the fiscal year 
shall not exceed 10 percent of the current re- 
placement value of the building. 


INSPECTION AND WEIGHING SERVICES 


LIMITATION ON INSPECTION AND WEIGHING 
SERVICES EXPENSES 


Not to exceed $42,784,000 (from fees col- 
lected) shall be obligated during the current 
fiscal year for inspection and weighing serv- 
ices: Provided, That if grain export activities 
require additional supervision and oversight, 
or other uncontrollable factors occur, this 
limitation may be exceeded by up to 10 per- 
cent with notification to the Appropriations 
Committees. 


OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD 
SAFETY 


For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Food Safe- 
ty to administer the laws enacted by the 
Congress for the Food Safety and Inspection 
Service, [$450,000] $440,000. 


Ғоор SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE 


For necessary expenses to carry on serv- 
ices authorized by the Federal Meat Inspec- 
tion Act, as amended, the Poultry Products 
Inspection Act, as amended, and the Egg 
Products Inspection Act, as amended, 
[$540,365,000]  $568,685,000, and in addition, 
$1,000,000 may be credited to this account 
from fees collected for the cost of laboratory 
accreditation as authorized by section 1017 of 
Public Law 102-237: Provided, That this ap- 
propriation shall not be available for shell 
egg surveillance under section 5(d) of the Egg 
Products Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 1034(d)): 
Provided further, That this appropriation 
shall be available for field employment pur- 
suant to section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 
1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $75,000 
shall be available for employment under 5 
U.S.C. 3109: Provided further, That this appro- 
priation shall be available pursuant to law (7 
U.S.C. 2250) for the alteration and repair of 
buildings and improvements, but the cost of 
altering any one building during the fiscal 
year shall not exceed 10 percent of the cur- 
rent replacement value of the building. 


OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FARM 
AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES 


For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Farm and 
Foreign Agricultural Services to administer 
the laws enacted by Congress for the Consoli- 
dated Farm Service Agency, Foreign Agri- 
cultural Service, and the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, $549,000. 

CONSOLIDATED FARM SERVICE AGENCY 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for carrying out 
the administration and implementation of 
programs [delegated to the Consolidated 
Farm Service Agency by the Secretary under 
the Federal Crop Insurance Reform and De- 
partment of Agriculture Reorganization Act 
of 1994] administered by the Consolidated Farm 
Service Agency, [$788,388,000] $805,888,000: Pro- 
vided, That the Secretary is authorized to 
use the services, facilities, and authorities 
(but not the funds) of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to make payments for 
all programs administered by the Agency: 
Provided further, That other funds made 
available to the Agency for authorized ac- 
tivities may be advanced to and merged with 
this account: Provided further, That these 
funds shall be available for employment pur- 
suant to the second sentence of section 706(a) 
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of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and 
not to exceed [$500,000} $7,000,000 shall be 
available for employment under 5 U.S.C. 
3109. 


STATE MEDIATION GRANTS 


For grants pursuant to section 502(b) of the 
Agricultural Credit Act of 1987, as amended 
(7 U.S.C. 5101-5106), [$2,000,000] $3,000,000. 


DAIRY INDEMNITY PROGRAM 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 


For necessary expenses involved in making 
indemnity payments to dairy farmers for 
milk or cows producing such milk and manu- 
facturers of dairy products who have been di- 
rected to remove their milk or dairy prod- 
ucts from commercial markets because it 
contained residues of chemicals registered 
and approved for use by the Federal Govern- 
ment, and in making indemnity payments 
for milk, or cows producing such milk, at a 
fair market value to any dairy farmer who is 
directed to remove his milk from commer- 
cial markets because of (1) the presence of 
products of nuclear radiation or fallout if 
such contamination is not due to the fault of 
the farmer, or (2) residues of chemicals or 
toxic substances not included under the first 
sentence of the Act of August 13, 1968, as 
amended (7 U.S.C. 450j), if such chemicals or 
toxic substances were not used in a manner 
contrary to applicable regulations or label- 
ing instructions provided at the time of use 
and the contamination is not due to the 
fault of the farmer, $100,000, to remain avail- 
able until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b): Provided, 
That none of the funds contained in this Act 
shall be used to make indemnity payments 
to any farmer whose milk was removed from 
commercial markets as a result of his willful 
failure to follow procedures prescribed by 
the Federal Government: Provided further, 
That this amount shall be transferred to the 
Commodity Credit Corporation: Provided fur- 
ther, That the Secretary is authorized to uti- 
lize the services, facilities, and authorities of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation for the 
purpose of making dairy indemnity disburse- 
ments. 

OUTREACH FOR SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED 
FARMERS 

For grants and contracts pursuant to section 
2501 of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and 
Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 2279), $2,000,000, to 
remain available until erpended. 

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 


(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 


For gross obligations for the principal 
amount of direct and guaranteed loans as au- 
thorized by 7 U.S.C. 1928-1929, to be available 
from funds in the Agricultural Credit Insur- 
ance Fund, as follows: farm ownership loans, 
І5585,000,0001 $610,000,000, of which $550,000,000 
shall be for guaranteed loans; operating 
loans, [$2,300,000,000] $2,450,000,000, of which 
$1,700,000,000 shall be for unsubsidized guar- 
anteed loans and $200,000,000 shall be for sub- 
sidized guaranteed loans; Indian tribe land 
acquisition loans as authorized by 25 U.S.C. 
488, $750,000; for emergency insured loans, 
$100,000,000 to meet the needs resulting from 
natural disasters; and for credit sales of ac- 
quired property, [$22,500,000] $27,696,000. 

For the cost of direct and guaranteed 
loans, including the cost of modifying loans 
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, as follows: farm owner- 
ship loans, [$28,206,000] $34,053,000, of which 
$20,019,000 shall be for guaranteed loans; op- 
erating loans, [$91,000,000] 5777,05, 000. of 
which $18,360,000 shall be for unsubsidized 
guaranteed loans and $17,960,000 shall be for 
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subsidized guaranteed loans; Indian tribe 
land acquisition loans as authorized by 25 
U.S.C. 488, $206,000; for emergency insured 
loans, $32,080,000 to meet the needs resulting 
from natural disasters; and for credit sales of 
acquired property, [$4,113,000] $3,966,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the direct and guar- 
anteed loan programs, [$221,541,000] 
$227,258,000, which shall be transferred to and 
merged with the following accounts in the 
following amounts: 18208, 446,000 $214,163,000 
to “Salaries and Expenses”; $318,000 to 
“Rural Utilities Service, Salaries and Ex- 
penses”; and $171,000 to “Rural Housing and 
Community Development Service, Salaries 
and Expenses". 

CORPORATIONS 


The following corporations and agencies 
are hereby authorized to make expenditures, 
within the limits of funds and borrowing au- 
thority available to each such corporation or 
agency and in accord with law, and to make 
contracts and commitments without regard 
to fiscal year limitations as provided by sec- 
tion 104 of the Government Corporation Con- 
trol Act, as amended, as may be necessary in 
carrying out the programs set forth in the 
budget for the current fiscal year for such 
corporation or agency, except as hereinafter 
provided. 


FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION FUND 
For payments as authorized by section 516 
of the Federal Crop Insurance Act, as amend- 
ed, such sums as may be necessary, to re- 
main available until expended (7 U.S.C. 
22095). 
COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION FUND 
REIMBURSEMENT FOR NET REALIZED LOSSES 


For fiscal year 1996, such sums as may be 
necessary to reimburse the Commodity Cred- 
it Corporation for net realized losses sus- 
tained, but not previously reimbursed (esti- 
mated to be 310, 400,000,000 in the President's 
fiscal year 1996 Budget Request (Н. Doo. 104— 
4)), but not to exceed $10,400,000,000, pursuant 
to section 2 of the Act of August 17, 1961, as 
amended (15 U.S.C. 7134-11). 

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE FOR 
HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT 

For fiscal year 1996, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation shall not expend more than 
$5,000,000 for expenses to comply with the re- 
quirement of section 107(6) of the Com- 
prehensive Environmental Response, Com- 
pensation, and Liability Act, as amended, 42 
U.S.C. 9607(6), and section 6001 of the Re- 
source Conservation and Recovery Act, as 
amended, 42 U.S.C. 6961: Provided, That ex- 
penses shall be for operations and mainte- 
nance costs only and that other hazardous 
waste management costs shall be paid for by 
the USDA Hazardous Waste Management ap- 
propriation in this Act. 

TITLE I 
CONSERVATION PROGRAMS 
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Natural Re- 
sources and Environment to administer the 
laws enacted by the Congress for the Forest 
Service and the Natural Resources Conserva- 
tion Service, $677,000. 

NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE 
CONSERVATION OPERATIONS 

For necessary expenses for carrying out 

the provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 


U.S.C. 590a-590f) including preparation of 
conservation plans and establishment of 
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measures to conserve soil and water (includ- 
ing farm irrigation and land drainage and 
such special measures for soil and water 
management as may be necessary to prevent 
floods and the siltation of reservoirs and to 
control agricultural related pollutants); op- 
eration of conservation plant materials cen- 
ters; classification and mapping of soil; dis- 
semination of information; acquisition of 
lands, water, and interests therein for use in 
the plant materials program by donation, ex- 
change, or purchase at a nominal cost not to 
exceed $100 pursuant to the Act of August 3, 
1956 (7 U.S.C. 428а); purchase and erection or 
alteration or improvement of permanent and 
temporary buildings; and operation and 
maintenance ої aircraft, [$629,986,000] 
637,860,000, to remain available until erpended 
(7 U.S.C. 2209b), of which not less than 
$5,852,000 is for snow survey and water fore- 
casting and not less than $8,875,000 is for op- 
eration and establishment of the plant mate- 
rials centers: Provided, That appropriations 
hereunder shall be available pursuant to 7 
U.S.C. 2250 for construction and improve- 
ment of buildings and public improvements 
at plant materials centers, except that the 
cost of alterations and improvements to 
other buildings and other public improve- 
ments shall not exceed $250,000: Provided fur- 
ther, That when buildings or other structures 
are erected on non-Federal land, that the 
right to use such land is obtained as provided 
іп 7 U.S.C. 2250a: Provided further, That this 
appropriation shall be available for technical 
assistance and related expenses to carry out 
programs authorized by section 202(c) of title 
П of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Con- 
trol Act of 1974, as amended (43 U.S.C. 
1592(с)): Provided further, That no part of this 
appropriation may be expended for soil and 
water conservation operations under the Act 
of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-590f) іп dem- 
onstration projects: Provided further, That 
this appropriation shall be available for em- 
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of 
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 
U.S.C. 2225) and not to exceed $25,000 shall be 
available for employment under 5 U.S.C. 
8109: Provided further, That qualified local en- 
gineers may be temporarily employed at per 
diem rates to perform the technical planning 
work of the Service (16 U.S.C. 590e-2). 
RIVER BASIN SURVEYS AND INVESTIGATIONS 

For necessary expenses to conduct research, 
investigation, and surveys of watersheds of riv- 
ers and other waterways, in accordance with 
section 6 of the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act approved August 4, 1954, as 
amended (16 U.S.C. 1006-1009), $8,369,000: Pro- 
vided, That this appropriation shall be available 
for employment pursuant to the second sentence 
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 
U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $60,000 shall be 
available for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109. 

WATERSHED PLANNING 

For necessary erpenses for small watershed 
investigations and planning, in accordance with 
the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 
Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1001-1008), 
$5,630,000: Provided, That this appropriation 
shall be available for employment pursuant to 
the second sentence of section 706(a) of the Or- 
ganic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to ex- 
ceed $50,000 shall be available for employment 
under 5 U.S.C. 3109. 

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION 
OPERATIONS 


For necessary expenses to carry out pre- 
ventive measures, including but not limited 
to research, engineering operations, methods 
of cultivation, the growing of vegetation, re- 
habilitation of existing works and changes in 
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use of land, [and only high-priority projects 
authorized by the Flood Control Act (33 
U.S.C. 701, 16 U.S.C. 1006а),] in accordance 
with the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act approved August 4, 1954, as 
amended (16 U.S.C. 1001-1005, 1007-1009), the 
provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 
U.S.C. 590a-f), and in accordance with the 
provisions of laws relating to the activities 
of the Department, $100,000,000, to remain 
available until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b) (of 
which $15,000,000 shall be available for the wa- 
tersheds authorized under the Flood Control Act 
approved June 22, 1936 (33 U.S.C. 701, 16 U.S.C. 
1006a), as amended and supplemented): Pro- 
vided, That this appropriation shall be avail- 
able for employment pursuant to the second 
sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act 
of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed 
$200,000 shall be available for employment 
under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided further, That not 
to exceed $1,000,000 of this appropriation is 
available to carry out the purposes of the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Public Law 
93-205), as amended, including cooperative ef- 
forts as contemplated by that Act to relo- 
cate endangered or threatened species to 
other suitable habitats as may be necessary 
to expedite project construction. 3 

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary expenses in planning and car- 
rying out projects for resource conservation and 
development and for sound land use pursuant to 
the provisions of section 32(e) of title III of the 
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as amended 
(7 U.S.C. 1010-1011; 76 Stat. 607), and the provi- 
sions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a- 
Л, and the provisions of the Agriculture and 
Food Act of 1981 (16 U.S.C. 3451-3461), 
$27,000,000, to remain available until erpended 
(7 U.S.C. 2209): Provided, That this appropria- 
tion shall be available for employment pursuant 
to the second sentence of section 706(a) of the 
Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to 
exceed $50,000 shall be available for employment 
under 5 U.S.C. 3109. 

FORESTRY INCENTIVES PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro- 
vided for, to carry out the program of forestry 
incentives, as authorized in the Cooperative 
Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2101), 
including technical assistance and related er- 
penses $6,325,000, to remain available until er- 
pended, as authorized by that Act. 

COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL 
PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses for carrying out a vol- 
untary cooperative salinity control program 
pursuant to section 202(c) of title П of the Colo- 
rado River Basin Salinity Control Act, as 
amended (43 U.S.C. 1592(c)), to be used to reduce 
salinity in the Colorado River and to enhance 
the supply and quality of water available for 
use in the United States and the Republic of 
Merico, $1,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b), to be used for the estab- 
lishment of on-farm irrigation management sys- 
tems, including lateral improvement measures, 
for making cost-share payments to agricultural 
landowners and operators, Indian tribes, irriga- 
tion districts and associations, local govern- 
mental and nongovernmental entities, and other 
landowners to aid them in carrying out ap- 
proved conservation practices as determined and 
recommended by the Secretary, and for associ- 
ated costs of program planning, information and 
education, and program monitoring and evalua- 
tion. 

[WATERSHED SURVEYS AND PLANNING 


(For necessary expenses to conduct re- 
search, investigation, and surveys of water- 
sheds of rivers and other waterways, and for 
small watershed investigations and planning, 


in accordance with the Watershed Protection 
and Flood Prevention Act approved August 
4, 1954, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1001-1009), 
$14,000,000: Provided, That this appropriation 
shall be available for employment pursuant 
to the second sentence of section 706(a) of 
the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and 
not to exceed $110,000 shall be available for 
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109. 
[CONSERVATION PROGRAMS 

[For necessary expenses, not otherwise 
provided for, in planning and carrying out 
projects for resource conservation and devel- 
opment and for sound land use pursuant to 
the provisions of section 32(е) of title Ш of 
the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as 
amended (7 U.S.C. 1011; 76 Stat. 607), and the 
provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 
U.S.C. 590а-Г), and the provisions of the Agri- 
culture and Food Act of 1981 (16 U.S.C. 3451- 
3461), to carry out the program of forestry in- 
centives, as authorized in the Cooperative 
Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 
2101), including technical assistance and re- 
lated expenses, and for carrying out a vol- 
untary cooperative salinity control program 
pursuant to section 202(c) of title П of the 
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act, 
as amended (43 U.S.C. 1592(c)), to be used to 
reduce salinity in the Colorado River and to 
enhance the supply and quality of water 
available for use in the United States and 
the Republic of Mexico, to be used for the es- 
tablishment of on-farm irrigation manage- 
ment systems, including related lateral im- 
provement measures, for making cost-share 
payments to agricultural landowners and op- 
erators, Indian tribes, irrigation districts 
and associations, local governmental and 
nongovernmental entities, and other land- 
owners to aid them in carrying out approved 
conservation practices as determined and 
recommended by the Secretary, and for asso- 
ciated costs of program planning, informa- 
tion and education, and program monitoring 
and evaluation, $36,000,000, to remain avail- 
able until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209, 16 U.S.C. 
590р(0)(7)): Provided, That this appropriation 
shall be available for employment pursuant 
to the second sentence of section 706(а) of 
the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and 
not to exceed $50,000 shall be available for 
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109.] 

WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 


For necessary expenses to carry out the 
wetlands reserve program pursuant to sub- 
chapter С of subtitle D of title ХП of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3837), 
[$210,000,000} $77,000,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That the Secretary 
is authorized to use the services, facilities, 
and authorities of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation for the purpose of carrying out 
the wetlands reserve program. 

CONSOLIDATED FARM SERVICE AGENCY 
AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS ОҒ FUNDS) 


For necessary expenses to carry into effect 
the program authorized in sections 7 to 15, 
16(а), 16(f), and 17 of the Soil Conservation 
and Domestic Allotment Act approved Feb- 
ruary 29, 1936, as amended and supplemented 
(16 U.S.C. 590g-5900, 590p(a), 590p(f), and 590q), 
and sections 1001-1004, 1006-1008, and 1010 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1970, as added by the 
Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of 
1973 (16 U.S.C. 1501-1504, 1506-1508, and 1510), 
and including not to exceed $15,000 for the 
preparation and display of exhibits, includ- 
ing such displays at State, interstate, and 
international fairs within the United States, 
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[$75,000,000] $50,000,000, to remain available 
until expended (16 U.S.C. 5900), for agree- 
ments, excluding administration but includ- 
ing technical assistance and related expenses 
(16 U.S.C. 5900), except that no participant in 
the agricultural conservation program shall 
receive more than $3,500 per year, except 
where the participants from two or more 
farms or ranches join to carry out approved 
practices designed to conserve or improve 
the agricultural resources of the community, 
or where a participant has a long-term 
agreement, in which case the total payment 
shall not exceed the annual payment limita- 
tion multiplied by the number of years of the 
agreement: Provided, That no portion of the 
funds for the current year’s program may be 
utilized to provide financial or technical as- 
sistance for drainage on wetlands now des- 
ignated as Wetlands Types 3 (ІП) through 20 
(XX) in United States Department of the In- 
terior, Fish and Wildlife Circular 39, Wet- 
lands of the United States, 1956: Provided fur- 
ther, That such amounts shall be available 
for the purchase of seeds, fertilizers, lime, 
trees, or any other conservation materials, 
or any soil-terracing services, and making 
grants thereof to agricultural producers to 
aid them in carrying out approved farming 
practices as authorized by the Soil Conserva- 
tion and Domestic Allotment Act, as amend- 
ed, as determined and recommended by the 
county committees, approved by the State 
committees and the Secretary, under pro- 
grams provided for herein: Provided further, 
That such assistance will not be used for car- 
rying out measures and practices that are 
primarily production-oriented or that have 
little or no conservation or pollution abate- 
ment benefits: Provided further, That not to 
exceed 5 percent of the allocation for the 
current year’s program for any county may, 
on the recommendation of such county com- 
mittee and approval of the State committee, 
be withheld and allotted to the Natural Re- 
sources Conservation Service for services of 
its technicians in formulating and carrying 
out the agricultural conservation program in 
the participating counties, and shall not be 
utilized by the Natural Resources Conserva- 
tion Service for any purpose other than tech- 
nical and other assistance in such counties, 
and in addition, on the recommendation of 
such county committee and approval of the 
State committee, not to exceed 1 percent 
may be made available to any other Federal, 
State, or local public agency for the same 
purpose and under the same conditions: Pro- 
vided further, That not to exceed [$11,000,000] 
$15,000,000 of the amount appropriated shall 
be used for water quality payments and prac- 
tices in the same manner as permitted under 
the program for water quality authorized in 
chapter 2 of subtitle D of title XII of the 
Food Security Act of 1985, as amended (16 
U.S.C. 3838 et seq.). 


CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 


For necessary expenses to carry out the 
conservation reserve program pursuant to 
the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831- 
3845), $1,781,785,000, to remain available until 
expended, to be used for Commodity Credit 
Corporation expenditures for cost-share as- 
sistance for the establishment of conserva- 
tion practices provided for in approved con- 
servation reserve program contracts, for an- 
nual rental payments provided in such con- 
tracts, and for technical assistance. 
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TITLE M 
RURAL ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR RURAL 

ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Rural Eco- 
nomic and Community Development to ad- 
minister programs under the laws enacted by 
the Congress for the Rural Housing and Com- 
munity Development Service, Rural Business 
and Cooperative Development Service, and 
the Rural Utilities Service of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, $568,000. 

RURAL COMMUNITY ADVANCEMENT PROGRAM 

For the cost of direct loans, loan guarantees 
and grants, as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 1926, 1928, 
and 1932, and 86 Stat. 661-664, as amended; and 
42 U.S.C. 1485 and 1490(a), $528,839,000, to re- 
main available until erpended, to be available 
for loans and grants for rural water and waste 
disposal and solid waste management grants, 
new construction of section 515 rental housing, 
direct loans and loan guarantees for community 
facilities, loan guarantees for business and in- 
dustry assistance, and grants for rural business 
enterprise: Provided, That the costs of direct 
loans and loan guarantees, including the cost of 
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in sec- 
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974: 
Provided further, That of the total amount ap- 
propriated, $20,044,000 shall be for empowerment 
zones and enterprise communities, as authorized 
by Public Law 103-66: Provided further, That if 
such funds are not obligated for empowerment 
zones and enterprise communities by June 30, 
1996, they shall remain available for other au- 
thorized purposes under this head: Provided 
further, That of the total amount appropriated, 
not to exceed $4,500,000 shall be available for 
contracting with the National Rural Water As- 
sociation or an equally qualified national orga- 
nization for a circuit rider program to provide 
technical assistance for rural water systems: 
Provided further, That of the total amount ap- 
propriated, not to етсеей $20,000,000 shall be 
available for water and waste disposal systems 
to benefit the Colonias along the United States/ 
Mexico border, including grants under section 
306(c). 

In addition, for administrative erpenses nec- 
essary to carry out direct loans, loan guaran- 
tees, and grants, $58,051,000, of “шһісһ 
$57,614,000 shall be transferred to and merged 
with “Rural Housing and Community Develop- 
ment Service, Salaries and Expenses’’; Rural 
Utilities Service, Salaries and Етрепзез”; and 
“Rural Business and Cooperative Development 
Service, Salaries and Етрепзез”. 

RURAL HOUSING AND COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Rural Hous- 
ing and Community Development Service, 
including administering the programs au- 
thorized by the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act, as amended, title V of the 
Housing Act of 1949, as amended, and cooper- 
ative agreements, [$42,820,000] $50,346,000: 
Provided, That this appropriation shall be 
available for employment pursuant to the 
second sentence of 706(a) of the Organic Act 
of 1944, and not to exceed $500,000 may be 
used for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109. 

RURAL HOUSING INSURANCE FUND PROGRAM 

ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For gross obligations for the principal 
amount of direct and guaranteed loans as au- 
thorized by title V of the Housing Act of 
1949, as amended, to be available from funds 
in the rural housing insurance fund, as fol- 
lows: [$2,250,000,000] $2,700,000,000 for loans to 
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section 502 borrowers, as determined by the 
Secretary, of which $1,700,000,000 shall be for 
unsubsidized guaranteed loans; $35,000,000 for 
section 504 housing repair loans; $15,000,000 
for section 514 farm labor housing; 
$150,000,000 for section 515 rental housing; 
$600,000 for site loans; and [$35,000,000] 
$42,484,000 for credit sales of acquired 
property{: Provided, That notwithstanding 
section 520 of the Housing Act of 1949, the 
Secretary of Agriculture may make loans 
under section 502 of such Act for properties 
in the Pine View West Subdivision, located 
in Gibsonville, North Carolina, in the same 
manner as provided under such section for 
properties in rural areas]. 

For the cost of direct and guaranteed 
loans, including the cost of modifying loans, 
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, as follows: section 502 
loans, 13118, 335,000 $212,790,000, of which 
$2,890,000 shall be for unsubsidized guaran- 
teed loans; section 504 housing repair loans, 
$14,193,000; section 514 farm labor housing, 
$8,629,000; section 515 rental housing, 
$82,035,000[, provided the program is author- 
ized for fiscal year 1996); and credit sales of 
acquired property, [$6,100,000] $7,405,000. 

Пп addition, for the cost (as defined in sec- 
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974) of guaranteed loans under a demonstra- 
tion program of loan guarantees for multi- 
family rental housing in rural areas, 
$1,000,000, to be derived from the amount 
made available under this heading for the 
cost of low-income section 515 loans and to 
become available for obligation only upon 
the enactment of authorizing legislation.] 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the direct and guar- 
anteed loan programs, [$385,889,000] 
$389,818,000, of which [$372,897,506] $376,860,000 
shall be transferred to and merged with the 
appropriation ſor Rural Housing and Com- 
munity Development Service, Salaries and 
Expenses”. 

RENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 


For rental assistance agreements entered 
into or renewed pursuant to the authority 
under section 521(a)(2) or agreements entered 
into in lieu of forgiveness or payments for el- 
igible households as authorized by section 
50 (сХ5ХО) of the Housing Act of 1949, ав 
amended, [3535,900,000] $540,900,000; and іп ad- 
dition such sums as may be necessary, as au- 
thorized by section 521(с) of the Act, to liq- 
uidate debt incurred prior to fiscal year 1992 
to carry out the rental assistance program 
under section 521(a)(2) of the Act: Provided, 
That of this amount not more than $5,900,000 
shall be available for debt forgiveness or 
payments for eligible households as author- 
ized by section 502(c)(5)(D) of the Act, and 
not to exceed $10,000 per project for advances 
to nonprofit organizations or public agencies 
to cover direct costs (other than purchase 
price) incurred in purchasing projects pursu- 
ant to section 502(c)(5)(C) of the Act: Provided 
further, That agreements entered into or re- 
newed during fiscal year 1996 shall be funded 
for a five-year period, although the life of 
any such agreement may be extended to 
fully utilize amounts obligated. 


SELF-HELP HOUSING LAND DEVELOPMENT FUND 


For the principal amount of direct loans, 
as authorized by section 523(b)(1)(B) of the 
Housing Act of 1949, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
1490c), $603,000. 

For the cost of direct loans, including the 
cost of modifying loans, as defined in section 
502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
$31,000. 
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[COMMUNITY FACILITY LOANS PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 


[(NCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 


[For the cost of direct loans, $34,880,000, 
and for the cost of guaranteed loans, 
$3,555,000, as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 1928 and 
86 Stat. 661-664, as amended: Provided, That 
such costs, including the cost of modifying 
such loans, shall be as defined in section 502 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Pro- 
vided further, That such sums shall remain 
available until expended for the disburse- 
ment of loans obligated in fiscal year 1996: 
Provided further, That these funds are avail- 
able to subsidize gross obligations for the 
principal amount of direct loans not to ex- 
ceed $200,000,000 and total loan principal, any 
part of which is to be guaranteed, not to ex- 
ceed $75,000,000: Provided further, That of the 
amounts available for the cost of direct 
loans not to exceed $1,208,000, to subsidize 
gross obligations for the principal amount 
not to exceed $6,930,000, shall be available for 
empowerment zones and enterprise commu- 
nities, as authorized by Public Law 103-66: 
Provided further, That if such funds are not 
obligated for empowerment zones and enter- 
prise communities by June 30, 1996, they re- 
main available for other authorized purposes 
under this head. 

Пп addition, for administrative expenses 
to carry out the direct and guaranteed loan 
programs, $8,836,000, of which $8,731,000 shall 
be transferred to and merged with the appro- 
priation for “Salaries and Ехрепвев”.1 

VERY LOW-INCOME HOUSING REPAIR GRANTS 


For grants to the very low-income elderly 
for essential repairs to dwellings pursuant to 
section 504 of the Housing Act of 1949, as 
amended, $24,900,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

RURAL HOUSING FOR DOMESTIC FARM LABOR 

For financial assistance to eligible non- 
profit organizations for housing for domestic 
farm labor, pursuant to section 516 of the 
Housing Act of 1949, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
1486), $10,000,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

MUTUAL AND SELF-HELP HOUSING GRANTS 


For grants and contracts pursuant to вес- 
tion 523(b)(1)(A) of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 
U.S.C. 14900), $12,650,000, to remain available 
until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b). 

SUPERVISORY AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS 

For grants pursuant to sections 509(f) and 525 
of the Housing Act of 1949, $1,000,000. 

RURAL COMMUNITY FIRE PROTECTION GRANTS 


For grants pursuant to section 7 of the Co- 
operative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 
(Public Law 95-313), [$1,000,000] $3,000,000 to 
fund up to 50 percent of the cost of organiz- 
ing, training, and equipping rural volunteer 
fire departments. 

COMPENSATION FOR CONSTRUCTION DEFECTS 


For compensation for construction defects 
as authorized by section 509(c) of the Hous- 
ing Act of 1949, as amended, $495,000, to re- 
main available until expended. 

RURAL HOUSING PRESERVATION GRANTS 

For grants for rural housing preservation 
as authorized by section 552 of the Housing 
and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 (Pub- 
lic Law 98-181), $11,000,000. 

RURAL BUSINESS AND COOPERATIVE 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Rural Busi- 
ness and Cooperative Development Service, 
including administering the programs au- 
thorized by the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
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Development Act, as amended; section 1323 
of the Food Security Act of 1985; the Cooper- 
ative Marketing Act of 1926; for activities re- 
lating to the marketing aspects of coopera- 
tives, including economic research findings, 
as authorized by the Agricultural Marketing 
Act of 1946; for activities with institutions 
concerning the development and operation of 
agricultural cooperatives; and cooperative 
agreements; [$9,520,000] $9,013,000: Provided, 
That this appropriation shall be available for 
employment pursuant to the second sentence 
of 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944, and not 
exceed $250,000 may be used for employment 
under 5 U.S.C. 3109. 
[RURAL BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY LOANS 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
[(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

{For the cost of guaranteed loans, 
$6,437,000, as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 1928 and 
86 Stat. 661-664, as amended: Provided, That 
such costs, including the cost of modifying 
such loans, shall be as defined in section 502 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Pro- 
vided further, That such sums shall remain 
available until expended for the disburse- 
ment of loans obligated in fiscal year 1996: 
Provided further, That these funds are avail- 
able to subsidize gross obligations for the 
principal amount of guaranteed loans of 
$500,000,000: Provided further, That of the 
amounts available for the cost of guaranteed 
loans including the cost of modifying loans, 
$148,000, to subsidize gross obligations for the 
loan principal, any part of which is guaran- 
teed, not to exceed $10,842,000, shall be avail- 
able for empowerment zones and enterprise 
communities, as authorized by Public Law 
103-66; Provided further, That if such funds 
are not obligated for empowerment zones 
and enterprise communities by June 30, 1996, 
they remain available for other authorized 
activities under this head. 

{In addition, for administrative expenses 
to carry out the direct and guaranteed loan 
programs, $14,868,000, of which $14,747,000 
shall be transferred to and merged with the 
appropriation for “Salaries and Ехрепвев”.1 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT LOAN FUND PROGRAM 

ACCOUNT 

[For the cost of direct loans as authorized 
by the rural development loan fund (42 
U.S.C. 9812(a)) for empowerment zones and 
enterprise communities, as authorized by 
title XIII of the Omnibus Budget Reconcili- 
ation Act of 1993, $4,322,000, to subsidize gross 
obligations for the principal amount of di- 
rect loans, 57,246,000.1 

For the cost of direct loans, $17,895,000, as au- 
thorized by the Rural Development Loan Fund 
(42 U.S.C. 9812(а)): Provided, That such costs, 
including the cost of modifying such loans, shall 
be as defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974: Provided further, That these 
funds are available to subsidize gross obligations 
for the principal amount of direct loans of 
$30,000,000: Provided further, That through 
June 30, 1996, of these amounts, $6,484,000 shall 
be available for the cost of direct loans, for 
empowerment zones and enterprise communities, 
as authorized by title XIII of the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, to subsidize 
gross obligations for the principal amount of di- 
rect loans, $10,870,000. 

In addition, for administrative erpenses nec- 
essary to carry out the direct loan programs, 
$1,476,000, of which $1,470,000 shall be trans- 
ferred to and merged with the appropriation for 
“Salaries and Етрепзез”. 

RURAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LOANS 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For the principal amount of direct loans, 

as authorized under section 313 of the Rural 
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Electrification Act, for the purpose of pro- 
moting rural economic development and job 
creation projects, $12,865,000. 

For the cost of direct loans, including the 
cost of modifying loans as defined in section 
502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
$3,729,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro- 
gram, [$584,000] $724,000, which shall be 
transferred to and merged with the appro- 
priation for "Salaries and Expenses”. 

ALTERNATIVE AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND 

COMMERCIALIZATION REVOLVING FUND 


For necessary expenses to carry out the 
Alternative Agricultural Research and Com- 
mercialization Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5901- 
5908), [$5,000,000] $10,000,000 is appropriated 
to the alternative agricultural research and 
commercialization revolving fund. 

[RURAL BUSINESS ENTERPRISE GRANTS 


{For grants authorized under section 
310B(c) and 310B(j) (7 U.S.C. 1932) of the Con- 
solidated Farm and Rural Development Act 
to any qualified public or private nonprofit 
organization, $45,000,000, of which $8,381,000 
shall be available through June 30, 1996, for 
assistance to empowerment zones and enter- 
prise communities, as authorized by title 
ХІІ of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1993, after which any funds not obli- 
gated shall remain available for other au- 
thorized purposes under this head: Provided, 
That $500,000 shall be available for grants to 
qualified nonprofit organizations to provide 
technical assistance and training for rural 
communities needing improved passenger 
transportation systems or facilities in order 
to promote economic development.] 

RURAL TECHNOLOGY AND COOPERATIVE 
DEVELOPMENT GRANTS 

For grants pursuant to section 310(f) of the 
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1932), [$1,500,000] 
$1,500,000, of which $1,300,000 may be available 
for the appropriate technology transfer for rural 
areas program, 

RURAL UTILITIES SERVICE 


RURAL ELECTRIFICATION AND TELEPHONE 
LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

Insured loans pursuant to the authority of 
section 305 of the Rural Electrification Act 
of 1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 935), shall be 
made as follows: 5 percent rural electrifica- 
tion loans, $90,000,000; 5 percent rural tele- 
phone loans, $70,000,000; cost of money rural 
telephone loans, $300,000,000; municipal rate 
rural electric loans, 18500, 000, 0001 $550,000,000; 
and loans made pursuant to section 306 of 
that Act, 3420. 000.000, to remain available 
until expended. 

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, includ- 
ing the cost of modifying loans, of direct and 
guaranteed loans authorized by the Rural 
Electrification Act of 1936, as amended (7 
U.S.C. 935), as follows: cost of direct loans, 
$35,126,000; cost of municipal rate loans, 
[$54,150,000] $59,565,000; cost of money rural 
telephone loans, $60,000; cost of loans guaran- 
teed pursuant to section 306, $2,520,000: Pro- 
vided, That notwithstanding [sections 
305(c)(2) and] section 305(d)(2) of the Rural 
Electrification Act of 1936, borrower interest 
rates may exceed 7 percent per year. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the direct and guar- 
anteed loan programs, 1829, 982.0001 
$32,183,000, which shall be transferred to and 
merged with the appropriation for "Salaries 
апа Expenses”. 
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RURAL TELEPHONE BANK PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

The Rural Telephone Bank is hereby au- 
thorized to make such expenditures, within 
the limits of funds available to such corpora- 
tion in accord with law, and to make such 
contracts and commitments without regard 
to fiscal year limitations as provided by sec- 
tion 104 of the Government Corporation Con- 
trol Act, as amended, as may be necessary in 
carrying out its authorized programs for the 
current fiscal year. During fiscal year 1996 
and within the resources and authority 
available, gross obligations for the principal 
amount of direct loans shall be $175,000,000. 

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, includ- 
ing the cost of modifying loans, of direct 
loans authorized by the Rural Electrification 
Act of 1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 935), 
їзїї, 000] $5,023,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 

necessary to carry out the loan programs, 
[$3,541,000] $6,167,000. 

DISTANCE LEARNING AND MEDICAL LINK GRANTS 

For necessary expenses to carry into effect 
the programs authorized in sections 2331-2335 
of Public Law 101-624, $7,500,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

[RURAL DEVELOPMENT PERFORMANCE 
PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM 
((INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

[For the cost of direct loans, loan guaran- 
tees, and grants, as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 
1926, 1928, and 1932, $435,000,000, to remain 
available until expended, to be available for 
loans and grants for rural water and waste 
disposal and solid waste management grants: 
Provided, That the costs of direct loans and 
loan guarantees, including the cost of modi- 
fying such loans, shall be as defined in sec- 
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974: Provided further, That of the total 
amount appropriated, not to exceed $4,000,000 
shall be available for contracting with the 
National Rural Water Association or other 
equally qualified national organization for a 
circuit rider program to provide technical 
assistance for rural water systems: Provided 
further, That of the total amount appro- 
priated, not to exceed $18,700,000 shall be 
available for water and waste disposal sys- 
tems to benefit the Colonias along the Unit- 
ed States/Mexico border, including grants 
pursuant to section 306C: Provided further, 
That of the total amount appropriated, 
$18,688,000 shall be for empowerment zones 
and enterprise communities, as authorized 
by Public Law 103-66: Provided further, That 
if such funds are not obligated for 
empowerment zones and enterprise commu- 
nities by June 30, 1996, they shall remain 
available for other authorized purposes 
under this head. 

{In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out direct loans, loan 
guarantees, and grants, $12,740,000, of which 
$12,623,000 shall be transferred and merged 
with “Rural Utilities Service, Salaries and 
Ехрепвев”.1 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Rural Utili- 
ties Service, including administering the 
programs authorized by the Rural Elec- 
trification Act of 1936, as amended, and the 
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act, as amended, [$19,211,000] $18,449,000, of 
which $7,000 shall be available for financial 
credit reports: Provided, That this appropria- 
tion shall be available for employment pur- 
suant to the second sentence of 706(a) of the 
Organic Act of 1944, and not to exceed 
$103,000 may be used for employment under 5 
U.S.C. 3109. 
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TITLE IV 
DOMESTIC FOOD PROGRAMS 
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR Foon, 
NUTRITION AND CONSUMER SERVICES 

For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Food, Nu- 
trition and Consumer Services to administer 
the laws enacted by the Congress for the 
Food and Consumer Service, [$440,000] 
$540,000. 

FOOD AND CONSUMER SERVICE 
CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751- 
1769b), and the applicable provisions other 
than [section 17] sections 17, 19, and 21 of the 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1772- 
1785, and 1789); [$7,952,424,000] $7,952,610,000, 
to remain available through September 30, 
1997, of which 132, 354.566.000 ] $2,354,752,000 is 
hereby appropriated and $5,597,858,000 shall 
be derived by transfer from funds available 
under section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 
(7 U.S.C. 612c): Provided, That up to $3,964,000 
shall be available for independent verifica- 
tion of school food service с1аітзі: Provided 
further, That $1,900,000 shall be available to 
provide financial and other assistance to op- 
erate the Food Service Management Insti- 
tute. 

(Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, no funds other than provided in this Act 
may be available for nutrition education and 
training and the Food Service Management 
Institute.] 

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION PROGRAM 
FOR WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN (WIC) 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
special supplemental nutrition program as 
authorized by section 17 of the Child Nutri- 
tion Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786), $3,729,807,000, 
to remain available through September 30, 
1997: Provided, That for fiscal year 1996, 
$20,000,000 that would otherwise be available 
to States for nutrition services and adminis- 
tration shall be made available for food ben- 
efits: Provided further, That $4,000,000 from 
unobligated balances for supervisory and 
technical assistance grants may be trans- 
ferred to and merged with this account: Pro- 
vided further, That up to $6,750,000 may be 
used to carry out the farmers’ market nutri- 
tion program from any funds not needed to 
maintain current caseload levels: Provided 
further, That none of the funds in this Act 
shall be available to pay administrative ex- 
penses of WIC clinics except those that have 
an announced policy of prohibiting smoking 
within the space used to carry out the pro- 
gram: Provided further, That on or after July 1, 
1996, any funds recovered from the previous fis- 
cal year in excess of $100,000,000 may be trans- 
ferred by the Secretary of Agriculture to the 
Rural Community Advancement Program and 
shall remain available until erpended: Provided 
further, That none of the funds provided in this 
Act shall be available for the purchase of infant 
formula except in accordance with the cost con- 
tainment and competitive bidding requirements 
specified in section 17 of the Child Nutrition Act 
of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786) (as in effect on Septem- 
ber 13, 1995). 

COMMODITY SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM 

For necessary егрепѕеѕ to carry out the com- 
modity supplemental food program as author- 
ized by section 4(a) of the Agriculture and 
Consumer Protection Act of 1973 (7 U.S.C. 612c 
(note)), including not less than $8,000,000 for the 
projects in Detroit, New Orleans, and Des 
Moines, $86,000,000 to remain available through 
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September 30, 1997: Provided, That none of these 
funds shall be available to reimburse the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation for commodities do- 
nated to the program: Provided further, That 
twenty percent of any Commodity Supplemental 
Food Program funds carried over from fiscal 
year 1995 shall be available for administrative 
costs of the program. 
FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 


For necessary expenses to carry out the 
Food Stamp Act (7 U.S.C. 2011-2029), 
[$27,097,828,000] $28,097,828,000: Provided, That 
funds provided herein shall remain available 
through September 30, 1996, in accordance 
with section 18(а) of the Food Stamp Act; 
Provided further, That $1,000,000,000 of the fore- 
going amount shall be placed in reserve for use 
only in such amounts and at such times as may 
become necessary to carry out program oper- 
ations: Provided further, That funds provided 
herein shall be expended in accordance with 
section 16 of the Food Stamp Act: Provided 
further, That this appropriation shall be sub- 
ject to any work registration or workfare re- 
quirements as may be required by law: Pro- 
vided further, That $1,143,000,000 of the fore- 
going amount shall be available for nutrition 
assistance for Puerto Rico as authorized by 7 
U.S.C. 2028. 

[COMMODITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

[For necessary expenses to carry out the 
commodity supplemental food program as 
authorized by section 4(a) of the Agriculture 
and Consumer Protection Act of 1973 (7 
U.S.C. 6120(note)), section 204(a) of the Emer- 
gency Food Assistance Act of 1983, as amend- 
ed, and section 110 of the Hunger Prevention 
Act of 1988, $168,000,000, to remain available 
through September 30, 1997: Provided, That 
none of these funds shall be available to re- 
imburse the Commodity Credit Corporation 
for commodities donated to the program: 
Provided further, That none of the funds in 
this Act or any other Act may be used for 
demonstration projects in the emergency 
food assistance рговтат.] 

FOOD DONATIONS PROGRAMS FOR SELECTED 

GROUPS 


For necessary expenses to carry out sec- 
tion 4(a) of the Agriculture and Consumer 
Protection Act of 1973 (7 U.S.C. 612c (note)), 
section 4(b) of the Food Stamp Act (7 U.S.C. 
2013(b)), and section 311 of the Older Ameri- 
cans Act of 1965, as amended (42 U.S.C. 3030a), 
І5215,000,0001 3217,250,000, to remain available 
through September 30, 1997: Provided, That 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, for 
meals provided pursuant to the Older Americans 
Act of 1965, a maximum rate of reimbursement to 
States will be established by the Secretary, sub- 
ject to reduction if obligations would erceed the 
amount of available funds, with any unobli- 
gated funds to remain available only for obliga- 
tion in the fiscal year beginning October 1, 1996. 

For necessary expenses to carry out section 
110 of the Hunger Prevention Act of 1988, 

THE EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

For making payments to States to carry out 
the Emergency Food Assistance Act of 1983, as 
amended, $40,000,000: Provided, That, in accord- 
ance with section 202 of Public Law 98-92, these 
funds shall be available only if the Secretary de- 
termines the existence of excess commodities: 
Provided further, That none of the funds in this 
Act or any other Act may be used for emergency 
food assistance program demonstration projects. 

FOOD PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 

For necessary administrative expenses of 
the domestic food р funded under 
this Act, [$108,323,000] 3107,215,000, of which 
$5,000,000 shall be available only for simplify- 
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ing procedures, reducing overhead costs, 
tightening regulations, improving food 
stamp coupon handling, and assistance in 
the prevention, identification, and prosecu- 
tion of fraud and other violations of law; and 
$750,000 shall be available for investing in an 
automated data processing infrastructure for 
the Food and Consumer Service: Provided, That 
this appropriation shall be available for em- 
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of 
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 
U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $150,000 shall 
be available for employment under 5 U.S.C. 
3109. 
TITLE Ү 
FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND RELATED 
PROGRAMS 

FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of the Foreign Ag- 
ricultural Service, including carrying out 
title VI of the Agricultural Act of 1954, as 
amended (7 U.S.C. 1761-1768), market develop- 
ment activities abroad, and for enabling the 
Secretary to coordinate and integrate activi- 
ties of the Department in connection with 
foreign agricultural work, including not to 
exceed $128,000 for representation allowances 
and for expenses pursuant to section 8 of the 
Act approved August 3, 1956 (7 U.S.C. 1766), 
[$123,520,000] $124,775,000, of which $5,176,000 
may be transferred from Commodity Credit 
Corporation funds, $2,792,000 may be trans- 
ferred from the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion program account in this Act, and 
$1,005,000 may be transferred from the Public 
Law 480 program account in this Act: Pro- 
vided, That the Service may utilize advances 
of funds, or reimburse this appropriation for 
expenditures made on behalf of Federal agen- 
cies, public and private organizations and in- 
stitutions under agreements executed pursu- 
ant to the agricultural food production as- 
sistance programs (7 U.S.C. 1736) and the for- 
eign assistance programs of the Іпбег- 
national Development Cooperation Adminis- 
tration (22 U.S.C. 2392). 

None of the funds in the foregoing para- 
graph shall be available to promote the sale 
or export of tobacco or tobacco products. 
PUBLIC LAW 480 PROGRAM AND GRANT ACCOUNTS 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For expenses during the current fiscal 
year, not otherwise recoverable, and unre- 
covered prior years’ costs, including interest 
thereon, under the Agricultural Trade Devel- 
opment and Assistance Act of 1954, as 
amended (7 U.S.C. 1691, 1701-1715, 1721-1726, 
1727-17271, 1731-17366), as follows: (1) 
$291,342,000 for Public Law 480 title I credit, 
including Food for Progress programs; (2) 
$25,000,000 is hereby appropriated for ocean 
freight differential costs for the shipment of 
agricultural commodities pursuant to title I 
of said Act and the Food for Progress Act of 
1985, as amended; (3) $821,100,000 is hereby ap- 
propriated for commodities supplied in con- 
nection with dispositions abroad pursuant to 
title П of said Act; and (4) $50,000,000 is here- 
by appropriated for commodities supplied in 
connection with dispositions abroad pursu- 
ant to title Ш of said Act and shall be fi- 
nanced from funds credited to the Commodity 
Credit Corporation pursuant to section 426 of 
Public Law 103-465: Provided, That not to ex- 
ceed 15 percent of the funds made available 
to carry out any title of said Act may be 
used to carry out any other title of said Act: 
Provided further, That such sums shall re- 
main available until expended (7 U.S.C. 
2209b). 

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, of di- 
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rect credit agreements as authorized by the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist- 
ance Act of 1954, as amended, and the Food 
for Progress Act of 1985, as amended, includ- 
ing the cost of modifying credit agreements 
under said Act, $236,162,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the Public Law 480 title I credit 
program, and the Food for Progress Act of 
1985, as amended, to the extent funds appro- 
priated for Public Law 480 are utilized, 
$1,750,000. 

SHORT-TERM EXPORT CREDIT 


The Commodity Credit Corporation shall 
make available not less than $5,200,000,000 in 
credit guarantees under its export credit 
guarantee program for short-term credit ex- 
tended to finance the export sales of United 
States agricultural commodities and the 
products thereof, as authorized by section 
202(a) of the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 
U.S.C. 5641). 


INTERMEDIATE-TERM EXPORT CREDIT 


The Commodity Credit Corporation shall 
make available not less than $500,000,000 in 
credit guarantees under its export credit 
guarantee program for intermediate-term 
credit extended to finance the export sales of 
United States agricultural commodities and 
the products thereof, as authorized by sec- 
tion 202(b) of the Agricultural Trade Act of 
1978 (7 U.S.C. 5641). 

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION EXPORT 
LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT 


(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 


For administrative expenses to carry out 
the Commodity Credit Corporation’s export 
guarantee program, GSM-102 and GSM-103, 
$3,381,000; to cover common overhead ex- 
penses as permitted by section 11 of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation Charter Act and 
in conformity with the Federal Credit Re- 
form Act of 1990, of which not to exceed 
$2,792,000 may be transferred to and merged 
with the appropriation for the salaries and 
expenses of the Foreign Agricultural Serv- 
ice, and of which not to exceed $589,000 may 
be transferred to and merged with the appro- 
priation for the salaries and expenses of the 
Consolidated Farm Service Agency. 

TITLE VI 


RELATED AGENCIES AND FOOD AND 
DRUG ADMINISTRATION 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 


FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


For necessary expenses of the Food and 
Drug Administration, including hire and pur- 
chase of passenger motor vehicles; for rental 
of special purpose space in the District of Co- 
lumbia or elsewhere; and for miscellaneous 
and emergency expenses of enforcement ac- 
tivities, authorized and approved by the Sec- 
retary and to be accounted for solely on the 
Secretary’s certificate, not to exceed $25,000; 
$904,694,000, of which not to exceed $84,723,000 
in fees pursuant to section 736 of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act may be cred- 
ited to this appropriation and remain avail- 
able until expended: Provided, That fees de- 
rived from applications received during fis- 
cal year 1996 shall be subject to the fiscal 
year 1996 limitation: Provided further, That 
none of these funds shall be used to develop, 
establish, or operate any program of user 
fees authorized by 31 U.S.C. 9701. 

In addition, fees pursuant to section 354 of 
the Public Health Service Act may be cred- 
ited to this account, to remain available 
until expended. 
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BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

For plans, construction, repair, improve- 
ment, extension, alteration, and purchase of 
fixed equipment or facilities of or used by 
the Food and Drug Administration, where 
not otherwise provided. [$15,350,000] 
$8,350,000, to remain available until expended 
(7 U.S.C. 2209b). 


RENTAL PAYMENTS (FDA) 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 


For payment of space rental and related 
costs pursuant to Public Law 92-313 for pro- 
grams and activities of the Food and Drug 
Administration which are included in this 
Act, $46,294,000: Provided, That in the event 
the Food and Drug Administration should re- 
quire modification of space needs, a share of 
the salaries and expenses appropriation may 
be transferred to this appropriation, or a 
share of this appropriation may be trans- 
ferred to the salaries and expenses appropria- 
tion, but such transfers shall not exceed 5 
percent of the funds made available for rent- 
al payments (FDA) to or from this account. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SERVICE 


PAYMENTS TO THE FARM CREDIT SYSTEM 
FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE CORPORATION 


For necessary payments to the Farm Cred- 
it System Financial Assistance Corporation 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, as author- 
ized by section 6.28(c) of the Farm Credit Act 
of 1971, as amended, for reimbursement of in- 
terest expenses incurred by the Financial As- 
sistance Corporation on obligations issued 
through 1994, as authorized, $15,453,000. 

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of the Commodity Exchange Act, 
as amended (7 U.S.C. 1 et seq.), including the 
purchase and hire of passenger motor vehi- 
cles; the rental of space (to include multiple 
year leases) in the District of Columbia and 
elsewhere; and not to exceed $25,000 for em- 
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109; [$49,144,000] 
$54,058,000, including not to exceed $1,000 for 
official reception and representation ex- 
penses: Provided, That the Commission is au- 
thorized to charge reasonable fees to 
attendees of Commission sponsored edu- 
cational events and symposia to cover the 
Commission's costs of providing those events 
and symposia, and notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 
3302, said fees shall be credited to this ac- 
count, to be available without further appro- 
priation. 

FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION 

SEC. 601. (a) For purposes of the administra- 
tion of chapter 89 of title 5, United States Code, 
any period of enrollment under a health benefits 
plan administered by the Farm Credit Adminis- 
tration prior to the effective date of this Act 
shall be deemed to be a period of enrollment in 
a health benefits plan under chapter 89 of such 
title. 

(b)(1) An individual who, on September 30, 
1995, is covered by a health benefits plan admin- 
istered by the Farm Credit Administration may 
enroll in an approved health benefits plan de- 
scribed under section 8903 or 8903a of title 5, 
United States Code— 

(A) either as an individual or for self and 
family, if such individual is an employee, annu- 
itant, or former spouse as defined under section 
8901 of such title; and 

(B) for coverage effective on and after Septem- 
ber 30, 1995. 

(2) An individual who, on September 30, 1995, 
is entitled to continued coverage under a health 
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benefits plan administered by the Farm Credit 
Administration— 

(A) shall be deemed to be entitled to continued 
coverage under section 8905a of title 5, United 
States Code, for the same period that would 
have been permitted under the plan adminis- 
tered by the Farm Credit Administration; and 

(B) may enroll in an approved health benefits 
plan described under sections 8903 or 8903a of 
such title in accordance with section 8905A of 
such title for coverage effective on and after 

tember 30, 1995. 

(3) An individual who, on September 30, 1995, 
is covered as an unmarried dependent child 
under a health benefits plan administered by 
the Farm Credit Administration and who is not 
а member of family as defined under section 
8901(5) of title 5, United States Code— 

(A) shall be deemed to be entitled to continued 
coverage under section 8905a of such title as 
though the individual had, on September 30, 
1995, ceased to meet the requirements for being 
considered an unmarried dependent child under 
chapter 89 of such title; and 

(B) may enroll in an approved health benefits 
plan described under section 8903 or 8903a of 
such title in accordance with section 8905a for 
continued coverage on and after September 30, 


1995. 

(c) The Farm Credit Administration shall 
transfer to the Federal Employees Health Bene- 
fits Fund established under section 8909 of title 
5, United States Code, amounts determined by 
the Director of the Office of Personnel Manage- 
ment, after consultation with the Farm Credit 
Administration, to be necessary to reimburse the 
Fund for the cost of providing benefits under 
this section not otherwise paid for by the indi- 
vidual’s covered by this section. The amount so 
transferred shall be held in the Fund and used 
by the Office in addition to the amounts avail- 
able under section 8906(g)(1) of such title. 

(d) The Office of Personnel Management— 

(1) shall administer the provisions of this sec- 
tion to provide for— 

(A) а period of notice and open enrollment for 
individuals affected by this section; and 

(B) no lapse of health coverage for individuals 
who enroll in a health benefits plan under 
chapter 89 of title 5, United States Code, in ac- 
cordance with this section; and 
_ (2) may prescribe regulations to implement 
this section. 

TITLE VI—GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Зес. 701. Within the unit limit of cost fixed 
by law, appropriations and authorizations 
made for the Department of Agriculture for 
the fiscal year 1996 under this Act shall be 
available for the purchase, in addition to 
those specifically provided for, of not to ex- 
ceed 665 passenger motor vehicles, of which 
642 shall be for replacement only, and for the 
hire of such vehicles. 

Sec. 702. Funds in this Act available to the 
Department of Agriculture shall be available 
for uniforms or allowances therefor as au- 
thorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-6902). 

БЕС. 703. Not less than $1,500,000 of the ap- 
propriations of the Department of Agri- 
culture in this Act for research and service 
work authorized by the Acts of August 14, 
1946, and July 28, 1954, and (7 U.S.C. 427, 1621- 
1629), and by chapter 63 of title 31, United 
States Code, shall be available for contract- 
ing in accordance with said Acts and chap- 


ter. 

БЕС. 704. The cumulative total of transfers 
to the Working Capital Fund for the purpose 
of accumulating growth capital for data 
services and National Finance Center oper- 
ations shall not exceed $2,000,000: Provided, 
That no funds in this Act appropriated to an 
agency of the Department shall be trans- 
ferred to the Working Capital Fund without 
the approval of the agency administrator. 
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БЕС. 705. New obligational authority pro- 
vided for the following appropriation items 
in this Act shall remain available until ex- 
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b): Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service, the contingency 
fund to meet emergency conditions, and in- 
tegrated systems acquisition project; Con- 
solidated Farm Service Agency, salaries and ex- 
penses funds made available to county commit- 
tees; and Foreign Agricultural Service, mid- 
dle-income country training program. 

New obligational authority for the boll 
weevil program; up to 10 percent of the 
screwworm program of the Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service; Food Safety and 
Inspection Service, field automation and in- 
formation management project; funds appro- 
priated for rental payments; funds for the 
Native American institutions endowment 
fund in the Cooperative State Research, Edu- 
cation, and Extension Service, and funds for 
the competitive research grants (7 U.S.C. 
450i(b)) shall remain available until ex- 
pended. 

БЕС. 706. No part of any appropriation con- 
tained in this Act shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un- 
less е; во provided herein. 

БЕС. 707. Not to exceed $50,000 of the appro- 
priations available to the Department of Ag- 
riculture in this Act shall be available to 
provide appropriate orientation and lan- 
guage training pursuant to Public Law 94- 
449. 


БЕС. 708. No funds appropriated by this Act 
may be used to pay negotiated indirect cost 
rates on cooperative agreements or similar 
arrangements between the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture and nonprofit insti- 
tutions in excess of 10 percent of the total di- 
rect cost of the agreement when the purpose 
of such cooperative arrangements is to carry 
out programs of mutual interest between the 
two parties. This does not preclude appro- 
priate payment of indirect costs on grants 
and contracts with such institutions when 
such indirect costs are computed on a simi- 
lar basis for all agencies for which appropria- 
tions are provided in this Act. 

ВЕС. 709. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this Act, commodities acquired by 
the Department in connection with Commod- 
ity Credit Corporation and section 32 price 
support operations may be used, as author- 
ized by law (15 U.S.C. 714с and 7 U.S.C. 612c), 
to provide commodities to individuals in 
cases of hardship as determined by the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture. 

БЕС. 710. None of the funds in this Act shall 
be available to reimburse the General Serv- 
ices Administration for payment of space 
rental and related costs in excess of the 
amounts specified in this Act; nor shall this 
or any other provision of law require a re- 
duction in the level of rental space or serv- 
ices below that of fiscal year [1994] 1995 or 
prohibit an expansion of rental space or serv- 
ices with the use of funds otherwise appro- 
priated in this Act. Further, no agency of the 
Department of Agriculture, from funds oth- 
erwise available, shal] reimburse the General 
Services Administration for payment of 
space rental and related costs provided to 
such agency at a percentage rate which is 
greater than is available in the case of funds 
appropriated in this Act. 

ВЕС. 711. None of the funds in this Act shall 
be available to restrict the authority of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation to lease 
space for its own use or to lease space on be- 
half of other agencies of the Department of 
Agriculture when such space will be jointly 
occupied. 

SEC. 712. [None] With the exception of grants 
awarded under the Small Business Innovation 


September 18, 1995 


Development Act of 1982, Public Law 97-219, as 
amended (15 U.S.C. 638), none of the funds in 
this Act shall be available to pay indirect 
costs on research grants awarded competi- 
tively by the Cooperative State Research, 
Education, and Extension Service that ex- 
ceed 14 percent of total Federal funds pro- 
vided under each award. 

БЕС. 713. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sions of this Act, all loan levels provided in 
this Act shall be considered estimates, not 
limitations. 

БЕС. 714. Appropriations to the Department 
of Agriculture for the cost of direct and 
guaranteed loans made available in fiscal 
year 1996 shall remain available until ex- 
pended to cover obligations made in fiscal 
year 1996 for the following accounts: the 
rural development loan fund program ac- 
count; the Rural Telephone Bank program 
account; the rural electrification and tele- 
communications loans account; and 
the rural economic development loans pro- 
gram account. 

БЕС. 715, Such sums as may be necessary 
for fiscal year 1996 pay raises for programs 
funded by this Act shall be absorbed within 
the levels appropriated in this Act. 

БЕС. 716. (a) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMER- 
ICAN ACT.—None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be expended by an entity un- 
less the entity agrees that in expending the 
funds the entity will comply with sections 2 
through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 (41 
U.S.C. 10а-10с; popularly known as the “Buy 
American Act“). 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT RE- 
GARDING МОТІСЕ.- 

(1) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT 
AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of any equipment 
or product that may be authorized to be pur- 
chased with financial assistance provided 
using funds made available in this Act, it is 
the sense of the Congress that entities re- 
ceiving the assistance should, in expending 
the assistance, purchase only American- 
made equipment and products. 

(2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.— 
In providing financial assistance using funds 
made available in this Act, the head of each 
Federal agency shall provide to each recipi- 
ent of the assistance a notice describing the 
statement made in paragraph (1) by the Con- 


(c) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PER- 
SONS FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE 
IN AMERICA.—If it has been finally deter- 
mined by a court or Federal agency that any 
person intentionally affixed a label bearing a 
“Made in America” inscription, ог any in- 
scription with the same meaning, to any 
product sold in or shipped to the United 
States that is not made in the United States, 
the person shall be ineligible to receive any 
contract or subcontract made with funds 
made available in this Act, pursuant to the 
debarment, suspension, and ineligibility pro- 
cedures described in sections 9.400 through 
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations. 

БЕС. 717. Notwithstanding the Federal 
Grant and Cooperative Agreement Act, mar- 
keting services of the Agricultural Market- 
ing Service may use cooperative agreements 
to reflect a relationship between Agricul- 
tural Marketing Service and a State or Co- 
operator to carry out agricultural marketing 


programs. 

БЕС. 718. PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR 
HONEY PAYMENTS OR LOAN FORFEITURES.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Act, none of the funds appropriated or other- 
wise made available by this Act shall be used 
by the Secretary of Agriculture to provide 
for a total amount of payments and/or total 
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amount of loan forfeitures to a person to 
support the price of honey under section 207 
of the [Agriculture] Agricultural Act of 1949 
(7 U.S.C. 1446h) and section 405A of such Act 
(7 U.S.C. 1425a) in excess of zero dollars in 
the 1994, 1995, and 1996 crop years. 

БЕС. 719. None of the funds in this Act may 
be used to retire more than 5 percent of the 
Class A stock of the Rural Telephone Bank. 

БЕС. 720. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act may be 
used to provide benefits to households whose 
benefits are calculated using a standard de- 
duction greater than the standard deduction 
in effect for fiscal year 1995. 

ВЕС. 721. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used for any program, 
project, or activity when it is made known 
to the Federal entity or official to which the 
funds are made available that the program, 
project, or activity is not in compliance with 
any applicable Federal law relating to risk 
assessment, the protection of private prop- 
erty rights, or unfunded mandates. 

ІБес. 722. None of the funds made available 
in this Act shall be used to increase, from 
the fiscal year 1995 level, the level of Full 
Time Equivalency Positions (whether 
through new hires or by transferring full 
time eqivalents from other offices) in any of 
the following Food and Drug Administration 
offices: Office of the Commissioner, Office of 
Policy, Office of External Affairs (Immediate 
Office, as well as Office of Health Affairs, Of- 
fice of Legislative Affairs, Office of 
Consumer Affairs, and Office of Public Af- 
fairs), and the Office of Management and 
Systems (Immediate Office, as well as Office 
of Planning and Evaluation and Office of 
Management). 

(Sec. 723. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to provide assistance 
to, or to pay the salaries of personnel who 
carry out a market promotion program pur- 
suant to section 203 of the Agricultural 
Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623) that provides 
assistance to, the U.S. Mink Export Develop- 
ment Council or any mink industry trade as- 
sociation.] 

$ЕС. 724. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act shall be 
used to enroll in excess of 100,000 acres in the 
fiscal year 1996 wetlands reserve program, as 
authorized by 16 U.S.C. 3837. 

Sec. 725. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act shall be 
used to pay the salaries of personnel who carry 
out an export enhancement program (estimated 
to be 31,000,000,000 in the President's fiscal year 
1996 Budget (H. Doc. 104-4)) if the aggregate 
amount of funds and/or commodities under such 
program exceeds $800,000,000. 

SEC. 726. None of the funds made available in 
this Act shall be used to pay the salaries of per- 
sonnel to provide assistance to livestock produc- 
ers under provisions of title VI of the Agricul- 
tural Act of 1949 if crop insurance protection or 
noninsured crop disaster assistance for the loss 
of feed produced on the farm is available to the 
producer under the Federal Crop Insurance Act, 
as amended. 

SEC. 727. None of the funds appropriated от 
otherwise made available by this Act shall be 
used to enroll additional acres in the Conserva- 
tion Reserve Program authorized by 16 U.S.C. 
3831-3845: Provided, That 1,579,000 new acres 
shall be enrolled in the program in the year be- 
ginning January 1, 1997. 

SEC. 728. DISASTER ASSISTANCE FOR INSECT 
DAMAGE ТО 1995 COTTON CROP.—{a) ІМ GEN- 
ERAL.—Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, such sums as may be necessary, not to ет- 
ceed $41,000,000, of funds of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation shall be available, through 
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April 15, 1996, to producers of the 1995 crop of 
cotton that was adversely affected by insect 
damage under terms and conditions determined 
by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(b) ADDITIONAL ASSISTANCE.—Any assistance 
provided under subsection (a) shall be in addi- 
tion to any assistance provided under Public 
Law 103-354 or any other provision of law. 

SEC. 729. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act may be 
used to develop compliance guidelines, imple- 
ment or enforce a regulation promulgated by the 
Food Safety and Inspection Service on August 
25, 1995 (60 Fed. Reg. 44396): Provided, That this 
regulation shail take effect only if legislation is 
enacted into law which directs the Secretary of 
Agriculture to promulgate such regulation, or 
the House Committee on Agriculture and the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and 
Forestry receive and approve a proposed revised 
— submitted by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, 

This Act may be cited as the Agriculture, 
Rural Development, Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration, and Related Agencies Appropria- 
tions Act, 1996”, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this 
bill proposes fiscal year 1996 funding 
for the Department of Agriculture, the 
Food and Drug Administration, the 
Commodity Futures Trading Commis- 
sion, and expenses and payments of the 
farm credit system. As reported, the 
bill recommends total new budget au- 
thority for this new fiscal year of $63.8 
billion. This is $5.2 billion less than the 
fiscal year 1995 level. It is $2.6 billion 
less than the President’s fiscal year 
1996 budget request. But it is $1.2 bil- 
lion more than the level recommended 
in bill passed by the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

One interesting thing to observe 
about this bill is that over 63 percent of 
the funds proposed to be appropriated 
in this legislation for the Department 
of Agriculture will go to funding the 
Nation’s domestic food assistance pro- 
grams. I can recall, when I was first 
honored by being given the opportunity 
of chairing this subcommittee in 1981, 
the majority of the funds appropriated 
to the Department of Agriculture for 
its activities went to funding support 
activities for production agriculture— 
reimbursements to the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, for example, for 
net realized losses; funds for agri- 
culture research; for soil and water 
conservation; for rural development. 
And included in these activities were, 
of course, the food and nutrition pro- 
grams such as the Food Stamp Pro- 
gram, Women, Infants, and Children 
Program; the School Lunch Programs, 
elderly feeding programs, commodity 
distribution programs, a wide variety 
of domestic food assistance programs. 

But, today, we have seen a trend 
which has now reached a point where 
the clear majority of the funding re- 
quired by the Department of Agri- 
culture is for the food and nutrition 
programs rather than for traditional 
agriculture programs. So, as we discuss 
and consider any amendments that 
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Senators will offer to this bill, we must 
keep in mind that we are doing our 
part in this bill to meet the challenge 
of deficit reduction, in trying to con- 
trol the growth of spending at the Fed- 
eral level. 

We have $5.2 billion proposed in this 
bill, less than the amount of budget au- 
thority in this fiscal year. I think it is 
a clear illustration of the commitment 
of this subcommittee to fulfill the 
commitment that we have all made in 
the budget resolution to get better con- 
trol over our spending practices at the 
Federal level and to meet the challenge 
of balancing the budget under the plan 
to do so over the next 7 years. 

To compare the 63 percent level of 
funding of domestic food programs in 
this bill with previous years, in this 
fiscal year those funds total 58 percent 
of the budget authority in this bill. In- 
cluding congressional budget 
scorekeeping adjustments and prior- 
year spending actions, this bill rec- 
ommends total discretionary spending 
of $13.310 billion in budget authority 
and $13.608 billion in outlays for fiscal 
year 1996. These amounts are consist- 
ent with the subcommittee’s discre- 
tionary spending allocations. 

As a result of these constraints of al- 
location and the budget resolution as- 
sumptions and directions, few funding 
increases are recommended in this bill 
for any programs and activities under 
the jurisdiction of the subcommittee. 
Most programs are funded at or below 
this current fiscal year level. 

There is one significant program in- 
crease provided in this bill, a $260 mil- 
lion increase for the WIC Program, the 
Women, Infants, and Children Pro- 
gram. This is the same as contained in 
the bill passed by the House. This in- 
crease is necessary if we are going to 
maintain the 1995 WIC caseload levels 
during the next year. 

Other discretionary spending in- 
creases include an additional $17.9 mil- 
lion for rural housing rental assistance 
to meet the estimated costs of contract 
renewal and servicing requirements; an 
increase of $42.9 million to continue 
the efforts of the Food Safety and In- 
spection Service to assure the safety of 
our Nation’s food supply; a $5.1 million 
net increase in rural housing loan pro- 
gram authorizations; a $50 million in- 
crease in farm operating loans; and a 
$33 million increase for the food dona- 
tions program on Indian reservations. 
Except for rural housing, all of these 
increases fall well below the increased 
levels requested by the President in the 
budget submission we received this 
year. 

There are funds in the bill for agri- 
culture research and extension pro- 
grams. In my judgment, the $1 billion— 
a little over $1 billion—appropriated 
for these activities are funds well in- 
vested. We are confronted right now 
with a real challenge in the production 
agriculture area because of increased 
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competition from overseas, producers 
in the international marketplace. 

We are confronted with new chal- 
lenges of pest management, of trying 
to improve yields while at the same 
time preserving in a more aggressive 
way our soil and water resources. To 
accomplish all of that, and to still 
make it possible for farmers to operate 
profitably, we have to invest in upgrad- 
ing and maintaining our modern tech- 
nological advantage. 

That is the key to the future produc- 
tivity of our Nation’s farmers. That is 
the key to the realization of the expec- 
tations of the American people to have 
an adequate supply of reasonably 
priced food and consumer products. So 
that is why this part of the bill, in my 
view, is so important. 

I wish we had the ability under the 
constraints of the budget and our allo- 
cation to appropriate more money for 
these purposes. Much of this research 
is done in Agriculture Research Service 
facilities throughout the country. 
These are Department of Agriculture- 
operated research facilities such as 
here in the Washington area, in Belts- 
ville, MD, and throughout the country. 
Other research is done through the Co- 
operative State Research, Education, 
and Extension Service account that is 
funded in this bill, where funds are 
made available to university and col- 
lege-research facilities and other spon- 
soring entities, where funds are 
matched by the Federal Government to 
help pay the costs of important re- 
search in the agriculture food produc- 
tion and related areas of concern. 

So although the $1.025 billion for ag- 
riculture research and extension pro- 
gram activity is $22 million less than 
this current year’s level and $17 million 
less than the President’s request, it is 
$30 million more than recommended in 
the House-passed bill. So, in conference 
we will have a challenge to negotiate 
what we hope will be an increase in the 
allocation of funds for these purposes. 

For extension activities, the bill pro- 
vides $2 million less than the current 
year’s level. But that level of funding 
is still $24 million over the House bill 
level. 

For farm credit programs, the bill 
provides $3.2 billion in loan levels. 
which is an increase of $174 million 
from the House-recommended level. 

The bill also recommends funding for 
a new Rural Community Advancement 
Program. We have recommended the 
consolidation of funding for seven rural 
development grant and loan programs 
under one account, consistent with the 
Senate Agriculture Committee’s ac- 
tions on these programs. 

Senators will remember that we have 
just completed authorizing a reorga- 
nization of the Department of Agri- 
culture. This has principally been driv- 
en by the leadership of the distin- 
guished Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
LUGAR] who, as the ranking Republican 
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member of the Agriculture Committee 
a few years ago, strongly urged our 
committee to pressure the administra- 
tion to embark upon a reorganization 
program. As a matter of fact, current 
law authorized many of the steps that 
were urged to be taken by Senator 
LUGAR, and others, іп this area. 

But the administration wanted the 
Congress involved because obviously 
there were controversies. There were 
differences of opinion about how far to 
go, how much to change, which offices 
to close, how to consolidate regional 
offices, and where the new offices 
would be relocated—a wide range of 
controversial and political hot potato- 
type issues which the Senate Agri- 
culture Committee worked on very 
hard. 

Senator LEAHY was chairman when 
our effort began and now, under the 
chairmanship of Senator LUGAR with 
Senator LEAHY as ranking member, we 
are monitoring. We are monitoring the 
reorganization effort to ensure that, 
first of all, it is consistent with the 
new authorities for reorganization 
granted by the Congress to the Presi- 
dent and the administration and that 
it also is undertaken in a way that 
makes the Department more efficient 
and saves money and cuts down the 
costs that are unnecessary—in many 
areas, where there has been duplication 
and overlapping—unnecessary expendi- 
tures of funds. 

So this bill we are presenting today 
carries forward some of the principles 
contained in the Department of Agri- 
culture Reorganization Act and empha- 
sizes consolidation for the purpose of 
improving delivery of services as well 
as the efficiency of the Department of 
Agriculture. 

So we spell out in this bill the con- 
solidation of funding for some of these 
programs so that our bill will reflect 
the changes and the efforts that have 
been made or proposed by both the ad- 
ministration and the Congress. 

The administration proposed to con- 
solidate a number of programs that we 
disagreed with them about—their total 
number was 12 programs—into some- 
thing called the rural performance 
partnership initiative. But our pro- 
posal consolidates only 7 programs, and 
represents a reduction of 15.9 percent 
from the current appropriations level 
versus the House bill, which proposes a 
17.7-percent reduction. 

One thing that we were concerned 
about—I will have to be candid with 
Senators—is that the administration 
was suggesting almost a block-grant- 
type approach to the administration, 
that they could then allocate to State 
administrators and give them a wide 
range of discretion without oversight 
authority in the Congress for how 
these programs were to be adminis- 
tered. 

I think it would be an abrogation of 
congressional responsibility if we went 
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along with that recommendation as I 
understood it. We are for giving more 
flexibility to managers and administra- 
tion officials, but we are not prepared 
at this point to just simply send a 
lump sum appropriation to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and say, ‘‘Why 
don’t you use this any way you think is 
appropriate.” 

We are here in a representative ca- 
pacity for the States, and on the House 
side for individual citizens, and we 
have a role to play in this. We are tak- 
ing that role very seriously. So in our 
oversight hearings and in the hearings 
we had in the beginning of this year, 
where administration officials came to 
testify about their proposals and how 
the funds that we would appropriate 
would be needed, we questioned them 
very carefully about their intentions in 
using these funds and how they would 
shift funds from one activity to an- 
other based on local situations. 

So what I am saying is that we are in 
favor of consolidation, we are in favor 
of giving managers more authority 
than they may have been given in the 
past in the strict categories of funding, 
but we are not willing to turn loose 
completely of our responsibilities to 
monitor carefully the administration 
of these programs and the expenditure 
of these funds for rural development 
activities. Rural water and sewer sys- 
tem projects and loans to help build in- 
frastructure facilities in areas that are 
economically disadvantaged are all a 
part of this effort. Housing programs, 
which have been given less than the 
funds we think are needed by the other 
body, are also very important. 

There are a lot of unmet needs in 
many parts of the country in this area 
of concern. In my State of Mississippi, 
we hope to continue to have a very ag- 
gressive effort by the Federal agencies 
in that State to help improve the eco- 
nomic opportunities of those who live 
in the small towns and rural commu- 
nities, opportunities for jobs, opportu- 
nities to enjoy a standard of living that 
will be attractive rather than so unat- 
tractive that people are forced to move 
into the cities. We think that is bad 
public policy, to see the rural commu- 
nities deteriorate to such a point where 
they are uninhabitable and folks do not 
want to live there anymore. 

That is a real problem we face, and 
we are trying to do something about 
that in the way we are funding pro- 
grams in this legislation. States have 
responsibilities, too. Of course, the pri- 
vate sector does. But we have in this 
bill some special efforts that we hope 
will provide incentives for economic 
activity in rural areas and small 
towns. We are going to continue to 
monitor the administration’s activities 
to be sure they are working. 

For discretionary conservation pro- 
grams, the bill recommends $6 million 
more than the House level. It also pro- 
vides $2.9 billion in total rural housing 
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loan authorizations. This is $457 mil- 
lion more than the House level and $146 
million more than the President’s re- 
quest. So we are committed in this leg- 
islation to doing something about rural 
housing. 

The other agencies that are funded in 
this bill, as I mentioned at the outset, 
include the Commodity Futures Trad- 
ing Commission, the Food and Drug 
Administration, and expenses of the 
Farm Credit Administration. 

We trust that the funds proposed to 
be appropriated for these agencies 
meet the needs of these agencies. There 
is always a request for more funding 
than we are able to provide because we 
are cutting spending, and we have to 
remind those who come to testify be- 
fore our committee that this applies to 
everybody. There is very little oppor- 
tunity to provide increases. I have 
highlighted some of the increases. But 
it is very rare to see any account in 
this bill that is funded above the cur- 
rent level of funding. However, the bill 
does allow increases in funding for 
some FDA activities, food and drug ac- 
tivities, supported by the authorized 
Prescription Drug Act, and mammog- 
raphy facilities inspection user fee col- 
lections. 

This, incidentally, is the same 
amount as recommended by the other 


body. 

The bill also provides а 51 billion 
Food Stamp Program reserve which 
was not recommended by the House. 
The administration strongly urged the 
inclusion of a reserve, and tradition- 
ally there has been a reserve to allow 
for unforeseen activities, economic 
problems, natural disasters which 
would cause an emergency need for 
food stamps that might run the pro- 
gram above the expected level of fund- 
ing. The administration wanted us to 
appropriate $2.5 billion, but we think 
the amount we have in the bill will be 
sufficient to protect the continuation 
of benefits in the event of any unex- 
pected rise in program participation 
levels. 

In addition, the bill provides $20.5 
million above the House level for the 
Consolidated Farm Service Agency as 
well as $10 million for InfoShare. This 
is the Department’s project to inte- 
grate its information systems, to im- 
prove service delivery to those who de- 
pend upon farm and rural service agen- 
cy activities. 

Most of the money in this bill—80 
percent—is required to be appropriated 
under the mandates of Federal law. 
Only 20 percent of the total amount 
funded in this bill is discretionary. And 
so when Senators are looking at this 
bill and they are saying, well, we can 
add money or we can take money out, 
you are only going to be able to sug- 
gest amendments to 20 percent of the 
total $63.8 billion contained in this bill. 
The other funds that are appropriated 
are required to be spent by law. We do 
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not have any choice. That is why it is 
important for us to continue our ef- 
forts on the second track of changing 
the law in many areas so that the fu- 
ture requirements for funding will be 
less than they are today in those areas 
in which Congress decides to make 
changes. If we are going to get to that 
balanced budget figure in 7 years, we 
are going to have to make changes not 
only in the appropriations of funds as 
these bills come up but, more impor- 
tantly, in the requirements of law that 
force Congress to spend money every 
year. So this bill contains 80 percent 
mandatory expenditures. 

To conclude, Mr. President, almost 
all agriculture and rural development 
programs have been reduced below cur- 
rent levels to meet the subcommittee’s 
lower discretionary spending alloca- 
tions. Further cuts in spending limita- 
tions have been necessary to offset the 
few increases that are provided in the 
bill. 

Mr. President, it has been a distinct 
pleasure and privilege for me to con- 
tinue to have the honor of working 
with the distinguished ranking member 
of the subcommittee, Senator BUMPERS 
of Arkansas. 

He is my neighbor. He is my friend. 
He has been my colleague now in the 
Senate for 16 years. I have been here 16 
years. I think he was elected to the 
Senate the same year I was elected to 
the House. 

So we have been here for long 
enough, I suppose, to know the ac- 
counts and to know and understand the 
needs of our States. And this bill ге- 
flects a consensus of Republican and 
Democratic interests as represented on 
our subcommittee. And I believe that 
the bill represents a balanced and re- 
sponsible level of funding recommenda- 
tions within the limited resources 
available to this subcommittee. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. I know there may be some 
differences of opinion on specific items 
in the bill. But if there are, I hope Sen- 
ators will bring them up. If they have 
amendments, we will be glad to con- 
sider them. We hope to be able to com- 
plete action on this bill tomorrow. And 
under the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment, there will not be any votes on 
any amendments today before the hour 
of 5:15 p.m. 

I also want to thank all the members 
of the subcommittee who have helped 
us develop this legislation. We had a 
lot of hearings. We had an opportunity 
to look at the President’s budget re- 
quest. Other requests that Members 
have suggested we considered. We have 
tried to be fair with everybody. And I 
hope that Senators will agree and also 
agree that this bill does recommend an 
investment of funds and an allocation 
of available resources that will help 
sustain our effort to continue to be the 
most productive agriculture economy 
in the world. We have a lot at stake in 
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maintaining this ability, not only to 
feed and clothe our own citizens here in 
the United States, but to use this great 
resource as an economic benefit to cre- 
ate jobs through the sale of agriculture 
commodities and foodstuffs throughout 
the world. 

We are the largest economic exporter 
of food commodities in the world. This 
year we are going to bring into our 
economy a total of about $50 billion 
that would represent the value of ex- 
ports that have been generated by our 
farm and food industries. So there is a 
tremendous amount depending upon 
the support activities that we have 
funded in this bill. So I hope Senators 
will support the legislation. And we 
would appreciate it very much, if you 
do have amendments, to please bring 
them to the floor and let us debate 
them today, complete our debate on as 
many as we can so we can pass the bill 
tomorrow. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, first, I 
want to thank my distinguished col- 
league from Mississippi, Senator COCH- 
RAN, chairman of this subcommittee, 
for his very kind and generous remarks 
directed toward me. And I would like 
to reciprocate by saying that this com- 
mittee has always been marked by a 
lot of conciliation and cooperation. I 
chaired the subcommittee for a couple 
of years. I did my very best to collabo- 
rate and cooperate with Senator COCH- 
RAN when he was ranking member. And 
we have had that kind of relationship. 
And I think the Senate would be well 
served if every committee chairman 
and ranking member could stand on 
the floor and honestly say that they 
have had fine cooperation with each 
other. 

That is not to say that Senator CocH- 
RAN and I have agreed on every jot and 
tittle in the bill. We have not. But con- 
sidering the limitations under which he 
has been laboring, namely, what we 
call the 602(b) allocation, I think he 
has performed an outstanding—an out- 
standing—job of cutting this budget 
dramatically in accordance with the 
602(b) allocation and yet funding pro- 
grams that both he and I believe are 
absolutely critical to rural develop- 
ment and agriculture in this country. 

Some $40.2 billion, or 63 percent, of 
the total funds in this bill go to fund- 
ing the Nation’s domestic food assist- 
ance programs: food stamps, national 
school lunch program, elderly feeding 
programs, supplemental feeding pro- 
grams for women, infants and children, 
usually described as the WIC program. 
Everybody believes—it is a strange 
thing—I must say this, some of the so- 
cial programs which have fallen into 
disrepute around here and everybody 
wants to cut has not been true of the 
WIC program. Everybody knows that if 
a poor pregnant woman does not get a 
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decent protein diet, the child is going 
to be brain deficient. And everybody 
knows that for virtually pennies that 
can be curbed and eliminated. And the 
WIC program is designed to make sure 
that poor pregnant women get a decent 
diet because we all benefit from that. 

I might digress just a moment to say, 
Mr. President, that everybody in this 
world was not so favored as I was. I 
chose my parents very well. A lot of 
people have not had that opportunity. 
And so this idea of, “Smell me, why 
can’t everybody be rich and beautiful 
like me?” has come into too much 
vogue in the U.S. Congress. 

There are an awful lot of people who 
never had a chance from day one. And 
some of these programs that everybody 
thinks were put in over the past years, 
starting with Franklin Roosevelt, were 
done just on a whim and caprice or to 
get votes—there is enough of that to 
make that characterization credible— 
but people should realize that these 
programs were designed to fulfill a pur- 
pose. Why does anybody think we have 
Social Security? 

Incidentally, now I am not here just 
to deliver a moral sermonette this 
morning, but just to make a few points 
I do not think hurts occasionally. Why 
do you think we have Social Security? 
I am not going to belabor the point. 
Everybody knows why we have Social 
Security. It is because parents were of- 
tentimes sort of thrown on the mercy 
of society because their children either 
would not or could not take care of 


them. 

80 Franklin Roosevelt very wisely 
decided everybody is entitled to a little 
dignity in their old age. And that is the 
reason it is easily the most popular so- 
cial program that has ever been devel- 
oped in this country. And now it is not 
particularly a social program because 
it is self-funding. 

And why is it we have food stamps, 
which is within the jurisdiction of this 
committee? We have food stamps be- 
cause we made a conscious decision in 
about 1972 that we did not want any 
child in this country going hungry. 

I just returned from a trip abroad 
which included Mongolia. I notice that 
the First Lady visited Mongolia about 
a week after some of us were there. 
You always learn more on those trips 
than you think you are going to. 
Ulaanbaatar, the capital of Mongolia, 
which is struggling to democratize, 
which needs our help, has 4,000 children 
under 10 years of age on the streets. 
And they die in the wintertime. 
Strangely enough, that city’s motto is 
“The coldest capital in the world.” 
They need a new PR agent. I cannot 
imagine anybody wanting to visit a 
city because it is the coldest city in 
the world as a capital city. 

But my wife Betty, who has spent her 
life in children’s programs, got ex- 
tremely concerned about that when we 
got there and discovered that. And she 
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went to some of the facilities where 
they care for children. And she said 
these children—they have a central 
heating system there, which serves vir- 
tually the whole city. Can you imag- 
ine—can you imagine being dependent 
on one gigantic pipe to heat an entire 
city? Well, anyway, these children live 
in those pipes in the wintertime, but 
even so they die in great numbers. 
They are cast out by their families, 
abandoned by their families through no 
fault of their own. 

In this country, we decided in 1972 
that we did not want street children, 
we did not want any child to suffer 
from lack of food. So that is the reason 
we have food stamps. 

I use those illustrations simply be- 
cause they are two of the most power- 
ful I can think of. But back to the WIC 
Program, we have fully funded WIC, as 
long as I can remember in this commit- 
tee, whether the Republicans or the 
Democrats are in charge. The Senator 
from Mississippi has very consciously 
and nobly made sure that that program 
was fully funded in this budget. 

Mr. President, while we have an 
awful lot of money in this budget, the 
amount that the chairman and the 
committee has to deal with is very 
small by comparison. Out of $60 billion 
plus in the bill, virtually all of it is en- 
titlements, such as food stamps—$28 
billion this year, with a $1 billion re- 
serve. The President wanted a $2.5 bil- 
lion reserve. That simply is not pos- 
sible within the framework of the 
amount of money with which we had to 
deal. Of the $60 billion plus this com- 
mittee deals with, only $13.6 billion is 
available to us in outlays; that is, the 
money that will actually be spent in 
1996. So we met our allocation. We cut 
in places where it hurts. 

The President says he will veto the 
House bill, for reasons I am not going 
to belabor here. I do not believe the 
President will veto this bill, though he 
has voiced some concerns. 

So, Mr. President, having said all of 
those things, I would be remiss if I did 
not say there is one thing that still 
troubles me about the bill and the only 
really serious disagreement—and this 
is a friendly disagreement with my dis- 
tinguished chairman—and that is the 
Market Promotion Program. 

Both the House and Senate have 
funded the Market Promotion Pro- 
gram, I believe, at $110 million. The 
House put $110 million in, and that is 
what the Senate bill has. Senator 
BRYAN and I will attempt to strike 
that from this bill at some point dur- 
ing the deliberation on it. 

Again, Iam not going to belabor that 
except simply to say I have always— 
no, not always, I think I may have sup- 
ported this once or twice—but for the 
past 3 or 4 years, I have been very 
much opposed to the Market Pro- 
motion Program because it gives 
money to the biggest corporations in 
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America to help them sell not wheat, 
not corn abroad—we have 52 billion іп 
export incentives now, this is only $110 
million. This helps McDonald's, for ex- 
ample, introduce the Big Mac around 
the world. 

І do not know what McDonald’s sales 
are. My guess would be somewhere be- 
tween $10 billion and $15 billion a year. 
My question is, why on Earth should 
we be subsidizing McDonald's? Why 
should we be subsidizing Gallo Wine, 
another company not exactly a pauper? 
There are literally hundreds of cor- 
porations on the list, and virtually 
every one of them are quite able to do 
these things on their own. 

I just simply cannot support that. 
Last year, we got beat badly. I think 
we got 36 votes last year—37. We only 
got 37 votes last year to kill this pro- 
gram. So it seems to me well and 
healthy. The phones are ringing off the 
wall now by the companies who enjoy 
the few million bucks they get out of 
that program every year. 

It is an amazing thing, is it not, how 
everybody knows exactly when these 
appropriations bills are coming up. 
This morning, I watched an ad by the 
Boeing Corp. It shows all these chil- 
dren in the classroom talking about 
how wonderful space is, shown inter- 
mittently with people space walking. It 
just so happens that the space station 
is on the agenda this week. So all these 
ads start flooding television, and I 
know that my efforts to kill the space 
station are probably dead on arrival. 

When I think about how we had to 
labor over this bill to provide money 
for wastewater and drinking water for 
rural areas, and as we cut education 
unbelievably, and as we cut welfare un- 
believably, as we are now proposing to 
cut the earned income tax credit, 
which I think is one of the best pro- 
grams to deal with welfare we have 
ever invented, and then I see us headed 
toward а $94 billion—$94 billion—to 
throw something into space that we 
might use to go to Mars. Forget all 
that medical science research. The 
Russians have had space stations up for 
20 years. If they have gotten anything 
out of it, they have very carefully 
guarded it. Nobody knows what it is. 

We have been sending shuttles up for 
as long as I can remember now, and 
what have we gotten out of it? I no- 
ticed this week they developed some 
tools that they say will work to put 
the space station together. 

I do not want to do the space station 
debate here. I am simply saying that 
the deficit is the No. 1 problem in the 
country, and everybody wants to do 
something about it, including yours 
truly. I have been standing back there 
at my desk since I have been in the 
Senate saying that. It is a question of 
priorities. We do not need the space 
station; we need to educate our chil- 
dren. We do not need the Market Pro- 
motion Program; we need to build 
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water and sewer facilities for our rural 
people under the heading of rural de- 
velopment. We need it for Head Start. 

This morning when I went down- 
stairs, Betty was sitting with a man 
who used to be the dean of the depart- 
ment of public health at Harvard, How- 
ard Hyatt. Over the years, because of 
Betty’s activities in the immunization 
programs and the peace movement, she 
got to know Dr. Hyatt. He is secretary 
of the American Academy of Arts and 
Sciences. 80 I got a chance to visit 
with him for about 30 minutes before I 
came to work. 

He says the American Academy of 
Arts and Sciences have a lot of projects 
going, but one of their new ones is lit- 
eracy. That does not sound very sexy; 
everybody talks about literacy. But 
what they want to do, of course, is to 
develop a program, as they are doing in 
a pilot program in Boston right now, to 
try to develop early intervention, 
which is the key to everything. If a 
child cannot read, the child has not a 
dog’s chance. 

So I told him I would try to help. 
That is what Head Start is all about, 
early intervention, teaching children 
to read. 

Mr. President, one of the things 
trendy in this country is everybody 
wants to jump on agriculture. You read 
all those stories lately about how ter- 
rible agriculture is and how much they 
suck out of the Federal Treasury. The 


truth of the matter is, the American 


farmers still produce food for the 
American consumers at a smaller price 
than any nation on Earth. Happily, 
commodity prices are at a point now 
where these subsidies do not amount to 
nearly as much as they used to, but ev- 
erybody wants to do away with them. 
We produce rice in our State and we 
will ship it to Japan for $250 a ton. The 
Japanese farmers get $900 a ton for 
growing rice in their own country. 

Mr. President, I understand that Sen- 
ator REID has an amendment and will 
be here shortly to offer it. I hope that 
during the course of the day, we can 
dispose of some of these amendments, 
start voting on them at 5:15 this after- 
noon, and finish this bill no later than 
tomorrow. 

Again, my sincere thanks and con- 
gratulations to Senator COCHRAN for 
the magnificent job he has done under 
unbelievably difficult circumstances. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas for his kind remarks and for 
his help and hard work in putting to- 
gether this legislation. 

When we presented this bill to the 
full Committee on Appropriations, a 
number of committee amendments 
were adopted and approved at that 
point. I am going to propose a unani- 
mous-consent request that these com- 
mittee amendments be considered and 
agreed to, en bloc, with some excep- 
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tions which will include two amend- 
ments that we adopted, one of which 
had to do with an earmark of funds 
that would be available to the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture for additional 
and supplemental disaster assistance 
and, in addition, to the catastrophic 
crop insurance benefits that are avail- 
able to agriculture producers. During 
the full committee markup, Senator 
KERREY of Nebraska indicated that he 
would offer an amendment to strike 
that provision. So that is exempted 
from this request. 

There is also a provision in the bill 
dealing with a regulation promulgated 
by the Department of Agriculture re- 
lating to the labeling of frozen poultry 
products. One or more of the Senators 
from California will offer an amend- 
ment on that subject. So that amend- 
ment is exempted from this proposal. 

With that explanation, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
committee amendments to H.R. 1976 be 
considered and agreed to, en bloc, with 
the exception of the portion of the 
committee amendment appearing on 
page 83, line 4, down through and in- 
cluding line 2 on page 84, provided that 
no points of order are waived thereon, 
and that the measure, as amended, be 
considered as original text for the pur- 
pose of further amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

So the committee amendments were 
considered and agreed to, en bloc, with 
the exception of the committee amend- 
ment beginning on page 83, line 4, 
through page 84, line 2. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I hope 
Senators will—as suggested by the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Arkansas— 
come to the floor now and offer amend- 
ments. We will be happy to debate 
them and consider them. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Phil Schwab, 
а congressional fellow in the Demo- 
cratic leader’s office, be granted floor 
privileges during floor consideration of 
the agriculture appropriations bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the pending com- 
mittee amendment be temporarily laid 
aside. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2685 
(Purpose: To prohibit the use of any funds 
appropriated under this act for Board of 

Tea experts) 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for 
himself and Mr. BROWN, proposes an amend- 
ment numbered 2685. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 

SEC. . BOARD OF TEA EXPERTS. 

None of the funds appropriated under this 
Act may be used for the salaries or expenses 
of the Board of Tea experts established under 
section 2 of the Act entitled “Ап Act to pre- 
vent the importation of impure and unwhole- 
some tea", approved March 2, 1897 (21 U.S.C. 
42). 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have 
heard my friend, the senior Senator 
from Arkansas and ranking member 
and comanager of this bill, on many oc- 
casions stand on this floor and talk 
about things he has done or tried to do 
over the years that keep coming back. 
Well, this amendment takes second fid- 
dle to none of the amendments that the 
Senator from Arkansas has offered. 

Mr. President, 2 years ago, I offered 
an amendment to do away with a tea 
tasting board. The amendment passed. 
Everyone thought the tea tasting 
board was history. Wrong. This organi- 
zation, which was founded and formed 
in 1897, is back with a vengeance. How? 
No one seems to know. But it is back 
spending taxpayers’ money tasting tea. 

Mr. President, this amendment is of- 
fered on behalf of myself and Senator 
Brown of Colorado. I would like the 
RECORD to reflect that. 

Mr. President, when I offered this 
amendment 2 years ago, there was gen- 
eral acceptance that this was the right 
thing to do. Why? Because it does not 
seem appropriate anymore that we 
need people to swish tea around in 
their mouth to determine if the texture 
is right and the taste is just right. This 
is an anachronism that should have 
gone out right after the turn of the 
century. Yet, with the new century fast 
approaching, they are still swishing 
tea. 

I have learned in recent months that 
my efforts to eliminate the Board of 
Tea experts somehow was lost in the 
bureaucratic shuffle that takes place 
during the conference held on this bill 
and that takes place in the bowels of 
the Agricultural Department. 

There is no reason for this tea tast- 
ing board. The reason people are upset 
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with Government is because of things 
like this. You would think that a group 
of gentlemen and ladies working to- 
gether would have had the courtesy to 
say, Senator REID, we are going to 
keep the Tea Tasting Board; we do not 
care what you do on the floor.” But 
rather than do that, they sneak around 
in the dark of the night in some office 
room here in Washington and figure 
out a way to thwart the will of Con- 
gress. 

My amendment passed both bodies 2 
years ago, but the Board is still here. 
This is the reason people are upset 
about Government. 

Is there a single human being in the 
United States that favors a tea tasting 
board or the Board of Tea experts? Is 
there anybody that favors this? The 
answer is no, unless you are one of the 
tea tasters. There is no reason for this. 
Yet, we are spending a couple hundred 
thousand dollars a year of taxpayers’ 
money having people meet in some 
fancy office room and swish tea around 
in their mouth. 

I see no reason, Mr. President, why 
those in this country who enjoy drink- 
ing tea need someone else to tell them 
what tastes good. I guess I should not 
feel as upset as I am, because I have to 
tell you, these tea tasting people have 
resiliency. When I was a little kid, we 
would chase lizards, grab a lizard and 
sometimes jerk off the tail by mistake. 
But it did not matter, the tail grew 
back. 

These tea-tasting people are just like 
the lizards. You grab them and jerk 
something off and they are right back. 

I repeat, I should not feel alone be- 
cause President Nixon tried to get rid 
of the tea-tasting board. They out- 
smarted him. He was not easy to out- 
smart. 

I tell you, Mr. President, as long as I 
am here, I am going to stand and talk 
about this board of tea experts and tell 
the American people what an absolute 
waste of taxpayers’ money it is to have 
them spend $200,000 a year swishing tea 
around in their mouths so they can get 
their expenses paid for a little jaunt to 
wherever they hold this event every 
year. 

The tea expert board was created as 
part of the Tea Import Act of 1897. I did 
not make a mistake. I did not say 1987, 
I said 1897. There are six outside ex- 
perts and there is even a person from 
the FDA that comprises this board. 

They are supposed to set standards 
for tea. As part of their duties, of 
course, they taste this tea. As I have 
indicated, Mr. President, the cost of 
this is about $200,000 a year. The indus- 
try brags that they offset this by about 
$70,000 a year with some fee they 
charge the tea importers. 

This might not seem like a lot of 
money when we talk about billions of 
dollars every year. This is the kind of 
thing that causes people to lose their 
good feeling about government. 
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No matter how often you stamp this 

insect out, it comes back. Nobody 
wants them. We have to do away with 
this. 
Now, I think that probably the Food 
and Drug Administration and other or- 
ganizations may need to set some 
standards on tea. I hope so. Just like 
they set standards on other things that 
are imported. But a tea-tasting board? 
A Board of Tea experts? I think the 
only tea party we need is a congres- 
sional tea party to once and for all 
drown the organization. Put it out of 
its misery. There is not anybody in the 
United States that is going to stand up 
and cheer for the Board of Tea experts. 
It seems inappropriate and, I think, 
morally reprehensible to expend mon- 
eys from the Treasury for a program 
like this. 

Mr. President, I always try to do 
things the right way. Maybe what we 
should do is have a vote on this. I have 
the exact words of the Senator from 
Arkansas—the exact words. “І have 
some very good news indeed for the 
Senator from Nevada. I am not about 
to stand here and defend an appropria- 
tion for a tea-testing board. We will ac- 
cept his amendment.”’ 

Well, maybe what we need to do is 
get a vote on this thing. When the 
managers of a bill, I learned a long 
time ago, say they will accept an 
amendment, I think that is usually the 
way to go but maybe what we need to 
do is have 100 Senators walk up here 
and vote on this tea-testing board and 
maybe that will send a bigger message 
to the House and maybe to these people 
in the Agriculture Department that 
there are certain things we need to get 
rid of. 

Now, Mr. President, I have worked on 
other things that are really hotly con- 
tested and debated issues. The wool 
and mohair subsidy; that was an issue 
that had some merit on both sides. I 
acknowledge that. 

As the Senator from Mississippi and 
the managers of this bill know, either 
on this bill or at some subsequent 
time, I am going to do some work on 
the sugar subsidy. There are merits on 
both sides of that. I understand that. 

The same on the peanut subsidy. Al- 
though I think we should get rid of the 
Sugar subsidy and peanut subsidy, 
there is at least an argument that can 
be made for those programs. No one is 
going to get on the floor and defend a 
Board of Tea experts. 

Mr. President, I think we should have 
a vote on this. I think we should walk 
in here and rather than have this just 
accepted, I think we will have a vote 
on this, whether the U.S. Senate really 
sincerely wants to send a message to 
the Agriculture Department that we 
ought to get rid of this. We want to 
send a message to the Federal Govern- 
ment generally, these are the kinds of 
programs that are wasteful and we 
need not spend taxpayers’ money on 
them. 
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When we are cutting personnel to our 
National Park System, when we are de- 
bating how much we are going to hurt 
agriculture, when we are talking about 
Medicare cuts, can we not cut, once 
and for all, the tea-tasting board? 

Mr. President, I understand the 
unanimous-consent request that was 
granted last Friday that we will have 
votes at a later time. On this amend- 
ment, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, as the 
Senator discussed his amendment, I re- 
called that we had this issue before the 
Senate, as he said, 2 years ago. My 
recollection is that we agreed at that 
time that there should not be any Fed- 
eral funds appropriated by the Con- 
gress for this Board of Tea experts, and 
we specifically included language in 
the bill that prohibited any funds ap- 
propriated in the legislation be used for 
that purpose. 

I am told, as we were sitting here 
trying to recall the exact details of 
that, that the FDA does have some re- 
sponsibility, under its authority to in- 
spect imported foodstuffs, to determine 
whether they are safe for human con- 
sumption. There is some authority for 
them to inspect imported foods, and 
this is an imported consumable food, 
but that no funds would be used that 
were appropriated especially for paying 
expenses of this Board of Tea experts. 
Our recollection is that industry de- 
cided that they would provide the 
funds to carry out the work that was 
being done. 

I thought that is what was being 
done. We are checking with the FDA 
right now to get a reaction from that 
agency and to find out exactly what 
their side of the story is. Are they 
using funds we are appropriating after 
we have specifically prohibited the use 
of Federal funds for that purpose? 

I want to know the answer to that 
because I agree with the Senator from 
Nevada, if we have legislated a prohibi- 
tion on the use of appropriated funds 
and this agency continues to use funds 
that аге not authorized, we need to 
know about it. We need to get some- 
body up here to answer to that. 

Ї am sympathetic with the amend- 
ment the Senator is offering. I urge the 
Senate approve it. 

If, in fact, they are not using appro- 
priated funds, I do not see any point in 
kicking a dead mule. We could bring 
the dead mule in here and have all 100 
Senators line up here and come kick it 
if that would make us all feel better, 
but I do not see any point in going 
through that. I do not see any need for 
voting on it if it is not happening and 
they are not using the appropriated 
money. I sympathize with the Senator 
and appreciate his bringing it to the 
floor of the Senate. 
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Mr. REID. Mr. President, I appreciate 
the manner in which the Senator from 
Mississippi has responded. I could not 
agree more. The information we have is 
until recently the American taxpayers 
directly paid more than 60 percent of 
the Board’s $200,000 annuai cost. 

In 1993, the cost was shifted to the 
American Tea Consumers by raising 
the fee of 3.5 percent per hundred 
weight of tea imported to 10 cents. 
Nonetheless, the taxpayers continue to 
fund the salary of the chief tea taster, 
maintain the Federal tearooms, and 
other related activities. That is what 
the taxpayers should not be involved 
in. 

I am all for the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration making sure that the tea 
that is very popular in this country is 
safe and is good to drink. But, Mr. 
President, we have coffee, we have all 
other kinds of programs that the FDA 
is involved in, and we do not believe we 
need a board of coffee experts. 

I accept what the Senator has said. If 
it can be shown, of course, they are not 
doing this—which I think will be hard 
to show, because vouchers have already 
been expended—I will be happy to with- 
draw my request for a recorded vote. I 
really think Senator BROWN and I have 
something to say, and that is let us 
stop this. This is outrageous. 

I appreciate the support of the man- 
agers of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DEWINE). The Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I, like 
the Senator from Mississippi, thought 
we put this thing to bed 2 years ago. I 
may be mistaken. These things have a 
way of resurrecting themselves, even 
when Senators think they have taken 
care of it. But I think the vote, if there 
is a rolleall vote, will be 100 to zip to 
discontinue this program, or at least 
discontinue any Federal taxpayers’ 
money being used in it. 

I hope either way the Senator will vi- 
tiate his request for the yeas and nays 
because rollcalls take 20 to 30 minutes. 
My guess is, the way we compute costs 
of the operation of this body, the roll- 
call vote will take up almost enough 
time to cancel out any savings we get 
by torpedoing the Tea Board. So I hope 
the Senator will think about that dur- 
ing the day and possibly vitiate his re- 
quest for the yeas and nays, because I 
can assure him, every single Senator in 
the U.S. Senate feels the same way he 
does. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, let me re- 
spond to the managers of this bill. The 
only reason we need a rollcall vote is 
so the Senate is on record strongly sup- 
porting this amendment. I have the 
greatest confidence in the Senator 
from Mississippi and the Senator from 
Arkansas. I do not know of two more 
qualified people to handle an appro- 
priations bill, especially an agriculture 
appropriations bill, than these two dis- 
tinguished Senators. 
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Therefore, based on the statements 
that they just made and regardless of 
what we find out during the course of 
the day from our staffs, which I think 
will confirm basically what I have stat- 
ed here today—but based on the assur- 
ance they will do everything they can 
to make sure the conference language 
is very clear that the Federal Govern- 
ment should no longer be involved in 
the Board of Tea tasting experts, if 
they need one let it be paid for out of 
the private sector, I withdraw my re- 
quest for a recorded vote. 

I also believe each time 100 Senators 
come over here with staff and every- 
thing, it costs the taxpayers money 
and we should not do that needlessly. 

So based upon what they have just 
stated here on the Senate floor, I ask 
unanimous consent my request for a 
recorded vote on the amendment now 
before the Senate be withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator оп Mississipp 

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank 1 5 distin- 
guished Senator from Nevada not only 
for his decision to vitiate the yeas and 
nays on his amendment, but for his 
kind comments about the managers of 
the bill and our efforts to manage this 
bill for the Senate. He is a good friend 
and one of the best friends I have in the 
Senate. I admire and respect him. We 
continue to enjoy working with him on 
matters of mutual concern that come 
before the Senate. 

Mr. President, I do not know we һауе 
adopted the amendment. We probably 
need to do that. 

If there is no further debate, we ask 
the amendment be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2685) was agreed 


to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we do 
know of a number of amendments Sen- 
ators intend to offer to this legislation. 
We hope we can proceed to consider 
them in an orderly way. It would be a 
shame to have periods of time when we 
do not have amendments being debated 
or considered by the Senate during 
today and then wait until tomorrow 
and everybody wants to offer their 
amendments tomorrow just before we 
are going to vote on final passage. 

So I encourage Senators to come to 
the floor now, as Senator REID from 
Nevada has done, to present their 
amendments and let us dispose of the 
amendments or at least debate them, 
and if we need to have record votes 
then we will order record votes. We 
could have a record vote—I know at 
least one is ordered under the agree- 
ment, maybe two; one, at least, after 
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5:15 today. Then the other votes, if 
they are needed, will occur tomorrow. 
We have an order already entered for 
two amendments to be voted on, and 
final passage of the welfare reform bill 
tomorrow at 2:45. There is a period of 
time tomorrow set aside for concluding 
remarks on welfare reform. 

So as Senators can see, we need to 
make progress today so we can com- 
plete action on this bill and all amend- 
ments to it, if at all possible, by noon 
tomorrow. That was our commitment 
to the majority leader when we were 
authorized to take this bill up today, 
and that is why we began on the bill at 
10 o'clock, so Senators could come and 
offer their amendments and have them 
debated today. So we hope Senators 
will cooperate with the managers of 
the bill in that regard. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2686 TO COMMITTEE AMEND- 
MENT ON PAGE 83, LINE 4, THROUGH PAGE и, 
LINE 2 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, on be- 

half of Senators KERREY and KOHL, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 

ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
DASCHLE), for Mr. KERREY, for himself and 
Mr. KOHL, proposes an amendment numbered 
2686 to committee amendment on page 83, 
line 4, through page 84, line 2. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 83, strike line 4 through line 15; 

On page 43, line 17; nd $528,839,000 and 
insert іп its place $563,839, 

On page 52, line 18; strike 6217. 895,000 and іп- 
sert іп its place 322,395, 

On page 52, line 24; sic 5900000 and in 
sert in its place $37,544. 

On page 55, line 1; не $1,500,000 and in- 
sert in its place $3,000,000. 

Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend- 
ment be laid aside until later today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant. legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent 
that further proceedings under the 
quorum call be dispensed with. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me in- 
dicate to my colleagues that we are on 
the Agriculture appropriations bill. 
The managers are available, ready to 
do business, but nobody is coming forth 
with amendments. So I urge my col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle to 
bring over their amendments. Senator 
COCHRAN is here. Senator BUMPERS is 
available. They are ready to do battle 
or do business, whichever. 

We need to finish six appropriations 
bills before October 1. As I have also in- 
dicated, if we finish the six appropria- 
tions bills, there is a possibility we will 
have a recess period for 5 days, which I 
hope will be an incentive to some of my 
colleagues to speed up the process. 

So, after this bill tomorrow, of 
course, we will vote on the historic 
welfare reform bill at probably about 
3:30, after disposing of a couple other 
amendments. But we would like to 
complete action on the ag appropria- 
tions bill by noon tomorrow and then 
move to another appropriations bill, 
possibly foreign operations, which we 
think we could finish in a day and a 
half. And then it gets a little more dif- 
ficult. But my view is, with the co- 
operation of everyone with the man- 
agers, we could complete action, say, 
by September 30, a week from Satur- 
day, probably with a Saturday session. 

We probably would not finish all the 
conference reports, but at least have 
completed action on the appropriations 
bills. That would help avoid what some 
have referred to as a train wreck be- 
cause we could continue the Govern- 
ment with a continuing resolution. It 
would not be a very—we can do that 
quite easily. 

On behalf of the managers, I want to 
make a plea to my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle that they are here, 
they are ready for business, and we 
would like to complete action on this 
bill by noon tomorrow. Thank you. 

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

AMENDMENT NO. 261 TO COMMITTEE AMEND- 
MENT ON PAGE 83, LINE 4, THROUGH PAGE М, 
LINE 2 
(Purpose: To eliminate the Board of Tea 

rts) 


Ехре 

Mr. BROWN. Мг. President, I rise to 
offer an amendment and ask for its im- 
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Colorado [Мг. BROWN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2687 to 
committee amendment on page 83, line 4, 
through page 84, line 2. 

At the appropriate place in the amendment 
insert the following: 

(a) None of the funds appropriated or made 
available to the Federal Drug Administra- 
tion by this Act shall be used to operate the 
Board of Tea Experts and related activities. 

(b) The Tea Importation Act (21 U.S.C. 41 
et seq.) is repealed. 


September 18, 1995 


Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I am not 
sure the amendment makes it clear, 
but I ask unanimous consent that this 
be considered as an amendment to the 
committee amendment that is before 
the body at this point. 

Mr. President, I know the body has 
already discussed the tea-tasting 
board. The distinguished chairman of 
the Appropriations Subcommittee has 
correctly pointed out we no longer fund 
in the ag bill the cost of their activi- 
ties, at least in terms of their per diem. 

As I understand it right now, the per 
diem of $50 a day is now paid for by the 
tea-tasting experts themselves. In addi- 
tion, they pay their own cost of travel 
and living expenses going to and from 
Washington to perform their duties. 

But, Mr. President, there also exists 
in our Federal law a requirement for 
the Food and Drug Administration to 
pay for the employees that sample the 
tea. And that is what this amendment 
gets at. It gets at that cost that is 
mandated by the Tea Importation Act 
by repealing it. 

Thus, this amendment will not only 
forbid the paying of the salaries by the 
FDA employees, but will also repeal 
the Tea Importation Act. Mr. Presi- 
dent, this is a significant step because 
it says a lot about our commitment as 
a country to competition. 

Currently, the Tea Importation Act 
can be used to keep out a product from 
the United States. In effect, what it 
does is give to the industry the ability 
to determine what quality is allowed to 
come into the United States, rather 
than our consumers. The fundamental 
question Members will have to ask 
themselves is whether or not it is the 
Government’s responsibility, through 
the tea-tasting board of experts to de- 
termine what tea is allowed to come 
into this Nation and which ones these 
experts should exclude. 

I have great faith and confidence in 
the ability of consumers in this coun- 
try to determine for themselves what 
tea they like and what they do not 
like. As a matter of fact, it seems ludi- 
crous that in this day and age that we 
should have delegated to a Government 
board or agency the ability to decide 
which tea is permissible to enter into 
the Nation. 

So this amendment is quite straight- 
forward. It forbids the FDA to pay for 
the employees or eliminates from the 
bill the ability to pay for the employ- 
ees that FDA is required to hire. It also 
repeals the Tea Importation Act. 

Mr. President, some will say there is 
danger to consumers here. Someone 
could get a bad cup of tea if this 
amendment is adopted. Indeed, Mr. 
President, I suspect that is true. It is 
also possible whether this Board exists 
or not. But this, more than anything, 
is an effort to bring competition to our 
economy and eliminate artificial bar- 
riers to trade and to competition. 

Moreover, it says a lot about what we 
envision the purpose is of the Federal 
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Government’s role. Those who think 
the Federal Government should have 
an all-pervasive role will want to re- 
tain those people who gather periodi- 
cally to taste tea from around the 
world at Government expense, at least 
for the employees’ salary. But others 
will think that Americans are com- 
petent and capable enough to decide 
what tea they want. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 


nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KYL). Is there a sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator has completed his statement 
and yields the floor, let me say we al- 
ready this morning had an opportunity 
to talk about this issue during the dis- 
cussion of the Reid amendment, the 
amendment offered by the distin- 
guished Senator from Nevada. We dis- 
cussed during the pendency of his 
amendment the fact that 2 years ago 
an amendment was adopted on the 
floor of the Senate prohibiting the use 
of any appropriated funds to pay the 
expenses or the costs of this so-called 
Tea Board. 

It was our understanding at the time 
that FDA, as part of its responsibility 
to inspect imported food consumables, 
had a role to play in determining the 
fitness for human consumption of im- 
ported tea because it was an imported 
consumable product, and that was the 
justification Congress was given when 
inquiries were submitted to the agency 
about this program and the need for 
these funds. 

It was the sense of the Senate at that 
time, and we debated the issue then 
and we agreed, that there should be in 
the legislation a prohibition against 
the use of funds to pay the costs of this 
Tea Board, this expert Board of per- 
sons, one of whom had to be employed 
under this law the Senator from Colo- 
rado talks about, to serve on this 
board. 

I have no quarrel whatsoever with in- 
sisting upon the language that has pre- 
viously been approved by Congress on 
this subject. We have inquired already 
this morning about the reaction of the 
FDA to accepting the language offered 
by the Senator from Nevada earlier 
today. We have accepted that amend- 
ment. It has been approved by the Sen- 
ate on a voice vote. He, likewise, had 
asked for the yeas and nays and agreed 
to vitiate the yeas and nays. I do not 
know of anybody who is going to vote 
against the amendment. 

I certainly am not going to defend 
the continued use, if it is going on, of 
federally appropriated funds for the so- 
called tea tasters that the Senator 
from Nevada and the Senator from Col- 
orado have brought to our attention 
again. 

I do not know what the reaction of 
the distinguished Senator from Arkan- 
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sas to this amendment would be. The 
only thing that is new in this amend- 
ment that was not contained in the 
Reid amendment is the repeal of a leg- 
islative enactment which is spelled out 
in the amendment offered by Senator 
BROWN. 

I hope that we will refrain from using 
this appropriations bill as a vehicle for 
the adoption of amendments that 
strike out previously enacted legisla- 
tion. This is not a bill to rewrite farm 
legislation, Food and Drug Administra- 
tion authorities, or any other legisla- 
tive enactment. It is not appropriate 
on this bill to revisit the body of Fed- 
eral law on a number of different sub- 
jects, including the authorization for 
this so-called inspection or tea board. 

So I hope that Senators will not get 
the idea that since I am not opposing 
this amendment that I agree that it is 
the thing to do, to take up proposals to 
repeal certain previously enacted laws 
by the Congress. 

I know there are Senators who want 
to make changes in different kinds of 
farm program language. I hope that 
Senators will resist offering those on 
this bill and wait until we have the 
farm bill on the floor, wait until the 
Agriculture Committee has completed 
its review of all laws on the subject of 
production agriculture and food inspec- 
tion and the like. If there are amend- 
ments that should be made to existing 
laws on those subjects, it seems to me 
the best practice would be to wait until 
we have that bill on the floor and offer 
the amendments at that time to that 
legislation. 

This bill appropriates money to fund 
the programs, it does not write the au- 
thority to fund the programs. So we 
are not talking in this amendment 
about a funding level, except to say, 
and I agree with the Senator, that we 
should prohibit the use of funds appro- 
priated in this bill to carry out the ac- 
tivities described in the Senator's 
amendment. 

So with that caveat, I suggest that 
we accept the amendment. I hope the 
Senator will consider vitiating the 
yeas and nays. I do not know of any 
Senator who would vote against this. 
Maybe it is controversial, but I do not 
think it is controversial to me. I think 
the Senator is on the right track, and 
we ought to do what he says. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, this is 
somewhat different than the Reid 
amendment that was offered earlier in 
the day in this respect: It does repeal 
the underlying act which the distin- 
guished chairman from Mississippi has 
just outlined for the Senate, one other 
thing in terms of cost. 

The Reid amendment eliminated the 
salaries for the Board of Tea experts. It 
did not eliminate the funding of the 
salaries of the staff. I am advised that 
the FDA’s field force expanded by 6.9 
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direct FTE’s in support of the Tea Im- 
portation Program. The average cost is 
$6,000 per FTE, and the program cost 
the agency approximately $52,500. That 
was in fiscal year 1994. So it is slightly 
different than the Reid amendment in 
that it repeals the underlying Tea 
Tasters Act and it also eliminates 
funding for the staff, which the Reid 
amendment did not. 

I very much appreciate the distin- 
guished chairman’s support of the 
amendment. In light of that, I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw my re- 
quest for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator ABRA- 
HAM be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, one 
other caveat, if the Senator has com- 
pleted his statement. We have inquired 
of the Food and Drug Administration 
what requirements of law, if any, 
might be repealed by this amendment 
related to their obligation to inspect 
on the basis of determining the fitness 
for human consumption of imported 
consumable products. And we are ad- 
vised that the FTE’s, the staff hours 
that are used for this purpose, are di- 
rectly related to the obligation of the 
FDA to certify the fitness for human 
consumption of imported foodstuffs. So 
I am told that is their reaction. So 
that is not the sole purpose of the em- 
ployees who are described by the Sen- 
ator from Colorado, to see whether or 
not the tea tastes good. That has been 
the big issue. 

It sounds kind of ridiculous that peo- 
ple are telling us whether tea tastes 
good or not. Anybody can decide 
whether or not something tastes good. 
That is not what we are suggesting 
ought to be protected in terms of any 
statutory language that may be af- 
fected by this amendment. 

But if we find that there is a legiti- 
mate responsibility to determine 
whether or not imported foodstuffs will 
be dangerous for human consumption 
by citizens of the United States, that is 
another matter. I hope, as we proceed 
with the consideration of this issue, 
whether it is in the markup of the agri- 
culture legislation this year, the re- 
writing of the farm bill, or wherever 
else we might have to consider this, 
that we keep in mind that the FDA is 
not in the business, or should not be in 
the business, of just determining 
whether food tastes good, but whether 
it is dangerous, whether it has poten- 
tial harm or consequences. I think we 
do want to keep in place the authority 
for those determinations. 

Having said that, I think the Senator 
knows what he is doing, and he is not 
trying to put anybody in jeopardy of 
contaminated imported tea. We will 
make sure that, as we review this stat- 
utory language, either on this or other 
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legislation, we keep in mind that im- 
portant consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on amendment No. 2687? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 
told Senator BUMPERS, the distin- 
guished manager on the Democratic 
side of the legislation, wishes to ex- 
press his views on this amendment. So 
if the distinguished Senator will per- 
mit me, I ask unanimous consent that 
we set aside, temporarily, this amend- 
ment so that he may proceed to offer 
whatever other amendments he may 
wish to offer at this time; or if he 
would like to debate this issue further, 
that we proceed to do that. I would not 
want to go to a vote on the amendment 
until the Senator from Arkansas has 
had an opportunity to be heard. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator for that. Certainly that is 
appropriate. There are a couple of 
points I thought might be worthy of 
making. 


This underlying act was passed origi- 
nally in 1897. It is nearly a century old. 
Perhaps its length of time says some- 
thing about the need to take a fresh 
look at it. The language of the act 
talks about the purity and quality and 
fitness of imported tea. Largely, purity 
and quality, it strikes me, are 
consumer decisions, not decisions ap- 
propriate for the Government. 

Certainly, the chairman hits the nail 
on the head when he says the FDA has 
a responsibility to make sure that we 
do not have poisonous foodstuffs harm- 
ing consumers, and that function, I 
think, is clearly established under 
other sections of the law. 

Right now, only about 1 percent of 
the 209 million pounds of tea imported 
every year is currently rejected due to 
bad quality. But, Mr. President, I think 
what is important here is the potential 
of an industry abusing this kind of law 
to discourage price cutting and to re- 
strict competition when there is a glut 
on the market. 

Mr. President, the first and only 
term that I served in the Colorado 
State Senate was a wonderful experi- 
ence. Іп 1973, I got a chance to observe 
human nature. Colorado had a statute 
on its books that provided for the test- 
ing of plumbers. The State of Colorado 
wanted to make sure, I guess, that 
there were not any unqualified plumb- 
ers preying on the public. So they 
would test plumbers for their ability to 
perform services. On a regular basis, of 
the plumbers that applied, 90 to 95 per- 
cent would pass the exam. Sometimes 
100 percent passed. It was not a terribly 
tough exam. 

Colorado, like Arizona and Mis- 
sissippi, had gone through years of 
growth. There were always jobs for 
plumbers in the State. Many came in 
from out of State. I think they were 
drawn not only by Colorado’s beautiful 
environment but, I think and suspect, 
by the job availability as well. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


But there was a downturn, as Mem- 
bers will recall, in 1973 and 1974. In 1974, 
the passage rate on the exam dropped. 
All of a sudden, plumbers coming into 
the State, instead of 90 to 95 percent 
passing, some 70 to 80 percent flunked 
the exam. What caused this dramatic 
drop in the qualifications of plumbers? 
Was it the degradation of their abili- 
ties? No. It was a surplus of plumbers 
within the State. The fact was, what 
they did was they used a Government 
board to test and determine who is 
qualified for admittance into the State 
in the profession of plumbing as a way 
of eliminating competition. So when 
prices were in the process of dropping, 
they used the Government tool that 
had been handed them as a way of 
eliminating new competition. 

Leaving this tea tasters statute on 
the books gives the industry a handle 
to use against someone who might try 
to cut prices. It leaves the industry a 
handle they might use against some- 
body who would flood the market and 
reduce prices for the consumer and in- 
crease competition. 

I think that concept, as well as that 
fear, that concern—we, the Govern- 
ment, ought to be about protecting and 
helping the consumer, not endangering 
the consumer, which is what has drawn 
me to offer this amendment. It is not 
just the waste of money under current 
circumstances. I guess in 1994, we men- 
tioned $253,500. It is not just that waste 
of money. It is the concept that we 
would place in the hands of an industry 
the ability to restrict or penalize peo- 
ple who might reduce the ability to 
bring in a product, to reduce prices, 
and provide options for the consumer. 

It seems to me that we need to be 
very wary about items that reduce 
competition. There is the potential 
that this statute could be abused in a 
difficult market. That is why I think 
repealing the underlying statute is so 
important, not just for the cost, not 
just because of the concept of what 
Government should and should not do, 
but because of the potential abuse of 
this statute in an anticompetitive fash- 
ion. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I have 
conferred with Senator BUMPERS’ staff 
and also conferred with the legislative 
committee staff that has jurisdiction 
over the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion in this specific legislation which is 
the subject of the amendment of the 
Senator from Colorado. 

It is our understanding there is no 
objection from the legislative commit- 
tee to accepting this amendment. 
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Under the status of the debate, as I 
understand it, while the yeas and nays 
were requested and the yeas and nays 
were ordered, а unanimous-consent 
order was entered to vitiate the yeas 
and nays if we were going to accept it 
on a voice vote. 

We are prepared now to accept the 
amendment on a voice vote and we are 
prepared to proceed to that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on amendment 2687? 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2687) was agreed 
to 


Mr. BROWN. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2688 TO COMMITTEE AMEND- 
MENT ON PAGE 83, LINE 4 THROUGH PAGE М, 
LINE 2 

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of appropriated 

funds to carry out the peanut program) 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise to 
offer an amendment and ask for its im- 
mediate consideration. 

Mr. President, I ask this be consid- 
ered as an amendment to the commit- 
tee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Colorado (Мг. BROWN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2688 to 
the committee amendment on page 83, line 4 
through 84, line 2. 

The amendment is as follows: 

і At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 

ng: 

SEC. . PEANUT PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds made 
available under this Act may be used to 
carry out a price support or production ad- 
justment program for peanuts. 

(b) ASSESSMENT.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture may charge producers a marketing 
assessment to carry out the program under 
the same terms and conditions as are pre- 
scribed under section 108B(g) of the Agri- 
culture Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 14450-3(8)). 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, this 
amendment is different than the pre- 
vious amendment. What it does is deal 
with the expenditures for administra- 
tive costs for the peanut program. It 
does not attempt to modify or repeal 
the underlying program itself. 

The reason I do not attempt to repeal 
the underlying program is because, as I 
understand it, the Agriculture Com- 
mittee is diligently reviewing the pea- 
nut program and will have rec- 
ommendations. My understanding is 
that those recommendations are in ef- 
fect necessitated by the fact that the 
passage of the NAFTA agreement has 
opened up our market which is a pro- 
tected market, in which peanuts sell 
for significantly higher amounts in the 
United States than they do overseas. 
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NAFTA has opened that market up 
for competition from Mexico. Mexico 
has a significant ability to produce 
peanuts and produce them at world 
market prices dramatically lower than 
United States market prices. 

The change in the peanut program 
will be essential. I expect we will be 
seeing the Agriculture Committee 
move on that in a diligent fashion. 

My amendment is less ambitious in 
its scope. What it simply suggests is 
that the administrative costs of the 
program should not be paid for by the 
taxpayers of this country, but it does 
empower the Secretary of Agriculture 
to charge producers a marketing as- 
sessment to carry out the program 
under the same terms and conditions 
as prescribed under the law. 

What it does is shift from the tax- 
payers the cost of administering this 
program over to the people who benefit 
by this program. 

It seems to me that this amendment 
is fair and reasonable. The savings, we 
are advised, is in the neighborhood of 
$2 million for this year, a potential 
savings of $11 million over 5 years 
should this apply in future years. 

I would be remiss if I do not note 
that the cost to the consumers of this 
country and to the taxpayers of this 
country of the peanut program itself is 
many, many times beyond that. 

I am advised that the peanut pro- 
gram costs the American taxpayers 
$120 million a year. Let me repeat that: 
$120 million a year. That is not pea- 
nuts. 

This peanut program has placed us in 
a situation where the taxpayers get hit 
for $120 million a year, to support a 
program that is then priced signifi- 
cantly above the world market. 

The costs to the American taxpayers 
for peanuts is not just the $120 million 
a year. It is the American consumer 
that really pays the price. 

Estimates from a GAO report in 1993 
indicate that the cost to the consumer 
could range between $300 million and 
$500 million a year. 

What we have is a very unusual agri- 
culture program. The peanut program 
is much different than most other pro- 
grams, but not all. In effect what this 
peanut program does is makes us un- 
competitive in the world market, goug- 
es American consumers for between 
$300 and $500 million a year, and im- 
pacts the Treasury by $120 million a 
year for the program itself. 

This amendment is modest. All it 
does is talk about saving the $2 million 
of administrative costs. Mr. President, 
it is $2 million we ought to save. 

Farmers in America are the most 
competitive farmers in the world. They 
are productive. They are creative. They 
are efficient. The areas where the 
Americans are not competitive, the 
areas where the American economy has 
fallen behind the rest of the world are 
areas where we have not had vigorous 
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competition. Areas where we do have 
vigorous competitions, we compete and 
we outcompete anyone in the world. 

While this is a modest move, I look 
forward with great interest to the ac- 
tions of the Agriculture Committee in 
dealing both with the cost for 
consumer and the cost for the general 
treasury. 

I think this amendment sends a sig- 
nal. It sends a signal of our commit- 
ment to begin to respect the taxpayers 
with regard to a program that has 
clearly outgrown its usefulness. 

I suspect this will be controversial, 
and I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, let me 
say that my concerns at this early 
point in the debate on this amendment 
surround the fact that we are working 
in the Agriculture Committee at this 
time and a meeting is called for this 
week to consider changes in existing 
farm legislation, including proposals to 
modify and reform the peanut program. 

I have introduced legislation, for ex- 
ample, that seeks to reduce the overall 
costs of these programs, but to do so in 
а way that does not undermine the 
ability of farmers to continue to 
produce efficiently and operate at a 
profit, but how to go about downsizing 
the expenses of agriculture programs 
and still maintain that ability to 
produce what we need in our country, 
the food and fiber needs, to meet those 
needs and to still have a sufficient 
amount to export to contribute to our 
overall economic health is a big chal- 
lenge. 

I do not think we will be able to 
adopt incremental change on an appro- 
priations bill that modifies this or any 
other commodity program that will 
achieve the goal in a coherent, ration- 
al, and orderly way. 

This may be an excellent amendment 
in terms of improving the efficient ad- 
ministration of this program. But I 
would hate to see us adopt this amend- 
ment and have it undermine or in any 
way adversely affect the effort that we 
are making for comprehensive reform 
of agriculture programs in the legisla- 
tive subcommittee. So that is the con- 
cern that I want to raise at this point. 

I know there are others who may 
have more experience and are more of 
an expert in the understanding of the 
workings of the peanut program and 
how this particular amendment might 
affect the administration of the peanut 
program, but I express that concern, 
still hoping that we can fulfill the com- 
mitment that we have made to reduce 
the costs of these programs. 

I know the Congressional Budget Of- 
fice, for example, has estimated that 
the reforms I have suggested in my bill 
to reform the peanut program could 
achieve savings of over $300 million 
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over 7 years. This amendment will re- 
duce the cost of the program some- 
what. But if we adopt this amendment 
and then we ask CBO to analyze the ef- 
fect of the Cochran bill, that is going 
to have a negative effect. And in our 
overall effort at comprehensive reform 
and meeting the targets of reconcili- 
ation, we could actually be penalized in 
our efforts to reform the farm bill by 
adopting amendments like this one in 
an appropriations bill. Then we might 
have to cut other programs, nutrition 
programs, school lunch program, other 
farm programs, in order to make up 
the difference. 

So I am hopeful the Senate will take 
that into account and consider that as 
we look at this amendment. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, as I 
understand it, the Brown amendment 
would address the commodity program 
that deals with peanuts, and it would 
assess peanut growers throughout the 
United States for the theoretical ad- 
ministrative costs of the program, or 
approximately $2 million a year. 

Mr. President, this program is over 60 
years old. It has been the focus of in- 
tense, deliberate, significant debate 
and discussion within the Agriculture 
Committee. The Senator from Mis- 
sissippi, who is here on the floor with 
us, has been very instrumental in man- 
aging the vast array of details related 
to this program. 

And to come into the appropriations 
process ad hoc and intervene into that 
process, in my judgment, is inappropri- 
ate, and intrudes in a very, very in- 
tense process to try to deal with this 
program and all those Americans that 
are affected by it and all the complex- 
ities. It does not need ad hoc interven- 
tion. It does not need ad hoc amend- 
ments. I welcome the Senator, who is 
not a member of this committee, to 
come forward and work with us with 
his suggestions. But this is not the way 
to manage this intensely complicated 
program. 

So I rise against the amendment. I 
rise against its appropriateness. This is 
not the place for it. In fact, it will only 
make more complicated and difficult 
that which we are trying to do. 

Now, Mr. President, I wish I could 
say that all U.S. programs were pro- 
ducing the kind of economic impact 
and social good that this program rep- 
resents. In the United States, the pro- 
gram represents $1.2 billion in annual 
farm revenue, 150,000 U.S. jobs, $200 
million in annual exports, and $6 bil- 
lion in annual economic impact. 

I mentioned a moment ago that the 
program is about 60 years old. All of 
the farm community and rural commu- 
nities that are affected over this ex- 
tended period of time obviously have 
become ingrained with the program. 

The reach of the program goes be- 
yond those that are directly involved 
with growing. The reach of this pro- 
gram, over the lengthy period of time 
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which it has existed, now reaches into 
the financial community, the agri- 
business community, the agricultural 
equipment community, and represents 
thousands and thousands of jobs and is 
an economic stabilizer in communities 
that have suffered immensely over the 
last 25 or 30 years and continue to suf- 
fer from economic decline. 

I do not suppose any of us here, if we 
were designing the program, would de- 
sign it the way it is today. But those of 
us who have inherited it have also in- 
herited a social responsibility to the 
communities affected by it. 

Seventy-five percent—seventy-five 
percent—of the counties involved in 
producing this commodity in the Unit- 
ed States have a poverty level in excess 
of 20 percent. These are hard-hit com- 
munities. These are communities that 
have suffered many of the changes that 
have been occurring when we move 
from rural to urban. 

Most people I hear around here talk 
about their grave concern about rural 
America. I hear it everywhere I go. 
This is where, as they say in my part of 
the country, the rubber hits the road, 
because we are talking about a Govern- 
ment partnership, much of rural Amer- 
ica, represented by this program where 
changes that are not thought through 
can create massive—massive—eco- 
nomic instability. They not only affect 
immensely the health of the family 
farm in these communities, they affect 
the financial integrity of the loaning 
institutions and they affect signifi- 
cantly the extended economic suppliers 
of the industry. 

There are some counties in my State 
if you just turn the switch off tomor- 
row will be out of business, flat out of 
business. These are people who were 
playing under the rules that were de- 
signed by this Government, as I said, 
over a 60-year period, and they have 
been playing by those rules. 

Having said that, let me say that I 
take my hat off to this community 
that surrounds this commodity. I came 
here a little over 2 years ago. Every- 
body already knew we were going to be 
paying a lot of attention to these pro- 
grams, because this is an era of change. 

These people came to the table. Over 
the last 2 years, they have been work- 
ing with their Senators, with the Agri- 
culture Committee, and they have been 
endeavoring to represent and be a part 
of change. They have proposed and 
they have stood behind significant re- 
forms in this commodity program. But 
they do want to be treated responsibly. 
They do want to be treated as partners. 
They do want us to appreciate that this 
arrangement was put in place by this 
Government, not them. And they do 
not want it dealt with in an ad hoc 
way. They want it to be dealt with as 
the good Senator from Mississippi has 
been doing. 

I see my colleague from Alabama has 
come to the floor. The Senators from 
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North Carolina, Texas, and Virginia 
have produced reforms that are no net 
cost to the Government. Those reforms 
will result in a 30-percent loss of in- 
come in the farm communities that I 
represent, but they have supported 
those kinds of reforms. 

Throughout the process, they have 
been willing to discuss how it can be 
changed to make it satisfactory to the 
taxpayer, to the Federal Government 
and to the economic fragility of these 
communities. I think they have done 
so in good faith. I have become an ad- 
mirer of the dedication to finding a 
way to make this program satisfactory 
to the American taxpayers, satisfac- 
tory to the producer, and satisfactory 
to the communities that are rep- 
resented by this. 

I have to say, Mr. President, that I 
have been struck by the dictionaries 
we find in Washington. I heard it a lot 
in the Agriculture Committee. When 
we talk about something we are doing 
in urban America, we often talk about 
our investment.“ Somehow, when we 
get over to the rural communities, that 
word becomes subsidy.“ When it is a 
Federal program that is working on 
the economic viability of rural Amer- 
ica, that is a subsidy, but if we are 
talking about building bridges and 
roads to deal with the issues in urban 
America, that is an investment. 

Both are investments. We are talking 
about the economic viability of vast 
rural regions in our country that have 
very high poverty rates. Of all the var- 
ious programs that I have viewed, 
there are very few I have ever seen that 
cost so little, that produce so many 
jobs and so much economic good. That 
is sort of a rarity here, but that is what 
I see in this program. Not that it is 
perfect, and we have all acknowledged 
that and we are all working to change, 
but that ought to be done in the com- 
mittee. That ought to be done by the 
people with the expertise. That ought 
to be done in good faith with the people 
that have come to the committee and 
said, “We are willing to sit down and 
work out compromises, and we are 
willing to do things to lower the bur- 
den on the American taxpayer.” 

It should not be done ad hoc in a 
frittering manner that destabilizes the 
entire effort that we have been about 
for the last 2 years. This should be 
done in the farm bill. 

I commend all those Senators for the 
time they have expended on behalf of 
trying to reach an appropriate com- 
promise. I commend the communities, 
as I said earlier, for their willingness 
to work, and I rise in opposition, in 
closing, to ad hoc management of a 
very complicated program that affects 
thousands of Americans in our coun- 


try. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Georgia withhold? 
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Mr. COVERDELL. Certainly. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I want 
to say I think the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Georgia has really given a 
very eloquent, accurate, and persuasive 
statement about why this amendment 
should be rejected. There is no doubt 
about it; he is a very insightful Sen- 
ator, and he has come to the Agri- 
culture Committee with a great deal of 
good common sense and judgment 
which shows very clearly during his 
discussion of this amendment. 

We are dealing with an appropria- 
tions bill. We are at work, on the other 
hand, trying to reform all of the com- 
modity programs so that we can make 
them more cost effective, we can make 
them respond to the challenge of defi- 
cit reduction, but at the same time 
maintain stability in the agriculture 
sector and the capability for the fu- 
ture, and that is the most productive 
country in the world. 

It is an enormously important sector 
of our economy, and to start nitpicking 
on this bill with these programs, like 
this peanut program that the Senator 
describes, we are running a great risk. 
It may sound good, it may make some 
feel good to vote for a change like this 
that is being recommended, but it is 
not going to serve the economic inter- 
ests of our country as a whole and cer- 
tainly not those regions of our country 
that are involved in this program. 

I commend the Senator for his elo- 
quent statement and his hard work as 
a member of our Agriculture Commit- 
tee. I hope the Senators who heard him 
will pay attention and vote like he sug- 
gests—vote “по” on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on amendment No. 2688? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2688, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent at this time to 
modify my amendment on the peanut 
program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 2688), as modi- 
fied, is as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 

SEC. . PEANUT PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds made 
available under this Act may be used to pay 
the salaries and expenses of USDA employees 
who carry out a price support or production 
adjustment program for peanuts. 

(b) ASSESSMENT.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture may charge producers a marketing 
assessment to carry out the program under 
the same terms and conditions as are рге- 
scribed under section 108В(в) of the Agri- 
culture Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1445с-3(с)). 
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Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the 
modification is the product of the dili- 
gent work of the senior Senator from 
Alabama, and thanks to him a drafting 
error was spotted and corrected. The 
language that is in the modification 
makes it clear that this deals only 
with the administrative costs. 

Mr. President, I will read the lan- 
guage that has been added, as it stands, 
to the modification. 

None of the funds made available under 
this act may be used to pay the salaries and 
expenses of USDA employees who carry out 
the price support or production adjustment 
program for peanuts. 

The following paragraph on assess- 
ments, which remains exactly as it was 
in the original amendment, is simply 
an ability to, through assessments, 
raise that money that the taxpayers 
have provided to pay for the salaries 
and expenses of USDA employees who 
administer the program. 

Mr. President, as I say, this is in- 
tended to save about $2 million a year. 
It is not a substitute in any way for the 
changes in the peanut program which 
will be necessitated regardless of Mem- 
bers’ feelings about the program. Those 
changes will be necessitated by NAFTA 
and the new competition of peanuts 
from the Mexican market. But it is, I 
believe, a step in the right direction to 
ask the people who benefit by the pro- 
gram to at least pay the administra- 
tive costs and not stick the taxpayers 
with that cost. 

Mr. President, I believe this measure 
will be controversial. It is my under- 
standing there are other Members who 
want to address it. I understand that 
the manager of the bill would prefer 
that the measure to be voted on tomor- 
row. 

So I yield the floor. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, as I un- 
derstand it, the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado has modified the amend- 
ment to apply to only administrative 
costs, of which there are about $2 mil- 
lion, and that there would be an assess- 
ment charged against the producers to 
carry out the program. 

І am sure that the peanut program is 
controversial and that many programs 
are controversial. Agriculture рго- 
grams are controversial, and under the 
Department of Agriculture every agri- 
cultural program is carried out and ad- 
ministered by the Department of Agri- 
culture. Are we going to say that the 
wheat program, therefore, which is car- 
ried out and administered by the De- 
partment of Agriculture, if we were to 
follow the same concept, that on the 
wheat program there ought to be an as- 
sessment against the wheat producers 
relative to the administration of the 
wheat program? 

If we stop and think about other pro- 
grams, does this mean that if you carry 
this philosophy out, the Social Secu- 
rity recipients, therefore, should pay 
an assessment to the Government for 
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carrying out the Social Security Pro- 

gram? Or the Medicare Program? Does 

this mean that the recipients in this 

program ought to be assessed the costs 

to carry out and administer the pro- 
? 


You could go on with every conceiv- 
able program that the Government has 
that therefore this philosophy would be 
relative to. Or the same concept could 
be applied in regard to Senators. 
Should Senators, therefore, іп order to 
have an accounting system for receipt 
of their salaries be assessed fees for the 
Government to carry out that program 
or to administer that program? 

I do not agree with this overall phi- 
losophy, and I just point out questions 
pertaining to it. 

I will have a good deal more to say 
about this later on, but I do want to 
point out right now that the concept of 
charging the producers of a program an 
assessment to administer the program 
is rather unusual and, if we start it, it 
ought to be applied across the board to 
every conceivable program—the orange 
juice program, the corn program, every 
program, wherever you are going to do 
it. 

And then there are also other people 
in the chain that are recipients of a 
program such as, in the peanut pro- 
gram, the shellers, and then there are 
the market people, the manufacturers 
that use it—all of these people who are 
in effect beneficiaries of a program 
that ought to be considered rather 
than just the farmer. We have had a 
situation where we are looking at 
farmers today in some of the sections 
of the country who have had terrible 
disasters, and I just do not think this is 
the proper time to be doing something 
like this. 

Overall, the peanut program has cost 
the taxpayers а relatively small 
amount of money over the period of 
time it has been in existence—some- 
times as prices go up and prices go 
down because of market conditions or, 
on the other hand, because of weather 
conditions like drought and other 
things, but in the last 10 years, the pea- 
nut program has averaged out costing 
the Government an average of $13 mil- 
lion a year. And I do not think any 
other farm program has been operated 
as economically and at as little cost to 
the Government over a like period of 
time in history. 

It will vary. It has gone up some- 
times, and then there have been years 
in which actually the peanut program 
has made the Government money. 

So I think when we look at this mat- 
ter of saving $2 million, it certainly 
calls for a concept, and if we are going 
to look at it in some equitable and fair 
мау across the board, we ought to con- 
sider all other programs. But the major 
thing is that here we are, as the chair- 
man of the subcommittee, the Senator 
from Mississippi, has mentioned in a 
situation where this week we go to 
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markup relative to a farm bill, and var- 
ious and sundry approaches may be of- 
fered and considered there. I think, 
therefore, it is premature at this time 
to be considering it. Certainly, the Ag- 
riculture Committee ought to be given 
an opportunity to look at this before 
we move forward in this regard. 

I yield at this point and will have 
something else to say later. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, first of 
all, I want to extend my thanks to the 
distinguished Senator from Alabama. I 
believe he was off the floor working on 
another matter when I extended my 
thanks the first time. But I appreciate 
his reviewing the amendment and 
pointing out the need for corrective 
language, and we have adopted that 
through a modification. I very much 
appreciate his kindness and his indul- 
gence in helping to have the amend- 
ment accurately brought forward. And 
by that I do not mean necessarily it 
says what the Senator would like it to 
say, but I do mean that he was very 
helpful in making sure it represented 
what my wishes were to offer to the 
body. 

Mr. President, the Senator quoted 
the $13 million a year cost for the pea- 
nut program. The $120 million cost that 
I had used in the Chamber was the esti- 
mate we had gotten from the Congres- 
sional Budget Office for 1995. I believe 
what the Senator was talking about 
was historic costs. I think both figures 
are correct and I think it is perfectly 
appropriate for him to point out the 
historic cost. That is a reasonable and 
balanced way to look at it. 

Mr. President, he also raised an im- 
portant point. If this program is to 
cover its own administrative costs, 
why not the wheat program? While he 
was too kind to say it, we produce a lot 
of wheat in Colorado, and that is a fair 
question. In my mind—and certainly 
this is not meant to speak for all the 
Members, but in my mind this peanut 
program is different. It is different in 
that we maintain a price of peanuts in 
this country that is significantly high- 
er than the world market. 

Most of our programs and most of 
our products in the United States sell 
for the lowest price in the world. We 
have the most efficient, productive, 
creative agriculture of any nation on 
the face of the Earth, and it shows in 
our prices. Consumers in America 
enjoy low prices for farm commodities. 
Our price for products, including 
wheat, sets the base. 

That is, Europe and Japan not only 
import wheat, but by importing it they 
pay more than American consumers be- 
cause of the costs involved in ship- 
ment. People around the world pay a 
higher price for wheat generally than 
we do in the United States, so the 
wheat program goes to a different 
focus. It does go to market stabiliza- 
tion which is thought to be of help for 


25286 


the consumer. Certainly the wheat pro- 
gram is a program that merits debate 
at the appropriate time. 

At least in my mind, however, the 
wheat program is a dramatic and dif- 
ferent program than the peanut pro- 
gram. Why? It is dramatically different 
because the peanut program is designed 
to market our peanuts at a signifi- 
cantly higher price in the world mar- 
ket. That has a dramatically different 
effect upon consumers and producers 
than the wheat program that does not 
attempt to have a significantly higher 
price for wheat in America than we 
have in the world market. 

Nevertheless, I think the Senator’s 
point is a valid one, and it goes to the 
heart of the amendment. Should the 
taxpayers pay for the administrative 
costs and which ones should the users? 

It had been my understanding that, 
indeed, in Social Security and Medi- 
care the cost of administration was 
borne by the taxes levied that go into 
a trust fund, and we are asking to 
check that right now. I certainly will 
want to make that point clear for the 
RECORD. I think the Senator is right to 
raise that issue. He does come to the 
heart of this amendment. That is the 
suggestion that the roughly $2 million 
a year cost of administering this pro- 
gram, that markets a commodity at 
significantly above the world prices, be 
borne by the participants. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. HEFLIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am a 
supporter of the wheat program. I did 
not necessarily mean to be picking Col- 
orado. I have always supported the 
wheat program. I think it is a good 
program. But there are some distinc- 
tions between the wheat program and 
the peanut program relative to the cost 
of Government, as there are with a 
number of commodities. 

Basically, the peanut program has a 
loan rate. That loan rate allows for 
farmers to—in bad times when the 
price is low or when there are weather 
conditions and such—put their product 
that they have produced into a loan. 
And then the CCC can take it out of 
the loan and set it. They have to pay 
interest on it when they do, or else the 
Government can, of course, have a non- 
recourse loan and can sell it on the 
world market. 

But the wheat program and most 
commodities have a greater cost rather 
than just the loan. That is the target 
price or deficiency payment. And there 
is no deficiency payment, there is no 
target price in peanuts at all. I think 
sometimes we have misunderstood var- 
ious farm programs and other things 
also. But the peanut program does not 
have the deficiency payments at a 
great number. I am a supporter of the 
farm programs that allow for the tar- 
get prices and allow for the deficiency 
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payment. But I do make that distinc- 
tion, the distinction being raised about 
that at this time. 

So we will be discussing it further. 

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRIST). The Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I know 
there may be other Senators who want 
to speak on this amendment. I have ex- 
pressed my concerns already. We have 
heard from the distinguished Senator 
from Alabama. It is likely that we will 
be able to vote on this tomorrow, rath- 
er than today. There are other amend- 
ments that we know will be offered 
today and debated. We can dispose of 
those amendments. 

Because we have had a pretty full 
discussion of this suggested change in 
the bill, I am going to ask unanimous- 
consent that we set aside this amend- 
ment and proceed to take another 
amendment up for consideration that 
the Senator from Colorado will offer. 
So I make that unanimous consent re- 
quest to set aside the amendment tem- 
porarily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise to 
add to the record with regard to the de- 
bate on the peanut amendment. I 
would ask, while that amendment is 
not presently before us, that I be al- 
lowed 60 seconds in which to address 
the peanut amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, in the 
discussion on the peanut amendment, 
the question was raised as to whether 
or not this, asking users or bene- 
ficiaries of a program to pay the ad- 
ministrative costs, was appropriate or 
not and whether or not it was done in 
other areas, and myself and others had 
speculated about the Social Security 
fund. Iam advised that indeed, the ad- 
ministrative costs for the Social Secu- 
rity program do indeed come from the 
fund. I think some of the confusion 
may come in that the discretionary 
spending is considered part of funding 
that comes under the discretionary 
caps for the budget function. But in- 
deed, the source of the money is from 
the fund itself. 

I yield back, Mr. President. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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AMENDMENT МО. 268 TO COMMITTEE AMEND- 
MENT ON PAGE 83, LINE 4, THROUGH PAGE М, 
LINE 2 

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of appropriated 
funds to administer tobacco grading and 
inspection, tobacco price support, quota, 
and allotment functions) 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise to 
offer an amendment to the committee 
amendment and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2689 to 
the committee amendment beginning on 
page 83, line 4. 

At the appropriate place in the amend- 
ment, insert the following: 


SEC. . PRICE SUPPORT AND GRADING AND IN- 
SPECTION OF TOBACCO, 


(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds made 
available under this Act may be used to pay 
the salaries or expenses of the employees of 
the Department of Agriculture to grade or 
inspect tobacco or to administer price sup- 
port functions for tobacco. 

(b) ASSESSMENT.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture may charge producers a marketing 
assessment to grade or inspect tobacco and 
to administer the price support functions 
under the same terms and conditions as are 
prescribed in the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 
U.S.C, 1445-1 and 1445-2). 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, this 
amendment calls for the tobacco pro- 
gram to be no net cost to the American 
taxpayer. Some Members will say, “1 
thought it was already а no net cost.” 

Indeed, there was legislation offered 
in 1982 that came under the heading of 
“по net cost’’ for the tobacco program. 
And yet, Mr. President, some Members 
may be surprised to learn that did not 
cover all of the costs of the program. 
That no-net-cost concept is a good one 
and one that this amendment attempts 
to complete. 

But left out of the legislation in 1982 
was an effort to cover the administra- 
tive cost that involves maintaining the 
price support and both the grading and 
inspection of tobacco. So administra- 
tion of the program, grading and in- 
specting of tobacco, are still an ex- 
pense to the taxpayers. 

Mr. President, it is one thing to be 
upset about tobacco smoking in this 
country and urge people not to use the 
product or suggest that perhaps the 
FDA ought to regulate it and extend 
additional regulations. But, Mr. Presi- 
dent, it is quite another thing to tax 
the American citizen to pay for a prod- 
uct that we turn around and then urge 
them not to use. Good common sense 
indicates that we should not subsidize 
a product that we think is harmful to 
people and that they should not use. I 
am one who believes that this country 
is all about freedom, and to the maxi- 
mum extent possible, we ought to 
maximize people’s freedom to choose. 

So I have not been one that wants to 
outlaw all forms of tobacco or follow 
other circuitous routes that simply 
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eliminate that choice. I think all 
Americans agree that our children 
should not consume tobacco products. 
But for adults, while we would all have 
strong feelings about the subject and 
many of us feel that we would be better 
off without tobacco, I am not one who 
wants to ban it. But, Mr. President, I 
am one who wants to have the tobacco 
producers pay for the cost of their own 
program. 

It makes no sense to tax working 
men and women of this country to sub- 
sidize a product and then turn around 
and tax them to urge people not to use 
а product they have just subsidized. 
That makes no sense at all. That is 
what this amendment is all about. It 
simply says that when tobacco produc- 
ers say they have a no-net-cost pro- 
gram, that it is in fact a no-net-cost 


program. 

So this amendment does two things. 
One, it makes it clear that there will 
be no taxpayers’ funds appropriated in 
this bill that will be used to pay the 
salaries and expenses of Department of 
Agriculture employees to grade or in- 
spect tobacco or to administer the 
price support functions for tobacco. 

Second, Mr. President, it makes it 
very clear that the Secretary has the 
ability to assess producers a marketing 
assessment for these functions. So it 
gives the Secretary a way to carry out 
these functions, but at the expense of 
the producers, not at the expense of the 
taxpayers. 

Mr. President, some will note that 
the Secretary already has the ability 
to levy an assessment for this program. 
Indeed, the Secretary does. I added 
that assessment section so there could 
be no doubt that there would be no 
question but that the Secretary could 
levy it for this purpose. I think it is ar- 
guable one way or another that he al- 
ready has the authority to levy this as- 
sessment. But it seemed to me clarity 
was a virtue in this circumstance. So 
we go the extra mile to make sure it is 
clear that he has the ability to raise 
funds for this purpose. 

But, Mr. President, the American 
men and women who pay our taxes can- 
not understand why in the world we 
would have Government functions that 
work to opposite purposes, why in the 
world we would subsidize a product 
which our Government turns around 
and tells us is hazardous to their 
health and urges people, at taxpayers’ 
expense, not to consume it. 

This amendment, I think, adds con- 
sistency to our functions. It adds some 
consistency in the way we spend tax- 
payers’ money. 

Mr. President, it is my impression 
this will be a controversial amend- 
ment; that there will be other Members 
who wish to voice their concerns and 
objections about it. I hope there may 
be others who may want to say a good 
word or two on its behalf. So I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator has completed his statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 
` Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 
confident there are Senators who wish 
to be heard on this amendment before 
we vote on it. I am also sure that it is 
probable that this vote will be post- 
poned until tomorrow. But I hope that 
those who do want to speak on the 
amendment will come to the floor and 
do that so we can complete our debate 
on the amendment and leave to tomor- 
row the vote on the amendment, if that 
is the will of the Senate. 

There have been, of course, in the 
past, amendments similar to this that 
have been before the body, so it is not 
a new issue. We have debated this from 
time to time. I am confident that there 
are arguments that can be made on the 
other side and will be by Senators who 
are experts in this program. 

From the point of view of the man- 
agers of the bill, though, I would say 
that this is another example of an ef- 
fort to modify with legislative lan- 
guage, in effect, programs that are now 
under consideration and review by the 
Agriculture Committee. We have this 
week a markup scheduled on commod- 
ity program changes that are designed 
to meet the challenge of the budget 
reconciliation and resolution that was 
adopted by the Congress to reduce the 
cost of the programs under the juris- 
diction of all the legislative commit- 
tees. 

This is under the jurisdiction of the 
Agriculture Committee, and it may 
very well be that changes are going to 
be directed or recommended by the Ag- 
riculture Committee in this program. I 
do not know the extent to which this 
amendment, if it is adopted, will affect 
those comprehensive changes that may 
be recommended by the Agriculture 
Committee. 

When we were talking about the pea- 
nut amendment that the distinguished 
Senator had offered, I mentioned that I 
had included the peanut program in a 
proposal that I have submitted to the 
committee which is designed to reform 
that program and reduce the costs of 
the program over time. I know that if 
we adopt the peanut amendment as 
proposed by the Senator from Colo- 
rado, it would reduce the savings that 
are now estimated by CBO to be attrib- 
utable to the farm bill I am proposing. 

There may be other Senators who 
have suggestions to make in the Agri- 
culture Committee about the tobacco 
program. I do not know the extent to 
which this amendment would affect 
those projected savings. But I do know 
that there will be some effect, and the 
question before the Senate is whether 
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we ought to adopt amendments such as 
this, knowing that they are going to be 
legislative in nature and will encroach 
on the jurisdiction of the Agriculture 
Committee. So I voice that concern as 
a concern that applies not only to this 
amendment but other amendments like 
it. 

I discourage Senators who do have 
changes in legislative language and 
suggest that it would be more appro- 
priate and in better keeping with the 
way we should do business here in the 
Senate to bring those up when the leg- 
islative committees’ bills are on the 
floor—or bring them up in the commit- 
tees of jurisdiction, even better, so 
those committees can review these sug- 
gestions. 

I respect very much the Senator from 
Colorado. He is one of the best minds in 
the Senate. He is a Senator who has al- 
ways been on the lookout for ways to 
improve the efficiency of Government 
programs and reduce unnecessary 
costs. He is a leader in achieving re- 
sults. Again, he is showing his ability 
to carefully analyze Federal programs 
and look for ways that we can improve 
them in terms of their efficiency. The 
savings of taxpayers’ dollars that will 
result from the changes are quite obvi- 
ous. This is another example which 
shows his diligence and his ability in 
this regard. So I commend him for his 
continued efforts to do what he is try- 
ing to do. I applaud that effort. 

Having said that, I hope that if Sen- 
ators do want to comment on the legis- 
lation and the proposed amendment, 
they will come to the floor to do so, 
and I will put in a quorum call to as- 
certain whether we do have Senators 
who want to speak further on this 
amendment at this time. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I under- 
stand there is nobody at the moment 
waiting to bring up any amendments so 
I ask unanimous consent that I be able 
to proceed as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


TRIBUTE TO CAL RIPKEN, JR. 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, a couple 
weeks ago, like many others, I had the 
opportunity to be in Camden Yards to 
see a most extraordinary baseball game 
when Cal Ripken broke Lou Gehrig’s 
record. I remember as a child thinking 
that the Gehrig record might never be 
reached, never be broken. 

For me, the fact that I could be there 
with my son, Kevin, to watch that 
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game, was really one of the highlights 
of this or any other year. 

In watching, I could not help but 
think that Cal Ripken reflected the 
best of all people who get up and go to 
work every day in all fields. Whether it 
is the nurse who is there for the 
evening shift on a weekend, the person 
who shows up at the police department 
and goes to work to protect all of us, 
the teacher who is there teaching our 
children, the men and women of the 
Senate staff who are here—sometimes 
long after we Senators are able to go 
home—every day working for the best 
of our country, and on and on. 

In this case I also think credit should 
be given to Peter Angelos and those 
who own the Orioles. Earlier this year 
when there was talk of replacement 
teams, they stood fast and said there 
would be no replacement team for the 
Orioles. Nothing would be done to cut 
into Cal Ripken’s record. Indeed, they 
did not. 

I also think that two things came as 
a result of that. One, it sent a signal to 
baseball that there are some owners 
and some players who care more for 
the game than care for the disgraceful 
dance that has gone on the past year, 
the dance of charges and counter- 
charges and strikes and lockouts that 
resulted in the cancellation last year of 
the World Series. 

Second, by doing that, I believe it 
helped bring to an end the strike and it 
also gave baseball an evening of glory 
that it has not had for so long. It really 
did not become a question of whether 
the Orioles won or lost that night. It 
turned out they did win with Cal 
Ripken hitting a home run. It was a 
chance for people to unite around this 
country and say there are so many 
good things in baseball, and to go back 
to the basics of it. I hope Cal Ripken’s 
accomplishment does help. 

As Kevin and I sat there, we watched 
the different people—Joe DiMaggio sit- 
ting a few feet from us, the President, 
the Vice President, and others just to 
the other side of us, but what united us 
was not the well-known people but that 
baseball fans of all sort throughout 
that field and throughout the country 
could share in a magnificent achieve- 
ment. 


—-—_—— 


VERMONT'S FINEST, SOFTBALL 
CHAMPIONS 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I re- 
cently had a chance to watch some of 
the best softball I have ever seen. 

I saw the Vermonters, who make up 
my own team, play in the semifinals 
and then the finals and then win the 
softball championship. 

I was out there Saturday in 95-degree 
heat, blistering sun, and I watched 
these young men and women from my 
office’s team and I thought: That is 
real sportsmanship. 

Then, the next day the final cham- 
pionship was fought between Vermont 
and New Hampshire. 
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In a league with 120 teams, the idea 
that the Senate softball championship 
this year came down to teams from 
New Hampshire and Vermont is ironic. 

You have to understand we are both 
northern New England States, and the 
baseball season is rather short in 
northern New England. Our children 
grew up with hockey sticks and skates 
and skis—and have to squeeze their 
baseball in between those light May 
snow showers and the September au- 
tumn chill that stings the hands of all 
children who make contact with ball 
and bat. 

But there we were. 

The Thundering Herd, the talented 
granite-like team of Senator BOB 
SMITH’s office had not been beaten all 
year. But neither had Vermont’s Fin- 
est. Vermont’s Finest, we say with no 
hint of modesty, is the name of our 
softball team. 

The game went back and forth, only 
to be tied at the end of seven innings. 
Vermont scored two runs in the top of 
the eighth and shut the Herd down to 
seal the victory and the championship. 

We were led by Montpelier’s Maggie 
Whitney, who played second base but 
should be turning double plays with 
Cal Ripken, Jr. St. Albans’ Jamie 
Horan has a black eye and a 500-foot 
home run to show for the series. Beebe 
Plain’s Mike Lawson won rookie of the 
year honors while representing the 
smallest town in Vermont with glove 
and lumber. 

And the list of contributors is end- 
less. Big Ed Pagano, our oak tree at 
first; Tom “Stonewall” Cosgrove, an- 
choring third on a nearly broken 
ankle—an ankle, incidentally, we heard 
snap as he hit home plate. He would 
not allow it to break until he scored 
that run. Paul “Тһе Enforcer” John- 
son, who with aging star J.P. Dowd 
provided key hitting and veteran lead- 
ership. Norwich’s Regen O'Malley and 
UVM grad Kara Calaca-Mottola were 
anchors behind the plate. And our own 
tank commander, that stalwart ma- 
rine, Bill Delaney, had more than a few 
key hits. 

Rookies David East and Narric Rome 
were vital to the team effort. 

Vivian Cocca pitched as gutsy a se- 
ries of games as we have seen in years. 

Special honors have to go to our 
player-coach Brady Burgess, the solid, 
taciturn hunk of granite, a native of 
Lincoln, VT, who grew up dreaming of 
one day holding the Senate trophy 
aloft. Iam sure this is a dream he had 
as a 3-year-old. He batted, fielded, and 
led his team to an impossible series of 
victories. 

The loyal bench jockeys were 
Brattleboro’s Jenny Backus, the pur- 
ple-shorted Kevin Scooter“ McDon- 
ald, and the pride of St. Johnsbury, 
Zima-drinking Amy Rainone. 

And the whole team was aided by 
their biggest fan and 5-year-old bat- 
boy, Walter Albee, who occasionally let 
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his aging baby boomer, semi-yuppie fa- 
ther play. 

We have to tip our caps to a few 
teams. First, our friendly rivals the 
Vermont Saps, from my good friend 
JIM JEFFORDS’ office, who had what we 
call a “rebuilding year” this year but 
will no doubt be in the playoffs next 
year as they have been. 

Second, our tough but honorable ri- 
vals from the McCCAIN-MCCONNELL 
team. It seems one of us is always 
knocking off the other to get to the 
mountaintop. 

Third, our friends on Senator MIKUL- 
SKI’s team. In the past 5 years, we have 
each won the championship twice and 
will be glad to be keeping it in the fam- 
ily. 

Finally, to the Thundering Herd from 
New Hampshire—that the two New 
England teams made it to the top of 
the heap is a testament to traditional 
Yankee values of team play, strength, 
and hard work. I say to my friends 
from New Hampshire, they will be first 
in the Nation when Dixville Notch goes 
to the polls at midnight. You almost 
made it first in the Nation in softball, 
and we expect to see you again next 
year. 

Mr. President, we joke a little bit 
about this, but I think some of the 
most pleasant moments that I spent 
this year have been watching the soft- 
ball team play—pleasant, because I 
know how hard the men and women 
who work for the Senate, who support 
all of us, do work, Republicans and 
Democrats alike. It is the men and 
women here who so make the Senate 
the place it is and can be. And they are 
the ones who make it possible for 
Americans to have hope in us. 

There are 100 Senators. None of us 
would be able to do our job without 
people, ranging from those who guard 
the doors of this Chamber to those who 
report our proceedings, to those who 
handle the bills as they go through, 
and to all the others—those who make 
the electricity work, to those who help 
us write the legislation. I sometimes 
joke we are merely constitutional im- 
pediments to the staff. The truth of the 
matter is, we are, all of us, better—Re- 
publicans and Democrats alike—be- 
cause of the selfless work of the men 
and women here in the Senate. 

When I see them have a chance to 
play softball and enjoy themselves, I 
think how lucky we are to have them 
here. I have to tell all those in my of- 
fice, I could not be more proud than I 
was watching them play in these cham- 
pionship games. 

Mr. President, I see the distinguished 
Senator from Mississippi on the floor. 
When I started speaking there was no- 
body seeking recognition. He is the 
manager of this bill. Is he seeking rec- 
ognition? If not, I have one more item 
to go to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. No. Please proceed. 
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BIPARTISAN BUDGET SUMMIT 
NEEDED NOW 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, 2 weeks 
ago I called for a summit between Con- 
gressional leaders and the President to 
avoid a Government shutdown when 
the next fiscal year starts on October 1. 

Since then, the House and Senate 
have passed a couple more appropria- 
tions bills and the administration has 
threatened more vetoes. 

I was encouraged, however, by last 
week's meeting between congressional 
leaders and the President that we may 
yet avoid a budget train wreck which 
will force the Government to shut- 
down. The President and congressional 
leaders were right to get together to 
discuss a continuing resolution to fund 
the Government beyond October 1. 

I hope last week’s meeting signals a 
start to rational negotiations to solve 
the current budget impasse. We need to 
build on the positive signals sent by 
both sides to reach a compromise. 

That is why I renew my call for a bi- 
partisan summit now—before the budg- 
et crisis. We need to sit down now to 
hammer out our differences. 

Resolving differences is the essence 
of governing. Let us get together, the 
leaders of both parties, and work to- 
gether to make our Government work. 

I fear that few of our leaders have 
considered what happens if Congress 
and the President fail to reach an 
agreement and force the Government 
to shut down. Make no mistake about 
it—shutting down the Government will 
bring serious consequences. 

First, shutting down the Government 
because Democrats and Republicans 
cannot agree on the budget will accom- 
plish nothing except adding more scorn 
of our political system. This partisan 
fighting for just the sake of a headline 
is exactly what Vermonters believe is 
wrong with our present system. I be- 
lieve this scorn will be fully justified if 
we do not work out our differences be- 
fore forcing the Government to close. 

Second, and more importantly, shut- 
ting down the Government will have 
serious effects on the lives of millions 
of Americans. 

The most immediate effect of a shut- 
down will be the furloughing of Federal 
employees. The only exceptions from 
furloughs under a Government shut- 
down are Presidential appointees, uni- 
formed military personnel, and Federal 
civilian employees rated “essential.” 

In 1990, the nonpartisan General Ac- 
counting Office estimated that 319,541 
Federal Government employees out of 
741,653 would be furloughed—about 43 
percent of the Federal Government 
work force—during a Government shut- 
down. 

Imagine the effect on those hundreds 
of thousands of employees and their 
families who are facing the prospect of 
an unknown period of unemployment. 
These are hard-working people who 
struggle like millions of other Ameri- 
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cans to balance their checkbook each 
month. 

We should not hold their households 
hostage to our inability to provide a 
workable Government budget for all 
Americans. 

So let us keep in mind that when we 
contemplate a shutdown, we are talk- 
ing about punishing hard-working fam- 
ilies, not faceless bureaucrats, as some 
would lead us to believe. 

What would be the effects if 43% of 
our Government workers are not al- 
lowed to go to work? 

The GAO surveyed Government agen- 
cies in 1990 to find out the answer to 
that question. Each agency estimated 
that a Government shutdown would se- 
verely damage their effectiveness. 

The Environmental Protection Agen- 
cy, for example, estimated that all en- 
vironmental protection services would 
be shutdown.” Do we really want to 
leave our environment at risk to score 
political points over a Government 
shutdown? 

The Food and Drug Administration 
estimated under a shutdown there 
would be no work on applications for 
new drugs and деуісев.” Do we really 
want to put the benefits of new science 
and technology on hold to score politi- 
cal points over a Government shut- 
down? 

The Social Security Administration 
estimated that under a shutdown “по 
new applications for Social Security or 
Medicare eligibility would be taken or 
inquiries answered.” 

Do we really want to make our senior 
citizens wait to score political points 
over a Government shutdown? 

The Department of Justice estimated 
that a shutdown would delay trials and 
weaken its ability to supervise the 
Federal parolee caseload. Do we really 
want to slow down our criminal justice 
system to score political points over a 
Government shutdown? 

The Department of Veterans Affairs 
estimated that under а shutdown 
“there would be approximately 37,000 
unanswered telephone calls per day and 
approximately 5,000 canceled іпбег- 
views рег day.“ Do our veterans really 
deserve this kind of treatment to score 
political points over a Government 
shutdown? 

Perhaps the most lasting effect of a 
Government shutdown will be the 
wasted millions of taxpayer dollars. 

At a time when the President and 
Congress are dedicated to eliminating 
unnecessary Government spending, 
pouring money down a Government 
shutdown rathole makes absolutely no 
sense. Shutting down the Government 
will make it harder to balance the 
budget—not easier—because lost reve- 
nue from a shutdown will simply add to 
our deficit. 

The GAO estimated in its 1990 report 
that a 3-day closing would cost the 
Government millions of revenue dol- 
lars. 
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The Interior Department, for exam- 
ple, would lose $30 million in revenue 
during a 3-day shutdown, and the 
Treasury Department would lose a 
whopping $420 million. A longer shut- 
down would lose millions more. Do we 
really want to waste taxpayer money 
to score political points over a Govern- 
ment shutdown? 

Closing the Government, even for a 
short time, carries serious con- 
sequences. It would rightfully heap 
scorn on our political system. 

It would impair the effectiveness of 
necessary Government services, which 
many Americans depend on every day. 
And it would waste millions of tax- 
payer dollars. 

Let us stop this fiscal insanity. Let 
us build on last week’s bipartisan 
meeting and call a bipartisan budget 
summit. 

It is time for our leaders to start act- 
ing responsibly. It is time for our lead- 
ers to start using some common sense. 
It is time for a bipartisan summit on 
the budget. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 


AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP- 
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN- 


ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1996 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand that we have some amend- 
ments that have been offered and are 
pending now on this agriculture appro- 
priations bill which is the business be- 
fore the Senate. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2686 

One of these amendments that was 
set aside for debate for later today was 
one offered by the distinguished Demo- 
cratic leader in behalf of Senators 
KERREY and KOHL. That amendment 
would strike a provision of the bill that 
was added as a committee amendment 
appropriating funds for use as disaster 
assistance to supplement the benefits 
provided by catastrophic insurance to 
disaster victims. The reason the com- 
mittee approved this amendment was 
because we have seen throughout the 
South this year some very serious dam- 
age in the cotton fields of Alabama, 
Georgia, Mississippi, Texas, Tennessee, 
and Arkansas as well. 

As a result of massive infestations of 
tobacco budworms and beet army 
worms, and other pests in the cotton 
crops in these States, it has been hard 
to estimate the exact amount of dam- 
age done because harvesting has not 
occurred in many of the areas where we 
know the devastation is severe. So dol- 
lar amounts are simply estimates at 
this point. But one estimate that we 
saw in my State of Mississippi alone 


25290 


indicates that over 160,000 acres of cot- 
ton have been damaged at a loss of over 
$100 million. 

The reason the committee thought it 
was important to provide some addi- 
tional benefits is that the catastrophic 
crop disaster insurance program is not 
sufficient to help farmers in this situa- 
tion. And many of them are not going 
to be able to plant crops next year, and 
some are not going to be able to stay in 
business unless something is done to 
help them. 

We have already seen this last week 
а request from the Governor of Mis- 
sissippi transmitted to Secretary of 
Agriculture Glickman asking for disas- 
ter declarations in many of these coun- 
ties in our State which will make 
available emergency production loans. 
These loans will be at reduced rates of 
interest—I am told at about 3.75 per- 
cent interest—and would be available 
as emergency loan benefits, if the dam- 
age assessment reports justify the dec- 
laration and approval of the declara- 
tion by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

One difficulty that we are encounter- 
ing, though, is that the early estimates 
are proving to be much less than what 
the damages are turning out to be be- 
cause of these massive infestations of 
pests. 

It is certainly a concern to me that 
the Senators from Nebraska and Wis- 
consin are urging the Senate to over- 
turn this provision in our bill. We had 
hoped that the Senate and the House 
also would respond to this crisis situa- 
tion and be generous—as generous as 
the budget permits and as generous as 
our rules permit—to provide some addi- 
tional assistance to these disaster vic- 
tims. 

I am urging the Senate to approve 
the committee amendment that pro- 
vides this crop disaster assistance 
money. The Senate should also know 
that I have introduced separate legisla- 
tion to authorize the Secretary, if he 
deems that additional disaster assist- 
ance is justified, to ask for additional 
appropriations. 

That legislation has been introduced 
here in the Senate. It has been intro- 
duced in the House in the companion 
bill which is sponsored by Congressman 
ROGER WICKER and Congressman 
BENNIE THOMPSON of Mississippi. Our 
entire delegation was invited to a 
meeting at the offices of the Mis- 
sissippi Farm Bureau federation in Au- 
gust to hear firsthand the reports of 
cotton producers and those who were 
familiar with the situation—immunol- 
ogists, an economist from the Mis- 
sissippi Extension Service аб Mis- 
sissippi State University who was fa- 
miliar with the facts. And, after hear- 
ing all of the information, it became 
very clear to me that we needed to re- 
spond both here in Washington and at 
every level of government to try to 
help overcome the effects of this seri- 
ous disaster. 
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It is one of those situations where it 
appeared that we were going to have a 
very good and productive cotton crop 
throughout the country this year. But 
all of a sudden, because of the exces- 
sive hot weather, hotter than usual, 
dryer than usual, and an enormous in- 
festation of these insects and pests 
that almost overnight the complexion 
of the cotton crop this year was 
changed. Producers began trying to 
find out what kinds of control meas- 
ures could be effective to deal with this 
problem. Some of them spent huge 
amounts on chemical applications that 
they were told by experts could help 
deal with this disaster only to find out 
that the money was really wasted. 
Hundreds of thousands of dollars have 
been spent by many farmers in our 
State to try to deal with and control 
these pests. And much of that money 
has been wasted. 

There are many cotton fields in our 
State which will not even have a cot- 
ton picker put in the fields. They will 
not even try to harvest the cotton be- 
cause it is just not there to pick. So 
total losses in many of our counties 
have been sustained. 

I am going to ask, Mr. President, to 
put in the RECORD an estimate that has 
been compiled from various sources, in- 
cluding the Mississippi Department of 
Agriculture, the Texas Extension Serv- 
ice, the Alabama Extension Service, 
and the National Cotton Council. The 
States of Tennessee, Arkansas, Texas, 
Mississippi, Georgia, and Alabama are 
covered in this report. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that this estimate of cotton 
losses due to the tobacco bud worm be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


COTTON LOSSES DUE TO THE TOBACCO BUDWORM 


State 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the es- 
timates not only identify the acreage 
that has been abandoned and which 
will have reduced yields due to this in- 
festation, but also the translation in 
losses in terms of millions of dollars in 
my State of Mississippi. It is a $100 
million estimate. But just this week, 
when I was home in Mississippi this 
weekend, the newspaper carried a story 
with new crop loss estimates that have 
been compiled from throughout the 
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South. It shows that even higher esti- 
mates than had earlier been expected 
are now justified on the basis of the 
losses that are occurring. 

We have on our hands, Mr. President, 
one of the worst disasters in the cotton 
industry that anyone can remember. 
Our committee decided that it would 
be important to make available some 
additional funds which the Secretary of 
Agriculture could use to supplement 
the benefits of the Catastrophic Crop 
Insurance Program. 

The Catastrophic Crop Insurance 
Program is a new program. Farmers 
were told, when this program was ap- 
proved, that it would be a substitute 
for the usual disaster assistance bene- 
fits that have occasionally been made 
available when disasters struck the ag- 
riculture sector, and that the amounts 
of the benefits would be about the same 
that they would normally get; to qual- 
ify for the catastrophic crop insurance, 
you would be charged $50, and that 
would be a processing fee. 

I remember when I first heard about 
it, I said to the Department of Agri- 
culture people who were briefing us, 
“That’s too good to be true—$50. You 
buy this insurance and it provides the 
same benefits that the Federal Govern- 
ment has been making available as dis- 
aster benefits on an ad hoc basis when 
they thought it was justified.” I was 
assured that is what the promise was. 

What has happened, as we get down 
to the real details and we find out what 
the benefits are of this so-called Cata- 
strophic Crop Insurance Program, we 
are finding out it does not provide the 
same coverage that historic disaster 
assistance programs have provided. 

Previous disaster programs tradition- 
ally provided coverage at 60 percent of 
historic yields at 65 percent of the mar- 
ket price. This new catastrophic cov- 
erage is 50 percent of historic yield at 
60 percent of the market price. 

That may not sound like a great deal 
of difference, but it is. It is a substan- 
tially different program that is now 
being made available to disaster vic- 
tims. 

I know that one reason for the 
change and one reason for the adoption 
of the new Crop Insurance Program 
was to provide a predictable level of 
benefit when an agriculture disaster 
struck, and if farmers were not satis- 
fied that that was enough, they would 
be encouraged thereby to buy addi- 
tional coverage. They would buy up to 
another level of protection on their 
own. But a lot of farmers have not done 
that, for varying reasons. Some mis- 
understood the benefit package that 
catastrophic insurance provided; some 
were, frankly, convinced that the addi- 
tional insurance was too expensive for 
what they would probably get from it 
as benefits; and there may have been 
other reasons. There has always been a 
question about how the yields are cal- 
culated and whether the yields were 
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too high or too low, whether they were 
individual yields or countywide basis 
yields. There have been a lot of prob- 
lems with crop insurance, and every- 
body knows that. 

I raise this issue now, and I know it 
will be debated later by those who are 
trying to strike this money from the 
bill, so Senators will be on notice that 
we are probably going to have to vote 
on this amendment. Unlike other disas- 
ters that have been occasioned by flood 
or bad weather, this is a disaster that 
actually resulted in farmers going out 
and spending money to try to prevent 
it on their own, trying to apply what 
they hoped would be new chemicals 
that were promised to work and did not 
or did not work well enough to justify 
the enormous expenses that farmers 
went to to protect themselves. 

Here they were. It was just weeks 
away from these bolls ripening and pro- 
ducing the cotton for harvest when 
they noticed that these bolls were 
being infested with budworms and 
army worms and other pests. 

One part of the story is good news, 
and that is that in many parts of our 
State, the delta region particularly, 
the cotton had gotten to the stage of 
development where it was not affected 
by the worms, and so we are not talk- 
ing about every area of our State being 
equally devastated by this problem. 
But we do have many areas of our 
State where there are total losses and 
many areas where the yields are not 
nearly what they were expected to be. 
It is disheartening and it truly is a dis- 
aster of enormous proportions. So I 
hope the Senators who are resisting 
this effort to provide additional assist- 
ance will reconsider. 

The amount of money in the bill for 
this purpose is about $40 million, and 
Senator KERREY’s amendment will 
strike that money. We hope that the 
Senate will vote against it. 

I am going to ask unanimous con- 
sent, Mr. President, to put in the 
RECORD some additional supporting 
documentation on this, specifically an 
article that I talked about that was in 
the paper this weekend which more 
clearly describes the seriousness of the 
situation and the enormous losses that 
are occurring in Mississippi and else- 
where as a result of this cotton crop 
disaster. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

{From the Clarion-Ledger, Sept. 17, 1995] 
GROWERS PICK TOUGH YEAR FOR MORE 
COTTON 

STARKVILLE.—Cotton yields will not be 
what many growers dreamed of when they 
increased Mississippi’s crop by 100,000 acres 
to take advantage of stronger prices. 

Higher than normal insect pressure and ex- 
cessive heat have taken their toll. 

“Preliminary yields do not look good,” 
said Will McCarty, extension cotton special- 
ist at Mississippi State University. 

The Sept. 1 crop report from the U.S. De- 
partment of Agriculture brought bleak news 
on the expectations for Mississippi’s crop. 
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“The September report estimates 480,000 
fewer bales of cotton for Mississippi than the 
August report predicted.“ McCarty said. 
“The pounds per acre expectation dropped 
158 pounds. I can’t remember the crop report- 
ing service ever dropping us that much in 
one month.” 

The cotton specialist said the news could 
get worse as the season finishes. 

There is no doubt that the severe, contin- 
uous heat in July, August and early Septem- 
ber has taken a heavy toll on the crop,” 
McCarty said. 

Blake Layton, extension entomologist at 
MSU, said the state had faced the risk of cat- 
astrophic tobacco budworm numbers for sev- 
eral years because of high levels of insecti- 
cide resistance. 

“The extremely high numbers in 1995 
turned that risk into reality,’’ Layton said. 
“This risk will exist again next year because 
we still will have problems with insecticide 
resistance. Severe winter temperatures will 
help reduce the danger.” 

The entomologist said because of the cy- 
clic nature of these insects next year hope- 
fully will be less severe. 

“We seldom have two back-to-back years 
of insect populations at these levels of a pest 
like this,” he said. 

Layton said natural predators and para- 
sites increase with high numbers of an insect 
and help knock the numbers back down. He 
said the damage to the 1995 crop is done. 
Growers are no longer applying insecticides 
as the tobacco budworms prepare to overwin- 
ter in the ground. 

In Forest County, where cotton is a new 
crop, growers are anxious to harvest and see 
the bottom line. 

“Мете one of the few counties that 
haven’t had tobacco budworm problems, but 
we've had everything else—bollworms, beet 
armyworms, yellow-striped armyworms and 
even loopers,“ said Lee Taylor, Forest Coun- 
ty agricultural agent. Last fall’s eradi- 
cation efforts helped keep boll weevils from 
becoming a factor this year.” 

Taylor said growers turned to cotton as 
marketing of soybeans and corn became less 
attractive. He said 1995 has been a good year 
for cotton. 

Otis Davis, Madison County agent, said 
growers began harvesting cotton slightly 
earlier because of the dry conditions. The 
drought is causing lighter seeds and smaller 
bolls. 

“Insects were a tremendous expense to 
growers throughout Madison County.“ Davis 
said. Cotton prices probably will entice 
growers to return to cotton again next 
year.” 

Growers throughout the southeast con- 
tinue to await word on disaster assistance 
from the federal anå state governments as a 
result of tobacco budworm damage. 

Mr. INHOFE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
address the Senate as if in morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


INDEPENDENT STATUS FOR THE 
FAA 


Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, last 
month I introduced a bill that would 
give the FAA independent status. As a 


25291 


matter of fact, when I introduced it, I 
read a speech as if I were giving it. It 
was really a speech that was given 20 
years ago by Barry Goldwater, and 
Barry Goldwater’s speech was a 
lengthy one, one that outlined the 
problems in 1975 that had occurred 
since the FAA had gone under the De- 
partment of Transportation back in 
1967. He talked about the procurement 
problems and the personnel problems 
that are very unique to the FAA. 

Oddly enough, it was 20 years ago 
that Barry Goldwater made that 
speech, and I talked to him the other 
day and he said, I hope we will be able 
to do it пом.” 

I am talking about a life-and-death 
issue as a commercial pilot, I guess the 
last active commercial pilot in Con- 
gress. I have experienced having our 
lives in the hands of those controllers 
down there, and it is very significant 
that we do give them the independent 
status that Barry Goldwater was seek- 
ing back in 1975. 

I really believe if we could do that, 
we could effect enough savings to actu- 
ally prevent having to raise fees and 
having to raise taxes as is being consid- 
ered right now in another bill, and as 
also is being suggested by the Presi- 
dent. 

On August 9, the chairman of the Ap- 
propriations Committee made a state- 
ment in the Chamber, and he said, 
“The FAA tells us if they could have 
this kind of operational flexibility“ 
now we are talking about independent 
status, free from the bureaucracy of 
the DOT, free from the procurement 
guidelines and the personnel guide- 
lines—‘‘they believe they could cut as 
much as 20 percent out of the procure- 
ment budget” from what they аге 
spending today. 

Now, this is significant because that 
happens to be approximately the 
amount that historically has been con- 
tributed to the FAA for operations 
from the general revenues. And I sug- 
gest to you that my bill does not give 
the FAA the power to increase fees in- 
discriminately. I suggest, if we do that 
such as is suggested in the McCain bill, 
instead of streamlining their bureauc- 
racy, they would merely raise fees. 

I will read from the McCain bill the 
portion I am talking about. It says, “бо 
establish a program of incentive-based 
fees for services to improve the air 
traffic management system perform- 
ance and to establish appropriate levels 
of cost accountability for air traffic 
management services provided by the 
КАА,” 

So, Mr. President, I have a lot of re- 
spect for Mr. Hinson, David Hinson, 
who is the Administrator of the FAA. I 
think he is one of the few real good ap- 
pointments that this President has 
made. And I think that if anyone could 
streamline his bureaucracy, it would be 
David Hinson. But I suggest to you 
that the words that I recall that Ron- 
ald Reagan made way back in 1965 
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when he said, There is nothing closer 
to immortality on the face of this 
Earth than a Government program 
once devised,” that is exactly what we 
are faced with now. A bureaucracy 
never, as long as it has the ability to 
raise funds, is going to streamline their 
operation. 

So I hope that we will be able to con- 
sider my bill very seriously. And I sug- 
gest there are about several million pi- 
lots out there that are concerned about 
this also. I think it would be very dif- 
ficult to go out right now and tell the 
pilots, who are paying an average of 
about $2,320 in various costs each 
year—for a small four-passenger air- 
plane in addition to that, they are pay- 
ing the gas tax—to go out and tell 
these pilots that in 1990 we raised your 
gas tax and we raised it again in 1993, 
and now we are going to start raising 
your fees. 

So, Mr. President, this can be done 
without increasing fees and taxes. My 
bill will do that. I am going to be urg- 
ing the passage of this legislation. 


AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP- 
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN- 
ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1996 s 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

ARS FACILITY AT EL RENO, OK 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I rise 
to express my concern with the Senate 
committee’s designation of the pri- 
mary ARS laboratory at El Reno, OK, 
as a “worksite.” Upon a thorough eval- 
uation of the Fort Reno facility, it re- 
mains clear that this primary station 
remains an important and valuable re- 
source for the agricultural community 
of the Midwest. 

Fort Reno’s 7,000 contiguous acres, 
numerous existing structures, includ- 
ing buildings and fences and valuable 
on-site personnel resources, make it a 
unique asset and an ideal location to 
direct and administer research. 

A large amount of work at Fort Reno 
is dedicated to closing the forage gaps 
in livestock production systems com- 
mon to the Great Plains States by ex- 
perimenting in forage alternatives to 
native pasture and winter wheat pas- 
ture. 

Fort Reno’s regional value is visible 
in their cooperative efforts with ARS 
stations in Booneville, АН, and 
Bushland, TX, to solve the problems 
caused by cattle raised on fescue pas- 
tures in the eastern-third of the United 
States. Fort Reno’s research on the re- 
sistance of tropical cattle breeds of fes- 
cue fungus problems continues to hold 
valuable promise. 

In addition, Fort Reno many years 
ago established watershed research lo- 
cations on several pastures to collect 
runoff and evaluate the environmental 
impact of agricultural waste, chemi- 
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cals, and sediment generated by var- 
ious grazing systems. Current plans 
call for an evaluation of this long-term 
data and an expansion of the program 
to larger, system-size watersheds. This 
information will be very valuable as 
non-point source pollution reduction 
goals are expanded in the Clean Water 
Act reauthorization. 

As a primary research facility, these 
are just several examples of progress 
being made at Fort Reno and a dem- 
onstration of the facility’s continuing 
contributions to the agricultural com- 
munity of the Midwest. 

I know the committee is aware that 
the House of Representatives main- 
tains full funding for the ARS station 
at Fort Reno in their fiscal year 1996 
Agriculture appropriations bill. In 
light of the important research and ex- 
isting nature of the Fort Reno site, I 
continue to strongly support full fund- 
ing for primary research at Fort Reno. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Senator NICKLES, I 
am aware of your strong interest in the 
ARS facility at El Reno, OK, and share 
your support for the agricultural re- 
search conducted there. 

The valuable work being conducted 
at the Fort Reno’s facility is indeed 
unique and I recognize the importance 
of continuing research at the site. As 
this issue is revisited by a House-Sen- 
ate conference committee, I will work 
to maintain this valuable research 
asset. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Gor- 
TON). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi is recognized. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, there 
has been a unanimous-consent agree- 
ment worked out in connection with 
the handling of an amendment to the 
appropriations bill. The amendment is 
а committee amendment. 

The Senator from California, Senator 
BOXER, for herself and Senator FEIN- 
STEIN—and maybe others—has offered 
to strike that amendment. In connec- 
tion with that, I propose the following: 

I ask unanimous consent that at 10:30 
a.m. on Tuesday, the Senate resume 
consideration of the excepted commit- 
tee amendment regarding chickens, 
and there be 2 hours to be equally di- 
vided between Senators BOXER and 
COCHRAN or their designees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I fur- 
ther ask that immediately following 
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the vote on passage of H.R. 4, as 
amended, the Senate resume H.R. 1976, 
and there be 4 minutes for debate on 
the committee amendment, to be 
equally divided in the usual form, to be 
followed by a vote on or in relation to 
the committee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas and all Senators for permit- 
ting us this unanimous-consent agree- 
ment. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HELMS). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as if in 
morning business for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


SALE OF PMA’S 


Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, on 
Wednesday, the Senate Energy Com- 
mittee will be meeting their reconcili- 
ation targets by debating a proposal of- 
fered by the Chair which includes, 
among other things, something most 
people have not heard much about. It is 
called the sale of the PMA’s. Almost 
nobody knows what that means—the 
sale of SWAPA ог WAPA or the РМА". 

Well, there are a lot of ideas rico- 
cheting around the Chambers of the 
House and the Senate these days. Many 
are labeled “reform,” change,.“ 
“new,” “bright.” The fact is some of 
these ideas are old ideas dressed in new 
clothes that have been bad for years. 
This is one of them. The notion that we 
should sell the power marketing agen- 
cies in order to raise some short-term 
dollars in the short run and lose dollars 
every year thereafter makes no sense 
at all. 

Let me describe for people who do 
not have any idea what this means 
what the consequences are and what 
PMA’s аге. Іп my State of North Da- 
kota, some 40 years ago, they decided 
to try to harness the Missouri River 
because it was causing a lot of prob- 
lems. Spring flooding would come and 
the old Missouri would snake out in a 
dozen different directions and cause 
enormous flooding all the way down to 
Kansas City and elsewhere, and so they 
decided we needed to harness the Mis- 
souri River. So we built a series of 
dams under the Pick Sloan plan. One of 
the dams was built in North Dakota 
called the Garrison Dam. It dammed up 
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a half million acres of water behind it. 
Communities that used to exist are 
now under water and have been for 
years. It created a dam in order to pre- 
vent flooding, and one of the benefits of 
creating that dam is that they put in 
turbines and the water runs through 
those turbines and generates elec- 
tricity. The promise was that if you in 
North Dakota will be willing to play 
host to a flood that comes and stays 
forever, so that downstream they can 
play softball in the evening, light the 
city park and not worry about flood- 
ing—if you will play host to a flood 
that comes and stays forever on a half 
а, million acres in order to help folks 
downstream, we will give you some 
benefits. One of these benefits is that 
you will be able to generate low-cost 
regional electricity and send it around 
in a way that will benefit folks in the 
region who are using electricity. 

So our people said, Well, that 
sounds like something we would be 
willing to do,” and we did. The Pick 
Sloan program went forward and the 
dam was built and the flood was cre- 
ated and we generate electricity. That 
promise of low-cost electricity for our 
region is a promise that has been kept 
over the years. 

Now, the Garrison Dam that gen- 
erates that electricity with all the tur- 
bines and the water running through 
that is owned by the public. It is owned 
by the Government. And so are the 
transmission lines and the dam 
through which that electricity flows in 
order to provide benefits to people who 
are using their electricity on farms, in 
cities, in businesses. Those facilities, 
the dam and the transmission lines, are 
owned by the Government. It is a pub- 
lic facility owned by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

In our region of the county, it is 
called WAPA, Western Area Power Ad- 
ministration. It is the way we take 
public power generated from the dam 
and distribute it regionally for the ben- 
efit of the people in our region because 
we promised them if they would accept 
a flood that came and stayed, we would 
give them some low-cost electricity as 
part of the benefit, part of the pay- 
ment. 

Well, some years ago, there was a 
plan that was developed to cut Govern- 
ment waste—some of you remember 
it—called the Grace Commission. Peter 
Grace headed the Grace Commission. It 
had a lot of good ideas. In fact, about 
two-thirds of the ideas in the Grace re- 
port were eventually adopted—a lot of 
good ideas, but like anything else that 
has a menu of ideas, some were genius 
and some were dumb. 

One of the dumb ideas, in my judg- 
ment—using a pejorative term—in the 
Grace report was to sell our dams that 
generate hydroelectric power. 

All the way back to the Grace report, 
we had this goofy notion that if we 
would sell the dams so that those who 
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would buy these dams and the hydro- 
electric facilities could reprice the 
electricity to market rate, that would 
surely be a good thing for the Govern- 
ment. But, of course, that did not get 
much traction throughout the 198078. 

Some of the Grace report did because 
some of it made sense and some of it 
just did not make any sense at all. This 
was part that did not make any sense, 
so it never got done. However, in re- 
cent years, there were calls to sell the 
power marketing agencies—Southwest, 
SWAPA, WAPA, three of them, four of 
them actually, one of which is being 
sold—sell the power marketing agen- 
cies. 

Well, it comes from people who, I 
suppose, have two motives now. One is 
they do not think the public ought to 
own anything—get it in private hands 
so it can be priced at whatever the 
highest price is. That is the philosophy 
of some. And the second philosophy by 
some is let us solve the budget problem 
today by selling assets. 

In order to accomplish that philo- 
sophical purpose, they had to change 
the rules this year—the first year ever 
in which they changed the rules—to 
allow you to sell an asset and show a 
reduced deficit. 

Would it not be interesting to have a 
family budget like that? You say, well, 
we will meet our yearly expenses by 
selling the car, then the house, then 
the yard. 

Well, we had a rule against that in 
Congress, for good reason, because peo- 
ple who thought much about it under- 
stood what everybody knows: you do 
not solve your fiscal problems by sell- 
ing your assets. At least you do not 
solve your operating budget deficit 
problems by selling your assets. 

But this year, it is different. This 
year, the majority party says our budg- 
et is going to change. We are going to 
change that little old rule so you can 
sell assets and therefore show a lower 
operating budget deficit. 

Well, there is one inevitable truth 
about selling the power marketing 
agencies. And that is this: Every single 
year they bring money into the Federal 
Government from the sale of this elec- 
tricity. Every single year we get 
streams of hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars from the sale of this electricity 
from the hydroelectric facilities. 

Now, if you sell them, what would be 
the budget impact? The budget impact 
in the first couple years would be—you 
would get the money for the sale, 
would you not? So you show some more 
money coming in because you sold 
them. Then what happens every year 
after that? Every single year after that 
you have a loss. The Federal Govern- 
ment would not be getting the money 
it used to get and not getting the 
money that it expected to get. 

This is so symbolic of the way fiscal 
policy exists around here. Sell an asset, 
use it to say you are going to deal with 
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an operating budget deficit. Sell an 
asset and get some money now despite 
the fact that in the long term by sell- 
ing the power marketing agencies you 
lose money. You lose money every sin- 
gle year in the long term because the 
income stream that used to come in 
will no longer come in. 

Now, we are going to meet on 
Wednesday in the Energy Committee 
to deal with this reconciliation re- 
quirement. And you know, I am just 
not moderate on the question of wheth- 
er we should sell the power marketing 
agencies. The answer is no; under no 
condition should we sell the power 
marketing agencies. 

Some say, let us let the customers 
buy them on a preferential basis. The 
power marketing agencies are part of a 
long-term promise that philosophically 
ought not be abridged or violated. We 
ought not, for short-term purposes, 
construct a mechanism here in budg- 
etary policy that is just pound-foolish 
in every respect—that will bring some 
money in in the short term by doing 
something that is fundamentally un- 
sound and philosophically wrong and 
that in the long term will increase the 
Federal deficit. 

This is to me both philosophically 
important, because I believe there are 
certain public principles involved in 
the public ownership of these assets, 
and it is also important from a fiscal 
policy standpoint. And when we meet 
on Wednesday, I intend to be one of 
those on the Energy Committee that 
says, I do not support and will not sup- 
port the sale of the power marketing 
agencies. 

There are a lot of good ideas running 
around this Chamber. I embrace many, 
support many, and stand to speak for 
many. But when I see an old idea 
masquerading as a new idea, that is in 
fact a bad idea for this country, it is 
time to blow the whistle and say, 
“Enough; no тоге.” I do not know 
where the votes are on Wednesday, but 
I hope we can defeat this. 

I say to those who wonder what the 
consequences might be, well, in my 
State, North Dakota—a very small 
State, 640,000 people—if they sell the 
power marketing agencies and have 
people bid on them so we get some 
short-term money in, what will happen 
is we will have short-term money in 
the front end and it will cost us higher 
budget deficits in the long term, and 
about 200,000 North Dakotans will pay 
higher electric rates. 

It makes no sense at all. It violates 
the promise that exists as a result of 
the construction of these facilities. 
And in my judgment, this Congress 
would do well to decide to stand on 
principle and not entertain any longer 
the idea of selling the power marketing 
agencies. 

Mr. President, I know there will be a 
substantial amount of debate and dis- 
cussion about this in the Energy Com- 
mittee on Wednesday, and I hope that 
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when the dust settles, we will find a 
way to defeat this proposal. 


RESTRUCTURING THE FARM 
PROGRAM 


Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me 
address one other quick item as long as 
no one is seeking the floor. A group of 
us just had a press conference about an 
hour ago to introduce a piece of legis- 
lation that calls for restructuring the 
Farm Program. That is not very impor- 
tant to most people if you are not in- 
volved in farming or do not live in a 
rural county or do not live in a rural 
State. It may not matter to you what 
kind of a Farm Program this country 
has. But if you are a family farmer try- 
ing to raise some kids and raise a crop 
and keep things together and make a 
decent living, the question of whether 
this country has a Farm Program is 
critical to your survival. 

We have two different approaches to 
the Farm Program these days: One em- 
bodied in the most recent budget that 
says, let us cut $14 billion out of the 
agricultural function, that says we 
should increase defense spending, build 
star wars, but we cannot afford a de- 
cent farm program; let us cut $14 bil- 
lion. The President, by contrast, said, 
let us cut $4 billion. 

Well, I accept that Agriculture 
should have some budget cuts and I 
supported budget cuts in the past for 
them. They have taken more than 
their share in the past than they 
should have, but more is to come. But 
not $14 billion, $4 billion to $4.2 billion 
the President suggested is in the range 
that makes some sense. 

But what is interesting to me is that 
now that this budget requirement is 
out there, one which I do not support 
by the way, we are discovering that the 
chairs of both committees in the House 
and the Senate in the agricultural area 
cannot write a farm plan. They cannot 
get a consensus on a farm plan. They 
cannot find 10 votes in the Senate com- 
mittee for a farm plan apparently, be- 
cause they paint themselves in a cor- 
ner with a $14 billion budget deficit re- 
duction number in agriculture. You 
cannot write a decent farm plan with 
that. 

Some say, well, we have a new ap- 
proach called the freedom to farm bill. 
The freedom to farm bill, as my col- 
league, TOM HARKIN, said, is the ‘‘wel- 
come to welfare” bill that disconnects 
in every single way an opportunity to 
have a long-term price support that is 
beneficial to family-size farms. 

I will not apologize for a minute to 
anybody for believing that investing in 
family farmers with a safety net that 
makes sense is worthwhile for this 
country. Nobody in this Chamber ever 
ought to stand up and claim to be pro- 
family if you are not pro-family farm- 
er. Nobody under any condition ought 
to talk about being pro-family unless 
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they are willing to stand for the inter- 
ests of maintaining a network of fam- 
ily farms in this country. That is 
where the nurturing and caring and 
sharing and the kind of development of 
family values in this country has al- 
ways begun for 200 years and rolled 
across this country to our small towns 
and cities. 

The fact is, it makes a difference in 
our future whether we have an inven- 
tory of agri-factories producing Ameri- 
ca’s food or whether we have families 
out there living on the land where the 
yard light is on at night and sending 
kids to school and buying tractors in 
town. It makes a difference the kind of 
agriculture we have. 

Family farm-based agriculture is 
critically important to this country’s 
future. I know a group of us introduced 
legislation today that says you can 
create a better farm program and save 
money if you simply disconnect from 
the giant agri-factories and decide to 
focus a targeted price support on the 
family-size farms. 

People say, “What is a family-size 
farm?“ I do not know the answer to 
that. We do not have a statistical defi- 
nition of a family size farm. But we do 
not have enough money anyway, so you 
try to layer in the best price support 
you can for the first increment of pro- 
duction; and the effect of that is to 
provide the bulk of the benefits to fam- 
ily-sized operations. 

Now, we hope in the coming 3 or 4 
weeks, in the time that is critical for 
the future of the new 5-year farm bill, 
that we can find a critical mass be- 
tween Republicans and Democrats, all 
of whom, hopefully, will come together 
to get a network of family farms in 
this farm bill. And we hope we can do 
that. 

There are some in this Congress who 
are willing to wave the white flag of 
surrender and say. We give up. It can- 
not be done.” What they do is consign 
rural counties in this country to eco- 
nomic despair and economic depres- 
sion. My home county lost 20 percent 
of its population in the 1980’s and 10 
percent in the first half of the 199075. It 
is shrinking like a prune. The current 
farm program does not work. And it is 
not going to help a thing by deciding to 
surrender and pass something called a 
freedom to farm act, which, as I said, is 
nothing more than a welcome to wel- 
fare act. 

There is a better way to do this. Sen- 
ator DASCHLE, myself, Senator CONRAD, 
Senator EXON, Senator HARKIN, and 
others introduced legislation today 
that we think puts us on the road, the 
right track, to deal with this country’s 
farm problems. I hope all Members of 
the Senate will be able to review it and 
consider it as we evaluate what direc- 
tion this country takes with respect to 
farm policy in the coming 5 years. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

I make the point that there is not a 
quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ABRAHAM). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll, 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


—— 


AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP- 
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN- 


ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1996 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me 
again remind my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle, the managers of the 
Agriculture appropriations bill are on 
the floor. They have been on the floor 
throughout the day. 

There are Members here who have 
amendments who, for some reason, are 
holding back offering those amend- 
ments. Let me repeat what I tried to 
indicate this morning, that if we can 
complete action on the six remaining 
appropriations bills this week and by 
the 30th of next week, by next Satur- 
day, a week from this coming Satur- 
day, we would, I think, be prepared to 
take the next week off, plus Columbus 
Day. 

That is if we complete action on the 
appropriations. I do not mean complete 
the conference but complete action in 
the Senate Chamber so that either will 
be ready for conference as soon as we 
return. 

We are trying to avoid the so-called 
train wreck come October 1, which I 
think can be avoided fairly easily. 

I know some of my colleagues are 
around but they just have not come to 
the floor. It is very difficult for the 
managers to proceed with the bill. 

If we finish this bill, this will be No. 
8 out of 13. Then we will move to an- 
other appropriations bill, hopefully do 
three this week and three next week. 
But the managers of the bill cannot 
move unless they have the cooperation 
from Members. 

Members sometimes are hard to 
move, but if you intend to offer an 
amendment to this bill, I would say to 
my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle, please cooperate. We are only 
trying to accommodate the requests of 
many, many Senators the week of Oc- 
tober 1. But we cannot accommodate 
those Senators unless we have the co- 
operation of all of our colleagues. 
There will be a vote sometime this 
afternoon, about 5:30. 

Mr. COCHRAN. If the distinguished 
leader would yield, I can say that we 
are trying to reach an agreement on a 
vote at a time certain later this after- 
noon, certainly not before 5:30. 

There is an indication that we could 
have a debate and a vote on the pro- 
motion program amendment which 
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would be offered by the Senator from 
Nevada and the Senator from Arkan- 
sas, but that vote could occur as late 
at 8 o’clock, we are told. 

We are trying to work out an agree- 
ment on what our options are. We 
would like to have a vote later this 
evening. 

Mr. DOLE. Third reading would be 
one option. Can we go to third reading? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I do not think that is 
appropriate since we have amendments 
where the yeas and nays have been or- 
dered but we agreed that the votes will 
not occur until tomorrow. 

We have two amendments by Senator 
BROWN from Colorado where the yeas 
and nays have already been ordered. 
We also have an agreement that has 
been entered into regarding an amend- 
ment by the Senator from California, 
Senator BOXER, where the vote will 
occur tomorrow afternoon after we 
have completed action on the welfare 
bill. 

So we have made progress. Senators 
have cooperated. We do have outstand- 
ing amendments, and we appreciate 
your suggestion that those Senators 
who do want to offer amendments come 
and offer them and talk about them, 
and we will have a vote on one tonight 
and stack the rest of the votes for to- 
morrow. 

Mr. DOLE. In addition, if they have 
an amendment, it may be some of the 
same Senators that had asked me 
about that first week in October. So I 
will keep that in mind when they come 
around the next time. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, in re- 
lationship to the discussion, I think 
Senator BoB KERREY has an amend- 
ment that is supposed to be on the 
floor at 5:30 to debate the amendment. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
committee has suggested that we vote 
on the committee amendment, but I 
am also told that the committee 
amendment contains not only the dis- 
aster relief as proposed by the chair- 
man, but also the provision that Sen- 
ator BOXER objects to. 

We could bifurcate. 

Mr. COCHRAN. We would not want to 
vote on the one relating to the poultry 
issue that Senator BOXER is interested 
in, only that relating to the disaster 
assistance for cotton farmers. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Frankly, I think it is 
important we tell people we are going 
to start voting sometime after 5:15, 
that we start voting. I am hoping we 
can vote either on the Kerrey amend- 
ment or the committee amendment. 

Senator BoB KERREY is supposed to 
be on the floor at 5:30. If he is, we will 
work out an agreement. If he wants to 
vote right then, first, that is fine. It is 
fine with the chairman. Then we will 
vote on that part of the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. COCHRAN. We do not have to 
vote on both of them. 

Mr. BUMPERS. That is right. 
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Mr. DOLE. Or we could vote first and 
then hear the amendment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. In any event, I hope 
we start voting here. Senator COCHRAN 
and I have waited patiently here all 
day long with not some grace, but, in 
any event, we have been here. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KYL). Without objection, it із so or- 
dered. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
vitiate the yeas and nays on my 
amendment No. 2689. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2689, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I now 
will modify my amendment, provided 
the amendment has been delivered to 
the desk, and ask that it be considered 
as an amendment to the bill, not the 
committee amendment as previously. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, reserving 
right to object, I will not object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will indicate that this does not 
require unanimous consent. 

Mr. FORD. I understand the Chair. 
The Senator has the right to modify 
his amendment without asking unani- 
mous consent. I will not object. 

The amendment (No. 2689), as modi- 
fied, is as follows: 


At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

“It is the Sense of the Senate that the cur- 
rent statute establishing the Tobacco Mar- 
keting Assessment, which raises revenues 
used solely for deficit reduction purposes and 
not in any manner to offset the costs of the 
tobacco program, should be amended to ге- 
quire that the current assessment be set at a 
level sufficient to cover the administrative 
costs of the tobacco program.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky is recognized. 

Mr. FORD. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, let me express my ap- 
preciation to the Senator from Colo- 
rado for his working with Members this 
evening in order to arrive at what we 
think is a reasonable conclusion to his 
desire. I think and hope that it will 
reach what he is attempting to reach 
without having a confrontation. He has 
been very gentlemanly about it, and I 
do appreciate it. I hope that and be- 
lieve that both sides will accept his 
amendment now and that we can move 
on to other amendments. 

I thank the Chair. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 
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Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I want to 
extend my thanks to both Senators 
from Kentucky; Senator FORD, who is 
here, and has been so helpful. I might 
say that the Senator was expanding on 
the information that I got from the 
Congressional Budget Office, which was 
not clear, that the tobacco program 
has people who are paid for their grad- 
ing and inspection already. I think 
that needs a clarification, and the 
RECORD should clearly reflect it. 

I think it is also appropriate to note 
the existence of a payment to reduce 
the deficit which has been made by the 
program. This amendment’s clear pol- 
icy is that this ought to be approved— 
no-cost-to-the-Government provision 
that it makes it clear in drafting the 
new farm program, or revising the ex- 
isting farm program, that both the def- 
icit reduction effort, as well as the ad- 
ministrative costs, which my amend- 
ment was concerned with, ought to all 
be completely paid for. I think that 
this is very helpful in that regard. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, amendment No. 2689, as 
modified, is agreed to. 

So, the amendment (No. 2689), 
modified, was agreed to. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise to 
offer an amendment and ask unani- 
mous consent to set aside the pending 
committee amendment so it may be of- 
fered to the underlying bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2690 
(Purpose: To limit the use of funds by the 

Department of Agriculture to activities 

that do not interfere with the primacy of 

State water law) 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2690. 

Insert at page 84, between line 2 and line 3: 

БЕС. 730. None of the funds available in this 
Act shall be used for any action, including 
the development or assertion of any position 
or recommendation by or on behalf of the 
Forest Service, that directly or indirectly 
results in the loss of or restriction on the di- 
version and use of water from existing water 
supply facilities located on National Forest 
lands by the owners of such facilities, or re- 
sult in a material increase in the cost of 
such yield to the owners of the water supply; 
Provided: nothing in this section shall pre- 
clude a mutual agreement between any agen- 
cy of the Department of Agriculture and a 
state or local governmental entity or private 
entity or individual. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been improved by the 
helpful suggestions of the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

What it is meant to do is address a 
rather unusual occurrence that hap- 
pened several years ago; that is, water 
supplies, drinking water being deliv- 
ered from reservoirs in the mountains 
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of Colorado, being delivered to the 
cities on the plains which crossed Fed- 
eral ground. 

The Forest Service at one point had 
suggested that literally the cities 
would have to forfeit a third, a half, a 
tenth, some portion of their water to 
be allowed to get a renewal of the ex- 
isting permit to cross Federal ground. 
This was ironic because some of those 
permits predated the existence of the 
Forest Service itself. 

This approach was taken by the For- 
est Service, localized in Colorado, and 
not, at least at that point, in other 
States, thankfully, by other depart- 
ments of the Federal Government. You 
can imagine this would cause enormous 
chaos. There is a law and body of case 
law that relates to this and recognizes 
States rights in this area. 

Let me emphasize, Mr. President, 
this phenomenon occurred where there 
was no change whatsoever anticipated 
in the use of the water or the means of 
transiting the Federal ground at all. 
All of us understand that there are im- 
portant laws on the books that grant 
broad authority and grant new permits 
to either use or cross Federal ground. 
But this phenomenon had occurred at a 
point where they were talking about 
simply renewing an existing permit 
with no change whatsoever. The policy 
literally called into question then the 
water rights throughout almost all of 
the State. 

As a matter of fact, if followed in 
other States, it could have endangered 
not only water rights throughout the 
entire West but property rights for 
States and citizens and municipalities 
throughout the entire Nation because, 
of course, once one is allowed to ex- 
tract or extort concessions based on re- 
newal of an existing permit without 
any changes, almost every city in the 
Nation has some vulnerability. 

This, I think, makes the policy clear 
that that kind of extortion will not 
take place. 

I want to thank both the Senator 
from Mississippi and the Senator from 
Arkansas for their help in crafting this 
limitation. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I con- 
gratulate the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado for his amendment and 
for his successful negotiation of the 
amendment with the administration. 
We are happy to recommend the ap- 
proval of the amendment and hope the 
Senate will support it. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, let me 
just echo the words of the distin- 
guished Senator from Mississippi. The 
Senator from Colorado and several 
communities in Colorado have a very 
difficult problem in renewing ease- 
ments and rights-of-way on municipal 
water supplies which cross Federal 
lands. Those are up for renewal. 

I happen to come down very strongly 
on the human needs side when issues 
like this arise. It is not that there are 
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not other problems that can and should 
be addressed in order to accommodate 
the future of those lines for the benefit 
of both parties, and that is the reason 
I personally favor and the administra- 
tion favors the provision іп this 
amendment that as long as both par- 
ties voluntarily agree to changes which 
are beneficial to both, that is fine. But 
frankly, the Federal Government and 
Forest Service should not have the 
right to be arbitrary or capricious in 
renewing these rights-of-way which are 
critical to the very existence of some 
of these communities. 

The Senator from Colorado has my 
gratitude for offering it, and I am 
happy that we were able to work out 
this language. We have no objection to 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2690) was agreed 
to 


Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the quorum 
call be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 5 min- 
utes as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


Mr. PRESSLER. Thank you, Mr. 
President. . 
——— 0 
MISLEADING ADS TO SENIOR 
CITIZENS 


Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, there 
have been a number of ads run on tele- 
vision and newspapers regarding senior 
citizens programs in my State of South 
Dakota and, I understand, around the 
country. These ads are very mislead- 
ing. They wrongly allege if current 
plans by the majority in Congress are 
carried out, certain people will not be 
able to get care for Alzheimer’s disease 
or nursing care or medical treatment. 
These are scare tactics. 

In my own case, I have taken great 
interest in senior citizens. In fact, my 
father, unfortunately, died of Alz- 
heimer's disease. I have an Alzheimer’s 
foundation. I am active on the board of 
the Alzheimer’s association nationally 
and in my State. I have been a cham- 
pion of senior citizens. I am very con- 
cerned about their welfare. That is why 
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I was concerned greatly when Medi- 
care’s trustees—a majority being mem- 
bers of President Clinton’s own cabi- 
net—declared earlier this year that 
Medicare would go bankrupt unless we 
do something about it—we who hold re- 
sponsibility. 

A general plan to protect and pre- 
serve Medicare has been put forth by 
those courageous enough to be involved 
with it. I serve as a member of the Fi- 
nance Committee, and I have been a 
part of the development of this plan. 
Our plan would not cut Medicare, but 
would slow its rate of increase from 
about 10 percent a year, which is well 
above inflation, to about what Presi- 
dent Clinton once called for 2 years 
ago, about 6 percent, twice the infla- 
tion rate. 

Now, Mr. President, it seems strange 
to me that all these baseless ads 
imply—and they list me by name in my 
State—that Senators who are trying to 
save Medicare are somehow forgetting 
senior citizens and people with Alz- 
heimer’s disease. I resent that deeply. 
As one who had a father die of Alz- 
heimer’s disease, I will not take a back 
seat to anyone regarding the care of 
senior citizens. I also do not intend to 
sit idly by and let Medicare go bank- 
rupt. Nor will I allow our fiscal house 
be dismantled in order to protect well- 
intentioned, but wasteful or inefficient 
Government programs. We cannot go 
around promising everybody every- 
thing. 

We have a huge deficit that threatens 
our children’s future. We also have a 
Medicare system its trustees’ have pre- 
dicted will go broke if we do not do 
something about it. We can save Medi- 
care by reforming Medicare. We can 
save Medicare by finding greater effi- 
ciencies, and eliminating waste, fraud 
and abuse. It means we have to use new 
telecommunication methods and other 
medical technologies to lower costs. It 
means we have to encourage greater 
choice in the kinds of medical services 
available to seniors, which would also 
lower costs. We can do all these things 
and more without cutting Medicare, 
but by slowing its growth rate in order 
for Medicare to be there for seniors 
well into the next century. And that is 
very appropriate. 

Now, we should take a look at who is 
running these ads, at least in my State 
and maybe around the country. Who is 
disseminating this false information? 

First of all, one of the sets of ads is 
being funded by the American Federa- 
tion of State, County and Municipal 
Employees. Of course, one wouldn't 
know that by listening or reading the 
ads, because the ads are being run 
under a different name, the so-called 
Save America’s Families Coalition. An- 
other is run by the so-called American 
Health Care Association. I think that 
there should be truth in advertising 
here. Who are really behind these ads 
and what is their agenda? 
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Let me say that I know there are 
many sides to American politics. How- 
ever, more and more, ads are being run 
on television and the radio and in the 
newspapers by front groups that try to 
hide the true source. It is hard to know 
by the disclaimer exactly who is behind 
these ads. 

And so, Mr. President, I would say as 
one who comes from a family who has 
seen the tragedy of Alzheimer’s disease 
firsthand that I am very, very con- 
cerned. I am concerned about our Na- 
tion’s seniors. I have fought for our 
seniors from the very first day I took 
office as a U.S. Congressman. And I 
will continue to fight for them as a 
member of the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee. My resolve is stronger than 
ever. Our first priority for seniors is 
simple: to preserve and protect Medi- 
care. I have just come from a meeting 
working on a comprehensive plan to 
save Medicare. I would hope that in- 
stead of running Medi-‘‘scare” ads, 
these liberal special interest groups 
would offer real solutions to what 
President Clinton and every Member of 
Congress believes is a very severe prob- 
lem. I would like to see their ideas, 
their plans specifically. 

All of us will have to stand on the 
Senate floor soon and vote up or down 
on these issues within the next few 
weeks. At that time, our views and our 
votes will be known. Before that oc- 
curs, I hope all those behind the cur- 
rent ad campaigns will step forward 
and join in a constructive effort to save 
Medicare. This issue is too important 
for our seniors, and they deserve a con- 
structive dialog and debate. 

Mr. President, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, would the 
Senator from South Dakota withhold 
that motion? 

Mr. PRESSLER. Yes I will. 

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky is recognized. 

Mr. FORD. I ask unanimous consent 
that I might proceed as in morning 
business for 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


HEALTH CARE 


Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I under- 
stand where my friend from South Da- 
kota comes from. But there is part A 
and part B under Medicare. Part A, we 
talk about the trustees and their re- 
ports. They gave us two reports. One is 
a $136 billion surplus today in part A; 
but in 7 years it will be down to minus 
$6 billion. Under part B, there is $17 bil- 
lion in surplus today; and 7 years from 
now it will be $25 billion in surplus. 

The President has put out that he 
would want $89 billion in part A to 
make Medicare solvent for 10 years, 
and he has asked for a little bit more 
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to make Medicare solvent. We agree 
with the problems of solvency. The 
President has three members on the 
board of trustees, or the commission, 
that reports to all of us annually. And 
so we have given a proposal. We do not 
want to take $270 billion out over 7 
years. We do not want to cut another 
$240 billion out of Medicaid. 

So when you look at that, the reduc- 
tion in the budget comes out of health 
care—comes out of health care. And 
something, in my opinion, has to be 
wrong when we are looking at children 
to be hurt, we are looking at the elder- 
ly to be hurt. And yet the headline in 
the Nashville Tennessean is, “Тһе GOP 
Plan Has Coddled the Rich and Socked 
It to the Poor.” That is big 2-inch 
headlines across the banner of that 
newspaper. 

So when you say we have not given a 
program, it is out there. It is out there. 
And we are not scaring our old folks. 
We are trying to protect them. So, a 
little bit—a little bit is a whole lot bet- 
ter than trying to reach a tax cut. $240 
billion is a figure we all want to re- 
member—$245 billion. That is a tax cut. 
When you cut the expenditure of Gov- 
ernment to balance the budget, that is 
one thing. And we are all for that. Iam 
for it. But then you say you want to 
give a tax cut, that means you have 
got to cut more. 

So the problem now is not balancing 
the budget; the problem now is $245 bil- 
lion that will be a tax cut. If we can 
get around to not using that or not giv- 
ing it to the ultrarich, I think the bal- 
anced budget and the programs would 
go through very smoothly. 

There is no big argument about mak- 
ing Medicare solvent, no argument at 
all, but it is giving a $245 billion tax 
cut to the most wealthy in this coun- 
try while you take a big hunk out of 
Medicaid. 

And I see the Alzheimer’s patients 
under Medicaid, I see the Alzheimer’s 
patients under Medicare. There are a 
lot of people in this Chamber that 
probably can use Medicare. I am of 
that age, others of that age. But the 
problem results in a $245 billion tax 
cut. If we did not have that, we would 
not have the problem. The ads would 
not be running. We would already have 
the appropriations bills out. We would 
be waiting for the conference to come 
back. We probably could meet our 
deadline of October 1 for the budget. 

I understand my time is probably up, 
and I thank the Chair for his friendly 
greetings. 

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP- 
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN- 
ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1996 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I want 
to take this opportunity to thank the 
managers of the bill for the increase 
that they have given to the WIC Pro- 
gram. I think the WIC Program is an 
outstanding program, and I think it is 
worthwhile. Its value has been evi- 
denced by the fact that the distin- 
guished managers of the bill have given 
it a very nice increase for the upcom- 
ing year. 

So I want to thank the senior Sen- 
ator from Mississippi and the senior 
Senator from Arkansas for the addi- 
tions to the WIC Program which they 
provided in this legislation. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished Senator please with- 
hold? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, let me 
just thank the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land for his generous comments and his 
support for the provisions of the bill 
which he described. It is very difficult 
in this time of diminishing access to 
funds under our allocation and budget 
resolution to keep this caseload up to 
the existing level. It has been done 
with the full cooperation of the other 
members of the subcommittee. 

We recognize that it is an important 
program. It is a program that saves 
money, I think, in terms of health care 
costs and learning deficiencies that 
would occur were it not for the proper 
nutrition at these ages. 

So I appreciate very much the Sen- 
ator noticing the hard work that was 
put in on this subject. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, what 
the WIC Program is, for those who do 
not know, it is a nutrition program, as 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Mississippi said, a nutrition program 
for women, infants, and children. 

Furthermore, invariably, at least in 
my State, it takes place in a setting 
where you might say it is one-stop 
shopping, where a mother can come 
and her infant child will be cared for 
and, in addition, can get some nutri- 
tion advice from experts. 

As the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi said, this is really proven 
out to be a money saver in the long 
run. If we can keep these infants 
healthy and get them off to a good 
start, savings to the Nation in the form 
of medical care are very, very signifi- 
cant in the long run. 

So I am happy this was able to be 
worked out the way it was. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we 
were successful in getting Senators to 
cooperate in identifying the amend- 
ments that remain to be offered to this 
bill. We are prepared now to seek unan- 
imous consent to limit the amend- 
ments on the bill to those which we 
will read. These have been cleared on 
both sides of the aisle. 

I now ask unanimous consent that 
the following amendments be the only 
remaining amendments in order to 
H.R. 1976, other than the pending 
amendments; that they be offered in 
the first or second-degree; if a commit- 
tee amendment still remains to be 
amended, any first-degree amendment 
be subject to relevant second degrees: 

A Stevens budget for Assistant Sec- 
retary of Natural Resources amend- 
ment; a managers’ package; two Coch- 
ran relevant amendments; a McCain 
funding for travel colleges; Domenici 
on scoring; Abraham on advisory com- 
mittees; Senator BINGAMAN requiring 
USDA energy savings initiatives; Sen- 
ators BOXER and FEINSTEIN on chick- 
ens, fresh and frozen regulations; Sen- 
ator BRADLEY, two relevant amend- 
ments; Senator BRYAN, one to elimi- 
nate the Market Promotion Program 
and three relevant amendments; Sen- 
ator BUMPERS, two relevant amend- 
ments; Senator BYRD, relevant amend- 
ment; Senator CONRAD, an amendment 
to establish a United States-Canadian 
review on water in North Dakota, ARS 
potato research laboratory and a rel- 
evant amendment; Senator DASCHLE, 
two relevant amendments; Senator 
Dopp, two relevant amendments; Sen- 
ator DORGAN, a United States-Canadian 
study оп Devil's Lake; Senator 
FEINGOLD, a rural development amend- 
ment and one on research grants; Sen- 
ator HARKIN, food stamps amendment; 
Senator KERREY, cotton disaster assist- 
ance funds amendment; Senator KERRY 
of Massachusetts, prohibit Market Pro- 
motion Program, mink export amend- 
ment, and a relevant amendment; Sen- 
ator KOHL, two relevant amendments 
plus an amendment on rural develop- 
ment grants; Senator LAUTENBERG, two 
relevant amendments; Senator LEAHY, 
an amendment to restore livestock 
feed assistance and an alternative de- 
velopment amendment; Senator LEVIN, 
Michigan special research grant 
amendment and a relevant amendment; 
Senator REID, sugar program amend- 
ment and two relevant amendments. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 
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Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I have 
just been advised that Senator FORD 
would like to be added as having one 
relevant amendment. Otherwise, we 
have no objection to the list as read by 
the chairman. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
that my UC be amended, as pointed out 
by the Senator from Arkansas, and to 
add a Gorton relevant amendment, plus 
a Gregg relevant amendment and, as 
modified, I so ask unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous consent 
agreement, as modified? Without objec- 
tion, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished manager on 
the part of the minority for his co- 
operation and all Senators for cooper- 
ating to identify these amendments. 

Let me say now that if we called for 
the regular order, which I am prepared 
to do, as I understand it, the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Nebraska, 
Senator KERREY, which was offered 
earlier in the day by Senator DASCHLE 
on his behalf, would be the pending 
business. Parliamentary inquiry. Is 
that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, what 
is the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending amendment is No. 2688 offered 
by the Senator from Colorado to the 
committee amendment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. That is the amend- 
ment on the peanut subsidy? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Just to refresh my 
own understanding of this, what was 
the question and answer of the distin- 
guished Senator from Mississippi as to 
what the regular order was? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend- 
ment No. 2686, the amendment offered 
by the Democratic leader on behalf of 
the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I call for the regular 
order. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2686 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend- 
ment No. 2686 is the pending question. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I have not yielded the 
floor. Do I have the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the 
purpose of coming to this amendment 
in the regular order is that this amend- 
ment was the first offered today by the 
distinguished Democratic leader on be- 
half of the Senator from Nebraska and 
the Senator from Wisconsin, with the 
understanding that it would be taken 
up later in the day. It is later in the 
day. We have told Senators that we 
would not have a vote on this bill until 
5:30. We now have reached that point 
and beyond. I have spoken against the 
Kerrey amendment, and for the com- 
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mittee amendment, which is the sub- 
ject of the Kerrey amendment. 

The Kerrey amendment seeks to 
strike the committee amendment 
which contains funds—$41 million—for 
disaster assistance for cotton produc- 
ers, which have been hard hit this year 
by a massive infestation of beet army 
worms, tobacco budworms, and unusu- 
ally dry weather, which has exacer- 
bated a very difficult situation 
throughout the South and Southwest. 

I notice that the Senator from Ne- 
braska has come to the floor now to 
speak to the amendment. I am pre- 
pared to yield the floor and permit 
whatever time he may need to discuss 
his amendment. I hope that we can 
then vote on his amendment, or a mo- 
tion to table his amendment. I am pre- 
pared to move to table his amendment 
and ask for the yeas and nays, but I am 
not going to do that if he wants to 
speak to that amendment now. 

Before I yield for that purpose, I won- 
der if we can agree on a time certain, 
for the benefit of all Senators, on a mo- 
tion to table the Kerrey amendment. 

I am hopeful that the Senator could 
agree to take no more than 10 or 15 
minutes. I think I spoke for about 10 
minutes. Most Senators know what 
this is all about. If additional time is 
needed, I am happy to consider that, 
along with the interests of other Sen- 
ators. I know Senators have made 
plans for other activities tonight. They 
thought they were going to vote at 5:30. 
I wonder if the Senator can tell us 
what his needs would be in terms of 
time to debate this amendment. I will 
be happy to yield to the Senator to re- 
spond, without losing my right to the 
floor. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I say to 
the distinguished Senator from Mis- 
sissippi, there are others who have told 
me they want to speak. I just arrived 
here. I am not sure how many others 
have actually come to speak in favor of 
this amendment. I personally can get 
by easily with 10 or 15 minutes. I won- 
der if the Senator would mind making 
it 30 minutes, and I will be prepared to 
yield it back if nobody else shows up. It 
may be necessary at this point, since 
some Members have been waiting and 
know what time the vote was going to 
be scheduled, to give them time to get 
here. As far as the amount of time I re- 
quire personally to speak on this 
amendment, 10 or 15 minutes would be 
all I would need. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the Senator. 
Let me see if this is suitable to Sen- 
ators. 

I ask unanimous consent that we 
vote on or in relation to the Kerrey 
amendment at 6:30. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to that unanimous-consent 
request? 

Is the time to be divided in the usual 
fashion? Does the Senator wish to 
specify a division of time? 
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Mr. COCHRAN. Under the usual form, 
and that no other amendment would be 
in order to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, this is a 
fairly straightforward amendment. I 
must say I offer it with some reluc- 
tance. The distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi and the distinguished rank- 
ing member from Arkansas have done 
an excellent job with the agriculture 
appropriations bill and in staying open 
to suggestions and staying open to 
preferences of individual Members. 

However, this $41 million appropria- 
tion for cotton really does put us оп a 
slippery slope, Mr. President. Last 
year, when we set in motion the en- 
hanced crop insurance program, the 
promise was that crop insurance was to 
be to replace ad hoc disaster programs. 
That was the promise. If we begin 
today, less than a year later from put- 
ting that program into place, saying, 
well, here is a case we can make, there 
is no question—and I do not argue with 
the distinguished Senator from Mis- 
sissippi that the disaster and tragedy 
affecting cotton producers is meritori- 
ous. However, we said that instead of 
ad hoc disaster, we were going to do 
crop insurance. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, that if 
we begin with cotton, there will be 
amendments offered to do soybeans or 
corn or rice, or all sorts of things. We 
will get appeals, one after another. And 
those of us who have heard those ap- 
peals thus far have been able to say, 
no, I would like to go to the floor and 
offer an amendment on your behalf, I 
understand the disaster is serious; how- 
ever, we are using crop insurance. 

We need to improve that program. It 
is not perfect. We nonetheless need to 
work with that program, rather than, 
at least for people like me, breaking a 
promise to taxpayers that we would 
not have both an ad hoc disaster pay- 
ment and crop insurance. 

The details of the reallocation, Mr. 
President, are as follows: $35 million of 
the $41 million would go into a rural 
community advancement program, 
which includes grants and loans for 
water and sewer improvements, rental 
housing, and other important rural de- 
velopment programs. The Senator from 
Arkansas and the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi have both spoken eloquently 
on the rather severe cuts we have in 
rural development in this bill. It is un- 
avoidable. We can avoid a piece of that 
by enacting this amendment. 

Second, $4.5 million goes into the 
rural development loan fund 
intermediary lending program—an ex- 
tremely successful program, one that 
has bipartisan support, Mr. President— 
that promotes rural economic develop- 
ment by making investment capital 
available, via a locally based nonprofit 
intermediary, to rural businesses that 
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typically cannot obtain financing from 
conventional sources. 

Lastly, $1.5 million goes into rural 
technology and cooperative develop- 
ment grant programs, which provide 
funding to public bodies and nonprofit 
organizations to establish rural tech- 
nology and cooperative developing net- 
works nationwide to help improve eco- 
nomic conditions in rural America. 

Again, the amendment rests upon a 
belief that we should either do crop in- 
surance or ad hoc disaster. Again, I do 
not challenge the meritorious nature of 
the cotton disaster. But I do believe, 
Mr. President, that it would be a ter- 
rible mistake for us to move away from 
crop insurance, back into this sort of 
dual thing where we say, well, if crop 
insurance does not work, we will do ad 
hoc disaster on top of that, and the 
next thing you know, taxpayers are 
paying for both. Next will be blue- 
berries and potatoes and everything 
else that comes in. They will say, “I 
see that in 1995 you took care of cot- 
ton; can you take care of us as well?” 

I hope colleagues understand that I 
do not offer this amendment as a con- 
sequence of radical disagreement or ob- 
jection to what the chairman and rank- 
ing member are doing. They have done 
an exceptional job of putting this bill 
together. I offer it as a consequence of 
believing very strongly that our policy 
ought to continue with crop insurance. 
If it is demonstrable that crop insur- 
ance does not work—and there are 
many problems still with that—and it 
is demonstrable that it does not work, 
we should abandon the crop insurance 
program and go back to year in and 
year out politically deciding in Con- 
gress how it is that we are going to al- 
locate resources for the disaster pro- 


gram. 

Mr. President, that concludes my 
stirring remarks on this particular 
amendment. I told the Senator from 
Mississippi I was going to take 10 or 15 
minutes. I have not done that. 


MEDICARE 


Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I will 
test the patience of the Senator from 
Mississippi by talking on a subject that 
is very much related to this and that is 
the proposal that was made last Friday 
on Medicare by the Republican leader- 
ship in the House of Representatives. 

I read over the weekend the details 
that were available—not all details 
were available. I make the comments 
because I know on our side in the Sen- 
ate Finance Committee they are delib- 
erating, as well, trying to discover how 
to come up with $270 billion. 

Allow me to say two things about 
this. One, there are many on this side, 
many Democrats on this side, that 
would rush immediately to embrace a 
proposal to eliminate the deficit by the 
year 2002 if we could eliminate the en- 
thusiasm for a tax cut that still is on 
the table. 
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I understand that enthusiasm is 
there. I did not hear an awful lot of 
people in the Senate, at least when 
they were campaigning for reelection, 
campaign on a promise to put those 
portions of the Contract With America 
in our budget reconciliation. 

The choice is not between bigger 
Government and smaller Government. 
We would still have a balanced budget 
by the year 2002, all with cuts in spend- 
ing. We would still have a proposal 
that would not have any tax increases 
in it. 

I think we could take an awful lot 
and we could get a bipartisan agree- 
ment and still have a very tough budg- 
et reconciliation if that were accept- 
able to my colleagues on the Repub- 
lican side. 

Much more difficult, and it gets dif- 
ficult on this side, is that we have in 
place, Mr. President, with our entitle- 
ment programs, growth in those pro- 
grams that continue to erode our en- 
tire budget. 

Imagine a business out there that has 
$1,000 or $100,000 or $1 million or $10 
million or $100 million worth of sales 
with 67 percent of their sales being 
eaten up in costs related to mandated 
spending. That is, noncontrollable 
spending. 

In this case, most of the retirement 
and health care. Imagine, 67 percent. 
Their capacity to invest in equipment, 
their capacity to invest in employees, 
their capacity to invest in things that 
maintain their base of sales is substan- 
tially reduced as a result. 

The same is true with the Federal 
Government. It would be bad enough, 
Mr. President, if we had 67 percent and 
it stayed there. Under both the Presi- 
dent’s proposal and the Republican 
budget resolution that percentage con- 
tinues to grow so that in the year 2000 
it is 75 percent, not 67 percent. 

Mr. President, that is 8 percentage 
points, approximately, additional 
growth in entitlements. On this year’s 
spending that is nearly $140 billion of 
additional money of our budget that is 
going to entitlement spending. 

I know the Senator from Mississippi 
understands this. If we had $400 billion 
which is what 25 percent would be, if 
we had 25 percent of our budget allo- 
cated this year for defense and non- 
defense appropriations, we would have 
$400 billion, Mr. President. 

Our most dovish liberal member 
would probably spend $250 billion on 
defense, leaving $150 billion for non- 
defense spending. 

Mr. President, as I look at the Re- 
publican Medicare Preservation Act— 
whatever they call it; something to 
that effect—of 1995, they say the pro- 
posal preserves Medicare in the future. 
It does not. All it does is it picks as the 
problem the year 2002 but it does not 
alert Americans to the enormous de- 
mographic problem of baby boomers 
that come online and begin to retire in 
the year 2008. 
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Mr. President, unless we take a 
longer view, we do not see the appro- 
priated accounts begin to dip even 
lower than 25 percent, eventually be- 
coming zero, unless we take action. 

There are two things that put pres- 
sure on the appropriations accounts 
that requires us to cut back in agri- 
culture this year, as well as all other of 
our 13 appropriations bills. One is a tax 
cut that is insisted upon by the Repub- 
lican majority. . 

I do not believe—I am not sure even 
the majority is that enthusiastic on 
the Republican side. Bigger than that, 
Mr. President, by my calculation, is a 
factor of four—four times larger than 
that problem—is the problem of growth 
of entitlements. 

We Democrats will have to say to Re- 
publicans—indeed the proposal put out 
last Friday instead of saying it does 
too much, the biggest deficiency that I 
find with the proposal, Mr. President, 
is it does not do enough. My criticism 
of it, it is not big enough. It does not 
really fix the problem. 

I stand here as one Democrat who is 
concerned about what we are doing to 
these appropriated accounts. I see 
many areas where Republicans and 
Democrats, whether it is rural develop- 
ment or transportation or education, 
could agree that we are not spending 
enough, that we are decreasing our pro- 
ductive capacity in the future and de- 
nying ourself higher standards of living 
and more economic growth. 

As a result, where we have agreement 
we are simply unable to come up with 
the resources, first, because of a tax 
cut that is still in here; but a far larger 
looming problem is the growth of enti- 
tlements. 

I see that the cosponsor of this bill, 
Senator KOHL, of Wisconsin, is on the 
floor. I yield the floor. 

Mr. KOHL. I thank my colleague 
from Nebraska. 


AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP- 
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN- 


ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1996 


The Senate continued with consider- 

ation of the bill. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2686 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join the Senator from Ne- 
braska in offering an amendment to in- 
crease funding for critically important 
rural development programs, offset by 
the elimination of the ad hoc cotton 
disaster provision included in this bill. 

The cuts required in this year’s Agri- 
culture appropriations bill are very dif- 
ficult. Both the chairman and the 
ranking member of the Agriculture Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee have done 
an admirable job with this bill under 
very difficult budgetary circumstances. 

However, there is one major provi- 
sion in this bill to which I must object, 
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and that is the $41 million ad hoc cot- 
ton disaster provision. I find this provi- 
sion inappropriate for two reasons: 

First, the cotton disaster provision is 
inappropriate in light of the Federal 
Crop Insurance Reform Act just passed 
last year. With great fanfare, Congress 
passed crop insurance reform legisla- 
tion to require farmers participating in 
USDA programs to buy federally sub- 
sidized crop insurance, to better pre- 
pare for unexpected crop losses. We all 
hailed the passage of this legislation as 
being the end to ad hoc crop disaster 
payments, representing a new era of 
fiscal responsibility. 

Despite the near unanimity of our de- 
cision to end ad hoc disaster payments, 
we stand here today debating whether 
or not to provide ad hoc disaster pay- 
ments. We made a promise to the U.S. 
taxpayer last year, and I think we 
should keep it. 

The second reason that I find this 
disaster provision inappropriate is be- 
cause of the painful cuts required else- 
where in the bill. At a time when core 
rural development programs are being 
cut by nearly 30 percent from last 
year’s level, providing $41 million in 
unauthorized disaster payments be- 
comes even that much harder to ac- 
cept. 

Mr. President, the choice we make 
regarding this amendment goes far be- 
yond any specific crop loss for any spe- 
cific commodity in any specific year. If 
we decide to allow this ad hoc disaster 
provision to remain in the bill, it will 
set a very bad precedent for crop insur- 
ance reform in general in the future. 

If this provision becomes law, each of 
us will feel compelled to push for ad 
hoc disaster assistance payments for 
crop losses every time our farmers 
have losses. And our short-lived experi- 
ment in fiscal responsibility will have 
failed. 

But we can choose the alternate 
course, and reject this provision and 
thereby keep the promise that we made 
to the taxpayers last year to end ad 
hoc disaster payments for crop losses. 

So I urge my colleagues to choose the 
latter course, and support this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, how 
much time remains under the agree- 
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the agreement, the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi has 17 minutes, and the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska has 3 minutes. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I am hopeful that Senators will look 
at the language of the committee 
amendment and recognize that we are 
not creating, by law, a new disaster as- 
sistance program. We are giving au- 
thority, however, to the Secretary of 
Agriculture to use his discretion, and if 
he feels that supplemental disaster as- 
sistance is justified under the cir- 
cumstances, he has access to these 
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funds to make such assistance avail- 
able to cotton crop producers who are 
victims of one of the most devastating 
disasters that we have witnessed in the 
Deep South. 

This is a disaster that has come upon 
us very quickly, without any warning. 
A lot of cotton farmers, as a matter of 
fact, had understood that the level of 
catastrophic crop insurance assistance 
would be about the same that usual 
disaster programs provide under cir- 
cumstances that have become familiar 
to those in farming: weather-related 
disasters, floods, storms of various 
kinds. But, normally, weather-related 
disasters have triggered the availabil- 
ity of some kind of disaster assistance 
from the Federal Government. 

Relying upon that assurance, when 
the Secretary of Agriculture and this 
administration promoted this program 
and encouraged farmers to embrace the 
new crop insurance program—they 
were told that they would automati- 
cally be covered if they participated in 
the commodity programs—cotton pro- 
ducers, who were signed up for the pro- 
gram, about 90 percent of them nation- 
wide, almost 100 percent of them in 
this region, thought that in case of a 
natural disaster they would have some 
predictable level of coverage. 

But, as it has turned out, the cov- 
erage that is being made available is 
substantially less than that which had 
been provided under disasters that had 
been experienced in the past. What 
makes this disaster different is that 
farmers, upon seeing the prospective 
devastation in their crops, began add- 
ing more pesticides, getting clearance 
through the EPA for emergency clear- 
ance of new kinds of insecticides to try 
to cope with this menace. And even 
with the expenditures of huge sums of 
money, in some instances, it did not 
work and cotton crops were devastated. 
Many of those who suffered from this 
disaster will not be able to gin a single 
bale of cotton. There are many who 
have suffered huge yield losses. 

As the insertions that I had printed 
in the RECORD earlier in the day will 
clearly show, in our State it is esti- 
mated there will be over $100 million in 
damages and losses. These are real 
losses to real people who have invested 
time, effort, and, over long periods of 
time, developed businesses and farms 
that now may be lost as a result of this 
infestation and the lack of response 
from our Government. 

It is my hope we will not just stand 
by and let this amendment be adopted 
and transfer these funds to other por- 
tions of this bill. I am hopeful the Con- 
gress will respond to this situation and 
give the Secretary the authority to do 
something for them. It does not say he 
has to, but it says if he feels it is justi- 
fied, if the facts justify it, if the sever- 
ity of the loss justifies it, if there is 
merit to the suggestion that the Gov- 
ernment has a duty to respond to peo- 
ple in dire situations who cannot help 
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themselves, the Secretary has the au- 
thority to do it. That is all this provi- 
sion says. 

So, it disappoints me greatly that we 
are being asked to turn our backs on 
farmers who traditionally have been 
able to look to Congress as sort of the 
last court of appeal when they are in 
desperate straits. And they are. Many 
are—not all, but many are. Those who 
are need to have an opportunity to 
have their cases heard at the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture for additional and 
supplemental benefits under the crop 
insurance program. 

Iam hopeful the Senate will agree to 
provide this opportunity for additional 
assistance. I do not know how far these 
funds will go. Mr. President, $41 mil- 
lion sounds like a lot of money, but if 
you look at all the States that are in- 
volved and all the acreage that is in- 
volved, this report we got from the ex- 
tension service and the Department of 
Agriculture indicates the losses were 
substantial in our State and Texas, 
Alabama, Tennessee, Arkansas, Geor- 
gia, and there were some losses in 
North Carolina and South Carolina as 
well—but in our State, 160,000 acres 
have been either abandoned or have se- 
riously reduced yields. In Texas, it is 
500,000 acres; Alabama, 400,000; Georgia, 
300,000. These are huge amounts of 
land, where either no cotton is going to 
be harvested this year or very little 
will be harvested. 

So I am saying that this is an un- 
usual circumstance. Not only are the 
losses being suffered, but huge expendi- 
tures have been made by many of these 
farmers to try to protect themselves in 
this situation. So it has doubled the 
loss. Not only did they incur losses be- 
cause they will not get any return at 
all, they have expended more money 
trying to save the crop that they had, 
that was well underway, that looked 
good, was going to produce a good crop 
up until just a few weeks ago. 

So I am suggesting that we look with 
a sympathetic heart upon the situation 
that we find ourselves in today and ap- 
prove this committee’s recommenda- 
tion that these funds be made available 
if the Secretary thinks they can be 
used and that it is justified. And I hope 
he will find it is justified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nebraska is recognized. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I have 
two arguments in response to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Mississippi. 

One, if we authorize the Secretary of 
Agriculture to provide disaster assist- 
ance for cotton, any Members who vote 
no on this amendment are going to find 
themselves at some point faced with 
another crop with a comparable disas- 
ter, saying, “Сал you do what you did 
for cotton last уеаг?” That is what is 
going to happen. There is no question 
in my mind. It has already happened to 
те. People have come to me. Just like 
the Senator said, people misunderstood 
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what the catastrophic program was. 
They have come to me and said. We 
thought this thing covered more. We 
did not look at the fine print. They 
told us it was something different, and 
now I have a disaster. Can you provide 
ad hoc disaster relief on top of the crop 
insurance we expected to be there?” 

My answer has been, “Хо, we have to 
work with crop insurance or let us get 
rid of it. If you do not like the crop in- 
surance program and you want to go to 
Congress year in and year out when 
there are disasters and try to get 
money appropriated, let us do that. Let 
us just assume the program will not 
work.” I think it can work, if the ad- 
ministration will appoint a corporate 
board of directors. 

Second, as to this catastrophic cov- 
erage, part of the problem here is that 
there are Government employees who 
attempted—in our judgment, too 
quickly—to assume responsibility that 
they knew what this bill was about and 
could inform people. 

The law is very clear. It is not like 
this thing is ambiguous. For former 
ASCS employees, who were describing 
what this program was, to misunder- 
stand this one, it requires a pretty sub- 
stantial stretch of the imagination to 
figure out how they did. Because it 
says right in the bill that catastrophic 
coverage is only going to cover 50 per- 
cent loss in yield on an individual yield 
or area yield basis, indemnified at 60 
percent of the expected market price. 

So the coverage was never intended 
to provide full coverage against disas- 
ters. It was always intended as a floor 
and that the individual who was out 
there trying to make a judgment 
should have to buy up. We have sub- 
sidized insurance available. They could 
pay more and buy up and get more cov- 
erage. The misunderstanding is in part 
a consequence of our wanting to main- 
tain a system where the Government 
itself is operating the insurance pro- 
gram. 

So I hope, for reasons cited, Members 
will look very carefully at this. It isa 
difficult amendment because the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Mississippi is 
very persuasive and very well liked and 
has put together an awfully good piece 
of legislation. But I promise Members 
they will find, if they vote no on this 
amendment, that they will have a dif- 
ficult time voting no in the future. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I offer a 
brief comment. We might as well be 
voting up or down on this amendment. 
I think it is a mistake to say, ‘‘Let us 
leave it up to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture.” 

If you leave it up to him, he is going 
to do it. He is going to do it because 
that is the way things work. He has to 
live every day with the distinguished 
head of the subcommittee, Senator 
COCHRAN. He has to deal with him on 
many matters all the time. He is not 
going to let this interfere. I am not 
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being critical of him or Senator CocH- 
RAN. It is just the way things work. So 
this decision to leave it up to him, we 
might as well say let us vote it because 
that is the way it will work. 

So I think we ought not to misunder- 
stand what the nature of this amend- 
ment is and the nature of what Senator 
COCHRAN is requesting. It is really 
should we or should we not authorize 
the payment of $41 million? Because 
that is exactly the way it will work. Of 
course, Senator KERREY and I are sug- 
gesting it is an inappropriate thing to 


do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I am prepared to 
yield back the remaining time. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

I move to table the amendment, and 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator seek to have the vote at this 
time rather than at 6:30? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I am prepared to 
vote. I think everybody is. I ask unani- 
mous consent that we proceed with the 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. KERREY. Reserving the right to 
object, I want to make sure, since we 
notified Members earlier that it was 
6:30. I do not want to have somebody 
get tied up in traffic. It is pretty lousy 
traffic out there. I would hate to notify 
everybody that it will be at 6:30, and 
then to yield 10 minutes. It seems like 
that may be a problem. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we all 
understand that, if you do not use the 
time and yield it back, the vote could 
occur earlier. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, unless 
there is some personal information 
that somebody is going to have trouble 
getting here, I am not prepared to ob- 
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Mississippi to lay 
on the table the amendment of the 
Senator from Nebraska. On this ques- 
tion, the yeas and nays have been or- 
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from New York [Mr. D’AMATO], 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Do- 
МЕМІСІ], the Senator from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. FAIRCLOTH], the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. GRAMM], and the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER] are 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota (Мг. 
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DASCHLE], the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. Exon], the Senator from Califor- 
nia [Ms. FEINSTEIN], the Senator from 
Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI], and the Sen- 
ator from Maryland [Mr. SARBANES] 
are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 37, 
nays 53, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 439 Leg.] 


YEAS—37 
Abraham DeWine McCain 
Akaka Frist McConnell 
Ashcroft Gorton Moynihan 
Bennett Hatch Murkowski 
Bond Heflin Nunn 
Breaux Helms Pryor 
Brown Hutchison Shelby 
Bumpers Inhofe Simpson 
Burns Inouye Stevens 
Campbell Johnston Thurmond 
Chafee Kyl Warner 
Cochran Lott 
Coverdell Mack 

NAYS—53 
Baucus Grams Moseley-Braun 
Biden Grassley Murray 
Bingaman Gregg Nickles 
Boxer Harkin 
Bradley Hatfield Pell 
Bryan Hollings Pressler 
Byrd Jeffords Reid 
Coats Kassebaum Robb 
Cohen Kempthorne Rockefeller 
Conrad Kennedy th 
Craig Kerrey Santorum 
Dodd Kerry Simon 
Dole Kohl Smith 
Dorgan Lautenberg Snowe 
Feingold Leahy Thomas 
Ford Levin Thompson 
Glenn Lieberman Wellstone 
Graham Lugar 

NOT VOTING—10 

D'Amato Faircloth Sarbanes 
Daschle Feinstein Specter 
Domenici Gramm 
Exon Mikulski 


So, the motion to lay on the table, 
the amendment (No. 2686) was rejected. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was rejected. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2686) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the 
majority leader has authorized me to 
announce that this was the last vote 
today. We do have a number of other 
amendments, though, under the agree- 
ment which we could consider and dis- 
cuss tonight, and if recorded votes are 
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required, we could have those votes 
occur tomorrow. We already have 
under an agreement an amendment on 
poultry regulations that is set for a 
time certain tomorrow under the 
agreement. 

There is an amendment offered by 
the Senator from Colorado, Senator 
BROWN, on the peanut program that 
has the yeas and nays ordered, which 
will occur tomorrow. Other amend- 
ments are identified in this agreement 
which we could take up this evening 
and dispose of, some of them on voice 
vote maybe. 

We are prepared to consider all the 
amendments tonight if Senators will be 
here to offer them. So I encourage 
those who do have amendments to 
present them, offer them, let us discuss 
them and dispose of them, if we can. If 
rolleall votes are required, we will have 
those votes tomorrow. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas is recognized. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I have 
been told that Senator BRYAN will be 
here within a minute or two to offer an 
amendment on the Market Promotion 
Program. It is an amendment he will 
offer on behalf of both of us. 

I ask unanimous consent that, since 
he is on his way and prepared to offer 
the amendment, his amendment be the 
next amendment in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. I with- 
hold that, Mr. President. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
would like to engage my good friend, 
the senior Senator from Mississippi, in 
a colloquy concerning potato produc- 
tion in Alaska. 

Potatoes are one of the very few cash 
crops that can be grown successfully in 
Alaska because of the short growing 
season and cool weather. Because of 
the extreme climatic conditions in my 
State, most potato cultivars produced 
in the lower 48 States are not success- 
ful in Alaska. While the potatoes grow, 
they do not produce tubers for produc- 
tion in future years. However, the Ca- 
nadians have experimented with some 
new varieties and have enjoyed tremen- 
dous results. Unfortunately, the De- 
partment’s potato research program 
has not focused on the unique needs in 
extreme Arctic climates like Alaska. 

The Alaska Department of Agri- 
culture has proposed a plan to use its 
clean environment for breeding these 
Canadian potato tubers for use in Alas- 
ka as well as West Virginia, New York, 
Colorado, and Maine. A clean breeding 
environment is required to prevent dis- 
ease, but the Department already has a 
facility which can be used. Approxi- 
mately $120,000 would be required to 
cover additional operational expenses. 

The State of Alaska’s facility is the 
only State-operated plant materials 
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center in the United States, and will be 
the only potato cultivar center in 
North America when the British Co- 
lumbia facility closes down its oper- 
ation. The Alaska Materials Center 
successfully handles 120 northern cli- 
mate varieties of potatoes, and has 
been virus free for its entire 10 years of 
operations. This center has the poten- 
tial to provide disease-free stock for 
the other 400 varieties of potatoes 
grown in North America. 

The Senate Agriculture Appropria- 
tions Subcommittee provided $707 mil- 
lion for the Agriculture Research Serv- 
ice including a number of increases to 
address specific agricultural issues. 
The Senate report includes specific 
language directing the Agriculture Re- 
search Service to work with the Na- 
tional Potato Council to address dis- 
ease problems in the lower 48 States. 

Since the Agriculture Research Serv- 
ice is already engaged in potato re- 
search, I ask the chairman of the sub- 
committee whether the necessary 
funds could be provided to produce the 
Canadian potato for use in cold cli- 
mates in the United States in addition 
to the work it will do this year on ad- 
dressing disease problems in the lower 
48 States? 

Mr. COCHRAN. As the Senator from 
Alaska noted, the subcommittee did 
address the potato disease issue, but 
was not aware of the unique problem in 
Alaska. I am pleased to learn that a 
tuber has been developed that would be 
successful in Alaska, and agree that 
the Service should address this unique 
need of cold-climate States. 

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the chair- 
тап. 

Мг. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I won- 
der if the Senator will yield for the 
purpose of trying to establish an agree- 
ment on time on this amendment. 

Mr. BRYAN. I would be pleased to do 
so. With respect to this amendment 
that the distinguished floor leader is 
aware of, Senator BUMPERS and I will 
want to have some time tonight and 
just a small amount tomorrow before 
the vote. It is not our purpose to pro- 
long this. I would be willing to agree, 
subject to the agreement of the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas, to an hour on this 
amendment, to be divided equally. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Would 10 minutes to- 
morrow before the vote be sufficient? 

Mr. BRYAN. Let me inquire of the 
Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. COCHRAN. The Senator from Ar- 
kansas has indicated that he agrees to 
that. 
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I ask unanimous consent that there 
be 1 hour, equally divided, on the 
amendment to be offered by the Sen- 
ators from Nevada and Arkansas to- 
night, and then tomorrow, 10 minutes 
before the vote on or in relation to this 
amendment, equally divided. 

Mr. BRYAN. Would the Senator be 
willing to make that 15 minutes, equal- 
ly divided? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I so 
modify my request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Nevada is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. BRYAN. The Senator is always 
gracious in accommodating his col- 
league, when I suspect that the Sen- 
ator may not agree with the thrust of 
the enlightened Bryan-Bumpers 
amendment that is just about to be un- 
veiled on the floor. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2691 
(Purpose: To eliminate funding for the 
Market Promotion Program) 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. BRYAN], for 
himself and Mr. BUMPERS, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2691. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 65, line 18, before the period at the 
end, insert the following:: Provided further, 
That none of the funds made available under 
this Act may be used to carry out the mar- 
ket promotion program established under 
section 203 of the Agricultural Trade Act of 
1978 (7 U.S.C. 5628)”. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, if I told 
the Members of the Senate that there 
is a program that has cost the Amer- 
ican taxpayers a billion dollars, much 
of that money going to the largest cor- 
porations in America, and that there is 
no evidence it works, in this time of 
budget constraints, one would think 
that Members of this body on both 
sides of the political aisle would say, 
“Senator, show me where that is; that 
is one cut that surely we can agree бо.” 

Mr. President, you would be wrong if 
you made that assumption. If I further 
asserted that there is a program which 
is currently slated in this budget pro- 
posal at $110 million, that has been de- 
nounced by such groups as the Cato In- 
stitute, the Progressive Policy Insti- 
tute, the Heritage Foundation, the Na- 
tional Taxpayers Union, the Center for 
Science in the Public Interest, Citizens 
against Government Waste, Citizens 
for a Sound Economy, the Concord Co- 
alition Citizens Council, the Competi- 
tive Enterprise Institute, surely, Mr. 
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President, you might think this is an 
arrangement that has been made in 
Heaven, and we should have those on 
the right and those in the political cen- 
ter all in agreement that a program 
costing the American taxpayers $110 
million ought to be eliminated. 

Mr. President, you would be wrong, 
because this program continues to sur- 
vive. If I put this in the context that at 
a time when this Congress is cutting 
money for the National Park Service, 
school-to-work programs, vocational 
education, elderly housing, and count- 
less hundreds of other programs that 
help needy Americans, who help us to 
advance our abilities to enjoy public 
recreational facilities in America, that 
would make it even all the more unbe- 
lievable that there is a program out 
there that survives. 

This program, Mr. President, not 
only survives, but earlier this year 
when we were considering the supple- 
mental budget, it was increased from 
an $85 million to a $110 million pro- 


gram. 

By now I suppose some are saying, 
“Tell me, Senator, what is this pro- 
gram? What is this program that seems 
to survive when those who are thought- 
fully considering the function and role 
of the Federal Government, both in the 
center and on the right, all agree that 
it ought not to exist? It has cost us $1 
billion that goes to some of the 
wealthiest corporations in America. 
Tell me what this program is. Let me 
have a chance to cast my vote to kill 
it.” 

This program, Mr. President, is the 
Market Promotion Program. As the 
distinguished occupant of the chair 
knows, because he has been supportive 
over the years in our efforts, this is a 
program that continues to survive and, 
as I say, even prosper in this, a year 
when budget austerity is supposedly 
the order of the day. 

Let me tell you some of the compa- 
nies that receive this money. For fiscal 
years 1993 and 1994, here are some of 
the companies that have received tax- 
payer funds for the Market Promotion 
Program. 

Before stating exactly what these 
companies have received, I think a 
word of explanation about this pro- 
gram: Ostensibly, presumably, the un- 
derlying premise of this program is 
that by providing taxpayers’ dollars to 
advertising budgets of companies that 
deal with the overseas promotion of 
American agricultural products, that 
somehow—somehow—that will increase 
our agricultural exports. 

I acknowledge, Mr. President, that is 
a noble goal. I am fully supportive of 
efforts to increase our agricultural ex- 
ports overseas. 

This is a program that is part of a 
larger budget picture in which, as the 
General Accounting Office has pointed 
out, the entire Federal Government 
spends about $3.5 billion annually on 
export promotion—$3.5 billion. 
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While agricultural products account 
for only 10 percent of total U.S. ex- 
ports, the Department of Agriculture 
receives and spends about $2.2 billion, 
or 63 percent of the total. 

I do not believe that it can be argued 
that we are being unnecessarily penuri- 
ous in providing money to promote ag- 
ricultural products abroad. The De- 
partment of Commerce, by way of con- 
trast, spends about $236 million annu- 
ally on trade promotion. 

Let me return to the beneficiaries of 
this program. 

Your tax dollars are going to some of 
the largest and most successful cor- 
porations in America to be added to 
their advertising budgets. Here is an 
example of the kind of companies that 
receive this generous largess from the 
Federal taxpayers. 

Ernest & Julio Gallo. Fine products. 
I can attest to that. Mr. President, $7.9 
million go to Gallo wines to assist in 
their advertising budgets. Now, cer- 
tainly Ernest & Julio Gallo, great suc- 
cess stories, ought to be able to fi- 
nance, without the benefit of Federal 
tax dollars, their own advertising pro- 


grams. 

The Dole people, $2.4 million; Pills- 
bury, the little doughboy, $1.75 million; 
Tysons Food, the chicken people, $1.7 
million; M & M/Mars, $1.5 million. 

Let me say, lest the thought be that 
somehow the Senator from Nevada is 
picking on programs that do not have 
any recipients or beneficiaries in his 
State and, therefore, it is kind of easy 
for him to take a cheap shot at others, 
I remind my colleagues that more than 
2 years ago on the floor this Senator 
took the lead in eliminating an equally 
outrageous program, the wool and mo- 
hair subsidy, in which there are a num- 
ber of Nevada ranchers that received 
this largess, as I characterize it, for a 
period of some 39 years, from 1954 to 
1993. I led the charge to eliminate that 
abomination in our Federal expendi- 
ture system. 

I point out that M & M/Mars has a 
factory in Las Vegas, a wonderful prod- 
uct. They are not, in my judgment, en- 
titled to get into the American tax- 
payers’ pocket for $1.5 million. 

Campbell soups, 51.1 million; Sea- 
grams, $793,000; Hershey, $738,000; Jim 
Beam whiskey, $713,000; and Ralston 
Purina, $443,000. Mr. President, this is 
only a part of the $110 million that has 
currently been appropriated to go to 
companies of this size. It is an outrage. 

The General Accounting Office has 
examined this program and done a 
study to assert its effectiveness. Let 
me share with my colleagues what its 
conclusions are. 

It goes on to say that there are many 
problems with the MPP program, the 
Market Promotion Program, one of 
which is that there is no strategic 
planning. The USDA lacks overall 
guidance or priorities. To date, listen 
to this, there is no solid measure of 
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success or a way to evaluate how the 
money is spent. 

I think that is a pretty compelling 
argument, Mr. President, to eliminate 
the program. Moreover, it is not clear 
who should get the funds. There are no 
strict guidelines about the size or type 
of company that will receive these 
funds. I have mentioned some of the 
larger corporations. But in addition to 
those that are depicted, McDonald's, 
the hamburger people, Sun Maid, 
Welch's, among others, are also some 
of the largest recipients of this fund- 
ing. 
I think the American taxpayers, 
when shared sacrifice appears to be the 
clarion call of the day, want to ask 
themselves why are corporations of 
this size not being asked to do their bit 
in reducing the level of Federal expend- 
itures? A sacrifice that simply requires 
them to say, “Look, we are not going 
to take Federal taxpayers’ dollars to 
supplement our own advertising ac- 
counts. We will do that job on our own. 
Nobody knows better than we do how 
to market. Nobody knows better how 
to advertise our programs and our 
products than we do. We do not need 
and we are not going to accept Federal 
dollars.” 

This program continues on. More- 
over, as the GAO concluded, There is 
no proof that these funds do not simply 
replace funds that would already have 
been spent on advertising anyway.” 

Let me make that point clear: In ef- 
fect, what the GAO is saying is that 
there is no way in which they can as- 
sert that this $7.9 million that Ernest 
& Julio Gallo, the group on the top of 
the list for fiscal year 1993 and 1994, has 
not simply slid dollars out of the cor- 
poration treasury that would have 
gone to the advertising budget and just 
simply said, look, we will release those 
with $7.9 million that the Federal Gov- 
ernment is going to give us and direct 
that $7.9 million down the profit line to 
be distributed to the shareholders of 
that company. In effect, this program, 
like its predecessor, the TEA—the Tar- 
geted Export Assistance Program—has 
become a convenient source of free 
cash for wealthy businesses to help pay 
for their overseas advertising budgets. 

Mr. President, I argue forcefully and 
implore my colleagues, whatever their 
previous voting record may have 
been—is it not time to eliminate this 
program? Whatever its justification 
may have been in the past, is this not 
a new era? I compliment Members on 
both sides of the aisle who have taken 
the lead to support a budget amend- 
ment to the Constitution, to require 
the President of the United States to 
submit a balanced budget and the Con- 
gress to require a balanced budget. I 
am a supporter of that effort. 

I support the target of 2002 or 2003, 
whatever it might be, to achieve that 
balanced budget. Presumably, these 
kinds of pronouncements herald a new 
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era of Government spending in Wash- 
ington. 

But, if we allow these kinds of pro- 
grams, corporate welfare, pork for the 
wealthiest corporations in America, to 
continue, what kind of message do we 
send to the American people? I will tell 
you. The message is, it is business as 
usual. If you are a big corporation and 
have influence in high places and have 
access to the right kind of people, even 
though we are cutting the programs for 
the poor, the elderly, and those who do 
not have influence in high places in 
Washington—but these programs can 
be protected. 

These are good citizens, good cor- 
porate citizens. They make important 
contributions in their communities and 
in this country, I am sure. I would 
think they would be shamed and em- 
barrassed to reach out there at a time 
when we are trying, struggling to bal- 
ance this budget. 

I offer no criticism of my colleagues 
who have had to wrestle with some of 
these tough decisions in the money 
committees. It is not easy. I may dis- 
agree with them on some of their prior- 
ities. But it is difficult. There is no 
magic wand that can be waved. We can- 
not simply say let us eliminate fraud, 
waste, and abuse and we can balance 
the budget. It requires tough and hard 
decisions. 

Nobody has encouraged the Congress 
to do this more than some of the lead- 
ing business people in America, the 
kind of people who are chief executive 
officers for these companies. I think 
they ought to stand up and say, “You 
know, you are right. We ought to do 
our share, too. From here on out we 
will simply pay for our own advertising 
budget. You return those dollars—$110 
million—you return those to the Treas- 
ury and let us let that money be used 
to help reduce the deficit.” 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? The Senator from 
Arkansas is recognized. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I do 
not know what year this is in my cru- 
sade to torpedo this program. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada and I—I think this is 
the third year we have teamed up. But, 
if I am not mistaken, І was opposed to 
the program even before that. 

Though I yield to nobody in the Sen- 
ate in my commitment to a viable ag- 
ricultural economy—but, when I think 
of all the long-winded, endless speeches 
that are made on the floor of the U.S. 
Senate about welfare deadbeats, which 
we are going to vote on tomorrow; we 
are talking about eliminating the 
earned incorne tax credit, which is the 
greatest antiwelfare provision we have 
ever adopted—we are talking about 
cutting it dramatically. We are cutting 
funds for the arts, the humanities. We 
are cutting public broadcasting. We are 
cutting education. We are at least $3 
billion short on child care. We are talk- 
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ing about cutting Medicare $270 billion 
between now and the year 2002, and 
cutting Medicaid, health care for poor- 
est of the poor, by $240 billion over the 
next 7 years. 

And here is a piece of corporate wel- 
fare, unexcelled—I want to say in the 
history of this Senate. I have not been 
here quite that long, so I am reluctant 
to make that claim. But you think 
about the U.S. Government subsidiz- 
ing, really in small amounts, by their 
standards, something to advertise their 
product abroad so they can export 
more. 

I look at this chart, prepared by the 
Senator from Nevada. I see Ernest & 
Julio Gallo, Seagrams, Jim Beam—of 
the top 10 companies here, three of 
them alcoholic beverages. Even though 
this is a $110 million program this year, 
in the past it has been bigger, and we 
put in a total of $85 million to adver- 
tise alcoholic beverages abroad. 

Can you see Ernest & Julio Gallo ad- 
vertising to the Italians why they 
should drink American wine? To the 
French why they should drink Amer- 
ican wine? What are we doing, giving 
Ernest & Julio Gallo $8 million? I 
think that is a privately held com- 
pany—my guess is it is probably a $5 or 
$10 billion corporation. 

McDonald’s? I do not know what 
McDonald’s annual sales are. I guess 
they are probably approaching the $15 
billion mark, and we give them $3 or $4 
million? That is probably less than 
one-tenth of 1 percent of their advertis- 
ing budget, and we say. Sic em, tiger, 
go advertise Big Mac and McNuggets 
all over the world.” Not only аге the 
amounts we give piddling amounts, the 
General Accounting Office says there is 
no relevance to the amount of money 
we give them and the results. So why 
do we continue with this? 

How does a U.S. Senator go home and 
talk to a hometown Chamber of Com- 
merce and tell them, If you just re- 
elect me, I will spend my money as 
though it were yours?” 

If you let that Senator and me go һе- 
fore that same Chamber of Commerce, 
I promise you, they will threaten to 
impeach him before it is over, for 
squandering $110 million on such pro- 
grams as this. 

People are supposed to graduate from 
this program, too, did you know that? 
I think, as we lawyers say, “віпсе the 
memory of man runneth not,” nobody 
has ever graduated. They just keep 
hanging on. 

Mr. President, one thing that is a lit- 
tle painful about this is there are some 
big. corporations who һауе big 
presences in my State who get this 
money. And it always saddens me, it 
always saddens me to go to the floor 
and attack something that is at least 
mildly beneficial to some of the cor- 
porate citizens in my State. 

You know, not only is this an utter 
waste of the $110 million, $12 million 
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goes to foreign corporations. They are 
not even American corporations. You 
know, I am not xenophobic about my 
nationality. But what on Earth are we 
doing spending $12 million on foreign 
corporations so they can advertise 
abroad? 

Not only is this an absolute, utter 
waste; not only do we have no business 
putting $110 million into the pockets of 
these gigantic corporations in America 
when we are cutting the most vulner- 
able among us, poorest of the poor— 
even cutting education, the elderly 
through Medicare, the poor through 
Medicaid, the poor through the earned 
income tax credit—and then just know- 
ingly hand out $110 million—not only is 
it corporate welfare, it is wrong. 

And it is not only morally wrong, it 
is wrong for the U.S. Senate to be pick- 
ing winners and losers. There are other 
wineries. I have a few wineries in my 
State that would like to have a little of 
that Ernest & Julio Gallo money. Who 
decided to give it to Ernest & Julio 
Gallo instead of some of the wineries in 
my State? Tyson Foods, as big as they 
are, we have 11 major integrated poul- 
try companies in my State. You know 
we are big in that business, No. 1. 

When it comes to even the whiskey 
business, who decides that Jim Beam 
and Seagrams are the two brands that 
should be advertised abroad? I am not 
picking on them. If I were in their com- 
pany and I saw this money lying 
around and I knew I could get a piece 
of it by simply applying for it, I would 
probably apply. 

Of the battles fought in the 20 years 
I have been in the Senate, there have 
been a couple of others that I feel as 
strongly about as this one. But I can- 
not tell you how wrong I feel this is. I 
do not feel this is just an economic 
matter. I feel it is utterly, absolutely 
indefensible, and we ought to stop it. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi is recognized. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the 
Market Promotion Program has as its 
objective meeting foreign competition, 


boosting agricultural exports, 
strengthening farm income, and creat- 
ing American jobs. 


Every billion dollars in agriculture 
exports helps create nearly 20,000 jobs. 
Nearly 1 million Americans today have 
jobs that are dependent upon U.S. agri- 
cultural exports. Exports this year 
from the United States into the inter- 
national marketplace are expected to 
reach almost $50 billion in value. 
Farmers and ranchers, as well as Amer- 
ican workers, are the real beneficiaries 
of this program. 

The arguments on the other side that 
are being made tonight would have you 
believe that corporate America is the 
beneficiary, that certain specific com- 
panies—they mentioned Gallo Wine, 
and McDonald’s—are the beneficiaries 
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of these programs. It is the American 
working man and woman, the Amer- 
ican citizen, who benefits when our 
economy is strong, when we compete in 
the international marketplace and 
when we sell more of what we produce 
in overseas markets than we import. 
We need to do a better job. 

We have a trade deficit right now. We 
are confronted with some new rules 
under the Uruguay round of GATT, 
under other trade agreements that 
heighten and make more competitive 
the international marketplace, height- 
en competition between the European 
Community, for example, and the Unit- 
ed States. It involves other countries, 
too, who are competing for their share 
of this international market—Canada, 
Australia, and the Asian countries, 
that are emerging as strong competi- 
tors in many of these industries. 

So what does the Market Promotion 
Program really do? It gives the money 
to associations of those who market 
products. The U.S. Poultry and Egg 
Council is just one example. When Sen- 
ators were talking about McDonald's 
getting this money, I have a memo in 
here that talks about that point. This 
is a memorandum from the president of 
the Poultry and Egg Export Council, 
U.S.A. They say specifically: 

Our council has used MPP to help McDon- 
ald’s sell more American chicken but not to 
promote McDonald’s. The facts are that 
McDonald's franchises in other countries are 
foreign owned and operated. They are under 
no obligation to buy U.S. poultry or eggs, 
and can readily find lower-priced (and lower- 
quality) product in those countries. But by 
allowing McDonald's to apply for and receive 
funds under MPP requires their franchises to 
be entirely supplied with U.S. products. The 
point is we аге not promoting McDonald's. 
We are getting McDonald's to advertise U.S. 
chicken and eggs, and it has been quite effec- 
tive. In fact, the State of Arkansas has like- 
ly benefited more from this activity than 
any other State. 

So what we learned by getting the 
facts from the Poultry and Egg Export 
Council is that it was this council that 
applied for and received funds under 
the Market Promotion Program, not 
McDonald's. The council was allocated 
the funds to promote U.S. poultry and 
egg products in the international mar- 
ket. McDonald's uses poultry and eggs 
in its outlets, but they do not have to 
use U.S. poultry and eggs in overseas 
outlets. 

That is the whole point. But because 
this program has been helpful, we have 
sold more U.S.-produced and processed 
poultry and eggs in overseas markets 
that we would otherwise would not 
have sold, they tell us in this memo, 
without this program. 

They mentioned the wine industry. I 
happened to find out the other day— 
and here is an interesting fact to con- 
template—that the European Union 
spends more on wine exports, subsidiz- 
ing, encouraging the export, than the 
United States currently spends for all 
commodities under the Market Pro- 


25305 


motion Programs. The number is $89 
million just for wine exports from the 
European Union. That is why when you 
would go into a grocery store around 
here, or anywhere where wines are 
sold, and you look at the French wines 
or some of the other European wines, 
you are amazed at how low the prices 
are compared to the domestic wines. 
That is why. 

The European Union governments 
are putting their money together, and 
they are expanding their share of the 
market aggressively by reducing those 
prices to American consumers. This is 
the biggest market in the world. 

So foreign companies and foreign 
countries are joining forces as they 
have never done before to try to cap- 
ture a larger share of this market. Who 
suffers? Well, our consumers enjoy 
lower prices because of this competi- 
tion with lower priced products. But 
our domestic food and beverage indus- 
tries, our poultry producers, those who 
are involved in agriculture production, 
are having a hard time meeting this 
competition on a price basis because 
we do not subsidize these industries as 
they sell in this market. And we have 
a small amount available under legisla- 
tion that authorizes funds to be made 
available to help promote the sale of 
U.S. farm commodities and U.S. 
packaged foods and other commodities 
that are eligible under this program. 

As the competition becomes keener 
under these international agreements, 
more and more countries, more and 
more industries are going to be com- 
peting and doing it more aggressively. 

The GATT Agreement under the Uru- 
guay round changes does not outlaw or 
abolish or make illegal subsidies. It 
makes changes in which subsidies are 
to be used and which cannot be used. It 
talks about trade-distorting subsidies. 
But we are finding that Canada, Aus- 
tralia, the European Union certainly, 
are building their funds to embark 
upon much more aggressive marketing 
programs and promotion programs 
than they ever have before. 

Here we are being asked tonight to 
abandon ourselves, to say to the U.S. 
Government, Quit helping U.S. indus- 
try, quit helping U.S. farmers, quit 
helping U.S. ranchers promote the sale 
of what they are producing in the 
international marketplace.” 

I think we ought to wait a minute 
and not be stampeded by arguments 
like we are helping corporate America 
with welfare benefits. This is helping 
those who are working in the poultry 
industry in Arkansas, in Mississippi, 
and in other places. 

They аге not targeting McDonald's 
for benefits. We are seeing these funds 
used to promote a wide range of activi- 
ties in the international market. 

I was looking at a list of these firms 
and these associations. And these 
groups of farmers, many of them are 
cooperatives. The National Cotton 
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Council has a memo here which talks 
about the impact of this program in 
promoting the sale of cotton and cot- 
ton fiber throughout the country. 
“Value added creates jobs.“ And they 
are talking about the fact that some of 
these funds are used in name-brand ad- 
vertising. 

Most of the money is used for generic 
advertising of American commodities. 
But they find that the best way in 
some markets to ensure increased ex- 
port sales of U.S.-grown-and-produced 
commodities is through branded pro- 
motions. This is what the studies have 
shown. This is what the experience 
shows. 

And so those who criticize the pro- 
gram on that basis are ignoring the 
success that the program has enjoyed 
in using branded promotion. But even 
so, 40 percent of the funds for branded 
promotions involved small businesses. 
The market promotion program, we are 
told by the experts at the Department 
of Agriculture and those who partici- 
pated in the program, has served as an 
incentive to buy American-grown-and- 
produced agriculture commodities and 
related products. Without MPP, com- 
panies in overseas markets would like- 
ly buy from often subsidized foreign 
sources rather than from the United 
States. 

So those who are making clothes in 
Asia, they do not have to buy U.S. cot- 
ton. They can buy cotton that is pro- 
duced in Uzbekistan or the Sudan or 
any number of countries around the 
world where cotton is grown and sold. 
And they are trying to sell it at prices 
less than we can sell it. And if we can 
convince them through the advertising 
of facts about the quality of our prod- 
uct that it is better, it is longer last- 
ing, it is more durable, it is more com- 
fortable if ; эц have clothes made with 
U.S. cotton, then we are going to sell 
more. But if we sit on our hands and we 
do not promote what is good about 
American products and what is good 
about American agriculture, nobody is 
going to know about it. We know about 
it. But we have to be aggressive and we 
have to promote and protect our job in- 
terests, our economic interests, in this 
competitive international market. 

So to criticize the program and say 
let us just abolish it —that is what this 
amendment does. They did not say let 
us just reduce it or let us change it in 
some way. Let us just abolish it. That 
is what this amendment says. I think 
it is shortsighted. I think it misses the 
point. I think it fails to recognize the 
successes we have had in the past and 
the importance of our continuing an 
aggressive marketing strategy on be- 
half of our farmers and ranchers, those 
involved in these food industries and 
clothing industries where U.S. agricul- 
tural commodities are used. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain- 
der of my time. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi reserves the re- 
mainder of his time. 

Mr. BRYAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada is reco х 

Mr. BRYAN. Мг. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

Not to belabor the point, my col- 
league from Mississippi and I—I think 
it is fair to say we have a disagreement 
on the value of this program. I know 
the hour is late, but I hope that a num- 
ber of Senators’ offices are still tuned 
in. 

One of the best articles that I have 
read on this MPP program was printed 
recently in the Los Angeles Times, 
Sunday edition, June 25, 1995. I think it 
is a matter of about seven or eight 
pages. I implore my colleagues, or at 
least their staff, just read that article. 
Just read that article. It quotes both 
those who support the program and 
those who criticize it. 

My good friend from Mississippi men- 
tions the good folks at McDonald’s, the 
hamburger people. Let me just say to 
him and the rest of my colleagues, I 
enjoy a Big Mac. I am a hamburger 
man. In fact, just this summer while 
we were on tour through our State I 
ran across a McDonald’s manager who 
had a McDonald’s tie on. It shows the 
Big Mac, the French fries. I said, ‘‘I’ve 
got to have that tie.“ I am а Big Mac 
kind of a guy. So my comments are not 
directed with any sense of malice or 
hostility, but simply as one trying to 
do justice to the American taxpayer. 

McDonald's, the hamburger people, 
are good folks. I wish I had been as 
smart as Ray Kroc. And I wish I had 
been that smart to put together this 
impressive enterprise. Most folks of 
this generation think it has gone on 
forever. It has lasted only about 40 
years, and it has been an incredible 
success. I pay great tribute to the en- 
trepreneurship and the vision of folks 
that thought, “Ву golly, we can change 
the fast food business іп America,” and 
we can do it in a way that McDonald’s 
has been eminently successful. Let me 
comment on the success. And I know 
my distinguished colleague who joins 
me in arms, the Senator from Arkan- 
sas, may want to add his comments, 
also. 

McDonald’s, which has received $1.6 
million in this program since 1986— 
that is when the Targeted Export As- 
sistance Program, which is the pro- 
genitor to MPP, was in existence; it is 
the same program essentially—has re- 
ceived $1.6 million. Remember, this is 
to supplement one’s advertising ac- 
count. 

McDonald’s had a net profit in 1994 of 
$1.224 billion—$1.224 billion. You know, 
whether you are to the left of Mao Tse- 
tung or to the right of Genghis Khan, 
wherever you fit yourself on the politi- 
cal scale, if you accept the premise 
that Federal tax dollars are finite, they 


September 18, 1995 


are not inexhaustible, there ought to 
be some priorities. 

How, good Lord, can you say, McDon- 
ald’s with a net profit of $1.224 billion 
ought to be able to get into this pro- 
gram? You know what they spent in 
1994 in advertising? $694.8 million. And 
yet the American taxpayer is 
supplementing the good folks of 
McDonald’s who make those great 
hamburgers and French fries that so 
many of us enjoy. 

Let me just give you the cumulative 
impact of this. The top corporate re- 
cipients of this money from 1986 to 
1994: Sunkist Growers, $76,375,000. In a 
different era and in a different context 
the great Senator Everett McKinley 
Dirksen used to say, “А million here, a 
million there. Before long you will be 
talking about real money.” Let me 
suggest, Mr. President, to our col- 
leagues that $76 million is more money 
than 99.9 percent of the people in 
America will ever see in their life- 
time—ever see. 

The Blue Diamond Growers, they do 
not do too badly, $37,338,000. Sunsweet 
Growers, $22 million. I am rounding 
these numbers off. And our good friend, 
Ernest & Julio Gallo, the winery 
folks—this was not an aberration, this 
1993-1994 number; they have this pro- 
gram down; whoever is doing this good 
work for them obviously deserves a lot 
of credit—they have gotten $23 million 
since 1986. Sun-Maid Growers of Cali- 
fornia, $12 million; Tyson Foods, 511 
million; Pillsbury Company, $11 mil- 
lion. 

I do not quarrel with the proposition 
that my good friend from Mississippi 
argues when he says, look, we do need 
to support American agricultural pro- 
motions. But, Mr. President, not in 
this fashion, not when there is not one 
scintilla of objective evidence where 
GAO and other groups can make the 
proposition stick that this is a pro- 
gram that works. 

Moreover, its premise is flawed: 
Money to supplement advertising budg- 
ets that ought to be the responsibility 
of the private sector, for branded prod- 
ucts, some of the largest companies not 
only in America but in the world at a 
time when we are desperately strug- 
gling to balance this budget. 

My friend from Arkansas used the 
word “‘indefensible,’’ and I think that 
sums it up. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that this article appearing in the 
Los Angeles Times, June 25, 1995, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

{From the Los Angeles Times, June 25, 1995) 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR SUPPORT 

(By John M. Broder and Dwight Morris) 

No other government program may gen- 
erate such universal scorn as an obscure Ag- 
riculture Department office that pays highly 
profitable agribusiness concerns millions of 
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dollars a year to promote Sunsweet prunes 
in Taiwan, low-shelf Gallo wines in Europe, 
Chicken McNuggets in Singapore, Kentucky 
whiskey in Scotland and bull semen in South 
America. 

But as Congress prepares to chop away at 
billions of dollars in spending for health 
care, space exploration and school lunches, 
the USDA’s Market Promotion Program is 
gliding through the budget process un- 
scathed, enjoying bipartisan congressional 
and White House support despite years of 
controversy over its worth. 

In fact, during the debate this spring over 
$16 billion in cuts from the current federal 
budget, Congress voted to increase the pro- 
gram's funding by almost 30%, from $85 mil- 
lion to $110 million. 

The MPP’s defenders say that's a piddling 
sum for a program that helps American 
farmers compete against heavily subsidized 
producers in Japan, Europe and elsewhere. 

Its opponents, ranging from the Heritage 
Foundation on the right to Ralph Nader on 
the left, vilify the program as pure pork (al- 
most literally—the U.S. Meat Export Federa- 
tion got $7.2 million in 1994) and an example 
of corporate welfare at its worst. 

The General Accounting Office, the inves- 
tigative arm of Congress, calls the program 
poorly run and of questionable value; the 
Congressional Budget Office perennially lists 
it among the prime candidates for extinc- 
tion. 

And year after year, the Market Pro- 
motion Program survives, championed most 
actively by California lawmakers, who gave 
birth to the program a decade ago and who 
receive campaign contributions from the 
California fruit, nut and wine producers that 
are among the program’s prime bene- 
ficiaries. 

The MPP, originally designed as a response 
to the unfair trade practices of other govern- 
ments, has grown over the years into a pro- 
gram that provides a lucrative bounty for 
producers of everything from soup (Campbell 
Soup Co., $515,651 in 1994) to nuts (the Cali- 
fornia Pistachio Commission, $1.15 million). 

Early critics derided the as 
“walking-around money for Californians,” 
because it was sponsored by then-Sen. Pete 
Wilson (now California governor) and then- 
Rep. Leon E. Panetta (now White House 
chief of staff) to help the state's producers 
get a place at an agricultural aid trough long 
dominated by the big corn, wheat and soy- 
bean farmers of the Midwest and Great 
Plains. 

As the program grew, it took in growers, 
processors and shippers in all 50 states and 
virtually every congressional district—which 
helps explain its ability to survive in dif- 
ficult fiscal times. Its tenacity also bears 
testimony to how difficult it will be to bring 
the. $1.5-trillion federal budget into balance, 
despite new bipartisan zeal to do so. 

Programs that serve powerful constitu- 
encies and enjoy well-financed corporate 
support—from subsidies for corps to tax 
breaks for oil and gas drilling—are among 
the most entrenched parts of the federal 
budget, having resisted repeated efforts to 
repeal them. These benefits amount to an es- 
timated $50 billion a year, or about a tenth 
of the discretionary portion of the budget. 

Farm programs have proved particularly 
resistant to budget surgery, combining as 
they do the romantic appeal of the family 
farmer, the political clout of a major indus- 
try and their importance to the economies of 
many states and communities. Add to that 
the bogymen of subsidy-happy Japanese and 
Europeans—whose ‘government backing is 
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often cited as a reason to keep U.S. farm pro- 
grams—and the durability of costly under- 
takings such as the MPP becomes under- 
standable. 

“Everything about this program is wrong. 
We should junk this disastrous program and 
save the taxpayer some money,” said Sen. 
Richard H. Bryan (D-Nev.), a longtime MPP 
foe who represents one of the least agri- 
culture-dependent states in the union. “Тһе 
amount of our national debt does not give us 
the luxury to fund this fatally flawed pro- 
gram that has no proven benefit for Amer- 
ican agriculture.” 

In the end, the way this collision of forces 
affects the range of federal subsidies will 
help determine whether the overall budget- 
balancing campaign is successful this time 
around—and also whether the pain inflicted 
is judged to have been borne fairly across so- 
ciety. 

Gus Schumacher, head of the USDA's For- 
eign Agricultural Service, which oversees 
the MPP, defends the program. He notes that 
the European Union spends more each year 
to promote overseas sales of French, German 
and Italian wines than the U.S. government 
spends on all of its agricultural advertising. 

Schumacher describes the subsidy as an in- 
expensive weapon in the international com- 
petition in high-value agricultural products, 
which is the fastest-growing sector in global 
trade, 

“This is not the time to get weak-kneed 
about American agricultural exports," 
Schumacher said. “It’s time to stand up to 
our competitors. What are we supposed to 
do, unilaterally disarm?” 

Schumacher acknowledged that corporate 
giants such as E & J Gallo Winery Inc., 
Sunkist Growers Inc. and Dole Food Co.—all 
California-based—and Pillsbury Co., Tyson 
Foods Inc. and others have received millions 
of dollars from the government over the 
years to supplement their own very large ad- 
vertising budgets. But, he said, critics forget 
that the grapes, prunes, tangerines, flour and 
chickens marketed by big agribusiness are 
grown by thousands of small farmers across 
the country. 

William K. Quarles, Sunkist's vice presi- 
dent for corporate relations, defended the 
MPP as an appropriate response to foreign 
competitors, who spend far more than the 
United States on agricultural promotion. 
Sunkist uses the program to increase its ad- 
vertising in countries—particularly those in 
Asia—it as already targeted as fruitful mar- 
kets, not to pry open new countries, he said. 

“The federal program acts as a multiplier 
to what we would be doing,” Quarles said. 
“In all the countries we're in, we would be 
doing some advertising, but with federal 
monies we increase that advertising and cre- 
ate additional demand.” 

He also said Sunkist is required to match 
the federal funds on a dollar-for-dollar basis 
and that its exports create jobs in California 
for thousands of packers, pickers, truckers, 
and longshoremen, 

The participating corporations have made 
sure they have a receptive audience for their 
side of the story. Since 1984, Springdale, 
Ark.-based Tyson has contributed more than 
$988,000 to political campaigns through its 
political action committee and through di- 
rect contributions by its executives. Execu- 
tives of Modesto-based E & J Gallo poured 
more than $750,000 into federal campaigns 
over the same period. 

Over the past decade, the 10 largest Market 
Promotion Program recipients have also 
made political contributions totaling $166,000 
to Rep. Vic Fazio (D-West Sacramento) and 
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$105,000 to Rep. Robert T. Matsui (D-Sac- 
ramento), both key supporters of the pro- 


gram. 

The General Accounting Office and other 
critics say the big food companies can afford 
to promote their own products and that the 
government has no business spending the 
public’s money to reimburse them. 

Bryan noted that McDonald's Corp.—which 
received $1.6 million in MPP funds from 1986 
to 1994—had a $1.224-billion net profit in 1994 
while spending $694.8 million on advertising 
worldwide. 

Similarly, ConAgra Inc.—which sells the 
Chung King, Wesson, Butterball, Swift, Ar- 
mour, Banquet and Swiss Miss brands, 
among others—received $826,000 in MPP 
funds from 1986 to '94, a pittance compared 
to its advertising budget last year of $200 
million. 

“Ном in God’s world do we justify spending 
taxpayer dollars to supplement this pro- 
gram?” Bryan asked. This is a company 
that is large, it is successful, and they can 
effectively handle their own advertising and 
promotion budget.” 

Similar fulminations come from Nader's 
Center for Study of Responsive Law, the lib- 
ertarian Cato Institute, the Heritage Foun- 
dation, Citizens Against Government Waste, 
the Progressive Policy Institute—even the 
Marin Institute for the Prevention of Alco- 
hol and Other Drug Problems, which objects 
to the program because it underwrites over- 
seas advertising for beer, wine and whiskey. 

But a ConAgra spokeswoman said the com- 
pany participates in the promotion program 
because it allows a testing of the waters in 
markets that it otherwise could not afford to 
enter. 

»We have never lobbied on behalf of this 
program, but we do believe it serves an im- 
portant purpose.“ said Lynn Phares, 
ConAgra's vice president for public relations. 
“It opens expanding markets for products 
that would not have the money spent on 
them. If more hot dots are sold in Korea, 
that benefits not just the company that is 
the conduit (ConAgra), but the corn growers 
and hog producers that create the product.” 

For its part, the nonpartisan GAO has 
tired of issuing reports detailing the pro- 
gram's flaws. 

“It's such an easy target,” sighed Allan I. 
Mendelowitz, director of international trade 
issues for the GAO. 

Several years ago, the GAO discovered, the 
MPP financed a $3-million advertising cam- 
paign in Japan for the California Raisin 
Board, featuring the animated dancing rai- 
sins that were such a hit in the United 
States. 

It bombed. 

The campaign’s theme song, “I Heard It 
Through the Grapevine,“ couldn't be trans- 
lated into Japanese, so it ran in English and 
was therefore incomprehensible to most 
viewers, according to the GAO. The shriveled 
dancing figures disturbed Japanese children, 
who thought they were potatoes or chunks of 
chocolate. The characters’ four-fingered 
hands reminded television viewers of mem- 
bers of criminal syndicates, whose little fin- 
gers are cut off as an initiation rite. 

If all that wasn’t enough, the Raisin Board 
couldn’t even get its product onto store 
shelves during the promotion period. 

The board's goal was to sell 900 tons of rai- 
sins in Japan during the campaign; exports 
during the period reached a little more than 
half that. And the U.S. government spend $2 
in promotion costs for every dollar’s worth 
of raisins that reached Japanese store 
shelves. 
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The California Prune Board has a mixed 
record in using federal money to try to open 
new markets for its fruit. The California 
prune has made substantial inroads in Brit- 
ain, even though the dried fruit still has 
what the board delicately describes as an 
“image problem” in that country arising 
from “the laxative stigma and the forced 
consumption of poor-quality prunes during 
childhood.“ 

Rich Peterson, Prune Board executive di- 
rector, said advertising efforts on the Cali- 
fornia prune’s behalf over the past decade 
have helped increase sales by 45% in Britain, 
75% in Italy and 108% in Germany—all 
against stiff competition from heavily sub- 
sidized French prunes. 

“That wouldn’t have been possible without 
MPP funding,” Peterson said. “Тһе prune in- 
dustry on its own would not have had re- 
sources to launch the campaigns we've been 
able to mount.” 

The board spends roughly $1 million a year 
in MPP funds to produce generic promotions 
for California prunes, and private funds such 
as Sunsweet Growers Inc. of Yuba City, 
Calif., spend millions more. Advertising fo- 
cuses on prunes as a healthful snack, Peter- 
son said, rather than on their gastro- 
intestinal benefits. 

“We don't do dancing prunes,” Peterson 
said. There's no cutesy stuff for the prune.” 

It’s a different story in Asia. Prunes have 
been well-received by the health-conscious 
Japanese, but the Taiwanese have rejected 
them as an inferior version of the popular, 
though expensive, Chinese black date. The 
Clinton Administration has consistently sup- 
ported the MPP, proposing to spend $100 mil- 
lion a year on it for the next five years. Offi- 
cials argue that as the new General Agree- 
ment on Tariffs and Trade requires govern- 
ments to cut direct subsidies to farmers, it is 
crucial to maintain strong marketing efforts 
that are legal under the trade pact. But crit- 
ics insist that the money should be spent on 
more productive programs rather than on 
subsidizing the advertising of rich marketing 
cooperatives such as Sunsweet, Sunkist and 
Sun-Maid. 

“I do not believe any member of this body 
should be able to keep a straight face and 
support some of the measures we are voting 
for when we cannot kill a program like MPP 
that is a pure subsidy for some of the biggest 
corporations in America and abroad.“ Sen, 
Dale Bumpers (D-Ark.) said in a fruitless ef- 
fort to kill the program earlier this year. 

Times researcher Gary Feld contributed to 
this report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. The Senator 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, let me 
make just a few closing comments in 
opposition to this amendment. Accord- 
ing to the Department of Agriculture's 
estimates based on their studies of the 
program, every $1 that we have spent 
in the Market Promotion Program has 
translated into $16 in additional agri- 
cultural exports. 

The Foreign Agriculture Service re- 
cently released its studies evaluating 
the effectiveness of the program, and 
that study concludes that the 25-fold 
increase in export promotion activities 
for U.S. high value food exports, made 
possible by MPP and its predecessor, 
the Targeted Export Assistance Pro- 
gram, strongly supported the 300-per- 
cent increase in exports of those prod- 
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ucts since 1986 and was the leading fac- 
tor in increasing the U.S. share of the 
world consumer food market. That is 
persuasive evidence. I do not see how 
you can ignore that. If you are trying 
to decide whether you vote for this 
amendment to abolish the program or 
not, this was a study that was done to 
assess the effectiveness of this pro- 


gram. 

It works. It means more U.S. jobs. It 
means more U.S. agriculture products 
being exported throughout the world. 
It is good for America. It is good for 
American citizens. 

All regions of this country, the Unit- 
ed States, have benefited from the pro- 
gram. It is not just a program that sin- 
gles out one commodity area or one re- 
gion. 

According to this same Foreign Agri- 
culture Service study, the employment 
and economic effects of MPP are clear. 
With two-thirds of the jobs supported 
being off the farm—that is, manufac- 
turing, transportation, and service in- 
dustries—the other third were jobs on 
the farm. They have analyzed it in that 
respect. 

Recently, the Department of Agri- 
culture presented us some specific ex- 
amples of the program's effectiveness, 
and I want to bring them to the atten- 
tion of the Senate. 

Last year, a new regulation by the 
Japanese Government requiring that 
poultry products be identified by coun- 
try of origin actually helped sales of 
U.S. poultry, as a result of a campaign 
conducted by the U.S.A. Poultry and 
Egg Export Council under this pro- 


gram. 

The council had spent $167,000 in 
MPP funds to conduct joint promotions 
with 12 chain stores in Japan. The 
stores affixed the U.S. stickers saying 
“U.S. poultry, U.S. regs,” to product 
packaging, displayed point of purchase 
materials and devoted greater portion 
of shelf space to U.S. poultry products. 
By the end of the promotion, the 12 
chains reported total sales of over 110 
tons of U.S. commodities. A year after 
the program, the stores continue to use 
these labels. 

There are other examples. MPP funds 
helped the processed potato products 
industries who reached a record $485 
million in sales last year. They nearly 
doubled the level of just 5 years ago. 
U.S. pear growers and exporters were 
able to sell more than $73 million last 
year, their highest level ever. The 
emerging market in Russia is becom- 
ing the United States fourth largest 
meat market. Canned salmon from 
Alaska is being sold in the United 
Kingdom. U.S. hard wood products are 
being exported. There are a number of 
other success stories in greater and 
greater quantities because of the 
thoughtful use of these funds. 

Mr. President, new GATT trading 
rules are opening markets throughout 
the world. We are encountering new op- 
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portunities, and we must expand our 
efforts, we must increase the aggres- 
sive way we are going after our share 
of these new markets, competing effec- 
tively where we can. And because of 
the openness of these markets, they 
are increasingly competitive, and other 
countries are enjoying these opportuni- 
ties, too. 

So reducing or eliminating, which is 
what this amendment would do, the 
Market Promotion Program at this 
time in the face of continued and in- 
creasing foreign competition would be 
tantamount to unilateral disarma- 
ment, and I am against it and I am ar- 
guing against it. The impact would be 
felt throughout our economy in terms 
of lower exports, reduced economic ac- 
tivity and fewer jobs. I do not think we 
want that. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas is recognized. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I rec- 
ognize our time has expired. I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to proceed for up to 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. The Senator from Arkansas 
has 2 minutes. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, when 
you consider the mood of the country, 
which everybody recognizes is pretty 
hostile and very volatile, most of it di- 
rected at the U.S. Congress and the 
people who occupy this Chamber and 
the one down the hall, most people do 
not understand what this Market Pro- 
motion Program is. But it is the very 
epitome of what people are upset 
about. 

I cannot fathom our continuing a 
program such as this. We spent $2 bil- 
lion a year helping companies export— 
$2 billion—and here we put $110 million 
in for not just these corporations listed 
on this chart but dozens and dozens of 
other corporations, all of whom are 
quite capable of fending for them- 
selves—the biggest in America. 

Can you imagine McDonald’s spend- 
ing $60 million or $80 million a year on 
advertising and us giving them $3 mil- 
lion to advertise Big Mac in Russia or 
wherever? What kind of nonsense is 
this? 

This is one of those issues that if 
every single American were required to 
listen to the debate on this issue, I 
promise you, this $110 million would be 
torpedoed in a megasecond. People 
would be appalled if they knew this 
sort of thing went on and particularly 
in light of the people we are cutting. 

I still believe in helping people. I be- 
lieve in what de Tocqueville talked 
about, an enlightened self-interest. I 
said it on this floor a hundred times. 
We ought to help people who want to 
make it and are reaching for the first 
rung on the ladder. We are passing a 
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lot of legislation here that guarantees 
a lot of people who would like to have 
a chance, for example, to go to school 
on the GI bill like I did. I would not be 
standing here if it were not for the GI 
bill. 

I ask unanimous consent for an addi- 
tional 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. My brother made it 
pretty big in the corporate world. He 
would never have made it. We came 
from very poor circumstances. So, yes, 
I believe in helping people. I do not be- 
lieve in helping people who do not want 
to help themselves. But I can tell you 
a little help from time to time from 
the Federal Government pays rich divi- 
dends, and we ought to be spending 
where it pays rich dividends. We ought 
not to be spending it on dancing raisins 
in Japan that scared half the children 
of Japan out of their wits. It was in 
English, and they did not understand 
any of it. Little shriveled raisins—they 
thought they were aliens. That was $3 
million worth of scaring Japanese chil- 
dren. I could go on with the horror sto- 
ries. I am not going to belabor it. 
About everything that needs to be said 
has been said. 

I want to point out again that we are 
spending $2 billion on export enhance- 
ments right now. Why are we adding 
this piddling amount for the biggest 
corporations in America? If the people 
on this list right here—which is a lot 
longer than that list—cannot fend for 
themselves, this country is in more 
trouble than I thought it was. I am 
here to help people who cannot fend for 
themselves and who need and deserve 
help. This $110 million—I am not ask- 
ing you to put it anyplace else. Put it 
on the deficit. You could not find a bet- 
ter place to put it. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I 
think we have discussed this issue fully 
tonight, and we will have an oppor- 
tunity to conclude debate tomorrow 
morning before voting on the amend- 
ment. I am prepared to move on to 
other subjects. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr, COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, in con- 
nection with the unanimous-consent 
agreement, in which we listed all 
amendments that were in order to the 
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bill, I need to add an amendment for 
Senator BENNETT of Utah, which would 
be a relevant amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Bennett amendment be added to the 
list of amendments in the agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we un- 
derstand that there is now an agreed- 
upon list. We will consider these 
amendments as they are called up to- 
morrow. Some have agreements on 
them in terms of time available for de- 
bate and time for recorded votes that 
will occur, and the yeas and nays have 
been ordered on some of the amend- 
ments. On others, we hope we can work 
them out as they are called up. We may 
be able to agree to some of these. We 
hope Senators will be here tomorrow 
and be prepared to work quickly as we 
try to wrap-up consideration of this 
bill. 

I understand that no other Senators 
intend to come to the floor tonight to 
offer amendments. So we are prepared 
to wrap up the business of the Senate 
tonight and go out for the evening. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business with Senators per- 
mitted to speak therein for up to 5 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


THE REPUBLICAN 
RECONCILIATION PACKAGE 


Mr. PELL. Mr. President, in a state- 
ment on the Senate floor last week, I 
indicated I would oppose any reconcili- 
ation instructions that hurt students. I 
said it was time that we took students 
out of harm's way. 

Unfortunately, the reconciliation 
package we will consider on Wednesday 
does precisely the opposite. It harms 
students and their families. Three- 
quarters of the cuts in this package 
will be borne by students and their 
families. 

For the first time, institutions of 
higher education would be charged a 
fee of 2 percent of the total amount of 
money borrowed by students, and par- 
ents of students, at each institution. 
While this fee could not be directly 
passed on to students, institutions of 
higher education would have to find 
the money somewhere. I greatly fear 
that the result could be a reduction of 
institutional student aid, or cutbacks 
in educational programs and student 
support services. Clearly, a change of 
this magnitude harms students and 
their families. 

Increasing the interest rate on par- 
ents loans comes at a time when mid- 
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dle-income families are increasingly 
hard-pressed to make ends meet and 
help pay for their children's college 
education. This harms students and 
their families. 

Decreasing the interest subsidy dur- 
ing the grace period from 6 to 4 months 
hits students when they have just fin- 
ished their college education and are 
looking for a job. This harms students 
and their families. 

Capping the direct loan program at 30 
percent ensures that no new schools 
will enter the program and that stu- 
dents at these institutions will not be 
able to benefit from this program. It 
also removes an incentive to improve 
the regular guaranteed loan program. 
Advancements such as improved serv- 
ices to the student and better, more fa- 
vorable interest rates could well dis- 
appear. This would harm students and 
their families. 

The series of changes affecting lend- 
ers, holders, and guaranty agencies 
could well endanger the stability and 
viability of the current program. For 
instance, more lenders might leave the 
program. Thus, we could well have 
fewer lenders at a time when more are 
needed because of the proposed 30 per- 
cent cap on direct lending. This would 
jeopardize access to loans by all stu- 
dents, and would harm students and 
their families. 

I intend to oppose these instructions. 
To make such draconian changes just 
to save money is not, in my opinion, 
prudent public policy. It would be far 
better to put a tax cut in harm’s way 
and to spare students. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by one of his secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting a withdrawal and 
sundry nominations which were re- 
ferred to the appropriate committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


REPORT ON THE NATIONAL EMER- 
GENCY WITH ANGOLA—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT—PM 80 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 


To the Congress of the United States: 
I hereby report to the Congress on 
the developments since March 26, 1995, 
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concerning the national emergency 
with respect to Angola that was de- 
clared in Executive Order No. 12865 of 
September 26, 1993. This report is sub- 
mitted pursuant to section 401(c) of the 
National Emergencies Act, (50 U.S.C. 
1641(с), and section 204(c) of the Inter- 
national Emergency Economic Powers 
Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c). 

On September 26, 1993, I declared a 
national emergency with respect to 
Angola, invoking the authority, inter 
alia, of the International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 et 
зед.) and the United Nations Participa- 
tion Act of 1945 (22 U.S.C. 287c). Con- 
sistent with United Nations Security 
Council Resolution 864, dated Septem- 
ber 15, 1993, the order prohibited the 
sale or supply by United States persons 
or from the United States, or using 
U.S.-registered vessels or aircraft, of 
arms and related materiel of all types, 
including weapons and ammunition, 
military vehicles, equipment and spare 
parts, and petroleum and petroleum 
products to the territory of Angola 
other than through designated points 
of entry. The order also prohibited 
such sale or supply to the National 
Union for the Total Independence of 
Angola (“UNITA”). United States per- 
sons are prohibited from activities that 
promote or are calculated to promote 
such sales or supplies, or from at- 
tempted violations, or from evasion or 
avoidance or transactions that have 
the purpose of evasion or avoidance, of 
the stated prohibitions. The order au- 
thorized the Secretary of the Treasury, 
in consultation with the Secretary of 
State, to take such actions, including 
the promulgation of rules and regula- 
tions, as might be necessary to carry 
out the purposes of the order. 

1. On December 10, 1993, the Treasury 
Department’s Office of Foreign Assets 
Control (“КАС”) issued the UNITA 
(Angola) Sanctions Regulations (the 
“Кершабіопв”) (58 Fed. Reg. 64904) to 
implement the President’s declaration 
of a national emergency and imposi- 
tion of sanctions against Angola 
(UNITA). There have been no amend- 
ments to the Regulations since my re- 
port of March 27, 1995. 

The Regulations prohibit the sale or 
supply by United States persons or 
from the United States, or using U.S.- 
registered vessels or aircraft, of arms 
and related materiel of all types, in- 
cluding weapons and ammunition, 
military vehicles, equipment and spare 
parts, and petroleum and petroleum 
products to UNITA or to the territory 
of Angola other than through des- 
ignated points. United States persons 
are also prohibited from activities that 
promote or are calculated to promote 
such sales or supplies to UNITA or An- 
gola, or from any transaction by any 
United States persons that evades or 
avoids or has the purpose of evading or 
avoiding, or attempts to violate, any of 
the prohibitions set forth in the Execu- 
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tive order. Also prohibited are trans- 
actions by United States persons, or in- 
volving the use of U.S.-registered ves- 
sels or aircraft, relating to transpor- 
tation to Angola or UNITA of goods the 
exportation of which is prohibited. 

The Government of Angola has des- 
ignated the following points of entry as 
points in Angola to which the articles 
otherwise prohibited by the Regula- 
tions may be shipped: Airports: Luanda 
and Katumbela, Benguela Province; 
Ports: Luanda and Lobito, Benguela 
Province; and Namibe, Namibe Prov- 
ince; and Entry Points: Malongo, 
Cabinda Province. Although no specific 
license is required by the Department 
of the Treasury for shipments to these 
designated points of entry (unless the 
item is destined for UNITA), any such 
exports remain subject to the licensing 
requirements of the Departments of 
State and/or Commerce. 

2. The FAC has worked closely with 
the U.S. financial community to assure 
a heightened awareness of the sanc- 
tions against UNITA—through the dis- 
semination of publications, seminars, 
and notices to electronic bulletin 
boards. This educational effort has re- 
sulted in frequent calls from banks to 
assure that they are not routing funds 
in violation of these prohibitions. Unit- 
ed States exporters have also been no- 
tified of the sanctions through a vari- 
ety of media, including special fliers 
and computer bulletin board informa- 
tion initiated by FAC and posted 
through the Department of Commerce 
and the Government Printing Office. 
There have been no license applica- 
tions under the program. 

3. The expenses incurred by the Fed- 
eral Government in the 6-month period 
from March 25, 1995, through Septem- 
ber 25, 1995, that are directly attrib- 
utable to the exercise of powers and au- 
thorities conferred by the declaration 
of a national emergency with respect 
to Angola (UNITA) are reported to be 
about $170,000, most of which rep- 
resents wage and salary costs for Fed- 
eral personnel. Personnel costs were 
largely centered in the Department of 
the Treasury (particularly in the Office 
of Foreign Assets Control, the Customs 
Service, the Office of the Under Sec- 
retary for Enforcement, and the Office 
of the General Counsel) and the De- 
partment of State (particularly the Of- 
fice of Southern African Affairs). 

I will continue to report periodically 
to the Congress on significant develop- 
ments, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1703(c). 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, September 18, 1995. 


REPORT ON THE NATIONAL EMER- 
GENCY WITH IRAN—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT—PM 81 
The PRESIDENT OFFICER laid be- 

fore the Senate the following message 

from the President of the United 

States, together with an accompanying 
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report; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I hereby report to the Congress on 
developments concerning the national 
emergency with respect to Iran that 
was declared in Executive Order No. 
12957 of March 15, 1995, and matters re- 
lating to Executive Order No. 12959 of 
May 6, 1995. This report is submitted 
pursuant to section 204(c) of the Inter- 
national Emergency Economic Powers 
Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(с) (ТЕЕРА), and sec- 
tion 505(c) of the International Secu- 
rity and Development Cooperation Act 
of 1985, 22 U.S.C. 2349aa-9(c). This re- 
port discusses only matters concerning 
the national emergency with respect to 
Iran that was declared in Executive 
Order No. 12957 and matters relating to 
Executive Order No. 12959, 

1. On March 15, 1995, I issued Execu- 
tive Order No. 12957 (60 Fed. Reg. 14615, 
March 17, 1995) to declare a national 
emergency with respect to Iran pursu- 
ant to IEEPA, and to prohibit the fi- 
nancing, Management, or supervision 
by United States persons of the devel- 
opment of Iranian petroleum resources. 
This action was in response to actions 
and policies of the Government of Iran, 
including support for international ter- 
rorism, efforts to undermine the Mid- 
dle East peace process, and the acquisi- 
tion of weapons of mass destruction 
and the means to deliver them. A copy 
of the order was provided to the Con- 
gress by message dated March 15, 1995. 

Following the imposition of these re- 
strictions with regard to the develop- 
ment of Iranian petroleum resources, 
Iran continued to engage in activities 
that represent a threat to the peace 
and security of all nations, including 
Iran’s continuing support for inter- 
national terrorism, its support for acts 
that undermine the Middle East peace 
process, and its intensified efforts to 
acquire weapons of mass destruction. 
On May 6, 1995, I issued Executive 
Order No. 12959 to further respond to 
the Iranian threat to the national secu- 
rity, foreign policy, and economy of 
the United States. 

Executive Order No. 12959 (60 Fed. 
Reg. 24757, May 9, 1995) (1) prohibits ex- 
portation from the United States to 
Iran or to the Government of Iran of 
goods, technology, or services; (2) pro- 
hibits the reexportation of certain U.S. 
goods and technology to Iran from 
third countries; (3) prohibits trans- 
actions such as brokering and other 
dealing by United States persons in 
goods and services of Iranian origin or 
owned or controlled by the Govern- 
ment of Iran; (4) prohibits new invest- 
ments by United States persons in Iran 
or in property owned or controlled by 
the Government of Iran; (5) prohibits 
U.S. companies and other United 
States persons from approving, facili- 
tating, or financing performance by a 
foreign subsidiary or other entity 
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owned or controlled by a United States 
person of transactions that a United 
States person is prohibited from per- 
forming; (6) continues the 1987 prohibi- 
tion on the importation into the Unit- 
ed States of goods and services of Ira- 
nian origin; (7) prohibits any trans- 
action by any United States person or 
within the United States that evades 
or avoids or attempts to violate any 
prohibition of the order; and (8) allow 
U.S. companies a 30-day period in 
which to perform trade transactions 
pursuant to contracts predating the 
Executive order. 

In Executive Order No. 12959, I di- 
rected the Secretary of the Treasury to 
authorize through licensing certain 
transactions, including transactions by 
United States persons related to the 
Iran-United States Claims Tribunal in 
The Hague, established pursuant to the 
Algiers Accords, and other іпбег- 
national obligations and United States 
Government functions. Such trans- 
actions also include the export of agri- 
cultural commodities pursuant to pre- 
existing contracts consistent with sec- 
tion 5712(c) of title 7, United States 
Code. I also directed the Secretary of 
the Treasury, in consultation with the 
Secretary of State, to consider author- 
izing United States persons through 
specific licensing to participate in mar- 
ket-based swaps of crude oil from the 
Caspian Sea area for Iranian crude oil 
in support of energy projects in Azer- 
baijan, Kazakhstan, and Turk- 
menistan. 

Executive Order No. 12959 revokes 

sections 1 and 2 of Executive Order No. 
12613 of October 29, 1987, and sections 1 
and 2 of Executive Order No. 12957 of 
March 15, 1995, to the extent they are 
inconsistent with it. A copy of Execu- 
tive Order No. 12959 was transmitted to 
the President of the Senate and Speak- 
er of the House by letter dated May 6, 
1995. 
2. In its implementation of the sanc- 
tions imposed against Iran pursuant to 
Executive Order No. 12959, the Office of 
Foreign Assets Control (FAC) of the 
Department of the Treasury has issued 
12 general licenses and 2 general no- 
tices authorizing various transactions 
otherwise prohibited by the Executive 
order or providing statements of licens- 
ing policy. In order to ensure the 
widest dissemination of the general li- 
censes and general notices in advance 
of promulgation of amended regula- 
tions, FAC published them in the Fed- 
eral Register on August 10, 1995 (60 Fed. 
Reg. 40881). In addition, FAC dissemi- 
nated this information by its tradi- 
tional methods such as electronic bul- 
letin boards, FAX, and mail. Copies of 
these general licenses and general no- 
tices are attached to this report. 

General License No. 1 described those 
transactions which were authorized in 
connection with the June 6, 1995 de- 
layed effective date contained in Exec- 
utive Order No. 12959 for trade trans- 
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actions related to pre-May 7 trade con- 
tracts. General License No. 2 author- 
ized payments to or from Iran under 
certain circumstances and certain dol- 
lar clearing transactions involving Iran 
by U.S. financial institutions. General 
License No. 3 authorized the expor- 
tation of certain services by U.S. finan- 
cial institutions with respect to ac- 
counts held for persons in Iran, the 
Government of Iran, or entities owned 
or controlled by the Government of 
Iran. General License No. 3 also con- 
tained an annex identifying 13 Iranian 
banks and 62 of their branches, agen- 
cies, representative offices, regional of- 
fices, and subsidiaries as owned or con- 
trolled by the Government of Iran. 
General License No. 4 authorized (1) do- 
mestic transactions involving Iranian- 
origin goods already within the United 
States except for transactions involv- 
ing the Government of Iran or an en- 
tity owned or controlled by the Gov- 
ernment of Iran, and (2) transactions 
by United States persons necessary to 
effect the disposition of Iranian-origin 
goods or services located or to be per- 
formed outside the United States, pro- 
vided that they were acquired by that 
United States person in transactions 
not prohibited by the order or by 31 
C.F.R. Part 560, that such disposition 
does not result in the importation of 
these goods or services into the United 
States, and that such transactions are 
completed prior to August 6, 1995. Gen- 
eral License No. 5 authorized the im- 
portation into the United States of in- 
formation and informational mate- 
rials, confirmed the exemption of such 
information from the ban on expor- 
tation from the United States, and set 
forth a licensing policy for the expor- 
tation of equipment necessary to estab- 
lish news wire feeds or other trans- 
missions of information. General Li- 
cense No. 6 authorized the importation 
into the United States and the expor- 
tation to Iran of diplomatic pouches 
and their contents. General License 
No. 7 provided a statement of licensing 
policy for consideration, on a case-by- 
case basis, to authorize the establish- 
ment and operation of news organiza- 
tion offices in Iran by U.S. organiza- 
tions whose primary purpose is the 
gathering and dissemination of news to 
the general public. General License No. 
8 authorized transactions in connection 
with the exportation of agricultural 
commodities pursuant to pre-May 7 
trade contracts provided that the 
terms of such contract require delivery 
of the commodity prior to February 2, 
1996. General License No. 9 authorized 
import, export, and service trans- 
actions necessary to the conduct of of- 
ficial business by the missions of the 
Government of Iran to international 
organizations and the Iranian Interests 
Section of the Embassy of Pakistan in 
the United States. General License No. 
10 provided a statement of licensing 
policy with respect to transactions in- 
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cident to the resolution of disputes be- 
tween the United States or U.S. na- 
tionals and the Government of Iran in 
international tribunals and domestic 
courts in the United States and abroad. 
General License No. 11 authorized the 
exportation of household goods and 
personal effects for persons departing 
from the United States to relocate in 
Iran. General License No. 12 authorized 
the provision of certain legal services 
to the Government of Iran or to a per- 
son in Iran and the receipt of payment 
therefor under certain circumstances. 

General Notice No. 1 described infor- 
mation required in connection with an 
application for a specific license to 
complete the performance of pre-May 7 
trade contracts prior to August 6, 1995 
(except with respect to agricultural 
commodities as provided by General 
License No. 8). General Notice No. 2 in- 
dicated that the Department of the 
Treasury had authorized the U.S. agen- 
cies of Iranian banks to complete, 
through December 29, 1995, trans- 
actions for U.S. exporters involving 
letters of credit, which they ‘issued, 
confirmed, or advised prior to June 6, 
1995, provided that the underlying ex- 
port was completed in accordance with 
the terms of General License No. 1 or a 
specific license issued to the exporter 
by FAC. General Notice No. 2 also 
noted that the U.S. agencies of the Ira- 
nian banks were authorized to offer 
discounted advance payments on de- 
ferred payment letters of credit, which 
they issued, confirmed, or advised, pro- 
vided that the same criteria are met. 

3. The Iranian Transactions Regula- 
tions, 31 CFR Part 560 (the “ITR’’), 
have been comprehensively amended to 
implement the provisions of Executive 
Orders No. 12957 and No. 12959. The 
amended ITR were issued by FAC on 
September 11, 1995 (60 Fed. Reg. 47061- 
74) and incorporate, with some modi- 
fications, the General Licenses cited 
above. A copy of the amended regula- 
tions is attached to this report. 

4. In consultation with the Depart- 
ment of State, FAC reviewed applica- 
tions for specific licenses to permit 
continued performance of trade con- 
tracts entered into prior to May 7, 1995. 
It issued more than 100 such licenses 
allowing performance to continue up to 
August 6, 1995. 

5. The expenses incurred by the Fed- 
eral Government in the 6-month period 
from March 15 through September 14, 
1995, that are directly attributable to 
the exercise of powers and authorities 
conferred by the declaration of a na- 
tional emergency with respect to Iran 
are approximately $875,000, most of 
which represents wage and salary costs 
for Federal personnel. Personnel costs 
were largely centered in the Depart- 
ment of the Treasury (particularly in 
the Office of Foreign Assets Control, 
the Customs Service, the Office of the 
Under Secretary for Enforcement, and 
the Office of the General Counsel), the 
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Department of State (particularly the 
Bureau of Economic and Business Af- 
fairs, the Bureau of Near Eastern Af- 
fairs, the Bureau of Politico-Military 
Affairs, and the Office of the Legal Ad- 
viser), and the Department of Com- 
merce (the Bureau of Export Adminis- 
tration and the General Counsel’s Of- 
fice). 

6. The situation reviewed above con- 
tinues to involve important diplo- 
matic, financial, and legal interests of 
the United States and its nationals and 
presents an extraordinary and unusual 
threat to the national security, foreign 
policy, and economy of the United 
States. The declaration of the national 
emergency with respect to Iran con- 
tained in Executive Order No. 12957 and 
the comprehensive economic sanctions 
imposed by Executive Order No. 12959 
underscore the United States Govern- 
ment's opposition to the actions and 
policies of the Government of Iran, par- 
ticularly its support of international 
terrorism and its efforts to acquire 
weapons of mass destruction and the 
means to deliver them. The Iranian 
Transactions Regulations issued pursu- 
ant to Executive Orders No. 12957 and 
No. 12959 continue to advance impor- 
tant objectives in promoting the non- 
proliferation and antiterrorism policies 
of the United States. I shall exercise 
the powers at my disposal to deal with 
these problems and will report periodi- 
cally to the Congress on significant de- 
velopments. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, September 18, 1995. 


REPORT ON THE NATIONAL EMER- 
GENCY WITH UNITA—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT—PM 82 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 


To the Congress of the United States: 

Section 202(d) of the National Emer- 
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na- 
tional emergency unless, prior to the 
anniversary date of its declaration, the 
President publishes in the Federal Reg- 
ister and transmits to the Congress a 
notice stating that the emergency is to 
continue in effect beyond the anniver- 
sary date. In accordance with this pro- 
vision, I have sent the enclosed notice, 
stating that the emergency declared 
with respect to the National Union for 
the Total Independence of Angola 
(“ІЛМІТА”) is to continue in effect be- 
yond September 26, 1995, to the Federal 
Register for publication. 

The circumstances that led to the 
declaration on September 26, 1993, of a 
national emergency have not been re- 
solved. United Nations Security Coun- 
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cil Resolution 864 (1993) continues to 
oblige all Member States to maintain 
sanctions. Discontinuation of the sanc- 
tions would have a prejudicial effect on 
the Angolan peace process. For these 
reasons, I have determined that it is 
necessary to maintain in force the 
broad authorities necessary to apply 
economic pressure to UNITA. 
WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 18, 1995. 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


At 12:55 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 1670. An act to revise and streamline 
the acquisition laws of the Federal Govern- 
ment, to reorganize the mechanisms for re- 
solving Federal procurement disputes, and 
for other purposes. 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bill was read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 1670. An act to revise and streamline 
the acquisition laws of the Federal Govern- 
ment, to reorganize the mechanisms for re- 
solving Federal procurement disputes, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, which were referred as indi- 
cated: 


ЕС-1449. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the cumulative report 
on rescissions and deferrals dated August 1, 
1995; referred jointly, pursuant to the order 
of January 30, 1975, as modified by the order 
of April 11, 1986, to the Committee on Appro- 
priations, Committee on the Budget, Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition and For- 
estry, Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs, Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation, Committee on 
Environment and Public Works, Committee 
on Finance, Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions, Committee on the Judiciary, and to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re- 
sources. 

EC-1450. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the OMB Sequestra- 
tion Update Report for fiscal 1996; referred 
jointly, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, to the Committee on Appropriations, 
Committee on the Budget, Committee on Ag- 
riculture, Nutrition and Forestry, Commit- 
tee on Armed Services, Committee on Bank- 
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs, Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources, Committee on Environment, and 
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Public Works, Committee on Finance, Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations, Committee on 
Governmental Affairs, Committee on the Ju- 
diciary, Committee on Labor and Human Re- 
sources, Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration, Committee on Small Business, Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, Committee on 
Indian Affairs, Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence, and the Special Committee on 
Aging. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
SUBMITTED DURING RECESS 


Pursuant to the order of the Senate 
of January 4, 1995, the following report 
was submitted on September 15, 1995, 
during the recess of the Senate: 

By Mr. SPECTER, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, with amendments: 

H.R. 2127: A bill making appropriations for 
the Departments of Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education, and related 
agencies, for the fiscal year ending Septem- 
ber 30, 1996, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
104-145). 


_——-— -- 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 


меге submitted: 


By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, without amendment: 

8. 977. A bill to correct certain references 
in the Bankruptcy Code. 

S. 1111. A bill to amend title 35, United 
States Code, with respect to patents on bio- 
technological processes. 

8.J. Res. 20. A joint resolution granting 
the consent of Congress to the compact to 
provide for joint natural resource manage- 
ment and enforcement of laws and regula- 
tions pertaining to natural resources and 
boating at the Jennings Randolph Lake 
Project lying in Garrett County, Maryland 
and Mineral County, West Virginia, entered 
into between the States of West Virginia and 
Maryland. 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself and Mr. 
SARBANES): 

S. 1250. A bill to amend titles 5 and 37, 
United States Code, to provide for the con- 
tinuance of pay and the authority to make 
certain expenditures and obligations during 
lapses in appropriations; to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

By Mr. HATFIELD (for himself, Mr. 
HARKIN, and Mrs. BOXER): 

5. 1251. A bill to establish a National Fund 
for Health Research to expand medical re- 
search programs through increased funding 
provided to the National Institutes of 
Health, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. SANTORUM, Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, and Mr. DEWINE): 

S. 1252. A bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to provide additional tax in- 
centives to stimulate economic growth in de- 
pressed areas, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 
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By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
KYL, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Mr. SHEL- 


BY): 

8.1253. A bill to amend the Controlled Sub- 
stances Act with respect to penalties for 
crimes involving cocaine, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
HATCH, Мг. THURMOND, Mr. GRASS- 
LEY, Mr. KYL, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
SHELBY, and Mr. COVERDELL): 

S. 1254. A bill to disapprove of amendments 
to the Federal Sentencing Guidelines relat- 
ing to lowering of crack sentences and sen- 
tences for money laundering and trans- 
actions in property derived from unlawful 
activity; read the first time. 


By Mr. ROCKEFELLER: 

5. 1255. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for medicare 
contracting reforms, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. KERREY, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
DORGAN, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. EXON, Mr. BAUCUS, 


and Mr. FORD): 

S. 1256. A bill to provide marketing loans, 
loan deficiency payments, and a flexible 
acreage base for the 1996 through 2002 crops 
of wheat, feed grains, and oilseeds, to estab- 
lish an environmental quality incentives 
program, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For- 


estry. 
By Mr. WELLSTONE: 

5. 1257. A bill to amend the Stewart В. 
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act to reau- 
thorize programs relating to homeless assist- 
ance for veterans; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 


By Mr. KYL: 

S. 1258. A bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to allow a one-time election 
of the interest rate to be used to determine 
present value for purposes of pension cash- 
out restrictions, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 


———— 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself 
and Mr. SARBANES): 

8. 1250. A bill to amend titles 5 and 
37, United States Code, to provide for 
the continuance of pay and the author- 
ity to make certain expenditures and 
obligations during lapses in appropria- 
tions; to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions. 

THE FEDERAL EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION 
PROTECTION ACT 
е Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I in- 
troduce an important piece of legisla- 
tion called the Federal Employee Com- 
pensation Protection Act. 

With a budget stalemate looming 
ahead, I think it is crucial that we 
keep our faith with Federal employees. 
The Mikulski-Sarbanes legislation will 
keep that faith by protecting Federal 
employee pay and benefits during a 
Government shutdown. Our legislation 
will ensure that Federal employees in 
Maryland and across the Nation will be 
able to make their mortgage payments, 
put food on the table, and provide for 
their families. ү 

A shutdown of the Federal Govern- 
ment, no matter how short, would dis- 
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rupt the lives of thousands of Federal 
employees and their families. In my 
State of Maryland alone, there are 
more than 280,000 Federal employees. 
They are some of the most dedicated 
and hard-working people in America 
today. These employees have devoted 
their careers and lives to public serv- 
ice, and they should not be used as 
pawns in a game of political brinkman- 
ship. 

Federal employees have already en- 
dured their fair share of hardship this 
year. Downsizing, diet COLA's, attacks 
оп pensions and health benefits, and 
now the threat of unpaid furloughs 
have damaged morale at nearly every 
Federal agency. This assault must stop 
Mr. President. We cannot continue to 
denigrate and downgrade Federal em- 
ployees and at the same time expect 
Government to work better. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Mikulski-Sarbanes legislation and 
work to prevent this train wreck from 
happening. We have a contract with 
our Federal employees, and we should 
encourage their dedication by ensuring 
that the contract is honored and their 
pay and benefits are not put in jeop- 
ardy.e 
е Мг. SARBANES. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleague from 
Maryland, Senator MIKULSKI, in co- 
sponsoring this important legislation 
to ensure the protection of Federal em- 
ployee pay and benefits in the event of 
a furlough. 

We have a responsibility to the men 
and women who have dedicated them- 
selves to public service and I would 
hope that my colleagues would join 
Senator MIKULSKI and I in our ongoing 
effort to maintain the Federal Govern- 
ment’s commitment to its dedicated 
work force. 

Over the past several months, Fed- 
eral employees have been subject to 
numerous attacks on their pay and 
earned benefits. Despite my opposition, 
Congress approved the Republican 
budget resolution which seeks to 
change the calculation of retirement 
benefits for Federal employees from 
the employee’s highest 3-year average 
to the highest 5-year average. The reso- 
lution also contains a reduction in the 
Federal Government’s contribution to 
employee health care benefits and an 
increase from 7 to 7.5 percent in Fed- 
eral employee contribution rates over 
the next 7 years. 

In my view, this is a breach of the 
contract with Federal employees. In an 
attempt to restore fairness for Federal 
workers, I offered, along with Senator 
MIKULSKI and several of my colleagues, 
an amendment to the Republican budg- 
et resolution which would have strick- 
en the high three/high five provision. 
Unfortunately, the provision failed by 
the narrowest of margins. 

Mr. President, Federal employees 
have made a choice to serve their coun- 
try and we should respect and reward 
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that choice by supporting these hard- 
working, dedicated individuals. 
Through the legislation Senator MI- 
KULSKI and I are introducing today, we 
have the opportunity to send a message 
to the Federal work force and to all 
American citizens that Congress hon- 
ors and values the commitment those 
who work for the Government have 
made. 

As I have stated many times before, 
Federal employees have already made 
significant sacrifices in past years in 
the form of downsizing efforts, delayed 
and reduced cost of living adjustments, 
and other reductions in Federal em- 
ployee pay and benefits. They have 
been called on to sacrifice further in 
this Congress through the Republican 
budget resolution and are now facing 
the very real possibility that, through 
no fault of their own, they may have to 
either work without pay or be prohib- 
ited from coming to work at all. 

In a consistent and committed way, 
Federal workers give dedicated service 
to our country and they deserve to 
have their pay and earned benefits pro- 
tected. Like Cal Ripken, who was re- 
cently honored in Baltimore, Federal 
employees show up day in and day out 
and do their jobs. In my view, we 
should recognize and encourage such 
dedication by ensuring that the pay 
and benefits of Federal workers are not 
placed in jeopardy.e 


By Mr. HATFIELD (for himself, 
Mr. HARKIN, and Mrs. BOXER): 

S. 1251. A bill to establish a national 
fund for health research to expand 
medical research programs through in- 
creased funding provided to the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

THE NATIONAL FUND FOR HEALTH RESEARCH 

ACT 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, this 
week finds us at the height of the ap- 
propriations process, as the end of the 
fiscal year rapidly approaches. It has 
been a season of difficult fiscal deci- 
sions which must be made to conform 
to the constraints of our balanced 
budget agreement. Never are the trade- 
offs as vivid as when we consider spend- 
ing levels for health and education pro- 
grams, as we did this morning when 
the Senate Appropriations Committee 
completed action on the fiscal year 1996 
Labor, HHS, and Education appropria- 
tions bill. 

I am pleased to report that the com- 
mittee provided nearly $1.5 billion 
more than the House for education pro- 
grams. In addition, we provided a 2.7- 
percent increase for health research at 
the National Institutes of Health. 
While this level is less than that pro- 
vided by the House, I believe it rep- 
resents a fair balance between the vi- 
tally important issues of health and 
education. But clearly, my preference 
would have been to provide a much 
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larger increase for medical research so 
that the engine which drives the qual- 
ity of medical care and reduced health 
costs could run at full tilt. 

The current reality is, however, that 
available funds for discretionary spend- 
ing are decreasing. We cannot continue 
to look solely to the appropriations 
process for the necessary resources to 
keep our biomedical research enter- 
prise growing at a rate which takes ad- 
vantage of the myriad medical break- 
throughs on the horizon. We must look 
for a funding source to supplement an- 
nual appropriations to the National In- 
stitutes of Health. 

Today I am pleased to unite with my 
friend and colleague, Senator HARKIN, 
in introducing legislation to establish 
the national fund for medical research. 
We joined forces in this effort last year 
and worked hard to see that medical 
research was a part of the health care 
reform debates. At the end of the proc- 
ess, although the issue was ultimately 
unresolved, we had received the atten- 
tion and support of many Members in 
this Chamber. We introduce this bill 
today, with the support of Senator 
BOXER of California, with the intention 
of building on the momentum of last 
year to gain the support of our many 
colleagues in this body who are com- 
mitted to the biomedical research in- 
frastructure. 

Our legislation proposes to create a 
new fund in the U.S. Treasury, fi- 
nanced by an increasé in Federal to- 
bacco taxes and income generated 
through a voluntary Federal income 
tax checkoff. By raising the Federal 
tax on cigarettes by 25 cents per pack- 
age, as well as raising the tax to an 
equivalent level on smokeless tobacco 
products, the Joint Committee on Tax- 
ation has estimated annual income for 
the fund of approximately $4.2 billion. 
These funds will be distributed on a 
phased-in basis to the National Insti- 
tutes of Health to supplement, not re- 
place, the funds the organization re- 
ceives each year in the appropriations 
process. Funds will be distributed in 
accordance with the proportion of 
funds each of the member institutes 
and centers receive in the appropria- 
tions process, after 5 percent has been 
divided between the Office of the Direc- 
tor, the National Center for Research 
Resources, and the National Library of 
Medicine. 

Funds raised through this proposal 
will increase the budget of the NIH by 
35 percent over the fiscal year 1995 ap- 
propriated level. This will allow many 
more research grant applications to be 
funded so that scientific opportunities 
of merit can be pursued and ultimately 
translated into cost-effective treat- 
ments and cures which will improve 
our national quality of life. I know of 
no better investment for the Federal 
Government than one which strength- 
ens our human capital—be it in edu- 
cation or health research, our greatest 
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strength is a healthy, and thus 
wealthy, populace. 

Mr. President, my good friend, the 
great philanthropist, Mary Lasker once 
said, “If you think research is expen- 
sive, try disease.’’ Diseases cost this 
country hundreds of billions of dollars 
annually. Last year, federally sup- 
ported research on Alzheimer’s disease 
totaled $300 million, yet it is estimated 
that $90 billion is expended annually on 
care. Federally supported research on 
diabetes totals $290 million, yet it is es- 
timated that $25 billion is expended an- 
nually on care. Federally supported re- 
search on mental health totals $613 
million, yet it is estimated that $130 
billion is expended annually on care. 

As we struggle in the coming months 
to achieve a balanced budget, we must 
embrace policies that enable us to 
make the most out of our scarce Fed- 
eral dollars. Federal funding for medi- 
cal research should be a top priority 
because without new knowledge to de- 
velop new strategies to prevent disease, 
new treatments to delay the progres- 
sion of disease and new interventions 
to cure disease; health care costs will 
continue to spiral out of control. Dis- 
ease drives the cost of health care. A 
concerted Federal assault on disease 
will not only save precious funds, but 
it will provide hope to the afflicted. 

Watching a medical catastrophe af- 
fect a family or individual is one of the 
greatest tragedies we face in this coun- 
try. The impacts are accentuated when 
this misfortune comes in the form of 
an incurable disease. Loved ones are 
left with no hope, and feeling powerless 
as they watch the debilitating effects 
of disease overcome the individual. I 
know many of my colleagues in the 
Senate have experienced this sense of 
powerlessness. They have watched 
helplessly while family members dete- 
riorate from the effects of a deadly dis- 
ease. The vibrant individual that they 
knew and loved is reduced to a wither- 
ing shell of a human being. The one 
thing, and the only thing that provides 
comfort to the afflicted and to their 
loved ones, is hope. Hope for an end to 
the suffering. Hope for a return to a 
normal life. Hope for a cure. This hope 
does not have to be great, even the 
faintest glimmer brings happiness to 
someone faced with a fatal future. 

Medical research is the sole hope we 
can provide to millions of Americans 
who will experience disease and disabil- 
ity either in their own lives or in their 
families. We can care for them in our 
hospitals and clinics but we cannot al- 
leviate their pain or end their suffering 
without cures and preventative treat- 
ments. Cures are the direct result of 
our investment in medical research. 

This legislation is important because 
it will help provide a more sustainable 
funding base for medical research. Dur- 
ing the debate on the budget resolu- 
tion, I offered an amendment to restore 
$7 billion of the nearly $8 billion cut for 
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the NIH proposed by the Senate budget 
resolution over the next 7 years. This 
amendment passed by a vote of 85-14. 
While this was a short-term victory for 
the NIH, it demonstrates the need for a 
stable endowment for medical re- 
search. The war against disease can not 
be fully waged if medical researchers 
have to engage in yearly squabbles 
with Congress over funding levels. 

As most of my colleagues know, Iam 
a practical man. I do not underesti- 
mate the difficulty any tax increase 
has in the current political climate, 
but I submit we must listen to the peo- 
ple who put the new Republican major- 
ity in power. 

A recent Harris Poll has shown that 
Americans strongly support health re- 
search and are willing to put their 
money behind their words. The poll 
asked Americans which type of sci- 
entific research they favored—66 per- 
cent favored medical research and a 
pitiful 4 percent preferred defense re- 
search. This same poll determined that 
if assured that the funds would be 
spent for medical research, 74 percent 
of Americans are willing to spend $1 
more in taxes. Other polling data con- 
sistently shows that more than two- 
thirds of Republican and Democratic 
voters, including voters in tobacco- 
growing States, favor raising tobacco 
taxes. 

These results make it clear that our 
constituents desire a strong Federal 
commitment to medical research, even 
if it means an increase in taxes. An in- 
crease in tobacco taxes is easily the 
most appropriate source of funding for 
this bill. The Centers for Disease Con- 
trol and Prevention reports that the 
Federal Government spends more than 
$20 billion per year to pay for the di- 
rect health care costs caused by to- 
bacco. Tobacco taxes will help offset 
and reduce the economic costs of 
smoking. Taxes on tobacco products 
are a proven source of revenue around 
the world. Most major industrialized 
nations tax tobacco at $2 to $3.60 per 
package. 

The increase in the tobacco tax will 
provide extensive health benefits. To- 
bacco use is the greatest cause of pre- 
ventable death in America. About 1.3 
million children and adults will be dis- 
couraged from smoking by a 25-cent to- 
bacco tax. Because about half of all 
long-term smokers die of diseases 
caused by smoking, a 25-cent tobacco 
tax will save the lives of more than 
300,000 Americans alive today. I hope 
these heart-wrenching statistics will 
put an end to the congressional cod- 
dling of the almighty tobacco lobby. 
Tobacco use imposes a great price on 
our society, and those who profit from 
tobacco use should contribute their 
fair share to this devastation. 

This legislation has everything to do 
with providing our Nation with a 
brighter future. While sustainable re- 
sources for medical research are essen- 
tial for our Nation’s prosperity, our 
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young people will ultimately deter- 
mine the future of our Nation. Zenia 
Kim, a finalist in the Miss Oregon Pag- 
eant, and an aspiring medical re- 
searcher, provides-me with a personal 
impetus to progress on this legislation. 
Like many Zenia had not given disease 
or medical research much thought 
until a close relative was stricken with 
cancer. After seeing her family mem- 
ber experience the terrors of chemo- 
therapy, she dedicated her life to find- 
ing a cure to cancer. 

Zenia has vigorously pursued this 
pledge by working during her college 
summers at Oregon Health Sciences 
University. It was here, at one of our 
Nation’s top academic medical centers, 
that she encountered the problems of 
insufficient funds for medical research. 
This inspired her to develop a com- 
prehensive proposal to cure cancer. The 
main component of this proposal is re- 
search. Kim writes, ‘‘as a future medi- 
cal scientist, I would like to know that 
there will be enough funding available 
to pursue my research endeavors.” 

I would like Zenia to someday realize 
her goal and find a cure for cancer. I 
would like to assure Zenia, that when 
she graduates from medical school, we 
will have adequate funding for medical 
research. I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port the National Fund for Medical Re- 
search to help Zenia and others like 
her to provide hope for those tor- 
mented by disease and disabilities. 

I ask unanimous consent to include 
in the RECORD, a copy of the bill, a 
question and answer summary, a sam- 
ple of letters of support, and a list of 
nearly 200 organizations supporting 
this effort. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

8. 1251 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the National 
Fund for Health Research Act”. 

ВЕС. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 

(1) Nearly 4 of 5 peer reviewed research 
projects deemed worthy of funding by the 
National Institutes of Health are not funded. 

(2) Less than 3 percent of the nearly one 
trillion dollars our Nation spends on health 
care is devoted to health research, while the 
defense industry spends 15 percent of its 
budget on research. 

(3) Public opinion surveys have shown that 
Americans want more Federal resources put 
into health research and are willing to pay 
for it. Polling data consistently shows that 
more than two-thirds of all voters support a 
major tobacco tax increase if revenues gen- 
erated are dedicated to health-related pro- 
grams. 

(4) Ample evidence exists to demonstrate 
that health research has improved the qual- 
ity of health care in the United States. Ad- 
vances such as the development of vaccines, 
the cure of many childhood cancers, drugs 
that effectively treat a host of diseases and 
disorders, a process to protect our Nation's 
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blood supply from the HIV virus, progress 
against cardiovascular disease including 
heart attack and stroke, and new strategies 
for the early detection and treatment of dis- 
eases such as colon, breast, and prostate can- 
cer clearly demonstrates the benefits of 
health research. 

(5) Health research which holds the prom- 
ise of prevention of intentional and uninten- 
tional injury and cure and prevention of dis- 
ease and disability, is critical to holding 
down costs in the long term. 

(6) The state of our Nation's research fa- 
cilities at the National Institutes of Health 
and at universities is deteriorating signifi- 
cantly. Renovation and repair of these facili- 
ties are badly needed to maintain and im- 
prove the quality of research. 

(7) Because the Concurrent Resolution on 
the Budget for fiscal year 1996 (H. Con. Res. 
67) freezes discretionary spending for the 
next 5 years, the Nation's investment іп 
health research through the National Insti- 
tutes of Health is likely to decline in real 
terms unless corrective legislative action is 
taken. 

(8) A health research fund is needed to 
maintain our Nation's commitment to 
health research and to increase the percent- 
age of approved projects which receive fund- 
ing at the National Institutes of Health. 

(9) Each year 419,000 Americans die directly 
from tobacco use and thousands more die 
from diseases caused by exposure to environ- 
mental tobacco smoke. This year one out of 
every five Americans who die will die from 
tobacco use. 

(10) A recent study by the Centers for Dis- 
ease Control and Prevention estimates that 
the Federal Government expended more than 
$20,000,000,000 in 1993 alone to treat illnesses 
associated with tobacco use. 

(11) A 25 cent increase in the tobacco tax 
would discourage 1,300,000 Americans from 
smoking and prevent more than 300,000 pre- 
mature deaths. 

(12) An estimated 90 percent of all smokers 
start when they are teenagers or younger. 

(13) Voluntary income tax checkoffs for 
medical research for specific diseases exist in 
some States and have proven successful in 
generating funds for such research. 

TITLE I—NATIONAL FUND FOR HEALTH 

RESEARCH 


SEC. 101, ESTABLISHMENT. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
in the Treasury of the United States a fund, 
to be known as the National Fund for 
Health Research” (hereafter in this section 
referred to as the Fund“), consisting of 
such amounts as are transferred to the Fund 
under subsection (b) and any interest earned 
on investment of amounts in the Fund. 

(b) TRANSFERS TO FUND.— 

(1) ІМ GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall transfer to the Fund amounts 
equivalent to— 

(A) taxes received in the Treasury under 
section 5701 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 (relating to taxes on tobacco products) 
to the extent attributable to the increase in 
such taxes resulting from the amendments 
made by title П of the National Fund for 
Health Research Act; and 

(B) the amounts designated under section 
6097 (relating to designation of overpayments 
and contributions to the Fund). 

(2) TRANSFERS BASED ON ESTIMATES.—The 
amounts transferred by paragraph (1) shall 
annually be transferred to the Fund within 
30 days after the President signs an appro- 
priations Act for the Departments of Labor, 
Health and Human Services, and Education, 
and related agencies, or by the end of the 
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first quarter of the fiscal year. Proper ad- 
justment shall be made in amounts subse- 
quently transferred to the extent prior esti- 
mates were in excess of or less than the 
amounts required to be transferred. 

(c) OBLIGATIONS FROM FUND.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the provisions 
of paragraph (4), with respect to the amounts 
made available in the Fund in a fiscal year, 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall distribute— 

(A) 2 percent of such amounts during any 
fiscal year to the Office of the Director of 
the National Institutes of Health to be allo- 
cated at the Director's discretion for the fol- 
lowing activities: 

(i) for carrying out the responsibilities of 
the Office of the Director, including the Of- 
fice of Research on Women's Health and the 
Office of Research on Minority Health, the 
Office of Alternative Medicine, the Office of 
Rare Disease Research, the Office of Behav- 
ioral and Social Sciences Research (for use 
for efforts to reduce tobacco use), the Office 
of Dietary Supplements, and the Office for 
Disease Prevention; and 

(ii) for construction and acquisition of 
equipment for or facilities of or used by the 
National Institutes of Health; 

(B) 2 percent of such amounts for transfer 
to the National Center for Research Re- 
sources to carry out section 1502 of the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health Revitalization 
Act of 1993 concerning Biomedical and Be- 
havioral Research Facilities; 

(C) 1 percent of such amounts during any 
fiscal year for carrying out section 301 and 
part D of title IV of the Public Health Serv- 
ice Act with respect to health information 
communications; and 

(D) the remainder of such amounts during 
any fiscal year to member institutes and 
centers, including the Office of AIDS Re- 
search, of the National Institutes of Health 
in the same proportion to the total amount 
received under this section, as the amount of 
annual appropriations under appropriations 
Acts for each member institute and Centers 
for the fiscal year bears to the total amount 
of appropriations under appropriations Acts 
for all member institutes and Centers of the 
National Institutes of Health for the fiscal 
year. 

(2) PLANS OF ALLOCATION.—The amounts 
transferred under paragraph (1)(D) shall be 
allocated by the Director of the National In- 
stitutes of Health or the various directors of 
the institutes and centers, as the case may 
be, pursuant to allocation plans developed by 
the various advisory councils to such direc- 
tors, after consultation with such directors. 

(3) GRANTS AND CONTRACTS FULLY FUNDED 
IN FIRST YEAR.—With respect to any grant or 
contract funded by amounts distributed 
under paragraph (1), the full amount of the 
total obligation of such grant or contract 
shall be funded in the first year of such grant 
or contract, and shall remain available until 
expended. 

(4) TRIGGER AND RELEASE OF MONIES AND 
PHASE-IN.— 

(A) TRIGGER AND RELEASE.—No expenditure 
shall be made under paragraph (1) during any 
fiscal year in which the annual amount ap- 
propriated for the National Institutes of 
Health is less than the amount so appro- 
priated for the prior fiscal year. 

(B) PHASE-IN.—The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall phase-in the distribu- 
tions required under paragraph (1) so that— 

(i) 25 percent of the amount in the Fund is 
distributed in fiscal year 1997; 

(ii) 50 percent of the amount in the Fund is 
distributed in fiscal year 1998; 
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(iii) 75 percent of the amount in the Fund 
is distributed in fiscal year 1999; and 

(iv) 100 percent of the amount in the Fund 
is distributed in fiscal year 2000 and each 
succeeding fiscal year. 

(5) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Amounts in 
the Fund shall be available to pay the ad- 
ministrative expenses of the Department of 
the Treasury directly allocable to— 

(A) modifying the individual income tax 
return forms to carry out section 6097 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986; and 

(B) processing amounts received under 
such section 6097 and transferring such 
amounts to such Fund. 

(4) BUDGET TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS IN 
FUND.—The amounts in the Fund shall be ex- 
cluded from, and shall not be taken into ac- 
count, for purposes of any budget enforce- 
ment procedure under the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 or the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

TITLE П--ҒІМАМСІМС PROVISIONS 
SEC. 201. AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE. 

Except as otherwise expressly provided, 
whenever in this title an amendment or re- 
peal is expressed in terms of an amendment 
to, or repeal of, a section or other provision, 
the reference shall be considered to be made 
to a section or other provision of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986. 

SEC. 202. INCREASE IN EXCISE TAXES ON TO- 
BACCO PRODUCTS. 


(a) CIGARETTES.—Subsection (b) of section 
5701 is amended— 

(1) by striking “512 per thousand ($10 рег 
thousand on cigarettes removed during 1991 
or 1992)” in paragraph (1) and inserting 324.5 
рег thousand“, and 8 

(2) by striking “325.20 per thousand ($21 per 
thousand on cigarettes removed during 1991 
or 1992)” in paragraph (2) and inserting 
“351.45 per thousand“. 

(b) CIGARS.—Subsection (a) of section 5701 
is amended— 

(1) by striking 81.125 cents per thousand 
(93.75 cents per thousand on cigars removed 
during 1991 or 1992)” in paragraph (1) and in- 
serting “313.64 per thousand”, and 

(2) by striking equal to“ and all that fol- 
lows in paragraph (2) and inserting ‘‘equal to 
26.03 percent of the price for which sold but 
not more than $61.25 per thousand.“ 

(c) CIGARETTE PAPERS.—Subsection (c) of 
section 5701 is amended by striking “0.75 
cent (0.625 cent on cigarette papers removed 
during 1991 or 1992)” and inserting “1.53 
cents". 

(d) CIGARETTE TUBES.—Subsection (d) of 
section 5701 is amended by striking “1.5 
cents (1.25 cents on cigarette tubes removed 
during 1991 or 1992)” and inserting ‘3.06 
cents”. 

(e) SMOKELESS TOBACCO.—Subsection (е) of 
section 5701 is amended— 

(1) by striking “96 cents (30 cents on snuff 
removed during 1991 or 1992)” in paragraph 
(1) and inserting “33.69”, and 

(2) by striking “12 cents (10 cents on chew- 
ing tobacco removed during 1991 or 1992)” in 
paragraph (2) and inserting “51.45”. 

(f) PIPE ToBpacco.—Subsection (f) of section 
5701 is amended by striking “67.5 cents (56.25 
cents on pipe tobacco removed during 1991 or 
1992)" and inserting “34.85”. 

(g) APPLICATION OF TAX INCREASE TO PUER- 
To Rico.—Section 5701 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

“(h) APPLICATION TO TAXES TO PUERTO 
Rico.—Notwithstanding subsections (b) and 
(c) of section 7653 and any other provision of 
law— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—On tobacco products and 
cigarette papers and tubes, manufactured or 
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imported into the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, there is hereby imposed a tax at the 
rate equal to the excess of— 

“(А) the rate of tax applicable under this 
section to like articles manufactured in the 
United States, over 

B) the rate referred to in subparagraph 
(A) as in effect on the day before the date of 
the enactment of the National Fund for 
Health Research Act. 

(2) SHIPMENTS TO PUERTO RICO FROM THE 
UNITED STATES.—Only the rates of tax in ef- 
fect on the day before the date of the enact- 
ment of this subsection shall be taken into 
account in determining the amount of any 
exemption from, or credit or drawback of, 
any tax imposed by this section on any arti- 
cle shipped to the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico from the United States. 

“(8) SHIPMENTS FROM PUERTO RICO TO THE 
UNITED STATES.—The rates of tax taken into 
account under section 7652(a) with respect to 
tobacco products and cigarette papers and 
tubes coming into the United States from 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico shall be 
the rates of tax in effect on the day before 
the date of the enactment of the National 
Fund for Health Research Act. 

“(4) DISPOSITION OF REVENUES.—The provi- 
sions of section 7652(a)(3) shall not apply to 
any tax imposed by reason of this sub- 
section." 

(h) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to articles 
removed (as defined in section 5702(k) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended 
by this Act) after December 31, 1995. 

(i) FLOOR STOCKS ТАХЕВ.-- 

(1) IMPOSITION OF TAX.—On tobacco prod- 
ucts and cigarette papers and tubes manufac- 
tured in or imported into the United States 
or the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico which 
are removed before January 1, 1996, and held 
on such date for sale by any person, there is 
hereby imposed a tax in an amount equal to 
the excess of— 

(A) the tax which would be imposed under 
section 5701 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 on the article if the article had been re- 
moved on such date, over 

(B) the prior tax (if any) imposed under 
section 5701 or 7652 of such Code on such arti- 
cle. 

(2) AUTHORITY TO EXEMPT CIGARETTES HELD 
IN VENDING MACHINES.—To the extent pro- 
vided in regulations prescribed by the Sec- 
retary, no tax shall be imposed by paragraph 
(1) on cigarettes held for retail sale on Janu- 
ary 1, 1996, by any person in any vending ma- 
chine. If the Secretary provides such a bene- 
fit with respect to any person, the Secretary 
may reduce the $500 amount in paragraph (3) 
with respect to such person, 

(3) CREDIT AGAINST TAX.—Each person shall 
be allowed as a credit against the taxes im- 
posed by paragraph (1) an amount equal to 
$500. Such credit shall not exceed the 
amount of taxes imposed by paragraph (1) on 
January 1, 1996, for which such person is lia- 
ble. 

(4) LIABILITY FOR TAX AND METHOD OF PAY- 
МЕМТ.— 

(A) LIABILITY FOR TAX.—A person holding 
cigarettes on January 1, 1996, to which any 
tax imposed by paragraph (1) applies shall be 
liable for such tax. 

(B) METHOD OF PAYMENT.—The tax imposed 
by paragraph (1) shall be paid in such man- 
ner as the Secretary shall prescribe by regu- 
lations. 

(C) TIME FOR PAYMENT.—The tax imposed 
by paragraph (1) shall be paid on or before 
April 1, 1996. 

(5) ARTICLES IN FOREIGN TRADE ZONES.— 
Notwithstanding the Act of June 18, 1934 (48 
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Stat. 998, 19 U.S.C. 81а) and any other provi- 
sion of law, any article which is located in a 
foreign trade zone on January 1, 1996, shall 
be subject to the tax imposed by paragraph 
(1) if— 

(A) internal revenue taxes have been deter- 
mined, or customs duties liquidated, with re- 
spect to such article before such date pursu- 
ant to a request made under the Ist proviso 
of section 3(a) of such Act, or 

(B) such article is held on such date under 
the supervision of a customs officer pursuant 
to the 2d proviso of such section 3(a). 

(6) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub- 
section— 

(A) IN GENERAL,—Terms used in this sub- 
section which are also used in section 5702 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall have 
the respective meanings such terms have in 
such section, as amended by this Act. 

(В) SECRETARY.—The term Secretary“ 
means the Secretary of the Treasury or his 
delegate. 

(7) CONTROLLED GROUPS.—Rules similar to 
the rules of section 5061(e)(3) of such Code 
shall apply for purposes of this subsection. 

(8) OTHER LAWS APPLICABLE.—All provi- 
sions of law, including penalties, applicable 
with respect to the taxes imposed by section 
5101 of such Code shall, insofar as applicable 
and not inconsistent with the provisions of 
this subsection, apply to the floor stocks 
taxes imposed by paragraph (1), to the same 
extent as if such taxes were imposed by such 
section 5701. The Secretary may treat any 
person who bore the ultimate burden of the 
tax imposed by paragraph (1) as the person 
to whom a credit or refund under such provi- 
sions may be allowed or made. 

БЕС. 203. MODIFICATIONS OF CERTAIN TOBACCO 
TAX PROVISIONS, 

(а) EXEMPTION FOR EXPORTED TOBACCO 
PRODUCTS AND CIGARETTE PAPERS AND TUBES 
To APPLY ONLY TO ARTICLES MARKED FOR 
EXPORT.— 

(1) Subsection (b) of section 5704 is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: Tobacco products and cigarette 
papers and tubes may not be transferred or 
removed under this subsection unless such 
products or papers and tubes bear such 
marks, labels, or notices as the Secretary 
shall by regulations prescribe." 

(2) Section 5761 is amended by redesignat- 
ing subsections (c) and (d) as subsections (d) 
and (e), respectively, and by inserting after 
subsection (b) the following new subsection: 

“(с) SALE OF TOBACCO PRODUCTS AND CIGA- 
RETTE PAPERS AND TUBES FOR EXPORT.—Ex- 
cept as provided in subsections (b) and (d) of 
section 5704— 

“(1) every person who sells, relands, or re- 
ceives within the jurisdiction of the United 
States any tobacco products or cigarette pa- 
pers or tubes which have been labeled or 
shipped for exportation under this chapter, 

“(2) every person who sells or receives such 
relanded tobacco products or cigarette pa- 
pers or tubes, and ; 

“(8) every person who aids or abets in such 
selling, relanding, or receiving, 
shall, in addition to the tax and any other 
penalty provided in this title, be liable for a 
penalty equal to the greater of $1,000 or 5 
times the amount of the tax imposed by this 
chapter. All tobacco products and cigarette 
papers and tubes relanded within the juris- 
diction of the United States, and all vessels, 
vehicles, and aircraft used in such relanding 
or in removing such products, papers, and 
tubes from the place where relanded, shall be 
forfeited to the United States." 

(3) Subsection (a) of section 5761 is amend- 
ed by striking “subsection (b)“ and inserting 
“subsection (b) or (с)”. 
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(4) Subsection (4) of section 5761, as redes- 
ignated by paragraph (2), is amended by 
striking “Тһе penalty imposed by subsection 
(b)“ and inserting “Тһе penalties imposed by 
subsections (b) and (с)”. 

(5ХА) Subpart F of chapter 52 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec- 
tion: 

“SEC. 5754. RESTRICTION ON IMPORTATION OF 
PREVIOUSLY EXPORTED TOBACCO 
PRODUCTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Tobacco products and 
cigarette papers and tubes previously ex- 
ported from the United States may be im- 
ported or brought into the United States 
only as provided in section 5704(d), For pur- 
poses of this section, section 5704(d), section 
5761, and such other provisions as the Sec- 
retary may specify by regulations, references 
to exportation shall be treated as including a 
reference to shipment to the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico. 

b) CROSS REFERENCE.— 

J K 
ucts and and tubes in the 
United States which are labeled for export, 
see section 5761(c).” 


(B) The table of sections for subpart F of 
chapter 52 is amended by adding at the end 
the following new item: 


“Sec. 5754. Restriction on importation of pre- 
viously exported tobacco prod- 
ucts.” 

(b) IMPORTERS REQUIRED TO BE QUALI- 
FIED.— 

(1) Sections 5712, 5713(а), 5721, 5722, 
5762(a)(1), and 5763 (b) and (с) are each 
amended by inserting “ог importer’’ after 
manufacturer“. 

(2) The heading of subsection (b) of section 
5763 is amended by inserting “QUALIFIED IM- 
PORTERS,” after ‘‘MANUFACTURERS,"’. 

(3) The heading for subchapter B of chapter 
52 is amended by inserting ‘‘and Importers” 
after Manufacturers 

(4) The item relating to subchapter B in 
the table of subchapters for chapter 52 is 
amended by inserting “and importers” after 
manufacturers“. 

(с) REPEAL OF TAX-EXEMPT SALES ТО EM- 
PLOYEES OF CIGARETTE MANUFACTURERS.— 

(1) Subsection (a) of section 5704 is amend- 
ed— 

(A) by striking "EMPLOYEE USE ОН” in the 
heading, and 

(В) by striking "for use or consumption by 
employees ог” in the text. 

(2) Subsection (e) of section 5723 is amend- 
ed by striking “for use or consumption by 
their employees, or for experimental pur- 
poses” and inserting ‘ог experimental pur- 

8”. 

(4) REPEAL ОҒ TAX-EXEMPT SALES ТО UNIT- 
ED STATES.—Subsection (b) of section 5704 is 
amended by striking “апа manufacturers 
may similarly remove such articles for use 
of the United States:“. 

(е) BOOKS OF 25 OR FEWER CIGARETTE PA- 
PERS SUBJECT TO TAX.—Subsection (с) of sec- 
tion 5701 is amended by striking “Оп each 
book or set of cigarette papers containing 
more than 25 papers,“ and inserting On cig- 
arette papers.“ 

(f) STORAGE ОҒ Товассо PRODUCTS.—Sub- 
section (k) of section 5702 is amended by in- 
serting under section 5704“ after internal 
revenue bond“. 

(g) AUTHORITY TO PRESCRIBE MINIMUM 
MANUFACTURING ACTIVITY REQUIREMENTS.— 
Section 5712 is amended by striking “ог” at 
the end of paragraph (1), by redesignating 
paragraph (2) as paragraph (3), and by insert- 
ing after paragraph (1) the following new 
paragraph: 
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“(2) the activity proposed to be carried out 
at such premises does not meet such mini- 
mum capacity or activity requirements as 
the Secretary may prescribe, ог”. 

(h) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO PUERTO 
RICO AND THE VIRGIN ISLANDS.—Section 7652 
is amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing new subsection: 

ch) LIMITATION ON COVER OVER OF TAX ОМ 
Товассо PRODUCTS.—For purposes of this 
section, with respect to taxes imposed under 
section 5701 or this section on any tobacco 
product or cigarette paper or tube, the 
amount covered into the treasuries of Puerto 
Rico and the Virgin Islands shall not exceed 
the rate of tax under section 5701 in effect on 
the article on the day before the date of the 
enactment of the Health Partnership Act of 
1995." 

(i) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to articles 
removed (as defined in section 5702(k) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended 
by this Act) after December 31, 1995. 

БЕС. 204. IMPOSITION OF EXCISE TAX ON MANU- 
FACTURE OR IMPORTATION OF 
ROLL-YOUR-OWN TOBACCO. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5701 (relating to 
rate of tax), as amended by section 701, is 
amended by redesignating subsections (g) 
and (h) as subsections (h) and (i) and by in- 
serting after subsection (f) the following new 
subsection: 

в) ROLL-YOUR-OWN TopBacco.—On roll- 
your-own tobacco, manufactured in or im- 
ported into the United States, there shall be 
imposed a tax of $4.85 per pound (and a pro- 
portionate tax at the like rate on all frac- 
tional parts of a pound).“ 

(b) ROLL-YouR-Own TOBACCO.—Section 5702 
(relating to definitions) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

“(р) ROLL-YOUR-OWN ToBaAcco.—The term 
‘roll-your-own tobacco’ means any tobacco 
which, because of its appearance, type, раск- 
aging, or labeling, is suitable for use and 
likely to be offered to, or purchased by, con- 
sumers as tobacco for making cigarettes.“ 

(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Subsection (c) of section 5702 is amend- 
ed by striking and pipe tobacco” and insert- 
ing “pipe tobacco, and roll-your-own to- 
bacco". 

(2) Subsection (d) of section 5702 is amend- 
ed— 

(A) in the material preceding paragraph 
(1), by striking “ог pipe tobacco” and insert- 
ing “pipe tobacco, or roll- CF ORE ORR to- 
Бассо”, and 

(B) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following new paragraph: 

“(1) а person who produces cigars, ciga- 
rettes, smokeless tobacco, pipe tobacco, or 
roll-your-own tobacco solely for the person's 
own personal consumption or use, and“. 

(3) The chapter heading for chapter 52 is 
amended to read as follows: 

“CHAPTER 52—TOBACCO PRODUCTS AND 
CIGARETTE PAPERS AND TUBES”. 

(4) The table of chapters for subtitle E is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
chapter 52 and inserting the following new 
item: 


CHAPTER 52. Tobacco products and cigarette 
papers and tubes." 


(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 
this section shall apply to roll-your-own to- 
bacco removed (as defined in section 5702(k) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as 
amended by this Act) after December 31, 
1995. 

(2) TRANSITIONAL RULE.—Any person who— 
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(A) on the date of the enactment of this 
Act is engaged in business as a manufacturer 
of roll-your-own tobacco or as an importer of 
tobacco products or cigarette papers and 
tubes, and 

(B) before January 1, 1996, submits an ap- 
plication under subchapter B of chapter 52 of 
such Code to engage in such business, 
may, notwithstanding such subchapter B, 
continue to engage in such business pending 
final action on such application. Pending 
such final action, all provisions of such chap- 
ter 52 shall apply to such applicant in the 
same manner and to the same extent as if 
such applicant were a holder of a permit 
under such chapter 52 to engage in such busi- 
ness. 

SEC. 205, DESIGNATION OF OVERPAYMENTS AND 
CONTRIBUTIONS FOR THE NA- 
TIONAL FUND FOR HEALTH RE- 
SEARCH. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter A of chapter 
61 (relating to returns and records) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following new 
part: 


“PART IX—DESIGNATION OF OVERPAY- 
MENTS AND CONTRIBUTIONS FOR THE 
NATIONAL FUND FOR HEALTH RE- 
SEARCH 


“Sec. 6097. Amounts for the National Fund 
for Health Research. 
“SEC. 6097. AMOUNTS FOR THE NATIONAL FUND 
FOR HEALTH RESEARCH. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—Every individual (other 
than a nonresident alien) may designate 
that— 

“(1) a portion (not less than $1) of any 
overpayment of the tax imposed by chapter 1 
for the taxable year, and 

“(2) a cash contribution (not less than $1), 
be paid over to the National Fund for Health 
Research. In the case of a joint return of a 
husband and wife, each spouse may designate 
one-half of any such overpayment of tax (not 
less than $2). 

“(b) MANNER AND TIME OF DESIGNATION.— 
Any designation under subsection (a) may be 
made with respect to any taxable year only 
at the time of filing the original return of 
the tax imposed by chapter 1 for such tax- 
able year. Such designation shall be made ei- 
ther on the 1st page of the return or on the 
page bearing the taxpayer’s signature. 

“(с) OVERPAYMENTS TREATED А8 RE- 
FUNDED.—For purposes of this section, any 
overpayment of tax designated under sub- 
section (a) shall be treated as being refunded 
to the taxpayer as of the last day prescribed 
for filing the return of tax imposed by chap- 
ter 1 (determined with regard to extensions) 
or, if later, the date the return is filed. 

“(4) DESIGNATED AMOUNTS NOT DEDUCT- 
IBLE.—No amount designated pursuant to 
subsection (a) shall be allowed as a deduction 
under section 170 or any other section for 
any taxable year. 

e) TERMINATION.—This section shall not 
apply to taxable years beginning in a cal- 
endar year after a determination by the Sec- 
retary that the sum of all designations under 
subsection (a) for taxable years beginning in 
the second and third calendar years preced- 
ing the calendar year is less than $5,000,000." 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
parts for subchapter A of chapter 61 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 


“Part IX. Designation of overpayments and 
contributions for the National 
Fund for Health Research.” 


(с) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1995. 
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NATIONAL FUND FOR HEALTH RESEARCH ACT— 
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

What does the proposal call for? 

A National Fund For Health Research 
would be established to provide additional 
resources for health research over and above 
those provided to the National Institutes of 
Health (NIH) in the annual appropriations 
process. The Fund would greatly enhance the 
quality of health care by investing more re- 
sources in finding preventive measures, cures 
and cost effective treatments for the major 
illnesses and conditions that strike Ameri- 


cans. 

Financing for the Fund comes from an in- 
crease in federal tobacco taxes—25 cents per 
pack of cigarettes and an equivalent tax on 
other tobacco products. This tax would raise 
an estimated $4.2 billion annually. In addi- 
tion to providing revenue for the Fund, rais- 
ing tobacco taxes will protect children and 
save lives. Every day more than 3,000 chil- 
dren become smokers and more than 1,000 of 
them will eventually die as a result of smok- 
ing. Raising tobacco taxes is a highly effec- 
tive way to reduce tobacco use by children. 
A 25-cent tax will discourage an estimated 
1.3 million children and adults from smoking 
and will save the lives of more than 300,000 
Americans alive today. 

Each year amounts within the Fund would 
automatically be allotted to each of the NIH 
Institutes and Centers. Five percent of the 
monies would be directed to extramural con- 
struction and renovation of research facili- 
ties, the National Library of Medicine, and 
the Office of the Director. So that an appro- 
priate range of basic and applied research is 
supported, each Institute and Center would 
receive the same percentage of the remain- 
ing Fund monies as they received of the 
total NIH appropriation for that fiscal year. 
In order to insure that the additional funds 
generated do not simply replace regularly 
appropriated NIH funds, monies from the 
Fund would be released only if the total ap- 
propriated for the NIH in that year equal or 
exceed the prior year appropriations. 

Additional monies for the Fund would be 
generated by a voluntary federal income tax 
check-off. Every year, when filing their Fed- 
eral income tax returns, Americans would 
have the opportunity to designate tax over- 
payments and contributions for health re- 
search. Monies from the check-off would be 
deposited in the Fund. 

Why is this proposal necessary? 

Health research has brought us the ad- 
vances in treatment and prevention of dis- 
ease and disability that define our current 
high standards of medical practice. Perhaps 
more than any other component of our 
health care system, health research holds 
the promise of both reducing medical costs 
and improving the quality of life of Ameri- 
cans. Yet, because the federal budget agree- 
ment freezes discretionary spending for the 
next four years, Federal funding for health 
research will likely not even keep up with 
inflation unless a separate funding stream is 
established. 

Will the Fund simply replace existing mon- 
ies appropriated to NIH? 

No. Monies generated by the Fund would 
be in addition to, not in replacement of those 
provided to each of the NIH Institutes in the 
normal appropriations process. Monies from 
the Fund could not be allotted unless total 
NIH appropriations in that year were equal 
to or greater than the prior year appropria- 
tions. Therefore, the Fund could not be used 
as a mechanism to replace or reduce regu- 
larly appropriated funds. 

How would money from the Fund be allo- 
cated among research priorities? 
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The proposal does not pick winners and 
losers among areas of health research. It 
does not interfere with the funding decisions 
made through the normal appropriations 
process. Funds would be allocated to each of 
the NIH Institutes and Centers based on the 
percentage that each of these entities re- 
ceived of the total NIH appropriation for 
that year. Monies allotted to each NIH en- 
tity would be spent according to a plan de- 
veloped by the entities’ advisory council in 
consultation with the NIH Director. Each In- 
stitute would decide the appropriate dis- 
tribution of Fund monies among various re- 
search priorities within the Institute. 

In recognition of the poor state of many 
medical research facilities, 2 percent of the 
total Fund would be taken off the top for ex- 
tramural construction and renovation of re- 
search building and facilities. In accordance 
with traditional funding patterns, 1 percent 
of the total Fund would go to the National 
Library of Medicine. An additional 2 percent 
would go to the NIH Director for intramural 
construction and renovation and other ac- 
tivities supported by the Office of the Direc- 
tor. 

Isn't research a major reason why the cost 
of health care is so high in this country? 
Won't an increase in research funding lead to 
an increase in health care costs? 

Absolutely not. Funding for research can 
be an effective means of controlling health 
costs in the long run. Investment in research 
pays off in terms of lower medical expenses, 
reduced worker absenteeism, and improved 
productivity. For example, according to NIH 
statistics, an investment of $1.2 million in 
the development of a mass screening device 
for neonatal hypothyroidism in newborns 
has the potential l-year saving of over $206 
million. An investment of slightly over 
$679,000 for a treatment for preventing the 
recurrence of kidney stones saves close to 
$300 million in annual treatment costs and 
lost days work. 

Today, many families are anxiously look- 
ing for a treatment and cure of Alzheimer’s 
disease. Federally supported funding for re- 
search on Alzheimer’s disease totals $300 mil- 
lion annually on caring for people with Alz- 
heimer's. A cure or treatment for Alz- 
heimer's, in addition to relieving suffering, 
would result in enormous savings. 

Won't more research lead to the develop- 
ment and over utilization of new tests and 
expensive equipment? 

There are legitimate concerns about the 
over utilization and duplication of expensive 
technologies. These concerns should be ad- 
dressed by an increased emphasis on out- 
comes and effectiveness research. We should 
solve the problem of over utilization of serv- 
ices but not at the expense of improving 
quality and coming up with more effective 
treatments and cures. 

Do the American people support increases 
in tobacco taxes to pay for increases in 
health research? 

Polling data consistently show that more 
than two-thirds of Republican and Demo- 
cratic voters, including voters in tobacco- 
growing states, favor raising tobacco taxes if 
revenues are dedicated to health-related ac- 
tivities. 

Does the proposal include prevention re- 
search? 

Absolutely. Research is our first line of de- 
fense. It is the ultimate investment in pre- 
vention. Research provides the building 
blocks for prevention—research has produced 
immunizations, critical information about 
the importance of diet and exercise in pre- 
venting disease, and a screening test to pre- 
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vent the transmission of HIV through blood 
products. Research is the key to prevention. 


CANCER UNDERSTANDING AND RESEARCH 
EFFORTS 
(Statement of Zenia Kim) 

The CURE program is designed to focus on 
two areas of cancer treatment: prevention 
and research. 

INTRODUCTION 

I remember when I was attending Junior 
High and High School, I never really learned 
about cancer or the risk factors involved. 
When I was a senior in high school, a very 
close relative of mine became very ill and 
was diagnosed with cancer. She started 
chemotherapy treatment but things got 
worse. I promised myself at that moment 
that I was going to perform my own research 
on cancer, What caused this disease and why 
wasn’t my loved one getting better? I began 
volunteering at our local hospital in the Pa- 
thology lab, where I observed doctors exam- 
ining various forms of cancers. I learned how 
to spot cancers of all sorts. As I continued 
my education at Brigham Young University, 
I continued with my cancer research. I 
worked with a Chemistry professor by the 
name of Dr. James Thorne, and he assisted 
me in understanding the chemical aspect of 
cancer research. We worked on a treatment 
called Photodynamic Therapy. This form of 
cancer treatment became very appealing be- 
cause it did not have as many negative side 
effects that chemotherapy had. I became so 
involved with the research that I wrote my 
own paper on Photodynamic Therapy. I am 
still continuing my research with Dr. Thorne 
for the third year, and hope that this is our 
real breakthrough in curing cancer. While I 
was performing research on Photodynamic 
Therapy, I really wanted to continue my vol- 
unteer work in a hospital setting. I volun- 
teered at Utah Valley Regional Medical Cen- 
ter in the Oncology Department. Here, I got 
to experience the other side, the patient's 
side. I remember talking with many cancer 
patients and listening to their distress, their 
hopeless feelings. I became so determined 

. that I was going to find a cure for can- 
cer. Ав my research continued at BYU, I dis- 
covered that research funds were very lim- 
ited. The national funding organizations can 
hardly support any of the proposals coming 
in. As a future medical research specialist, I 
became disheartened. Over the summer, I 
worked at Oregon Health Sciences Univer- 
sity Medical School performing medical can- 
cer research, and there too discovered the 
limited funding available for research. This 
is why I became so inspired to develop my 
own program called the CURE. 

CANCER UNDERSTANDING AND RESEARCH 

EFFORTS 

The CURE focuses on two areas of cancer 
treatment. The first is prevention. I believe 
that if many students learned about the 
risks involved with cancer as a junior high 
or high school student, there would be a sig- 
nificant decrease in the incidents of cancer. 
I would like to see a unit integrated within 
the health curriculum that emphasizes the 
risks of cancer. Furthermore, I would like to 
invite guest speakers, perhaps one who has 
fought and recovered from cancer or the 
loved ones of a cancer victim, to tell about 
their side of their story. I think that by per- 
sonalizing a real situation, students feel 
more sensitive and more in tune with the 
problem, That is exactly what we need. We 
need students to feel realistic, sad, or even 
scared so that they won't associate with any 
of the risks involved with cancer. The deci- 
sions that students in their junior high and 
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high school years make can indefinitely af- 
fect the course of their lives. Furthermore, 
this is the time that they opt to engage in 
such acts as smoking, using tobacco, sun 
tanning, etc. So, by integrating a cancer 
unit within secondary education, the hope is 
that the future generations will choose to 
stay risk free and beat the battle against 
cancer. 

The second area of cancer treatment that 
the CURE focuses on is research. Prevention 
is great to eliminate cancer but for those al- 
ready afflicted with cancer, there must be 
another alternative. I would like to person- 
ally declare, to those of all ages, that re- 
search is the first and most important step 
towards cancer cure. By understanding the 
mechanism of how cancer cells undergo their 
uncontrolled rate of division, we can come 
closer to finding the right reagents to stop 
it. I know that cancer research has been 
going on for many years, and I believe that 
we are coming so much closer to the cure. 
We really need to support the research fund- 
ing. I have sadly discovered that less than 10 
percent of all the proposals that are sent to 
large funding organizations, such as the Na- 
tional Institute of Health, actually get fund- 
ed. This to me is a horrifying reality. But 
the question always seems to be. Where аге 
we going to get the money?” I believe that 
we can first start with larger corporations. 
They have elicited a certain percentage of 
their profits into donations. I would like to 
encourage those corporations to donate more 
of their profits into research. Also, I support 
Senator Hatfield’s and Senator Harkin’s 
Trust Fund Proposal in allocating more 
money towards research from a tobacco tax. 
By raising the tobacco tax by a small frac- 
tion, we will not destroy the tobacco indus- 
try and we will be able to fund more sci- 
entific discoveries. As a future medical sci- 
entist, I would like to know that there will 
be enough funding available to pursue my re- 
search endeavors. I love research and I thrive 
off making new scientific discoveries. I just 
hope that I can continue my love for re- 
search when I work in my own laboratory 
someday soon. 

As Miss Tri-Valley, I have actually had the 
opportunity to speak to students in junior 
high and high schools throughout the Bea- 
verton/Portland area. I always emphasize 
these two important points that I have es- 
tablished in the CURE Program: Prevention 
and Research—these are our two means of 
defeating cancer. 

AMERICAN LUNG ASSOCIATION, 
September 14, 1995. 
Hon. MARK HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: The American 
Lung Association strongly endorses the leg- 
islation you are introducing today, Research 
Trust Fund Act. Enactment of the Research 
Trust Fund Act will be a win-win proposition 
for the health and well-being of the Amer- 
ican people. 

The Research Trust Fund Act will save 
lives through prevention. Each year 419,000 
Americans die from causes directly related 
to tobacco use and thousands more die from 
diseases caused by exposure to environ- 
mental tobacco smoke. These preventable 
deaths represents a huge human loss to our 
society. The proposed $0.25 increase in the 
federal excise tax on tobacco products will 
help reduce the number of people who smoke. 
It is estimated that for every $0.25 increased 
in the federal tobacco tax, about one million 
people living today will be discouraged from 
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smoking and 200,000 to 300,000 premature 
deaths will be prevented. 

The Research Trust Fund Act will save 
health care dollars. The cost of treating peo- 
ple who suffer from tobacco related illnesses 
places a staggering financial burden on the 
American health care system. Although 
smokers tend to die younger, over the course 
of their life, current and former smokers 
generate an estimated $501 billion in excess 
health care costs. Treating tobacco related 
illnesses cost the $21 billion per year, with 
an additional estimated cost of $47 billion in 
lost productivity. Reducing the number of 
people who use tobacco products by increas- 
ing the federal tobacco tax will help reduce 
the economic burden tobacco consumption 
places on the U.S. health care system. 

The Research Trust Fund Act will save 
lives through improved treatments and 
cures. The estimated $4 billion to $5 billion 
generated by the Research Trust Fund will 
provided needed additional funding for bio- 
medical research sponsored by the National 
Institutes of Health. Through increased sup- 
port of basic and clinical biomedical re- 
search at the National Institutes of Health, 
researchers will continue to broaden our un- 
derstanding of life sciences and develop new 
approaches to preventing, treating, and cur- 
ing disease. 

The American Lung Association and its 
volunteers stand ready to work with you and 
Congress to enact this important legislation. 
I would also like to take this opportunity to 
commend you for your leadership and fore- 
sight in introducing the Research Trust 
Fund Act. The Research Trust Fund will go 
а long way to improving the health of all 
Americans. 

Sincerely, 
JACQUELINE D. MCLEOD, MPH, M. Ed. 
President. 
FEDERATION OF AMERICAN 
SOCIETIES FOR EXPERIMENTAL BIOLOGY, 
Bethesda, MD, September 11, 1995. 
Hon. MARK HATFIELD, 
Chair, Senate Appropriations Committee, U.S. 
Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Federation of 
American Societies for Experimental Biol- 
ogy (FASEB) supports with enthusiasm your 
efforts to provide supplemental resources for 
NIH and biomedical research. 

The Federation concurs that the federal 
commitment to health research is grossly 
underfunded. Less than 3 percent of the near- 
ly one trillion dollars our Nation spends on 
health care is devoted to health research, 
while the defense industry spends 15 percent 
of its budget on research. Ample evidence ex- 
ists to demonstrate that health research has 
improved the quality of health care in the 
United States, and is one of the best methods 
of health care cost containment. 

Therefore, FASEB supports the proposal to 
create an additional source of biomedical 
funding, such as through the National Fund 
for Health Research Act. We are confident 
that these additional funds would not be 
used to offset regular appropriations. 

Sincerely, 
RALPH A. BRADSHAW, Ph.D., 
President. 
NATIONAL COMMITTEE TO PRESERVE 
SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE, 
Washington, DC, September 14, 1995. 
Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: On behalf of the 

nearly six million members and supporters of 
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the National Committee to Preserve Social 
Security and Medicare, I am writing in 
strong support of your legislation to increase 
medical research funding to the National In- 
stitutes of Health (NIH). 


Increased research into the causes and po- 
tential cures of many diseases related to 
aging could have a profound impact on the 
lives of older Americans and their families. 
Alzheimer’s disease, a degenerative brain 
disorder, afflicts about 4 million people in 
the United States, and costs the nation an 
estimated $80 billion to $100 billion a year. 
Osteoporosis, which causes fragile bones and 
painfully crippling fractures, costs an esti- 
mated $10 billion a year. When families can 
no longer meet the care needs of relatives 
with these illnesses, disabled people often 
end up in nursing homes, where bills totaled 
$69.6 billion in 1993. 


The Hatfield/Harkin Research Fund legis- 
lation to be introduced today is a significant 
step forward to find cures or better treat- 
ments, save lives and dollars. We commend 
you on your long-time commitment to medi- 
cal research. 

Sincerely, 
MARTHA A. MCSTEEN, 
President. 


ASSOCIATION OF 
AMERICAN MEDICAL COLLEGES, 
Washington, DC, September 15, 1995. 
Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. ToM HARKIN, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 


DEAR SENATORS HATFIELD AND HARKIN: The 
Association of American Medical Colleges 
(AAMC) strongly endorses your proposal to 
create a National Fund for Health Research. 
The debate on this year’s budget makes it 
clear that we must identify additional, sus- 
tainable sources of funding to supplement 
the regular appropriation for the National 
Institutes of Health [NIH] if we are to con- 
tinue to rely upon scientific discovery to im- 
prove the health and quality of life for all 
Americans. In addition, sustained support 
for the NIH is needed if the United States is 
to maintain its position as the world’s leader 
in biomedical and behavioral research. The 
fund you propose is an innovative and nec- 
essary complement to NIH funding. 


The Federal Government plays a necessary 
role in the support of this nation’s bio- 
medical and behavioral research efforts. The 
investment that the Federal Government has 
made in the NIH has produced a comprehen- 
sive network of scientists, physicians, and 
technicians at more than 1,700 institutions 
across the United States dedicated to the 
continued pursuit of fundamental knowledge 
and the application of this information to 
the prevention, diagnosis, and treatment of 
disease. NIH-supported scientists have made 
enormous contributions to the nation’s 
health. In addition, NIH-sponsored research 
has made significant economic contribu- 
tions, both locally and nationally. The role 
that the U.S. biotechnology industry plays 
globally is just one example of the economic 
benefits to be derived from NIH research. 


Moreover, your proposal addresses a major 
cause of disease and death in this country: 
tobacco. As health professionals, we must do 
everything in our power to reduce the use of 
tobacco in this country, particularly among 
children and teenagers. Your bill is an im- 
portant part of that strategy. We will work 
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with you to urge all health-related organiza- 

tions and institutions to support this pro- 

posal and to encourage other Senators to co- 
sponsor it. 

Finally, on behalf of the Association’s 
members, I wish to thank you for your lead- 
ership and unfailing commitment to a 
strong, vital medical research effort in this 
country. We appreciate the continued sup- 
port and trust that you have placed in the 
NIH, and by implication in our institutions 
and faculty. We look forward to continuing 
to work with you to sustain this national 
treasure that is so critically important to 
the nation’s health. 

Very sincerely yours, 
JORDAN J. COHEN, M.D. 
President. 
AMERICAN CANCER SOCIETY, 
NATIONAL PUBLIC ISSUES OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, September 15, 1995. 

Hon. MARK HATFIELD, 

U.S. Senate, 

Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: On behalf of 
more than two million American Cancer So- 
ciety volunteers, I am writing to commend 
you and Senator Harkin for your leadership 
in introducing the National Fund for Health 
Research Act. Your proposal combines two 
critical initiatives: increasing biomedical re- 
search funding and protecting children from 
tobacco addiction by raising tobacco taxes. 
The American Cancer Society strongly sup- 
ports this bill. 

Increasing funding for biomedical research 
is a top priority for all health organizations 
that understand the role such research plays 
in treating diseases, reducing suffering, im- 
proving the efficiency of our health care sys- 
tem and improving the health status of the 
entire nation. The American Cancer Society 
is particularly concerned about the rise in 
cancer rates. Cancer will become the leading 
cause of death in the United States by the 
year 2000. Biomedical research performed by 
the National Institutes of Health is of vital 
importance in the fight against cancer. The 
United States currently devotes less than 3 
percent of health care spending to research. 
This amount is unacceptably low as a matter 
of health and economics. 

There is no more appropriate way to fi- 
nance this bill than through a tobacco tax 
increase. By itself, this tax will discourage 
about 1.3 million children and adults from 
smoking and will ultimately save the lives of 
more than 300,000 Americans alive today. 
Raising tobacco taxes is one of the most im- 
portant measures we can take to reduce the 
current epidemic of tobacco use by teen- 
agers. 

More than two-thirds of Republican and 
Democratic voters, including voters from to- 
bacco-growing states, supports raising to- 
bacco taxes for health-related purposes such 
as this. 

You have our full support. We look forward 
to working with you and your staff. 

Sincerely, 
KERRIE B. WILSON, 
National Vice Presi- 
dent for Government 
Relations, American 
Cancer Society. 

MEDICAL RESEARCH AND HEALTH CARE CON- 
CERNS: A SURVEY OF THE AMERICAN PUBLIC 
(Conducted by Louis Harris & Associates, 

June 1995) 

A nationwide Harris telephone poll was 
conducted of 1004 adults in the United States 
from June 8-11, 1995. Figures for age, sex, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


race, education, and region were weighted 
where necessary to bring them into line with 
their actual proportions in the population. 
The margin of error for the survey is ap- 
proximately 3.1 percent. 

Research! America, a national not-for-prof- 
it organization dedicated to raising public 
awareness of and support for medical re- 
search, commissioned Louis Harris & Associ- 
ates to ask questions about medical research 
as a part of a larger survey focusing on a 
broad range of current issues. 

HIGHLIGHTS 

1. Americans oppose cuts in medical re- 
search dollars. 

Respondents were told that one impact of 
proposed changes in the Federal budget 
would be less money going to universities 
and their hospitals which teach medical stu- 
dents and do medical research. When asked 
whether they favored or opposed these 
changes in the Federal budget, 65% opposed 
proposed cuts in Federal support for univer- 
sities and hospitals. 

The younger those surveyed, the higher 
their response: Among 18-24 year-olds, the 
opposition to the proposed cuts rises to 75%; 
among 15-29-year-olds, the opposition to the 
proposed cuts is 72%. 

2. Americans would pay higher taxes to 
support medical research. 

73% would be willing to pay a dollar more 
per week in taxes if they knew the money 
would be spent on medical research to better 
diagnose, prevent and treat disease. 

Results from a November, 1993 Harris Poll 
were very similar—74% were willing to pay a 
dollar more per week in taxes if spent on 
medical research. 

3. Americans urge Congress to provide tax 
incentives for private industry to conduct 
medical research. 

61% of those surveyed want their Senators 
and Representatives to support legislation 
that would give tax credits to private indus- 
tries to conduct more medica) research. 

4. Americans are willing to designate tax 
refund dollars for medical research. 

45% would probably, and 15% would defi- 
nitely check off a box on their federal in- 
come tax return to designate tax refund 
money specifically for medical research. 

When asked how much money they would 
be willing to designate to medical research, 
the median amount reported was $23. 

5. Americans overwhelmingly value main- 
taining the United States’ position as a lead- 
er in medical research. 

94% of those surveyed believe that it is im- 
portant that the United States maintains its 
role as a world leader in medical research! 

6. Americans heartily endorse having the 
Federal Government support basic science 
research. 

Those surveyed were asked if they agree or 
disagree with the following: “Even if it 
brings no immediate benefits, basic science 
research which advances the frontiers of 
knowledge is necessary and should be sup- 
ported by the Federal Government.” 

69% of respondent agree; 79% of young peo- 
ple ages 18-24 agree with the need to support 
basic research. 

7. Medical research takes second place only 
to national defense for tax dollar value. 

While 45% gave federal defense spending 
the highest rating for tax dollar value, sec- 
ond place went to medical research with 37% 
of the respondents giving it a favorable tax 
dollar value. 

Public education and federal anti-crime ef- 
forts ranked the lowest. 

8. Americans want more information about 
medical research in the print and broadcast 
media. 
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61% of the Americans surveyed would like 
to see more medical research information in 
newspapers, Magazines and on television. 

77% of young people 18-24 want more medi- 
cal research information from these sources. 

For further information on the survey or 
other Research! America activities, contact 
one Turner at (703) 739-2577; Fax (703) 739- 


ORGANIZATIONS ENDORSING THE HATFIELD- 


Academy of Radiology Research. 

Alliance for Aging Research. 

Alliance for Eye and Vision Research. 

Alzheimer’s Association. 

American Academy of Allergy, Asthma & 
Immunology. 

American Academy of Child and Adoles- 
cent Psychiatry. 

American Academy of Dermatology. 

American Academy of Medical Асирипо- 
ture. 

American Academy of Neurology. 

American Academy of Ophthalmology. 

American Academy of Orthopaedic Sur- 
geons. 

American Academy of Otolaryngology— 
Head and Neck Surgery. 

American Academy of Pediatrics. 

American Association for Cancer Edu- 
cation. 

American Association for Cancer Research. 

American Association for Dental Research. 

American Association of Anatomists. 

American Association of Blood Banks. 

American Association of Colleges of Nurs- 
ing. 

American Association of Colleges of Phar- 
macy. 

American Association of Critical-Care 
Nurses, 

American Association of Dental Schools. 

American Association of Immunologists. 

American Association of Pharmaceutical 
Scientists, 

American Cancer Society. 

American College of Cardiology. 

American College of Chest Physicians. 

American College of Clinical Pharmacol- 
ову. 

American College of Medical Genetics. 

American College of Preventive Medicine. 

American College of Rheumatology. 

American Diabetes Association. 

American Federation for Clinical 
search, 

American Gastroenterological Association. 

American Geriatrics Society. 

American Heart Association. 

American Institute of Nutrition. 

American Lung Association. 

American Nurses Association. 

American Orthopaedic Association. 

American Pediatric Society. 

American Physiological Society. 

American Podiatric Medical Association. 

American Porphyria Foundation. 

American Psychiatric Association. 

American Psychological Society. 

American Skin Association, Inc. 

American Sleep Disorders Association. 

American Society for Bone and Mineral 
Research, 

American Society for Cell Biology. 

American Society for Clinical Nutrition. 

American Society for Dermatologic Sur- 
gery. 

American Society for Investigative Pathol- 


Re- 


ogy. 
American Society for Microbiology. 
American Society for Pharmacology and 
Experimental Therapeutics. 
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Кеке жез Society for Reproductive Medi- 
cine. 

American Society for Therapeutic Radiol- 
ogy and Oncology. 

American Society for Virology. 

American Society of Addiction Medicine. 

American Society of Animal Sciences. 

American Society of Clinical Oncology. 

American Society of Hematology. 

American Society of Nephrology. 

American Society of Pediatric Hema- 
tology/Oncology. 

American Society of Tropical Medicine & 
Hygiene. 

American Speech-Language-Hearing Asso- 
ciation. 

American Thoracic Society. 

American Urological Association. 

Amputee Coalition of America. 

Arizona Disease Prevention Center at the 
University of Arizona. 

Arthritis Foundation. 


Association for Behavioral Sciences & 
Medical Education. 

Association for Professionals in Infection 
Control & Epidemiology, Inc. 

Association for Research in Vision and 
Ophthalmology. 

Association of Academic Health Centers. 

Association of American Cancer Institutes. 

Association of American Medical Colleges, 

Association of American Veterinary Medi- 
cal Colleges. 

Association of Medical Graduate Depart- 
ments of Biochemistry. 

Association of Medical School Microbi- 
ology and Immunology Chairs. 

Association of Medical School Pediatric 
Department Chairman. 

Association of Minority Health Profession 
Schools. 

Association of Pediatric Oncology Nurses. 

Association of Population Centers. 

Association of Professors of Dermatology. 

Association of Professors of Medicine. 

Association of Subspecialty Professors. 


Association of Teachers of Preventive Med- 
icine. 


Association of University Environmental 
Health Sciences Centers. 

Association of University Professors of 
Ophthalmology. 

Association of University Programs in Oc- 
cupational Health and Safety. 

Autism Society of America. 

Cancer Research Foundation of America. 

Citizens for Public Action on Blood Pres- 
sure and Cholesterol, Inc. 

Coalition for American Trauma Care. 

Coalition of Patient Advocates for Skin 
Disease Research. 

College on Problems of Drug Dependence. 

Columbia University. 

Columbia University, Health Sciences. 

Consortium for Skin Research. 

Peter C. & Pat Cook Health Sciences Re- 
search & Education Institute at Butterworth 
Hospital. 

Cooley's Anemia Foundation. 
cue Hospital/University Medical Cen- 


Corporation for the Advancement of Psy- 
chiatry. 

Council of Community Blood Centers. 

Cystic Fibrosis Foundation. 


Drew/Meharry/Morehouse Consortium Can- 
cer Center. 
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Digestive Disease National Coalition. 

Dystonia Medical Research Foundation. 

Dystrophic Epidermolysis Bullosa Re- 
search Association of America. 

Ehlers Danlos National Foundation. 

The Endocine Society. 

Environmental Science Associates, Inc. 

Epilepsy Foundation of America. 

Families Against Cancer. 

Federation of American Societies for Ex- 
perimental Biology. 

Federation of Behavioral, Psychological & 
Cognitive Sciences. 

Foundation for Ichthyosis & Related Skin 
Types. 

Fox Chase Cancer Center. 

General Clinical Research Center Pro- 
grams Directors’ Association. 

Genome Action Coalition. 

Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center. 

Arthur G. James Cancer Hospital & Re- 
search Institute. 

Johns Hopkins University. 

деме Hopkins University, School of Medi- 
cine. 

Joint Council on Allergy, Asthma and Im- 
munology. 
і Joint Steering Committee for Public Pol- 
су. 

Louisiana State University Medical Cen- 
ter. 

Lupus Foundation of America, Inc. 

Lucille P. Markey Cancer Center. 

Medical College of Pennsylvania & Hahne- 
mann University. 

Medical Center of Wisconsin Cancer Cen- 
ter. 

Medical Library Association. 

Малаа Gravis Foundation of America, 


ҮН Alopecia Areata Foundation. 

National Association for Biomedical Re- 
search. 

National Association for the Advancement 
of Orthotics and Prosthetics. 

National Association of Children's Hos- 
pitals. 

National Association of Pediatric Nurse 
Associates and Practitioners. 

National Association of State Universities 
and Land Grant Colleges. 

National Breast Cancer Coalition. 

National Caucus of Basic Biomedical 
Science Chairs. 

National Coalition for Cancer Research. 

National Committee to Preserve Social Se- 
curity and Medicare. 

National Diabetes Research Coalition. 

National Easter Seal Society. 

National Eczema Association. 

National Foundation for 
Dysplasias. 

National Health Council. 

National Marfan Foundation. 

National Multiple Sclerosis Society. 

National Organization for Rare Disorders. 

National Osteoporosis Foundation, 

National Perinatal Association. 

National Psoriasis Foundation. 

National Tuberous Sclerosis Association. 

National Vitiligo Foundation, Inc. 

National Vulvodynia Association. 

New England Society of Physical Medicine 
and Rehabilitation. 


New York University Medical Center. 
Northwestern Memorial Hospital. 
Oncology Nursing Society. 


Ectodermal 
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Orton Dyslexia Society, Inc. 

Paralyzed Veterans of America. 

Penn State Hershey Medical Center. 

Population Association of America. 

Radiation Research Society. 

The Family of Christopher Reeve. 

Research! America. 

St. Jude Children’s Research Hospital. 

Scleroderma Federation, Inc. 

Scleroderma Research Foundation. 

Society for the Advancement of Women’s 
Health Research. 

Society for Investigative Dermatology. 

Society for Neuroscience. 

Society for Pediatric Research. 

Society of Critical Care Medicine. 

Society of Medical College Directors of 
Continuing Medical Education. 

Society of Toxicology. 

Society of University Otolaryngologists— 
Head and Neck Surgeons. 

Society of University Urologists. 

Stanford University School of Medicine. 

Sturge Weber Foundation. 

Sudden Infant Death Syndrome Alliance. 

Sylvester Comprehensive Cancer Center. 

Teratology Society. 

Tourette Syndrome Association, Inc. 

Tufts University Dept. of Physical Medi- 
cine and Rehabilitation. 

United Scleroderma Foundation Inc. 

University of Cincinnati Barrett Cancer 
Center. 

University of Miami School of Medicine, 
Division of Genetics. 

University of Minnesota, Duluth, School of 
Medicine. 

University of Nevada, School of Medicine. 

University of Rochester Cancer Center. 

University of Virginia, School of Medicine. 

3 of Washington, School of Medi- 
cine. 

Wake Forest University, 
School of Medicine. 

Wisconsin Comprehensive Cancer Center. 

Yale University, School of Medicine. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today with Senator HATFIELD to intro- 
duce the Fund for Health Research Act. 
This legislation is similar to legisla- 
tion that the two of us introduced dur- 
ing the last Congress which gained 
broad bipartisan support in both the 
House and Senate. 

Our proposal would establish a na- 
tional fund for health research to pro- 
vide additional resources for health re- 
search over and above those provided 
to the National Institutes of Health 
[NIH] in the annual appropriations 
process. The fund would greatly en- 
hance the quality of health care by in- 
vesting more in finding preventive 
measures, cures and more cost effec- 
tive treatments for the major illnesses 
and conditions that strike Americans. 

The fund would be financed by a 25- 
cent tax on each pack of cigarettes and 
an equivalent tax on other tobacco 
products such as snuff and chewing to- 
bacco. This tax would raise an esti- 
mated $4.2 billion annually. 


Bowman Gray 
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Mr. President, in addition to provid- 
ing revenue for health research, raising 
tobacco taxes will protect children and 
save lives. Every day more than 3,000 
children become smokers and more 
than 1,000 of them will eventually die 
as a result of smoking. Raising tobacco 
taxes is a highly effective way to re- 
duce tobacco use by children. A 25-cent 
tax will discourage an estimated 1.3 
million children and adults from smok- 
ing and will save the lives of more than 
300,000 Americans alive today. 

Additional moneys for the fund 
would be generated by a voluntary Fed- 
eral income tax check-off. Every year, 
when filing their Federal income tax 
returns, Americans would be given the 
opportunity to designate tax overpay- 
ments and contributions for health re- 
search. Moneys from the check-off 
would be deposited in the fund. 

Each year under our proposal 
amounts within the national fund for 
health research would automatically 
be allocated to each of the NIH insti- 
tutes and centers. Each institute and 
center would receive the same percent- 
age as they received of the total NIH 
appropriation for that fiscal year. 

Last year Senator HATFIELD and I ar- 
gued that any health care reform plan 
should include additional funding for 
health research. Health care reform 
has been taken off the front burner but 
the need to increase our Nation’s com- 
mitment to health research has not di- 
minished. 

While health care spending devours 
nearly $1 trillion annually our medical 
research budget is dying of starvation. 
The United States devotes less than 2 
percent of its total health care budget 
to health research. The Defense De- 
partment spends 15 percent of its budg- 
et on research. Does this make sense? 
The cold war is over but the war 
against disease and disability contin- 
ues. 

Increased investment in health re- 
search is key to reducing health costs 
in the long run. If we can find the cure 
for a disease like Alzheimer’s the sav- 
ings would be enormous. Today, feder- 
ally supported funding for research on 
Alzheimer’s disease totals $300 million 
yet it is estimated that nearly $100 bil- 
lion is expended annually on caring for 
people with Alzheimer’s. 

Gene therapy and treatments for 
cystic fibrosis and Parkinson’s could 
eliminate years of chronic care costs, 
while saving lives and improving pa- 
tients’ quality of life. 

Mr. President, Senator HATFIELD and 
I do everything we can to increase 
funding for NIH through the appropria- 
tions process. But, given the current 
budget situation and freeze in discre- 
tionary spending what we can do is 
limited. Without action, our invest- 
ment in medical research through the 
NIH is likely to continue to decline in 
real terms. 

The NIH is not able to fund even 25 
percent of competing research projects 
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or grant applications deemed worthy of 
funding. This is compared to rates of 30 
percent or more just a decade ago. 
Science and cutting edge medical re- 
search is being put on hold. We may be 
giving up possible cures for diabetes, 
Alzheimer’s, Parkinson’s, and count- 
less other diseases. 

Our lack of investment in research 
may also be discouraging our young 
people from pursuing careers in medi- 
cal research. The number of people 
under the age of 36 even apply for NIH 
grants dropped by 54 percent between 
1985 and 1993. This is due to a host of 
factors but I’m afraid that the lower 
success rates among all applicants is 
making biomedical research less and 
less attractive to young people. If the 
perception is that funding for research 
is impossible to obtain, young people 
that may have chosen medical research 
10 years ago will choose other career 


paths. 

Mr. President, I am pleased that over 
130 groups representing patients, hos- 
pitals, medical schools, researchers, 
and millions of Americans have al- 
ready endorsed our proposal. And, poll- 
ing data consistently show that more 
than two-thirds of Republican and 
Democratic voters, including votes in 
tobacco-growing States, favor raising 
tobacco taxes if funds will be devoted 
to health related programs. 

Mr. President, health research is an 
investment in our future—it is an in- 
vestment in our children and grand- 
children. It holds the promise of cure 
or treatment for millions of Ameri- 
cans. 


By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. SANTORUM, 
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, and Mr. 
DEWINE): 

S. 1252. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide addi- 
tional tax incentives to stimulate eco- 
nomic growth in depressed areas, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

THE ENHANCED ENTERPRISE ZONE ACT OF 1995 
е Mr. ABRAHAM. Мг. President, 
today, I am joined by Senators 
LIEBERMAN, SANTORUM, DEWINE, and 
MOSELEY-BRAUN in introducing the En- 
hanced Enterprise Zone Act of 1995, 
legislation to stimulate job creation 
and residential growth in America’s 
most distressed rural and urban com- 
munities. 

In 1980, then-Representative Jack 
Kemp introduced the first enterprise 
zone legislation in the United States, 
the Urban Jobs and Enterprise Zone 
Act. Twelve years later, the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 au- 
thorized over 100 enterprise and 
empowerment zones to receive a lim- 
ited combination of tax benefits and 
other Federal assistance to support 
economic revitalization and commu- 
nity development. 

For truly distressed communities, 
however, there is concern that this 
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package of benefits will not be suffi- 
cient to spur economic growth and job 
creation. This concern was reaffirmed 
by the Senate earlier this week during 
consideration of S. 4, the Work Oppor- 
tunity Act of 1995. On Wednesday, Sep- 
tember 13, the Senate unanimously 
adopted an amendment calling on Con- 
gress to enact enterprise zone legisla- 
tion that includes stronger incentives 
for investment, job creation, and eco- 
nomic growth. 

At a time when Congress is debating 
the merits of the Federal welfare sys- 
tem and looking at reforms to our so- 
cial safety net, it is imperative that we 
look for ways to stimulate new oppor- 
tunities for work and growth in our 
most distressed neighborhoods. 

For that reason, today my colleagues 
and I are introducing legislation to su- 
percharge existing enterprise commu- 
nities and empowerment zones. These 
enhanced enterprise zones would en- 
courage entrepreneurial and residen- 
tial activity by: 

Establishing a capital gains rate of 
zero for the sale of any qualified in- 
vestments that are held for at least 5 
years; 

Permitting limited income deduc- 
tions for the purchase of qualified 
stock in businesses located in an enter- 
prise zone; 

Doubling the amount small business 
owners in these zones are allowed to 
expense; 

Providing a limited tax credit for 
low-income renovations; 

Loosening regulatory barriers to 
home ownership and job creation; 

Providing incentives and grants for 
resident management and home owner- 
ship of public housing; and 

Creating a pilot school choice pro- 
gram for the existing empowerment 
zones, supplemental empowerment 
zones, and Washington, DC. 

Mr. President, for economically trou- 
bled areas, attracting entrepreneurial 
businesses is the key to beginning the 
process of revitalization. The tax bene- 
fits of enhanced enterprise zones are 
targeted at addressing the principal 
hurdles facing small businesses when 
they are just getting started—raising 
capital and maintaining cash flow. 

First, we eliminate taxation on cap- 
ital gains. The United States has some 
of the highest capital gains taxes in 
the world. For distressed communities 
seeking capital investments, these 
taxes inhibit investment and lockout 
sources of growth. Our bill establishes 
a capital gains rate of zero for the sale 
of any qualified zone stock, business 
property, or partnership interest that 
has been held for at least 5 years. 

Second, we encourage investment in 
enterprise zones through the creation 
of enterprise zone stock. Ask small 
business entrepreneurs what their big- 
gest hurdle is, and chances are they 
will reply—raising capital. This legis- 
lation allows individuals to deduct the 
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purchase of qualified enterprise zone 
stock from their income—up to $100,000 
in one year and $500,000 in their life- 
time. 

Third, we provide small enterprise 
zone businesses with extra expensing. 
Another obstacle particularly difficult 
for small businesses to overcome is 
maintaining an adequate cash flow. 
Our legislation would double the maxi- 
mum allowable expensing for purchases 
of plant and equipment in the enter- 
prise zones. 

Fourth, we encourage the renovation 
of deteriorated buildings located in the 
enterprise zones. This proposal is based 
upon legislation introduced by Senator 
KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON and it is de- 
signed to encourage private investment 
in economically distressed areas by 
providing a targeted, limited tax credit 
to businesses to help defray their cost 
of construction, expansion, and renova- 
tion of buildings located within en- 
hanced enterprise zones. 

Another obstacle to growth and jobs 
in distressed communities is the bur- 
den of regulation on small businesses. 
Our bill would create a process by 
which local governments could request 
a waiver or modification of regulations 
that hinder the job creation, commu- 
nity development, or economic revital- 
ization objectives of the enterprise 
zone. The relevant Federal agencies 
would have the discretion to approve or 
disapprove of any regulatory waiver or 
modification. Furthermore, they would 
be prohibited from granting regulatory 
waivers that would violate the Fair 
Labor Standards Act or present a sig- 
nificant risk to public-health, safety, 
or the environment. 

To help low-income families become 
homeowners with a stake in their com- 
munities, our legislation would estab- 
lish an Enterprise Zone Home Owner- 
ship Program. Based upon Jack Kemp’s 
proposals when he was the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development, this 
proposal would provide grants for: 
First, resident management of public 
housing; and second, home ownership 
of public housing, vacant and fore- 
closed properties, and financially dis- 
tressed properties. 

Finally, within the nine 
empowerment zones, two supplemental 
empowerment zones, and Washington, 
DC, our bill would create a pilot school 
choice project to provide low-income 
parents and their children with finan- 
cial assistance to enable them to select 
the public or private school of their 
choice. Under this plan, a designated 
grantee within each empowerment zone 
will provide parents with educational 
certificates to be used towards the cost 
of tuition and transportation for ele- 
mentary or secondary schools within 
the empowerment zones. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, will en- 
hanced enterprise zones work? The an- 
swer, quite simply, is yes. We know 
they will work because 35 States and 
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the District of Columbia already have 
enterprise zones that have produced 
over 663,000 jobs and $40 billion in сар- 
ital investment. The enterprise zone 
concept has been endorsed by the Na- 
tional Governor’s Association, the Con- 
ference of Black Mayors, the Council of 
Black State Legislators, and the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors. 

This bill represents an affirmative ef- 
fort to create economic opportunities 
for the urban and rural poor by rec- 
ognizing that private enterprise, not 
government, is the source of economic 
and social development. Taken as a 
whole, the incentives included in this 
legislation for investment, entrepre- 
neurship, home ownership, and skill de- 
velopment will bring economies in dis- 
tressed areas back to life. They will en- 
courage full participation in our mar- 
ket economy and public interest in 
local neighborhoods—resulting in eco- 
nomic growth and new jobs.® 
è Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I'm 
delighted to join in the introduction of 
this important legislation, the En- 
hanced Enterprise Zone Act of 1995. 

Last week, this body unanimously 
approved an amendment calling on 
Congress to enact legislation to super- 
charge the enterprise communities and 
empowerment zones we created in 1993. 
While the 1993 legislation creating 
these entities was not perfect and the 
legislation did not go far enough, par- 
ticularly for the enterprise commu- 
nities, it represented a fundamental 
change in urban policy. I believe that 
legislation was a clear recognition of 
the fact that government does not have 
all the answers to the ills of poverty in 
this country and that American busi- 
ness can and must play a role in revi- 
talizing poor neighborhoods. 

The 1993 legislation was a good start 
but it did not go far enough. The bill 
we are introducing today takes us fur- 
ther down the road of attacking the 
problems that plague our cities and 
economically distressed rural areas. 

I should note that I do have concerns 
with some of the provisions of the reg- 
ulatory flexibility title of this bill. For 
example, I think we must work on 
making changes to provide greater as- 
surance that any modifications or 
waivers of rules would not in any way 
compromise the benefits that are 
achieved through existing environ- 
mental protection and public health 
laws and regulations. I hope that these 
provisions can be worked on as this bill 
progresses through the legislative proc- 


ess. 

Given that reservation, I believe this 
is an important bill that will do much 
to provide an economic boost to the 
areas of this country that most des- 
perately need that help. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this legislation.e 


By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, 
Mr. KYL, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and 
Mr. SHELBY): 
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S. 1253. A bill to amend the Con- 
trolled Substances Act with respect to 
penalties for crimes involving cocaine, 
and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 


By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. KYL, Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN, Mr. SHELBY, and Mr. 
COVERDELL): 

S. 1254. A bill to disapprove of amend- 
ments to the Federal Sentencing 
Guidelines relating to lowering of 
crack sentences and sentences for 
money laundering and transactions in 
property derived from unlawful activ- 
ity; read the first time. 

DRUGS LEGISLATION 
е Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I am 
today introducing two bills, both of 
which address one of the most serious 
problems facing this country today: 
the epidemic of drugs in our Nation. 

The purpose of each bill is simple. 
The first bill would prevent reductions 
in crack cocaine penalties proposed by 
the U.S. Sentencing Commission from 
taking effect. The second would raise 
the penalties for distributors of powder 
cocaine by applying existing manda- 
tory minimums to a larger group of co- 
caine dealers. 

No problem has parents more worried 
than the drugs and violence so preva- 
lent today in schools throughout the 
Nation. All of us spend a lot of time 
fretting about how to protect our kids 
and keep them from getting caught up 
in drugs and gangs and the terrible 
dangers they create. 

Nevertheless, on April 11, by a 4 to 3 
vote, the Sentencing Commission pro- 
posed amendments to the sentencing 
guidelines dealing with crack distribu- 
tion and possession. 

According to the Department of Jus- 
tice, the effect of these amendments 
would be to lower base sentences dra- 
matically for criminals who deal in 
crack cocaine. New sentences for these 
criminals would be between one-half 
and one-sixth their present length. 
Some drug dealers now subject to sub- 
stantial prison sentences could end up 
serving no jailtime at all. 

In my judgment, this sends entirely 
the wrong message: that in the war 
against crack, society has blinked. 

That is not what we should be telling 
the crack dealers. 

That is not what we should be telling 
concerned parents across this Nation. 

And that is not what we should be 
telling the brave law-abiding members 
of our communities who are fighting 
back against the crack dealers. 

Accordingly, the first bill I am intro- 
ducing simply says: This shall not hap- 
pen. It blocks these guideline changes, 
changes that otherwise would auto- 
matically become effective on Novem- 
ber 1. 

The principal reason the Sentencing 
Commission gave for lowering sen- 
tences for crack dealing was fairness. 
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The Commission was concerned that a 
powder cocaine dealer has to distribute 
100 times more powder cocaine than a 
crack dealer to receive the same sen- 
tence as the crack dealer. 

The Commission believes that this 
disparity creates a perception of un- 
fairness because a substantial majority 
of convicted crack dealers are African- 
Americans, whereas a majority of con- 
victed powder dealers are not. It fur- 
ther believes that the solution to this 
perception is to drastically lower crack 
sentences. 

I believe the Commission is wrong on 
two scores. First, the Commission it- 
self has given several strong reasons 
why it is entirely legitimate for our 
laws to punish crack distribution more 
severely than distribution of powder 
cocaine, and there are some reasons 
even beyond those the Commission 
gave. 

Second, there is some basis for be- 
lieving that the differential in the sen- 
tences may be too great. But the an- 
swer is not to lower the crack sen- 
tences. The answer is to toughen the 
powder sentences. That is what I am 
proposing in the second bill I am intro- 
ducing today. 

As to the first point: The Commis- 
sion itself, in a report issued just this 
February, recognized that there is a 
strong foundation for Congress’ origi- 
nal decision to punish distributors of 
crack more severely than distributors 
of powder cocaine. 

That is a judgment every U.S. Court 
of Appeals that has considered the 
question has shared. As the Commis- 
sion explained, crack is more addictive, 
provides a more intense high, is easier 
to use, does greater harm, and is asso- 
ciated with greater violence than sim- 
ple powder. 

Though powder cocaine and crack 
contain the same active ingredient, the 
cocaine alkaloid, crack is far more at- 
tractive and addictive. This is pri- 
marily because crack is easily smoked 
while powder is injected or snorted. 

Smoking is one of the quickest meth- 
ods of maximizing the drugs effects. 
The quicker the cocaine reaches the 
brain, the greater the effect, the short- 
er the effects duration and the greater 
the likelihood cocaine use will lead to 
dependence and abuse. 

Furthermore, somebody who has 
never used drugs before is much more 
likely to try a drug by smoking it than 
by injecting it. It is unpleasant and re- 
quires some expertise to inject oneself 
with a foreign substance. Smoking 
seems casual and easy. Therefore it is 
no surprise that three times more peo- 
ple smoke cocaine than inject it. 

Crack is also associated with sys- 
temic violence to a greater degree than 
powder cocaine. Use and distribution of 
crack are also associated more gen- 
erally with enhanced criminal activity 
of all types. 

Crack is also more dangerous in 
other ways. It produces more medical 
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emergencies than snorting powder or 
injecting cocaine. And it is sold in 
small quantities at affordable, even 
cheap, prices—making it easier for 
small kids to get and use. 

In short, crack is a very dangerous 
drug. The response it calls for is surely 
not to lower penalties for the people 
who distribute it to one-half to one- 
sixth their present length. 

The second reason the Sentencing 
Commission's reasoning is unsound is 
that differential treatment of crack 
and powder cocaine is far from unique 
in drug sentencing. To the contrary, in 
other instances as well we treat source 
and derivative drugs differently in 
terms of the quantities an individual 
must distribute to trigger the same 
sentence. 

For example, a distributor of a given 
amount of heroin—a derivative of 
opium just as crack is a derivative of 
powder cocaine—gets the same sen- 
tence as somebody who has distributed 
90 times that amount of opium. Simi- 
larly, a distributor of smokeable meth- 
amphetamine, or ice, gets the same 
sentence as somebody who has distrib- 
uted ten times that amount of regular 
methamphetamine. 

Third, the Commission’s proposed 
changes are incompatible with the 
statutory mandatory minimum sen- 
tences that Congress has established 
for distribution of crack cocaine. 

Congress set the trigger amounts 
based on its view of the seriousness of 
the crack epidemic and the key role 
played by retail distributors. Congress 
deliberately decided that Federal en- 
forcement should focus on both traf- 
fickers in high places in the processing 
or distribution chain and the managers 
of retail level traffic. Congress thought 
both were serious traffickers because 
they keep the street markets going. 

The Commission recognized when it 
forwarded its amendments to the Con- 
gress that they are inconsistent with 
present law. Rather than adjusting its 
guidelines to conform with congres- 
sional directives, however, as has al- 
ways previously been its practice, the 
Commission has instead elected to 
change the guidelines and ask Congress 
that it adjust the laws to accommodate 
the Commission’s views. 

Finally, and most importantly, the 
Commission’s solution to this unfair- 
ness is in fact quite unfair to the law 
abiding citizens everywhere trying to 
fight back against crack dealers. And 
many of these antidrug activists them- 
selves are African-Americans. 

The Commission’s proposals are not 
fair to the children in schools wracked 
by drug-induced violence. They are not 
fair to those children’s parents, who 
want the Government to use every tool 
it can to protect their kids. And they 
are not fair to the vast majority of peo- 
ple living in communities, like Detroit, 
trying as hard as they can to defend 
their neighborhoods against unceasing 
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attacks by crack dealers. The last 
thing most of these people want is for 
the Federal Government to relax its ef- 
forts in combatting the scourge of 
crack. 


That is not to say that I have no 
sympathy with the Sentencing Com- 
mission’s concern that the higher 
crack sentences create a perception of 
unfairness. I am particularly troubled 
because present law has resulted, at 
least occasionally, in insufficiently se- 
vere punishment of kingpins at the top 
of crack distribution chains when com- 
pared with punishments meted out to 
retail dealers. 


The problem is that some of these 
kingpins take the precaution of distrib- 
uting their product in powder rather 
than in crack form. Because of where 
the powder triggers are set, some of 
these individuals have received consid- 
erably less than the mandatory 5 year 
penalty even while the retail distribu- 
tors, who are distributing the final 
product, are receiving at least 5 year 
sentences. 


As I said before, though, in my view, 
however, the answer to these problems 
is not to lower the crack sentences. In- 
stead we should toughen the powder 
sentences. 


That is why the second bill I am in- 
troducing proposes to raise sentences 
for powder distribution by making the 
triggers for mandatory minimums 100 
grams for 5 years and 1,000 grams for 10 
years, rather than 500 and 5,000 as they 
are now. That would also mean that 
the quantity ratio for powder and 
crack would be 20 to 1, the same as the 
one between opium and its very dan- 
gerous and addictive derivative heroin. 


I am pleased that I have been joined 
in the effort to block the crack guide- 
line changes by a number of distin- 
guished colleagues, including my good 
friend the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee Senator HATCH, the former 
chairman of that committee, Senator 
THURMOND, and Senators GRASSLEY, 
Kyl, FEINSTEIN, and SHELBY. 


The Department of Justice likewise 
opposes the Sentencing Commission’s 
proposals and has asked Congress to 
block them. 

It is my firm expectation that the 
Congress will act promptly on this 
measure to prevent these changes from 
taking effect on November 1. 


I also will ask the Congress to take 
up in short order my proposal to tough- 
en the sentences for powder dealers. I 
look forward to working with my col- 
leagues in promoting tough, fair sen- 
tences for all drug dealers. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that additional material be print- 
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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DETROIT BRANCH—NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR 
THE ADVANCEMENT OF COLORED PEOPLE, 
Detroit, MI, August 8, 1995. 
DETROIT BRANCH—NAACP OFFICIAL 
STATEMENT 

DETROIT, MI.—The current issue of the sen- 
tencing policy regarding "crack" and pow- 
dered cocaine is one that grips at the very 
heart and soul of our society. The jails are 
filled with young people, particularly young 
African American and Hispanic males and fe- 
males, for the selling of these drugs. 

The Detroit Branch of the NAACP, which 
is the largest branch in the nation with over 
51,000 members, has articulated a very spe- 
cific concern in the gross inequities in the 
sentencing policies for the sale of crack 
cocaine as compared to the sale of powdered 
cocaine. Drugs are in fact destroying the 
very spirit of our communities and are 
usurping the energy and vitality of our 
youth. It has been our very specific hope 
that legislation would be implemented to 
equalize the penalties for identical quan- 
tities of powdered cocaine and crack.“ 
Please note for the record that we do not 
condone, support, encourage or sympathize 
with any of those who would sell this death 
and destruction to our community. We be- 
lieve that this is the scourge of our nation. 
Yet, at the same time we recognize that 
young African American and Hispanic indi- 
viduals do not fly, ship or transport these 
drugs into the streets of Detroit, Chicago, 
Washington, D.C. or Los Angeles. 

We are very pleased to note the effort to 
address with a more systematic commitment 
to equity, punishment that fits the crime. 
We believe that reducing from 500 grams to 
100 grams, the level of powdered cocaine de- 
termined in an illegal sale of this drug does 
begin the process of a more equitable appli- 
cation of crime and punishment. It is our be- 
lief that both “сгаск" and powdered cocaine 
have a detrimental impact on our commu- 
nity. Yet, we do not believe that the current 
laws governing the illegal sale of “сгаск” co- 
caine versus powdered cocaine and the subse- 
quent sentencing for such infractions are by 
any means fair and appropriate. 

Therefore, it is our position that the Sen- 
ate Judiciary Committee has a key oppor- 
tunity to bridge the gap between these in- 
equities and to make more appropriate the 
type of sentencing resulting from the sale of 
powdered cocaine. You must know that the 
overwhelming sentiment within the African 
American and Hispanic communities is that 
our young people are being targeted, ex- 
ploited and directed toward the jail indus- 
trial complex. This is being done in numbers 
much greater than those who sell more than 
they, profit more than they and more often 
than not, are privileged more than they. 

We hope that both the Senate and the 
House will look favorably on the rec- 
ommendation to lower the level of powered 
cocaine to maintain a mandatory, minimum, 
five-year sentence for those guilty of the sale 
of this illegal drug. 

Rev. WENDELL ANTHONY. 


By Mr. ROCKEFELLER: 

S. 1255. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
Medicare contracting reforms, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

MEDICARE CONTRACTOR REFORM ACT OF 1995 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to introduce a bill to re- 
form the way Medicare administers its 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


health benefits. Under current law, 
Medicare is not allowed sufficient flexi- 
bility to award contracts to administer 
Medicare benefits based on perform- 
ance, skill and expertise, or competi- 
tion. This bill. is long overdue and fol- 
lows up on an oversight hearing I held 
as chairman of the Medicare sub- 
committee a few years ago. 

When Medicare was enacted 30 years 
ago, private health insurance compa- 
nies were awarded the task of admin- 
istering the program. GAO recently 
testified before the Finance Committee 
that when Medicare was enacted leg- 
islation essentially delegated many 
day-to-day administrative decisions to 
private insurers, to further lessen the 
risk of undue Federal interference and 
to better ensure that Medicare would 
treat its beneficiaries no differently 
than the private insured.” Under my 
legislation, important administrative 
functions would still be performed by 
private sector companies but the pool 
of eligible companies would be broad- 
ened. Medicare would also have the op- 
portunity to take advantage of private 
sector initiatives to improve customer 
service, lower administrative costs, 
and improve operational efficiency. 

Mr. President, there is bipartisan 
recognition that funding for Medicare's 
administrative operations is currently 
inadequate. Funding for contractors 
has actually declined over the last sev- 
eral years. When adjusted for inflation, 
Medicare's contractor budget actually 
declined by 37 percent over the last 6 
years. The Finance Committee, on 
which I serve, has heard testimony 
from the General Accounting Office, 
the HHS Office of Inspector General, 
and others in support of higher spend- 
ing for Medicare administrative serv- 
ices. Increased spending on payment 
safeguard activities can actually save 
the Medicare Program money. Accord- 
ing to the GAO, every dollar spent on 
Medicare safeguard activities returns 
at least $11 to the Medicare Program. 

But, Mr. President, before we spend 
additional money on program adminis- 
tration we need to make sure that the 
Health Care Financing Administration 
[HCFA] has the ability to spend its 
contractor funds wisely and to enter 
into contracts with the most efficient 
entities. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today replaces outdated Medicare law 
and gives HCFA the tools to take full 
advantage of innovations and effi- 
ciencies in the private sector when it 
comes to utilization review, detecting 
fraud and abuse, and processing claims. 
No longer would all Medicare contrac- 
tors be required to perform all Medi- 
care administrative activities. This 
legislation would permit the Secretary 
of HHS to selectively contract with 
any agency or organization that is ca- 
pable of carrying out specific adminis- 
trative functions, such as fraud and 
abuse detection, customer service, or 
utilization review. 
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Under current law, Medicare is re- 
stricted to contracting with health in- 
surance companies. In the private sec- 
tor, many large employers selectively 
contract with companies that special- 
ize in, and have expertise in, utiliza- 
tion review or in adjudicating claims. 
The Medicare Program should not be 
prohibited from making similar com- 
petitive decisions. This flexibility will 
not only increase competition but it 
will enhance contractor performance 
by allowing Medicare to contract with 
entities who excel in a specific func- 
tion. 

Under current law, Medicare is forced 
to pay the costs of terminating a Medi- 
care administrative contract even if 
the contract is terminated for cause, 
including poor performance, outright 
fraud, or even if the contract merely 
expires. Medicare is the only Federal 
program required to pay for these ex- 
traordinary termination costs. This is 
inconsistent with the Federal contract- 
ing authority and should be changed 
immediately. 

Mr. President, my legislation would 
change current law that automatically 
renews Medicare’s administrative con- 
tracts every year. More important, the 
decision on the awarding administra- 
tive contracts for part A would be 
given to HCFA while preserving a pro- 
vider’s right to choose its own fiscal 
intermediary. Because most hospitals 
have nominated the national Blue 
Cross-Blue Shield Association as their 
fiscal intermediary, when a State Blue 
Cross-Blue Shield plan leaves the Medi- 
care Program the national Blue Cross- 
Blue Shield Association chooses which 
State Blue Cross-Blue Shield plan be- 
comes the fiscal intermediary for the 
hospitals in that State. Under my leg- 
islation, new contractors would be 
awarded contracts using the same com- 
petitive requirements that apply 
throughout the Federal Government. 

Hospital and nursing homes would 
still be able to choose their fiscal 
intermediary every 5 years from a list 
of at least 3 approved contractors. This 
freedom of choice keeps pressure on 
contractors to continuously improve 
customer service to beneficiaries and 
health care providers. 

HCFA would also be allowed to mon- 
itor and respond to instances when a 
health insurance company is process- 
ing claims or auditing costs reports of 
health care providers that it owns. As 
the distinction between providers and 
insurers becomes blurred, а serious 
conflict of interest could emerge in 
these types of situations and HCFA 
must have the ability to safeguard the 
Medicare Trust Fund from these types 
of conflicts of interest. 

Just as Medicare has reformed its 
payments to doctors and hospitals over 
the past decade, and is considering 
changes to the way it pays health 
maintenance organizations, it is time 
to consider alternative ways to pay 
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contractors. Current Medicare law that 
requires cost-based reimbursement is 
inconsistent with payment perform- 
ance incentives and competitive bid- 


ding. 

Mr. President, I believe my legisla- 
tion updates current Medicare law and 
is long overdue. This bill would equip 
the Health Care Financing Administra- 
tion with the tools to move the Medi- 
care Program into the next century. I 
ask unanimous consent that a copy of 
the legislative proposal be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1255 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION F 


(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may he cited as 
br “Medicare Contractor Reform Act of 
1995”. 

(b) REFERENCES IN ACT.—Except as other- 
wise expressly provided, whenever in this 
Act an amendment or repeal is expressed in 
terms of an amendment to, or repeal of, a 
section or other provision, the reference 
Shall be considered to be made a section or 
other provision of the Social Security Act. 
БЕС. 2. INCREASED FLEXIBILITY IN CONTRACT- 

ING FOR MEDICARE CLAIMS PROC- 


(a) CARRIERS TO INCLUDE ENTITIES THAT 
ARE NOT INSURANCE COMPANIES.— 

(1) Section 1842(a) (42 U.S.C. 1395u(a)) is 
amended in the matter preceding paragraph 
(1) by striking with carriers“ and inserting 
“with agencies and organizations (hereafter 
in this section referred to as “сагтіеге”)”. 

(2) Section 1842(f) (42 U.S.C. 1395u(f)) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) CHOICE OF FISCAL INTERMEDIARIES BY 
PROVIDERS OF SERVICES; SECRETARIAL FLEXI- 
BILITY ІМ ASSIGNING FUNCTIONS TO 
INTERMEDIARIES AND CARRIERS.— 

(1) Section 1816(a) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(a)) to 
read as follows: 

“(а)(1) The Secretary may enter into con- 
tracts with agencies or organizations to per- 
form any or all of the following functions, or 
parts of those functions (or, to the extent 
provided in a contract, to secure perform- 
ance thereof by other organizations): 

“(А) Determination (subject to the provi- 
sions of section 1878 and to such review by 
the Secretary as may be provided for by the 
contracts) the amount of the payments re- 
quired pursuant to this part to be made to 
providers of services. 

“(В) Making payments described in sub- 
paragraph (A). 

“(С) Provision of consultative services to 
institutions or agencies to enable them to 
establish and maintain fiscal records nec- 
essary for purposes of this part and other- 
wise to qualify as providers of services. 

„D) Serving as a center for, and commu- 
nicate to individuals entitled to benefits 
under this part and to providers of services, 
any information or instructions furnished to 
the agency or organization by the Secretary, 
and serve as a channel of communication 
from individuals entitled to benefits under 
this part and from providers of services to 
the Secretary. 

‘(E) Making such audits of the records of 
providers of services as may be necessary to 
ensure that proper payments are made under 
this part. 
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F) Performance of the functions de- 
scribed under subsection (4). 

(8) Performance of such other functions 
as are necessary to carry out the purposes of 
this part. 

“(2) As used in this title and title XI, the 
term ‘fiscal intermediary’ means an agency 
or organization with a contract under this 
section.“. 

(2) Subsections (d) and (e) of section 1816 
(42 U.S.C. 1395h) are amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(4) Each provider of services shall have a 
fiscal intermediary that— 

() acts as а single point of contact for 
the provider of services under this part, 

“(2) makes its services sufficiently avail- 
able to meet the needs of the provider of 
services, and 

(3) is responsible and accountable for ar- 
ranging the resolution of issues raised under 
this part by the provider of services. 

“(ехіхА) The Secretary shall, at least 
every 5 years, permit each provider of serv- 
ices (other than a home health agency or a 
hospice program) to choose an agency or or- 
ganization (from at least 3 proposed by the 
Secretary, of which at least 1 shall have an 
office in the geographic area of the provider 
of services, except as provided by subpara- 
graph (В)(11)(П)) as the fiscal intermediary 
under subsection (d) for that provider of 
services. If a contract with that fiscal 
intermediary is discontinued, the Secretary 
shall permit the provider of services to 
choose under the same conditions from 3 
other agencies or organizations. 

“(B)(i) The Secretary, in carrying out sub- 
paragraph (A), shall permit a group of hos- 
pitals (or a group of another class of provid- 
ers other than home health agencies or hos- 
pice programs) under common ownership by, 
or control of, a particular entity to choose 
one agency or organization (from at least 3 
proposed by the Secretary) as the fiscal 
intermediary under subsection (d) for all the 
providers in that group if the conditions 
specified in clause (ii) are met. 

“(ii) The conditions specified in this clause 
are that— 

(I) the group includes all the providers of 
services of that class that are under common 
ownership by, or control of, that particular 
entity, and 

“(Ш) all the providers of services in that 
group agree that none of the agencies or or- 
ganizations proposed by the Secretary is re- 
quired to have an office in any particular ge- 
ographic area. 

“(2) The Secretary, in evaluating the per- 
formance of a fiscal intermediary, shall so- 
licit comments from providers of services.“. 

(ЗХА) Section 1816(5Х1ХА) (42 U.S.C. 
1395h(b)(1)(A)) is amended by striking after 
applying the standards, criteria, and proce- 
dures“ and inserting after evaluating the 
ability of the agency or organization to ful- 
fill the contract performance requirements“. 

(В) The first sentence of section 1816(f)(1) 
(42 U.S.C, 1895h(f)(1)) is amended— 

(i) by striking “develop standards, criteria, 
and procedures“ and inserting , after public 
notice and opportunity for comment, develop 
contract performance requirements“. and 

(ii) by striking, and the Secretary shall 
establish standards and criteria with respect 
to the efficient and effective administration 
of this part". 

(C) The second sentence of section 
1842(bX2XA) (42 U.S.C. 1395u(bX2XA)) із 


amended to read as follows: “Тһе Secretary 
shall, after public notice and opportunity for 
comment, develop contract performance re- 
quirements for the efficient and effective 
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performance of contract obligations under 
this section.“ 

(D) Section 1842(b)(2XA) (42 U.S.C. 
1395а(ЫХ2ХА)) is amended by striking the 
third sentence. 

(E) Section 1842(b)(2)(B) (42 U.S.C. 
1395u(b)(2)(B)) is amended іп the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i) by striking ‘‘establish 
standards“ and inserting develop contract 
performance requirements“. 

(F) Section 184200200) (42 U.S.C. 
1395u(b)(2)(D)) is amended by striking 
“standards and criteria“ each place it ap- 
pears and inserting contract performance 
requirements”. 

(4)(A) Section 1816(b) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(b)) is 
amended in the matter preceding paragraph 
(1) by striking “ап agreement” and inserting 
“а contract". 

(В) Paragraphs (1ХВ) and (2)(A) of section 
1816(b) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(b)) are each amended 
by striking agreement“ and inserting con- 
tract“. 

(С) The first sentence of section 1816(сХ1) 
(42 U.S.C. 1395h(c)(1)) is amended by striking 
An agreement” and inserting “А contract“. 

(D) The last sentence of section 1816(c)(1) 
(42 U.S.C, 1395h(c)(1)) is amended by striking 
“ап agreement“ and inserting a contract“. 

(E) Section 1816(схХ2ХА) (42 U.S.C. 
1395h(c)(2)(A)) is amended in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i) by striking agreement“ 
and inserting contract“. 

(F) Section 1816(c)(3)(A) (42 U.S.C. 
1395Һ%(сХЗХА) is amended by striking 
“agreement” and inserting “contract”. 

(G) The first sentence of section 18160601) 
(42 U.S.C. 1395h(f)(1)) is amended by striking 
“ап agreement“ and inserting a contract“. 

(H) Section 1816(h) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(h)) is 
amended— 

(i) by striking An agreement“ and insert- 
ing “А contract”, and 

(ii) by striking the agreement“ each place 
it appears and inserting the contract“. 

(1) Section 1816(1)(1) (42 U.S.C. 1395Һ(1Х1)) is 
amended by striking an agreement“ and in- 
serting a contract“. 

(J) Section 1816(j) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(j)) is 
amended by striking An agreement“ and in- 
serting “А contract“. 

(K) Section 1816(k) (42 U.S.C, 1395h(k)) is 
amended by striking An agreement“ and in- 
serting “А contract”. 

(L) Section 1842(a) (42 U.S.C. 13950(а)) is 
amended in the matter preceding paragraph 
(1) is amended by striking “agreements” and 
inserting contracts“. 

(М) Section 1842(h)(3)(A) (42 U.S.C. 
1395u(h)(3(A)) is amended by striking “ап 
agreement" and inserting “а contract”. 

(5) Section 1816(1)(1) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(f)(1)) is 
amended by striking the second sentence. 

(60А) Section 1816(сХ2ХА) (42 U.S.C. 
1395h(c)(2)(A)) is amended in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i) by inserting “that provides 
for making payments under this part“ after 
“this section". 

(B) Section 1816(cX3XA) (42 U.S.C. 
1395h(cX3XA)) is amended by inserting that 
provides for making payments under this 
part“ after this section". 

(C) Section 1816(k) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(k)) is 
amended by inserting “(ав appropriate)” 
after submit“. 

(D) Section 1842(a) (42 U.S.C. 1395u(a)) is 
amended in the matter preceding paragraph 
(1) by striking some or all of the following 
functions“ and inserting “апу or all of the 
following functions, or parts of those func- 
tions“. 

(E) The first sentence of 
1842(b)(2)(C) (42 U.S. C. 
amended by inserting 
after carriers“. 


section 
1395u(b)(2)(C)) is 
“(ав appropriate)“ 
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(F) Section 1842(b)(3) (42 U.S.C. 1395u(b)(3)) 
is amended in the matter preceding subpara- 
graph (A) by inserting (as appropriate)“ 
after contract“. 

(б) Section 1842(bX7XA) (42 U.S.C. 
1395u(b\(7)(A)) is amended іп the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i) by striking “the carrier” 
and inserting a carrier”. 

(H) Section 1842(b)(11I(A) (42 U.S.C. 
1395u(b)(11)(A)) is amended in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i) by inserting (as appro- 
priate)” after “each carrier". 

(1) Section 1842(h)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1395u(h)(2)) 
is amended in the first sentence by inserting 
“(аз appropriate)“ after shall“. 

(J) Section 184%(ҺХ5ХА) (42 U.S.C. 
1395u(h)(5)(A)) is amended by inserting (as 
appropriate)” after “carriers”. 

(70А) Section 1816(сХ2ХС) (42 U.S.C. 
1395Һһ(сХ2ХС)) is amended by striking hos- 
pital, rural primary care hospital, skilled 
nursing facility, home health agency, hos- 
pice program, comprehensive outpatient re- 
habilitation facility, or rehabilitation agen- 
су" and inserting provider of services“. 

(B) Section 1816(j) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(j)) is 
amended in the matter preceding paragraph 
(1) by striking ‘ог home health services, ex- 
tended care services, or post-hospital ex- 
tended care services“. 

(8) Section 1842(а)(3) (42 U.S.C. 13950(а)(3)) 
is amended by inserting “(to and from indi- 
viduals enrolled under this part and to and 
from physicians and other entities that fur- 
nish items and services)” after communica- 
tion”. 

(с) ELIMINATION OF SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR 
TERMINATIONS OF CONTRACTS.— 

(1) Section 1816(b) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(b)) is 
amended in the matter preceding paragraph 
(1) is amended by striking “ог renew”. 

(2) The last sentence of section 1816(c)(1) 
(42 U.S.C. 1395h(c)(1)) is amended by striking 
“or renewing”. 

(3) Section 1816(f)(1) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(f)(1)) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking “, renew, or terminate”, 
and 

(В) by striking “, whether the Secretary 
should assign or reassign a provider of serv- 
ices to an agency or organization,"’. 

(4) Section 1816(g) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(g)) is re- 
pealed. 

(5) The last sentence of section 1842(b)(2)(A) 
(42 U.S.C. 1895u(b)(2)(A)) is amended by strik- 
ing “ог renewing’. 

(6) Section 1842(b) (42 U.S.C. 1395u(b)) is 
amended by striking paragraph (5). 

(d) REPEAL OF FISCAL INTERMEDIARY RE- 
QUIREMENTS THAT ARE NOT COST-EFFEC- 
TIVE.—Section 1816(0)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1395Һ(Г)(2)) 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(2) The contract performance require- 
ments developed under paragraph (1) shall 
include, with respect to claims for services 
furnished under this part by any provider of 
services other than a hospital, whether such 
agency or organization is able to process 75 
percent of reconsiderations. within 60 days 
and 90 percent of reconsiderations within 90 
days.“ 

(9) REPEAL ОҒ COST REIMBURSEMENT RE- 
QUIREMENTS.— 

(1) The first sentence of section 1816(c)(1) 
(42 U.S.C. 1395h(c)(1)) is amended— 

(A) by striking the comma after “аррго- 
priate” and inserting and“, and 

(В) by striking “subsection (a)“ and all 
that follows through the period and inserting 
‘subsection (a).“ 

(2) Section 1816(c)(1) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(c)(1)) 
is further amended by striking the second 
and third sentences. 

(3) The first sentence of section 1842(сХ1) 
(42 U.S.C. 1395u(c)(1)) is amended— 
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(A) by striking shall provide” the first 
place it appears and inserting may pro- 
vide“. and 

(В) by striking “this part” and all that fol- 
lows through the period and inserting ‘this 
part. 

(4) Section 1842(сХ1) (42 U.S.C. 1395u(c)(1)) 
is further amended by striking the second 
and third sentences. 

(5) Section 2326(a) of the Deficit Reduction 
Act of 1984 is repealed. 

(0 COMPETITION REQUIRED FOR NEW CON- 
TRACTS AND IN CASES OF POOR PERFORM- 
ANCE.— 

(1) Section 1816(c) (42 U.S.C. 1395h(c)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

“(4(A) А contract with a fiscal 
intermediary under this section may be re- 
newed from term to term without regard to 
any provision of law requiring competition if 
the fiscal intermediary has met or exceeded 
the performance requirements established in 
the current contract. | 

) Functions тау be transferred among 
fiscal intermediaries without regard to any 
provision of law requiring competition."’. 

(2) Section 1842(b)(1) (42 U.S.C. 1395u(b)(1)) 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(b)(1)(A) A contract with a carrier under 
subsection (a) may be renewed from term to 
term without regard to any provision of law 
requiring competition if the carrier has met 
or exceeded the performance requirements 
established in the current contract. 

B) Functions may be transferred among 
carriers without regard to any provision of 
law requiring competition.’’. 

(g) WAIVER OF COMPETITIVE REQUIREMENTS 
FOR INITIAL CONTRACTS.— 

(1) Contracts that have periods that begin 
during the l-year period that begins on the 
first day of the fourth calendar month that 
begins after the date of enactment of this 
Act may be entered into under section 
1816(a) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395h(a)) without regard to any provision of 
law requiring competition. 

(2) The amendments made by subsection (f) 
apply to contracts that have periods begin- 
ning after the end of the 1-уеаг period speci- 
fied in paragraph (1). 

(h) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(1) The amendments made by subsection 
(c) apply to contracts that have periods end- 
ing on, or after, the end of the third calendar 
month that begins after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act. 

(2) The amendments made by subsections 
(a), (b), (4), and (е) apply to contracts that 
have periods beginning after the third cal- 
endar month that begins after the date of en- 
actment of this Act.e 


By Mr. WELLSTONE: 

S. 1257. A bill to amend the Stewart 
B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act 
to reauthorize programs relating to 
homeless assistance for veterans; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 

THE STEWART В. MCKINNEY HOMELESS 

ASSISTANCE ACT AMENDMENT ACT OF 1995 
е Мг. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, to 
save a highly cost effective and vital 
program that assists homeless veterans 
to find employment, I am today intro- 
ducing a bill that would reauthorize 
the Homeless Veterans Employment 
Program ([HVEP]}—formerly called the 
Homeless Veterans Reintegration 
Project—for 3 years. 
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As some of you may recall, during 
the debate on H.R. 1944, the rescissions 
bill, I expressed my dismay and strong 
opposition to the zeroing out of this 
low-cost national program—funded at 
just over $5 million annually—that is 
so important to homeless veterans. In 
view of the fact that up to one-third of 
America’s homeless are veterans—an 
estimated 271,000 can be found on the 
streets any given night—and Min- 
nesota veterans have often told me 
about the effectiveness of HVEP, I was 
appalled when I learned that the pro- 
gram had fallen victim to a late-night 
leadership agreement with the admin- 
istration on the rescissions package. 

Since it is such a small program, 
many of your may be unaware of 
HVEP’s background and its impressive 
accomplishments. HVEP, which is ad- 
ministered by the Labor Department's 
Veterans Employment and Training 
Service, is a job-placement program 
begun in fiscal year 1989. HVEP pro- 
vides grants to community based 
groups that employ flexible and inno- 
vative approaches to assist homeless, 
unemployed veterans to reenter the 
work force. Let me repeat—grants to 
community-based groups, not funding 
to some large impersonal Federal bu- 
reaucracy that some of my colleagues 
regularly deride. 

Permit me to briefly point out some 
of HVEP’s strengths and accomplish- 
ments: It is one of the most successful 
job placement programs in the Federal 
Government. Since its inception it has 
placed 11,000 veterans into jobs at ap- 
proximately $1,000 per placement. 
HVEP grantees build complimentary 
relationships with VA, Job Training 
Partnership Act, and other programs— 
they do not duplicate any other serv- 
ices. HVEP is critical to the implemen- 
tation and success of the innovative 
standdown projects that are held 
across the country. 

I have had the good fortune of at- 
tending several Minnesota standdowns, 
including one recently, and I have been 
consistently impressed with the effec- 
tiveness of this volunteer program of 
veterans helping homeless veterans. 
Гуе been deeply moved by the sight of 
veterans doing all they can to help 
their less fortunate buddies—veterans 
exerting themselves to care for home- 
less veterans whom the rest of society 
tends to ignore and, sometimes even 
scorn. Standdowns are a unique point 
of light that need to be nourished, not 
strangled. And the same is true for the 
HVEP itself. 

In conclusion, I want to stress that 
the $5 million saved annually by termi- 
nating HVEP will quickly be offset by 
the enormous costs of providing public 
assistance to the veterans who will re- 
main homeless due to the lack of a 
paying job. Reauthorization of HVEP 
will permit us to meet our obligation 
to men and women who fought bravely 
and unquestioningly for our country, 
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but who are desperately seeking work 
to escape the misery and indignities of 
homelessness. 

Mr. President, I ask that the text of 
the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

8.1257 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Кер- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. JOB PLACEMENT FOR HOMELESS 
VETERANS. 


(а) HOMELESS VETERAN EMPLOYMENT PRO- 
GRAM.—Section 738(е)(1) of the Stewart В. 
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act (42 
U.S.C. 11448(e)(1)) is amended by striking out 
subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following new subpara- 


graphs: 

“(А) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1996. 

“(В) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1997. 

“(С) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1998. 

(b) GENERAL AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS.—Section 739(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
11449(а)) is amended by striking out fiscal 
years 1994 and 1995" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "fiscal years 1996, 1997, and 1998”, 

(c) EXTENSION OF PROGRAM.—Section 741 of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 11450) is amended by 
striking out October 1, 1995” and inserting 
in lieu thereof October 1, 1998”, 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc- 
tober 1, 1995.¢ 


By Mr. KYL: 

S. 1258. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a one- 
time election of the interest rate to be 
used to determine present value for 
purposes of pension cash-out restric- 
tions, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

URUGUAY ROUND AGREEMENTS ACT 
MODIFICATION LEGISLATION 
е Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I introduce 
legislation to make two modifications 
to the pension-related provisions of the 
1994 Uruguay Round Agreements Act. 

Mr. President, one of the greatest 
challenges facing Americans today is 
to save and invest for retirement. It is 
a challenge that is made difficult by all 
of the important matters that compete 
for a share of the American family’s 
limited income day in and day out. 
Parents routinely ask themselves, for 
example, if they can afford to make a 
contribution to an individual retire- 
ment account when they still need to 
save for their child’s college education. 

Sometimes, the choices people face 
are even more stark: Whether to set 
aside money for retirement, repair the 
family car so a mother or father can 
get to work, or just put food on the 
table or clothes on the kids’ backs. 

Employers, too, must make similar 
choices. To attract and retain qualified 
employees, they want to be able to 
offer good pension benefits. But, they 
have to decide whether they can put 
more money into a pension plan for 
their employees when the business 
needs new equipment just to stay com- 
petitive. 
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It’s easy to relegate retirement to 
second place behind any of these other 
pressing needs—especially when retire- 
ment is 5, 10, 20, or 30 years away. But, 
adequate planning for retirement is no 
less important or urgent. When the 
time comes, we will all need to draw 
upon the resources we have been able 
to set aside during our working years. 

Because there are so many competing 
demands placed on people's incomes— 
because it is so difficult to save for re- 
tirement even under the best of cir- 
cumstances—the Federal Government 
should be sure to do what it can to en- 
courage people to save and invest for 
their retirement years. 

One thing Congress could do in that 
regard is provide new incentives to 
save. The new chairman of the Finance 
Committee, Senator BILL ROTH, has a 
plan to enhance and overhaul the Indi- 
vidual Retirement Account [IRA], Iam 
pleased to have cosponsored that pro- 
posal, S. 12, with him. 

Another thing we could do is simplify 
current law to make it easier for peo- 
ple and their employers to participate 
in retirement plans. Senator PRYOR has 
an excellent proposal, S. 1006, the Pen- 
sion Simplification Act, that I hope the 
Finance Committee will also consider 
when it acts on reconciliation in the 


near future. 


The bill that I am introducing today 
takes two additional steps in the direc- 
tion of pension simplification, correct- 
ing two problems that were created by 
the Uruguay Round Agreements Act, 
last year’s GATT bill. 

The first change in my bill relates to 
the interest rate used to calculate 
lump sum distributions from defined 
benefit pension plans. The GATT bill 
required use of the interest rate on 30- 
year Treasury securities, a rate that is 
proving too volatile for many retire- 
ment plans, particularly small plans. 
As Bruce Tempkin, an actuary and 
small business pension specialist at 
Louis Kravitz & Associates, put it re- 
cently, it is similar to taking out a 
varible-rate mortgage with no cap.” 
You could find yourself getting ready 
to retire and expecting a lump sum dis- 
tribution of a given amount, but being 
told that you will actually get a third 
less because the interest rate just 
changed. 

My bill would give plans a one-time 
option to choose a fixed interest rate 
between 5 and 8 percent instead of the 
floating 30-year Treasury rate. That 
will make it easier for employers to 
plan for the required contributions, 
and for employers and employees alike 
to understand what their lump sum 
benefits will ultimately be. 

The second change included in my 
bill would correct an anomaly that was 
created under section 415(b)(2)(E) of the 
code. As a result of the change made in 
last year’s GATT bill, lump-sum dis- 
tributions are calculated differently 
from—and thereby bear no relationship 
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to—the actuarial equivalent of a 
monthly life annuity for early retirees. 
It is a result that, from all indications 
was unintended. My bill includes a 
technical correction to ensure that the 
two options—the monthly life annuity 
and the lump sum distribution—are in- 
deed actuarially equivalent for early 
retirees. 

Mr. President, I invite my colleagues 
to join me as a cosponsor of this impor- 
tant initiative. I also ask unanimous 
consent that the text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

5. 1258 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. INTEREST RATE FOR DETERMINA- 
TION OF PRESENT VALUE FOR PUR- 
POSES OF PENSION CASH-OUT RE- 
ЗТЕІСТІОМ8, 

(а) IN GENERAL.—Subclause (П) of section 
417(eX3XAXii) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 (relating to determination of present 
value) is amended by inserting , or, at the 
irrevocable election of the plan, an annual 
interest rate specified in the plan, which 
may not be less than 5 percent nor more than 
8 percent“ after “ргевсгіфе”. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subclause 
(П) of section 205(gX3XA Xii) of the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29 
U.S.C. 1055(8)(3%А)(11)) is amended by insert- 
ing or, at the irrevocable election of the 
plan, an annual interest rate specified in the 
plan, which may not be less than 5 percent 
nor more than 8 percent“ after “prescribe”. 

(с) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect as if 
included in the enactment of the amend- 
ments made by section 767 of the Uruguay 
Round Agreements Act. 

SEC. 2. MODIFICATION OF CERTAIN ASSUMP- 
TIONS FOR ADJUSTING BENEFITS OF 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (E) of sec- 
tion 415(5Х2) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1968 (relating to limitation on certain as- 
sumptions) is amended— 

(1) by striking “Except as provided in 
clause (ii), for purposes of adjusting any ben- 
efit or limitation under subparagraph (B) or 
(C).“ in clause (i) and inserting For pur- 
poses of adjusting any limitation under sub- 
paragraph (C) and, except as provided in 
clause (ii), for purposes of adjusting any ben- 
efit under subparagraph (В),”, and 

(2) by striking For purposes of adjusting 
the benefit or limitation of any form of bene- 
fit subject to section 417(еХ3),” in clause (ii) 
and inserting For purposes of adjusting any 
benefit under subparagraph (B) for any form 
of benefit subject to section 417(еХ3),”. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—-The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect as if 
included in the enactment of the amend- 
ments made by section 767 of the Uruguay 
Round Agreements Act.@ 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


5. 44 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
McCAIN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
44, a bill to amend title 4 of the United 
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States Code to limit State taxation of 
certain pension income. 


5.112 


At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. FORD] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 112, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 with respect to 
the treatment of certain amounts re- 
ceived by a cooperative telephone com- 
pany. 

8. 309 

At the request of Mr. BENNETT, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. PRYOR], the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PELL], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG], the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN], the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. DORGAN], and the Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. DASCHLE] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 309, a bill to 
reform the concession policies of the 
National Park Service, and for other 
purposes. 

8. 490 


At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Мг. NICKLES] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 490, a bill to amend the Clean Air 
Act to exempt agriculture-related fa- 
cilities from certain permitting re- 
quirements, and for other purposes. 

S. 684 


At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Мг. DODD] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 684, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for pro- 
grams of research regarding Parkin- 
son’s disease, and for other purposes. 

8. 881 


At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Шіпоів [Mr. 
SIMON] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
881, a bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to clarify provisions 
relating to church pension benefit 
plans, to modify certain provisions re- 
lating to participants in such plans, to 
reduce the complexity of and to bring 
workable consistency to the applicable 
rules, to promote retirement savings 
and benefits, and for other purposes. 

8. 1178 

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
ІМг. LOTT] and the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. HATCH] were added as cosponsors 
of S. 1178, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
coverage of colorectal screening under 
part B of the Medicare Program. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 146 


At the request of Mr. JOHNSTON, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
ROBB] was added as a cosponsor of Sen- 
ate Resolution 146, a resolution des- 
ignating the week beginning November 
19, 1995, and the week beginning on No- 
vember 24, 1996, as “National Family 
Week," and for other purposes. 
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


THE AGRICULTURE APPROPRIA- 
TIONS ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1996 


REID (AND BROWN) AMENDMENT 
NO. 2685 


Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. 
BROWN) proposed an amendment to the 
bill (H.R. 1976) making appropriations 
for Agriculture, rural development, 
Food and Drug Administration, and re- 
lated agencies programs for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1996, and for 
other purposes; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 

SEC. BOARD OF TEA EXPERTS 

None of the funds appropriated under this 
Act may be used for the salaries or expenses 
of the Board of Tea experts established under 
section 2 of the Act. entitled ‘‘An Act to pre- 
vent the importation of impure and unwhole- 
some tea", approved March 2, 1897 (21 U.S.C. 
42). 


KERREY (AND KOHL) AMENDMENT 
NO. 2686 


Mr. DASCHLE (for Mr. KERREY, for 
himself and Mr. KOHL) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1976, supra; 
as follows: 


On page 83, strike line 4 through line 15; 

On page 43, line 17; strike $528,839,000 and 
insert in its place $563,839,000; 

On page 52, line 18; strike $17,895,000 and in- 
sert in its place $22,395,000; 

On page 52, line 24; strike $30,000,000 and in- 
sert in its place $37,544,000; 

On page 55, line 1; strike $1,500,000 and in- 
sert in its place $3,000,000. 


BROWN (AND ABRAHAM) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2687 


Mr. BROWN (for himself and Mr. 
ABRAHAM) proposed an amendment to 
the bill H.R. 1976, supra; as follows: 


At the appropriate place in the amend- 
ment, insert the following: 

(a) None of the funds appropriated or made 
available to the Federal Drug Administra- 
tion by this Act shall be used to operate the 
Board of Tea Experts and related activities. 

(b) The Tea Importation Act (21 U.S.C. 41 
et seq.) is repealed. 


BROWN AMENDMENTS NOS. 2688- 
2690 


Mr. BROWN proposed three amend- 
ments to the bill H.R. 1976, supra; as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 2688 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 

SEC. . PEANUT PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds made 
available under this Act may be used to 
carry out a price support or production ad- 
justment program for peanuts. 

(b) ASSESSMENT.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture may charge producers a marketing 
assessment to carry out the program under 
the same terms and conditions as are pre- 


25329 


scribed under section 108B(g) of the Agri- 
culture Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1445c-3(g)). 


AMENDMENT No. 2689 


At the appropriate place in the amend- 
ment, insert the following: 

SEC. . PRICE SUPPORT AND GRADING AND IN- 
SPECTION OF TOBACCO. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds made 
available under this Act may be used to pay 
the salaries or expenses of the employees of 
the Department of Agriculture to grade or 
inspect tobacco or to administer price sup- 
port functions for tobacco. 

(b) ASSESSMENT.—The Secretary of Agri- 
culture may charge producers a marketing 
assessment to grade or inspect tobacco and 
to administer the price support functions 
under the same terms and conditions as are 
prescribed in the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 
U.S.C. 1445-1 and 1445-2). 


AMENDMENT No. 2690 


Insert at page 84, between line 2 and line 3: 

бес. 730. None of the funds available in this 
Act shall be used for any action, including 
the development or assertion of any position 
or recommendation by or on behalf of the 
Forest Service, that directly or indirectly 
results in the loss of or restriction on the di- 
version and use of water from existing water 
supply facilities located on National Forest 
lands by the owners of such facilities, or re- 
sult in a material increase in the cost of 
such yield to the owners of the water supply; 
Provided: nothing in this section shall pre- 
clude a mutual agreement between any agen- 
cy of the Department of Agriculture and a 
state or local governmental entity or private 
entity or individual. 


BRYAN (AND BUMPERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2691 


Mr. BRYAN (for himself and Mr. 
BUMPERS) proposed an amendment to 
the bill H.R. 1976, supra; as follows: 

On page 65, line 18, before the period at the 
end, insert the following:: Provided further, 
That none of the funds made available under 
this Act may be used to carry out the mar- 
ket promotion program established under 
section 203 of the Agricultural Trade Act of 
1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623)”. 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
on Armed Services be authorized to 
meet on Monday, September 18, 1995, at 
3 p.m. in executive session, to consider 
and act on the committee’s rec- 
ommendation for the reconciliation 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


THE 75TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
TOWN OF INDIAN HEAD, MD 
е Мг. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
would like to call to the attention of 
our colleagues celebrations that are 
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underway to celebrate the 75th anni- 
versary of the establishment of the 
town of Indian Head, MD. The mayor of 
Indian Head, Warren Bowie, along with 
the entire community, has planned sev- 
eral significant events to commemo- 
rate this propitious milestone. 

One of two incorporated townships in 
Charles County, Indian Head’s history 
goes back much further than its date of 
incorporation in 1920. The territory 
now known as Indian Head was given to 
Lord Baltimore, and then to Gen. 
Charles Cornwallis, as part of a land 
grant made by the English King in 1736. 
Records later reveal that Cornwallis ti- 
tled the land to George Washington in 
1761. 

Older charts and maps dating from 
1776 through 1866 indicate that Indian 
Head has had several names including 
Indian Point, Indian Headlands, and In- 
dian Head Point. All of these names re- 
flect the more popular tale of how the 
name Indian Head was bestowed upon 
the town. As the story is told, there 
was an Algonquin chief who had prom- 
ised his daughter in marriage to the 
son of the chief of the neighboring 
Piscataway Tribe. Before the two chil- 
dren were united, the young woman 
met an Indian hunter who was travel- 
ing up the Potomac River from the Vir- 
ginia Colony. The two immediately fell 
in love. The Algonquin chief, enraged 
at the disruption of the wedding plans, 
ordered the hunter to leave and never 
to return to the region again, The hun- 
ter vowed that he would come back for 
his love. His plans to return were dis- 
covered and foiled. The night he re- 
turned, he was ambushed by Algonquin 
warriors and beheaded. His head was 
placed on a spear and set in the sand as 
а warning to other trespassers. The 
very next day, the first white settlers 
came and discovered this monument. 
Hence the name Indian Head. 

Indian Head was slow to populate it- 
self, largely due to the fact that the 
area was mainly marshland. But in 1890 
the U.S. Navy decided to move its prov- 
ing ground to Indian Head, primarily 
because of its location between the 
naval shipyards in Norfolk and the 
Washington Navy Yard on the Ana- 
costia. As the installation at Indian 
Head grew, so did the town. When it be- 
came inevitable that the United States 
would become deeply engaged in World 
War I, Indian Head was given a large 
appropriation to expand its facilities to 
produce smokeless powder. The naval 
powder factory, which is now the naval 
ordnance station, provided the stimu- 
lus for the expansion of Indian Head. 

Indian Head is a model of community 
spirit and cooperation. The activities 
that have been sponsored to commemo- 
rate this auspicious occasion exemplify 
the deep devotion of Indian Head’s resi- 
dents to the community. The spirit and 
enthusiasm of Indian Head’s citizens 
have been the foundation of its success. 
These celebrations provide the oppor- 
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tunity to renew the dedication that has 
supported Indian Head throughout its 
history and helped it to develop into 
one of Maryland’s most attractive com- 
munities. 

We in Maryland are fortunate to have 
an area as community-oriented as In- 
dian Head. I join the citizens of Charles 
County in sharing their pride in Indian 
Head's past and optimism for contin- 
ued success in the years to come. 


SUMMER INTERNS 


è Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer recognition to my sum- 
mer interns, who have dedicated their 
time and effort this summer, serving 
the people of Michigan on my behalf. In 
an era when cynicism about our Gov- 
ernment and the political process runs 
rampant, they have maintained an op- 
timistic view of our Government, and 
have made considerable sacrifices so 
that they could play a more active role 
in the American political system. They 
were of great help to us this summer 
and I am grateful for their service. In 
appreciation of their hard work and 
dedication, I submit a list of their 
names, and ask that it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The list follows: 

Lisa Maria Carroll, Nathan E. Clukey, 
Christopher DeMuth, Hope Durant, Michael 
J. Earle, Robert Glazier, John Iakovides, 
Thomas Marshall, Danny Mayer, Denise 
Mills, Michael Mikelic, Ryan O'Donovan, 
Stephen V. Potenza, Barry Regan, John 


‘Sanke, Sergio Santiviago, Nedda Shayota, 


Joseph A. Snearline, Matthew J. Suhr, 
Courtenay Youngblood, Paul Yu. 

Mr. President, these fine young men 
and women performed valuable service 
assisting with legislative research, 
front office support, and playing for my 
expansion softball team. Like all ex- 
pansion teams, this year was a rebuild- 
ing year. Our team’s record may not 
have been the greatest, Mr. President, 
but without the interns, I would have 
had no softball team, 

On a more serious note, Mr. Presi- 
dent, it is my belief that a congres- 
sional internship is the best and most 
effective way to learn firsthand about 
the governmental process. Our interns 
are given the chance to observe and 
participate in all kinds of activities es- 
sential to the workings of the Senate. 
From committee markups to floor 
speeches and votes, to the daily work- 
ings of the office, they have been given 
a diverse and extensive lesson in the 
governmental process. It is a lesson 
that, regardless of their future ambi- 
tions, will remain with them through- 
out the course of their lives.e 


THE EIGHTH ANNUAL FESTIVAL 
OF THE ARTS AND HERITAGE OF 
AFRICAN-AMERICANS 


е Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, our 
country is a remarkable mosaic—a 
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mixture of races, languages, 
ethnicities, and religions—that grows 
increasingly diverse with each passing 
year. Nowhere is this incredible diver- 
sity more evident than in the State of 
New Jersey. In New Jersey, school- 
children come from families that speak 
120 different languages at home. These 
different languages are used in over 1.4 
million homes in my State. I have al- 
ways believed that one of the United 
States greatest strengths is the diver- 
sity of the people that make up its citi- 
zenry and I am proud to call the atten- 
tion of my colleagues to an event in 
New Jersey that celebrates the impor- 
tance of the diversity that is a part of 
America’s collective heritage. 


On June 4, 1995, the Garden State 
Arts Center in Holmdel, NJ, began its 
1995 Spring Heritage Festival Series. 
The heritage festival program salutes 
some of the different ethnic commu- 
nities that contribute so greatly to 
New Jersey’s diverse makeup. High- 
lighting old country customs and cul- 
ture, the festival programs are an op- 
portunity to express pride in the ethnic 
backgrounds that are a part of our col- 
lective heritage. Additionally, the 
Spring Heritage Festivals will contrib- 
ute proceeds from their programs to 
the Garden State Arts Center’s Cul- 
tural Center Fund which presents thea- 
ter productions free-of-charge to New 
Jersey’s school children, seniors, and 
other deserving residents. The heritage 
festival thus not only pays tribute to 
the cultural influences from our past, 
it also makes a significant contribu- 
tion to our present day cultural activi- 
ties. 


On Saturday, September 16, 1995, the 
Heritage Festival Series celebrated the 
Eighth Annual Festival of the Arts and 
Heritage of African-Americans. The 
first African-American Heritage Fes- 
tival, founded by Clinton Crocker of 
Tinton Falls, NJ, was held in Septem- 
ber, 1988. The festival took its place in 
the series in September, 1988. The fes- 
tival took its place in the series of her- 
itage festivals at the Garden State 
Arts Center under the leadership of Ju- 
lian Robinson, then commissioner of 
the New Jersey Highway Authority and 
was so ably organized this year by 
Carol Washington. 


Clinton Crocker’s early vision of a 
major festival which would reflect 
pride in the African-American presence 
in New Jersey, has laid the foundation 
for an outstanding event that cele- 
brates the beauty and diversity of Afri- 
can-American culture. The festival pre- 
sented a wide variety of performing 
arts including: soloists, African dance 
troupes, gospel singers, and African 
story-tellers sharing traditional tales. 
The festival also showcased ethnic 
foods from the African continent as 
well as African-American favorites and 
was undobtedly one of the highlights of 
the day. 
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The African-American Heritage Fes- 
tival has proven itself to be an out- 
standing event over the years. The fes- 
tival continues to grow in popularity 
each year, more than doubling its an- 
nual attendance from its first year. 
With increased popularity has come in- 
creased profits which has led to the de- 
velopment of a Relief Fund for Uwanda 
and other needy African nations. Prof- 
its also go to fund recreational activi- 
ties for needy seniors, the disadvan- 
taged, and for scholarship funds for col- 
lege students. . 

Congratulations once again on the 
eighth anniversary of the Festival of 
the Arts and Heritage of African-Amer- 
icans. Best wishes for continued suc- 
cess and to all who attended the fes- 
tival to celebrate a day of pride in 
their ethnicity.e 


TRIBUTE TO AL MEIER 


е Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, it is an 
honor for me to rise today to honor a 
distinguished citizen from my State— 
Iowa Commissioner of Labor Al Meier. 
When Al retired on July 28, he stepped 
down as the longest serving labor com- 
missioner in the United States. 

Over the years, Al Meier has been an 
ally on the side of working Iowans. Be- 
fore Al was named labor commissioner 
in 1977, he served on the OSHA Review 
Commission, and prior to that he rep- 
resented the AFL-CIO. He has also 
chaired the organizational committee 
of the Governor’s Safety and Health 
Conference. 

As labor commissioner, Al was re- 
sponsible for helping Iowans stay safe 
on the job and off. Accountable for all 
division of labor programs, Al’s duties 
included safety inspections, such as el- 
evator and amusement ride inspec- 
tions; wage payment collection, child 
labor, minimum wage, asbestos re- 
moval, and contractor registration. 

I can tell you that no one worked 
harder on keeping Iowans safe in the 
workplace than Al Meier. But his work 
wasn’t just about safety, as vital as 
that is. It was also about security— 
economic security—helping Iowans live 
better lives, and building a better fu- 
ture for our State. He was, and still is, 
at his best when it comes to helping 
others fight for a better life. 

Al has been a fighter all his life. A 
former Golden Gloves contender, he 
never relinquished the fighting spirit it 
took for him to compete in the boxing 
ring. Whether it was through his work 
in political organizing, negotiating on 
the Hill, or representing the union, Al 
has been a fighter and a builder. He 
built coalitions. He built opportunities. 
He built a stronger Iowa. 

And throughout it all, Al has never 
compromised in his commitment to 
helping people. I know of no greater 
tribute, and no better legacy, than 
that. $ 

Mr. President, I am proud to salute 
the leadership and selfless service that 
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Al Meier has demonstrated throughout 
his life. I am especially honored to 
count Al as one of my dearest friends— 
a friend that I have known for many 
years. Once again I congratulate Al on 
his many years of service to Iowans, 
and I ask my colleagues to join with 
me in wishing him a long and happy re- 
tirement.@ 


TRIBUTE TO HADLEY ROFF 


Ф Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to pay tribute to a long-time 
friend and associate, Hadley Roff. 
Since I first met Hadley when we were 
both students at Stanford University, 
he has been a close and dear friend. 
Over the years, as we worked together 
when I was mayor of San Francisco, 
during a campaign for Governor, and as 
a U.S. Senator, our friendship and re- 
spect for one another continued to 


grow. 

Hadley Roff's career, both in Wash- 
ington, DC, and in San Francisco, 
shows exactly what can be accom- 
plished when someone devotes his life 
to public service. 

Hadley began his distinguished ca- 
reer as a reporter for a San Francisco 
newspaper, the News, in 1956 and con- 
tinued as the News was merged with 
the Call Bulletin and, finally, with the 
San Francisco Examiner. Hadley, from 
his days at Stanford University, want- 
ed to work on a San Francisco news- 
paper. He did and he closed two of 
them. 

Hadley soon switched his sights to 
the world of public service. 

In Washington, DC, he industriously 
served as chief of staff to U.S. Senator 
John V. Tunney, press secretary for 
Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY and na- 
tional media director for the Presi- 
dential campaign of Senator Edmund 
Muskie. But, Hadley gladly returned to 
San Francisco when the, chance arose 
to serve the city of San Francisco. 

Hadley adeptly served the citizens of 
San Francisco under four mayors. Be- 
ginning as press secretary for Joseph 
L. Alioto, Hadley continued to serve 
during the tenures of Art Agnos, my 
administration, and Frank Jordan. 

Hadley served as my deputy mayor 
for more than 8 years when I became 
mayor of San Francisco in 1978. He con- 
stantly showed a particular devotion to 
public safety that has continued to 
today. As deputy mayor, Hadley was 
always made aware when a fire reached 
three alarms and, regardless of what he 
may have been doing, Hadley was off to 
the scene. 

More recently, when Hadley served as 
my State director in my Senate office 
for 2 years, Hadley was instrumental in 
assisting former San Francisco Fire 
Department Assistant Chief, Frank 
Blackburn, in establishing a temporary 
emergency water system that helped 
save the lives of 140,000 Rwandan refu- 
gees in 1994. 
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Hadley describes himself as a 
“human switchboard,” understanding 
the need to get the right people to a 
problem, but he is much more than 
that. He is a very gracious person who 
always shows great concern for people. 
He was never too busy to take a call or 
listen to someone’s thoughts. During 
demonstrations, he effectively main- 
tained a constructive dialog and, more 
often than not, made it so everyone 
left smiling. He was the heart and soul 
of the office and his dedication could 
not help but motivate others. 

For a long, long time Hadley has 
been a big part of my life. 

Recently, Hadley left my office to be- 
come a director for the San Francisco 
Urban Institute at San Francisco State 
University. And, today, many San 
Franciscans are joining together to pay 
tribute to him and to celebrate his af- 
filiation with the Urban Institute. Iam 
sorry I cannot be home right now, join- 
ing in the celebration, but it is with 
fond memories and enthusiastic praise, 
that I wish Hadley, his wife Susie, and 
everyone at the Urban Institute all the 
best. 

Hadley, we miss you, but do not 
think for a second that we will not call 
you into duty when projects that need 
that special Hadley touch arise. 

Congratulations, Hadley, on the trib- 
ute and the wonderful opportunity of 
working at the Urban Institute.e 


PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY 
CONTRACTS 


е Мг. HARKIN. Mr. President, last 
Wednesday, the Senate adopted my 
amendment to condition receipt of wel- 
fare benefits on signing and adhering 
to a personal responsibility contract. I 
was pleased that this important provi- 
sion was added to the Work Oppor- 
tunity Act. I believe it is critical to 
successful welfare reform emphasizing 
personal responsibility and common 
sense. 

The underlying bill required States 
and welfare recipients to negotiate per- 
sonal responsibility contracts. How- 
ever, there were no details about what 
that meant. Without definition, the 
personal responsibility contract could 
be meaningless and ineffective. Such a 
result would have been unfortunate be- 
cause an effective contract has the po- 
tential to significantly change welfare 
as we know it. 

The centerpiece of the Iowa Family 
Investment Program is the require- 
ment that individuals on welfare must 
sign an individualized, binding con- 
tract with the State outlining what 
they will do to get off of welfare. The 
contract would also say what services 
the State would provide to move the 
family off of welfare. Failure to sign a 
contract or abide by the terms of the 
contract would result in termination of 
welfare benefits. 
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Mr. President, Iowa instituted a 
number of reforms in our welfare pro- 
grams. After only 22 months of imple- 
mentation, the Iowa welfare reform 
program is showing promising results. 
More families are working and earning 
income, there are fewer families on 
welfare and AFDC costs are declining. 

My amendment borrowed from the 
Iowa program and used the Iowa con- 
tract as a model for the Nation. A con- 
tract significantly strengthens ас- 
countability in the welfare system. 

I was pleased that the amendment 
was adopted and thank the two leaders 
for their assistance in getting my 
amendment approved. 


——— 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


NOMINATION OF PAUL M. HOMAN 
TO BE SPECIAL TRUSTEE FOR 
AMERICAN INDIANS 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, now 
that we are off the bill, in executive 
session, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Indian Affairs Committee be imme- 
diately discharged from the nomina- 
tion of Paul M. Homan, to be special 
trustee for American Indians; that the 
Senate proceed immediately to the 
consideration of the nomination; that 
the nomination be confirmed; that any 
statements thereon appear at the ap- 
propriate place in the RECORD; that, 
upon confirmation, the motion to re- 
consider be laid upon the table; that 
the President be immediately notified 
of the Senate’s action, and that the 
Senate return to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the nomination was considered 
and confirmed; as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 

Paul M. Homan, of the District of Co- 
lumbia, to be special trustee, Office of 
Special Trustee for American Indians. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will now return to legislative ses- 
sion. 


MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 1254 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand that S. 1254, introduced ear- 
lier today by Senator ABRAHAM, is at 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I ask for its first 
reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill for the first 
time. 
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The bill (S. 1254) was read the first 
time. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I now 
ask for its second reading. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ob- 
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The bill will be read for the second 
time on the next legislative day. 


— 


ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 19, 1995 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in recess until the hour of 9 a.m., 
on Tuesday, September 19, 1995; that 
following the prayer, the Journal of 
the proceedings be deemed approved to 
date, the time for the two leaders be 
reserved for their use later in the day, 
and there then be a period for morning 
business until the hour of 9:30 a.m., 
with Senators permitted to speak for 5 
minutes each. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
at 9:30 a.m. the Senate then imme- 
diately resume consideration of H.R. 
1976, the agriculture appropriations 
bill, and under a previous order, there 
be 15 minutes, equally divided, on the 
Bryan amendment, to be followed by a 
rolicall vote on or in relation to the 
Bryan amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I now 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate stand in recess between the hours 
of 12:30 and 2:15 on Tuesday for the 
weekly policy conferences to meet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, for the 
information of all Senators, the Senate 
will resume consideration of the agri- 
culture appropriations bill tomorrow 
morning. Under the previous order, 
there will be а rolicall vote at 9:45 a.m. 
tomorrow. 

In addition, at 10:30 a.m., the Senate 
will begin 2 hours of debate on the 
committee amendment regarding poul- 
try. 

Also, under a previous consent, at 
2:15 p.m., the Senate will begin 30 min- 
utes of debate on the welfare bill. And 
at 2:45 p.m., three rollcall votes will 
occur in relation to the welfare bill. 

In addition, following the passage of 
the welfare bill, which is the third 
stacked rollcall vote, the Senate will 
begin 4 minutes of debate on the poul- 
try committee amendment, followed 
immediately by a vote on or in relation 
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to the committee amendment. There- 
fore, four votes will occur beginning at 
2:45 p.m. on Tuesday. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE- 
MENT—AMENDMENT NO. 2688 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I fur- 
ther ask unanimous consent that im- 
mediately following the vote regarding 
poultry, there be 60 minutes for debate, 
under the control of Senator HEFLIN, 
on the Brown amendment, No. 2688 re- 
garding peanuts, and 30 minutes under 
the control of Senator Brown, to be fol- 
lowed by a vote on or in relation to the 
BROWN amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, again, 
it is the intention of the leader and the 
managers to conclude the agriculture 
appropriations bill by early evening to- 
morrow. 

We hope we have the cooperation of 
all Senators to accomplish that. 


” 


RECESS UNTIL 9 А.М. TOMORROW 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate, I now ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate stand in recess 
under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 8 p.m., recessed until Tuesday, Sep- 
tember 19, 1995, at 9 a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate September 18, 1995: 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


JANE BOBBITT, OF WEST VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSIST- 
ANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, VICE LORETTA L. DUNN, 
RESIGNED. 


BARRY GOLDWATER SCHOLARSHIP AND 
EDUCATION FOUNDATION 


DONNA DEARMAN SMITH, OF ALABAMA, TO ВЕ А MEM- 
BER OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE BARRY GOLD- 
WATER SCHOLARSHIP AND EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION 
FOUNDATION FOR A TERM EXPIRING MARCH 3, 1998, VICE 
HOWARD W. CANNON, TERM EXPIRED. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


HAZEL ROLLINS O'LEARY, OF MINNESOTA, ТО BE THE 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO THE 39TH SESSION OF THE GENERAL CONFERENCE OF 
THE INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY. 

SHIRLEY ANN JACKSON, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE THE 
ALTERNATE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE 39TH SESSION OF THE GENERAL 
CONFERENCE OF THE INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY 
AGENCY. 

NELSON F. SIEVERING, JR.. OF MARYLAND, TO BE THE 
ALTERNATE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE 39TH SESSION OF THE GENERAL 
CONFERENCE OF THE INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY 
AGENCY. 

JOHN В. RITCH Ш, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO 
BE THE ALTERNATE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA TO THE 39TH SESSION OF THE GEN- 
ERAL CONFERENCE OF THE INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC EN- 
ERGY AGENCY. 


— — —— — —ut:it —uy— —— —Eä-ͤ—e—ĩ— — K— н — — 


September 18, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE 25333 
CONFIRMATION WITHDRAWAL BARRY GOLDWATER SCHOLARSHIP AND 
Executive nomination confirmed by EXCELLENCE: IN EDUCATION FOUNDATION 


3 3 eee DY  1WITHDRAW THE NOMINATION OF HOWARD W. CANNON, 
е President to the Senate on Septem- OF NEVADA, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF TRUST- 
TMENT OF THE INTERIOR EES OF THE BARRY GOLDWATER SCHOLARSHIP AND EX- 
ке Kanas ve 5 РВУ Н ber 18, 1995, withdrawing from further CELLENCE IN EDUCATION FOUNDATION FOR A TERM EX- 
FFC олла OF Erde атка Senate ‘consideration’ the following: e VEE ЖАБ 
FOR AMERICAN INDIANS, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTE- nomination: 


the Senate September 18, 1995: 


25334 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


September 18, 1995 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, September 18, 1995 


The House met at 10:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore [Mr. MILLER of Florida]. 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 


WASHINGTON, DC, 
September 18, 1995. 

I hereby designate the Honorable DAN MIL- 
LER to act as Speaker pro tempore on this 
day. 

NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of May 12, 
1995, the Chair will now recognize 
Members from lists submitted by the 
majority and minority leaders for 
morning hour debates. The Chair will 
alternate recognition between the par- 
ties, with each party limited to not to 
exceed 30 minutes, and each Member 
except the majority and minority lead- 
er limited to not to exceed 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Goss] for 5 minutes. 


MEDICARE REFORM 


Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, the rhetoric 
has gotten pretty thick and possibly 
even a little sick around here recently, 
even by Washington standards. That is 
why I thought it would be helpful to 
take a look at the bigger picture. Spe- 
cifically, I would like to take a mo- 
ment this morning to investigate the 
long-term ramifications if we heed the 
advice of House Democrats and ignore 
the pending bankruptcy of the Medi- 
care reform situation. 

This chart, compiled by the biparti- 
san Kerrey Commission on entitle- 
ments, which I served on last year, 
states in no uncertain terms the dire 
consequences of inaction, of doing 
nothing. As you can see, in this area 
here, under current trends, by the year 
2012, this year right here, which is only 
17 years away, outlays for entitlement 
spending and interest on the national 
debt will consume all tax revenues. 
That is the green line. When this line is 
exceeded by any one of these columns, 
we are spending more than we are tak- 
ing in. And in this case, entitlement 
spending and interest alone on the na- 
tional debt will consume all the reve- 
nues we have collected by the Federal 


Government. There will be nothing left 
for anything else, law enforcement, 
military, or anything like that. 

By the year 2030, entitlement spend- 
ing alone will consume all tax revenues 
collected by the Federal Government. 
This is a major crisis, albeit it is a lit- 
tle hard to grasp and it threatens every 
Federal program, including the entitle- 
ment programs themselves, whether 
they are Medicare, Medicaid, veterans, 
even Social Security. You name it. We 
have to do something. 

Mr. Speaker, what is driving this ex- 
plosion in entitlement spending which 
we are seeing in this chart? There, in 
fact, are many factors, but primarily it 
is the out-of-control and gigantic in- 
creases in Medicare spending. We all 
know that the Medicare trustees’ re- 
port states that the Medicare part A 
trust fund will be bankrupt in 7 years, 
in the year 2002. Ninety percent of 
Americans understand that according 
to the polls. 

Mr. Speaker, essentially we have two 
options. We can reduce costs and re- 
form the system now, which is what 
the Republicans are trying to do, or we 
can wait and raise taxes again later, 
which seems to be the plan of the 
Democrats. 

A study conducted by John Berthoud 
of the Alexis de Toqueville Institute 
underscores the dire ramifications of 
raising taxes rather than addressing 
the inefficiencies in the current system 
right now today. 

His study backs up the Medicare 
trustees’ own numbers showing the po- 
tential disaster for future beneficiaries 
and taxpayers. If we do not act until 
2002, as the other side seems to advo- 
cate, the payroll tax would have to 
more than double, rising from the cur- 
rent 2.9 percent level to 6.81 percent 
just to bring the fund into long-term 
balance. A tax hike that steep would 
mean over $1 trillion in taxes over the 
next 7 years alone on American tax- 
payers. 

Mr. Speaker, to bring that astound- 
ing number into human terms, a work- 
er earning $45,000 would have to pay an 
extra $1,500 in nonrefundable payroll 
taxes annually. That would be $4 a day 
more every day, Saturday and Sunday 
and holidays included, $4 more in taxes 
every day just to cover the trust fund 
of Medicare if we do not act now. And 
that is just part A. 

Assuming middle-of-the-road projec- 
tions, the part B taxpayer subsidy will 
grow to $147 billion by 2004 if allowed 
to remain in auto pilot, which is where 
it is now. That is four times what it is 
today. 


Mr. Speaker, where are we going to 
get that kind of money, $147 billion? 
You guessed it, from the taxpayers. 
The leadership on the other side of the 
aisle last week in the Washington Post 
accused Republicans of playing a shell 
game and disguising the real costs of 
Medicare reform. What they really 
should acknowledge is the tremendous 
cost of maintaining the status quo and 
the increasing cost of the future status 
quo they advocate. 

Mr. Speaker, my constituents gave 
me a clear message over the August 
break: Go back to Washington and do 
what it takes to fix the problem. They 
have seen payroll taxes increase before, 
in fact, 23 of them in the past 27 years. 
Twenty-three payroll taxes and they 
know that isn't the answer. 

By expanding choice and utilizing re- 
forms that have worked in the private 
sector, we cannot only save the Medi- 
care program and strengthen it for our 
current and future beneficiaries, but 
we can also provide a brighter future 
for our children and grandchildren. We 
do have a program that will work and 
that is what we are going to do, hope- 
fully with the bipartisan support and 
hopefully with constructive coopera- 
tion from the White House. Meanwhile, 
all the scare ads on TV, the class war- 
fare stirred up by the liberals, and the 
generational debate hyped by the cyn- 
ics does not solve the problem and does 
not make America a better place to 
live. 

Mr. Speaker, the Republicans are 
trying to offer a positive solution to a 
real problem. Even if we do not get all 
the details exactly right the first time, 
we will get the details right and we 
will have made an important change 
for every American's quality of life and 
pocketbook. 


SAVING THE NATIONAL PARKS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of May 
12, 1995, the gentleman from New Mex- 
ico [Mr. RICHARDSON] is recognized dur- 
ing morning business for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to express my disappoint- 
ment at heavy-handed actions by the 
leadership of the Committee on Re- 
sources by placing H.R. 260 on the Sus- 
pension Calendar today, and I hope 
that everybody out there that is aware 
of this terrible transgression realizes 
what H.R. 260 would do. It would sim- 
ply be a vehicle to close down national 
parks. 


OThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., O 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Mr. Speaker, this bill would create a 
park closure commission to rec- 
ommend specific parks to Congress 
foreclosure, privatization, or sale to 
the highest bidder. But what is most 
heavy handed is the fact that this bill 
is on the Suspension Calendar despite 
the fact that many of us in the Com- 
mittee on Resources were able to offer 
amendments to change this bill. This 
way we have on the Suspension Cal- 
endar no opportunity to offer amend- 
ments that are alternatives. 

Mr. Speaker, I had asked for one 
amendment that would allow a new 
form of financing the parks, through 
fees, through concessions, and through 
other alternatives that recognize that 
we do have to improve the manage- 
ment of the parks. But there are some 
very heavy-handed tactics of prevent- 
ing honest debate on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, the Clinton administra- 
tion opposes this bill. The environ- 
mental community opposes this bill. 
The National Parks and Conservation 
Association opposes this bill, and I 
would simply ask my colleagues to 
vote no on this bill so that it can go 
back to a rule and allow logical and 
fair amendments. In fact, just one 
amendment. 

So by voting no, you are not killing 
the bill; you are killing a process that 
is wrong and heavy handed, What we 
have here is a park closure commission 
that would close national parks. 

Now, the bill does exempt 54 national 
park units from closure, but it leaves 
less visited, smaller budgeted parks, 
and important national monuments 
like Independence Hall, the Statue of 
Liberty, Mount Rushmore, the Wash- 
ington, Lincoln, and Jefferson Monu- 
ments, and the Martin Luther King 
historical site on the chopping block. 

The Chair of the Subcommittee on 
National Parks, the gentleman from 
Utah [Мг. HANSEN], has said that he 
wants to close 150 parks. This is an 
agenda that I believe is wrong. Let us 
improve the management of these 
parks. Let us find ways to raise money 
to keep the parks as important compo- 
nents of this country. 

Mr. Speaker, the national parks are 
not the playgrounds of the rich. They 
are the vacation destinations of mil- 
lions of ordinary hard working Ameri- 
cans who want to see and enjoy the 
natural wonders they support with 
their tax dollars. They deserve to con- 
tinue to have that opportunity. 

Mr. Speaker, the national parks 
today are more popular than ever. This 
year 270 million visitors will visit our 
national parks, an increase of 5 million 
over last year. By the year 2000, 360 
million visitors will visit the parks 
every year. That is if we still have 
some of them to visit in the year 2000. 
Recent nationwide polls show that this 
boom in parks visitation is matched by 
concern for the future of the parks. 

A recent poll by Colorado State Uni- 
versity found that 98 percent of those 
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surveyed believed protection of the 
parks for future generations was im- 
portant, editorial boards around the 
country, Salt Lake City Tribune, St. 
Louis Dispatch, the New York Times. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 260 strikes at the 
very heart of our national heritage, the 
369 natural and cultural treasures 
which make up the National Park Sys- 
tem, and by authorizing, which is what 
we would do by passing this bill, the 
creation of a park closure commission, 
like a military base closure commis- 
sion, without any alternatives, H.R. 260 
takes the decisions out of the hands of 
the Congress and turns it over to poli- 
tics, to political appointees. Surely 
business as usual is not the message 
the voters sent the Congress in the 1994 
elections. 

Mr. Speaker, let me explain what my 
alternative does, and all I want is the 
ability to offer this alternative under a 
closed rule, under a modified rule. One 
amendment, that instead of creating a 
park closure commission, that we find 
other ways to raise funds for parks 
through increased, perhaps fees, 
through a trust fund, through the 
changes in concessions so the McDon- 
ald’s and other concessionaires, the 
Marriotts, pay a fairer share of what it 
costs to maintain the parks. 

This is something that is on a bipar- 
tisan basis. Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas has 
a very constructive proposal to change 
the concession system of the parks. 

So I am not here asking for a rejec- 
tion of this bill. I am saying, let us re- 
spect the process. By voting no on H.R. 
260, which we should do, 143 votes are 
needed so that the two-thirds is not 
achieved, we would send the bill back 
to the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. Speaker, watch this bill. H.R. 
260, vote “по,” send it back to the 
Committee on Rules. Let it come back 
under a fair rule. 

I insert the following information for 
the RECORD: 

[From the Salt Lake Tribune, Мау 6, 1995] 

DON'T CLOSE THE PARKS 

Generally, people want to enter a national 
park; they want to leave a military base. In- 
deed, there is little that the two have in 
common, other than that they are both fed- 
erally owned. Yet there is inexplicable senti- 
ment in Congress for providing a common 
element to both-a closure commission. 

A bill known as Н.Н. 260, which has already 
passed Utah Rep. Jim Hansen's subcommit- 
tee and is due up before the full House Re- 
sources Committee this month, proposes the 
formation of a Park System Review Commis- 
sion. It would do for national park units 
what the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission has done for military bases: It 
would close them. 

Closure is appropriate for some unneeded 
military bases, but not so for national park 
units, which presumably have an unchanging 
value. After all, national parks were created 
for purposes of preservation and posterity, 
not for the ever-shifting requirements of na- 
tional defense. Existing park units simply 
should not be exposed to the whims of an 
independent commission. 
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The issue has surfaced because the Na- 
tional Park Service has been having prob- 
lems adequately funding all 368 units in its 
system. One complaint is that the system is 
overloaded with units that don’t belong, 
units that were designated at the behest of 
some congressman trying to bring home the 
pork for his district. 

The problem can be addressed without the 
creation of a park closure commission. For 
starters, Congress can support the portion of 
H.R. 260 that calls for the Interior secretary 
to devise tighter criteria for additions to the 
NPS, thereby safeguarding the system from 
selfish lawmakers. 

Then, if Congress still feels that 
undeserving units have crept into the sys- 
tem, it can simply deauthorize them itself, 
as it did last year with the John F. Kennedy 
Center for the Performing Arts. It does not 
и some new level of bureaucracy to do 

8. 

The rationale behind a park closure com- 
mission is that it would save money for the 
NPS. Well, as the BRAC members can tes- 
tify, it would Cost a lot of up front money to 
close these units. And once closed, who 
would operate them—the states, or some 
other division of the federal government? 
How do the taxpayers save on that? 

If the goal is to improve NPS finances, 
then start with passage of park concessions 
reform or entrance fee reform. Start funnel- 
ing such fees back into the parks, instead of 
the national treasury. It makes little sense 
to set up a mechanism to close parks when 
proposed methods of increase park revenues 
have not been implemented first. 

National parks are not at all like military 
bases. They were created to establish a natu- 
ral or historical legacy for future genera- 
tions. They don’t need a closure commission; 
they need more creative ways to stay open. 

H.R. 260 would: 

Create a park closure commission to rec- 
ommend specific parks to Congress for clo- 
к, privatization or sale to the highest bid- 

er; 

Weaken Congress’ statutory authority to 
make decisions on park management by 
granting broad powers to a politically ap- 
pointed commission; 

Send a strong signal to the American peo- 
ple that Congress does not have the political 
will to carry out its responsibilities of over- 
sight over the National Park Service. 

Exempt the 54 National Park units from 
closure, leaving less visited, smaller budg- 
eted parks and important national monu- 
ments like Independence Hall, the Statue of 
Liberty, Mt. Rushmore, the Washington, 
Lincoln and Jefferson Monuments and the 
Martin Luther King, Jr. Historic Site on the 
chopping block. 


—— 
RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. There 
being no further requests for morning 
business, pursuant to clause 12, rule I, 
the House will stand in recess until 12 
noon. 

Accordingly, at 10 o’clock and 42 
minutes a.m., the House stood in recess 
until 12 noon. 


П 1200 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore [Мг. CLINGER] at 12 noon. 
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PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Rev. James David 
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray- 
er: 

When the light of day illumines our 
days, O God, we are grateful beyond 
any measure for we are warmed by that 
light and it helps us see the way. And 
when that light seems dim we can fal- 
ter and fail, or when we turn our heads 
from that light and go our own way, we 
can so easily miss the mark. O gracious 
God, giver of all good things, may we 
eagerly seek the light of Your presence 
and walk in Your way so faith will be 
our strength, hope will be our daily 
support, and love our ever present re- 
ality. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
will come forward and lead the mem- 
bership in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. SOLOMON led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 


Sundry messages in writing from the 
President of the United States were 
communicated to the House by Mr. 
Edwin Thomas, one of his secretaries. 


ANNOUNCEMENT OF PREFILING 
REQUIREMENT FOR AMEND- 
MENTS TO H.R. 927, CUBAN LIB- 
ERTY AND DEMOCRATIC SOLI- 
DARITY ACT OF 1995 


Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the 
Rules Committee hearing scheduled on 
H.R. 927, the Cuban Liberty and Demo- 
cratic Solidarity Act has been post- 
poned until 2 p.m. tomorrow. 

Due to time constraints this week, 
the Rules Committee may report a 
structured rulemaking in order only 
amendments prefiled with our commit- 
tee. Members who wish to offer amend- 
ments to the bill should submit 55 cop- 
ies of their amendments, together with 
a brief explanation, to the Rules Com- 
mittee office at H-312 of the Capitol, no 
later than 1 p.m. tomorrow, Tuesday, 
September 19. 

Amendments should be drafted to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute that will be made in order as 
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base text that is available at the Office 
of Legislative Counsel. Members should 
therefore have their amendments draft- 
ed by the Legislative Counsel's office 
to ensure that they are properly draft- 
ed. 

If Members or their staff have any 
questions regarding this procedure, 
they should contact Eric Pelletier in 
the Rules Committee Office at exten- 
sion 5-9191. 

We appreciate the cooperation of all 
Members in submitting their amend- 
ments by 1 p.m. tomorrow to ensure 
their proper consideration by the com- 
mittee. 


104TH CONGRESS OUT OF TOUCH 
WITH THE AMERICAN PEOPLE 


(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, 
today we are going to take up H.R. 260, 
а bill that will close many of our па- 
tional parks. 

Millions of Americans spent their 
summer vacations visiting Mount 
Rushmore, Bandolier, Independence 
Hall and the Statue of Liberty. In fact, 
270 million visitors came to our parks 
this year. 

As is often the case, the 104th Con- 
gress is out of touch with the American 
people. On the suspension calendar 
today will be H.R. 260. The vote will 
take place tomorrow. There is no rea- 
son for this bill to be on suspension. 

All we had asked for, those of us who 
are concerned with this bill, is an 
amendment that would have permitted 
an alternative. An alternative through 
concessions, through increased fees, 
through a trust fund, we can finance 
these parks. 

Mr. Speaker, let us make sure we 
have a process here. Let us have H.R. 
260 sent back to the Committee on 
Rules. 

The environmental community is 
against this. The Clinton administra- 
tion is against this bill. 

Let us have proper debate on it. Let 
us not get rushed on our national 
parks. We do not need a park closure 
commission. We need better manage- 
ment and new ways to finance our na- 
tional parks. 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule 
I, the Chair announces that he will 
postpone further proceedings today on 
each motion to suspend the rules on 
which a recorded vote or the yeas. and 
nays are ordered, or on which the vote 
is objected to under clause 4 of rule 


XV. 

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will 
be taken on Tuesday, September 19, 
1995. Я 
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EXTENSION OF DISTRICT COURT 
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 


Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
Senate bill (S. 464) to make the report- 
ing deadlines for studies conducted in 
Federal court demonstration districts 
consistent with the deadlines for pilot 
districts, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

S. 464 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


Section 104 of the Civil Reform Act of 1990 
(28 U.S.C. 471 note) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (аХ1) by striking 4-year 
period“ and inserting ‘‘5-year period“; and 

(2) in subsection (å) by striking “December 
31, 1995,” and inserting “December 31, 1996,”. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MOORHEAD] will be rec- 
ognized for 20 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from Virginia [Mr. Scorr] will 
be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MOORHEAD]. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 8. 
464 which is a technical corrections bill 
that was introduced by Senator НАТСН 
and passed the Senate on March 30, 
1995, under a unanimous-consent re- 
quest. 

The Civil Justice Reform Act of 1990 


‚веб up two programs to study various 


innovative programs in court manage- 
ment. One program involves so-called 
pilot courts, and the other involves 
what are referred to as demonstration 
districts. Those court programs were 
originally established for a 3-year pe- 
riod, with the studies conducted over a 
4-year period and the resulting reports 
transmitted to Congress by December 
31, 1995. The Rand Corp. has been carry- 
ing out the study of the pilot courts, 
while the Federal Judicial Center is 
conducting the study of the demonstra- 
tion districts. 

Last year, the pilot court programs 
were extended for an additional year, 
and the Rand Corp. received a l-year 
extension for its study of those courts. 
That extension was included in the Ju- 
dicial Amendments Act of 1994. 
Through an oversight, however, no ex- 
tension was included for the dem- 
onstration districts. 

S. 464 would grant the same l-year 
extension for the demonstration dis- 
tricts as was granted for the pilot 
courts. This will make the two pro- 
grams and their studies consistent so 
that the final reports can be directly 
compared. That was the intent behind 
the deadlines that were established 
when the two study programs were set 
up. This legislation will restore that 
end. Also, the extension of the deadline 
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will improve the study, since more 
cases will be complete and included in 
the study. 

Finally, this 1-year extension will en- 
tail no additional cost since the dem- 
onstration districts are planning to 
continue the programs under study in 
any event. 8. 464 represents a sound ju- 
dicial housekeeping proposal and I urge 
my colleagues’ support for it. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I join the gentleman 
from California in supporting this bill, 
because it will help our Federal courts 
achieve greater efficiency and effec- 
tiveness. 

The demonstration program that is 
the subject of this bill, involves five 
Federal district courts, that have been 
experimenting with various case man- 
agement systems, and forms of alter- 
native dispute resolution, since the 
program was established 4 years ago. 
At the same time, there is a parallel 
pilot court program, which is testing 
certain principles of litigation manage- 
ment and cost-and-delay reduction. 
These programs are testing a number 
of systems, in a manner that will per- 
mit the Federal judiciary to compare 
their relative effectiveness. 

As the gentleman from California has 
explained, we extended the pilot pro- 
gram last year for 1 additional year, 
with a 1-уеаг extension for the study 
that will evaluate that program. We in- 
advertently failed, however, to grant a 
similar extension to the demonstration 
program. This bill will restore the dem- 
onstration program to the same time 
line that applies to the pilot program, 
making the two programs more di- 
rectly comparable, and improving the 
studies of both programs, by ensuring 
that an additional year of court experi- 
ence, is included in those studies. Thus, 
passage of S. 464 will enable our Fed- 
eral courts to get the full benefit of 
these studies. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re- 
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MOORHEAD] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 464. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the Sen- 
ate bill was passed. 

The motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
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revise and extend their remarks on S. 
464, the Senate bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 


CLARIFYING RULES GOVERNING 
VENUE 


Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
Senate bill (S. 532) to clarify the rules 
governing venue, and for other pur- 


poses. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
S. 532 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 


Paragraph (3) of section 1391(а) of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
“the defendants аге” and inserting “апу de- 
fendant із”. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MOORHEAD] will be rec- 
ognized for 20 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from Virginia [Mr. ScoTT] will 
be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MOORHEAD]. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S. 
532 which is a technical corrections bill 
that was introduced by Senator HATCH 
and passed the Senate on March 30, 
1995, under a unanimous-consent re- 
quest. It is based on a proposal by the 
Judicial Conference of the United 
States to correct a flaw in a venue pro- 
vision, section 1391(а) of title 28 which 
governs venue in diversity cases. Sec- 
tion 1391(а) has a fallback provision— 
subsection (30 —that comes into play if 
neither of the other subsections confers 
venue in a particular case. Specifically, 
subsection (3) provides that venue lies 
in “а judicial district in which the de- 
fendants are subject to personal juris- 
diction at the time the action is com- 
menced, if there is no district in which 
the action may otherwise be brought.” 

The defect in this fallback provision 
is that it тау le read to mean that all 
defendants mus be subject to personal 
jurisdiction in a district in order for 
venue to lie. Under this reading, there 
would be cases n which there would be 
no proper venue S. 532 would eliminate 
this ambiguity «`d I urge its passage. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
California has explained the purpose of 
this bill, a technical amendment to en- 
sure that in multidefendant cases, 
there is at least one Federal district 
where venue is proper. 

The problem with the venue statute 
as it is currently written is that it is 
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possible to read the language in such a 
way that there could be no Federal dis- 
trict court where venue is proper in 
some multidefendant cases. This bill 
resolves the ambiguity in that lan- 
guage, and ensures that venue require- 
ments will not defeat the ability to 
bring a civil action in Federal court if 
subject matter and personal jurisdic- 
tion are available. 

The Judiciary Committee heard tes- 
timony on behalf of the Judicial Con- 
ference of the United States supporting 
this bill. Having identified the ambigu- 
ity in the current venue provisions, it 
is important that we amend the lan- 
guage to ensure that there is at least 
one Federal district court where venue 
is proper in multidefendant cases. S. 
532 achieves that end, and I urge its 


passage. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re- 
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MOORHEAD] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the Senate bill S. 532. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the Sen- 
ate bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on S. 
532, the Senate bill just considered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. | 


MEDISCAM, NOT MEDISCARE 


(Mr. WYNN asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, in this town 
it seems it is always good to have a 
catch phrase. The latest catch phrase 
is Mediscare, Mediscare, as though 
the cuts in Medicare were not really se- 
rious or not really painful. I think they 
are. 
First, if you consider a premium in- 
crease of $32 a month on a senior, I 
think that is pretty serious and pretty 
scary. If you consider that seniors will 
be forced to choose a doctor they can 
afford as opposed to the doctor they 
trust, I think that is pretty scary, 
when a senior is contemplating major 
surgery. 

Third, if you contemplate the likely 
possibility that some hospitals will 
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have to shut down, reduce services, or 
pass costs on to private patients, in- 
sured with private insurance, I think 
that is pretty scary. 

When you hear the term 
“Мейївсаге,” it should not be taken 
lightly. People say we have to do this 
to save the system. The trustees and 
the President suggest what we need is 
a modification, maybe $90 to $120 bil- 
lion. But the Republicans are proposing 
$270 billion. Why? So they can give a 
tax break to their rich friends. 

If you make $300,000, under this plan 
you are going to get back $20,000 in tax 
breaks. This $270 billion is not going 
back to save the trust fund. Not a 
penny will go back to the trust fund. 

They mumble about the general fund. 
Translation: it is siphoned off for a tax 
break for the wealthy. 

No, ladies and gentlemen, the term 
should not be Mediscare.“ It should 
be., Mediscam,“ because that is what 
the American people are being sub- 
jected to in the latest Republican pro- 
posal on Medicare. 


ENCOURAGING THE PEACE 
PROCESS IN SRI LANKA 


Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and agree to the 
resolution (H. Res. 181) encouraging the 
peace process in Sri Lanka. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Н. RES. 181 


Whereas, the United States has enjoyed a 
long and cordial friendship with Sri Lanka; 

Whereas as one manifestation of the warm 
ties between the United States and Sri 
Lanka, the First Lady of the United States 
visited Sri Lanka in April 1995; 

Whereas Sri Lanka is a vibrant democracy 
whose government is committed to political 
pluralism, free market economics, and a re- 
spect for human rights; 

Whereas the Liberation Tigers of Tamil 
Eelam (“І/ТТЕ”) have waged a protracted se- 
cessionist struggle in Sri Lanka for nearly 12 
years; 

Whereas an estimated 30,000 people have 
died in Sri Lanka as a result of these hos- 
tilities; 

Whereas the Department of State’s report 
on global terrorism names the LTTE as a 
major terrorist organization; 

Whereas the LTTE is widely believed to 
have engaged in political assassinations, in- 
cluding the murder in 1994 of a leading can- 
didate for the Sri Lankan presidency, and 
the killing in 1993 of President Ranasinghe 
Premadasa; 

Whereas the government of President 
Kumaratunga initiated a dialogue with the 
LTTE in 1994, and took a number of other 
steps to ease tensions and set the stage for 
negotiations between the government and 
the LTTE, including lifting the ban on the 
transit of many commodities to Jaffna; 

Whereas a cessation of hostilities in Sri 
Lanka went into effect on January 8, 1995; 

Whereas 4 rounds of peace talks between 
the government and the LTTE took place; 
and 

Whereas in April 1995, the LTTE withdrew 
from these negotiations and resumed mili- 
tary operations against the Government of 
Sri Lanka that have resulted in hundreds of 
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casualties, including many innocent civil- 
ians: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa- 
tives— 

(1) notes with great satisfaction the warm 
and friendly relations that exist between the 
United States and Sri Lanka; 

(2) applauds the commitment to democracy 
demonstrated by the Sri Lankan people, in 
defiance of brutal acts of wanton terrorism; 

(8) commends the Sri Lankan people and 
the Government of Sri Lanka for the signifi- 
cant improvements in Sri Lanka in the area 
of human rights; 

(4) applauds the cessation of hostilities in 
early 1995 between the Government of Sri 
Lanka and the Liberation Tigers of Tamil 
Eelam (“І/ТТЕ”) and deplores the resump- 
tion of fighting; 

(5) calls on the LTTE to desist in its resort 
to arms, and to return to the negotiating 
table; 

(6) calls on all parties to negotiate in good 
faith with a view to ending the current 
armed strife in Sri Lanka and to finding a 
just and lasting political settlement to Sri 
Lanka’s ethnic conflict while assuring the 
territorial integrity of Sri Lanka; 

(7) believes that a political solution, in- 
cluding appropriate constitutional struc- 
tures and adequate protection of minority 
rights, is the path to a comprehensive and 
lasting peace in Sri Lanka; 

(8) denounces all political violence and 
acts of terrorism in Sri Lanka, and calls 
upon those who espouse such methods to re- 
ject these methods and to embrace dialogue, 
democratic norms, and the peaceful resolu- 
tion of disputes; 

(9) calls on all parties to respect the 
human rights of the Sri Lankan people; and 

(10) states its willingness in principle to 
see the United States lend its good offices to 
help resolve the ethnic conflict in Sri Lanka, 
if so desired by all parties to the conflict. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 


‘ant to the rule, the gentleman from 


Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER] will be recog- 
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from Maryland [Mr. WYNN] will 
be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER]. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, located at the southern 
tip of the South Asia subcontinent, the 
tiny Indian Ocean island nation of Sri 
Lanka has, for the last decade and a 
half, been the site of one of the blood- 
iest ethnic wars. The conflict has pit- 
ted the separatist Liberation Tigers of 
Tamil Eelam—or Tamil Tigers— 
against the democratically elected gov- 
ernment in Colombo, with at least 
30,000—and possibly as many as 50,000— 
Sri Lankans of all ethnic persuasions 
perishing in this bloody conflict. 

With both sides weary of the unre- 
lenting bloodshed, a cessation of hos- 
tilities went into effect at the begin- 
ning of 1995, and the government and 
the Tamil rebels entered into a series 
of peace talks. Regrettably, this peace 
that was short lived, and the Tamil Ti- 
gers unilaterally resumed their attacks 
on April 19. The recent attacks have 
been particularly brutal, with a pair of 
transport aircraft being shot down, and 
a fishing village burned to the ground 
with massive loss of life. 
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In retaliation, the government has 
launched its inevitable offensive 
against Tiger-held territory, with gov- 
ernment forces cutting a broad swath 
through positions long controlled by 
the rebels, thereby causing hundreds of 
casualties and displacing thousands of 
noncombatants. 

This pattern of rebel offensives and 
government counteroffensives is all too 
familiar. Over the past dozen years, 
this cycle has been repeated time and 
time again. House Resolution 181 calls 
on the parties to break out of this vi- 
cious cycle of death and destruction. 
The resolution recognizes the good 
faith efforts of the Sri Lankan Govern- 
ment to work for peace, and commends 
the dramatic improvement in the gov- 
ernment’s human rights practices. It 
also denounces all acts of violence and 
terrorism, regardless of the perpetra- 
tor. 

House Resolution 181 calls on the 
parties to negotiate in good faith with 
а view to ending the conflict and find- 
ing а just and lasting peaceful settle- 
ment to the ethnic divisions while as- 
suring the territorial integrity of Sri 
Lanka. 

The resolution also encourages the 
United States to lend its good offices 
to help in resolving the conflict, if so 
desired by the combating parties. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution passed 
unanimously out of the International 
Relations Committee. I would con- 
gratulate the ranking Democrat of the 
full committee, Mr. HAMILTON, for his 
initiative in drafting this resolution. 
First, it recognizes the very real efforts 
made by the ruling government to re- 
spect basic human rights and achieve a 
just peace. As House Resolution 181 
notes, the resolution recognizes that 
improvements have indeed occurred. 

Second, the resolution places the 
House squarely on the side of peace in 
a conflict that has been every bit as 
brutal as the war in Bosnia. 

Mr. Speaker, this Member is pleased 
to cosponsor the excellent resolution of 
the distinguished gentleman from Indi- 
ana [Mr. HAMILTON] and would urge its 
passage. This Member would also note 
the thoughtful and important contribu- 
tion made by the distinguished chair- 
man of the International Relations 
Committee, the gentleman from New 
York [Мг. GILMAN]. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 
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Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to urge support 
for this resolution. 

Sri Lanka has been wracked by a 
bloody civil war that has claimed the 
lives of at least 30,000, and perhaps as 
many as 50,000 people. 

Sri Lanka is a country of only 18 mil- 
lion people. If the United States lost a 
comparable number of people, 730,000 
Americans would have been killed. 
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Last winter the democratically elect- 
ed President of Sri Lanka, President 
Kumaratunga, opened a dialog with the 
insurgent Liberation Tigers of Tamil 
Eelam, known as the LTTE. 

Unfortunately, after four rounds of 
talks, the LTTE withdrew from the ne- 
gotiations this past April and resumed 
military operations against the govern- 
ment—without provocation and in vio- 
lation of the cease-fire. 

Since the breakdown of the talks in 
April, the fighting has been heavy, pro- 
ducing many casualties, not only 
among the combatants but also among 
the civilian population. 

Last month, the Sri Lankan Govern- 
ment, in an effort to reach out to the 
minority Tamil community, unveiled a 
plan that provides for a significant 
devolution of power to the provinces. 

It is not for us to pass judgment on 
the merits of this or any other plan, 
but I think we can all applaud this ef- 
fort to settle Sri Lanka’s problems po- 
litically rather than militarily. 

House Resolution 181 calls on the 
LTTE to return to the negotiating 
table, and urges all parties to negotiate 
in good faith with a view to finding a 
just and lasting political resolution to 
Sri Lanka’s ethnic conflict. 

It does not take sides in the conflict, 
but it does call for a political settle- 
ment that provides adequate protec- 
tion for minority rights. 

It does not commit the United States 
to any specific course of action, but it 
does indicate our willingness, in prin- 
ciple, to see the United States lend its 
good offices to help resolve the con- 
flict, if this is desired by all parties. 

This resolution has bipartisan sup- 
port. It has the support of the adminis- 
tration as well. Я 

I want to commend the chairman of 
the Asia and Pacific Subcommittee, 
Mr. BEREUTER, and the ranking mem- 
ber, Mr. BERMAN, who have worked 
closely with me as cosponsors of this 
resolution. 

I urge my colleagues to put the 
House on record in support of a peace- 
ful resolution of this ongoing tragedy 
in Sri Lanka. 

I urge a “yea” vote on House Resolu- 
tion 181. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | commend the 
chairman of the Asia and Pacific Subcommit- 
tee, Mr. BEREUTER, and the ranking minority 
member, Mr. BERMAN, for their work on this 
resolution. And | commend the ranking minor- 
ity member, Mr. HAMILTON for his efforts in 
crafting the resolution. 

The conflict in Sri Lanka has gone on for 
nearly 12 years and so many lives—some 
30,000—have been lost. The LTTE took the 
promising young life of Rajiv Gandhi and in 
1994 a bomb attack killed the opposition presi- 
dential candidate along with more than 50 oth- 
ers. The State Department's human rights re- 
port for 1994 concludes that the government 
has used excessive force in the conflict. 

As the resolution suggests, the United 
States could play a role in resolving the crises 
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if the two disputing parties desire it. It is be- 
lieved that the current government of Presi- 
dent Kumaratunga is serious about working 
with the LTTE is finding a mutually agreeable 
solution. If our Government can play a role it 
would be an honor for all of us to help end the 
bloodshed. 

Accordingly, | urge my colleagues to support 
House Resolution 181. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BE- 
REUTER] that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, 
House Resolution 181. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the reso- 
lution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks on House Resolution 181, the 
resolution just agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 


CONGRATULATING THE PEOPLE 
OF MONGOLIA 


Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and agree to the 
resolution (H. Res. 158) congratulating 
the people of Mongolia on the 5th Anni- 
versary ої the first democratic 
multiparty elections held in Mongolia 
on July 29, 1990, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Н. Кез. 158 


Whereas in 1990 Mongolia ended nearly 7 
decades of Soviet domination and single 
party Communist rule; 

Whereas the 1992 Mongolian constitution 
established Mongolia as an independent and 
sovereign republic and guaranteed fun- 
damental human rights; 

Whereas the people of Mongolia enjoyed 
their first multiparty democratic elections 
on July 29, 1990, and their first direct presi- 
dential election on June 6, 1993; 

Whereas the Department of State’s 1994 
Country Report on Human Rights practices 
commended Mongolia for ‘‘steady—if some- 
times uneven—progress in its transition 
from a highly centralized Communist-led 
state toward a full-fledged multiparty de- 
тосгасу'"; 

Whereas Mongolia continues its efforts to 
develop a market economy; 

Whereas the United States has sought to 
assist Mongolia’s movement toward democ- 
racy and market-oriented reforms by grant- 
ing most-favored-nation status and providing 
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insurance by the Overseas Private Invest- 
ment Corporation, supporting Mongolia in 
international assistance organizations, and 
providing $35,000,000 in bilateral assistance; 
and 

Whereas United States-funded programs of 
nongovernment organizations, such as the 
National Endowment for Democracy and the 
Asia Foundation, have helped build democ- 
racy in Mongolia: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa- 
tives— 

(1) commends Mongolia for courageous ef- 
forts to transform itself from a single-party 
state to a multiparty state and from a con- 
trolled to a free market economy; 

(2) congratulates Mongolia for the swift 
and peaceful changes that have taken place 
since the appearance of the internal reform 
movement in December 1989; 

(3) cites for particular praise Mongolia’s 
first multiparty democratic elections on 
July 29, 1990, and first direct presidential 
election on June 6, 1993; 

(4) urges the Government of Mongolia to 
continue to strengthen and deepen demo- 
cratic reform and human rights, including 
the full protection of religious freedom and 
other civil liberties, in order to enhance rep- 
resentative and accountable government; 

(5) commends the parallel movement in 
Mongolia toward a free market economy 
through economic reforms; 

(6) notes that the best hope for accelerated 
economic growth is to attract more foreign 
investment by further liberalizing the econ- 
omy and expanding trade with nontradi- 
tional partners, including the United States; 
and 

(7) pledges its continued support for de- 
mocracy, human rights, and the development 
of a free market in Mongolia. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Мг. BEREUTER] will be recog- 
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from Maryland [Mr. WYNN] will 
be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER]. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the resolution before us 
today has one simple objective—to 
commend the people of Mongolia for 
the remarkable progress that country 
has made since 1990. Mongolia has 
made great strides from a one-party 
Communist country with a command 
economy to the multiparty free market 
democracy. In the last 5 years, Mongo- 
lia has also freed itself from Soviet 
domination. Within a year from the 
fall of the Berlin Wall, the popularly 
elected Mongolian legislature—whose 
election we are commemorating in this 
resolution—enacted a new constitution 
which declared Mongolia an independ- 
ent, sovereign republic with guaran- 
teed civil rights and freedoms. These 
changes were not only dramatic in 
scope and speed, they were also accom- 
plished without firing a shot and with 
little concrete support from the out- 
side. 

These accomplishments are worthy 
of congressional commendation. That 
is why we are here today. 

The political changes of 1990-91 also 
marked the beginning of Mongolia's ef- 
forts to develop a market economy. 
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Mongolia continues to press ahead with 
economic reform, including privatiza- 
tion of the economy, price deregula- 
tion, and the establishment of a single 
exchange rate. 

More needs to be done to consolidate 
these reforms. The best hope for accel- 
erated growth in Mongolia is to attract 
foreign investment, further liberalize 
the economy, and expand trade with 
nontraditional partners. 

The United States has sought to as- 
sist Mongolia’s movement toward de- 
mocracy and market-oriented reforms. 
The First Lady, on her recent visit to 
Mongolia, announced a $4.5 million aid 
package for that country. We accorded 
Mongolia most favored nation trading 
status. We have concluded a bilateral 
tax treaty and an Overseas Private In- 
vestment Corporation agreement. We 
have supported Mongolia’s entry into 
the IMF, the World Bank, and the 
Asian Development Bank. 

In short, Mongolia represents a good 
example of the universality of civil and 
political rights and provides evidence 
that political freedom and economic 
development are not mutually exclu- 
sive. 

Mr. Speaker, this Member would 
thank the chairman of the Inter- 
national Relations Committee, the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from New York 
[Mr. GILMAN], for his assistance in 
moving House Resolution 158. 

This Member would also thank the 
distinguished gentleman from Califor- 
nia, the ranking Democrat on the Asia 
and Pacific Subcommittee, Mr. BER- 
MAN, and the distinguished gentleman 
from Indiana, Mr. HAMILTON, for their 
help and support in moving this resolu- 
tion forward. With their help, the com- 
mittee has crafted a truly bipartisan 
message of support for the Mongolian 
people. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of House 
Resolution 158. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support 
House Resolution 158, as amended. 

After nearly 70 years of one-party 
Communist rule, the Mongolian people 
held their first multiparty democratic 
elections 5 years ago, on July 29, 1990. 
Since then, the Mongolian people have 
made important progress toward estab- 
lishing a democratic, multiparty state 
and a free market economy. 

The United States has sought to as- 
sist Mongolia in this transition to de- 
mocracy and a market-oriented econ- 


omy. 

Only last week the First Lady visited 
Mongolia to reiterate our support for 
the Mongolian people апа their 
achievements. 

It is proper and fitting that the Con- 
gress also take note of Mongolia’s ac- 
complishments. 

By adopting this resolution now, the 
House will be voicing its own support 
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for the remarkable transition that 
Mongolia has undergone in recent 
years. 

I commend Chairman BEREUTER for 
this resolution and urge its swift adop- 
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, as a member of the 
International Relations Subcommittee on Asian 
and Pacific Affairs, | rise in strong support of 
this resolution commemorating the fifth anni- 
versary of the first democratic multiparty elec- 
tions held in Mongolia. This is an appropriate 
way for the House to commend the Mongolian 
people for the significant political and eco- 
nomic reforms they have made such a rel- 
atively short period of time. 

Prior to 1990, Mongolia was a subservient, 
Soviet satellite state isolated from the rest of 
the world. Mongolia did not even have diplo- 
matic or trade relations with most countries of 
the world including the United States. Tens of 
thousands of Soviet Red army troops were 
stationed in the country. As in other captive 
nations, the Communist Party monopolized 
power in Mongolia. 

All of that changed 5 years ago. After nearly 
seven decades of Communist rule, the Mon- 
golians held their first multiparty democratic 
elections and embarked on a very ambitious 
course of democratic and economic reform. 
And, Mongolians are proud of their new direc- 
tion. While their ongoing transition has had its 
obstacles and temporary setbacks, compared 
to the progress of its giant neighbors; namely, 
Russia and China, Mongolia is a welcome 
success. As one Mongolian boasted to me, 
“We have evolved from a Communist monop- 
oly to a democracy without blowing up the 
parliament or running over students with 
tanks.” Not what one would expect from the 
land of Genghis Khan. Perhaps Mongolia’s 
neighbors could learn a thing or two from Ulan 
Bator. 

Without question, Mongolia continues to 
face tough challenges and growing pains dur- 
ing this period of transition. | realize that dif- 
ficulties can arise during such a comprehen- 
sive reform effort. But, for genuine democracy 
and economic prosperity to be realized, Mon- 
golians must understand that these problems 
need to be addressed in ways that further pro- 
mote freedom and the rule of law. It is in this 
positive context that | raised concern about 
the possible erosion of religious freedom as 
guaranteed in the 1992 Mongolian Constitution 
during committee consideration of this resolu- 
tion. As а result, during the markup, ап 
amendment | sponsored to reinforce the im- 
portance of respecting civil liberties and the 
rule of law was unanimously accepted. 

Considering the history, the harsh environ- 
ment, and the economic and political isolation 
of Mongolia, the Mongolian people can be 
very proud of their achievements to date. 
While it is true that Mongolia is often not the 
focus of United States foreign policy, that 
should not be interpreted as we do not care. 
We do. First Lady Hillary Clinton recently paid 
an important good-will visit to Mongolia. And, 
today, this special resolution lets Mongolians 
know that their efforts are recognized by the 
United States House of Representatives. It 
sends a clear message that the United States 
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is a friend and does care about Mongolia. It 
encourages Mongolia to continue full speed 
ahead with its reform program despite the 
short-term challenges such action may 
present. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to sup- 
port House Resolution 158 and to bolster the 
9 democratic movement in Mongolia. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BE- 
REUTER] that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, 
House Resolution 158, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the reso- 
lution, as amended, was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks on House Resolution 158, as 
amended. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 


SUPPORTING A DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION IN CYPRUS 


Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and agree to the 
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 42), 
supporting a resolution to the long- 
standing dispute regarding Cyprus, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Н. Сом. RES. 42 


Whereas the long-standing dispute regard- 
ing Cyprus remains unresolved; 

Whereas the military occupation by Tur- 
key of a large part of the territory of the Re- 
public of Cyprus has continued for over 20 
years; 

Whereas the status quo on Cyprus remains 
unacceptable; 

Whereas the United States attaches great 
importance to a just and peaceful resolution 
of the dispute regarding Cyprus; 

Whereas the United Nations and the Unit- 
ed States are using their good offices to re- 
solve such dispute; 

Whereas on January 5, 1995, President Clin- 
ton appointed a Special Presidential Emis- 
sary for Cyprus; 

Whereas the United Nations has adopted 
numerous resolutions that set forth the basis 
of a solution for the dispute regarding Cy- 
prus; 

Whereas United Nations Security Council 
Resolution 939 of July 29, 1994, reaffirms that 
a solution must be based on a State of Cy- 
prus with a single sovereignty and inter- 
national personality, and a single citizen- 
ship, with its independence and territorial 
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integrity safeguarded, and comprising two 
politically equal communities as described 
in the relevant Security Council resolutions, 
іп a bicommunal and bizonal federation, and 
that such a settlement must exclude union 
in whole or in part with any other country or 
any form of partition or secession; 

Whereas the United Nations has described 
the occupied part of Cyprus as one of the 
most highly militarized areas in the world; 

Whereas the continued overwhelming pres- 
ence of more than 30,000 Turkish troops on 
Cyprus hampers the search for a freely nego- 
tiated solution to the dispute regarding Cy- 
prus; 

Whereas the United Nations and the Unit- 
ed States have called for the withdrawal of 
all foreign troops from the territory of the 
Republic of Cyprus; and 

Whereas comprehensive plans for the de- 
militarization of the Republic of Cyprus have 
been proposed: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That the Congress— 

(1) reaffirms that the status quo on Cyprus 
is unacceptable; 

(2) welcomes the appointment of a Special 
Presidential Emissary for Cyprus; 

(3) expresses its continued strong support 
for efforts by the United Nations Secretary 
General and the United States Government 
to help resolve the Cyprus problems in a just 
and viable manner at the earliest possible 
time; 

(4) insists that all parties to the dispute re- 
garding Cyprus agree to seek a solution 
based upon the relevant United Nations reso- 
lutions, including Security Council Resolu- 
tion 939 of July 29, 1994; 

(5) reaffirms the position that all foreign 
troops should be withdrawn from the terri- 
tory of the Republic of Cyprus; 

(6) considers that ultimate, total demili- 
tarization of the Republic of Cyprus would 
meet the security concerns of all parties in- 
volved, would enhance prospects for a peace- 
ful and lasting resolution of the dispute ге- 
garding Cyprus, would benefit all of the peo- 
ple of Cyprus, and merits international sup- 
port; and 

(7) encourages the United Nations Security 
Council and the United States Government 
to consider alternative approaches to pro- 
mote a resolution of the long-standing dis- 
pute regarding Cyprus based upon relevant 
Security Council resolutions, including in- 
centives to encourage progress in negotia- 
tions or effective measures against any re- 
calcitrant party. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER] will be recog- 
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from Maryland [Mr. WYNN] will 
be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER]. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, having walked the blue 
line that divides Greeks from Turks in 
Cyprus—a line frozen in time for over 
20 years—this Member is well aware of 
the need to move forward in achieving 
a just settlement of the Cyprus issue. 
This is a line where Turkish and Greek 
Cypriot forces have faced off, some- 
times only 20 to 30 feet from one an- 
other, ready to resume hostilities at a 
moment's notice. 

The current division of the island of 
Cyprus serves the interests of no one, 
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and hampers the development and pros- 
perity of both Greek Cypriots and 
Turkish Cypriots. In the meantime, the 
painfully slow negotiation on con- 
fidence building measures [CBM’s] has 
run into additional difficulties. 

House Concurrent Resolution 42 
seeks to break the diplomatic logjam 
by proposing the demilitarization of 
the entire island. This Member would 
make the obvious point that demili- 
tarization would have to be part of a 
comprehensive negotiated settlement, 
for demilitarization in and of itself 
would not resolve all the island's polit- 
ical problems. 

This Member would make one final 
point: It is over 20 years since the is- 
land was forcibly partitioned. This 
Member has met with Republic of Cy- 
prus President Clerides and Turkish 
Cypriot leader Raulf Denktesh. This 
Member sincerely believes these men 
are working for what they believe are 
the best interests of their people. While 
they are on opposite sides, they know 
one another, and at a basic level, I be- 
lieve they respect one another. These 
men, and those like them, are of a cer- 
tain age. When they were young, they 
attended the same schools. As young 
men, they fought the Nazis together. 
Later, they belonged to the same clubs 
and ate at the same restaurants. In 
short, they speak from common experi- 
ence. 

But Mr. Denktesh and President 
Clerides are not young men. And those 
who will follow them do not have this 
common history. The next generation 
lacks those common experiences that 
were forged in World War П. The next 
generation of Cypriot leaders is likely 
to have far less appreciation of the 
unique contributions of multicultural 
society. And this Member fears that 
the next generation of leaders is likely 
to be less committed to a fair and equi- 
table settlement. 

It is for this reason that efforts must 
now be redoubled to achieve a resolu- 
tion to the longstanding dispute on Cy- 
prus. This Member would urge that all 
parties work toward an honorable 
peace, and I note the efforts of the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. ENGEL] to 
achieve that peace. I commend him for 
crafting House Concurrent Resolution 
42. 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I many consume. 

Mr. Speaker, first, I would like to 
commend my colleagues, Representa- 
tive ENGEL and Chairman GILMAN, for 
their work and leadership in bringing 
this constructive resolution before the 
House. 

I would also point out that this reso- 
lution was adopted by an overwhelming 
majority of both parties when it was 
considered in the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations in July. 

As an original cosponsor of House 
Concurrent Resolution 42, I would urge 
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my colleagues to support this timely 
and important resolution. 

I believe—as is amply set forth in the 
resolution—that the status quo on Cy- 
prus is unacceptable. 

I welcome and encourage the con- 
tinuing efforts by the United States 
and the United Nations to help resolve 
the Cyprus problem in a just and viable 
manner. 

I believe that the gradual demili- 
tarization of the Republic of Cyprus 
would enhance prospects for a peaceful 
resolution of the long-standing dispute, 
and as a result would benefit all the 
people of that island nation. 

For this important reason I strongly 
recommend that the House adopt 
House Concurrent Resolution 42. It is a 
helpful effort to move the peace proc- 
ess in Cyprus forward. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Мг. 
PALLONE]. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague from Maryland for yield- 
ing time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I am here this after- 
noon to urge all of my colleagues to 
support House Concurrent Resolution 
42, that calls for the demilitarization of 
the island nation of Cyprus. 

Now in its 2186 year, the illegal occu- 
pation of Cyprus by Turkey—who con- 
trols over one-third of the territory of 
this formerly sovereign nation with a 
heavily armed force of over 30,000—is 
an international dilemma that de- 
mands the highest degree of American 
attention and perseverance. Having 
watched with extreme pride the tire- 
less efforts of American diplomats as 
they have tried to bring peace to 
Bosnia over the last few weeks, I want 
to remind all my colleagues that the 
issues we are fighting for in Bosnia are 
very much the same as those the Unit- 
ed States needs to stand for with re- 
spect to Cyprus. 

Just as the international community 
has condemned the Serb’s brutal and 
shocking campaign of territorial con- 
quest, so to has it long been in opposi- 
tion to Turkey’s defiant disrespect for 
Cyprus’ sovereignty. Mr. Speaker, the 
international community has de- 
manded that the Turks allow the Cyp- 
riot people to live as a free and inde- 
pendent people in various forms over 
the years. Most recently, in July of 
last year the U.N. Security Council 
passed Resolution 939, which mandated 
that any settlement of the Cyprus 
issue must be based on a state of Cy- 
prus with a single sovereignty and 
international personality and a single 
citizenship with its independence and 
territorial integrity safeguarded.” 

Among other things, House Concur- 
rent Resolution 42 ‘‘insists that all par- 
ties to the dispute regarding Cyprus 
agree to seek a solution based upon the 
relevant United Nations resolutions,” 
including Resolution 939. It does so, 
moreover, by calling for the complete 
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demilitarization of an island that the 
Secretary General of the United Na- 
tions has described as “опе of the most 
highly militarized areas in the world.” 

Mr. Speaker, if any one can tell me 
why it is not a good idea to demili- 
tarize an island that for years has 
brought instability to the entire region 
surrounding it, I would love to hear the 
explanation. This gesture of goodwill, 
which was made last year by the Cyp- 
riot President Glafcos Clerides, rep- 
resents a tremendous chance to facili- 
tate a peaceful resolution to a highly 
volatile situation. A Turkish refusal to 
act on this proposal can only be read as 
an unwavering determination by Tur- 
key to ignore the rule of law. 

The Turks, however, should know 
that should they refuse to move on this 
situation, their determination will be 
met with an equal resolve by the Unit- 
ed States to do whatever it takes to 
once again see a free and independent 
Cyprus. As the House’s decision earlier 
this year to cut United States aid to 
Turkey illustrates, we mean business 
when we say we want to see this issue 
resolved consistent with respect for 
international law. I would urge my col- 
leagues to demonstrate this once again 
by supporting House Concurrent Reso- 
lution 42. 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his outstanding ге- 
marks. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re- 
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH], 
a distinguished member of the Com- 
mittee on International Relations. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
friend from Nebraska for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that it is politi- 
cally popular to beat up on the Turks, 
but I think it is also important for us 
in the U.S. Congress to be evenhanded. 
Mr. Speaker, this resolution is well-in- 
tentioned. All of us would like to see 
the settlement take place in Cyprus. 
Unfortunately, this resolution does not 
contribute anything useful to the long 
search for the settlement. 

For decades, Cyprus has been the ob- 
ject of political and sometimes mili- 
tary tug of war between Greece and 
Turkey. This resolution could well 
make it more difficult for a settlement 
to be reached in Cyprus. First of all, 
the language in the resolution is slant- 
ed against Turkey. Let me give you an 
example. Those of you who have had a 
chance to take a look at the resolu- 
tion, it says, Whereas, the military 
occupation by Turkey of a large part of 
the territory of the Republic of Cyprus 
has been continued for over 20 years,” 
but there is nothing in here about 
Greece. That is why I say it is not 
evenhanded. 

The resolution also implies that the 
United Nations has criticized only 
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Turkish presence, and that is not the 
case, because the United Nations has 
called on both sides to withdraw their 
military forces. The resolution reaches 
the unfounded conclusion that Tur- 
key’s military presence is an obstacle 
to a negotiated solution in Cyprus. 

Let me quote from the resolution. It 
says, Whereas, the continued over- 
whelming presence of more than 30,000 
Turkish troops in Cyprus hampers the 
search for a freely negotiated solution 
to the dispute regarding Cyprus,” and 
then it goes on, but it says nothing 
about the Greek troops that are there. 

I feel as a Congress we should be 
evenhanded and look at both sides. The 
reality is that both Greece and Turkey 
have a legitimate interest in Cyprus. 
For the U.S. Congress now to come 
down on one side in this dispute is both 
unfair, and I think it is going to be 
counterproductive. 

How will the Turks react to this res- 
olution? Will they be more willing or 
less willing to negotiate a settlement if 
they see the U.S. policy as this unfolds 
here? For that reason alone I think the 
Congress should not adopt this resolu- 
tion. 

Cyprus is a really tough problem. Ev- 
eryone understands that. This resolu- 
tion is, or a resolution like this can be 
laudatory. If, if, if, we have something 
useful to offer. Just to adopt a resolu- 
tion like this I think is just empty 
rhetoric. Therefore, I think that this is 
not a good time to pass this resolution. 

I also think when you pass a resolu- 
tion like this again, it should be even- 
handed. Despite the good intentions of 
its sponsors, this resolution will not 
help Greece and Turkey solve the long- 
standing dispute over Cyprus. 
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For that reason, Mr. Speaker, I say 
that this is not a good resolution for 
the House to pass. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, this resolution 
offers a very moderate approach to the thorny 
issue of Cyprus. The withdrawal of foreign 
forces from the island is long overdue, and 
would certainly contribute to a climate condu- 
cive to negotiations leading to a settlement 
along the lines recommended in numerous 
Security Council resolutions. During our Au- 
gust recess, | had the opportunity to visit Cy- 
ргив once again and to view first hand the 
tragic effects of the prolonged division of the 
island. People who have been unable to return 
to their homes and villages for over 20 years. 
Bitterness and enmity have replaced traditions 
of togetherness and common purpose among 
the citizens of Cyprus. It is time to take some 
substantive measures to break the deadlock, 
and | strongly believe that total demilitarization 
should be considered by the leaders of the 
two communities in Cyprus. 

| congratulate the gentleman from New York 
[Мг. ENGEL] for bringing this measure forward 
and for all his diligent efforts on behalf of the 
people of Cyprus. Those of us in this commit- 
tee and in the House who have been con- 
cerned with the tragic situation in Cyprus over 
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Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
speak about the tragic separation of Cyprus 
enforced through the ongoing presence of 
Turkish military troops and to express strong 
support for the demilitarization of Cyprus as 
called for in the gentleman from New votes 

islation. 

г. Speaker, for 20 years the Cyprus prob- 
lem has remained unresolved, despite contin- 
ual attempts by the United States Government 
and the United Nations to achieve a solution. 
Notwithstanding the presence of United Na- 
tions peacekeeping forces, there has been lit- 
tle peace in Cyprus. Since 1974, 5 Americans 
and over 1,600 Greek Cypriots are among the 
missing and a generation has grown up in Cy- 

not knowing peace and u 

ғы Speaker, over 8 the territory 
of the Cyprus remains under occupation by 
over 30,000 heavily armed troops. Indeed, 
United Nations Secretary General Boutros- 
Ghali has described the northern part of Cy- 
prus as “one of the most highly militarized 
areas in the world.” The Turkish occupation of 
Cyprus is recognized to be illegal and is in 
clear violation of numerous United Nations 
resolutions. Unfortunately, Turkey has recently 
increased the size of its occupation forces by 
adding 8,000 additional troops, accompanied 
by new tanks and armored vehicles. This 
buildup adds tension 2 danger to an already 
unconscionable situa! 

Mr. Speaker, 55 60 the late 1970's me Unit- 
ed Nations, with United States support, has 
promoted negotiations aimed at creating a 
Federal, vicommunal, bizonal Republic of Cy- 
prus. Unfortunately these efforts have been 
unsuccessful. More recently, Cypriot President 
Clerides has proposed a demilitarization of 
Cyprus whereby he would completely disband 
the Cyprus Army in exchange for a withdrawal 
of Turkish forces from the island. U.N. peace- 
keepers could then monitor the status quo, at 
a reduced cost, while negotiations on the fu- 
ture of Cyprus continue. With both parties dis- 
armed, the risk of violence would be reduced 
and, | think, the potential for progress in nego- 
tiations enhanced. This important and timely 
confidence building proposal by President 
Clerides should be embraced wholeheartedly 
by the Turkish Government, the leadership of 
northern , and the United Nations. 

Mr. Speaker, Cyprus is an incredibly beau- 
tiful island with wonderful, warm people and a 
rich history that is evidenced by a wealth of 
important archaeological sites and a beautiful 
legacy of art and architecture. Unfortunately, 
as you walk down the winding streets to 
Nicosia or drive through the Cyprus country- 
side, you are constantly reminded of the 
35,000 troops that loom just beyond the hori- 
zon, beyond the U.N. peacekeeping troops, 
beyond the Green Line that divides Cyprus. 
The division of Cyprus is a profound tragedy 
and this Congress should be vigilant in de- 
manding ап end to this tragedy. Demilitariza- 
tion of the Island represents an important step 
in the right direction and the United States 
should use all available avenues to exert pres- 
sure on the Government of Turkey to see that 
this step occurs. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, | proudly rise 
today as an original cosponsor of House Con- 
current Resolution 42. | would also like to 
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commend Representative ENGEL for his dili- 
gence and leadership on this issue. He is a 
true champion of the Greek-American commu- 


. years ago, the world witnessed a 
brutal and blatantly illegal act of ethnic cleans- 
ing. In 1974 hundreds of thousands of Turkish 
troops invaded the island of Cyprus. In а 
gross violation of human rights and inter- 
national law, 200,000 people were expelled 
from their homes and forced from the land 
which had been theirs for generations. Trag- 
ically, this island remains divided by the con- 
tinuing shackles of occupation and oppres- 
sion—35,000 troops continue to occupy 37 
percent of the island. 

This resolution will put the House of Rep- 
resentatives on record supporting a number of 
actions which will help solve the continuing 
problem of Cyprus. The status quo on Cyprus 
is clearly unacceptable, a fact long accepted 
by the international community. The frame- 
work for a solution to the situation have also 
long been recognized, and are enshrined in 
UN Security Council Resolution 939, which re- 
affirms that a solution must be based on a bi- 
zonal and bi-communal federation. 

Perhaps most , this resolution 
calls for the demilitarization of Cyprus. This 
step would help dramatically to lessen the ten- 
sions in the region. This fact has been recog- 
nized by Cypriot President Clerides, who has 
been calling for demilitarization since 1993. 
Demilitarization would meet the security con- 
cerns of all the parties involved. By doing so, 
demilitarization would enhance the 
for peaceful and lasting resolution of the Cy- 
prus problem. It would benefit all the people of 

and merits international support. 

| would also like to take this opportunity to 
commend the Clinton administration for all of 
its hard work on resolving the problem of Cy- 
prus and other important concerns of the 
Greek-American community. The President 
has helped to focus international attention on 
Cyprus with the appointment of Mr. Richard 
Beattie as his Special Emissary for Cyprus. 
The resolution of the Cyprus problem is clearly 
a high priority for the Clinton administration. 
As the proud representative of the large and 
vibrant community of Cypriot-Americans in 
Astoria, Queens, it is a high priority for me as 
well. With this vote, the whole House is mak- 
ing clear that it regards the resolution of this 

m as a Critical foreign policy objective. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, on August 2, 
1990, Iraq invaded Kuwait which promoted the 
United States to lead the West in a unified ef- 
fort to repeal that aggression and show the 
world it would not stand for such an injustice. 
While it took the West literally less than 21 
hours to respond to this violation of inter- 
national law, it has taken 21 years for the 
West to take this first step toward bringing jus- 
tice to the Island of Cyprus. For this reason, 
would like to take a moment and applaud the 
work of this body for finally taking action and, 
in doing so, sending a message of hope to the 
Greek Cypriot people. 

Although it has been repeated time and time 
again on this House floor, | feel that it is im- 
portant to resurrect the historical background 
of the illegal Turkish occupation of Cyprus. On 
July 20, 1974, Turkish troops invaded the is- 
land of Cyprus. The occupying force has since 
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escalated into over 30,000 heavily armed 
troops, occupying nearly 40 percent of the 
sovereign territory of Cyprus. As a result of 
this invasion, over 1600 Greek Cypriots are 
unaccounted for and presumed either impris- 
oned or dead. As many of us know, there are 
also five American citizen who were abducted 
by Turkish forces during the invasion whose 
fate is still unknown and whose families have 
been grieving for 21 years, mystified as to why 
their Nation has done nothing to seek justice 
for their family members. 

The resolution before us is the appropriate 
resolution for this body to act upon. House 
Concurrent Resolution 42, of which | am a 
proud original cosponsor, calls for the total 
withdrawal of Turkish troops from Cyprus. 
Without demilitarization that is little hope for 
meaningful negotiations. Just as we have 
learned from the situation in the former state 
of Yugoslavia, an accord can not be reached 
while weapons are being used as the instru- 
ment of communication. 

Because we live in a country where per- 
sonal freedoms and basic human rights are 
the cornerstone of government, it is incompre- 
hensible for many of us to imagine a family 
member being dragged away by the secret 
police, never to be seen again; or to carry-out 
our daily lives with the threat and fear that 
comes from such military rule. For 21 years 
Greek Cypriots have lived under such horror 
waiting for their day of justice. Mr. Speaker, 
today we can give these people a taste of this 
justice by voting “aye” on House Concurrent 
Resolution 42, and | urge its unanimous adop- 
tion. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, | am proud 
to be an original cosponsor of House Concur- 
rent Resolution 42, the Anti-Despotic Practices 
on Cyprus Act. The impetus for this legislation 
are the 500 Greek-Cypriots who are forced by 
the Turkish-Cypriots to live under oppressive 
conditions without basic freedoms. 

The Anti-Despotic Practices on Cyprus Act 
reaffirms that the status quo on Cyprus is un- 
acceptable and welcomes the appointment of 
a Special Presidential Emissary for Cyprus. 
The bill insists that all parties to the dispute 
regarding Cyprus agree to seek a solution 
based upon the relevant United Nations [UN] 
resolutions and reaffirms that all foreign troops 
should be withdrawn from the Republic of Cy- 
prus. Demilitarization will lessen tensions in 
the region, meet the security concerns of all 
parties in an effective way, and help to pro- 
mote a resolution to this dispute. 

The Anti-Despotic Practices on Cyprus Act 
directs the President to make a determination 
as to whether United States foreign aid, either 
through the Economic Support Fund program, 
the Foreign Military Financing program, or the 
International Military Education and Training 
program, is being given to foreign govern- 
ments who are participating in despotic prac- 
tices against the people of Cyprus, who are 
not criminals and who have no association 
with terrorism. 

For more than 20 years, innocent civilians 
have been limited in their location of worship, 
their interaction with others, telephone access, 
free travel, the ability to send and receive 
mail, access to educations beyond elementary 
school, the ability to return home after attend- 
ing college, and access to a fair justice sys- 
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tem. Despite continued efforts by the United 
States Government, the Cyprus problem re- 
mains unresolved. 

Twenty years of oppression is long enough. 
The time has come for the United States to 
make a substantive, legislative mandate and 
utilize its power to facilitate a peace agree- 
ment in this region. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support 
of my resolution, House Concurrent Resolution 
42, which calls for the demilitarization of the 
island of Cyprus. This resolution 
was approved by the International Relations 
Committee on July 19, 1995, by a vote of 24 
to 6 and has now garnered almost 90 cospon- 
sors. 

As my colleagues are aware, more than 
one-third of the sovereign territory of the Re- 
public of Cyprus remains under foreign occu- 
pation by over 30,000 heavily armed troops. 
At the same time, a continuing arms buildup 
on the island is increasingly a matter of seri- 
ous concern. | strongly believe that demilitariz- 
ing Cyprus would lessen tensions in the re- 
gion, meet the security concerns of all parties, 
and, thereby, help to promote a settlement of 
the longstanding dispute. 

For over 20 years, the Cyprus problem has 
remained unresolved, despite continued at- 
tempts by the United States Government and 
the United Nations. Earlier this year, President 
Clinton appointed a special envoy for Cyprus 
and sent Assistant Secretary of State Richard 
Holbrooke to the region in search of a solu- 
tion. Their efforts were well intentioned, but 
Pe hs e a il ad tags ее 
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gap between the parties. Last year, President 
Glaſcos Сіегідеѕ of Cyprus unveiled a bal- 
anced for the complete demilitariza- 
tion of the island, which has been well re- 
ceived in the United States and Europe. It is 
our that endorsement of this notion by 
the Congress will help the parties build a cli- 
mate within which negotiations can succeed. 

A bipartisan group of almost 90 Members of 
Congress has joined as cosponsors of this 
legislation, including large majorities of Repub- 
licans and Democrats on the International Re- 
lations Committee. | would particularly like to 
thank Rep. BEN GILMAN, chairman of the Inter- 
national Relations Committee, and Rep. LEE 
HAMILTON, ranking Democrat on the commit- 
tee, for their support of House Concurrent 
Resolution 42. | would also like to express my 
appreciation to Rep. JOHN PORTER, original 
Republican cosponsor of the legislation, for his 
support and cooperation as we sought to 
move the resolution forward. 

Having passed the 21st anniversary of the 
Turkish occupation of Cyprus, | urge the 
House to pass House Concurrent Resolution 
42 and take this moderate, yet forward-looking 
step to promote a resolution of the longstand- 
ing conflict on Cyprus. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. | would like to commend my 
colleagues—Mr. ENGEL of New York, the 
sponsor of House Concurrent Resolution 42, 
and Mr. GILMAN, chairman of the International 
Relations Committee—for bringing this bill to 
the floor today. | rise in strong support of this 
important resolution, which calls for the demili- 
tarization of Cyprus and insists that all parties 
to the dispute agree to seek a solution based 
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upon relevant U.N. resolutions, including provi- 
sions of Security Council Resolution 939. Res- 
olution 939 reaffirms that a solution of the Cy- 
prus problem should be based upon a state of 
Cyprus with a single sovereignty, citizenship, 
and international personality. 

Demilitarization is crucial to a satisfactory 
resolution of the division of this island nation. 
In fact, this couldn't have been made more 
clear than in a recent report submitted to the 
U.N. Security Council regarding its resolution 
renewing the U.N. peacekeeping force in Cy- 
prus. In that report, U.N. Secretary General 
Boutros Boutros-Ghali referred to occupied 
Cyprus as “one of the most highly militarized 
areas in the world.” 

Demilitarization would alleviate the security 
concerns of all parties and substantially en- 
hance the prospects for a peaceful resolution 
of the problem. 

It is evident, Mr. Speaker, that a solution to 
the 21-year-old problem on Cyprus will not be 
found until tensions are lessened on the island 
and the Turkish side agrees to come to the 
table and negotiate. | am satisfied that the 
Government of Cyprus remains committed to 
seeking a peaceful, just, and viable solution. 
The acceptance by the Turkish side of U.N. 
Resolution 939 and of Cyprus President 
Glafcos Clerides’ demilitarization. proposal 
would substantially enhance the prospects of 
a negotiated settlement. 

Recently, in my home in Florida, a gen- 
tleman said to me that in all the history of the 
country of Turkey, voluntary negotiations and 
agreements based on those negotiations are 
absent. Не said, “They don’t negotiate.” 

Turkey has many internal problems. Amer- 
ican taxpayer dollars are intended to help 
them with those problems, not to help them to 
wage invasions against their neighbors and to 
illegally occupy other lands. 

Common sense, a true caring for their own 
people, their domestic needs and world opin- 
ion all would seem to dictate that Turkey 
would want to work out a solution to a prob- 
lem that they just do not need. 

| feel that we in the Congress have a re- 
sponsibility to use our influence to see that 
Cyprus is made whole again, to rescue the 
thousands of Greek-Cypriots who have be- 
come refugees in the land of their birth. Like 
those faithful Cypriots in my district and else- 
where, we must do out utmost in this cause. 

Again, Mr. Speaker | commend the sponsor 
of this legislation and his colleagues on the 
International Relations Committee, and | 

urge passage of the bill. 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
strong support of House Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 42, which officially calls for the demili- 
tarization of Cyprus. This resolution will benefit 
both Greek and Turkish Cypriots while at the 
same time serving to ease the tensions in this 


region. 
More than one-third of the sovereign terri- 
tory of the Republic of Cyprus remains under 
foreign ion by over 30,000 armed 
troops. Demilitarization of the island called for 
in House Concurrent Resolution 42 is essen- 
tial if any type of settlement to end this long- 
standing dispute is to be reached. 

Many efforts have been made in the past to 
resolve the Cyprus problem. These efforts 
must continue if we are to bridge the gap be- 
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tween the two parties. As late as last year, 
President Glafcos Clerides of Cyprus unveiled 
a plan that would demilitarize the island. This 
proposal should be commended. The United 
States has also taken steps to facilitate an 
agreement. Earlier this year, President Clinton 
appointed a special envoy for Cyprus and dis- 
patched Assistant Secretary of State Richard 
Holbrooke to the region in hopes of helping to 
achieve a solution. 

House Concurrent Resolution 42 is an im- 
portant continuation of these efforts. It is a bal- 
anced and bipartisan resolution that will help 
to stabilize the eastern Mediterranean and will 
benefit all those concerned. 

Ms. PELOSI. | rise today in support of 
House Concurrent Resolution 42, introduced 
by Representative ENGEL, to promote a peace- 
ful resolution of the occupation of Cyprus. | 
am proud to be a cosponsor of this important 
bill and commend Representative ENGLE for 
his leadership on this issue. 

In 1974, in a show of brute strength, Turkey 
i its forces to begin an illegal occu- 
pation of Cyprus. Today, 21 years later, that 
tragic occupation continues. Despite calls by 
the United States and the United Nations for 


along 
Turkish ethnic lines. And despite 
support by the international community for 
меде ican A ак үе 
tiations, Turkish intransigence has, in the past, 
undermined the good faith atmosphere nec- 
essary for a successful conclusion to such 
talks. 


The resolution before us today in straight- 
forward. It places the United States Congress 
firmly on record in support of a peaceful reso- 
FFF 
prus; it calls for the withdrawal of all foreign 
es ся and, it insists that all par- 

the dispute seek a solution based on 

ed Nations framework. House Concur- 
1 — 42 also encourages the demili- 
tarization of Cyprus and urges the U.N. Secu- 
rity Council and the administration to consider 
alternative approaches to resolving this dis- 


pute. ; 

Mr. Speaker, the people of the divided na- 
tion of Cyprus have suffered for too long 
under an illegal occupation. A peaceful resolu- 
tion to this conflict is long overdue. Withdrawal 
of foreign troops and the demilitarization of 
Cyprus are important steps toward restoring 
peace and harmony to this tragically divided 
land. | urge my colleagues to support House 
Concurrent Resolution 42 to put the U.S. Con- 
gress on record in support of such action. 

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, with today’s pas- 
sage of House Concurrent Resolution 42 re- 
garding Cyprus, | welcome this opportunity to 
mention the important work of the Institute for 
Multi-Track Diplomacy in resolving conflict 
there. The resolution’s e of the 
U.N. Security Council and the U.S. Govern- 
ment to consider alternative approaches to 
promote a resolution of the dispute there is 


especially significant. 

| submit for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a 
compilation of the institute's impressive history 
of achievement in utilizing alternative ap- 
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proaches for bringing about new understand- 
ings among Cypriots in both the Greek and 
Turkish communities. 

This model has great potential for resolving 
this and other seemingly intractable conflicts. | 
commend it to the attention of my colleagues. 

INSTITUTE FOR 
MULTI-TRACK DIPLOMACY, 
Cyprus, August 14, 1995. 
BACKGROUND . 

Since July 1991, we have been working in 
partnership with NTL Institute for Applied 
Behavioral Science to co-sponsor our initia- 
tive in Cyprus. The aim is to create a human 
infrastructure of change agents among thee 
Turkish- and Greek-Cypriot (TC & GC) com- 
munities who can manage a citizen-based, in- 
ternal, bicommunal process of trust-build- 
ing, peacebuilding, and reconciliation be- 
tween two peoples who have been in conflict 
for decades. 

Laying the groundwork for this project 
took nearly two years and included eight 
trips to Cyprus by IMTD and NTL staff mem- 
bers. Each of these trips included some form 
of training related to conflict resolution. We 
fostered a network of interested and active 
Greek and Turkish Cypriots who consist- 
ently participate in these events. This group 
is coordinated by a Bicommunal Steering 
Committee (BSC), which came into existence 
in November 1992. We created this Commit- 
tee for the purpose of advising IMTD on this 
project, but we were elated to discover that 
it has taken on a life of its own, coordinating 
other peacebuilding activities on the island 
in addition to being involved with the IMTD 
project. 

CATALYSTS FOR CHANGE IN CYPRUS 

In late July and early August of 1993, 
IMTD and the NTL Institute held a ten-day 
intensive training in conflict resolution and 
intergroup relations in Oxford, England. This 
marked the transformation of this project 
into a new stage. Ten Greek Cypriots and ten 
Turkish Cypriots participated under the 
guidance of Louise Diamond and three train- 
ers from the fields of conflict resolution and 
the applied behavioral sciences. The Oxford 
program was exciting, powerful, emotionally 
draining, and spiritually uplifting. The 
training covered many different kinds of 
concrete skills, ranging from basic commu- 
nication, to conflict analysis, to project de- 
sign and implementation. Beyond the cog- 
nitive level, the participants also developed 
friendships, built trust, and began the emo- 
tionally painful process of reconciliation. 

They translated these learnings into the 
beginning of several bicommunal projects 
which they started upon their return to the 
island. The participants, who began to call 
themselves “Тһе Oxford Group,” returned to 
Cyprus with increased understanding, and, 
above all, with a renewed sense of hope—a 
crucial element of momentum needed to 
break the patterns of thought and action 
that keep the Cyprus conflict from being re- 
solved. 

CYPRUS CONFLICT MANAGEMENT PROJECT 

To maintain this momentum, the Oxford 
Group asked for a more advanced training 
of trainers” program and identified a second 
group of twenty who were ready to take the 
base training. This desire to go further, and 
the obvious success of the Oxford Group, 
spurred the Cyprus Fulbright Commission to 
request extensive funding for additional 
training in conflict resolution in Cyprus. In 
response to this request, IMTD formed a new 
consortium, joining resources with NTL and 
the Conflict Management Group (CMG) of 
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Cambridge, Massachusetts, in order to pro- 
vide an extensive series of training programs 
during the spring and summer of 1994. 

In this series, the Cyprus Consortium de- 
livered eight training sessions to over 200 
participants. One workshop was for Cyprus 
American Scholarship Program (CASP) stu- 
dents studying in American universities. 
Two were for community leaders who are in- 
volved in bicommunal activities. There were 
three sessions for CASP alumni from the 
thirty years of the program, and one train- 
ing of trainers program was offered. A spe- 
cial program brought forty public policy 
leaders, twenty from each community, to the 
Coolfont Conference Center in West Virginia 


for intensive training. This expansive project 


was sponsored by the Cyprus Fulbright Com- 
mission and funded by the U.S. Agency for 
International Development, through 
Amideast. 

An additional benefit of the program was 
the collaboration between the three different 
organizations in the Consortium, which 
proved to be a great laboratory for cross-fer- 
tilization on different theories and practices 
of conflict resolution. Also, an ongoing re- 
search and evaluation component is uncover- 
ing fascinating data about the effects of 
these types of training events on the partici- 
pants and on the larger community to which 
they return. 

Louise Diamond returned to Cyprus in De- 
cember 1994 with CMG Project Director 
Diana Chigas to do follow-up work, particu- 
larly to conduct evaluation interviews with 
twenty participants from the Coolfront Pub- 
lic Policy Leaders training. The reports from 
the participants were enthusiastically posi- 
tive, as they noted how they were able to use 
the skills upon returning and how the experi- 
ence has changed their lives. Several partici- 
pants wrote articles or appeared on tele- 
vision shows to describe the work publicly 
and reduce the public suspicion that follows 
this work in Cyprus. 

In early 1995 the Bicommunal Steering 
Committee officially opened an office in the 
Ledra Palace Hotel within the UN buffer 
zone. This provides a physical and institu- 
tional base for continuing bicommunal ac- 
tivities, and indicates the degree to which 
the conflict resolution work has been 
legitimated and accepted in both commu- 
nities. Recent events on conflict resolution 
undertaken by graduates of our programs 
have attracted large audiences of up to two 
hundred people. Clearly, our work in Cyprus 
is bearing fruit. 

CURRENT ACTIVITIES 

In August 1995 the Cyprus Consortium re- 
ceived a second grant from Amideast and the 
Cyprus Fulbright Commission—this time to 
conduct six different training events over a 
three-year span. In October 1995 we will run 
an advanced Training of Trainers program, 
building upon the training of trainers event 
from the summer of 1994. Іп 1996, three 
events are scheduled, including a training for 
Turkish-and Greek-Cypriot scholarship stu- 
dents in the United States, a training for 
Greek- and Turkish-Cypriot educators in Cy- 
prus, and a training for Public Policy Lead- 
ers, similar to the training we offered in 
West Virginia last summer. In 1997 we will 
conduct another scholarship student train- 
ing, and we will bring a group of Greek- and 
Turkish-Cypriot High School students to the 
United States for a conflict resolution sum- 
mer camp. 

The Cyprus Consortium has also received a 
small grant from the Carnegie Corporation 
to develop a conflict analysis workshop for 
public leaders that will build on the work we 
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have already completed. The project staffs at 
both IMTD and CMG will engage in ongoing 
research into the development of the conflict 
case studies, including Е! Salvador, Northern 
Ireland, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, and 
South Africa. The staff will also continue re- 
search on theories developed by IMTD, NTL, 
and CMG and the Harvard Negotiation 
Project with the goal of developing training 
materials that will aid the public policy 
leaders in their own conflict analysis proc- 
ess. If funding can be secured, a workshop 
could be planned for as early as spring 1996. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, | 
want to express my opposition to House Con- 
current Resolution 42. 

| would like to call my colleagues’ attention 
to two clauses in this resolution which deserve 
close scrutiny. 

The first is the fifth “Whereas Clause” on 
page two. It concludes 

Whereas the continued overwhelming pres- 
ence of more than 30,000 Turkish troops on 
Cyprus hampers the search for a freely nego- 
tiated solution to the dispute regarding Cy- 
prus. 

The second is the sixth “Resolved Clause” 
on page three. It affirms that, 

The Congress—considers that the demili- 
tarization of the Republic of Cyprus would 
meet the security concerns of all parties in- 
volved, would enhance prospects for a peace- 
ful and lasting resolution of the dispute re- 
garding Cyprus, would benefit all of the peo- 
ple of Cyprus, and merits international sup- 
port. 

1 believe both of these clauses are seriously 
flawed. 

With respect to the fifth “Whereas Clause” 
оп page two, | wish the resolution’s supporters 
would say what they really mean—that the 
30,000 Turkish troops in the Turkish Republic 
of Northern Cyprus [TRNC] prevent the Greek 
Cypriots from unilaterally imposing their own 
solution to the Cyprus dispute on the Turkish 
Cypriots. 

Calling for the withdrawal of Turkish troops 
from Cyprus prior to any negotiated settlement 
which provides for the security of the Turkish 
Cypriots is absurd. | would dare say that few 
in this body would ask the Republic of China 
on Taiwan to disarm as a first step toward 
promoting the unification of China or suggest 
that South Koreans should lay down their 
arms to facilitate the reunification of the Ko- 
rean peninsula. 

While | am not trying to compare the Gov- 
ernment of the Republic of Cyprus with North 
Korea or Communist China, the sad fact is 
that Turkish Cypriot distrust of Greek Cypriots 
is every bit as strong as Taiwanese distrust of 
Communist Chinese or South Korean distrust 
of North Koreans. This distrust is the result of 
the terrible repression which they suffered at 
the hands of Greek Cypriots from 1960 to 
1974. 

To ignore the legitimate security concerns of 
the Turkish Cypriot community and to con- 
clude, as this resolution does on page three, 
in the sixth “Resolved Clause” that the demili- 
tarization of the Turkish Republic of Northern 
Cyprus [TRNC] would meet the security con- 
cerns of all parties involved and would benefit 
all of the people of Cyprus without also requir- 
ing the Republic of Cyprus to make similar 
confidence-building concessions only reveals 
the biased nature of this resolution. 
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the cost and has jeopardized the survival of 
many Turkish Cypriot businesses. 

The Greek Cypriot embargo has also hin- 
dered growth of international business. Turkish 
Cypriots, who have applied to be agents of 
foreign companies and open franchises in the 
north have been rejected because Greek Cyp- 
riots have threatened retaliation against those 
companies that also have franchises in the 
Republic of Cyprus and Greece. 

Unfortunately, nothing about the Greek Cyp- 
riot embargo of the north is mentioned in 
House Concurrent Resolution 42. If the resolu- 
tion’s supporters really want to promote һаг- 
mony between the two Cypriot communities, | 
suggest that they call on the Republic of Cy- 
prus to end its economic embargo against the 
north before they demand the withdrawal of 
Turkish troops. 

Mr. Chairman, before | conclude, | want to 
call attention to the most serious problem with 
this resolution. Like most other resolutions 
brought before this committee dealing with Cy- 
prus, House Concurrent Resolution 42 glosses 
over—some may even say purposely ig- 
nores—the history of Cyprus prior to 1974. |, 
therefore, feel compelled to examine the origin 
of this conflict and specifically the period of 
1963-74. 

| want to stress to my colleagues that in 
1960, when Great Britain relinquished control 
of the island, a bicommunal government was 
established with shared leadership by Turkish 
Cypriots and Greek Cypriots as political 
equals. Neither community was to dominate 
the new government. Tragically, right after 
Britain's departure, the new President of Cy- 
prus, a Greek Cypriot, Archbishop Makarios, 
began to carry out his plan for union with 
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Greece. By December 1963, Greek Cypriots 
had the bicommunal character of 
the Republic ау ousting Turkish Cypriot 
leaders from к ш айо жо апа de- 
stroying over 100 Turkish Cypriot 

For ‘the next 11 years, Turkish < 98 
heavily outnumbered by the Greek Cypriots, 
suffered great losses—human and materia 
in clashes initiated by Greek Cypriots and fully 
supported by the Greek Army. One out of 
every 120 Turkish Cypriots, including women, 
children, and the elderly, was killed during this 
period even with U.N. peacekeeping troops 
present on the island. 

Thousands of Turkish Cypriots were forced 

to flee from their homes to live in enclaves 
бека the island and were, in effect, held 
hostage in their own land without representa- 
tion in government which was provided them 
in the 1960 constitution. United States Sec- 
retary of State George Ball visited Cyprus in 
February 1964 and concluded that Greek Cyp- 
riots “just wanted to be left alone to kill Turk- 
ish Cypriots.” Turkey waited for 11 years for 
help from the world community. None came. 
By 1974, Turkey could no longer stand by and 
watch innocent Turkish Cypriots be slaugh- 
tered by Greek Cypriots. So Turkey intervened 
militarily on the island which was completely 
legal under the 1960 Treaty of Guarantee 
signed by the Turkish Cypriots, Turkey, Brit- 
ain, Greece, and the Greek Cypriots. It clearly 
stated that any of signatures had the right to 
intervene on Cyprus should the sovereignty of 
the island be threatened. 

Let me emphasize that these troops pose 
no threat to the southern part of the island. 
Since the Turkish military intervention con- 
cluded in 1974, these troops have never at- 
tacked or threatened to attack the south. They 
are there simply to deter aggression against 
Turkish Cypriots. Let me also add that unlike 
Government officials from Greece, who have 
often made statements saying that Cyprus is 
rightfully part of Greece, no Turkish officials 
have ever suggested that Turkey should at- 
tempt to annex the whole of Cyprus. 

Unfortunately, House Concurrent Resolution 
42 5 dismisses the history of Cyprus. 

For Turkish Cypriots, the memories of 
1960—74 remain vivid. It is absurd to suggest 
that they should lay down their arms and sud- 
denly trust their age-old nemesis, especially 
when Greek Cypriots are continuing to try to 
impoverish them through an economic embar- 
go. | cannot think of another conflict in the 
world where this committee would put forth 
such a solution. 

| call on my colleagues to reject House Con- 
current Resolution 42. This resolution is bi- 
ased against the Turkish Republic of Northern 
Cyprus and Turkey. It makes no demands 
whatsoever of the Republic of Cyprus like lift- 
ing its economic embargo against the north, 
and it completely ignores the history of the is- 
land and who is to blame for its division. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise іп 
strong support of House Concurrent Resolu- 
3 of which | am a cosponsor. | am most 

that the House unanimously 
—— this legislation on September 18, 
1995. House Concurrent Resolution 42 en- 
courages a resolution to the longstanding dis- 
pute regarding Cyprus. It is a step toward se- 
curing world and will be of benefit to 
both Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots. 
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Cyprus has endured the pain of 20 years of 
political deadlock since Turkey invaded its 
shores іп 1974. Turkey's invasion drove over 
200,000 Cypriots from their home, making 
them refugees in their own land. Over one- 
third of Cyprus was seized by the Turkish in- 
vaders who took 70 percent of the island’s 
economic wealth and resources. Five Ameri- 
cans are part of the more than 2,000 inhab- 
itants that are still missing. 

Today, Greek Cypriots, which make up 
nearly 80 percent of the population, live in the 
southem two-thirds of the island. Turkish Cyp- 
riots live in the Turkish Republic of Northern 
Cyprus which is only recognized by Turkey. 
More than one-third of the sovereign territory 
of the Republic of Cyprus is under occupation 
by over 30,000 heavily armed troops. As the 
resolution points out, the Secretary General of 
the United Nations has stated that the occu- 
pied part of Cyprus is one of the most highly 
militarized areas in the world. Demilitarization 
of Cyprus, which is called for in House Con- 
current Resolution 42, would reduce tension 
and help promote resolution of this over 20- 
year-old dispute. 

Many sincere attempts have been made 
over the past years to resolve the Cyprus 
problem, but to no avail. Despite their best ef- 
forts, Presidents of both parties have been 
vexed by the situation. It is time for a new ap- 
proach. Last year, President Glafcos Clerides 
of Cyprus unveiled a proposal for demilitariza- 
tion which is, in part, incorporated into House 
Concurrent Resolution 42. 

The House has sent out a clear message 
that the status quo on Cyprus is unacceptable 
and the resolution of the problem must be 
achieved. House Concurrent Resolution 42 is 
a well-reasoned bipartisan measure that will 
help to stabilize the eastern Mediterranean 
and benefit all, including the United States of 
America. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. Speaker, | am proud to co- 
sponsor and support House Concurrent Reso- 
lution 42, a measure to end the longstanding 
dispute regarding Cyprus. Over 20 years ago, 
the Turkish Army invaded the island of Cy- 
prus, seizing over 30 percent of the island's 
land and approximately 70 percent of the is- 
land's wealth. This action caused more than 
200,000 Cypriots to be driven from their 
homes and made them refugees in their own 
country. 

Today, Turkey continues to maintain a force 
of over 35,000 troops on the island of Cyprus. 
Although this force was only supposed to stay 
to protect the Turkish-Cypriot minority for a 
short time, we are now beginning the third 
decade of Turkish occupation. This has led 
some observers to call this area one of the 
most highly militarized areas of the world. 

Last year, in an effort to break this dead- 
lock, Cypriot President Glafcos Clerides of- 
fered to totally demilitarize the island by dis- 
mantling his army with the understanding the 
Turkish Army would withdraw and work toward 
an agreement to unify the island and bring 
about a peaceful resolution to this longstand- 
ing and difficult problem. President Clerides’ 
plan has received widespread support and 
international acclaim. The United Nations and 
the European Union have already stated their 
support for this plan and | am glad to see the 
House of Representatives join in this effort. 
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This resolution is a balanced, fair, and bi- 
ркы to support a peaceful resolution 
the problem in Cyprus and to bring peace 

and stability to the eastern Mediterranean. | 
ро in support of this measure. 
the best interest of the people of Cy- 
. e of the eastern Mediterranean, 
the people of the United States. | urge a 
House Concurrent Resolution 42. 
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piece of legislation passed 
Monday. This resolution will benefit both 
Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots alike 
while serving the national security and eco- 
nomic interests of the United States. 

More than one-third of the sovereign terri- 
tory of the Republic of Cyprus remains under 
foreign occupation by over 30,000 heavily 
armed Turkish troops. Demilitarization of the 
island called for in House Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 42 will lessen tensions in the region and 
help to promote a settlement of the longstand- 
ing dispute. 

Many efforts have been made in the past to 
resolve the Cyprus problem and | believe a 
fresh approach is necessary to bridge the gap 
between the two parties. Last year, President 
Glafcos Clerides of Cyprus unveiled a pro- 
posal for demilitarization which is incorporated 
in part in House Concurrent Resolution 42. 

The resolution has been balanced and bi- 
partisan from the start. Monday’s vote will help 
to stabilize the eastern Mediterranean and will 
benefit all concerned including the United 
States of America. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CLINGER). The question is on the mo- 
tion offered by the gentleman from Ne- 
braska [Mr. BEREUTER] that the House 
suspend the rules and agree to the con- 
current resolution, House Concurrent 
Resolution 42, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the con- 
current resolution, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days in which to re- 
vise and extend their remarks on the 
resolution just agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 


RELATING TO THE UNITED 
STATES-NORTH KOREA AGREED 
FRAMEWORK 


Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 83) relating to the 
United States-North Korea Agreed 
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Framework and the obligations of 
North Korea under that and previous 
agreements with respect to the 
denuclearization of the Korean Penin- 
sula and dialog with the Republic of 
Korea, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H.J. RES. 83 

Whereas the United States-Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea Agreed Frame- 
work (‘Agreed Framework"), entered into 
on October 21, 1994, between the United 
States and North Korea, requires North 
Korea to stop and eventually dismantle its 
graphite-moderated nuclear reactor program 
and related facilities, and comply fully with 
its obligations under the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, in ex- 
change for alternative energy sources, in- 
cluding interim supplies of heavy fuel oil for 
electric generators and more proliferation- 
resistant light water reactor technology; 

Whereas the Agreed Framework also com- 
mits North Korea to “consistently take 
steps to implement the North-South Joint 
Declaration on the Denuclearization of the 
Korean Peninsula“ and engage in North- 
South“ dialogue with the Republic of Korea; 

Whereas the Agreed Framework does not 
indicate specific criteria for full normaliza- 
tion of relations between the United States 
and North Korea, and does not link the se- 
quencing of actions in the Agreed Frame- 
work with any time-frame for carrying out 
the provisions of the North-South Joint Dec- 
laration on the Denuclearization of the Ko- 
rean Peninsula and carrying out the dialogue 
between North Korea and the Republic of 
Korea; 

Whereas the commitment by North Korea 
to carry out the letter and spirit of the 
Agreed Framework has been put into doubt 
by actions of North Korea since October 21, 
1994, including the suspected diversion of 
United States heavy fuel oil in apparent con- 
travention of the agreed purpose of the in- 
terim fuel deliveries, the resistance to ac- 
cepting light water reactors from the Repub- 
lic of Korea, the harsh denunciations of the 
Government of the Republic of Korea and 
other actions contrary to the commitment 
by North Korea to engage in a dialogue with 
such Government, and the continued conduct 
of provocative, offensive oriented military 
exercises; and 

Whereas the nuclear threat posed by North 
Korea is just one of a number of security 
concerns of the United States arising out of 
the policies of North Korea: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


SECTION 1. CLARIFICATION OF NUCLEAR NON- 

PROLIFERATION OBLIGATIONS OF 

NORTH KOREA UNDER THE AGREED 
FRAMEWORK. 


It is the sense of the Congress that in dis- 
cussions or negotiations with the Govern- 
ment of North Korea pursuant to the imple- 
mentation of the United States-Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea Agreed Frame- 
work (in this joint resolution referred to as 
the “Agreed Framework”) entered into on 
October 21, 1994, the President should uphold 
the following minimum conditions relating 
to nuclear nonproliferation: 

(1) All spent fuel from the graphite-mod- 
erated nuclear reactors and related facilities 
of North Korea should-be removed from the 
territory of North Korea as is consistent 
with the Agreed Framework. 

(2) The International Atomic Energy Agen- 
cy should have the freedom to conduct any 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


and all inspections that it deems necessary 
to fully account for the stocks of plutonium 
and other nuclear materials in North Korea, 
including special inspections of suspected 
nuclear waste sites before any nuclear com- 
ponents controlled by the Nuclear Supplier 
Group Guidelines are delivered for a light 
water reactor for North Korea. 

(3) Тһе dismantlement of all declared 
graphite-based nuclear reactors and related 
facilities in North Korea, including reproc- 
essing units, should be completed in accord- 
ance with the Agreed Framework and in a 
manner that effectively bars in perpetuity 
any reactivation of such reactors and facili- 
ties. 

(4) The United States should suspend ac- 
tions described in the Agreed Framework if 
North Korea attempts to reload its existing 
5 megawatt nuclear reactor or resumes con- 
struction of nuclear facilities other than 
those permitted to be built under the Agreed 
Framework. 

SEC. 2. ROLE OF THE REPUBLIC OF KOREA 
UNDER THE AGREED FRAMEWORK. 

It is further the sense of the Congress that 
the Republic of Korea should play the 
central role in the project to provide light 
water reactors to North Korea under the 
Agreed Framework. 

БЕС. 3. FURTHER STEPS ТО Га UNITED 


It is further the sense of the Congress that, 
after the date of the enactment of this joint 
resolution, the President should not take 
further steps toward upgrading diplomatic 
relations with North Korea beyond opening 
liaison offices, or relaxing trade and invest- 
ment barriers imposed against North Korea 
without— 

(1) action by the Government of North 
Korea to engage in a North-South dialogue 
with the Government of the Republic of 
Korea; 

(2) significant progress toward implemen- 
tation of the North-South Joint Declaration 
on the Denuclearization of the Korean Pe- 
ninsula; and 

(3) progress toward the achievement of sev- 
eral long-standing United States policy ob- 
jectives regarding North Korea and the Ko- 
rean Peninsula, including— 

(A) reducing the number of military forces 
of North Korea along the Demilitarized Zone 
and relocating such military forces away 
from the Demilitarized Zone; 

(B) prohibiting any movement by North 
Korea toward the deployment of an inter- 
mediate range ballistic missile system; and 

(C) prohibiting the export by North Korea 
of missiles and other weapons of mass de- 
struction, including related technology and 
components. 

SEC. 4. RESTRICTIONS ON ASSISTANCE TO 
NORTH KOREA AND THE KOREAN 
PENINSULA ENERGY DEVELOPMENT 
ORGANIZATION, 

(а) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of part Ш of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 
2370 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 

“БЕС. 620G. ASSISTANCE TO NORTH KOREA AND 
THE KOREAN PENINSULA ENERGY 
DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION, 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—No assistance may be 
provided under this Act or any other provi- 
sion of law to North Korea or the Korean Pe- 
ninsula Energy Development Organization 
unless— 

(I) such assistance is provided іп accord- 
ance with all requirements, limitations, and 
procedures otherwise applicable to the provi- 
sion of such assistance for such purposes; and 
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“(2) the President— 

(A) notifies the congressional committees 
specified in section 634(a) of this Act prior to 
the obligation of such assistance in accord- 
ance with the procedures applicable to re- 
programming notifications under that sec- 
tion, irrespective of the amount of the pro- 
posed obligation of such assistance; and 

„B) determines and reports to such com- 
mittees that the provision of such assistance 
is vital to the national interests of the Unit- 
ed States. 

“(р) EXCEPTION.—The requirement of sub- 
section (а)(2) shall not apply with respect to 
assistance authorized to be appropriated and 
appropriated for North Korea or the Korean 
Peninsula Energy Development Organiza- 
tion.“. 

(Ы) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 620G of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as added by 
subsection (a), applies with respect to assist- 
ance provided to North Korea or the Korean 
Peninsula Energy Development Organization 
on or after the date of the enactment of this 
joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER] will be recog- 
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from Indiana (Мг. HAMILTON] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER]. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the behavior of the iso- 
lated, authoritarian Communist regime 
in North Korea continues to remind us 
that important American nonprolifera- 
tion and regional security interests re- 
main at great risk notwithstanding the 
October 1994 United States-DPRK 
Agreed Framework. North Korea re- 
mains an outlaw state that will not 
easily adapt itself to international 
norms. This has been underscored by 
Pyongyang’s bitter resistance to ас- 
cepting light water reactor technology 
from South Korea under the October 
1994 accord, recent steps by North 
Korea that would have the effect of 
unilaterally undermining the Military 
Armistice Commission (МАС) that su- 
pervises the truce along the demili- 
tarized zone [DMZ], and continued re- 
fusal to engage in normalization talks 
with the Republic of Korea, in the 
South. 

In theory, the October 1994 frame- 
work agreement provides a mechanism 
for reining in Pyongyang’s nuclear 
weapons program and addressing other 
United States security concerns re- 
garding the Korean Peninsula. With 
the North Koreans, however, nothing is 
ever simple or settled. In June, Assist- 
ant Secretary of State Winston Lord 
noted at a regional security hearing be- 
fore the Subcommittee on Asia and the 
Pacific that We're going to have a 
very arduous journey in the next 10 or 
15 years in implementing the Agreed 
Framework.” 

North Korea’s confrontational behav- 
ior continues to raise fundamental 
questions about whether Pyongyang is 
acting in good faith. North Korea has 
diverted some of the United States-sup- 
plied heavy oil that we already have 
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delivered under the terms of the agree- 
ment, and the North has continued its 
relentless political attacks against our 
ally, South Korea. North Korea contin- 
ues to make new and outrageous de- 
mands, including a demand for a bil- 
lion dollars in additional assistance to 
enhance its power grid and for other 
purposes. Its implicit agreement that a 
South Korean firm will be the prime 
contractor for the project under the 
management of the Korean Peninsula 
Energy Development Organization 
[KEDO], negotiated at Kuala Lumpur 
this summer, remains to be tested. 

House Joint Resolution 83 was intro- 
duced by this Member, together with 
my friend and distinguished sub- 
committee colleague from California, 
Mr. KIM, and was marked up by the fuil 
House International Relations Com- 
mittee on June 29, The resolution pro- 
vides policy guidance to the adminis- 
tration as it seeks to engage with 
North Korea. Not incidentally, the res- 
olution will also send a signal] from the 
Congress to Pyongyang that there can 
be no deviation from the terms of the 
United States-DPRK agreement. The 
resolution is similar to language adopt- 
ed by the full House in action on H.R. 
1561. The most important exception is a 
small but important change to section 
4, which is intended to alleviate the ad- 
ministration’s concerns that the reso- 
lution not impose a reprogramming no- 
tification requirement in regard to 
funds specifically authorized and ар- 
propriated by Congress for KEDO. 

Despite the fact that the resolution 
is imbedded in the American Overseas 
Interests Act, there are compelling rea- 
sons to adopt it separately. Passage of 
the resolution will be a fitting expres- 
sion of congressional support for our 
ally of more than five decades, the Re- 
public of Korea, recently commemo- 
rated during the visit of President Kim 
Yong-sam to attend the dedication of 
the Korean War Veterans Memorial 
last July. 

I believe that there is nothing on this 
issue that we in Congress can do which 
is more important than to go on record 
to emphasize the continuing concern of 
the United States for maintaining the 
peace and stability of the Korean Pe- 
ninsula, and to categorically insist 
that South Korea must be allowed to 
play a central role in arrangements ne- 
gotiated by the United States to ad- 
dress the problem of North Korea’s nu- 
clear program. 

Because this issue is so important, 
this Member will take a moment to ex- 
plain more precisely what this legisla- 
tion does. 

House Joint Resolution 83 has 4 
major sections, addressing 4 concerns: 

First, it spells out minimum objec- 
tives for United States nonprolifera- 
tion policy in regard to North Korea’s 
obligations under the United States- 
DPRK Agreed Framework. This is nec- 
essary to make explicitly clear that 
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there can be no retreat from what is in 
the agreement regarding North Korea's 
obligations, and to clarify where Con- 
gress stands on issues that the admin- 
istration may possibly consider as still 
subject to future negotiation. 

Second, it insures that our long- 
standing ally South Korea remains a 
key player in the accord by reaffirming 
that the Republic of Korea is the only 
acceptable source for the light water 
reactors that are to be provided to 
North Korea under the accord. 

Third, House Joint Resolution 83 es- 
tablishes minimum preconditions for 
further moves toward relaxing United 
States trade sanctions and normalizing 
relations with North Korea. These in- 
clude a requirement that North Korea 
engage in dialog with the South per a 
199; North-South Agreement, and also 
the Nortu-South agreement on Korean 
Peninsula denuclearization. It also 
conditions further steps toward nor- 
malization on progress toward the 
achievement of longstanding United 
States goals of reducing the military 
threat posed by North Korea’s exces- 
віуе military forces, its ballistic mis- 
sile programs and its exports of ballis- 
tic missiles and other weapons of mass 
destruction. 

This latter point is important. In my 
view and that of many other Members 
of Congress and security policy ex- 
perts, the administration has been un- 
derstandably focused but unduly fo- 
cused on containing North Korea’s nu- 
clear program and avoiding the need to 
seek international economic sanctions, 
and not enough focused on broader 
United States security concerns re- 
garding the North. 

Fourth, House Joint Resolution 83 
imposes notification requirements on 
the use of reprogrammed funds to sup- 
port the agreement, by establishing the 
same terms and conditions regarding 
authorizations and appropriations from 
non-Foreign Assistance Act sources as 
would apply to assistance provided to 
North Korea under the Foreign Assist- 
ance Act. This includes the notifica- 
tion of any reprogramming actions to 
the House International Relations 
Committee and the Senate Foreign Re- 
lations Committee, no matter from 
what source the funding is obtained, 
and full justification for assistance 
provided under waiver authority to 
provisions of the Foreign Assistance 
Act that otherwise would prohibit such 
assistance. 

Mr. Speaker, this Member thanks the 
chairman of the International Rela- 
tions Committee, the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL- 
MAN], for his support and assistance in 
crafting this legislation. The chair- 
man’s staff provided invaluable assist- 
ance in addressing many of the issues 
in House Joint Resolution 83. 

In addition, this Member would as- 
sure all of his colleagues that every ef- 
fort has been made to make this a bi- 
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partisan initiative. This Member would 
point to the very constructive addi- 
tions made by the ranking Democrat 
on the Asia and Pacific Subcommittee, 
distinguished gentleman from Califor- 
nia [Mr. BERMAN]. 

Mr. Speaker, this is indeed a very im- 
portant, long-term policy issue that 
merits a firm statement of congres- 
sional will. The North Korean nuclear 
issue is certainly, quite arguably, the 
most dangerous and unpredictable 
challenge facing us today. The resolu- 
tion provides needed policy guidance to 
the administration, protects the inter- 
ests of our ally, South Korea, broadens 
the scope of United States policy con- 
cerns, and protects the jurisdictional 
interests of this body. 

I urge the House to adopt the joint 
resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this resolution. I regret the necessity 
to do that. I do think that the distin- 
guished gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
BEREUTER], the author of the resolu- 
tion, has really worked very hard to 
meet many of the objections of our 
side, and I think he has met a number 
of them that we originally had. None- 
theless, for my part at least, the reso- 
lution still amounts to a unilateral re- 
writing of the United States-North Ko- 
rean agreed framework. 

It is important to point out, I think, 
that the administration opposes this 
resolution. It is also important to 
point out that the agreement, the 
North Korean agreed framework with 
the United States, has served United 
States interests very well. It perhaps is 
worth remembering that before the ne- 
gotiations got under way, there were 
many respected voices in this town 
calling for bombing North Korea, but 
that agreement has been struck, and it 
serves United States interests well. Be- 
cause of this agreement North Korea 
has shut down its only operating reac- 
tor. It has halted construction on two 
new reactors. It has sealed its reproc- 
essing facility and stopped construc- 
tion on a new reprocessing line. It has 
refrained from reprocessing the spent 
fuels in its possession. It has given the 
IAEA inspectors and U.S. technicians 
access to nuclear facilities, and it has 
agreed not only to resume IAEA in- 
spections, but to go beyond its obliga- 
tions under the nonproliferation treaty 
and forgo reprocessing altogether. 

Mr. Speaker, dealing with North 
Korea of course is never easy, but this 
resolution makes the President’s job 
all the more difficult. House Joint Res- 
olution 83 adds new conditions which 
North Korea must meet before the 
United States can take further steps to 
upgrade our diplomatic relations or 
economic relations with the North. 

Now all of us want North Korea to 
take those steps, and all of us hope 
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that North Korea will do so. But these 
steps, it should be very clear to all, go 
beyond what is called for in the agreed 
framework by loading up the agree- 
ment with new unilaterally imposed 
conditions. This resolution lessens the 
prospects of that agreement’s success, 
and then we could be back in the midst 
of a full-scale nuclear crisis with a 
North Korea leading to sanctions, esca- 
lation, and perhaps the bombing that 
some people were asking for only a few 
months ago. 

I urge my colleagues not to allow the 
pursuit of an ideal outcome to destroy 
a good agreement that is working and 
working in the interests of the United 
States. Remember, since October 1994, 
North Korea's nuclear program has 
been frozen in its tracks. I do not 
thank we should jeopardize the agree- 
ment that has achieved this success, 
and I urge a “по” vote on this resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues, I have 
great respect for the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON], the ranking 
minority member of the committee. I 
regret the fact that he rises in opposi- 
tion to the resolution, but I appreciate 
his kind words, and I would have to say 
in response just a reminder to my col- 
leagues. 

The gentleman from Indiana; I know 
he is aware of this fact, that the ele- 
ments to which he objects are con- 
tained in a sense-of-the-Congress sec- 
tion, section 3, and in fact those items 
that we list as being important, things 
that should not be forgotten in this 
whole process, such as the continued 
focus on accelerating North-South dia- 
log, all of these are existing policy sup- 
ported by this administration and pre- 
vious administrations, and I dare say 
the majority in Congress, and I would 
say further that in a sense-of-the-Con- 
gress resolution, it does not in any 
fashion object to the diplomatic rela- 
tions that have been established with 
North Korea, although many Members 
do object to that fact. It says that the 
President should not take further steps 
toward upgrading diplomatic relations. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would say 
that I regard this resolution as 
strengthening the hand of the adminis- 
tration in negotiating with the North 
Koreans and assuring that we keep 
their feet to the fire and that we do 
verify their compliance with the agree- 
ment. I think it strengthens the hand 
of the administration in this respect. 
In fact, I would not offer it if I did not 
feel very strongly that it was the case, 
Мг. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH], 
who by his experience and involvement 
is quite an expert on the Korean Penin- 
sula. 
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Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the gentleman’s kind remarks, and I 
compliment him for the fine job he is 
doing in managing this legislation. I, 
too, am sorry to hear that the adminis- 
tration is opposed to this resolution. 
The reason I say that is this resolution, 
as I see it, only reemphasizes the 
points in our agreement with North 
Korea, and all we are saying is that we 
expect the North Koreans to live up to 
that agreement, and so I cannot see 
why the administration would be op- 
posed to this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, all of us in this House 
would like to think that this resolu- 
tion is unnecessary. But the North Ko- 
reans have displayed, time after time, 
that they cannot be trusted. Now they 
have lied, they have stalled, and they 
have cheated for too many years, and 
for us not to be alert to this skulldug- 
gery I think would be unwise. 

It is important for the Congress to 
send a clear message, and this is a mes- 
sage to both the North Koreans and to 
our allies in the South. Basically what 
we are saying is that this resolution 
underscores that Congress is steadfast 
in that first, the terms of last Octo- 
ber’s agreement are the absolute mini- 
mum acceptable; secondly, that North 
Korea will not be allowed to divide us 
from South Korea. In this regard any 
further steps toward normalization 
must be linked to real progress in 
North-South dialog. Third, the only ac- 
ceptable source for two nuclear reac- 
tors is South Korea; and, fourth, our 
other military and political objective 
for the Korean Peninsula will not be 
neglected or even bargained with. 
Fifth, Congress retains final authority 
under any expenditures in support of 
this agreement. 

Apparently this last point has caused 
some controversy with the administra- 
tion, and, to be honest with my col- 
leagues, I am surprised. Under the cur- 
rent law we already require congres- 
sional notification and a waiver for any 
such use in the 150 account. It js natu- 
ral that we require the same here. this 
resolution simply insures that the 
President is up front with the congress 
and with the U.S. taxpayers. this is 
what I call a sunshine provision. Ev- 
eryone should know what is in it; ev- 
eryone should live up to the terms. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot see any reason 
why anyone would be opposed to this 
resolution, and so I want to, in conclu- 
sion, thank my friend from Nebraska 
for bringing this resolution to the 
floor. He has presented and provided a 
needed opportunity to underscore the 
underlying and unyielding support for 
South Korea and for the United States 
vital interests in the Korean Penin- 
sula. North Korea should have no delu- 
sions. We are resolute as a Congress, 
and as a people we will live up to these 
commitments, and we expect the North 
Koreans to live up to those commit- 
ments also. 
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Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

First I thank the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH] for his kind re- 
marks and for the information that he 
conveyed to our colleagues, which is 
very important, about our resolve to 
see that North Koreans live with the 
agreement and that we not backpedal 
in any way on our commitment that 
there be a North-South dialog and that 
we not permit the North Koreans to di- 
vide the Republic of Korea, South 
Korea, and the United States. 

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong sup- 
port of House Joint Resolution 83, the resolu- 
tion relating to the United States-North Korea 
Agreed Framework. As the only Korean-Amer- 
ican in Congress, | am proud to have spon- 
sored this measure with Asia Subcommittee 
chairman DOUG BEREUTER. 

In October 1994, when the administration 
first unveiled the United States-North Korea 
Agreed Framework, many praised it as the be- 
ginning of the end to a perilous nuclear crisis 
in the Pacific rim. Unfortunately, | did not 
share that same optimism. іп fact, | felt that 
the agreed framework was yet another effort 
to appease North Korea at the expense of the 
national security interests of both the United 
States and our ally, the Republic of Korea. It 
looked to me like the United States was obli- 
gated to give more than И received in return. 

In that regard, | was pleased to help spon- 
sor House Joint Resolution 83 because it de- 
fines the specific direction which the adminis- 
tration must follow in its dealings with North 
Korea, rather than allowing that direction to be 
dictated by the leadership in Pyongyang. Most 
important of all is the stipulation that a North- 
South dialog be of the highest priority to en- 
sure a reduction in the hostilities between the 
two governments in the hopes of long-term 
peace on the peninsula. 

| think it is important that this Congress, and 
this administration, send a clear message to 
North Korea by setting forth a blueprint of 
what we will accept as positive progress. And, 
with House Joint Resolution 83 we make it 
clear that without such progress, we will not 
provide North Korea with the economic and 
political benefits they want. Therefore, | ask all 
of my colleagues to support the immediate 
passage of House Joint Resolution 83 so that 
we set a clear plan of action with respect to 
North Korea. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | commend the 
distinguished chairman of our subcommittee 
on Asia and the Pacific, Mr. BEREUTER, for 
bringing this resolution before the House. | 
also commend the distinguished ranking mem- 
ber of the subcommittee, Mr. BERMAN, for his 
helpful contributions. 

The substance of the resolution has, of 
course, already passed the House as part of 
H.R. 1561, the American Overseas Interests 
Act, and so | expect it to receive broad biparti- 
san support today. 

The resolution serves two useful purposes. 
First, it articulates the views of the Congress 
with respect to the October 21, 1994, agreed 
framework between the United States and 
North Korea under which North Korea is to 
suspend and then dismantle its nuclear pro- 
gram in exchange for deliveries of heavy fuel 
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oil and construction in North Korea of two 
1,000 megawatt light water nuclear reactors. 

The resolution does not criticize or reject the 
agreed framework, but it does sound several 
cautionary notes about implementation of the 
agreement. In particular, it urges that the 
agreed framework be implemented in a man- 
ner consistent with United States interests; 
that South Korea have a central role in imple- 
menting the agreed framework; and that the 
United States not take further steps to normal- 
ize our relations with North Korea until North 
Korea improves its behavior in other areas of 
concern to us, such as implementing the 
North-South Joint Declaration оп the 
Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula, cur- 
tailing ballistic missile exports, and reducing 
tensions along the DMZ. 

The second of the resolution is to 
ensure that all United States foreign assist- 
ance that is provided to North Korea or the 
Korean Peninsula Energy Development Orga- 
nization pursuant to the agreed framework is 
provided under the same terms and conditions 
that govern all other United States foreign as- 
sistance. This is necessary because the ad- 
ministration has already on two occasions 
sought to deliver assistance to North Korea 
from funds not subject to the terms and condi- 
tions of the Foreign Assistance Act—in one 
case from Defense Department funds, and in 
the other from Energy nt funds. 

House Joint Resolution 83 will make an im- 
portant contribution to the Congress’ ability to 
oversee implementation of the agreed frame- 
work, and | urge its 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I, too, 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BE- 
REUTER] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the joint resolution, 
House Joint Resolution 83, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended, and the joint 
resolution, as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days in which to re- 
vise and extend their remarks on the 
joint resolution just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 


П 1259 
MEDAGOGUES 


(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, it is not only 
House Republicans that are question- 
ing the barrage of scare tactics on Med- 
icare that are being presented by the 
Democrats and certain of their special 
interest associates. Last week’s Wash- 
ington Post editorial entitled 
Medagogues“ puts the entire Medi- 
care debate into perspective by com- 
paring the two parties on this critical 
issue. 

Mr. Speaker, as you may be able to 
see from this copy, the Post finds the 
Republican pian to be credible, gutsy, 
and, in some respects, inventive. It ad- 
dresses a genuine problem that is only 
going to get worse, as we all know. 
What the Democrats have, instead, is a 
lot of expostulation, TV ads, and scare 
talk, so says the Washington Post. 

The Post is not generally given to 
commenting so harshly about Demo- 
crats. The Post goes on to wonder 
about how the Democrats propose to fi- 
nance Medicare without real structural 
change. They conclude that they are 
listening in vain for a real response 
from the Democrats. 

Mr. Speaker, I join with the Post to 
call on my Democratic colleagues to 
abandon the politics of fear and join us 
in saving Medicare for current and fu- 
ture beneficiaries. The country needs it 
and we can do it. 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CLINGER). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule 
I, the Chair declares the House in re- 
cess until 3 p.m. 

Accordingly (at 1 o'clock p.m.), the 
House stood in recess until 3 p.m. 


П 1500 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. FOLEY) at 3 p.m. 


RYAN WHITE CARE ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1995 


Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 1872) to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to revise and extend pro- 
grams established pursuant to the 
Ryan White Comprehensive AIDS Re- 
sources Emergency Act of 1990, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 1872 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1, SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Ryan White 
CARE Act Amendments of 1995". 

SEC. 2. REFERENCES. 

Whenever in this Act an amendment is ex- 
pressed in terms of an amendment to a sec- 
tion or other provision, the reference shall 
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be considered to be made to that section or 

other provision of the Public Health Service 

Act (42 U.S.C. 201 et seq.). 

TITLE І-ЕМЕНСЕМСҮ RELIEF FOR AREAS 

WITH SUBSTANTIAL NEED FOR SERVICES 

SEC. 101. ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM OF 
GRANTS. 


(a) NUMBER OF CASES; DELAYED APPLICA- 
BILITY.—Effective October 1, 1996, section 
2601(a) (42 U.S.C. 300ff-11) is amended— 

(1) by striking “subject to subsection (b)“ 
and inserting “subject to subsections (b) 
through (d): and 

(2) by striking metropolitan area“ and all 
that follows and inserting the following: 
“metropolitan area for which there has been 
reported to the Director of the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention a cumulative 
total of more than 2,000 cases of acquired im- 
mune deficiency syndrome for the most re- 
cent period of five calendar years for which 
such data аге available. 

(b) OTHER PROVISIONS REGARDING ELIGI- 
BILITY.—Section 2601 (42 U.S.C. 300ff-11) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following subsections: 

“(с) REQUIREMENTS REGARDING POPU- 
LATION.— 

“(1) NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS,— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided іп 
subparagraph (B), the Secretary may not 
make a grant under this section for a metro- 
politan area unless the area has a population 
of 500,000 or more individuals. 

“(B) LIMITATION.—Subparagraph (A) does 
not apply to any metropolitan area that was 
an eligible area under this part for fiscal 
year 1995 or any prior fiscal year. 

“(2) GEOGRAPHIC BOUNDARIES.—For pur- 
poses of eligibility under this part, the 
boundaries of each metropolitan area are the 
boundaries that were in effect for the area 
for fiscal year 1994. 

“(d) CONTINUED STATUS АВ ELIGIBLE 
AREA.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, a metropolitan area that was 
an eligible area under this part for fiscal 
year 1996 is an eligible area for fiscal year 
1997 and each subsequent fiscal year.“ 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT REGARDING 
DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE AREA.—Section 
2607(1) (42 U.S.C. 300ff-17(1)) is amended by 
striking The term” and all that follows and 
inserting the following: “Тһе term ‘eligible 
area means a metropolitan area meeting the 
requirements of section 2601 that are applica- 
ble to the area. 

SEC. 102. HIV HEALTH SERVICES PLANNING 
COUNCIL. 


(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Section 2602(b)(1) (42 
U.S.C. 300ff-12(b)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by inserting before 
the semicolon the following: , including fed- 
erally qualified health centers“; 

(2) in subparagraph (D), by inserting before 
the semicolon the following: “and providers 
of services regarding substance abuse“; 

(3) in subparagraph (G), by inserting before 
the semicolon the following: “апа histori- 
cally underserved groups and subpopula- 
tions”; 

(4) in subparagraph (I), by inserting before 
the semicolon the following: , including the 
State medicaid agency and the agency ad- 
ministering the program under part В”; 

(5) in subparagraph (J), by striking “апа” 
after the semicolon; 

(6) by striking subparagraph (K); and 

(7) by adding at the end the following sub- 
paragraphs: 

“(К) grantees under section 2671, or, if 
none are operating in the area, representa- 
tives of organizations in the area with a his- 
tory of serving children, youth, women, and 
families living with HIV; and 
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I) grantees under other HIV-related Fed- 
eral programs.“. 

(b) DUTIES.—Section 2602(b)(3) (42 U.S.C. 
300ff-12(b)(3)) is amended— х 

(1) by striking “Тһе planning" іп the mat- 
ter preceding subparagraph (A) and all that 
follows through the semicolon at the end of 
subparagraph (A) and inserting the follow- 
ing: “Тһе planning council under paragraph 
(1) shall carry out the following: 

“(А) Establish priorities for the al’ocation 
of funds within the eligible area based on the 
following factors: 

) Documented needs of the HIV-infected 
population. 

ii) Cost and outcome effectiveness of pro- 
posed strategies and interventions, to the ex- 
tent that such data are reasonably available. 

“(ili) Priorities of the HIV-infected com- 
munities for which the services are intended. 

“(іу) Availability of other governmental 
and nongovernmental resources.”’; 


(2) in subparagraph (B)— 
(A) by striking develop“ and inserting 
“Develop”; and 


(В) by striking; and” and inserting a pe- 
riod; 

(3) in subparagraph (C)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘assess’’ and inserting “Ав- 
вевв”; 

(В) by striking “rapidly”; and 

(C) by inserting before the period the fol- 
lowing: , and assess the effectiveness, either 
directly or through contractual arrange- 
ments, of the services offered in meeting the 
identified needs“; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following sub- 
paragraphs: 

“(р) Participate in the development of the 
statewide coordinated statement of need ini- 
tiated by the State health department 
(where it has been so initiated). 

“(Е) Obtain input on community needs 
through conducting public meetings.“ 

(c) GENERAL PROVISIONS.—Section 2602(b) 
(42 U.S.C. 300ff-12(b)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following paragraph: 

“(4) GENERAL PROVISIONS.— 

“(А) COMPOSITION OF COUNCIL.—The plan- 
ning council under paragraph (1) shall (in ad- 
dition to requirements under such para- 
graph) reflect in its composition the demo- 
graphics of the epidemic in the eligible area 
involved, with particular consideration given 
to disproportionately affected and histori- 
cally underserved groups and subpopula- 
tions. Nominations for membership on the 
council shall be identified through an open 
process, and candidates shall be selected 
based on locally delineated and publicized 
criteria. Such criteria shall include a con- 
flict-of-interest standard for each nominee. 

“(В) CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.— 

ча) The planning council under paragraph 
(1) may not be directly involved in the ad- 
ministration of a grant under section 2601(a). 
With respect to compliance with the preced- 
ing sentence, the planning council may not 
designate (or otherwise be involved in the se- 
lection of) particular entities as recipients of 
any of the amounts provided in the grant. 

(10 An individual may serve оп the plan- 
ning council under paragraph (1) only if the 
individual agrees to comply with the follow- 
ing: 

“(I) If the individual has a financial inter- 
est in an entity, and such entity is seeking 
amounts from a grant under section 2601(a), 
the individual will not, with respect to the 
purpose for which the entity seeks such 
amounts, participate (directly or in an advi- 
sory capacity) in the process of selecting en- 
tities to receive such amounts for such pur- 
pose. 
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(II) In the case of a public or private en- 
tity of which the individual is an employee, 
or a public or private organization of which 
the individual is a member, the individual 
will not participate (directly or in an advi- 
sory capacity) in the process of making any 
decision that relates to the expenditure of a 
grant under section 2601(a) for such entity ог 
organization or that otherwise directly af- 
fects the entity ог organization.“. 

SEC. 103. TYPE AND DISTRIBUTION OF GRANTS. 

(a) FORMULA GRANTS BASED ON RELATIVE 
NEED OF AREAS.—Section 2603(а) (42 U.S.C. 
300ff-13(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(А) in the second sentence, by inserting “, 
3 to paragraph (4) before the period; 
an 

(B) by adding at the end the following sen- 
tence: “Grants under this paragraph for a 
fiscal year shall be disbursed not later than 
60 days after the date on which amounts ар- 
propriated under section 2677 become avail- 
able for the fiscal year, subject to any waiv- 
ers under section 2605(d)."’; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by amending the para- 
graph to read as follows: 

“(2) ALLOCATIONS.—Of the amount avail- 
able under section 2677 for a fiscal year for 
making grants under section 2601(a)— 

“(А) the Secretary shall reserve 50 percent 
for making grants under paragraph (1) in 
amounts determined in accordance with 
paragraph (3); and 

“(В) the Secretary shall, after compliance 
with subparagraph (A), reserve such funds as 
may be necessary to carry out paragraph 
(4).”; and д 

(3) by adding at the end the following рага- 
graph: 

“(4) MAXIMUM REDUCTION ІМ GRANT.—In the 
case of any eligible area for which a grant 
under paragraph (1) was made for fiscal year 
1995, the Secretary, in making grants under 
such paragraph for the area for the fiscal 
years 1996 through 2000, shall (subject to the 
extent of the amount available under section 
2677 for the fiscal year involved for making 
grants under section 2601(а)) ensure that the 
amounts of the grants do not, relative to 
such grant for the area for fiscal year 1995, 
constitute a reduction of more than the fol- 
lowing, as applicable to the fiscal year in- 
volved: 

“(A) 1 percent, 
1996. 

“(В) 2 percent, 
1997. 
“(С) 3 регсепб, 
1998. 

“(D) 4 percent, 
1999. 

“(Е) 5 percent, 
2000. „ 


in the сазе of fiscal year 
in the case of fiscal year 
in the case of fiscal year 
in the case of fiscal year 
in the case of fiscal year 


(b) SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS.—Section 
2603(b) (42 U.S.C. 300ff-13(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(А), by striking “Not later than” and all 
that follows through “section 2605(0)—' and 
inserting the following: ‘After allocating in 
accordance with subsection (a) the amounts 
available under section 2677 for grants under 
section 2601(а) for a fiscal year, the Sec- 
retary, in carrying out section 2601(а), shall 
from the remaining amounts make grants to 
eligible areas described in this paragraph. 
Such grants shall be disbursed not later than 
150 days after the date on which amounts ap- 
propriated under section 2677 become avail- 
able for the fiscal year. An eligible area de- 
scribed in this paragraph is an eligible area 
whose application under section 2605(b)—”’; 

(В) in subparagraph (D), by striking “апа” 
after the semicolon; 
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(C) in subparagraph (E), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting “; and’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing subparagraph: 

“(Е) demonstrates the manner in which 
the proposed services are consistent with the 
local needs assessment and the statewide co- 
ordinated statement of need.“ and 

(2A) by redesignating paragraphs (2) 
through (4) as paragraphs (3) through (5), re- 
spectively; and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing paragraph: 

“(2) PRIORITY.— 

“(А) SEVERE NEED.—In determining severe 
need in accordance with paragraph (1)(B), the 
Secretary shall give priority consideration 
in awarding grants under this subsection to 
eligible areas that (in addition to complying 
with paragraph (1)) demonstrate a more se- 
vere need based on the prevalence in the eli- 
gible area of— 

“(1) sexually transmitted diseases, sub- 
stance abuse, tuberculosis, severe mental ill- 
ness, or other conditions determined rel- 
evant by the Secretary, which significantly 
affect the impact of HIV disease; 

(ii) subpopulations with HIV disease that 
were previously unknown in such area; or 

(ii) homelessness. 

“(В) PREVALENCE.—In determining preva- 
lence of conditions under subparagraph (A), 
the Secretary shall use data on the preva- 
lence of the conditions described in such sub- 
paragraph among individuals with HIV dis- 
ease (except that, in the case of an eligible 
area for which such data are not available, 
the Secretary shall use data on the 
prevalences of the conditions in the general 
population of such area).“ 

(c) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR 
GRANTS.—Section 2603 (42 U.S.C. 300ff-13) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
subsection: { 

(с) COMPLIANCE WITH PRIORITIES OF HIV 
PLANNING COUNCIL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this part, the Secretary, 
in carrying out section 2601(а), may not 
make any grant under subsection (a) or (b) 
to an eligible area unless the application 
submitted by such area under section 2605 for 
the grant involved demonstrates that the 
grants made under subsections (a) and (b) to 
the area for the preceding fiscal year (if any) 
were expended in accordance with the prior- 
ities applicable to such year that were estab- 
lished, pursuant to section 2602(b)(3)(A), by 
the planning council serving the area.“ 

SEC, 104, USE OF AMOUNTS. 

Section 2604 (42 U.S.C. 300ff-14) is amend- 
ed 

(1) in subsection (b) 

(A) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking “іп- 
cluding case management and comprehen- 
sive treatment services, for individuals” and 
inserting the following: “including HIV-re- 
lated comprehensive treatment services (in- 
cluding treatment education and measures 
for the prevention and treatment of oppor- 
tunistic infections), case management, and 
substance abuse treatment and mental 
health treatment, for individuals"; 

(B) in paragraph (2)(A)— 

(i) by inserting after ‘nonprofit private en- 
tities," the following: “ог private for-profit 
entities if such entities are the only avail- 
able provider of quality HIV care in the 
area.“; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘and homeless health cen- 
ters“ and inserting homeless health cen- 
ters, substance abuse treatment programs, 
and mental health programs“; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following 
paragraph: 
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(8) PRIORITY FOR WOMEN, INFANTS AND 
CHILDREN.—For the purpose of providing 
health and support services to infants, chil- 
dren, and women with HIV disease, the chief 
elected official of an eligible area shall use, 
of the grants made for the area under section 
2601(а) for a fiscal year, not less than the 
percentage constituted by the ratio of the 
population in such area of infants, children, 
and women with acquired immune deficiency 
syndrome to the general population in such 
area of individuals with such syndrome, or 15 
percent, whichever is less. In expending the 
funds reserved under the preceding sentence 
for a fiscal year, the chief elected official 
shall give priority to providing, for pregnant 
women, measures to prevent the perinatal 
transmission of HIV."’; and 

(2) in subsection (e), by adding at the end 
thereof the following sentence: “Іп the case 
of entities to which such officer allocates 
amounts received by the officer under the 
grant, the officer shall ensure that, of the 
aggregate amount so allocated, the total of 
the expenditures by such entities for admin- 
istrative expenses does not exceed 10 percent 
(without regard to whether particular enti- 
ties expend more than 10 percent for such ex- 
penses).’’. 

БЕС. 105. APPLICATION. 

Section 2605 (42 U.S.C, 300ff-15) is amend- 

ed— 

(1) in subsection (a ді 

(A) in paragraph (1)(B), by striking “1-уеаг 
period“ and all that follows through *‘eligi- 
ble area“ and inserting preceding fiscal 
year"; 

(В) in paragraph (4), by striking and“ at 
the end thereof; 

(C) in paragraph (5), by striking the period 
at the end thereof and inserting “; and“; and 

(D) by adding at the end thereof the follow- 

ing paragraph: 
(6) that the applicant will participate іп 
the process for the statewide coordinated 
statement of need (where it has been initi- 
ated by the State), and will ensure that the 
services provided under the comprehensive 
plan are consistent with such statement."’; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking 
“ADDITIONAL”; and 

(B) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking additional“; 

(8) by redesignating subsections (с) and (4) 
as subsections (d) and (e), respectively; and 

(4) by inserting after subsection (b), the 
following subsection: 

“(с) SINGLE APPLICATION.—Upon the re- 
quest of the chief elected official of an eligi- 
ble area, the Secretary may authorize the of- 
ficial to submit a single application through 
which the official simultaneously requests a 
grant pursuant to subsection (a) of section 
2603 and a grant pursuant to subsection (b) of 
such section. The Secretary may establish 
such criteria for carrying out this subsection 
as the Secretary determines to be appro- 
priate. 

SEC. 106. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE; PLANNING 
GRANTS. 


Section 2606 (42 U.S.C. 300ff-16) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by inserting before “Тһе Adminis- 
trator’’ the following: (a) IN GENERAL.—"’; 

(2) by striking may, beginning“ and all 
that follows through title,“ and inserting 
“(referred to in this section as the Adminis- 
trator’) shall”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following sub- 
section: 

“(Ы) PLANNING GRANTS REGARDING INITIAL 
ELIGIBILITY FOR GRANTS.— 

“(1) ADVANCE. PAYMENTS ON FIRST-YEAR 
FORMULA GRANTS.—With respect to a fiscal 
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year (referred to in this subsection as the 
‘planning year’), if a metropolitan area has 
not previously received a grant under section 
2601 and the Administrator reasonably 
projects that the area will be eligible for 
such a grant for the subsequent fiscal year, 
the Administrator may make a grant for the 
planning year for the purpose of assisting 
the area in preparing for the responsibilities 
of the area in carrying out activities under 
this part. 

“(2) REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—A grant under para- 
graph (1) for a planning year shall be made 
directly to the chief elected official of the 
city or urban county that administers the 
public health agency to which section 
2602(a)(1) is projected to apply for purposes of 
such paragraph. The grant may not be made 
in an amount exceeding $75,000. 

“(В) OFFSETTING REDUCTION IN FIRST FOR- 
MULA GRANT.—In the case of a metropolitan 
area that has received a grant under para- 
graph (1) for a planning year, the first grant 
made pursuant to section 2603(a) for such 
area shall be reduced by an amount equal to 
the amount of the grant under such para- 
graph for the planning year. With respect to 
amounts resulting from reductions under the 
preceding sentence for a fiscal year, the Sec- 
retary shall use such amounts to make 
grants under section 2603(a) for the fiscal 
year, subject to ensuring that none of such 
amounts are provided to any metropolitan 
area for which such a reduction was made for 
the fiscal year. 

“(8) FUNDING.—Of the amounts available 
under section 2677 for a fiscal year for carry- 
ing out this part, the Administrator may re- 
serve not more than 1 percent for making 
grants under paragraph (1).”. 

TITLE П--САКЕ GRANT PROGRAM 
SEC. 201. GENERAL USE OF GRANTS. 

Section 2612 (42 U.S.C. 30011-22) is amended 
to read as follows: 

“SEC, 2612. GENERAL USE OF GRANTS. 

(a) ІМ GENERAL.—A State may use 
amounts provided under grants made under 
this part for the following: 

“(1) To provide the services described іп 
section 2604(b)(1) for individuals with HIV 
disease. 

“(2) To provide to such individuals treat- 
ments that in accordance with section 2616 
have been determined to prolong life or pre- 
vent serious deterioration of health. 

“(3) To provide home- and community- 
based care services for such individuals in 
accordance with section 2614. 

“(4) To provide assistance to assure the 
continuity of health insurance coverage for 
such individuals in accordance with section 
2615. 

“(5) To establish and operate consortia 
under section 2613 within areas most affected 
by HIV disease, which consortia shall be de- 
signed to provide a comprehensive contin- 
uum of care to individuals and families with 
such disease in accordance with such section. 

“(b) PRIORITY FOR WOMEN, INFANTS AND 
CHILDREN.—For the purpose of providing 
health and support services to infants, chil- 
dren, and women with HIV disease, a State 
shall use, of the funds allocated under this 
part to the State for a fiscal year, not less 
than the percentage constituted by the ratio 
of the population in the State of infants, 
children, and women with acquired immune 
deficiency syndrome to the general popu- 
lation in the State of individuals with such 
syndrome, or 15 percent, whichever is less. In 
expending the funds reserved under the pre- 
ceding sentence for a fiscal year, the State 
shall give priority to providing, for pregnant 
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women, measures to prevent the perinatal 

transmission of HIV.“ 

SEC. 202, GRANTS TO ESTABLISH HIV CARE CON- 
SORTIA. 


3 2613 (42 U.S.C. 300ff-23) is amend- 
е 

(1) in subsection (а)— 

(А) in paragraph (1), by inserting “(ог pri- 
vate for-profit providers or organizations if 
such entities are the only available providers 
of quality HIV care in the агеа)” after “поп- 
profit private,; and 

(В) in paragraph (2ХА)- 

(i) by inserting “substance abuse treat- 
ment, mental health treatment,“ after 
“nursing,’’; and 

(11) by inserting after monitoring.“ the 
following: ‘measures for the prevention and 
treatment of opportunistic infections, treat- 
ment education for patients (provided in the 
context of health care delivery)“; and 

(2) in subsection (сХ2)- 

(A) in clause (ii) of subparagraph (A), by 
striking and“ after the semicolon; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ; апа"; and 

(C) by adding after subparagraph (B) the 
following subparagraph: 

“(С) grantees under section 2671, or, if none 
are operating in the area, representatives in 
the area of organizations with a history of 
serving children, youth, women, and families 
living with HIV.". 

SEC. 203. PROVISION OF TREATMENTS. 

Section 2616(a) (42 U.S.C. 300ff-26(a)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking “тау use amounts” and іп- 
serting shall use a portion of the amounts"; 

(2) by striking section 2612(а)(4)" and in- 
serting section 2612(а)(2)'"; and 

(3) by inserting before the period the fol- 
lowing: “, including measures for the preven- 
tion and treatment of opportunistic infec- 
tions“. 

SEC. 204. ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR 
GRANTS. 


(а) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds as fol- 
lows: 

(1) Research studies have demonstrated 
that administration of antiviral medication 
during pregnancy can significantly reduce 
the transmission of the human 
immunodeficiency virus (commonly known 
as HIV) from an infected mother to her baby. 

(2) The Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention have recommended that all preg- 
nant women receive HIV counseling; vol- 
untary, confidential HIV testing; and appro- 
priate medical treatment (including 
antiviral therapy) and support services. 

(8) The provision of such testing without 
access to such counseling, treatment, and 
services will not improve the health of the 
woman or the child. 

(4) The provision of such counseling, test- 
ing, treatment, and services can reduce the 
number of pediatric cases of acquired im- 
mune deficiency syndrome, can improve ac- 
cess to and provision of medical care for the 
woman, and can provide opportunities for 
counseling to reduce transmission among 
adults. 

(5) The provision of such counseling, test- 
ing, treatment, and services can reduce the 
overall cost of pediatric cases of acquired 
immune deficiency syndrome. 

(6) The cancellation or limitation of health 
insurance or other health coverage on the 
basis of HIV status should be impermissible 
under applicable law. Such cancellation or 
limitation could result in disincentives for 
appropriate counseling, testing, treatment, 
and services. 

(7) For the reasons specified in paragraphs 
(1) through (6)— 
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(A) mandatory counseling and voluntary 
testing of pregnant women should be the 
standard of care; and 

(В) the relevant medical organizations as 
well as public health officials should issue 
guidelines making such counseling and test- 
ing the standard of care. 

(b) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR 
GRANTS.—Part B (42 U.S.C. 300ff-21 et seq.) is 
amended— 

(1) in section 2611, by adding at the end the 
following sentence: “Тһе authority of the 
Secretary to provide grants under this part 
is subject to section 2673D (relating to the 
testing of pregnant women and newborn in- 
fants).“; and 

(2) by inserting after section 2616 the fol- 
lowing section: 

“БЕС. 2616A. REQUIREMENT REGARDING HEALTH 
INSURANCE, 


“(а) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection 
(c), the Secretary shall not make a grant 
under this part to a State unless the State 
has in effect a statute or regulations regulat- 
ing insurance that imposes the following re- 
quirements: 

1) That, if health insurance is in effect 
for an individual, the insurer involved may 
not (without the consent of the individual) 
discontinue the insurance, or alter the terms 
of the insurance (except as provided in para- 
graph (8)), solely on the basis that the indi- 
vidual is infected with HIV disease or solely 
on the basis that the individual has been 
tested for the disease. 

“(2) That paragraph (1) does not apply to 
an individual who, in applying for the health 
insurance involved, knowingly тізгерге- 
sented any of the following: 

“(А) The HIV status of the individual. 

„B) Facts regarding whether the individ- 
ual has been tested for HIV disease. 

“(С) Facts regarding whether the individ- 
ual has engaged in any behavior that places 
the individual at risk for the disease. 

3) That paragraph (1) does not apply to 
any reasonable alteration in the terms of 
health insurance for an individual with HIV 
disease that would have been made if the in- 
dividual had a serious disease other than 
HIV disease. 

(b) REGULATION OF HEALTH INSURANCE.—A 
statute or regulation shall be deemed to reg- 
ulate insurance for purposes of this section 
only to the extent that it is treated as regu- 
lating insurance for purposes of section 
514(0)(2) of the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974. 

“(с) APPLICABILITY ОҒ REQUIREMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), this section applies upon the 
expiration of the 120-day period beginning on 
the date of the enactment of the Ryan White 
CARE Act Amendments of 1995. * 

“(2) DELAYED APPLICABILITY FOR CERTAIN 
STATES.—In the case of the State involved, if 
the Secretary determines that a requirement 
of this section cannot be implemented in the 
State without the enactment of State legis- 
lation, then such requirement applies to the 
State on and after the first day of the first 
calendar quarter that begins after the close 
of the first regular session of the State legis- 
lature that begins after the date of the en- 
actment of the Ryan White CARE Act 
Amendments of 1995. For purposes of the pre- 
ceding sentence, in the case of a State that 
has a 2-year legislative session, each year of 
such session is deemed to be a separate regu- 
lar session of the State legislature."’. 

(c) TESTING OF NEWBORNS; PRENATAL TEST- 
ING.—Part D (42 U.S.C. 300ff-71 et seq.) is 
amended by inserting before section 2674 the 
following sections: 
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“SEC. 2673C. TESTING OF PREGNANT WOMEN AND 
NEWBORN INFANTS; PROGRAM OF 
GRANTS. 


“(а) PROGRAM OF GRANTS.—The Secretary 
may make grants to States described in sub- 
section (b) for the following purposes; 

“(1) Making available to pregnant women 
appropriate counseling on HIV disease. 

“(2) Making available to such women test- 
ing for such disease. 

“(8) Testing newborn infants for such dis- 
ease. 

“(4) In the case of newborn infants who 
test positive for such disease, making avail- 
able counseling on such disease to the par- 
ents or other legal guardians of the infant. 

5) Collecting data on the number of preg- 
nant women and newborn infants in the 
State who have undergone testing for such 
disease. 

“(b) ELIGIBLE STATES.—Subject to sub- 
section (c), a State referred to in subsection 
(a) is a State that has in effect, in statute or 
through regulations, the following require- 
ments: 

“(1) In the case of newborn infants who are 
born in the State and whose biological moth- 
ers have not undergone prenatal testing for 
HIV disease, that each such infant undergo 
testing for such disease. 

“(2) That the results of such testing of a 
newborn infant be promptly disclosed in ac- 
cordance with the following, as applicable to 
the infant involved: 

“(А) To the biological mother of the infant 
(without regard to whether she is the legal 
guardian of the infant). 

“(В) If the State is the legal guardian of 
the infant: 

“(4) To the appropriate official of the State 
agency with responsibility for the care of the 
infant. 

(ii) To the appropriate official of each au- 
thorized agency providing assistance in the 
placement of the infant. 

(10 If the authorized agency is giving sig- 
nificant consideration to approving an indi- 
vidual as a foster parent of the infant, to the 
prospective foster parent. 

(v) If the authorized agency is giving sig- 
nificant consideration to approving an indi- 
vidual as an adoptive parent of the infant, to 
the prospective adoptive parent. 

“(C) If neither the biological mother nor 
the State is the legal guardian of the infant, 
to another legal guardian of the infant. 

“(3) That, in the case of prenatal testing 
for HIV disease that is conducted in the 
State, the results of such testing be prompt- 
ly disclosed to the pregnant woman involved. 

“(4) That, in disclosing the test results to 
an individual under paragraph (2) or (3), ap- 
propriate counseling on the human 
immunodeficiency virus be made available to 
the individual (except in the case of a disclo- 
sure to an official of a State or an authorized 
agency). 

“(с) LIMITATION REGARDING AVAILABILITY 
OF GRANT FUNDS.—With respect to an activ- 
ity described in any of paragraphs (1) 
through (4) of subsection (b), the require- 
ment established by a State under such sub- 
section that the activity be carried out ap- 
plies for purposes of this section only to the 
extent that the following sources of funds 
are available for carrying out the activity: 

“(1) Federal funds provided to the State in 
grants under subsection (a). 

“(2) Funds that the State or private enti- 
ties have elected to provide, including 
through entering into contracts under which 
health benefits are provided. This section 
does not require any entity to expend non- 
Federal funds. 
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“(4) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this вес- 
tion, the term ‘authorized agency’, with re- 
spect to the placement of a child (including 
an infant) for whom a State is a legal guard- 
ian, means an entity licensed or otherwise 
approved by the State to assist in such 
placement. 

de) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
For the purpose of carrying out this section, 
there is authorized to be appropriated 
$10,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1996 
through 2000. 

“SEC. 2673D. TESTING OF PREGNANT WOMEN 
AND NEWBORN INFANTS; CONTIN- 
GENT REQUIREMENT REGARDING 
STATE GRANTS UNDER PART B. 

“(а) DETERMINATION BY SECRETARY.—Dur- 
ing the first 30 days following the expiration 
of the 2-year period beginning on the date of 
the enactment of the Ryan White CARE Act 
Amendments of 1995, the Secretary shall 
publish in the Federal Register a determina- 
tion of whether it has become a routine prac- 
tice in the provision of health care in the 
United States to carry out each of the activi- 
ties described in paragraphs (1) through (4) of 
section 2673C(b). In making the determina- 
tion, the Secretary shall consult with the 
States and with other public or private enti- 
ties that have knowledge or expertise rel- 
evant to the determination. 

“(b) CONTINGENT APPLICABILITY.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL,—If the determination 
published in the Federal Register under sub- 
section (a) is that (for purposes of such sub- 
section) the activities involved have become 
routine practices, paragraph (2) applies on 
and after the expiration of the 18-month pe- 
riod beginning on the date on which the de- 
termination is so published. 

“(2) REQUIREMENT.—Subject to subsection 
(c), the Secretary shall not make a grant 
under part B to a State unless the State 
meets not less than one of the following re- 
quirements: 

“(А) The State has in effect, in statute or 
through regulations, the requirements speci- 
fied in paragraphs (1) through (4) of section 
2673C(b). 

(В) The State demonstrates that, of the 
newborn infants born in the State during the 
most recent 1-уеаг period for which the data 
are available, the HIV antibody status of 95 
percent of the infants is known. 

“(с) LIMITATION REGARDING AVAILABILITY 
ОЕ FUNDS.—With respect to an activity de- 
scribed in any of paragraphs (1) through (4) 
of section 2673C(b), the requirements estab- 
lished by a State under subsection (b)(2)(A) 
that the activity be carried out applies for 
purposes of this section only to the extent 
that the following sources of funds are avail- 
able for carrying out the activity: 

(J) Federal funds provided to the State іп 
grants under part B. 

“(2) Federal funds provided to the State іп 
grants under section 2673C. 

“(8) Funds that the State or private enti- 
ties have elected to provide, including 
through entering into contracts under which 
health benefits are provided. This section 
does not require any entity to expend non- 
Federal funds.“ 

SEC. 205. STATE APPLICATION. 

Section 2617(b)(2) (42 U.S.C. 300ff-27(b)(2)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking “апа” 
after the semicolon; 

(2) in subparagraph (В), by striking “апа” 
after the semicolon; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing subparagraphs: 

“(С) a description of the activities carried 
out by the State under section 2616; and 
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„D) a description of how the allocation 
and utilization of resources are consistent 
with a statewide coordinated statement of 
need, developed in partnership with other 
grantees in the State that receive funding 
under this title and after consultation with 
individuals receiving services under this 
part.“ 

SEC. 206 ALLOCATION OF ASSISTANCE BY 
STATES; PLANNING, EVALUATION, 
AND ADMINISTRATION. 

Section 2618(с) (42 U.S.C. 300ff-28(c)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (1); 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (2) through 
(5) as paragraphs (1) through (4), respec- 
tively; and 

(3) in paragraph (3) (as so redesignated), by 
adding at the end the following sentences: 
“In the case of entities to which the State 
allocates amounts received by the State 
under the grant (including consortia under 
section 2613), the State shall ensure that, of 
the aggregate amount so allocated, the total 
of the expenditures by such entities for ad- 
ministrative expenses does not exceed 10 per- 
cent (without regard to whether particular 
entities expend more than 10 percent for 
such ехрепвев).”. 

SEC. 207. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE. ; 

Section 2619 (42 U.S.C. 3001-29) is amended 
by inserting before the period the following: 
, including technical assistance for the de- 
velopment and implementation of statewide 
coordinated statements of need“. 


TITLE Ш—ЕАНГҮ INTERVENTION 
SERVICES 
БЕС. 301. ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM. 

Section 2651(b) (42 U.S.C. 300ff-51(b)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting before the 
period the following: “, and unless the appli- 
cant agrees to expend not less than 50 per- 
cent of the grant for such services that are 
specified in subparagraphs (B) through (E) of 
such paragraph”; and 

(2) in paragraph (4), by inserting after 
“nonprofit private entities" the following: 
“(or private for-profit entities, if such enti- 
ties are the only available providers of qual- 
ity HIV care in the area)”. 

БЕС. 302. м QUALIFICATIONS OF GRANT- 


Section 2652(5Х1ХВ) (42 U.S.C. 300ff- 
52(b)(1)(B)) is amended by inserting after 
“nonprofit private entity“ the following: 
“(or a private for-profit entity, if such an en- 
tity is the only available provider of quality 
HIV care in the area)”. 

SEC. 303. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS; PLAN- 
NING AND DEVELOPMENT GRANTS, 

Section 2654 (42 U.S.C. 300ff-4) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
subsection: 

AND DEVELOPMENT 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—The Secretary may pro- 
vide planning grants, in an amount not to 
exceed $50,000 for each such grant, to public 
and nonprofit private entities for the pur- 
pose of enabling such entities to provide 
early intervention services. 

“(2) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary may 
award a grant to an entity under paragraph 
(1) only if the Secretary determines that the 
entity will use such grant to assist the en- 
tity in qualifying for a grant under section 
2651. 

“(3) PREFERENCE.—In awarding grants 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall give 
preference to entities that provide HIV pri- 
mary care services in rural or underserved 
communities. 
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“(4) LIMITATION.—Not to exceed 1 percent 
of the amount appropriated for a fiscal year 
under section 2655 may be used to carry out 
this section.“. 

SEC. 304. ADDITIONAL REQUIRED AGREEMENTS. 

Section 2664(a)(1) (42 U.S.C. 300ff-64(a)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (А), by striking “апа” 
after the semicolon; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following sub- 
paragraph: 

“(С) evidence that the proposed program is 
consistent with the statewide coordinated 
statement of need and that the applicant 
will participate in the ongoing revision of 
such statement of need.“. 

SEC. 305. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 2655 (42 U.S.C. 300ff-55) is amended 
by striking 375,000, 000“ and all that follows 
and inserting “such sums as may be nec- 
essary for each of the fiscal years 1996 
through 2000.“ 

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 401. сокуну SERVICES AND ACCESS 
RESEARCH FOR WOMEN, ІМ- 
TANTO. AND CHILDREN, 

(а) IN GENERAL.—-Section 2671 (42 U.S.C. 
300ff-71) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by amending the sub- 
section to read as follows: 

“(а) IN GENERAL.— 

“(1) PROGRAM OF GRANTS.—The Secretary, 
acting through the Administrator of the 
Health Resources and Services Administra- 
tion and in consultation with the Director of 
the National Institutes of Health, shall make 
grants to public and nonprofit private enti- 
ties that provide primary care (directly or 
through contracts) for the purpose of— 

“(А) providing through such entities, in ас- 
cordance with this section, opportunities for 
women, infants, and children to be partici- 
pants in research of potential clinical benefit 
to individuals with HIV disease; and 

“(В) providing to women, infants, and chil- 
dren health care on an outpatient basis. 

“(2) PROVISIONS REGARDING PARTICIPATION 
IN RESEARCH.—With respect to the projects of 
research with which an applicant under рага- 
graph (1) is concerned, the Secretary may 
not make a grant under such paragraph to 
the applicant unless the following conditions 
are met: 

“(А) The applicant agrees to make reason- 
able efforts— 

“(i) to identify which of the patients of the 
applicant are women, infants, and children 
who would be appropriate participants in the 
projects; and 

“(1) to offer women, infants, and children 
the opportunity to so participate (as appro- 
priate), including the provision of services 
under subsection (f). 

“(В) The applicant agrees that the appli- 
cant, and the projects of research, will com- 
ply with accepted standards of protection for 
human subjects (including the provision of 
written informed consent) who participate as 
subjects in clinical research. 

“(С) For the third or subsequent fiscal year 
for which a grant under such paragraph is 
sought by the applicant, the Secretary has 
determined that— 

“(і) a significant number of women, in- 
fants, and children who are patients of the 
applicant are participating in the projects 
(except to the extent this clause is waived 
under subsection (k)); and 

(ii) the applicant, and the projects of re- 
search, have complied with the standards re- 
ferred to in subparagraph (B). 

“(8) PROHIBITION.—Receipt of services by a 
patient shall not be conditioned upon the 
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consent of the patient to participate in re- 
search. 

“(4) CONSIDERATION BY SECRETARY OF CER- 
TAIN CIRCUMSTANCES.—In administering the 
requirement of paragraph (2)(C)(i), the Sec- 
retary shall take into account circumstances 
in which a grantee under paragraph (1) is 
temporarily unable to comply with the re- 
quirement for reasons beyond the control of 
the grantee, and shall in such circumstances 
provide to the grantee a reasonable period of 
opportunity in which to reestablish compli- 
ance with the requirement."’; 

(2) in subsection (c), by amending the sub- 
section to read as follows: 

“(с) PROVISIONS REGARDING CONDUCT OF 
RESEARCH.—With respect to eligibility for a 
grant under subsection (a): 

“(1) A project of research for which sub- 
jects are sought pursuant to such subsection 
may be conducted by the applicant for the 
grant, or by an entity with which the appli- 
cant has made arrangements for purposes of 
the grant. The grant may not be expended 
for the conduct of any project of research. 

“(2) The grant may not be made unless the 
Secretary makes the following determina- 
tions: 

“(А) The applicant or other entity (as the 
case may be under paragraph (1)) is appro- 
priately qualified to conduct the project of 
research. An entity shall be considered to be 
so qualified if any research protocol of the 
entity has been recommended for funding 
under this Act pursuant to technical and sci- 
entific peer review through the National In- 
stitutes of Health. 

“(В) The project of research is being con- 
ducted in accordance with a research proto- 
col to which the Secretary gives priority re- 
garding the prevention and treatment of HIV 
disease in women, infants, and children. 
After consultation with public and private 
entities that conduct such research, and 
with providers of services under this section 
and recipients of such services, the Secretary 
shall establish a list of such protocols that 
are appropriate for purposes of this section. 
The Secretary may give priority under this 
subparagraph to a research protocol that is 
not on such list.“: 

(3) by striking subsection (i); 

(4) by redesignating subsections (g) and (h) 
as subsections (h) and (i), respectively; 

(5) by inserting after subsection (f) the fol- 
lowing subsection: 

“(g) ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS.—The Sec- 
retary may not make a grant under sub- 
section (a) unless the applicant for the grant 
agrees as follows: 

“(1) The applicant will coordinate activi- 
ties under the grant with other providers of 
health care services under this Act, and 
under title V of the Social Security Act. 

“(2) The applicant will participate in the 
statewide coordinated statement of need 
under part B (where it has been initiated by 
the State) and in revisions of such state- 
тепб.”; 

(6) by redesignating subsection (j) as sub- 
section (m); and 

(7) by inserting before subsection (m) (as so 
redesignated) the following subsections: 

"(j) COORDINATION WITH NATIONAL INSTI- 
TUTES OF HEALTH.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop and implement a plan that provides for 
the coordination of the activities of the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health with the activi- 
ties carried out under this section. In carry- 
ing out the preceding sentence, the Sec- 
retary shall ensure that projects of research 
conducted or supported by such Institutes 
are made aware of applicants and grantees 
under this section, shall require that the 
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projects, as appropriate, enter into arrange- 
ments for purposes of this section, and shall 
require that each project entering into such 
an arrangement inform the applicant or 
grantee under this section of the needs of the 
project for the participation of women, in- 
fants, and children. 

“(k) TEMPORARY WAIVER REGARDING SIG- 
NIFICANT PARTICIPATION.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—In the case of ап appli- 
cant under subsection (a) who received a 
grant under this section for fiscal year 1995, 
the Secretary may, subject to paragraph (2), 
provide to the applicant a waiver of the re- 
quirement of subsection (аХ2ХСХі) if the 
Secretary determines that the applicant is 
making reasonable progress toward meeting 
the requirement. 

(2) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY FOR WAIV- 
ERS.—The Secretary may not provide any 
waiver under paragraph (1) on or after Octo- 
ber 1, 1998. Any such waiver provided prior to 
such date terminates on such date, or on 
such earlier date as the Secretary may speci- 


fy. 

“(1) TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.— 
Of the amounts appropriated under sub- 
section (m) for a fiscal year, the Secretary 
may use not more than five percent to pro- 
vide training and technical assistance to as- 
sist applicants and grantees under sub- 
section (a) in complying with the require- 
ments of this section.“. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
2671 (42 U.S.C. 300ff-71) is amended— 

(1) in the heading for the section, by strik- 
ing “DEMONSTRATION” and all that fol- 
lows and inserting “COORDINATED SERV- 
ICES AND ACCESS TO RESEARCH FOR 
WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN.“ 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘pediatric 
patients and pregnant women” and inserting 
“women, infants, апа children“; and 

(3) in each of subsections (d) through (f), by 
striking “pediatric”, each place such term 
appears. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 2671 (42 U.S.C. 300ff-71) is amended in 
subsection (m) (as redesignated by sub- 
section (a)(6)) by striking there аге” and all 
that follows and inserting the following: 
“there are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as may be necessary for each of 
the fiscal years 1996 through 2000. 

SEC. 402. PROJECTS OF NATIONAL SIGNIFI- 
CANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part D of title XXVI (42 
U.S.C, 300ff-71 et seq.) is amended by insert- 
ing after section 2673 the following section: 
“SEC. 2673A. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS OF NA- 

TIONAL SIGNIFICANCE. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make grants to public and nonprofit private 
entities (including community-based organi- 
zations and Indian tribes and tribal organiza- 
tions) for the purpose of carrying out dem- 
onstration projects that provide for the care 
and treatment of individuals with HIV dis- 
ease, and that— 

“(1) assess the effectiveness of particular 
models for the care and treatment of individ- 
uals with such disease; 

“(2) are of an innovative nature; and 

“(8) have the potential to be replicated in 
similar localities, or nationally. 

(b) CERTAIN PROJECTS.—Demonstration 
projects under subsection (a) shall include 
the development and assessment of innova- 
tive models for the delivery of HIV services 
that are designed— - 

“(1) to address the needs of special popu- 
lations (including individuals and families 
with HIV disease living in rural commu- 
nities, adolescents with HIV disease, Native 
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American individuals and families with HIV 
disease, homeless individuals and families 
with HIV disease, hemophiliacs with HIV dis- 
ease, and incarcerated individuals with HIV 
disease); and 

“(2) to ensure the ongoing availability of 
services for Native American communities 
to enable such communities to care for Na- 
tive Americans with HIV disease. 

“(с) COORDINATION.—The Secretary may 
not make a grant under this section unless 
the applicant submits evidence that the pro- 
posed program is consistent with the appli- 
cable statewide coordinated statement of 
need under part B, and the applicant agrees 
to participate in the ongoing revision proc- 
ess of such statement of need (where it has 
been initiated by the State). 

(d) REPLICATION.—The Secretary shall 
make information concerning successful 
models developed under this section avail- 
able to grantees under this title for the pur- 
pose of coordination, replication, and inte- 
gration. 

de) FUNDING; ALLOCATION OF AMOUNTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts available 
under this title for a fiscal year for each pro- 
gram specified in paragraph (2), the Sec- 
retary shall reserve 3 percent for making 
grants under subsection (a). 

“(2) RELEVANT PROGRAMS.—The programs 
referred to in subsection (a) are the program 
under part A, the program under part B, the 
program under part C, the program under 
section 2671, the program under section 2672, 
and the program under section 2873.“ 

(b) STRIKING OF RELATED PROVISION.—Sec- 
tion 2618 (42 U.S.C. 300ff-28) is amended by 
striking subsection (a). 

SEC. 403. SPECIAL TRAINING PROJECTS. 

(a) TRANSFER OF PROGRAM.—The Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 201 et seq.) is 
amended— 

(1) by transferring section 776 from the cur- 
rent placement of the section; 

(2) by redesignating the section as section 
2673B; and 

(3) by inserting the section after section 
2673A (as added by section 402(a)). 

(b) MODIFICATIONS.—Section 2673B (as 
transferred and redesignated by subsection 
(a)) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a) 

(А) by striking subparagraphs (В) and (С); 

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(D) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), respec- 
tively; 

(C) by inserting before subparagraph (B) 
(as so redesignated) the following subpara- 
graph: 

“(A) to train health personnel, including 
practitioners in programs under this title 
and other community providers, in the diag- 
nosis, treatment, and prevention of HIV dis- 
ease, including the prevention of the 
perinatal transmission of the disease and in- 
cluding measures for the prevention and 
treatment of opportunistic infections;’’; 

(D) in subparagraph (B) (as so redesig- 
nated), by adding “апа” after the semicolon; 
and 

(E) in subparagraph (C) (as so redesig- 
nated), by striking “curricula апа”; 

(2) by striking subsection (c) and redesig- 
nating subsection (d) as subsection (c); and 

(3) in subsection (c) (as so redesignated)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)- 

(i) by striking is authorized” and insert- 
ing “аге authorized"; and 

(ii) by inserting before the period the fol- 
lowing: , and such sums as тау be nec- 
essary for each of the fiscal years 1996 
through 2000”; and 

(В) in paragraph (2)- 
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(i) by striking “is authorized” and insert- 
ing are authorized“; and 

(ii) by inserting before the period the fol- 
lowing: , and such sums as may be nec- 
essary for each of the fiscal years 1996 
through 2000”. 
SEC. 404. EVALUATIONS AND REPORTS, 

Section 2674 (42 U.S.C. 300ff-74) is amend- 
ed— 


(1) in subsection (b) ; 

(А) іп the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking not later than 1 year” and all 
that follows through title,“ and inserting 
the following: ‘‘not later than October 1, 
1996,”; 

(В) by striking paragraphs (1) through (3) 
and inserting the following paragraph: 

“(1) evaluating the programs carried out 
under this title; апа”; and 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para- 
graph (2); and 

(2) by adding at the end the following sub- 
section: 

„(d) ALLOCATION OF FuNDS.—The Secretary 
shall carry out this section with amounts 
available under section 241. Such amounts 
are in addition to any other amounts that 
are available to the Secretary for such pur- 
SEC, 405. COORDINATION OF PROGRAM. 

Section 2675 of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 300ff-75) is amended by adding 
at the end the following subsection: 

“(4) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not later than Octo- 
ber 1, 1996, and annually thereafter, the Sec- 
retary shall submit to the appropriate com- 
mittees of the Congress a report concerning 
coordination efforts under this title at the 
Federal, State, and local levels, including a 
statement of whether and to what extent 
there exist Federal barriers to integrating 
HIV-related programs.“. 

TITLE V—ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 501. AMOUNT OF EMERGENCY RELIEF 
GRANTS. 

Paragraph (3) of section 2603(a) (42 U.S.C. 
300ff-13(a)(3)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(8) AMOUNT ОҒ GRANT.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the extent of 
amounts made available in appropriations 
Acts, a grant made for purposes of this para- 
graph to an eligible area shall be made in an 
amount equal to the product of— 

) an amount equal to the amount avail- 
able for distribution under paragraph (2) for 
the fiscal year involved; and 

(1) the percentage constituted by the 
ratio of the distribution factor for the eligi- 
ble area to the sum of the respective dis- 
tribution factors for all eligible areas. 

“(В) DISTRIBUTION FACTOR.—For purposes 
of subparagraph (A)(ii), the term ‘distribu- 
tion factor’ means the product of— 

“(i) an amount equal to the estimated 
number of living cases of acquired immune 
deficiency syndrome in the eligible area in- 
volved, as determined under subparagraph 
(C); and 

(ii) the cost index for the eligible area in- 
volved, as determined under subparagraph 
(D). 

(С) ESTIMATE OF LIVING CASES.—The 
amount determined in this subparagraph is 
an amount equal to the product of— 

“(1) the number of cases of acquired im- 
mune deficiency syndrome in the eligible 
area during each year in the most recent 120- 
month period for which data are available 
with respect to all eligible areas, as indi- 
cated by the number of such cases reported 
to and confirmed by the Director of the Cen- 
ters for Disease Control and Prevention for 
each year during such period; and 
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(Н) with respect to 
“(I) the first year during such period, .06; 
(II) the second year during such period, 


.08; 
(III) the third year during such period, 


:08; 

IV) the fourth year during such period, 
10; 
J) the fifth year during such period, .16; 
“(У1) the sixth year during such period, .16; 
(VII) the seventh year during such period, 


24; 
“(ҮШ) the eighth year during such period, 


40; 

(I) the ninth year during such period, 
.57; and 

“(Х) the tenth year during such period, .88. 

D) COST INDEX.—The amount determined 
in this subparagraph is an amount equal to 
the sum of— 

“(i) the product of— 

“(1) the average hospital wage index re- 
ported by hospitals in the eligible area in- 
volved under section 1886(d)(3)(E) of the So- 
cial Security Act for the 3-year period imme- 
diately preceding the year for which the 
grant is being awarded; and 

I) ЛО; and 

(10 .30. 

“(Е) UNEXPENDED FUNDS.—The Secretary 
may, in determining the amount of a grant 
for a fiscal year under this paragraph, adjust 
the grant amount to reflect the amount of 
unexpended and uncanceled grant funds re- 
maining at the end of the most recent fiscal 
year for which the amount of such funds can 
be determined using the required financial 
status report. The amount of any such unex- 
pended funds shall be determined using the 
financial status report of the grantee. 

“(Е) PUERTO RICO, VIRGIN ISLANDS, GUAM.— 
For purposes of subparagraph (D), the cost 
index for an eligible area within Puerto Rico, 
the Virgin Islands, or Guam shall be 1.0.”. 
SEC, 502. AMOUNT OF CARE GRANTS. 

Section 2618 (42 U.S.C. 300ff-28), as amended 
by section 402(b), is amended by striking sub- 
section (b) and inserting the following sub- 
sections: 

“(а) AMOUNT OF GRANT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b) 
(relating to minimum grants), the amount of 
a grant under this part for a State for a fis- 
cal year shall be the sum of— 

“(А) the amount determined for the State 
under paragraph (2); and 

(В) the amount determined for the State 
under paragraph (4) (if applicable). 

(2) PRINCIPAL FORMULA GRANTS.—For pur- 
poses of paragraph (1)(A), the amount deter- 
mined under this paragraph for a State for a 
fiscal year shall be the product of— 

“(А) the amount available under section 
2677 for carrying out this part, less the res- 
ervation of funds made in paragraph (4)(A) 
and less any other applicable reservation of 
funds authorized or required in this Act 
(which amount is subject to subsection (b)); 
and 

„B) the percentage constituted by the 
ratio of— 

ч) the distribution factor for the State; 
to 

ii) the sum of the distribution factors for 
all States. 

“(3) DISTRIBUTION FACTOR FOR PRINCIPAL 
FORMULA GRANTS.—For purposes of para- 
graph (2)(B), the term ‘distribution factor’ 
means the following, as applicable: 

“(A) In the case of each of the 50 States, 
the District of Columbia, and the Common- 
wealth of Puerto Rico, the product of— 

“(1) the number of cases of acquired im- 
mune deficiency syndrome in the State, as 
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indicated by the number of cases reported to 
and confirmed by the Secretary for the 2 
most recent fiscal years for which such data 
are available; and 

(i) the cube root of the ratio (based on 
the most recent available data) of— 

“(1) the average per capita income of indi- 
viduals in the United States (including the 
territories); to 

“(П) the average per capita income of indi- 
viduals in the State. 

“(В) In the case of a territory of the United 
States (other than the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico), the number of additional cases 
of such syndrome in the specific territory, as 
indicated by the number of cases reported to 
and confirmed by the Secretary for the 2 
most recent fiscal years for which such data 
is available. 

“(4) SUPPLEMENTAL AMOUNTS FOR CERTAIN 
STATES.—For purposes of paragraph (1ХВ), an 
amount shall be determined under this para- 
graph for each State that does not contain 
any metropolitan area whose chief elected 
official received a grant under part A for fis- 
са] year 1996. The amount determined under 
this paragraph for such a State for a fiscal 
year shall be the product of— 

(A) an amount equal to 7 percent of the 
amount available under section 2677 for car- 
rying out this part for the fiscal year (sub- 
ject to subsection (b)); and 

B) the percentage constituted by the 
ratio of— 

„) the number of cases of acquired im- 
mune deficiency syndrome in the State (as 
determined under paragraph (3)(А)(1)); to 

(ii) the sum of the respective numbers de- 
termined under clause (i) for each State to 
which this paragraph applies. 

“(5) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub- 
section and subsection (b): 

“(А) The term ‘State’ means each of the 50 
States, the District of Columbia, and the ter- 
ritories of the United States. 

„B) The term ‘territory of the United 
States’ means each of the Virgin Islands, 
Guam, American Samoa, the Commonwealth 
of the Northern Mariana Islands, the Com- 
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and the Republic 
of the Marshall Islands. 


“(b) MINIMUM AMOUNT OF GRANT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the extent of 
the amounts specified in paragraphs (2)(A) 
and (4)(A) of subsection (a), a grant under 
this part for a State for a fiscal year shall be 
the greater of— 

(A) the amount determined for the State 
under subsection (a); and 

„B) the amount applicable under para- 
graph (2) to the State. 

(2) APPLICABLE AMOUNT.—For purposes of 
paragraph (1ХВ), the amount applicable 
under this paragraph for a fiscal year is the 
following: 

“(А) In the case of the 50 States, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico— 

“(1) $100,000, if it has less than 90 cases of 
acquired immune deficiency syndrome (as 
determined under subsection (a)(3)(A)(i)); 
and 

(ii) $250,000, if it has 90 ог more such cases 
(as so determined). 

“(В) In the case of each of the territories of 
the United States (other than the Common- 
wealth of Puerto Rico), $0.0."’. 


SEC. 503. CONSOLIDATION OF AUTHORIZATIONS 
OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Part D of title XXVI (42 
U.S.C. 300ff-71) is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following section: 
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“SEC. 2677. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of car- 
rying out parts A and B, there are authorized 
to be appropriated such sums as may be nec- 
essary for each of the fiscal years 1996 
through 2000. Subject to section 2673A and to 
subsection (b), of the amount appropriated 
under this section for a fiscal year, the Sec- 
retary shall make available 64 percent of 
such amount to carry out part A and 36 per- 
cent of such amount to carry out part B. 


b) DEVELOPMENT OF METHODOLOGY.—With 
respect to each of the fiscal years 1997 
through 2000, the Secretary may develop and 
implement a methodology for adjusting the 
percentages referred to in subsection (a).“. 


(b) REPEALS.—Sections 2608 and 2620 (42 
U.S.C. 300ff-18 and 300ff-30) are repealed. 


(с) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
2605(d)(1) (as redesignated by section 105(3)), 
is amended by striking “2608” and inserting 
БЕС. 504. ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS. 


(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 2676(4) (42 U.S.C. 
300ff-76(4)) is amended by inserting ‘‘funeral- 
service practitioners," after emergency 
medical technicians,’’. 

(b) MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENT.—Section 
1201(а) (42 U.S.C. 300d(a)) is amended in the 
matter preceding paragraph (1) by striking 
“The Secretary,” and all that follows 
through shall,“ and inserting “Тһе Sec- 
retary shall.“ 

(c) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—Title XXVI 
(42 U.S.C. 300ff-11 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) in section 2601(а), by inserting sec- 
tion“ before “2604”; 

(2) in section 2603(b)(4)(B), by striking “ап 
expedited grants’’ and inserting “ап expe- 
dited grant"; 

(3) in section 2617(b)(3)(Byiv), by inserting 
“section” before “2615”; 

(4) in section 2618(b)(1)(B), by striking 
“paragraph 3” and inserting paragraph (8)”; 

(5) in section 2647— 

(А) in subsection (a)(1), by inserting to“ 
before HIV“; 

(В) in subsection (с), by striking section 
2601” and inserting section 2641”; and 

(С) in subsection (d) 

(i) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking “section 2501” and inserting 
“section 2641"; and 

(ii) in paragraph (1), by striking “has in 
place“ and inserting will have in place“: 

(6) in section 2648— 

(A) by converting the heading for the sec- 
tion to boldface type; and 

(B) by redesignating the second subsection 
(g) as subsection (h); 

(7) in section 2649— 

(A) in subsection (b)(1), by striking sub- 
section (a) оГ”; and 

(В) in subsection (c)(1), by striking this 
subsection” and inserting. subsection”; 

(8) in section 2651— 

(A) in subsection (b)(3)(B), by striking fa- 
oility“ and inserting facilities“; and 

(B) in subsection (с), by striking exist“ 
and inserting “exists”; 

(9) in section 2676— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking section“ 
and all that follows through “by the” and in- 
serting section 2686 by the“; and 

(В) in paragraph (10), by striking “67%(а)” 
and inserting 67802)“; 

(10) in part E, by converting the headings 
for subparts I and П to Roman typeface; and 

(11) in section 2684(b), in the matter preced- 
ing paragraph (1), by striking “section 
2682(d)(2)"" and inserting “section 2683(d)(2)"’. 
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TITLE VI—EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEC. 601. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as provided in section 101(а), this 
Act takes effect October 1, 1995. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS] will be recog- 
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. WAXMAN] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS]. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Мг. Speaker, H.R. 1872, as amended, 
exemplifies a true bipartisan effort 
which included Chairman TOM BLILEY, 
Ranking Minority Member JOHN DIN- 
GELL, Subcommittee Ranking Minority 
Member HENRY WAXMAN, and myself. 
The bill before us represents the bill as 
reported out of the Commerce Commit- 
tee with technical and clarifying 
changes and an amendment negotiated 
by Congressmen COBURN and WAXMAN 
regarding HIV testing of newborns. 

The Ryan White Care Act was first 
enacted into law in 1990 to provide 
emergency relief to areas hardest hit 
by the AIDS epidemic and to provide 
essential health services to individuals 
afflicted by HIV and AIDS. This reau- 
thorization has provided the first op- 
portunity to evaluate how the program 
is working. Generally, I believe the 
program is working as intended. The 
bill before us makes modifications and 
clarifications to respond to the changes 
in the AIDS epidemic over the last 5 
years. 

Some of the key provisions of H.R. 
1872 include: Modifications to both the 
title I and title П formulas; conflict of 
interest provisions for title I planning 
councils; priority for supplemental 
grants to areas with greater prevalence 
of specified comorbidity factors; and 
limits on administrative costs. In addi- 
tion, the bill includes a requirement 
that all four titles contribute 3 percent 
to the Projects of National Signifi- 
cance; clarification that the intent of 
title IV is to increase the number of 
women and children in clinical re- 
search projects; transfer of the dental 
reimbursement program from title 7 of 
the Public Health Service Act; and re- 
authorization of all programs at such 
sums through fiscal year 2000. 

Clearly, one of the most difficult is- 
sues we faced was the funding formulas 
for title I and II. Because of the spread 
of HIV across the country, some States 
were seeing significant increases in 
their number of HIV-AIDS cases but 
did not have any one area with enough 
cases to qualify as an eligible metro- 
politan area. Our goal was to provide 
these States with very needed addi- 
tional funds without shifting large 
amounts of money from other States 
with a high percentage of AIDS cases. 
We tried to balance the need for addi- 
tional money with our concern that 
services currently being provided to 
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people with AIDS not be disrupted. The 
bill ensures that all States will receive 
at least the current dollar amount ap- 
propriated to them. And many States 
will receive increases over what they 
are currently receiving—no State will 
lose money. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
1872, but, before I reserve the balance 
of my time, at this point I would like 
to express my appreciation to the 
staffs, the staff of the majority of the 
subcommittee, Melody Harned, and 
also to the staff of the gentleman from 
California [Mr. WAXMAN] and other 
people who helped us to craft this very. 
very needed bill and to handle the con- 
troversy, if I can call it that, that in- 
volved the testing of newborns. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
motion to suspend the rules, and I urge 
my colleagues to support the bill. The 
bill has passed the Senate, was re- 
ported by the Commerce Committee 
unanimously, and it should be acted on 
expeditiously by the House. 

The Ryan White Program was origi- 
nally enacted in 1990 to respond to the 
crisis in AIDS health services in Amer- 
ica’s cities and States, and in its clin- 
ics and hospitals. This act has been a 
great success. 

Outpatient services are now available 
as an alternative to expensive hospital 
care; prescription drugs are provided to 
people who have no other source of соу- 
erage; early intervention treatments 
can be given to keep people healthy 
longer; and, effective service programs 
for mothers and children are up and 
running, programs which also coordi- 
nate their activities with research or- 
ganizations to assure that appropriate 
research opportunities are available to 
their clients. 

This law has improved health care 
for people with AIDS and HIV all over 
the country. 

This bill renews the authorization for 
these successful programs and fine 
tunes the response to the new and 
changing needs of the epidemic. I’m es- 
pecially pleased to say that this legis- 
lation, and the committee report that 
accompanies it, emphasize those basic 
services that people with HIV need 
most—the services that slow the 
progress of the disease, that prevent 
opportunistic infections, and that meet 
basic primary care needs—and that it 
targets assistance to those people least 
likely to be able to afford such services 
themselves. At a time when funding 
will continue to be limited, it is impor- 
tant that all services programs focus 
on the primary care of people with 
HIV. 

This legislation does contain some 
controversial items. The inevitable dis- 
putes over formulas among cities and 
States appear here, as they have done 
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and will continue to do in so much leg- 
islation before this Congress. The for- 
mulas contained in this bill represent a 
good faith effort to provide basic care 
to all Americans with HIV, and this 
bill is a balanced political compromise. 

In addition, this legislation contains 
compromise provisions regarding the 
testing of newborns that I have worked 
out with the gentleman from Okla- 
homa [Mr. COBURN]. Although the so- 
called Coburn-Waxman amendment 
bears my name, I do have many res- 
ervations about this provision, as, Iam 
sure, does the gentleman from Okla- 
homa. It deals with an issue about 
which there are profound differences in 
approach, which cannot be smoothed 
over. However, I believe the com- 
promise approach embodied in this bill 
is necessary to move the Ryan White 
reauthorization forward and I urge 
Members to support it today. 

Let me be clear at the outset: We do 
not disagree about the ultimate goals 
here. Mr. COBURN and I both want to 
reduce the number of HIV infections 
passed from mother to infant, and we 
have agreed that the most effective 
means of achieving that goal is coun- 
seling and voluntary testing of preg- 
nant women. This agreement is re- 
flected in the findings of the Coburn- 
Waxman provisions. 

Mr. COBURN and I also agree that we 
want to reduce the rate of preventable 
pneumonia and other illnesses among 
HIV-infected infants and to improve 
their health care. Where we have dif- 
ferences is the most effective way of 
achieving the goal. 

During the committee’s consider- 
ation of this bill, an amendment was 
offered by Mr. COBURN that would have 
required all States to initiate the man- 
datory testing of all newborns imme- 
diately. I opposed that amendment, as 
did a wide variety of health and medi- 
cal groups. I asked the gentleman from 
Oklahoma to withdraw his amendment 
and to work with me to produce an 
amendment that would provide alter- 
natives to the mandatory approach. 

I am gratified to say that he was 
willing to do so and that our staffs 
have worked since that time to come 
to some agreement. The provisions re- 
flected in this bill are the product of 
that work. 

This provision is not perfect by any 
means. As I say, I have serious con- 
cerns about its possible effects. 

I believe that voluntary programs of 
HIV testing of infants would result in 
more infants receiving the care needed 
to prevent pneumonia and improve 
their health. 

I believe that mothers who are highly 
encouraged to have their babies tested 
will be better partners in the lifelong 
medical care of these children than 
will mothers who are required to do so. 

And I remain very concerned that the 
emphasis on newborn testing will di- 
vert attention and resources from the 
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more important goal of encouraging 
pregnant women to be tested them- 
selves in time to provide care that will 
reduce the chance that the baby will be 
infected. 

But I believe that the Coburn-Wax- 
man amendment is a significant im- 
provement over other proposals that 
have been considered. This provision 
postpones requirements that a State 
mandatorily test all newborns until a 
time when it is agreed such mandatory 
testing is the recommended standard of 
medical care. Some believe that day 
will inevitably come, but, at this time, 
virtually all medical groups oppose the 
practice. 

The provision also gives States 2 
years to develop effective alternatives 
to mandatory testing. If, after that 
time, mandatory testing is determined 
to be the routine of practice and if the 
State is not reaching most of its in- 
fants, the State will have up to 18 
months to enact a mandatory testing 
law. 

І support the Coburn-Waxman 
amendment as far preferable to the al- 
ternative of an immediately effective 
requirement of mandatory testing. I 
thank the gentleman from Oklahoma 
for his willingness to work with me on 
this more flexible approach. 

I also want to take this moment to 
remind my colleagues why this action 
is taking place. Over the past year, new 
research developments have made it 
possible to prevent pneumonia and 
other diseases in newborns. That is 
why the question of testing babies is 
being debated and legislated about. 

In addition, there have been research 
breakthroughs that are truly good 
news about the possibility of reducing 
HIV transmission from mother to 
child. That is what the findings of this 
bill are about, stating that voluntary 
prenatal testing should be the standard 
of care. This is not about testing 
newborns, but it has often been dis- 
cussed in the same breath. 

But both of these possibilities—pre- 
venting HIV through prenatal services 
and preventing disease in infected 
newborns through early intervention 
services—require services. Testing is 
not the answer; medical care is. Test- 
ing without care will make no dif- 
ference. Testing without treatment is a 
cruel hoax on everyone concerned. 

And, in truth, most of the care for 
HIV-infected pregnant women and chil- 
dren come from one source—Medicaid. 
I hope that as my colleagues move to 
reshape the Medicaid Program, that 
they will remember that there are 
services that we can all agree should be 
available to poor people. 

Many of my colleagues, from both 
sides of the aisle, support the Coburn- 
Waxman amendment that may require 
States to provide testing of newborns if 
it is determined to be the medical 
standard of care. I hope that their en- 
thusiasm for testing will be reflected 
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in equal enthusiasm for assuring that 
the health care services are paid for. 

Finally, the Coburn-Waxman amend- 
ment includes provisions about health 
insurance. These provisions repeat the 
protections that the Americans With 
Disabilities Act provides for people 
with any disability, in any employ- 
ment setting. It was believed to be ар- 
propriate to repeat these protections 
here so that anyone concerned that 
HIV testing would be used inappropri- 
ately could see the testing provision 
and the protection in one place. 

In addition, the provision describes 
how insurers may respond if fraud was 
committed. It is my clear understand- 
ing that this provision does not over- 
ride any ADA, State law, or NAIC pro- 
visions that limit what may be asked 
for a person seeking insurance or hold- 
ing insurance. These provisions are in- 
cluded to provide clear consumer pro- 
tection and to allow insurers to re- 
spond appropriately if there is fraud in 
the answering of a permissible ques- 
tion. For instance, the National Asso- 
ciation of Insurance Commissioners 
and many States have regulations re- 
stricting what can be asked of a person 
who is insured or seeking insurance. 
The insurance provisions of the 
Coburn-Waxman amendment provide 
additional protection for these con- 
sumers and are not intended to undo 
the NAIC and State actions. 

In conclusion, I would note for my 
colleagues that this bill was reported 
from the Commerce Committee unani- 
mously. Whatever the differences 
among us on other issues, we have 
come together to reauthorize this pro- 
gram of AIDS health care services and 
to assure those who depend on it that 
it will continue. I urge my colleagues 
to do so today. 

Finally I would like to thank the 
staff involved for their diligent work 
on this important bill. Karen Nelson, 
Kay Holcombe, Melody Harned, Mark 
Agrast, Roland Foster, and Peter 
Goodloe have put in many long hours 
on this legislation and I want to ex- 
press my appreciation to them. 
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Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
distinguished gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. BURR]. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to offer support for the passage of the 
Ryan White CARE Act. I strongly sup- 
port the intent of this legislation, but 
have some strong concerns about the 
inequitable distribution of funds to 
non-title I areas. 

Currently, there is a 15 percent in- 
crease in the incidence of AIDS in rural 
areas. This is far greater than the 5 
percent increase in cities of more than 
50,000. I believe that we must address 
the serious problems associated with 
AIDS in all pockets of this country, 
not just the ones that are most visible. 


September 18, 1995 


It is for this reason that I support in- 
clusion of the Senate passed title II 
distribution formula. 


By adopting the Senate title П for- 
mula, the conference committee has an 
opportunity to put a stop to unfair 
double counting. In effect, double 
counting places a higher priority on 
the needs of AIDS patients in 42 metro- 
politan areas than it does the needs of 
AIDS victims across the rest of Amer- 
ica. After all, who are we to geographi- 
cally prioritize the value of American 
lives. 


As I have become more familiar with 
the horrors of this disease, I am acute- 
ly aware of the need for AIDS funding, 
and I appreciate the efforts of the 
chairman to craft a bill which address- 
es this growing concern. I hope that 
the conference committee will go one 
step further by adopting a title II for- 
mula which looks to the needs of all 
AIDS victims, and helps to prevent the 
spread of this dreadful disease in both 
urban and rural areas. 


Mr. Speaker, I along with other 
Members of the Commerce Committee, 
urge this body to support the reauthor- 
ization. I encourage the chairman and 
the ranking minority member to fight 
in Congress for the Senate formula so 
that all areas of this country can be 
represented. 


Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia [Ms. PELOSI). 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. I 
rise in support of the reauthorization 
of the Ryan White Care Act, and in 
doing so commend the gentleman from 
Florida, Chairman BILIRAKIS, and the 
gentleman from California, the rank- 
ing member, Mr. WAXMAN, for their 
leadership in bringing this bill today to 
the Floor in a bipartisan fashion. 


Originally enacted in 1990, with 
strong bipartisan support then, this 
program provides assistance for health 
care with people with AIDS. Congress 
should take great pride in its actions 
in regard to the Ryan White CARE Act, 
both in the past 5 years and in the leg- 
islative activity that is happening 
today. 

The Ryan White Program provides 
vital grants to metropolitan areas with 
high numbers of AIDS cases for out- 
patient health care and social services. 
In the coming year, 49 cities will re- 
ceive direct emergency assistance 
through a formula grant, and will be 
eligible to compete for supplemental 
funds to assist with meeting the health 
care needs of people with AIDS. 


Mr. Speaker, as Chairman BILIRAKIS 
mentioned in his opening remarks, the 
Ryan White Program also provides 
comprehensive care grants to states for 
the operation of HIV service delivery 
consortia in localities most heavily af- 
fected, for the provision of home and 
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community-based care, for the continu- 
ation of insurance coverage for in- 
fected persons, and for purchase of 
therapeutic drugs. 

In addition, the Ryan White CARE 
Act provides grants to community, mi- 
grant and homeless health centers, 
family granting grantees, hemophilia 
centers and other nonprofit entities 
that provide comprehensive primary 
care services to people with AIDS or 
population at increased risk for HIV in- 
spection. 

Mr. Speaker, separate grants are also 
made to foster collaboration between 
clinical research institutions and pri- 
mary community-based medical and 
social service providers for the target 
population of HIV infected children, 
pregnant women, and their families. 

Mr. Speaker, since 1981, my commu- 
nity of San Francisco has reported 
22,000 cases of AIDS. Imagine if this 
happened in your district, my col- 
leagues; 14,600 deaths. You can see how 
grateful we are to the leaders of the 
committee for this as well as the fact 
that this is a national tragedy. We do 
not want our colleagues to experience 
the tragedy we have had in our commu- 
nity. 

I commend our colleagues for their 
leadership in bringing this to the floor 
and laying the foundation for a com- 
promise on other issues. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. GUN- 
DERSON]. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, let 
me begin by saying a special thank you 
to the gentleman from Florida, Chair- 
man BILIRAKIS, to the gentleman from 
Virginia, Chairman BLILEY, to the gen- 
tleman from California, Mr. WAXMAN, 
and others for bringing up this legisla- 
tion today. It is essential we pass this 
before the end of the month, and, obvi- 
ously, that time clock is ticking. 

Mary Fisher, an active well-known 
Republican who spoke so eloquently to 
the Nation at the Republican National 
Convention in 1992, talks often about 
pilgrims in the road to AIDS. Today 
each one of us, in our own small way, 
are able to be one of those pilgrims. We 
are about to do a small part in this 
fight. 

We have learned a lot as we deal with 
the reauthorization of Ryan White. We 
have learned that the cure is much 
harder to find, the services are much 
harder to fund, and that the fighters, 
the pilgrims in this fight, are much 
more tired than they were 4 or 5 years 
ago. Recognizing all of that, I think we 
have also learned in this reauthoriza- 
tion that AIDS is no longer unique to 
big cities. It is no longer unique to the 
gay community. It is no longer unique 
just to the low income. It touches ev- 
erybody in a different way. 

Mr. Speaker, my guess is that every 
person on Capitol Hill in some way, 
shape or form has been touched by 
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AIDS. We have either known a family 
member, a friend, or a coworker who 
either has lost their life or is presently 
suffering from this disease. Just yes- 
terday in Wisconsin over 10,000 people 
marched, the largest ever in the State 
of Wisconsin, in their AIDS walk. This 
coming Saturday, here in Washington, 
DC, the AIDS walk will be held again, 
and many people, myself included, will 
join that effort at a time when our Na- 
tion’s Capital is more challenged by re- 
sources to fight AIDS than ever before 
in its history. 

And so, Mr. Speaker, this year, as we 
reauthorize Ryan White, we do not just 
continue the programs, but we recog- 
nize that rural America, that small 
States as well as big cities and popu- 
lace areas, all have been touched by 
AIDS and the funding formulas need to 
and do recognize that. My home State 
of Wisconsin, under this funding for- 
mula will receive over $600,000 more an- 
nually than they have under the pre- 
vious act. 

As we pass this legislation, let us re- 
member, as Mary Fisher so eloquently 
has said, we are all pilgrims in the road 
to AIDS. Each of us today has a chance 
in a small way to do our part. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. ACKERMAN]. 

Мг, ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in the strongest of support for 
H.R. 1872, the Ryan White CARE Act 
Amendments of 1995. By adopting this 
legislation today, we can stop sending 
women and infants home from the hos- 
pital without knowing their HIV sta- 
tus. Language included in this bill for 
the first time would require all 
newborns in America to be tested for 
HIV if the infant’s mother was not vol- 
untarily tested during her pregnancy. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1872 encourages 
voluntary HIV counseling, testing, and 
treatment of pregnant women as rec- 
ommended by the Centers for Disease 
Control and forbids insurance compa- 
nies for terminating the insurance of 
anybody who undergoes tests for AIDS. 

I want to pay special tribute today to 
the gentleman from Virginia, Chair- 
man BLILEY, and the gentleman from 
Michigan, Mr. DINGELL, the gentleman 
from Florida, Chairman BILIRAKIS, the 
gentleman from California, Mr. WAX- 
MAN, and especially the gentleman 
from Oklahoma, Dr. CoBURN, for his 
tireless efforts on behalf of this legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, make no mistake about 
it, with regard to this aspect of the leg- 
islation, there is not a person that I 
have met who does not prefer to en- 
courage every pregnant woman in 
America to voluntarily be tested, to 
know her HIV status so that she might 
be treated with AZT, so that in at least 
65 percent of the cases the in utero 
transmission of the virus will not be 
passed on to the yet-to-be-born child. 
This has been a national tragedy, Mr. 
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Speaker. For years our country has 
been testing newborn infants anony- 
mously to determine whether or not 
they have their mother’s antibodies for 
HIV and then allowing those infants 
and mothers to go home from the hos- 
pital, never being told that the child 
tested positive, never allowing that 
child, that newborn infant, to access 
the medical system so that his or her 
young life might be made a little bit 
more comfortable. 

Usually, the first time that that 
mother, whose child had been tested 
for six or seven other kinds of diseases, 
such as hepatitis B, or syphilis, or so 
many other things, was told that the 
child tested positive to anything that 
the States required testing for but we 
were silent, absolutely silent if the 
child tested positive for the mother’s 
antibodies to HIV, that mother 
thought she was taking home an other- 
wise healthy child, the next time that 
that child often appeared in the health 
care system was when he or she began 
dying of AIDS. That is absolutely un- 
conscionable. 

And that test, Mr. Speaker, has now 
been stopped. But we must deal with 
this problem, the problem of trans- 
mission to thousands of young lives, 
newborn infants. And how do we do 
that? First, we try to get the mothers 
to undergo voluntary testing. But in 
some cases the mothers do not volun- 
teer. We are all hopeful there will be 
100 percent who would be willing to 
know what their status is and what the 
status of their newborn infant is, but 
that does not happen. Some mothers 
show up at the health care system the 
very first time when she is about to de- 
liver. Other mothers, for whatever rea- 
sons, decide they do not want to know 
themselves and refuse testing. 

What happens to the children of 
those mothers should they be con- 
demned to death? Should not somebody 
be advocating for those young people? 
If their mothers are not advocating for 
them, who will act in loco parentis? 
For the first time, Mr. Speaker, we ad- 
dress that problem, and, hopefully, it 
will be a very, very small percentage, 
because those mothers will undergo 
voluntary counseling and testing. 

What we do in this legislation, which 
this House should be so proud of, is we 
take all of those infants whose moth- 
er’s status is not known, which is, 
hopefully, a very small number, and 
make sure that they get tested. Some 
have advocated that the mother has a 
right to privacy, and in testing the 
child we have inadvertently or delib- 
erately tested the mother to determine 
her status, and that the mother has a 
right to remain ignorant of her status 
if she so chooses. That may be so, but 
the child has a right to live. 

In this complex and complicated so- 
ciety, so often rights conflict. We must 
make tough decisions, and we have 
made this decision before, certainly in 
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the case of those mothers, in those 
cases where a family has their own re- 
ligious beliefs and does not believe in 
medical intervention and their religion 
calls for the divine intervention in- 
stead. If the life of the child is threat- 
ened and the mother refuses to allow 
the medical community to assist the 
child because of her religion, we have 
made the decision that the life of the 
child takes precedence. Every ethical 
panel has made that decision. Cer- 
tainly if the right of the child to sur- 
vive is more important than the con- 
stitutional right of freedom of religion, 
certainly it is equally important as the 
mother’s right to remain ignorant. 
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We deal with this problem squarely 
in this legislation. And I want to cau- 
tion this House, because this legisla- 
tion has been brought together by peo- 
ple who are liberals and conservatives, 
Republicans and Democrats, parents 
and not, people of good will, but this 
should not be just delivering the moth- 
er a death certificate and saying, 
“Your child is ill and is going to die.” 

There is no substitution for care. 
There is no substitution for treatment. 
There is no substitution for the kind of 
resources this Nation is going to have 
to put behind any effort to eliminate 
and eradicate this dreaded disease. I 
urge all of our colleagues in the House 
to support this legislation. For the 
very first time since the Ryan White 
bill has been enacted in this House, we 
deal with the problem of those newest 
of Americans, those newborn citizens, 
who before had no access to the health 
care system, had no access to Ryan 
White money, and we treat them the 
same as if they were anybody else. I 
think that is pretty important. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank all of those who 
have worked on this legislation, and 
urge strongly passage of this bill. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. FOLEY]. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Florida for yielding 
and for his leadership on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
Ryan White Care Act Amendments of 
1995. I stress that the Ryan White Care 
Act as been passed by the Senate 97 to 
3. 


Since its enactment in 1990, the 
CARE Act has been a vital lifeline of 
comprehensive medical and support 
services for Americans living with HIV 
and AIDS. 

While progress has been made in edu- 
cating citizens about this deadly dis- 
ease, the statistics are grim: AIDS has 
become the leading killer of young men 
and women between the ages of 25 and 
44. 

Regrettably, one American becomes 
infected with HIV every 15 minutes and 
is spreading most rapidly among 
women, adolescents and within minor- 
ity communities. 
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My home district of Florida has been 
severely devastated by this deadly dis- 
ease, with the city of West Palm Beach 
having the second highest case rate of 
HIV infections in females. 

AIDS also hits the minority commu- 
nities especially hard, with African- 
Americans in Palm Beach County 
being 10 times more likely to be in- 
fected with HIV than whites. 

Mr. Speaker, it is important we con- 
tinue the educational process. It is im- 
portant that we stress to our youth in 
America that abstinence is the only 
way to preserve and protect yourself. 

Mr. Speaker, it is critical we preserve 
the partnership we have carved be- 
tween the Federal, State, and local 
governments in the fight against AIDS. 

Through the cooperation of private 
and public efforts on all levels, the 
CARE Act has been instrumental in 
helping meet the emergency medical 
and support needs of communities im- 
pacted by the AIDS epidemic. 

These funds all provide needed assist- 
ance to help keep thousands of men, 
women, and children affected by AIDS 
healthy and living longer. 

Since the CARE Act is set to expire 
on September 30, 1995, reauthorization 
is urgent to ensure there is no disrup- 
tion in services for those suffering with 
AIDS across the country. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to 
join me in support of the Ryan White 
CARE Act—it is a vital national in- 
vestment for all Americans. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, with AIDS 
now the leading killer of Americans between 
the ages of 25 and 44, it is more important 
than ever that we move forward, and do not 
retreat, in the fight against AIDS. To that end, 
swift reauthorization of the Ryan White CARE 
Act is crucial. 

The district | represent in California, Marin 
and Sonoma Counties, is one of the hardest 
hit by the AIDS epidemic. In fact, it has one 
of the highest incidence of HIV infection for a 
suburbaryrural area іп the country. While com- 
munities in my district have developed HIV/ 
AIDS care and prevention systems that are a 
model for the Nation, they simply cannot do it 
on their own. That is why the care and serv- 
ices funded under the Ryan White CARE Act 
are essential to the men, women, children, 
and families living with HIV and AIDS in Marin 
and Sonoma Counties, CA, and in every com- 
munity in this Nation. 

The CARE Act has proven to be highly suc- 
cessful at delivering quality AIDS-related care 
in cost-effective home and community-based 
settings, rather than in expensive emergency 
rooms and acute care hospital settings. It 
keeps people healthy, and lets them live and 
die with dignity in their homes, thus reducing 
the amount that State and Federal Govern- 
ments spend on Medicaid. 

Mr. Speaker, any way you look at it, the 
Ryan White CARE Act is a wise national in- 
vestment that must be continued. | urge the 
House to renew its commitment to the fight 
against AIDS by giving the Ryan White CARE 
Act reauthorization the widespread and PENT 
san support it deserves. 
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Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, as a cospon- 
sor of H.R. 1872, | rise to express my strong 

for the bill. 

5 years ago, | joined with colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle in passing the Ryan 
White Care Act. Since then, this legislation 
has been a lifeline to hundreds of thousands 
of people in States and communities across 
the United States. 

Since then, AIDS has become the primary 
cause of death of men and women in the 
prime of their lives. Nearly half a million cases 
have been reported to the Center for Disease 
Control and Prevention, and nearly half that 
VF 

1 іп the early 1980's. 

Incl in those grim statistics are two 
former Members of this House and many 
members of our families and our official family. 

Notwithstanding the recent comments of 
some public figures, most of us now recognize 
that the AIDS virus is indifferent to the social 
boundaries which separate us from one an- 
other. It does not discriminate by race or 
creed or sexual orientation—or even by party 
affiliation. 

Most of us understand that this is one of 
those occasions which require us to put aside 
our differences and deal thoughtfully and hu- 
manely with a crisis that affects us all. 

The effort to reauthorize this legislation has 
been a long and difficult process. It has been, 
from first to last, a bipartisan effort, and | com- 
mend Chairman Вигеү, the ranking member, 
Mr. DINGELL, our subcommittee chairman, Mr. 
BILIRAKIS, and the ranking member, Мг. WAX- 
MAN, for all they have done to bring the bill to 
the floor. 

| urge my colleagues to join together in that 
spirit to pass the bill and send it to conference 
at the earliest possible date. 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, today | 
rise in strong support of H.R. 1872, the reau- 
thorization of the Ryan White CARE Act. This 
legislation has proven to be successful in 
helping those with HIV/AIDS receive adequate 
health care. 

Over the past 14 years we have watched 
helplessly as this disease was transformed 
from that of an unknown virus into a killer of 
epidemic proportions. We all know the num- 
bers. AIDS has now infected over 400,000 
Americans. It has become the leading killer of 
all Americans ages 25—44. My own State of 
Hawaii has had over 1,400 total AIDS cases, 
250 of which were reported over the past 
year. As striking as these numbers may be, 
they only tell a small part of the story. 

AIDS is unlike any other disease we have 
ever encountered. In addition to having to deal 
with the day-to-day effects of their condition, 
AIDS victims must also confront daily discrimi- 
nation brought on by fear and lack of aware- 
ness. Unlike cancer and heart disease which 
primarily occur later in life, AIDS usually 
strikes its victims in their prime. As a result, 
they are robbed of their quality of life, they are 
robbed of their opportunity to reach their full 
potential as productive members of society, 
and their Nation is robbed of a group of indi- 
viduals at an age when they are most likely to 
contribute to our economy, to our work force 
and to our communities. | firmly believe that 
the Federal Government must step forward to 
offer the strongest possible response to this 
terrible epidemic. 


September 18, 1995 


Prior to 1990, most Federal AIDS funding 
went toward research programs with the hope 
of learning. more about the disease. Health 
care costs for treating AIDS have been rising 
astronomically. As a result, AIDS has also be- 
come detrimental to its victims from an eco- 
nomic standpoint. It was not until the imple- 
mentation of the Ryan White CARE Act that 
money was first made available to help treat 
the victims of this deadly disease. Since that 
time we have helped provide essential treat- 
ment and services for needy AIDS patients 
with resounding success. 

| would like to take this opportunity to ex- 
press my concern over the language being 
proposed by my colleague from Oklahoma re- 
garding mandatory testing of newborns. | firm- 
ly believe that we must test for this disease as 
soon as possible. The sooner we can detect 
the virus in newborns, the higher a quality of 
life they can expect to lead. In fact, if we can 
treat an infected mother with AZT prior to 
pregnancy, we reduce the risk of transmitting 
the virus to the infant by almost one-third. 
However, | question whether or not we can 
accomplish this by simply mandating testing. 
Mandatory testing violates the civil liberties of 
the woman and may produce the opposite re- 
sponse by driving them out of medical care. 
We need to take into account the psycho- 
logical ramifications of this disease by imple- 
menting testing methods which are not as co- 
ercive. This can be accomplished by working 
with these women to offer them adequate 
counseling and voluntary testing. 

| adamantly urge my colleagues to vote to 
reauthorize this most important program. 
While we must be sure to allocate adequate 
resources for AIDS research and prevention, 
we must also be sure to do all that we can to 
help lessen the burden on those already in- 
fected with the virus. We took a huge step for- 
ward 5 years ago toward this goal by passing 
the Ryan White CARE Act. This program has 
successfully helped needy AIDS victims attain 
sufficient treatment. We need to reauthorize 
this vital program, and we need to do it in a 
timely matter to ensure that none of these crit- 
ical services are interrupted. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup- 
port of H.R. 1872, the Ryan White CARE Act 
reauthorization bill. | am a cosponsor of this 
legislation, and | want to particularly thank 
subcommittee Chairman MICHAEL BILIRAKIS, 
Mr. WAXMAN, and the other members of the 
subcommittee and full committee for their ef- 
forts to bring this bill to the House floor without 
further delay. H.R. 1872 was approved by the 
committee by a unanimous vote, and the bill 
has been cosponsored by a diverse, bipartisan 
group of Members. 

The CARE Act provides medical care to 
more than 350,000 people living with HIV/ 
AIDS. Under the Act, local communities make 
the decisions as to how funding should be al- 
located, in a manner consistent with this Con- 
gress’ efforts to give States and localities 
greater control. It is critical that we pass this 
bill today and approve a final reauthorization 
bill as soon as possible. 

The funding formula in H.R. 1872, while far 
from perfect, is an improvement over the Sen- 
ate version of the bill. | again thank the chair- 
man and members of the subcommittee for 
working to improve the Senate formula, and | 
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will be working to ensure that the House fund- 
ing formula prevails in conference. 

In regard to the issue of HIV testing for in- 
fants and pregnant women, | have serious 
concerns with any attempt to impose manda- 
tory testing. While | certainly share the view 
that we must do everything possible to reduce 
perinatal transmission of HIV, | believe that we 
have to try to distance ourselves from the 
emotions and create policies that will truly 
save women and their children. 

The most effective way to prevent perinatal 
HIV transmission is to prevent women from 
becoming infected in the first place. So far we 


‘have failed to effectively reach out to women 


and inform them of their risks for HIV and its 
potential impact on their lives. For this reason, 
| have introduced legislation since 1990 
targeting prevention efforts to women. And my 
colleague from California, Congresswoman 
PELOSI, worked tirelessly with CDC to craft the 
HIV Community Planning process to ensure 
that HIV prevention funding is targeted to the 
particular needs of local communities and that 
prevention plans are developed and imple- 
mented by community-based organizations 
that know best what works for the specific 
populations they serve. 

In addition, the CDC guidelines for routine 
counseling and voluntary, confidential testing 
of pregnant women will provide access to 
early interventions that will actually prevent 
perinatal transmission, and link them to HIV 
care and services. Most medical and public 
health groups support a voluntary testing pol- 
icy. During the subcommittee hearing in May, 
representatives of the American Academy of 
Pediatrics and the American College of Obste- 
tricians and Gynecologists testified in support 
of a voluntary testing policy. 

Preserving a patient-provider relationship of 
trust is essential to keeping women in the 
health care system. And, clearly, it is women 
who have the greatest investment іп the 
health and well-being of their children. Many 
voluntary counseling and testing programs 
exist, at Harlem Hospital and others; the phy- 
sicians who run these programs will tell you 
that it is because the testing is voluntary that 
they are successful. In these programs, most 
all women, after talking with their provider, will 
choose testing and the treatment rec- 
ommended by their provider. We should de- 
vote our resources to replicating these mod- 
els, rather than to efforts that will do nothing 
to prevent perinatal transmission. 

Despite my strong reservations with the 
House testing provision, | urge my colleagues 
to vote in favor of H.R. 1872. We must move 
quickly to reauthorize this critical program pro- 
viding medical care to all people living with 
HIV/AIDS. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, some of the 
most passionate letters that | have received 
come from my constituents concerned with the 
fate of the Ryan White Comprehensive AIDS 
Resources Emergency [CARE] Act (H.R. 
1872). Today, hundreds of thousands of peo- 
ple are breathing sighs of relief as we finally 
reauthorize the Ryan White CARE Act, the 
bedrock of Federal comprehensive assistance 
for women, men and children living with the 
HIV or AIDS virus. 

As my colleagues and | consider this signifi- 
cant legislation, it is crucial that we do not di- 
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minish the crisis that currently exists. It is a 
chilling reality that AIDS has etched a place in 
history as the disease that has taken the lives 
of more Americans in ihe United States than 
all of the wars combined since the Civil War. 
| appeal to all to remember that AIDS is not 
a distant nightmare relegated only to those 
communities and individuals who behave irre- 


We рн remember AIDS is now the lead- 
ing cause of death for individuals between the 
ages of 25 and 44. Since AIDS was first iden- 
tified іп the 19805, one-half million individuals 
have been diagnosed. Tragically, one-half of 
those, or 250,000 people, have died. Accord- 
ing to the Centers for Disease Control, be- 
tween 800,000 and 1 million Americans are 
currently HIV infected; and close to 100 Amer- 
icans will die from the disease each day. 

Our urban epicenters have become deposi- 
tories for AIDS/HIV-infected persons. My own 
State of New York has nearly 20 percent of 
reported AIDS cases in the U.S., although the 
State holds only 7 percent of the Nation's pop- 
ulation. Moreover, in New York City, AIDS is 
among the top five causes of death for chil- 
dren up to 9 years of age. And by the year 
2000, it is estimated that 30,000 children will 
be orphaned by AIDS in New York City. 

It is in our common interest, socially, medi- 
cally and fiscally, to fully fund the Ryan White 
CARE Act. Ryan White CARE programs һауе 
become integral components of the entire 
health care system. By providing early inter- 
vention, housing assistance and case man- 
agement to some of our most fragile citizens, 
these programs have effectively and efficiently 
served as their safety net. 

The impact of these programs is evident ev- 
erywhere including New York State. Despite 
the fact that the number of people living with 
AIDS in New York doubled between 1989 and 
1992, the number hospitalized increased by 
less than one third. In the State, Ryan White 
HIV home care services average a cost of 
$194 per day, while 1 day at the hospital costs 
$993 and nursing home care costs $424 per 
day. At the very least, we would be fiscally ir- 
г nsible to ignore these facts. 

ithout a doubt, the scope of this crisis 
merits the full employment of Federal ге- 
sources. Last month, the House passed other 
measures that acknowledge the AIDS emer- 
gency, including funding for AIDS research at 
the Centers for Disease Control and the Na- 
tional Institutes for Health. But, more re- 
sources should and can be devoted to com- 
batting this epidemic. In the Labor-HHS-Edu- 
cation Appropriations bill (H.R. 2127), Ryan 
White AIDS programs were authorized for 
$67.5 million less than the administration's re- 
quest. 

America cannot afford to fall short on the 
Ryan White CARE Act. The provision of food, 
housing, medical care, prescription drugs and 
other important services is the least that the 
government can do to ensure that the appro- 
priate level of care reaches the infirm. Ryan 
White CARE programs are to the AIDS com- 
munity what Social Security is to senior citi- 
zens. | appeal to my colleagues with any 
sense of compassion to vote “yes” for H.R. 
1872 and pledge their support for further ef- 
forts to fully fund these vital programs. 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, passage of the 
Ryan White CARE Act Amendments is the 
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culmination of more than 20 years of untiring 
work by the HIV/AIDS community not only to 
reauthorize this landmark legislation, but to 
make it stronger. In a time when divisive poli- 
tics has become the norm, the Ryan White 
CARE Act is a rare example of the good work 
that can be accomplished when individuals, 
despite different socioeconomic status, 
locales, and politics, come together in a strong 
partnership to work for a common goal. 

This past Sunday | had the wonderful op- 
portunity to join over ten thousand supporters 
of the Ryan White CARE Act at the Wisconsin 
AIDS Walk. Some walked to remember a 
loved one or coworker that had died of the 
disease; some walked in the hope they could 
raise money for research to help find a cure; 
some walked to promote awareness, or to 
show their support for the HIV/AIDS commu- 
nity. But they all walked together. And to- 
ре they raised over $700,000 for the 


Similarly, because we all worked together, 
Republicans and Democrats, Members from 
urban areas and those from rural districts, the 
Ryan White CARE Act is even stronger than 
the original legislation. For example, the new 
funding formulas that were so carefully fash- 
ioned will increase Federal AIDS funding in 
Wisconsin by over $3 million. 

It is through the commitment of the Ryan 
White CARE Act, that the Federal Government 
joins State and local governments іп an inclu- 
sive partnership with health care providers, re- 
ligious organizations, afflicted with the 
AIDS epidemic, and members of the Wiscon- 
sin community who came out on Sunday to 
walk for a good cause. This partnership has 
afforded people with the HIV disease access 


to a comprehensive support structure that ir- 


cludes housing, medical care, legal and social 
services, and most importantly, hope. 

| am proud to have been a part of this im- 
portant bipartisan effort to reauthorize the 
Ryan White CARE Acct. It is truly gratifying to 
see this bill pass overwhelmingly in both 
Houses. But on this important day, let us re- 
member that we could not have reached this 
important goal if we had not all worked to- 
gether. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong 
support of the Ryan White CARE Act. Its four 
different titles will continue to bring critical 
medical and support services to people with 
HIV/AIDS through the year 2000. It also pro- 
vides for training programs for health practi- 
tioners who treat HIV-positive individuals, and 
funds demonstration projects to treat and care 
for HIV-infected individuals with particular 
needs. The CARE Act is a proven success, 
and | strongly urge its passage. 

There is a very human face to HIV and 
AIDS, and | have witnessed the way that AIDS 
has impacted the lives of many of my constitu- 
ents and my friends. Elizabeth Glasser 
touched my life deeply. She dedicated her life 
to raising awareness about pediatric AIDS, 
courageously fighting until she died. Her com- 
mitment demonstrated how much one person 
can do. The Children Affected by AIDS Foun- 
dation [CAAF], is another example. CAAF was 
started in 1993 by Joe Cristina, a vice-presi- 
dent at Mattel in El Segundo, who is also HIV 
positive. Its mission is to raise funds and sup- 
port grassroots agencies nationwide that pro- 
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vide direct care, and assistance to 
children with AIDS. СААР successfully in- 
volves corporate America, Hollywood, the 
media, service providers, advocates, and com- 
munity organizations. Although CAAF has 
been incredibly successful in raising private 
support to combat pediatric AIDS, the Ryan 
White Act is critical to its continued success. 
Women’s Link, located in Marina del Rey, is 
an information center for women with HIV that 
also relies on Ryan White Act funds, as does 
the Santa Monica AIDS Project, another suc- 
cessful program serving hundreds in my dis- 
trict. 


Regrettably, Los Angeles stands to lose 
money under title | and title 11 of the bill be- 
cause its appropriations are not sufficient to 
adequately fund currently eligible and newly 
added cities. The Senate version has a clause 
that allows the of Health and 
Human Services to fully fund the currently eli- 
gible cities in the second year. | strongly sup- 
port that provision. 

1 strongly urge Congress to pass this au- 
thorizing legislation, and to fully fund the Ryan 
White CARE Act. The lives of over 1 million 
Americans infected with the AIDS virus de- 
pend on it. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. BILI- 
RAKIS] that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill, H.R. 1872, as amend- 
ed. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks on H.R. 1872, as amended. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the Senate bill (S. 641) 
to reauthorize the Ryan White CARE 
Act of 1990, and for other purposes, and 
ask for its immediate consideration in 
the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol- 
lows: 

S. 641 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


September 18, 1995 


SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Ryan White 
CARE Reauthorization Act of 1995”. 

SEC, 2. REFERENCES. 

Whenever in this Act an amendment is ex- 
pressed in terms of an amendment to a sec- 
tion or other provision, the reference shall 
be considered to be made to a section or 
other provision of title XXVI of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300ff-11 et seq.). 
SEC. 3. GENERAL AMENDMENTS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF GRANT PROGRAM.— 
Section 2601 (42 U.S.C. 300ff-11) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (а)- 

(A) by striking March 31 of the most re- 
cent fiscal year“ and inserting March 31, 
1995, and December 31 of the most recent cal- 
endar year thereafter”; and 

(В) by striking fiscal уеаг—” and all that 
follows through the period and inserting 
“fiscal year, there has been reported to and 
confirmed by, for the 5-year period prior to 
the fiscal year for which the grant is being 
made, the Director of the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention a cumulative total of 
more than 2,000 cases of acquired immune de- 
ficiency syndrome.”; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing new subsections: 

“(с) POPULATION OF ELIGIBLE AREAS.—The 
Secretary may not make a grant to an eligi- 
ble area under subsection (a) after the date 
of enactment of this subsection unless the 
area has a population of at least 500,000 indi- 
viduals, except that this subsection shall not 
apply to areas that are eligible as of March 
31, 1994. For purposes of eligibility under this 
title, the boundaries of each metropolitan 
area shall be those in effect in fiscal year 
1994. 

“(4) CONTINUED FUNDING.—A metropolitan 
area that has received a grant under this sec- 
tion for the fiscal year in which this sub- 
section is enacted, shall be eligible to receive 
such a grant in subsequent fiscal years.“ 

(b) EMERGENCY RELIEF FOR AREAS WITH 
SUBSTANTIAL NEED FOR SERVICES.— 

(1) HIV HEALTH SERVICES PLANNING COUN- 
cIL.—Subsection (b) of section 2602 (42 U.S.C. 
300ff-12(b)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) by striking include“ and all that fol- 
lows through the end thereof, and inserting 
“reflect in its composition the demographics 
of the epidemic in the eligible area involved, 
with particular consideration given to dis- 
proportionately affected and historically un- 
derserved groups and subpopulations."’; and 

(ii) by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing new sentences: “Nominations for mem- 
bership on the council shall be identified 
through an open process and candidates shall 
be selected based on locally delineated and 
publicized criteria. Such criteria shall in- 
clude a conflict-of-interest standard for each 
nominee."’; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subparagraph: 

“(С) CHAIRPERSON.—A planning council 
may not be chaired solely by an employee of 
the grantee.”’; 

(С) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking “агеа;” 
and inserting “агеа based оп the— 

) documented needs of the HIV-infected 
population; 

“(11) cost and outcome effectiveness of pro- 
posed strategies and interventions, to the ex- 
tent that such data are reasonably available, 
(either demonstrated or probable); 

(iii) priorities of the HIV-infected com- 
munities for whom the services are intended; 
and 

(iv) availability of other governmental 
and nongovernmental resources;”’; 
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(ii) by striking “апа” at the end of sub- 
paragraph (B); 

(iii) by striking the period at the end of 
subparagraph (С) and inserting , and at the 
discretion of the planning council, assess the 
effectiveness, either directly or through con- 
tractual arrangements, of the services of- 
fered in meeting the identified needs; ”; and 

(iv) by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new subparagraphs: 

D) participate in the development of the 
Statewide coordinated statement of need ini- 
tiated by the State health department; 

“(Е) establish operating procedures which 
include specific policies for resolving dis- 
putes, responding to grievances, and mini- 
mizing and managing conflict-of-interests; 
and 

“(Е) establish methods for obtaining input 
on community needs and priorities which 
may include public meetings, conducting 
focus groups, and convening ad-hoc panels.“; 

(D) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3) 
as paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively; and 

(E) by inserting after paragraph (1), the 
following new paragraph: 

“(2) REPRESENTATION.—The HIV health 
services planning council shall include rep- 
resentatives of— 

“(А) health care providers, including feder- 
ally qualified health centers; 

“(В) community-based organizations serv- 
ing affected populations and AIDS service 
organizations; 

“(С) social service providers; 

D) mental health and substance abuse 
providers; 

E) local public health agencies; 

“(F) hospital planning agencies or health 
care planning agencies; 

8) affected communities, including peo- 
ple with HIV disease or AIDS and histori- 
cally underserved groups and subpopula- 
tions; 

“(Н) nonelected community leaders; 

(J) State government (including the State 
medicaid agency and the agency administer- 
ing the program under part B); 

J) grantees under subpart П of part С; 

K) grantees under section 2671, or, if 
none are operating in the area, representa- 
tives of organizations with a history of serv- 
ing children, youth, women, and families liv- 
ing with HIV and operating in the area; and 

(L) grantees under other Federal HIV pro- 


(2) DISTRIBUTION OF GRANTS.—Section 2603 
(42 U.S.C. 300ff-13) is amended— 

(А) in subsection (a)(2), by striking “Моб 
later than—“ and all that follows through 
“the Secretary shall” and inserting the fol- 
lowing: “Моб later than 60 days after an ар- 
propriation becomes available to carry out 
this part for each of the fiscal years 1996 
through 2000, the Secretary shall“; and 

(B) in subsection (b) 

(i) in paragraph (1)- 

(1) by striking “апа” at the end of subpara- 
graph (D); 

(П) by striking the period at the end of 
subparagraph (E) and inserting a semicolon; 
and 

(II) by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new subparagraphs: 

“(F) demonstrates the inclusiveness of the 
planning council membership, with particu- 
lar emphasis on affected communities and 
individuals with HIV disease; and 

“(G) demonstrates the manner in which 
the proposed services are consistent with the 
local needs assessment and the Statewide co- 
ordinated statement of need.“; and 

(ii) by redesignating paragraphs (2), (3), 
and (4) as paragraphs (3), (4), and (5), respec- 
tively; and 
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(iii) by inserting after paragraph (1), the 
following new paragraph: 

“(2) PRIORITY.— 

“(А) SEVERE NEED.—In determining severe 
need in accordance with paragraph (1)(В), the 
Secretary shall give priority consideration 
in awarding grants under this section to any 
qualified applicant that demonstrates an 
ability to spend funds efficiently and dem- 
onstrates a more severe need based on preva- 
lence of— 

“(1) sexually transmitted diseases, sub- 
stance abuse, tuberculosis, severe mental ill- 
ness, or other diseases determined relevant 
by the Secretary, which significantly affect 
the impact of HIV disease in affected individ- 
uals and communities; 

“(ii) AIDS in individuals, and subpopula- 
tions, previously unknown in the eligible 
metropolitan area; or 

“(111) homelessness. 

“(В) PREVALENCE.—In determining preva- 
lence of diseases under subparagraph (A), the 
Secretary shall use data on the prevalence of 
the illnesses described in such subparagraph 
in HIV-infected individuals unless such data 
is not available nationally. Where such data 
is not nationally available, the Secretary 
may use the prevalence (with respect to such 
illnesses) in the general population.“. 

(3) DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.— 

(А) ІМ GENERAL.—Section 2603(a)(2) (42 
U.S.C. 300ff-13(a)(2)) (as amended by para- 
graph (2)) is further amended— 

(i) by inserting , in accordance with para- 
graph (3)“ before the period; and 

(ii) by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing new sentence: “Тһе Secretary shall re- 
serve an additional percentage of the amount 
appropriated under section 2677 for a fiscal 
year for grants under part A to make grants 
to eligible areas under section 2601(a) in ac- 
cordance with paragraph (4).”. 

(B) INCREASE IN GRANT.—Section 2603(a) (42 
U.S.C. 300ff-13(a)) is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new paragraph: 

“(4) INCREASE IN GRANT.—With respect to 
an eligible area under section 2601(а), the 
Secretary shall increase the amount of a 
grant under paragraph (2) for a fiscal year to 
ensure that such eligible area receives not 
less than— 

“(А) with respect to fiscal year 1996, 98 рег- 
cent; 

“(В) with respect to fiscal year 1997, 97 per- 
cent; 

(С) with respect to fiscal year 1998, 95.5 
percent; 

D) with respect to fiscal year 1999, 94 per- 
cent; and 

“(E) with respect to fiscal year 2000, 92.5 
percent; 


of the amount allocated for fiscal year 1995 
to such entity under this subsection.“. 

(4) USE OF AMOUNTS.—Section 2604 (42 
U.S.C. 300ff-14) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (b)(1)(A}— 

(i) by inserting , substance abuse treat- 
ment and mental health treatment,” after 
“case management“; and 

(ii) by inserting “which shall include treat- 
ment education and prophylactic treatment 
for opportunistic infections,” after treat- 
ment вегуісев,”; 

(В) in subsection (b)(2)(A)— 

(i) by inserting “, or private for-profit enti- 
ties if such entities are the only available 
provider of quality HIV care іп the area,” 
after “nonprofit private entities.“; and 

(ii) by striking “апа homeless health cen- 
ters“ and inserting homeless health cen- 
ters, substance abuse treatment programs, 
and mental health programs“; and 

(С) іп subsection (e) — #2 
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(i) in the subsection heading, by striking 
“Амр PLANNING; 

(ii) by striking “Тһе chief” and inserting: 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—The chief“; 

(iii) by striking accounting, reporting, 
and program oversight functions“; 

(iv) by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new sentence: “Ап entity (including 
subcontractors) receiving an allocation from 
the grant awarded to the chief executive offi- 
cer under this part shall not use in excess of 
12.5 percent of amounts received under such 
allocation for administration.’’; and 

(v) by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing new paragraphs: 

“(2) ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIVITIES.—For the 
purposes of paragraph (1), amounts may be 
used for administrative activities that in- 
clude— 

“(А) routine grant administration and 
monitoring activities, including the develop- 
ment of applications for part A funds, the re- 
ceipt and disbursal of program funds, the de- 
velopment and establishment of reimburse- 
ment and accounting systems, the prepara- 
tion of routine programmatic and financial 
reports, and compliance with grant condi- 
tions and audit requirements; and 

„B) all activities associated with the 
grantee's contract award procedures, includ- 
ing the development of requests for propos- 
als, contract proposal review activities, ne- 
gotiation and awarding of contracts, mon- 
itoring of contracts through telephone con- 
sultation, written documentation or onsite 
visits, reporting on contracts, and funding 
reallocation activities.“. 

03) SUBCONTRACTOR ADMINISTRATIVE 
совтв.--Ког the purposes of this subsection, 
subcontractor administrative activities in- 
clude— 

“(А) usual and recognized overhead, in- 
cluding established indirect rates for agen- 
cies; 

“(В) management oversight of specific рго- 
grams funded under this title; and 

“(С) other types of program support such 
as quality assurance, quality control, and re- 
lated activities.“. 

(5) APPLICATION.—Section 2605 (42 U.S.C. 
300ff-15) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (а)- 

(i) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by inserting “, in accordance with subsection 
(c) regarding a single application and grant 
award,” after application“; 

(ii) in paragraph (1)(В), by striking ‘1-year 
period” and all that follows through eligi- 
ble area“ and inserting preceding fiscal 
year"; 

Gii) in paragraph (4), by striking “and” at 
the end thereof; 

(iv) in paragraph (5), by striking the period 
at the end thereof and inserting ; and”; and 

(v) by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing new paragraph: 

“(6) that the applicant has participated, or 
will agree to participate, in the Statewide 
coordinated statement of need process where 
it has been initiated by the State, and ensure 
that the services provided under the com- 
prehensive plan are consistent with the 
Statewide coordinated statement of need.“; 

(В) in subsection (b)— 

(i) in the subsection heading, by striking 
“ ADDITIONAL’; 

(ii) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking “additional application” and in- 
serting application, in accordance with sub- 
section (c) regarding a single application and 
grant award,“ 

(iii) in paragraph (3), by striking and“ at 
the end thereof; and 

(iv) in paragraph (4), by striking the period 
and inserting “; апа”; 
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(C) by redesignating subsections (c) and (d) 
as subsections (d) and (e), respectively; and 

(D) by inserting after subsection (b), the 
following new subsection: 

“(с) SINGLE APPLICATION AND GRANT 
AWARD.— 

“(1) APPLICATION.—The Secretary may 
phase in the use of a single application that 
meets the requirements of subsections (a) 
and (b) of section 2603 with respect to an eli- 
gible area that desires to receive grants 
under section 2603 for a fiscal year. 

“(2) GRANT AWARD.—The Secretary may 
phase in the awarding of a single grant to an 
eligible area that submits an approved appli- 
cation under paragraph (1) for a fiscal уеаг.”. 

(6) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—Section 2606 (42 
U.S.C. 300ff-16) is amended— 

(А) by striking “тау” 
“shall”; 

(В) by inserting after technical assist- 
ance” the following: “, including peer based 
assistance to assist newly eligible metropoli- 
tan areas in the establishment of HIV health 
services planning councils and.“; and 

(C) by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing new sentences; “Тһе Administrator may 
make planning grants available to metro- 
politan areas, in an amount not to exceed 
$75,000 for any metropolitan area, projected 
to be eligible for funding under section 2601 
in the following fiscal year. Such grant 
amounts shall be deducted from the first 
year formula award to eligible areas accept- 
ing such grants. Not to exceed 1 percent of 
the amount appropriated for a fiscal year 
under section 2677 for grants under part A 
may be used to carry out this section.“ 

(b) CARE GRANT PROGRAM.— 

(1) HIV CARE CONSORTIA.—Section 2613 (42 
U.S.C. 300ff-23) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (а)— 

(i) in paragraph (1), by inserting “(ог pri- 
vate for-profit providers or organizations if 
such entities are the only available providers 
of quality HIV care in the area)" after “поп- 
profit ргіуабе,”; and 

(11) in paragraph (2ХА)- 

(1) by inserting substance abuse treat- 
ment, mental health treatment," after 
nursing.“ and 

(П) by inserting “prophylactic treatment 
for opportunistic infections, treatment edu- 
cation to take place in the context of health 
care delivery.“ after ‘‘monitoring,’’; 

(В) in subsection (с)- 

(i) in subparagraph (C) of paragraph (1), by 
inserting before care“ and youth cen- 
бегей”; and 


and inserting 


(ii) in paragraph (2)— 

(I) in clause (ii) of subparagraph (A), by 
striking served: апа” and inserting 
“served;"; 


(II) in subparagraph (В), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end; and 

(III) by adding after subparagraph (B), the 
following new subparagraphs: 

“(С) grantees under section 2671 and гер- 
resentatives of organizations with a history 
of serving children, youth, women, and fami- 
lies with HIV and operating in the commu- 
nity to be served; and 

D) representatives of community-based 
providers that are necessary to provide the 
full continuum of HIV-related health care 
services, which are available within the geo- 
graphic area to be вегуей.”; and 

(C) in subsection (d), to read as follows: 

d) DEFINITION.—As used in this part, the 
terms ‘family centered care’ and ‘youth cen- 
tered care’ mean the system of services de- 
scribed in this section that is targeted spe- 
cifically to the special needs of infants, chil- 
dren (including those orphaned by the AIDS 
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epidemic), youth, women, and families. Fam- 
ily centered and youth centered care shail be 
based on a partnership among parents, ex- 
tended family members, children and youth, 
professionals, and the community designed 
to ensure an integrated, coordinated, cul- 
turally sensitive, and community-based con- 
tinuum of care.“ 

(2) PROVISION OF TREATMENTS.—Section 
2616 (42 U.S.C. 300ff-26) is amended by strik- 
ing subsection (c) and inserting the following 
new subsections: 

“(с) STANDARDS FOR TREATMENT PRO- 
GRAMS.—In carrying out this section, the 
Secretary shall— 

“(1) review the current status of State 
drug reimbursement programs and assess 
barriers to the expended availability of pro- 
phylactic treatments for opportunistic infec- 
tions (including active tuberculosis); and 

(2) establish, in consultation with States, 

providers, and affected communities, a rec- 
ommended minimum formulary of pharma- 
ceutical drug therapies approved by the Food 
and Drug Administration. 
In carrying out paragraph (2), the Secretary 
shall identify those treatments in the rec- 
ommended minimum formulary that are for 
the prevention of opportunistic infections 
(including the prevention of active tuber- 
culosis). 

“(4) STATE DUTIES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In implementing sub- 
section (a), States shall document the 
progress made in making treatments de- 
scribed in subsection (c)(2) available to indi- 
viduals eligible for assistance under this sec- 
tion, and to develop plans to implement fully 
the recommended minimum formulary of 
pharmaceutical drug therapies approved by 
the Food and Drug Administration. 

“(2) OTHER MECHANISMS FOR PROVIDING 
TREATMENTS.—In meeting the standards of 
the recommended minimum formulary devel- 
oped under subsection (c), a State may iden- 
tify other mechanisms such as consortia and 
public programs for providing such treat- 
ments to individuals with HIV."’. 

(3) STATE APPLICATION.—Section 2617(b) (42 
U.S.C. 300ff-27(b)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (2)- 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking “апа” 
at the end thereof; and 

(ii) by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing new subparagraph: 

“(С) a description of how the allocation 
and utilization of resources are consistent 
with the Statewide coordinated statement of 
need (including traditionally underserved 
populations and subpopulations) developed 
in partnership with other grantees in the 
State that receive funding under this title:“; 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (4); 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (2), the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

3) the public health agency administer- 
ing the grant for the State shall convene a 
meeting at least annually of individuals with 
HIV who utilize services under this part (in- 
cluding those individuals from traditionally 
underserved populations and subpopulations) 
and representatives of grantees funded under 
this title (including HIV health services 
planning councils, early intervention pro- 
grams, children, youth and family service 
projects, special projects of national signifi- 
cance, and HIV care consortia) and other 
providers (including federally qualified 
health centers) and public agency represent- 
atives within the State currently delivering 
HIV services to affected communities for the 
purpose of developing a Statewide coordi- 
nated statement of need; апӣ’'; and 
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(D) by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing flush sentence: 


“The State shall not be required to finance 
attendance at the meetings described in 
paragraph (3). A State may pay the travel-re- 
lated expenses of individuals attending such 
meetings where appropriate and necessary to 
ensure adequate participation.“ 

(4) PLANNING, EVALUATION AND ADMINISTRA- 
TION.—Section 2618(с) (42 U.S.C. 300ff-28(c)) is 
amended— 

(A) in paragraphs (3) and (4), to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(3) PLANNING AND EVALUATIONS.—Subject 
to paragraph (5) and except as provided in 
paragraph (6), a State may not use more 
than 10 percent of amounts received under a 
grant awarded under this part for planning 
and evaluation activities. 

“(4) ADMINISTRATION.— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (5) 
and except as provided in paragraph (6), a 
State may not use more than 10 percent of 
amounts received under a grant awarded 
under this part for administration. An entity 
(including subcontractors) receiving an allo- 
cation from the grant awarded to the State 
under this part shall not use in excess of 12.5 
percent of amounts received under such allo- 
cation for administration. я 

“(В) ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIVITIES.—For the 
purposes of subparagraph (A), amounts may 
be used for administrative activities that in- 
clude routine grant administration and mon- 
itoring activities. 

“(С) SUBCONTRACTOR ADMINISTRATIVE 
совтв.--Ғог the purposes of this paragraph, 
subcontractor administrative activities in- 
clude— 

„ usual and recognized overhead, includ- 
ing established indirect rates for agencies; 

“(ii) management oversight of specific pro- 
grams funded under this title; and 

(ii) other types of program support such 
as quality assurance, quality control, and re- 
lated activities.“; 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para- 
graph (7); and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (4), the fol- 
lowing new paragraphs: 

“(5) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.—Except 
as provided in paragraph (6), a State may not 
use more than a total of 15 percent of 
amounts received under a grant awarded 
under this part for the purposes described in 
paragraphs (3) and (4). 

*(6) EXCEPTION.—With respect to a State 
that receives the minimum allotment under 
subsection (a)(1) for a fiscal year, such State, 
from the amounts received under a grant 
awarded under this part for such fiscal year 
for the activities described in paragraphs (3) 
and (4), may, notwithstanding paragraphs 
(3), (4), and (5), use not more than that 
amount required to support one full-time- 
equivalent employee.“ 

(5) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—Section 2619 (42 
U.S.C. 300ff-29) is amended— 

(A) by striking “may” 
“shall”; and 

(B) by inserting before the period the fol- 
lowing: “, including technical assistance for 
the development and implementation of 
Statewide coordinated statements of пеей”. 

(6) GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES AND COORDINA- 
TION.—Part B of title XXVI (42 U.S.C. 300ff- 
21) is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new sections: 

“БЕС. 2621. GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES. 

“Not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this section, the Administra- 
tion, in consultation with affected parties, 
shall establish grievance procedures, specific 


and inserting 
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to each part of this title, to address allega- 
tions of egregious violations of each such 
part. Such procedures shall include an appro- 
priate enforcement mechanism. 

“SEC. 2622. COORDINATION. 

“The Secretary shall ensure that the 
Health Resources and Services Administra- 
tion, the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention, and the Substance Abuse and 
Mental Health Services Administration co- 
ordinate the planning and implementation of 
Federal HIV programs in order to facilitate 
the local development of a complete contin- 
uum of HIV-related services for individuals 
with HIV disease and those at risk of such 
disease. The Secretary shall periodically pre- 
pare and submit to the relevant committees 
of Congress a report concerning such coordi- 
nation efforts at the Federal, State, and 
local levels as well as the existence of Fed- 
eral barriers to HIV program integration.“ 

(c) EARLY INTERVENTION SERVICES.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—Section 
2651(b) (42 U.S.C. 300ff-51(b)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking “grant 
agrees to” and all that follows through the 
period and inserting: grant agrees to— 

“(А) expend the grant for the purposes of 
providing, on an out-patient basis, each of 
the early intervention services specified in 
paragraph (2) with respect to HIV disease; 
and 

B) expend not less than 50 percent of the 
amount received under the grant to provide 
a continuum of primary care services, in- 
cluding, as appropriate, dental care services, 
to individuals confirmed to be living with 
НІУ.”; and 

(В) in paragraph (4)— 

(i) by striking “Тһе Бесгебагу” and insert- 
ing (A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary"; 

(ii) by inserting “, or private for-profit en- 
tities if such entities are the only available 
provider of quality HIV care in the area,” 
after “nonprofit private entities"; 

(111) by realigning the margin of subpara- 
graph (A) so as to align with the margin of 
paragraph (3)(A); and 

(iv) by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new subparagraph: 

“(В) OTHER REQUIREMENTS.—Grantees de- 
scribed in— 

„) paragraphs (1), (2), (5), and (6) of sec- 
tion 2652(a) shall use not less than 50 percent 
of the amount of such a grant to provide the 
services described in subparagraphs (A), (B), 
(D), and (E) of section 2651(b)(2) directly and 
on-site or at sites where other primary care 
services are rendered; and 

(1) paragraphs (3) and (4) of section 
2652(a) shall ensure the availability of early 
intervention services through a system of 
linkages to community-based primary care 
providers, and to establish mechanisms for 
the referrals described in section 
2651(b)(2)(C), and for follow-up concerning 
such referrals."’. 

(2) MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS.—Section 
2652(b)(1)(B) (42 U.S.C. 300ff-52(b)(1)(B)) is 
amended by inserting “, or a private for-prof- 
it entity if such entity is the only available 
provider of quality HIV care in the area.“ 
after “nonprofit private entity"; 

(3) MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.—Section 
2654 (42 U.S.C. 300ff-54) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sub- 
section: 

AND DEVELOPMENT 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—The Secretary may pro- 
vide planning grants, in an amount not to 
exceed $50,000 for each such grant, to public 
and nonprofit private entities that are not 
direct providers of primary care services for 
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the purpose of enabling such providers to 
provide HIV primary care services. 

“(2) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary may 
only award a grant to an entity under para- 
graph (1) if the Secretary determines that 
the entity will use such grant to assist the 
entity in qualifying for a grant under section 
2651 


“(8) PREFERENCE.—In awarding grants 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall give 
preference to entities that would provide 
HIV primary care services in rural or under- 
served communities. 

“(4) LIMITATION.—Not to exceed 1 percent 
of the amount appropriated for a fiscal year 
under section 2655 may be used to carry out 
this section.“. 

(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 2655 (42 U.S.C. 300ff-55) is amended 
by striking 575,000,000“ and all that follows 
through the end of the section, and inserting 
“such sums as may be necessary in each of 
the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 
(5) REQUIRED AGREEMENTS.—Section 2664(g) 
(42 U.S.C. 300ff-64(g)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking and“ at 
the end thereof; 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) by striking “5 percent’’ and inserting 
10 percent including planning, evaluation 
and technical assistance”; and 

(ii) by striking the period and inserting “; 
and“; and 

(С) by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing new paragraph: 

“(4) the applicant will submit evidence 
that the proposed program is consistent with 
the Statewide coordinated statement of need 
and agree to participate in the ongoing revi- 
sion of such statement of need.“. 

(d) GRANTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 2671 (42 U.S.C. 
30077-71) is amended to read as follows: 


FOR CHILDREN, YOUTH, AND ҒАМІ- 
LIES. 


(a) ІМ GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Administrator of the Health Re- 
sources and Services Administration, and in 
consultation with the Director of the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health, shall award 
grants to appropriate public or nonprofit pri- 
vate entities that, directly or through con- 
tractual arrangements, provide primary care 
to the public for the purpose of— 

“(1) providing out-patient health care and 
support services (which may include family- 
centered and youth-centered care, as defined 
in this title, family and youth support serv- 
ices, and services for orphans) to children, 
youth, women with HIV disease, and the 
families of such individuals, and supporting 
the provision of such care with programs of 
HIV prevention and HIV research; and 

(2) facilitating the voluntary participa- 
tion of children, youth, and women with HIV 
disease in qualified research protocols at the 
facilities of such entities or by direct refer- 
ral. 

“(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—The Secretary 
may not make a grant to an entity under 
subsection (a) unless the entity involved pro- 
vides assurances that— 

) the grant will be used primarily to 
serve children, youth, and women with HIV 
disease; 

(2) the entity will enter into arrange- 
ments with one or more qualified research 
entities to collaborate in the conduct or fa- 
cilitation of voluntary patient participation 
in qualified research protocols; 

3) the entity will coordinate activities 
under the grant with other providers of 
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health care services under this title, and 
under title V of the Social Security Act; 

“(4) the entity will participate in the 
Statewide coordinated statement of need 
under section 2619 and in the revision of such 
statement; and 

“(5) the entity will offer appropriate re- 
search opportunities to each patient, with 
informed consent. 

„% APPLICATION.—The Secretary may not 
make a grant under subsection (a) unless an 
application for the grant is submitted to the 
Secretary and the application is in such 
form, is made in such manner, and contains 
such agreements, assurances, and informa- 
tion as the Secretary determines to be nec- 
essary to carry out this section. 

“(4) PATIENT PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH 
PROTOCOLS.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Administrator of the Health Re- 
sources and Services Administration and the 
Director of the Office of AIDS Research, 
shall establish procedures to ensure that ac- 
cepted standards of protection of human sub- 
jects (including the provision of written in- 
formed consent) are implemented in projects 
supported under this section. Receipt of serv- 
ices by a patient shall not be conditioned 
upon the consent of the patient to partici- 
pate in research. 

“(2) RESEARCH PROTOCOLS.— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish mechanisms to ensure that research 
protocols proposed to be carried out to meet 
the requirements of this section, are of po- 
tential clinical benefit to the study partici- 
pants, and meet accepted standards of re- 
search design. 

“(В) REVIEW PANEL.—Mechanisms estab- 
lished under subparagraph (A) shall include 
an independent research review panel that 
shall review all protocols proposed to be car- 
ried out to meet the requirements of this 
section to ensure that such protocols meet 
the requirements of this section. Such panel 
shall make recommendations to the Sec- 
retary as to the protocols that should be ap- 
proved. The panel shall include representa- 
tives of public and private researchers, pro- 
viders of services, and recipients of services. 

“(e) TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSIST- 
ANCE.—The Secretary, acting through the 
Administrator of the Health Resources and 
Services Administration, may use not to ex- 
ceed five percent of the amounts appro- 
priated under subsection (h) in each fiscal 
year to conduct training and technical as- 
sistance (including peer-based models of 
technical assistance) to assist applicants and 
grantees under this section in complying 
with the requirements of this section. 

“(f) EVALUATIONS AND DATA COLLECTION.— 

“(1) EVALUATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
provide for the review of programs carried 
out under this section at the end of each 
grant year. Such evaluations may include 
recommendations as to the improvement of 
access to and participation in services and 
access to and participation in qualified re- 
search protocols supported under this sec- 
tion. 

“(2) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—The Sec- 
retary may establish data reporting require- 
ments and schedules as necessary to admin- 
ister the program established under this sec- 
tion and conduct evaluations, measure out- 
comes, and document the clients served, 
services provided, and participation in quali- 
fied research protocols. 

“(3) WAIVERS.—Notwithstanding the re- 
quirements of subsection (b), the Secretary 
may award new grants under this section to 
an entity if the entity provide assurances, 
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satisfactory to the Secretary, that the en- 
tity will implement the assurances required 
under paragraph (2), (3), (4), or (5) of sub- 
section (b) by the end of the second grant 
year. If the Secretary determines through 
the evaluation process that a recipient of 
funds under this section is in material non- 
compliance with the assurances provided 
under paragraph (2), (3), (4), or (5) of sub- 
section (b), the Secretary may provide for 
continued funding of up to one year if the re- 
cipient provides assurances, satisfactory to 
the Secretary, that such noncompliance will 
be remedied within such period. 

„g) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion: 

() QUALIFIED RESEARCH ENTITY.—The 
term ‘qualified research entity’ means a pub- 
lic or private entity with expertise in the 
conduct of research that has demonstrated 
clinical benefit to patients. 

“(2) QUALIFIED RESEARCH PROTOCOL.—The 
term ‘qualified research protocol’ means a 
research study design of a public or private 
clinical program that meets the require- 
ments of subsection (d). 

ch) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section, such sums as may be 
necessary for each of the fiscal years 1996 
through 2000.“ 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The heading 
for part D of title XXVI of the Public Health 
Service Act is amended to read as follows: 
“PART D—GRANTS FOR COORDINATED 

SERVICES AND ACCESS TO RESEARCH 

FOR CHILDREN, YOUTH, AND FAMILIES”. 

(е) DEMONSTRATION AND TRAINING.— 

(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Title XXVI is amended by 
adding at the end, the following new part: 

“PART F—DEMONSTRATION AND 
TRAINING 


“Subpart I—Special Projects of National 
Significance 


“SEC. 2691. SPECIAL PROJECTS OF NATIONAL 
SIGNIFICANCE. 

“(а) ІМ GENERAL.—Of the amount appro- 
priated under each of parts A, B, C, and D of 
this title for each fiscal year, the Secretary 
shall use the greater of $20,000,000 or 3 per- 
cent of such amount appropriated under each 
such part, but not to exceed $25,000,000, to ad- 
minister a special projects of national sig- 
nificance program to award direct grants to 
public and nonprofit private entities includ- 
ing community-based organizations to fund 
special programs for the care and treatment 
of individuals with HIV disease. 

(b) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall award 
grants under subsection (a) based on— 

“(1) the need to assess the effectiveness of 
a particular model for the care and treat- 
ment of individuals with HIV disease; 

“(2) the innovative nature of the proposed 
activity; and 

“(3) the potential replicability of the pro- 
posed activity in other similar localities or 
nationally. 

“(с) SPECIAL PROJECTS.—Special projects 
of national significance shall include the de- 
velopment and assessment of innovative 
service delivery models that are designed 
to— 

(1) address the needs of special popu- 
lations; 

2) assist in the development of essential 
community-based service delivery infra- 
structure; and 

“(3) ensure the ongoing availability of 
services for Native American communities 
to enable such communities to care for Na- 
tive Americans with HIV disease. 

(d) SPECIAL POPULATIONS.—Special 
projects of national significance may include 
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the delivery of HIV health care and support 
services to traditionally underserved popu- 
lations including— 

(J) individuals and families with HIV dis- 
ease living in rural communities; 

(2) adolescents with HIV disease; 

“(3) Indian individuals and families with 
HIV disease; 

“(4) homeless individuals and families with 
HIV disease; 

*(5) hemophiliacs with HIV disease; and 

“(6) incarcerated individuals with HIV dis- 
ease. 

(e) SERVICE DEVELOPMENT GRANTS.—Spe- 
cial projects of national significance may in- 
clude the development of model approaches 
to delivering HIV care and support services 
including— 

“(1) programs that support family-based 
care networks critical to the delivery of care 
in minority communities; 

“(2) programs that build organizational ca- 
pacity in disenfranchised communities; 

“(8) programs designed to prepare AIDS 
service organizations and grantees under 
this title for operation within the changing 
health care environment; and 

“(4) programs designed to integrate the de- 
livery of mental health and substance abuse 
treatment with HIV services. 

) COORDINATION.—The Secretary may 
not make a grant under this section unless 
the applicant submits evidence that the pro- 
posed program is consistent with the State- 
wide coordinated statement of need, and the 
applicant agrees to participate in the ongo- 
ing revision process of such statement of 
need. 

“(Е) REPLICATION.—The Secretary shall 
make information concerning successful 
models developed under this part available 
to grantees under this title for the purpose 
of coordination, replication, and integration. 
To facilitate efforts under this subsection, 
the Secretary may provide for peer-based 
technical assistance from grantees funded 
under this part.. 

(2) REPEAL.—Subsection (a) of section 2618 
(42 U.S.C. 300ff-28(a)) is repealed. 

(f) HIV/AIDS COMMUNITIES, SCHOOLS, CEN- 
TERS.— 

(1) NEW PART.—Part F of title XXVI (as 
added by subsection (e)) is further amended 
by adding at the end, the following new sub- 
part: 

“Subpart II—AIDS Education and Training 
Centers 


“SEC. 2692. HIV/AIDS COMMUNITIES, SCHOOLS, 
AND CENTERS.”. 

(2) AMENDMENTS.—Section 176(a)(1) 
U.S.C. 294n(a)) is amended— 

(A) by striking subparagraphs (B) and (C); 

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(D) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), respec- 
tively; 

(C) by inserting before subparagraph (B) 
(as so redesignated) the following new sub- 

ph: 

“(А) training health personnel, including 
practitioners in title XXVI programs and 
other community providers, in the diagnosis, 
treatment, and prevention of HIV infection 
and disease;’’; and 

(D) in subparagraph (B) (as so redesig- 
nated) by adding “апа” after the semicolon. 

(3) TRANSFER.—Subsection (a) of section 
776 (42 U.S.C. 294n(a)) (as amended by para- 
graph (2)) is amended by transferring such 
subsection to section 2692 (as added by para- 
graph (1)). 

(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 2692 (as added by paragraph (1)) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 
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(Б) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section, such sums as may be 
necessary for each of the fiscal years 1996 
through 2000. 

SEC. 4. AMOUNT OF EMERGENCY RELIEF 
GRANTS, 


Paragraph (3) of section 2603(a) (42 U.S.C. 
300ff-13(a)(3)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(3) AMOUNT OF GRANT.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the extent of 
amounts made available in appropriations 
Acts, a grant made for purposes of this para- 
graph to an eligible area shall be made in an 
amount equal to the product of— 

) an amount equal to the amount avail- 
able for distribution under paragraph (2) for 
the fiscal year involved; and 

“(ii) the percentage constituted by the 
ratio of the distribution factor for the eligi- 
ble area to the sum of the respective dis- 
tribution factors for all eligible areas. 

“(В) DISTRIBUTION FACTOR.—For purposes 
of subparagraph (A)(ii), the term ‘distribu- 
tion factor’ means an amount equal to the 
estimated number of living cases of acquired 
immune deficiency syndrome in the eligible 
area involved, as determined under subpara- 
graph (C). 

“(C) ESTIMATE OF LIVING CASES.—The 
amount determined in this subparagraph is 
an amount equal to the product of— 

“(i) the number of cases of acquired im- 
mune deficiency syndrome in the eligible 
area during each year in the most recent 120- 
month period for which data are available 
with respect to all eligible areas, as indi- 
cated by the number of such cases reported 
to and confirmed by the Director of the Cen- 
ters for Disease Control and Prevention for 
each year during such period; and 

(ii) with respect to 

“(1) the first year during such period, .06; 

“(П) the second year during such period, 


.06; 
“(Ш) the third year during such period, 
08; 


Р (ту) the fourth year during such period, 
10; 
“(V) the fifth year during such period, . 16: 
“(VI) the sixth year during such period, .16; 
(VII) the seventh year during such period, 


.24; 
(VIII) the eighth year during such period, 
40: 


“(ІХ) the ninth year during such period, 
.57; and 

“(X) the tenth year during such period, .88. 

D) UNEXPENDED FUNDS.—The Secretary 
may, in determining the amount of a grant 
for a fiscal year under this paragraph, adjust 
the grant amount to reflect the amount of 
unexpended and uncanceled grant funds re- 
maining at the end of the fiscal year preced- 
ing the year for which the grant determina- 
tion is to be made. The amount of any such 
unexpended funds shall be determined using 
the financial status report of the grantee. 

“(Е) PUERTO RICO, VIRGIN ISLANDS, GUAM.— 
For purposes of subparagraph (D), the cost 
index for an eligible area within Puerto Rico, 
the Virgin Islands, or Guam shall be 1.0.”. 
SEC. 5. AMOUNT OF CARE GRANTS. 

Paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 2618(b) (42 
U.S.C. 300ff-28(b)(1) and (2)) are amended to 
read as follows: 

“(1) MINIMUM ALLOTMENT.—Subject to the 
extent of amounts made available under sec- 
tion 2677, the amount of a grant to be made 
under this part for— 

“(А) each of the several States and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia for a fiscal year shall be 
the greater of— 

“(1ХІ) with respect to a State or District 
that has less than 90 living cases of acquired 
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immune deficiency syndrome, as determined 
under paragraph (2)(D), $100,000; ог 

СП) with respect to a State or District 
that has 90 or more living cases of acquired 
immune deficiency syndrome, as determined 
under paragraph (2)(D), $250,000; 

“(1) an amount determined under para- 
graph (2); and 

“(В) each territory of the United States, as 
defined in paragraph (3), shall be an amount 
determined under paragraph (2). 

“(2) DETERMINATION.— 

“(А) FORMULA.—The amount referred to іп 
paragraph (1)(А)(11) for a State and para- 
graph (1) B) for a territory of the United 
States shall be the product of— 

) an amount equal to the amount appro- 
priated under section 2677 for the fiscal year 
involved for grants under part B; and 

10) the percentage constituted by the sum 
of— 

“(1) the product of .50 and the ratio of the 
State distribution factor for the State or ter- 
ritory (as determined under subsection (B)) 
to the sum of the respective State distribu- 
tion factors for all States or territories; and 

(I) the product of .50 and the ratio of the 
поп-ЕМА distribution factor for the State or 
territory (as determined under subparagraph 
(C)) to the sum of the respective distribution 
factors for all States or territories. 

“(В) STATE DISTRIBUTION FACTOR.—For pur- 
poses of subparagraph (A)(ii)(I), the term 
‘State distribution factor’ means an amount 
equal to the estimated number of living 
cases of acquired immune deficiency syn- 
drome in the eligible area involved, as deter- 
mined under subparagraph (D). 

“(С) NON-EMA DISTRIBUTION FACTOR.—For 
purposes of subparagraph (А )(11)(П), the term 
‘non-ema distribution factor’ means an 
amount equal to the sum of— 

J) the estimated number of living cases of 
acquired immune deficiency syndrome in the 
State or territory involved, as determined 
under subparagraph (D); less 

(1) the estimated number of living cases 
of acquired immune deficiency syndrome in 
such State or territory that are within an el- 
igible area (as determined under part A). 

„D) ESTIMATE OF LIVING CASES.—The 
amount determined in this subparagraph is 
an amount equal to the product of— 

i) the number of cases of acquired im- 
mune deficiency syndrome in the State or 
territory during each year in the most re- 
cent 120-month period for which data are 
available with respect to all States and terri- 
tories, as indicated by the number of such 
cases reported to and confirmed by the Di- 
rector of the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention for each year during such period; 
and 

“(11) with respect to each of the first 
through the tenth year during such period, 
the amount referred to in 2603(a)(3)(C)(ii). 

“(Е) PUERTO RICO, VIRGIN ISLANDS, GUAM.— 
For purposes of subparagraph (D), the cost 
index for Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, 
and Guam shall be 1.0.". 

“(Е) UNEXPENDED FUNDS.—The Secretary 
may, in determining the amount of a grant 
for a fiscal year under this subsection, adjust 
the grant amount to reflect the amount of 
unexpended and uncanceled grant funds re- 
maining at the end of the fiscal year preced- 
ing the year for which the grant determina- 
tion is to be made. The amount of any such 
unexpended funds shall be determined using 
the financial status report of the grantee. 

“(О) LIMITATION.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall en- 
sure that the amount of a grant awarded to 
a State or territory for a fiscal year under 
this part is equal to not less than— 
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“(1) with respect to fiscal year 1996, 98 per- 
cent; 

(II) with respect to fiscal year 1997, 97 per- 
cent; 

(III) with respect to fiscal year 1998, 95.5 
percent; 

AV) with respect to fiscal year 1999, 94 
percent; and 

“(V) with respect to fiscal year 2000, 92.5 
percent; 
of the amount such State or territory re- 
ceived for fiscal year 1995 under this part. In 
administering this subparagraph, the Sec- 
retary shall, with respect to States that will 
receive grants in amounts that exceed the 
amounts that such States received under 
this part in fiscal year 1995, proportionally 
reduce such amounts to ensure compliance 
with this subparagraph. In making such re- 
ductions, the Secretary shall ensure that no 
such State receives less than that State re- 
ceived for fiscal year 1995. 

“(11) RATABLE REDUCTION.—If the amount 
appropriated under section 2677 and available 
for allocation under this part is less than the 
amount appropriated and available under 
this part for fiscal year 1995, the limitation 
contained in clause (i) shall be reduced by a 
percentage equal to the percentage of the re- 
duction in such amounts appropriated and 
available.”’. 

SEC. 6. CONSOLIDATION OF AUTHORIZATIONS OF 
APPROPRIATIONS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Part D of title XXVI (42 
U.S.C. 300ff-71) is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 

“SEC. 2677. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection 
(b), there are authorized to be appropriated 
to make grants under parts A and B, such 
sums a8 may be necessary for each of the fis- 
cal years 1996 through 2000. Of the amount 
appropriated under this section for fiscal 
year 1996, the Secretary shall make available 
64 percent of such amount to carry out part 
A and 36 percent of such amount to carry out 


B. 

) DEVELOPMENT ОҒ METHODOLOGY.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—With respect to each of 
the fiscal years 1997 through 2000, the Sec- 
retary shall develop and implement a meth- 
odology for adjusting the percentages re- 
ferred to in subsection (a) to account for 
grants to new eligible areas under part A and 
other relevant factors. Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Secretary shall prepare and submit to 
the appropriate committees of Congress a re- 
port regarding the findings with respect to 
the methodology developed under this para- 
graph. 

“(2) FAILURE TO IMPLEMENT.—If the Sec- 
retary fails to implement a methodology 
under paragraph (1) by October 1, 1996, there 
are authorized to be appropriated— 

“(А) such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out part A for each of the fiscal years 
1997 through 2000; and 

“(В) such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out part B for each of the fiscal years 
1997 through 2000. 

(b) REPEALS.—Sections 2608 and 2620 (42 
U.S.C. 300ff-18 and 300ff-30) are repealed. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Title XXVI 
is amended— 

(1) in section 2603 (42 U.S.C. 300ff-13)— 

(А) in subsection (а)2), by striking “2608” 
and inserting “2677”; and 

(В) in subsection (b)(1), by striking “2608” 
and inserting “2677”; 

(2) in section 2605(c)(1) (42 U.S.C. 300ff- 
15(c)(1)) is amended by striking “2608” and 
inserting “2677”; and 
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(3) in section 2618 (42 U.S.C. 300ff-28)— 

(A) in subsection (a)(1), is amended by 
striking “2620” and inserting “2677”; and 

(В) in subsection (b)(1), is amended by 
striking “2620” and inserting “2677”. 

SEC. 7. CDC GUIDELINES FOR PREGNANT 
WOMEN. 

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, a State described in 
subsection (b) shall, not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, cer- 
tify to the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services that such State has in effect regula- 
tions to adopt the guidelines issued by the 
Centers for Disease Control] and Prevention 
concerning recommendations for 
immunodeficiency virus counseling and vol- 
untary testing for pregnant women. 

(b) APPLICATION OF SECTION.—A State de- 
scribed in this subsection is a State that 
has— 

(1) an HIV seroprevalance among child 
bearing women during the period beginning 
on January 1, 1991 and ending on December 
81, 1992, of .25 or greater as determined by 
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven- 
tion; or 

(2) an estimated number of births to HIV 
positive women in 1993 of 175 or greater as 
determined by the Centers for Disease Con- 
trol and Prevention using 1992 natality sta- 
tistics. 

(c) NONCOMPLIANCE.—If a State does not 
provide the certification required under sub- 
section (a) within the 1 year period described 
in such subsection, such State shall not be 
eligible to receive assistance for HIV coun- 
seling and testing under the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 201 et seq.) until such 
certification is provided. 

(а) ADDITIONAL FUNDS REGARDING WOMEN 
AND INFANTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—If a State described in 
subsection (b) provides the certification re- 
quired in subsection (a) and is receiving 
funds under part B of title XXVI of the Pub- 
lic Health Service Act for a fiscal year, the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
may (from the amounts available pursuant 
to paragraph (3)) make a grant to the State 
for the fiscal year for the following purposes: 

(A) Making available to pregnant women 
appropriate counseling on HIV disease. 

(B) Making available outreach efforts to 
pregnant women at high risk of HIV who are 
not currently receiving prenatal care. 

(C) Making available to such women test- 
ing for such disease. 

(D) Offsetting other State costs associated 
with the implementation of the requirement 
of subsection (a). 

(2) EVALUATION BY INSTITUTE OF MEDICINE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services shall request the Insti- 
tute of Medicine of the National Academy of 
Sciences to enter into a contract with the 
Secretary for the purpose of conducting an 
evaluation of the extent to which grants 
under paragraph (1) have been effective in 
preventing the perinatal transmission of the 
human immunodeficiency virus. 

(В) ALTERNATIVE CONTRACT.—If the Insti- 
tute referred to in subparagraph (A) declines 
to conduct the evaluation under such sub- 
paragraph, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall carry out such sub- 
paragraph through another public or non- 
profit private entity. 

(С) DATE CERTAIN FOR REPORT.—The Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services shall 
ensure that, not later than after 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
evaluation required in this paragraph is com- 
pleted and a report describing the findings 
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made as a result of the evaluation is submit- 
ted to the Congress. 

(3) FUNDING.—For the purpose of carrying 
out this subsection, there are authorized to 
be appropriated $10,000,000 for each of the fis- 
cal years 1996 through 2000. Amounts made 
available under section 2677 for carrying out 
this part are not available for carrying out 
this subsection. 

SEC. 8. SPOUSAL NOTIFICATION. 

(a) PROHIBITION ON THE USE OF FUNDS.—The 
Secretary shall not make a grant under this 
Act to any State or political subdivision of 
any State, nor shall any other funds made 
available under this Act, be obligated or ex- 
pended in any State unless such State takes 
administrative or legislative action to re- 
quire that a good faith effort shall be made 
to notify a spouse of an AIDS-infected pa- 
tient that such AIDS-infected patient is in- 
fected with the human immunodeficiency 
virus. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section— 

(1) AIDS-INFECTED PATIENT.—The term 
“AIDS-infected patient“ means any person 
who has been diagnosed by a physician or 
surgeon practicing medicine in such State to 


be infected with the human 
immunodeficiency virus. 
(2) STATE.—The term State“ means a 


State, the District of Columbia, or any terri- 
tory of the United States. = 

(3) SpousE.—The term spouse“ means а 
person who is or at any time since December 
31, 1976, has been the marriage partner of a 
person diagnosed as an AIDS-infected pa- 
tient. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (a) shall 
take effect with respect to a State on Janu- 
ary 1 of the calendar year following the first 
regular session of the legislative body of 
such State that is convened following the 
date of enactment of this section. 

ВЕС. 9, STUDY ON ALLOTMENT FORMULA. 

(а) Stupy.—The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services (hereafter referred to in this 
section ав the Secretary“) shall enter into 
а contract with a public or nonprofit private 
entity, subject to subsection (b), for the pur- 
pose of conducting a study or studies con- 
cerning the statutory formulas under which 
funds made available under part A or B of 
title XXVI of the Public Health Service Act 
are allocated among eligible areas (in the 
case of grants under part A) and States and 
territories (in the case of grants under part 
В). Such study or studies shall include— 

(1) an assessment of the degree to which 
each such formula allocates funds according 
to the respective needs of eligible areas, 
State, and territories; 

(2) an assessment of the validity and rel- 
evance of the factors currently included in 
each such formula; 

(3) in the case of the formula under part A, 
an assessment of the degree to which the for- 
mula reflects the relative costs of providing 
services under such title XXVI within eligi- 
ble areas; 

(4) in the case of the formula under part B, 
an assessment of the degree to which the for- 
mula reflects the relative costs of providing 
services under such title XXVI within eligi- 
ble States and territories; and 

(5) any other information that would con- 
tribute to a thorough assessment of the ap- 
propriateness of the current formulas. 

(b) NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES.—The 
Secretary shall request the National Acad- 
emy of Sciences to enter into the contract 
under subsection (a) to conduct the study de- 
scribed in such subsection. If such Academy 
declines to conduct the study, the Secretary 
shall carry out such subsection through an- 
other public or nonprofit private entity. 
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(c) REPORT.—The Secretary shall ensure 
that not later than 6 months after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the study required 
under subsection (a) is completed and a re- 
port describing the findings made as a result 
of such study is submitted to the Committee 
on Commerce of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources of the Senate. 

(а) CONSULTATION.—The entity preparing 
the report required under subsection (c), 
shall consult with the Comptroller General 
of the United States. The Comptroller Gen- 
eral shall review the study after its trans- 
mittal to the committees described in sub- 
section (c) and within 3 months make appro- 
priate recommendations concerning such re- 
port to such committees. 

SEC. 10. PROHIBITIONS AND LIMITATIONS ON 
THE USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS 

(a) PROMOTION OR ENCOURAGEMENT OF CER- 
TAIN ACTIVITIES.—No funds authorized to be 
appropriated under this Act may be used to 
promote or encourage, directly or indirectly, 
homosexuality, or intravenous drug use. 

(b) DEFINITION.—As used in subsection (a), 
the term to promote or encourage, directly 
or indirectly, homosexuality” includes, but 
is not limited to, affirming homosexuality as 
natural, normal, or healthy, or, in the proc- 
ess of addressing related ‘‘at-risk’’ issues, af- 
firming in any way that engaging in a homo- 
sexual act is desirable, acceptable, or per- 
missible, or, describing in any way tech- 
niques of homosexual sex. 

SEC, 11. OPTIONAL PARTICIPATION OF FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEES IN AIDS TRAINING PRO- 
GRAMS, 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, a Federal employee 
may not be required to attend or participate 
in an AIDS or HIV training program if such 
employee refuses to consent to such attend- 
ance or participation. An employer may not 
retaliate in any manner against such an em- 
ployee because of the refusal of such em- 
ployee to consent to such attendance or par- 
ticipation. 

(b) DEFINITION.—As used in subsection (a), 
the term Federal employee“ has the same 
meaning given the term employee“ in sec- 
tion 2105 of title 5, United States Code, and 
such term shall include members of the 
armed forces. 

SEC. 12. PROHIBITION ON PROMOTION OF CER- 
TAIN ACTIVITIES, 

Part D of title XXVI of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300ff-71) as amended by 
section 6, is further amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new section: 
“БЕС. 2678. PROHIBITION ON PROMOTION ОҒ 

CERTAIN ACTIVITIES, 

“None of the funds authorized under this 
title shall be used to fund AIDS programs, or 
to develop materials, designed to promote or 
encourage, directly, intravenous drug use or 
sexual activity, whether homosexual or het- 
erosexual. Funds authorized under this title 
may be used to provide medical treatment 
and support services for individuals with 
SEC. 13. LIMITATION ON APPROPRIATIONS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the total amounts of Federal funds ex- 
pended in any fiscal year for AIDS and HIV 
activities may not exceed the total amounts 
expended in such fiscal year for activities re- 
lated to cancer. 

БЕС. 14. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), this Act, and the amendments 
made by this Act, shall become effective on 
October 1, 1995. 

(b) ELIGIBLE AREAS.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 
subsections (а)(1)(А), (a)(2), and (b)(4)(A) of 
section 3 shall become effective on the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

(2) REPORTED CASES.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a)(1)(B) of section 3 
shall become effective on October 1, 1997. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. BILIRAKIS 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. BILIRAKIS moves to strike all after the 
enacting clause of the Senate bill, S. 641, and 
to insert in lieu thereof the provisions of 
H.R. 1872, as passed by the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. BILI- 
RAKIS]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title of the Senate bill was 
amended so as to read: “A bill to 
amend the Public Health Service Act 
to revise and extend programs estab- 
lished pursuant to the Ryan White 
Comprehensive AIDS Resources Emer- 
gency Act of 1990.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

A similar House bill (H.R. 1872 was 
laid on the table. 


—— H—— 


ALASKA NATIVE CLAIMS 
SETTLEMENT AMENDMENT 


Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and take 
from the Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 
402) to amend the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act, and for other 
purposes, with a Senate amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

TITLE I—ALASKA NATIVE CLAIMS 
SETTLEMENT 


SECTION 101. RATIFICATION OF CERTAIN 
CASWELL AND MONTANA CREEK NA- 
TIVE ASSOCIATIONS CONVEYANCES. 

The conveyance of approximately 11,520 acres 
to Montana Creek Native Association, Inc., and 
the conveyance of approximately 11,520 acres to 
Caswell Native Association, Inc., by Cook Inlet 
Region, Inc. in fulfillment of the agreement of 
February 3, 1976, and subsequent letter agree- 
ment of March 26, 1982, among the 3 parties are 
hereby adopted and ratified as a matter of Fed- 
eral law. The conveyances shall be deemed to be 
conveyances pursuant to section 14(h)(2) of the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 
1613(h)(2)). The group corporations for Montana 
Creek and Caswell are hereby declared to have 
received their full entitlement and shall not be 
entitled to receive any additional lands under 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. The 
ratification of these conveyances shall not have 
any effect on section 14(h) of the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1613(h)) or 
upon the duties and obligations of the United 
States to any Alaska Native Corporation. This 
ratification shall not be for any claim to land or 
money by the Caswell or Montana Creek group 
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corporations or any other Alaska Native Cor- 
poration against the State of Alaska, the United 
States, or Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated. 


Section 22(c) of the Alaska Native Claims Set- 
tlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1621(с)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(3) This section shall apply to lands con- 
veyed by interim conveyance or patent to a re- 
gional corporation pursuant to this Act which 
are made subject to a mining claim or claims lo- 
cated under the general mining laws, including 
lands conveyed prior to enactment of this para- 
graph. Effective upon the date of enactment of 
this paragraph, the Secretary, acting through 
the Bureau of Land Management and in a man- 
ner consistent with section 14(g), shall transfer 
to the regional corporation administration of all 
mining claims determined to be entirely within 
lands conveyed to that corporation. Any person 
holding such mining claim or claims shall meet 
such requirements of the general mining laws 
and section 314 of the Federal Land Manage- 
ment and Policy Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1744), ег- 
cept that any filings that would have been made 
with the Bureau of Land Management if the 
lands were within Federal ownership shall be 
timely made with the appropriate regional cor- 
poration. The validity of any such mining claim 
or claims may be contested by the regional cor- 
poration, in place of the United States. All con- 
test proceedings and appeals by the mining 
claimants of adverse decision made by the re- 
gional corporation shall be brought in Federal 
District Court for the District of Alaska. Neither 
the United States nor any Federal agency or of- 
ficial shall be named or joined as a party in 
such proceedings or appeals. All revenues from 
such mining claims received after passage of this 
paragraph shall be remitted to the regional cor- 
poration subject to distribution pursuant to sec- 
tion 7(i) of this Act, except that in the event 
that the mining claim or claims are not totally 
within the lands conveyed to the regional cor- 
poration, the regional corporation shall be enti- 
tled only to that proportion of revenues, other 
than administrative fees, reasonably allocated 
to the portion of the mining claim so con- 
veyed. 

SEC. 103. SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS ARISING FROM 
SUBSTANCE CONTAMI- 
NATION OF TRANSFERRED LANDS. 

The Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 
U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

"CLAIMS ARISING FROM CONTAMINATION OF 
TRANSFERRED LANDS 

“SEC. 40. (a) As used in this section the term 
‘contaminant’ means hazardous substance 
harmful to public health or the environment, in- 
cluding friable asbestos. 

‘(b) Within 18 months of enactment of this 
section, and after consultation with the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, State of Alaska, and ap- 
propriate Alaska Native corporations and orga- 
nizations, the Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Resources of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources of the Senate, a report ad- 
dressing issues presented by the presence of con- 
taminants on lands conveyed or prioritized for 
conveyance to such corporations pursuant to 
this Act. Such report shall consist of— 

existing information concerning the na- 
ture and types of contaminants present on such 
lands prior to conveyance to Alaska Native cor- 
porations; 

“(2) existing information identifying to the ех- 
tent practicable the existence and availability of 
potentially responsible parties for the removal or 
remediation of the effects of such contaminants; 

“(3) identification of existing remedies; 
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“(4) recommendations for any additional leg- 
islation that the Secretary concludes is nec- 
essary to remedy the problem of contaminants 
on the lands; and 

“(5) in addition to the identification of con- 
taminants, identification of structures known to 
have asbestos present and recommendations to 
inform Native landowners on the containment of 
asbestos. 

SEC. 104. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR THE PURPOSES OF IMPLEMENT- 
ING REQUIRED RECONVEYANCES. 

Section 14(c) of the Alaska Native Claims Set- 
tlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1613(c)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“There is authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary for the purpose of 
providing technical assistance to Village Cor- 
porations established pursuant to this Act in 
order that they may fulfill the reconveyance re- 
quirements of section 14(c) of this Act. The Sec- 
retary may make funds available as grants to 
ANCSA or nonprofit corporations that maintain 
in-house land planning and management capa- 
dilities. 

SEC. 105. NATIVE ALLOTMENTS. 

Section 1431(0) of the Alaska National Interest 
Lands Conservation Act (94 Stat. 2542) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(5) Following the exercise by Arctic Slope Re- 
gional Corporation of its option under para- 
graph (1) to acquire the subsurface estate be- 
neath lands within the National Petroleum Re- 
serve—Alaska selected by Kuukpik Corporation, 
where such subsurface estate entirely surrounds 
lands subject to a Native allotment application 
approved under 905 of this Act, and the oil and 
gas in such lands have been reserved to the 
United States, Arctic Slope Regional Corpora- 
tion, at its further option and subject to the 
concurrence of Kuukpik Corporation, shall be 
entitled to receive a conveyance of the reserved 
oil and gas, including all rights and privileges 
therein reserved to the United States, in such 
lands. Upon the receipt of a conveyance of such 
oil and gas interests, the entitlement of Arctic 
Slope Regional Corporation to in-lieu subsurface 
lands under section 12(a)(1) of the Alaska Na- 
tive Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1611(a)(1)) 
shall be reduced by the amount of acreage deter- 
mined by the Secretary to be conveyed to Arctic 
Slope Regional Corporation pursuant to this 
ратадтарћ.". 

SEC. 106. REPORT CONCERNING OPEN SEASON 
FOR CERTAIN NATIVE ALASKA VET- 
ERANS FOR ALLOTMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—No later than 9 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of the Interior, in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, the State of Alaska and 
appropriate Native corporations and organiza- 
tions, shall submit to the Committee on Re- 
sources of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of 
the Senate a report which shall include, but not 
be limited to, the following: 

(1) The number of Vietnam era veterans, as 
defined in section 101 of title 38, United States 
Code, who were eligible for but did not apply for 
an allotment of not to erceed 160 acres under 
the Act of May 17, 1906 (chapter 2469, 34 Stat. 
197), as the Act was in effect before December 
18, 1971. 

(2) An assessment of the potential impacts of 
additional allotments on conservation system 
units as that term is defined in section 102(4) of 
the Alaska National Interest Lands Conserva- 
tion Act (94 Stat. 2375). 

(3) Recommendations for any additional legis- 
lation that the Secretary concludes is necessary. 

(b) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs shall release to the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior information relevant to the report required 
under subsection (a). 
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БЕС. 107. TRANSFER ОЕ WRANGELL INSTITUTE, 

(а) PROPERTY TRANSFER.—In order to effect а 
recision of the ANCSA settlement conveyance to 
Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated of the approzi- 
mately 134.49 acres and structures located there- 
on (property) known as the Wrangell Insti- 
tute in Wrangell, Alaska, upon certification to 
the Secretary by Cook Inlet Region, Incor- 
porated, that the Wrangell Institute property 
has been offered for transfer to the City of 
Wrangell, property bidding credits in an amount 
of $475,000, together with adjustments from Jan- 
uary 1, 1976 made pursuant to the methodology 
used to estabiish the Remaining Obligation En- 
titlement in the Memorandum of Understanding 
Between the United States Department of the 
Interior and Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated 
dated April 11, 1986, shall be restored to the 
Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated, property ac- 
count in the Treasury established under section 
12(b) of the Act of January 2, 1976 (Public Law 
94-204, 43 U.S.C. 1611 note), as amended, re- 
ferred to in such section as the “Соок Inlet Re- 
gion, Incorporated, property account". Accept- 
ance by the City of Wrangell, Alaska of the 
property shall constitute a waiver by the City of 
Wrangell of any claims for the costs of remedi- 
ation related to asbestos, whether in the nature 
of participation or reimbursement, against the 
United States or Cook Inlet Region, Incor- 
porated, The acceptance of the property bidding 
credits by Cook Inlet Region, incorporated, 
Alaska of the property shall constitute a waiver 
by Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated of any 
claims for the costs of remediation related to as- 
bestos, whether in the nature of participation or 
reimbursement, against the United States. In no 
event shall the United States be required to take 
title to the property. Such restored property bid- 
ding credits may be used in the same manner as 
any other portion of the account. 

(b) HOLD HARMLESS.—Upon acceptance of the 
property bidding credits by Cook Inlet Region, 
Inc., the United States shall defend and hold 
harmless Cook Inlet Region, Inc., and its sub- 
sidiaries in any and all claims arising from as- 
bestos от any contamination existing at the 
Wrangell Institute property at the time of trans- 
fer of ownership of the property from the United 
States to Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated. 

SEC. 108. SHISHMAREF AIRPORT AMENDMENT. 

The Shishmaref Airport, conveyed to the State 
of Alaska on January 5, 1967, in Patent No. 
1240529, is subject to reversion to the United 
States, pursuant to the terms of that patent for 
nonuse as an airport. The Administrator of the 
Federal Aviation Administration is hereby di- 
rected to exercise said reverter in Patent No. 
1240529 in favor of the United States within 
twelve months of the date of enactment of this 
section. Upon revesting of title, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the United States 
shall immediately thereafter transfer all right, 
title, and interest of the United States in the 
subject lands to the Shishmaref Native Corpora- 
tion. Nothing in this section shall relieve the 
State, the United States, or any other poten- 
tially responsible party of liability, if any, 
under existing law for the cleanup of hazardous 
or solid wastes on the property, nor shall the 
United States or Shishmaref Native Corporation 
become liable for the cleanup of the property 
solely by virtue of acquiring title from the State 
of Alaska or from the United States. 

SEC. 109. CONFIRMATION OF WOODY ISLAND AS 
ELIGIBLE NATIVE VILLAGE. 

The Native village of Woody Island, located 
on Woody Island, Alaska, in the Koniag Region, 
is hereby confirmed as an eligible Alaska Native 
Village, pursuant to Section 11(b)(3) of the Alas- 
ka Native Claims Settlement Act [‘‘ANCSA"']. It 
is further confirmed that Leisnoi, Inc., is the 
Village Corporation, as that term is defined in 
Section 3(j) of ANCSA, for the village of Woody 
Island. 
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SEC. 110. DEFINITION OF REVENUES. 

(a) Section 7(i) of the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act, Public Law 92-203 (43 U.S.C. 
1606(i)), is amended— 

(1) by inserting “(1)” after “(4)”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

“(2) For purposes of this subsection, the term 
‘revenues’ does not include any benefit received 
or realized for the use of losses incurred or cred- 
its earned by a Regional Corporation. 

(b) This amendment shall be effective as of the 
date of enactment of the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act, Public Law 92-203 (43 U.S.C. 
1601, et seq.). 

TITLE II—HAWAIIAN HOME LANDS 
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may cited as the “Hawaiian Home 


As used in this title: 

(1) AGENCY.—The term “адепсу” includes— 

(A) any instrumentality of the United States; 

(B) any element of an agency; and 

(C) any wholly owned or mired-owned cor- 
poration of the United States Government. 

(2) BENEFICIARY.—The term “beneficiary” has 
the same meaning as is given the term “пайте 
Hawaiian" under section 201(7) of the Hawaiian 
Homes Commission Act. 

(3) CHAIRMAN.—The term Chairman means 
the Chairman of the Hawaiian Homes Commis- 
sion of the State of Hawaii. 

(4) COMMISSION.—The term Commission 
means the Hawaiian Homes Commission estab- 
lished by section 202 of the Hawaiian Homes 
Commission Act. 

(5) HAWAIIAN HOMES COMMISSION ACT.—The 
term Hawaiian Homes Commission Act" means 
the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act, 1920 (42 
Stat. 108 et. seq., chapter 42). 

(6) HAWAII STATE ADMISSION ACT.—The term 
“Hawaii State Admission Асі” means the Act 
entitled ‘‘An Act to provide for the admission of 
the State of Hawaii into the Union", approved 
March 18, 1959 (73 Stat. 4, chapter 339; 48 U.S.C. 
note prec. 491). 

(7) LOST USE.—The term lost use means the 
value of the use of the land during the period 
when beneficiaries or the Hawaiian Homes Com- 
mission have been unable to use lands as au- 
thorized by the Hawaiian Homes Commission 
Act because of the use of such lands by the Fed- 
eral Government after August 21, 1959. 

(8) SECRETARY.—The term Secretary means 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

SEC. 203. SETTLEMENT OF FEDERAL CLAIMS. 

(a) DETERMINATION.— 

(1) The Secretary shall determine the value of 
the following: 

(A) Lands under the control of the Federal 
Government that— 

(i) were initially designated as available lands 
under section 203 of the Hawaiian Homes Com- 
mission Act (as in effect on the date of enact- 
ment of such Act); and 

(ii) were nevertheless transferred to or other- 
wise acquired by the Federal Government. 

(B) The lost use of lands described in subpara- 
graph (A). 

(2)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), the determinations of value made under 
this subsection shall be made not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act. In 
carrying out this subsection, the Secretary shall 
use a method of determining value that— 

(i) is acceptable to the Chairman; and 

(ii) is in the best interest of the beneficiaries. 

(B) The Secretary and the Chairman may mu- 
tually agree to ertend the deadline for making 
determinations under this subparagraph beyond 
the date specified in subparagraph (А). 

(3) The Secretary and the Chairman may mu- 
tually agree, with respect to the determinations 
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of value described in subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
of paragraph (1), to provide— 

(A) for making any portion of the determina- 
tions of value pursuant to subparagraphs (A) 
and (B) of paragraph (1); and 

(B) for making the remainder of the deter- 
minations with respect to which the Secretary 
and the Chairman do not ететсіѕе the option de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A), pursuant to an ap- 
praisal conducted under paragraph (4). 

(4)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(C), if the Secretary and the Chairman do not 
agree on the determinations of value made by 
the Secretary under subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
of paragraph (1), or, pursuant to paragraph (3), 
mutually agree to determine the value of certain 
lands pursuant to this subparagraph, such val- 
ues shall be determined by an appraisal. An ap- 
praisal conducted under this subparagraph 
shall be conducted in accordance with appraisal 
standards that are mutually agreeable to the 
Secretary and the Chairman. 

(B) If an appraisal is conducted pursuant to 
this subparagraph, during the appraisal proc- 
ess— 

(i) the Chairman shall have the opportunity 
to present evidence of value to the Secretary; 

(ii) the Secretary shall provide the Chairman 
a preliminary copy of the appraisal; 

(iii) the Chairman shall have a reasonable 
and sufficient opportunity to comment on the 
preliminary copy of the appraisal; and 

(iv) the Secretary shall give consideration to 
the comments and evidence of value submitted 
by the Chairman under this subparagraph. 

(C) The Chairman shall have the right to dis- 
pute the determinations of values made by an 
appraisal conducted under this subparagraph. 
If the Chairman disputes the appraisal, the Sec- 
retary and the Chairman may mutually agree to 
employ a process of bargaining, mediation, or 
other means of dispute resolution to make the 
determinations of values described in subpara- 
-graphs (А) and (В) of paragraph (1). 

(5) AUTHORIZATION.— 

(1) EXCHANGE.—Subject to paragraphs (2) and 
(5), the Secretary may convey Federal lands de- 
scribed in paragraph (5) to the Department of 
Hawaiian Home Lands in erchange for the con- 
tinued retention by the Federal Government of 
lands described in subsection (a)(1)(A). 

(2) VALUE OF LANDS.—{A) The value of апу 
lands conveyed to the Department of Hawaiian 
Home Lands by the Federal Government in ac- 
cordance with an exchange made under para- 
graph (1) may not be less than the value of the 
lands retained by the Federal Government pur- 
suant to such exchange. 

(B) For the purposes of this subsection, the 
value of any lands erchanged pursuant to para- 
graph (1) shall be determined as of the date the 
exchange is carried out, от any other date deter- 
mined by the Secretary, with the concurrence of 
the Chairman. 

(3) LosT USE.—Subject to paragraphs (4) and 
(5), the Secretary may convey Federal lands de- 
scribed in paragraph (5) to the Department of 
Hawaiian Home Lands as compensation for the 
lost use of lands determined under subsection 
(а)(1)(В). 

(4) VALUE OF LOST USE.—(A) the value of any 
lands conveyed to the Department of Hawaiian 
Home Lands by the Federal Government as com- 
pensation under paragraph (3) may not be less 
than the value of the lost use of lands deter- 
mined under subsection (а)(1)(В). 

(B) For the purposes of this subparagraph, 
the value of any lands conveyed pursuant to 
paragraph (3) shail be determined as of the date 
that the conveyance occurs, or any other date 
determined by the Secretary, with the concur- 
rence of the Chairman. 

(5) FEDERAL LANDS FOR EXCHANGE.—(A) Sub- 
ject to subparagraphs (B) and (C), Federal 
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lands located in Hawaii that are under the con- 
trol of an agency (other than lands within the 
National Park System or the National Wildlife 
Refuge System) may be conveyed to the Depart- 
ment of Hawaiian Home Lands under para- 
graphs (1) and (3). To assist the Secretary in 
carrying out this Act, the head of an agency 
may transfer to the Department of the Interior, 
without reimbursement, jurisdiction and control 
over any lands and any structures that the Sec- 
retary determines to be suitable for conveyance 
to the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands 
pursuant to an exchange conducted under this 
section. 

(B) No Federal lands that the Federal Govern- 
ment is required to convey to the State of Ha- 
waii under section 5 of the Hawaii State Admis- 
sion Act may be conveyed under paragraph (1) 
or (3). 

(C) No Federal lands that generate income (or 
would be expected to generate income) for the 
Federal Government may be conveyed pursuant 
to an exchange made under this paragraph to 
the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands. 

(с) AVAILABLE LANDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2) 
and (3), the Secretary shall require that lands 
conveyed to the Department of Hawaiian Home 
Lands under this Act shall have the status of 
available lands under the Hawaiian Home Com- 
mission Act. 

(2) SUBSEQUENT EXCHANGE OF LANDS.—Not- 
withstanding any other provision of law, lands 
conveyed to the Department of Hawaiian Home 
Lands under this paragraph may subsequently 
de exchanged pursuant to section 204(3) of the 
Hawaiian Home Commission Act. 

(3) SALE OF CERTAIN LANDS.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the Chairman may, 
at the time that lands are conveyed to the De- 
partment of Hawaiian Home Lands as com- 
pensation for lost use under this Act, designate 
lands to be sold. The Chairman is authorized to 
sell such land under terms and conditions that 
are in the best interest of the beneficiaries. The 
proceeds of such a sale may only be used for the 
purposes described in section 207(a) of the Ha- 
waiian Homes Commission Act. 

(d) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out their re- 
spective responsibilities under this section, the 
Secretary and the Chairman shall— 

(1) consult with the beneficiaries and organi- 
zations representing the beneficiaries; and 

(2) report to such organizations on a regular 
basis concerning the progress made to meet the 
requirements of this section. 

(е) HOLD HARMLESS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the United States shall 
defend and hold harmless the Department of 
Hawaiian Home Lands, the employees of the De- 
partment, and the beneficiaries with respect to 
any claim arising from the ownership of any 
land or structure that is conveyed to the De- 
partment pursuant to an exchange made under 
this section prior to the conveyance to the De- 
partment of such land or structure. 

(f) SCREENING.— 

(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary of Defense and 
the Administrator of General Services shall, at 
the same time as notice is provided to Federal 
agencies that ercess real property is being 
screened pursuant to applicable Federal laws 
(including regulations) for possible transfer to 
such agencies, notify the Chairman of any such 
screening of real property that is located within 
the State of Hawaii. 

(2) RESPONSE ТО NOTIFICATION.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, not later 
than 90 days after receiving a notice under 
paragraph (1), the Chairman may select for ap- 
praisal real property, or at the election of the 
Chairman, portions of real property, that is the 
subject of a screening. 
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(3) SELECTION.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, with respect to any real prop- 
erty located in the State of Hawaii that, as of 
the date of enactment of this Act, is being 
screened pursuant to applicable Federal laws 
for possible transfer (as described in paragraph 
(1)) or has been screened for such purpose, but 
has not been transferred or declared to be sur- 
plus real property, the Chairman may select all, 
or any portion of, such real property to be ap- 
praised pursuant to paragraph (4). 

(4) APPRAISAL.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary of Defense or the 
Administrator of General Services shall appraise 
the real property or portions of real property se- 
lected by the Chairman using the Uniform 
Standards for Federal Land Acquisition devel- 
oped by the Interagency Land Acquisition Con- 
ference, or such other standard as the Chairman 
agrees to. 

(5) REQUEST FOR CONVEYANCE.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, not later 
than 30 days after the date of completion of 
such appraisal, the Chairman may request the 
conveyance to the Department of Hawaiian 
Home Lands of— 

(A) the appraised property; or 

(B) a portion of the appraised property, to the 
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands. 

(6) CONVEYANCE.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, upon receipt of a request from 
the Chairman, the Secretary of Defense or the 
Administrator of the General Services Adminis- 
tration shall convey, without reimbursement, 
the real property that is the subject of the re- 
quest to the Department of Hawaiian Home 
Lands as compensation for lands identified 
under subsection (a)(1)(A) or lost use identified 
under subsection (a)(1)(B). 

(7) REAL PROPERTY NOT SUBJECT TO 
RECOUPMENT.—Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, any real property conveyed pur- 
suant to paragraph (6) shall not be subject to 
recoupment based upon the sale or lease of the 
land by the Chairman. 

(8) VALUATION.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary shall reduce the 
value identified under subparagraph (A) or (B) 
of subsection (a)), as determined pursuant to 
such subsection, by an amount equal to the ap- 
praised value of any excess lands conveyed pur- 
suant to paragraph (6). 

(9) LIMITATION.—No Federal lands that gen- 
erate income (or would be erpected to generate 
income) for the Federal Government may be con- 
veyed pursuant to this subsection to the Depart- 
ment of Hawaiian Home Lands. 

SEC. 204. PROCEDURE FOR APPROVAL OF AMEND- 
MENTS TO HAWAIIAN HOMES COM- 
MISSION ACT. 

(a) NOTICE TO THE SECRETARY.—Not later 
than 120 days after a proposed amendment to 
the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act is ap- 
proved in the manner provided in section 4 of 
the Hawaii State Admission Act, the Chairman 
shall submit to the Secretary— 

(1) a copy of the proposed amendment; 

(2) the nature of the change proposed to be 
made by the amendment; and 

(3) an opinion regarding whether the proposed 
amendment requires the approval of Congress 
under section 4 of the Hawaii State Admission 
Act. 

(b) DETERMINATION BY SECRETARY.—Not later 
than 60 days after receiving the materials re- 
quired to be submitted by the Chairman pursu- 
ant to subsection (a), the Secretary shall deter- 
mine whether the proposed amendment requires 
the approval of Congress under section 4 of the 
Hawaii State Admission Act, and shail notify 
the Chairman and Congress of the determina- 
tion of the Secretary. 

(с) CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL REQUIRED.—If, 
pursuant to subsection (b), the Secretary deter- 
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mines that the proposed amendment requires the 
approval of Congress, the Secretary shall submit 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources of the Senate and the Committee on Re- 
sources of the House of Representatives— 

(1) a draft joint resolution approving the 


amendment; 

(2) a description of the change made by the 
proposed amendment and an explanation of 
how the amendment advances the interests of 
the beneficiaries; 

(3) a comparison of the existing law (as of the 
date of submission of the proposed amendment) 
that is the subject of the amendment with the 
proposed amendment; 

(4) а recommendation concerning the advis- 
ability of approving the proposed amendment; 
and 

(5) any documentation concerning the amend- 
ments received from the Chairman. 

SEC. 205. LAND EXCHANGES. 

(a) NOTICE TO THE SECRETARY.—If the Chair- 
man recommends for approval an exchange of 
Hawaiian Home Lands, the Chairman shall sub- 
mit a report to the Secretary on the proposed er- 
change. The report shall contain— 

(1) a description of the acreage and fair mar- 
ket value of the lands involved in the erchange; 

(2) surveys and appraisals prepared by the 
Борев of Hawaiian Home Lands, if any; 
an 

(3) an identification of the benefits to the par- 
ties of the proposed erchange. 

(b) APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days after 
receiving the information required to be submit- 
ted by the Chairman pursuant to subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall approve or disapprove the 
proposed exchange. 

(2) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall notify 
the Chairman, the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources of the Senate, and the Com- 
mittee on Resources of the House of Representa- 
tives of the reasons for the approval or dis- 
approval of the proposed exchange. 

(с) EXCHANGES INITIATED BY SECRETARY.— 

(1) ІМ GENERAL.—The Secretary тау rec- 
ommend to the Chairman an exchange of На- 
waiian Home Lands for Federal lands described 
in section 203(b)(5), other than lands described 
in subparagraphs (B) and (C) of such section. If 
the Secretary initiates a recommendation for 
such an exchange, the Secretary shall submit a 
report to the Chairman on the proposed ex- 
change that meets the requirements of a report 
described in subsection (a). 

(2) APPROVAL BY CHAIRMAN.—Not later than 
120 days after receiving a recommendation for 
an exchange from the Secretary under para- 
graph (1), the Chairman shall provide written 
notification to the Secretary of the approval or 
disapproval of a proposed exchange. If the 
Chairman approves the proposed exchange, 
upon receipt of the written notification, the Sec- 
retary shall notify the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources of the Senate, and the Com- 
mittee on Resources of the House of Representa- 
tives of the approval of the Chairman of the 
proposed exchange. 

(3) EXCHANGE.—Upon providing notification 
pursuant to paragraph (2) of a proposed er- 
change that has been approved by the Chair- 
man pursuant to this section, the Secretary may 
carry out the erchange. 

(d) SELECTION AND EXCHANGE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary may— 

(A) select real property that is the subject of 
screening activities conducted by the Secretary 
of Defense or the Administrator of General Serv- 
ices pursuant to applicable Federal laws (in- 
cluding regulations) for possible transfer to Fed- 
eral agencies; and 

(B) make recommendations to the Chairman 
concerning making an exchange under sub- 
section (c) that includes such real property. 
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(2) TRANSFER.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, if the Chairman approves an 
exchange proposed by the Secretary under para- 
graph (1)- 

(A) the Secretary of Defense or the Adminis- 
trator of General Services shall transfer the real 
property described in paragraph (1)(A) that is 
the subject of the exchange to the Secretary 
without reimbursement; and 

(В) the Secretary shall carry out the er- 
change. 

(3) LIMITATION.—No Federal lands that gen- 
erate income (or would be erpected to generate 
income) for the Federal Government may be con- 
veyed pursuant to this subsection to the Depart- 
ment of Hawaiian Home Lands. 

(e) SURVEYS AND APPRAISALS.— 

(1) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary shall con- 
duct a survey of all Hawaiian Home Lands 
based on the report entitled “Survey Needs for 
the Hawaiian Home Lands“, issued by the Bu- 
reau of Land Management of the Department of 
the Interior, and dated July 1991. 

(2) OTHER SURVEYS.—The Secretary is author- 
ized to conduct such other surveys and apprais- 
als as may be necessary to make an informed de- 
cision regarding approval or disapproval of a 
proposed exchange. 

SEC. 206. ADMINISTRATION OF ACTS BY UNITED 
STATES. 

(a) DESIGNATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall designate an individual from within the 
Department of the Interior to administer the re- 
sponsibilities of the United States under this 
title and the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act. 

(2) DEFAULT.—If the Secretary fails to make 
an appointment by the date specified in para- 
graph (1), or if the position is vacant at any 
time thereafter, the Assistant Secretary for Pol- 
icy, Budget, and Administration of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior shall ететсізе the respon- 
sibilities for the Department in accordance with 
subsection (b). 

(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The individual des- 
ignated pursuant to subsection (a) shall, in ad- 
ministering the laws referred to in such sub- 
section— 

(1) advance the interests of the beneficiaries; 
and 

(2) assist the beneficiaries and the Department 
of Hawaiian Home Lands in obtaining assist- 
ance from programs of the Department of the 
Interior and other Federal agencies that will 
promote homesteading opportunities, economic 
self-sufficiency, and social well-being of the 
beneficiaries. 

SEC. 207. ADJUSTMENT. 

The Act of July 1, 1932 (47 Stat. 564, chapter 
369; 25 U.S.C. 386a) is amended by striking the 
period at the end and adding the following: *': 
Provided further, That the Secretary shall ad- 
just or eliminate charges, defer collection of con- 
struction costs, and make no assessment on be- 
half of such charges for beneficiaries that hold 
leases on Hawaiian home lands, to the same ет- 
tent as is permitted for individual Indians or 
tribes of Indians under this section. 

SEC. 208. REPORT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Chairman shall report to the Secretary concern- 
ing any claims that— 

(1) involve the transfer of lands designated as 
available lands under section 203 of the Hawai- 
ian Homes Commission Act (as in effect on the 
date of enactment of such Act); and 

(2) are not otherwise covered under this title. 

(b) REvViEw.—Not later than 180 days after re- 
ceiving the report submitted under subsection 
(a), the Secretary shall make a determination 
with respect to each claim referred to in sub- 
section (a), whether, on the basis of legal and 
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equitable considerations, compensation should 
be granted to the Department of Hawaiian 
Home Lands. 

(с) COMPENSATION.—If the Secretary makes а 
determination under subsection (b) that com- 
pensation should be granted to the Department 
of Hawaiian Home Lands, the Secretary shall 
determine the value of the lands and lost use in 
accordance with the process established under 
section 203(a), and increase the determination of 
value made under subparagraphs (А) and (В) of 
section 203(a)(1) by the value determined under 
this subsection. 

SEC. 209. AUTHORIZATION. 

There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary for compensation to 
the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands for 
the value of the lost use of lands determined 
under section 203. Compensation received by the 
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands from 
funds made available pursuant to this section 
may only be used for the purposes described in 
section 207(a) of the Hawaiian Homes Commis- 
sion Act. To the ertent that amounts are made 
available by appropriations pursuant to this 
section for compensation paid to the Department 
of Hawaiian Home Lands for lost use, the Sec- 
retary shall reduce the determination of value 
established under section 203(a)(1)(B) by such 
amount. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] will be recognized 
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from 
Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE] will be rec- 
ошоп for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong support of H.R. 402, as 
amended in the Senate. This bill is the 
result of a 2 year effort of the Alaska 
Federation of Natives, the State of 
Alaska, the administration, and my 
ranking minority member, Mr. MILLER, 
and I thank them for their dedication 
and hard work. Sections 101 and 107 of 
title I of this bill have already passed 
the House in previous Congresses but 
were not acted on by the Senate. 

H.R. 402 makes several technical 
changes to the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act of 1971 [ANCSA] and 
the Alaska National Interests Land 
Conservation Act to address some of 
the unresolved land issues which have 
arisen since the passage of these Acts. 
This bill also adds a new title to ad- 
dress the issue of Hawaiian Home 
Lands. 

Title I includes specific land convey- 
ances to Native corporations, the clari- 
fication of mining authority and ad- 
ministration of mining claims on lands 
conveyed to Native corporations, an 
authorization for technical assistance 
to Native villages to help with land re- 
conveyances required under ANCSA, a 
report on Vietnam-era veterans who 
were eligible but did not receive land 
under the Native Allotment Act of May 
17, 1906, the confirmation of Woody Is- 
land, AK, as an eligible Alaska Native 
village under ANCSA and further clari- 
fication regarding the application of 
section 7(i) of the ANCSA revenue shar- 
ing provision to Alaska Native Re- 
gional corporations. 
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Title П authorizes the Secretary of 
the Interior to begin the negotiation 
process for 1,400 acres of Federal lands 
to be conveyed to the Department of 
Hawaiian Home Lands in exchange for 
Hawaiian Home Lands retained by the 
Federal Government and for compensa- 
tion for lost use of these lands. This is 
an authorization only to establish a 
process for the exchange of lands as au- 
thorized in the Hawaiian Home Lands 
Recovery Act. 

Mr. Speaker, all these provisions are 
long awaited, by both my Alaska Na- 
tive constituency and the Hawaiian 
Native constituency to resolve some of 
the land disputes in the respective Na- 
tive homelands and States. 

I want to thank Chairman KASICH 
and his staff for their thorough review 
of this bill in a short period of time and 
their cooperation in scheduling this 
bill on today’s program. 

Mr. Speaker, I would suggest respect- 
fully that one of the most frustrating 
things I have in this profession of mine 
is when I have people come to me and 
suggest we should have been noti- 
fied.” This bill has been on the burner 
for a long, long time, and the Senate 
provision for the Hawaiian homelands 
has been passed by the Senate many, 
many months ago. Now people are rais- 
ing some questions, I want to suggest 
redundantly. I think those questions 
are moot, and should not be answered 
at this time because they are not ger- 
mane to the subject we are discussing 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this measure. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say to 
my good friend from Alaska [Mr. 
YOUNG] that I very much appreciate 
the remarks that he has made. Unless I 
misunderstood him, I think that some 
of the objections being raised are moot, 
rather than mute. Unfortunately, very 
few of the activities and actions on this 
floor take place in a mute situation. 
We may wish for more of that before 
we are through. 

Unfortunately the gentleman from 
Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] has probably 
missed the general tenor of my re- 
marks in the last minute or so, because 
he is otherwise preoccupied. I hope he 
will, however, be able to take note of 
the fact that I rise in support of the 
legislation which passed the House 
without controversy on March 14 of 
this year. That bill was the product, as 
the gentleman from Alaska (Мг. 
YOUNG] has noted, of a lengthy process 
and negotiation between the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, the State of Alas- 
ka, and the Alaska Federation of Na- 
tives and other interested parties, one 
of whom obviously, of course, is the 
State of Hawaii. 
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It was substantially the same as leg- 
islation passed in the last Congress, 
and it dealt with a number of matters 
of importance to native Alaskans and 
to native Hawaiians. 

However, Mr. Speaker, the bill before 
us today has been amended by the 
other body and can no longer be de- 
scribed as legislation that resembled 
that which I previously noted. To be 
clear, the Department of the Interior 
has certain concerns about some of the 
provisions added by the other body. 

In this case, however, I defer to the 
judgment of the gentleman from Alas- 
ka [Mr. YOUNG) as to what is іп the 
best interests of the Alaskan natives. I 
would hope, Mr. Speaker, that our col- 
leagues would do that for the gen- 
tleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] and 
myself. I urge my colleagues to support 
the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to say in addi- 
tion how much I appreciate the con- 
cerns and the attention paid by the 
gentleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] 
and the Committee on Resources staff 
to this bill. The gentleman is quite cor- 
rect that this has taken actually years 
to get through. Some sections of it 
have been months in the making. Hear- 
ings have been held. 

I think that it is fair to say that this 
has been acted on in a bipartisan way, 
based on the merits rather than on 
some of the fears and anxieties that 
т otherwise have attended this 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I do hope that our col- 
leagues will recognize that this bill has 
been put together on the basis of good 
will and good faith, and that the mat- 
ters to be dealt with in the bill have 
long since passed the point of reason- 
able time to have them resolved. 

Mr. Speaker, 1 rise in strong support of title 
ll, the Hawaiian Home Lands Recovery Act, 
contained in H.R. 402, the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act. The Hawaiian Home 
Lands Recovery Act demonstrates a good 
faith effort by the Federal Government regard- 
ing the settlement of claims by the Department 
of Hawaiian Home Lands. In simpler terms, 
this is a land exchange bill from the Federal 
Government to the Department of Hawaiian 
Home Lands to make the covenant whole in 
regards to the set aside of lands established 
under the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act. 

Over 70 years have elapsed since Congress 
passed the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act 
of 1920 [HHCA]. Under the HHCA approxi- 
mately 203,500 acres of public land was set 
aside for the “rehabilitation” of Native Hawai- 
ians through a Government-sponsored home- 
steading project. Two major factors prompted 
Congress to pass the HHCA. First, the Native 
Hawaiians were a dying race. Population data 
showed that the number of full-blooded Hawai- 
ians in the territory had decreased from an 
1826 estimate of 142,650 to 22,600 in 1919. 
Second, Congress saw that previous systems 
of land distribution were ineffective when 
judged practically by the benefits accruing to 
Native Hawaiians. 

The HHCA was originally intended for rural 
homesteading, i.e., for Native Hawaiians to 
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leave urban areas and return to the lands to 
become subsistence or commercial farmers 
and ranchers. Yet, the demand of Native Ha- 
waiians for residential house lots has far ex- 
ceeded the demand for agricultural or pastoral 
lots. 
Since the State of Hawaii essentially as- 
sumed the duties of ment and disposi- 
tion of the Hawaiian home lands under the 
Statehood Admission Act, why would an ac- 
tion be considered a Federal breach? 

Federal—because (1) These wrongful ac- 
tions took place prior to statehood, in a time 
period when Hawaii was under Federal juris- 
diction, and in which title to the land was held 
by the U.S. Government; or, (2) are continuing 
wrongful actions for which the Federal Gov- 
ernment is responsible and only the Federal 
Government can remedy. 

Breach—because the wrongful actions are 
breaches of responsibility under statute, by ju- 
dicial or legislative findings, through trust law, 
or moral obligations. Alienation of land, and 
use of the land for purposes that are not au- 
thorized under the HHCA constitute breaches 
of the trust. There are numerous examples of 
these breaches іп the territorial period. In fact, 
the Federal Government still occupies approxi- 
mately 1,400 acres of identified Hawaiian 
home lands. 

The Hawaiian Home Lands Recovery Act 
seeks to redress this issue by authorizing the 
transfer of Federal lands to the Department of 
Hawaiian Home t.ands in exchange for Hawai- 
ian home lands retained by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. Although the term “exchange” is 
used in this legislation, there is no expectation 
that DHHL will relinquish land to the Federal 
Government. DHHL need only relinquish any 
remaining claim it may have to former home 
lands now controlled by the Federal Govern- 
ment. The bill would also provide compensa- 
tion for lost use of Hawaiian home lands con- 
trolled by the Federal Government. 

In advance of land being conveyed to the 
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands under 
sections 203(b) and 203(f) of the bill, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior is required to determine 
the value of lands currently controlled by the 
Federal Government that were designated as 
available lands under the Hawaiian Homes 
Commission Act. It is important to note that 
section 203(a)(1)(A)(i) states that this deter- 
mination is to be made based upon the 
HHCA, as enacted. Thus, the valuation shall 
include lands designated as home lands under 
the 1920 Act that are not currently part of the 
home land inventory, whether the withdrawal 
occurred as a result of executive action, or 
through an act of Congress. The Secretary is 
also required to determine the value of the lost 
use of lands currently controlled by the Fed- 
eral Government so that this, too, can be com- 
pensated. 

The valuation required by the legislation is 
not intended to be a unilateral action by the 
Secretary. On the contrary, section 
203(a)(2)(A) requires the use of a valuation 
method that is acceptable to the Chairman of 
the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands and, 
most importantly, is in the best interests of the 
beneficiaries. These two conditions exist re- 
gardless of whether the Secretary uses ап ap- 
praisal or non-appraisal method of valuation. 
Section 203(a)(2)(A) requires the Secretary to 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


be an advocate for the best interests of Ha- 
маіап home beneficiaries in reaching a deter- 
mination of value. Thus the Secretary has a fi- 
duciary responsibility for seeing to it that the 
beneficiaries receive the maximum possible 
compensation. 

Under section 203(a), the Secretary need 
not determine the value of land and lost use 
by appraisal. The committee included a provi- 
sion allowing valuation by a method other than 
appraisal in order to promote a speedy resolu- 
tion of this longstanding conflict. The commit- 
tee considers valuation by mutual agreement 
to be far preferable to the burdensome proc- 
ess of appraisal. During our hearings on this 
legislation, the Senate Energy and Natural Re- 
sources Committee was advised that the State 
of Hawaii had appraised most of the Federal 
properties in question. The GAO, in their re- 
port to the committee, analyzed the State ap- 
praisals and found the appraisal methodology 
used by the State was appropriate and that 
proper accounting principles were employed. 
The State appraisals therefore supplant the 
need for a separate appraisal by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. 

In the unfortunate event that the Interior De- 
partment decides to proceed with an ap- 
praisal, a number of specific safeguards have 
been instituted to ensure that the Department 
properly discharges its fiduciary responsibility 
to protect the interests of the Hawaiian home 
beneficiaries. These include a guarantee that 
the chairman of the Department of Hawaiian 
Home Lands shall have the opportunity to 
present evidence of the value of the home 
lands that were lost as well as the value of the 
lost ase of these lands, the right to review and 
comment on a preliminary copy of the ap- 
praisal, and most importantly, the requirement 
that the Secretary give full consideration of the 
evidence of value presented by DHHL. Given 
the responsibility under section 203(a)(2)(A) 
that the Secretary represent the best interests 
of the beneficiaries, the requirement in section 
203(a)(4)(B) is not ephemeral. When con- 
strued together, these provisions require the 
Secretary to give great weight to the rec- 
ommendations of the DHHL on matters of 
value, especially if the interests of home land 
beneficiaries would be advanced by doing so. 

Іп addition to all these protectidns, the 
Chairman of the Department of Hawaiian 
Home Lands has the right to dispute the de- 
terminations of value for land and lost use. 
Thus it is unmistakably clear that the Sec- 
retary and the chairman of DHHL must mutu- 
ally consent to the values to be determined 
under section 203 of the bill. 

Section 203(b) authorizes the conveyance 
of land to the Department of Hawaiian Home 
Lands as compensation for lost lands, and the 
lost use of home lands retained by the Federal 
Government. This section further authorizes 
the head of any Federal agency to transfer 
land and structures to the Secretary of the In- 
terior for subsequent conveyance to DHHL. | 
want to contrast the two-step conveyance 
process described in section 203(b)(5) with 
the authority for the General Services Admin- 
istration or the Department of Defense to con- 
vey property directly to DHHL under Section 
203(f)(6) of the bill. A section 203(f)(6) con- 
veyance would be a direct transfer of title, 
without intervention by the Department of the 
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Interior, whereas the Interior Department 
would act as a transfer agent for conveyances 
executed under section 203(b)(5). Let me 
point out, however, that although jurisdiction 
and control of land would be transferred to the 
Interior Department under a section 203(b)(5) 
conveyance, the Interior Department's respon- 
sibility in completing the transfer is nothing 
more than a ministerial function. In this case 
the agency serves as a conduit for con- 
summating the transfer of title to the DHHL. 

Section 203(f) of the bill establishes a sec- 
ond means of conveying lands to the Depart- 
ment of Hawaiian Home Lands by allowing 
DHHL to obtain lands that are excess to the 
needs of individual Federal agencies. Sub- 
section (f) places the Department of Hawaiian 
Home Lands in the same, or better, status as 
a Federal agency for the purpose of being no- 
tified of excess property and for obtaining the 
property from the excessing agency. Under no 
circumstances should the land that has been 
selected by the Chairman for appraisal under 
section 203(f)(2), and possible conveyance 
under section 203(f)(5), be transferred or oth- 
erwise disposed of by any Federal agency 
until the opportunity of the DHHL to obtain the 
land has expired. 

Finally, let me comment on section 207 of 
the bill. This section establishes a cost sharing 
for Bureau of Reclamation projects on Hawai- 
ian home lands that is the same as the cost 
sharing authorized for projects on Indian 
lands. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
HEFLEY]). 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
express concern to H.R. 402, the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act Amend- 
ments. I do so reluctantly and for rea- 
sons that have nothing to do with the 
underlying measure which has already 
passed the House. 

Title I of H.R. 402, concerning the 
settlement of Alaskan Native claims, 
is legislation which deserves the sup- 
port of the House. My qualms about 
this legislation reside wholly in title П 
which was added by the Senate. 

Title П of the bill, the Hawaiian 
Home Lands Recovery Act, raises a 
number of issues that have not been 
adequately addressed here in the 
House. The legislation proposes to es- 
tablish a system to resolve Hawaiian 
native claims against the Federal Gov- 
ernment in disputes over lands which 
were allegedly diverted during terri- 
torial times from a Federal homestead- 
ing program for native Hawaiians to 
military use by the United States. As 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Military Installations and Facilities, I 
have a number of serious questions 
about the legislation sent to the House 
by the Senate. 

My two principal concerns involve 
the conflict between this legislation 
and the disposal process put into place 
for excess military property under the 
base closure and realignment process 
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and the possible effects of title II on 
the operational requirements for the 
Armed Forces in Hawaii. I'm concerned 
that the reuse and disposal of excess 
property at Naval Air Station Barbers 
Point will be seriously disrupted by 
this bill. Title П also holds open the 
prospect that the Department of De- 
fense, particularly the Navy, could be 
evicted from certain lands essential for 
the continued performance of the De- 
partment’s national defense mission 
merely to satisfy land claims of pos- 
sibly dubious merit. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding 
that the Department of Defense and 
the Department of the Navy have ex- 
pressed grave concern about the enact- 
ment of title П of H.R. 402. The Depart- 
ment may have legitimate concerns or 
the Department may be overreacting. 
We don’t know because there have been 
no hearings on title П of which I am 
aware. In my view, we should have a 
better understanding of the implica- 
tions of running with the Senate 
amendment before proceeding. 

I would prefer sending this bill back 
to the Senate without title II. That 
would allow the underlying measure 
concerning Alaskan Native claims to 
proceed, but would also allow us some 
time to take a look at the Senate 
amendment. 


[1 1545 


Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HEFLEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Hawaii. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I 
recognize the concerns of the gen- 
tleman from Colorado [Mr. HEFLEY] 
and telephoned him earlier today when 
I became aware of the mirrors that had 
been raised this late in the game. I did 
not see the particular memorandum to 
which he referred in much of his re- 
marks until just about an hour or less 
than an hour before these proceedings. 

І сап assure the gentleman as well as 
the gentleman from Alaska [Mr. 
YOUNG], that, had I been aware of some 
of these presumed objections earlier, I 
certainly would have brought to every- 
one’s attention. 

The fact is, if the gentleman will 
allow me just a few moments to go 
over the history very quickly here, this 
particular section in title П has been 
before the Congress for 15 months now. 
Apparently the Department of Defense 
discovered it in August of this year. 
That may be more of a reflection on 
the capabilities of the Department of 
Defense to get its work done than it is 
on the deliberative processes in either 
body in our national legislature. 

I regret to say, Mr. Speaker, that the 
memorandum prepared for Mr. Mark 
Wagner, the Assistant Secretary for 
Defense Economic Security, whatever 
that is, on the subject of the Depart- 
ment of Hawaiian Home Lands, dated 
August 7, 1995, was written by a dep- 
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uty, which amounts to, I am afraid, a 
series of editorial comments having no 
factual basis in the legislation. It is a 
little bit difficult to respond to what 
amounts to ad hominem commentary, 
but I will do my best to do that. 

Mr. Speaker, there is also another 
memo dated August 29 of this year 
from the Department of Defense to the 
Office of Management and Budget 
which goes to several points. It states, 
and I want to indicate this to the gen- 
tleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] and 
to the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
HEFLEY], that the Department is not 
discussing the merits of the claims in 
the memo, which I find extraordinary. 
If it is not discussing the merits of the 
claims, why is it discussing it at all? 

I will repeat that. The Department is 
not discussing the merits of the claims. 
The claims go to two or three points 
that the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
HEFLEY] correctly raised as a result of 
receiving these memos. 

The applicability of property at mili- 
tary installations closed or realigned 
pursuant to the base closure law, po- 
tential displacement from property es- 
sential for the performance of mission, 
and creation of special appraisal stand- 
ards 


I can assure the gentleman, and I am 
sure the gentleman from Alaska [Mr. 
YOUNG] will in turn assure the gen- 
tleman, that the legislation as written 
in 402 and in section 2 does not in any 
way obviate any of those purposes of 
the base closure law or any perform- 
ance of mission, nor anything having 
to do with special appraisal standards. 
The comments are entirely editorial in 
nature and amount to ad hominem 
commentary. 

I can, if the gentleman from Alaska 
[Mr. YOUNG] desires it or the gen- 
tleman from Colorado [Мг. HEFLEY] de- 
sires it, submit in detail for the record 
or say it now on the floor point by 
point with a refutation, if you will, of 
these concerns. I can assure the gentle- 
men it is neither the intent of the leg- 
islation nor is the content of the lan- 
guage so far as Iam able to determine, 
that any of these concerns are any- 
thing other than editorial abstractions. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to add to 
the comments of the gentleman from 
Hawaii. 

I understand the concern of the gen- 
tleman from Colorado. In my opening 
statement I mentioned that I was very 
concerned. This is not a new issue. I 
was, first, not notified by the Navy nor 
the national security branch that, so 
when I did find out that this possibly 
occurred, I contacted not only the two 
senior Senators from Hawaii, I also 
contacted by senior Senator from Alas- 
ka. 

I know I am not supposed to mention 
the other body. They said there was no 


September 18, 1995 


problem. They had had the review and 
decided that these concerns were un- 
warranted. So I am still a little bit 
concerned that the Navy, after 15 
months, now would editorialize and 
throw up this sort of smokescreen, if I 
may call it. Really what it means is 
they just do not want to get rid of any- 
thing they have, even though it is for a 
legitimate reason and а legitimate 
right, and to have justice served, this 
provision should be adopted. 

It bothers me because, if this is a 
brandnew issue, it has been sprung оп 
the House, it would be a different 
story. It was not sprung on the House. 
This has been around for a long, long 
time. We hear Friday now that these 
things may occur which, as was said 
before, there is no documentation, in 
fact backing up their premise. 

So Iam urging my Members to reject 
the argument from the Navy because I 
think they are flat wrong. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I yield to the 
gentleman from Hawaii. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I 
hope the gentleman agrees with me 
that perhaps there is not even an argu- 
ment being made so much as questions 
being raised. To that degree, if I may 
be granted just a moment or two more 
both for the benefit of our colleagues, 
the committee, and for the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. HEFLEY], with 
whom I have worked very, very closely 
and for whom I have great respect. If 
the gentleman will just give me a mo- 
ment, I will state for the record so that 
it is explicit, Mr. Speaker. 

With respect to H.R. 402 and the base 
closure, commonly known аз the 
BRAC, all the decisions to close and re- 
align bases in Hawaii or elsewhere will 
continue to stand and will not be af- 
fected by this legislation. 

With respect to the Barbers Point 
situation, Barbers Point Naval Air Sta- 
tion, which is the most recent base clo- 
sure report proposed, proposed by the 
BRAC Commission, a modification to 
the previous base closure decision, H.R. 
402 will not interfere with that decision 
to implement the modified closure de- 
cision at Barbers Point. 

On the base reuse and local reuse 
issue, which was raised, on the ques- 
tion of title П of H.R. 402 and affecting 
the reuse of Hawaii military bases or 
any other bases under the BRAC by the 
local reuse committees, let me make 
the following points: the bill contains a 
very tight restriction on the ability of 
the Department of Hawaiian Home 
Lands to obtain base closure properties 
in order to secure a favorable CBO 
scoring of the bill. The legislation ex- 
cludes—and this is for everything in 
the legislation, not just title П; as the 
gentleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] 
knows—the legislation excludes any 
Federal lands that would generate in- 
come or would be expected to generate 
income for the Federal Government. 
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This restriction appears in the bill in 
three separate instances and represents 
a major hurdle for the acquisition of 
base closure property by anybody in 
those circumstances, including Hawai- 
ian homeland. 

Second, I pointed out that the CBO 
and the Department of Defense expect 
that any reuse of the Barbers Point 
land would generate income for the 
Federal Government. I should also note 
that Barbers Point is the only site in 
Hawaii that is eligible for reuse under 
the base closure process. Given the fact 
that no lands that could generate reve- 
nue for the Federal Government would 
be eligible for acquisition under this 
bill, a transfer of Barbers Point land to 
the Department of Hawaiian Home 
Lands does not appear to be a question. 

Finally, I understand the Depart- 
ment of Defense has raised a concern 
that H.R. 402 might disadvantage the 
interests of base reuse committees in 
Hawaii. Let me reassure my colleagues, 
there is no legislative language to that 
effect, nor no intent to that effect or in 
this regard. This concern is without 
substance. 

As I pointed out earlier, we have a 
rather unique situation at the Barbers 
Point Naval Air Station in which the 
most recent base closure report pro- 
posal had a modification to the pre- 
vious base closure decision. 

I will tell the Members what that 
modification is. It is to ensure that the 
Navy keeps the beaches, the гес- 
reational beaches. I have an idea, Mr. 
Speaker and Mr. HEFLEY, that this 
whole thing has been generated be- 
cause there they are afraid that pos- 
sibly some objections might be raised 
that the beaches in and the cottages 
attendant to the beaches might some- 
how fall into the hands of the Hawaiian 
people. 

I will state for the record here that I 
voted for the Base Closure Commission 
report, the modified report, in which it 
says the two beaches—and I can name 
the beaches for you, I have them here, 
Nimitz Beach and White Plains Beach, 
beach recreational areas. That is the 
modification, to retain them, that they 
will be in there. 

All I am asking for is access to them. 
I am perfectly content to have the 
Navy retain the beaches in Hawaii as 
vital to the necessary strategic mili- 
tary importance of the United States 
in the Pacific. But to have an entire 
bill that has been worked out in good 
faith on a bipartisan basis for the bet- 
ter part of 2% years, to be objected to 
at this point or subject to some kind of 
scrutiny other than on the basis of the 
merits, seems to be outrageous. 

The Navy can have the beaches. Can 
we please have the bill? 

That was a rhetorical pause. Maybe 
we could exchange beaches, Mr. бреак- 
er, for some beaches in Alaska, perhaps 
above the Arctic Circle. Do you think 
they would be interested іп that ex- 
change? i 
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Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
am confident the Navy would not be in- 
terested in beaches in Alaska. 

Mr. Speaker, I again stress for my 
colleagues to vote for this legislation. 
It is long overdue. 

I am very concerned, as the gen- 
tleman from Hawaii has mentioned, 
that at this late date that these ques- 
tions might arise. It is an example, I 
think, of some incompetency down in 
the department, and I say that with 
some reservation in the sense I cannot 
blame everybody, maybe just one en- 
thusiastic individual. I know Secretary 
Dalton has been talked to. I had hoped 
that there would be a total turndown of 
this and I expect that before we do vote 
on this legislation, if we vote on this 
legislation. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, in 
1921 Congress enacted the Hawaiian Homes 
Commission Act to preserve and protect a 
way of life for native people on the Islands of 
Hawaii. The act put aside approximately 
200,000 acres of land for the exclusive use 
and benefit of native Hawaiians. The purpose 
was to use these lands as a homest 
program to return native Hawaiians to their 


ig ee the program was destined to 
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In 1984 much of the land 
the Federal Government both continued to re- 
tain the best lands and provided no com- 
pensation for lost use. 

Title ІІ of H.R. 402 sets up a process where- 
by the Federal Government can exchange 
Federal lands within the State of Hawaii as a 
means of settling claims against the United 
States. The Secretary of the Interior would 
also be authorized to convey lands to the De- 
partment of Hawaiian Home Lands as com- 
pensation for lost use of those lands. 

To be honest, | wish this bill went further 
and demanded back the valuable lands stolen 
from the native Hawaiians against the directive 
of the Congress. However, | defer to the wis- 
dom of the only native Hawaiian to serve in 
the U.S. Senate, my good friend the Senator 
of Hawaii who authored this legislation. | also 
want to commend my colleagues Mr. ABER- 
CROMBIE and Mrs. MINK for their efforts in 
moving this legislation. 

І urge my colleagues to support this bill. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
urge passage of this very important 
legislation for the good of all. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re- 
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). The question is on the motion 


е offered by the gentleman from Alaska 
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ІМг. YOUNG] that the House suspend 
the rules and concur in the Senate 
amendment to H.R. 402. 

The question was taken. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair's 
prior announcement, further proceed- 
ings on this motion will be postponed. 


П 1600 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 39, FISHER CONSERVA- 
TION AND MANAGEMENT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1995 


Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer a unanimous-consent request. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). The Clerk will report the 
unanimous consent request. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asks unanimous 
consent that at any time hereafter the 
Speaker may, pursuant to clause 1(b) of rule 
XXIII, declare the House resolved into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 39) to amend the Magnuson Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act to im- 
prove fisheries management, and that con- 
sideration of the bill proceed according to 
the following order. The first reading of the 
bill shall be dispensed with. All points of 
order against consideration of the bill are 
waived. General debate shall be confined to 
the bill and shall not exceed 1 hour equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Resources. After general debate the bill 
shall be considered for amendment under the 
5-minute rule. It shall be in order to consider 
as an origina) bill for the purpose of amend- 
ment under the 5-minute rule the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute rec- 
ommended by the Committee on Resources 
now printed in the bill. Each section of the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute shall be considered as read. All 
points of order against the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute are 
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
Any Member may demand a separate vote in 
the House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend- 
ments thereto to final passage without inter- 
vening motion except one motion to recom- 
mit with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Alaska? 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
if I might, I would enter into a col- 
loquy with the gentleman from Alaska 
[Мг. YOUNG]. I would like to have the 
gentleman clarify a point on H.R. 39 of 
the Magnuson Act reauthorization. 

Is it the intention of the Chairman of 
the Committee that we will only con- 
sider the bill under general debate 
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today, and rise to consider the bill for 
amendment at some later date? 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Alaska. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 
the gentleman is correct. Some Mem- 
bers are interested in offering amend- 
ments to H.R. 39 who would be unable 
to participate this afternoon. There- 
fore, it is my intent to ask that the 
Committee rise after conclusion of gen- 
eral debate and, if I may continue, with 
my understanding with my good friend, 
the gentleman from California, that 
eventually this bill will pass this House 
to get over to the Senate after we con- 
sider all amendments that are to be of- 
fered. We must proceed, because this 
has been sunsetted now for 1% years, so 
we would like to get it done. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva- 
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Alaska? 

There was no objection. 


SHENANDOAH VALLEY NATIONAL 
BATTLE FIELD PARTNERSHIP 
ACT OF 1995 


Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 1091) to improve the National 
Park System in the Commonwealth of 
Virginia, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 1091 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

TITLE I—RICHMOND NATIONAL 
BATTLEFIELD PARK 
SEC. 101, MODIFICATION OF BOUNDARY. 

The first section of the Act of March 2, 1936 
(Chapter 113; 49 Stat. 1155), is amended to 
read as follows: 

“SECTION 1. (a) In order to preserve the site 
of the 1862 Peninsula Campaign and the 1864- 
65 battle of Richmond, in the vicinity of 
Richmond, Virginia, as a national battlefield 
park for the benefit and inspiration of the 
people of the United States, there is hereby 
established, subject to existing rights, the 
Richmond National Battlefield Park (herein- 
after in this Act referred to as the “Рагк”). 

b) The Park shall consist of— 

“(1) lands, waters, and interests therein 
within the area generally depicted on the 
map entitled Richmond National Battlefield 
Park, Land Status Map’, numbered 367/92,000, 
and dated September 1993; and 

“(2) upon donation of title acceptable to 
the Secretary of the Interior (end acceptance 
by the Secretary), the following tracts: a 
tract of 750 acres at Malvern Hill, a tract of 
15 acres at Beaver Dam Creek, a tract of 100 
acres at Cold Harbor, and a tract of 42 acres 
at Bethesda Church. 

“(с) As soon as practicable, the Secretary 
of the Interior shall complete a boundary 
map (including tracts referred to in sub- 
section (b)(2)) for the Park. The map re- 
quired by this subsection and the map re- 
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ferred to in subsection (b)(1) shall be on file 
and available for public inspection in the of- 
fice of the National Park Service, Depart- 
ment of the Interior. 

„d) The Congress recognizes the national 
significance of the Battle of New Market 
Heights and declares it to be in the public in- 
terest to ensure the preservation of the New 
Market Heights Battlefield so that an impor- 
tant aspect of American history can be inter- 
preted to the public. The Congress directs 
the Secretary to work cooperatively with 
the Commonwealth of Virginia, the county 
of Henrico, Virginia, and property owners 
within or impacted by the battlefield area to 
develop alternatives to ensure implementa- 
tion of these goals. The Secretary shall sub- 
mit a report outlining such alternatives to 
the Committee on Resources of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on En- 
ergy and Natural Resources of the Senate no 
later than June 1, 1996.“ 

SEC. 102, REPEAL OF PROVISION REGARDING 
PROPERTY ACQUISITION. 

The Act of March 2, 1936 (Chapter 113; 49 
Stat. 1155), is amended by striking section 2. 
SEC, 103. ADMINISTRATION. 

Section 3 of the Act of March 2, 1936 (Chap- 
ter 113; 49 Stat. 1156), is redesignated as sec- 
tion 2 and is amended by striking the period 
and inserting “, and the Act of August 21, 
1935 (49 Stat. 666; 16 U.S.C. 461-467).”. 

TITLE II—SHENANDOAH NATIONAL PARK 
ВЕС. 201. MODIFICATION OF BOUNDARY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The boundary of Shen- 
andoah National Park is hereby modified to 
include only those lands and interests there- 
in that, on the day before the date of the en- 
actment of this Act, were in Federal owner- 
ship and were administered by the Secretary 
of the Interior (hereinafter in this title re- 
ferred to as the Secretary“) as part of the 
park. So much of the Act of May 22, 1926 
(Chapter 363; 44 Stat. 616) as is inconsistent 
herewith is hereby repealed. 

(b) MINOR BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS AND 
LAND ACQUISITION, — 

(1) MINOR BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS.—The 
Secretary is authorized to make minor ad- 
justments to the boundary of Shenandoah 
National Park, as modified by this title, to 
make essential improvements to facilitate 
access to trailheads to the park that exist on 
the day before the date of the enactment of 
this title, in cases in which there are no 
practicable alternatives to such adjust- 
ments. 

(2) LIMITATIONS ON LAND ACQUISITION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subsection, the Secretary may 
acquire lands and interests therein under 
this subsection only by donation. 

(В) ADDITIONAL RESTRICTIONS.—When act- 
ing under this subsection— 

(i) the Secretary may add to the Shen- 
andoah National Park only lands and inter- 
ests therein that are contiguous with Fed- 
eral lands administered by the Secretary as 
part of the park; 

(ii) prior to accepting title to any lands or 
interests therein, the Secretary shall hold a 
public meeting in the county in which such 
lands and interests are located; 

(iii) the Secretary shall not alter the pri- 
mary means of access of any private land- 
owner to the lands owned by such landowner; 
and . 

(iv) the Secretary shall not cause any prop- 
erty owned by a private individual, or any 
group of adjacent properties owned by pri- 
vate individuals, to be surrounded on all 
sides by land administered by the Secretary 
as part of the park. 
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(c) MITIGATION OF IMPACTS AT ACCESS 
Роіктв.--Тһе Secretary shall take all rea- 
sonable actions to mitigate the impacts as- 
sociated with visitor use at trailheads 
around the perimeter of Shenandoah Na- 
tional Park. The Secretary shall enlist the 
cooperation of the State and local jurisdic- 
tions, as appropriate, in carrying out this 
subsection. 

SEC. 202. REQUIREMENT OF TRANSFER OF COUN- 
TY ROAD CORRIDORS. 

(a) STATEMENT OF PURPOSE.—It is the pur- 
pose of this section to permit the Common- 
wealth of Virginia to maintain and provide 
for safe public use of certain roads that the 
Commonwealth donated to the Federal Gov- 
ernment at the time of the establishment of 
Shenandoah National Park. 

(b) REQUIREMENT OF TRANSFER.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of the Interior 
shall transfer to the Commonwealth of Vir- 
ginia, without consideration or reimburse- 
ment, all right, title, and interest of the 
United States in and to all county road cor- 
ridors that were located within the Shen- 
andoah National Park on the day before the 
date of the enactment of this Act and are re- 
moved from such Park by the boundary 
modification made by section 201. 

(c) REVERSION.—Each transfer pursuant to 
this section shall be made subject to the con- 
dition that if, at any time, any county road 
corridor so transferred is no longer used as a 
public roadway, all right, title, and interest 
in the county road corridor shall revert to 
the United States. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion: 

(1) COUNTY ROAD CORRIDOR.—The term 
“county road corridor’? means a corridor 
that is comprised of any Shenandoah county 
road together with an amount of land, which 
is contiguous with the road and which is se- 
lected by the Secretary of the Interior in 
consultation with the Governor of the Com- 
monwealth of Virginia, such that the total 
width of the corridor is 50 feet. 

(2) SHENANDOAH COUNTY ROAD.—The term 
“Shenandoah county road“ means any por- 
tion of a road that is open to public vehicle 
usage and that, on the date of the enactment 
of this Act, constitutes part of— 

(A) Madison County Route 600; 

(B) Rockingham County Route 624; 

(C) Rockingham County Route 625; 

(D) Rockingham County Route 626; 

(E) Warren County Route 604; 

(F) Page County Route 759; 

(G) Page County Route 611; 

(H) Page County Route 682; 

(1) Page County Route 662; 

(J) Augusta County Route 611; 

(K) Augusta County Route 619; 

(L) Albemarle County Route 614; 

(M) Augusta County Route 661; 

(N) Rockingham County Route 663; 

(O) Rockingham County Route 659; 

(P) Page County Route 669; 

(Q) Rockingham County Route 661; 

(R) Criser Road (to Town of Front Royal); 
or 

(8) the government-owned parcel connect- 
ing Criser Road to the Warren County School 
Board parcel. 

TITLE I1I—COLONIAL NATIONAL 
HISTORICAL PARK 
SEC. 301. MODIFICATION OF BOUNDARY. 

Notwithstanding the provisions of the Act 
of June 28, 1938 (52 Stat. 1208; 16 U.S.C. 81b, 
81d), limiting the average width of the Colo- 
nial Parkway, the Secretary of the Interior 
(hereinafter in this title referred to as the 
“Бесгебагу”) is authorized to include within 
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the Colonial National Historical Park, and 
to acquire by purchase, donation or ex- 
change, lands and interests in lands (with or 
without improvements) within the areas de- 
picted on the map dated August 1993, num- 
bered 333/80031А, and entitled Page Landing 
Addition to Colonial National Historical 
Park”. Such map shall be on file and avail- 
able for inspection in the offices of the Na- 
tional Park Service at Colonial National 
Historical Park and in Washington, District 
of Columbia. 

SEC. 302. TRANSFER OF SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYS- 

TEM AND RIGHTS-OF-WAY. 

(а) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author- 
ized to transfer, without reimbursement (ex- 
cept as provided in subsection (c)), to York 
County, Virginia, any portion of the existing 
sewage disposal system, including related 
improvements and structures, that is owned 
by the United States and located within the 
Colonial National Historical Park, together 
with such rights-of-way as the Secretary de- 
termines to be necessary to maintain and op- 
erate such system. 

(b) REPAIR AND REHABILITATION OF Sys- 
TEM.—The Secretary is authorized to enter 
into a cooperative agreement with York 
County, Virginia, under which the Secretary 
will pay a portion, not to exceed $110,000, of 
the costs of repair and rehabilitation of the 
sewage disposal system referred to in sub- 
section (a). 

(с) EFFECT OF AGREEMENT ON CHARGES, 1М- 
PACT, AND ALTERATIONS.—In consideration 
for the rights-of-way granted under sub- 
section (a), in recognition of the contribu- 
tion authorized under subsection (b), and as 
а condition of the transfer authorized by 
subsection (a), the cooperative agreement 
under subsection (b) shall provide for a re- 
duction in, or the elimination of, the 
amounts charged to the National Park Serv- 
ice for its sewage disposal with respect to 
the Colonial National Historical Park, shall 
provide for minimizing the impact of the 
park’s sewage disposal system оп the park 
and its resources, and shall provide that such 
system may not be enlarged or substantially 
altered without the concurrence of the direc- 
tor of the National Park Service. 

SEC. 303. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
$110,000 to carry out section 302 and $830,000, 
or the current appraised value of the lands 
and interests in lands referred to in section 
301, whichever is lower, to carry out section 
301. 


TITLE IV—SHENANDOAH VALLEY 
BATTLEFIELDS 


SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Shen- 
andoah Valley Battlefields Partnership Act 
of 1995”, 

SEC. 402. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that— 

(1) there are situated in the Shenandoah 
Valley in the Commonwealth of Virginia the 
sites of several key Civil War battles; 

(2) certain sites, battlefields, structures, 
and districts in the Shenandoah Valley are 
collectively of national significance in the 
history of the Civil War; 

(3) in 1990, the Congress enacted legislation 
directing the Secretary of the Interior to 
prepare a comprehensive study of significant 
sites and structures associated with Civil 
War battles in the Shenandoah Valley; 

(4) the study, which was completed in 1992, 
found that many of the sites within the 
Shenandoah Valley possess national signifi- 
cance and retain a high degree of historical 
integrity; 
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(5) the preservation of Civil War sites with- 
in a regional framework requires coopera- 
tion among local property owners and Fed- 
eral, State, and local government entities; 
and 

(6) partnerships between Federal, State, 
and local governments, the regional entities 
of such governments, and the private sector 
offer the most effective opportunities for the 
enhancement and management of the Civil 
War battlefields and related sites in the 
Shenandoah Valley. 

SEC, 403, STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 

The purposes of this title are to— 

(1) preserve, conserve, and interpret the 
legacy of the Civil War in the Shenandoah 
Valley; 

(2) recognize and interpret important 
events and geographic locations representing 
key Civil War battles in the Shenandoah 
Valley, including those battlefields associ- 
ated with the Thomas J. (Stonewall) Jack- 
son campaign of 1862 and the decisive cam- 
paigns of 1864; 

(3) recognize and interpret the effect of the 
Civil War on the civilian population of the 
Shenandoah Valley during the war and post- 
war reconstruction period; and 

(4) create partnerships among Federal, 
State, and local governments, the regional 
entities of such governments, and the pri- 
vate sector to preserve, conserve, enhance, 
and interpret the nationally significant bat- 
tlefields and related sites associated with the 
Civil War in the Shenandoah Valley. 

SEC, 404. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title: 

(1) BATTLEFIELD.—The term “battlefield” 
means 1 of 15 battlefields in the Shenandoah 
Valley, as identified in the report. 

(2) COMMISSION.—The term “Commission” 
means the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields 
Commission established by section 409. 

(3) HISTORIC CORE.—The term historic 
соге” means the area that is so defined іп 
the report, encompasses important compo- 
nents of a battle, and provides a strategic 
context and geographic setting for under- 
standing the battle. 

(4) HISTORIC PARK.—The term historic 
park“ means the Shenandoah Battlefields 
National Historic Park established under 
section 405(b). 

(5) PLAN.—The term “рап” means the 
Shenandoah Valley Battlefields plan ap- 
proved by the Secretary under section 406. 

(6) REPORT.—The term report“ means the 
report prepared by the Secretary pursuant to 
the Civil War Sites Study Act of 1990 (Public 
Law 101-628; 16 U.S.C. 1а-5 note). 

(7) SECRETARY.—The term Secretary“ 
means the Secretary of the Interior. 

(8) SHENANDOAH VALLEY.—The term Shen- 
andoah Valley“ means the Shenandoah Val- 
ley in the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

SEC. 405. SHENANDOAH VALLEY BATTLEFIELDS 
NATIONAL HISTORIC PARK. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—To carry out the pur- 
poses of this title, there is hereby authorized 
to be established the Shenandoah Valley 
Battlefields National Historic Park in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia. The Secretary 
shall establish in the Shenandoah Valley an 
administrative office and a location to pro- 
vide information and interpretation with re- 
spect to the battlefields. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Shenandoah Valley 
Battlefields National Historic Park is hereby 
established upon publication by the Sec- 
retary in the Federal Register that— 

(A) the Secretary has determined that the 
historic core of one or more of the battle- 
fields is protected adequately to ensure the 
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long-term preservation of the historic core 
in accordance with the plan; and 

(B) the Secretary accepts administrative 
jurisdiction of such historic core. 

(2) CONTENTS OF HISTORIC PARK.—The his- 
toric park shall consist of each historic core 
with respect to which the Secretary pub- 
lishes a notice under paragraph (1). 


(c) ADMINISTRATION.—The Secretary shall 
administer the historic park in accordance 
with this title and with provisions of law 
generally applicable to the National Park 
System, including the Act of August 25, 1916 
(39 Stat. 535; 16 U.S.C. 1, 2, 3, 4) and the Act 
of August 21, 1935 (49 Stat. 666; 16 U.S.C. 461- 
467). The Secretary shall protect, manage, 
and administer the historic park for the pur- 
poses of preserving and interpreting its natu- 
ral, cultural, and historic resources and of 
providing for public understanding and ap- 
preciation of the battlefields, in such a man- 
ner as to perpetuate these qualities and val- 
ues for future generations. 


(d) LAND ACQUISITION.—If a historic core is 
included in the historic park— 

(1) the Secretary may accept title from 
any private entity to any lands or interests 
therein within the historic core; and 

(2) the Secretary may acquire from any 
willing seller lands and interests therein 
within the boundary of the historic core if 
the Secretary determines that such acquisi- 
tion is essential to avoid significant changes 
to land use which the Secretary determines 
would have a significant adverse effect on 
the historic character of the historic core. 


(e) LIVING HISTORY DEMONSTRATIONS AND 
BATTLEFIELD ENACTMENTS.—The Secretary 
shall allow, at any location in the historic 
park, any living history demonstration or 
battlefield reenactment that is the same as 
or substantially similar to a demonstration 
or reenactment that occurred at such loca- 
tion at any time during the 12-month period 
ending on the date of the enactment of this 
Act. The Secretary may allow, at any loca- 
tion in the historic park, any living history 
demonstration or battlefield reenactment 
that is not described in the preceding sen- 
tence but that the Secretary determines to 
be appropriate. 


SEC. 406. SHENANDOAH VALLEY BATTLEFIELDS 
PLAN, 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The historic park shall be 
managed by the Secretary pursuant to this 
title and the Shenandoah Valley Battlefields 
plan developed by the Commission and ap- 
proved by the Secretary, as provided in this 
section. 


(b) SPECIFIC PROVISIONS.—The plan shall 
include— 

(1) provisions for the management, protec- 
tion, and interpretation of the natural, cul- 
tural, and historical resources of the battle- 
fields, consistent with the purposes of this 
title; 

(2) identification of the historic cores that 
are appropriate for administration by the 
Secretary; 

(8) a determination of the level of ргобес- 
tion that is adequate to ensure the long-term 
preservation of each of the historic cores 
that is identified under paragraph (2) and 
measures recommended to accomplish such 
protection, which may include (but need not 
be limited to) conservation easements, local 
zoning, transfer of development rights, or 
ownership by an entity dedicated to preser- 
vation of the historic resources of the battle- 
fields; 

(4) recommendations to the Common- 
wealth of Virginia (and political subdivisions 
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thereof) regarding the management, protec- 
tion, and interpretation of the natural, cul- 
tural, and historical resources of the battle- 
fields; 

(5) the information described in section 
12(b) of Public Law 91-383 (16 U.S.C. 1а-7(0)) 
(pertaining to the preparation of general 
management plans); 

(6) identification of appropriate partner- 
ships between the Secretary, Federal, State, 
and local governments and regional entities, 
and the private sector, in furtherance of the 
purposes of this title; 

(7) proposed locations for visitor contact 
and major interpretive facilities; 

(8) provisions for implementing a continu- 
ing program of interpretation and visitor 
education concerning the resources and val- 
ues of the battlefields and historic core 
areas; 

(9) provisions for a uniform valley-wide 
historical marker and wayside exhibit pro- 
gram, including a provision for marking, 
with the consent of the owner, historic 
structures and properties that are contained 
within and contribute to the understanding 
of the battlefields; and 

(10) recommendations for means of ensur- 
ing continued local involvement and partici- 
pation in the management, protection, and 
development of the battlefields. 

(c) PREPARATION OF DRAFT PLAN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years 
after the date on which the Commission con- 
ducts its first meeting, the Commission shall 
submit to the Secretary a draft plan that 
meets the requirements of subsection (b). 

(2) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—Prior to 
submitting the draft plan to the Secretary, 
the Commission shall ensure that— 

(A) the Commonwealth of Virginia, and 
any political subdivision thereof that would 
be affected by the plan, receives a copy of 
the draft plan; 

(B) adequate notice of the availability of 
the draft plan is provided through publica- 
tion in appropriate local newspapers in the 
area of the battlefields; and 

(C) at least one public hearing in the vicin- 
ity of the battlefields in the upper Shen- 
andoah Valley and one public hearing in the 
vicinity of the battlefields in the lower 
Shenandoah Valley is conducted by the Com- 
mission with respect to the draft plan. 

(4) REVIEW OF PLAN BY THE SECRETARY.— 
The Secretary shall review the draft plan 
submitted under subsection (c) and, not later 
than 90 days after the date on which the 
draft plan is submitted, shall either— 

(1) approve the draft plan as the plan; or 

(2) reject the draft plan and recommend to 
the Commission modifications that would 
make the draft plan acceptable. 

SEC. 407. COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS. 

(а) IN GENERAL.—In furtherance of the pur- 
poses of this title, the Secretary may estab- 
lish partnerships and enter into cooperative 
agreements concerning lands, and interests 
therein, within the battlefields with other 
Federal, State, or local agencies and private 
persons or organizations. 

(b) HISTORIC MONUMENTS.—The Secretary 
may enter into an agreement with the owner 
of property that is located in the battlefields 
and on which an historic monument or tab- 
let commemorating a relevant battle has 
been erected prior to the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. The Secretary may make 
funds available for the maintenance, protec- 
tion, and interpretation of the monument or 
tablet, as the case may be, pursuant to the 
agreement. 

(c) AGREEMENTS AND PARTNERSHIPS NOT 
DEPENDENT ON INCLUSION IN HISTORIC PARK.— 
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The Secretary may establish a partnership 
or enter into an agreement under this sec- 
tion with respect to a battlefield regardless 
of whether or not the historic core area of 
the battlefield is included in the historic 
park. 

SEC. 408. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM. 

(a) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO PROPERTY 
OWNERS.—The Secretary may provide tech- 
nical assistance to owners of property lo- 
cated within the battlefields to provide for 
the preservation and interpretation of the 
natural, cultural, and historical resources 
within the battlefields. 

(Ы) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO GOVERN- 
MENTAL ENTITIES.—The Secretary, after con- 
sultation with the Commission, may award 
grants and provide technical assistance to 
governmental entities to assist with the 
Planning, development, and implementation 
of comprehensive plans, land use guidelines, 
regulations, ordinances, or other appropriate 
documents, that are consistent with and de- 
signed to protect the historic character of 
the battlefields. 

(c) ASSISTANCE NOT DEPENDENT ON INCLU- 
SION IN PARK.—The Secretary may provide 
assistance under this section with respect to 
a battlefield or historic core area regardless 
of whether or not the battlefield or historic 
core area is included in the Park. 

БЕС. 409. SHENANDOAH VALLEY BATTLEFIELDS 
- COMMISSION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby es- 
tablished the Shenandoah Valley Battle- 
fields Commission. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The Commission shall be 
composed of 19 members, to be appointed by 
the Secretary as follows: 

(1) 5 members representing local govern- 
ments of communities in the vicinity of the 
battlefields, appointed after the Secretary 
considers recommendations made by appro- 
priate local governing bodies. 

(2) 10 members representing property own- 
ers within the battlefields (1 member within 
each unit of the battlefields). 

(3) 1 member with demonstrated expertise 
in historic preservation. 

(4) 1 member who is a recognized historian 
with expertise in Civil War history. 

(5) 1 member from a list of recommenda- 
tions made by the Governor of Virginia. 

(6) 1 member representing the interests of 
the National Park Service. 

(c) APPOINTMENTS.—Members shall be ap- 
pointed for the life of the Commission. 

(d) ELECTION OF OFFICERS.—The Commis- 
sion shall elect one of its members as Chair- 
person and one as Vice Chairperson. The 
terms of office of the Chairperson and Vice 
Chairperson shall be 2 years. The Vice Chair- 
person shall serve as Chairperson in the ab- 
sence of the Chairperson. 

(e) VACANCY.—Any vacancy on the Com- 
mission shall be filled in the same manner in 
which the original appointment was made, 
except that the Secretary shall fill any va- 
cancy within 30 days after the vacancy oc- 


curs. 

(f) QuoRUM.—A majority of the Commis- 
sion shall constitute a quorum. 

(6) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall meet 
at the call of the Chairperson or a majority 
of the members of the Commission, but not 
less than quarterly. Notice of Commission 
meetings and agendas for the meetings shall 
be published in local newspapers that have a 
distribution throughout the Shenandoah 
Valley. Commission meetings shall be held 
at various locations throughout the Shen- 
andoah Valley and in a manner that ensures 
adequate public participation. 

(h) STAFF OF THE COMMISSION.—The Com- 
mission shall have the power to appoint and 
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fix the compensation of such staff as may be 
necessary to carry out its duties. 

(i) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.— 
The Administrator of the General Services 
Administration shall provide to the Commis- 
sion, on a reimbursable basis, such adminis- 
trative support services as the Commission 
may request. 

(j) FEDERAL AGENCIES.—Upon request of 
the Commission, the head of any Federal 
agency may detail to the Commission, on a 
reimbursable basis, personnel of the agency 
to assist the Commission in carrying out its 
duties. 

(k) SUBPOENAS.—The Commission may not 
issue subpoenas or exercise any subpoena au- 
thority. 

(1) EXPENSES.—Members of the Commission 
shall serve without compensation, but the 
Secretary may reimburse members for ex- 
penses reasonably incurred in carrying out 
the responsibilities of the Commission under 
this title. 

(m) MAILS.—The Commission may use the 
United States mails in the same manner and 
under the same conditions as other depart- 
ments and agencies of the United States. 

(п) Сіғтв.--Тһе Commission may, for pur- 
poses of carrying out the duties of the Com- 
mission, seek, accept, and dispose of gifts, 
bequests, or donations of money, personal 
property, or services, received from any 
source, 

(о) TERMINATION.—The Commission shall 
terminate upon the expiration of the 45-day 
period beginning on the date on which the 
Secretary approves the plan under section 
406(d). 

SEC. 410. DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION. 

The Commission shall— 

(1) develop the plan and draft plan referred 
to in section 406, in consultation with the 
Secretary; 

(2) advise the Secretary with respect to the 
battlefields; 

(3) assist the Commonwealth of Virginia, 
and any political subdivision thereof, in the 
management, protection, and interpretation 
of the natural, cultural, and historical re- 
sources within the battlefields, except that 
the Commission shall in no way infringe 
upon the authorities and policies of the Com- 
monwealth of Virginia or any political sub- 
division thereof; and 

(4) take appropriate action to encourage 
protection of the natural, cultural, and his- 
toric resources within the battlefields by 
landowners, local governments, organiza- 
tions, and businesses. 

SEC. 411. TERMINATION OF INCLUSION IN HIS- 
TORIC PARK. 

(а) IN GENERAL,—A historic core that be- 
comes part of the historic park shall con- 
tinue to be included in the historic park un- 
less— 

(1) the Secretary determines that the pro- 
tection of the historic core no longer meets 
the requirements of section 405(b)(1)(A); and 

(2) after making a determination referred 
to in paragraph (1), the Secretary submits to 
the Congress notification that the historic 
core should cease to be included in the his- 
toric park. 

(b) PUBLIC HEARING.—Before the Secretary 
makes a determination referred to in sub- 
section (а)(1) regarding a historic core, the 
Secretary or a designee shall hold a public 
hearing within the vicinity of the historic 
core. 

(с) TIME OF TERMINATION OF INCLUSION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—A historic core shall cease 
to be included in the historic park upon the 
expiration of 90 legislative days after the 
Secretary submits to the Congress the notifi- 
cation referred to in subsection (a)(2) regard- 
ing the historic core. 
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(2) LEGISLATIVE DAY.—For purposes of this 
subsection, the term legislative day“ means 
any calendar day on which both Houses of 
the Congress are in session. 

ВЕС. 412. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
not more than $5,000,000 for development of 
the historic park, not more than $2,000,000 
for land acquisition pursuant to this title, 
not more than $500,000 to carry out the pur- 
poses of sections 407 and 408, and not more 
than $250,000 for any fiscal year for the oper- 
ation of the Commission. 

TITLE V—CUMBERLAND GAP NATIONAL 

HISTORICAL PARK 
SEC. 501. ADDITION OF LANDS. 

(a) AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding the Act 
of June 11, 1940 (16 U.S.C. 261 et seq.), the 
Secretary of the Interior is authorized to ac- 
quire by donation, purchase with donated or 
appropriated funds, or exchange not to ex- 
ceed 10 acres of land or interests in land, 
which shall consist of those necessary lands 
for the establishment of trailheads to be lo- 
cated at White Rocks and Chadwell Gap. 

(b) ADMINISTRATION.—Lands and interests 
in lands acquired pursuant to subsection (a) 
shall be added to and administered as part of 
Cumberland Gap National Historical Park. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. HANSEN] will be recognized 
for 20 minutes and the gentleman from 
New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 1091, legislation to improve the 
National Park System in the Common- 
wealth of Virginia. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a comprehensive 
bipartisan bill which makes improve- 
ments to various park areas in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia. First, the 
bill resolves boundary questions at two 
parks, Shenandoah National Park and 
Richmond National Battlefield, where 
the park boundary now includes hun- 
dreds of thousands of acres of non- 
Federal, non-park-quality lands. These 
unmanageable boundaries have been a 
source of significant concern to private 
property owners and local governments 
alike. This bill shrink-wraps bound- 
aries at those parks to generally con- 
form to lands currently owned by the 
Federal Government or lands antici- 
pated to be added to the parks in the 
near future. 

Under the title pertaining to Rich- 
mond National Battlefield, the bill pro- 
vides for a substantial expansion of the 
existing 770-acre park by authorizing 
the NPS to accept a donation totalling 
907 acres with important Civil War fea- 
tures. The bill also directs the Sec- 
retary to develop a proposal to ensure 
protection of the New Market Heights 
Battlefield, a significant site where 14 
African-Americans earned the Congres- 
sional Medal of Honor: 

By establishing reasonable bound- 
aries for both Shenandoah National 
Park and Richmond Battlefield, these 
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areas will be placed on equal footing 
with the other 360-plus areas adminis- 
tered by the NPS which have reason- 
able fixed boundaries. After enactment 
of this legislation, future boundary ad- 
justments at these parks will be made 
by Congress, rather than the park su- 
perintendent. 

The bill also transfers 19 road cor- 
ridors at Shenandoah National Park, 
totaling 16 acres out of the 196,500-acre 
park, from the NPS back to the Com- 
monwealth for their administration 
and management. Along with nearly 
all the land currently within the park, 
these roads were donated by the Com- 
monwealth to the Federal Government 
at the time of park establishment in 
the 1930’s. However, recently, the NPS 
has advised the Commonwealth that 
NPS has no authority to permit the 
Commonwealth to continue to main- 
tain these roads. The Commonwealth is 
now seeking to have these roads re- 
turned to their ownership so that they 
can manage them and continue such 
uses as transporting children to 
schools. 

Title ІП of the bill expands the 
boundary of the existing Colonial Na- 
tional Parkway by 15 acres at its nar- 
rowest point and provides for the coun- 
ty to take over an existing utility line 
to private residents within the park. 
This legislation is nearly identical to a 
bill which passed the House last ses- 
sion. 

Title IV of the bill authorizes a new 
park area in the Shenandoah Valley to 
recognize a number of important Civil 
War battles which occurred there. How- 
ever, the bill provides that the park 
will not be established unless the State 
and local governments, and the private 
sector, make a significant contribution 
to the preservation of these significant 
Civil War sites. Only if the Secretary 
finds that these resources are ade- 
quately protected by these other enti- 
ties is he permitted to establish the 
park. Further, if these partners retreat 
from their commitments to preserve 
these sites, the bill provides for the de- 
authorization of the park. 

The overall cost of this title has been 
reduced from about $25 million—as in- 
troduced—to $7 million, with the bal- 
ance of the cost to be picked up by the 
other partners in the overall effort to 
preserve these sites. This is the type of 
partnership effort which will be re- 
quired in any new park areas. 

A new title V, as requested by Mr. 
BOUCHER, authorizes the acquisition of 
essential land at Cumberland Gap Na- 
tional Historical Park to ensure con- 
tinued trail access to the park. 

It is important to point out what this 
bill does in balance. We are deleting 
over 585,000 acres from the authorized 
boundaries of two parks and establish- 
ing a new park where the Federal Gov- 
ernment will never own or administer 
more than a few thousand acres. 

It is a good bill with bipartisan sup- 
port from the six Members from Vir- 
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ginia who represent all of the areas 
within this bill. The measure is also 
supported by State and local govern- 
ments, private landowners and such 
groups as the National Trust for His- 
toric Preservation and the Association 
for the Preservation of Civil War Sites. 

I commend this bill to my colleagues 
and urge them to support it. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, two very distinguished 
Members and friends of mine are spon- 
soring this bill, the gentlemen from 
Virginia [Mr. BLILEY and Mr. WOLF]. 
This is important as we deliberate any 
bill. I have to express some concerns 
with the bill, the content, and basi- 
cally the question I am asking is, what 
is the rush with the Richmond and 
Shenandoah park proposals? What we 
have is boundary studies underway. 
This legislation basically prejudges the 
results of those studies. 

There is not any threat to any land- 
owner. These parks were assembled by 
donation, not Federal condemnation. I 
have no problem with the colonial park 
legislation. That was worked out in the 
last Congress and passed by the House 
in its current form. 

The same cannot be said for the 
other proposal before us today. This 
was considered, the Shenandoah, this 
was considered in the past by the 
House on a bipartisan basis last year as 
a national heritage area and not as a 
national park, but I know the gen- 
tleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF] and 
many of his colleagues have had a 
number of events recently at the park, 
and I respect that. 

Mr. Speaker, I have listened to a lot 
of the concerns expressed by some of 
my colleagues about the park system. 
After this bill, we are going to take up 
H.R. 260, which basically is a parks clo- 
sure bill, yet we are adding some na- 
tional park units by the Congress, with 
some reservations from the national 
park system, so we are going a little 
bit in different directions here. 

Mr. Speaker, I will support this bill. 
I will vote for it. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I yield to the 
gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to make the 
point with regard to the Shenandoah 
National Park and Richmond Battle- 
field that we are in no way saying addi- 
tional lands should not be added. Those 
studies should and can go forward. All 
we are saying is the same criteria 
which provides for taking lands out of 
the park should apply to putting land 
into the park; that is, congressional ac- 
tion. After this is completed, if there 
are proposals to add land, they can 
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bring that before the Congress and 
have it considered. Now local govern- 
ments and local private owners in the 
area have no say on land going into the 
park. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BLILEy], the 
author of this bill. 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentleman for bringing this 
bill, and I thank the gentleman from 
Alaska [Mr. YOUNG], chairman of the 
full committee, and my good friend, 
the gentleman from New Mexico, BILL 
RICHARDSON. I know he had some con- 
cerns, he has expressed them to me in 
the past, but I appreciate the gentle- 
man’s willingness, in spite of his con- 
cerns, to support this legislation. 

I also want to thank my colleague 
from Virginia’s Third District, the gen- 
tleman from Newport News (Мг. 
ScoTT], for his support. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. HANSEN] has thoroughly ex- 
plained the bill. I want to just add a 
few things. The reason for this bill that 
I introduced, H.R. 1091, was a response 
to constituents“ worries about the 
boundaries of Richmond National Bat- 
tlefield Park and the Shenandoah Na- 
tional Park. Each of these parks is pe- 
culiar in that it has a vast authorized 
boundary with a much smaller amount 
of land actually owned and managed by 
the Park Service. 

Unlike normal parks, these two 
parks can expand whenever they want, 
without congressional approval or a 
fair representation of local commu- 
nities’ concerns. The Richmond Na- 
tional Battlefield Park comprises 10 
sites around Richmond totaling about 
760 acres, to which this bill would add 
900 more at Malvern Hill, but its enor- 
mous 1936-authorized boundary enve- 
lopes 250 square miles of the metropoli- 
tan area. What the constituents are 
concerned about is that somehow a des- 
ignation will be put on their land 
against their wishes that will 
downzone the value of their land. That 
is a very important concern to anyone 
who owns land. 

Having served in local government 
and having participated in a couple of 
downzonings, it is a very, very bad pol- 
icy to downzone a man’s land. Anytime 
that Members want to expand either of 
these parks, all the Park Service has to 
do is to come forward with a request 
that then can be considered, but what 
will happen then is that it would give 
the neighbors a chance to comment, 
and it will give the local governments 
a chance to comment, as well as the 
State government. Then Congress will 
determine whether we have the re- 
sources to absorb whatever this gift 
might be. 

Right now, Richmond National Bat- 
tlefield Park has a $2 million shortfall 
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in its operating funds for 1996, and the 
Shenandoah National Battlefield Park 
has a shortfall of $5.5 million. So to me 
it makes eminent sense that before we 
go expanding either of these parks, let 
us make sure we have enough resources 
to take care of the expansion, pure and 
simple. 

I am also pleased that the legislation 
of the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
WOLF], that he was successful in pass- 
ing last session in the other body is in- 
cluded, and this legislation conserves 
for future generations 10 Civil War bat- 
tlefields in the Shenandoah Valley. But 
most importantly about this act is this 
was developed in close consultation 
with the communities up and down the 
valley. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank my good friend, 
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HAN- 
SEN]. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to my good friend, the gen- 
tleman from Virginia ГМг. WOLF]. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 1091, a bill which 
would improve the National Park Sys- 
tem in the Commonwealth of Virginia. 
I am particularly interested and sup- 
portive of title IV of the bill which in- 
corporates legislation I introduced 
which would create the Shenandoah 
Valley Battlefields National Historic 
Park. 

Mr. Speaker, this morning I had the 
pleasure and honor of participating in 
a dedication ceremony for the preser- 
vation of the 3d Battle of Winchester. 
The 3d Battle of Winchester, or 
Opequon, was the largest and most des- 
perately contested battle of the Civil 
War in the Shenandoah Valley of Vir- 
ginia, resulting in more than 9,000 cas- 
ualties. This battle, where over 15,000 
Confederate troops led by Lt. Gen. 
Jubal Early and about 39,000 Union 
troops led by Maj. Gen Philip Sheridan 
clashed in the otherwise quiet country- 
side, marked the rise of Sheridan and 
the decline of Confederate power. 

Perhaps it is coincidence, providence, 
fortuity, serendipity or luck that H.R. 
1091 is being considered on the floor of 
the House of Representatives the same 
day the 3d Battle of Winchester is 
saved by development. The hallowed 
Civil War site of Opequon was saved by 
а partnership between the Federal Gov- 
ernment, State and local government, 
businesses persons, and private pres- 
ervationists. This has been the ap- 
proach taken in the valley for years 
and is the approach embodied in title 
IV of this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, in response to a con- 
gressional directive (Public Law 101- 
628), the National Park Service [NPS] 
undertook the task of studying the 
Civil War sites in the Shenandoah Val- 
ley. The NPS identified significant 
Civil War sites and determined their 
condition, established their relative 
importance, assessed short- and long- 
term threats to their integrity, and 
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provided general alternatives for their 
preservation. 

The Park Service discovered that 15 
of the 326 documented armed conflicts 
in the valley between 1861 and 1865 
were of particularly high significance. 
Because many portions of the valley 
retain a high degree of historic, rural 
and scenic integrity, the NPS con- 
cluded that they should be preserved. 
The two major Valley campaigns—the 
Thomas J. Stonewall“ Jackson Valley 
campaign of 1862 and the decisive Phil- 
ip Sheridan campaign of 1864—are the 
major Civil War battlefields not yet 
preserved. This Congress has a historic 
opportunity to capitalize on the over- 
whelming momentum of support for 
this legislation. 
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Unfortunately, the NPS did not гес- 
ommend a specific preservation strat- 
egy. Therefore, some local valley resi- 
dents accepted a challenge by Park 
Service staff to devise a plan to pre- 
serve these historic lands. Their efforts 
were remarkable. Their dedication and 
perseverance unflappable. This was 
truly a grassroots effort. 

Local residents began to meet and 
discuss how these hallowed lands could 
be preserved for future generations to 
learn and enjoy. They are eager to 
share the stories of the valley—not just 
battle maneuvers and formations, but 
the stories of people dislocated by a 
brutal war. They want to share the 
story of how the city of Winchester, 
VA, changed hands between North and 
South at least 73 times, and how that 
turmoil affected local residents. Even 
today, one can sense the effect the war 
had on the Valley. 

After countless meetings and tele- 
phone conversations, in which the Na- 
tional Park Service was consulted, a 
consensus began to form around a part- 
nership concept where Federal, State, 
and local governments, private land- 
owners and preservation groups could 
work together to preserve these lands. 
After a draft bill was ready, we held 
discussion meetings in the Shenandoah 
Valley on the proposed legislation. 
These meetings provided an oppor- 
tunity for thorough review and com- 
ment by Valley residents and officials 
on this legislation. These meetings, at- 
tended by local government officials, 
landowners, business people, and pres- 
ervationists, served as a vehicle to re- 
fine, modify, and improve the legisla- 
tion with the input and advice of citi- 
zens from throughout the Shenandoah 
Valley. 

What I found during those public 
meetings was unprecedented unani- 
mous support for this legislation. I 
served at the Department of the Inte- 
rior in the 1970’s under Secretary Mor- 
ton, and I can’t recall ever gaining 
such widespread support for a park bill. 
The legislation before this subcommit- 
tee has been endorsed by every local 
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government where core battlefield 
properties are located. Moreover, we 
have a broad, bipartisan coalition of in- 
terests united to preserve these treas- 
ures of history. The list that follows 
my statement, compiled over a year 
and a half ago, comprises those persons 
and entities who endorsed this partner- 
ship approach to preservation. There 
have been many others since this list 
was put together. 

This subcommittee should know that 
the work of valley residents did not 
end with the drafting and introduction 
of this legislation. The Cedar Creek 
Battlefield Foundation is a private 
nonprofit corporation organized to save 
the historic Cedar Creek Civil War bat- 
tlefield site. The Frederick County 
Board of Supervisors and Winchester 
City Council have appointed a Battle- 
field Task Force whose responsibility 
it is to prepare a strategic plan for the 
protection and use of the battlefield 
sites. The task force’s interim action 
plan designates the most critical and 
significant sites and recommends im- 
mediate actions to be taken. Frederick 
County and the city of Winchester have 
also successfully convinced a trustee of 
a battlefield property at Kernstown to 
postpone a planned auction. Moreover, 
they have purchased a $500,000 2-year 
option to buy land. Within the last 
couple of weeks, the Association for 
the Preservation of Civil War Sites 
[APCWS] exercised an option to pur- 
chase 222 acres, known as Caleb 
Heights, of the threatened third battle 
of Winchester using funds derived from 
the sale of Civil War commemorative 
coins. APCWS is committed to raising 
the remaining $2 billion needed to pay 
off the remaining cost of the property. 
Not only have the local governments 
and private groups dedicated time and 
personnel to planning the preservation 
of the battlefields, they have commit- 
ted scarce resources to protect these 
lands. This is an overwhelming dem- 
onstration of their commitment to the 
successful implementation of a preser- 
vation plan. 

Local governments alone can't pre- 
serve these valuable resources; they 
need a partnership with the Federal 
Government to preserve these lands. 
Even the most well intentioned friends 
of battlefield preservation will find it 
difficult to keep the threats of residen- 
tial construction, commercial develop- 
ment, highway construction, and in- 
dustrial development at bay. Inter- 
statec 66 and 81 bring increasing pres- 
sure on this rural landscape and 
threaten to consume more battlefield 
land. As the NPS study indicates, some 
critical properties have already been 
lost. 

Since the Civil War, most of the 
Shenandoah Valley has remained in 
the same type of agricultural use, but, 
as the Park Service has reported, in- 
creasing development threatens key 
battlefield sites. Title ГУ of H.R. 1091 
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would protect many of these through 
designation as a unit of the National 
Park System, while encouraging part- 
nerships with local governments and 
private landowners to protect the natu- 
ral cultural and historical resources on 
adjacent lands within the historic core 
areas of the key battlefield sites. Part- 
nership is the key ingredient in this 
bill. It was borne of cooperation and 
will succeed by bringing all interested 
parties into the planning, development, 
and implementation of this novel pres- 
ervation scheme. 

This bill capitalizes on the coopera- 
tion and hard work which have created 
a sturdy foundation upon which to 
build this park. Much of the ground- 
work has been laid by residents of the 
valley and specialists knowledgeable 
about land use planning, environ- 
mental impact studies, and so forth. I 
encourage this subcommittee to utilize 
the experience, dedication, and knowl- 
edge base that exists in the valley in 
preparing a plan for park management, 
visitor facilities, educational рго- 
grams, and historical markers and ex- 
hibits throughout the Shenandoah Val- 
ley. The NPS should work hand-in- 
glove with the local community. 

The second important component of 
the legislation is that it provides in- 
centives for local governments to pre- 
serve historic land by including battle- 
field protection in regional planning. 
As the Park Service study observed, 
local governments are under increasing 
pressure to allow residential construc- 
tion, commercial development, high- 
way construction, and industrial devel- 
opment. Grants and technical assist- 
ance provide the necessary incentive 
that local governments need to ward 
off development pressures. 

The third key ingredient which I 
would like to stress in the grants to 
private battlefield landowners. Because 
of the tight fiscal constraints of federal 
discretionary spending, we can’t expect 
the National. Park Service to purchase 
thousands and thousands of acres of 
land. This is much too expensive. We 
can, however, provide incentives to 
local landowners to assist in the pres- 
ervation of historic lands. In exchange 
for these economic incentives, private 
landowners could provide the Park 
Service needed scenic or preservation 
easements or could contractually agree 
to maintain open-space lands with his- 
toric viewsheds. This will ensure that a 
comprehensive overall interpretation 
of the resource is attained. 

Mr. Speaker, the time is upon us for 
Federal action to preserve the historic 
Civil War battlefields of the Shen- 
andoah Valley, in partnership with 
State and local governments, local 
landowners, and preservation groups. 
This innovative concept will be the 
least costly and disruptive strategy to 
protect the lands forever. 

Mr. Speaker, one point of interest 
that people should know, that there is 
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a Colonel McCormick in my congres- 
sional district, 94 years old, lives in 
Front Royal, just retired from practic- 
ing law. His father and his grandfather 
and his uncle were in Pickett's Charge 
at Gettysburg. The interest in the 
Shenandoah Valley for this is very im- 
portant. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, the time is 
upon us for Federal action to preserve 
the historic Civil War battlefields of 
the valley in partnership with State 
and local governments and local land- 
owners and preservation groups. 

I want to acknowledge before I close 
and thank the gentleman from Utah 
(Mr. HANSEN] and his staff. Without the 
help of the gentleman from Utah [Mr. 
HANSEN], this legislation would not be 
passing. He nurtured it through, 
worked with us and he did everything 
he possibly could. 

I want to say on the record, the gen- 
tleman and I were freshmen together in 
that class of 1980 when we came, I 
think there are only 16 of us left, but I 
want to publicly say I will be eternally 
grateful for his help and his entire 
staff. He helped us work this thing 
through. 

I also want to thank the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. GOODLATTE] for his 
efforts. It was a good team effort. Our 
districts are joined together. We were 
lockstepped together at the beginning 
of this. I thank him. 

I also want to thank the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. BLILEy], the gen- 
tleman from Virginia [Mr. SCOTT], and 
the other members of the Virginia del- 
egation, and on the Senate side, Sen- 
ators ROBB and WARNER. We were to- 
gether almost like Stonewall Jackson. 
There stood the Virginia like a stone 
wall, we were together and united on 
this. 

And finally, Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to add a very special thank you to 
Will Moschella, one of my legislative 
assistants, who was instrumental in 
helping to bring this bill forward. 

Tomorrow it is my hope and expecta- 
tion, and I might say Iam going to say 
a little prayer, that this legislation 
will pass without any controversy and 
will then be passed by the other body. 

Мг. Speaker, I include the following 
articles and extraneous material for 
the RECORD, which describe the efforts 
to create a Civil War National Battle- 
field Park in the Shenandoah Valley of 
Virginia: 

SHENANOAH VALLEY PROPOSAL 
ENDORSEMENTS BY COUNTY 
FREDERICK 

The Glass-Glen Burnie Foundation, Land- 
owner/Individual. 

Town of Middletown, Government. 

Town of Stephens City, Government. 

Winchester-Frederick Chamber of Com- 
merce, Business. 

Winchester-Frederick County Econ. Deve. 
Comm., Business. 

SHENANDOAH 

Association for the Preservation of Civil 

War Sites, Landowner/Individual 
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С.М. “Mike” Hunt, Landowner/Individual. 
Sarah P. Faulconer, Landowner/Individual. 
James H. Faulconer, Landowner/Individ- 


ual. 

Garland C. Hudgins, Landowner/Individual. 

Breckenridge Chapter, Daughters of the 
Confederacy, Historic Group. 

Town of New Market, Government. 

Clinton M. Truesdale, Individual. 

The Strasburg Guards, Sons of Confederate 
Veterans, Historic Group. 

Town of Woodstock, Government. 

David E. Smith, Landowner/Individual. 

William Craun, Landowner/Individual. 

William F. Bausserman, Landowner/Indi- 
vidual. 

William J. Bausserman, Landowner/Indi- 
vidual. 

Harold Walter, Landowner/Individual. 

Keith Rocco, Landowner/Individual. 

J.W. Troxell, Landowner/Individual. 

Ralph Stickley, Landowner/Individual. 

Tom's Brook Farm,/Rodney A. Bankson, 
CDR, USN-Ret., Landowner/Individual. 

10th Virginia Volunteer Infantry, Historic 
Group. 

Cross Keys Antiques/John B. Woodyard, 
Landowner/Individual. 

Friends of the North Fork of the Shen- 
andoah River, Civic Group. 

Hupp’s Hill Battlefield Park and Study 
Center, Historic Group/Business. 

New Market Area Chamber of Commerce, 
Business. 

New Market Battlefield Historic Park, His- 
toric Group. 

Patricia K. Marie, Landowner/Individual. 

Reformation Lutheran Church, Civic 
Group. 

Robert D. Plu, Landowner/Individual. 

Shenanoah Caverns, Business. 

Shenandoah Valley Civil War Roundtable, 
Historic Group. 

Shenandoah Valley Quality Inn Lois 
Moomaw, Gen. Man., Business. 

Strasburg Rotary Club, Civic Group. 

Town of Mount Jackson, Government. 

Town of Tom's Brook, Government. 

VMI Museum Programs, Historic Group. 

Women’s Memorial Society, Civic Group. 

Woodstock Museum, Historic Group. 

ROCKINGHAM 


Arthur J. Hamilton, Landowner/Individual. 

Association for the Preservation of Civil 
War Sites, Landowner/Individual. 

Barbara Paulson, Landowner/Individual. 

Cherry Grove Farm/George K. Harnsberger, 
Landowner/Individual. 

Е & М Bank-Massanutten, Business. 

Graham C. Lilly/Professor of Law UVA, 
Landowner/Individual. 

Harrisonburg-Rockingham Historical Soci- 
ety, Historic Group. 

Harry L. Chandler, Landowner/Individual. 

Lawrence D. Bowers/Wilson & Bowers, 
Landowner/Individual. 

Martha B. Caldwell/Professor of Art His- 
tory JMU, Landowner/Individual. 

Mr. & Mrs. Brownie A. Cummins, Land- 
owner/Individual. 

Mr. & Mrs. Thomas F. Tutwiller, Land- 
owner/Individual. 

Peter Svenson, Landowner/Individual. 

The Inn at Keezletown Road Bed & Break- 
fast, Business. 

The Society of Port Republic Preservation- 
ists, Historic Group. 

The Town of Dayton, Virginia, Govern- 
ment. 

James J. Geary, Former Dir. New market 
Battle, Landowner/Individual. 

Ronald E. Carrier, President, James Madi- 
son Univ., Educational. 

Barbara Moore, Landowner/Individual. 
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Daniel M. Downey, Ph.D., Landowner/Indi- 
vidual. 

Tom's Brook Farm/Rodney А. Bankson, 
CDR, USN-Ret., Landowner/Individual. 

W. Allen & Phoebe Sherwood, Landowner/ 
Individual. 

W.C, Bedall, Jr., Landowner/Individual. 

Wilmer Diehl Family, Landowner/Individ- 
ual. 

HIGHLAND 


Association for the Preservation of Civil 
War Sites, Landowner/Individual. 

The Board of Supervisors for Highland 
County, Government. 

The Recorder, Business/Press. 

Virginia's Western Highlands Travel Coun- 
cil, Business. 

WINCHESTER 

City of Winchester, Government. 

Elizabeth G. Helm/Former Mayor, Govern- 
ment. 

Downtown Development Board, Govern- 
ment. 

The Common Council of the City of Win- 
chester, Government. 

AUGUSTA 
Winston Wine, Landowner/Individual. 
PAGE 
Luray Caverns Corporation, Business. 
PORT REPUBLIC 


Mark & Susan Hardy, Landowner/Individ- 
ual. 


REGIONAL 
The Civil War Trust, Historic Group. 
ALEXANDRIA 
Brian C. Pohanka, Landowner. 
VALLEY WIDE 


Shenandoah Valley Travel Association, 
Business. 


[From the Washington Post, June 13, 1993) 
UNSUNG SOLDIERS 


THE CASE FOR SAVING SHENANDOAH’S CIVIL WAR 
BATTLEGROUNDS 


(By James M. McPherson) 


Many Americans recognize the significance 
of such Civil War battles and campaigns as 
Antietam, Gettysburg, Chickamauga, Chat- 
tanooga and Petersburg. All of these battle- 
fields are now national parks that attract 
millions of visitors each year. 

More than 125 years after the guns went si- 
lent, tourists can walk the ground near 
Sharpsburg, Md., where more Americans died 
in one day—Sept. 17, 1862—than any other 
day in our history. They can scan the fields 
at Gettysburg, where 13,000 Confederate sol- 
diers launched an assault of futile courage 
on July 3, 1863. And they can see where 
Grant's legions put their siege lines at 
Vicksburg, forcing that city’s defenders to 
eat mules and rats before surrendering. 

No one can truly comprehend the tragic 
but triumphant trauma of the American 
Civil War without visiting such battlefields. 
But there are two large gaps in our com- 
memoration of the engagements of the Civil 
War—Stonewall Jackson's Shenandoah Val- 
ley campaign in 1862 and Phil Sheridan's 
Shenandoah Valley campaign in 1864. No na- 
tional park—or state or local park—marks 
any of the eight battles and numerous im- 
portant skirmishes involved in these cam- 
paigns, even though they were as crucial іп 
shaping the course and outcome of the war 
as were Antietam, Vicksburg and Chat- 
tanooga—yes, even as important as Gettys- 
burg itself. The two Shenandoah Valley cam- 
paigns produced two of the four major turn- 
ing points of the war (the other two were An- 
tietam and Gettysburg-Vicksburg). 
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Jackson's string of victories in the valley 
from May 8, 1862, to June 9, 1862, reversed a 
tide of Northern triumphs during the preced- 
ing three months that had threatened to 
sink the Confederacy. 

The Union had captured Roanoke Island 
and New Bern in North Carolina, forts Henry 
and Donelson, Nashville and New Orleans 
and the lower Mississippi valley. Union vic- 
tories in the bloody battles of Shiloh and 
Pea Ridge and the advance of the largest 
Union army to within six miles of Richmond 
in the spring of 1862 had caused panic and de- 
pression in the South. 

In mid-May 1862, the Confederate govern- 
ment was prepared to evacuate Richmond. 
Then came Jackson’s extraordinary victories 
in the Shenandoah Valley—at McDowell on 
May 8, Front Royal on May 23, Winchester 
on May 25 and Cross Keys and Port Republic 
on June 8 and 9. 

These victories proved to be a strategic 
shot in the arm for the Confederacy. They 
changed the momentum of the war and 
launched a year of Southern victories in the 
Virginia theater that culminated in the 
Confederacy’s high tide at Gettysburg. 

The tide receded, but by the late summer 
of 1864 Confederate prospects again seemed 
promising. The two largest Northern mili- 
tary efforts of the war, to capture Richmond 
and Atlanta, had bogged down in apparent 
stalemate after 100,000 Union casualties. The 
shock of death and failure staggered the 
Union, threatened Lincoln's reelection and 
spawned a peace movement in the North. 

In July a small Confederate army com- 
manded by Jubal Early cleared Union forces 
out of the Shenandoah Valley and marched 
all the way to the outskirts of Washington 
before pulling back. During this crisis, Gen. 
Ulysses S. Grant sent one of his favorite sub- 
ordinates, Philip Sheridan, to the valley to 
take command of a composite “Аттпу of the 
Shenandoah” and crush Early. In three bat- 
tles—among the most one-sided Union vic- 
tories of the war—Sheridan did precisely 
that: at Third Winchester (or Opequon 
Creek) on Sept. 19, Fisher’s Hill on Sept. 22 
and Cedar Creek on Oct. 19. These battles en- 
sured Lincoln's reelection on a platform of 
unconditional victory and marked the final 
turn of the tide toward Appomattox. 

The absence of a national park for any of 
these Shenandoah Valley battlefields has al- 
ways been a mystery to me, But there is now 
a chance to remedy this omission—maybe 
the last chance. 

The expansion of development along I-66 to 
its intersection with I-81 a few miles from 
five of the Shenandoah Valley battlefield 
sites threatens these sites with extinction. 
That fate could be avoided by the creation of 
a Shenandoah Valley national battlefields 
park. 

Many residents of this area recognize that 
preservation of these sites would produce 
more than the obvious historical and cul- 
tural benefits. It would also yield the eco- 
nomic benefits of tourism at a much lower 
cost than residential development, with its 
inevitable byproducts of congestion, noise 
and pollution. 

Most of the battlefield sites in the valley 
still possess a high degree of historical integ- 
rity, that is, the topography—the fields and 
forests, the hills and valleys and viewsheds— 
has changed little since the Civil War. At 
surprisingly low cost to taxpayers, much of 
the battlefield acreage could be saved for 
posterity, with sites linked by already exist- 
ing state and local roads. Several parcels of 
battlefield lands already are owned by pri- 
vate preservations groups that are ready to 
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turn them over to the National Park Serv- 
ice. 

Congress should authorize a Shenandoah 
Valley National Battlefield Park as envi- 
sioned in legislation introduced by Rep. 
Frank Wolf (R-Va.) in the House and Sens. 
John Warner (R) and Chuck Robb (D) of Vir- 
ginia and Sen. James Jeffords (R) of Ver- 
mont. 

Creation of such a park would make it pos- 
sible for millions of Americans to visit these 
battlefields, where thousands gave their last 
full measure of devotion just as surely as did 
those who died at Gettysburg. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Мг. ScoTT] who strenuously 
was urging that we pass this bill and 
who has worked very hard on it equal- 
ly, especially the component of black 
Civil War heroes. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 1091 and would like to 
speak to the impact of the bill on the 
Richmond area. This legislation is im- 
portant because it relieves a burden 
from landowners of having to worry 
about the possibility of condemnation 
of their land by the Richmond National 
Battlefield Park. For too long, the 
park has had the ability to use this 
process to acquire land without the 
permission of landowners. I applaud my 
colleague from the Richmond area, Mr. 
BLILEY, for realizing our constituents’ 
concerns and for removing the threat 
of condemnation in this legislation. 
The fact is, Mr. Speaker, that this 
power has never been used nor is there 
any anticipation that it would be used 
in the foreseeable future. This bill, 
therefore, removes the cloud of uncer- 
tainty and concern of area residents 
near the battlefield. 

While this bill reduces the large area 
of potential land acquisition, I agree 
with my other colleagues from Virginia 
that there is nothing in this legislation 
that will prevent specific land acquisi- 
tion in the future through legislative 
authorizations for either purchase or 
acceptance of donated lands. 

Additionally, Mr. Speaker, this bill 
addresses an important battle site. 
Nearly 131 years ago, on September 29, 
1864, near Richmond, VA, in an area re- 
ferred to as New Market Heights, U.S. 
Colored Troops would assault a Confed- 
erate position, suffer extreme losses 
and have 14 of their ranks receive Med- 
als of Honor for bravery in action. 

Mr. Speaker, in the entire balance of 
the Civil War, only 2 more Army med- 
als were awarded to African-Americans 
and no other battle in the entire Civil 
War generated 14 Medal of Honor des- 
ignees. 

Until this past year, however, the 
story of these 14 African-American sol- 
diers was scarcely remembered or re- 
told. A Richmond Times-Dispatch arti- 
cle dated May 21 of this year calls this 
battlefield one of the Nation’s most 
forgotten historical sites. 

But with the assistance of my col- 
league from Richmond we are now 
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headed in the right direction by honor- 
ing these 14 men, bringing just ac- 
knowledgment and credit to a pre- 
viously forgotten event. I am grateful 
for the help of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. BLILEY] and support іп 
crafting legislation that ensures that 
the battle of New Market Heights will 
be recognized for its historic signifi- 
cance. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill responds to the 
concerns of landowners in Henrico 
County, it focuses the resources of the 
National Park Service on truly histori- 
cally significant sites, and gives proper 
recognition to the valiant African- 
American soldiers in New Market 
Heights. 

I therefore join my colleagues from 
Virginia, both in the Richmond area 
and the Shenandoah area, in support of 
this bill. I thank the gentleman from 
Utah and the gentleman from New 
Mexico for their cooperation. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. GOODLATTE]. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Utah for 
yielding me the time. I especially 
thank him and his outstanding staff for 
their efforts in moving this legislation 
through their committee, and the gen- 
tleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] for 
moving it through the full committee. 

Mr. Speaker, we have been working 
on this legislation now in various 
forms for several years, certainly since 
I came to the Congress in 1993, and I 
am just delighted that it has bipartisan 
support from other members of the del- 
egation from Virginia and from the 
gentleman from New Mexico. 

This legislation is vitally important 
to my congressional district because 3 
of the 5 aspects of the bill affect my 
district. The Shenandoah National Bat- 
tlefield legislation was authored by the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF], 
who has done an outstanding job in 
creating a new piece of legislation and 
a new type of national park that I 
think will serve as a model for other 
national parks in the future; and the 
gentleman from Virginia [Мг. BLILEY] 
authored other aspects of this legisla- 
tion dealing with the Shenandoah Na- 
tional Park. 

First the Shenandoah National Bat- 
tlefield parks, new legislation, as the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF] 
indicated, to protect 12 battlefield sites 
up and down the Shenandoah Valley, 
the last major part of our country 
where we had important Civil War bat- 
tles fought, that are at this point re- 
ceiving no protection and are not rec- 
ognized as a national park. These 12 
are the most important of several hun- 
dred different sites around the area. 

Three of them, the Cross Keys, Port 
Republic, and McDowell Battlefield 
sites are in my district, in Rockingham 
County and Highland County, respec- 
tively. This legislation, unlike the cre- 
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ation of battlefields in the past where 
the Government has bought up in many 
instances thousands and thousands of 
acres of land, often at enormous cost, 
this creates this park in a very dif- 
ferent way. This land will largely re- 
main in the hands of private owners 
who will continue to farm it, as it is 
primarily an agricultural area today, 
as it was during the Civil War 130 years 


ago. 

We have the opportunity here to cre- 
ate a protection for battlefields, but 
also at the same time have an oppor- 
tunity for local governments to have 
the maximum amount of input about 
these lands and to protect the rights of 
private property owners. There will be 
no condemnation of lands allowed in 
this park, and we will have this as an 
opportunity to both utilize the land for 
agriculture and to promote tourism 
and the preservation of these impor- 
tant sites, all at the same time. 

In addition, the legislation offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BLI- 
LEY] dealing with the Shenandoah Na- 
tional Park is vitally important as 
well. Those of you who are familiar 
with the creation of this park in the 
1920’s and 1930’s know that there was a 
great deal of hardship and animosity 
on the part of many people who lived in 
that park at that time and were forc- 
ibly removed from the park. There is 
documentation of individuals whose 
homes were burned while they had been 
forcibly removed from the home, their 
furniture removed, put out on the 
ground outside, and they stayed there 
and watched while their home was 
burned to the ground. 

There is a long history of difficult re- 
lations between the national park, 
which is a precious resource that every 
one of us values, but at the same time 
respect for the rights of those people 
who live around the park and are con- 
cerned about the manner in which it 
was created and about the manner in 
which it could be expanded, because of 
the authorized boundary of some 
521,000 acres which is more than 2% 
times the size of the park today. 

That would mean that, for example, 
the city of Waynesboro in my congres- 
sional district, a city of more than 
20,000 people, half of that city is in the 
authorized area of the national park. It 
simply does not make any sense. 

We are not in any way shrinking the 
size of the park. We are not taking any 
land out of the park except for the spe- 
cific 16 acres designated by the gen- 
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY], 
which will be used to improve roads 
going through the park, to widen the 
roads, straighten the roads for safety 
purposes because they are used by the 
public, used by school buses traveling 
through the area. That will be re- 
moved, but other than that, there is no 
change in the boundary of the park. 

This simply says that in the future if 
people want to add to the Shenandoah 
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National Park, they are going to have 
to go through the process of getting 
congressional support for legislation 
that will add the land. No longer can 
they do so simply as an administrative 
decision. 

This is something that I think is vi- 
tally important for the protection of 
the counties that surround the park, 
that are worried about losing the tax 
base for land that might be donated to 
the park, and it is also vitally impor- 
tant for the adjoining landowners who 
fear they may see a diminution of the 
value of their property. I strongly urge 
passage of this legislation. 

As an original cosponsor and one who has 
worked hard and waited long to see this day 
come to pass, ! am pleased to rise in support 
of H.R. 1091, the Virginia National Parks Act. 
| want to congratulate Congressman BLILEY for 
spearheading the introduction of this much- 
needed effort and Chairmen YOUNG and HAN- 
SEN for their excellent leadership in bringing 
this bill to the floor. 

Three components of this legislation directly 
impact my congressional district, the sixth dis- 
trict of Virginia: setting the boundaries of the 
Shenandoah National Park; the transfer of 


that the Shen- 
andoah Valley National Battlefields Partner- 
ship Act which our colleague FRANK WOLF has 
championed since the 103d Congress is con- 


appointed when it 


of 
not taken up by the House. Committee testi- 
mony last Congress pointed out the national 
of the battlefields and related 


Congressman WOLF and constituents in 
both of our congressional districts have 
worked very hard to craft this balanced legisla- 
tion. Extensive local involvement was instru- 
mental in developing a solid bill securing the 
Valley's rich heritage without treading on the 
authority of local governments or the rights of 
private landowners. This act represents a 
model partnership between Federal and local 
governments to preserve 12 critical Civil War 
battle sites throughout the Shenandoah Valley. 
These include three sites in the sixth 
sional District: Cross Keys and Port Republic 
in Rockingham County and McDowell in High- 
land County. 

Residents ‘of the Shenandoah Valley are 
fiercely proud of their heritage and the role 
that their valley played in the American Civil 
War. Not only did the battles fought in the val- 
ley play a pivotal role in the Civil War and 
have national importance, but the ravages 
from these battles on the lives of local citizens 
and their property were great and remain an 
important part of our local history. Many of the 
descendants of the native valley families who 
farmed the land where these battles were 
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1 mentioned earlier are fiercely proud of their 
heritage, yet deeply suspicious of big Govern- 
ment. 


Rather, this legislation is built on providing 
incentives designed to encourage local gov- 
егптепіѕ and landowners to voluntarily man- 
age their communities and property in ways 
best to further the preservation of these sites 
and park objectives. It respects private prop- 
erty rights and recognizes federal budgetary 
limitations resulting from the Federal budget 
deficit. It creates a model, partnership be- 
tween the local communities and the Federal 
Government to protect our valley’s rich historic 
resources for future generations. . 

With regard to provisions moditying the 
boundary of the Shenandoah National Park— 
ever since my first campaign for Congress in 
1991, | have heard from citizens and local 


and the impact such an expansion would have 
on their property values and those commu- 
nities which lie on the parameters of the park. 
Since 1991 this issue has been one of my top 


Shenandoah National Park now encom- 
passes 196,000 acres of land, however it has 
a much larger authorized boundary of 521,000 
acres created by Congress in 1926. Under this 
authorization, the SNP has the potential to ex- 
pand in three ways without any action by Con- 
gress: by accepting donated property, by pur- 
chasing with donated funds and 
through land transfers with private property 
owners. In fact, the only time that the park 
must come to Congress in order to expand is 
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community of Beldor Hollow which lived 
for several generations with the threat that citi- 
zens of the community could actually be 


1930's. This bill does not eliminate the poten- 
tial for the park to expand in the future—it just 
tequires that Congress approve such an ex- 
pansion which provides the park's neighbors 
the opportunity to have a voice in the matter. 

We've also taken care of another Shen- 
andoah issue with this legislation by transfer- 
ting secondary roads within the park to the 
state so that they can continue to be main- 
tained. Virginia has maintained and operated 
these secondary roads under a series of tem- 
porary use permits since the park’s creation. 
These permits have expired and since the Na- 
tional Park Service has not renewed them the 
State can no longer maintain these roads, 
many of which are in need of repairs. Our bill 
returns these roads to the State so that they 
can be maintained. 

| urge my colleagues to pass this legislation 
which is vitally important to the entire State of 
Virginia. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time. 

Mr. Speaker, let me conclude by stat- 
ing that I will support this bill. I have 
some reservations. Again, I think we 
should give our Park Service profes- 
sionals the opportunity in their bound- 
ary studies to work their will, but Iam 
compelled to support it because of the 
respect I have for many Members on 
both sides of the aisle that would like 
to see this bill become law. Tomorrow 
when we cast the vote, I will be voting 
“ауе.” 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. HANSEN] that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1091, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair’s 
prior announcement, further proceed- 
ings on this motion will be postponed. 
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О 1630 


NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM REFORM 
ACT OF 1995 


Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 260), to provide for the develop- 
ment of a plan and a management re- 
view of the National Park System and 
to reform the process by which areas 
are considered for addition to the Na- 
tional Park System, and for other pur- 
poses, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 260 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National Park 
System Reform Act of 1995”, 

SEC, 2. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 

(1) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

(2) The term “Plan” means the National Park 
System Plan developed under section 101. 

(3) The term Commission means the Na- 
tional Park System Review Commission estab- 
lished pursuant to section 103. 

(4) The term “Congressional resources commit- 
tees means the Committee on Resources of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources of the Senate. 

TITLE I—NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM PLAN 
SEC, 101. PREPARATION OF NATIONAL PARK SYS- 

TEM PLAN. 

(а) PREPARATION OF PLAN.—The Secretary of 
the Interior, acting through the Director of the 
National Park Service, shall prepare a National 
Park System Plan to guide the direction of the 
National Park System into the nert century. 
The Plan shall include each of the following: 

(1) Identification of goals and objectives for 
use in defining the mission and role of the Na- 
tional Park Service and the National Park Sys- 
tem in preserving our Nation's heritage, relative 
to other efforts at the Federal, State, local, and 
private levels. This statement shall include a re- 
finement for the definition of "nationally sig- 
nificant” for purposes of inclusion in the Na- 
tional Park System. 

(2) Criteria to be used in determining which 
themes and types of resources are appropriate 
for representation in the National Park System, 
as well as criteria for judging individual sites, 
areas, and themes that are appropriate for in- 
clusion as units of the National Park System. 

(3) Identification of what constitutes adequate 
representation of a particular resource type or 
theme in the National Park System. 

(4) Identification of which aspects of the Na- 
tion 's heritage are adequately represented in the 
existing National Park System. 

(5) Identification of appropriate aspects of the 
Nation’s heritage not currently or adequately 
represented in the National Park System. 

(6) Priorities of the themes and types of re- 
sources which should be added to the National 
Park System in order to provide more complete 
representation of our Nation's heritage. 

(7) A thorough analysis of the role of the Na- 
tional Park System and the National Park Serv- 
ice with respect to (but not limited to) conserva- 
tion of natural areas and ecosystems; preserva- 
tion of industrial America; preservation of in- 
tangible cultural heritage such as arts, music, 
and folklife; presidential sites; open space pro- 
tection; and provision of outdoor recreation op- 
portunities. N 

(8) A comprehensive financial management 
plan for the National Park System which identi- 
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fies all funding available to the agency, how 
funds will be allocated to support various pro- 
grams, and the level of service to be provided. 

(b) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND CONSULTA- 
TION.—During the preparation of the Plan 
under subsection (a), the Secretary shall ensure 
broad public participation in a manner which, 
at a minimum, consists of the following two ele- 
ments: 

(1) Solicitation of the views of the American 
public with regard to the future of the National 
Park System. Opportunities for public participa- 
tion shall be made available throughout the 
planning process and shall include specific re- 
gional public meetings. 

(2) Consultation with other Federal land man- 
agement agencies, State and local officials, re- 
source management, recreation and scholarly 
organizations, and other interested parties as 
the Secretary deems advisable. 

(c) TRANSMITTAL OF REPORT.—Prior to the 
end of the second complete fiscal year commenc- 
ing after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall transmit the Plan developed 
under this section to the Congressional re- 
sources committees. 

(d) CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL.—Unless Con- 
gress enacts a joint resolution rejecting all or 
modifying part of the Plan within 180 calendar 
days after the date of its transmittal to Con- 
gress, the Plan shall be deemed approved. 

(e) IDENTIFICATION OF UNITS OF THE NATIONAL 
PARK SYSTEM.—The Secretary shall submit to 
the Congressional resources committees an offi- 
cial list of areas or units of the National Park 
System within 180 days after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act. The Secretary shall estab- 
lish а set of criteria for the purpose of develop- 
ing such list and shall transmit those criteria to 
the Congressional resources committees. 

() AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH UNITS OF THE 
NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM.—After the enactment 
of this Act, units or areas of the National Park 
System may only be established pursuant to an 
Act of Congress or by Presidential action in ac- 
cordance with the Act entitled “Ап Act for the 
preservation of American antiquities” (16 U.S.C. 
431 et seq.). 

БЕС. 102. MANAGEMENT REVIEW OF NATIONAL 
PARK SYSTEM. 

(a) SELECTION CRITERIA.—(1) The Secretary 
shall, not later than 45 days after transmittal of 
the Plan under section 101(с), publish іп the 
Federal Register and transmit to the Congres- 
sional resources committees the criteria proposed 
to be used by the Department of the Interior in 
reviewing existing units of the National Park 
System under this section. The Secretary shall 
provide an opportunity for public comment on 
the proposed criteria for a period of at least 30 
days. 

(2)(A) The Secretary shall, within 60 days of 
the transmittal of proposed criteria under para- 
graph (1), publish in the Federal Register and 
transmit to the Congressional resources commit- 
tees the final criteria to be used in carrying out 
this section. Except as provided in subpara- 
graph (B), such criteria shall be the final cri- 
teria to be used unless disapproved by a joint 
resolution of Congress enacted not more than 30 
legislative days after receipt of the final criteria. 
For the purpose of the preceding sentence, the 
term legislative дау” means a day on which 
both Houses of Congress are in session. 

(B) The Secretary may amend such criteria, 
but such amendments may not become effective 
until they have been published in the Federal 
Register, opened to public comment for at least 
30 days, and transmitted to the Congressional 
resources committees in final form. 

(b) REVIEW.—(1)(A) Using the Plan deemed to 
be approved pursuant to section 101(d) and the 
criteria developed pursuant to subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall review the eristing National 
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Park System to determine whether any existing 
units or significant portions of such units do not 
conform to the Plan. For any such areas, the 
Secretary shall determine whether there are 
more appropriate alternatives for managing all 
or a portion of such units, including through 
partnerships or direct management by States, 
local governments, other agencies and the pri- 
vate sector. 

(B) The Secretary shall develop a report 
which contains a list of any unit of the Na- 
tional Park System where National Park Service 
management should be terminated and a list of 
any portion of units where National Park Serv- 
ice management should be modified as a result 
of nonconformance with the Plan. No area or 
portion of an area which Congress has des- 
ignated as a national park may be included in 
the report. 

(2) Should any such unit or portion of such 
unit not be recommended for continued National 
Park Service management, the Secretary shall 
make recommendations regarding management 
by an entity or entities other than the National 
Park Service. 

(3) For any such unit or portion of such unit 
determined to have national significance, prior 
to including such unit or portion of such unit 
on a list under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall identify feasible alternatives to National 
Park Service management which will protect the 
resources of and assure continued public access 
to the unit. 

(c) CONSULTATION.—In developing the report 
referred to in subsection (b), the Secretary shall 
consult with other Federal land management 
agencies, State and local officials, resource 
management, recreation and scholarly organiza- 
tions, and other interested parties as the Sec- 
retary deems advisable. 

(d) TRANSMITTAL.—Not later than 18 months 
after the Plan has been deemed approved, the 
Secretary shall transmit the report developed 
under this section simultaneously to the Con- 
gressional resources committees and the Commis- 
sion. The report shall contain the recommenda- 
tions of the Secretary for termination of Na- 
tional Park Service management for any unit of 
the National Park System that is determined not 
to conform with the Plan, a list of portions of 
units where National Park Service management 
should be modified, and the recommendations 
for alternative management by an entity or enti- 
ties other than the National Park Service for 
such unit. 

SEC. 103. NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM REVIEW СОМ- 
MISSION. : 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION; DUTIES.— 
(1) Following completion of the Plan as specified 
in section 101, a National Park System Review 
Commission shall be established. 

(2) The Commission shall either review the re- 
port developed under section 102 or, if the Sec- 
retary fails to develop and transmit such report, 
develop the report itself. In conducting its re- 
view (or developing the report, if necessary), the 
Commission shall be subject to the provisions of 
sections 102 (b) and (c) in the same manner as 
such provisions apply to the Secretary. If the 
Secretary develops and transmits the repor:, the 
review of the Commission shall be limited to the 
manner in which the criteria have been applied 
to the existing National Park System. In addi- 
tion the Commission shall seek broad public 
input and ensure the opportunity for input from 
persons who would be directly affected by rec- 
ommendations regarding National Park System 
units identified in its report. 

(3) Within 2 years after the date of its estab- 
lishment, the Commission shall prepare and 
transmit to the Congressional resources commit- 
tees a report of its work under paragraph (2) in 
which the Commission recommends a list of Na- 
tional Park System units where National Park 
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Service management should be terminated and a 
list of portions of units where National Park 
Service management should be modified. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP AND APPOINTMENT.—The 
Commission shall consist of 11 members, each of 
whom shall have substantial familiarity with, 
and understanding of, the National Park Sys- 
tem and related fields. In addition, the Commis- 
sion members shall have expertise in natural 
sciences, history, archaeology, and outdoor 
recreation. Five members of the Commission, one 
of whom shall be the Director of the National 
Park Service, shall be appointed by the Sec- 
retary. Two members shall be appointed by the 
Speaker of the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives in consultation with the chairman 
of the Committee on Resources, and one member 
shall be appointed by the Minority Leader of 
the House or Representatives in consultation 
with the ranking minority member of the Com- 
mittee on Resources. Two members shall be ap- 
pointed by the President pro tempore of the 
United States Senate, in consultation with the 
chairman of the Committee on Energy and Nat- 
ural Resources and one member shall be ap- 
pointed by the Minority Leader of the Senate in 
consultation with the ranking minority member 
of the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. Each member shall be appointed within 
three months after the completion of the Plan as 
specified in section 101. 

(c) CHAIR.—The Commission shall elect a 
chair from among its members. 

(d) VACANCIES.—Vacancies occurring on the 
Commission shall not affect the authority of the 
remaining members of the Commission to carry 
out the functions of the Commission. Any va- 
cancy in the Commission shall be promptly filled 
in the same manner in which the original ap- 
pointment was made. 

(e) QUORUM.—A simple majority of Commis- 
sion members shall constitute a quorum. 

(f) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall meet at 
least quarterly or upon the call of the chair or 
a majority of the members of the Commission. 

(g) COMPENSATION.—Members of the Commis- 
sion shall serve without compensation as such. 
Members of the Commission, when engaged in 
official Commission business, shall be entitled to 
travel erpenses, including per diem in lieu of 
subsistence, in the same manner as persons em- 
ployed intermittently in government service 
under section 5703 of title 5, United States Code. 

(h) TERMINATION.—The Commission estab- 
lished pursuant to this section shall terminate 
90 days after the transmittal of the report to 
Congress as provided in subsection (a). 

(i) LIMITATION ON NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
STAFF.—The Commission may hire staff to carry 
out its assigned responsibilities. Not more than 
one-half of the professional staff of the Commis- 
sion shall be made up of current employees of 
the National Park Service. 

(j) STAFF OF OTHER AGENCIES.—Upon the re- 
quest of the Commission, the head of any Fed- 
eral agency may detail, on a reimbursable basis, 
any of the personnel of such agency to the Com- 
mission to assist the Commission. 

(k) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—Subject to 
such rules as may be adopted by the Commis- 
sion, the Commission may procure temporary 
and intermittent services to the same extent as 
authorized by section 3109(b) of title 5, United 
States Code, but at rates determined by the 
Commission to be advisable. 

(1) POWERS OF THE COMMISSION.—(1) The 
Commission shall for the purpose of carrying 
out this title hold such public hearings, sit and 
act at such times and places, take such testi- 
mony, and receive such evidence as the Commis- 
sion deems advisable. 

(2) The Commission may make such bylaws, 
rules, and regulations, consistent with this title, 
as it considers necessary to carry out its func- 
tions under this title. 
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(3) When so authorized by the Commission, 
any member or agent of the Commission may 
take any action which the Commission is au- 
thorized to take by this section. 

(4) The Commission may use the United States 
mails in the same manner and upon the same 
conditions as other departments and agencies of 
the United States. 

(5) The Secretary shall provide to the Commis- 
sion any information available to the Secretary 
and requested by the Commission regarding the 
Plan and any other information requested by 
the Commission which is relevant to the duties 
of the Commission and available to the Sec- 
retary. 

SEC. 104. SUBSEQUENT ACT OF CONGRESS RE- 
ered TO MODIFY OR TERMINATE 


Nothing in this Act shall be construed as 
modifying or terminating any unit of the Na- 
tional Park System without a subsequent Act of 
Congress. This limitation shall not limit any ет- 
isting authority of the Secretary. 

SEC. 105. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated $2,000,000 to carry out the purposes of 
this title. 

SEC. 106. COMMENDATION AND PROTECTION OF 
NATIONAL PARK RANGERS. 

(a) FINDING.—The Congress recognizes the 
dedication, erpertise and courage of the men 
and women who serve as rangers and other em- 
ployees of the National Park Service and finds 
their service to the protection of our park re- 
sources and the safety of the hundreds of mil- 
lions of Americans who visit our national parks 
each year to be indispensable. 

(b) PROTECTION OF NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
EMPLOYEES.—As soon as possible as part of the 
report developed under section 101, the Sec- 
retary shall report on the procedures that have 
been instituted to report to the United States At- 
torney or other appropriate law enforcement of- 
ficial any intimidation, threats, or acts of vio- 


_lence against employees of the National Park 


Service related to their duties. 
TITLE II—NEW AREA ESTABLISHMENT 


SEC. 201. STUDY OF NEW PARK SYSTEM AREAS. 

Section 8 of the Act of August 18, 1970, enti- 
tled “Ап Act to improve the Administration of 
the National Park System by the Secretary of 
the Interior, and to clarify the authorities appli- 
cable to the system, and for other purposes” (16 
U.S.C. la-1 and following) is amended as fol- 
lows: 

(1) By inserting “GENERAL AUTHORITY.—" 
after “(а)”. 

(2) By striking the second through the sixth 
sentences of subsection (a). 

(3) By redesignating the last two sentences of 
subsection (a) as subsection (/) and inserting in 
the first of such sentences before the words For 
the purposes of carrying the following: 
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—"’. 

(4) By striking subsection (b). 

(5) By inserting the following after subsection 

(a): 
D STUDIES OF AREAS FOR POTENTIAL ADDI- 
TION.—(1) At the beginning of each calendar 
year, along with the annual budget submission, 
the Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Resources of the House of Representatives and 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources of the United States Senate a list of 
areas recommended for study for potential in- 
clusion in the National Park System. 

“(2) In developing the list to be submitted 
under this subsection, the Secretary shall give 
consideration to those areas that have the great- 
est potential to meet the established criteria of 
national significance, suitability, and feasibil- 
ity. The Secretary shall give special consider- 
ation to themes, sites, and resources not already 


September 18, 1995 


adequately represented in the National Park 
System as identified in the National Park Sys- 
tem Plan to be developed under section 101 of 
the National Park System Reform Act of 1995. 

) No study of the potential of an area for 
inclusion in the National Park System may be 
initiated after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, except as provided by specific author- 
ization of an Act of Congress. 

“(4) Nothing in this Act shall limit the au- 
thority of the National Park Service to conduct 
preliminary resource assessments, gather data 
on potential study areas, provide technical and 
planning assistance, prepare or process nomina- 
tions for administrative designations, update 
previous studies, or complete reconnaissance 
surveys of individual areas requiring a total ex- 
penditure of less than $25,000. 

“(5) Nothing in this section shall be construed 
to apply to or to affect or alter the study of any 
river segment for potential addition to the na- 
tional wild and scenic rivers system or to apply 
to or to affect or alter the study of any trail for 
potential addition to the national trails system. 

“(с) REPORT.—({1) The Secretary shall com- 
plete the study for each area for potential inclu- 
sion in the National Park System within 3 com- 
plete fiscal years following the date of enact- 
ment of specific legislation providing for the 
study of such area. Each study under this sec- 
tion shall be prepared with appropriate oppor- 
tunity for public involvement, including at least 
one public meeting in the vicinity of the area 
under study, and after reasonable efforts to no- 
tify potentially affected landowners and State 
and local governments. 

“(2) In conducting the study, the Secretary 
shall consider whether the area under study— 

“(А) possesses nationally significant natural 
or cultural resources, or outstanding тес- 
reational opportunities, and that the area rep- 
resents one of the most important ezamples of a 
particular resource type in the country; and 

“(В) is a suitable and feasible addition to the 


stem. 

“(3) Each study— 

(А) shall consider the following factors with 
regard to the area being studied— 

(i) the rarity and integrity of the resources; 

(8) the threats to those resources; 

(iii) whether similar resources are already pro- 
tected in the National Park System or in other 
public or private ownership; 

(iv) the public use potential; 

(v) the interpretive and educational potential; 

(vi) costs associated with acquisition, develop- 
ment and operation; 

(vii) the socioeconomic impacts of any des- 
ignation; 

(viii) the level of local and general public sup- 
port, and 

(iz) whether the area is of appropriate con- 
figuration to ensure long-term resource protec- 
tion and visitor use; 

“(В) shall consider whether direct National 
Park Service management or alternative protec- 
tion by other public agencies or the private sec- 
tor is appropriate for the area; 

“(С) shall identify what alternative or com- 
bination of alternatives would in the profes- 
sional judgment of the Director of the National 
Park Service be most effective and efficient in 
protecting significant resources and providing 
for public enjoyment; and 

D) may include any other information 
which the Secretary deems to be relevant. 

“(4) Each study shall be completed in compli- 
ance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969. 

“(5) The letter transmitting each completed 
study to Congress shall contain a recommenda- 
tion regarding the Secretary's preferred manage- 
ment option for the area. 

“(а) NEW AREA STUDY OFFICE.—The Sec- 
retary shall establish a single office to be as- 
signed to prepare all new area studies and to 
implement other functions of this section. 
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“(е) LIST OF AREAS.—At the beginning of each 
calendar year, along with the annual budget 
submission, the Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Resources of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources of the United States Sen- 
ate a list of areas which have been previously 
studied which contain primarily historical re- 
sources, and a list of areas which have been pre- 
viously studied which contain primarily natural 
resources, in numerical order of priority for ad- 
dition to the National Park System. In develop- 
ing the lists, the Secretary should consider 
threats to resource values, cost escalation fac- 
tors, and other factors listed in subsection (c) of 
this section. The Secretary should only include 
on the lists areas for which the supporting data 
is current ала accurate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). Pursuant to the rule, the gen- 
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes and the gen- 
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARD- 
SON] will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Utah ГМг. HANSEN]. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 260, the biparti- 
san National Park System Reform Act 
of 1995 introduced by Mr. HEFLEY. This 
bill is very similar to a bipartisan 
measure which passed the House last 
session by a vote of 421-0. As was testi- 
fied to in our hearing on the bill, it is 
one of the most important measures on 
the National Park Service to come be- 
fore the committee since the 1916 Act 
establishing the National Park Service. 
I am pleased to note that the biparti- 
san nature which characterized this 
bill last session continues this session, 
despite the extensive effort of those 
who seek to misrepresent this legisla- 
tion. 

This bill reflects the concern of a 
number of Members on both sides of 
the aisle and in both Houses that over 
the years since its establishment, the 
Park Service mission seems to have ex- 
panded far beyond what was originally 
envisioned, and far beyond what can be 
afforded. In the words of GAO at our 
joint hearing with the Senate last 
spring, the “МР is at a crossroads.” 

We can either continue down the 
path of designating questionable areas 
we cannot afford, or we can choose an- 
other course. This bill by Mr. HEFLEY 
helps us to choose another course. 

First, and most importantly, the bill 
requires the NPS to develop a plan for 
where it should go. Should we include 
urban beaches in the National Park 
System? What about outdoor perform- 
ing arts amphitheaters? What about 
historic re-creations? All these ques- 
tions need to be asked and answered. 
Through this bill, those answers will be 
forthcoming. 

Second, we must have a process to 
ensure that only the best areas get 
added to the park system in the future. 
We cannot go forward adding every new 
proposal in sight, just because a Mem- 
ber or interest group has a particular 
desire. We must have better screening 
criteria and a prioritization of areas to 
be added to the park system. 
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Finally, we must look at where we 
have been, and what is included in the 
existing park system. Anyone who has 
looked at the park system for very 
long has a list of questionable sites in 
his/her pocket. Two weeks after the ad- 
ministration testified against this bill, 
Secretary Babbitt stated his intention 
to transfer three NPS areas to the 
States of Virginia and Maryland. Con- 
gress has no way to know what other 
areas are on Secretary Babbitt’s park 
closure list, but we cannot go around 
arbitrarily listing parks to be closed. 
Rather, there should be an objective, 
public process to review our existing 
park system. That is precisely what 
this bill provides. 

I point out that this bill does not 
close a single park, either directly or 
indirectly. It will lead to a possible list 
of park areas where future Federal in- 
volvement should be re-examined in 
the minds of objective observers. From 
there, Congress would be free to act, 
just as we have deauthorized parks 24 
times in the last 100 years. However, 
actions taken would be on the basis of 
solid information. 

While it is true that parks could be 
reviewed on a piecemeal basis, such an 
approach would be subject to the same 
political pressures which have resulted 
in the addition of the questionable 
areas to the park system in the first 
place. 

The most enlightening and disturb- 
ing aspect of the debate over this bill 
has been how the interest groups have 
lined up. The bill is supported on a bi- 
partisan basis by members from the 
Resources Committee who routinely 
receive a “0” from the League of Соп- 
servation Voters and by Members who 
score in the 908. It is supported by 
both Republican and Democratically- 
appointed Directors of the NPS. It is 
supported by employees of the agency, 
as represented by the largest employee 
organization, the Association of Na- 
tional Park Rangers. Finally, it is sup- 
ported by the National Trust for His- 
toric Preservation. 

It is opposed only by the extreme en- 
vironmental groups and those who 
carry their banner. It is ironic to me 
that those who claim to be such friends 
of the parks have put their personal po- 
litical and financial gain ahead of the 
well-being of the parks. 

I have no grand illusions that we will 
solve the financial woes of the National 
Park Service through this bill, but we 
will help protect the integrity of the 
park system. After all, the agency as a 
whole will be judged by its most ques- 
tionable area, which is the only stand- 
ard against which any new potential 
addition to the park system must be 
judged. 

I commend this bill to my colleagues 
and I know that those who support our 
park system, will support this impor- 
tant legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 
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Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, make no mistake about 
it, this is a parks-closure bill. And this 
is why I am going to read a series of 
national environmental groups that 
are opposing this bill: The Defenders of 
Wildlife; the American Hiking Society; 
the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund; 
the Friends of the Earth; the Izaak 
Walton League of America; the Wilder- 
ness Society; the National Parks and 
Conservation Association. 

Let me also state, Secretary 
Babbitt’s name has been invoked, the 
Clinton administration strongly op- 
poses H.R. 260, unless amended to de- 
lete provisions that deal with a closure 
commission. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a bad bill, but 
what is worse, it is here under suspen- 
sion. Why is there a railroading of this 
bill? Why in subcommittee, as the 
ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on National Parks, Forests and Lands, 
was I not allowed to proceed with an 
amendment, an alternative, that said 
basically there are other ways to fi- 
nance the national parks? Let us look 
at a trust, let us look at concessions or 
let us look at fees. Let us look at bet- 
ter ways to manage the parks. 

But what we are doing here is a parks 
closure commission. My good friend, 
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HAN- 
SEN], the chairman of the subcommit- 
tee, has been quoted that he would like 
to see 150 parks closed in his own news- 
paper. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I yield to the 
gentleman from Utah. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, that was 
a quote that came out of the Elko 
paper, and the Elko paper wrote a re- 
traction of that saying that they never 
heard that before and they were sorry 
they brought that up. So, that retrac- 
tion was in there and any Member 
would be a fool to make a statement 
like that, and I hope I do not fall in 
that category. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, re- 
claiming my time, I accept what the 
gentleman just said. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
be happy to submit it for the RECORD. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, 
again, reclaiming my time, I am 
quoting many publications and I am 
simply stating that what we are doing 
in this bill is we are setting up a proc- 
ess that is similar to a military base 
closing commission. 

Mr. Speaker, what we are doing is, 
along with the cuts on the national 
parks, and the cuts are substantial in 
the national parks budget, 36 percent 
cut by the year 2002, would be achieved 
by closing 200 smallest and least-vis- 
ited national parks, or by cutting the 
budget of all parks by amounts which 
render them less safe, the Congress will 
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have indirectly and quietly achieved 
what some are attempting to do with a 
parks closing commission. Mr. Speak- 
er, this is by the Department of the In- 
terior. 

Mr. Speaker, no one is calling us or 
saying that we have too many parks. 
On the contrary, the American people 
love and support our national parks. 
That is why many of us are deeply 
troubled by this bill. This is a parks 
closure bill, basically, with some view- 
ing it as means to close parks they be- 
lieve are nonessential. 

Contrary to what some might be- 
lieve, it is not easy to get an area des- 
ignated as a unit of the National Park 
System and should not be easy to re- 
move them from the system as well. 
Those who think the authorization is a 
panacea for whatever ails the National 
Park System are wrong. 

We could deauthorize all the 30-plus 
units designated since 1980, yet we 
would save less than 2 percent of the 
national parks budget, annual oper- 
ation and maintenance budget. 

Mr. Speaker, I am concerned that 
this legislation relies too heavily on a 
park closure commission which would 
have the authority to recommend the 
closure of any unit in the National 
Park System, with the exception of the 
54 national parks. The Statue of Lib- 
erty, Independence Hall, the Washing- 
ton Monument are all national monu- 
ments and would be subject to consid- 
eration for closure or privatization 
under the provisions of the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, what makes these sites 
any less worthy than Yellowstone or 
Grand Canyon National Park? National 
park units are not at all like military 
bases. We do not need a closure com- 
mission that could only justify its ex- 
istence by recommending park clo- 
sures. 

If there is any question as to the 
marching orders of the commission, 
one only needs to look at the Repub- 
lican budget resolution that was adopt- 
ed: A 10-percent cut in NPS operating 
funds, a 5-year land acquisition mora- 
torium, and a 50-регсепё cut in NPS 
construction. Is there any doubt what 
this commission is supposed to 
produce? 

Mr. Speaker, there are not quick 
fixes to find out how we improve the 
management of the parks. All I am 
saying is let us send this bill back to 
the Committee on Rules where there 
would be an opportunity to debate an 
alternative that I have. I only want 
one amendment, 10 minutes, 3 minutes, 
that says there is a better way than a 
closure commission; that this is far too 
drastic. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
HEFLEY], the author of the legislation. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased that we are able to bring this 
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bipartisan measure, the National Park 
System Reform Act, to the floor of the 
House today. 

Mr. Speaker, in the past few months 
I have heard this bill called many 
things and blamed for many others. 
Most of these, as well as what we have 
just heard on the floor, simply are not 
accurate. 

This is not a park-closing bill. This is 
not a base-closing commission. In fact, 
the gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
RICHARDSON], I think, is arguing 
against the bill which is simply not be- 
fore us on the floor of the House today. 
Maybe it was a concept somewhere 
back in the history of this legislation, 
but it simply is not something that is 
before us, after many months of work- 
ing with the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MILLER] and the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] in trying to 
massage this bill and make it be some- 
thing that we could all be very proud 
of. 

Mr. Speaker, it is simply not the bill 
that the gentleman from New Mexico 
describes. H.R. 260 is a balanced policy 
initiative that will set the stage for fu- 
ture, reasoned debate on park reform. 

The bill directs the Park Service to 
take 1 year to develop both a mission 
statement and a set of criteria for in- 
clusion within the Park System. 

Following Congress’ approval, the 
Park Service would then take that cri- 
teria, remember that, following Con- 
gress’ approval, the Park Service would 
take that criteria, hold it up against 
the existing Park System, see what is 
there, what is not there, and possibly 
on some rare cases what does not be- 
long there. 

Mr. Speaker, if those rare cases 
occur, the Park Service would study al- 
ternative forms of management which 
would range from transfer to other 
government agencies or levels of gov- 
ernment or to other interested parties. 

Only if those prospective managers 
could guarantee preservation of the re- 
source which made the site significant 
in the first place, could any transfer 
take place. 

So, we are not closing parks with 
this bill. In fact, we are not making it 
easy to close parks with this bill. After 
3 years of study, the Park Service will 
turn its findings over to an independ- 
ent review commission. During the 
next 18 months, the review commission 
would look over the Park Service’s rec- 
ommendations and receive additional 
public comment on them, before pass- 
ing those recommendations along to 
Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, if the Park Service does 
the kind of job we expect it to, then 
the commission will serve as little 
more than a rubber stamp to its find- 
ings. But, if it becomes clear after 1 
year that the Park Service has no in- 
tention of carrying out the review out- 
lined in this act, then the review com- 
mission may undertake to review on 
its own. 
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In this way, the commission may 
serve as a hammer over the Park Serv- 
ice, or its peer reviewer. The choice is 
up to the Park Service. 

Mr. Speaker, whatever the findings of 
this review, it is up to Congress to act 
upon them in whole or in part or not at 
all. This is no base-closing bill. There 
is nothing іп it that says, Take it ог 
leave it all,’’ about the review in H.R. 
260. 

Title П of the bill tightens the cri- 
teria for admission of new units into 
the Park System. 
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It directs the Interior Secretary to 
develop a priority system for new 
units, then submit these priorities to 
Congress with the annual budget re- 
quest until action is taken. 

Further, the bill centralizes planning 
for new units at Park Service head- 
quarters. If this is to be a system of na- 
tionally significant places, then there 
should be a coordinated effort to iden- 
tify such places. 

Let me tell you what H.R. 260 does 
not do. H.R. 260 does not mandate the 
closure of any parks. Indeed, the Na- 
tion’s 54 national parks were exempted. 
There were those who were saying we 
were going to close Yellowstone, close 
Grand Canyon. Of course, not. Those 
are going to stand up to any scrutiny, 
as I think most units of the Park Sys- 
tem will. We just took those out. That 
will not even be a question. H.R. 260 
does not create an independent com- 
mission selling off parks to the highest 
bidder. The commission can act alone 
only if Interior ignores the will of Con- 
gress. Even then it would be assisted in 
its review by the Park Service and 
even then any action on its findings 
would be left to Congress, which cre- 
ated the parks in the first place. 

It would not mean the end of urban 
or Alaskan parks, as has been charged. 
It is not an outgrowth of the wise-use 
movement in the West. It has nothing 
to do with the cutbacks in budget or 
appropriations, real or imagined. 

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
VENTO] and I have worked on this bill 
now for almost 2 years. Last year we 
passed its 1994 counterpart by a record 
vote of 421 to zero. This, I think, is a 
better bill. We have sat down with 
more people since then. We have 42 or 
so environmental groups we sat down 
with and tried to take their concerns 
into account as we tried to develop this 
bill. I think it is a better bill now. 

Yet, H.R. 260 appears to have become 
а lightning rod for every fear about 
Park Service matters voiced against 
this Congress. I hope the membership 
will push aside the perceptions that 
have been advanced by a number of 
special interest groups and, instead, 
support the reality embodied in H.R. 
260. It is a good bill. It is one which 
will keep our national parks the envy 
of the world. 
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I urge support for this bill. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me disabuse the gen- 
tleman and everyone that is listening 
of one fact. This is not the same bill 
that passed last year which contained 
all of our votes. There is a huge dif- 
ference. 

This is a bill that has as the primary 
source the park closure commission. 
The past bill had a backup. First, the 
Park Service made their determina- 
tions. Then you had the park closure 
commission. That is the difference. 
There is a huge difference. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5% minutes to 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
PALLONE], a member of the committee. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to H.R. 260. I also rise in op- 
position to the manner in which this 
controversial measure is being brought 
before the House. 

H.R. 260 would set up a mechanism 
for restructuring portions of the Na- 
tional Park System and includes provi- 
sions that would allow an Interior Sec- 
retary or an unelected commission to 
recommend the closure of units of the 
Park System. 

I oppose H.R. 260 for a number of rea- 
sons, but primarily because I disagree 
with a fundamental premise of the bill. 
H.R. 260 rests upon the presumption 
that the Park System is overextended 
and that the only way to help the sys- 
tem is to restructure and strategically 
downsize it. 

Restructuring and downsizing are 
terms we often hear these days in Con- 
gress, but we are not talking about 
military bases here. 

What we are debating is the fate of 
one of our Nation’s greatest treasures. 
This is cultural, historical, and natural 
resource preservation we are talking 
about. 

As Mr. RICHARDSON said in his dis- 
senting views on H.R. 260, no one out- 
side the beltway is calling or writing to 
say we have too many parks. In fact, 
the contrary is true in my State. I 
have constituents and elected officials 
writing me all the time to try to get 
new areas designated as parks or ref- 
uges or to get existing parks expanded. 
And despite the rhetoric we hear in 
this body, it is not easy to get that 
done; it takes years of work. 

Of course, even if we except the 
premise that we need to trim the Park 
System, the deck has already been 
stacked in favor of some units and 
against others. The legislation exempts 
from consideration for termination 54— 
mainly Western—national parks. And 
what was the scientific policy basis for 
leaving these parks out? I do not know. 
If this is a fair process this bill is es- 
tablishing, and these parks are so supe- 
rior, would those parks not be pro- 
tected anyway? 

Why aren’t important parks like the 
Statue of Liberty, Independence Hall, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


and the Washington Monument pro- 
tected from scrutiny? Why aren’t Gate- 
way and Sandy Hook—which is in my 
district—protected? Perhaps it is be- 
cause these are urban units which, in 
addition to being significant cultural, 
historical, and natural areas, provide 
education and recreation to lower in- 
come people who cannot afford to trav- 
el to Colorado or California to take ad- 
vantage of the Park System their tax 
dollars support. Or maybe it is merely 
because some in this body have a very 
narrow and elitist view of the Park 
System. 

Now, I know that supporters of this 
bill will say it is not a closure bill; that 
it is not a BRAC for the parks. But I 
would just like to draw my colleagues’ 
attention to a bill that those same peo- 
ple supported last Congress, H.R. 1508. 
Section 105 of that bill, sponsored by 
Mr. HEFLEY, was entitled Termi- 
nation of National Park Service man- 
agement at nonessential National Park 
System агеав.” Now today’s bill may 
be a so-called compromise bill, but it is 
clear what the intent is behind it. lam 
now a member of the Resources Com- 
mittee—and I have watched some of 
my colleagues on that committee op- 
pose parkland acquisition even though 
it was proposed by a Republican mem- 
ber. I have even seen Dear Colleague" 
letters and a newspaper op-ed entitled 
“Do We Need All These Parks?” where 
а park in my district is singled out. 
But those same people seem to be say- 
ing trust us, we really don’t want to 
get rid of the park system.” I am sorry, 
but I just cannot take that on faith. 

I could go on about my objections to 
this legislation, but I want to talk a 
bit about the way in which this bill is 
being considered. On June 12, BILL 
RICHARDSON, the ranking Democrat on 
the National Parks Subcommittee— 
which has jurisdiction over this legisla- 
tion—sent a Dear Colleague” letter to 
each and every Member of the House. 
In that letter he said that he opposed 
H.R. 260. But more importantly he said 
the following: ‘‘When the House consid- 
ers H.R. 260, I will offer amendments 
„ „* % I told the ranking subcommit- 
tee member that I supported him and 
that I, too, might want to offer amend- 
ments. Other Members did the same. 

Then, on Friday of last week, I found 
out that the National Park System Re- 
form Act was coming before the House 
under suspension of the rules—a format 
that would prohibit all of us from offer- 
ing the amendments we said we wanted 
considered. I did not believe it. I actu- 
ally asked my staff to call the Demo- 
cratic Cloakroom to make sure this 
was actually H.R. 260 we were bringing 
up. You see, I was under the impression 
that the Suspension Calendar is only 
for noncontroversial items, not legisla- 
tion that is opposed by the National 
Parks and Conservation Association. It 
is not for legislation that is so con- 
troversial that the Secretary of the In- 
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terior came all the way to my district 
to tell me and my constituents that he 
opposed it. And it is certainly not 
meant for legislation that is opposed 
by the ranking member of the sub- 
committee of jurisdiction. 

Yet here we are. We have not sus- 
pended the rules, what we have sus- 
pended is the right of my constituents 
and others to dissent. 

Maybe you do not agree with my 
point of view on the bill’s substance. Or 
maybe you do. However, I hope that 
you support the rights of myself, my 
friend from New Mexico, and others 
who want to offer amendments to this 
bill. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for the 
Park System and for the Democratic 
system by voting “по” on this legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. VENTO]. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support to H.R. 260, and I want 
to commend the gentleman from Utah 
(Mr. HANSEN], the chairman of the sub- 
committee, and the principal sponsor, 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
HEFLEY], for their work on this. 

Actually, this product is a product of 
the 1034 Congress іп many respects. 

As was indicated, we hammered this 
proposal out last year. It passed on 
Suspension Calendar. It was considered 
on suspension. It was basically a meas- 
ure that is noncontroversial. It is not 
identical to the bill, but most of the 
major elements are the same, and the 
proposal and the agreement that was 
made then really holds true in terms of 
my work on this measure. 

This is a necessary piece of legisla- 
tion. This really provides a formal 
process for the establishment of a ori- 
teria, criteria which do not exist today 
with regard to the national parks. We 
need the Park Service to establish that 
type of criteria. 

Furthermore, it establishes, in order 
to be certain that the Park Service it- 
self will go through the process of this 
establishment of criteria, and once sub- 
mitted, Congress then has to ratify it. 
Beyond that, it suggests the Park 
Service then take the criteria that it 
develops and review almost all the 
parks. 

Obviously, there are 50 of the out- 
standing parks not included. In es- 
sence, I do not think anyone questions 
the review of that would probably not 
be a good use of resources. That is the 
basis to me of the workload here, some- 
what more realistic here in terms of 
how we march forward. 

Once that has been accomplished, 
they go through review of the 300 or so 
parks. They report back to the Con- 
gress and report of the commission. 

We establish commissions in the Con- 
gress often, often, I think, without 
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careful thought. But in this case, the 
commission has been very carefully 
constructed. It is a commission that 
has a certain amount of independence, 
but they have no independent author- 
ity to act on removing designation 
from any park. In fact, the power to 
designate parks resides in the Congress 
today, and once this legislation were to 
be passed in the form it is before us 
today, that authority to designate or 
remove designation would continue to 
reside in the Congress. 

I find, obviously, some of the hyper- 
bole and paranoia that has crept into 
this debate very curious. There has 
been a tendency for the advocates and 
opponents of this bill to overstate the 
case. There should be no mistake about 
mistaking this bill. This bill is the 
same bill supported by the administra- 
tion in the 103d Congress. It was sup- 
ported by the Park Service, which 
helped craft and write this legislation 
in the 103d Congress. It was supported 
by the conservation groups. It was sup- 
ported by Democrats and Republicans. 

That is why it passed on the floor on 
suspension by 421 votes in favor, with 
none against it. 

It, in essence, is the same bill. What 
has changed this year obviously, there 
is a change in the Congress. I am here 
because I do not have a horse in the 
race. It is not one of my parks that is 
affected. I am here because I think this 
is good policy. I think the Members of 
this body ought to vote for it. I am 
here because I just think this is good 
policy. This is where we ought to go. 

What are we afraid of in this bill? We 
do not want the Park Service to study 
the park units? Can we not trust the 
Park Service? If we can trust it to run 
these units, should we not be trusting 
them to do the study? 

We are asking the professionals first 
and foremost to do it and report back 
to us. We are asking the commission to 
be there to make certain and somehow 
have an independent voice to also re- 
port to us. You have got to trust the 
Congress. 

I think Members of this body and the 
Senate can be trusted to designate and 
take responsible actions with regard to 
this. That is really where it is at. If we 
do not want to today, that action could 
take place without any commission, 
without any study, without any consid- 
eration. Is that what the opponents of 
this bill would like to see, no review, 
no consideration in process? I do not 
think so. 

I think this bill provides good proc- 
ess, good review. It is a rational, rea- 
soned way to reinvent and deal with 
the problems facing the National Park 
Service in this year and which I have 
worked on for 20 years that I have been 
in this body. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of H.R. 260, 
the National Park System Reform Act of 1995. 
This legislation, which | have cosponsored, is 
similar to a proposal considered and approved 
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by the House of Representatives during the 
103d Congress under the Suspension Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. Speaker, for a decade, | had the privi- 
lege and the pleasure to chair the House sub- 
committee with jurisdiction over national park 
policy. | am very concerned about the state of 
our national parks and well understand the 
need to move forward, this Congress, impor- 
tant park reform, review, and reinvention pol- 
icy. Park review and reform legislation is rea- 
soned, rational, and in the public interest. This 
measure is an effective policy not random, ar- 
bitrary action; it is a good public policy. 

The National Park Service [NPS] is charged 
with the management of the Nation's most im- 
portant natural, cultural, and historical re- 
sources. These areas are known throughout 
the world for their natural qualities, scenic 
beauty, and historical significance. Each year, 
the areas which make up the National Park 
System are visited by over 260 million people, 
and this number continues to grow. 

It is our obligation to ensure that only out- 
standing resources are included in our Na- 
tional Park System and that parks currently in 
the system are managed effectively. This con- 
cern, shared by my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle, the administration, and the Amer- 
ican people, enabled the House to unani- 
mously pass, on the Suspension Calendar and 
without dissent, the National Park Service Re- 
form Act in the past Congress. 

This legislation was а of com- 
promise involving the current administration, 
the National Park Service, environmental 
groups, and Members of Congress, both 
Democrats and Republicans. 

И was with this spirit and support that | 
joined my colleagues Mr. HEFLEY and Mr. 
HANSEN, іп re-introducing a National Park 
Service reform bill in the 104th Congress. That 
is the legislation pending before us. 

Unfortunately, we now һауе a perception 
problem that has injected controversy anew. 
What was once a unanimously supported re- 
form bill has now been dubbed by some as a 
“Park Closure” bill. In my judgment, both the 
advocates and opponents have been guilty of 
fanning the flames and generating misunder- 
standing and controversy where none need 
exist. Perception for some has been conjured 
up as reality. When all else fails, the admoni- 
tion should be to read the legislation. 

A close review and literal reading of the pro- 
posed law shows that the apprehension that 
was raised is not justified. H.R. 260 remains 
very consistent with the legislation considered 
in the last Congress. The NPS sets criteria, 
Congress approves the criteria, the NPS stud- 
ies a reduced number of parks, conveys this 
to the Congress and an appointed commission 
within 3 years. The commission reviews and 
reports to Congress. Congress and only Con- 
gress has the responsibility to remove parks 
from the National Park System. The respon- 
sibility comes back to Congress under this 
proposal and under current law. 

There are many issues before this Congress 
where significant differences in philosophy 
have made for some heated debates and will 
continue to do so. | suggest that we hold back 
on our desire to draw the lines in the sand 
over this park review and reform issue and 
that we save our passion for those debates in 
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which there is true disagreement on issues of 
which there seems to be no shortage. 

Certainly, National Park Service reform is 
especially needed in an era of fiscal constraint 
and large demands on the existing Park Sys- 
tem. We still have the opportunity to enact a 
forward looking bill. | do not agree with those 
who think that our National Park System is 
complete and that nothing else should be 
added, or worse still, that we should begin 
closing parks just to save money. However, | 
hope that all of us can agree that effective 
management of our National Park System will 
benefit us all. While today the National Park 
Service is judged by the crown jewels, there is 
an increasing tendency to highlight only the 
rhinestones in the system—some of which are 
as costly or even more costly than the crown 
jewels of our national parks. 

The issue of effective park management is 
not a simple one and narrow-minded solutions 
are inappropriate when considering the reform 
of our precious natural, cultural, and historic 
resources. 

The National Park System needs the ability 
to expand in order to reflect the progression of 
history and to respond to a rapidly growing 
population. At the same time, efficient man- 
agement and strategic planning will achieve 
savings as will the consideration of alternative 
management plans for parks that do not meet 
the criteria guidelines outlined in the bill. This 
bill can accomplish such goals. 

As for the commission enacted in this meas- 
ure, the NPS has had numerous standing and 
shorter term commissions and while we 
should proceed carefully and curtail the profu- 
sion of commissions this initiative is hardly 
some unusual precedent and in reality will 
serve as leverage on the NPS and Congress 
to take this task more seriously. 

Finally, this is not and should not be a base 
realignment and closure commission as was 
established within the Department of Defense. 
The responsibilities are defined; the authority 
limited and the sunset of the commission is 
certain. Its policy path is clear—to report its 
recommendations to the Congress for our con- 
sideration. 

This measure is a good bill and responds to 
the reasoned criticisms and questions raised 
beyond the version the House acted upon last 
year. As for the hyperbole and paranoia that 
have dogged H.R. 260, 1 would hope that 
Members will deal with the tangible today not 
the surreal. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. HINCHEY]. 

Mr. НІМСНЕҮ. Mr. Speaker, in spite 
of the great respect and admiration I 
have for the sponsors of this bill, I find 
that, nevertheless, I feel strong opposi- 
tion to it. 

I think that there are aspects of the 
bill which do make a constructive con- 
tribution. First of all, a comprehensive 
review by the Secretary of the Depart- 
ment of Interior, I think, is construc- 
tive, and would be helpful. 

But the underlying philosophy of this 
bill is what I find so troubling about it. 
It seems to suggest that we have too 
many parks and that we ought to de- 
authorize units of the National Park 
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System and, furthermore, I believe the 
sentiments in this bill, as they are ex- 
pressed in the language here, would 
tend to focus attention on those parks 
and national resources which tend to 
be in the urban areas, which tend to be 
in those parts of the country where 
they get the most use and the most at- 
tention, which tend to be used by those 
people who are least likely to travel to 
some of the national parks in the west- 
ern part of our country. 


О 1700 


Why аге we doing this? Are we spend- 
ing too much money on our National 
Park System? I do not think so. The 
National Park System, which is one of 
the most treasured possessions of this 
country, takes up less than one-tenth 
of 1 percent of the national budget. It 
is a very small portion of what we 
spend nationally. 

Is it true that the National Park 
Service does not get enough funding? 
Yes, unquestionably, it is. But that isa 
failure of ourselves, it is a failure of 
this Congress. The Congress ought to 
realize the value of the National Park 
Service and apportion to it a greater 
portion of the Federal budget. The Na- 
tional Park Service has been starved 
for funds, and this particular budget 
that is before us this year goes on to do 
that in an even greater degree than has 
been done in the past. 

Construction is cut by 50 percent. Op- 
erating funds are cut by 10 percent. 
That is wrong. It is the wrong direction 
in which we should be going, and it 
mitigates toward the kind of philoso- 
phy which is expressed in this bill 
which indicates that we have too many 
parks and we ought to be closing them 
down. 

We need more recreational oppor- 
tunity in this country, if anything. We 
need greater recognition of our na- 
tional heritage, if anything. We need a 
better understanding on the part of our 
citizenry, particularly our younger 
people, with regard to our national and 
ecological heritage, which is enshrined 
in the system of our national parks. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I think that this 
bill, in spite of the fact that it does 
some things that are good, takes us in- 
evitably in the wrong direction. The 
idea that we have too many parks is 
wrong; the idea that we should be clos- 
ing some of them down, in my opinion, 
is misguided. What we ought to be 
doing is spending more, not less, on our 
National Park System, raising it up, 
making it be what it ought be in the 
minds of the American people, the 
greatest expression in many ways of 
our national and historical heritage. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor- 
nia (Мг. MILLER]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). The gentleman from California 
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[Mr. MILLER] is recognized for 3 min- 
utes. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I would hope that the Mem- 
bers would focus on this legislation. 
This is not a park closing bill, and this 
is not the bill that passed last year. 
What this is, is a very, very good piece 
of legislation to allow us to deal with 
some of the problem that exist within 
the national parks of this country. Let 
us not pretend that the process by 
which all of the units and all of the ob- 
ligations and all of the duties were 
given to the National Park Service was 
a pure process that nobody can ques- 
tion or raise issue with, because the 
fact is, we know that this Park Service 
and its resources have been assaulted 
from time to time by this Congress in 
the middle of the night in a conference 
committee without hearings, without 
jurisdiction, but based upon the indi- 
vidual power of a Senator here or a 
Congressman here, or what have you. 
We ought to now reexamine the oper- 
ations of this most valuable, valuable 
agency of the Federal Government. 

This is not to pass judgment whether 
there should be more or less parks. 
This is about making sure that we are 
using the resources to the best extent 
that we can, that we can assure the 
people of this country that we are 
doing all that we can to maintain and 
improve the parks that we have, and to 
maintain the standards for the cre- 
ation of those parks, and that we are 
making the best utilization we can out 
of the resources of the National Park 
Service. Nobody in this body can stand 
before the American public and say 
that is the situation today, and if we 
cannot say that, then we ought to put 
into motion a process by which we can 
review that. 

Because of the contributions of the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
HEFLEY], the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. HANSEN], the gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. VENTO], and even the gen- 
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARD- 
SON], this legislation in fact does that. 
It lets us look at the system. 

This is the rational way to go about 
reforming or reorganizing or reinvent- 
ing, whichever term you are com- 
fortable with, because it lets the front- 
line agencies, the Secretary of the In- 
terior and the Park Service, make 
some determinations, and we all know 
that privately they come to us. Wheth- 
er they are rangers in the West or they 
are in the seashores in the East or in 
the Gulf, they come to us privately and 
tell us, this is not working terribly 
well, Mr. Speaker. 

There is another way to do this. We 
ought to know that. They ought to be 
able to bring that forward and then 
have the citizens commission screen 
that process, screen that process so 
that there is input from affected par- 
ties, from localities, because all of us 
know that all of these parks have dif- 


25391 


ferent importance to different commu- 
nities and States and local jurisdic- 
tions. Some of them are huge engines 
of economic activity. Some of them are 
huge engines of activity, but you do 
not have the economics to take care of 
it. Some of them, quite simply, nobody 
knows why they are there, except that 
somebody got it done in the legislative 
process. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a process that is 
reasoned out, that has protections in 
it, that is very thoughtful, and does 
not mandate that any action take 
place, but it puts us in a position that 
at one point we can stand before our 
constituents and say that this is the 
best run agency, the best use of re- 
sources of the National Park Service. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of the 
bill. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HANSEN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I may 
have missed some of the debate earlier 
that went on on this legislation, and I 
was watching this in my office, and I 
came over because I happen to agree 
with a lot of what has been said by the 
proponents of this legislation. 

I guess the only question I had is, 
with respect to all of the review that 
would go on on all of the parks, I guess 
all of the monuments, all of the var- 
ious facilities that are run and oper- 
ated by the Park Service, why are not 
all of them on the list? Is there a rea- 
son that we left some of them off? 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reclaim- 
ing my time, originally we looked at 
all of them and then we figured that 
possibly it would be smart to alleviate 
the fears of a lot of people, because we 
tried to convince them that this was 
not the park closing bill, that they 
would have the opportunity to take 54 
spectacular parks, and I agree with the 
gentleman from New Jersey, it is kind 
of in the eye of the beholder, but I do 
not think that people have found what 
we are looking at. 

The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
HEFLEY] said, “What bills аге in front 
of us?” It is like Chairman Seiberling 
when he was with us used to say, 
“When all else fails, read the legisla- 
tion.” 

The only place-that refers to the 
fears that have been brought up by our 
friends is on page 13, starting on line 12 
that says: Nothing in this act shall be 
construed as modifying or terminating 
any unit of the National Park System 
without a subsequent act of Congress.” 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, I 
would just ask the gentleman, I mean I 
agree, I read that. I saw that. But 
again, I am surprised as to why we did 
not put Yosemite on that list. I mean, 
I guess that is what you suggested. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
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gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
HEFLEY], a sponsor of the bill, who pos- 
sibly has a better answer on that. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman answered the question very 
well. They were all on the list when we 
first started out. But there were many 
groups out there that were trying to 
pick this as some kind of a closure bill 
and were saying, well, they are going 
to close Yellowstone or Yosemite or 
Grand Canyon, and in order to allevi- 
ate those fears, those are national 
parks. They are the highest level of 
recognition that you can have in our 
parks system. They have undergone 
the scrutiny of the ages. They are not 
going to be closed, there is no question 
about that. So we thought in order to 
alleviate that fear and concern, we just 
took them off. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, I 
guess what the gentleman from Colo- 
rado just said hits right home in the 
Southwestern part of the United 
States. I mean I think that what you 
are doing is creating the same kind of 
fear. A lot of this is in my district, but 
a lot in the Southwest think exactly 
the same of the national monument in 
the same context as we do of Yosemite 
that somebody else may think looks 
prettier. Like you said, it is in the eye 
of the beholder. 

Mr. Speaker, we should have listed 
all of them, if this is a true process, 
one that is going to be fair and open, 
and I think it is a mistake for us to 
pass legislation that is not fair. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Мг. 
VENTO]. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the distinction 
here is one you ought to pay attention 
to. These are national parks. We are 
talking about those that are des- 
ignated national parks in law, by the 
Congress; we designated them national 
parks. So the issue is in terms of 368 
units. In other words, there are dif- 
ferent designations and you have to 
pay attention when they are talking 
about using resources wisely. If in fact 
something is meritorious and should be 
designated a national park, then you 
should do it. It is not a unit of the Na- 
tional Park System, these are actually 
designated. So there is a difference in 
designation, a difference in where you 
want to concentrate your resources. 
That is why pulling them out makes 
sense in terms of dollars and in terms 
of what is going out. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. HANSEN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New Mexico. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman would please answer me, 
why not allow an alternative to finance 
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the parks that involves concessions 
fees, and please address the point that 
this is not the same bill as we passed 
last year. This is a much stronger 
parks bill. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reclaim- 
ing my time, let me quickly respond. 
The gentleman realizes and knows that 
the park committee has in front of it a 
park fee bill right now. We love our 
parks. We want to take care of our 
parks. We have to get more money in 
our parks, and we have a bill that we 
think would take care of it. It is not 
included in this bill, but we have one 
that I would hope we would have the 
support of the House and the Senate 
when we are able to bring it forth. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the remainder of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from New Mexico is recognized 
for 1 minute. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, this 
is a parks closure bill and we should 
vote “по” so that it can go back to 
rules and there can be proper debate. 
The League of Conservation Voters has 
just issued a statement opposing this 
bill signed by the major environmental 
organizations. I want my colleagues in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD tomorrow 
to read the national park units, the 
smaller ones, that might be at risk in 
their congressional districts if this bill 


passes. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a bad bill, it cre- 
ates a Parks Closure Commission, it 
weakens our authority, it says to the 
National Park System, the park rang- 
ers, your views are not important, and 
it puts a lot of national monuments 
like Mount Rushmore, Lincoln, Jeffer- 
son, at risk. This is a railroad process. 
Let us go back to committee, allow for 
alternatives. 

This is why the Clinton administra- 
tion is against this bill. Every major 
environmental organization is against 
this bill, and hopefully, the House of 
Representatives tomorrow will vote a 
resounding “по” that we should do this 
bill right. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the following 
material for the RECORD. 

[From the Salt Lake Tribune, Мау 6, 1995) 

Don’? CLOSE THE PARKS 

Generally, people want to enter a national 
park; they want to leave a military base. In- 
deed, there is little that the two have in 
common, other than that they are both fed- 
erally owned. Yet there is inexplicable senti- 
ment in Congress for providing a common 
element to both—a closure commission. 

A bill known as HR 260, which has already 
passed Utah Rep. Jim Hansen's subcommit- 
tee and is due up before the full House Re- 
sources Committee this month. Proposes the 
formation of a Park System Review Commis- 
sion. It would do for national park units 
what the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission has done for military bases: It 
would close them. 

Closure is appropriate for some unneeded 
military bases, but not so for national park 
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units, which presumably have an unchanging 
value. After all, national parks were created 
for purposes of preservation and posterity, 
not for the every-shifting requirements of 
national defense. Existing park units simply 
should not be exposed to the whims of an 
independent commission. 

The issue has surfaced because the Na- 
tional Park Service has been having prob- 
lems adequately funding all 368 units in its 
system. One complaint is that the system is 
overloaded with units that don’t belong, 
units that were designated at the behest of 
some congressman trying to bring home the 
pork for his district. 

This problem can be addressed without the 
creation of a park closure commission. For 
starters, Congress can support the portion of 
HR 260 that calls for the Interior secretary 
to devise tighter criteria for additions to the 
NPS, thereby safeguarding the system from 
selfish lawmakers. 

Then, if Congress still feels that 
undeserving units have crept into the sys- 
tem, it can simply deauthorize them itself, 
as it did last year with the John F. Kennedy 
Center for the Performing Arts. It does not 
need some new level of bureaucracy to do 
this. 

The rationale behind a park closure com- 
mission is that it would save money for the 
NPS. Well, as the BRAC members can tes- 
tify, it would cost a lot of upfront money to 
close these units. And once closed, who 
would operate them—the states, or some 
other division of the federal government? 
How do the taxpayers save on that? 

If the goal is to improve NPS finances, 
then start with passage of park concessions 
reform or entrance fee reform. Start funnel- 
ing such fees back into the parks, instead of 
the national treasury. It makes little sense 
to set up a mechanism to close parks when 
proposed methods to increase park revenues 
have not been implemented first. 

National parks are not at all like military 
bases. They were created to establish a natu- 
ral or historical legacy for future genera- 
tions. They don’t need a closure commission; 
they need more creative ways to stay open. 


[From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, July 17, 
1995] 


AMERICA FOR SALE 


Americans can be justifiably proud of their 
national park system. This treasure pre- 
serves areas of awesome natural beauty, 
monuments of historical significance, indige- 
nous wildlife and an appreciation of this 
country’s remarkably diverse landscape. But 
that record apparently isn’t good enough to 
save the national parks from the GOP budget 


ax. 

The Republican budget resolution would 
make excessive cutbacks in the National 
Park Service. This year’s budget of $1.42 bil- 
lion, already drastically insufficient to 
maintain the system properly, would be 
sliced to $1.12 billion in 1996, a 21 percent re- 
duction. By the magic date of 2002, the year 
of the balanced budget, the Park Service 
would be down 36 percent from today. At the 
same time, visits to national parks are ex- 
pected to grow from an estimated 270 million 
this year to 300 million in the next five 
years. It doesn't take much of imagination 
to figure out that something has to give. 

The victim could be the parks themselves. 
A bill in Congress, H.R. 260, would dismantle 
the national park system. It would set up a 
commission, along the lines of the commis- 
sion on base closures, to determine which 
parks should be closed—and presumably sold 
off to the highest bidder. Supposedly, the. 
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process would exclude the so-called crown 
jewels of the system, such as the Grand Can- 
yon, Yellowstone or Yosemite. But less popu- 
lar parks, or parks that cater mostly to 
locals could be dumped. 

For too long, the National Park Service 
has been grossly underfunded. The result has 
been deferred maintenance, repair and con- 
struction, especially in parks like Yellow- 
stone or the Grand Canyon, which are del- 
uged with visitors. After years of starving 
the parks, the answer isn’t to kill them out- 
right. It’s to give the National Park Service 
the money to do its job right. 

In a time of belt tightening, how can that 
be done? Entrance fees can be raised, al- 
though care must be taken not to deprive 
Americans of modest means of their ability 
to enjoy the parks. Another solution is to in- 
crease the paltry sum paid by private conces- 
sions to the National Park Service for the 
privilege of operating hotels, restaurants and 
other services—and to introduce competitive 
bidding in the process of awarding conces- 
sions. According to The New York Times, 
concessions in national parks made $653 mil- 
lion in 1993, but the parks got back only $18.7 
million, or 2.8 percent. 

The national parks are too precious to 
lose. They can and should be saved, without 
destroying the whole system. 

{From the Wichita Eagle, Aug. 25, 1995] 
NATIONAL PARKS DESERVE HELP TO PROTECT 
NATION’S HERITAGE 

Тһе lines of cars, trailers and campers pile 
up at Yellowstone National Park, at Yosem- 
ite, all across the land. Americans love their 
national parks. 

You'd think the passion for parks would 
spur more and better maintenance and im- 
provements at these national treasures. But 
the reverse seems to be true. Sadly, the more 
Americans use the national parks, the more 
run-down they become. 

The National Park Service has an annual 
budget of $972 million, of which users fund 
about $100 million, The budget falls short of 
the need; the result is a backlog of mainte- 
nance and construction projects that has 
now reached to more than $4 billion. 

In recent years, Congress has been in no 
mood to come up with a big infusion of cash. 
Now, in fact, some members are talking 
about closing some parks to make the sys- 
tem more ‘‘cost-efficient."’ 

Certainly, a hard look at the National 
Park System is a good idea. Yes, the sys- 
tem's spending priorities haven't always 
been on target. The new $80 million 
Steamtown National Historic Park in Penn- 
sylvania is one example; critics rightly say 
it has little to do with railroad history, or 
any other kind. And the park system has 
some questionable elements: the Santa 
Monica Mountains Nationa] Recreation Area 
is a city park and Wolf Trap in Virginia is 
really a venue for concerts. 

But this country needs more national park 
space, not less, and it needs to do a much 
better job of maintaining and improving 
what it has. That, of course, creates a siz- 
zling conflict between two American values: 
a love for parks and a passion for cutting 
federal spending. 

There's а bottom line here that is not to- 
tally about the bottom line. Yes, the na- 
tional parks should be run efficiently. Yes, 
users should pay more. But the parks are 
priceless public places—for, preservation, 
education and recreation for all Americans. 
If it costs more money to protect and expand 
them, it’s a worthy investment in America's 
spectacular natural and historical heritage. 
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[From the Las Vegas Sun, Aug. 27, 1995) 
GOP READIES LAND GRAB OF OUR PARKS 


When the Republican House prepares to 
decimate the nation’s parks next month get 
ready for the bull-dozers. Our national herit- 
age will never be the same. 

Several conservative congressmen, who 
like to throw out government babies with 
the bath water, have taken aim at the Na- 
tional Park Service to cull out parks they 
don’t like. 

One plan would create a commission, much 
like the panel to close military bases, to se- 


Лесе parks to be turned over to the States or 


private interests. 

And which parks would suffer? Rep. James 
Hansen, R-Utah, offers a clue. He says Great 
Basin Park, the only national park in Ne- 
vada, “does not have the true definition of 
park criteria.” Great Basin was created in 
1986 and protects 177,000 acres of pristine 
woodland northeast of Ely. About 90,000 peo- 
ple a year visit the park. 

The park was the result of hard-fought ef- 
forts by Sen. Harry Reid, D-Nev., who want- 
ed to preserve a small piece of Nevada for fu- 
ture generations. беп. Richard Bryan, D- 
Nev., says parks provide recreation for fami- 
lies. 

He doesn't understand how closing na- 
tional parks squares with “family values” 
oriented GOP. 

But this isn’t a family value issue. It has 
more to do with GOP’s links to big business 
and land exploiters and a growing disdain for 
the public interest. 

Sen. Frank Murkowski, R-Alaska, a pro- 
ponent of littering Southern Nevada with 
nuclear waste, wants alternative solutions 
for parks, like private operations. 

Rep. Jerry Lewis, R-Calif., has fought the 
California Desert Protection Act tooth-and- 
nail to benefit land exploiters. 

Critics point to inefficient park manage- 
ment and a growing backlog of maintenance 
projects. 

But it was Congress that expanded the 
park system without providing additional 
funding. Park personnel are spread more 
thinly than before. 

Critics insist, under their plan, parks like 
Steam National Historical Park in Penn- 
Sylvania wouldn't have been created. 

But that $80 million park was the brain- 
storm of Pennsylvania congressmen, not the 
Park Service. 

We think there’s more afoot here than 
Park Service efficiency. A massive land sell- 
off is more likely. Arizona may be a good ex- 
ample. 

Republican Gov. Fife Symington has lob- 
bied for his state to take over Park Service 
properties, while his agents sold off a portion 
of a historic landmark. 

These same congressmen have conven- 
lently forgotten that the public lands and 
parks systems were the legacy of their party. 

President Theodore Roosevelt, never a lib- 
eral big-spender, nevertheless set aside thou- 
sands of acres of dwindling wilderness lands 
to benefit future generations. 

He was afraid an important heritage might 
be lost. 

Lucky for Teddy he isn’t around to see the 
latest crop of House Republicans. 


(From The New York Times, July 4, 1995] 
PARKS IN PERIL 
This is the time of year when Americans 
begin flocking to their national parks. Some 
will find what they were looking for: vistas 
of spectacular beauty, hours of restorative 
silence. But others may find themselves won- 
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dering whether they have traded one rat race 
for another. The national parks contain 
most of America’s greatest scenic wonders. 
They also suffer from the urban nuisances 
vacationers had hoped to leave behind: traf- 
fic jams, noise, dirty air and garbage. 

There is, as Representative Bill Richardson 
of New Mexico notes, trouble in paradise.“ 
If past experience is any guide, for example, 
there will be gridlock today in Yosemite, By 
one estimate, the Grand Canyon alone needs 
$350 million to repair roads, sewers and 
water systems. Many of the park system's 
22,000 historic buildings, as any visitor to 
Ellis Island can confirm, are simply falling 
apart. 

Human overload is the most visible culprit. 
Nationwide attendance at the Park Service’s 
368 separate units is expected to reach 270 
million this year, 300 million by the turn of 
the century. But the real culprit is Congress. 
In the past 20 years, it has established more 
than 80 new parks while refusing to give the 
Interior Department’s Park Service enough 
money to do its job. The service’s $1.5 billion 
annual budget barely covers operating costs. 
The result is an estimated $6 billion repair 
and construction backlog. 

Congress is responsible for cleaning up the 
mess it created, The question is how. Not 
surprisingly, given Washington's anti-envi- 
ronmental, budget-conscious mood, the most 
popular option is to trim back the system it- 
self. A bill before the House would direct the 
Interior Department to review all parks and 
determine which ones are "nationally sig- 
nificant.” At that point, a special commis- 
sion would decide which parks should get the 
ax and then present its list to Congress. 

The proposal excludes 54 ‘‘major’’ national 
parks but leaves open for review more than 
300 monuments, historic sites, scenic trails, 
urban parks and assorted recreation areas. 

On its surface, this bill, co-sponsored by 
Joel Hefley, Republican of Colorado, and 
Bruce Vento, Democrat of Minnesota, has an 
appealing simplicity. The park system defi- 
nitely includes substandard sites—what Mr. 
Hefley calls “pork parks,” shoe-horned into 
the system to enhance local economies and 
the careers of the politicians who sponsored 
them. Get rid of these, Mr. Hefley argues, 
and we will have more money to spend on 
the “crown jewels" like Yellowstone and the 
Grand Canyon. қ 

In the end, though, this is an unnecessarily 
messy and potentially dangerous approach to 
the problem. Mr. Vento says that Congress 
will vote on each recommendation “оп its 
merits.” But a more likely scenario is that 
the proposed closings will be lumped to- 
gether in one omnibus ‘‘closings’’ bill, 
threatening valuable wilderness along with 
mediocre sites that do not belong in the sys- 
tem. 

A more positive approach to rescuing the 
parks is contained in two other bills con- 
fronting the Senate and House. One would 
overhaul entrance fees, which are ridicu- 
lously low. The average entrance fee is $3, 
less than half the cost of a ticket to ‘‘Bat- 
man Forever.“ А carload of people сап ex- 
plore Yellowstone for a whole week for only 
$10—the same price they would have paid in 
1916. Doubling entrance fees, a not unreason- 
able proposition, could generate an extra 
$100 million for the parks. 

The second bill would end the sweetheart 
contracts awarded years ago to the compa- 
nies that run the lodges, souvenir shops and 
other facilities inside the parks. In 1993, con- 
cessions generated gross revenues of $657 
million but returned only $18.7 million—2.8 
percent—to the Federal Treasury. The bill 
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would mandate competitive bidding for these 
lucrative enterprises, giving the Park Serv- 
ice a bigger cut of the proceeds and generat- 
ing $60 million more for long-neglected re- 


Both measures were well on their way to 
approval when time ran out on the 103d Con- 
gress last December. There is now in place a 
vastly different Congress, more inclined to 
budgetary parsimony than environmental 
stewardship. Its basic philosophy is that to 
save the patient we have to cut off an arm 
here, a leg there. 

That is the wrong way to go. The right way 
is to provide the park system with enough 
resources not just to survive but to renew it- 
self. The language in the original mandate 
establishing the Park Service was unambig- 
uous. The national parks should be left 
“unimpaired for the enjoyment of future 
generations.“ Congress wrote that language, 
and Congress needs to honor it now. 


[From the Miami Herald, June 27, 1995) 
For SALE: NATIONAL PARKS 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET CUTS AND ANTI-GOV- 

ERNMENT ATTITUDES THREATEN AMERICA'S 

HERITAGE 

“Pssst, want to buy a national park? No, 
not Yellowstone, not Yosemite, not Grand 
Canyon (or at least not yet). How about 
Gateway overlooking Manhattan, Cuyahoga 
Valley outside Cleveland, San Francisco’s 
Golden Gate and Presidio? Miami’s Biscayne 
on the Atlantic Coast? Now, there’s a deal. 
Right on the highway to the Keys, perfect 
for development * * *” 

Haven't you heard? Congress’s Republicans 
want to sell the nation’s urban parks. They 
cost too much, you know? Got to cut taxes, 
balance the budget. Government shouldn’t 
own land—this whole idea of public lands, 
public parks * * * passe * * * not something 
government should be doing. 


Did American voters knowingly seat а” 


Congress that shows such antipathy to the 
environment, natural resources, public 
parks, even recreation? Bill after bill keeps 
coming—mostly from the House: a Clean 
Water Act that dismantles pollution con- 
trols; a regulatory reform act that encour- 
ages junk science and invites lawsuits; a 
property-rights bill intended to spike protec- 
tion for endangered species; and now HR 260, 
setting up a park-closure commission, and a 
1996 budget resolution too skimpy to keep 
the 368 national parks and historic sites 


open. 

"The National Park Service will spend $1.42 
billion this year. The Republican budget res- 
olution scheduled for House debate this week 
cuts that by 21 percent to $1.12 billion for 
1996. By 2002, spending for parks is to be 36 
percent less. There will be no choice but to 
close some parks, recreation areas, monu- 
ments, battlefields, and riverways, while re- 
ducing hours, programs, and maintenance at 
others. 

Targeted are the 200 smallest“ units in- 
cluding Biscayne, but also Tennessee’s Obed 
Wild and Scenic River (adjacent to the site 
of next year’s Olympic whitewater competi- 
tion), historic homes of Abraham Lincoln 
and Booker T. Washington, the Civil War 
battlefields of Antietam and Petersburg, 
California’s channel Islands, and Utah's 
great red sandstone Arches. At Philadel- 
phia’s Independence National Historical 
Park, nine of the 14 buildings now open 
would be closed. At Great Smoky Mountains, 
the nature walks and talks would be elimi- 
nated. At Everglades, the Long Pine Key and 
Flamingo campgrounds would close. The 
Clinton administration has recommended al- 
ternatives, but the GOP isn’t interested. 
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That’s because the budget resolution effec- 
tually implements a program laid out by the 
House Resources Committee to sell parks. 
Although not yet voted on by the House, HR 
260 gives Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt 
two years to come up with a list of parks to 
close and establishes a National Park Serv- 
ice Review Commission to do the job if the 
secretary doesn’t. The list would be sent to 
Congress for the final say. 

How does one countenance selling these 
national treasures? Ask the Republicans in 
Congress. 


From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, Aug. 14, 
1995) 
PRESERVE AMERICA’S PAST 

Everyone seems to agree that the national 
park system is in trouble. Its budget has not 
kept pace with the parks’ ever-increasing 
popularity. The result is obvious and predict- 
able: deferred maintenance and the deterio- 
ration of facilities and resources, both natu- 
ral and historic. 

When Americans think of their national 
parks, they think mostly of their natural 
beauty and of their plants, animals and spec- 
tacular landscapes. But these parks also in- 
clude archaeological and historic structures. 
As The New York Times has reported, far too 
many of these structures under the care of 
the National Park Service—the system's 
“parkitecture’’—are in a state of serious, 
perhaps irreparable decay. The price tag to 
preserve these historic buildings could reach 
$1.5 billion, considerably more than the $1.12 
billion the Republicans want for the entire 
1996 National Park Service budget. 

Public-private partnerships have been 
formed to rescue some prominent structures, 
such as the Sperry and Granite Park Chalets 
in Montana’s Glacier National Park, and 
such projects should be encouraged wherever 
possible. Yet the condition of the parks and 
its parkitecture“ argues for a far more 
comprehensive approach to their care. 

That approach can be found in H.R. 2181, 
the Common Sense National Park System 
Reform Act, sponsored by U.S. Rep. Bill 
Richardson, a Democrat from New Mexico. 
This reform bill, which has bipartisan sup- 
port, stands in distinct contrast to a more 
Draconian bill, H.R. 260, that would establish 
а park closure commission. Mr. Richardson's 
intent is to save the system, not gut it. It is 
an especially helpful approach at a time 
when the park service’s budget, which should 
be increasing to meet the public’s demand, is 
actually decreasing. 

Mr. Richardson's bill would raise more 
money for the parks from concessionaires 
operating in the parks and from visitors and 
users. Right now businesses operating in the 
parks, including hotels and restaurants, pay 
next to nothing for the privilege of making 
gigantic profits. Introducing a system of 
competitive bidding for concessions would 
provide more money, part of which would go 
into a park improvements fund. This bill 
would also raise entrance and user fees, 
though not outrageously, and divert part of 
the proceeds into a park renewal fund. 

The national parks are among the most 
precious and most cherished resources in 
this country. This bill would help restore 
them to their past glory. 


(From the Philadelphia Inquirer, Aug. 27, 
1995] 
PARK BENCHMARKS 
WINNOW IMPOSTORS FROM THE NATION'S PARK 
SYSTEM? SURE, BUT DON’T REDUCE IT TO JUST 
A FEW, SELECT JEWELS 
Anyone who has paid a lick of attention 
knows that America's national parks aren't 
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without their problems—a chief one being, 
interestingly, that many are too darn popu- 
lar for their own good. You've seen the pic- 
tures of Yellowstone traffic jams. Maybe you 
got stuck in one in the Great Smoky Moun- 
tains. And it’s not exactly a secret in Phila- 
delphia that a jewel of our nation’s history— 
Independence Hall—had to wait far too long 
for its ongoing overhaul. 


Fewer people know that there are a couple 
of ringers in the system, too. Steamtown Na- 
tional Historical Park in Scranton, for in- 
stance, poses as a site of significance in the 
development of the U.S. rail system, but is 
really more of a monument to the pork-win- 
ning talents of a Scranton congressman. 

And it seems like only a more handful of 
folks are tuned in to the fact that come fall, 
Congress has teed up a bill that would set up 
а park-closure commission, and аз is fashion- 
able these days, consider foisting manage- 
ment of some of them off onto the states. 
(Not that the cash-strapped states are clam- 
oring for the honor.) 

At first glance, the bill seems harmless— 
and it taps all the voguish budget-cutting 
buttons. One of its prime movers, Rep. 
James V. Hansen, a Utah Republican, says 
he’s just looking for “а better return from 
our parks,” and a way to raise money for the 
bigger parks’ backlogged maintenance budg- 
ets. 

But there are flies in the ointment. One is 
that Congress can already decommission any 
part it wants to—without a new commission. 
(Last year, in fact, the Kennedy Center for 
the Performing Arts in Washington was con- 
gressionally removed from Park Service ju- 
risdiction.) 

Opponents of the bill ask whether the new 

~ commission—which itself would cost upward 
of $2 million—would be biased at the outset 
against urban and historical parks. 

Another problem is that once the system is 
balkanized by farming out operations to 
state park systems and such, Americans may 
find themselves facing—instead of uniformly 
run parks—a checkered quilt of good, bad 
and ugly operations. (How long would it be, 
indeed, until an outcry went up to turn over 
more federal funding to states hard-pressed 
to keep certain parks up to standard?) 

Third, though the West's treasured park- 
lands are technically off the table, aspects of 
the park-reſorm“ agenda would make it 
more difficult to donate land to parks such 
as Virginia's Shenandoah National Park, 
thus making their periphery ripe for com- 
mercial developments. 

But the largest flaw in the legislation—and 
the one that subverts its pretense of going to 
bat for the taxpayer—is that its sponsors 
have actively blocked action on concession 
reform that would give the Park Service 
more of each dollar spent at privately run 
eateries and lodgings at national parks. 


By some estimates, if concessionaires such 
as Philadelphia-based ARA services had to 
pay the same cut of their gross from park 
business that they do at stadiums and other 
public facilities, the parks could pocket $50 
million or more annually. 


If Congress wants to tighten up on the re- 
quirements to become part of the park sys- 
tem, no problem. (See Steamtown above.) If 
it wants raise some user fees that don’t over- 
burden families, no problem. But we’re skep- 
tical of those who argue that Americans de- 
serve better value from their parklands, 
while failing to argue that they deserve a 
better return from the businesses that make 
a bundle from park concessions. 
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{From the Deseret News, Dec. 17, 1994] 
PLAN FOR PARK-CLOSURE PANEL ASSAILED 


ASSOCIATION SAYS THE AGENDA SHOULD 
INCLUDE MORE THAN SHUTDOWNS 


The National Parks and Conservation As- 
sociation, an advocacy group with 475,000 
members, has opposed the idea of establish- 
ing a commission to decide which national 
parks should be closed. 

Rep. Jim Hansen, R-Utah, is among con- 
servatives advancing the idea of cutting 
back the nation’s park system. 

The parks association ‘‘cannot support a 
commission whose predetermined goal is 
solely park closures,” said Paul С. Pritchard 
in a three-page letter to Hansen. “If a com- 
mission is formed, it should be a body dedi- 
cated to reviewing the existing system and 
identifying additions and potential closures 
based on the standards of national signifi- 
cance.” 

Allen Freemyer, an attorney for the House 
Natural Resources Committee, said, “Тһе 
basic policy direction is to stop the growth 
of the national-park system for a little while 
. . . It’s not a matter of whether we're going 
to close some parks. It’s a matter of how 
we're going to close them.“ 

Hansen, the second-ranking Republican on 
the Natural Resources Committee, suggested 
during the last election campaign that Great 
Basin National Park on the Utah-Nevada 
border should be reviewed by a closure com- 
mission. 

“If you have been there once, you don't 
need to go again,“ he told the Ogden-Weber 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Hansen last week issued a two-page letter 
the need for a closure commission. Pritchard 
responded to that letter. 

“Our national-park system currently faces 
a crisis which stems from too many parks 
and insufficient funding,” Hansen wrote. “Іп 
the first 50 years of the national-park sys- 
tem, Congress designated only about 60 park 
areas. However, in the last six years alone, 
Congress established 30 new park areas 
across the country. While Congress is busy 
creating new parks, our crown jewels are 
falling into disrepair.” 

Hansen said the Park Service has a con- 
struction backlog of $6 billion and needs $400 
million to $800 million from Congress each 
year to subsidize its budget. 

Pritchard said that last year Hansen op- 
posed a bill that would have generated an 
extra $45 million to $60 million by increasing 
the fees paid by park concessionaires. Han- 
sen said higher fees would have driven con- 
cessionaires out of business and cost the gov- 
ernment more in the long run. 

{From the Elko Daily Free Press, July 31, 

1995] 
ESA REWRITE DOMINATED WESTERN STATES 
SUMMIT 


(By Don Bowman) 


Rewriting the Endangered Species Act was 
the focus of the Western States Summit IV, 
which concluded in Albuquérque, N.M., July 
15. The meeting was strongly supported by 
state legislators of Utah and Arizona, as well 
as county commissioners and congressmen 
from many western states. 

Shaken by the recent U.S. Supreme Court 
decision on Sweet Home, there was consist- 
ent call for Congress to make the act more 
sensitive to the people or repeal it. Rep. Jim 
Hansen, R-Utah, said. The Endangered Spe- 
cies Act degenerated from a protective law 
into something Congress never anticipated, 
nor intended to foist on the people. The 
agencies went far beyond the intentions of 
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the асб." He advocated a new ESA that pro- 
tected private property, changed the listing 
process, required sound social and economic 
concerns, allowed local voice and made peo- 
ple who filed for a listing of species post a 
bond and show credentials. 

Continuing on, Hansen said the National 
Park Service needed serious reform. “Опе 
hundred and fifty parks of the some 368 need 
to be dropped,” Hansen said, giving ап exam- 
ple of one park that had a budget of $300,000 
per year and only 50 visitors per year. “When 
а bureaucracy reaches a certain critical 
mass, its only goal is to insure its own prop- 
agation. It begins to serve the monster rath- 
er than the people.” Hansen said. 

The state rights issues also was a hot topic 
and most attendees agreed the highlight of 
the meeting was the talk given by Lana 
Marcussen, a New Mexico attorney working 
with lands issues. Speaking on states’ rights 
and sovereignty with an extraordinary 
amount of case reference recalled at will, the 
attorney was surrounded by people wherever 
she stopped. Her federalism argument was 
used in the New Mexico vs. Watkins case 
that went to the Supreme Court, which ruled 
the federal government had to apply to the 
State of New Mexico for low level nuclear 
waste permits. Her talks focused on the 
rights of the people to hold the state and fed- 
eral governments accountable. 

Marcussen said there had been a tremen- 
dous shift by the courts in favor of state sov- 
ereignty. The court has limited the federal 
government's power to compel states to do 
their bidding in the case of New York vs. 
U.S., another nuclear waste case. In addi- 
tion, the Brady bill has been declared uncon- 
stitutional in at least three district courts. 

Federal control] seems to be crumbling 
under the challenges of the people time after 
time, she said. 

During the conference, the Supreme Court 
ruled a governor could not make a special 
pact for Indian gambling. This is the first 
time a court has ruled against a governor 
after the Interior Department has approved 
the compact. “With recent court decisions 
such as Adarand (affirmative action) and 
Lucas (federal powers under the Commerce 
Clause), Indian sovereignty is no more,” 
Marcussen said. This is the beginning of the 
end of the Bureau of Indian Affairs. How can 
a racially oriented agency continue?“ 

Perry Pendley of the Mountain States 
Legal Foundation, who argued the Adarand 
case in the Supreme Court, told attendees 
“The environmentalists want it all—even 
the two thirds of this country that is private 
land.—The very basis of this government was 
built on property rights. If you have no prop- 
erty right you have no freedom.” 

The summit was sponsored by the Western 
States Coalition, founded by Met Johnson 
and Rob Bishop. the organization has been 
instrumental in establishing state constitu- 
tional defense councils, involved in legisla- 
tive protection of property rights and a 
major voice in Congress on rural issues. The 
next Western States Summit is expected to 
be held in California. 

CONGRESSMAN BILL RICHARDSON—TALKING 

POINTS IN OPPOSITION TO H.R. 260 


WHO OPPOSES H.R. 260? 


The Clinton Administration. 

The Department of Interior. 

The National Park Service. 

The League of Conservation Voters. 

National Parks and Conservation Associa- 
tion. 

The Wilderness Society. 

Sierra Club. 
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Izaak Walton League of America. 
Friends of Earth. 
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund. 
American Hiking Society. 
Defenders of Wildlife. 
WHAT NEWSPAPERS HAVE ISSUED EDITORIALS 
AGAINST H.R. 260? 

The Salt Lake Tribune. 
The St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 
The New York Times. 
The Miami Herald. 
The Philadelphia Herald. 
The Wichita Eagle. 
The Las Vegas Sun. 

WHAT DOES H.R. 260 DO? 


Creates a park closure commission to rec- 
ommend specific units of the National Park 
System for closure, privatization or sale to 
the highest bidder. 

Weaken Congress’ statutory authority to 
make decisions on park management by 
granting broad powers to a politically ap- 
pointed commission; 

Send a strong signal to the American peo- 
ple that Congress does not have the political 
will to carry out its responsibilities of over- 
sight over the National Park Service; 

Exempt the 54 National Park units from 
closure, leaving less visited, smaller budg- 
eted parks and important national monu- 
ments like Independence Hall, the Statue of 
Liberty, Mt. Rushmore, the Washington, 
Lincoln and Jefferson Monuments and the 
Martin Luther King Jr. Historic Site on the 
chopping block. 

Require the National Park Service (NPS) 
to prepare a financial management plan for 
Congress to ensure accountability within the 
system; 

Require the NPS (not a politically-ap- 
pointed park closure commission) to prepare 
a description of types of resources not cur- 
rently in the system, refine the definitions 
for current units of the system and submit a 
report to Congress identifying which units of 
the System do not conform with the revised 
park criteria from the new plan; 

Reform the current NPS concessions policy 
to mandate open competition for large con- 
cessions contracts while shielding high-per- 
formance “mom and pop” or small busi- 
nesses with revenues under $500,000 per year 
from preserving the right to match compet- 
ing bids on contract renewals AND require 
that a portion of the concession fees paid re- 
main in the park unit in which they are gen- 
erated to fund necessary improvements on 
site, etc. 

Reform the current NPS entrance fee pol- 
icy to increase the amount of money coming 
into the park from visitors AND require that 
а portion of these fees remain in the park 
unit in which they are generated for site spe- 
cific needs. 

LEAGUE OF CONSERVATION VOTERS, 
Washington, DC, September 18, 1995. 
Re oppose H.R. 260, the National Park Sys- 
tem Reform Act. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The League of Con- 
servation Voters is the bipartisan, political 
arm of the national environmental move- 
ment. Each year, LCV publishes the National 
Environmental Scorecard, which details the 
voting records of Members of Congress on en- 
vironmental legislation. The Scorecard is 
distributed to LCV members, concerned vot- 
ers nationwide and the press. 

This Tuesday, the House of Representa- 
tives is expected to vote on a motion to sus- 
pend the rules and consider H.R. 260, the Na- 
tional Park System Reform Act. Under the 


25396 


guise of reforming and improving the Ма- 
tional Park System H.R. 260 creates a politi- 
cally appointed commission, whose sole re- 
sponsibility would be to determine which 
park units should be closed. While there may 
be units in the National Park System that 
deserve scrutiny, LCV opposes the creation 
of a politically appointed parks closure com- 
mission and urges you to vote against pas- 
sage of H.R. 260. 

H.R. 260, and the parks closure commission 
it creates, threatens 315 units of the Na- 
tional Park System including: urban parks, 
historic sites, national monuments, national 
seashores, national recreation areas, and 
Civil War Battlefields. Instead of considering 
ways to improve the National Park System 
H.R. 260 unnecessarily creates a new layer of 
government and an expensive bureaucratic 
process, when in fact Congress already has 
the authority to remove units from the Na- 
tional Park System. 

LCV views H.R. 260 as an assault on the 
protection of our cultural and natural herit- 
age. By bringing H.R. 260 to the House floor 
on the suspensions calendar Members are 
prevented from offering amendments which 
could significantly improve this flawed legis- 
lation. LCV beleves that the full House of 
Representatives, like the House Resources 
Committee, should have an opportunity to 
vote on an amendment to delete the park 
closure commission. LCV urges you to op- 
pose H.R. 260 so that this and other amend- 
ments can be offered under regular House 
procedures. LCV’s Political Advisory Com- 
mittee will consider including a vote on pas- 
sage of H.R. 260 in compiling its 1995 Score- 
card. 

Thank you for your consideration of this 
issue. For further information, please call 
Betsy Loyless in my office at 202/785-8683. 
Sincerely, 
FRANK Loy, 
Acting President. 


AMERICAN HIKING SOCIETY, DEFEND- 
ERS OF WILDLIFE, ENVIRONMENTAL 
ACTION FOUNDATION, FRIENDS OF 
THE EARTH, IZAAK WALTON 
LEAGUE, NATIONAL PARKS AND 
CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, SI- 
ERRA CLUB, SIERRA CLUB LEGAL 
DEFENSE FUND, THE WILDERNESS 
SOCIETY, 

September 18, 1995. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: We are writing to 
urge you to vote against H.R. 260, the Na- 
tional Park System Reform Act, when the 
House considers this ill-advised legislation. 
The bill will be debated on the suspension 
calendar on Monday, September 18 and a 
vote is expected to occur the following day. 

Unlike the version of this legislation which 
passed the House of Representatives last 
year, H.R. 260 would formally establish a po- 
litically appointed park closure commission 
as part of a review of the National Park Sys- 
tem. This would set in motion a process to 
close parks, or portions of parks. 

This is controversial legislation that has 
no place on the suspension calendar. Evi- 
dence of its contentiousness has been dem- 
onstrated by the dozens of newspapers across 
America that have editorialized against H.R. 
260. By limiting debate and prohibiting Mem- 
bers of Congress from offering amendments, 
the legislation cannot be improved by the 
whole House of Representatives. The prece- 
dent for how this bill is being considered, 
and the process it sets in motion are omi- 
nous. If the Resources Committee gags the 
House of Representatives, what will the park 
closure commission do to the American peo- 
ple? 
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This legislation also creates another un- 
necessary layer of government and an elabo- 
rate bureaucratic process. It requires the Na- 
tional Park Service to conduct a review of 
the National Park System and recommend 
sites to be deleted from the system; then, it 
creates a politically appointed commission 
to conduct the same process. The National 
Park Service already has the authority to 
recommend the removal of a unit from the 
National Park System, and Congress has the 
authority to remove units from the National 
Park System. It has exercised this authority 
throughout the history of the National Park 
System, as demonstrated when Congress re- 
moved the John F. Kennedy Center for the 
Performing Arts last year. 

The consideration of H.R. 260 on the sus- 
pension calendar is tantamount to a closed 
process to close parks. By voting against 
H.R. 260, you will be voting for a fair and 
open process on important decisions with re- 
spect to the management of our nation’s cul- 
tural and natural heritage. 

Sincerely, 

David Lillard, President, American Hik- 
ing Society; James K. Wyerman, V.P. 
for Programs, Defenders of Wildlife; 
Margaret Morgan-Hubbard, Executive 
Director, Environmental Action Foun- 
dation; Brent Blackwelder, V.P. for 
Policy, Friends of the Earth; Paul Han- 
sen, Executive Director, Izaak Walton 
League of America; William J. Chan- 
dler, V.P. for Conservation Policy, Na- 
tional Parks & Conservation Associa- 
tion; Melanie Griffin, Director of Pub- 
lic Lands, Sierra Club; Marty Hayden, 
Senior Policy Analyst, Sierra Club 

Defense Fund; Rindy O'Brien, 
V.P. for Public Policy, The Wilderness 


Society. 
THE 200 SMALLEST BUDGET PARKS 
(Fiscal years) 
Cumulative 
National Park Service park units 1995 park 1995 park 
se 

1 0 0 
2 0 0 

3 
0 0 
4 25,000 25,000 
5 54,000 79,000 
6 61000 140,000 
7 92,000 232,000 
8 99,000 331,000 
9 107,000 438,000 
10 Thaddeus Kosciuszko NMem .... 128,000 566,000 
II Ebey's Landing Nat'l Historical 701,000 
12 Hamilton Grange em 39,000 840,000 
13 Theodore 995,000 
14 Aniakchak NM and 1,155,000 
15 6... ] 1,327,000 
16 National Park of American Samoa 1,519,000 
17 Obed Wild and Scenic River 199,000 1,718,000 
18 Theodore Birthpi: 200,000 1,918,000 
19 202,000 2,120,000 
20 205,000 2,325,000 
21 210,000 2,535,000 
2 211,000 2,746,000 
23 212,000 2,958,000 
24 217,000 3,175,000 
25 221,000 3,396,000 
26 225,000 3621000 
7 228,000 3,849,000 
28 232,000 4,081,000 
29 238,000 4,319,000 
30 251,000 4,570,000 
31 257,000 4,827,000 
32 260,000 5,087,000 
33 263,000 5,350,000 
и 273,000 5,523,000 
% 274,000 5,897,000 
36 280,000 6,177,000 
37 William Howard Taft NHS ... 283,000 6,460,000 
38 Cowpens НВ ............. 285,000 6,745,000 
39 Edgar Allan Poe NHS 286,000 7,031,000 
40 Palo Alto Battlefield 297,000 1,328,000 
41 Pipe Spring NM ........ 297,000 7,625,000 
42 Roger William NMem 299,000 7,924,000 
43 De Soto ММет ......... 302,000 8,226,000 
44 Puukohola Heiau NHS .... 302,000 8528000 
45 Brown v. Board of Education 303,000 8,831,000 
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THE 200 SMALLEST BUDGET PARKS—Continued 
(Fiscal years) 


ПНИН 


Dry Tortugas МР 
Fort 


Christiansted MHS and Buck Island Reet 


Appomattox Court House МНР ... 


1995 park (тігіне 
park 
base bese 
9,136,000 
9,447,000 
9,759, 
000 10072000 
10,386,000 
321,000 10707000 
322,00 1102900 
322,000 11351000 
58 igus 
336,000 12342000 
336,000 12678000 
338,000 13016000 
339,000 13,355) 
342,000 13597000 
343,000 14,040,000 
14,388, 
353,000 1441000 
357,000 15,098, 
359,000 15457000 
361,000 15,818) 
367,000 16,185, 
376,000 156.861.900 
380,000 16.541.900 
380,000 17321) 
382,000 17703000 
387,000 18,090, 
388,000 18478000 
389,000 18,867, 
391,000 19258000 
393,000 19651000 
394,000 ,045, 
396,000 20441000 
398,000 20339000 
400,000 21239000 
404,000 21643000 
417,000 22,060,000 
422,000 22482000 
423,00 22,905,000 
431,000 23336000 
450,000 23,786,000 
452,000 24,238,000 
456,000 24,694,000 
466,000 25,160,000 
467,000 25627000 
472,000 099 
477,000 26576000 
478,000 27054000 
478,000 27532000 
482000 28014000 
495,000 28509000 
497,000 29,006,000 
498,000 29.504.900 
499,000 30003000 
$01,000 30504000 
$02,000 31006000 
503,000 31509000 
506,000 32015000 
510,000 32525000 


$50,000 37,288) 

552,000 3740000 
556,000 38,39, 

558,000 38,954, 

$59,000 39513000 
563,000 40076000 
572000 40648000 
572,000 41220000 
573,000 41793000 
575000 42,368; 

579,000 42947000 
581,000 43528000 
$86,000 44114000 
597,000 44711000 
$98,000 309.900 
601,000 45.919.900 
613,000 46523000 
614,000 47137000 
622,000 47.759.000 
622,000 148,381, 

624,000 49005000 
648,000 29.653.900 
655,000 50,308, 

661,000 50,969,000 
661,000 51,630,000 
679,000 52309000 
687,000 52,996,000 
693,000 53589000 
695,000 54384000 
699.000 55,083, 

704,000 55787000 
716,000 56,503,000 
726,000 57.229.000 
728,000 57,957,000 
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Greenbelt 
148 Montezuma 
149 Wilson’s Creek 


158 
159 Women’ 
160 Arches А 
161 Yukon-Charley 
62 Shiloh NMP 
— Bering Land 
165 4 
166 Chiricahua 
167 Sitka NHP 4 
168 Cabrillo ММ .. 
169 Напу 5. Tru 76,302, 
170 Natchez NHP 
171 Eisenhower 78, 
Fort Sumter 79,062,000 
ү 79,995,000 
80,942, 
81,891,000 
82,844, 
83,799,000 
$4,827,000 
85,865,000 
86,920, 
87,997,000 
89,0; 
90,159,000 
91,250,000 
92,342,000 
93, 
94,591,000 
95,732, 
96,888,000 
98,050, 
99.21. 
100,411,000 
101,620,000 
102,834, 
104,107,000 
105,392, 
106,684,000 
107,978,000 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 


myself the remainder of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] is rec- 
ognized for 1% minutes. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I hope 
the gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
RICHARDSON] realizes that the amend- 
ment of the gentleman failed 30 to 9 in 
committee. 

Let me again point out, this is not a 
park closing bill. Nothing in this act 
shall be construed as modifying or ter- 
minating any unit of the National 
Park System without an act of Con- 
gress. Phat is clear. That is the law we 
are trying to pass. The GAO came be- 
fore the committee. They said, it is a 
mess right now; we urge you to do 
something. This same piece of legisla- 
tion, with only one difference, and that 
was this commission, passed unani- 
mously in this House. 

The GAO said, you have three op- 
tions. Eliminate parks, reduce service, 
or raise the fees. We are going to come 
before the American people and ask to 
raise the fees. In 1960, if you drove your 
car up to Yellowstone, it cost you $10 
to get in. In 1995, if you drive to Yel- 
lowstone, it is $10 to get in. 

The parks are the best deal in Amer- 
ica. We want to keep the parks, we 
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want to enhance the parks, we want to 
make the parks better. We are not like 
this thing that points out here in the 
Washington Times of the park give- 
away. We do not agree with that idea 
from the Clinton administration or Mr. 
Babbitt. 

Please join us in supporting this bill. 
Let us do something good for the na- 
tional parks and pass this legislation 
and move on to other legislation which 


са. 
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, | rise to 
protest a most contentious piece of 


racy. The Department will be forced to go 


through the congressional process to establish 
new units, which in several cases would mean 


The State of Hawaii under H.R. 260 would 
be threatened with the loss of five valuable 
parks. Kalaupapa National Historical Park is a 
monument to those with crippling Hansen's 
Disease. Closure of this park would be most 
tragic at this time when the figurehead of 
Kalaupapa, Father Damien deVeuster, is un- 
dergoing the process of sainthood. 

aloko-Honokohau National Historical Park 
is unique within the NPS as the former site of 
a thriving settlement of one of our country’s 
native peoples—Native Hawaiians. Within the 
park’s boundaries remain plentiful evidence of 
the ancient Hawaiian culture that can be found 
in no other place in the world other than the 
Hawaiian Islands. 


this egregious as ea 
Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, | attach a 


all of 
managed by the NPS. Any NPS recommenda- 
і closure of an NPS unit would be 


acceptance 

of the remedial routes offered in the GAO re- 
port, namely, cutting back on the number of 
units in the system. We do not want to clutter 
the system with Steamtowns and Suitland 
Parkways without considering budgetary fac- 
tors. Though as | said recently in the Fresno 
Bee, this process won't be easy and l'm not 
1 there won't be problems.” 

t is true that some national park entities 
might eventually be transferred out of the Na- 
tional Park System. Some such transfers may 
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well be warranted, and they would not be new. 
Just last year the Kennedy Center in Washing- 
ton, DC, was transferred out of the National 
Park System. The Kennedy Center still oper- 
ates, and people still enjoy attending concerts 
there, but it is simply under new management. 
Similarly, commuter highways serving Wash- 
ington, DC, like the Suitland and Baltimore- 
Washington Parkways, should be considered 
for new ment outside of NPS. 

It is important to note, Mr. Speaker, that 
H.R. 260 has the support of both Republican 
and Democrat members of the Resources 
Committee, which has jurisdiction over this 
legislation. it is a good bill, and | am con- 
vinced that it will help bring fiscal sanity to the 
operation of the NPS. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in op- 
position to H.R. 260. | am especially troubled 
that a controversial bill, with bipartisan opposi- 
tion, would be considered under the Suspen- 
sion Calendar. 

There are some much needed reforms pro- 
posed in this bill, including the establishment 
of a National Park System plan and the re- 
quirement for suitability studies of future po- 
tential parks. 

However, this bill would also seek to sell off 
much of our Nation’s natural, cultural, and rec- 
reational heritage. our National Parks. 

This bill w create a politically appointed 
commission whose sole purpose would be to 
close National Parks for alleged budgetary 
concerns, not to achieve Park Service reform. 

Mr. Speaker, look no further than the re- 
cently passed Republican budget for the ra- 
tionale behind this closure commission: a 10 
percent cut in National Park Service funds, a 
5-year land acquisition moratorium, and a 50 
percent cut in NPS construction. 

This legislation could have a dramatic im- 
pact on my congressional district. My constitu- 
ency is proud to have three scenic and histori- 
cally significant park units located within its 
borders. The pristine environment and pre- 
served historical viewshed of Mount Vernon is 
captured within the nearly 4,500 acres of 
Piscataway Park. 

This park is just one of the nearly 370 Na- 
tional Parks frequented last year alone by 
more than 260 million people from the world 


over. 

Greenbelt Park is one of the last truly devel- 
opment-free plots of land left in the Washing- 
ton Metropolitan Area. This park serves to re- 
mind Marylanders of the importance of our en- 
vironment and our resources. 

Mr. Speaker, in addition, | was very proud to 
have the home of Thomas Stone, an original 
signer of the Declaration of Independence, lo- 
cated in Charles County designated as a na- 
tional historic site in 1993. 

If we would have lost that historical plot of 
land, we would almost never have the oppor- 
tunity to get it back again. All three of these 
parks, which benefit not only the citizens of 
the Fifth Congressional District, but also all 
Americans, would be eligible for closure under 
this legislation. 

However, this House ought not be fooled 
about the intent of this bill. Members оп the 
other side insist that a park-closure commis- 
sion is necessary to prioritize for the National 
Park Service. 

What we are in essence telling the Park 
Service is that you do not know how to do 
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your job—that after years of management and 
oversight we are now going to go over your 
heads and let a politically appointed commis- 
sion decide what to keep open end what to 
close. 

We just create another level of bureaucracy 
at a time when people are claiming to reduce 
bureaucracy. 

Mr. Speaker, what we need is financial 
management reform, and enhancement of re- 
source protection efforts. This will enable us to 
deal with needed Park Service reform without 
selling off our Nation's most valuable lands 
and resources. 

| urge my colleagues to oppose this short- 
sighted and very damaging bill so that we can 
consider commonsense reform that will also 
protect our Nation’s most prized lands. 

H.R. 2181, a bipartisan bill sponsored by 
Representatives RICHARDSON, BOEHLERT, and 
MORELLA, does just that while not abandoning 
our efforts to preserve our Nation's history and 
beauty. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
in strong opposition to bringing HR 260 to the 
floor under Suspension of the Rules. This pro- 
cedure should be reserved for non-controver- 
sial legislation which has widespread bi-par- 
tisan support. | do not believe that HR 260 fits 
this description. By placing this measure on 
the Suspension Calendar, the majority is de- 
nying Members the ability to offer amend- 
ments to this potentially far-reaching bill. By 
closing off debate, Members on both sides of 
the aisle will be denied the opportunity to vote 
on an alternative which the gentleman from 
New Mexico, Mr. RICHARDSON, my colleagues 
from New York, Mr. HINCHEY and Mr. BOEH- 
LERT, and | have introduced. Members of this 
body should have the opportunity to vote on 
our alternative which will improve manage- 
ment of the Park System without creating a 
special commission to close our parks. If 
Members want to keep our parks open, espe- 
cially smaller and urban parks, then they 
should vote against HR 260. 

Mr. Speaker, | believe that HR 260 is de- 
signed to close some of our parks, national 
monuments, urban recreation areas and his- 
toric sites. This bill establishes a BRAC-style 
commission charged with developing a list of 
park units which should be removed from Fed- 
eral management and ownership. Make no 
mistake about it, this bill would not create a 
special commission unless it had closure in 
mind. | do not support closing any of our parks 
and | do not believe the American people sup- 
port such action. Contrary to what the advo- 
cates of HR 260 will argue, we have not cre- 
ated parks “willy nilly.” | believe that each unit 
of the Park System is nationally significant and 
represents an important part of our history, 
culture and heritage. We have set aside spec- 
tacular natural treasures, homes of Presidents 
and recreation areas for the benefit of future 
generations. The Federal Government has a 
responsibility to protect these resources, inter- 
pret and communicate their significance, and 
make them available to every American. | do 
not believe any other entity can adequately 
safeguard these assets while making them 
widely available to every citizen. 

am also concerned that HR 260 is merely 
one in a long line of proposals put forth by 
some of our Republican colleagues to transfer 
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large tracts of Federal land to States or private 
interests. For example, legislation have been 
introduced to transfer more than 260 million 
acres of Federal land under the jurisdiction of 
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to a 
handful of western States. With the enactment 
of the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act, the Congress and the American people 
made a commitment to preserve Federal own- 
ership of public lands. These lands contain bil- 
lions of dollars worth of minerals, timber and 
other natural resources and provide hundreds 
of millions of Americans with recreational op- 
portunities. These proposals will benefit nar- 
row special interests at the expense of the 
vast majority of the American people. 

The bill that Mr. RICHARDSON has developed 
will improve management of our National Park 
System, generate important revenue to assist 
the National Park Service [NPS] in addressing 
a multibillion dollar maintenance backlog, and 
ensure that our national treasures аге pro- 
tected for generations to come. It requires the 
Service to develop a master plan for the sys- 
tem which includes an inventory of existing re- 
sources and prioritizes which cultural, natural, 
and historical resources should be added to 
the system. It streamlines the process of des- 
ignating new units by requiring the Service to 
annually provide the Congress with a list of 
areas to be studied and those areas of suffi- 
cient national significance to warrant inclusion 
in the system. Finally, our bill requires Con- 
gress to authorize studies and designate new 
park units to ensure that this body retains final 
authority to determine the scope of the sys- 
tem. 

Our bill will also reform out-dated parks con- 
cession policy. The current framework was put 
in place when our parks were remote, 
visitorship was low and companies had to be 
enticed to offer visitor services. Today, more 
than 270 million people visit our parks yearly, 
easy access is provided via highways and air- 
ports, and operating a business in our parks is 
extremely lucrative. While business is great for 
concessioners, the American people have 
failed to receive a fair return for the privilege 
of operating in their national parks. In 1994, 
while concessioners earned more than $640 
million from park operations, the American 
people received only $19 million in franchise 
fees, or about 3 percent of gross receipts. To 
make matters worse, there is no competition 
in the awarding of concession contracts and 
companies receive possessory interest in 
structures in the public’s parks. Possessory in- 
terest forces the American people to pay con- 
cessioners for the privilege of doing business 
in their parks. Moveover, possessory interest 
is not enjoyed by concessioners in sports sta- 
diums or airports. 

Our bill contains the text of legislation 
passed by the House in the 103d Congress 
which would completely overhaul concession 
policy. It requires contracts to be awarded оп 
a competitive basis and provide a fair return to 
the American taxpayers. It eliminates 
possessory interest and allocates franchise 
fees to our parks to support a wide range of 
activities. At the same time, it protects the in- 
terests of river guides, outfitters, and other 
small businesses who provide specialized 
services and are overwhelmingly family-run 
operations. These provisions will ensure that 


September 18, 1995 


the American people continue to receive high- 
quality services and begin to enjoy a fair re- 
turn on the use of their resources. 

Finally, this legislation will also generate ad- 
ditional revenue to support park operations by 
authorizing moderate fee increases at parks 
which are currently authorized to charge fees. 
By allowing fees to increase slightly at certain 
park units, we can generate badly needed rev- 
enue to improve park roads and trails and to 
safeguard increasingly threatened natural re- 
sources. It is estimated that this measure will 
generate $30 million in revenue to maintain 
our parks. Importantly, these fees will go into 
a special fund in the Treasury which will be di- 
rectly available to the Secretary of Interior for 
park-related purposes. This provision guaran- 
tees that fees paid by visitors will go to the 
parks and not be used to offset the deficit or 
to fund other programs. The American 
are willing to pay a little more as long 
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important to be a pawn in а game of legisla- 
tive chess. | urge my colleagues to vote 
against H.R. 260. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, it is with both 
surprise and concern that a piece of legislation 
as far reaching, complex, and, yes, controver- 
sial, would be offered on the Suspension Cal- 
endar. This bill, H.R. 260, passed through the 
Resources Committee by a 34 to 8 vote which 
does, superficially, indicate there may be the 
2з support that is necessary for a suspension 
bill to pass. However, there are serious dis- 
senting views that should be considered and 
debated by Members of Congress. 

In addition, another bill was introduced by 
beginning of August by the Ranking Member 
of the Subcommittee on National Parks, For- 
ests and Lands, Representative Віш. RICHARD- 
SON, that has bipartisan support. Two Repub- 
licans, Mr. BOEHLERT and myself, and two 
Democrats are original cosponsors. | feel very 
strongly that Members should be allowed to 
consider this thoughtful and comprehensive 
substitute bill, H.R. 2181, inasmuch as H.R. 
260 is not the only choice we have to 
effective reform of our National Park System. 

H.R. 2181 was introduced primarily іп ге- 

to the more contentious sections of 
H.R. 260, including Section 103, National Park 
System Review Commission, which includes 
the establishment of what has been character- 
ized as a Park Closing Commission. This sec- 
tion is very troublesome to me because | be- 
lieve that it is unnecessary—a system already 
exists to close any park that does not meet 
specified standards. And it is overly threaten- 
ing to the smaller, less glamorous parks in our 
system that lack a voice of advocacy, but rep- 
resent an idea, a culture, or an area that is 
significant to our national heritage. | have two 
parks in my district that could come under this 
classification: Glen Echo Park and the C & О 
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Canal Historical Park. | suspect that almost 
every Member of Congress has similar 
unheralded park in their district. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, | believe that we 
are entitled to a full discussion of H.R. 260 on 
the floor of the House. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to voice my support for H.R. 260, the 
National Park System Reform Act of 
1995. First, I would like to clear up any 
misconceptions about the nature of 
this bill. H.R. 260 does not close a sin- 
gle park. As a strong supporter of the 
preservation of native resources, I 
would never support a bill that threat- 
ened our national parks. 

In the last 10 years, the National 
Park Service budget has more than 
doubled, increasing by more than 30 
percent above the rate of inflation. De- 
spite these substantial increases, the 
National Park Service claims that 
their agency is suffering huge funding 
shortages. In the past, when similar 
proposed budget cuts have been rec- 
ommended, the NPS has responded by 
threatening to close highly visible 
areas. In the NPS budget request for 
fiscal year 1996 only 48 percent of the 
$1.5 billion requested goes directly to 
fund park operations. In the remaining 
52 percent of the budget, the adminis- 
tration has requested funding for 
projects such as $1 million to repair the 
White House sidewalks. Clearly, NPS 
funding could afford to be cut in many 
areas with little or no effect on parks. 
In fact, the National Park Service has 
already submitted a report to Congress 
recommending specific programs that 
could be cut to meet the budget reduc- 
tions, without closing parks. 

Many ask why the National Park 
Service doesn’t just increase its park 
entrance fees. Currently, the NPS col- 
lects fees at only one-third of the areas 
it administers, resulting in the failure 
of the NPS to collect $60 million annu- 


ally. 

H.R. 260 is similar in scope to a bill 
which passed the House by a vote of 421 
to 0 last Congress. It requires the NPS 
to develop the first plan in the history 
of the agency to define the mission of 
the agency. In addition, it requires 
that the NPS review the existing 368 
areas managed by the agency—exclud- 
ing the 54 national parks—to determine 
if all of them should continue to be 
managed by the NPS. 

I quote directly from the bill, ‘‘Noth- 
ing in this Act shall be construed as 
modifying or terminating any unit of 
the National Park System without a 
subsequent Act of Congress.” This bill 
is not designed to save money but to 
ensure that our park system continues 
to be the best in the world. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I recognize 
the serious difficulties that face our 
National Park System, including the 
deterioration of our public lands and 
the impact of likely budget cuts. Like 
many of my colleagues, I strongly be- 
lieve that we must address these chal- 
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lenges. However, I do not believe that 
H.R. 260 is the best way to do so. 

Two bills intended to reform the Na- 
tional Park Service have been intro- 
duced to the House of Representatives 
this year. Both of these measures, H.R. 
260 and H.R. 2181, recognize the need for 
efforts to improve the management of 
our national parks, but they adopt very 
different approaches toward this im- 
portant goal. 

H.R. 2181 would generate the revenue 
that our National Park Service needs 
to improve its visitor services and re- 
pair roads and trails in parks across 
the country. This bill would require in- 
dividuals who sell concessions in our 
national parks to provide a fair return 
to our Nation’s citizens for the first 
time in decades. H.R. 2181 would also 
make modest modifications in the fees 
charged for the use of our national 
parks and would direct the added reve- 
nue toward the needs of the National 
Park System. 

H.R. 260 would require the Interior 
Department to develop a comprehen- 
sive plan for the future of the National 
Park System. This bill, however, would 
also create a closure commission to 
recommend which of our nation’s park 
units should be closed or privatized. 
Among the likely targets of such a 
commission would be hundreds of 
small, but important parks across the 
country. 

One such park is the Roger Williams 
National Memorial in Providence, RI. 
This park is very small, both in its 
area and its demands on Federal fund- 
ing, but it meets a large need of many 
Rhode Islanders. Each year, nearly 
150,000 people visit the park, which, 
like its namesake, represents the best 
of our country. Roger Williams, who 
founded my home State, remains a 
proud example of our Nation’s commit- 
ment to religious freedom. The park 
bearing his name honors his contribu- 
tion to our Nation’s history and pro- 
vides Rhode Islanders with a needed 
recreational and environmentally pre- 
served area in our State’s capital city. 

The status of the Roger Williams Na- 
tional Memorial and the hundreds of 
parks like it nationwide is a critical 
issue that deserves full and open de- 
bate. However, by bringing H.R. 260 to 
the floor under suspension of the rules, 
the Republican majority prevents open 
debate on this issue. Today, the House 
will not even consider H.R. 2181, de- 
spite the fact that this well-crafted 
measure is sponsored by distinguished 
members of both parties. 

I urge my colleagues to stand for 
open debate on the future of our na- 
tional parks. I urge my colleagues to 
oppose H.R. 260. 

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise today to oppose H.R. 260, the 
National Park System Reform Act. 
Though there is a need to review the 
viability and status of national parks, 
in this era of fiscal constraint and in- 
creasing demand on the park system, 
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the issues of park reform and review 
are not simple ones. This type of legis- 
lation should not be brought up under 
the suspension of the rules. The grav- 
ity of this bill calls for further debate 
and the possibility of offering amend- 
ments to this bill. 

H.R. 260 would establish an 11-mem- 
ber Natural Park System Review Com- 
mission, which would make rec- 
ommendations to Congress regarding 
which parks should be closed or man- 
aged differently. This commission does 
not have the authority to close or mod- 
ify parks of its own accord and only 
presents non-binding recommendations 
to Congress. Nevertheless, we need to 
ensure that these recommendations are 
not simply rubber-stamped by Con- 
gress, but are, indeed, thoroughly re- 
viewed. 


communities not only for summer recreation, 
but also to preserve the island's natural herit- 
age. Congress was wise to grant Fire Island 
its current status as a National Seashore. A 


for a proper review of our national parks. 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 


question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the bill, H.R. 260, as amended. 

The question was taken. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the provisions of clause 5, rule I, 
and the Chair’s prior announcement, 
further proceedings on this motion will 
be postponed. 


——ͤ—— 


PROVIDING FOR THE ADMINISTRA- 
TION OF CERTAIN PRESIDIO 
PROPERTIES 


Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 1296), to provide for the adminis- 
tration of certain Presidio properties 
at minimal cost to the Federal tax- 
payer, as amended. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 1296 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that— 

(1) the Presidio, located amidst the incom- 
parable scenic splendor of the Golden Gate, 
is one of America’s great natural and his- 
toric sites; 

(2) the Presidio is the oldest continuously 
operated military post in the Nation dating 
from 1776, and was designated a National 
Historic Landmark in 1962; 

(3) preservation of the cultural and historic 
integrity of the Presidio for public use recog- 
nizes its significant role in the history of the 
United States; 

(4) the Presidio, in its entirety, is located 
within the boundary of the Golden Gate Na- 
tional Recreation Area, in accordance with 
Public Law 92-589; 

(5) the Presidio’s significant natural, his- 
toric, scenic, cultural, and recreational re- 
sources must be managed in a manner which 
is consistent with sound principles of land 
use planning and management, and which 
protects the Presidio from development and 
uses which would destroy the scenic beauty 
and historic and natural character of the 
area; and 

(6) the Presidio can best be managed 
through an innovative public/private part- 
nership that minimizes cost to the United 
States Treasury and makes efficient use of 
private sector resources that could be uti- 
lized in the public interest. 


(a) INTERIM AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of 
the Interior (hereinafter in this Act referred 
to as the Secretary“) is authorized to man- 
age leases in existence on the date of this 
Act for properties under the Administrative 
jurisdiction of the Secretary and located at 
the Presidio. Upon the expiration of any 
such lease, the Secretary may extend the 
lease for a period terminating 6 months after 
the first meeting of the Presidio Trust at 
which a quorum is present. After the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
may not enter into any new leases for prop- 
erty at the Presidio to be transferred to the 
Presidio Trust under this Act. Notwithstand- 
ing section 1341 of title 31 of the United 
States Code, the proceeds from any such 
lease shall be retained by the Secretary and 
such proceeds shall be available, without fur- 
ther appropriation, for the preservation, res- 
toration, operation and maintenance, im- 
provement, repair and related expenses in- 
curred with respect to Presidio properties. 
For purposes of any such lease, the Sec- 
retary may adjust the rental by taking into 
account any amounts to be expended by the 
lessee for preservation, maintenance, res- 
toration, improvement, repair and related 
expenses with respect to properties within 
the Presidio. 

(b) PUBLIC INFORMATION AND INTERPRETA- 
TION.—The Secretary shall be responsible, in 
cooperation with the Presidio Trust, for pro- 
viding public interpretative services, visitor 
orientation and educational programs on all 
lands within the Presidio. 

(c) OTHER.—Those lands and facilities 
within the Presidio that are not transferred 
to the administrative jurisdiction of the Pre- 
sidio Trust shall continue to be managed by 
the Secretary. The Secretary and the Pre- 
sidio Trust shall cooperate to ensure ade- 
quate public access to all portions of the 
Presidio. . 
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(4) PARK SERVICE EMPLOYEES.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, the Trust 
shall have sole discretion over whether to em- 
ploy persons previously employed by the Na- 
tional Park Service in the Department of the In- 
terior. Career employees of the National Park 
Service, employed at the Presidio as of the time 
of the transfer of lands and facilities to the Pre- 
sidio Trust, shall not be separated from the 
Service by reason of such transfer. 

SEC. 3. THE PRESIDIO TRUST. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a 
wholly owned government corporation to be 
known as the Presidio Trust (hereinafter in 
this Act referred to as the Trust“). 

(b) TRANSFER.—(1) Within 60 days after re- 
ceipt of a request from the Trust for the 
transfer of any parcel within the area de- 
picted as area В on the map entitled “Рге- 
sidio Trust Number 1,” dated June 1995, the 
Secretary shall transfer such parcel to the 
administrative jurisdiction of the Trust. 
Within one year after the first meeting of 
the Board of Directors of the Trust at which 
а quorum is present, the Board shall request 
the Secretary to transfer any remaining par- 
cels within such area В. Such map shall be 
on file and available for public inspection in 
the offices of the Trust and in the offices of 
the National Park Service, Department of 
the Interior. The Trust and the Secretary 
may jointly make technical and clerical re- 
visions in the boundary depicted on such 
map. Such areas shall remain within the 
boundary of the Golden Gate National Recre- 
ation Area. The Secretary shall retain those 
portions of the building identified as number 
103 as the Secretary deems essential for use 
as a visitor center. The building shall be 
named the “William Penn Mott Visitor Cen- 
бег”. With the consent of the Secretary, the 
Trust may at any time transfer to the ad- 
ministrative jurisdiction of the Secretary 
any other properties within the Presidio 
which are surplus to the needs of the Trust 
and which serve essential purposes of the 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area. The 
Trust is encouraged to transfer to the ad- 
ministrative jurisdiction of the Secretary 
open space areas which have a high public 
use potential and are contiguous to other 
lands administered by the Secretary. 

(2) The Secretary shall transfer, with the 
transfer of administrative jurisdiction over 
any property, all leases, concessions, li- 
censes, permits, and other agreements relat- 
ing to such property. Upon the transfer of 
such property the Secretary shall transfer 
the unobligated balance of all funds appro- 
priated to the Secretary for the operation of 
the Presidio, together with any revenues and 
unobligated funds associated with leases, 
concessions, licenses, permits, and agree- 
ments relating to properties transferred to 
the Trust. 

(c) BOARD OF DIRECTORS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The powers and manage- 
ment of the Trust shall be vested in a Board 
of Directors (hereinafter referred to as the 
“Воага”) consisting of the following 7 mem- 
bers: 

(A) The Secretary of the Interior or the 
Secretary’s designee. 

(B) Six individuals, who are not employees 
of the Federal Government, appointed by the 
President, who shall possess extensive 
knowledge and experience in one or more of 
the fields of city planning, finance, real es- 
tate, and resource conservation. At least 3 of 
these individuals shall reside in the city and 
county of San Francisco. The President shall 
make the appointments referred to in this 
subparagraph within 90 days after the enact- 
ment of this Act. 
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(2) TERMS.—Members of the Board ap- 
pointed under paragraph (1ХВ) shall each 
serve for a term of 4 years, except that of the 
members first appointed, 3 shall serve for a 
term of 2 years. Any vacancy in the Board 
shall be filled in the same manner in which 
the original appointment was made, and any 
member appointed to fill a vacancy shall 
serve for the remainder of the term for which 
his or her predecessor was appointed. No ap- 
pointed director may serve more than 8 
years in consecutive terms. No member of 
the Board of Directors may have a develop- 
ment or financial interest in any tenant or 
property of the Presidio. 

(3) QuoRUM.—Four members of the Board 
shall constitute a quorum for the conduct of 
business by the Board. 

(4) ORGANIZATION AND COMPENSATION.—The 
Board shall organize itself in such a manner 
as it deems most appropriate to effectively 
carry out the authorized activities of the 
Trust. Board members shall serve without 
pay, but may be reimbursed for the actual 
and necessary travel and subsistence ex- 
penses incurred by them in the performance 
of the duties of the Trust. 

(5) LIABILITY OF DIRECTORS.—Members of 
the Board of Directors shall not be consid- 
ered Federal employees by virtue of their 
membership on the Board, except for pur- 
poses of the Federal Tort Claims Act and the 
Ethics in Government Act. 

(6) PUBLIC LIAISON.—The Board shall meet 
at least 3 times per year in San Francisco 
and at least one meeting shall be open to the 
public. The Board shall establish procedures 
for providing public information and oppor- 
tunities for public comment regarding pol- 
icy, planning, and design issues through the 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area Advi- 
sory Commission. 

(4) DUTIES AND AUTHORITIES.—In accord- 
ance with the purposes set forth in this Act 
and in section 1 of the Act entitled “Ап Act 
to establish the Golden Gate National Recre- 
ation Area in the State of California, and for 
other purposes“, approved October 27, 1972 
(Public Law 92-589; 86 Stat. 1299; 16 U.S.C. 
460bb), and in accordance with the general 
objectives of the general management plan 
approved for the Presidio, the Trust shall 
manage the leasing, maintenance, rehabili- 
tation, repair and improvement of property 
within the Presidio which is under its admin- 
istrative jurisdiction. The Trust may partici- 
pate in the development of programs and ac- 
tivities at the properties that have been 
transferred to the Trust. In exercising its 
powers and duties, the Trust shall have the 
following authorities: 

(1) The Trust is authorized to manage, 
lease, maintain, rehabilitate and improve, 
either directly or by agreement, those prop- 
erties within the Presidio which are trans- 
ferred to the Trust by the Secretary. 

(2)(A) The Trust is authorized to negotiate 
and enter into such agreements, leases, con- 
tracts and other arrangements with any per- 
son, firm, association, organization, corpora- 
tion or governmental entity, including with- 
out limitation entities of Federal, State and 
local governments (except any agreement to 
convey fee title to any property located at 
the Presidio) as are necessary and appro- 
priate to finance and carry out its author- 
ized activities. Agreements under this para- 
graph may be entered into without regard to 
section 321 of the Act of June 30, 1932 (40 
U.S.C. 303b). 

(B) Except as provided in subparagraphs 
(C), (D), and (E), Federal laws and regula- 
tions governing procurement by Federal 
agencies shall apply to the Trust. 
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(C) In exercising authority under section 
303(g) of the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 253(g)) 
relating to simplified purchase procedures, 
the Trust is authorized, to use as the dollar 
limit of each purchase or contract under this 
subsection an amount which does not exceed 
$500,000. 

(D) In carrying out the requirement of sec- 
tion 18 of the Office of Federal Procurement 
Policy Act (41 U.S.C 416), the Trust is au- 
thorized to furnish the Secretary of Com- 
merce for publication notices of proposed 
procurement actions, to use as the applicable 
dollar threshold for each expected procure- 
ment an amount which does not exceed 
$1,000,000. 

(E) The Trust shall establish procedures 
for lease agreements and other agreements 
for use and occupancy of Presidio facilities, 
including a requirement that in entering 
into such agreements the Trust shall obtain 
reasonable competition. 

(F) The Trust shall develop a comprehen- 
sive program for management of those lands 
and facilities within the Presidio which are 
transferred to the Trust. Such program shall 
be designed to reduce costs to the maximum 
extent possible. In carrying out this pro- 
gram, the Trust shall be treated as a succes- 
sor in interest to the National Park Service 
with respect to compliance with the Na- 
tional Environmental Policy Act and other 
environmental compliance statutes. Such 
program shall consist of— 

(i) demolition of all structures which can- 
not be cost-effectively rehabilitated and are 
not of the highest degree of historical sig- 
nificance, 

(ii) new construction which would be lim- 
ited to replacement of existing structures of 
similar size in existing areas of development, 
and 

(iii) examination of a full range of reason- 
able options for carrying out routine admin- 
istrative and facility management programs. 
The Trust shall consult with the Secretary 
in the preparation of this program. 

(3) The Trust is authorized to appoint and 
fix the compensation and duties of an execu- 
tive director and such other officers and em- 
ployees as it deems necessary without regard 
to the provisions of title 5, United States 
Code, governing appointments in the com- 
petitive service, and may pay them without 
regard to the provisions of chapter 51, and 
subchapter III of chapter 53, title 5, United 
States Code (relating to classification and 
General Schedule pay rates). 

(4) To augment or encourage the use of 
non-Federal funds to finance capital im- 
provements on Presidio properties trans- 
ferred to its jurisdiction, the Trust, in addi- 
tion to its other authorities, shall have the 
following authorities: 

(A) The authority to guarantee any lender 
against loss of principal or interest on any 
loan, provided that (i) the terms of the guar- 
antee are approved by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, (ii) adequate guarantee authority 
is provided in appropriations Acts, and (iii) 
such guarantees are structured so as to mini- 
mize potential cost to the Federal Govern- 
ment. No loan guarantee under this Act shall 
cover more than 75 percent of the unpaid bal- 
ance of the loan. The Secretary of the Treas- 
ury shall collect a commercially reasonable 
guarantee fee in connection with each loan 
guaranteed under this Act. The authority to 
enter into any such loan guarantee agree- 
ment shall expire at the end of 12 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(B) The authority, subject to available ap- 
propriations, to make loans to the occupants 
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of property managed by the Trust for the 
preservation, restoration, maintenance, or 
repair of such property. 

(C) The authority to issue obligations to 
the Secretary of the Treasury, but only if 
the Secretary of the Treasury agrees to pur- 
chase such obligations after determining 
that the projects to be funded from the pro- 
ceeds thereof are credit worthy and that a 
repayment schedule is established. The Sec- 
retary of the Treasury is authorized to use as 
а public debt transaction the proceeds from 
the sale of any securities issued under chap- 
бег 31 of title 31, United States Code, and the 
purposes for which securities may be issued 
under such chapter are extended to include 
any purchase of such notes or obligations ас- 
quired by the Secretary of the Treasury 
under this subsection. The aggregate amount 
of obligations issued under this subpara- 
graph which are outstanding at any one time 
may not exceed $50,000,000. Obligations is- 
sued under this subparagraph shall be in 
such forms and denominations, bearing such 
maturities, and subject to such terms and 
conditions, as may be prescribed by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, and shall bear inter- 
est at a rate determined by the Secretary of 
the Treasury, taking into consideration cur- 
rent market yields on outstanding market- 
able obligations of the United States of com- 
parable maturities. No funds appropriated to 
the Trust may be used for repayment of prin- 
cipal or interest on, or redemption of, obliga- 
tions issued under this paragraph. All obliga- 
tions purchased under authority of this sub- 
paragraph must be authorized in advance in 
appropriations Acts. 

(D) The Trust shall be deemed to be a pub- 
lic agency for the purpose of entering into 
joint exercise of powers agreements pursuant 
to California government code section 6500 
and following. 

(5) The Trust may solicit and accept dona- 
tions of funds, property, supplies, or services 
from individuals, foundations, corporations, 
and other private or public entities for the 
purpose of carrying out its duties. The Trust 
shall maintain philanthropic liaison with the 
Golden Gate National Park Association, the 
fund raising association for the Golden Gate 
National Recreation Area. 

(6) Notwithstanding section 1341 of title 31 
of the United States Code, all proceeds re- 
ceived by the Trust shall be retained by the 
Trust, and such proceeds shall be available, 
without further appropriation, for the pres- 
ervation, restoration, operation and mainte- 
nance, improvement, repair and related ex- 
penses incurred with respect to Presidio 
properties under its jurisdiction. Upon the 
request of the Trust, the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall invest excess moneys of the 
Trust in public debt securities with matu- 
rities suitable to the needs of the Trust. 

(7) The Trust may sue and be sued in its 
own name to the same extent as the Federal 
Government. Litigation arising out of the 
activities of the Trust shall be conducted by 
the Attorney General, as needed; except that 
the Trust may retain private attorneys to 
provide advice and counsel, and to represent 
the Trust in proceedings to enforce and de- 
fend the contractual obligations of the 
Trust. 

(8) The Trust shall have all necessary and 
proper powers for the exercise of the authori- 
ties invested in it. 

(9) For the purpose of compliance with ap- 
plicable laws and regulations concerning 
properties transferred to the Trust by the 
Secretary, the Trust shall negotiate directly 
with regulatory authorities. 

(е) INSURANCE.—The Trust shall procure in- 
surance against any loss in connection with 
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the properties managed by it or its author- 
ized activities as is reasonable and cus- 
tomary. 

(f) BUILDING CODE COMPLIANCE.—The Trust 
shall bring all properties under its jurisdic- 
tion into compliance with Federal building 
codes and regulations appropriate to use and 
occupancy within 10 years after the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

(g) TAXES.—The Trust shall be exempt 
from all taxes and special assessments of 
every kind in the State of California, and its 
political subdivisions, including the city and 
county of San Francisco. 

(h) FINANCIAL INFORMATION AND REPORT.— 
(1) The Trust shall be treated as a wholly 
owned Government corporation subject to 
chapter 91 of title 31, United States Code 
(commonly referred to as the Government 
Corporation Control Act). Financial state- 
ments of the Trust shall be audited annually 
in accordance with section 9105 of title 31 of 
the United States Code. 

(2) At the end of each calendar year, the 

Trust shall submit to the Congress a com- 
prehensive and detailed report of its oper- 
ations, activities, and accomplishments for 
the prior fiscal year. The report also shall in- 
clude a section that describes in general 
terms the Trust’s goals for the current fiscal 
year. 
(i) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sec- 
tion shall preclude the Secretary from exer- 
cising any of the Secretary’s lawful powers 
within the Presidio. 

(j) LEASING.—In managing and leasing the 
properties transferred to it, the Trust should 
consider the extent to which prospective ten- 
ants maximize the contribution to the imple- 
mentation of the General Management Plan 
for the Presidio and to the generation of rev- 
enues to offset costs of the Presidio. The 
Trust shall give priority to the following 
categories of tenants; tenants that enhance 
the financial viability of the Presidio there- 
by contributing to the preservation of the 
scenic beauty and natural character of the 
area; tenants that facilitate the cost-effec- 
tive preservation of historic buildings 
through their reuse of such buildings, or ten- 
ants that promote through their activities 
the general programmatic content of the 
plan. 

(k) REVERSION.—If the Trust reasonably de- 
termines by a two-thirds vote of its Board of 
Directors that it has materially failed to, or 
cannot, carry out the provisions of this Act, 
all lands and facilities administered by the 
Trust shall revert to the Secretary of De- 
fense to be disposed of in accordance with 
section 2905(b) of the Defense Authorization 
Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 1809), except that— 

(1) the terms and conditions of all agree- 
ments and loans regarding such lands and fa- 
cilities entered into by the Trust shall be 
binding on any successor in interest; and 

(2) the city of San Francisco shall have the 
first right of refusal to accept all lands and 
facilities formerly administered by the 
Trust. 

(1) LIMITATIONS ON FUNDING.—(1) From 
amounts made available to the Secretary for 
the operation of areas within the Golden 
Gate National Recreation Area, not more 
than $25,000,000 shall be available to carry 
out this Act in each fiscal year after the en- 
actment of this Act until the plan is submit- 
ted under paragraph (2). Such sums shall re- 
main available until expended. 

(2) Within one year after establishment of 
the Trust, the Trust shall submit to Con- 
gress a plan which includes a schedule of an- 
nual decreasing Federally appropriated fund- 
ing such as will achieve total self-sufficiency 
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for the Trust within 12 complete fiscal years 
after establishment of the Trust. That plan 
shall provide for annual reductions in Feder- 
ally appropriated funding such that the 
Trust will be 80 percent self-sufficient at the 
end of 7 complete fiscal years after establish- 
ment. The plan shall provide for elimination 
of all Federally appropriated funding for 
public safety and fire protection purposes on 
lands or facilities administered by the Trust 
at the end of 5 complete fiscal years after es- 
tablishment of the Trust. For each of the 11 
fiscal years after fiscal year 1997, there are 
authorized to be appropriated to the Trust 
not more than the amounts specified in such 
plan. Such sums shall remain available until 
expended. 

(т) GAO AupDIT.—Ten years after the date 
of establishment of the Trust, the General 
Accounting Office shall conduct a complete 
audit of the activities of the Trust and shall 
report the results of that audit to the appro- 
priate congressional committees. The Gen- 
eral Accounting Office shall include in that 
audit an analysis of the ability of the Trust 
to initiate payments to the Treasury. 

(n) SEPARABILITY OF PROVISIONS.—If any 
provisions of this Act or the application 
thereof to any body, agency, situation, or 
circumstance is held invalid, the remainder 
of the Act and the application of such provi- 
sion to other bodies, agencies, situations, or 
circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. HANSEN] will be recognized 
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from 
New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 1296, bipartisan legislation in- 
troduced by the gentlewoman from San 
Francisco, which addresses what to do 
with the Presidio of San Francisco. Mr. 
Speaker, because of a single sentence 
in a 23-year-old piece of legislation, the 
Presidio has the potential to become 
the most expensive area in the Na- 
tional Park System. I believe that the 
framework outlined in this legislation 
for future management of the Presidio 
embodies the type of innovative think- 
ing and reduced dependence on the Fed- 
eral Government which voters sought 
last November, and I commend Ms. 
PELOSI for leading the way with her 
legislation. 

In 1989, the Department of the Army, 
through the base closure process, de- 
termined that the Presidio was surplus 
to their needs. The 1972 Act establish- 
ing Golden Gate National Recreation 
Area called for the administrative ju- 
risdiction of the Presidio to be trans- 
ferred to the National Park Service, if 
it was ever determined to be surplus to 
the needs of the Department of the 
Army. Thus began a lengthy, multi- 
million dollar planning effort by the 
NPS to determine the future of the 
area. 

To their credit, from the outset the 
NPS recognized that the 6 million 
square feet of building space at the 
Presidio was far more space than the 
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NPS could use. With hospitals, 
warehousing, 1500 housing units, fast 
food outlets, bowling alleys, churches, 
gymnasiums, as well as over 500 his- 
toric buildings, it was an area unlike 
any ever managed by the NPS. Unfor- 
tunately, the NPS plan failed to exam- 
ine all the reasonable alternatives for 
the Presidio. 

After spending nearly 4 years and 
over $1 million, the NPS came up with 
a plan estimated to cost nearly $700 
million in one-time capital expendi- 
tures and $40 million in annual operat- 
ing costs for the foreseeable future to 
implement. It was a plan with lots of 
pretty pictures and interesting ideas 
about a world center for social, cul- 
tural, and environmental awareness; 
but it was a plan with no basis in re- 
ality. In fact, the plan was so unreal- 
istically dependent on Federal funding, 
that if allowed to go forward it ap- 
peared likely that the resources of the 
Presidio would be in great jeopardy. 
The media is already reporting how the 
Presidio has fallen into disrepair in the 
11 months since the National Park 
Service took over the area and began 
implementation of their plan. 

Under the National Park Service 
plan, the cost to operate the 1,400 acres 
of Golden Gate National Recreation 
Area within the Presidio was going to 
be more than twice as much as the 
most expensive park in the park sys- 
tem; Yellowstone National Park which 
costs about $20 million per year to op- 
erate its 2.3 million acres. 

While the Presidio is a beautiful lo- 
cation, and certainly one of the most 
outstanding urban settings in the 
country, if not in the world, it is not 
the type of area which should be man- 
aged by the National Park Service. 
Based on considerable review of the sit- 
uation over the last several years, the 
committee has come to the conclusion 
that the most effective way to reduce 
costs at the Presidio, and ultimately to 
save it, is to turn management of large 
portions of it over to those with exper- 
tise in management of such properties. 

Therefore, this legislation estab- 
lishes the nonprofit Presidio Trust to 
take over management of about 80 per- 
cent of the Presidio, consisting of most 
of the built environment. Under the 
proposal before us today, the National 
Park Service would retain responsibil- 
ity for management of the undeveloped 
open space areas and primary rec- 
reational use activities, as well as key 
historic structures, such as Fort Point. 
This is not a new idea. In fact, in re- 
viewing the legislative history of the 
1972 act, that is precisely the role 
which was envisioned for the National 
Park Service by the author of the law. 

Under terms of the bill, Federal fund- 
ing for portions of the Presidio trans- 
ferred to the Presidio Trust would be 
phased out after 12 years. This rep- 
resents a savings of hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars compared to the plan 
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developed by the National Park Serv- 
ice. 

It has not been easy to convince 
those who still believe that the Federal 
Government has all the answers and 
unlimited funds that such a solution is 
the best one for the Presidio. In fact, 
some remain unconvinced. For this 
reason, I appreciate even more the ef- 
forts of Ms. PELOSI to work to resolve 
my concerns and those of others on 
this bill. I urge my colleagues to join 
me in supporting this important bill 
and look forward to swift action on 
this bill in the Senate. 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1296, as reported 
from the committee, represents what 
we hope is a workable compromise re- 
garding the management of the Pre- 
sidio. This important measure was 
originally introduced by my good 
friend and colleague, NANCY PELOSI. 
The gentlewoman is to be commended 
for her hard work and dedication in ad- 
dressing the issues facing the manage- 
ment of the Presidio. Representative 
PELOSI has worked tirelessly to protect 
her constituents’ interests and the na- 
tional interests at the Presidio. I com- 
mend her for seeking to protect the na- 
tionally significant resources of the 
Presidio while being mindful of budg- 
etary restraints. 

The Presidio contains a combination 
of natural, historical, and recreational 
resources which are both significant 
and unique. There should be no ques- 
tion about the high degree of national 
significance of the Presidio, nor about 
our obligation to preserve and inter- 
pret these resources for present and fu- 
ture generations. 

The real question facing the Congress 
is how do we succeed in preserving the 
precious national assets of the Presidio 
in a manner which is sensitive to the 
budgetary restraints of the Federal 
Government. Already the Presidio is 
being operated at a significant cost 
savings when compared to its previous 
operation as a military post. Rep- 
resentative PELOSI’s legislation is an 
innovative solution for operating the 
Presidio in the most cost-effective 
manner. This is a bipartisan effort that 
has not only had the active support of 
the administration, but also of the 
Governor, the mayor, and the San 
Francisco community, particularly the 
business community. 

Clearly, Mr. Speaker, the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute that was 
agreed to in the committee is a com- 
promise document. It is something 
that, nevertheless, preserves a great 
part of our American heritage while re- 
ducing the cost to the Federal Govern- 
ment. I am concerned though, that the 
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amendment sets unrealistic deadlines 
for achieving financial self-sufficiency. 
However, I recognize that we all had to 
compromise in order to reach agree- 
ment and I want to thank Mr. HANSEN 
for all his work on this matter. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to move ahead 
with H.R. 1296. This legislation is the 
only viable solution to dealing with the 
Presidio. As much as some may like 
the idea, sale, or transfer will not 
work. Those options would involve a 
cumbersome and costly 10-15 year proc- 
ess with no assurance of success in the 
end. 

I support H.R. 1296, as amended, and 
would urge its adoption by the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from California (Мв. 
PELOSI]. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
RICHARDSON] for yielding this time to 
me, and for his cooperation in bringing 
this legislation to the floor, and his 
kind words about this bill. I am pleased 
to join my colleagues, the gentleman 
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] the gen- 
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN], and 
the ranking member, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MILLER], in bring- 
ing H.R. 1296 before the House today. 
As chairman of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] has 
worked tirelessly providing the leader- 
ship and the framework for the legisla- 
tion before us today to reduce Federal 
exposure at the Presidio while preserv- 
ing the Presidio in the public domain. 
Chairman HANSEN has been firm in his 
intent to reduce costs, steadfast in his 
pursuit of a compromise, and deter- 
mined in his bipartisan approach. I am 
grateful to him for his efforts on behalf 
of the Presidio. The ranking member, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MILLER], has been a defender of the 
Presidio for many years. As always, I 
am grateful for his leadership, advice, 
and support. Phil Burton, a former 
Member of this body, a leader here, 
would be proud of the gentleman from 
California’s role in this effort. I also 
appreciate the cooperation of the gen- 
tleman from Alaska [Mr. YOuNG]. I 
want to thank the Members on the Re- 
publican side who believed in H.R. 1296 
enough to cosponsor the legislation: 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GILMAN], the gentleman from Califor- 
nia [Mr. HORN], the gentleman from 
California [Mr. GALLEGLY], the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. 
RADANOVICH], the gentleman from Ne- 
braska [Mr. BEREUTER]; and on our side 
my colleague, the gentleman from San 
Francisco, CA [Мг. LANTOS]. І appre- 
ciate their confidence in the Presidio 
Trust legislation and their desire to see 
this bill passed by Congress today. 

Before I go any further, Mr. Speaker, 
I also want to acknowledge the hard 
work and dedication of my staff person, 
my administrative assistant, Judy 
Lemons, who also worked on the Inte- 
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rior Committee, when it was called 
that, under Phillip Burton on the sub- 
committee. She was present at the 
birth of the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area. When we celebrate 
the Presidio from post to park, it will 
be in large measure because of the hard 
work of Judy Lemons, and her work 
would not have been successful without 
the cooperation, advice, and counsel of 
Steve Hodag on the minority side, and 
I want to publicly thank Steve. We 
have not always agreed on the ap- 
proach to the Presidio, but, under the 
leadership of gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. HANSEN] and the framework for 
compromise that he established, I 
think we produced a great product that 
will reach our goals of reducing cost to 
the taxpayers while preserving this na- 
tional treasure. 

Before again I go any further, Mr. 
Speaker, I want to acknowledge with 
great gratitude the role that the U.S. 
Army has played in the Presidio. They 
have created the rich historic and envi- 
ronmental resource that it it today. 
They planted the trees, they preserved 
the history, they trained our soldiers, 
and they have left a great legacy to our 
Nation, and so it is in that spirit that 
we move this legislation to take the 
Presidio from post to park in a way 
that preserves the heritage that they 
invested in for so long. 

Support for the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area, of which the Presidio 
will be a part, has, as I mentioned, we 
have bipartisan supporters for this leg- 
islation, but bipartisan support for 
urban parks, the GGNRA, along with 
Gateway NRA in New York was cham- 
pioned by President Nixon, his belief 
that, quote, parks should be brought to 
the people, end of quote. There was 
strong bipartisan support in Congress 
for these urban national park initia- 
tives when they were approved in 1972. 
At that time former Representative 
Phillip Burton authorized the legisla- 
tion, authorized the creation of the 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 

I will place my full statement in the 
RECORD, Mr. Speaker, but I just did 
want to say briefly that H.R. 1296 cre- 
ates a Presidio Trust to implement the 
conversion from post to park. This bill 
was introduced on March 22, 1995. It 
represents a bipartisan, and I keep say- 
ing that word, effort to merge eco- 
nomic realities, as the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. HANSEN] acknowledged, with 
park stewardship in order to maximize 
revenue potential and minimize the 
cost to American taxpayers. I believe 
the legislation achieves these twin 
goals in its plan for the first time actu- 
ally to reduce Federal cost for our na- 
tional park. 

Concerns were raised last year, as the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] 
mentioned, about the cost of operating 
the Presidio under the National Park 
Service. The majority and minority in 
this Congress have worked to address 
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many of these concerns. That is why I 
am so proud that we have the support 
of the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HAN- 
SEN] in this legislation. The version of 
H.R. 1296 before us today actually is 
the Hansen substitute, reflects many 
areas of compromise which were in- 
tended to protect taxpayers as well as 
to preserve the unique qualities of the 
Presidio, as I have described. Mr. 
Speaker, it calls for self-sufficiency in 
a time certain. 

Mr. Speaker, in the interests of time, 
as I say, I am going to place more of 
my statement in the RECORD, but I 
would like to state for the RECORD pub- 
licly that the Presidio Trust would 
comply with the National Historic 
Preservation Act, the National Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act, the National 
Historic Landmark Act, the GGNRA 
general management plan. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). The time of the gentlewoman 
from California [Ms. PELOSI] has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
additional minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, in addi- 
tion to complying with all of these 
laws, H.R. 1296, Presidio Trust legisla- 
tion, support covers a broad spectrum 
from environmental groups, commu- 
nity organizations, and historic preser- 
vation groups to national business 
leaders. The ranking member, the gen- 
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARD- 
SON], mentioned some of these, and I 
will just briefly mention them and 
place in the RECORD leaders and lists 
from these organizations and lists of 
other organizations, a letter from the 
National Historic Trust for Preserva- 
tion, the Sierra Club, the Presidio Task 
Force, People for the Golden Gate Na- 
tional Recreation Area, San Francisco 
Tomorrow, and a letter signed by some 
of the Nation’s leading CEO’s and busi- 
ness leaders strongly supporting the 
legislation. The list goes on and on. As 
the gentleman from New Mexico men- 
tioned, the Governor of California, the 
mayor of San Francisco, and also the 
League of Women Voters. A complete 
list is included for the RECORD. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing I would like 
to say the picture of the Presidio in the 
GGNRA, of which this is a part, would 
not be complete without mentioning 
the work of Amy Meier, who has been 
engaged in efforts to preserve the 
GGNRA and Presidio for almost 25 
years. There are hundreds of others in 
our community who were involved in 
the 5-year planning process for the Pre- 
sidio. Community leaders from the San 
Francisco Bay area have also devoted 
their considerable talent and time to 
participate in the community and in 
congressional hearings on behalf of the 
Presidio Trust. They are stalwarts be- 
yond comparison, and I greatly appre- 
ciate their work. 

In further closing, Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank my many colleagues 
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who have made a special effort to learn 
more about the Presidio and the con- 
cept of the trust. Many of the San 
Francisco Bay area community deserve 
praise for their constant support and 
effort on behalf of the Presidio and for 
future generations. 

Mr. Speaker, I think that in passing 
this legislation we will not only set up 
a model for how we can go from post to 
park, a model for how we can fund na- 
tional parks in the least exposure to 
the taxpayer, but also a model of bipar- 
tisan support in this Congress on how 
we can work together to achieve our 
goals, aside from once again urging our 
colleagues to support the Presidio leg- 
islation. 

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to join my col- 
leagues, Chairman YOUNG, Chairman HANSEN, 
and ranking member GEORGE MILLER, in bring 
H.R. 1296 before the House today. 

Mr. HANSEN and | have worked side by side 
over recent months to develop a bill that 
would reduce the Federal exposure at the Pre- 
sidio while preserving the Presidio in the pub- 
lic domain. Chairman HANSEN has been firm in 
his intent to reduce costs, steadfast in his pur- 
suit of a compromise and determined in his bi- 
partisan approach. | am grateful to him for his 
efforts on behalf of the Presidio. 

The ranking member, Mr. MILLER, has been 

a defender of the Presidio for many years. As 
as | am grateful for his leadership, ad- 

and support. Phil Burton would be proud 
is part in this effort. | also appreciate the 
8 of Chairman DON YOUNG. 

| also want to thank the members who be- 
lieve in H.R. 1296 and cosponsored the bill: 
Mr. GILMAN, Mr. HORN, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. 
RADANOVICH, Mr. BEREUTER, and Mr. LANTOS. 
| appreciate their confidence in the Presidio 
Trust and their desire to see this bill passed 
by Congress. 

A RICH MILITARY HISTORY 

Many of you are familiar with the Presidio, 
and many of you have visited or served in the 
military at the Presidio. It represents а har- 
mony of history that spans a history as old as 
our democracy. Since 1776, the Presidio has 
served under the flags of three nations— 
Spain, Mexico, and the United States. 

This rich military history is blended with a 
cultural landscape which includes the Ohlone 
Indians who lived in the area 5,000 years be- 
fore the Spanish arrived, the Spanish who 
colonized California, the American pioneers 
who settled the West, followers of the gold 
rush, and immigrants from Asia and soldiers 
returning from war whose first sight of home 
was the Presidio. 

The Presidio has played a role in every 
major American military conflict since the 
Mexican-American War. In 1898, thousands of 
troops camped in tent cities awaiting shipment 
to the Philippines. The returning wounded 
were treated in the Army's first permanent 
general hospital—now Letterman Hospital. 

With the attack on Pearl Harbor, the United 
States entered World War Il, and Presidio sol- 
diers dug foxholes along nearby beaches. Al- 
most 2 million soldiers embarked from the 
Presidio to fight in the Pacific. In the 1950’s 
the Nike missile defense system was situated 
around the Golden Gate and the Presidio be- 
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came the for the 6th Army. 
Troops from the Presidio have come to the aid 
of San Franciscans during two major earth- 
quakes. The U.S. Army has been a good 
neighbor and we appreciate its important con- 
tribution to our community and service to our 
Nation. 
AN ENVIRONMENTAL TREASURE 

Speaking objectively, the Presidio’s natural 
environment and its scenic panoramas are un- 
surpassed in the world. At the confluence of 
the Pacific Ocean and San Francisco Bay, the 
Presidio anchors the Golden Gate—a symbol 
to west coast immigrants much like the Statue 
of Liberty. 

Тһе Presidio’s natural areas are a refuge to 
native plants and wildlife. Its urban forest of al- 
most one-half million trees planted by the 
Army over 100 years ago is surrounded by 
acres of sand dunes and coastal bluffs. It is 
the site of the world’s only urban bi ге- 
serve designated by the United Nations. This 
natural backdrop provides recreational activi- 
ties and opportunities for outdoor exploration 
to the Presidio’s many visitors. 

The Golden Gate National Recreation Area, 
of which the Presidio is a part, is the most vis- 
ited national park in the system—with over 20 
million annual visitors. Visitation to the Pre- 
sidio is expected to double within the next few 
years to reach approximately 9 million people. 

While this presents only a snapshot of the 
Presidio, | hope it gives you an image of the 
graceful contours—the historic, cultural, and 
natural elements—that embrace а special 


place. 
FROM POST TO PARK 

Through the initiative of former R 
tive Phillip Burton, Congress in 1972 author- 
ized the creation of the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area [GGNRA], a magnificent col- 
lection of park and historic sites surrounding 
San Francisco’s Golden Gate—Public Law 
92-589. 

Creation of the GGNRA, along with Gate- 
way NRA in New York, was championed by 
President Nixon in his belief that parks should 
be brought to the people. There was strong bi- 
partisan support in Congress for these urban 
national park initiatives when they were ap- 
proved in 1972. 

The Presidio of San Francisco was included 
in the GGNRA authorization so that its lands 
would also be incorporated into the GGNRA 
when no longer required by the Department of 
Defense [DOD]. The language in Public Law 
92-589 states: “When all or any substantial 
portion of the remainder of the Presidio is de- 
termined by the Department of Defense to be 
in excess of its needs, such lands shall be 
transferred to the jurisdiction of the Secretary 
(of Interior) for the purposes of this Act.” 

In 1988, the Presidio was included in the 
first round of base closures recommended by 
the Base Realignment and Closure Commis- 
sion—BRAC !—Public Law 100-526. Subse- 
quent to this recommendation, BRAC II rec- 
ommended that the 6th Army Headquarters be 
retained at the Presidio on an interim basis 
and under a lease agreement with the Na- 
tional Park Service. An agreement was nego- 
tiated and later withdrawn by a DOD decision 
to permanently relocate the 6th Army Head- 
quarters elsewhere. 
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In the 5 years following this decision, hun- 
dreds of people from the local community par- 
ticipated in the planning sessions to develop 
the general management plan. In 1993, 1 intro- 
duced H.R. 3433 to create a new manage- 
ment entity, a trust, to lease Presidio prop- 
erties in cooperation with the National Park 
Service. The concept of a trust was included 
in the National Park Service Presidio General 
Management Plan [GMP] and, hearings were 
conducted by the House Subcommittee on 
National Parks on May 10, 1994, and H.R. 
3433 was passed by the House on August 18, 
1994, by a vote of 245 to 168. 

H.R. 3433 was approved unanimously—20 
to O—by the Senate Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources on September 21, 
1994. The Senate failed to complete action on 
H.R. 3433 in the final days of the 103d Con- 
gress. On September 30, 1994, the Presidio 
Officially became part of the GGNRA. 

WHERE WE ARE TODAY 

H.R. 1296, to create a Presidio trust, was 
introduced on March 22, 1995, represents a 
bipartisan effort to merge economic reality with 
park stewardship in order to maximize reve- 
nue potential and minimize the cost to Amer- 
ican taxpayers. | believe the legislation 
achieves these twin goals in its plan to, for the 
first time, actually reduce Federal costs for a 
national park. 

Concerns were raised last year about the 
cost of operating the Presidio under the Na- 
tional Park Service. The majority and minority 
in this Congress have worked to address 
many of these concerns. The version of H.R. 
1296 before you today reflects many areas of 
compromise which are intended to protect tax- 
payers as well as to preserve the unique 
qualities of the Presidio that | have described. 
Again, | would like to emphasize the impor- 
tance of providing a workable period of time in 
which the Presidio trust could demonstrate its 
success. The Pennsylvania Avenue Develop- 
ment Corporation [PADC] engaged in a similar 
rehabilitation project to restore the Avenue of 
the Presidents here in our nation’s capital. It 
took over 20 years to accomplish the restora- 
tion, but it is done and it is a success. Chair- 
man HANSEN has been very supportive in his 
efforts to develop a framework for success. | 
hope these efforts will be continued as the 
Senate considers H.R. 1296 so that cost re- 
duction remains a primary goal, but also so 
that we create a model equipped with a time 
frame sufficient to meet the challenge before 
us. 

SUPPORTERS OF H.R. 1296 

The support for H.R. 1296 covers a broad 
spectrum from environmental groups, com- 
munity organizations, and historic preservation 

roups to national business leaders. 

A letter from the National Trust for Historic 
Preservation states: “The Presidio is one of 
this country’s most significant military sites, 
and its cultural, historic and natural resources 
are extraordinary . . . The Presidio needs the 
catalyst and weil-managed oversight that only 
а management vehicle such as the Presidio 
Trust can provide.” 

A letter from the Sierra Club Presidio Task 
Force states: “H.R. 1296 will enable the Pre- 
sidio to be a sustainable national park unit, 
managed for the benefit of ours and future 
generations. That is good park policy, good 
fiscal policy and good governmental policy.” 
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A letter from people for a GGNRA states: 
“Our nation deserves to have the Golden 
Gate, the western entrance to the United 
States, honored with a park that preserves its 
splendor and its history. All the efforts of the 
private sector are needed to make that preser- 
vation a success.” 

A letter from San Francisco Tomorrow 
states: “In order to preserve the historic and 
scenic Presidio for all people for all time, San 
Francisco Tomorrow endorses the Presidio 
Trust to enable the Presidio National Park to 
pay its own way with minimal dependence on 

ic funds.” 

A letter cosigned by some of the Nation’s 
leading CEO's and business leaders states: 
“We strongly support legislation currently be- 
fore your committee that would bring efficient, 
business-like management and cost-effective 
financing to the Presidio, a National Historic 
Landmark and National Park at California's 
scenic Golden Gate.” 

The list goes on to include many more sup- 
porters—the League of Women Voters, the 
Governor of California, the mayor of San Fran- 
cisco; a complete list of neighborhood organi- 
zations and other groups is included for the 
RECORD. 

This picture of the Presidio and the 
GGNRA, of which it is a part, would be incom- 
plete without mentioning the work of Amy 
Meyer who has been engaged in efforts to 
preserve the GGNRA and Presidio for almost 
25 years. There are hundreds of others who 
were involved in the 5-year planning process 
for the Presidio. Community leaders from San 
Francisco have also devoted their consider- 
able talents and time to participate in the com- 
munity and in Congressional hearings on be- 
half of the Presido Trust. They are stalwarts 
beyond comparison and | greatly appreciate 
their hard work. 

PRO BONO AND PHILANTHROPIC SUPPORT 

The concept of a Presidio trust is based on 
the independent study of 19 management 
models which recommended this particular 
paradigm as workable at the Presidio. All of 
these studies emphasized the need for auton- 
omy, flexibility, long-term leasing and private 
sector expertise. The Presidio trust concept 
was then embraced by the National Park 
Service in its Presidio general management 
plan. The Presidio has probably been the sub- 
ject of more independent than any 
base closure in the country. The list of private 
sector, pro bono consultants who have re- 
viewed this project include Arthur Anderson & 
Co., McKinsey & Co., Keyser Marston Associ- 
ates, Mancini-Mills, Morrison and Foerster and 
Curtis Feeny of the Stanford Management Co. 
They have consistently recommended the 
management structure outlined in H.R. 1296. 

In addition to the efforts provided by these 
consultants, considerable pro bono services— 
amounting to almost $4 million—have been 
provided to the Presidio. This effort was begun 
by the Presidio council, comprised of promi- 
nent professionals from the fields of business, 
finance, education, environment, architecture 
and planning, government and philanthropy 
and chaired by James Harvey, chairman of 
TransAmerica. These national leaders orga- 
nized in 1991 to provide planning assistance 
to the park service and to solicit contributions 
to the Presidio. 
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This philanthropic campaign is continuing 
under the 2 of the Golden Gate Na- 
tional Park Association [GGNPA] where over 
$15 million has been raised for the GGNRA 
since 1982 and another $10 million is ex- 
pected to be raised for Presidio improvements 
to supplement the major philanthropic effort. A 
major requirement for philanthropic support is 
creation of a Presidio trust to manage the Pre- 
sidio’s properties. 

CONFIRMATION OF MARKETABILITY 

H.R. 1296 includes a deadline for total self 
sufficiency in 12 years. While | recognize the 
need for the trust to achieve self sufficiency 
over a given time period, | must add that the 
time frame outlined in H.R. 1296 is not sup- 
ported by any of the independent studies that 
have been conducted on the Presidio’s finan- 
cial viability. 

Because of the need to reduce costs and to 
demonstrate the intent to reduce costs in the 
legislation, advice was sought from a known 
real estate entity which faced a challenge 
similar to the Presidio’s. An independent ana- 
lyst was engaged to review the park service 
figures and to determine the financial basis on 
which the legislation could stand. 

After reviewing the Presidio’s properties, the 
analysis confirmed the Presidio’s marketability 
and revenue potential, and that revenues of 
between $15 to $25 million could be gen- 
erated within а 12- to 15-year period. In testi- 
mony before the Senate, Curtis Feeny, vice 
president for real estate with the Stanford 
Management Co., stated: “The key to meeting 
the financial challenge posed by the Presidio 
is to capture the value of the property in the 
form of capital that can then be used to im- 
prove and maintain the park. | believe the 
value of the Presidio’s real estate, if used in 
combination with cost reduction measures, will 
enable the Presidio’s built environment to pay 
its own way over time.” 

H.R. 1296 

The Presidio trust would provide for the 
long-term lease of buildings to rent-paying ten- 
ants. There are over 800 structures at the Pre- 
sidio, comprising more than 6 million square 
feet of space, most of which possess revenue 
potential to sustain the Presidio’s real estate 
and to realize a savings to the Federal Gov- 
ernment. Over half of these structures are his- 
toric. Revenues from leases would be retained 
and used to offset costs at the Presidio, re- 
ducing the need for Federal appropriations. 
Capital improvements would be financed pri- 
marily from private sources and tenant financ- 
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seven members, including the Secretary of the 
Interior and members from the fields of prop- 
erty and financial management and resource 
conservation. Congress would have oversight 
of the trust with the requirement that an an- 
nual report and audit be conducted. At the end 
of 10 years, the General Accounting Office 
would conduct a comprehensive audit of the 
trust’s financial activities. The Presidio trust 
would be subject to the provisions of the Gov- 
ernment Corporation Control Act. The net ef- 
fect of this financing structure would sustain 
the trust and reduce overall park operations 
and the need for Federal appropriations. 

A number of protections are provided in 
H.R. 1296 which would restrict development of 
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the Presidio and ensure public participation. 
Under the legislation, public access and open 
space are preserved. The Golden Gate Na- 
tional Recreation Advisory Commission would 
continue its role as a conduit for public com- 
ment and information. At least one annual 
public board meeting in San Francisco would 
be required. 

The trust would comply with the National 
Historic Act and the National Environmental 
Policy Act. There are no exemptions for its op- 
erations and nothing in this bill would affect 
the national historic landmark status of the 
Presidio. The trust must also act in accord- 
ance with the GGNRA's park purposes identi- 
fied in the enabling legislation and the general 
objectives of the general management plan. | 
might add that it is unique in the legislative 
process to reference a general management 
plan at all and the inclusion of this language 
is considered extraordinary. 

Limits on new construction are included in 
the leasing and management program to be 
developed jointly by the trust and the park 
service. No board member is to have any fi- 
nancial interest in the Presidio and all board 
members must comply with the requirements 
of the Ethics in Government Act and Federal 
financial disclosure policy. In short, Mr. Speak- 
er, the laws that apply to the GGNRA also 
apply to the trust. 

H.R. 1296 costs less than last year’s bill be- 
cause rehabilitation costs are transferred to 
tenants. Costs are further reduced through 
streamlined management, aggressive leasing, 
long-term leases, more demolition, broader 
tenancies and phased-in code compliance. 
Last year’s cost estimates included both oper- 
ations and capital improvements which ге- 
sulted in a higher figure that many assumed 
was for operations only. Operations would be 
substantially reduced through creation of the 
Presidio trust and most capital costs would be 
borne by tenants. 

The Presidio trust would manage the reve- 
nue-producing properties with the goal of self- 
sufficiency in a national park context and the 
National Park Service would operate the open- 
space areas of the Presidio. While the Na- 
tional Park Service has been a good steward 
of the Presidio, | believe a stronger effort is 
warranted on their part to recognize the fiscal 
reality that exists and to take immediate steps 
to reduce costs. In light of the progress on 
H.R. 1296 in Congress, | hope plans are un- 
derway to downscale operations, administra- 
tive costs and staff so that the trust will have 
the benefit of maximizing the Federal invest- 
ment in the Presidio. Park service costs can 
be cut and they should be—starting now. 

A hearing on H.R. 1296 was conducted by 
the Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests 
and Lands on Мау 16, 1995, and the legisla- 
tion was marked up by the subcommittee on 
June 27, 1995. The full Resources Committee 
reported H.R. 1296 on July 12, 1995, for floor 
consideration. In addition to this committee re- 
view of the legislation, many members of the 
Appropriations and Resources Committees in 
the House and Senate have visited the Pre- 
sidio to review its progress. 

Crafted in the context of our current fiscal 
and political landscape, H.R. 1296 is a reflec- 
tion of cost consciousness, innovative thinking, 
bipartisan cooperation, and a strong apprecia- 
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tion for the natural and historic landscape with 
which we, as members of our Nation’s highest 
representative body, have been temporarily 
entrusted. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the Appropria- 
tions Committee, | understand quite well the 
difficulty that each of us faces in the current 
fiscal environment. We must reduce spending 
where we can and in such a way as to protect 
our people and our national heritage. Our 
charge is to be both cost conscious and inno- 
vative. 

For nearly 150 years, the Federal Govern- 
ment has invested in the Presidio as an Army 
post; this investment should be protected. The 
best way to protect this asset is by creating a 
management and financial mechanism that will 
enable the Presidio to be used and to pay for 
itself. 

H.R. 1296 is a good Government approach 
that recognizes fiscal realities and offers a 
less costly, private-sector approach to man- 
agement of our important Federal assets at 
the Presidio. It provides a means to utilize val- 
uable real estate assets to underwrite a broad- 
er public purpose. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, | want to thank my 
many colleagues who have made a special ef- 
fort to learn more about the Presidio and the 
concept of the trust. Members of the San 
Francisco community also deserve great 
praise for their constant support and efforts on 
behalf of preserving the Presidio for future 
generations. Our actions today are in keeping 
with the leadership of Phillip Burton to pre- 
serve this great national treasure. 

| further want to acknowledge the U.S. Army 
for creating the rich historic and environmental 
resource it is today. They planted the trees, 
preserved our history, trained our soldiers, and 
left a great legacy to our Nation. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | urge my col- 
leagues to support this cost-saving measure. 
Vote “yes” on H.R. 1296. 

SUPPORT FOR PRESIDIO TRUST 
BUSINESS LEADERS 

AirTouch Communications. 

Bank of America NT & SA. 

Basic American, Inc. 

Bay Area Council. 

Bay Area Economic Forum. 

The Gap, Inc. 

The Glen Ellen Company. 

Richard Goldman & Co. 

Hellman and Friedman. 

Hispanic Contractors Association. 

International Wine Marketing Association. 

Lane Publishing. 

Leach Capital. 

McKesson Corporation. 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company. 

Presidio Council. 

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce. 

San Francisco Hispanice Chamber of Com- 
merce. 

Scotch Plywood Co. 

Swinerton & Walberg. 

Texas Pacific Group. 

Transamerica Corporation. 

COMMUNITY AND CIVIC LEADERS 

Governor Wilson, State of California. 

State Assembly, California Legislature. 

Mayor Jordan, City of San Francisco. 

Board of Supervisors, City of San Fran- 
cisco. 

Bret Harte Terrace and Francisco Street 
Neighborhood Association. 

Golden Gate National Park Association. 


September 18, 1995 


League of Women Voters of California. 

League of Women Voters of San Francisco. 

League of Women Voters of the United 
States. 

Los Californianos. 

Neighborhood Associations for Presidio 
Planning. 

North Beach Neighbors. 

People for a Golden Gate National Recre- 
ation Area. 

Présidio Heights Association of Neighbors. 
a Francisco Bay Area Interfaith Coali- 

on. 

San Francisco Planning and Urban Re- 
search Association. 

OTHER ORGANIZATIONS 

American Institute of Architects. 

American Society of Landscape Architects. 

Asian American Architects and Engineers. 

Earth Island Institute. 

Environmental Defense Fund Fort Mason 
Center. 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area and 
Point Reyes National Seashore Advisory 
Commission. 

Laborers’ International Union of North 
America. 

League of Conservation Voters. 

National Park System Advisory Board. 

National Parks and Conservation Associa- 
tion. 

National Japanese American Historical So- 
ciety. 

Natural Resources Defense Council. 

Sierra Club. 

Travel Industry Association of America. 

Trust for Public Land. 

The Wilderness Society. 

William Penn Mott, Jr Memorial Fund. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding, and I really rise to thank the 
members of the committee who have 
worked so terribly hard on behalf of 
this legislation. It has taken a great 
deal of tenacity and it has taken a 
great deal of patience to bring this leg- 
islation to the floor but it is clear that 
this legislation is in the best interest 
of the Nation and it is in the best in- 
terest of the Presidio. 

One need only stop for a moment at 
the Presidio to recognize immediately 
why this wonderful, wonderful national 
asset has such broad popular support 
across the Nation from every conceiv- 
able part of American society, but 
bringing all those disparate parts to- 
gether is hard work and takes a great 
deal of patience and a great deal of 
counsel. Our colleague, the gentle- 
woman from California, Congress- 
woman PELOSI, provided the strategy, 
the counsel, and the patience; and our 
colleague, the gentleman from Utah, 
ІМг. HANSEN], provided the counsel and 
a great deal of patience in dealing with 
this legislation. 

What has emerged is a bipartisan 
piece of legislation supported by every 
level of government, every level of citi- 
zen group, every level of national orga- 
nization for the preservation for the 
Presidio. There was no question that 
the Presidio was going to become a 
park. That has been done. The question 
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and the challenge has been how can we 
best support that park, finance that 
park and deliver all of the assets and 
all of the uses of the park to the Amer- 
ican people and to those of us who live 
in the San Francisco Bay area. This 
legislation achieves those goals while 
trying to get the very best bang for the 
buck for the taxpayers and trying to 
make sure that we can maintain all of 
the reasons and all of the assets of the 
Presidio that make it such a charming 
addition, an important addition to the 
Park Service, and to the cultural his- 
tory of this Nation and of the bay area 
that that long history will be preserved 
with this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an important 
piece of legislation. There really is no 
other alternative. This legislation was 
born out of months and weeks and 
hours of deliberations of other ways of 
meeting the goals and the needs of sup- 
port for the Presidio, and that is what 
has emerged out of those deliberations. 
I would hope that the House would sup- 
port it overwhelmingly. I would hope 
that they recognize that if this is suc- 
cessful, this is, in fact, the blueprint 
for how we can work out arrangements 
for other assets within the Federal 
Government’s park system and pre- 
serve system so that they can be both 
utilized and they can be properly sup- 
ported so that we will not diminish 
their value, their characteristics, and 
their importance to both the Nation 
and to the regions. 

Mr. Speaker, I also would like to 
thank Judy Lemons, who has worked 
terribly hard, Steve Hodapp, who came 
at this, with all of the support and ef- 
forts and difference of views of various 
constituency groups, and allowed us to 
fashion this legislation. I urge my col- 
leagues to support it. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
again commend the gentlewoman from 
California [Ms. PELOSI] for the fine 
work that she has done on this. I do 
not know if the people in the bay area 
realize the hundreds of hours she and 
her staff put into this and they should 
be very proud of her work. Without her 
work, I would guarantee Members this 
would not be in front of us today. 
There is no question, she is a very per- 
sistent legislator. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re- 
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

In summary, I want to reiterate what 
the chairman of the subcommittee 
said. I think the gentlewoman from 
California [Ms. PELOSI] and the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER] 
who has worked many years on this 
bill, many, many years to get it 
through, I think they deserve enor- 
mous credit and we should pass this 
bill. It is good legislation. I think we 
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can look at it to deal with other issues 
as we look at dealing with parks in the 
future, instead of park closure commis- 
sions. I think this is a good bill, and I 
have no further requests for time. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, for those of 
you who might not be familiar with the Pre- 
sidio, it is the southern anchorage of the Gold- 
en Gate Bridge and the centerpiece of the 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area—the 
most visited national park in the entire Na- 
tional Park System. 

The entire Presidio was a Na- 
tional Historic Landmark in 1962. It is a show- 
case of architectural styles dating from the 
Civil War. It contains 876 structures, over half 
of which are of historic or cultural significance. 

In addition, the Presidio is the only United 
Nations designated International Biosphere in 
an urban area. It is home to 21 rare and en- 
dangered species and 10 rare plant commu- 
nities that have disappeared in the rest of San 
Francisco. It 300 acres of his- 
toric forest planted by the U.S. Army over 100 
years ago. Sites throughout the Presidio pro- 
vide spectacular views of the Pacific Ocean, 
the Golden Gate Bridge, Marin headlands, 
San Francisco Bay, and the skyline of San 
Francisco. It is adjacent to the largest marine 
sanctuary chain in the world. 

The Presidio is unique in its historical, cul- 

tural, and natural reach. If you have not seen 
it, you should. It is a dramatic site that you will 
never forget. 
H.R. 1296 protects these resources, through 
a Presidio Trust, while requiring cost-effective 
management of the Presidio. Vote for H.R. 
1296. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1296 is a 
good government approach to management of 
the Presidio within the National Park System. 

No other park possesses the unique com- 
bination of resources and real estate as the 
Presidio. Because of this unusual combination, 
the Presidio lends itself to a management 
structure outside the realm of traditional oper- 
ation of our national parks. 

That is why | strongly support H.R. 1296, 
which would create a Presidio trust. This 
model would preserve park resources while al- 
lowing the Presidio's properties to be used to 
generate revenues which could, in turn, be 
used to operate the Presidio. While this model 
might not work for other national parks, it is a 
practical approach for the vast and unique 
properties which comprise the Presidio. 

Mr. Speaker, it makes sense for us to pur- 
sue this type of management—tt's cost-effec- 
tive and addresses the monumental challenge 
of how to make the best public use of this 
unique and historically significant land. 

We should give H.R. 1296 a chance and | 
urge my colleagues to vote for its passage. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. HANSEN] that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1296, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair’s 
prior announcement, further proceed- 
ings on this motion will be postponed. 


— | 


TEXAS LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE 
WASTE DISPOSAL COMPACT CON- 
SENT ACT 


Mr. SCHAEFER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 558) to grant the consent of the 
Congress to the Texas Low-Level Ra- 
dioactive Waste Disposal Compact. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 558 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Техав Low- 
Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Compact 
Consent Асі”. 

БЕС. 2. CONGRESSIONAL FINDING. 

The Congress finds that the compact set 
forth in section 5 is in furtherance of the 
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act (42 
U.S.C. 2021b et зед.). 

SEC. 3. CONDITIONS OF CONSENT TO COMPACT. 

The consent of the Congress to the com- 
pact set forth in section 5— 

(1) shall become effective on the date of 
the enactment of this Act; 

(2) is granted subject to the provisions of 
the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act 
(42 U.S.C. 2021b et seq.); and 

(3) is granted only for so long as the re- 
gional commission established in the com- 
pact complies with all of the provisions of 
such Act. 

SEC. 4. CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW. 

The Congress may alter, amend, or repeal 
this Act with respect to the compact set 
forth in section 5 after the expiration of the 
10-year period following the date of the en- 
actment of this Act, and at such intervals 
thereafter as may be provided in such com- 
pact. 

SEC. 5. TEXAS LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE 
DISPOSAL COMPACT. 

In accordance with section 4(a)(2) of the 
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act (42 
U.S.C. 2021d(a)(2)), the consent of the Con- 
gress is given to the States of Texas, Maine, 
and Vermont to enter into the Texas Low- 
Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Compact. 
Such compact is substantially as follows: 


TEXAS LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE 
DISPOSAL COMPACT 


“ARTICLE I. POLICY AND PURPOSE 


“БЕС. 1.01. The party states recognize a re- 
sponsibility for each state to seek to manage 
low-level radioactive waste generated within 
its boundaries, pursuant to the Low-Level 
Radioactive Waste Policy Act, as amended 
by the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy 
Amendments Act of 1985 (42 U.S.C. 2021b- 
2021j). They also recognize that the United 
States Congress, by enacting the Act, has 
authorized and encouraged states to enter 
into compacts for the efficient management 
and disposal of low-level radioactive waste. 
It is the policy of the party states to cooper- 
ate in the protection of the health, safety, 
and welfare of their citizens and the environ- 
ment and to provide for and encourage the 
economical management and disposal of low- 
level radioactive waste. It is the purpose of 
this compact to provide the framework for 
such a cooperative effort; to promote the 
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health, safety, and welfare of the citizens 
and the environment of the party states; to 
limit the number of facilities needed to ef- 
fectively, efficiently, and economically man- 
age low-level radioactive waste and to en- 
courage the reduotion of the generation 
thereof; and to distribute the costs, benefits, 
and obligations among the party states; all 
in accordance with the terms of this com- 
pact. 
“ARTICLE II. DEFINITIONS 


„SEC. 2.01. As used in this compact, unless 
the context clearly indicates otherwise, the 
following definitions apply: 

“(1) ‘Act’ means the Low-Level Radio- 
active Waste Policy Act, as amended by the 
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amend- 
ments Act of 1985 (42 U.S.C. 20210-2021)). 

“(2) ‘Commission’ means the Texas Low- 
Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Compact 
Commission established in Article Ш of this 
compact. 

“(8) ‘Compact facility’ or ‘facility’ means 
any site, location, structure, or property lo- 
cated in and provided by the host state for 
the purpose of management or disposal of 
low-level radioactive waste for which the 
party states are responsible. 

“(4) ‘Disposal’ means the permanent isola- 
tion of low-level radioactive waste pursuant 
to requirements established by the United 
States Nuclear Regulatory Commission and 
the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency under applicable laws, or by the host 
state. 

“(5) ‘Generate,’ when used in relation to 
low-level radioactive waste, means to 
produce low-level radioactive waste. 

“(6) ‘Generator’ means a person who pro- 
duces or processes low-level radioactive 
waste in the course of its activities, exclud- 
ing persons who arrange for the collection, 
transportation, management, treatment, 
storage, or disposal of waste generated out- 
side the party states, unless approved by the 
commission. 

%) ‘Host county’ means a county in the 
host state in which a disposal facility is lo- 
cated or is being developed. 

“(8) ‘Host state’ means a party state in 
which a compact facility is located or is 
being developed. The State of Texas is the 
host state under this compact. 

(9) ‘Institutional control period’ means 
that period of time following closure of the 
facility and transfer of the facility license 
from the operator to the custodial agency in 
compliance with the appropriate regulations 
for long-term observation and maintenance. 

“(10) ‘Low-level radioactive waste’ has the 
same meaning as that term is defined in Sec- 
tion 2(9) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 2021b(9)), or in 
the host state statute so long as the waste is 
not incompatible with management and dis- 
posal at the compact facility. 

“(11) ‘Management’ means collection, con- 
solidation, storage, packaging, or treatment. 

“(12) ‘Operator’ means a person who oper- 
ates a disposal facility. 

“(13) ‘Party state’ means any state that 
has become a party in accordance with Arti- 
cle VII of this compact. Texas, Maine, and 
Vermont are initial party states under this 
compact. 

(14) ‘Person’ means an individual, cor- 
poration, partnership or other legal entity, 
whether public or private. 

“(15) ‘Transporter’ means a person who 
transports low-level radioactive waste. 

“ARTICLE ІП. THE COMMISSION 
“SEC. 3.01. There is hereby established the 


Texas Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal 
Compact Commission. The commission shall 
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consist of one voting member from each 
party state except that the host state shall 
be entitled to six voting members. Commis- 
sion members shall be appointed by the 
party state governors, as provided by the 
laws of each party state. Each party state 
may provide alternates for each appointed 
member. 

“Бес. 3.02. A quorum of the commission 
consists of a majority of the members. Ex- 
cept as otherwise provided in this compact, 
an official act of the commission must re- 
ceive the affirmative vote of a majority of 
its members. 

“Бес. 3.03. The commission is a legal еп- 
tity separate and distinct from the party 
states and has governmental immunity to 
the same extent as an entity created under 
the authority of Article XVI, Section 59, of 
the Texas Constitution. Members of the com- 
mission shall not be personally liable for ac- 
tions taken in their official capacity. The li- 
abilities of the commission shall not be 
deemed liabilities of the party states. 

“SEC. 3.04. The commission shall: 

“(1) Compensate its members according to 
the host state’s law. 

“(2) Conduct its business, hold meetings, 
and maintain public records pursuant to 
laws of the host state, except that notice of 
public meetings shall be given in the non- 
host party states in accordance with their 
respective statutes. 

“(3) Be located in the capital city of the 
host state. 

“(4) Meet at least once a year and upon the 
call of the chair, or any member. The gov- 
ernor of the host state shall appoint a chair 
and vice-chair. 

“(5) Keep an accurate account of all re- 
ceipts and disbursements. An annual audit of 
the books of the commission shall be con- 
ducted by an independent certified public ac- 
countant, and the audit report shall be made 
а part of the annual report of the commis- 
sion. 

“(6) Approve a budget each year and estab- 
lish a fiscal year that conforms to the fiscal 
year of the host state. 

“(7) Prepare, adopt, and implement contin- 
gency plans for the disposal and manage- 
ment of low-level radioactive waste in the 
event that the compact facility should be 
closed. Any plan which requires the host 
state to store or otherwise manage the low- 
level radioactive waste from all the party 
states must be approved by at least four host 
state members of the commission. The com- 
mission, in a contingency plan or otherwise, 
may not require a non-host party state to 
store low-level radioactive waste generated 
outside of the state. 

“(8) Submit communications to the gov- 
ernors and to the presiding officers of the 
legislatures of the party states regarding the 
activities of the commission, including an 
annual report to be submitted on or before 
January 31 of each year. 

“(9) Assemble and make available to the 
party states, and to the public, information 
concerning low-level radioactive waste man- 
agement needs, technologies, and problems. 

(10) Keep a current inventory of all gen- 
erators within the party states, based upon 
information provided by the party states. 

“(11) By no later than 180 days after all 
members of the commission are appointed 
under Section 3.01 of this article, establish 
by rule the total volume of low-level radio- 
active waste that the host state will dispose 
of in the compact facility in the years 1995- 
2045, including decommissioning waste. The 
shipments of low-level radioactive waste 
from all non-host party states shall not ex- 
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ceed 20 percent of the volume estimated to 
be disposed of by the host state during the 
50-year period. When averaged over such 50- 
year period, the total of all shipments from 
non-host party states shall not exceed 20,000 
cubic feet a year. The commission shall co- 
ordinate the volumes, timing, and frequency 
of shipments from generators in the non-host 
party states in order to assure that over the 
life of this agreement shipments from the 
non-host party states do not exceed 20 per- 
cent of the volume projected by the commis- 
sion under this paragraph. 

“Бес. 3.05. The commission may: 

“(1) Employ staff necessary to carry out 
its duties and functions. The commission is 
authorized to use to the extent practicable 
the services of existing employees of the 
party states. Compensation shall be as deter- 
mined by the commission. 

“(2) Accept any grants, equipment, sup- 
plies, materials, or services, conditional or 
otherwise, from the federal or state govern- 
ment. The nature, amount and condition, if 
any, of any donation, grant or other re- 
sources accepted pursuant to this paragraph 
and the identity of the donor or grantor shall 
be detailed in the annual report of the com- 
mission. 

“(8) Enter into contracts to carry out its 
duties and authority, subject to projected re- 
sources. No contract made by the commis- 
sion shall bind a party state. 

“(4) Adopt, by a majority vote, bylaws and 
rules necessary to carry out the terms of this 
compact. Any rules promulgated by the com- 
mission shall be adopted in accordance with 
the Administrative Procedure and Texas 
Register Act (Article 6252-13a, Vernon’s 
Texas Civil Statutes). 

“(5) Sue and be sued and, when authorized 
by a majority vote of the members, seek to 
intervene in administrative or judicial pro- 
ceedings related to this compact. 

“(6) Enter into an agreement with any per- 
son, state, regional body, or group of states 
for the importation of low-level radioactive 
waste into the compact for management or 
disposal, provided that the agreement re- 
ceives a majority vote of the commission. 
The commission may adopt such conditions 
and restrictions in the agreement as it 
deems advisable. 

“(7) Upon petition, allow an individual gen- 
erator, a group of generators, or the host 
state of the compact, to export low-level 
waste to a low-level radioactive waste dis- 
posal facility located outside the party 
states. The commission may approve the pe- 
tition only by a majority vote of its mem- 
bers. The permission to export low-level ra- 
dioactive waste shall be effective for that pe- 
riod of time and for the specified amount of 
low-level radioactive waste, and subject to 
any other term or condition, as is deter- 
mined by the commission. 

“(8) Monitor the exportation outside of the 
party states of material, which otherwise 
meets the criteria of low-level radioactive 
waste, where the sole purpose of the expor- 
tation is to manage or process the material 
for recycling or waste reduction and return 
it to the party states for disposal in the com- 
pact facility. 

“Бес. 3.06. Jurisdiction and venue of any 
action contesting any action of the commis- 
sion shall be in the United States District 
Court in the district where the commission 
maintains its office. 

“ARTICLE IV. RIGHTS, RESPONSIBILITIES, AND 

OBLIGATIONS OF PARTY STATES 

“Бес. 4.01. The host state shall develop and 
have full administrative control over the de- 
velopment, management and operation of a 
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facility for the disposal of low-level radio- 
active waste generated within the party 
states. The host state shall be entitled to un- 
limited use of the facility over its operating 
life. Use of the facility by the non-host party 
states for disposal of low-level radioactive 
waste, including such waste resulting from 
decommissioning of any nuclear electric gen- 
eration facilities located in the party states, 
is limited to the volume requirements of 
Section 3.04(11) of Article Ш. 

“Sec. 4.02. Low-level radioactive waste 
generated within the party states shall be 
disposed of only at the compact facility, ex- 
cept as provided in Section 3.05(7) of Article 
ш 


“Бес. 4.03. The initial states of this com- 
pact cannot be members of another low-level 
radioactive waste compact entered into pur- 
suant to the Act. 

“SEC. 4.04. The host state shall do the fol- 
lowing: 

“(1) Cause a facility to be developed in a 
timely manner and operated and maintained 
through the institutional control period. 

“(2) Ensure, consistent with any applicable 
federal and host state laws, the protection 
and preservation of the environment and the 
public health and safety in the siting, design, 
development, licensing, regulation, oper- 
ation, closure, decommissioning, and long- 
term care of the disposal facilities within 
the host state. 

(3) Close the facility when reasonably 
necessary to protect the public health and 
safety of its citizens or to protect its natural 
resources from harm. However, the host 
state shall notify the commission of the clo- 
sure within three days of its action and 
shall, within 30 working days of its action, 
provide a written explanation to the com- 
mission of the closure, and implement any 
adopted contingency plan. 

“(4) Establish reasonable fees for disposal 
at the facility of low-level radioactive waste 
generated in the party states based on dis- 
posal fee criteria set out in Sections 402.272 
and 402.273, Texas Health and Safety Code. 
The same fees shall be charged for the dis- 
posal of low-level radioactive waste that was 
generated in the host state and in the non- 
host party states. Fees shall also be suffi- 
cient to reasonably support the activities of 
the Commission. 

“(5) Submit ап annual report to the com- 
mission on the status of the facility, includ- 
ing projections of the facility’s anticipated 
future capacity, and on the related funds. 

“(6) Notify the Commission immediately 
upon the occurrence of any event which 
could cause a possible temporary or perma- 
nent closure of the facility and identify all 
reasonable options for the disposal of low- 
level radioactive waste at alternate compact 
facilities or, by arrangement and Commis- 
sion vote, at noncompact facilities. 

“(7) Promptly notify the other party states 
of any legal action involving the facility. 

“(8) Identify and regulate, in accordance 
with federal and host state law, the means 
and routes of transportation of low-level ra- 
dioactive waste in the host state. 

“бес. 4.05. Each party state shall do the 
following: 

“(1) Develop and enforce procedures requir- 
ing low-level radioactive waste shipments 
originating within its borders and destined 
for the facility to conform to packaging, 
processing, and waste from specifications of 
the host state. ; 

“(2) Maintain a registry of all generators 
within the state that may have low-level ra- 
dioactive waste to be disposed of at a facil- 
ity, including, but not limited to, the 
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amount of low-level radioactive waste and 
the class of low-level radioactive waste gen- 
erated by each generator. 

(3) Develop and enforce procedures requir- 
ing generators within its borders to mini- 
mize the volume of low-level radioactive 
waste requiring disposal. Nothing in this 
compact shall prohibit the storage, treat- 
ment, or management of waste by a genera- 
tor. 

“(4) Provide the commission with any data 
and information necessary for the implemen- 
tation of the commission's responsibilities, 
including taking those actions necessary to 
obtain this data or information. 

“(5) Pay for community assistance projects 
designated by the host county in an amount 
for each non-host party state equal to 10 per- 
cent of the payment provided for in Article V 
for each such state. One-half of the payment 
shall be due and payable to the host county 
on the first day of the month following rati- 
fication of this compact agreement by Con- 
gress and one-half of the payment shall be 
due and payable on the first day of the 
month following the approval of a facility 
operating license by the host state’s regu- 
latory body. 

“(6) Provide financial support for the com- 
mission’s activities prior to the date of facil- 
ity operation and subsequent to the date of 
congressional ratification of this compact 
under Section 7.07 of Article УП. Each party 
state will be responsible for annual pay- 
ments equalling its pro-rata share of the 
commission’s expenses, incurred for adminis- 
trative, legal, and other purposes of the com- 
mission. 

“(7) If agreed by all parties to a dispute, 
submit the dispute to arbitration or other al- 
ternate dispute resolution process. If arbitra- 
tion is agreed upon, the governor of each 
party state shall appoint an arbitrator. If 
the number of party states is an even num- 
ber, the arbitrators so chosen shall appoint 
an additional arbitrator. The determination 
of a majority of the arbitrators shall be bind- 
ing on the party states. Arbitration proceed- 
ings shall be conducted in accordance with 
the provisions of 9 U.S.C. Sections 1 to 16. If 
all parties to a dispute do not agree to arbi- 
tration or alternate dispute resolution proc- 
ess, the United States District Court in the 
district where the commission maintains its 
office shall have original jurisdiction over 
any action between or among parties to this 
compact. 

“(8) Provide оп a regular basis to the com- 
mission and host state— 

“(A) an accounting of waste shipped and 
proposed to be shipped to the compact facil- 
ity, by volume and curies; 

“(В) proposed transportation methods and 
routes; and 

“(C) proposed shipment schedules. 

“(9) Seek to join іп any legal action by or 
against the host state to prevent nonparty 
states or generators from disposing of low- 
level radioactive waste at the facility. 

“Sec. 4.06. Each party state shall act in 
good faith and may rely on the good faith 
performance of the other party states re- 
garding requirements of this compact. 

“ARTICLE V. PARTY STATE CONTRIBUTIONS 

“Sec. 5.01. Each party state, except the 
host state, shall contribute a total of $25 
million to the host state. Payments shall be 
deposited in the host state treasury to the 
credit of the low-level waste fund in the fol- 
lowing manner except as otherwise provided. 
Not later than the 60th day after the date of 
congressional ratification of this compact, 
each non-host party state shall pay to the 
host state $12.5 million. Not later than the 
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60th day after the date of the opening of the 
compact facility, each non-host party state 
shall pay to the host state an additional $12.5 
million. 

“Sec. 5.02. As an alternative, the host state 
and the non-host states may provide for pay- 
ments in the same total amount as stated 
above to be made to meet the principal and 
interest expense associated with the bond in- 
debtedness or other form of indebtedness is- 
sued by the appropriate agenoy of the host 
state for purposes associated with the devel- 
opment, operation, and post-closure mon- 
itoring of the compact facility. In the event 
the member states proceed in this manner, 
the payment schedule shall be determined in 
accordance with the schedule of debt repay- 
ment. This schedule shall replace the pay- 
ment schedule described in Section 5.01 of 
this article. 

“ARTICLE VI. PROHIBITED ACTS AND PENALTIES 

“Sec. 6.01. No person shall dispose of low- 
level radioactive waste generated within the 
party states unless the disposal is at the 
compact facility, except as otherwise pro- 
vided in Section 3.05(7) of Article Ш. 

“Бес. 6.02. No person shall manage or dis- 
pose of any low-level radioactive waste with- 
in the party states unless the low-level ra- 
dioactive waste was generated within the 
party states, except as provided in Section 
3.05(6) of Article III. Nothing herein shall be 
construed to prohibit the storage or manage- 
ment of low-level radioactive waste by a gen- 
erator, nor its disposal pursuant to 10 C.F.R. 


Part 20.302. 

“Sec. 6.03. Violations of this article may 
result in prohibiting the violator from dis- 
posing of low-level radioactive waste іп the 
compact facility, or in the imposition of pen- 
alty surcharges on shipments to the facility, 
as determined by the commission. 

“ARTICLE VII. ELIGIBILITY, ENTRY INTO EFFECT; 
CONGRESSIONAL CONSENT; WITHDRAWAL; EX- 
CLUSION 
"SEC. 7.01. The states of Texas, Maine, and 

Vermont are party states to this compact. 
Any other state may be made eligible for 
party status by a majority vote of the com- 
mission and ratification by the legislature of 
the host state, subject to fulfillment of the 
rights of the initial non-host party states 
under Section 3.04(11) of Article Ш and Sec- 
tion 4.01 of Article IV, and upon compliance 
with those terms and conditions for eligi- 
bility that the host state may establish. The 
host state may establish all terms and condi- 
tions for the entry of any state, other than 
the states named in this section, as a mem- 
ber of this compact; provided, however, the 
specific provisions of this compact, except 
for those pertaining to the composition of 
the commission and those pertaining to Sec- 
tion 7.09 of this article, may not be changed 
except upon ratification by the legislatures 
of the party states. 

“Бес. 7.02. Upon compliance with the other 
provisions of this compact, a state made eli- 
gible under Section 7.01 of this article may 
become a party state by legislative enact- 
ment of this compact or by executive order 
of the governor of the state adopting this 
compact. A state becoming a party state by 
executive order shall cease to be a party 
state upon adjournment of the first general 
session of its legislature convened after the 
executive order is issued, unless before the 
adjournment, the legislature enacts this 
compact. 

“SEC. 7.03. Any party state may withdraw 
from this compact by repealing enactment of 
this compact subject to the provisions here- 
in. In the event the host state allows an ad- 
ditional state or additional states to join the 
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compact, the host state’s legislature, with- 
out the consent of the non-host party states, 
shall have the right to modify the composi- 
tion of the commission so that the host state 
shall have a voting majority on the commis- 
sion, provided, however, that any modifica- 
tion maintains the right of each initial party 
state to retain one voting member on the 
commission. 

“Бес. 7.04. If the host state withdraws from 
the compact, the withdrawal shall not be- 
come effective until five years after enact- 
ment of the repealing legislation and the 
non-host party states may continue to use 
the facility during that time. The financial 
obligation of the non-host party states under 
Article V shall cease immediately upon en- 
actment of the repealing legislation. If the 
host state withdraws from the compact or 
abandons plans to operate a facility prior to 
the date of any non-host party state pay- 
ment under Sections 4.05(5) and (6) of Article 
IV or Article V, the non-host party states 
are relieved of any obligations to make the 
contributions. This section sets out the ex- 
clusive remedies for the non-host party 
states if the host state withdraws from the 
compact or is unable to develop and operate 
а compact facility. 

“Sec. 7.05. A party state, other than the 
host state, may withdraw from the compact 
by repealing the enactment of this compact, 
but this withdrawal shall not become effec- 
tive until two years after the effective date 
of the repealing legislation. During this two- 
year period the party state will continue to 
have access to the facility. The withdrawing 
party shall remain liable for any payments 
under Sections 4.05(5) and (6) of Article IV 
that were due during the two-year period, 
and shall not be entitled to any refund of 
payments previously made. 

“Sec. 7.06. Any party state that substan- 
tially fails to comply with the terms of the 
compact or to fulfill its obligations here- 
under may have its membership in the com- 
pact revoked by a seven-eighths vote of the 
commission following notice that a hearing 
will be scheduled not less than six months 
from the date of the notice. In all other re- 
spects, revocation proceedings undertaken 
by the commission will be subject to the Ad- 
ministrative Procedure and Texas Register 
Act (Article 6252-13a, Vernon's Texas Civil 
Statutes), except that a party state may ap- 
peal the commission's revocation decision to 
the United States District Court in accord- 
ance with Section 3.06 of Article ПІ. Revoca- 
tion shall take effect one year from the date 
such party state receives written notice from 
the commission of a final action. Written no- 
tice of revocation shall be transmitted im- 
mediately following the vote of the commis- 
sion, by the chair, to the governor of the af- 
fected party state, all other governors of 
party states, and to the United States Con- 


88. 
FBRO. 7.07. This compact shall take effect 
following its enactment under the laws of 
the host state and any other party state and 
thereafter upon the consent of the United 
States Congress and shall remain in effect 
until otherwise provided by federal law. If 
Texas and either Maine or Vermont ratify 
this compact, the compact shall be in full 
force and effect as to Texas and the other 
ratifying state, and this compact shall be in- 
terpreted as follows: 

“(1) Texas and the other ratifying state are 
the initial party states. 

“(2) The commission shall consist of two 
voting members from the other ratifying 
state and six from Texas. 

(8) Each party state is responsible for its 
pro-rata share of the commission's expenses. 


_5(d)(2)(C) 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


“Бес. 7.08. This compact is subject to re- 
view by the United States Congress and the 
withdrawal of the consent of Congress every 
five years after its effective date, pursuant 
to federal law. 

“Бес. 7.09. The host state legislature, with 
the approval of the governor, shall have the 
right and authority, without the consent of 
the non-host party states, to modify the pro- 
visions contained in Section 3.04(11) of Arti- 
cle ПІ to comply with Section 402.219(c)(1), 
Texas Health & Safety Code, as long as the 
modification does not impair the rights of 
the initial non-host party states. 

“ARTICLE VIII. CONSTRUCTION AND 
SEVERABILITY 


“Бес. 8.01. The provisions of this compact 
shall be broadly construed to carry out the 
purposes of the compact, but the sovereign 
powers of a party shall not be infringed upon 
unnecessarily. 

“Бес. 8.02. This compact does not affect 
any judicial proceeding pending on the effec- 
tive date of this compact. 

“SEC. 8.03. No party state acquires any li- 
ability, by joining this compact, resulting 
from the siting, operation, maintenance, 
long-term care or any other activity relating 
to the compact facility. No non-host party 
state shall be liable for any harm or damage 
from the siting, operation, maintenance, or 
long-term care relating to the compact facil- 
ity. Except as otherwise expressly provided 
in this compact, nothing in this compact 
shall be construed to alter the incidence of 
liability of any kind for any act or failure to 
act. Generators, transporters, owners and op- 
erators of facility shall be liable for their 
acts, omissions, conduct or relationships in 
accordance with applicable law. By entering 
into this compact and securing the ratifica- 
tion by Congress of its terms, no party state 
acquires a potential liability under section 
of the Act (42 U.S.C. Sec. 
2021e(d)(2)(C)) that did not exist prior to en- 
tering into this compact. 

“Бес. 8.04. If a party state withdraws from 
the compact pursuant to Section 7.03 of Arti- 
cle УП or has its membership in this com- 
pact revoked pursuant to section 7.06 of Arti- 
cle VII, the withdrawal or revocation shall 
not affect any liability already incurred by 
or chargeable to the affected state under 
Section 8.03 of this article. 

“Бес. 8.05. The provisions of this compact 
shall be severable and if any phrase, clause, 
sentence, or provision of this compact is de- 
clared by a court of competent jurisdiction 
to be contrary to the constitution of any 
participating state or of the United States or 
the applicability thereof to any government, 
agency, person or circumstances is held in- 
valid, the validity of the remainder of this 
compact and the applicability thereof to any 
government, agency, person, or circumstance 
shall not be affected thereby to the extent 
the remainder can in all fairness be given ef- 
fect. If any provision of this compact shall be 
held contrary to the constitution of any 
state participating therein, the compact 
shall remain in full force and effect as to the 
state affected as to all severable matters. 

“Бес. 8.06. Nothing in this compact dimin- 
ishes or otherwise impairs the jurisdiction, 
authority, or discretion of either of the fol- 
lowing: 

“(1) The United States Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission pursuant to the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C. Sec. 2011 et 
seq.). 

“(2) An agreement state under section 274 
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amend- 
ed (42 U.S.C. Sec. 2021). 

“SEC. 8.07. Nothing in this compact confers 
any new authority on the states or commis- 
sion to do any of the following: 
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“(1) Regulate the packaging or transpor- 
tation of low-level radioactive waste in a 
manner inconsistent with the regulations of 
the United States Nuclear Regulatory Com- 
mission or the United States Department of 

tion. 

“(2) Regulate health, safety, or environ- 
mental hazards from source, by-product, or 
special nuclear material. 

“(8) Inspect the activities of licensees of 
the agreement states or of the United States 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission.“. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. SCHAEFER] will be recog- 
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
might I ask if the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. PALLONE] is opposed to the 
bill? 

Mr. PALLONE. No, Mr. Speaker, I 
am in favor of the bill. 

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Inasmuch as 
that is the case, Mr. Speaker, I request 
I be permitted to manage the time on 
this side in opposition to the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. BRYANT] will 
be recognized for 20 minutes in opposi- 
tion to the bill. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. SCHAEFER]. 

Mr. SCHAEFER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
558, introduced by our colleague from 
Texas [Mr. FIELDS], which would grant 
congressional consent to the Texas, 
Maine, Vermont Low-level Radioactive 
Waste Disposal Compact. In 1980, Con- 
gress made the policy decision that we 
at the Federal level would divide re- 
sponsibility for radioactive waste dis- 
posal within the States. The Federal 
Government would be responsible for 
the disposal of high-level waste while 
the States would handle the low-level 
wastes. These low-level wastes emit a 
less intensity of radioactivity. In fact, 
the vast majority of low-level waste, 97 
percent, do not require any special 
shielding to protect workers or the sur- 
rounding community. Currently, 42 
States are already involved in 9 com- 
pact arrangements for the disposal of 
low-level waste. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before 
the House today will finally allow the 
States of Texas, Maine, and Vermont 
to begin their efforts to fully comply 
with the Low-level Radioactive Waste 
Act of 1980. 

The responsibility of Congress in ap- 
proving the compact is fairly simply. If 
the Texas compact complies with un- 
derlying requirements of the Low-level 
Radioactive Waste Act, Congress must 
grant approval to the compact. In our 
consideration of this measure before 
the Subcommittee on Energy and 
Power, we found that the Texas com- 
pact does meet this test. Congressional 
consent with allow the affected States 
to move ahead with their compact to 
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fulfill the requirements of the Federal 
Low-level Waste Act. - 

Mr. SCHAEFER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BONILLA]. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman for yielding me time. As 
the chairman knows, this particular 
project is in my congressional district 
and I cannot emphasize strongly 
enough, after Members look into the 
people’s eyes and listen to their mes- 
sage in Hudspeth County and the west 
Texas area and surrounding commu- 
nities of the Hudspeth County area, 
this is strongly going to impact their 
property rights and their lives and dis- 
rupt their communities to the degree 
that I think it is difficult for Members 
here to understand unless they can ac- 
tually hear it from them firsthand. 
Therefore, I strongly am opposed to 
this bill, and I believe that this act 
should be amended, actually to include 
the input from local constituents like 
that when their lives can be disrupted. 
My constituents should never be forced 
to accept the low-level radioactive 
waste generated outside of Texas with- 
out first having their wishes considered 
at the Federal level, nor should any 
American community, for that matter. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to 
think of this vote as if it was their con- 
stituents being affected and whose 
voices were being silenced. All of our 
constituents have a right to be heard 
on such matters. 

In 1986, 7 years before I was elected to 
the U.S. House of Representatives, 
Congress passed legislation granting 
each individual State the authority to 
make a disposal agreement with other 
States. A 

This measure is in keeping with the 
interstate commerce clause of the U.S. 
Constitution. 

It was designed to be fair and mutu- 
ally beneficial to all participants; and 
it is, for the most part, except for the 
one party which is directly impacted— 
the people who live at the selected dis- 
posal sites. This fact makes all the dif- 
ference as to why H.R. 558 is not good 
legislation. 

Although the States have control in 
determining site selection, today, we in 
Congress can give my constituents a 
voice by voting “по” on this measure 
and demanding that the process be 
amended to consider local rights. 

Iam aware of a Federal circuit court 
ruling, based on interstate commerce 
law, which requires States to accept 
the low-level waste of other States. 
However, radioactive waste commerce 
cannot be considered in the same light 
as other interstate commerce. 

This was recognized by Congress 
when the House passed the 1986 legisla- 
tion which provided a means for re- 
stricting this form of commerce be- 
tween States. 

The Texas-Vermont-Maine compact 
has the benefit of limiting waste ship- 
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ments to those three States. However, 
there remain serious problems with 
this compact. 

The language of the compact is not 
completely clear as to whether the 
Commission established under the 
compact could open the Hudspeth site 
to waste from even more. In addition, 
the people of Hudspeth County are 
compelled to accept this waste without 
recourse. It is vital that everyone un- 
derstand the facts and what is in- 
volved. 

Lastly, given the earthquake which 
recently struck the heart of rural west 
Texas, I had asked for a detailed geo- 
logical study to be done on the effects 
that this and future earthquakes would 
have on the proposed site and just what 
consequences this would have on water 
quality and other health-threatening 
concerns. 

This legislation has come to the floor 
today without a study and without 
knowledge of the potential harm 
caused by placing the compact in 
Hudspeth County. We are talking about 
private property rights here, real peo- 
ple, real lives. 

Again, I ask that the Congress oppose 
the compact. 

Mr. SCHAEFER. Mr. Speaker, I ap- 
preciate the gentleman’s concern from 
his own district down there. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the Constitution of the 
United States gives to Congress the 
right to approve compacts between the 
States, and when a compact is clearly 
not in the interest of the people of the 
United States of America, notwith- 
standing what may have been done be- 
tween the two States, it is the duty of 
the Congress to reject that compact. 
We will offer today compelling argu- 
ments with regard to the national in- 
terest about why this compact should 
be rejected and would call upon the 
Members of the House to join with us 
in sending this compact back to be 
handled in a different fashion at the 
local level. 

The fact of the matter is the States 
involved avoided the politically un- 
comfortable decisions and, therefore, 
made an irresponsible decision to lo- 
cate this nuclear waste dump in a very 
unfortunate place, within 14 miles of 
an international border, in an active 
earthquake zone which is next to the 
Rio Grande river, thereby inviting 
Mexico to locate its unpleasant dump 
sites to the river in the future, also 
subjecting the United States to enor- 
mous liabilities to all the inhabitants 
of the Rio Grande valley should an 
earthquake come, as happened only 
last April within 100 miles of this site, 
and contaminate the entire lower Rio 
Grande valley. 
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These compacts are supposed to be 
regional in nature. This is not a re- 
gional compact. This is a compact be- 
tween Texas and the State of Maine. 
There could hardly be greater distances 
between the two locations. 

This compact is not in the interest of 
the country. I urge the Members of the 
House to vote against it. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 


my time. 

Mr. SCHAEFER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to my good friend, the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey [Мг. 
PALLONE]. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, perhaps the most im- 
portant thing about the Texas low- 
level waste compact is the progress it 
represents. This will be the 10th com- 
pact to receive congressional approval, 
and will bring to 45 the number of 
States moving forward together to 
meet their disposal needs. I am very 
happy to support its passage. 

The compact system envisioned by 
the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Pol- 
icy Act was developed with the strong 
support of the National Governors’ As- 
sociation. Under the law, the difficult 
task of selecting disposal sites is the 
States’ responsibility. Congress’ re- 
sponsibility, on the other hand, is to 
act quickly on the compact’s request 
and, if all is in order, to approve it 
promptly. 

The Texas compact meets the law's 
requirements, and I urge my colleagues 
to support it. 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from El 
Paso, TX [Mr. COLEMAN]. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague from Dallas, TX, for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I agree with the state- 
ments by the gentleman adjoining my 
congressional district, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BONILLA], who rep- 
resents the district, the area in which 
the low-level radioactive waste dump 
site was to be located, or is to be lo- 
cated if we continue down this awk- 
ward path. I say awkward simply be- 
cause I do not really care what the 
Congress said back in 1980 or 1982, that 
said low level, you do it; high level, we 
will do it. Low level, we will leave it to 
the States. So long as we care about 
the health and safety of any American 
citizen, I do not think we can wash our 
hands of that. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the statements 
made by my colleague, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BONILLA], are abso- 
lutely on target. I have represented 
that area during all of the time that 
the siting decisions were being made by 
the State of Texas, during all of the 
time that negotiations were ongoing 
between Vermont, Texas, and Maine. 

We should not leave out Vermont in 
any of this discussion, by the way. 


25412 


They too, like Maine, have aging nu- 
clear facilities that will all have to be 
dumped somewhere, some day. We 
know where that will be, provided the 
Congress of the United States does not 
stop going down this path believing 
that we can do anything we want. We 
do not care what the consequences are. 

Let me tell you why it is especially 
difficult today I think for anyone to 
say that they support measures like 
this. It should be that the Federal Gov- 
ernment should not be condoning an- 
other financial liability of massive pro- 
portions. After all, if in fact we have to 
do a cleanup, if there is an accident, 
and let me say we are putting it into 
an area of high earthquake and seismic 
activity. The largest earthquake by the 
way in the State of Texas occurred in 
1931, it was right here where they are 
putting the dump site. 

Guess what happened last month? 
Another earthquake, affecting west 
Texas as it had not since the 1930's. 
Well, I guess everybody is sure that 
nothing bad will ever happen. That is 
what we always say. Why, this earth- 
quake, we can sustain these kinds of 
things if we do this thing right. That is 
what everybody always says. 

Let me just tell you what. I can tell 
you that, however, all of those state- 
ments notwithstanding, it is the poor 
siting, coupled with the large loopholes 
in the very bill you are asking us to 
vote on in this compact, which exposed 
the Federal Government, and yes, all 
U.S. taxpayers, not just those in Texas, 
as the compact would have you believe, 
not just those in Texas. By the way, 
Maine and Vermont will get out of it 
pretty easy in the compact itself. But 
this compact exposes all taxpayers to 
an enormous and unreasonable amount 
of liability. 

I can tell you that this epicenter of 
the earthquake that occurred last 
month is the strongest recorded in 
Texas. I ask why would anybody delib- 
erately dispose of such volatile mate- 
rials in an area known for its seismic 
activity? Those are the kinds of ques- 
tions we ought to be asking. 

Who will ultimately have to pay? 
Well, we know. Under article 8, section 
8.03, of the compact, the States of Ver- 
mont and Maine will not be held liable 
for damage incurred due to the siting, 
operation, maintenance, long-term 
care, or any other activity relating to 
the compact facility. 

Iam citing it to you. It is right there 
in the bill. Who does this leave liable? 
Some of us might think, well, maybe it 
is going to be the generators of the 
waste. Maybe it is going to be the 
transporters, the owners, the operators 
of the facility. However, these compa- 
nies have limited financial resources. If 
they run out, once again, who do we 
leave that to? The taxpayers of Texas 
certainly, but also the taxpayers of the 
rest of the United States in bearing the 
brunt of that liability. 
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I could get into the issue of balancing 
the budget and how it is that we want 
to reform Superfund and cleanup and 
all of the things we know that have not 
happened very economically in terms 
of time or efficiency. Again, all I would 
say is we should be very careful, I 
think, before we get the United States 
back into another problem of that 
kind. 

I do not think anyone here that 
should think all Texans are in agree- 
ment on this compact. Unlike the citi- 


Zens of Maine, the people of Texas were 


never provided the opportunity to vote 
on whether or not they approve of this 
compact. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLEMAN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. BONILLA. Мг. Speaker, I think 
as the gentleman is speaking reminds 
me of a point made that perhaps no 
other Member in Congress can testify 
firsthand to the beauty and the pris- 
tine of the wide open spaces of the part 
of the country we are talking about, 
that are unspoiled and untouched by 
any outside influence or contamination 
or toxic substance. It would be a real 
tragedy to have this suddenly intro- 
duced into an area like that. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, re- 
claiming my time, the gentleman is 
correct. Let me just tell the gen- 
tleman, it is not just even the problems 
in the area that is going to be dumped 
upon. There is another issue, and that 
is that we do not limit the volume of 
waste it must accept from the party 
States as well as other contracting 
States which will occur. 

Mr. Speaker, I would urge my col- 
leagues to vote against this legislation, 
and I hope in the subsequent time we 
can make the other points that need to 
be made. 

Today we are being asked to grant our ap- 
proval of the Texas, Vermont, and Maine Low- 
Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Compact. 
While this legislation does not directly deter- 
mine the site of disposal, the State of Texas 
has already selected the site and is limited by 
State law to a 200-square-mile area in west 
Texas. | know that Congress left it to the 
States to determine the disposal site. How- 
ever, this does not mean that we abrogated 
our responsibility to ensure that citizens’ 
health and safety are not endangered. The 
Federal Government should not be condoning 
another financial liability of massive proportion 
and we should see that international agree- 
ments we make are lived up to. 

Proponents of the compact ask that we turn 
our backs on the issue of siting and the flaws 
in the compact. They that Congress 
should rubber stamp the actions of the State, 
regardless of the ramifications. However, it is 
the poor siting, coupled with the large loop- 
holes in the compact which expose the Fed- 
eral Government to an enormous and unrea- 
sonable amount of liability. 

As evident by the recent earthquake in west 
Texas, the mountain ranges of west Texas, 
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northern Mexico and the Chihuahua Desert 
are areas of seismic activity. The site is near 
the epicenter of the earthquake that occurred 
last month and to the one that struck in 1931, 
the strongest recorded e in Texas. 
The siting authority has stated that they 
planned for earthquakes and that the facility 
will be able to handle an of up to 
7.0 on the richter scale. | ask you, why would 
anyone deliberately dispose of such volatile 
materials in an area known for its seismic ac- 
tivity? Who will ultimately have to pay for the 
cleanup of this site, because of poor siting? 
This American yer, that’s who. 

Under article Vill, section 8.03 of ће com- 
pact, the States of Vermont and Maine will not 
be held liable for damage incurred due to the 
siting, operation, maintenance, long-term care, 
or any other activity relating to the compact fa- 
сіну. Who does this leave liable? One might 
think the answer is the generators, transport- 
ers, owners, and operators of the facility. How- 
ever, these companies have limited financial 
resources. So, of course, the taxpayers of 
Texas and the Federal Government will bear 
the brunt of that liability. 

This Congress has made a commitment to 
balance the budget by the year 2002. To do 
so, we have made enormous cuts in the EPA 
and some say we will continue to cut its budg- 
et over the next 7 years. We've all seen the 
difficulty the EPA has had in cleaning up 
superfund sites. It is a long and slow process. 
Wouldn't it be better if we had prevented the 
oilspills or unregulated dump sites in the first 
place? This compact is the worst of both sce- 
narios. Today, we have an opportunity to save 
the Federal Government millions of dollars in 
cleanup costs. We know that the State has 
chosen an active earthquake zone for the 
dump. Once the leakage occurs, each of you 
will know that you could have avoided it. 
When the large cleanup bills roll in, each of 
you will know that you could have saved the 
Federal Government millions of dollars. 

Should you ratify this compact today, | hope 
you will pledge to tely fund the 
superfund, the EPA and the clean- 
up 1 ce with doing what will one 
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80 noe ene l not think that all Texans are in agree- 
ment on this compact. Unlike the citizens of 
Maine, the people of Texas were never pro- 
vided the opportunity to vote on whether or 
not they approve of a compact. The very peo- 
ple who have e ed their lives by ac- 
cepting the wastes of other States, the people 
of Texas, had no say in the decision. If it was 
good enough for the people of Maine, it 
should have been good enough for the people 
of Texas. The people of Texas are speaking 
out against the compact and the dump site. A 
statewide survey conducted in September 
1994 showed that 82 percent of Texans don't 
want to accept out-of-State nuclear wastes. 
Yet they never got a vote. Each week another 
city council of county commission passes a 
resolution objecting to the disposal site. Mr. 
Chairman, | ask unanimous consent to insert 
these resolutions into the RECORD. 

My second objection to this compact is that 
it does not protect Texas by limiting the vol- 
ume of waste it must accept from party States 
and contracting States. Under this agreement, 
Texas accepts responsibility for both manage- 
ment and disposal as described in article |, 
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side pressure not to change the contract 


site for other States so that it could earn addi- 
tional revenue. Texas could have entered into 
a reciprocal compact like Connecticut and 


amendments. It could have entered into a 
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referred to as the La Paz agreement. 
Under article 2 of the La Paz agreement the 
United States and Mexican Government are 
directed 
To the fullest extent practical . . . Adopt 


Article 7 of the agreement states that the 
two governments shall assess, as appropriate, 

Projects that may have significant impacts 
on the border area, so that appropriate meas- 
ure may be considered to avoid or mitigate 
adverse environmental effects. 

The border region is defined as properties 
within 100 kilometers on either side of the Rio 
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Grande. | do not agree, as the State contends, 


ess, we are responsible for guaranteeing that 
our binational are respected by 
our own citizens, as well as by our State gov- 
ernments. 

A final issue concems waste sites in minor- 
ity communities. Under this compact the site 
county will receive a total of $5 million from 
Vermont and Maine. Hudspeth County is 64 
percent Latino, 2,915 people live there and the 
per capita income is only $13,029. It is a rural 
community whose residents are generally poor 
and do not have the means to hire high-priced 
lobbyists or the population to influence state 
policy. It is an area not unlike the many other 
poor, minority communities across the country 
which have been forced to cohabitate with oth- 
егѕ radioactive waste. Five million dollars is a 
lot of money to anyone, but especially to these 
poor citizens. | would like to point out action 


hazards. Hudspeth County is a prime example 
of this. The President directed all Federal 
to ensure that the practice not con- 
tinue. К is left to Congress to address its re- 
sponsibility in the same spirit of this act. 

While ess can not watch over each 
action by the States, we do have certain re- 
sponsibilities. We have a responsibility to tax- 
payers not to rubber an agreement 
which is going to cost them millions of dollars 
down the road. We have a responsibility to be 
leaders not followers in matters of civil rights. 
We have a responsibility to protect those with- 
out the means to protect themselves. We have 
a responsibility to abide by our bi-national 
agreements. We can fulfill our responsibility by 
disallowing this compact until a more suitable 
site is found. 

Mr. Speaker, | insert the following material 
for the RECORD. 

UNOFFICIAL TRANSLATION 

The Embassy of Mexico presents its com- 
pliments to the State Department and has 
the honor of referring to the plans for the re- 
sidual waste deposit sites that are supposed 
to be built near the U.S.-Mexican border: іп 
Texas, Low Level in Sierra Blanca in 
Hudspeth County, Dryden in Terell County, 
and Spofford in Kinney County; in New Mex- 
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ico, the Waste Isolation Pilot Plan in Eddy 
County; in California, La Posta and Campo 
in San Diego and Ward Valley in San 
Bernadino County. 

As the State Department is aware, the 
plans for these hazardous waste deposit sites 
in the border zone, for which the Mexican 
Chancellory has appropriately given warn- 
ing, have provoked strong reactions from the 
border communities, environmental] organi- 
zations and both Mexican and United States 
Congressmen. 

The Embassy would like to reiterate that 
the technical considerations shown by the 
Mexican Government, by the U.S. Environ- 
mental Protection Agency itself and by var- 
ious non-governmental organizations of both 
countries, demonstrate that the plans and 
precautions of the companies promoting the 
above mentioned waste deposit projects can- 
not avoid the risk factor of transboundary 
pollution. In a context of greater environ- 
mental awareness and cooperation in the 
international community, neither one of our 
governments can ignore these types of con- 
cerns. 

In accordance with the principles of co- 
operation and good-neighbors, the Embassy 
wishes to reiterate to the State Department 
the duty of all countries to prevent, inform 
and negotiate any action in their territory 
that could cause harm to a third state. In ad- 
dition, we would like to remind you that 
during the High Level Meeting on Proposals 
for Radioactive and Hazardous Waste Depos- 
its in the Border Zone, held on April 22, 1992, 
in Washington, the State Department com- 
mitted itself to be the means through 
which the corresponding authorities of the 
United States would be made aware of any 
information or concern of the Mexican Gov- 
ernment in this regard.” 

As such, Mexico hopes that the United 
States takes all the preventive measures at 
its disposal to avoid the possibility of any 
risk of transboundary damage, or that the 
U.S. might cause said damage, in compliance 
with what was agreed upon by both govern- 
ments in Article 2 of the La Paz Convention 
in the following terms: “Тһе Parties commit 
themselves as far as it is possible, to adopt 
the appropriate measures to prevent, reduce 
and eliminate sources of pollution in their 
respective territories that affect the border 
zone of the other.” Based on the cited arti- 
cle, the hazardous waste deposit sites rep- 
resents important sources of transboundary 
pollution. 

At the same time, the second part of the 
article indicates that the Parties will co- 
operate in the resolution of environmental 
problems in the border zone for the common 
good, in accordance with the provisions of 
this Convention." As such, the fact that the 
United States Government sets a limit on its 
responsibility in regard to the actions taking 
place in its territory, whether by federal, 
state, local authorities or even individuals, 
demonstrates an unwillingness to cooperate 
in finding a solution to environmental prob- 
lems, to which it agreed in the Convention of 
La Paz. 

As it has already been expressed by the 
Mexican Government, to contemplate build- 
ing such a large number of waste deposits 
near the international boundary or near 
international rivers implies that the border 
location was selected, and this is an outrage 
against the legitimate right of the people in 
the regional communities not to have their 
natural birthright and health affected. 

In view of the above, and the fact that the 
United States has allowed local or state 
courts to approve such waste deposit 
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projects without taking into account the 
agreements between our two countries, the 
Government of Mexico wishes to reiterate its 
particular concern because the United States 
Federal Government still has not taken an 
active role in this regard and it still has not 
responded to diplomatic note 1214 of October 
29, 1993, in regard to the waste deposit site at 
Ward Valley. 

In this context, the Embassy of Mexico 
would like to propose to the State Depart- 
ment that a High Level Meeting be held as 
soon as possible, that will allow our Govern- 
ments to exchange viewpoints on the plans 
for the hazardous waste deposits in the bor- 
der area. 

The Embassy avails itself of this oppor- 
tunity to renew to the State Department the 
assurances of its highest and most distin- 
guished consideration. 


RESOLUTION 

Whereas, the State of Texas has proposed 
Sierra Blanca, Hudspeth County for the site 
of a low-level radioactive waste dump which 
would receive wastes from Texas, Maine, 
Vermont, and possible other states and 
whereas the wastes would be toxic for thou- 
sands of years; and 

Whereas, the proposed siting appears to be 
а result of environmental racism and may be 
geological unsound as it is in an active 
earthquake zone and only 16 miles from the 
Rio Grande, potentially endangering Mexi- 
can and U.S. residents who live nearby and 
downstream; and 

Whereas, Sierra Blanca is an impoverished 
Mexican American community and studies 
have shown that toxic waste dumps are often 
sited in poor communities of color; and 

Whereas, five of the six existing low-level 
nuclear waste dumps have reportedly leaked 
radiation into the surrounding environment; 
and 

Whereas, the City of Austin is the partial 
owner of the South Texas Nuclear Project 
from which waste along with waste from 
Commanche Peak, and other nuclear power 
plants may comprise the majority of the pro- 
posed dump’s contents by radioactivity; and 

Whereas, the City of Austin desires to en- 
sure the safe management of wastes it and 
its business ventures produce and to ensure 
that these wastes are not dumped on those 
with the least financial and physical re- 
sources to protect their communities from 
hazardous and radioactive waste dumping; 
and 

Whereas, safer alternatives exist for the 
storage of nuclear waste such as above- 
ground, monitored, retrievable storage; now, 
therefore, 

Be it resolved by the City Council of the 
City of Austin: That the Austin City Council 
opposes a nuclear waste dump in Sierra 
Blanca, Hudspeth County, Texas. 


RESOLUTION OPPOSING THE NUCLEAR WASTE 
DUMP IN HUDSPETH COUNTY 

* * * Sierra Blanca, Hudspeth County, for 
the site of low-level nuclear waste dump 
which would receive wastes from Texas, 
Maine, and Vermont and whereas the wastes 
will be toxic for thousands of years; and 

Whereas, a radioactive release from the 
project could threaten the residents of West 
Texas; and 

Whereas, West Texas highways would be 
used for the transportation of radioactive 
waste to Sierra Blanca, thus putting many 
residents along these routes at risk from a 
transportation accident; and 

Whereas, precious underground water sup- 
plies for the region could be contaminated by 
this facility; and 
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Whereas, the proposed site is only 16 miles 
from the Rio Grande, thus endangering Mexi- 
can and U.S. residents who live downstream; 
and 

Whereas, Sierra Blanca is a poor, 70% His- 
panic community and studies have shown 
that toxic waste dumps are often sighted in 
poor minority communities; and 

Whereas, four of the six existing low-level 
nuclear waste dumps have leaked radiation 
into the surrounding environment; and 

Whereas, safer alternatives exist for the 
storage of nuclear waste such as above 
ground monitored retrievable storage. 

Now therefore be it resolved, that the City 
of Brackettville, City Council oppose a nu- 
clear waste dump in Sierra Blanca, Hudspeth 
County, Texas. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas, the state of Texas has chosen Si- 
erra Blanca, Hudspeth County, for the site of 
a low-level nuclear waste dump which would 
receive wastes from Texas, Maine, and Ver- 
mont and whereas the wastes will be toxic 
for thousands of years; and, 

Whereas, the site of the nuclear dump is 
only 37 miles from El Paso County; and, 

Whereas, a radioactive release from the 
project could threaten the residents of El 
Paso; and, 

Whereas, precious underground water sup- 
plies for the region could be contaminated by 
this facility; and, 

Whereas, the proposed site is only 16 miles 
from the Rio Grande, thus endangering Mexi- 
can and U.S. residents who live downstream; 
and, 

Whereas, the growth pattern of El Paso is 
in the direction of Hudspeth County and 
whereas a nuclear waste dump will lead to 
devaluation of surrounding land resulting in 
a loss of tax revenue; and, 

Whereas, Sierra Blanca is a poor, 70% His- 
panic community and studies have shown 
that toxic waste dumps are often sighted in 
poor minority communities; and, 

Whereas, five of the six existing low-level 
nuclear waste dumps have leaked radiation 
into the surrounding environment; and, 

Whereas, safer alternatives exist for the 
storage of nuclear waste such as above 
ground monitored retrievable storage. 

Now therefore, be it resolved, that the El 
Paso County Judge and County Commis- 
sioners oppose a nuclear waste dump in Si- 
erra Blanca, Hudspeth County, Texas. 


CITY OF MARFA: RESOLUTION 95-11 


Whereas, the state of Texas, by action of 
the previous Governor of the State, did man- 
date the establishment of a nuclear waste 
dump site in an area of Far West Texas for 
the sole purpose of storing nuclear waste 
from the state of Texas, with pending per- 
mits for nuclear waste dumps and storage 
from the state of Maine and Vermont, and, 

Whereas, no citizen or body of citizens in 
any jurisdiction of Far West Texas has ever 
had the opportunity to vote for or against 
the establishing of such waste site by the 
legal voting process which is the right of all 
citizens; and, which violates their sovereign 
rights as citizens of this State and the Unit- 
ed States, and, 

Whereas, these toxic wastes could affect 
the health and welfare of the present genera- 
tion and all future generations; and the ra- 
dioactive release from this project, and oth- 
ers of a like kind, could also affect all of the 
citizens of this area; and, 

Whereas, there are no restrictions or re- 
quirements as to marking, labeling or illu- 
minating for transportation of such waste ei- 
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ther by highway or by rail to the Far West 
Texas site; and there are not speed limits nor 
are there restrictions as to convoy type 
movement of these wastes in place in any ju- 
risdiction which is without regard for safety 
of its citizens as it passes through urban and 
rural areas to the dump site, and, 

Whereas, the extremely limited water re- 
sources and underground water supply 
known to exist throughout this semi-arid 
represents the most precious commodity 
known to man and could be endangered by 
radioactive leakage, spillage or negligence in 
the total process of handling these potential 
dangerous materials and; therefore, must be 
protected at all costs and above all other 
considerations, and, 

Whereas, without regard to any minorities, 
race, ethnic background, economic, status, 
population or any other group of concerned 
people since this is a universal concern in- 
volving the sovereign rights of all citizens 
which is to be protected by their government 
from radioactive nuclear waste of a toxic na- 
ture, and, 

Whereas, our government’s agencies must 
provide protection from all dangers involved 
in storage and disposal of such materials be 
it underground or above ground. 

Now, Therefore be it resolved by the City 
Commission of the City of Marfa in Presidio 
County, Texas hereby opposes: 

All nuclear waste dumps and dump sites 
within any area of far west Texas. 


RESOLUTION: A RESOLUTION OF THE COMMIS- 
SIONER’S COURT OF JEFF DAVIS COUNTY, 
TEXAS OPPOSING THE PROPOSED NUCLEAR 
WASTE DuMP ТО BE LOCATED IN SIERRA 
BLANCA, HUDSPETH COUNTY, TEXAS 
Whereas, the State of Texas has chosen Si- 

erra Blanca, Hudspeth County, for the site of 

a low-level nuclear waste dump which would 

receive wastes from Texas, Maine, and Ver- 

mont; and 

Whereas, the wastes will be toxic for thou- 
sands of years; and 

Whereas, a radioactive release from the 
project could threaten the residents of West 
Texas; and 

Whereas, West Texas highways could be 
used for the transportation of radioactive 
waste to Sierra Blanca, thus putting many 
residents along these routes at risk from a 
transportation accident; and 

Whereas, precious underground water sup- 
plies for the region could be contaminated by 
this facility; and 

Whereas, the proposed site is only 16 miles 
from the Rio Grande, thus endangering Mexi- 
can and U.S. residents who live downstream; 
and 

Whereas, Sierra Blanca is a poor, 70-рег- 
cent Hispanic community and studies have 
shown that toxic waste dumps are often sited 
in poor minority communities; and 

Whereas, four of the six existing low-level 
nuclear waste dumps have leaked radiation 
into the surrounding environment; and 

Whereas, safer alternatives exist for the 
storage of nuclear waste such as above 
ground monitored retrievable storage. 

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Com- 
missioner’s Court of the County of Jeff 
Davis, Texas that: It hereby opposes a nu- 
clear waste dump in Sierra Blanca, Hudspeth 
County, Texas. 


RESOLUTION—NO. R: 95-67; A RESOLUTION OF 
THE COMMISSIONERS COURT OF PRESIDIO 
COUNTY OPPOSING THE PROPOSED NUCLEAR 
WASTE DUMP TO BE LOCATED IN SIERRA 
BLANCA, HUDSPETH COUNTY, TEXAS 
Whereas, the State of Texas has chosen Si- 

erra Blanca, Hudspeth County, for the site of 
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a low-level nuclear waste dump which would 
receive wastes from Texas, Maine and Ver- 
mont; and 

Whereas, the wastes will be toxic for thou- 
sands of years; and 

Whereas, a radioactive release from the 
project could threaten the residents of West 
Texas; and 

Whereas, West Texas highways could be 
used for the transportation of radioactive 
waste to Sierra Blanca, thus putting many 
residents along these routes at risk from a 
transportation accident; and 

Whereas, precious underground water sup- 
plies for the region could be contaminated by 
this facility; and 

Whereas, the proposed site is only 16 miles 
from the Rio Grande, thus endangering Mexi- 
can and U.S. residents who live downstream; 
and 

Whereas, Sierra Blanca is a poor, 70% His- 
panic community and studies have shown 
that toxic waste dumps are often sighted in 
poor minority communities; and 

Whereas, four of the six existing low-level 
nuclear waste dumps have leaked radiation 
into the surrounding environment; and 

Whereas, safer alternatives exist for the 
storage of nuclear waste such as above 
ground monitored retrievable storage. 

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Com- 
missioners Court of Presidio County in 
Marfa, Texas, that: It hereby opposes a nu- 
clear waste dump in any part of West Texas 
West of the Pecos River. 


RESOLUTION No. R: 95-67: A RESOLUTION OF 
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF DEL RIO, 
TEXAS OPPOSING THE PROPOSED NUCLEAR 
WASTE DUMP TO BE LOCATED IN SIERRA 
BLANCA, HUDSPETH COUNTY, TEXAS 


Whereas, the State of Texas has chosen Si- 
erra Blanca, Hudspeth County, for the site of 
a low-level nuclear waste dump which would 
receive wastes from Texas, Maine, and Ver- 
mont; and 

Whereas, the wastes will be toxic for thou- 
sands of years; and 

Whereas, a radioactive release from the 
project could threaten the residents of West 
Texas; and 

Whereas, West Texas highways could be 
used for the transportation of radioactive 
waste to Sierra Blanca, thus putting many 
residents along these routes at risk from a 
transportation accident; and 

Whereas, precious underground water sup- 
plies for the region could be contaminated by 
this facility; and 

Whereas, the proposed site is only 16 miles 
from the Rio Grande, thus endangering Mexi- 
can and U.S. residents who live downstream; 
and ? 

Whereas, Sierra Blanca is a poor 70% His- 
panic community and studies have shown 
that toxic waste dumps are often isolated in 
poor minority communities; and 

Whereas, four of the six existing low-level 
nuclear dumps have leaked radiation into 
the surrounding environment; and 

Whereas, safer alternatives exist for the 
storage of nuclear waste such as above 
ground monitored retrievable storage. 

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the City 
Council of the City of Del Rio, Texas, that: 
It hereby opposes a nuclear waste dump in 
Sierra Blanca, Hudspeth County, Texas. 

Passed and approved on this 27th day of 
June 1995. 
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MEXICO-UNITED STATES: AGREEMENT ТО Co- 
OPERATE IN THE SOLUTION OF ENVIRON- 
MENTAL PROBLEMS IN THE BORDER AREA! 


[Done at La Paz, Baja California, Mexico, 
Aug. 14, 1983) 

Agreement between the United States of 
America and the United Mexican States on 
cooperation for the protection and improve- 
ment of the environment in the border area: 

The United States of America and the 
United Mexican States, 

Recognizing the importance of a healthful 
environment to the long-term economic and 
social well-being of present and future gen- 
erations of each country as well as of the 
global community; 

Recalling that the Declaration of the Unit- 
ed Nations Conference on the Human Envi- 
ronment, proclaimed in Stockholm in 1972, 
called upon nations to collaborate to resolve 
environmental problems of common concern; 

Noting previous agreements and programs 
providing for environmental cooperation be- 
tween the two countries; 

Believing that such cooperation is of mu- 
tual benefit in coping with similar environ- 
mental problems in each country; 

Acknowledging the important work of the 
International Boundary and Water Commis- 
sion and the contribution of the agreements 
concluded between the two countries relat- 
ing to environmental affairs; 

Reaffirming their political will to further 
strengthen and demonstrate the importance 
attached by both Governments to coopera- 
tion on environmental protection and in fur- 
therance of the principle of good neighbor- 
liness; 

Have agreed as follows: 

ARTICLE 1 < 


The United States of America and the 
United Mexican States, hereinafter referred 
to as the Parties, agree to cooperate in the 
field of environmental protection in the bor- 
der area on the basis of equality, reciprocity 
and mutual benefit. The objectives of the 
present Agreement are to establish the basis 
for cooperation between the Parties for the 
protection, improvement and conservation of 
the environment and the problems which af- 
fect it, as well as to agree on necessary 
measures to prevent and control pollution in 
the border area, and to provide the frame- 
work for development of a system of notifi- 
cation for emergency situations. Such objec- 
tives shall be pursued without prejudice to 
the cooperation which the Parties may agree 
to undertake outside the border area. 

ARTICLE 2 


The Parties undertake, to the fullest ex- 
tent practical, to adopt the appropriate 
measures to prevent, reduce and eliminate 
sources of pollution in their respective terri- 
tory which affect the border area of the 
other. 

Additionally, the Parties shall cooperate 
in the solution of the environmental prob- 
lems of mutual concern in the border area, in 
accordance with the provisions of this Agree- 
ment. 


ARTICLE 3 


Pursuant to this Agreement, the Parties 
may conclude specific arrangements for the 
solution of common problems in the border 


1 [Reproduced from the text provided by the U.S. 
Department of State. 

{The Memorandum of Understanding, referred to 
in Article 23 and which this Agreement supersedes, 
is reproduced at 17 I.L.M. 1056 (1978). 

(Ап agreement between Canada and the United 
States concerning acid rain research appears at 
LL.M. page 1017.) 
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area, which may be annexed thereto. Simi- 
larly, the Parties may also agree upon an- 
nexes to this Agreement on technical mat- 
ters. 
ARTICLE 4 
For the purposes of this Agreement, it 
shall be understood that the border area” 
refers to the area situated 100 kilometers on 
either side of the inland and maritime 
boundaries between the Parties. 
ARTICLE 5 
The Parties agree to coordinate their ef- 
forts, in conformity with their own national 
legislation and existing bilateral agreements 
to address problems of air, land and water 
pollution in the border area. 
ARTICLE 6 


To implement this Agreement, the Parties 
shall consider and, as appropriate, pursue in 
а coordinated manner practical, legal, insti- 
tutional and technical measures for protect- 
ing the quality of the environmental in the 
border area. Forms of cooperation may in- 
clude: coordination of national programs; 
scientific and educational exchanges; envi- 
ronmental monitoring; environmental im- 
pact assessment; and periodic exchanges of 
information and data on likely sources of 
pollution in their respective territory which 
may produce environmentally polluting inci- 
dents, as defined in an annex to this Agree- 
ment. 

ARTICLE 7 

The Parties shall assess, as appropriate, in 
accordance with their respective national 
laws, regulations and policies, projects that 
may have significant impacts on the envi- 
ronment of the border area, so that appro- 
priate measures may be considered to avoid 
or mitigate adverse environmental effects. 

ARTICLE 8 

Each Party designates a national coordina- 
tor whose principal functions will be to co- 
ordinate and monitor implementation of this 
Agreement, make recommendations to the 
Parties, and organize the annual meetings 
referred to in Article 10, and the meetings of 
the experts referred to in Article 11. Addi- 
tional responsibilities of the national coordi- 
nators may be agreed to in an annex to this 
Agreement. 

In the case of the United States of America 
the national coordinator shall be the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency, and in the 
case of Mexico it shall be the Secretaria de 
Desarrollo Urbano y Ecologia, through the 
Subsecretaria de Ecologia. 

ARTICLE 9 

Taking into account the subjects to be ex- 
amined jointly, the national coordinators 
may invite, as appropriate, representatives 
of federal, state and municipal governments 
to participate in the meetings provided for in 
this Agreement. By mutual agreement they 
may also invite representatives of inter- 
national governmental or non-governmental 
organizations who may be able to contribute 
some element of expertise on problems to be 
solved. 

The national coordinators will determine 
by mutual agreement the form and manner 
of participation of non-governmental enti- 
ties. 

ARTICLE 10 


The Parties shall hold at a minimum an 
annual high level meeting to review the 
manner in which this Agreement is being im- 
plemented. These meetings shall take place 
alternately in the border area of Mexico and 
the United States of America. 

The composition of the delegations which 
represent each Party, both in these annual 
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meetings as well as in the meetings of ex- 
perts referred to in Article 11, will be com- 
municated to the other Party through diplo- 
matic channels. 

ARTICLE 11 


The Parties may, as they deem necessary, 
convoke meetings of experts for the purposes 
of coordinating their national programs re- 
ferred to in Article 6, and of preparing the 
drafts of the specific arrangements and tech- 
nical annexes referred to in Article 3. 

These meetings of experts may review 
technical subjects. The opinions of the ex- 
perts in such meetings shall be commu- 
nicated by them to the national coordina- 
tors, and will serve to advise the Parties on 
technical matters. 


ARTICLE 12 


Each Party shall ensure that its national 
coordinator is informed of activities of its 
cooperating agencies carried out under this 
Agreement. Each Party shall also ensure 
that its national coordinator is informed of 
the implementation of other agreements 
concluded between the two Governments 
concerning matters related to this Agree- 
ment. The national coordinators of both Par- 
ties will present to the annual meeting a re- 
port on the environmental aspects of all 
joint work conducted under this Agreement 
and on implementation of other relevant 
agreements between the Parties, both bilat- 
eral and multilateral. 

Nothing in this Agreement shall prejudice 
or otherwise affect the functions entrusted 
to the International Boundary and Water 
Commission in accordance with the Water 
Treaty of 1944. 

ARTICLE 13 


Each Party shall be responsible for inform- 
ing its border states and for consulting them 
in accordance with their respective constitu- 
tional systems, in relation to matters cov- 
ered by this Agreement. 

ARTICLE 14 


Unless otherwise agreed, each Party shall 
bear the cost of its participation in the im- 
plementation of this Agreement, including 
the expenses of personnel who participate in 
any activity undertaken on the basis of it. 

For the training of personnel, the transfer 
of equipment and the construction of instal- 
lations related to the implementation of this 
Agreement, the Parties may agree on a spe- 
cial modality of financing, taking into ac- 
count the objectives defined in this Agree- 
ment. 

ARTICLE 15 


The Parties shall facilitate the entry of 
equipment and personnel related to this 
Agreement, subject to the laws and regula- 
tions of the receiving country. 

In order to undertake the monitoring of 
polluting activities in the border area, the 
Parties shall undertake consultations relat- 
ing to the measurement and analysis of pol- 
luting elements in the border area. 

ARTICLE 16 

АП technical information obtained 
through the implementation of this Agree- 
ment will be available to both Parties. Such 
information may be made available to third 
parties by the mutual agreement of the Par- 
ties to this Agreement. 

ARTICLE 17 

Nothing in this Agreement shall be con- 
strued to prejudice other existing or future 
agreements concluded between the two Par- 
ties, or affect the rights and obligations of 
the Parties under international agreements 
to which they are a party. 
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ARTICLE 18 

Activities under this Agreement shall be 
subject to the availability of funds and other 
resources to each Party and to the applicable 
laws and regulations in each country. 

ARTICLE 19 

The present Agreement shall enter into 
force upon an exchange of Notes stating that 
each Party has completed its necessary in- 
ternal procedures. 

ARTICLE 20 

The present Agreement shall remain in 
force indefinitely unless one of the Parties 
notifies the other, through diplomatic chan- 
nels, of its desire to denounce it, in which 
case the Agreement will terminate six 
months after the date of such written notifi- 
cation. Unless otherwise agreed, such termi- 
nation shall not affect the validity of any ar- 
rangements made under this Agreement. 

ARTICLE 21 

This Agreement may be amended by the 

agreement of the Parties. 
ARTICLE 22 

The adoption of the annexes and of the spe- 
cific arrangements provided for in Article 3, 
and the amendments thereto, will be effected 
by an exchange of Notes. 

ARTICLE 23 

This Agreement supersedes the exchange of 
Notes, concluded on June 19, 1978 with the 
attached Memorandum of Understanding be- 
tween the Environmental Protection Agency 
of the United States and the Subsecretariat 
for Environmental Improvement of Mexico 
for Cooperation on Environmental Programs 
and Transboundary Problems. 

Done in duplicate, in the city of La Paz, 
Baja California, Mexico, on the 14th of Au- 
gust of 1983, in the English and Spanish lan- 
guages, both texts being equally authentic. 


Mr. SCHAEFER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
ІМг. FIELDS], the sponsor of the legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of H.R. 558, a bill I in- 
troduced to provide the consent of Con- 
gress to the Texas low-level radio- 
active waste disposal compact. As most 
of us know, the legislatures of Texas, 
Maine, and Vermont—the States com- 
posing this compact—approved this 
legislation overwhelmingly. 

As we consider H.R. 558 today, I 
would like to make four simple points: 

First of all, we should pass this legis- 
lation out of recognition of the accom- 
plishment of the States of Texas, 
Maine, and Vermont for their respon- 
siveness in doing just what Congress 
asked them to do. In 1980, Federal leg- 
islation was passed which established a 
low-level radioactive waste policy that 
placed the responsibility within the 
States for the disposal of low-level ra- 
dioactive waste. In 1985, further amend- 
ments were passed in Congress rein- 
forcing this policy and providing incen- 
tives to States to form these compacts. 
Therefore, after they have done their 
job of passing this compact in all three 
State legislatures, we should do our job 
and act promptly to approve this re- 
sulting compact agreement. In re- 
sponse to Congress’ entreaty, nine 
compacts have already been formed 
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and approved, including 42 States; this 
compact will bring the total to 10 com- 
pacts covering 45 States. 

Second, our role is to be sure that 
the compact comports with the under- 
lying Federal law from which it derives 
and not to preside over controversies 
that may be local in nature, which are 
the responsibility of the local authori- 
ties. Simply put, Mr. Speaker, our re- 
sponsibility is to be sure that the three 
State legislatures were consistent with 
the underlying Federal law when they 
passed this compact and not to arbi- 
trate over local issues such as site se- 
lection. That is a matter for the 
States, and it would be intrusive of us 
to assume the authority unto our- 
selves. The compact implicitly defers 
questions on these matters to the 
Texas Legislature, the Texas Low- 
Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Au- 
thority, the Texas Water Commission, 
and other State agencies. 

Third, this compact has already re- 
ceived a hearing before the Commerce 
Subcommittee on Energy and Power on 
May 11. Subsequently, the subcommit- 
tee approved the compact by a voice 
vote. Shortly thereafter, the full Com- 
merce Committee approved H.R. 558 by 
a vote of 41 to 2. The compact remains 
the same, the underlying Federal legis- 
lation remains the same, and therefore 
I would urge my colleagues to support 
this bill so that the three States in 
question can perform their responsibil- 
ities and proceed to develop a site to 
responsibly dispose of low-level radio- 
active waste. 

Last of all, Мг. Speaker, I would like 
to point out that this legislation is in 
the best interest of all three States, 
but particularly for my State of Texas. 
By forming this compact, Texas avoids 
the risk of being forced to take waste 
from other States which would gen- 
erate much larger amounts of low-level 
waste. Under the compact, Texas has 
full control of the site, development, 
operation and management, and clo- 
sure of its low-level waste disposal fa- 
cility. Furthermore, with our State’s 
leadership in such areas as research 
and medical activities, which use low- 
level radioactive materials at our aca- 
demic and health institutions, it is in 
our best interest to responsibly provide 
for the disposal of the constant wastes 
from those activities and take a leader- 
ship role in planning for our future. 

This responsible action was reflected 
in the approval of the compact by the 
Texas House of Representatives by a 
voice vote and the Texas Senate by a 
vote of 26 to 2. 

In summary, Mr. Speaker, there is no 
legitimate reason to delay an approval 
at the Federal level any longer. 

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 6 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT]. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I 
strongly oppose this compact. This 
plan causes me, it causes many people 
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in the city of Austin and across the 
State of Texas, the gravest concern. 
Though a new Member here, I had un- 
derstood there was at least some tradi- 
tion of giving a certain degree of def- 
erence to the Members in whose dis- 
trict a project of this type is going to 
be located. 

I have listened to the eloquent com- 
ments of the gentleman from El Paso, 
TX [Mr. COLEMAN] who has fought 
steadfastly, along with his staff, to re- 
sist this compact, to try to block it. I 
have listened to the very telling com- 
ments today of my colleague from 
Texas, a fellow Texan, Mr. BONILLA, in 
whose district this particular project 
would be sited. And I think what they 
say has a considerable degree of merit. 

My district, the city of Austin and 
Travis County, is halfway across Texas 
from where this project will be located. 
Hundreds of miles. But I can tell you 
that the people of central Texas are 
every bit as concerned about this as 
are the people of Sierra Blanca or the 
people of El Paso. 

I believe that I have now received a 
total of 1,415 communications from 
people in Travis County, TX, express- 
ing opposition to the location of this 
dump; and, oh, by the way, six people 
who said they were for locating it at 
this point and approving this compact. 
What these people kept saying is the 
same thing that the Austin City Coun- 
cil said when it voted 5 to nothing 
against this compact, and that is do 
not make Texas the dumping ground 
for this Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, let us acknowledge 
from the beginning that when Congress 
passed this piece of legislation, the 1986 
Low Level Radioactive Policy Act, it 
was planning on agreements that did 
not look anything like the one we are 
taking up here today. When it referred 
to a regional compact, it has in mind 
just that, a region, because there would 
be less danger of spills and other prob- 
lems if you localize the nature of the 
disposal. 

Well, we in Texas have a rather big 
idea of our State. I have even heard 
some Texas talk about Colorado as 
north Texas, and indeed when we de- 
clared our independence in 1936, it was 
north Texas. But I have yet to see the 
most boastful Texan ever suggest that 
Maine and Vermont were in the region 
of Texas. 

There is good reason for everyone 
and not just Texans, boastful or other- 
wise, to be concerned about this com- 
pact. Because to get from here to 
there, to get from Maine and Vermont 
to Texas, you are going to have to 
cross a little of these United States. So 
if you represent Ohio or New Jersey or 
New York or Kentucky or Tennessee or 
Arkansas, or any number of other 
States, you have every reason to be 
concerned about what happens when 
this highly toxic radioactive waste is 
transported across your State and 
across your district. 
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Though this compact has been lob- 
bied through the Texas Legislature 
very successfully as a way to limit the 
dump in the State of Texas, exactly the 
opposite is going to happen. There is 
absolutely no reason that the commis- 
sioners of this compact cannot get to- 
gether without any input from the peo- 
ple in Sierra Blanca or in El Paso or in 
Austin or in this U.S. Congress and ex- 
pand the compact to include every 
State in the Nation. Under the defini- 
tion of “region” being used here, there 
is no more basis for excluding New 
York or California than there is for in- 
cluding Maine and Vermont. Texas 
could well become the place where all 
of this toxic waste from around the 
country is located. 
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Mr. Speaker, there are already pro- 
posals up talking about mixing radio- 
active waste, low-level radioactive 
waste, with other types of toxic waste 
once this compact is ratified. Other 
States and economic pressures are 
going to cause this compact to include 
other States and have Texas be a 
dumping ground. 

The Hudspeth County site that has 
been chosen in the district of the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. BONILLA] 
raises a number of safety concerns. 
Seepage of radioactive waste into 
ground water supplies has been a prob- 
lem with other dump sites. This is just 
а few miles from the Rio Grande River 
which provides a water supply to all of 
the southern border of the big State of 
Texas. 

I agree that we also need to set a 
good example for our neighbor to the 
south, Mexico. Can Members imagine 
the uproar, the outrage on the floor of 
this Congress if Mexico was talking 
about locating a radivactive waste 
dump right on the border next to the 
United States? We would hear one 
Member after another denounce that 
kind of operation. 

But that is precisely what we are 
doing at the same time we are seeking 
the involvement of the people of Mex- 
ico and their government in cleaning 
up other kinds of environmental dam- 
age all along the border from San 
Diego, CA to Brownsville, TX. This is a 
step that really works against our na- 
tional interest all along the border on 
a wide range of environmental issues. 

An earthquake. Well, most people as- 
sociate those with San Francisco or 
California. Yet, as my colleague the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BRYANT] 
who has also fought so ably against the 
compact pointed our earlier, we just 
had one of 5.6 on the Richter scale 
within a relatively short distance of 
this Sierra Blanca site back in April 
when this measure was being consid- 
ered here in Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a deeply flawed 
plan. This is a facility that will house 
waste not just for a few years but for a 
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few millennia. Do not make the Lone 
Star State the Lone Dump State. Vote 
against this legislation. 

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from El Paso, TX [Mr. COLEMAN]. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, let me only add to what 
I was saying a little bit before. I want- 
ed to hit a couple of points that may 
have been lost because we did not get 
to them. 

One certainly was concerning the 
volume of waste. I know that that is 
not an issue that a lot of people con- 
cern themselves with, but let me tell 
the Members what this compact that 
we are voting on says, very simply. 

Texas accepts responsibility for both 
management and disposal as described 
in article 1, section 1.01. Management 
is defined as collection, consolidation, 
storage, packaging or treatment.” 
Treatment, however, is not defined in 
this agreement. I hope that is just not 
an oversight of the committee. 

It is generally accepted, as I under- 
stand it, in terms of the committee’s 
understanding of it as including incin- 
eration? I think so. Incineration re- 
duces the volume of the waste but not 
the level of radioactivity. It is not like 
other kinds of waste disposal sites that 
Members may be thinking of. Thus, 
less volume of waste will be disposed of 
at the site but at a greater level of га- 
dioactivity. 

Yet, what happens in the agreement 
that is unclear if waste imported from 
other States but incinerated in Texas 
is counted under the Texas portion of 
the nonhost allotment? Article iii, sec- 
tion 3.04(11) says: “Тһе shipments of 
low-level radioactive waste from all 
nonhost party States shall not exceed 
20 percent of the volume estimated to 
be disposed of by the host State during 
the 50-year period." 

Shipment volumes are tied exclu- 
sively to disposal estimates. The com- 
pact is silent on how much volume can 
be shipped for management. 

Why is that? We did not care? It did 
not matter? That is out in the little 
old town, mainly Hispanic community, 
called Sierra Blanca in west Texas, 
right? Is that why we did not care? 

I think there are a lot of us that have 
some very serious questions about this 
legislation. Were it not placed on a sus- 
pension provision under the rules, we 
could actually be able to amend it in a 
way that perhaps we could all be sup- 
portive. 

Unfortunately, the State legislature 
has failed to recognize the tenuous di- 
lemma these technical flaws have 
placed on us. That is on whom we rely. 
We should not be doing that for the 
health and welfare of American citi- 
zens. 

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 
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Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
while those of us from Texas are under- 
standably voicing the great anxiety of 
the people of our State and the particu- 
lar region in which this is to be lo- 
cated, of far greater importance to the 
listeners to this debate within the 
House is the enormous threat to the 
national interest that is posed by this 
compact. The gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. FIELDS] said a moment ago, there 
have already been nine of those that 
have been approved, but there have not 
been nine of these kinds of compacts 
that have been approved. 

There have not been any compacts 
approved where we are putting a low- 
level nuclear waste dump in an earth- 
quake zone. There have not been any 
compacts approved where we have put 
a low-level nuclear waste dump 14 
miles from a river that serves the 
farms and ranches and the drinking 
water for millions of people. And there 
have not been any low-level nuclear 
waste dumps approved which would in- 
vite the neighboring country, which 
will no doubt take great offense at this 
decision, to begin locating its undesir- 
able entities and dumps right on the 
river, right on the border, right across 
from the United States. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DOGGETT] asked the right question a 
moment ago. Is it not obvious how we 
would feel if the Mexican Government 
was going to locate a nuclear waste 
dump 14 miles from the Rio Grande 
River on the other side? We would be 
up in arms about it. Yet we are going 
to sit back here, if we do as these gen- 
tlemen have asked us, and approve 
this. 

They are going to get up in a mo- 
ment and say, oh, siting decisions are 
not the province of the U.S. Congress. 
Well, generally I would agree. Siting 
decisions within a State, that is pretty 
much up to the State. 

But if a siting decision has inter- 
national foreign policy implications, if 
a siting decision would subject the peo- 
ple of the United States to enormous 
financial liability because of the irre- 
sponsibility of the decision, then that 
is a situational where we should exer- 
cise our constitution authority and re- 
sponsibility and say, “Мо, we are not 
going to approve a compact like this. 
Take it back and start over.“ That is 
all that we are asking for. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, let me 
just say respecting our binational 
agreements is pretty important. I have 
been told over and over again in hear- 
ings throughout the last decade that 
the agreement that President Ronald 
Reagan made with the President of 
Mexico was not a treaty, and that is 
absolutely right. Nonetheless, many of 
us respect agreements made by our 
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Presidents. In fact, I think it is the re- 
sponsibility of the U.S. Congress, not 
the State legislature, to see to it that 
we respect those agreements and live 
up to them. 

The La Paz Agreement, under article 
2, said very simply that the Govern- 
ments of Mexico and the United States 
were directed to the fullest extent 
practicable to adopt appropriate meas- 
ures to prevent, reduce, and eliminate 
sources of pollution in their respective 
territory which affect the border area 
of the other. Article 7 stated that the 
two governments shall assess as appro- 
priate projects that may have signifi- 
cant impacts on the border area. 

I have placed into the RECORD with 
my motion to revise and extend the ob- 
jections of the Mexican Government 
and diplomatic note to the United 
States. That is not the responsibility 
of the State of Texas. We are a State 
that is in this Union. That is the re- 
sponsibility of this Congress to see to 
it that we respond in an appropriate 
fashion. 

I can just tell the Members that my 
colleague from Texas is absolutely 
right. The United States would not put 
up with it if it was within 100 kilo- 
meters, as the La Paz Agreement 
states we were to have the dumping of 
radioactive waste by the Government 
of Mexico. 

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for his addi- 
tional comments. I would emphasize 
once again, we are not talking about a 
simple siting question that makes 
some people happy and some unhappy. 
We are talking about a siting question 
that subjects this country to enormous 
liabilities. 

In 1931, 40 miles from this site, there 
was an earthquake that registered 6.4 
on the Richter scale. Sixty-five years 
ago is just yesterday in geologic time. 
In April of this year, just 2 months be- 
fore this thing was marked up in com- 
mittee, there was an earthquake in the 
same region that measured 5.6 on the 
Richter scale. Can anybody argue that 
we ought to let States locate nuclear 
waste dumps in earthquake zones right 
next to an international boundary and 
on a river that serves millions of peo- 
ple, who if harmed will be in the court- 
house asking the taxpayers of this 
country to pay for the harm that they 
suffered? I do not think we can make 
that argument. 

Today the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. COLEMAN] and I and the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] and the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. BONILLA] stand 
on the floor of the House and ask this 
House of Representatives to make a de- 
cision that is in the interest of the 
American people, and say to the States 
of Texas, Maine, and Vermont, go back 
and do it again. We may approve the 
next one and we may not, but for good- 
ness sakes do not send us one that is in 
an earthquake zone. 
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Mr. SCHAEFER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would just say that our colleague, 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
FIELDS], should be commended for this 
efforts to move this bill forward in a 
very fashionable, responsible, and 
timely manner. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE], the 
ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on Energy and Power, for his support 
in moving this very reasonable meas- 
ure through the House of Representa- 
tives. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. FIELDS] to close debate. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
will be fairly brief. 

The purpose of a law passed by Con- 
gress is to allow States to make deci- 
sions for themselves, to make decisions 
relative to siting. That decision has 
been made. It is a decision that has 
been reviewed by the Texas Low-Level 
Radioactive Waste Compact Commis- 
sion. It has been reviewed by the Texas 
Water Commission. The Texas legisla- 
ture has voted on this. I stand here 
with a letter from Governor George 
Bush. It is factual to say that former 
Governor Ann Richards supported this. 
I stand here with a letter from Lieu- 
tenant Governor Bob Bullock, I stand 
here with a letter from Mickey 
LeMater of the M.D. Anderson Cancer 
Institute talking about the need for 
Congress to move forward. 

Is there a benefit to the State? The 
answer is absolutely. That if the State 
of Texas had not itself moved forward, 
then Texas would have been subject to 
becoming the dumping ground for the 
rest of the country. We would not have 
had the ability or have the ability to 
pass laws restricting the low-level nu- 
clear waste coming in to our particular 
State. This is a decision that has been 
made by Texans for Texans in the best 
interest of our particular State. I urge 
all of my colleagues to support this 
piece of legislation. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been some time since I have done a sus- 
pension on the floor and I am unsure 
how we can assure a record vote. At 
what time should that request be 
made? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. We will 
have that in just a moment. 

The question is on the motion offered 
by the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
SCHAEFER] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 558. 

The question was taken. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair’s 
prior announcement, further proceed- 
ings on this motion will be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


—-+-— 
GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. SCHAEFER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks on H.R. 558, the bill just consid- 
ered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Colorado? 

Mr. COLEMAN. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, not on that 
issue but only to make sure that we 
have in fact ensured that we will have 
a vote. I thought we needed to ask for 
the yeas and nays. If that was done in 
dissimilar fashion, that is fine, but I 
just was inquiring. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
yeas and nays have not been ordered on 
that motion. It would be put to a vote 
tomorrow afternoon at some point. 

Mr. COLEMAN. I thank the Speaker, 
and I withdraw my reservation of ob- 
jection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 


PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM- 
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB- 
COMMITTEES TO SIT TOMORROW, 
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 19, 1995, 
DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE 


Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
committees and their subcommittees 
be permitted to sit tomorrow while the 
House is meeting in the Committee of 
the Whole House under the 5-minute 
rule. 

The Committee on Banking and Fi- 
nancial Services; the Committee on 
Commerce; the Committee on Govern- 
ment Reform and Oversight; the Com- 
mittee on International Relations; the 
Committee on the Judiciary; and the 
Committee on Resources. 

It is my understanding that the mi- 
nority has been consulted and that 
there is no objection to these requests. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 
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Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, the Democratic 
leadership has been consulted and we 
have no objection to these requests. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva- 
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). Is there. objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Texas? 
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There was no objection. 


POINT OF ORDER 


Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
І rise to make a point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). The gentleman from Texas will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
we made very clear our intention to 
ask for a record vote on that. At the 
time the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BONILLA] stood up on the compact com- 
mission matter, he raised a point of 
order that a quorum was not present 
and that did not lock in a record vote. 
The gentleman from Texas [Mr. COLE- 
MAN] specifically asked what action he 
was supposed to take to lock in a 
record vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask the Chair to 
grant us our motion for the yeas and 
nays to be ordered on H.R. 558. 

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise my point 
that I made earlier and ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the yeas and nays are or- 
dered. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 5 of rule 1, further pro- 
ceedings on this motion will be post- 
poned. 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID- 

ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 1617, CONSOLIDATED AND 
REFORMED EDUCATION, ЕМ- 
PLOYMENT, AND REHABILITA- 
TION SYSTEMS ACT (CAREERS 
ACT) 


Mr. SOLOMON, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 104-249) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 222) providing for the consider- 
ation of the bill (H.R. 1617) to consoli- 
date and reform work force develop- 
ment and literacy programs, and for 
other purposes, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered print- 
ed. 


FISHERY CONSERVATION AND 
MANAGEMENT AMENDMENTS OF 
1995 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). Pursuant to the order of the 
House of today and rule XXIII, the 
Chair declares the House in the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the consideration of 
the bill, H.R. 39. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 39) to amend 
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the Magnuson Fishery Conservation 
and Management Act to improve fish- 


eries management, with Mr. 
GOODLATTE in the chair. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 


order of the House of today, the bill is 
considered as having been read the first 
time. 

The gentleman from Alaska [Mr. 
YOUNG] will be recognized for 30 min- 
utes and the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. STUDDS] will be recog- 
nized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a unique period 
of time that we are faced with during 
this session. We have a bill that has 
been heard by the committee and we 
have worked on this bill for approxi- 
mately 3% years now. It is H.R. 39, the 
Fisheries Conservation and Manage- 
ment Amendments of 1995, which I 
sponsored, along with my good friend, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. Srupps!]. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup- 
port of H.R. 39, the Fishery Conserva- 
tion and Management Amendments of 
1995, which I sponsored. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation, as 
you will see, enjoys broad, bipartisan 
support from members of the Resources 
Committee and those members from 
coastal districts with fishing interests. 
For this bill to have come this far 
shows the bipartisan effort involved in 
the development of the bill. I want to 
thank Subcommittee Chairman 
SAXTON, GERRY STUDDS, and GEORGE 
MILLER for their leadership in address- 
ing the difficult issues in this impor- 
tant legislation. 

This reauthorization of the Magnu- 
son Fishery Conservation and Manage- 
ment Act of 1976 is crucial to continu- 
ing the sound management of this Na- 
tion's fishery resources. If Members 
take nothing else away from this de- 
bate, remember, this legislation is sup- 
ported by Members on both sides of the 
aisle, by the fishing industry, and by 
the environmental community. 

This has been no small feat, and 
while some may not be entirely happy 
with the legislation, reauthorization of 
this act is very important to us all. 

Mr. Chairman, during the 103d and 
104th Congresses, 10 hearings on reau- 
thorization issues were held. This legis- 
lation represents an attempt to address 
the concerns raised at these hearings, 
This legislation may not be perfect; 
however, fisheries management is a 
complicated balancing act. We have at- 
tempted to address the concerns raised 
by commercial fishermen, recreational 
and charter boat fishermen, environ- 
mental organizations, fishing commu- 
nities, fish processors, and other inter- 
ested groups. 

The Magnuson Act was enacted in 
1976 in direct response to the depletion 
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of U.S. fishery resources by foreign ves- 
sels. The Magnuson Act expanded U.S. 
jurisdiction over fishery resources to 
200 miles. The act also included provi- 
sions intended to encourage the devel- 
opment of a domestic fishing industry. 

The act created eight Regional Fish- 
ery Management Councils to manage 
the fishery resources within their geo- 
graphic area. The Councils were 
charged with determining the appro- 
priate level of harvest to maximize the 
benefit to the Nation while still pro- 
tecting the long-term sustainability of 
the stocks. 

This means the Councils must bal- 
ance the often competing interests of 
commercial and recreational fisher- 
men, and the often competing gear 
groups within the commercial indus- 


try. 

It is important to note that the com- 
mittee continues to strongly support 
the current Regional Fishery Manage- 
ment Councils system. This legislation 
includes some reforms of the Council 
process and requires new disclosure 
rules to deal with the perception of 
conflict of interest on the Councils. 

While this legislation deals with the 
fishing industry, it is environment 
friendly. In fact, you have probably re- 
ceived or will receive letters of support 
from many of the national environ- 
mental groups. We think that we have 
crafted a bill which will allow fisher- 
men to make a living from the sea 
while also making them better stew- 
ards of the resources they rely on for 
their livelihood. 

Three major areas needed to be ad- 
dressed in this reauthorization to 
maintain healthy fisheries and healthy 
fishing communities. For the domestic 
fishery resource to remain healthy, 
fishery managers must take steps to 
reduce bycatch and the mortality of 
discards in the fisheries, to prevent the 
overfishing of stocks and rebuild those 
stocks which are already overfished, 
and, finally, to protect habitat essen- 
tial for the continued renewal of the 
fisheries. 

The reduction of bycatch in our fish- 
eries is one of the most crucial chal- 
lenges facing fisheries managers today. 
In the North Pacific groundfish fishery 
alone, more than 740 million pounds of 
fish were discarded in 1993. That rep- 
resents 16 percent of the total catch of 
the fishery. Much of that discard is of 
prohibited species. It is clear that this 
is unacceptable. We hope that the re- 
quirements of this bill will help Coun- 
cils address the problem of bycatch, 
and we hope that fishermen will re- 
spond with innovative methods of re- 
ducing bycatch. 

In particular, this legislation re- 
quires the Regional Fishery Manage- 
ment Councils to amend all existing 
fishery management plans to reduce 
bycatch to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable. It also provides the Councils 
with the ability to offer incentives to 
fishermen to reduce their bycatch. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


A second area of concern is the pro- 
tection of essential habitat. This has 
been a tough issue to wrestle with. We 
do not want to over-regulate the fish- 
ing industry; however, the Councils 
and the National Marine Fisheries 
Service should include in their Fishery 
Management Plans a description of 
what habitat is essential for the con- 
tinued health of the fishery. 

The third area of change is to address 
the problem of those stocks which are 
already overfished or may be in danger 
of overfishing. This legislation requires 
the Secretary to report to Councils if 
any stock is approaching a condition of 
being overfished. This proactive identi- 
fication of overexploited stocks will 
enable the Councils to take steps to 
keep the stocks from crashing. The bill 
also requires that Councils implement 
a rebuilding plan for any stock which 
is already overfished. If the Council is 
not able to implement a plan within 
one year, the Secretary is then re- 
quired to implement а plan. 

Mr. Chairman, опе of the most con- 
tentious issues that we have worked on 
this year has been the use of a limited 
access management system known as 
Individual Transferable Quotas [ITQ’s]. 
This type of management system allo- 
cates a percentage of the harvest to 
vessels based on past history in the 
fishery, current level of harvest, and 
several other criteria. Since 1990, three 
fisheries have already turned to ITQ’s 
as the preferable management option, 
the latest being the halibut/sablefish 
plan in the North Pacific. 

The use of ITQ’s has been hotly de- 
bated at the Council level and now at 
the national level. I believe that there 
are many issues yet to be resolved on 
the use of ITQ’s as a management tool. 

There are those who argue that this 
bill kills any chance of ever enacting 
another Individual Transferable Quota 
[ITQ] plan. It does not. It puts the 
brakes on the headlong rush to enact 
ITQ plans for all fisheries without ex- 
amining other limited access options. I 
have heard of movements to manage a 
number of fisheries under ITQ plans in- 
cluding: Pacific crab stocks, Bering 
Sea groundfish, New England lobster, 
Gulf of Mexico red snapper, Atlantic 
bluefin tuna, and swordfish. I believe 
that there are those at the National 
Marine Fisheries Service who have 
been advocating the use of ITQ’s for all 
fisheries and I think this should stop. 

This bill makes it clear that ITQ’s 
are a tool that the Councils can use, 
but clarifies that the quota shares are 
not property rights and do not convey 
а, permanent right to the resource. 

Some ITQ proponents do not like the 
guidelines we have put in this legisla- 
tion. This debate has been going on for 
more than 2 years and will probably 
continue after this bill is passed by the 
House and the debate turns to the Sen- 
ate, which is currently working to 
move similar reauthorization legisla- 
tion. 
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I think these guidelines bring some 
rationality to ITQ management sys- 
tems. 

Mr. Chairman, the problem of over- 
capitalization is another issue which 
has been debated by many of our Mem- 
bers for years. You will hear the phrase 
that “there are too many boats chasing 
too few fish” quite a bit today. It is es- 
pecially true in some areas of the coun- 
try like New England. 

We have worked hard to create a ves- 
sel buy-out program which does not re- 
quire huge expenditures of taxpayer 
money. This program is a delicate com- 
promise that I want to thank GERRY 
STUDDS and his staff for working on so 
diligently. The program allows a buy- 
out fund to be initially capitalized 
from already appropriated Federal pro- 
grams such as fisheries disaster pro- 
grams. The fund will then be used to 
bring the size of fishing fleets to a ra- 
tional number. Those vessels which re- 
main in the fishery and benefit from 
the reduction in fishing effort will then 
repay the fund over a 15-year period. 
This is a compromise which works, and 
which will not bankrupt the Federal 
Government nor the fishing industry. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill, and 
one that has taken 3 years to develop. 
It is full of compromise, yet does not 
compromise on maintaining the health 
of the resource—which should be the 
5. of everyone here. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, hard as it may be to 
believe, given the youthfulness and 
vigor of the gentleman from Alaska 
ІМг. YOUNG] and myself, it was 20 years 
ago on the floor of this House that the 
gentleman and I, and others, fought for 
passage of the original act to secure 
U.S. jurisdiction and management au- 
thority over fisheries within 200 miles 
of our shores. Today, we continue that 
battle to save our fisheries. 

Mr. Chairman, the problem we faced 
then was that foreign fisherman were 
decimating our stocks from Maine to 
Alaska, leaving little if any fish for our 
own industry. We sought to push those 
fishermen out, promote the develop- 
ment of the U.S. capacity to harvest 
these valuable fisheries and establish a 
responsible conservation and manage- 
ment regime that would ensure the 
long-term sustainability of the re- 
sources and our industry. 

American fishermen now have the 
technology and the capacity to harvest 
every fish available in U.S. waters. 
This advanced technology, overcapi- 
talization, and the lack of political will 
to make tough management decisions 
have caused many stocks to face crises 
similar to the situation in the 19708 
that spurred the passage of the original 
act. This time, however, there are no 
foreign fleets to blame. 

In New England for example, years of 
overfishing have pushed groundfish 
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landings to an all-time low—even lower 
than when we were competing with for- 
eign fleets. Haddock is commercially 
extinct; cod and yellowtail are close 
behind. A $200 million industry is on 
the verge of collapse and with it will go 
tens of thousands of jobs. Yet, unbe- 
lievably, the New England Fishery 
Management Council last week chose 
no action as one of the five options it 
will consider to address this tragedy. 
Serious action must be taken, and 
soon, or we will save neither the fish 
nor the fishermen. 

While the situation in New England 
is the most severe, it is not unique. 
The National Marine Fisheries Service 
tells us that 40 percent of the fisheries 
for which we have data are being har- 
vested at a biologically unsustainable 
rate, and another 43 percent are fully 
exploited. We must act now, and assert 
without reservation that no action is 
not an acceptable alternative. Other- 
wise, we may force other fisheries 
around the country into their own New 
England-style crisis. That would mean 
the collapse of an industry that pumps 
$50 billion into the national economy 
and creates hundreds of thousands of 


jobs. 

The bill we are considering today 
takes many significant actions to 
strengthen the Magnuson Act. First, 
and, perhaps most importantly, it 
seeks to bring an end to overfishing. 
No fishery should be harvested at a bio- 
logically unsustainable rate. The МП 
requires the regional Fishery Manage- 
ment Councils to establish baselines by 
which to measure overfishing. In cases 
where stocks are in decline, timelines 
for action by the Councils are explic- 
itly spelled out; no action will no 
longer be an alternative. If the Coun- 
cils still fail to act, the Secretary of 
Commerce will be required to do so. At 
the appropriate time the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. GILCHREST] will 
offer an amendment to strengthen this 
provision even further. I plan to sup- 
port the amendment, and I urge other 
Members to do the same. 

Second, the bill seeks to reduce the 
bycatch and waste of economically un- 
desirable or prohibited species which 
account for the mortality of hundreds 
of millions of pounds of fish each 
year—fish that one person may want to 
discard but another may intend to har- 
vest. For every management plan, the 
Councils will be required to adopt 
measures that minimize bycatch, such 
as gear restrictions, time and area clo- 
sures, and incentives for fishermen to 
avoid nontarget fish. We can not afford 
to overfish the species we intend to 
catch, and we must also reduce the in- 
cidental take of these nontarget spe- 
cies. 

Third, the bill seeks to improve the 
habitats that are essential to the pro- 
ductivity of more than 75 percent of 
our fish and shellfish landings. Even if 
we address overfishing, the environ- 
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mental community and the fishing in- 
dustry agree that continued habitat 
loss could be catastrophic. The bill re- 
quires fishery managers to identify 
areas that are important fish habitat 
to ensure that they are protected. In 
addition, it encourages Councils to pro- 
mote fishing practices that minimize 
habitat damage. 

The bill also establishes a mecha- 
nism to allow a fishing industry to re- 
duce the overcapitalization of its fleet, 
reduce pressure on fisheries stocks and 
make remaining boats more profitable. 
The chairman and I worked together 
on this effort, which is essentially a 
loan program for the fishing industry 
paid for by those in the fleet who re- 
main and benefit from a healthier re- 
source. This program will be an impor- 
tant part of the recovery effort in New 
England, and I thank the chairman for 
his support. 

Finally, the bill represents some- 
thing that is so rare in these Chambers 
of late—a bipartisan effort to protect 
our natural resources, and in turn ben- 
efit our economy. Without healthy 
fisheries, communities around the 
country that depend on them will soon 
face the economic hardships I see now 
in my district. For that reason, I urge 
Members to support this bill and op- 
pose any efforts to weaken it. That will 
help us keep our fish and shellfish 
bountiful and self-sustaining, and hold 
out some hope of keeping family fisher- 
men productive and prosperous, and 
alive and well. 
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I thank the gentleman from Alaska. 
It is a pleasure to work with him for an 
embarrassing number of years. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

May I suggest nothing has been em- 
barrassing. We have worked well over 
these years, and only the length of 
time that he and I have served. 

May I suggest that his area has been 
hardest hit. We thought we were doing 
great things in 1976, and we did. We 
worked to try to Americanize our fleet. 
Unfortunately, along the line, we did 
some things, or they did some things, 
that have damaged our fishing areas 
around our Nation very harmfully, 
they“ being our ownselves. So we 
have to address this legislation. This is 
a step in the right direction. 

Mr. STUDDS. If the gentleman will 
yield, would the gentleman agree with 
me, if we are successful in strengthen- 
ing the act, we should consider renam- 
ing it? 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. No. 

Mr. STUDDS. The gentleman still 
does not like the Loung-Studds?““ 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I do believe 
the gentleman from Guam would like 
to enter a colloquy before we get in 
trouble. 
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Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Guam 
(Mr. UNDERWOOD). 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to engage the chairman of 
the Committee on Resources in a col- 
loquy. Mr. Chairman, during the com- 
mittee markup of H.R. 39 in the Com- 
mittee on Resources, I had prepared an 
amendment that I had voluntarily 
withdrawn that would have assisted 
the insular territories in developing 
their fishery resources. My amendment 
would allow the licensing of foreign 
fishing vessels to allow fishing within 
the 200-mile exclusive economic zones 
surrounding the insular areas. The 
funds derived from the licensing fees 
would be used to assist the territories 
in conserving and managing these fish- 
ery resources. I had withdrawn this 
amendment in order to allow time for 
the majority and minority to work col- 
laboratively to find areas of agree- 
ment. Mr. Chairman, during the com- 
mittee markup you stated your com- 
mitment to assisting the territories in 
developing their fishery resources and 
you also stated your support of an 
amendment that would return the ben- 
efits of this development to the terri- 
torial governments. We have been 
working with the majority and minor- 
ity staffs to craft an acceptable com- 
promise amendment. Would the chair- 
man support an amendment along 
these lines? 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. If the gen- 
tleman will yield, I am pleased to re- 
state my commitment to the gen- 
tleman from Guam in support of his ef- 
forts to allow some development of the 
territory’s fisheries resources and 
allow any benefits from the licensing 
of foreign fishing vessels to accrue to 
the territories for conservation and 
management of the fisheries resources. 
I understand this amendment is being 
worked through the committee, with 
my staff and your staff, and, hopefully, 
we will arrive at a conclusion that will 
be beneficial to both of them. The mer- 
its of his amendment are strongly sup- 
ported by the chairman. 

The one reservation we have, we will 
have to make sure of how the license 
fees will be utilized for the territory, 
and we are attempting now to work it 
out where it goes to the fisheries im- 
provement area. 

I have been in your area, and I have 
seen some of the actions by some of the 
foreign countries which you get no ben- 
efit from. I think that goes totally con- 
trary to the Magnuson Act. I would 
support it with work on the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I appreciate the 
gentleman’s sensitivity on that. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Chairman, | rise in oppo- 
sition to H.R. 39, the Fisheries Conservation 
and Management Act. 

This legislation would reauthorize and 
amend the Magnuson Act, which provides for 
the conservation and management of U.S. 
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fishery resources and the development of U.S. 
domestic fisheries. 

| am rather familiar with the gentleman for 
whom much of this Nation’s fishing law is 
named, former Senator Magnuson. | ran 
against him when he was reelected to the 
U.S. Senate in 1968 and 1974. We were ad- 
versaries then, but we might have had similar 
opinions on these proposed changes to fish- 
eries law. 

Mr. Chairman, this is а bad bill. It’s bad for 
the State of Washington, it’s bad for fisheries 
conservation and it’s bad for the working men 
and women who make their living from the re- 
sources of the sea. | strongly believe these 
family wage jobs must be protected. 

Mr. Chairman, many of my constituents are 
alarmed at the potential impact of this legisla- 
tion. Their voices must be heard. Thus, | 
would like to submit for the RECORD, imme- 
diately following my statement, some of their 
concerns. The first attachment is a critique 
prepared by members of the fishing commu- 
nity who will be directly affected by this flawed 
legislation. The second attachment is a report 
that examines the ІРО program for halibut and 
sablefish and its record in regards to crew 
safety and bycatch utilization issues. 

These issues deserve careful consideration 
as Congress debates the future of fishing law. 
The livelihoods of fishing families depend on 
the outcome of these deliberations. 

H.R. 39—A CRITIQUE 

H.R. 39, the Fishery Conservation and Man- 
agement Act Amendments of 1995, is bad leg- 
islation. The bill does not provide fisheries 
managers with the tools that are needed to 
resolve the most fundamental challenges to 
the sustainability of our nation’s fisheries. 
The enactment of H.R. 39 would ensure that 
excessive harvesting and processing capac- 
ity, waste of target and non-target species, 
misallocation of resources among user 
groups, and severe risks to life and property 
at sea would continue to plague our fish- 
егіев. 

INDIVIDUAL TRANSFERABLE QUOTAS 

The legislative scheme proposed by H.R. 39 
establishes unwarranted, unprecedented, and 
probably insuperable, procedural and sub- 
stantive hurdles to the establishment and 
maintenance of ITQs, but not to the viability 
of any other limited entry systems or fishery 
management measures. The scheme would 
not only make promising new individual 
quota systems highly improbable, but also 
effectively destroy the successful, existing 
programs. For many fisheries, including crab 
and groundfish of the Bering Sea/Aleutian Is- 
lands, ITQs represent the single most effec- 
tive means of reducing excessive fishing ca- 
pacity, thus ending the wasteful and deadly 
race for fish, and greatly improving con- 
servation, saving lives, and increasing the 
economic return for fishermen and their 
communities. 

Provisions of H.R. 39 that work against in- 
dividual quotas are as follows: 

1. А new national review panel“ is to be 
established to provide recommendations to 
the Secretary of Commerce. Based on those 
recommendations, new regulations would 
have to be promulgated, before any new ITQ 
program could be implemented. This scheme 
requires a new layer of bureaucracy and a 
new set of regulatory burdens, dilutes the 
role of local industry and the regional ap- 
proach to fisheries management, and delays 
the implementation of new ITQs. At the ear- 
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Hest, ITQ regulations would not be promul- 
gated until September 30, 1998. Page 53, line 
1-page 57, line 2.1 

; The national review panel should be de- 
eted. 

2. The Secretary of Commerce is provided 
unique authority, unilaterally and without 
reference to identified procedures and ra- 
tional standards, to revoke or limit any indi- 
vidual quota (not only for violations, but 
also for other reasons as determined by the 
Secretary), and to limit or terminate any 
ITQ system, “at any time”. This invites ar- 
bitrary, politically-motivated actions by the 
Secretary and bypasses the scheme of ге- 
gional management. No other management 
measures are subjected to such a scheme. 
Under current law, fishing permits can only 
be revoked for violations, and only after es- 
tablished procedures have been followed; 
management programs can be amended or 
terminated, but only by action of the Coun- 
cils, with the approval of the Secretary (ex- 
cept for highly migratory species). Page 48, 
lines 9-14; page 50, lines 7-12. 

The provision for revocation of limitation 
of individual quotas should be limited to en- 
forcement actions and should be subject to 
prevailing procedural safeguards. 

The provision to terminate individual 
quota systems should be subject to the nor- 
mal process by which fishery management 
plans are amended. 

No later than 7 years after its implementa- 
tion, any individual quota implemented fol- 
lowing the date of enactment of H.R. 39 must 
automatically terminate, unless affirma- 
tively renewed. This reverses the administra- 
tive process established by the Magnuson 
Act for all other management measures— 
they remain effective, unless they are time- 
limited by regulation or further action is 
taken to terminate or amend them. Page 48, 
line 21-page 49, line 6. 

The sunset provision would introduce a 
unique, new element of uncertainly into ITQ 
programs. It would jeopardize the rational- 
ization of the fisheries—one of the principal 
benefits of ITQs—by preventing quota shares 
from being freely traded, particularly in the 
out years, as the termination date ap- 
proaches. The sunset provision would also 
make it difficult or impossible to secure 
much-needed loans with ITQs, Notably, this 
scheme would not apply to the State of Alas- 
ka salmon and herring limited entry per- 
mits, which are fully marketable personal 
assets worth almost $1 billion to individual 
holders. 

The sunset provisions should be deleted. 

3. New fees would be established for ITQs, 
but not for other limited entry permits or 
other management measures. There would be 
a fee of 4% of the value of the harvested or 
processed fish annually. In addition, upon 
first issuance of quotas, there would be a fee 
of 1% on the value of the fish authorized to 
be harvested or processed. A further fee of 
1% would be applied to each subsequent 
transfer of quotas. These fee would be pro- 
hibitively high. Moreover, it would be unfair 
to require payment of a fee based on the 
amount of fish authorized for harvest, not on 
the amount of fish actually landed and sold. 
The provision in H.R. 39 to delay implemen- 
tation of these exactions for 5 years in the 
case of the existing quota programs does not 
address the basic economic problem. Page 50, 
line 23-page 52, line 24. 

In the context of the fisheries of the North 
Pacific, it is important to take note of the 
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fact that the State of Alaska receives raw 
fish taxes (3-5% of landed value, one-half of 
which goes to coastal ports) and borough 
taxes (2% of landed value) from the fisheries 
in the federal exclusive economic zone. 
There is also an observer fee of 2% of the 
value of the catch. The set-asides of special 
quotas from the federal exclusive economic 
zone for certain communities in Alaska rep- 
resent an additional cost to the industry at 
large, in the form of lost fishing opportuni- 
ties and revenues. These set-asides, called 
community development quotas (CDQs) are 
described below in detail. However, it is 
noted here that the North Pacific Council 
has approved CDQs for all groundfish and 
crab fisheries in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Is- 
lands area of the federal exclusive economic 
zone in the amount of 7.5% of the total al- 
lowable catch. Therefore, in the case of the 
North Pacific fisheries, the enactment of 
H.R. 39 would increase the cost to industry 
at large, in the form of fees and lost reve- 
nues, to a level of approximately 20% , before 
any profits are made or federal income taxes 
are paid. 

New fees should be capped at 2% and 
should be calculated on the basis of the un- 
processed value of the fish harvested and 
sold annually. This level should be more 
than sufficient to cover any incremental ad- 
ditional fisheries management costs attrib- 
utable to individual quotas. 

4. The "negative social and economic im- 
pacts” of ITQs on local coastal communities 
must be ‘minimized’. This is a standard 
that is not applied to any other management 
measures and could be impossible to satisfy. 
Page 47, lines 16-19. 

This standard should be deleted. Any nega- 
tive social and economic impact on any com- 
munities, not solely those that are local to 
the fisheries, should be ‘‘considered’’, as аге 
other relevant factors in the management 
process under prevailing law. 

5. Unlimited portions of the total allowable 
catches could be set aside from any ITQ sys- 
tem in order to provide for entry-level fish- 
ermen, small vessel owners, and crewmen 
who do not qualify for ITQs. Page 50, lines 3- 
6. These set-asides could result in the estab- 
lishment of parallel and inconsistent man- 
agement systems, one for ITQs and one for 
open access derbies, and would certainly in- 
crease the cost of management. In addition, 
if implemented, this approach would further 
compress the already overcapitalized large- 
vessel fisheries. It should be noted that the 
Commercial Fisheries Loan of the 
State of Alaska specializes in loans to com- 
mercial fishermen to purchase vessels, lim- 
ited entry permits, and even ІТОв. $11 mil- 
lion is reported to be available at this time 
for loans to fishermen who would not qualify 
for commercial lending on the open market. 

This provision should be substantially 
modified to provide a different approach to 
providing for entry-level fishermen, small 
boat owners, and crew, or should be deleted. 
For example, fees on holders of individual 
quotas could serve as a source of funding to 
facilitate the entry of fishermen into the 
Management system. Fees would not have to 
exceed the suggested maximum of 2% to 
achieve this purpose. 

6. The ITQ scheme in H.R. 39 would not ef- 
fectively grandfather existing quota pro- 
grams in order to avoid further, time-con- 
suming, expensive, and uncertain adminis- 
trative action that could lead to renewed 
litigation. Notably, the halibut/sablefish 
quota program was developed over a 10-year 
period, adopted by the North Pacific Council, 
approved by the Secretary, and confirmed by 
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the Federal District Court in Alaska. H.R. 39 
would merely exempt the existing quota pro- 
grams from the 7-year termination require- 
ment, but not from other destructive provi- 
sions. Page 48, line 21-page 49, line 2. The ap- 
plication of new criteria to old programs 
could greatly delay and otherwise hinder the 
development of new ITQ systems. 

New criteria should not be applied retro- 
actively to existing quota systems. 

It bears emphasizing that the State of 
Alaska salmon and herring limited entry 
permit programs, which are successful, are 
subject to none of the conditions and restric- 
tions proposed for ITQs. As noted above, the 
salmon and herring limited access permits 
are currently worth to their holders almost 
$1 billion. This represents collateral for 
loans to facilitate entry into other fisheries 
and provides economic stability for local 
communities. H.R. 39 would establish an en- 
tirely unfair and unwarranted double stand- 
ard to the detriment of fishermen who would 
benefit from ITQ systems. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTAS 

The bill requires the establishment of com- 
munity development quotas for all Bering 
Sea fisheries as permanent entitlements. 
Page 43, line 12-page 44, line 24. There is no 
limit on the newly mandated CDQ entitle- 
ments, which represent simply a form of gov- 
ernment economic and social engineering, 
the cost of which is to be borne, not by soci- 
ety, at large, but by the fishing industry, 
alone. 

There are already CDQs in the amount of 
7.5% of the pollock total allowable catch in 
the Bering Sea. Based on recent prices, these 
CDQs are worth $30 million annually (and аге 
reportedly being made tax exempt through 
the establishment of foundations, and thus 
are being removed from the general tax 
base). 

There are also, at present, CDQs in the 
amounts of 15% and 20% of the total allow- 
able catches of sablefish and halibut, respec- 
tively, in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands. At 
current prices, the ex vessel values of these 
CDQs are $3.4 million for sablefish and $2.36 
million for halibut, annually. 

The Alaska-dominated North Pacific Coun- 
cil has recently decided to establish CDQs at 
the level of 7.5% for all groundfish and crab 
fisheries of the federal exclusive economic 
zone of the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands area. 
This will yield an income transfer to the fa- 
vored Bering Sea Alaskan coastal commu- 
nities from historical fishermen of approxi- 
mately $80 million per year, according to the 
Draft Environmental Assessment/Regulatory 
Impact Review for License Limitation Alter- 
natives for the Groundfish and Crab Fish- 
eries in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/ 
Aleutian- Islands, dated September 18, 1994. 
This will be in addition to halibut and sable- 
fish CDQs. At present there are 52 participat- 
ing Alaskan CDQ communities, with a total 
population of 21,000. This translates to a per- 
petual annual transfer of $4,938 for every 
man, woman, and child in those commu- 
nities, in terms of the value of the fish re- 
served to the CDQ program. In the case of 
the 1034 historical crab and groundfish ves- 
sels that will be licensed to operate in the 
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands, the lost fishing 
opportunity will be valued at $77,000 per ves- 
sel, based on recent prices. There is no prece- 
dent for a federal agency, with or without 
express statutory authority, reallocating 
private sector income for the purpose of re- 
distributing economic wealth in so radical a 
manner, 4 

There must be а statutory limit on these 
direct income transfers. Alaska natives have 
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already received over $1.3 billion in federal 
payments under the Alaska Native Claims 
Settlement Act and related sales of net oper- 
ating losses under special provisions of the 
tax laws, 

It should be remembered that the commu- 
nities that are accorded privileged treatment 
under H.R. 39 could have long ago applied 
federal funds to the development of Bering 
Sea fisheries on a very substantial scale. 
Rather, those communities chose to apply 
the federal funds primarily to other pur- 
poses. In point of fact, these communities 
have never been excluded from—nor been in 
any manner dependent upon—the major fish- 
егіев of the federal exclusive economic zone 
in the North Pacific. 

It should also be remembered that CDQs do 
not apply to limited access permits for salm- 
on and herring in Alaska. 

The CDQ provisions of H.R. 39 should be 
amended to limit CDQs to a maximum of 3% 
of each affected fishery, and should be sub- 
ject to criteria that would ensure these in- 
come transfers from historical fishermen are 
dedicated to those communities that are 
most in need of assistance. 


SAFETY OF LIFE AND PROPERTY AT SEA 


H.R. 39 has only weak provisions relating 
to the safety of life and property at sea. Page 
22, lines 4-5; page 25, lines 13-17. 

In view of the fundamental importance of 
reducing injuries and losses of life in the 
fisheries, there should be a national standard 
requiring that conservation and manage- 
ment measures promote safety. It should be 
noted that crab fishing in the Bering Sea is 
the most dangerous profession in the United 
States, according to the National Institute 
of Occupational Safety and Health. 

There should be a national standard that 
requires fishery conservation and manage- 
ment measures to promote safety of life and 
property at sea. 

CONCLUSION 


H.R. 39 contains provisions that are ex- 
tremely damaging. Positive elements of H.R. 
39 fall far short outweighing the negative 
provisions of the bill. H.R. 39 should be 
amended to reflect the suggested changes 
with respect to ITQs, CDQs, and safety, or 
the measure should be defeated. 

MARINE SAFETY RESERVE, 
Seattle, WA, July 18, 1995. 
To: The Alaska and Washington State Con- 
gressional Delegation. 

The following report on safety by the Ma- 
rine Safety Reserve is an examination of the 
effects that the IFQ program for halibut and 
sablefish is having on crew injuries. The Ma- 
rine Safety Reserve was formed in 1954 as a 
crew liability pool to indemnify vessel own- 
ers for Jones Act liability claims. The mem- 
bers of the Reserve are primarily from Wash- 
ington State and Alaska with membership 
from all the West Coast states. The Reserve 
has specialized in longline fishing operation 
since its inception and has had a consistent 
number of longline vessels that it has cov- 
ered. This examination attempts to look at 
the rate of longline claims through mid-sea- 
son July 17, from 1980 to the present and ra- 
tionalize the difference in accident rates. 

The following is a composite of our claims 
in the longline fleet through July 17, 1995 and 
July 17th for the last 16 years since 1980. The 
number of longline vessels in the Reserve has 
remained constant through the period exam- 
ined. Approximately 70 of the Reserve mem- 
ber vessels have been dedicated to longline 
activities during the years examined. The 
vessels typically covered are vessels with 4 
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to 6 person crews that deliver and sell 
dressed fish. 


Number Total 
9 claims Fishing \ 
Year for the days ж fish- 
“ * year available Ing days 


The number of fishable days for the ice 
boat fleet for halibut and sablefish was fig- 
ured using the GOA fishable days for halibut, 
plus the time available in the Kodiak 


Central area for sablefish. Some vessels 
fished in the western district of the GOA and 
those seasons were somewhat longer than 
the Kodiak seasons. Some vessels fished only 
the southeast districts of the GOA, which 
were shorter seasons than the Kodiak area. 
It is the Reserve’s opinion that the Central 
Kodiak area for sablefish represented an in- 
dustry norm for available fishable days. 
CONCLUSIONS 

1. In 1984, the sablefish fishery was Ameri- 
canized and had its first closure date other 
than December 31. The number of injury 
claims between 1980 and 1984 were fairly con- 
stant, averaging 21.4 per year. 

2. Between 1980 and 1984, the accident rate 
per fishable day was .064 per day. 

3. The 1985 season represented the first 
year that the fleet knew before the season 
started that the sablefish season would not 
be unlimited. The number of_injuries in- 
creased 18.7 percent between 1985 and the 
previous 5 year average. However, the rate 
per number of fishing days available to the 
fleet increased 265 percent. The fleet was 
down to 155 days of operation between hali- 
but and sablefish seasons. 

4. By the 1986 season, the fleet had realized 
that they were in a race for fish, the fishing 
time reduced from 155 days in 1985 to 61 days 
in 1986. The number of injury claims re- 
mained about the same as the previous year, 
25 versus 26. But once again, the injury rate 
per day increased this time by 241 percent 
from the year before. The injury rate per day 
was now 650 percent above the rate per day 
between 1980 and 1984. 

5. By the end of the 1986 season, a fisher- 
man was 6.4 times more likely to be injured 
during a halibut or sablefish opening than 
during the time period between 1980 and 1984 
when unlimited sablefish opportunities were 
available. 

6. The last year of derby fishing for either 
halibut or sablefish in 1994 recorded 33 claims 
which represent 2.36 claims per fishable day 
in the Gulf of Alaska. This reflects that you 
were 36,8 times more likely to be injured per 
fishable day than during the 1980 to 1984 time 
frame. 

7. The nature of injuries became more se- 
vere as fishing gear was hauled faster. Prior 
to the race for fish, injuries usually included 
an occasional hook in the hand, broken ribs 
and hernias, injuries that people healed up 
from. By the time the Council voted ap- 
proval of the plan, the 1992 season saw 12 
lives lost in the halibut derbies. The Septem- 
ber 1994 halibut opener for 24 hours saw 5 ves- 
sels lost and one death. These two fisheries 
had become killers. 
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8. The amount of hooks hauled and baited 
by hand prior to 1990 may have been between 
10,000 to 12,000 hooks a day for a 5 to 6 man 
crew vessel and this increased to 17,000 to 
19,000 hooks per day by 1994 for the same size 
crew. Crews recalibrated their work days to 
28 and 30 hour days, as a result, new injury 
lawsuits of sleep deprivation emerged in the 
courts. After conducting interviews, it ap- 
pears that the average vessel has reduced the 
amount of gear being set per.day by 30 to 40 
percent under the IFQ program: 

9. The derby fishery forced out of business 
the majority of crew persons оуег`45 years 
old. The pace of the fishery was burning up 
crew members by the age of 40 with bad 
backs, stress and fatigue. A typical 24 hour 
halibut opening meant the crew was up 12 
hours before the opening getting gear ready 
to set and 12 to 20 hours after a season clean- 
ing fish and taking fish out of the holds. The 
pace of the fishery under the IFQ program 
has slowed down as there are no time limits 
to stop a vessels’ fishing activity. 

10. Even with all the good safety training 
now required by Congress with the Safety 
Act of 1986, the injuries per fishable day in- 
creased 570 percent per fishable day between 
1986 and 1994 following enactment of the 
Safety Act. 

11. The injuries per day of fishing oppor- 
tunity in the first 123 days of fishing in 1995 
under the IFQ program has fallen 323 percent 
to .073 injuries per day. This is comparable 
to rates experienced between 1980 and 1984. 

12. No amount of safety training and new 
Safety laws can have as much affect as the 
luxury of additional time to avoid bad 
weather and not be forced to harvest against 
a set closing date. 

13. The IFQ program, by taking the race 
out of the Halibut and sablefish fishery, may 
well have had more positive aspects for 
human safety than all the new Congressional 
requirements required by law, and yet there 
are those who refuse to support having 
human safety as a new National Standard to 
the Magnuson Act for which regulations 
would be judged t. 

The conclusions for the 1995 season are 
still waiting to be fully examined but as of 
July 17, 1995, the number of claims and rate 
per day of claims which we have had re- 
corded have not been this low since the 1983 
season when there was unlimited fishing 
time for sablefish and the halibut fishery in 
the Gulf of Alaska consisted of one 16-day 
season and one 4-day season. This report is 
intended to inform you of our perspective of 
the on-going IFQ program. 

FISHERIES INFORMATION SERVICES, 
Juneau, AK, July 20, 1995. 
To: Bob Alverson, ҒУОА. 
From: Janet Smoker, FIS. 

Here is the revised table showing discards 
of sablefish and other groundfish in the Gulf 
of Alaska sablefish fishery. As noted before, 
I choose to use straight observer data be- 
cause the process of estimating discards in 
the IFQ fisheries is a very complicated one 
that will not be thoroughly developed (by a 
joint effort of IFHC and NMFS staff) until 
this fall, and the bycatch extrapolation 
model used by NMFS in past years is thus 
obsolete. 

I was unable to prepare a similar table for 
the halibut fishery. Groundfish bycatch and 
discards in the halibut directed fishery have 
not been thoroughly documented. Discards of 
halibut in the halibut IFQ fishery in 1995 
have not yet been estimated by IPHC. 

Conclusions to be drawn from the table fol- 
low. 

1. The percent of groundfish discarded de- 
creased from more than 24% in 1994 to less 
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than 10% so far this year. This suggests that 
fishermen are better able to avoid unwanted 
species in the IFQ fishery. 

2. The complementary conclusion, that 
fishermen are better able to target on sable- 
fish, is show by the fact that the percent of 
sablefish of all groundfish taken in the sable- 
fish target fishery increased from 70% to 
84%. 

3. The percent of sablefish discarded de- 
creased from over 3% in 1994 to under 2% in 
1995, suggesting that fewer unwanted (e.g. 
undersized) sablefish are being taken. 

4, The percent of other groundfish that are 
discarded in the sablefish fishery has de- 
creased from 74% to 51%, suggesting that 
fishermen are better able to use incidental 
take of other groundfish in the IFQ fishery. 

5. The amount of groundfish sampled this 
year already exceeds that of 1994, even 
though only 60% of quota has been taken; 
IFQ fishery allows greater observer coverage 
and better data collection. 

6, Last but not least, the halibut rate has 
decreased from almost 42% to 22% this year. 


FIG. 1.—GULF OF ALASKA LONGLINE SABLEFISH TARGET 
CATCH, BYCATCH AND DISCARD DATA (MT) 
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Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup- 
port of H.R. 39, the Magnuson Fishery Con- 
servation and Management Act, and ask to re- 
vise and extend my remarks. Congress en- 
acted the Magnuson Act and created the 200- 
mile fishery conservation zone—now called 
the exclusive economic zone—in direct re- 
sponse to a dramatic rise in foreign fishing off 
the coasts of the United States in the early 
1970s. One undisputed success of the Magnu- 
son Act has been the virtual elimination of for- 
eign fishing within the exclusive economic 
zone. 

According to some environmental groups, 
the Magnuson Act succeeded in getting rid of 
foreign overfishing only to replace it with do- 
mestic 

Our fisheries resources are facing an ac- 
knowledged crisis. The National Marine Fish- 
eries Service reports that some of the Nation’s 
most important fisheries are in seri- 
ous decline, including several key species of 
Northeast groundfish, many Pacific -coast 
salmon runs, and Gulf of Mexico shrimp. 

During this year’s reauthorization, the Mag- 
nuson Act must provide a framework for the 
recovery of diminished stocks, One of the is- 
sues that will have to be addressed is “over- 
fishing.” The original Magnuson Act did not 
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overfishing and the time has come to 
. Our fisheries resources are too valu- 
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In closing, | compliment the chairman of the 
Resources Committee, DON YOUNG, and the 


during the drafting process of this bill. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, in 
a clear demonstration of the fact that fish truly 
do not know political boundaries, | find myself 
on the same side of an resource management 
issue as the gentleman from Alaska, Mr. 
YOUNG and rise in support of H.R. 39, the 
Fishery Conservation and Management 
Amendments of 1995. 

As many Members have mentioned here, 
our fisheries, and in turn our family fishermen, 
аге in trouble. In northern California, the salm- 
on fishermen have seen their season remain 
closed two years in row, the stocks devastated 
by habitat loss. In New England, overfishing of 
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habitat that fish on for reproduction 
and growth, and when we continue to discard 
non-target species at unchecked rates, every- 
loses. The resource, the fishermen that 
on it to make a living, and the con- 
that face higher prices due to limited 
Overfishing, habitat loss, and 
are just a few of the problems that 
face our fisheries, severe economic impacts to 
our coastal fishing communities is the result. 


| 


for crew members that invest their 
hearts and souls in the fishery that their hard 
work will enable them to fulfill the dream of 
owning their own vessel and fishing just as 
their fathers and grandfathers did. 

The bill before us today represents a biparti- 
san effort to improve our fisheries manage- 
ment system and maintain this way of life. | 
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Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 


Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have no further requests for 
time. I urge a “yes” vote when this bill 
finally gets to the floor on the Magnu- 
son Act, the renewal of the fisheries 
conservation bill. 


I have no further requests for time, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 


Mr. Chairman, I move that the Com- 
mittee do now rise. 


The motion was agreed to. 


Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. FOLEY) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. 
GOODLATTE, chairman of the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Commit- 
tee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 39) to amend the Magnu- 
son Fishery Conservation and Manage- 
ment Act to improve fisheries manage- 
ment, had come to no resolution there- 
on. 
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CONTINUATION OF NATIONAL 
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO 
THE NATIONAL UNION FOR THE 
TOTAL INDEPENDENCE OF AN- 
GOLA—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. 104-116) 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on International Relations and ordered 
to be printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

Section 202(d) of the National Emer- 
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na- 
tional emergency unless, prior to the 
anniversary date of its declaration, the 
President publishes in the Federal Reg- 
ister and transmits to the Congress a 
notice stating that the emergency is to 
continue in effect beyond the anniver- 
sary date. In accordance with this pro- 
vision, I have sent the enclosed notice, 
stating that the emergency declared 
with respect to the National Union for 
the Total Independence of Angola 
(“UNITA”) is to continue in effect be- 
yond September 26, 1995, to the Federal 
Register for publication. 

The circumstances that led to the 
declaration on September 26, 1993, of a 
national emergency have not been re- 
solved. United Nations Security Coun- 
cil Resolution 864 (1993) continues to 
oblige all Member States to maintain 
sanctions. Discontinuation of the sanc- 
tions would have a prejudicial effect on 
the Angolan peace process. For these 
reasons, I have determined that it is 
necessary to maintdin in force the 
broad authorities necessary to apply 
economic pressure to UNITA. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, September 18, 1995. 


REPORT ON DEVELOPMENTS CON- 
CERNING NATIONAL EMERGENCY 
WITH RESPECT TO IRAN—MES- 
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. 
104-117) 


The Speaker pro tempore laid before 
the House the following message from 
the President of the United States; 
which was read and, together with the 
accompanying papers, without objec- 
tion, referred to the Committee on 
International Relations and ordered to 
be printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I hereby report to the Congress on 
developments concerning the national 
emergency with respect to Iran that 
was declared in Executive Order No. 
12957 on March 15, 1995, and matters re- 
lating to Executive Order No. 12959 of 
May 6, 1995. This report is submitted 
pursuant to section 204(c) of the Inter- 
national Emergency Economic Powers 
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Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(с) (ТЕЕРА), and sec- 
tion 505(с) of the International Secu- 
rity and Development Cooperation Act 
of 1985, 22 U.S.C. 2349аа-9(с). This re- 
port discusses only matters concerning 
the national emergency with respect to 
Iran that was declared in Executive 
Order No. 12957 and matters relating to 
Executive Order No. 12959. 

1. On March 15, 1995, I issued Execu- 
tive Order No. 12957 (60 Fed. Reg. 14615, 
March 17, 1995) to declare a national 
emergency with respect to Iran pursu- 
ant to IEEPA, and to prohibit the fi- 
nancing, management, or supervision 
by United States persons of the devel- 
opment of Iranian petroleum resources. 
This action was in response to actions 
and policies of the Government of Iran, 
including support for international ter- 
rorism, efforts to undermine the Mid- 
dle East peace process, and the acquisi- 
tion of weapons of mass destruction 
and the means to deliver them. A copy 
of the order was provided to the Con- 
gress by message dated March 15, 1995. 

Following the imposition of these re- 
strictions with regard to the develop- 
ment of Iranian petroleum resources, 
Iran continued to engage in activities 
that represent a threat to the peace 
and security of all nations, including 
Iran’s continuing support for inter- 
national terrorism, its support for acts 
that undermine the Middle East peace 
process, and its intensified efforts to 
acquire weapons of mass destruction. 
On May 6, 1995, I issued Executive 
Order No. 12959 to further respond to 
the Iranian threat to the national secu- 
rity, foreign policy, and economy of 
the United States. 

Executive Order No. 12959 (60 Fed. 
Reg. 24757, May 9, 1995) (1) prohibits ex- 
portation from the United States to 
Iran or to the Government of Iran of 
goods, technology, or services; (2) pro- 
hibits the reexportation of certain U.S. 
goods and technology to Iran from 
third countries; (3) prohibits trans- 
actions such as brokering and other 
dealing by United States persons in 
goods and services of Iranian origin or 
owned or controlled by the Govern- 
ment of Iran; (4) prohibits new invest- 
ments by United States persons in Iran 
or in property owned or controlled by 
the Government of Iran; (5) prohibits 
U.S. companies and other United 
States persons from approving, facili- 
tating, or financing performance by a 
foreign subsidiary or other entity 
owned or controlled by a United States 
person of transactions that a United 
States person is prohibited from per- 
forming; (6) continues the 1987 prohibi- 
tion on the importation into the Unit- 
ed States of goods and services of Ira- 
nian origin; (7) prohibits any trans- 
action by any United States person or 
within the United States that evades 
or avoids or attempts to violate any 
prohibition of the order; and (8) al- 
lowed U.S. companies a 30-day period 
in which to perform trade transactions 
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pursuant to contracts predating the 
Executive order. 

In Executive Order No. 12959, I di- 
rected the Secretary of the Treasury to 
authorize through licensing certain 
transactions, including transactions by 
United States persons related to the 
Iran-United States Claims Tribunal in 
The Hague, established pursuant to the 
Algiers Accords, and other inter- 
national obligations and United States 
Government functions. Such trans- 
actions also include the export of agri- 
cultural commodities pursuant to pre- 
existing contracts consistent with sec- 
tion 5712(c) of title 7, United States 
Code. I also directed the Secretary of 
the Treasury, in consultation with the 
Secretary of State, to consider author- 
izing United States persons through 
specific licensing to participate in mar- 
ket-based swaps of crude oil from the 
Caspian Sea area for Iranian crude oil 
in support of energy projects in Azer- 
baijan, Kazahkstan, and Turk- 
emenistan. 

Executive Order No. 12959 revokes 
sections 1 and 2 of Executive Order No. 
12613 of October 29, 1987, and sections 1 
and 2 of Executive Order No. 12957 of 
March 15, 1995, to the extent they are 
inconsistent with it. A copy of Execu- 
tive Order No. 12959 was transmitted to 
the President of the Senate and Speak- 
er of the House by letter dated May 6, 
1995. 

2. In its implementation of the sanc- 
tions imposed against Iran pursuant to 
Executive Order No. 12959, the Office of 


Foreign Assets Control (ҒАС) of the. 


Department of the Treasury has issued 
12 general licenses and 2 general no- 
tices authorizing various transactions 
otherwise prohibited by the Executive 
order or providing statements of licens- 
ing policy. In order to ensure the 
widest dissemination of the general li- 
censes and general notices in advance 
of promulgation of amended regula- 
tions, FAC published them in the Fed- 
eral Register on August 10, 1995 (60 Fed. 
Reg. 40881). In addition, FAC dissemi- 
nated this information by its tradi- 
tional methods such as electronic bul- 
letin boards, FAX, and mail. Copies of 
these general licenses and general no- 
tices are attached to this report. 
General License No. 1 described those 
transactions which were authorized in 
connection with the June 6, 1995 de- 
layed effective date contained in Exec- 
utive Order No. 12959 for trade trans- 
actions related to pre-May 7 trade con- 
tracts. General License No. 2 author- 
ized payments to or from Iran under 
certain circumstances and certain dol- 
lar clearing transactions involving Iran 
by U.S. financial institutions. General 
License No. 3 authorized the expor- 
tation of certain services by U.S. finan- 
cial institutions with respect to ac- 
counts held for persons in Iran, the 
Government of Iran, or entities owned 
or controlled by the Government of 
Iran. General License No. 3 also con- 
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tained an annex identifying 13 Iranian 
banks and 62 of their branches, agen- 
cies, representative offices, regional of- 
fices, and subsidiaries as owned or con- 
trolled by the Government of Iran. 
General License No. 4 authorized (1) do- 
mestic transactions involving Iranian- 
origin goods already within the United 
States except for transactions involv- 
ing the Government of Iran or an en- 
tity owned or controlled by the Gov- 
ernment of Iran, and (2) transactions 
by United States persons necessary to 
effect the disposition of Iranian-origin 
goods or services located or to be per- 
formed outside the United States, pro- 
vided that they were acquired by that 
United States person in transactions 
not prohibited by the order or by 31 
C.F.R. Part 560, that such disposition 
does not result in the importation of 
these goods or services into the United 
States, and that such transactions are 
completed prior to August 6, 1995. Gen- 
eral License No. 5 authorized the im- 
portation into the United States of in- 
formation and informational mate- 
rials, confirmed the exemption of such 
information from the ban on expor- 
tation from the United States, and set 
forth a licensing policy for the expor- 
tation of equipment necessary to estab- 
lish news wire feeds or other trans- 
missions of information. General Li- 
cense No. 6 authorized the importation 
into the United States and the expor- 
tation to Iran of diplomatic pouches 
and their contents. General License 
No. 7 provided a statement of licensing 
policy for consideration, on a case-by- 
case basis, to authorize the establish- 
ment and operation of news organiza- 
tion offices in Iran by U.S. organiza- 
tions whose primary purpose is the 
gathering and dissemination of news to 
the general public. General License No. 
8 authorized transactions in connection 
with the exportation of agricultural 
commodities pursuant to pre-May 7 
trade contracts provided that the 
terms of such contract require delivery 
of the commodity prior to February 2, 
1996. General License No. 9 authorized 
import, export, and service trans- 
actions necessary to the conduct of of- 
ficial business by the missions of the 
Government of Iran to international 
organizations and the Iranian Interests 
Section of the Embassy of Pakistan in 
the United States. General License No. 
10 provided a statement of licensing 
policy with respect to transactions in- 
cident to the resolution of disputes be- 
tween the United States or U.S. na- 
tionals and the Government of Iran in 
international tribunals and domestic 
courts in the United States and abroad. 
General License No. 11 authorized the 
exportation of household goods and 
personal effects for persons departing 
from the United States to relocate in 
Iran. General License No. 12 authorized 
the provision of certain legal services 
to the Government of Iran or to a per- 
son in Iran and the receipt of payment 
therefor under certain circumstances. 
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General Notice No. 1 described infor- 
mation required in connection with an 
application for a specific license to 
complete the performance of pre-May 7 
trade contracts prior to August 6, 1995 
(except with respect to agricultural 
commodities as provided by General 
License No. 8). General Notice No. 2 in- 
dicated that the Department of the 
Treasury had authorized the U.S. agen- 
cies of Iranian banks to complete, 
through December 29, 1995, trans- 
actions for U.S. exporters involving 
letters of credit, which they issued, 
confirmed, or advised prior to June 6, 
1995, provided that the underlying ex- 
port was completed in accordance with 
the terms of General License No. 1 ora 
specific license issued to the exporter 
by FAC. General Notice No. 2 also 
noted that the U.S. agencies of the Ira- 
nian banks were authorized to offer 
discounted advance payments on de- 
ferred payment letters of credit, which 
they issued, conformed, or advised, pro- 
vided that the same criteria are met. 

3. The Iranian Transactions Regula- 
tions, 31 CFR Part 560 (the “ITR”), 
have been comprehensively amended to 
implement the provisions of Executive 
Orders No. 12957 and No. 12959. The 
amended ITR were issued by FAC on 
September 11, 1995 (60 Fed. Reg. 47061- 
74) and incorporate, with some modi- 
fications, the General Licenses cited 
above. A copy of the amended regula- 
tions is attached to this report. 

4. In consultation with the Depart- 
ment of State, FAC reviewed applica- 
tions for specific licenses to permit 
continued performance of trade con- 
tracts entered into prior to May 7, 1995. 
It issued more than 100 such licenses 
allowing performance to continue up to 
August 6, 1995. 

5. The expenses incurred by the Fed- 
eral Government іп the 6-month period 
from March 15 through September 14, 
1995, that are directly attributable to 
the exercise of powers and authorities 
conferred by the declaration of a na- 
tional emergency with respect to Iran 
are approximately $875,000, most of 
which represents wage and salary costs 
for Federal personnel. Personnel costs 
were largely centered in the Depart- 
ment of the Treasury (particularly in 
the Office of Foreign Assets Control, 
the Customs Service, the Office of the 
Under Secretary for Enforcement, and 
the Office of the General Counsel), the 
Department of State (particularly the 
Bureau of Economic and Business Af- 
fairs, the Bureau of Near Eastern Af- 
fairs, the Bureau of Politico-Military 
Affairs, and the Office of the Legal Ad- 
viser), and the Department of Com- 
merce (the Bureau of Export Adminis- 
tration and the General Counsel’s Of- 
fice). 

6. The situation reviewed above con- 
tinues to involve important diplo- 
matic, financial, and legal interests of 
the United States and its nationals and 
presents an extraordinary and unusual 
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threat to the national security, foreign 
policy, and economy of the United 
States. The declaration of the national 
emergency with respect to Iran con- 
tained in Executive Order No. 12957 and 
the comprehensive economic sanctions 
imposed by Executive Order No. 12959 
underscore the United States Govern- 
ment’s opposition to the action and 
policies of the Government of Iran, par- 
ticularly its support of international 
terrorism and its efforts to acquire 
weapons of mass destruction and the 
means to deliver them. The Iranian 
Transactions Regulations issued pursu- 
ant to Executive Orders No. 12957 and 
No. 12959 continue to advance impor- 
tant objectives in promoting the non- 
proliferation and antiterrorism policies 
of the United States. I shall exercise 
the powers at my disposal to deal with 
these problems and will report periodi- 
cally to the Congress on significant de- 
velopments. 
WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 18, 1995. 


— — 


REPORT ON DEVELOPMENTS CON- 
CERNING NATIONAL EMERGENCY 
WITH RESPECT TO ANGOLA— 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. 
104-118) 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on International Relations and ordered 
to be printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I hereby report to the Congress on 
the developments since March 26, 1995, 
concerning the national emergency 
with respect to Angola that was de- 
clared in Executive Order No. 12865 of 
September 26, 1993. This report is sub- 
mitted pursuant to section 401(c) of the 
National Emergencies Act, (50 U.S.C. 
1641(c), and section 204(c) of the Inter- 
national Emergency Economic Powers 
Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c). 

On September 26, 1993, I declared a 
national emergency with respect to 
Angola, invoking the authority, inter 
alia, of the International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 et 
seq.) and the United Nations Participa- 
tion Act of 1945 (22 U.S.C. 287c). Con- 
sistent with United Nations Security 
Council Resolution 864, dated Septem- 
ber 15, 1993, the order prohibited the 
sale or supply by United States persons 
or from the United States, or using 
U.S.-registered vessels or aircraft, of 
arms and related materiel of all types, 
including weapons and ammunition, 
military vehicles, equipment and spare 
parts, and petroleum and petroleum 
products to the territory of Angola 
other than through designated points 
of entry. The order also prohibited 
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such sale or supply to the National 
Union for the Total Independence of 
Angola (“UNITA”). United States per- 
sons are prohibited from activities that 
promote or are calculated to promote 
such sales or supplies, or from at- 
tempted violations, or from evasion or 
avoidance or transactions that have 
the purpose of evasion or avoidance, of 
the stated prohibitions. The order au- 
thorized the Secretary of the Treasury, 
in consultation with the Secretary of 
State, to take such actions, including 
the promulgation of rules and regula- 
tions, as might be necessary to carry 
out the purposes of the order. 

1. On December 10, 1993, the Treasury 
Department’s Office of Foreign Assets 
Control (“ҒАС”) issued the UNITA 
(Angola) Sanctions Regulations (the 
Regulations“) (58 Fed. Reg. 64904) to 
implement the President’s declaration 
of a national emergency and imposi- 
tion of sanctions against Angola 
(UNITA). There have been no amend- 
ments to the Regulations since my re- 
port of March 27, 1995. 

The Regulations prohibit the sale or 
supply by United States persons or 
from the United States, or using U.S.- 
registered vessels or aircraft, of arms 
and related materiel of all types, in- 
cluding weapons and ammunition, 
military vehicles, equipment and spare 
parts, and petroleum and petroleum 
products to UNITA or to the territory 
of Angola other than through des- 
ignated points. United States persons 
are also prohibited from activities that 
promote or are calculated to promote 
such sales or supplies to UNITA or An- 
gola, or from any transaction by any 
United States persons that evades or 
avoids, or has the purpose of evading or 
avoiding, or attempts to violate, any of 
the prohibitions set forth in the Execu- 
tive order. Also prohibited are trans- 
actions by United States persons, or in- 
volving the use of U.S.-registered ves- 
sels or aircraft, relating to transpor- 
tation to Angola or UNITA of goods the 
exportation of which is prohibited. 

The Government of Angola has des- 
ignated the following points of entry as 
points in Angola to which the articles 
otherwise prohibited by the Regula- 
tions may be shipped: Airports: Luanda 
and Katumbela, Benguela Province; 
Ports: Luanda and Lobito, Benguela 
Province; and Namibe, Namibe Prov- 
ince; and Entry Points: Malongo, 
Cabinda Province. Although no specific 
license is required by the Department 
of the Treasury for shipments to these 
designated points of entry (unless the 
item is destined for UNITA), any such 
exports remain subject to the licensing 
requirements of the Departments of 
State and/or Commerce. 

2. The FAC has worked closely with 
the U.S. financial community to assure 
a heightened awareness of the sanc- 
tions against UNITA—through the dis- 
semination of publications, seminars, 
and notices to electronic bulletin 
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boards. This educational effort has re- 
sulted in frequent calls from banks to 
assure that they are not routing funds 
in violation of these prohibitions. Unit- 
ed States exporters have also been no- 
tified of the sanctions through a vari- 
ety of media, including special fliers 
and computer bulletin board informa- 
tion initiated by FAC and posted 
through the Department of Commerce 
and the Government Printing Office. 
There have been no license applica- 
tions under the program. 

3. The expenses incurred by the Fed- 
eral Government in the 6-month period 
from March 25, 1995, through Septem- 
ber 25, 1995, that are directly attrib- 
utable to the exercise of powers and au- 
thorities conferred by the declaration 
of a national emergency with respect 
to Angola (UNITA) are reported to be 
about $170,000, most of which rep- 
resents wage and salary costs for Fed- 
eral personnel. Personnel costs were 
largely centered in the Department of 
the Treasury (particularly in the Office 
of Foreign Assets Control, the Customs 
Service, the Office of the Under Sec- 
retary for Enforcement, and the Office 
of the General Counsel) and the De- 
partment of State (particularly the Of- 
fice of Southern African Affairs). 

I will continue to report periodically 
to the Congress on significant develop- 
ments, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1703(c). 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 18, 1995. 


a 
SPECIAL ORDERS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of May 
12, 1995, and under a previous order of 
the House, the following Members will 
be recognized for 5 minutes each. 


THE FUTURE OF MEDICARE IN 
THE UNITED STATES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of May 
12, 1995, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DOGGETT] is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, during 
the next hour, on behalf of the Demo- 
crats, I want to discuss the future of 
Medicare in this country. It is a very 
serious matter that affects literally 
millions of Americans, not only Amer- 
ican seniors but several million Ameri- 
cans who are disabled, people with dis- 
ability who rely on Medicare, and on 
all of us who care for an individual who 
is beneficiary of Medicare, who might 
someday be on Medicare ourselves if we 
are fortune enough and who care about 
what is happening to health care for 
some of the most vulnerable people in 
our society. 

This particular discussion and other 
discussions we will have during this 
special order period of Congress this 
week are very important because of the 
fact that there is an effort in this Con- 
gress to rush through a destruction of 
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the Medicare system, at least the be- 
ginning of the destruction of that sys- 
tem, to rush it through without ade- 
quate consideration by this Congress or 
adequate opportunity for the American 
people to know exactly what is about 
to befall them. 

We are at a time near the dinner 
hour here in Washington when many 
Members will be pursuing other mat- 
ters. So, for any who are unable to par- 
ticipate in all of these deliberations to- 
night, I think I can sum up the hour in 
pretty short terms, and that is that 
now that we have the Republican Medi- 
care plan before us, we know that it is 
a plan that essentially says to the peo- 
ple of America that you will be able to 
pay more and get less. That is what 
this plan is all about, and we will be 
talking about the details of that plan 
and fleshing out what it is about. 

In nature, scientists have theorized 
that there is a natural phenomenon 
known as a black hole. It is a fitting 
symbol for this Republican pay-more- 
yet-less plan, a black hole. A star may 
shine very brightly and then implode 
upon itself, and the gravitational 
forces become so severe, so strained 
that finally matter is compacted in and 
on top of itself, it is theorized, to such 
an extent that even light cannot 
escape. 

That is what is really occurring with 
this so-called Republican Medicare 
plan, the Republican star having 
glowed so brightly in the early days of 
this session of Congress, now imploding 
and falling in on itself so that when we 
talk about Medicare and the pay-more- 
get-less plan, it is difficult for even 
light to escape concerning the details 
of this plan. 

The Republican leadership, of course, 
has a longstanding ideological opposi- 
tion to both Social Security and to 
Medicare. 
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Individual leaders have not been the 
least bit bashful until recent days in 
voicing their strong opposition to Med- 
icare and to Social Security. They have 
spoken out against it again and again 
and again to anyone who was listening. 
They have been clear in their purposes. 
They have not hid their light under a 
bushel. They have made it clear that 
they are opposed to the basic premise 
upon which Social Security and Medi- 
care depend. 

Indeed, their forbearers in this Con- 
gress were equally clear about their ob- 
jectives. When my colleague of years 
back, a great leader, a central Texan, 
Lyndon B. Johnson signed into law, 
Medicare, 30 years ago, over 90 percent, 
over 9 out of every 10 Republican Mem- 
bers of this Congress, House and Sen- 
ate, opposed what President Johnson 
was doing, opposed setting up Medicare 
in the first place. 

The current majority leader of the 
Republican Party, the gentleman from 
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Texas [Mr. ARMEY] has been quite clear 
in his sentiments on the subject. In 
1984 he said that Social Security was a 
bad retirement and a rotten trick on 
the American People. A few years 
later, in fact, a decade later, last Sep- 
tember, he said, “І would never have 
created the Social Security system.“ 
And speaking in my home State of 
Texas in the summer of this year, July 
1995, the Houston Chronicle reported on 
his comments under the title, For 
now, Armey keeping lid on Medicare 
reform.” 

“It is risky to debate in public,“ he 
says. He was quoted as saying, “І re- 
sent the fact that when I am 65, I must 
enroll in Medicare. I deeply and pro- 
foundly resent that,” he said. It is an 
imposition on my life.” 

Mr. Speaker, it is that kind of philos- 
ophy that has generated the Repub- 
lican Medicare plan, the pay more, get 
less plan. It is the kind of philosophy 
that begins in weakening the Medicare 
system and will eventually affect So- 
cial Security itself. Indeed, we have a 
further indication of the commitment 
of this Republican Party with reference 
to Social Security itself in a very in- 
teresting article from the Progress and 
Freedom Foundation newspaper called 
“American Civilization.” In February 
of this year, this is 1995, not 1935, in 
February of this year, the lead edi- 
torial is called, “For Freedom’s Sake, 
Eliminate Social Security.” It talks 
about the importance of slaying the 
Social Security dragon, of privatizing 
Social Security. 

Mr. Speaker, it is this goal to pri- 
vatize and to destroy Medicare, and the 
Social Security system, that is at the 
heart of what is happening during this 
point in the life of this particular Con- 
gress. It is essential that the American 
people understand that this is not a 
matter of short-term political debate, 
but it is a part of a long-range, highly 
ideological strategy to go to the heart 
of Medicare and to go to the heart of 
the Social Security system itself. 

We know that there is therefore, as 
the heading in the Houston Chronicle 
story of this summer indicates, very 
little interest in debating in public this 
particular proposal. Indeed, last week, 
we had a great build-up to a perform- 
ance that was going to occur here in 
the Congress. When the day arrived on 
Thursday after announcements in the 
national news media, on Meet The 
Press, and in other forum around the 
country, we had all of these Republican 
bright lights and not-so-bright lights 
assembled, the luminaries, supporting 
this Medicare plan, and when all was 
said and done, we knew about as little 
at the end of the day as we did before 
the performance ever occurred. 

It was as if they had forgotten the 
lines to their play or their song or 
whatever you will with reference to 
Medicare reform, because, as Congress 
Daily reported after that great per- 
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formance, they said, “It is clear the 
proposal is more of a wish list than a 
finished product.” The Wall Street 
Journal, never known for its particular 
dislike of the Republican party said, 
“The plan lacked many important de- 
tails.” Indeed, we have few details 
other than that it is a pay more, get 
less plan for American seniors after the 
program had been completely unveiled. 
Mr. Speaker, the interesting thing, 
and perhaps one of the most interest- 
ing comments, came not from any 
Democrat or from any commentator, 
but from a Republican Member of the 
U.S. Senate who happened to chair the 
Medicare working group. He was 
quoted in The New York Times of last 
week as saying, ‘‘We do not know ex- 
actly what is going to be in it but we 
think we can get it approved by Sep- 
tember 22.”. 

Is that not really the heart of the 
problem, that a plan developed in se- 
cret, that we know only a few details 
about, having leaked out through a 
staff memorandum here, or through a 
particularly able investigative reporter 
there, a few details come out regarding 
the plan, and the members, though, say 
that they are ready, like the star that 
implodes on itself and gets packed in in 
a packed kind of mentality, to go out 
and support a plan that they really do 
not even have the details on. 

In fact, as recent as this morning, in 
this morning’s Washington Times, we 
find the black hole symbol has another 
meaning with reference to this plan, 
and that is a giant hole in the plan it- 
self, and the fact that they have taken 
а, number, $270 billion, out of the Medi- 
care system, and they are not sure 
where the numbers are going to come 
from to yield that $270 billion. Today’s 
Washington Times leads off, The Re- 
publican budget experts are nervous 
that their emerging Medicare reform 
plan could fall as much as one-third.” 
That is $1 out of every $3 that they 
have promised, off the targeted $270 bil- 
lion in savings, and be dismissed as 
gimmickry, and indeed, there is a good 
bit of gimmickry here. It says that the 
backup plan that they are considering 
does not yet spell out which payments 
will be cut. It only lists a menu of serv- 
ices, such as home health care. That is 
the kind of health care that allows peo- 
ple who are as independent-minded as 
some of the people that I represent 


down in Texas аге and who want to 


have the alternative of staying in their 
own home instead of going into a nurs- 
ing home, allows them to do that. But 
that is one of the ones that is on what 
they call the menu of services, along 
with medical laboratories, to be tar- 
geted. 

The article goes on to describe the 
great concern over the gimmickry of 
announcing a plan without announcing 
the details, or explaining how it is that 
the changes being proposed can ever 
lead to $270 billion in savings. 
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There are a good many other things 
that I want to say about this plan, but 
I see that among the most forceful and 
eloquent opponents of this plan, sev- 
eral have arrived here who I know want 
to join in explaining the ramifications 
of this plan, not only for those of us 
who live in Texas, but for people across 
this country. 

Mr. Speaker, I would yield at this 
point to the gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut [Ms. DELAURO], my colleague 
and a distinguished Member of Con- 
gress, for observations that she might 
have on this matter. 

Ms. DELAURO. I want to thank my 
colleague for taking the time this 
evening to engage in this debate, which 
I view as the most serious public policy 
issue that we are going to have in this 
body over the next several months. I 
just want to pick up on what you were 
saying from the newspapers, or from 
the commentary today. 

One comment that I have is that it 
looks as if the Republicans are cooking 
the books on their Medicare plan, and 
it is really America’s seniors who are 
getting burned. 

You will recall that last week the 
Speaker of the House had to be cor- 
rected by staff members after he under- 
estimated how much more seniors will 
pay under his party’s Medicare pro- 
posal. But let me just say that the 
Speaker is not the only one that is con- 
fused about the GOP’s sketchy plan to 
save Medicare. 

Just as you were saying, the headline 
in the Washington Times today, the 
quote is, “GOP’s Medicare savings 
doubted.” Who was the article refer- 
ring to? Not Democrats, but the chief 
skeptic in the article is none other, is 
none other than the Republican chair- 
man of the House Budget Committee. 
That is who is doubting this plan. 

Again, as you pointed out, the Demo- 
crats last week pointed out that $80 
billion in the GOP plan, that there was 
going to be there, this $80 billion, a 
black hole. Now the leading budgetary 
expert in the Republican Party agrees 
that the numbers just do not add up, 
and that he is concerned, as are others, 
that the plan is going to be dismissed 
as gimmickry. 

Paranoia about the public knowing 
that the numbers do not add up truly 
has caused the Republicans to back 
down from their promise to release 
that plan last week, and it is no wonder 
that they are skittish about the plan. 
It is sketchy, and it appears that even 
the Chairman of the Budget Committee 
is questioning the Speaker’s new math. 

But I will tell you that one of the 
other pieces in this article today con- 
firms seniors’ worst fears about the 
GOP Medicare proposal, and that is, in 
fact, that the worst, that the very 
worst is yet to come. Two weeks ago 
when they made reference to the $80 
billion hole in their plan as future un- 
specified cuts,” apparently this was 
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much too descriptive a phrase, “future 
unspecified cuts.” 

So now what the Republican leader- 
ship is calling the $80 billion shortfall 
is this look-back provision. In other 
words, if they fall short of the pro- 
jected savings, they can look back and 
they can make more cuts. This is buy- 
ing a pig in a poke. And what we ought 
to do is to rename the look-back to is 
the reach-back provision, because it is 
nothing short of a license to reach 
back into the pockets of seniors. 

One other comment on this article, 
because I think the article is very in- 
teresting. The article also lists the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Мг. 
SHAYS], who is a colleague of mine, 
someone who is very well respected in 
this body, as also being critical of the 
GOP Medicare plan. He says that he is 
concerned that the plan will not meet 
savings projections because only high- 
end beneficiaries will have reason to 
stay in the Medicare system, while 
young, healthy beneficiaries are going 
to leave. 

The gentleman from Connecticut is 
right to be concerned, and his concern 
brings us to the crux of what is wrong 
with the Medicare proposal. 

The cost of Medicare is rising be- 
cause the cost of medical care contin- 
ues to rise in this country. 

Mr. DOGGETT. If I might just make 
a further observation on that part of 
the article, because I think it is impor- 
tant. I noticed just in advance of the 
portion you were quoting your col- 
league from Connecticut, the article 
says that seniors are unlikely to want 
to leave the existing program, that is 
the Medicare we have known for 30 
years, if it remains so inexpensive. And 
one Republican Member is quoted as 
saying, It is too good a deal. Seniors 
are shielded from the cost.” 

Is not part of the problem here just a 
basic premise on the part of our Repub- 
lican colleagues that seniors do not 
pay enough for their health care, that 
they are getting off too cheap, that 
just having to pay 21 percent of their 
income out of their annual income for 
health care is just simply not enough, 
and that we need to hike the cost of 
health care for seniors. 

Ms. DELAURO. That is absolutely ac- 
curate, because assuming that seniors 
are getting well taken care of and that 
we ought to curtail what benefits that 
they have been getting and that they 
ought to pay more and it is not just a 
question of taking a look at upper in- 
come seniors, but all seniors, the bene- 
fits is this great largesse of benefits 
and we somehow ought to bring them 
back and particularly bring them back 
to pay for tax breaks for the wealthiest 
Americans, cut off the seniors and pay 
for this tax break. 

What they fail to realize is that most 
seniors in this Nation are living on 
fixed incomes. These are folks who 
have worked all of their lives and they 
are entitled to retire with dignity. 
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I met a whole bunch of folks this 
weekend, I was out all weekend, and 
people just kept coming up to me and 
saying do not let them cut our Medi- 
care. Do not do that. One woman said 
to me yesterday, she said, if it was not 
for Medicare, I would not be here 
today. 
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We all can see the game that is being 
played here, and particularly seniors 
are getting the message that there is a 
scam being perpetrated on them. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. You know, I have done a lot of 
visiting as well, but I did not find any- 
one who felt that they were paying too 
little. Many of them are just barely 
getting by with the cost of it now be- 
cause these, many of these people, are 
persons who worked some years ago, 
looking out for this day when they 
would be on a fixed income. They did 
not make that much money, and so 
even to say to them about the savings 
account is a joke because they do not 
have that money. They barely have 
enough to pay any co-payment now. 
So, if it goes up any, it is simply elimi- 
nating care for them. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I noticed that there 
are, according to reports, some 11 mil- 
lion elderly women in this country who 
have incomes below $8,500 per year, and 
Iam wondering, based on not only your 
service here in the Congress, but your 
experience in the health care profes- 
sions, if you represent some of those 
people and what impact you think it 
will have on them if they are suddenly 
faced with this new Republican Medi- 
care plan which requires them, out of 
that little bit of income, to pay more 
and get less. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Well, let me tell you it means 
not being able to buy groceries for a 
month, or not being able to pay a light 
bill, or some kind of energy or fuel bill, 
or doing without prescription medica- 
tions. They do not have the money, and 
to get less normally means not having 
a choice of who their health care pro- 
viders are, and we are talking about 
people who have been with the same 
physician for a number of years, and 
all of us know that the mental health 
and the mental state of one has more 
to do with the healing or as much to do 
with it as any medication, and, when 
you simply shift suddenly someone to 
another provider under the guise of 
getting cheaper care, then you actually 
getting much less because all decisions 
are removed. 

It is like all of a sudden these people 
have become just a number to shift 
away to someone, anybody, that will 
come by now and then write a prescrip- 
tion, or the gimmick now is not to 
write a prescription, but to send them 
to the over-the-counter medications 
and just double the medicine so they 
would not have to have pay and they 
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can afford it. It is a game, it is a gim- 
mick, and it is totally unnecessary. If 
it was absolutely necessary to keep the 
system going, I think that people 
would try their best, as they would do 
anyway, to make it. But it is totally 
unnecessary because all of us know 
that this system is not in that kind of 
trouble. 

This is being done to the persons 
they consider powerless so that they 
can give this tax break to the wealthy. 
It is not fair to them. If we have been 
a part of paying into a system that has 
afforded the research, that afforded the 
ways to make the health status better 
and cause people to live longer, is this 
what they are looking forward to just 
because they live longer? Is a system 
who refuses to do what it has promised, 
the real contract that was made for 
persons who worked, paid into the sys- 
tem, and now that they need it, and 
perhaps live past 75; they are saying, 
“No more. Take it this way or no way 
at all.” 

It is not fair to them. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Well, you used the 
word “‘gimmick,’’ and I noticed in look- 
ing at it, and I hope my colleague from 
Connecticut will hold or point to that 
Washington Times in the way that our 
many colleagues who are watching this 
in their office on television can see; 
that is the word that Republican staff- 
ers, there in the Washington Times, are 
using; it is not, Congresswoman 
DELAURO? 

Ms. DELAURO. In couple of areas— 
actually the chair of the Budget Com- 
mittee is fearful that the plan that has 
been currently proposed falls so far 
short of the mark that it will be dis- 
missed as gimmickry; that is the chair- 
man’s commentary. And the lockback 
provision further is regarded as the 
queasiness, I quote, the queasiness we 
have is that it might be perceived as a 
gimmick of some sort. 

Let me tell you it is not only being 
perceived as a gimmick of some sort, it 
is a gimmick that is precisely what 
they have done here, and I will tell you 
that seniors are beginning to recognize 
this all over this country, that that is 
what is being done. 

Mr. DOGGETT. And this whole ap- 
proach of trying to create the appear- 
ance that, unless we rush something 
through here in a single day of hear- 
ings, suddenly the system will go bank- 
rupt, and people will be without their 
Medicare. That is all a gimmick; is it 
not? 

Ms. DELAURO. That is right, and it 
is as if we understand that you can 
make changes in Medicare and you can 
make it a better system. That does 
not—fixing it is not destroying it, and 
to pick up on what my colleague from 
Texas was saying as well, it is that if 
you—if you want to control the cost of 
health care, you must do it in all areas 
of health care. You must not make a 
determination that you are doing to 
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control the cost of Medicare, leaving 
everything else in the health care sys- 
tem going up and thereby utilizing the 
Medicare trust fund as a piggy bank to 
be able to take care of particularly a 
tax break, but using Medicare as the 
scapegoat on trying to hold down the 
costs of health care, overall health care 
costs in general, and the way we try to 
do in the last session of Congress, to 
overall health care reform. So that 
your chart, pay more and getting less, 
is what this is all about. 

Mr. DOGGETT. And I know this pay- 
more, get-less Republican Medicare 
plan is going to have severe con- 
sequences in North Carolina, and I see 
our colleague from North Carolina here 
to comment on the impact of people in 
her State. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. I want to commend 
you for having this special order on 
this very important session and my 
colleagues both who have commented 
on health care. 

Let me say to the Speaker and to my 
colleagues who are listening that the 
proposed cut in Medicare and Medicaid 
is the most important health issue fac- 
ing this Congress and the American 
people, and for that reason there 
should be a rational discussion, there 
should be full hearing, there should be 
bipartisan support, to do what? To pro- 
tect Medicare. The majority, however, 
propose to cut the Medicare Program 
by some $270 billion over a period of 7 
years. That cut is roughly three times 
higher than any other proposed plan to 
protect Medicare has been. 

Now we do not know fully where 
those cuts will come because only last 
Friday did they begin to give some 
sketchy details over a 4-page summary 
which is now being discussed in the pa- 
pers as not being fully forthright and 
coming forward. The proposed cut will 
cut overall some 25 percent of Medi- 
care. If you take the $270 billion over a 
period of 7 years, that will reduce it by 
some 25 percent. And what will that do 
to North Carolina? It will have a dev- 
astating effect on the many, many peo- 
ple who depend only on Medicare, but 
also those who depend on Medicare and 
some of their insurance, Medicare and 
Medicaid. 

For instance, 999,000 people, Medicare 
beneficiaries in North Carolina, will in- 
crease over a period of 7 years by some 
$2,400 over that period of time, and, 
when Medicare cuts are combined with 
Medicaid cuts, we will lose in North 
Carolina some $14 billion. That would 
have a devastating effect on those peo- 
ple who are dependent, not only the 
people themselves, but the commu- 
nities, the providers, and the hospitals 
as well. 

The Medicaid cuts in North Carolina 
affect all ages, the elderly, especially 
children, the disabled, and the poor. 
There are some 985,000 Medicaid recipi- 
ents in the State of North Carolina, 
and we do know the reason now given 
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for the cuts. We do not know how they 
were cut. We do know the reason why 
they were cut. 

Why must we make such large cuts? 
We must make such large cuts because 
we want to give what, $245 billion to 
the well off. If we did not have that on 
the table, we would not have to cut so 
deeply. We would not have to cause 
such large pain. 

Last Sunday Speaker GINGRICH’s re- 
call said the American people would 
only probably suffer increase by some 
$7. Now, and that was before the sum- 
mary was made. In 2 days later, the 
next Tuesday, he came out and said 
only maybe about $32 a month, and 
again that was before the summary 
was made, so those figures are not 
known by the people who are proposing 
the cuts, and they are saying to the 
American people this is not going to be 
very painful, trust us. 

But mind you, I tell you these are 
the same people who also said, Trust 
us,“ when Medicare was being—for- 
mally in 1965. They has this same 
mindset, and that indeed was to deny 
those who had retired and worked most 
of their life for the comfort of their re- 
tirement. 

Mr. DOGGETT. So these are people 
that have opposed Medicare—— 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Consistently. 

Mr. DOGGETT. In statements all 
over the country, have voted against 
it, have told their neighbors they are 
against it, perhaps at times have writ- 
ten against it, have been on television 
against it, have been on radio against 
it, and now they are saying, “We won't 
give you the details of our pay-more, 
get-less plan, but please trust us, be- 
cause, even though we have been 
against Medicare all our lives and don’t 
really want Medicare to be here and 
think it’s an imposition on our free- 
дот," as my colleague from Texas [Мг. 
ARMEY] said, the Republican majority 
leader, “16 imposes on us, but trust us 
because we are going to preserve and 
protect it from bankruptcy.“ 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Well, we would ask 
the question, sir, where were they when 
they tried to protect, and save, and re- 
form Medicare last year. You remem- 
ber the reconciliation bill of 1993? We 
had some modest cost adjustment, and 
because that modest cost adjustment 
was there we strengthened that pro- 
gram, and, as a result, we extended the 
time of proposed bankruptcy or any fis- 
cal instability from 5 to 7 years. And 
we could not get them. I maintain we 
do need the Republicans joining the 
Democrats and Democrats joining Re- 
publicans to protect Medicare, to pro- 
tect Medicare. And Medicare needs re- 
forming. Health care needs reforming. 
That is not anything that Republicans 
or Democrats can run away from. We 
should not be standing up here saying 
nothing is wrong with Medicare. We 
are saying: 
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Yes, Medicare needs reforming. We 
knew that last year; we know it this 
year. But it does not need wrecking. 

We are saying the only reason why 
you need a $270 billion cut over a pe- 
riod of 7 years is because you have a 
$245 billion tax cut. If you took that off 
of the table, you could reform it with 
less. 

What would be some of those re- 
forms? Some of those reforms would be 
fraud, making sure that people were 
paying no more than they should pay 
for their service and their Medicaid. 
Others, make sure that people who 
were abusing the system, and I would 
say to you, if the Republicans were sin- 
cere about the fraud, they would have 
put more inspectors in it and we would 
invite them to join us in fighting the 
fraud by putting the capacity there to 
investigate hospitals, to investigate 
providers, but those provisions are not 
there. 

We do need to work to save Medicare. 

Mr. DOGGETT. On that point, in fact 
when the appropriations bill was here 
on the floor of the House only a few 
weeks ago, they actually cut the 
money available for enforcement of 
fraud; did they not? 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Absolutely right, 
they did, and I think that was an op- 
portunity they had to demonstrate to 
the American people that they were 
sincere in retching down the costs by 
making sure those costs that were ille- 
gal, those costs were abusive, that they 
would go after that, but, rather than do 
that what are they doing? They are 
saying to the poor, the beneficiaries 
themselves, you must bear that bur- 
den. 

Mr. Speaker, the issue of the proposed cuts 
in Medicare and Medicaid is the most impor- 
tant health care issue currently confronting the 
Congress and the American people. 

We should have rational discussions, full 
hearings and bipartisan support to protect 
Medicare and Medicaid. 

The majority to cut the Medicare 
Program by $270 billion. That cut is roughly 
three times higher than any previous plan. 

We do not know fully where and how they 
will cut. It was only last week, on Friday, that 
Republicans began to give out details of their 
plan in a brief, 4-page summary. 

The proposed cut will reduce the overall 
size of the Medicare Program by 25 percent— 
raising the cost of premiums and copayments 
to each of North Carolina’s 999,000 Medicare 
beneficiaries by as much as $2,400, over the 
next 7 years. 

When the Medicare cuts are combined with 
the cuts in the Medicaid Program, Federal 
health care dollars coming into North Carolina 
will be reduced by $14 billion. 

The Medicaid cuts affect North Carolinians 
of all ages—the elderly, children, the disabled, 
the poor. 

There are some 985,000 Medicaid recipi- 
ents in the State of North Carolina. 

We do know the reason they must make 
such a large cut—to give the well-off a tax 
break totaling $245 billion. 
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We do know that last Sunday, before the re- 
lease of the summary, Speaker GINGRICH as- 


increase by only $7 a month. 

However, by last Tuesday, 2 days later, 
even before the release of the summary, the 
Speaker had admitted that the increase would 
be at least $32 a month. 

Medicare is a very important program that 
benefits millions of Americans and should 
have support on a bipartisan basis. 

We would be forced to eliminate coverage 
for almost half of the Medicaid recipients in 
North Carolina. 

Some 455,000, many of whom are nursing 
home residents and home care recipients, 
could be denied further help. 

These are not just numbers. These are 


people. 

These are families, struggling to survive in 
an ailing economy. 

There are neighbors. People | know. People 
you know. 

The Medicare cuts will be especially painful, 


extreme cuts are of the same view as those 


pockets. 

Medicare is in need of reform—that fact is 
something that we cannot ignore. Democrats 
and Republicans, together, must work for rea- 
sonable reform. 

This is not a problem, however, that we 
Democrats just discovered. 

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1993 addressed Medicare reform—with cost 
adjustments hic 5 ned the trust 
fund significantly and pushed the date back 
further from 5 to 7 years when we should be 
concerned about insolvency. 

But, during the last Congress, many of the 
very people who now seek the trust of the 
American people in their Medicare cutting plan 
rejected every initiative that would have 
strengthened the Medicare trust fund even fur- 
ther. 

The fact is that they are using the trust fund 
solvency issue as a smokescreen—they do 
not want to truly address the issue at hand, 
but instead they want to use the Medicare 
Program as a bank for the wealthy so that 


For every $4 now spent on Medicare, $1 will 
be cut. Medicaid services some 4 million sen- 
ior citizens. The Medicaid cut over 7 years will 
be a 30-percent cut. 

Mr. Speaker, before America or this Con- 
gress buys into the proposal to cut Medicare, 
there are many questions that should be 
asked and that must be answered. 

The first question is what exactly is the pro- 
posal? What are the details of the proposed 
cuts? 

How can anyone support something that 


choose their own doctors? 
savings” come from? 


Why is it that none of the funds from in- 
creased Medicare premiums will be contribu- 
tion to the Medicare trust fund? 

is it necessary to insist on a tax break 
for the wealthy, while cutting Medicare for 
those least able to absorb those cuts? 

These and others are important questions, 
Mr. Speaker. They deserve frank answers. 

Mr. DOGGETT. In other words, if you 
want to really strengthen, and pre- 
serve, and improve the Medicare sys- 
tem, Democrats and Republicans come 
together in bipartisan partnership, not 
by grabbing some figure like $270 bil- 
lion out of the air in order to provide 
tax breaks for the privileged few, but 
coming together to preserve and im- 
prove the Medicare system by doing 
things, as you suggested, like fighting 
fraud and abuse in creative ways. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I just 
want to add to the gentlewoman’s 
point. It is interesting that the in- 
crease that seniors are going to face in 
premiums, deductibles, and copay- 
ments, none of that money will go to 
address the issue of dealing with what 
our colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle say is the problem with the trust 
fund. That money is going into the 
general fund. As you have pointed out, 
it goes into the genera] fund in order to 
pay for the tax break. If you truly want 
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to, as you pointed out, deal with the 
issue of trying to help to fix Medicare, 
is then take it out of the budget de- 
bate, take the tax package off the 
table, and let us talk about a biparti- 
san group of people sitting down the 
way we did with Social Security some 
years back and make the changes. This 
notion that the $270 billion is money 
that is going to go into this trust fund 
to, quote, save it is erroneous, That is 
not what is going to happen. The 
money, whatever increases are there, 
are going into a general fund in an ef- 
fort to pay for the tax cut. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. You know, another factor is 
that one of the ways that has been tra- 
ditionally used to cut health care costs 
is early discharge from hospitals. 
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And when we see early discharge, we 
also see people a little bit sicker going 
home. When they go home, they will 
need Meals on Wheels, they will need 
an aide perhaps coming in. Saving the 
Medicare dollar we would think would 
put a focus on how important it is not 
to cut Medicaid so severely. Medicaid 
takes care of the Meals on Wheels, it 
assists them in transportation for the 
handy-rise to get to the doctors’ offices 
so they can remain at home and not be 
institutionalized, and it also provides 
for the Meals on Wheels, and often the 
only hot meal that the ones confined to 
their home get a day. But that too is 
being cut. 

All of us know that at least 67 to 70 
percent of the Medicaid dollar goes for 
those senior citizens for long-term 
care. That is all a part of it. So, really, 
it is a gimmick. It is not a method to 
offer the care. It is a method to turn 
the care away. It is a gimmick to force 
seniors out of hospital care, out of 
home care, just to say they are saving 
the program. 

This is not saving the program. To 
subject people to a system, the best 
health care in the world available, to 
not having it is not saving the system. 
It is simply ignoring the fact that al- 
most 20 percent of this population 
needs this care on a day-to-day basis, 
and they have said we do not need this 
population to get these dollars, we 
must give it to the rich. Those are the 
ones that are more likely to show that 
they are getting it. 

It is not popular, it seems, to help 
the poor, to help the elderly, to help 
the shut-in. It is much more popular to 
say I promised a tax cut to the wealthy 
and I am going to deliver it. I do not 
think this is America. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to add one point. I know we have some 
other colleagues on the floor and we 
want to get everyone into this debate, 
but the gentlewoman said something 
that was incredibly important, and 
that is the issue of Medicaid. 

In my State of Connecticut, 60 per- 
cent of seniors who are in nursing 
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homes are covered under Medicaid. 
Most seniors in this Nation who are in 
nursing homes are covered by Medic- 
aid. Few people understand that that is 
going to see a $182 billion cut. What 
happens to the senior who was in the 
nursing home, and by the way, they 
will do away with standards for nursing 
homes. That is also a part of this ef- 
fort. What happens to the individual 
who is in the nursing home? What hap- 
pens to the family who, after going 
through the trauma of putting an 
aging parent or a relative in a nursing 
home, who is then going to be thrown 
out and not find themselves with the 
wherewithal for that young family to 
be able to provide that kind of help and 
assistance to that relative and are 
going to have to pick up the cost them- 
selves? 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentlewoman would 
yield on that point? 

Ms. DELAURO. I yield to the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. MILLER of California. And I 
want to thank my colleagues for tak- 
ing this time. 

I would commend to them an article 
in the National Journal that came to 
our offices this afternoon which goes to 
exactly the point the gentlewoman 
made. People believe that huge 
amounts of money can be saved in Med- 
icaid by throwing low-income people 
off of the rolls. As the gentlewoman 
correctly points out, over 60 percent of 
all the money in Medicaid goes to long- 
term health and nursing home care. 

In the State of California, the State 
of California several years ago, in 1982, 
cut Medicaid spending by 18 percent. 
The Republicans are proposing a 30-per- 
cent cut. With an 18-percent cut, what 
the State of California, and this is a 
study that has just recently been com- 
pleted, almost 300,000 people were 
knocked off of the rolls. Then the State 
transferred that responsibility to the 
counties, and in the first year the 
State gave the counties 70 percent of 
what they were giving them before. 
And then the State got into more fi- 
nancial trouble, and it gave the coun- 
ties 55 percent. By 1991, it was less than 
35 percent. So now the counties are 
knocking people off of the rolls. 

What happened? They started reim- 
bursing the doctors less and less. It 
went from 91 percent reimbursement to 
now 70 percent. They would pay the 
doctors 70 percent of what those doc- 
tors got in the private market to cover 
Medicaid recipients. No wonder nobody 
will take a Medicaid recipient in Cali- 
fornia. No wonder these people cannot 
get care. 

Now, on top of those cuts that have 
already been enacted in the State of 
California that I represent, and in 
many other States, along come the Re- 
publicans and say we want to put a 30 
percent cut, $180 billion, on top of that. 

What this article goes on to show all 
of my colleagues is that, in fact, now 
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we are into competition between nurs- 
ing homes. Home health care, so that a 
family can continue to work and take 
care of their parents in their own home 
or in the home of the children, that 
will be slashed. And so what we are 
really seeing here is a huge, huge 
threat and assault on nursing home 
care and long-term care for people who 
find themselves in that situation. 

That impacts not only the elderly 
but, as we all know, in talking to our 
constituents and to Members of Con- 
gress, it impacts the children who are 
trying to educate their children, who 
are trying to pay their mortgage and 
trying to work it all out. Now, without 
that help of Medicaid, they are saddled. 
So California is a case study for how 
we start that downward spiral. 

I noticed the gentlewoman has the 
article from the Washington Times 
that talks about the $80 billion gap, 
hole, or whatever it is in the budget 
that they are presenting. Now it will be 
a look-back. Let me tell Members, if 
California is an example, seniors will 
be looking back in fear and looking 
back in anger, because not only will all 
of these cuts have taken place, but 
then we find out, and, as this article in 
the National Journal, a nonpartisan or- 
ganization, goes on to say, most of the 
savings they contemplate will not 
achieve what they say they will. 

The governors admit it. The private 
people admit it. That $80 billion will 
grow and it will grow, and then will 
come year 3 of a 7-year budget, which 
means all of those savings then have to 
be achieved in a 4-year period of time. 
So we are really talking about reach- 
ing in and grabbing the health care 
system for the elderly right by the 
throat here. 

I just wanted to tell Members, we 
will look back and they will look back 
and say why did we not know this be- 
fore we voted. Remember, the look- 
back provision? It must be automatic 
to be scored, No contingencies, no but- 
fors, no ifs, ands, or ables. This must be 
automatic. And that is the price we are 
taking from the seniors, with no 
knowledge of the size of that cut or the 
impact of that cut. 

I thank the gentlewoman for yield- 
i 


ng. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would yield on that point. 

Of necessity, we talk here in Wash- 
ington of billions and millions of peo- 
ple, but let me give the gentleman just 
one example of the same thing happen- 
ing even under our current Medicare 
system in my hometown, Austin, TX. 
It is the experience of a 72-year-old re- 
tiree, Marjorie Greenhall, who moved 
down to Austin from Mineral Wells, up 
near Dallas, where Congresswoman 
JOHNSON serves so ably, to live with her 
daughter. She got down there and she 
reports her aggravation at being re- 
fused by the receptionists in 24 dif- 
ferent physicians’ offices because they 
do not take Medicare. 
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Now, if on top of the existing prob- 
lem, we have this look-back provision 
and we come in after a year is over and 
there is this black hole or black gap in 
the Republican plan, and they start 
cutting those providers back even fur- 
ther than now, what will happen to 


someone like Marjorie Greenhall, 
whether she lives in Austin, TX, or in 
California? 


Mr. MILLER of California. Well, Mr. 
Speaker, I think today Medicare reim- 
bursement is about 80 percent of what 
doctors get in the private market. 
There is that reluctance. We are now 
seeing that that same process that 
drove medicine out of Medicaid, that 
drove doctors away from taking care of 
those patients, now comes into play in 
Medicare. 

I was at a neighborhood party the 
other night and a woman came up to 
me, Rose Quantamatteo, and she said I 
want you to tell Speaker GINGRICH that 
there is a woman in your hometown 
Martinez that every night gets down 
and prays and thanks God for Medi- 
care, for what it meant for me and my 
husband, Tony, who, unfortunately, 
passed away a couple of years ago. She 
said we would never have been able to 
survive the financial hardships, our 
children would not have been able to 
survive the financial hardships. She 
says just let him understand that this 
is what it means to our generation. 

I think it is typical of the person the 
gentleman described and of people we 
have all met who want to know the 
facts. They want to know where Medi- 
care is going to be tonight, tomorrow, 
after we vote on Thursday, and 3 years 
from now when we look back. That is 
what they want to know, and they 
want to know what kind of changes we 
are talking about, and the Republicans 
do not come forward with that. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman 
would yield for just a moment. With all 
we heard from our constituents, and 
from my experience of knowing what 
has happened, why is it we cannot be 
heard here? 

I understand there is going to be 1 
day of hearings to dismantle a program 
that many thousands of people have 
paid into the system for them to have 
available health care at the time at 
which they retire and are no longer 
able to work. In 1 day the dismantling 
will occur. We have had weeks of hear- 
ings on Waco and Ruby Ridge. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, we had 
28 on Whitewater, did we not? We had 
28 days of hearings. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, we had 
months on Whitewater. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, we can have hearings as long 
as any chairman wants to hold hear- 
ings. They are capable of holding hear- 
ings. This is a leadership decision. 

If the gentlewoman would continue 
to yield. This is a leadership decision 
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by the Speaker and the majority lead- 
er, Mr. GINGRICH and Мг. ARMEY, to 
ram this through before the American 
public and, mainly the seniors and 
their families, can find out about it. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I do not think 
they know about it. From what I un- 
derstand, they do not even know about 
it. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, if the gen- 
tleman would yield, I wish to thank 


him for this special order and thank 


my colleagues for coming this evening. 

I have just returned from my district 
and lost my voice in the process, but 
traveling through the city of Chicago 
and all through southern Illinois this is 
the No. 1 issue on people’s minds, and 
they say, Congressman DURBIN, what 
are they proposing in terms of changes 
for Medicare? I am embarrassed to tell 
them I do not know. What we have are 
rumors and suggestions. 

They say to me, well, time and again, 
when it gets to a program this basic to 
American families and their future, 
Members are surely not going to vote 
on something until they have had at 
least some hearings to determine what 
the impact will be. Well, the simple 
fact of the matter is, we will not have 
those hearings. The decision has been 
made by the Republican leadership to 
move this bill through, this magical, 
mystery, Medicare massacre through 
without the hearings, without an op- 
portunity for the public to hear about 
it. 

People will remember 2 years ago 
when President Clinton had a health 
care plan. The Republicans, then in the 
minority, screamed bloody murder. We 
need the plan. We need it in detail. We 
want to go ahead and analyze it, do not 
take a step until we do. Now that the 
Republicans are in control, now that 
they have their mitts on Medicare and 
Medicaid, they are going to push this 
thing through without a hearing. 

I tell my colleagues what is disas- 
trous about it. In my part of the world, 
downstate Illinois and many rural com- 
munities, we will see hospitals close. 
This Gingrich-Dole plan is for closing 
hospitals. Hospitals dependent on Med- 
icare and Medicaid will not have the 
resources to stay open. 

We will see kids in this country de- 
nied health care. That is just not some 
political exaggeration. That is a fact. 
Twenty-four percent of the kids in 
America live in poverty. They depend 
on Medicaid for the basic health care 
to keep them alive and healthy. When 
we cut $180 billion, let me tell my col- 
leagues there will be real losers among 
those kids. 

Tell me what the sick kid is going to 
mean to the future of this country? For 
his family and our Nation it is a trag- 
edy. A group often overlooked on Med- 
icaid is the disabled community. We 
say Medicaid, that is just for poor peo- 
ple. No, it is for seniors and disabled 
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folks, too. Disabled people who lit- 
erally survive, literally physically sur- 
vive because of a Medicaid payment 
that picks up a home health care serv- 
ice so that they can literally stay alive 
from day-to-day and week-to-week. 
With that much at stake, it is uncon- 
scionable, unconscionable that we 
would move this bill through without 
even seeing the details; that there 
would be some $80 or $90 billion that we 
do not know about. It is like a 
meatloaf. We will stick everything in 
there. Here it is, the middle of the 
week, and we will go ahead and serve it 


up. 

It is much more serious, and I thank 
the gentleman for this special order, 
and I hope a lot of people listening who 
have a stake in this Medicare and Med- 
icaid, as every family in America does, 
will tune into what is happening in 
Washington. This is not good govern- 
ment at work, this is politics at work. 
It is a cut in Medicare-Medicaid to pay 
for a tax cut for wealthy people. That 
is it. This is not saving Medicare, this 
is saving the skins of the fat cats and 
the profitable corporations. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe Americans had 
better tune in, get on the phone and 
call their Congressman and Senator 
and say slow this train down, we want 
to know what Congress is doing to 
Medicare, we want to know what Con- 
gress is doing to our families. 

I thank the gentleman from Texas 
[т DOGGETT] for his special order. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for those observations. 
Indeed, it is a total contradiction for 
the same Republicans who were com- 
Plaining last year that they needed 
more time to study health care to now 
say that the only time the American 
people need to see the details of the 
plans with the far-reaching con- 
sequences that the gentleman identi- 
fied with 30 years’ experience will be 
reviewed in 1 day in this-Congress, and 
it is an outrage. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, just to 
add, if the gentleman would yield 1 sec- 
ond. That $80 or $90 billion that my col- 
league from Illinois talked about, that 
is amorphous at the moment. Who 
knows what that is. They are asking 
the public, they are asking people here 
to vote on $80 billion of unspecified 
cuts. 
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I said earlier, it is buying a pig in a 
poke. And they are saying, trust me.“ 
And it is wrong. 

Mr. MILLER of California. The $80 
billion that we see the Republicans 
now starting to talk about is assuming 
that all of their numbers work. And we 
see one organization after another, 
whether it is the hospitals, whether it 
is the doctors, whether it is the States, 
questioning whether or not their num- 
bers will work. If their numbers do not 
work, 80 becomes 85, becomes 90, be- 
comes $100 billion. 
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So this black hole, like the hole in 
the ozone, will grow every year, be- 
cause these numbers, just for example, 
Arizona is the only State in the Union 
that has its entire Medicaid caseload in 
managed care. It continues to grow at 
а T-percent rate. Under the Republican 
resolution, the maximum is 4 percent. 
Arizona, the model on which they are 
basing, is growing twice what they will 
allow. That adds to the 80 billion gap in 
this budget that the gentleman has 
pointed out. 

Mr. PALLONE. I just wanted to stop 
by tonight when I listened to what you 
were all saying, because I think it is 
really crucial. We in New Jersey once 
again on Friday had a Medicare forum, 
which was attended by a number of the 
Democratic Congressmen, specifically 
myself and my colleague, the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. AN- 
DREWs]. And it was amazing to me how 
more confused senior citizens become 
every day because of the manner in 
which the Republican leadership is es- 
sentially gradually leaking out infor- 
mation about what they might have in 
mind for these Medicare cuts and these 
significant changes in Medicare. 

The overwhelming feeling was ex- 
actly what you have on that placard up 
there: The GOP Medicare plan, you pay 
more and you get less. People are be- 
ginning to understand, I think, that es- 
sentially what this is, is nothing but 
budget driven, a way to try to take a 
lot of money out of the Medicare pro- 


gram and provide less services for веп- 


ior citizens. 

But I agree with you, I heard what 
you said about the article that was in 
the Washington Times today, and the 
criticism that the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KASICH] and others are giving 
them. I commend the gentleman from 
Ohio for doing that, because it is abso- 
lutely the truth: We really do not have 
а plan here. The way the plan has been 
set up already, there is absolutely no 
way that this level of cuts can be im- 
plemented based on the details they 
have given us. 

The problem I see here is this is 
going to be a total stealth effort. By 
next Thursday or whenever, we are 
going to get a few more details. At the 
time when we actually vote on this, we 
are still not going to know exactly 
what it will mean for senior citizens. 
All we will know is the Medicare pro- 
gram cannot absorb this level of cuts 
without providing less services and 
costing significantly more dollars out 
of pocket. 

I have to tell you, one of the things 
I disagreed with in the Washington 
Times article is where it suggested 
that somehow seniors were going to be 
able to afford those part B premium in- 
creases. The seniors I met with in 
Gloucester Township, NJ on Friday 
with Congressman ANDREWS, they were 
complaining about the level of those 
premium increases. We are talking 
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about the doubling of the part B pre- 
mium in the next 7 years the way I un- 
derstand it. You are talking about sen- 
ior citizens in many cases that cannot 
afford any kind of increase at all. Their 
budget is to the point where they budg- 
et every dollar on a monthly basis. To 
talk to them about doubling the 
amount of money that they have to 
pay out of pocket for part B to pay for 
the doctor bills is absolutely out- 
rageous. 

The other thing I have to address, 
and I know you have already said it, is 
the providers. The hospitals are scared 
to death, because the way this huge 
hole, if you will, has been created here, 
what the Republicans are saying is 
that wait a few years and we will see 
how this works out. If it does not, we 
will have to start making more signifi- 
cant cuts. The hospitals are saying 
that any significant cuts, even the ones 
they are experiencing now, are causing 
many of them to close or downsize or 
not provide the community services or 
the clinical services that they provided 
in the past in various communities. 
They cannot absorb this level of cuts. 
There is no way for the Republicans to 
implement this level of cuts in Medi- 
care without severe effects on the hos- 
pitals, on the quality of care, and also 
on senior citizens having to pay more 
out of pocket. 

It is incumbent upon us, I know that 
is what you are doing, the gentleman 
from Texas, the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, we have to keep making the 
point that we have to let the public in 
to see what is going on here. We cannot 
let 1 day of hearings before the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means be the only 
contribution that the public ever sees 
before we vote only this plan. We have 
to continue to press, as I know we will, 
that we have to have the full plan and 
we have to have several weeks, if not 
at least a month, to look it over, to 
bring in the senior citizens, to bring in 
the hospitals, to bring in the people 
that are going to be directly impacted 
by this, so we know what the Repub- 
licans have in mind. 

It is still remarkably something that 
we do not have the details about, and 
we cannot plan about. But what we 
know, we know is going to have a dev- 
astating effect because we cannot ab- 
sorb, the program cannot absorb that 
level of cuts. I want to commend the 
two of you again for putting together 
this special order. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I thank the gen- 
tleman for his observations and leader- 
ship on this critical issue. 

Ms. DELAURO. I wanted to add one 
point. You have just laid out the kinds 
and numbers of hospitals that are 
going to be in difficulty. 

I would like to add one more cat- 
egory of hospital, and that is the 
teaching hospitals. I represent in New 
Haven, CT, Yale University, one of the 
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finest teaching hospitals in the world. 
What will happen is not too many peo- 
ple know about the connection of Medi- 
care and teaching hospitals and medi- 
cal education. 

One of the hue and cries that we all 
heard throughout the health care de- 
bate in the last session of Congress and 
in this session of Congress is that the 
fact of the matter is that the United 
States has the very best quality of 
health care in the world, bar none. 
Folks from all over the world come 
here to get the benefit of our tech- 
nology, our know-how, in medical care. 

If we begin to eat away at our teach- 
ing hospitals and our medical edu- 
cation, not only is the level of servic- 
ing going down, the quality of medical 
care that we stand on so proudly in 
this nation is going to be eroded. And 
I think that we cannot let it be forgot- 
ten in the litany the providers and hos- 
pitals that are going to get hurt and 
how ultimately this may look like a 
cut to a provider, but in fact the recipi- 
ents, all of us in this Nation, are going 
to be hurt because the quality of our 
medical care is going to be eroded. 

Mr. PALLONE. If I could say very 
quickly, I think the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut is absolutely right. What 
she is pointing out even more so in the 
general sense is that this does not just 
effect senior citizens. Obviously we are 
very concerned about seniors; other- 
wise we would not be here. 

This affects the entire health care 
system and impacts everyone, not only 
because the quality of care is going to 
go down and you will have hospital clo- 
sures, but you will have less commu- 
nity service, and that means that peo- 
ple just will not have access to quality 
medical care the way they do now. 

In addition, you have so many other 
people, I know you were mentioning 
about Medicaid before and how some- 
thing like 70 percent, I know in my 
home State of New Jersey, 71 percent 
of the money from Medicaid pays for 
nursing home care. If there are cuts in 
Medicaid, just as there are significant 
cuts in Medicare, then what is going to 
happen is a lot of the senior citizens 
are not going to be able to pay for the 
nursing home care, and you are going 
to see their own children or grand- 
children having to kick in more. 

So the costs of all this are going to 
end up ultimately, and the downgrad- 
ing of our health quality and health 
care system, is going to impact every- 
one. There is no way this is just a sen- 
ior citizen issue. 

Mr. DOGGETT. That is so very true. 
You know, we have had important ob- 
servations like yours from a number of 
our Democratic colleagues, and I am 
sure there are people across this coun- 
try that are wondering, where are the 
Republicans? Why are they not out dis- 
cussing this plan? 

Not just tonight, but, you know, it is 
September 18 in the evening. We are 
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approaching the end of this Federal fis- 
cal year, less than 2 weeks away. And 
yet to this very moment, we have yet 
to have one Republican colleague to- 
night or at any other time take the 
floor of this House and outline how 
deep it is they are going to reach into 
the pockets of senior citizens across 
this country, how big the cuts are 
going to be. 

I do not know whether it is because 
they do not know, as this morning’s 
Washington Times says, and they have 
a black hole or a giant gap in their 
plan, and they are just committed to 
whacking $270 billion out of Medicare; 
or they are afraid to say how they are 
going to do this. But they have refused 
to come and stand on the floor of this 
Congress tonight or at any other time 
and level with the American people and 
tell them how hard the hit is going to 
be, how much more are they going to 
have to pay, and how much less are 
they going to have to get. 

Tonight, as we conclude this special 
order, I think it is important to re- 
member that the same group that gave 
us the Contract With America, Lunz & 
Associates, advised our Republican col- 
leagues not on how to reform Medicare, 
but how to sell what they were going to 
do. They said, “Кеер in mind that веп- 
iors are very pack oriented and are sus- 
ceptible to following one very domi- 
nant person’s lead. Do not talk about 
improving Medicare.” 

Well, indeed they are not improving 
it. They think the seniors of America 
will be quiet. They think people all 
across this land will not listen, will not 
care; that they can sneak this through 
in a single day of hearings, can run it 
through here at the end of the fiscal 
year, and that, before you know it, the 
cost is up, the benefits are down, in 
New Jersey, in Connecticut, in Califor- 
nia and Шіпоів, across this land, with 
seniors having been affected in a very 
dramatic way that they will not speak 
out. But just as with your experience 
in New Jersey, when I had a meeting 
last week in Texas, if our seniors know 
about this and they speak out, they 
can make a difference. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. SISISKY (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT), for today and the balance 
of the week, on account of illness. 

EEO 0 
SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. DOGGETT) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, for 5 min- 
utes, today. 
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Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. MILLER of California, for 5 min- 
utes, today. 

Mr. SPRATT, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today. 

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 
(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. DOGGETT) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. BONIOR. 

Mr. COLEMAN. 

Mr. MENENDEZ in two instances. 

Mr. FARR. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. GOODLATTE) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. RADANOVICH. 

Mr. GOODLING. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 40 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Tuesday, Sep- 
tember 19, 1995, at 9 a.m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


1433. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification to the Congress of 
additional program proposals for purposes of 
Nonproliferation and Disarmament Fund 
[МОЕ] activities, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 5858; 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

1434. A letter from the Director, the Office 
of Management and Budget, transmitting 
the cumulative report on rescissions and de- 
ferrals of budget authority as of September 
1, 1995, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 685(e) (H. Doc. 
No. 104-115); to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions and ordered to be printed. 

1435. A letter from the Director (Test, Sys- 
tems Engineering & Evaluation), Depart- 
ment of Defense, Transmitting notification 
of the intent to obligate funds for fiscal year 
1996 Foreign Comparative Testing [FCT] Pro- 
gram, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2350a(g); to the 
Committee on National Security. 

1436. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting 
a copy of the Corporation’s annual report for 
calendar year 1994, pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 
1827(a); to the Committee on Banking and Fi- 
nancial Services. 

1437. A letter from the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, transmitting Final Regulations— 
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Standards for the Conduct and Evaluation of 
Activities Carried out by the Office of Edu- 
cational Research and Improvement 
[OERI}—Evaluation of Applications for 
Grants and Cooperative Agreements and Pro- 
posals for Contracts, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 
1232(d)(1); to the Committee on Economic 
and Educational Opportunities. 

1438. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting the Na- 
tional Center on Child Abuse and Neglect’s 
report on efforts to bring about coordination 
of goals, objectives, and activities of agen- 
cies and organizations which have respon- 
sibilities for programs related to child abuse 
and neglect for fiscal years 1991-92, pursuant 
to 42 U.S.C. 5106f; to the Committee on Eco- 
nomic and Educational Opportunities. 

1439. A letter from the Acting Director, De- 
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit- 
ting notification concerning the Department 
of the Navy’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and 
Acceptance [LOA] to the United Kingdom for 
defense articles and services (Transmittal 
Мо. 95-39), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to 
the Committee on International Relations. 

1440. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a report to Congress on the 
program recommendations of the Karachi 
Accountability Review Board, pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 4834(d)(1); to the Committee оп Inter- 
national Relations. 

1441. A letter from the Secretary of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development, transmitting 
the Federal Housing Administration’s [FHA] 
annual management report for the fiscal 
year 1994, pursuant to Public Law 101-576, 
Section 306(a) (104 Stat. 2854); to the Com- 
mittee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight. 

1442. A letter from the Chairman, National 
Transportation Safety Board, transmitting 
the Board’s response to OMB’s request for in- 
formation regarding agency operations in 
the absence of appropriations, pursuant to 49 
U.S.C. app. 1903(b)(7); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

1443. A letter from the Secretary of Veter- 
ans Affairs, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation entitled the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs Improvement and Reinvention 
Act of 1995”; to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

1444. Secretary of Energy, transmitting a 
copy of the Energy Efficiency Commer- 
cialization Ventures Program plan, pursuant 
to Public Law 103-138, title П (107 Stat. 1407); 
jointly, to the Committees on Appropria- 
tions and Commerce. 

1445. Assistant Secretary for Legislative 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting 
notification that the President intends to ex- 
ercise his authority under section 610(a) of 
the Foreign Assistance Act in order to au- 
thorize the furnishing of $2.8 million to El 
Salvador, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2411; jointly, 
to the Committees on International Rela- 
tions and Appropriations. 

1446. Railroad Retirement Board, transmit- 
ting the Board's budget request for fiscal 
year 1997, pursuant to 45 U.S.C. 2314; jointly, 
to the Committees on Appropriations, Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure, and Ways and 
Means. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 
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Mr. GOODLING: Committee on Economic 
and Educational Opportunities. H.R. 743. A 
bill to amend the National Labor Relations 
Act to allow labor management cooperative 
efforts that improve economic competitive- 
ness in the United States to continue to 
thrive, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 104-248). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 222. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 1617) to 
consolidate and reform workforce develop- 
ment and literacy programs, and for other 
purposes (Rept. 104-249). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 


By Mr. BURTON of Indiana: 

H.R. 2347, A bill to seek international sanc- 
tions against the Castro government in 
Cuba, to plan for support of a transition gov- 
ernment leading to a democratically elected 
government in Cuba, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on International Rela- 
tions, and in addition to the Committees on 
Ways and Means, Banking and Financial 
Services, the Judiciary, and Rules, for a pe- 
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned, 


By Mr. GILMAN: 

H.R. 2348. A bill to authorize the transfer 
of naval vessels to certain foreign countries; 
to the Committee on International Rela- 
tions. 

By Mr. SHUSTER (for himself, Mr. 
PETRI, Mr. MINETA, Mr. RAHALL, and 
Mr. OBERSTAR): 

H.R. 2349. A bill to amend title 23, United 
States Code, to designate the National High- 
way System, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

By Mr. COBURN: 

H.R. 2350. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide protections 
for Medicare beneficiaries who enroll in Med- 
icare managed care plans; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, and in addition to the 
Committee on Commerce, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII memori- 
als were presented and referred as fol- 
lows: 

159. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Senate of the State of Alaska, relative to the 
conversion of the Naval Air Facility in 
Adak, AK; to the Committee on National Se- 
curity. 

160. Also, memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Alaska, relative to requesting the 
Congress to clarify that the Reindeer Indus- 
try Act of 1937 no longer applies in the State 
of Alaska; to the Committee on Resources. 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 
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H.R. 60: Mr. MOORHEAD. 

H.R. 387: Mr. MOORHEAD. 

H.R. 528: Mr. PICKETT, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. BE- 
VILL, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. Fox, and 
Mr. JONES. 

Н.Н. 530: Мг. PoMBO. 

H.R. 632: Мг. FIELDS of Texas. 

H.R. 743: Mr. BROWNBACK, Mrs. WALDHOLTZ, 
and Mrs. LINCOLN. 

H.R. 183: Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. THORNTON, and 
Mr. DOOLITTLE. 

H.R. 784: Mr. Norwood, Mr. JONES, Mr. 
COOLEY, Mr. BARR, Mr. Fox, Mr. HUNTER, Мг. 
Bunn of Oregon, Mr. HASTINGS of Washing- 
ton, Mr. STOCKMAN, Mr. BRYANT of Ten- 
nessee, Mr. BAKER of California, and Mrs. 
KELLY. 

H.R. 1161: Mr. LINDER and Mr. STEARNS. 


Kansas. 


. BURR and Mr. RIGGS. 
. LOBIONDO. 


Ек 1715: Мг. BRYANT of Tennessee, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mr. COOLEY, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. 
EWING, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. HASTINGS of 
Washington, Mr. HERGER, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, 
Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. ROBERTS, Ms. PRYCE, 
Mr. SPENCE, and Mr. WOLF. 

H.R. 1733: Mr. BISHOP. 

H.R. 1744: Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee. 

H.R. 1764: Mr. HANCOCK and Mrs. 
CHENOWETH. 

H.R. 1965: Mr. CASTLE, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. DIXON, Mr. 
DEUTSCH, Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mr. 
STEARNS, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr. LONGLEY. 


H 

H.R. 2143: Mr. MFUME. 

H.R. 2179: Mr. LIPINSKI. 

Н.В. 2249: Ms. RIVERS. 

H.R. 2265: Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. ROBERTS, and 
Mr. CALLAHAN. 

H.R. 2331: Mr. ZELIFF and Mr. CHRYSLER. 

H.J. Res: 61: Mr. TALENT. 

Н. Con. Res. 51: Мг. DAVIS, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. 
FRANKS of Connecticut, Mr. DURBIN, Мг. Li- 
PINSKI, and Mr. ROHRABACHER. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 927 
OFFERED By: MR. STEARNS 


(Amendment to the Amendment Offered by Mr. 
Burton of Indiana) 
AMENDMENT МО. 2: Add at the end of title 
I the following: 
БЕС. 112. CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION OF 


(a) ADVANCED NOTIFICATION REQUIRED.—No 
funds made available under any provision of 
law may be used for the costs and expenses 
of negotiations, meetings, discussions, or 
contacts between United States Government 
officials or representatives and officials or 
representatives of the Cuban Government re- 
lating to normalization of relations between 
the United States and Cuba unless 15 days in 
advance the President has notified the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
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the chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate in accordance with 
procedures applicable to reprogramming no- 
tifications under section 634A of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961. 

(Ы) REPORTS.—Within 15 days of any nego- 
tiations, meetings, discussions, or contacts 
between individuals described in subsection 
(a), with respect to any matter, the Presi- 
dent shall submit a report to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives and the chair- 
man of the Committee on Foreign Relations 
of the Senate detailing the individuals in- 
volved, the matters discussed, and any agree- 
ments made, including agreements to con- 
duct future negotiations, meetings, discus- 
sions, or contacts. 

H.R. 1823 
OFFERED By: MR. TRAFICANT 


AMENDMENT NO. 1: At the end of the bill, 
insert the following new section: 

SEC. 24. SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT 
REGARDING NOTICE 

(a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP- 
MENT AND PRODUCTS.—It is the sense of the 
Congress that, to the greatest extent prac- 
ticable, all equipment and products pur- 
chased with funds made available under this 
Act should be American-made. 

(b) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.— 
In providing financial assistance under this 
Act, the Administrator, to the greatest ex- 
tent practicable, shall provide to each recipi- 
ent of the assistance a notice describing the 
statement made in subsection (a) by the Con- 
gress. 

H.R. 1617 
OFFERED By: MR. BAKER OF LOUISIANA 

AMENDMENT NO. 3: Strike title V of the bill 
and insert the following: 

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 501. eb ON REHABILITATION ACT OF 


Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, this Act does not have any legal ef- 
fect on any program under the Rehabilita- 
tion Act of 1973. 

H.R. 1617 
OFFERED By: MR. BECERRA 

AMENDMENT NO. 3; Page 77, line 11, insert 
after the comma the following: “and 
disaggregated by demographic characteris- 
tics, where feasible,”’. 

Page 78, line 6, after aggregate data“ in- 
sert the following: “, and disaggregated data 
by demographic characteristics, where fea- 
sible,“. 

H. R. 1617 
OFFERED By: MR. BECERRA 

AMENDMENT NO. 4: Page 91, after line 18, 
add the following: 

SEC. 143. REPRESENTATION. 

The membership of any board or council 
established pursuant to this Act at the local, 
State, or national level shall reflect the de- 
mographic characteristics, respectively— 

(1) of the local workforce area; 

(2) of the population of the State; or 

(3) of the population of the United States. 

H.R. 1617 
OFFERED BY: MR. BECERRA 

AMENDMENT NO. 5: Page 98, after line 4, add 
the following 
SEC. 203. PRIORITY. 

A national, State, or local program that 
receives funds under this title, shall estab- 
lish a process that gives priority to youth 
who must overcome barriers to complete an 
education program or to employment such as 
а lack of sufficient education or vocational 
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skills, economic disadvantages, disability or 
limited English proficiency. 


H.R. 1617 
OFFERED By; MR, BECERRA 


AMENDMENT NO. 6: Page 149, line 22, strike 
“less” and insert “greater”. 
H.R. 1617 
OFFERED By: MR. BECERRA 
AMENDMENT МО. 7: Page 150, line 5 strike 
“to have the capacity to administer effec- 
tively" and insert to have demonstrated ef- 
fectiveness in administering’. 


H.R. 1617 
OFFERED By: MR. BECERRA 


AMENDMENT NO. 8; Page 115, strike line 2 
and insert the following: 

(а) LIMITATIONS ON USE OF FUNDS.— 

(1) OuT-oF-SCHOOL.—Not less than 50 per- 
cent of funds allocated to at-risk programs 
under section 212(a)(1)(B) shall be used for 
programs that provide services to out-of- 
school youth. 

(2) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—Not more than 
10 percent of the funds provided under this 
chapter to a local workforce development 
board may be used for administrative pur- 
poses. 

H.R. 1617 
OFFERED By: MR. GOODLING 


AMENDMENT No. 9: Page 2, in the matter of 
relating to section 108, strike “Education” 
and insert education“. 

Page 2, in the matter relating to subtitle 
С, strike “Worker Rights“ and insert Gen- 
eral Provisions”. 

Page 2, in the matter relating to section 
141, strike Requirements.“ and insert 
“Worker rights.“. 

Page 2, after the matter relating to section 
141, insert the following: 


Sec. 142. Transferability. 


Page 2, strike the matter relating to sec- 
tion 224. 

Page 3, strike the matter relating to sec- 
tion 316. 

Page 3, strike the matter relating to sec- 
tion 434. 

Page 4, in the matter relating to section 
702, strike “Amendment to Higher Education 
Act“ and insert ‘Eligible institutions.“. 

Page 18, line 15, strike "out-of-school". 

Page 30, beginning on line 20, strike ‘‘orga- 
nization representing parents“. 

Page 31, line 1, insert and entity“ after 
"agency". 

Page 31, after line 22, insert the following: 

(H) the State entity responsible for setting 
education policies, consistent with State 
law, on the date preceding the date of the en- 
actment of this Act. 

(3) representatives of the State legislature. 

Page 32, after line 24, add the following: 

(3) DISAGREEMENT.—The Governor shall ac- 
cept and include with the State plan submit- 
ted under section 104, any disagreeing views 
submitted by a participant of the collabo- 
rative process if such views represent dis- 
agreement in the area in which such partici- 
pant was selected for representation. 

Page 36, strike lines 8 through 13, 

Page 36, line 14, strike “(4)” and insert 
“(с)”. 

Page 38, after including“ insert “аса- 
demic and vocational administrators, mem- 
bers of local schools boards, principals, 
teachers, postsecondary and other adult edu- 
cation administrators and instructors, in- 
cluding community colleges,”’. 

Page 62, line 3, strike “customer” and in- 
sert the“. 

Page 63, line 1, strike “will measure“ and 
insert “must demonstrate”. 
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Page 63, beginning on line 18, strike ap- 
propriate and all that follows through 
among“ on line 19. 

Page 71, line 2, insert “ру the Secretary of 
Labor or the Secretary of Education, as the 
сазе тау be,” after disallowed“. 

Page 71, line 4, strike “this Act” and insert 
“chapter 2 of title II, title ІП,”. 

Page Т1, line 5, strike the“ and insert 
“such chapter or title”. 

Page 72, line 25, strike the semicolon and 
insert “, which, to the extent practicable, 
shall be done through the private весбог;”. 

Page 88, line 3, strike “elected”. 

Page 89, line 19, strike “Provision” and in- 
sert “Provisions”. 

Page 92, beginning on line 1, strike “skills” 
and all that follows through line 3 and insert 
“foundation and occupational skills needed 
to be successful in a competitive economy 
and to complete a high school diploma or 
general equivalency diploma;”’. 

Page 99, after line 20, insert the following 
(and redesignate any subsequent paragraphs 
accordingly): 

(4) FEDERAL FUNDS TO SUPPLEMENT, NOT 
SUPPLANT, NON-FEDERAL FUNDS.—Funds re- 
ceived under this title shall be used only to 
supplement the amount of funds that would, 
in the absence of such Federal funds, be 
made available from non-Federal sources for 
the education of youth participating in pro- 
grams assisted under this title, and not to 
supplant such funds. 

Page 199, line 15, insert media“ before 
“technology”. 

Page 140, line 25, insert “апа” after the 
semicolon. 

Page 141, strike lines 1 and 2. 

Page 141, line 3, strike (iii)“ and insert 
(ii)“. 

Page 148, line 8, strike one quarter of 
one“ and insert “4”. 

Page 149, line 21, strike “опе quarter of 
опе” and insert “4”. 

Page 222, strike line 10 and all that follows 
through page 225, line 13, and insert the fol- 
lowing (and conform the table of contents on 
page 226, after line 14): 

“БЕС. 108. STATE OPTION REGARDING ALTER- 
NATIVE DELIVERY SYSTEMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL,—In the case of the re- 
quirements referred to in subsection (b), a 
State may, in its discretion, elect to use al- 
ternative approaches for the implementation 
of any of the requirements if (subject to the 
other provisions of this section) the follow- 
ing conditions are met: ж 

“(1) THe Governor appoints а board to de- 
velop a proposed plan for the alternative ap- 
proaches. 

“(2) Individuals with disabilities who are 
not State officials or employees constitute a 
majority of the members of such board. 

‘(3) The membership of the board in- 
cludes— 

“(А) each State administrative agent des- 
ignated pursuant to section 103(a); and 

“(В) one or more individuals from private 
industry. 

“(4) The State provides that the alter- 
native approaches will be implemented in ac- 
cordance with the plan developed by the 
board. 

“(5) In the development of the plan, the 
public is afforded a reasonable opportunity 
to comment on the proposed alternative ap- 
proaches. 

“(6) The Governor submits to the Sec- 
retary a notice that the State is electing to 
use alternative approaches, and the notice is 
submitted to the Secretary not later than 60 
days before the beginning of the first fiscal 
year to which the election applies. 
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(b) ALTERNATIVES REGARDING STATE AD- 
MINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE FOR DELIVERY OF 
SERVICES.—For purposes of subsection (a), a 
State may elect to implement alternative 
approaches to requirements in accordance 
with the following: 

1) The allocation under section 102(a) (al- 
locating amounts between State administra- 
tive agents and local workforce development 
boards) is in the discretion of the State, ex- 
cept that not more than 80 percent of a grant 
under section 101(а) for a fiscal year may be 
reserved for activities of local workforce de- 
velopment boards. 

*(2) With respect to the requirements es- 
tablished in sections 103 and 104, the alloca- 
tion between State administrative agents 
and local workforce development boards of 
responsibilities for carrying out the require- 
ments is in the discretion of the State. 

3) The selection of State officials who 
are to administer the requirements of sec- 
tion 103 is in the discretion of the State. 

“(с) REVIEW AND REVISION OF ALTERNATIVE 
APPROACH.—An election under subsection (a) 
ceases to be effective after the third fiscal 
year of being in effect unless, during such 
third year, the plan under the election is re- 
viewed. The plan may be reviewed and re- 
vised annually. This section applies to the 
review and revision of the plan to the same 
extent and in the same manner as this sec- 
tion applies to an original plan under sub- 
section (a). 

“(4) PERFORMANCE ACCOUNTABILITY SYS- 
TEM.—An election under subsection (a) for a 
State does not, with respect to carrying out 
the program under this title in the State, af- 
fect the applicability to the State of section 
110 of the Consolidated and Reformed Edu- 
cation, Employment, and Rehabilitation 
Systems Act.“ 

Page 236, line 10, strike “2003” and insert 
“2005”. 

At each of the following locations, strike 
“2007” and insert 2009“: Page 237, line 16; 
page 242, line 21; page 243, line 19; and page 
249, line 4. 

Page 255, after line 21, insert the following 
new paragraph: 

(3) LIMITATION ON OWNERSHIP OF STOCK.— 
Except as provided in subsection (d)(2) of this 
section, no stock of the Corporation may be 
sold or issued to an agency, instrumentality, 
or establishment of the United States Gov- 
ernment, to a Government corporation or a 
Government controlled corporation (as such 
terms are defined in section 103 of title 5, 
United States Code), or to a Government 
sponsored enterprise (as such term is defined 
in section of title 2, United States Code). 
The Student Loan Marketing Association 
shall not own any stock of the Corporation, 
except that it may retain the stock it owns 
on the date of enactment. The Student Loan 
Marketing Association shall not control the 
operation of the Corporation, except that the 
Student Loan Marketing Association may 
participate in the election of directors as a 
shareholder, and may continue to exercise 
its right to appoint directors under section 
754 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 as 
long as that section is in effect. The Student 
Loan Marketing Association shall not pro- 
vide financial support or guarantees to the 
Corporation. Notwithstanding the prohibi- 
tions in this subsection, the United States 
may pursue any remedy against a holder of 
the Corporation's stock to which it would 
otherwise be entitled. 

Page 258, beginning on line 8, strike “, 
upon request of the Secretary of Education”. 

Page 258, lines 11 and 16, strike “voting 
common". 
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Page 258, beginning on line 12, strike “опе 
year” and insert “6 months”. 

258, beginning on line 18, strike 
“within” and all that follows through shall 
purchase” on line 20 and insert “, the Cor- 
poration shall purchase, within the period 
specified in paragraph (1),”. 

Н.В. 1617 
OFFERED By: MR. GENE GREEN OF TEXAS 


AMENDMENT Мо. 10: Strike title V of the 
bill and insert the following: 


TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 501. EFFECT ON REHABILITATION ACT OF 
1973. 


Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, this Act does not have any legal ef- 
fect on any program under the Rehabilita- 
tion Act of 1973. 

H.R. 1617 
OFFERED BY: MR. KILDEE 


AMENDMENT NO. 11: Page 91, strike lines 12 
through 18. 

H.R. 1617 
OFFERED By: MR. KILDEE 

AMENDMENT NO. 12: Page 100, after line 17, 
insert the following: 

(e) FISCAL EFFORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—No payments shall be 
made under this title for any fiscal year toa 
State unless the Secretary determines that 
the combined fiscal effort per student or the 
aggregate expenditures of such State with 
respect to vocational education for the fiscal 
year preceding the fiscal year for which the 
determination is made was not less than 100 
percent of such combined fiscal effort or ag- 
gregate expenditures for the second fiscal 
year preceding the fiscal year for which the 
determination is made. 

(2) WAIVERS.—The Secretary may waive, 
for one fiscal year only, the requirements of 
this subsection if the Secretary determines 
that such a waiver would be equitable due to 
exceptional or uncontrollable circumstances 
such as a natural disaster or a precipitous 
and unforeseen decline in the financial re- 
sources of the State. 

H.R. 1617 
OFFERED By: MR. KLINK 

AMENDMENT NO, 13; Page 27, after line 24, 
insert the following: 

SECTION 7. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress, that— 

(1) to streamline and consolidate 
workforce preparation and development pro- 
grams, eliminate unnecessary duplication 
and fragmentation in such programs as stat- 
ed in section 3(a)(5)(A), and to provide maxi- 
mum authority and responsibility to States 
and local communities for operation of State 
and local workforce preparation and develop- 
ment programs as stated in section 
Э(аХ5ХВ), the Federal Government should 
transfer all of the functions of such pro- 
grams to the States and local communities, 
including the responsibility to raise revenue 
to fund such programs; and 

(2) Federal tax rates should be reduced by 
the amount saved by relinquishing Federal 
responsibility for workforce preparation and 
development programs. 

H.R. 1617 
OFFERED By: MR. KLINK 


AMENDMENT МО. 14: Page 275, after line 4, 
insert the following: 
TITLE VIN—SENSE OF CONGRESS 
БЕС. 801. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 
It is the sense of Congress, that— 
() to streamline and consolidate 
workforce preparation and development pro- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


grams, eliminate unnecessary duplication 
and fragmentation in such programs as stat- 
ed in section 3(a)(5)(A), and to provide maxi- 
mum authority and responsibility to States 
and local communities for operation of State 
and local workforce preparation and develop- 
ment programs as stated in section 
3(a)(5)(B), the Federal Government should 
transfer all of the functions of such pro- 
grams to the States and local communities, 
including the responsibility to raise revenue 
to fund such programs; and 

(2) Federal tax rates should be reduced by 
the amount saved by relinquishing Federal 
responsibility for workforce preparation and 
development programs. 

H.R. 1617 
OFFERED By: MRS. MINK OF HAWAII 

AMENDMENT No. 15: Page 105, after line 13 
insert the following: 

(5) a description of how the State will 
maintain programs for single parents, dis- 
placed homemakers, and single pregnant 
women and programs that promote the 
elimination of sex bias. 

H.R. 1617 
OFFERED BY: MRS. MORELLA 

AMENDMENT NO. 16: Page 125, line 6, strike 
“апа”. 

Page 125, line 9, strike the period and in- 
sert; апа”. 

Page 125, after line 9, insert the following: 

(viii) implementation of innovative pro- 
grams to increase the number of individuals 
trained and placed in nontraditional employ- 
ment. 

Page 127, line 19, before the period insert 
the following: and individuals seeking to 
enter nontraditional employment“. 

H.R. 1617 
OFFERED By: MR. OWENS 

AMENDMENT NO. 17: Page 71, strike line 1 

and all that follows through line 9. 
H.R. 1617 
OFFERED BY: MR. OWENS 

AMENDMENT NO. 18: Page 71, strike line 1 
and all that follows through line 9 and insert 
the following: 

SEC. 113. CRIMINAL PENALTIES, 

Section 665 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended by striking “ог the Job Training 
Partnership Act“ each place it appears and 
inserting “, the Job Training Partnership 
Act, or the Consolidated and Reformed Edu- 
cation, Employment, and Rehabilitation 
Systems Act“. 

H. R. 1617 . 
OFFERED By: MR. OWENS 

AMENDMENT NO. 19: Page 128, line 11, strike 
“апа”. 

Page 128, line 14, strike the period and in- 
sert; апа”. 

Page 128, line 14, insert the following: 

(C) who are dislocated workers or who are 
economically disadvantaged individuals. 

Page 130, line 13, strike and“. 

Page 130, line 16, strike the period and in- 
sert “; апа”. 

Page 130, after line 16, insert the following: 

(D) who are dislocated workers or who are 
economically disadvantaged individuals. 

Page 134, strike line 21 and all that follows 
through line 2 on page 135. 

Page 135, line 3, strike (f)“ and insert 
“(e)”. 

Page 135, line 7, strike “(g)” and insert 
"Ын 

Н.В.1617 
OFFERED By: MR. ROEMER 

AMENDMENT No. 20: On раве 10, line 4, add 
immediately before the semi-colon “апа sec- 
tion 705(b)"". 
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On page 267, line 21, add at the beginning 
thereof the subsection designation “(а)”. 

On page 267, after line 22, add the following 
new subsection: 

“(b) In order to allow States that have re- 
ceived grants under Subtitle В of title П of 
the School-to-Work Opportunities Act of 1994 
prior to its repeal to complete the develop- 
ment and implementation of their state-wide 
School-to-Work systems, the Secretary of 
Education and the Secretary of Labor are 
authorized to use not more than 10 percent of 
the funds appropriated under section 4(a)(1) 
of this Act for fiscal year 1997, 7.5 percent of 
such funds appropriated for fiscal year 1998, 
and 5 percent of such funds appropriated for 
fiscal year 1999 to make continuation awards 
to such States.“ 

Н.В. 1617 
OFFERED BY: MS. WATERS 

AMENDMENT NO. 21: Page 275, after line 4, 
add the following new title: 

TITLE VOI—SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOY- 
MENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS 
UNDER THE JOB TRAINING PARTNER- 
SHIP ACT 

SEC, 801. SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYMENT AND 

TRAINING PROGRAMS, 


(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
TITLE Il.—Notwithstanding section 4(a)(1) of 
this Act, there are authorized to be appro- 
priated for title П of this Act, $1,630,920,000 
for fiscal year 1997 and such sums as may be 
necessary for each of the fiscal years 1998 
through 2002 to carry out the programs under 
such title. 

(b) 1996 ALLOTMENT PERCENTAGE FOR 
STATES UNDER TITLE I.—Notwithstanding 
section 211(b)(2)(B) of this Act, the allotment 
percentage of a State for fiscal year 1996 
shall be the percentage of funds allotted to 
the State in fiscal year 1995 under— 

(1) section 101 or 101A of the Carl D. Per- 
kins Vocational and Applied Technology 
Education Act, as such Act was in effect on 
the day before the date of the enactment of 
this Act; and 

(2) the funding allotted in fiscal year 1995 
under section 262 of the Job Training Part- 
nership Act, as such Act was in effect on the 
day before the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(c) RETENTION OF SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOY- 
MENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
711(а) of this Act, the Job Training Partner- 
ship Act (29 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.), except sec- 
tion 1, sections 251 through 256 (relating to 
the Summer Youth Employment and Train- 
ing Programs), sections 421 through 439 (re- 
lating to the Job Corps), and section 441 of 
such Act (relating to veterans’ employment 
programs), is hereby repealed. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Notwithstanding section 711(b)(4) of this Act, 
the Job Training Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 
1501 et seq.), as amended by this subsection, 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following new section: 

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

“SEC. 23. (a) Except as provided іп sub- 
section (b), there are authorized to be appro- 
priated such sums as are necessary to carry 
out this Act. 

“(b) For fiscal year 1997, there are author- 
ized to be appropriated $693,680,000 to carry 
out sections 251 through 256 of this Act (re- 
lating to Summer Youth Employment and 
Training Programs).’’. 

H.R. 1617 
OFFERED By: MR. WELDON OF FLORIDA 

AMENDMENT NO. 22: Page 70, line 24, before 
the period insert “ог to meet federally fund- 
ed or endorsed industry-recognized skill 
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standards or attain federally funded or en- 
dorsed skill certificates”. 
H.R. 1617 
OFFERED BY: MR. WELDON OF FLORIDA 

AMENDMENT NO. 23: Page 70, line 24, before 
the period insert “ог to meet federally fund- 
ed or endorsed industry-recognized skill 
standards or attain federally funded or en- 
dorsed skill certificates”. 

Page 100, line 15, before the period insert 
“or to attain a federally funded or endorsed 
skill certificate”. 

Page 110, line 19, insert “and parents” after 
“employers”. 

Page 113, line 10, insert ‘‘and parents” after 
“employers”. 

H.R. 1617 
OFFERED BY: MR. WELDON OF FLORIDA 

AMENDMENT NO. 24: Page 100, line 15, before 
the period insert “ог to attain a federally 
funded or endorsed skill certificate”. 

Page 110, line 19, insert and parents” after 
“employers”. 

Page 113, line 10, insert “and parents” after 
“employers”. 

H.R. 1617 
OFFERED BY: MR. WILLIAMS 

AMENDMENT NO. 25: Page 31, strike line 1 
and insert the following: 

(2) the lead State agency, entity, official, 
or officials 

Page 31, line 4, after (including“ insert 
“the State entity responsible for setting edu- 
cation policies for activities under this Act, 
consistent with State law, on the day preced- 
ing the date of the enactment of this Act 
апа". 

Page 32, after line 16, insert the following: 

(2) ACCEPTANCE OF CERTAIN RECOMMENDA- 
TIONS.—The recommendations of any State 
agency, State entity, or State public official 
described in subsection (0)(2) with respect to 
any portion of the State plan described in 
section 104 that affects programs that are 
under the jurisdiction of the agency, entity, 
or official shall be accepted by the Governor 
of the State and the other participants in 
the collaborative process, and shall be incor- 
porated in the plan, unless the plan includes 
a finding by the Governor that the rec- 
ommendations are inconsistent with the pur- 
pose of this Act. 

Page 32, line 17, strike “(2)” and insert 
“@)". 

Page 36, after line 7, insert the following: 

(11) A designation, consistent with State 
law, of the State agency or agencies to serve 
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as administrative or fiscal agents for pur- 
poses of titles П and IV. 
H.R. 1617 
OFFERED By: MR. WILLIAMS 

AMENDMENT МО. 26: Page 246, after line 4, 

insert the following new subsection (and re- 
designate the succeeding subsections accord- 
ingly): 
6) ADDITIONAL TRANSITION PROVISIONS IN 
THE EVENT OF NO REORGANIZATION.—In the 
event no reorganization is approved under 
this section, the following provisions shall 
apply beginning on the date which is 18 
months after the date of enactment of this 
section: 

“(1) TERMINATION PLAN.—No later than the 
date which is 24 months after the date of this 
section, the Association shall submit for the 
approval of the Secretary of the Treasury 
(hereinafter in this subsection referred to as 
the ‘Secretary’) a plan for the orderly wind- 
ing up of its business which shall ensure that 
the Association will have adequate assets to 
transfer to a trust, as provided in subsection 
(e), to ensure payment of debt obligations of 
the Association that are outstanding as of 
December 31, 2004 (hereinafter in this sub- 
section referred to as the ‘remaining obliga- 
tions’), in accordance with their terms. 

“(2) PLAN REVIEW AND AMENDMENT.—The 


ob) 


Secretary 
the plan and the financial condition of 
the Association no less than annually. After 
each review, the Secretary may require any 
additional amendments to the plan as are 
necessary to ensure full payment of the re- 
maining obligations. 

*(3) IMPLEMENTATION BY THE ASSOCIATION.— 
The Association shall mptly implement 
the plan or amended p approved by the 
Secretary and shall promptly 1 any 
subsequent amendments required based о 
the annual review. 

“(4) PAYMENT OF DIVIDENDS.—Prior to the 
payment of any dividend, the Association 
shall certify to the Secretary that the Asso- 
ciation is in full compliance with the termi- 
nation plan then in effect, including subse- 
quent amendments: The Association may not 
make any cash or non-cash distributions un- 
less the Secretary has approved the termi- 
nation plan, the Association. is in full com- 
pliance with the plan as approved, including 
any subsequent amendments required by the 
Secretary, and the ҚАН has approved 
the Association’s certification of compli- 
ance. 
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Page 248, strike lines 20 through 25 and re- 
= the succeeding subsections accord- 


Н.В. 1617 
OFFERED By: М8. WOOLSEY 


AMENDMENT NO. 27: Page 5, line 15, strike 
**$2,324,600,000" and insert 3, 000. 000,000 


H. R. 1617 
OFFERED By: Ms. WOOLSEY 


AMENDMENT NO. 28. Page 5, line 15, strike 
32.324, 600,000“ and insert 3, 000,000, 000. 

Page 5, line ** Strike 32. 183,000,000 and 
insert 33.225, 000 

Page 5, line 23, еб» 3280, 000. 000 and in- 
sert 3597, 000,000. 


H.R. 2274 
OFFERED BY: MRS. BARRETT OF NEBRASKA 


AMENDMENT NO. 18. Page 96, after line 13, 
insert the following: 

(4) DRIVERS OF UTILITY SERVICE VEHICLES.— 
Such regulations shall, in the case of a driv- 
er of a utility service vehicle, permit any pe- 
riod of 8 consecutive days to end with the be- 
ginning of an off-duty period of 24 or more 
consecutive hours for the purposes of deter- 
mining maximum driving and on-duty time. 
wee 96, line 14, strike “(4)” and insert 
ae” 97, line 3, strike “(5)” and insert 

Page 99, after line 6, insert the following: 

(6) UTILITY SERVICE VEHICLE.—The term 
“utility service vehicle“ means any motor 
vehicle, regardless of gross weight— 

(A) used on highways in interstate or 
intrastate commerce in the erance of 
building, repairing, expanding, improving, 
maintaining, or operating any structures, fa- 
cilities, excavations, poles, lines, or any 
other physical feature necessary for the de- 
livery of public utility services, including 
the furnishing of electric, water, sanitary 
sewer, telephone, and television cable or 
community antenna service; 

(B) while engaged in any activity nec- 
essarily related to the ultimate delivery of 
such public utility services to consumers, in- 
cluding travel or movement to, from, upon, 
or between activity sites (including occa- 
sional travel or movement outside the serv- 
ice area necessitated by any utility emer- 
il as determined by the utility provider); 
ап 


(С) except for any occasional emergency 
use, operated within the service 
area of a utility's subscribers or consumers, 
without regard to whether the vehicle is 
owned, leased, or rented or otherwise con- 
tracted for by the utility. 
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TRIBUTE TO CONGRESSMAN 
NORMAN Y. MINETA 


HON. BUD SHUSTER 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, September 18, 1995 


Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, In 3 short 
weeks, Congress will lose one of its most val- 
ued Democrat Members and at the same time, 
| will say goodbye to one of my closest 
friends. After nearly 21 years in the House of 
Representatives, Congressman NORMAN Y. 
MINETA is leaving to take a job in the private 
sector. Today, | would like my House col- 


career in public service. He said, “It is fair to 
say that | have been a builder throughout my 
life.” 

NORM came to the Public Works and Trans- 
portation Committee in 1975 along with eight 
other Democrat freshmen; 18 years later, he 
became committee chairman. During the span 
of time, he chaired four of the panel's sub- 
committees, proving time and again a knack 
for understanding the details of committee ju- 
risdiction as well as a grasp of the overall im- 
portance of infrastructure investment to the 
economy and well-being of this Nation. 

In particular, he was a spokesman for urban 
America, having been, even at a tender age, 
a city father to San Jose, which rose from a 
sleepy South Bay community in the shadow of 
San Francisco to become the third-largest city 
in California. His experiences as a mayor 
helped him provide this committee with insight 
on the need for and development of mass 
transit systems. 

No mention of NORM goes without recogni- 
tion of his untiring advocacy on behalf of those 
of his ethnic heritage. Early on in his native 
San Jose, he was eyed as a prodigal son of 
the J American community. NORM 
unflinchiningly assumed this responsibility, cul- 
minating in the passage of the Civil Liberties 
Act of 1988, which included reparations for 
Japanese-Americans interned by President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt and then-California Gov. 
Earl Warren during World War II. 

As his career highlights demonstrate, NORM 
has not been bashful in standing up for his be- 
liefs. | remember when he headed the Aviation 
Subcommittee during the 19805 and was 
such a strong advocate for taking the aviation 
trust fund out of the general fund budget. His 
persistence helped force a floor vote on the 
issue in October 1987, with supporters of the 
off-budget bill losing by a scant five votes. As 
| said then and now: That vote was held be- 
cause NORM MINETA believed that stockpiling 
these balances to hide the deficit was a fraud 


on the America people. And the fight to take 
the trust funds off budget con- 
tinues today, thanks in no small part because 
of Norm's leadership. 

But beyond the legislative give-and-take of 
issues, NORM and | were more than simply 
colleagues. For two decades, he and | have 
literally sat shoulder to shoulder in countless 
hearings and meetings. Together we have lis- 
tened to thousands of witnesses, sat through 
hundreds of rollcall votes, and shared both 
victories and defeats. Ours is an uncommon 
friendship and | trust it will not end when he 
leaves Congress. 

NORMAN Y. MINETA came to the Congress 
and the Public Works and Transportation 
Committee in 1975 and two decades later, he 
leaves, having contributed immeasurably to 
both. NORM was a positive influence on his 
colleagues and on their institution. He will be 
missed. 


CELEBRATING THE 100TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF THE BOROUGH OF 
EAST NEWARK 


HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, September 18, 1995 


Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize the Borough of East Newark, 
which is this year celebrating its 100th anni- 
versary. Although East Newark is small in 
size, the residents are known for their big 
hearts. 

Once a part of Kearny, East Newark broke 
away in the spring of 1895 to become an inde- 
pendent borough. The vote was cast for incor- 
poration on July 2, 1895, and the new bor- 
ough, just 64 acres in area, became the small- 
est community in the State of New Jersey. 

Two of the early industries in East Newark 
were the Clark Thread Co., and the Clark Mile 
End Spool Cotton Co., the largest thread mills 
in the United States at that time. The compa- 
nies became Englehard Industries in the early 
1930's, but since then, the area has been con- 
verted to the East Newark Industrial Center, 
which now houses over 80 corporations in the 
garment industry, 

With its industries in place, East Newark 
began to build its community. The East New- 
ark Volunteer Fire Department was organized 
in October 1895, and the East Newark Police 
Department was established 1 month later. 
Today, both are still in place, 100 years after 
they were first established to provide for the 
protection of life and property. East Newark’s 
first public school was built in 1896, and still 
serves children from kindergarten through the 
eighth grade. 

A bronze tablet located in front of borough 
hall proudly displays the names of the 175 
brave men of East Newark who gave their 


lives to the American cause in World War |. 
The Albert Ettlin American Legion Post No. 36 
was so named in honor of Mr. Ettlin, the first 
East Newark soldier killed in action at the Bat- 
tle of Chateau Thierry. East Newark resident 
William Ғ. Sawelson is said to have been hit 
F 

wounded buddy in World War | and post- 
humously received the Congressional Medal 
of Honor. 

The first church established in the borough 
was St. Anthony’s Roman Catholic Church, 
the congregation originally founded in 1901 by 
Italians who moved from West Hoboken. 
While the original church was destroyed by 
fire in 1935, it was soon rebuilt and still serves 
the community today at the same site on Sec- 
ond Street. 

In many ways, East Newark's history contin- 
ues to influence the present. Current mayor, 
Joseph R. Smith, is a descendant of John C. 
Smith, one of the original petitioners in the ef- 
fort to establish the borough. | would like to 
salute Mayor Smith, Council President Walter 
Roman, Councilman Hans Peter Lucas, Coun- 
cilman William Lupkovich, Councilman Frank 
Madalena, Councilman Robert Rowe, and 
Councilman Charles Tighe for continuing a tra- 
dition of excellence in community service. 

While the past century has seen monu- 
mental changes in the face of the community, 
East Newark remains an example of small- 
town pride and big-spirited determination. With 
a population of only 2,200, East Newark 
proves that you do not have to be big in size 
to make a big contribution. Please join me 
today in celebrating the 100th anniversary of 
this little metropolis, which continues to forge 
its own path on the road to a new century. 


RESPONSE TO CHARGE OF STU- 
DENT USE IN PHILLIP MORRIS 
STUDY 


HON. THOMAS J. BLILEY, JR. 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, September 18, 1995 


Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
bring to your attention and include in the CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD the following response of 
the Chesterfield County Public Schools to re- 
cent congressional allegations that students in 
their school system were used in a study by 
Phillip Morris. Attached, please find a media 
advisory from the Chesterfield County Public 
Schools, which addresses this issue. 

MEDIA ADVISORY 

After an exhaustive search in an effort to 
respond to inquiries regarding information 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD last week, the 
following are our findings: 

1. We have determined that third grade 
teachers used a pupil rating scale question- 
naire, not a pupil test, during the early 1970s. 


@ This bullet“ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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The purpose was to help identify students in 
need of special education services. The 
school system had no evaluation instrument 
at that time to test students for hyperactiv- 
ity. If teachers suspected hyperactivity, the 
common practice was to recommend parents 
take their child to a physician for a medical 
diagnosis. 

2. This rating scale questionnaire was not 
а Phillip Morris study, nor was the rating 
scale completed in collaboration with Phillip 
Morris. It was a standard teacher observa- 
tion scale used by educators. 

3. The rating scale does resemble, however, 
the description of a teacher questionnaire in 
the July 25 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD in a two 
paragraph section alluding to a study of 
Chesterfield County Public School students. 

4. No School Board employee we have lo- 
cated can confirm or recall any joint study 
or sharing of information with Phillip Mor- 
ris. No School Board minutes from 1973-1978 
reference Phillip Morris in any way. We can- 
not determine through any means that the 
results of the questionnaire were made avail- 
able to anyone other than school officials. 

5. The source of information cited in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD was F. J. Ryan and 
“Smoker’s Psychology Monthly Report,” 
and we have no knowledge of either of these 
sources. 

6. This concludes our good faith effort to 
respond to these inquiries. We are available 
for questions regarding current policies and 
procedures related to student evaluation. 


SPECIAL SALUTE TO EUGENE 
PARKER: HONORING HIS CHARI- 
TABLE SERVICE TO THE ELDER- 
LY 


HON. LOUIS STOKES 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, September 18, 1995 


Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | am proud to 
rise today to salute a resident of my congres- 
sional district, Eugene Parker, who was re- 
cently profiled in the Cleveland Plain Dealer. 
The article, which is entitled “Paying With 
Good Looks”, tells of Mr. Parker’s unique con- 
tribution to the elderly people of his neighbor- 
hood. | want to share with my colleagues the 
details regarding the offerings outstanding in- 
dividual. 

Mr. Parker is the proprietor of Parker's Bar- 
ber Shop in Cleveland, where he has been 
cutting hair for over 30 years. Every Thursday 
since June 1994, Mr. Parker has offered free 
haircuts to people over the age of 65. This is 
his way of giving back to his community. As 
Mr. Parker frequently says, he thinks that the 
money that these persons would spend for a 
haircut would be better spent on a loaf of 
bread. Through this act of charity, Mr. Parker 
demonstrates to the elderly of his neighbor- 
hood that someone is out for them. 

Mr. Speaker, the reason that | highlight this 
act of individual charity is because this is ex- 
actly the type of contribution which has the po- 
tential to resuscitate drifting communities of 
our country. Eugene Parker has unselfishly 
given his time and talent in an effort to ease 
the financial burdens of the elderly of his com- 
munity. | salute Mr. Parker for his neighborly 
contributions and ask my colleagues to join 
me in paying tribute to this caring indiviual. | 
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also ask that this Cleveland Plain Dealer arti- 
cle be inserted into the Record. 

[From the Cleveland Plain Dealer, Sept. 11, 

1995] 
PAYING WITH GOOD LOOKS 
(By Ronald Rutti) 

CLEVELAND.—They stand or sit six deep 
outside the barber shop at Kinsman Rd. and 
E. 143га St. on Thursday mornings. It leads 
you to think the guys cutting inside either 
must be good or giving something away free. 
Turns out, you would be right on both 
counts. 

Since June 1994, the elderly have been get- 
ting free haircuts on Thursdays at Parker’s 
Barber Shop. Proprietor Eugene Parker 
closes the place to paying customers that 


day. 

“I could hardly believe it,’’ recalled John 
Thomas of E. 176th St., when he first came to 
the shop for a free cut. “Не wouldn’t even 
take a tip. He said, ‘Then it would not be 

Harry J. Walker, of Van Aken Blvd., а cus- 
tomer for more than 25 years, was sitting 
outside waiting for his number to be called. 
Knowing he would face a wait of about an 
hour, Walker had brought a radio and some 
Scripture readings. 

“Не” s the best.“ Walker said of Parker. “І 
think it's wonderful what he is doing. God 
said if you give, you are going to receive 
hundredfold."” 

For a while it was hard to give. “Тһе first 
three weeks, all total, I did not cut 20 
heads. Parker recalled Nobody believed 
it.” 

Now he cuts about 30 heads during his ab- 
breviated Thursday hours 9 a.m. to noon. At 
least one of the four other barbers in his 
shop volunteers his off day on alternate 
Thursdays. 

On this day, it is Andre Beard, 27, who has 
been cutting hair six years. Beard said he 
was a Cuyahoga Community College student 
in electrical engineering when his barber, 
Parker steered him into the grooming field. 

Parker said Beard comes almost every 
Thursday to cut the older folks’ hair. “I get 
the afternoon off, that’s enough time for 
me,” Beard said. 

The give-away attracts both longtime cus- 
tomers and newcomers. Those who have 
known Parker for years are not surprised by 
his charity. 

“He's always been a people lover,“ said 
Tom Carter, 78, of Stockbridge Ave. He's a 
caring person.” Carter has been a customer 
for 30 years. 

Although he has not had a real vacation in 
18 years, Parker said he gets one every week 
when he unlocks the shop door and already- 
waiting older folks file in. 

He cannot wait to talk to his visitors, for 
they already have lived full lives. 

This gives me a chance to pick up a lot of 
knowledge,” Parker said. 

Parker, a barber more than 30 years, said 
he got the idea for free haircuts while sitting 
in his shop contemplating what he could do 
to give back to the community. 

He decided older people would better use 
their limited funds for food. 

The normal haircut charge at the shop is 


Parker, 56, gestures to the dozen or so peo- 
ple waiting their turn and says. These peo- 
ple sitting here, they did all the legwork and 
all the suffering to get me where I am today. 
I think a loaf of bread is more important to 
them than a haircut. 

“Hopefully other barbers will hear about 
this and do the same thing for seniors,” he 
said. 
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The rule is a customer has to be 65 or older 
to get a free haircut, but Parker does not 
ask for proof of age. I trust them,“ he said. 

Parker's family moved to Cleveland from 
Birmingham, Ala., when he was 12. He has 
nine children of his own, 21 grandchildren 
and three great-grandchildren. 

He said he became a barber because “І was 
tired of working hard.” But he has found it 
is a job not suited to all. 

‘You’ve got to like people. It’s а trip deal- 
ing with people. But it’s a lot of fun,” he 
said. 


JOEL COOK DAY 
HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, September 18, 1995 

г. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | wish to call to 
МЕН ыт ио 
man who led an incredible life of service to 


others. This coming Sunday, September 24, 
Joel’s hometown of Walden, NY, will be pay- 
ing tribute to him. 


cared what the initials “POW” or “MIA” stood 
for. In good part, public awareness of the 
issue was heightened by Joel's tireless efforts. 

In July 1992, as a result of the illness which 


tee. We lost him about a year and a half later, 
on January 17, 1994. 

However, his friends, loved ones, and the 
many lives he touched ensured that his home- 
town would not forget him. 

This Sunday, Joel Cook Day in Walden, will 
be a commemoration—and a celebration—of 
this stellar veteran and the time and effort he 
devoted to helping others. His widow, Linda, 
his children, and other family members will be 
on hand to share in our appreciation of Joel 
Cook's works and deeds. On Sunday, which is 
the day before what would have been Joel 
Соокв 49th birthday, the American Legion 
Post No. 158 in Walden will officially change 
its name from the William Deakin Post No. 
158 to the William Deakin-Joel Cook chapter. 
A duplicate of the new official American Le- 
gion charter indicating this name change will 
be presented to the Cook family at this time, 
with appropriate ceremonies. 

Today, over two decades after the end of 
hostilities in Southeast Asia, 2,197 Americans 
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are still mot accounted for. The National 
League of Families of POW’s and MIA’s point- 
ed out to my office just this week that, if Joel 
Cook were alive today, he would be the first 
and the loudest to protest the rush toward nor- 
malization of relations with Vietnam with the 
fates of so many of our fellow citizens still un- 
determined. 


Mr. Speaker, many of our colleagues have 
joined with me throughout the years to remind 
all of us in this Nation that our missing fellow 
Americans must never be forgotten. Joel Cook 
Day, coming only 9 days after our annual Na- 
tional POW-MIA Remembrance Day, is a suit- 
able time to remember that many of us here 
at home have dedicated their lives to this wor- 
thy cause. 

As is true of our missing service men and 
women, they deserve nothing less. 


TRIBUTE TO REAR ADM. THOMAS 
A. MERCER, USN 


HON. SAM FARR 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, September 18, 1995 


Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, it is my great honor 
to rise today in salute of an outstanding indi- 
vidual, community and military leader. Mr. 
Speaker, Rear Adm. Thomas A. Mercer, who 
until recently commanded the Naval Post- 
graduate School, provided 33 years of service 
to the U.S. Navy and to my central coast com- 
munity. His contributions will be remembered 
and sorely missed. 

Gr with distinction from the U.S. 
Naval Academy in 1962, Rear Admiral Mercer 
served a 3-year tour of duty in the U.S. Navy, 
including a Southeast Asia combat deploy- 
ment. He later attended the Naval Post- 
graduate School in Monterey, CA and was 
awarded a master of science degree in aero- 
nautical engineering in 1969. 

Rear Admiral Mercer's remarkable career 
has been demonstrated by his assignments 
and duties throughout the country and the 
world. He has been awarded 17 medals and 
awards that recognize his distinguished serv- 
ice, including the Defense Distinguished Serv- 
ice Medal, Distinguished Service Medal and 
Defense Superior Service Medal. | am very 
pleased to commend Rear Admiral Mercer for 
his contributions to our country. 

In addition, Rear Admiral Mercer signifi- 
cantly contributed to the Monterey Peninsula 
community. He has served as the superintend- 
ent of the Naval Postgraduate School, Monte- 
rey, CA since January 1993. His contributions 
there helped to retain the school in Monterey 
and he has worked with other institutions of 
higher education to make the region a center 
of excellence for education and research. 
Rear Admiral Mercer has also helped many 
organizations in the Monterey region, including 
outreach programs to schools, the American 
Legion, the Salinas Air Show and many more. 

We are indeed fortunate to have a national 
resource like the Naval Postgraduate School 
in our community, but more so since Rear Ad- 
miral Mercer has been its superintendent for 
the past 272 years. It is said that Rear Admiral 
Mercer left every command in better shape 
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than when he arrived and | agree. The Naval 
Postgraduate School and the entire commu- 
nity have benefited from his leadership. On 
behalf of a grateful community and country, | 
wish him congratulations, and very best wish- 
es for a happy and healthy retirement. 


IN HONOR OF THE POLISH MAR- 
TYRS MEMORIALIZED AT THE 
KATYN MEMORIAL MONUMENT 


HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, September 18, 1995 


Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to honor the Polish officers, citizens and pris- 
oners of war who were massacred in 1940 by 
the Stalinist Soviet Government. The Katyn 
Forest Massacre Memorial Committee will 
have a memorial service on September 17, 
1995 to honor the Polish victims. A mass will 
be celebrated at 12 noon at the monument 
site. 
Many times throughout history, mankind has 
committed unspeakable crimes that have hor- 
rified the world. In April 1940 more than 
25,000 people were rounded up by the Soviet 
Government. Their only crime was that they 
were born Polish and considered enemies of 
the state. Their hands were tied behind their 
backs and they were shot in the back of the 
head. Their bodies were burned and scattered 
throughout various locations such as Katyn 
Forest. 

This year marks the 55th anniversary of the 
brutal Katyn Forest Massacre. The order to 
execute the Polish citizens was issued on 
March 5, 1940. The order is a reminder to us 
that we must remain ever vigilant against intol- 
erance and inhumanity. Their massacre was a 
genocidal act and we must never forget their 
suffering and sacrifice. 

A memorial was erected at Exchange Place 
in Jersey City. The monument commemorates 
the sacrifice of these innocent victims. The 
Katyn Forest Massacre was a crime against 
humanity. This elegant memorial serves as a 
reminder of man's cruelty to man. 

| ask that my colleagues join me in honoring 
these Polish martyrs. They represent a lost 
generation of Polish citizens. Their memories 
live on at the Katyn Memorial Monument. 


SPECIAL SALUTE TO MORT 
MANDEL, CLEVELAND PHILAN- 
THROPIST 


HON. LOUIS STOKES 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, September 18, 1995 


Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to an outstanding philanthropist of 
my congressional district. Mort Mandel is the 
chairman and CEO of Premier Industrial Corp. 
and has spent his life not just donating fi- 
nances, but also finding innovative ways to im- 
prove the Cleveland area and the world. | 
want to share with my colleagues some of the 
contributions of this outstanding individual. 
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Foundations established by Mort Mandel 
and his family distribute grants for manage- 
ment training, neighborhood renewal, the arts, 
and health care. Мг. Mandel’s Premier Indus- 
trial Corp. created a non-profit agency for im- 
provement of the neighborhood in which it op- 
erates, and created a school for non-profit 
management at Case Western Reserve Uni- 
versity. Mr. Mandel has also given extensively 
to the United Way, and has contributed to the 
creation of the Mandel School of Applied So- 
cial Sciences at Case Western Reserve Uni- 
versity. 

Mot Mandel has for a number of years 
been a strong supporter and financial contribu- 
tor to the 11th Congressional District's Annual 
Christmas Party for poor residents of my dis- 
trict. These are people who would have no 
Christmas for themselves and their children if 
it were not for philanthropists such as Mort 


Mr. Speaker, | am proud to salute Mort 
Mandel today. Mort Mandel has given his 
time, ideas, and funding to creative philan- 
thropy. He has used his success to increase 
opportunities for people’s advancement and to 
implement neighborhood improvement. | ask 
my colleagues to join me in paying tribute to 
this exceptional individual. 

GIVING LIVES OF TWO CLEVELAND 
PHILANTHROPISTS 
(By Janet Beighle French) 

Why people give has long intrigued those 
responsible for garnering support for pri- 
vately funded organizations. 

The lives of two Cleveland philanthropists, 
one present, one past, provide some answers. 
And, as is typical in Cleveland, their gifts 
were not only of money, but of time, too. 

THE MANDEL TRADITION 

“I want to light another candle or 10, 
Maybe many candles, to help eliminate the 
nightmares around us,” said Mort Mandel, 
chairman and CEO of Premier Industrial 
Corp. 

Mandel's parents, Sam and Rose, set the 
example. 

“They were not wealthy, but they always 
extended helping hands to others,” said Man- 
del. “When they could hardly pay the rent, 
mother would squirrel away $11 for someone, 
perhaps for a wedding dress, a doctor bill, a 
refrigerator or stove. 

“Ву the time I was 10 years old, I had in- 
ternalized a sense that [compassionate, per- 
sonal giving) was an obligation and an oppor- 
tunity to help.“ said Mandel. “Му brothers 
did, too. As we could, we began giving away 
money.“ 

Along the way, their Premier Industrial 
Corp. became very successful. 

Now, said Mandel, he uses that ability, giv- 
ing systematically and effectively to stimu- 
late new ideas that will help heal the world. 

He and older brothers Jack and Joseph 
have established a foundation for each fam- 
ily, three private and one corporate, with 
total assets estimated in 1991 to be more 
than $160 million. That year, the four foun- 
dations distributed more than $2.5 million in 
grants. 

Management training, neighborhood re- 
newal, the arts and health care were among 
major beneficiaries. The Mandels also have 
given generously to Jewish causes; Mort 
Mandel is a past president of the Jewish 
Community Federation of Cleveland. 

In 1993, the brothers hired Richard Shatten 
away from Cleveland Tomorrow (itself foun- 
dation-inspired) to operate their founda- 
tions. At the time, Mort Mandel said the 
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brothers intended to leave to charity a ‘‘very 
large” portion of their combined fortunes, 
then worth about $1.5 billion. The result 
could be a foundation that would join the 
Cleveland and Gund foundations as a major 
force in Cleveland philanthropy. 

“We are more pro-active than other foun- 
dations,” said Mandel. We use our brains, 
contacts and money to improve, change, fill 
@ vacuum. We work very hard at it and put 
in time.” 

Premier is located in the Midtown Cor- 
ridor, on Cleveland’s near East Side. It cre- 
ated a nonprofit agency to help improve the 
neighborhood, which Mandel cites as among 
his top accomplishments. It's now an um- 
brella agency, called Neighborhood Progress 
Inc. The Cleveland and Gund Foundations 
supported it, too, but we were the largest 
funder. 

“We also started the Mandel Center for 
Non-Profit Management [at Case Western 
Reserve University], to see if we could im- 
prove the quality of management for non- 
profits, so they could do a better job. 

It's been 10 years now and the program 
has graduated many people. And now they 
run everything from museums to settlement 
houses." 

Last week, the Mandels were recognized 
for their longstanding commitment to Unit- 
ed Way Services, and their gift of $1.2 million 
toward the purchase of the agency's new 
headquarters on Buclid Ave. to be named the 
Mandel Community Building. 

Mandel gifts have also helped in the cre- 
ation of the Mandel School of Applied 
Sciences at Case Western Reserve Univer- 
sity, and the Mandel Jewish Community 
Center in Beachwood. 

Mandel's grown children are also very phil- 
anthropic, he said. 

That's probably the greatest gift Barbara 
and I have given our kids—their values," 
said Mandel. 

MATHER RECYCLED MONEY 


Samuel L. Mather was injured in an explo- 
sion at his father’s mining company just as 
he was about to enter Harvard University. 
He spent three years as an invalid, perhaps 
inspiring his gifts to medicine and the arts. 

But inherited religious conviction was 
more likely behind Mather’s indefatigable 
giving, said his great-grandson Sterling 
“Ted” McMillen. 

Mather’s “соге, prime passion,” McMillen 
said, was the Episcopal Church, which he 
served in local, national and ecumenical са- 
pacities and as director of the Bethel and 
City Mission. 

Mather believed you earned money to re- 
cycle it and try to bring about God's pure vi- 
віоп,” he said. “Іп New England, where the 
Mathers came from, religion called the 
shots.“ 

Boston preacher Increase Mather was 
president of Harvard. His son Cotton was a 
preacher, author, mystic, politician and a 
founder of Yale. 

Samuel Mather Jr. was one of the first 49 
shareholders in the Connecticut Land Com- 
pany, which bought the Western Reserve in 
1792. By 1809, he owned four townships. Only 
he, of the 49, sent a descendant here. 

Son Samuel Livingston Mather arrived in 
1843 to set up a law practice and see to his fa- 
ther’s interests. He founded Cleveland Iron 
Mining Co. (later Cleveland-Cliffs Co.) and 
fathered William Gwinn and Samuel. 

The sons inherited the family propensity 
to make money and were ultimately credited 
with writing the book on the iron and steel 
business of their era. William took over 
Cleveland-Cliffs. Samuel helped found 
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Pickands Mather Co. and built it into the re- 
gion’s second-largest iron ore company. 

Samuel and Flora Stone Mather lived very 
well, in the most expensive house on Euclid 
Ave’s Millionaires’ Row. Mather died the 
state’s richest man in 1931, even though he 
retired at age 50 and spent 30 years funding 
and directing nonprofit organizations. 

But the Mathers gave time as well as 
money. He spent a half-century helping to 
support Lakeside/University Hospitals, 30 as 
chairman (thus the new Samuel L. Mather 
Pavilion). He helped rebuild the Cleveland 
Clinic after the disastrous 1929 explosion. He 
was an original trustee of the Cleveland Mu- 
seum of Art, vice president of University 
School, and a trustee of Western Reserve 
University. He helped underwrite Kenyon 
College and the Library Association. 

Flora funded three buildings for and 
underwrote Western Reserve University’s 
College for Women, later renamed in her 
honor. She and her husband funded and led 
Hiram and Goodrich Houses, which offered 
social programs for immigrants. Some of 
these programs evolved into the social work 
school at the university, the Visiting Nurse 
Association and the Cleveland Society for 
the Blind. 

Samuel Mather was president of the Chil- 
dren’s Aid Society and the Home for Aged 
Women, on the board of the National Civic 
Federation and American Red Cross. When 
he began directing the Community Fund 
(later United Way), givers multiplied 10 
times. He remained director and top contrib- 
utor for 21 years. 

Mather succeeded because he was passion- 
ate about everything he did, said McMillen. 
And he was directly involved. Contem- 
poraries noted that he approached any task 
with enthusiasm, keen observation and anal- 
ysis, a superb memory, and the ability to get 
to the point. 

“Philanthropy is an incredibly fulfilling 
thing to до,” McMillen said. “АП of the fam- 
ily still have civic interests.” 

McMillen is a trustee of the art museum 
and of the $3.8-million S. Livingston Mather 
Charitable Trust which supports cultural 
programs, education, child welfare, social 
services and mental health, youth services 
and conservation. He also supports the Chil- 
dren’s Aid Society. 


—-—+— 


TRIBUTE TO HOME HEALTH CARE 
WORKERS 


HON. RONALD D. COLEMAN 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, September 18, 1995 


Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take this opportunity today to extend my grati- 
tude to all of the thousands of nurses, thera- 
pists, physicians, and home care aides who 
have devoted their lives to provide in-home 
health care. 

Home care is a wonderful way to treat sick 
and disabled individuals without having to sep- 
arate them from their familiar and comfortable 
surroundings. Because it is so popular, home 
care is the fastest growing sector of American 
health care delivery today. Between 1990 and 
1994, the number of Medicare beneficiaries 
that received home health services almost 
doubled. 

However, despite the fact that health care 
increase in services costs in general have 
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risen at enormous rates, the cost of this serv- 
ice has been increasing at a rate far below 
that of the Consumer Price Index. In fact, 
Medicare payments for this service had lev- 
eled off in 1993 and were well below projected 
levels of spending in 1994. 

Certainly, this is an economical and caring 
way to provide for our sick and disabled with 
health care that they can rely upon. It also 
benefits the families that live with the individ- 
uals who require home care by allowing them 
to have day to day contact with their loved 


ones. 

| believe that home health care is the type 
of system we need to put more emphasis on 
when Congress structures its debate on health 
care reform. 


TRIBUTE TO SHERIFF WILLIAM H. 
HACKEL 


HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, September 18, 1995 


Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to my good friend, Macomb County 
Sheriff, William H. Hackel. Sheriff Hackel was 
named as the winner of the 1995 Distin- 
guished Citizens Award by the Clinton Valley 
Council of the Boy Scouts of America. On 
September 14, 1995, Sheriff Hackel was hon- 
ored by the Boy Scouts at an award dinner 
held at the Fern Hill Country Club in Clinton 
Township, МІ. 

Sheriff Hackel began his career with the 
Macomb County Sheriffs Department as a 
deputy over 30 years ago. In 1976, the people 
of Macomb elected him to serve as Sheriff. 
During these three decades, Sheriff Hackel 
has earned the well-deserved reputation as a 
tough and innovative crime fighter. 

Sheriff Hackel has assumed leadership 
roles in many local, State, and national crimi- 
nal justice organizations. He has served on 
the Advisory Committee of the Macomb Com- 
munity College Criminal Justice Program and 
as a member of the Michigan Commission of 
Criminal Justice. Previous Michigan Governors 
William Milliken and James Blanchard both 
appointed him to serve on the Michigan Law 
Enforcement Officers’ Training Council. In all 
of his roles, he has worked to see that the 
community he serves has the best trained and 
most professional law officers possible. 

In addition to helping coordinate law en- 
forcement officials from all levels of govern- 
ment, Sheriff Hackel has also placed a priority 
on crime prevention. It is not uncommon to 
see Sheriff Hackel at numerous community 
events. He is always working with groups and 
attending functions where he can reach out to 
the public, especially children. In the words of 
one of his deputies, a DARE officer, Sheriff 
Hackel has always made kids his number one 
priority. His support of the Boy Scouts, where 
he serves on the Friends of Scouting Commit- 
tee, is just one of many examples. Sheriff 
Hackel is also responsible for bringing the first 
DARE program to Macomb County. He spon- 
sors the Explorer Post at the Macomb County 
Sheriffs Office where young men and women 
have the chance to learn about law enforce- 
ment first hand. Annually, Sheriff Hackel par- 
ticipates in the March of Dimes Walk America, 
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the Easter Seal Telethon, the Torch Run for 
ee, ee 
and charity organizations. 
F 
a responsibility we all share, but few fulfill. 
Sheriff Hackel has dedicated much of his life 


volvement. His time, talents, and energy are 
appreciated by all of us. | thank Sheriff Hackel 
for his efforts and commend him for his good 


| applaud the Boy Scouts of the Clinton Val- 


half of the Boy Scouts of America, | 
urge my colleagues to join me in saluting 
Macomb County Sheriff Bill Hackel. 


THE SOCIAL COST OF 
ADMINISTRATION POLICIES 


HON. JOHN T. DOOLITTLE 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, September 18, 1995 


Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to read into the RECORD two letters | received 


California and inflicting pain and suffering on 
the residents of the region. 

The first letter is from Michael and Sharlene 
Reed of Sonora. The letter reads: 

REPRESENTATIVE DOOLITTLE: Due to the 
Forest Service interpretation of the Taylor 
Amendment and President Clinton's lack of 
concern for the working people we are re- 
cently unemployed. Our local plywood and 
sawmill operation has been closed. The 
Stanislaus National Forest will have no no- 
ticeable increase in timber sales in the fore- 
seeable future. 

My family has been in Tuolumne County 
for more than 100 years, in the cattle and 
timber fields. We care about the future of 
our county, our state and our nation. For 
now our future is unknown, and we may have 
to leave the place that has been our home for 
such a long time. There are no other job op- 
portunities available in this area. We may 
also lose our home because there is little 
real estate market at this time. Clinton's 
“job retraining’ would only work if there 
were jobs to be trained for. 

While our future is uncertain, we hope 
your future as our Representative is secure. 
We will help any way we can. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL and SHARLENE REED, 
Sonora, California. 

The second letter | would like to share was 
sent to the California Spotted Owl Team in 
Sacramento by Pat Kaunert. Mr. Kaunert, who 
is also a resident of Sonora, gave me a copy 
of the letter at a recent townhall meeting. 

His letter reads: 

COMMENTS ON CALIFORNIA SPOTTED OWL 
DRAFTED PLAN 

The following comments on the Draft Cali- 
fornia Owl Plan represent my personal opin- 
ion only, and are not intended to represent 
any other persons or agency. 
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I have reviewed the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for Management of the 
California Spotted Owl, a document which 
clearly states that “Тһе California spotted 
owl appears to be abundant and well-distrib- 
uted within the forests on the west slope of 
the Sierra Nevada.“ This tells me that the 
owls are currently living in paradise—not en- 
dangered, not threatened, and not all that 
sensitive. I'm not all that sensitive. I'm not 
worried about the owls. This document tells 
me they're doing just fine for now. 

However, I am deeply concerned about the 
existence of several other species that re- 
main unprotected by this plan—the Amer- 
ican logger, the American rancher, the pro- 
fessional forester, the wildland firefighter, 
local forest families, and the critical rural 
habitat in which they all live and work. To- 
gether, they comprise an essential compo- 
nent of the forest ecosystem, and contribute 
to the strength of our nation. They are the 
human critters that they have the experi- 
ence, training, and commitment to sustain 
the overall health and productivity of the 
forest. 

Without immediate intervention it is like- 
ly they will go into dramatic decline, and 
possible extinction. Therefore, I recommend 
the following prescription as good medicine 
for these endangered human species, as well 
as for the western slope of the Sierras and its 
abundant wildlife: 

Scrap the ‘cookie-cutter’, one-size-fits- 
all” approach to managing forest vegetation. 
Return to individual Forest Plans that сап 
provide a custom tailored fit to the specific 
local needs of rural communities, individual 
landscapes, and sustainable forests. 

Depart from past harvest schedules to 
commence an aggressive increase in the vol- 
ume of forest tree-thinning. This will reduce 
the growing catastrophic fire hazard in 
dense, choked, and over crowed timber 
stands. Cut some bigger trees to make way 
for the younger ones. 

Step-up the reforestation effort on wild- 
fire-burned forest land. This will reduce the 
brush field fire hazard, provide future jobs 
for rural communities, grow green forests in 
which Americans love to recreate, and pro- 
vide habitat opportunities for a wider range 
of wildlife. 

Continue the good work of introducing 
controlled, cool fire back into the landscape 
to maintain thinned stands of trees and im- 
prove browse for wildlife. Combine this work 
with tree thinning over entire landscapes as 
needed to get out front on the California fire 
problem. 

Forests on the west slope of the Sierras are 
burning down faster than we can sustain 
them, resulting in big black clear cuts. Spot- 
ted owl nesting sites are torching off faster 
than the forest can grow them, and the owls 
are pretty mad about it. Let's protect the 
jobs of the people who can protect the owls. 

Mr. Speaker, whether the issue is the Cali- 
fornia Spotted Owl or the timber salvage 
amendment passed in the 1995 recissions bill, 
the Clinton administration continues to ignore 
the human and social costs of its policies. We 
are witnessing the devastation of entire com- 
munities in the northwestern United States as 
a result of the President’s efforts to placate 
extremists in the environmental movement. 

These letters, Mr. Speaker, are representa- 
tive of the thinking of the great majority of my 
constituents. They are beginning to speak out 
more forcefully against the current administra- 
tion’s destructive environmental policies and | 
have assured them that their voices will be 
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heard in Washington. | am glad to share these 


two letters with my colleagues by including 
them in today’s RECORD. 


OBSERVANCE OF THE 
CHIROPRACTIC CENTENNIAL 


HON. GEORGE P. RADANOVICH 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, September 18, 1995 
Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, today is 


on September 18, 1895 by Dr. 
D.D. Palmer in Davenport, IA. The name 
chiropractic was derived from the two Greek 
words of chiro meaning hand and praktos 
meaning done by hand. According to Web- 
ster’s Dictionary, “Chiropractic is a system of 
healing holding that disease results from a 
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Federal and State governments іп licensure, 
education, continuing education, student finan- 


Sourcebook, and includes a chapter covering 
chiropractic in Health Resources Statistics. 
The U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, lists chiropractic in its Occu- 
pation Outlook Handbook as “Health Diagnos- 
ing and Treating Practitioners.” Chiropractors 
are a listed occupation for purposes of tax- 
ation by the U.S. Internal Revenue Service 
and under the Internal Revenue Code, chiro- 
practic care is a medical deduction. 

Mr. Speaker, in saluting this chiropractic 
centennial, | take pleasure in including with my 
remarks a summary statement about the pro- 
fession that was written at my request by my 
chiropractor constituent, Dr. Rita Schroeder of 
Fresno, and one of my California advisers, Dr. 
L. Ted Frigard of Beverly Hills. 

CHIROPRACTIC, PAST, PRESENT AND FUTURE 

On September 18, 1895, Mr. Harvey Lillard, 
who had been deaf for seventeen years 
sought the services of Dr. D.D. Palmer. Mr. 
Lillard stated that he was exerting himself 
in a cramped, stooping position and he felt 
something give way in his back and imme- 
diately became deaf. An examination re- 
vealed that a vertebra was twisted from its 
normal position. Dr. Palmer reasoned that if 
that vertebra was replaced, the man's hear- 
ing should be restored. With this object in 
view, Dr. Palmer maneuvered the vertebra 
into position using the spinous process as a 
lever and soon Mr. Lillard could hear as be- 
fore. Thus the science and art of chiropractic 
were formed at that time. 

Chiropractic was founded on anatomy: os- 
teology, neurology and function of bones, 
nerves and the manifestation of impulses. 
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Chiropractic is a science, a knowledge of 
health and disease reduced to law and em- 
bodied into a system. A vertebral sub- 
luxation occludes an opening through which 
nerves pass, producing a pressure upon 
nerves causing interference with the trans- 
mission of a normal quantity of abstract 
force generated in the brain and expressed at 
the end of the nerve in physiological func- 
tion. 


EDUCATION 


Chiropractic education is recognized by the 
Federal and State governments. The Com- 
mission on Accreditation the Council on 
Chiropractic Education (C.C.E.) is recognized 
by the United States Department (Office) of 
Education and by the Council on Postsecond- 
ary Accreditation 


STUDENT FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS 


Chiropractic students qualify for financial 
aid programs for their chiropractic edu- 
cation. Financial aid programs consist pri- 
marily of Federal and State loans, grants 
and scholarships. Student aid programs for 
chiropractic students demonstrates that the 
Federal and State governments not only en- 
courage education for chiropractic students 
but establish ways to finance that education. 

LICENSURE 

Chiropractors are licensed in all fifty 
states, U.S. Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico and 
the District of Columbia, by an Act of the 
United States Congress. Chiropractors must 
meet the individual State requirements and 
pass a State Board examination for licen- 
sure. 

RADIATION CERTIFICATION 

Chiropractors must meet the educational 
requirements and pass a State examination 
for certification for the supervision and use 
of radiation and x-ray machines. 

EXPERT WITNESS 

Chiropractors are accepted as expert wit- 
nesses within the lawful scope of the limited 
speciality of their practice in the County, 
State and Federal Court system. 

INSURANCE RECOGNITION 

The Congress of the United States, with 
Presidential approval, has authorized the 
provision of chiropractic services under fed- 
eral law for all Americans in Medicare and 
Medicaid. Federal employees have chiroprac- 
tic coverage in the Federal Employee Health 
Benefit Program and coverage in the Federal 
Employee Workers’ Compensation program, 
and in leave approvals, for illness suffered by 
federal employees. Chiropractic health serv- 
ices are included in the Railroad Retirement 
Act, State MediCal (Medicaid) program, 
State Workers’ Compensation Insurance pro- 
gram and virtually all insurance carriers in 
the United States provide policies covering 
chiropractic care. Chiropractors perform dis- 
ability evaluation for the courts and work- 
ers’ compensation insurance programs. 
Chiropractors perform physical examina- 
tions for schoo] children and employment 
and insurance companies. 


HOSPITAL STAFF MEMBERSHIP 


Chiropractors are entitled to hospital staff 
membership by the Joint Commission on Ac- 
creditation of Hospitals (JCAH). The JCAH 
is a hospital standard setting organization 
which has the power to define and regulate 
the activities which take place in hospitals. 
In 1983, the American Medical Association, 
the American Hospital Association, the 
American College of Radiology and the 
American College of Surgeons participated 
in the revision of the Accreditation Stand- 
ards for Hospitals with the JCAH. The 1983 
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revision liberalized the prior standards re- 
garding admission to medical staffs or, and 
allowance of hospital privileges to limited 
practitioners which include chiropractors. 

The chiropractic profession has an effec- 
tive and valuable health care service to 
render humanity. We are sure that the pro- 
fession has strived mightily over the last 
century to achieve the high standards that 
are now evident. 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, Sep- 
tember 19, 1995, may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 


SEPTEMBER 20 
9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 
50-366 


Labor and Human Resources 
Business meeting, to consider гес- 
ommendations which it will make to 
the Committee on the Budget with re- 
spect to spending reductions and reve- 
nue increases to meet reconciliation 
expenditures as imposed by H. Con. 
Res. 67, setting forth the Congressional 
Budget for the United States Govern- 
ment for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, to mark up 
Н.Н. 1180, to provide for health per- 
formance partnerships, and S. 1221, to 
authorize appropriations for the Legal 
Services Corporation, and to consider 
pending nominations. 
50-430 
Indian Affairs 
To hold oversight hearings on the imple- 
mentation of Title ПІ of the National 
Indian Forest Resources Management 
Act (P.L. 101-630); and to consider the 
nomination of Paul M. Homan, of the 
District of Columbia, to be Special 
Trustee, Office of Special Trustee for 
American Indians, Department of the 
Interior. 
SR-485 
Select on Intelligence 
To hold hearings to examine intelligence 
roles and missions. 
SD-G50 
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10:00 a.m. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Business meeting, to consider гес- 
ommendations which it will make to 
the Committee on the Budget with re- 
spect to spending reductions and reve- 
nue increases to meet reconciliation 
expenditures as imposed by H. Con. 
Res. 67, setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern- 
ment for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, and to mark up 
proposed legislation to authorize funds 
for the Export Import Bank's tied aid 
program. 
50-538 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings on 8. 483, to amend Fed- 
eral copyright provisions regarding 
preemption of laws concerning dura- 
tion of copyrights. 
SD-226 
Veterans’ Affairs 
Business meeting, to consider гес- 
ommendations which it will make to 
the Committee on the Budget with re- 
spect to spending reductions and reve- 
nue increases to meet reconciliation 
expenditures as imposed by H. Con, 
Res. 67, setting forth the Congressional 
Budget for the United States Govern- 
ment for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, and to consider 
other pending business. 
SR-418 
2:00 p.m. 
Judiciary 
Terrorism, Technology, and Government 
Information Subcommittee 
To continue hearings to examine certain 
Federal law enforcement actions with 
regard to the 1992 incident at Ruby 
Ridge, Idaho. 
SD-G50 
2:30 p.m. 
Small Business 
To continue hearings to examine tax is- 
sues impacting small business. 
SR-428A 


SEPTEMBER 21 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Gen. John M. Shalikashvili, USA, for 
reappointment as Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
SR-222 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Business meeting, to consider rec- 
ommendations which 16 will make to 
the Committee on the Budget with re- 
spect to spending reductions and reve- 
nue increases to meet reconciliation 
expenditures as imposed by H. Con. 
Res. 67, setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern- 
ment for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002. 
86-253 
10:00 а.т. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
International Finance Subcommittee 
To hold oversight hearings on the dual 
use export control program. 


50-538 
Judiciary 
Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 
SD-226 
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2:00 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 
African Affairs Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine the situa- 
tion in Liberia. 


Judiciary 
Terrorism, Technology, and Government 
Information Subcommittee 
To continue hearings to examine certain 
Federal law enforcement actions with 
regard to the 1992 incident at Ruby 


850-419 


Ridge, Idaho. 
SD-G50 
SEPTEMBER 22 
10:00 a.m. 
Judiciary 
Constitution, Federalism, and Property 
Rights Subcommittee 


To resume hearings to examine the sta- 
tus and future of affirmative action, fo- 
cusing on minority contracting. 

80-226 


SEPTEMBER 26 


9:30 а.т. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Oceans and Fisheries Subcommittee 
To hold oversight hearings on the science 
of slow management and hatchery 
supplementation, focusing on the re- 
covery of Snake River anadromous spe- 
cies. 
SR-253 
10:00 a.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to review the incident 
which occurred in Waco, Texas. 
SD-106 


= - SS 
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EXTENSIONS ОЕ REMARKS 


SEPTEMBER 27 
9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 
SD-366 
Environment and Public Works 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Kathleen A. McGinty, of Pennsylvania, 
to be a Member of the Council on Envi- 
ronmental Quality. 
SD-406 
10:00 a.m. 
Judiciary 
To continue hearings to review the inci- 
dent which occurred in Waco, Texas. 
SD-106 


SEPTEMBER 28 
1:30 p.m. 
Judiciary 
Immigration Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine non-immi- 


grant immigration issues. 
SD-106 
2:00 p.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings on pending nomina- 
tions. 
50-226 
SEPTEMBER 29 
10:00 а.т. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine religious 
liberty in the United States. 
SD-226 
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OCTOBER 25 
10:00 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine veterans’ 
employment issues. 
SR-418 


CANCELLATIONS 


SEPTEMBER 19 
9:30 a:m. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
relating to public housing reform. 
SD-538 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Business meeting, to consider pending 


calendar business. 
SD-366 
POSTPONEMENTS 
SEPTEMBER 19 
9:00 a.m. 


Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 

Business meeting, to consider rec- 
ommendations which it will make to 
the Committee on the Budget with re- 
spect to spending reductions and reve- 
nue increases to meet reconciliation 
expenditures as imposed by H. Con. 
Res. 67, setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern- 
ment for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 

1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002. 
SR-328 
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HOUSE ОЕ REPRESENTATIVES—September 19, 1995 


The House met at 9 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore [Mr. DEAL]. 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
September 19, 1995. 

I hereby designate the Honorable NATHAN 
DEAL to act as Speaker pro tempore on this 
day. 

NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of May 12, 
1995, the Chair will now recognize 
Members from lists submitted by the 
majority and minority leaders for 
morning hour debates. The Chair will 
alternate recognition between the par- 
ties, with each party limited to not to 
exceed 25 minutes, and each Member 
except the majority and minority lead- 
er limited to not to exceed 5 minutes, 
but in no event shall debate continue 
beyond 9:50 a.m. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON] for 
5 minutes. 


OPEN DEBATE ON NATIONAL PARK 
SYSTEM 


Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
call the attention of my colleagues to 
the votes today on the Suspension Cal- 
endar. On the Committee on Resources, 
as the ranking member of Public 
Lands, Shenandoah Valley National 
Battlefields partnership Act, a good 
bill that deserves support, the Alaskan 
Native Claims Settlement Act, the 
same, a good bill that deserves support, 
and the Presidio bill, a good piece of 
legislation, all of these are bipartisan. 
But I have to call attention to my col- 
leagues to one bill that deserves rejec- 
tion, H.R. 260, and that is the park clo- 
sure bill, a bill that would threaten 198 
of the smallest parks in the National 
Park System, and I will be inserting іп 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a list of 
those parks and many are in many of 
my colleagues’ districts. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
pay close attention to this list because 
it represents the potential first draft of 
the new park closure list which will 
undoubtedly result from the гес- 


ommendations of the Park Closure 
Commission created by H.R. 260, a bill 
that is opposed by every environmental 
organization and is opposed by the 
Clinton administration, the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, and many others. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 260’s Parks Closure 
Commission would have the authority 
to recommend to Congress specific 
units of the park system for closure, 
privatization, or sale to the highest 
bidder. Many of the proponents of this 
bill claim that it is the same one that 
we passed unanimously last year. H.R. 
260 is not the same bill we passed last 
year. This is how. 

First, H.R. 260 puts the decision of a 
Park Closure Commission at the front 
of the train. It takes the statutory au- 
thority Congress currently has and 
places it in the hands of a politically 
appointed commission. 

Second, H.R. 260 sends a strong signal 
to the American people that Congress 
does not have the political will to 
carry out its responsibilities of over- 
sight over the National Park Service, 
and H.R. 260 exempts the 54 national 
park units from closure, leaving the 
less visited, smaller budgeted parks at 
the mercy of the Park Closure Com- 
mission. = 

Unfortunately, national treasures, 
such as Valley Forge, Mount Rush- 
more, the Statue of Liberty, the Wash- 
ington, Lincoln, and Jefferson Memori- 
als, and the Martin Luther King Na- 
tional Historic Site could find them- 
selves on the chopping block. 

As my colleagues, Mr. COLEMAN and 
Mr. PALLONE, stated so eloquently yes- 
terday on the House floor, why does the 
bill only exempt the national park 
units from the Park Closure Commis- 
sion? Are supporters of H.R. 260 making 
some sort of value judgment on the dif- 
ferent units of the park system? Are we 
thinking that some units of the system 
are more deserving of protection and 
enjoyment than others? 

Mr. Speaker, if the bill exempts na- 
tional park units, shouldn’t it also ex- 
empt national monuments, historic 
battlefields, historic sites, and national 
battlefield parks? If the bill sponsors 
are so concerned about an honest, ob- 
jective review of the entire system, 
why did they not leave every unit on 
the chopping block and subject to the 
recommendations of the Park Closure 
Commission? 

I had planned to offer amendments to 
H.R. 260 and had made note of my in- 
tention to—in a “Dear Colleague” let- 
ter to everyone in this body this sum- 
mer. Despite my stated intentions and 


the distinct impression I had from the 
committee leadership that I would be 
able to offer these amendments as I did 
in subcommittee, H.R. 260 is being 
rammed through the House without 
the opportunity for full discussion and 
debate. There has been a lot of talk re- 
cently about accountability, yet it ap- 
pears that business as usual continues 
here in the House. 

H.R. 260 is opposed by the League of 
Conservation Voters. In fact, they have 
issued a letter declaring that this orga- 
nization is going to consider this vote 
when considering its 1995 environ- 
mental voting scoring rating. 

Environmental groups oppose this 
bill. The National Parks and Conserva- 
tion Association, the Wilderness Soci- 
ety, the American Hiking Society, De- 
fenders of Wildlife, Environmental Ac- 
tion Foundation, Sierra Club, Friends 
of the Earth and the Izaak Walton 
League of America. Editorials against 
H.R. 260 have appeared in newspapers 
around the country, the New York 
Times, the Salt Lake Tribune, the 
Miami Herald, the Philadelphia 
Enquirer, the St. Louis Post Dispatch, 
the Las Vegas Sun, and the Wichita 
Eagle. 

The administration has issued a 
strongly worded condemnation of this 
bill. National Park Service Director 
Roger Kennedy has been direct and 
straightforward with Congress in enu- 
merating the reasons to oppose this 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, all I am asking is that 
this bill be returned to the Rules Com- 
mittee. Let it come up next week under 
a closed rule where amendments offer- 
ing alternatives, which I would offer 
with several other colleagues on a bi- 
partisan basis that would deal with fi- 
nancing the parks through a changed 
fee system, a trust fund, and a change 
in the concessions policy is a far more 
Democratic way to deal with this issue. 

I urge my colleagues to vote “по” on 
H.R. 260 today. 


PRESERVING AND PROTECTING 
MEDICARE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of May 
12, 1995, the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. TIAHRT] is recognized during 
morning business for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I wanted 
to spend a few minutes this morning 
talking about a very important issue of 
preserving and protecting Medicare. I 
want to quote from the Los Angeles 
Times who printed just a week ago, 
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“the House GOP plan to save Medicare 
is a sensible start toward fixing a pro- 
gram whose costs are out of control.” 
The Democrats are wrong to balk at 
the restraining of soaring costs of the 
popular Medicare Program. The cur- 
rent path doubles the program’s budget 
every 7 years. It is not sustainable and 
they know it. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not an expert on 
Medicare, and so I went back into my 
district during the August district 
work period and I got together 33 mem- 
bers of the health care industry, of peo- 
ple who were concerned about preserv- 
ing and protecting Medicare, of people 
who were involved in taxpayer groups, 
the AARP, United Seniors Associates, 
and we got together and we met all 
morning at Wichita State University 
about what problems we were facing 
with Medicare and how we could best 
preserve and protect it, and today I 
have with me a copy of the draft report 
that we submitted and that I also used 
to testify before members of the Com- 
mittee on Commerce; it is the sub- 
committee for the Committee on Ways 
and Means, in coming up with some so- 
lutions for preserving and protecting 
Medicare. 

Some of the ideas that we had that 
came out of the Fourth District of 
Kansas are now being implemented 
into the legislation. These members of 
this task force came to this meeting 
with three methods of preserving and 
protecting Medicare. We went around 
the room and we discussed each one of 
these solutions in depth. 

Mr. Speaker, I was expecting them to 
come scared because a lot of the rhet- 
oric that has been said right here on 
the floor of the House, a lot that has 
been printed across through the elite 
media, and so I was somewhat anxious 
about the meeting, but when I got 
there, the people of America were not 
scared about losing Medicare. They 
were concerned, but they came with ex- 
cellent ideas. They wanted to give the 
best ideas of Kansas to have them 
brought here, and some of the ideas 
came right out of the work force. 

A gentleman named Zim Zimmer- 
man, who works for Evcon industries 
in Wichita, KS, one of the leading air- 
conditioner suppliers across the Na- 
tion. He was just 90 days away from re- 
tirement and he said, if I could just 
take my health care insurance as pro- 
vided at Evcon and carry it on into re- 
tirement, I would be completely satis- 
fied. Other seniors wanted to have the 
same system that is available to them 
now, Medicare. Some wanted a type of 
system that is a managed care system 
because it provided more alternatives 
to them, and some wanted medical sav- 
ings accounts. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislation that is 
currently being drafted does keep our 
Nation’s commitment to Medicare and 
it remains as an option to seniors, with 
no increase о copayments ог 
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deductibles. We also, in the legislation 
that we are right now pushing forward, 
allowing seniors the same health care 
choices that are available to others 
like Zim Zimmerman and other seniors 
in the Fourth District, and we came up 
with some good ideas on how to root 
out waste and fraud and abuse so that 
we can maximize the health care dol- 
lars that we are spending. 

We also have in this legislation ways 
of placing financial responsibility on 
those who can best afford it and try to 
provide the benefits to those who are 
truly in need without great demands 
on their financial responsibility. We 
also want to set up a guaranteed sol- 
vency through a budgetary fail-safe 
provision. 

As the task force discussed some of 
these problems, particularly in waste, 
fraud, and abuse, it was very apparent 
that fear has been used all across the 
Nation. In our report that was given to 
us by a gentleman who is administer- 
ing a hospital in Halstead, KS, his 
name is Jeffrey Feeney, he used to 
work in a Florida hospital, and a physi- 
cian came to him and said, I would like 
to use a room to talk with some of the 
seniors. And he says, well, what were 
you going to use the room for? He ex- 
plained that the doctor was talking to 
the seniors about an autologous blood 
process by which he was parlaying the 
fear of seniors, the fear of contracting 
AIDS or other social STD or HIV in- 
fected blood through the process when 
they had surgery. They have to use 
others’ bloods, so this autologous blood 
process, they would take their own 
blood, he would store it for them at no 
cost to them, and then in the future, in 
the event they needed blood, it would 
be available to them. 

Many of them would never need this 
blood. They would never have surgery, 
but yet he was being paid by Medicare 
on a daily basis for storing this blood. 
So he parlayed this fear into bilking 
the system out of hundreds of thou- 
sands of dollars. . 

Mr. Speaker, when I think abou 
what has happened here recently, even 
for my own parents, when people try to 
come in and try to use scare tactics, in 
Kansas we call that scams, and this is 
not Mediscam. We are talking about 
preserving and protecting Medicare. 

So, Mr. Speaker, as we submit this 
report and as we proceed with Medicare 
legislation, I hope that the American 
public will see that the loss of credibil- 
ity for using scare tactics is more and 
more apparent and that the plans that 
we have forwarded as represented by 
the Los Angeles Times are going to be 
effective in preserving and protecting 
Medicare. . 


MEDICARE SAVINGS DOUBTED 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of May 
12, 1995, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
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DOGGETT] is recognized during morning 
business for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, as this 
House was concluding its business last 
night, I was discussing the concerns 
that every senior across this country 
should have about what is about to 
occur on Medicare, and indeed, listen- 
ing to the remarks of my colleague 
from Kansas just now, I would say that 
if seniors are not scared, they ought to 
at least be very concerned about what 
is happening on Medicare, and I would 
think that any senior who has been ob- 
serving closely what is occurring with 
reference to Medicare would be very 
near scared at the consequences that 
are about to befall them. 

You know, we have awaited a Repub- 
lican plan and now another day has 
passed. It is September 19, and we have 
yet to have any member of the Repub- 
lican Party come to the floor of this 
House and spell out the details of their 
plan. All that American seniors know 
about this Republican plan is that it 
boils down to: Pay more, get less. That 
is what the Republican plan is, the pay 
more, get less plan. 

Mr. Speaker, it was curious that the 
gentleman from Kansas just now would 
refer to the Washington Times because 
yesterday's Washington Times, the 
banner first page story was: Republican 
Medicare Savings Doubted. And it re- 
fers to the gaping budgetary hole in 
the Republican plan. It talks about the 
fact that it is gimmickry, that over a 
third of the so-called savings the Re- 
publicans have in their pay more, get 
less plan has not yet been spelled out. 

Of course, instead of being candid 
with the American people and telling 
them how far they are going to reach 
into the pockets of seniors in reform- 
ing, as they call it, Medicare, instead 
of explaining the details of the hit on 
America’s seniors, on America’s dis- 
abled population, our Republican col- 
leagues come back and say, “Well, 
where is your plan? If you don’t like 
our pay more, get less plan, why don’t 
the Democrats come forward with a 
plan?” 

I would say that if what they are 
waiting for is a plan from the Demo- 
cratic Party to take $270 billion in cuts 
from Medicare, they are going to wait 
forever because we are not going to 
have that kind of plan. If what they are 
waiting for is a plan from the Demo- 
crats to take money out of Medicare in 
order to fund tax cuts, tax breaks for 
the most privileged people in our soci- 
ety, they can wait a long time because 
we are not going to have that kind of 
plan. 

Mr. Speaker, they have talked so 
much about a trustees’ report and how 
they have to secure Medicare from 
bankruptcy, and yet the premium in- 
creases that they are proposing, what 
they have never told the American peo- 
ple, they are going to raise the cost of 
health care in their pay more, get less 
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plan in part B, but not one penny of the 
premium increases that they propose is 
going to be contributed to the Medi- 
care trust fund that they seem so con- 
cerned about. Not one penny of those 
premium increases that they ask 
America's seniors, that they ask Amer- 
ica’s disabled population to contribute 
in escalating health care costs, not one 
penny is going to secure or prevent any 
troubles with the Medicare trust fund. 

The Democrats are ready to come to- 
gether to secure the trust fund. We 
were ready last year in that regard, 
certainly my colleagues. I was not here 
at that time, but they worked to se- 
cure the trust fund. What did the Re- 
publicans do? What has been their con- 
tribution to secure and prevent the 
bankruptcy of the trust fund? 

In their so-called Contract With 
America, they made the trust fund less 
secure. They took revenues that would 
go into the trust fund, that were con- 
tributed by the most wealthy of our 
seniors, and they took those revenues 
in the contract bill out of the trust 
fund so that it will be less secure if 
their proposals are adopted than if we 
keep on the existing law. 

I believe that we need bipartisan sup- 
port to have genuine reform with Medi- 
care. The gentleman from Kansas re- 
ferred to waste and fraud in the sys- 
tem, and there are seniors all over this 
country that can point to examples of 
mismanagement in the program. We 
need to ferret that out. We need to find 
ways to improve the efficiency of the 
system. But you do not begin that 
process by setting some imaginary $270 
billion figure that you need in order to 
fulfill campaign promises. You do not 
begin there. You begin in a bipartisan, 
respectful manner consulting with our 
Nation’s seniors, consulting with the 
experts and trying to reach a balanced 
proposal designed to improve Medicare, 
not to destroy it. Ы 

It is a lot like a fellow that got lost 
over in east Texas and he was looking 
around and trying to get directions and 
he said, “How do you get from here to 
Oklahoma?” And the farmer that he 
came onto said, Well, I don’t know 
the precise path to get there but I sure 
wouldn’t start from here.” 

The Democrats are saying, do not 
start from the premise that you need 
to take $270 billion out of the pockets 
of American seniors. Do not start from 
the premise that you need to take 
money from Medicare in order to fund 
a tax break for America’s privileged 
few. Start from the premise that we 
need to improve and strengthen Medi- 
care so that we will be there for gen- 
erations to come, so that it can serve 
the next generation of Americans in 
just the way it has protected America’s 
seniors for the last 30 years since Lyn- 
don Johnson signed it into law, a sys- 
tem that is one of the grandest accom- 
plishments of this Congress that is out 
there delivering health care to 99 per- 
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cent of Americans today. Let us pre- 
serve and protect that plan. As Ameri- 
ca’s seniors find out about it, it is up- 
side down, but so is their plan. The pay 
more, get less Republican plan must be 
rejected. 


SLOWING THE GROWTH OF 
MEDICARE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of May 
12, 1995, the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. STEARNS] is recognized during 
morning business for 5 minutes. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say to the gentleman from Texas, if he 
wishes a copy of the plan, he certainly 
can read about it in the Wall Street 
Journal, he can read about it in the 
Washington Post or the Washington 
Times. Furthermore, the slowing of the 
growth in Medicare is what has been 
proposed by Republicans, it is pretty 
much what President Clinton proposed 
last year in his health care bill. So 
what we are all trying to do here is to 
slow the growth down and save the pro- 
gram. 

Mr. Speaker, this morning I am here 
to talk about Medicare and Medicaid 
together, the program for our elderly, 
disabled, and low-income women and 
children, but I am here to talk again 
about waste, fraud, and abuse in this 
program. 

The spending on these programs, as 
my colleagues know, has gone up at 
10.5 percent In the private sector, it 
has gone up at 4.5 percent. We need to 
bring the spending down, but part of 
the reason the spending has gone up so 
high is because of the waste, fraud, and 
abuse in these programs. Some people 
estimate this waste, fraud, and abuse 
at 12 percent of these two programs, or 
$30 billion, as high as $44 billion for the 
two programs combined. 

An indication of how pervasive this 
program is was summed up recently by 
a Clinton high official. This person was 
the Human Services Inspector General, 
June Gibbs Brown, and this is what she 
said, Mr. Speaker: ‘‘The basic structure 
of the current health care system is al- 
most as if it had been designed for the 
very purpose of promoting waste, 
fraud, and abuse.” Now, that is a star- 
tling admission. 

The truth is that such behavior is not 
restricted to just one segment. Provid- 
ers and beneficiaries alike seem guilty 
of bilking the system for personal gain. 
Examples of these have been recounted 
in numerous hearings on the Commit- 
tee on Commerce on which I serve and 
the Health Care Subcommittee. How- 
ever, today I will share with you sev- 
eral examples that have been reported 
in the Reader’s Digest. 

I was heartened by the fact that this 
wonderful publication has presented 
this because so many readers subscribe 
and purchase the Reader’s Digest, and 
so they too will be able to identify the 
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waste, fraud, and abuse from these ar- 
ticles. 

The first step is to identify the 
sources of abuse and then to put the 
mechanism into place that will correct 
the situation and prevent such abuse in 
the future. We, in our plan, do that. 

One such scheme that was reported 
in the Reader’s Digest dealt with a doc- 
tor. His wife and his 14-year-old daugh- 
ter were working together. The doctor 
assigned his 14-year-old daughter the 
task of taking and reading the x rays. 
On a good day, the office submitted 180 
claims. The take was $4.5 million over 
the year for this particular doctor, his 
wife, and his daughter. They submitted 
these fraudulent claims to some 40 in- 
surance companies. What finally fin- 
ished this lucrative and costly scam 
was that the Customs officials became 
suspicious when, during the course of 
investigating drug money laundering, 
they noticed that the doctor’s check 
cashing patterns were strange. It 
makes one wonder why this was not de- 
tected by the Health Care Financing 
Administration. Are they not the body 
that is supposed to detect this? 

Mr. Speaker, earlier this year, one of 
HCFA’s contractors suspended five 
computer-alert programs that had 
saved taxpayers $4 million in just 3 
months. Why was this done? The vol- 
ume of suspicious claims had become 
impossible for the staff to review. In 
fact, the General Accounting Office 
found that half of Medicare fraud and 
abuse complaints are not even inves- 
tigated. The GAO told Congress, 
“HCFA needs to guard а thousand 
doors, but has the resources for only a 
couple doors.” 

Perhaps the most egregious account 
that was cited involved the National 
Medical Enterprise, which was a $3.9 
billion New York Stock Exchange com- 
pany that owned psychiatric hospitals, 
which operated 86 psychiatric hospitals 
nationwide. Sadly enough, witnesses 
testified before the State legislators 
that social workers, school counselors, 
probation officers, and even ministers 
served as, quote, “headhunters” and 
were paid bounties for referring indi- 
viduals to some of these hospitals. 

In Texas, a Texas State senator led 
the investigation of this in his State 
and stated, quote, people were locked 
up against their will. Then they were 
miraculously cured when their insur- 
ance benefits ran out.” 

My own State of Florida also has its 
share of con artists. In fact, in March 
of this year, Florida Medicaid found 
that at least six taxicab companies and 
two individuals were ripping off the 
Medicaid Program designed to give 
needy patients free rides to the doc- 
tors. In the course of 317 days, one 
company received $1,134,164 for driving 
patients over 1 million miles. As one 
investigator wryly noted, That is 
enough to travel 41 times around the 
Earth at the equator.” 
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My colleagues, the Republican plan 
includes ways to stop waste, fraud, and 
abuse and it is important we address 
this matter immediately. No matter 
which party you represent, which side 
of the aisle you are on, we can all agree 
that waste, fraud, and abuse is some- 
thing that bothers most Americans and 
we need to stop it now. 


DEMOCRACY IN THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of May 
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from the Dis- 
trict of Columbia [Ms. NORTON] is rec- 
ognized during morning business for 5 
minutes. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, many are 
new to Congress this year and the Re- 
publican majority is altogether new in 
having the obligation to get 13 appro- 
priations through the House of Rep- 
resentatives. The District of Columbia 
appropriation is the only one remain- 
ing. 

The District of Columbia appropria- 
tion is a PILOT, a payment in lieu of 
taxes, like those in virtually every 
State in the Union. It is not a grant. 
We are paid because the Federal Gov- 
ernment preempts much of the prime 
land in the District and we cannot de- 
velop on that land and because we can- 
not develop above a certain height. 

Unlike last year, there is plenty of 
reason to vote for the District budget 
this year. We had a very severe strug- 
gle last year, but on the merits this 
year, the budget went through appro- 
priation hearings without controversy. 
Why? Because there is a control board 
in place that keeps things in check, be- 
cause employees have given a whopping 
12-percent give-back, and because the 
District has downsized 20 percent, 
twice as many positions as the Con- 
gress asked for. 

Yet, there are propositions before the 
subcommittee mark this afternoon 
that no Republican and no Democrat 
can embrace. Some of these propo- 
sitions would force law on people, even 
though the Congress is not accountable 
to those people, because it would force 
changes in local law, 

It is surely a principle of this House 
that only through the ballot can basic 
law be changed. Only those who can re- 
ject or embrace what you do have a 
right to have law made for them. The 
governing theme of the 104th Congress, 
my colleagues, is devolving power back 
to the localities. You cannot have any 
credibility with that theme if you 
usurp local power here in the District 
of Columbia. 

Mr. Speaker, many in the majority 
find much in this nine-to-one Demo- 
cratic city with which to disagree. Yes, 
you are Republicans, you are in the 
majority. Most of us are Democrats. 
Surely you would not want to force Re- 
publican change in the manner of con- 
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gressional dictators. That surely can- 
not be your desire. 


To be sure, the Constitution gives 
you some powers over the District of 
Columbia, but James Madison did not 
mean for you to overturn local laws. 
He meant you to guard the Federal 
presence. This is a Democratic city, so 
who can be surprised that there is rent 
control? Some would take back, over- 
turn rent control, and put their own 
version of decontrol place instead of 
our version of decontrol. Some would 
privatize our schools. The Mayor wants 
to privatize some of our schools. Many 
on the schoolboard want to do that. If 
we are not doing it fast enough for you, 
wait a while. This is a democracy. This 
is America. 


Mr. Speaker, for 20 years there have 
been high-profile controversial restric- 
tions put on our appropriation, but 
never has the Congress tried to change 
mainstream council legislation. I ask 
you in the name of democracy not to 
do it today. 


What is being proposed is a radical 
departure from basic democracy, an in- 
vasion into the very body of home rule 
itself. I ask you not to do it. I ask you 
to be true to your own principles. Put 
yourself in my place. Put yourself in 
the place of the people whom I rep- 
resent. They do not have full help-gov- 
erning powers. Please leave them with 
what self-government powers they 
have. Please remember this afternoon 
in the subcommittee, in the full Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, and when 
our budget comes to this House, that 
almost all of that budget is raised in 
the District of Columbia. 


Above all, remember that this is 
America, that you are Americans, and 
that we are Americans. The Speaker 
himself came to a town meeting in my 
district. It was a gutsy and important 
and historic moment, and he said be- 
fore all the people I represent, I do not 
intend to micromanage the affairs of 
the District of Columbia, I do not in- 
tend that home rule be overturned. I 
believe the Speaker. I ask you to follow 
the Speaker. I ask you to respect the 
rights of the people I represent. 


This is the first time that the Dis- 
trict of Columbia budget will come be- 
fore a Republican majority in 20 years 
of home rule. The country is watching; 
not just my constituents. The entire 
country is watching. 


Will the Republican majority force 
its will on a Democratic city that is 
powerless to fight back, that has no 
voting representation on the floor of 
this House, that has no representation 
whatsoever in the Senate of the United 
States, though we are fourth per capita 
in income taxes paid in this country 
among the 50 States? Please respect 
our rights. Please treat the people I 
represent as you and your constituents 
would be treated. 
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PLAN FOR MEDICARE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of May 
12, 1995, the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey [Mr. PALLONE] is recognized during 
morning business ЖЕ 5 minutes. 

Mr. PALLO Mr. Speaker, on Fri- 
day, I met in New Jersey again with a 
number of senior citizens as part of an 
outreach that myself and some of the 
other Democratic Congressmen in New 
Jersey have been doing on a regular 
basis. This time we were in Gloucester 
Township in Congressman ANDREWS’ 
district and we had about 200 or 300 
senior citizens who were very con- 
cerned about the Republican proposals 
to cut Medicare by $270 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, the problem that the 
seniors had is that they feel very 
strongly that they are not getting 
enough information about exactly 
what the Republican plan is, and the 
fact of the matter is, they are right. 
We are still not provided with the de- 
tails about what Speaker GINGRICH and 
the Republican leadership intend to do 
with the Medicare Program. 

Last Thursday, the Speaker and Sen- 
ator DOLE released their so-called plan 
to reform Medicare, but unfortunately, 
once again, the plan falls far short in 
regards to any specific details, and the 
plain fact is that the Republicans have 
still not offered any substantive Medi- 
care plan. 

We do know certain things though. 
We do know that the cut, the $270 bil- 
lion, is the largest cut in the history of 
the Medicare Program, and we also 
know that there is no way to imple- 
ment that level of cut, that magnitude 
of cuts in Medicare without at the 
same time charging seniors more for 
Medicare and providing them with less 
services. 

My friend from Texas had the sign 
that he was using before and I will hold 
it up again. It says, the GOP Medicare 
plan, pay more, get less. The bottom 
line is that no matter how we cut it, 
when we talk about a level of $270 bil- 
lion in Medicare cuts, it is going to 
mean more out of pocket for the aver- 
age American senior and it is going to 
mean less services. 

Mr. Speaker, I am glad to see that 
over the last few days that we are 
starting to see more and more media 
reports explaining that fact. Today in 
the Washington Times there is an arti- 
cle on the front page. It says: Medi- 
care Solution Looks Like the Problem. 
GOP Fears Specter of a Tax Increase.“ 

Already, we have heard about several 
tax increases or proposals from either 
the Senate Republicans or the House 
Republicans that would result in more 
money coming out of pocket from 
America’s seniors. We have heard 
Speaker GINGRICH, who last week indi- 
cated that the part B premium, the 
premium that pays for physicians’ 
bills, for doctors’ bills, is likely to go 
up so that within the next 7 years it is 
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doubled and seniors will be paying 
twice what they are now paying for 
their part B premiums. 

We have also heard about the means 
testing. That was another proposal 
that came out of the House Republican 
plan. So far, they are talking about 
means testing only people at higher in- 
come levels, but I would contend to 
you that once you start down that slip- 
pery slope of means testing and charg- 
ing people with higher incomes more 
for their Medicare premiums, their 
part B premiums, you will see that in 
future years, Congress will move to- 
ward lowering the threshold and that 
more and more middle class seniors 
will end up not having any kind of sub- 
sidy or any significant subsidy for 
their Medicare part B premium. 

Mr. Speaker, it is mentioned again in 
today’s Washington Times that in the 
Senate Republican plan, they are talk- 
ing about increasing copayments. So 
now we are also hearing proposals with 
regard to part A that pays for hospital 
bills to increase the copayment from 
$100 to $150. 

The bottom line is no matter how 
you cut it, we are talking here about 
more money out of seniors’ pockets, 
and what is it for? All to pay for a tax 
cut, most of which will go toward the 
wealthiest Americans. 

I was very pleased today to see that 
there was an article in the Washington 
Post by the commentator, E.J. Dionne, 
Jr. It says, Blue Smoke and Medi- 
саге,” and if I could just read some rel- 
evant sections from it, Mr. Speaker. It 
says, and I quote: 

The Republicans should admit that the 
Medicare fight is not primarily about the 
threatened bankruptcy of the Medicare sys- 
tem. The Republicans did not get into these 
big Medicare cuts because they feared for the 
system’s solvency. If that were true, they 
would have made a lot of noise last year 
when Medicare’s trustees issued a slightly 
more gloomy report on its finances. 

We know that, in fact, Medicare has 
never really been in better shape, that 
the part A trust fund that pays for hos- 
pital bills right now has a 7-year life 
expectancy, which 1з significantly 
more than the 2 or 3 years that was re- 
ported by the trustees of Medicare in 
previous years, and Mr. Dionne goes on 
to say that: 

The Republicans also have to stop denying 
that there is a link between their tax cutting 
plans and the Medicare cuts. It is simply 
true that they need huge cuts in Medicare 
and also Medicaid to finance their budget 
balancing promises and their tax cuts. If the 
Republicans really believe that these tax 
cuts are as right and as important as they 
claim, they ought to be shouting from the 
rooftops that their excellent tax cuts would 
be impossible without Medicare and Medic- 
aid cuts. The Republicans don't want to 
admit this for purely political reasons. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to continue 
to point out on a daily basis how sig- 
nificant the level of these cuts are and 
what a dramatic impact they are going 
to have on America’s seniors, both by 
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increasing the cost to seniors and pro- 
viding less quality service. 


MEDICARE AND MEDICAID CUTS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of May 
12, 1995, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MILLER] is recognized during 
morning business for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, my colleagues from New Jer- 
sey and Texas were in the well earlier 
pointing out the flaws of the yet-to-be- 
released proposal by the Republicans to 
cut the Medicare Program in this coun- 
try and to cut the Medicaid Program in 
this country. It is very important cer- 
tainly that the senior citizens of this 
country, but also that their families, 
focus on what the Republicans are 
about to do. 

As my colleague from New Jersey 
just pointed out, these changes in Med- 
icare were not created out of the con- 
cern for the Medicare Program or its 
solvency into the future or for the 
beneficiaries. These cuts in the Medi- 
care Program were created for one pur- 
pose, and that is so that the Repub- 
licans can fund а $245 billion tax cut, 
the primary beneficiaries of which are 
the richest people in this country. 

Mr. Speaker, they do not have $245 
billion to give away. We have a $260 bil- 
lion deficit this year and we have a $4 
trillion deficit in this country. We do 
not have that money to give away, but 
they want to give it away. So where 
have they gone to get the money? They 
have gone to the Medicare trust funds 
to get that money and that is why they 
have a $270 billion cut in Medicare and 
a $182 billion cut in Medicaid. 

Now, most people think that some- 
how they are insulated from those cuts 
in Medicaid, that this only deals with 
poor people, this only deals with people 
of the inner city, somebody that they 
are never going to be part of. The fact 
is that over 65 percent of all of the 
money in Medicaid goes for nursing 
home and long-term care for people 
who never thought in their lives they 
would be in those nursing homes or in 
long-term care. Medicaid is what 
stands between not only the people in 
the nursing homes and bankruptcy; it 
stands between bankruptcy and their 
families, because there are very few, if 
any, middle income families in this 
country that can pay the full freight of 
taking care of the long-term care needs 
of their parents, if necessary. That is 
why we have Medicaid. 

Now, to be eligible for Medicaid, you 
have to spend yourself down, get rid of 
all of your assets, and then we will 
take care of you, but under this pro- 
posal to cut $180 billion, we may find 
that situation dramatically changed 
because they will have to change the 
benefits dealing with long-term care. 
They will have to change the benefits 
dealing with home health care, the idea 
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of having somebody come in instead of 
putting somebody in a nursing home, 
have somebody come in and help them 
throughout the day so that they can 
live in their own home, live with some 
dignity, be in the neighborhood that 
they are familiar with and be taken 
care of. Those are going to be cut. 

These are not charges made by me. 
These are points made in the National 
Journal that was delivered to Members 
of Congress. This is a nonpartisan pol- 
icy magazine that discusses policy 
every week, and their point is in fact 
that the Medicaid cuts are going to 
have horrific impacts on the States. 

They go on to point out that much of 
the rhetoric about how these Medicaid 
cuts will not hurt because everybody 
can be put into managed care, and 
therefore they can say that Medicaid 
will not grow more than 4 percent. 

Mr. Speaker, the State of Arizona 
has had everybody in their State in 
managed care for 13 years and the aver- 
age increases are 7 percent. That 
means, under the Republicans’ plan, it 
is twice the growth rate that the Re- 
publicans would allow. How do you 
make that up? You make that up by 
cutting services, because they have al- 
ready squeezed all of the savings that 
they thought were possible by putting 
people into managed care. 

How did the State of California, when 
it cut Medicaid, how did it make it up? 
It started reducing payments to doc- 
tors. First they told the doctors, “ме 
will pay you 90 percent of what you get 
in the private marketplace; then, we 
will pay you 70 percent of what you get 
in the private marketplace” and then 
pretty soon the doctors told them, 
“Don't bother bringing Medicaid pa- 
tients to us. We are not going to take 
care of these people because we cannot 
afford to do that.” 

That is the slippery slope that is 
started when you start creating a med- 
ical system based upon the needs to 
provide tax cuts as opposed to what is 
needed to reform and take care of the 
Medicare system and its recipients, and 
we have got to understand that the 
program that the Republicans are put- 
ting forth now, according to the Wash- 
ington Times yesterday, according to 
the chairman of the Budget Commit- 
tee, may have the gap of about $80 bil- 
lion in it. They do not know where 
they are going to get 80 billion dollars’ 
worth of cuts. 

So what do they want to do? They 
want to put the Medicare system on an 
automatic cut provision that in 3 
years, if we are not advancing toward 
the balanced budget, if the cuts have 
not been realized in Medicare, then 
they would have an automatic $80 bil- 
lion in Medicare, again, coming out of 
hospitals, coming out of doctors who 
pretty soon are going to decide, like 
they have with the Medicaid patients, 
that they do not want any, that they 
do not want any Medicare patients. 
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Mr. Speaker that simply is an intol- 
erable situation for the elderly in this 
country and for their families. 

Let us understand what Medicare and 
Medicaid have done. They have allowed 
families to stay together, to stay in- 
tact with confronting what, in some 
cases, are catastrophic medical costs 
for our elderly population. As genera- 
tions mature and they look to their 
children to help out, there are very few 
children that can help out with hun- 
dreds of thousands of dollars in health 
care costs as their parents reach 70, 80, 
90 years of age. 

That is what is happening to the 
baby boomers. As the baby boomers try 
to figure out how to buy their homes 
for their families, how to educate their 
children, how to preserve a standard of 
living in this country, they are now 
confronted with their aging parents. I 
would look very carefully at this pro- 
gram to slash Medicare and Medicaid 
by almost $450 billion. 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. There 
being no further requests for morning 
business, pursuant to clause 12, rule I, 
the House will stand in recess until 10 
a.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 43 min- 
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess 
until 10 a.m. 
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AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore [Mr. FOLEY] at 10 a.m. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Rev. James David 
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray- 
er: 

We pray, O gracious God, for those 
things most immediate to us—for food 
and shelter, for friends and families, 
for honorable causes and noble deeds. 
We offer these petitions to You because 
You are our creator and You know each 
of us by name. Yet, above all else, and 
as our first act of faith, we speak our 
thanksgivings to You with gratitude in 
our hearts for Your loving gifts to each 
person. Teach us, O God, that before we 
ask, we ought to give thanks and 
praise and before we receive, we ought 
to open our lives to Your gracious pres- 
ence. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 
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PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. NEAL] 
will come forward and lead the mem- 
bership in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts led the 
Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


————— 0 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain fifteen 1-minutes 
on each side. 


_——— 


REPUBLICAN MEDICARE PLAN IS 
CREDIBLE 


(Mr. EHLERS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, for the 
past several months we have had con- 
siderable discussion and debate on the 
floor of the House regarding Medicare, 
an extremely important program, par- 
ticularly to the senior citizens of this 
Nation. I have been very disappointed 
in the debate that we have had. 

I come from an academic background 
where you concentrate on the facts and 
you discuss and debate based on those 
facts. 

One fact is uncontrovertible: The 
trustees of the Medicare Program have 
said it will be bankrupt in 7 years if 
the Congress does not do something 
about it, and the debate should focus 
on that. But it has been a very partisan 
debate. My disappointment is the other 
side of the aisle has not engaged in a 
serious debate on the facts. 

I turn to the Washington Post, 
scarcely a conservative paper, but they 
have written an objective editorial 
about what has happened in this debate 
in the past few months. This is what 
the Post has to say about the Demo- 
crats’ Medi-scare campaign. These are 
actual quotes from the editorial, la- 
beled Medigogues: “Crummy stuff; 
demagoguery big-time; scare talk; ex- 
postulation; it is irresponsible.’’ On the 
Republican side, the Post has this to 
say: “Congressional Republicans have 
confounded skeptics. It is credible. It is 
gutsy.” 

I think we should all listen to the 
Washington Post. 


SAVING MEDICARE 


(Mr. PACKARD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, Medi- 
care is going broke. The Medicare 
trustees recently reported that the 
money dries up in only a few short 
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years. Seniors need to understand that 
once this happens the program they de- 
pend on to pay for doctors, hospitals 
and vital medications will cease to 
exist. 

My Republican colleagues and I rec- 
ognize that the time to defuse this 
ticking time bomb is now. This week, 
we plan to introduce our proposal to 
save and strengthen Medicare. 

We plan to overhaul this 30-year-old 
program to root out waste and ineffi- 
ciency. Furthermore, our plan offers 
todays seniors the flexibility they need 
to navigate a fast changing modern 
medical landscape. 

Mr. Speaker, our plan is about 
choices and freedom and the right to 
have the same types of health care 
plans as found in the private sector. 
Our bill expands options for seniors, 
combats fraud and abuse, and ensures 
that the program will be there when 
seniors need it. 


CALL FOR INVESTIGATION OF 
ACTS OF AGGRESSION BY 
BELARUSAN MILITARY 


(Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, on Tuesday, September 12, 
1995, my office was advised that Mr. 
Michael Wallace, a participant in the 
Gordon Bennett balloon race, had been 
forced to land his balloon in Belarus, 
part of the former Union of Soviet So- 
cialist Republics. 

I later learned that a second balloon, 
flying under the flag of the Virgin Is- 
lands, had been shot down and its occu- 
pants had been killed. 

After numerous contacts with offi- 
cials of the American Embassy in 
Mensk, I was advised that Mr. Wallace 
had been reunited with his chase crew 
and that he had been accompanied by 
diplomatic officials to the Poland- 
Belarus border where he was released 
to begin his return to the United 
States. 

I met personally with Mr. Wallace 
yesterday morning and he has been 
able to provide me with information 
which confirms my earlier appraisal 
that these incidents should never have 
occurred. ° 

Mr. Wallace has provided my office 
with the formal approval which had 
been given by Belarus for contestants 
of this balloon race to fly over their 
country. Furthermore, Mr. Wallace is 
convinced that Alan Fraenckel and 
John Stuart-Jervis, the operators of 
the Virgin Islands balloon, would most 
certainly have landed their craft had 
they been given an opportunity to do 
80. 

Mr. Speaker, these events which took 
place in Belarus last week cannot go 
unchallenged. I am calling today for a 
complete investigation by the State 
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Department of these unwarranted acts 
of aggression by the Belarusan mili- 
tary. I hope that this investigation will 
force the country of Belarus to hold 
the parties who participated in these 
senseless acts responsible for their ac- 
tions. 


INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO REFORM MEDICAID 


(Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak- 
er, this morning I would like to talk 
about Government program “А.” Can 
you guess what Government program 
“А” is? Here are some hints: First and 
foremost, it is a bureaucratic night- 
mare. 

Second, it is riddled with fraud. In 
fact, the U.S. Justice Department esti- 
mates that nearly 10 percent of its 
money is lost to fraud every year. 

Third, its rate of growth is both as- 
tronomical and unsustainable. 

What is Government program “А”? 
Well, given my clues I know there are 
a lot of candidates, but today I am 
speaking about Medicaid. 

And today, Republicans will intro- 
duce legislation to reform Medicaid. 
We will save costs by eliminating need- 
less bureaucracy, cutting fraud and 
abuse, and allowing State and local of- 
ficials to run the program in the most 
efficient manner possible. Mr. Speaker, 
I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to support this important re- 
form effort. 


A SAD DAY IN AMERICA 


(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, some- 
times writers labor for years to get 
their manuscripts published and never 
get a chance. But in America, if you 
blow up a few people and terrorize a na- 
tion, you become Ernest Hemingway 


overnight. 
That is right. Just ask the 
Unabomber. The Unabomber, who 


killed at least 3 people, injured at least 
23 others over a period of 18 years, de- 
manded that his manuscript be pub- 
lished, and major newspapers around 
the country, fearing more violence, 
obliged. 

What is next Mr. Speaker? Will the 
Unabomber demand time on Larry 
King? I say it is a sad day in America 
when our newspapers have to protect 
the public. The truth is, while the FBI 
is hiding behind the fifth amendment, 
the Unabomber is qualifying for Social 
Security as a terrorist. 

Beam me up, Mr. Speaker. 
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AMERICAN PEOPLE REAFFIRMING 
IDEAS THAT MAKE AMERICA 
GREAT 


(Mr. HILLEARY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Speaker, last 
November when the American people 
went to the polls, they began the proc- 
ess to totally change their Govern- 
ment. They were not consumed by 
some vicious desire to destroy Govern- 
ment. Quite the opposite. Last Novem- 
ber the American people reaffirmed the 
ideas that make America a great coun- 
try: freedom from oppressive Govern- 
ment and a strong commitment to fam- 
ily and personal responsibility. 

The American people have come to 
identify the Democrat Party as being 
opposed to those ideas. Liberal Demo- 
crats clamor for more Government. 
But they fail to recognize that more 
Government means less freedom. For- 
tunately, there are Democrats that are 
beginning to see the light of day. 

Since the November election, 132 
elected Democrats have become Repub- 
licans. The latest to join the Repub- 
lican ranks are Tennessee State Sen- 
ators Milton Hamilton and Rusty 
Crowe. This gives Republicans control 
of the Tennessee Senate for the first 
time since reconstruction. 

We heartily welcome the senators. 
They have joined a party that believes 
in traditional American values, one 
that does not see a Government pro- 
gram behind every problem. 


MEDICARE: BULLDOZING, NOT 
LEGISLATING 


(Mr. FAZIO of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, as we heard this morning, Repub- 
licans are calling on us to consider 
changing Medicare and Medicaid, and 
yet they really do not want a debate or 
they would schedule hearings to con- 
sider these very fundamental issues. 
One day of hearings on Medicare, none 
in the Committee on Commerce, on 
Medicaid. I had to go to the Webster’s 
Dictionary to find a term that seems to 
fit the circumstance. ‘Audacity: bold 
or arrogant disregard of normal re- 
straints.” Maybe the better term would 
be gall, gall that creates rancor and 
bitterness; boldness coupled with impu- 
dent assurance and insolence. 

The American people, 37 million of 
them on Medicare, ought to be reacting 
with rancor because they are not being 
allowed to participate in this very fun- 
damental debate about how a program 
that is essential to this country and to 
all of our senior citizens will be ad- 
justed. 

Certainly it is appropriate to have it 
on our agenda. But are we just going to 
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take bills introduced today on Medic- 
aid and pass them in a week? That is 
not legislating, that is bulldozing. ; 


REPUBLICANS ESTABLISHING 
PRIORITIES 


(Mr. RIGGS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, liberal 
Democrats are content to let Medicare 
go bankrupt. Some even deny the im- 
portance of the report by the Medicare 
trustees that show that Medicare will 
be bankrupt by the year 2002. 

This is unacceptable. This is a total 
denial of reality. Liberal Democrats 
would rather sit back and watch Medi- 
care go bankrupt than gather up the 
courage to save this program. They 
would rather demagogue than lead. 

There is no excuse for this inaction. 
Medicare must be saved and strength- 
ened for current and future seniors. 
Over 35 million Americans depend on 
Medicare right now. If we do nothing, 
as the liberals suggest, those 35 million 
Americans will have no Medicare in 7 
years. It will be bankrupt. What will 
liberals tell our grandparents then? 

Mr. Speaker, since the beginning of 
this Congress Republicans have tried to 
reestablish priorities. Surely our par- 
ents and grandparents come before 
petty politics and demagoguery, and 
that is why we will save and strengthen 
Medicare. 


INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
PROTECTING THE RIGHT OF PA- 
TIENT CHOICE 


(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
hold on to your wallets, middle Amer- 
ica. 

The Republican proposal to cut bil- 
lions of dollars in Medicare and Medic- 
aid is Robin Hood in reverse. 

It takes from the poor and the middle 
class to give tax breaks to the richest 
people in America. 

Senior citizens will pay higher pre- 
miums and higher deductibles if the 
Republicans get their way with Medi- 
care. 

The Senate Republicans, meanwhile, 
would force America’s senior citizens 
into managed care plans. 

I have introduced a bill that would 
protect the right of patient choice so 
you can choose your own doctor in- 
stead of being forced into managed 
care. 

Everybody agrees that we need to put 
the Medicare Program on a strong ac- 
tuarial basis. 

But the Republican proposal just 
does no get the job done. 

The Republican plan deserves to go 
down to defeat. 
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THE CAREERS BILL 


(Mr. GOODLING asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, since 
we have so little time today to discuss 
the CAREERS bill, which may be one 
of the most important pieces of legisla- 
tion that comes before the House in 
this session, I would like to just call 
your attention to one area. 

There are those who are working dili- 
gently to keep the monopoly that the 
State voc rehab people now have and 
enjoy that is totally opposite of what 
the disability community wants. 

So I would hope, when you listen 
today, you will think about what we 
have received in a letter from ARC, 
which is formally known as the Asso- 
ciation for Retarded Citizens of the 
United States. This is what they say: 

To delink the vocational rehabilitation 
system from this new system in careers will 
only serve to isolate the VR system and peo- 
ple with mental retardation from employers. 
No one would gain except those professionals 
in the voc rehab system whose agenda is to 
protect turf. We do not think that is what re- 
form is all about. 


THE AMERICAN PEOPLE DESERVE 
AN INVESTIGATION, NOT A 
WHITEWASH 


(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, after 
months of stonewalling, Republicans 
on the House Committee on Standards 
of Official Conduct have reportedly 
agreed to appoint an outside counsel to 
investigate the allegations against 
Speaker NEWT GINGRICH. That is the 
good news. The bad news is Repub- 
licans on the committee now want to 
limit the scope of that investigation. 
In other words, they want to hire an 
outside counsel, but then they want to 
tie his or her hands. 

In 1988, when another Ethics Com- 
mittee investigation into another 
Speaker, considered doing the same 
thing, here is what NEWT GINGRICH had 
to say: 

The American public, deserve an investiga- 
tion which will uncover the truth. At this 
moment, I am afraid that the apparent re- 
strictions placed on this special counsel will 
not allow the truth to be uncovered. 

Let us hold the investigation of 
Speaker GINGRICH to the standards he 
himself set. Appoint an independent 
outside counsel. The American people 
deserve an investigation, not a white- 
wash. 


POINT OF ORDER 


Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). The gentleman will state his 
point of order. 
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Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, my point 
of order is that the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO] is speaking 
out of order and discussing a matter 
that is currently before the Committee 
on Standards of Official Conduct. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. EHLERS] is 
correct. Members should not refer to 
issues pending before the Committee 
on Standards of Official Conduct. 


FOLLOW THE SAME RULES MR. 
GINGRICH ASKED FOR BACK IN 
1988 


(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, today’s 
New York Times reports that the Com- 
mittee on Standards of Official Con- 
duct has finally decided to appoint an 
outside counsel to investigate Speaker 
GINGRICH. In 1988, Mr. GINGRICH himself 
offered some advice on how much au- 
thority outside counsel should have. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his point of order. 

Mr. EHLERS. My point of order is 
that the Member is proceeding to dis- 
cuss a matter pending before the Com- 
mittee on Standards of Official Con- 
duct and that is out of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem- 
bers shall refrain from discussing is- 
sues pending before the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to be heard on a point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from Connecticut IMs. 
DELAURO] will state her point of order. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, on 
March 8, 1995, Speaker GINGRICH an- 
nounced a new policy concerning 
speech on the House floor. Let me 
quote directly from his announcement: 

The fact is, Members of the House are al- 
lowed to say virtually anything on the House 
floor . . . It is protected and has been for 200 
years. . It is written into the Constitution. 

My point of order is: Does this new 
policy apply in this case? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair informs the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut that the Chair has prop- 
erly related the rules of the House as 
interpreted from the Chair. 

Ms. DELAURO. So that the rules of 
the House have changed since 1988 
when the Speaker at that time was 
able to make his comments? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
rules of the House have not changed. 
The rules of the House are being en- 
forced. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the 
rules of the House in 1988 allowed the 
then Mr. GINGRICH to make his com- 
ment about an investigation before the 
Committee on Standards of Official 
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Conduct. Have the rules of the House 
now changed? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair is not aware of any point of order 
at that time. The rule is currently 
being enforced in response to a point of 
order. 

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR] may proceed in order 

Mr. BONIOR. Let me then, Mr. 
Speaker, refer, if I might, to the his- 
tory going back to 1988 and the then- 
Member from the State of Georgia, Mr. 
GINGRICH, offering advice on how much 
authority an outside counsel should 
have. 

He wrote, 

The outside counsel should have full au- 
thority to investigate and present evidence 
and arguments before the ethics committee · 
concerning the question arising out of the 
activities of (at that time) Speaker Wright. 
It should have full authority to organize and 
hire staff. It should have full authority to re- 
view all documentary evidence available 
from any source and have full cooperation 
from the committee. The committee shall 
give the outside counsel full cooperation in 
the issuance of subpoenas. 

Mr. Speaker, I call upon my col- 
leagues and this Committee on Stand- 
ards of Official Conduct to follow the 
same rules that the gentleman from 
Georgia (Мг. GINGRICH] has asked back 
in 1988. 


IT IS ABOUT TIME 


(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
news reports today suggest that the 
House Ethics Committee, composed of 
five Republicans and five Democrats, 
has concluded they must hire an out- 
side counsel to investigate Speaker 
GINGRICH. All I can say is, it’s about 
time. 

Now, however, there are those who 
would limit the scope of the outside 
counsel’s investigation, tying his or 
her hands. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Мг. EHLERS] 
will state his point of order. 

Mr. EHLERS. Once again, Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise to make the point of order 
that the gentleman has mentioned a 
case pending before the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct and it is 
not in order to make those comments. 

Мг. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
tell me why I am being muzzled. Tell 
me why there is a conspiracy to silence 
me. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will ask the gentleman to refrain 
from references to issues pending be- 
fore the Committee on Standards of Cf- 
ficial Conduct. That is the precedent 
and the rule of the House. 
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. BONIOR. Parliamentary inquiry, 
Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his parliamentary in- 


quiry. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, the ques- 
tion I pose to the Chair to help clarify 
this so we can have a legitimate and 
coherent debate on this issue, if in fact 
it is relevant; the question I pose to 
the distinguished Speaker this morning 
is: Is it in fact all right for Members to 
address something that occurred back 
in 1988 with respect to the actions of a 
Member of this House with regard to 
the scope and inquiry of one of its com- 
mittees? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem- 
bers may not refer to the current ethi- 
cal standing of other Members of this 
House. 

Mr. BONIOR. So, further requesting a 
parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker, if 
we are talking about something that 
occurred back in 1988, that obviously is 
not current, and the gentleman from 
Georgia would be in order to talk about 
what was suggested by Speaker GING- 
RICH back in 1988. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Unless 
it is in reference to an ethical situation 
of a Member that is still in the House. 

Mr. BONIOR. That Member certainly 
is not in the House at this point, so I 
would assume from that answer, Mr. 
Speaker, that the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. LEWIS] would be within 
the bounds of the Chair’s ruling to dis- 
cuss the comments made in 1988 by the 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has already ruled that the Mem- 
bers shall refrain from addressing any 
issue that is pending before the Com- 
mittee on Standards of Official Con- 
duct relating to, a current Member of 
this Congress. 

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
LEWIS] may proceed on order. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Let me quote 
what Speaker GINGRICH said in 1988 
about the investigation of Speaker 
Wright: 

I am concerned that the scope, authority 
and independence of the special counsel will 
be limited by the guidelines the Ethics Com- 
mittee has established. 

Gingrich went on— 

The House of Representatives, as well as 
the American public, deserve an investiga- 
tion which will uncover the truth. At this 
moment, I am afraid that the apparent re- 
strictions placed on this special counsel will 
not allow the truth to be uncovered. 

Speaker GINGRICH was right then, 
and the same rules should apply today. 
Let the special counsel uncover the 
truth. If the Speaker has nothing to 
hide, do not limit the scope of the spe- 
cial counsel's investigation. 


HURTFUL COMMENTS 
(Mr. ENGEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 
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Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, just this 
past weekend, the Speaker of the 
House, the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. GINGRICH], made some very hurt- 
ful and intemperate remarks about 
New York, New York City and New 
York State, for which he has apolo- 
gized, but frankly the hurt is still 
there. 

The Speaker said that New York was 
“a culture of waste for which they ex- 
pect us to send a check and that this 
country is not going to bail out habits 
that have made New York so extraor- 
dinarily expensive.“ 

I want to say to the Speaker that 
New York City and New York State for 
many, Many years has been sending 
the Federal Government much more 
than it is getting back; in fact, to the 
tune of $9 billion. New York sends and 
New York State sends to the Govern- 
ment much more than it gets back. 

The State of Georgia, quite frankly, 
sends $1 billion less than it gets, $1 bil- 
lion less than it gets. So Georgia is a 
net gain in terms of Federal largess 
and New York is a net loser. In fact, in 
the Speaker’s district, that district has 
received more pork frankly than any 
other district. А 

Let me just say we should be very 
careful before we make such hurtful 
statements, and let me say the Speaker 
is now in New York raising money. If 
he detests us so, he ought not to do 
that, and I hope his budget would 
change and that New York would get 
some more help. 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 1617, CAREERS ACT 


Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 222 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 222 


Resolved, That at any time after the adop- 
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur- 
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII. declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1617) to con- 
solidate and reform workforce development 
and literacy programs, and for other pur- 
poses. The first reading of the bill shall be 
dispensed with. General debate shall be con- 
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one 
hour equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Economic and Edu- 
cational Opportunities. After general debate 
the bill shall be considered for amendment 
under the five-minute rule. In lieu of the 
amendment recommended by the Committee 
on Economic and Educational Opportunities 
now printed in the bill, it shall be in order to 
consider as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment under the five-minute rule an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
consisting of the text of H.R. 2332. That 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
shall be considered by title rather than by 
section. The first six sections and each title 
shall be considered as read. Points of order 


25455 


against that amendment in the nature of a 
substitute for failure to comply with clause 
5(а) of rule ХХІ or section 302(f) or 401(b) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 are 
waived. Before consideration of any other 
amendment it shall be in order to consider 
the amendment printed in the report of the 
Committee on Rules accompanying this res- 
olution, if offered by Representative Good- 
ling or his designee. That amendment shall 
be considered as read, may amend the por- 
tions of the bill not yet read for amendment, 
shall be debatable for ten minutes equally 
divided and controlled by the proponent and 
an opponent, shall not be subject to amend- 
ment, and shall not be subject to a demand 
for division of the question in the House or 
in the Committee of the Whole. All points of 
order against that amendment are waived. 
After disposition of that amendment, the 
provisions of the bill as then perfected shall 
be considered as original text. During fur- 
ther consideration of the bill for amend- 
ment, the Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole may accord priority in recognition on 
the basis of whether the Member offering an 
amendment has caused it to be printed in the 
portion of the Congressional Record des- 
ignated for that purpose in clause 6 of rule 
XXIII. Amendments so printed shall be con- 
sidered as read. At the conclusion of consid- 
eration of the bill for amendment the Com- 
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the 
House with such amendments as may have 
been adopted. Any Member may demand a 
separate vote in the House on any amend- 
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole 
to the bill or to the amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute made in order as original 
text. The previous question shall be consid- 
ered as ordered on the bill and amendments 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except one motion to recommit with 
or without instructions. 


o 1030 


Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. HALL], pending which I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. During consideration of this 
resolution, all time yielded is for the 
purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 222 is 
the rule for the consideration of H.R. 
1617, the Consolidated and Reformed 
Education, Employment, and Rehabili- 
tation Systems Act, better known as 
the CAREERS Act. 

This is an open rule. It provides for 1 
hour of general debate, to be divided 
between the chairman and ranking mi- 
nority member of the Committee on 
Economic and Educational Opportuni- 
ties. After general debate, the bill will 
be considered for amendment under the 
5-minute rule. The bill will be consid- 
ered by title. The first six sections in 
each title now printed in the bill shall 
be considered as read. The rule pro- 
vides priority recognition for Members 
who have preprinted their amend- 
ments. Finally, the rule provides for a 
motion to recommit with instructions. 

This bill will consolidate more than 
150 existing separate, duplicative and 
fragmented education and job training 
programs into four consolidated grants 
to the States. It represents a dramatic 


25456 


improvement over current law not only 
by consolidating so many different pro- 
grams but also by providing States and 
local communities with greater oppor- 
tunity and flexibility to design pro- 
grams to meet the needs of their citi- 
zens, rather than the needs of the Fed- 
eral Government. 

This bill will also turn two Govern- 
ment sponsored enterprises ‘Sallie 
Mae’’—the Student Loan Marketing 
Association—and Connie Lee’’—the 
College Construction Loan Insurance 
Association—entirely over to the pri- 
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vate sector. And last, but certainly not 
least, this bill reduces the Federal defi- 
cit by cutting bureaucracy and waste, 
saving $6.5 billion over 5 years with no 
disruption of service to individuals. 
This rule provides for full, fair, and 
open debate and is brought up under an 
open rule at the request of the chair- 
man. Concerns have been raised about 
how the needs of individuals with dis- 
abilities will be addressed under H.R. 
1617. This open rule will permit thor- 
ough consideration of this and other 
important issues by allowing amend- 
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ments to be offered on the floor for 
consideration by the full House. 

I urge my colleagues to adopt this 
rule. It permits for the fair consider- 
ation of a bill that will provide for a 
better prepared and more knowledge- 
able work force—benefiting both the 
American people and American busi- 
ness. At the same time, it protects the 
right of Members to offer amendments 
for consideration by the full House. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the following statistical infor- 
mation from the Committee on Rules: 


THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES СОММІТТЕЕ,! 1030 CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS 


(А of September 18, 1995) 

1034 Congress 104th Congress 
Rule type — m — — 
Number of rules Percent of total | Number of rules Percent of total 
© М 46 74 
49 47 14 23 
9 9 2 3 
104 100 62 100 


i % budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of 
bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules, 
2 An open а ра еее оо А Т O A veh ty odd ай pe ла за аб ан оге қина кене над бе MAA дай әді) 


ЗА modified closed rule is one under the Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or which preclude 
amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment. 
“А closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill). 
SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS 
[As of September 18, 1995) 

H. Res. Мо. (Date rept.) Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule 
Н. Res. 38 (1/18/95) .... А5 — Untunded Mandate Reform ... A: 350-71 (1/19/95). 
H. Res. 44 (1/24/95) .... к қ a 2 8 TTT * 255-172 (1/25/95). 
H, Res. 51 (1/31/95) Ө . НА. 101 & voice vote (2/1/95). 
Н. Res. 52 (1/31/95) 0.. ‚ НА. 400 А: voice vote (2/1/95). 
Н. Res. 53 (1/31/95) — 6... HR. 440 . А voice vote (2/1/95). 
Н. Res. 55 (2/1/95) 65 HR. 2 . А voice vote (2/2/95). 
Н, Res. 60 (2/6/95) ke HR. 665 К voice vote (2/7/95). 
Н. Res, 61 (2/6/95) 0. HR. 666 . А woice vote (2/7/95). 
Н, Res. 63 (2/8/95) мо . HR. 667 & voice vote (2/9/95). 
Н. Res, 69 (2/9/95) 2 HR, 668 A voice vote (2/10/95). 
Н. Res. 79 (2/10/95) MO .... HR. 728 . А voice vote (2/13/95). 
Н. Res. 83 (2/13/95) м АЖ Уу: PQ: 229-100; A: 227-127 (2/15/95). 
Н. Res. 88 (2/16/95) ... М — HR. 831 . PQ 230-191; А 229-188 (2/2 
Н. Res. 91 (2/21/95) б 2 HR. 830 . Ae voice vote (2/22/95). 
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95) мс . HR. 889 „ А 282-144 (2/22/95). 
Н, Res. 93 (2/22/95) м НА. 450 „ A 252-175 (2/23/95). 
H. Res. 96 (2/24/95) MO . HR. 1022 2 * 253-165 (2/27/95). 
Н. Res, 100 (2/27/95) . 0 .. HR. 926 Regulatory A: voice vote (2/28/95). 
H. Res. 101 (2/28/95 м0 HR. 925 Private Property - Ae 271-151 (3/2/95) 
H. Res 108 ӨЛ MO HR 8 Аоте Accountability _ A voice vote (3/6/95) 
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) .... мо... . . А 257-155 (3/7/95) 
Н. Res. 108 (3/7/95) Debate Product Li . Ae voice vote (3/8/95) 
Н. Res. 109 (3/8/95) ERR TE ͤ . — pe ges Sete ЧӨ ДЕНЕ . PQ: 234-191 А. 247-181 (3/9/95) 
Н. Res, 115 (3/14/95) м . А 242-190 (3/15/95) 
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) . мс . А voice vote (3/28/95) 
Н. Res. 117 (3/16/95) . Debate А. voice vote (3/21/95) 
Н. Res. 119 (3/21/95) —— —U— ық ЭЛДЕНМИН А: 217-211 (3/22/95) 
Н. Res. 125 (4/3/95) ... 0 .. Family Privacy . A 423-1 (4/4/95) 
Н. Res. 126 (4/3/95) ... 0 .. Older Persons . А үзсе vote (4/6/95) 
Н. Res. 128 (4/4/95) ... МС... Contract With A: 228-204 (4/5/95) 
Н. Res, 130 (4/5/95) мс Medicare К 253-172 (4/6/95) 
Н. Res, 136 (5/1/95) 0 Hydrogen Future . А voice vote (5/2/95) 
H, Кез. 139 (5/3/95) 0 .. Coast Guard Auth, & voice vote (5/9/95) 
H. Res. 140 (5/9/95) ... E Dean Water . Ae 414-4 (5/10/95) 
H. Кез. 144 (5/11/95) — ‚тм Hatchery—Arkansas ... A: voice vote (5/15/95) 
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95) .. 8 i A: voice vote (5/15/95) 
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) 1 . А voice vote (5/15/95) 
Н. Кез. 149 (5/16/95) мс . PQ: 252-170 А. 255-168 (5/17/95) 
H. Кез. 155 ( MO .. . A 233-176 (5/23/95) 
Н. Кез. 164 ( — мс . PQ: 225-191 А. 233-183 (6/13/95) 
Н. Res. 167 (6/15/95) — 0, PQ: 223-180 А. 245-155 (6/16/95) 
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) .. мс PQ: 232-196 А. 236-191 (6/20/95) 
Н. Res. 170 (6/20/95) . 0.4 PQ: 221-178 А. 217-175 (6/22/95) 
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) 0 .. А. voice vote (7/12/95) 
H. Кез. 173 (6/27/95) 6. Р0: 258-170 А. 271-152 (6/28/95) 
Н. Res, 176 (6/28/95) м PQ: 236-194 А: 234-192 (6/29/95) 
Н. Res. 185 (7/11/95) .. 0. PQ: 235-193 0: 192-238 (7/12/95) 
Н. Res. 187 (7/12/95) 0 — PQ: 230-194 А: 229-195 (7/13/95) 
Н. Res. 188 (7/12/95) Өз, . PQ: 242-185 А. voice vote (7/1 
Н. Кез. 190 (7/17/95) 0 PQ: 232-192 А. voice vote (7/18/95) 
H. Res, 193 (7/1 6 .. . Ac voice vote (7) ) 
H. Res. 194 (7/1 0 .. PQ: 217-202 (7/21/95) 
H. Res. 197 (7/21/95) 0 A voice vote (7/24/95) 
H. Кез. 198 (7/2 0. К voice vote (7/25/95) 
Н. Res. 201 0. A: 230-189 (7/25/95) 
Н, Res. 204 мс А. voice vote (8/1/95) 
Н. Res. 205 0 .. К 409-1 (7/31/95) 
Н. Кез. 207 ж А. 255-156 (8/2/95) 
Н. Res, 208 0 К 323-104 (8/2/95) 
Н. Res 215 0... А. voice vote (9/12/95) 
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Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com- 
mend my colleague from Utah, Mrs. 
Waldholtz, as well as my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle for bringing 
this resolution to the floor. 

House Resolution 222 is an open rule 
which will allow full and fair debate on 
H.R. 1617, a bill to consolidate and re- 
form work force development and lit- 
eracy programs. 

As my colleague from Utah has ably 
described, this rule provides 1 hour of 
general debate, equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and rank- 
ing minority member of the Committee 
on Economic and Educational Opportu- 
nities. 

Under the rule, germane amendments 
will be allowed under the 5-minute 
rule, the normal amending process in 
the House. All Members, on both sides 
of the aisle, will have the opportunity 
to offer amendments. I am pleased that 
the Rules Committee reported this rule 
without opposition in a voice vote and 
I plan to support it. 

Though I support the rule, I have res- 
ervations about a number of provisions 
in the bill. 

First, I am concerned about the over- 
all cuts in the authorization level for 
Federal employment and training pro- 
grams. Job training is an investment 
that will pay off in more productive 
citizens and increased human capital. 
We all agree that deficit reduction is 
important for the benefit of the next 
generation. However, the same can be 
said for education. 

Second, I oppose title V, which 
amends the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 
I have heard from a number of citizens 
with disabilities in my district as well 
as national organizations that rep- 
resent persons with disabilities. They 
fear that rewriting the law will reduce 
the effectiveness of existing employ- 
ment-related services. 

Third, I am concerned about the re- 
peal of the School-to-Work Opportuni- 
ties Act, which was just enacted last 
year with bipartisan support. This leg- 
islation helps States and local school 
districts create programs to prepare 
students for the world of work who do 
not go on to college. This is the kind of 
legislation that gets the most bang for 
the buck because the program provides 
only the seed money. 

Mr. Speaker, this open rule will per- 
mit full discussion of these issues and 


give Members an opportunity to amend 
the bill. I urge adoption of the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], the 
chairman of the Committee on Eco- 
nomic and Educational Opportunities. 

(Mr. GOODLING asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the rule to H.R. 1617, the 
Consolidated and Reformed Education, 
Employment, and Rehabilitation Sys- 
tems Act, better known as CAREERS. 

The rule we are considering today 
provides for an open, fair debate on 
this historic legislation. The bill rep- 
resents an historic turning point for 
this Congress because CAREERS con- 
solidates more than 150 existing sepa- 
rate, duplicative and fragmented edu- 
cation and job training programs into 
four consolidated grants to the States. 

Never before has the Committee on 
Economic and Educational Opportuni- 
ties agreed to consolidate and repeal so 
many existing programs under its ju- 
risdiction. The CAREERS Act rep- 
resents significant improvements over 
current law, not only by consolidating 
so many different programs, but also 
by recognizing that States are different 
and the needs of their individuals are 
different. The CAREERS Act promotes 
maximum flexibility for States while 
ensuring that they are held account- 
able for results through performance 
measurements they develop. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take a 
few minutes to talk a little bit about 
some of the criticisms that you will 
probably hear during the debate, and I 
would like to take them head on. 

There are some who believe we 
should maintain the status quo as far 
as vocational rehabilitation is con- 
cerned. In other words, keep the cur- 
rent overly bureaucratic system that 
fails to find jobs for more than two- 
thirds of the disabled people it serves 
in meaningful jobs. No doubt many 
Members have heard from interested 
parties on this issue in the past few 
days, but I ask you to keep in mind 
they are hearing primarily from the 
bureaucrats who provide these services. 

Our bill sides with the consumers of 
vocational rehabilitation services. Let 
me read to you a letter from ARC, for- 
merly known as the Association for Re- 
tarded Citizens of the United States, 
concerning efforts to strike vocational 


rehabilitation from this bill, and I 
quote 

To delink the vocational rehabilitation 
system from this new system in CAREERS 
will only serve to isolate the VR system and 
people with mental retardation from the em- 
ployers. No one would gain except those pro- 
fessionals in the VR system whose sole agen- 
da is to protect turf. We do not think that is 
what reform is all about. 

I could not have said it better myself. 

Some have complained that the bill 
could lead to mandatory Federal track- 
ing forcing students into particular oc- 
cupations at a very early age. To ad- 
dress that issue we have added the fol- 
lowing provisions to the bill. Nothing 
in this act shall mandate that any indi- 
vidual, particularly youth served under 
title П of this act, be required to 
choose a specific career path or major. 
The bill does not mandate trapping. 

We have heard from various Members 
concerned about privacy of labor mar- 
ket and other data collected under the 
legislation. We have added specific lan- 
guage restating title XIII of the Census 
Act relating to confidentiality of infor- 
mation, and added language ensuring 
that this act is consistent with the 
Family Education Privacy Act. 

There have been some concerns ex- 
pressed about the skills standards pro- 
visions of the bill. Our bill recognizes 
that because work force development 

programs are all about preparing indi- 
viduals for careers, we must increase 
the involvement of business and indus- 
try, both small and large, in the design 
and implementation of State and local 
work force preparation programs. It is 
essential that employers identify the 
skills needed in the workplace in order 
that employment and training assist- 
ance programs are relevant and useful. 
As such, we included provisions in the 
bill that tied program performance to 
providing the skills that have been rec- 
ognized by industry as necessary to 
perform in a specific occupation. 

Mr. Speaker, we also say that pro- 
gram participants may, I repeat, may, 
receive skill certificates, portable cre- 
dentials that certify an individual has 
mastered the occupational skills iden- 
tified by employers as necessary to do 
the job. We do not require, however, 
that any individual must receive such 
certificates or that any employer must 
accept or use skill certificates in mak- 
ing hiring decisions. We also add lan- 
guage to the bill clarifying that skill 
certificates shall not replace high 
school diplomas or GED's. 

There are other issues I will bring 
forth later on. One other I might men- 
tion, maintenance of effort, is always 
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very difficult. It is particularly dif- 
ficult when you are talking about 
downsizing the amount of expenditures 
coming from the Federal Government. 
It would seem that if the Federal Gov- 
ernment cuts back, then when we talk 
about maintenance of effort, we should 
also allow the States to cut back an 
equal amount, and if we do not, then of 
course we have unfunded mandates. 

Finally, one of the big issues that 
Members, particularly those from the 
other side of the aisle, may raise con- 
cerns a provision that allows Gov- 
ernors to transfer 10 percent of their 
funds between the youth and the adult 
training blocks, first, let me make it 
clear that under this transfer author- 
ity, transferred funds must be spent at 
the local level. 

Second, it is important that everyone 
knows exactly why we add the provi- 
sion to the bill. That is to allow States 
additional flexibility to determine how 
best to meet the educational and train- 
ing needs of their particular State. 
This is particularly important during 
this time of substantial cutbacks in 
Federal job training funds. 

I might mention, I agree with the mi- 
nority member, who earlier indicated a 
concern about the amount of money 
only in the youth block, but hopefully, 
as we go through conference, that will 
be restored. It was somewhat restored 
on the floor of the House; hopefully, 
more will be restored when we com- 
plete our conference. 
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Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5% minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT]. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
rule, which allows for open debate, and 
in support of the general direction of 
this bill. I think we have had too many 
job training programs that have been 
duplicative, that have been overlap- 
Ping. I think the concept of this bill is 
а good one in merging those, a concept 
that supports some of the evaluation 
that, frankly, has not occurred in the 
past with reference to many of these 
programs. 

The one very significant exception 
though that I would note to that sup- 
port and on which I would focus public 
attention is the way that we handle the 
training programs for people with dis- 
abilities across this country. 

I believe that the amendment that 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN, will offer to 
except vocational rehabilitation from 
the coverage of this one-stop bill to 
deal with some of the unique problems 
that our citizens with disabilities have 
is the approach that we must adopt. 

I am sure that there are people that 
are involved in one training program or 
another that have views on this sub- 
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ject. I have heard from some of them. 
But the most compelling stories are 
the stories that I have heard from peo- 
ple with disabilities themselves. They 
have been coming out to see me as I 
visit around my home of Austin, TX. 

This last weekend, recognizing that 
the Federal building may be a bit pre- 
tentious, I took my office out to the 
neighborhood and held office hours on 
a Saturday morning in front of a gro- 
cery store. I had a number of people 
with disabilities who came out. I ex- 
pect they were concerned mainly about 
the way they are going to be hit on 
Medicare, since they, along with sen- 
iors, rely on Medicare, and it will reach 
into their pocket with this Republican 
plan to require that they pay more and 
get less under Medicare. But the second 
concern that they voiced, and a very 
real one, is having vocational rehabili- 
tation lumped into House bill 1617. 

Last Saturday one of the people who 
came and talked to me during these 
grocery store hours in north Austin 
was Doris Varnell. Doris is a woman 
who lives in Austin, and who at age 40 
was diagnosed with multiple sclerosis. 
Despite the debilitating effects of this 
terrible disease, she was determined to 
continue to work. 

She told me that without the support 
of the Texas Rehabilitation Commis- 
sion, TRC, as we call it in Texas, she is 
not sure that she could ever have made 
the first tough job search. You see, she 
was accustomed to being a person with- 
out disabilities, and like any of us, who 
are just one accident or one unfortu- 
nate illness away from a disability, she 
was a person who lived without disabil- 
ity and now confronted disability and 
had to adapt to that and find out how 
to overcome that disability. She turned 
for the first time at a very scary time 
in her life to the Texas Rehabilitation 
Commission and found a way to avoid 
painful discrimination and found a way 
to benefit from the special services 
that have served her and have served 
literally hundreds of thousands of Tex- 
ans, as they have served millions of 
Americans across this country. In fact, 
during the time the vocational reha- 
bilitation system has been in effect in 
America, it has served and gotten into 
our work force some 9 million Ameri- 
cans. 

Every year, vocational rehabilitation 
gives 200,000 more Americans the op- 
portunity to serve in the work force, 
despite of and in fact overcoming their 
disabilities. 

We hear so much in this Congress 
about the SSI Program under Social 
Security. Well, 40,000 people come off of 
SSI every year as a result of the serv- 
ices of vocational rehabilitation. All of 
this has been accomplished with a net- 
work of State vocational rehabilitation 
services, recognizing some of the 
unique needs of people with disabil- 
ities. In essence, we already have a 
block grant program for vocational re- 
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habilitation. I fear that some have 
taken such a blockheaded approach to 
block grants that they are now going 
to block grant a block grant program. 

This is a solution without a problem 
when it comes to people with disabil- 
ities in Texas. We already have a Fed- 
eral block grant program going to the 
Texas Rehabilitation Commission. It 
provides unique services to meet the 
needs of people with disabilities. It 
does it well. It does it efficiently. It 
does it with local input and support 
and consultation with local groups in- 
volved with people with disabilities, 
and that is the way it ought to con- 
tinue to occur. 

I realize the appeal of a one-stop ca- 
reer center, and I think that that is ap- 
propriate for people who are unskilled, 
who are undereducated. But I am con- 
cerned that someone who faces mul- 
tiple sclerosis, who has some other 
type of mental or physical disability, 
needs more than one stop. They may 
need extra assistance to deal with their 
disabilities and find a way to convince 
employers of how much they contrib- 
ute. 

Mr. Speaker, the truth is that we 
have a system that works very well 
right now to meet the needs of people 
with disabilities. It involves people 
who are skilled as counselors in work- 
ing with people with disabilities, and in 
the course of adopting a bill that has 
much merit, let us not destroy this 
hope that is out there of meeting the 
special needs of people with disabil- 
ities. Let us support the amendment of 
the gentleman from Texas Mr. GENE 
GREEN, to preserve a system that 
works and works well for people with 
disabilities. 

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. RicGs], 
а member of the Committee on Есо- 
nomic and Educational Opportunities. 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank our 
leadership for making time in our very 
busy schedule for this legislation to 
come to the floor. This is a good rule. 
It obviously continues our tradition in 
the 104th Congress of open rules under 
the Republican majority. I want to 
urge my colleagues to support the rule 
and the underlying bill, H.R. 1617, the 
CAREERS Act. 

This has been very much in its devel- 
opment stages a bipartisan bill. We 
were able to report the bill out of the 
Committee on Economic and Edu- 
cational Opportunities on a bipartisan 
basis. We have received a tremendous 
amount of assistance from the adminis- 
tration in crafting the bill, and I par- 
ticularly want to salute Doug Ross, 
who is the immediate past assistant 
Secretary of Labor for Employment 
and Training for his role in helping us 
craft this legislation. It is ironic, just 
to underscore the bipartisan nature of 
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the bill, that we have also been work- 
ing with Robert T. Jones, the vice 
president of the National Association 
of Business, who was the Assistant Sec- 
retary of Labor for Employment and 
Training in the Bush administration. 
Again, I think that underscores the bi- 
partisan nature of this bill. 

We have worked very hard in crafting 
the legislation to address the concerns 
of various interest groups. We have 
worked closely with the Governors, the 
National Governors Association, and 
various family and value oriented 
groups. We have always listened care- 
fully to what the business community 
has had to say about how we can im- 
prove upon the existing service deliv- 
ery system for job training programs. 

As the chairman of the committee, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GOODLING], stressed, we have taken 
these 160-some odd separate Federal job 
training programs, what are called cat- 
egorical programs, spread across 146 
different Federal agencies and depart- 
ments, and consolidated them into four 
block grants. The idea behind that is to 
give the States and Governors much 
more say and flexibility in designing 
and running these programs, and we 
have also included in the bill the idea 
of an individual voucher for job train- 
ing recipients, what we call a career 
grant. 

This is a very important concept, be- 
cause what we are really trying to do is 
tell American workers that they will 
have a greater say in determining what 
kind of career training or work force 
preparation is right for them. 

This is, again, a bipartisan concept 
that harkens back to the Bush admin- 
istration. In the Bush administration, 
they first proposed a concept of a GI 
bill for workers, and this concept has 
continued in the present administra- 
tion with the President and Secretary 
Reich pushing hard for the concept of 
skill grants. Again, we have been able 
to embody that concept, although we 
call it career grants, a slightly dif- 
ferent term, in this legislation. 

Now, this legislation focuses in on 
several different groups of job training 
recipients. Of course, first and fore- 
most are unemployed workers. In the 
legislation we take an employment 
first approach. We are trying to get 
these folks back into the work force as 
soon as possible. 

We are also trying to help disadvan- 
taged youth, those youth that are at 
risk of dropping out of school, particu- 
larly in the face of all the recent evi- 
dence suggesting that some degree of 
post-secondary educational attainment 
and computer literacy, or some com- 
puter skills, are absolutely essential to 
a young person’s chances for competing 
and succeeding in an increasingly glob- 
al economy. We think we can do a 
much better job with this bill of serv- 
ing youth, particularly those, 70 to 75 
percent of our young people, who are 
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not college-bound or who, if they go to 
college, will drop out. 

We are also working diligently in the 
legislation to help those who are ex- 
tremely disadvantaged, either those 
who are disabled and must overcome 
certain physical and mental and archi- 
tectural barriers to find gainful em- 
ployment in the work force. We are 
trying to help those who are illiterate 
by having a separate block grant that 
is targeted to adult education and illit- 
eracy. 

We have good accountability and per- 
formance standards in the legislation 
that gives States and local commu- 
nities a much greater say in determin- 
ing what the performance standards 
should be based on local conditions, 
but we do require in the legislation the 
States after setting those goals, in con- 
sultation with local communities, to 
show continuous improvement and 
progress above the baseline that has 
been established. 

Mr. Speaker, this is good legislation. 
Again, I urge support of the rule and 
support of the bill. This bill goes a long 
way toward improving the productivity 
of American workers, and therefore the 
quality of life or the standard of living 
for American workers. We will look 
forward as we get into the debate on 
separate amendments talking about in 
more detail about the bill. I urge my 
colleagues to support the rule and the 
bill. 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in 
support of the rule and in support of H.R. 
1617. The Consolidated and Reformed Edu- 
cation, Employment, and Rehabilitation Sys- 
tems Act or CAREERS is quite an elaborate 
name for legislation aimed solely at simplifying 
and improving our current maze of job training 
and employment assistance programs. As a 
Member of the House who acknowledges the 
direct correlation between program design and 
program success, | urge all of my colleagues 
to listen closely to this debate today and de- 
cide to vote in favor of creating a well-de- 
signed model for the deliverance of job train- 
ing and employment assistance services. 

We currently refer to our various fragmented 
job training and employment-related programs 
as ones formulating a system, which is laugh- 
able because the word system implies that 
there is some from of orderly program inter- 
action taking place. This is not the case. The 
U.S. General Accounting Office [GAO] has 
identified 163 different programs, totaling $20 
billion, which offer some type of career relat- 
ed, education, job training or employment as- 
sistance to youth and adults. Further, the As- 
sociate Director for Education and Employ- 
ment issues at GAO recently testified that the 
current employment, training assistance pro- 
grams are narrowly tailored, leaving programs 
to compete for clients and funds. He then, in 
his testimony, went on to question the sys- 
tem's overall efficiency. 

A potluck approach to Federal job training 
and employment assistance is a disservice to 
the adults and youth looking to utilize these 
programs. The CAREERS bill offers us a 
chance to streamline, improve the Federal ef- 
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fort in this important area. We will be working 
through this legislation to create a real training 
and employment system, equipped with easy 
customer access and choice. No one should 
be faced with a maze of noncoordinated pro- 
grams when progressing toward employment 
objectives. CAREERS requires States and 
local work force development areas to estab- 
lish integrated career center systems in which 
individuals may obtain services and familiarize 
themselves with the State's work force devel- 
opment system. This integrated system is user 
friendly and enables individuals to gain quick 
access to all parts of the system. Let us be 
clear, CAREERS does not mandate that you 
establish one-stop centers. Under CAREERS, 
one could enter the State career system 
through a colocated center, one-stop center or 
through an electronically linked affiliated site. 
The legislative intent is the creation of an inte- 
grated system where the user is best served. 

| think it is important to point out that when 
we talk of an integrated system, we are not 
advocating the creation of a generic delivery 
system, one unable to meet the needs of the 
diverse people who will ultimately use these 
programs. The block grants included in CA- 
REERS are all structured to assure that atten- 
tion is focused on the four, distinct populations 
seeking service. Clearly, the one-size-fits-all 
approach will not work in this area. | am 
pleased that CAREERS not only allows for 
local control, customer choice, and customer 
accessibility but is also wisely structured so 
that diverse populations may be served. 

| urge my colleagues to support the rule and 
look forward to passage of H.R. 1617, the CA- 
REERS. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, I 
yield back the balance of my time, and 
I move the previous question on the 
resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). The question is on adoption of 
the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ob- 
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- 
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 388, nays 2, 
not voting 44, as follows: 


Evi- 


[Roll No. 664] 
YEAS—388 

Abercrombie Baker (LA) Bateman 
Ackerman Baldacci Becerra 
Allard Ballenger Beilenson 
Andrews Barcia Bentsen 
Archer Barr Bereuter 
Armey Barrett (NE) Berman 
Bachus Bartlett Bevill 
Baesler Barton Bilbray 
Baker (CA) Bass Bilirakis 


Combest 


Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Flake 
Flanagan 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Forbes 

Fox 

Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 


Johnson (CT) 


Kolbe 


Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 


Moorhead 
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Seastrand Stupak Wamp 
Sensenbrenner Talent Ward 
Serrano Tanner Waters 
Shadegg Tate Watt (NC) 
Shaw Tauzin Watts (OK) 
Shays Taylor (MS) Waxman 
Shuster Taylor (NC) Weldon (FL) 
Skaggs Tejeda Weldon (PA) 
Skeen Thomas Weller 
Skelton Thompson White 
Slaughter Thornberry Whitfield 
Smith (MI) Thornton Wicker 
Smith (NJ) Thurman Williams 
Smith (TX) Tiahrt Wilson 
Smith (WA) Torres Wolf 
Solomon Torricelli Woolsey 

Towns Wyden 
Spence Traficant Wynn 
Spratt Upton Yates 
Stark Velazquez Young (AK) 
Stearns Vento Young (FL) 
Stenholm Vucanovich теит 
Stokes Waldholtz Zimmer 
Studds Walker 
Stump Walsh 

NAYS—2 
Martinez Stockman 
NOT VOTING—44 
Barrett (WI) Frank (MA) Oberstar 
Brown (FL) Gejdenson Parker 
Bryant (TN) Gibbons Pryce 
Callahan Holden Reynolds 
Chapman Jefferson Roberts 
Clyburn Kaptur Rose 
Collins (IL) Kingston Sawyer 
Collins (MI) Lantos Schumer 
Condit LaTourette Sisisky 
Danner Lewis (GA) Torkildsen 
Dixon McCarthy Tucker 
Dornan Mfume Visclosky 
Fields (LA) Mineta Volkmer 
Ford Moakley Wise 
Fowler Neumann 
О 1117 


Mr. FOGLIETTA changed his vote 
from “пау” to “уеа.” 

So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


—— | 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Ms. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, during roll- 
call vote No. 664 on H.R. 1617 | was unavoid- 
ably detained. Had | been present | would 
have voted “yea.” 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). Pursuant to clause 5 of rule I, 
the Chair will now put the question on 
each motion to suspend the rules on 
which further proceedings were post- 
poned on Monday, September 18, 1995, 
in the order in which that motion was 
entertained. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: H.R. 402 by the yea and nays, 
H.R. 1091 by the yeas and nays, H.R. 260 
by the yeas and nays, H.R. 1296 by the 
yeas and nays, and H.R. 558 by the yeas 
and nays. 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first such vote in this series. 


September 19, 1995 


ALASKA NATIVE CLAIMS 
SETTLEMENT AMENDMENTS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the question of sus- 
pending the rules and concurring in the 
Senate amendment to the bill, H.R. 402. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Alaska (Мг. 
YOUNG] that the House suspend the 
rules and concur in the Senate amend- 
ment to the bill, H.R. 402, on which the 
yeas and nays are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 392, nays 10, 
not voting 32, as follows: 


[Roll No. 665] 
YEAS—392 

Abercrombie Cooley Gordon 
Ackerman Costello Goss 
Allard Cox Graham 
Andrews Coyne Green 
Archer Greenwood 
Armey Crane Gunderson 
Bachus Crapo Gutierrez 
Baesler Cremeans Gutknecht 
Baker (CA) Cubin Hall (OH) 
Baker (LA) Cunningham Hall (TX) 
Baldacci Davis Hamilton 
Ballenger de la Garza Hancock 
Barcia Deal Hansen 
Barr DeLauro Harman 
Barrett (NE) DeLay Hastert 
Bartlett Dellums Hastings (FL) 
Barton Deutsch Hastings (WA) 
Bass Diaz-Balart Hayes 
Bateman Dickey Hayworth 
Becerra Dicks Hefley 
Beilenson Dingell Hefner 
Bentsen Dixon Heineman 
Bereuter Doggett H 
Berman Dooley Hilleary 
Bevill Doolittle Hilliard 
Bilbray Doyle Hinchey 
Bilirakis Dreier Hobson 
Bishop Duncan Hoekstra 
Bliley Dunn Hoke 
Blute Durbin Holden 
Boehlert Edwards Horn 
Boehner Ehlers Hostettler 
Bonilla Ehrlich Houghton 
Bonior Emerson Hoyer 
Bono Engel Hunter 
Borski English Hutchinson 
Boucher Ensign Hyde 
Brewster Eshoo Inglis 
Browder Evans Istook 
Brown (CA) Everett Jackson-Lee 
Brown (OH) Ewing Jacobs 
Brownback Parr Johnson (CT) 
Bryant (TX) Fattah Johnson (SD) 
Bunn Fawell Johnson, E. B. 
Bunning Fazio Johnson, Sam 
Burr Fields (TX) Johnston 
Burton е Jones 
Buyer Flanagan Kanjorski 
Calvert Foglietta Kasich 
Camp Foley Kelly 
Canady Forbes Kennedy (MA) 
Cardin Fox Kennedy (RI) 
Castle Franks (CT) Kennelly 
Chabot Franks (NJ) Kim 
Chambliss Frelinghuysen King 
Chapman Frisa Kingston 
Chenoweth Frost Kleczka 
Christensen Funderburk Klink 
Chrysler Gallegly Klug 
Clay Ganske Knollenberg 
Clayton Gekas Kolbe 
Clement Gephardt LaFalce 
Clinger Geren LaHood 
Clyburn Gibbons Largent 
Coble Gilchrest Latham 
Coburn Gillmor Laughlin 
Coleman Gilman Lazio 
Collins (GA) Gonzalez Leach 
Combest Goodlatte Levin 
Conyers Goodling Lewis (CA) 
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the Senate amendment was concurred 
in. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


Í Å | 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Ms. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, during roll- 
call vote No. 665 on H.R. 402 | was unavoid- 
ably detained. Had | been present | would 
have voted “yea.” 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). Pursuant to the provisions of 
clause 5 of rule I, the Chair announces 
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5 
minutes the period of time within 
which a vote by electronic device may 
be taken on each additional motion to 
suspend the rules on which the Chair 
has postponed further proceedings. 


SHENANDOAH VALLEY NATIONAL 
BATTLEFIELDS PARTNERSHIP 
ACT OF 1995 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the question of sus- 
pending the rules and passing the bill, 
H.R. 1091, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the bill, H.R. 1091, as amended, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 


Lewis (GA) Owens Smith (NJ) 
Lewis (KY) Oxley Smith (TX) 
Lightfoot Packard Smith (WA) 
Lincoln Pallone Solomon 
Linder Pastor Souder 
Lipinski Paxon Spence 
Livingston Payne (NJ) Spratt 
LoBiondo Payne (VA) Stark 
Lofgren Pelosi Stearns 
Longley Peterson (FL) Stenholm 
Lowey Peterson (MN) Stockman 
Lucas Petri Stokes 
Luther Pickett Studds 
Maloney Pombo Stump 
Manton Pomeroy Stupak 
Manzullo Porter Talent 
Markey Portman Tanner 
Martinez Poshard Tate 
Martini Quillen Tauzin 
Mascara Quinn Taylor (MS) 
Matsui Radanovich Taylor (NC) 
McCollum Rahall Tejeda 
McCrery Ramstad Thomas 
McDade Rangel Thompson 
McDermott Reed Thornberry 
McHale Regula Thornton 
McHugh Richardson Thurman 
McInnis Riggs Tiahrt 
McIntosh Rivers Torres 
McKeon Roberts Torricelli 
McKinney Roemer Towns 
McNulty Rogers Traficant 
Meehan Rohrabacher Upton 
Meek Ros-Lehtinen Velazquez 
Menendez Rose Vucanovich 
Metcalf Roth Waldholtz 
Meyers Roukema Walker 
Mica Roybal-Allard Walsh 
Miller (CA) Royce Wamp 
Miller (FL) Rush Ward 
Mineta Sabo Waters 
Minge Salmon Watt (NC) 
Mink Sanders Watts (OK) 
Molinari Sanford Waxman 
Mollohan Saxton Weldon (FL) 
Montgomery Scarborough Weldon (PA) 
Moorhead Schaefer Weller 
Moran Schiff White 
Morella Schroeder Whitfield 
Murtha Scott Wicker 
Myers Seastrand Wilson 
Myrick Sensenbrenner Wise 
Nadler Serrano Wolf 
Neal Shadegg Woolsey 
Nethercutt Shaw Wyden 
Ney Shays Wynn 
Norwood Shuster Young (AK) 
Nussle Skeen Young (FL) 
Olver Skelton Zeliff 
Ortiz Slaughter Zimmer 
Orton Smith (MI) 
NAYS—10 
DeFazio Obey Williams 
Filner Skaggs Yates 
Purse Vento 
Kildee Visclosky 
МОТ VOTING—32 
Barrett (WI) Fowler Oberstar 
Brown (FL) Frank (MA) Parker 
Bryant (TN) Gejdenson Pryce 
Callahan Jefferson Reynolds 
Collins (IL) Kaptur Sawyer 
Collins (М1) Lantos Schumer 
Condit LaTourette Sisisky 
Danner McCarthy Torkildsen 
Dornan Mfume Tucker 
Fields (LA) Moakley Volkmer 
Ford Neumann 
О 1137 
The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 
On this vote: 


Ms. Kaptur and Mr. Moakley for, with Mr. 
Neumann against. 

Mr. WILLIAMS and Ms. FURSE 
changed their vote from “уеа” to 
“nay.” 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 


vice, and there were—yeas 377, nays 31, 
not voting 26, as follows: 

[Roll No, 666) 

ҮЕА8--377 

Abercrombie Bono Condit , 
Ackerman Borski Conyers 
Allard Boucher Cooley 
Andrews Brewster Costello 
Archer Browder Cox 
Armey Brown (CA) Coyne 
Bachus Brown (OH) Cramer 
Baesler Brownback Crane 
Baker (CA) Bryant (TX) Crapo 
Baker (LA) Bunn Cremeans 
Baldacci Bunning Cubin 
Ballenger Burr Cunningham 
Barcia Burton Danner 
Barr Buyer Davis 
Barrett (NE) Callahan de la Garza 
Bartlett Calvert Deal 
Barton Camp DeFazio 
Bass DeLauro 
Bateman Cardin DeLay 
Bentsen Castle Dellums 
Bereuter Chambliss Deutsch 
Berman Chapman Diaz-Balart 
Bevill Chrysler Dickey 
Bilbray Clay Dicks 
Bilirakis Clayton Dixon 
Bishop Clement Doggett 
Bliley Clinger Dooley 
Blute Clyburn Doolittle 
Boehlert Coble Doyle 
Boehner Coleman Dreier 
Bonilla Collins (GA) Duncan 
Bonior Combest Dunn 
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Durbin 


Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Flake 
Flanagan 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Forbes 

Fox 

Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 

Frost 
Funderburk 
Furse 


Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 


Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 


Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Е.В. 
Johnston 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kasich 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 


Knollenberg 
Kolbe 


Levin 

Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 


McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 


Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 


Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 


Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 


Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vucanovich 


Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 


Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
тет 
Zimmer 


NAYS—31 
Becerra Hostettler Salmon 
Beilenson Inglis Scarborough 
Chabot Johnson, Sam Sensenbrenner 
Chenoweth Kelly Stockman 
Christensen Klug Thornton 
Coburn Minge ahrt 
Dingell Peterson (FL) Vento 
Ensign Peterson (MN) Visclosky 
Gonzalez Petri Waxman 
Gutknecht Roybal-Allard 
Hoekstra Royce 

NOT VOTING—26 
Barrett (WI) Frank (MA) Parker 
Brown (FL) Gejdenson Pryce 
Bryant (TN) Jefferson Reynolds 
Collins (IL) Kaptur Schumer 
Collins (MI) Lantos Sisisky 
Dornan LaTourette Torkildsen 
Fields (LA) Moakley Tucker 
Ford Neumann Volkmer 
Fowler Oberstar 
П 1148 
The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 
On this vote: 


Ms. Kaptur and Mr. Moakley for, with Mr. 
Neumann against. 

Mrs. CHENOWETH, and Messrs. EN- 
SIGN, INGLIS, and MINGE changed 
their vote from “уеа” to “пау.” 

Messrs. WILLIAMS, BACHUS, and 
PASTOR changed their vote from 
“пау” о чува." 

So (two-thirds having voted іп favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill as amended was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, unfortu- 
nately, because | was unavoidably detained, | 
was not recorded on rolicall votes Nos. 664, 
665, and 666. However, had | been present | 
would have voted “aye” on each of these 
measures. 
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NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM REFORM 
ACT OF 1995 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). The unfinished business is the 
question of suspending the rules and 
passing the bill, H.R. 260, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the bill, H.R. 260, on which the 
yeas and nays are ordered. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 180, nays 
231, not voting 23, as follows: 


[Roll No. 667] 
YEAS—180 
Abercrombie Baker (CA) Barrett (NE) 
Allard Baker (LA) Bartlett 
Archer Ballenger Barton 
Armey Barr Bateman 


Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 


Combest 


Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 


Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hancock 


Brown (OH) 


Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 


Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Hostettler 


Istook 


Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Largent 
Latham 
Laughlin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McIntosh 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 


NAYS—231 


Frelinghuysen 
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Peterson (MN) 


Smith (MI) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Stark 


Tauzin 


Vento 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Young (AK) 


Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Holden 

Hoyer 
Hutchinson 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. В. 
Kanjorski 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kingston 
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Kleczka Neal Souder 
Klink Olver Spence 
LaFalce Ortiz Spratt 
La Hood Orton Stenholm 
La Tourette Owens Stokes 
Lazio Pallone Studds 
Leach Pastor Stupak 
Levin Payne (NJ) Talent 
Lewis (GA) Payne (VA) Tanner 
Lincoln Peterson (FL) Taylor (MS) 
Lipinski Petri Tejeda 
LoBiondo Pomeroy Thompson 
Lofgren Porter Thornton 
Lowey Portman Thurman 
Luther Poshard Torres 
Maloney Quinn Torricelli 
Manton Баћа! Towns 
Markey Ramstad Traficant 
Martinez Reed Upton 
Martini Richardson Velazquez 
Mascara Rivers Visclosky 
Matsui Roemer Walsh 
McCarthy Ros-Lehtinen Wamp 
McCollum Roybal-Allard Ward 
McHale Rush Waters 
McHugh Sanders Watt (NC) 
McInnis Sanford Waxman 
McKinney Sawyer Weldon (PA) 
Meek Scarborough White 
Menendez Schroeder Whitfield 
Mfume Schumer Williams 
Minge Scott Wise 
Mink Sensenbrenner Wolf 
Molinari Serrano Woolsey 
Mollohan Shays Wyden 
Montgomery Skaggs Wynn 
Moran Skelton Yates 
Morella Slaughter Young (FL) 
Murtha Smith (NJ) тет 
Nadler Solomon Zimmer 

NOT VOTING—23 
Barrett (WI) Fowler Oberstar 
Bono Frank (MA) Parker 
Brown (FL) Gejdenson Pryce 
Bryant (TN) Jefferson Reynolds 
Chenoweth Kaptur Sisisky 
Collins (MI) Lantos Tucker 
Fields (LA) Moakley Volkmer 
Ford Neumann 

О 1157 


Messrs. SPRATT, ZELIFF, UPTON, 
FAZIO, KENNEDY of Rhode Island, 
and Ms. ESHOO changed their vote 
from “уеа” to “пау.” 

So (two-thirds having not voted in 
favor thereof) the motion was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, this 
morning I was unavoidably detained in 
Milwaukee during rollcall vote Nos. 
664, 665, 666, and 667. Had I been present, 
I would have voted “yea” оп rollcall 
664, “пау” on rollcall 665, “пау” on 
rollcall 666, and “пау” on rollcall 667. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, on September 19, I missed 
four recorded votes due to a delayed 
airplane flight. 

On гоПса1 No. 664, passage of House 
Resolution 222, the rule for the CA- 
REERS bill, I would have voted “уез.” 

On rollcall No. 665, passage of H.R. 
402, the amendments to the Alaska Na- 
tive Claims Settlement Act, I would 
have voted “уез.” 

On rollcall No. 666, passage of H.R. 
1091, I would have voted yes.“ 
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On rollcall No. 667, passage of H.R. 
260, the National Park System Reform 
Act, I would have voted “уев.” 


PROVIDING FOR THE ADMINISTRA- 
TION OF CERTAIN PRESIDIO 
PROPERTIES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the question of sus- 
pending the rules and passing the bill, 
H.R. 1296, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the bill, H.R. 1296, as amended, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 317, nays 
101, not voting 16, as follows: 


[Roll No. 668] 
YEAS—317 

Abercrombie Cubin Greenwood 
Ackerman Cunningham Gunderson 
Allard Danner Gutierrez 
Andrews Davis Hall (OH) 
Bachus de la Garza Hall (TX) 
Baesler DeFazio Hamilton 
Baker (CA) DeLauro Hancock 
Baker (LA) Dellums Hansen 
Baldacci Deutsch Harman 
Ballenger Diaz-Balart Hastings (FL) 
Barr Dickey Hastings (WA) 
Barrett (NE) Dicks Hayes 
Barrett (WI) Dingell Hayworth 
Bartlett Dixon Hefner 
Barton Doggett Heineman 
Bateman Dooley Hilliard 
Becerra Doolittle Hinchey 
Beilenson Doyle Hobson 
Bentsen Dreier Holden 
Bereuter Dunn Horn 
Berman Durbin Hostettler 
Bevill Edwards Houghton 
Bilbray Ehlers Hoyer 
Bilirakis Ehrlich Hunter 
Bishop Emerson е 
Bliley Engel Jackson-Lee 
Blute Ensign Jacobs 
Boehlert Eshoo Johnson (CT) 
Bonilla Evans Johnson (SD) 
Вопіог Everett Johnson, E. B. 
Bono Farr Johnston 
Borski Fattah Kanjorski 
Boucher Fazio Kasich 
Brewster Fields (TX) Kelly 
Browder Filner Kennedy (MA) 
Brown (CA) Flake Kennedy (RI) 
Brown (OH) Kennelly 
Brownback Foglietta Kildee 
Bryant (TX) Foley Kim 
Bunn Forbes King 
Buyer Ford Kleczka 
Callahan Fox Klink 
Calvert Frank (MA) Knollenberg 
Cardin Franks (CT) Kolbe 
Castle Franks (NJ) LaFalce 
Chapman Frelinghuysen Latham 
Clay Frost LaTourette 
Clayton Furse Laughlin 
Clement Gallegly Lazio 
Clinger Ganske Leach 
Clyburn Gekas Levin 
Coble Gephardt Lewis (CA) 
Coleman Geren Lewis (GA) 
Collins (IL) Gibbons Lightfoot 
Condit Gilchrest Lincoln 
Conyers Gillmor Linder 
Cooley Gilman Lofgren 
Cox Gonzalez Longley 
Coyne Gordon Lowey 
Cramer Goss Luther 
Crane Graham Maloney 
Cremeans Green Manton 
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Markey Payne (NJ) Spence 
Martinez Payne (VA) Spratt 
Martini Pelosi Stark 
Mascara Peterson (FL) Stenholm 
Matsui Pickett Stokes 
McCarthy Pombo Studds 
McCollum Pomeroy Stupak 
McDade г Talent 
McDermott Portman Tate 
McHale Quinn Tauzin 
McInnis Radanovich Tejeda 
McIntosh Rahall Thomas 
McKeon Rangel Thompson 
McKinney Reed Thornton 
McNulty Regula Thurman 
Meek Richardson Torkildsen 
Menendez Torres 
Metcalf Rivers Torricelli 
Meyers Roberts Towns 
Mfume Traficant 
Mica Ros-Lehtinen Velazquez 
Miller (CA) Rose Vento 
Miller (FL) Roukema Visclosky 
Mineta Roybal-Allard Vucanovich 
Mink Rush Waldholtz 
Mollohan Sabo Walsh 
Montgomery Sanders Ward 
Moorhead Sawyer Waters 
Moran Saxton Watt (NC) 
Morella Schiff Waxman 
Murtha Schroeder Weldon (FL) 
Nadler Schumer Weldon (PA) 
Neal Scott Weller 
Nethercutt Seastrand White 
Ney Serrano Williams 
Obey Shaw Wilson 
Olver Shays Wise 
Ortiz Shuster Wolf 
Orton Skaggs Wooisey 
Owens Skelton Wyden 
Oxley Slaughter Wynn 
Packard Smith (NJ) Yates 
Pallone Smith (TX) Young (AK) 
Pastor Smith (WA) 
NAYS—1i01 
Archer Hefley Quillen 
Armey Herger Ramstad 
Barcia Hilleary Rogers 
Bass Hoekstra Rohrabacher 
Boehner Hoke Roth 
Bryant (TN) Hutchinson Royce 
Inglis 
Burr Istook Sanford 
Burton Johnson, Sam Scarborough 
Camp Jones Schaefer 
Kingston Sensenbrenner 
Chabot Klug legg 
Chambliss LaHood Skeen 
Chenoweth Largent Smith (MI) 
Christensen Lewis (KY) Solomon 
Chrysler Lipinski Souder 
Coburn Livingston Stearns 
Collins (GA) LoBiondo Stockman 
Combest Lucas Stump 
Costello Manzullo Tanner 
Crapo McCrery Taylor (MS) 
Deal McHugh Taylor (NC) 
DeLay Minge Thornberry 
Dornan Molinari Tiahrt 
Duncan Myers Upton 
English Myrick Walker 
Ewing Neumann Wamp 
Fawell Norwood Watts (OK) 
Frisa Nussle Whitfield 
Funderburk Parker Wicker 
Goodlatte Paxon Young (FL) 
Goodling Peterson (MN) теш 
Gutknecht Petri Zimmer 
Hastert Poshard 
NOT VOTING—16 
Brown (FL) Kaptur Reynolds 
Collins (MI) Lantos Sisisky 
Fields (LA) Meehan Tucker 
Fowler Moakley Volkmer 
Gejdenson Oberstar 
Jefferson Pryce 
[1 1208 


Mr. LIVINGSTON and Mr. POSHARD 
changed their vote from “уеа” to 
“пау.” 


25463 


Mr. METCALF changed his vote from 
“пау” to “yea.” 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill, as amended, was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


TEXAS LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE 
WASTE DISPOSAL COMPACT CON- 
SENT ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). The unfinished business is the 
question of suspending the rules and 
passing the bill, H.R. 558. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
SCHAEFER] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 558, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

This is the last in a series of 5- 
minute votes. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 176, nays 
243, not voting 15, as follows: 


[Roll No. 669] 
YEAS—176 

Allard Ehrlich Levin 
Andrews Emerson Lewis (KY) 
Archer English Lightfoot 
Armey Everett Lincoln 
Baker (CA) Ewing Longley 
Baker (LA) Fawell Lucas 
Baldacci Fields (TX) Manzullo 
Ballenger Foley McCollum 

Franks (CT) McCrery 
Barrett (NE) Frelinghuysen McDade 
Bartlett Frisa McHugh 
Barton Funderburk McIntosh 
Bateman Gallegly McKeon 
Bentsen Ganske Metcalf 
Bereuter Geren Mica 
Bilbray Gillmor Miller (FL) 
Bilirakis Goodlatte Minge 
Bliley Goodling Molinari 
Blute Gordon Moorhead 
Boehlert Graham Moran 
Boehner Green Myrick 
Brewster Greenwood Neumann 
Brownback Gunderson Ney 
Bryant (TN) Hall (OH) Norwood 
Bunn Hall (TX) Nussle 
Bunning Hancock Orton 
Burr Hansen Oxley 
Buyer Hastert Pallone 
Callahan Hastings (WA) Parker 
Calvert Hayes Paxon 
Camp Hayworth Payne (VA) 
Cardin Hefley Peterson (MN) 
Chabot Heineman Pombo 
Chenoweth Herger Pomeroy 
Chrysler Hilleary Quillen 
Clement Hostettler Roberts 
Clinger Houghton ers 
Coble Hutchinson Rohrabacher 
Coburn Hyde Royce 
Crane Inglis Sanders 
Crapo Jackson-Lee Sanford 
Cremeans Johnson (CT) Saxton 
Danner Johnson, Sam Scarborough 
DeLauro Johnston Schaefer 
DeLay Kelly Schroeder 
Dingell Kennelly Seastrand 
Doolittle Kim Shadegg 
Dornan King Shaw 
Dreier Klug Shuster 
Duncan Knollenberg Skeen 
Dunn Kolbe Smith (WA) 
Edwards Laughlin Solomon 
Ehlers Lazio Souder 


Ackerman 


Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooley 
Costello 


Foglietta 
Forbes 
Ford 

Fox 


Brown (FL) 
Collins (MI) 
Fields (LA) 


Thornberry Walsh 
Tiahrt Watts (OK) 
Torkildsen Weller 
Upton Whitfield 
Waldholtz Young (AK) 
Walker 
NAYS—243 
Goss Peterson (FL) 
Gutierrez Petri 
Gutknecht Pickett 
Hamilton Porter 
Harman Portman 
Hastings (FL) Poshard 
Hefner Quinn 
Hilliard Radanovich 
Hinchey Rahall 
Hobson Ramstad 
Hoekstra Rangel 
Hoke Reed 
Holden Regula 
Horn Richardson 
Hoyer 
Hunter Rivers 
Istook Roemer 
Jacobs Ros-Lehtinen 
Johnson (SD) Rose 
Johnson, E. B. ылы 
1 
Kasich Rush 
Kennedy (MA) Sabo 
Kennedy (RI) Salmon 
Kildee БАЗ 
Kingston Вонг 
Кіестка Schumer 
Klink Scott 
LaFalce Sensenbrenner 
LaHood Serrano 
Largent Shays 
Latham aoe 
LaTourette Skelton 
Leach Slaughter 
Lewis (CA) 2 
Lewis (GA) Smith (NJ) 
Linder Smith (TX) 
Lipinski pence 
Livingston 5 
LoBiondo Банк 
Lofgren Stockman 
Lowey Stokes 
Luther Studds 
Maloney Stupak 
Manton Talent 
Markey те 
Martinez Taylor (MS) 
Martini Taylor (NC) 
Mascara Tejeda 
Matsui ри) 
McCarthy Thornton 
McDermott ХХ. 
MONE Torrielli 
McKinney owns 
McNulty Traficant 
Meehan Velazquez 
Meek Vento 
Menendez Visclosky 
Meyers Vucanovich 
Mfume Wamp 
Miller (CA) ты 
Mineta Waters 
Mink жар 
Montgomery Weldon (PL) 
Morella Weldon (PA) 
Murtha wale 
Myers Wicker 
Nadler Williams 
Neal Wilson 
Nethercutt Wise 
Obey Wolf 
Olver Woolsey 
Ortiz Wyden 
Owens Wynn 
Packard ze 
Pastor Young (FL) 
Payne (NJ) е 
Pelosi Zimmer 
NOT VOTING—15 
Fowler Kaptur 
Gejdenson Lantos 
Jefferson Moakley 
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Oberstar Reynolds Tucker 
Pryce Sisisky Volkmer 
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Messrs. COOLEY, FOX of Pennsylva- 
nia, and STOCKMAN, Mrs. CUBIN, and 
Mr. BACHUS changed their vote from 
“уеа” to “пау.” 

Mr. DELAY changed his vote from 
“пау” to чува.” 

So (two-thirds not having voted іп 
favor thereof) the motion was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


CAREERS ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). Pursuant to House resolution 
222 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares 
the House in the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill, H.R. 
1617. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1617) to con- 
solidate and reform work force devel- 
opment and literacy programs, and for 
other purposes with Mr. MCINNIs in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] will be 
recognized for 30 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING]. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from New Jersey 
(Mrs. ROUKEMA], who has been very ac- 
tive in helping put this bill together. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of the legisla- 
tion, and I want to congratulate both 
the chairman, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], and the 
subcommittee chairman, іне gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. MCKEON] 
for their valiant and intelligent work 
on this issue. 

Let me begin by stating my strong support 
for H.R. 1617, the CAREERS Act, and H.R. 
1720, the Privatization Act, which has been 
combined with H.R. 1617 for floor consider- 
ation. In particular, | would like to congratulate 
Chairman GOODLING and Subcommittee Chair- 
man MCKEON for all of the hard work that they 
put into the CAREERS Act. Through their ef- 
forts, they were able to strike a necessary bal- 
ance between the block grant approach and 
the need to ensure that the particular job train- 
ing and vocational education opportunities of 
eligible groups are protected. 

However, we should not, as some Members 
suggest, give the States one lump block grant 
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with no strings. As | have said from the outset 
of setting forth the block grant approach, this 
is not revenue-sharing, and there must be 
some measure of Federal accountability, over- 
sight and monitoring. We are not sharing reve- 
nue with the States which means that we are 
not writing blank checks to the Governors so 
that they or the mayors can set up personal 
slush funds. 

It is for this reason that, as a member of 
both the subcommittee and full committee, | 
joined Mr. RIGGS in offering a critical stand- 
ards and accountability amendment which 
helps to make sure that those individuals par- 
ticipating in programs under this bill receive 
the necessary education, skills and training to 
succeed in today’s ever-changing job market. 

The Riggs-Roukema amendment which 
passed during markup attempts to achieve 
some uniformity in the performance measures 
of the workforce development and delivery 
system. Under this amendment, the Secretar- 
ies of Labor and Education work with the Gov- 
ernors and representatives from business, in- 
dustry, education, service, providers, and em- 
ployees to devise challenging performance in- 
dicators that build on the statewide standard 
systems already contained in the bill. So, in a 
sense, just as this legislation creates collabo- 
rative processes at the state and local level, it 
will now also be done at the national level. 

In order to help ensure that the States are 
attempting to meet these challenging perform- 
ance indicators, the Governors must also re- 
port to the Secretaries of Labor and Education 
on how successful the local workforce devel- 
opment boards have been in meeting State 
goals. And, this gives the appropriate Sec- 
retary the opportunity to compare how well the 
state standards have met these challenge lev- 
els as well as to offer recommendations to the 
states on how to better attain them. 

Last, this amendment includes essential 
withholding of funds language to give States 
an incentive to achieve the State performance 
goals contained in the bill. This language is 
consistent with language included in the re- 
cently House passed welfare bill which al- 
lowed the Secretary to withhold up to 5 per- 
cent of AFDC grant funds from States that did 
not meet minimum job participation require- 
ments. The Riggs-Roukema language would 
function similarly by allowing the Secretaries 
of Labor and Education to withhold up to 5 
percent of grant funds from States who show 
poor performance results. 

A second area in which this bill has signifi- 
cantly strengthened our current job training 
system is through the increased participation 
of business. Through the collaborative proc- 
ess, business plays a much greater role in 
helping the Governor devise a State work 
force development and literacy plan. By des- 
ignating local work force development areas 
within which local work force development 
boards function to serve the needs of that 
area, this legislation gives communities the 
opportunity to better serve their local economy 
needs. And, who knows what types of training 
and vocational education are needed to fill 
jobs better than business and industry. 

By combining business and industry rep- 
resentatives with representatives of the dis- 
abled community, community-based organiza- 
tions, and employees on the local work force 
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development boards, we help to make sure 
that those outside of the business community 
have an important say in the types of training 
and vocational education eventually provided. 
But, by making business owners, CEO's, and 
trade association representatives the majority 
of these boards, we are saying that, contrary 
to what Secretary Reich says, getting training 
does not assure a person of a job. Therefore, 
it is imperative that job training and vocational 
education be tailored to job opportunities in 
surrounding economies, while also providing 
those participants with the skills needed to 
compete for better jobs in the future. 

With respect to H.R. 1720, the Privatization 
Act, our committee has made some important 
changes, such as privatizing Sallie Mae and 
Connie Lee, and repealing numerous higher 
education programs that were either pre- 
viously unauthorized or recommended for ter- 
mination by the President. However, | would 
like to mention one area of concern, and that 
is the repeal of РВЕ [State Postsecondary 
Review Entities}. 

Back when we wrote the 1992 higher edu- 
cation amendments, Congress enacted a 
range of measures designed to ensure the in- 
tegrity of our title IV program and weed out 
rampant fraud and abuse in the title ІУ student 
loan program. The creation of SPRE’s was 
one such reform which gave State units over- 
sight and review ability of State institutions 
Participating in the title IV program. 

Some argue that, under the 1992 provi- 
sions, the Department of Education already 
has the means to investigate eligible institu- 
tions and detect fraud and abuse. And, there- 
fore, funding State regulators is wasteful and 
duplicative. However, having been closely in- 
volved in the writing of the 1992 amendments, 
and knowing full well the extent of abuse in 
the title ІУ program, | believe that if a SPRE 
trigger uncovers that schools which are sup- 
posed to be providing quality educational pro- 
grams are mismanaging Federal student aid 
dollars, then they are worth having. 

But, since SPRE’s are no longer authorized 
or funded, it is even more important that we in 
no way relax other critical 1992 amendments 
such as the 85/15 rule and the 3-year 25 per- 
cent cohort default rate rule. These reforms 
have succeeded in ending risk-free Federal 
subsidies for those who promise students a 
good education that leads to a good job and 
then fail to deliver on that promise at the ex- 
pense of both students and the American tax- 
payer. Any attempt to relax these or other 
similar reforms would only be an incentive for 
schools to go back to the days of old when 
they got away with major scams. They took in 
the students, gave them no education that 
could lead to jobs, then they stuck the tax- 
payers with the default bills. 

In closing, let me again express my strong 
support for both H.R. 1617 and H.R. 1720. 
And, let me further take this opportunity to 
thank committee staff for the tremendous work 
they put into both bills, but particularly the CA- 
REERS Act and the months of negotiating that 
its drafting involved. The CAREERS Act 
makes sure that youths and adults receive the 
training and education that they need so that 
they are able to contribute to the work force 
10 years from now, and not just in the imme- 
diate future. 
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Once again, | congratulate Chairman GOOD- 
UNG and Chairman MCKEON for putting to- 
gether job-training legislation that will help to 
create better and more secure job opportuni- 
ties for American families and take us into the 
21st century better prepared to compete in the 
global market. 

urge my colleagues to support its passage. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. BOEHNER], one of our leaders. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, my 
colleagues, we have today before us the 
CAREERS bill, and I would like to con- 
gratulate my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle who have worked diligently 
this year in order to put this bill to- 
gether. 

As my colleagues know, last Novem- 
ber, when the American people decided 
that they would change Congress, they 
decided that government in Washing- 
ton was too large, too expensive, too 
bureaucratic, and they wanted it 
straightened out and cleaned up. One of 
the issues that we have talked about 
on our side of the aisle for the last cou- 
ple of years is the issue of job training 
and job retraining. The fact is that 
there are 161 job training/retraining 
programs run by the Federal Govern- 
ment around the country, well-mean- 
ing, well-intentioned, trying to do the 
right thing, but I have got to say I 
think we have lost our focus, and what 
the committee is brining before us 
today is a bill that does provide focus. 
It moves these programs back to the 
States where they can be run much 
more efficiently and more effectively 
than what we can do here in Washing- 
ton; and, second, it does bring focus by 
moving the money into four large 
block grants for the States to use. 

So, Mr. Chairman, this is a giant step 
in the right direction. It takes the 
money that the taxpayers have pro- 
vided, some $25 billion, and puts focus 
in it, trying to help those in need in 
our country that need job training, 
people who need retraining as their 
jobs are eliminated, to help maintain 
their ability to be productive members 
of our work force, and so, as we look at 
trying to improve our work force and 
get our work force ready for the 2lst 
century, this bill could not be any 
more timely, and I congratulate the 
chairman of the committee and the 
chairman of the subcommittee. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to offer 
my views on H.R. 1617, the CAREERS 
Act. I am cautiously optimistic that 
we can still produce an acceptable, 
truly bipartisan bill. 

Most committee Democrats sup- 
ported the reported bill because we 
agreed that the 80 existing training and 
education programs should be consoli- 
dated. We agreed that a streamlined 
and coordinated work force develop- 
ment system would be good for the 
country and good for working men and 
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women. But by no stretch of the imagi- 
nation were we completely satisfied 
with the bill. It was moving in the 
right direction, however. In addition, 
committee Democrats wanted to show 
our support for the bipartisan process 
by which the bill had been developed, 
by supporting the bill—with the impor- 
tant caveat that a number of serious 
concerns remained and needed to be ad- 
dressed. 

We thought we had a deal and a com- 
mitment from our Republican col- 
leagues to try to resolve our dif- 
ferences when several Republican Соу- 
ernors and Representatives of the ultra 
conservative eagle forum paid a visit 
on our counterparts on the other side. 
They threatened to oppose the bill if 
their objections were not addressed, 
and many of the changes made in the 
bill to accommodate these groups are 
unacceptable to committee Democrats. 

Although, Mr. Chairman, we are dis- 
mayed by this series of events, we con- 
tinue to believe that improvements can 
be made here on the floor. I would now 
like to outline the major Democratic 
objections to this legislation: 

First, major changes have to be made 
to the vocational rehabilitation provi- 
sions in title V. This title threatens to 
undermine our existing State voca- 
tional rehabilitation system. Demo- 
crats will be hard pressed to support 
the dismantling of the service delivery 
system for those citizens most in need 
of assistance. 

Second, at the request of Republican 
Governors, the committee dropped a 
provision in the reported bill that pro- 
vided a dedicated stream of funding for 
programs that serve youth who are in 
school and programs that reach out-of- 
school youth. Under this change Gov- 
ernors could transfer funds for youth 
programs to adult programs. This is a 
serious flaw that should be corrected. 

The reported bill was changed again 
to include a provision that allows Gov- 
ernors to use future year program 
funds to pay back funds which have 
been misused in prior years. I call this 
the oops provision. If a State program 
is caught misusing program funds, alla 
Governor has to do is say oops and wait 
until next year’s Federal funds come in 
to pay back the Federal Government. I 
guess this is what some people call effi- 
ciency. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill does not con- 
tain a smooth transition from the 
school-to-work program to the New 
CAREERS Act. Without it, the bill 
could lead to a significant disruption in 
the existing job training network. 

Finally, the bill’s authorization level 
is inadequate to create the kind of 
service delivery system envisioned by 
this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, the Members of this 
side of the aisle will be offering amend- 
ments to improve this bill. I urge my 
colleagues to support them. We have 
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the opportunity to create a more effec- 
tive education, employment and reha- 
bilitation system. Working men and 
women deserve nothing less. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, it has been a long 
time coming, but all good things take 
a lot of time, I suppose. There are 
many people, and I do not want to start 
saying who because I will surely miss 
someone who worked probably in some 
instances for 2 years to put this legisla- 
tion together. I do want to call to my 
colleagues’ attention those on our side 
and the other side particularly who 
have been out in front: The gentleman 
from California (Мг. MCKEON], the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM], the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Мг. CLAY], and the gentleman 
from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS], who 
have been moving this bill in the right 
direction, and others even before we 
got to this point this particular year. 
It has gotten the respect, I believe, of 
the minority, the majority, and the 
White House, so we finally bring some- 
thing to the floor that more people 
agree that we are moving in the right 
direction. 

I do want to point out that we are 
constantly working to try to improve 
the bill, and we will continue to do 
that as we move to conference. it is im- 
perative that we have a bill on the 
House side because, if we do not and 
the other side puts it on their welfare 
reform bill, then we will go to con- 
ference with nothing and be pretty 
much at their mercy. 

Basically what we are pointing out is 
that we take those 150 programs, and 
every speaker will probably have a dif- 
ferent number, but however many, that 
at least 90 of them that have been ap- 
propriated, and we put them into the 
four blocks; we have the adult consoli- 
dation grant, we have the youth con- 
solidation grant, we have the voca- 
tional rehabilitation consolidation 
grant, and we have the adult education 
and literacy consolidated grant. 

I just want to point out again, as I 
tried to do in the Committee on Rules, 
that we have tried to deal with some of 
the concerns that people have. We want 
to be very, very careful in dealing with 
the vocational rehabilitation part be- 
cause there is a split. We have those 
State directors who are constantly in- 
dicating that they do not want any 
change, they want everything to be as 
it presently is, and unfortunately they 
have done a disservice to people in the 
disability community because they 
tried to stir them up and say. Boy. 
you are going to lose everything,” 
whereas on the other hand the disabil- 
ity community is telling us, “Don’t let 
us stick with no competition again on 
the State level because we're going to 
be stepsisters all other again. We are 
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not very happy that 45 percent of their 
money is used for administration and 
counseling.” That does not leave too 
much to actually see about training, 
educating, and getting them, above all, 
into the work force where there are 
meaningful jobs. So I repeat again one 
of the letters that I received from ARC, 
the Association for Retarded Citizens 
of the United States, and I quote: 

To delink the vocational rehabilitation 
system from this new system in CAREERS 
will only serve to isolate the VR system and 
people with mental retardation from the em- 
ployers. No one would gain except those pro- 
fessionals in the VR system whose sole agen- 
da is to protect turf. We do not think that is 
what reform is all about. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think I could 
have said it better myself. Some have 
complained that this bill could lead to 
mandatory Federal tracking. I am sure 
that the way the bill is written that 
would be an impossibility. They used 
to say during the cold war that we 
looked under our bed every night be- 
cause there may be a Communist under 
there. For some reason or an other I 
think people are looking on every page 
and somehow deciding that there may 
be a Communist on that page. I will as- 
sure my colleagues returning the power 
to local and State governments, I 
thought that is what most people were 
all about, trying to make sure that 
they improved the programs. 
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We do not hand them money and say 
go do your own thing. We have things 
that we expect them to do, but, above 
all, we expect them to improve the job 
training programs and the education 
programs that are out there so that we 
will be competitive in the 21st century. 

We are not talking about the 
Loganville competing with Jacobus. 
Members probably do not know where 
those two great towns are. We are talk- 
ing about the United States competing 
in a global market, so we have to make 
the changes. 

Mr. Chairman, we have to keep in 
mind that we will send $37 billion in 
1996 for the 25 percent who will get a 4- 
year college degree. For those who are 
trying to get 4-year college degree and 
those that will—$37 billion. All we ask 
here is $2.3 billion for the 75 percent 
who will never receive a 4-year college 
degree but who will be an important 
part of our constituency if we are going 
to be competitive. 

Mr. Chairman, it has been a long time com- 
ing, but today we are finally considering legis- 
lation which represents significant reform of 
this country’s job training and work force prep- 
aration programs. The CAREERS Act consoli- 
dates and reforms over 150 existing edu- 
cation, job training, and employment assist- 
ance programs into 4 consolidation grants to 
States and local communities—creating an ef- 
ficient, market-driven, and customer-focused 
work force development system in the United 
States. The bill espouses conservative prin- 
ciples throughout, and everyone from the Re- 
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publican Governors’ Association, the National 
Association of Counties and other organiza- 
tions representing local government, to the 
business community, and others, support its 


passage. 

| want to take a moment to call to the atten- 
tion of the Congress, the efforts of the chair- 
men of the Subcommittee on Postsecondary 
Education, Training, and Lifelong Learning, 
and of the Subcommittee on Early Childhood, 
Youth, and Families, the gentlemen from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. MCKEON and Mr. CUNNINGHAM, 
whose tireless efforts have resulted in consid- 
eration of this reform legislation today. Your 
dedication to this important issue is admired. 
We all appreciate your leadership in this area 
and | thank you for all of your work. 

Before | summarize our legislation, and give 
a bit of an historical perspective on the issue 
of job training reform, let me say a few things 
about some of the criticisms that you may 
hear throughout the course of today’s debate. 
| want to take these criticisms head on, and 
set the record straight. 

First, let's start with vocational rehabilitation. 
There are some who believe that we should 
maintain the status quo; in other words, keep 
the current overly bureaucratic system that 
fails to place more than two-thirds of the dis- 
abled people it serves in meaningful jobs. No 
doubt, many Members have heard from inter- 
ested parties on this issue the past few days, 
but | ask you to keep in mind who you are 
hearing from for the most part: the bureau- 
crats who provide these services. 

Our bill sides with the consumers of voca- 
tional rehabilitation services. Let me read to 
you from a letter from ARC, formerly known as 
the Association for Retarded Citizens of the 
United States, concerning efforts to strike vo- 
cational rehabilitation from this bill: 

To delink the vocational rehabilitation 
system from this new system (in CAREERS) 
will only serve to isolate the У.Н. system 
and people with mental retardation from the 
employers. No one would gain, except those 
professionals in the V.R. system whose sole 
agenda is to protect turf. We don't think 
that's what reform is all about. 

1 couldn't have said it better myself. 

Some have complained that this bill could 
lead to mandatory Federal tracking, forcing 
students into particular occupations at a very 
early age. To address this issue, we have 
added the following provision to the bill: “Noth- 
ing in this act shall mandate that any individ- 
ual, particularly youth served under title II of 
this act, be required to choose a specific ca- 
reer path or major.” This bill does not man- 
date tracking. 

We hava Heard from various Members con- 
cerned about the privacy of labor market and 
other data collected under the legislation. We 
have added specific language restating title 13 
of the Census Act relating to confidentiality of 
information, and added language ensuring that 
this act is consistent with the Family Education 
Privacy Rights Act. 

There have been some concerns expressed 
about the skill standards provisions of this bill. 
Our bill recognizes that because work force 
development programs are all about preparing 
individuals for careers, we must increase the 
involvement of business and ind 
small and large—in the design and implemen- 
tation of State and local work force prepara- 
tion programs. It is essential that employers 
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identify the skills needed in the workplace, in 
order that employment and training assistance 
programs are relevant and useful. As such, we 
include provisions in the bill that tie program 
performance to providing the skills that have 
been recognized by industry as necessary to 
perform a specific occupation. We also say 
that program participants may receive skill cer- 
tificates—portable credentials that certify that 
an individual has mastered the occupational 
skills identified by employers as necessary to 
do a job. We do not require however that any 
individual must receive such certificates, or 
that any employer must accept or use skill 
certificates in making hiring decisions. We are 
working with Congressman WELDON to add 
language to the bill clarifying that we will not 
force anyone to meet these skill standards or 
to attain a skill certificate. We also add lan- 
guage to the bill clarifying that skill certificate 
shall not replace high school diplomas or 
GED's. 

Another issue you may hear about is gov- 
ernance. Some complain that CAREERS 
doesn't mandate that State Education Agen- 
cies [SEA’s] control all the education money. 
They are right. We allow States to determine, 
consistent with their constitutions and State 
law, which agency should control the money. 
Most, if not all, States will choose to have their 
SEA's run this program. But the point is, it 
should be their decision. 

Maintenance of effort is an issue that folks 
inside the beltway use a lot. In this case, what 
this means is the Federal Government should 
force States to maintain their job training 
spending even when the Federal Government 
is dramatically scaling back its funding. That 
just doesn't seem fair to me. Instead, | have 
agreed in my chairman’s package to add a 
provision saying that Federal funds may “sup- 
plement, but not supplant” State funds as a 
compromise. 

Finally, one of the big issues that Members, 
particularly those from the other side of the 
aisle, may raise concerns a provision that al- 
lows Governors to transfer 10 percent of their 
funds between the youth and adult training 
blocks. First, let me make it clear that under 
this transfer authority, transfered funds must 
be spent at the local level. Second, it is impor- 
tant that every one know exactly why we 
added this provision to the bill: to allow States 
additional flexibility to determine how best to 
meet the education and training needs of their 
State. This is especially true during this time 
of substantial cut backs in Federal job training 
funds. With these dramatically reduced spend- 
ing levels, it only makes sense to give States 
the ability to shift a small amount of funding 
around to fill gaps in services that may arise. 

Now, back to the specifics of our bill. We 
have traveled a long road to reform. Our ef- 
forts began in the spring of 1992, when І, 
along with our then-minority leader Bob 
Michel, and the gentleman from Wisconsin 
Mr. GUNDERSON] introduced the Bush admin- 
istration’s Job Training 2000 legislation, which 
included many of the underlying principles of 
reform that are contained in CAREERS. With 
this legislation, the concepts of consolidation, 
of integrated service delivery, and of a vouch- 
er-driven training system were introduced. The 
following Congress, Mr. GUNDERSON and | in- 
troduced H.R. 2943, the Workforce Prepara- 
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tion and Development Act, which built upon 
the principles of Job Training 2000—taking re- 
form a few steps further. Later that Congress, 
we introduced H.R. 4407, the first CAREERS 
bill, which again, took reform further—consoli- 
dating 86 job training programs into 7 block 
grant systems to States and localities. Today, 
we are considering legislation which a year 
ago, | would not have thought possible. The 
CAREERS bill represents sweeping reform of 
this country’s employment and training sys- 
tem—an effort to vastly improve the employ- 
ment opportunities for U.S. citizens, and to 
strengthen U.S. competitiveness. 

In addition to the consolidation of over 150 
Federal programs into 4 block grants to States 
and to local communities, CAREERS saves 
the taxpayer over $6.5 billion over 5 years. 
The four consolidation grants include: First, a 
youth development and career preparation 
grant; second, an adult employment and train- 
ing grant; third, a vocational rehabilitation 
grant; and fourth, ап adult education and lit- 
eracy grant. And these four programs, working 
together, will form each State's work force 
preparation system. 

CAREERS transfers authority to States and 
local communities for the design and operation 
of their own individual work force systems. We 
significantly reduce administrative, 
planning, reporting, and data collection re- 
quirements. 

CAREERS establishes a system that is mar- 
ket driven by: Requiring business involvement 
in program design and implementation; the in- 
fusion of competition among service providers 
both through the use of vouchers, empowering 
individuals to choose the training that fits their 
needs, and through competition to provide 
services; and a requirement that training be 
tied to occupations in demand in the local 
community. CAREERS also encourages indi- 
vidual responsibility, by stressing an employ- 
ment-first approach for adults, providing edu- 
cation and training only for individuals deter- 
mined to be in need of such additional serv- 
ices in order to obtain employment. 

The bill encourages, but does not require 
the establishment of integrated career cen- 
ters—single points of entry into the local work 
force development system. The bill does re- 
quire an integrated approach to service deliv- 
ery however, where services are integrated at 
least through computer linkages and inter- 
action between individual employment and 
training offices in the community. 

The legislation improves on our 50-year-old 
system of labor market information—making it 
useful to employers and to participants alike— 
ensuring that work force development pro- 
grams are related to actual employment needs 
of employers within States and localities. An 
accurate and up-to-date system of labor mar- 
ket information is key to empowering individ- 
uals to make their own informed career 
choices, and is key to the success of a vouch- 
er-driven training system. 

CAREERS provides a separate block grant 
for adult education and family literacy. Al- 
though it is very important to link adult edu- 
cation to job training programs because of the 
high number of individuals who need to im- 
prove their literacy skills before they can avail 
themselves of job training and employment 
opportunities, adult education and literacy pro- 
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grams provide a variety of very important serv- 
ices to our Nation's citizens. 


Many individuals use adult education pro- 
grams to obtain the English language skills 
they need to obtain citizenship. Others enroll 
in classes in order to obtain the additional 
education they need to truly be their child’s 
first and most important teacher. Of great im- 
portance to me, are the bill's family literacy 
provisions, which provide a very intensive ap- 
proach to adult education. For many children, 
their parents are undereducated, have low lit- 
eracy skills, and lack the self-esteem nec- 
essary to be their child's first teacher. As а re- 
sult, these children lack a strong literacy expe- 
rience, lack reading readiness, and enter 
school behind their peers. By working with the 
entire family, family literacy programs not only 
assist parents in building their literacy and 
education skills, but they also provide edu- 
cational assistance to their children to ensure 
that they do not experience educational failure 
which can prevent them from becoming pro- 
ductive members of society. 


As | mentioned before, a number of provi- 
sions have been added to the bill, ensuring 
confidentiality of information, applying the 
Family Education Rights and Privacy Act pro- 
tections to programs established under CA- 
REERS; and clarifying that all data collected 
from the labor market information system is 
aggregate data from the census and other 
public sources. In other words, no personal in- 
formation is collected on individuals, especially 
youth. Protections were also added to the bill, 
clarifying that nothing in the CAREERS Act 
may be used to compel any individual, espe- 
cially youth, to pursue a specific career. 


Finally, CAREERS takes the bold step of 
promoting the privatization of two Govern- 
ment-sponsored enterprises, the Student Loan 
Marketing Association and the College Con- 
struction Loan Insurance Association. Both or- 
ganizations were chartered under the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 in order to help stu- 
dents and institutions of higher education. 
Both have successfully fulfilled their original 
missions and the time is right to free them 
from Government restrictions and allow their 
expansion into the private arena. The bill also 
eliminates the cumbersome and heavily criti- 
cized State postsecondary review entities— 
SPRES—which have placed а tremendous 
burden on our institutions of higher education. 
CAREERS prevents the Department of Edu- 
cation from implementing the 85—15 rule— 
which governs student aid for proprietary 
schools in an unfair and retroactive way. 


The CAREERS Act is true reform. It is a 
good bill. | urge your support for its passage. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Mon- 
tana [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the ranking member for yielding 
time to me. We have worked on this 
bill in the spirit of bipartisan coopera- 
tion. This is the first, if my recollec- 
tion is correct, the first major piece of 
reform legislation to reach this floor in 
a bipartisan manner. 
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Mr. Chairman, the legislation con- 
solidates more than 80 existing train- 
ing and education programs into 4 sep- 
arate block grants. President Bill Clin- 
ton encouraged this effort because cre- 
ating a streamlined, coordinated work 
force development system is something 
that is not either a Democratic or a 
Republican only initiative, it is some- 
thing that leaders in both parties be- 
lieve is needed and it remains a prior- 
ity for President Clinton. 

We had some things we wanted to see 
included in this bill if it were to gain 
Democratic support, and many of those 
have been included in the bill before 
us. Because of that, and because of our 
friendship together, I want to thank 
both the gentleman from Pennsylva- 
nia, Chairman GOODLING, and the gen- 
tleman from California, Chairman 
MCKEON, for working so closely with 
the Democratic side as we moved this 
bill through the committee. 

Chairman MCKEON and I held close to 
20 days of public hearings on the var- 
ious aspects of this legislation. After 
the bill was voted out of our sub- 
committee, and then the full commit- 
tee, several Republican Governors and 
representatives of the Eagle Forum 
threatened to oppose this bill if the 
legislation was not altered to meet 
their own ideological objections, so the 
bill before us today contains several 
changes suggested by these groups. My 
side, frankly, would not have given 
these groups the changes they wanted, 
but I understand the necessity for the 
Republicans to work with them. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill, however, is 
still a pretty good bill. Major changes, 
however, really have to be made in this 
bill before it becomes law. 

First, the vocational rehabilitation 
section needs to be completely re- 
vamped. As that section now stands, 
our existing State vocational rehabili- 
tation could be undermined. And make 
no mistakes, the clients of vocational 
rehabilitation are overwhelmingly in 
opposition to that section of this bill. 

Second, we must maintain the dedi- 
cated funding stream for both in-school 
and out-of-school youth. 

Third, the bill has been changed since 
committee to allow governors to use 
future-year program funds to pay back 
funds which have been misused in prior 
years; what the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. CLAY] calls the ‘Oops’ 
amendment. 

Fourth, the governance structure of 
this bill is still flawed and could, in а 
number of instances, result in unpro- 
ductive political struggles at the State 
and local levels in ways that could un- 
dermine the State and local constitu- 
tions or governance systems, and that 
matter simply has to be corrected. 

And, finally, Mr. Chairman, when the 
bill was in committee there was a bi- 
partisan commitment to work out a 
smooth transition from the current 
school-to-work system, which was en- 
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acted last year with bipartisan support 
to this new CAREERS Act. We have 
not achieved that transition yet, but I 
believe it is necessary if this bill is to 
be successfully enacted into law. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, to all of my 
colleagues let me say this. President 
Clinton has, for many years, cham- 
pioned many of the provisions that we 
have now placed in this bill. He has 
made the use of career grants one of 
the linchpins of his job training initia- 
tives. One-stop centers, as America has 
recognized, are a central element of 
the Clinton job training reform propos- 
als. 

Including all the appropriate State 
and local interests in the development 
of State and local job training plans, 
the collaborative process, that is at the 
heart of this bill, is one of the major 
reforms made by former President 
Bush and now President Clinton’s 
School to Work Opportunities Act, 
which was enacted last year with the 
support of a bipartisan Congress. Presi- 
dent Clinton believes that progress on 
this bill is an important first step in 
the process of revamping our Nation’s 
work force development system. Mov- 
ing this bill forward moves the process 
along, and so I ask my colleagues to 
weigh that important factor of Presi- 
dential leadership when they cast their 
vote on this legislation. 

Again, I thank the gentleman for the 
time. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDERSON], a member 
of the committee who has been tire- 
lessly working toward giving us a good 
future as far as our work force is con- 
cerned. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in strong support of this leg- 
islation and encourage all my col- 
leagues to support it as well. I want to 
begin by paying special tribute to our 
leaders on both sides, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] and 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MCKEON] on our side; and certainly the 
gentleman from Missouri [Мг. CLAY] 
and the gentleman from Montana [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] on the Democratic side. 

This is, ladies and gentlemen, one of 
the first experiences in this Congress, 
and a most important experience at 
this time, during the fall session, 
where we can literally come to the 
Congress in a bipartisan manner, and 
the Congress, in a bipartisan way, can 
move this legislation out. So I would 
encourage all of my colleagues of both 
parties to support this bill as we move 
through. 

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, that we 
have a couple of basic dynamics that 
drive this bill. The first dynamic is 
that we are in a global marketplace, 
whether we like it or not. This is the 
post-GATT, post-NAFTA era. And it is 
not only a global marketplace but a 
high-tech marketplace. Never have we 
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had the need for high-skilled trained 
workers that we do today, and never 
will workers need the ongoing training 
and retraining that they need today, 
simply to keep their jobs, to say noth- 
ing of moving upward. 

At the same time that we face that 
dynamic, we also recognize that we are 
in the process of trying to do this with- 
in an era of balancing the Federal 
budget. So we have less Federal money 
at the same time we have a greater 
need. That is the underlying founda- 
tion of the legislation in front of us. It 
is simply a recognition that we are 
going to have to consolidate programs 
here at the Federal level, we are going 
to have to turn as much of this author- 
ity and flexibility over to the States 
and over to the local governments to 
design and implement programs based 
on the priorities and the specific needs 
of their area. 

So we consolidate well over 100 pro- 
grams into 4 basic block grants; an 
adult training program, an adult edu- 
cation program, a youth training, and 
the vocational rehabilitation. Within 
each of those categories we are taking 
many different programs and sending 
them back. And as the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], the 
chairman of our committee has said, 
we have worked long and hard to try to 
work out the differences and the con- 
cerns from the Governors, from the 
education community, from the busi- 
ness community, from the family 
groups, et cetera. 

Mr. Chairman, none of this has been 
easy, especially when we are trying to 
maintain flexibility to accomplish the 
kind of results that we are particularly 
seeking. We have done that in this bill. 
I have to tell my colleagues that I 
would hope that we would still make 
some changes. I, like Mr. ROEMER, 
want to solve some of the transition 
problems with school-to-work as we 
move this into conference. I will say 
that up front. 

This bill is not a perfect bill, but it is 
a giant step forward from where we are 
today, and, more importantly, it is an 
essential step in recognizing the dual 
challenges of preparing a skilled work 
force within the context of deficit re- 
duction. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
the bill. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. KILDEE]. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to discuss this legislation which 
seeks to consolidate a number of our 
current job training and education pro- 
grams into an integrated system. I 
want to commend the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], my 
chairman, for his prodigious efforts on 
this bill. 

My colleagues, the direction in which 
this bill seeks to take us is the right 
one. For a number of years now, as the 
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employment and training needs of 
America changed, we have tended to 
address those needs through specific 
separately funded and administered 
programs, and, unfortunately, by that 
method we have often wound up with 
overlapping and duplicative efforts 
which hinder the local community’s 
ability to deliver the services needed. 

I want to particularly commend the 
gentleman from California, BUCK 
MCKEON, the subcommittee chairman, 
for recognizing the need for change in 
that area. 

Having said that, Mr. Chairman, I am 
still somewhat afraid that we are cre- 
ating a system that will not be able to 
do what we expect it to do. Today, we 
will hear that although this bill au- 
thorizes funding at a level 20 percent 
below current levels, we are told that 
administrative savings and economies 
of scale will generate savings that can 
be driven into services for the young 
people and adults served under this 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, that was done before 
the Committee on Appropriations de- 
termined that local communities will 
have $1.5 billion fewer to spend on job 
training programs next year. That very 
much frightens me, this lack of fusion 
between the authorization and the ap- 
propriations and the dynamics created 
by that. 

Mr. Chairman, many of my col- 
leagues on the minority side of our 
committee would like to vote for this 
bill, and, hopefully, before the day is 
over we can and will, because we think 
it is definitely a step in the right direc- 
tion. But we do have reservations. We 
want to see an agreement of the voca- 
tional rehabilitation title worked out, 
and I think we are still working on 
that. I think both sides recognize that 
that is an effort that should yield some 
fruit. 

We would also like to preserve the 
progress we have made in the School to 
Work Act, which Mr. GUNDERSON men- 
tioned in his statement today. This is а 
very good act brought to us by the 
Business Roundtable and by many of 
the chambers of commerce. 

The gentleman from Montana [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] and I will be offering a num- 
ber of amendments today which will 
seek to preserve the integrity of deci- 
sionmaking in schools. In particular, 
Mr. WILLIAMS and I will offer an 
amendment to strike the bill’s provi- 
sions that would allow a governor to 
transfer 10 percent of funds between 
title II youth programs and to title ІП 
adult employment and training pro- 


Mr. Chairman, there will be a number 
of other amendments offered to im- 
prove this bill by Members on both 
sides. I want to thank our colleagues 
on the Republican side of the aisle for 
working with us. I think we still have 
work to do today right on this floor, 
and I think by the time this debate is 
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concluded, if we have worked out the 
areas I have mentioned, we will have 
strong support on our side. We will still 
have some points to work out in con- 
ference committee, and I look forward 
to that, but as has been pointed out, 
there has been a certain degree of 
collegiality across the aisle in working 
this bill out. I hope that continues 
through the process of discussion 
today. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MCKEON], the sub- 
committee chairman, who has burned a 
lot of midnight oil trying to please ev- 
eryone, and that is difficult to do. 
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Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, І ат 
pleased today to join with the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Goop- 
LING], the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Economic and Edu- 
cational Opportunities. I extend to the 
gentleman my thanks for his leader- 
ship and for the opportunity he has 
given me as a new chairman, a rel- 
atively new Member of Congress, to 
participate in this process. 

Mr. Chairman, I came to Congress 
with the idea of trying to cut Federal 
bureaucracy and trying to give power 
out to the local communities. One of 
the first things that was given me on 
this committee was to work on the 
CAREERS Act. 

This is a bill that had been placed 
into the 103d Congress by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Соор- 
LING] and the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. GUNDERSON], but we were not 
able to move it at that time. It was the 
opportunity of taking 50 job training 
bills and cutting it down to 4 and block 
granting it out to the States. With the 
change in the Congress this year, he 
gave me the responsibility to carry 
that legislation. We made changes in 
it; we increased it to 150 job training 
bills. 

I have here copies of all of the bills 
that this bill will replace. We are talk- 
ing about 3,000 pages, cutting it down 
less to 300 pages, and in the process 
changing about $1 billion a year. 

That did not happen just by putting 
pen to paper. It was a real process. We 
started early on. We met with the ad- 
ministration. We met with the other 
side. I mentioned to the other side that 
if we had disagreements, it would not 
be because they were Democrats and 
we were Republicans. It would be be- 
cause we had a difference in philoso- 
phy. We really have tried to work to- 
gether and come up with something 
that we can all be proud of. 

In the process, not everyone is happy, 
not everyone is unhappy. We are prob- 
ably all kind of in a position that if we 
were king for a day, we would like 
things to be maybe a little different, 
but none of us are. We are all Members 
of Congress. We are here representing 
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our people throughout this country, 
and we have tried to involve everyone 
that will be affected in this process. 

There have been some concerns 
raised. There have been concerns raised 
specifically about this bill. We have 
added a number of provisions ensuring 
confidentiality of information, apply- 
ing the Family Education Rights and 
Privacy Act protections to programs 
established under CAREERS, and clari- 
fying all data collected from the Data 
Market Information System's aggre- 
gate data from the census and other 
public sources. In other words, no per- 
sonal information is collected on indi- 
viduals, especially youth. 

Programs were also proadded to the 

bill clarifying that nothing in the 
CAREERS Act may be used to require 
any individual, especially a young per- 
son, to pursue a specific career or ca- 
reer path in school. We are also work- 
ing with Congressman WELDON on lan- 
guage to add to the bill stating that 
nothing in the CAREERS Act may be 
used to require any individual to ac- 
quire a skill certificate or skill stand- 
ards. 
As a Congressman from the district 
in California that has been hard hit by 
defense and aerospace cutbacks, I un- 
derstand the need to have an effective 
and efficient system of work force 
preparation and employment assist- 
ance in this country. The skills of this 
Nation’s work force are more impor- 
tant today than ever before to U.S. 
competitiveness. However, our current 
patchwork of Federal programs is not 
the answer. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CLAY] and the gentleman 
from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS] and 
Members on the other side of the aisle, 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ROE- 
MER], others who have worked so hard 
to bring this bill to the floor, and Mem- 
bers on our side, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, Chairman GOODLING, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. GUN- 
DERSON], the gentleman from Califor- 
nia [Mr. RIGGS], our vice chairman, the 
gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr. 
ZELIFF], who is not on this committee, 
but who has been working on this 
CAREERS work for a number of years. 

There are many that I would like to 
thank. I should not have even started 
naming names. But I encourage all 
of our colleagues to support the 
CAREERS legislation. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. ROEMER]. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, why is 
there such a cynical attitude in Amer- 
ica today, sometimes unfairly, about 
how Congress does not work, how it is 
not doing enough to downsize Govern- 
ment, work together, and instead plays 
blame games and is enmeshed in 
gridlock all the time? 

I think this bill is a fine example of 
how Congress can work. Now, it is not 
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a perfect bill, and maybe it will move 
toward perfection in conference. But 
this bill certainly epitomizes biparti- 
sanship, and I would like to salute the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania IMr. 
GOODLING], the gentleman from Califor- 
nia [Mr. MCKEON], the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDERSON], the gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY], and 
the gentleman from Montana [Mr. WIL- 
LIAMS], for working together on a bill. 

I would also say that this is about 
downsizing and efficiency. Over 100 
Federal programs are now being con- 
solidated into 4 block grants. That is 
the direction the American people 
want us to go in. 

Finally, it is about local answers 
solving some of our problems, not big 
bureaucracies in Washington, DC, nec- 
essarily solving these problems. So I 
think this bill is a tribute to how Con- 
gress can work in the future. 

Now, I intended to offer an amend- 
ment on the school-to-work transition 
title of this bill, and I will not offer 
that because, as the Chinese proverb 
goes, “А thousand-mile journey begins 
with one single step.’’ I think we are 
making a single step in this bill, and I 
am hopeful we will complete the jour- 
ney in conference to make sure that we 
have local problems answered by our 
Governors and our schools, and not the 
Federal Government, by continuing a 
program we have started a few years 
ago with school-to-work. 

Now, why is it a big problem, Mr. 
Chairman? It is one of the biggest prob- 
lems that we face in reforming our edu- 
cation system in our work force, be- 
cause it involves such a big number of 
students. Seventy-five percent of our 
students in America do not go on to 
get a college degree. I have business 
leaders in my district, small business 
leaders, two I just met with over the 
August work period at Schaefer Gear 
in South Bend. Mr. Bipin Doshie, he 
employs 75 people in South Bend. He 
told me he would hire 12 new people to- 
morrow if we can get better qualified 
students coming out of our high 
schools and a better connection be- 
tween the work force and our schools. 

In Syracuse, IN, at Laketronics, Mr. 
Bob McNary told me he employs 18 peo- 
ple. He would hire 5 more people if we 
can get better school-to-work correc- 
tions at the local level, not coming 
from Washington, DC. 

I would encourage us to work on this 
very, very important problem, Mr. 
Chairman, not only because it involves 
75 percent of our students, but I think 
Hedrick Smith says it well in a new 
book he has just written that I strong- 
ly recommend to my colleagues called 
“Rethinking America“: Our work force 
is changing dramatically as we speak. 
Our education system needs to change 
dramatically in order to train our new 
workers on the assembly line. They are 
not just on the assembly line screwing 
a screw into a door anymore. They are 
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working on computers. They are work- 
ing on teams. They are responsible for 
quality control. These people are our 
best asset in America, our workers. Let 
us make sure they are trained ade- 
quately at the local level, with our 
business cooperating and solving this 
problem, to make sure we are competi- 
tive with the Japanese and the Ger- 


mans. 

Mr. Chairman, with that, I again say 
let us continue to work on this in con- 
ference, where I hope to be involved in 
the conference language on this transi- 
tion program. Twenty-seven States 
have started this program. Let us work 
in a bipartisan way to solve this vexing 
problem. 

Mr. Chairman, again, I salute the Re- 
publicans and Democrats working to- 
gether on this. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Мг. BARRETT]. 

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1617 will break 
the shackles of duplication and Federal 
mandates, and will empower States and 
localities to design programs that will 
best meet the needs of their commu- 
nities. 

This bipartisan bill will eliminate 
more than 150 Federal programs, and 
will continue the Federal commitment, 
through local leaders, of providing 
services to those most in need. 

The bill would establish area work 
force development boards made up of 
local leaders, advocates, employers, 
and educators, that know best the 
needs of their area and can actually see 
the success and failure of the present 
system and present programs. 

Constituents have told me that H.R. 
1617 would eliminate Federal voca- 
tional rehabilitation. Nothing could be 
farther from the truth. 

We call for maintaining Federal 
funding for voc rehab and would rede- 
sign the delivery of services by giving 
local providers and consumers greater 
opportunities. 

Later today we will consider an 
amendment by Chairman GOODLING 
that will give States greater flexibility 
in providing voc rehab services. It 
would allow the Governor and consum- 
ers to come up with an alternative plan 
to provide needed services. While I 
have concerns that this may only per- 
petuate some of the problems existing 
in voc rehab, it is my hope that it will 
be an engine of positive change in the 
States, if they choose this option. 

On balance, Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1617 
will give those most in need—the indi- 
viduals, communities, and States—the 
ability to create or continue to sup- 
port, programs that provide job train- 
ing, counseling, and education. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
1617. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. ENGEL]. 
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Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend from Missouri for yielding 
me this time. 

Mr. Chairman let me say I rise to say 
that I have some reservations about 
this bill, and I am going to be listening 
to the debate today and listening to 
the amendments that are put forward 
to ultimately decide how I vote. But 
let me say I have very strong reserva- 
tions about the bill. 

First of all, youth development and 
adult employment block grants are 
funded at a 20-percent level below the 
appropriation of last year, for the pro- 
grams being consolidated. The adult 
education block granted is funded 10 
percent below last year’s level. 

Let me say, as I have mentioned 
many, many times in our committee, 
my reservation about the whole block 
grant system. Because I was a State 
legislator for 12 years before coming to 
Congress, and when we first heard 
about block grants, we thought it was 
а panacea. But we soon learned, very 
sadly, that it was not. 

Block grants only work when they 
are fully funded. If they are not fully 
funded, all the States are deciding, all 
the Governors are deciding, is where to 
spread the pain, what programs to cut. 
To me, that does not seem like much 
progress at all. 

The State education department of 
New York sent me a letter. Let me just 
read one paragraph. 

They said: 

Allowing transfer of funds between block 
grants, as this bill provides, could result in 
an additional loss of services to program re- 
cipients and unpredictability in funding that 
disrupts local program planning. We antici- 
pate that Federal funding for work force de- 
velopment programs will be reduced in the 
coming fiscal year as a result of deficit re- 
duction efforts. Transferability of funds will 
only exacerbate anticipated uncertainty and 
cause burdensome fluctuations in services 
among already underserved groups. 

Let me talk about some of the res- 
ervations I have. The CAREERS bill 
helps to eliminate overlap in Federal 
education and job training programs, 
but I believe it goes too far. It consoli- 
dates 80 programs into four block 
grants, too much discretion as far as I 
am concerned for the States to admin- 
ister such important programs that 
people depend on. In a crunch, when 
Governors are looking to save money 
and cutting budgets, who is going to be 
hurt by this? 

Second, the ability of the Governor 
to transfer 10 percent of the funds from 
one title of the bill to the other does 
not help to ensure, in my opinion, that 
those who need the funds will actually 
receive it. The Governor will have chief 
authority to administer the funds. He 
could move the funds elsewhere, rather 
than directing them toward these pro- 
grams. 

Also, instead of cutting bureaucracy, 
I believe it instead creates new levels 
of State bureaucracy by giving the 
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Governors full discretion to administer 
Federal funds while bypassing the 
State legislatures. 

In my State of New York, we already 
have a State funded system of voca- 
tional and adult education created 
through a State constitution and pro- 
mulgated by the State legislature. The 
State system also administers the Fed- 
eral funding received for these pro- 


grams. 

The CAREERS bill will allow the 
Governor to administer the Federal 
funds, thereby in our State creating 
two bureaucracies in New York, rather 
than one administrator. 

Also, as many of my colleagues have 
mentioned before, in this bill the voca- 
tional rehabilitation section of this bill 
as it now stands is totally unaccept- 
able. The bill would limit State flexi- 
bility and create uneven access to serv- 
ices to those who are the truly needy. 
Populations such as the blind and dis- 
abled need our full attention and must 
not be shortchanged. I am hoping in 
the amendment process we can improve 
the bill. The current system that we 
have is fully supported by the disabil- 
ity community and is kept intact in 
the Senate bill. 

Let me say after saying all of that, 
though, I believe that this bill is far 
preferable to the bill being worked on 
in the Committee on Ways and Means. 
So again I would hope by the end of the 
day we will have some amendments, we 
will have some agreements, and have 
some changes. But right now I do be- 
lieve that the bill is seriously flawed. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. SOUDER], a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I com- 
mend the leadership of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] and 
the leadership of the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MCKEON], the sub- 
committee chairman, on the CAREERS 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the genesis of the 
CAREERS bill on the floor today dates 
to the 1973 Comprehensive Employment 
and Training Act [CETA]. CETA con- 
tained employment and training com- 
ponents. The employment segment, es- 
pecially disliked by fiscal conserv- 
atives, provided public service jobs for 
the unemployed. CETA, at its peak, 
was funded at $10 billion. The public 
sector component was targeted for 
elimination when the Reagan adminis- 
tration took office in 1981. 

I represent the congressional district 
Dan Quayle once held, and am there- 
fore familiar with the Job Training 
Partnership Act which Dan Quayle 
sponsored after he won his Senate seat 
in 1980. 
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Senator Quayle won passage of the 
Quayle training for jobs bill, a $3.8 bil- 
lion program for training and $1 billion 
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for displaced workers. Under the 
Quayle bill, State governments had 
more responsibility for programs but 
services were provided by local private 
industry councils. 

The Quayle Job Training Partnership 
Act focused training on economically 
disadvantaged individuals with serious 
barriers to employment. JTPA was 
criticized for imposing numerous Fed- 
eral restrictions which limited local 
flexibility, and burdensome planning, 
reporting and data collection require- 
ments. Senator Quayle made a number 
of compromises to get his bill through, 
and today we are trying to improve 
those JTPA standards. Yet JTPA was 
flagged as Dan Quayle’s most notable 
legislative accomplishment, when he 
was chosen as George Bush’s running 
mate. Ironically today, many of Vice 
President Quayle’s staunchest defend- 
ers have criticized CAREERS, which 
significantly improves, from a conserv- 
ative perspective, Dan Quayle’s great- 
est legacy. 

Legitimate concerns arose from a 
number of grassroots family organiza- 
tions about CAREERS, once it was ap- 
proved by the Committee on Economic 
and Educational Opportunities. To re- 
duce those concerns, language changes 
were agreed to. And as a result, the bill 
has been approved. М 

References to Goals 2000 were strick- 
en. References to curriculum require- 
ments by a State plan under the youth 
block grant were deleted and adult 
common core indicators were separated 
from youth indicators. Finally, paren- 
tal involvement was encouraged in the 
design of State and local systems. 

I realize there are still some concerns 
about this bill and, more important, 
about the Federal Government’s con- 
tinuing role in education. The debate 
over education reform will continue, 
and it will be fought vigorously on 
other more relevant bills. 

I would only ask for the family 
groups to consider the historic perspec- 
tive on Federal job training. The 
CAREERS job training bill is a step 
forward. CAREERS follows on the 
heels of JTPA, but with far more Fed- 
eral dollars driven to the local level 
with greater State and local authority, 
with greater fiscal accountability and 
with an anticipated 25-percent cost 
savings through efficiency and a better 
plan at the State level. The enactment 
of CAREERS would result in a total 
savings of $6.5 billion over 5 years. 

We will never eliminate all the con- 
cerns that my fellow conservatives 
share, but the majority of Americans 
believe that is a role for job training at 
least at the State level. 

As the chairman has said, as long as 
we are held accountable for those tax 
dollars, we have an obligation to hold 
standards to the States. I know the 
Governors have had a number of con- 
cerns and we have addressed some of 
those concerns. I supported a number 
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of amendments in the committee and 
continue to support this bill as the best 
we could pass. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Col- 
orado [Mrs. SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, let 
me just say, I am pleased to be able to 
speak now because we are in markup in 
the Committee on the Judiciary on the 
immigration bill, and yet I think this 
CAREERS Act is a very critical issue, 
especially in Colorado. 

First of all, I hope that there is going 
to be an amendment by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. OWENS] that I 
would like very much to support if I 
get back and certainly will vote for. 
That is because in my area we have 
seen a proprietary school closed down 
right after the term started. All sorts 
of young students who were on finan- 
cial aid went in and just saw the doors 
locked, and it has been a tremendous 
mess. This school had been in business 
for 91 years, and people are still trying 
to figure out what happened, because 
absolutely no one anticipated this clo- 
sure. 

Hopefully the Owens amendment will 
affect that, prevent those types of 
things in the future, because there is 
nothing worse than someone trying to 
get their life together, getting in 
school, getting the funding and then 
getting there and finding out the doors 
are closed. 

The second amendment I am terribly 
interested in is that of the gentle- 
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK]. The 
Mink amendment is going to be talk- 
ing about preserving programs for dis- 
placed homemakers, single parents, 
single pregnant women, and programs 
that eliminate sex bias in youth devel- 
opment. I just wanted to talk about 
what we found out in Colorado with 
those programs. 

In 1990, Colorado had 200,000 displaced 
homemakers; 80 percent of them were 
single parents. When they went around 
and asked the people in the program, 
the customers, if they thought this was 
а good program and would they rec- 
ommend it to a friend, 96 percent said 
yes. 

We keep making policy on the 4 per- 
cent that said no, but 96 percent of 
these people said yes. And then when 
they said, did they think that this was 
a good use of tax dollars, 74 percent 
said yes, and they ought to spend more 
money. Of course, the rest all said yes, 
it was a good expenditure of tax mon- 
eys, but yet as high as 74 percent say- 
ing yes and even more money. 

Now, I think the Mink amendment 
makes a tremendous amount of sense. 
If we are going to talk about eliminat- 
ing welfare as we know it, which I 
think is a very good idea, if we are 
going to talk about trying to help peo- 
ple work, then we ought to make sure 
that this CAREERS Act does not forget 
displaced homemakers, does not forget 
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single parents, and does not forget gen- 
der bias that is in so much of what we 
find in some of these jobs, where 
women get tracked into the pink collar 
ghettos and can never earn a decent 
living. So those are two very essential 
amendments that I would like to see 
adopted. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in support of the 
Owens amendment to require reimbursement 
by non-Federal funds any federally granted 
money misspent due to willful disregard of re- 
quirements or standards. 

A situation brewing in my district speaks to 
the need and importance of this amendment. 
Barnes Business College, a 91-year-old pro- 
prietary school in Denver abruptly closed and 
declared bankruptcy just before the fall term 
this year. Some 700 students, many of whom 
receive student financial aid, showed up for 
class only to stare at locked doors and closure 
notices. 

The mystery is that no one saw this closure 
coming. The State’s regulatory oversight office 
was caught off-guard. State and Federal au- 
dits gave the schoo! a clean bill of health up 
until June 1993, the last government review 
done. And a recent independent audit dis- 
closed “no instances of noncompliance.” Dis- 
bursements, receipts, and cash balances all 
fell in acceptable ranges. 

So what happened? | asked the Department 
of Education to investigate and an investiga- 
tion has been initiated by the department's in- 
spector general's office. The U.S. Attorney 
General's office is also asking questions about 
the draw-down of Federal student loan ге- 
ceipts and the timing of the bankruptcy dec- 
laration. 

Although nothing is certain yet, this situation 
does raise questions about the propriety of 
this proprietary school. And it does follow that 
if willful disregard of operating procedures was 
done, the taxpayer is the one who would be 
held harmless. If nothing else, this amendment 
serves as a warning to prevent future Barnes 
episodes and to protect the taxpayer. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes and 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM], another subcommittee 
chairman who has worked at great 
length on this issue. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me, the chairman of 
the committee, who has worked val- 
iantly on this particular area. 

We got 40 years of Democratic rule 
that has given us the current disas- 
trous bureaucratic system that they 
are talking about, and it is going to 
cost a lot of tax dollars. The tax dol- 
lars, the bureaucracy, the rules and the 
regulations actually make it more dif- 
ficult than the current system we are 
trying to save. 

The CAREERS Act is one of the most 
commonsense, conservative pieces of 
legislation ever to be considered by any 
Congress. It replaces 150 federally run 
job training, adult education, and lit- 
eracy programs which did not talk to 
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each other and do not work together. 
All have Federal bureaucracies, and all 
do not work. We need to replace it. 

The current CAREERS Act provides 
States maximum authority and flexi- 
bility. One of the concerns from a 
group that came to me was that we are 
going to take out the State legislators 
in this. I have been assured by the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. MCKEON] 
that that is not the case. As a matter 
of fact, the language, if not in, is going 
to be placed into the CAREERS Act so 
that the Governors do not have full 
control, that we do put in the State 
legislatures. 

I would be against the bill if it did 
that because, my being a States rights 
advocate, I want to make sure that the 
State legislatures, not just the Gov- 
ernors themselves, have got control of 
this. The Governors might not like it, 
but that is the way it should be for the 
States rights. 

As chairman of the House Sub- 
committee on Early Childhood, Youth 
and Families, I would like to focus on 
the portions of the bill that my sub- 
committee worked on. Title IV on 
adult education, family literacy and li- 
brary technology, was moved through 
the subcommittee. I also have an inter- 
est in title II and its role in vocational 
education. 

Title ГУ of the CAREERS Act con- 
solidates again 22 programs under the 
Adult Education Act, the National Lit- 
eracy Act, and the library literacy pro- 
gram under the Library Services and 
Construction Act, into one block grant 
for States. By the way, the Library As- 
sociation and libraries groups fully 
support the implementation because 
one of the areas in which I think that 
if on our side of the aisle, if we are 
talking about higher technology, high- 
er education, and the technological 
age, we need to transfer and make sure 
that they have up-to-date technology, 
technological equipment such as com- 
puters, fiber optics, and so on. 


The subcommittee held hearings on 


this issue in Washington and in San 
Marcos, CA, in my particular district. 
We learned from someone like John 
Corcoran, a teacher, businessman, and 
author who made statements that men 
and women who cannot read or write 
have great difficulty in the most basic 
skills and can hardly benefit from a 
regular job training system. Literacy 
is a program. The National Adult Lit- 
eracy Survey showed that of Ameri- 
cans at the lowest of five literacy lev- 
els, 17 percent receive food stamps, 43 
percent live in poverty, and a stunning 
70 percent are unemployed or under- 
employed. So we do need special pro- 


grams. 

He also established that adult edu- 
cation and family literacy grant States 
recognize that basic education for 
adults is one of our highest priorities. 

When we talk to educators, edu- 
cational institutions, administration 
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employees, even citizens who need the 
adult services, the current fragmented 
job training system keeps them from 
working with one another in their com- 
munities. It is a tangle of 150 programs; 
in the case of this subcommittee, only 
22, much like the welfare system that 
does not work because it is too big, too 
cumbersome. 

We learned from Scott Himelstein, of 
the Lynch Foundation for Family Lit- 
eracy, that if a man or a woman cannot 
read, one of most successful ways to 
teach them to read is with their chil- 
dren, so it is encouraged. 

Mr. Chairman, the programs that we 
have before us, there are a lot of areas 
that work. I think one of the problems 
with the President’s health care bill is 
he tried to do too much too quick with 
too many things. What we are going to 
try and do is make some improvements 
to the system over a period of time. We 
would ask for support from both sides 
of the aisle for those improvements, 
and we feel right now it is a basically 
a good bill. 

I would urge its support. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas, 
Mr. GENE GREEN. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

I thank my ranking member. I have a 
particular concern about this bill, but I 
voted for it as it came out of commit- 
tee. This bill makes dramatic steps in 
streamlining over 80 training programs 
and education programs. I believe al- 
most every Member on both sides of 
our aisle wants the consolidation of 
these programs. 

I support the bill, as I said, when it 
came out of committee, with some res- 
ervations. This is probably the most bi- 
partisan bill I have seen out of our 
Committee on Economic and Edu- 
cational Opportunities this year. How- 
ever, the point of departure from that 
support is that there are no guarantees 
or assurances that people who have a 
history of being left out will continue 
to be served. 

Later today I will offer an amend- 
ment to title V of the bill. As it now 
stands, this bill threatens to under- 
mine our existing State vocational 
rehab systems. I believe we can correct 
this problem with a bipartisan amend- 
ment. We are trying to work on it right 
now, but so far we are not there. 

The bill has been changed three 
times since it came out of our commit- 
tee. In the last 10 days, there have been 
some changes. In fact, I know in the 
manager’s amendment in a few min- 
utes there are some suggested changes 
on voc rehab, but it does not go far 
enough. It does not go far to make sure 
that those people who particularly 
high cost vocational rehab recipients 
need those benefits and that revenues 
stream directly to them, not that it be 
siphoned off for some other program or 
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some other proposal that an individual 
Governor has. 

I was glad to hear my colleague, the 
gentleman from California [Мг. 
CUNNINGHAM], talk about that there is 
going to be a legislative involvement 
in that. That із not in the manager's 
amendment. It may be when it comes 
up on the floor in a few minutes. I am 
glad there is an effort to do that. But, 
again, this bill has been out of commit- 
tee for at least 2 months and has not 
changed until today to add the legisla- 
tive involvement with the Governor. 

There are a great many provisions in 
the manager’s amendment on voc 
rehab that concern me. It does not con- 
tain a mechanism for the State to con- 
trol the quality and appropriateness of 
vocational rehab in local centers. 

This bill does not allow the States, 
and possibly a Governor could make 
this determination, that the local cen- 
ters for vocational rehab would not be 
subject to quality and appropriateness 
of States services on a statewide basis. 
It would allow the local work force de- 
velopment board, whose members are 
not required to know anything about 
vocational rehab or the needs of the 
people, to provide guidance providing 
vocational rehab services. 

There is a great deal wrong with this 
bill on vocational rehab. If this bill 
passes, the Senate actually із the best 
issue, it leaves vocational rehab the 
way it is dealing with those people who 
hgave been served by a number of 
States, including Texas, a great deal 
for many years. 
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Мг. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, I know the gentleman 
from Texas did not want to mislead 
anybody. The funding stream remains 
exactly as the funding stream is at the 
present time. We cannot skim anything 
off of it for any other program. That 
has not changed. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from New Hampshire 
[Mr. ZELIFF] who has spent a great deal 
of time working on this program. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
full support of the Goodling-McKeon 
bill. It was 3 years ago that I first in- 
troduced legislation to consolidate the 
over 161 Federal job training programs 
into a single block grant. The bill be- 
fore us today follows my original con- 
cept and eliminates about 50 Federal 
education and training programs. An- 
other 100 of these duplicative Federal 
programs would be consolidated into 
four categorical block grants. 

I would be less than frank, Mr. Chair- 
man, if I did not tell the Members that 
many people, including many of our 
national Governors, feel that my origi- 
nal bill, in a perfect world, would have 
done a better job of moving résources 
to the States and away from the micro- 
management of the Federal Govern- 
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ment. However, I believe it is now time 
for us, after working very hard to- 
gether, for us to come together and 
work together in getting an effective 
bill passed which will deliver much 
needed services to people who need our 
help. 

I support the Goodling-McKeon bill 
because eliminating over 50 programs 
and consolidating over 100 others is far 
better than maintaining the existing 
hodgepodge of Federal programs. This 
bill is 100 percent better than the cur- 
rent ‘system. When JTPA was enacted 
into law 15 years ago, originally the 
focus was, “Job training legislation 
must recognize true principles of Fed- 
eralism. * * * The new legislation will 
recognize the role of the State in all 
local programs and end the excessive 
involvement by the Federal Govern- 
ment. In short, the basic supervisory 
role previously performed by the Fed- 
eral Government will now be turned 
over to the States, the place it really 
belongs.” 

I urge strongly that we support the 
Goodling-McKeon bill. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas, 
Mr. GENE GREEN. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, our chairman of the 
committee, and he is our chairman, 
mentioned that the Governors could 
not siphon this off, but I am looking at 
an amendment that would be part of 
the manager’s amendment that allows 
the Government to appoint a board and 
develop a proposed plan for alter- 
natives. States have traditionally pro- 
vided for vocational rehab. In the State 
of Texas, in the State of South Caro- 
lina and a number of States, they have 
provided for it. The Federal funding is 
very limited. 

This amendment would allow for the 
Governor in an individual case, maybe 
if we include the legislature, to come 
in, but these decisions have already 
been made locally and would allow the 
Governor to create and have another 
revenue stream of Federal funding to 
do something else without necessarily 
going back to the legislature. If we 
want this to be a local control issue, 
we should give it to the legislature and 
the Governor to provide it by State 
law, instead of what is trying to be 
done in this amendment. 

There have been some allegations 
and concerns about who we represent 
when we work here on the floor. I have 
served 20 years in the legislature and 
worked with lots of not only provider 
groups, but recipients of vocational 
rehab services. They are the ones that 
are our big concern, that we deal with 
today, not with somebody’s job in the 
State bureaucracy. I would hope that 
this bill, whether we do it here on the 
floor and adopt the Green amendment, 
or we do it in the conference commit- 
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tee and the Senate will hold firm on 
making sure vocational rehab does not 
get lost in a CAREERS reform bill. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, before me I have a let- 
ter from Goodwill Industries Inter- 
national, Inc.: 

Goodwill Industries International, Inc. 
does not support efforts to delete the Voca- 
tional Rehabilitation title of H.R. 1617, the 
Consolidated and Reformed Education, Em- 
ployment, and Rehabilitation Systems Ca- 
reers Act. Some of the amendments being 
discussed would only protect the status quo 
in vocational rehabilitation and would give 
you and your House colleagues virtually no 
room to negotiate in a conference committee 
with the Senate. 

Another letter before me: 

United Cerebral Palsy Association has 
been informed that an amendment may be 
offered * * * when it is brought to the floor 
for consideration by the full House. We un- 
derstand that the amendment would either 
fully strike provisions in CAREERS related 
to vocational rehabilitation, or significantly 
remove the linkage between these centers 
and vocational rehabilitation in States. 
UCPA urges you to oppose any such amend- 
ments. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Louisiana (Мг. 
BAKER]. 

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise to express my appreciation 
to the chairman and to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MCKEON] and also 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. GRAHAM] on working together to 
reach an accommodation with regard 
to the important issue of vocational re- 
habilitation. 

As the manager’s amendment now 
stands, it would provide the ability of 
the State Governor to elect and to set 
up an independent commission at the 
State level to manage the resources of 
vocational rehabilitation delivery serv- 
ices. This is an extremely important 
step in providing consistency for those 
States who have aggressive vocational 
rehabilitation services in place. It is an 
important accommodation the chair- 
man has made. 

I rise on behalf of all those interests 
who have expressed grave concerns 
about the future delivery of those serv- 
ices in the various States in saying we 
very much appreciate the courtesies 
extended and the willingness to meet 
the needs of that important commu- 
nity of service. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, | support H.R. 
1617, the CAREERS Act, because | believe it 
is a good step forward toward repairing our 
Nation's existing fragmented, disjointed, and 
overlapping work force preparation program. 
The CAREERS Act is a good faith, bipartisan 
effort to simplify and improve Federal employ- 
ment training efforts by consolidating or elimi- 
nating over 150 existing education, training, 
and employment assistance programs into 
four consolidated grants to the States. In 
doing so, this legislation allows for the devel- 
opment of creative and comprehensive work 
force preparation programs designed to meet 
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the specific needs of local communities. The 
bill provides Governors with unprecedented 
flexibility to address the work force require- 
ments in their own States, and institutes a 
one-stop delivery system uniting employers 
and training centers with prospective workers 
and trainees that has worked so well in Dela- 
ware. 

И we are to remain globally competitive, a 
comprehensive work force training program 
that allows on-the-job training and placement 
services must exist. | am confident that if this 
legislation is enacted, it will establish a work 
force preparation system that will allow us to 
reduce the number of dislocated workers and 
people on welfare, and keep our competitive 

in the world marketplace. 

The CAREERS Act consolidates 35 categor- 
ical education and job training programs for 
youth into a single comprehensive career 
preparation grant for youth. Clearly, the Fed- 
eral Government can play a constructive role 
in helping States educate and prepare our 
young people so that they can be productive 
participants in tomorrow's economy. America’s 
future hinges on the successes of our youth 
today. The Federal Government has directly 
supported vocational education since 1917, 
with the Smith-Hughes Act, which supported 
programs in agriculture and home economics. 
Since then, laws have been passed creating 
additional programs, establishing new prior- 
ities, and increasing funding for special popu- 
lations. However, it is clear today that these 
programs are not achieving their intended 
goals. Evidence suggests that the programs 
need to be consolidated and woven into a 
seamless system to help youth move from 
school to jobs and further education. 

The CAREERS bill accomplishes this. It en- 
courages the education community to join with 
local business, community leaders, апа par- 
ents to reinvigorate old programs. The two 
principles which undergrid CAREERS are: 

1. Vocational/career-related education 
should become an integral part of a reformed 
American system of education and training. A 
comprehensive system would provide all stu- 
dents with access, multiple entry and exit 
points, clear education pathways, quality pro- 
grams, high standards, information and link- 
age to the labor market. 

2.  Vocational/career-related education 
should be high quality, and competency- 
based, with industry involvement 

The bill authorizes $2.3 billion in fiscal year 
1997 for the youth development and career 
preparation consolidation grant that provides 
opportunities to State and local governments 
to design programs to assist high school age 
students with job training and vocational edu- 
cation. 

The reporting committee, the Economic and 
Educational Opportunities Committee, of which 
am a member, originally included a con- 
troversial section on vocational rehabilitation. 
The overarching goal of this section, title 5, 
was to transform the system into a flexible and 
consumer-directed system, focusing on em- 
ployment, empowerment through choice and 
vouchers, and results by improving rehabilita- 
tion results for those disabled through com- 
petition among providers. | believe this change 
in focus was overdue. | am concerned that the 
unemployment rate of severely disabled Amer- 
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icans continues to hover close to 80 percent. 
Many factors affecting this high rate of unem- 
ployment need to be addressed by Congress; 
CAREERS was the committee's first step, 
good faith attempt to solving this urgent prob- 
lem. 

The public rehabilitation system has evolved 
over a 75-year history and has developed a 
degree of expertise and success in serving 
those individuals with the greatest needs. 
However, serious shortcomings exist in the 
centralized service delivery structure—short- 
comings that are becoming more glaring as 
the need for rehabilitation among Americans 
with disabilities becomes more acute. H.R. 
1617, as reported out of committee, main- 
tained current funding for rehabilitation serv- 
ices to individuals with disabilities. To be cer- 
tain that the specialized expertise for disability 
services would be built into the new system, 
the bill provided for a gradual transition phase 
from the current system to the new system 
over a 3-year period. H.R. 1617 also built in 
many safeguards to ensure that individuals 
with disabilities have their special needs prop- 
erly addressed in a revised and restructured 
job training system. 

Some members of the disability community 
were told that under H.R. 1617, individuals 
with disabilities would lose access to voca- 
tional services. | believed this system would 
provide high quality general and specialized 
rehabilitation services that would help many 
more Delawareans with disabilities enter the 
work force and become contributing, produc- 
tive participants in society. 

H.R. 1617 allowed Delaware to continue to 
play a role, in coordination with the local sys- 
tem, for delivering direct services when nec- 
essary, and would have permitted Delaware to 
maintain separate rehabilitation agencies for 
the blind. In testimony before the House Sub- 
committee on Select Education in 1986, 
James Gaschel, director of governmental af- 
fairs for the National Federation of the Blind, 
testified: 

This sense of growing frustration with the 
current system of vocational rehabilitation 
has led many of us in the National Federa- 
tion of the Blind to give thought to alter- 
native system of services rather than using 
the traditional vocational rehabilitation 
State agencies. One plan would be to install 
a free market system where clients could 
pick and choose among rehabilitation agen- 
cies who would, in a sense, be competing for 
their patronage. This would be a step beyond 
and outside of the institutionalized State vo- 
cational rehabilitation agency system. It 
would provide a rehabilitation benefit in a 
sense of portable funding available to a 
handicapped individual for use at any agency 
capable of providing the services. Maybe we 
are ahead of our time in proposing such a 
concept, or even thinking about it, but we 
think Congress should consider it. 

In conclusion, based on input from consum- 
ers and others over many years, the State-run 
rehabilitation system is not nearly as efficient 
in the use of resources as it should be, is slow 
to respond to individual needs and aspirations 
has very little accountability for outcomes, and 
allows very limited market forces of competi- 
tion to improve the quality of services to indi- 
viduals with disabilities. | believed it to be es- 
sential, in the development of a statewide 
work force preparation system under H.R. 
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1617, that vocational rehabilitation be a full 
partner in the system. It would have allowed 
disabled individuals to gain access to special- 
ized rehabilitation and employment services 
through a new, locally based, one-stop career 
center system. 

The choice before Congress is clear. It can 
allow the status quo bureaucracy to continue 
its mediocre performance in helping individ- 
uals with severe disabilities. Or, Congress can 
take the next logical step in reform of voca- 
tional rehabilitation by making the system 
more focused on real employment outcomes, 
empowering individuals through direct choice 
and service vouchers, and getting better re- 
sults from vocational rehabilitation providers. | 
look forward to continuing to work on this leg- 
islation to improve it as it moves through the 
legislative process. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, | am pleased to 
rise in support of this important piece of legis- 
lation, and specifically in support of the provi- 
sions of this bill that authorize Sallie Mae to 
reorganize into a fully private company. This is 
one of those moments that | can state without 
reservation that what is good for northern Vir- 
ginia is good for the country, and vice versa. 

Sallie Mae employs over 1,000 highly skilled 
workers in Fairfax County, VA. Their presence 
is an important part of that community not only 
in terms of the jobs they provide, but in their 
commitment to community service activities in 
the region. Privatizing Sallie Mae will be a 
boost to northern Virginia, as it holds the 
promise of a growing Sallie Mae presence in 
that area, in contrast with the work force con- 
tractions which the company has undertaken 
over the past year. 

More importantly, however, Sallie Mae's pri- 
vatization is good for the American taxpayer. 
Today, unbeknownst to them, taxpayers are 
standing behind Sallie Mae’s more than $50 
billion in outstanding indebtedness. While 
there is no formal Federal guarantee on Sallie 
Mae's debt, those who purchase Sallie Mae 
securities do so based on their perceived abil- 
ity to look to the Federal Treasury if Sallie 
Mae were to default on its obligations. Ridding 
the taxpayer of this sort of off-balance-sheet li- 
ability is good public policy and it is the right 
thing to do for the American people. 

Sallie Mae has done a great service to this 
country as it has fulfilled its mission to assure 
access to student loans. More than $20 billion 
in student loans flowed through guaranteed 
loan programs last year, making a college 
education affordable for millions of American 
families. As a private company, Sallie Mae will 
continue to meet that need, and it will be free 
to use its technological and personnel re- 
sources to serve higher education in new and 
innovative ways. Sallie Mae no longer needs 
to be a government-sponsored enterprise 
[GSE] to meet the needs of students, parents, 
and schools. 

Through this action today, the Congress is 
demonstrating to the American people its will- 
ingness to cut the Federal Government's ties 
when they are no longer needed. This action 
is reinventing government at its best and | am 
pleased to be closely associated with this ef- 
fort. Northern Virginia and the Nation will be 
better places as a result. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, as a member of 
the House Committee on Educational and 
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Economic Opportunities, | voted to report H.R. 
1617 for a number of reasons, including the 
need to cut back and consolidate job training 
programs. 

1 did so with the understanding that this leg- 
islation was a bipartisan work in progress. To 
a good extent this has been true with one 
noted exception—vocational rehabilitation for 
our Nation’s disabled citizens. 

Regrettably, this bill, which does so much to 
consolidate programs and transfer responsibil- 
ity to the States, would eliminate the current 
vocational rehab block grant which already 
works. 

The job training system needs fixing, but the 
same does not hold true for the vocational re- 
habilitation system, and that is why the Senate 
did not tamper with the vocational rehabilita- 
tion system in its job training bill. The other 
body realizes that the current system already 
gives the States flexibility to meet the voca- 
tional rehabilitation needs of their citizens. 

That is also why the National Governors As- 
sociation supports the amendment to maintain 
the current vocational rehabilitation system of- 
fered by Mr. GREEN. The Governors under- 
stand the axion; “if it ain't broke, don't fix it.” 

Some would argue we need to increase 
competition between public and private reha- 
bilitation providers, but the only problem is that 
in 21 States there are no private providers and 
in my State of Rhode Island there is only one. 

Others argue that the General Accounting 
Office has criticized the current system. How- 
ever, the GAO found that for every $1 in- 
vested in the vocational rehabilitation system 
reduced disability payments and increased 
revenues by $18. In addition, the earnings of 
participants were four times greater than non- 
participants. 

Moreover, while the costs of the program 
have remained the same, success has іп- 
creased even with more enrollees who have 
severe disabilities. 

1 ат also concerned that the system pro- 
posed in H.R. 1617 would jeopardize the pros- 
pects of individuals with low-incidence disabil- 
ities, like blindness, who need very specialized 
services in order to enter the work force. 

Therefore, | am pleased that my colleagues 
joined me in voting to protect our Nation's dis- 
abled citizens by supporting Mr. GREEN'S 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, | want to reiterate that H.R. 
1617's goal of consolidation and rationalization 
is worthy of support, and | look forward to fur- 
ther improvements to this bill when it reaches 
conference. 

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, Sallie Mae was 
created in 1972 to help ensure adequate pri- 
vate sector funding for federally guaranteed 
education loans. It operates under a Federal 
charter as a Government-sponsored, for-profit, 
publicly owned corporation. By ensuring liquid- 
ity to banks that originate student loans, Sallie 
Mae has fulfilled the underlying policy objec- 
tive of full access for qualified students to edu- 
cation loans under the Federal Family Edu- 
cation Loan Program. 

The secondary market that Sallie Mae has 
created is now occupied by 47 participants, 
and thousands of lenders nationwide are now 
originating loans and financing them in myriad 
ways. Market liquidity and access to loans no 
longer require Government sponsorship. Cur- 
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rently, Sallie Mae is restricted by its Federal 
charter from entering new lines of business to 
which its expertise may be suited, such as the 
processing of high volumes of heavily regu- 
lated paper or providing additional services to 
its college and bank partners. 

A fully privatized Sallie Mae would remain 
committed to its core business of student 
loans, even as it expands into new arenas. Іп 
exchange for the freedom to expand into new 
areas of business, under H.R. 1617, Sallie 
Mae would give up the advantages of GSE 
status, such as exemption from State or local 
taxes and their exemption from certain SEC 
requirements, H.R. 1617 will allow the stock- 
holders of Sallie Mae who have substantial fi- 
nancial investments in the company to make 
the decision on privatization. Once it's 
privatized, taxpayers will be relieved of the im- 
plicit liability estimated at $50 billion, stemming 
from the Government's implied responsibility 
for GSE's. | urge my colleagues to support the 
privatization of Sallie Mae and pass H.R. 
1617. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, certain par- 
ties have expressed concern about the labor 
market information or LMI section of H.R. 
1617, the CAREERS Act, which passed in this 
body last week. A concern is that the funding 
stream envisioned in this legislation to support 
the enhanced State and local LMI also sup- 
ports the production of our national economic 
data including employment and unemployment 
statistics. 

| want to point out that this legislation clearly 
authorizes continued access to the traditional 
source of funds for national and subnational 
labor market information. Of course, the Bu- 
reau of Labor Statistics will have to continue 
to justify funding levels through the appropria- 
tions process, including its request for non- 
trust fund money which is used to prepare em- 
ployment and unemployment statistics. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute consisting 
of the text of H.R. 2332 shall be consid- 
ered by titles as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment. 

The first six sections of each title are 
considered as having been read. Before 
consideration of any other amendment, 
it shall be in order to consider the 
amendment printed in House Report 
104-249, if offered, by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] or 
his designee. That amendment shall be 
considered as read, may amend por- 
tions of the bill not yet read for 
amendment, is not subject to amend- 
ment, and is not subject to a demand 
for a division of the question. 

Debate on the amendment is limited 
to a period of 10 minutes, equally di- 
vided and controlled by the proponents 
and the opponents of the amendment. 
After disposition of that amendment, 
the bill as then perfected will be con- 
sidered as original text. During consid- 
eration of the bill for amendment, the 
Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole may accord priority in recogni- 
tion to a Member who has caused an 
amendment to be printed in the des- 
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ignated place in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. Those amendments will be 
considered as having been read. 

The Clerk will designate section 1. 

The text of section 1 is as follows: 
SECTION 1, SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the— 

(1) “Consolidated and Reformed Education, 
Employment, and Rehabilitation Systems 
Act"; or 

(2) “CAREERS Act“. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend- 
ments to section 1? If not, the Clerk 
will designate section 2. 

The text of section 2 is as follows: 


SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as fol- 
lows: 

Sec. 1. Short title. 

Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

Sec. 3. Purpose. 

Sec. 4. Authorization of appropriations. 

Sec. 5. Definitions. 

Sec. 6. Transition. 

TITLE I—WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Sec. 101. Purpose of title. 

Subtitle A—State and Local Responsibilities 

Sec. 102. State requirements. 

Sec. 103. Collaborative process regarding 
State system. 

Consolidated State workforce de- 
velopment and literacy plan. 
Establishment of workforce devel- 

opment areas. 

Provisions regarding local 
workforce development boards. 

Establishment of integrated career 
center systems. 

Identification of eligible education, 
training, and vocational reha- 
bilitation service providers. 

109. Management information systems. 

. Performance accountability sys- 

tem. 

111, Limitation on Federal regulation. 

Sec. 112. General provision. 

Sec. 113. Liability. 

Subtitle B—Amendments to Wagner-Peyser 
Act 
Sec. 131. General program requirements. 
Sec. 132. Labor market information. 
Subtitle C—Worker Rights 

Sec. 141. Requirements. 

TITLE П--ҮООТН DEVELOPMENT AND 
CAREER PREPARATION CONSOLIDA- 
TION GRANT 

Sec. 201. Purposes. 

Sec. 202. Definitions. 

Subtitle A—State Funding 

Sec. 211. National and State funding. 

Sec. 212. Within State allocation. 

Subtitle B—State Organizational, Planning, 

and Reporting Responsibilities 

Sec. 221. State plan. 

Sec. 222. State programs and State activi- 

ties. 

Sec. 223. Incentive awards. 

Sec. 224. Core standards, performance goals, 

and measures. 

Subtitle C—Subgrants for In-School and At- 

Risk Youth 
Sec. 231. Partnership agreements. 
Sec. 232. Distribution of funds. 
Chapter 1—In-School Youth 
Sec. 241. Uses of funds for in-school youth. 
Chapter 2—At-Risk Youth 
Sec. 245. Uses of funds for at-risk youth. 
Sec. 246. At-risk youth providers. 


Sec. 104. 


Бес. 105. 
Бес. 106. 
Бес. 107. 


Бес. 108. 


бес. 
Бес. 


Бес. 
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Subtitle D—National Programs 

Sec. 251. Research activities. 

Sec. 252. Assessment and data collection of 
youth development and career 
preparation programs. 

Sec. 253. National center or centers for re- 
search. 

TITLE IN—ADULT EMPLOYMENT AND 
TRAINING CONSOLIDATION GRANT 
Sec. 301. Purpose. 
Subtitle A—Adult Employment and Training 
Consolidation Grant 

. 811. Authorization. 

. 812. Allotment among States. 

. 313. Allocation within States. 

. 314. Additional State plan require- 

ments, 

. 315. Use of amounts. 

. 316. Core standards, performance goals, 

and measures. 
Subtitle B—Federal Programs 

. 321. National discretionary grants. 

. 322. Disaster relief employment assist- 

ance. 

. 323. Research, demonstration, evalua- 

tion, and capacity building. 

. 324. Workforce skills and development 

loans. 

. 325. Employment, training, and edu- 
cation assistance for Native 
Americans. - 

326. Employment, training, and edu- 
cation assistance for migrant 
and seasonal farmworkers. 

TITLE IV—ADULT EDUCATION AND FAMILY LIT- 

ERACY CONSOLIDATION GRANT AND LIBRARY 
SERVICES AND TECHNOLOGY CONSOLIDATION 
GRANT 
Sec. 401. Findings. 
Sec. 402. Definitions. 
Subtitle A—Adult Education and Family 
Literacy Consolidation Grant 
. 411. Purposes. 
CHAPTER 1—FUNDING 

. 421. Reservations from amounts appro- 

priated. 

. 422. Allotment. 

CHAPTER 2—GRANTS TO STATES 

. 431. Requirement to make grants. 

. 432. Uses of funds. 

. 433. Additional grant requirements. 

. 434. Performance measures. 

CHAPTER 3—NATIONAL PROGRAMS 

. 441. National Institute for Literacy. 

. 442. National leadership activities. 
Subtitle B—Library Services and 
Technology Consolidation Grant 

Sec. 451. Purposes. 

Sec. 452. Authorization of appropriations. 

. 453. Allotments. 

454. Grants to States. 

Sec. 455. Uses of funds. 

Sec. 456. Annual applications. 


TITLE V—AMENDMENTS TO REHABILITATION 
ACT OF 1973 


Subtitle A—Vocational Rehabilitation 
Consolidation Grant 


CHAPTER 1—TRANSITION PERIOD 
Sec. 501. Transition. 


CHAPTER 2—REVISION OF TITLE I OF 
REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973 


Sec. 511. Revision of title I. 


Subtitle B—Other Amendments to 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 


Sec. 


Sec. 521. Training and demonstration 
projects. 

Sec. 522. Employment opportunities for indi- 
viduals with disabilities. 
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Sec. 523. Certain amounts. 
TITLE VI—HIGHER EDUCATION PRIVATIZATION 


Sec. 601. Reorganization of the Student Loan 
Marketing Association through 
the formation of a holding com- 


pany. 

Sec. 602. Privatization of College Construc- 
tion Loan Insurance Associa- 
tion. 

TITLE VII—REPEALERS AND OTHER 
AMENDMENTS 

. 101. Higher education provisions. 

. 102. Amendment to Higher Education 
Act. 

. 703. Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Ap- 
plied Technology Education 
Act. 

. 704. Smith-Hughes Act. 

. 105. School-to-Work Opportunities Act 
of 1994. 

. 106. School Dropout Assistance Act. 

. 707. Adult Education Act. 

. 708. National Literacy Act. 

. 709. Library Services and Construction 
Act. 

. 710. Technology for Education Act of 
1994 


. 711. Job Training Partnership Act. 
. 712. Stewart В. McKinney Homeless As- 
sistance Act. 
. 713. Effective date. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOODLING 
Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer the chairman’s amendment to the 
CAREERS Act. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. GOODLING: Page 
2, in the matter relating to section 108, 
strike “Education” and insert “education”. 

Page 2, in the matter relating to subtitle 
С, strike “Worker Rights” and insert “Сеп- 
eral Provisions”. 

Page 2, in the matter relating to section 
141, strike “Requirements.” and insert 
“Worker rights.“. 

Page 2, after the matter relating to section 
141, insert the following: 

Sec. 142. Transferability. 

Page 2, strike the matter relating to sec- 
tion 224. 

Page 3, 
tion 316. 

Page 3, 
tion 434. 

Page 4, in the matter relating to section 
702, strike “Amendment to Higher Education 
Act“ and insert “Eligible institutions.“. 

Page 18, line 15, strike ‘‘out-of-school’’. 

Page 30, beginning on line 20, strike orga- 
nization representing parents“. 

Page 31, line 1, insert “and entity" after 
agency“. 

Page 31, after line 22, insert the following: 

(Н) the State entity responsible for setting 
education policies, consistent with State 
law, on the date preceding the date of the en- 
actment of this Act. 

(3) representatives of the State legislature. 

Page 32, after line 24, add the following: 

(3) DISAGREEMENT.—The Governor shall ac- 
cept and include with the State plan submit- 
ted under section 104, any disagreeing views 
submitted by a participant of the collabo- 
rative process if such views represent dis- 
agreement in the area in which such partici- 
pant was selected for representation. 

Page 36, strike lines 8 through 13. 

Page 36, line 14, strike (d)“ and insert 
“(о)”. 


strike the matter relating to sec- 


strike the matter relating to sec- 
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Page 38, after including“ insert “аса- 
demic and vocational administrators, mem- 
bers of local schools boards, principals, 
teachers, postsecondary and other adult edu- 
cation administrators and instructors, in- 
cluding community colleges,"’. 

Page 62, line 3, strike “customer” and in- 
sert the“. 

Page 63, line 1, strike will measure” and 
insert must demonstrate“. 

Page 63, beginning on line 18, strike ap- 
propriate" and all that follows through 
among“ on line 19. 

Page 71. line 2, insert by the Secretary of 
Labor or the Secretary of Education, as the 
case may be,“ after ‘‘disallowed’’. 

Page 71, line 4, strike this Act“ and insert 
“chapter 2 of title П, title III.“. 

Page 71, line 5, strike the“ and insert 
"such chapter or title”. 

Page 72, line 25, strike the semicolon and 
insert “, which, to the extent practicable, 
shall be done through the private весбог;”, 

Page 68, line 3, strike elected“. 

Page 89, line 19, strike “Provision” and in- 
sert “Provisions”. 

Page 92, beginning on line 1, strike “skills” 
and all that follows through line 3 and insert 
“foundation and occupational skills needed 
to be successful in a competitive economy 
and to complete a high school diploma or 
general equivalency diploma:“. 

Page 99, after line 20, insert the following 
(and redesignate any subsequent paragraphs 
accordingly): 

(4) FEDERAL FUNDS TO SUPPLEMENT, NOT 
SUPPLANT, NON-FEDERAL FUNDS.—Funds re- 
ceived under this title shall be used only to 
supplement the amount of funds that would, 
in the absence of such Federal funds, be 
made available from non-Federal sources for 
the education of youth participating in pro- 
grams assisted under this title, and not to 
supplant such funds. 

Page 139, line 15, insert “media” before 
technology“. 

Page 140, line 25, insert “and” after the 
semicolon. 

Page 141, strike lines 1 and 2. 

Page 141, line 3, strike (ii)“ and insert 
11)“. 

Page 148 line 8, strike one quarter of one“ 
and insert “4”, 

Page 149, line 21, strike “опе quarter of 
опе" and insert “4”, 

Page 222, strike line 10 and all that follows 
through page 225, line 13, and insert the fol- 
lowing (and conform the table of contents on 
page 226, after line 14): 

“SEC. 108. STATE OPTION REGARDING ALTER- 
NATIVE DELIVERY SYSTEMS. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—In the case of the re- 
quirements referred to in subsection (b), a 
State may, in its discretion, elect to use al- 
ternative approaches for the implementation 
of any of the requirements if (subject to the 
other provisions of this section) the follow- 
ing conditions are met: 

“(1) The Governor appoints a board to de- 
velop a proposed plan for the alternative ар- 
proaches. 

“(2) Individuals with disabilities who are 
not State officials or employees constitute a 
majority of the members of such board. 

3) The membership of the board in- 
cludes— 

“(А) each State administrative agent des- 
ignated pursuant to section 103(a); and 

“(В) one or more individuals from private 
industry. 

“(4) The State provides that the alter- 
native approaches will be implemented in ac- 
cordance with the plan developed by the 
board. 
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“(5) Іп the development of the plan, the 
public is afforded a reasonable opportunity 
to comment on the proposed alternative ap- 
proaches. 

“(6) The Governor submits to the Sec- 
retary a notice that the State is electing to 
use alternative approaches, and the notice is 
submitted to the Secretary not later than 60 
days before the beginning of the first fiscal 
year to which the election applies. 

(b) ALTERNATIVES REGARDING STATE AD- 
MINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE FOR DELIVERY OF 
SERVICES.—For purposes of subsection (a), a 
State may elect to implement alternative 
approaches to requirements in accordance 
with the following: 

(J) The allocation under section 102(a) (al- 
locating amounts between State administra- 
tive agents and local workforce development 
boards) is in the discretion of the State, ex- 
cept that not more than 80 percent of a grant 
under section 101(а) for a fiscal year may be 
reserved for activities of local workforce de- 
velopment boards. 

“(2) With respect to the requirements es- 
tablished in sections 103 and 104, the alloca- 
tion between State administrative agents 
and local workforce development boards of 
responsibilities for carrying out the require- 
ments is in the discretion of the State. 

“(3) Тһе selection of State officials who 
are to administer the requirements of sec- 
tion 103 is in the discretion of the State. 

“(с) REVIEW AND REVISION OF ALTERNATIVE 
APPROACH.—An election under subsection (a) 
ceases to be effective after the third fiscal 
year of being in effect unless, during such 
third year, the plan under the election is re- 
viewed. The plan may be reviewed and re- 
vised annually. This section applies to the 
review and revision of the plan to the same 
extent and in the same manner as this sec- 
tion applies to an original plan under sub- 
section (a). 

“(4) PERFORMANCE ACCOUNTABILITY Sys- 
TEM.—An election under subsection (a) for a 
State does not, with respect to carrying out 
the program under this title in the State, af- 
fect the applicability to the State of section 
110 of the Consolidated and Reformed Edu- 
cation, Employment, and Rehabilitation 
Systems Асб.”. 

Page 236, line 10, strike 2003“ and insert 

At each of the following locations, strike 
2007“ and insert “2009”: Page 237, line 16; 
page 242, line 21; page 243, line 19; and page 
249, line 4. 

Page 255, after line 21, insert the following 
new paragraph: 

(3) LIMITATION OF OWNERSHIP OF STOCK.— 
Except as provided in subsection (d)(2) of this 
section, no stock of the Corporation may be 
sold or issued to an agency, instrumentality, 
or establishment of the United States Gov- 
ernment, to a Government corporation or a 
Government controlled corporation (as such 
terms are defined in section 103 of title 5, 
United States Code), or to a Government 
sponsored enterprise (as such term is defined 
in section 622 of title 2, United States Code). 
The Student Loan Marketing Association 
shall not own any stock of the Corporation, 
except that it may retain the stock it owns 
on the date of enactment. The Student Loan 
Marketing Association shall not control the 
operation of the Corporation, except that the 
Student Loan Marketing Association may 
participate in the election of directors as a 
shareholder, and may continue to exercise 
its right to appoint directors under section 
754 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 as 
long as that section is in effect. The Student 
Loan Marketing Association shall not pro- 
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vide financial support or guarantees to the 
Corporation. Notwithstanding the prohibi- 
tions in this subsection, the United States 
may pursue any remedy against a holder of 
the Corporation's stock to which it would 
otherwise be entitled. 

Page 258, beginning on line 8, strike 
upon request of the Secretary of Education”. 

Page 258, lines 11 and 16, strike “voting 
common". 

Page 258, beginning on line 12, strike “опе 
year” and insert “6 months”. 

Page 258, beginning on line 18, strike 
within“ and all that follows through shall 
purchase” on line 20 and insert “, the Cor- 
poration shall purchase, within the period 
specified in paragraph (1),”. 

Page 258, line 23, insert after ‘‘financial 
firms” the following “, however such price 
shall not exceed the value of the Secretary's 
stock as determined by the Congressional 
Budget Office in House Report 104-153 dated 
June 22, 1995”. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. GOODLING] and a Member opposed 
each be recognized for 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
for Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING]. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 2% minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say that these 
are changes to the Connie Lee privat- 
ization language. It shortens the time 
the Secretary of Education has to sell 
the Government’s Connie Lee stock to 
6 months, prohibits Sallie Mae from 
participating in the operation of 
Connie Lee, except Sallie Mae main- 
tains representation on the board of 
Connie Lee, sets the purchase price for 
the Department of Education stock at 
no more than the CBO estimated value 
in the event Connie Lee is required to 
repurchase the stock, extends Sallie 
Mae phaseout by 2 years to comply 
with the 7-year budget agreement; adds 
State entities to the list of people that 
are part of the collaborative process to 
ensure that State boards of education 
can participate; adds State legislatures 
to the list of people who can partici- 
pate in the collaborative process; adds 
academic and vocational administra- 
tors to that group; adds language to 
title II, the youth block, to ensure that 
the title П Federal funds are used to 
supplement, not supplant, State and 
local funds; encourages private sector 
coordination and development of a na- 
tionwide system of labor exchange 
services to the public; clarifies that the 
liability language only applies to the 
local work force development board 
and not to in-school educational pro- 
grams or adult education programs; 
strikes reference to the Secretary of 
Labor evaluating performance stand- 
ards, because there are no Federal per- 
formance standards; changes the per- 
cent set aside for Indians and migrants 
in adult training programs from one- 
quarter of 1 percent to 4 percent; 
strikes parent organizations from the 
list of people who can participate in 
the collaborative process, and just al- 
lows parents; strikes out of school” 
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from the definition of limited English 
proficient, so all youth are covered by 
the definition; allows States to change 
the financial distribution within the 
States for vocational rehabilitation 
services. If a State panel appointed by 
the Governor chooses to change such 
direction, the members of this panel 
must represent a majority of individ- 
uals with disabilities from the private 
sector, the State director of vocational 
rehabilitation, the State director of 
services for the blind, if applicable. 

Those are the changes that are in the 
chairman’s amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the remaining 
time to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. WELDON]. 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I was very pleased to see that the 
series of amendments that I originally 
proposed to this bill were incorporated 
by the committee chairman into the 
manager's amendment. Essentially, my 
amendments try to achieve two very 
important goals: First, they ensure 
that parents will be involved in the de- 
sign and implementation of the voca- 
tional education programs that will be 
developed with these funds. Second, the 
amendments made clear that States 
and localities, not the Federal Govern- 
ment, will decide which performance 
measures or certificates they will re- 
quire in their career training рго- 
grams. 

Research has clearly shown that par- 
ent participation improves all aspects 
of student performance. Discipline 
problems decrease, homework comple- 
tion and quality improve, reading com- 
prehension and time spent reading both 
increase. Furthermore, families are 
strengthened and parents develop clos- 
er relationships with their children and 
become more involved in their chil- 
dren’s learning. 

Parent participation is particularly 
weak in secondary vocational edu- 
cation. The National Association of 
Vocational Education found that one- 
third of the sites preparing local plans 
under the Perkins Act did not meet 
with parents, not even once, let alone 
built a continuing partnership with 
families and the community. 

I rise in support of the chairman's 
manager’s amendment, which I think 
goes a long way to achieving these two 
very important goals of more parental 
involvement in the educational proc- 
ess, particularly in the area of voca- 
tional education, as well as moving of 
the locus of power and authority more 
to the local level, where it is very 
much needed. 
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I rise in support of this as well as in 
support of the entire bill. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
balance of my time to the gentleman 
from Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, Members, the manager's 
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amendment is a new amendment that, 
again, this bill came out of committee 
2 months ago with the idea that we 
were going to work on title V of the vo- 
cational rehabilitation section of the 
bill, and we have seen changes in the 
last 10 days. We really need more than 
a weekend to deal with this. 

But what the manager’s amendment 
would do instead of cutting bureauc- 
racy, which all of us want to do, and in- 
volve those parents involved in it, they 
are involved on the State level right 
now, the State of Texas does not need 
the Federal Government to tell us to 
involve parents in their vocational re- 
habilitation programs for their chil- 
dren. 

The amendment, the manager’s 
amendment, would layer another bu- 
reaucracy because it would allow the 
Governor to appoint another agency to 
oversee the Federal funding. Again, in 
the general debate we heard that might 
be expanded to the legislative. But, 
again, that is not what I see in this 
manager’s amendment that I have had 
a copy of that we got a copy of earlier. 

We want to reduce the bureaucracy. 
We do not want to add another layer 
in. That is why the manager’s amend- 
ment raises concern. 

Again, title V of this bill, that sub- 
stantially changes vocational rehabili- 
tation, needs to be addressed sepa- 
rately in a separate piece of legislation 
and not in this, because we are going to 
lose some of the people who need it the 
most, people who need that vocational 
rehabilitation effort. 

I appreciate the concern of my col- 
league from Florida about parent in- 
volvement, and when I was in the legis- 
lature in Texas, we required parents to 
be involved with public schools. We re- 
quired public schools to get their par- 
ents involved. But, again, we do not 
need the Federal Government here in 
Washington telling them in Austin, 
TX, or even in Tallahassee, they have 
to get involved. That is part of most 
States’ plans already. Parents are in- 
volved. They should. But most of this 
money is State money. It is not Fed- 
eral dollars. 

Let us leave those decisions locally. I 
would be glad to lobby my legislature 
to make sure they include parents be- 
cause I know they already do, instead 
of saying we are going to impose a sep- 
arate possible layer of bureaucracy on 
vocational rehabilitation. It is so im- 
portant because we are dealing with, 
again, our citizens in this country who 
are harder to educate and harder to 
train and they are more expensive. We 
do not need to lose one dime to a bu- 
reaucracy that should be going to di- 
rect services for these people. 

That is why the manager’s amend- 
ment again has made great strides in 
some ways but still does not go far 
enough to deal with the concerns that 
I have and a lot of my colleagues and a 
lot of the agencies or agencies and indi- 
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viduals that we have with vocational 
rehab. 

Let me read some of the individuals. 
You will see this yellow sheet today a 
great deal. American Council of the 
Blind, the American Foundation for 
the Blind, the National Federation for 
the Blind, the National Head Injury 
Foundation, the National Industries 
for the Blind, people who are opposing 
this bill and the manager’s amendment 
because they are worried they are 
going to lose the basic support services 
that we have in Houston, TX, with the 
Lighthouse for the Blind that are serv- 
ing a lot of my constituents. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I appre- 
ciate the opportunity to oppose the 
manager’s amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] has 
30 seconds remaining. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that both sides 
have an additional 6 minutes on the 
chairman’s amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Six minutes to be 
divided, 3 minutes to each side? 

Mr. GOODLING. Six minutes either 
side, 12 minutes divided equally. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Тһе gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Мг. GOODLING] has 
6% minutes remaining, and the gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] has 8 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KIL- 
DEE]. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just like to address a question which 
affects the manager’s amendment and 
what we do the rest of the day. 

I have prepared some amendments 
based upon the text of the bill, not nec- 
essarily based upon the text of the bill 
аз amended by the manager’s amend- 
ment. Will I be protected technically 
when I offer my amendments, in case 
they are not in the exact line or sec- 
tion? Will I be protected and have the 
assurance from the chairman that we 
can have whatever technical correc- 
tions need to be made before the bill is 
transmitted? 

Mr. GOODLING. I was waiting for a 
legal interpretation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does ad- 
vise Members that under the rule, it is 
an open amendment process. The Chair 
advises the gentleman from Michigan 
that it is an open amendment process. 

Mr. KILDEE. Well, no, my point is: 
We worked late last night preparing 
our amendments based upon the text of 
the bill that is before us. The man- 
ager’s amendments have been offered 
and will probably be adopted. Our 
amendments may not be in the right 
exact line or section because of 
changes made by the manager's amend- 
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ment. Will we be allowed to make 
those and have the Clerk make the nec- 
essary technical corrections to put 
those in a proper spot? 

Mr. GOODLING. If the gentleman 
will yield, I would say the gentleman 
would be able to. But it does become 
the text, and I would imagine, if these 
were written last night, they would 
have been written to my amendments. 

Mr. KILDEE. I did not have the man- 
ager's night amendments myself, how- 
ever. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
advise both of the gentlemen that 
there will be situations where an 
amendment, as a result of a modifica- 
tion, may require modification in an- 
other portion of the bill, and that 
would be in order. 

Mr. KILDEE. It would be in order? In 
the engrossing of the bill, any tech- 
nical corrections may be made by the 
motion we usually make at the end of 
the bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. You may redraft 
your amendments as the bill begins to 
change as a result of other amend- 
ments, if that is the question. 

Mr. KILDEE. We will try to keep up. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. GRAHAM], another 
member of the committee. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, we are 
very close to passing what I think is 
the best bipartisan effort in Congress. I 
am really excited about what we have 
been able to do in the Committee on 
Economic and Educational Opportuni- 
ties and work together to come up with 
a good product. 

One of the concerns I have had all 
along in the block granting program is 
that when we start the block grant, we 
do not tear down those things that 
work well. We know the problem areas. 
We made bipartisan effort to solve the 
problem areas. 

One thing I have been concerned 
about the whole time is vocational re- 
habilitation. This is a group of people 
that really we need to stand up for and 
make sure that they are protected. 

Let me tell you what we have done in 
this bill to make sure that voc rehab is 
protected. One, we did not cut any of 
the funding. The other three areas of 
the block grant had a 20-percent reduc- 
tion in funding. Voc rehab stayed the 
same. The manager’s amendment that 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GOODLING] was talking about creates a 
system that would allow the Governor 
in the State to have an alternative pro- 
gram that, in effect, would allow the 
system in the State to continue as it is 
if it is delivering a quality product in 
the eyes of those people that are re- 
ceiving it in the State, and the Gov- 
ernor responsible, for administering 
the services in the State. 

The gentleman from Texas, Mr. GENE 
GREEN, has been very good to work 
with. We are very close to getting an 
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amendment that will allow this bill to 
go through in a bipartisan fashion. If 
we need some input from the State leg- 
islature, I am certainly open to that. 
Let us not turn back now. Most of the 
money does come from the Federal 
Government in the voc rehab area. 
There is a matching component that 
will not be changed by this bill on the 
States’ behalf, but most of this money 
does come from the national Govern- 
ment. I think all of us, if we are honest 
with ourselves, will admit that voc 
rehab can be reformed. 

But the manager’s amendment, I 
think, makes great strides to give local 
control and local authority to fashion 
programs that deliver the best services 
to the disabled in each and every State. 

One provision that I would like to 
point out of the alternative program, it 
requires the Governor to appoint to the 
board individuals with disabilities who 
are not State officials or employees, 
and they shall constitute a majority of 
the board that the Governor or the leg- 
islature, in conjunction with the Gov- 
ernor, will create. 

I think this is the right way to go. 
We cannot solve everybody’s problems, 
but let us not get the bill off track be- 
cause of this. I think we can work 
through the voc rehab problems. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
balance of my time to the gentleman 
from Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, let me address my col- 
league, the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. GRAHAM], and the con- 
cerns that he has. I think we share 
some of them because we both served 
in the legislature, and I agree with him 
that I like the idea of having these 
boards to be including recipients of the 
aid. Again, that is, I know, in a lot of 
our local States we require that any- 
way. But is that a requirement that 
should be sent down from Washington? 

Again, I know I have worked on that, 
as a legislator, to make sure the people 
who are subjected to the rules are the 
ones also involved in the process and 
serving on those boards. 

Let me go over some of the concerns 
I have about the specifics of the man- 
ager’s amendment as it deals with vo- 
cational rehab. The proposed amend- 
ment would allow, again, the Governor 
to appoint a board which would develop 
а plan for allocation of vocational 
rehab funds between the State and 
local boards. Again, we may change 
that, and it may be allowing the legis- 
lative involvement. As the manager’s 
amendment now stands, it is the Gov- 
ernor. The Governor would appoint the 
board to develop it. It, again, creates 
another layer of bureaucracy. 

Different States could choose to im- 
plement vocational rehab programs in 
different ways, which that is the bene- 
fit of it because, again in Texas and 
South Carolina, although I think we 
have similar systems, but they are just 
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а little different, to meet the local 
needs of our States. Some will opt for 
an alternative approval, while others 
can offer the approach prescribed else- 
where in this bill, and again we could 
then lose the national concern. 

So, again, I think vocational rehab 
needs to be separated from this bill, 
like the Senate is doing, and deal with 
vocational rehab on its own. 

Our committee held no hearings spe- 
cifically on title V, and again last 
Thursday we had the majority staff re- 
lease the changes of the markup to the 
bill. Now we have the manager’s 
amendment, and we have not spent the 
time we need to on something as im- 
portant as vocational rehab, that in- 
stead of just today and maybe the last 
few days, it should be as a separate 
piece of legislation. 

I think my colleague, the gentleman 
from South Carolina, and I could agree 
on a great deal of things as long as we 
do not lump people who are vocational 
rehab recipients in with the general 
population. 

Our State and a number of States for 
50 years пауе contributed and made an 
effort to deal with vocational rehab 
and to provide funding for it, and they 
do not particularly want to see Wash- 
ington come іп and say, Well, we сап 
do it better.” I am concerned this bill 
may provide that guidance, and maybe 
set up a two-tier system, from what 
some States may be doing, and depend- 
ing on what the Governor may decide 
to do, whether it is included in the leg- 
islation or not. 

This amendment would not address 
other problems that are in the full bill 
regarding vocational rehab services. 

Paragraph 105(B)(2)(d) of title V 
would continue to make the service 
plan optional, thereby removing pro- 
gram accountability for the direction 
and quality of the services. Again, we 
are on the floor of the House in Wash- 
ington, DC, but the real people who 
need to know about this legislation, on 
the streets and in the facilities in 
Houston, TX, and around this country, 
we want to make sure they are receiv- 
ing that quality that they may not get 
if we pass this bill and this manager’s 
amendment today. 

This bill would continue to not con- 
tain any mechanism for the States to 
control the quality and appropriate- 
ness of those vocational rehab services. 

That is why, again, Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposing the manager’s amend- 
ment, and later on today we will have 
an amendment to title V that will 
strike title V and include and ask that 
vocational rehab be separated so we 
can get on to reforming our job train- 
ing for everyone and not having voca- 
tional rehab recipients lost in this 
process, because that is my concern 
and that is the concern of a number of 
the groups who have been the bene- 
ficiaries of these services for many 
years. 
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Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

First of all, I would like to indicate 
there was a day of hearings on the vo- 
cational rehabilitation. I also would 
like to report that the Senate bill 
keeps vocational rehabilitation in its 
work force preparation bill. They have 
not changed their bill. They have kept 
vocational rehabilitation as part of it. 

I would also like to read from the 
legislation: “Тһе State will ensure that 
vocational rehabilitation services 
under this title, and related core serv- 
ices, are provided by personnel who are 
qualified to provide the services in- 
volved. For purposes of the preceding 
sentence, the term ‘core services’ has 
the meaning indicated for such term 
under title I of the Consolidated and 
Reformed Education, Employment, and 
Rehabilitation Systems Act. The State 
will establish plans, policies, and pro- 
cedures to be followed in carrying out 
the program under this title.” In other 
words, the State must ensure quality 
standards and quality outcomes. 

But let me talk a little bit about the 
status quo, if that is all we want, if we 
just want to keep the status quo. Out 
of 12.6 million severely disabled per- 
sons, only 2.9 million are employed, 
which equals 23 percent. Employment 
rates for persons with moderate dis- 
abilities are comparable with the non- 
disabled, but employment rates for the 
severely disabled are drastically lower. 


O 1345 


Advocates for the status quo system 
cannot argue that VR is having a posi- 
tive impact on employment. The em- 
ployment rates have been constant 
during the life of the current Rehabili- 
tation Act. A little over 1 million per- 
sons are served under the current Fed- 
eral-State Vocational Rehabilitation 
Program. Of those served, about 200,000 
cases are closed in a given year. Many 
of these people could be served by the 
regular adult program, but the minute 
anyone mentions that they may have 
some disability, bingo, they are imme- 
diately shipped off to vocational reha- 
bilitation. For the vocational rehabili- 
tation system, rehabilitated means a 
60-day job placement. Big deal. Under 
this low standard, even with only a 60- 
day job placement, they could only 
have 71 percent case closures in 1994. 

Now look at the success in compari- 
son to tougher standards. Under the 
tougher Social Security Administra- 
tion standards, a placement after 9 
months, for severely disabled persons 
on SSI or SSDI, only 9 percent of such 
case closures were still employed. The 
1993 GAO report on the Vocational Re- 
habilitation Program concluded that 
the gains in economic status made by 
the clients were temporary. Is that 
what we are doing; throwing a bone to 
the most needy? Within the study 
group the earnings of those classified 
as rehabilitated under the 60-day 
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standard had, after 2 years, returned to 
near or below preprogram levels. 

The Projects With Industries, PWI, 
program, a business community part- 
nership placed 10,901 persons in 1994, 81 
percent of whom were severely dis- 
abled. Of those served, 25 percent were 
severely disabled. PWI also costs far 
less than the current Federal-State 
program. 

So, the status quo advocates cannot 
argue that their success is dem- 
onstrated or that their expertise is 
unique. Actually success rates in serv- 
ing the severely disabled have fallen 
somewhat in the last 2 years. 

Of the total $2.5 billion in Federal 
and State match spent on VR costs are 
administration, 10.4 percent, counsel- 
ing and placement, 34.6 percent; pur- 
chased services, 54 percent. If we want 
the status quo and cheat these people, 
then just do not include them in the 
program. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Мг. Goop- 
LING]. т 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOODLING 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment which affects por- 
tions of the bill not currently under 
consideration, and I ask unanimous 
consent for its immediate consider- 
ation. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. GOODLING: Page 
70, line 24, before the period insert “ог to 
meet federally funded or endorsed industry- 
recognized skill standards or attain federally 
funded or endorsed skill certificates". 

Page 76, line 17, strike data“ and all that 
follows and insert “data, which may be ag- 
gregated by demographic characteristics, 
оп—". 

Page 76, beginning on line 18, strike de- 
тоқтарһіс” and all that follows through 
“Act,” on line 21. 

Page 81, beginning on line 18, strike fur- 
nished" and all that follows through identi- 
fied” on line 20, and insert “contained in the 
information so furnished under this title can 
be used to identify any individual”. 

Page 82, line 2, insert “for purposes” after 
“retained”. 

Page 82, beginning on line 4, strike “ог es- 
tablishment”’. 

Page 98, line 24, after “101” strike “ог” and 
insert , 101A, 343(b),”’. 

Page 100, line 15, before the period insert 
“or to attain a federally funded or endorsed 
skill certificate”. 

Page 110, line 19, insert ‘‘and parents” after 
"employers". 

Page 113, line 10, insert “and parents” after 
"employers". 

Page 125, line 6, strike “апа”. 

Page 125, line 9, strike the period and in- 
sert; апа”. 
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Page 125, after line 9, insert the following: 

(viii) implementation of innovative pro- 
grams to increase the number of individuals 
trained and placed in nontraditional employ- 
ment. 

Page 127, line 19, before the period insert 
the following: “and individuals seeking to 
enter nontraditional employment”. 

Page 133, beginning on line 4, “тпау have 
up to“ and insert shall within“. 

Page 133, line 6, strike to“. 

Mr. GOODLING (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Мг. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, this 
technical amendment includes changes 
to H.R. 1617 that are both constructive 
and noncontroversial, worked out by 
the other side, I believe, or in agree- 
ment. It is an amendment adding to a 
State’s discretionary activities the 
ability to implement innovative pro- 
grams to increase the number of indi- 
viduals trained and placed in nontradi- 
tional employment, an amendment 
clarifying that nothing in this Act 
shall mandate that any individual, par- 
ticularly youth, be required to meet 
federally funded or endorsed industry 
recognized skill standards or attain 
federally funded 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, we have 
reviewed the amendments, and we have 
no objections. 

Mr. GOODLING. In other words, Mr. 
Chairman, the gentleman is saying, 
“Stop talking; we agree.” 

Mr. CLAY. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. GOODLING. I will quit while I 
am ahead. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Соор- 
LING]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to section 2 of the bill? 

If not, the Clerk will designate sec- 
tion 3. 

The text of section 3 is as follows: 
SEC. 3. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is to transform the 
vast array of Federal workforce development 
and literacy programs from a collection of 
fragmented and duplicative categorical pro- 
grams into a streamlined, comprehensive, 
coherent, high-quality, cost-effective, mar- 
ket-based, and accountable workforce devel- 
opment and literacy system that is designed 
to meet the education, economic, employ- 
ment, and training needs of the workforce 
and the competitiveness needs of employers 
of the United States, both today and in the 
future. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 3? 

If not, the Clerk will designate sec- 
tion 4. 
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The test of section 4 is as follows: 

SEC. 4. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated— 

(1) for title П, $2,324,600,000 for fiscal year 
1997 and such sums as may be necessary for 
each of the fiscal years 1998 through 2002 to 
carry out the programs under such title; 

(2) for title ІП, $2,183,000,000 for fiscal year 
1997 and such sums as may be necessary for 
each of the fiscal years 1998 through 2002 to 
carry out the programs under such title; and 

(3) for subtitle A of title ТУ, $280,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1997 and such sums as may be nec- 
essary for each of the fiscal years 1998 
through 2002 to carry out the programs under 
such subtitle. 


1997, and each year thereafter, appropria- 
tions for any fiscal year thereafter, appro- 
priations for any fiscal year for programs 
and activities under titles II, ПІ, and IV of 
this Act shall be available for obligation 
only on the basis of a program year. The pro- 
gram year shall begin on July 1 in the fiscal 
year for which the appropriation is made. 

(2) OBLIGATION.—Funds obligated for any 
program year under titles II, ПІ, and IV, 
may be expended by each recipient during 
that program year and the two succeeding 
program years, except that the Secretary 
shall, in accordance with paragraph (3), 
reallot to eligible States the funds allotted 
to States from funds appropriated for real- 
lotment. 

(3) AMOUNTS AVAILABLE FOR REALLOT- 
MENT.—The amount available for reallot- 
ment is equal to— 

(A) the amount by which the unobligated 
balance of the State allotment at the end of 
the program year prior to the program year 
for which the determination under this sec- 
tion is made exceeds 20 percent of such allot- 
ment for the prior program year; plus 

(B) the unexpended balance of the State al- 
lotment from any program year prior to the 
program year in which there is such excess. 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 4? 

If not, the Clerk will designate sec- 
tion 5. 

The text of section 5 is as follows: 
SEC. 5, DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act, except as other- 
wise provided: 

(1) ADULT.—The term adult“ means an in- 
dividual who is 16 years of age, or beyond the 
age of compulsory school attendance under 
State law (whichever age is higher), and who 
is not enrolled or required to be enrolled in 
secondary school. 

(2) ADULT EDUCATION.—The term “adult 
education“ means services or instruction 
below the postsecondary level for adults— 

(A) who are not enrolled in secondary 
school; 

(B) who lack sufficient mastery of basic 
educational skills to enable them to function 
effectively in society or who do not have a 
certificate of graduation from a school pro- 
viding secondary education and who have 
not achieved an equivalent level of edu- 
cation; 

(C) who are not currently required to be 
enrolled in school; and 

(D) whose lack of mastery of basic skills 
results in an inability to speak, read, or 
write the English language which con- 
stitutes a substantial impairment of their 
ability to get or retain employment com- 
mensurate with their real ability, and thus 
are in need of programs to help eliminate 
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such inability and raise the level of edu- 
cation of such individuals with a view to 
making them less likely to become depend- 
ent on others. 

(3) AREA VOCATIONAL EDUCATION SCHOOL.— 
The term “агеа vocational education school” 
means— 

(A) а specialized high school used exclu- 
sively or principally for the provision of vo- 
cational education to individuals who are 
available for study in preparation for enter- 
ing the labor market; 

(B) the department of a high school exclu- 
sively or principally used for providing voca- 
tional education in not less than 5 different 
occupational fields to individuals who are 
available for study in preparation for enter- 
ing the labor market; 

(C) a technical institute or vocational 
school used exclusively or principally for the 
provision of vocational education to individ- 
uals who have completed or left high school 
and who are available for study in prepara- 
tion for entering the labor market; or 

(D) the department or division of a junior 
college, community college or university op- 
erating under the policies of the State board 
and which provides vocational education in 
not less than 6 different occupational fields 
leading to immediate employment but not 
necessarily leading to a baccalaureate de- 
gree, if, in the case of a school, department, 
or division described in subparagraph (C) or 
this subparagraph, it admits as regular stu- 
dents both individuals who have completed 
high school and individuals who have left 
high school. 

(4) AT-RISK YOUTH.—The term 
youth” means— 

(A) an out-of-school, at-risk youth who is 
an individual age 24 or younger and who is 
not enrolled in a secondary or postsecondary 
education program, has not received a high 
school diploma or its equivalent and must 
overcome barriers to employment such as 
lack of sufficient education or vocational 
skills, economic disadvantages, disability, or 
limited English proficiency; or 

(B) an in-school, at-risk youth who is an 
individual age 24 or younger who is enrolled 
in an accredited secondary or postsecondary 
education program but is at risk of dropping 
out of school or must overcome barriers to 
complete an education program, such as eco- 
nomic disadvantages, disability, or limited 
English proficiency. 

(5) COMPREHENSIVE CAREER GUIDANCE AND 
COUNSELING.—The term comprehensive ca- 
reer guidance and counseling“ means a pro- 
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gram— 

(A) which pertains to the body of subject 
matter and related techniques and methods 
organized for the development in individuals 
of career awareness, career planning, career 
decisionmaking, placement skills, and 
knowledge and understanding of local, State, 
and national occupational, educational, and 
labor market needs, trends, and opportuni- 
ties; 

(B) which assists such individuals in mak- 
ing and implementing informed educational 
and occupational choices; and 

(C) which is comprehensive in nature. 

(6) CAREER GRANT.—The term ‘career 
grant“ means a voucher or a credit issued to 
a participant under title Ш of this Act, or 
title 1 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, for 
the purchase of education or training serv- 
ices from certified providers of such services, 
in accordance with the provisions of this 
Act, and with guidelines issued by the State. 

(7) CASE MANAGEMENT.—The ‘term “сазе 
management“ means the provision of a cli- 
ent-centered approach in the delivery of 
services designed to— 
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(A) empower individuals to make informed 
career choices; 

(B) prepare and coordinate comprehensive 
employment plans, based upon such individ- 
ual choices, such as service strategies for 
participants, to ensure access to necessary 
training and supportive services, using, 
where feasible, computer-based technologies; 
and 

(C) provide job and career counseling dur- 
ing program participation and after job 
placement. 

(8) CHIEF ELECTED OFFICIAL.—The term 
“chief elected official” means the chief 
elected executive officer of a unit of general 
local government in a workforce develop- 
ment area. 

(9) COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATION.—The 
term ‘community-based organization" 
means a private nonprofit organization that 
is representative of a community or signifi- 
cant segments of a community that provides 
or facilitates education, vocational rehabili- 
tation, job training, supportive services, or 
internship services and programs. 

(10) DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS.—The 
term demographic characteristics“ means 
information on population, especially with 
reference to size, density, distribution, and 
vital statistics including, age, race, sex, eth- 
nic origin, and income status. 

(11) DISLOCATED WORKER.—The term ‘‘dis- 
located worker” means an individual who— 

(A) has been terminated or laid off or who 
has received a notice of termination or lay- 
off from employment, is eligible for or has 
exhausted entitlement to unemployment 
compensation, and is unlikely to return toa 
previous industry or occupation; 

(B) has been terminated, or has received a 
notice of termination of employment, as a 
result of any permanent closure of, or any 
substantial layoff at, a plant, facility, or en- 
terprise; 

(C) has been unemployed long-term and has 
limited opportunities for employment or re- 
employment in the same or a similar occupa- 
tion in the area in which such individual re- 
sides, including an older individual who may 
have substantial barriers to employment by 
reason of age; or 

(D) was self-employed (including farmers 
and ranchers) but is unemployed as a result 
of general economic conditions in the com- 
munity in which they reside or because of 
natural disasters. 

(12) DISPLACED HOMEMAKER.—The term 
“displaced homemaker" means an individual 
who— 

(A) is an adult; and 

(BXi) has worked as an adult primarily 
without remuneration to care for the home 
and family, and for that reason has dimin- 
ished marketable skills; 

(ii) has been dependent on public assist- 
ance or on the income of a relative but is no 
longer supported by such income; or 

(iii) is a parent whose youngest dependent 
child will become ineligible to receive assist- 
ance under the program for aid to families 
with dependent children under part A of title 
IV of the Social Security Act within 2 years 
of the parent’s application for assistance 
under title П of this Act. 

(13) EARNINGS.—The term “earnings” 
means gross hourly wages before any deduc- 
tion, plus the estimated hourly value of bo- 
nuses, tips, gratuities, commissions, and 
overtime pay either expected or received. In 
the case of individuals in subsidized employ- 
ment, total hourly earnings include any 
wage subsidy paid to the individual. 

(14) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AGENCIES.— 
The term “economic development agencies” 
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means State and local planning and zoning 
commissions or boards, community develop- 
ment agencies, and other State and local 
agencies and institutions responsible for reg- 
ulating, promoting, or assisting in State and 
local economic development. 

(15) ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED.—The 
term “economically disadvantaged” means 
an individual who— 

(A) receives, or is a member of a family 
which receives, cash welfare payments under 
a Federal, State, or local welfare program; 

(B) has, or is a member of a family which 
has, received a total family income for the 6- 
month period prior to application for the 
program involved (exclusive of unemploy- 
ment compensation, child support payments, 
and welfare payments) which, in relation to 
family size, was not in excess of the higher 
of— 

(i) the official poverty line (as defined by 
the Office of Management and Budget, and 
revised annually in accordance with section 
673(2) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 9902(2)), or 

(ii) 70 percent of the lower living standard 
income level; 

(C) is receiving (or has been determined 
within the 6-month period prior to the appli- 
cation for the program involved to be eligi- 
ble to receive) food stamps pursuant to the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977; 

(D) qualifies as a homeless individual 
under subsections (a) and (c) of section 103 of 
the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assist- 
ance Act; 

(E) is a foster child on behalf of whom 
State or local government payments are 
made; 

(F) in cases permitted by regulations of the 
Secretary, is an individual with a disability 
whose own income meets the requirements of 
subparagraph (A) or (B), but who is a mem- 
ber of a family whose income does not meet 
such requirements; or 

(G) is an individual meeting appropriate 
criteria approved by a State. 

(16) EDUCATIONAL SERVICE AGENCY.—The 
term educational service agency“ means а 
regional public multiservice agency author- 
ized by State statute to develop, manage, 
and provide services or programs to local 
educational agencies, and is recognized as an 
administrative agency for such State's voca- 
tional or technical education schools or for 
vocational programs within its public ele- 
mentary or secondary schools. Such term in- 
cludes any other public institution or agency 
having administrative control and direction 
over a public elementary or secondary 
school. 

(17 EMPLOYED.—The term “етріоуей” 
means an individual who is currently— 

(A) a paid employee; 

(B) works in his or her own business, pro- 
fession, or farm; 

(C) works 15 hours or more per week as an 
unpaid worker in an enterprise operated by a 
family member or is one who is not working, 
but has a job or business from which he or 
she is temporarily absent due to illness, bad 
weather, vacation, labor-management dis- 
pute, or personal reasons; or 

(D) on active military duty. 

(18) ENGLISH LITERACY PROGRAM.—The term 
“English literacy program" means а pro- 
gram of instruction designed to help limited 
English proficient adults, out-of-school 
youths, or both, achieve full competence in 
the English language. 

(19) EXCESS NUMBER,—The term excess 
number” means, with respect to the excess 
number of unemployed individuals within a 
State, the number that represents the num- 
ber of unemployed individuals in excess of 4.5 
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percent of the civilian labor force in the 
State, or the number that represents the 
number of unemployed individuals in excess 
of 4.5 percent of the civilian labor force in 
areas of substantial unemployment in such 
State. 

(20) FAMILY AND CONSUMER SCIENCES.—The 
term family and consumer sciences” means 
instructional programs, services, and activi- 
ties which prepare students for personal, 
family, community, and career roles. 

(21) GOVERNOR.—The term “Governor” 
means the chief executive of a State. 

(22) INDIVIDUAL OF LIMITED ENGLISH PRO- 
FICIENCY.—The term ‘‘individual of limited 
English proficiency" means an adult or out- 
of-school youth who has limited ability in 
speaking, reading, writing, or understanding 
the English language and— 

(A) whose native language is a language 
other than English; or 

(B) who lives in a family or community en- 
vironment where a language other than Eng- 
lish is the dominant language. 

(23) INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES.—The 
term “individuals with disabilities” has the 
meaning given such term in the Rehabilita- 
tion Act of 1973. 

(24) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.— 
The term institution of higher education“ 
has the meaning given such term in section 
481 of the Higher Education Act of 1965. 

(25) JOB SEARCH ASSISTANCE.—The term 
"job search assistance” means a service that 
helps a job-ready individual seek, locate, 
apply for, and obtain employment. Such 
services may include, job-finding skills, ori- 
entation to the labor market, resume prepa- 
ration assistance, job finding clubs, job 
search workshops, vocational exploration, 
and other employability services. 

(26) LABOR MARKET AREA.—The term labor 
market агеа” means an economically inte- 
grated geographic area within which individ- 
uals can reside and find employment within 
а reasonable distance or can readily change 
employment without changing their place of 
residence. Such areas shall be identified in 
accordance with criteria used by the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics of the Department of 
Labor in defining such areas or similar cri- 
teria established by a Governor. 

(27) LIBRARY.—The term “library” 
cludes— 

(A) a public library; 

(B) a public elementary or secondary 
school library; 

(C) an academic library; 

(D) a research library; and 

(E) a private library, but only if the State 
in which such private library is located de- 
termines that the library should be consid- 
ered a library for purposes of this Act. 

(28) LITERACY.—The term “literacy” means 
an individual's ability to read, write, and 
speak in English, and compute and solve 
problems, at levels of proficiency пес- 
essary— 

(A) to function on the job, in the individ- 
ual's family and in society; 

(В) to achieve the individual's goals; and 

(C) to develop the individual’s knowledge 
potential. 

(29) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The term 
“local educational agency“ has the same 
meaning given such term in section 14101 of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965. 

(30) MIGRANT FARMWORKER.—The term mi- 
grant farmworker" means a seasonal farm- 
worker whose farm work requires travel such 
that the worker is unable to return to a per- 
manent place of residence within the same 
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(31) NATIVE AMERICAN.—The term “native 
American” means Indians, Alaskan natives, 
and Hawaiian natives. 

(32) NONTRADITIONAL EMPLOYMENT.—The 
term ‘nontraditional employment” as ap- 
plied to women refers to occupations or 
fields of work where women comprise less 
than 25 percent of the individuals employed 
in such occupation or field of work. 

(33) ON-THE-JOB TRAINING.—The term ‘‘on- 
the-job training’’ means training in the pub- 
lic or private sector that is provided to a 
paid employee while engaged in productive 
work that— 

(A) provides knowledge or skills essential 
to the full and adequate performance of the 
job; 

(B) provides reimbursement to employers, 
up to 50 percent of the participant's wage 
rate, for the extraordinary costs of providing 
training and additional supervision; and 

(C) is based on the Occupational Employ- 
ment Statistics Program Dictionary. 

(34) POSTSECONDARY EDUCATIONAL INSTITU- 
TION.—The term "postsecondary educational 
Institution“ means an institution of higher 
education (as such term is defined in section 
481 of the Higher Education Act of 1965) 
which continues to meet the eligibility and 
certification requirements under title IV of 
such Act (20 U.S.C. 1070 et seq.). 

(35) PREEMPLOYMENT SKILLS TRAINING; JOB 
READINESS SKILLS TRAINING. -The terms 
preemployment skills training” and job 
readiness skills training” mean training that 
builds on family efforts to help prepare indi- 
viduals for work by assuring that they are 
familiar with general workplace expecta- 
tions and exhibit work behavior and atti- 
tudes necessary to compete successfully in 
the job market. 

(36) PUBLIC ASSISTANCE.—The term “public 
assistance“ means Federal, State, or local 
government cash payments for which eligi- 
bility is determined by a needs or income 
test. 

(37) RAPID RESPONSE.—The term “rapid re- 
вропве” means assistance that is directly 
provided by the State, or by local grantees 
with funds provided by the State, in the case 
of mass layoffs or plant closures, and that 
establishes on-site contact with employer 
and employee representatives within a short 
period of time (preferably 48 hours or less) 
after becoming aware of a current or pro- 
jected permanent closure or substantial lay- 
off in order to— 

(A) provide information on, and facilitate 
access to, available public programs and 
services for workers losing jobs as a result of 
such layoff or closure; 

(B) provide emergency assistance adapted 
to the particular closure or layoff; 

(C) promote the formation of labor-man- 
agement committees, where appropriate; 

(D) collect information related to eco- 
nomic dislocation and available resources 
within the State for dislocated workers; 

(E) provide or obtain appropriate financial 
and technical advice and liaison with eco- 
nomic development agencies and other orga- 
nizations to assist in efforts to avert worker 
dislocation; and 

(F) assist the local community in develop- 
ing its own coordinated response and in ob- 
taining access to State economic develop- 
ment assistance. 

(38) REGISTERED APPRENTICESHIP.—The 
term registered арргепбісезһір” means a 
program registered by the Bureau of Appren- 
ticeship and Training in the United States 
Department of Labor, or a State Apprentice- 
ship Agency recognized and approved by the 
Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training as 
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the appropriate body for State registration 
or approval of local apprenticeship programs 
and agreements. 

(39) SCHOOL DROPOUT.—The term school 
dropout“ means a youth who is no longer at- 
tending any school and who has not received 
a secondary school diploma or a certificate 
from a program of equivalency for such a di- 
ploma. 

(40) SEASONAL FARMWORKER.—The term 
“seasonal farmworker” means a person who 
during the eligibility determination period 
(12 consecutive months out of 24 months 
prior to application) has been primarily em- 
ployed in farm work that is characterized by 
chronic unemployment or under employ- 
ment. 

(41) SKILL CERTIFICATE.—The term ‘skill 
certificate” means a portable, industry-rec- 
ognized credential achieved through pro- 
grams authorized under this Act, that cer- 
tifies that an individual has mastered occu- 
pational skills at levels that are at least as 
challenging as skill standards endorsed by 
the National Skill Standards Board, except 
that until such skill standards are developed, 
the term skill certificate“ means a creden- 
tial issued under a process endorsed by the 
State, based upon established industry 
standards and benchmarks. 

(42) STATE.—The term State“ means апу 
of the several States, the District of Colum- 
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands. 

(43) STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The term 
“State educational agency” has the meaning 
given such term in section 14101 of the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965. 

(44) STATE LIBRARY ADMINISTRATIVE AGEN- 
cy.—The term State library administrative 
agency” means the official agency of a State 
charged by the law of the State with the ex- 
tension and development of public library 
services throughout the State. 

(45) SUPPORTIVE SERVICES.—The term sup- 
portive вегуісев” means services which are 
necessary to enable an individual eligible for 
training under this Act, but who cannot af- 
ford to pay for such services, to participate 
in a training or vocational rehabilitation 
program or job search activities funded 
under this Act. Such supportive services may 
include transportation, individual and fam- 
ily counseling, child care and dependent 
care, meals, temporary shelter, financial 
counseling, needs-based payments, and other 
reasonable expenses required for participa- 
tion in a training, job preparation, or job 
placement program. Such services may be 
provided in-kind or through cash assistance, 
except that such services will be provided 
with funds provided under this Act only after 
alternative funding sources specifically des- 
ignated for such services have been ex- 
hausted. 

(46) UNEMPLOYED.—The term unem- 
ployed" refers to an individual who is not 
employed, who is available for work, and 
who has made specific efforts to find a job 
within the prior 4 weeks. Included as unem- 
ployed are individuals who are not working, 
are available for work, and are waiting to be 
called back to a job from which they have 
been laid off. 

(47) UNIT OF GENERAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT.— 
The term unit of general local government“ 
means any general purpose political subdivi- 
sion of a State which has the power to levy 
taxes and spend funds, as well as general cor- 
porate and police powers. 
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(48) VETERAN.—The term veteran“ has the 
meaning given such term in section 101(2) of 
title 38, United States Code. 

(49). WORK EXPERIENCE.—The term “work 
experience“ means a time-limited work ac- 
tivity that provides an individual with the 
opportunity to acquire the general skills and 
knowledge necessary to obtain employment. 

(50) WORKPLACE MENTOR.—The term ‘‘work- 
place mentor“ means an employee or other 
individual, approved by the employer at a 
workplace, who possesses the skills and 
knowledge to be mastered by a student or 
program participant, and who instructs, cri- 
tiques the performance, and challenges the 
student or program participant to perform 
well, and works in consultation with class- 
room teachers, training providers, parents, 
and the employer of the student or program 


participant. 
(51) YouTH.—The term “youth” means ап 
individual under the age of 24. 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 5? 

If not, the Clerk will designate sec- 
tion 6. 

The text of section 6 is as follows: 
SEC. 6. TRANSITION. 

The Secretary of Education and the Sec- 
retary of Labor shall take such steps as they 
determine to be appropriate to provide for 
the orderly transition from any authority 
under provisions of statutes amended or re- 
pealed by this Act or any related authority 
under provisions of this Act. 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 6? 

If not, the Clerk will designate title 
I. 

The text of title I is as follows: 


TITLE I—WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
SEC. 101. PURPOSE OF TITLE. 

The purpose of this title is to provide for 
the establishment of an infrastructure with- 
in States on which to build a comprehensive 
system of workforce development and lit- 
eracy. 

Subtitle A—State and Local Responsibilities 
SEC. 102. STATE REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—For fiscal year 1997 and 
subsequent fiscal years, a State that desires 
to receive a grant under one or more of the 
programs specified in subsection (b) shall— 

(1) establish a collaborative process, pursu- 
ant to section 103; 

(2) develop a State workforce development 
and literacy plan, pursuant to section 104; 
and 

(3) otherwise comply with the require- 
ments of this Act. 

(b) WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT AND LIT- 
ERACY PROGRAMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The programs referred to 
in subsection (a) are the following: 

(А) The program under title II, the Youth 
Development and Career Preparation Con- 
solidation Grant. 

(B) The program under title III, the Adult 
Employment and Training Consolidation 
Grant. 

(C) The program under subtitle A of title 
IV, the Adult Education and Family Lit- 
eracy Consolidation Grant. 

(D) The program amended by subtitle A of 
title V (relating to title I of the Rehabilita- 
tion Act of 1973). 

(2) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this Act, 
the term Workforce Development and Lit- 
eracy programs“ means the programs speci- 
fied in paragraph (1). 
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SEC. 103. COLLABORATIVE PROCESS REGARDING 
STATE SYSTEM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of a State 
that desires to receive a grant under one or 
more of the programs specified in section 
102(b) shall certify to the Secretary of Edu- 
cation and the Secretary of Labor that a col- 
laborative process, as described in subsection 
(b) or (c), has been used in complying with 
the applicable provisions of this Act. 

(b) COLLABORATIVE PROCESS.—The collabo- 
rative process referred to in subsection (a) is 
а process for making decisions which in- 
cludes as participants, at a minimum, the 
Governor and— 

(1) representatives of (which representa- 
tives are appointed by the Governor)— 

(A) business and industry; 

(B) local chief elected officials (represent- 
ing both cities and counties); 

(C) local educational agencies (including 
vocational educators); 

(D) postsecondary institutions (including 
community and technical colleges); 

(E) the State rehabilitation advisory coun- 
cil; 

(F) organizations representing individuals 
served by programs established under this 
Act (including community-based organiza- 
tions); 

(G) employees; 

(H) Parents or organizations representing 
parents; and 

(1) providers of workforce development 
services (including private-for-profit sector 
providers); and 

(2) the lead State agency official or offi- 
cials for— 

(A) the State educational agency or agen- 
cies (including the lead official or officials 
for vocational education, adult education 
and literacy, and libraries); 

(B) the State agency responsible for eco- 
nomic development; 

(C) the State agency or agencies respon- 
sible for employment security and for job 
training; 

(D) the State agency responsible for post- 
secondary education; 

(E) the State agency responsible for voca- 
tional rehabilitation, and where applicable, 
the State agency providing vocational reha- 
bilitation services for the blind; 

(F) the State agency responsible for ad- 
ministering welfare benefits; and 

(G) the representative of the Veterans’ 
Service assigned to the State under section 
4103 of title 38, United States Code. 

(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—With respect 
to compliance with subsection (b)— 

(1) a State may use any existing State 
process (including any council or similar en- 
tity) that substantially meets the purposes 
of such subsection; or 

(2) if prior to the date of enactment of this 
Act, a State has developed a one-stop career 
center system or a school-to-work system 
through a collaborative process substan- 
tially similar to the process described in sub- 
section (b), the State may use such process. 

(d) AUTHORITY OF GOVERNOR.— 

(1) FINAL AUTHORITY.—If, after a reasonable 
effort, a Governor is unable to obtain agree- 
ment through the collaborative process de- 
scribed in subsection (b) or (c), the Governor 
shall have final authority to make decisions 
and to submit the State plan as described 
under section 104. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—Nothing in this Act shall 
be construed to negate or supersede the legal 
authority, under State law of any State 
agency, State entity, or State public official 
over programs that are under the jurisdic- 
tion of the agency, entity, or official. Noth- 
ing in this Act shall be construed to inter- 


25483 


fere with the authority of such agency, en- 

tity, or official to enter into a contract 

under any provision of law. 

SEC. 104. CONSOLIDATED STATE WORKFORCE 
DEVELOPMENT AND LITERACY 


PLAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of a State 
that desires to receive a grant under опе or 
more of the programs specified in section 
102(b) shall submit а strategic State 
workforce development and literacy plan 
that provides policy guidance with respect to 
workforce development programs operated in 
the State, and that meets the requirements 
of this section to the Secretary of Education 
and the Secretary of Labor. 

(b) CONTENTS.—A State workforce develop- 
ment and literacy plan shall include the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) A description of the collaborative proc- 
ess under section 103 used in developing the 
plan. 

(2) A statement of the goals of the State 
workforce development and literacy system, 
that includes— 

(A) a description of how the State will 
progress toward achieving the goals and pur- 
pose of this Act as established in sections 
3(а)(5) and 3(b); 

(B) an assessment of the needs of the State 
with regard to current and projected de- 
mands for workers by occupation, the skills 
and education levels of the workforce, the 
vocational rehabilitation needs of individ- 
uals with severe disabilities residing in the 
State, the skill and economic development 
needs of the State, and an assessment of the 
type and availability of youth development 
and career preparation, workforce develop- 
ment, adult education, vocational rehabilita- 
tion, and literacy programs and services in 
the State; and 

(C) the identification of progress indica- 
tors, based on the core indicators of perform- 
ance described in section 110(f), built upon a 
model of continuous improvement, that the 
State will use to measure progress made by 
the State, local workforce development 
boards, and other applicable local entities 
who are recipients of financial assistance 
under this Act in meeting such goals; 

(3) A description of how the State has com- 
plied, or will comply, with the provisions of 
sections 105 through 108. 

(4) A description of how a State will par- 
ticipate in the national labor market infor- 
mation system under title II of the Wagner- 
Peyser Act, as added by section 132 of this 
Act. 

(5) Any information required to be included 
in the plan under апу of titles П through IV, 
and title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 
(in the case of a State that desires to receive 
a grant under any such title). 

(6) A description of the measures that will 
be taken by the State to ensure coordination 
and consistency and avoid duplication 
among programs receiving assistance under 
this Act, including a description of common 
data collection and reporting processes. 

(Т) A description of the process used by the 
State to provide an opportunity for public 
comment, and input into the development of 
the plan, prior to submission of the plan. 

(8) A description of the process used by the 
State to consult with representatives of 
business and industry with respect to the re- 
quirements of subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) 
of paragraph (2) of this subsection. 

(9) Assurances that the State will provide 
for fiscal control and fund accounting proce- 
dures that may be necessary to ensure the 
proper disbursement of, and accounting for, 
funds paid to the State under this Act. 
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(10) A description of the sanctions which 
the State may impose (including restrictions 
from future participation or consideration 
for funding) in instances where recipients of 
funds under this Act fail to achieve agreed 
upon expected performance levels, fail to ad- 
here to State mandated fiscal control and 
funds accounting procedures, or take or fail 
to take other actions required under the 
State plan, contracts, or other agreements. 

(c) DISAGREEMENT.—The Governor shall ac- 
cept and include with the plan submitted 
under subsection (a) any disagreeing views 
submitted by a participant of the collabo- 
rative process if such views represent dis- 
agreement in the area in which such partici- 
pant was selected for representation. 

(d) MODIFICATIONS TO PLAN.—A plan sub- 
mitted by a State in accordance with this 
section remains in effect until the State sub- 
mits to the Secretary such modifications as 
the State determines necessary. This section 
applies to the modifications to the same ex- 
tent and in the same manner as this section 
applies to the original plan. 

SEC. 105. ESTABLISHMENT OF WORKFORCE DE- 
VELOPMENT AREAS, 

The Governor of a State that desires to re- 
ceive a grant under one or more of the pro- 
grams specified in section 102(b) shall, 
through the collaborative process estab- 
lished under section 103 and after consulta- 
tion with local chief elected officials, and 
after consideration of comments received 
through the public participation process as 
described in the State plan, designate local 
workforce development areas within the 
State taking into consideration the follow- 
ing: 


(1) Existing labor market areas. 

(2) Units of general local government. 

(3) Geographic areas served by local edu- 
cational agencies and intermediate edu- 
cational agencies. 

(4) Geographic areas served by postsecond- 
ary institutions and area vocational edu- 
cation schools. 

(5) Service delivery areas established under 
section 101 of the Job Training Partnership 
Act (29 U.S.C. 1511) (as such Act was in effect 
on the day before the date of the enactment 
of this Act). 

(6) The distance that individuals will need 
to travel to receive services from integrated 
career centers. 


SEC. 106. PROVISIONS REGARDING LOCAL 
WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT 
BOARDS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of a State 
that desires to receive a grant under one or 
more of the programs specified in section 
102(b) shall ensure the establishment of a 
local workforce development board in each 
local workforce development area within the 
State. 

(b) STATE CRITERIA.—The Governor. 
through the collaborative process described 
under section 103, is authorized to establish 
criteria for use by local chief elected offi- 
cials in the workforce development area, in 
the selection of members of local workforce 
development boards, in accordance with re- 
quirements prescribed under subsections (c) 
and (4). 

(c) REPRESENTATION REQUIREMENT.—Such 
criteria shall require, at a minimum, that a 
local workforce development board consist 
of— 

(1) a majority of members who are rep- 
resentatives of business and industry, includ- 
ing individuals who are owners of businesses, 
chief executives or chief operating officers of 
private business, and other business execu- 
tives with optimum policymaking authority 
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in local businesses, selected from among 
nominees submitted by local business orga- 
nizations and trade associations; 

(2) an individual or individuals with dis- 
abilities, who have special knowledge or ex- 
pertise in the area of vocational rehabilita- 
tion; 

(3) representatives of education and train- 
ing, including local educational agencies, 
postsecondary education institutions, and 
providers of job training and workforce de- 
velopment services, selected from among in- 
dividuals nominated by regional or local 
educational agencies, vocational education 
institutions, institutions of postsecondary 
education (including community colleges), 
providers of job training and workforce de- 
velopment services (including private-for- 
profit providers), within the workforce devel- 
opment area; and 

(4) representatives of community-based or- 
ganizations, employees, and veterans as 
nominated or recommended to the board 
through a process established by the Gov- 
ernors through the collaborative process. 

(d) ESTABLISHMENT OF BOARD.— 

(1) SELECTION OF BOARD MEMBERS,— 

(A) SINGLE UNIT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT IN 
AREA.—In the case of a workforce develop- 
ment area that is comprised of only one unit 
of general local government, the chief elect- 
ed official of such unit is authorized to select 
the members of the local workforce develop- 
ment board for such area, in accordance with 
the State criteria developed pursuant to sub- 
section (b). 

(B) MULTIPLE UNITS IN AREA.—In the case of 
a workforce development area that is com- 
prised of more than one unit of general local 
government, the chief elected officials of 
such units are authorized to select the mem- 
bers of the local workforce development 
board from the individuals so nominated or 
recommended for such area in accordance 
with an agreement entered into by such offi- 
cials and with the State criteria developed 
under subsection (b). In the absence of such 
an agreement, the appointments are author- 
ized to be made by the Governor, through the 
collaborative process, from the individuals 
so nominated or recommended, 

(2) CERTIFICATION.—The Governor is au- 
thorized to biennially certify one local 
workforce development board for each 
workforce development area. 

(3) EXCEPTION.—In any case in which a 
local workforce development area is a State, 
the individuals comprising the Governor's 
collaborative process as described in section 
103, may be reconstituted to meet the re- 
quirements of this section. 

(e) DUTIES OF LOCAL WORKFORCE DEVELOP- 
MENT BOARD.— 

(1) LOCAL WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT PLAN.— 
Each local workforce development board 
shall develop a biennial strategic plan and 
provide policy guidance with respect to 
workforce development programs operated 
within their respective workforce develop- 
ment areas. Such strategic plan shall be con- 
sistent with the State’s collaborative 
workforce development and literacy plan, be 
approved by the appropriate chief elected of- 
ficial or officials, and be submitted to the 
Governor for approval. If after a reasonable 
effort, a local workforce development board 
is unable to obtain the approval of the chief 
elected official or officials, the Board has the 
authority to forward the plan, with the com- 
ments of the chief elected official or offi- 
cials, to the Governor for final approval or 
disapproval. Such local plan shall include 
the following: 

(A) Both short-term and long-term goals, 
and related strategies, to ensure that 
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workforce preparation and development pro- 
grams, including programs established pur- 
suant to this Act, title I of the Rehabilita- 
tion Act of 1973, and the Wagner-Peyser Act, 
contribute to a coherent workforce develop- 
ment system in the workforce development 
area. 

(В) A description of the performance meas- 
ures to be used by the local workforce devel- 
opment board for measuring the performance 
of local service providers under chapter 2 of 
title II, title III, and title I of the Rehabilita- 
tion Act of 1973, and the performance of inte- 
grated career center system operators, with 
whom the Board contracts. 

(C) A description of the local integrated 
career center system to be established in the 
workforce development area, including— 

(i) a description of the process the local 
workforce development board will use to des- 
ignate or establish a career center system 
which ensures that the most effective and ef- 
ficient service providers are chosen; 

(ii) an identification of the roles of individ- 
ual workforce development programs and 
programs authorized by the Wagner-Peyser 
Act; and 

(iii) a description of the funding sources to 
be used in the operation of the career center 
system. 

(D) A description of strategies the local 
workforce development board will undertake 
to fully involve local employers, local edu- 
cational agencies, postsecondary education 
institutions, adult education and literacy 
providers, local service providers, parents 
and other consumers, including individuals 
with disabilities, and older workers in the 
development of the workforce development 
system. 

(F) Such other information as requested by 
the State. 

(2) IDENTIFICATION OF OCCUPATIONS IN DE- 
MAND AND TRAINING NEEDS.—The local 
workforce development board shall use avail- 
able labor market information and other ap- 
propriate methods in order to identify and 
assess the needs of the workforce develop- 
ment area. 

(3) BUDGET AND PROGRAM OVERSIGHT.— 

(A) BUDGETING.— 

(i) The local workforce development board, 
working through the State administrative 
agent, shall develop a budget for the purpose 
of carrying out local programs established 
under chapter 2 of title II, title ПІ, and title 
I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and for 
integrated career center systems established 
or designated under section 107 with the ex- 
ception of funds made available under the 
Wagner-Peyser Act. 

(ii) Such budget shall be subject to the ap- 
proval of the appropriate chief elected offi- 
cial or officials in the workforce develop- 
ment area. 

(B) PROGRAM OVERSIGHT.—The local 
workforce development board, in partnership 
with the chief elected official or officials in 
the workforce development area, shall con- 
duct oversight of the workforce development 
programs listed in subparagraph (A), and of 
the integrated career center system estab- 
lished under this title. 

(4) ADMINISTRATION.— 

(A) FISCAL АСЕМТ.— 

(i) The local workforce development board 
may receive and disburse funds made avail- 
able for carrying out programs authorized 
under chapter 2 of title II, title Ш, and title 
I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 of this 
Act, or the local workforce development 
board may designate a fiscal agent (which 
may include the State through a mutual 
agreement between the local board and the 
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State), for the purpose of disbursement of 
funds to career centers and other service pro- 
viders, as designated by the local workforce 
development board. 

(ii) The Board may employ its own staff, 
independent of local programs and service 
providers, and may solicit or accept grants 
and contributions from sources other than 
from this Act. 

(В) ІЛМІТАТТОМ.--Тһе workforce develop- 
ment board, or employees of such board, may 
not operate programs established under this 
Act. The Governor is authorized to prohibit 
the employees of agencies providing staff 
support to such loca] workforce development 
boards from providing workforce develop- 
ment services to individuals served through 
the use of funds authorized under this Act, 
and under title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973. 

(C) CONFLICT OF INTEREST.—A member of a 
workforce development board may not— 

(i) discuss or participate in board consider- 
ation; or 

(ii) cast a vote; 


regarding the provision of services by such 
member (or by an organization that such 
member represents) or regarding any matter 
that would provide direct financial benefit to 
such member. The Governor may enforce 
more rigorous conflict of interest standards, 
as determined appropriate. 

(D) INDEPENDENT AUTHORITY.— 

(i) The Board shall elect its own chair- 
person from among the members of the 
board. 

(ii) The board may adopt bylaws and other 
operating procedures as consistent with the 
purposes of this Act, and with the policies 
established in the State workforce develop- 
ment and literacy plan. 

(5) OTHER.—The Governor may require 
local workforce development boards to carry 
out such other duties as determined to be ap- 
propriate by the Governor and the individ- 
uals and entities described in section 103, 
through the collaborative process described 
in the State plan. 

SEC. 107. ESTABLISHMENT OF INTEGRATED CA- 
REER CENTER SYSTEMS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of a State 
that desires to receive a grant under one or 
more of the programs specified in section 
102(b) shall ensure that each local workforce 
development board establish or designate an 
integrated career center system in the 
workforce development area of such board, 
consistent with criteria established under 
subsection (b). 

(b) STATE CRITERIA.—The Governor, 
through the collaborative process described 
under section 103, is authorized to establish 
statewide criteria for use by local workforce 
development boards in the designation or es- 
tablishment of integrated career center sys- 
tems to ensure that the most effective and 
efficient service providers are chosen, con- 
sistent with the requirements prescribed 
under subsection (c). 

(c) INTEGRATED CAREER CENTER SYSTEM 
REQUIREMENTS.—At a minimum, integrated 
career center systems shall include— 

(1) common intake; 

(2) preliminary assessment; 

(3) integrated job search assistance; 

(4) to the extent practicable, as determined 
by the Governor, unified and linked com- 
puter systems, including the availability of 
labor market information as described under 
title П of the Wagner-Peyser Act, as added 
by section 132 of this Act, and linkages 
through uniform management information 
systems; and 

(5) to the extent practicable, as determined 
by the Governor, at least one physical, co-lo- 
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cated site which provides comprehensive and 
fully integrated workforce development serv- 
ices to any individual seeking such services. 
Local workforce development areas are en- 
couraged to establish a network of com- 
prehensive and fully-integrated co-located 
career centers to provide the services de- 
scribed in subsection (f), supplemented with 
multiple affiliated sites or satellites that 
provide one or more of such services and are 
linked through electronic and technological 
access points. Such affiliated sites may in- 
clude entities designated as having a spe- 
cialization in addressing special needs, such 
as the needs of individuals with disabilities. 

(d) COMMON AccEss.—Information pertain- 
ing to the labor market which is compiled 
pursuant to title II of the Wagner-Peyser 
Act, as added by section 132 of this Act, shall 
be available, to the extent practicable, 
through integrated electronic networks, at 
all integrated career centers and affiliated 
sites. 

(e) ELIGIBILITY FOR DESIGNATION.—Any en- 
tity or consortium of entities located in the 
workforce development area may be des- 
ignated by the local workforce development 
board to operate an integrated career center 
or to participate in an integrated career cen- 
ter system. Such entities may include the 
following: 

(1) Institutions of higher education. 

(2) Area vocational education schools. 

(3) Local employment service offices, es- 
tablished under the Wagner-Peyser Act. 

(4) Private nonprofit organizations, (in- 
cluding community-based organizations). 

(5) Private for-profit entities. 

(6) Agencies of local governments. 

(7) Other interested organizations and enti- 
ties of demonstrated effectiveness, including 
local chambers of commerce and other busi- 
ness organizations, consistent with State 
criteria established pursuant to subsection 
(b). 

(f) DUTIES.—Each integrated career center 
system shall, to the extent practicable as de- 
termined by the Governor, carry out the fol- 
lowing duties: 

(1) PROVISION OF CORE SERVICES.—An inte- 
grated career center system shall make 
available the following information and core 
services to individuals on a universal and 
nondiscriminatory basis, with reasonable ac- 
commodations to address the needs of indi- 
viduals with disabilities, in the workforce 
development area in which such center is lo- 
cated: 

(A) Outreach and intake for services pro- 
vided under chapter 2 of title П, title ПІ, 
subtitle A of title IV, and title I of the Reha- 
bilitation Act of 1973. 

(B) A preliminary assessment of the skill 
levels and the need for services of the indi- 
vidual for programs under chapter 2 of title 
II, title ПІ, subtitle A of title IV, and title I 
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 of individ- 
uals, which may include such factors as basic 
skills, occupational skills, career develop- 
ment skills, prior work experience, employ- 
ability, interests, aptitudes, vocational reha- 
bilitation needs, and supportive service 
needs, 

(C) Labor market information relating to 
local and State, and if appropriate, to re- 
gional or national, occupations in demand 
and skill requirements for such occupations, 
including job listings for the local labor mar- 
ket. 

(D) Information relating to youth services, 
including information on at-risk youth de- 
velopment and career preparation programs 
authorized under title П, on vocational edu- 
сабіоп and school-to-work opportunities, and 
on youth apprenticeship opportunities. 
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(E) Career counseling and career planning 
based on a preliminary assessment of the in- 
dividual. 

(F) Job search assistance. 

(G) Information related to vocational reha- 
bilitation services, as provided for in title I 
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 

(H) Information relating to federally fund- 
ed education and job training programs (in- 
cluding registered apprenticeships), and stu- 
dent aid programs, including the eligibility 
requirements of and services provided by 
such programs. 

(I) Information on, and assistance in 
accessing referral to additional services 
through programs providing adult education 
and literacy services, vocational rehabilita- 
tion, youth and adult workforce preparation 
and development, and supportive services, 
including those programs authorized in titles 
II through IV, title I of the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973, available in the workforce devel- 
opment area. 

(J) Information on the extent to which the 
services provided under titles II and ПІ, sub- 
title A of title IV, and title I of the Rehabili- 
tation Act of 1973, meet or exceed the ex- 
pected levels of performance described in the 
State and local plans, and the performance- 
based information provided by the State to 
local workforce development boards on cer- 
tified providers of education and training, as 
required under section 108(d)(3). 

(K) Acceptance of applications for unem- 
ployment compensation. 

(L) Other appropriate activities to assist 
individuals into employment. 

(2) DISTRIBUTION OF CAREER GRANTS.—A 
center or an affiliated site may serve as the 
point of distribution of career grants for edu- 
cation, training, and vocational rehabilita- 
tion services to eligible individuals in ac- 
cordance with section 108. 

(3) SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS.—For the pur- 
pose of providing core services to individuals 
with severe disabilities in the most effective 
and efficient manner possible, the integrated 
career center system may arrange to have 
such core services provided to an individual 
by a certified provider or the State either on 
a contract basis or through the use of career 
grants. 

(g) ADDITIONAL SERVICES.—Integrated ca- 
reer center systems, may provide customized 
workforce development services to employ- 
ers on a fee-for-service basis, as determined 
by the local workforce development board. 

(h) ALTERNATIVE STATE STRATEGY.— 
Through the collaborative process described 
in section 103, the Governor has the author- 
ity to develop alternative strategies to the 
integrated career center system, which are 
designed to accomplish the full integration 
of workforce development programs. These 
alternative strategies shall be described in a 
proposal to the Secretaries of Education and 
Labor for joint review and approval or dis- 
approval not later than 60 days after the date 
of receipt of such proposal. 

БЕС. 108. IDENTIFICATION OF ELIGIBLE EDU- 
CATION, TRAINING, AND VOCA- 
TIONAL REHABILITATION SERVICE 
PROVIDERS. 

(a) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.—A program 
offered by a provider of education and train- 
ing services shall be eligible to receive funds 
under title ІП, and title I of the Rehabilita- 
tion Act of 1973 through the receipt of career 
grants, or through contract, if such program 
and provider— 

(1) is either— 

(A) eligible to participate in title IV of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965, or 

(B) determined to be eligible under the pro- 
cedures described in subsection (b); and 


25486 


(2) provides the performance-based infor- 
mation required pursuant to subsection (c), 
except that providers eligible under subpara- 
graph (A) only have to provide information 
for programs other than programs leading to 
а degree. 

(b) ALTERNATIVE ELIGIBILITY PROCEDURE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Governor shall estab- 
lish an alternative eligibility procedure for 
providers of education, training, and voca- 
tional rehabilitation services (which may in- 
clude private sector, for profit and nonprofit 
providers of such services) in any State de- 
siring to receive funds under title III of this 
Act and title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973, but that are not eligible to participate 
in title IV of the Higher Education Act of 
1965. Such procedure shall establish mini- 
mum acceptable levels of performance for 
such providers, and be based on guidelines 
developed by the Secretaries of Labor and 
Education. The Governor may utilize such 
criteria to certify service providers as һау- 
ing the ability to meet occupational skill 
standards promoted by the National Skill 
Standards Board, or to meet, high, industry- 
recognized standards that result in a port- 
able skill certificate in the subject, occupa- 
tion, or industry for which training is pro- 
vided, except where such standards are not 
appropriate for the services rendered. The 
Governor shall utilize the local workforce 
development boards, for the identification of 
eligible qualified providers of education, 
training, and vocational rehabilitation serv- 
ices. During a transition period, not to ex- 
ceed 2 years, identification of eligible pro- 
grams and providers under this subsection 
may be based on the performance of such 
programs and providers under the Job Train- 
ing Partnership Act, the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973, or other objective measures of pre- 
vious performance, such as employer evalua- 
tions. 

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), if the 
participation of an institution of higher edu- 
cation in any of the programs under such 
title of such Act is terminated, such institu- 
tion shall not be eligible to receive funds 
under this Act for a period of not less than 
two years. 

(с) PERFORMANCE-BASED INFORMATION.— 
The State shall identify performance-based 
information that is to be submitted by pro- 
viders of services for programs to be eligible 
under this section. Such information may in- 
clude information, relating to— 

(1) the percentage of students completing 
the programs conducted by the provider; 

(2) the rates of licensure of graduates of 
the programs conducted by the provider; 

(3) the percentage of graduates of the pro- 
grams meeting industry-recognized skill 
standards and certification requirements 
that are at least as challenging as skill 
standards endorsed by the National Skill 
Standards Board, once such standards are 
available. 

(4) measures of program effectiveness such 
as the rates of placement and retention in 
employment, and the earnings of graduates 
of programs conducted by the provider, em- 
ployer evaluations of provider services, and 
adherence to accepted industry quality 
standards (where available) by such provid- 
ers; 

(5) the percentage of students who obtained 
employment in an occupation related to the 
program conducted by the provider; 

(6) the warranties or guarantees provided 
by such provider relating to the skill levels 
or employment to be attained by students; 

(Т) other information for providers of serv- 
ices under title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 
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1973 that reflects the priority of serving indi- 
viduals with severe disabilities; and 

(8) the percentage of students who, as a re- 
sult of participation in the program dem- 
onstrate significant gains in literacy and 
basic skills. 

(d) ADMINISTRATION.— 

(1) STATE AGENCY,—The Governor is au- 
thorized to designate a State agency to col- 
lect, verify, and disseminate the perform- 
ance-based information submitted pursuant 
to subsection (c). 

(2) APPLICATION.—A provider of education 
and training services that desires to be eligi- 
ble to receive funds under this title shall 
submit the information required under sub- 
section (c) to the State agency designated 
under paragraph (1) of this subsection at 
such time and in such form as such State 
agency may require. 

(3) LIST OF ELIGIBLE PROVIDERS.—The State 
agency shall compile a list of eligible pro- 
grams and providers, accompanied by the 
performance-based information submitted, 
and disseminate such list and information to 
the local workforce development boards and 
integrated career center systems within the 
State. 

(4) ACCURACY ОЕ INFORMATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—If the State agency deter- 
mines that information concerning a pro- 
vider is inaccurate, such provider shall be 
disqualified from receiving funds under this 
title for a period of not less than two years, 
unless such provider can demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the Governor or his or her 
designee, that the information was provided 
in good faith. 

(B) APPEAL.—The Governor shall establish 
a procedure for a service provider to appeal 
a determination by a State agency that re- 
sults in a disqualification under subpara- 
graph (A). Such procedure shall provide an 
opportunity for a hearing and prescribe ap- 
propriate time limits to ensure prompt reso- 
lution of the appeal. 

(5) ASSISTANCE IN DEVELOPING INFORMA- 
TION.—The State agency established pursu- 
ant to paragraph (1) may provide technical 
assistance to education, training, and voca- 
tional rehabilitation providers in developing 
the information required under subsection 
(b). Such assistance may include facilitating 
the utilization of State administrative 
records, such as unemployment compensa- 
tion wage records, and other appropriate co- 
ordination activities. 

(е) ON-THE-JOB TRAINING EXCEPTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Providers of on-the-job 
training are not subject to the requirements 
of subsections (a), (b), (c), and (d). 

(2) COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION OF IN- 
FORMATION.—The Workforce Development 
Board shall collect such performance-based 
information from on-the-job training provid- 
ers as the Governor may require, and dis- 
seminate such information to the local inte- 
grated career center systems. 

( RULE OF CONSTRUCTION REGARDING 
STATE AS PROVIDER OF SERVICES.—This sec- 
tion does not prohibit a State from being a 
provider of education and training services 
under title III, or under title I of the Reha- 
bilitation Act of 1973, subject to the State 
meeting the requirements of this section for 
serving as such a provider. 

БЕС. 109. MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each State is authorized 
to use a portion of the funds it receives 
under this Act to design a unified manage- 
ment information system that is in accord- 
ance with guidelines established jointly by 
the Secretaries in consultation with the 
Governors. 
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(b) REQUIREMENTS.—Each unified manage- 
ment information system shall, to the extent 
practicable as determined by the Governor— 

(1) be utilized for federally required fiscal 
reporting and monitoring for each of the pro- 
grams authorized under this Act; 

(2) be used by all agencies involved in 
workforce development activities, including 
integrated career center systems which shall 
have the capability to track the overall pub- 
lic investments within the State and 
workforce development areas, and to inform 
policymakers as to the results being 
achieved and the demographic characteris- 
tics of the individuals served through that 
investment; 

(3) contain a common structure of finan- 
cial reporting requirements, fiscal systems 
and monitoring for all workforce develop- 
ment expenditures included in the workforce 
development system that shall utilize com- 
mon data elements and the definitions in- 
cluded in section 5; 

(4) support local efforts to establish 
workforce development systems, including 
intake and eligibility determination for all 
services; and 

(5) contain data on the demographic char- 
acteristics on the participants served by pro- 
grams authorized under this Act, which shall 
be collected, produced, and published by the 
Secretaries. 

(c) PRIVACY.—Nothing in this Act shall vio- 
late the provisions of the Family Education 
Rights and Privacy Act under section 444 of 
the General Education Provisions Act and 
the privacy and confidentiality provisions 
under section 22(b) of title II of the Wagner- 
Peyser Act as amended by this Act. 

SEC. 110. a aagana ACCOUNTABILITY SYS- 


(a) IN GENERAL.—In order to promote high 
levels of performance and to ensure an ap- 
propriate return on the Nation's investment 
in the workforce development and literacy 
system, each State receiving funds under 
this Act shall develop, or have developed, a 
statewide performance accountability sys- 
tem in accordance with the provisions of this 
section. 

(b) INDICATORS ОҒ PERFORMANCE. 

(1) ІМ GENERAL,—Each State receiving 
funds under this Act shall identify indicators 
of performance for each of the programs es- 
tablished under titles II through IV of this 
Act and title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973, consistent with State goals as described 
in the State plan in accordance with section 
104. Such indicators shall, at a minimum, in- 
clude the core indicators described in sub- 
section (f), and be expressed in an objective, 
quantifiable, and measurable form. Such in- 
dicators may also include post-program sur- 
veys measuring customer satisfaction of 
both employers and program participants. 

(2) TECHNICAL DEFINITIONS OF CORE INDICA- 
TORS.—In order to ensure nationwide com- 
parability of performance data, the Sec- 
retary of Labor and the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, in collaboration with the States and 
with representatives of business and indus- 
try, employees, educational agencies, service 
providers, participants, parents and other in- 
terested parties, shall promulgate technical 
definitions of each of the core indicators de- 
scribed in subsection (f), to be used under 
this Act in measuring performance. 

(c) EXPECTED LEVELS OF PERFORMANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—{A) Each State shall iden- 
tify the level of performance, consistent with 
State goals described under section 104, that 
is expected for local workforce development 
areas and other applicable local administra- 
tive entities under this Act. In determining 


. 
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such levels, the State shall take into ac- 
count the challenging levels identified under 
paragraph (2), and initially develop baseline 
levels of performance upon which the State 
will measure continuous improvement. 

(B) The Governor, through the collabo- 
rative process, may adjust the expected level 
of performance with respect to each local 
area taking into account specific economic, 
demographic, and geographic factors, and 
the characteristics of the population to be 
served. 

(2) CHALLENGING LEVELS OF PERFORM- 
ANCE.—In order to encourage high levels of 
performance and advance the Nation's com- 
petitiveness in the global economy, the Sec- 
retary of Labor and the Secretary of Edu- 
cation, in collaboration with the States and 
with representatives of business and indus- 
try, employees, educational agencies, service 
providers, participants, parents and other in- 
terested parties, shall identify challenging 
levels of performance with respect to appro- 
priate core indicators selected from among 
the core indicators described in subsection 
(f). Where applicable, such challenging levels 
of performance shall reflect industry-recog- 
nized skill standards. 

(d) REPORT ON PERFORMANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The State shall report to 
the Secretary of Labor and the Secretary of 
Education, the levels of performance 
achieved by local workforce development 
areas and other applicable local administra- 
tive entities with respect to the indicators 
identified pursuant to subsection (b)(1) for 
each program year. The Secretaries shall 
make such information available to the gen- 
eral public through publication and other ap- 
propriate methods, and shall disseminate 
State-by-State comparisons, and compari- 
sons with other industrialized nations (where 
appropriate). 

(2) REPORTING OPTIONS.—In the collection 
and reporting of such data, States are en- 
couraged to utilize administrative reporting 
data on quarterly earnings, establishment 
and industry affiliation, and geographic lo- 
cation of employment, such as unemploy- 
ment insurance wage-data records. 

(е) CONSEQUENCES FOR POOR PERFORM- 
ANCE.— 

(1) CRITERIA.—The Governor, through the 
collaborative process, is authorized to estab- 
lish criteria for determining whether local 
workforce development areas and other ap- 
plicable local administrative entities have 
failed to meet expected levels of performance 
with respect to programs under this Act. 

(2) CONSEQUENCES FOR POOR PERFORM- 
ANCE.— 

(A) STATE CONSEQUENCES.—If a State fails 
to meet expected levels of performance for a 
program for any program year as established 
pursuant to subsection (a), the Secretary of 
Education or the Secretary of Labor, as ap- 
propriate to the particular program, may 
provide technical assistance, including as- 
sistance in the development of a perform- 
ance improvement plan. If such failure con- 
tinues for a second consecutive year, the ap- 
propriate Secretary may reduce by not more 
than 5 percent, the amount of the grant that 
would (in the absence of this paragraph) be 
payable to the State under such program for 
the immediately succeeding program year. 
Such penalty shall be based on the degree of 
failure to meet expected levels of perform- 
ance. 

(В) LOCAL CONSEQUENCES.—(i) If a local 
workforce development area, or other appli- 
cable local administrative entity, fails to 
meet expected levels of performance for a 
program for any program year under the cri- 
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teria established in paragraph (1), the Gov- 
ernor, through the collaborative process, 
may provide technical assistance, including 
the development of a performance improve- 
ment plan, 

(ii) If such failure continues for a second 
consecutive year, the Governor may take 
corrective actions, such as the withholding 
of funds, the redesignation of a local admin- 
istrative entity, or such other actions as the 
Governor, through the collaborative process, 
determines are appropriate, consistent with 
State law, section 104(c)(3) of this Act, and 
the requirements of this Act. 

D CORE INDICATORS OF PERFORMANCE.— 

(1) COMMON CORE INDICATORS FOR ADULTS.— 
In addition to the core indicators of perform- 
ance described in paragraph (2), common 
core indicators of performance for programs 
conducted under titles III and IV of this Act, 
and under title I of the Vocational Rehabili- 
tation Act of 1973 shall be weighted and ap- 
plied to each of the individual programs, ac- 
cording to the purposes of such titles, and in- 
clude measures of— 

(A) placement in unsubsidized employ- 
ment; 

(B) retention in unsubsidized employment 
for not less than 6 months and for not less 
than 12 months, respectively; 

(C) increases in earnings, or in earnings in 
combination with employer-assisted bene- 
fits; 

(D) attainment of industry-recognized oc- 
cupational skills, including basic workplace 
competencies and industry-recognized skill 
standards, which may include the acquisi- 
tion of a skill certificate in the-occupation 
for which the individual has been prepared; 

(E) attainment of a high school diploma, a 
general equivalency diploma, or a certificate 
of completion of a program authorized under 
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; and 

(F) such other measures of performance 
that the State may wish to collect. 

(2) ADDITIONAL CORE INDICATORS FOR 
ADULTS.— 

(A) ADULT EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PRO- 
GRAMS.—In addition to the common core in- 
dicators described in paragraph (1), the core 
indicators of performance for programs con- 
ducted under title ПІ shall include measures 
of the success of individuals with barriers to 
employment, including dislocated workers, 
economically disadvantaged individuals, 
older workers, individuals with disabilities, 
displaced homemakers, veterans, and indi- 
viduals who are basic skills deficient, in 
achieving performance goals established pur- 
suant to this Act. 

(B) ADULT EDUCATION AND FAMILY LITERACY 
PROGRAMS.—In addition to the common соге 
indicators described in paragraph (1), the 
core indicators of performance for programs 
conducted under title IV shall include meas- 
ures of— 

(i) the number of individuals who, as a re- 
sult of participation in programs funded 
under this Act, demonstrate significant 
gains in literacy skills; and 

(ii) such other measures of performance 
that the State may wish to collect, including 
measures of the success of family literacy 
programs, increased English language skills, 
and increased community involvement. 

(C) PROGRAMS ESTABLISHED UNDER TITLE I 
OF THE REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973.—In addi- 
tion to the common core indicators de- 
scribed in paragraph (1), the core indicators 
of performance for programs conducted 
under title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
shall include measures of the success of indi- 
viduals with severe disabilities, including 
those individuals determined to have a dis- 
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ability under title П or title XVI of the So- 
cial Security Act, in achieving performance 
goals established pursuant to this Act. 

(3) CORE INDICATORS FOR YOUTH DEVELOP- 
MENT AND CAREER PREPARATION PROGRAMS.— 
The core indicators of performance for pro- 
grams conducted under title II shall include 
measures of— 

(A) attainment of challenging State aca- 
demic standards; 

(B) attainment of a high school diploma or 
a general equivalency diploma; 

(C) attainment of industry-recognized oc- 
cupational skills, including basic workplace 
competencies and industry-recognized skill 
standards, which may include the acquisi- 
tion of a skill certificate in the occupation 
for which the individual has been prepared; if 
such skill certificate is acquired in addition 
to or in combination with a high shool di- 
ploma or general equivalency diploma; 

(D) reduction in school dropout rates; 

(E) positive results such as placement in 
postsecondary education or advanced train- 
ing, military service, employment, or reg- 
istered apprenticeships; 

(F) the success of individuals described 
under section 201(12) in achieving perform- 
ance goals established pursuant to this Act, 
including placement in nontraditional train- 
ing and employment; and 

(G) such other measures of performance 
that the State may wish to collect. 

SEC. 111. en ON FEDERAL REGULA- 


The Secretary of the Department of Labor 
and the Secretary of the Department of Edu- 
cation shall issue regulations under this Act 
only to the extent that such regulations are 
necessary to ensure that there is compliance 
with the specific requirements of this Act. 
SEC. 112, GENERAL PROVISION. 

Nothing in this Act shall mandate that any 
individual, particularly youth served under 
title П of this Act, be required to choose a 
specific career path or major. 

SEC. 113. LIABILITY. 

Expenditures that are disallowed (except in 
the case of fraud, embezzlement, or other 
criminal activities) under this Act or under 
title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, may 
be repaid from funds allocated under the 
title for which such disallowance occurs, in 
subsequent program years or fiscal years, as 
appropriate, after the year in which such dis- 
allowance occured. The amount of funds re- 
paid should be equal to the amount of funds 
disallowed. 


Subtitle B—Amendments to Wagner-Peyser 
Act 


SEC. 131. GENERAL PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 2 of the Act of 
June 6, 1933 (commonly known as the Wag- 
ner-Peyser Act“) (29 U.S.C. 49а) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking Job 
Training Partnership Act“ and inserting 
“Consolidated and Reformed Education, Em- 
ployment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act"; 

(2) in paragraph (2) to read as follows: 

“(2) the term ‘local workforce development 
board’ means a local workforce development 
board established under title I of the Con- 
solidated and Reformed Education, Employ- 
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act;"’; 

(3) in paragraph (4) to read as follows: 

“(4) the term ‘local workforce development 
area’ means a local workforce development 
area established under title I of the Consoli- 
dated and Reformed Education, Employ- 
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Асб;”; 

(4) in paragraph (5), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 
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“(6) the term ‘public employment office’ 
means an office which provides employment 
services to the general public as part of an 
integrated career center system; and 

“(7) the term ‘integrated career center sys- 
бет" means an integrated career center sys- 
tem established under title I of the Consoli- 
dated and Reformed Education, Employ- 
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act.“. 

(b) DUTIES.—Section 3(a) of such Act (29 
U.S.C, 49b(a)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(а) The Secretary of Labor shall, pursu- 
ant to title II of this Act— 

(J) assist in the coordination and develop- 
ment of a nationwide system of labor ex- 
change services for the general public; 

(2) assist in the development of perform- 
ance standards, benchmarks, and continuous 
improvement models for such nationwide 
system which ensures private sector satisfac- 
tion and meets the demands of jobseekers; 
and 

“(8) ensure the continued services for indi- 
viduals receiving unemployment compensa- 
tion.“. 

(c) REQUIREMENTS FOR RECEIPT OF FUNDS.— 
Section 4 of such Act (29 U.S.C. 49c) is 
amended by striking “а State shall, through 
its legislature” and inserting ‘‘the Governor 
of a State shall, through the collaborative 
process described in title I of the Consoli- 
dated and Reformed Education, Employ- 
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act“. 

(а) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 5 of such Act (29 U.S.C. 49d) is 
amended by inserting before the period at 
the end the following: , of which not less 
than 25 percent shall be for carrying out both 
section 14 and title II of this Act“. 

(е) USE OF FUNDS UNDER THIS AcT.—Sec- 
tion 7(c)(2) of such Act (29 U.S.C. 49f(c)(2)) is 
amended by striking “апу of the following 
provisions of law“ and all that follows and 
inserting “the Consolidated and Reformed 
Education, Employment, and Rehabilitation 
Systems Act.“ 

(f) STATE PLAN.—Section 8 of such Act (29 
U.S.C. 49g) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a) to read as follows: 

“(а) Any State desiring to receive assist- 
ance under this Act shall submit to the Sec- 
retary, as part of the State workforce devel- 
opment and literacy plan authorized under 
title I of the Consolidated and Reformed 
Education, Employment, and Rehabilitation 
Systems Act, detailed plans for carrying out 
the provisions of this Act within such 
State.“; 

(2) by striking subsections (b), (с), and (е); 
and 

(3) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub- 
section (b). 

(g) ELIMINATION OF FEDERAL ADVISORY 
CouncIL.—Section 11 of such Act (29 U.S.C. 
49j) is hereby repealed. 

(h) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Such Act is amended by inserting after 
section 2 the following new heading: 

“TITLE I—GENERAL PROGRAM 
REQUIREMENTS”. 

(2) Section 4 of such Act is amended by 
striking “United States Employment Serv- 
ісе” and inserting Secretary of Labor“. 

(3) Section 7(ЫХ2) of such Act is amended 
by striking “private industry council” and 
inserting “local workforce development 
board”. 

(4) Section 7(4) of such Act is amended— 

(A) by striking “United States Employ- 
ment Service” and inserting “Secretary of 
Labor”; and 

(В) by striking “Job Training Partnership 
Act” and inserting Consolidated and Re- 
formed Education, Employment, and Reha- 
bilitation Systems Act“. 
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striking The Director, with the approval of 
the Secretary of Labor,“ and inserting The 
Secretary of Labor”. 

SEC, 132. LABOR MARKET INFORMATION. 

The Act of June 6, 1933 (commonly known 
as the Wagner-Peyser Act“; 29 U.S.C. 49), as 
amended by section 131, is further amended 
by adding at the end the following new title: 
“TITLE II—LABOR MARKET INFORMATION 
“SEC. 21. PURPOSE. 

“The purpose of this title is to ensure a 
comprehensive and coordinated system of 
labor market information which will provide 
locally based, accurate, up-to-date, easily ac- 
cessible, and user friendly labor market in- 
formation through a cooperative Federal, 
State, and local governance structure which 
includes partnerships with the private sector 
at all levels. 

“SEC. 22. SYSTEM CONTENT. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Labor, 
in accordance with the provisions of this 
title, shall oversee the development, mainte- 
nance, and continuous improvement of a na- 
tionwide system of labor market informa- 
tion using statistically valid data, which in- 
clude— 

“(1) statistical data from survey and рго- 
jection programs and data from administra- 
tive reporting systems, which, taken to- 
gether, enumerate, estimate, and project the 
supply and demand for labor at Federal, 
State, and local levels in a timely manner, 
including data on— 

“(А) the demographic characteristics, as 
defined in section 5 of the Consolidated and 
Reformed Education, Employment, and Re- 
habilitation Systems Act, socioeconomic 
characteristics, and current employment 
status of the population, including self-em- 
ployed, part-time, and seasonal workers, and 
individuals with severe disabilities, as such 
data are available from the Bureau of Census 
and other sources; 

“(В) job vacancies, education and training 
requirements, skills, wages, benefits, work- 
ing conditions, and industrial distribution of 
occupations, as well as current and projected 
employment opportunities and trends by in- 
dustry and occupation; 

“(С) the educational attainment, training, 
skills, skill levels, and occupations of the 
population aggregates, as such data area are 
available from the Bureau of Census and 
other sources; 

D) information (such as unemployment 


insurance wage data records) maintained in . 


a longitudinal manner on the quarterly earn- 
ings, establishment and industry affiliation, 
and geographic location of employment; and 

“(Е) the incidence, industrial and geo- 
graphical location, and number of workers 
displaced by permanent layoffs and plant 
closings; 

“(2) State and local employment and 
consumer information on— 

“(А) job openings, locations, hiring re- 
quirements, and application procedures, as 
well as profiles of employers in the local 
labor market describing the nature of work 
performed, employment requirements, 
wages, benefits, and hiring patterns as such 
information is volunteered by employers; 

“(В) aggregate data on job seekers, includ- 
ing their education and training, skills, skill 
levels, employment experience, and employ- 
ment goals; and 

“(С) education courses, training programs, 
job placement programs, and vocational re- 
habilitation programs (where appropriate), 
including— 

“(1) program performance information as 
required by this Act, such as summary data 
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on program completion, acquisition of indus- 
try-recognized skill standards, job place- 
ment, earnings, and the level of satisfaction 
of the participants and their employers; and 

“(ii) descriptive information on programs, 
such as eligibility requirements, costs, fi- 
nancial support, or other supportive services, 
and other appropriate information which 
may be available with these courses and pro- 
grams; 

“(3) technical standards for data and infor- 
mation that will— 

„) as a minimum guarantor of data use- 
fulness and quality, ensure compatibility 
and additivity of data and information to en- 
able comparisons among localities and 
States; 

“(В) support standardization and aggrega- 
tion of data and information from the ad- 
ministrative reporting systems of employ- 
ment-related programs, and 

“(C) include— 

„ classification and coding systems for 
industries, occupations, skills, programs, 
and courses; 

(i)) nationally standardized definitions of 
terms; 

(iii) a common system for designating ge- 
ographic areas; 

“(іу) quality control mechanisms for data 
collection and analysis; and 

“(у) common schedules for data collection 
and dissemination; 

“(4) analysis of data and information for 
uses including— 

“(А) Federal, State, and local economic 
policymaking; 

(B) the implementation of Federal poli- 
cies, including the allocation of Federal 
funds to States and localities and the facili- 
tation of job search and hiring in local labor 
markets; 

“(С) Federal, State, and local program 
planning and evaluation; and 

D) research on labor market dynamics; 

5) dissemination mechanisms for data 
and analysis, including mechanisms which 
may be standardized among the States and 
technical standards in the design of auto- 
mated databases, and the design of user 
interfaces and communications protocols; 

“(6) programs of technical assistance for 
States and localities in the development, 
maintenance, and utilization of data, analy- 
sis, and dissemination mechanisms, includ- 
ing assistance in adopting and utilizing auto- 
mated systems and improving the access, 
through electronic and other means, of 
youth, adults, and employers to labor mar- 
ket information for localities, States, and 
the Nation; 

“(7) programs of research and demonstra- 
tion, which may be carried out by States and 
other public or private entities, on ways to 
improve the products and processes author- 
ized in this title; and 

(8) objective performance measures, 
which will allow for the continuous monitor- 
ing of the progress of the labor market infor- 
mation system at national, State, and local 
levels. 


(b) INFORMATION TO BE CONFIDENTIAL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—No officer or employee of 
the Federal Government or agent of the Fed- 
eral Government may: 

(A) use the information furnished under 
the provisions of this title for any purpose 
other than the statistical purposes for which 
it is supplied; 

(B) make any publication whereby the data 
furnished by any particular establishment or 
individual under this title can be individ- 
ually identified; or 
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(C) permit anyone other than the sworn of- 
Псегв and employees of any Federal depart- 
ment or agency to examine the individual re- 
ports. 

(2) IMMUNITY FROM LEGAL PROCESS.—Any 
information which is collected and retained 
under this title shall be immune from the 
legal process and shall not, without the con- 
sent of the individual or establishment con- 
cerned, be admitted as evidence or used for 
any purpose in any action, suit, or other ju- 
dicial or administrative proceeding. 

“SEC. 23. FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITIES. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—The Nation's labor mar- 
ket information system shall be planned, ad- 
ministered, overseen, and evaluated by a co- 
operative governance structure involving the 
Federal Government, States, and local enti- 


es. 

(b) DUTIES.—The Secretary, with respect 
to data collection, analysis, and dissemina- 
tion of labor market information, shall carry 
out the following duties: 

“(1) Ensure that all statistical and admin- 
istrative data collection activities within 
the Department of Labor, including the Em- 
ployment and Training Administration, Vet- 
erans’ Employment and Training Service, 
Employment Standards Administration, and 
the Occupational Health and Safety Admin- 
istration, are consistent with those of the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

“(2) Assign responsibilities, as appropriate, 
to agencies such as the Employment and 
Training Administration to work with the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics in the collection, 
analysis and, particularly, in the dissemina- 
tion of labor market information, and in the 
provision of training and technical assist- 
ance to users of information, including the 
States, employers, youth, and adults. 

“(3) In cooperation with other Federal 
agencies, including the Department of Com- 
merce, Department of Defense, Department 
of the Treasury, Department of Education, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
Department of Agriculture, Department of 
Veterans’ Affairs, and the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget, establish and maintain 
mechanisms for ensuring complementarity 
and nonduplication in the development and 
operation of statistical and administrative 
data collection activities, in order to ensure 
a comprehensive labor market information 
system. 

“(4) Actively seek the participation of 
other Federal agencies, particularly the Na- 
tional Center for Education Statistics and 
the Division of Adult and Vocational Edu- 
cation, and the Rehabilitation Services Ad- 
ministration of the Department of Edu- 
cation, the Veterans' Employment and 
Training Service of the Department of Labor 
and the Department of Veterans’ Affairs 
with respect to vocational rehabilitation 
programs in the design and provision of 
standardized information to the States to 
support section 22(2), and in the dissemina- 
tion of labor market information. 

“(5) Establish confidentiality standards for 
the labor market information system at Fed- 
eral, State, and local levels, including such 
provisions as may be necessary, to be taken 
in coordination with the States, to ensure 
that privacy and confidentiality protections 
are guaranteed with respect to individuals 
and firm data. 

e) ADDITIONAL DUTIES.—The Secretary, 
in collaboration with the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, with the assistance of other agen- 
2 the Department where appropriate. 

(J) establish and maintain, with the co- 
operation of the States, elements of the sys- 
tem described in sections ) and a)): 
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“(2) develop and promulgate standards, 
definitions, formats, collection methodolo- 
gies, and other necessary system elements 
for the use of the States in their assembling 
and presentation of the employment infor- 
mation specified in section 22(а)(2); 

(3) eliminate gaps and duplication in sta- 


tistical undertakings, with the 
systemization of wage surveys as an early 
priority; 


“(4) recommend any needed improvements 
in administrative reporting systems to sup- 
port the development of labor market infor- 
mation from their data; and 

“(5) ensure that— 

“(А) data are sufficiently timely relevant 
to employers and other users, and locally de- 
tailed for uses including those specified in 
section 22(a)(4); 

„B) administrative records are standard- 
ized to facilitate the aggregation of data 
from local to State and national levels and 
to support the creation of new statistical se- 
ries from program records; and 

“(С) paperwork and reporting requirements 
on employers and individuals are reduced. 
“БЕС. 24. ANNUAL PLAN. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Labor, 
in collaboration with the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, and with assistance of other ap- 
propriate Federal agencies, shall prepare an 
annual plan to be the operational mechanism 
for achieving a cooperative Federal/State 
governance structure for labor market infor- 
mation and provide the written justification 
for the Department of Labor's budget re- 
quest to Congress by describing the activi- 
ties and priorities of the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, other offices within the Depart- 
ment of Labor, and other Federal agencies 
with regard to data collection, analysis, and 
dissemination of labor market information 
for fiscal years succeeding the fiscal year in 
which the plan is developed and shall in- 
clude— 

) the results of a periodic review of 
users’ needs and priorities, including the 
identification of new employment issues and 
the attendant emergence of new needs, on 
the part of Congress, the States, employers, 
youth, and adults, for data, analysis, and dis- 
semination; 

(2) an evaluation, including the results of 
objective measures, of the performance of 
the labor market information system in 
meeting these needs and the steps to be 
taken to overcome deficiencies; 

(3) a summary of ongoing data programs 
and activities under section 22 and a descrip- 
tion of the development of new data pro- 
grams, analytical techniques, definitions and 
standards, dissemination mechanisms, train- 
ing and technical assistance, governance 
mechanisms, and funding processes to meet 
new needs; and 

“(4) the results of an annual review of the 
costs to the States of meéting contract re- 
quirements for data production under this 
title, including a description of how the Sec- 
retary's requested budget will cover these 
costs. 

(b) COOPERATION WITH THE STATES.—The 
Secretary and the Bureau of Labor Statis- 
tics, in cooperation with the States, shall de- 
velop the plan by— 

(J) establishing procedures and mecha- 
nisms for holding formal and periodic con- 
sultations on products and administration of 
the system, at least once each quarter, with 
representatives of employers as well as with 
representatives of the States from each of 
the 10 Federal regions of the Department of 
Labor, elected by and from among the State 
directors of labor market information, ac- 
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cording to a process set forth by the Sec- 
retary; and 

“(2) incorporating in the annual plan, for 
its submission to Congress, the results of 
these consultations, including any supple- 
mentary or dissenting views from represent- 
atives of the States. 

“(с) REPRESENTATIVES OF STATES DEEMED 
To BE FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.—For purposes of 
the development of the annual plan and to 
meet the provisions of Office of Management 
and Budget Circular А-11, the representa- 
tives of the States, elected in accordance 
with subsection (b)(1), shall be considered to 
be employees of the Department of Labor. 
“SEC. 25. GOVERNOR'S RESPONSIBILITIES. 

“(а) DESIGNATION OF STATE AGENCY.—The 
Governor of each State shall designate a sin- 
gle State agency to be the agency respon- 
sible for the management and oversight of a 
statewide comprehensive labor market infor- 
mation system and for the State’s participa- 
tion in the cooperative Federal/State govern- 
ance structure for the nationwide labor mar- 
ket information system. 

b) DuTres.—In order to receive Federal 
financial assistance under this Act, the 
State agency shall— 

(J) develop, maintain, and continuously 
improve a comprehensive labor market in- 
formation system, which shall— , 

“(А) include all the elements specified іп 
section 22; and 

“(В) be responsive to the needs of the State 
and its localities for planning and evaluative 
data, including employment and economic 
analyses and projections, as required by this 
Act, the Consolidated and Reformed Edu- 
cation, Employment, and Rehabilitation 
Systems Act, the Social Security Act, and 
other provisions of law which require the use 
of labor market information; 

“(2) ensure the performance of contract 
and grant responsibilities for data collec- 
tion, analysis, and dissemination; 

“(3) conduct such other data collection, 
analysis, and dissemination activities as will 
ensure comprehensive State and local labor 
market information; 

“(4) actively seek the participation of 
other State and local agencies, with particu- 
lar attention to State education, economic 
development, human services, and welfare 
agencies, in data collection, analysis, and 
dissemination activities in order to ensure 
complementarity and compatibility among 
data; and 

“(5) participate in the development of the 
national annual plan.“ 

Subtitle C—General Provision 
SEC. 141. WORKER RIGHTS. 

The following requirements shall apply to 
programs under titles II and III of this Act: 

(1) PROHIBITION ON DISPLACEMENT.—A par- 
ticipant in a program under titles II or III 
shall not displace any currently employed 
worker (including a partial displacement, 
such as a reduction in the hours of non-over- 
time work, wages, or employment benefits). 

(2) PROHIBITION ON IMPAIRMENT OF CON- 
TRACTS.—A program under title II or III shall 
not impair existing contracts for services or 
collective bargaining agreements, and no 
such program that would be inconsistent 
with the terms of a collective bargaining 
agreement shall be undertaken without the 
written concurrence of the labor organiza- 
tion and employer concerned. 

(3) PROHIBITION ON REPLACEMENT.—A par- 
ticipant in a program under title II or Ш 
shall not be employed— 

(A) when any other individual is on tem- 
porary layoff, with the clear possibility of 
recall, from the same or any substantially 
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equivalent job with the participating em- 
ployer; or 

(B) when the employer has terminated the 
employment of any regular employee or oth- 
erwise reduced the workforce of the em- 
ployer with the intention of filling the va- 
cancy so created with the student. 

(4) WORKPLACES.—A participant in a pro- 
gram under title II or IN shall be provided 
with adequate and safe equipment and safe 
and healthful workplaces in conformity with 
all health and safety requirements of Fed- 
eral, State, and local law. 

(5) EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS.—Nothing in 
this Act shall be construed to modify or af- 
fect any Federal or State law prohibiting 
discrimination on the basis of race, religion, 
color, ethnicity, national origin, gender, age, 
or disability, or to modify or affect any right 
to enforcement of this Act that may exist 
under other Federal laws, except as expressly 
provided by this Act. 

SEC. 142. TRANSFERABILITY. 

The Governor, through the collaborative 
process, has the authority to transfer not 
more than 10 percent of the total allotment 
to a State under title П or title ПІ of this 
Act, between such titles. Funds transferred 
under this authority must be distributed to 
local providers in accordance with the provi- 
sions of title П and ІП of this Act. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to title I? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KILDEE 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. KILDEE: H.R. 
1617: Page 91, strike lines 12 through 18. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I am of- 
fering this amendment with my col- 
league, the gentleman from Montana 
[Mr. WILLIAMS]. This amendment would 
strike six lines in the bill which were 
added after the bill was reported from 
committee. That provision would allow 
transfer of 10 percent of funding from 
the youth block grant to the adult 
training block or vice versa. This pro- 
vision would never have been approved 
in committee because it would com- 
pletely undermine the ability of local 
communities to plan for the rational 
and effective use of limited education 
and work force preparation dollars. 

When we set up these block grants, 
Mr. Chairman, we engaged in a produc- 
tive debate about how to design an in- 
tegrated, high performance career 
preparation and education system. In 
the face of 20 percent cuts in the au- 
thorization level, and over $2 billion in 
job training and education funds, this 
represents a very real threat to the 
stability of the system. 

The greatest threat this poses is to 
local schools, your local schools. We all 
know that it is going to be next to im- 
possible, Mr. Chairman, for States to 
meet the very stringent work require- 
ments of the emerging welfare com- 
promise. 

Now, for Governors who are trying to 
avoid the penalties of failure to meet 
those targets, this new provision, 
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which was not discussed in committee, 
will provide an irresistible source of 
funds for Governors. Our schools will 
be left holding the bag as Governors 
pull that 10 percent, from the schools 
transfer the funds to the adult training 
block to meet those emerging work re- 
quirements in welfare. So our schools 
again will be left holding the bag and 
the uncomfortable choice of raising 
local property taxes or new school lev- 


ies. 

Mr. Chairman, I would support this 
provision, if it contained the stipula- 
tion that the Governor certify that all 
needs under the title from which the 
funds are being transferred have been 
met. But that is not part of the provi- 
sion. Otherwise this provision will seri- 
ously, I think, threaten the school- 
based part of vocational education by 
tempting the Governors to reach into 
the schools to pull more money toward 
those work requirements in the welfare 
bill. 

So, I urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
KILDEE]. I realize that it did pass out of 
committee without this change, but we 
have had the Governors and others 
have come to us with requests, and in 
trying to reach down, trying to push 
the money down to the local commu- 
nities, it seems that this is a worth- 
while thing to give them, 10 percent of 
leeway between the two. Out of 100 per- 
cent of money, Mr. Chairman, we are 
only giving them 10 percent of leeway, 
and I think the Governors have every 
bit as much compassion on the local 
level as we do. There was language that 
this gives the States the flexibility to 
use the funds where there is the great- 
est need, but it does protect the basic 
four-grants structure of the bill. It 
gives the funds locally and ensures 
that the Federal dollars will reach the 
people and not the bureaucrats. 

Some might argue and see this provi- 
sion as the glass is half-empty, but I 
think that it is half-full in giving the 
local people more jurisdiction. The lan- 
guage provides a voice for local people. 
They can lobby their State legislators 
for funding, and their Governor. We are 
moving the decision-making out of 
Washington into the States, into the 
States and localities, and I think the 
whole premise of the bill is to drive de- 
cision-making down locally, however 
we do retain 10 percent of the decision 
here in Washington. 

So, I think this is just a good com- 
promise that we have been able to 
work out. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCKEON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. KILDEE. Two things that bother 
me: 
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First of all, schools have to plan. As 

my colleague knows, that is why we 
generally have education forward fund- 
ed. The schools have to plan, and with 
the schools never knowing for sure 
whether the Governor may reach in 
and pull 10 percent of those funds out 
does not really make for good plan- 
ning. 
Would the gentleman be willing to 
put it some language saying that the 
Governor must certify that all needs 
under the block have been met before 
any funds are transferred. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, I served on a school 
board for 9 years. I understand what 
the gentleman is saying about plan- 
ning, and it is a problem, but it is 
something that school boards live with 
all the time. 

I know while I served on the school 
board the State would pass our budget 
and it would come down, the fiscal year 
was started in July, and throughout 
the whole year we were subject at any 
time to recall of some of those funds. 
They have that problem now that they 
live with, and this would be a small 
portion of the funds that they receive. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, I 
have two sons in the military, so I 
would not want this to happen. But we 
would never say che President could 
transfer 10 percent of the funds from 
the Pentagon to some other program 
here, because the Pentagon has to plan 
also, and schools have to plan just like 
the Pentagon. 

We would never be able to success- 
fully have an amendment here on the 
floor allowing the President of the 
United States to transfer 10 percent of 
some Pentagon funds to another agen- 
cy. Why do we do this to schools? 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, the schools, as they 
are now operating in the real world, 
never plan to spend 100 percent. 

Mr. KILDEE. The Pentagon is in the 
real world, I would hope. My two sons 
are lieutenants in the Army. 

Mr. MCKEON. School boards never 
plan to spend their whole 100 percent 
because they understand how this proc- 
ess works, and they always leave a con- 
tingency there, and I think that is 
good sound planning. I think they 
would continue to do that on this basis. 

Mr. KILDEE. Well, I am just wonder- 
ing why we always make schools have 
bake sales to make up the difference. 
We always let people raid school funds 
and not other areas of government. 

Mr. MCKEON. This is not just 
schools, it could be just the opposite. It 
could be 10 percent from those out of 
schools. It could mean more money for 
schools. 

Mr. KILDEE. It could. 

Mr. MCKEON. So, really, what we are 
looking at is we have 50 Governors over 
the 50 States, we have the State legis- 
latures, who are very close to the peo- 
ple in their local States, their local 
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communities, and we are just trying to 
give them a little discretion out of all 
this money that we are giving them. I 
think that this is reasonable. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, I 
read the amendment. I know it could 
flow from title II to title III and vice 
versa. But in this environment which 
are we are in right now, while we are 
changing welfare as we know it, and we 
are putting increased pressure on get- 
ting into the work force, which I agree 
with, the pressure is going to be on 
pulling money from schools to the 
adult part. That is the way the money 
will flow in the next few years. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi- 
tion to this amendment and encourage 
my colleagues to understand what we 
are talking about here. First and fore- 
most we are talking about flexibility. 
That is the foundation of the whole 
bill. 

Second, let us understand that we are 
recognizing that we are making cuts, 
cuts the gentleman from Michigan and 
I might not necessarily like, but the 
reality of deficit reduction means we 
are going to be making cuts. That 
means States and locals are going to 
have to make priorities. 

Mr. Chairman, I will tell Members 
that the job training realities in Michi- 
gan are different than the job training 
realities in Wisconsin, and different 
than the job training realities in Cali- 
fornia, and different than the job train- 
ing realities in Pennsylvania. What 
does that mean? That may mean іп а 
unique situation there is some State 
that wants to take money out of the 
youth training and put it in the adult 
training. I am willing to venture that 
the bulk of the transfer of moneys, 
however, will be from adult training 
into the youth training. It will be into 
the schools. This money can go either 
way. There is not a prohibition that 
says it can only go in one direction. 

Mr. Chairman, let us assume the 
worst case scenario. Let us assume the 
worst case scenario, that every Gov- 
ernor in every State decides to transfer 
10 percent of the funds from one pro- 
gram to another nationwide. We are 
talking about the maximum amount of 
every Governor transferring is $200 mil- 
lion. That is the maximum number, 
based on the authorization not on the 
appropriation level. If we look at what 
the appropriation bills are doing in this 
area, it will be less than that. 

I think we should understand here 
what we are trying to do. We are trying 
to recognize that we are going to have 
to allow some flexibility and some cre- 
ativity in each State. We should take a 
look at the programs in the adult area 
and we will find that most of those pro- 
grams in the adult area, most of the 
funding is in dislocated worker assist- 
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ance or in adult training programs as 
we know them. Job Training Partner- 
ship Act. Let us assume a State like 
Wisconsin. We have a very good econ- 
omy right now. I have little doubt 
what our Governor is going to do. Our 
Governor, who is committed to some of 
these transition programs for youth, I 
have little doubt that what he will do 
is take some of hat money that we 
would get under the adult training side 
and literally put it into the schools, be- 
cause it would make sense from a Wis- 
consin Governor’s perspective to do 
just that. 

Mr. Chairman, I would encourage my 
colleagues to recognize flexibility goes 
both ways, and, most likely, when we 
look at the programs there in each 
area, especially when we are dealing 
with equal funding, the number of pro- 
grams in the youth training program is 
2.9, the number of programs that are in 
the adult training is 2.7. We are not 
robbing Peter to pay Paul. Here they 
are both starting on equal funding, and 
we are saying to the Governors we are 
going to recognize your desire for some 
flexibility in this area. 

This is not going to be disastrous on 
either side. It is going to provide some 
flexibility, and, from that perspective, 
I would encourage my colleagues to re- 
ject the amendment and live with the 
base bill. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment, and I would like to speak 
briefly about two aspects of this prob- 
lem. One is, education is being cut 
drastically. Education is being cut by 
almost $4 billion. Federal aid to edu- 
cation. Those are not the only cuts in 
education. They are cutting education 
at the State levels and cutting edu- 
cation at the city levels. Education for 
children in school. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the gentleman yielding be- 
cause that is the whole purpose. I was 
one of the Republicans who voted 
against the appropriations bill. I agree 
with the gentleman that we have cut 
education too much, but the bill we 
have in front of us will allow those 
Governors to transfer some money 
from those adult programs into the 
very education programs that the gen- 
tleman thinks have been cut too much. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, reclaim- 
ing my time, I thank the gentleman for 
his observation, but what I am speak- 
ing of, has the gentleman seen these 
values that liquid can flow one way but 
it cannot flow back? We need a valve 
where they can transfer money into 
the school systems and not out of it. If 
we can get transfer that way, that is 
the most appropriate transfer, because 
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the bleeding is taking place in the pub- 
lic school systems, in the systems that 
serve children. 

That is where the tremendous lacera- 
tions have been made by this Repub- 
lican controlled Congress; $4 billion, al- 
most, is being lost, and now we are 
jeopardizing just another $200 million 
we say might be transferred. But every 
bit counts. 

Mr. Chairman, there are some school 
systems, like the one that serves my 
constituents in New York City that 
started out with a negative: 8,000 high 
school children and no seats to put 
them in. There is no hope on the hori- 
zon for getting funds for new buildings. 
At the elementary school level they do 
not have money for chalk and erasers. 
So we are in a desperate situation here, 
and it will not be made better by the 
cuts they are going to face next fall. 

They think things are bad this fall, 
wait until the Republican cuts go into 
effect next fall. And $1.1 billion is being 
cut out of title I. That is one-seventh 
of the title I funds. That means one- 
seventh of the money flowing into the 
New York City schools will be cut from 
the title I program. That is no small 
amount of money. 

So, Mr. Chairman, we have a problem 
in terms of education, which we need 
so drastically. It is on the losing end. 
Never before have we had such drastic 
cuts in Federal aid to education. But 
that does not tell the whole story. The 
Federal Government is setting the tone 
for what is happening at the State and 
local levels. So there are cuts all 
around. 

The other thing we must consider is 
the fact that this myth that has been 
perpetrated this year is totally inac- 
curate. The myth that State and local 
governments are superior to the Fed- 
eral Government in terms of incorrupt- 
ibility, in terms of competence, in 
terms of efficiency. That is a myth 
that has been generated this year. 
There is nothing in history to support 
that myth. There is nothing in the 
clippings of our local newspapers that 
will support that myth. 

Mr. Chairman, if we go back and ex- 
amine some of the worst corruption 
cases in the history of the country, the 
corruption cases are at the local level. 
There is corruption at the State level. 
If we look at Federal funding for pro- 
grams close to the one we are consider- 
ing today, look at the SETA program. 
SETA was destroyed by corruption and 
incompetence at the local level. 

It is the local and State levels that 
were the problems and continue to be 
the problems. This myth we have in- 
vented for the convenience of the budg- 
et cutters, people who want to make 
drastic reductions in the Federal aid to 
education, have chosen to blow up local 
government and State government as 
some kind of paragons of virtue. They 
are not. The likelihood that we will 
have patronage considerations over 
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educational considerations, the likeli- 
hood that we will have out-and-out cor- 
ruption is greater at the local level and 
at the State level. Sure, it does not get 
as much publicity, and one of the rea- 
sons that corruption goes on and on 
forever is because it is not exposed in 
the way the Federal Government is ex- 
posed. At the Federal level we have 
much more visibility. 

Mr. Chairman, we are up against a 
situation where there is the likelihood 
that Governors and local administra- 
tors will have more pressure put on 
them by the local clubhouse hacks to 
produce jobs and to produce results for 
the adult programs than for the chil- 
dren. That likelihood is very real. It is 
very real, and we need safeguards 
against it. Beyond the safeguards, we 
need to have some kind of incentives 
provided, some kind of protection pro- 
vided for education. 

Mr. Chairman, the one-way valve I 
am talking about would be a much 
more innovative and useful device for 
the education of children. I do not 
think children would be protected at 
all by leaving it wide open and allow- 
ing this flexibility at the level of the 
Governors and the local level. I think 
that the fact that this language was 
slipped in at the last minute shows 
that the people who are the authors of 
the bill do not lend credibility to them- 
selves. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise to reluctantly, and I 
want to say very reluctantly, oppose 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Michigan. 

I hope if there are ever grades given 
in the art of compromise, that I do not 
pass with high and flying colors; that I 
get it kicking and screaming, just a 
bare passing grade. As Members may 
know, in committee, I worked with the 
gentleman from Montana [Mr. WIL- 
LIAMS], and others that have concern 
about Governors moving the money be- 
tween the different categories. I be- 
lieve that when the Federal Govern- 
ment allocates the money, we can at 
least set minimum criteria, not in how 
to execute these grants but in basic 
guidelines of where, in general terms, 
the money should go and some over- 
riding standards as to the results that 
should be achieved but not microman- 
age their decisions. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe in this bill 
we have made a number of com- 
promises in order to move forward, to 
keep the four categories as opposed to 
а general block grant, to protect as 
many of the categories as possible. 
While this does allow a minimum num- 
ber of moving between a couple of cat- 
egories, which I personally only sup- 
ported with great reluctance, at this 
point I do believe we have a bill that 
can hold together and make it through 
the House and into law, and so I reluc- 
tantly oppose the gentleman from 
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Michigan, even though I very much re- 
spect his point. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I support the amendment of 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KIL- 
DEE], my friend and colleague, al- 
though I must say, if we only look at 
the money that could be moved, it is a 
close call. It is not a close call, though, 
on other elements, which I think have 
not been fully explored during the de- 
bate, and that is with regard to govern- 
ance. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment, al- 
lowing Governors to move money be- 
tween youth and adult training pro- 
grams, will allow them to do some- 
thing with Federal money that they 
cannot now do with their own State 
money. 
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There are 15 States that elect chief 
State school officers and give them 
governance over education. There are 
nine States that have State elected 
boards of education. They choose a 
chief State school officer and provide 
all education governance to that chief 
State school officer. 

So my friends, the point is this: In 
those States, Governors cannot move 
money from education to training. Yet 
we are going to give them the right to 
do that with Federal money, a right 
that they do not now have under law. 
They are going to be able to violate the 
constitutional responsibility of their 
own chief State school officer, take 
education money, up to 10 percent of 
the total of the Federal money, away 
from that chief State school officer, 
and put it over here in labor, in train- 
ing programs. This is something they 
now cannot do with their own money, 
because of their own constitutional 
prohibitions. 

Now, there is another problem in 
what we are doing. I think that first 
problem is very significant and going 
to create a lot of consternation in the 
States between the chief State school 
officers and the Governors. But there is 
а second problem. 

This Congress, after many, many ses- 
sions of work, and after attempts by 
two or three Presidents, is finally, I 
think, going to pass significant welfare 
reform legislation, and we are going to 
have a massive training component and 
work requirement, at least work re- 
quirement, in that welfare reform bill. 
We are going to do something else: We 
are going to cut the money available to 
the Governors to train our own con- 
stituents. 

What are the Governors going to do? 
Turn to the education money, pull 10 
percent of it out, and put it over here 
in the training money so they can 
train their welfare reform people and 
bring them up to the standards that 
are going to be required. 

So on the one hand, we are going to 
propel the Governors to do this 
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through our welfare reform legislation; 
and on the other hand, we are forcing 
them into a fight, if they do do so, with 
the very people in their States who 
now have jurisdiction over this edu- 
cation money. We are going to force 
the Governors to reach in, take money 
from their chief State school officer, 
take it away from youth education and 
use it over here in adult training. That 
is a fight the Governors and chief State 
school officers are going to wish we had 
never forced them into. 

Therefore, I think the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. KILDEE] is showing 
some good foresight here and wisdom 
in saying Let's not start down this 
path. It will create governance prob- 
lems, and, to a lesser degree, will cre- 
ate financial problems for the chief 
State school officers.” 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, with all due respect to 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle, because I think they have made 
very constructive contributions to the 
drafting of this legislation, I should 
point out that the language presently 
in the bill, the 10-percent transfer- 
ability, represent a compromise with 
the governors, who initially wanted a 
20-percent transferability across the 
four consolidation block grants. 

In drafting this legislation, we have 
attempted to at each stage of the way 
find a delicate balance between the 
concerns of various interest groups like 
the Governors, like the family groups, 
like the business community, in com- 
ing up with language that would be ac- 
ceptable on a broad basis. 

This bill language just observes the 
longstanding American tradition of de- 
centralized decisionmaking іп edu- 
cation. I do not think anybody partici- 
pating in this debate today would dis- 
pute that longstanding tradition. 

Furthermore, it respects the needs of 
local communities. We want to give 
not only the Governors, but local 
decisionmakers in local communities 
the maximum say and the maximum 
flexibility in ultimately deciding how 
to use these funds from the Federal 
taxpayers to best meet the needs of 
their local work force, and certainly of 
young people who are in the education 
system and are making steps towards 
entering the work force. 

So, again, we are simply here trying 
to observe the concept of federalism, 
taking a decentralized approach, re- 
specting the longstanding tradition of 
States and local communities to con- 
trol education and job training deci- 
sions. 

The other point I wanted to make 
was on the funding level, because we 
are going to hear a lot of debate here 
on the floor today about whether or 
not we are adequately funding these 
block grants. I want to point out to my 
colleagues that I share the concerns of 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
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GUNDERSON], aS one member of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

I personally hope we are able to come 
through the appropriations process and 
fund these education and job training 
block grants at the postrescissions 
level. Another way of putting that is, I 
hope we can get the funding back to 
the level previously determined 
through a bipartisan agreement be- 
tween the Republican-controlled Con- 
gress and the Democratic administra- 
tion and the President on the rescis- 
sions bill. That is my hope and intent 
as we gear up here for the final stage of 
the appropriations process and go to 
conference on the Labor-HHS-Edu- 
cation appropriations bill with the 
Senate. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIGGS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I appre- 
ciate the gentleman’s comments. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman men- 
tioned that this is a compromise with 
the Governors. It is a compromise with 
his side of the aisle, because the Gov- 
ernors never negotiated with us. We 
wrote this bill in committee in a very 
bipartisan spirit. The bill came out of 
committee, I think, with only four neg- 
ative votes. Then the Governors came 
to that side of the aisle and worked out 
a compromise. 

I think they have jeopardized a bipar- 
tisan effort. If they want a com- 
promise, we are still here, too, but they 
choose to compromise only with that 
side of the aisle. 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, reclaim- 
ing my time, I would simply point out, 
my personal view is that the sugges- 
tions and contributions by the Gov- 
ernors, and obviously we have been 
principally working with the Repub- 
lican Governors, but all the Governors, 
have only helped to refine and improve 
the legislation before us. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. KILDEE]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

AMENDMENT NO, 25 OFFERED BY МЕ. WILLIAMS 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment, amendment No. 
25. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WILLIAMS: Page 
31, strike line 1 and insert the following: 

(2) the lead State agency, entity, official, 
or officials 

Page 31, line 4, after (including“ insert 
“the State entity responsible for setting edu- 
cation policies for activities under this Act, 
consistent with State law, on the day preced- 
ing the date of the enactment of this Act 
апа”, 

Page 32, after line 16, insert the following: 

(2) ACCEPTANCE OF CERTAIN RECOMMENDA- 
TIONS.—The recommendations of any State 
agency, State entity, or State public official 
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described in subsection (b)(2) with respect to 
any portion of the State plan described in 
section 104 that affects programs that are 
under the jurisdiction of the agency, entity, 
or official shall be accepted by the Governor 
of the State and the other participants in 
the collaborative process, and shall be incor- 
porated in the plan, unless the plan includes 
a finding by the Governor that the rec- 
ommendations are inconsistent with the pur- 
pose of this Act. 

Page 32, line 17, strike “(2)” and insert 
“(8)”. 

Page 36, after line 7, insert the following: 

(11) A designation, consistent with State 
law, of the State agency or agencies to serve 
as administrative or fiscal agents for pur- 
poses of titles П and IV. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, this 
is my State governance amendment 
and follows on the last debate, and in 
particular on my words in the last de- 
bate. That is, I am concerned that this 
legislation, particularly given that the 
Kildee amendment has failed, will cre- 
ate a governance problem within the 
States among the Governor and the 
chief State school officers. 

My amendment makes it clear that 
this bill does not interfere with the de- 
cisions that States themselves make 
with regard to how to organize them- 
selves, particularly when they have 
done it under constitutional mandate. 
At both the subcommittee and full 
committee level I worked with both of 
the chairmen to develop language that 
stated that this bill was not intended 
to negate or supersede or interfere with 
State organizational decisions. Al- 
though we placed some language in the 
bill, we also set up a process for put- 
ting together State and local plans 
that could be in conflict with this prin- 
ciple and which could also lead to un- 
necessary confusion at the State and 
local level, and that would have the re- 
sult of unfortunate political strug- 
gling. 

So my amendment follows what I 
hope is a pretty simple path: It says 
when putting together the State plan 
for funding under this bill, the Gov- 
ernor has to include as part of that 
plan the recommendations of the State 
agency that has jurisdiction over those 
specific areas funded under this plan. If 
the Governor, however, finds out that 
those recommendations would be in- 
consistent with the purposes of this 
act, he would not have to include them 
in his agency recommendations. 

Now, let me say again part of what I 
said during this debate just concluded. 
Let me tell you why this is, I believe, 
necessary. 

In a number of States, there are 
State constitutions that place jurisdic- 
tion for education programs under the 
jurisdiction of some person other than 
a Governor, quite often an elected chief 
State school officer. Some States, by 
the way, do the same for labor pro- 
grams and the training efforts that 
come under them. 

We obviously have to respect those 
State constitutional decisions, or we 
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will be allowing Governors, perhaps, to 
do something under the cover of Fed- 
eral law that they cannot do under 
their own State constitutions. Maybe 
that is why Governors came in here at 
the last minute lobbying for some of 
these changes, do you suppose? 

Let me also say again what I said be- 
fore, in case there is anyone in the 
Chamber of listening that was not here 
during the last debate. We have 15 
State school officers who are elected 
representatives of their people with ju- 
risdiction over State education mat- 
ters. They are the constitutionally 
chosen individuals within their States 
to administer education programs, in- 
cluding Federal education programs. 
But this bill, without this amendment 
that I am now offering, undermines 
those State decisions. 

We have, as I said earlier, other 
States that elect their State school 
boards who appoint a chief State 
school officer and place in that person 
the jurisdiction of administering and 
being responsible for State education 
efforts. So in those States, education is 
not under the control of the Governor. 
In some States training programs are 
not under the control of the Governor 

I think we should make it clear as 
possible with this legislation that we 
are not trying to impose on the States 
our governance structure through this 
bill with regard to what authority the 
Governors have, particularly if that 
governance structure in this bill is at 
variance with the State’s constitution. 

So my amendment makes no changes 
to the heart of this bill. But what it 
does do is preserve State decisionmak- 
ing, particularly governance matters 
and jurisdictions with regard to the 
States. 

I encourage my colleagues to accept 
this amendment. I believe it is impor- 
tant. I think it will stop or prevent a 
lot of legal and political wrangling in 
the various States. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this issue is always a 
very difficult issue on every piece of 
legislation that comes out of our com- 
mittee, and we have gone round and 
round on this for many, many years. 
The problem, however, with this par- 
ticular piece of legislation is it is so 
different than many others, in that we 
are not just talking about education, 
we are bringing into this collaborative 
process many different entities. 

Now, if we would accept the gentle- 
man’s amendment, then we would set 
education on a totally different level 
than all of the others who are partici- 
pating in this collaborative process. So 
normally we are talking only about 
education. It makes it a little more 
simple than this. But this particular 
time we are not only talking about 
education, we are trying to develop a 
collaborative process that will finally 
fine tune our programs so we will be 
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able to compete on a worldwide basis in 
the 2186 century. So my opposition 
would be that we will positively dilute 
the collaborative process if we go this 
route. 

Now, in the bill we say nothing in 
this act shall be construed to negate or 
supersede the legal authority under 
State law of any State agency, State 
entity, or State public official over the 
programs that are under the jurisdic- 
tion of the agency and the official. 

We say nothing in this act shall be 
construed to interfere with the author- 
ity with such agency, entity, or official 
to enter into a contract under any pro- 
vision of law. 

Several State constitutions which 
have elected chief State schooling offi- 
cers or State boards of education, these 
State constitutions also require that 
education funds go to these elected 
bodies. Language in the CAREERS bill 
prohibits the Federal Government from 
superseding State constitution and 
State laws. 
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Іп States where there is not а соп- 
Stitutional issue, CAREERS provides 
the Governor with the final authority. 

So, again, I realize this is always a 
very difficult issue. I am sure it will 
get more recognition as we go through 
the conference. But it is somewhat dif- 
ferent this particular time, because 
now we are talking about a collabo- 
rative process, we are not only talking 
about education in relationship to the 
Governor and the State. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Montana. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

I know from working with the chair- 
man of the committee that he has the 
concern that this governance matter be 
properly respected. That is the matter 
to which he is speaking now. There is 
still, as the gentleman knows, a dif- 
ference of opinion about whether we 
have really boilerplated this so as to 
stop this political and legal haggling 
which I fear we may create. 

Knowing the chairman’s wish to get 
this part right, I would be happy to 
withdraw the amendment with the 
Chair’s assurances that the Chair is not 
entirely married to the committee lan- 
guage and is still willing to consider 
our point of view and work with us as 
we approach conference. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
think we can consider each other’s 
point of view between now and during 
conference, because I am sure it will be 
an issue again in conference. I share 
the gentleman’s concern. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, we do 
have the gentleman's assurance that һе 
shares the concern on the governance 
matter. 
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Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to withdraw my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Montana? 

There was no objection. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OWENS 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. OWENS: Page 71, 
line 2, strike “Expenditures” and insert 
‘With the approval of the Secretary, expend- 
itures”’. 

Page 71, line 3, insert after other criminal 
activities“ the following: . ог mis-expendi- 
tures of funds due to willful disregard to 
statutory requirements, gross negligence, or 
failure to observe accepted standards of ad- 
ministration”. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment would impose financial 
penalties for the misuse or abuse of 
Federal training dollars. One of the 
great mythologies, as I pointed out 
when discussing the previous amend- 
ment, one of the great mythologies 
upon which this bill is based is that the 
only bad government is the Federal 
Government, that waste and corrup- 
tion can only occur in Washington and 
that State and local governments are 
populated by saints and angels. 

Massive amounts of Federal dollars 
are turned over to States and local 
governments in this bill with minimal 
supervision and minimal accountabil- 
ity. There has not been a job training 
program this loosely structured since 
CETA, the Comprehensive Employment 
Training Act. Do Members recall what 
happened to CETA? 

Do Members recall how infamy was 
brought to CETA by local and State 
governments? I have served at all lev- 
els of government. I know from experi- 
ence that the sponsor’s faith in the pu- 
rity of State and local government is 
misplaced. This is a myth that has 
been deliberately created to justify 
moving large numbers of programs to 
the State and local level in order to cut 
those programs in the process. 

Mismanagement, incompetence, 
greed, and venality are, if anything, 
more pervasive the lower one goes into 
government. It is less visible, but it is 
more pervasive. For that reason I have 
no doubt that, if this bill is enacted 
into law, we will all be reading about 
outrageous scandals and abuses in a 
year or two. 

But if we are going to adopt the 
honor system when it comes to job 
training programs, if we are going to 
create CETA part 12, we should obtain 
some mechanism for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to recover taxpayer dollars 
that are misspent or wasted. Under our 
current job training programs, as 
under all Federal grant programs, 
grantees who misspend funds must 
repay them to the Treasury with non- 
Federal dollars. 

This bill, however, includes a very 
generous forgiveness provision that 
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lets the wrongdoers off the hook. Tax- 
payers listen closely. Instead of repay- 
ing the money they misspend, they can 
just deduct is from their next grant. No 
questions asked. 

The taxpayers lose their money. Per- 
sons who need training do not get it. 
And the bureaucrat responsible for it 
all gets away without even a slap on 
the wrist. My amendment would more 
carefully target those instances in 
which the forgiveness provision would 
be available. 

It would deny forgiveness and require 
restitution when a bureaucrat 
misspends funds due to, one, a willful 
disregard of statutory requirements, 
gross negligence or, three, a failure to 
observe accepted standards of adminis- 
tration. In other instances when an au~ 
diting exception is due to simple error 
or an honest mistake, grantees could 
deduct the funds from the next grant. 
But when the misexpenditures are de- 
liberate, or due to incompetence, res- 
titution must be made. 

In many cases, the problem will be 
deliberate misuse of funds, and this is 
not play money. These are tax dollars. 
No one, whether they are in Federal, 
State, or local government, should be 
given license to misspend the tax- 
payers’ dollars. 

This is a very elementary amend- 
ment, very elementary proposal. This 
is a very standard requirement that is 
included in all legislation up to now. 
Why are we suddenly creating incen- 
tives for misspending funds? Why are 
we creating temptations for people to 
play with Federal money? The amount 
of Federal money gets smaller and 
smaller that is available for education 
and for job training. We want to make 
small amounts of money more vulner- 
able to being raided by people who prey 
upon Federal programs and who prey 
upon the people who need these very 
critical programs. 

I would like to know why this 
amendment cannot be accepted as sort 
of standard operating procedure being 
continued? We have it already. For 
what purpose has the majority decided 
to make things more easy, lenient for 
people who engage in misspending of 
Federal funds? For what purposes are 
we courting corruption? What do we 
gain by making the laws more lax as 
we go through this gigantic trans- 
formation of government pushing down 
to the local level and to the State level 
programs which recently worked under 
the jurisdiction of the Federal Govern- 
ment? 

I do not understand why we have 
taken this step. All of us know that 
there are still cities and towns in this 
country controlled by organized crime. 
All of us know that there are rampant 
examples occurring every day of gross 
mismanagement in various depart- 
ments of State government and city 
government. 
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I do not like to refer to the O.J. trial 
in this setting, but we see massive in- 
competence in every level of Los Ange- 
les City government, and we see in the 
context of the police department a de- 
partment of city government with on- 
going gross corruption of the worst 
kind. 

In New York State recently we had 
the State police facing a scandal of fin- 
gerprints being planted by State police. 
On and on it goes. Corruption at the 
local level is the basic problem, and we 
should try to counteract it. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I under- 
stand the concerns just expressed. We, 
too, of course do not want program dol- 
lars for individuals to be diverted to 
cover up sloppy administration. We 
want to work with you as we head to 
conference on the issue. But herein is 
the problem. It was mentioned over 
and over and over again, local officials, 
corrupt local officials. 

I до not want to say that somehow or 
other all State and local officials are 
corrupt. I think we have some housing 
ghosts in our own closet on the Federal 
level. But herein lies the problem, we 
are trying to get away from having 
local officials dominating what hap- 
pens. So we set up this work force 
board, and we set up a board that is 
primarily made up of local business 
persons. 

We cannot assign them the risk, the 
liability. Who then do we assign the 
risk and the liability? Well, we assign 
it to those very local officials that 
were just degraded. That is the di- 
lemma, that we are faced with. How do 
we have this board be autonomous? 
How do we lift this board away from 
the influence and the control of those 
local elected officials? 

If we do not deal with the liability 
issue somehow, we are not going to be 
able to make that change. The local of- 
ficials are still going to be totally in 
charge, and that board, of course, will 
have very little influence whatsoever. 
And we are counting on that board to 
make the changes that we believe need 
to be made. 

I realize it is a tremendous dilemma, 
but what we are doing, if we go strictly 
by the gentleman’s amendment, what 
we are doing is turning it right back to 
total domination by those local elected 
officials that we talked about. There 
must be come way to change that. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, we under- 
stand what problem the gentleman is 
trying to get at. We on this side, most 
of us agree that there is a problem. I 
was just wondering if maybe we could 
work on this and get some language by 
the time we get to conference that will 
achieve what we want. 
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I think that these funds ought to 
come out of the administrative funds 
that are going instead of penalizing the 
recipients of the training program. So I 
am in total agreement with what the 
gentleman is trying to accomplish. 

Maybe between now and conference 
we can work on some language. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
would be happy to work between now 
and the time we get to conference and 
see whether we cannot come up with 
some agreeable language where we can 
protect those local private people and 
at the same time not allow the local 
elected officials to dominate the 
changes we are trying to make, the re- 
forms we are trying to make. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, in plac- 
ing liability, I did not see where liabil- 
ity will be placed on the recipients. 
The gentleman said the recipients of 
the training would be suffering. I do 
not see where the recipients would suf- 
fer at all except in the case of where we 
take money out of next year’s program 
to pay for mistakes that have been 
made in the previous program. Then we 
are shortchanging the recipients. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
think where the recipients will be hurt 
is that we are going to turn the total 
control of the operation back to the 
local government that the gentleman 
had a lot of dissatisfaction with. That 
is where I think they will be hurt. 

I think the recipients will get a much 
better program if we give as much 
flexibility and as much control to that 
board. But if we stick that board with 
liability, of course, then that board is 
not going to serve, is not going to func- 
tion. It is going to be the local elected 
officials who are going to assume the 
liability and then assume control to- 
tally of the program. Then I think we 
are back to CETA. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, I do 
not agree with the liability being a 
problem where total control has to be 
regained. I think it is a far simpler pro- 
cedure than that. But if the gentleman 
agrees to try to work it out, I certainly 
would agree to an effort to work this 
out. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw my 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title I? 

If not, the Clerk will designate title 
п. 

The text of title П is as follows: 
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TITLE II—YOUTH DEVELOPMENT AND CA- 
REER PREPARATION CONSOLIDATION 
GRANT 

SEC. 201. PURPOSES. 

It is the purpose of this title to provide 
States and local communities maximum 
flexibility in designing youth development 
and career preparation programs that— 

(1) help youth attain the academic skills 
and occupational skills needed to be success- 
ful in a global economy and for lifelong 
learning; 

(2) best suit the needs of in-school and at- 
risk youth in their communities; 

(3) promote strong connections between in- 
school and at-risk programs, to ensure that 
youth are prepared for further education op- 
portunities and good jobs, and promote 
youth development and career preparation 
programs that provide opportunities for 
youth to receive postsecondary education 
and occupational training; 

(4) promote the formation of education and 
business partnerships that are dedicated to 
linking the worlds of school and work; and 

(5) promote high academic and occupa- 
tional standards and quality vocational- 
technical education, including improved sec- 
ondary and postsecondary programs, by fo- 
cusing resources on program improvement 
initiatives that help prepare youth for fur- 
ther education, training, and high-wage jobs 
in high-performance workplaces. 

SEC. 202. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title: 

(1) The term “administration” means ac- 
tivities of a State necessary for the proper 
and efficient performance of its duties under 
this title, including supervision, but does not 
include curriculum development activities, 
personnel development, or research activi- 
ties. 

(2) The term “all aspects of the industry” 
means strong experience in, and understand- 
ing of, all aspects of the industry that youth 
are preparing to enter, including planning, 
management, finances, technical and produc- 
tion skills, underlying principles of tech- 
nology, labor issues, and health and safety. 

(3) The term “articulation agreement” 
means a commitment to a program designed 
to provide students with a nonduplicative se- 
quence of progressive coursework in second- 
ary and postsecondary education. 

(4) The term ‘cooperative education” 
means a method of instruction of education 
for youth who, through written cooperative 
arrangements between the school and em- 
ployers, receive instruction, including re- 
quired academic courses and related instruc- 
tion by alternation of study in school with a 
job in any occupational field. Such alter- 
nation shall be planned and supervised by 
the school and employers so that each con- 
tributes to the youth’s education and em- 
ployability. Work periods and school attend- 
ance may be on alternate half days, full 
days, weeks, or other periods of time in ful- 
filling the cooperative program. 

(5) The term “corrections vocational edu- 
сабіоп” means programs administered by the 
State to assist juvenile and adult criminal 
offenders in correctional institutions in the 
State, including correctional institutions op- 
erated by local authorities. 

(6) The term “curricula” means instruc- 
tional and related or supportive material, in- 
cluding materials using advanced learning 
technology, in any occupational field which 
is designed to strengthen the academic foun- 
dation and prepare youth for employment at 
the entry level or to upgrade occupational 
competencies of those previously or pres- 
ently employed in any occupational field, 
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(Т) Except as otherwise provided, the term 
“eligible institution” means a local edu- 
cational agency, an area vocational edu- 
cation school, an intermediate educational 
agency, an institution of higher education 
(as such term is defined in section 1201(a) of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965), a State 
corrections educational agency, or consortia 
of such entities. 

(8) The term partnership“ means a local 
entity that is responsible for local youth de- 
velopment and career preparation programs 
and may consist of parents, employers, rep- 
resentatives of local educational agencies 
and local postsecondary educational institu- 
tions (including representatives of area voca- 
tional education schools, where applicable), 
local educators (such as teachers, counselors, 
or administrators), representative employee 
organizations, students, and may include 
other entities. 

(9) The term Secretary“ means the Sec- 
retary of Education. 

(10) The term sequential course of study” 
means an integrated series of courses which 
are directly related to the educational and 
occupational skill preparation of youth for 
jobs, or preparation for postsecondary edu- 
cation. 

(11) The term single parent” means an in- 
dividual who— 

(A) is unmarried or legally separated from 
a spouse; and 

(Вхі) has a minor child or children for 
whom the parent has either custody or joint 
custody; or 

(ii) is pregnant. 

(12) The term special populations“ in- 
cludes individuals with disabilities, economi- 
cally disadvantaged individuals, individuals 
of limited English proficiency, and individ- 
uals who are eligible for nontraditional 
training and employment. 

(13) The term ‘“‘tech-prep education pro- 
gram“ means a program of study which 

(A) combines at least 2 years of secondary 
and 2 years of postsecondary education in a 
nonduplicative sequential course of study; 

(B) integrates academic and vocational in- 
struction; 

(C) provides technical preparation in at 
least 1 field of engineering technology, ap- 
plied science, mechanical, industrial, or 
practical arts or trade, or agriculture, health 
occupations, or business; 

(D) builds student competence in mathe- 
matics, science, communications, and work- 
place skills, through applied academics and 
integrated instruction in a coherent se- 
quence of courses; 

(E) leads to an associate degree or certifi- 
cate in a specific career field; 

(F) leads to placement in appropriate em- 
ployment or further education; and 

(G) enables a student to fulfill a career re- 
lating to labor market needs. 

(14) The term “vocational education” 
means organized educational programs offer- 
ing a sequence of courses which are directly 
related to the preparation of youth in paid or 
unpaid employment in current or emerging 
occupations, including nonbaccalaureate cer- 
tificate and degree programs and bacca- 
laureate vocational degree programs. Such 
programs include competency-based applied 
learning which contributes to a youth’s aca- 
demic knowledge, higher-order reasoning, 
and problem-solving skills, work attitudes, 
general employability skills, and the occupa- 
tional-specific skills necessary for economic 
independence as a productive and contribut- 
ing member of society. Such term also in- 
cludes applied technology education. 
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(15) The term “vocational student organi- 
zations" means those organizations for indi- 
viduals enrolled in vocational education pro- 
grams which engage in activities as an inte- 
gral part of the instructional program. Such 
organizations may have State and national 
units which aggregate the work and purposes 
of instruction in vocational education at the 
local level. 

Subtitle A—State Funding 
SEC. 211. NATIONAL AND STATE FUNDING. 

(a) NATIONAL. PROGRAMS.—In each fiscal 
year, of the amounts made available under 
section 4, the Secretary is authorized to re- 
serve 20 percent or $25,000,000, whichever is 
a to carry out the provisions of subtitle 


(b) STATE ALLOTMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds remaining 
after the reservation under subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall allot to each State for 
each fiscal year an amount based on that 
State's allotment percentage. 

(2) ALLOTMENT PERCENTAGE.—(A) Except as 
provided in subparagraph (B), the allotment 
percentage of a State for a fiscal year shall 
be the same percentage of funds allotted to 
the State under this section in the preceding 
fiscal year. 

(B) The allotment percentage of a State for 
fiscal year 1996 shall be the percentage of 
funds allotted to the State in fiscal year 1995 
under— 

(i) section 101 or 101A of the Carl D. Per- 
kins Vocational and Applied Technology 
Education Act as such Act was in effect on 
the day before the date of the enactment of 
this Act; and 

(ii) the funding allotted in fiscal year 1995 
under section 252 and 262 of the Job Training 
Partnership Act as such Act was in effect on 
the day before the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

(3) STATE MINIMUM.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and subject to para- 
graph (1), any fiscal year for which the 
amounts appropriated for programs author- 
ized by this title exceed the amounts avail- 
able under subparagraph (B) for fiscal year 
1995, a State shall receive not less than one- 
quarter of one percent of the amount avail- 
able for each such program for that fiscal 
year under this subsection. Amounts nec- 
essary for increasing such payments to 
States to comply with the preceding sen- 
tence shall be obtained by ratably reducing 
the amounts to be paid to other States. 

(4) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this 
subsection the term State“ means, іп addi- 
tion to the several States, the District of Co- 
lumbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 
the Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, 
and the Northern Mariana Islands. 

(c) FUNDING FOR STATE PROGRAMS.—Of the 
funds allotted to a State under subsection (b) 
for each fiscal year, the Governor, through 
the collaborative process, shall— 

(1) make available not less than 90 percent 
to local providers; 

(2) make available not more than 8 percent 
for State programs described in section 222; 
and 

(3) make available not more than 2 percent 
for administrative purposes at the State 
level. 

(d) Рвоуіво.-Мопе of the funds made 
available under this title shall be used to 
compel any youth to pursue a specific career. 
Youth participating in programs under this 
title shall be eligible to change their course 
of study and training. 

SEC. 212. WITHIN STATE ALLOCATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—From the 
amounts made available pursuant to section 
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211(сХ1), the Governor, through the collabo- 
rative process, shall— 

(A) allocate to eligible institutions an 
amount equal to not less than 40 percent of 
such amount for in-school youth programs 
described in section 241; 

(B) allocate to local workforce develop- 
ment boards an amount equal to not less 
than 40 percent of such amount for at-risk 
youth programs described in section 245. 

(2) DISCRETIONARY FUNDS.—From_ the 
amounts made available pursuant to section 
211(сХ1), the Governor, through the collabo- 
rative process, is authorized to provide 10 
percent of such amounts for discretionary 

purposes, as determined by the Governor, to 
eligible institutions or local workforce de- 
velopment boards for in-school and at-risk 
youth. 

(3) REMAINDER OF FUNDS.—From the re- 
mainder of amounts made available pursuant 
to section 211(c)(1) and distributed pursuant 
to paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection, 
the Governor, through the collaborative 
process, shall allocate the remainder of any 
such amounts to carry out the purposes of 
subparagraphs (A) or (B) of paragraph (1). 

(b) WITHIN STATE FORMULA.— 

а) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Governor, 
through the collaborative process, and after 
consultation with local chief elected officials 
in the local workforce development area and, 
where appropriate, local educators in such 
area, shall develop a formula for the alloca- 
tion of funds in accordance with paragraph 
(1) of subsection (a). Such formula shall take 
into account— 

(A) poverty rates within each local com- 
munity, as determined by the State; 

(B) the proportion of the State’s youth 
population residing within each local com- 
munity; and 

(C) such other factors as considered appro- 
priate. 

(2) ADDITIONAL FACTORS.—In establishing 
such formula, the Governor shall ensure that 
funds are distributed equitably throughout 
the State, and that the factors described in 
paragraph (1) do not receive disproportionate 
weighting. 

(с) MINIMUM GRANT AMOUNTS.— 

(1) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.—A local 
educational agency or consortium of such 
agencies that receives a subgrant from a 
State under paragraph (1) of subsection (a) 
for any fiscal year shall receive not less than 
$15,000. 

(2) POSTSECONDARY INSTITUTIONS.—A post- 
secondary institution or consortium of such 
institutions that receives a subgrant from a 
State under paragraph (1) of subsection (a) 
for any fiscal year shall receive not less than 
$50,000. 

(3) LOCAL DEVELOPMENT BOARD.—A local de- 
velopment board that receives a subgrant 
from a State under paragraph (1) of sub- 
section (a) for any fiscal year shall receive 
not less than $15,000. 

(4) SECONDARY-POSTSECONDARY CONSOR- 
TIA.—One or more local educational agencies 
and one or more eligible institutions may 
enter into a consortium agreement. A con- 
sortium formed pursuant to this paragraph 
that receives a subgrant from a State under 
this subtitle shall receive not less than 
$50,000 in any fiscal year. 

(d) FUNDS то CONSORTIUM.—Funds allo- 
cated to a consortium formed to meet the re- 
quirements of subsection (c) shall be used 
only for purposes and activities that are mu- 
tually beneficial to all members of the con- 
sortium. Such funds may not be reallocated 
to individual members of the consortium for 
purposes or activities benefiting only one 
member of the consortium. 
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(е) WAIVER.—The State may waive the ap- 
plication of subsection (c) in any case in 
which a grant recipient— 

(1) is located in a rural, sparsely-populated 
area; and 

(2) demonstrates an inability to enter into 
a consortium for purposes of providing serv- 
ices under this title. 

Subtitle B—State Organizational, Planning, 

and Reporting Responsibilities 
SEC, 221, STATE PLAN. 

In addition to the requirements described 
in title I, a State that desires to receive 
funds for any fiscal year under this title 
shall, as part of the State Workforce Devel- 
opment and Literacy Plan under title I, sub- 
mit to the Secretary of Education informa- 
tion that includes— 

(1) a description of the State’s plan to de- 
velop the academic and occupational skills 
of youth and provide the attainment of chal- 
lenging vocational-technical education 
standards, including industry-approved skill 
standards and workplace competencies; 

(2) a description of how the State will im- 
prove comprehensive career guidance and 
counseling which may include linkages to 
career exploration and guidance counseling 
outside of the school system and shall de- 
scribe how the State will effectively dem- 
onstrate the system of career preparation for 
youth, which includes elements such as pro- 
fessional development, and secondary-post- 
secondary collaborations; 

(3) a description of the strategy of the 
State for integrating academic, vocational, 
and work-based learning, including a de- 
scription of how the State will promote col- 
laboration between secondary and post- 
secondary occupational and academic pro- 
grams and institutions and incorporating 
learning in all aspects of the industry; and 

(4) a description of how the State will pro- 
mote the active involvement of parents and 
business (including small- and medium-sized 
businesses) in the planning, development, 
and implementation of youth development 
and career preparation programs authorized 
under this title. 

SEC. 222. STATE PROGRAMS AND STATE ACTIVI- 


(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—From amounts 
made available to a State under section 
211(сХ2), each State shall conduct State pro- 
grams and activities. 

(b) USES OF FUNDS.—The programs and ac- 
tivities described in subsection (a) may in- 
clude— 

(1) an assessment of programs conducted 
with assistance under this title, including 
the development of— 

(A) performance indicators and measures 
for such programs; and 

(B) program improvement and accountabil- 
ity with respect to such programs; 

(2) the support for tech-prep education; 

(3) support for workforce preparation pro- 
grams for single parents, displaced home- 
makers, and single pregnant women; 

(4) support for corrections vocational edu- 
cation; 

(5) professional development activities for 
vocational teachers, academic teachers. 
school administrators, counselors, workplace 
mentors, and local providers regarding inte- 
gration of vocational, academic, and work- 
based curricula, including— 

(A) inservice and preservice training of 
teachers and faculty in state-of-the-art pro- 
grams and techniques and nontraditional 
training and employment; and 

(B) support of public teacher-education 
programs to ensure vocational teachers stay 
current with the needs, expectations, and 
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methods of industry to meet employer stand- 


ards; 

(6) development, dissemination, and field 
testing of curricula, especially— 

(A) curricula that integrate vocational, 
academic, and work-based methodologies; 

(B) curricula that provide a coherent se- 
quence of courses through which academic 
and occupational skills may be measured; 
and 

(C) curricula for work-based learning; 

(7) leadership and instructional programs 
in technology education; 

(8) support for cooperative education; 

(9) support for family and consumer 
science programs; 

(10) creative use of technologies, including 
professional development in the use of such 
technologies for instructional purposes and 
to increase counselor's and youth's knowl- 
edge of, and use of, additional information 
resources; 

(11) support for vocational student organi- 
zations; and 

(12) improving comprehensive career guid- 
ance and counseling. 

SEC, 223, INCENTIVE AWARDS. 

The State, may, from the amount made 
available under section 211(c)(2) for any fis- 
cal year make performance awards to 1 or 
more eligible institutions or local providers 
that have— 

(1) exceeded in the performance goals de- 
scribed in section 110(f)(3); 

(2) implemented exemplary youth develop- 
ment and career preparation programs at the 
local level in accordance with the purposes 
described in section 201; or 

(3) provided exemplary education services 
and activities for at-risk youth. 

Subtitle C—Subgrants for In-School and At- 

Risk Youth 
SEC. 231. PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENTS. 

(a) PARTNERSHIP.—A local workforce devel- 
opment board and eligible institutions that 
desire to receive a subgrant from a State 
under this subtitle in any fiscal year shall 
form a partnership for the purposes of col- 
laborative planning, coordination of in- 
school and at-risk programs, and effective 
public participation. 

(b) PLAN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The partnership referred 
to in subsection (a) shall, in collaboration, 
develop and submit for approval to the Gov- 
ernor through the State collaborative proc- 
ess a comprehensive youth development and 
career preparation plan for in-school and at- 
risk youth. Such plan shall describe how the 
youth development and career preparation 
system meets the requirements of sections 
241 and 245 and shall address comments re- 
ceived through the collaborative process. 

(2) COLLABORATIVE PROCESS.—The partner- 
ship shall assure the involvement of parents, 
teachers, and the community in the collabo- 
rative planning process which involves de- 
sign of the indicators, strategies, articula- 
tion, and cooperative agreements, assess- 
ments, and evaluation of program activities. 

(3) DISPUTES.—In the event a partnership 
cannot come to agreement on the content of 
local plans, the Governor, through the col- 
laborative process, is authorized to develop 
procedures for the resolution of issues in dis- 
pute, 

ВЕС. 232. DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS. 

(a) IN-SCHOOL PROGRAMS.—Based upon an 
application submitted by the partnership to 
the Governor through the State collabo- 
rative process, a State shall distribute funds 
made available in a fiscal year as provided in 
section 212(a)(1)(A) to eligible institutions to 
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carry out in-school youth programs de- 
scribed in section 241. 

(b) AT-RISK YOUTH PROGRAMS.—A State 
shall distribute funds made available in any 
fiscal year as provided in section 212(a)(1)(B) 
to local workforce development boards to 
carry out at-risk youth programs described 
in section 245. 

CHAPTER 1—IN-SCHOOL YOUTH 
БЕС. 241. USES OF FUNDS FOR IN-SCHOOL 
YOUTH, 

(а) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—Each eligible in- 
stitution that receives a subgrant under this 
chapter shall use funds provided under such 
grant to improve youth development and ca- 
reer preparation programs. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR USES OF FUNDS.— 
Funds provided by a State pursuant to sec- 
tion 212(a)(1)(A) shall be used to provide in- 
school youth development and career prepa- 
ration programs that— 

(1) are of such size, scope, and quality as to 
be effective; 

(2) integrate academic, vocational, and 
work-based learning, stressing applied and 
contextual learning, through a coherent se- 
quence of courses so that youth achieve both 
academic and occupational competencies and 
have strong experience in, and understanding 
of, all aspects of the industry; 

(3) involve employers in the design and im- 
plementation of programs; 

(4) establish effective linkages with at-risk 
youth programs, secondary and postsecond- 
ary education; 

(5) provide work-based learning experi- 
ences with adult mentoring where appro- 
priate; and 

(6) provide comprehensive career guidance 
and counseling, including exploration in the 
practical arts or trade. 

(с) ADDITIONAL USES OF FUNDS.—In carry- 
ing out the provisions of subsection (b), 
funds may be used by an eligible institution 
for in-school youth activities such as— 

(1) purchasing, leasing, or upgrading of 
equipment, including instructional aids and 
material; 

(2) inservice training of vocational instruc- 
tors, academic instructors, employers, and 
workplace mentors, to integrate academic 
and vocational education, and provide high- 
quality school-based and work-based learn- 
ing experiences; 

(3) tech-prep education programs; 

(4) supplementary services designed to 
meet the needs of special populations; 

(5) adaptation of equipment; 

(6) apprenticeship programs; 

(7) comprehensive mentoring programs i 
institutions of higher education белет — 
comprehensive programs in teacher prepara- 
tion which seek to fully use the skills and 
work experiences of individuals currently or 
formerly employed in business and industry, 
who are interested in becoming classroom 
instructors, and to meet the need of voca- 
tional educators who wish to upgrade their 
teaching competencies; 

(8) local education and business partner- 
ships for developing and implementing 
school-based youth development and career 
preparation systems; 

(9) support for vocational student organiza- 
tions; 

(10) establishing effective activities and 
procedures to enable program participants 
and their parents to participate directly in 
decisions that influence the character of pro- 
grams, including providing information and 
assistance needed for informed and effective 
participation; and 

(11) support for programs which prepare 
youth with skills for personal and family life 
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management, work, and leadership in the 
community and the Nation. 
CHAPTER 2—AT-RISK YOUTH 

БЕС. 245. USES OF FUNDS FOR AT-RISK YOUTH. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—Each local 
workforce development board that receives a 
subgrant under this chapter shall use funds 
provided under such grant to improve youth 
development and career preparation pro- 


(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR USES OF FUNDS.— 
Funds provided by a State pursuant to sec- 
tion 212(1)(B) shall be used to provide youth 
development and career preparation pro- 
grams for at-risk youth that— 

(1) are of such size, scope, and quality as to 
be effective; 

(2) integrate academic, vocational, and 
work-based learning, stressing applied and 
contextual learning, through a coherent se- 
quence of courses so that in-school and at- 
risk youth achieve both academic and occu- 
pational competencies; 

(3) involve employers in the design and im- 
plementation of programs; 

(4) establish effective linkages with in- 
school youth programs, and secondary and 
postsecondary education; 

(5) provide work-based learning experi- 
ences, including experiences in the practical 
arts or trade, if applicable; 

(6) provide adult mentoring as a core com- 
ponent of the program; 

(7) provide an objective assessment of the 
academic level, skill level, and service needs 
of each participant; and 

(8) provide comprehensive career guidance 
and counseling. 

(с) ADDITIONAL USES OF FuNDS.—In carry- 
ing out the provisions of subsection (b), pro- 
viders of at-risk youth programs, as selected 
by the local workforce development board, 
may provide activities such as— 

(1) tutoring, study skills training and in- 
struction leading to completion of high 
school; 

(2) alternative high school services; 

(3) training or education that is combined 
with community service, and service learn- 
ing opportunities; 

(4) paid and unpaid work experience, in- 
cluding limited internships, entry-employ- 
ment experience programs, and summer em- 
ployment opportunities, that are integrated 
with year-round, school-based, or alternative 
school-based programs; 

(5) dropout prevention strategies, strate- 
gies to encourage at-risk youth to reenter 
high school or alternative high school pro- 
grams, and programs that encourage preg- 
nant and parenting youth to stay in school; 

(6) preemployment and work maturity 
skills training; 

(7) peer-centered activities encouraging re- 
sponsibility and other positive social behav- 
iors during non-school hours; and 

(8) training-related supportive services. 

(4) LIMITATIONS ОМ USE OF FUNDS.—Not 
more than 10 percent of the funds provided 
under this chapter to a local workforce de- 
velopment board may be used for adminis- 
trative purposes. 

SEC. 246, AT-RISK YOUTH PROVIDERS. 

(a) ROLE OF LOCAL WORKFORCE DEVELOP- 
MENT BOARD.—A local workforce develop- 
ment board that receives funds under this 
chapter shall not operate programs, but shall 
contract with eligible providers of dem- 
onstrated effectiveness, or with eligible pro- 
viders utilizing service methodologies with 
demonstrated effectiveness in serving the 
youth development and career preparation 
needs of at-risk youth, for the purpose of 
providing services under this chapter. 
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(b) ELIGIBLE PROVIDERS.—For purposes of 
this chapter, eligible providers may in- 
clude— 

(1) an “eligible institution” as defined 
under section 202(7); 

(2) a unit of local government; 

(3) a private, nonprofit organization (in- 
cluding community-based organizations); 

(4) a private, for profit entity; or 

(5) other organizations or entities of dem- 
onstrated effectiveness and approved by the 
local workforce development board. 

Subtitle D—National Programs 
БЕС. 251. RESEARCH ACTIVITIES. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to carry out the 
purpose of this title, the Secretary may, di- 
rectly or through grants, contracts, or coop- 
erative agreements, carry out research, de- 
velopment, dissemination, replication of 
model programs, demonstration programs, 
evaluation, capacity-building, and technical 
assistance activities with regard to the serv- 
ices and activities carried out under this 
title. 

(2) INFORMATION SYSTEMS.—Activities car- 
ried out under this section may include sup- 
port for occupational and career information 
systems. 

(b) DISSEMINATION.—The Secretary shall 
establish a system for disseminating infor- 
mation resulting from research and develop- 
ment activities carried out under this title. 
БЕС. 252. ASSESSMENT AND DATA COLLECTION 

OF YOUTH DEVELOPMENT AND СА- 
REER PREPARATION PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, through 
the Office of Educational Research and Im- 
provement, shall conduct a biennial assess- 
ment of services and activities assisted 
under this title, through studies and analy- 
ses conducted independently through com- 
petitive awards. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The assessment required 
under subsection (a) shall examine the ex- 
tent to which services and activities assisted 
under this title have achieved their intended 
purposes and results, including the extent to 
which— 

(1) State and local services and activities 
have developed, implemented, or improved 
youth development and career preparation 
systems established under this title; 

(2) services and activities assisted under 
this title succeed in preparing youth, includ- 
ing youth who are members of special popu- 
lations, for postsecondary education, further 
learning, or entry into high-skill, high-wage 
careers; 

(3) youth who participate in services and 
activities supported under this title succeed 
in meeting challenging State academic and 
industry-based skill standards; and 

(4) the system improvement, participation, 
local and State assessment, and accountabil- 
ity provisions of this title, including the per- 
formance goals and indicators established 
under section 110(f)(3), are effective. 

БЕС. 253. NATIONAL CENTER OR CENTERS FOR 
RESEARCH. 


(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.— 

(1) NATIONAL CENTER.—The Secretary may, 
through a grant or contract, establish one or 
more national centers for conducting applied 
research, development, dissemination, and 
technical assistance activities which would 
focus on improving the development and ca- 
reer preparation of youth. The Secretary 
shall consult with States prior to establish- 
ing one or more such centers. 

(2) ELIGIBILITY.—Entities eligible to re- 
ceive funds under this section are institu- 
tions of higher education, other public or 
private nonprofit organizations or agencies, 
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and consortia of such institutions, organiza- 
tions, or agencies. 

(3) PREVIOUS CENTER.—The national center 
in existence on the day before the date of the 
enactment of the this Act shall continue to 
receive assistance under this section in ac- 
cordance with the terms of its current 
award. 

(b) ACTIVITIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The applied research, de- 
velopment, dissemination, and technical as- 
sistance activities carried out by the na- 
tional center or centers shall include— 

(A) activities that assist recipients of 
funds under this title to meet the require- 
ments of section 110(f)(3); 

(B) research and development of activities 
that combine academic, vocational-technical 
education, and work-based learning; 

(C) developing new models for remediation 
of basic academic skills which incorporate 
appropriate instructional methods; 

(D) identifying ways to establish effective 
linkages among educational and job training 
activities at the State and local levels; 

(E) new models for comprehensive career 
guidance and counseling; 

(F) studies providing longitudinal informa- 
tion or formative evaluation on programs 
funded under this title, including an analysis 
of the effectiveness of youth development 
and career preparation programs in serving 
at-risk youth; and 

(G) such other activities as the Secretary 
determines to be appropriate to achieve the 
purposes of this Act. 

(2) DuTIEs.—The center or centers shall 

(A) provide assistance to States and local 
recipients in developing and using systems of 
performance measures and indicators for im- 
provement of youth development and career 
preparation programs and services; and 

(B) provide technical assistance and out- 
reach. 

(3) SUMMARY.—The center or centers con- 
ducting the activities described in paragraph 
(1) shall annually prepare a summary of key 
research findings of such center or centers 
and shall submit copies of the summary to 
the Secretaries of Education and Labor. The 
Secretary shall submit that summary to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources 
of the Senate, and the Committee on Есо- 
nomic and Educational Opportunities of the 
House of Representatives. 

(c) CLEARINGHOUSE.—The center or centers 
shall maintain a clearinghouse that will pro- 
vide data and information to Federal, State, 
and local organizations and agencies about 
the condition of youth development and ca- 
reer preparation systems and programs fund- 
ed under this title. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to title П? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KILDEE 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. KILDEE: Page 
100, after line 17, insert the following: 

(e) FISCAL EFFORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—No payments shall be 
made under this title for any fiscal year to a 
State unless the Secretary determines that 
the combined fiscal effort per student or the 
aggregate expenditures of such State with 
respect to vocational education for the fiscal 
year preceding the fiscal year for which the 
determination is made was not less than 100 
percent of such combined fiscal effort or ag- 
gregate expenditures for the second fiscal 
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year preceding the fiscal year for which the 
determination is made. 

(2) WAIVERS.—The Secretary may waive, 
for one fiscal year only, the requirements of 
this subsection if the Secretary determines 
that such a waiver would be equitable due to 
exceptional or uncontrollable circumstances 
such as a natural disaster or a precipitous 
and unforeseen decline in the financial re- 
sources of the State. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I would 
label this amendment the State-na- 
tional partnership for education 
amendment. It could also be called the 
no-free-lunch amendment. 

Right now States must show that 
they are maintaining their fiscal com- 
mitment to programs that are receiv- 
ing Federal funds. Why do we do this? 
Because it helps create a larger pool of 
funding and a shared commitment to 
achieving the goals of the program. 
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My colleagues should know that the 
Senate job-training bill, which will be 
voted on next week, has the current 
law, the current maintenance-of-effort 
language. This was never an issue over 
in the Senate. It was assumed by our 
colleagues in the other body that both 
partners in this endeavor would be re- 
quired to invest. The Senate welfare 
bill also has a maintenance-of-effort 
provision. 

My good friend and chairman has on 
many occasions said that he is opposed 
to general revenue sharing, and that 
Federal funds should not replace State 
funds. Without my amendment, that is 
precisely what we will see. 

Finally, I want to read a quote from 
a report recently issued by the Consor- 
tium for Policy Research in Education 
in “Ап Outlook for School Revenue in 
the Next 5 Years.” The report states: 
“The environment for increases in real 
school revenue per pupil in the rest of 
the 1990s will not be favorable. The 
most significant problem is likely to be 
reductions in Federal aid to States. 
States will respond to decreases in Fed- 
eral aid for social and health programs 
by trimming increases in State edu- 
cation aid.” 

Mr. Chairman, let us not hand States 
an open invitation to evade their re- 
sponsibility. Let us keep this very 
heaithy partnership alive. I recognize 
that in the manager’s amendments, 
they put some half language in on sup- 
plement not supplant, but this does not 
address the core problem. 

I think we have to have in place a 
strong requirement that the States not 
supplant their dollars with the Federal 
dollars; that they fully maintain their 
efforts. We should reinstate the lan- 
guage that we have used for years, the 
same language as the Senate in its wis- 
dom kept in the bill. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the Federal Govern- 
ment is reducing the overall amount of 
funding provided for youth programs. 
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The Federal Government should not at 
the same time, then, require States to 
continue their support when they are 
not maintaining the same amount. 
There is burdensome paperwork that 
would be involved with this. It is dif- 
ficult to determine exactly what serv- 
ices would or could be included. 

In the Senate bill, on their side they 
have a welfare bill offered by Senator 
DOLE on September 17 that requires 
States to maintain 80 percent of their 
current commitment for AFDC pro- 
grams. The amendment would be added 
to the bill without any objection. What 
we are striving to do with this overall 
program is give as much leeway and 
help to the local governments as is pos- 
sible, and this amendment would cause 
some problems with that. We are try- 
ing to work on this at this time. 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCKEON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to point out to our colleagues 
who may be following the debate on 
the floor that the gentleman made just 
а moment ago a very important point 
when he mentioned the action in the 
other body by Senate Majority Leader 
DOLE in his manager’s amendment to 
the welfare reform job training bill in 
the other body requiring the States, 
under a maintenance of effort provi- 
sion, to maintain 80 percent of their 
current commitment for AFDC pro- 
grams. The amendment now on the 
floor before the House, in fact the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. KILDEE] 
was making mention just a moment 
ago, I believe, of recent actions in the 
other body, but his amendment would 
require 100 percent maintenance of ef- 
fort. Obviously there is a vast dif- 
ference between the 100 percent main- 
tenance-of-effort requirement in his 
amendment and the amendment of- 
fered by Senator DOLE to the welfare 
reform job training program requiring 
that funding be maintained at 80 per- 
cent of the current level, but still al- 
lowing us to achieve one of our most 
important goals with the legislation, 
and that is to actually accomplish an 
administrative cost savings that can be 
applied to deficit reduction and used as 
part of our long-term efforts to balance 
the Federal budget. 

I appreciate the gentleman yielding 
so I could make that very important 
distinction. 

Mr. MCKEON. Relaiming my time, 
when I was home over the last week- 
end, Mr. Chairman, I was visiting with 
local school administrators and school 
board teachers. They wanted to go over 
some of the cuts we were talking 
about. They agreed that some of the 
cuts were necessary, but what they 
asked was if possible, then, would we 
not continue the mandates. If we are 
going to cut back the funds, let us not 
continue with the mandates. I am in 
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strong support of that. I think when we 
cut back funds, we also should cut back 
mandates so we do not burden the local 
communities. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. KILDEE]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title П? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. MINK OF HAWAII 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, 
І offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 15 offered by Mrs. MINK of 
Hawaii: Page 105, after line 13 insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(5) a description of how the State will 
maintain programs for single parents, dis- 
placed homemakers, and single pregnant 
women and programs that promote the 
elimination of sex bias. 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, 
this amendment tracks parallel to the 
amendment that we have just been dis- 
cussing. It is an amendment which goes 
to a concern that many of us have 
shared over a long period of time. That 
is, in the identifying of programs and 
structuring many of the programs in 
job training and vocational education, 
particularly for women, much has been 
left out. So about 11 years ago, the 
Congress saw fit to include in the de- 
scription of the programs special atten- 
tion for career development, vocational 
education, educational programs gen- 
erally that would be focused upon the 
specific needs of girls and women. 

What happens in this legislation, 
which block-grants into four categories 
large sums of moneys that are being 
committed to the States, for the States 
to identify exactly how they are to be 
spent and what programs are to be 
funded under it, we have no designa- 
tions with respect to an emphasis or 
consideration for women and girls, for 
displaced homemakers, for single par- 
ents, for single pregnant women, and so 
forth. 

While I understand the aversion of 
the majority Members of this body to 
earmarking and setting aside specific 
funds for this purpose, I do not think 
that the concerns of Members are any 
less today than they have been with re- 
spect to the recognition that girls and 
women in these particular categories 
need special attention, and we must 
not allow the programs that are devel- 
oped at the State level using these 
block funds to forget or pay less atten- 
tion to their needs. 

What I have asked this committee to 
do is to distinctly provide in title П of 
this bill, H.R. 1617, language which re- 
quires the States, in submitting their 
plans, to describe how, in promoting 
the objectives of this legislation with 
the block grant authority which they 
will be given under title П, to maintain 
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programs for the girls and women in 
this specific area. 

I think that this generalized lan- 
guage, while it has no specific ear- 
marks and designation of percentages 
or set-asides, will at least require the 
State and new committees that will be 
organized to decide that the plan is to 
at least address this issue of how much 
of their previous programs had been or- 
ganized around the special needs of 
girls and women, both in and out of 
school. 

As we know, in title П we have 40 
percent of our program for the in- 
school youth, 40 percent for out-of- 
school in the at-risk category, and 20 
percent for such other programs that 
might be considered appropriate under 
this title, I think, in view of the 
progress that the welfare reform debate 
has made, and the obvious recognition 
that the only way single parents in the 
category of welfare recipients are 
going to be able to make it, to finda 
job, is to have adequate educational op- 
portunities and job training. While 
there is no specific earmark here, there 
may very well be some specific ear- 
marks and allocations in the bills that 
deal with welfare. 

It seems to me while we are refash- 
ioning these over 100 programs in job 
training, that we must at least cause 
the people who are fashioning the new 
guidelines and the new plans to look to 
this area and to make specific propos- 
als with respect to how their new allo- 
cations are going to deal with this, and 
to maintain the effort and emphasis 
that has been put in this area in the 
past. So I would hope that the majority 
members of the committee on the 
other side would agree to this amend- 
ment and would accept it, and I believe 
it will go a long way to achieving jus- 
tice for everyone, because by dealing 
and working for girls and women, in ef- 
fect, we are helping the total commu- 
nity and the total society. 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we on this side of the 
aisle are opposed to the amendment of- 
fered by the gentlewoman because it 
would effectively create a mandate on 
the States, which is quite contrary to 
the direction that we want to move 
here in terms of maximizing flexibility 
for the States. It would create a special 
population within title П of the bill, 
the youth consolidation grant, and 
really amount to nothing more or less 
than a gender-based maintenance of ef- 
fort requirement. 

This amendment would add a new re- 
quirement under the State plan re- 
quirements in the bill, the section of 
the bill that requires the State to re- 
port to the Federal Government on 
how they are going to use Federal tax- 
payer funds to accomplish their own 
self-developed and self-defined goals. 
Under the gentlewoman’s amendment, 
the State would be required to describe 
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how they are maintaining their pro- 
grams for single parents, displaced 
homemakers, single pregnant women, 
and programs that eliminate sex bias. 
Again, I suggest that it really ,con- 
stitutes a gender-based maintenance of 
effort requirement imposed on the 
States. 

The language of the gentlewoman’s 
amendment would require that States 
maintain their current level of funding 
commitment, and in crafting this bill, 
we have endeavored to eliminate set- 
asides for these and other categorical 
programs, so the gentlewoman’s 
amendment is, again, quite contrary to 
the fundamental intent and purpose of 
the bill. 

The other point I would like to make 
is there is nothing in the bill that pre- 
vents the States and local communities 
from designing programs that are spe- 
cifically targeted to the special popu- 
lations which would be served or which 
are addressed by the gentlewoman’s 
amendment. So while there is no man- 
date of services for the special popu- 
lations addressed in the gentlewoman’s 
amendment, the States are asked to re- 
port on how these special populations 
are served and how they have met per- 
formance goals. 

Last, the bill allows, as an additional 
use of funds, for in-school programs 
“supplementary services designed to 
meet the needs of special populations,” 
so again, there is nothing in the bill, 
the base bill, that prevents the States 
from designing and offering programs 
that are specifically targeted to these 
special populations. However, the bill 
is drafted in such a way so there is no 
mandate that these types of programs 
be offered to these special populations. 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIGGS. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Hawaii. 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, 
I want to make it perfectly clear that 
the amendment, and certainly the in- 
tent of the amendment and the lan- 
guage, provides no such earmarks, no 
such set-asides, no such mandates, as 
has been described by the gentleman on 
the floor. 
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Rather, what it is saying is for the 
States, in developing their plan, to 
look to those programs that can be 
identified as having been of special 
help to this category of girls and 
women in special circumstances and to 
try to establish exactly what they have 
done for these individuals and to come 
up with proposals as to how they might 
maintain that level of support. 

There is no mandate. There is no re- 
quirement, no set-aside whatsoever. 

I differ with your understanding of 
the amendment. That is clearly not 
what I intended. 

Mr. RIGGS. Reclaiming my time, I 
am just looking at the language of the 
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gentlewoman's amendment, The 
States would be required to describe 
how they will,” and here is the opera- 
tive term, maintain programs for sin- 
gle parents, displaced homemakers and 
single pregnant women in programs 
that promote the elimination of sex 
bias.“ I do not know how that can be 
construed as anything other than a 
mandate on the States, and again I 
would point out to the gentlewoman, in 
the committee bill we certainly have 
not inserted any language that effec- 
tively would preclude the States, those 
States that would elect to have special 
programs for these populations from 
offering those programs. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup- 
port of the Mink amendment to H.R. 
1617. 

Mr. Chairman, this Congress will 
soon complete consideration of a so- 
called welfare reform measure that 
does nothing—absolutely nothing—to 
get welfare recipients into work and off 
welfare permanently. This tragically 
will leave the most needy among us— 
women and children—without the Fed- 
eral safety net which helped me, and 
my children, survive 27 years ago. 

Now, on top of that, the new major- 
ity is attempting to scrap the existing 
job training programs which get 
women off of welfare and into jobs that 
pay a family wage. 

The Mink amendment is absolutely 
essential if we want to successfully re- 
form welfare. The amendment will pre- 
serve job training programs which help 
displaced homemakers апа single 
moms become self-sufficient. 

Sex equity programs help needy 
women escape the trap of pink-collar; 
low paying; dead-end jobs. These are 
smart programs. They end up saving 
the Government money in the long run 
by giving women a chance to support 
themselves and their children. 

Let us not kid ourselves. If we do not 
stand up for sex equity job training 
programs today, they will be lost for- 
ever. 

Pass the Mink amendment, and give 
women and children a real chance to 
succeed. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Mink amendment to help women and 
girls attain equal opportunities in edu- 
cation and employment. 

Today, most women must work to 
earn a living. Yet women still earn 25 
percent less than men. They are often 
tracked into traditionally female occu- 
pations which pay considerably less 
than the careers of their male counter- 
parts. 

This is why it is essential that we 
continue to encourage and train 
women to seek jobs which pay higher 
wages. This amendment would do just 
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that. It would require States to main- 
tain programs which encourage the 
elimination of sexual bias in job train- 
ing and vocational education. In this 
way, women could substantially in- 
crease their incomes by training for 
nontraditional occupations which pay 
20-30 percent more than traditional, 
predominantly female ones. 

This amendment would also require 
States to continue to provide special- 
ized services to meet the needs of dis- 
placed-homemakers and single parents. 
These programs, supported by both 
Democrats and Republicans for the 
past 11 years, have been tremendously 
successful in decreasing dependency on 
public assistance, and in increasing the 
employment and wage rates of partici- 
pants. 

In one State, 71 percent of the people 
who participated in the displaced 
homemakers/single parent and sex eq- 
uity programs doubled their incomes 
after completing their training pro- 
grams. 

Let us be realistic. States will not 
continue to serve the needs of these 
important groups unless they are re- 
quired to. Without establishing specific 
set-asides, this amendment would re- 
quire each State to continue providing 
equitable job training and vocational 
education for women, to give them the 
tools to become economically self suffi- 
cient. 

For the past 11 years, Congress has 
supported the effort to eliminate sex 
bias and stereotyping in employment. 
Let us continue to support women, as 
well as single parents and displaced 
homemakers, to learn new skills and 
increase their earning potential and 
productivity. Let us help them learn to 
permanently provide for themselves 
and for their families. Support the 
Mink amendment. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I want to kill a little time because I 
know the gentlewoman from Maryland 
(Mrs. MORELLA] would be totally dis- 
traught if she could not get here and 
participate in this, so I say to the gen- 
tlewoman from Maryland (Mrs. 
MORELLA], if you are out there, you 
had better hustle because we may run 
out of participants in the debate. 

But at any rate, I do not want to 
take a back seat to anyone when it 
comes to displaced homemakers. I do 
not want to pat myself on the back ei- 
ther, but I probably have had more to 
do over the years with keeping this 
program moving than most anyone. I 
have brought all of the successful par- 
ticipants in displaced homemaker pro- 
grams from my district down to testify 
on numerous occasions. 

What I want to point out is that it 
would appear to me that if we say to 
the State you must report how they 
are served and how you have met the 
performance goals, certainly we are 
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sending a message to States that we 
expect them to take care of special 
needs. 

What we have tried to get away from 
was the fact that over the years we get 
a set-aside for everything under the 
Sun, and then we diminish the effec- 
tiveness of the program because we re- 
duce the amount of money available 
because we have had so many pro- 
grams. We were trying to get away 
from that set-aside issue and at the 
same time indicate that certainly we 
have a strong interest that they meet 
those needs. That is why we say report 
on how they are served and how they 
met performance goals. 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding, just so I 
could make the point, the previous 
speaker on the other side, the gentle- 
woman from California, who is a very 
forceful and dynamic speaker, I think, 
used the term “require” three or four 
times in her remarks, making it explic- 
itly clear the intent of this amendment 
is to require States to maintain pro- 
grams in this particular area, and I 
share the Chairman’s concern that all 
that ultimately leads to is fragmented 
job training services at the local level. 

Furthermore, I would like to point 
out that Iam not exactly sure why this 
amendment is being offered under title 
Il, the youth development and career 
preparation consolidation grant. It 
seems to be misplaced. If it was to be 
offered anywhere, it seems it should be 
offered under title II. 

Then when you go through the re- 
quirements under section 221, pertain- 
ing to the State plan, again, there is 
nothing in there that is preventing the 
State from incorporating these special 
populations into their State plan under 
the provisions of title П, subtitle В, 
section 221, State plan. 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Hawaii. 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. I would like 
the opportunity to respond to the in- 
quiry. There is nothing in the amend- 
ment which requires the States to pro- 
vide any explicit set-aside funding for 
these programs, and to the point of 
why the amendment was placed on 
page 105, subtitle B, that section has to 
do with the State plan, and that para- 
graph begins by saying, “Іп addition to 
the requirements described in title I, a 
State that desires to receive funds 
shall submit to the Secretary informa- 
tion," and then it lists the kinds of in- 
formation that the Secretary is seek- 
ing to help it determine the nature of 
the programs that will be in place com- 
pared to the past. This is a way to 
evaluate the functioning of your new 
program. 
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It is not a requirement. It is a way 
for evaluating. It is a way to make as- 
surances that you yourself say you 
have supported all of these years, and 
that is to help women in special cir- 
cumstances. 

So this description of a State plan to 
develop academic and occupational 
skills of youth, description of how the 
State will improve comprehensive ca- 
reer guidance, a description of the 
strategy of how to integrate academic 
programs with work-based training, a 
description of how the State will pro- 
mote active involvement of parents, 
and then the fifth element, which I 
have added, which is a description of 
the States’ prior commitment to this 
special area so that we can see what 
they have done in the past and measure 
it with the plan that they are now pro- 
mulgating for the future and whether 
this particular category of special 
needs is going to be met. 

I do not regard that as any kind of 
set-aside requirement, mandate or 
whatever. It is simply an effort to try 
to define what information base a 
State should provide the Secretary. 

Mr. GOODLING. Reclaiming my 
time, would the gentlewoman like to 
end, after bias,“ that nothing in this 
amendment requires the State to set 
aside any amount of money for this 
purpose? 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. If the gen- 
tleman will yield further, I will be 
happy to consider that if you will agree 
to my amendment and we could discuss 
those kinds of limitations when we go 
to conference, but I think this concept 
should stand on its face. I hope the 
Members will support it. 

Мг. GOODLING. Then did the gentle- 
woman indicate she would be happy to 
consider that? 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Mink amendment. In a Congress where 
we have debated at length methods of 
moving families off welfare, and meth- 
ods of helping individuals become self- 
sufficient, we must protect vocational 
educational programs for women and 
girls. 

It is a fact that the earning power of 
American women directly impacts the 
well-being of the American family. Un- 
fortunately, women who work full-time 
still only make 72 percent of their male 
colleagues’ earnings. This is a particu- 
larly disturbing fact when viewed in 
the context of a recent survey that 
found that a majority of American 
women earn at least half of their fam- 
ily incomes. If we are going to value 
families, we have to value those pro- 
grams that allow parents to care for 
their families. 

The Mink amendment will preserve 
important programs that help assure 
equitable education and employment 
opportunities for women and girls. The 
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Perkins programs for displaced home- 
makers, single parents, and sex equity 
have been very successful. For the past 
11 years, these programs have helped 
women move into new jobs that pro- 
vide higher wages, better benefits, and 
the possibility of career advancement. 
Women in nontraditional occupations 
earn 20-30 percent more than women in 
traditional occupations. 

Let me tell you about a woman from 
New York City, Kelly Miles. Kelly is a 
single mother of three, who was on 
public assistance for many years. 
Through a nontraditional employment 
training program for women, Kelly was 
able to move off of welfare, and is now 
а second year apprentice electrician. 
Kelly holds down a job, and goes to 
classes twice a week at the Elec- 
trician’s Union so that she can keep 
advancing. Kelly is a perfect example 
of what women can achieve through 
these very important programs. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
the Mink amendment. Through these 
programs we can reach thousands of 
Kelly Miles—women who want to be 
self-sufficient and just need a little bit 
of help. Please help us to protect these 
programs. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, let me first commend 
the members of the Economic and Edu- 
cational Opportunities Committee for 
their efforts to consolidate more than 
150 training and employment programs 
into a coherent work force develop- 
ment system. I also want to express my 
great appreciation to Chairman Goop- 
LING and Chairman MCKEON for agree- 
ing to include language in the bill that 
will ensure that women have access to 
nontraditional jobs that pay higher 
wages and provide better benefits. For 
displaced homemakers and single par- 
ents, nontraditional jobs can be a path- 
way to economic self-sufficiency and 
family stability. 

It is because of my interest in the 
self-sufficiency of women that I now 
rise in support of the Mink amendment 
which would preserve programs for dis- 
placed homemakers, single parents, 
and pregnant women. It is my under- 
standing that this amendment does not 
add any cost to the bill. It merely re- 
quires the States to describe how they 
will maintain programs for displaced 
homemakers and single parents and 
programs that preserve sex equity. 

Programs and services to displaced 
homemakers and single parents have 
received high marks. A national assess- 
ment of past program participants 
found that four out of five participants 
rated the program they attended as ex- 
cellent or very good. Three out of four 
customers who participated in other 
Government programs such as the wel- 
fare system, JTPA, or Job Corps, rated 
the displaced homemaker or single par- 
ent programs as much better or better. 
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Nearly all of the participants agreed 
that they would recommend the pro- 
gram to a friend. 

The Mink amendment will assure 
that these successful programs will 
continue. The amendment would also 
provide States with the flexibility they 
need to meet the needs of the girls and 
women in their vocational education 
and job training programs. I urge my 
colleagues to support this important 
amendment. 
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Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong 
support of the Mink amendment which 
enables women in crisis, single parents, 
single pregnant women to get the 
training, education and skills they 
need to lead economically self-suffi- 
cient lives. 

Under the current law States are re- 
quired to designate 10 percent of their 
education funds for these programs. 

This set-aside was created to redirect 
women into higher skilled and high- 
wage employment and to address the 
unique needs of displaced homemakers 
and single parents. 

This amendment, however, does not 
retain the specific set-aside, but mere- 
ly requires that each State include in 
their State plan a description of how 
they will maintain these services. 

I believe this language is essential to 
ensure equitable educational and em- 
ployment opportunities for women and 
girls. 

In New Haven County last year, these 
programs directly provided educational 
and employment assistance to nearly 
500 women. Preparing them to enter 
the work force and meet the need of 
their children. 

Let me tell you about just one of the 
extraordinary women in my district 
and her success story. Pamela C. of 
West Haven, CT, is a 49-year-old moth- 
er of three. When she came to the Dis- 
placed Homemaker Program in New 
Haven in 1993, Pamela was employed in 
the service industry and bringing home 
$16,000 a year for her family. 

Pamela needed career counseling and 
a referral to job training so she could 
upgrade her job skills to earn more 
money each week and provide a better 
life for her family. 

Pamela received vocational training 
as a home health aide. She is now 
working full time as a home health 
aide for the Visiting Nurses Associa- 
tion in New Haven County. Not only 
does this provide her substantially 
more in earnings, she enjoys her work 
and feels good about going to work 
each day. 

Women like Pamela want to improve 
themselves and provide for their fam- 
ily. We must not shut the door of op- 
portunity in their faces. The Mink 
amendment makes sure that door will 
remain open. 
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It is clear that these targeted serv- 
ices are needed and are working for 
families on the edge in my district. 

The Mink amendment states that 
States should maintain programs for 
single parents, displaced homemakers, 
and single pregnant women who are 
struggling to provide for their families. 
These women are trying to help them- 
selves and contribute, they should be 
supported and given assistance when 
possible. 

At a time when Congress is reforming 
our welfare system, and specifically 
imposing time limits on welfare serv- 
ices, increasing the employability and 
earning potential of women should be 
our primary goal. 

Mr. Chairman, the Mink amendment 
does not ask for a set-aside and its does 
not add any new costs to the bill. 

I wholeheartedly support this amend- 
ment and urge my colleagues to vote in 
favor of it. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Chairman, as a long- 
time supporter of programs designed to assist 
displaced homemakers, | rise today to urge 
my colleagues to vote in favor of the Mink 
amendment. | also want to commend my col- 
league from Hawaii for offering this important 
provision. 

The Mink amendment will require States to 
include in their workforce development and lit- 
eracy plan a description of how the State will 
maintain job training and education programs 
for displaced homemakers. It will not require 
States to earmark funds for these programs, 
nor will it add any cost to the underlying bill. 

Mr. Chairman, displaced homemakers are 
primarily women who have been full-time 
homemakers for a number of years, but who 
have lost their source of economic support 
due to divorce, separation, abandonment, or 
the death or disability of a spouse. Many dis- 
placed homemakers are living at or near the 
poverty level, are younger than 35 and have 
children. 

One out of every six American women is a 
displaced homemaker. In 1990, there were 
17.8 million displaced homemakers in the 
United States. In my own State of Florida, 
there were over 1.1 million displaced home- 
makers in 1990—a 55 percent increase since 
1980. 

For many years, | have sponsored legisla- 
tion to assist displaced homemakers by pro- 
viding a tax credit to employers who hire and 
train them. In the present Congress, | have re- 
introduced this legislation as H.R. 110. 

Specifically, my bill would allow employers a 
tax credit for hiring displaced homemakers by 
establishing them as a targeted group under 
the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit [TJTC] program. 
The TJTC program, which expired at the end 
of 1994, is intended to combat and lessen the 
problem of structural unemployment among 
certain hard-to-employ individuals. 

My bill would reauthorize the TJTC program 
and extend it solely to displaced homemakers. 
Under the proposal, employers could apply for 
a tax credit if they hire and train these individ- 
uals who are having difficulty reentering the 
job market. 
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| see this approach as cost-effective. By 
providing prospective employers with the in- 
centive to hire and train displaced home- 
makers, we avoid the much more costly alter- 
native of publicly supporting these home- 
makers and their families. 

Mr. Chairman, these are persons who are in 
financial need and want to work. The Mink 
amendment is designed to help them stand on 
their own and reduce dependency on public 
assistance. | hope my colleagues will join me 
in supporting this important provision. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOODLING TO THE 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. MINK OF HAWAII 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. GOODLING to 
the amendment offered by Mrs. MINK of Ha- 
wall: Beginning on line 1 of the matter pro- 
posed to be inserted by the amendment, 
strike out maintain programs for“. 

At the end of the matter proposed, insert 
“Nothing in this Act shall be construed to 
mandate an amount be set-aside for these 
purposes.” 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentlewoman from Hawaii 
[Mrs. MINK]. 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, 
I have reviewed this amendment and it 
is wholly consistent with my intent, 
and I accept it. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman for accepting 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Соор- 
LING] to the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK], as 
amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title II? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SAWYER 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SAWYER: Page 
105, line 17, insert “, consistent with State 
law.“ after shall“. 

Page 109, line 9, before “Іп” insert “(А)”. 

Page 109, after line 13, insert the following: 

(B) If procedures are not in place for the 
resolution of disputes an eligible institution 
of such partnership may apply directly to 
the State for a grant to carry out in-school 
youth programs described in section 241. 

Page 109, beginning on line 16, strike by 
the“ and all that follows through process,“ 
and insert according to the requirements 
described in section 231”. 

Mr. SAWYER (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, I appre- 
ciate the opportunity first to comment 
on the importance of what we are try- 
ing to accomplish here today, and on 
the federally funded employment and 
training services as proposed in this 
bill. It is important for Governors to 
have authority over the approval of the 
overall State plan. However, the edu- 
cation provisions of the plan in my 
view should be administered by the au- 
thorities within the States who have 
the clear responsibility for administer- 
ing State and local education pro- 


grams. 

It is for that reason that I offer this 
amendment which gives the respon- 
sibility for the authority to establish 
procedures for dispute resolution, dis- 
pute settlement for local work force 
development boards, and to put that 
into a place that is consistent with 
State constitutional and statutory pro- 
visions. 

These procedures would be used to 
settle disagreements over proposals for 
State subgrants throughout this title 
by delegating authority to establish 
dispute settlement procedures solely to 
the Governor, as the bill would sug- 
gest. The provision infringes on State 
laws and constitutions in about half of 
the States. 5 

Now, I recognize that it is the intent, 
the expressed intent of many of the 
speakers prior to me that this not be 
the case. But the fact is that currently 
at the State level the administration of 
education is either shared by the Gov- 
ernor and State legislators or dele- 
gated to the education board or chief 
State school officer. In most cases it is 
not the sole responsibility of the Gov- 
ernor. It is our intent not to disrupt 
that for this procedural purpose. 

I understand also that there are some 
25 States or so in which the respon- 
sibility for the governance and admin- 
istration of education is delegated by 
the Governor through his appointment 
of a policy-sensitive chief State school 
officer, and it is not my intention to 
disrupt that relationship either. Rath- 
er, it is to recognize the vocational 
education is important for our Nation’s 
many students who do not go on to col- 
lege. It is important for the elevation 
of skills available to employers, and so 
it is important to make sure that the 
dollars that are intended to go to these 
students get there. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment would 
defer to State law, and to give the au- 
thority to establish procedures to set- 
tle these disputes to whomever has 
control of the administration of edu- 
cation under State law. 

My hope had also been to allow local 
authorities to apply for in-State sub- 
grants in the event that a dispute can- 
not be resolved within and specified 
number of days. The goal would have 
been to prevent students from being pe- 
nalized when a local work force devel- 
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opment board cannot reach an agree- 
ment. But it is not, Mr. Chairman, my 
intent to prejudge or to provide any ad- 
vantage to one side or another. So, I 
have removed language from the bill, 
but would rather leave in place a re- 
quirement that procedures for resolv- 
ing the disputes be in place so that an 
eligible institution can apply directly 
to the State to carry out a grant in the 
event that those procedures are not in 
place. 

I understand that, If I could have the 
attention of the chairman of the com- 
mittee, that we have agreed fundamen- 
tally with this set of principles, and 
also understand that it is not our in- 
tent to leave stalemated disputes unre- 
solved at the local level, but rather, it 
is not our intent either to give advan- 
tage to any of the parties that are a 
part of those local boards, and so rec- 
ognize that it is important to work out 
such a dispute resolution mechanism 
at the local level between now and con- 
ference. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I want to 
just again say that I urge the support 
of this amendment in order to ensure 
that State sovereignty is honored and 
that our Nation’s vocational students 
have access to these important funds in 
a timely way. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would engage in a 
colloquy with the gentleman from Ohio 
[Мг. SAWYER], so that I am exactly 
sure about what we have done. 

At the beginning of the gentleman’s 
amendment, it says, “сопвізбепб with 
State 1ам” and then the gentleman has 
“after shall.“ Is the gentleman indi- 
cating that this only applies to States 
who have constitutional language that 
directs that money directly to the 
State education group? 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, con- 
stitutionally specified language as we 
have discussed in this bill, specifically 
with regard to States. 

Mr. GOODLING. And then the gen- 
tleman eliminates line 11 and “аз the 
case may һе”; you have eliminated 
that language? 

Mr. SAWYER. That is correct, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. GOODLING. And then the gen- 
tleman has eliminated in line two 
under (B), “Or a resolution is not 
reached within 45 days after a written 
request for resolution is made by a 
member of the partnership’’? 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, as we 
have discussed, that section is elimi- 
nated, recognizing of course that a way 
to break local deadlocks is important, 
and that we probably do not have the 
capacity to write language to accom- 
plish that on the floor, but that we 
ought to try to achieve that between 
now and conference. 
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Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, with 
that understanding, we accept the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. SAWYER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to engage in a 
colloquy with the gentlewoman from 
California [Mrs. SEASTRAND]. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle- 
woman from California (Mrs. 
SEASTRAND], who has helped us so 
much on working on this bill, and I ap- 
preciate that gentlewoman’s com- 
ments. 

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from California. 

Mr. Chairman, it is important to rec- 
ognize that our students of today are 
our entrepreneurs of tomorrow, and for 
many years we have sought to find the 
best ways to educate our children to be 
contributors to the society in which 
they live, and to be prepared to take 
that bold step from primary and sec- 
ondary education to the workplace and 
provider. 

Now, as we consider any legislation 
dealing with the education of our chil- 
dren, or enhancing the skills for those 
already in the workplace, or assessing 
the needs of those in need of help and 
assistance, whether it is an education 
or workplace preparation, we under- 
stand that the principles we must ad- 
here to are those on which we place our 
successes of today, the free market sys- 
tem individual initiative, entrepre- 
neurship, and personal freedom. 

In this Congress, we are moving to 
reexamine our direction of the last 40 
years and determine, when possible, 
how we can enhance those principles 
and reduce the amount of Government 
interference. 

I believe the intent of this CAREERS 
bill was to do just that. 
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The Comptroller General of the Unit- 
ed States identified 163 different Fed- 
eral programs, administered by 14 dif- 
ferent Federal agencies that offered 
some form of education, job training, 
or employment assistance to youth and 
adults with a total cost of $20 billion. 
The intent of CAREERS as presented 
to me was to end these duplications 
and fragmentations that existed within 
the varied Federal work force prepara- 
tion and development programs, to 
eliminate conflicting requirements, 
and to streamline and consolidate pro- 
grams while providing maximum au- 
thority and responsibility to State and 
local communities. 

Now I also understood that CA- 
REERS would stress private sector 
partnerships and increase leadership 
and responsibility of the private sector 
as it relates to investments in work 
force training and preparation, that it 
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would establish a system which was 
market-driven, accountable, providing 
customer choice, improve education by 
stressing programs resulting in higher 
literacy rates, while simultaneously fo- 
cusing on those trapped in poverty and 
exhibiting inadequate educational 
achievement. 

Now I am supportive of all these 
goals, but, as I began to read the spe- 
cifics, I realized that CAREERS, in 
transferring focus to the State and 
local levels, had initiated some actions 
that would work against our goals of a 
free market driven economy, individ- 
ual creativity and initiative, and I saw 
particular need to correct certain situ- 
ations, and I am satisfied that many 
have been made. However one major 
concern that remains relates to the 
ideas of national skill standards and 
requirements of skill certificates. I be- 
lieve it is important that we emphasize 
that the responsibility of establishing 
standards and requirements for an indi- 
vidual to gain achievement within a 
particular field of work should be de- 
termined and maintained by those 
leaders within the particular field or 
industry and not the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

This is an issue, I believe, that must 
be resolved, and I do not believe that 
this bill is the vehicle to do so. We 
should have an opportunity to debate 
the issue of national skills standards at 
another time, and so I think it is a 
topic of many concerns, I know, to con- 
stituents of mine and constituents 
across these United States. 

So, Mr. Chairman, what I am asking 
and strongly encouraging is further 
discussion in the conference committee 
regarding this particular issue. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, because 
job training and work force prepara- 
tion programs are about preparing in- 
dividuals for careers, it is important 
that employers identify the skills 
needed in the workplace and the train- 
ing be tied to such skills in order that 
employment and training programs are 
relevant and useful. CAREERS іп- 
cludes the attainment of industry-rec- 
ognized skill standards in its perform- 
ance indicators for both adults and 
youth. All references to the national 
board are tied to voluntary provisions 
in CAREERS. CAREERS says that the 
Governors may take into account in- 
dustry-recognized skill standards at 
least as challenging as those endorsed 
by the national board in identifying 
education training providers who are 
eligible to participate in a voucher sys- 
tem. 

As my colleague indicates, we do 
need to continue this discussion. We 
will do that in conference. We really 
appreciate all of the gentlewoman’s 
hard work and effort in bringing this to 
the floor, and I pledge to her that we 
will continue to work with her as we go 
to the conference. ; 
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Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from California 
(Mr. MCKEON]. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. WOOLSEY 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Ms. WOOLSEY: 

Page 121, after line 2, insert the following: 

Subtitle E—Authorizations 
SEC. 261. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Notwithstanding section 4(a), there are au- 
thorized to be appropriated— 

(1) for title II, $3,000,000,000 for fiscal year 
1997 and such sums as may be necessary for 
each of the fiscal years 1998 through 2002 to 
carry out the programs under such title; 

(2) for title III, $3,225,000,000 for fiscal year 
1997 and such sums as may be necessary for 
each of the fiscal years 1998 through 2002 to 
carry out the programs under such title; and 

(3) for subtitle A of title IV, $597,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1997 and such sums as may be nec- 
essary for each of the fiscal years 1998 
through 2002 to carry out the programs under 
such subtitle. 

Ms. WOOLSEY (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, it 
seems like we are on a roll here be- 
tween the Republicans and the Demo- 
crats, so I thought I should take this 
opportunity for a very simple amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment in- 
creases the amount of money that this 
bill authorizes for education, for job 
training, and literacy. It increases it to 
a level where the programs can actu- 
ally be successful. 

As my colleagues know, it is hard to 
believe that it was just last year when 
I convinced this body to approve a 
landmark resolution to increase our in- 
vestment in education by 1 percent a 
year until the education budget ac- 
counts for 10 percent of our national 
budget, and that should be by the year 
2002. 

Well, guess what, folks? Times have 
changed. This bill does contain some 
important bipartisan initiatives that 
deserve to pass. But when it comes to 
funding, this bill sends us in the wrong 
direction. Unfortunately, the careers 
act actually cuts funds for job training 
programs for youths, for adults, and for 
adult literacy and education. 

Careers consolidates 30 existing edu- 
cation and job training programs for 
youth into one block grant, and then 
cuts the funds for these programs by 20 
percent. It combines all of the existing 
Federal employment and job training 
programs for adults, and reduces these 
funds by 20 percent. The adult edu- 
cation and literacy funds are cut by 10 
percent. 

Mr. Chairman, I find it truly ironic 
that on the same day our colleagues in 
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the other body are voting on a bill to 
reform welfare, we are debating a bill 
that cuts funds for programs to get 
people off of welfare. It also makes it 
harder to prevent people from going on 
welfare in the first place, because it 
cuts programs that it train youth and 
workers for jobs that pay a liveable 
wage. 

I have heard plenty of talk about 
“changing the welfare system as we 
know it.” Well, my amendment gives 
this house the opportunity to put its 
money where its mouth is.” My amend- 
ment increases funds for education and 
training support for in-school and out- 
of-school youth by less than a billion 
dollars. It also adds close to $1 billion 
to the adult employment and training 
grant. The adult literacy and education 
grant is increased by less than $300 mil- 
lion. 

Мг. Chairman, these modest in- 
creases will ensure that more people 
get the skills they need to get off wel- 
fare—and, for heavens sake, it will help 
prevent people from having to go on 
welfare in the first place. 

Mr. Chairman, there has always been 
a bipartisan commitment to education 
in this House. Let us continue that 
commitment to education and training 
by voting for my amendment to raise 


the authorization levels in the 
CAREERS Act. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 


Mr. GOODLING, Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentlewoman from California 
[Ms. WOOLSEY]. 

Mr. Chairman, I am much too young 
to have the noose come down around 
by neck and string me up on a scaffold 
‘someplace, and if I were to accept this 
amendment, I am sure that would hap- 
pen because the mandate from the 
Committee on the Budget is different. 

What I will promise the gentlewoman 
from California [Ms. WOOLSEY] is to 
certainly do everything I can, serving 
on that conference, to make sure that 
we move to the Senate numbers. Their 
602(b) of course is not as difficult as 
ours, and there is no one, probably, 
who feels more strongly that particu- 
larly the youth block certainly is in a 
great deal of need for an increased ap- 
propriation, and I will work in con- 
ference to move to their numbers, 
away from our numbers, but, as I said, 
Iam too young to die. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from California. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I say 
to the gentleman, “І don’t want you to 
die at all. I appreciate your consider- 
ation of this, and I know you will fight 
hard for it.” 

Mr. Chairman, we were on a roll; I 
think it ended. 4 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from California [Ms. WOOLSEY]. 
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The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: 
Page 121, after line 2, insert the following: 


SEC. 254. PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP- 
MENT AND PRODUCTS, 


(a) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense 
of the Congress that, to the greatest extent 
practicable, all equipment and products pur- 
chased with funds made available under this 
Act Should be American-made. 

(b) NOTICE REQUIREMENT.—In providing fi- 
nancial assistance to, or entering into any 
contract with, any entity using funds made 
available under this Act, the head of each 
Federal agency, to the greatest extent prac- 
ticable, shall provide to such entity a notice 
describing the statement made in subsection 
(a) by the Congress. 

Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read- 
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid- 
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, 
with ali this talk of death and dying, I 
offer the standard Buy American 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we have Governors 
making decisions, chief officers of the 
State school boards making decisions, 
all kinds of decisions being made talk- 
ing about welfare, talking about edu- 
cation. Mr. Chairman, if we pass my 
amendment, I do not know how much 
it is going to do, but maybe there will 
be a few more jobs, and people pay a 
few more taxes, and we will have a few 
more dollars to keep this train coming 
down the track. 

Mr. Chairman, this language has 
been added to every appropriation bill 
and to every authorizing bill in the 
Congress. It does not reinvent the 
wheel, but it does, in fact, encourage, 
to the most practical extent possible, 
that when people, regardless of who has 
jurisdictional authority to do so, ex- 
pend the hard-earned Federal taxpayer 
dollars, they try, wherever possible, to 
buy, within the limits of the law, 
American-made products, made by 
American hands, who get American 
paychecks, pay American taxes. This is 
no walk in the park around here. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, we 
will be very happy to accept the 
amendment on this side. 

Mr. Chairman, I would feel much bet- 
ter if at the end of paragraph 1 where 
the gentleman has “American made” 
he would include and manufactured 
and purchased in Ohio and Pennsylva- 
nia.” 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, yes, 
I would accept the gentleman’s tremen- 
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dous amendment. His intellect amazes 


me. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, we 
accept the amendment. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I appreciate that 
and just take a couple minutes here. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GOODLING], who has handled this bill. 
There was a lot of contentious items 
coming in, and there has been an awful 
lot of headway that has been made, and 
I think the gentleman deserves a lot of 
credit for that. I really mean that. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Missouri, the distin- 
guished ranking member, who as well 
in the past has been a supporter of Buy 
American and Made in America. Hope- 
fully he will maintain his record. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
agreed with the gentleman in all of the 
other instances where he introduced a 
Buy American amendment, and I do 
not see any reason why I would dis- 
agree with him now. I think he is the 
champion of all Americans when it 
comes to Buy American. 

Mr. Chairman, I was not listening to 
at what point in the bill the gentleman 
offered his amendment. I was trying to 
get together the next amendment. But 
I am sure, if it is consistent with what 
he has been doing in the past, that I 
will be supportive. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate that, and with that I say it 
would apply to the entire act, and with 
that I appreciate the support. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title II? 

If not, the Clerk will designate title 
ш. 

The text of title ІП is as follows: 
TITLE ІП--АПІЛ/Т EMPLOYMENT AND 
TRAINING CONSOLIDATION GRANT 

SEC. 301. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this title is to establish an 
efficient, high-quality, and equitable system 
of employment, job training, and related as- 
sistance designed to facilitate the transition 
of adults into productive, high skills, private 
sector employment. 

Subtitle A—Adult Employment and Training 
Consolidation Grant 
SEC. 311. AUTHORIZATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of each State 
that in accordance with the requirements of 
section 102 submits to the Secretary of Labor 
(hereinafter in this title referred to as the 
Secretary“) a State workforce development 
and literacy plan under section 104, the Sec- 
retary shall provide a grant to the State for 
the purpose of providing employment, job 
training, and related assistance for adults in 
the State. 

(b) AMOUNT.—The grant shall consist of the 
allotment determined for the State under 
section 312. 

SEC. 312. ALLOTMENT AMONG STATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount appro- 

priated pursuant to section 4(аХ2) to carry 
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out this title for a fiscal year, the Secretary 
shall— 

(1) allot 85 percent of such amounts in ac- 
cordance with subsection (b); and 

(2) reserve 15 percent for use under subtitle 


(b) ALLOTMENT AMONG STATES.— 

(1) RESERVATION FOR THE TERRITORIES.—Of 
the amount allotted under subsection (a)(1), 
the Secretary shall allot not more than one 
quarter of one percent among the Common- 
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
American Samoa, Guam, and the Virgin Is- 
lands. 

(2) STATES.—After determining the amount 
to be allotted under paragraph (1), the Sec- 
retary shall allot the remaining amount to 
the remaining States so that each State re- 
ceives an amount that bears the same pro- 
portion to such remaining amount as— 

(A) the amount allotted to each such State 
from allotments under sections 202 and 302 of 
the Job Training Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 
1602 and 1652) (as in effect before the date of 
the enactment of this Act) for fiscal year 
1995; bears to 

(B) the aggregate of the amounts allotted 
to all such States from allotments under 
such sections for such fiscal year. 

(с) ALLOTMENT.—No State shall 
receive less than one-quarter of one percent 
of the amount available under this title for 
a fiscal year. Amounts necessary for increas- 
ing such payments to States to comply with 
the preceding sentence shall be obtained by 
ratably reducing the amounts to be paid to 
other States. 

SEC. 313. ALLOCATION WITHIN STATES. 

(a) RESERVATIONS FOR STATE ACTIVITIES.— 

(1) ІМ GENERAL. -The Governor of the State 
shall reserve not more than 20 percent of the 
amount allotted to the State under section 
312(b) for a fiscal year for statewide activi- 
ties for employment, job training, and relat- 
ed assistance for adults. 

(2) MANDATORY ACTIVITIES.—Such activities 
shall include— 

(A) rapid response activities; and 

(B) additional assistance to areas that ex- 
perience disasters, mass layoffs or plant clos- 
ings, or other events which precipitate sub- 
stantial increases in the number of unem- 
ployed workers, to be expended in accord- 
ance with the local plan of the relevant 
workforce development area. 

(3) DISCRETIONARY ACTIVITIES,— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Such activities may in- 
clude— 

(i) subject to subparagraph (B), administra- 
tion by the State of programs under this sub- 
title; 

(ii) capacity building and technical assist- 
ance to local workforce development areas, 
integrated career center systems, and service 
providers, including the development and 
training of staff and the development of ex- 
emplary program activities; 

(iii) incentives for program coordination, 
performance awards, and research and dem- 
onstrations; 

(iv) implementation of innovative incum- 
bent worker training programs, which may 
include the establishment and implementa- 
tion of an employer loan program to assist in 
skills upgrading (in accordance with the re- 
quirements of section 324); 

(v) implementation of experimentation, 
model activities, pilot projects, and dem- 
onstration projects which further the goals 
and purposes of this Act; 

(vi) additional assistance for the develop- 
ment and implementation of the integrated 
career center system of the State established 
in accordance with title I; and 
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(vii) support for a common management 
information system as described in section 
109. 

(B) LIMITATION.—Not more than 25 percent 
of the amount reserved by the Governor 
under paragraph (1) may be used for adminis- 
tration by the State of programs under this 
subtitle. 

(b) WITHIN STATE ALLOCATION,— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of the State 
shall allocate the remainder of the amount 
allotted to the State under section 312(b) to 
workforce development areas designated 
under title I of this Act, in accordance with 
paragraphs (1) and (2) of such section, for the 
purpose of providing employment, job train- 
ing, and related services for adults in accord- 
ance with section 315. 

(2) WITHIN STATE FORMULA.— 

(A) ESTABLISHMENT,—The Governor, 
through the collaborative process under sec- 
tion 103 of this Act, and after consultation 
with local chief elected officials in the local 
workforce development area, shall develop a 
formula for the allocation of 90 percent of 
the remainder of funds described in para- 
graph (1), to workforce development areas, 
taking into account— 

(i) poverty rates within each local 
workforce development area, as determined 
by the State; 

(ii) unemployment rates within each local 
workforce development area; 

(iii) the proportion of the State’s adult 
population residing within each local 
workforce development area; and 

(iv) such other factors as considered appro- 
priate. 

(В) ADDITIONAL FACTORS.—In establishing 
such formula, the Governor shall ensure that 
funds are distributed equitably throughout 
the State, and that the factors described in 
subparagraph (A) do not receive dispropor- 
tionate weighting. 

(8) WITHIN STATE DISCRETIONARY ALLOCA- 
TION.—In addition, the Governor is author- 
ized to allocate 10 percent of the remainder 
of funds described in paragraph (1) to 
workforce development areas designated 
under title I of this Act. Amounts may be al- 
located to such areas as determined by the 
Governor. 

SEC. 314, ADDITIONAL STATE PLAN REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 


The State shall, as part of the State 
workforce development and literacy plan 
under title I of this Act, submit to the Sec- 
retary the following additional information: 

(1) A description of how the State will 
serve the employment and training needs of 
dislocated workers, economically disadvan- 
taged individuals, older workers, individuals 
with disabilities, displaced homemakers, vet- 
erans, and individuals with multiple barriers 
to employment (as determined by the State), 
including individuals who are basic skills de- 
ficient. 

(2) A description of how the State will pro- 
vide rapid response assistance to workers ex- 
periencing dislocation as a result of mass 
layoffs and plant closings, either through the 
direct provision of services or through the 
transfer of funds to local workforce develop- 
ment areas for the provision of such services. 
SEC. 315. USE OF AMOUNTS. 

(a) CORE SERVICES.—Amounts allocated 
under section 313(b) shall be used to provide 
core services to adults through integrated 
career center systems in accordance with 
title I of this Act. 

(b) INTENSIVE SERVICES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts allocated under 
section 313(b) shall be used to provide inten- 
sive services to adults— 
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(A) who are unable to obtain employment 
through core services under subsection (a); 
and 

(B) who have been determined to be in need 
of more intensive services in order to gain 
employment. 

(2) DELIVERY OF SERVICES.—Such intensive 
services shall be provided— 

(A) directly through integrated career cen- 
ter systems in accordance with title I of this 
Act; or 

(B) through contracts through such sys- 
tems with service providers approved by the 
local workforce development board, which 
may include private, for-profit providers. 

(3) TYPES OF SERVICES.—Such intensive 
services may include the following: 

(A) Comprehensive and specialized assess- 
ments of the skill levels and service needs of 
adults, which may include— 

(i) diagnostic testing and other assessment 
tools; and 

(ii) in-depth interviewing and evaluation 
to identify employment barriers and appro- 
priate employment goals. 

(B) Development of an individual employ- 
ment plan, to identify the employment 
goals, appropriate achievement objectives, 
and the appropriate combination of services 
for the adult to achieve the employment 
goal. 

(C) Group counseling. 

(D) Individual counseling and career plan- 
ning. 

(E) Case management for adults receiving 
education and training services under sub- 
section (c) or supportive services under sub- 
section (4). 

(F) Follow-up counseling for adults placed 
in training or employment, for up to 1 year. 
(с) EDUCATION AND TRAINING SERVICES,— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts allocated under 
section 313(b) shall be used to provide edu- 
cation and training services to adults— 

(A) who are unable to obtain employment 
through core services under subsection (a); 

(B) who are in need of education and train- 
ing services in order to gain employment as 
a result of determinations made through— 

(i) preliminary assessments under section 
107(f)(1)(B) of this Act; or 

(ii) comprehensive and specialized assess- 
ments under subsection (b)(3)(A); and 

(C) who are unable to obtain other grant 
assistance for such services, such as through 
Federal Pell Grants established under title 
IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965. 

(2) DELIVERY OF SERVICES.—Such education 
and training services shall be provided 
through education and training providers 
certified in accordance with title I of this 
Act. 

(3) TYPES OF SERVICES.—Such education 
and training services may include the follow- 
ing: 

(A) Basic skills training, including reme- 
dial education, literacy training, and English 
literacy program instruction. 

(B) Occupational skills training, including 
training for nontraditional employment. 

(C) On-the-job training. 

(D) Programs that combine workplace 
training with related instruction. 

(E) Training programs operated by the pri- 
vate sector. 

(F) Skill upgrading and retraining. 

(G) Entrepreneurial training. 

(H) Employability training to enhance 
basic workplace competencies. 

(1) Customized training conducted with a 
commitment by an employer or group of em- 
ployers to employ an individual upon suc- 
cessful completion of the training. 

(4) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.— 
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(A) USE OF CAREER GRANTS.— 

(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Except as provided іп 
clause (ii) and clause (iii), education and 
training services under this section shall be 
provided through the use of career grants in 
accordance with this subsection, and shall be 
distributed to eligible individuals through 
integrated career centers or affiliated sites 
as described in section 107, and in accordance 
with section 108 regarding the identification 
of eligible education and training providers. 

(ii) EXCEPTIONS.—Education and training 
services authorized under this title may be 
provided pursuant to a contract for services 
in lieu of a career grant if— 

(1) such services are on-the-job training 
provided by an employer; 

(II) the local workforce development board 
determines there are an insufficient number 
of certified providers of education and train- 
ing services in the workforce development 
area to accomplish the purposes of a career 
grant system; 

(ПІ) the local workforce development 
board determines that the certified providers 
of education and training in the workforce 
development area are unable to provide ef- 
fective services to special participant popu- 
lations; or 

(ТҮ) the local workforce development 
board decides to enter into a direct training 
contract with a community based organiza- 
tion serving special participant populations. 

(iii) TRANSITION.—States may have up to 
three years from the date of enactment of 
this Act to fully implement the require- 
ments of clause (i), but nothing shall pro- 
hibit states from beginning such implemen- 
tation at an earlier date. 

(B) LINKAGE TO OCCUPATIONS IN DEMAND.— 
Education and training services under this 
subsection shall be directly linked to occu- 
pations for which there is a demand in the 
local workforce development area, or in an- 
other area to which an adult receiving such 
services is willing to relocate. 

(d) ADDITIONAL SERVICES.— 

(1) SUPPORTIVE SERVICES.—Supportive serv- 
ices may be provided for individuals— 

(A) who are receiving assistance under any 
of subsections (a) through (c); and 

(B) who are unable to receive such services 
through other programs providing such serv- 
ices. 

(2) NEEDS-RELATED PAYMENTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Amounts allocated under 
section 313(b) may be used to provide needs- 
related payments to adults who are unem- 
ployed and do not qualify for (or have ceased 
to qualify for) unemployment compensation 
for the purpose of enabling such adults to 
participate in education and training pro- 
grams under subsection (c). 

(B) ADDITIONAL ELIGIBILITY REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—In addition to the requirements con- 
tained in subparagraph (A), a dislocated 
worker who has exhausted unemployment in- 
surance benefits may be eligible to receive 
needs-related payments under this paragraph 
only if such worker was enrolled іп edv- 
cation or training by the end of the 8th week 
of the worker's initial unemployment com- 
pensation benefit period, or, if later, by the 
end of the 8th week after the worker is in- 
formed that a short-term layoff will in fact 
exceed 6 months. 

(е) PRiIoRITY.—Local workforce develop- 
ment boards shall establish a process 
through which priority is given to dislocated 
workers and economically disadvantaged in- 
dividuals, for réceipt of services provided 
under subsections (b) and (c), in the event 
that funds are limited within the workforce 
development area. 
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(f) PROHIBITION ON PRIVATE RIGHT OF AC- 
TION.—Nothing in this section may be con- 
strued to establish a right for a participant 
to bring an action to obtain services under a 
program established under this section. 

(g) LIMITATIONS ON USE OF FUNDS.—Not 
more than 10 percent of the funds provided 
under this title to a local workforce develop- 
ment board may be used for administrative 
purposes. 

Subtitle B—Federal Programs 
БЕС. 321. NATIONAL DISCRETIONARY GRANTS. 

(a) GRANTS FOR DISLOCATED WORKERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—From amounts reserved 
under section 312(a)(2) for any fiscal year, 
the Secretary is authorized to award na- 
tional discretionary grants to address major 
economic dislocations that result from plant 
closures, base closures, or mass layoffs. 

(2) APPLICATION.—To receive a grant under 
this section, an eligible entity shall submit 
an application to the Secretary at such time, 
in such manner, and accompanied by such in- 
formation as the Secretary determines is ap- 
propriate. 

(3) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—Grants under this 
section may be awarded to— 

(A) the State; 

(B) a local workforce development board 
administering assistance under this Act; 

(C) employers and employer associations; 

(D) worker-management transition assist- 
ance committees and other employer-em- 
ployee entities; 

(Е) representatives of employees; 

(F) community development corporations 
and community-based organizations; and 

(G) industry consortia. 

(b) INCENTIVE GRANTS.—From amounts re- 
served under section 312(а)(2) for any fiscal 
year, the Secretary may provide awards to 
States— 

(1) to assist in the implementation of ex- 
emplary statewide workforce development 
system designs; and 

(2) for the achievement of exceptional per- 
formance in the statewide workforce devel- 
opment system. 

SEC. 322. DISASTER RELIEF EMPLOYMENT AS- 
SISTANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—From amounts reserved 
under section 312(а)(2) for any fiscal year, 
the Secretary may provide assistance to the 
Governor of any State within which is lo- 
cated an area that has suffered an emergency 
or a major disaster as defined in paragraphs 
(1) and (2), respectively, of section 102 of the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer- 
gency Assistance Act (referred to in this sec- 
tion as the disaster агеа”). 

(b) USE OF FUNDS.— 

(1) PROJECTS RESTRICTED TO DISASTER 
AREAS.—Funds made available under this 
section— 

(A) shall be used exclusively to provide em- 
ployment on projects to provide food, cloth- 
ing, shelter, and other humanitarian assist- 
ance for disaster victims and on projects re- 
garding demolition, cleanup, repair, renova- 
tion, and reconstruction of damaged and de- 
stroyed structures, facilities, and lands lo- 
cated within the disaster area; and 

(B) may be expended through public and 
private agencies and organizations engaged 
in such projects. 

(2) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.—An individ- 
ual shall be eligible to be offered disaster 
employment under this section if such indi- 
vidual is a dislocated worker or is tempo- 
rarily or permanently laid off as a con- 
sequence of the disaster. 

(3) LIMITATIONS ON DISASTER RELIEF EM- 
PLOYMENT.—No individual shall be employed 
under this part for more than 6 months for 
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work related to recovery from a single patu- 

ral disaster. 

SEC. 323. RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATION, EVALUA- 
TION, AND CAPACITY BUILDING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—From amounts reserved 
under section 312(а)(2) for any fiscal year, 
the Secretary is authorized to establish and 
carry out research, demonstration, and ca- 
pacity building activities in accordance with 
this section. 

(b) ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary is author- 
ized to carry out the following activities 
under this section: 

(1) RESEARCH.—The Secretary is authorized 
to conduct continuing research, which may 
include studies and other methods and tech- 
niques, that will aid in the solution of the 
employment and training problems of the 
United States. Such studies may include the 
extent to which individuals who participate 
in programs established under this title 
achieve self-sufficiency as a result of such 
participation, including the identification by 
State and locality, to the extent practicable, 
of indicators measuring such self-sufficiency. 

(2) DEMONSTRATIONS.—The Secretary is au- 
thorized to conduct pilot and demonstration 
projects for the purpose of developing and 
improving methods and techniques for ad- 
dressing employment and training needs 
which may include— 

(A) projects conducted jointly with the De- 
partment of Defense to develop training pro- 
grams utilizing computer-based and other in- 
novative learning technologies. The Sec- 
retary may award grants and enter into con- 
tracts with appropriate entities to carry out 
such projects; and 

(B) Projects which promote the use of dis- 
tance learning, enabling students to take 
courses through the use of technology such 
as videos teleconferencing, computers, and 
the internet. 

(3) EVALUATION.— 

(А) ACTIVITIES.— 

(i) JOB TRAINING ACTIVITIES.—The Sec- 
retary shall provide for the continuing eval- 
uation of activities conducted under this 
Act, including the use of controlled experi- 
ments using experimental and control groups 
chosen by scientific random assignment, and 
at a minimum, determine whether job train- 
ing and job placement programs effectively 
raise the hourly wage rates of individuals re- 
ceiving training through such programs. 

(ii) OTHER PROGRAMS.—The Secretary may 
conduct evaluations of other federally fund- 
ed employment-related activities including 
programs administered under— 

(I) the Wagner-Peyser Act (29 U.S.C. 49 et 
seq.); 

(II) the National Apprenticeship Act (29 
U.S.C. 50 et seq.); 

(III) the Older Americans Act of 1965 (42 
U.S.C. 3001 et seq.); and 

(IV) the Federal unemployment insurance 
program under titles ІП, ІХ, and XII of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 501 et seq., 
1101 et seq., and 1321 et seq.). 

(B) EFFECTIVENESS.—The Secretary shall 
evaluate the effectiveness of programs au- 
thorized under this Act with respect to— 

(i) the statutory goals; 

(ii) the performance standards established 
by the Secretary; and 

(iii) the extent to which such programs en- 
hance the employment and earnings of par- 
ticipants, reduce income support costs, im- 
prove the employment competencies of par- 
ticipants in comparison to comparable per- 
sons who did not participate in such pro- 
grams, and to the extent feasible, increase 
the level of total employment over the level 
that would have existed in the absence of 
such programs. 
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(4) NATIONAL PARTNERSHIP AND SPECIAL 
TRAINING.—The Secretary may award special 
grants to eligible entities to carry out ac- 
tivities that are most appropriately adminis- 
tered at the national level. Such activities 
may include— 

(A) partnerships with national organiza- 
tions with special expertise in developing, 
organizing, and administering employment 
and training services at the national, State, 
and local levels, such as industry and labor 
associations, public interests groups, com- 
munity-based organizations representative 
of groups that encounter special difficulties 
in the labor market, in education and train- 
ing; and 

(B) activities that— 

(i) address industry-wide skill shortages; 

(ii) meet training needs that are best ad- 
dressed on a multistate basis; 

(iii) further the goals of increasing the 
competitiveness of the United States labor 
force; 

(iv) require technical expertise available at 
the national level to serve the needs of par- 
ticular client groups that encounter signifi- 
cant barriers to employment and who the 
Secretary determines require special assist- 
ance; and 

(v) promote and experiment with model ac- 
tivities, pilot projects, and demonstration 
projects which further the goals and pur- 
poses of this Act. 

(5) CAPACITY BUILDING AND TECHNICAL AS- 
SISTANCE,— 

(А) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro- 
vide, through grants, contracts, or other ar- 
rangements, staff training and technical as- 
sistance to States, local workforce develop- 
ment boards, career centers, communities, 
business and labor organizations, service 
providers, industry consortia, and other enti- 
ties, to enhance their capacity to develop 
and deliver effective employment and train- 
ing services, 

(B) ACTIVITIES.—The staff training and 
technical assistance authorized under sub- 
paragraph (A) may include— 

(i) development of management informa- 
tion systems; 

(ii) development and maintenance of a па- 
tional capacity building, information and 
dissemination network; and 

(iii) grants for the replication of successful 
employment and training models and activi- 
ties. 

SEC. 324. WORKFORCE SKILLS AND DEVELOP- 
MENT LOANS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—From amounts reserved 
under section 312(аХ2) for any fiscal year, 
the Secretary of Labor may use a portion of 
such amounts to provide grants to States to 
provide loans to eligible entities described in 
paragraph (2) to assist such entities in pro- 
viding skills upgrading. 

(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—An eligible entity 
described in this paragraph is— 

(A) an employer; 

(B) a representative of employees; 

(C) a business association; 

(D) a trade organization; or 

(E) a consortium consisting of— 

(i) more than 1 of the entities described in 
subparagraphs (A) through (D); or 

(ii) an institution of higher education (as 
such term is defined in section 481 of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1088) 
which continues to meet the eligibility and 
certification requirements under section 498 
of such Act) and 1 or more of the entities de- 
scribed in subparagraphs (A) through (D). 

(b) APPLICATION.—The Secretary may pro- 
vide a grant to a State under subsection (a) 
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only if such State submits to the Secretary 
an application which contains such informa- 
tion as the Secretary may reasonably re- 
quire. 


(с) USE OF AMOUNTS.—A State shall use 
amounts received from a grant under sub- 
section (a) to establish a loan guarantee pro- 
gram to assist eligible entities described in 
paragraph (2) of such subsection to provide 
skills upgrading. In carrying out such pro- 
gram, the State shall meet the following re- 
quirements: 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF RESERVE FUND FOR 
LOAN GUARANTEES.—The State shall establish 
а reserve fund from amounts received from 
such grant for the purpose of making com- 
mitments to guarantee the payment of prin- 
cipal and interest on loans made by financial 
institutions to such eligible entities to pro- 
vide skills upgrading. 

(2) CRITERIA FOR LOAN GUARANTEES.—The 
State, in conjunction with appropriate finan- 
cial institutions, shall establish and publish 
criteria for providing loan guarantees to eli- 
gible entities under the program, including 
criteria that provides for the following: 

(A) A loan guarantee may be issued under 
the program only if, at the time such guar- 
antee is issued the eligible entity agrees to 
pay as an insurance premium an amount 
equal to 1 percent of the principal received 
by such entity under the loan to the State's 
reserve fund. 

(Вхі) Subject to clause (ii), the eligible en- 
tity will use amounts received from the loan 
to provide skills upgrading for mid- and 
lower-level employees, which may include— 

(I) training in total quality management, 
statistical process control, production tech- 
niques, office automation, materials re- 
source planning; and 

(П) training to improve basic skills, in- 
cluding reading, writing, and arithmetic. 

(ii) In providing such skills upgrading, the 
eligible entity shall give priority to employ- 
ees who— 

(1) directly produce or deliver goods or 
services; or 

(П) are in danger of being terminated or 
laid off as a result of modernization in the 
workplace, corporate downsizing, foreign or 
domestic competition, or Federal policies ad- 
versely affecting 1 or more industries. 

(C) Amounts from a loan shall not be used 
to pay the wages or other benefits of any em- 
ployee receiving assistance under the pro- 
gram 


(3) PAYMENT BY STATE TO FINANCIAL INSTI- 
TUTIONS IN CASES OF DEFAULT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with cri- 
teria developed by the Secretary, the State 
shall make payments from the State’s re- 
serve fund to financial institutions that have 
provided loans to eligible entities that have 
defaulted on such loans for the purpose of re- 
imbursing such institutions for the amount 
of principal and interest remaining unpaid to 
the institutions by reason of such default. 

(B) NO FULL FAITH AND CREDIT OF THE UNIT- 
ED STATES,—Loans provided by financial in- 
stitutions to eligible entities under loan 
guarantee programs under this section shall 
not be obligations of, or guaranteed in any 
respect by, the United States. 

(4) INTEREST FROM AMOUNTS IN RESERVE 
FUND.—Any interest earned from amounts іп 
the State’s reserve fund shall be credited to 
such fund. 


(d) FEDERAL AND STATE SHARE.— 

(1) FEDERAL SHARE—The Federal share 
under this section may not exceed 50 percent 
of the total cost of the program established 
under subsection (c) for any fiscal year. 
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(2) STATE SHARE.—The State share shall be 
provided from non-Federal sources and may 
be in cash or in-kind, fairly evaluated. 

SEC. 325. EMPLOYMENT, TRAINING, AND EDU- 
CATION ASSISTANCE FOR NATIVE 
AMERICANS. 


(a) AUTHORIZATION.—From amounts ге- 
served under section 4(a)(2) for any fiscal 
year, there shall be reserved one quarter of 
one percent, or $85,000,000, whichever is less, 
to provide grants to, or enter into contracts 
or cooperative agreements with, Indian 
tribes and tribal organizations, tribally-con- 
trolled colleges, tribally-controlled post- 
secondary vocational institutions, Indian- 
controlled organizations serving off-reserva- 
tion areas, Alaska Native village and re- 
gional entities serving areas as described in 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act 
and Hawaiian Native-controlled organiza- 
tions to provide employment, training, voca- 
tional rehabilitation, library services, and 
education assistance for Native Americans, 

(b) TRANSFER OF AUTHORITY FOR VOCA- 
TIONAL EDUCATION ACTIVITIES.—In carrying 
out subsection (a), the Secretary of Labor 
may enter into an agreement with the Sec- 
retary of Education to carry out any portion 
of assistance under such subsection devoted 
to vocational educational activities, includ- 
ing support for the United Tribes Technical 
College and Crownpoint Institute of Tech- 
nology. 

(с) CONSOLIDATION OF FUNDS,—Entities re- 
ceiving assistance under subsection (a) may 
consolidate such assistance with assistance 
received from related programs in accord- 
ance with the provisions of the Indian Em- 
ployment, Training and Related Services 
Demonstration Act (Public Law 102-477). 

(d) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
consult with Indian, Alaska Native and Ha- 
waiian Native groups in establishing regula- 
tions to carry out this section, including per- 
formance standards for entities receiving as- 
sistance under subsection (a), taking into ac- 
count the economic circumstances of such 
groups. 

SEC. 326. EMPLOYMENT, TRAINING, AND EDU- 
CATION ASSISTANCE FOR MIGRANT 
AND SEASONAL FARMWORKERS. 

(а) AUTHORIZATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—From amounts reserved 
under section 4(a)(2) for any fiscal year, 
there shall be reserved one quarter of one 
percent, or $85,000,000, whichever is less, to 
provide grants to, or enter into contracts or 
cooperative agreements with, entities de- 
scribed in paragraph (2) to provide employ- 
ment, training, and education assistance for 
migrant and seasonal farmworkers. 

(2) ENTITIES DESCRIBED.—An entity de- 
scribed in this paragraph is an entity the 
Secretary determines to have the capacity to 
administer effectively a diversified 
workforce development program for migrant 
and seasonal farmworkers. 

(b) USE OF AMOUNTS.—An entity shall use 
amounts received under subsection (a) to 
provide employment, training, educational 
development, high school equivalency, post- 
secondary education assistance, vocational 
rehabilitation, literacy, English as a second 
language, work-based education and develop- 
ment, worker safety training, employability 
enhancements, emergency or other disaster 
relief, housing, technical assistance, out- 
reach, intake, assessment, follow-up, stipend 
support, supportive services, other needs- 
based assistance, self-employment and relat- 
ed business enterprise development edu- 
cation, and the management of a database on 
participating migrant and seasonal farm- 
workers. 
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(c) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall con- 
sult with seasonal and migrant farmworker 
groups in establishing regulations to carry 
out this section, including performance 
standards for entities receiving assistance 
under subsection (а)2), taking into account 
the economic circumstances of such groups. 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend- 
ments to title Ш? 
If not, the Clerk will designate title 


гу. 

The text of title IV is as follows: 
TITLE IV—ADULT EDUCATION AND FAM- 

ILY LITERACY CONSOLIDATION GRANT 

AND LIBRARY SERVICES AND TECH- 

NOLOGY CONSOLIDATION GRANT 
SEC, 401. FINDINGS, 

The Congress finds as follows: 

(1) According to the 1990 census, 21 percent 
of our Nation’s adults (more than 38 million 
persons) lack a high school credential or are 
limited English proficient. 

(2) The National Adult Literacy Survey, 
conducted under the Adult Education Act, 
found that 20 percent of all adults in the 
United States, or about 40 million people, 
have minimal levels of literacy skills and 
that the lack of such skills is related to un- 
employment, low wages, and fewer weeks 
worked. 

(3) The success of State efforts to reform 
and improve public education are dependent 
on the ability of the United States to break 
intergenerational cycles of illiteracy and in- 
adequate education by ensuring that parents 
possess a strong educational foundation and, 
as the first and most continuous teachers of 
their children, model for, and instill in, their 
children a commitment to family literacy 
and life-long learning. 

(4) Generations of immigrants have con- 
tributed to our communities and our econ- 
omy, but for them to continue to do so given 
recent technologies and the competitive 
global economy, they must master English 
as rapidly as possible. 

(5) Studies have found that incarcerated 
adults are twice as likely as nonincarcerated 
adults to lack a good education and that 
such lack is a significant statistical indica- 
tor of recidivism. 

(6) Certain short-term and long-term goals 
of the Nation may not be met unless the 
United States improves its current system of 
adult education and life-long learning 
through Federal leadership. 

SEC, 402. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this title: 

(1) CORRECTIONAL EDUCATION AGENCY,—The 
term correctional education agency“ means 
an entity that provides programs for crimi- 
nal offenders in corrections institutions and 
for other institutionalized individuals which 
include academic programs for basic edu- 
cation, special education, bilingual or Eng- 
lish language instruction, vocational train- 
ing, library development, corrections edu- 
cation programs, guidance and counseling, 
and other supportive services for criminal of- 
fenders which may emphasize coordination 
of educational services with educational in- 
stitutions, community-based organizations 
of demonstrative effectiveness, and the pri- 
vate sector, designed to provide education 
and training. 

(2) EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED 
ADULT.—The term “educationally disadvan- 
taged adult“ means an adult Who 

(A) demonstrates basic skills equivalent to 
or below that of students at the fifth grade 
level; or 

(B) has been placed in the lowest or begin- 
ning level of an adult education program 
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when that program does not use grade level 
equivalencies as a measure of students’ basic 
skills. 

(3) FAMILY LITERACY SERVICES.—The term 
“family literacy services“ means services 
that are of sufficient intensity in terms of 
hours, and of sufficient duration, to make 
sustainable changes in a family and that in- 
tegrate all of the following activities: 

(A) Interactive literacy activities between 
parents and their children. 

(B) Training for parents on how to be their 
children's primary teacher and full partners 
in the education of their children. 

(C) Parent literacy training. 

(D) An age-appropriate education program 
for children. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of Education. 

Subtitle A—Adult Education and Family 

Literacy Consolidation Grant 
SEC. 411. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this subtitle are to assist 
States to provide— 

(1) to adults, the basic educational skills 
necessary for employment and self-suffi- 
ciency; 

(2) to adults who are parents, the edu- 
cational skills necessary to be full partners 
in the educational development of their chil- 
dren; 

(3) to adults, the basic English language 
skills necessary to participate in the civic, 
social, and economic life of the United 
States; and 

(4) to adults, the opportunity to attain a 
high school degree or its equivalent in order 
to permit them to pursue further education 
and training or improve their family and 
work situations. 

CHAPTER 1—FUNDING 
SEC. 421. RESERVATIONS FROM AMOUNTS AP- 
PROPRIATED. 

(a) NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR LITERACY.— 
For any fiscal year, the Secretary shall re- 
serve $4,500,000 of the amount appropriated 
under section da)) to carry out the activi- 
ties of the National Institute for Literacy 
described in section 441. 

(b) NATIONAL LEADERSHIP ACTIVITIES.—For 
any fiscal year, the Secretary shall reserve 
$4,500,000 of the amount appropriated under 
section 4(a)(3) to establish and carry out the 
program of national leadership and evalua- 
tion activities described in section 442. 

БЕС. 422. ALLOTMENT. 

(a) INITIAL ALLOTMENT.—From the sums 
available for the purpose of making grants 
under chapter 2 for any fiscal year, the Sec- 
retary shall allot— 

(1) $100,000 each to Guam, American 
Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands, and the Virgin Islands; and 

(2) $250,000 to each of the other States. 

(b) ADDITIONAL ALLOTMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—From the remainder of 
the sums described in subsection (a) after the 
application of the subsection, the Secretary 
shall allot to each State an amount which 
bears the same ratio to such remainder as 
the number of qualifying adults in the State 
bears to the number of such adults in all 
States. 

(2) QUALIFYING ADULT.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term “qualifying adult“ 
means an adult who— 

(A) is at least 16 years of age, but less than 
61 years of age; 

(B) is beyond the age of compulsory school 
attendance under State law; 

(C) does not have a certificate of gradua- 
tion from a school providing secondary edu- 
cation (or its equivalent); and 
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(D) is not currently enrolled in elementary 
or secondary school. 

CHAPTER 2—GRANTS TO STATES 
SEC. 431. REQUIREMENT TO MAKE GRANTS, 

For fiscal year 1997 and subsequent fiscal 
years, the Secretary shall make a grant to a 
State in an amount equal to the initial and 
additional allotments of the State for the 
year if the State— 

(1) has satisfied the requirements of title I 
and section 433(a)(1); 

(2) agrees not to expend the grant for any 
purpose other than in accordance with sec- 
tion 432; 

(3) agrees to satisfy the grant requirements 
in section 433(a)(2) and 433(b); and 

(4) agrees not to expend the grant for the 
purpose of supporting or providing programs, 
services, or activities for individuals who are 
not adults, except if such programs, services, 
or activities are related to family literacy 
services. 

БЕС. 432. USES OF FUNDS. 

(a) STATE USES OF FUNDS.— 

(1) GRANTS TO SERVE TARGET POPU- 
LATIONS,— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds paid to a 
State under this title for fiscal year 1998 and 
subsequent fiscal years, 3 percent shall be 
distributed as performance grants made by 
the State on a competitive basis, and con- 
sistent with subsection (b) and section 
433(b)(2), to local service providers that have 
provided, during the immediately preceding 
fiscal year, adult education or family lit- 
eracy services to the target populations de- 
scribed in subparagraph (C). 

(B) LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS.—The local 
service providers referred to in subparagraph 
(A) may include the following: 

(i) Local educational agencies. 

(ii) Correctional educational agencies. 

(iii) Community-based organizations. 

(iv) Public or private nonprofit agencies. 

(v) Institutions of higher education. 

(vi) Libraries. 

(vii) Other institutions that the State de- 
termines to have the ability to provide lit- 
eracy services to adults and families. 

(C) TARGET POPULATIONS.—The target pop- 
ulations referred to in subparagraph (A) are 
the following: 

(i) Adults with more than one barrier to 
self-sufficiency, such as being unemployed or 
an educationally disadvantaged adult. 

(ii) Families on public assistance (as deter- 
mined by the State). 

(iii) Parents who are educationally dis- 
advantaged adults and who have a child who 
is less than 8 years of age. 

(iv) Adults who are individuals with dis- 
abilities or who have similar special needs. 

(2) GRANTS TO LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS.— 
Of the funds paid to a State under this sub- 
title for any fiscal year that remain after the 
application of paragraph (1), at least 85 per- 
cent shall be distributed as grants made by 
the State on a competitive basis, and соп- 
sistent with subsection (b) and section 
433(b)(2), to local service providers to estab- 
lish, conduct, or expand programs, services, 
or activities to achieve a purpose of this sub- 
title. Such local service providers may in- 
clude the local service providers described in 
paragraph (1)(B). 

(3) OTHER STATE ACTIVITIES.—A State may 
use not more than 12 percent of the funds 
paid to the State under this subtitle for any 
fiscal year that remain after the application 
of paragraph (1) for one or more of the fol- 
lowing purposes: 

(A) The establishment or operation of pro- 
fessional development programs to improve 
the quality of instruction provided in local 
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adult education and literacy programs, in- 
cluding instruction provided by volunteers. 

(B) The provision of technical assistance to 
local service providers. 

(C) The provision of technology assistance 
to local service providers to enable them to 
improve the quality of their programs, serv- 
ices, and activities that achieve a purpose of 
this subtitle, including— 

(i) providing hardware and software; 

(ii) paying for service connection fees asso- 
ciated with gaining access to computerized 
databases; and 

(iii) upgrading the technological capabili- 
ties of local service providers to improve the 
quality of their services and to assist them 
in providing services on a flexible schedule 
that meets the needs of diverse populations. 

(D) The support of State or regional net- 
works of literacy resource centers that— 

(i) enhance the coordination of literacy 
services across public and private programs 
and State agencies; 

(ii) enhance the capacity of the State and 
local service providers to provide literacy 
services through the diffusion and adoption 
of state-of-the-art teaching methods and 
technologies; 

(iii) provide linkages between the National 
Institute for Literacy established under sec- 
tion 441 and local service providers for the 
sharing of literacy information, research, 
and resources; 

(іу) encourage government and industry 
partnerships; and 

(v) provide training and technical assist- 
ance to literacy instructors in reading in- 
struction, the use of state-of-the-art meth- 
odologies, instructional materials, and tech- 
nologies, and professional development. 

(E) Monitoring and evaluating the quality 
of, and the improvement in, services and ac- 
tivities conducted with Federal financial as- 
sistance under this subtitle, including carry- 
ing out section 433(a)(2). 

(F) The support of a common management 
information system as described in section 
109. 

(G) Carrying out other activities of state- 
wide significance that promote the purposes 
of this Act. 

(4) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES,—For any fis- 
cal year, a State may use not more than 3 
percent of the funds paid to the State under 
this subtitle that remain after the applica- 
tion of paragraph (1) or $50,000, whichever is 
greater, for— 

(A) planning, administration, and inter- 
agency coordination associated with a grant 
under this subtitle; and 

(B) support for integrated career center 
systems described in section 107. 

(b) LOCAL USES OF FUNDS.—A State shall 
require that a local service provider that re- 
ceives a grant from the State under para- 
graph (1) or (2) of subsection (a) use the 
grant to establish or operate one or more 
programs that provide instruction or serv- 
ices within one or more of the following cat- 
egories: 

(1) Adult basic education that is designed 
for an adult Who 

(A) has minimal competence in reading, 
writing, or computation; 

(B) is not sufficiently competent in read- 
ing, writing, or computation to meet the re- 
quirements of adult life in the United States; 
or 

(C) is not sufficiently competent in speak- 
ing, reading, or writing the English language 
to obtain employment commensurate with 
the adult’s intellectual abilities. 

(2) Adult secondary education that is de- 
signed for an adult who is literate and can 
function in everyday life, but Who 
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(A) has not acquired basic educational 
skills, including reading, writing, and com- 
putation; or 

(B) does not have a certificate of gradua- 
tion from a school providing education to 
students in grade 12, or its equivalent. 

(3) English literacy instruction that is de- 
signed for an adult— 

(A) who— 

(i) has limited ability in speaking, reading, 
writing, or understanding the English lan- 
guage and whose native language is a lan- 
guage other than English; or 

(ii) lives in a family or community envi- 
ronment where a language other than Eng- 
lish is the dominant language; and 

(B) who, by reason of a condition described 
in subparagraph (A), has sufficient difficulty 
reading, writing, or understanding the Eng- 
lish language that the adult is unable— 

(i) to learn successfully in a classroom 
where the language of instruction is English; 
or 

(ii) to participate fully in the society of 
the United States. 

(4) Family literacy services. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION TO RECEIVE PAYMENTS 
FROM OTHER PROGRAMS.—A local service pro- 
vider that receives a grant from a State 
under paragraph (1) or (2) of subsection (a), 
and that provides adult education and lit- 
eracy services to an adult who was referred 
to the provider by a program supported 
under title II or ІП, may receive payment for 
the services from the program, either in the 
form of a career grant or by some other 
means, 

SEC. 433. ADDITIONAL GRANT REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) GOALS, PROGRESS INDICATORS, PERFORM- 
ANCE MEASURES.— 

(1) PLANNING REQUIREMENTS.—A State that 
desires to receive a grant under this subtitle 
shall accomplish the following: 

(A) Establish, through the collaborative 
process described in section 103, measurable 
goals for improving literacy levels, retention 
in literacy programs, and long-term learning 
gains of individuals in the State. 

(B) Based on such goals and the perform- 
ance measures described in section 110(7), es- 
tablish, through such collaborative process, 
progress indicators to be used to evaluate 
the performance of local service providers re- 
ceiving a grant under paragraph (1) or (2) of 
section 432(a). 

(C) Describe such goals and progress indi- 
cators in the State workforce development 
and literacy plan submitted to the Secretary 
under section 104. 

(2) IMPLEMENTATION REQUIREMENTS.—A 
State that receives a grant under this sub- 
title shall accomplish the following: 

(A) With respect to each local service pro- 
vider receiving a grant under paragraph (1) 
or (2) of section 432(a), based on the goals and 
progress indicators established under para- 
graph (1), measure the performance measures 
described in section 110(f) and use the data 
produced by such measurement to improve 
the quality of services provided to program 
participants or service recipients, 

(B) Beginning on the date that is 2 years 
after the first date that a local service pro- 
vider receives a grant under paragraph (1) or 
(2) of section 432(a), annually assess the de- 
gree to which the provider is meeting or ex- 
ceeding the progress indicators applicable to 
the provider. 

(C) Annually report to the Secretary on 
the performance measures described in sec- 
tion 434 for each category described in such 
section. 

(b) OTHER REQUIREMENTS.—A State that re- 
ceives a grant under this subtitle shall en- 
sure the following: 
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(1) EXPENDITURES OF NON-FEDERAL FUNDS.— 
For any fiscal year for which a grant is made 
to the State under this subtitle, the State 
shall expend, on programs and activities re- 
lating to adult education and family literacy 
services, an amount, derived from sources 
other than the Federal Government, equal to 
25 percent of the State’s initial and addi- 
tional allotments for the year. 

(2) PRIORITY FOR PLANNING WITH BOARDS 
AND SYSTEMS.—In awarding grants to local 
service providers under paragraph (1) or (2) of 
section 432(a), the State shall give priority 
to providers that demonstrate joint planning 
with local workforce development boards 
and integrated career center systems. 

(3) EQUITABLE ACCESS.—Local educational 
agencies, public or private nonprofit agen- 
cies, community-based organizations, correc- 
tional education agencies, institutions of 
higher education, libraries, and institutions 
which serve educationally disadvantaged 
adults shall be provided direct and equitable 
access to Federal funds provided under this 
subtitle in accordance with this subtitle. 

(4) PAYMENTS BY LOCAL WORKFORCE DEVEL- 
OPMENT BOARDS TO LOCAL SERVICE PROVID- 
ERS.—A local service provider that receives a 
grant from a State under paragraph (1) or (2) 
of section 432(a) may negotiate with a local 
workforce development board with respect to 
receipt of payments for adult education and 
literacy services provided by the provider to 
adults referred to the provider by a program 
supported under title II or III. 

CHAPTER 3—NATIONAL PROGRAMS 
БЕС. 441. NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR LITERACY. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—There shall be established 
a National Institute for Literacy (in this sec- 
tion referred to as the Institute“). The In- 
stitute shall be administered under the 
terms of an interagency agreement entered 
into by the Secretary of Education with the 
Secretary of Labor and the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services (in this section 
referred to as the ‘Interagency Group™). The 
Secretary may include in the Institute any 
research and development center, institute, 
or clearinghouse established within the De- 
partment of Education whose purpose is de- 
termined by the Secretary to be related to 
the purpose of the Institute. 

(2) BOARD RECOMMENDATIONS.—The Inter- 
agency Group shall consider the rec- 
ommendations of the National Institute for 
Literacy Advisory Board (in this section re- 
ferred to as the “Воага”) established under 
subsection (d) in planning the goals of the 
Institute and in the implementation of any 
programs to achieve such goals. 

(3) DAILY OPERATIONS.—The daily oper- 
ations of the Institute shall be carried out by 
the Director of the Institute appointed under 
subsection (g). 

(b) DUTIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Institute shall— 

(A) provide national leadership for the im- 
provement and expansion of the system for 
delivery of literacy services; 

(B) coordinate the delivery of such serv- 
ices; 

(C) support the creation of new methods of 
offering improved services; 

(D) serve as a national resource for adult 
education and family literacy services by 
providing to the public the best and most 
current information available on the sub- 
jects; and 

(E) assist States in developing levels of 
performance. 

(2) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—In order to 
carry out the duties described in paragraph 
(1), the Institute may— 
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(Ау establish a national electronic 
database of information that includes— 

(i) information on— 

(1) effective practices in the provision of 
literacy and basic skills instruction; 

(I) public and private literacy and basic 
skills programs and Federal, State, and local 
policies affecting the provision of literacy 
services at the national, State, and local lev- 
els; and 

(ІШ) technical assistance, meetings, con- 
ferences, and other opportunities that lead 
to the improvement of literacy and basic 
skills services; and 

(ii) a communication network for literacy 
programs, providers, and students; 

(B) coordinate support for the provision of 
literacy and basic skills services across Fed- 
eral agencies and at the State and local 
level; е 

(С) coordinate the support of research апа 
development on literacy and basic skills in 
families and adults across Federal agencies 
and carry out basic and applied research and 
development on topics that are not being in- 
vestigated by other organizations or agen- 
cies; ` 

(D) collect and disseminate information on 
methods of advancing literacy that show 
promise of success; and 

(E) assist in the development of policy 
with respect to literacy and basic skills. 

(3) GRANTS, CONTRACTS, AND AGREEMENTS.— 
The Institute may enter into contracts or 
cooperative agreements with, or make 
grants to, individuals, public or private in- 
stitutions, agencies, organizations, or con- 
sortia of such institutions, agencies, or orga- 
nizations to carry out the activities of the 
Institute. Such grants, contracts, or agree- 
ments shall be subject to the laws and regu- 
lations that generally apply to grants, con- 
tracts, or agreements entered into by Fed- 
eral agencies. 


(С) LITERACY LEADERSHIP.— 

(1) FELLOWSHIPS.—The Institute, in con- 
sultation with the Board, may award fellow- 
ships, with such stipends and allowances as 
the Director considers necessary, to out- 
standing individuals pursuing careers in 
adult education or literacy in the areas of in- 
struction, management, research, or innova- 
tion. 

(2) USE OF FELLOWSHIPS.—Fellowships 
awarded under this subsection shall be used, 
under the auspices of the Institute, to en- 
gage in research, education, training, tech- 
nical assistance, or other activities to ad- 
vance the field of adult education or lit- 
eracy, including the training of volunteer 
literacy providers at the national, State, or 
local level. 

(3) INTERNS AND VOLUNTEERS.—The Insti- 
tute, in consultation with the Board, may 
award paid and unpaid internships to indi- 
viduals seeking to assist the Institute in car- 
rying out its mission. Notwithstanding sec- 
tion 1342 of title 31, United States Code, the 
Institute may accept and use voluntary and 
uncompensated services as the Institute de- 
termines necessary. 


(9) NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR LITERACY Ар- 
VISORY BOARD.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—There shall be a National 
Institute for Literacy Advisory Board. The 
Board shall consist of 10 individuals ap- 
pointed by the President with the advice and 
consent of the Senate from individuals who— 

(i) are not otherwise officers or employees 
of the Federal Government; and ^ 

(ii) are representative of entities or groups 
described in subparagraph (B). 
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(B) ENTITIES OR GROUPS DESCRIBED.—The 
entities or groups referred to in subpara- 
graph (A) are— 

(i) literacy organizations and providers of 
literacy services, including— 

(I) nonprofit providers of literacy services; 

(П) providers of programs and services in- 
volving English language instruction; and 

СШ) providers of services receiving assist- 
ance under this subtitle; 

(ii) businesses that have demonstrated in- 
terest in literacy programs; 

(iii) literacy students; 

(iv) experts in the area of literacy re- 
search; 

(v) State and local governments; and 

(vi) representatives of employees. 

(2) DUTIES.—The Board shall 

(A) make recommendations concerning the 
appointment of the Director and staff of the 
Institute; 

(B) provide independent advice on the oper- 
ation of the Institute; and 

(C) receive reports from the Interagency 
Group and the Director. 

(3) TERMS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Each member of the 
Board shall be appointed for a term of 3 
years, except that the initial terms for mem- 
bers may be 1, 2, or 3 years in order to estab- 
lish a rotation in which % of the members 
are selected each year. 

(B) VACANCY APPOINTMENTS.—Any member 
appointed to fill a vacancy occurring before 
the expiration of the term for -which the 
member's predecessor was appointed shall be 
appointed only for the remainder of that 
term. A member may serve after the expira- 
tion of that members’ term until a successor 
has taken office. A vacancy in the Board 
shall be filled in the manner in which the 
original appointment was made. A vacancy 
in the Board shall not affect the powers of 
the Board. 

(4) QuoRUM.—A majority of the members of 
the Board shall constitute a quorum but a 
lesser number may hold hearings. Any rec- 
ommendation may be passed only by a ma- 
jority of its members present. 

(5) CHAIRPERSON AND VICE CHAIRPERSON,— 
The chairperson and vice chairperson of the 
Board shall be elected by the members. The 
term of office of the chairperson and vice 
chairperson shall be 1 year. 

(6) MEETINGS.—The Board shall meet at the 
call of the chairperson or a majority of its 
members. 

(е) GIFTS, BEQUESTS, AND DEVISES.—The In- 
stitute may accept, administer, and use gifts 
or donations of services, money, or property, 
both real and personal. 

(0 MAILS.—The Board and the Institute 
may use the United States mails in the same 
manner and under the same conditions as 
other departments and agencies of the Unit- 
ed States. 

(g) STAFF.—The Interagency Group, after 
considering recommendations made by the 
Board, shall appoint and fix the pay of a Di- 
rector. 

(h) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN CIVIL SERV- 
ІСЕ LAWS.—The Director and staff of the In- 
stitute may be appointed without regard to 
the provisions of title 5, United States Code, 
governing appointments in the competitive 
service, and may be paid without regard to 
the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter 
ПІ of chapter 53 of that title relating to clas- 
sification and General Schedule pay rates, 
except that an individual so appointed may 
not receive pay in excess of the maximum 
rate payable under section 5376 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(i) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—The Board 
and the Institute may procure temporary 
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and intermittent services under section 
3109(b) of title 5, United States Code. 

(j) REPORT.—The Institute shall submit a 
biennial report to the Interagency Group and 
the Congress. 

SEC. 442. NATIONAL LEADERSHIP ACTIVITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish and carry out a program of national 
leadership and evaluation activities to en- 
hance the quality of adult education and 
family literacy programs nationwide. 

(b) REQUIRED ACTIVITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The program of national 
leadership and evaluation activities under 
subsection (a) shall include a national eval- 
uation, conducted by the Secretary, of the 
programs and activities carried out by 
States and local service providers with Fed- 
eral funds received under this subtitle. Such 
evaluation shall include information on the 
following: 

(A) The manner in which States and local 
service providers use Federal funds, includ- 
ing the manner in which States allocate such 
funds among such providers, 

(B) The manner in which States establish 
goals and performance standards and use 
such goals and standards to manage and im- 
prove programs, 

(C) The effectiveness of the funds used 
under subparagraphs (B) and (C) of section 
432(а)(3). 

(D) The manner in which economically dis- 
advantaged individuals and educationally 
disadvantaged adults are being served by 
States and local service providers. 

(E) The coordination between programs 
and activities carried out with Federal funds 
received under titles П and ІП and programs 
and activities carried out with Federal funds 
received under this subtitle. 

(F) The percentage of individuals receiving 
a service from an integrated career center 
system who are referred by such system to a 
local service provider providing adult edu- 
cation or literacy services. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than September 30, 
2001, the Secretary shall provide to the Con- 
gress and publicly publish the results of the 
evaluation conducted under paragraph (1). 

(c) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The program of national 
leadership and evaluation activities under 
subsection (a) may include the following: 

(A) Assisting States in developing levels of 
performance. 

(B) Research and development. 

(C) Demonstration of model and innovative 


programs. 

(D) Evaluations, including independent 
evaluations of adult education and family 
literacy programs carried out with financial 
assistance received pursuant to this subtitle. 

(E) Data collection. 

(F) Professional development. 

(G) Technical assistance to States and 
local service providers receiving Federal fi- 
nancial assistance pursuant to this subtitle. 

(H) Making grants to State or regional net- 
works of literacy resource centers described 
in section 432(a)(3)(D). 

(Т) Other activities to enhance the quality 
of adult education and family literacy pro- 
grams nationwide. 

(2) GRANTS, CONTRACTS, AND COOPERATIVE 
AGREEMENTS.—The Secretary may carry out 
the activities described in paragraph (1) di- 
rectly or through grants, contracts, and co- 
operative agreements. 


SEC. 451. PURPOSES. 
The purposes of this subtitle are— 


25512 


(1) to consolidate Federal library service 


programs; 

(2) to improve public access to information 
through electronic networks; and 

(3) to provide linkages among and between 
libraries and integrated career center sys- 
tems. 

SEC, 452. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out this subtitle 
$110,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1997 
through 2002. 

(b) ADVANCE NOTICE OF FUNDING.—For the 
purpose of affording adequate notice of fund- 
ing available under this subtitle, an appro- 
priation to carry out this subtitle is author- 
ized to be included in an appropriation Act 
for the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year 
for which such appropriation is first avail- 
able for obligation. 

SEC. 453. ALLOTMENTS. 

(a) INITIAL ALLOTMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—From the sums appro- 
priated under section 452 for any fiscal year, 
the Secretary shall allot— 

(A) $40,000 each to Guam, American Samoa, 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, and the Virgin Islands; and 

(B) $200,000 to each of the other States. 

(2) RATABLE REDUCTION.—If the sums ap- 
propriated under section 452 for any fiscal 
year are insufficient to pay all of the allot- 
ments under paragraph (1), each such allot- 
ment shall be ratably reduced. 

(b) ADDITIONAL ALLOTMENTS.— 

(1) ІМ GENERAL.—From the remainder of 
the sums appropriated under section 452 for 
any fiscal year after the application of sub- 
section (a), the Secretary shall allot to each 
State an amount which bears the same ratio 
to such remainder as the population of the 
State bears to the population of all States. 

(2) DETERMINATION OF POPULATION OF 
STATES.—For the purpose of this subsection, 
the population of each State, and the total 
population of all States, shall be determined 
by the Secretary on the basis of the most re- 
cent census data available to the Secretary, 
and the Secretary shall use for such purpose, 
if available, the annual interim current cen- 
sus data produced by the Secretary of Com- 
merce pursuant to section 181 of title 13, 
United States Code. 

SEC, 454. GRANTS TO STATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall make 
a grant for a fiscal year to a State if the 
State— 

(1) has submitted to the Secretary for the 
year an annual application that has been ap- 
proved by the Secretary under section 456; 
and 


(2) has entered into a written agreement 
with the Secretary that— 

(A) the State will provide 100 percent of 
the funds paid to the State under this sub- 
title for the year to the State library admin- 
istrative agency for the State; 

(B) such agency will be required to use 
such funds to carry out activities that— 

(i) are described in such annual applica- 
tion; 

(ii) achieve the purposes of this subtitle; 
and 

(ili) satisfy the requirements of section 455; 

(C) there will be available from State and 
local sources for expenditure by such agency 
to carry out such activities an amount that 
equals or exceeds 25 percent of the total cost 
(as determined by the Secretary) of carrying 
out such activities for the year; and 

(D) such agency has the fiscal and legal au- 
thority and capability to administer all as- 
pects of such activities. 

(b) AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—The amount of a 
grant to a State under subsection (a) for a 
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fiscal year shall equal the lesser of the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) The sum of the initial and additional al- 
lotments of the State for the year. 

(2) 75 percent of the total cost (as deter- 
mined by the Secretary) of carrying out the 
activities described in subsection (a)(2)(B) 
for the year. 

SEC. 455. USES OF FUNDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds provided to a 
State library administrative agency under 
section 45%(аХ2ХА), the agency shall expend 
(either directly or through subgrants or co- 
operative agreements) at least 97 percent for 
one or more of the following purposes: 

(1) Electronically connecting libraries with 
integrated career center systems designated 
or established under section 107 and local 
service providers receiving grants under 
paragraph (1) or (2) of section 432(a). 

(2) Establishing or enhancing linkages 
among libraries. 

(3) Assisting libraries in accessing informa- 
tion through electronic networks. 

(4) Encouraging libraries in different Fed- 
eral, State, and local jurisdictions, and dif- 
ferent types of libraries, to establish consor- 
tia and share resources. 

(5) Paying costs for libraries to acquire or 
share computer systems and telecommuni- 
cations technologies. 

(6) Improving library and information serv- 
ices for individuals who have difficulty using 
a library or who need special library mate- 
rials or services, including individuals under 
the age of 18. 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—In апу fis- 
cal year, a State library administrative 
agency may use not more than 3 percent of 
the funds provided to the agency under sec- 
tion 454(a)(2)(A) for planning, administra- 
tion, evaluations, and interagency coordina- 
tion associated with a grant under this sub- 
title. 

SEC. 456. ANNUAL APPLICATIONS. 

(a) SUBMISSION.—A State that desires to re- 
ceive a grant under this subtitle for a fiscal 
year shall submit to the Secretary, in such 
form and manner and before such deadline as 
the Secretary shall specify in regulations, an 
application for such year. Such application 
shall— 

(1) establish goals, and specify priorities, 
for the State consistent with the purposes of 
this subtitle; 

(2) describe activities that are consistent 
with such goals and priorities, the purposes 
of this subtitle, and the requirements of. sec- 
tion 455 that the State library administra- 
tive agency will carry out during such year 
using such grant; 

(3) describe the procedures that such agen- 
cy will use to carry out such activities; 

(4) describe the methodology that such 
agency will use to evaluate the success of 
such activities in achieving such goals and 
meeting such priorities; 

(5) describe procedures that such agency 
will use to involve libraries and library users 
throughout the State in policy decisions re- 
garding implementation of this subtitle; and 

(6) provide assurances satisfactory to the 
Secretary that such agency will make such 
reports, in such form and containing such in- 
formation, as the Secretary may reasonably 
require to carry out this subtitle and to de- 
termine the extent to which funds provided 
under this subtitle have been effective in 
carrying out its purposes. 

(b) APPROVAL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ap- 
prove each application submitted under sub- 
section (a) that satisfies the requirements of 
the subsection. | 
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(2) RIGHTS OF STATES UPON DISAPPROVAL.— 
If the Secretary determines that an applica- 
tion submitted by a State under subsection 
(a) does not satisfy the requirements of such 
subsection, the Secretary shall— 

(A) immediately notify the State of such 
determination and the reasons for such de- 
termination; and 

(B) offer the State an opportunity to revise 
its application to correct any deficiencies. 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend- 
ments to title IV? 

If not, the Clerk will designate title 
V. 
The text of title У is as follows: 


TITLE V—AMENDMENTS TO 
REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973 


Subtitle A—Vocational Rehabilitation 
Consolidation Grant 
CHAPTER 1—TRANSITION PERIOD 
БЕС. 501. TRANSITION, 

With respect to the amendment made by 
section 511(аХ4) to title I of the Rehabilita- 
tion Act of 1973, the Secretary of Education, 
acting through the Commissioner of the Re- 
habilitation Services Administration, shall 
administer the amendment in accordance 
with the following: 

(1) During fiscal year 1996, the Secretary 
shall develop administrative policies for im- 
plementing the amendment. 

(2) During the fiscal years 1997 and 1998, the 
Secretary shall begin implementing the 
amendment in accordance with paragraph 
(4). 

(3) The Secretary shall ensure that, by the 
first day of fiscal year 1999, the amendment 
is fully implemented. 

(4) For purposes of paragraph (2), the Sec- 
retary shall ensure that, before the first day 
of fiscal year 1999, the following require- 
ments, administered as conditions on the re- 
ceipt of grants under such title, have been 
met: 

(A) The States have complied with section 
103(b)(4) of such title (as amended by section 
511) regarding the participation of certain 
providers. 

(B) The States have established policies 
and made arrangements for the operation of 
the system of career grants described in sec- 
tion 103(c) of such title, including with re- 
spect to the reimbursement of providers. 

(C) The States have established policies 
and made arrangements under section 
103(b)(12) of such title regarding the training 
of the management and staff of integrated 
career center systems with respect to indi- 
viduals with disabilities. 

(D) The States have established policies 
and made arrangements under section 104 of 
such title regarding the establishment of 
such centers, including providing for the sig- 
nificant participation of community-based 
providers in the program carried out by the 
State pursuant to such title. 

(E) Such other requirements under the 
amendment as the Secretary determines to 
be appropriate. 

(53А) Notwithstanding the amendment, 
during the fiscal years 1996 through 1998, the 
provisions of title I of the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973 that were in effect on the day before 
the date of the enactment of this Act con- 
tinue to be in effect, subject to paragraphs 
(1) through (4). In implementing the amend- 
ment, the Secretary shall seek to avoid un- 
necessarily disrupting the provision of serv- 
ices under such title to individuals who, as of 
the date of the enactment of this Act, were 
receiving services pursuant to an individual- 
ized plan under such title. 
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(B) On and after the first day of fiscal year 
1999, the provisions referred to in the first 
sentence of subparagraph (A) do not have 
any legal effect. 

CHAPTER 2—REVISION OF TITLE I OF 
REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973 
SEC. 511. REVISION OF TITLE L 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective October 1, 1995, 
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 701 
et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by transferring section 112 from the cur- 
rent placement of the section; 

(2) by redesignating such section as section 
510; 

(3) by adding such section at the end of 
title V; and 

(4) by amending title I to read as follows: 

“TITLE I—VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 
SERVICES 


“SEC. 100. PURPOSE. 

“The purpose of this title is to assist 
States in making available to individuals 
with disabilities a program of employment, 
training, and rehabilitation services that is 
consistent with their strengths, resources, 
priorities, concerns, abilities, and capabili- 
ties; that maximizes individuals’ control 
over their vocational and career choices; and 
that is in accordance with the goal of assur- 
ing equality of opportunity, full participa- 
tion, independent living, and economic self- 
sufficiency for such individuals. 

“SEC. 101. FORMULA GRANTS. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.— 

“(1) FORMULA GRANTS.—In the case of each 
State that submits to the Secretary a 
workforce development and literacy plan for 
fiscal year 1999 or any subsequent fiscal year 
that meets the requirement of section 104 of 
the Consolidated and Reformed Education, 
Employment, and Rehabilitation Systems 
Act, the Secretary shall make a grant for 
the year to the State as the Federal share of 
carrying out the purposes specified in this 
title. The grant shall consist of the allot- 
ment determined for the State under section 
107. 

“(2) CONDITIONS FOR GRANT.—A State may 
receive a grant under paragraph (1) for a fis- 
cal year only if the State meets the condi- 
tions described in this title for the State for 
the fiscal year. 

“(b) ADMINISTRATOR OF FEDERAL PRO- 
GRAM.—The Secretary shall carry out this 
title acting through the Commissioner of the 
Rehabilitation Services Administration, ex- 
cept as indicated otherwise. 

“(с) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The purpose 
specified in section 100 shall be carried out 
only in accordance with the other provisions 
of this title. 

“(4) FUNDING.— 

“(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
For the purpose of carrying out this title, 
there are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary for each of the fis- 
cal years 1999 through 2002, except that the 
amount to be appropriated for a fiscal year 
shall not be less than the amount of the ap- 
propriation under this subsection for the im- 
mediately preceding fiscal year, plus the 
amount of the Consumer Price Index addi- 
tion determined under paragraph (2) for the 
immediately preceding fiscal year. 

0 ADJUSTMENTS PURSUANT TO CONSUMER 
PRICE INDEX.— 

“(А) Not later than November 15 of each 
fiscal year, the Secretary of Labor shall pub- 
lish in the Federal Register the percentage 
change in the Consumer Price Index pub- 
lished for October of the preceding fiscal 
year and October of the fiscal year in which 
such publication is made. $ 
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B) If in any fiscal year the percentage 
change published under subparagraph (A) in- 
dicates an increase in the Consumer Price 
Index, then the amount to be appropriated 
under paragraph (1) for the subsequent fiscal 
year shall be at least the amount appro- 
priated for the fiscal year in which the publi- 
cation is made under subparagraph (A) in- 
creased by such percentage change. 

“(С) If in any fiscal year the percentage 
change published under subparagraph (A) 
does not indicate an increase in the 
Consumer Price Index, then the amount to 
be appropriated under paragraph (1) for the 
subsequent fiscal year shall be at least the 
amount appropriated for the fiscal year in 
which the publication is made under sub- 
paragraph (A). 

D) For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘Consumer Price Index’ means the 
Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consum- 
ers, published monthly by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics. 

(3) AUTOMATIC EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZA- 
TION.— 

“(A) Unless, in the regular session that 
ends prior to the beginning of the last fiscal 
year for which an authorization of appropria- 
tions is provided in paragraph (1), legislation 
has been enacted that has the effect of ex- 
tending such authorization, such authoriza- 
tion is automatically extended for one addi- 
tional year. 

“(В) The amount authorized to be аррго- 
priated for the additional fiscal year de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A) shall be an 
amount equal to the amount appropriated 
for such program for fiscal year 2002, plus the 
amount of the Consumer Price Index addi- 
tion determined under paragraph (2) for the 
immediately preceding fiscal year. 

“(С) Іп any case where the Commissioner 
is required under an applicable statute to 
carry out certain acts or make certain deter- 
minations that are necessary for the con- 
tinuation of the program authorized by this 
title, and such acts or determinations are re- 
quired during the last fiscal year for which 
an authorization of appropriations is pro- 
vided in paragraph (1), such acts and deter- 
minations shall be required during any fiscal 
year for which subparagraph (A) is in oper- 
ation. 

“SEC. 102. ALLOCATION WITHIN STATE OF ADMIN- 
ISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITIES. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section 
101(а), a State will— 

“(1) subject to subsection (5), reserve not 
more than 20 percent of the grant under such 
section for the fiscal year involved for carry- 
ing out the responsibilities of a State admin- 
istrative agent under section 103; and 

“(2) reserve not less than 80 percent of the 
grant for carrying out the responsibilities 
under section 104 of local workforce develop- 
ment boards and integrated career center 
systems with respect to workforce develop- 
ment areas. 

„b) ADDITIONAL STATE RESPONSIBILITIES.— 
Amounts reserved by a State under sub- 
section (a)(1) may be expended by the State 
administrative agent to carry out respon- 
sibilities that otherwise would be carried out 
under section 104 by local workforce develop- 
ment boards or integrated career center sys- 
tems, if the State determines that such ex- 
penditures are justified to make available 
goods and services that could not otherwise 
be obtained within a local workforce devel- 
opment area, to provide services to individ- 
uals unable to utilize the integrated career 
center systems, or to otherwise ensure the 
efficient and equitable provision in the State 
of services under this title, including the 
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provision of services for individuals in rural 
areas. 

“(с) CERTAIN DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of 
this Act, the terms ‘State administrative 
agent’, ‘local workforce development area’, 
‘local workforce development board’, and ‘in- 
tegrated career center’ have the meanings 
given such terms in sections 105 through 108, 
respectively, of the Consolidated and Re- 
formed Education, Employment, and Reha- 
bilitation Systems Act. 

“SEC, 103. RESPONSIBILITIES OF STATE ADMINIS- 
TRATIVE AGENT. 

„(a) STATE ADMINISTRATIVE AGENT.—In 
carrying out the requirements of the Con- 
solidated and Reformed Education, Employ- 
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act, a 
Governor may designate— 

“(1) one State administrative agent to be 
responsible for carrying out this title for in- 
dividuals who are blind; and 

“(2) a different State administrative agent 
to carry out the remaining responsibilities 
in this title. 

(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—For purposes of 
section 101(a) and the operation in a State of 
the program under this title: 

“(1) This subsection, and the subsequent 
provisions of this section, will be carried out 
by State administrative agents designated 
by the Governor in accordance with sub- 
section (a), through the collaborative process 
established under section 103 of the Consoli- 
dated and Reformed Education, Employ- 
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act. 

“(2ХА) The State will provide to the public 
an explanation of the methods by which the 
State will provide vocational rehabilitation 
services (as defined in section 104(b))— 

“(i) to all eligible individuals (as defined іп 
section 105(d)); and 

„(i) within all local workforce delivery 
areas in the State. 

“(В) In the event that such services cannot 
be provided to all eligible individuals who 
apply for the services, the State will show 
and provide the justification for the order to 
be followed in selecting individuals to whom 
the services will be provided. 

“(С) The order of selection under subpara- 
graph (B) will be determined on the basis of 
serving first those individuals with the most 
severe disabilities, in accordance with cri- 
teria established by the State. 

“(3) The State will establish guidelines 
providing that, in the case of an individual 
to whom the State will provide a service (in 
accordance with the order of selection under 
paragraph (2) and the assessment of needs 
under section 104(c)(1)), the individual will 
have the option of receiving the service from 
a provider designated by the center or from 
a provider selected by the individual pursu- 
ant to career grants under subsection (c). 

“(4) Pursuant to section 109 of the Consoli- 
dated and Reformed Education, Employ- 
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act, the 
State will make significant efforts to en- 
courage the participation in the State pro- 
gram of community-based private providers, 
with special consideration given to providers 
who have received funds under this Act re- 
garding projects with industry or supported 
employment services, or under the Act com- 
monly known as the Javits-Wagner-O’Day 
Act (41 U.S.C. 46 et seq.) for employment and 
training services. 

5) The State will establish provisions to 
govern determinations under section 105 (re- 
lating to the eligibility of individuals). 

“(6) The State will establish standards to 
govern the conduct under section 104(c)(1) of 
assessments of need, including the develop- 
ment of a methodology that will be applied 
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in a reasonably uniform manner to all indi- 
viduals for whom such assessments are con- 
ducted, and that (subject to the order of se- 
lection under paragraph (2)) will be designed 
to prevent substantial disparities, among in- 
dividuals with comparable circumstances, in 
the monetary value of the services to be pro- 
vided pursuant to the assessments. 

“(ТХУ А) The State will establish procedures 
through which an individual may request 
and obtain an impartial review, utilizing an 
impartial hearing officer, of whether stand- 
ards for determinations of eligibility for 
services, assessments of vocational rehabili- 
tation needs, and development of individual- 
ized rehabilitation and employment plans 
under this title were correctly applied to the 
individual by the integrated career center 
system involved. 

“(В) The State will designate a number of 
days (applied uniformly to all individuals) 
within which review under subparagraph (A) 
will be conducted once a request for such re- 
view is made by an individual, subject to 
subparagraph (C). 

(ON) The State will provide that there 
may be an informal hearing, mediation, or 
alternatives to such review, if agreed upon 
by the individual and the integrated career 
center system involved. 

(ii) The State will provide that if, in a 
process utilized under clause (i) by an indi- 
vidual, there is a not a final disposition of 
the matter involved, review under subpara- 
graph (A) will remain available to the indi- 
vidual. 

“(8) The State will ensure that vocational 
rehabilitation services under this title, and 
related core services, are provided by person- 
nel who are qualified to provide the services 
involved. For purposes of the preceding sen- 
tence, the term ‘core services’ has the mean- 
ing indicated for such term under title I of 
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Employment, and Rehabilitation Systems 
Act. 

“(9) The State will establish plans, poli- 
cies, and procedures to be followed in carry- 
ing out the program under this title in the 
State (including entering into a formal 
interagency cooperative agreement with 
education officials responsible for the provi- 
sion of a free appropriate public education to 
students who are individuals with disabil- 
ities). The State will ensure that such plans, 
policies, and procedures are designed іп ас- 
cordance with the following: 

(Ai) To facilitate the development and 
accomplishment of the goals and objectives 
described in clause (ii) (including the speci- 
fication of plans for coordination with the 
educational agencies in the provision of 
transition services), to the extent that the 
goals and objectives are included in an indi- 
vidualized education program of a student. 

(11) The goals and objectives referred to іп 
clause (i) are long-term rehabilitation goals; 
intermediate rehabilitation objectives; and 
goals and objectives related to enabling a 
student to live independently before the stu- 
dent leaves a school setting. 

(B) To facilitate the transition from the 
provision of a free appropriate public edu- 
cation under the responsibility of an edu- 
cational agency to the provision of voca- 
tional rehabilitation services under this 
title, including the specification of plans for 
coordination with educational agencies in 
the provision of transition services to an in- 
dividual. 

“(С) To provide for— 

“(i) provisions for determining State lead 
agencies and qualified personnel responsible 
for transition services; 
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(i) procedures for outreach to and identi- 
fication of youth in need of such services; 
and 

(ii) a timeframe for evaluation and fol- 
low-up of youth who have received such serv- 
ices. 

“(10) The State will provide for coordina- 
tion and working relationships with the 
Statewide Independent Living Council estab- 
lished under section 705 and independent liv- 
ing centers within the State. 

“(11) The State will provide for inter- 
agency cooperation with, and the utilization 
of the services and facilities of, the State 
agencies administering the State’s public as- 
sistance programs, and other programs for 
individuals with disabilities. 

“(12) With respect to the integrated career 
center system operated pursuant to section 
104, the State will provide for the appro- 
priate training of the management and staff 
of the centers regarding the effective provi- 
sion of services to individuals with disabil- 
ities. 

“(13) The State will provide technical as- 
sistance to local boards, integrated career 
center systems, and providers relating to the 
effective provision of vocational rehabilita- 
tion services under this title, including the 
effective development of individualized reha- 
bilitation and employment plans, and will 
ensure that such technical assistance is pro- 
vided through appropriate means. 

(с) AVAILABILITY OF CAREER GRANTS SYS- 
TEM REGARDING SERVICES.—For purposes of 
section 101(a) and the operation in a State of 
the program under this title: 

“(1) The State will provide for the estab- 
lishment of a system to carry out this sub- 
section. 

(2) In the case of an eligible individual 
who (in accordance with the order of selec- 
tion under subsection (b)(2) and the assess- 
ment of needs under section 105(b)(2)(A)) will 
receive vocational rehabilitation services 
under this title, the integrated career center 
involved will, upon request of the individual, 
provide to the individual career grants in ас- 
cordance with this subsection. 

“(3) Career grants under this subsection 
will enable such individual to obtain the vo- 
cational rehabilitation services involved 
from providers selected by the individual 
from among a list of providers approved by 
the State for such purpose in accordance 
with section 109 of the Consolidated and Re- 
formed Education, Employment, and Reha- 
bilitation Systems Act. 

“(4) The monetary value of a career grant 
provided to the individual for a particular 
type of service will be calculated at a fair 
market value. 

“(5) То the extent practicable, the list of 
providers under paragraph (3) will provide for 
the availability within each local workforce 
development area of a broad range of serv- 
ices. 

“(6) The aggregate value of the career 
grants available to the individual will be es- 
tablished in proportion to the degree of the 
individual's need for rehabilitation (as deter- 
mined under section 104(c)(1)). Such value re- 
garding the individuals may be adjusted to 
address emerging needs that arise during the 
course of the individual's rehabilitation and 
employment program. 

(d) STATE OPTIONS.—With respect to com- 
pliance with this section, a State may, in the 
discretion of the State, expend a grant under 
section 101 for the following: 

“(1) To disseminate findings from research 
regarding vocational rehabilitation services, 
after consideration of requests from local 
workforce development boards and inte- 
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grated career center systems regarding the 
types of information needed by such boards 
and centers. 

“(2) To conduct demonstration projects re- 
garding improvements with respect to voca- 
tional rehabilitation services, subject to pro- 
viding the results of such projects to the 
Commissioner and as appropriate dissemi- 
nating the results within the State. 

“SEC, 


“(а) PROVISION OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITA- 
TION SERVICES.—For purposes of section 
101(а) and the operation in a State of the 
program under this title: 

“(1) This section will be carried out by the 
integrated career center system in the State, 
with each such center acting under the guid- 
ance of the local workforce development 
board for the local workforce area within 
which the integrated career center system 
operates, Such centers will provide services 
under this section directly or through con- 
tract. 

2) In accordance with the order of selec- 
tion under section 103(b)(2), an integrated ca- 
reer center system will, in expending 
amounts provided to the center from a grant 
under section 101, carry out the following: 

“(А) Make determinations under section 
105 of the eligibility of individuals for voca- 
tional rehabilitation services (as defined in 
subsection (b)). 

“(В) Provide for vocational rehabilitation 
services for eligible individuals. 

(С) In the case of individuals with severe 
disabilities, conduct outreach and intake ac- 
tivities for such individuals who are not able 
to directly access the integrated career cen- 
ter system because of the nature of their dis- 
abilities. 

“(3) An integrated career center system 
will, in expending amounts provided to the 
center from a grant under section 101, make 
vocational rehabilitation services available 
at a variety of locations and, as appropriate 
for particular populations, in a variety of en- 
vironments. 

b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this 
title, the term ‘vocational rehabilitation 
services’ means such goods or services for el- 
igible individuals as are— 

“(1) necessary to render the individuals 
employable and achieve an employment out- 
come; and 

“(2) provided in response to needs that 
arise, to a significant extent, from the dis- 
ability involved and do not duplicate, to any 
significant extent, the core services avail- 
able under title I of the Consolidated and Re- 
formed Education, Employment, and Reha- 
bilitation Systems Act. 

“(с) CERTAIN SERVICES.—For purposes of 
section 101(а), the vocational rehabilitation 
services available through integrated career 
center systems will include the following: 

“(1) An assessment of the needs of eligible 
individuals for such services. 

“(2) Development, in accordance with sec- 
tion 105(b)(2), of an individualized rehabilita- 
tion and employment plan for the purpose of 
identifying employment goals, appropriate 
intermediate rehabilitation objectives, and 
an appropriate combination of goods and 
services for the individual to achieve the em- 
ployment goals. 

(3) Counseling, guidance, and work-relat- 
ed placement services for individuals with 
disabilities, including job search assistance, 
placement assistance, job retention services, 
personal assistance services, and follow-up, 
follow-along, and specific postemployment 
services necessary to assist such individuals 
to maintain, regain, or advance in employ- 
ment. 
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“(4) Vocational and other training services 
for individuals with disabilities, including 
personal and vocational adjustment, books, 
or other training materials, and such serv- 
ices to the families of such individuals as are 
necessary to the adjustment or rehabilita- 
tion of such individuals. 

(5) Rehabilitation technology services. 

6) Supported employment services. 

“(7) Physical and mental restoration вегу- 
ices. 

“(8) Interpreter services for individuals 
who are deaf, and reader services for individ- 
uals who are blind. 

“(9) Rehabilitation teaching services and 
orientation and mobility services for individ- 
uals who are blind. 

(10) Referral and other services designed 
to assist individuals with disabilities in se- 
curing needed services from other agencies 
through agreements developed under section 
103(bX(10), if such services are not available 
under this Act. 

(11) Transportation in connection with 
the rendering of any vocational rehabilita- 
tion service. 

“(12) Telecommunications, sensory, 
other technological aids and devices. 

(13) On-the-job, or other related personal- 
assistance services, provided while eligible 
individuals are receiving other vocational re- 
habilitation services under this title. 

(d) CERTAIN ARRANGEMENTS.—For pur- 
poses of section 101(а), an integrated career 
center system will, with respect to the provi- 
sion of vocational rehabilitation services to 
individuals with the most severe disabilities, 
provide for necessary arrangements with 
community-based providers, including ar- 
rangements regarding supported employ- 
ment services and extended services, periodic 
reviews of individuals placed in extended em- 
ployment, and services to promote move- 
ment from extended employment to inte- 
grated employment. 

e) OPTIONAL PROVISION OF OTHER SERV- 
ICES.—For purposes of this title, an inte- 
grated career center system may provide 
such vocational rehabilitation services in ad- 
dition to the services specified in subsection 
(c) as the center determines to be appro- 
priate. 

D ALLOCATION FOR CORE SERVICES.—For 
purposes of section 101(a): 

(J) With respect to a fiscal year, a local 
workforce development board receiving 
amounts from a grant under section 101 will 
reserve an amount for the provision of core 
services under title I of the Consolidated and 
Reformed Education, Employment, and Re- 
habilitation Systems Act. 

“(2) The amount so reserved will be based 
on the number of eligible individuals with 
disabilities in the local workforce develop- 
ment area and the costs of training employ- 
ees of the integrated career center system to 
provide high-quality services to individuals 
with disabilities. 

“(6) PERFORMANCE PAYMENTS REGARDING 
CAREER GRANTS.—For purposes of section 
101(а): j 

“(1) The local workforce development 
board involved will ensure that, in providing 
for the payment of services provided pursu- 
ant to career grants, a portion of the total 
payment is withheld from the provider until 
the delivery of the services involved is com- 
pleted in reasonable accordance with the 
outcome designated for the service pursuant 
to a prior understanding with the provider. 

(2) In the case of education, training, and 
placement services that are designed to lead 
to an employment outcome, a portion of the 
total payment will be withheld from the pro- 
vider until 


and 
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“(A) the participant has successfully com- 
pleted the training; and 

“(В) the participant has been employed, 
and has retained employment for a period of 
not less than 90 days. 

ch) PAYOR ОҒ LAST RESORT REGARDING 
MEDICAL SERVICES AND EDUCATIONAL ASSIST- 
ANCE.—For purposes of section 101(а), a State 
will not expend a grant under section 101 to 
pay for training services in institutions of 
higher education, or to pay for medical вегу- 
ices, unless significant efforts have been 
made to secure payments, in whole or in 
part, from other sources, except that such ef- 
forts are not required if making the efforts 
would delay the provision of such services to 
any eligible individual who is at extreme 
medical risk, or if making the efforts would 
result in the loss of a job placement that 
(but for the efforts) would be immediately 
available to an eligible individual. 

“SEC. 105. ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL. 
Pri IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section 
101: 

“(1) An individual will not receive уоса- 
tional rehabilitation services under this title 
unless the individual— 

“(A) is an individual with a disability 
under section 7(8ХА); and 

“(В) requires vocational rehabilitation 
services to prepare for, enter, engage in, or 
retain gainful employment. 

“(2) If the individual has a disability or is 
blind as determined pursuant to title II or 
title XVI of the Social Security Act, the in- 
dividual will be considered to have— 

(А) a physical or mental impairment 
which for such individual constitutes or re- 
sults in a substantial impediment to employ- 
ment under section 7(8)(A)(i); and 

“(В) a severe physical or mental impair- 
ment which seriously limits one or more 
functional capacities in terms of an employ- 
ment outcome under section 7(15ХАХІ). 

(3) It will be presumed that an individual 
can benefit in terms of an employment out- 
come from vocational rehabilitation services 
for purposes of section 7(8)(A)(ii), unless the 
integrated career center system involved can 
demonstrate by clear and convincing evi- 
dence that such individual is incapable of 
benefiting from vocational rehabilitation 
services in terms of an employment out- 
come. 

(b) PROCESS.—For purposes of section 
101(a), a State will ensure that, subject to 
the order of selection under section 102(b)(2), 
the following applies to an individual: 

“(1) Once the individual makes a request in 
person for a determination of eligibility: 

(А) A qualified rehabilitation adviser will 
be made available to the individual regard- 
ing the process of obtaining services under 
this title. 

(B) An initial interview will be con- 
ducted, followed by an initial assessment. 

“(C) A final determination will be made 
not later than 30 days after the request (sub- 
ject to the cooperation of the individual in 
the process of determination). 

„D) The determination of eligibility will 
be based on the review of existing data de- 
scribed in clause (i) of section 7(22)(A), and, 
to the extent necessary, the preliminary as- 
sessment described in clause (ii) of such sec- 
tion. 

“(Е) If it is determined that the individual 
is not an eligible individual, the individual 
will be provided a written statement explain- 
ing the following: 

) The basis of the determination. 

(ii) The availability of impartial review 
under section 103(b)(7). 

(iii) The availability of services under the 
client assistance program under section 510. 
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“(2ХА) If it is determined that the individ- 
ual is an eligible individual— 

„) the needs of the individual for voca- 
tional rehabilitation services will be as- 
sessed; and 

(1) subject to subparagraph (D), an indi- 
vidualized rehabilitation and employment 
plan will be developed for the individual re- 
garding the provision of services pursuant to 
clause (i). 

“(В) The plan under subparagraph (A) will 
be developed and mutually agreed upon by 
the individual and an appropriate staff mem- 
ber of the integrated career center system 
involved. 

“(C) A plan under subparagraph (A) is indi- 
vidualized if the plan is consistent with the 
unique strengths, resources, priorities, con- 
cerns, abilities, and capabilities of the indi- 
vidual for whom the plan is developed. 

D) A plan under subparagraph (А) is not 
required for an individual if the individual 
signs a waiver stating that such a plan is not 
necessary for the individual. 

“(с) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—This title 
may not be construed as establishing an en- 
titlement in any individual. 

“(4) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this 
title, the term ‘eligible individual’ means an 
individual described in subsection (аХ1). 
“SEC. 106. STATE REHABILITATION ADVISORY 

COUNCIL. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section 
101(a): 

“(1) A State will establish a State Reha- 
bilitation Advisory Council (referred to in 
this section as the ‘Council’) in accordance 
with this section. 

“(2) The Council will be composed of the 
following: 

“(А) Representatives оГ organizations 
within the State providing services to indi- 
viduals with disabilities and their families, 
including representatives of the client as- 
sistance program under section 510. 

“(В) Representatives of business, industry, 
and labor. 

“(C) Representatives of disability advocacy 
groups representing a cross section of— 

“(1) individuals with physical, cognitive, 
sensory, and mental disabilities; and 

(ii) parents, family members, guardians, 
advocates, or authorized representatives, of 
individuals with disabilities who have dif- 
ficulty in representing themselves or are un- 
able due to their disabilities to represent 
themselves. 

(3) The State administrative agent will be 
an ex officio member of the Council. 

“(4) Members of the Council will be ap- 
pointed by the Governor or another entity 
that has appointment authority under State 
law. 

“(5) A majority of Council members will be 
persons who are— 

“(А) individuals with disabilities described 
in section 7(8)(B); and 

“(В) not employed by the designated State 
administrative agent. 

“(6ХА) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), the Council will select a chairperson 
from among the membership of the Council. 

(B) In States in which the Governor does 
not have veto power pursuant to State law, 
the Governor will designate a member of the 
Council to serve as the chairperson of the 
Council or will require the Council to so des- 
ignate such a member. 

“(7) Each member of the Council will serve 
for a term determined by the Governor or 
another entity that has appointment author- 
ity under State law. 

“(8) Any vacancy occurring in the member- 
ship of the Council will be filled in the same 
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manner as the original appointment. The va- 
сапсу will not affect the power of the ге- 
maining members to execute the duties of 
the Council. 

(b) FUNCTIONS OF COUNCIL.—For purposes 
of section 101(a), the Council will carry out 
the following: 

“(1) Advise the collaborative process under 
section 103 of the Consolidated and Reformed 
Education, Employment, and Rehabilitation 
Systems Act, and the State administrative 
agent, in the preparation of the State 
workforce development and literacy plan and 
other plans, reports, needs assessments, and 
evaluations required by this title. 

“(2) To the extent feasible, conduct a re- 
view and analysis of the effectiveness of, and 
consumer satisfaction with, the delivery of 
core services and vocational rehabilitation 
services to individuals with disabilities with- 
in the State. 

(3) Prepare and submit an annual report 
to the collaborative process or appropriate 
State administrative agent and the Commis- 
sioner on the status of vocational rehabilita- 
tion programs operated within the State, 
and make the report available to the public. 

“(4) Coordinate with other councils within 
the State established to address the needs of 
individuals with disabilities. 

“(5) Perform such other functions, consist- 
ent with the purpose of this title, as the 
State Rehabilitation Advisory Council deter- 
mines to be appropriate, that are comparable 
to the other functions performed by the 
Council. 

“(с) RESOURCES.— 

“(1) PLAN.—For purposes of section 101(a), 
the Council will prepare, in conjunction with 
the State administrative agent, a plan for 
the provision of such resources, including 
such staff and other personnel, as may be 
necessary to carry out the functions of the 
Council under this section, The resource plan 
shall, to the maximum extent possible, rely 
on the use of resources in existence during 
the period of implementation of the plan. 

02) RESOLUTION OF DISAGREEMENTS.—For 
purposes of section 101(а), to the extent that 
there is a disagreement between the Council 
and the State administrative agent in regard 
to the resources necessary to carry out the 
functions of the Council as set forth in this 
section, the disagreement will be resolved by 
the Governor or appointing agency identified 
in subsection (a)(4). 

“(8) SUPERVISION AND EVALUATION.—For 
purposes of section 101(а), the Council will, 
consistent with State law, supervise and 
evaluate such staff and other personnel as 
may be necessary to carry out its functions 
under this section. 

“(4) PERSONNEL CONFLICT OF INTEREST.— 
For purposes of section 101(a), while assist- 
ing the Council in carrying out its duties, 
staff and other personnel will not be assigned 
duties by the State administrative agent or 
any other agency or office of the State, that 
would create a conflict of interest. 

“(4) CONFLICT OF INTEREST.—For purposes 
of section 101(a), no member of the Council 
will cast a vote on any matter that would 
provide direct financial benefit to the mem- 
ber or otherwise give the appearance of a 
conflict of interest under State law. 

“(е) MEETINGS.—For purposes of section 
101(а), the Council will convene meetings and 
conduct such forums or hearings as the 
Council considers appropriate. The meetings, 
hearings, and forums will be publicly an- 
nounced, The meetings will be open and ac- 
cessible to the general public unless there is 
a valid reason for an executive session. 

“(f) COMPENSATION AND EXPENSES.—For 
purposes of section 101(а), the Council may 
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use funds appropriated under this title to re- 
imburse members of the Council for reason- 
able and necessary expenses of attending 
Council meetings and performing Council du- 
ties (including child care and personal assist- 
ance services), and to pay compensation to a 
member of the Council, if such member is 
not employed or must forfeit wages from 
other employment, for each day the member 
is engaged in performing the duties of the 
Council. 

“(к) RULE ОҒ CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing іп 
this section prohibits a State from establish- 
ing and providing funds to a separate council 
to carry out functions described in sub- 
section (b) with respect to vocational reha- 
bilitation services for individuals who are 
blind. 

“SEC. 107. AMOUNT OF ALLOTMENT. 

“(аХ1) Subject to the provisions of sub- 
section (d), for each fiscal year beginning be- 
fore October 1, 1978, each State shall be enti- 
tled to an allotment of an amount bearing 
the same ratio to the amount authorized to 
be appropriated under section 101(d) for al- 
lotment under this section as the product of 
(A) the population of the State, and (B) the 
square of its allotment percentage, bears to 
the sum of the corresponding products for all 
the States. 

“(2ХА) For each fiscal year beginning on or 
after October 1, 1978, each State shall be en- 
titled to an allotment in an amount equal to 
the amount such State received under para- 
graph (1) for the fiscal year ending Septem- 
ber 30, 1978, and an additional amount deter- 
mined pursuant to subparagraph (B) of this 
paragraph. 

“(В) For each fiscal year beginning on ог 
after October 1, 1978, each State shall be en- 
titled to an allotment, from any amount au- 
thorized to be appropriated for such fiscal 
year under section 101(d) for allotment under 
this section in excess of the amount appro- 
priated under such section for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1978, in an amount 
equal to the sum of— 

“(1) an amount bearing the same ratio to 50 
percent of such excess amount as the product 
of the population of the State and the square 
of its allotment percentage bears to the sum 
of the corresponding products for all the 
States; and 

(i) an amount bearing the same ratio to 
50 percent of such excess amount as the prod- 
uct of the population of the State and its al- 
lotment percentage bears to the sum of the 
corresponding products for all the States. 

“(3) The sum of the payment to any State 
(other than Guam, American Samoa, the 
Virgin Islands, and the Northern Mariana Is- 
lands) under this subsection for any fiscal 
year which is less than one-third of 1 percent 
of the amount appropriated under section 
101(4), or $3,000,000, whichever is greater, 
shall be increased to that amount, the total 
of the increases thereby required being de- 
rived by proportionately reducing the allot- 
ment to each of the remaining such States 
under this subsection, but with such adjust- 
ments аз may be necessary to prevent the 
sum of the allotments made under this sub- 
section to any such remaining State from 
being thereby reduced to less than that 
amount. 

“(4) For each fiscal year beginning on ог 
after October 1, 1984, for which any amount 
is appropriated pursuant to section 101(d), 
each State shall receive an allocation (from 
such appropriated amount) in addition to the 
allotment to which such State is entitled 
under paragraphs (2) and (3) of this sub- 
section. Such additional allocation shall be 
an amount which bears the same ratio to the 
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amount so appropriated as that State's allot- 
ment under paragraphs (2) and (3) of this sub- 
section bears to the sum of such allotments 
of all the States. 

“(ЫХ1) If the payment to a State pursuant 
to this section for a fiscal year is less than 
the total payments such State received 
under section 2 of the Rehabilitation Act for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, such 
State shall be entitled to an additional pay- 
ment (subject to the same terms and condi- 
tions applicable to other payments under 
this title) equal to the difference between 
the payment under this section and the 
amount so received by it. 

(2) If a State receives as its Federal share 
pursuant to this section for any fiscal year 
less than the applicable Federal share of the 
expenditure of such State for fiscal year 1972 
for vocational rehabilitation services under 
the plan for such State approved under sec- 
tion 101 as in effect for such year (including 
any amount expended by such State for the 
administration of the State plan but exclud- 
ing any amount expended by such State from 
non-Federal sources for construction under 
such plan), such State shall be entitled to an 
additional payment for such fiscal year, sub- 
ject to the same terms and conditions appli- 
cable to other payments under this title, 
equal to the difference between such the pay- 
ment pursuant to this section and an amount 
equal to the applicable Federal share of such 
expenditure for vocational rehabilitation 
services. 

(3) Any payment attributable to the addi- 
tional payment to a State under this sub- 
section shall be made only from appropria- 
tions specifically made to carry out this sub- 
section, and such additional appropriations 
are hereby authorized. 

“SEC. 108. STATE OPTION FOR WAIVERS REGARD- 
ING ALTERNATIVE DELIVERY SYS- 


TEMS. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—In the case of the ге- 
quirements specified in subsection (b), the 
Secretary shall provide to a State a waiver 
of such requirements as the State elects, if 
(subject to the other provisions of this sec- 
tion) the following conditions are met: 

(1) The Governor, through the collabo- 
rative process under section 103 of the Con- 
solidated and Reformed Education, Employ- 
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act, de- 
velops a proposed plan for alternative ap- 
proaches (to be implemented by the State in 
lieu of the requirements involved). 

“(2) The proposal is approved by each local 
workforce development board in whose local 
workforce development area the proposal (or 
any component of the proposal) is to be ef- 
fective. 

“(3) The local workforce development 
boards involved, and the Governor, deter- 
mine that the following conditions have been 
met: : 

“(А) Тһе proposal will better fulfill the 
purposes of this title than would compliance 
with the requirements involved. 

“(В) In the development of the alternative 
approaches, the public was afforded a reason- 
able opportunity to comment on the pro- 
posed alternative approaches. 

“(4) The Governor submits to the Sec- 
retary the following documents: 

“(А) A notification that the State is elect- 
ing to receive a waiver under this section. 

“(В) А сору of the plan involved. 

“(С) Such documents as the Secretary may 
require for purposes of verifying that the 
conditions established in paragraphs (1) 
through (3) have been met. 

(b) CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS REGARDING 
STATE ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE FOR DE- 
LIVERY OF SERVICES.—The requirements re- 
ferred to in subsection (a) are as follows: 
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“(1) The allocation under section 102 of 
amounts between State administrative 
agents and local workforce development 


“(2) The allocation under sections 103 and 
104 of responsibilities between State admin- 
istrative agents and local workforce develop- 
ment boards (including the use of integrated 
career center systems to provide vocational 
rehabilitation services). 

(3) The specification under section 103(a) 
of the State officials who are to administer 
the requirements of section 103. 

“(с) APPLICABILITY OF WAIVER; REVIEW AND 
REVISION OF PLAN.— 

“(1) APPLICABILITY.—A waiver under sub- 
section (a) is effective for a fiscal year only 
if the documents under paragraph (4) of such 
subsection are submitted to the Secretary 
not later than 60 days before the beginning 
of the fiscal year. 

(2) REVIEW OF PLAN.—A waiver under sub- 
section (a) is effective for such fiscal years 
as the State involved elects, except that, not 
less than once during each period of three 
fiscal years, the plan under the waiver is re- 
quired (as a condition of the waiver remain- 
ing in effect) to be reviewed, and approved, 
by the Governor (through the collaborative 
process referred to in such subsection) and 
by the local workforce development boards 
involved. 

3) REVISION OF PLAN.—The plan under а 
waiver under subsection (a) may be revised. 
Such subsection applies to such a revision to 
the same extent and in the same manner as 
the subsection applies to the original plan. 

“(d) PERFORMANCE ACCOUNTABILITY Sys- 
TEM.—A waiver under subsection (a) for a 
State does not, with respect to carrying out 
the program under this title in the State, af- 
fect the applicability to the State of section 
110 of the Consolidated and Reformed Edu- 
cation, Employment, and Rehabilitation 
Systems Act.“ 

(b) CERTAIN FUNDING PROVISION.—Effective 
October 1, 1995, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
(29 U.S.C, 701 et seq.) is amended by inserting 
after section 3 the following section: 

“AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS 

“SEC. ЗА. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, funding to carry out titles II 
through VII for any fiscal year is available 
only to such extent and in such amounts as 
may be provided in advance in appropria- 
tions Acts.“ 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Effective 
October 1, 1995, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
(29 U.S.C. 701 et seq.) is amended in the table 
of contents in the first section— 

(1) by inserting after the item relating to 
section 3 the following item: 

“Бес. ЗА. Availability of funds.’’; 

(2) by striking the items relating to sec- 
tions 100 through 109, to sections 110 through 
112, to sections 120 through 124, to section 
130, and to sections 140 and 141; 

(3) by striking the items relating to the 
title designation and heading for title I, and 
to the part designations and headings for 
parts A, B, C, D, and E of title I; 

(4) by inserting after the item relating to 
section 21 the following items: 


“TITLE I—VOCATIONAL 
REHABILITATION SERVICES 


. 100. М 

. 101. Formula grants. 

. 102. Allocation within State of admin- 
istrative responsibilities. 

. 103. Responsibilities of State adminis- 
trative agent. 

. 104. Responsibilities for local boards 
and service centers. 
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“Sec. 105. Eligible individual. 

“Бес. 106. State Rehabilitation Advisory 
Council. 

“Sec. 107. Amount of allotment. 

“Бес. 108. State option for waivers regarding 
alternative delivery systems.“; 

and 

(5) by inserting after the item relating to 
section 509 the following item: 


“Бес. 510. Client assistance program.“. 


Subtitle B—Other Amendments to 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 


SEC. 521. TRAINING AND DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECTS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective October 1, 1995, 
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 701 
et seq.) is amended— 

(1) in title ПІ- 

(A) by striking section 303; 

(B) by striking section 304; 

(C) in section 311— 

(i) by striking subsections (с) and (f); and 

(ii) by redesignating subsections (d) and (e) 
as subsections (c) and (d), respectively; 

(D) by striking section 312; and 

(E) by striking section 316; 

(2ХА) by transferring subsection (а) of sec- 
tion 802 from the current placement of the 
subsection; 

(B) by redesignating such subsection as 
subsection (e); and 

(C) by inserting such subsection at the end 
of section 311 (as amended by paragraph 
(X(C) of this subsection); 

(3)(A) by transferring subsection (g) of sec- 
tion 802 from the current placement of the 
subsection; and 

(B) by redesignating such subsection as 
subsection (f); and 

(C) by inserting such subsection at the end 
of section 311 (as amended by paragraph 
(2ХС) of this subsection); 

(АХА) by transferring subsection (с) of sec- 
tion 803 from the current placement of the 
subsection; 

(B) by redesignating such subsection as 
subsection (g); and 

(C) by inserting such subsection at the end 
of section 311 (as amended by paragraph 
(ЗС) of this subsection); 

(5)(A) by transferring subsection (b) of sec- 
tion 803 from the current placement of the 
subsection; 

(B) by redesignating such subsection as 
subsection (j); and 

(C) by inserting such subsection at the end 
of section 302; and 

(6) by striking the remaining provisions of 
title VIII. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Effective 
October 1, 1995, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
(29 U.S.C. 701 et seq.) is amended in the table 
of contents in the first section— 

(1) by striking the items relating to sec- 
tions 303, 304, 312, and 316; 

(2) by striking the items relating to sec- 
tions 801 through 803 of title VIII; and 

(3) by striking the item relating to the 
title designation and heading for title VIII. 
SEC. 522. EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR IN- 

DIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective October 1, 1995, 
title VI of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 
U.S.C. 795 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by striking part A; 

(2) by striking part C; 

(3) by striking part D; and 

(4) in part B, by striking the part designa- 
tion and heading. 

(b) PROJECTS WITH INDUSTRY.—Effective 
October 1, 1998, title VI of the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973, as amended by subsection (a) of 
this section, is repealed. 
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(с) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Effective 
October 1, 1995, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
(29 U.S.C. 701 et seq.) is amended in the table 
of contents in the first section by striking 
the items relating to sections 611 through 
617, to sections 631 through 638, and to sec- 
tion 641; and by striking the items relating 
to the part designations and headings for 
parts A, B, C, and D of title VI. Effective Oc- 
tober 1, 1998, such table of contents is 
amended by striking the items relating to 
sections 621 through 623; and by striking the 
item relating to the title designation and 
heading for title VI. 

SEC. 523, CERTAIN AMOUNTS. 

(a) AMOUNTS REGARDING FISCAL YEAR 
1996.—With respect to the aggregate amount 
that was available for fiscal year 1995 as di- 
rect spending for carrying out the programs 
under section 311(с), section 316, and part С 
of title VI of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
(as such provisions were in effect for such 
fiscal year), an amount equal to such aggre- 
gate amount is hereby made available for fis- 
cal year 1996 as direct spending for carrying 
out title I of such Act (in addition to the 
amount of direct spending that otherwise is 
available for such title I for fiscal year 1996). 

(b) AMOUNTS REGARDING FISCAL YEAR 
1999.—With respect to the amount made 
available in appropriations Act for fiscal 
year 1998 for carrying out title VI of the Re- 
habilitation Act of 1973 (as such title was in 
effect for such fiscal year), an amount equal 
to such amount is hereby made available for 
fiscal year 1999 as direct spending for carry- 
ing out title I of such Act (in addition to the 
amount of direct spending that otherwise is 
available for such title I for fiscal year 1999). 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend- 
ments to title V? 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, there is an old saying 
that says, “If it isn’t broke, don’t fix 
16.” Voc rehab certainly is not broken. 
Voc rehab is one of the most important 
mechanisms we have of assisting indi- 
viduals with disabilities to obtain pro- 
ductive employment, to live independ- 
ently, and to thrive in mainstream so- 
ciety. Whatever we do in this area, we 
should do carefully. Yet what we have 
before us today disrupts the current 
voc rehab system by limiting State 
flexibility, diluting accountability, and 
creating uneven access to services. 

Mr. Chairman, I introduced this 
amendment because the gentleman 
from Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN, was late 
in arriving. The gentleman from Texas, 
Mr. GENE GREEN, will explain what the 
amendment does. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GENE GREEN OF 
TEXAS 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas: Strike title V of the bill and insert 
the following: 

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 501. EFFECT ON REHABILITATION ACT OF 
1973. 


Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, this Act does not have any legal ef- 
fect on any program under the Rehabilita- 
tion Act of 1973. 
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Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I appreciate this oppor- 
tunity. This amendment is offered not 
only by myself but also the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Мг. DICKEY], my good 
friend and colleague. 

This amendment is an amendment we 
talked about earlier that would strike 
title V of the CAREERS bill that I 
talked about on earlier amendments. 
Even in my opening comments I have 
expressed grave concerns about the Re- 
habilitation Act of 1973 that is included 
in this bill. 

The Committee on Economic and 
Educational Opportunities held no 
hearings specifically on title V. Now, 
on Thursday, the majority staff re- 
leased changes to the marked-up bill, 
and today our chairman includes even 
more changes in the manager’s amend- 
ment. We need to spend a great deal 
more time on dealing with vocational 
rehabilitation instead of over a week- 
end, This bill was out of committee for 
2 months and we have seen a number of 
changes just in the last week. 

Mr. Chairman, we have tried to work 
on a compromise amendment, and my 
colleague from South Carolina and I 
have talked about and I think we share 
a lot of the same concerns, but, again, 
on short notice and without having 
time to sit down like we would like to, 
that is why I think we should set aside 
vocational rehabilitation for more ju- 
dicious concern by this whole Congress 
instead of on a short-term basis and in- 
clude it in this bill. 

The Green-Dickey amendment 
strikes title V from the CAREERS bill 
and assures the current vocational re- 
habilitation program remains intact. 
The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
DICKEY] and I bring this to the floor be- 
cause the vocational rehabilitation 
program is too important to continue 
to make arbitrary changes without any 
real thought about those most affected. 

For more than 75 years Federal aid 
for vocational rehabilitation services 
has been provided in the form of a 
block grant to the States. National 
performance and quality standards 
have been established and States have 
been given broad discretion to deter- 
mine how best to meet them. This is 
the original block grant. It just did not 
happen this January here in Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, expanding consumer 
choice and integrating vocational геһа- 
bilitation services in a comprehensive 
system are worthwhile goals which I 
fully support. In its current form, title 
V would not advance these objectives. 
In fact, it could erode the quality and 
reduce the availability of rehabilita- 
tion services for persons with disabil- 
ities. 

People with disabilities face extreme 
challenges in the pursuit of meaningful 
employment, challenges far beyond 
those faced by the average person who 
accesses Federal job training programs. 
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We want to ensure that any eligible in- 
dividual is guaranteed access to the 
same quality and range of rehabilita- 
tion services no matter where they re- 
side in a State or in which State they 
reside. 

The many people served by the cur- 
rent State vocational rehabilitation 
programs are coping with new disabil- 
ities, new self-images, new feelings 
about their competencies, new tech- 
nologies and new ways to perform old 
tasks. Rehabilitation professionals are 
specifically trained to assist people in 
disabilities in these areas. Employees 
of more general training services do 
not have that ability. 

I like the CAREERS bill when it 
deals with average employees who are 
laid off. We need to merge the pro- 
grams. But when we deal with voca- 
tional rehabilitation, we should not 
lump people who are the recipients or 
the beneficiaries of vocational rehabili- 
tation in with the general population. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a great deal of 
concern, and we have letters from 
among the supporting organizations for 
the removal of vocational rehabilita- 
tion. The concern from these client 
agencies, not from the State bureau- 
crats as we heard, but from the clients, 
they are worried they will get lost in 
the shuffle when their provisions are 
included in this bill. 

As I said earlier, I voted for the bill 
as it came out of committee. I tried to 
amend it in committee and we lost, 
with the understanding that we would 
try to work something out. We have 
not been able to work it out to the sup- 
port of the client organizations that 
raise this concern. I can mention some 
of these groups. We have letters, but 
we also have, and a lot of Members will 
see this as they come in the door to 
vote in a few minutes, a yellow sheet of 
paper that talks about the number of 
groups from the client groups who are 
supporting this amendment to strike 
title V. 

Another concern we have had is that 
we have heard the concern for the last 
2 months and during our committee 
markup, in process, the Governors’ As- 
sociation wanting to be able to have 
flexibility. The concern I have about 
the original bill, the substitute I saw 
last week, and even the manager’s 
amendment today is that it gives a 
great deal of flexibility to Governors 
and maybe not dealing with their legis- 
latures in addressing it. 

I have a letter from the National 
Governors’ Association and it says, and 
I will paraphrase, we believe that the 
bill could be improved by adoption of 
two amendments that would be offered 
on the floor today and ask that Mem- 
bers support these changes; the amend- 
ment by Representative GREEN of 
Texas to maintain existing law with re- 
spect to vocational rehabilitation pro- 
grams. 
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If we want to address the Governors’ 
concern, the National Governors’ Asso- 
ciation supports this amendment. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word and rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

I wanted to get into a dialogue with 
the gentleman about the National Gov- 
ernors’ Association letter, because, 
frankly, it took some of us on this side 
of the aisle by surprise, as the gen- 
tleman can imagine. We did а little in- 
vestigation. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GUNDERSON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I am glad for little things. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, the little things we 
found out are, first and foremost, the 
gentleman will notice that letter is not 
signed by any Governor. The head of 
the National Governors’ Association 
happens to be my Governor in Wiscon- 
sin. He did not sign that letter. The 
best we can detect is this is a letter 
agreed on by staff of various Gov- 
ernors, not the Governors themselves. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, if the gentleman will con- 
tinue to yield, I do not know the back- 
ground to it, but I know it is on Na- 
tional Governors’ Association station- 
ery and your Governor is at the top of 
this. In fact, we heard your Governor a 
great many times in our committee 
this year. 

Again, this letter is dated today, Sep- 
tember 19, and it is the best available 
information I have and the most reli- 
able on the National Governors’ Asso- 
ciation. If they have problems with 
their executive director, they may 
want to talk with him. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming my time once again, as of 4:50 
p.m,, I think that is the most reliable 
information the gentleman has. If we 
can continue this debate for a few min- 
utes, we are going to have a letter that 
will be signed by my Governor that 
will oppose the Green amendment and 
that will indicate that we should keep 
the bill as it is, because in order to 
make the kind of comprehensive job 
training and integration that CA- 
REERS is all about, vocational reha- 
bilitation has to be a part of that big- 
ger pie. 

What we are going to try to do, as we 
have done already in CAREERS, is, ob- 
viously, consolidate those programs. 
The Governors will have a role, and as 
the gentleman knows, many of the 
main vocational rehabilitation agen- 
cies in this country and associations 
support keeping title V in the bill. 
They believe this is the way to go. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. If the 
gentleman will continue to yield for 30 
seconds for my response. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman does not object when I 
ask for more time, he may go ahead. 


September 19, 1995 


Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I will not object to the gen- 
tleman’s having more time as long as I 
can respond. 

I understand we may have a duel of 
letters here, one dated today, this 
afternoon, and maybe one later, but 
the concern I have is to whether the 
Governors are for or against it. I have 
just been told that the Governor of 
Texas, Governor Bush, is supporting 
the amendment. I know he does not 
represent the National Governors’ As- 
sociation but he is really concerned 
about including vocational rehabilita- 
tion in this bill. That is why I want vo- 
cational rehabilitation to be part of 
the one-stop center. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming. my time, the problem with 
my good friend from Texas is that 
every time I yield to him, he does not 
yield back. This is not the Senate, this 
is the House, where we have time lim- 
its. 

I want to point out that I have been 
told that the Governor of Texas is not 
signing a letter pro or con, that he sim- 
ply not taking a position on Title V. 
So, again, we are getting very different 
information regarding what the gov- 
ernor is saying, which suggests to me, 
with all due respect to the governors, 
that we should just ignore the Gov- 
ernors and debate this on the merits of 
what we think fits into this plan. When 
we do that, I think there is a lot of 
sense in the comprehensive integration 
of the CAREERS bill as we have 
brought it forth out of the committee. 

The fact is, we want to inject some 
local control, some flexibility, and 
some competition. We do not cut any 
of the dollars. As the gentleman 
knows, we have tried to respect the 
uniqueness of vocational rehabilita- 
tion, which is why that is a separate 
funding stream that is not combined 
with the adult or the youth training or 
the adult education, but that does not 
mean there is not clearly a need for 
some kinds of reform in competition 
within that particular sector. 

We think we have struck a fine bal- 
ance in that. Certainly we have estab- 
lished a position that ought to take us 
into conference with the Senate, and, 
therefore, I would encourage my col- 
leagues to stick with the bill as we 
have brought it out. It is a delicate bal- 
ance. It is a compromise. And I would 
encourage us to reject the amendment. 

Mr. DI . Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words 
and I rise in support of this amend- 
ment. 

I want to give a little history of what 
is going on in Arkansas as far as this 
particular bill is concerned. About 6 or 
7 months ago I started hearing about 
this from the people who are disabled 
and the people who are involved in the 
rehabilitation services in Pine Bluff, 
particularly Bobby Simpson, who is a 
direct of the Arkansas Rehabilitation 
Services. 
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I was called upon, and had been 
called upon to go to meeting after 
meeting after meeting, Mr. Chairman, 
where people were coming and saying 
this is what is unusual, this is what is 
unique about the rehabilitation serv- 
ices; that there is a whole infrastruc- 
ture set up in our rural area of Arkan- 
sas that takes into consideration both 
the needs of industries and businesses 
and the needs of the disabled people 
who would come under this service. 

I had bought into this some time ago. 
Six months ago I bought into this, and 
I said, no, I think the gentleman is 
right. Part of that comes from the fact 
that I myself have been disabled; that 
I have spent time recovering from 
polio, been unable to walk, and know- 
ing what it is like to have an inability 
to do what I was setting out to do. And 
how that might have related to my vo- 
cation or my ability to function is 
something that brings me to this issue 
quite honestly. 

Mr. Chairman, I am aware of the fact 
that there is in this bill, the main bill 
not the amendment, a provision for 
this type of rehabilitation service to be 
given. My concern comes, though, not 
from the fact that the service would be 
given but by whom. 

If we give a generic service in this re- 
spect, it is going to leave out and put 
in last place those people who are dis- 
abled, and I think we have a special 
need for it. We can always come back 
later and say that we can put this back 
in. If, in fact, this amendment is al- 
lowed, and we keep this separate, we 
can come back later and we can tailor 
make a little bit more of a type of a 
service that would combine the needs 
of industry and the needs of the dis- 
abled person. 

Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of this. 
I would like to have this amendment 


pass. 

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req- 
uisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I stand in strong sup- 
port of the Green amendment. H.R. 1617 
is a good bill in almost all respects. It 
is a major step forward in our effort to 
try to make government more respon- 
sive to the needs of people, our efforts 
to streamline it, to save money and 
make it work for people who want to 
get to work, who need the skills that 
this bill will help them secure. There is 
a piece of the bill that should not be in 
it and that is why I rise in support of 
the Green amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the Green amendment 
would make clear that this bill does 
not have any effect on any program 
that is in place under the Rehabilita- 
tion Act of 1973. I know I speak for 
many people in the Congress when I 
say that we applaud the work of the 
chairman of the committee, applaud 
the work of the committee staff that 
worked so hard to bring this bill about, 
and it is not an effort to take away 
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from the overall direction of the bill to 
lift this one piece out of it. 

I have worked with people in the dis- 
ability community in my area and they 
are very concerned that this provision 
is going to be counterproductive. 
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The public vocational rehabilitation 
program has put already over 13 mil- 
lion people back to work. It is the most 
successful job training program in the 
world for disabled. It more than pays 
for itself, because it takes people who 
want to work and help themselves and 
puts them back in the work force. It is 
a highly specialized process and does 
not fit in the CAREERS bill. It offers a 
broad range of services individually 
tailored to meet the needs of the dis- 
abled, and it is a great success story in 
and of itself. Where there is tremen- 
dous need for reform in so many other 
areas of the vocational training, this is 
an area that is a success. I do not think 
we should take a chance on compromis- 
ing a program that already works in an 
effort to try to achieve economies of 
scale that I do not think would accrue 
to the benefit of this program. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
the Green amendment. I commend my 
colleague from Texas for his hard work 
in this area, and once again commend 
the sponsors of this bill for putting it 
together. This is a piece of it that 
needs to be deleted. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to 
support the Green amendment, and 
make sure this bill does not com- 
promise great programs that are help- 
ing people that need the help, who 
want a helping hand and not a handout. 
I urge my colleagues to support the 
Green amendment. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in the strongest 
possible opposition I can to this 
amendment, because it is a direct slap 
in the face of the disability commu- 
nity, and particularly a slap in the face 
to those with severe disabilities. 

Now, let us talk about quality. That 
is what was mentioned several times. 
That is what we heard so much about, 
quality. Now, look at the record. You 
see, if you are going to be brainwashed 
by the State rehab people, then, of 
course, quality is not going to matter, 
because quality is not what is there at 
the present time. 

A little over 1 million persons are 
served under the current Federal-State 
vocational rehabilitation program. 
How many cases are closed in a year’s 
time? At the most, 200,000. But closed, 
closed for what? 

What is the rehabilitation standard? 
Well, let me tell you what VR’s reha- 
bilitative standard means: A 60-day job 
placement. Big deal. Big deal. A 60-day 
job placement. 

Under this low standard, even with a 
standard that low, they could not come 


up with better than 71 percent. So, 
again, if you are looking at quality, 
then you are not looking at existing 
programs, you are being brainwashed 
by State vocational rehabilitation peo- 
ple who do not want any change. 

They are not interested in quality. 
They are interested in keeping their 
control. They are interested in keeping 
their control over the disabled commu- 
nity. The largest group, who is 
headquartered in Dallas, TX, has indi- 
cated to us, “По not even think about 
decoupling this. Do not allow them to 
do that to us, because then we continue 
to be stepsisters, as we have been in 
the past.” 

Under the tougher Social Security 
Administration standards, and that is 
а placement after 9 months for severely 
disabled persons on SSI and SSDI, only 
9 percent of such case closures were re- 
habilitated. The 1993 GAO report on vo- 
cational rehabilitation programs con- 
cluded that the gains in economic sta- 
tus made by clients were temporary. 
Within the study group, the earnings of 
those classified as rehabilitated under 
the 60-day standard, I keep repeating, 
had, after 2 years, returned to near or 
below preprogram levels. 

Mr. Chairman, we are trying to help 
those most disabled, those most dis- 
abled in our community. They are tell- 
ing us, “Do not let us suffer as you 
have in the past under a state-run mo- 
nopoly.“ They are saying to us, 
“Please, give us an opportunity to have 
some competition, so that we can get 
improved services.” 

Someone mentioned they might 
cream them. That is exactly what they 
do at the State level at the present 
time. That is why the disability com- 
munity is so upset that someone is 
going to take them out of the CA- 
REERS bill. They want to be there, be- 
cause they know that the services they 
have received in the past have been 
anything but exemplary. 

The Projects With Industries busi- 
ness-community partnership placed 
10,901 persons in 1994, 81 percent of 
whom were severely disabled. That is 
what that competition did. And then 
they are worried that somehow or an- 
other there will be fly-by-night oper- 
ations in our system. Read the legisla- 
tion. They cannot be in there. They 
could not get any reimbursement if 
they were in the system. We have qual- 
ity control set up in this bill that pre- 
vents any kind of reimbursement going 
to fly-by-night operations. 

But this project, a similar project in 
the private sector, had 81 percent of 
those who were severely disabled, 
placed in meaningful jobs. 

The status quo advocates cannot 
argue that their success is dem- 
onstrated or that their expertise is 
unique. However, in this bill we allow 
them to continue. In this bill we say 
State government agents can still pro- 
vide the services. That is in the bill. 
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We had some legislation that we were 
working out that even improved that, 
which hopefully will be done between 
now and conference. 

But, again, I plead with my col- 
leagues: If you really have any concern 
about the severely disabled in this 
country, then, please, do not allow the 
status quo to continue. We have to im- 
prove their lot. 

Mr. Chairman, I might add also that 
I am not sure where the Governors’ let- 
ter came from, but I believe the major- 
ity of Governors are on my side of the 
aisle, not the other side of the aisle, 
and I have their letter here. They are 
saying just the opposite. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this legislation, which is good legisla- 
tion, but also in support of this amend- 
ment, which will make it a much bet- 
ter piece of legislation. 

I have been amused at the suggestion 
by some of our colleagues that we 
should just ignore what the Governors 
say. You see, we have been through 
this before in Texas. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GENE GREEN] when the 
issue of the formula for welfare came 
up during the welfare reform effort, 
pointed out that Texas was about to 
get hit and get hit hard by virtue of 
that formula. 

Our Governor sat on his hands and 
did not want to get involved. But 
thanks to the efforts of Congressman 
GREEN, he has finally gotten motivated 
and gotten involved and recognized 
what a devastating effect that would 
have on the State of Texas, and we are 
beginning to get some change, belat- 
edly, but finally. I think the same 
thing will be true with reference to the 
gentleman’s efforts on this question of 
vocational rehabilitation. 

The approach being taken here with 
this piece of legislation here today is 
really only taking a Texas idea and 
bringing it to the national level, be- 
cause we have already done essentially 
the same thing in the last session of 
the Texas legislature that is being done 
in this bill. That is to merge our job 
training programs and to recognize we 
can do more for those who need work 
force development, job training, if we 
merge programs together, eliminate 
some of the inefficiencies. But when we 
did that in the State of Texas, we spe- 
cifically excepted vocational rehabili- 
tation, because it is a unique area. 
When you are dealing with persons 
with disabilities, they have some spe- 
cial needs in order to be able to achieve 
to the full extent of their ability. 

I think that the gentleman, through 
his amendment, recognizes that, and as 
that message gets out I am sure some- 
where in the legislative process the 
Governors of Texas and other States 
are going to join in recognizing in the 
State of Texas we have one of the most 
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outstanding rehabilitation programs 
that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
GENE GREEN] and I have both had occa- 
sion to work with when we were in the 
State legislature, and it is not only the 
people that work as the rehabilitation 
experts, but the individuals with dis- 
abilities, who I know in my case, came 
out, a number of them, this past week- 
end, when I held office hours in a gro- 
cery store, to tell me of their very 
great concern about this piece of legis- 
lation, and that when you merge what 
is in essence already a block grant pro- 
gram and you merge that into a bigger 
block grant program, it may not be a 
merger. It may be a submerging of the 
particular needs of individuals with 
disabilities. 

I know the gentleman has some more 
thoughts on this. I do, too. I would be 
glad to yield to you if you want to re- 
spond to some of these concerns, and 
then I want to add a further comment 
about the impact on Texas of making 
this kind of mistake. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOGGETT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, another colleague of ours 
wants to join me. I would like to an- 
swer our chairman’s concern about the 
current system. He thinks that the 
sponsors claim the current system is so 
bad anything is preferable, not this 
bill. 

With that, I know our colleague from 
Massachusetts has to go to another 
markup. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOGGETT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr, KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman 
from Texas yielding. I wanted to just 
come to the House floor to speak in 
strong support of the Green amend- 
ment. This vocational rehab has done 
good work for tens and tens of thou- 
sands of some of the disabled people in 
this country that just simply need a 
little job training to be able to become 
productive members of society. 

In my own neighborhood in Brighton, 
MA, there is a voc-rehab center that 
has trained literally thousands and 
thousands of people to go into mail 
rooms, to work at some of the biggest 
companies and the smallest companies 
in the city of Boston and the surround- 
ing areas. Over 4,400 people in the State 
of Massachusetts were helped just last 
year through this program. 

Why in God’s name do we have to re- 
form every program in the Govern- 
ment, regardless of whether or not it 
works or does not? This is fixing a 
problem that does not exist. You ask 
every one of the major voc-rehab 
groups in this country whether or not 
they want this bill. Their answer is a 
singular no. 
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This is a program that works to pro- 
vide people an opportunity to grow to 
their full human potential. They have 
been denied, they have been injured, 
they have been born with brain defects, 
with physical deformities. They are 
struggling to become productive mem- 
bers of society. 

The Government has a sort of Lin- 
colnesque Republican idea that we 
want everyone to be treated equitably. 
That basic comprehension of how we 
ought to treat individuals in this coun- 
try is what are contained in the values 
of the voc-rehab bill. So why do we 
have to come just in the name of re- 
form? Are we so desperate to convince 
the people we are reforming everything 
in the Government that we will take a 
problem that does not exist and go and 
reform that as well? 

Mr. Chairman, let us keep the pro- 
gram. Let us support the Green amend- 
ment. 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, let us be clear about 
the nature of this debate on the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Texas. 
What we are really talking about here 
is whether or not we are going to main- 
tain the status quo. We have heard ar- 
guments over the last couple of min- 
utes that the present vocational reha- 
bilitation program is working well, so 
therefore the argument goes, It ain't 
broke and doesn’t need fixing.” 

Well, as the chairman of the commit- 
tee pointed out, if you look at unem- 
ployment for disabled persons, the sta- 
tistics are staggering. Out of 12.6 mil- 
lion severely disabled persons in Amer- 
ica today, only 2.9 million are em- 
ployed, which equals a placement rate 
of 23 percent. 

Furthermore, employment rates for 
persons with moderate disabilities are 
comparable with the nondisabled. But 
employment rates for the severely dis- 
abled are drastically lower. So the only 
conclusion you can make is that the 
advocates of the status quo, their argu- 
ment is that vocational rehabilitation 
should not have a more positive impact 
on employment. 

We also know that the present sys- 
tem is highly procedural and bureau- 
cratic. Out of $2.5 billion, that is the 
combined Federal and State funding 
for vocational rehabilitation funding 
today, 10 percent is spent on adminis- 
tration, 34.6 percent on counseling and 
placement, and 54.8 percent on pur- 
chased services. This is a very process 
oriented program, and it is one that, by 
being so monopolistic, has very little 
to do with performance and results. 

In fact, compare it with one program 
in the private sector, a program called 
Projects with Industries, a business 
community partnership which placed 
10,901 persons in 1994, 81 percent of 
whom were disabled, 25 percent of 
those served by this program were se- 
verely disabled and their cost per 
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placement was far less than the cur- 
rent Federal-State program. 

So again, I think we have to be clear 
here. The current vocational rehabili- 
tation system, contrary to the argu- 
ment we hear from the advocates for 
the status quo, does not work. The cur- 
rent Federal-State rehabilitation sys- 
tem produces successes that are below 
comparable private programs and that 
are proven to not have much long-term 
impact. Another way to put it is we are 
not getting very much return on the 


· taxpayer dollar. 


The current vocational rehabilitation 
system segregates persons with disabil- 
ities. And in the CAREERS bill, we are 
integrating vocational rehabilitation 
with all other job training programs. 
Therefore, people with disabilities will 
no longer be ignored by general job 
training programs, because they have 
their own system and are forced into 
that separate system. CAREERS would 
integrate the different job training pro- 
grams on a much better basis and it 
would effectively, and here is where the 
rub comes in, eliminate the vocational 
rehabilitation system monopoly. 
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State vocational rehabilitation sys- 
tems have no competition, and, with- 
out competition, services are not 
consumer responsive. 

So if my colleagues favor the status 
quo, if they want to see this bureauc- 
racy and process-focused, process-led 
system continue, which we believe on 
this side of the aisle leads to wasted 
funds and poor services, then by all 
means vote for the gentleman’s amend- 
ment. But if they are against a monop- 
oly, if they want to see more account- 
ability in the delivery of services, job 
training services for the disabled, then 
support the original language in the 
bill and defeat the gentleman’s amend- 
ment. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I was interested in hearing 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Бісав). I know we share the concern 
and support for the overall bill but not 
for this amendment. 

You cannot put a rate-of-return re- 
quirement or a cost-benefit analysis re- 
quirement on vocational rehab serv- 
ices. It costs more to train and educate 
someone who needs those services than 
someone who is laid off because of a 
job. 

Let us talk about the program. Let 
me respond a little bit to our chairman 
when he talked about the failure of the 
current program. We had 1992 amend- 
ments that increased the number of 
persons with disabilities eligible for 
the services. The agency case loads 
have risen significantly. Most of those 
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new participants are persons with se- 
vere disabilities. 

In 1993, the year of the GAO study, 
when these changes were being phased 
in, the number and percentage of suc- 
cessful cases closed dipped. The Repub- 
licans are now trying to use this statis- 
tic to junk the whole system and to 
talk about how bad it is. It has been 
serving people for 70 years, and 13 mil- 
lion people have found jobs under the 
current vocational rehab system. Let 
us not throw it out and just call for re- 
form. 

Let me talk about the GAO study 
that justifies their attacks. What they 
do not tell us is that the GAO overall 
assessment of the rehab program was 
positive. For every $1 invested in the 
current programs, it generates $18 in 
the form of reduced disabilities pay- 
ments and taxes paid by these partici- 
pants who obtain employment; whether 
it is 60 days and they have to come 
back to be retrained or a year, we are 
getting an $18 to $1 return. The earn- 
ings of persons with disabilities who 
participate іп the program аге four 
times greater than those who did not. 

I would like to see it eight times 
greater, but let us not trash the cur- 
rent system just because they do not 
like something. We cannot put cost- 
benefit analysis when we are dealing 
with disabled people, because we need 
to make sure we provide that service 
whether it is cost-effective or not. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to commend the gentleman from 
Texas for his amendment. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have heard a very hollow sound. 
The reason is because we pretend to 
argue on behalf of those who are phys- 
ically challenged. I think, if we looked 
at the real facts, we would find out 
that who you go to is the consumer. 

I have a neighbor who works in reha- 
bilitation. It is my belief and it is her 
recommendation that the specialized 
trainer, the specialized professional is 
the important key to helping the phys- 
ically and mentally challenged because 
part of the fullness of what America of- 
fers is equality for all. Title V will sim- 
ply decimate the rehabilitation deliv- 
ery system. It particularly hurts those 
who are blind and need special atten- 
tion in their job training. 

I am listening to those on the other 
side of the aisle argue that they know 
best, but I can read off a variety of dif- 
ferent organizations who support the 
removal of vocational rehabilitation 
from H.R. 1617: The Alexander Graham 
Bell Association of the Deaf, the Amer- 
ican Council of the Blind, the Amer- 
ican Society for Deaf Children, the As- 
sociation of Community Based Reha- 
bilitation Personnel. And the list goes 
on and on and on. 

The real key is what has been suc- 
cessful and it has been successful when 
we focused and made sure that the 
training for those who are physically 
and mentally challenged is particular- 
ized. 
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Block grants equal scatter grants. It 
does not focus. It does not help. It does 
not enhance. What we have in a уоса- 
tional training program is the need for 
a highly specialized process. We need a 
wealth of expertise. Why would we look 
at the success of 13 million people 
going to work and now we are trying to 
change it? 

I am not sure where our colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle are trying 
to go. But I can assure them that those 
who are physically and mentally chal- 
lenged are on the side of the gentleman 
from Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN, and those 
of us who believe that the special at- 
tention that we pay to those who are 
physically and mentally challenged has 
resulted in a bounty of successful 
workers, of people taking their rightful 
place in the American society and the 
recognition that all are created equal. 

I would ask that the House join me 
and join the gentleman from Texas, 
Mr. GENE GREEN, in eliminating this 
provision and accepting the fact that 
we have a responsibility to ensure an 
even playing field and to make sure 
now that 13 million people are at work, 
that more people who are physically 
and mentally challenged and the chil- 
dren who need to be trained can also 
come up and be trained under the right 
rehabilitation system. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Мг. Chairman, this debate has baffled 
me somewhat. It is really at the core of 
much of what we are trying to do. One 
of the core assumptions here is that 
somehow the Governors of the United 
States are not going to be as sensitive 
to those who are physically and men- 
tally challenged and need vocational 
rehabilitation as much as Washington 
would be, that Washington is the fount 
for all wisdom, that the laws that we 
devise here are somehow better able to 
take care for the people in their States 
than the Governors themselves who 
presumably are more responsible and 
more responsive to the people there on 
a regular basis than those State legis- 
latures are. 

In fact, this bill kept four different 
block grant categories, one of which 
was vocational rehabilitation, because 
we were concerned that there might be 
some creaming. In that we protected 
the funding stream. 

If we in fact remove title V, it is not 
clear what we go to conference to the 
Senate with, since they have more for 
а general block grant and in fact pass- 
ing this amendment could hurt both 
substantively in the sense of flexibility 
and in this bill in conference commit- 
tee. 

Furthermore, there is a lot of talk 
about how all the different groups feel 
on this. In fact, United Cerebral Palsy, 
the Arc, the Association for Retarded 
Citizens, Goodwill Industries, oppose 
taking this section out of the bill be- 
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cause they believe that it will provide 
more services to the people that they 
are providing services to and who they 
serve and who they advocate for. In 
fact most of the groups who favor this 
amendment are more people who are 
participating and getting funds from 
the Government in this process as op- 
posed to those necessarily working on 
an individual basis without having a 
stake in how the programs are admin- 
istered. 

Many of the concerns that were 
raised earlier as far as State flexibility 
have been addressed. In fact, if Gov- 
ernors like the existing program really 
well and they are working in Indiana, 
for example, I do not think that Gov- 
ernor Bayh thinks a Republican Con- 
gress is going to do a better job for 
taking care of people in Indiana than 
he does. He is not from my party, but 
I am willing to give him more flexibil- 
ity in the State. 

I have met individuals in my office 
who have been served well in a number 
of programs, visited programs for those 
who need special vocational rehabilita- 
tion in Whitley County and in Hunting- 
ton County. Those programs are work- 
ing well. 

At the State level they will adapt 
that and understand that and include 
those programs that are working well. 
But to say that we in Washington are 
the fount for all wisdom, that we can- 
not block grant and let the people at 
the local level make these decisions is 
challenging the core premise for this 
legislation. It has nothing to do with 
whether or not we want to serve those 
who need our help, because in fact we 
have a category that makes sure the 
funding stream is there. It is how it is 
implemented. 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOUDER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. RIGGS: Mr. Chairman, I just 
wanted to add one other comment. 
That is, I served for almost 5 years on 
the Governor’s Committee for Employ- 
ment for Disabled Persons in Califor- 
nia. I really based my experience on 
the large disability organizations 
which the gentleman mentioned, which 
include the United Cerebral Palsy, the 
Association for Retarded Citizens and 
Goodwill Industries in opposing remov- 
ing vocational rehabilitation from Ca- 
reers. These are the largest advocacy 
organizations for disabled Americans. 

I wanted to just read quickly one 
paragraph from Joan Thompson, the 
chairperson for the Governmental Af- 
fairs Committee for the Arc. She writes 
to Chairman GOODLING: Our constitu- 
ency, аз you know, is among the most 
unemployed and underemployed seg- 
ments of our society. Many citizens 
with mental retardation and other dis- 
abilities have also faced a lifetime of 
segregation and a woeful lack of oppor- 
tunity to become productive members 
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of our society. In this time of signifi- 
cantly constrained Federal spending, it 
is vital that every program with the 
potential to help people get and keep 
jobs be fully utilized. As employers pre- 
pare to assume new roles in work force 
development, it is imperative that they 
recognize that people with disabilities 
are a largely untapped source of new 
and willing workers. To delink—as the 
gentleman would do in his amend- 
ment—the vocational rehabilitation 
system from the new system will only 
serve to isolate the vocational rehabili- 
tation system and people with mental 
retardation from the employers. No 
one would gain, except those profes- 
sionals in the vocational rehabilitation 
system whose sole agenda is to protect 
their turf. We do not think that is what 
reform is all about. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOUDER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, does the gentleman under- 
stand that the original block grant 
proposal—we have had block grants for 
75 years from the Federal Government 
to the States. Each State already has 
that ability. It does not take this bill 
or this amendment to do that. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, but this 
is less prescriptive and gives flexibility 
to the States. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. The gen- 
tleman understands States already 
have flexibility, though. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup- 
port of the Green amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Green amendment for the sake of all 
Americans with disabilities and for 
every American that might tomorrow 
find themselves among those with dis- 
abilities. 

I think we must exercise the greatest 
possible care in how we reform the vo- 
cational rehabilitation system. Let us 
not do it haphazardly as this bill is 
doing it. Let us not do it with confus- 
ing last-minute amendments. Let us go 
back to committee and do it right. 
That is what the Green amendment is 
telling us to do. 

I support integrating vocational re- 
habilitation into a one-stop system. I 
support enhancing consumer choice, 
and I support adopting a more market 
oriented approach. But I cannot sup- 
port the haphazardly constructed mess 
that we are faced with here in title V. 

It is important for Members to un- 
derstand the shoddiness of the process 
through which these provisions were 
developed, very shoddy process. 

The bill makes the most far-reaching 
changes in vocational rehabilitation in 
70 years. Yet our committee did not 
hold a single hearing on these provi- 
sions, not one hearing. No public op- 
portunities were provided for people 
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with disabilities who rely on voca- 
tional rehabilitation to make com- 
ments and suggestions. Everything was 
drafted behind closed doors without 
meaningful input from the public. 

Unlike other parts of this bill, no ef- 
forts have been made to involve the mi- 
nority in crafting title V. For as long 
as anyone can remember, disability 
policy in this House has been forged on 
a bipartisan basis. Republicans and 
Democrats worked in harmony to- 
gether to set policy. That proud tradi- 
tion ends with this bill. 

Everybody recalls the Americans 
with Disabilities Act. I think we all re- 
call the leadership of Justin Dart in 
that, in the passage of that act. Justin 
Dart is a Republican disability activ- 
ist, and Justin Dart was the Bush ad- 
ministration commissioner for the Re- 
habilitation Services Administration. 

In a letter dated August 30, 1995, Jus- 
tin Dart says the following: I oppose 
the Careers Act, H.R. 1617, as it applies 
to vocational rehabilitation. The 
present form of H.R. 1617 would be 
harmful to people with disabilities and 
the Nation. 

I agree wholeheartedly with Justin 
Dart. To make matters worse, the 
sponsors of this bill keep making dra- 
matic changes in title V at the last 
minute. Last Friday one set of changes 
was made. Late last night another set 
were made. This morning still another 
set of changes. Instead of improving 
the bill, each one of these changes had 
made title V progressively stranger 
and more convoluted. 
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What these new provisions will do is 
impossible to know for sure. Pre- 
schoolers take greater care in making 
a fingerpainting than the sponsors of 
this bill have in putting together title 
V. They have great contempt for the 
community of people with disabilities 
in this process. 

The sponsors say that anything is 
better than the current system. That is 
garbage. Some 9 million Americans 
with disabilities now have jobs, thanks 
to this program; 1.2 million are cur- 
rently receiving services. The pro- 
gram’s performance has been improv- 
ing impressively. The job placement 
rolls increased 6.4 percent last year 
over the previous year. This year they 
are estimated to go up another 6 per- 
cent. 

The system is also doing more with 
less. The number of persons served has 
skyrocketed since 1992, while the funds 
have remained even. Most of these new 
persons being served have the most se- 
vere disabilities, also. 

I recently received a letter from a 
woman in Parkersburg, WV who did 
not think anything is better than the 
current system. She was first disabled 
in a car accident and then abandoned 
by her husband after he got his hands 
on her insurance check. She could not 
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afford a private hospital. She called vo- 
cational rehabilitation. She writes, “І 
was treated wonderful. They taught me 
everything, like how to get in and out 
of bed, the shower, and how to drive 
with hand controls, all of this all by 
myself. They gave me back my inde- 
pendence. I am living at home, caring 
for the children, doing almost all I did 
before the accident, I thank God voc 
rehab exists, and I pray it will be there 
for others. Until you have been in my 
shoes, you cannot understand the de- 
struction that passing H.R. 1617 would 


cause. 

None of the people with disabilities 
have had a chance to say to the com- 
mittee, to the majority Republicans in 
this House, what great destruction 
H.R. 1617 would cause. I hope that per- 
haps the committee managers would 
reconsider at this point in light of the 
bipartisan opposition to the bill, and 
recall it, and let us start all over on 
title V. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the op- 
portunity of rising to speak in strong 
opposition to the Green amendment. I 
think one thing needs to be clarified. 
There was a comment that we never 
had hearings on this. We did have hear- 
ings. We did hear from people. We spe- 
cifically wanted to have input from the 
people that would be involved, and we 
have letters here from many different 
groups that support the bill, that do 
not want to be excluded from the bill. 
I think it is important that we hear 
what they have to say. 

The United Cerebral Palsy Associa- 
tion wrote this letter to Chairman 
GOODLING. They indicate their strong 
support of the bill and their opposition 
to an amendment that would exclude 
this block from the bill. It says: 
“UCPA,” the United Cerebral Palsy As- 
sociation, “із a network of 155 affiliate 
organizations across America that are 
committed to advancing the independ- 
ence, productivity, and full citizenship 
of people with disabilities. UCPA has 
worked diligently with House staff to 
ensure that the CAREERS Act will as- 
sist in furthering employment for peo- 
ple with disabilities and not create yet 
more barriers in their path.” 

We have also heard from Goodwill In- 
dustries, who have done great work. 
Last year they helped 23,000 people who 
were in some way disabled in employ- 
ment. They also strongly support the 
bill and oppose this amendment. 

We have several letters that are simi- 
lar that support the bill. They have 
been working with us. We have been 
working with them, right up until the 
current moment, to make sure that we 
are able to provide better service and 
reach out to all of these people. 

That is the whole purpose of the bill, 
is to reach down into the local commu- 
nity, to reach more people, to have bet- 
ter service. 
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There have been other things said 
about Governors who support or do not 
support it. Let me read this letter that 
was just received from the Republican 
Governors’ Association: 

“Dear Bill,” speaking of the chair- 
man of the committee, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, Mr. GOODLING, ‘‘as 
members of the Republican Governors’ 
Association Task Force on Work Force 
Development, we write to clarify our 
position on the Vocational Rehabilita- 
tion Title,“ which is title У, “of the 
CAREERS Act. 

While we have previously expressed 
numerous concerns related to design 
and delivery of services through title V 
of the act, we firmly believe this title 
should be included in the CAREERS 
Act. It is essential that vocational re- 
habilitation services be integrated as 
part of the overall State work force de- 
velopment system.” 

I think it has been mentioned, we 
have covered this strongly, that we are 
trying to reach out and help these peo- 
ple. They have participated in the 
hearings that we held, and while every- 
body is not totally satisfied, this bill 
does the best job in improving over the 
status quo and in reaching out. 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, will. the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCKEON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. RIGGS, I appreciate the distin- 
guished chairman of the subcommittee 
yielding to me. 

I think it is important to stress, Mr. 
Chairman, just before we prepare to 
vote here, that we completely reform 
and overhaul the Federal job training 
programs. We create these four consoli- 
dated block grants. This is the only , 
block grant where we not only main- 
tain the current level of funding, but 
increase funding. I want to impress 
upon my colleagues that under our pro- 
posal, under the CAREERS Act, we are 
increasing funding for vocational reha- 
bilitation employment-related serv- 
ices. I appreciate the gentleman for 
yielding so I could make that point. 

Mr. MCKEON. Reclaiming my time, I 
think this brings up another very im- 
portant point. The gentleman from 
New Hampshire ГМг. ZELIFF] who spoke 
earlier today, had a bill that tried to 
do some of the same things. His bill 
was one block grant out to the local 
States and communities. One of the 
main reasons why we broke out into 
four block grants was specifically so we 
could help and do a better job with vo- 
cational rehabilitation. Vote “по” on 
the Green amendment. Support the 
bill. 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Green amendment. The issue that I be- 
lieve has been misunderstood is the 
question of the block grant. The legis- 
lation that is being proposed here 
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today is not creating a new block grant 
for vocational rehabilitation. The vo- 
cational rehabilitation program has al- 
ways been under a block grant. That is 
the current program that is in effect 
today. 

The second misunderstanding is that 
this bill that is before us is going to 
create flexibility for the States in op- 
erating the program. The current pro- 
gram affords the States full flexibility 
in designing the programs which they 
feel are required to meet the needs of 
their disabled population and paying 
particular attention to those who are 
severely disabled, who have been 
through accidents, who have had 
stokes and other kinds of very debili- 
tating experiences. 

The current program has met the na- 
tional requirements. It has fulfilled the 
needs of our local population. It has 
abided by performance and quality 
standards which the Congress has set, 
and yet it has given the States broad 
discretion in determining how to meet 
those standards. 

The difficulty that we have in accept- 
ing title V, as written in the bill, is 
that the committee, the people that 
are responsible for writing this legisla- 
tion, have not had any opportunity to 
deliberate on the needs and the specific 
reasons for consolidating this program 
into a new form of support for the 
States. Without that opportunity of 
hearing from the constituency, from 
the providers and so forth, it seems to 
me foolhardy for the Congress to now 
change a program that has been so suc- 
cessful. 

Title V of this bill establishes a very 
prescriptive, one-size-fits-all rehabili- 
tation delivery system for every State, 
based upon the concept of private en- 
terprise market-driven forces. 

Under title V of this bill, vocational 
rehabilitation clients would be pro- 
vided vouchers through the work force 
development board, or a one-stop-ca- 
reer center, to shop for their own serv- 
ices. The availability of services in this 
private enterprise market-driven sys- 
tem is almost beyond belief as to how 
it could service this extremely dis- 
advantaged population that needs a dif- 
ferent character and mode of service, 
as has already been described. There is 
no guarantee whatsoever in the legisla- 
tion that I can find that this one-stop 
opportunity, as they are saying they 
are providing, is going to meet the 
needs of these individuals. 

Someone said earlier in the debate, 
in defending title V, that what is being 
done here is that the Congress is some- 
how substituting for what the people 
out there in the community have ex- 
pressed in other areas as changes that 
must be made. Let me tell the Mem- 
bers that I am not here defending the 
providers and the bureaucracy of the 
State. I am here defending the people 
who have said to me time and time 
again one of the most wonderful serv- 
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ices they have found available in their 
States currently are the services under 
the vocational rehabilitation program. 

I have a letter here today t I re- 
ceived from a Curtis Inoue in Honolulu. 
I did not solicit this letter, but he was 
alarmed when he heard about what was 
happening to the program under title 
V. Let me read a portion of the letter. 

He says, and I quote, Public voca- 
tional rehabilitation has proven to be a 
successful cost-effective method of pro- 
viding gainful employment to individ- 
uals with disabilities. I speak from ex- 
perience, as an individual who is deaf. 
I have benefited greatly from voca- 
tional rehabilitation services. Whereas 
I was once a Supplemental Security In- 
come recipient and Medicare bene- 
ficiary, I am now a productive, tax- 
paying citizen, thanks to public voca- 
tional rehabilitation services. 

“I simply cannot see how the unique 
needs of individuals with disabilities 
can be met through generic programs 
that serve broad categories of individ- 
uals seeking employment. Vocational 
rehabilitation professionals with spe- 
cialized skills are an essential compo- 
nent of ensuring long-term job reten- 
tion for persons with disabilities. There 
is no way that I and many others would 
be in the position that we are in with- 
out having had such services. Please 
vote to sustain separate funding and 
services for vocational rehabilitation 
programs, and encourage your col- 
leagues to do the вате.” 

I rise to ask my colleagues to do ex- 
actly that. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GOODLING. First, Mr. Chairman, 
I would say that Iam very happy that 
the present legislation we have before 
us does keep the separate funding. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] 
has expired. 

(On request of Mr. GOODLING and by 
unanimous consent, Mrs. MINK of Ha- 
waii was allowed to proceed for 10 addi- 
tional seconds.) 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentlewoman mentioned prescriptive. I 
merely wanted to say current law has 
37 major requirements. The CAREERS 
bill has only 14. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, before I begin, I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas, Mr. GENE 
GREEN, who correctly points out that 
the National Association of Governors, 
the bipartisan group of Governors, not 
only supports this bill, but supports 
the Green amendment to this bill. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank my colleague from 
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New York for yielding to me. I am glad 
he pointed that out. Again, the Gov- 
ernors are not here on the floor of the 
House. They have their authority in 
the State legislatures and they can 
work their will there, but we do have a 
battle of letters here today from Re- 
publican Governors, national Gov- 
ernors. The national Governors do sup- 
port the flexibility of keeping voca- 
tional rehabilitation as a separate rev- 
enue source or a separate stream, sepa- 
rate from this CAREERS bill, because 
it has worked for 70 years. Sure, they 
have gone through reforms in 1992, and 
we will reform them again, but we do 
not need to do it by lumping them all 
together with everyone else. 

Mr. ENGEL. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support 
of the Green amendment. I have many 
reservations about the bill, and this 
amendment addresses one of my chief 
concerns. I do understand and agree 
with many of the points in support of 
the bill. The CAREERS bill does elimi- 
nate much of the overlap that exists in 
many Federal education and training 
programs. I am pleased that some ef- 
fort is being made to correct the prob- 
lems that exist. However, I feel that 
the negatives of this bill outweigh the 
positives, and would end up damaging 
the system that is in effect, rather 
than fixing it. Unless changes such as 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Texas approved, it would be very dif- 
ficult for me to support the bill. 

This bill goes too far, I believe, in ad- 
dressing problems that need to be cor- 
rected. Instead of dealing with overlap 
and waste, the CAREERS bill virtually 
guts the job training system for one 
that has little accountability and not 
enough safeguards for those who need 
these programs to improve their lives. 

I did not have the chance to speak on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS] 
earlier, but I would like to take a while 
to comment on it here. As this bill is 
written, the Governors would have the 
chief authority to monitor funds pro- 
vided by the Federal Government. The 
authors of the bill claim this will cut 
bureaucracy. However, instead of cut- 
ting bureaucracy, I believe this bill 
would actually increase it on the State 
level. 
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In my State of New York, the bill 
would impose a dual system of services 
for recipients. Currently a State sys- 
tem has been established through the 
provisions of the State constitution 
and statutes promulgated by the State 
legislature. This system administers 
both State and Federal funding. 

However, the CAREERS bill will set 
up a separate system to monitor the 
Federal funding, to be administered by 
the Governor. Instead of improving 
services for New York recipients, this 
legislation will now install two levels 
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of bureaucracy, making it more dif- 
ficult to receive the same services. 
This is not the direction that this bill 
should be taking. 

The proposal to change the way the 
vocational rehabilitation system is 
structured is totally unacceptable to 
me as currently written. The bill would 
limit State flexibility and create un- 
even access to services to those that 
are truly needy. 

I am concerned that the specialized 
services that the people who depend on 
these programs require could be sac- 
rificed in order to satisfy the financial 
requirements of the bill. Consolidating 
the specialized programs under this 
system with generic work force prepa- 
ration activities could jeopardize the 
recipients of vocational rehabilitation 
services. Populations such as the blind 
and disabled need our full attention 
and must not be shortchanged. 

The current system is fully supported 
by the disability community and is 
kept intact in the Senate bill. We must 
strike title V from this bill so that we 
can continue to help those who most 
need it. In the fervor to allegedly cut 
bureaucracy through the use of large 
block grants, we may just be creating 
new problems without taking care of 
the needs of the recipients. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill has many 
flaws. It is underfunded, it has far too 
much consolidation, and it severely 
and adversely changes the vocational 
rehabilitation system. 

This amendment can at least save 
the vocational rehabilitation system so 
that our recipients can be properly 
served. We are already cutting too 
much from the recipients. Let us not 
limit their access any further. 

I want to conclude by saying what I 
have said many times in the past. I do 
not believe that block grants are a pan- 
acea to the needs of the States. They 
only work if they are fully funded, and 
this bill cuts a great deal. 

I have grave reservations but believe 
that by supporting the gentleman’s 
amendment, this bill will then go in 
the right direction. I urge my col- 
leagues to support it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, vocational rehabilita- 
tion is not broken, and I have not 
heard anyone claim it is. Vocational 
rehabilitation is one of the most im- 
portant mechanisms in America, suc- 
cessfully administered and applied, for 
assisting individuals with disabilities 
in obtaining primarily 3 things: Pro- 
ductive employment, to live independ- 
ently, and to thrive in mainstream so- 
ciety. The system is not broken. It 
works. 

I support the gentleman’s amend- 
ment because he recognizes and his 
amendment cures the problem that the 
bill as now written with regard to vo- 
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cational rehabilitation—by the way, I 
want to say parenthetically, I still 
want a bipartisan approach to this bill 
and I am still for this bill. We have 
worked a lot on it in a very bipartisan 
way. 

But the gentleman from Texas under- 
stands that the bill disrupts the cur- 
rent vocational rehabilitation system 
by limiting State flexibility, by dilut- 
ing accountability and, worse, in the 
name of vouchers and private sector 
evening, private sector delivery, it cre- 
ates uneven access to services. The re- 
habilitation clients who need the most 
services, the most attention, the most 
application, would be the ones least 
served under the legislated proposal. 

Vouchers would not be an appro- 
priate mechanism for the most se- 
verely disadvantaged citizens in need 
of vocational rehabilitation to be 
served. If one doubts that, look at the 
outpouring of opposition that greeted 
8 from the disability community 
itself. 

I suppose your phones have continued 
to ring all day long with opposition 
from the disability community. No, 
these are not State employees. These 
are people in need of help who like the 
system they now have because it is 
serving them properly. It does work. 

We have heard just within the last 
hour or so from the National Associa- 
tion of Protection and Advocacy Sys- 
tems, support the gentleman’s amend- 
ment. We have heard from the Reha- 
bilitation and Continuing Education 
Programs Consortium, from the Na- 
tional Council on Rehabilitation Edu- 
cation, from the National Association 
of Developmental Disabilities Councils. 

The University of Tennessee at Knox- 
ville, their College of Education, the 
Rehabilitation and Deafness Unit has 
written to us saying the bill is not 
right as it is, it needs fixing in the 
rehab department. They like the Green 
amendment. The National Rehabilita- 
tion Association, the Council of State 
Administrators of Vocational Rehabili- 
tation, the National Council ‘of State 
Agencies for the Blind. 

These are the users of this system. 
These are the clients. These are the 
people that need the help, that get the 
service every day, saying the Green 
amendment is the right way to do this. 

Let me make a suggestion. I urge my 
colleagues to drop this title from the 
bill, vote to drop this title from the 
bill. Let us review, in concert with the 
disability community, the vocational 
rehabilitation community, what we 
might do together as we move to con- 
ference. 

If anybody thinks that we have al- 
ready spent a long, long time on this 
vocational rehabilitation problem, let 
me tell the Members we have not. We 
had one hearing. I am the ranking 
member on the subcommittee. We had 
one hearing. 

We heard primarily from the indus- 
try that would benefit by these vouch- 
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ers. Everyone else that came before our 
hearing would have been in support of 
the Green amendment and was opposed 
to the bill as it sat. So the rehabilita- 
tion community is saying, ‘‘Slow down, 
wait a minute, you really are trying to 
fix something here that is not broken 
and works quite well.” 

I urge Members on both the Demo- 
crat and Republican side to listen to 
the disability community that is in 
need of this vocational rehabilitation. 
Vote to drop this title from the bill, 
and let us sit down as we have thus far 
and work this out in a bipartisan man- 
ner. 

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. FOWLER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GOODLING. I thank the gentle- 
woman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I will just take a 
minute. First of all, I want to make 
sure that everybody understands, 
vouchers is an administration proposal. 
The administration, I believe, of that 
side of the aisle. But it is an adminis- 
tration proposal. That is what vouch- 
ers are all about. 

Second, in Georgia at the present 
time, they are using vouchers to serve 
the most disabled, the most disabled. 

Lastly, all the references we just 
heard were references from State em- 
ployees, State government, all of those 
who have some special concern. We did 
not hear those references from the se- 
verely disabled individuals. 

I would hope that we can save the 
bill. The only way we can do that, of 
course, is to defeat this amendment. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words, and I rise in support 
of this amendment. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I thank 
my colleague the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we are getting 
down to calling a vote on the amend- 
ment. Let me try and sum up the de- 
bate we have had for a good while here. 

We have 2 different groups of gov- 
ernors. I have a letter from the Na- 
tional Governors Association saying 
they support the amendment, that we 
have had flexibility in vocational rehab 
for 70 years, it is the original block 
grant. Why lose a program that is ef- 
fective, that was changed in 1992 and 
will be up for reauthorization in 2 
years? Why should we lose that and 
lose that flow to our disabled commu- 
nity? 

Let me talk about what the CA- 
REERS Act would do. Under current 
law, eligible individuals are guaranteed 
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access to the same quality and range of 
services no matter where they reside in 
a State. This guarantee would be elimi- 
nated under title V, whether the Work 
Force Development Board and their 
community had decided to provide this 
service, whether the work force devel- 
opment area could afford the service. 
That is why we need a State agency to 
provide this support and that is why 
the current system does not need to be 
lumped in with the CAREERS bill. The 
CAREERS bill is a good bill, I was 
proud to vote for it in committee as it 
came out with the understanding we 
would be able to address voc rehab. We 
have not been able to to the satisfac- 
tion of the client organizations that I 
have heard from. Again, we have client 
organizations, I understand, on both 
sides. But when there is confusion, we 
should not disrupt the system, we 
should let that be separate. Vocational 
rehabilitation is too important to have 
it lumped in with the general popu- 
lation. Let us keep that emphasis for 
vocational rehab for those clients who 
need it. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, let me just conclude by saying 
that I have a very strong interest in 
this particular area. I began my career 
here in Congress more than 30 years 
ago serving on the then Committee on 
Education and Labor and being ac- 
tively involved in the creation of some 
of these programs. I share the views 
that have been expressed here that 
when you have a good program that is 
working effectively, you should not try 
and make too many changes in it. I 
hope that I will be able to support this 
bill as we bring it to final passage. My 
ability to do that, of course, would be 
greatly assisted if we could also adopt 
this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 231, noes 192, 
not voting 11, as follows: 


[Roll No. 6701 
AYES—231 

Abercrombie Bonior Coble 
Ackerman Borski Coburn 
Andrews Boucher Coleman 
Baesler Brewster Collins (IL) 
Baker (LA) Browder Collins (MI) 
Bal Brown (CA) Condit 
Barcia Brown (OH) Conyers 
Barrett (WI) Bryant (TX) Costello 
Barton Buyer Coyne 
Becerra Cardin Cramer 
Beilenson Chapman Crapo 
Bentsen Chenoweth Cremeans 
Berman Clay Danner 
Bevill Clayton de la Garza 
Bishop Clement DeFazio 
Blute Clyburn DeLauro 


Flanagan 
Forbes 


Gephardt 


Baker (CA) 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brownback 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunn 


Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 


Mfume 
Mineta 


Combest 
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Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 


Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
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King Nethercutt Shays 
Kingston Neumann Shuster 
Klug Norwood Skeen 
Knollenberg Oxley Smith (MI) 
Kolbe Packard Smith (TX) 
LaHood Parker Smith (WA) 
Largent Paxon Solomon 
Latham Petri Souder 
Laughlin Pombo Spence 
Lewis (CA) Porter Stearns 
Lewis (KY) Portman Stump 
Linder Quillen Talent 
Livingston Quinn Tate 
Longley Radanovich Tauzin 
Lucas Regula Taylor (NC) 
Manzullo Riggs Thomas 
Martini Roberts Thornberry 
McCollum Rogers Tiahrt 
McDade Rohrabacher Upton 
McHale Ros-Lehtinen Vucanovich 
McHugh Roth Walker 
McInnis Roukema Wamp 
McIntosh Royce Weldon (FL) 
McKeon Salmon Weldon (PA) 
Meyers Sanford Weller 
Mica Saxton White 
Miller (FL) Scarborough Whitfield 
Molinari Schaefer Wicker 
Moorhead Seastrand Wolf 
Moran Sensenbrenner Young (AK) 
Myers Shadegg Young (FL) 
Myrick Shaw Zelift 
NOT VOTING—11 
Brown (FL) Moakley Tucker 
Fields (LA) Oberstar Volkmer 
Fields (TX) Reynolds Walsh 
Jefferson Sisisky 
П 1720 
The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 
On this vote: 


Mr. Moakley for, with Mr. Fields of Texas 
against. 

Mr. BAKER of California changed his 
vote from “ауе” to “по.” 

Messrs. FORBES, ENSIGN, HORN, 
DINGELL, WATTS of Oklahoma, and 
BARTON of Texas changed their vote 
from “по” to “ауе.” 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak- 
ег, on rolicall vote Nos. 664, 665, 666, 
667, 668, 669, and 670 I was unavoidably 
detained in my district. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘aye’’ on 
664, “ауе” on 665, “ауе” on 666, “по” on 
667, “ауе” оп 668, “по” on 669, and 
“ауе” on 670. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 
No. 670 I was unavoidably detained. 
Had I been present in the Chamber, I 
would have noted “ауе” on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title V? 

If not, the Clerk will designate title 
VI. 

The text of title VI is as follows: 

TITLE VI—HIGHER EDUCATION 
PRIVATIZATION 


SEC. 601. REORGANIZATION OF THE STUDENT 
LOAN MARKETING ASSOCIATION 
THROUGH THE FORMATION OF A 

HOLDING COMPANY. 
(a) AMENDMENT.—Part B of title IV of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1071 
et seq.) is amended by inserting after section 
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439 (20 U.S.C. 1087-2) the following new sec- 

tion: 

“SEC. 440. REORGANIZATION OF THE STUDENT 
LOAN MARKETING ASSOCIATION 
THROUGH THE FORMATION OF A 
HOLDING COMPANY. 

“(а) ACTIONS BY THE ASSOCIATION’S BOARD 
ОЕ DIRECTORS.—The Board of Directors of the 
Association shall take or cause to be taken 
all such action as it deems necessary or ap- 
propriate to effect, upon the shareholder ap- 
proval described in subsection (b), a restruc- 
turing of the common stock ownership of the 
Association, as set forth in a plan of reorga- 
nization adopted by the Board of Directors 
(the terms of which shall be consistent with 
this Act) so that all of the outstanding com- 
mon shares shall be directly owned by an or- 
dinary business corporation chartered under 
State or District of Columbia law (the ‘Hold- 
ing Company’), as the Board of Directors 
may determine. Such actions may include, 
in the Board’s discretion, a merger of a whol- 
ly owned subsidiary of the Holding Company 
with and into the Association, which would 
have the effect provided in the plan of reor- 
ganization and the law of the jurisdiction in 
which such subsidiary is incorporated. As 
part of the restructuring, the Board of Direc- 
tors may cause (1) the common shares of the 
Association to be converted, at the reorga- 
nization effective date, to common shares of 
the Holding Company on a one for one basis, 
consistent with applicable State or District 
of Columbia law, and (2) Holding Company 
common shares to be registered with the Se- 
curities and Exchange Commission. 

b) SHAREHOLDER APPROVAL.—The plan of 
reorganization adopted by the Board of Di- 
rectors pursuant to subsection (a) shall be 
submitted to common stockholders of the 
Association for their approval. The reorga- 
nization shall occur at the reorganization ef- 
fective date, provided that the plan of reor- 
ganization has been approved by the affirma- 
tive votes, cast in person or by proxy, of the 
holders of a majority of the issued and out- 
standing shares of the Association common 
stock. 

“(с) TRANSITION.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Except as specifically 
provided in this section, until the dissolution 
date the Association shall continue to have 
all of the rights, privileges and obligations 
set forth in, and shall be subject to all of the 
limitations and restrictions of, section 439 of 
this Act as in effect on the effective date of 
this section, and the Association shall con- 
tinue to carry out the purposes of such sec- 
tion. The Holding Company and its affiliates 
other than the Association shall not be enti- 
Пей to any of the rights, privileges and obli- 
gations, and shall not be subject to the limi- 
tations and restrictions, applicable to the 
Association under section 489 of this Act as 
in effect on the effective date of this section, 
except as specifically provided in this sec- 
tion. The Holding Company and its subsidi- 
aries (other than the Association) shall not 
purchase loans insured under this Act until 
such time as the Association ceases acquir- 
ing such loans, except that the Association 
shall continue to acquire loans as a lender of 
last resort pursuant to section 439(q) of this 
Act or under an agreement with the Sec- 
retary described in section 440(c)(6). 

*(2) TRANSFER OF CERTAIN PROPERTY.—Ex- 
cept as specifically provided in this section, 
at the reorganization effective date or as 
soon as practicable thereafter, the Associa- 
tion shall use its best efforts to transfer to 
the Holding Company or its subsidiaries (or 
both), in each case, as directed by the Hold- 
ing Company, all real and personal property 
of the Association (both tangible and intan- 
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gible) other than the remaining property. 
Without limiting the preceding sentence, 
such transferred property shall include all 
right, title and interest in (A) direct or indi- 
rect subsidiaries of the Association (exclud- 
ing any interest in any government spon- 
sored enterprise), (B) contracts, leases, and 
other agreements, (C) licenses and other in- 
tellectual property, and (D) any other prop- 
erty of the Association. Notwithstanding the 
preceding provisions of this paragraph, noth- 
ing in this paragraph shall be construed to 
prohibit the Association from transferring 
remaining property from time to time to the 
Holding Company or its subsidiaries, subject 
to the provisions of paragraph (4). 

“(3) TRANSFER ОҒ PERSONNEL.—At the reor- 
ganization effective date, employees of the 
Association shall become employees of the 
Holding Company (or of the subsidiaries), 
and the Holding Company (or the subsidi- 
aries or both) shall provide all necessary and 
appropriate management and operational 
support (including loan servicing) to the As- 
sociation, as requested by the Association. 
The Association may, however, obtain such 
management and operational support from 
other persons or entities. 

% DIVIDENDS.—The Association may pay 
dividends in the form of cash or noncash dis- 
tributions so long as at the time of the dec- 
laration of such dividends, after giving effect 
to the payment of such dividends as of the 
date of such declaration by the Board of Di- 
rectors of the Association, the Association’s 
capital would be in compliance with the cap- 
ital standards set forth in section 439(г) of 
this Act. If, at any time after the reorganiza- 
tion effective date, the Association fails to 
comply with such capital standards, the 
Holding Company shall be obligated to trans- 
fer to the Association additional capital in 
such amounts as are necessary to ensure 
that the Association again complies with the 
capital standards. 

“(5) VALUATION OF NONCASH DISTRIBU- 
TIONS.—After the reorganization effective 
date, any distribution of noncash assets by 
the Association to the Holding Company 
shall be valued at book value on the date the 
Association’s Board of Directors approved 
such distribution for purposes of calculating 
compliance with section 439(г) of this Act. 

“(6) RESTRICTIONS ON NEW BUSINESS ACTIV- 
ITY OR ACQUISITION OF ASSETS BY ASSOCIA- 
TION.—After the reorganization effective 
date, the Association shall not engage in any 
new business activities or acquire any addi- 
tional program assets described in section 
439(d) of the Act other than— 

“(А) in connection with (i) student loan 
purchases through September 30, 2003, and 
(ii) contractual commitments for future 
warehousing advances or pursuant to letters 
of credit or standby bond purchase agree- 
ments which are outstanding as of the reor- 
ganization effective date; 

„(B) in connection with its serving as а 
lender-of-last-resort pursuant to section 439 
of this Act; and 

“(С) in connection with its purchase of 
loans insured under this part, if the Sec- 
retary, with the approval of the Secretary of 
the Treasury, enters into an agreement with 
the Association for the continuation or re- 
sumption of its secondary market purchase 
program because the Secretary determines 
there is inadequate liquidity for loans made 
under this part. 


The Secretary is authorized to enter into an 
agreement described in subparagraph (C) 
with the Association covering such second- 
ary market activities. 
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Any agreement entered into under subpara- 
graph (C) shall cover a period of 12 months, 
but may be renewed if the Secretary deter- 
mines that liquidity remains inadequate. 
The fee provided under section 439(h)(7) shall 
not apply to loans acquired under any such 
agreement with the Secretary. 

(Т) ISSUANCE OF DEBT OBLIGATIONS DURING 
THE TRANSITION PERIOD; ATTRIBUTES OF DEBT 
OBLIGATIONS.—After the reorganization effec- 
tive date, the Association shall not issue 
debt obligations which mature later than 
September 30, 2007, except in connection with 
serving as a lender-of-last-resort pursuant to 
section 439 of this Act or with purchasing 
loans under an agreement with the Secretary 
as described in paragraph (6) of this sub- 
section. Nothing in this subsection shall 
modify the attributes accorded the debt obli- 
gations of the Association by section 439, re- 
gardless of whether such debt obligations аге 
incurred prior to, or at any time following, 
the reorganization effective date or are 
transferred to a trust in accordance with 
subsection (å). 

“(8) MONITORING OF SAFETY AND SOUND- 
МЕЗ8.— 

“(А) OBLIGATION TO OBTAIN, MAINTAIN, AND 
REPORT INFORMATION.—The Association shall 
obtain such information and make and keep 
such records as the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury may from time to time prescribe con- 
cerning (i) the financial risk to the Associa- 
tion resulting from the activities of any of 
its associated persons, to the extent such ac- 
tivities are reasonably likely to have a ma- 
terial impact on the financial condition of 
the Association, including its capital ratio, 
its liquidity, or its ability to conduct and fi- 
nance its operations, and (ii) the Associa- 
tion’s policies, procedures, and systems for 
monitoring and controlling any such finan- 
cial risk. The Association's obligations 
under this subsection with respect to any as- 
sociated person which is a third party 
servicer (as defined іп 34 C.F.R. 682.200(b)) 
shall be limited to providing to the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury copies of any reports 
or other information provided to the Sec- 
retary of Education pursuant to 34 C.F.R. 
682.200 et seq. The Secretary of the Treasury 
may require summary reports of such infor- 
mation to be filed no more frequently than 
quarterly. For purposes of this paragraph, 
the term ‘associated person’ shall mean any 
person, other than a natural person, directly 
or indirectly controlling, controlled by, or 
under common control with the Association. 

“(В) SEPARATE OPERATION OF CORPORA- 
TIONS.— 

“(i) The funds and assets of the Associa- 
tion shall at all times be maintained sepa- 
rately from the funds and assets of the Hold- 
ing Company or any of its other subsidiaries 
and may be used solely by the Association to 
carry out its purposes and to fulfill its obli- 
gations. 

(ii) The Association shall maintain books 
and records that clearly reflect the assets 
and liabilities of the Association, separate 
from the assets and liabilities of the Holding 
Company or any of its other subsidiaries. 

“(ii) The Association shall maintain a cor- 
porate office that is physically separate from 
any office of the Holding Company or any of 
its subsidiaries. 

(iv) No director of the Association that is 
appointed by the President pursuant to sec- 
tion 43%сХІХА) may serve аз a director of 
the Holding Company. 

“(v) At least one officer of the Association 
shall remain an officer solely of the Associa- 
tion. 
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“(vi) Transactions between the Association 
and the Holding Company or its other sub- 
sidiaries, including any loan servicing ar- 
rangements, shall be on terms no less favor- 
able to the Association than the Association 
could obtain from an unrelated third party 
offering comparable services. 

(уй) The Association shall not extend 
credit to the Holding Company or any of its 
affiliates, nor guarantee or provide any cred- 
it enhancement to any debt obligations of 
the Holding Company or any of its affiliates. 

(viii) Any amounts collected on behalf of 
the Association by the Holding Company or 
any of its other subsidiaries with respect to 
the assets of the Association, pursuant to a 
servicing contract or other arrangement be- 
tween the Association and the Holding Com- 
pany or any of its other direct or indirect 
subsidiaries, shall be collected solely for the 
benefit of the Association and shall be imme- 
diately deposited by the Holding Company or 
such other subsidiary to an account under 
the sole control of the Association. 

“(C) ENCUMBRANCE OF ASSETS.—Notwith- 
standing any otherwise applicable Federal or 
State law, rule, or regulation, or legal or eq- 
uitable principle, doctrine, or theory to the 
contrary, under no circumstances shall the 
assets of the Association be available or used 
to pay claims or debts of or incurred by the 
Holding Company. Nothing in this subpara- 
graph shall limit the right of the Association 
to pay dividends not otherwise prohibited 
hereunder or limit any liability of the Hold- 
ing Company explicitly provided for in this 
part. 


D) HOLDING COMPANY ACTIVITIES.—After 
the reorganization effective date and prior to 
the dissolution of the Association in accord- 
ance with section 440(d), Holding Company 
activities shall be limited to ownership of 
the Association and any other subsidiaries. 
All business activities shall be conducted 
through subsidiaries. 

*(9) ASSOCIATION BOARD ОҒ DIRECTORS.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of part 
B of this title, after the reorganization effec- 
tive date, the 14 directors of the Association 
elected by the Association's stockholders 
(which immediately after the reorganization 
effective date shall be the Holding Company) 
shall no longer be required to meet the eligi- 
bility requirements set forth in section 
439(c). 

(10) ISSUANCE OF STOCK WARRANTS.—At the 
reorganization effective date, the Holding 
Company shall issue to the Secretary of the 
Treasury 200,000 stock warrants, each enti- 
tling the holder of the stock warrant to pur- 
chase from the Holding Company one share 
of the registered common stock of the Hold- 
ing Company at any time on or before Sep- 
tember 30, 2007. The exercise price for such 
warrants shall be an amount equal to the av- 
erage closing price of the common stock of 
the Association for the 20 business days prior 
to and including the date of enactment of 
this section on the exchange or market 
which is then the primary exchange or mar- 
ket for the common stock of the Association, 
subject to any adjustments necessary to re- 
flect the conversion of Association common 
stock into Holding Company common stock 
as part of the plan of reorganization ap- 
proved by the Association's shareholders. 

“(11) RESTRICTIONS ON TRANSFER OF ASSO- 
CIATION SHARES AND BANKRUPTCY OF ASSOCIA- 
TION.—After the reorganization effective 
date, the Holding Company shall not sell, 
pledge, or otherwise transfer the outstanding 
shares of the Association, or agree to or 
cause the liquidation of the Association or 
cause the Association to file a petition for 
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bankruptcy under title 11, United States 
Code, without prior approval of the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury and the Secretary of 
Education. 

“(d) TERMINATION OF THE ASSOCIATION.— 
The Association shall dissolve, and its sepa- 
rate existence shall terminate on September 
30, 2007, after discharge of all outstanding 
debt obligations and liquidation pursuant to 
this subsection. The Association may dis- 
solve pursuant to this subsection prior to 
such date by notifying the Secretary of Edu- 
cation and the Secretary of the Treasury of 
its intention to dissolve, unless within 60 
days of receipt of such notice the Secretary 
of Education notifies the Association that it 
continues to be needed to serve as a lender of 
last resort pursuant to section 43%(q) of this 
Act or continues to be needed to purchase 
loans under an agreement with the Secretary 
described in subsection (c)(6) of this section. 
On the dissolution date, the Association 
shall take the following actions: 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF A TRUST.—The As- 
sociation shall, under the terms of an irrev- 
ocable trust agreement in form and sub- 
stance satisfactory to the Secretary of the 
Treasury, the Association and the appointed 
trustee, irrevocably transfer all remaining 
obligations of the Association to the trust 
and irrevocably deposit or cause to be depos- 
ited into such trust, to be held as trust funds 
solely for the benefit of holders of the ге- 
maining obligations, money or direct non- 
callable obligations of the United States of 
America or any agency thereof for which 
payment the full faith and credit of the Unit- 
ed States is pledged, maturing as to prin- 
cipal and interest in such amounts and at 
such times as are determined by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to be sufficient, with- 
out consideration of any significant reinvest- 
ment of such interest, to pay the principal 
of, and interest on, the remaining obliga- 
tions in accordance with their terms. To the 
extent the Association cannot provide 
money or qualifying obligations in the 
amount required, the Holding Company shall 
be required to transfer money or qualifying 
obligations to the trust in the amount nec- 

to prevent any deficiency. 

“(2) USE OF TRUST ASSETS.—AIl money. ob- 
ligations, or financial assets deposited into 
the trust pursuant to this subsection shall be 
applied by the trustee to the payment of the 
remaining obligations assumed by the trust. 
Upon the fulfillment of the trustee’s duties 
under the trust, any remaining assets of the 
trust shall be transferred to the Holding 
Company or its subsidiaries, or both, as di- 
rected by the Holding Company. 

(3) OBLIGATIONS NOT TRANSFERRED TO THE 
TRUST.—The Association shall make proper 
provision for all other obligations of the As- 
sociation, including the repurchase or re- 
demption, or the making of proper provision 
for the repurchase or redemption, of any pre- 
ferred stock of the Association then out- 
standing. Any obligations of the Association 
which cannot be fully satisfied shall become 
liabilities of the Holding Company as of the 
date of dissolution. 

“(4) TRANSFER OF REMAINING ASSETS.— 
After compliance with paragraphs (1), and 
(3), the Association shall transfer to the 
Holding Company any remaining assets of 
the Association. 

“(е) OPERATION OF THE HOLDING Сом- 
PANY.— 

“(1) HOLDING COMPANY BOARD OF DIREC- 
TORS.—The number and composition of the 
Board of Directors of the Holding Company 
shall be determined as set forth in the Hold- 
ing Company’s charter or like instrument (as 
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amended from time to time) or bylaws (as 
amended from time to time) and as permis- 
sible under the laws of the jurisdiction of its 
incorporation. 

“(2) HOLDING COMPANY NAME.—The names 
of the Holding Company and any subsidiary 
of the Holding Company other than the Asso- 
ciation— 

WA) may not contain the name ‘Student 
Loan Marketing Association’; and 

) may contain, to the extent permitted 
by applicable State or District of Columbia 
law, ‘Sallie Mae’, or variations thereof or 
such other names as the Board of Directors 
of the Association of the Holding Company 
shall deem appropriate. 

“(3) USE OF SALLIE MAE NAME.—Without 
limiting paragraph (2), the Association may 
assign to the Holding Company, or any other 
subsidiary of the Holding Company, the ‘Sal- 
lie Mae’ name as a trademark and service 
mark, except that neither the Holding Com- 
pany nor any subsidiary of the Holding Com- 
pany other than the Association or a subsidi- 
ary of the Association may use the ‘Sallie 
Mae’ name on, or to identify the issuer of, 
any debt obligation or other security offered 
or sold by the Holding Company or any such 
subsidiary. The Association shall remit to 
the Secretary of Treasury $5,000,000 during 
fiscal year 1996 as compensation for the right 
to assign such trademark or service mark. 

“(4) DISCLOSURE REQUIRED.—Until 3 years 
after the dissolution date, the Holding Com- 
pany, and any subsidiary of the Holding 
Company other than the Association, shall 
prominently display— 

„ іп any document offering its securi- 
ties, that the obligations of the Holding 
Company and any such subsidiary are not 
guaranteed by the full faith and credit of the 
United States; and 

) іп any advertisement or promotional 
materials which use the ‘Sallie Mae’ name or 
mark, a statement that neither the Holding 
Company nor any such subsidiary is a Gov- 
ernment-sponsored enterprise or instrumen- 
tality of the United States. 


“(f) STRICT CONSTRUCTION.—Except as spe- 
cifically set forth in this section, nothing 
contained in this section shall be construed 
to limit the authority of the Association as 
a federally chartered corporation, or of the 
Holding Company as a State or District of 
Columbia chartered corporation. 


“(к) RIGHT To ENFORCE.—The Secretary of 
Education or the Secretary of the Treasury, 
as appropriate, may request the Attorney 
General of the United States to bring an ac- 
tion in the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia for the enforcement 
of any provisions of this section, or may, 
under the direction or control of the Attor- 
ney General, bring such an action. Such 
court shall have jurisdiction and power to 
order and require compliance with this sec- 
tion. 


) DEADLINE FOR REORGANIZATION EFFEC- 
TIVE DATE.—This section shall be of no fur- 
ther force and effect in the event that the re- 
organization effective date does not occur on 
or before 18 months after the date of enact- 
ment of this section. 


a DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
on: 

“(1) The term ‘Association’ means the Stu- 
dent Loan Marketing Association. 

“(2) The term ‘dissolution date’ shall mean 
September 30, 2007, or such earlier date as 
the Secretary of Education permits the 
transfer of remaining obligations in accord- 
ance with subsection (4) of this section. 
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(3) The term ‘reorganization effective 
date’ means the effective date of the reorga- 
nization as determined by the Board of Di- 
rectors of the Association, which shall not be 
earlier than the date that stockholder ap- 
proval is obtained pursuant to subsection (b) 
of this section and shall not be later than 
the date that is 18 months after the date of 
enactment of this section. 

“(4) The term ‘Holding Company’ means 
the new business corporation formed pursu- 
ant to this section by the Association under 
the laws of any State of the United States or 
the District of Columbia. 

“(5) The term ‘remaining obligations’ shall 
mean the debt obligations of the Association 
outstanding as of the dissolution date. 

“(6) Тһе term ‘remaining property’ shall 
mean the following assets and liabilities of 
the Association which are outstanding as of 
the reorganization effective date: (A) debt 
obligations issued by the Association, (B) 
contracts relating to interest rate, currency, 
or commodity positions or protections, (C) 
investment securities owned by the Associa- 
tion, (D) any instruments, assets, or agree- 
ments described in section 439(d) of this Act 
(including without limitation all student 
loans, forward purchase and lending commit- 
ments, warehousing advances, academic fa- 
cilities obligations, letters of credit, standby 
bond purchase agreements, liquidity agree- 
ments, and student loan revenue bonds or 
other loans), and (E) except as specifically 
prohibited by this Act, any other nonmate- 
rial assets or liabilities of the Association 
which the Association’s Board of Directors 
determines to be necessary or appropriate to 
its operations. 

“(7) The term ‘reorganization’ means the 
restructuring event or events (including any 
merger event) giving effect to the holding 
company structure described in subsection 
(a) of this section. 

“(8) The term ‘subsidiary’ or ‘subsidiaries’ 
shall mean one or more direct or indirect 
subsidiaries of the Holding Company.“. 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) AMENDMENTS TO THE HIGHER EDUCATION 
ACT.—Effective оп the reorganization effec- 
tive date (as defined in section 440(h)(3) of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965, as added by 
subsection (a))— 

(A) section 435(d)(1)(F) of such Act (20 
U.S.C. 1085(d)(1)(F)) is amended by inserting 
after ‘‘Student Loan Marketing Association” 
the following: “ог the Holding Company of 
the Student Loan Marketing Association, in- 
cluding all subsidiaries of such Holding Com- 
pany, created pursuant to section 440 of this 
Act.“; and 

(В) sections 435(d)(1)(G) and 428С(аХ1ХА) of 
such Act (20 U.S.C. 1085(d)(1)(G); 1078- 
З(а)(1)(А)) are each amended by inserting 
after "Student Loan Marketing Association” 
the following: ‘‘or the Holding Company of 
the Student Loan Marketing Association, in- 
cluding all subsidiaries of such Holding Com- 
pany, created pursuant to section 440 of this 
Асі”. 

(2) ENFORCEMENT ОЕ SAFETY AND SOUNDNESS 
REQUIREMENTS.—Section 439(г) of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087-2(r)) is 
amended— 

(A) by redesignating paragraph (13) as 
paragraph (15); and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (12) the 
following new paragraph: 

(13) ENFORCEMENT OF SAFETY AND SOUND- 
NESS REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary of Edu- 
cation or the Secretary of the Treasury, as 
appropriate, may request the Attorney Gen- 
eral of the United States to bring an action 
in the United States District Court for the 
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District of Columbia for the enforcement of 
any provisions of this subsection, or may, 
under the direction or control of the Attor- 
ney General, bring such an action. Such 
court shall have jurisdiction and power to 
order and require compliance with this sub- 
section.“. 

(3) CAPITAL RATIO AMENDMENTS.—Section 
439(г) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 is 
further amended— 

(А) in paragraph (1)- 

(i) by striking “апа” at the end of subpara- 
graph (A); 

(ii) by striking the period at the end of 
subparagraph (В) and inserting “; апа"; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

“(С) within 45 days of the end of each fiscal 
quarter, (i) financial statements of the Asso- 
ciation, and (ii) a report setting forth the 
calculation of the capital ratio of the Asso- 
ciation.’’; 

(B) in paragraph (11), by striking ‘‘para- 
graphs (4) and (6ХА)” and inserting “рага- 
graphs (4), (6)(A), and (14)”; and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (13) (as 
added by paragraph (2) of this subsection) 
the following new paragraph: 

(14) ACTIONS BY SECRETARY.—If the share- 
holders of the Association shall have ap- 
proved a reorganization plan in accordance 
with section 440(b) and, for any fiscal quarter 
ended after January 1, 2000, the Association 
shall have a capital ratio of less than 2.25 
percent, the Secretary of the Treasury may, 
until such capital ratio is met, take any one 
or more of the actions described in para- 
graph (7), except that— 

“(А) the capital ratio to be restored pursu- 
ant to paragraph (7)(D) shall be 2.25 percent; 
and 

“(В) if the relevant capital ratio is in ex- 

cess of or equal to 2 percent for such quarter, 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall defer 
taking any of the actions set forth in para- 
graph (7) until the next succeeding quarter 
and may then proceed with any such action 
only if the capital ratio of the Association 
remains below 2.25 percent. 
Upon approval by the shareholders of the As- 
sociation of a reorganization plan in accord- 
ance with section 440(b) for any period after 
January 1, 2000, the provisions of paragraphs 
(4), (5), (6), (8), (9), and (10) shall be of no fur- 
ther application to the Association.“. 

(4) REPEAL OF THE ASSOCIATION'S CHAR- 
TER.—Effective on the dissolution date (as 
defined in section 440(h)(2) of the Higher Edu- 
cation Act of 1965, as added by subsection 
(a)), section 439 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 1087-2) 
is repealed. 

SEC. 602. PRIVATIZATION OF COLLEGE CON- 
STRUCTION LOAN INSURANCE ASSO- 
CIATION, 

(a) REPEAL OF STATUTORY RESTRICTIONS.— 
Part D of title VII of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1132f et seq.) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) STATUS OF THE CORPORATION.— 

(1) STATUS OF THE CORPORATION.—The Cor- 
poration shall not be an agency, instrumen- 
tality, or establishment of the United States 
Government and shall not be a Government 
corporation” nor a Government controlled 
corporation” as defined in section 103 of title 
5, United States Code. No action under sec- 
tion 1491 of title 28, United States Code (com- 
monly known as the Tucker Act) shall be al- 
lowable against the United States based on 
the actions of the Corporation. 

(2) CORPORATE POWERS.—The Corporation 
shall have the power to engage in any busi- 
ness or other activities for which corpora- 
tions may be organized under the laws of any 
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State of the United States or the District of 
Columbia. The Corporation shall have the 
power to enter into contracts, to execute in- 
struments, to incur liabilities, to provide 
products and services, and to do all things as 
are necessary or incidental to the proper 
management of its affairs and the efficient 
operation of a private, for-profit business. 

(c) RELATED PRIVATIZATION REQUIRE- 
MENTS.— 

(1) NOTICE REQUIREMENTS.—During the 5- 
year period following the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Corporation shall in- 
clude in any document offering the Corpora- 
tion’s securities, in any contracts for insur- 
ance, guarantee, or reinsurance of obliga- 
tions, and in any advertisement or pro- 
motional material, a statement that— 

(A) the Corporation is not a Government- 
sponsored enterprise or instrumentality of 
the United States; and 

(B) the Corporation’s obligations are not 
guaranteed by the full faith and credit of the 
United States. 

(2) CORPORATE CHARTER.—The Corpora- 
tion's charter shall be amended as necessary 
and without delay to conform the require- 
ments of this Act. 

(3) CORPORATE NAME.—The name of the 
Corporation, or of any direct or indirect sub- 
sidiary thereof, may not contain the term 
“College Construction Loan Insurance Asso- 
ciation”. 

(4) ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION. —The Cor- 
poration shall amend its articles of incorpo- 
ration without delay to reflect that one of 
the purposes of the Corporation shall be to 
guarantee, insure and reinsure bonds, leases, 
and other evidences of debt of educational 
institutions, including Historically Black 
Colleges and Universities and other aca- 
demic institutions which are ranked in the 
lower investment grade category using a na- 
tionally recognized credit rating system. 

(5) TRANSITION REQUIREMENTS.— 

(A) REQUIREMENTS UNTIL STOCK SALE.—Not- 
withstanding subsection (a), the require- 
ments of section 754 of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1132f-3), as in existence 
as of the day before enactment of this Act, 
shall continue to be effective until the day 
immediately following the date of closing of 
the purchase of the Secretary's stock (or the 
date of closing of the final purchase, in the 
case of multiple transactions) pursuant to 
subsection (d) of this section. 

(B) REPORTS AFTER STOCK SALE.—The Cor- 
poration shall, not later than March 30 of the 
first full calendar year immediately follow- 
ing the sale pursuant to subsection (d), and 
each of the 2 succeeding years, submit to the 
Secretary of Education a report describing 
the Corporation's efforts to assist in the fi- 
nancing of education facilities projects, in- 
cluding projects for elementary, secondary, 
and postsecondary educational institution 
infrastructure, and detailing, on a project- 
by-project basis, the Corporation’s business 
dealings with educational institutions that 
are rated by a nationally recognized statis- 
tical rating organization at or below the or- 
ganization’s third highest ratings. 

(d) SALE OF FEDERALLY OWNED STOCK.— 

(1) SALE OF STOCK REQUIRED.—The Sec- 
retary of the Treasury shall, upon the re- 
quest of the Secretary of Education make 
every effort to sell, pursuant to section 324 of 
title 31, United States Code, the voting com- 
mon stock of the Corporation owned by the 
Secretary of Education not later than one 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(2) PURCHASE BY THE CORPORATION.—In the 
event that the Secretary of the Treasury is 
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unable to sell the voting common stock, or 
any portion thereof, at a price acceptable to 
the Secretary of Education and the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury within the period 
specified in paragraph (1), the Corporation 
shall purchase such stock at a price deter- 
mined by the Secretary of the Treasury and 
acceptable to the Corporation based on inde- 
pendent appraisal by one or more nationally 
recognized financial firms. Such firms shall 
be selected by the Secretary of the Treasury 
in consultation with the Secretary of Edu- 
cation and the Corporation. 

(е) ASSISTANCE BY THE CORPORATION.—The 
Corporation shall provide such assistance as 
the Secretary of the Treasury and the Sec- 
retary of Education may require to facilitate 
the sale of the stock under this section. 

(f) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, the 
term Corporation“ means the Corporation 
established pursuant to the provision of law 
repealed by subsection (a). 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title VI? 

If not, the Clerk will designate title 
VII. 

The text of title VII is as follows: 

TITLE VII—REPEALERS AND OTHER 
AMENDMENTS ; 


SEC. 701. HIGHER EDUCATION PROVISIONS. 

(a) HIGHER EDUCATION АСТ OF 1965 PROVI- 
SIONS.—The following provisions of the High- 
er Education Act of 1965 are repealed: 

(1) Part В of title I (20 U.S.C. 1011 et seq.), 
relating to articulation agreements. 

(2) Part C of title I (20 U.S.C. 1015 et seq.), 
relating to access and equity to education 
for all Americans through telecommuni- 
cations. 

(3) Title II (20 U.S.C. 1021 et seq.), relating 
to academic libraries and information serv- 
ices. 


(4) Chapter 2 of subpart 2 of part A of title - 


IV (20 U.S.C. 1070a-21 et seq.), relating to na- 
tional early intervention scholarships. 

(5) Chapter 3 of subpart 2 of part A of title 
IV (20 U.S.C. 1070a-31 et seq.), relating to 
presidential access scholarships. 

(6) Chapter 4 of subpart 2 of part A of title 
IV (20 U.S.C, 1070а-41 et seq.), relating to 
model program community partnerships and 
counseling grants. 

(7) Chapter 5 of subpart 2 of part A of title 
IV (20 U.S.C. 1070а-52 et seq.), relating to an 
early awareness information program. 

(8) Chapter 8 of subpart 2 of part A of title 
IV (20 U.S.C. 1070a-81), relating to technical 
assistance for teachers and counselors. 

(9) Subpart 8 of part A of title IV (20 U.S.C. 
1070f), relating to special child care services 
for disadvantaged college students. 

(10) Section 428J (20 U.S.C. 1078-10), relat- 
ing to loan forgiveness for teachers, individ- 
uals performing national community service 
and nurses. 

(11) Section 486 (20 U.S.C. 1093), relating to 
training in financial aid services. 

(12) Subpart 1 of part H of title IV (20 
U.S.C. 1099a et seq.) relating to State post- 
secondary review entity programs. 

(13) Part A of title V (20 U.S.C. 1102 et seq.), 
relating to State and local programs for 
teacher excellence. 

(14) Part В of title V (20 U.S.C, 1103 et seq.), 
relating to national teacher academies. 

(15) Subpart 1 of part C of title V (20 U.S.C. 
1104 et seq.), relating to Douglas teacher 
scholarships. 

(16) Subpart 3 of part C of title V (20 U.S.C. 
1106 et seq.), relating to the teacher corps. 

(17) Subpart 3 of part D of title V (20 U.S.C. 
1109 et seq.), relating to class size demonstra- 
tion grants. 
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(18) Subpart 4 of part D of title V (20 U.S.C. 
1110 et seq.), relating to middle school teach- 
ing demonstration programs, 

(19) Subpart 1 of part E of title V (20 U.S.C. 
1111 et seq.), relating to new teaching ca- 
reers. 

(20) Subpart 1 of part F of title V (20 U.S.C. 
1113 et seq.), relating to the national mini 
corps programs. 

(21) Section 586 (20 U.S.C. 1114), relating to 
demonstration grants for critical language 
and area studies. 

(22) Section 587 (20 U.S.C. 1114а), relating 
to development of foreign languages and cul- 
tures instructional materials. 

(23) Subpart 3 of part F of title V (20 U.S.C. 
1115), relating to small State teaching initia- 
tives. 

(24) Subpart 4 of part F of title V (20 U.S.C. 
1116), relating to faculty development grants. 

(25) Section 597 and section 599(b) (20 U.S.C. 
1117a, 1117с(0)), relating to early childhood 
staff training and professional enhancement. 

(26) Section 605 (20 U.S.C. 1124a), relating 
to intensive summer language institutes. 

(27) Section 607 (20 U.S.C. 1125a), relating 
to foreign language periodicals. 

(28) Part A of title УП (20 U.S.C. 11326 et 
seq.), relating to academic and library facili- 
ties. 

(29) Title VIII (20 U.S.C. 1133 et seq.), relat- 
ing to cooperative education programs. 

(30) Part А of title ІХ (20 U.S.C. 1134a et 
seq.), relating to women and minority par- 
ticipation in graduate education. 

(31) Part В of title ІХ (20 U.S.C. 11344 et 
seq.), relating to Harris fellowships. 

(32) Part C of title IX (20 U.S.C. 1134h et 
seq.), relating to Javits fellowships. 

(33) Part E of title ІХ (20 U.S.C. 1134г et 
seq.), relating to the faculty development 
fellowship program. 

(34) Part F of title ІХ (20 U.S.C. 1134s et 
seq.), relating to legal training for the dis- 
advantaged. 

(35) Part G of title ІХ (20 U.S.C. 1134u et 
seq.), relating to law school clinical pro- 


grams. 

(36) Section 1011 (20 U.S.C. 1135a-11), relat- 
ing to special projects in areas of national 
need. 

(37) Subpart 2 of part B of title X (20 U.S.C. 
1135c et seq.), relating to science and engi- 
neering access programs. 

(38) Part С of title X (20 U.S.C. 1135е et 
seq.), relating to women and minorities 
science and engineering outreach demonstra- 
tion 

(39) Part D of title X (20 U.S.C. 11350), relat- 
ing to Eisenhower leadership programs. 

(40) Title XI (20 U.S.C. 1136 et seq.), relat- 
ing to community service programs. 

(b) EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1986 PROVI- 
SIONS.—The following provisions of the High- 
er Education Amendments of 1986 are re- 
pealed: 

(1) Part E of title ХШ (20 U.S.C. 1221-1 
note), relating to a National Academy of 
Science study. 

(2) Part В of title XV (20 U.S.C. 4441 et 
seq.), relating to Native Hawaiian culture 
and art development. 

(с) EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1992 PROVI- 
sions.—The following provisions of the High- 
er Education Amendments of 1992 are re- 
pealed: 

(1) Part F of title XIII (25 U.S.C. 3351 et 
seq.), relating to American Indian post- 
secondary economic development scholar- 
ships. 

(2) Part G of title XIII (25 U.S.C. 3371), re- 
lating to American Indian teacher training. 

(3) Section 1406 (20 U.S.C. 1221е-1 note), ге- 
lating to a national survey of factors associ- 
ated with participation. 
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(4) Section 1409 (20 U.S.C. 1132a note), relat- 
ing to a study of environmental hazards in 
institutions of higher education. 

(5) Section 1412 (20 U.S.C, 1101 note), relat- 
ing to a national job bank for teacher re- 
cruitment. 

(6) Part B of title XV (20 U.S.C. 1452 note), 
relating to a national clearinghouse for post- 
secondary education materials. 

(7) Part С of title XV (20 U.S.C. 1101 note), 
relating to school-based decisionmakers. 

(8) Part D of title XV (20 U.S.C. 1145h note), 
relating to grants for sexual offenses edu- 
cation. 

(9) Part E of title XV (20 U.S.C. 1070 note), 
relating to Olympic scholarships. 

(10) Part G of title XV (20 U.S.C. 1070а-11 
note), relating to advanced placement fee 


ent programs. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The Higher 
Education Act of 1965 is amended— 

(1) in section 453(c)(2)— 

(A) by striking subparagraph (E); and 

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (F) 
through (H) as subparagraphs (E) through 
(G), respectively; 

(2) in section 487(a)(3), by striking subpara- 
graph (B) and redesignating subparagraphs 
(C) and (D) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), re- 
spectively; 

(3) in section 487(аХ15), by striking “the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs, and State re- 
view entities under subpart 1 of part Н” and 
inserting ‘‘and the Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs”; 

(4) in section 487(a)(21), by striking State 
postsecondary review entities,’’; 

(5) in section 487(сХ1ХАХІ), by striking 
“State agencies, and the State review enti- 
ties referred to in subpart 1 of part Н" and 
inserting “апа State agencies”; 

(6) in section 487(c)(4), by striking, after 
consultation with each State review entity 
designated under subpart 1 of part H.“; 

(7) in section 487(с)(5), by striking “State 
review entities designated under subpart 1 of 
part H.“; 

(8) in section 496(a)(7), by striking and the 
appropriate State postsecondary review en- 
tity”; 

(9) in section 496(a)(8), by striking “апа the 
State postsecondary review entity of the 
State in which the institution of higher edu- 
cation is located“: 

(10) in section 498(g)(2), by striking every- 
thing after the first sentence; 

(11) in section 498A(a)(2)(D), by striking 
“фу the appropriate State postsecondary re- 
view entity designated under subpart 1 of 
this part ог”; 

(12) in section 498А(а)(2)— 

(А) by inserting “and” after the semicolon 
at the end of subparagraph (E); 

(B) by striking subparagraph (F); and 

(C) by redesignating subparagraph (G) as 
subparagraph (F); and 

(13) in section 498A(a)(3)— 

(A) by inserting “апа” after the semicolon 
at the end of subparagraph (C); 

(В) by striking “; апа” at the end of sub- 
paragraph (D) and inserting a period; and 

(C) by striking subparagraph (E). 

SEC. 702. ELIGIBLE INSTITUTION. 

(a) AMENDMENTS.—Section 481(b) of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1088(b)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting before the period at the end 
of the first sentence the following: ‘‘on the 
basis of a review by the institution’s inde- 
pendent auditor using generally accepted ac- 
counting principles"; 

(2) by inserting after the end of such first 
sentence the following new sentences: For 
the purposes of clause (6), revenues from 
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sources that are not derived from funds pro- 
vided under this title include revenues from 
programs of education or training that do 
not meet the definition of an eligible pro- 
gram in subsection (e), but are provided on a 
contractual basis under Federal, State, or 
local training programs, or to business and 
industry. For the purposes of determining 
whether an institution meets the require- 
ments of clause (6), the Secretary shall not 
consider the financial information of any in- 
stitution for a fiscal year began on or before 
April 30, 1994.“ 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Notwithstanding sec- 
tion 713 of this Act, the amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to any deter- 
mination made on or after July 1, 1994, by 
the Secretary of Education pursuant to sec- 
tion 481(5Х6) of the Higher Education Act of 
1965. 

SEC. 703. CARL D. PERKINS VOCATIONAL AND AP- 
ар TECHNOLOGY EDUCATION 


The Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Ap- 
plied Technology Education Act (20 U.S.C. 
2301 et seq.) is repealed. 

SEC. 704. SMITH-HUGHES АСТ. 

(a) REPEAL.—The Smith-Hughes Act (39 
Stat. 929 as amended (20 U.S.C. 11-15, 16-28)) 
is repealed. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Notwithstanding sec- 
tion 713 of this Act, the repeal in subsection 
(a) of this section shall take effect on Octo- 
ber 1, 1995. 

SEC. 705, SCHOOL-TO-WORK OPPORTUNITIES ACT 
OF 1994. 

The School-to-Work Opportunities Act of 
1994 (20 U.S.C. 6101 et seq.) is repealed. 

SEC. 706. SCHOOL DROPOUT ASSISTANCE ACT. 

The School Dropout Assistance Act, (part 
C of title V of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (20 U.S.C. 7261)) is repealed. 
SEC. 707, ADULT EDUCATION ACT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Adult Education Act 
(20 U.S.C, 1201 et seq.) is repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) ЕвЕА.--Тһе Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) 
is amended— ) 

(А) in section 1202(c)(1), by striking “the 
Adult Education Act.“ and inserting title 
IV of the CAREERS Act,“; 

(B) in section 1205(8)(B), by striking ‘‘the 
Adult Education Act,“ and inserting title 
IV of the CAREERS Act,“; 

(С) in section 1206(a)(1)(A), by striking the 
Adult Education Act;“ and inserting title 
IV of the CAREERS Асб;”; and 

(р) in section 9161(2), by striking section 
312(2) of the Adult Education Act.“ and in- 
serting "section 5 of the CAREERS Act.“ 

(2) TECHNOLOGY FOR EDUCATION ACT.—The 
Technology for Education Act of 1994 (20 
U.S.C. 6801 et seq.) is amended in section 
3113(1) by striking section 312 of the Adult 
Education Act;’’ and inserting section 5 of 
the CAREERS Асб;”; 

SEC. 708. NATIONAL LITERACY ACT. 

The National Literacy Act of 1991, except 
section 101 of such Act, is repealed. 

SEC. 709. LIBRARY SERVICES AND CONSTRUC- 
TION ACT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Library Services and 
Construction Act (20 U.S.C. 351 et seq.) is re- 
pealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The Tech- 
nology for Education Act of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 
6801 et seq.) is amended in section 3113(10) by 
striking section 3 of the Library Services 
and Construction Act; and inserting “зес- 
tion 5 of the CAREERS Act;” 

SEC. 710. i "Әде FOR EDUCATION ACT OF 


Part F оға the Technology for Education 
Act of 1994 (contained in title III of the Ele- 
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mentary and Secondary Education Act (20 
U.S.C. 7001 et seq.)) is repealed. 
SEC. 711. JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Job Training Part- 
nership Act (29 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.), except 
section 1, sections 42] through 439 (relating 
to the Job Corps), and section 441 of such Act 
(relating to veterans’ employment pro- 
grams), is hereby repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) SHORT TITLE.—Section 1 of the Job 
Training Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1501, 
note) is amended— 

(A) in the heading, by striking “; TABLE ОҒ 
CONTENTS”; ап 

(В) by striking all that follows after Job 
Training Partnership Act". 

(2) JOB corPs.—Such Act (29 U.S.C. 1501 et 
seq.), as amended by this section, is further 
amended— 

(A) by redesignating sections 421 through 
439 as sections 2 through 21, respectively; 

(B) in section 2 (as redesignated), by strik- 
ing part“ each place it appears and insert- 
ing “Асб”; 

(C) in section 4(4) (as redesignated), by 
striking “sections 424 and 425” and inserting 
“sections 5 and 6”; 

(р) in section 5 (аз redesignated)— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘entities 
administering programs under title II of this 
Act.“; and 

(ii) in subsection (b), by striking “рагб” 
and inserting “Асб”; 

(E) in section 7 (as redesignated)— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking section 
428” and inserting ‘‘section 9”; and 

(ii) by striking subsection (d); 

(F) in section 8 (as redesignated)— 

(i) by striking subsection (b); and 

(ii) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub- 
section (b); 

(G) in section 14 (as redesignated)— 

(i) in subsection (a)(4), by striking part“ 
and inserting “Ас” 

(ii) in subsection (c), by striking and 
activities authorized under sections 452 and 
453”; and 

(iii) in subsection (е), by striking “весбіоп 
481” and inserting section 12”; 

(H) in section 15 (as redesignated)— 

(i) in subsection (a) 

(I) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking “section 427“ and inserting “зес- 
tion 8” and 

(П) in paragraph (4)(A), by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 428” and inserting section 9”; 

(11) in subsection (c)(3), by striking sec- 
tion 423" and inserting “section 4”; 

(iii) in subsection (d), by striking sections 
424 and 425” and inserting sections 5 and 6”; 
and 

(iv) in subsection (е), by striking “, pursu- 
ant to section 452(4),”; 

(I) in section 17 (as redesignated), by strik- 
ing purpose of this part“ each place it ap- 
pears and inserting purpose of this Ас”; 

(J) in section 20 (as redesignated), by strik- 
ing part“ each place it appears and insert- 
ing Act“; and 

(K) in section 21 (as redesignated), by 
striking part“ and inserting “Act”. 

(3) VETERANS’ EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS.— 
Such Act (29 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.), as amended 
by this section, is further amended— 

(A) by redesignating section 441 as section 


22; 

(B) by striking the heading of such section 
22 (as redesignated), and inserting the follow- 
ing: 

‘“VETERANS’ EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS"’; and 

(C) in such section 22, by striking “рагі” 
each place it appears and inserting “вес- 
tion”. 
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(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Such Act (29 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.), as amended 
by this section, is further amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

“SEC. 23, There are authorized to be appro- 
priated such sums as are аңдыды, to carry 
out this Act.“. 

SEC. 712. STEWART В. MCKINNEY HOMELESS AS- 
SISTANCE ACT. 

(a) ADULT EDUCATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle A of title VII of 
the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assist- 
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 11421 et seq.) is repealed. 

(2) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of such Act is amended by striking the 
items relating to subtitle A of title VII of 
such Act, 

(b) SUBTITLE C.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle C of title VII of 
the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assist- 
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 11441 et seq.), except sec- 
tion 738, is hereby repealed. 

(2) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of such Act is amended— 

(A) by striking the item relating to sub- 
title C of title VII of such Act; and 

(B) by striking the items relating to sec- 
tions 731 through 737 and sections 739 
through 741. 

SEC. 713. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The repeals and amendments made by this 
Act shall take effect on July 1, 1997, except 
for amendments to the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend- 
ments to title VII? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY МЕ. KLINK 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment, amendment No. 14 printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. KLINK: Page 
275, after line 4, insert the following: 

TITLE VIII—SENSE OF CONGRESS 
SEC. 801. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress, that: 

(1) to streamline and consolidate 
workforce preparation and development pro- 
grams, eliminate unnecessary duplication 
and fragmentation in such programs as stat- 
ed in section 3(a)(5)(A), and to provide maxi- 
mum authority and responsibility to States 
and local communities for operation of State 
and local workforce preparation and develop- 
ment programs as stated іп section 
Э(аХ5ХВ), the Federal Government should 
transfer all of the functions of such pro- 
grams to the State and local communities, 
including the responsibility to raise revenue 
to fund such programs; and 

(2) Federal tax rates should be reduced by 
the amount saved by relinquishing Federal 
responsibility for workforce preparation and 
development programs. 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, I find my- 
self in a very unusual position on the 
floor of the House. 

The Chairman, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], my good 
friend and colleague, has graciously 
agreed to accept my amendment, and 
several Members on the other side of 
the aisle have indicated their support 
for the Klink amendment. The problem 
is this, that my amendment was being 


offered tongue-in-cheek, and I myself 
do not support the amendment, and I 
do not support the underlying bill. I 
was trying to make a point with this 
amendment, and I fully intend, Mr. 
Chairman, to withdraw this amend- 
ment. Again, my dear friend, the chair- 
man, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. GOODLING], in all good faith, has 
offered to accept this amendment. 
Again, it was offered tongue-in-cheek, 
because I have a serious problem with 
the idea of block granting everything 
back to the States. 

The underlying bill, which was trying 
to consolidate more than 100 edu- 
cational and job training programs 
into 4 block grants to the States, while 
I believe Federal job training programs 
need consolidation, block grants I do 
not think are the best approach, and I 
do not think the whole idea we have in 
а number of other areas to block grant 
everything back to the States is a 
great idea either. 

I am reminded of the story of a 
young child who was about 6 years old 
who wrote a letter to Santa Claus, and 
somehow the letter ended up coming 
here to Washington, DC, and the post- 
master picked it up, and he looked at 
it; the letter was written with crayon. 
It had ended up in Washington, DC. 
The postmaster picked it up, and he 
looked at the letter. It said: 

Dear Santa, my family is not going to have 
a good Christmas because my father is unem- 
ployed. My mother has been sick. I simply 
ask you to send me $10. With that money, I 
can buy everyone in my family a little gift. 

The postmaster was really touched. 
He reached in his pocket. All he had 
was a $5 bill. He sent that $5 bill to the 
young boy with a note. He signed it 
Santa Claus. 

He got a thank you note back some 
weeks later. The boy said: 

Thank you so much, Santa, for sending 
that money to me. It made a great difference 
at Christmastime. But, please, next time do 
not send it through Washington, DC., be- 
cause they keep half of it. 

It makes no sense for us to send tax 
dollars to the Federal Government and, 
in turn, have the Federal Government 
redistribute that money to the States 
which, in turn, would redistribute the 
money to the counties under 50 dif- 
ferent sets of guidelines. 

In fact, Federal block grants have 
been tried before. Many of them were 
terminated in the first Reagan admin- 
istration after revelations of waste and 
fraud by local recipients. 

My amendment was to say would it 
not make more sense to let the States 
raise the money for these programs, 
run these programs themselves, dis- 
tribute the funding and cut out the 
middleman, the Federal Government? 

Again, what I am talking about is 
cutting out the middleman. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KLINK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 
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Mr. GOODLING. In spite of the gen- 
tleman’s story, we accept the amend- 
ment, and I do want to point out that 
block granting and revenue sharing are 
two different things, and I will assure 
the gentleman that block granting, 
coming from my committee, is not rev- 
enue sharing. 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, again to 
the Chairman, I thank him for his gra- 
ciousness. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to withdraw my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to the bill? 

If not, the question is on the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. GOODLING) 
there were—ayes 66, noes 43. 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as amended, was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. GILLMOR) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. MCINNIS, 
Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 
reported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
1617), to consolidate and reform work 
force development and literacy pro- 
grams, and for other purposes, pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 222, he re- 
ported the bill back to the House with 
an amendment adopted by the Commit- 
tee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or- 
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole? If not, the 
question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 345, noes 79, 
not voting 10, as follows: 
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{Roll No. 671] 
AYES—345 


Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 


Minge 
Molinari 
Mollohan 


Montgomery 
Moorhead 


Peterson (MN) 
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Saxton Stenholm Vucanovich 
Scarborough Stockman Waldholtz 
Schaefer Stokes Walker 
Schiff Stump Walsh 
Schroeder Stupak Wamp 
Sensenbrenner Talent Ward 

Tanner Watts (OK) 
Shaw Tate Weldon (FL) 
Shays Tauzin Weldon (PA) 
Shuster Taylor (MS) Weller 
Skaggs Taylor (NC) White 
Skeen Tejeda Whitfield 
Skelton ‘Thomas Wicker 
Smith (М1) Thornberry Williams 
Smith (NJ) Thornton Wilson 
Smith (TX) Tiahrt Wise 
Smith (WA) Torkildsen Wolf 
Solomon Torres Wyden 
Souder Traficant Young (AK) 
Spence Upton Young (FL) 
Spratt Vento Zeliff 
Stearns Visclosky Zimmer 

NOES—79 
Abercrombie Hastings (FL) Pallone 
Becerra Hilliard Payne (NJ) 
Bishop Hinchey Poshard 
Вопіог Hostettler Rivers 
Brown (FL) Hoyer Roybal-Allard 
Clayton Jefferson Rush 
Clyburn Johnson, E. B. Sabo 
Collins (IL) Kennedy (MA) Sanders 
Collins (MI) Klink Scott 
Conyers Lewis (GA) Seastrand 
Costello Lofgren Serrano 
Coyne Maloney Slaughter 
DeFazio Markey Stark 
Dellums Martinez Studds 
Dingell Matsui Thompson 
Dixon McDermott Thurman 
Durbin сКїппеу Torricelli 
Engel Meek Towns 
Evans Menendez Velazquez 
Farr Waters 
Fattah Mineta Watt (NC) 
Fields (LA) Mink Waxman 
Filner Nadler Woolsey 
Fox Neal Wynn 
Frank (MA) Obey Yates 
Gejdenson Olver 
Gordon Owens 
NOT VOTING—10 

Reynolds Tucker 
Fields (TX) Royce Volkmer 
Moakley Schumer 
Oberstar Sisisky 
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Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas, Мг. MATSUI, and Mrs. 
SEASTRAND changed their vote from 
“aye” to “по.” 

Mr. BONO, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr. 
BEILENSON, and Mr. MILLER of Cali- 
fornia changed their vote from “по” to 
“ауе.” 

So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS ІМ EN- 
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 1617, CA- 
REERS ACT 


Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that in the engross- 
ment of the bill, H.R. 1617, the Clerk be 
authorized to make technical correc- 
tions and conforming changes to the 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GILLMOR). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Califor- 
nia? 
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There was no objection. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
include extraneous material, on H.R. 
1617, the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 


REREFERRAL OF H.R. 2202, IMMI- 
GRATION IN THE NATIONAL IN- 
TEREST ACT OF 1995, TO SUNDRY 
COMMITTEES 


Mr. МсКЕОМ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that H.R. 2202, the 
Immigration in the National Interest 
Act of 1995, be rereferred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addi- 
tion to the Committees on Agriculture, 
Banking and Financial Services, Eco- 
nomic and Educational Opportunities, 
Government Reform and Oversight, Na- 
tional Security, and Ways and Means 
for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall 
within the jurisdiction of the commit- 
tee concerned. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE CON- 
CURRENT RESOLUTION 12 


Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
removed as а cosponsor of Hpuse Con- 
current Resolution 12. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 


—-— / 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON- 
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1817, 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION АР- 
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996 


Mr. DIAZ-BALART, from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi- 
leged report (Rept. No. 104-251) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 223) waiving points 
of order against the conference report 
to accompany the bill (H.R. 1817) mak- 
ing appropriations for military con- 
struction for the Department of De- 
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the House Cal- 
endar and ordered to be printed. 
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID- 
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 2274, DESIGNATING THE NA- 
TIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM 


Mr. DIAZ-BALART, from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi- 
leged report (Rept. No. 104-252) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 224) providing for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2274) to 
amend title 23, United States Code, to 
designate the National Highway Sys- 
tem, and for other purposes, which was 
referred to the House Calendar and or- 
dered to be printed. 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID- 
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 927, THE CUBAN LIBERTY 
AND DEMOCRATIC SOLIDARITY 
ACT OF 1995 


Mr. DIAZ-BALART, from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi- 
leged report (Rept. No. 104-253) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 225) providing for 
the consideration of the bill (H.R. 927) 
to seek international sanctions against 
the Castro government in Cuba, to plan 
for support of a transition government 
leading to a democratically elected 
government in Cuba, and for other pur- 
poses, which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed. 


PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
THE JUDICIARY TO FILE REPORT 
ON H.R. 2277, THE LEGAL AID 
ACT OF 1995 


Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary may have until 
midnight tonight, Tuesday, September 
19, 1995, to file the committee report on 
the bill, H.R. 2277, the Legal Aid Act of 
1995. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 


PARK REFORM AND H.R. 260 


(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, 
today the House has an opportunity to 
remove the “For Sale” sign from our 
National Park System by voting no on 
Н.В. 260. The administration is against 
this bill, as well as every environ- 
mental organization. 

This bill establishes a Park Closure 
Commission to make recommendations 
to Congress on which units of the Na- 
tional Park System should be closed, 
privatized or sold to the highest bidder. 

If you can imagine a Walmart in the 
middle of Valley Forge National His- 
torical Park or a Wendy’s inside the 
gates of Little Bighorn National Bat- 
tlefield Park, then you have some idea 
of the brave new world after H.R. 260. 
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While Congress is poised to sell off 
our priceless national treasures, the 
American people we represent are mak- 
ing their voices known in ever-increas- 
ing visitation numbers to the parks. 

In fact, park visitation, which will 
hit 270 million this year, is expected to 
hit 360 million by the year 2000, just 5 
years from now. 

I urge Congress to heed the concerns 
of the American people, not the belt- 
way bandits who would rob us of our 
most precious assets. I urge a “по” 
vote on H.R. 260. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI- 
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 
AND BUDGET, 

Washington, DC, September 16, 1995. 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 


THIS STATEMENT HAS BEEN COORDINATED BY 
OMB WITH THE CONCERNED AGENCIES 


H.R. 260—National Park System Reform Act 
of 1995—Hefley and eight cosponsors 

The Administration strongly opposes H.R. 
260 unless amended to delete provisions in 
sections 101 and 102 that establish a process 
for identifying National Park System (NPS) 
units that should be closed. This emphasis 
on closing existing parks undermines the 
commitment made by previous generations 
to protect this Nation's important natural 
and historic resources. The Administration 
supports other, forward-looking provisions in 
H.R. 260 that provide for a NPS Plan and the 
establishment of a clear process for identify- 
ing and evaluating potential new NPS units. 

LEAGUE OF CONSERVATION VOTERS, 
September 18, 1995. 
Re oppose H.R. 260, the National Park Sys- 
tem Reform Act. 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The League of Con- 
servation Voters is the bipartisan, political 
arm of the national environmental move- 
ment. Each year, LCV publishes the National 
Environmental Scorecard, which details the 
voting records of Members of Congress on en- 
vironmental legislation. The Scorecard is 
distributed to LCV members, concerned vot- 
ers nationwide and the press. 

This Tuesday, the House of Representa- 
tives is expected to vote on a motion to sus- 
pend the rules and consider H.R. 260, the Na- 
tional Park System Reform Act. Under the 
guise of reforming and improving the Na- 
tional Park System H.R. 260 creates a politi- 
cally appointed commission, whose sole re- 
sponsibility would be to determine which 
park units should be closed. While there may 
be units in the National Park System that 
deserve scrutiny, LCV opposes the creation 
of a politically appointed parks closure com- 
mission and urges you to vote against раз- 
sage of H.R. 260. 

H.R. 260, and the parks closure commission 
it creates, threatens 315 units of the Na- 
tional Park System including: urban parks, 
historic sites, national monuments, national 
seashores, national recreation areas, and 
Civil War Battlefields. Instead of considering 
ways to improve the National Park System 
H.R. 260 unnecessarily creates a new layer of 
government and an expensive bureaucratic 
process, when in fact Congress already has 
the authority to remove units from the Na- 
tional Park System. 

LCV views H.R. 260 as an assault on the 
protection of our cultural and natural herit- 
age. By bringing H.R. 260 to the House floor 
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on the suspension calendar Members are pre- 
vented from offering amendments which 
could significantly improve this flawed legis- 
lation. LCV believes that the full House of 
Representatives, like the House Resources 
Committee, should have an opportunity to 
vote on an amendment to delete the park 
closure commission. LCV urges you to op- 
pose H.R. 260 so that this and other amend- 
ments can be offered under regular House 
procedures. LCV's Political Advisory Com- 
mittee will consider including a vote on pas- 
sage of H.R. 260 in compiling its 1995 Score- 
card. 

Thank you for your consideration of this 
issue. For further information, please call 
Betsy Loyless in my office at 202/785-8683. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK Loy, 
Acting President. 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, September 19, 1995. 
Н.Н. 260 15 BAD FOR AMERICA—PARK CLOSURE 
COMMISSION COULD CLOSE PARK UNITS 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: the House today is 
scheduled to vote on H.R. 260, legislation to 
establish a park closure commission which 
would have the authority to recommend to 
Congress which units of the National Park 
System should be considered for closure, pri- 
vatization or sale to the highest bidder. 

H.R. 260 specifically exempts the 54 units 
of the National Park System from the clo- 
sure commission recommendations leaving 
less visited, smaller budgeted parks and im- 
portant national monuments like Independ- 
ence Hall, the Statute of Liberty, Mt. Rush- 
more, the Washington, Lincoln and Jefferson 
Monuments and the Martin Luther King Jr. 
National Historic Site on the chopping 
block. 

Please consult the map and descriptive 
listing of the 369 units of the National Park 
System printed on the reverse of this page 
for more information on the specific units in 
your district. 

H.R. 260 is highly controversial legislation 
which is opposed by a bipartisan coalition of 
Americans including the Clinton Adminis- 
tration, editorial boards from newspapers 
across the nation, and nearly every major 
national environmental organization. It does 
not belong on the suspension calendar. 

When the House votes on H.R. 260 this 
morning, I urge a NO vote. 

Who Opposes H.R. 260? 

The White House. 

The Department of Interior. 

The National Park Service. 

The League of Conservation Voters. 

Environmental Action Foundation. 

Sierra Club. 

The National Parks and Conservation As- 
sociation. 

Defenders of Wildlife. 

Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund. 

Friends of the Earth. 

Izaak Walton League of America. 

American Hiking Society. 

The Wilderness Society. 

What papers have issued editorials against 
H.R. 260? 

The New York Times. 

The Salt Lake Tribune. 

The Miami Herald. 

The St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 

The Philadelphia Inquirer. 

The Wichita Eagle. 

The Las Vegas Sun. 

Please contact Ben Finzel of my staff 
(x56190) with any questions or for more infor- 
mation. 


Chief Deputy Whip. 
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SPEAKER GINGRICH’S OWN PRECE- 
DENTS FOR INVESTIGATING A 
SPEAKER 


(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, ac- 
cording to the New York Times today 
the Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct is beginning to allow and 
agree that they must appoint on out- 
side counsel to investigate Speaker 
NEWT GINGRICH. The only question is 
what kind of authority will this out- 
side counsel have? I ask unanimous 
consent to put in the RECORD at this 
point the Speaker’s prior precedents 
that he had in 1988 when the Commit- 
tee on Standards of Official Conduct 
last engaged in an investigation on a 
prior Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, in every single one of 
the Speaker’s demands to the Commit- 
tee on Standards of Official Conduct he 
said the outside counsel must have full 
authority. Those eight demands must 
be followed in this case, too, because 
no one could have said it better than 
Speaker GINGRICH said at that time is 
his letter to the Committee on Stand- 
ards of Official Conduct. He said: 

The rules normally applied by the Ethics 
Committee to an investigation of a typical 
Member are insufficient in an investigation 
of the Speaker of the House. . . Clearly this 
investigation has to meet a higher standard 
of accountability and integrity. 

Mr. Speaker, if it was true in 1988, it 
is true in 1995. 

GINGRICH INSISTS ON THOROUGH 
INVESTIGATION 

WASHINGTON, DC.—Congressman Newt 
Gingrich (R-GA) today insisted that the 
House Ethics Committee give the special 
counsel appointed to investigate House 
Speaker Jim Wright the independence nec- 
essary to do a thorough and complete job. 
Discouraged by several news reports that 
special counsel Richard Phelan would be re- 
stricted in the scope of his investigation, 
Gingrich took a series of actions including 
writing to House Ethics Committee Chair- 
man Julian Dixon (D-CA), forwarding the 
letter to his colleagues in the House, and 
speaking on the House floor on the need for 
a truly independent counsel with full leeway 
in pursuing the investigation. 

In his letter to Chairman Dixon, Gingrich 
wrote: 

“І have a number of concerns regarding the 
Ethics Committee’s contract with and in- 
structions for the special counsel hired to 
conduct the investigation into Speaker Jim 
Wright's questionable financial dealings. 

“First, 1 am concerned that the scope, au- 
thority, and independence of the special 
counsel will be limited by the guidelines the 
Ethics Committee has established.” 

Gingrich agreed with concerns raised by 
Common Cause Chairman Archibald Cox in a 
letter to Chairman Dixon earlier this week. 
The Common Cause letter urged the Ethics 
Committee to commit itself to the follow- 
ing measures: 

1. The outside counsel shall have full au- 
thority to investigate and present evidence 
and arguments before the Ethics Committee 
concerning the questions arising out of the 
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Jr.; 

2. The outside counsel shall have full au- 
thority to organize, select, and hire staff on 
a full- or part-time basis in such numbers as 
the counsel reasonably requires and will be 
provided with such funds and facilities as the 
counsel reasonably requires; 

3. The outside counsel shall have full au- 
thority to review all documentary evidence 
available from any source and full coopera- 
tion of the Committee in obtaining such evi- 
dence; 

4. The Committee shall give the outside 
counsel full cooperation in the issuance of 
subpoenas; 

5. The outside counsel shall be free, after 
discussion with the Committee, to make 
such public statements and reports as the 
counsel deems appropriate; 

6. The outside counsel shall have full au- 
thority to. recommend that formal charges 
be brought before the Ethics Committee, 
shall be responsible for initiating and con- 
ducting proceedings if formal charges have 
been brought and shall handle any aspects of 
the proceedings believed to be necessary for 
а full inquiry; 

7. The Committee shall not countermand 
or interfere with the outside counsel's abil- 
ity to take steps necessary to conduct a full 
and fair investigation; and 

8. The outside counsel will not be removed 
except for good cause.” 

Gingrich wrote to Chairman Dixon, It is 
my impression from press reports that the 
Ethics Committee has specifically failed to 
meet the Common Cause standard. Further- 
more, it is my understanding that the spe- 
cial counsel cannot go beyond the six areas 
outlined in your June 9, 1988, Resolution of 
Preliminary Inquiry. This leads me to be- 
lieve that the special counsel will not be al- 
lowed to investigate the questionable bulk 
purchases of Mr. Wright’s book, ‘Reflections 
of a Public Man,’ as a way to circumvent 
House limits on outside income. 

“I am particularly concerned that the un- 
usual purchases by the Teamsters Union, the 
New England Mutual Life Insurance Co., a 
Fort Worth developer, and a Washington lob- 
byist will not be investigated. 

“I believe many will perceive this action 
as an attempt by the Ethics Committee to 
control the scope and direction of the inves- 
tigation.” 

Gingrich requested a copy of the contract 
arranged between the Ethics Committee and 
Mr. Phelan. He also asked to know the ex- 
tent of Mr. Phelan’s subpoena power, 

Gingrich said, “The House of Representa- 
tives, as well as the American public, deserve 
an investigation which will uncover the 
truth. At this moment, I am afraid that the 
apparent restrictions placed on this special 
counsel will not allow the truth to be uncov- 
ered. ` 

“The rules normally applied by the Ethics 
Committee to an investigation of a typical 
Member are insufficient in an investigation 
of the Speaker of the House, a position which 
is third in the line of succession to the Presi- 
dency and the second best powerful elected 
position in America. Clearly, this investiga- 
tion has to meet a higher standard of public 
accountability and integrity.“ 


o 1800 
SPECIAL ORDERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GILLMOR). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, and 
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under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members will be recog- 
nized for 5 minutes each. 


жи 


STATE OF TENNESSEE NOW 
ENJOYS REPUBLICAN MAJORITY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. BRYANT] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise tonight and join my fel- 
low colleagues from Tennessee to 
proudly announce to this body that for 
the first time since reconstruction, the 
Tennessee State senate has a majority 
of Republicans. 

State Senators Rusty Crowe of John- 
son City and Milton Hamilton of Union 
City last week made the decision to 
make Tennessee history. 

If I am not mistaken, this is the first 
time since the 104th Congress convened 
that a State senate has seen a party 
switch. 

And what’s more, it didn’t even take 
an election to do it. 

Senator Hamilton had served as a 
State senator for 25 years as a Demo- 
crat. After he made his announcement 
to switch parties, he said, and I quote: 
“ГІП be honest with you. I should have 
switched a long time ago.” 

Prior to his switch, Senator Crowe 
stated, and again I quote: If I do it, it 
will be because I believe it’s the right 
thing for my constituency.” 

Mr. Speaker, clearly this latest ac- 
tion reinforces and validates the notion 
that our party has a vision for the fu- 
ture, that the fundamental restructur- 
ing of government we are implement- 
ing at the Federal level is continually 
gaining support at the State level. 

Tennessee is leading the way for all 
of America for the cause of a smaller, 
less costly, and less intrusive Federal 
Government, and like my fellow col- 
leagues here with me tonight, I’m 
proud to be a part of it. 

But all of this positive change just 
did not take place on its own. It took 
many hours of long, hard work in order 
for this revolution to be realized. 

While there were many who helped 
what once was surely only a dream to 
become a reality, there are a couple of 
individuals who have devoted them- 
selves to the Republican cause. 

Before I close, І would like to take 
just a moment to acknowledge the 
hard work and dedication of two spe- 
cial people back home. 

Our State party chairman, Randle 
Richardson, deserves as much credit as 
anyone for securing a Republican ma- 
jority in the senate. Randle has worked 
tirelessly for our party, and has de- 
voted his life to the cause of a com- 
mon-sense government. 

And my predecessor, my good friend 
Gov. Don Sundquist, had a lot to do 
with this. Governor Sundquist has al- 
ways extended an open and welcome 
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hand, and we should all applaud him 
for his efforts. 


TRAGEDY OVER PUGET SOUND 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Washington [Mr. WHITE] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I live on an 
island in the middle of Puget Sound, 
and a week ago yesterday, on Monday, 
I took the 6:20 a.m. ferry over to Se- 
attle enroute to a meeting. As we left 
the harbor, a very sad thing happened. 
The captain of the ferry came on and 
said that we were going to have to slow 
down because he had had reports that a 
helicopter had crashed in Puget Sound 
and we would have to help in the 
search. 

The fact is, as we went a little fur- 
ther across the sound, we saw some 
pieces of wreckage. A helicopter had, 
in fact, crashed and we spent several 
minutes cruising around the area try- 
ing to find survivors. Unfortunately, 
Mr. Speaker, there were no survivors 
and we learned that what this was was 
an Airlift Northwest medical heli- 
copter coming over the island with a 
team of nurses to help in a medical 
emergency on the island, to take some 
people back to Seattle. М 

Mr. Speaker, a pilot and two medics 
died in this crash, and I would have to 
say that the captain came on the inter- 
com on the ferry boat and said it prob- 
ably best as we left the scene of the ac- 
cident after looking for the survivors. 
He said: 

Ladies and gentleman, sorry for the incon- 
venience, sorry we had to spend a few min- 
utes trying to help out in this search, but 
you have just seen the final resting place of 
three true American heroes. 


Mr. Speaker, I would like to add just 
a few thoughts to what the captain of 
the ferry boat said on that morning. As 
I said, I live on Bainbridge Island and I 
have heard the helicopter go over my 
house many times bringing medical 
help to people who needed it on the is- 
land and could not get to a hospital. 
There are approximately 14,000 people 
living on this island and there are 
places like it all over the United 
States. Every day we counted on people 
at Airlift Northwest to help us out, we 
counted on them and they risked their 
lives to help us. We owe them the deep- 
est debt of congratulations. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
dedicate my remarks and give my 
thanks to Lee Bothwell, the pilot of 
that helicopter; to Marna Fleetwood, a 
nurse on the helicopter; and to Amy 
Riebe, another nurse on the helicopter. 
They are true heroes. I offer my condo- 
lences to their young families: All of 
them have young children. I hope they 
rest in peace. 
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IMPORTANCE OF А BALANCED 
BUDGET, WELFARE REFORM AND 
MEDICARE TO AMERICA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I have 
just returned from 4 days in Georgia 
visiting with constituents, meeting 
with a few civic clubs, and riding in a 
parade or two. In talking around the 
district that I represent, the coastal 
area of Georgia, Georgia’s first district, 
the three predominant things that 
seem to be on people’s minds are bal- 
ancing the budget, reforming welfare, 
and the changes in the Medicare Pro- 


gram. 

On balancing the budget, even 
though the other body across the Hall 
failed to pass the balanced budget 
amendment, it is absolutely undeniable 
that the American people want us to 
balance the budget. As a member of the 
Committee on Appropriations I can say 
that we are moving in that direction. 
We have 1 appropriations bill left out 
of 13. Hopefully, we will pass that this 
week or next week. When we do, we 
will have all of our appropriations bills 
passed, which take us to having a bal- 
anced budget by the year 2002. 

The importance of this, Mr. Speaker, 
is that as we have these billion dollar 
deficits each year, it takes money 
away from other programs and we are 
unable to pay down the debt. Now all 
we are doing is servicing the interest. 
Currently, the interest on the national 
debt is the third largest item in our 
budget every year. In 2 years that in- 
terest is expected to exceed all of the 
military spending. Once we get rid of 
the deficit, we can start paying off the 
principal beyond the interest of the 
debt. Of course, it will take many, 
тте years. We һауе а $4.8 trillion 

ebt. 

The definition, Mr. Speaker, of a tril- 
lion, to illustrate it, and, first of all, it 
is almost beyond comprehension, but if 
we spent $100,000 a minute, 24 hours a 
day, it would take 19 years to get to $1 
trillion. We currently have a debt of 
$4.8 trillion. We simply cannot pass 
that on to the children of the United 
States of America. 

I think it is very important that this 
House is moving toward a balanced 
budget as fast as we can. I certainly 
hope the folks in the other body feel 
the same way. 

We have passed welfare reform in the 
House. Our welfare reform has four sig- 
nificant planks to it. 

No. 1, a work requirement. If an indi- 
vidual is able-bodied, in order to get 
welfare, they should have to work. 

No. 2, a mechanism to discourage il- 
legitimate births, since that is one of 
the biggest problems in America today. 

No. 3, State flexibility. We may do it 
differently in Georgia than the folks in 
New York, but let us make those deci- 
sions. 
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And No. 4, no welfare benefits to ille- 
gal aliens. We want to help them if 
they are hurt in this country, but we 
also want them to get back home if 
they are not American citizens, so that 
they are not coming over to America 
to enjoy the benefits of our generous 
public benefits system. 

The third thing people are interested 
in, of course, is the Medicare Program. 
The current trustees in April said that 
Medicare is going broke. We have to 
move to save it. We are trying to slow 
the growth of it, trying to make the 
growth of Medicare inflation about 6 
percent, which is closer to what it is in 
regular medical inflation. Actually, 
regular medical inflation was down last 
year. It was not even inflation. But the 
costs were down. 

The thing we need to do on Medicare 
is protect and preserve it by simplify- 
ing it. We want to give senior citizens 
a whole list of options: choice of doc- 
tors, choice of traditional fee-for-serv- 
ice plans, choice of traditional Medi- 
care, and, along with that, some other 
options like Medisave accounts and so 
forth. 

We believe all this can be done, Mr. 
Speaker, and the result will be a better 
product to American seniors. Again, we 
want to protect and preserve it. 

The big frustration that the Amer- 
ican people seem to be having is while 
we have done a lot of things in the 
House, across the Hall, in the other 
body, they are taking the route of inac- 
tion. It is true today they passed wel- 
fare reform, but we passed ours back in 
March. It is time to bring these issues 
to a question. Will the other body and 
will the executive branch join the 
House, the lower Chamber, in making 
the reforms necessary to preserve our 
country? 

I hope that they will, because we are 
clearly on the road to personal respon- 
sibility, personal discipline, balancing 
the budget, lowering taxes, decreasing 
Government regulation and micro- 
management out of Washington, and, 
best of all and most importantly, in- 
creasing personal freedom. We cannot 
do it alone. We have to have the co- 
operation of the full legislative branch 
of Government, which means the other 
body, and we have to have the execu- 
tive branch to sign this into law. 

Mr. Speaker, if we can get the co- 
operation of the folks across the hall, I 
believe we will have a balanced budget, 
we will have Medicare reform, and we 
will have welfare reform. This, Mr. 
Speaker, I believe, is what the Amer- 
ican people are asking for. 


DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fox] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise today to speak to my col- 
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leagues regarding the important legis- 
lation which is before the House in 
order to reduce domestic violence here 
and across the United States. I wish to 
illustrate the importance of such legis- 
lation by a domestic violence con- 
ference which was held in my home of 
Montgomery County, PA, just this past 
Saturday. It is the third in a series of 
three conferences sponsored by Laurel 
House, which is the shelter for abused 
children and women, the Victim Serv- 
ices Center of Montgomery County, 
and the Women’s Center of Montgom- 
ery County, along with the Commis- 
sion On Women and Families, spon- 
sored by the county commissioners. 
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In this case, all of them work to- 
gether to make sure that legislative 
action, as well as court action and po- 
lice action, is in fact brought together 
so that we can reduce violence in the 
home, reduce violence across America. 

I have to compliment the police de- 
partments across the country, as well 
as in my home area of Pennsylvania, 
for doing so much with the Protection 
From Abuse Act, which requires there 
be protection for those who have been 
abused, to be able to have protective 
orders, to be absent from the marital 
home, and in fact have the tranquility 
and the privacy they deserve and be 
free of harm from the offending spouse. 

The courts as well have been very 
sensitive in being involved in sensitiv- 

ity programs. Many of our jurists have 

been involved with domestic violence 
awareness and are very sensitive now 
in their sentences and their treatment 
of such cases. 

But I call to your attention, Mr. 
Speaker, to some legislation which has 
been introduced which I am supporting, 
which in fact will go a long way to help 
those in the domestic violence network 
who are trying to prevent such occur- 
rences from continuing, to the Mol- 
inari legislation, which will be calling 
for a prohibition of insurance compa- 
nies in denying coverage for those who 
have been victims of domestic violence. 
This was very important legislation, 
and legislation that is so self-evident 
that it should already be passed. But I 
am hopeful as a result of the con- 
ferences we recently held in Montgom- 
ery County, as well as across the coun- 
try, we will support this kind of legis- 
lation which is very important. 

There is legislation as well that deals 
with and calls for training for domestic 
violence prevention for health care 
workers and health care professionals 
across the country. This is a very good 
area of influence and of assistance that 
we think can go a long way as well to 
reduce domestic violence. 

Finally, legislation that I will be in- 
troducing shortly is going to call for 
coordinated community response for 
domestic violence. While we have 
worked together on the antidrug pro- 
grams and in other important commu- 
nity endeavors, Mr. Speaker, this is 
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one area where we need to make sure 
we bring all the forces together that 
can make a difference, whether it be 
the families, whether it be the clergy, 
whether it be the courts, whether it be 
police or those people who work in the 
victim services center, who work in the 
shelters for abused women and chil- 
dren, wherever it may be. We need to 
bring those coordinated efforts to- 
gether so we are reducing the incidence 
of such crime, we are prosecuting those 
who commit such crimes, and make 
sure that America is safer because of 
our intervention and our coordinated 
assistance. 

I will be pleased to report back to the 
Speaker and my fellow colleagues 
about legislation and coordinated com- 
munity response as we in the 104th 
Congress unfold our proreform agenda, 
to make sure we take into account 
these anticrime efforts which will help 
support families. 


— 
MEDICARE CUTS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of May 
12, 1995, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DOGGETT] is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I am 
here again tonight, as I was last night 
and this morning, to talk about the fu- 
ture of Medicare and specifically to 
discuss the new Republican Medicare 
plan, which is the pay-more-get-less 
plan. In the event that anyone has not 
gotten all the details, that is really 
what it boils down to. But we will 
spend the next hour discussing the de- 
tails of the impact of this plan. 

Why is it that having discussed this 
plan to some extent already, that Iam 
back again talking about it some 
more? Well, I can tell you that the rea- 
son is because on Thursday of this 
week, the day after tomorrow, just a 
few hours away, the Committee on 
Ways and Means will have 1 day of 
hearings, 1 day for all of the people in 
America, all of the experts on this sub- 
ject, and let me assure you that some 
of the best experts on Medicare are the 
37 million Americans who depend on 
Medicare for their health care, but 1 
day in the entire year in which that 
committee will take time to hear what 
should the future of Medicare be, what 
should the specifics of legislation be. 
And in that 1 day and that 1 day only, 
will they focus on what ultimately 
could be the beginning of the total de- 
struction of Medicare as we have 
known it for the last three decades. So 
it is critical to take every opportunity 
to focus attention and to advise the 
people of America on what is about to 
happen with reference to this critical 
Medicare system. 

Now, I have to say to those who may 
have concern as to whether this mes- 
sage is getting out and whether people 
are hearing about it and really realize 
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the impact of these drastic changes on 
them, that I believe the answer is a 
strong yes; that indeed the attention 
that we as Democrats have focused on 
the plan that the Republicans have to 
grab $270 billion out of the Medicare 
system in order to fund their tax 
breaks for the privileged few in this 
country, has already had a big impact. 

It was a little over a month ago that 
the Washington Post stated, ‘‘Medicare 
premiums would soar under new op- 
tions in Republican plan.” They point 
out that under all three versions of the 
Republican working documents that 
have been leaked to the press, Medi- 
care premiums would go up, Medicare 
deductibles would go up, and Medicare 
copayments will go up. 

I can seeing some of those 
leaked documents and knowing that 
there were Republican Members actu- 
ally advocating that we needed to dis- 
courage the seniors from having what 
is called Medigap insurance. That is to 
pick up the cost of what Medicare does 
not pay through private insurance. And 
it was part of this Republican theory 
that our seniors are simply not paying 
enough for their health care. Even 
though they have to pick up the costs 
for their prescriptions, even though we 
have no effective long-term health care 
plan for those seniors who might face 
the possibility of a nursing home, even 
with all of the things not covered by 
the Medicare system, as good as it is 
today, the Republicans say they are 
not having to pay enough and we need 
to find a way to actually discourage 
them from having this private Medigap 
insurance. > 

Well, when the plan was unveiled, to 
the extent the veil has been pulled 
back, and it is only a partial lifting of 
the veil that we have had in the last 
few days, when the plan was partially 
unveiled, the Republicans began to 
back off from this theory and began to 
say well, we really do not want to in- 
crease deductibles, and we are not sure 
we want to increase copayments, and 
yes, it is OK to have Medigap insur- 
ance. 

So as they have heard from Ameri- 
cans across this country, as members 
of the Democratic Party have had the 
courage to stand here on the floor and 
speak out about this plan, they have 
begun to back off. I cannot help but 
think if we continue to speak out, even 
though they accord us only 1 day of 
hearings, if we continue to speak out 
at every possible opportunity, they will 
yet rethink the pay-more-get-less plan 
and recognize that it is not in the best 
interests of the American people. 

Of course, with reference to the plan 
that they have unveiled in seeking 1 
day of hearings, there have been a 
number of people, and not just Demo- 
crats, who have been critical of that. 
As I think about Republican-oriented 
newspapers in this country, I can think 
of few that are more Republican-ori- 
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ented than the lead paper in the city of 
Dallas, in my home State of Texas, the 
Dallas Morning News. I want to quote 
briefly from an editorial that they had 
on this subject of limiting the right of 
the American people to know the de- 
tails of this. I say almost the most Re- 
publican paper in this country, because 
undoubtedly the most Republican 
paper is the American Civilization 
Newspaper. It is the newspaper of the 
Progress and Freedom Foundation, 
which was founded by our Speaker, 
NEWT GINGRICH. 


As you will recall in February of this 
year, the lead editorial from that foun- 
dation was entitled For freedom's 
sake, eliminate Social Security.” In 
that lead editorial in February, the 
editorial derided Social Security, in 
addition to Medicare, and it said that 
“It is time to slay,” and I am quoting, 
“the largest government entitlement 
program of all, Social Security.“ It 
said, Social Security must be abol- 
ished.” 


It is that kind of extreme ideological 
thinking that I think is behind the ef- 
fort to first subvert and weaken the 
Medicare system with the pay-more- 
get-less system, and then to go after 
the weakening and the eventual de- 
struction of the Social Security Sys- 
tem, as the Speaker's own newspaper 
advocated back in February of this 
year. 

But returning to Texas and returning 
to the very Republican-oriented Dallas 
Morning News, on September 10, under 
a title Changing Medicare, public will 
need time to grasp reforms,” the Dallas 
Morning News says, 

Remember last year when the Democrats 
tried to rush final health plan through Con- 
gress just before the August recess? At that 
time the Republican congressional leaders 
said look, these reforms are too complicated. 
The American people need time to absorb 
them. Let's break for August and let the 
American people digest and debate them. 


They say, “Тһе Republican response 
was appropriate.” Of course, you would 
expect that from a Republican-oriented 
newspaper. But then they go on to 
point out this. They say, but now 
their memory,” referring to the Repub- 
licans, seems short, if not selective. 
One year later, Republican congres- 
sional leaders are trying to rush their 
own health care reforms. Here comes 
the hypocrisy,” they say. “Republicans 
want Congress to vote on the reforms 
within 10 days to 3 weeks. That is mis- 
guided. Congress soon must finish its 
plan to achieve a balanced Federal 
budget. Medicare, after all, is a lifeline 
for many senior citizens.“ They say, 
“changes should not be rammed down 
their throats.” 

That is what this discussion tonight 
is about. I was quoting the Dallas 
Morning News that changes should not 
be rammed down the throats of our Na- 
tion’s seniors. 


25538 


Then they go on to point out, Let's 
not revisit the mess of last year. Re- 
publicans must listen to their own 
counsel.” 

That is what we are calling for. Do 
not just devote 1 day to wrecking a 
program that it has taken 30 years to 
get in place, a program that over 9 out 
of 10 Republican Members of the Con- 
gress, back when President Johnson 
signed Medicare into law, opposed. Let 
us focus attention and provide for de- 
tailed analysis. 

After all, the Republicans in this 
House thought that the Whitewater af- 
fair was deserving of 28 days of public 
hearings, and yet when the issue is a 
whitewash for an attempt to under- 
mine the Medicare system, they seem 
unwilling to devote more than a day. 

Now, I see that my colleague from 
Texas, the gentlewoman from Houston, 
TX [Ms. JACKSON-LEE], is here. I know 
she had the occasion to sit through 
some of those hearings and to know 
about these matters, and perhaps she 
has some observation about the impact 
of this kind of pay-more-get-less plan 
and rushing it through in a single day. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the gentleman from Texas, 
my colleague, and also appreciate the 
persistence that he has offered in this 
effort, and all of us have come to this 
issue with a certain bit of perplexity. I 
am a little bit confused, not so much 
because I am confused about what I 
hear from my constituents in the 18th 


District of Texas, particularly the веп-. 


ior citizens, about the need for Medi- 
care and the need for a balanced re- 
sponse to some of the concerns that are 
expressed, but the gentleman from 
Texas is correct. We are at a posture 
where we have the answer from the 
GOP plan, pay more and get less, and 
yet we are finding that few of our Re- 
publican colleagues want to lay this 
out for a full-blown hearing in order to 
hear from our constituents across the 
Nation. 

My fourth grader is learning about 
the States in the United States, all 50 
of them, and he takes great pride in 
pointing out the different States and 
the different distinctions. But when we 
look at this road map of the United 
States of America, the truth about the 
Republican Medicare cuts, we can see 
not one single State misses the bat, 
misses the heat, misses getting cut to 
the bone. 

In particular, if we look at Texas, we 
will find that seniors will be paying 
$3,785 more over the next 7 years of 
out-of-pocket increases. We look at 
Connecticut, we look at Camden, CT, 
and we look at up in the New England 
States, we look at New York, we look 
at Washington, DC, down in Florida, 
where there is a huge senior citizen 
population, $5,082. 

So the real question becomes, why 
the coverup? Why not a full force hear- 
ing on what we are doing with Medi- 
care? 
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I might raise a point with the gen- 
tleman that gives me great pause for 
concern going home to my district. 
There is a discussion and an editorial, 
if you will, about this concept of man- 
aged care. Might I just inject that we 
have the healthiest population of 
Americans, elderly Americans, in the 
30-year history, since 19657 We can 
point today that some 99.1 percent of 
Americans, but particularly seniors, 
are insured because of Medicare, with 
health coverage. We can point to a 
healthier senior citizen population and 
one that has experienced this whole 
trend toward preventive health care. 

But the question becomes with this 
managed health care philosophy that is 
being promoted by Republicans, they 
will choose a managed care system. 
When you go into rural communities 
and some of our urban centers, it is al- 
ready determined that what will hap- 
pen is the healthiest of our seniors may 
have the opportunity to choose a man- 
aged care system. But what you will 
have remaining are the sickest of our 
seniors. 
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That then becomes an unfunded man- 
date of sorts on our local government 
and county government and State gov- 
ernment. But beyond the dollars, what 
we will have will be a population that 
needs health care the most, that needs 
hospitalization the most, that needs 
the constant care the most, the long- 
term care, and they will not have it. 

And so I think that, if we are going 
to fix Medicare, what we need to do is 
to have hearings where hospitals and 
administrators and long-term care 
givers and those elderly who are most 
sick can explain their medical needs. 
Not that we are looking to ensure a 
system for fraud and abuse; I do not 
hear you talking about that. 

I think Democrats have come to the 
table and come to the table repeatedly, 
making the system work. But my con- 
cern is already about the increased 
cost with the recommendation by the 
Republicans, yet in cover of night, with 
no hearings. 

Then secondarily, what do I answer, 
what do I tell my seniors who are now 
sick and who may be sicker, that the 
only thing that they have to do is wait 
to see if managed care or an HMO will 
pick them up. I do not think that will 
be the answer. 

Mr. DOGGETT. As you have pointed 
out, when our fellow Texan signed Med- 
icare into law in 1965, about half of the 
seniors in this country had no type of 
health insurance at all. Now we have 
covered about 99 percent of those sen- 
iors, and it seems to be a plan that 
works for them. 

I do not find many of those seniors 
saying that they need somebody to 
manage them. The folks that I know 
down in Texas are a pretty independent 
lot. Managed care has its place; I am 
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all for people being able to choose that 
alternative. But folks there do not 
seem to be too interested in being man- 
aged. They seem to be interested in 
having the kind of Medicare System 
that they can depend on. 

There is some concern that under the 
plan that is being proposed that we will 
actually end up with a two-tier system, 
as you point out, leaving the sickest 
people within the Medicare System and 
then having some new kind of system 
that takes some for those who are іп а 
little healthier condition. 

I know also that in the city of Hous- 
ton, as with many other parts of the 
country, as I am sure this is true in 
New Haven as well, that you have a 
huge medical complex there, a teach- 
ing hospital there. And there will be 
even more burden, I am confident, on 
the teaching hospitals, on the public 
hospitals for this kind of approach; is 
that your feeling? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE.. Clearly, you 
have made a very accurate assessment. 
I took some time in the district during 
the August recess to visit several of 
the facilities, including the public hos- 
pital system. They offered to say that 
there would be an enormous burden, 
particularly as it relates to the teach- 
ing aspect. Our public hospital system 
has been a very strong component of 
our medical education training. Those 
leaders for that community indicated 
this would have a dastardly, devastat- 
ing effect on them. 

Let me leave you with one point be- 
fore we yield to the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut. There is some discussion 
that the GOP claims that senior citi- 
zens will not mind paying more to save 
the trust fund. But not one penny from 
the increased part B beneficiary cost 
would help the Medicare trust fund. 
That is why we need the hearings. 

I think we need to come from under- 
neath the cover of night that I have 
been saying. One day seems to be ex- 
tremely difficult to understand, where 
you would get any facts. The facts need 
to be on the table. What are we trying 
to save? Where is the money coming 
from, and what will it go into? Those 
answers are not yet on the table. I 
think the point is well taken. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania for a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I certainly had 
not intended to participate in your dis- 
cussion tonight. I was at my desk in 
my office listening to the discussion on 
Medicare. It is an issue I am greatly in- 
terested in because, as you may know, 
I am one of eight Republican Members 
of the task force that has been spend- 
ing the last several months writing 
this reform package. 

I came over to ask if you were inter- 
ested in participating in a little bit 
more of a bipartisan discussion which I 
think might be more informative to 
the American people, particularly our 
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seniors, than kind of a one-sided, par- 
tisan review of things? 

I offer myself here as somewhat of an 
expert on the package since I helped to 
draft it and would like nothing more 
than to help have a real debate and a 
real discussion rather than kind of a 
one-sided affair. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Certainly. In fact, 
just in response to that, I appreciate 
your presence. I have been one who had 
been hoping that Members of the Re- 
publican Party would come. Our Re- 
publican colleagues could use time like 
their special order time and use the op- 
portunities we have here to speak and 
outline the details of the plan that you 
are advancing. More importantly, I 
think it is important for us to come to- 
gether and reach a bipartisan resolu- 
tion to this problem. 

There are some areas that we have 
common agreement on: fighting fraud 
and abuse within the Medicare System, 
working to improve the Medicare Sys- 
tem. But I think the problem has been, 
and I do not say this is necessarily an 
individual problem between you and 
me, but the problem has been one of 
from where we start in this debate. 

This debate began back in the fall on 
the Committee on the Budget. People 
came and said, after a series of secret 
task force meetings, we need $270 bil- 
lion out of the Medicare System. It 
began not with how can we improve 
and strengthen that system but where 
can we get the money from the Medi- 
care System to do some other things 
that do not have anything else to do 
with Medicare? 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I will be happy, in 
the spirit of bipartisanship, I will pose 
it in the form of a question. Would the 
gentleman not agree that the discus- 
sion оп Medicare began when the trust- 
ees report consisting of three members 
of President Clinton’s Cabinet, the 
trustees issued a report, and in that re- 
port they indicated that part A of the 
Medicare program, the hospitalization 
fund, goes broke in 7 years? 

This year we are taking in more 
money than we are spending for Medi- 
care. That is good. But next year we 
begin to spend more money than we 
take in. There is no dispute that it 
goes bankrupt in 7 years unless we do 
something. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I would like to re- 
spond to that because I am so very 
pleased that you raised it. The impres- 
sion that has been created over the last 
few months and certainly in the last 
few days is that, if we do not rush 
through what I think is fairly referred 
to as the pay-more-get-less plan, that 
suddenly this system will go broke and 
no one will have anything. I do not 
think that could be any further from 
the truth. 

If this Congress did not act, I am not 
advocating that, I would like to see ac- 
tion, there is going to continue to be a 
strong Medicare System next year and 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


for a number of years to come. There is 
no reason that this has to be rushed 
through with 1 day for hearings. But I 
do want to respond fully to your obser- 
vation, because it is one of the most 
important. 

With reference to the Medicare trust- 
ees report, you will recall in the Com- 
mittee on the Budget, in the early part 
of this year, I pointed out that the re- 
port we got in the spring for this year 
was verbatim, the report that we got, I 
think with one or two words difference, 
last year. 

Our party was concerned long before 
I got to Congress in addressing this 
problem. This trustees report is not 
anything new, nor does it provide a jus- 
tification for raising premiums on part 
В. There are, as the gentleman well 
knows, an A part and a B part. And 
raising premiums in part B, as appar- 
ently is being proposed, is not going to 
do anything to strengthen this fund. 

In fact, I think one of the real prob- 
lems with the approach that many Re- 
publicans have advocated at least 
quietly in the halls and the back rooms 
of this Chamber is that they want to 
increase premiums, deductibles, and 
the like with reference to part B. We 
could raise them 1000 percent instead of 
just 100 percent, as has been advocated, 
and it would not make the Medicare 
trust fund one penny more secure than 
it is tonight. 

So this use for the Medicare trust 
fund report is really very deceptive in 
terms of giving and misleading the 
American people into thinking that we 
have a crisis that demands rushing 
through a bill that is not being done to 
secure the Medicare trust fund. 

Indeed, the other point that has to be 
made, and I think it is a very impor- 
tant one, is if there was real concern 
about the security of the Medicare 
trust fund, surely our Republican col- 
leagues would not have come through 
with one of the provisions in their so- 
called Contract With America to actu- 
ally take money out of the trust fund, 
with the changes that were made last 
year, to provide tax revenues to help 
protect and advance and secure that 
fund. Yet that is exactly what has hap- 
pened. 

All that our Republican colleagues 
have done so far, other than this gen- 
erally veiled plan, in the legislation 
this House has approved over my objec- 
tion, is to weaken it and have less 
money available. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from Con- 
necticut. 

Ms. DELAURO. I think that this is 
such an important issue that it de- 
serves a bipartisan discussion and de- 
bate. 

I will say, first of all, that we have 
tried to engage in that effort, and we 
are seeing 1 day for hearings on chang- 
ing probably the most important piece 
of legislation that we have, a major, 
major change, really a reconstituting 
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of the Medicare System in a way that 
we have not seen in the past. It is an 
absolute fundamental change in the 
system. 

Looking at this system, potentially 
turning it into a voluntary system, po- 
tentially privatizing, which is what the 
direction is going, and we have 1 day 
for hearings. So let me just say this to 
the gentleman. The fact of the matter 
is that you have been engaged in writ- 
ing a plan that no one knows about. I 
want to go back to the last session of 
this Congress, where the whole issue of 
health care reform was not only on the 
table for debate in the public sector, of 
debate for almost 18 months in this 
body. Before the Committee on Ways 
and Means there were 14 days of debate 
on the health care reform bill. 

The Republican leadership has deter- 
mined that we will see 24 hours and, 
quite frankly, for a plan in which in 
yesterday’s Washington Times the 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget has expressed uneasiness, fear 
that the plan falls about a third short 
of what your goal is, which is to cut 
$270 billion from Medicare, and does 
not want to engage in smoke and mir- 
rors but is fearful, if you read the same 
news that I am reading, that in fact 
that is what is going to occur. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, the 
Committee on Ways and Means alone 
held 38 hearings on Medicare reform, 
and the Committee on Commerce on 
which I serve also held a number of 
hearings. I cannot enumerate them for 


you. 

But if I may finish, one of the things 
I think the American people will be in- 
terested in, that is to what extent my 
two colleagues from the other side of 
the aisle are truly interested in an 
open dialog in which the truth comes 
out. The extent to which you are will- 
ing to engage me this evening in dis- 
cussion, if you want to have, use 99 per- 
cent of the time to make unchallenged 
statements, then I think the American 
people will say: Gee, I do not think 
they are really interested in an open 
discussion in which both sides are pre- 
sented. So, show the American people 
that you really are interested in bipar- 
tisanship and debate, and let us have a 
discussion. 

Ms. DELAURO. I would like to also 
go back to say that there has been, 
first of all, we have heard about the 
plan. There are very few details about 
the plan. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I have them all. I 
am an open book. 

Ms. DELAURO. You may be an open 
book, but let me tell you about the 
Congressional Budget Office, which 
says the following, and this is quoted 
yesterday: 

The details, until the details fully emerge, 
the Congressional Budget Office, the biparti- 
san Congressional Budget Office, Congress's 
economic analyst, will not be able to certify 
the savings, and the GOP plan will have a 
gaping budgetary hole. 


25540 


I am not saying this. But the Con- 
gressional Budget Office is saying it, 
and more importantly, until there are 
details, if you are going to hearings 
this Thursday for 24 hours to debate 
the most significant change in one of 
the most significant pieces of legisla- 
tion in this country, if the Congres- 
sional Budget Office cannot act on it, if 
no one else has the details of this ef- 
fort, if the American public does not 
see the debate because what you want 
to try to do is to cover it up in 24 hours 
and get this done, I do not—why are we 
doing this? The American public has a 
right to know. There are several ques- 
tions that are critical. 

You asked about questions that 
ought to be asked. If the Republicans 
are truly interested in the solvency for 
Medicare, why is the solution to raise 
premiums on beneficiaries, premiums 
which in fact, as my colleague from 
Texas pointed out, do not go into the 
trust fund? That is the cruel hoax, be- 
cause seniors are confused. 
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The cruel hoax here is that we are 
talking about trying to deal with the 
Medicare trust fund and making sure it 
is safe and secure, and there is $270 bil- 
lion that is not going into the trust 
fund. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOGGETT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. BONIOR. Not only is this money 
not going into the Medicare trust fund, 
our Republican colleagues about 4 
months ago, and we had the tax bill be- 
fore us on the floor, took $89 billion out 
of the trust fund to pay for the tax bill. 
So not only are they not dealing with 
this in a fair, rational, sacrosanct way 
in terms of the commitment that was 
made and the contract that was made 
between seniors and its government 
with regard to Medicare, but they raid- 
ed the fund of $89 billion 4 months ago 
in order to pay for a tax cut for the 
wealthiest people in our society. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to respond to the gentleman's com- 
ment about the number of hearings 
that have been held, because we went 
through the same problem with the 
budget resolution, where one “think 
tank” person after another was 
brought in to talk in theory about the 
budget, but no hearing was held on the 
specific proposal. To date, we have not 
even had the gentleman or one of his 
colleagues come down here and outline 
the proposal and say how much higher 
the premiums will be, how much higher 
the deductibles and copayments will 
be, and the other changes. 

It is hard to have a really meaningful 
hearing, or for that matter, a really 
meaningful bipartisan debate, in which 

the gentleman has said he wishes to en- 
gage tonight, without having the de- 
tails of that plan laid out before us. 
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Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Мг. DOGGETT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to me 
for a question. 

My question is this: If in fact what 
the gentleman would like to do this 
evening with his time on the floor is to 
inform the American people, particu- 
larly our seniors, so they can make an 
evaluation about how they feel about 
this plan, will he not engage me? There 
are five of you, there is one of me. Iam 
one of the drafters of this. I am happy 
to stand here all evening and answer 
questions and debate fine points as to 
what we should do, but I am going to 
repeat myself. The American people 
look at you and say, Those five Demo- 
crats are not going to let the Repub- 
lican who is one of the drafters of the 
bill have very much time at the micro- 
phone. I guess they do not want to hear 
what he has to say. I guess they do not 
want to know what is in this plan.” 

Mr. DOGGETT. I would be glad to 
have not only one of you, but 100 or 200 
more here to debate fully and thor- 
oughly. But I am concerned that what 
is going to happen, given the example 
of limiting these hearings to 1 day and 
1 day only, that the idea will be to 
compress the real debate that occurs, 
once we have all the details of the plan, 
into the same limited time so people 
learn as much about it or as little 
about it as possible. 

Perhaps the gentleman could tell us 
why there is 1 day and only 1 day of 
hearings once the plan is outlined, if he 
is indeed interested in a bipartisan 
presentation. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. If the gentleman 
will continue to yield, as I said earlier, 
the committees of jurisdiction held 
dozens of hearings covering hundreds of 
hours on this issue. 

Mr. DOGGETT. But not on this plan. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Number two, 
there will be hearings. Number three, 
we approach the end of the fiscal year, 
as my colleagues know. We are trying 
to deal with this issue in this fiscal 
year. The President of the United 
States has said that we need to reduce 
the growth in the Medicare program in 
the coming fiscal year by $124 billion, if 
we use the OMB budget line. If we use 
the CBO budget line, the budget line we 
are using and that the President en- 
courages us to use, that is closer to 
$194 billion, so the gentleman said ear- 
lier that he wants to think about where 
we can agree. 

Where there is not disagreement 
among honest brokers in this issue is 
that the President of the United States 
and the Republican Party believes that 
at least $190 billion needs to be reduced 
from the growth of spending in this 
program. So if you want to start from 
there, we can have an honest discus- 
sion. 


September 19, 1995 


Mr. DOGGETT. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Speaker, my question to the gen- 
tleman is, why is it that you are hav- 
ing only one day of hearings? And his 
response is, we are having hearings and 
it is near the end of the fiscal year. The 
hearings he is having are taking less 
than 1 day. The reason we are near the 
end of the fiscal year is that he has 
drug out throughout the course of this 
year this proposal. He still has not 
come to the floor of this House and 
outlined the details of the proposal, 
and proposes to rush it through on the 
eve of the close of the fiscal year, not 
because we have a crisis, but because I 
genuinely believe our Republican col- 
leagues want the American people to 
know as little as possible over as short 
a time period as possible what this plan 
really does. Р 

Мг. HEFNER. Мг. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOGGETT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. HEFNER. I would just like to 
make a couple of observations. The 
gentleman said we are not sincere 
about doing something about Medicare, 
looking after senior citizens. I would 
just urge the gentleman to look at the 
track record. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I did not make 
those comments. 

Mr. HEFNER. That was the inference 
I drew. Let me make one thing per- 
fectly clear. If it is your purpose to cut 
$270 billion over 5 years, and then the 
Committee on the Budget chairman 
said today in a seminar that he came 
and spoke at, our seminar, that we 
have paid for the tax cut, it is bad 
enough that you frighten senior citi- 
zens, and the Speaker of this House, 
that says that Democrats have 
demagogued and terrified senior citi- 
zens, I am a senior citizen, and the last 
thing in the world we need, senior citi- 
zens, to be frightened about is health 
care. 

If you spend very much time in your 
district office, you have these precious 
souls that come into your office, and 
their biggest concern is to make a deci- 
sion whether they are going to be able 
to pay their rent, their water, or their 
lights, or have their prescriptions 
filled. Then when you talk about the 
changes in Medicare, even minimum, 
just a few dollars a month, to us a few 
dollars а month is not much, but for 
that senior citizen that is living on a 
fixed income that increase in premium 
is tremendous, $7 or $8 or $10 a month. 

Then you are going to have a look- 
back provision that says, ‘‘Hey, if these 
things are not coming up, we are going 
to have to look back,” and you аге 
going to look back to the same people 
that you are going to come to again. 
The last thing in the world that the 
senior citizens need in this country is 
another hassle as they get into their 
declining and sunset years. 

If you want to look at the track 
record, there is not a living Member of 
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this House or the Senate that was here 
when Medicare passed that supported 
it. The tax cut is going to be $240 bil- 
lion. It is not paid for. It is bad enough 
that you do this to Medicare and to 
senior citizens. At least you could have 
the decency to apply it to the budget 
deficit. It goes directly from Medicare, 
and it goes directly to a tax cut for 
Members of Congress, for some of the 
wealthiest people in this country. I am 
a senior citizen. I would a lot rather 
have the comfort of having my Medi- 
care than to have a few dollars tax cut. 

Let us just look at the track record 
of the Republicans on Social Security 
and Medicare. The first budget that 
Ronald Reagan’s budget director 
brought to this House, David Stock- 
man brought a budget to this House, 
and it called for a $125 a month cut in 
the minimum Social Security for our 
oldest, sickest senior citizens, $125. It 
was going to completely erase that 
from the Social Security payment. It 
caused such a ruckus and uproar that 
it was quickly withdrawn. 

The record is not good. You have not 
supported Medicare. You were not here, 
and I will give you the credit for that, 
but no Republican supported Medicare. 
This is not something that has paid for 
а tax cut. You are using Medicare cuts, 
and why not be honest about it and 
say, This is our philosophy. We want 
to make these cuts and we want to use 
these cuts to pay for tax cuts for our 
agenda.” At least have the decency to 
say that. In road shows all over this 
country, the Speaker has gone all over 
this country in road shows talking 
about We have paid for the tax cut, 
and we are going to give the senior 
citizens more choice. We are going to 
allow you to be sick up to $4,800 a year. 
After that we have to make some ad- 
justments.”’ 

Mr. GREENWOOD. The gentleman is 
misinforming the House. I would be, 
happy to correct him. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GUTKNECHT). If the gentleman would 
suspend, I would remind the partici- 
pants that the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DOGGETT] controls the time. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I have yielded for a 
comment to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. HEFNER], and I will con- 
tinue to yield to all of those here for 
questions and observations, but I would 
ask that you have the opportunity to 
finish, and that the rules of the House 
be enforced, and that we have regular 
order, if the gentleman would proceed. 

Mr. HEFNER. The matter of fact is, 
and it is so evident if you listen to the 
arguments and listen to the numbers, 
$270 billion in Medicare cuts, $240 bil- 
lion in tax cuts that go basically to the 
most privileged people in this country. 
if that is your philosophy, be proud of 
it. But it is not paid for. If it was paid 
for, it was paid for out of student lunch 
programs and from Medicare, and it 
came from the most vulnerable people 
in this country. 
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If that is your philosophy, be proud 
of it, but do not disguise it and say we 
have paid for the tax cut and senior 
citizens are going to get more choice. I 
can imagine me going to a carrier and 
saying, “I want to buy some insur- 
апсе.” You are going to give me a 
voucher. I go to an insurance carrier 
and say, “І have had heart disease. I 
have had open heart surgery.” They 
are going to laugh me out of the office. 
The voucher is going to be no good for 
me. 

We are not frightening senior citizens 
across this country, as the Speaker and 
everybody has said, we are telling the 
truth. It scares the devil out of them, 
and it should. We should tell the sen- 
iors the truth and let them know what 
they are in for, at least tell them the 
truth, because at least maybe they can 
prepare for the worst to come, and it is 
going to be some bad times for senior 
citizens in this country if this Medi- 
care package passes. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, we use 
tonight as an opportunity to share 
with colleagues across this House, be- 
cause we are being denied an oppor- 
tunity to have a full and fair debate in 
committee this week, so I yield to my 
colleague the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Мг. BONIOR] for any questions or 
observations. 

Мг. BONIOR. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I just want to follow up on 
what my colleague, the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. HEFNER], said 
when he talked about the question of 
scaring our senior citizens today. 

What is going on here is just an out- 
rage with respect to the scare that has 
been put into these people by these 
proposals that have been offered by my 
friends on the other side of the aisle. I 
will tell the Members what is scary, 
Mr. Speaker. Scary is a 76-year-old 
woman who lives basically off of Social 
Security. Maybe she has a few pennies 
more than that. She has to pay for her 
heat, she has to pay for her rent, she is 
going to have a few pennies left over 
for her other odds and ends. Then she 
gets up, reads in the paper, hears on 
the radio or watches on TV, that her 
premium is going to be doubled from 
$46 a month to $90 a month. 

Then she hears from the Senate Re- 
publicans that her deductible is going 
to be increased from $100 a month to 
maybe $150 to $250 a month. Then she 
hears and reads and sees on her TV 
that the House Democrats want to cut 
Medicaid by $82 billion. Sixty percent 
of Medicaid goes to older people in this 
country in the way of nursing home 
care. 

Mr. DOGGETT. That the House Re- 
publicans want to pass. 

Mr. BONIOR. The House Republicans. 
No wonder she is frightened. No wonder 
they are frightened and scared out 
there. They ought to be, because we are 
talking about huge amounts of money 
out of their pocket for basic health 


25541 


care, out of their Social Security check 
that is going to shrink every month. 
They ought to be scared and outraged 
because of the formula that is being de- 
vised here to shift that money to the 
wealthiest people in our society in the 
way of a tax cut. 

Mr. Speaker, one might say that this 
is not a trend, it is something that the 
Republicans are just bent on doing. But 
today in the Committee on Ways and 
Means the Republican majority is talk- 
ing about doing the same thing to mid- 
dle-income people. They want to put a 
$1,000 tax increase on middle-income 
people, people making up to $27,000 a 
year, just today, the so-called earned 
income tax credit for middle-income 
folks. So it is not just happening to 
seniors, it is happening to middle-in- 
come people. They are after your pen- 
sions, they are after your health care. 

What we are finding is this gap that 
is growing in this country between the 
wealthy in our society and the rest. 
The chasm is growing deeper and it is 
growing wider. It is time that people 
stood up and said. Enough of this ex- 
tremism, enough of this move to the 
far end of the political spectrum with 
respect to the economics of people.” 
Medicare is too important of a sacred 
trust, a sacred trust that was made be- 
tween the government and its people 
back in 1965, when we had tremendous 
percentages of poverty among our sen- 
iors. We have reduced that poverty tre- 
mendously as a result of Medicare. Now 
we are going to find ourselves in a situ- 
ation in which our seniors and their 
children, who will be required or are 
obligated or duty-bound to pick up this 
tab for their parents or grandparents, 
are going to be pressed as well eco- 
nomically. I thank my colleague for 
his comments. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I have just one re- 
sponse to the gentleman’s observation, 
because I think it is an important one. 
That is that there may be some young- 
er people that are watching and observ- 
ing the debate going on across our Na- 
tion over Medicare, feeling that they 
do not have a stake in this. As you 
pointed out, many of those young peo- 
ple at the beginning of their earning 
power, working people in this country, 
the folks out there working for an 
hourly wage, are about to get hit with 
a tax increase by the Committee on 
Ways and Means under the Republican 
leadership. 
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But they also stand in the course of 
this Medicare debate to suffer as well. 
One recent study that was done by 
Lewin VHI has pointed to the danger of 
cost shifting as a result of this Medi- 
care plan and has suggested, and I 
quote, that lost wages in increased pre- 
mium contributions would equal about 
51,000 per covered worker over the 1996- 
2002 period. 

So those same workers that we are 
talking about, that are about to get a 
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Republican tax increase with the 
changes being made in the Committee 
on Ways and Means, are also people 
that stand to lose about $1,000 from 
cost shifting under one study because 
of a Medicare plan that is being done in 
isolation from the rest of the health 
care problems of this country. That 
may simply cause hard-pressed hos- 
pitals and health care providers to 
shift more cost to those who are under 
65 to try to recoup some of the losses 
that will occur to them if this plan 
goes into effect. 

I know my colleague from New Jer- 
sey has arrived and that he has a num- 
ber of questions and has spoken out 
eloquently on this subject. I yield to 
him. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I just 
wanted to thank the gentleman from 
Texas again for doing this special order 
tonight. I really will say once again 
that that chart that he has up there 
that says the GOP Medicare plan, pay 
more and get less,” really says it all. 

This is what the seniors are increas- 
ingly telling me in my district and 
throughout the State of New Jersey. 
They understand that this is nothing 
more than a tax increase and a reduc- 
tion in services. 

You cannot take the amount of 
money that we are talking about here, 
a $270 billion cut in Medicare—and I 
also notice that the rest of my col- 
leagues talked about the cuts which 
are, I think, $180 billion in Medicaid as 
well—you cannot take that level of 
cuts in these programs without either 
reducing the quality of service or 
charging senior citizens more for what 
they are getting for health care. 

The reality is that what the Repub- 
licans are talking about essentially are 
doing both, because they have already 
told us. I know my friend, the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR], 
mentioned some of these things before. 
We have already heard about at least 
three possible implementations of this 
Medicare cut that would increase costs 
to seniors and in effect amount to a tax 
increase. 

One is on the Senate side, the in- 
creased co-payment, I believe, for Part 
A for hospital care from $100 to $150. 
We have heard about the Gingrich pro- 
posal with regard to Part B that pays 
for physician services, that in essence 
doubles you premium for Part B over 
the next 5 to 7 years; and we have also 
talked about means testing. 

I know that there has not been a lot 
of discussion in general about means 
testing, but this idea that we are going 
to charge wealthier people more for 
their Medicare premiums, for their 
Part B premiums, to the point where at 
some point they would not have any 
subsidy, would have to pay the whole 
cost of their Medicare premiums, well, 
right now the Republican leadership is 
talking about a $75,000 threshold for 
that. In other words, you would have to 
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be making at least $75,000 before they 
start charging you that tax. 

But the bottom line is, I know from 
my own experience and I have seen it 
in the State legislature and here in 
Congress, those thresholds start to go 
down very quickly when the Repub- 
lican leadership of the Congress is 
looking for extra money. So do not be 
surprised, New Jersey residents or 
Americans, if next year it is 65 and the 
following year it is 50 and then it drifts 
down to 40. I have heard some of my 
colleagues already talking about a 
$35,000 threshold. 

We know that there is a huge gaping 
hole here. On the one hand they have 
these various tax increases which I just 
mentioned. On the other hand they 
have cuts in providers’ fees, cuts in the 
amount of reimbursement that is going 
to go to hospitals or other health care 
facilities. 

Those things are going to result in 
less quality care. The hospitals in New 
Jersey, we have already identified 
through the New Jersey Hospital Asso- 
ciation 76 hospitals that are on the 
critical list, that if they have any sig- 
nificant, and I am not talking about 
the level of cuts that we are talking 
about here but any significant cuts in 
Medicare or Medicaid, some of them 
are going to close and a lot them are 
going to significantly reduce their 
services. 

But beyond that, beyond paying more 
for those taxes, as the gentleman from 
Texas said, beyond getting less because 
of the quality of care and because hos- 
pitals and other providers are going to 
reduce the services that are available, 
we still have this gaping hole which we 
know that the Republicans are saying, 
“Well, if all this doesn’t squeeze 
enough money out of this system, then 
in a few years if we find out that we 
haven't saved enough, then we're just 
going to have to go back to the draw- 
ing board and come up with either 
more tax increases or more cuts in 
services.” 

What is that going to mean? Again, 
it is going to be more tax increases. 
You will see those premiums for part B 
going up even more. You will see that 
means-test threshold going down. You 
will see those co-payments ог 
deductibles increasing, and at the same 
time you will see less and less money 
going to the hospitals and going to 
those who are providing the services. 

There is no way to provide this level 
of cuts, to make this level of cuts in 
Medicare and also Medicaid, without 
having to pay more and get less, just as 
the gentleman says. I think that the 
Republicans and the leadership should 
fess up and say, look, this is a major 
tax increase, this is a tax increase on 
seniors that is going to pay for a tax 
cut for a lot of well-to-do Americans. 

They might as well admit it because 
every day we see, as this unfolds, and it 
has not unfolded completely, there are 
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still a lot of details that we have not 
gotten, but as it unfolds we see more 
and more that that is the bottom line 
and that is what we are getting. 

I just wanted to congratulate again 
the gentleman from Texas and the gen- 
tlewoman from Connecticut for putting 
this together, because we have got to 
bring that point home. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
for a question to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. That is very kind 
of the gentleman, and I appreciate it. 

Mr. Speaker, with all due respect the 
amount of disinformation that has 
been brought forth this evening by my 
colleagues on the other side is breath- 
taking. Let me just correct a series of 
them very quickly. 

There will be no increase in 
deductibles. There will be zero increase 
in deductibles. There will be zero in- 
crease in copays. The part B premium, 
which is at 31.5 percent for senior citi- 
zens today, will remain at 31.5 percent 
for senior citizens into the foreseeable 
future. That slight increase which sen- 
iors have received each year will be 
more than overcome by the COLA in 
their Social Security. They will be 
paying what they are paying today. 

Second, with regard to the part of 
your poster there that says get less 
under our plan, every single senior citi- 
zen in America will be able to, next 
year and the year after that and for the 
next 7 years, be able to retain precisely 
the fee-for-service Medicare plan that 
they have today with every single ben- 
efit that they have today. There will be 
no change whatsoever. They will con- 
tinue to pay 31.5 percent of the part B 
premium, and their friends and neigh- 
bors and children will pay the balance 
for them. In addition to that, they will 
have more choices. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Reclaiming my time, 
I am so pleased to hear those com- 
ments from the gentleman tonight, be- 
cause everything you have assured us 
that this plan will not do is what as 
you know one newspaper after another 
has reported was the plan of the Repub- 
lican task force before last week. 
Thank heavens we are having some im- 
pact in educating the American people 
about the dangers of this Republican 
plan. Apparently there are at least 
some members of the Republican Party 
that are backing away from raising 
deductibles, not in the U.S. Senate 
where they propose to double them 
under the Republican Senate plan. 
There are some who may be backing off 
copayments. 

The problem is, as the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut has pointed out with 
yesterday’s Washington Times, hardly 
a mouthpiece of the Democratic Party, 
that you have a giant gap in your plan. 
That giant gap is proposed to be filled 
by what you call a look-back provision. 

That means that at the end of the 
year, if you do not get the savings nec- 
essary to get the tax break for the 
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privileged few, you are going to have 
some bureaucrat in Washington reach 
back and cut in the program. When 
that cut occurs, it is going to be even 
more difficult for people to find a 
health care provider that will provide 
them Medicare. 

I know from my own community that 
there are many citizens right now that 
have difficulty finding a provider that 
will take Medicare. Fortunately you 
did provide some detail last week, and 
Iam referring to the House Republican 
leadership packet, the so-called infor- 
mation packet, which is a bit of a con- 
tradiction because there is not much 
information in it, but in that packet 
you said that it was a myth that you 
would chase doctors out of Medicare. 

Your answer, though, was that doc- 
tors today are turning away Medicare 
patients, which is true, and that doc- 
tors under your plan could choose to 
participate in what you call Medicare 
Plus. But Medicare Plus is not the 
Medicare system that people have re- 
lied on for the last 30 years, and which 
you say you would continue to give 
them the right to participate in. I do 
not think the Republican Party, to- 
night or in their so-called information 
packet or at any other time, has pro- 
vided any genuine assurance to the 
American people that they are not 
going to be forced out of a Medicare 
system, and whether they are going to 
have providers who will provide them 
Medicare in the traditional way. 

I yield to the gentleman from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. HEFNER. I would just like to 
make a point. I know the gentleman's 
intentions are good. You can give us 
these numbers, but you do not know 
where the money is coming from. You 
do not even have the total numbers on 
all where this money is coming from or 
how you are going to pay for it, as late 
as today. You can give these assur- 
ances, but delivering them is another 
thing. 

Where is the money going to come 
from? All these assurances that you 
have given to us here tonight, if you 
can give us these assurances and put 
our mind at ease, why do we not have 
an extensive debate, something at least 
as long as the Waco hearings or the 
Oklahoma hearings or what have you, 
and let the American people, the senior 
citizens, sit before the television and 
assure them? We will see who they be- 
lieve and see whose record speaks for 
itself over the years. Let our back- 
grounds, let the history speak for it- 
self. But the assurances that you give 
us, you cannot guarantee that. And 
your party cannot guarantee that. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. If the gentleman 
will yield to me, I can. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Connecticut. 

Ms. DELAURO. I have a lot of respect 
for my colleague. We have worked to- 
gether on a number of issues. I would 
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like to believe and I think the Amer- 
ican public would like to believe what 
you say. 

Again, just yesterday in the Wash- 
ington Times, it says that— 

The Congressional Budget Office will not 
be able to certify the necessary savings and 
the GOP plan will have a gaping budgetary 
hole. Senior GOP aides said an even larger 
problem is that a preliminary CBO analysis 
has revealed Republicans will glean little 
more than $30 billion from one of their most 
highly touted reforms, allowing seniors to 
enroll in health maintenance organizations 
instead of staying in Medicare’s traditional 
fee-for-service program. Republican aides 
also said they foresee little savings from the 
malpractice reforms. The CBO also questions 
savings from reforms aimed at curbing 
waste, fraud and abuse. That leaves Repub- 
licans in a difficult position. They had been 
counting on saving as much as $80 billion 
from such reforms. A shortfall of that mag- 
nitude would reduce payments to doctors 
and hospitals each year by about $18 billion. 

The look-back provision is buying a 
pig in a poke. You do not know if you 
take a look and your savings are not 
realized, you are going to go back after 
people again. We had this debate and 
discussion last night. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I would love for 
you to yield because I could give you 
wonderful answers to your questions if 
you are really interested in the truth. 

Ms. DELAURO. Let me just say to 
you that when you cut- back in the 
same way that you did in the Medicare 
Program, and we know that there are 
lower fees on reimbursements to doc- 
tors and hospitals, that you are doing 
the same thing in the Medicare system 
where it is not going to be just cuts to 
the providers. 

We all agree that there can be cuts to 
the providers. I could not stand here 
and say that we could not do that. On 
the other hand, what you will see, you 
will see a cut in services. You will see 
a cut in the quality of care that is 
being delivered to our seniors. 

Let me make one other point. There 
are some members of the other party 
that are trying to move away from 
their leadership. They are being quoted 
all over this country. 

In Fresno, CA, one of my colleagues 
was heard saying, and this is a quote, 
опе of my Republican colleagues: We 
are concerned about saving Medicare at 
least for the next 15 уеагв.” Beyond 
that, he says he cannot commit to con- 
tinued support from the Congress. 
Make no mistake about it. The plan is 
to end Medicare as we know it. 

One of our colleagues in Maryland, 
when he went out in terms of his road 
show this weekend, one of his constitu- 
ents asked, ‘‘Why are you offering tax 
cuts, while you’re increasing the cost 
of Medicare?” The Congressman’s re- 
sponse was, Wouldn't you rather sing 
My Wild Irish Rose?” I am not making 
this up. This is his quote. When you 
cannot defend your position, you 
change the subject. 

There are a lot of questions that are 
unanswered. I would ask the Repub- 
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lican leadership the following ques- 
tions: If you are willing to have hear- 
ings, will you support the Dingell reso- 
lution that calls for 4 weeks of hear- 
ings in this body? If you are so inter- 
ested in saving Medicare, are you will- 
ing to take the tax package off the 
table? Those are the questions that 
have to be answered. 
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Мг. DOGGETT. I appreciate your 
questions, and I have only about a 
minute left, but I would yield for obser- 
vation briefly to my colleague from 
Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. First of all, Iam 
gratified that we attempted to have a 
bipartisan discussion, and I think it is 
important that we evidenced by this 
discussion that we need 4 weeks. 

Lastly, the sickest of our seniors will 
be left without any coverage or at least 
without a sense of being able to have 
the best coverage. The system is not 
bankrupt. There is a life of 7 years, and 
there has always been a life on the 
Medicare system. That is the reality 
that we should teach the American 
public to get to national health reform. 

I thank the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
all of my colleagues for participating 
tonight, and particularly my Repub- 
lican colleague from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
GREENWOOD. Under the procedures of 
this House, he and his party now have 
а full hour in which to present their 
plan, and I hope they lay it out line by 
line so that the American people can 
see what is in this plan. 

They have yet to lay it out, perhaps, 
to some of their own Members who do 
not understand the details, and as the 
morning’s papers seem to indicate, do 
not know, themselves, how they are 
going to fill the great void that is there 
in their plan, and how it is they are 
going to provide a $270 billion cut in 
Medicare, without demanding that 
America’s seniors pay more and get 
less. 

We need a full and thorough debate; 
not just in their forum tonight, but 
with a series of hearings and a full 
open rule when this matter comes be- 
fore the House. I hope the presence of 
my Republican colleague here tonight 
is an indication that the Republican 
leadership is going to change its ways, 
just as he says they have changed their 
ways on some of the increases that 
they were originally contemplating in 
taking out of the pockets of our senior 
citizens, that they will change their 
ways and that they will not fade the 
heat any further from the American 
people, but will instead give us a full, 
fair and open debate in committee and 
on the floor of this Congress. 

If we do that, if we have the kind of 
bipartisan exchange, then the Amer- 
ican people will know what is about to 
happen to them. They can understand 
the full consequences of having to take 
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from seniors in order to afford a tax 
break to the most privileged few in our 
society. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that we will see 
that happen and hope that our Repub- 
lican colleagues in the hour that they 
now have, will indicate to the Amer- 
ican people that we will have that kind 
of full, fair and open debate, unre- 
stricted in terms of time, unrestricted 
in terms of amendments, so we can 
really get about the job of improving 
and strengthening the Medicare system 
instead of taking away from it. 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1883 


Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
my name be withdrawn as a cosponsor 
of H.R. 1883. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GUTKNECHT). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 


AMERICANS ARE NOT BUYING THE 
“CHICKEN LITTLE” STORY OF 
THE DEMOCRATS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WELDON] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I have been here 9 years, my 
third term, and I take great pride in 
working in a bipartisanship manner on 
a number of issues. On the Committee 
on National Security on defense; on en- 
vironmental issues, through the 
GLOBE organization; on energy issues; 
labor issues; and issues affecting work- 
ing people as well as natural and man- 
made disasters, reaching out to both 
sides of the aisle to reach common con- 
sensus. 

Mr. Speaker, after listening to what I 
heard for this past hour, and what I 
heard last night, I have to change the 
tone of my speech tonight. I would 
hope perhaps that some of my col- 
leagues who are rushing out the doors 
will stick around for 5 minutes to hear 
what I have to say. 

We have heard the story about Chick- 
en Little, that the sky is falling. We 
heard that from the Democrats when 
they said, under Ronald Reagan, that 
Republicans were going to end the So- 
cial Security system. We heard that 
from the Democrats and from the 
President when we announced our child 
nutrition program, and they were prov- 
en wrong again. And then we heard the 
same argument from the Democrats on 
the student aid debate, and then we 
found that there are, in fact, no cuts 
being proposed for student aid. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, we are hearing the 
same tired, worn out arguments on 
Medicare. Mr. Speaker, even senior 
Democrats nationally understand what 
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is going on here. Let me quote, for in- 
stance, Democratic Mayor of Chicago, 
Bill Daley. He recently told The New 
York Times, and I quote Democrat 
Mayor Daley, “Тһе only message we 
have got is the same one we had in No- 
vember: The Republicans are going to 
cut Social Security and Medicare. Peo- 
ple look at it and say, Forget it. We do 
not buy that. The sky is not falling.” 

Mr. Speaker, this is Democrat Mayor 
Bill Daley of Chicago saying that this 
is nothing more than the same old 
tired message attempting to scare peo- 
ple. The same thing we heard against 
seniors 4 years ago, against students 
and kids earlier this year. In fact, Mr. 
Speaker, the people of America are lis- 
tening to what we are doing and they 
are responding in overwhelming num- 
bers. 

Let me give you some facts and sta- 
tistics, and I will be happy to provide 
them to any of our colleagues who 
would like to come forth and ask for 
them. Since the Democratic conven- 
tion in New York City 3 years ago, the 
Democrat party has lost a total of 685 
Senators, House Members, Governors, 
State Senators and Representatives. 
That is 685 in just 3 years. 

As a matter of fact, Mr. Speaker, last 
Friday, September 15, in Vice Presi- 
dent GORE’s home State of Tennessee, 2 
Democrat Senators switched parties. 
Senator Milton Hamilton, Jr., and 
Rusty Crowe. When they switched to 
the Republican Party, they turned the 
Tennessee State Senate Republican for 
the first time since Reconstruction. 

Now, is this an exception? Mr. Speak- 
er, since Bill Clinton took office, 132 
publicly elected officials have switched 
parties. Zero have switched from Re- 
publican to Democrat, and yet 132 have 
switched from the Democratic Party to 
the Republican Party. None have 
switched the other way. 

In fact, 37 Members of Congress who 
were Democrats since Bill Clinton took 
office have either resigned or an- 
nounced their retirements to date, and 
more will follow. 9 

Another five, 2 U.S. Senators and 3 
House Representatives, have switched 
to the Republican Party. An average of 
almost 1 Democrat U.S. Senator per 
month since Bill Clinton took office 
has either retired, resigned, ог 
switched parties. 

Mr. Speaker the American people are 
listening and when we get beyond the 
Beltway, the breeze that is blowing 
across America is unbelievable. The 
American people are seeing beyond the 
type of demagoguery and rhetoric that 
we heard tonight and last night on the 
House Floor. 

In fact, in Georgia just 2 weeks ago, 
the first female district attorney 
switched parties. Lone rising star in 
Georgia, Cheryl Fisher Custer, 
switched to the Republican party. She 
said, “ТТһеге is a growing sentiment іп 
this country that there must be а fun- 
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damental change in government. I be- 
lieve that the Republican party offers 
the best opportunity to effect that 
change and bring about responsible, 
common sense government.” 

Custer was the seventh Georgia Dem- 
ocrat elected official to switch to the 
Republican Party this year alone. 

Let us go beyond. It is not just the 
South, Mr. Speaker. Let us go up to 
Maine and look what happened in 
Maine back in August. Maine Rep- 
resentative Edgar Wheeler switched 
parties. He became the 113th Democrat 
to switch since Bill Clinton took office. 

Mr. Speaker, this is what he said: 
“For several years, I have felt out of 
tune with the Democratic Party, and 
during my first year as a legislator I 
recognized how far apart I really am 
from the party.” 

Mr. Speaker, all across America, be- 
yond the Beltway, the people are 
speaking loud and clear. They are re- 
jecting the Chicken Little story of the 
Democrats and they are understanding 
what we are doing and that is bringing 
some common sense back to this hal- 
lowed. 


TOPICS OF IMPORT REGARDING 
REFORMS IN CONGRESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
woman from Washington [Mrs. SMITH] 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GREEN- 
woop]. 

MEDICARE REFORM 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding 
and I will not take much of the time 
that she has reserved. 

The gentlewoman may know, I was 
back in my office and some of my col- 
leagues from the Democratic Party 
took to the floor and began to give 
such a tirade of incredibly breath- 
taking misinformation about Medicare 
reform, that since I am one of the 8 
members of the Republican task force 
drafting the new plan, I felt compelled 
to come over here and set things 
straight. My friends would not yield 
me much time, and so I appreciate the 
gentlewoman doing so. 

Number 1 thing that our colleagues 
from the other side of the aisle did not 
want to go into very much is the fact 
that the trustees of the Medicare pro- 
gram, part A, and those trustees in- 
clude three Members of President Clin- 
ton’s cabinet, issued a report back in 
the early part of this year. That report 
indicated that Medicare, part A, is in 
trouble. 

The program is paid for by payroll 
taxes and this year, fortunately, we 
have more than enough funds to pay 
for that program. But next year we 
start to spend more than we take in, 
and in 7 years there is no money to pay 
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senior citizen health care costs at all. 
The program goes broke. 

We cannot let that happen. The 
President of the United States has 
agreed with that and, of course, what 
the other side did not mention at all 
is that President Clinton has 
suggested, has recommended in his 
budget document that in fact we need 
to do something about the outrageous, 
unsustainable inflationary rates in our 
Medicare program. 

Medicare costs are going up by 10 and 
11 and 12 percent a year, and there is no 
need for that. In the private sector, 
health care costs have all but leveled 
off. And if we continue to waste money 
in Medicare by continuing to have 
those 10 and 11 and 12 percent in- 
creases, we are foolish and we are wast- 
ing the taxpayers’ money and we are 
doing nothing that values our senior 
citizens. 

So what are we going to do? We are 
going to try to work together in a bi- 
partisan fashion and here is what we 
are going to try to do. It is really quite 
simple. Our plan will ensure that every 
single senior citizen in America on 
Medicare, as well as those who are dis- 
abled, will have the option to stay ex- 
actly where they are. They will con- 
tinue to receive what is called fee-for- 
service health care. 

Mr. Speaker, that means they can go 
to the doctor of their choice when they 
choose and Medicare will pay all their 
bills. If they go to the hospital, Medi- 
care will pay all of their bills just as it 
does now. Their cost for part B pre- 
mium will stay just as it is now at 31.5 
percent of the cost. And, as seniors 
know who have been on Medicare for 
some time, as the program inflates a 
little bit, that 31.5 percent costs a lit- 
tle bit more each year, but their COLA, 
the social security cost of living in- 
crease, more than compensates for 
that. Their Social Security check will 
be bigger next year than it is this year. 

We are going to increase the amount 
of dollars that we spend on average for 
a Medicare beneficiary in this country 
from $4,800 a year this year to $6,700 a 
year in 7 years. And I need to repeat 
that, because all of this talk about cut- 
ting Medicare is outrageous. Listen 
again. We are going to increase, the 
Republican plan increases what we 
spend on average for each and every 
Medicare beneficiary, our moms and 
dads and our grandparents, from $4,800 
per year per beneficiary this year, in- 
crease it 5 percent each year for the 
next 7 years for a total increase of 40 
percent, up to $6,700 per year. 

Then we are going to create some ex- 
citing new options for our seniors. We 
are going to make it more attractive 
for insurance companies to offer man- 
aged care. Managed care programs are 
programs where the managed care com- 
pany tells you what your network of 
doctors will be, and if you want to get 
into that network, you can benefit 
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from some of the additional benefits 
that they can offer you. 

My mom and dad are in their middle- 
70s, on the low side of mid-70s, Mom, 
but they have chosen on their own to 
go into a managed care program and 
they love it. They no longer have to 
pay Medigap costs. They have a new 
prescription drug program. Their doc- 
tors are in their network and they get 
all of the referrals they need and they 
are very happy. 

In the Republican plan, those seniors 
who want to gain those benefits and 
achieve those savings will be able to go 
into managed care and if for any rea- 
son their circumstances change or they 
are not happy with the plan, they sim- 
ply opt out and go back into the fee- 
for-service program. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very, very con- 
fident of the fact that later on this 
week when we unveil the Republican 
Medicare improvement plan, that the 
senior citizens of this country will like 
it and like it very much. They will un- 
derstand that what we have done is not 
raised their deductibles, not raised 
their co-pays or limited their options, 
but in fact continued to give them the 
same first class health care program 
that they enjoy now with many more 
options. 

What this is all about is a decision as 
a Nation as we look at the Medicare 
program going broke, as we look at the 
Nation as a whole going broke, $5 tril- 
lion in debt, are we going to be grown- 
up about it? Are we going to be adult 
about it? Or are we going to continue 
to act like adolescents, spending today 
without regard to tomorrow? 

I think most Americans dem- 
onstrated in the last election that the 
policy of enjoying the benefits of pro- 
grams today and expecting our chil- 
dren and our grandchildren to pay for 
them with ballooning debts and deficits 
are unconscionable. The senior citizens 
of this country know what it is to be 
grown-up and to act responsibly, and I 
believe that once they see how respon- 
sibly we Republicans have behaved in 
fashioning this program to meet their 
needs, they will then do the responsible 
thing and support it. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the country will 
be better for it. Medicare will be better 
for it, and all of this political posturing 
will soon be behind us. 

And with that, I would yield back the 
balance of my time and thank the gen- 


tlewoman from Washington [Mrs. 
SMITH) for yielding. 
П 1930 
ELIMINATING PACS AND OTHER CONGRESSIONAL 
REFORMS 


Mrs. SMITH of Washington. It gets 
confusing sometimes, does it not? I 
hear all of these things out in the pub- 
lic and I do not know what to believe. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the real thing 
that we can all believe is that Medicare 
is going to finally be preserved, and the 
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President’s task force said it was going 
to go belly up and be in stark trouble. 
Look at what is happening. We are de- 
bating the real issues and we are debat- 
ing how to preserve it, to protect it. A 
few people are demagogueing it. But 
most of Congress, Democrat and Re- 
publican alike, understand that we 
have a responsibility above politics. 

Mr. Speaker, with that, we want to 
talk tonight and share some of the 
thoughts going on in Congress, and just 
talk them through, because the Amer- 
ican people often do not get to see 
what is happening behind the scenes. 
Today there was a meeting that was vi- 
tally important to this place, and we 
have decided that never, ever again in 
the history of Congress should we be 
having discussions over whether some- 
one voted because of the money they 
got from special interests. This coali- 
tion went together and we put together 
a plan. After we reminded ourselves of 
all of the good things we have done so 
far, which there have been many, we 
decided that we still had to do more. 

We would like to go through; and in 
fact, I would like to ask the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA] if he 
could help me remember. Mr. Speaker, 
it has. been 10 months since we started 
this year and we have done so much re- 
form. Let us go through what we have 
done, even though our group is going to 
ask for a lot more, and let us talk 
about what we have done so far. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Will the gentle- 
woman yield? 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. I would 
be happy to yield. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If we go back to 
opening day, we were here for what, 12, 
13, 14 hours, and it was a long time ago. 
But when I think back about my first 
term of office and how different this 
session of Congress has been, because 
some of these changes that we made on 
opening day, we did go through and we 
reduced the size of committee staffs by 
one-third, so we are downsizing Con- 
gress. We went to a process now that is 
very important as we work towards a 
balanced budget within seven years, 
and we said that we would go into 
truth-in-budgeting baseline reform. A 
third reform is even in this Congress, 
we had a historic first vote on term 
limits for all Members of Congress. 

What we were able to do on opening 
day is we were able to establish term 
limits for the Speaker, committee and 
subcommittee chairmen; we banned 
proxy voting, one of the reasons that so 
many of us are getting so much exer- 
cise this year, we are running back and 
forth between the House and various 
committees, making sure that we as 
Members are present and voting in 
committees, and we do not have chair- 
men there with a stack of paper saying 
how they believe Members should vote. 
We had sunshine rules concerning com- 
mittee meetings. All of our committee 
meetings have been open to the public 
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and the media. We have passed a super- 
majority regarding limitations, or the 
requirement for a supermajority on 
any future tax increases. 

More recently we have seen the re- 
sult of one of those other reforms that 
we put in. We had the first comprehen- 
sive House audit, and I think we all 
recognize the disappointing results of 
that House audit, basically not getting 
a clean bill of health like private and 
public corporations around the country 
are required to get from their auditors, 
but basically telling us that we had 
significant work to do in this House to 
bring our standards of financial ac- 
counting up to what is expected in the 
private sector. 

Then the last significant reform that 
we had on opening day was the Con- 
gressional Accountability Act, where 
we went through and said that it was 
time to take many of the laws that ap- 
plied to the rest of the country and 
apply those laws to Congress, so that 
we would get a better understanding of 
what is happening to small businesses, 
medium-sized businesses, individuals 
around the country, with the different 
laws that we have put in place and we 
have never lived under. 

So that is kind of a quick overview of 
the types of things we passed on open- 
ing day. In the last Congress, those 
would have been considered historic. In 
this Congress, they are now considered 
a footnote because we passed them all 
on the first day, and people are now 
saying, well, you did that on the first 


day, where are you moving to now? 


What is the next step? 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, we have moved along so 
quickly, we have had to do so much. 
Even the audit was monumental, be- 
cause this House has not been audited 
in 40-some years. Can you imagine a 
business not being audited in that 
long? 

So we have done a lot. But we had a 
meeting today of reformers, and there 
are a group of reformers, Democrat and 
Republican in this House, that want 
more and more, because we believe the 
American people want more and more. 
So we came to a conclusion today that 
we should eliminate PACs-giving. Now, 
that is historic, because it was a big 
enough group that we think that we 
can actually accomplish that if the 
American people come behind it and 
help us push. 

We were asked, why eliminate PACs, 
and I am going to go back to the charts 
we were using in this meeting today to 
share them again, because I think the 
reason that people are unhappy with us 
is they think that once you get here, 
and I have not been here long, but once 
you get here, the money comes in, the 
committee chairs get more powerful, 
the people get more powerful, and the 
incumbents just stay because of that 
money and that power. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, they are right. 
The American people are right. Right 
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now, incumbents get 43 percent of their 
money from PACs, and that leaves in- 
dividuals at 53 percent, and a lot of 
that is connected to both the lobbyists 
giving individually and the attorneys 
for those same entities, those same 
PACs. So when you start whittling this 
down and you take those out, very lit- 
tle, relatively, comes from the person's 
district from small contributions. 

Now, look over here. That is the 
challenger on this side. The challenger, 
and no wonder not very many chal- 
lengers win, get very little from PACs. 
PACs bet on the incumbents. The in- 
cumbents can sit here, never go home 
to middle-class America or to the 
streets of their districts, and they can 
just get reelected by fancy media cam- 
paigns and sending direct mail and 
never have to shake a hand of a con- 
stituent. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we decided today 
some monumental things. I guess I 
would like to have you two share why 
you decided to participate in these re- 
forms. I mean, this is pretty coura- 
geous, this is a pretty good sized group 
now of courageous people who have 
said, we are going to try to break the 
back of the old system and kick out 
the money brokers. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I think 
the gentlewoman is exactly right, in 
that if you look at the number that 
you were just pointing at, the really 
interesting number is to look at the 
difference between incumbents and 
challengers. If you look at that 11 per- 
cent number that goes to challengers, 
what you really begin to see is corro- 
sion of the democratic process. 

For instance, in the 1992 election 
cycle, if you were to break the numbers 
which you would be looking at, is that 
roughly, challengers picked up around 
$15,000 per election cycle from PACs, 
while incumbents picked up about 
$212,000 per election cycle from PACs. 
That is not exactly what we call a level 
playing field back home in South Caro- 
lina. Mr. Speaker, again, $15,000 as 
compared to $212,000, and that is that 
kind of difference in terms of funding 
of campaigns that has a lot to do with 
the fact that we have a 90 percent re- 
election rate in Congress. 

What people have been saying with 
the term limits movement is that we 
want to break the back of this sort of 
permanent political working class, and 
instead, they want to see a citizen leg- 
islature that goes in for a little while, 
tries to make a difference as best they 
know how, and then goes home. One of 
the keys to leveling that playing field 
is this money thing that we are talking 
about. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I think the other piece that 
we decided on, although we have not 
decided exactly the mechanism, but we 
decided that most of the money, if not 
all, if we could get a constitutional 
okay on it, if enough people would say 
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it was not unconstitutional, that we 
wanted all or most all of the money to 
come from the district or State of the 
voters that put that person into office, 
and no money to come from anywhere 
else. What do you think would happen 
next year if that were in place and the 
incumbents could not raise money 
from special interests here? What do 
you think would happen to those in- 
cumbents? What would they do, quite 
naturally? 

Mr. SANFORD. They would either be 
in real big trouble or they would have 
to head back home to their districts, 
which is again how I think the finding 
fathers wanted it. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Or they 
would retire. 

Mr. SANFORD. That is exactly right. 

Mr. Speaker, on that point I would 
like to bring up the fact that a lot of 
people say well, there is no difference 
between PAC funding and individual 
funding, and as I think all three of us 
know, there is a fairly considerable dif- 
ference, because a PAC is all about fo- 
cused special, specific interests. That 
same amount of money coming from an 
individual; for instance, if I was to go 
back home to the fellow that runs the 
corner hardware store and say, well, it 
costs money to run a campaign and I 
sure would appreciate you helping out, 
and that person is not only concerned 
about business or concerned about that 
particular community, but they have 
children or grandchildren, so they care 
about education, they care about the 
Social Security system. There are 1,001 
issues that make up that individual, 
and so you begin to get a general inter- 
est as opposed to a very specific inter- 
est, and I think that distinction is aw- 
fully important. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. You 
know, I think it is common sense, as 
the first reforms we passed are com- 
mon sense, that people are saying, 
other people used to vote by proxy and 
we did not know that, or why should a 
chair hold a committee chairmanship 
as long as he or she is alive and can be 
put in the chair? Mr. Speaker, that 
should be turned over every so many 
years so power does not get too tough. 

Well, people know those things, but 
we seem to have kind of isolated our- 
selves here in Washington, DC, and for- 
gotten some of those common sense 
conclusions. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Will the gentle- 
woman yield? 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Sure. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, the 
discussion this evening is focusing on 
PACs, but I think if we go back and we 
take a look at, just for a moment, at 
the larger objective and the larger pic- 
ture that we talked about today, we 
evolved to political action committee 
funding, but we started off with a vi- 
sion of where we wanted to be, taking 
into consideration what we did on 
opening day, the process that we have 
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gone through this year, and what we 
hope to accomplish yet during the next 
15 months of this Congress. 

Overall, where we want to move to is 
we want to move to an institution, a 
Congress, that the American people 
can feel good about, that they see that 
we have put in place a series of re- 
forms, a series of change in procedures 
about how we go about doing our busi- 
ness that will reinforce to them that 
our primary interest, our only interest, 
is in doing what is good for the long 
term of this Nation, moving away from 
what I think a lot of people have per- 
ceived Congress has become and Con- 
gress people have become, which is 
focal points for special interest groups. 
That we are here, and we are about 
doing the people’s business, and that 
what we are going to do is try to elimi- 
nate all of those things which detract 
us, or which move us from focusing on 
what is important, to focusing on spe- 
cial interest groups and no longer the 
good of the country. Political action 
committees are one of the primary 
things that do that. 

We also talked today about a series 
of things about ethical reforms. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Let us go 
through those so that the American 
people know what is being talked 
about, and what we have been thinking 
about, because there are many things. 
I took a little bit of your time, but I 
will share all of the rest of it with you. 

The American people are interested. 
Let us start talking about these other 
reforms, because even though we re- 
solved on certain things today, we re- 
solved on getting rid of PAC influence, 
returning campaigns to the streets of 
America, and eliminating all gifts and 
trips; other than that, then we got into 
things we wanted to add to strengthen, 
and let us talk about some of those. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Well, we talked 
about things like ethical reform, what 
Members of Congress can do once they 
leave the institution; for instance, 
should they really be permitted to go 
work for foreign governments, taking 
the knowledge that they have gained 
here. Should they be permitted to come 
back and lobby Congress? We talked 
about pension reform: How lucrative 
should a retirement from Congress be? 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I think we said that Congress 
people should not get any more pension 
than an ordinary person, and I think 
that is what we came to. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Yes. I think there is 
another whole series of things that I 
think are going to provide a very fer- 
tile ground for us to explore, not only 
reforming this institution, but also re- 
forming the size of Washington govern- 
ment and our relationship with the 
American people. 

The gentlewoman is well aware of 
some of the ideas that I have been 
pushing, such as the opportunity for 
the American people to recall Members 
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of Congress in the Senate; the oppor- 
tunity for them to have initiative and 
referendum, and those types of things, 
and I think we may hopefully also, as 
we put this package together, a com- 
prehensive package of reform, of build- 
ing trust in a relationship with the 
American people, we can have an excit- 
ing package of reforms that dem- 
onstrate that we are serious about 
changing the way that Washington, 
DC, does business, and we are serious 
about changing the way that Washing- 
ton, DC, relates with people at the 
grassroots level. 


П 1945 


We аге about change. We аге about 
progress. We want to be about good 
Government. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. I would 
like the gentleman to talk about the 
initiative referendum because it is 
something that was up last year. It has 
not been talked enough about this 
year, but you have been a leader in 
that. Then let us talk about that a lit- 
tle bit because it sure makes a lot of 
sense to me. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. The process we pro- 
posed 2 years ago, we came here 2 years 
ago with a smaller freshman class and 
with a different majority. And we rec- 
ognized that we needed to put in place 
reforms. But we said, where do we get 
the pressure to really change and force 
Congress to act? How do we empower 
the American people? 

One of the things we see is a total 
disconnect. People at the grass roots 
level no longer feel like they can really 
influence Congress because of things 
like PAC’s. We said, there are a num- 
ber of States, Michigan being one, 
where through a thoughtful, delibera- 
tive initiative and referendum process, 
people at the grass roots level have 
been able to put in term limits, put in 
tax limitation, put in good government 
measures, because they had a legisla- 
ture that was unwilling do it so we pro- 
vided them at the State level a mecha- 
nism to have an influence on legisla- 
tion that would change the way gov- 
ernment was done in the State of 
Michigan. We said, why can we not pro- 
vide that same opportunity? 

I think one of the things that we 
have a real opportunity to pass in this 
Congress is we have an unfinished 
agenda in the Contract With America. 
We passed much of what we wanted to 
do with the Contract With America. We 
fell short on one major item in the 
House of Representatives. That is term 
limits. 

The Speaker of the House said that 
when we come back, if the Republicans 
are in the majority in the next Con- 
gress, the first legislative vote we will 
have in the next Congress is a revote of 
term limits. And I think an initiative 
process or a referendum process on 
term limits would be wonderful. Let 
the people, the candidates debate the 
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pros and cons of term limits in the 
spring, summer and fall of 1996. Let 
them all go to the polls on the second 
Tuesday of November and advise us 
whether they think term limits is an 
appropriate piece of legislation. Take 
the results from that advisory referen- 
dum and in the first day that we are 
back in session in 1997, see if we cannot 
pass term limits and complete the 
agenda of this Congress. 

This Congress has not heeded the call 
of the American people. The American 
people want term limits. This Congress 
said no. Let us give the American peo- 
ple one more chance to instruct us and 
see if the next Congress cannot get the 
message. 

This is the process that we are look- 
ing at building yet during the next 15 
months. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. You can 
see it is a dynamic coalition. 

Mr. SANFORD. If I may, you are 
talking about the American public get- 
ting the message or trying to send the 
message. Getting back to what we were 
talking about earlier with your charts 
in terms of PAC contributions, one of 
the messages that I think has been 
mixed are folks that say, there is real- 
ly no difference, again, between an in- 
dividual contribution and a PAC con- 
tribution. 

One of the things that I think stands 
out on that front is not only the dif- 
ference between the single issue and 
sort of the wide ranging issue, wide 
range of issues held by an individual, 
but as the recent Forbes article point- 
ed out, it was here in the last year, I do 
not know if you saw it. I think it was 
very interesting. It tells a tale about 
how specific money is tied to certain 
issues in a way that is destructive to 
our democratic system. 

It was a study done by the American 
Tort Reform Association on, of all 
things, the American Trial Lawyers 
Association. This is a Forbes article of 
October 24 of last year. 

What was interesting about this 
study was they studied contributions 
by the American Trial Lawyers Asso- 
ciation to California, Texas, and Ala- 
bama. Between the dates of January 
1990 and June 1994, during that period, 
they contributed $17.3 million. By elec- 
tion time it was right at $20 million. 
And if you took it across all 50 States, 
you would be at about $60 million. 

What is interesting about that num- 
ber is the point of the article was, did 
these folks get a good return on their 
investment. The answer was, abso- 
lutely yes, because most attempts at 
sort of meaningful reform in terms of 
tort reform have been stymied in large 
part due to the $60 million. So I think, 
one, it is interesting the way the 
money flows to specific issues, but as 
well the bundling factor which is not 
talked about often with РАС", which 
is that PAC’s can contribute up to 
$5,000 per election cycle to a campaign, 
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which means, for instance, in my race 
I had a primary and then a runoff and 
then a general, they could give $5,000 in 
the primary—$15,000. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. One 
group? 

Mr. SANFORD. One group. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. And you 
would say that had no effect. 

Mr. SANFORD. Exactly. They could 
get together with three other PAC’s 
and you could be looking at $45,000 
from one group, and the American pub- 
lic is looking at it and saying, wait, 
this does not pass the common sense 
test. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. I have to 
say that people that are standing here 
have to be commended simply because 
we have been thrown into the system, a 
lot of freshmen, and you are a fresh- 
man too, as I am. We are standing up 
against it. 

Now we have recruited, I call it the 
older reforms that got beat down. All 
of a sudden they are standing up with 
the freshmen saying, ‘‘We do not like 
the sewer either.” They are talking 
about it from within. This is historic. 
Never, never before have they really 
pointed to the institution and them- 
selves. They have always pointed to 
somebody else on the other side of the 
aisle or they got out of politics and 
then talked afterward. 

Mr. SANFORD. Right. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. So you 
are saying those things about your 
campaign is really historic, that you 
would be willing to step out. 

Mr. SANFORD. Hopefully, that is 
what is different about our class. Peo- 
ple will actually step to the plate, 
whether it is on term limits or whether 
it is on campaign finance reform, and 
stay that for too long people, as you 
have said, have just pointed the finger 
saying we need to reform all of this out 
here but never us. Hopefully we are be- 
ginning this cleansing process for be- 
ginning with ourselves. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. I think 
that I really do commend you because 
I know that some of the folks have 
been afraid of pointing to it for fear 
that those that are not so kind will 
say, but you came in in a PAC system. 
What I say to them is, if you are will- 
ing to stand up now, I believe the 
American people will stand up with 
you. You ran against PAC mania, and 
if you challenged an incumbent they 
were raising it there. So it is quite nat- 
ural. 

Then you come in with a debt, and 
the PAC’s are here, and they are pay- 
ing off the debt. And your opponent has 
already filed against you the day after 
your last election. They are getting 
PAC money. So no matter where you 
are, are you courageous enough to 
stand up in it and say, no. 

Mr. SANFORD. Speaking for PAC 
mania, I was looking at numbers from 
the Federal Election Commission 
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showing numbers for PACS; December 
31, 1974, they were right at basically 89 
corporate PAC’s total, 89 corporate 
PACS; July 1, 1994, 1,666 PAC’s.-You 
can see this explosion in terms of the 
way special interests have manifested 
themselves. So you are right when you 
say the word PAC mania. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. We want 
to get our good friend here, the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. GRA- 
HAM]. 

But take a look at this. A total of 
PAC contributions just to the House 
for 80 million in 1984. There are 132 mil- 
lion just to the House in the last elec- 
tion. And it is going up just about the 
sharpest, just about like the national 
debt did. I wonder if it is connected. 

Mr. GRAHAM. This is the upstate 
version. Mark is from the coastal area 
of South Carolina, and I am from up- 
state. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Good 
State. 

Mr. GRAHAM. One thing we agree on 
is that the system needs to be changed. 
The gentlewoman has done a good job 
bringing the debate on the floor for the 
House tonight and throughout the Con- 
gress. Let me say why PAC contribu- 
tions have gone up in my opinion. 

We tried to reform giving in the past, 
and this was a loophole that we limited 
individual donations, so PACS were 
formed. They have replaced individual 
giving, corporate giving. We said cor- 
porations could not give in their own 
name so they created political action 
committees that will allow you to give 
in the same manner that you were be- 
fore when corporations were giving di- 
rectly. 

When it comes time to evaluate 
whether we have done things dif- 
ferently in this Congress, I would like 
people at home to think about what 
the debates are now. The debate now is 
how much do we reduce Government, 
how much do we cut spending, how 
much do we deregulate, how quickly do 
we reform Medicare, how quickly do we 
balance the budget. I can tell you that 
6 months ago that was not the debate 
in this country. 

So there has been а substantive 
change in the way we are looking at 
national issues. I think our class had a 
lot to do with it. There are people that 
have been fighting for a long time in 
this institution to bring better Govern- 
ment about. But the whole debate has 
changed. I am proud to be a part of the 
new debate. 

The only group of people that I know 
that has serious doubts about the mer- 
its of term limits at the national level 
happen to reside here. When you go out 
in my district, it is not a real serious 
debate as to whether or not you need 
term limits. There are people that 
genuinely believe that term limits is 
something that we should not do. Cer- 
tainly not going to cure every Govern- 
ment ill, but the vast majority of 


September 19, 1995 


Americans, 70 to 80 percent of them, 
believe it is time to experiment with 
our Government and try a new form of 
serving in Congress, make it an oppor- 
tunity to serve your citizens and come 
back к home. 

SMITH of Washington. Why do 
you зде Ыр they want term limits? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I think a recent exam- 
ple of someone who has been up here 
for a very long time, term limits and 
arrogance go together. I think the pub- 
lic sees it as a way to control the arro- 
gance for power. The average commit- 
tee tenure for chairmen tenure in Con- 
gress was 26 years on average. Commit- 
tee chairmen had held their jobs for 26 
years. And I do not see those people 
losing their jobs unless you change the 
institution. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. What is 
wrong with that? What is wrong with 
all that experience? I had somebody 
say, well, that is experience. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Well, experience is 
good in many areas, but in Govern- 
ment, the power centers are dominated 
by a few people. And literally, it has 
been true in Congress that if a handful 
of people did not like the idea, regard- 
less of its merits, it could never see the 
light of day. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. What 
kind of people? 

Mr. GRAHAM. A handful of commit- 
tee chairmen and the power structure 
here. As a freshman, we have been beat 
on a little bit. We are not always right, 
but we want change to come about 
quickly. We want change to come 
about, and it would be real change. I 
have been in the State legislature, and 
I know that enthusiasm that you get 
with a new job. It is irreplaceable. 

After 12 years, I ran on 12-year term 
limits. At this pace I do not think I 
will last that long, but I guarantee 
that I will be part of the problem so 
that it will be good for this institution 
to have new people recycle through. 

In my district there are a lot of peo- 
ple that could be good Congressmen. I 
am certainly not the only one, and I 
would give them a chance to do it. But 
term limits was the only item in the 
Contract With America that was failed, 
and it was the only item that affected 
our political future. 

I hope and pray that people will not 
give up on this issue. We have an incli- 
nation in this body to still protect our- 
selves. There is no doubt in my mind if 
PAC reform gets to the floor for the 
House that campaign finance reform 
gets to the floor of the House. It will be 
а slam-dunk vote. 

People in this institution are afraid 
to vote against the mood of the times, 
but our problem is getting it out on the 
floor for a vote. When it comes out and 
sees the light of day, these reform 
measures are going to pass. Our leader- 
ship is very busy now trying to balance 
the budget and reform Medicare, but I 
hope they will listen to us. More im- 
portantly, I hope they will listen to 
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people back home and get real reform 
that affects Members themselves on 
the floor so that we can profess to peo- 
ple finally that we are serious about 
not only changing the way the Govern- 
ment works but the way we serve in 
Government. 

If we can establish credibility at that 
level, then everything is possible. We 
can balance the budget. We can reform 
Medicare because we live by example, 
and I am optimistic that we are not too 
far away from that date happening. 

So folks at home need to take some 
encouragement. The debate has 
changed, and we are going to get the 
Government back on track sooner or 
later. I think it is going to be sooner. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Has it 
not been exciting to be a part of fresh- 
man reformers on both sides of the 
aisle. I was thinking about that as we 
were setting a meeting today with re- 
formers, Democrat and Republicans. I 
was looking at these people that were 
saying things, like I do not care if I get 
reelected, we have to do this, and that 
were willing to take on the old com- 
mittee structure. 

Some of the more difficult folks to 
change are going to be some of those 
that have been chairs forever or be- 
cause Republicans took control, finally 
have chairmanship but who have been 
here for years. It is going to be hard for 
them to accept the change. But when I 
looked around that room and I saw the 
determination, I do not know how you 
feel, but I thought, I think that if the 
American people give us the support, 
we are going to be able to make sure 
that the leadership understands this 
has to get to a vote. 

Did the gentleman fell good about 
the dynamics for the meeting today? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes, I felt good about 
the fact that the people did seem very 
sincere. And I would be the first to 
admit, I enjoy my time in Congress. I 
limited my own term, and I am going 
to live by that if the people allow me 
to come back. 

I am concerned about getting re- 
elected but not at all costs. I would 
like to see this revolution through for 
several terms so that we can make sure 
that what we start today does not die 
next term. We need to sustain a major- 
ity with people of the right mind and 
right spirit. 

I would rather be beat than not to 
balance the budget. I would rather be 
beat than to walk away from the Medi- 
care system that is going broke. I 
would rather be beat than not to fund 
the military adequately. There are cer- 
tain things that mean more to me than 
my political career because I can see 
the future, and the future is at stake 
now. 

We are going to take one or two 
paths. We are going to deal with enti- 
tlement issues in this country in an 
honest way, or we are going to turn our 
back to them and worry about the re- 
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election solely on the idea that, if you 
do not give the American people every- 
thing you perceive they want, they will 
not vote for you. 
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What I perceive the American people 
wanting is honesty in government, to 
be honest with them about Medicare, 
to give reforms that are sincere, that 
are meaningful, and to get away from 
the rhetoric. I think the American peo- 
ple are our best ally. I am not afraid of 
them at all. I think we are way behind 
the power curve and they are way 
ahead of us. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. I have 
been home a lot. I go home every week- 
end, 3 or 4 days a week. I find this place 
is so far removed from the American 
people. There is a lot of common sense. 
They want solutions. They do not want 
the polarization. What they consider 
common sense seems to be different 
than what is here. 

Can you imagine if we had the Amer- 
ican people here right now, we had 
them all in this room and they took a 
vote on whether lobbyists should be 
giving us money at all, what the vote 
would be? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I came from a State in 
South Carolina where 16 to 18 people in 
the State legislature went to jail for 
taking bribes on their votes, for taking 
gifts illegally. We have the strongest 
ethics law in the country in South 
Carolina. You cannot take anything of 
value from a lobbyist. We were able to 
operate State government, I think, bet- 
ter. 

If the American people could vote by 
television or some other device on 
these issues, it would be a slamdunk. It 
would be a slamdunk if this body had 
the opportunity to vote on campaign 
reform. So the message has to be: Call 
your Congressman, tell him that you 
are insistent that a vote come about. 

We will have another vote on term 
limits, and I honestly believe that the 
American public is going to demand 
that this issue be resolved in favor of 
national term limits; that those people 
who consistently oppose term limits 
are going to lose their job through the 
democratic process. 

The public has an agenda of its own. 
I think we have embraced that agenda 
in the Contract With America, but we 
have a lot more to do. Medicare to me 
is kind of a defining moment in this 
Congress. I believe this about Medi- 
care: that if you take more money out 
of the system than you are putting in 
on average per couple, that the system 
is going to be subsidizing you. The 
number they tell me that is accurate is 
that the average American senior citi- 
zen couple takes out $10,000 more than 
they put in the system, which means 
their children and their grandchildren 
are paying the difference. 

What we are trying to do up here is 
to even the playing field, reform a sys- 
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tem that most of us believe does not 
work. The sicker you get in Medicare, 
the more money the doctor and the 
hospital gets. The incentives are all 
wrong. There is no opportunity to get 
reimbursed for preventive medicine, so 
we are going to create a system that 
has different incentives behind it and 
prevents the future generations from 
going bankrupt from subsidizing the 
system that really does not provide 
quality of medicine in an efficient 
manner. That is what the Medicare de- 
bate is about. 

I think senior citizens in this coun- 
try are going to step up to the plate 
and help us solve the problem. They 
won World War П, most of them lived 
through the Great Depression, they 
have seen the Great Society grow and 
interrupt their individual freedom. Can 
you imagine being a senior citizen in 
America and your sole source of in- 
come is Social Security, which the 
Government has its fingers in, and the 
only way you can get health service is 
through Government-sponsored health 
care? Who wants to be in that boat? 
You surely do not want that for your 
children and grandchildren. That is no 
place to be. We are trying to change 
that dynamic. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. I think 
the exciting part for me about Medi- 
care is this has been a Congress of 
courage. Instead of doing what was rec- 
ommended by the President, just do 
nothing for a while, let us just do noth- 
ing until the next election, they de- 
cided to do it in spite of elections. Any 
time before we have tried to reform the 
major systems of Medicare and Social 
Security, the—I will just call them 
people that like to scare older people 
have gone in there and done things, so 
they have not done it year after year. 

When we all got here as freshmen, we 
had to face what they should have done 
15 years ago in stabilizing these sys- 
tems. Instead of us backing up and say- 
ing We just got elected,” we look at 
them. I went through the financials on 
Medicare. Serious problems. Anybody 
who has been here for 10 or 15 years 
that did not take a stab at really fixing 
them or trying to stabilize them before 
is really responsible. Here we were to 
handle them. 

Instead of our freshman class and a 
lot of colleagues coming in saying, 
“Oh, my goodness, we are going to lose 
our elections,” they said, “It is not re- 
sponsible to not stabilize it and make 
sure it is there for the most vulnerable 
people. We have to do that.” 

Therefore, we have to talk about it. 
It did lay us open for criticism, but a 
leader that does not get criticized is 
probably not doing anything, or lying 
to both sides anyway. I appreciate that 
about the freshman class, being the 
motion behind that. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I think that truly is 
the spirit of the class. The bill is now 
due for 30 and 40 years of socialism. 
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The bill has finally come due and it has 
come due on our watch. What are we 
going to do? 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Instead 
of our grandchildren’s. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Now is the time to 
change it. By the time they inherit it, 
it is too late. We have the incentives 
all wrong. If you are a senior citizen 
and you make over $11,000, we start 
dipping into your benefits and punish 
you for staying in the work force. That 
is a crazy program. I would like every 
senior citizen in America that can 
work to keep working and pay taxes, 
Social Security taxes, for the rest of 
their live until they decide not to 
work; not have the Government punish 
you because you continue to work. 

Welfare, we have a system now where 
you have to pick between dependence 
and independence. If you are a mother 
with a couple of children, the main rea- 
son that you want to stay on welfare is 
for health insurance. If you get a part- 
time job and you make $1 too much, we 
take your Medicaid benefits away from 
you. If you want to live together as 
man and wife, we take your benefits 
away from you because you went over 
a magic threshold. 

I would like to see the Government 
help people help themselves. Do not 
have it all or nothing. Let us help you, 
and you work and help yourself, and as 
you go up the economic ladder we will 
reduce the benefit package but allow 
you to work and receive public assist- 
ance so you can be independent and 
feel good about yourself. The incen- 
tives in this system for the last 30 or 40 
years have tried to keep people tied to 
it. 

The entrepreneurial spirit and inde- 
pendence is a threat to the Great Soci- 
ety because the whole reason it has ex- 
isted is extracting votes from the 
American public, because they are tied 
to Government, and I want to change 
that incentive. I want your vote be- 
cause I come up with good policies, not 
because you are dependent on me for a 
check. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Today 
many of us met with Ross Perot, the 
head of United We Stand, and we 
talked about a poll of the independ- 
ents, and how the independents, what 
they are looking at. They want strong 
change, they want real change, and 
they want us to do it now. They are not 
willing to wait very long, and I think 
that what we are doing is strong 
change that is constructive strong 
change. They are basically behind that 
change. 

The one loose cog we have there, 
though, is they really want to elimi- 
nate PACs because it builds the con- 
fidence in the solutions. You made a 
really good comment during that meet- 
ing, that without the confidence, and I 
will not quote you, because you are 
here, something to do with the con- 
fidence we need of the American people 
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in these solutions. I certainly do agree 
with you: if they do not trust us in the 
solutions, no matter how good they 
are, it is like trying to heal a patient 
that does not believe in the cure. They 
can have the best cure and die from a 
lack of trust in the cure, at times. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The question is what 
makes us different. Rhetoric abounds 
in politics, but the public is not going 
to be satisfied until they see sub- 
stantive changes. We have talked about 
concepts that are long overdue for 
change, but one thing we have to prove 
to the American people is that we are 
willing to change the way we serve, the 
length of time, and the benefits that 
we are getting from serving. If we are 
willing to do that, if we are willing to 
change our pension plans, if we are 
willing to change the way we get our 
elections financed, if we are willing to 
change the career nature of being in 
politics 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. And no 
more gifts? 

Mr. GRAHAM. And no more gifts, I 
think people will respond in a positive 
fashion and accept the other changes 
we are asking them to do in their daily 
lives. There is nothing wrong with poli- 
tics that cannot be fixed. The only way 
we are going to win this war is for the 
people to stay involved and insist on 
change. And watch what we do when we 
vote, not just what we say up here 
talking; follow our voting records, fol- 
low what bills we sponsor. I take PAC 
money right now because I am the first 
Republican in 120 years to get elected 
from my district. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. You 
want to give somebody PAC money? 
That is kind of the way the game is 
played. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The Democrat Party 
spent as much as I did in PAC money, 
but the Democrat candidates have tra- 
ditionally outspent Republican can- 
didates 5 and 6 to 1. I am and I was 
competitive. I want to change the rules 
of my game, but I am not going to take 
my helmet off when I play football 
until everybody in the circumstances 
takes their helmet off. 

I believe our class is willing to put 
the measures forward to vote on this 
floor and that we will win, but do not 
be too hard on us because we are un- 
willing to play by a different set of 
rules when the people who have run 
this place for 40 years will not. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. That is 
what was exciting about the meeting 
with Ross Perot is that he said. Just 
change the game.” He really was not 
critical of us, because everyone came 
in running against people with PACs, 
and if you did not compete that way, it 
was like fighting with a B-B gun 
against a bazooka. But I think the sce- 
nario that came closest, he said, maybe 
before you were there or during the 
day, something to the extent of being 
thrown in a sewer and liking it. If you 
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are there very long and it starts smell- 
ing good, you have a problem. If you 
are thrown in and you are trying to 
swim out and keep your nose above 
water, that is quite different, but you 
are not going to be willing to sink. 

Mr. GRAHAM. There is nothing 
wrong with politics that a few good 
people working with their constituents 
cannot fix. And honest to goodness, we 
have changed the debate in this coun- 
try, and I am committed now more 
than ever to reforming the govern- 
ment. I believe it is possible now more 
than ever, because we have changed the 
whole debate of what is going on in 
Washington within a 6-month period. 
To follow will be substantive changes 
in the law, but things do not happen 
overnight. We are well on our way. 

The number one comment I get in my 
district in South Carolina is, “Do not 
turn back. Do not give ар.” 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Do it 
faster? 

Mr. GRAHAM. That is right. It ex- 
cites me. I live in a district where the 
average per capita income is less than 
$14,000. I did not run on a campaign 
promising them more benefits from the 
Federal Government, an increase in the 
minimum wage. I ran on a platform of 
getting the Government out of your 
life, decentralizing the role of the Fed- 
eral Government, giving you choices to 
raise and educate your children, giving 
you an opportunity to start your own 
business and succeed or fail based on 
your own merits, deregulating the soci- 
ety so we can be competitive inter- 
nationally, and I won by 60 percent, by 
people who have traditionally been 
written off by the Republican Party. I 
think that is a shortcoming of our 
party. We are truly the hope of the fu- 
ture. The entrepreneurial spirit lies 
with this new generation of politicians. 
Let us bring it back to life. 

The thing about democracy is that 
you give people opportunities, and 
when you have an opportunity, you can 
blow it and you can fail. We have to be 
willing in this country to allow people 
to take chances and fail, and under- 
stand that that is just the nature of 
competition. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. So they 
sent you as a candidate for change? 

Mr. GRAHAM. That is right. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. They 
sent me as a candidate for change. My 
election was only 2 weeks in the pri- 
mary, and then 6 or 7 weeks. 

Mr. GRAHAM. You were a write-in 
candidate? 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. I was a 
write-in candidate. I came back from 
vacation and all people knew about me 
in the State, other than my direct Sen- 
ate district I already represented, was 
that I had passed campaign reform and 
spending control, and that I was close 
to people. The polls afterwards show 
the people elected me to go and change 
Congress. They saw hope in me to bea 
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change for this level, because I was at 
the State level. 

I am a very, very strongly known 
person for being opinionated a little 
bit, maybe a whole bunch, you know 
me. 

Mr. GRAHAM. It is not all bad. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. If you 
follow the old political wisdom, they 
say, “If you have strong views, keep 
them to yourself because you do not 
make anybody тай.” I did not follow 
that in my State, so in Washington 
State they know where LINDA stands 
on most everything, but they did not 
care on the things they disagreed with 
me on, as long as I would go in and 
clean house so the system would work, 
like we did in Washington. I look at 
our colleagues that have come in with 
us and some that came before us, and 
there has been a whole wave for 2 years 
of people sending people they want to 
change this place. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The thing that amazes 
me about our class is that when we 
first got together at the very first part 
of Congress, I did kind of an informal 
poll. I think our campaign literature 
was absolutely the same. Whether you 
were in the deep South or in Washing- 
ton or in Minnesota, you had the same 
view of what the problems were in this 
country; that you wanted a balanced 
budget amendment, and I want a bal- 
anced budget amendment in the Con- 
stitution to protect the public even 
from the Republican Party. 

I want term limits not just for Demo- 
crats, but for anybody that wants to 
serve. I want to give the President of 
the United States the line item veto. I 
am very disappointed 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Even 
though he is a Democrat? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I want to give it to 
President Clinton now, and I think we 
have sat on that issue far too long. It 
is time to act. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. 
passed it through the House. 

Mr. GRAHAM. We did in the House. 
The Senate has a version, and they 
need to come together and get a ver- 
sion signed into law. Speaker GINGRICH 
has made a commitment to try to do 
that by the end of the year. Those 
types .of reforms serve the country 
well, because you need the line item 
veto even if Republicans are in charge, 
because there is a habit up here of 
spending money to get reelected, and I 
would like to have somebody sitting 
over the shoulder, regardless of the 
party, saying, That is not good for the 
country, even though it may be good 
for your district.” 

The balanced budget amendment, if I 
write a bad check as a private citizen I 
go to jail. If I write a bad check as a 
politician, I get reelected. I do not 
trust any party enough not to have in- 
stitutional control. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. It is not 
funny, but the ways of the past, all you 
can do is laugh about them. 


We 
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Mr. GRAHAM. When you think 
things are not going so well, go home. 
I have been home every weekend but 
two. I went home and met with Sen- 
ator THURMOND. He is 93 and he can run 
circles around me. He is for term lim- 
its. He said 12 more years and he is get- 
ting out. и 

They say, How can you support Sen- 
ator THURMOND and be for term lim- 
its?” I said the problem is not whether 
Senator THURMOND goes or TED KEN- 
NEDY goes, it is the institution. I am 
looking at institutional changes. There 
is no use picking on one person. 

The thing that is great about this job 
is I got to go to the 100th anniversary 
of Saluda County, and I met a woman 
who used to babysit STROM THURMOND. 
She is 103. She said, “І want you to go 
to the old folks home with me, because 
they need cheering up.” She goes every 
Sunday and pushes people around in a 
wheelchair. She has a lot of spirit. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Does she 
still believe in America? 

Mr. GRAHAM. She believes in Amer- 
ica now more than ever. She saw 
STROM THURMOND grow up. She said he 
was a nice young man. That was a 
great opportunity to see what is good 
about America. If anybody from the 
EPA wants to change the water in that 
area, they had better caH me first, be- 
cause the gentleman that sang the 
song at the end of the ceremony sang 
the same song at the 50th anniversary. 
Senator THURMOND laid the stone at 
the 50th anniversary when he was Gov- 
ernor, and his babysitter was at the 
same ceremony, so there is no problem 
about the water in my district, and 
they had better stay out of it. 
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Mrs. SMITH of Washington. It sounds 
like you are getting real personal on 
that one. But when you go home you 
find out the truth of what people are 
wanting. They want us to be truthful 
and they want strong reform. 

I think that today we turned, you 
might say, the corner when we put to- 
gether the coalition that says we are 
going to ask the leadership to take 
strong votes before we leave for 
Thanksgiving on campaign and ethics 
reform, and we want votes and strong 
action, moving forward. To me that is 
a confidence builder for the American 
people like nothing else because they 
can trust our solutions. When we go 
home, they can say, job well done. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I am going to go and 
jog with Senator THURMOND here in a 
second. 

The only thing that will keep us from 
not passing campaign reform will be 
the lack of an opportunity to vote on 
it, because if it gets on the House floor 
it is going to pass, because nobody 
wants to face the wrath of the Amer- 
ican people on this issue. So I really do 
believe the leadership is going to give 
us that opportunity the first part of 
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next year and that when it gets on this 
floor, you are going to see some amaz- 
ing votes. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. And you 
are going to be one of the ones that 
pushes it to the top of the hill, are you 
not? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I will be there cheer- 
ing it on. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. With 
that, I thank the gentleman. Good 
night. It has been a great day for 
America. We are moving ahead and 
turning the corner for real reform. 


PASSAGE OF CAREERS ACT REL- 
ATIVE TO ECONOMY IN TRANSI- 
TION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
GUTKNECHT). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, today we 
passed the CAREERS Act. I was proud 
to vote against the CAREERS Act. The 
CAREERS Act is a consolation of job 
training programs, some adult edu- 
cation programs, and the programs for 
people with disabilities, the vocational 
rehabilitation programs. It is all 
merged into one program and given to 
the States in block grants. 

The problem is that even if you agree 
that these programs should be merged, 
there are many small programs—and 
small is not necessarily bad, small can 
be very worthwhile—many of the small 
programs related to job training, like 
the small programs relate to edu- 
cation, were developed during the reau- 
thorization processes of various reau- 
thorizing committees. They rep- 
resented a great deal of thought and 
care and interaction with community 
groups and professionals. 

So many of the small programs that 
have been wiped out now and consoli- 
dated in one big set of block grants 
were good programs. To judge them by 
the fact that there were so many and 
they proliferated is to make a rather 
primitive assessment of the situation. 
That, nevertheless, has taken place al- 
ready. I am sorry to say that the Clin- 
ton administration started some of 
that small is bad philosophy, and it 
just got of hand. 

I agree that some consolidation was 
necessary and is desirable, especially if 
you are going to be flexible, and when 
you consolidate and you give the op- 
tion to the States as to how they are 
going to run the programs, they also 
have something to work with in terms 
of resources. The problem with this 
consolidation is that whatever gains 
you acquire through consolidation, you 
lose because of the fact that the overall 
budget has been cut dramatically. 

The amount of money available for 
job training and education programs 
has been drastically reduced by the 
same Congress that has focused on con- 
solidation. We have cut $9 billion from 
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the job training and education pro- 
grams. The House of Representatives 
has passed an appropriation bill which 
cut $9 billion from education and job 
training programs. 

No matter how you consolidate and 
how you reconfigure, you have a situa- 
tion where less will be done. It is im- 
possible to do as much as you were able 
to do before with such drastic cuts in 
resources. 

I do not believe that throwing money 
at a problem is going to solve the prob- 
lem or resolve any problems. Throwing 
money will not do it alone, but I assure 
you, you are never going to solve any 
problems unless you do have adequate 
resources. You do need some funds. 
You do need some reasonable amount 
of resources to deal with a problem. 

Why am I opening with this particu- 
lar recounting of today’s activities. Be- 
cause I think it is very appropriate in 
terms of what I have been talking 
about for the past few weeks. That is, 
that we are in an economy that is ina 
state of transition. The economy is 
changing in very rapid ways. It is 
changing in ways that are generating a 
great deal of upheaval, quite unset- 
tling. 

We have a phenomenon which is con- 
tradictory. The economy is robust and 
booming. The profits were never higher 
on Wall Street. The stock market is 
booming. Corporations are making tre- 
mendous profits. Yet at the same time 
the job market is being squeezed. The 
amount of jobs available is dropping 
dramatically, and the quality of those 
jobs in terms of the income that those 
jobs produce is changing rapidly. You 
have a contradictory movement, a Wall 
Street economy on the one hand, and 
on the other hand a job market that 
are going in different directions. 

I had talked about this previously in 
terms of the very consolidated, solidi- 
fied, economical way in which Lester 
Thurow stated this whole situation. I 
cannot help but come back to the 
quote that I have made several times 
in the last 2 weeks from Lester 
Thurow’s article that appeared in the 
Sunday, September 3 issue of the New 
York Times on the op-ed page. I cannot 
help but begin with that first para- 
graph, because it is very appropgiate 
for what happened today on the floor 
where we were cutting opportunities 
for people to get education. 

We were cutting opportunities for 
people to be retrained so that they can 
fit into this new rapidly changing econ- 
omy. We were cutting opportunities for 
people to move from the industrial age 
into the age of information. We were 
saying that the Government is going to 
play less and less of a role in preparing 
people for making these adjustments. 

If Government does not provide the 
resources and the funding for job train- 
ing programs, if Government does not 
provide the resources and the funding 
for adult education programs, then who 
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will? The corporations are not going to 
do it. The corporations will only train 
the people they need to do the work 
they have available at a given moment. 
They are laying off these people. They 
are downsizing and getting rid of peo- 
ple who will have to be retrained. They 
will not devote any resources to those 
people that they are putting out of 
their doors, the people they are giving 
pink slips to. 

In the more benevolent corporations, 
those that have some compassion, they 
give people a few months’ pay and let 
them go. Some they may even give 
them half a year or a year of health 
benefits. In various ways some corpora- 
tions do try to ease the burden of 
downsizing and streamlining which af- 
fects human beings. But the manner in 
which they do this at best is very lim- 
ited, very temporary in the lives of the 
people that they are streamlining or 
downsizing out of a job. 

We cannot depend on corporations. 
After all, corporations and businesses 
are set up for the purpose of making a 
profit. They are not humanitarian or- 
ganizations. They are not social orga- 
nizations. It is the Government that 
has to take care of the welfare of the 
general public. 

But the welfare of the general public 
is not being taken care of. The welfare 
of those workers that аге being victim- 
ized by the rapid changes of the age of 
information technology, they are not 
being taken care of. You have the re- 
sults that Mr. Thurow talks about 
again in his first paragraph, he summa- 
rizes it very well. 

I quote from Lester Thurow’s article 
from the Sunday, September 3 issue of 
the New York Times: 

“No country without a revolution or 
a military defeat and subsequent occu- 
pation has ever experienced such a 
sharp shift in the distribution of earn- 
ings as America has in the last genera- 
tion. At no other time have median 
wages of American men fallen for more 
than 2 decades. Never before have a 
majority of American workers suffered 
real wage reductions while the per cap- 
ita domestic product was advancing.”’ 

Let me just read another paragraph 
that I read before: 

“Тһе tide rose, the real per capita 
gross domestic product went up 29 per- 
cent between 1973 and 1993, but 80 per- 
cent of the boats sank.” 

I repeat, “Тһе tide rose, but 80 per- 
cent of the boats sank. Among men, 
the top 20 percent of the labor force has 
been winning all of the country’s wage 
increases for more than 2 decades.” 

To quote another paragraph from Mr. 
Thurow: “With our global economy 
where anything can be made anywhere 
and sold everywhere, the supply of 
cheap, often well-educated labor in the 
Third World is having a big effect on 
First World wages. One month’s wages 
for a Seattle software engineer gets the 
same company an equally good engi- 
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neer in Bangalore, India for a whole 
year.”’ 

In other words, you can get a com- 
petent, effective, well-educated Indian 
engineer for 1/12th of the wages you 
pay Americans, an Indian software en- 
gineer. 


Software is very important. I need 
not dwell on that issue. What is driving 
the information revolution now is not 
so much the computers and the hard- 
ware but it is the ability to make use 
of the hardware with ever more cre- 
ative software. 


One of the second or third richest 
men in America is the owner of a soft- 
ware production company. They do not 
produce computers or hardware. Mr. 
Gates, Bill Gates, produces software. 
These software engineers in India will 
work for one-twelfth the wages of the 
software engineers in Seattle. 


We are talking about an information 
age revolution which has just begun, 
ladies and gentlemen. Those who have 
college degrees are not any safer than 
those who are unskilled. Nevertheless, 
today we had a program on the floor, a 
CAREERS program which deals with 
job training and adult education, and 
we were emasculating the program dra- 
matically through the block grant 
process, we were pushing the respon- 
sibility away from the Federal Govern- 
ment down to the States, and we were 
in the process of doing that cutting the 
budgets, also. 

The first ripoff, the first emascula- 
tion is by cutting the budget. The sec- 
ond ripoff, the second emasculation is 
to give the power to the States, with 
very little accountability. I had an 
amendment on the floor just saying, at 
least we ought to hold people account- 
able for mismanagement, patterns of 
mismanagement. They should be lia- 
ble, the States should be liable. 


That, of course, was a great subject 
of controversy, just simple safeguard- 
ing of the taxpayers’ money is a prob- 
lem because in the process of pushing 
the money down to the States, we are 
holding our carrots and incentives to 
the Governors and the people at the 
State level, no accountability, you ac- 
cept this reduced package and you tell 
us you want it and you applaud it and 
you support it and we will let vou have 
your way. You do not have to be ac- 
countable. 


That is just part of the process of 
washing the hands, like Pontius Pilate 
washed his hands, washing the Federal 
Government’s hands of the problems 
and the miseries of people who need to 
be retrained. Like Pontius Pilate, it is 
about as heartless in its cold, calculat- 
ing civilized way. Let's forget about 
the dilemma of the workers. Let the 
States take care of that.” 

Then we know that the States do not 
have the capacity, they will have to 
deal with reduced money, and the myth 
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of State government being more effi- 
cient and more effective than the Fed- 
eral Government is just that, a myth. 
There are no facts to support that. 


o 2030 


State governments have suffered a 
great deal of corruption, of incom- 
petency. The records of history, news- 
papers, exposés, go on and on about 
various things that have happened at 
State and local levels. Some of the 
worst corruption in the country has oc- 


curred at State and local levels. Some . 


of the most embarrassing bureaucratic 
nightmares will be found at the State 
and local levels. 

But we are pushing that away and 
washing our hands of the dilemmas, of 
the problems of working people in this 
fast-changing economy and saying that 
we do not want to be bothered. Let us 
let the States deal with it. And if the 
States cannot handle it, we really do 
not care. 

Speaker GINGRICH has said we want 
to remake America. The question has 
not been answered directly, remake 
America for whom? For whom do you 
want to remake America? For what 
purpose do you want to remake Amer- 
ica? Who will benefit after you are fin- 
ished remaking America? Who benefits 
from your conception of the Contract 
With America? 

According to Mr. Thurow, 80 percent 
of the American people are not bene- 
fited from what is happening now. You 
cannot blame that on Speaker GING- 
RICH or the Republicans who control 
the House and the Senate at this point. 
It has been going on for 20 years, and so 
Democrats have to take some of the 
blame also. The rapidity of the techno- 
logical revolution, forces that have 
very little to do with government, may 
all be blamed and take the greatest 
share of the blame. 

But that is a 20-year phenomenon. 
Now we have observed it for 20 years. 
Now we understand that something 
radically different is happening. We 
should be blamed if we do not take 
hold. We should be blamed if we do not 
develop policies, public policies which 
are designed to counteract and to soft- 
en and to make a more compassionate 
situation in the midst of all this tur- 
moil and change that is being gen- 
erated by the technological revolution, 
economic turmoil. 

During the last campaign, the Clin- 
ton campaign wisely focused on the 
economy. It's the economy, stupid,” 
was the famous slogan that came out 
of that campaign. It is the economy. 

It is the economy. It was the econ- 
omy during that campaign. It is the 
economy now. When Speaker GINGRICH 
says he wants to remake America, 
what he is saying is he wants to re- 
make the economy of America. That 
comes first. : 

We have to keep our eyes on the 
economy. Keep our eyes on the re- 
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sources. Keep our eyes on the money. 
Keep our eyes on the taxes. Keep our 
eyes on policies which deal with ex- 
penditures, appropriations and budgets. 
Those are the things that matter, and 
the remaking of America is remaking 
the way America uses its resources, 
starting with the way the Federal Gov- 
ernment uses its resources. 

We have to keep our eyes on this, and 
I cannot stress that too much, because 
right now we are focused on the econ- 
omy, on money, on budgets, on appro- 
priations. 

Today, the Republicans took one step 
further in issuing their plan for Medi- 
care reform. Medicare is going to un- 
dergo a traumatic $270 billion cut; $270 
billion over the next 7 years will be cut 
out of Medicare. That is a traumatic 
upheaval. That is a lot of money that 
has to come out of Medicare. 

They are not talking much about 
Medicaid, but $180 billion will be cut 
out of Medicaid, and maybe they will 
go further. Since neither the Demo- 
crats nor the Republicans are focusing 
on Medicaid, they will take heavier 
cuts. That is about money and re- 
sources and it is about where the reve- 
nue and the tax dollars of the United 
States of America are going to go. 

Keep our eyes on that. Keep our eyes 
on the fact that while we are going to 
take away from Medicare and Medicaid 
these hundreds of billions of dollars, we 
are proposing a $240 billion tax cut 
which will go mostly to the wealthier 
Americans. We are moving resources 
away from the sick and the elderly and 
the children and the people who are 
disabled to those people who are al- 
ready wealthy and able to take care of 
themselves. That is the remaking of 
America. It is not so subtle, if you just 
keep your eyes on it. 

The problem is that it is so obvious 
and so horrendous, that the Republican 
majority has no intentions of allowing 
us to keep our eyes on the economy, on 
the remaking of America by moving 
the resources around. They will come 
with diversions later on as we get clos- 
er and closer to the 1996 election. 

You are going to hear less and less 
about the economy and more and more 
about affirmative action, and more and 
more about abortion, and more and 
more about gays in the military, and 
more and more about set-asides, and 
more and more about voting rights 
acts. More and more they will try to 
divert the attention of the American 
people by focusing on victims and 
scapegoats. There will be more and 
more about how the immigrants are de- 
stroying America. 

Get ready for all of these diversion- 
ary issues. The great smoke screen will 
be thrown in our way. Start right now 
to prepare to look through the smoke 
screen and keep focusing on the econ- 
omy. Keep focusing on the tax dollars. 
Keep focusing on the appropriations 
bills. 
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Focus on the Contract With America, 
which never said they were going to 
take Medicare and take $270 billion out 
of it. Focus on the Contract With 
America which never said that they 
were going to place a В-2 bomber in the 
highest priority, and in two big votes 
on the floor of the House and fight very 
hard to maintain a B-2 bomber, which 
nobody wants. A В-2 bomber which the 
President does not want; a B-2 bomber 
which the Secretary of Defense does 
not want and the Air Force does not 
want; the Joint Chiefs of Staff does not 
want; only the people who are manu- 
facturing the B-2 bomber and making 
money off of it, they want it, and the 
people whose districts benefit from 
that, and the people who benefit from 
political action committees that are 
promoting the В-2 bombers. 

Those are the people that want the 
B-2 bomber. Not the military. There is 
no smoke screen. You cannot say that 
we need it in order to defeat the evil 
empire. We do not need it. Russia de- 
feated itself, along with some pressure 
and some preparedness from here. We 
will not take the credit away from 
American strategy, but it is no longer 
the excuse to use to maintain the B-2 
bomber. And yet the B-2, which may 
absorb $33 billion over the 7-year pe- 
riod, that bomber is given precedence 
over Medicare and Medicaid, and over 
school lunches and over job retraining 
programs. 

Just stop for a moment and consider, 
$9 billion was cut from the adult edu- 
cation, job training, vocational reha- 
bilitation programs for the blind, dis- 
abled and the deaf, et cetera, $9 billion. 
That $9 billion is just one-third of the 
cost of a B-2 bomber over a 7-year pe- 
riod. Just one-third of the cost. 

That $9 billion is the cost of four 
Seawolf submarines. A Seawolf sub- 
marine is $2 billion. They are pushing 
star wars. You know, we are going to 
go back to the pebbles in the sky to de- 
fend us from rockets that nobody has 
the capacity to launch. We are going to 
have additions being made to the budg- 
et of millions of dollars for defense sys- 
tems that nobody needs. 

Think about it all. You know, think 
about the scare tactics of the Repub- 
licans. Medicaid will go bankrupt if we 
do not do something about it. Yes, 
Medicaid could go bankrupt if we ne- 
glect it, but Medicaid was structured 
to be solvent 2 or 3 years ahead of time, 
but nobody thought that Medicaid 
would have instant solvency by itself. 
The Government stands behind Medi- 
care and Medicaid. 

Medicaid will be funded if you have a 
Government that cares about health 
care. We will set our priorities so that 
we do not waste our money on В-2 
bombers or F-22’s or Seawolf sub- 
marines. 

The F-22 program will absorb $12 bil- 
lion in the next 7 years. We will spend 
$12 billion on F-22’s, produced in the 
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Speaker's district of Marietta, GA, а 
district that receives more funds than 
any other district in the country. 

I take time to point that out, be- 
cause I am from New York City and re- 
cently the Speaker renewed his attacks 
on New York City. They are nothing 
new. He has been doing that for the 
last 8 years, but in his new exalted po- 
sition as Speaker, I thought that he 
would refrain from his attacks on New 
York City, which made him famous 
over the last 8 or 9 years. 

And yet we have again attacks on 
New York City as being a place of wel- 
fare waste and you think that it is a 
danger to the country. The simple facts 
are that New York City and New York 
State has always generated more in- 
come for the Federal Government than 
it has received from the Federal Gov- 
ernment. The history of New York 
State is the history of giving to the 
rest of the country. 

There was a time when $22 billion 
more was being paid into the Federal 
coffers than was received back from 
the Federal coffers. Now, $9 billion 
more is coming out of New York State 
into the Federal coffers than will go 
back to New York State through any 
Federal programs. 

That is not true of Georgia. Georgia 
receives $1 billion more from the Fed- 
eral Government than it pays to the 
Federal Government. Certainly not 
true of Marietta, GA, if you narrowed 
it down in terms of the Federal con- 
tract they have there to manufacture 
the F-22 fighter plane, and probably 
some other Federal contracts around. 
You will find that they are getting far 
more than they are paying into the 
Federal coffers. 

So, keep your eyes on the dollar fig- 
ures. If you took each State of the 
Union and asked yourself the question: 
How much money does this State pay 
into the Federal coffers, and how much 
money does it get back from the Fed- 
eral Government, you would be 
shocked. 

Many of the States that are scream- 
ing for States’ control of programs are 
going to find in a few years that if you 
are really serious about State control 
and you lessen the taxation on the 
States universally across the country, 
and have each State carry its own 
weight, you will find it impossible to 
maintain your State budgets and your 
local budgets, because the money that 
you get from the Federal Government, 
which is a loss from New York, flows 
out of New York, out of some of the 
bigger industrialized States, even 
though they are not as wealthy as they 
used to be, they are still generating 
more tax revenue than they are receiv- 
ing back from the Federal Government. 

That money is distributed in pro- 
grams like Medicare and Medicaid. It is 
distributed in programs like Social Se- 
curity too. It is distributed, certainly, 
in defense contracts, which New York 
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City has almost none, but many of the 
States that complain about New York 
City receive very lucrative huge de- 
fense contracts. 

The money that they receive in the 
State of Kansas, and some of the other 
surrounding States that have for years 
gone to the farmers, or the so-called 
farmers, the farming industry, the 
farmer cartels and businesses; the sub- 
sidies which average per family be- 
tween $30,000 and $40,000 a year, money 
that is given not for any service ren- 
dered but for not planting corn or not 
planting grain, not plowing up the 
field, money that comes as a subsidy 
from the Federal Treasury, that money 
comes out of States like New York. 
That money will not be there if you are 
really serious about letting States 
carry their own weight. 

Stop and think about it. If you re- 
make America, a lot of people who be- 
lieve that they will benefit under the 
assumption that they are not on some 
form of government subsidy or welfare 
are going to find that they really are 
the beneficiaries of a lot of Federal 
subsidy and some welfare. I would call 
the farm subsidy program a welfare 
program that has gone on and on. We 
should end farm subsidies as we know 
them. We should get rid of that kind of 
welfare. 

We have some corporate welfare too 
we should get rid of. But my point 
today is to keep your eyes on the prize. 
Focus on the economy. Focus on the 
appropriations bill. Focus on the budg- 
et. Do not let them later on move you 
off into a concern for affirmative ac- 
tion, a concern for abortion, a concern 
for pornographic lyrics. 

All of these problems are important. 
Family values are important. I think 
Mr. Thurow talks about family values 
in this article. The title of Mr. 
Thurow’s article, what I am reading 
quotes from, is Companies Merge and 
Families Break Up.” 
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There is a point in here where he 
talks about the traditional family is 
being destroyed. I am quoting from 
Lester Thurow’s article, the same man 
who started out telling us that this 
country is undergoing radical changes 
economically and 80 percent of the peo- 
ple are being left out, and only 20 per- 
cent are benefiting. 

This same Lester Thurow, who is pro- 
fessor of economics at the Massachu- 
setts Institute of Technology, who has 
written 10 or 15 books, who has testi- 
fied in hearings in most of the commit- 
tees here in Congress, such as the Joint 
Economic Committee, the Committee 
on Energy, the Committee on Eco- 
nomic and Educational Opportunities, 
he appeared many times before our 
committee, so he is well-known here 
and respected. 

He is not a wild-eyed liberal or a rad- 
ical. He believes in the global economy, 
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he believes in free trade. He was in 
favor of NAFTA, in favor of GATT, a 
lot of things that I was not in favor of, 
but even this Mr. Thurow, who I would 
Say leans toward the right in his eco- 
nomics, talks about the traditional 
family and ways in which you do not 
hear discussed here on the floor. 

Let me quote from Mr. Thurow’s ar- 
ticle, which is about the economy. It is 
about what it means to have an econ- 
omy which is throwing people over- 
board, wages are declining, hope is less- 
ening because of the fact that nobody 
seems to care about the fact that you 
are undergoing this transition that is 
so devastating. 

Mr. Thurow talks about the tradi- 
tional family. Let me quote: 

The traditional family is being destroyed, 
not by misguided social welfare programs 
coming from Washington, although there are 
some government initiatives that have un- 
dermined family structures, but by a modern 
economic system that is not congruent with 
family values. 

Let me quote that again, quoting Mr. 
Thurow: 

The traditional family is being destroyed, 
not by misguided social welfare programs 
coming from Washington, but by a modern 
economic system that is not congruent with 
family values. Besides falling real wages, 
America’s other economic problems pale into 
insignificance. The remedies lie in major 
public and private investments, in research 
and development, and in creating skilled 
workers to ensure that tomorrow’s high- 
wage, brain power industries generate much 
of their employment in the United States. 

Let me just read that again: 

The traditional family is being destroyed, 
not by misguided social welfare programs 
coming from Washington, but by a modern 
economic system that is not congruent with 
family values. Besides falling real wages, 
America's other economic problems pale into 
insignificance. The remedies lie in major 
public and private investment and research 
and development, and in creating skilled 
workers to ensure that tomorrow’s high- 
wage, brain power industries generate much 
of their employment in the United States. 

Today we have on the floor a bill 
which turned its back on the effort to 
create skilled workers to ensure that 
tomorrow’s high-wage brain power in- 
dustries generate much of the employ- 
ment in the United States. 

The CAREERS bill is going in the op- 
posite direction. The appropriations 
bill which reduced the funds available 
for education and job training by $9 bil- 
lion is going in the opposite direction. 
The people in charge of the Govern- 
ment are not acting to promote the 
general welfare as they are charged 
with in the Constitution. They are not 
acting to take charge and understand 
that we are going through a transi- 
tional period, and because we are going 
through a transitional period, the Gov- 
ernment and public policies must step 
in and do what the private sector can 
never do, what the private sector is not 
created to do, what the private sector 
has no duty to do. It is Government's 
duty. 
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Before I go on, let me just go back 
and read a complementary passage 
from Mr. Thurow related to the family. 
“Falling real wages,” a quote from Мг. 
Thurow again: 

Falling real wages have put the traditional 
family into play as the one-earner, middle 
class family becomes extinct. With children 
needing ever-more costly educations for 
ever-longer periods of time, the cost of sup- 
porting a family is rising sharply, just as 
earnings plunge. 

I repeat: 

Falling real wages have put the traditional 
American family into play, as the one—earn- 
er, middle class family becomes extinct. 
With children needing ever-more costly edu- 
cations for ever-longer periods of time, the 
cost of supporting a family is rising sharply, 
just as earnings plunge. 

Continuing to quote Mr. Thurow: 

Children exist, but no one takes care of 
them. Parents are spending 40 percent less 
time with their children than they did 30 
years ago. More than 2 million children 
under the age of 13 have no adult super- 
vision, either before or after school. Paying 
for day care would use up all or most of a 
mother’s wages. 

This is not a minister talking, it is 
not a politician talking, this is an 
economist. This is an economist look- 
ing at the hard, cold facts of the way 
our society has been altered, the radi- 
cal changes that are being forced on so- 
ciety by the changes in technology and 
by economic changes. It is not just 
somebody’s morality is automatically 
lower or his character is no good, there 
are economic forces at work which are 
creating a situation where children 
exist, but no one takes care of them: 

Parents are spending 40 percent less time 
with their children than they did 30 years 
ago. More than 2 million children under the 
age of 13 have no adult supervision, either 
before or after school. Paying for day care 
would use up all or most of a mother’s wages. 

I think it is important to emphasize 
the fact that Mr. Thurow is not a min- 
ister, he is not a politician, or an op- 
portunistic politician, trumpeting fam- 
ily values because that is the appealing 
message of the day. Mr. Thurow is a 
hard-core economist, and we should 
take a look at what he is focused on: 
The resources, the opportunities to 
earn a living, income, jobs, and who is 
the technological revolution going to 
benefit? That is the question. 

Let me just go back for one more 
minute and repeat again: 

Besides falling real wages, America’s other 
economic problems pale into insignificance. 
The remedies lie in major public and private 
investment and research and development, 
and in creating skilled workers to ensure 
that tomorrow's high-wage brain power in- 
dustries generate much of the employment 
in the United States. 

Iam going to talk about that for the 
rest of this evening, the remedies. 
What are the remedies for а transi- 
tional economy which has produced a 
phenomenon where Wall Street and 
corporations are making the highest 
profits they have ever made, the econ- 
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omy is booming for Wall Street, while 
at the other end, workers are getting 
lower wages, and there are fewer jobs 
available. The streamlining or the 
downsizing which creates more profits 
as you replace human beings with ma- 
chines creates misery on the bottom. 

Nobody wants to stop the informa- 
tion revolution. The industrial revolu- 
tion could not be stopped. It is foolish 
to try to stop it, it is foolish to try to 
put chains on capitalism. Capitalism is 
the order of the day. But it is up to 
Government to understand that this is 
a transition period with an upheaval 
taking place which is causing a great 
deal of dislocation and misery, and it is 
going to escalate and get worse at a 
more rapid pace, and we as Congress- 
men, Senators, mayors, everybody 
elected to office anywhere, we have the 
responsibility, and if we do not take 
hold of the burden of the catastrophe 
that is coming, it will be on our shoul- 
ders. We deserve to be blamed. 

Mr. Thurow says, 

The remedies lie in major public and pri- 
vate investment and research and develop- 
ment and in creating skilled workers to en- 
sure that tomorrow's high-wage, brain pow- 
ered industries generate much of their em- 
ployment in the United States. 

I think Mr. Thurow is naive if he 
thinks that private industry is going to 
invest in that endeavor. Private indus- 
try will invest only if they see an im- 
mediate profit, and when that is over, 
they will let it go. It is Government. 
The remedy lies in major public invest- 
ment. We have to, the Government has 
to do it. We have to go in the opposite 
direction of the bill on the House floor 
today. 

The CAREERS bill should have been 
doubled in size. Oh, yes, there are prob- 
lems in making it effective and effi- 
cient, there are problems in making 
certain that there are jobs for people 
that are going to be there 10 or 20 years 
ago. All of those problems are soluble. 
It is like winning a war, it is like fight- 
ing a war, you do what you have to do, 
you develop the weapons you have to 
develop, you develop the systems you 
have to develop. You institute the poli- 
cies for the training and for the re- 
cruitment, everything that has to be 
done. We are in a war to save America 
from economic chaos. 

One of the things we have to do in 
order to win this war is to have a new 
approach to revenue. We have to have 
the money, the resources necessary. 
Taxpayers have to take a look at the 
revenue side of the problem and not 
just at the expenditure side. Yes, we 
need some cuts. I am in favor of cut- 
ting waste from government. Yes, it 
may be a good idea to have a balanced 
budget in 10 years, probably, or a 
longer period, not 7 years, but we ought 
to go toward a balanced budget as a 
way of getting accountability and 
squeezing the waste out of Govern- 
ment. 
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Yes, expenditures are always impor- 
tant. We must always be vigilant and 
make certain that we do not waste our 
resources, do not waste money, do not 
waste the taxpayers’ dollars. On the 
other hand, there is a need for tax reve- 
nue, there is a need for a fair system of 
accumulating the revenue you need. 
The problem is that we are not looking 
at all at the revenue side enough. 

We should take a look at the fact 
that revenue in America has been left 
in the hands of the Senate Finance 
Committee and the House Committee 
on Ways and Means. Mr. Speaker, these 
entities are part of a legislative body, 
but they have far too much power and 
the power has been abused and mis- 
used. They have done a horrendous job 
over the last 50 years. 

The example I give over and over 
again, and any sophomore in high 
school can take a look at it, if you 
take a look at the revenue burden, the 
way the tax burden was structured in 
1943, in 1948, corporations were paying 
40 percent of the tax burden, were 
shouldering 40 percent of the tax bur- 
den in 1943, Individuals and families 
were shouldering 27 percent of the tax 
burden in 1943. From 1943 to 1995, 
today, individuals have gone from 27 
percent of the tax burden to 44 percent 
of the tax burden. We are carrying 44 
percent of the tax burden instead of 27 
percent. In the same period of time, 
corporations have gone from 40 percent 
of the tax burden to 11 percent of the 
tax burden. 

The people who are making the 
money on Wall Street, the profits are 
going to corporations. The folks who 
are making the money and getting the 
benefits of all of the years of science 
and technology and military research 
and development and law and order in 
the United States and wars that have 
been fought and won by American boys 
and the American total effort, those 
benefits are flowing to Wall Street, 
they are making the profits, yet they 
are paying the smallest share of the 
taxes. They are paying only 11 percent 
of the tax burden, while ordinary fami- 
lies and individuals are paying 44 per- 
cent of the tax burden. 

One of the things we should be dis- 
cussing is the way to balance the budg- 
et is to balance the tax burden, bring it 
down. Yes, give tax cuts. Families and 
individuals need tax cuts. I am cer- 
tainly not in agreement with the Re- 
publican proposed tax cut which will 
give tax cuts to the people who are the 
owners of the corporations and the 
beneficiaries to the stocks and bonds. 

We are giving the tax cuts to the 
wrong people. People, individuals and 
families do need a tax cut. We need to 
bring taxes down for individuals and 
families. But we do not have to dras- 
tically cut the flow of revenue, because 
we should be bringing up taxes for cor- 
porations from the 11 percent, we 
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should go slowly up over a 10-year pe- 
riod and from the 44 percent for indi- 
viduals and families, we should come 
down. 
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We should reach a point in 10 years 
where the burden is equally shared by 
corporations and individuals and fami- 
lies. In the process of doing that, you 
will find more revenue will be gen- 
erated and less of a burden will be on 
individuals and families. 

Additional revenue generated should 
be used to do what Mr. Thurow says 
needs to be done: Major public invest- 
ment in job training, in research and 
development and creating new skills, 
new skilled workers. The money that 
you get from increasing the share of 
the tax burden borne by corporations 
should go into creating skilled work- 
ers, adult education, job training pro- 
grams. That is where the answer lies. 

We do not know exactly what the fu- 
ture holds in terms of which industries 
are going to prevail and what the exact 
specific occupational titles are going 
to be. But we have an idea that you are 
going to need very educated people. 
People are going to have to have a 
great deal of computer literacy. There 
are things we know already. There are 
things we can do already. But you need 
resources. You need finances. You can- 
not be cutting the budget for job train- 
ing and adult education at a time like 
this. You should be using the increase 
in revenues coming from a fairer tax 
structure to finance the transition. 

A massive program is needed. The GI 
Bill of Rights and the GI program that 
put thousands of men returning from 
World War II into colleges and univer- 
sities and into trade schools, that mas- 
sive endeavor, that massive undertak- 
ing by the American Government has 
been one of the best investments of 
public money ever in the history of the 
Nation or in the history of govern- 
ments all over the world. They should 
show you where those trained GI’s 
went, where they went after they left 
the universities and the colleges, where 
they went after they left the trade 
schools, what they did for the Amer- 
ican economy. It should be a lesson, 
how a concentrated effort in the area 
of jobs training, adult education, and 
academic education, many of them 
went to colleges and universities, how 
it pays off. We need that kind of mas- 
sive, intensively financed program 
now. You can do it without increasing 
the deficit. By raising the revenue that 
is produced by corporations, at the 
same time you can be bringing down 
the tax burden on individuals. 

Several tax plans have been proposed. 
I want to conclude tonight by saying, 
my staff is preparing a bill which 
would call for the creation of a cre- 
ative revenues commission, a creative 
revenues commission. We cannot leave 
it to Ways and Means. The Ways and 
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Means Committee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives has shown that they will 
take us from a burden of 40 percent for 
corporations to 11 percent. At one 
time, under President Reagan in 1982, 
it went down as low as 8 percent. I 
serve on that Committee on Ways and 
Means and I might be accused of shirk- 
ing my responsibilities. I am a Member 
of Congress. I stand on this floor. I vote 
for the bills that the Committee on 
Ways and Means brings here. But for 
your edification, it is important that 
you know that whenever a bill comes 
from Ways and Means which deals with 
taxes, there are no amendments al- 
lowed. We have never had on the floor 
of the House of Representatives an 
open rule for a Ways and Means bill, 
for bills that relate to taxation. You 
cannot amend. You can debate, but you 
have to debate what is brought to you 
by the committee. 

The Senate Finance Committee, I 
suppose it may be a little different over 
there, but bills related to revenue and 
taxation have to originate here. The 
Constitution, they all come out of 
Ways and Means first. So Ways and 
Means and Members of Congress and 
Members of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate, we have betrayed 
the American people, some directly, 
some indirectly, by allowing a situa- 
tion to develop where the burden of 
taxation borne by corporations has 
gone down from 40 percent to 11 per- 
cent. We have swindled the American 
people. We let the burden on them go 
up from 27 percent to 44 percent. We 
need to correct that. We need to ad- 
dress that. 

If we cannot address it through the 
Ways and Means, then perhaps we 
should do what we are doing with the 
base closing. Base closings were such a 
difficult issue until we came up with a 
formula for retaining the power and 
the ultimate authority of Congress 
while at the same time taking advan- 
tage of the wisdom of more objective, 
nonpolitical, nonpartisan people out 
there. A Base Closing Commission was 
created. They go through a process. 
The President is involved and then we 
have the final say. They come back 
with rational recommendations. We 
can vote them up or down. So the 
power of the representatives of the peo- 
ple is the final power. But we have a 
rational product produced by people 
who are not on the phone with lobby- 
ists, lobbyists in their ears promising 
all kinds of things that they can de- 
liver on. We are not overwhelmed by 
the almighty might of corporate 
wealth in the process of making deci- 
sions. 

We can deal with the situation ra- 
tionally. Let the revenue commission, 
the creative revenue commission take 
a look at all the proposals for tax re- 
form that are now being proposed. 

Senator LUGAR and the CATO Insti- 
tute have proposed a national sales 
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tax. They propose to replace personal 
and corporate income tax taxes with a 
16 to 24 percent national sales tax on 
all consumable items except stocks and 
bonds. The benefits of this, according 
to Senator LUGAR and the CATO Insti- 
tute is that it eliminates any com- 
plicated tax filing system. 

Some of the problems with this is 
that it is regressive. Wealthy people 
would pay a smaller share of their in- 
come in taxes than lower middle in- 
come tax people. We would end up with 
people with the real wealth paying a 
smaller percentage of their income, 
and you probably would have the cor- 
porations bearing no greater propor- 
tion of the tax burden. 

But that is a plan that has been put 
forward by Senator LUGAR and the 
CATO Institute. It deserves to be 
looked at by an objective, rational 
group of Americans who are chosen for 
their expertise and their knowledge of 
the economy and taxes, and they can 
constitute a creative revenue commis- 
sion. 

The gentleman from Texas, Mr. 
ARMEY, and Senator SPECTER have pro- 
posed a flat tax. The flat tax concept 
you have heard a lot about. It is not 
revenue neutral. In the process of en- 
acting the flat tax, as the gentleman 
from Texas, Mr. ARMEY, is proposing 
and Senator SPECTER is proposing, if 
you enact it now the way they propose 
it, you will end up with a deficit of $187 
billion. 

We do not need a taxing plan which 
creates a greater deficit. The Armey- 
Specter plan would not treat all in- 
come the same. Only wage and pension 
income would be taxed, wages, the 
thing that hourly people work for, not 
the big executive compensation pack- 
ages and great amounts of money. 
They would not be taxed. Only wages 
and pension income would be taxed. 

Interest, capital gains, and other 
forms of unearned income would not be 
taxed. Wage and pension income would 
be taxed at a flat 20 percent rate in the 
first rate, dropping to 17 percent when 
the proposal is fully phased in. This tax 
would only apply to earned wages and 
pension income, as I said before. Cor- 
porate income tax would be replaced by 
modified value-added tax. 

In the Armey-Specter flat tax plan, 
corporations will get away with even 
more than they get away with now. 
They are going to not have to pay any 
corporate income tax. We are going to 
have a value-added tax. Businesses 
would рау a 17-percent tax on their 
gross sales minus wages paid to em- 
ployees. 

The current deduction for entertain- 
ment expenses capped at 15 percent 
would be 100 percent. Tax withholding 
would be eliminated. Taxes would be 
paid monthly by each individual like 
any other bill. That is the Armey-Spec- 
ter flat tax plan. 

Send the plan on. I do not agree with 
it. I think it is a continuation of the 


September 19, 1995 


advantages to the rich and advantages 
to corporations. But let us send it on. 
Send the Armey-Specter tax plan to 
the commission, the creative revenues 
commission. 

There is a value-added tax proposed 
by the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
GIBBONS]. He does not have a specific 
proposal, but his basic concept is that 
you can replace income and corporate 
income taxes with a consumption or 
value-added tax administered at point 
of sale by businesses. 

Value-added taxes are being used in 
many industrialized countries, and 
there is a lot of experience with value- 
added taxes. Australia and the United 
States presently are the only Western 
nations that do not have broad based 
consumption taxes. All European na- 
tions use both consumption and income 
taxes. 

All European nations use both con- 
sumption and income taxes together, 
but they are able to charge less, have 
less of a burden borne by income taxes 
because they have the value-added tax 
which is based on consumption. And 
generally it discourages people from 
consuming so much. 

Americans consume more than any 
other industrialized nation. That is 
why our balance of payments, while we 
import so much more than we export, 
because we are always consuming, con- 
suming, and we need more and we buy 
more from those places which do not 
consume quite as much. One of the rea- 
sons they do not consume as much is 
because the value-added tax increases 
the cost of consumption. 

So I think it is one that really ought 
to be looked at very carefully and 
worked into some total scheme of tax- 
ation, of revenue production. 

Let the commission take a close look 
at it. There is the Nunn-Domenici tax. 
The basic concept is that all income, 
wages, interest, et cetera, would be 
treated the same and subject to tax. 
The taxpayer would not pay any taxes 
on savings. In other words, savings 
would be deduced from income before 
calculating the tax. What you put in 
the bank as savings would be deducted 
from your income before calculating 
the tax. Individual exemptions and de- 
ductions would be eliminated. 

This plan is silent on what the tax 
rates for individuals would be. It could 
maintain progressive rate structure. It 
might tax the rich at a greater per- 
centage than it does the middle class 
and the poor, but it might not. We do 
not know. It is not spelled out. 

They do say that businesses would be 
taxed at a 10-percent flat rate and will 
retain most of the current deductions 
that they have already. I think it isa 
grand ripoff. If you are going to let 
businesses and corporations not only 
do what they are doing now but get 
away with even more, right now they 
are paying 11 percent of the tax burden. 
We are going to give them a 10-percent 
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flat rate, which means they will be 
paying less. And while we give them 
the flat rate, we are going to let them 
deduct what they deduct now. If they 
decide to pay the chairman of a cor- 
poration or the president of the cor- 
poration $10 million, that is deducted 
from their tax bill. That is a tax deduc- 
tion. 

There is no way to stop them. It they 
decide that they are going to up their 
budget for training and have a vast 
network of sumptuous training quar- 
ters all over the world and move their 
employees around from one beach to 
another and call it training, that is de- 
ductible. Anything that they decide to 
do they can make a little sense with, it 
is deductible. 

So not only do they pay a very small 
percentage, 11 percent of the total tax 
burden, but they get away already with 
deductions which are horrific. If indi- 
viduals could get away with those 
kinds of deductions, everybody’s tax 
bill would go down a great deal. 

What this Nunn-Domenici bill does 
do is create a powerful incentive for 
saving. And it is simpler than current 
law. The great problem with it is what 
I have just stated. Only the wealthy 
can save. The wealthy can save. Mid- 
dle-income people can save. Those who 
can save more would benefit more. But 
those who can save the most would be 
the wealthiest people. So you would 
have again a skewed system where the 
system is advantageous for the people 
who are most wealthy. 

Then there is the Gephardt flat tax. 
The Gephardt flat tax is revenue neu- 
tral. It would not increase the deficit 
as the Armey flat tax would. The 
Armey flat tax would increase the defi- 
cit by $187 billion. The Gephardt would 
not increase the deficit. All income, 
wages, interests, income, et cetera 
would be treated the same under the 
Gephardt flat tax plan. All income 
would be taxed except Social Security 
benefits. 

A 10-percent flat rate would apply to 
75 percent of all taxpayers. But pro- 
gressively higher rates of 20 percent to 
34 percent would apply to higher in- 
come taxpayers, and all of these rates 
are lower than the current rates. The 
only deductions that would be retained 
by the Gephardt flat tax are the mort- 
gage interest deduction and job related 
expenses. You could deduct your mort- 
gage interest as you do now and job re- 
lated expenses. 

That coincides with Mr. Thurow's 
remedy of jobs and job training being a 
priority. If it is a priority, then one 
way the Government can show it is a 
priority is by allowing individuals to 
deduct any expenses related to job 
training. The Gephardt plan eliminates 
$50 billion in corporate welfare tax ben- 
efits that exist now. 
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The Gephardt plan requires a na- 
tional referendum to raise taxes in the 
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future. The Gephardt plan has a great 
benefit. It would actually reduce taxes 
for most Americans. You probably have 
guessed by now that I would say that 
the Gephardt plan is a superior plan. 
That is my individual opinion, but let 
it go to a tax revenue commission. We 
do not need my individual opinion, we 
do not need the opinions of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means and the 
Committee on Ways and Means’ 
schemes that have resulted in a dras- 
tic, uneven tax burden being borne by 
individuals and families versus cor- 
porations. 

We do not need anybody’s opinions. 
Let them all take a very close look at 
what is happening with these plans. 
Let them all examine these plans. They 
may look at some other creative pro- 
posals that have come forward, like we 
have proposed to tax—instead of selling 
the frequencies in the air, lease them. 
Why not lease them and tax the income 
on them? Why not, if you are going to 
sell them, put them in a trust fund and 
use that revenue for some purpose, as 
they are proposing with the public 
broadcasting? 

Public broadcasting wants a certain 
portion of the revenue we get from sell- 
ing the bands in the air, frequencies. 
There is another word for that. I can- 
not get it right now. We have auc- 
tioned off about 9 billion dollars’ 
worth. Why not have trust funds which 
generate income? Why not have the 
savings and loans contribute, at least 
the $250 billion that they took out of 
the taxpayers’ coffers, out of the Treas- 
ury? Why not have a tax on the finan- 
cial industry, a temporary tax which is 
a surcharge on everybody connected 
with the financial industries, and get 
back our money that we put into the 
savings and loan industry? Why not 
take a look at that? 

Why not look at a more rapid reform- 
ing of the mining laws, so we stop giv- 
ing away gold mines and copper mines 
and coal mines for pennies? We sold a 
mine recently for $250 which is ex- 
pected to generate billions of dollars in 
gold. There are a lot of things that this 
tax commission could look at. We need 
a creative revenue commission to take 
a look at all these possibilities, to 
come back to the American people with 
а new revenue generation plan which 
will be a plan with enough money to fi- 
nance the transition. 

We are transitioning from the indus- 
trial age to the information age. The 
money to pay for the transition for the 
job training, for the research and de- 
velopment, can come out of a new, cre- 
ative revenue tax plan. We can balance 
the budget at the same time we gen- 
erate that income, and this commis- 
sion is the key. We should accept the 
responsibility that has been given to us 
as elected officials, and understand 
that the problem is our problem. We 
have to solve it. A creative revenue tax 
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commission would be a great step for- 
ward in solving this monumental prob- 
lem. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. TORKILDSEN (at the request of 
Mr. ARMEY), for today until 11:45 a.m., 
on account of testifying at the North 
East Fisheries Management Council in 
Gloucester, MA. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas (at the request 
of Mr. ARMEY), for today after 2:30 
p.m., on account of personal reasons. 

Mrs. FOWLER (at the request of Mr. 
ARMEY), for today until 1 p.m., on ac- 
count of illness. 

Mr. TUCKER (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT), for today and the balance 
of the week, on account of official busi- 
ness. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. KINGSTON) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex- 
traneous material:) 

Mr. WHITE, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. SAXTON, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. Goss, for 5 minutes, September 
21. 

Mr. KINGSTON, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, for 5 
minutes, today. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. DOGGETT) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include ехбга- 
neous material:) 

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, for 5 
minutes, today. 

Ms. DELAURO, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mrs. MALONEY, for 5 minutes, today. 

(The following Member (at his own 
request) to revise and extend his re- 
marks and include extraneous mate- 
rial:) 

Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania, for 5 min- 
utes, today. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. DOGGETT) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. GIBBONS. 

Mr. MORAN. 

Mr. LANTOS. 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. 

Mr. POSHARD. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. 

Mr. BERMAN. 
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Mr. JACOBS. 

Mrs. MALONEY. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. KINGSTON) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. GALLEGLY. 

Mr. BOEHNER. 

Mr. FORBES. 

Mr. BATEMAN. 

Mr. GILLMOR. 

Mr. CRANE. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. 

Мг. PETRI. 

Mr. DAVIS. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. OWENS) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Ms. HARMAN. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. 

Mr. CONYERS. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 19 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to- 
morrow, Wednesday, September 20, 
1995, at 10 a.m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


1447. A letter from the Secretary of En- 
ergy, transmitting the Department's report 
entitled the “Low Emission Boiler System 
Program”; jointly, to the Committees on Ap- 
propriations and Commerce. 

1448. A letter from the Secretary of Trans- 
portation, transmitting notification of the 
actions the Secretary has taken regarding 
security measures at Eldorado International 
Airport, Bogota, Colombia, pursuant to 49 
U.S.C. 44907(4Х3); jointly, to the Committees 
on Transportation and Infrastructure and 
International Relations. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. ARCHER: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 2288. A bill to amend part D of 
title IV of the Social Security Act to extend 
for 2 years the deadline by which States are 
required to have in effect an automated data 
processing and information retrieval system 
for use in the administration of State plans 
for child and spousal support (Rept. 104-250). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. McINNIS: Committee оп Rules. House 
Resolution 223. Resolution waiving points of 
order against the conference report to ac- 
company the bill (H.R. 1817) making appro- 
priations for military construction for the 
Department of Defense for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1996, and for other pur- 
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poses (Rept. 104-251). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. QUILLEN: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 224. Resolution providing for con- 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2274) to amend 
title 23, United States Code, to designate the 
National Highway System, and for other pur- 
poses (Rept. 104-252) Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 225. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 927) to 
seek international sanctions against the Cas- 
tro government in Cuba, to plan for the sup- 
port of a transition government leading to a 
democratically elected government in Cuba, 
and for other purposes (Rept. 104-253). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 


By Mr. BUNN of Oregon: 

H.R. 2351. A bill to provide that pay for 
Members of Congress be made subject to an- 
nual appropriations; to the Committee on 
House Oversight. 

By Mr. EVERETT (for himself, Mr. 
STUMP, and Mr. MONTGOMERY): 

H.R. 2352. A bill to increase, effective as of 
December 1, 1995, the rates of compensation 
for veterans with service-connected disabil- 
ities and the rates of dependency and indem- 
nity compensation for the survivors of cer- 
tain disabled veterans; to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself, Mr. 
EDWARDS, Mr. STUMP, and Mr. Момт- 
GOMERY): 

H.R. 2353. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to extend certain expiring au- 
thorities of the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs relating to delivery of health and medi- 
cal care, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. CREMEANS: 

H.R. 2354. A bill to provide for the continu- 
ance of oil and gas operations pursuant to 
certain existing leases in the Wayne Na- 
tional Forest; to the Committee on Re- 
sources. 

By Mr. BASS: 

H.R. 2355. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow a corporation to 
elect the pooling method of determining for- 
eign tax credits in certain cases, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. GIBBONS (for himself, Mr. СЕР- 
HARDT, Mr. STARK, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. 
ForD, Mr. MATSUI, Mrs. KENNELLY, 
Mr. COYNE, Мг. LEVIN, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Мг. KLECZKA, Mr. LEWIS 
of Georgia, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, 
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, and Mr. 
WARD): 

H.R. 2356. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to prevent the avoidance of 
tax through the use of foreign trusts; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota: 

H.R. 2357. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to correct a technical error 
in the expiration date for refunds on alcohol 
fuels; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LATOURETTE: 

H.R. 2358. A bill to suspend until January 
1, 1998, the duty on certain electrical capaci- 
tors; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 


September 19, 1995 


By Mr. McCOLLUM: 

Н.В. 2359. A bill to clarify the method of 
execution of Federal prisoners; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 2360. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to permit Federal prisoners to 
engage in community service projects; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MOORHEAD: 

H.R. 2361. A bill to amend the commence- 
ment dates of certain temporary Federal 
judgeships; to the Committee on the Judici- 


By Mr. PETRI (for himself, Mr. 
BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. MEEHAN, 
Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. MILLER of Florida, 
Mr. DORNAN, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
HOKE, and Mr. JACOBS): 

H.R. 2362. A bill to terminate marketing 
orders regulating the price of milk at the 
end of 1995 and to provide for the gradual re- 
duction and eventual elimination of the 
price support program for milk; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mrs. ROUKEMA (for herself, Mr. 
LEACH, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. ROTH, Мг. 
BAKER of Louisiana, Mr. BACHUS, Мг, 
VENTO, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. 
Lucas, Mr. WELLER, Mr. METCALF, 
and Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma): 

Н.В. 2363. A bill to provide for adequate 
funding for the Financing Corporation, to 
provide for the merger of the deposit insur- 
ance funds, to provide for the conversion of 
Federal savings associations into banks and 
the treatment of State savings associations 
as banks for purposes of Federal banking 
law, to abolish the position of Director of the 
Office of Thrift Supervision, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Financial Services, and in addition to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak- 
er, in each case for consideration of such pro- 
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. SHADEGG (for himself, Mr. 
DELAY, Mr. MCINTOSH, Мг. LARGENT, 
Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. 
SMITH of Texas, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. 
STUMP, and Mr. RADANOVICH): 

Н.К. 2364. A bill to provide incentives for 
the conservation and recovery of endangered 
species, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Resources, and in addition to the 
Committees on the Judiciary, and Ways and 
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. TALENT: 

Н.Н. 2365. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow deductible con- 
tributions to individual retirement plans 
designated as Retirement Years Savings Ac- 
counts; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mrs. VUCANOVICH (for herself and 
Mr. WAXMAN): 

H.R. 2366. A bill to repeal an unnecessary 
medical device reporting requirement; to the 
Committee on Commerce, and in addition to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe- 
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori- 
als were presented and referred as fol- 
lows: 
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161. By the SPEAKER. Memorial of the 
General Assembly of the State of California, 
relative to the Civilian Health and Medical 
Program of the Uniformed Services; to the 
Committee on National Security. 

162. Also, memorial of the General Assem- 
bly of the State of California, relative to 
manufactured housing; to the Committee on 
Banking and Financial Services. 

163. Also, memorial of the General Assem- 
bly of the State of California, relative to the 
auction of radio frequency spectrum; to the 
Committee on Commerce. 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 

H.R. 44: Мг. POMEROY, Мг. Goss, Mr. 
HOSTETTLER, Mr. BISHOP, and Mr. GILLMOR. 

H.R. 123: Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. 


H.R. 436: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. 

H.R. 580: Ms. DANNER and Mr. BALLENGER. 

H.R. 733: Mr. TALENT and Mr. BARTON of 
Texas. 
. 152: Mr. FORD, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. 
PETERSON of Minnesota, and Mr. HINCHEY. 


H.R. 773: Мг. McINNIS. 

H.R. 789: Mr. WELLER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. 
KOLBE, Mr. TIAHRT, and Mr. BARTON of 
Texas. 

H.R. 842: Mr. MINGE and Mr. GANSKE. 

H.R. 972: Mr. GILMAN. 

H.R. 997: Mr. LEACH, Мг. PETERSON of Min- 


. HALL of Ohio, Mrs. CHENOWETH, 


1114: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, 
Мг. ScHIFF, and Мг. DEAL of Georgia. 

H.R. 1402: Mr. SANDERS. 

H.R. 1458: Mr. GILMAN. 

H.R. 1625: Mr. HYDE and Mr. DOOLITTLE. 

H.R. 1744: Mr. MATSUI. 

H.R. 1856: Mr, STUPAK, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. 
BENTSEN, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. GOODLATTE, 
Mr. Cox, Mr. PICKETT, and Mr. BARTLETT of 
Maryland. 

H.R. 1960: Mr. DELAY. 

H.R. 1963: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 1972: Mr. PETRI, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, 
Mrs. KELLY, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, 
Mr. EHRLICH, and Mr. ALLARD. 

H.R. 2026: Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. 
MOORHEAD, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. LEWIS of Ken- 
tucky, Mr. NEY, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. BOEHNER, 
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. 
LATHAM, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. STUMP, and 
Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee. 

H.R. 2090: Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mrs. 
MYRICK, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. WICKER, and Ms. 
LOFGREN. 

H.R. 2092: Мг. 5сотт, Мг. COBLE, Mr. 
KLECZKA, Мг. FILNER, Мг. OWENS, Мг. GON- 
ZALEZ, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. 
Frost, Mr. MINETA, Mrs. LOWEY, and Mr. 
JOHNSTON of Florida. 

H.R. 2132: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. FRAZER, and Ms. 
LOFGREN. 

Н.Н. 2137: Mr. FOLEY and Mr. HASTINGS of 
Washington. 

H.R. 2152: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART, and Mr. SCARBOROUGH. 

H.R. 2156: Mr. ACKERMAN. 

H.R. 2181: Mr. FILNER. 

H.R. 2185: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
ACKERMAN, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. MARTINEZ, Ms. 
DELAURO, and Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H.R. 2200: Mrs. SMITH of Washington, Mr. 
Scott, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. LARGENT, Mr. HALL 
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of Ohio, Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. 
HASTERT, and Mr. DELAY. 

H.R. 2202: Mr. NoRwoop and Мг. RIGGS. 

H.R. 2330: Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee, Мг. 
HUTCHINSON, and Mr. BONILLA. 

H.R. 2342: Mr. COMBEST, Mr. STOCKMAN, Mr. 
THORNBERRY, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
FROST, and Mr. SKEEN. 

H. Con. Res. 47: Mr. YATES, Mr. MCCOLLUM, 
Мг. SHAYS, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. Ромво, and Ms. 
FURSE. 


DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso- 
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 1883: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. 

—— 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII 


41. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
the council of the city of Warren, OH, rel- 
ative to the National Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices; which was referred 
to the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 927 
OFFERED By: MR. STEARNS 


(Page and line number references are to H.R. 
2347) 

AMENDMENT МО. 3: Add at the end of title 
I the following: 

SEC. 112. CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION OF 
CONTACTS WITH CUBAN GOVERN- 
MENT OFFICIALS. 

(a) ADVANCED NOTIFICATION REQUIRED.—No 
funds made available under any provision of 
law may be used for the costs and expenses 
of negotiations, meetings, discussions, or 
contacts between United States Government 
officials or representatives and officials or 
representatives of the Cuban Government re- 
lating to normalization of relations between 
the United States and Cuba unless 15 days іп 
advance the President has notified the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
the chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate in accordance with 
procedures applicable to reprogramming no- 
tifications under section 634A of the Foreign 
Assistance act of 1961. 

(b) REPORTS.—Within 15 days of any nego- 
tiations, meetings, discussions, or contacts 
between individuals described in subsection 
(a), with respect to any matter, the Presi- 
dent shall submit a report to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives and the chair- 
man of the Committee on Foreign Relations 
of the Senate detailing the individuals in- 
volved, the matters discussed, and any agree- 
ments made, including agreements to con- 
duct future negotiations, meetings, discus- 
sions, or contacts. 

H.R. 1617 
OFFERED BY: MR. TRAFICANT 

AMENDMENT NO. 29: Page 27, after line 24, 
insert the following: 

SEC. 7. PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP- 
MENT AND PRODUCTS. 

(a) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense 

of the Congress that, to the greatest extent 
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practicable, all equipment and products pur- 
chased with funds made available under this 
Act should be American-made. 

(b) NOTICE REQUIREMENTS.—In providing fi- 
nancial assistance to, or entering into any 
contract with, any entity using funds made 
available under this Act, the head of each 
Federal agency, to the greatest extent prac- 
ticable, shall provide to such entity a notice 
describing the statement made in subsection 
(a) by the Congress. 

H.R. 2274 
OFFERED By: MR. BEILENSON 


AMENDMENT NO. 19: Page 59, after line 7, in- 
sert the following: 

(c) GUARANTEE AND WARRANTY CLAUSES.— 
Section 112 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub- 
section (g); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol- 
lowing: 

(0) GUARANTEE AND WARRANTY CLAUSES.— 
The Secretary shall, by regulation, permit a 
State highway department, in accordance 
with standards developed by the Secretary in 
such regulations, to include a clause in a 
contract for the construction of any Federal- 
aid highway project requiring the contractor 
to warrant the materials and work per- 
formed in accordance with the contractor's 
obligations and responsibilities under the 
terms of the contract. The warranty or guar- 
antee clause shall be reasonably related to 
the materials and work performed and in ac- 
cordance with the contractor's obligations 
and responsibilities under the terms of the 
contract and shall not be construed to re- 
quire the contractor to perform mainte- 
папсе.". 

(4) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall initiate a rulemaking 
proceeding for developing standards under 
section 112(f) of title 23, United States Code, 
as added by subsection (c) of this section. 

H.R. 2274 
OFFERED By: MR. KIM 

AMENDMENT No. 20: At the end of title ПІ 
of the bill, add the following: 

SEC. 354. ADVANCED CONSTRUCTION. 

Section 115(d) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“(4) LIMITATION ON ADVANCED FUNDING.— 
The Secretary may approve an application 
under this section for a project in a State au- 
thorized under section 103(e)(4), 104, 144, or 
307, as the case may be, if the total amount 
of funds approved in applications for such 
projects do not exceed currently authorized 
funds for such State, plus an amount equal 
to the amount of the final year currentl} au- 
thorized funds for the State.“ 

Conform the table of contents of the bill 
accordingly. 

H.R. 2274 
OFFERED By: МЕЗ. LOWERY 

AMENDMENT NO. 21: At the end of title Ш 
of the bill, insert the following: 

SEC. 354. OPERATION OF MOTOR VEHICLES BY 

INTOXICATED MINORS. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“$161. National standard to prohibit the op- 
eration of motor vehicles by intoxicated mi- 
nors 
“(а) WITHHOLDING OF APPORTIONMENTS FOR 

NON-COMPLIANCE,— 

“(1) FISCAL YEAR 1999.—The Secretary shall 
withhold 5 percent of the amount required to 
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be apportioned to any State under each of 
paragraphs (1), (3), and (5) of section 104(b) of 
October 1, 1998, if the State does not meet 
the requirement of paragraph (3) on such 
da 


te. 

“(2) THEREAFTER.—The Secretary shall 
withhold 10 percent (including any amounts 
withheld under paragraph (1)) of the amount 
required to be apportioned to any State 
under each of paragraphs (1), (3), and (5) of 
section 104(b) on October 1, 1999, and on Octo- 
ber 1 of each fiscal year thereafter, if the 
State does not meet the requirement of para- 
graph (3) on such date. 

“(8) REQUIREMENT.—A State meets the re- 
quirement of this paragraph if the State has 
enacted and is enforcing a law that makes 
unlawful throughout the State the operation 
of a motor vehicle by an individual under the 
age of 21 who has a blood alcohol concentra- 
tion of 0.02 percent or greater. 

(b) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY; EFFECT OF 
COMPLIANCE AND NONCOMPLIANCE.— 

“(1) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF WITHHELD 


FUNDS.— 

“(А) FUNDS WITHHELD ON OR BEFORE SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2000.— Any funds withheld under 
subsection (a) from apportionment to any 
State on or before September 30, 2000, shall 
remain available until the end of the third 
fiscal year following the fiscal year for 
which such funds are authorized to be appro- 
priated. 

“(B) FUNDS WITHHELD AFTER SEPTEMBER 30, 
2000.—No funds withheld under this section 
from apportionment to any State after Sep- 
tember 30, 2000, shall be available for appor- 
tionment to such State. 

“(2) APPORTIONMENT OF WITHHELD FUNDS 
AFTER COMPLIANCE.—If, before the last day of 
the period for which funds withheld under 
subsection (a) from apportionment are to re- 
main available for apportionment to State 
under paragraph (1), the State meets the re- 
quirement of subsection (a)(3), the Secretary 
shall, on the first day on which the State 
meets such requirement, apportion to the 
State the funds withheld under subsection 
(a) that remain available for apportionment 
to the State. 

“(8) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF SUBSE- 
QUENTLY APPORTIONED FUNDS.—Any funds ap- 
portioned pursuant to paragraph (2) shall re- 
main available for expenditure until the end 
of the third fiscal year following the fiscal 
year in which such funds are so apportioned. 
Sums not obligated at the end of such period 
shall lapse or, in the case of funds appor- 
tioned under section 104(b)(5), shall lapse and 
be made available by the Secretary for 
projects in accordance with section 118. 

“(4) EFFECT ОҒ NONCOMPLIANCE.—If, at the 
end of the period for which funds withheld 
under subsection (a) from apportionment are 
available for apportionment to a State under 
paragraph (1), the State does not meet the 
requirement of subsection (a)(3), such funds 
shall lapse or, in the case of funds withheld 
from apportionment under section 104(b)(5), 
such funds shall lapse and be made available 
by the Secretary for projects in accordance 
with section 118.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
161. National standard to prohibit the oper- 

ation of motor vehicles by in- 
toxicated minors.’’. 

Conform the table of contents of the bill 
accordingly. 

H.R. 2274 

OFFERED By: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA 

AMENDMENT NO. 22. Page 97, after line 12, 
add the following: 
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SEC. 354. PROHIBITION ON PAYMENT OF SAFETY 
BONUSES. 


Amounts in the Highway Trust Fund es- 
tablished by section 9503 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986, and non-Federal funds re- 
quired by law as a condition for the receipt 
of such amounts, may not be expended for 
the payment of a safety bonus to a contrac- 
tor 


Conform the table of contents of the bill 
accordingly. 
H.R. 2274 
OFFERED By: MR. NADLER 
AMENDMENT NO. 23: Page 90, line 17, strike 
“for only those“ and all that follows through 
the period on line 18 and insert the following: 
in accordance with State law. 
H.R. 2274 
OFFERED By: MR. NADLER 


AMENDMENT NO. 24, Page 97, after line 12, 
add the following: 

SEC. 354, EXTENSION OF DEADLINE FOR REPAY- 
MENT OF FUNDS. 

The Secretary shall extend by 2 years the 
deadline by which the State of New York is 
required under section 103(e)(7) of title 23, 
United States Code, to make a repayment to 
the Highway Trust Fund in connection with 
Federal funds expended to acquire property 
for a portion of Interstate Route 478 which 
was withdrawn from the Interstate System 
in accordance with the provisions of section 
103(e)(4) of such title. 

Conform the table of contents accordingly. 

H.R. 2274 
OFFERED By MR. OBERSTAR 


AMENDMENT NO. 25, Page 92, strike lines 15 
through 17, and insert the following: 

Section 154 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing: 

“(j) REPEAL.—The provisions of this sec- 
tion and section 141(a) shall not be effective 
with respect to a State if the Governor of the 
State— 

“(1) prepares and submits to the Secretary 
and to the legislature of the state a report 
(using data available to the Governor on the 
date of the enactment of this subsection) on 
costs to the State of deaths and injuries re- 
sulting from motor vehicle crashes; and 

(2) enters into an agreement with the sec- 
retary under which the Governor agrees to 
prepare and submit to the Secretary and to 
the legislature of the state in fiscal year 
1997, and biennially thereafter, a report 
(using methods approved by the Secretary) 
on costs to the State of deaths and injuries 
resulting from motor vehicle crashes.“ 


H.R. 2274 
OFFERED By: MR. RAHALL 
AMENDMENT NO. 26, Strike section 348 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 


Sec. 348. National Maximum Limit. 
Section 154(a) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 


(1) by striking “fifty-five miles“ the first 
place it appears and all that follows through 
“ог (4)” and inserting 65 miles per hour, ог 
(2)"; and 

(2) by striking ‘Clause (4)” and inserting 
“Clause (2)”. Conform the table of contents 
of the bill accordingly. 

‘ H.R. 2274 
OFFERED By: MR. RAHALL 
AMENDMENT NO. 27, Strike section 348. 
H.R. 2274 
OFFERED By: MS. VELAZQUEZ 

AMENDMENT NO. 28, At the end of title ПІ 

of the bill, insert the following: 
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SEC. 254. GOWANUS EXPRESSWAY REHABILITA- 
TION PROJECT, NEW YORK CITY, 

NEW YORK. 
No Federal funds may be expended for the 
Gowanus Expressway rehabilitation project 


in New York City, New York, until the Sec- 
retary determines that a major metropolitan 
transportation investment study has been 
conducted for such project in accordance 
with the requirements of part 450 of title 23, 


Code of Federal Regulations, as in effect on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

Conform the table of contents of the bill 
accordingly. 


25562 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


September 19, 1995 


SENATE—Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


(Legislative day of Tuesday, September 5, 1995) 


The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex- 
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Gracious God, You have chosen and 
called us to know, love, and serve You 
as leaders of our Nation. We praise You 
for the wondrous gift of life and the 
privilege of living this day to the full- 
est. You are for us and not against us 
and seek to liberate us from anything 
that would debilitate us in living and 
working with freedom and joy, peace 
and productivity. Thank You for set- 
ting us free from any burdens of worry 
and anxiety, so we can think creatively 
for You today. We commit to You the 
challenges and decisions we will face 
and thank You that You will give us 
exactly what we need to serve You 
with excellence each hour. We claim 
Your promise to give us strength 
today, peace in the pressures, light for 
the way; help from above, the gift of 
wisdom, the assurance of love. When 
this day is done we will be careful to 
give You the praise for all that You 
have accomplished through our efforts. 
Give us positive expectation of Your 
timely interventions and an attitude of 
gratitude for Your guidance. In the 
name of our Lord through whom we 
have assurance of life now and forever. 
Amen. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, for the 
information of all Senators, this morn- 
ing there will be a period of morning 
business un il the hour of 9:30. At 9:30, 
the Senate will resume consideration 
of H.R. 1976, the agricultural appropria- 
tions bill, and the pending Bryan 
amendment. 

In accordance with the consent ar- 
rangement, following 15 minutes of de- 
bate there will be a rollcall vote on or 
in relation to the Bryan amendment. 
All Senators should therefore be alert- 
ed that there will be a rollcall vote at 
approximately 9:45 this morning. 

Senators also should be reminded 
that following the recess for party con- 
ferences today, the Senate will resume 
the welfare bill, with a series of rollcall 
votes beginning at 2:45, which should 
complete action on the welfare reform 
bill. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 


Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business, not to extend beyond the 
hour of 9:30, with Senators permitted 
to speak therein for up to 5 minutes 
each. 

The Senator from Missouri. 


THE WELFARE SYSTEM 


Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, 
today we embark upon a most impor- 
tant responsibility, a responsibility 
that the people of this country called 
upon us to undertake in the elections 
of 1994. I must say that I believe the 
people have been yearning that Con- 
gress confront this challenge forth- 
rightly and productively for years. But 
I believe that the Congress has finally 
gotten the message, and we have been 
working very hard to change the wel- 
fare system—to change it from a sys- 
tem for keeping the poor and maintain- 
ing the poor. And, unfortunately, that 
is what we have done. We have main- 
tained them and kept them poor 
through a system that should have be- 
come a transitional system, a system 
that would help people move from pov- 
erty to prosperity, move from welfare 
to work. And it is an important respon- 
sibility which we have. 

The welfare system in the United 
States has been a system of failure. It 
has not been that the people have 
failed so much as the system has failed. 
We started out with an aggressive pro- 
gram in the 1960’s to launch a war on 
poverty. And yet, in spite of the great 
war on poverty, spending over $5 tril- 
lion, we have more people in poverty 
now than we did when we started the 
war on poverty. We have a greater per- 
centage of the children of America on 
poverty than we did when we started 
the war on poverty. 

It occurs to me that we have a great 
responsibility to change this system— 
to change it profoundly so that, in- 
stead of a system which ends up trap- 
ping people in lives of poverty, we 
make this a transitional system; that, 
when people really need help, we move 
them from the desperation of needing 
help to the opportunity of work and re- 
sponsibility. 


So this national system which has 
become a national disgrace is the topic 
now of national debate, and it should 
be the topic of action in the Senate 
today. 

As you and I well know, and as our 
colleagues here in the Senate well 
know, the House has already acted 
forthrightly in this respect. There are 
differences between what the House has 
passed and what those of us in the Sen- 
ate have been working on. But we can 
find a way to reconcile our differences, 
and I believe we can give to the Presi- 
dent of the United States, who has said 
that he wants to end welfare as we 
know it, a constructive bill. 

During the past several weeks we 
have debated this measure, and we 
have properly spent substantial time 
on it because this is no small item. It 
does not just deal with the billions and 
billions of dollars. The welfare prob- 
lem, the welfare challenge, deals with 
much money. It deals with the great 
set of natural and national resources— 
not just financial but human resources. 

The fact of the matter is that the 
United States of America can ill afford 
to compete on the international scene, 
can ill afford to be a part of the chal- 
lenge for productivity as one nation 
will seek to do and do better than an- 
other nation, if we have so many of our 
players that are not really on the field. 
We would not think of sending our 
team out to play another team for a 
Saturday or Sunday afternoon football 
game with half of our team not taking 
the field, not being capable of partici- 
pating, and being ruled out of the sys- 
tem. Well, our team is a big team, and 
it is a strong team. It is a capable team 
in the United States. But we have too 
many that have been consigned to 
bench duty without any possibility of 
making it to the field. And we will not 
win in the competition of the inter- 
national arena unless we find a way to 
bring people into productivity and out 
of poverty. 

So the real challenge we face is 
changing the system, and changing it 
not just by tinkering around the edges. 
No rearrangement of the deck chairs 
on the welfare Titanic will get the job 
done. We need to have the kind of pro- 
found changes that will move people 
out of despair into industry, and out of 
hopelessness into opportunity. 

So we will vote on a clear question 
today, and that is whether we will con- 
tinue to fund the horror that came to 
define the United States welfare sys- 
tem and which came to detail the lives 
of individuals trapped in this system. 


© This bullet“ symbol identifies statements or insertions which аге not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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Whether we have the courage to change 
that or not will be the real vote which 
we make today. I believe we have the 
courage to do that which is right, and 
I believe we will do so. And I believe we 
ought to do so. 

I would say that this is not an ideal 
welfare bill. This is not something that 
is in my judgment the best that could 
be done. There are probably changes 
that almost every Member of this 
Chamber would make in the bill. I be- 
lieve that the right thing to do would 
have been far broader, not just block 
granting AFDC with an option to block 
grant food stamps. In my judgment we 
should have had AFDC, food stamps, 
Medicaid and Supplemental Security 
Income. The big four of welfare should 
all have been in this bill, all reformed 
at the same time for a variety of rea- 
sons, such as stopping the insanity of 
entitlement spending. We should avoid 
cost shifting that would take people 
out of one program in which we re- 
moved the entitlement status and 
shove them over into another program 
which has remained as an entitlement. 
That kind of cost shifting should not 
be allowed. It should be avoided. 

I would have preferred a more com- 
prehensive bill. Obviously, I would 
have preferred one where the block 
grant for food stamps was mandated. I 
would have preferred one where we had 
Supplemental Security Income. I 
would have preferred a bill that would 
have had a more significant breadth, 
that had Medicaid in it as well. But we 
are making some first steps, and they 
are important first steps. 

One of the important first steps is 
the reduction in bureaucracy here; the 
reduction in the redtape, the reduction 
in this micromanagement, this inter- 
meddling micromanagement from the 
Federal Government which makes it 
very difficult for the States to adopt 
policies that will really make a dif- 
ference and makes it very expensive 
when you have to comply with hun- 
dreds of pages of Federal bureaucratic 
redtape. It is expensive. Instead of 
money getting to the truly needy, in- 
stead of the resource making it to the 
population that wants to move from 
welfare to work, sometimes the re- 
source gets clogged in the bottleneck 
of the bureaucracy and the money is 
spent there instead of being spent on 
the poor. We are going to reduce the 
number of regulatory impositions from 
Washington substantially. This bill 
will improve our ability to deliver the 
real kind of help that people need. That 
is important—maximum State flexibil- 
ity. 

Second, I believe it is important that 
we will end an entitlement. This phi- 
losophy that we do not care how much 
it costs, that as many people as can 
meet certain criteria are just entitled 
to self-appropriate to themselves—that 
has to stop. It is a major thing. First, 
reduce the bureaucracy; second, end 
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entitlement; third, we are going to re- 
quire work far more pervasively than 
ever before. 

The American people have told us 
with a clarity that is unmistakable. We 
must require work, and, of course, pro- 
vide the flexibility so that people can 
do in the various States and commu- 
nities of this country what works 
there, not what somebody in Washing- 
ton wants to impose, but to do simply 
what works. 

This bill makes a statement that 
Washington does not have all the an- 
swers. We are now looking to the com- 
munities and the States to do what 
works there, to tailor programs, and to 
be experimental stations to say we will 
try this, and, if it works here, others 
might want to try it. But it should not 
be imposed on them because people 
should have an opportunity to do what 
works to move people from poverty to 
productivity. Washington, it may be 
said, has been the mad scientist seek- 
ing to impose its will. But the truth of 
the matter is we need to provide an op- 
portunity for States to do that which 
works. 

Well, this bill comes with an explicit 
admonition as well. This bill recog- 
nizes that Government alone will not 
solve these problems. And I think that 
it is important for us to express na- 
tionally and as a part of policy that we 
really expect charitable and non- 
governmental institutions in this cul- 
ture to rally to address this problem, 
and not expect the problem to be 
solved fully by Government. 

So we have in this bill a specific invi- 
tation to private charities, nongovern- 
mental entities, even faith-based orga- 
nizations to participate in the solution 
of this serious challenge to the success 
of this society in the next century. And 
I believe that is a major step forward. 

We have an opportunity. We have an 
opportunity to do something that is 
substantially in the best interests of 
the people of this country, something 
they have yearned for us to do. That is 
to change a welfare system which is 
badly broken, which has been the keep- 
er of the poor and has kept people poor, 
which has managed to find more people 
in poverty after its great effort than 
less people in poverty. 

The war on poverty has resulted in 
the children of America being taken as 
prisoners. We have to do something, 
and we have to do it well. 

As I previously stated, this welfare 
reform bill is not perfect, but it does 
take the first steps. The lack of perfec- 
tion in this bill, the absence of a man- 
date that the Food Stamp Program be 
sent to all the States, the lack of re- 
forms to the SSI Program in the bill, 
are some of a number of things which 
keep it from being perfect but should 
not keep it from being passed. 

This bill gives us the opportunity to 
say, Let us pass this bill, but let the 
imperfections drive us to keep our 
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focus and in the next year to continue 
to improve and extend it.” 

There has been a lot of talk in the 
last few weeks during the welfare re- 
form debate about money and about re- 
sources. We know how desperately im- 
portant it is for us to balance the budg- 
et, but the ultimate importance of this 
bill is not money. The savings we are 
talking about are the savings in lives 
and opportunities and, through those 
savings, the future of America. Our 
task in this welfare reform measure is 
then to save the lives and opportuni- 
ties of citizens. To pass this welfare re- 
form bill today would be a real step to- 
ward saving lives, and we must support 
it and must be driven by its imperfec- 
tions to do even more when we recon- 
vene next year. 


THE DEATH OF STATE SENATOR 
JOHN PLEWA 


Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am 
deeply saddened by the loss of a dear 
friend and former colleague, State Sen- 
ator John Plewa. 

I had the pleasure of serving with 
John in the legislature for 10 years, 
and for 8 of them in the State senate. 
He represented the people of Wisconsin, 
first in the assembly, and then in the 
State senate, with dedication and devo- 
tion, and his constituents returned him 
to office at every election since he was 
first elected in 1972. At the time of his 
death, John had the fourth longest ten- 
ure among lawmakers currently serv- 
ing in the Wisconsin Legislature. 

John was a lifelong resident of Mil- 
waukee, graduating from Don Bosco 
High School in 1963. He earned a bach- 
elor of education degree in 1968 at the 
University of Wisconsin-Whitewater, 
and following that, taught history and 
social studies at Milwaukee Area Tech- 
nical College prior to his service in the 
legislature. 

A committed and passionate advo- 
cate for Wisconsin’s families, John 
тау be best remembered as the father 
of Wisconsin’s family and medical 
leave law, which allows people to take 
time off from their job to provide as- 
sistance to a family member needing 
care, from newborns to an elderly rel- 
ative—a law that helped pave the way 
for the Federal family leave law that 
was enacted in 1993. 

His commitment to families in need 
went well beyond the family leave law. 
John was vice chair of the Senate 
Aging Committee when I chaired that 
body, and I saw first-hand his steadfast 
and effective support of long-term care 
reforms that help people with disabil- 
ities of all ages remain in their own 
homes with their families. 

John was also vitally concerned with 
housing policy, serving on the board of 
Wisconsin’s Housing and Economic De- 
velopment Authority for 10 years. I had 
the pleasure of working with John in 
this area as well when we coauthored 
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Wisconsin’s Housing Trust Fund, to 
provide flexible help to families in need 
of decent, affordable housing. 

John would have been 50 years old 
this Friday. But even though he did not 
live to celebrate that anniversary, he 
left Wisconsin an impressive legacy. 

Today, thousands are able to take 
time from work to care for a family 
member without the fear of losing that 
job. Other families are finally able to 
afford a decent home. Wisconsin fami- 
lies, who otherwise might be forced 
apart because of a long-term disability, 
are able to remain together, and indi- 
viduals needing long-term care, who 
otherwise might be forced to seek serv- 
ices in an institution, are able to re- 
main in their homes. All because of 
John Plewa. Wisconsin families have 
lost one of their foremost champions, 
and I know they join in offering their 
sympathy to the friends and colleagues 
John leaves behind, to his staff, and 
most especially to John’s wife Susan 
and their two sons. 

We will miss him. 


THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the sky- 
rocketing Federal debt, now soaring to- 
ward $5 trillion, has been fueled for a 
generation now by bureaucratic hot 
air—and it is sort of like the weather— 
everybody talks about it but almost 
nobody did much about it until imme- 
diately after the elections in November 
1994. 

But when the new 104th Congress 
convened this past January, the U.S. 
House of Representatives quickly ap- 
proved a balanced budget amendment 
to the U.S. Constitution. On the Senate 
side, all but one of the 54 Republicans 
supported the balanced budget amend- 
ment—that was the good news. 

The bad news was that only 13 Demo- 
crats supported it—which killed hopes 
for a balanced budget amendment for 
the time being. Since a two-thirds 
vote—67 Senators, if all Senator’s are 
present—is necessary to approve a con- 
stitutional amendment, the proposed 
Senate amendment failed by one vote. 
There will be another vote either this 
year or in 1996. 

‘Here is today’s bad debt boxscore: 

As of the close of business Monday, 
September 18, the Federal debt—down 
to the penny—stood аб exactly 
$4,963,468,747,991.22 or $18,841.41 for 
every man, woman, and child on a per 
capita basis. 

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON). The Senator from North 
Dakota is recognized. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At 9:30, 
the Senate is to go to the previous 
order. There is at least one other 
speaker, possibly two, so could we have 
a division of time so that everyone will 
have an opportunity to speak. 
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Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be al- 
lowed to speak for 4 minutes; I believe 
the Senator from Connecticut would 
like to speak for 4 minutes, and the 
Senator from Wyoming would like to 
speak for 4 minutes, and have the time 
adjusted at 9:30 to accommodate this 


request. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Reserving the right 
to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 


Mr. COCHRAN. Reserving the right 
to object, Madam President, I was un- 
able to hear the entire consent request. 

Could the Senator restate it? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 
extend morning business beyond 9:30. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I 
am constrained to object to that. We 
made it very clear last night what the 
times were. We have Senators who 
have rearranged schedules to be here. 

Mr. DORGAN. I withdraw my re- 
quest, Madam President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would it 
be possible to give 2 minutes to each of 
the three speakers? 

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I re- 
quest each of the three be allocated 2 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 


WELFARE REFORM 


Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I in- 
tend to vote for the welfare reform bill 
today. It is not a perfect piece of legis- 
lation, but it does advance some of the 
issues that I think need to be advanced 
and begin some new directions that I 
think are necessary. 

There is no disagreement in this 
Chamber about the proposition that 
the current welfare system does not 
work very well. There ought not be any 
disagreement in this Chamber either 
about the fact that when we change our 
welfare system, we ought to make sure 
we protect America’s children. 

There is a stereotype about welfare 
that is fundamentally inaccurate, that 
welfare is a woman who has 16 kids be- 
cause it is profitable to have children; 
that welfare is some able-bodied person 
lying in a Lazy Boy recliner drinking 
beer, watching color television, and 
who is essentially slothful, indolent, 
and unwilling to work. 

The fact is, that is not the statistical 
welfare recipient. The size of the aver- 
age welfare family is almost identical 
to the size of the average American 
family. 

Two-thirds of the people on welfare 
are kids under 16 years of age. As we go 
about trying to figure out how to 
change the system, we have to under- 
stand our obligation to protect chil- 
dren. We also need to provide the right 
incentives and to provide some hope to 
those who are hopeless, to extend a 
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hand of help to those who are helpless, 
but also to say to them that welfare is 
temporary. We extend the hand of help 
because you need it, and it is to help 
you get up and out, to go get a job and 
be productive and be able to care for 
yourself. 

These are the kinds of incentives we 
want to be included in this welfare re- 
form bill. We have accomplished some 
of those goals, some of those goals we 
have not. 

The Senator from Connecticut, who 
is going to speak for a couple of min- 
utes, put a very important provision in 
this bill dealing with child care. That 
is enormously important and will allow 
а number of us to vote for this legisla- 
tion. As I said, this bill is not perfect. 
I am concerned about the notion of 
block granting money, of wrapping up 
money and sending it to the States and 
saying, “By the way, here is some 
money you didn’t collect. Go ahead and 
spend it.” 

I am concerned about a number of 
other things in the bill, but I do think 
it advances the welfare reform debate 
as it leaves the Senate. I do not know 
whether I will vote for it when it comes 
back from conference. I hope it will 
come out of conference as a good wel- 
fare reform bill, as well. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. THOMAS. Madam President, I 
rise in support of the welfare proposal 
that will be before us today. We have 
talked about it a very long time. Obvi- 
ously, there are different views about 
how it should be implemented but, 
most of all, it is the first opportunity 
we have had in a very long time to 
make some changes, to make some of 
the kinds of changes that the American 
people asked us to make in November 
and, indeed, have been asking us to 
make for some time. 

It is the first opportunity in a long 
time to make some of the kinds of 
changes that most of us have known 
needed to be made for a long time in 
the welfare program. Most everyone 
agrees that we need a program in this 
country to help people who need help 
and help them back into the work- 
place. The program as it now exists has 
not accomplished that. Indeed, the pro- 
gram we now have has not accom- 
plished the basic things we think it 
should accomplish. 

The provisions of this welfare pro- 
posal will allow us to encourage people 
back to work, to put in some incen- 
tives to go back to work, and to deal 
very properly with the notion of child 
care, with extending health benefits to 
single-parent families so that that par- 
ent can work. 

We have done this in our own Wyo- 
ming Legislature. We recognized some 
time ago that if the option was to take 
а minimum wage job and lose those 
benefits, then the better thing to do 
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was stay on welfare. We have to change 
that. We do have to make some 
changes if we expect different results, 
and too often we all talk expansively 
about change; we want to make 
change; we are all for change; but when 
the time comes, we really resist 
change. We simply cannot expect the 
results to be different unless we do 
some changing, and one of the prin- 
cipal, most important changes here is 
to allow the States to have more flexi- 
bility, to allow the States to be the 
laboratory for developing and testing 
and creating programs that, indeed, de- 
liver the kinds of programs needed. 

I urge my fellow Senators to vote in 
support of this welfare bill today. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

The Senator from Connecticut is rec- 
ognized. 

Mr. DODD. I thank the Chair. 

Madam President, just very briefly 
regarding the welfare reform proposal, 
this is a substantially improved prod- 
uct from what the other body, the 
House of Representatives, has passed. 
It is certainly improved over what was 
originally proposed by the majority 
leader in the areas of child care, main- 
tenance of effort, and a number of 
other areas that have been included as 
part of this proposal. My concern is, of 
course, that this may be the best it 
ever gets and that as we go to con- 
ference, as historically happens, you 
find some sort of middle ground be- 
tween what the Senate has done and 
what the House of Representatives has 
done. 

If that is the case, this bill will come 
back to us from conference in a very 
weakened position. And so while I 
think there will be a substantial vote 
for the proposal today, having spoken 
now with a number of our colleagues, 
particularly on this side, Madam Presi- 
dent, it should not be construed, if the 
vote is a strong vote for the Senate 
proposal, that this is some indication 
of a willingness to support whatever 
comes back from conference. 

In order to have intelligent welfare 
reform, you have to make investments. 
The distinguished Senator from New 
York [Mr. MOYNIHAN], who, as I men- 
tioned at the outset of this debate, 
knows more about welfare reform than 
most of us will ever know about the 
issue, has warned that if we do not 
make these investments, we are going 
to be looking down the road at a tragic 
situation. 

It is not enough just give the issue 
back to the States. The problems exist 
primarily at the local level, the city 
and town level. I do not know how 
many States are necessarily going to 
allocate resources in those parts of 
their own jurisdiction where the prob- 
lems persist the most. 

Having said all of that, Madam Presi- 
dent, I do not disagree with what my 
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colleagues have generally said this 
morning, that this is a far better bill 
than what the other body has passed, a 
far better bill than was initially pro- 
posed and offered here in the Senate. 

But I would still say that we have a 
long way to go before this bill becomes 
the kind of proposal that not only 
Saves money, but allows people to go 
from welfare to work and protects the 
10 million children who could be ad- 
versely affected by these decisions. 

I yield the floor. 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). Morning business is closed. 


AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP- 
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN- 


ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1996 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 9:30 hav- 
ing arrived, the Senate will resume 
consideration of H.R. 1976, which the 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 1976) making appropriations 
for Agriculture, rural development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and related agencies 
programs for the fiscal year ending Septem- 
ber 30, 1996, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 

(1) Brown modified amendment No. 2688 (to 
committee amendment beginning on page 83, 
line 4, through page 84, line 2), to prohibit 
the use of funds for salaries and expenses of 
Department of Agriculture employees who 
carry out a price support or production ad- 
justment program for peanuts. 

(2) Bryan-Bumpers amendment No. 2691, to 
eliminate funding to carry out the Market 
Promotion Program. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2691 

The PRESIDING OFFICER.’ Under 
the previous order, there will now be 15 
minutes for debate under the Bryan 
amendment No. 2691 equally divided. 
The Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. It 
is my intent to speak a few minutes in 
opposition to the Bryan amendment, to 
put in context the decision we will 
make at 9:45. 

This is an amendment that does not 
seek to modify or simply reduce the 
funding for the Market Promotion Pro- 
gram. It is designed to kill the pro- 
gram, eliminate all funding under this 
legislation for this program in the next 
fiscal year. I think that would be a big 
mistake, Mr. President, and here is 
why. 

The Foreign Agriculture Service un- 
dertook a study of this program in re- 
sponse to requests from the Congress 
and determined that for every $1 that 
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we invest in this Market Promotion 
Program promoting U.S. agriculture 
commodities and foodstuffs that are 
exported in the international market- 
place, $16 is generated in additional ag- 
riculture imports. 

At a time when we are trying to com- 
pete more aggressively in the inter- 
national market because of the opening 
up of new markets under the GATT 
Uruguay Round Agreement, we are try- 
ing to do a better job and use all the 
resources that we can muster to help 
ensure that we maintain a competitive 
edge and that we work with our farm- 
ers and ranchers and food processors to 
try to enlarge our share of markets. 
This is going to have just the opposite 
effect. 

So I am hopeful that the Senate will 
vote against this amendment. I urge all 
Senators to carefully consider this. 
This is a proven, tested, workable, and 
effective program, and we have the 
facts to prove it. We debated this issue 
for an hour last night and laid all the 
facts out on both sides. I hope the Sen- 
ators this morning will reject this 
amendment soundly. 

І reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if 
there is no one seeking to address the 
Senate in support of the amendment, I 
am going to suggest that the time dur- 
ing the quorum, which I am going to 
call, be charged to the proponents of 
the amendment. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the time be so charged. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, thank 
you very much. I listened last night to 
a debate we have had here many times, 
and my friend and colleague from Ne- 
vada, RICHARD BRYAN, my distin- 
guished friend who I respect, lists all 
the companies that get this, shall we 
say, assistance for export promotion 
and points out they all make a profit, 
they make large profits and says that 
this is a program that we should not 
have. 

But every year, and it seems like 
twice a year, I take to the floor to 
point out to my friend and to the rest 
of our colleagues on both sides of the 
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aisle that the future of this country, 
the economic future of this country 
really lies in exports. That is where we 
are going to have the job creation, that 
is where we are going to have an eco- 
nomic future that is worth something. 

We know scientifically, because we 
have the studies, that every dollar that 
is invested in market promotion yields 
far, far many more dollars in return. It 
is a multiplier effect because the com- 
panies match the moneys and we wind 
up selling more of our products over- 
seas. 

The other point I want to make is 
that every other country in the world 
with whom we compete have similar 
programs, as a matter of fact, have 
much broader and wider and deeper 
programs where they push the exports 
of their country. If we are to walk 
away from this, we will fall behind. 

So, Mr. President, I know that the 
companies that are listed by my friend 
are successful companies, and I know 
that they do put some of their capital 
into this, but I think it is very appro- 
priate for this country to have an ex- 
port promotion program, just as I 
think it appropriate for our trading 
partners. 

I stand with the chairman, and I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. Who yields 
time? 

Mr. BRYAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

I point out to my colleagues that the 
MPP and its immediate predecessor, 
the Targeted Export Assistance Pro- 
gram, has cost the American taxpayers 
81 billion—$1 billion. It is currently 
proposed for funding at $110 million. It 
is a program which has been soundly 
denounced by think tanks and organi- 
zations that are representing a broad 
spectrum of interest groups from the 
Cato Institute to the Competitive En- 
terprise Institute, the National Tax- 
payers Union, the Citizens Against 
Government Waste, the Center for 
Science in the Public Interest, the Pro- 
gressive Policy Institute. 

The General Accounting Office has 
reviewed this program and has con- 
cluded that there is no tangible, ascer- 
tainable basis upon which to conclude 
that, in fact, has assisted in the Mar- 
ket Promotion Program. There are no 
criteria in terms of large company, 
small company, who receives, no period 
of time in which one is supposed to 
graduate out of the program. 

We are currently spending to assist 
our overall export promotion programs 
in this country about $3.5 billion annu- 
ally. While agricultural products ac- 
count for 10 percent of total U.S. ex- 
ports, the Department of Agriculture 
spends $2.2 billion, or 63 percent of the 
total. 
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The way this program works, Mr. 
President, is that the advertising budg- 
ets of some of the largest corporations 
in the world receive a handout from 
the American taxpayer to supplement 
their budgets. Time restricts me from 
going into great detail, but here are 
some of the companies, all fine compa- 
nies, that received in fiscal year 1993- 
1994 substantial amounts of money: Er- 
nest & Julio Gallo, $7.9 million; Pills- 
bury, $1.75 million; Jim Beam Whiskey, 
$713,000, Campbell Soups, $1.1 million, 
to cite a few. 

I think the American taxpayer, if he 
or she understood, would be shocked 
that, in effect, we are taking tax dol- 
lars collected from the American peo- 
ple and, in effect, adding them to the 
advertising budgets of some of the larg- 
est companies in the world. 

Mr. President, the time to end this 
program has come. We have cut Medi- 
care by $270 billion. We are cutting all 
kinds of programs involving edu- 
cational assistance and a whole raft of 
programs. Yet, we seem to be unable to 
divorce ourselves from this form of cor- 
porate welfare. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. COCHRAN. How much time re- 
mains on each side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi has 3 minutes 33 
seconds. The Senator from Nevada has 
2 minutes 50 seconds. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Let me simply say 
that in response to the suggestion that 
large corporations are getting all this 
money, 80 percent of this money goes 
to trade associations, farmer coopera- 
tive groups, the association of export- 
ers of poultry and eggs, cotton pro- 
motion groups, and others who are try- 
ing to take up for the interests of 
America’s farmers, ranchers, and those 
in the food businesses that sell in the 
international market. 

We are trying to save American jobs 
and promote American economic inter- 
ests, American agriculture interests. 
These are companies that are involved 
in those businesses. But the majority 
of the money goes to small businesses, 
farmer cooperatives, and organizations 
like that, who sometimes use those 
companies to help promote what the 
ingredients are in their products that 
are sold in the international market. 

So we hope Senators will keep that 
in mind. This is not corporate wel- 
fare—the catchy phrase some are using 
to discredit programs, this one in- 
cluded. It is not well-placed criticism. 
It is not accurate to judge the worth of 
this program on the basis of that kind 
of argument. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain- 
der of our time. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my strong opposition 
to the amendment offered by my col- 
leagues from Nevada and Arkansas— 
the amendment to eliminate the fund- 
ing for the Market Promotion Pro- 
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gram. I think this effort is a misguided 
attack on a program which is success- 
ful in its accomplishments. In fact I be- 
lieve funding for this program should 
be increased, not eliminated. 

Mr. President, American agriculture 
is an example of successful export 
growth. This year our exports will be 
in the neighborhood of $50 billion. And 
our trade surplus in agricultural goods 
is around $20 billion. And one big rea- 
son is the MPP. 

This program promotes American ag- 
ricultural commodities in foreign mar- 
kets. This program allows foreign busi- 
nesses to advertise American products 
in their operations. The MPP helps put 
American beef in Chinese Big Macs— 
rather than less expensive, locally pro- 
duced foods. 

And the benefits of such a program 
are well-recognized by our competitors 
in the global marketplace. The Euro- 
pean Union, our largest and most tena- 
cious agricultural export adversary, 
outspends us nearly 3 to 1 in programs 
of this type. They spend as much to ex- 
port wine as we do for all our commod- 
ities through the MPP. I think that 
speaks volumes about these programs. 

This year we have seen significant 
advances in our ability to enter foreign 
markets. We’ve moved apples and broc- 
coli in Japan, and negotiated an agree- 
ment to ship more meat into Korea. 
These exports mean jobs and revenue 
in America. And I am confident this 
trend will continue. But it makes no 
sense to eliminate the tools which have 
facilitated this progress. The MPP is 
one such tool. 

Mr. President, I strongly endorse the 
Market Promotion Program and I urge 
my colleagues to join me in opposing 
this amendment to end the funding for 
this valuable program. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
oppose the Bryan amendment to elimi- 
nate funding for the Market Promotion 
Program. 

The Market Promotion Program 
helps promote U.S. agricultural com- 
modities abroad and build foreign mar- 
kets for American agricultural prod- 
ucts. I support the Market Promotion 
Program. And here is why: 

First, the Market Promotion Pro- 
gram has been a very successful pro- 
gram. It has significantly benefited ag- 
riculture and expanded markets. There 
have been scores of success stories. For 
California agriculture, MPP moneys 
have boosted exports of almonds, as- 
paragus, prunes, citrus, avocados, kiwi- 
fruit, canned peaches, canned pears, 
canned fruit cocktail, pistachios, 
strawberries, table grapes, tomatoes, 
walnuts, wine, raisins, cotton and cot- 
ton products, and more. 

The California avocado industry, for 
example, used MPP moneys to increase 
Japanese consumers’ awareness of the 
higher quality of California avocados 
as opposed to lower priced, lower qual- 
ity foreign sources. In 3 years, using 
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MPP funds California avocado growers 
were able to increase exports to Japan 
by 200 percent. 

Similarly, the U.S. cotton industry 
effectively used to promote the higher 
quality of products made with U.S. cot- 
ton. In the 5 years preceding the Mar- 
ket Promotion Program, exports of 
American cotton averaged only 5.3 mil- 
lion bales of raw cotton. This year, 
U.S. cotton exports will exceed 10 mil- 
lion bales. U.S. cotton exports have 
averaged $437 million more per year 
since the Market Promotion Program 
began. 

Second, the Market Promotion Pro- 
gram is a cost-shared program. Recipi- 
ents of MPP funds must contribute 
funds of their own as well. But the Fed- 
eral funds serve as seed money that at- 
tract the private funding and bring di- 
verse segments of an industry together 
on export promotion that would not 
otherwise be possible. 

Third, the Market Promotion Pro- 
gram helps American agriculture com- 
pete in a global market. It is a GATT 
legal program. Agricultural exports 
now account for nearly one-third of 
total U.S. agricultural production and 
over $40 million in sales. But our com- 
petitors in world markets are aggres- 
sively supporting export and promotion 
of their agricultural products. We need 
to ensure that our growers are given 
the same support that their foreign 
competitors receive. 

Mr. President, the Market Promotion 
Program works. We should not elimi- 
nate it. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, my 
message today is simple: If you are pro 
trade, pro growth, and pro jobs—you 
are pro MPP. 

The Market Promotion Program is a 
proven success. For example, in my 
home State of Washington we have 
seen a dramatic increase in apple ex- 
ports from 4.3 million cartons to 25.1 
million, an increase of over 500 percent. 
Export sales now total over $300 mil- 
lion. This success is due to the Market 
Promotion Program. 

My State alone exports over 1.1 bil- 
lion dollars’ worth of agriculture prod- 
ucts. Such exports generate nearly $3 
billion in economic activity and pro- 
vide over 33,000 export-related jobs in 
my State of Washington. Programs 
like MPP are absolutely essential if 
U.S. agriculture—the most competitive 
industry in the world—is to remain 
viable and competitive in the inter- 
national marketplace. MPP gives U.S. 
agriculture the tool it needs to de- 
velop, maintain, and expand commer- 
cial export markets for U.S. agri- 
culture commodities in the new post- 
GATT environment. 

In summary, Mr. President, without 
MPP we give our competitors an ad- 
vantage and the opportunity to capture 
and maintain a significant share of the 
world market. U.S. agriculture is the 
most competitive industry in the 
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world. We should provide the tools nec- 
essary so that U.S. agriculture can de- 
velop, maintain, and expand its share 
of the world market. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield 
me 30 seconds? 

Mr. COCHRAN. If I have 30 seconds, I 
will yield that to the Senator from 
California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I strong- 
ly support the Market Promotion Pro- 
gram. I urge my colleagues to oppose 
the amendment offered by my col- 
league Senator BUMPERS to eliminate 
funding the Market Promotion Pro- 
gram. I would like to point out to the 
Senate why this program is so impor- 
tant for agriculture in my State of 
California, and many other States as 
well. 

The MPP is an important tool in ex- 
panding markets for U.S. agricultural 
products. Continued funding for this 
program is an important step in re- 
directing farm spending away from 
price supports and toward expanding 
markets. 

A 1995 Foreign Agricultural Service 
study, Evaluating the Effectiveness of 
the Market Promotion Program on 
High-Value Agricultural Exports, con- 
cluded that for every dollar invested in 
the MPP and its predecessor, the Tar- 
geted Export Assistance Program, 
since 1986, the United States has ex- 
ported $16 dollars worth of agricultural 
products. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture 
estimates that each dollar of MPP 
money results in an increase in agri- 
cultural product exports of between $2 
and $7. The program has provided much 
needed assistance to commodity groups 
comprised of small farmers who would 
be unable to break into these markets 
on their own. 

While the program has been the sub- 
ject of criticism, some of it justified, I 
believe it would be a mistake to cut 
the program because of a few cases of 
poor judgment. Overall, the program 
has greatly benefited the small growers 
for whom it was intended. New regula- 
tions went into effect in February 1995 
to, among other things, give priority 
assistance to small businesses. In 1995 
small businesses will receive over 50 
percent of the funding provided for 
brand-name products up from 41 per- 
cent in 1994. 

Last year, a task force of the U.S. 
Agriculture Export Development Coun- 
cil met for 2 days in Leesburg, VA, to 
review the role of the MPP, and other 
agriculture programs as part of our 
overall trade policy. This task force af- 
firmed that the purpose of the MPP is 
to “increase U.S. agricultural project 
exports.” It concluded that the in- 
crease in such exports helps to create 
and protect U.S. jobs, combat unfair 
trade practices, improve the U.S. trade 
balance, and improve farm income.”’ 

According to the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, U.S. agricultural exports 
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reached $43.5 billion supporting almost 
800,000 jobs. For fiscal year 1995, agri- 
cultural exports are expected to reach 
a record $51.5 billion. Individual export 
records have been set in 1994 for red 
meats, poultry, fresh fruit, fresh vege- 
tables, tree nuts, wine and beer and 
other high value products. This has 
been achieved with the help of MPP 
and other USDA export programs. 

Mr. President, the Market Promotion 
Program has been an unqualified suc- 
cess for California farmers. For many 
Californian crops, the MPP has pro- 
vided the crucial boost to help them 
overcome unfair foreign subsidies. I 
would like to share two of the suc- 
cesses of this program in California. 

California produces about 85 percent 
of the U.S. avocado crop on over 6,000 
farms that average less than 8 acres 
per farm. Between 1985 and 1993, Cali- 
fornia avocado growers utilized $2.5 
million of their own money, combined 
with $3.4 million of MPP funds to 
achieve over $58 million in avocado 
sales in Europe and the Pacific rim. 
This is better than a 17 to 1 return on 
our MPP investment that means jobs 
for California. 

The growth of California walnuts ex- 
ports also illustrates the success of 
this program. Since 1985, the year be- 
fore the MPP began helping walnuts, 90 
percent of the growth in California 
walnut sales has come from exports. 
And 90 percent of this export growth 
has been to markets where California 
walnuts have had MPP support. The 
total value of these exports in 1985 to- 
taled $36 million. By last year, that 
total export value grew to $119 million. 

This growth in MPP driven walnut 
exports has been the greatest in the 
heavily protected Japanese market. 
There, California walnut exports grew 
from about $3 million in 1985 to $28 mil- 
lion last year. The $19 million devoted 
by the MPP between 1986 and 1994 to 
promoting California walnuts in Japan 
has helped generate nearly $140 million 
in sales. This is a rate of return on the 
taxpayer's investment that approaches 
700 percent. 

The California walnut industry is not 
a monolithic corporation. It is made up 
of over 5,300 growers who farm orchards 
that average only 44 acres. And its 
these California family farmers, not 
big corporations, who benefit from the 
MPP support of walnut exports. With- 
out the MPP, these farmers could not 
muster the resources they need to 
break into the Japanese and other pro- 
tected markets. 

Lastly, I would like to make a few 
comments on a possible initiative by 
my colleagues to means-test the Mar- 
ket Promotion Program. In California, 
nonprofit agricultural marketing co- 
operatives such as Sunkist, Blue Dia- 
mond, and Calvaro are owned by their 
farmer members and distribute all in- 
come to the individual farmers less op- 
erating expenses. Cooperatives such as 
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these are associations of farmers who 
accomplish collectively what that can- 
not accomplish individually. The aver- 
age farmer in these three cooperatives 
farms between 20 and 40 acres and the 
overwhelming majority of them are 
full-time farmers. I believe it would be 
unfair to penalize individual small 
farmers because they have joined to- 
gether to form an effective coopera- 
tive. It defeats the purpose of a market 
development program. It is clear that 
these farmers could not individually be 
effective exporters to the world mar- 
ket. 

In closing Mr. President, the MPP is 
a wise investment in American agri- 
culture and I urge my colleagues to 
support it in its current form, at the 
highest possible level. 

I ask unanimous consent that a list 
of export-related jobs in each State be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM 
Agriculture export related jobs by State 
State: р 


Jobs 
FCC ͤ ᷣ AA A EE АА 11.000 
Alaska 20.000 
Arizona 10.000 
California 137,000 
Colorado 25.000 
Connecticut 1.500 
Delaware 2.000 
Florida 22.000 
Georgia . 15,000 
Hawaii 1,700 
Idaho ...... 22,000 
Illinois 68,000 
Indiana 36,000 
Iowa 96,000 
Kansas ...... 69,000 
Kentucky .. 25,000 
TTT. oe ccnp E 5 17,000 
МИНДӘ ²˙*ð! E AOT жеее 400 
r ͤ »»» 5.500 
Massachusetts 1.100 
оозго Ч УРАЗА ГЕ АА е 21,500 
( ²˙⁰ ü Ä 50,000 
Mississippi ............................ 24,000 
FP 24.000 
WWW 6.000 
N AA e 74.000 
o . лнн 2.000 
New Mexico 3.000 
/// AA 8,300 
North Carolina . . . . . 27,500 
North Dakota ........................ 23,000 
PG AA 33,000 
C ( 10.000 
Oregon ...... 15,000 
Pennsylvania ... 11,000 
South Carolina 7,000 
South Dakota. 25,000 
ee еее» рынды; 9,000 
Veen 77.000 
N e e a 2.800 
мат eee 10,000 
MU ы RAED ММ А Азу 30,000 
. ²˙ A 27.500 
„ 1.400 


Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I just re- 
ceived, from the farmer cooperatives a 
table that I have placed in the RECORD, 
which shows the number of jobs that 
are related to the export of agricul- 
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tural products. They are shown by 
State. It is really an extraordinary list: 
Kansas, 69,000; Kentucky, 25,000; Texas, 
77,000; California, 137,000. Virtually 
every State in the Union, thousands of 
jobs. I stand in strong support of this 
program. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, might I 
inquire about the time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada has 2 minutes 50 sec- 
onds. The Senator from Mississippi has 
1% minutes. 

Mr. BRYAN. I yield myself a minute 
and a half. 

Mr. President, I simply make a point 
that this presumably is a time in 
America in which we are calling for 
shared sacrifice. We are saying that we 
cannot do business the way we have al- 
ways done it. With all due respect to 
my distinguished colleague and friend 
from California, in terms of weighing 
the priorities, it seems to me it is pret- 
ty hard to contend when we are savag- 
ing the kinds of programs that affect 
the poor and those who are least able 
to defend themselves to support these 
kinds of dollars. 

McDonald’s, the hamburger folks, I 
think, reported a net profit of in excess 
of $1 billion. They continue to receive 
money to supplement their advertising 
account. Their advertising budget is in 
the range of $600 to $700 million. I 
would think that these outfits would 
be embarrassed, at a time when they 
are encouraging us to balance the 
budget, as we should, to simply say, 
look, it is time for us to kind of par- 
ticipate in this shared sacrifice and 
say, look, we will handle our own pro- 
motion and not depend upon the Amer- 
ican taxpayer for a handout. 

І reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself as much time as I may 
consume. Let me remind the Senate 
that we voted on this same issue when 
we had the supplemental reconciliation 
bill before the Senate on April 6 of this 
year. I moved to table this same 
amendment that was offered by the 
Senators from Nevada and Arkansas. 
And on a vote of 61 yeas to 37 nays, this 
amendment was tabled. We fully de- 
bated the issue then. We have fully de- 
bated the issue now. Nothing has 
changed, Mr. President. 

So I hope Senators will notice that I 
am going to put on the desk here how 
everybody voted on that previous occa- 
sion. I hope we will repeat the success 
of that favorable motion on the motion 
to table this same amendment. It is my 
intention to move to table when time 
has expired and we ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BRYAN. May I inquire as to how 
much time I have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 1 minute 44 seconds. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi has 30 seconds. 
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Mr. BRYAN. I will yield time to the 
Senator from Arkansas. 

First, the point I seek to make, as I 
have over the past several years with 
my friend from Arkansas, is that this 
is really a question of a subsidy that in 
light of what I consider the new eco- 
nomic reality, where we are literally 
going to have to reexamine the way in 
which we do things in Government, and 
those programs that have long existed 
that are near and dear to many of my 
colleagues. Some of these programs 
simply cannot pass what I would call 
the smell test.” This is one of them. 

I offer no criticism of these large ag- 
ribusinesses, who have been extraor- 
dinarily successful. I compliment 
them. But I think the fundamental 
question is: Should the American tax- 
payer be paying for their advertising 
and promotion? 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

I yield the Senator from Arkansas 
my remaining time. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
proceed for 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I just 
came from downstairs where the House 
just receded to the Senate position on 
mine law reform. The effect of that is 
to take 233 patent applications that 
have been excluded from being grand- 
fathered in last year and say you can 
have that, too. The biggest mining 
companies in America. Those 233 pat- 
ent applications, which we just voted 
to allow to go forward contain $15.5 bil- 
lion worth of gold, platinum, palla- 
dium, silver, and so on, underneath 
them. They will be given out to the 
biggest mining companies in the 
United States for zip—not $1 to the 
taxpayers of this country. 

Here we are debating continuing a 
practice of giving $110 million to the 
biggest corporations in America, not 
just the 10 listed on that chart—dozens 
more. Some of them are almost as big. 
To the biggest corporations in the 
world, we are giving $110 million to 
help them sell McNuggets and Big 
Macs around the world. I found out last 
night that we have already spent $86 
million on this program for alcoholic 
beverages. Who thinks that is a great 
idea? 

We are doing that, while we are cut- 
ting welfare, kicking 50 percent of the 
people off of the rolls by the year 2000, 
cutting earned-income tax credit to 
keep people off the rolls, $270 billion in 
Medicare cuts for our elderly citizens, 
$240 billion in Medicaid cuts for the 
poorest of the poor for health care in 


‘this country, and on and on it goes. 


And this day, in one fell swoop, we 
have just voted to give $15 billion 
worth of minerals away and $110 mil- 
lion in the grossest kind of corporate 
welfare. Is that what the revolution of 
1994 was about? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself the remainder of the time on 
this side. 

Mr. President, this is a red herring. 
The fact is that the funds allocated 
under this program are to promote U.S. 
agriculture products. We are seeing the 
U.S. Poultry and Egg Export Council 
promoting the purchase of U.S. poultry 
products and eggs by foreign-owned 
and operated franchises of McDonald’s. 


That does not mean that goes to cor- 


porate headquarters in Chicago, or 
wherever. This means that we are pro- 
ducing a promotional campaign using 
these funds to try to help sell more of 
what we produce in America. 

It is a good program. It has worked 
and I hope the Senate will vote “уев” 
on this motion to table. 

Mr. President, I move to table the 
amendment, and I ask for the yeas and 


nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANTORUM). Is there a sufficient sec- 
ond? There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the amendment. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 59, 
nays 41, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 440 Leg.] 


YEAS—59 
Akaka Prist Lott 
Ashcroft Gorton McConnell 
Baucus Graham Moseley-Braun 
Bennett Gramm Murkowski 
Biden Grassley Murray 
Bond Harkin Nunn 
Boxer Hatch Packwood 
Breaux Hatfield Pell 
Burns Heflin Pressler 
Campbell Helms Pryor 
Cochran Hutchison Rockefeller 
Cohen Inouye Shelby 
Conrad Jeffords Simon 
Craig Johnston Simpson 
Daschle Kassebaum Snowe 
Domenici Kempthorne Specter 
Dorgan Kerrey Stevens 
Exon Kohl Thomas 
Feinstein Leahy Thurmond 
Ford Levin 

NAYS—41 
Abraham Faircloth McCain 
Bingaman Feingold Mikulski 
Bradley Glenn Moynihan 
Brown Grams Nickles 
Bryan Gregg Reid 
Bumpers Hollings Robb 
Byrd Inhofe Roth 
Chafee Kennedy Santorum 
Coats Kerry 
Coverdell Kyl Smith 
D'Amato Lautenberg Thompson 
DeWine Lieberman Warner 
Dodd Lugar Wellstone 
Dole Mack 


So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 2691) was agreed to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was tabled. ` 

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 
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The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we 
have about 10 minutes before we are to 
proceed with debate on the amendment 
dealing with poultry regulation. One 
hour on each side is available under 
that agreement for debate of that 
issue. We had hoped to take up another 
amendment and discuss it between now 
and then. I know Senator KERREY had 
considered bringing up his amendment, 
which is a Market Promotion Program 
amendment. I know of no other busi- 
ness that Senators have requested be 
transacted during this 10-minute pe- 
riod, so I will suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I further 
ask I may be permitted to proceed as if 
in morning business for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. BOND pertaining 
to the introduction of legislation are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. BOND. I thank the Chair, and I 
yield the floor. 

EXCEPTED COMMITTEE AMENDMENT ON PAGE 83, 
LINE 4 THROUGH LINE 2 ON PAGE #4 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume consideration of the excepted 
committee amendment regarding poul- 
try regulations, on which there will be 
2 hours of debate. The Senator from 
Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, as I 
understand the allocation of time, 
there is 1 hour on each side. If I am not 
mistaken, I think under the order, Iam 
to control the time in opposition to the 
amendment of the Senator from Cali- 
fornia, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, what 
is at issue here in this amendment that 
will be offered by the Senator from 
California is a provision of the Senate 
bill as approved by the Appropriations 
Committee, which I will read. It is sec- 
tion 729 and found on page 83 of the 
bill: 

None of the funds appropriated or other- 
wise made available by this Act may be used 
to develop compliance guidelines, implement 
or enforce a regulation promulgated by the 
Food Safety and Inspection Service on Au- 
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gust 25, 1995 (60 Fed. Reg. 44396): Provided, 
That this regulation shall take effect only if 
legislation is enacted into law which directs 
the Secretary of Agriculture to promulgate 
such regulation, or the House Committee on 
Agriculture and the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry receive 
and approve a proposed revised regulation 
submitted by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

This regulation, which has been pro- 
mulgated after a great deal of discus- 
sion, public comment on the proposed 
regulation has the effect of prohibiting 
and actually preventing poultry pro- 
ducers and processors in the Southeast 
and Southwest from exporting their 
products into the California market. 
That is the practical consequence of 
the regulation as drawn and promul- 
gated by this administration. 

The origin of the initiative came 
from California to restate the regula- 
tions and rules regarding the labeling 
of poultry products with respect to 
whether they were frozen, chilled or 
not and what should be disclosed in 
that connection and how you measure 
the temperature with respect to which. 
regulation or label would be appro- 
priate. 

This was all driven by the poultry in- 
dustry in California which is a high- 
cost producer and processor of poultry 
products. High cost: High labor costs, 
regulations that are imposed locally 
and in the State of California, that ele- 
vate the price at which poultry prod- 
ucts can be sold in California. 

Different regulations with regard to 
the way these imported products are 
sent from the Southeast and the 
Southwest into that market, are 
packaged and labeled, could be drawn 
so as to increase the costs of and 
maybe even make it impossible to ship 
deeply chilled poultry products into 
that market. 

So this issue was developed as a way 
for the California poultry industry to 
keep competition out of their market, 
to keep lower cost poultry processing 
firms in the Southeast, like in my 
State of Mississippi, from competing 
and undercutting the price being sold 
by California poultry producers in 
their own market. 

To let the Senate know that this is 
not an issue that has been just hastily 
or capriciously injected into this ap- 
propriations bill, back in April, we 
were trying to convince the adminis- 
tration of the seriousness of this situa- 
tion that would be caused throughout 
many parts of this country if this regu- 
lation were to be approved. 

I am looking at a letter, which I will 
have printed in the RECORD, dated 
April 4, 1995. It is written on the letter- 
head of Senator JOHN WARNER of Vir- 
ginia, but it is signed by 19 Senators: 
Senators DAVID PRYOR, JOHN WARNER, 
MITCH MCCONNELL, JESSE HELMS, How- 
ELL HEFLIN, PAUL COVERDELL, THAD 
COCHRAN, TRENT LOTT, STROM THUR- 
MOND, RICHARD SHELBY, BENNETT JOHN- 
STON, JOHN BREAUX, JIM INHOFE, SAM 
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NUNN, CHRISTOPHER BOND, LAUCH 
FAIRCLOTH, ROD GRAMS, KAY BAILEY 
HUTCHISON, and DON NICKLES. 

What we said in this letter addressed 
to the acting Under Secretary of Agri- 
culture for Food Safety, is that we be- 
lieve it is appropriate for the Food 
Safety and Inspection Service to con- 
sider changes in the existing Federal 
standards, but we have major reserva- 
tions about the standards that the 
Food Safety and Inspection Service are 
proposing. We talk about the con- 
sequences of the proposed regulations 
at that time, illogical from the point of 
view of measuring the temperature of 
chilled poultry and then having it la- 
beled previously frozen” or frozen“ 
and the consequences of that in terms 
of the businesses that deeply chill the 
poultry to protect it from contamina- 
tion as it is transported across the 
country to other markets in the United 
States. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that a copy of this letter be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


U.S. SENATE, 
April 4, 1995. 

Hon. MICHAEL TAYLOR, 

Under Secretary for Food Safety (Acting), U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MR. TAYLOR: We believe it is appro- 
priate for the Food Safety and Inspection 
Service (FSIS) to consider changes in the ex- 
isting federal standards for labeling fresh“ 
and “frozen’’ poultry. However, we have 
major reservations about the standards FSIS 
are proposing. 

FSIS on January 18, 1995 proposed regula- 
tions that would allow a “fresh” label to ap- 
pear only on those poultry products that 
have not been chilled below 26 degrees Fahr- 
enheit. Poultry that had been chilled to 0 de- 
grees or below would be labeled frozen.“ 
Poultry chilled to a temperature of between 
0 degrees and 26 degrees would be labeled 
“previously frozen.” 

The following are our most serious con- 
cerns about this proposal: 

FSIS arbitrarily chose 26 degrees as the di- 
viding line between “fresh and other des- 
ignations. There are other temperatures 
below 26 degrees that preserve the “fresh” 
characteristics consumers are seeking while 
giving poultry products the longer safe shelf 
life necessary for transportation across long 
distances. 

The proposed regulation requires fresh“ 
poultry products to remain at no less than 26 
degrees throughout processing, storage and 
transportation. The original processor does 
not control some of these operations and 
could lose a fresh“ designation through по 
fault of their own. The strict adherence to 26 
degrees also does not take into account im- 
portant differences in equipment calibration. 

The designation of “previously frozen” 
poultry is completely illogical. Poultry 
chilled to between 0 degrees and 26 degrees 
never has met the proposed regulations defi- 
nition of “frozen.” How, then, can it accu- 
rately be labeled previously frozen“? 

As Members of Congress deeply concerned 
about food safety, accurate labeling for con- 
sumers and fairness for all segments of the 
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poultry industry, we urge you in the strong- 
est possible terms to make several changes 


to the proposed rule. 
First, we urge FSIS to select a tempera- 


ture lower than 26 degrees but higher than 
the current 0 degrees as the minimum tem- 
perature at which poultry can receive a 
“fresh” designation. 

Second, we urge FSIS to consider a tem- 
perature variance from that minimum to ac- 
commodate temperature shifts during ship- 
ping and storage and to accommodate the 
important differences in the calibration of 
temperature measuring devices and refrig- 
eration equipment. We would point out that 
USDA’s Agricultural Research Service, 
working in laboratory settings, is able to 
control holding-chamber temperatures only 
to within three degrees of the target tem- 
perature. 

Finally, we urge you not to require a label 
designation for poultry chilled to between 0 
degrees and the minimum temperature as 
necessary for fresh“ labeling. 

These common sense changes will result in 
а regulation that assures full labelling dis- 
closure for consumers and the safest possible 
shipment of fresh poultry products across 
the nation. 

Thank you for your attention to these rec- 
ommendations; please do not hesitate to con- 
tact us if you have additional questions. 

Sincerely, 

David Pryor; Mitch McConnell; Howell 
Heflin; Thad Cochran; Strom Thur- 
mond; J. Bennett Johnston; James 
Inhofe; Christopher S. Bond; Rod 
Grams; Don Nickles; John Warner; 
Jesse Helms; Paul Coverdell; Trent 
Lott; Richard C. Shelby; John B. 
Breaux; Sam Nunn; Lauch Faircloth; 
Kay Bailey Hutchison. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, before 
yielding time for others to discuss 
their views on this, let me just say the 
temperature threshold and the nega- 
tive labeling that the California poul- 
try industry has been promoting has 
only one objective, and that is keeping 
competitive products out of the Cali- 
fornia market, to make those products 
appear less appealing to California con- 
sumers. I do not believe the Federal 
Government should take actions 
which, like it would in this instance, 
influence improperly interstate trade 
and commerce in this matter. 

This issue has absolutely nothing to 
do with improving product quality, 
nothing to do with enhancing food safe- 
ty. The regulations will not improve 
consumer information or enhance 
consumer protection. This is an 
intraindustry trade dispute between 
California and the rest of the country 
where poultry products are produced 
and sold in that market, and I hope 
that the Senate will reject the amend- 
ment to be offered by the Senator from 
California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I yield 
myself as much time as I might 
consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized. 
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Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I was 
wondering how this debate would shape 
up because, to me, it is very straight- 
forward. It is not about California; it is 
about common sense. The Agriculture 
Department, after 8 long years, finally 
issues a rule that says if your chicken 
or your turkey is frozen, then you can- 
not put a “‘fresh”’ label on it. 

Let me repeat that. If the chicken or 
turkey is frozen when you send it out 
of your State, you cannot mislead con- 
sumers and put a fresh“ label on it. 
Hurray, a victory for common sense, a 
victory for the right to know what we 
are purchasing. 

I have shopped for my family for 
many years, and these things are im- 
portant. So what happens in the Appro- 
priations Committee? A sneak attack 
on a fair rule. They are not going to 
allow this rule to go into effect. I say 
to consumers all over the country, lis- 
ten to this debate because you are 
going to hear words that have no 
meaning. You are going to hear words 
such as exporting and fairness and bar- 
riers. But those are not the issues. This 
is about truth in labeling. 

Now, to prove my point that this is 
not just a California issue, I might say 
on the Record to my friend, my chick- 
en producers are for this rule, and my 
turkey producers are against this rule. 
I have business on either side. I line up 
with consumers. I hope you will, too, 
after listening to some of the points 
that I will make. 

Perdue Chicken, which is produced in 
New York, and has headquarters in the 
State of Maryland and offices in Ala- 
bama, Delaware, Florida, Indiana, New 
Jersey, North Carolina, South Caro- 
lina, and Virginia, says, “We are op- 
posed to companies selling products as 
fresh when they have been previously 
frozen or thawed.” 

Perdue is not a California company. 
This is simple corporate responsibility. 
What are we going to do in the U.S. 
Senate? I am glad it is not in the dead 
of night. At least it is in the day time 
and everybody can watch us. We are 
going to say that fresh is frozen and 
frozen is fresh. This makes no sense at 
all, for anybody who has ever gone into 
а supermarket. I think most Ameri- 
cans have, and they understand this. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that I may show you this chicken. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ob- 
ject. I make a point of order that the 
display of any such product would vio- 
late rule 17 of the Senate rules. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi is correct. 

Objection is heard. 

Mrs. BOXER. I have put away my fro- 
zen chicken. I will not bring it out in 
violation of the rules. I respect my 
friend’s right to object to my request. 
But what I was going to do was take 
that little chicken, which is frozen as 
hard as a rock and marked fresh, and 
put it on this table, and it would have 
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sounded like this. And everyone could 
see the lunacy of this debate. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mrs. BOXER. Yes, I would be happy 
to. 
Mr. BUMPERS. I could not agree 
with the Senator more. If you take a 
chicken frozen solid like that, one at 
zero degrees, and use it for a bowling 
ball, as a House Member did, or as a 
prop here, as you were proposing to do, 
I agree that is the sound it would 
make. But that is not what this debate 
is about. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, if I may 
reclaim my time, because I have lim- 
ited time, that is exactly what this de- 
bate is about. When my friend speaks, 
he can say what he thinks it is about. 
It is about taking a product that is fro- 
zen to one degree—what human being 
can say that one degree is not frozen— 
and enabling producers to mark it 
“fresh.” Why? Because they want to 
get more money for a frozen product. 
That is what this is all about. They 
want to get more money by marking it 
“fresh.” 

So I would have shown you this 
chicken, hard as a rock, marked 
“fresh.” 

My friends objected, and I respect 
their right to object. So I will show 
you a picture instead. I know they can- 
not object to that. As you can see, 
there is a frozen chicken being used as 
a bowling ball headed for these pins 
and, as a result, I think some of them 
were knocked down. Now, do we believe 
for a minute that a chicken that is fro- 
zen like this should be marked “fresh” 
if it can knock down bowling pins? 

Now, if I told you this desk was a 
chair, you would think I was kidding. 
And if I told you summer was winter, 
and ice was hot, warm was freezing, 
ovens were freezers, and freezers were 
toasters, you would send me to the 
nearest psychiatrist. And you would be 
right. 

I do not know what came over the 
committee, but let me read you the 
definition of fresh. This is out of Web- 
ster’s Dictionary: ‘‘Fresh: Recently 
made, produced, or harvested, not pre- 
served as by canning, smoking, or 
freezing.” 

Yet, my friends on the committee 
say that if a chicken or a turkey is fro- 
zen to one degree, it can be marked 
fresh. Let me remind you what Webster 
said:. . . not preserved as by freez- 
ing.” 

“Frozen: Made into, or covered with, 
or surrounded by ice; preserved by 
freezing.” 

That is frozen. “Immobile.” I will 
add one: It knocks down bowling pins. 
Chickens that are that hard are not 
fresh, they are frozen. And everyone 
with a pulse, I think, understands that. 

We have tried to straighten this mess 
out for 8 long years, and special inter- 
ests come in every time and kill it. 
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This time, the Clinton administration 
had the guts to issue this rule, and the 
Appropriations Committee—by the 
way, whose chairman said—and he is 
my friend, and I work with him and I 
admire him, and we just worked to- 
gether on an issue—that we really 
should not do these things on appro- 
priations bills, in relation to an article 
that appeared today. He said he does 
not believe in making policy on spend- 
ing bills in relation to the mink pro- 


gram. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mrs. BOXER. Yes, on his own time. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 
not quoted in that article. My office 
said something to the effect that I did 
not think policy should be established 
on appropriations bills. I am not sure 
my staff said that. My staff told me 
they told this reporter that I did not 
favor legislation on an appropriations 
bill. That was one reason why I was op- 
posing that amendment. I am not advo- 
cating legislation on this bill. I am 
saying no funds shall be used to carry 
out this regulation. 

Mrs. BOXER. I say to my friend and 
colleague, he is a very smart Member 
of this Senate. He is terrific. He gets 
his way a lot around here. A lot of the 
time he is right, and he should get his 
way. But if this is not legislating on an 
appropriations bill, I do not know what 
is. This is a rule that is going to go 
into effect so that when consumers go 
to the supermarket, they will know 
whether the chicken they buy is fresh 
or frozen. We are stopping it dead here 
in the Appropriations Committee, sim- 
ply saying no funds shall be spent to 
enforce it. Well, if it cannot be en- 
forced, then there is no rule. So we 
know what we are talking about here. 

This rule is a victory for common 
sense. That is why the Consumer Fed- 
eration supports the rule. That is why 
Citizen Action supports the rule, and 
Public Voice supports the rule, and 
Public Citizen supports the rule. Look 
at all the people who are for the rule. 
My friends say it is a California issue. 
Why do we have the National Associa- 
tion of Meat Producers and Meat Pur- 
veyors and all kinds of national unions, 
and the Oregon Broiler Growers Asso- 
ciation and Pacific Egg and Poultry 
Association? As I told you, there are 
all these consumer groups and veteri- 
nary groups, et cetera. 

Studies show consumers are willing 
to pay more for products that are 
fresh. These are their hard-earned dol- 
lars. They should be getting what they 
are paying for: a fresh product. And, by 
the way, there is nothing wrong with 
buying frozen produce, nothing at all. 
Some people prefer to do that. 

Let me give you another serious 
problem with this. You go to the super- 
market and buy a frozen product, it is 
defrosted, marked fresh,“ so you 
think it is fresh. You go home and put 
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it in your freezer. Then you defrost it 
again before you cook it. That could be 
dangerous to your health. 

I have to say that this rule is very 
gentle on the people that my friends 
represent in Arkansas and in the 
Southern States. Why do I say that? 
Because it does not say they have to 
label it “frozen” until it gets down to 
zero. They can use the term, quote, 
“hard chilled.’’ So the Department of 
Agriculture bent over backward. In my 
mind, if it is 10 degrees, it is frozen. 
They are allowed to say hard chilled.” 
That is a commonsense rule that looks 
out for those producers that my friends 
represent. 

How much time do I have remaining, 
Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 49 minutes, 23 seconds remaining. 

Mrs. BOXER. How much time re- 
mains on the other side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 51 minutes and 42 seconds. 

Mrs. BOXER. I see my friend, the 
senior Senator from California has 
joined me. I will yield the Senator 15 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California is recognized for 
15 minutes. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Sen- 
ator from California and I thank the 
President. 

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to 
the committee amendment. I urge my 
colleagues to strike the committee lan- 
guage to ensure truthful labeling of 
poultry and poultry products. 

Let me say first that the committee 
language in the fiscal year 1996 agri- 
culture appropriations bill flies in the 
face of the consumer. It prevents the 
Department of Agriculture from imple- 
menting a new and commonsense regu- 
lation on what poultry products can be 
labeled аз fresh.“ 

I might parenthetically say I never 
thought when I came to the U.S. Sen- 
ate we would be debating this on the 
floor. 

Be that as it is, I must say, Mr. 
President, I find it astonishing that 
any business engaged in the processing 
of food products can call something 
“fresh’’ when it has been frozen as hard 
as a rock. The whole thrust of Federal 
food labeling over the past several dec- 
ades has been to provide consumers 
with accurate information about the 
quality and contents of the food they 
buy. 

Existing departmental guidelines re- 
garding poultry are really wrong. They 
allow consumers to be deceived into 
thinking they are choosing between 
two equally attractive pieces of poul- 
try, when in fact one has been frozen to 
zero degrees and then thawed, while 
the other has never been frozen at all. 

The consumer has a right to know if 
a chicken has been previously frozen. If 
it has, then it is not fresh. 

The new Department of Agriculture 
Food and Safety Inspection Service 
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rule, which is scheduled to take effect 
next year, ensures that the labeling 
corresponds with reality. 

The new rule sets three labeling cat- 
egories: First, poultry products which 
have never been chilled below poultry’s 
freezing level of 26 degrees may be la- 
beled as fresh. Second, hard chilled: 
Poultry products which have been 
chilled below 26 degrees but above zero 
degrees must be labeled as hard chilled. 
Third, frozen: Poultry products which 
have been chilled at zero degrees or 
below must be labeled as frozen or pre- 
viously frozen. 

It makes sense. However, until this 
new rule goes into effect, the poultry 
industry can use the term “fresh” on 
poultry that has been chilled down to 
zero degrees. In practice, this means 
that chicken and turkeys are being la- 
beled and sold as fresh when, in fact, 
they have been frozen rock solid. 

For example, in California, Foster 
Farms and Zacky Foods, among others, 
sell fresh chicken, while previously fro- 
zen chicken shipped in from Southern 
producers can also bear the fresh“ 
label. 

In the Washington, DC, market, 
Perdue Farms sells fresh chicken, but 
labeling does not tell consumers that 
Tyson and Wampler chickens have been 
frozen. 

Similarly, while Farmers Pride in 
Pennsylvania, Plainsville Farms in 
New York, and Sunset Acres Farm in 
Maine sell fresh poultry, their competi- 
tors who sell previously frozen poultry 
can also use the ‘‘fresh”’ label. 

This situation makes a mockery of 
the label and misinforms consumers 
about the actual freshness of the prod- 
uct. 

This most certainly is not reason- 
able, and it does not meet the expecta- 
tions of today’s consumers. 

According to a telephone survey con- 
ducted by ICR Survey Research Group 
in June 1994, the vast majority—75 per- 
cent—of the public does not think 
chicken which has been shipped or 
stored below 26 degrees should be called 
“fresh.” 

The vast majority of the public ques- 
tioned, 86 percent, said it was inappro- 
priate to label as “fresh” chicken 
which has been stored below 26 degrees 
and then thawed out. 

Four out of five consumers, 81 per- 
cent, said yes there is a difference be- 
tween chicken which has never been 
frozen and chicken which has been fro- 
zen and thawed out. 

By a margin of five to one, those 
questioned rated never frozen” chick- 
en as superior to chicken which had 
been previously frozen.” 


That is the rub. Clearly, the 
consumer, if possible, would prefer to 
buy fresh chicken. 


According to the Department of Agri- 
culture, once food is thawed, when it is 
refrozen there may be a loss of quality 
due to high loss of moisture. Consum- 
ers certainly think so. 
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Consumers have a preference for 
fresh poultry and—this is the rub, as 
well—they are willing to pay a higher 
price for it. They should be getting, we 
think, what they are paying for.” 

As in many issues of national impor- 
tance, California has taken the lead on 
truthful labeling of poultry products. 
In 1993, California enacted a law re- 
stricting the use of the term fresh“ on 
labels of poultry that have been chilled 
at or below 25 degrees and to allow the 
use of the term “‘fresh’’ only on poultry 
that has been kept above 25 degrees. 
However, the court subsequently ruled 
that California law was preempted by 
Federal law, which prohibits States 
from imposing labeling requirements 
that are different from, or in addition 
to, the Federal requirements. 

California is preempted, even though 
California says what is fresh is fresh, 
and what is frozen is frozen, and never 
the twain will meet, and we will show 
you with our law. Bingo—they are pre- 
empted by the Federal Government. 

In response to the consumers’ contin- 
ued demand for truthful labeling, the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture accept- 
ed its responsibility, and after a 15- 
month rulemaking process, the Depart- 
ment is prepared to implement truthful 
labeling. 

The Department of Agriculture’s new 
poultry labeling rule, we believe, is 
reasonable and fair to both consumers 
and the poultry industry. Not only does 
it ensure truthful labeling of fresh 
poultry and protect the consumers’ 
right to know, it provides a new cat- 
egory of hard chilled” and gives the 
industry 1 year to comply, allowing 
ample time to use up inventories of ex- 
isting labels and make the necessary 


changes. 

Accurate and truthful labeling is 
strongly supported by national 
consumer groups—the National 


Consumer League, the Public Voice for 
Food and Health Policy, and the 
Consumer Federation of America. 

The committee language, on the 
other hand, will prohibit the Depart- 
ment from proceeding with its own 
order. 

Unless the Department of Agri- 
culture is permitted to implement its 
new poultry labeling rule, frozen poul- 
try products will continue to be falsely 
labeled. 

We do not allow fish which has been 
frozen to be labeled as fresh. We should 
not allow poultry to be mislabeled, ei- 
ther. 

Let us, Mr. President, make the Fed- 
eral Government be honest about what 
is fresh and what is frozen. Otherwise, 
we face the prospect of allowing the 
American public to be conned into 
going to Antarctica to lie on the beach. 

I yield the remainder of my time to 
the Senator from California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Mis- 
sissippi. 
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Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, let me 
simply say in response to the distin- 
guished Senator from California who 
has just spoken, on this issue of frozen 
and fresh, I happened to receive a let- 
ter from someone in California telling 
me her views on this issue, back when 
we were all corresponding with the 
Food Safety Inspection Service about 
this proposed regulation. I am going to 
read this letter and ask unanimous 
consent a copy of it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. COCHRAN. It is from Dr. Ann R. 
Stasch, who lives, according to the re- 
turn address, in Northridge, CA. She 
writes it to me, Senator THAD COCH- 
RAN, “‘Chair,’’ she says, of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, Senate Of- 
fice Building, Washington, DC.” 

DEAR SENATOR COCHRAN: I am interested in 
the frozen/fresh chicken controversy. 

This is a handwritten letter. 

I have recently retired as a University Pro- 
fessor of Food and Nutrition. As a consumer, 
I find little difference in the frozen and 
unfrozen chicken with regard to the state of 
thawing. The only chickens which are com- 
pletely thawed, regardless of state of origin, 
are, for the most part, those on periodic 
price reduction sales. It has been my experi- 
ence that wholly thawed at purchase chick- 
ens are often those which have been in stor- 
age the longest. These frequently have less 
flavor. 

I prefer partially frozen (that is, not to- 
tally thawed) chicken when I purchase 
chicken, as chicken fat develops rancidity 
rather quickly. There are local differences in 
color of fat preferences by consumers and 
California chickens have a generally more 
yellow colored fat than southern chickens. If 
a chicken is going to sit 3 or 4 days between 
harvest and sale, it would probably be pref- 
erable that it be frozen, no matter the point 
of origin. It would be unfortunate if partially 
frozen chicken could not be sold at a regular 
price. 

Sincerely, 
ANN R. STASCH. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield 
some time on my time to respond? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I will be happy to 
yield for a question. I have other Sen- 
ators I want to yield to for purposes 
of—— 

Mrs. BOXER. I was asking if the Sen- 
ator will yield for a moment? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I have the right to 
the floor now, but I do intend to yield 
to a Senator, as the Senator from Cali- 
fornia has yielded to a Senator on her 
side. It was my intention to yield to a 
Senator on our side, but I will be glad 
to yield to my colleague for a question. 

Mrs. BOXER. I will put it in the form 
of a question. Is the Senator aware 
there are 32 million people in the State 
of California? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I know it is a big 
State. 

Mrs. BOXER. It is a big State, and 
this is one person’s opinion. Is the Sen- 
ator aware that clearly we are going to 
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enable this woman to buy frozen prod- 
ucts? We just want to make sure they 
will be marked frozen“ or previously 
chilled” or “hard chilled.” This would 
not stop this woman from buying fro- 
zen. It would just make her choice even 
clearer. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I thought the Senate 
would benefit, Mr. President—I will re- 
claim my time—from a point of view 
which apparently is a thoughtful point 
of view by someone who is a recently 
retired university professor in the sub- 
ject of food and nutrition. 

Mr. President, I want to yield to my 
distinguished colleague from Mis- 
sissippi such time as he may require. 


EXHIBIT 1 
NORTHRIDGE, CA, 
April 21, 1995. 
Senator THAD COCHRAN, 


Chairman, Appropriations Committee, USDA, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR : am interested іп 
the frozen/fresh chicken controversy. I have 
recently retired as a University Professor of 
Food and Nutrition. As a consumer, I find 
little difference in the frozen and unfrozen 
chicken with regard to the state of thawing. 
The only chickens which are completely 
thawed, regardless of state of origin, are, for 
the most part, those on periodic price reduc- 
tion sales. It has been my experience that 
wholly thawed at purchase chickens are 
often those which have been in storage the 
longest. These frequently have less flavor. 

I prefer partially frozen (that is, not to- 
tally thawed) chicken when I purchase 
chicken, as chicken fat develops rancidity 
rather quickly. There are local differences in 
color of fat preferences by consumers and 
California chickens have a generally more 
yellow colored fat than southern chickens. If 
a chicken is going to sit 3 or 4 days between 
harvest and sale, it would probably be pref- 
erable that it be frozen, no matter the point 
of origin. It would be unfortunate if partially 
frozen chicken could not be sold at a regular 
price. 

Sincerely, 
ANN R. STASCH. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KYL). The Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I thank the 
distinguished chairman of the agri- 
culture appropriations subcommittee 
for yielding me this time. I would like 
to go back and reiterate, for a moment, 
the process that is involved here. 

On August 25 of this year, the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture revised regula- 
tions that imposed what I consider to 
be misleading restrictions on labeling 
of raw poultry products as “fresh.” 
This regulation was designed, as I un- 
derstand it, by the California poultry 
industry, to make it difficult for com- 
peting poultry products from other sec- 
tions of the country to be marketed in 
California without jeopardizing prod- 
uct quality. 

Here is an important point. This new 
regulation is to take effect August 
1996. 

Senator COCHRAN’s language in the 
bill would prohibit implementation of 
this regulation. That is very strongly 
supported by the ranking member. 
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That will give us time to consider this 
matter further, to make sure the regu- 
lation is properly drafted and to make 
sure it is fair. That is all that Senator 
COCHRAN does, in this language in the 
bill. 

The Agriculture Committee, the au- 
thorization committee, has not even 
had hearings on this matter. It is very 
important to all of the different parties 
involved. I believe the poultry industry 
would be very happy to work with the 
agriculture authorization committee 
and with all those interested and in- 
volved, both on the Appropriations 
Committee and from the State of Cali- 
fornia and all the other States affected, 
to come up with a regulation that is 
fair and that we can all live with. 

So I wanted to emphasize this. This 
regulation is not even scheduled to go 
into effect until August 1996. We have 
the time to look at this matter very 
carefully. Funds should not be used to 
implement, start implementing this 
regulation until we have had hearings 
and really thought it through care- 
fully. 

The purpose of the provision is to re- 
quire that the Secretary of Agriculture 
develop and implement a more reason- 
able regulation. Pleas were made to the 
Secretary of Agriculture to do that. It 
does not prevent the Secretary from 
eventually imposing a final rule. 

The fresh poultry regulation that we 
are dealing with right now is going to 
cause major problems. For instance, in 
my own State of Mississippi, if a poul- 
try firm ships a load of poultry from 
our State to California at 28 degrees, 
but it is unloaded and put in a freezer 
set at 26 or 24 degrees, it will be labeled 
“hard chilled.’’ The sender of this poul- 
try, Sanderson Farms, in this case, fol- 
lowed all the procedures but its poultry 
would have to have a stamp which the 
consumer would mistake for it being 
frozen. When you ship something at 28 
degrees, it is not hard frozen. It is not 
a bowling ball. And it is generally con- 
sidered to still be in a very fresh state. 
Yet, once it gets to the State of Cali- 
fornia how it is handled could deter- 
mine how it is labeled and could very 
much impact the sales in that State. 

USDA's final rule also ignored the 
fact, in my opinion, that 23,000 of the 
26,000 comments received objected to 
all or portions of the proposal. Iron- 
ically, the rule even ignores USDA's 
own study, done by the Agricultural 
Research Service, demonstrating that 
consumers cannot detect any quality 
differences, as pointed out by the letter 
from the lady in California, between 
poultry chilled to 26 degrees and prod- 
ucts chilled to lower temperatures. 

The same USDA study showed that, 
under ideal laboratory conditions, tem- 
peratures can only be controlled within 
plus or minus 2 degrees. Nevertheless, 
some reason, something caused USDA 
to go ahead and implement this regula- 
tion without providing any tempera- 
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ture variations or tolerances in the 
final rule, and that is critical. There 
must be some tolerance, some allow- 
ance for variation. 

Also, I might note for those who rep- 
resent pork and beef producing areas— 
and we have both of those in my own 
State—I think we need to be careful if 
we start down this road toward what 
can be considered, I believe, 
mislabeling. In the case of pork and 
beef, already, in order to be able to 
handle them better, products are 
brought below 26 degrees. Trim prod- 
ucts from beef and pork boning oper- 
ations are frozen. They are later 
thawed and used in ground beef and 
pork sausage sold as fresh. Frozen beef 
is mixed with fresh to get a mixture 
that forms well in patty equipment. 
Frozen lamb is routinely thawed at re- 
tail and sold fresh. Bacon is routinely 
chilled to below 26 degrees Fahrenheit 
to aid in slicing. 

So, I just think what the Senator is 
trying to do here with the support of 
the senior Senator from Arkansas is 
say let us stop now, before we imple- 
ment a rule that is misleading and un- 
fair. Let us think about it. Let us talk 
about it. Let us have hearings on it. 
Then we can come up with a rule that 
we think everybody can live with. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
the action of the committee and oppose 
the amendment by the Senator from 
California. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today in opposition to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from California. 

Recently, USDA issued a final rule 
prohibiting poultry that has ever been 
chilled below 26 degrees from being 
called fresh. Under the new rule, poul- 
try chilled below zero degrees would be 
labeled frozen, poultry chilled between 
zero and 26 degrees would be labeled 
hard chilled, and poultry held above 26 
degrees would be labeled fresh. 

All we are asking for is a little com- 
mon sense. 

The language in the committee’s bill 
is simply designed to ensure that be- 
fore implementing any new regulations 
on this matter, USDA address three is- 
sues: First, the temperature variance; 
second, the language on the label; and 
third, to ensure consumer health and 
safety is fully protected. 

The USDA’s new poultry labeling 
rule does not allow for a temperature 
variance. As it stands, a poultry prod- 
uct could drop one-tenth of a degree 
below the cutoff assigned by USDA, 
and it would have to be relabeled. Yet 
USDA's own studies show it is impos- 
sible to maintain a refrigerated prod- 
uct’s temperature to within 2 degrees 
of the target temperature. Imagine 
transporting a refrigerated truck long 
distances, through a variety of cli- 
mates, and many stops and handlers. 
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There needs to be some degree of flexi- 
bility in this rule to permit for those 
types of variations. 

But I think the key words here are 
long distances. I hope no one is fooled 
by this debate. The issue here is com- 
petition—competition from out-of- 
State producers. Certain producers just 
do not want to compete with products 
from out of State. Maybe their produc- 
tion costs are too high, maybe they are 
not as efficient, or maybe they just do 
not want the competition. But the 
consumer does. The consumers I hear 
from want the greatest possible selec- 
tion of safe foods at the lowest price. 
They do not care if their chicken 
comes from California or Arkansas or 
Virginia. They just want the highest 
quality product at the lowest price. 

In case there is any doubt about what 
is a stake here, let me tell a story. A 
few months ago, I opened a Richmond, 
VA, paper and saw an add urging Vir- 
ginians to call me and express their 
displeasure with my position on this 
issue. Obviously someone was very con- 
cerned for Virginia consumers. But 
down at the bottom of the add, in small 
print, were eight very telling words: 
“Paid for by the California Poultry In- 
dustry Federation.” 

Second, USDA has resorted to some 
unique terminology. Before USDA got 
into this there were two kinds of chick- 
en: fresh and frozen. Simple enough. 
You went to the store, read the label, 
bought your chicken, and you were fin- 
ished. Common sense. 

Now, according to USDA, there are 
three kinds of chicken: fresh, frozen, 
and hard chilled. Some might call that 
an improvement. I call it confusing. As 
the junior Senator from California said 
earlier: Lou will hear words that have 
по meaning. Well there are two. 

Linda Golodner, president of the Na- 
tional Consumers League said “Соп- 
sumers generally are familiar with the 
terms fresh and frozen. Now we have to 
educate them about what it means 
when something is ‘hard chilled.’”’ 
Once again, regulatory zeal displaces 
common sense, and consumers need to 
be reeducated by those who know bet- 
ter. 

But why not just call it fresh, frozen, 
or “from somewhere other than Cali- 
fornia.” I guess hard chilled is more 
concise. 

Whatever term USDA selects to de- 
scribe this new category of poultry, it 
should be a neutral term, not one that 
denigrates the product, confuses the 
consumer, or that benefits one market 
segment over another. 

Mr. President, the committee bill in 
no way hinders the regulatory process. 
We ask simply for a level playing field. 
In the end, I am convinced that sound 
science and common sense will prevail. 
I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I, likewise, am very 
supportive of the action taken by the 
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committee on which I am privileged to 
serve, the Senate Agriculture Commit- 
tee, and, indeed, the position taken by 
the distinguished floor managers. 

I just wish to propound a question 
here. I think we should have a little 
colloquy among us on this issue, be- 
cause I think the only concern that re- 
mains is not all the technical business 
about the temperatures and every- 
thing, but did our committee—it is I 
my understanding we did as a commit- 
tee—take into consideration the fact 
that our action as a committee would 
in no way jeopardize the health of the 
consumers? That is the bottom line. I 
am satisfied it does not, but I think it 
would be wise if we had the distin- 
guished floor managers address that 
issue, and perhaps other Senators who 
might likewise wish to address it. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I am happy to re- 
spond. The Appropriations Committee 
has been questioning witnesses from 
the administration on this issue for 
some time. I can remember 2 years ago, 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP- 
ERS] was chairman of this subcommit- 
tee. At our regular hearing on the 
budget request this came up. We have 
talked about it. It is not a new issue. 
The issue is not whether we want to en- 
sure that these food products are safe 
and healthy and do not in any way 
jeopardize human health because there 
is no question about that. This does 
not in any way put at risk any consum- 
ers. 

All we are saying, as the distin- 
guished Senator from Mississippi so 
eloquently put it—we are asking for 
time to review this in the Committee 
on Agriculture, for example, on which 
the Senator has served. We have not 
had hearings, as Senator LOTT pointed 
out. And the Agriculture Committee, 
that has jurisdiction over this legisla- 
tion, ought to look at it and ought to 
have an opportunity to be heard in 
some official way, in my view, as con- 
troversial and as far-reaching and as 
unfair as many say this is; that it is 
protectionist regulation and that the 
administration has simply ignored 
some of the facts about how this poul- 
try industry does business and what is 
used, in terms of chilling, to protect 
consumers, really. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, that is 
a very satisfactory response to my 
question. As I said, I serve on the Sen- 
ate Agriculture Committee. We will 
have hearings. 

But in this period of time that is em- 
braced by the proposal, which I sup- 
port, of the Appropriations Committee, 
those hearings will take place. But we 
also give assurance to the people that 
we have primarily explored this ques- 
tion as to whether or not the current 
processing and transportation will in 
any way affect health and safety, and 
the answer is, flat out, “Мо, it will 
not.” That is very important. 
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Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, for the 
information of the Senator, I put in the 
RECORD at the beginning of this discus- 
sion a copy of the letter that actually 
was written on your letterhead, signed 
by 19 Senators, fully discussed from the 
point of view that the proposed regula- 
tions were unfair, and why, and that we 
have the interest of consumers at heart 
as well as fairness in the poultry indus- 


try. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator for his leadership on this 
issue. Mr. President, I thank my col- 
league from Mississippi. 

By coincidence, I was in the valley of 
Virginia yesterday on the occasion of 
the anniversary of the date of the 
Third Battle of Winchester, which was 
a very significant engagement during 
the Civil War. And I had a chance to 
meet with some of my constituents be- 
cause our poultry industry in large 
part is in that historic valley of Vir- 
ginia of the Blue Ridge Mountains. I 
know these people so well. I have 
grown up with them and have been 
with them all of my life. They would 
not even think of asking the Federal 
Government or the Congress or anyone 
else to do something that in any way 
jeopardized the health of the American 
people. 

We export millions of birds daily 
from that area of Virginia—all over the 
United States; indeed, all over the 
world. It is a very significant industry, 
but an industry operated in large meas- 
ure by the family farmers as we know 
them, co-ops and so forth. And these 
people are gravely concerned that 
someone might raise the allegation, 
“Well, you are doing something that 
would jeopardize the health of the 
American people.” 

Iam glad that we have put that issue 
to rest. I thank the chairman. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California is recognized. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, thank 


you. 

Mr. President, I would like to re- 
spond to two comments that were 
made here, one by the Senator from 
Mississippi, which was echoed by the 
Senator from Virginia. Sometimes I 
wonder where I am. Is this Alice in 
Wonderland”? On October 13, 1994, in a 
unanimous vote by the U.S. Senate on 
poultry labeling: 

It is the sense of the Congress that the 
United States Department of Agriculture 
should carry out the plans of the department 
to hold public hearings for the purpose of re- 
ceiving public input on issues related to the 
condition under which poultry sold in U.S. 
may be labeled fresh; and, (b) finalize and 
publish a position on the issue as expedi- 
tiously as possible after holding those hear- 
ings, and no person serving on the expert ad- 
visory committee shall have a conflict of in- 
terest. 

That passed overwhelmingly. It is 
the law. 
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Now Senators stand up here and say 
“not enough time, not enough hear- 
ings.” That is extraordinary. We asked 
them to do this. Public Law 103-354, 
October 13, 1994. We said, ‘‘Do this ex- 
peditiously.“ And now, Not enough 
time. This is not fair. Not enough 
time.” 

What a way to kill a commonsense 
rule. It is not even based on the truth 
and the facts. 

The other comment was that the De- 
partment of Agriculture did not listen 
to the people who wrote in on this rule. 
The truth is they discarded the form 
letters that came from employees of 
Tyson Poultry, and other companies on 
both sides of the issue, because they 
had a conflict of interest. Sure, they 
were consumers, but they worked for 
these companies. They wanted to make 
sure that they were not making this 
rule based on what people who have an 
economic conflict of interest believe, 
but what is in the best interest of con- 
sumers. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD Public Law 103- 
354, October 13, 1994, asking the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to pass a rule that 
was fair. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TITLE IN—MISCELLANEOUS 
SEC. 301. POULTRY LABELING. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 

(1) the United States Department of Agri- 
culture should— 

(A) carry out the plans of the Department 
to hold public hearings for the purpose of re- 
ceiving public input on issues related to the 
conditions under which poultry sold in the 
United States may be labeled “fresh”; and 

(B) finalize and publish a decision on the 
issues as expeditiously as possible after hold- 
ing the hearings; and 

(2) no person serving on the expert advi- 
sory committée established to advise the 
Secretary of Agriculture on the issues should 
stand to profit, or represent any interest 
that would stand to profit, from the decision 
of the Department on the issues. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, if you 
ask the average person, If a chicken із 
frozen to 10 or 20 degrees, is it frozen,” 
they would say yes. The Department of 
Agriculture in its rule did not even 
force them to do that; it said you can 
market hard chill. And no one is up 
here saying that it is bad to buy a fro- 
zen chicken or turkey at all. All we are 
saying—the Consumer Federation of 
America and all the consumer groups 
that are lined up behind this rule—is, 
you have a right to know. You should 
know. It is only fair to know. Consum- 
ers now know how much fat there is in 
а product. I hope we all support that. 
That is an important health issue. 

We know how many vitamins there 
are, how many minerals there are, how 
many calories there are, and how much 
protein there is. Should they not know 
if the product has been frozen? It af- 
fects the taste. It affects the price. It 
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affects whether or not they will throw 
it in the freezer again because we know 
that is not a good thing to do if it has 
been defrosted once or twice. 

Again, we hear a lot of talk about, 
oh, let us hold off. Do you know, my 
friends, when this all started? It was 
more than 8 years ago now because it 
was under the Bush administration. 
Eight years ago the Bush administra- 
tion attempted to solve this problem. 
My colleagues came оп the floor, We 
need more time.’’ How about 100 years? 
How much time does it take to under- 
stand that fresh is fresh and frozen is 
frozen? I think it is a no-brainer. But 
then again, others may disagree. 

Truth in labeling should be a practice 
in this country. And the only reason I 
can see why people oppose this is—you 
guessed it—money. You can get more 
money for a fresh product, and they 
know they cannot deliver it fresh. So 
they freeze it, but they market fresh. 
And it is highway robbery, if you really 
want to get down to it, for the consum- 
ers of America. How are we going to do 
this? 

I do not know where these votes are 
going to come out here, but I know 
there is an awful lot of money behind 
it. And if this Senate votes today that 
frozen is fresh, I do not know. That will 
be a low point for me in terms of com- 
mon sense. 

І reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. FAIRCLOTH]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina is recognized. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, 
thank you. 

Mr. President, I thank Senator CocH- 

RAN. 
Mr. President, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from California to strike a provision 
requiring the Department of Agri- 
culture to report back to Congress with 
а new rule regarding poultry labeling. 
Both consumer groups and the poultry 
industry support the development of 
new labeling rules which are fair and 
based оп scientific data about 
consumer views regarding descriptive 
labeling terms. But instead of taking 
this approach, the USDA arbitrarily es- 
tablished temperature ranges and de- 
scriptive terms which have no basis in 
science, marketplace experience, or 
consumer preference, and have never 
been heard of before. 

Moreover, in issuing its recent label- 
ing rule, the U.S. Department of Agri- 
culture ignored 23,000 comments which 
it received in opposition to the pro- 
posed rule change. And it is worth 
mentioning that they only received 
4,000 in support of the rule change, and 
these all primarily from one State. 

This rule discriminates against poul- 
try producers which market their prod- 
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ucts nationwide, and most agricultural 
products are marketed nationwide. But 
this rule carves out regional markets 
where local producers can sell their 
product free from out-of-State com- 
petition. It simply is a barrier to trade. 
Thus, in the end, this new rule is not at 
all proconsumer. It is anticompetitive 
and will result in higher consumer 
prices and protected markets where re- 
gional producers will reap monopolistic 
benefits. 

The very day that Secretary Glick- 
man was confirmed by the Senate, I 
came to the floor and voiced my con- 
cerns about this issue, which at the 
time was still in the form of a proposed 
rule. 

Mr. President, I am disappointed and 
surprised that Secretary Glickman has 
allowed his Department to issue a final 
rule with as many flaws as this one 
has. I am shocked that he would toler- 
ate the development of a major label- 
ing rule with total disregard for sci- 
entific data or consumer views. He has 
allowed the USDA to pick the term 
“hard chilled” out of thin air. It is a 
term that has never existed in the 
poultry industry before. I have been 
around the industry all my life and had 
never heard the term. It is a totally 
meaningless term. There are absolutely 
no market data to support the appro- 
priateness of the term, and there is no 
history of it ever having been used in 
the poultry industry. 

Another problem with the USDA la- 
beling rule is that it totally fails to 
provide for temperature variance for 
products shipped over long distances. 

Common sense tells you that when 
you load a truck in Virginia and drive 
it across country to California, it is 
impossible to maintain an exact, no- 
variance temperature. I know from per- 
sonal experience you just simply can- 
not maintain the temperature without 
any variance whatsoever as it travels 
through different climates and dif- 
ferent time zones en route to its final 
destination. But what does a variance 
of 1 degree matter anyway? 

In addition to the weather problems, 
the shippers also have to contend with 
cooling equipment, which is simply not 
that exact. Calibrating a thermostat to 
maintain a product temperature at ex- 
actly 26 degrees is a very inexact 
science and impossible to do. However, 
the USDA rule provides no tempera- 
ture tolerance. 

This is totally an unreasonable and 
farfetched idea, and it is completely 
unacceptable. A real proconsumer rule 
would be based on scientific data and 
would ensure competitive prices for 
poultry consumers throughout the Na- 
tion. The existing USDA rule accom- 
plishes neither. 

I encourage Secretary Glickman to 
revise the existing rules in a manner 
consistent with fairness, objectivity, 
and real marketplace competitiveness. 
Therefore, I strongly oppose the 
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amendment offered by my colleague 
from California and urge its defeat. I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I was 
prepared to yield some time to the dis- 
tinguished Senators from Arkansas. I 
am going to let them decide which one 
goes first. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 32 minutes on the side of the Sen- 
ator from Mississippi, 33 minutes on 
the side of the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] would like 
to have on this issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas is recognized. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, let the 
RECORD show that the junior Senator 
from Arkansas was certainly willing to 
yield to the distinguished senior Sen- 
ator from Arkansas to make his state- 
ment at this time. I have been looking 
forward to that statement. I think he, 
as the ranking member of the sub- 
committee, along with our friend from 
Mississippi, Senator COCHRAN, is doing 
a very good job of putting this issue ex- 
actly where it should be placed, and 
that is it is not an issue, in my opinion 
and I think in the opinion of many of 
my colleagues, of consumer protection. 
It is an issue basically of the protec- 
tion of the State of California. That is 
where we see this issue coming down. 

There is something missing about 
this debate, I might say, Mr. President, 
that is disconcerting to me, which I 
think, and hope, will deserve a re- 
sponse certainly, if I could elicit one, 
from my colleague from California, 
Senator BOXER. I am hoping to find out 
why the issue of only poultry—only 
poultry—is today before the Senate in 
this so-called great debate between fro- 
zen and fresh poultry products. 

Mr. President, it is a known fact that 
beef, that pork, that fish may be frozen 
at any degree and they are not affected 
as the Senator from California, or I 
should say the Senators from Califor- 
nia, would attempt to affect the prod- 
ucts of poultry especially from the 
South and the Southeastern part of the 
United States. 

I might say, also, Mr. President, that 
the Senator from Mississippi has right- 
fully offered his amendment and placed 
it into this basic legislation, into the 
committee bill. The Senator from Mis- 
sissippi is not trying to obliterate what 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture is 
attempting to do. He is simply trying 
to say that any regulation in this area, 
assuming that we would have hearings, 
as the Senator from Virginia, Senator 
WARNER, has stated on the issue, that 
the Committees of Agriculture in the 
House and the Senate must approve ul- 
timately any language that the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture would adopt 
in imposing and, I might say, imple- 
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menting such a far-reaching, sweeping 
regulation, in regulatory language. 

Mr. President, I think it is also need- 
ful, or let us say worthwhile, at this 
point for us to sort of go back just a 
couple of years and see how this issue 
got to the Senate in this form. 

First, about 2 or 3 years ago, the 
State of California passed a law to pro- 
hibit fresh labeling as has been under 
discussion today. I think, if I am not 
mistaken, that was in 1992 or 1993. The 
American Meat Institute and the Na- 
tional Broiler Council and others took 
this issue to court, in fact to the Fed- 
eral court. The court held, with the 
support of the Department of Agri- 
culture, that this particular law passed 
by the State of California was preempt- 
ing Federal law and therefore basically 
was struck down. The U.S. Department 
of Agriculture then, Mr. President, 
agreed to review this regulation and is- 
sued an interim or a proposed rule. 

During the rulemaking process, as 
other Members of the Senate have 
mentioned this morning, during that 
particular time of several weeks when 
people could comment on how they felt 
about this rule about to be proposed, or 
which assumingly was going to be pro- 
posed by the Department of Agri- 
culture, of the 26,000 comments that 
came in, 23,000 stated they felt that the 
regulation went too far. 

We think it also interesting to note, 
and perhaps the RECORD could be made 
clear on this, we do not know of any 
consumer in the State of California 
who objected to this labeling process 
that we have had so long, that has been 
so fair. We do not know of any 
consumer in Senator BoxER's or Sen- 
ator FEINSTEIN’s State who has ob- 
jected to this process. 

Who objected? The California Poultry 
Association, which is an association 
made up of California poultry produc- 
ers who might not be as efficient as 
those throughout the South and the 
Southeast in the field of poultry pro- 
duction. 

Once again, Mr. President, I think 
that there is no scientific basis today 
that we can see for the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Agriculture’s arbitrary selec- 
tion of 26 degrees as the threshold tem- 
perature for determining whether poul- 
try is fresh. In fact, some say that if 
you kept poultry at 26 degrees, it 
might well spoil. 

What this is, I think, is a nontariff 
trade barrier erected by the California 
poultry industry, not brought about by 
California consumers. There is no ob- 
jection from California consumers that 
we know of. Perhaps we might even 
consider initiating new GATT or 
NAFTA rounds for a trade agreement 
among the States, involving the State 
of California and these particular poul- 
try concerns that they are raising this 
morning. 

Mr. President, we have time to hold 
hearings. And with the Cochran amend- 
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ment in place, if it is kept in place, we 
are certainly willing and, I think, able 
to work out a fair solution to the issue 
of fresh versus frozen poultry. 

I sincerely hope that the Senate will 
defeat the amendment offered by our 
very good and distinguished friends, 
the Senators from California, Senator 
BOXER and Senator FEINSTEIN. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I yield 
myself as much time as I might 
consume. 

Let me say to my dear friend from 
Arkansas that he is correct that there 
were 26,000 comments. Now, 22,000 com- 
ments came from people who were em- 
ployed in the chicken business in his 
home State and other Southern States, 
so I do understand their point of view. 
Of course I do. 

A couple thousand came in from Cali- 
fornia, also people employed by the 
chicken industry there. So when they 
were making a decision, obviously peo- 
ple with a special concern do not carry 
as much weight as people who are not 
economically affected. 

Let me tell you about that, because 
the Senators from Arkansas keep mak- 
ing this a California issue. As I said be- 
fore, I have a split in my State. I have 
the chicken people backing this rule, 
and the turkey people strongly oppos- 
ing it. I have come down on the side of 
consumers. As the Senator knows, it is 
hard when your State is not united. In 
this case, the Senator from Arkansas’s 
State is pretty much united. 

Let me say that I have a breakdown 
of the comments: 611 from poultry 
processors and growers, clearly with a 
special concern; 23 from trade associa- 
tions; 12 from State government agen- 
cies; 6 from academia; 6 from consumer 
organizations; 5 from , congressional 
Members; 3 from chefs who are inter- 
ested in this issue; 2 from retailers; and 
4 from other sources. And the vast ma- 
jority of the individual letters were on 
company forms. 

So I think it is hard to learn a lot 
from that. I think we all know if we 
are concerned that a rule might impact 
our economic abilities, of course we are 
going to write, and I support those peo- 
ple. But I think we have to cut to the 
bottom line here, which is, what is fair 
and what is just and what is right? 

Clearly, the Senate is on record ask- 
ing the Agriculture Department to 
issue this rule or this kind of a rule, 
which I think bends over backward. 
They did not say that produce under 26 
degrees must be marked frozen—it al- 
lows the producers in Arkansas to 
mark those products hard chilled” 
down to zero degrees—only when they 
go below zero. I also think it important 
that I place in the RECORD, and I ask 
unanimous consent to do so, a state- 
ment of the administration about this 
move by the Appropriations Committee 
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to essentially cancel this rule or, if you 
will, I will say in nice terms, to deep- 
six this rule or to put it in a hard 


freeze. 

This is what the administration says: 

The administration is strongly opposed to 
the committee bill’s prohibition on the use 
of funds to implement or enforce the final 
regulation on fresh and frozen poultry, which 
was published on August 25, 1995. Publication 
of this regulation was the culmination of 
nearly 2 years of effort, during which the 
views of all stakeholders were heard and con- 
sidered. The issue of proper labeling of poul- 
try products has been the subject of litiga- 
tion in Federal court as well as 
congressional- and USDA-sponsored public 
hearings throughout the Nation. Committee 
language would prevent consumers from re- 
ceiving accurate information and assurance 
of a national standard in this area and could 
result in disparate and conflicting State en- 
forcement activity. 

I think this is important coming 
from the administration: 

The committee's language represents un- 
warranted legislative intrusion into the reg- 
ulatory process. 

We all know here that we are opposed 
to regulation that overreaches. But in 
this particular case, I say to my friend, 
the Senate itself voted, urging the De- 
partment of Agriculture to produce 
this rule, and now when they produce a 
rule that bends over backward to be 
fair—it takes them 2 years, public 
hearings all over the country—there is 
a backdoor attempt to stop it from 
going into effect. 

I also want to make this other point. 
We keep hearing this is a California 
issue. I already told my friend that the 
California poultry industry is split on 
it, but I also want my friend from Ar- 
kansas to know that other States have 
passed labeling laws that mirror or are 
similar to this rule. Those States are: 
Alaska, Arizona, Delaware, Illinois, 
New York, Oregon, and Washington. 

So clearly, these other State legisla- 
tures are waking up to the fact that 
their consumers deserve truth in label- 
ing. 

I ask unanimous consent to print in 
the RECORD a list of those States and 
the types of laws that they have. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

IRELL & MANELLA, 
January 25, 1994. 

To: Team 
From: Matthew Sloan. 

MEMORANDUM 
File: NBC v. Voss and CPIF (Intervenor). 
Re State Labelling Laws. 

STATE LAWS 

1. Alaska (unlawful to sell prev. frozen as 
fresh; no definition of fresh?): 

Title 3: Agriculture and Animals: Section 
03.05.035(a): Meat, fish or poultry which has 
been frozen may not be sold, represented or 
advertised as a fresh food. 

(c) Commissioner shall adopt regs to pro- 
vide for examinations to ascertain whether 
it has been frozen. 

Title 45: Trade and Commerce: §45.50.471: 
Unlawful to (b)(21) “selling, falsely rep- 
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resenting or advertising meat, fish or poul- 
try which has been frozen as fresh food”. 

2. Arizona (defines fresh; prohibits mis- 
branding): 

Title 3: Agriculture and Dairying: §3-2151: 
Definitions. This section defines: 

(7) “Fresh” means any dressed or ready to 
cook poultry or poultry product which has 
not been frozen. 

(8) Frozen” means апу... poultry prod- 
uct which is in fact in a frozen state and 
which has been constantly maintained at a 
temperature of thirty-two degrees Fahr- 
enheit or lower. 

(11) and (12) define label and labelling. 

(13) “Мізһгалдей” shall apply to any poul- 


‘try product under one or more of the follow- 


ing circumstances, if: 

(a) Its labeling is false or misleading in 
any particular. 

3. Delaware (fresh prohibition): 

Title 16, Part IV, Chapter 33: Pure Food 
and Drugs. 16 Del. C. §3309: 

Misbranding of Food: 

For the purposes of this chapter, food is 
deemed to be misbranded: 

(5) If it is obtained by the dealer in frozen 
bulk form and is subsequently thawed and 
offered for sale in a package or bearing a 
label indicating such food to be fresh. 

4. Illinois (misleading; previously frozen re- 
quirement): 

Chapter 410 Public Health Food and Drug 
Safety: Ill. Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act 
§410 ILCS 620/11 

Sec. 11. A food is misbranded—{a) If its la- 
beling is false or misleading in any particu- 
lar. 

(j) If it purports to be or is represented for 
special dietary uses, unless its label bears 
such [info prescribed by Director as nec- 
essary to inform buyers of value for such 
purposes]. 

(n) If its is a color additive unless [label- 
ling in conformity with Section 706 of Fed- 
eral Act] [Mr: shows when refer to federal 
act or regs for definitions/guidelines?] 

(о) If a meat ог... poultry food product 
has been frozen prior to sale unless when of- 
fered for sale, the package, container or 
wrapping bears, in type of uniform size and 
prominence, the words previously frozen” 
so as to be readable and understood by the 
general public except that this subsection 
does not apply to [precooked items]. 

[Му notes: (1) not define frozen; use federal 
definition? (2) This is a requirement not pro- 
hibition.] 

5. Kansas (imported): 

Section 65-6a47: requires that wholesaler or 
retailer label poultry from foreign country 
as imported“. 

6. Maine (organic): 

Title 7. Part 2. Chapter 103. 

7 M. R. S. §553. Labeling and advertising. 

Except as otherwise provided in this chap- 
ter, a good shall not be labeled or advertised 
as organic.“ "organically grown,“ or bio- 
logically grown” or by a similar term, unless 
the food is: 

D. Meat, poultry or fish produced without 
the use of any chemical or drug to stimulate 
or regulate growth or tenderness, etc. 

7. Mississippi (imported): 

875-33-101: must label foreign poultry as 
imported. 

8. Nevada (imported) 

§583.045: must label foreign poultry as im- 
ported. 

9. New York (kosher labelling prohibitions 
and requirements; frozen labelling require- 
ment.): 

A. Prohibits Using Kosher Label Unless Meets 
Orthodor Hebrew Requirements: 
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See 8201-а (1). Person who, with intent to 
defraud, represents poultry as kosher or К. 
for passover, if not meet orthodox Hebew re- 
ligious requirements, is guilty of 
misdeameanor or felony (depending on 
amount of poultry.) 

В. If Retailer Sells “Kosher” Poultry Must 
Label either “Soaked and Salted” or ‘Note 
Soaked and Salted’’; 

See 5201-а(2). 

C. Fresh Meat as defined under Kosher Law: 

Section 201-а(3): Fresh meat, meat by- 
products and poultry shall be defined as 
meat or poultry that has not been processed, 
except for salting and soaking.” 

[Ме: bolsters arguments that many dif- 
ferent definitions of fresh“ 2] 

D. Labelling Requirement for Food First Of- 
fered for Sale as Fresh and than Frozen: 

Section 214-g provides that if any poultry, 
seafood, or meat was first offered for sale as 
fresh and then later frozen, it must bear 
label in form prescribed by commissioner in- 
forming that it was previously offered for 
sale in its unfrozen state. 

10. New Jersey (kosher prohibitions): 

Section 2C:21-7.2 Defines “Ковһег” as pre- 
pared in strict compliance with orthodox 
reabbinate. 

Section 2C:21-7.4(b)(3) defines as a dis- 
orderly persons offense” falsely labelling 
food product as “Ковһег” or otherwise if 
tend to deceive. 

[Me: Note that (b)(1) and (2) seem to apply 
only to retailers (they exempt manufacturer 
or packer of food) but (b)(3) has no such limi- 
tation). 

11. Ohio (kosher labelling prohibitions and 
requirements): 

A. Kosher Prohibitions: 

Section 1329.29 (A) No person shall do any 
of the following: 

(1) Sell or expose for sale at retail, or man- 
ufacture, any meat or meat preparations or 
any fowl or preparations from fowl and false- 
ly represent the same to be “Ковһег” or as 
having been prepared under, and of a product 
or products sanctioned by, the Orthodox He- 
brew religious requirements; 

(2) Falsely represent any food products or 
the contents of any package or container to 
be constituted and prepared as described in 
division (А)(1) of this section by having or 
permitting to be inscribed thereon “kosher”, 
“kosher style,” etc. 

[Me: Does this ouly apply to retail?] 

B. Kosher Requirements: 

§1329.29(B) requires that all prepackaged 
“Ковһег” meats/poultry must be ‘soaked 
and salted" and all fresh poultry marked 
“kosher” must either be labelled ‘‘soaked 
and salted" or “not soaked and salted.” 

12. Oregon (fresh; state of origin prohibi- 
tions): 

Section 619.365 prohibits use of labels that 
say: 

(A) misrepresent state of origin; or state 
that chicken 

B) are fresh, if at any time after slaugh- 
ter, they have ever been frozen“. 

[Me: Where's definition of frozen? Federal 
definition or state? More research] 

13. South Carolina (foreign origin require- 
ment): 

Section 47-17-310 requires all meat (poul- 
try?) imported into state from outside shall 
be labelled imported“ in 24 point type. 

14. Washington (frozen/thawed label re- 
quirement): 

Section 69.04.333 requires that if poultry 
has been frozen at any time it must bear a 
label clearly discernible to customer that 
such product has been frozen and whether or 
not the same has since been thawed.” 
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15. California (organic). 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I hope I 
have debunked the myth that this is a 
California issue. Certainly, there is 
support among parts of our poultry in- 
dustry for this rule, but it is not uni- 
versal. The main issue here is, do the 
consumers have a right to know? They 
already know the fat content, they al- 
ready know the calorie content, they 
already know the minerals in products, 
they already know the vitamins, pro- 
tein. For goodness’ sake, they ought to 
know if a product has been frozen or 
deep frosted, and exactly what they are 
getting when they pay their hard- 
earned dollars. 

I just have to say, again, I under- 
stand that colleagues must fight for 
their States, and I understand that 
completely. When you have a State 
that ships these products out, I under- 
stand why you would be here fighting 
for that industry and making sure that 
your State was not disadvantaged. So I 
have total respect, and if I was the 
Senator from Arkansas, who knows 
what I would be doing. So I am not 
being holier than thou in any way, 
shape, or form. 

But I have to make the point that 
this is really about money; it is all 
about dollars. Otherwise, who would be 
opposing such a commonsense rule? 
You can get more money for a fresh 
product, so you market fresh. What is a 
little lie? You can ship your frozen 
product miles and miles into another 
State to compete with truly fresh 


chicken, and no one will know and you . 


get top dollar, so what is a little lie? I 
say it is wrong. 

I would like to take a little time to 
read a Washington Post editorial, or 
just portions of it. I ask unanimous 
consent not that we print this copy in 
the RECORD, but that a smaller copy be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi- 
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


FAIR'S FAIR ON FOWL 


When I use a word.“ said Lewis Carroll's 
Humpty Dumpty, it means exactly what I 
want it to mean." Humpty Dumpty was an 
egg, but the observation applies especially 
well to a fight that’s going on about chick- 
ens. Michael Taylor, acting agriculture un- 
dersecretary for food safety, recently tried 
to call a halt to 2% years of squawking by is- 
suing a rule that chickens and turkeys fro- 
zen rock solid and shipped that way, then 
thawed, may no longer be labeled fresh.“ At 
the last minute, though, a Senate sub- 
committee has come up with appropriations 
language that would block the rule, leaving 
frozen chickens and turkeys still eligible for 
the label of freshness. 

The notion that fresh chickens aren't fro- 
zen, and vice versa, might at first seem 
uncontroversial. Consumers might like to 
know if a bird has been frozen and thawed, 
whether out of health or cooking preferences 
or because they prefer fresh meat. Small re- 
gional chicken companies see this preference 
for freshness as a possible selling point, since 
they, unlike the bigger producers, don't have 
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to freeze their birds to ship them cross coun- 
try. They have been wanting for some time 
to label their own birds ‘‘fresh’’ and to stop 
the national companies from so labeling 
theirs. 

Inconveniently enough, however, the gov- 
ernment at some point agreed that to be de- 
fined as legally frozen“ a chicken or turkey 
had to reach an internal temperature of zero 
degrees Fahrenheit, although the meat actu- 
ally freezes solid at about 25 degrees above 
that. The big companies thus have been 
within their legal rights all this time to 
freeze their birds down to a point above zero 
and label the meat “fresh” because it has 
technically never been frozen.“ The Na- 
tional Broiler Council beat back a California 
law that attempted to redefine fresh“ as 
having “пеуег reached an internal tempera- 
ture of 25 degrees or below for more than 24 
hours.” The big birders successfully sued to 
establish that the state law was superseded 
by the less nature-bound federal version. 

Would a frozen chicken under the proposed 
rules now be referred to as frozen“? Heaven 
forbid. “Frozen” chicken and turkey—the 
kind chilled below zero—would continue to 
be “frozen.” The stuff that had been frozen 
to between zero and 26 degrees, previously 
called fresh,“ would be labeled hard 
chilled." For now, though, barring a Senate 
turnaround, the victory may remain with 
the broiler lobbyists who complain that it’s 
too arbitrary to draw an either-or distinc- 
tion between fresh and frozen at all. Seri- 
ously, you'd think this one would be easy. 


Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, the first 
paragraph says: 


When I use а word.“ said Lewis Carroll's 
Humpty Dumpty, it means exactly what І 
want it to mean.“ Humpty Dumpty was an 
egg, but the observation applies especially 
well to a fight that’s going on about chick- 
ens. Michael Taylor, acting agriculture un- 
dersecretary for food safety, recently tried 
to call a halt to 2% years of squawking by is- 
suing a rule that chickens and turkeys fro- 
zen rock solid and shipped that way, then 
thawed, may no longer be labeled fresh.“ At 
the last minute, though, a Senate sub- 
committee has come up with appropriations 
language that would block the rule, leaving 
frozen chickens and turkeys still eligible for 
the label of freshness. 


My friend, that is what this is about. 
Some of us are trying to stop that at- 
tempt by the Appropriations Commit- 
tee to block a rule that is over 2% 
years in the making and, by the way, 
which started under George Bush. He 
tried to resolve this problem. We are 
talking about an 8-year-old issue that 
has not been resolved. He goes into the 
rule, which I have explained already, 
that says that it can be labeled “fresh” 
if it is down to 26 degrees, and “һага 
chilled’? between 26 and zero, and it 
must be labeled frozen“ if it is below 
zero. The person who wrote this article 
is critical. He says: 


Would a frozen chicken under the proposed 
rules now be referred to as frozen“? Heaven 
forbid. “Frozen” chicken and turkey—the 
kind chilled below zero—would continue to 
be “frozen.” The stuff that had been frozen 
to between zero and 26 degrees, previously 
called fresh.“ would be labeled hard 
chilled.” For now, though, barring a Senate 
turnaround, the victory may remain with 
the broiler lobbyists who complain that it's 
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too arbitrary to draw an either-or distinc- 
tion between fresh and frozen at all. Seri- 
ously, you'd think this one would be easy. 


Mr. President, I echo that. I thought 
this one would be easy. This one is not 
easy; it is difficult. 

Mr. PRYOR. I wonder if the Senator 
will yield for a question. 

Mrs. BOXER. I would be happy to. 

Mr. PRYOR. I wonder if the Senator 
from California would educate this 
Senator as to the California Legisla- 
ture, I think in 1993, enacting the law 
only relating to poultry. Why is it that 
the State of California only objected to 
poultry labeling and not the labeling of 
beef, not the labeling of pork, and not 
the labeling of fish? Why is it that we 
are letting those groups off and con- 
centrating only on poultry products? 

Mrs. BOXER. I say to my good friend, 
I do not serve in the California State 
Legislature, and I do not always agree 
with them on things. I cannot answer 
for why they did this. I assume that 
one of the reasons they did this is be- 
cause, clearly, the issue was brought to 
their attention. I say right now to my 
friend that I am very much in favor of 
doing more. He asked before, why are 
we not doing fish? As far as we know, 
that is under the FDA authority. I am 
happy to team up with my friend to 
work for truth in labeling on every 
conceivable product. That is what it is 
about to me, making sure consumers 
know what they are buying and what 
they are getting. 

Again, I guess one of the problems I 
have is—and this Senator is certainly 
saying nothing ill about a frozen prod- 
uct. Some people prefer to buy a frozen 
product. All I am saying is that it 
ought to be labeled so we know what 
the truth is. In terms of the legislative 
agenda of the California State Assem- 
bly, remember, we have many thou- 
sands of issues that come before us. I 
would be happy to research the issue 
and come back with a specific answer. 
І сап only speak for what I can do. 

In this bill, the Appropriations Com- 
mittee is stopping a truth-in-labeling 
bill that involves poultry. I would be 
happy to support my friend for truth in 
labeling in any and every product he 
would like to bring forward. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if the 
distinguished Senator has completed 
her statement at this moment, I will be 
happy to yield such time as he may 
consume to the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas is recognized. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, how 
much time is remaining for the Sen- 
ator from Mississippi? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi has 24 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, this is 
another one of those issues which, on 
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its face, would appear to give the Cali- 
fornia Senators the high ground. But it 
does not. It is the phoniest issue I 
think I have ever seen come before the 
Senate. The Senator from Arkansas, 
my colleague, Senator PRYOR, has just 
asked a very relevant question. Red 
meat products are routinely shipped at 
below 26 degrees and sold as fresh. Lis- 
ten to this. Whole hog sausage is 
packed warm into tubs, then exposed 
to glyco or brine to chill below 26 de- 
grees. 

I can tell my colleagues that any 
time you buy sausage in the fancy 
meat section of the grocery store, the 
chances are about 90 percent of the 
time you are getting sausage that has 
been previously frozen. It is thawed for 
display purposes. Pork and beef loins 
and other products of beef and pork are 
routinely brought below 26 degrees. 
Why? So it is easier to slice. You get a 
better consistency in the slice if the 
temperature of the bacon is much 
lower than freezing. Trim products. 
When you trim steaks and roast, pork 
chucks and pork roasts, they take the 
trimmings and freeze them—not to 26 
degrees, but to zero. And then they are 
later thawed and put with whole hog, 
and you buy whole hog sausage, some 
of which is fresh and some of which has 
been frozen. 

Frozen beef: Frozen beef is mixed 
with fresh beef. Do you know why? To 
give it a better consistency, because it 
forms a patty better if half of it has 
been frozen. When you buy beef patties 
and pork patties, you are getting for- 
merly frozen product. Frozen lamb is 
routinely thawed at retail and sold 
fresh. ; 

Why are those things not included 
here? Because the California Poultry 
Federation does not care about lamb, 
they do not care anything about beef 
or pork, and they do not care anything 
about fish. What they care about is the 
fact that they only have 25 percent, or 
less, of the poultry business in Califor- 
nia. California, right now, has the 
highest poultry prices in the United 
States. And if the Senators from Cali- 
fornia prevail, it will go a lot higher, 
under the name of consumerism. 

Do you know what this regulation of 
the Department of Agriculture says? It 
says exactly what the California Legis- 
lature said in 1993—that the California 
Poultry Federation went to the Cali- 
fornia Legislature and said. Look, we 
cannot compete with the Southern and 
Southwestern States, so here is the 
way we have conjured up to deal with 
the issue.” 

So the California legislature says, 
“Any poultry product coming into the 
State of California may not be below 26 
degrees. What does this regulation 
say, after the court, incidentally, had 
ruled that one illegal? The very same 
thing. Dan Glickman did not think this 
up. The Department of Agriculture did 
not think this up. They never thought 
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of it until the California Legislature 
told them to think of it. And when the 
Federal court declared that the Federal 
Government had preemption rights 
over the safety of food, they came to 
the California Senators. 

I am not complaining about the Cali- 
fornia Senators going to bat for their 
State, and I hope nobody will blame me 
or Senator COCHRAN for going to bat for 
our States. So here we are on the floor 
of the Senate protecting the California 
poultry industry. Unhappily, this rule 
applies to the entire Nation. 

Mr. President, I have watched this 
Congressman—I forget his name—over 
in the House. He got a lot of publicity. 
You have to do crazy things to get on 
the evening news around here. So he 
takes a chicken, frozen at zero degrees, 
and uses it for a bowling ball. 

The ordinary citizen looks at that 
and says, “You mean I have been buy- 
ing chicken like that?” The Senator 
from California came in here with a 
frozen chicken this morning. You can 
use that for a bowling ball, too. 

That is not what the debate is about. 
You take a chicken frozen to 26 or 27 
degrees and use it for a bowling ball, 
and you will get splattered. This chick- 
en, when it leaves the plant to go to 
California or any other State, is usu- 
ally at 27 or 28 degrees. When it arrives 
at its destination, there is a distinct 
possibility that over the course of that 
2-day trip, that some chickens—they 
are in boxes; they are in what they call 
a chill pack”; they аге in a tray and 
the trays are in boxes—some of the 
boxes in the middle of the load may 
conceivably be below 26 degrees, maybe 
25 degrees when it gets there. 

Now, how are you going to handle 
that, Mr. President? Are you going to 
make them unload the whole load and 
relabel every chicken? Obviously, that 
is not doable. Economically, that is not 
doable. 

So, what do you do? Nobody can tell 
you what the Department of Agri- 
culture Inspection Service is going to 
ask for. I can tell you one thing: The 
$25 million that we put in for the Food 
Safety Inspection Service in the bill 
before the House is not going to be 
nearly enough to hire all the inspectors 
to check every temperature. 

Is this just me? Listen to this. The 
Agriculture Research Service, which 
does all of the research on these things 
in their laboratories—in the labora- 
tories—the Agriculture Research Serv- 
ice allows a plus or minus 3 degrees be- 
cause that is the best they can do. 

Yet, the California Senators say it 
has to be 26 degrees, not 1 degree 
below. As high above as you want to 
go, but if you go 1 degree below 26 de- 
grees, no plus or minus allowances. 
Even the Agriculture Marketing Serv- 
ice has a minus or plus 2 degrees. No 
mistakes for mechanical failures, no 
allowance for anything. 

Mr. President, while, as I say, this 
looks good on its face, I want to re- 
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mind my friends from the red beef and 
the pork States and the fish States, 
you are next. Whoever you may be 
competing with, you can depend on 
them going to their legislature, the De- 
partment of Agriculture, and saying, 
“Ме want the same treatment.“ 

The poultry industry has been at- 
tacked as long as I have been in this 
Senate. It is, as Gilda Radner said, it is 
always something, is it not, Senator? 
It was always inspection. Now the 
poultry industry has agreed to what we 
hope will be the best and final inspec- 
tion of a product in the history of man: 
а macro-organism inspection system 
that will pick up anything on the car- 
cass of a chicken. 

Do you know who is squawking now 
even though it will cost a lot of money 
to put it in place? The labor unions, be- 
cause ultimately it will be labor sav- 
ing. As I say, it is always something. 

Who do you think, Mr. President, fi- 
nally, has the most to lose by shipping 
a bad product? It is the industry, is it 
not? If they send a bad product, if 
somebody gets sick, they are the ones 
that would pay the price. 

Listen to this. Billions and billions 
and billions of chickens have been 
shipped to the State of California and 
all over this country, that left the 
packing plants at 27 or 26 degrees and 
when it gets there, maybe some of the 
chicken was at 25 degrees, some of it 
was at 26 and some of it was at 27. 

Do you know something else? Not 
one complaint out of billions shipped 
all over the United States, not one sin- 
gle complaint from anybody but the 
California Poultry Federation. Does 
that tell you what this amendment is 
about? 

I yield the floor. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, my 
friend from Arkansas is a great de- 
bater. He says this is the phoniest issue 
he has ever seen come before the Sen- 
ate. Let me tell you what is phony. 
What is phony is marking a frozen 
product fresh. That is phony. What this 
regulation is going to do is cure that 
problem. 

To make this a California issue is 
misleading. Alaska: “It is unlawful to 
sell previously frozen as fresh.” Why 
not attack Alaska, I say to my friend? 
Arizona: “Prohibits misbranding.“ At- 
tack Arizona, I say to my friend. Dela- 
ware: There is a prohibition; you can- 
not misbrand a food. Illinois: If a meat 
or poultry product has been frozen, it 
cannot say fresh. It has to say “рге- 
viously frozen.” Why not attack Ili- 
nois? 

New York: There is a frozen labeling 
requirement. Oregon prohibits the use 
of a label that says “аге fresh, if at any 
time after slaughter, they have been 
frozen.” Washington State: Poultry 
that has been frozen at any time must 
bear a label ‘‘clearly discernible to cus- 
tomer that such product has been fro- 
zen and whether or not it has been 
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thawed.” We know that California has 
a law, as was mentioned here several 
times. 

So, put to rest the claim that this is 
only about one State. This is across 
the country, and I think that we in the 
U.S. Senate should respect those 
States that have gotten out in front of 
a consumer issue. 

Now, I will tell you something, I 
know these consumer groups and they 
do not get behind a phony issue. I do 
not know if you have ever dealt with 
them before, but I do not see Citizen 
Action standing up here on behalf of 
one industry. I do not see consumer 
unions standing up behind one indus- 
try. I do not see National Consumer 
League standing up behind an industry. 
I do not see Public Voice doing that, 
and I do not see the American Veteri- 
nary Medical Association doing that. 

Clearly, this is not a phony issue. But 
if we do not defeat the committee 
amendment, a phony situation will 
continue. 

By the way, do not be misled. They 
say the committee will put a rule into 
effect, but when we pass it, when we 
decide it. It has been 8 years since we 
have been trying to solve this 
consumer problem and it will be an- 
other 8, 10, and God knows how long, 
the consumers will not have their right 
to know. So I think the issue is drawn. 

My friend says the price will go up. 
How does the price go up? It is the op- 
posite. The price is artificially up now 
because a product that says fresh gets 
a higher price. And that is why the 
people in your State do not want to put 
an accurate label on there. They fetch 
a premium price for a frozen product. 
Therefore, they want to keep calling it 
fresh. 

On the contrary, when this goes 
through—and I hope it will, and I do 
not know how we will come out on it— 
prices will go down and consumers who 
want to get a good price can buy a fro- 
zen product. 

By the way, there is nothing wrong 
with that. Some prefer it. All we are 
asking for is truth. 

Then my friend says the California 
Senator said “26 degrees.” We never 
said any such thing. The way the rule 
came about was because this Senate 
asked the Department of Agriculture 
to go hold public hearings, hear the ex- 
perts, and they found out that the tem- 
perature in which it is frozen is 26 de- 
grees. If they picked 24 degrees or 22 
degrees, I could not challenge that, I 
say to my friend. It is a scientific de- 
termination. If it is rock solid it is 
rock solid at 25 degrees. 

And he is right. He said a Congress- 
man bowled a chicken down an alley to 
bring attention to this issue. He is 
right. It got the Congressman on the 
news. And sometimes people do that 
because they are so desperate that 
things like this will be legislated in the 
dead of night, in a committee, stuck 
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into an appropriations bill, that they 
have to shine the light of day on this. 

I hope every single consumer in 
America is watching this vote today. 
Because you will hear a lot of talk 
about pork, beef, fish—let us talk 
about that another time. I am with 
you. Let us have honesty in the way we 
sell products in this country. That is 
the way we are moving. We let consum- 
ers know a range of things about the 
products that they buy. 

So, Iam going to move, at the proper 
time, to table the committee amend- 
ment. As I understand the rules, and I 
ask the President if this is correct, the 
appropriate time would be just before 
the vote rather than at this time? Is 
that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
ASHCROFT). The Senator is correct. 

Mrs. BOXER. Then I will at that time 
reserve my right to move to table the 
committee amendment. At this time I 
reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, on April 
4, 1995, 19 Senators sent a letter to the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture in 
which we expressed our concern about 
proposed changes in poultry labeling 
standards. The USDA has ignored our 
concerns and is preparing to impose 
unfair and subjective rules which will 
adversely and unnecessarily affect the 
poultry industry in North Carolina, in- 
deed across this country. 

At issue is the process by which the 
poultry industry labels its products— 
either “fresh” or ‘‘frozen’’—and wheth- 
er the USDA will change the rules, un- 
necessarily and unfairly, on America’s 
food producers. The losers, if the USDA 
prevails, will not be confined to Ameri- 
ca’s chicken and turkey producers and 
processors, but also the consumers who 
are certain to be confused and misled 
by this USDA bureaucratic meddling. 

Senators should be aware of some im- 
portant facts when considering wheth- 
er the Senate should allow the USDA 
to proceed with such unnecessary re- 
quirements. 

First, the proposed rule change un- 
fairly singles out the poultry industry. 
Currently, meat, fish, and poultry 
products are allowed by USDA to be 
preserved at temperatures below 26 de- 
grees and be labeled as fresh.“ If the 
USDA has its way, the poultry indus- 
try alone must label its products as 
previously frozen“ when poultry prod- 
ucts are stored at temperatures below 
26 degrees. 

Second, the proposed rule changes 
will hinder the growth of America’s 
chicken and turkey industry. The 
USDA bureaucracy proposes to make 
permanent standards that the poultry 
industry already has had difficulty in 
meeting. Keep in mind, under the 
USDA’s proposal, poultry companies 
will be required to process, store, and 
transport their products at specific 
temperatures beyond their control— 
and this bureaucratic meddling will 
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automatically reduce the quality of 
food. This disservice to the consumer 
will also harm the poultry industry. 

Mr. President, America’s poultry in- 
dustry is the envy of the world. Its fur- 
ther growth, and the confidence of the 
consumer, are at stake in this debate. 
The Senate should support Senators 
COCHRAN and BUMPERS in their efforts 
to prohibit funding for this unwise 
USDA rule change that will serve no- 
body’s best interests—except, perhaps, 
the ego of the bureaucrats who came 
up with an idea whose time should 
never come. 

Several 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Mis- 
sissippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 
happy to yield time to my distin- 
guished friend and colleague from Ala- 
bama [Mr. HEFLIN]. How much time 
would the Senator request, 5 minutes? 
Ten minutes? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
somewhere in that neighborhood. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I am happy to yield 
the distinguished Senator 8 minutes, 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate that. I rise in opposition. But 
first let me say that no opponent is 
more formidable than the little pack- 
age of dynamite from California. Sen- 
ator BOXER is a tremendous opponent. 
They say dynamite comes in little 
packages. And she certainly works on 
every issue that she takes a stand on. 
Most of the time she is right. But every 
now and then she gets misled and this 
is one of those instances. 

My colleague asked me how much 
time I wanted, 5 minutes, maybe? I 
said 6, 7, 8, somewhere around that so I 
got 8—but, you know, as I think about 
that, why did I not say a specific time? 
Well, it is because there may be some 
variances of thoughts that I had, and 
variances are very important. 

What is lacking from this, in regards 
to fresh, is variance. Thermometers 
differ. I have been in a hospital a good 
deal, and they take my temperature 
one way and it is one figure and they 
take it another way and it is a dif- 
ferent figure. Then they, all of a sud- 
den, will get thermometers that they 
take it in the ear for a minute, and in 
the old days you take the thermometer 
and you kept it for 3 minutes in your 
mouth, and you are supposed to put it 
in a certain spot and everything else 
relative to that. 

The point I am making is you have a 
hard and fast rule and you are crossing 
the desert in a truck, you set it at 26 
degrees, but by the time it gets 
through west Texas, where you are 
going through some area where the 
temperature is about 105, and 106, and 
it varies. Then I think what this also 
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is, it is that we are going to see the in- 
spectors are going to be the thermom- 
eter brigade. The thermometer brigade 
will be coming around, checking. 

What we need here is some flexibil- 
ity, some variance, that will allow—if 
you have something at 26 degrees, why 
not have it, say, a 4-degree variance be- 
cause of weather or whatever else, rel- 
ative to this? Trucks will have to stop 
and check the temperature about every 
5 or 6 minutes to see that it gets to be 
26 degrees. 

As you travel across the desert and 
everything else they will stop. Some- 
times, when these truckdrivers stop, 
they might also have something else to 
quench the heat. So I do not know 
what might be occurring relative to 
this. But, I think there is certainly a 
need for variance. 

I have the front page and the intro- 
duction of the California Poultry 
Workgroup, University of California, 
Cooperative Extension, called Turkey 
Care Practices.” In the introduction it 
has this: 

The number of turkeys produced in Califor- 
nia peaked at 32 million in 1990 and dropped 
to an estimated 24.5 million by 1993. The 
major causes for this reduction was the ne- 
cessity to import feed grain and the unfavor- 
able business climate in California. Produc- 
tion costs in California are higher than in 
other areas making it difficult for the Cali- 
fornia industry to competitively produce 
turkey meat products for the consumer. 

That is said there. I assume feed is 
the same for chickens. The same cli- 
mate is there for chickens as it is for 
turkeys. 

When you get out there, this is a cost 
issue. It is basically a protectionist 
issue. It seems to me we are missing 
the point on all of this. The way I 
heard Senator BUMPERS talking about 
freezing various meats, and you freeze 
bacon to slice it and you freeze beef to 
do various and sundry things, but tur- 
keys—I know very few people who, on 
Thanksgiving, do not have frozen tur- 
keys. Most of the turkeys that you buy 
in the market are frozen. That is one of 
the delicacies of the American cuisine, 
is turkey on Thanksgiving. But how 
many live turkeys do you see? There is 
nothing wrong with frozen food. Frozen 
food has a lot of things. 

We talk about diseases. It kills a lot 
of germs in a lot of things that might 
be flying around and get on to the 
meats. So this is a safety protection, a 
food safety provision that Senator 
COCHRAN has come up with as well, in 
regards to this. 

So, there are a lot of things we feel 
that people are not reviewing, they are 
not thinking about in all of these. This 
26 degrees that has been said is not any 
scientific number. A lot of the compa- 
nies put it on the market at 26 degrees. 
It is pliable, it is soft, it is certainly, 
with the ideas we have on poultry and 
other things, this concept of fresh—if it 
is 25 degrees it is no longer fresh. 

When you cannot tell the difference 
in the feel, you cannot tell the dif- 
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ference in anything else, even if it is 24 
degrees instead of 26 degrees. The point 
Iam making here is the Department of 
Agriculture has some 26,000 comments 
and 23,000 of them, as I recall, were 
against this proposal. But they have 
some zealots over there in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture on certain issues 
who throw to the winds reason, who 
throw to the winds the logic that is 
necessary and the real facts that un- 
derlie all of this. 

So I think this is a mistake on what 
the Department has done. We ought to 
adopt the Cochran amendment that is 
in the bill, send it back to them, and 
tell them, “АП right. Let us take an- 
other look at it.’’ At that time, Sen- 
ator BOXER, with her dynamite ap- 
proach toward her issues, can argue 
with the Department of Agriculture, 
and the California turkey group that I 
quoted from here can make their argu- 
ments. I just think that we are reach- 
ing out and making a very unrealistic 
approach toward an issue that is not 
the problem that it is being made here 
today. 

Mr. President, I oppose the motion to 
strike the provision in this appropria- 
tions bill. The purpose of the language 
is to ensure that new poultry labeling 
rules are meaningful to all consumers. 

The rule promulgated by the Food 
Safety and Inspection Service on Au- 
gust 25, 1995, prohibits poultry products 
that have ever been chilled below 26 de- 
grees from being labeled ‘‘fresh,’’ prod- 
ucts chilled above 0 degrees but below 
26 degrees would have to be labeled as 
“hard chilled” or previously hard 
chilled.” 

There is nothing special or scientific 
about the 26-degree threshold tempera- 
ture selected for determining freshness 
other than the fact that it is low 
enough to permit certain regional poul- 
try companies to process their prod- 
ucts in accordance with accepted in- 
dustry practices. At the same time, the 
temperature suggested by those .who 
have benefited by this regulation is 
just high enough to interfere with com- 
peting poultry products transported 
from other States from reaching these 
regional markets without jeopardizing 
product quality. This is especially true 
since USDA did not provide any tem- 
perature tolerance in the final rule. 

You will not find anyone who can tell 
you with a straight face that poultry 
products at 26 degrees are fresh while 
those chilled to 25 degrees are no 
longer fresh. There is absolutely no sci- 
entific evidence that poultry freezes at 
those temperatures. That is something 
that came from a Hollywood script and 
a bureaucrat’s desire to develop a puni- 
tive and unreasonable regulation. This 
kind of irresponsible regulation cannot 
be tolerated. 

USDA has succeeded in developing a 
labeling system that designates high- 
quality poultry products and will con- 
fuse consumers. Poultry consumers 
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will be misled by a labeling require- 
ment that a product is hard chilled 
when it is, in fact, soft and pliable to 
the touch at the retail counter. Many 
consumers may be led to believe that 
such product is of lesser quality, when, 
in fact, it is the same high-quality 
product they have been buying for 
years. 

Not only will consumers be misled by 
this designated labeling, but the threat 
of such labeling may force companies 
to ship poultry products at higher tem- 
peratures to avoid being required to 
use the labeling USDA has mandated, 
even in the absence of any affirmative 
quality claim. Basic science provides 
that cooler temperatures enhance the 
quality of food products. Poultry, as 
well as beef, pork, or lamb products, 
shipped at 24 or 25 degrees will have a 
longer shelf life and maintain their 
quality longer than products shipped at 
higher temperatures—to the benefit of 
consumers. Because of USDA's deni- 
grating labeling requirement, however, 
poultry companies will be forced to 
ship products at higher temperatures, 
to the detriment of product quality and 
consumers. 

The fresh poultry regulation was de- 
signed by the California poultry indus- 
try to make it difficult for competing 
poultry products from other sections of 
the country to be marketed in Califor- 
nia without jeopardizing product qual- 
ity. When consumers in California have 
fewer choices in the marketplace, they 
will pay higher prices for poultry. That 
is the hidden agenda of the California 
Poultry Industry Federation. It's sim- 
ple economics—less competition, fewer 
choices, and higher prices. The 
consumer pays and the California poul- 
try products take it to the bank. 

We should reject USDA’s misguided 
and ill-conceived regulation and in- 
stead require the agency, as we have 
been forced to do before, to develop a 
rule that will not result in consumers 
paying more for the high-quality poul- 
try products they buy today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, might I 
ask how much time I have left in this 
great chicken debate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California has 15 minutes 
and 53 seconds. 

Mrs. BOXER. Let me say, Mr. Presi- 
dent, to my friend, Judge HEFLIN, that 
he gave me a wonderful compliment. I 
really mean it. I want to give him one 
back. He is a powerhouse lawyer, judge, 
and Senator. He is very convincing. 
But on this one, I really believe fresh is 
fresh and frozen is frozen. You can talk 
about how to take the temperature. 

By the way, while the Senator was 
speaking, I looked at who actually 
worked on this rule. Believe it or not— 
this is really interesting—this is an 
American Society of Heating, Refrig- 
erating, and Air Conditioning Engi- 
neers. They actually made a decision 


25582 


that 27 degrees should have been the 
proper degree. But the Department of 
Agriculture gave the flexibility of a de- 
gree. 

So there are scientists who worked 
on this. It had nothing to do with zeal- 
ots. The National Institute of Stand- 
ards and Technology came out with 26 
degrees. So there was a disagreement. 
One said it is frozen at 27, and one said 
at 26 it is pretty frozen. But this is not 
about zealots. This is about common 
sense. The fact of the matter is we 
want to make sure our consumers 
know what they are getting. 

І agree with my friend. There is noth- 
ing wrong with frozen turkeys, chicken 
parts, or anything. As I said, the Sen- 
ator is right to say some people actu- 
ally prefer to buy the frozen product. 

All this rule says is you must clearly 
mark it as frozen if it is zero degrees or 
below, and you get to market hard 
chill if it is from zero to 26, which I 
think shows a great deal of flexibility. 

On the inspection point, all the de- 
tails will be worked out as they go into 
this rule with the industry. A lot of it 
is going to be self-enforcement, I might 
say to my friend. They are very aware, 
if there is a very large shipment, if one 
part of the shipment may have fallen 
below; it does not mean the entire ship- 
ment cannot be marked fresh. 

So I think rather than saying that 
they are zealots over there, I think 
they have bent over backwards to be 
fair. They even have gotten criticized 
by some consumers for giving the folks 
a chance to have their product at 10 de- 
grees marked hard chill.” 

So my friend is a powerhouse. I have 
to say that respectfully I disagree with 
his conclusion on this one. I hope the 
Senate will support commonsense re- 
form in this area. Again, the country is 
moving in that way. If people can know 
how much fat is in a product, how 
many vitamins are in a product, how 
many calories are in a product, how 
much calcium is in a product, and on 
and on, we have decided it is important 
for consumers to know this. They 
ought to know if a product is frozen or 
has been previously frozen. Eighty-six 
percent of the folks agree with that 
premise. We have a chance to stand 
with 86 percent of the folks. 

I hope we will do that in defeating 
this particular committee amendment. 
I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield 
4 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague, the distinguished chair- 
man of the committee. 

Mr. President, while we are exchang- 
ing compliments, I think this amend- 
ment is about the efficacy in the way 
in which the distinguished Senator 
from California protects her State. She 
does an incredible job. I do not know 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


anybody since I have served here who 
looks out for California's interests bet- 
ter than she does. I think that is what 
this is all about. 

We are very close friends, the Sen- 
ator from California and I. I do not 
doubt for a single moment what she 
says about her concern about consumer 
interests. But I might say, if she pre- 
vails, California wins big in the mar- 
ketplace. I am sure it is purely coinci- 
dental. But again, she is tenacious 
when it comes to California. She is too 
effective, as far as I am concerned, 
when it comes to California interests 
versus the interests of other parts of 
the country. I think that is what this 
is a little bit to do with. 

She is also trying to influence my 
mind here by sliding something in 
front of me that has to do probably 
with something that says my position 
does not make any difference; I am not 
crazy about him anyway. 

So, Mr. President, she will go to any 
lengths within the legitimate confines 
of the rules of the Senate to win, like 
just handing me that note. 

This debate is not about health and 
safety. It is not about saving the tax- 
payers money. Let me state up front 
this amendment has absolutely no im- 
pact on Federal spending. Ensuring 
compliance will be essentially impos- 
sible. Literally one degree of variance 
would technically require a different 
label. A package placed, for example, 
near a refrigeration unit which cools to 
a temperature of less than 26 degrees 
would not be considered on par with 
poultry 10 or 15 feet away from that 
unit. That is hardly an efficient stand- 
ard to impose on business. More impor- 
tantly, the rule ignores the Agricul- 
tural Research Service study which 
demonstrates that consumers cannot 
detect any quality difference between 
poultry chilled to 26 degrees and poul- 
try at 2 or 3 degrees lower. Again, there 
is no difference between these two 
types of poultry. 

It is not surprising to me, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that virtually all consumers 
place poultry in the freezer for later 
use. I know that the sponsor of that 
amendment is not suggesting that the 
tens of millions of items that consum- 
ers take home and put in freezers all of 
a sudden make that chicken somehow, 
that poultry somehow, less palatable 
than if they did not take it from the 
grocery store to their homes. Interest- 
ingly, the Agricultural Research Serv- 
ice study concluded that under ideal 
laboratory conditions, poultry tem- 
peratures can only be controlled to 
plus or minus 2 degrees. Let me repeat 
that: Under ideal conditions, literally 
perfect conditions, we can only control 
it within 2 degrees. 

What the distinguished chairman of 
the committee has done, he has not 
said we are not going to have a ruling. 
He has said look, let us go back and 
look at this. In fact, I respectfully sug- 
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gest that many of the advocates of this 
amendment are more concerned about 
freezing the delivery of out-of-State 
poultry, and not actually freezing the 
product that is being allegedly frozen. 
This is about freezing out. 

We sell a lot of chickens in Califor- 
nia. I expect that California poultry 
producers do not like that. We have not 
figured how to make those birds fly 
from the Delmarva Peninsula to Cali- 
fornia, and then jump into a processing 
plant. We have not figured out how to 
do that. We have to put them in 
trucks. We try to do it at 26 degrees. 

We do not want to be put in the posi- 
tion where my distinguished friend im- 
plies that the chickens we are sending, 
which are not below zero degrees, by 
the way, which is now frozen, is some- 
how less palatable. 

I imagine my time is running out. I 
apologize for being so disconnected 
here. But how much time do I have 
left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Your 
time has just expired. 

Mr. BIDEN. I ask for 5 additional sec- 
onds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BIDEN. This is not about E-coli 
bacteria or cryptosporidium. The com- 
mittee language is about simple fair- 
ness. It is about fostering competition 
and about improving the information 
available to consumers. 

I hope we reject the amendment of 
my distinguished friend from Califor- 
nia. 

I yield the floor. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I want 
to say to my friend that he may be 
right that there is no difference to con- 
sumers. But 86 percent of the consum- 
ers think they ought to know what 
they are getting, No. 1. No. 2, the De- 
partment of Agriculture said they will 
be flexible in their enforcement. They 
have recognized the problem that my 
friend put out on the table, and I com- 
mend him for that. No. 3, back in Octo- 
ber 1994, the Senate passed a unani- 
mous vote, a sense of the Congress, 
that the Department of Agriculture 
should issue this rule. 

We gave them guidance. We told 
them to hold public hearings all over 
the country. They did. We told them to 
publish a decision on the issue as expe- 
ditiously as possible. They did that. I 
thought they were a little slow, taking 
2 years, but they finally did that. And 
we said that no person on the expert 
advisory committee could have a con- 
flict of interest in the outcome. 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield 
for 1 second? 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 11 minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. Yes, I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator tell me 
whether she thinks consumers know 
what hard chilled” means? 
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Mrs. BOXER. I say to my friend they 
are going to know because of all the 
publicity we are giving it. I would pre- 
fer that we were just saying “frozen 
fresh,” “previously frozen,” “thawed.” 
But what they tried to do in this rule, 
I say to my friend, is accommodate 
some of the producers in the Eastern 
States who did not want the word ‘‘fro- 
теп” placed оп it, and so they said, OK, 
if it is between 26 degrees and zero de- 
grees it is hard chilled, and if is zero 
degrees or colder it is frozen. 

I think both of my friends who have 
spoken in opposition this morning said 
it is an arbitrary thing. The fact is 
right now the rules say if you are freez- 
ing below zero, you have to say frozen. 
No one has ever complained about that. 
Nobody ever said if it is minus 2 de- 
grees, we should say fresh. So there has 
to be some cutoff point. And the 
science says it is 26 or 27 degrees and 
the rule came down at 26. 

I would also say to my friend that 
Delaware has a law on the books that 
is called ‘‘Misbranding of food: For the 
purpose of this chapter, food is deemed 
to be misbranded if is obtained by the 
dealer in frozen bulk form and is subse- 
quently thawed and offered for sale in 
a package bearing a label fresh.“ 

So I think that the Senator’s State, 
in looking at the overall issue, not nec- 
essarily poultry but the overall issue of 
fresh versus frozen, is one of the lead- 
ing States here because there is only 
about 10 that have come forward with 
these kinds of laws. 

Finally, I say to my friend—and we 
are in a mutual admiration society and 
I will not go into that—I do find myself 
fighting for my State, for the consum- 
ers of my State. The poultry industry 
in my State is split. The chicken peo- 
ple like the agriculture rule and the 
turkey people oppose it. So I have 
come down on the side of the consum- 
ers, which I believe is what we should 
really do. 

I say to my friend, Citizen Action, 
Consumer Union, National Consumers 
League, the Public Voice, and many 
others believe that fresh is fresh and 
frozen is frozen, and that is why I feel 
very strongly we should strike the 
committee amendment. 

The administration thinks it is 
wrong to derail this rule. Eight years 
ago we tried to resolve this issue. It 
has been hanging around for 8 years. 
We finally had it solved. I am really 
kind of sad that we might derail it be- 
cause no matter what my dear friend 
says to me—and he has been around 
here a lot longer—I do not believe the 
committee is going to rush to get a 
new rule in place. I am putting it in 
the best terms. I think this is a way to 
put this rule into deep freeze for a long 
time, never to see the light of day. 
That is my own view. 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield? 

Mrs. BOXER. I will be happy to yield. 

Mr. BIDEN. Just for 10 seconds. 
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Mrs. BOXER. I will yield as long as 
my friend wants. 

Mr. BIDEN. I say to my friend, the 
poultry industry in my State, which is 
divided, by the way—some of the poul- 
try people who are in my State share 
the Senator’s view—is not looking for 
there to be no rule. They are looking 
for some flexibility in the 26 degree 
mark—2 or 3 degrees either way. They 
are not asking there not be a demarca- 
tion. They are not saying that the rule 
should say zero and below is frozen, 
above that is fresh. They are not ask- 
ing for that. 

So I am not standing here making 
the argument that there is no rationale 
related to having a third category here. 
I am suggesting that it is not workable 
as the standard proposed by the De- 
partment now which, to use the term 
freeze, is being frozen by the commit- 
tee until there can be some more ra- 
tional way to look at this. 

So I wish to make it clear, we are not 
asking and I am not of the view that 
there not be a distinction made among 
the categories of how a chicken or a 
piece of poultry is packaged and sold. 

Mrs. BOXER. I might say to my 
friend, I am glad to hear that, but from 
the bottom of my heart, if this is 
killed, we are not going to see that 
happen. 

Let me say this. This is a very dif- 
ficult issue because there are special 
interests on all sides of it, as my friend 
knows. What my friend is trying to do, 
he has a situation in his State where 
some of the businesses are for it, some 
are against. He took a position he feels 
is correct. I took a position I feel is 
correct. 

The Agriculture Department in writ- 
ing this rule really went to the sci- 
entists to set the standard. They did 
not ask just the industry because each 
industry has a special interest. So they 
asked the American Society of Heat- 
ing, Refrigerating and Air Conditioning 
Engineers. Clearly, this is a group that 
is not a household name, and they do 
not have a particular interest. They ex- 
amined the problem, and they came 
out and said at 27 degrees ice crystals 
begin to form on the poultry flesh. 
They believed that 27 degrees was ap- 
propriate. Another group said it is 26 
degrees. That group that said 26 de- 
grees is—let me find it. I had it in the 
RECORD before. It is a technology group 
that said it is 26 degrees. So they went 
with the more, if you will, liberal num- 
ber of 26 degrees. 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield 
for a brief comment? 

Mrs. BOXER. I believe, if you leave it 
up to the businesses to come up with 
what they think is right, we are not 
going to have a fair rule. With all due 
respect to my friend, if we kill this 
today, I believe we are killing this for 
avery long time. 

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield 
for another brief question? 
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Mrs. BOXER. Yes. 

Mr. BIDEN. The experts in the refrig- 
eration industry also point out that 
there is no way you can get that ideal 
number within less than 2 degrees. The 
science of refrigeration is not precise 
enough that you can get it within 2 de- 
grees. So although they give you an 
ideal number of 26, they say that is 
when crystal began to form, they also 
say, if I am not mistaken, there are not 
refrigeration units made that can guar- 
antee you can keep it at exactly 27 as 
opposed to 26 or 25 or 25 as opposed to 
23. 
So I would ask my friend the follow- 
ing question. Assume the issue here 
were to say 26 degrees plus or minus 3 
degrees. Would she be willing to go 
along with that? Or is she stuck on pre- 
cisely 27 degrees? Because the Senator 
from Delaware would be willing to go 
along with 26 degrees plus or minus 3 
degrees, mainly because there is not 
the science in refrigeration that you 
can put a product in the back of a 
truck, send it off to be sold in Califor- 
nia or anywhere else and be assured 
that for the duration of that trip it will 
not fluctuate several degrees above or 
below. 

I might add, the reason why the pro- 
ducers are split in my State, the pro- 
ducers who sell only on the east coast 
think this is a good idea. The producers 
that sell in California say: I cannot get 
my product across guaranteeing it is 
exactly a certain temperature—I can- 
not assert, and the technology cannot 
guarantee me when I put it in the 
truck, that I can keep it within the 
rule no matter what I tell you. 

Mrs. BOXER. May I say to the Sen- 
ator Iam down to 3 minutes. 

Mr. BIDEN. I am sorry. 

Mrs. BOXER. I have to say to my 
friend, this is exactly what I do not 
think we should get into: Will the Sen- 
ator agree to 27 minus-plus. I believe if 
we start getting into that on the Sen- 
ate floor, we are getting into minutia. 

There is a science. Now, my friend 
may not believe it is accurate, but the 
other group that said it is 26 is the Na- 
tional Institute of Standards and Tech- 
nology. The Agriculture Department 
said that flexible enforcement will be 
absolutely a defining goal. And today 
we enforce the law when it gets down 
to zero degrees. So at some point you 
have to have a cutoff with flexible en- 
forcement, because clearly my friend 
makes a good point. But I never sup- 
ported 26 degrees or 25 or 27. What I 
supported was science dictating when a 
product ought to be marked frozen.“ 

I think if we do not act today, I say 
to my friend—and I think he means it 
that he wants to work on something— 
it will be a long, cold month, 2 months 
and years before we get back to this 
issue. 

I retain the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 
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Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, how 
much time remains on each side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi has 10 seconds, 
the Senator from California has 113 
seconds. Who yields time? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from California has generously 
yielded me 30 seconds, which may be 
kinder than I would be to her under the 
circumstances. 

Mrs. BOXER. Thanks. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank her very 
much, Mr. President, I want to make 
the point the Senator from Delaware 
was making. If the Agriculture Re- 
search Service has to have a plus or 
minus 3 degrees in highly controlled 
labs and highly controlled labs have to 
have a plus or minus 2 degrees, to ask 
for a plus or minus 3 degrees in this sit- 
uation without devastating an industry 
seems to make eminent good sense. It 
seems to me if we can transport chick- 
ens 2,000 miles and still beat the Cali- 
fornia Poultry Federation's price, 
there may be something wrong with 
the California Poultry Federation. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, let me 
say to my friends, it is hard to know 
what to say to my friends at this point, 
because when we started this debate, 
we wondered if we could keep it to- 
gether through the entire debate. I 
compliment all of us; we have kept it 
together. 

Again, I am going to finish off where 
I started, and then you are going to 
have to hear it again for 2 more min- 
utes before the vote. 

If I told you that this desk is a chair, 
you would think I was kidding. And if 
I told you that winter was summer and 
summer was winter, and ice was hot 
and warm was cold, and freezers were 
toasters, you would send me to the 
nearest psychiatrist. 

I have to say, everything stripped 
aside, because there is money in indus- 
try on one side and money in industry 
on the other side and we know that, 
the bottom line is what is fair and 
what is right and what is common 
sense and what is reality. 

We can decide we are the scientists 
here, and we can decide at what degree 
it is frozen and what degree it is fresh. 
I do not think that is our job. We have 
a fine, I believe, Department of Agri- 
culture headed by a very fine man from 
Kansas who knows agriculture. He 
stepped in and oversaw this rule. We 
have a good rule. I hope we support it 
and defeat the committee amendment. 

I yield the floor and thank my 
friends. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Мг. President, 
USDA’s own study, conducted by the 
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Agricultural Research Service, dem- 
onstrated that consumers cannot de- 
tect any quality differences between 
poultry chilled to 26 degrees and poul- 
try chilled to lower temperatures. 

The Food Safety and Inspection Serv- 
ice based its rule on assertions gen- 
erated through a well orchestrated 
public relations campaign by those who 
would benefit from this new rule. 

In effect, the agency is saying that 
although it cannot control tempera- 
tures under ideal conditions in a lab- 
oratory, the poultry industry must not 
let their products reach a temperature 
just 1 degree under 26 or the products 
will be declared out of compliance and 
mislabeled. 

I urge Senators to vote against the 
California Senators’ motion to table. 


RECESS UNTIL 2:15 P.M. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 12:30 
p.m. having arrived, the Senate will 
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15 
p.m. 

Thereupon, at 12:33 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:14 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr. 
COATS). 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico is recognized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. What is the pending 
business? 


FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report H.R. 4. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 4) to restore the American 
family, reduce illegitimacy, control welfare 
spending, and reduce welfare dependence. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 2 

Dole modified amendment No. 2280, of a 
perfecting nature. 

Gramm modified amendment No. 2615 (to 
Amendment No. 2280), to reduce the Federal 
welfare bureaucracy. 

Dole/Daschle amendment No. 2683 (to 
Amendment No. 2280), to make certain modi- 
fications. 

AMENDMENT NO, 2692 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2280 
(Purpose: To provide a technical 
amendment) 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN- 
ісі), for Mr. DOLE, proposes and amendment 
numbered 2692 to amendment No. 2280. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 


September 19, 1995 


On page 12, between lines 22 and 23, in the 
matter inserted by amendment no. 2486 as 
modified- 

(1) in subparagraph (G), strike “3 years” 
and insert 2 years“; and 

(2) in subparagraph (С), strike “6 months” 
and insert “3 months". 

On page 69, line 18, in the matter inserted 
by amendment no. 2479, as modified— 

(1) in section 413(a), strike country“ and 
insert country“; and 

(2) in section 413(b)(5), strike “eligible 
countries are defined as:“ and insert ‘‘ELIGI- 
BLE COUNTRY.—A county may participate in 
a demonstration project under this sub- 
section if the county ів-”. 

On page 50, line 6, in the matter inserted 
by amendment no. 2528— 

(1) in subsection (d)(3)(A), strike “1998” and 
insert “1996”; 

(2) in subsection (d)(3)(C), strike 1998. 1999, 
and 2000” and insert “1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 
2000, 2001, and 2002”; and 

(3) in subsection (d 3), strike “аз may 
be песеззагу” and insert “specified in sub- 
paragraph (BN Ii)“. 

On page 77, between lines 21 and 22, insert 
the following new section: 

“SEC. 420. ELIGIBILITY FOR CHILD CARE ASSIST- 
ANCE. 

Notwithstanding section 658T of the Child 
Care and Development Block Grant Act of 
1990, the State agency specified in section 
402(а)(6) shall determine eligibility for child 
care assistance provided under this part in 
accordance with criteria determined by the 
State.“ 

On page 303. line 15. add and“ after the 
semicolon. 

One page 304, line 22, strike and“ after the 
semicolon. 

On page 305, line 16, insert, not including 
direct service costs.“ after administrative 
costs“. 

On page 305, line 18, strike the second pe- 
riod and insert “; апа”. 

On page 305, between lines 18 and 19, insert 
the following: 

“(С) by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

“(6) SERVICES FOR THE WORKING POOR.—The 
State plan shall describe the manner in 
which services will be provided to the work- 
ing poor.“ 

Beginning on page 305, strike line 19, and 
all that follows through line 6, on page 306, 
and insert the following: 

(d) CLARIFICATION OF ELIGIBLE CHILD.—Sec- 
tion 658P(4)(B) of the Child care and Develop- 
ment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
9858n(4)(B)) is amended by striking “75 рег- 
cent“ and inserting 100 percent". 

On page 738, line 10, strike “оп” and insert 
for“. 

On page 753, line 8, strike ‘subsections (с) 
and (4)” and insert “subsection (с)”. 

On page 753, lines 20 and 21, strike “ог seri- 
ous physical, sexual, or emotional harm, ог” 
and insert “, serious physical or emotional 
harm, sexual abuse or exploitation, or an act 
or failure to act which“. 

On page 776, line 1, strike other“ the sec- 
ond time such term appears. 

On page 786, line 7, strike, through 2000" 
and insert ‘‘and 1997”. 

On page 22, line 12, strike ‘'$16,795,323,000" 
and insert 316,803. 769.0000. 

Оп page 99, line 20, strike 392.250.000 and 
insert 3100, 039,000“. 

Оп page 100, line 9, strike 33.150, 000 and 
insert 3.489.000“ 

On page 100, line 22, strike 34. 275.000 and 
insert 84.593.000 

On page 99, strike lines 4 and 5 and insert 
the following: 


September 19, 1995 


(I) by inserting “(ог paid, in the case of 
part A of title ГУ)” after certified“: and 

On page 27, strike lines 17 through 22, and 
insert the following: 

“(В) RATE OF INTEREST.—The Secretary 
shall charge and collect interest on any loan 
made under subparagraph (A) at a rate equal 
to the current average market yield on out- 
standing marketable obligations of the Unit- 
ed States with remaining periods to matu- 
rity comparable to the period to maturity of 
the loan, 

On page 54, line 25, add after amount.“ 
the following: “Тһе Secretary may not for- 
give any outstanding loan amount nor inter- 
est owed thereon.” 

On page 293, lines 8 and 9, strike “апу bene- 
fit described in clause (1)(A)(ii) of subsection 
(4)” and insert “алу benefit under a program 
described in subsection (4)(2)”. 

On page 293, line 19 strike ‘subsection 
(d)(2) and insert “subsection (4Х4)”. 

On page 293, line 21, insert the“ before 
“enactment”. 

On page 294, line 20, insert “under a pro- 
gram”’ after benefit“. 

Оп page 297, line 11, strike Federal“. 

On page 297, line 20, strike “апа”. 

Beginning on page 297, line 21, strike all 
through page 298, line 3, and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(2) the term poverty line“ has the same 
meaning given such term in section 673(2) of 
the Community Services Block Grant Act (42 
U.S.C. 9902(2)). 

On page 298, line 3, strike involved.“ and 
insert involved: and“. 

Line to be added at the appropriate place 
in Title XII of Dole’s Amendment to HR. 4: 

“Іп making reductions in full-time equiva- 
lent positions, the Secretary is encouraged 
to reduce personnel in the Washington, DC 
area office (agency headquarters) before re- 
ducing field personnel.“ 

(1) In section 501(b)(1), strike (IV), or ( 
and insert in lieu thereof “ог (IV)“. 

(2) In section 502(f(1), strike (IV, or (v) 
and insert in lieu thereof “ог (IV)“. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this 
amendment contains technical 
changes. I ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment be considered and 
agreed to, en bloc. It has been approved 
on the other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the amendment (No. 2692) was 
agreed to. 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 2683 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, on be- 
half of Senator DOLE, I send a modi- 
fication to amendment No. 2683 to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has that right. The amendment is 
so modified. 

The modification is as follows: 


Strike page 7 and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: participate in work for more than 
an average of 20 hours per week during a 
month and may count such parent as being 
engaged in work for a month for purposes, of 
section 404(c)(1) if such parent participates 
in work for an average of 20 hours per week 
during such month. 

“(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing іп 
this section shall be construed to provide an 
entitlement to child care services to any 
child. 

On page 17, line 22, insert before the period 
the following: '*, and increased by an amount 
(if any) determined under subparagraph (D)“. 
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On page 18, between lines 21 and 22, insert 
the following: 

„D) AMOUNT ATTRIBUTABLE TO STATE PLAN 
AMENDMENTS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of subpara- 
graph (A) and subject to the limitation in 
clause (ii), the amount determined under 
this subparagraph is an amount equal to the 
Federal payment under section 403(a)(5) to 
the State for emergency assistance in fiscal 
year 1995 under any State plan amendment 
made under section 402 during fiscal year 
1994 (as such sections were in effect before 
the date of the enactment of the Work Op- 
portunity Act of 1995). 

(Ii) LIMITATION.—Amounts made available 
under clause (i) to all States shall not exceed 
$800,000,000 for the 5-fiscal year period begin- 
ning in fiscal year 1996. If amounts available 
under this subparagraph are less than the 
total amount of emergency assistance pay- 
ments referred to in clause (i), the amount 
payable to a State shall be equal to an 
amount which bears the same relationship to 
the total amount available under this clause 
as the State emergency assistance payment 
bears to the total amount of such payments. 

„(iii) BUDGET SCORING.—Notwithstanding 
section 257(b)(2) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, the 
baseline shall assume that no grant shall be 
made under this subparagraph after fiscal 
year 2000. 

Strike page 11, and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002 such sums as are nec- 
essary for payment to the Fund in a total 
amount not to exceed $1,000,000,000. 

(3) COMPUTATION OF GRANT.— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), the Secretary of the Treasury shall pay 
to each eligible State in a fiscal year an 
amount equal to the Federal medical assist- 
ance percentage for such State for such fis- 
cal year (as defined in section 1905(b)) of so 
much of the expenditures by the State in 
such year under the State program funded 
under this part as exceed the historic State 
expenditures for such State. 

(B) LIMITATION,—The total amount paid 
to a State under subparagraph (A) for any 
fiscal year shall not exceed an amount equal 
to 20 percent of the annual amount deter- 
mined for such State under the State pro- 
gram funded under this part (without regard 
to this subsection) for such fiscal year. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 
consent that the pending amendments 
to H.R. 4 at the desk be withdrawn, 
other than the Gramm and Dole 
amendments. This has been agreed to, 


also. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the 30 minutes 
for debate be postponed, to begin fol- 
lowing the next two back-to-back roll- 
call votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. 

yield the floor. 
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2615 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 2615. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is 
necessarily absent due to illness. 


President, I 
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I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. HATFIELD] would vote “yea.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 50, 
nays 49, as follows: 


[Rollcall Vote No. 441 Leg.] 


YEAS—50 
Abraham Frist Murkowski 
Ashcroft Gorton Nickles 
Baucus Gramm Packwood 
Bennett Grams Pressler 
Bond Grassley Roth 
Brown Gregg Santorum 
Burns Hatch Shelby 
Chafee Helms Simpson 
Coats Hutchison Smith 
Cochran Inhofe Snowe 
Coverdell Kempthorne Specter 
Craig Kyl Stevens 
D'Amato Lott Thomas 
DeWine Lugar Thompson 
Dole Mack Thurmond 
Domenici McCain Warner 
Faircloth McConnell 
NAYS—49 

Akaka Feinstein Levin 
Biden Ford Lieberman 
Bingaman Glenn Mikulski 
Boxer Graham Moseley-Braun 
Bradley Harkin Moynihan 
Breaux Heflin Murray 
Bryan Hollings Nunn 
Bumpers Inouye Pell 

Jeffords Pryor 
Campbell Johnston Reid 
Cohen assebaum Robb 
Conrad Kennedy Rockefeller 
Daschle Kerrey Sarbanes 
Dodd Kerry Simon 
Dorgan Kohl Wellstone 
Exon Lautenberg 
Feingold Leahy 

NOT VOTING—1 
Hatfield 


So the amendment (No. 2615) was 
agreed to. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2683, AS MODIFIED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment numbered 2683, as modified. 

Mr. DOLE. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Kansas. On 
this question, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is ab- 
sent due to illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Мг. HATFIELD] would vote yea.“ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
INHOFE). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 87, 
nays 12, as follows: 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 442 Leg.] 


YEAS—87 

Akaka Feingold Mack 
Baucus Feinstein McCain 
Bennett Ford McConnell 
Biden Frist Mikulski 
Bingaman Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Bond Gorton Murkowski 
Boxer Graham Murray 
Bradley Grassley Nunn 
Breaux Gregg Packwood 
Brown Harkin Pell 
Bryan Hatch Pressler 
Bumpers Heflin Pryor 
Burns Hollings Reid 
Byrå Hutchison Robb 
Campbell Inouye Rockefeller 
Chafee Jeffords th 
Cochran Johnston Santorum 
Cohen Kassebaum Sarbanes 
Conrad Kempthorne Shelby 
Coverdell Kennedy Simon 
Craig Kerrey Simpson 
D'Amato Kerry Snowe 
Daschle Kohl Specter 
DeWine Kyl Stevens 
Dodd Lautenberg Thomas 
Dole Leahy Thompson 
Domenici Levin Thurmond 

Lieberman Warner 
Exon Lugar Wellstone 

NAYS—12 
Abraham Gramm Lott 
Ashcroft Grams Moynihan 
Coats Helms Nickles 
Faircloth Inhofe Smith 
NOT VOTING—1 
Hatfield 


So, the amendment (No. 2683), 
modified, was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, amendment 2280 is 
adopted. 

So the amendment (No. 2280), as fur- 
ther modified, as amended, was agreed 


as 


to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and third reading of the 
bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read a third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will be 30 minutes for debate equally 
divided. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from Texas, 
Senator HUTCHISON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
want to thank the majority leader be- 
cause this Senate is getting ready to 
take a major step to end welfare as we 
know it. The majority leader has put 
together a coalition that is bipartisan. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, may 
we have order? The Senator is entitled 
to be heard. She is making a very im- 
portant statement. And could we insist 
on order for the remaining half hour? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will be in order. 

The Senator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
want to say that when we take this 
major step to end welfare as we know 
it, we will owe a great deal of the 
thanks to our majority leader for put- 
ting together this bipartisan coalition. 
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We are making an important policy 
change in America today. Welfare will 
be a hand up but not a handout. Wel- 
fare will be there for a transition, for 
people in trouble, but it will not be- 
come a way of life. 

There will be a 5-year lifetime limit 
on able-bodied people getting welfare, 
so that family that is working hard to 
do better, to educate their children will 
know that they are not paying a bill 
for someone who is able but not willing 
to work. 

In our bill, block grants replace enti- 
tlements for seven AFDC programs. We 
will be saving $60 billion in welfare 
costs, the most ever cut in welfare in 
our country’s history. 

What could have killed this bill was 
the inequity in block grants among the 
States. The States could have said, 
“Well, if I don’t get this for my State, 
Im walking away from welfare re- 
form.” 

But many of us were able to get to- 
gether and say each State is different. 
What we have done in the past is dif- 
ferent, what we are going to do in the 
future is different and, therefore, we 
must accommodate each State. 

Everyone has given so that we will 
have parity over the next 7 years. That 
is the hallmark of this bill: States 
rights, State flexibility to provide the 
programs that fit their needs. 

In fact, it is the policy set by the 
Congress that States can become more 
efficient and responsive if Washington, 
DC, will just get out of the way. And 
today, Mr. President, Washington is 
going to get out of the way. Thank 
you. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the indomitable 
Senator from Illinois, [Ms. MOSELEY- 
BRAUN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Thank you 
very much, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, the Senate is poised to 
take action on one of the most politi- 
cal issues facing this Congress. There is 
bipartisan agreement that welfare re- 
form is needed, welfare is not a free 
ride, and work requirements should be 
placed on adult recipients as a condi- 
tion of receipt. Certainly anybody who 
can work should work. 

Welfare should have more than one 
goal, however. It should not only put 
people to work but it should also pro- 
tect children. This bill, however, re- 
grettably, does neither. It bears repeat- 
ing. Of the 14 million-plus welfare re- 
cipients, two-thirds, or nearly 9.6 mil- 
lion people, are children; 60 percent of 
those children are under 6 years old. It 
is the 5 million preschool-age babies 
who will be the real objects of our deci- 
sionmaking today. 

The most stunning error of this bill, 
in my opinion, is that it ignores en- 
tirely the plight of poor children. It 
dismantles the 60-year-old Federal 


September 19, 1995 


safety net that has assured at least 
some assistance to them. This bill com- 
pletely ignores the consequences to our 
national community of the abandon- 
ment of a safety net for poor children. 

Earlier in this debate, I showed pic- 
tures from around the turn of the cen- 
tury, before we had a national Federal 
safety net. Those pictures showed 
young children sleeping on grates and 
picking through trash. Is that where 
we want to be when we enter the 2185 
century? 

Mr. President, I am afraid this bill 
could make that shameful history a 
new reality. In my opinion, this bill 
takes a Pontius Pilate approach to 
Federal responsibility. As a national 
community, we are here washing our 
hands of responsibility for these poor 
children. This bill sends the problem to 
the States with high-flown rhetoric 
about State responsibility and innova- 
tion. 

But what if—what if—a State proves 
unwilling to address the poverty of 
children in its midst? Are we to con- 
cede there is nothing that we as a na- 
tional community should do? This bill 
makes certain that there is nothing 
that we can do. 

And what if the States find, as Sen- 
ator MOYNIHAN has shown, that inci- 
dents of child poverty in this country 
are localized in urban areas or in pock- 
ets of rural poverty? What if the States 
find that? Child poverty may not be a 
problem that is most effectively ad- 
dressed by block grants to State gov- 
ernments. Who will speak for the chil- 
dren then? 

It is said that this bill will end wel- 
fare as we know it. Had it ended wel- 
fare abuses, I would have been among 
the first to applaud it. Had it ration- 
ally addressed ending the poverty that 
is the first level qualifier for welfare, I 
would have enthusiastically supported 
it. But it does neither, and it will not 
end welfare as we know it but rather 
creates 50 welfare systems with the po- 
tential for real tragedy for children. 

In my opinion, Mr. President, that is 
the fatal flaw of this legislation; that 
this is welfare as we knew it, back to 
the days of street urchins and friend- 
less foundlings and homeless half-or- 
phans. I, for one, am not prepared to 
take so giant a step backward or to be 
so generous with the suffering of those 
5 million poor children under the age of 
6. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. DOLE. I yield 2 minutes to my 
colleague from Kansas, Senator KASSE- 
BAUM. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 
first, I would just like to respond to my 
colleague, whom I admire and whom I 
know feels deeply about children, 
about those who may not have a safety 
net protection. I would just like to say 
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to Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN that I 
think one of the real strengths of this 
legislation is that we did strengthen 
child care, and child care is a very im- 
portant requirement in order to have 
successful welfare reform. 

I think this bill does strike a good 
balance, and I express my appreciation 
to those on both sides of the aisle who 
have worked to shape an exceptionally 
strong welfare reform bill, particularly 
the majority leader, Senator DOLE, 
who has tried hard to balance the in- 
terests of many people on both sides of 
this aisle, to Senator SANTORUM who 
also has worked tirelessly among those 
on our side of the aisle and those on 
the other side of the aisle. I will say to 
Senator DoDD, as well, who has cared a 
great deal about trying to meet the 
needs of children in this legislation, 
that I think we do have a good welfare 
reform bill and, most importantly, it is 
not welfare as an entitlement. That 
starts us on a new path and one that I 
think will be most successful. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I happily yield 3 
minutes to my friend, the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. WELLSTONE]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
have offered amendments that have 
been adopted—and so have other col- 
leagues—that have mitigated some of 
the harshest effects of this piece of leg- 
islation. But an essential truth re- 
mains. For the first time in 60 years, 
we are eliminating a floor below which 
we never before allowed children to 
fall. Mr. President, for the first time in 
60 years, we are saying that as a na- 
tional commitment, as a national com- 
munity, we will no longer take the re- 
sponsibility to make sure that every 
child, even the poorest of children, at 
least has some minimal level of assist- 
ance, that children do not go hungry. 

Mr. President, I ask myself the ques- 
tion: Will the passage of this legisla- 
tion mean that there will be more im- 
poverished children and more hungry 
children in America? The answer to 
that question is yes, and that is why I 
must vote no. 

Mr. President, I ask myself the ques- 
tion: Is it true that the passage of this 
legislation will shut out hundreds of 
thousands of disabled children from es- 
sential services? The answer to that 
question is yes. That is why I will vote 
no. 

Mr. President, I ask myself, as a Sen- 
ator from Minnesota, the following 
question: In the context of all of the 
slash and burn—cuts in housing, cuts 
in Medicare, cuts in Medicaid, cuts in 
EITC, cuts in all these programs, with 
States then having to figure out where 
they are going to come up with the re- 
sources—I ask myself the question: 
Who is going to lose out? The answer is 
that it is going to be the children. 
They do not have a lobbyist. They do 
not have the PAC's. They are not the 
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heavy hitters. They are the ones who 
are going to be left behind. And it is for 
that reason, Mr. President, that I will 
vote no. 

We moved to a national standard in 
the early 1970’s because we had chil- 
dren with distended bellies in our coun- 
try. We had malnourishment and hun- 
ger in America. We said as a national 
community that we would not let that 
happen. Now we are turning the clock 
back. For the first time in 60 years, we 
move away from that commitment. 

This is a profound mistake for Amer- 
ica. 

Mr. President, I ask myself the ques- 
tion: Is it the Minnesota tradition—an 
almost unique tradition—to speak for 
children, to advocate for children, to 
vote for children, to vote for all of 
God’s children? And the answer to that 
question is “уев.” Therefore, as a Sen- 
ator from Minnesota, I will vote “по.” 

The Dole bill will also affect the 
Hmong, approximately 30,000 of whom 
live in Minnesota and share with us 
their rich heritage and culture. Many 
in the Hmong community came to the 
United States to escape persecution 
after they aided the United States in 
the secret war of Laos. 

Many of the Hmong now receive SSI 
and will be in danger of losing their 
benefits under the Dole bill. It is dif- 
ficult—due to language barriers, lack 
of formal education and age—for the 
Hmong to become self-sufficient. A 
large number of them depend on SSI 
benefits for their survival. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land [Mr. CHAFEE]. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I want 
to express my support for the measure 
before us today. We have been working 
on this for many months, I am pleased 
we are finally able to approve a bill 
with bipartisan support. This bill is 
very conscious of the needs of children, 
a group I strongly believe should be 
cared for in any welfare program. 

The measure before us contains addi- 
tional money for child care and ге- 
quires States to continue to maintain 
their financial effort for the life of the 
bill, for the 5 years. Senators BREAUX 
and DODD were very helpful in those is- 
sues. Under this measure, States would 
also be prohibited from denying bene- 
fits to single custodial parents with 
young children who do not work be- 
cause the parents do not have child 
care. 

This provision is extremely impor- 
tant for the protection of these very 
young children. The last thing we want 
to have happen is for parents to be 
placed in the untenable position of hav- 
ing to choose between leaving their 
children unsupervised while they work 
or losing their entire cash benefit. 

I would like to note that S. 1120, the 
bill before us, does not make any 
changes in the foster care and adoption 
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assistance programs. It has long been 
my belief that the Federal entitlement 
for these programs should continue and 
we should not roll back the Federal 
protection parts of the foster care and 
adoption assistance. Those entitle- 
ments are continued in this legislation. 

On the subject of children’s SSI, the 
Senate bill retains the concept of cash 
assistance for poor, disabled children 
and does not go as far as the House in 
scaling back eligibility. I am pleased 
that the Senate chose to take a more 
balanced approach to this issue than 
the House. Most of the children in this 
program are severely disabled. Were it 
not for SSI, they would not be able to 
remain at home with their families. 

I would like to thank Senator Do- 
МЕМІСІ for his contribution to this bill 
in two areas—particularly in providing 
for the maintenance of the effort by 
the States. Senator DOMENICI led that 
effort. I also thank him for his help in 
removing the mandatory family cap. 
Under the Domenici approach, which 
we adopted, the family cap remains an 
option for the States. There is no evi- 
dence that denying benefits to women 
who have additional children while on 
welfare has any impact on birth rates. 
Senator DOMENICI spoke forcefully on 
that. 

Finally, I praise our majority leader, 
Senator DOLE. But for his extraor- 
dinary efforts to find a common 
ground, we would not be here today. 
That is no easy feat, given our dif- 
ferences when we started out. 

I thank him for his able leadership 
and the fact that we were able to 
achieve a bipartisan bill today. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be able to yield 3 minutes to 
my esteemed colleague from New Jer- 
sey, Senator BRADLEY. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I will 
vote against this bill because it will 
wipe out every protection for poor fam- 
ilies with children but would do noth- 
ing at all to repair what is really 
wrong with welfare. We have made 
some improvements to the bill, such as 
eliminating the job-training consolida- 
tion that never belonged in a welfare 
bill in the first place. And there are 
sections I strongly support such as the 
child support provisions which I wrote. 
But the fundamental structure is deep- 
ly flawed and can only lead to deeper 
poverty and more dependency. 

All we are really changing with this 
bill is the one thing that is not wrong 
with welfare—the financial relation- 
ship between State and Federal bu- 
reaucracies. That is not the problem. 
In fact, block grants create a new prob- 
lem because States that have increas- 
ing numbers of poor families, because 
of a bad economy or simple population 
growth, would not have enough funds 
to assist their people. Federal politi- 
cians should not simply transfer pots 
of money to State politicians without 
any standards about what the money 
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would be used for. We do not need to 
transfer money from one bureaucrat to 
another; we need a commitment to in- 
dividual poor children. 

While this bill would abandon that 
commitment, the real problems with 
welfare would remain. The rules that 
penalize marriage and work. The indif- 
ferent local and county bureaucrats, 
who treat people as numbers and do 
nothing to help people take care of 
themselves. The brutal job market. 
The deeper cultural forces driving in- 
creases in divorce, illegitimacy and 
teen pregnancy. All these problems 
would remain. Many would get worse. 

All this bill does is require States to 
penalize the children who are the vic- 
tims of these problems. It does nothing 
to help them avoid the bleak cir- 
cumstances into which they have been 
born and live today. 

With all the rhetoric about changing 
welfare, how did we wind up with a bill 
that does nothing to change what is 
wrong with welfare? The answer is poli- 
tics. Neither party was as serious about 
really changing welfare as it was about 
capturing “the welfare issue” from the 
other party. Democrats promised to 
“епа welfare as we know it” by tinker- 
ing with the levers of government, 
mostly in positive ways, but not in a 
way that deeply changes the lives of 
people on welfare. 

Republicans promised to do even bet- 
ter: “abandon the welfare state.” They 
would toss aside the Federal respon- 
sibility for poor families and children 
altogether. But they did not know how 
to deal with the reality of poverty and 
welfare. So they came up with the solu- 
tion of handing the whole problem over 
to States, for them to solve. Block 
grants create an appearance of change, 
not real change. 

The debate of the last few days, dur- 
ing which we accepted every amend- 
ment that did not challenge the under- 
lying political rhetoric and layered the 
bill with billions in new Government 
spending, brought this cynical politics 
into the light of day. It is politics as 
usual, made worse by the fact that it is 
a transparent deceit. We have not im- 
proved the bill; all we are accomplish- 
ing is to move the bill forward to a 
conference at which every single one of 
these provisions, including this mas- 
sive last-minute compromise, will be 
dropped without debate in the first 5 
minutes. Even if they became law, 
these ornaments do nothing to repair 
the deep fundamental flaw at the heart 
of this bill. 

For those who think these provisions 
improve this bill enough to vote for it, 
I would like to remind you of what 
happened last week to my amendment 
that really would have addressed a 
central flaw in the bill. All I proposed 
to do was to require states to lay out 
the basic rules of their welfare system 
and assist all poor children who were 
eligible, unless their families were dis- 
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qualified under the rules. The amend- 
ment made enough sense that the Ma- 
jority Leader moved to adopt it by 
voice vote, but the majority staff was 
so determined to eliminate any hint of 
a reliable protection for children that 
we had to come back the next day and 
strike the provision on virtually a 
party-line vote. 

Unless the heart of this bill is 
changed, the United States will be the 
only industrialized nation in the world 
that will not guarantee basic protec- 
tion for children from hunger and ab- 
ject poverty. 

We can do much better than this bill. 
We can repair most of what is wrong 
with welfare, and over time, much that 
has gone wrong in our society that per- 
petuates welfare dependency. Instead 
of starting with political slogans, we 
have to start by looking at what really 
went wrong with welfare, and fixing it. 

We should not only protect families 
from poverty, but lift families into the 
economic mainstream, by building con- 
nections to private-sector employers. 

We should not only require teen par- 
ents to live at home, but create facili- 
ties like 15-Month houses for all those 
who lack a nurturing family. 

We should make clear to mothers on 
welfare that having an additional child 
will significantly worsen their life 
chances, but also reduce the penalties 
for marriage and savings. 

We should give States more respon- 
sibility, but also enlist the institutions 
of civil society—churches, neighbor- 
hood organizations, and YMCAs—to ac- 
complish together what neither Gov- 
ernment nor the market can accom- 
plish on their own. 

This legislation does not abandon the 
mythical welfare state,” but it does 
abandon our society’s commitment to 
protect poor children from abject pov- 
erty, hunger, abuse, neglect and death. 
Meanwhile, it does nothing to fix the 
real problems. I would urge all of my 
colleagues to think twice before join- 
ing the rush to send this deeply flawed 
bill forward into a process where it will 
get even worse. 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I yield 2% 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. President, as I have been saying 
ever since Congress began welfare re- 
form debate, unless we address illegit- 
imacy, which is a root cause of welfare 
dependency, we will not truly reform 
welfare. 

Only by taking away the cash incen- 
tive to have children out of wedlock 
can we hope to slow the increase of 
out-of-wedlock births and ultimately 
end welfare. 

Middle-class American families who 
want to have children have to plan, 
prepare, and save money because they 
understand the serious responsibility 
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involved in bringing children into this 
world. It is unfair to ask the same peo- 
ple to send their hard-earned tax dol- 
lars to support the reckless, irrespon- 
sible behavior of women who have chil- 
dren out of wedlock and continue to 
have them, expecting the taxpayers to 
support them. 

It is clear that our country must 
begin to address the crisis of illegit- 
imacy. Today, one-third of all children 
are born out of wedlock. According to 
Senator MOYNIHAN, the illegitimacy 
rate will hit 50 percent by 2003, or soon- 
er. The rise of illegitimacy and the col- 
lapse of the family has had a devastat- 
ing effect on children and society. Even 
President Clinton has declared that the 
collapse of the family is a major factor 
driving up America's crime rate. 

Halting the rapid rise of illegitimacy 
must be the paramount goal of welfare 
reform. Unfortunately, the Senate has 
been unable to follow the example set 
earlier by the House and has not in- 
cluded provisions, like the family cap, 
ending the current cash incentives for 
teenage mothers to have children out 
of wedlock. 

The bill before us is far better than 
the one we started with. It has strong 
work provisions, transfers flexibility to 
the States and, overall, is a good bill. 
Unfortunately, it fails in the one key 
area which I feel very strongly about. 
It does fail to address the crisis of ille- 
gitimacy. 

It is a missed opportunity for the 
Senate to send out a loud and clear 
message that society does not condone 
the growth of out-of-wedlock child- 
bearing, and that the taxpayers will 
not continue the same open-ended sub- 
sidies for illegitimacy which has char- 
acterized welfare in the past. 

I hope this bill returns from con- 
ference with strong provisions on ille- 
gitimacy. If it does, I will support it 
enthusiastically. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to my friend from Mas- 
sachusetts, Senator KENNEDY. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, there 
is a right way and a wrong way to re- 
form welfare. Punishing children is the 
wrong way. Denying realistic job train- 
ing and work opportunities is the 
wrong way. Leaving States holding the 
bag is the wrong way. Too many of our 
Republican colleagues want to reform 
welfare in the worst way, and that is 
exactly what this bill does. 

After more than 60 years of main- 
taining a good-faith national commit- 
ment to protect all needy children, the 
Senate is on the brink of committing 
legislative child abuse. This measure is 
an assault on America’s youngest and 
most vulnerable citizens. I urge my 
colleagues to join with me in doing the 
right and compassionate thing, and 
vote “по”. 

In 1935, President Roosevelt said: 

The test of our progress is not whether we 
add to the abundance of those who have 
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much. It is whether we provide enough to 
those who have little. 

In passing the Social Security Act, 
Congress made a bold pledge to the el- 
derly and to the children of our society 
that their well being would be ensured. 
It was a sign of what we stood for as a 
society. 

With that legislation, Congress, made 
a historic promise—that no child would 
be left alone to face the cruel forces of 
poverty and hunger. Today, more than 
60 years later, the Senate is breaking 
that promise. As an institution, we are 
turning our back on America’s chil- 
dren. 

If this legislation passes, whether 
needy children receive a helping hand 
will depend on whether they are fortu- 
nate enough to be born in a State that 
has the resources and the will to pro- 
vide that assistance. A minimal safety 
net for children will no longer be a part 
of what makes America America, but 
rather a gamble of geography. 

This bill nullifies one of the fun- 
damental roles of the Federal Govern- 
ment—to bring our country together as 
a nation. Instead it will encourage bor- 
der wars as States across the country 
selfishly compete to assure that they 
do not become too generous to the 
needy and attract families from other 
States. 

Granted, the child care and other 
modifications achieved in recent days 
have made this legislation less bad 
than it was. And that is no small 
achievement. But it is hardly a reason 
to support a measure that will dev- 
astate the lives of millions of Amer- 
ican children to say it could be even 
worse—and probably will be after the 
Conference with the House. 

This bill is not about moving Amer- 
ican families from welfare to work. It 
is about cutting off assistance to mil- 
lions of poor, hungry, homeless, and 
disabled children. 

This bill is not about fiscal respon- 
sibility or deficit reduction. It is about 
misguided priorities—for which, as the 
columnist George Will has said, we will 
pay dearly as a society for years to 
come. 

This bill is not about eliminating the 
barriers to employment that exist for 
people on welfare. It is about short- 
changing the job training and child 
care programs needed to give people a 
chance. It is about setting arbitrary 
time limits on assistance for families 
who cannot find jobs, and providing 
grossly inadequate resources to make 
genuine opportunity a reality. 

This bill is not about giving States 
more flexibility. It is about Congress 
washing its hands of a difficult prob- 
lem, by slashing Federal funding, and 
then turning the remains over to the 
States with little accountability or 
guidance and even less leadership. 

This bill is not welfare reform—it is 
welfare fraud. We are all for work—but 
this plan will not work. The Congres- 
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sional Budget Office estimates that 
only 10 to 15 States will be able to meet 
the bill’s work requirements and the 
rest will simply throw up their hands. 

These actions are in no way required 
by the current balanced budget envi- 
ronment. The Republican majority has 
already shown that it is willing to 
spend money when the cause is impor- 
tant enough to them. When the Repub- 
lican majority wanted to preserve a 
$1.5 billion tax loophole for American 
billionaires who renounce their U.S. 
citizenship, they found the money to 
preserve it. When the Republican ma- 
jority wanted to increase defense 
spending $6.5 billion more than the De- 
fense Department requested for this 
year, they found the money to fund it. 
When the Republican majority wanted 
to give the wealthy a $245 billion tax 
break, they will find the money to fund 
it. 

But now, when asked to reform wel- 
fare and create a genuine system to 
help America’s 10 million children liv- 
ing in poverty, the Republican major- 
ity tells those children: ‘‘Sorry—check 
returned—insufficient funds.“ 

For billionaires, the Republicans will 
move mountains. For poor children 
they will not lift a finger—and their 
record makes that clear. As President 
Kennedy said in his inaugural address: 
“Tf a free society cannot help the many 
who are poor, it cannot save the few 
who are rich.” 

Poor children in America are worse 
off than poor children in 15 of the 18 
Western industrial nations. The annual 
incomes for the poorest 10 percent of 
Canadian families, including all bene- 
fits, is nearly twice that of families in 
the United States. The United States 
has the greatest gap between the rich 
and the poor—a gap that will surely 
grow in the years ahead because of this 
harsh legislation. 

Despite these realities, the Repub- 
lican majority wants to take $60 billion 
over the next 7 years from programs 
supporting poor children and families, 
in order to help balance the budget and 
pay for their tax breaks for the 
wealthy. That is their priority. 

When we tried to pay for increases in 
child care by closing the billionaires’ 
loophole or ending other forms of cor- 
porate welfare, the Republicans said 
no—take it out of food stamps. They 
would rather harm poor children than 
offend fat cats who live on corporate 
welfare. 

Some in the Republican majority say 
that this legislation will succeed—that 
faced with the prospect of benefits 
being cut off, welfare recipients will 
have no choice but to find work. Gov- 
ernor Engler of Michigan made that ar- 
gument when eliminating Michigan’s 
State-funded General Assistance Pro- 
gram. Unfortunately, things did not 
work out the way the Governor had 
said. Only one-fifth of the former wel- 
fare recipients found jobs —the major- 
ity became even more destitute. 
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And so it goes when social experi- 
ments go wrong. The Republican ma- 
jority is asking us to put the lives of 
children in their hands as they prepare 
to push welfare recipients off the cliff 
in the hope that they will learn to fly. 
And what happens if they fail? Ten mil- 
lion children, who make up the major- 
ity of AFDC recipients, will pay the 
price, and as a society, so will we. 

This is not just theory. We already 
know some of the havoc this legisla- 
tion will cause. The administration es- 
timates that the 5-year time limit in 
the bill will result in one-third of the 
children on AFDC becoming ineligible 
for assistance—4 million children. Yet 
when we proposed to give the States 
the option of providing vouchers to 
protect these children after the time 
limit, the Republicans said no. So 
much for States rights. 

Of the parents who will be affected by 
the time limit, only one-third have a 
high school degree. Yet recent studies 
show that three-quarters of the avail- 
able jobs in low-income areas require a 
high school diploma. Sixty percent of 
those jobs require experience in a par- 
ticular type of job. And there are al- 
ready two to three jobseekers for every 
job vacancy. 

This bill is not seriously designed to 
change those realities. There is no way 
this bill can create jobs for millions of 
low-income, low-skilled parents who 
will be looking for work at the same 
time in the same communities. It will 
not help schools do a better job of pre- 
paring young men and women for an 
increasingly demanding workplace. In 
fact, the Republican majority is busy 
cutting the very education and job 
training funds necessary to produce a 
skilled American work force in the 
years ahead. 

Welfare reform cannot be accom- 
plished on the cheap. Governor Tommy 
Thompson of Wisconsin, whose welfare 
expertise has been praised repeatedly 
by the Republican majority, was re- 
cently quoted in Business Week as say- 
ing that in order for welfare reform to 
be successful, “It will cost more up 
front to transform the welfare system 
than many expect.” After his reforms 
in Wisconsin, administrative costs rose 
by 72 percent. 

My Republican colleagues are correct 
when they say that this is an historic 
moment in the Senate. If this bill 
passes, today will go down in history as 
the day the Senate turned its back on 
needy children, on poor mothers strug- 
gling to make ends meet, on millions 
of fellow citizens who need our help the 
most. It will be remembered as the day 
the Senate broke a noble promise to 
the most vulnerable Americans. I urge 
my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’—for the 
children who are too young to vote and 
who cannot speak for themselves. This 
bad bill can be summed up in four sim- 
ple words Let them eat cake.” 

І say to my colleagues—can you look 
into the eyes of a poor child in America 
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and say, This is the best hope for your 
future” I cannot—and that is why I 
must vote ‘‘no’’. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, it is 
with reluctance that I rise in support 
of the welfare legislation which the 
Senate is about to pass. 

I have serious reservations about 
many aspects of the bill as it now 
stands, not the least of which is the 
ability of States to address the needs of 
poor children during periods of reces- 
sion or economic downturns. 

Having said that, I believe that the 
modifications adopted in the agree- 
ment between the Democratic and Re- 
publican Leaders begin to move this 
bill in the right direction. Compared to 
legislation passed by the House earlier 
this year, it is substantially more re- 
sponsible and in that sense, more like- 
ly to succeed. 

First, the bill provides for an addi- 
tional $3 billion for child care for those 
moving from welfare to work. We 
should expect those people on welfare 
to go to work. But to do so, we must 
give them the tools to go to work. And 
child care is the most significant prob- 
lem young mothers face as they try to 
move into the work force. 

Second, the bill now requires States 
to maintain a safety net for poor chil- 
dren through the so-called mainte- 
nance-of-effort requirement. As a re- 
sult, States must continue to spend at 
least 80 percent of their current welfare 
spending for the next 5 years. This will 
help ensure States go the extra mile to 
move people from welfare to work, 
rather than simply forcing recipients 
off of the rolls with no chance for em- 
ployment. 

Third, the bill does not include a job 
training block grant that could have 
siphoned off precious dollars used to 
help retrain victims of foreign com- 
petition, base and plant closings, or the 
negative effects of corporate 
downsizing. 

Fourth, the bill creates a very mod- 
est contingency grant fund of $1 billion 
which States could tap to deal with in- 
creased need due to the effects of a re- 
cession or population growth. 

In addition to these provisions, the 
bill incorporates much of the Demo- 
cratic Work First proposal, S. 1117, in 
several key areas. 

Teen Pregnancy: The bill includes 
the tough stay-at-home and stay-in- 
school provisions of the Work First 
bill. It also makes $150 million avail- 
able as seed money for second chance 
homes, locally-based, supervised group 
homes for teen-age mothers which have 
been popularized by the Democratic 
Leadership Council. 

Private sector work bonus: The bill 
also contains a bonus pool of funds 
that will be awarded, in part, on the 
basis of States’ success at moving wel- 
fare recipients into private sector 
work. 

Parent empowerment contract: The 
final bill has a requirement for a par- 
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ent empowerment contract that wel- 
fare recipients would have to sign once 
they sign up for benefits. This contract 
obligates them to take charge of their 
own lives, commit to acting as respon- 
sible parents, and undertake an inten- 
sive job search—all designed to move 
them from welfare to work. 

Work requirements: Finally, the bill 
includes provisions of the work first 
bill that tell States they should do ev- 
erything they can to be moving welfare 
recipients into the work force as quick- 
ly as possible, with the expectation 
that the period for a transition from 
welfare to work should be approxi- 
mately 6 months. 

Having announced my support for 
this measure, albeit with some great 
reservations, I want the conferees on 
this bill to know that I will not support 
any conference report that moves in 
any significant and substantial way to- 
ward the punitive and harsh proposals 
in the House-passed welfare bill. 

If the conference agreement contains 
a mandatory family cap, or arbitrarily 
cuts off benefits for young women, I 
will oppose it. 

If it modifies the child care or main- 
tenance of effort provisions now in the 
Senate bill, I will not support it. 

If it has no means for States to cope 
with economic downturns, I will with- 
draw my endorsement. 

If it moves to block grants for foster 
care and adoption assistance, for food 
stamps or child nutrition programs, 
this Senator will cast a “по” vote on 
that conference report. 

I hope that the Senate framework 
will emerge from the conference com- 
mittee so that we can have bipartisan 
welfare reform this year. But if not, 
this Senator will be on this floor later 
this year fighting to stop a bad bill 
from getting enacted. 

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND WELFARE 
REFORM 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I would 
like to raise a subject which I believe 
will be a key problem for the States in 
implementing welfare reform under 
block grants—ensuring the States are 
able to make the necessary invest- 
ments in information technology. 

Most of our attention here on the 
floor has been with regard to very con- 
tentious social issues such as work re- 
quirements and unwed mothers. We 
have devoted little attention to the 
problems States will face in managing 
the vastly increasing responsibilities 
which this legislation will transfer to 
them. I am concerned that all our hard 
work to set the stage for new and suc- 
cessful human services programs will 
fall short of its goal if States are not 
equipped with the necessary informa- 
tion systems. If the States are unable 
to handle these enlarged responsibil- 
ities, pressure will rapidly build for the 
Federal Government, piece by piece, to 
become involved once again in manag- 
ing these programs. 
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The unfortunate fact is that many 
States are far behind the rest of our so- 
ciety in computerizing and reinventing 
the delivery of their services. Among 
the State agencies, it is often the 
human service agencies which are the 
most in need of automation. While I 
endorse the concept of block grants 
and the latitude they provide to 
States, I believe the Federal Govern- 
ment must continue to provide specific 
assistance to States to automate. 

Mr. SANTORUM. My colleague raises 
an excellent point. Many States at 
present are struggling to take advan- 
tage of the benefits which information 
technology can provide. Twenty-two 
States are currently under court order 
to improve their child welfare pro- 
grams. One of the saddest examples is 
right here in the District of Columbia, 
where the foster care system was 
placed in receivership by the courts. 

According to the court-appointed re- 
ceivers, the system of foster care place- 
ment was failing some of the city’s 
most needy children. One of the major 
problems was a lack of information 
available to the field, largely due to 
the lack of even basic computer sup- 
port in the District’s foster care sys- 
tem. This is symptomatic of problems 
across our Nation, problems which can 
be overcome through effective use of 
information technology. Yet the States 
and the District face compelling alter- 
native uses for the funds as caseloads 
increase. 

Mr. COHEN. Congress over the years 
has sought to ensure that States have 
the proper tools to handle their respon- 
sibilities in human services programs. 
For example, the fiscal year 1993 Omni- 
bus Reconciliation Act provided 
matching of State funds over a 3-year 
period to be spent for information sys- 
tems for foster care and adoption as- 
sistance programs. Forty-six States 
and the District of Columbia have re- 
sponded, and are on their way to im- 
proving their information technology 
systems in these critical areas. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Increased automa- 
tion will bring many efficiencies to 
human services programs. In numerous 
cases, State workers enter essentially 
the same information as many as 200 
times in required paperwork. This 
wasteful duplication can be eliminated 
through automation. Further, invest- 
ments in information technology yield 
substantial savings in welfare pro- 
grams through elimination of waste, 
fraud, and abuse. In Rhode Island, for 
example, a $10 million investment in 
technology saved over $7.7 million in 
erroneous welfare benefit payments in 
the first year of operation. By now this 
investment has paid for itself many 
times over. The system allowed the 
State to handle a 40-percent increase in 
welfare cases, while reducing its pro- 
gram work force by 15 percent over a 4- 
year period. 

Mr. COHEN. Unfortunately, without 
Federal help, many States will not be 
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able to afford the up-front costs re- 
quired to plan, develop, and install 
these systems, and train personnel on 
their use. This is why the Federal Gov- 
ernment has always maintained a lead- 
ership role in this area. I strongly be- 
lieve we must continue specific assist- 
ance to States in making information 
technology investments, even in a 
block grant environment. I call on the 
eventual conferees on this legislation 
to carefully consider this point, and 
work with the House to ensure the 
States have the resources to make the 
necessary investments. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I join my colleague 
in making this request. I think some 
further consideration of the informa- 
tion technology needs of the States is 
vital for welfare reform to succeed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2683 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak in support of the Dole modified 
amendment. Every Member of this 
body has come to the floor and de- 
clared that it is time to ‘‘end welfare 
as we know it.’’ We have disagreed on 
the most appropriate ways to do that 
but I hope that there can be no dis- 
agreement that welfare reform will not 
succeed without a more generous provi- 
sion for child care services. 

Even under the current system of en- 
titlement, there are more than 3,000 
children of working parents already 
waiting to receive child care assistance 
in Maine. Some of these parents have 
transitioned off of welfare, others are 
at-risk of going on welfare. One child 
care center in Maine has just now 
started serving families who have been 
on a waiting list for more than 2 years. 

This amendment will create a sepa- 
rate block grant for child care services. 
By creating this separate grant fund, 
we hope to assist States by providing 
them with a specific amount of child 
care funds. This is identical to the ap- 
proach the House of Representatives 
elected to take in the Personal Respon- 
sibility Act. We have gone further to 
provide States with additional funds 
and to help ensure that child care fund- 
ing does not disappear for welfare fami- 
lies and low-income families alike. 

I am glad to see that the Governors 
have finally weighed in on this issue. 
Last week, I received a copy of a letter 
sent to both the majority and minority 
leadership from the National Gov- 
ernor’s Association requesting supple- 
mental funds for child care services. I 
would like to quote one sentence from 
the letter, signed by Governor Thomp- 
son from Wisconsin and Governor Mil- 
ler from Nevada. The NGA states that: 

Child care represents the largest part of 
the up-front investment need for successful 
welfare reform. 

More women will be able to work 
when there are child care funds avail- 
able. More women who have jobs now 
will keep them if there are funds for 
child care. In a report issued by the 
General Accounting Office in Decem- 
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ber, GAO found that child care costs 
are a significant portion of most low- 
income working families’ budgets. In 
fact, child care consumes more than 
one quarter of the income for a family 
below the Federal poverty level. For 
families above the Federal poverty 
level, child care consumes about 7 per- 
cent of income. 

Unlike the Dodd-Kennedy amend- 
ment, we know where the funds are 
coming from to pay for additional child 
care slots. I support our efforts to 
eliminate the deficit by 2002 but find- 
ing money for States to follow through 
on welfare reform is imperative. By 
agreeing to realize a smaller amount in 
overall savings from this legislation, 
we have taken the steps necessary to 
lead to successful welfare reform and 
help us maintain our goal to zero out 
the deficit. 

While there has been an emphasis on 
the need to help States meet work par- 
ticipation requirements, of utmost con- 
cern is the safety of children. Some 
parents are already forced to leave 
their children in unsafe settings. I re- 
cently reviewed a report from the 
State of Illinois where more than 40 
children, half of them under the age of 
two, were discovered being cared for in 
а basement by one adult. The cost of 
that care was $25 per week. 

This is not an isolated case. Recent 
studies have indicated that 1 out of 
every 8 children in child care are being 
cared for in an unsafe setting. 

The provision for child care services 
in Senator DOLE’s earlier substitute 
did provide certain protections for chil- 
dren who are not yet in school by pro- 
hibiting States from penalizing moth- 
ers who cannot work because there 
simply is no child care available. 

The Senate also overwhelmingly ap- 
proved an amendment sponsored by 
Senator KASSEBAUM to eliminate a pro- 
vision that allowed a transfer of up to 
30 percent of the funds from the child 
care development block grant. The 
CCDBG has played an important role 
since its creation in 1990 as a source of 
funds targeted at enhancing the qual- 
ity of child care and providing sub- 
sidies to low-income families. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. Without access to child 
care, mothers will not be able to work. 
When 92 percent of AFDC mothers are 
single mothers, the need for additional 
child care slots must be met if our ver- 
sion of welfare reform is going to be 
successful. 

INTERRACIAL ADOPTION PROVISIONS 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, earlier 
this year I introduced the Adoption 
Antidiscrimination Act of 1995, S. 637, 
to ensure that adoptions are not denied 
or delayed on the basis of race, color, 
or national origin. I am pleased that 
the House passed an almost identical 
provision in its welfare reform bill, 
H.R. 1. It is my hope that the members 
of the conference committee on welfare 
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reform will recognize the importance 
of this issue, and incorporate inter- 
racial adoption provisions in the con- 
ference report. 

In the late 1960’s and early 19707, 
over 10,000 children were adopted by 
families of a different race. This was 
before many adoption officials decided, 
without any empirical evidence, that it 
is essential for children to be matched 
with families of the same race, even if 
they have to wait for long periods for 
such a family to come along. The 
forces of political correctness declared 
interracial adoptions the equivalent of 
cultural genocide. This was, and con- 
tinues to be, nonsense. 

Sound research has found that inter- 
racial adoptions do not hurt the chil- 
dren or deprive them of their culture. 
According to Dr. Howard Alstein, who 
has studied 204 interracial adoptions 
since 1972, ‘‘We categorically have not 
found that white parents cannot pre- 
pare black kids culturally.” He con- 
cluded that there are bumps along the 
way, but the transracial adoptees in 
our study are not angry, racially con- 
fused people” and that They're happy 
and content adults.” 

Since the mid-1970’s, there have been 
very few interracial adoptions. African- 
American children who constitute 
about 14 percent of the child popu- 
lation currently comprise over 40 per- 
cent of the 100,000 children waiting for 
adoption in foster care. This is despite 
20 years of Federal efforts to recruit 
African-American adoptive families 
and substantial efforts by the African- 
American community. The bottom line 
is that African-American children wait 
twice as long as other children to be 
adopted. 

Last year, Senator Metzenbaum at- 
tempted to remedy this problem by in- 
troducing the Multiethnic Placement 
Act of 1994 [MEPA]. Unfortunately, the 
bill was weakened throughout the leg- 
islative process and eviscerated by the 
Clinton administration Department of 
HHS in conference. 

After the original MEPA bill was hi- 
jacked, a letter was sent from over 50 
of the most prominent law professors 
in the country imploring Congress to 
reject the bill. They warned that it 
“would give Congressional backing to 
practices that have the effect of con- 
demning large numbers of children— 
particularly children of color—to un- 
necessarily long stays in institutions 
or foster care.” Their warning was not 
heeded, and the bill was passed as part 
of Goals 2000. As Senator Metzenbaum 
concluded, “HHS intervened and did 
the bill great harm.” 

The legislation that was finally 
signed by the President does precisely 
the opposite of what was originally in- 
tended. This is because it contains sev- 
eral huge loopholes that effectively 
permit continuing the practice of ra- 
cial matching. For example, it states 
that an agency тау not delay or deny 
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the placement of a child for adoption 
or into foster care solely on the basis 
of [race, color, or national origin]’’. 
This language can be used by those op- 
posed to inter-racial adoptions to delay 
or deny placements by using race, 
color, or national origin as only part of 
their rationale. 

An even bigger loophole is contained 
in the permissible consideration“ sec- 
tion of MEPA which states that an 
agency may consider the cultural, 
ethnic or racial background of the 
child and the capacity of the prospec- 
tive foster or adoptive parents to meet 
the needs of a child of this background 
as one of a number of factors used to 
determine the best interests of a 
child.” While this language may appear 
innocuous, it can be used by those who 
are committed to racial matching to 
delay or deny a placement simply by 
claiming that an inter-racial adoption 
is not in the best interests of the child. 

DHHS has issued guidelines for im- 
plementing the Multiethnic Placement 
Act. Again, on their face, the guide- 
lines do not appear to be objectionable. 
However, consistent with the underly- 
ing MEPA law, they continue to allow 
race to be a major consideration that 
may be used by those who wish to stop 
interracial placements. Consequently, 
the National Council for Adoption and 
Institute for Justice have informed the 
Department that its guidelines do not 
adequately address this issue. They 
continue to believe that new legisla- 
tion is necessary. 

Clearly, we need to fix last year’s 
flawed legislation. In considering the 
House provisions on this issue, the con- 
ferees should prohibit, under any cir- 
cumstances, an agency that receives 
Federal funds from delaying or denying 
the placement of a child on the basis of 
the race, color or national origin. Ra- 
cial or cultural background should 
never be used as a basis for denying or 
delaying the placement of a child when 
there is at least one qualified house- 
hold that wants the child. 

Perhaps, there are certain extremely 
limited circumstances in which an 
agency should be allowed to consider 
race, color or national origin, only 
when there are two or more qualified 
households that want the child and 
only as one of a number of factors used 
to determine the best interests of the 
child. But under no circumstances 
should such considerations be allowed 
to delay the adoption of a child. When 
there is only one qualified household 
that wants the child, that placement 
is, by definition, in the child’s best in- 
бегевбе. 

Mr. President, I hope that the con- 
ferees will be willing to adopt a strong 
prohibition against consideration of 
race, color or national origin in place- 
ment decisions, and to close the gaping 
loopholes in the current law. By incor- 
porating strong and reasonable anti- 
discrimination provisions in the Con- 
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ference Report, we will help to remedy 

the national problem of children being 

held in foster care because the color of 

their skin does not match that of the 

individuals who wish to adopt them. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2542 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, the wel- 
fare reform bill imposes upon the 
States a 6-month time limitation for 
any individual to participate in a Food 
Stamp Work Supplementation Pro- 
gram. This amendment, which is sup- 
ported by the National Governor’s As- 
sociation and the American Public 
Welfare Association, would replace the 
6-month limit with a l-year limit. It 
would continue to allow an extension 
of this time limitation at the discre- 
tion of the Secretary. 

Arizona’s current cash-out of food 
stamps under its Empower welfare pro- 
gram allows individuals to participate 
in subsidized employment for 9 months 
with an option for a 3-month extension. 
There is no reason that the State 
should have to make another special 
request to the Secretary in order to 
maintain this policy. This amendment 
would allow States with such policies 
to continue their programs without 
disruption. 

Ideally, I would prefer that the 
States be able to plan their work 
supplementation programs without 
being constrained by requirements im- 
posed by the Federal Government. The 
States know best how to structure 
their programs to help their citizens 
become employable. Thus, my pref- 
erence would be to eliminate the time 
limitation altogether. 

However, I recognize that many of 
my colleagues are insisting upon a 
time limitation for individuals under 
the program, and I am pleased that we 
were able to come to an agreement 
that meets the needs of Arizona and 
other States that wish to pursue simi- 
lar policies. In the future, I plan to re- 
visit this issue to allow States maxi- 
mum flexibility to plan their work 
supplementation programs. 

Mr. President, a primary objective of 
this bill is to encourage the States to 
innovate. The best way to achieve this 
is to get out of their way. We should 
not impose requirements limiting the 
States’ flexibility unless there is a 
compelling reason to do so. This 
amendment will give States additional 
leeway to innovate in their work 
supplementation programs and will 
thereby help them achieve their em- 
ployment objectives. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2544 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment would give States the right 
to correct problems in their welfare 
programs before penalties are imposed 
by the Federal Government. Titles I, 
ІП, and УШ of the bill impose signifi- 
cant penalties, in the form of reduc- 
tions in grant funds, for States that are 
out of compliance with Federal re- 
quirements. I believe that it is simply 
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unfair to punish States without first 
giving them an adequate opportunity 
to remedy the problems. 

Under this amendment, a State 
would have 60 days in which to submit 
to the Federal Government a correc- 
tive action plan to remedy any viola- 
tions for which a penalty could be as- 
sessed. The Federal Government would 
then have up to 60 days to accept or re- 
ject the State’s corrective action plan. 
If it does not act within this period, 
the plan will be deemed to be accepted. 
Finally, the State would have 90 days 
to correct the violation pursuant to 
the plan before penalties may be im- 
posed. A longer correction period would 
apply if it is part of an accepted plan. 

A major objective of the welfare re- 
form bill is to give States greater flexi- 
bility and freedom from Washington 
regulations in helping their welfare re- 
cipients to be productive, independent 
citizens. Where Federal requirements 
are imposed, States should have ample 
opportunity to comply with those re- 
quirements and correct any problems 
without being penalized. This amend- 
ment ensures this objective and the 
overall approach of giving States the 
flexibility to implement their pro- 


grams. 

Mr. President, this amendment is 
strongly supported by the National 
Governors“ Association, the National 
Conference of State Legislatures, and 
the American Public Welfare Associa- 
tion. I ask unanimous agreement that 
the letter of support from the APWA be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


AMERICAN PUBLIC 
WELFARE ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, DC, September 12, 1995. 
Hon. JOHN MCCAIN, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: The American Pub- 
lic Welfare Association strongly supports 
your amendment number 2541, that relieves 
states from the excessive data collection and 
reporting requirements in H.R. 4, if suffi- 
cient funding to allow states to meet such 
excessive requirements is not provided. We 
are deeply concerned that between the 15% 
administrative cap approved by the Senate 
earlier this week, the bill’s penalty provi- 
sions, and the array of new and burdensome 
reporting requirements contained in H.R. 4, 
states will not have the systems support 
they will all need for greatest trans- 
formation of their welfare systems to date. 

APWA fully supports State accountability 
in the use of block grant funds for national 
programmatic and fiscal goals. APWA policy 
calls for a state federal partnership in the es- 
tablishment of minimal, clear, concise fed- 
eral audit standards, related penalties, or 
sanctions for noncompliance, In addition, 
APWA supports your amendment number 
2544, providing states with advance notice of 
any impending penalty, with the option of 
entering into a corrective action plan. The 
measure provides for accountability by 
states and the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services during the implementation 
of a corrective action plan, and provides 
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states with the opportunity to remain fo- 
cused on reforming their systems, while 
coming into compliance with the statute. 

Finally, we support your amendment num- 
ber 2543, to broaden the definition of work to 
include job readiness workshops as a work 
activity. With regard to work programs 
under a cash assistance block grant, APWA 
policy calls for enhanced state flexibility to 
design and implement work programs, in- 
cluding the right to define work. We also 
support your amendment number 2542, to re- 
move the six month limit for an individual's 
participation in a work supplementation pro- 
gram under the food stamp program. Each of 
your amendments contribute to increased 
flexibility for states. 

Again, Senator McCain, thank you for of- 
fering these amendments that are so vitally 
important to the successful implementation 
of welfare reform. 

Sincerely, 
A. SIDNEY JOHNSON III, 
Executive Director. 


WELFARE REFORM, AGAIN 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, like 
many voters, I have heard before the 
siren call of welfare reform—that if we 
only pass revolutionary legislation, the 
recipients will work, the poor children 
will be nurtured, and benefits reduc- 
tions will be returned to taxpayers. 
Frankly, I am very skeptical that this 
plan will work better than those that 
went before. 

First, its promises continue to feed 
rife misperceptions. Note the following 
facts: 

Welfare actually is less than 2 per- 
cent of our budget. 

legitimacy, far from rising due to 
the United States welfare system, has 
risen across the board to approxi- 
mately one third of all births (not just 
welfare births) in America, France, and 
England despite different welfare sys- 
tems and declining welfare benefits in 
the United States. 

True reform that employs recipients 
and cares for children is likely to cost 
more in the short run, not less. 

In short, the savings proposed in this 
legislation are unlikely to materialize. 
The bill would not stop the rise in ille- 
gitimacy. And, without a newfound 
commitment from Governors to fill the 
gap in child care, children will be worse 
off. 

Furthermore, the basic funding 
mechanism for this legislation is seri- 
ously flawed. Southern States, for a va- 
riety of reasons including lack of 
funds, have built smaller welfare pro- 
grams as part of the historic Federal- 
State welfare funding partnership. 
Now, the legislation before us proposes 
to end that partnership and provide 
each State with a frozen level of fund- 
ing and a requirement to employ 50 
percent of recipients. Reasonably, the 
Federal Government should provide an 
equal per-child amount to each State 
under this approach since each State 
must reach the same target. Instead, 
this reform bill locks States in at the 
vastly different historic funding rates: 


Federal funding per child 
Naw Tork аьаа, 
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Federal funding per child—Continued 


Rhode Island 2244 
Washington 2340 
Vermont ...... 2275 
S ЧЫИ НИНИН 3248 
Massachusetts . 2177 
South Carolina 393 
Alabama 408 
Arkansas ...... 375 
Mississippi ... 331 
TOLAS лудса з» io данлау oivana 405 


I don’t know why southern children 
are worth so little to our current wel- 
fare theorists. There is no reason—in- 
deed, it is offensive—to freeze in place 
past inequities in the name of forward- 
looking reform. 

Again, South Carolina and Rhode Is- 
land will each be given about $100 mil- 
lion per year to run their respective 
welfare programs, although South 
Carolina has more than three times as 
many people. Similarly, South Caro- 
lina has slightly more people than Con- 
necticut—3.5 million rather than 3.2 
million—but under the Dole plan, the 
Federal Government will give Con- 
necticut more than twice as much— 
$247 million yearly instead of $103 mil- 
lion for South Carolina. In effect, the 
South Carolina taxpayer will chip in a 
double payment to help Connecticut 
while struggling to meet an extra bur- 
den at home to meet the Federal child 
care and training targets. 

How about Kansas? Kansas has 2.5 
million people. South Carolina has 3.5 
million people. Despite having a mil- 
lion fewer people, Kansas gets $18 mil- 
lion more than South Carolina from 
Federal taxpayers over the next 3 years 
to run its welfare program. 

Mr. President, this unfairness has 
not fazed many of our governors. They 
want the cash and the control, whether 
or not the plan will work. I predict 
that the promises of reform will again 
prove false, but as before, I endorse the 
goals. In 1988, I voted to make it pos- 
sible for States to draw down adequate 
funding for workfare programs and 
child care to really reform welfare. We 
have recently seen a few glimmers of 
success after that legislation, but only 
where investments have been made. 
Similarly, I have voted for a commu- 
nity works progress pilot program to 
allow communities and welfare recipi- 
ents to benefit mutually from commu- 
nity improvement jobs. 

More importantly, I urge my col- 
leagues to pay attention to the policy 
areas that are not called welfare, but 
which in reality, have huge, long-term 
effects on welfare rolls. Chief among 
these policy areas are education and 
job protection. 

For instance, over the past 20 years, 
high school dropouts have become 
more likely to end up on welfare. Over- 
all, the welfare rate for young adults 
has risen slightly from 4 percent to 5 
percent. However, among the high 
school dropouts, the rate has nearly 
doubled, from 9.7 to 17.1 percent. These 
particular high school dropouts are 
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mostly women, since women and their 
dependent children make up the vast 
majority of welfare recipients. 

However, a similar economic decline 
has faced their male counterparts, who 
generally do not have dependent chil- 
dren who would trigger welfare eligi- 
bility. Earnings for black male high- 
school dropouts fell by half from 1973 
to 1989. About one third of all Amer- 
ican men aged 25-34 earn too little to 
raise a family of four out of poverty. 
And, not surprisingly from the perspec- 
tive of poor women seeking a mate, 
poor young men and less than one third 
as likely to be married. In short, jobs 
have dried up for the high school drop- 
out, marriage has become less likely 
than before and the children of their 
incomplete families are more likely to 
be on welfare at a lower benefit level. 

I urge my colleagues to take note of 
these facts—the importance of edu- 
cation and livable-wage jobs to pre- 
venting welfare dependency—as they 
work on the related issue of welfare re- 
form. While we pass this reform bill on 
the Senate floor, recently passed cuts 
to education are headed for conference 
with the House. Just as States are tak- 
ing the initiative to eliminate high 
school general-track education and re- 
place it with tech prep programs that 
move graduates into better paying 
jobs, we are cutting back on the Fed- 
eral tech prep program that provided 
leadership and the Carl Perkins voca- 
tional education program appropria- 
tions that have helped fund implemen- 
tation. Just as data show that the eco- 
nomic split between college graduates 
and non-college graduates is widening, 
we are cutting back on Perkins loans, 
student incentive grants, and in budget 
reconciliation, college loans. In short, 
the data is telling us to go one way on 
education, but we are going the other 
way fast and bragging about welfare re- 
form. 

Similarly, on trade we have unilater- 
ally disarmed, and in manufacturing 
we refuse to invest. I have proposed a 
competitive trade policy, including a 
competitive restructuring of our tax 
policy, and have worked to invest in a 
stronger American manufacturing 
base. 

Mr. President, I do not brag about to- 
day’s welfare reform legislation. In 
fact, my favorable vote today is largely 
an effort to protect the child care im- 
provements I have worked for in the 
Senate bill as it goes to conference 
with a less favorable House bill. Fur- 
thermore, I support it in the hope that, 
with welfare off the table, my col- 
leagues will look at the underlying 
problems that I have outlined and con- 
tinue to work on improving access to 
jobs and education. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, there is 
no doubt that our current system of 
welfare needs reforming. Each Member 
of the Senate knows that severe short- 
comings exist in our welfare program 
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and each is sincere in their efforts to 
solve these problems. 

The bill before us highlights block 
grants as the principal instrument for 
reform. By folding several programs 
into a block grant directly to States, 
the Federal Government will be giving 
broad authority to the States to run 
their welfare programs, as well as 
lump-sum Federal payments to help 
cover costs. If this is done, the Federal 
guarantee of cash assistance to all eli- 
gible low-income mothers and children 
will end. 

I originally supported the Daschle- 
Breaux-Mikulski Democratic alter- 
native as the best, most compassionate 
means of reforming welfare. The Work 
First reform plan would have changed 
the current system by: abolishing the 
AFDC Program and replacing it with a 
Temporary Employment Assistance 
Program; establishing the Work First 
employment block grant for States to 
get welfare recipients into jobs and to 
keep them in the work force; and per- 
mitting the States to use block grant 
funds to provide such services as job- 
placement vouchers, wage subsidy and 
work supplementation, on-the-job 
training or other training or education 
for work preparation to assist recipi- 
ents in obtaining jobs, and allowing the 
States to establish all eligibility rules. 

Furthermore, it would have increased 
the Federal matching rate for work-re- 
lated activities, consolidated child care 
programs and increased the Federal 


matching rate to make child care 


available to all those required to work 
or prepare for work, and extended Med- 
icaid coverage for an additional 12 
months beyond the current 1-year tran- 
sition period. It would have also re- 
quired community service for those not 
working within 6 months. In short, the 
Democratic plan would have met the 
basic objective of the Republican plan 
in terms of allowing for State flexibil- 
ity. 

Its strength was that it provided for 
much more flexibility on the part of 
the State governments while also cor- 
rectly recognizing that arbitrary time- 
limits and monetary caps do not meet 
the test of sound policymaking. The 
plan which I strongly supported pro- 
vided for major reforms in the system, 
but at the same time allowed for the 
fact that every situation and case is 
unique, and that arbitrary standards 
and block-grants are not panaceas for 
addressing every situation. It is these 
unique cases and situations that, un- 
fortunately, are not addressed in the 
Republican plan. These are also the 
cases and situations which will end up 
costing the system more in the long- 
term than under the current system. I 
still believe this was the best reform 
plan we could have adopted. 

The Dole-Daschle compromise wel- 
fare reform legislation, while not as 
sound as the original Democratic plan, 
is still a vast improvement over the 
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Republican bill. I still have some objec- 
tions to certain provisions contained in 
the measure, but I believe, overall, 
that the good outweighs the bad. As is 
the case with virtually any comprehen- 
sive omnibus legislation we consider, 
this test has to be our bottom line: Are 
there enough positives to offset the 
negatives? I think the compromise we 
have struck is a step in the right direc- 
tion, and an overall positive effort at 
ending welfare as we know it. 

One of the major problems I had with 
the original Dole bill was its funding 
formula, which, in my judgment, was 
somewhat punitive to the Southern 
States. In essence, it places the very 
States where most of the welfare popu- 
lation lives at a disadvantage as com- 
pared to other regions. The formula in 
the Graham-Bumpers children’s fair 
share amendment, which was rejected, 
would have substantially increased 
poor States’ funding for legitimate re- 
cipients of welfare. Senator GRAHAM 
tried again last Friday to alleviate 
some of the problems with the funding 
formula by allowing the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services more dis- 
cretion in certain funding decisions, 
but that amendment was also defeated. 
As with most funding formulas, the fig- 
ures can be misleading. In any event, I 
think that any problems that remain 
can be properly addressed when they 
appear in the future. There will also be 
an opportunity for the conference com- 
mittee to address remaining defi- 
ciencies in the funding formula. 

The Senate also agreed to a Daschle 
amendment creating a contingency 
fund for States during times of eco- 
nomic hardship. The original GOP 
block grant froze funding for States 
over the next 5 years, with no consider- 
ation for economic or natural disas- 
ters. This important provision provides 
eligible States with the resources nec- 
essary to manage unforeseen emer- 
gencies that are impossible to predict. 

The second major objection I had to 
the original Republican plan was that 
it did not provide enough funding for 
child care for those mothers who will 
be required to work after 2 years. As 
Senator MOYNIHAN succinctly put it 
during the debate on child care, we will 
either have to pay for child care, or for 
orphanages. 

Senate leaders wisely opted to cover 
more expenses for child care. Demo- 
crats were able to secure an additional 
$3 billion over 5 years for a total of $8 
billion in funding to guarantee the 
availability of child care for mothers 
required to work. This is the key to 
shifting mothers of young children 
from the welfare rolls to the pay rolls. 
This major change will assist many 
mothers and their families to perma- 
nently move off of welfare and into the 
work force. 

Welfare reform legislation is among 
the most important issues we will 
tackle during this or any other Con- 
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gress. Our debate over the last couple 
of weeks has been civil, constructive, 
and, ultimately and most importantly, 
productive. We now have a bill before 
us which is a testament to the Senate 
and its leadership. In essence, it is a 
product of the Senate’s legislative 
process working as it was designed to 
work, and I will vote in favor of this 
landmark welfare reform measure. 

We have seen some hard-fought bat- 
tles and witnessed significant changes 
in the original bill after some intense 
debate and good-faith negotiations be- 
tween the two sides of the aisle. Each 
side has made concessions, while hold- 
ing firm to certain core principles. We 
have arrived at agreements on several 
major issues. As a result, we now have 
a bill that contains stronger work pro- 
visions and that is not as harsh on chil- 
dren. While there are undoubtedly 
problems still remaining in the legisla- 
tion that will have to be addressed 
down the road, the Dole-Daschle com- 
promise is an overall positive step for 
reforming welfare, reducing depend- 
ency, and offering a brighter future for 
millions of American families. 

CONTINGENCY FUND ELIGIBILITY TRIGGER 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, before 
we vote on the leadership compromise 
amendment, I would like to raise a 
concern about the contingency fund 
provision. I am concerned that, al- 
though included with the best of inten- 
tions, the unemployment-rate criteria 
used to trigger State eligibility has not 
worked particularly well in the ex- 
tended unemployment benefits рго- 
gram, and may not be the best measure 
of State need for contingency fund as- 
sistance. I would appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to work with the Finance Com- 
mittee to identify another trigger that 
more effectively accomplishes the pur- 
pose of the contingency fund—to pro- 
vide some degree of protection for 
States that experience economic 
downturns, population shifts or natural 
disasters. I would like to clarify wheth- 
er the authors of the amendment share 
my concerns. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I share 
the concerns of the Senator from North 
Dakota. I, too, am concerned about the 
ability of State to receive needed as- 
sistance from the contingency fund in 
the event of a recession or some other 
economic, demographic or natural ca- 
lamity. I am very interested in the po- 
tential for exploring other trigger op- 
tions in conference. 

Mr. DASCHLE. The Senators from 
North Dakota and Florida have raised 
a very important issue. I believe this 
issue should be looked at more closely 
during conference. The trigger provi- 
sion in the amendment is identical to 
the trigger for extended benefits under 
the unemployment program. I think 
it’s fair to say that few of us are com- 
pletely comfortable with using that 
trigger in this context. We clearly need 
more information than time currently 
allows before finalizing this issue. 
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Mr. DOLE. I share the opinion of the 
Democratic leader. We have every in- 
tention of closely examining this issue 
to ensure the contingency fund pro- 
vides States with the protection it is 
intended to provide. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
might I just say that this is an ex- 
tremely important issue, and requires 
the attention of the conference com- 
mittee. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, one of the 
clear messages sent by the voters in 
last year’s elections was that con- 
fidence in the Federal Government to 
solve problems has declined precipi- 
tously over the past 20-30 years. As 
David Broder observed in his Washing- 
ton Post column, the 1994 elections 
“ushered in a fundamental debate 
about what government should do, and 
what level of government should do 
it.” 

There is a growing sense that the 
trend toward more centralized govern- 
ment in Washington should be reversed 
and that decisionmaking authority 
should revert back to the State and 
local levels. Some functions of govern- 
ment, like defense, must be conducted 
at the Federal level. Other functions, 
however, may best be left to the 
States. 

Having said that, I believe we have a 
common and national interest in assur- 
ing an effective social safety net for all 
Americans, regardless of where citizens 
may reside. So I would not support any 
effort to completely remove the Fed- 
eral Government from the welfare sys- 
tem. 

Washington does not have all the an- 
swers. It is misguided, if not downright 
arrogant, for us to assume that one- 
size-fits-all Federal solutions offer bet- 
ter hope than granting more freedom 
to States to design approaches that ad- 
dress a State’s unique set of cir- 
cumstances. 

In considering our welfare system, I 
think it is useful to distinguish bene- 
ficiaries by three major groups. 

First, there are those in need of tem- 
porary assistance. People who, while 
they are generally able to support 
themselves and their families, they 
have fallen on hard times. Food stamps 
and other assistance must be there to 
provide temporary help when unfore- 
seen economic crises occur. 

The second group includes those 
whom most of us would agree cannot 
work. These individuals—through no 
fault of their own, are simply not able 
to economically provide for them- 
selves. They have disabilities that war- 
rant our compassion not our scorn. The 
welfare system should be there for 
them. 

The third group consists of people 
who fall somewhere in between the 
first and second groups. They have 
been on and off the welfare rolls for 
years, yet they do not seem to fit the 
profile of someone whom most would 
agree cannot work. 
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It is this third group that should be 
the focus of the current welfare debate. 
The debate has often been extremely 
polarized. Many on the left are reluc- 
tant to vest any sense of personal re- 
sponsibility in welfare recipients. They 
view them as unwitting victims of soci- 
etal injustices, refusing to acknowl- 
edge the role that personal behavior 
may play. 

On the other hand, many on the right 
are reluctant to acknowledge that no 
person is an island—that each of us 
thrives or fails to thrive, to some ex- 
tent, as a result of our environment. 
Some on the right naively believe that 
we all have the same opportunities and 
that a failure to succeed is simply evi- 
dence of laziness. 

As in most cases, the truth lies some- 
where in the middle. We do no one a 
favor by excusing them of all personal 
responsibility. But some of the poorest 
members of our society are born into 
environments of drugs, crime, and se- 
vere poverty. Through government, we 
have an obligation to try to counter 
these negative influences. 

Unavoidably, a debate about welfare 
is a debate about values. Richard Price, 
the author of Clockers,“ a book about 
life in the inner city, said that during 
his year of living in a New York slum 
that he wanted to try to understand 
why some kids worked in McDonald’s, 
earning minimum wage, while some of 
their peers hustled drugs outside, earn- 
ing upward of $1,000 a day. 

He said the key difference he was 
able to discern was that the kids work- 
ing in McDonald’s had someone to go 
home to who offered them hope. For 
these kids, working at McDonald’s was 
a beginning not an end. The kids deal- 
ing drugs, however, had little hope 
about the future. They sensed that, if 
they went to work in McDonald’s, they 
would never get out. 

According to the author, the cor- 
оПагу to the hope that some homes of- 
fered was a sense of expectation that 
their children would meet certain ex- 
pectations. They instilled a sense of 
discipline and a sense of hope that con- 
vinced their kids that minimum wage 
at McDonald’s was better than hun- 
dreds of dollars in the drug trade. 

Parents are the principal source of 
moral teaching. Regrettably, too many 
of our young people are growing up 
without two parents involved in their 
lives. The correlation between single 
parenthood and welfare dependency is 
overwhelming. Ninety-two percent of 
AFDC families have no father in the 
home. 

Society must also acknowledge the 
correlation between crime and 
fatherlessness. Three-quarters of all 
long-term prisoners grew up without 
fathers in their homes or active in 
their lives. When 24 percent of children 
born today are born to unwed mothers, 
we cannot avoid this issue if we hope to 
break the cycle of poverty and crime 
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that permeate some of our commu- 
nities. 

Unfortunately, no one really knows 
how to counter this trend. For this rea- 
son, I do not support efforts to attach 
a lot of strings to the welfare block 
grants, including provisions ostensibly 
designed to curb illegitimacy. It is 
clear that welfare reform cannot dis- 
regard the growing incidence of out-of- 
wedlock births, teen pregnancy, and 
absent fathers, but it is also clear that 
we do not know what will counter this 
trend. Accordingly, we ought not pre- 
scribe a Federal solution that would 
hamstring the ability of States to try 
different approaches. 

Time will tell how effective States 
will be in improving our welfare sys- 
tem. To the extent that we clarify 
what level of government is responsible 
for welfare, I think we will go a long 
way to making the system more ac- 
countable and thereby more effective. 

I support the general thrust of the 
pending welfare legislation to turn 
more decisionmaking authority over to 
the States. Consistency would suggest 
that we not at the same time put a lot 
of requirements on States on how and 
who to spend Federal welfare dollars. I 
do think that it is important to ensure 
that States share responsibility with 
the Federal Government by investing 
dollars at the State level in welfare 
programs. For this reason, I think it is 
important that the block grant provi- 
sion include a maintenance of effort re- 
quirement. 

Under current law, States have an in- 
centive to spend their own money on 
AFDC and related programs. That in- 
centive is the Federal match. Fourteen 
States receive 1 Federal dollar for each 
State dollar they invest. The rest of 
the States receive more than a dollar- 
for-dollar match. 

A maintenance of effort provision 
continues the incentive for a State to 
spend its own resources to aid its own 
people. Understand, however, that the 
State match does not require a State 
to spend money. If a State is successful 
in trimming its costs, there is no re- 
quirement that it maintain its spend- 
ing. But if a State is going to realize 
savings in its welfare program, I think 
the Federal Government should share 
in the savings, too. 

I am also concerned about the bind 
States may find themselves in with re- 
spect to child care. Even under the cur- 
rent system of entitlement, there are 
more than 3,000 children of working 
parents already waiting to receive 
child care assistance in Maine. Some of 
these parents have transitioned off of 
welfare, others are at risk of going on 
welfare. The pending legislation has a 
strong work requirement—States that 
are not successful in placing 25 percent 
of recipients in work programs in 1996 
will lose 5 percent of their block grant 
allocation, no questions asked. 
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The provision for child care services 
in Senator DOLE’s substitute does pro- 
vide protections for children who are 
not yet in school by prohibiting States 
from penalizing mothers who cannot 
work because there simply is no child 
care available. 

I believe we are addressing my con- 
cerns with child care. Last week, the 
Senate overwhelmingly approved Sen- 
ator KASSEBAUM’s amendment which 
prohibits the transfer of money from 
the child care development block grant 
to activities not associated with child 
care. The amendment also streamlines 
the administration of child care pro- 
grams because States will now be able 
to operate a unified child care system. 
No longer will mothers who success- 
fully move off of welfare have to move 
their children out of a child care facil- 
ity simply because they are no longer 
eligible for AFDC. 

To give States a shot at meeting the 
goals of welfare reform, we have now 
provided States with $3 billion to ex- 
pand child care services. In the year 
2000, States must put 50 percent of 
their welfare population to work. This 
means that Maine will have to increase 
the number of working welfare recipi- 
ents by 64 percent. Now that we have 
reached an agreement to realize a 
smaller amount of overall savings in 
the short term, in the long term these 
additional dollars will pay off. 

A vivid example of a welfare program 
run amuck is the SSI Program, which 
I have investigated over the past sev- 
eral years through my work on the 
Special Committee on Aging. 

Our investigations have discovered 
that the Federal disability programs, 
which were intended as a vital safety 
net for America’s most vulnerable citi- 
zens—the elderly and the disabled 
poor—have mushroomed into the larg- 
est and fastest growing cash welfare 
programs in the Federal Government. 
Despite the huge outlay of taxpayer 
and social security trust fund dollars, 
we have paid far little attention to how 
these benefits are being spent and 
taken far too little notice of how the 
disability programs are being abused. 

The lax management and rampant 
abuses in the SSI Program that have 
come to light through these investiga- 
tions shocked the public. Drug addicts 
and alcoholics have been using cash 
SSI benefits to subsidize and perpet- 
uate their addictions, and many ad- 
dicts were actually seeking out the SSI 
Program as a steady source of cash to 
support their habits. The message of 
the program has been, Stay addicted 
and you qualify for benefits. But stop 
drinking or shooting up drugs and the 
benefits will stop.” 

Tragically, these policies have not 
only drained the Federal Treasury, but 
have also been destructive to substance 
abusers themselves, by rewarding ad- 
diction and discouraging, or failing to 
require, necessary treatment to pave 
the way to rehabilitation. 
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Following legislation I introduced to 
correct these abuses, Congress took 
swift action to place protections on 
disability benefits paid to drug addicts 
and alcoholics. We took the cash out of 
the hands of the addicts by requiring 
them to have third parties handle their 
benefits for them, and made alcoholics 
and addicts eligible for SSI only if they 
receive treatment for their addictions. 
Finally, we imposed a 3 year cut-off of 
SSI and disability insurance benefits 
for addicts and alcoholics. 

These changes enacted last year re- 
moved major incentives for abuse of 
the SSI Program and encouraged reha- 
bilitation, rather than lifelong depend- 
ency. 

Another stunning example of abuse 
of the SSI Program pertains to one of 
the major areas of growth in the SSI 
Program, namely, benefits for legal im- 
migrants. Just last week, for example, 
I released a GAO report finding that 
the Social Security Administration is 
not doing enough to crack down on 
fraud by translators who fraudulently 
assist legal immigrants qualify for SSI 
benefits. In one case, a middleman ar- 
rested for fraud had helped at least 240 
immigrants obtain $7 million in SSI 
benefits by coaching them on medical 
symptoms and providing false informa- 
tion on their medical histories. The 
GAO has identified major weaknesses 
in how SSA awards SSI benefits to 
legal immigrants. 

While the bill before us will go far in 
reducing the problem of unchecked 
benefits to legal immigrants, this will 
continue to be an area of potential 
abuse that we must continue to watch 
carefully. 

Fraud and abuse in SSI should not be 
the only cause for reform of the dis- 
ability programs. Even тоге fun- 
damental problems should motivate re- 
form. First, the SSI and disability in- 
surance programs as now structured 
encourage lifelong dependency, not re- 
habilitation. The programs return vir- 
tually no one to work: Less than 1 per- 
son in 1,000 on the SSI-DI rolls gets off 
the program through the programs’ re- 
habilitation efforts. 

We must address the growth of these 
programs if we are to preserve them for 
the truly disabled. Persons are getting 
SSI at younger ages, with very little 
chance of ever getting off the rolls. The 
SSA recently estimated that a typical 
SSI recipient will stay on the rolls for 
about 11 years, and we are paying out 
roughly $51,000 in SSI benefits to each 
new person on the rolls over this period 
of time. The cost to the Government 
for each recipient is far higher when 
Medicaid and food stamps are added to 
the equation: Recipients can receive 
total Federal benefits of about $113,000 
when these other programs are taken 
into account. 

With dollars this large at stake it is 
crucial that we do all we can to reform 
the disability program so that it em- 
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phasizes rehabilitation rather than de- 
pendency. In reforming this program, 
our guiding principle must be that we 
preserve the disability programs for 
the truly disabled, but that we not re- 
main blind to the very real problems 
that exist within the SSI Program. 

As Marvin Olasky noted in his recent 
book, “Тһе Tragedy of American Com- 
развіоп,” effective welfare requires the 
ability to distinguish those who have 
fallen on hard times and need a helping 
hand from those who simply refuse to 
act in a disciplined and responsible 
manner. When welfare is a Federal en- 
titlement, it is very difficult to make 
these distinctions. Giving State and 
local governments more discretion in 
the welfare system is a step in the 
right direction. 

Block-granting AFDC to the States 
is not a panacea. A welfare system that 
has clearer lines of responsibility and 
accountability will be more effective. 
But this is not the end of the welfare 
debate. Hopefully, the legislation we 
enact this year will make meaningful 
improvements in the current system. 
But turning these programs over to the 
States will not itself fix the problems. 
Congress and the President must con- 
tinue to work with States to improve 
the welfare system to make sure that a 
safety net is there for those who need 
it but is denied to those who abuse it. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of H.R. 4, the landmark welfare 
reform legislation that the Senate will 
be adopting this afternoon. 

Mr. President, I call H.R. 4 landmark 
legislation first and foremost because 
it ends the 60-year status of welfare as 
a cash entitlement program. Once this 
bill becomes law, no person will be able 
to choose welfare as a way of life. Like- 
wise, no person will be entitled to cash 
benefits from the Federal Government 
simply because he or she chooses not to 
work. 

By dramatically cutting the Federal 
welfare bureaucracy and providing wel- 
fare block grants for the States, H.R. 4 
recognizes that the best hope for mak- 
ing welfare programs successful lies in 
shifting major responsibility for their 
administration to a level of govern- 
ment where innovation and experimen- 
tation can flourish. That is a signifi- 
cant step toward reinvigorating fed- 
eralism in our system of government. 

H.R. 4 transforms welfare from a 
handout that fosters dependency into a 
temporary helping hand for those who 
fall on hard times. The bill places a 5- 
year lifetime limit on receiving welfare 
benefits. Individuals will be permitted 
to move on and off of the welfare rolls, 
but will, after a cumulative total of 5 
years, become ineligible for additional 
benefits. 

In return for Government’s tem- 
porary helping hand, H.R. 4 requires 
that welfare recipients work for their 
benefits as soon as their States deter- 
mine that they are work ready.“ If a 
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recipient refuses to report for work, 
then a pro rata—or greater—reduction 
in benefits is imposed. In fact, the 
States may terminate benefits for such 
recipients if they so choose. 

Although I supported amendments to 
the bill that would have taken stronger 
steps to reduce the Nation’s escalating 
out-of-wedlock birth rate, H.R. 4 does 
address that crisis in several very im- 
portant ways. Most important, the leg- 
islation requires that minor mothers 
who have children out-of-wedlock must 
stay in school and live under adult su- 
pervision in order to receive welfare 
benefits. In doing so, the bill removes 
the perverse incentive under current 
law for a young girl to become preg- 
nant and have a baby in order to re- 
ceive a welfare check and thus become 
financially independent of her parents. 

Moreover, Mr. President, H.R. 4 per- 
mits the States to refuse to give more 
cash benefits to mothers who have ad- 
ditional children while on welfare. Fi- 
nally, H.R. 4 provides $75 million to en- 
courage the States to establish absti- 
nence education programs designed to 
reduce out-of-wedlock births and en- 
courage personal responsibility. 

Iam also pleased, Mr. President, that 
H.R. 4 takes a number of steps toward 
ending the abuse of the welfare system 
by those legal immigrants who come to 
America not to go to work, but to go 
on welfare. H.R. 4 does this by giving 
the States the option to deny welfare 
benefits to noncitizens. 

Equally important, Mr. President, 
H.R. 4 requires that, for most means- 
tested welfare programs, both the in- 
come and the assets of a legal immi- 
grant's sponsor are deemed to be those 
of the noncitizen for a period of 5 
years. This “deeming” provision is de- 
signed to prevent noncitizens from 
going on welfare. This is good public 
policy. Noncitizens, after all, remain, 
by definition, citizens of other coun- 
tries. If they come to the United States 
and fall on hard times, they can, quite 
simply, go home. They should not, in 
all fairness, expect to be supported by 
Americans who are not their fellow 
citizens. 

In summary, Mr. President, I com- 
mend those among my colleagues in 
the Senate who have worked long and 
hard to make this a strong welfare re- 
form bill. I am pleased to support it. I 
look forward to supporting an even 
stronger bill when it comes back from 
the conference committee. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, this is not 
the best welfare reform bill that Con- 
gress could pass. And, this is not how I 
would have designed a welfare reform 
bill. There are, in my view, still some 
problems with it. 

But, I cannot ignore why we are here 
today. Democrats and Republicans sat 
down together and came up with a bi- 
partisan compromise. 
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That is what the American people 
sent us here to do. Not to bicker. Not 
to fight. Yes, to have honest disagree- 
ments. But, in the end, to sit down and 
work out our differences. That is ex- 
actly what happened here on welfare 
reform. 

The result of us working together is 
a dramatically better bill than when 
we started. Not perfect. But, much, 
much better. And, it is far superior to 
the bill passed by the House of Rep- 
resentatives earlier this year. 

The welfare bill before us today 
stresses that welfare recipients work 
for their benefits—and many will be re- 
quired to do so. 

It limits the amount of time that in- 
dividuals can spend on welfare—so that 
welfare is no longer a way of life. 

It takes a significant step toward en- 
suring that innocent children are pro- 
tected—by providing safe day care 
while their mothers are working. 

And it toughens the child support en- 
forcement laws—so that everyone 
knows that when they bring a child 
into this world, they have a respon- 
sibility for that child. 

These are the general principles that 
I have previously outlined as the major 
components that must be included in 
any welfare reform bill. And, the re- 
quirement that welfare recipients work 
for their benefits is a proposition that 
I have advocated since 1987. 

Nevertheless, as I said a moment ago, 
this bill is not perfect. The details are 
not as good as I believe they could—or 
should—be. 

I believe we could have had a bill 
that was both more compassionate to 
the children—by ensuring that they are 
taken care of even if their parents are 
kicked off of welfare—and also more 
demanding of the parents—through 
even stricter work provisions. 

And, I still have concerns about the 
whole concept of block grants to 
States. 

But, as Senator MOYNIHAN stated 
long ago, we should not let the best be 
the enemy of the good. This is not the 
best bill, but it is a better bill. And, I 
dare say that after the bipartisan 
agreement, it is a pretty good bill. 

Mr. President, I cannot turn my back 
on the significant improvements that 
have been made in this proposal. And I 
cannot turn my back on the good faith 
bipartisan effort at reforming our wel- 
fare system. 

So, I will—despite my continued res- 
ervations about some aspects of the 
legislation—vote for this welfare re- 
form bill. 

I only hope that this delicate com- 
promise—and not the draconian House 
bill—is accepted when the bill goes to 
conference. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I will 
vote for passage of the welfare reform 
bill that has been crafted over the past 
several weeks. 

I do so, however, with trepidation 
over where this reform may lead. 
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The Senator from New York [Mr. 
MOYNIHAN] has spoken eloquently on 
many occasions about the potential 
consequences of ending over 60 years of 
Federal commitment to the welfare of 
children who through no fault of their 
own have either been born into a life of 
poverty, or who have fallen into pov- 
erty because of family misfortune. 

I will vote for this bill because the 
current system is badly broken, and we 
must find an alternative to the status 
quo. 

No one likes the current system, 
least of all the families trapped in an 
endless cycle of dependency, poverty, 
and despair. We must change the sys- 
tem and I see this bill as the most mod- 
erate measure likely to move forward 
in the current climate. 

The basic premise of this bill rests 
upon the notion that the current sys- 
tem has failed and that we ought to 
allow the States the opportunity to try 
to do a better job, with as much flexi- 
bility as possible. This approach places 
a great deal of faith in the good will of 
State governments to implement pro- 
grams designed to help, not punish, 
needy citizens. 

As a former State legislator, I have a 
good deal of respect for State govern- 
ments. I am not convinced that the 
Federal Government always knows 
best how to handle every problem. Cer- 
tainly, there are areas—like civil 
rights—which are national in dimen- 
sion, which require a consistent, bed- 
rock level of Federal involvement to 
insure that rights derived from our na- 
tional constitution are fully protected. 
But I am not convinced that social pol- 
icy, welfare policy in particular, must 
always be controlled from Washington. 

I recognize that part of my willing- 
ness to try this approach of greater 
State control is based upon the fact 
that I come from a State, Wisconsin, 
which has long been a laboratory for 
progressive social policy and dem- 
onstration programs. I have said on the 
Senate floor that much of what Wis- 
consin has tried to do through direct 
investment in job training programs 
for welfare recipients makes sense and 
is designed to help people join the work 
force. Some of the policies, like 
Learnfare and Bridefare, I have voted 
against because there is little evidence 
to show that they will have any real 
impact on helping people move off wel- 
fare and into the work force. I have 
voted against mandatory family caps 
for the same reason. - 

Mr. President, I want to reiterate 
that this is not the kind of bill I would 
draft if I were the author. 

I think it falls far short of what is 
needed in the areas of child care, job 
training, and services that will help 
families become self-sufficient. 

Mr. President, the changes made in 
the bill through the bipartisan leader- 
ship amendment make this a more de- 
sirable bill than the one we began de- 
bating several weeks ago. 
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This amendment will provide an ad- 
ditional $3 billion for child care serv- 
ices. It includes a maintenance of ef- 
fort that will require States to spend 
at least 80 percent of their 1994 level of 
State funding in order to receive the 
block grant. Without such a mainte- 
nance of effort requirement, Federal 
dollars would simply replace State con- 
tributions, and States like Wisconsin 
which make a substantial contribution 
to investing in welfare programs would 
have simply seen their dollars shifted 
to States which lack such investments. 

The amendment contains a contin- 
gency grant fund to help States which 
run out of money under the block 
grant because of higher unemployment 
rates. It provides that up to 20 percent 
of recipients can be exempted from the 
5-year time limitation for welfare as- 
sistance—a provision that will allow 
some flexibility in a provision which 
might otherwise cause untold hard- 
ships. The inclusion of each of these 
provisions has been critical to my deci- 
sion to support this bill. 

At the same time, the bill still falls 
far short of what I think needs to be 
done to achieve real, meaningful 
change. I believe that the States will 
be back here within a few short years 
asking for more Federal dollars to get 
the job done. 

І am also deeply concerned about the 
provisions of the bill that remove the 
guaranteed Federal safety net for 
young children, replacing that 60-year 
Federal commitment with a system of 
State block grants which will create a 
patchwork quilt across this Nation to 
replace the current Federal commit- 
ment. 

Many States will continue to provide 
protections for these children and will 
work hard to help families move from 
welfare into the work force. The Sen- 
ate wisely rejected several efforts to 
impose the punitive-type provisions 
contained in the version of welfare re- 
form passed by the other body. 

But there will be some States which 
will exercise the punitive options 
available under this bill and will opt to 
impose harsh requirements upon needy 
families. 

These provisions and the lack of na- 
tional protections for children, wher- 
ever they may live, are deeply trou- 
bling to me. 

But we cannot continue the current 
system. I am hopeful that many of the 
States will enact innovative programs, 
like the New Hope program in Milwau- 
kee, WI, that will provide real opportu- 
nities for welfare recipients to become 
economically self-sufficient members 
of the work force. 

This bill will give the States the op- 
portunity to demonstrate whether they 
are willing to make the kinds of invest- 
ments that will promote this self-suffi- 
ciency, rather than serve simply to 
punish those who fall through the sys- 
tem. 
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As I said at the outset, I am voting 
for this bill because I am not convinced 
that welfare policy can only be made in 
Washington, DC. I think the problems 
of welfare policy are so complex and 
difficult that it is a mistake to believe 
that there is only one approach. This 
bill will encourage State experimen- 
tation which may well lead to better 
policy development over the long pe- 
riod. 

I believe that the vote being cast 
today is either for or against the status 
quo, and I do not support the status 
quo. 

Although I will vote for the Senate 
bill, I want to make it very clear that 
I will not support a conference report 
that contains the kinds of punitive, 
harsh measures contained in the wel- 
fare reform bill proposed by the other 
body. I hope that the bill that emerges 
from conference will reflect the mod- 
erate efforts that went into the Senate 
bill. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, in 
my home State of New Mexico and 
across the country, agreement is vir- 
tually unanimous: it is time to reform 
our Nation’s welfare system. 

The current system is not working as 
well or as efficiently as it could. The 
many State waivers already approved 
by the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services are compelling evidence that 
the current system is incapable of 
meeting the wide variety of differing 
needs across our country. 

We need a system that is less costly; 
more efficient; and truly capable of 
moving people permanently from wel- 
fare to work. Most important, we need 
а system that gives States the flexibil- 
ity they need to fund and operate pro- 
grams specifically tailored to meet the 
needs of their citizens. 

But as we move toward reform, we 
must do so carefully and thoughtfully. 
We need to fully understand the rami- 
fications of our actions, and we need 
clear, measurable goals. 

As we prepare to vote on final pas- 
sage of welfare reform legislation, I 
would like to take a few moments to 
talk about effective goals and objec- 
tives for reform and to discuss how the 
majority leader’s Work Opportunity 
Act and the Democratic Leader’s Work 
First Act meet these goals. I would 
also like to discuss three critical dif- 
ferences in the two bills and the effect 
of these differences on my home State 
of New Mexico. 

Recently, I read a book on homeless- 
ness in America, “Тһе Visible Роог” by 
Joseph Blau. One of the statistics in 
the book that made a significant im- 
pression on me was that something 
like one-third of all the homeless peo- 
ple in this country are working Ameri- 
cans. 

These Americans are doing every- 
thing we ask, and they still do not 
have the resources to afford basic hous- 
ing. 
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Joseph Blau attributes this phenom- 
ena to several factors. One is the sorry 
state of our economy, and the fact that 
the minimum wage is not really a liv- 
ing wage in this country. 

Many Americans are facing a declin- 
ing standard of living. This has the ob- 
vious effect of forcing people to allo- 
cate a larger percentage of their in- 
come to the basic necessities; and when 
all of their income is not enough, to re- 
Iinquish adequate housing in favor of 
food. 

The declining standard of living in 
America also has the effect of exerting 
downward pressure on our social safety 
net. 

I think all of us agree with the prin- 
ciple that work has to be rewarded. 
Working should pay more than not 
working. 

For most of American history, when 
our living standards were on the rise, 
this philosophy did not conflict with 
ensuring that everyone in this Nation 
had the basic necessities of life. It was 
quite possible to help some people in 
need to obtain food, housing, and cloth- 
ing without violating the premise that 
those who were working should have a 
better life. We did not create the per- 
fect social safety net, but we did the 
best we could to ensure that the poor- 
est among us—especially children, who 
are the most vulnerable members of 
any society—had the basics of life. 

Today, however, when our economic 
living standard is in decline, some 
think the way to ensure that working 
pays more than not working is to take 
away from those who are not in the 
system. 

In other words, the argument is that 
if our Nation is confronted with a situ- 
ation where a person can work and still 
not be able to afford a place to sleep, 
then to correct this problem, we need 
to remove any benefits that would have 
enabled those outside the employment 
system to have a place to sleep. 

Rather than making sure that those 
who work have a standard of living we 
can be proud of, we find ourselves tak- 
ing away from the most vulnerable in 
society to make sure that those who 
work at least can find someone worse 
off in this Nation. 

I believe a saner approach is to make 
sure that everyone who works for a liv- 
ing in this Nation gets a decent living. 
This approach ensures that everyone 
who can work has the right incentives 
to do so, and that we do not have to lit- 
erally take food and shelter from chil- 
dren to ensure that those who work are 
receiving more than those who do not. 

I hope that in the future, the Senate 
will engage on a debate on how to raise 
the rewards of working, through in- 
creasing the minimum wage, keeping 
the earned income tax credit, improv- 
ing job training, and creating a na- 
tional strategy on competitiveness. 
That would be an excellent policy de- 
bate. 
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In the meantime, however, it appears 
that we must first fight to ensure that 
we do not force more people who are on 
public assistance to the streets so that 
to work becomes relatively attractive. 

I believe the scope of the compromise 
amendment worked out by the Demo- 
cratic and Republican leadership is 
limited to this basic issue. The agree- 
ment should not be characterized as a 
significant step forward in the effort to 
reform and improve our Nation’s wel- 
fare system. 

The agreement simply will help pre- 
vent us from taking too many steps 
backward. 

The compromise we are voting on 
today will enable States to get more 
unemployed parents into the work 
force because it will help make afford- 
able child care more accessible for 
some. Not all families in need will be 
covered under the compromise, but a 
number of parents in each State will be 
able to move from welfare to work. 

If the Senate votes today to reject 
the compromise amendment, in favor 
of the majority leader’s bill, there is no 
question but that a substantial number 
of families, a growing percentage of the 
homeless already, will be forced onto 
the streets. 

If we vote to accept the compromise 
amendment, we will lessen the blow to 
some, but not all, of these families. 
Throughout the welfare reform debate, 
I have been concerned about the effect 
of a massive overhaul of our public as- 
sistance programs on these families, 
and the working Americans who are 
hanging on to the economic ladder just 
one rung above them. 

I am not saying that change is not 
needed. Some change is clearly needed. 
But in making changes, the Congress 
and the American people need to be 
aware of the degree to which these is- 
sues and programs are interconnected. 

We need to understand the ripple ef- 
fect of changing one, or two, or three 
Federal programs. If one nutrition pro- 
gram is eliminated or consolidated, are 
more working Americans going to have 
to make a choice between food and 
housing? 

Of particular concern to me is the 
ripple effect in New Mexico: What does 
block-granting vital domestic рго- 
grams mean to New Mexico’s children? 

What does it mean to New Mexico’s 
poor working families who can just 
barely make ends meet today? 

How are we going to guarantee that 
the basic needs of New Mexico’s poor 
working families are met? 

How are we going to guarantee that 
poor, rural States like New Mexico are 
not left with disproportionate and un- 
manageable financial and administra- 
tive burdens? 

In seeking answers to these and other 
questions, I have reached the conclu- 
sion that the chief goals of welfare re- 
form should be to create a system that 
encourages—and demands—personal re- 
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sponsibility and that helps people be- 
come self-sufficient, productive mem- 
bers of our society and work force. 

To reach these goals, I believe we 
need a system focussed on education 
and on building the skills they will 
need to compete in the global market- 
place of the 2186 century. Four key 
components of an education-oriented 
system are: First, a strong public edu- 
cation system that includes training 
for adults, and, in particular, parents; 
second, affordable, accessible child 
care; third, affordable, accessible pri- 
mary and preventive health care, in- 
cluding nutrition programs such as 
child care food assistance, and school 
lunch and breakfast programs; and 
fourth, real opportunities to earn a 
wage that allows working families to 
maintain a decent standard of living. 

I do not believe the Republican lead- 
ership’s Work Opportunity Act will 
help us reach these goals. In fact, I be- 
lieve the block grants contained in the 
Republican bill take us in the wrong 
direction and lead us away from our 
goals. 

Reducing essential funding and 
lumping many important social service 
programs into a few omnibus block 
grants, without any assurance of ac- 
countability or continuity among the 
States simply is not be the best way to 
reach our goals. 

Instead, we in the Congress need to 
work together with three objectives in 
mind: First, to enact well-considered, 
effective, and fair legislation where 
needed; second, to consolidate, coordi- 
nate, or eliminate duplicative or out- 
dated programs; and third, to support 
and improve those Federal programs 
with proven track records of success, 
such as child care programs, the school 
lunch program, and the child care nu- 
trition program. 

In my view, these three objectives 
are at the core of the Democratic lead- 
er’s Work First welfare reform plan, 
which I am pleased to cosponsor. 

The Work First plan recognizes the 
need for a Federal partnership role in 
helping States and individuals gain the 
tools and skills—education, effective 
job training, and child care—they need 
to become productive, contributing 
members of society. The Republican 
bill does not. 

The Democratic and Republican 
plans differ significantly in three key 
areas: First, commitment to work; sec- 
ond, commitment to child care; and 
third, commitment to States and 
American families in general. 

The top priority of the Democratic 
leader’s plan is to move people from 
welfare to work. In fact, under the 
plan, welfare recipients must either go 
to work or enroll in school or job train- 
ing within 6 months or sooner. To help 
meet these stringent work require- 
ments, the Democratic bill helps 
States fund the education and training 
programs they will need. States will 
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submit detailed plans for program im- 
plementation, so progress toward goals 
can be measured, but the states will 
have a great deal of flexibility in de- 
signing programs. 

The majority leader’s Work Oppor- 
tunity Act also sets up work require- 
ments, but it does not fund them. In- 
stead, the bill shifts AFDC, Emergency 
Assistance, and transitional and at- 
risk child care into a single block 
grant to the States; then it freezes the 
annual funding for the total block 
grant at the fiscal year 1994 level—$16.7 
billion—for the next few years. 

If the Senate leadership’s com- 
promise is adopted, and additional $3 
billion in funding for work-related 
child care, above the fiscal year 1994 
level, will be available over the next 5 
years. 

Because the work requirements 
under the Republican plan are manda- 
tory, many believe the bill essentially 
amounts to an unfunded mandate of 
more than $23 billion over 7 years. 

In my home State of New Mexico, the 
unfunded work mandate totals $161 
million over 7 years. 

As I understand it, the compromise 
agreement addresses a portion of the 
burden of this State mandate by allow- 
ing States, at their option, to require 
that single parents with children age 5 
and under work 20 hours per week, as 
opposed to 35 hours under Senator 
Dole’s bill. 

A key difference in the two bills, 
which is addressed in the compromise, 
involves child care. Both the Demo- 
cratic bill and the compromise recog- 
nize that the No. 1 barrier to work for 
most parents is lack of child care. 

The Democratic bill would ensure 
that child care is available for all wel- 
fare recipients who are working. The 
Senate leadership’s compromise would 
help ensure that child care is available 
for many welfare recipients who are 
working. 

In my view, this is a key difference 
between the Republican and Demo- 
cratic bills—under the Dole plan, child 
care is not required or ensured. Exist- 
ing Federal programs аге simply 
lumped into an omnibus block grant to 
the States. 

Under the Democratic bill, access to 
child care is real. No parent will be 
able to use inability to find child care 
as an excuse for not finding work. 
Under the compromise, child care is 
not guaranteed, but it is more likely to 
be available. In addition to the overall 
increase in funding, $3 billion over 5 
years, the compromise stipulates that 
funding will be distributed at the Med- 
icaid match rate to those States that 
agree to maintain funding for at-risk 
child care programs. 

Despite the improvements that the 
leadership compromise would make to 
the majority leader’s legislation, the 
Democratic and Republican proposals 
remain dramatically different in their 
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fundamental commitment to the 
States and American families. The 
foundation of the democratic plan is an 
individual entitlement to American 
children and families. The foundation 
of the Republican plan—and the Senate 
leadership’s compromise—is a block 
grant to the State. 

Why is this distinction important, 
particularly in light of the increased 
funding under the compromise? 

It is important, especially to poor 
families and poor States, because an 
individual entitlement is an unbreak- 
able promise made by the Federal Gov- 
ernment to its States and its citizens 
that in times of need, assistance will be 
there. 

Now, I want to make clear: this is 
not unconditional assistance. This is 
not a give away. Always, assistance 
will be contingent on certain require- 
ments, such as job training, completing 
school, or seeking employment. 

Consistent with the Democratic bill’s 
focus on work, the entitlement has a 5- 
year time limit, with exceptions for 
children. In addition, it is dependent on 
the signing of a parent empowerment 
contract, stating a participant’s com- 
mitment to finding a job. No aid is pro- 
vided unless a contract is signed, and 
penalties will be applied to those who 
violate the terms of their contract. 

On the other hand, the majority lead- 
er’s plan and the leadership com- 
promise are based on block grants. 
These are fixed amounts of money 
given to the States with little or no re- 
quirement for accountability, either to 
taxpayers or the State’s citizens, and 
with no assurance of continuity among 
State programs unless amendments of- 
fered and accepted during the floor de- 
bate are retained in conference. 

The real problem is that the block 
grant may or may not be sufficient in 
times of need. When a State runs out of 
money, it runs out of money. Help sim- 
ply will not be available to eligible, 
needy children and their families un- 
less State and local taxpayers pick up 
the tab. 

To help alleviate this situation, the 
compromise includes a $1 billion con- 
tingency grant fund, which States 
could use—so long as they meet certain 
matching requirements—in fiscal 
emergencies. 

According to the information and 
statistics I have, my home State of 
New Mexico could be one of the first to 
apply for such a grant. 

Under the Republican leadership’s 
plan, an additional 14,400 jobs for wel- 
fare recipients would be needed in New 
Mexico by 2000, or the State would be 
assessed a 5 percent penalty in reduced 
Federal funding. Now, 14,400 new jobs 
may not sound like a high figure when 
compared to States like Texas or Cali- 
fornia, which must add more than 
116,000 and 358,000 jobs to their econo- 
mies respectively. But in a poor, rural 
State like New Mexico, 14,400 new jobs 
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is a significant number—it represents a 
required increase in the State’s current 
welfare-related work participation rate 
of 123 percent. And it represents an in- 
creased cost to the State of $13 million 
in fiscal year 2000 alone. 

Directly tied to the increased work 
requirements are increases in the num- 
ber of families needing child care. 

In fiscal year 1994, about 2,970 chil- 
dren in New Mexico received AFDC/ 
JOBS-related child care. Based on the 
Republican plan's work requirements, 
the number of children needing AFDC/ 
JOBS-related care would grow to at 
least 4,720 by 2000. This represents an 
increase of 159 percent, and an in- 
creased cost of at least $23 million in 
fiscal year 2000. 

Yet, the Republican plan does not 
provide any additional funding to cover 
the child care needs of these families. 
As a portion of the new temporary as- 
sistance block grant, the plan freezes 
funding for AFDC/JOBS child care at 
the fiscal year 1994 level. 

The Senate leadership’s compromise 
is only slightly better. It would make 
an additional $3 billion available over 
the next 5 years. When the additional 
funding is divided between the 50 
States and spread over 5 years, the sig- 
nificance of the compromise tends to 
diminish. Fortunately from New Mexi- 
co’s perspective, this additional fund- 
ing would be drawn down by the States 
at the Medicaid match rate. 

Mr. President, let me just review the 
costs to New Mexico of the increased 
work requirements and related child 
care expenses. Estimates are that by 
2000, New Mexico would have to spend: 
$13 million more for work-related oper- 
ating costs, $23 million more in child 
care costs. In total, from fiscal year 
1996 to fiscal year 2000, $115 million in- 
crease. 

These two costs represents 40 percent 
of New Mexico’s total block grant, 
leaving only 60 percent to cover cash 
assistance and other programs. If this 
is insufficient, as it would be if benefit 
levels remained where they are today, 
the State will have no option but to 
greatly reduce benefits, deny eligi- 
bility to many families, or spend much 
more than it does today in State funds. 

Based on current law projections, by 
2005, 72,000 New Mexican children would 
be eligible for AFDC benefits. Under 
the Republican plan, which would strip 
parents—and their children—of all 
AFDC benefits after 60 months, 19,000 
children—or 26 percent of all recipi- 
ents—in New Mexico would be denied 
benefits. 

Further, the State could decide to 
maximize its Federal funds by imple- 
menting various penalties available as 
options under the Republican plan. 
Each penalty denies more children ben- 
efits: 

Children denied family cap: 12,000 if 
the family cap is added back in con- 
ference. 
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Children denied birth to unwed teen: 
320. 

Children denied family benefits for 24 
months: 36,673. 

Today, we are debating the wisdom of 
block granting essential safety net pro- 
grams. The block grants would be au- 
thorized for the fiscal years 1996 to 
2000. Because we cannot project with 
certainty the economic and employ- 
ment situations of each State in future 
years, or whether migration among 
States will be more or less significant 
than it is today, or a variety of other 
factors, we cannot precisely project the 
actual degree of harm one State may 
endure under a fixed formula for block 
grants. 

Mr. President, earlier in my remarks 
I said it was critical that we in the 
Senate work together, in a bipartisan 
matter, to enact real, goal-oriented 
welfare reform. I believe the com- 
promise amendment worked out by the 
Senate leadership represents a step— 
albeit a small step—in that direction. 

I will support the compromise, and 
despite some serious misgivings, I will 
vote to pass the underlying bill. How- 
ever, I remain deeply concerned that in 
the rush to cut spending and send a 
message to the American people, the 
very people who need our compassion 
and assistance the most—vulnerable 
children and their families—could be 
the most gravely hurt. 

In closing, I urge my colleagues who 
will take this bill to conference with 
the House to approach their delibera- 
tions carefully and thoughtfully. 

Without question, we need to better 
coordinate our public assistance pro- 
grams; we need to streamline many of 
them; but we cannot do so in a way 
that threatens the health and well- 
being of New Mexico’s—or апу 
State’s—children and their families. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I intend 
to support this welfare reform bill and 
advance it to a conference with the 
U.S. House of Representatives. I do so 
even though I have some real problems 
with some provisions. Despite my con- 
cerns, I think it is important to move 
this legislation forward. 

Mr. President, there is broad consen- 
sus in this country that the current 
welfare system serves no one well—not 
the recipients, not their children, not 
the American taxpayer. It fails both 
the people who need help and the work- 
ing people who are paying for it. It has 
trapped all too many people, especially 
women, into a lifetime of dependency 
instead of helping them on a temporary 
basis to get on their feet and into the 
labor force. Sadly, the children of long- 
term welfare recipients all too often 
suffer irreparable harm and are likely 
to remain poor and disadvantaged for 
the rest of their lives. 

Mr. President, the American people 
want us to overhaul a system which 
they perceive to be one that encour- 
ages dependency rather than one which 
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encourages work. They see the current 
system as inefficient, unproductive, 
and a waste of their hard-earned tax 
dollars. They want a system that de- 
mands responsibility and accountabil- 
ity—a system where able-bodied indi- 
viduals are required to work for their 
benefits. That is why we are here 
today. 

But the American people are also 
compassionate. They do not want inno- 
cent children punished for the behavior 
of their parents. They expect us to pro- 
tect poor and vulnerable children. And 
that is the most serious flaw in the leg- 
islation before us—innocent children 
are not guaranteed protection. The bill 
before us today does not guarantee 
that the children of parents who vio- 
late the rules or are removed from the 
rolls because of they have exceeded the 
time limits for benefits are protected. 

I think we have a moral responsibil- 
ity for these children. They ought not 
to be punished for the mistakes of their 
parents. There ought to be a safety net 
in this bill to ensure their protection. 
There is not. If this egregious hole in 
the social safety net is not remedied by 
the conference committee, I will have 
great difficulty supporting the final 
package. I am not willing to gamble 
with the life of one child in welfare re- 
form. 

Despite my very serious concerns 
about the impact this legislation will 
have on innocent children, the bill we 
are considering today is a vast im- 
provement over the bill that emerged 
from the Finance Committee this 
spring. With bipartisan support, a num- 
ber of the most serious flaws in the 
original legislation were corrected. 

Nevertheless, I remain concerned 
about the block grant, no-strings-at- 
tached approach to welfare reform. I 
am especially concerned that the block 
grant funding levels are frozen for a 5- 
year period. In my view, that is a dan- 
gerous experiment. And it is an experi- 
ment that could impact the lives of 10 
million children. 

If a cash assistance welfare block 
grant had been enacted in fiscal year 
1990, an historical analysis by the De- 
partment of Health and Human Serv- 
ices concludes that States would have 
received 29 percent less funding in fis- 
cal year 1994 than they would have re- 
ceived under current law? If States do 
not have enough money to meet needs, 
what do we expect them to do? Surely, 
they will not raise taxes. What they 
will be inclined to do is establish more 
stringent eligibility criteria and reduce 
benefit levels to make ends meet. And 
who could suffer? Poor and vulnerable 
kids. 

So let me repeat. I have serious res- 
ervations about the block grant con- 
cept. But a majority of Members of 
Congress seem to like the idea, and 
most governors relish it. We will not 
know the results of this block grant ex- 
periment for a number of years. Only 
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then will be know for certain if it has 
been a wise or foolish undertaking. 

Every expert agrees that lack of ade- 
quate child care is the No. 1 barrier in 
moving individuals from welfare to 
work. It is the linchpin for successful 
welfare reform. Yet, as originally pro- 
posed, not 1 dollar of the block grant 
was earmarked for child care. Under 
the compromise offered by Senators 
DOLE and DASCHLE, $5 billion of the 
block grant was earmarked for child 
care and an additional $3 billion was 
added to that pot. While the $8 billion 
funding level is still well short of the 
estimated need, it is a step in the right 
direction. Without this commitment to 
child care, the welfare reform effort 
was doomed to failure. If the final 
package does not contain this commit- 
ment to child care, I simply cannot 
support it. 

Other modifications to the original 
Republican proposal were important to 
garnering my vote in support of this 
measure. First, mothers with children 
under age one will not be forced to go 
to work to receive benefits. Second, 
single mothers with children under age 
5 will be exempt from the 5 year time 
limit if no child care is available. In 
other words, the 5-year clock will not 
begin ticking for these mothers if 
States do not make child care avail- 
able to them. This makes eminent good 
sense. The last thing we should want to 
do is create a situation where young 
children will be left home alone. That 
is irresponsible. And that was exactly 
the scenario we were creating under 
the original proposal. 

Finally, States will be given the op- 
tion of not requiring single mothers 
with children under age 5 from working 
more than 20 hours a week. Giving 
mothers the ability to stay at home 
and nurture their children during the 
most formative years is the right thing 
to do. 

These three improvements were cru- 
cial components in my decision to sup- 
port this bill, and they must be re- 
tained in conference or I intend to op- 
pose the final measure. 

Shortly before final passage, the Sen- 
ate finally agreed to include a mainte- 
nance of effort provision. As originally 
crafted, this bill did not require states 
to contribute one red cent of their own 
money for welfare reform. Under cur- 
rent law, states contributions con- 
stitute about 45 percent of total wel- 
fare expenditures. Think about that. 
Without a maintenance of effort provi- 
sion, the pot of welfare money could 
have been reduced by almost half over- 
night. That was unconscionable in my 
view. Welfare has always been a State- 
Federal partnership. That partnership 
should be retained. The compromise 
agreement requires States to contrib- 
ute at least 80 percent of the money 
they spent on welfare in 1994 in order 
to be eligible for their block grant 
money. While I would have preferred a 
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100 percent requirement, I can live with 
this percentage. This State mainte- 
nance of effort requirement must be re- 
tained by the conference committee. It 
is the right and fair thing to do. 

Lastly, Mr. President, the com- 
promise included a provision to address 
the crisis of teen pregnancy. Seventy 
percent of teen mothers are not mar- 
ried, and that percentage has escalated 
each year for the past two decades. If 
we do not get a handle on this problem, 
all our good efforts for welfare reform 
could prove to be in vain. 

Too many unmarried teens are be- 
coming parents, and too few are able to 
responsibly care for their children ei- 
ther emotionally or financially. The 
result: the child is deprived of a fair 
start in life, and the mother will very 
likely be doomed to a lifetime of pov- 
erty. No welfare reform effort can suc- 
ceed without addressing this problem. 

The compromise that was agreed to 
last week included a provision on teen 
pregnancy that was part of the Demo- 
cratic plan. It is a good provision. It 
will establish second chance homes 
where unmarried teen parents can live 
in adult-supervised homes where they 
will receive the support and guidance 
they need to finish school and become 
successful parents and productive citi- 
zens. This provision ought to be enthu- 
siastically embraced by the conference 
committee. 

Mr. President, the original Repub- 
lican plan for welfare reform has been 
significantly improved with the adop- 
tion of some very important bipartisan 
amendments. I commend the leader- 
ship of both parties for working to- 
gether to make these changes. And I 
hope the bill will be further improved 
by the conference committee. If the 
final bill does not guarantee that inno- 
cent children are protected, however, I 
will have great difficulty in supporting 
it. 

Mr. GRAHAM, Today, we will vote on 
final passage of S. 1120, the so-called 
Work Opportunity Act of 1995, better 
known as welfare reform. 

During the robust Senate debate on 
welfare reform, I have been a critic and 
a skeptic about the fundamental fair- 
ness and the workability of the legisla- 
tion advanced by our majority leader, 
Senator DOLE. 

I have also watched this bill improve 
with time, and I remain hopeful that 
progress will continue through the con- 
ference process. 

I remain hopeful because I have an 
abiding, underlying interest in achiev- 
ing genuine welfare reform because I 
know the current system does not 
work. 

The incentives in the current system 
are in all of the wrong places and trap 
individuals into welfare dependency. 
For so many Floridians on welfare, it 
pays to stay there instead of to work. 

Why? Because without day care you 
can not train to get a job that pays a 
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living wage. Without transitional, sub- 
sidized day care it is difficult to make 
ends meet when you first go back to 
work. And, finally, without some form 
of health insurance, a sick child in the 
house, is reason enough to stay at 
home and to stay on welfare. 

That is the failed system that we 
have today in America. That is what 
we seek to discard today. 

But we must make sure that the new 
system we are contemplating today is 
not a patchwork of slogans and wishful 
thinking, but instead a meaningful at- 
tempt to provide temporary assistance 
to families in need until they can re- 
turn to the work force quickly. 

Mr. President, you cannot just wish 
away the children on welfare while you 
deal with the adults who receive the 
welfare checks. 

We must remind ourselves that chil- 
dren comprise almost 70 percent of the 
number of welfare beneficiaries. It is 
for the children that the old system 
was built, and in so many cases that 
system has failed them. 

As we construct a new system, we 
must look at the real needs of the chil- 
dren: quality and available child care 
is a critical need. 

I spoke earlier of the recent efforts 
which have been made to improve 8. 
1120. I would be remiss if I did not com- 
mend the leadership on both sides of 
the aisle, and also Senator DoDD who 
helped lead the charge, for the im- 
provements in the child care provisions 
from the original bill. 

The additional $3 billion in funds for 
child care represents meaningful 
progress in the movement toward true 
welfare reform. 

We know very well from our experi- 
ences in Florida that you can not get a 
mother back to work if her children 
have no place to go during the work 
day. 

The old system forced a woman to 
choose between her children and work, 
and an enhanced Federal investment in 
subsidized child care can allow her to 
address both concerns. That is what 
the $3 billion Federal investment is in- 
tended to buy. 

But before we celebrate these ad- 
vances in the funding levels for child 
care, we need to look at the cold reali- 
ties facing the families who comprise 
the so-called working poor. 

Today in Florida, there is a waiting 
list of 25,000 children who are seeking 
subsidized day care. This number is not 
even representative of the actual 
unmet need when those who do not 
bother to add their names to this gar- 
gantuan list are considered. 

Because Florida has taken steps the 
last several years to invest more dol- 
lars into its child care system, the 
amount of Federal dollars that will go 
to Florida due to the additional $3 bil- 
lion in this bill, will barely maintain 
Florida where it is today. 

This new money will actually only 
assist Florida to the point that it does 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


not have to cut back on its subsidized 
day care program. Today Florida is in- 
vesting in child care well beyond the 
1994 spending base upon which S. 1120 is 
predicated. 

Further, I think every Member of the 
Senate should pause and contemplate 
the effect the new work requirements 
will have on the availability of sub- 
sidized child care for the working poor. 

In Florida, of the total child care pie, 
about half of it goes to the children of 
the working poor, primarily through 
the child care development block grant 
and the social services block grant pro- 
grams. 

S. 1120 imposes a requirement that 25 
percent of all welfare recipients must 
be working in the first year, and 50 per- 
cent by the year 2000. Therefore, the 
States will be under extreme pressure 
to move all eligible welfare families to 
the front of the line for day care, at the 
expense of the working poor families 
presently enrolled. 

The numbers speak for themselves, 
and currently Florida is barely half 
way toward that goal of 25 percent em- 
ployment. 

As the conferees wrestle with the is- 
sues of maintenance of effort, work re- 
quirements and State flexibility, they 
need to focus on this important child 
care trade-off. 

This is not the time for shell games, 
moving some people off welfare and 
into work, while forcing others on wel- 
fare because we have withdrawn child 
care help from them. For a working 
poor family trying to make ends meet, 
the approximately $300 a month per 
child in day care in Florida car be a 
budget buster. 

Mr. President, I want welfare reform. 
The people of Florida want welfare re- 
form. The people of America want wel- 
fare reform. 

For that reason, I am voting for this 
bill, with reservations. I am voting for 
this bill to keep this legislative process 
alive, with the hope that the bill will 
be improved when we vote on the con- 
ference report. 

I would rather support this bill and 
keep this process moving, than vote no 
and kill any chance of welfare reform 
this year. 

With that premise stated, I want to 
outline two key reservations about this 
bill: 

First, the fundamental inequity of 
distributing resources under the pro- 
posed block grants to States. 

Under this legislation, we would di- 
vide Federal resources based on spend- 
ing patterns in 1994. This arbitrary 
method would lock in current inequi- 
ties, would disadvantage growth 
States, would be difficult to change 
once it’s in place, and would set a trou- 
bling precedent for our upcoming deci- 
sions on Medicaid. 

In the past, the Federal welfare allo- 
cation to States has varied from State 
to State due to the local match incen- 
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tive. If a State put more funds into the 
welfare system, it got more funds from 
Washington. 

By using 1994 as the baseline for fu- 
ture allocations, we would perpetuate 
wide disparities among States. On a 
per-child basis, some States would re- 
ceive five or six times the amount re- 
ceived by less-affluent States. 

These stark disparities raise fun- 
damental questions of fairness which I 
am hopeful the conference committee 
will address. 

Second, my second reservation about 
this bill deals with its unfair treatment 
of legal immigrants. 

Mr. President, most people of this 
Nation trace their heritage to some- 
where else. My family came here from 
Scotland. 

This Nation has benefited from a 
long tradition of legal immigration. 
Let me repeat: Legal immigration. 

We set out rules and expectations for 
legal immigrants to become citizens. 
Under this bill, we are saying to legal 
immigrants who have followed the 
rules that we are going to change the 
rules, retroactively, on their way to 
citizenship. 

Again, this raises fundamental ques- 
tions of fairness. 

Denying benefits to legal immigrants 
would unfairly impact certain commu- 
nities in this Nation that have at- 
tracted a large number of newcomers. 

I will leave for another day the dis- 
cussion over how Florida currently 
picks up the Federal tab for illegal im- 
migration, to the tune of hundreds of 
millions of dollars each year. 

Permit me to focus on the dollars 
that are spent today for legal immi- 
grants. In Florida in November, 1994, 
there were 34,224 legal immigrants on 
the welfare rolls, and 149,732 on the 
food stamp rolls. The estimated annual 
costs associated with these groups are 
$39 million and $133.5 million, respec- 
tively. In addition, Medicaid costs for 
legal immigrants in Florida in 1994 was 
greater than either AFDC or food 
stamps. 

This represents a substantial sum of 
money which Florida spends and which 
Florida might be asked to absorb under 
certain versions of this welfare reform 
legislation. 

This is a significant issue which must 
be addressed in conference. 

Furthermore, changing the rules for 
legal immigrants would be unfair to 
the newest Americans. I am particu- 
larly concerned about access to edu- 
cation. 

One of the great principles of Amer- 
ica, that has bound us together as a di- 
verse people and provided a foundation 
for the American Dream, is access to 
education. 

I implore my colleagues to consider 
the impact of this legislation on stu- 
dents. At Miami-Dade Community Col- 
lege, an estimated 8,000 students could 
lose financial aid. 
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Is that the type of message we want 
to send to tomorrow’s citizens, that 
the door to education is closed to you 
in the name of welfare reform? 

I am hopeful that the House-Senate 
conference can work to remedy this in- 
equity in the overall bill. In part, I 
base my hope on public comments 
made by Majority Leader Bob DOLE, 
who visited Florida last weekend. 

Senator DOLE said he would prefer 
more flexibility on the issue of provid- 
ing benefits to legal immigrants. 

The Gainesville Sun, on Sunday, Sep- 
tember 17, reported Senator DOLE’s 
views as follows: 

Dole later said he supported giving some 
benefits to legal immigrants and said the 
amendment would be reviewed when the wel- 
fare package goes to conference committee. 

I am pleased that the majority leader 
has not closed the door on changes to 
the portion of this bill that deals with 
treatment of legal immigrants. 

I look forward to reviewing the prod- 
uct of the conference committee with 
the hope that my concerns about fair- 
ness will be addressed. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise to 
commend my colleagues for the honest 
debate which has produced the legisla- 
tion we will vote on later today 
legislation which takes a solid step to- 
ward fixing our badly broken welfare 
system. Both sides have put forth cred- 
ible arguments, and more often than 
not we've been able to work together 
to find common ground. 

Yes, we may disagree on many of the 
details of this compromise legislation 
. . . but we all agree that the welfare 
system is in desperate need of an im- 
mediate overhaul. 

These facts are clear and indis- 
putable: today, one American child in 
seven is being raised оп welfare 
one in three children is now born out of 
wedlock. And despite the $5.4 trillion 
taxpayer dollars we have funneled into 
the welfare system over the last 30 
years, the poverty level has remained 
nearly the same. 

Three years ago, during his Presi- 
dential campaign, President Clinton 
promised the American people that he 
would “end welfare as we know it.” 
Since then, however—even though his 
party controlled both the House and 
Senate—the welfare system remained 
untouched. Today, less than one year 
after Republicans gained control of 
both Chambers, we are on the verge of 
passing legislation to dramatically re- 
form a welfare system which has too 
often entrapped both welfare recipients 

. and the taxpayers who subsidize 
them. 

At the heart of our legislation is the 
strong message from this Senate that 
the days of welfare without work are 
over. $ 

The American taxpayers are fed up, 
Mr. President. They go to work every 
day—both spouses, more often than 
not—and struggle to make ends meet 
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while trying to carve out a better life 
for themselves and their families. They 
make a combined average income of 
$47,000 . . . but hand over more than a 
third of that to the Federal Govern- 
ment. And when they see those pre- 
cious tax dollars going to support wel- 
fare recipients who simply refuse to 
work ... well, they have every right 
to be furious. 

The taxpayers of this country have 
always been generous ... but nobody 
likes to be taken for a fool. 

The “рау for performance” provi- 
sions of this welfare reform legislation 
offered by myself and Senator SHELBY 
are intended to put accountability into 
the system. If a welfare recipient wants 
a Federal check, all we ask is that they 
start making a contribution to society 
... to their own future . . by work- 
ing for that money. 

It is hardly a revolutionary concept. 
Every taxpayer in the Nation does the 
very same thing. 

I am proud that this bill incorporates 
а second amendment of mine to further 
strengthen its work requirements. This 
amendment permits States—for the 
purpose of meeting their work partici- 
pation rate—to count no more than 
25% of their welfare caseload as ‘‘work- 
ing” if they are enrolled in vocational 
education. 

Without my amendment, the work 
requirements in this bill could be cir- 
cumvented by substituting vocational 
education for actual time spent on the 
job. It is already happening in many 
states, where officials are avoiding the 
work requirements of the 1988 “Family 
Self-Sufficiency Act’’ by counting voc- 
ed programs as work. 

Let me make this clear, Mr. Presi- 
dent—work does not mean sitting in a 
classroom. Work means work. 

Any farm kid who rises before dawn 
for the daily chores can tell you that. 
Ask any of my brothers and sisters 
what “work” meant on our family’s 
dairy farm. It didn't mean sitting on a 
stool in the barn, reading a book about 
how to milk а cow. “Work” meant 
milking cows. 

Now, I am not opposed to vocational 
education. Not every voc-ed program 
can be considered a success, but we are 
fortunate to have a number of effective 
programs operating in Minnesota... 
and we need to continue to give these 
kinds of efforts a chance. 

But my neighbors back home are 
tired of sending other people’s kids 
through school. They are struggling to 
send their own children to school. They 
want this government to reflect their 
values—hard work, respect, personal 
responsibility, and accountability. 

It sometimes seems that the work 
ethic upon which this Nation was 
founded has gotten a little dusty. For 
example, experts say that less than one 
percent of the adults who receive wel- 
fare benefits are currently engaged in 
real work. That is a sharp departure 
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from the past: during the Great Depres- 
sion, welfare beneficiaries were ex- 
pected to work for the assistance they 
received through federal programs such 
as the Civilian Conservation Corp and 
the Work Progress Administration. 

What has changed? 

Mr. President, the government has 
become the first call for help. But what 
we too often forget is that the govern- 
ment is funded by other people’s money 
. . . and should be the last call for help. 

One leading welfare expert sums it up 
quite clearly: “Іп welfare, as in most 
other things, you get what you pay for. 
By undermining the work ethic, the 
welfare system generates its own clien- 
tele. The more that is spent, the more 
people in apparent need of aid who ap- 
pear.” 

What is most troubling of all is that 
because there are no incentives to 
move themselves off welfare and into 
the workforce, too many welfare moth- 
ers and fathers have given up the 
search for that better life. And the tax- 
payers who foot the bill feel powerless, 


О. 

Mr. President, if we ever want wel- 
fare recipients to become self-suffi- 
cient, we must begin holding them to 
the same standards that apply to the 
taxpayers. How can we ever expect wel- 
fare beneficiaries to lift themselves up 
if we continue to ask less of them than 
we do of every other productive, tax- 
paying American citizen? 

By allowing states to count 25% of 
their welfare caseload as “working” if 
they are engaged in vocational edu- 
cation, my amendment closes a gaping 
loophole . . . strengthens the work re- 
quirement ... and gives states the 
flexibility to continue successful voca- 
tional education programs, while rec- 
ognizing there is no substitute for 
work. Most importantly, this amend- 
ment moves welfare recipients a bit 
closer toward self-sufficiency. 

Mr. President, the Majority Leader’s 
welfare reform legislation is a serious 
first step toward fixing our fractured 
welfare system. While I am pleased 
that both of my tough work amend- 
ments were included in this final bill, I 
recognize that we still have a ways to 
go before we can say we've truly con- 
quered the welfare problem. 

Many important provisions which 
were not included in the Senate bill 
will be addressed by the House-Senate 
Conference Committee. I look forward 
to the Senate’s consideration of the 
conference report ... which I hope 
truly will end welfare as we know it. 
That is what we promised the Amer- 
ican people, and that is what we must 
deliver. 

“Far and away the best prize that 
life offers is the chance to work hard at 
work worth doing,” said Theodore Roo- 
sevelt. 

I urge my colleagues to hear those 
words and give this bipartisan legisla- 
tion their support. It is good for wel- 
fare families . . . it is good for the tax- 
payers . . . and it is good government. 
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Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I have 
decided to vote for the Senate’s welfare 
reform bill because I believe a biparti- 
san consensus has greatly improved it. 

First child care to job training, to 
going after deadbeat parents—this Sen- 
ate bill has moved in the appropriate 
direction. 

I strongly oppose the House bill and 
believe that a strong vote going into 
the conference committee is essential. 

I must state, however, that it is un- 
fortunate to see the National Govern- 
ment backing away from a responsibil- 
ity toward our Nation's children—a re- 
sponsibility embraced by the Demo- 
cratic alternative which was tougher 
on work and more compassionate to- 
ward children. I will work in the future 
for adoption of that kind of common- 
sense welfare reform. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I will vote 
for the compromise welfare reform bill 
which is before the Senate. 

The Nation’s welfare system does not 
serve the Nation well. It is broken іп а 
number of places. It has failed the chil- 
dren it is intended to protect. It has 
failed the American taxpayer. 

The compromise bill before us rep- 
resents a bipartisan and constructive 
effort. Meaningful reform should pro- 
tect children and establish the prin- 
ciple that able-bodied people work. 
Also, it would tighten child support en- 
forcement laws and be more effective 
in getting fathers to support their chil- 
dren. 

Additional funding has been included 
to assure that more child care re- 
sources will be available for children as 
single parents make the transition into 
work. This is a significant improve- 
ment in the bill and strengthens the 
work requirement because it better 
assures that States can effectively 
move people into job training, private 
sector employment, and community 
service jobs. 

A provision has been added to 
strengthen the requirement on States 
to assure that they will take more re- 
sponsibility and maintain their on- 
going contribution to the welfare pro- 
gram. 

The compromise adds a 51 billion 
contingency fund to provide for assist- 
ance to the States in economic emer- 
gency situations. The establish of such 
a provision is very important. As re- 
sponsibility is shifted to the States and 
a block grant provided, it is critically 
important that there is some flexibil- 
ity in the event of a recession or other 
economic crisis. I am particularly con- 
cerned about working people who lose 
their jobs and have exhausted their un- 
employment insurance benefits. Tens 
of thousands of such individuals are 
currently on welfare in my home State 
of Michigan. Such working people need 
the assurance of the safety net. I am 
also concerned that adequate contin- 
gency funds be available to protect 
children during periods of economic 
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hardship. The contingency fund is a 
step toward such flexibility. I doubt 
that $1 billion will prove to be ade- 
quate, but Congress can revisit that 
issue in the future. 

I am particularly pleased that the 
compromise bill contains my amend- 
ment which strengthens the work re- 
quirement in the bill. 

The original Dole legislation re- 
quired recipients to work within 2 
years of receipt of benefits. My amend- 
ment, in its final version, adds a provi- 
sion which requires that unless an 
able-bodied person is in a private sec- 
tor job, school, or job training, the 
State must offer, and the recipient 
must accept, a community service em- 
ployment within 3 months of receipt of 
benefits. In order to obtain its passage, 
it was necessary to include a provision 
which gives the States the flexibility 
to opt out of the requirement. How- 
ever, I hope and expect that pressure 
from the American people, who over- 
whelmingly support strong work re- 
quirements, will convince their States 
to enforce the provision and not opt 
out. 

Mr. President, this welfare reform 
bill is a positive step in the effort to 
get people, now on welfare, into jobs. It 
is a significant improvement over the 
original proposal put before us. It is 
stronger on work. It better protects 
children. It cracks down on parents 
who do not meet their responsibility to 
support their children. It provides 
some necessary child care. 

I am troubled by some shortcomings. 
I would prefer a bill which did not end 
the Federal safety net for children, a 
bill like the Daschle Work First legis- 
lation which failed in the Senate nar- 
rowly and which I cosponsored. I am 
not fully convinced that the block 
grant approach will prove to be the 
right approach. Also, as I have already 
mentioned, I am not certain that the 
contingency fund which we have estab- 
lished will be adequate in a recession. 

The decision is a close one. 

So it is particularly important that 
partisanship not dominate the con- 
ference between the House and the Sen- 
ate. 

If it does, the progress made in the 
Senate would be undermined and wel- 
fare reform would be jeopardized. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the Senate 
has now debated welfare reform legisla- 
tion for several weeks. The changes 
that have been incorporated in the leg- 
islation before us today are profound, 
marking a great departure from the 
system that has been in place for 60 
years. As one who has served my State 
of Rhode Island and this Nation as a 
U.S. Senator for 35 of those 60 years, I 
do not take lightly the vote that I am 
casting today. I have thought long and 
hard about the desire for change, for 
reform, and for a better welfare sys- 
tem, and I share all of those goals. 

As I look at the bill before us, I re- 
main concerned. It does not provide 
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nearly enough of what I think is nec- 
essary for quality welfare reform. And 
it does not sufficiently protect our 
children or provide adults with the 
tools they need to move off of welfare 
and into work. 

But the bill before us is also a drastic 
improvement over the House welfare 
legislation, and, with the addition of 
the Dole-Daschle compromise, moves 
us more in the direction that I think is 
best for our Nation. So while it is with 
some reluctance. I have decided to cast 
my vote in favor of the bill before us 
today. I am doing so with the under- 
standing that the American people 
want and demand action, and are seek- 
ing a new way of accomplishing what 
the existing system has not been able 
to accomplish. I am willing to try a 
new way, but acknowledge freely that 
without the minimal protections put 
into place by the Dole-Daschle agree- 
ment with respect to child care and 
other important provisions, I would 
not be voting ‘‘yea’’ today. 

I cannot help hope that the con- 
ference committee will see fit to incor- 
porate more of the provisions con- 
tained in the work-first proposal intro- 
duced by Senator DASCHLE, which I co- 
sponsored. I still support and strongly 
prefer its provisions—its emphasis on 
transitioning welfare recipients to 
work, its understanding that providing 
childcare is a linchpin of successful re- 
form, and its premise that, despite very 
real abuses of the current system by 
some welfare recipients, most people 
want to get off welfare and work at a 
job that provides a living wage. But I 
realize that the conference committee 
is more likely to move this bill in a di- 
rection that I cannot support, by being 
more punitive to parents and, in the 
process harming children who have not 
chosen their parents or their cir- 
cumstances. 

Mr. President, it would be my inten- 
tion, should the bill return from the 
conference committee stripped of these 
moderating provisions, or including 
any of the more draconian provisions 
we defeated during the Senate debate, 
to cast my vote against the conference 
report. I hope that this will not be nec- 
essary and that we will be able to pass 
a conference report that really does 
move the Nation in the direction that 
we all want to see toward workable re- 
form that moves this generation off of 
dependency while ensuring that the 
next generation does not suffer from 
its parents’ failures or misfortunes. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak in support of a com- 
prehensive overhaul of our Nation’s 
welfare system. 

I would like to commend the distin- 
guished Majority Leader, Senator 
DOLE, and many of my colleagues for 
bringing a much-needed and timely bill 
to the floor of the Senate for action. 

I am also looking forward to what I 
believe can be a genuine spirit of bipar- 
tisanship as we seek to address some of 
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the aspects of our welfare system that 
have hurt, rather than helped, Ameri- 
cans forge a better future for them- 
selves and their families. 

Although it has been characterized as 
such, welfare reform should not be a 
conservative-versus-liberal issue, or a 
Democrat-versus-Republican issue. It 
should be an issue where we seek to in- 
volve and include various constructive 
points of view for a cause whose worth 
stretches beyond partisan political 
lines. 

Simply put, what we must strive for 
in this debate is to end welfare as a 
way of life for millions of Americans 
and their families, while at the same 
time preserving a safety net for those 
in our society who need a leg-up rather 
than a hand-out to succeed in their 
personal quest of the American dream. 

What we must be compelled to ac- 
complish is to require more individual 
responsibility, a strengthened work 
ethic, and a sense of discipline and 
order to the family, all while continu- 
ing to maintain our historic and com- 
passionate commitment to those who 
need our help in those dark times that 
are a part of everyone’s life at some 
time or another. 

Mr. President, I believe we can—and 
must—give them change with a human 
face. It is not necessary to be less com- 
passionate or less understanding, but it 
is possible to be less spendthrift and 
less generous to those who have taken 
undue advantage of our system. 

As we begin to meet these challenges 
and others, I am eager to work with all 
my colleagues to further improve this 
legislation and, in the process, craft a 
better America and set our Nation on а 
new and more responsible course into 
the 2186 century. 

Everything we and our parents have 
worked for to give us a better life and 
instill in us a sense of national purpose 
as well as personal responsibility is at 
stake in this debate. 

We, in America, all too frequently 
judge our Nation and measure our 
country’s worth as a people by stand- 
ards of economic statistics, by gold, 
silver and bronze medals won at world 
tournaments, or by military might as 
the world's greatest democracy. 

But to judge America in terms of a 
society, clearly we are lacking in many 
respects. 

In today’s society, it is hardly un- 
common for an individual to be smok- 
ing or drinking by the time they are 10; 
to be caught stealing by the time they 
are 11; to be hooked on drugs by the 
time they are 12; to be sexually active 
by 13 years of age; to be pregnant by 
the time of their 14th birthday; to be 
on welfare at 15; to be a high school 
drop-out at 16; and to have the Amer- 
ican dream be nothing more than a 
pipe dream at 17. 

Mr. President, to many this may be 
nothing less or nothing more than a 
worst-case scenario. But, unfortu- 
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nately, in the 1990’s it has become an 
acceptable scenario in America. How 
tragic; and how wrong. 

Welfare in America has become a 
way of life, a culture of despondency, a 
tradition of dismay, and has be- 
queathed а вай inheritance of 
dependance for millions of our citizens. 

Our challenge in these proceedings is 
not to make their lives more difficult 
by our efforts here, or to perpetuate 
any negative stereotypes, or to treat 
harshly those people in need of help; 
our solemn challenge is to give them a 
new chance, a new beginning, and to 
show them a different and better way 
of life. 

In the 196075, when many welfare pro- 
grams were designed and implemented 
by the Federal Government, we were 
willing to risk the involvement of 
central government in people's lives 
for the benefit of helping them to help 
themselves. 

Instead, welfare in the 1990’s is out of 
touch, out of cash, and out of tune with 
people’s lives. In an August 1993 
Yankelovich poll, respondents were 
asked, Do you think our current wel- 
fare system helps more families than it 
hurts, or hurts more families than it 
helps?” Twenty-four percent said that 
it helps more, while a commanding 62 
percent said it hurts more. 

Many might wonder what it is that 
we have bought with over $5 trillion in 
welfare funds over the past 30 years. 
Many might wonder what the returns 
have been on an investment we made 
three generations ago. 

It is a disappointing litany of our 
shortcomings as a society and as a 
compassionate democracy. 

Mr. President, what we are doing is 
rewarding the failure of the individual 
spirit to strive for greatness and per- 
sonal responsibility. As one pollster 
said, Welfare rewards what life pun- 
ishes.”’ 

Moreover, these social and cultural 
trends play a major role in, other 
trends involving crime and violence, 
both on the streets and in our homes; 
they affect education, urban decay, and 
our economy. Their link to each other 
is unmistakable. 

As former Education Secretary Wil- 
liam Bennett said: 

Over the last three decades we have experi- 
enced substantial social regression. Today, 
the forces of social decomposition are chal- 
lenging—and in some instances, overtaking— 
the forces of social composition. And when 
decomposition takes hold, it exacts an enor- 
mous human cost. 

These figures exact the toll and tally 
that cost. 

Since 1960, illegitimate births have 
soared by more than 400 percent; while 
only 5.3 percent of all births were out- 
of-wedlock in 1960, illegitimate births 
rose to 30 percent of all births by 1992. 

The pregnancy rate among unmar- 
ried teenagers has more than doubled 
since the early 1970’s, amounting to 
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over one million—one million—teen 
pregnancies every single year. 

While America’s marriage rate has 
declined spectacularly for 20 years by 
almost one-third to an all-time low, 
America’s divorce rate has increased 
by nearly 300 percent in the past 30 
years, subjecting more of our children 
to more broken families than ever be- 
fore. 

The Congressional Budget Office re- 
ports that 77 percent of unmarried ado- 
lescent mothers become welfare recipi- 
ents within 5 years of the birth of their 
first child. And many of them are stay- 
ing on welfare for a long time. In fact, 
more than half of the 9.5 million chil- 
dren receiving AFDC have parents who 
never married each other. 

Single-parent families account for 65 
percent of poor families with children, 
and they account for over half of all 
poor families. I should mention that 
studies show that almost 1 out of every 
4 children from one-parent families 
will be in poverty for 7 years or more, 
compared with only 2 percent from 
two-parent families. 

And, despite an explosion in welfare 
spending, more children live in poverty 
today—22 percent—than in 1965; 15 per- 
cent, which is when the famous—or in- 
famous—War on Poverty began. What 
does 22 percent mean in real terms? 
Try over 15 million children living in 
poverty in America today. 

The percentage of all American chil- 
dren dependent on AFDC welfare in- 
creased from 3.5 percent in 1960 to over 
13 percent in the 1990’s. 

While we are talking about AFDC—it 
has become a $23 billion Federal-State 
program supporting approximately 14.5 
million people—and that is a 3l-percent 
increase not over 1960 or 1965 or even 
1970, but а 31l-percent increase over 
1989; only 6 short years ago. 

Probably worst of all, among these 
terrible numbers, are these: 

First, of the 4.5 million households 
currently receiving AFDC benefits, 
well over half will remain dependent on 
the program for over а decade—10 
years—and many will remain depend- 
ent for 15 years or even longer. 

Second, and even worse, children 
raised in single-parent families are 
three times more likely to become wel- 
fare recipients themselves as adults—a 
clear continuing legacy of failure and 
the unmistakable mark of what the 
Heritage Foundation calls intergen- 
erational dependence. 

That is highlighted by the fact that 
60 percent of welfare recipients today 
are the children of welfare dependents 
from the previous generation. 

As I mentioned, America has spent $5 
trillion in welfare assistance since the 
start of the War on Poverty. 

Mr. President, we are losing—badly 
losing—the war within our borders 
against poverty and social decay. 

But through the haze and maze of 
this debate, we can learn from some of 
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the success stories of people who were 
once on welfare and had the courage 
and stamina to leave the system and 
seek a better life. 

For some, welfare meets a critical 
need; sometimes, a critical lifeline in 
troubled times. Our challenge is to re- 
form this system so that it works for 
more people, encourages more to leave 
the system for good and return to 
wage-earning jobs, and yet retains the 
vital portions of the safety net for the 
neediest among us. 

It can happen. It can work. We can 
make it a reality. 

I know because I have met the suc- 
cess stories firsthand. Take Melissa 
Brough from Portland, ME. She suc- 
ceeded in welfare. Sadly, she succeeded 
despite the system, not because of it. 
Listen to what she has to say: 

I started out just needing some subsidized 
child care so I could find a job to support us. 
I ended up trickling down through the sys- 
tem for 4 years. What a way to build self- 
confidence and self-esteem! 

It’s no wonder people get trapped in the 
welfare system, when competing resources 
seem to have money and statistics in mind 
instead of individuals“ * [LJet’s provide 
the resources and support * * * to help peo- 
ple along the road to self-sufficiency. 

Mr. President, Melissa is right. Self- 
sufficiency should be our goal, and the 
system we design must provide the re- 
sources and support to help people 
along that road. 

Sometimes, getting to success and 
self-sufficiency requires short-term 
sacrifices and tough choices. But there 
are stories to show that they are worth 
it. 

Tecia Girardin is a proud mother of 
three sons living in Readfield, ME. She 
works 50 hours a week and takes home 
$350 weekly in pay through her job at 
Progressive Distributors, a warehouse 
distribution center. She is now getting 
$345 a month in child support, and 2 
years ago put a downpayment on 48 
acres of land, where she hopes to build 
a house in the near future. 

But it was not always this way for 
Tecia and her boys. Years ago, she 
counted on food stamps to put food on 
her table at night. She used to rum- 
mage for aluminum cans to pay for the 
rent. 

Looking back, Tecia recalls, “16 was 
a nightmare, but we made it.“ She 
adds, “І was determined to make it оп 
my own. I just do not think a life of de- 
pendency is good—whether it is de- 
pendency on alcohol, drugs, or govern- 
ment assistance * * * I wanted to be 
free of welfare.” 

With her pride and her self-con- 
fidence, Tecia broke the shackles of 
welfare and took several tough jobs be- 
fore landing a position at Progressive 
Distributors, where she has now been 
for 5 years. She is off food stamps and 
off Medicaid, and it is been 4 years 
since her last benefit check. But times 
are still tough for her and her family. 

We still need to do more to help peo- 
ple like Tecia break free of the system. 
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I believe the majority leader's plan 
makes a good attempt to help people 
break free of the labyrinth of welfare. 

This legislation recognizes that the 
Federal Government does not have the 
ability to create a one-size-fits-all wel- 
fare program. Instead, it has made a 
necessary and bold change: States are 
awarded block grants to design a local 
program that meets unique State 
needs. 

I support this basic concept, and be- 
lieve it is essential that welfare reform 
give States the flexibility to address 
the unique problems of their citizens. 
At the Federal level, we simply do not 
know what will work. Each State 
should have the flexibility to address 
the problem as they understand it. 

In Maine, the principle reason that 
families go on welfare is divorce or sep- 
aration. That is the No. 1 reason: 42 
percent ‘of all AFDC recipients are 
forced onto welfare as a result of di- 
vorce or separation. In Maine, 61 per- 
cent of adult AFDC recipients have ob- 
tained their GED. The people behind 
these statistics may require quite dif- 
ferent welfare programs than people in 
densely populated States. 

That is why flexibility is a crucial 
tool—missing from existing welfare 
programs—that must be extended to 
the States. 

I also support the restoration of 
AFDC as a temporary assistance pro- 
gram, rather than a program which en- 
tangles and traps generation after gen- 
eration after generation. 

The legislation before us allows 
States to provide benefits for 5 years, 
but after that point benefits are termi- 
nated. As soon as a recipient is work 
ready, he or she will be required to 
work for their benefits. All recipients 
will be required to work after receiving 
benefits for 2 years. 

Nothing like a time-limited welfare 
system has ever been tried in this 
country. But we need to send a mes- 
sage to recipients that there are re- 
sponsibilities associated with receiving 
a welfare check: responsibility brings 
dignity. And to promote responsibility, 
there must be consequences to action 
or inaction. 

This bill also makes progress in an- 
other critical area of concern, one that, 
for many welfare recipients, has forced 
them into poverty: child support en- 
forcement. 

Child support enforcement is one of 
the most important provisions in our 
campaign to revamp the welfare sys- 
tem of this country. It affects every 
State—children at every income level— 
and it affects both single-mothers and 
single-fathers. As a national problem, 
child support enforcement merits a na- 
tional solution. And we must dem- 
onstrate our leadership by providing it. 

Iam proud to have worked in a bipar- 
tisan manner with the majority leader, 
Senator DOLE, and the Senator from 
New Jersey, Mr. BRADLEY, to develop a 
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sound and comprehensive national 
child support enforcement solution. 
The major provisions of our legislation 
have been incorporated into this pro- 
posal. 

To strengthen efforts to locate par- 
ents, the bill expands the federal par- 
ent locator system and provides for 
State-to-State access of the network. 

To increase paternity establishment, 
the bill makes it easier for fathers to 
voluntarily acknowledge paternity and 
encourages outreach. 

To facilitate the setting of effective 
child support orders, it calls for the es- 
tablishment of a National Child Sup- 
port Guidelines Commission to develop 
a national child support guideline for 
consideration by Congress, and pro- 
vides for a simplified process for review 
and adjustment of child support orders. 

And to facilitate child support en- 
forcement and collection, the bill ex- 
pands the penalties for child support 
delinquency to include the denial of 
professional, recreational, and driver's 
license to deadbeat parents, the impo- 
sition of liens on real property, and the 
automatic reporting of delinquency to 
credit unions. 

This provision has proven very effec- 
tive in my own State of Maine, where 
the State has collected more than $21 
million in child support payments by 
sending letters to delinquent parents 
with a very real threat to revoke pro- 
fessional licenses. 

This bill also grants families who are 
owed child support the right of first ac- 
cess to an IRS refund credited to a 
deadbeat parent and permits the denial 
of a passport for individuals who are 
more than $5,000 or 24 months in ar- 
rears. 

Mr. President, as I have pointed out, 
this legislation seeks to implement on 
a national level some of the successful 
child support enforcement mechanisms 
being utilized by some innovative 
States, like my home State of Maine. 

Clearly these efforts pay off. But we 
can—and must—do much more. We 
have the tools to replicate the suc- 
cesses of States like Maine on a na- 
tional level and begin to ease and even- 
tually lift the economic and emotional 
burdens caused by delinquent child 
support payments. 

Mr. President, as we reform the sys- 
tem to encourage welfare recipients to 
work, we must also ensure that we pro- 
vide for appropriate and adequate child 
care for mothers with young children. 
And in instances where that child care 
is not available, we cannot penalize 
mothers with young children at a very 
fragile and unstable time in their lives 
as they struggle to make ends meet. 

When we in this chamber talk about 
the need to protect the neediest in so- 
ciety and to protect some of our less 
fortunate citizens by casting a so- 
called safety net, nothing could rep- 
resent that support more than helping 
mothers care for their children as they 
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seek to make the move from the world 
of welfare to the world of work. 

We must not condone a situation 
where а woman would be forced to 
choose between her children’s well- 
being and her job and benefits. 

We cannot allow, for example, a 
woman to leave her two young children 
at home alone, unattended, because she 
is required to work. To do so would be 
to give them a Catch-22 choice, a 
choice between the devil and the deep 
blue sea. 

And many more women could be 
faced with that difficult choice than 
ever before under this bill. By requir- 
ing work participation rates to reach 
50 percent by fiscal year 2000, it is esti- 
mated this will add an additional 
665,000 children to those currently in 
need of child care. 

The truth is, we have a long way to 
go before we can assure access to child 
care—let alone affordable child care. In 
dozens of States across America, there 
are long waiting lists for child care. In 
Alabama, for example, there are nearly 
20,000 children on the waiting list for 
child care, adding up to an average 
wait between one and one-and-a-half 
years. 

In Texas, a staggering 35,692 children 
are on the waiting list, with waits as 
long as two years. In my home State of 
Maine, there are more than 3,000 chil- 
dren on the child care waiting list. 

Fortunately, there is light at the end 
of what for many women in this coun- 
try is a very long tunnel. 

I am extremely pleased to be able to 
say that the majority leader has de- 
cided to incorporate a major provision, 
I authored along with some of my col- 
leagues, into this proposal to help ad- 
dress the issue of child care for parents 
on welfare. This is a critical issue for 
welfare reform, and one I have been 
working to address since the debate on 
welfare began. 

With this new provision incorporated 
into the proposal, States will be pro- 
hibited from sanctioning mothers with 
children aged 5 or under if the State 
cannot provide adequate and affordable 
child care for those recipients whom it 
requires to go to work. 

This is important considering that 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services has estimated that almost 62 
percent of welfare recipients have chil- 
dren aged 5 or under. Р 

I am also pleased to have been in- 
volved in a bipartisan effort by work- 
ing with Senators ORRIN HATCH, CHRIS- 
TOPHER DODD, BILL COHEN, JOHN 
CHAFEE, JIM JEFFORDS and NANCY 
KASSEBAUM to allocate an additional $3 
billion over 5 years in child care serv- 
ices funding. 

Under this agreement reached with 
the majority leader, the States will be 
required to match child care funds at 
the Medicaid match rate. ‹ 

This additional funding, when com- 
bined with the $1 billion that Senator 
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HATCH's amendment sets aside for child 
care, will go a long way to ensuring 
that we make our welfare reform pro- 
posals viable and realistic options for 
single parents who need care for their 
children in this country. 

Adequate child care funding is a 
major issue that the Governors them- 
selves—in a letter to Majority Leader 
DOLE dated September 13—called the 
largest part of the up-front investment 
needed for successful welfare reform. 
And they are right. 

This provision on child care funding 
is a significant point of agreement and 
consensus for all of us in this historic 
legislation, and I am heartened to see 
its addition to the bill. 

We have also made progress in an- 
other area that I consider critical to 
our reform efforts—and that is the im- 
portant issue of State maintenance of 
effort. 

I, along with many of my colleagues, 
believe this area is a central compo- 
nent to the success of the reforms be- 
fore us because we believe it is essen- 
tial to continue the shared Federal- 
State partnership in welfare. 

Since 1935 when title IV of the Social 
Security Act was signed into law, wel- 
fare has been a shared Federal-State 
responsibility. As we move to reengi- 
neer the system, both sides must renew 
their commitment to the partnership— 
and by this I mean both their moral 
commitment and their financial obli- 
gations. 

Indeed, the States, like the Federal 
Government, face many competing 
forces for funding. 

With the mandate from the public to 
reduce spending and balance State 
budgets, Governors and State legisla- 
tures face the same tough choices that 
we in Congress. are in the process of 
making. 

Some have written that this is not a 
question of trust.’’ But I believe it is, 
and some States are working hard to 
meet that trust, and they are succeed- 
ing. 

Many States, like my State of Maine, 
have already made a strong commit- 
ment to welfare reform and I know 
that they will continue to do so. But 
my concern is that some States—pre- 
cisely because of those competing 
forces for funding—may not. 

States have a tremendous stake in 
the success of our welfare system. They 
should have a financial commitment as 
well, both in the cost as well as in the 
potential savings. 

That is why we must include provi- 
sions requiring States to continue the 
Federal-State partnership. 

Let me be clear about one point: We 
are not asking the States to increase 
their financial contribution, but we 
need to make sure that they do con- 
tribute. Toward that end, I supported 
and was cosponsor of the Breaux 
amendment to make those figures a 90 
percent contribution over five years. 
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In response, the leadership agreed to 
include language that would require 
States to provide 80 percent of their 
fiscal year 1994 contribution to welfare 
for 5 years—the full lifespan of this 
bill. 

Mr. President, let me conclude by 
saying that, like all broad-reaching 
Government reforms, this is not a per- 
fect solution to the vast challenges 
that face our welfare system. There are 
some aspects that сап--гегһарв 
should—be improved. But I believe that 
this legislation moves us closer to a 
workable solution. 

We have already spent countless bil- 
lions on a welfare system that has 
made little progress in resolving the 
problems of the poor. We cannot afford 
to simply do nothing—to maintain the 
status quo, with all of its perverse in- 
centives. 

Instead, we must act now, and begin 
the process of ending welfare as a way 
of life, and restoring welfare assistance 
to its original purpose, to provide tem- 
porary help to our neighbors in need. 

Americans have long demonstrated 
their generosity and their commitment 
to help our neighbors, families, and 
children in need. Yet Americans de- 
serve to see results for their efforts and 
their investment in assisting the need- 
iest. For 30 years, our welfare system 
has delivered positive results sporadi- 
cally at best. Americans are demanding 
more for their investment, and we in 
Congress must heed their call and help 
States achieve welfare’s noble goals. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
for a very long time, I have argued for 
welfare reform. My fundamental goal 
for reform is to see parents work and 
accept personal responsibility. Welfare 
should be a temporary program to help 
people become independent, not a trap 
of long-term dependency. But at the 
same time, innocent children should be 
protected and not punished for cir- 
cumstances beyond their control. 

I rise to explain how I came to the 
conclusion to vote for the final version 
of welfare reform legislation before the 
Senate this afternoon. My vote is for 
the basic idea that the current welfare 
system can’t be continued. It must be 
changed. This bill is now our oppor- 
tunity for changing the rules and en- 
couraging major reform. While I 
strongly opposed the original bill of- 
fered by the Majority Leader, BOB 
DOLE, I am relieved that the persistent, 
dedicated work of a team that I was 
proud to join has resulted in many 
changes—including some major im- 
provements that were essential for 
West Virginia—to the legislation. In 
my view, there are still flaws and dis- 
appointments in this bill. But as some- 
one who serves to achieve the most 
good possible through consensus and 
cooperation, I am voting for this bill to 
do just that. 
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West Virginians have told me for a 
long time why they are anxious for 
welfare reform. It is unfair to hard- 
working families when it is too easy 
for others to receive public assistance 
that does not end. And for parents who 
want to work or can work, the system 
has to emphasize the means to that end 
instead of the criteria for staying on 
welfare. None of this will be easy, but 
it is time for these changes. 

This is not a new mission for me. I 
have worked on ways to reform our 
welfare system for years. In 1982 as 
Governor of West Virginia, I was proud 
to start a program called Community 
Work Experience Program in our State 
that required many parents on welfare 
to work in their community when they 
could not find private sector jobs, 
mostly because of high unemployment. 
This idea is more commonly known as 
workfare, and West Virginia was one of 
the first two States in the country to 
start this program and we are still 
using it today. I believe in workfare 
and community service as important 
alternatives when a private sector job 
is not available. 

In the Senate, I continued to work on 
changing the welfare system, and I am 
proud of the efforts begun in 1988 under 
the Family Support Act that passed 
with strong bipartisan involvement 
and support. This legislation was an 
important first step. While we all know 
that the Family Support Act was not 
perfect, it began to change the system 
to move families from welfare to work. 
The Family Support Act also gave 
States the latitude to try various ap- 
proaches to welfare reform which have 
now encouraged bolder efforts, today. 

Based on my goals for West Virginia 
and my work as Chairman of the Na- 
tional Commission on Children, I par- 
ticipated in the welfare reform debate 
as а cosponsor and strong proponent of 
the Democratic Leader’s bill, Work 
First.” In my view, it was a mistake 
for the Senate to reject our amend- 
ment containing this bill. Work 
First” would end welfare as we know it 
by eliminating the existing Aid to 
Families With Dependent Children 
(AFDC). The Democratic alternative 
would require work and promote paren- 
tal responsibility, and yet at the same 
time provide the best safeguards for 
both children and State budgets during 
times of economic downturns. Unfortu- 
nately, this strong package was not 
taken seriously by the Republican side 
and was defeated. 

So in good faith, Democrats did not 
disappear from the process to enact 
welfare reform, nor did we surrender on 
the goals we think the American peo- 
ple share, too. We have spent the last 
week on the floor to push for consensus 
and compromise on very important is- 
sues. It was discouraging to deal with 
the original Republicans’ bill that 
made promises without the means to 
keep those promises. The early refusal 
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to work in a bipartisan spirit was un- 
necessary, and made it very difficult to 
work through decisions that will have 
consequences for taxpayers and poor 
families in our States. But we persisted 
in order to make our best attempt at 
achieving welfare reform and protect- 
ing principles represented in the ‘‘Work 
First” alternative. 

As a result, major changes have been 
made to the Republican bill on the 
Senate floor, including adding a main- 
tenance of effort requirement to ensure 
that States continue to invest their 
fair share to help needy children and 
their families. This was a victory for 
the principle of responsible govern- 
ment and a major step in reserving 
adequate resources for poor children. 

Child care funding is another fun- 
damental change to the original Dole 
bill that is absolutely crucial if we are 
serious about moving parents from wel- 
fare to work. We should insist that par- 
ents go to work, but we also must be 
realistic and acknowledge that a lack 
of safe, affordable child care remains a 
barrier. Democrats worked very hard 
to secure additional funding for child 
care. I still worry that this final com- 
promise might be short on funding, but 
І ат relieved that we secured the addi- 
tional funds for something that fami- 
lies literally can not go without. Let us 
remember that parents are put in jail 
for leaving children unattended. Gov- 
ernment can not require parents to be 
at work if they do not have a way for 
their children to be cared for. When we 
talk about family values, child care be- 
longs in how to turn our rhetoric into 
reality. 

If we make the huge leap from an en- 
titlement to a block grant program, 
one of my early goals has been to se- 
cure a contingency fund to provide ad- 
ditional help to States when poverty 
rises. Under the Democratic Work 
First’’ alternative, we maintained the 
historic Federal-State shared respon- 
sibility for this population so there was 
no need for a contingency fund. But 
under a block grant approach, there is 
a need for some type of safeguard in 
times of high unemployment, natural 
disasters, or other unforeseen reasons 
that increase the number of very poor 
families in a State. 

As a former Governor who led my 
State of West Virginia through a se- 
vere recession with double-digit unem- 
ployment rates, I am keenly aware of 
this problem. Families who always 
worked and never wanted welfare were 
temporarily forced to seek assistance 
because of harsh economic conditions 
in my State in the 1980s. Then, Federal 
assistance was there to help needy fam- 
ilies through hard times even though 
our State revenues declined, and it 
would have been impossible for West 
Virginia to serve needy families with- 
out additional Federal help. Even with 
a contingency grant fund, I worry how 
a block grant approach will work when 
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a State or several States face problems 
of high unemployment or a natural dis- 
aster. But after a hard battle, we man- 
aged to get a provision into this final 
legislation that will make the contin- 
gency fund a grant program, instead of 
loans, and which will offer real help 
when families and States hit difficult 
times. 

As we think about the problems of 
unemployment, it brings to mind the 
worries of what happens to families 
who hit the time-limit in the midst of 
a deep recession? I know numerous per- 
sonal stories, because I know families 
on welfare in West Virginia who would 
eagerly work, but the jobs just are not 
there. I submitted two specific amend- 
ments to this bill designed to give 
States the option of waiving the time 
limits for good reasons—such as high 
unemployment or if adults simply 
could not work because they were ill, 
incapacitated, or caring for a disabled 
child. In my view, it would be best to 
spell out limited reasons for excep- 
tions. While my criteria were not 
adopted, our success in winning an in- 
crease in the States’ hardship waiver 
from 15 percent to 20 percent will 
achieve the same goal. I appreciate the 
strong support for my amendments 
that was voiced by the National Gov- 
ernors’ Association, State Legisla- 
tures, and other officials who know the 
practicalities involved in real welfare 
reform. 

І also want to note why it is so essen- 
tial to maintain the Senate approach 
on child welfare, foster care and adop- 
tion assistance. In the Finance Com- 
mittee, we specifically stated our in- 
tention to retain current law so that 
the Nation’s basic commitment to 
abused and neglected child would con- 
tinue. Child welfare is very different 
than general cash assistance for poor 
children. Child welfare serves children 
at risk of abuse and neglect in their 
own homes. We should not reduce or 
cap Federal aid to such vulnerable chil- 
dren. That means we must maintain 
the entitlement nature of foster care 
and adoption assistance. There is sup- 
port from both sides of the aisle for 
this in the Senate, and I specifically 
want to commend Senator CHAFEE for 
his leadership on the important issue. 
The Senate approach on child welfare 
and foster care system must be pre- 
served in the conference, and I am per- 
sonally determined that we not retreat 
from the country’s important guide- 
lines and reliable support that abused 
and neglected children rely on. 

Bold changes in child support en- 
forcement are a real victory in this leg- 
islative package. Because this was one 
section developed in a bipartisan man- 
ner from an early point, it has not at- 
tracted much debate or public atten- 
tion. But West Virginians and our fel- 
low Americans certainly know the sig- 
nificance of child support and insisting 
on parental responsibility. There are 
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billions of dollars owed to children by 
absent parents. I cosponsored the bi- 
partisan legislation offered by Senator 
BRADLEY which provided a good frame- 
work for the tough provisions in this 
legislation that will help collect those 
dollars. Getting tough on child support 
is a priority. 

In addition to changing the rules, we 
also need to change attitudes. It is pa- 
thetic that adults are more responsible 
about paying their car loan payments 
than their child support. This is unac- 
ceptable and must be turned around. 

As Chairman of the bipartisan Na- 
tional Commission on Children, I have 
been working on the issue of welfare 
and families closely for years. I want 
to find creative, bipartisan ways to 
strengthen and stabilize families. Our 
Commission issued a unanimous report 
that called for a whole new approach 
on children and family policy at all 
levels—Federal, State, and in our com- 
munities. The legislation passed today 
reflect some of the direction rec- 
ommended by the Children’s Commis- 
sion. I strongly support the idea that 
States and local communities must 
take a leadership role in helping all 
families, including those needy fami- 
lies on welfare. 

And again, I repeat my hope that this 
country will maintain a nationwide, 
steadfast commitment to safeguarding 
children. Our country has a stake in 
every child, whether a child is born to 
a poor family in rural West Virginia or 
a family in an inner city. A child born 
to an unwed mother has the same basic 
needs and the same potential, as a 
child who is more fortunate and born 
into a stable, wealthy family. I hon- 
estly don’t believe that the legitimate 
cry we hear for welfare reform is a de- 
mand to forget or abandon children. 

As I said at the outset, I believe in 
welfare reform, and it is obvious that 
the American public demands it. 

As someone who has fought for chil- 
dren and families for years, I hope that 
the States receiving so much new re- 
sponsibility for the fate of their poor 
citizens will take it very, very seri- 
ously. 

Children are two out of three people 
who depend on welfare today, and they 
should not be punished. Because of this 
deep concern, I was one of the members 
who pushed very hard to incorporate 
an evaluation amendment into this leg- 
islation. We should acknowledge that 
this legislation is a huge experiment. 
We are eliminating the Federal safety 
net that has assured minimum support 
for needy children and families for over 
60 years, and this legislation will re- 
place it with a new approach. While 
AFDC has serious flaws and must be 
changed, this approach is new and 
untested. I feel a strong moral obliga- 
tion to thoroughly study and evaluate 
how this new approach serves children 
and families. Optimists and staunch 
supporters of the Work Opportunity 
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Act predict this bill will reduce de- 
pendency and move families from wel- 
fare to work. Critics warn that chil- 
dren will end up on the streets. 

I am willing to try, and I am willing 
to vote for this legislation. But I insist 
that we monitor it closely to evaluate 
carefully how children are affected. Be- 
cause of our evaluation amendment, we 
now have this commitment and obliga- 
tion. 

I truly hope that this bill fulfills its 
bold promise to help move families 
from welfare to work and to end the 
cycle of dependency. When a con- 
ference is established to negotiate the 
final welfare reform bill to send to the 
President, I hope that the debate and 
revisions that have taken place here in 
the Senate will be taken extremely se- 
riously. And if and when a welfare re- 
form bill is signed into law, and if the 
warnings of the critics are true and 
children are abandoned, we must swift- 
ly revise the law and try again. 

My fundamental principle remains 
that children should be protected. 
From my work on the National Com- 
mission on Children, I believe in build- 
ing consensus and trying creative ap- 
proaches. For the sake of our children, 
and the future of our country, we need 
to chart a bipartisan course that em- 
phasizes cooperation on behalf of chil- 
dren and families. Children should not 
become pawns in a partisan rhetoric 
and politics, and I hope that the con- 
ference on welfare reform will adopt 
such an approach so that common 
ground and reasonable compromises 
will be achieved. 

I congratulate the numerous Sen- 
ators, staff members, and experts who 
devoted untold hours and energy into 
preventing the original Dole bill from 
succeeding and working out important, 
vital improvements. West Virginia was 
better served through the process of 
these revisions, and will be better 
equipped to prod and help poor families 
avoid dependency. I worked hard to 
achieve the changes most important to 
my State, and I hope they will remain 
in the final welfare reform legislation 
that must be negotiated with the 
House. 

Welfare reform must also work in the 
real world. We have seen in the recent 
months once again how attractive the 
words are to politicians and others who 
see advantage in dividing people, scor- 
ing cheap points, and pretending that 
the country’s problems are easy to 
solve. That is an injustice to all Ameri- 
cans, to taxpayers frustrated with the 
welfare system and to the families who 
find themselves poor for whatever rea- 
son. We know that America feels best 
when we succeed in achieving ambi- 
tious goals by pulling together, living 
up to our Nation’s principles, and mak- 
ing the effort required to get the job 
done. Welfare reform is a very ambi- 
tious goal, and the passage of this bill 
takes us one step further to accom- 
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plishing the real results and true 
change that Americans expect. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, 30 years 
ago President Johnson had a dream of 
a “Great Society’’ where the United 
States Government would undertake to 
lift the poor out of their wretchedness. 
Today, the intended nobility of his 
dream has been obliterated by the hor- 
rors of crime, drugs, illegitimacy and 
total family breakdown. Mr. President, 
I am not just saying that welfare does 
not work; I am saying that it is hurt- 
ing those it purports to help. 

Hundreds of thousands of Americans 
are suffering because the Federal Gov- 
ernment insists on centralized control 
over a system that is not living up to 
its promises. Thirty years of welfare 
state have not eradicated poverty, not 
made a dent in poverty; if anything, 
poverty in America has become more 
wretched than ever before. 

What we know now, Mr. President, is 
a Federal bureaucracy that has shown 
itself virtually incapable helping needy 
people. More Federal mandates are not 
the answer. Control over welfare must 
be relinquished to State and local gov- 
ernments. Federal control certainly 
does not work, and the only way we 
can determine what kind of public as- 
sistance program will work is if we let 
States and local communities experi- 
ment. 

Mr. President, I have heard from peo- 
ple in Washington State who have 
knowledge of and experience with the 
present system and who fervently be- 
lieve in disassembling welfare as we 
know it. 

This year, Washington State legisla- 
tors tried to overhaul the State welfare 
system. Their frustration mounted as 
their innovative ideas were killed by 
overwhelming amounts of waivers, di- 
rectors and general red tape from the 
Federal Government. 

Social workers are often too busy 
keeping up with paperwork and com- 
plicated, sometimes conflicting, Fed- 
eral regulations to help people get jobs 
and become self-sufficient. 

I have listened to people who are on 
or have been on welfare. Their stories 
alone are enough to convince me that 
the system has to be charged. Welfare, 
you see, punishes people for trying to 
get out. One woman in Whatcom Coun- 
ty was not allowed to participate in a 
job training program because she 
hadn’t been receiving public assistance 
long enough. 

Mr. President, the faults and iniqui- 
ties of welfare run wide and deep. We 
must face the problem. We must stop 
pretending that by tinkering here or 
changing a bit there that everything 
will be better. What we must do is com- 
pletely restructure public assistance in 
America. It is well past time for Wash- 
ington, DC to relinquish control over 
welfare to States and local commu- 
nities. 

There are a lot of things the Federal 
Government is good at—handing out 
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checks and creating bureaucracies are 
particular areas of expertise. But the 
Federal Government is not so good at 
setting people free from its control. 

The current system pits people 
against government institutions. it 
prohibits innovation. When local com- 
munities try to implement new ways to 
combat poverty, unemployment and il- 
legitimacy, the bureaucracy balks, 
throwing up barriers to new ideas and 
community involvement, and enforcing 
the same old mandates. 

Frankly, Mr. President, bureauc- 
racies do not care if people get off wel- 
fare or stay on it for the rest of their 
lives. But there are many of us who do 
care, who do want to relieve the plight 
of so many of our fellow Americans. 

The liberals who have supported the 
Welfare State these many years are re- 
acting with vehemence against propos- 
als to let States and local communities 
have more of a say in public assistance 
programs. This reaction points to the 
distrust most liberals have toward peo- 
ple, as opposed to government institu- 
tions. Does it make sense to say thata 
bureaucrat in Washington, DC cares 
more about needy people in Spokane, 
WA, than do the actual citizens of that 
community? I do not believe so. 

Mr. President, the only way to stop 
the dependency, the illegitimacy, the 
family breakdown, and the hopeless- 
ness of the current system is to truly 
change—not merely tinker with—the 
way it is run. If our goal is to improve 
people's lives, then we can’t continue 
оп the path we're оп now. 

We must allow people the oppor- 
tunity to make their own lives, to pro- 
vide for themselves and their families, 
to feel the pride of honest work, and to 
be the deciders of their fate—not to 
have the Federal Government as their 
master. 

Mr. President, I support the majority 
leader’s welfare reform bill because it 
provides the best means for giving re- 
sponsibility back to local communities 
and ending the Federal Government's 
control over how money is spent and 
programs administered. This legisla- 
tion, America’s Work and Family Op- 
portunities Act of 1995, does not fall 
into the trap of trying to manage the 
system from Washington, DC. State 
and local governments, instead of being 
told what to do by Federal bureau- 
crats, are allowed to experiment and 
come up with solutions that meet local 
needs. 

The last thing we need is yet more 
Federal mandates to stifle local inno- 
vations and solutions. Mandates that 
sound wonderful in the Nation’s Cap- 
ital can wreak havoc when they are put 
into practice—in truth, we have no way 
of knowing if they will work. Giving 
States flexibility will produce pro- 
grams both successful and unsuccess- 
ful; when we can distinguish one from 
the other, perhaps more Federal guid- 
ance will be in order. 
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Our only hope for ending welfare as 
we know it, Mr. President, is to end the 
bureaucracy, end the incentives for 
staying on the rolls and out of work, 
and end the institution which has bred 
social disintegration. Washington, DC 
is going to have to do something en- 
tirely foreign to its nature: give up 
some of its power and mind its own 
business. 

Mr. President, it is no longer enough 
to say that we mean well, that we have 
the proverbial good intentions. Let’s 
stop the arrogant, self-important as- 
sumption that we can single-handedly 
run things out of Washington, DC. In 
the case of welfare, that’s what we've 
been doing for 30 years, and its been a 
disaster. 

My goals is reforming welfare area 
straightforward: Do away with the cur- 
rent system, and replace it with one 
that encourages work, discourages ille- 
gitimacy, and stops the cycle of family 
destruction. I believe America’s Work 
and Family Opportunities Act of 1995 
will best accomplish these goals. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, although I 
vote today in support of welfare re- 
form, it is with strong reservations. 

We all agree that our Nation’s wel- 
fare system needs reform. Members on 
both sides of the aisle, most of our con- 
stituents, our Governors, everyone 
agrees that the current system does 
not work. 

And while we all have agreed that 
the system needs change, there has not 
been agreement on the right approach. 


‘The original Dole welfare proposal was 


totally unacceptable. It failed to des- 
ignate a dime for child care, would 
force parents to leave kids home alone, 
and did not focus on actually getting 
our current welfare recipients into real 
work. 

Enough significant improvements 
have been made, however, to lead me to 
vote for this bill. It looks totally dif- 
ferent from the House version and is no 
longer the bill introduced by the ma- 
jority leader. 

The bill now emphasizes work. Un- 
like its original version, it now meas- 
ures work instead of participation 
rates. It recognizes that child care is 
essential to getting people with young 
children to work. The bill now includes 
а work bonus for States and includes 
other provisions that truly commit us 
to moving adults off the welfare rolls 
and onto payrolls. 

The current version of the bill also 
includes many more protections for 
children. The original Dole bill des- 
ignated no money for child care. We 
now have $8 billion over 5 years to help 
ensure that no child is left home alone. 
I initially pushed for $11 billion, the 
amount we have heard is necessary to 
make the work requirements effective, 
and came close to securing that 
amount. 

In the original Dole bill, women with 
infants and toddlers, in effect, would 
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have been told to leave their kids home 
alone or face penalties. The bill we 
vote on today says that mothers with 
children under 6 cannot be sanctioned 
if they cannot find child care. The 
modification also says that States can 
limit required work hours for parents 
with kids under age 6 from 35 hours to 
20 hours per week. 


Democrats made significant improve- 
ments in other areas too. The bill now 
includes a maintenance of effort re- 
quirement for States so that taking 
care of our Nation’s poor children re- 
mains a joint responsibility between 
the Federal and State governments. 
And the bill provides a limited contin- 
gency fund for States to deal with 
downturns in the economy. It is not as 
much as I would like to see, but it rec- 
ognizes that flat-funded block grants 
do not address sudden or prolonged 
changes in a State’s economy. 


The bill also, now, provides money 
for second chance homes—as a way to 
really try and get at the problem of 
teen pregnancy. The original Dole bill 
had no money for these homes. I also 
am pleased that punitive measures 
that would have required all States to 
impose the family cap and deny bene- 
fits to teen mothers have been defeated 
and excluded from the bill. 


While I am pleased with the changes 
we were able to make in the bill, prob- 
lems remain. It includes no protection 
for children whose parents meet the 
time limit. Republicans opposed even 
allowing States to decide whether or 
not they would provide vouchers for 
children whose parents met the time 
limit. The absence of this provision—a 
safety net for kids—troubles me. 


Also of concern, the contingency 
fund offers States only $1 billion where 
we sought $5 billion. I worry, ulti- 
mately, about the impact of these defi- 
ciencies on States that face economic 
downturns. 


But ultimately, all of us must make 
a choice here today, and despite the 
measure’s deficiencies—I intend to 
vote to move the process forward. But 
I want to make myself perfectly clear: 
if it returns from the House, looking 
less like the bill we have here today— 
if it destroys child protection pro- 
grams, if it takes away school lunches, 
if its child care provisions do not re- 
flect the significant progress that’s 
been made in this body over the passed 
week—then this bill and welfare reform 
is in real trouble. 


So I hope that a strong vote for the 
bill today will not be construed as an 
indication of support for whatever 
comes back from conference. This is 
simply not the case. A serious retreat 
from what we adopt here today will 
lead me to stand up and oppose the leg- 
islation. 


As I have said all the way along, I be- 
lieve that going from welfare to work 
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is something that ought to be sup- 
ported. This vehicle gives us the oppor- 
tunity to do that with the improve- 
ments that have been made in it. So, 
with reluctance, I will support this leg- 
islation and await the outcome of the 
conference. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, making 
significant alterations in a govern- 
mental service or program that affects 
many people almost always will be con- 
troversial. The Senate will act today 
on a bill that falls into that category. 
The welfare reform legislation address- 
es a vexing set of social problems, a 
portion of our population that indis- 
putably has great need, and our soci- 
ety’s hopes and desires that people, es- 
pecially children, be treated humanely 
but that all adults able to do so con- 
tribute to the Nation in which they 
live and achieve self-sufficiency to the 
extent of their potential. 

There are some component issues 
about which there is widespread agree- 
ment. The existing welfare structure 
fails in far too many cases to provide a 
sufficient incentive to adults—and the 
various kinds of temporary assistance 
they need—to move toward self-suffi- 
ciency. The abuses of the existing sys- 
tem—while they very likely are statis- 
tically infrequent—are sufficiently fre- 
quent and sufficiently provocative that 
the system has lost the support of the 
American people. The commendable be- 
nevolence of the American people to- 
ward those who truly have experienced 
misfortune due to no fault of their own 
and need some help in getting back on 
their feet, has been sorely tested. 

Indeed, my patience with the existing 
welfare system has been exhausted. It 
is my judgment that our welfare sys- 
tem badly needs overhaul. It is failing 
to contribute sufficiently to the self- 
sufficiency of those it is intended to 
help. Instead, all too often it perpet- 
uates dependency. 

Welfare reform was a prominent ob- 
jective of those whose party won the 
elections last fall, and who gained con- 
trol of both Houses of the Congress. 
They produced legislation to dramati- 
cally alter the existing welfare struc- 
ture and system. Earlier this year, the 
House of Representatives passed a far- 
reaching bill. That bill basically takes 
the welfare problem and dumps it in 
the lap of State governments. It an- 
nounces in effect, “Henceforth, the 
wellbeing of impoverished adults and 
their children will not be a Federal 
problem.” That bill takes the Federal 
funding now being spent on welfare, 
and, after cutting the amount, simply 
hands it to the States and says “Со 
solve this problem. Good luck.” While 
that is admittedly a dramatic over- 
simplification of the bill, it is a bill I 
could not support. 

The majority leader, Senator DOLE, 
brought a welfare reform bill to the 
Senate floor in August—a significantly 
modified version of legislation reported 
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earlier by the Senate Finance Commit- 
tee. Mr. President, that bill was not 
satisfactory to me. It was excessively 
punitive—it appeared to penalize the 
poor harshly for conditions not infre- 
quently beyond their control. It, like 
its House counterpart, appeared to be a 
headlong rush to dump the problem of 
welfare on State governments, with lit- 
tle concern for the impact on the im- 
poverished or the States or the social 
fabric of our Nation. 

But I’m pleased and relieved to say 
that, to a considerable extent, the leg- 
islative process our Founding Fathers 
established worked as it was designed. 
A number of colleagues on this side of 
the aisle, some on the other side, and I 
offered a series of amendments de- 
signed to transform the bill into a bill 
worthy of the term “reform.” 

The results of this process confront 
us today, Mr. President. It is not a per- 
fect bill, not by a long shot. It differs 
in a number of ways from the bill I 
would design were I in a position to de- 
cree the complexion of our Nation’s 
welfare system. 

But in the face of great need to shore 
up the way in which our Nation deals 
with its impoverished population, a 
widespread demand by the public to 
make major changes in our welfare sys- 
tem, and the social imperative to focus 
our available resources on moving poor 
adults into self-sufficiency and provide 
a path from poverty for poor children, 
I believe this is a bill that meets the 
threshold test for acceptability. It 
turns the corner from a street going 
the wrong direction onto а street 
pointing toward our objective. 

One has only to look at the altera- 
tions made in the bill while it was 
being considered on the floor. 

While the ultimate responsibility for 
poor people is shifted to the States, the 
States are required, for the next 5 
years, to continue to spend a minimum 
of 80 percent of the amounts they spent 
for welfare in past years and 100 per- 
cent of the amounts they have spent 
for child care. The original Dole bill 
contained no such maintenance of ef- 
fort requirements. 

The original Senate bill contained no 
funding whatsoever for child care for 
children of adults required by the bill 
to seek work. The bill on which we will 
vote today authorizes $8 billion for this 
purpose. 

The original bill measured its success 
in moving persons from welfare to 
work on the basis of participation 
rates. The bill on which we will vote 
today will measure actual work. 

The original Dole bill raided existing 
job training funds to include them in 
the welfare block grants to the States. 
The bill before us today drops the job 
training titles, and the Senate will re- 
turn to address those separately at a 
later date. 

The Dole bill required all adults on 
welfare to seek work and accept jobs 
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when offered. The bill on which we will 
vote today exempts mothers of infants 
less than 1 year old. 

The Dole bill made no distinction be- 
tween women with very young children 
and women with school-age children. 
The bill we consider today permits the 
States to comply with the work re- 
quirement if mothers of children under 
age 6 work a minimum of 20 hours a 
week. 

Mr. President, I am confident this 
bill will pass the Senate today. I intend 
to support it. Should this bill, or one 
substantially like it, become law, it 
will establish the national laboratory 
desired by the Governors and legisla- 
tors of many of our States. The atten- 
tion will now shift to the States—to 
see if they can, as they have fervently 
maintained, achieve economics never 
realized by the Federal Government, 
and, in particular, to see if they can 
move adult welfare recipients into 
work. I am very hopeful that the advo- 
cates—both at the State level and here 
in Washington—knew what they were 
talking about and will show themselves 
to have merited our trust and con- 
fidence on these very important mat- 
ters. 

This course is not without risk, but 
the imperative for reasonable action 
demands that we take some risk. That 
is the only way we can leave behind a 
psychology of dependency and instill a 
psychology of self-help with tem- 
porary, transitional government assist- 
ance. It is the only way we can redefine 
welfare so that, for the able bodied 
adult population, it means assistance 
in preparing for, finding, and holding 
gainful employment. I support these 
changes in direction; consequently I 
will vote to pass this bill. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I want 
to emphasize two key considerations. 
First, the conference action on this bill 
will be critical. The safeguards and 
moderations added to the bill on the 
Senate floor are vital to my support 
and that of a number of my colleagues. 
I am very hopeful that the conferees, 
particularly those of the majority 
party, will keep this in mind, and that 
they want to enact a bill that has the 
support from both parties that will be 
necessary to secure enactment. 

Second, if this bill passes today— 
even if this bill becomes law—no one 
should prepare to relax. Some of the 
vexing problems confronting our soci- 
ety are addressed in this bill. But by 
and large this bill deals with persons 
who already have been left behind by 
our society. Its provisions are reme- 
dial. The bill does nothing to reach out 
to this Nation’s greatest resource—our 
children—and provide to them the edu- 
cational opportunities and the opportu- 
nities for participation in positive ac- 
tivities ranging from Boy and Girl 
Scouts to athletics that will weave 
them into the fabric of our culture, 
prepare them to take their place as 
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self-sufficient and psychologically sta- 
ble adults, and give them an alter- 
native to falling into the activities of 
the street that can spell alienation, 
lives of crime, or even untimely death. 
We have much, much more to do, Mr. 
President, and this is only the opening 
chapter. 

I commend those who struggled to 
make this bill more realistic, more hu- 
mane, and more likely to live up to the 
grand promises it pronounces. I share 
the hope of those who vote for the bill 
that it will, indeed, change the course 
of public assistance for the benefit of 
the children and adults directly af- 
fected, our communities, our tax- 
payers, and our Nation as a whole. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, the Amer- 
ican people are united by the fun- 
damental issues of welfare reform 
which have divided us throughout 
much of this debate. It is clear that 
they have demanded a dramatic change 
to a system which they view as ineffec- 
tive and indeed as an impediment to 
the progress of both the individual and 
society as a whole. The $387 billion wel- 
fare system has sapped the spirit of 
many, most especially of our young 
people, and our national economic 
strength. 

It has now been 60 years since the So- 
cial Security Act was passed which cre- 
ated the aid to families with dependent 
children program. According to the act 
itself, the purpose of title IV of the So- 
cial Security Act, is in part, to help 
maintain and strengthen family life 
and to help such parents or relatives to 
attain or retain capability for the max- 
imum self-support and personal inde- 
pendence. 

For too many, this is no longer a sys- 
tem which helps to maintain and 
strengthen family life in America. 
Many, in fact, believe the welfare sys- 
tem has the opposite effect on families. 
The theories which supported public 
policy in the past have been dispelled 
by the last 30 years of experience. The 
misplaced hope that Washington could 
somehow correctly calculate the for- 
mula to solve the problems of poverty 
is simply wrong. What happens in the 
home, in the neighborhood, in schools 
and churches is far more powerful than 
the Federal Government. We have 
known this all along. 

But knowing is different than doing. 
Today is the day we do something 
about what we know. 

We know that work is necessary to 
attain self-support and personal inde- 
pendence, Today, we elevate the value 
of work to its proper level of esteem in 
public assistance programs. We know 
that if welfare is to be only a tem- 
porary means of support, the key to 
personal independence is work. We 
know this basic fact of life is true for 
all families, at all levels of income. It 
is true for past generations. It is true 
for this generation and all future gen- 
erations. Work is not only necessary as 
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the means for obtaining our daily 
bread, it is part of our social fabric. 
Whether in the neighborhood or in the 
world, work brings order to chaos. 
Many other freedoms flow from the 
freedom to work. 

We know the current welfare system 
is designed for failure. Under the heavy 
hand of the ponderous and paralizing 
bureaucracy of the Potomac, no one is 
accountable for results. 

Today, we will provide the States 
with the responsibility and authority 
they need to break down the barriers 
and false promises of the present sys- 
tem. Properly understood, welfare re- 
form is about reforming how Goverr- 
ment works. The American people will 
greatly benefit from the rejuvenation 
of the States’ role in our system of fed- 
eralism. The lines of accountability 
have been blurred for far too long. 

Mr. President, today is the day to 
leave the past behind. To sum up what 
this debate is truly about, let me quote 
from a letter sent last week by Gov- 
ernor Allen of Virginia: 

What the debate really boils down to is 
who does the U.S. Senate trust to make 
these policy decisions—the Federal bureauc- 
racy or the elected representatives of the 
people at the State level. This is a basic phil- 
osophical question. The choices you make 
will determine whether the bold innovations 
that are occurring in Virginia and other 
States can move forward, or whether Federal 
bureaucrats will continue to micromanage 
and second guess the decisions of the people 
of the States and their duly elected rep- 
resentatives. I respectfully urge you to place 
your trust in the States, which are leading 
the way. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to put our confidence and faith in the 
sovereign States. Let us break from 
the past and free the States and the 
families who need a temporary hand-up 
from the system which has failed us 
all. 

Mr. President, there are a number of 
Members and staff who deserve our rec- 
ognition and appreciation for moving 
this legislation forward. Above all, the 
majority leader has done a masterful 
job in delivering on the promise of wel- 
fare reform. At several points over the 
past few months, it looked as though a 
comprehensive bill would slip through 
our fingers. Once again, he has dem- 
onstrated his skills as a true leader. 

I congratulate Senator MOYNIHAN on 
his tireless efforts on this legislation. 
His knowledge of these issues cannot 
be matched. 

Let me also thank those Senators 
who did remarkable jobs managing this 
legislation under very demanding and 
trying circumstances, especially Sen- 
ators NICKLES, SANTORUM, GRASSLEY, 
CHAFEE, HATCH, and SIMPSON. 

Few people will understand or appre- 
ciate the enormous job done by the 
staff in helping to get this legislation 
passed. The bill itself was nearly 800 
pages long at the beginning of consid- 
eration. We added more than 200 
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amendments into the process. The 
staffs from Finance, Agriculture, and 
Labor Committees as well as from the 
leadership offices, the Congressional 
Budget Office, and legislative counsel 
accomplished a rather remarkable feat. 
In particular, let me thank and com- 
mend Sheila Burke in the leader's of- 
fice, and Lindy Paull, Kathy Tobin, 
Rick Grafmeyer and Joe Zummo from 
Finance for their great efforts and 
dedication. Other staff members who 
deserve our thanks are Dave Johnson, 
Peg Brown, Susan Hattan, and Shan- 
non Royce. From the Democratic side, 
Margaret Malone, John Secrest, Joe 
Gale, and Mark Patterson made special 
contributions to this legislation. 

There is still much work ahead of us 
as some of the details differ between 
this legislation and welfare reform as 
passed by the House last March. But 
the most important test, the strength 
of our will to break the cycle of pov- 
erty, has been met. I look forward to 
completing our work and to sending 
real welfare reform to the President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished managers and 
the Senator from Wisconsin for permit- 
ting me to speak for 5 minutes at this 
point on the welfare reform package. I 
have been engaged for the past several 
weeks, almost continuously, with the 
Ruby Ridge hearings, but I did want to 
make a few comments and have them 
printed in the RECORD before the vote. 

Mr. President, I think we have passed 
a reasonable welfare reform package 
today with overwhelming, bipartisan 
support. The issue of welfare reform 
has been one that I have been very 
much concerned about for many years, 
having introduced welfare reform legis- 
lation going back to the 99th Congress, 
with Senate bills S.2578 and S.2579, and 
then in the 100th Congress, with Senate 
bills 5.280 and 5.281. 

І especially compliment my col- 
league, Senator SANTORUM, for his out- 
standing contribution on this bill and 
all the Senators for working on a bill 
which has broad bipartisan support—a 
virtual consensus—of 87 votes in favor 
of this bill. 

I am very much worried, frankly, 
about the admonition of our distin- 
guished colleague from New York, Sen- 
ator MOYNIHAN, who has issued the con- 
cern, the warning, that we may find 
children sleeping on grates. As we have 
structured this 5-year reform package, 
we have to be vigilant on that. Cer- 
tainly, we have seen the development 
of a homeless class in America as a re- 
sult of the release of people from men- 
tal institutions in the late 1970’s with- 
out appropriate community support. 

I am pleased to see that there have 
been significant improvements on this 
bill, characterized by the Congres- 
sional Quarterly this week at page 2805, 
September 16, 1995, commenting about 
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how centrist Republicans have been 
able to achieve significant results with 
what you might characterize as the 
balance of power, coming in with a 
very strong stand on important mat- 
ters like child care and maintenance of 
effort provisions for the States. 

The bill did contain a provision, on 

which I worked from the outset of the 
welfare reform debate, that would not 
sanction the benefits of a single, custo- 
dial parent with a child under 5 who 
demonstrated an unmet need for child 
care. 
There were a couple of important 
provisions where, frankly, I casted a 
couple of votes I was not happy about 
but did so in order to set the stage for 
compromises. One of them was an 
amendment to fund child care offered 
by Senator DODD, which was defeated 
narrowly, 50 to 48. My principal con- 
cern for opposing the amendment was a 
lack of an offset for six of the eleven 
billion it proposed. But that negative 
vote was cast in anticipation of a com- 
promise which was later reached, pro- 
viding for some $3 billion over 5 years 
exclusively for child care. 

The second issue was the mainte- 
nance of effort provision, where беп- 
ator BREAUX offered an amendment re- 
quiring States to maintain 90 percent 
of their 1994 match on welfare spending 
for 5 years—the duration of the bill. I 
opposed the Breaux amendment with 
the assurance from the managers and 
the distinguished majority leader, Sen- 
ator DOLE, that a 80 percent provision 
on maintenance of effort for the States 
would be inserted and would be fought 
for in conference as opposed to the 90 
percent provision which would not be 
retained in conference. As usual, the 
better is the enemy of the good. I sup- 
ported the majority leader’s position, 
voted to defeat the Breaux amendment, 
and we have eight-tenths of the loaf 
with an 80 percent maintenance of ef- 
fort. 

Senator DOMENICI led a very impor- 
tant battle on the vote to strike the 
family cap, which was agreed to by a 
very substantial number, 66 to 34. 

So that as we have come to the end 
of the debate on welfare reform, I think 
we have a reasonably good bill. Of 
course, we will all be watching it very, 
very closely to see what the outcome is 
from the conference. Beyond the con- 
ference report, we will have to main- 
tain a very close vigil over this very 
important subject to make sure that 
the prediction and concerns expressed 
by Senator MOYNIHAN do not eventu- 
ate, where we do not find the situation 
where children are sleeping on grates. 

Mr. DOLE. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Michigan, Senator ABRA- 
HAM. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Thank you, 
President. 

For 30 years we have tried to fight 
the war against poverty and after 30 
years, poverty is winning that war. We 
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talk about helping children, yet today 
more people are below the poverty line 
than when we began the war on pov- 
erty—most of them children. 

It is hard to argue that the programs 
that have been in effect are the ones 
that help children when you see the re- 
sults of those programs up close, as we 
do in my State of Michigan. The last 
few years, through waivers, we had 
more flexibility in our State and we 
have been able to address many of the 
welfare problems much more effec- 
tively than any other State in the 
country. 

This bill gives all States the kind of 
flexibility to deal with these problems 
the way we are dealing with them in 
Michigan. I believe it will succeed in 
moving more people to work and help- 
ing more children than the present sys- 
tem possibly could allow. 

Mr. President, this bill also address- 
es, I think for the first time, the ille- 
gitimacy problem in this country. It 
may not go as far as some would like 
but takes an important first step in 
that direction. And, above all, I think 
by requiring tough work sanctions, it 
finally places the welfare debate, I 
think, where most persons would like 
to see it, where people who are the 
beneficiaries of Federal support and 
State support perform some type of 
community service or work in order to 
make a contribution to the process. 

As a result, I think the majority 
leader deserves great credit for what he 
has done in 9 short months here. We 
have really ended business as usual. 
When we pass this bill today, we will be 
saying business as usual in welfare is 
over. 

Thank you, Mr. President, 

Mr. DOLE. I yield 2 minutes to the 
Senator from New Mexico, Senator Do- 
MENICI, chairman of the Budget Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, fellow 
Senators, first I want to join in com- 
plimenting Senator DOLE on putting 
together a bipartisan bill. 

I have been sitting here listening to 
those who oppose this bill and it seems 
to me they are talking about a pro- 
gram, talking as if we have a welfare 
program that works. The problem is, 
we have a welfare program that does 
not work. We are not the only ones 
saying it does not work. About 90 per- 
cent of Americans say it does not 
work. 

Why would we keep something that 
does not work? It would seem to me 
that we ought to try something new 
and different. 

My second point is a very simple one. 
We are talking here as if the only one 
that knows how to take care of poor 
people is the U.S. Government. As a 
matter of fact, Mr. President, and fel- 
low Senators, there is no welfare in 
America unless the States put up 
money. If the States have decided they 
do not care about children and they do 
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not care about need, there would be no 
welfare program іп the sovereign 
States of America. 

All we are saying, since they put up 
the money, at least part of it—half of 
it or more—let them try to run the 
program. Some would have us think 
that that money they will get for 5 
years from us they can spend on high- 
ways. They have to spend it on those 
people that are needy in their State. 

We are giving them some flexibility 
to try to do it better. What is wrong 
with that? Essentially, we are saying 
to our States, Lou have been paying 
for a program. We have been telling 
you how to run it. Now we would like 
you to run it yourselves.” And the only 
way that the ominous predictions of 
those on the other side who have op- 
posed this would be anywhere close to 
true is if the States in America, the 
Governors and the legislators, decide 
that they are going to purposely ruin 
the program. And even at that, they 
cannot spend the money on anything 
else. 

I believe we are going to have better 
welfare programs, more responsive pro- 
grams, that people are going to go to 
work if they are able-bodied—and I 
stress able-bodied—and I do not think 
there is anything wrong with that ex- 
periment. 

It is as noble as the experiment that 
has failed. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Louisi- 
ana. 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 minutes of the Democratic 
leader’s time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, my col- 
leagues in the Chamber today should 
vote for this bill, not because it is a 
perfect bill, because it is not, but be- 
cause it is a good start. Some have said 
this bill is a block grant and for the 
first time Washington, DC, gets out of 
the way. My concern is that, being a 
block grant, it does nothing to solve 
the problems of welfare reform. It just 
puts all the problems in a box and 
mails it off to the States and hopes the 
State do a good job. 

Someone said “Тодау, Washington, 
DC, gets out of the мау.” The original 
Republican proposal said and allowed 
for the Federal Government to, per- 
haps, pay for 100 percent of the costs of 
welfare reform. That is hardly saying 
that Washington would get out of the 
way, but rather that Washington would 
get stuck with the entire bill for wel- 
fare reform. 

This bill really does address work. 
For the first time it says people should 
go to work within 6 months. Welfare 
reform is not about programs, it is 
about creating good jobs for people on 
welfare. This bill is a step in the right 
direction. 


25614 


Reform should be about taking care 
of children, and while this bill is not 
perfect, it provides $8 billion for child 
care because of the efforts of many of 
us—my colleague from Connecticut on 
this side included. When it left the Fi- 
nance Committee it had zero money for 
child care. This bill puts $8 billion in it 
for child care. 

In addition, it says the State should 
do something. That is reform. The Fi- 
nance Committee bill said the States 
had to do nothing whatsoever, and that 
was going to be reform. This bill says 
the States have to maintain at least 80 
percent of what they were doing. 

Mr. President, we should pass this 
bill. It can become a better bill. That is 
our hope. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. The major- 
ity leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania, Senator Santorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the leader 
for yielding. Мг. President, I want to 
say, we have come a long way. Having 
worked on the House task force, 2 
years ago, on welfare reform, and hav- 
ing introduced a bill and worked on it 
diligently since then, I do not think 
anyone, in as short a time as 2 years 
ago, would have expected us to pass a 
bill as dramatic, as progressive, and as 
focused in trying to create a dynamic 
system to try to help people out of pov- 
erty as we created in the Senate today, 
and I am proud of the accomplishment. 

I want to recognize several people 
who turned this ship around when it 
did not look like it was going to sail. 
First, I thank Senator PACKWooD from 
the Finance Committee. He put to- 
gether the shell of this bill and really 
did work diligently with Senator 
Ashcroft and Senator GREGG, two 
former Governors, in putting together 
this shell that we then filled in as the 
process of negotiations off the floor 
and on the floor continued. 

I also thank Senator HUTCHISON. I 
think, if we had not figured out the fi- 
nancing mechanism, the formulas, this 
bill would just simply not have been 
able to sail. She just did yeoman’s 
work in putting that together, and 
really deserves a lot of credit for mov- 
ing this bill forward. 

For what happened all throughout 
the process, but particularly at the 
end, I thank the leader. He really had 
faith in the process to continue to 
move it forward, to bring it up when 
many thought it could not be done. He 
continued to push forward, finding 
common ground between the moderates 
and conservatives, bringing people to- 
gether, constantly bringing people to- 
gether to keep moving. Because I think 
he recognizes, as all of us do, the im- 
portance of solving this serious prob- 
lem for millions of Americans. He de- 
serves a lot of credit for this bill. 
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This bill is dramatic. You are going 
to hear reported it does not go as far as 
the House bill, and this is a minor re- 
form, and they are going to downplay 
this. All they are going to talk about 
in the press is how we differ from the 
House. But I tell you, this bill goes so 
much father than anyone could have 
anticipated just a short time ago. It 
ends the entitlement to welfare. It re- 
quires work. It puts a time limit on 
welfare benefits, which again is a dra- 
matic change in the current system. 

I have heard people say we have 
eliminated the safety net. I do not 
know what safety net they are looking 
at, but I tell you, when you see mil- 
lions of people trapped in poverty for 
their whole lives, generation after gen- 
eration, that is not a safety net, itisa 
fisherman's net. You are trapping peo- 
ple in a fisherman’s net, and what we 
are trying to do is cut back the net so 
people can climb out, not so people fall 
through. 

That is the difference between what 
has been proposed in the past and what 
we are proposing today, and it is dra- 
matic. It is significant. And I can tell 
you, the difference between the House 
and the Senate, while it will be played 
up in the press, is not that significant. 
What we have are the frameworks of 
two bills that are very similar. We are 
going to move in the same direction. I 
believe, when we get to conference, we 
will be able to get a bill and I do not 
think it is going to take as long as peo- 
ple think. 

We have a lot of common ground 
here. We understand it is important to 
get this bill in for reconciliation and I 
believe we will do it. I, again, just want 
to tip my hat to the leader for his tre- 
mendous work on this bill. If it was not 
for him, we would not be here today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. Who yields 
time? 

The Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask con- 
sent to speak for 2 minutes under the 
leader’s time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I will be 
very brief. First of all, let me commend 
those who have been involved in this 
debate. We talked about a number of 
Members here today. Let me point out, 
as I have on numerous occasions, the 
distinguished senior Senator from New 
York, who has forgotten more about 
this issue than most people ever re- 
member. I commend him and thank 
him for the enlightenment which he 
has shed on this particular issue. 

Having said that, I am going to vote 
for this bill. I do so with a high degree 
of reluctance, as my colleagues know. I 
think this is a narrow call, but in my 
view, the product we vote on now is a 
substantial improvement over what 
was originally proposed. I say that 
with all due respect to my friend and 
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colleague from Kansas, the majority 
leader. There are improvements here. 
And, it is substantial in its difference 
over what was passed in the House of 
Representatives. Of course, there are 
fundamental differences which may 
never be resolved over issues such as 
the entitlement. 

But, because of the 20 or so improve- 
ments that were made to this bill by 
amendments offered from people on 
both sides of the aisle, principally on 
this side, this is a bill which I think 
can be supported today. It goes much 
further than the original proposal, cer- 
tainly, in the area of child care. There 
was zero money designated for child 
care in this legislation at first. My col- 
leagues know that I would have done 
more in the child care area. I would 
have liked to have seen as much as $11 
billion over 5 years. We ended up with 
$8 billion over 5 years—still, a substan- 
tial improvement. 

Let me say to those who will be re- 
sponsible for moving this product for- 
ward, if this bill comes back from the 
House with any kind of serious retreat 
from what we have adopted here, then 
I will stand up and vehemently oppose 
the legislation and recommend that 
the President veto the legislation. 

This is a bill that, in my view, can be 
supported. It steps in a direction, and 
no one can say with absolute certainty 
where it will take us. I appreciate that. 
But, clearly, the system does need 
changing and this proposal offers us 
that opportunity. 

As I have said all the way along, I be- 
lieve that going from welfare to work 
is something that ought to be sup- 
ported. This vehicle gives us the oppor- 
tunity to do that with the improve- 
ments that have been made in it. So, 
with reluctance, I will support this leg- 
islation and await the outcome of the 
conference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from Wyoming, 
Senator SIMPSON, a member of the Fi- 
nance Committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I never 
dreamed, when I came on the Finance 
Committee, we would be involved with 
во many vigorous activities. Of course, 
this was the principal beginning, and 
now, within these next hours, our com- 
mittee will meet to decide how to trim 
some $470 billion from Medicare and 
Medicaid. And that is a must or else 
that program will go broke in the year 
2002 


Welfare reform is long overdue. We 
have had 2 weeks of debate on all of the 
issues. It is time to pass this in a bipar- 
tisan way, give these programs over to 
the States. What we have done before 
has failed. So change is difficult, but 
something is very, very wrong with 
welfare. We know it. The Democrats 
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know it. The Republicans know it. The 
President knows it. Now is the 
chance—to have a chance for the 
States to run these programs with 
much less Federal regulation, much 
more flexibility. They have recognized 
the needs of so many of us in this body. 

I want to commend leader DOLE, ВОВ 
DOLE, Senator DOLE, on listening to 
our concerns, paying careful attention 
to our needs at every level, every State 
receiving necessary attention to the 
things that concern us and, because of 
his efforts, this is now a bipartisan ef- 
fort with most Senators voting to sup- 
port this legislation. He has accommo- 
dated many of the Democratic con- 
cerns, including much needed child 
care, State maintenance of effort, and 
a contingency fund for the States. 

I thank him for his efforts. We will 
wait for the conference report but, 
hopefully, those of us who have been 
involved in this one so long know it is 
better to get a crumb when you cannot 
get a loaf, in this type of work. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
yield myself the remaining 3 minutes 
in opposition. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the 
word reform means to restore to an 
earlier good state. Sir, there was no 
earlier good state of our present wel- 
fare system. It began as a widow’s pen- 
sion, a societal transformation pro- 


gram. 

In 1988, with the Family Support Act 
we began to say that welfare cannot be 
a permanent way of life; it has to be a 
transition. It has to be an exchange of 
effort between the society, and the in- 
dividual caring for children. 

A year and a quarter ago on this 
floor, I introduced S. 2224, the Work 
and Responsibility Act of 1994. This 
was the administration’s welfare re- 
form measure. I introduced it on behalf 
of myself and Mr. Mitchell, the major- 
ity leader at that time, Mr. BREAUX, 
Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. DODD, Mr. KENNEDY, 
and Mr. ROCKEFELLER. It had taken a 
year and a half to get to it, but it was 
welcomed, and it was in the tradition 
that we have upheld for a good 20 years 
now. 

The table of contents sets the tone. 
Title I, JOBS—job opportunities and 
basic skills; title II, work; title ІП, 
child care; title IV, provisions with 
multi-program applicability; title V, 
prevention of dependency; title VI, 
child support enforcement; title УП, 
improving Government assistance and 
preventing fraud; and title VIII, self- 
employment and microenterprise dem- 
onstrations. That was the track we 
were on. The Family Support Act of 
1988, to which this was to be a succes- 
sor, came out of this Senate floor 96 to 
1. 

I fear we have lost that tradition. We 
are ripping out a portion of the Social 
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Security Act today. I fear we may be 
now commencing the end of the Social 
Security system. 

The one thing not wrong with welfare 
was the commitment of the Federal 
Government to help with the provision 
of aid to dependent children. We are 
abandoning that commitment today. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair. I 
thank all concerned. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi- 
nority leader. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that both the ma- 
jority leader and I have 10 minutes re- 
maining in the final moments of this 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, first 
let me begin by thanking Senators MI- 
KULSKI, BREAUX, DODD, and MOYNIHAN 
for the great effort they have put forth 
to bring us to this point. Were it not 
for their leadership and their participa- 
tion, we would not be here today. 

I also want to thank the majority 
leader for his willingness to work with 
us and address many of the concerns 
that we have raised during the course 
of the last several months. 

Most of us began this debate with the 
realization that the current welfare 
system needs repair. It does not enable 
people to become self-sufficient. It does 
not contain the resources to put people 
to work. It is not flexible enough for 
many States. It sends the wrong mes- 
sages to welfare recipients—that work 
does not pay and that welfare can be- 
come a trap. 

As a result, most people agree that 
reform—or whatever term we may 
want to use to address those prob- 
lems—be addressed legislatively. We 
recognize that there is no perfect solu- 
tion. There is no easy solution. As Sen- 
ator MOYNIHAN has said, in spite of our 
best efforts, we have not found one 
today. 

The disagreement really has been 
about the solution. In the view of most 
Democrats, the original Republican 
bill was extreme and misguided. It 
boxed up all of the current system and 
shipped it off to the States, saying, 
“You do it.” It was our view that that 
was not reform. 

The bill we have before us today is a 
better bill. The bill before us today re- 
quires that the States provide at least 
an 80 percent maintenance of effort, 
and 100 percent maintenance of effort 
for child care. There is a $1 billion con- 
tingency grant fund, and there are no 
mandates from the extreme right wing. 

In our view, the original bill was not 
about work. In fact, the Finance Com- 
mittee bill did not even require work. 
It did not measure work. It only meas- 
ured what we call participation in the 
welfare system. No work was required 
for two years, and in our view that was 
not reform. 
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We have a better bill now, a bill 
reached in agreement over the last sev- 
eral days that measures real work and 
provides a work bonus when States ex- 
ceed the goals that we lay out in this 
legislation. It sets out $8 billion in 
child care funds, dollars that can only 
be used for child care and nothing else. 
It requires 80 percent maintenance of 
effort from states. It deletes the job 
training titles that ought to be outside 
the realm of welfare itself, and pro- 
vides for them to be addressed in other 
legislation later on. 

It establishes a personal responsibil- 
ity contract very similar to the parent 
empowerment contract that was re- 
quired in the Work First bill. It allows 
a work exemption for mothers with 
children under 1, and requires work 
after 3 months. 

Mr. President, we have made very 
significant improvements in many 
areas of the legislation that I believe 
warrant our support today. The origi- 
nal bill hurt children. It included no 
funds for child care. In fact, many of us 
originally called it the “home alone 
bill” simply because of our concern for 
what it meant for children whose 
mothers and fathers would have to go 
out and find jobs. 

It sanctioned mothers who could not 
find or afford child care. It allowed 30 
percent of the funding under the child 
care development block grant to be 
transferred. It included no safety net 
for children and only a 10-percent ex- 
emption to the time limit. And that, in 
our view, was not reform at all. That is 
aiming at the mother and hitting the 
child. 

But we have a better bill now, 
reached in agreement over the last sev- 
eral days—$8 billion in child care: $5 
billion as part of the block grant, and 
$3 billion in additional funding to ad- 
dress the very needs that we have 
talked about for the last several weeks. 
One hundred percent maintenance of 
effort is required on child care. Trans- 
fer of funds from the child care devel- 
opment block grant is prohibited. 
Mothers with children under 6 will not 
be sanctioned if they cannot find or af- 
ford day care. 

We gave States the option to allow 
mothers with children under 6 to work 
no more than 20 hours per week in lieu 
of the 35 hours per week that was origi- 
nally required. We increased the time- 
limit exemption from 15 to 20 percent. 
We require teen mothers to stay at 
home or live in an adult-supervised en- 
vironment, just as required in the 
Work First bill. We provide $150 mil- 
lion for second chance homes, and we 
do not have any mandates that deny 
aid to teen mothers or impose family 
caps. 

This is a better bill. The original bill 
was an unfunded mandate of enormous 
proportion. It provided no funds for 
child care, even though child care is 
the linchpin between welfare and work. 
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Although work rates increased from 20 
to 50 percent, the CBO originally pro- 
jected that 44 States would have failed 
to meet them. There was no contin- 
gency grant fund for uncontrollable 
circumstances. 

That is not reform. That is shifting 
the welfare problem to the States. 
That is telling local taxpayers that 
they have to pick up the tab. 

But Mr. President, it is a better bill 
now. Through agreements reached over 
the last several days, we provide the $3 
billion in additional child care money, 
and $1 billion in contingency grant 
funds. We passed an amendment offered 
by the distinguished Senator from Min- 
nesota, Senator WELLSTONE, to revert 
the Food Stamp Program back to an 
entitlement if the number of hungry 
children increases. 

It is a better bill now. It is not per- 
fect. It is not the bill I would have 
drafted alone. It is not the bill that 
would have passed 5 years ago or per- 
haps even last year. It does reflect, in 
my view, the political reality of today. 
It is the best bill that we are going to 
get under the circumstances that exist 
in the caucus, in the Senate, in the 
Congress, and in the country. 

I have a number of reservations 
about this bill. There were provisions 
in the Work First bill that I regret 
were not adopted. I regret, for example, 
that the bill does not have the vouch- 
ers we proposed to address the needs of 
children after the time limit. 

I regret that the bill ends the Fed- 
eral-State matching responsibility for 
all those who qualify based on State- 
set criteria. 

I regret the bill does not exempt fam- 
ilies from time limits based upon spe- 
cific criteria like high unemployment 
or serious disability. 

I regret that there is no increased 
funding, beyond child care, for States 
to really put people to work. 

I regret that the contingency fund is 
probably underfunded and we will like- 
ly have to revisit that issue again in 
the future. 

I regret that the food stamp block 
grant option was not eliminated. Many 
food stamp recipients are working poor 
trying to stay off welfare; similarly, 
many food stamp recipients are elder- 
ly, and their problems will only be ex- 
acerbated. I remain concerned about 
the food stamp block grant choice. 

So, as other Senators have indicated, 
we will be watching what the con- 
ference does. We were successful in en- 
acting more than 20 major changes in 
this legislation, and those changes, Mr. 
President, are absolutely critical to re- 
taining our support in the future. If the 
conference bill is not very close to the 
Senate bill, I will oppose it and I will 
recommend the President veto that bill 
when it reaches his desk. 

The American people want a welfare 
system that is truly reformed. The 
American people want changes, not 
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through rhetoric, but through reality. 
They want able-bodied adults to work. 
But they also want children to be pro- 
tected. Children left home alone is no 
good for anybody. Arbitrary time lim- 
its alone will mean local taxpayers 
pick up the tab. 

We have to ensure that we maintain 
the broad bipartisan support that final 
passage in just a few moments will rep- 
resent. We will be watching the con- 
ference closely. 

This is the beginning, Mr. President. 
If we can, indeed, come back from the 
conference with what we have accom- 
plished in the Senate intact, then I be- 
lieve it is the beginning of a series of 
changes over the course of the next 
several years that can move us to a 
welfare system that truly will work as 
we want it to. This cannot be the final 
word on what happens on welfare this 
decade. I support this legislation with 
reservations. I will watch closely as 
work continues in the conference com- 
mittee. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank the 
distinguished Democratic leader. I 
thank him for his support and his co- 
operation in getting us this far. I think 
we are going to have a display that we 
have not had recently of bipartisan 
support for major legislation, which I 
believe the American people will appre- 
ciate. 

The Senate began debating welfare 
reform on August 7, and I predicted in 
my opening statement we were going 
to have a lot of contentious votes, a lot 
of debate, tough votes, and I also said 
that throughout all the debate we 
could not lose sight of two overriding 
facts. No. 1 was that our current wel- 
fare system had failed and, No. 2, it 
was our duty to fix it—talking about 
the Senate, not Republicans or Demo- 
crats. 

So we have had about 100 hours of de- 
bate since that time, and some of it 
contentious, and we have now had I 
think 40 votes; 41 will be the final vote. 

My colleagues remember the first 
week in August we thought we might 
be able to take up and finish welfare 
reform. But it appeared we had reached 
a roadblock after a couple days, and I 
recall some of the headlines. The media 
was quick to report that the Senate 
Republicans had failed and that welfare 
reform was on its last legs. The media 
got the story wrong because what is on 
its last leg in this Congress is the sta- 
tus quo. 

Today, I am proud to say that the 
Senate has kept its promise—no more 
business as usual, no more tinkering 
around the edges with a system that 
has cost American taxpayers $5.4 tril- 
lion—that is with а “Т”--іп Federal 
and State spending over the past 35 
years. Instead, we are fulfilling our 
duty. We are not only fixing welfare, 
we are revolutionizing it. We are writ- 
ing truly historic landmark legislation, 
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legislation that ends—ends—a 60-year 
entitlement program. And in the proc- 
ess we are closing the books on a 6-dec- 
ade-long story of a system that may 
have been well-intentioned but a sys- 
tem that failed the American taxpayer 
and failed those who it was designed to 
serve. 

So today we begin to write a new 
story, a story about Americans who 
earn a paycheck rather than drawing a 
welfare check, a story about an Amer- 
ica where welfare is no longer a way of 
life and where people no longer will be 
able to receive endless Federal cash 
benefits just because they choose not 
to work, a story about an America 
where power is actually transferred 
away from Federal bureaucrats in 
Washington and given back to our 50 
State capitals and our Governors, 
Democrats and Republicans, and our 
State legislatures, Democratic or Re- 
publican, a story about an America 
that recognizes that the family is the 
most important unit in our society. 

Mr. President, there are some in this 
Chamber, including Senator MOYNIHAN 
from New York, for whom I have the 
greatest respect, who believe the story 
we write today may turn out to be a 
harsh one. I disagree. I believe nothing 
could be more harsh on American men 
and women and children in need than 
to continue with the system that has 
failed them year after year after year. 
And rather than being harsh, I believe 
the vast majority of Americans agree 
that the system we create today is fair, 
it does help those in need and, above 
all, it is based on common sense. 

It is common sense to require welfare 
recipients who are actually able to 
work to do just that. It is common 
sense to put a 5-year lifetime limit on 
welfare benefits so it does not become 
a way of life. It is common sense to 
give our States the flexibility to devise 
programs that meet the specific needs 
of their citizens. 

I remember what Governor Thomp- 
son of Wisconsin told a group of us in 
my office, speaking to the Governors, 
that we were talking about mandating 
Governors, strings, conservative 
strings in this case, and Governor 
Thompson said, ‘‘Who do you think we 
are? We are elected by the same people 
you are. Do you think I am going to 
allow somebody to go without medical 
treatment or without food in the State 
of Wisconsin?” 

It is common sense. It is putting our 
faith in elected officials who are closer 
to the people. It is common sense to 
put a cap on spending because no pro- 
gram with an unlimited budget will 
ever be made to work effectively and 
efficiently. It is common sense to re- 
quire that teenage mothers who have 
children out of wedlock stay in school 
and live under adult supervision in 
order to receive benefits. Otherwise, 
they have no chance to move off wel- 
fare. It is common sense to grant our 
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States the ability to try to reduce our 
alarming illegitimacy rate. 

Mr. President, the American people 
should know that this legislation is not 
perfect. It is not going to magically 
solve all the problems, regardless of 
how we vote today, whatever the con- 
ference vote may be when it comes 
back. But the Work Opportunity Act 
does put an end to a failed system. It 
does offer hope and opportunity to mil- 
lions of Americans. It is a revolution- 
ary step in the right direction, and it is 
further proof of the commitment this 
Congress has made to the American 
people. 

At the risk of forgetting someone, 
Mr. President, I wish to thank a num- 
ber of my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle who helped make today’s vic- 
tory for the American people possible. 
There have been references to my col- 
leagues, Senator BREAUX and Senator 
Dopp and certainly the Democratic 
leader and others on that side of the 
aisle. All members of the Senate Fi- 
nance Committee, including Senator 
PACKWOOD, who was our chairman 
when we started this revolution, cer- 
tainly deserve credit. Senator PACK- 
woop put the original bill together, 
brought it to the floor and we have 
made changes. Senator HUTCHISON was 
instrumental in reaching agreement on 
the formula which kept the bill alive. 
Senator FAIRCLOTH led the fight for im- 
portant amendments regarding absti- 
nence education. 

I wish to say a special word of thanks 
to our remarkable freshman class. 
They sunk their teeth into this issue 
from day one and never let go. Sen- 
ators Abraham and Snowe апа 
Ashcroft authored important amend- 
ments, and particularly Senator 
Santorum, who was in the Chamber 
every day, almost every minute, mak- 
ing certain the debate was moving for- 
ward. And he understands the program 
because he worked on it on the House 
side. I think he did an excellent job. 
And I know there are others I may 
have forgotten. But I thank also Amer- 
ica’s Governors, Republicans and 
Democrats—particularly Republicans 
because I work closely with the Repub- 
lican Governors, whether it is Gov- 
ernor Voinovich of Ohio, Governor 
Engler of Michigan, or Governor Edgar 
of Illinois or Governor Thompson of 
Wisconsin, Governor Pataki of New 
York. They worked very closely with 
us throughout the process and so did 
State legislators and local govern- 
ments because they are going to have 
the authority. 

We are going to follow the 10th 
amendment. We are going to return 
power to the people, power to the 
States that the 10th amendment and 
Bill of Rights say we should. 

So we are going to cast our votes in 
a few moments. It is not the end of the 
process; as the Democratic leader has 
indicated, we have to go to conference. 
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We will have to reconcile our dif- 
ferences. 

In the Senate-passed bill, I think we 
save between $65 billion and $70 billion. 
The House has more savings. About $40 
billion of our savings, I think, are 
under the jurisdiction of the Finance 
Committee. I think we will iron out 
the differences we have, and then we 
will send a historic bill to the Presi- 
dent of the United States, who has in- 
dicated, at least preliminarily, he will 
sign the bill. 

I hope he will join with this Congress 
and the American people in writing a 
new chapter in the history of this great 
Nation. 

As I listened to the debate and I lis- 
tened to the Senator from Illinois and 
the Senator from Minnesota, I regret 
that they believe we are going to pun- 
ish America’s children. I disagree with 
that, because I believe we are creating 
a better opportunity for our children in 
this legislation, a future of more hope 
and more opportunity. 

All of us come from different places 
in our lifetime. We have different back- 
grounds. Many come from hard-scrab- 
ble backgrounds and some not so hard 
scrabble. I can recall a long time ago in 
my family, in the small town of Rus- 
sell, KS, when every member of the 
family worked. There were four chil- 
dren. Both my mother and father 
worked. 

I can remember a time, even in those 
days, because of the Dust Bowl and a 
lot of other things that were happen- 
ing, we could not make ends meet. We 
moved into the basement, six of us, and 
rented out the upstairs so we could 
make ends meet. 

I think all of us can go back into our 
lives and say we had it tough. I remem- 
ber coming to the Congress and work- 
ing with Senator George McGovern 
from South Dakota on the Food Stamp 
Program, the WIC Program, and a lot 
of other programs that I believe pro- 
tect children, contrary to what the 
Senator from Minnesota may have in- 
dicated. 

I also can think back to the days 
when I was a county attorney in my 
small county of Russell County. One of 
the responsibilities of the county at- 
torney in those days in my State was 
to sign every welfare check that left 
the office. In a small county, you know 
everybody who received those checks. 
In fact, it was old age assistance at the 
time. I knew two of them, my grand- 
parents, who were caught up in the 
Dust Bowl days, in the dust storms and 
who had no other recourse but to seek 
help. 

So I think when we vote on this bill, 
we should understand that, obviously, 
some are going to be in need and they 
are going to be taken care of and they 
are going to be young and old. But it is 
our hope that what we have dem- 
onstrated here, based on a lot of hear- 
ings and a lot of debate, is that we 
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want to help people move out of this 
cycle of welfare, generation after gen- 
eration, back in the mainstream, work- 
ing, regaining their dignity and their 
self-esteem. That would be the goal of 
any welfare reform plan that I can 
think of. 

So I know how tough it is for some 
people to accept assistance, and I have 
always had the view that people want 
to work. If given the opportunity, they 
will work. We call our bill the Work 
Opportunity Act of 1995. It is not going 
to be perfect but, in my view, it is a 
big, big step in the right direction. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to vote for this bill. It is а 
big, big step in the right direction. The 
American people, by a vote of 88 per- 
cent, said this is the way they want to 
go, and I hope we will follow their lead. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senators vote 
from their desks and that their vote be 
announced. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The bill having been read the third 
time, the question is, Shall the bill 
pass, as amended? 

Mr. DOLE. I ask for the yeas and 


nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is ab- 
sent due to illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote yea.“ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMPSON). Are there any other Sen- 
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 87, 
nays 12, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 443 Leg.] 


Abraham Daschle Hutchison 
Ashcroft DeWine Inhofe 
Baucus Dodd Inouye 
Bennett Dole Jeffords 
Biden Domenici Johnston 
Bingaman Dorgan Kassebaum 
Bond Exon Kempthorne 
Boxer Feingold Kerry 
Breaux Feinstein Kohl 
Brown Ford Kyl 

Bryan Frist Levin 
Bumpers Glenn Lieberman 
Burns Gorton Lott 

Byrd Graham Lugar 
Campbell Gramm Mack 
Chafee Grams McCain 
Coats Grassley McConnell 
Cochran Gregg Mikulski 
Cohen Harkin Murkowski 
Conrad Hatch Murray 
Coverdell Heflin Nickles 
Craig Helms Nunn 
D'Amato Hollings Packwood 


Pell Roth Specter 
Pressler Santorum Stevens 
Pryor Shelby Thomas 
Reid Simpson Thompson 
Robb Smith Thurmond 
Rockefeller Snowe Warner 
NAYS—12 
Akaka Kerrey Moynihan 
Bradley Lautenberg Sarbanes 
Faircloth Leahy Simon 
Kennedy Moseley-Braun Wellstone 
NOT VOTING—1 
Hatfield 


So the bill (H.R. 4), as amended, was 


Amend the title so as to read: “Ап 
Act to enhance support and work op- 
portunities for families with children, 
reduce welfare dependence, and control 
welfare spending.“ 

Mr. DOLE. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate insist 
on its amendments and request a con- 
ference with the House, and the Chair 
be authorized to appoint conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
е Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
praise the magnificent work of the peo- 
ple on the Senate Finance Committee, 
majority office, and in my personnel 
office who were at the core of my wel- 
fare reform team and who helped de- 
velop and reach a consensus on much of 
the historic welfare reform legislation 
that has passed the Senate today. 

These individuals have been working 
tirelessly and at length this entire year 
with me and with other Senators, 
crafting policy that ends the broken 
welfare system as we currently know 
it. The reforms will help our Nation’s 
poor develop self-respect, train them 
for jobs, lessen the burdens on the hard 
working taxpayers of this country, give 
our Governors the greater flexibility 
they have been asking for, and leave 
the safety nets of aid and nutrition in 
place for families, for the elderly and 
for the disabled. Well deserved praise 
and my thanks to Lindy Paull, Rick 
Grafmeyer, Kathy Tobin, Joe Zummo, 
and Rob Epplin of the Finance Com- 
mittee, and Marcia Ohlemiller and 
Ginny Worrest on my personal staff.e 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
would like to take a few minutes to 
tell my colleagues why I voted against 
the Dole welfare reform bill. 

Mr. President, we live in the greatest 
Nation on earth. We are the wealthiest 
country in the world. But it is clear 
that some in our society do not share 
in this wealth. They are poor. They are 
jobless and in some cases homeless. 
And they must rely on public assist- 
ance to survive. In America, this is un- 
acceptable. And we should be commit- 
ted to improving their lives. 
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Mr. President, there is no question 
that the current welfare system needs 
reform. But the central goal for any 
welfare reform bill should be to move 
welfare recipients into productive 
work. 

This will only happen if we provide 
welfare recipients with education and 
job training to prepare them for em- 
ployment. It will only happen if we 
provide families with affordable child 
care. It will only happen if we can 
place them into jobs, preferably in the 
private sector or—as a last resort—in 
community service. 

But the Dole bill is not designed to 
help welfare recipients get on their feet 
and go to work. It’s only designed to 
cut programs—pure and simple. 

It’s designed to provide funds so that 
Republicans can provide huge tax cuts 
for the rich. That’s what’s really going 
on here. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, the 
radical experiment proposed in this 
legislation will harm our society while 
producing defenseless victims. 

Those victims are not represented in 
the Senate offices. They’re not here 
lobbying against this bill. They don’t 
even know they’re at risk. 

The victims will be America’s chil- 
dren. and there will be millions of 
them. 

Mr. President, the AFDC Program 
provides a safety net for 9 million chil- 
dren. These young people are innocent. 
They did not ask to be born into pov- 
erty. And they don’t deserve to be pun- 
ished. 

These children are African-American, 
Hispanic, Asian, and white. They live 
in urban areas and rural areas. But, 
most importantly, they are American 
children. And we as a nation have a re- 
sponsibility to provide them with a 
safety net. 

The children we're talking about аге 
desperately poor, Мг. President. 
They’re not living high off the hog. 
These kids live in poverty. 

Mr. President, it’s hard for many of 
us to appreciate what life is like for 
the 9 million children who live in pov- 
erty and who benefit from AFDC. 

I grew up to a working class family 
in Paterson, NJ, in the heart of the De- 
pression. Times were tough. And I 
learned all too well what it meant to 
struggle economically. 

But as bad as things were for my own 
family, they still weren’t as bad as for 
millions of today’s children. 

These are children who are not al- 
ways sure whether they'll get their 
next meal. Not always sure that they’ll 
have a roof over their heads. Not al- 
ways sure they’ll get the health care 
they need. 

Mr. President, these children are vul- 
nerable. They're living on the edge of 
homelessness and hunger. And they 
didn’t do anything to deserve this fate. 

Mr. President, if we’re serious about 
reforming a program that keeps these 
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children afloat, we won't adopt a radi- 
cal proposal like the Dole bill. We 
won't put millions of American chil- 
dren at risk. And we won’t simply give 
a blank check to States and throw up 
our hands. 

Mr. President, this Republican bill 
isn't primarily a policy document. It’s 
a budget document. 

Mr. President, if the Republicans 
were serious about improving opportu- 
nities for those on welfare, they would 
be talking about increasing our com- 
mitment to education and job training. 
In fact, only last year, the House Re- 
publican welfare reform bill, authored 
in part by Senator SANTORUM, would 
have increased spending on education 
and training by $10 billion. 

This year, by contrast, the bill before 
us would cut education and training 
dramatically, with the bill's total cuts 
exceeding $65 billion. 

So what’s changed? The answer is 
simple. This year, the Republicans 
need money for their tax cuts for the 
rich. 

Mr. President, shifting our welfare 
system to 50 State bureaucracies may 
give Congress more money to provide 
tax cuts. But it’s not going to solve the 
serious problems facing our welfare 
system, or the people it serves. 

To really reform welfare, Mr. Presi- 
dent, we first must emphasize a very 
basic American value: The value of 
work. 

We should expect recipients to work. 
In fact, we should demand that they 
work, if they can. 

Of course, Mr. President, that kind of 
emphasis on work is important. But 
it’s not enough. We also have to help 
people get the skills they need to get а 
job in the private sector. I’m not talk- 
ing about handouts. 

I'm talking about teaching people to 
read. Teaching people how to run a 
cash register or a computer. Teaching 
people what it takes to be self-suffi- 
cient in today’s economy. 

We also have to provide child care. 

Mr. President, how is a woman with 
several young children supposed to find 
a job if she can’t find someone to take 
care of her kids? It’s simply impossible. 
There’s just no point in pretending oth- 
erwise. 

Unfortunately, the Dole bill doesn’t 
address these kind of needs. It doesn't 
even try to promote work. It doesn't 
even try to give people job training. It 
does little to provide child care. 

All it does is throw up its hands and 
ship the program to the States. That’s 
it. 

Mr. President, that’s not real welfare 
reform. It’s simply passing the buck to 
save а buck. And who's going to get the 
buck that’s saved? The people the Re- 
publicans really care about: Those who 
are well off. 

Mr. President, the Senate did adopt 
the leadership amendment that made 
some improvements in the Dole bill. 
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This amendment increases funding for 
child care, limits State cuts in welfare 
to 20 percent, and includes a $1 billion 
contingency fund. 

Mr. President, I commend the Sen- 
ators who crafted these improvements. 
But they do not change the basic de- 
sign of the bill, which remains deeply 
flawed. 

This bill would take away the safety 
net we established for poor children 60 
years ago. It does far little to move re- 
cipients from welfare to work. And, 
when you get right down to it, it’s 
main effect will be to take from the 
poor so that Congress can give a huge 
tax cut for the rich. 

This was a historic vote, Mr. Presi- 
dent. And I fear we are making a bad 
situation even worse. I only hope I am 
proved wrong. 

I yield the floor. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, the 
Senate voted to approve welfare reform 
legislation by a vote of 87-12 this after- 
noon. I have spent weeks thinking 
about my vote on this issue, and today, 
after listening to people on all sides of 
this issue, including my family and my 
colleagues, I reluctantly cast my vote 
in favor of the Dole bill, as amended. In 
my brief tenure here in the U.S. Sen- 
ate, this was one of the most difficult 
votes I have cast. Mr. President, I 
would like to explain why. 

From the beginning of the welfare re- 
form debate, my No. 1 concern has been 
about finding a way to rebuild Amer- 
ican families. I have always believed 
we can only do that by emphasizing 
real personal responsibility, providing 
adequate child care for both working 
poor and welfare families, and ensuring 
our children can count on help from 
adults. ; 

It has been my hope that we could 
achieve some positive changes to the 
current system. If there is one thing 
everyone can agree on, it’s that the 
current system is flawed. It needs fix- 
ing, and I vowed to support reform. My 
challenge has been to influence that re- 
form in the most constructive direc- 
tion possible. 

As someone who came to the Senate 
during the 1992 election year, I know 
we cannot continue to do things the 
way we always have. We must take a 
hard look at the sum total of our Gov- 
ernment programs, and rework them to 
accurately reflect society’s strengths, 
weaknesses, and needs. 

We entered the debate with two bills, 
the Dole version and the Daschle Work- 
First bill. I cosponsored and voted in 
favor of the Daschle bill. I supported it 
because I felt it was the right place to 
start. It reflected a genuine commit- 
ment to helping poor families move up 
and into the work force. 

Unfortunately from my perspective, 
a majority in the Senate rejected the 
Daschle bill. But I didn’t give up there. 
I and others began devoting our ener- 
gies to improving the Dole bill. 
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First, we offered an amendment to 
require full funding, and full protection 
for child care and children’s programs. 
It would have provided the full $11 bil- 
lion estimated by the Department of 
Health and Human Services to be nec- 
essary to meet child-care needs. Again, 
this amendment was narrowly de- 
feated, 50-48. 

Given the closeness of this vote, Sen- 
ators DOLE and DASCHLE were able to 
reach a compromise that strengthened 
the Dole bill, but fell short of our origi- 
nal amendment. It includes provisions 
which: require States to maintain their 
welfare spending at a minimum of 80 
percent of current levels; strike the job 
training title—which had no business 
in a welfare bill to begin with, estab- 
lish a contingency grant fund to take 
care of States in times of economic 
downturns, and provide a total of $8 
billion for child-care services nation- 
wide. I support this compromise, 
though I feel ultimately we will have 
to do more. 

Following the child-care debate, I co- 
sponsored an amendment to establish 
greater protection for victims of do- 
mestic violence. I believe domestic vio- 
lence to be the single, most destructive 
force against families in America 
today. No one, not the Senate, the 
President, or anyone else, can place a 
value on the price paid by mothers and 
their children attempting to survive an 
abusive household. This time the Sen- 
ate agreed, and my amendment was 
adopted unanimously. 

Having worked hard to improve the 
Dole bill, I found myself faced with a 
very difficult decision. I could either 
vote against the Dole bill based on its 
shortcomings for children, or I could 
vote to affirm the improvements we 
made to it. 

I believe the Dole bill to be deeply 
flawed. I believe it draws into question 
the welfare of poor children throughout 
the Nation. But I also believe we have 
to start somewhere. The current sys- 
tem needs to be changed, and the Dole 
bill changes it fundamentally. There- 
fore, I voted yes. 

Mr. President, change of any kind al- 
ways involves risk. We will never know 
how great that risk is until we try 
something different. What we do know, 
however, is that change brings new re- 
sponsibility. 

We do not know whether this bill will 
make it into law. If it is enacted, we 
don’t know if it will work. It may 
prove a fabulous success, or it may 
only prove to make problems worse for 
the poor. 

But today, we have created a grave 
new responsibility for this Senate: to 
be watchdogs for our children. More 
than ever before, all Senators have an 
obligation to make the law work in 
favor of poor children, All Senators 
have a responsibility in the future to 
consider the successes and failures 
they have created this day, and to be 
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prepared to make changes later if 
things don’t work out. 

The most unfortunate part of this de- 
bate, in my opinion, is that people 
don’t think of children when they 
think of welfare. People think of de- 
pendency, complacency, poverty, and 
all the worst stereotypes. This troubles 
me because it is children who face the 
most difficult struggles. It is children 
who are most deserving of our care. 

The outcome of this debate does not 
change one iota this basic fact: we need 
a national commitment to children in 
this country. I believe this to the very 
core of my being. 

Children are under assault every sin- 
gle day in this country. In their homes, 
in school, on the streets, and yes, in 
this Congress. We see it in cuts to edu- 
cation and dismantling of crime pre- 
vention. We see it in Medicaid cuts, 
defunding of AmeriCorps, and elimi- 
nation of student loans. 

Today, I voted for change, to try 
something new. But I also took respon- 
sibility to live with that change, and to 
work even harder promoting a broad, 
national commitment to our children. 
Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to 
accept that responsibility with equal 
sobriety, and with equal vigor. 

The outcome today was not in doubt. 
Nor is this the end of the debate. There 
will be a conference committee. We 
may even debate a conference report. 
More likely, we will see this bill again 
in the budget reconciliation yet to 
come. 

I think we can change welfare for the 
better, and move more people into the 
work force. I look forward to working 
with you, Mr. President and all my col- 
leagues, to this end; but also to build a 
stronger commitment to children. We 
must do this in welfare reform, and 
across the whole spectrum of issues we 
consider this session. The future is 
simply too important. And unlike be- 
fore, it is our new responsibility. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 


CHANGE OF VOTE 


Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
on rolicall 440 I voted aye; my inten- 
tion was to vote no. I did not know it 
was a tabling amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent that I be 
permitted to change my vote, which in 
no way will change the outcome of the 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP- 
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN- 


ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1996 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
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A bill (H.R. 1976) making appropriations 
for Agriculture, Rural Development, Food 
and Drug Administration, and related agen- 
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1996, and for other purposes. 

The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EXCEPTED COMMITTEE AMENDMENT ON PAGE 83, 
LINE 4, THROUGH PAGE 84, LINE 2 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, what 
is the pending business, I inquire of the 
Chair? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is the committee 
amendment on page 83 of the bill. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, 4 min- 
utes remains to be debated on the 
amendment before we conclude debate 
on this subject? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, there is 
not order in the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will be in order. 

The Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, for the 
information of Senators, 4 minutes re- 
main in debate time on this amend- 
ment. We have agreed Senator BOXER 
will use the first minute and the man- 
agers 2 minutes and then Senator 
BOXER will close the debate for the re- 
maining 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I hope 
my colleagues will listen to this be- 
cause it is such a common sense issue. 
If I were to tell you that hot is cold 
and cold is hot, you would think I was 
kidding. And if I told you that freezers 
keep things warm and ovens keep 
things cold, you would think I had lost 
it. And then if I told you that chicken 
frozen to 1 degree was fresh you would 
question my brain capacity. And yet, 
every day in America’s supermarkets, 
our consumers go in and buy chicken 
products, turkey products—they are 
marked fresh and they are hard as a 
rock. They are as low as 1 degree. And 
the Food Safety and Inspection Service 
finally has remedied that by saying if 
you are going to put a label on it, it 
has to reflect the condition of the prod- 
uct; fresh is fresh; frozen is frozen. 

The committee amendment would 
stop that rule from going into effect. 
So I am going to move, at the appro- 
priate time, to table that amendment. 

They are going to tell you this is a 
parochial issue. It is not. It is a 
consumer issue. Every consumer orga- 
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nization thinks this rule should go into 
effect. I hope Senators will vote to 
table the committee amendment. 

I reserve my 1 minute to close this 
very intriguing debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will be in order. The Senator from 
Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I yield 1 minute to 
the distinguished Senator from Arkan- 
sas [Mr. BUMPERS]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, this is 
one of those issues that if you look at 
it you would think the California Sen- 
ators had the high ground. They do 
not. 

In 1992 the California Poultry Asso- 
ciation went to the California legisla- 
ture and said, ‘‘We cannot compete. We 
have to do something.’’ These chickens 
are coming in here at 26, 27, 28 degrees, 
which they have been for decades. They 
are not frozen hard. We are not talking 
about zero degrees. They said, “We 
cannot compete.” 

So the California Legislature adopted 
a rule which a Federal court promptly 
ruled out of order because we had pre- 
emption on it. So what happened? They 
go to the Agriculture Department. The 
rule we are talking about is exactly 
what the California Legislature passed. 

I want to tell you this, we have 
shipped—Southern and Southeastern 
States have shipped billions and bil- 
lions and billions of poultry all over 
the United States. Not just California, 
everywhere. One complaint, from the 
California Poultry Federation. They do 
not even want to allow you a 2 to 3 per- 
cent plus or minus allowance. It is the 
California Poultry Federation bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has used 1 minute. 

The Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I yield myself the re- 
mainder of the time. 

It is clear from the evidence that this 
is an effort to protect California poul- 
try producers from competition from 
outside the State. There is no doubt 
about it. 

Somebody asked me a while ago, 
they said, “1 do not understand this. 
Are we being told that if something is 
frozen that it is not fresh?’’ The point 
is, the Food Safety and Inspection 
Service has concluded, somehow, that 
fresh is the opposite of frozen. Fresh is 
the opposite of stale or unfit for con- 
sumption or something that does not 
taste good. 

The fact of the matter is, this poul- 
try is being sold in California that is 
being processed in Mississippi or Ar- 
kansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Vir- 
ginia, Delaware—Senator BIDEN talked 
about his industry there. We would not 
be able to see our poultry processors 
ship any poultry into the California 
market because of this rule. The rule 
as promulgated is that it has to be at 
no less than 26 degrees, flat 26, no vari- 
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ance, no exceptions. Think about a 
truck going across the country to Cali- 
fornia and you have to maintain that 
exactness. 

There is going to be a patrol of in- 
spectors waiting on you from Califor- 
nia to see if you have met these strict 
rules? They need to reexamine it. The 
amendment says no funds will be used 
to enforce this regulation until they 
review it. That is what we insist upon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

The Senator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I heard 
my colleague mention California 13 
times. I find it amusing. It was under 
the Bush administration that this 
truth in labeling started, in 1988; in 
1988. This is a consumer issue and fi- 
nally we have a chance to make sure 
that our people who walk into super- 
markets, who take care of their fami- 
lies, who buy poultry, will know what 
they are getting. They know the fat 
content now. They know how much 
calcium is in a product now. They 
know how many minerals are in a prod- 
uct, how many calories are in the prod- 
uct, how much protein is in the prod- 
uct. They only thing they do not know 
is if a product has been previously fro- 
zen. 

Sometimes they take it, throw it in 
the freezer, defrost it again, which is 
bad. It is a bad thing to do for the 
health of their families. 

This is a consumer issue and the con- 
sumers are watching us. That is why 
every consumer group is on our side 
and says, Please, vote to table the 
committee amendment.” 

The fact of the matter is, this is sim- 
ple common sense. You can turn it 
around, you can say California“ 22 
times—it does not change the fact. 
Fresh is fresh. Frozen is frozen. 

All time has expired, so I move, at 
this time, to table the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on the motion to lay 
on the table the committee amend- 
ment on page 83, line 4 of the bill. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is ab- 
sent due to illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote “yea.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 38, 
nays 61, as follows: 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 444 Leg.] 


YEAS—38 
Akaka Feingold Mikulski 
Baucus Feinstein Moseley-Braun 
Bingaman Glenn Moynihan 
Boxer Gorton Murray 
Bradley Graham Packwood 
Bryan Harkin Pell 
Chafee Kennedy Reid 
Cohen Kerrey Sarbanes 
Daschle Kerry Simon 
DeWine Lautenberg Snowe 
Dodd Leahy Thompson 
Dorgan Levin Wellstone 
Exon Lieberman 
NAYS—41 
Abraham Prist McCain 
Ashcroft Gramm McConnell 
Bennett Grams Murkowski 
Biden Grassley Nickles 
Bond Gregg Nunn 
Breaux Hatch Pressler 
Brown Heflin Pryor 
Bumpers Helms Robb 
Burns Hollings Rockefeller 
Byrd Hutchison Roth 
Campbell Inhofe Santorum 
Coats Inouye Shelby 
Cochran Jeffords Simpson 
Conrad Johnston Smith 
Coverdell Kassebaum Specter 
Craig Kempthorne Stevens 
D'Amato Kohl Thomas 
Dole Kyl Thurmond 
Domenici Lott Warner 
Faircloth Lugar 
Ford Mack 
NOT VOTING—1 
Hatfield 


So, the motion to lay on the table 
the excepted committee amendment on 
page 83, line 4 through line 2, page 84, 
was rejected. 

Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion to table was rejected. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2688, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, as I 
understand it, the pending business is 
the Brown amendment to the commit- 
tee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. Under the previous 
order, the Senate will proceed to con- 
Sideration of the Brown amendment 
No. 2688, on which there shall be 60 
minutes under the control of the Sen- 
ator from Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN], and 
30 minutes under the control of the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN], 
with a vote on or in relation to the 
amendment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be temporarily laid aside 
so that I can offer an amendment on 
behalf of Senator BINGAMAN which has 
been agreed to on both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2693 
(Purpose: To reduce the energy costs of Fed- 
eral facilities for which funds are made 
available under this act) 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I send 
the amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 
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The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP- 
ERS], for Mr. BINGAMAN, proposes an amend- 
ment numbered 2693. 


Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 

ing: 

SEC. . ENERGY SAVINGS AT FEDERAL FACILI- 
TIES. 


(a) REDUCTION ІМ FACILITIES ENERGY 
Совтв.--Тһе head of each agency for which 
funds are made available under this Act shall 
take all actions necessary to achieve during 
fiscal year 1996 a 5 percent reduction, from 
the average previous three fiscal year levels, 
in the energy costs of the facilities used by 
the agency. 

(Ы) USE ОҒ CosT SAVINGS.—An amount 
equal to the amount of cost savings realized 
by an agency under subsection (a) shall re- 
main available for obligation through the 
end of fiscal year 1997, without further au- 
thorization or appropriation, as follows: 

(1) CONSERVATION MEASURES.—Fifty рег- 
cent of the amount shall remain available 
for the implementation of additional energy 
conservation measures and for water con- 
servation measures at such facilities used by 
the agency as are designated by the head of 
the agency. 

(2) OTHER PURPOSES.—Fifty percent of the 
amount shall remain available for use by the 
agency for such purposes as are designated 
by the head of the agency, consistent with 
applicable law. 

(c) REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than December 
31, 1996, the Secretary of Agriculture (a) 
shail submit a report to Congress specifying 
the results of the actions taken under sub- 
section (a) and providing any recommenda- 
tions concerning how to further reduce en- 
ergy costs and energy consumption in the fu- 
ture. 

(2) CONTENTS.—Each report shall 

(A) specify the total energy costs of the fa- 
cilities used by the agency; 

(B) identify the reductions achieved: and 
(C) specify the actions that resulted in the 
reductions. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to commend the two floor man- 
agers of the bill, the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Mississippi, Senator Сосн- 
RAN, and the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas, Senator BUMPERS, and 
their staff, for their excellent and effi- 
cient management of the fiscal year 
1996 Appropriations Act for the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

I would like to take a few moments 
to discuss an amendment I am offering 
on this appropriations bill. My amend- 
ment encourages agencies funded under 
the bill to become more energy effi- 
cient and directs them to reduce facil- 
ity energy costs by 5 percent. The 
agencies will report to the Congress at 
the end of the year on their efforts to 
conserve energy and will make rec- 
ommendations for further conservation 
efforts. I have offered this amendment 
to every appropriations bill that has 
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come before the Senate this year, and 
it has been accepted to each one. 

I believe this is a commonsense 
amendment: the Federal Government 
spends nearly $4 billion annually to 
heat, cool, and power its 500,000 build- 
ings. The Office of Technology Assist- 
ance and the Alliance to Save Energy, 
а non-profit group which I chair with 
Senator JEFFORDS, estimate that Fed- 
eral agencies could save $1 billion an- 
nually if they would make an effort to 
become more energy efficient and con- 
serve energy. 

Mr. President, I hope this amend- 
ment will encourage agencies to use 
new energy savings technologies when 
making building improvements in insu- 
lation, building controls, lighting, 
heating, and air conditioning. The De- 
partment of Energy has made available 
for government-wide agency use 
streamlined energy saving performance 
contracts procedures, modeled after 
private sector initiatives. Unfortu- 
nately, most agencies have made little 
progress in this area. This amendment 
is an attempt to get Federal agencies 
to devote more attention to energy ef- 
ficiency, with the goal of lowering 
overall costs and conserving energy. 

As I mentioned, Mr. President, this 
amendment has been accepted to every 
appropriations bill the Senate has 
passed this year. I ask that my col- 
leagues support it. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, this is 
an amendment that requires the De- 
partment of Agriculture to use essen- 
tially a 3-year base for energy uses and 
requires them to cut their energy use 
by 5 percent. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we 
have reviewed the amendment, and we 
have agreed to it with some modifica- 
tions being made to the amendment by 
the Senator from New Mexico. We urge 
its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2693) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HEF LIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alabama. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2688, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, is the 
pending business the Brown amend- 
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield such time to 
Senator NUNN, of Georgia, as he may 
consume. 

Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ABRAHAM). The Senator from Georgia. 
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Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I rise to 
oppose the Brown amendment No. 2688, 
which would prohibit the outlay of any 
Federal funds for salaries and expenses 
of U.S. Department of Agriculture em- 
ployees who carry out the peanut pro- 
gram. 

I know the Senator from Colorado 
and the Senator from Alabama and the 
Senator from Georgia have spoken on 
this amendment. It is my hope there 
are going to be some changes in the 
amendment. 

I speak to the amendment as it now 
exists. Mr. President, I oppose the 
Brown amendment on three basic 
grounds. No. 1, while well-intentioned, 
I am sure the amendment is poorly 
drafted. No. 2, even if the Brown 
amendment was drafted correctly, it 
singles out the administrative cost of 
the peanut program and raises ques- 
tions that are beyond the scope of the 
bill, and No. 3, the Brown amendment 
preempts the legislative process and, I 
think, would undermine a very serious 
effort by a bipartisan group of Senators 
who are working for reform in the au- 
thorization bill to greatly lower, if not 
eliminate, the cost of the price support 
program from the agriculture budget. 

First, let me speak to the language of 
the amendment. The amendment has 
two basic sentences. The sentence No. 1 
says: 

None of the funds made available under 
this act may be used to pay the salaries and 
expenses of USDA employees who carry out 
а price support or production adjustment 
program for peanuts. 

And then No. 2: 

Assessment.—The Secretary of Agriculture 
may charge producers a marketing assess- 
ment to carry out the program under the 
same terms and conditions as are prescribed 
under section 108B(g) of the Agriculture Act 
of 1949. 

Mr. President, as I read this amend- 
ment, this means that an Agriculture 
Department employee who might spend 
1 percent of his or her time administer- 
ing the peanut program and 99 percent 
of his or her time administering the 
cotton or the CRP program or other 
programs will not receive any salary. 

The amendment says that no funds 
may be used to pay salaries and ex- 
penses of anyone who runs the peanut 
program, period. It does not say un- 
less that money is reimbursed.” That 
is what the second sentence implies, 
but that is not the way the amendment 
reads. 

Even if a peanut grower paid the por- 
tion of the salary of a CFSA employee 
who administers the peanut program, 
that person, under a literal reading of 
the Brown amendment, could not re- 
ceive a Federal salary at all for admin- 
istering other commodity programs— 
cotton, feed grains, CRP program, and 
others. 

The peanut program is run by county 
employees of Consolidated Farm Serv- 
ice Agency, and these same employees 
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administer the other programs in the 
Department of Agriculture. So if read 
literally, as I think any interpretation 
would have to read it, the Brown 
amendment could terminate the oper- 
ation of every Federal farm program in 
every county where peanuts are grown. 
Again, I do not think that is what the 
Senator from Colorado means, but that 
is what the amendment says. 

Second, the Brown amendment sin- 
gles out peanut producers to pay for 
the administrative costs of their own 
program. Notwithstanding the Brown 
sense-of-the-Senate amendment adopt- 
ed yesterday on tobacco, no other 
group of producers has been asked to 
pay for the administrative cost of their 
program. 

Furthermore, the other American 
groups, like bankers, do not pay for the 
cost of administering the banking pro- 
gram, the FDIC program and many 
other programs. 

If we are going to do this, it ought to 
be done on a broad basis and not sim- 
ply for one commodity. Why not do it 
for the feed program, sugar, dairy, and 
so forth? If this kind of reform is going 
to be undertaken, and there may be 
some merits for it, it would imply a 
much broader set of reforms going far 
further than the Department of Agri- 
culture and really encompassing our 
entire Federal Government. That is not 
to say that the support price of it 
should not be addressed, and I am sure 
it is going to be addressed in the re- 
form bill that is now occurring. 

Finally, this amendment preempts 
the legislative process. Later this 
week, the Senate Agriculture Commit- 
tee, I understand, will begin marking 
up commodity titles for the 1995 farm 
bill which will be part of the reconcili- 
ation bill. The Brown amendment, as I 
view it, would undermine a very seri- 
ous effort by a number of Senators who 
are working for reform of the program 
in the authorization bill. 

Peanuts are grown in 72 of Georgia's 
159 counties. Yesterday, the junior Sen- 
ator from Georgia, Senator COVERDELL, 
noted that in 75 percent of those coun- 
ties, the poverty rate exceeds 20 per- 
cent. If we make an unreasoned and ab- 
rupt change, rather than an evolution- 
ary change, in the peanut program, the 
economies of these counties will be hit 
very, very hard. That means that farm 
workers, not just landowners, will be 
deeply affected, as well as small and 
rural communities. 

The top two peanut-producing coun- 
ties in Georgia are Worth County—I be- 
lieve that is the birthplace of our good 
friend from Alabama, Senator HEFLIN— 
and also Early County. In 1993, 9.71 per- 
cent of the population of Worth County 
received aid to families with dependent 
children benefits and 19.4 percent re- 
ceived food stamps. In Early County, 
13.38 percent of the population received 
AFDC benefits; 28.9 percent of the pop- 
ulation received food stamps. 
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Mr. President, no question about it, 
farming and the peanut program are 
vital to these economies. Nevertheless, 
peanut producers have not circled the 
wagon and said they are against all 
change. They have not rejected cost re- 
ductions. Indeed, peanut producers are 
working with Senators on both sides of 
the aisle toward a sound, workable pro- 
gram that will eliminate the tax- 
payers’ cost of the overall support pro- 
gram. I do not believe we want to send 
a signal that a process like that will be 
thrown out the window by an amend- 
ment to the appropriations bill. 

I concur with the Senator from Colo- 
rado that Government expenses ought 
to be eliminated from the peanut pro- 
gram to the greatest extent possible. I 
know that my colleagues, Senator 
COVERDELL, Senator COCHRAN, and Sen- 
ator HEFLIN also generally agree with 
this sentiment. 

I also agree with the Senator from 
Colorado that the program must be re- 
formed to reflect new challenges and 
new opportunities presented by both 
the NAFTA Agreement and the GATT 
Agreement, but the amendment by the 
Senator from Colorado does not help in 
that regard. I think it impedes progress 
for real reform. Many in the peanut 
program did not support GATT or 
NAFTA, but these major trade pro- 
grams passed, and they have been en- 
acted into law. I voted for them. 

We are now working through the 
farm bill to make sure the peanut and 
other programs reflect these new reali- 
ties. This amendment would short cir- 
cuit that process. NAFTA and GATT 
will require peanut producers to face 
new realities. They understand that. 
Our authorizers in the Agriculture 
Committee are working on orderly, but 
effective, reform of the peanut pro- 
gram. 

Mr. President, I am a cosponsor of 
the bill, S. 1155, the Agriculture Com- 
petitiveness Act of 1995, which was in- 
troduced by Senator COCHRAN last 
month. This legislation eliminates the 
cost of the price support program to 
the U.S. Treasury. The Senator from 
Colorado mentioned that the peanut 
program cost $120 million last year. I 
agree with him that that cost has to be 
driven down. As I understand S. 1155, 
these costs would be eliminated over a 
period of time under that bill. 

Mr. President, I am particularly 
proud of the leadership of Georgia’s 
peanut growers in supporting legisla- 
tion that will eliminate the costs of 
the price support program. The peanut 
title in S. 1155 is a real reform meas- 
ure. It delivers real savings to the Gov- 
ernment—$96 million in fiscal year 
1997, according to the Congressional 
Budget Office. 

In closing, Mr. President, let me reit- 
erate that I agree with the Senator 
from Colorado that the costs of the 
peanut price support program to the 
taxpayer should be eliminated. I also 
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agree with him that with the enact- 
ment of GATT and NAFTA, the pro- 
gram must reflect the realities of for- 
eign competition. I am confident that 
under the leadership of Senators HEF- 
LIN, COVERDELL, and COCHRAN, the Sen- 
ate will produce peanut legislation 
that meets both of those goals. But the 
Brown amendment undermines this 
process. 

I urge that the amendment of the 
Senator from Colorado be defeated. Un- 
less it is substantially redrawn, I hope 
it will be defeated. It is my hope, after 
talking with the Senator from Ala- 
bama and the Senator from Colorado 
and others, that there may be some re- 
drafting underway. 

I yield back any time I have remain- 
ing that was yielded to me by the Sen- 
ator from Alabama, and I thank him 
for yielding me the time. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today in opposition to the amendment 
offered by the senior Senator from Col- 
orado. 

The Agriculture Committee, of which 
I am a member, has been working dili- 
gently over the past several months to 
craft the 1995 farm bill. I have been 
working closely with other members of 
the committee to craft a bill that will 
achieve the cost savings necessary to 
reach a balanced budget, make our 
farm programs more market oriented, 
and ensure the continued success of the 
American farmer. 

We have nearly reached that goal. As 
I am sure you are aware, there exists 
disagreement over the future of farm 
policy. But members and staff of the 
Agriculture Committee are working to 
forge a consensus. 

Last month, I was pleased to join 
with six of my colleagues on the Agri- 
culture Committee, including the Sen- 
ator from Mississippi, to introduce the 
Agricultural Competitiveness Act of 
1995. This bill sets forth our vision for 
the future of agriculture. Part of our 
consensus rests on the peanut program. 

My colleagues and I on the commit- 
tee have set forth a reformed peanut 
program that will operate at no cost to 
the taxpayer—none. We have outlined a 
program that will contribute upwards 
of $400 million towards deficit reduc- 
tion and our ultimate goal of achieving 
@ balanced budget. And we have cham- 
pioned a plan that will ensure the con- 
tinued success of the family farmer, to 
ensure that he will be there producing 
the highest quality, safest, and most 
abundant food supply in the world. 

All parties recognize the need for re- 
form. And we all know that the budget 
is driving the debate over agriculture. 
So, I commend my colleague from Col- 
orado for his contribution to the cause. 

But as my colleague from Mississippi 
mentioned yesterday, we are crafting a 
comprehensive farm bill, one that will 
address farm policy in a coherent, uni- 
fied manner. And that is a goal I be- 
lieve we will have achieved, when all is 
said and done. 
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But we cannot address farm policy in 
a piecemeal manner on an appropria- 
tions bill, singling out not just farm- 
ers, but one type of farmer—our peanut 
farmers—to bear an extra burden. 

Let me speak to that burden. This 
amendment is nothing more than a tax 
on farmers. During my travels around 
the State and my discussions with Vir- 
ginia farmers, one message is deliv- 
ered: Reduce the regulatory and tax 
burden on the farmer. This amendment 
does the opposite. 

In addition, this amendment singles 
out one type of farmer: the peanut 
farmer. Now, I know the calls to re- 
form this program have been heard. As 
I have said, in the Agriculture Commit- 
tee, we are working on a reformed pea- 
nut program. 

But some insist on attacking the 
farmer wherever they can. Appropria- 
tions is not the vehicle for setting farm 
policy—particularly when it’s bad farm 
policy. 

The Federal Government administers 
numerous programs. I see no reason 
why peanut farmers should be singled 
out for what is nothing more than an- 
other tax. If we are going to proceed 
with this policy, then let’s apply it 
across the board, and make everyone 
pay for the incidental administrative 
expenses associated with their pro- 
grams. But let’s not just single out one 
group of farmers. 

Reasonable people will disagree 
about the future of farm policy. But 
this is the very debate we are under- 
taking in the Agriculture Committee. 

This is a battle for another day. I 
urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. President, I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Georgia, Senator 
NUNN, and also Senator COVERDELL for 
their helpful comments in this area. It 
is clearly an area they are very knowl- 
edgeable in, as well as the distin- 
guished Senator from Alabama, who 
has been very helpful in this regard. 

The Senator from Georgia is right 
when he says the normal job of dealing 
with this is in the authorizing commit- 
tee. I have served in Congress now for 
15 years—10 of it in the House and the 
remainder here in the Senate—and 
through that entire period of time, I 
would find it difficult to name a single 
time when the authorization bill was 
really on the floor and available for 
markup in either body. It may have 
been because of what was going on 
when I was in each particular House. 
But in the House of Representatives 
when it came up, there were restricted 
rules. 

Frankly, what happens is reform in 
this area is difficult to come by be- 
cause it is difficult to author. Why do 
you need reform? For this reason: This 
program hurts the consumers of Amer- 
ica. The world price of peanuts runs in 
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the neighborhood of $350 a ton. Mem- 
bers will appreciate that it varies, as 
any commodity price does. But the es- 
tablished target price under the mar- 
keting control program here is $678. In 
other words, the price that American 
consumers pay for the domestic con- 
sumption is nearly double the real 
price. If somebody said you are going 
to pay double for this commodity what 
anybody else in the world pays, I do 
not think you would necessarily think 
they were consumers’ friends. 

This program clearly hurts consum- 
ers. This program hurts producers, too, 
Mr. President. How can that be? It 
hurts producers even though the pro- 
gram allows producers to produce other 
than products for the target price 


maintained under a special loan pro- 


gram. Even though it does allow them 
to produce additional peanuts that can 
be sold worldwide or inventoried to 
meet future quotas, what it does do is 
lead to the export of this industry. 

This is a relatively new adjustment, 
but let me explain why I think it is so 
important that this be noted and that 
people understand why this program, 
as currently configured, does hurt pro- 
ducers. Under the new GATT market 
rules, access to the U.S. market has in- 
creased. Now, in the past, we could 
maintain a higher price in the world 
market because we had a protected 
market, because we not only restricted 
producers’ ability to sell in the domes- 
tic market, but we restricted foreign 
competitors from selling under the 
U.S. rules. 

Under the new GATT rules, foreign 
producers will gain greater access to 
the U.S. market. As that happens, it 
will be very difficult to maintain the 
target prices, and the cost of the pro- 
gram will skyrocket. Members want to 
do something about that. 

Secondly—and this is perhaps the 
most important of all—it ought to be 
noted—this is, I think, quoted from 
Government sources, but I will quote it 
because I think it is so important here: 
“However, future imports of peanut 
products from Mexico under NAFTA 
are exempt from this quota.” There аге 
some exceptions. 

Mr. President, what that means is, 
with NAFTA, we have let the Mexicans 
produce peanuts and sell them into our 
markets. They have not produced as 
big quantities in the past as they will 
in the future. They are rapidly expand- 
ing production in Mexico, and that will 
come out of United States production, 
because they will have access to our 
protected market. They will have the 
benefit of the significantly higher 
prices, even though they are not part 
of our program directly. 

What is happening right now is proc- 
essors of peanuts are trying to decide 
as to whether they pick up their proc- 
essing equipment and move it to Mex- 
ico. If they do, they accommodate the 
vast expansion of competition for us in 
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Mexico, and incidentally, they reduce 
our ability to process and maintain an 
industry here in the States. 

So whether we want to deal with this 
or not, we are being forced to. Having 
signed the trade agreement under 
NAFTA, we have new competition in 
Mexico, and that Mexican competition 
can produce peanuts at world prices, 
and those prices can dramatically un- 
dercut what we have in this program. 
Unless we act to change the program, 
we will drive much of this industry 
overseas. 

It is a shame because American farm- 
ers are the best in the world. They are 
the most efficient, productive, and cre- 
ative, and they are some of the hardest 
working people anywhere on the globe. 
To lose an industry that we do not 
have to lose because we cling to an out- 
of-date, above-market-price program 
would be a tragedy; it would be a trag- 
edy for the good farmers and for this 
country’s competitiveness. 

Mr. President, I am sensitive to the 
argument that was so eloquently made 
by the Senators from Georgia and Ala- 
bama and other Members who have 
spoken on the floor about this. I think 
they are right when they say the best 
way to draft these reforms is in com- 
mittee. I do not want this moment to 
pass without having this body go on 
record that we ought to at least ad- 
dress that and that it ought to be part 
of the consideration of a new farm bill. 

So, Mr. President, at this point, in an 
effort to move the body forward, I 
would like to offer for consideration 
for the Senate a compromise that I be- 
lieve has the approval of Members on 
both sides, which assigns this task of 
redrafting this area to the committee. 
But it puts the Senate on record of 
doing exactly what this original 
amendment was intended to do, and 
that is to add an assessment that goes 
to the people who enjoy the benefit of 
the program, have that assessment be 
big enough to cover the administrative 
costs. 

Having stated clearly in this bill that 
it is the sense of the Senate that we 
should do that, I think it gives a strong 
foundation for the authorizing commit- 
tee to do just that when they reauthor- 
ize this program and reconsider the 
changes that need to be made in it. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2688, AS FURTHER MODIFIED 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I send a 
modification of my amendment to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has that right. 

The amendment is so modified. 

The amendment, as further modified, 
is as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 
“It is the sense of the Senate that the cur- 
rent nonrefundable marketing assessment 
for the peanut program should be amended 
to direct that the current assessment is uti- 
lized in a manner to help defray the cost of 
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the peanut program, particularly to cover all 
administrative costs of the peanut program, 
including the salaries and expenses of De- 
partment of Agriculture employees who 
carry out the price support or production ad- 
justment program for peanuts." 

Mr. BROWN. I believe this amend- 
ment is approved by both sides. It says 
this: 

It is a sense of the Senate that the current 
nonrefundable marketing assessment for the 
peanut program should be amended to direct 
that the current assessment is utilized in a 
manner to help defray the cost of the peanut 
program, particularly to cover all adminis- 
trative costs of the peanut program, includ- 
ing the salaries and expenses of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture employees who carried 
out the price support or production adjust- 
ment program for peanuts. 

Mr. President, at this point, I yield 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the Sen- 
ator. I thank him for his original 
amendment, which I think is in the 
right direction, I think, reducing this 
cost to the Government. He recognizes 
this as someone who sees this program 
as really a flawed, but futilely flawed 
program—not fatally, but futilely, as 
in futilism.“ He recognizes this is a 
much bigger issue than just the admin- 
istrative costs. We are talking about 
literally millions or more dollars to 
the consumers of America in paying 
more for peanuts. 

I think the key point, I think that 
Members who may not be familiar with 
the peanut program, the key point that 
the Senator from Colorado pointed out 
is that this system is doomed to fail. It 
cannot be sustained because of what is 
going to happen with NAFTA and with 
other trade agreements. 

Mexico is in the process right now of 
planting more peanuts. They come into 
this country without the restrictions 
in place. They are going to replace 
growers here in this country, which 
means of course that we will be paying 
more money here at the Federal level 
to maintain that target price. 

I think it is a system that if you talk 
to peanut growers and people who hold 
the quotas, as the Senator from Colo- 
rado pointed out, 70 percent of the 
quotas are held by people who do not 
grow peanuts. 

It is a feudal system. You do not 
have to grow peanuts to own these 
quotas. To allow you to grow peanuts 
you basically have this passed down 
from your grandfather or great-grand- 
father. You hold and you collect all 
this money for someone else to grow 
peanuts on their land. 

As I said, feudal system best de- 
scribes it. Seventy percent are owned 
by people who do not farm the land. 
They are the ones getting rich on this 
program. They are the ones making all 
the money on this program. They are 
the ones running the ads that say, boy, 
you cannot touch the peanut program. 
I would not either. 
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I have a lot of peanut quota holders 
in Pennsylvania who do not like what 
I am doing, but I have a lot of jobs 
leaving the State of Pennsylvania from 
Hershey’s, which just moved a plant to 
Mexico because of the sugar problem, 
which is another thing we need to talk 
about. 

Peanuts is another problem. We lost 
jobs to Canada and other places in the 
confection industry, and by the hun- 
dreds. 

If we were benefiting small farmers 
who are trying to grow their patch, 
that is one thing, but these are large 
quota interest holders who simply are 
making money because their grand- 
daddy was around at the time they 
were passing them out. 

I think that is not what our tax dol- 
lars should be used for. It is destroying 
the market. It is costing consumers lit- 
erally billions of dollars a year. 

The Senator had a very modest 
amendment. I agree with his modifica- 
tion in the sense that this should be 
worked out by the Agriculture Com- 
mittee. It should be worked out in the 
reconciliation bill and in the farm bill. 

We had meetings, as I am sure the 
Senator from Colorado did, today we 
had meetings in the Agriculture Com- 
mittee on the Republican side and we 
will continue to meet to see if we can 
work out something to address this 
program, save the taxpayers’ dollars 
and save the consumer money in pea- 
nut butter costs downstream. 

I appreciate the Senator from Colo- 
rado who has really been a stalwart on 
this issue, who has been out here fight- 
ing this battle. I am a recent joiner of 
his forces. I want to congratulate him 
for coming to the floor, offering this 
amendment, keeping the pressure on 
the committee, keeping us moving for- 
ward so we can get rid of this system 
which is simply indefensible under any 
kind of budget restrictions. 

I yield back the time of the Senator 
from Colorado. 

Mr. HEFLIN. It is my understanding 
Senator DOMENICI desires to speak. 
Since this was worked out I did not in- 
tend to make a speech, but there have 
been certain statements that I do not 
want to leave that are erroneous. 

No. 1, the peanut program does not 
have a target price and does not have a 
subsidy. It has a loan rate. Histori- 
cally, the loan rate has every year been 
substantially lower than the price paid 
to the peanut farmer for his peanuts. 

Historically over 10 years, the peanut 
program has averaged only $13 million 
а year in cost to the U.S. Government. 
It varies as to what may happen at var- 
ious times. 

In regard to the savings of the 
consumer, there was a GAO study that 
indicated that there could be savings 
to the first purchaser of peanuts. 

In testimony before the Agriculture 
Committee of the House the GAO rep- 
resentative who was there testifying 
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made a distinction between the first 
purchaser and the final co.sumer, and 
he went on to say that in the study 
they contacted the manufacturers and 
asked them, Will the savings be 
passed оп to the consumer?” Тһе an- 
swer was “Well, we may develop new 
products and have a different pro- 
motional program.”’ 

There have been many studies over 
the years that have shown that as the 
price of peanuts goes up and down they 
are not passed on to the consumer. 
Purdue University has conducted two 
such studies and have traced over the 
history what the price has been. 

I just wanted to make those state- 
ments. I can go into much more detail 
and make a further statement and 
speech but I see Senator DOMENIC! is on 
the floor. 

I yield 2 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
might ask that chairman of the com- 
mittee, as I understand it, Senator 
BROWN has changed his amendment to 
a sense of the Senate. 

Mr. COCHRAN. The Senator is cor- 
rect. Senator BROWN is on the floor and 
has modified his amendment substan- 
tially. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me 
say to Senator BROWN, it is a little 
known fact that New Mexico is a pea- 
nut grower. We all know about the 
South, but New Mexico grows a rare 
peanut called Valencia peanuts. They 
are a little bit different than peanuts 
grown in your State, Senator HEFLIN, 
or in Georgia. 

Our program does not cost any 
money, and I understand that rec- 
onciliation is going to look at all the 
farm bill and all the commodity pro- 
grams and in the process they will look 
at the peanut program, which would in- 
clude New Mexico and a piece of Texas 
of the Valencia peanuts, and the indus- 
try is committed to a program that has 
no cost to the Federal Treasury. 

As I understand it, Senator HEFLIN, 
that is not just what the Valencia pea- 
nut industry is saying but the peanut 
industry at large is committed to 
working out a bill in reconciliation 
with no cost to the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

That is all I wanted to say. With that 
interpretation I assume we are not se- 
riously opposed to this sense-of-the- 
Senate proposal that the distinguished 
Senator from Colorado offers. 

I want to thank the Senator for leav- 
ing the issue—the real issue of how 
they go about doing that—to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture in the Reconcili- 
ation Act. 

I was going to argue on your first 
amendment that you were not really 
saving money but I do not want to do 
that now. The truth of the matter is 
you would not have been, so maybe I 
will just say it. 

Actually, unless you were willing to 
reduce the caps, that money would be 
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spent by some other committee some- 
where else. I was going to make that 
point, but you were judicious and 
amended it before we had to come down 
and do that. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I want to 
thank the Senator from New Mexico 
for being enlightened, and I hope he 
has not given up on that task because 
I suspect that effort will be needed 
again. 

I simply add to the RECORD, Mr. 


‘President, information included by the 


Congressional Research Service on this 
subject because we talked about the 
costs of the program. 

CRS reports that in 1983 to 1986 the 
program averaged a cost of $9.9 million 
a year; in the periods of 1987 to 1991 the 
program averaged a cost of $15.5 mil- 
lion; more than a 50-percent increase; 
the period of 1992 to 1996, the program 
averaged $54.8 million a year, which is 
3.5 times what it was in the previous 
period. 

As we have noted, the program last 
year appears to be in the neighborhood 
of $120 million. CRS says $119.5 million 
is their estimate. That is not a final- 
ized figure. 

Mr. President, the other point that I 
think is important, that the real cost 
of this program is not what it costs the 
taxpayers, which is significant and 
growing dramatically. It is what it 
costs the consumers of America, which 
CRS indicates may be in the neighbor- 
hood of $300 million to $500 million a 
year. 

It is clear this is an area that merits 
reform. I appreciate my colleagues 
pointing out the proper role of the au- 
thorizing committee here. I hope we 
will make progress on it. Since we have 
reached agreement on the revised 
amendment, I believe Members will be 
comfortable in voting on this by voice. 
A rollcall vote will not be necessary. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator would yield for a response, the 
amendment now is acceptable, I am 
told, on both sides of the aisle. 

I understand, too, that the yeas and 
nays had been ordered but that we can 
vitiate the yeas and nays and no roll- 
call vote would be necessary. 

If there is no objection, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the yeas and nays 
be vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN, I suggest to Senators 
who have time under the agreement if 
we yield back all time we can vote on 
the amendment on a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as I have. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I yield 
back what time I have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, and no one 
wishing to speak on this amendment, 
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the question now occurs on the Brown 
amendment, No. 2688, as modified, to 
the committee amendment on page 83, 
line 4 of the bill. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2688), as modi- 
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. CONRAD. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

VOTE ON COMMITTEE AMENDMENT, ON PAGE 83, 

LINE 4 THROUGH LINE 2, PAGE 84, AS AMENDED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the committee 
amendment, as amended. 

The committee amendment, 
amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CONRAD. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 


as 


PRIME TIME TELEVISION—THE 
NEW FALL TV PROGRAM LINEUP 


Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I would 
like to bring the attention of the Sen- 
ate an article entitled Sex and Vio- 
lence on TV” from the most recent 
issue of U.S. News & World Report— 
September 11, 1995. The article reviews 
television network programming for 
the upcoming fall TV season. I am par- 
ticularly troubled by the direction of 
the networks. The lead in the article 
describes the season as “Чо hell with 
kids—that must be the motto of the 
new fall TV season.’’ The article sug- 
gests that the family viewing hour— 
the 8 p.m. to 9 p.m. period—is dead, and 
that sex, vulgarity and violence rules 
prime time. 

Tom Shales in his review this week- 
end of fall television network program- 
ming in the Washington Post makes 
similar observations. He remarked, 
“vulgarity is on the rise. Sitcom writ- 
ers make big bucks coming up with 
cheap laughs. Buried in the dust of 
competition is the old family viewing 
concept that made the 8 p.m. hour—7 
p.m. on Sundays—a haven from adult 
themes and language.” 

As my colleagues are aware, earlier 
this summer, the Senate and House of 
Representatives debated at length the 
issue of television violence as part of 
the telecommunications bill, S. 652 and 
H.R. 1555. Both the House and Senate 
bills include provisions requiring that 
new television sets be equipped with 
technology to permit parents to block 
television programming with violent, 
sexual or other objectionable content. 
The measure also encourages the devel- 
opment of a voluntary rating system 
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by the television industry, a system 
that would enable parents to make in- 
formed decisions about television view- 
ing for their children. 

Mr. President, with all the attention 
focused on television violence over the 
past few months—including a recent 
pledge by my distinguished colleague 
senator ROBERT DOLE to clean up tele- 
vision and movies—it is astonishing 
that television networks are promoting 
a fall TV season that demonstrates so 
much disregard for the wishes of Amer- 
ican families and the clear majority of 
the House and Senate. American people 
want television networks to develop 
programming with considerably less vi- 
olence, sexual and indecent content. 
The new fall television schedule is a 
tragedy. 

Time and time again, I, and members 
of the Citizens Task Force on Tele- 
vision Violence have been told by the 
media that Government intervention 
to reduce violent and objectionable tel- 
evision programming is not necessary. 
We were assured that the media will 
act responsibly. The networks argue 
that the technology for parents to 
block programming and a rating sys- 
tem for programming are not nec- 


essary. 

Mr. President, the U.S. News & World 
Report’s review of fall TV program- 
ming suggests otherwise. It is regret- 
table that the networks are dem- 
onstrating such disregard for the wish- 
es of American families. The UCLA 
Center for Communications Policy’s 
Network Violence Study released ear- 
lier today confirms some of these con- 
tinuing concerns regarding violent pro- 
gramming. The UCLA study points out 
that while some programming shows 
improvement in the overall reduction 
of violence, the study identified serious 
problems regarding the level of vio- 
lence in theatrical films on television, 
on-air promotions, children’s television 
and the lack of parental advisories. I 
urge the American public to let their 
Senators and Members of the House of 
Representatives know their views on 
programming for the upcoming fall TV 
season, and to express strong support 
for the v-chip legislation when it is 
considered by the House-Senate Con- 
ference on the telecommunications 
bill. I ask unanimous consent Mr. 
President, that the text of the article 
from the U.S. News & World Report be 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I just 
want to conclude by saying the evi- 
dence is, really, overwhelming. I have 
been working on this issue for 5 years. 
I have put together a national coali- 
tion that involves church groups, law 
enforcement, all of the children’s advo- 
cacy groups, the principals of America, 
the teachers, the National Education 
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Association, group after group after 
group who have said, “Enough is 
enough. Let us reduce the mindless, re- 
petitive violence that is on television. 
Let us reduce that objectionable sexual 
content. Let us have television realize 
the promise that it offers the American 
people, to uplift, to educate, to in- 
form.” That is what our society des- 
perately needs. 

And over and over the networks have 
told us, “Ве patient, just wait. We аге 
going to act.”’ 

Now, we have the fall schedule and 
we can see how hollow those promises 
are. Over and over we have been told, 
“We are going to do better. We are 
going to reduce the level of violence. 
We are going to reduce other objection- 
able content.” 

Mr. President, they have not kept 
the promise. I call on my colleagues to 
stand fast. We passed here, by 73 to 26, 
the choice chips“ that will permit 
parents to decide what their children 
are exposed to. That is the appropriate 
response. 

I, once again, call on the networks to 
take action to keep their promises and, 
hopefully, to support this legislation 
that will provide ‘‘choice chips” in new 
television sets so parents can choose; 
so parents can decide what their chil- 
dren are exposed to. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From U.S. News & World Report, September 

11, 1995) 
SEX AND VIOLENCE ON ТУ 
(By Mare Silver) 

The family hour is gone. There's still a 
splattering of guts in prime time, but the 
story of the fall lineup is the rise of sex. Will 
the networks ever wise up? 

To hell with kids—that must be the motto 
of the new fall TV season. You want proof? 
Look at the network lineups. Many of the 
wholesome sitcoms that once ruled the 8 
p.m.-to-9 p.m. hour have gone to the TV 
graveyard, replaced by racier fare like 
“Cybill” and Roseanne.“ As a Wall Street 
Journal news story put it in a recent head- 
line, “It's 8 p.m. Your Kids Are Watching 
Sex оп ТУ." 

Vulgarity also rules іп the first hour of 
prime time. In Bless This House,“ an 8 p.m. 
CBS show starring shock comic Andrew Clay 
as a blue-collar dad, the mom accuses her 12- 
year-old daughter of spendling] all morning 
staring at your little hooters.” Chatting 
with a promiscuous chum who's said to be so 
eager for sex that she'd “йо it on the coffee 
table,“ the mother wonders, “Му God, don’t 
you ever get your period?” 

Say goodbye to the “family hour,” the 8 
p.m.-to-9 p.m. period ABC, CBS and NBC 
once reserved for you and the kids, and say 
hello to the Fox in the henhouse. The suc- 
cess of sexually frank programs like the Fox 
network's “Beverly Hills 90210” at 8 p.m. has 
uncorked a wave of me-tooism in the quest 
for a young (but not too young), hip and 
urban audience. As Alan Sternfeld, an ABC 
senior vice president, says of shifting Rose- 
anne” and “Ellen” to 8 p.m.: We get reim- 
bursed by advertisers when we deliver adults 
18 to 49.” 

Despite the outcry over TV violence this 
year, it is the rise of sex on TV that is the 
real story of the fall lineup. Some media 
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critics are pointing to moralistic plots on 
shows like ER.“ Roseanne and 
“Seinfeld” as evidence that network TV is 
becoming as wholesome and earnest as The 
Little Engine That Could. But that’s just a 
small part of what’s happening in prime 
time. 

“A lot of Hollywood says, ‘If you criticize 
us about violence, then let's have some good, 
wholesome sex at 8 p.m.,'" says Lionel 
Chetwynd, a prominent writer, director and 
producer who has worked in TV for 20 years. 
The idea that family viewing includes some 
sense of sexual propriety doesn't seem to 
have sunk into the Hollywood community.” 

Chetwynd sees a defensive reaction from 
his colleagues. They complain that they're 
an easy target, and also believe that only 
someone on the far right could possibly be 
upset by sex on TV. But that’s not so. Plenty 
of “lifestyle conservatives’—a term coined 
by film critic Michael Medved—are fed-up 
viewers despite their moderate or liberal po- 
litical views. 

Those lifestyle conservatives have plenty 
to grouse about. A groundbreaking study by 
Monique Ward, a postdoctoral fellow in edu- 
cation at the University of California at Los 
Angeles, tracks and analyzes sexual content 
in the 1992-93 prime-time shows most popular 
among youngsters 2 to 12 and 12 to 17. On ау- 
erage, 29 percent of all interactions involved 
sex talk of some kind. Blossom“ at 58 per- 
cent and “Магбіп” at 49 percent led the 
pack. Sex is most often depicted as a com- 
petition, a way to define masculinity and an 
“exciting amusement for people of all ages," 
Ward found. Looks are everything. In an epi- 
sode of Blossom.“ a teenager's grandfather 
says of a blind date: “Іп case she’s a dog, I 
can fake a heart attack.” Ward’s study will 
appear in the October Journal of Youth and 
Adolescence. 

Then there's soap-opera sex, talk-show sex 
chatter, sex crimes on the news—how do kids 
process all that? Little academic work has 
been done in this area. Yet, researchers are 
moving ahead gingerly, and certain conclu- 
sions are emerging. In a study of how 
middleclass teenage girls react to sex in the 
media, Jane Brown, a professor in the school 
of journalism and mass communications at 
the University of North Carolina at Chapel 
Hill, identified three types of viewers: sexu- 
ally inexperienced teens who find the whole 
thing "disgusting": “intrigued” girls who 
“suck it up.“ buying into the TV sex fan- 
азу, and critics,“ who tear irresponsible 
sexual messages to shreds. but the media 
are so compelling and so filled with sex, it’s 
hard for any kid, even a critic, to resist.“ 
says Brown. “I think of the media as our 
true sex educators." 

Kids agree. This year, Children Now, an 
Oakland, Calif., advocacy group, polled 750 
children ages 10 to 16. Six out of 10 said sex 
on TV sways kids to have sex at too young 
an age. Some shows to promote teenage ab- 
stinence or conversations about the con- 
sequences of sex, but that’s the exception. 
One suggestion endorsed by Douglas 
Besharov, a scholar at the conservative-lean- 
ing American Enterprise Institute: Force TV 
honchos to show their products to their 
spouses, kids and parents. 

Murder at 8 p.m.—Violence also is barging 
into the early evening this fall. Fox's 
“Space: Above and Beyond,” a 7 p.m. sci-fi 
spatterthon, features flamethrowers, stun 
guns and, for nostalgia buffs, a crowbar and 
a noose of chains. “John Grisham’s The Cli- 
ent,” an 8 p.m. CBS drama, serves up two 
corpses and two bloody, on-screen murders in 
the first 15 minutes. That’s more grist for 
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politicians on the warpath about TV vio- 
lence. Р 

The “У-сһір” is currently а favorite solu- 
tion. Both houses of Congress have supported 
legislation requiring that new TV sets come 
with a chip enabling parents to block violent 
programs. The technology is a snap. Decid- 
ing which shows deserve a V“ for violence 
is the problem. The networks aren't eager to 
cooperate. A government committee raises 
the specter of censorship, along with thorny 
questions—for example, would violence in 
“M*A*S*H” be in the same category as 
shootings іп “Тһе Untouchables’’? 

In any event, the V-chip is a few years 
away. In the interim, children will see thou- 
sands of violent acts on TV. A study by the 
American Psychological Association figures 
that the typical child, watching 27 hours of 
TV a week, will view 8,000 murders and 
100,000 acts of violence from age 3 to age 12. 
(Of course, that wouldn't apply to fans of 
“Mister Rogers’ Neighborhood” or sitcom 
viewers.) 

An upcoming report by the UCLA Center 
for Communication Policy sees some im- 
provements on the TV-violence front. The 
networks know what the public is looking 
for.“ says Jeffrey Cole, director of the cen- 
ter, which was hired by the networks to con- 
duct what is arguably the most thorough re- 
view ever of violence in prime-time media. 
Looking at nearly 3,000 hours of television, 
the report concludes the overall level of vio- 
lence is dropping. 

Bloody promos,—But gratuitous violence is 
on the rise. All violence is not equal,“ says 
Cole. Context is everything, and in some in- 
stances, violence is unwarranted and not 
helpful to the plot. Some movies and made- 
for-TV movies about crime are just vehicles 
for violence.“ Promos for violent shows are 
especially prone to “condensed violence“ 
with no context. 

Hollywood isn't convinced that media 
mayhem inspires the real thing. ‘‘When I was 
little, I went to the movies every week and 
saw violent cartoons and two or three West- 
erns in which the entire Sioux nation was 
massacred by the cavalry,” recalls Steven 
Bochco, creator of “NYPD Blue.“ I never 
had a question that what I was watching was 
make-believe, because I was raised by a fam- 
ily that gave me a moral compass.” 

On the other side of the debate stand 1,000- 
plus studies establishing links between TV 
violence and the way people behave in real 
life. In a 1970 study at Pennsylvania State 
University, psychologist Aletha Huston and 
a colleague regularly showed cartoons of 
fist-flying superheroes to one group of 4- 
year-olds and bland fare to another. Among 
kids in both groups known to be above aver- 
age in aggressive behavior, those who saw 
the action heroes were more likely to hit and 
throw things after watching. Nor do the ef- 
fects of TV violence fade after childhood. 
Psychologist Leonard Eron of the University 
of Michigan’s Institute for Social Research 
has tracked 650 New York children from 1960 
to the present, looking at viewing habits and 
behavior. Those who watched the most vio- 
lent television as youngsters grew up to en- 
gage in the most aggressive behavior as 
adults, from spouse abuse to drunk driving. 

The flaw in Bochco's argument, Eron says, 
is that not all homes have a moral compass. 
Besides, no one’s saying that all violence is 
inspired by television. One estimate, based 
on an analysis of 275 studies by George Com- 
stock, 8. I. Newshouse professor of public 
communication at Syracuse University, is 
that perhaps 10 percent of antisocial and ille- 
gal acts can be linked to TV. But wouldn't 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


it be great if we could reduce the occurrence 
of violence in this nation by 10 percent?” 
asks Eron. 

Family fare?—Fans of family TV won't 
find much to cheer about in the fall 1995 sea- 
son. “More channels doesn’t mean more 
choices," says Kathryn Montgomery of the 
Center for Media Education, an advocacy 
group in Washington, D.C. In fact, one of the 
best family dramas on television, CBS's 
Christy“ was canceled this spring despite a 
slew of awards. “Christy,” the story of a 
young teacher in backwoods Tennessee in 
1912, had superb writing and acting—and 
lovely lessons about life with nary an ounce 
of schmaltz or sex, violence or swearing. The 
audience of about 10 million weekly viewers 
was “fairly substantial and intensely loyal,” 
says David Poltrack, executive vice presi- 
dent of research and planning for CBS. But 
the young adults whom advertisers crave 
weren't watching in force, so Christy“ got 
the ax. Reruns will air on the Family Chan- 
nel on Saturdays at 7 p.m. starting in Octo- 
ber. 

Since most new network shows weren’t de- 
signed with a family audience in mind, War- 
ner Bros. new WB network is trying to fill 
the 8 to 9 p.m. void with “family friendly” 
fare. On the menu this fall: a fairly clever 
carton called “Steven Speilberg Presents 
Pinky & the Вгаїп” on Sundays at 7 p.m., 
about a smart lab rat trying to take over the 
world, and supposedly wholesome sitcoms 
that are, in fact, generally mediocre and oc- 
casionally offensive. In “Kirk,” the lame 
tale of an older brother who assumes custody 
of three siblings, the younger brother brags 
of peeping into a nearby apartment and see- 
ing a beautiful woman in a “Wonderbra and 
nothing else.“ Turns out the gal is a guy, 
even though he has girl things.“ 

Raunchy family fare is nothing new. In an 
episode of CBS’s The Nanny,” a returning 
show that pitches itself to kids with promos 
during cartoons, the nanny comes home 
drunk and mistakenly stumbles into bed 
with her cold-ridden boss. The next day, nei- 
ther can recall if they had sex. We try to do 
a sophisticated 8 p.m. show.“ says Nanny“ 
Co-executive Producer Diane Wilk. We 
wouldn't want to put anything on the air we 
wouldn't want our children to see.“ Counters 
Debra Haffner, president of the Sexuality In- 
formation and Education Council of the 
United States: “I wouldn't let my 10-year-old 
daughter watch. ‘The Nanny -or practically 
any other prime-time show—without me, so 
І can discuss the sexual messages with her.“ 

Smart TV.—On Saturday mornings, net- 
work cynicism is symbolized by АВС" can- 
ning of “Cro,” one of the few genuinely edu- 
cational cartoons around. “Сго” wasn’t the 
greatest show ever produced by the Chil- 
dren's Television Workshop, creators of 
“Sesame Street.” But it managed to tuck 
science lessons into the adventures of a pre- 
historic tribe and did win its time slot last 
season. ABC says the show underper- 
formed." As “Сго” bowed out, an animated 
version of the movie Dumb and Dumber joined 
ABC's Saturday lineup. “This is beyond 
ігопу,” says Reed Hundt, chairman of the 
Federal Communications Commission. 
Dumb and Dumber’ is a description of this 
decision, not just a title.“ 

PBS still has a fine roster of educational 
fare. But Ghostwriter.“ a popular show for 
ages 6 to 11 that stresses reading skills in the 
mysteries it weaves, will have no new epi- 
sodes, just reruns. Corporate money dried up 
for the series, and two commercial networks 
weren't interested in new episodes for Satur- 
day mornings. “Wishbone,” a new PBS daily 
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series, debuting October 9 and aimed at the 
вате age group, is a strong breed. The 
eponymous star is a terrier who imagines 
himself in literary works like Romeo and Ju- 
liet. The dog is appealing, yet a purist might 
wonder if this is the best way to introduce 
kids to great literature. 

But “Wishbone” is а gem compared with 
Disney's new, allegedly educational syn- 
dicated series “Sing Me a Story: With 
Belle.“ To keep costs down, Disney is recy- 
cling old cartoons with new didactic voice- 
overs. In one episode, the lesson is: Friends 
are good, friends are good, friends are good. 
The live-action host is Belle, star of Beauty 
and the Beast. 

Nonetheless, Disney could be the salvation 
of family-friendly television when it takes 
over АВС. Dean Valentine, president of Walt 
Disney Television and Television Animation, 
predicts the glut of adult-oriented 8 p.m. 
shows will provide an opening for something 
different. “Іп the next year or two, the hit 
shows will be family programs from Disney 
at 8 p. m.,“ he says. 

Parents don't have to just sit and wait for 
better TV. Public outrage can play a role in 
reforming the media—that’s why Calvin 
Klein decided last week to pull controversial 
ads for jeans depicting young people in var- 
ious stages of undress. Then again, few have 
lost money being crass in the vast waste- 
land. 

A GUIDE TO MEDIA LITERACY—WHAT TV-SAVVY 
PARENTS CAN DO TO HELP THEIR KIDS 

As TV gets wilder and wilder, more parents 
are opting to junk television altogether. 
Those not ready for this drastic step can find 
solace in media literacy—the art of 
deconstructing television. Schools in Canada 
have taught media literacy for years, ex- 
plaining to students that programs exist to 
deliver an audience to advertisers, that sex 
and violence sell and that TV news isn't all 
the news that's fit to air—it’s more likely 
the news that gets the best ratings. Amer- 
ican schools are just beginning to catch up. 
Here are six key precepts for a crash course 
at home. 

1. Rethink your image of TV.—Newton 
Minow, former chairman of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission, suggests imagin- 
ing a stranger in your house blathering on to 
you and your children about sex and violence 
all day long. No one dares interrupt or tell 
the stranger to shut up or get out. That 
stranger is your TV set. 

2. Keep а diary.—Ask your kids how much 
TV they think they watch. Then have them 
write down everything they watch for a 
week. Parents might do the same. Both gen- 
erations may be shocked by the results, A 
reasonable goal for kids: two hours a day. 
Several primers help with this and other 
steps: The Smart Parent's Guide to Kids’ TV by 
Milton Chen (KQED Books, 1994, $8.95); “Так- 
ing Charge of Your TV.“ from the National 
PTA and the cable-television industry (free 
copies from 800-743-5355 ог  http:⁄ 
www.widmeyer.com/ncta/home.htm оп the 
Internet); and guides from the Center for 
Media Literacy (call 800-226-9494 for a free 
catalog). 

3. Ве choosy.—You wouldn’t stroll into a 
library and pick up the first book, and you 
shouldn't just turn on the TV and watch 
whatever's on. Media literacy mavens sug- 
gest choosing a week's worth of programs іп 
advance. Sorry, no channel surfing. 

4. Watch with them.,—Unless parents are 
confident that a show is safe for youngsters 
(rarely the case these days), they should 
watch with their kids, then talk about con- 
troversial content. Sample queries: “Why 
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was that the lead story on the news?” “Could 
a cop really be back at work a week after 
being shot іп the chest?” When the star of 
the sitcom decided to have sex with a woman 
he just met, should she have suggested that 
he use a condom?” 

5. Just say no.—And also why—which 
means you first need to watch the series in 
question. “Му daughter, who's 11, wanted to 
see ‘Married With Children.“ says 
Karen Jaffe of Kidsnet, a children’s media re- 
source center in Washington, D.C. “I said no. 
I don’t like the way the parents talk to the 
kids or the kids talk to the parents." 

6. Media literacy isn't a cure-all.—No child 
can be immunized against all the bad stuff 
on TV. So parents (and children) need to 
make their objections known. Letters to the 
local station, with a copy to the local news- 
papers and the FCC, can carry weight, espe- 
cially if you use the words feared by TV ex- 
ecutives: falling to serve the public inter- 
est“ and doesn't deserve to have its license 
renewed.” 

DOES KIDS' TV NEED FIXING? 

Officials are debating whether to toughen 
the Children's Television Act: Should they 
require stations to air more quality kids’ 
programming? 

The Children’s Television Act is either the 
last best hope for children’s programs or an 
irksome symbol of how government meddles 
where it shouldn't. Enacted in October 1990, 
the act requires local stations to meet the 
“educational and informational needs of 
children“ to renew their licenses. The act’s 
supporters want to strengthen its terms by 
requiring, among other things, that a spe- 
cific number of hours be devoted to chil- 
dren’s programming; its critics say Uncle 
Sam has no business regulating a local sta- 
95 schedule. 


Without government intervention, the tel- 
evision industry will not produce enough 
quality children’s programming. 

Broadcasters must serve the public.—They 
use spectra owned by the public and it’s only 
right that their work benefit the public in- 
terest. “Тһе law requires that broadcasters 
uphold public-interest standards regardless 
of the share of 18-to-49-year-olds that they 
capture for advertisers,” said Federal Com- 
munications Commission Chairman Reed 
Hundt in a recent speech. 

Children need an advocate.—Federal courts 
have already recognized that government 
has a role in protecting kids’ interests that 
extends beyond the constitutional protec- 
tions of free speech. One recent decision af- 
firmed that role when it upheld the FCC’s 
regulations restricting “indecent” program- 
ming to certain hours. 

Broadcasters cut corners.—The children’s 
Television Act vaguely defines educational 
as furthering “the positive development of 
the child іп any respect.” Broadcasters love 
that loophole. The Center for Media Edu- 
cation says some station license renewal ap- 
plications have listed cartoons like Casper“ 
and “GI Joe” as educational. The definition 
of the word educational must be firmed up so 
that shows airing prior to 7 a.m. should not 
qualify and local stations are required to air 
а certain number of hours per week. 

Threats of regulation bring results.—When 
presidents threaten to regulate the tele- 
vision industry, more educational shows are 
produced for children. Former ABC chil- 
dren’s television chief Squire Rushnell has 
charted the relationship: Richard Nixon and 
Gerald Ford both advocated that there 
should be more educational children’s pro- 
gramming or else the government would in- 
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sist on it. As a result, the networks averaged 
almost 10 hours of such programming per 
week by 1975. By the end of Jimmy Carter’s 
term, in 1980, the total was up to 11% hours. 
By 1990, after Ronald Reagan’s tenure, it 
dropped to 1% hours. (Broadcasters dispute 
pica counting methods.) 


n: 

While there is industry support for the 
Children’s Television Act, the free market 
does a good job of creating quality shows 
without government edicts. 

Strict regulations violate free speech.— 
When government tells broadcasters how 
much children’s educational television they 
should produce and what time slots they 
should use for such programs, the First 
Amendment rights of those broadcasters are 
violated. “It takes away the discretion of the 
broadcasters,” says Jeff Baumann, general 
counsel for the National Association of 
Broadcasters. 

Government cannot make children watch 
“educational programming. —If TV produc- 
ers have to scramble to produce educational 
shows to fulfill a requirement, the result will 
be a spate of mediocre programs that won't 
capture the imagination of children. 

Broadcasters have responded to the act.— 
FCC Commissioner Rachelle Chong points 
out that since the act took effect, children’s 
educational fare has increased from about 
one hour per week to three hours on average. 
She believes that broadcasters are getting 
the message about educational fare and 
plans to follow up with broadcasters who 
promise her that the trend will improve. 
Quantitative guidelines should be our last 
resort.“ 

The free market works. — Cable stations 
like the Disney Channel, the Learning Chan- 
nel and Nickelodeon and several satellite 
and online services have all come into being 
to serve children (though 36 percent of Amer- 
ican homes do not have cable). With new 
players entering the entertainment business, 
the choices for children will only increase. 
“If there's a program niche there, the mar- 
ketplace will find it,“ says Ben Tucker, 
president of Retlaw Broadcasting and chair- 
man of government relations for the CBS af- 
filiate's advisory board. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut. 


THE STATE OF TELEVISION 
TODAY 


Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
am, again, glad to join my colleague 
from North Dakota, Senator CONRAD, 
in commenting on the state of tele- 
vision today. I do not know that the 
Conrad-Lieberman review of the fall 
television season will rival Siskel and 
Ebert's review of movies. But I would 
say Senator CONRAD and I are quite 
clearly saying we give this fall TV sea- 
son two thumbs down. That is, really, 
what I want to talk about today. 

Three months ago this body voted 
overwhelmingly, on a bipartisan basis, 
in support of V-chip—or C-chip, C for 
choice—legislation that Senator 
CONRAD and I initiated. With that vote 
we said, in effect, that too much of tel- 
evision in America today has become 
so wild, so vulgar, so morally repug- 
nant that it has actually become a 
threat to our children, a threat from 
which they need protection. 
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As Senator CONRAD indicated, there 
is new evidence out today on the ex- 
tent of violence in television in the 
form of a study released by the Center 
for Communication Policy at UCLA 
which, while it does note some im- 
provement, shows by its content that 
violence remains a serious problem in 
TV programming. But the American 
people do not need a study to tell them 
what they already know about the 
state of television today. Not only does 
violence remain a problem, but vul- 
garity is increasing as a problem. 

I hear complaints whenever I go 
home and talk about this subject. Poll 
after poll depicts a citizenry fed up 
with the plummeting standards of the 
TV industry and the constant barrage 
of foul programming that is being 
thrown at our children. 

Mr. President, our purpose—Senator 
CONRAD’s and mine—in raising this 
issue today is to call our colleagues’ 
attention to the industry’s curious re- 
action to the public’s anger about the 
state of television programming. For 
the fact is that the broadcast networks 
this week are embarking on a new fall 
season that is far more crude, more 
rude, and more offensive than anything 
we have seen before. 

That is the conclusion reached by the 
television critic at Connecticut’s larg- 
est newspaper, the Hartford Courant, 
James Endrst, who characterized a col- 
lection of new series this fall as the 
product of a slow but steady slide into 
the gutter involving the Nation's most 
pervasive and persuasive medium.“ He 
went оп to say that viewers may be 
struck not so much by the shows, but 
by the scenes—TV moments signaling 
an aggregate acceptance of rude lan- 
guage, foul imagery and gross behavior 
in the entertainment mainstream.” 

It reminds me of Senator MOYNIHAN’s 
searing and profound comment that we 
are defining deviancy down by lowering 
the standards of what we accept on tel- 
evision, particularly in what used to be 
family programming hours. We are 
lowering the standards of what is ac- 
ceptable in our society, and we are 
sending a message to our children. 

The Cincinnati Enquirer’s editorial 
page bluntly talked about the “reeking 
crud of puerile trashcoms’”’ that аге so 
common this fall season. And Tom 
Shales, respected critic from the Wash- 
ington Post, used the words de- 
ргауей” and soul-killing“ after view- 
ing some of the same shows. 

Mr. President, I would encourage my 
colleagues to watch some of these new 
shows, new shows that are premiering 
this week. Those of you who once may 
have watched ‘‘Car 54, Where Are 
You?” will probably end up asking 
“Common Decency, Where Are You?” 
on television today. 

Mr. President, I am going to ref- 
erence and read from a few lines from 
these shows, and perhaps I should issue 
a warning to any children that may be 
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watching on C-SPAN or their parents 
to remove them from the sets. So I am 
going to quote from shows that are 
shown in the family hour on television 
today. It makes me feel like my child- 
hood was a long time ago, and I am 
sure parents are yearning again for the 
time when they could turn on the tele- 
vision and not worry about being em- 
barrassed to sit there with their chil- 
dren and hear what they hear—being 
worried about letting their children 
watch without them. 

So let me cite from some of the 
shows that are new to the television 
this year. 

ABC’s “Wilde Again” in which the 
lead character advises her step- 
daughter to ‘‘call me what you called 
me when we first met, ‘Daddy’s little 
whore’."’ Or, you can watch another 
ABC offering, a nighttime soap called 
“The Мопгоев,” which іп its premier 
last week showcased a woman making 
what we once referred to as an obscene 
gesture with her middle finger. That 
may be the most fitting symbol to 
characterize what too much of tele- 
vision is saying to the American public 
today, and also to our concerns about 
the degradation of our culture. 

One of the most controversial new 
shows is a sitcom on CBS called “Bless 
This House.” And it is controversial for 
good reason. On its premier last Mon- 
day night, the mother on the show tells 
her daughter that she would not need 
her own bathroom if "you didn’t spend 
all morning staring at your little hoot- 
ers.” 

What makes the crassness of Bless 
This House” profoundly disturbing is 
that the network has made a decision 
to air the show at 8 p.m. during what 
we once thought of as the traditional 
family viewing hour. 

Some of this stuff is obviously appro- 
priate for adult viewing. But to put it 
on at 8 p.m. when families have been 
watching television is an insult to 
those families. The networks’ commit- 
ment to that concept of the family tel- 
evision viewing hour has obviously 
eroded. But the fall season has slipped 
even further, as is evident from the 
number of what I would call sopho- 
moric sitcoms that are being aired be- 
tween 8 and 9 p.m. For instance, join- 
ing Bless This House“ is another CBS 
series, ‘‘Can’t Hurry Love,” which has 
featured in its premier episode some 
truly outrageous language from the 
lead characters. 

Mr. President, the abandonment of 
the family viewing hour is evident also 
in the networks’ decision to shift the 
number of established sitcoms with 
adult themes—such as Cybill“ on CBS 
and “Friends” on ABC—to this earlier 
time period. Those two shows which I 
have watched can be very engaging, 
very witty, and very entertaining. But 
they are often clearly not appropriate 
for children, particularly younger chil- 
dren. That is exactly the point which 
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Senator CONRAD and I are trying to 
make. 

I must say just as jarring as the lan- 
guage on new shows are some of the 
comments from network officials to 
justify their programming decisions. 
One high-ranking official at ABC said, 
“The society to some extent, has be- 
come crasser, and we move with that.” 
That is not what I understood the pur- 
pose of entertainment to be, particu- 
larly not in the family viewing hours. 

An executive from NBC explained 
that life includes sexual іпппепдоев.” 
And another NBC official also went so 
far as to say, “It’s not the role of net- 
work television to program for the 
children of America.” But the children 
of America are watching those pro- 
grams. That official added that most 
small children “аге watching Nick at 
Nite.” Most of them do not watch net- 
work television in prime time. 

If many young children are indeed 
watching Nickelodeon or the Disney 
Channel, it’s because their parents are 
deeply troubled by the content of the 
major network’s programming, and are 
searching for refuge from the tawdri- 
ness that characterizes too much of 
television today. 

But the reality is that many children 
are watching broadcast television and 
these tasteless trashcoms, and the le- 
gion of perverse and near-pornographic 
talk shows that air each afternoon. No 
matter how hard parents work to mon- 
itor their children’s viewing, habits, 
and no matter how many technological 
gadgets they have at their disposal, 
many children will continue to watch 
these channels, and their behavior will 
continue to be influenced by what they 
see on TV. 

Mr. President, I realize that the TV 
industry is not a monolith. There are 
many responsible leaders in that com- 
munity, just as there are some out- 
standing. thought-provoking series on 
the major networks. Some of them, 
such аз the hit ABC comedy “Ноте 
Improvement,’’ showed that you can be 
successful and funny, without being 
vulgar. 

PBS obviously continues to offer 
both adults and children a number of 
engaging, challenging, thought-provok- 
ing, and entertaining series. And even 
among the new network offerings NBC 
is earning favorable reviews for a fam- 
ily-oriented program called ‘‘Minor Ad- 
justments,’’ a show about a child psy- 
chologist which will appear on Sunday 
nights. 

But there is a clear direction that 
the networks are moving in. It is not 
just Senator CONRAD and I who see it. 
It is all or most of the TV critics who 
have reviewed this current fall season. 
We have reason to be deeply troubled 
about it. I can tell you that I am trou- 
bled about it not just in my capacity as 
an elected representative, but as a fa- 
ther of four kids, one of whom is 7 
years old. Television executives need 
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to recognize that they are part of a 
larger civil society to which they, like 
we, have obligations, and that the first 
amendment is not a constitutional hall 
pass that excuses them from their re- 
sponsibilities to that civil society. 

Mr. President, in the end, the new 
fall season I hope will clear up any 
doubts that our colleagues have about 
the need for the leadership, or the V- 
chip, and the need to help parents pro- 
tect their kids as best they can from 
the messages that television is sending 
them that are so often inconsistent 
with what the parents are trying to 
send and teach their own children. 

When the telecommunications bill 
comes out of conference, I hope my col- 
leagues will join us in calling on the 
networks to acknowledge their respon- 
sibility to society and the impact that 
they have on our society and to re- 
member this important point. They are 
obviously private businesses, but they 
are using the public airwaves, and they 
should not use those airwaves to hurt 
the public. The networks need to be re- 
minded that they would not exist if the 
public and we, their representatives, 
did not grant them access to those air- 
waves. 

No one here wants to talk about cen- 
sorship. No one here wants to talk 
about constraining the freedom of the 
networks to program. But the reality 
is that the networks are moving so far 
away from reflecting the values com- 
monly shared by most people in this 
country, let alone the interests of most 
people in this country, that they are 
inviting a reaction unless they dis- 
cipline themselves. 

Mr. President, one of television’s fin- 
est moments was the Edward R. Mur- 
row documentary Harvest of Shame,” 
which was broadcast four decades ago. 
I am afraid that the 1995 fall season 
might also be titled the Harvest of 
Shame.” I hope its excesses will inspire 
a reaction from the American people, a 
reaction from us, their representatives, 
here in Congress, and ultimately a re- 
action from those who can do most to 
diminish this problem, and that is 
those who own, operate and program 
our television networks today. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor, 
and I note the absence of a quorum. 

. COCHRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator withhold. 

Mr, LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
withhold my notation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 


AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP- 
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN- 


ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1996 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the 
situation, for the information of Sen- 
ators, is that we are at the point now 
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where we can proceed to take the re- 
maining amendments up and consider 
them, dispose of them, and move to 
final passage. 

There are several amendments that 
have been listed in an agreement we 
entered into yesterday limiting amend- 
ments that we understand will be 
called up and we will have to consider 
them. 

Senator STEVENS has an amendment 
on the salary of an Under Secretary po- 
sition at the Department of Agri- 
culture. That will be offered soon, we 
understand. Senator MCCAIN has an 
amendment dealing with education 
funds for tribal colleges, and we are 
happy to consider that amendment at 
any time the Senator would like to 
offer it. We may very well be able to 
work that out without a rollcall vote. 
We hope we can. 

I am saying all this to let Senators 
know that we are making progress. We 
are getting to the point where we hope 
we will be able to move to final passage 
on this bill in the early evening so we 
will not have to stay in late on this bill 
tonight. We want to finish the bill to- 
night. The majority leader has indi- 
cated that we will stay in until we fin- 
ish the bill. I am simply saying I am 
encouraged that we may be able to fin- 
ish this bill early this evening if Sen- 
ators will come and offer their amend- 
ments. 

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to thank the manager of the bill 
and Senator BUMPERS for their pa- 
tience. I should be ready to propose 
this amendment within a few minutes 
as soon as I get one additional piece of 
information. 

Would the Senator from Mississippi 
want me to suggest the absence of a 
quorum while we talk? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further pro- 
ceedings under the quorum call be dis- 
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAMS). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand that my colleague from Ari- 
zona, Senator MCCAIN, will shortly be 
offering an amendment to provide 
funds for American Indian postsecond- 
ary institutions. And I want to speak 
very briefly in support of this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. President, Senator MCCAIN, as 
chair of the Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs, is offering this amendment which 
Iam proud to cosponsor which will pro- 
vide funds to those institutions that 
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are authorized in the Equity in Edu- 
cational Land Grant Status Act of 1994. 
That act was included as part of the 
Improving America’s Schools Act, 
which we also passed in the last Con- 


gress. 

Mr. President, I sponsored that legis- 
lation in the last Congress to rectify 
what I saw as an unjust situation. That 
is, that every State and territory in 
the country had a land-grant college 
that received funds by virtue of that 
designation, but none of the Indian-op- 
erated institutions were designated as 
land-grant institutions in spite of the 
very important work that they did pre- 
paring people for careers in agri- 
culture. 

Mr. President, we had the anomalous 
situation where the University of the 
District of Columbia was a land-grant 
college, but those institutions in my 
own State and elsewhere in the coun- 
try which were dedicated to training 
Indian Americans to pursue careers in 
agriculture, as well as other careers, 
were not so designated. So the Equity 
in Educational Land Grant Act author- 
ized land-grant programs for the 29 
tribal and Indian-serving institutions, 
which came to be known as the 1994 in- 
stitutions as a result of our passage of 
that legislation last year. 

Those institutions serve 25,000 stu- 
dents from 200 different tribes. The leg- 
islation then passed in October 1994 had 
bipartisan support and had the en- 
dorsement of the Department of Agri- 
culture, the National Association of 
State Universities and Land-grant Col- 
leges, the 1890 historically black land- 
grant colleges and the existing land- 
grant colleges in States with tribal col- 
leges. 

The appropriation that Senator 
MCCAIN is calling for here would make 
funds available for four different pur- 
poses, as I understand it, for payment 
into the endowment, which would be 
much-needed; a certain amount of 
funding to strengthen curriculum in 
food and agriculture sciences in these 
1994 institutions; a certain amount for 
capacity-building grants; and, again, a 
separate amount for competitively 
awarded extension programs adminis- 
tered through the existing State land- 
grant colleges in cooperation with 
these 1994 institutions. 

The offset would be from a very small 
amount of the dollars provided for the 
benefit of the land-grant college sys- 
tem. I am persuaded that these funds 
will be well spent. The programs that 
the amendment provides for in all 29 
colleges are roughly equal to the 
amount that the Department of Agri- 
culture allocates to fewer than one of 
the existing land-grant colleges each 
year. 

This funding will develop expertise in 
training to improve the training and 
use of over 50 million acres of Indian 
agricultural and forest land. The most 
recent surveys of tribal colleges found 
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that even in the economically de- 
pressed areas where these schools are 
located, tribal college graduates are 
employed at rates of 74 to 85 percent, 
generating very large amounts in Fed- 
eral taxes. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, I 
urge my colleagues to support Senator 
MCCAIN and his amendment. I hope it 
is adopted by the full Senate. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. I would like to thank 
my friend and colleague from New 
Mexico for his efforts on this issue but 
also many others that he and I have 
been involved in over a period of many 
years on behalf of native Americans. 
And, as he stated so eloquently, this is 
a matter of simple fairness. 

I am pleased to note, Mr. President, 
that the distinguished manager, the 
Senator from Mississippi, and Senator 
BUMPERS have agreed to a compromise 
on this amendment which I will be pro- 
posing shortly. And, Mr. President, the 
compromise amendment that I will be 
proposing on behalf of myself, Senators 
DOMENICI, INOUYE, BINGAMAN, and 
CONRAD is fundamentally the same. 

In the interest of time, I will make 
my remarks and then propose the 
amendment when the paperwork is fin- 
ished, making the changes that are 
being implemented as a result of the 
compromise that Senator BUMPERS, 
Senator COCHRAN, and I have achieved. 

Mr. President, this amendment would 
provide funding for extension edu- 
cation and capacity building and pro- 
grams at the 29 tribally controlled 
community colleges in the United 
States. 

These programs were fully authorized 
to be funded by the Department of Ag- 
riculture by the Improving America’s 
School Act of 1994. I want to emphasize 
again, Mr. President, these programs 
were authorized in 1994. 

What the distinguished chairman has 
agreed to is that we have approxi- 
mately $4.1 million in funding for these 
29 tribal-controlled community со1- 
leges. The funds necessary to fund 
these efforts, of course, will be small in 
comparison to the approximately $855 
million that is provided in this bill for 
research and extension programs of the 
Cooperative State Research Education 
and Extension Service budget of the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. President, the tribally controlled 
community colleges and institutions in 
America share an unfortunate fact 
with other tribal organizations in In- 
dian country: They perform an ex- 
tremely important task on behalf of 
the poorer citizens in our country, yet 
they have been long ignored. While 
many colleges and universities in 
America are worried about protecting 
State and Federal funding, tribal col- 
leges in Indian country are struggling 
to survive. 
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It is really not appropriate that 
while many universities continue to re- 
ceive this great amount of money, trib- 
al colleges live in fear of losing their 
accreditation due to an urgent lack of 
funds. 

Recently, we have seen actions in 
this body that have not been favorable 
to native Americans, as we noted in 
the Interior appropriations bill. The 29 
tribal colleges in America, often called 
the “1994 institutions,” due to the fact 
that Congress gave them partial status 
as land-grant colleges last year, are ex- 
tremely important to the goal of pro- 
viding access of native Americans to 
education. 

Many of these colleges are the only 
chance native Americans have to pur- 
sue their dreams of acquiring the skills 
and education they so desperately need 
to pursue their dreams. I think it is 
likely many Americans, and perhaps 
many Members of Congress, are un- 
aware of the importance of tribally 
controlled colleges in Indian country. 
These colleges include among the 29, 
the Black Feet Community College in 
Browning, CO; the Sinte Gleska Uni- 
versity in Rosebud, SD; the Southwest 
Indian Polytech Institute in Albuquer- 
que, NM; and the Turtle Mountain 
Community College in Belcourt, ND. 

Mr. President, there is a problem 
that native Americans have many 
times when they enter a college or uni- 
versity. Many of these young people 
have spent their entire lives in remote 
parts of our respective States, some- 
times never coming in contact with 
more than 50 or 100 or at most 200 peo- 
ple for most of their lives, and then 
they are thrust into a large university 
situation. 

In my own State, there are two large 
universities of 40,000 students each. 
When a native American student goes 
from the very small and very lowly 
populated environment to this very 
large scenario, they find many times it 
is a culture shock which is very dif- 
ficult to cope with. As a result of this, 
the dropout rates of our large univer- 
sities. across the country, but also in 
Arizona, is extremely high, as high as 
85 and 90 percent. 

We find that in the tribal community 
colleges that the environment is much 
different and the success rate is dra- 
matically improved. 

Last year, a bipartisan coalition of 
Senators took note of the important 
work of tribally controlled colleges and 
the difficult circumstances they face 
and passed legislation authorizing the 
Department of Agriculture to assist ag- 
riculture-related programs at these 
schools. 

It is very fitting for Department of 
Agriculture funds to be used to support 
native American colleges, аз this 
amendment would achieve. American 
Indian lands span over 54 million acres 
in the United States, with 75 percent of 
this total being agricultural land and 
another 15 percent forestry land. 
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Unfortunately, due to a lack of re- 
sources, millions of acres of these po- 
tentially productive lands lie fallow or 
are underutilized. The modest amount 
of funds provided by this amendment 
would empower tribally controlled col- 
leges and students to assist their com- 
munities and effectively develop their 
agricultural resources. 

Obviously, I believe this amendment 
is a matter of equity. The Congress and 
the President joined together last year 
to offer new hope to native American 
schools and students but are on the 
verge of failing to deliver a promise yet 
again due to the lack of funds in this 
bill. Tribal colleges will use very well 
this amount of money, and it will be 
vital to the existence of some of them. 

Mr. President, I would like to, just 
for purposes of the Record, mention a 
couple of facts: The median age for 
American Indians residing on reserva- 
tions was 20.7 years of age in 1990, the 
median age for the entire United 
States was 32.9 years. 

Fifty-seven percent of the total 
American Indian population was age 24 
or younger in the United States in 1990, 
as compared to 36 percent for the main- 
stream population of the United 
States. 

The population age group 5 to 17 
comprised an average 31 percent of the 
total American Indian population, as 
compared to the national average of 
only 18 percent. 

The American Indian population in- 
creased 38 percent between 1980 and 
1990; the total United States popu- 
lation increased by 9.8 percent in the 
same period. 

The American Indian baby boom has 
now reached college and employment 
age. In 1989, 31 percent of American In- 
dians lived below the poverty level; the 
national poverty rate was 13 percent in 
that same year. 

Unemployment rates on Indian res- 
ervations averages 45 percent, while 
some reservations served by the tribal 
colleges have unemployment rates as 
high as 86 percent. 

From a 1994 sample of 16 tribal col- 
leges, fully 74 percent of tribal college 
graduates are successfully employed; 42 
percent of tribal college graduates go 
on to continue their education in other 
postsecondary institutions. 

Mainstream public colleges are geo- 
graphically inaccessible to many 
young American Indians, and by de- 
priving American Indians of an equal 
education, we are preventing American 
Indians from finding adequate employ- 
ment opportunities. 

Mr. President, 1,340 out of 1,575 grad- 
uates in a sample of six tribal colleges 
were successfully employed and paid a 
total of $2.73 million annually in taxes. 
This is a dramatic difference than 
there is, obviously, from the average 
native American, and I think it proves 
that in the long run, educating Indian 
children is just as productive, in fact in 
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some ways more so, than as it is non- 
Indian children. 

I note the presence of my friends 
from North Dakota and from Hawaii on 
the floor. I will state, hopefully the 
amendment will be finished in a few 
minutes so I can formally present the 
amendment. In the meantime, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. INOUYE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wish to 
commend my friend, the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona, for his leader- 
ship and for his wise counsel in spon- 
soring this amendment. I hope that the 
Senate will adopt the amendment. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I com- 
mend the distinguished Senator from 
Arizona, and others, who are support- 
ing this initiative for working with the 
managers to craft the language so this 
will be acceptable. We are going to rec- 
ommend the approval of the amend- 
ment. It is being drafted, and I under- 
stand as soon as it is, it will be offered, 
and we will recommend that the Sen- 
ate adopt it on a voice vote. 

I know other Senators are here with 
other amendments. Until we have an 
opportunity to formally act on the 
amendment, I will yield the floor. 

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I want to thank my 
colleague from Arizona, Senator 
McCAIN, for his leadership on this 
amendment. Senator MCCAIN and Sen- 
ator INOUYE have been true friends of 
the Indian peoples of this country. 
Over and over and over, they have 
taken initiatives to try to make a dif- 
ference in the lives of people who des- 
perately need that assistance. 

The amendment that the Senator 
from Arizona has offered this afternoon 
is especially important to me, because 
I remember very well speaking at the 
Turtle Mountain Community College 
that the Senator from Arizona ref- 
erenced. I spoke at their graduation. I 
wish my colleagues could have been 
there to see the difference these com- 
munity colleges are making. The idea 
that people were having a chance to 
make the most of themselves, that 
there was an educational opportunity, 
that there was a chance to go beyond 
what had been the experience of their 
parents and their grandparents, that 
there was a chance to develop them- 
selves, which had filled them with such 
hope and such a sense of self-worth 
that you could see it in the eyes of the 
hundreds of students who were there. 
You could see that pride when they 
reached out and received a diploma 
that said they had mastered the sub- 
ject matter. 
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Mr. President, in all of the time I 
have been in the U.S. Senate, there has 
never been a time that I was as moved 
personally by what I saw as I was on 
that day at graduation at the Turtle 
Mountain Community College. I was 
absolutely persuaded that this is mak- 
ing a difference in the lives of people. 

If you could have gone to that res- 
ervation, like I did 25 years ago, and 
seen the conditions there and seen the 
difference that community college is 
making today, it is so dramatic that it 
is almost hard to believe you are in the 
same place. They now have several in- 
dustries that are at work, that are pro- 
ducing goods for the military of this 
country that are second to none. Their 
tribal industry built the water trailers 
used in Desert Storm, and the Army 
says they are the finest water trailers 
they have ever had, and they were ab- 
solutely critical in that conflict. They 
were made by people who were the 
graduates of that community college. 
It is precisely the kind of thing we 
ought to be doing. 

I thank the Senator from Arizona for 
his leadership and initiative. 

Mr. McCAIN. If the Senator will yield 
for a question, concerning the water 
trailers, were they constructed by the 
tribal authority? 

Mr. CONRAD. The tribal industries 
had built the water trailers that were 
used in Desert Storm. 

Mr. McCAIN. What kind of an impact 
does that have on the tribal economy? 

Mr. CONRAD. It is very dramatic be- 
cause their contracts run in the tens of 
millions of dollars a year. It has made 
a dramatic difference to the economy 
of that reservation. I might say to my 
colleague, not only has that industry 
made a difference, they have also—this 
is very interesting—formed a computer 
company. That computer company now 
does the work for the Treasury Depart- 
ment. They manage the computer sys- 
tems of the U.S. Treasury Department. 
They have done a first-class job. They 
employ literally hundreds of people in 
doing that service, and they have done 
а superb job, by the way, an absolutely 
superb job, and they are graduates of 
that particular community college. 

Mr. McCAIN. Finally, would they be 
able to conduct and manage both in- 
dustries if they did not have the com- 
munity college training that is pro- 
vided at Turtle Mountain? 

Mr. CONRAD. No, clearly not. That 
community college has formed the 
basis of providing an educated cadre of 
employees that make those firms suc- 
cessful. 

I say to my colleague, if you could go 
there and see the difference it is mak- 
ing in the self-confidence of those peo- 
ple, in their sense of self-worth, it is 
just a dramatic thing. Again, I thank 
my colleague for what he has done. 

Mr. McCAIN. I say to my friend from 
North Dakota, I would consider it a 
privilege to come up sometime and 
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visit Turtle Mountain Community Col- 
lege, because I really believe that these 
29 community colleges provide what, 
frankly, we are not able to provide. 

As I said earlier, at the University of 
Arizona and Arizona State University, 
we get many native American students 
entering those schools. Those 40,000 
students are probably more people than 
some of the native American students 
have ever laid their eyes on in their 
lives. It is culture shock. And the drop- 
out rate is high. As much as we try to 
design what are almost affirmative ac- 
tion programs, and special tutoring in 
special areas, we have great difficulty 
keeping them. 

Yet, at the community colleges—for 
example, Navajo Community College, 
the dropout rate is very small because 
the environment and the climate is so 
conducive to an atmosphere where they 
feel a great degree of comfort. I think 
when we look at these community col- 
leges, they play a far greater role than, 
perhaps, we could ever appreciate. 

Mr. CONRAD. I could not agree more 
with the Senator from Arizona. If any 
colleague had a chance to go there and 
witness what I have seen, they would 
conclude that this is the single best ex- 
penditure we have made in the coun- 
try. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I believe 
Iam about 1 minute from being able to 
dispose of this amendment. If my 
friend from Massachusetts will indulge 
me, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2694 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 
for himself, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. CONRAD, and Mr. DORGAN, 
proposes an amendment numbered 2694. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 25, line 14, strike ‘'$568,685,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof ““5564,685,000”. 

On page 15, line 13, after the semicolon in- 
sert “51,450,000 for payments to the 1994 іп- 
stitutions pursuant to Sec. 534(a)(1) of P.L. 
103-382;”. 

On page 15, line 17, strike “5418,172,000” and 
insert in lieu thereof ‘'$419,622,000"’. 

On page 18, line 2, after the semicolon, in- 
sert “2,550,000 for payments to the 1994 in- 
stitutions pursuant to Sec. 534(b)(3) of P.L. 
103-382: 
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On page 18, line 11, strike 3437, 131, 000 and 
insert 8499,68 1.0000 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sup- 
port the amendment which would pro- 
vide $4.0 million in funding to support 
extension, education, and capacity 
building programs at the 29 tribally 
controlled community colleges and in- 
stitutions in the United States. 

I would also like to thank the com- 
mittee for the $4.6 million already in 
the bill for the Native American Insti- 
tutions Endowment Fund. 

The amounts already provided in the 
bill and the amount in amendment will 
enhance educational opportunities for 
Native Americans by building edu- 
cational capacity at the 29 institu- 
tions. 

These institutions are in urgent need 
for additional resources to educate 
their 20,000 students from over 200 
tribes. 

This funding would enhance student 
recruitment and retention for Native 
Americans, curricula development, fac- 
ulty preparation, instruction delivery, 
and scientific instrumentation for 
teaching. 

The programs that are funded under 
this amendment are authorized under 
last year’s elementary and secondary 
education amendments which was 
signed into law in October 1994. 

I urge the adoption of the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I do not 
believe that the amendment requires 
any further debate or discussion. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2694) was agreed 


to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts is recognized. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2695 
(Purpose: To prohibit the use of appropriated 
funds for providing assistance to the Unit- 
ed States Mink Export Development Coun- 

cil or a mink industry trade association) 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KERRY], for himself, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. SMITH, 
and Mr. LIEBERMAN, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2695. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 
SEC. . MINK INDUSTRY. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) since 1989, the Federal government, 
through the Department of Agriculture Mar- 
ket Promotion Program, has provided more 
than $13,000,000 to the Mink Export Develop- 
ment Council for the overseas promotion of 
mink coats and products; and 

(2) the Department of Commerce has esti- 
mated that since 1989 the value of United 
States’ exports of mink products has de- 
clined by more then 33 percent and total 
United States’ mink production has been 
halved. 

(b) FUNDING.—None of the funds made 
available in this Act may be used to carry 
out, or to pay the salaries of personnel who 
carry out, the market promotion program 
established under section 203 of the Agricul- 
tural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623), in a 
manner that provides assistance to the Unit- 
ed States Mink Export Development Council 
or any mink industry trade association. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I send 
this amendment to the desk on behalf 
of myself, my colleague, Senator 
BRYAN, Senator LIEBERMAN, and Sen- 
ator SMITH. I know that Senator 
SMITH, I think, intends to speak on this 
amendment. But we will not take very 
long at all. 

Over the course of the last few years, 
we have become accustomed to identi- 
fying a series of programs on the floor 
of the Senate that most people have 
come to a quick conclusion do not 
make sense, against almost any stand- 
ard or judgment. I think there are a lot 
of programs, we have come to realize, 
that have outlived original purposes, 
but they are still staunchly defended 
by entrenched special interests. There 
are a lot of other programs which never 
served the national interest at all, but 
they were initiated to satisfy a very 
powerful political interest. This ap- 
pears to be one of those programs that 
may even fit both of those criteria, but 
which at this point in time does not 
make sense. 

We had a debate earlier today about 
the Market Promotion Program. I 
joined as a cosponsor with colleagues 
in trying to do away with the whole 
program because there is, on its face, 
an enormous, legitimate question as to 
whether or not while we are cutting so 
much and so in so many other areas 
and particularly when we are making 
important judgments about the ability 
of the private sector to do what the 
private sector ought to do, there are 
huge concerns about the Government 
ponying up money to pay for what very 
big ongoing concerns ought to be able 
to do on their own. 

There is even a greater concern—just 
on a philosophical basis—there is a 
huge concern about why the public sec- 
tor ought to be subsidizing private sec- 
tor entities that are entirely profit- 
able, but we are subsidizing things that 
are wholly within the mainstream of 
the normal commercial business. 
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There is a second question about why 
we ought to do that at a moment when 
we are asking a whole lot of Americans 
to give up things. 

So I am particularly asking my col- 
leagues to think about a component, 
one component, of the Market Pro- 
motion Program which is the money 
that we pay to the Mink Export Devel- 
opment Council. 

No matter where you fall on the po- 
litical spectrum, it would seem to me 
that we ought to be able to reach the 
commonsense rational conclusion that 
for the United States to be asking tax- 
payers to subsidize the sale of mink 
abroad does not meet any rational test. 

Since 1989, we have spent $13.2 mil- 
lion for overseas promotions of minks. 
We ought to stop it now. We ought to 
signal to the country that we are pre- 
pared to stop it now. 

That is an average, and it averages 
because it is different each year, about 
$2 million a year, of hard-earned tax- 
payers’ money that goes to promote 
foreign fashion shows and advertising. 
It is precisely this kind of special in- 
terest that most Americans are saying, 
when are you going to cut out this non- 
sense? 

We are about to say a teenaged moth- 
er is not going to be able to get child 
care paid for, for a certain amount 
when she goes to work, but we can pay 
$2 million to a company that makes a 
profit in order to help them promote 
mink sales abroad. 

We will tell an elderly couple that we 
are cutting Medicare but we are going 
to keep the mink subsidy so this profit- 
able company can sell mink. 

We are going to tell a college student 
we have cut back on the Pell grants 
but we are not going to cut back on the 
mink subsidy. 

We are going to tell a child we are 
not going to have Head Start but we 
are not going to cut back on the mink 
subsidy. 

I think the arguments are very obvi- 
ous and I do not need to belabor them. 

I will share with my colleagues an 
advertisement which shows what this 
money is going to. 

Here is money spent by the council 
on the sale of mink. This is in a Japa- 
nese magazine. It is in Japanese. I 
might add, nowhere does it say any- 
thing about America, or American 
mink or anything like that. It just 
says buy the mink. 

Неге is the translation: “Announcing 
the newest and best mink collection. 
Excellent material and design. A step 
above the rest. With our pride we will 
provide you with a unique opportunity 
to upgrade your personal style.” 

That is it. That is what the taxpayers 
of America are paying for. 

Now, of the $13 million that we spent 
in the last few years, 90 percent of it 
has gone to three companies. One of 
those companies is a subsidiary of a 
large foreign-owned corporation, and 
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every American ought to be outraged 
by that. 

The two principal recipients of this 
largess are very large companies with 
significant revenues who simply do not 
need the average taxpayers of America 
giving them money to subsidize a for- 
eign fashion show. 

Mr. President, let me point to these 
two companies. From 1990 to 1994, Hud- 
son Bay’s North America Fur and 
American Legends received $11,840,866 
during that period. North American 
Fur has revenues of $49 million and it 
is affiliated with a Canadian conglom- 
erate that has 53,200 employees and $3.9 
billion in sales. 

This advertisement, this program, 
speaks for themselves. At a time of 
change in Washington this program 
ought to be included in that change. I 
hope my colleagues will join the House 
of Representatives who voted over- 
whelmingly to get rid of this ridiculous 
subsidy. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the amendment of my col- 
league, the Senator from Massachu- 
setts. 

This is an amendment that is nec- 
essary. It should be so obvious, consid- 
ering the types of debate we have been 
having about cuts and reductions in 
spending and balancing the budget. 

I have always voted against market 
promotion programs but some like to 
refer to it as “corporate welfare.” Iam 
satisfied with simply calling it a costly 
program that frankly does not work. 

That is really the issue here. If you 
are going to be providing subsidies, it 
ought to be accomplishing something, 
if you take a position that subsidies 
are necessary. 

The amendment that passed the 
House focuses on one particularly dis- 
turbing use of Federal tax dollars 
which the Senator from Massachusetts 
has outlined. That is a $2 million sub- 
sidy for the Mink Export- Development 
Council. 

I came in late and I apologize to the 
Senator from Massachusetts, I do not 
know if he got into the amendment 
specifically in terms of the language. 

I will read that amendment ver- 
batim, so we know exactly what it is 
that we are voting on. A virtually iden- 
tical amendment passed the House by a 
vote of 232-160. 

It is very interesting, the findings in 
the amendment. This is right out of 
the House of Representatives amend- 
ment: 

(a) Findings, (1) since 1989, the Federal 
Government through the Department of Ag- 
riculture Market Promotion Program, has 
provided more than $13 million to the Mink 
Export Development Council for the overseas 
promotion of mink coats and products; and 

(2), the Department of Commerce has esti- 
mated that since 1989 the value of the United 
States exports of mink products has declined 
by more than 33 percent and total U.S. mink 
production has been halved. 

The third finding is in the area of 
funding. 
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None of the funds made available in this 
Act may be used to carry out, or pay the sal- 
aries of personnel who carry out the market 
promotion program established under sec- 
tion 203 of the Agriculture Trade Act. . in 
a manner that provides assistance to the 
United States Mink Export Development 
Council or any mink industry trade associa- 
tion. 

Mr. President, if I had my preference 
I would zero out the entire MPP pro- 
gram. We do not need it. That is very 
obvious. That is not really what the 
Senator from Massachusetts is talking 
about here. 

What we are saying is if we are going 
to continue to fund this program, do 
not use it to subsidize the mink indus- 
try. Since 1989 this program, as I indi- 
cated in the findings of the amend- 
ment, has funneled nearly $13 million 
into the pockets of mink producers. 

What are the funds being used for? 
What is the use of these funds? Well, 
they put on fashion shows for mink 
coats in Europe. I am sure that people 
who work hard for a living every day 
trying to make ends meet are very 
thrilled about that, paying their tax 
dollars. 

They take out advertisements to pro- 
mote these shows. That is what some 
of the money is being used for. 

Who is paying for that? Who is pay- 
ing for it? It is not you and me. It is 
probably not even our children. It is 
our grandchildren and their grand- 
children. They will pay for these fash- 
ion shows. They will pay for all of that 
interest that accumulates on the 
money we borrow to pay for the mink 
ads. That is who is going to pay, Mr. 
President. 

So, some of my colleagues might say, 
what the heck is $2 million? That is 
nothing, $2 million. 

I guess when you are talking about 
trillions it probably is nothing. But we 
borrow money at about 7 or 8 percent. 
Let us say 7 percent. So 7 percent of $2 
million is $140,000 in interest on that $2 
million we are spending on this sub- 
sidy. Talk about borrowing $2 million, 
not just 1 year, not just this year, 
every year, year after year after year, 
paying it all back with interest. 

As I said many times in speaking 
about some of the spending in this 
place, there is not a big fund sitting in 
the Treasury Department that has a 
surplus in it. We have a big debt and a 
big deficit. So we are borrowing this $2 
million from hard-working men and 
women across this country who are 
trying to meet their child care respon- 
sibilities, maybe somebody on Medi- 
care who really needs the money who is 
going to see a cut in Medicare, and we 
are going to fund $2 million in mink 
subsidies for mink coats and advertise- 
ments in Europe. It is a wasteful, ridic- 
ulous and, frankly, embarrassing 
spending program. I commend the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts for bringing it 
here to the attention of our colleagues. 

To fully understand how reprehen- 
sible this program is, there is another 
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side to it. Some may not choose to get 
into it. It is the whole issue of the in- 
humane manner in which these ani- 
mals are treated. 

Some might say the funding is para- 
mount, and it is. But I think, also, you 
have to look at this other issue. I 
would like to point it out. If it gets an- 
other vote and that makes a difference, 
then I am more than happy to point it 
out. 

There are a couple of letters. The 
ASPCA, in a letter to me dated August 
28 this year, said: 

(They were] surprised to learn that the 
mink industry receives such a subsidy at all. 
Mink-rearing practices are extremely cruel. 
The animals often die by suffocation with 
hot, unfiltered carbon monoxide from motor 
vehicles, or are killed by lethal injection of 
the pesticide Black Leaf 40, diluted with rub- 
bing alcohol. These wild animals are raised 
in small cages and exhibit classic signs of se- 
rious stress such as constant pacing, throw- 
ing themselves against the sides of the cage 
walls, and self-mutilation. 

So I think that is an issue that may 
be of interest to some, the fact when 
you wear that coat you are participat- 
ing in that cruelty and you are also 
spending a lot of hard-earned taxpayer 
dollars. 

So another letter, which came to me 
from Wayne Pacelle, Vice President of 
Government Affairs of the Humane So- 
ciety of the United States, in which he 
said: 

The mink subsidy is not providing a good 
return on investment. While the taxpayer 
subsidy to the mink industry has increased 


. by 20 percent over the last 5 years, total U.S. 


exports of mink pelts have declined by 35 
percent. 

We are not getting any return on the 
investment we are making. So the bot- 
tom line is, it is inhumane to the ani- 
mals, No. 1. No. 2, it is costing tax- 
payers a lot of money they should not 
be asked to spend, under these difficult 
budget times. 

We ought to respect the fact that 
this money belongs to the people of the 
United States of America. It belongs to 
the taxpayers. We are not respecting 
that. The mink subsidy is not only op- 
posed by the ASPCA and other animal 
rights groups, it is opposed by the Na- 
tional Taxpayers Union, Council for 
Citizens Against Government Waste, 
the International Brotherhood of 
Teamsters, the Heritage Foundation, 
and the Competitive Enterprise Insti- 
tute—liberals, conservatives, both 
sides of the political agenda; pro-busi- 
ness, pro-labor; Democrats, Repub- 
licans, All are opposed to a very waste- 
ful program, 

In fact, just this morning—I think 
the Senator from Massachusetts may 
have referred to it—the Washington 
Post ran an excellent article about this 
mink marketing program. Just a cou- 
ple of paragraphs from that article in 
today’s Washington post. The lead 
story by Guy Gugliotta: 

Let's face it. At a time when Congress is 
talking about cutting off welfare mothers, 
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student loans and low-income housing, it is 
pretty hard to argue that the nation’s few 
hundred mink ranchers need a $2 million fed- 
eral subsidy. 

You cannot really say it much better 
than that: 

It just looks bad for the feds to be paying 
for overseas advertising and fashion shows to 
promote the only item on Earth that blends 
naturally with diamonds and a Cadillac limo. 

That really is not the image that I 
want to have as a Member of this Sen- 
ate and it is wrong. I do not think we 
ought to be promoting it. 

People just are not interested, frank- 
ly, anyway, for the most part, in wear- 
ing mink. That is why the exports have 
gone down. You can do all the market- 
ing in the world, but if people do not 
like the product they are not going to 
buy it. 

So, if we decided to start pumping 
millions of Federal tax dollars into 
marketing zoot suits next, would peo- 
ple start buying them? I doubt it. But 
probably somebody around here might 
think up a Federal subsidy for zoot 
suits and probably would make an at- 
tempt to get it passed, if they made 
zoot suits in their State. But they are 
not in fashion. Frankly, mink coats are 
not in fashion anymore, either. 

Where mink coats were once seen as 
a status symbol, now they are a symbol 
of cruelty. And, in addition, now, be- 
cause we know they are being sub- 
sidized so extensively by the taxpayers, 
they are a symbol of Government 
waste. People are not interested in ei- 
ther one. 

Over in the House, as the Senator 
from Massachusetts said, they voted to 
eliminate the mink subsidy. It was an 
easy decision. It was lopsided. 

Yet here they tell me the vote is 
close. It is an easy decision for me. 
How can we tell men and women serv- 
ing their country that we cannot afford 
to keep their military base open but we 
can toss away $2 million for overseas 
fashion shows? Or how do we tell a 
young man or young woman serving in 
some faraway country—maybe in 
Bosnia, in the very near future—at a 
recruit pay, basic pay, some of them on 
food stamps; we are going to tell them 
that we are going to fund the mink 
subsidy because that is more important 
than them? 

Will you tell the thousands of other 
taxpaying businessmen and women who 
have never received a nickel of Govern- 
ment subsidy? I ask my colleagues to 
just think a little bit about the people 
in your State, business men and women 
whom you have run into in the past few 
years as you have campaigned or gone 
around meeting your constituents. 
Think about them: Barbers, construc- 
tion workers, union guys, business 


guys. They work hard. Think about 
them. Do you think they would support 
this subsidy? You ought to ask them. 
Give them a call and ask them, if they 
support this kind of subsidy; that they 
think their dollars should go for this? 
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They have to save or even borrow 
money to pay college expenses or to 
perhaps promote their business, per- 
haps to buy a car, or even the basic es- 
sentials of life. Maybe they cannot af- 
ford to do that. So maybe they just go 
around and put a leaflet on the car pro- 
moting their business. I could find hun- 
dreds of ways to use the $2 million sub- 
sidies and so could they. Every one of 
them—think about it; $2 million. That 
is not how the free market works. 

Most successful businessmen fully 
understand it. The brilliance of the 
competitive marketplace is if you pro- 
vide a service that people want for a 
decent price there is no limit to your 
success, At the same time, if you are 
marketing a product that nobody 
wants, or very few people want, you 
will either go bankrupt, you will go out 
of business, or you will start making 
something else, some other product 
that somebody else might be interested 
in. 
That is why stores do not have racks 
full of outdated clothes. Once they go 
out of style, people are not interested 
in them anymore so they get rid of 
them. When people stop buying them 
you take them off the rack and you re- 
place them with the latest fashion. 
This principle has worked for over 200 
years in this country—200 years, long 
before subsidies. You start confusing 
the system when you start to pump 
money into an industry that, frankly, 
cannot cut it, it cannot cut it on the 
open market, it cannot handle it. And 
we ought not to be putting Federal dol- 
lars, hard earned, working men and 
women's dollars into such an out- 
rageous—outrageous subsidy. © 

For the Government to be using tax 
dollars to bring an outdated fashion 
back into vogue flies right smack in 
the face of the whole free market sys- 
tem. There are a lot of us in here on 
this side of the aisle, and some on the 
other side of the aisle, who profess to 
be strong advocates of the free market 
system. If you are a strong advocate of 
the free market, if people want to buy 
mink coats and there is plenty of mink 
out there, why do we have to have the 
taxpayers subsidize growing mink to 
provide those coats? Give me one good 
reason. I would like to hear one good 
reason. 

If the voters said anything in the last 
election, they said cut spending and re- 
store the free market principles to our 
country. That is what we are doing. 
This is $2 million, not a lot of money 
under a huge $1.5 trillion budget. But, 
my goodness, what a small, little step. 
If we cannot take this little, tiny step 
to stop subsidizing the production of 
mink coats, if we cannot do that, then 
I do not have a lot of hope that we are 
ever going to get to reconciliation and 
balance the budget. The House got the 
message. They supported this amend- 
ment 232 to 160. They did the right 
thing. Let us not be the laughingstock 
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of the Congress and approve such an 
outrageous subsidy. That is an insult 
to every hard-working man and woman 
in this country. I would venture to say 
even the very few people left who wear 
mink coats would probably be opposed 
to this subsidy. How can anybody be 
for this subsidy? What is the justifica- 
tion for this subsidy? Let us show the 
voters that the Senate got the same 
message that the House got and not be 
the laughingstock of the Congress by 
passing such an outrageous, absolutely 
outrageous, subsidy. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, my re- 
marks will be brief. 

I could rise to talk about the MPP 
program. But that is not what this 
amendment is about. This amendment 
is about excluding an industry from 
participation in this program simply 
because of a group that doesn’t like 
mink, more specifically, mink coats— 
95 percent of which are exported. 

The Senate voted yesterday to sup- 
port the MPP program. The Senate has 
spoken. Why are we talking about fur? 
Why not grapes, cotton, raisins, wheat, 
or wine? 

The Kerry amendment does not re- 
duce spending for the MPP; it just pro- 
hibits funding for mink production. 
This amendment saves no money. Mr. 
President, that is the bottom line. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment. 

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, for the 
information of Senators, the back- 
ground of this amendment is that when 
the House, the other body, was consid- 
ering this legislation, an amendment 
was offered on the floor which provides 
as follows: That no funds in the bill 
should be allocated under the Market 
Promotion Program to the U.S. Mink 
Export Development Council or any 
mink industry trade association. 

So by this legislation there was a 
prohibition suggested in the amend- 
ment against allocating MPP funds for 
this purpose, to promote exports of 
U.S.-grown mink. 

I think we have a big problem in try- 
ing to substitute our judgment for the 
decisions that the administrators of 
the Market Promotion Program have. 
This amendment does not seek to 
strike any funds. This amendment does 
not reduce the appropriation of money 
to the Market Promotion Program ac- 
tivity. As a matter of fact, we have al- 
ready debated that issue. The issue was 
presented to the Senate by Senators 
BRYAN and BUMPERS. We debated it at 
length last night for a full hour. Most 
Senators had left for the evening. But 
we debated it, and we had a vote on it 
today. The vote was about 60-40, as I 
recall, to table the amendment. 

The point was made during the dis- 
cussion—I will repeat it here just brief- 
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ly—that this program promotes the ex- 
port of U.S.-grown agriculture com- 
modities: food products, and the like. 
It is big business for the United States 
to sell what we produce in the export 
markets, and with the changes in the 
Uruguay round of GATT, more and 
more market opportunities are becom- 
ing favorable. This program has proved 
very helpful. 

The difficulty I have as manager of 
the bill with this amendment is that it 
seeks to substitute the judgment of the 
Senate, and calls upon it to act on the 
floor of the Senate for the judgment of 
the administrators. I have received 
from the Department of Agriculture in- 
formation about the program which 
says that mink exports in 1994 аге esti- 
mated at about $100 million. That is a 
substantial increase from earlier lev- 
els. 

The suggestion in the information we 
are given is that exports to Korea 
alone could exceed $40 million, which 
almost doubles the 1993 level. One of 
the associations that is involved in try- 
ing to promote the export of these 
products says that if it had not been 
for MPP funding here and the assist- 
ance that they provided to promote 
U.S. mink industry products, we would 
not have a domestic mink industry in 
the United States. The fact is 28 States 
have mink production. In the State of 
Wisconsin, I remember the number is 
$19 million in the local economy which 
depends on this industry alone. 

So I am hopeful that the Senate will 
approve our motion to table this 
amendment and not get into the busi- 
ness of trying to micromanage and leg- 
islate changes in this program on an 
appropriations bill. That is what is 
being sought. 

So at the time when Senators have 
spoken as much as they want to speak, 
it will be my intention to move to 
table and ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I hope 
the distinguished manager will move to 
table literally within minutes. I just 
have one quick response, unless some- 
body else wants to speak. My friend 
from Mississippi is absolutely correct. 
This is a question of whether or not we 
want to substitute our judgment. That 
is exactly what it is. I think most Sen- 
ators would agree this is an out- 
rageous, stupid judgment. We are not 
talking about computers here. We are 
not talking about foodstuff that is the 
mainstay of some developing country 
like wheat or something. We are talk- 
ing about minks that my friend from 
New Hampshire appropriately said, and 
the Washington Post said today, blends 
in with diamonds and Cadillacs. 

If those folks want to, let them pay a 
little more for the cost of the advertis- 
ing, which I always thought was the 
notion of capitalism. That is the pri- 
vate sector. You make your money. 
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You go out and you do the cost of doing 
business. And everybody here has 
railed forever about the Government 
being involved in the process. Here is 
an opportunity to get the Government 
out of it. It is very, very simple and 
very straightforward. 

So my friend is absolutely correct. 
Do we today want to substitute our 
judgment and suggest that the judg- 
ment of some people that want to 
spend this money is wrong? 

I hope my colleagues wil! join to- 
gether and say it is wrong. I am all for 
exports. I am not saying no to the 
mink industry. I have a mink farmer in 
Massachusetts. I hope my mink farmer 
in Massachusetts does very well, and 
continues to. That is fine. I just do not 
want the taxpayers subsidizing this 
particular endeavor. That is what this 
vote is about. 

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move 
to table the amendment of the Senator 
from Massachusetts and ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANTORUM). Is there a sufficient sec- 
ond? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Mississippi to lay 
on the table the amendment of the 
Senator from Massachusetts. On this 
question, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee [Mr. FRIST] and 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMP- 
SON] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is absent 
due to illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote yea.“ 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana [Mr. JOHNSTON] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 18, 
nays 78, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 445 Leg.] 


YEAS—18 
Ashcroft Cochran Hatch 
Baucus Craig Kempthorne 
Bennett Domenici Kohl 
Bond Feingold Packwood 
Burns Gorton Pressler 
Campbell Grassley Specter 

NAYS—78 
Abraham Brown Conrad 
Akaka Bryan Coverdell 
Biden Bumpers D'Amato 
Bingaman Byrd Daschle 
Boxer Chafee DeWine 
Bradley Coats Dodd 
Breaux Cohen Dole 
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Dorgan Kennedy Nunn 
Exon Kerrey Pell 
Faircloth Kerry Pryor 
Feinstein Kyl Reid 
Ford Lautenberg Robb 
Glenn Rockefeller 
Graham Levin Roth 
Gramm Lieberman Santorum 
Grams Lott Sarbanes 
Gregg Lugar Shelby 
Harkin Mack Simon 
Heflin McCain Smith 
Helms McConnell Snowe 
Hollings Mikulski Stevens 
Hutchison Moseley-Braun Thomas 
Inhofe Moynihan Thompson 
Inouye Murkowski Thurmond 
Jeffords Murray Warner 
Kassebaum Nickles Wellstone 
NOT VOTING—4 
Frist Johnston 
Hatfield Simpson 


So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 2695) was rejected. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion was rejected. 

Mr. KERRY. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2695) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KERRY. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alaska. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2696 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
THOMAS). The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2696. 

On page 32 of the bill, strike lines 7 
through 11 and insert in lieu thereof the fol- 
lowing: 

Sec. . For necessary salaries and ex- 
penses of the Office of the Under Secretary 
for Natural Resources and Environment to 
administer the laws enacted by Congress for 
the Natural Resources Conservation Service, 
$677,000: Provided, That none of these funds 
shall be available to administer laws enacted 
by Congress for the Forest Service; Provided 
Further, That $350,000 shall be made available 
to the Secretary of Agriculture to admin- 
ister the laws enacted by Congress for the 
Forest Service; Provided Further, That not- 
withstanding Section 245(c) of Public Law 
103-354 (7 U.S.C. 6961(c)), the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture may not delegate any authority to 
administer laws enacted by Congress, or 
funds provided by this Act, for the Forest 
Service to the Under Secretary for Natural 
Resources and Environment, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, in 1948, 
the Congress passed a law that pro- 
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vided that “по part of any appropria- 
tion for the Bureau of Reclamation 
contained in this Act shall be used for 
the salaries and expenses of a person of 
any of the following positions:”’ 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, the 
Senate is still not in order. It is very 
difficult to hear the Senator from Alas- 
ka. That really means we are not in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. The Senate will please 
come to order. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I shall 
not take umbrage at my friend from 
Arkansas, because normally I can be 
heard. I do appreciate his concern. 

As I was saying, in 1948, Congress 
passed a law which, in effect, cut off 
the salary for the Commissioner for the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

In 1987, under the leadership of the 
now deceased Jamie Whitten, chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee, the 
Congress passed Public Law 100-202, 
which read as follows, and I ask unani- 
mous consent that this be printed in 
the RECORD at the end of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I want 
to read it: 

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Spe- 
cial Services. For the necessary salaries and 
expenses to continue the Office of the Assist- 
ant Secretary for purposes of providing spe- 
cial services to the Department, $416,000: 
Provided, that none of these funds shall be 
available for the supervision of Natural Re- 
sources and Environment activities, the Soil 
Conservation Service, or the Forest Service. 

By that amendment, Mr. Whitten, in 
effect, defunded the salary of a gen- 
tleman named Dunlop. He held the 
same position in the Department of Ag- 
riculture that my amendment applies 
to. My amendment applies to the Office 
of the Under Secretary of Agriculture 
that primarily deals with the area of 
natural resources and environment. He 
has been supervising the Forest Serv- 
ice. I hope that the Senators from Col- 
orado and Washington, and others, will 
address this matter. 

I am concerned that the Secretary of 
Agriculture has considered this amend- 
ment to be an amendment that deals 
with a dispute as to policy. 

Let me assure the former Member of 
the House and now Secretary of Agri- 
culture, this has nothing to do with 
policy. This has to do with the decision 
of one person of the executive branch 
not to follow the law as enacted by 
Congress and adopted by the President. 

Mr. Lyons was one of those who was 
the author of the President’s North- 
west timber plan that promised 2 bil- 
lion board feet of timber. Under his 
leadership, the Forest Service produced 
300 million board feet. After Congress 
released the timber sales in the recent 
rescissions bill, Mr. Lyons tried to pre- 
vent that sale from being released, and 
the Federal court immediately agreed 
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with Congress. The Senator from Wash- 
ington will discuss this. In terms of 
Alaska, Mr. Lyons has repeatedly re- 
fused to follow the law as passed by the 
Congress. 

In Montana, he decided on his own 
not to follow the law passed by Con- 
gress with regard to a roadless area in 
Montana, basically making that area 
wilderness, although Congress had spe- 
cifically decided not to designate it as 
wilderness. 

In Alaska, we have had flagrant re- 
fusal to follow the law that has been 
passed by Congress. In recent months, 
we had an amendment that was adopt- 
ed that asked the Forest Service to 
limit the so-called habitat conserva- 
tion zones in the national forests to 
the size that was the largest size used 
for such zones in what we call the 
lower 48.” 

Under Mr. Lyons’ leadership in the 
Forest Service, he had designated over 
600,000 acres of the area that was avail- 
able for timber harvest in the State of 
Alaska as habitat conservation zones. 
One of them was one-fifth the size of 
Rhode Island. 

After the Congress passed the law 
and set the maximum area for such 
zones, Mr. Lyons just simply refused to 
follow it. I do not think this is a dis- 
agreement policy. We have had our ar- 
guments on policy and we have them 
here. When a law is passed and that law 
is ignored and really just faces a com- 
plete refusal of the person with the au- 
thority to administer it, refusal of that 
person to follow the law, I think it sets 
а very bad standard for our country as 
a whole. 

We expect our people to follow laws 
that are enacted by Congress. As a 
matter of fact, most of those people 
that are not in Government employ- 
ment, if they do not follow a law 
passed by Congress, they are fined im- 
mediately. I have an appeal from one 
miner that was fined $48,000 for failing 
to follow a directive issued orally by a 
person in the Government. We have re- 
peated incidents of members of the 
public who are cited and brought into 
court, and many other things are done 
when they do not follow the law. 

In this instance, there is nothing to 
be done. That is why I have raised this 
question. I raised the question of 
whether or not the Congress wants to 
follow the example set on at least two 
previous occasions and, in effect, re- 
move the area of the Forest Service 
from the delegated authority of the 
Under Secretary. I have not gone as far 
as Mr. Whitten did, or the 80th Con- 
gress, in totally defunding the func- 
tion. All this amendment really does is 
Says to the Secretary of Agriculture, 
we no longer have faith in this person 
to fairly and impartially administer 
the laws of the Forest Service and, 
therefore, we redelegate the authority 
back to the Secretary. It is a simple 
matter. There is no change in the 
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money available to the Department of 
Agriculture. There is no change in the 
money available to the Under Sec- 
retary’s office, as far as his functions 
are concerned. But the money for the 
supervision of the Forest Service is re- 
stored to the Secretary’s office, and 
the Secretary is placed back in the po- 
sition of full responsibility for the For- 
est Service. 

I cannot believe that we would allow 
а person to completely disregard the 
acts of Congress and refuse to carry 
them out. I am hopeful, as I said, that 
the Senator from Oregon may have a 
comment; and the Senator from Colo- 
rado, I know, wishes to come to the 
floor. I hope they will come to the floor 
and speak on this amendment. 

I consider it to be just a modest shot 
across the bow, Mr. President. We in 
the West are tired of this war against 
the West. We want the laws that Con- 
gress passes, after long battles here in 
the Congress, to be observed. They 
have not been observed by this man. He 
has refused to follow them. He has re- 
fused to even keep his own word, as 
you will hear from other Members, con- 
cerning what he stated he would do and 
what he has actually done in carrying 
out the authority delegated to him in 
the past. 

I am hopeful that the Senate will 
adopt this amendment and the House 
will see fit to adopt it. If we do not 
take action and require these people to 
follow the law, how can we expect the 
public to obey the laws we pass? 

Mr. President, to me, this is a matter 
of simple justice. This man has refused 
to faithfully follow the laws that have 
been passed by Congress in the area in 
which he has been delegated authority 
to enforce those laws. I believe this 
amendment is in order. 

EXHIBIT 1 
PUBLIC LAW 100-202—DEc. 22, 1987 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

бес. 1. Because the spending levels in- 
cluded in this Resolution achieve the deficit 
reduction targets of the Economic Summit, 
sequestration is no longer necessary. There- 
fore: 

(a) Upon the enactment of this Resolution 
the orders issued by the President on Octo- 
ber 20, 1987, and November 20, 1987, pursuant 
to section 252 of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended, are hereby rescinded. 

(b) Any action taken to implement the or- 
ders, referred to in subsection (a) shall be re- 
versed, and any sequesterable resource that 
has been reduced or sequestered by such or- 
ders is hereby restored, revived, or released 
and shall be available to the same extent and 
for the same purpose as if the orders had not 
been issued. 

The following sums are hereby appro- 
priated, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, and out of appli- 
cable corporate or other revenues, receipts, 
and funds, for the several departments, agen- 
cies, corporations, and other organizational 
units of the Government for the fiscal year 
1988, and for other purposes, namely: 
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БЕС. 101.4 (a) Such amounts as may be nec- 
essary for programs, projects or activities 
provided for in the Departments of Com- 
merce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and 
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1988 at 
a rate of operations and to the extent and in 
the manner provided for, the provisions of 
such Act to be effective as if it had been en- 
acted into law as the regular appropriations 
Act, as follows: 

* ж ж ж ж 


ENROLLMENT ERRATA 

Pursuant to the provisions of section 101(n) 
of this joint resolution (appearing on 101 
Stat. 1329-432 changes made are indicated by 
footnote. 

The words Government“, when referring 
to the Government of the United States will 
be capitalized, Act“, if referring to an ac- 
tion of the Congress of the United States, 
will be capitalized, State“, when referring 
to a State of the United States will be сар- 
italized, title“ and section“ will be lower 
сазе, when referring to the United States 
Code or a Federal law. The capitalization of 
the foregoing words may be changed, and not 
footnoted. 


OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
SPECIAL SERVICES 

For necessary salaries and expenses to con- 
tinue the Office of the Assistant Secretary 
for purposes of providing special services to 
the Department, $416,000: Provided, That 
none of these funds shall be available for the 
supervision of Natural Resources and Envi- 
ronment activities, the Soil Conservation 
Service, or the Forest Service. 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 

ADMINISTRATION 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary for Administration to 
carry out the programs funded in this Act, 
$498,000. 

RENTAL PAYMENTS (USDA) 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For payment of space rental and related 
costs pursuant to Public Law 92-313 for pro- 
grams and activities of the Department of 
Agriculture which are included in this Act, 
$49,665,000, of which $3,000,000 shall be re- 
tained by the Department of Agriculture for 
non-recurring repairs as determined by the 
Department of Agriculture: Provided, That in 
the event an agency within the Department 
of Agriculture should require modification of 
space needs, the Secretary of Agriculture 
may transfer a share of that agency's appro- 
priation made available by this Act to this 
appropriation, or may transfer a share of 
this appropriation to that agency’s appro- 
priation, but such transfers shall not exceed 
10 per centum of the funds made available for 
space rental and related costs to or from this 
account. 

BUILDING OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 

For the operation, maintenance, and repair 
of Agriculture buildings pursuant to the del- 
egation of authority from the Administrator 
of General Services Authorized by 40 U.S.C. 
486, $20,024,000, of which $3,245,000 is for one- 
time purchase of systems furniture. 

ADVISORY COMMITTEES (USDA) 

For necessary expenses for activities of Ad- 
visory Committees of the Department of Ag- 
riculture which are included in this Act, 
$1,308,000: Provided, That no other funds ap- 
propriated to the Department of Agriculture 
in this Act shall be available to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture for support of activities 
of Advisory Committees. 


Copy read (a) Such amounts.“ 
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HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of the Department 
of Agriculture, except for expenses of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, to comply 
with the requirement of section 107g of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act, as amend- 
ed, 42 U.S.C. 9607g, and section 6001 of the Re- 
source Conservation and * * *, 

* * * ж ж 
Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 

ator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, never 
before in my career in the U.S. Senate 
have I considered or supported taking 
an action of this nature. Yet, I am con- 
vinced that, if anything, the proposal 
of the Senator from Alaska is too mild. 
Each and every one of us has had dif- 
ferences of opinion on matters of pol- 
icy with persons in a national adminis- 
tration, sometimes with members of 
our own party, but more frequently 
with those of the other party. But 
these differences of opinion are cast in 
the terms of policy, not in the terms of 
either truthfulness or a willingness to 
abide by the law. 

So I wish to emphasize as clearly as 
I possibly can that this amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Alaska 
does not stem from a difference of 
opinion over a matter of policy with 
Secretary Lyons. We differ with the en- 
tire administration on many matters 
of policy relating to the forests. But in 
the case of Mr. Lyons, we do not get 
truthful answers from him on ques- 
tions of fact, and we get defiance with 
respect to the law, whether it has been 
on the law books for an extended pe- 
riod of time or is brand new, consist- 
ently. And there is a vindictive atti- 
tude toward any of those who disagree 
with him and toward almost all of 
those who are engaged in the profes- 
sion of forestry in the private sector. 

Let me give you just a few really 
very, very recent examples. Two of 
them come from the rescissions bill, 
which was passed by this Congress and 
signed by the President only a very few 
months ago. The most recent took 
place only last week. The bill on rescis- 
sions was, quite obviously, a controver- 
sial piece of legislation. And it carried 
with it, in addition to the cancellation 
of some spending programs, a number 
of substantive provisions. The first re- 
scissions bill passed by this Congress 
was vetoed by President Clinton, as 
was his perfect right, on a number of 
grounds, one of which was the so-called 
“salvage timber” language that was in- 
cluded in that bill. During the period of 
time between that veto and the passage 
of a second rescissions bill, the lan- 
guage on salvage and other timber was 
negotiated literally line by line with 
the administration. And the adminis- 
tration was consistently represented 
by Assistant Secretary Lyons. 

One of the issues was what timber 
was covered by one of the provisions in 
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the bill. Secretary Lyons argued for a 
more restrictive provision. He ulti- 
mately asked those of us who were pro- 
ponents of the language to give him a 
list of the timber sales that were au- 
thorized by the bill. That list of timber 
sales was given to him. The bill was 
passed. The bill was signed by the 
President of the United States, and im- 
mediately Assistant Secretary Lyons 
said that most of the contracts that 
were listed in the very list he had been 
given would not be released. He inter- 
preted the section concerned in the 
manner he had advocated in these ne- 
gotiations and was rejected by those 
negotiations. 

His position has already been re- 
jected by a U.S. District Court which 
stated that the meaning of the provi- 
sion was absolutely clear. In spite of 
that ruling, Secretary Lyons has still 
not released the timber sales and a 
spokesman for his administration said, 
“This ruling was not an order. It 
doesn't direct us to do anything.” 

Obviously, requiring people to go 
back into court, once again, to enforce 
what Secretary Lyons understood to be 
the law before the law was passed, un- 
derstood what it was after it was 
passed, understood it was after the 
court ruled, and understands what it is 
today. 

Another provision in the same timber 
language for rescission had to do with 
other timber sales. 

There was an extensive debate over 
the definition of a phrase known to be 
nesting.” We stated it meant (A), Sec- 
retary Lyons insisted it be amended to 
have the meaning (B). Secretary 
Lyons’ position was rejected and the 
land which was stated to have meaning 
(A) was adopted and signed by the 
President. 

Secretary Lyons immediately inter- 
preted it to mean what he had asked us 
to change it to unsuccessfully. That 
matter is now in court. 

Just last week, Assistant Secretary 
Lyons caused to be issued a final rule 
for the implementation of a 1990 law 
entitled the Forest Resources Con- 
servation and Shortage Relief Act of 
1990, dealing primarily with the export 
of logs from State and Federal lands. 
Mr. President, that law was passed in 
1990. 

A proposed rule has been under dis- 
cussion literally for years and the com- 
panies involved in this business have 
managed their business in accordance 
with that proposed rule. 

On September 8, Assistant Secretary 
Lyons issued a final rule for the imple- 
mentation of the 1990 law dramatically 
different from the proposed rule—dra- 
matically different—without having 
had any hearings or having given any 
notification as to those changes, as to 
those differences. 

That new rule will require dramati- 
cally different business practices on 
the part of persons in the timber indus- 
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try, the failure to observe, which will 
subject them to great fines in business 
penalties. Yet, Secretary Lyons made 
the rule effective immediately. 

The burden he has imposed is an im- 
possible burden to meet. Later on this 
evening I believe that we here will 
adopt an amendment to this bill direct- 
ing that there be a 120-day period after 
the time of the promulgation of that 
rule until it becomes effective, so that 
people can at least change their busi- 
ness practices so that they are operat- 
ing in accordance with the law. Making 
it effective immediately can only have 
been designed to persecute business en- 
terprises engaged in this business who 
had no notice of what was going to be 
included in this rule whatever. 

Mr. President, other Senators have 
told me of numerous occasions on 
which they have been given specific as- 
surances of a matter of fact by the As- 
sistant Secretary, only to have his ac- 
tions dramatically and diametrically 
opposed to the commitments that he 
has made. 

Mr. President, this is a Federal of- 
ficeholder who operates outside of the 
law who believes that the law is what- 
ever he feels appropriate policy is and 
who ignores actions by the Congress of 
the United States totally and diamet- 
rically opposed to his philosophies. 

This is not an amendment that re- 
sults from a disagreement on a matter 
of policy. It is an amendment to sanc- 
tion an individual by removing the 
Forest Service from his jurisdiction for 
deliberate falsehoods to the Congress of 
the United States and for deliberate 
violations of the law. It should not be 
treated on a partisan matter. It should 
not be treated in the manner in which 
Members vote to defend actions of this 
sort. 

All of us are implicated by this kind 
of lawless action on the part of an As- 
sistant Secretary of Agriculture. All of 
us, by voting in favor of this amend- 
ment, can pass on the message which 
should be a message for all administra- 
tions of both parties under any set of 
circumstances, that policy differences 
in a free country are totally and com- 
pletely appropriate, but that the law, 
the administrative law which applies 
to a given Department, must be hon- 
estly and forthrightly carried out by 
that Department. 

That is not the case with this Assist- 
ant Secretary, Mr. President. It is dra- 
matically not the case. We should sanc- 
tion, by the adoption of the STEVENS 
amendment. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the STEVENS amend- 
ment. I want to share with Members 
why I will be voting for that amend- 
ment. . 

Mr. President, we had discussed on 
this floor some of the problems associ- 
ated with water policy during the cur- 
rent administration and prior adminis- 
trations. This may seem somewhat far 
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afield for Members who come from 
States where they have ample water 
and great resources, but, Mr. Presi- 
dent, let me assure you the principle 
involved in it is extremely important 
for all of us. 

The problem revolves around the 
ability to cross Federal grounds or use 
Federal grounds under a permit. That 
is an important question in Colorado 
because 37 percent of the State is 
owned by the Federal Government. Ob- 
viously, in Alaska it is a much higher 
percentage. 

Let me suggest it is a question that 
every single Member of the Senate has 
to be concerned about. If the Federal 
Government owned title to a property, 
your State may need to get a permit to 
cross that ground to put down a utility 
line, to put down a waterline, to put 
down а sewer line, to lay highways and 
во on. 

The reality is, Mr. President, the 
ability to get permits to cross or use 
Federal ground is essential for every 
State in this Nation. It is part of being 
good partners and part of working to- 
gether. 

What happens when those permits 
run out? The permits vary in length. In 
Colorado, they can be issued for 20 
years, and some of the extensions have 
gone beyond that period. 

What happens when a permit expires? 
Does it mean “tear down the highway’? 
Does it mean dig up the lines? Does it 
mean close down municipal drinking 
water? Believe it or not, the State of 
Colorado was faced with that decision. 

The Forest Service, under a previous 
administration—not this administra- 
tion, but the previous administration— 
suggested that for cities to renew their 
permit for a water line across Federal 
property, they would have to surrender 
a portion of their water rights. These 
offers to surrender a city’s water rights 
started at a third with subsequent of- 
fers made for less than that. 

Literally, the Forest Service sug- 
gested that to renew a Government 
permit to carry vital drinking water 
across Federal property, with no 
change whatever in function, the city 
would have to surrender a third of 
their water rights or less to renew 
their permits. 

Frankly, some of Colorado’s cities 
did not have a choice. They had to 
cross Federal grounds to get water 
from the reservoir to the city and its 
inhabitants. “Extortion” is not too 
strong a word to describe that policy. 

As all Members can understand, 
strong protests were raised, and when 
it was brought to the attention of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, Secretary 
Madigan wrote me a letter and re- 
versed the policy, directing his Depart- 
ment to issue renewals of permits with- 
out conditioning them on the forfeiture 
of a city’s water rights. 

Mr. President, Secretary Madigan’s 
policy is very important. It corrects a 
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practice that I believe was not only il- 
legal but terribly unfair and damaging 
to the citizens of Colorado and, frank- 
ly, damaging to the citizens of any 
State that is dependent upon Federal 
permits to receive their water. 

Why should I offer that background 
for this particular amendment? I offer 
that background because, included in 
the information I will submit at this 
point in the RECORD, are a series of let- 
ters that I received from Secretary 
Madigan as he put that policy into 
place. Those letters formed the core of 
the policy followed by the Secretary of 
Agriculture which relates to the cur- 
rent Secretary and the current Under 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

Because renewing Federal permits is 
a continuing problem and a continuing 
concern, when the current Under Sec- 
retary came before the Subcommittee 
for Resource Conservation, Research 
and Forestry of the House Agriculture 
Committee, Under Secretary Lyons 
was called before that committee to 
testify. He was asked directly about 
the Madigan letter and that very im- 
portant policy. Let me quote from Con- 
gressman ALLARD. 

... I'd like to proceed to a letter that was 
written to Senator Brown in 1992 by then- 
Secretary of Agriculture Madigan. And in 
that letter he said, and I quote from the let- 
ter, “І want to assure you that it is the ро1- 
icy of the Forest Service to ensure the pri- 
vate property rights, including water rights 
will be recognized and protected in the 
course of special use permitting decisions for 
existing water supply facilities. In addition, 
the Forest Service will recognize and respect 
the role of the States [in] water allocatio: 
and administration.” ' 

Mr. President, that is a quote from 
the letter and the commitment of Sec- 
retary of Agriculture Madigan. 

Congressman ALLARD is asking Mr. 
Lyons if that is still their policy. His 
response as is apparent, and included in 
the transcript from that record is this: 
“Mr. Lyons. Yes, sir, we still operate in 
that manner.”’ 

Congressman ALLARD had quoted to 
him the Madigan letter and the policy 
and asked if that is still the Agri- 
culture Department’s policy and Mr. 
Lyons responds yes, it is. And indicates 
they operate in that manner. 

Later on, Congressman ALLARD 
quotes again and says: 

Well, I would just remind you that and 
refer you back to the letter of Secretary 
Madigan, of which you said you haven’t 
changed the policies from that letter, that 
you do recognize the role of the States in 
water allocation administration. And if you 
do recognize that, then there shouldn't be a 
constant demand for water. 

Mr. President, he said that. Again, 
Under Secretary Lyons did not correct 
it. 

What is wrong with this? The date of 
that testimony was February 15, 1995, 
earlier this year. 

What is wrong with it is this. Just re- 
cently, on September 8 we were advised 
by Mr. Lyons and his staff that the 
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Madigan letter, which he had said was 
still in effect when he testified on Feb- 
ruary 15, had been withdrawn, in effect 
repealed, and all of the letter was no 
longer the policy of the administra- 
tion. 


Moreover he said the withdrawal of 
that letter was done in August 1994. 
Mr. President, what is apparent here is 
that the recorded testimony of the 
Under Secretary about the specific pro- 
vision was not correct. And, moreover, 
he had to have known it was not cor- 
rect at the time. 


Mr. President, what this man did was 
mislead the congressional committee 
in response to direct questions on a di- 
rect subject. 


As Under Secretary, he is in imme- 
diate supervision of the Forest Service. 
One may disagree with the policy—al- 
though I doubt if any Member would 
want their State to have permits for 
crossing Federal grounds canceled or 
have water extorted from their cities, 
or other extortive conditions placed 
upon the continued functioning of their 
cities or towns. But one may disagree 
about the policies. Nonetheless, this 
question with the Under Secretary is 
not about the policy. Men and women 
of good faith and good conscience can 
disagree about the policy. But the 
Under Secretary has a responsibility to 
the Senate and to the House and to this 
Government that goes beyond simply 
giving the President his best advice 
and doing the kind of job that he feels 
is appropriate. He has a responsibility 
to be honest and candid and frank with 
the American people and with commit- 
tees of this Congress. 


If this Congress turns a blind eye to 
an administration official who comes, 
testifies and misleads congressional 
committees, we forfeit our legitimate 
and important role of overview and 
oversight of the executive branch. In 
addition, we forfeit our elected respon- 
sibilities in ensuring that critical ad- 
ministrative policy decisions that af- 
fect the most basic needs of the citi- 
zens in our States are subject to the 
voices of the elected representatives of 
the people. 


This case is as clear as it can be. We 
have the testimony from the commit- 
tee—Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the transcript of the hear- 
ing be printed in the RECORD of our 
proceedings at this point. 


I also ask unanimous consent that 
copies of the letter that Mr. ALLARD 
and I sent to Secretary Glickman, and 
copies of the letters we received in 1992 
from Secretary of Agriculture Mad- 
igan, be printed in the RECORD at this 
time. 


There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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HEARING BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON RE- 
SOURCE CONSERVATION, RESEARCH AND FOR- 
ESTRY OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 104TH CON- 
GRESS, 1ST SESSION, FEBRUARY 15, 1995 


Mr. ALLARD, Mr. Lyons, I want to thank 
you for showing up to testify before this 
Committee. 

I would agree with you that there are a lot 
of good things about the way the water is 
managed in Colorado. In fact, that is there 
because of a water management system de- 
veloped by the State. And many of the 
streams that you talked about of free flow-in 
50 years ago didn’t have a flow year-round 
and today there is a year-round flow. 

And because we provided the laws in order 
to manage that very valuable resource in the 
State of Colorado called water so that all the 
water comes down in the spring doesn’t get 
dissipated out so that when we get into Au- 
gust and into the fall, the streams end up 
drying up. In fact, I can think of a number of 
rivers right now where there is a year-round 
flow out of the State of Colorado, but if you 
look back into the early journals of the set- 
tlers and explorers that came back into the 
State, they talk about digging down into the 
sand in order to find the water. In other 
words, there wasn’t a flowing stream of 
water. 2 

So in light of that, Га like to proceed to а 
letter that was written to Senator Brown in 
1992 by then-Secretary of Agriculture Mad- 
igan. And in that letter he said, and I quote 
from the letter, “1 want to assure you that it 
is the policy of the Forest Service to ensure 
that private property rights, including water 
rights, will be recognized and protected in 
the course of special use permitting deci- 
sions for existing water supply facilities. In 
addition, the Forest Service will recognize 
and respect the role of the States and (sic— 
in) water allocation and administration. 

Is this still the Forest Service policy? 

Mr. LYONS. Yes sir, we still operate in that 
manner. 

Mr. ALLARD. Can you explain what hap- 
pened in Arapaho and Roosevelt National 
Forests with bypass flows, then? 

Мг. LYONS. Well sir, I have with me Forest 
Supervisor Skip Underwood from the Arap- 
aho and Roosevelt National Forests. He can 
explain in detail what the negotiations led to 
in terms of the development of a solution to 
a concern that was expressed by a number of 
permittees regarding conditions for their 
permits. 

But the short of it is we worked with the 
permittees to develop a joint operating plan 
for waters flowing in the Cashelocuta drain- 
age. This successfully avoided the need for 
the establishment of bypass flows, which I 
think is your primary concern, with the ex- 
ception of one stream segment, and that was 
a stream segment which benefitted or which 
was part of the permit that operated for the 
benefit of the City of Fort Collins. 

Mr. ALLARD. The agreement was with Fort 
Collins. But what about the other commu- 
nities in that area? You've got Greeley and 
Loveland and Boulder. 

Mr. Lyons. They were all part of the joint 
operating plan. And, in fact, we've recently 
signed easements with all those permittees, 
for the continued operation of their facili- 
ties. 

Mr. ALLARD. And part of that arrangement 
was you've demanded as part of the agree- 
ment of bypass flow, irregardless of whether 
that was adjudicated water through the 
State water courts. 

Mr. Lyons. Well, I don't believe we de- 
manded that, Mr. Chairman, What we at- 
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tempted to do was determine a mechanism 
by which we could meet our obligations 
under law to protect aquatic resources in a 
manner that would minimize the impact on 
the permittee. And, in fact, I think the per- 
mittee has indicated that he felt that the 
impacts or the permittee felt that the im- 
pacts would be fairly limited. 

Mr. ALLARD. Well, the point is that you did 
end up with bypass flows. 

Mr. Lyons. On one segment, yes, sir. 

Mr. ALLARD. Yes. And you didn’t go 
through the State courts to acquire that 
water right. 

Mr. Lyons. That was through negotiated 
agreement with the permittee as a condition 
of the permit. 

Mr. ALLARD. So it did avoid the State 
court provisions. 

Mr. Lyons. Yes, sir. 

* * * * * 


Mr. ALLARD. Well, I would just remind you 
that and refer you back to the letter from 
Secretary Madigan, of which you said you 
haven't changed the policies from the letter, 
that you do recognize the role of the States 
in water allocation administration. And if 
you do recognize that, then there shouldn't 
be a constant demand for water. 

Now you may not have a right, but you 
ended up with the water. You know, the 
States have traditionally recognized water 
as a private property right and has protected 
that right through their adjudication proc- 
ess, usually in the State court. And all the 
Western States have that type of legal proc- 
ess. And I think that’s of real interest to this 
Committee. It’s certainly of a lot of interest 
to me personally. 

So I would encourage you work with the 
State of Colorado through the current water 
law that they're administering in that State. 

Mr. LYONS. We fully intend to do that, Con- 
gressman. As I indicated, we have a whole 
slew of permits yet to be reviewed. We intend 
to work with the permittes, with other inter- 
ested parties, and with the State. And we'll 
certainly work with you and other members 
of the delegation to try and achieve a bal- 
ance in resolving these permit issues. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, Сом- 
MITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, SUB- 
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCE CON- 
SERVATION, RESEARCH, AND FOR- 
ESTRY, 

Washington, DC, September 14, 1995. 
Hon. DAN GLICKMAN, 
Secretary of Agriculture, U.S. Department of 

Agriculture, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Or Friday Septem- 
ber 8th, your staff asserted in a briefing that 
the October 6, 1992 letter from Secretary 
Madigan which confirmed that the Forest 
Service would not impose new bypass flows 
on existing water supply facilities had been 
rescinded in August, 1994. If this assertion by 
your staff is accurate, we have several very 
serious concerns about this action. 

First, the interpretation of the law con- 
tained in the Madigan letter is not only cor- 
rect from a legal perspective, but is also 
critically important to the West. Colorado 
and other states are experiencing significant 
growth at a time when it is very difficult to 
develop new water supplies. This means that 
the continued availability of existing water 
supplies is absolutely essential. The illegal 
imposition of new or additional bypass flow 
requirements on existing water supplies 
takes water away from municipalities that 
need this water to supply and support their 
citizens and farmers that have long used this 
water to grow crops. In addition, the loss of 
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these water supplies increases the demand 
for acquisition of new or substitute water 
supplies. In the case of Colorado’s Front 
Range, the loss of these existing water sup- 
plies increases the need for new water stor- 
age facilities, which will have environmental 
impacts. More importantly, the loss of these 
supplies also leads to the conversion of agri- 
cultural water rights to municipal uses, and 
the resulting loss of socially and environ- 
mentally important open space currently 
provided by irrigated agriculture. 

Second, the assertions by your staff are di- 
rectly contrary to explicit representations 
made by you and Undersecretary Lyons in 
full Committee and Subcommittee. At a 
hearing before the House Agriculture Sub- 
committee on Resource Conservation, Re- 
search, and Forestry on February 15th of this 
year, we were assured by Undersecretary 
Lyons that the Madigan policy was still in 
effect; 

“Мг. ALLARD. Mr. Lyons, I want to thank 
you for showing up to testify before this 
Committee. 

“I would agree with you that there are a 
lot of good things about the way the water is 
managed in Colorado. In fact, that is there 
because of a water management system de- 
veloped by the State. And many of the 
streams that you talked about of free flow-in 
50 years ago didn’t have a flow year-round 
and today there is a year-round flow. 

“And because we provided the laws in 
order to manage that very valuable resource 
in the State of Colorado called water so that 
all the water comes down in the spring 
doesn't get dissipated out so that when we 
get into August and into fall, the streams 
end up drying up. In fact, I can think of a 
number of rivers right now where you look 
back into the early journals of the settlers 
and explorers that came to the State, they 
talk about digging down into the sand in 
order to find the water. In other words, there 
wasn't a flowing stream of water. 

“So in light of that, Га like to proceed to 
a letter that was written to Senator Brown 
in 1992 by then-Secretary of Agriculture 
Madigan. And in the letter he said, and I 
quote from the letter, “І want to assure you 
that it is the policy of the Forest Service to 
ensure that private property rights, includ- 
ing water rights, will be recognized and pro- 
tected in the course of special use permitting 
decisions for existing water supply facilities. 
In addition, the Forest Service will recognize 
and respect the role of the States in [sic-and] 
water allocation and administration." 

“Is this still the Forest Service policy? 

“Mr. LYONS. Yes, sir, we still operate in 
that manner.” 

In addition, at a full committee hearing, 
you also assured the Committee that the 
Madigan policy was still effective; 

“Мг. ALLARD. Mr. Secretary, welcome. I'd 
like to join some other members of this 
Committee in congratulating you on your 
appointment and subsequent confirmation as 
Secretary of Agriculture. And I do look for- 
ward to working with you on the issues that 
are facing agriculture. 

“One issue that is particularly important 
in all of the Western United States is an 
issue pertaining to water and how the Forest 
Service is working with the States on the 
management plans for water. 

“Ав you know, the Forest Service has been 
going around State water laws and demand- 
ing bypass water flows. And this has been a 
concern through 3 Secretaries of Agriculture 
and two Presidents. 

“When Secretary Madigan was running the 
Forest Service, he sent a correspondence to 
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Senator Brown assuring him that—that’s the 
senator from the State of Colorado—assuring 
him that it is a policy of the Forest Service 
to ensure that private property rights, in- 
cluding water rights, will be recognized and 
protected in the course of special use permit- 
ting decisions for existing water supply fa- 
cilities. 

“Не further stated in his letter, “Іп addi- 
tion, the Forest Service will recognize and 
respect the role of the States in water allo- 
cation and administration." 

“Мг. Lyons assured me in February that it 
is the Forest Service’s policy, now that you 
are heading up the Department do you agree 
that this should be the policy of the Forest 
Service? 

“Mr. GLICKMAN. Absolutely.“ 

The entire focus of the Madigan letter was 
on the issue of bypass flows. The letter 
promised that the Forest Service would pro- 
tect private property rights and preserve 
state water allocation systems, and explic- 
itly explained that this interpretation of the 
law meant that new bypass flows would not 
be imposed on existing water supply facili- 
ties. Both you and Undersecretary Lyons af- 
firmed, without any qualification, limita- 
tion, or exception, Secretary Madigan’s in- 
terpretation of the law on this issue. In light 
of your absolute“ ratification of these prin- 
ciples, your staff cannot credibly assert that 
your commitment meant something other 
than a complete acceptance of Mr. Madigan’s 
conclusion that the Forest Service did not 
have the legal authority to impose new by- 
pass flows on existing water supply facilities. 

Finally, the purported recision of the Mad- 
igan letter occurred over a year аво. Since 
that time we have discussed the Madigan let- 
ter with you and Mr. Lyons on numerous oc- 
casions, and made it clear that this is a very 
important issue. Your failure to even dis- 
close the existence of the August, 1994, ac- 
tion in the course of these subsequent discus- 
sions is incomprehensible, particularly in 
light of your absolute affirmation of the let- 
ter before the full committee. 

In light of the withholding of this informa- 
tion, it is necessary for us to obtain, within 
30 days of the date of this letter, copies of all 
documents, including telephone messages 
and logs, information generated or stored in 
computerized form (including E-mail), cor- 
respondence, memoranda, and other form of 
data or information in the possession of the 
Forest Service and USDA which relate or 
refer to the Madigan letter from November, 
1992 through the present time. We would also 
like a written response by Monday, Septem- 
ber 18th as to whether you will comply with 
this request. 

We are deeply disappointed by this turn of 
events. We had hoped that you would use 
your tenure at the Department to ease ten- 
sions between western members of Congress, 
their constituents and the Department. Un- 
fortunately, it appears that instead you are 
continuing the anti-West agenda this Admin- 
istration began in 1993. 

HANK BROWN, 
Senator. 
WAYNE ALLARD, 
Congressman. 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, DC, October 5, 1992. 
Hon. HANK BROWN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR HANK: Thank you for your August 12 
letter regarding the renewal of special-use 
permits for water supply facilities on the 
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Arapaho/Roosevelt National Forest in Colo- 
rado. I understand the importance of this 
issue to cities throughout the west that de- 
pend on facilities located on national forest 
lands for their water supplies. 

This is a complex issue, but one that I be- 
lieve has been resolved in a manner that is 
satisfactory to all interests. This progress is 
due in no small part to your ongoing interest 
and leadership in this important area. 

I want to assure you that it is the policy of 
the Forest Service to ensure that private 
property rights, including water rights, will 
be recognized and protected in the course of 
special-use permitting decisions for existing 
water supply facilities. In addition, the For- 
est Service will recognize and respect the 
role of the States in water allocation and ad- 
ministration. 

I agree that the Forest Service should not 
take actions that reduce historical water 
supplies from facilities located on national 
forest lands. The Forest Service will reissue 
permits for existing water supply facilities 
for 20 years with provisions to recognize and 
respect both the rights of the applicants and 
the multiple use objectives of the national 
forests. New bypass flow requirements will 
not be imposed on existing water supply fa- 
cilities. However, unless amended, all per- 
mits will authorize only historical water 
rights associated with existing facilities. 
The permits will also obligate the permittee 
to accommodate resource goals of the For- 
est. This accommodation will be to the ex- 
tent feasible without diminishing the water 
yield or substantially increasing the cost of 
the water yield from the existing facility. 

In summary, special-use permits for exist- 
ing water supply facilities will: 

Authorize the use, operation, maintenance, 
repair, and replacement of the existing fa- 
cilities described in an enclosure to the per- 
mit for the exercise of the water rights and 
water conservation or management practices 
described in an additional enclosure to the 
permit. The permit will not authorize expan- 
sion or enlargement of the facilities or water 
rights, water conservation, or management 
practices described in the enclosure. 

Require the permittee to operate the fa- 
cilities in a manner that accommodates the 
resource goals of the national forest without 
reducing the yield of the water rights or sig- 
nificantly increasing the cost of the water 
yield from the existing facility. 

Require the permittee to provide the For- 
est Service, on an annual basis, a copy of the 
official records of the State agency having 
responsibility for administration of the 
water rights for the facilities described in 
the enclosure. 

I am pleased to see that progress has been 
made on this issue and will instruct the For- 
est Service to reissue permits in accordance 
with this letter. I have asked the Chief of the 
Forest Service to initiate discussions with 
local interested parties to identify ways for 
carrying out the provisions and objectives of 
the individual permits. 

Sincerely, 


(For Edward Madigan, Secretary). 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, DC, October 9, 1992. 
Hon. HANK BROWN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR HANK: This letter is a follow-up to 
the one I sent to Senator Wallop on October 
6 in response to his August 12 letter regard- 
ing special-use permits for water supply fa- 
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cilities on the Arapaho/Roosevelt National 
Forest in Colorado. 

You asked for clarification of what is 
meant by the following sentence in para- 
graph 4 of my October 6 letter: New bypass 
flow requirements will not be imposed in ex- 
isting water supply facilities." 

The entire October 6 letter is directed at 
clarifying conditions for renewing permits 
for existing water supply facilities only, and 
is not intended to pertain to new water sup- 
ply facilities or expansions of existing ones. 

An underlying principle for renewing per- 
mits for existing facilities, as stated in the 
same paragraph of the October 6 letter as the 
sentence in question, is: . unless amend- 
ed, all permits will authorize only historical 
water rights associated with existing water 
supply facilities.” The sentence in question 
is intended only to emphasize that no new 
bypass requirements will be imposed beyond 
any that may have been specified in the old 
permit for the existing facility. 

Sincerely, 


(For Edward Madigan, Secretary). 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, DC, November 3, 1992. 
Hon. HANK BROWN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BROWN: Thank you for your 
September 21 letter to Secretary Edward 
Madigan on behalf of the cities of Greeley 
and Loveland, and the Grand County Water 
and Sanitation District, regarding the For- 
est Service position on bypass flows. The 
Secretary has asked me to respond to your 
letter. 

Secretary Madigan's October 6 letter to 
you clarified our policy that ensures protec- 
tion of private property rights, including 
water rights, when renewing special use per- 
mits for existing water supply facilities. This 
same policy applies to Greeley, Loveland, 
and the Grand County Water and Sanitation 
District facilities. The Forest Service will 
reissue special use permits for the city of 
Loveland's hydroelectric project оп the Big 
Thompson River and Public Service Com- 
pany of Colorado’s hydroelectric project on 
Middle Boulder Creek consistent with the 
conditions of the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission licenses for the two projects. 

We appreciate the interest of the respec- 
tive City Officials in operating these facili- 
ties in harmony with the environment. The 
Forest Service will continue to work with 
the municipalities to achieve this objective. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN H. BEUTER, 
Acting Assistant Secretary, 
Natural Resources and Environment. 


Mr. BROWN, Mr. President, the docu- 
mentation is clear. I see before us on 
our desk a letter from Secretary Dan 
Glickman. Mr. President, I want to tell 
you I have the utmost respect for Sec- 
retary Glickman. I served with him in 
the House. I know him to be a person of 
integrity and honesty. We did not al- 
ways agree but I respect his judgment 
and I respect his honesty. I do not be- 
lieve Secretary Glickman would ever 
intentionally mislead this body or mis- 
lead the House or mislead anyone else. 
He is a person whose word can be 
counted on. 

That does not mean that he was 
never incorrect. All of us get inac- 
curate information and Members will 
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see referenced in those items a ques- 
tion that was raised. But I have no 
doubt in my mind that Secretary 
Glickman was honest and forthright 
and gave the best information which he 
had been given by his staff. 

Mr. President, the question that is 
before us does not simply concern Sec- 
retary Glickman’s letter. It ought to 
be given heavy weight. He is a thought- 
ful, reasonable person and his pref- 
erences deserve significant consider- 
ation. But as Members ponder the ques- 
tion placed before us by Senator STE- 
VENS, they must also ask themselves 
this question: What do you do with an 
official who is actively involved and 
supervises the repeal of a major policy 
decision in 1994, and a few months later 
in testimony before Congress conceals 
the fact that the policy decision was 
reversed and the letter stating it with- 
drawn, and in fact testifies to the con- 


trary? 

Mr. President, this Senate must act. 
We cannot turn a blind eye. If we are to 
complete our responsibilities and do 
our job, we must insist that the Under 
Secretary either be frank, straight- 
forward, and honest with Congress or 
we must get a new Under Secretary. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I must 
disagree with my good friend. I under- 
stand his concern. I understand his dis- 
agreement with the Under Secretary. 
But I hope one might take a look at 
the letter from the Secretary of Agri- 
culture. Let me read one of the things 
Secretary Glickman says. 

When Congress differs with the Depart- 
ment’s policies carried out by the Under Sec- 
retary, I recommend, and hope, we debate 
those policies on their merits; we will arrive 
at a much more satisfactory resolution of 
whatever disagreements may exist than we 
would by permitting policy debates to de- 
volve into personalities. 

The Secretary, who was a distin- 
guished Member of Congress himself, 
was not unaware of how Members of 
Congress can express dissatisfaction 
with administration and administra- 
tion policies. The Secretary served 
here in both Democrat and Republican 
administrations, as have I and the Sec- 
retary, like I have, would disagree with 
policies of both Democrat and Repub- 
lican administrations and would fight 
to change those policies. But he, like I, 
would not think to do it by making ba- 
вісайу personal attacks, an ad 
hominem attack against a member of 
the administration. 

Secretary Glickman goes on to say: 

The amendments would, if adopted, set an 
alarming precedent that will no doubt con- 
tinue under future Administrations. The 
precedent will, I fear, encumber, not en- 
hance, our ability to resolve disagreements 
and will unnecessarily complicate arriving 
at mutually acceptable public policies. 

Frankly, if each time we disagree 
with the Secretary, or anybody else, if 
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we take our disagreement to the floor 
and try to eliminate that person's job, 
I agree that is not the precedent to set. 
I say that again, as one who, over 21 
years here, has disagreed with policies 
set by those in the administration, 
both Democrat and Republican. But 
where we have disagreed I have sought 
ways to change those policies either by 
going directly to the administration 
and, when unsuccessful there, to write 
new legislation that might change the 
policy. I cannot recall any time that I 
sought to eliminate the person’s job in 
doing it because I daresay in virtually 
any policy that is going on in any ad- 
ministration with 100 of us, there are 
going to be 40 to 50 different disagree- 
ments. 

Are we going to be here as in the 
Dracula hours of legislation, those 
hours when actually legislation gets 
voted on after dark, after our families 
have gone home, after our families 
have gone to bed, and in keeping with 
the new family-friendly Congress, when 
we finally get around to decide to start 
voting on these things? Are we going to 
have 40, 50, 60 amendments out here at- 
tacking 40, 50, 60 individuals in the ad- 
ministration, this administration or 
the next administration or the admin- 
istration after that? I do not think it is 
the way to do it. It does not make for 
good legislation. It does not make for 
good public policy, and it does not 
change things that we might want to 


change. 
It is far better, if we have differences, 


to go to the Cabinet member who is the 


head of the agency. I know Dan Glick- 
man, the Secretary of Agriculture. I 
daresay there is not a Member of this 
body who, if he or she called Secretary 
Glickman, who would not get a phone 
call back immediately, and they would 
be able to talk to him. 

I have worked with Secretary Lyons, 
who I have found to be very helpful. I 
have found him to be very forthright, 
forthright not to tell me when he dis- 
agrees with me, and he will not do the 
things I might want. But we either 
agree or we disagree. If we go off and 
say that somehow because we disagree 
with him because of the law that he 
should be stripped of his authority, 
would we not have done that in the 
past administration? If we wanted to 
do that, think of the previous Assist- 
ant Secretary under the Bush adminis- 
tration. 

The Federal court in Seattle found 
the Bush administration had violated 
the National Forest Management Act. 
That is not just one individual Sen- 
ator’s feeling that maybe they were 
not following the law; a Federal court 
found they violated the act. Have we 
seen Members of the Senate on either 
side of the aisle rush to the floor to in- 
troduce legislation to say the Bush ad- 
ministration has been found by the 
Federal courts to be in violation of the 
law, and, thus, the Assistant Secretary 
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who is in charge of carrying out that 
law—we are going to get rid of him? I 
do not recall anybody doing that. 

Nobody went to strip Assistant Sec- 

retary Jim Moseley of his authority. 
What we did was say here is what the 
Federal court has ruled. Here is what 
we are going to do as a law, and, if we 
want some changes in that law so they 
will fit under our policies, we will vote 
and we will change the law. But nobody 
came in here and said the Federal 
court has said the Bush administration 
is not following the law, and therefore, 
we are going to strip the Assistant Sec- 
retary. 
We have a difference of policy. We 
have a difference of policy. We are not 
changing policy by legislatively firing 
somebody. Section 318 means in the 
end it is going to have to be decided by 
the courts. If we fire every Assistant 
Secretary who loses a lawsuit, we 
would have fired a whole lot in the last 
administration and, I suspect, the ad- 
ministrations before them. But that is 
not the precedent that we want to 
start. 

I have found the Assistant Secretary 
to be forthright in his dealings with 
me. Like everybody else in this admin- 
istration, I found times when I agree 
and sometimes when I disagree. I have 
found disagreements in the members of 
the Clinton administration, the Bush 
administration, the Reagan adminis- 
tration, the Carter administration, the 
FORD administration, and all adminis- 
trations which I served in. I do not ever 
recall having a disagreement with any- 
body in any one of those administra- 
tions where I came in the floor and 
said, “Let us pass a law to fire him” 
because of my disagreement with him. 
I would not want to see that precedent 
started. I did not see that precedent in 
the FORD administration пог the 
Carter administration nor the Bush ad- 
ministration, and I certainly would not 
want to see something to start in the 
present administration. 

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. LEARY. I yield. 

Mr. STEVENS. Does the Senator re- 
call a precedent of Jamie Whitten se- 
curing the defunding of precisely this 
position in 1987 for about the same rea- 
sons? This is not a partisan matter. 
This is not a personality matter. This 
has happened before. It is not a prece- 
dent. 

Does the Senator know that? 

Mr. LEAHY. I can think only of the 
things I recall on the floor of the Sen- 
ate, and that was not a matter I recall 
on the floor of the Senate, I say to my 
friend from Alaska. I am saying we can 
change policy. We can vote to change 
policies. But I do not ever recall voting 
to support the legislative firing of any 
member of any administration, Repub- 
lican or Democrat. That is not the way 
we do things in Vermont. That is not 
the way I do things. 
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I yield the floor. 

Mr. BURNS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, this is 
not a question of changing the law or 
not changing the law. As the Senator 
from Washington pointed out, we 
passed a law in the rescissions bill to 
facilitate the Forest Service to carry 
out salvaging timber operations. The 
law was changed, and immediately 
after that in dealing with Mr. Lyons, 
he did not agree with the law, and said 
as much, and said, “I am not real 
happy about that. I do not think I will 
carry it out.’’ And he said it before a 
committee, the Energy Committee. So 
we changed the law. 

If he has been less than candid and 
straightforward with the committees 
and with the Congress of the United 
States of America, can we also say that 
maybe he is less than candid when he 
starts advising his President and the 
President has to start making deci- 
sions based on the information given to 
him by the Under Secretary of Agri- 
culture? 

I am saying the credibility has dis- 
appeared. And he is not serving his 
President or this country very well. In 
that rescissions law there was nothing 
in there that told the Under Secretary 
of Agriculture to sign a memorandum 
of agreement with four other agencies 
or three other agencies in order to 
carry out the salvaging of timber, both 
that timber that was damaged by fire, 
the fires of 1988 and the fires of 1994, or 
the dead and dying trees that we have 
in our National Forest. For, you see, 
when a tree dies, the longer it stands it 
loses value, and pretty soon the value 
is such that they will not be bid on at 
all. 

So if you do not like the policy that 
has been put forth even by the Presi- 
dent or by the Congress, you go into a 
delaying action. Basically, that is what 
has happened here. So it is not a ques- 
tion of partisan politics. 

It is a question of arrogance, a ques- 
tion of being less than candid and less 
than straightforward with the Congress 
of the United States, and I would also 
say probably with the President and 
his people who have to make decisions 
on policy with regard to management 
of natural resources on our public 
lands. ; 

That is what this debate is all about. 
My heavens, if it was one person who 
disagreed with Mr. Lyons, I do not 
think you would hear anybody stand- 
ing on this floor supporting this 
amendment. So the frequency and the 
variety of it also lends to that of being 
pretty much on target whenever we 
start trying to make some policy deci- 
sions. Here is somebody who is getting 
in the way of public land managers, 
professional land managers who know 
how to manage national forests, who 
know how to grow and harvest a prod- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


uct for the United States of America 
and for all the people who live here and 
yet has his own personal little agenda, 
and he disregards the law of the land in 
his dealings with the Congress of the 
United States. 

So I rise in support of the Stevens 
amendment. It is not an action that we 
enjoy. It is not an action that is with- 
out precedents. In fact, it is an action 
that we would try not to be a part of 
but is serious. 

So I support the Stevens amendment, 
and I yield the floor. 


Мг. MURKOWSKI addressed the 
Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 


ASHCROFT). The Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
feel inclined to share with my col- 
leagues my own personal feeling about 
the process that is underway here. Or- 
dinarily, the President has the right to 
name his team to carry out his poli- 
cies, and that is just the way it goes. 
You may not agree with those policies 
from time to time, but ordinarily we 
are able to work under a situation 
where we are able to communicate our 
point of view. While we may not always 
prevail in a situation such as we have 
here, where we have both the House 
and the Senate controlled by one party 
and our executive branch controlled by 
another party, we can still commu- 
nicate and maintain a dialog and rep- 
resent our constituencies. 

Now, we are able to do that with the 
Secretary of Agriculture. There is ab- 
solutely no question. We have invited 
him up to our State of Alaska. He has 
met with us. We have expressed con- 
cerns. He has been responsive. Unfortu- 
nately, I cannot say the same thing 
about the Under Secretary for Natural 
Resources, Under Secretary Lyons. 

I serve as chairman of the Energy 
and Natural Resources Committee. The 
Under Secretary has appeared before us 
on numerous occasions. While this de- 
bate may seem a debate focused on the 
West, let us remember that we have 
some unique natural resources, and 
timber is certainly one of them. We are 
blessed with those resources. Timber is 
a renewable resource. There is an in- 
dustry that is dependent on it. It pre- 
viously had been managed within the 
Forest Service by professionals who 
have dedicated themselves to, and 
come from, an approach to forest man- 
agement based on the renewability of 
that resource. We need wood fiber; we 
need timber; we need paper products. 
With proper management we have that 
capability on a sustained basis. 

That has been the whole concept of 
harvesting within our national forests. 
For the most part, that process has 
worked. Unfortunately, we seem to 
have in Mr. Lyons an Under Secretary 
who is going to manage lands as he 
sees how the public lands should be 
managed as opposed to the profes- 
sionals. 
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We have seen a mass exit of profes- 
sional forest managers from the Forest 
Service within the last few years. That 
is, indeed, unfortunate. It is my under- 
standing that the proposal from the 
senior Senator from Alaska would be 
to not fund the Office of Under Sec- 
retary for Natural Resources. It has 
been addressed that, indeed, this is not 
a precedent. It has been done before. 
The purpose would be to transfer his 
reporting authority directly to the 
Secretary. 

I hope my colleagues who are not 
from the West have listened to this de- 
bate carefully, because you have heard 
from all points of the West. You have 
not just heard from Alaska or Colo- 
rado. You have heard from Washington; 
you have heard from Idaho; you have 
heard from Montana. All of these are 
areas that have been heavily impacted 
by this Under Secretary’s management 
according to the world as he sees it. 

Iam not going to repeat the specific 
points that have been brought up, the 
references to meetings, the references 
to not carrying out what were per- 
ceived agreements. But clearly, Mem- 
bers of the Senate, we have here an 
Under Secretary whose policies are not 
working. They are not working in com- 
munications with us. They are not 
working in concert with us. 

I think it is appropriate to reflect 
that, in the last year of the Clinton ad- 
ministration, this is the first time we 
have had this unique situation where 
we have an individual with whom we 
simply cannot deal. So I would encour- 
age you to reflect that something is 
clearly wrong here. We have a situa- 
tion that is not working. 

This is an extreme action, I agree, 
but we have had many conversations. 
We have tried to work out differences. 
But he seems to have a personal agenda 
virtually disregarding those of us who 
have a dependence on the national for- 
ests. 

This is simply not the way to carry 
out public administrative responsibil- 
ity. I can honestly say in my efforts to 
communicate with Mr. Lyons, I found a 
total insensitivity in the manner in 
which, while listening to our concerns, 
there was virtually no policy direction 
toward the points that we made or the 
people who were affected in our various 
States. 

So I think this action is in order. 
And while I listened to the comments 
from the Senator from Vermont sug- 
gesting this is not the way to do 
things, I do not know how we should do 
things relative to the manner in which 
Mr. Lyons is carrying out his respon- 
sibilities, because it is simply not 
working. It is not my intent, by any 
means, to embarrass the administra- 
tion. If this were a different situation, 
different administration, and we had 
the same set of circumstances, I would 
like to think I would be up here doing 
the same thing. I firmly believe we 
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have an extraordinary situation that 
we simply cannot ignore, and we would 
be shirking our responsibilities as Sen- 
ators representing States with national 
forest lands to just suggest this is a 
situation we can live with, because 
clearly we cannot. So I intend to sup- 
port the Stevens amendment. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, with- 
out losing my right to the floor, I 
would like to yield to my colleague 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague, Senator BUMPERS, for 
yielding. I am here, Mr. President, not 
to participate in this debate but just to 
state that it is now 8:20 p.m. There 
seems to be a large number of Senators 
gathering in the Senate. 

I assume that means there are going 
to be more speakers. I am just wonder- 
ing if we could get some sort of word 
from the distinguished manager as to 
whether we might set a time certain to 
vote on this amendment or as to the 
possibility of perhaps stacking this 
vote early in the morning with another 
series of votes, otherwise we might go 
until midnight and never have a vote. I 
am just wondering if the distinguished 
manager might comment on this. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator would yield to me. 

I am prepared to respond and advise 
the Senate that the majority leader 
has given his consent and as a matter 
of fact requested that we try to iden- 
tify the amendments, get time agree- 
ments on them, and stack votes tomor- 
row, and vote on final passage tomor- 
row. The point is, that we will continue 
to work here tonight though on those 
amendments we cannot agree on for 
votes, and with time agreements to- 
morrow. So this may not be the end of 
the session as far as the managers are 
concerned and Senators who have 
amendments. 

But we know of, for instance, this 
amendment which will require a vote. 
We know the Senator from Arkansas, 
the Senator from Nevada, have another 
amendment on the Market Promotion 
Program; and that will require a roll- 
call vote. The Senator from Wisconsin, 
Senator FEINGOLD, has an amendment 
to strike special grants, research 
grants from this bill. And we cannot 
accept that, so we will have to move to 
table that and ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

Those are three amendments that I 
know of that will require rolicall votes. 
We hope that the others will either not 
be offered or we can accept them on a 
voice vote and work out something 
that is satisfactory that would not re- 
quire а rollcall vote. We are trying to 
see if we can do final passage on a voice 
vote. I would have no objection to that, 
if no one Senator insists on a гоПса11 
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vote. That means we could vote on the 
conference report when it comes back 
with a rollcall vote. 

I am told we do have to have one 
vote. We have to vote on the Stevens 
amendment. I have just been advised 
on that. It would be nice if everybody 
got their stories straight and requests 
before I made these announcements 
like I knew what I was doing. 

Mr. LEAHY. Why do we not just vote 
on it? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I think we are pre- 
pared to vote. There are a couple other 
Senators that need to speak on the 
Stevens amendment. Why do not we do 
this and get the Stevens amendment 
over, and as we vote on that we can an- 
nounce the schedule for the evening 
and tomorrow rather than talk about 
what we are doing. Rather than talk 
about it, let us just do it. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I will 
be very brief, and following the few re- 
marks I have will move to table the 
amendment. So we will have a vote 
here very shortly. 

First of all, I want to say that I un- 
derstand some of the frustrations my 
Western Senator friends experience. 
Let me also say that while I am not a 
Western Senator, I have experienced a 
lot of the same frustrations but in 
other areas. I got terribly agitated at 
one time about the National Forest 
Service not allowing what I thought 
was an adequate timber cut in the 
Ouachitas and Ozarks that was having 
an adverse effect on the industry. 

But let me just say—and I do not 
want to argue about these specific 
things. I know that Judge Hogan hand- 
ed the Northwest a big victory this 
week in Federal court. That is exactly 
where these issues ought to be re- 
solved. I labored 12 years under Presi- 
dents Reagan and Bush disagreeing 
with a vast majority of their policies 
and their interpretations of the law. 

When I was Governor—and this is not 
unusual at the State level—occasion- 
ally some legislator would establish 
some little cabal with other members 
of the legislature because they had it 
in for somebody because they did not 
get what they wanted, and I would in- 
variably have to deal with them or use 
a line-item veto. 

Now, Mr. President, bear in mind we 
have serious disagreements on policy 
around here. We have serious disagree- 
ments on the interpretation of the law. 
Some people hate the Endangered Spe- 
cies Act and they do not want it en- 
forced under any conditions, and so 
any excuse they can find to lambaste 
whoever is charged with the respon- 
sibility of enforcing it becomes the 
focal point. 

But the Senate cannot be judge, jury 
and executioner under our Constitu- 
tion. The genius of the Constitution is 
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we have three branches of the Federal 
Government, Mr. President. And there 
is not a single Member of Congress that 
would change one jot and tittle. Some- 
times there are so many changes pro- 
posed around here on the Constitution 
you would think it was just a rough 
draft, and that we were charged with 
the responsibility of finishing it. 

Whether you like Bill Clinton or not, 
he is the President. Whether you like 
the people he hired or not, that is his 
prerogative. Whether you like the pol- 
icy or not, they are charged under the 
last election with the responsibility of 
setting policy. And if you do not like 
the way they enforce the law, take 
them to court, as the Northwest did. 
Judge Hogan just gave, as I say, I think 
1,700,000,000 feet. And that is a real vic- 
tory for Oregon and Washington. I 
might also say that it was Bill Clinton 
who went to the Northwest and crafted 
a plan, which somebody said tonight 
Secretary Lyons was the focal point of 
this debate, Secretary Lyons crafted 
the agreement, and got it out from the 
court. 

Let me remind you of something. The 
Northwest had been stopped dead in its 
tracks for timber cutting, long before 
Bill Clinton was elected President, by 
the courts. And because of the Con- 
stitution, there is not anything much 
anybody can do about that except ap- 
peal it or elect somebody who will 
change the law. 

So I just want to say, I might agree 
with the Senator from Alaska about a 
particular personality, I might even 
agree with the Senators from Alaska, 
Montana and Colorado and Idaho on a 
policy that I think the administration 
is wrong on, But I have never, nor will 
I ever, come to the floor of the U.S. 
Senate and try to cut somebody’s sal- 
ary off or say, “You may not, Мг. Sec- 
retary, delegate this responsibility and 
that responsibility to this person or 
this office.” 

This amendment does not categori- 
cally say that we are cutting the sal- 
ary of Secretary Lyons. What it says is 
we are giving the money from his office 
to the Secretary, and the Secretary is 
charged with the responsibility of tak- 
ing away from Secretary Lyons any re- 
sponsibility in the area he now admin- 
isters relating to forest management 
issues. It is a dangerous precedent. 

Finally, Mr. President, I want to re- 
mind my good friends over on the Re- 
publican side of the aisle, things al- 
ways change. There is just a possibil- 
ity, just a possibility, that one day in 
the not too distant future there will be 
more seats on this side of the aisle 
than there are on that side, there will 
be a Republican in the White House. 
You set a precedent like this, those 
things that are bad policy for the U.S. 
Senate have a tendency to come home 
to haunt you. 

It is a very bad, in my opinion, flail- 
ing of the Constitution to say, “Мг. 
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Executive Branch, we will decide who 
you can hire. We will decide who you 
can Кеер.” 

We are the legislative branch. We 
should recognize it and we ought to 
honor the Constitution and the legisla- 
tive branch. 

Mr. President, I move to table the 
amendment and ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At the 
moment there is not a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, do I 
still have the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I do 
not know how many more people want 
to speak around here. Everybody has 
been parading to my desk to say, “Let 
us vote. Let us vote.“ I thought every- 
body on this side that spoke—even the 
Senator from Idaho had forsaken his 
chance for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 

Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Would the Senator not 
move to table for maybe 5, 6 minutes? 
I think the Senator from Idaho would 
like to make a brief statement, and 
certainly I would like to make a brief 
statement. 

I would urge the Senator to withhold. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I want 
people who have not spoken to have 
the opportunity to do so. If the Senator 
from Idaho wants to speak for 5 min- 
utes; the Senator from Montana wants 
to speak for 5 minutes, I am not going 
to disagree with them. 

Let me propound this unanimous 
consent request: That the Senator from 
Idaho be given 5 minutes and the Sen- 
ator from Montana 5 minutes, after 
which I will be recognized to table the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, a great 
deal of what the Senator from Arkan- 
sas has spoken to this evening is true. 
He and I do not disagree in the way 
that policy should be managed. We 
may disagree on the substance of pol- 
icy, but I think both he and I respect 
the process, and we certainly respect 
the law. 

The great frustration we have this 
evening, Mr. President, when we talk 
about this particular Under Secretary, 
is his arrogance in ignoring the law. 
Right after this administration came 
to power and this Under Secretary 
took power, he inherited a set of draft 
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regulations that were being formulated 
as a result of this Congress under Dem- 
ocrat rule having passed an appropria- 
tions bill with appeals language. Very 
specifically, that bill spoke to the kind 
of appeals language we wanted to see 
inside the U.S. Forest Service. 

This Under Secretary ignored that 
law, ignored the draft regulations, and 
went in an opposite direction totally. 
That is why we have this fight on the 
floor tonight. Amongst other things, he 
ignored the law. He ignored law that 
was crafted by a majority Democrat 
Party of the U.S. Senate. 

That is the reality we are facing. Try 
to find a reason to defend this man for 
his actions and my guess is, you will 
have difficulty. 

I would like to add to the RECORD a 
letter tonight which speaks to how this 
Under Secretary has handled his re- 
sponsibility. 

This letter is addressed to Michelle 
Gilbert, U.S. Department of Justice, 
Environment and Natural Resources 
Division, and it says: 

This letter is to inform you that the 
Northwest Forest Resource Council will 
move this week for an order to show cause to 
hold Jim Lyons in contempt of court. 

Yes, the judge ruled, but Under Sec- 
retary Lyons ignores. That is what we 
are facing. 

I would agree with you, we should 
not be crafting policy in the public 
courts of this land, but when a member 
of this administration ignores the law 
and the court tells him to do some- 
thing and he continues to ignore it, 
then one finds it necessary to move for 
contempt of court. It is beyond my 
memory that any member of the Bush 
administration was held in contempt of 
court. That is why I very reluctantly 
agree with the Senator from Alaska. 

This is no way to deal with anyone in 
Government, but when nothing else 
can deliver the message to this person, 
and now he is being held in contempt of 
court, it is time that this Senate 
speaks out. Time and time again, he 
has ignored our actions. 

I cannot understand why anyone 
from either side of the aisle would 
argue in defense of this person when he 
puts together a Forest Service reorga- 
nization plan and begins to implement 
it and does not even seek our counsel. 
We have that responsibility to craft 
public policy. We demanded that he 
come up here, and that was a biparti- 
san request. 

The Senator from Montana is here. 
The Under Secretary attempted to 
wipe out a major unit of the Forest 
Service in that Senator’s State. And 
we said, ‘‘No, that is no way to run this 
place. Come sit down with us and work 
out the differences,” and we finally 
forced him to do that. 

That is why the Senator from Alas- 
ka, and a good many of us, have thrown 
our hands in the air and said, ‘‘What 
are we to do if we write law and it is ig- 
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nored. This individual is ultimately 
gutting an organization in a way that 
makes it incapable of managing the 
public laws of this land that we have 
passed?” 

So I hope tonight the Senate will up- 
hold the motion of the Senator from 
Alaska and not vote to table. I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I am 
not going to take my full 5 minutes. 
We are presented with a problem here. 
On the one hand, those of us who know 
Under Secretary Lyons, who have dealt 
with him, at the very least, question 
his policies and question the advisabil- 
ity of him staying in office. On the 
other hand, I think we all agree that it 
probably is not wise, and it is not good 
policy to fire somebody by legislation. 

The better route would be for us to 
change policy when we disagree with 
what an administration is doing, and 
work to try to get the person involved 
to change the views he has taken. 

I, frankly, am disappointed with 
Under Secretary Lyons for many rea- 
sons. I supported his confirmation, 
voted for the confirmation. Unfortu- 
nately, due to a whole host of things 
that have occurred, some of which have 
been referred to tonight, I must say the 
time has come, in my judgment, for 
Under Secretary Lyons to gracefully 
tender his resignation. 

I do not support the amendment be- 
fore us, only because I think this is 
just not good policy. It is not good pol- 
icy for us by legislation to fire some- 
body in the executive branch. There 
are better ways of doing this. I urge 
Senators to not support the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Alas- 
ka. But I also urge Under Secretary 
Lyons to not only listen to the words, 
but listen to the music and realize that 
he should probably leave. 

We have a saying in the West that 
when someone has crossed the line and 
gone too far he's broken his pick.“ 
Regrettably, Under Secretary Lyons 
has broken his pick in the West. The 
time has come to make some changes, 
not by legislation, but by urging Sec- 
retary Lyons and the administration to 
find some graceful way for him to no 
longer hold the position that he now 
has. 

So I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
amendment, and I strongly urge not 
only Under Secretary Lyons but others 
involved to take appropriate action 
and put this matter to rest. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
move to table the amendment and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table the amendment. 
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The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS] and 
the Senator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSE- 
BAUM] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is absent 
due to illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
ІМг. HATFIELD] would vote “пау.” 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN], 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. GLENN], the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. JOHN- 
STON], the Senator from New York [Mr. 
MOYNIHAN] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 42, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 446 Leg.] 


YEAS—42 
Akaka Feingold Levin 
Baucus Feinstein Lieberman 
Biden Ford Mikulski 
Bingaman Graham Moseley-Braun 
Boxer Harkin Murray 
Bradley Heflin Nunn 
Breaux Hollings Pell 
Bryan Inouye Pryor 
Bumpers Kennedy Reid 
Byrd Kerrey Robb 
Conrad Kerry Rockefeller 
Daschle Kohl Sarbanes 
Dodd Lautenberg Simon 
Exon Leahy Wellstone 

NAYS—51 
Abraham Faircloth McConnell 
Ashcroft Frist Murkowski 
Bennett Gorton Nickles 
Bond Gramm Packwood 
Brown Grams Pressler 
Burns Grassley Roth 
Campbell Gregg Santorum 
Chafee Hatch Shelby 
Coats Helms Simpson 
Cochran Hutchison Smith 
Cohen Inhofe Snowe 
Coverdell Kempthorne Specter 
Craig Kyl Stevens 
D'Amato Lott Thomas 
DeWine Lugar Thompson 
Dole Mack Thurmond 
Domenici McCain Warner 

NOT VOTING—7 

Dorgan Jeffords Moynihan 
Glenn Johnston 
Hatfield Kassebaum 


So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 2696) was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2696) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 

going to propound a unanimous-con- 
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sent agreement in hopes the Senate 
will approve our setting over until to- 
morrow all remaining votes on amend- 
ments that require votes. So I put the 
following request. 

I ask unanimous consent that all re- 
maining amendments in order to H.R. 
1976 under the previous consent agree- 
ment must be offered and debated to- 
night and that any rolicall votes or- 
dered with respect to those amend- 
ments be postponed to occur beginning 
at 9:45 a.m. on Wednesday. 

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. FORD. He is just reserving. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
the managers, we have worked for 
some time today to try to figure out if 
there was a way of working out an 
amendment. We have just received 
word from CBO that the means of pay- 
ing for it are not acceptable, and I am 
wondering if there is a way for us to 
have the evening and potentially a vote 
tomorrow; that we have a place re- 
served for a vote if we are able to find 
an offset, but one that might not be 
agreed to on both sides so that we can 
at least have a vote. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield under his reserva- 
tion, I think that certainly would be 
possible in this way. The Senator can 
offer his amendment tonight, say what- 
ever he wanted to in support of it, and 
I could move to table it and ask for the 
yeas and nays. That will be voted on 
tomorrow. The Senator could be as- 
sured that there would be a vote on his 
amendment tomorrow. 

Mr. CONRAD. Let me ask this. Will 
the managers agree to permit me to 
modify the amendment, if we were able 
to find an alternative means of financ- 
ing it, overnight, working collectively, 
together? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield further, I certainly 
would not arbitrarily or capriciously 
refuse a legitimate request for a modi- 
fication. If the amendment is changed 
entirely in its nature, I could not agree 
to that. 

Mr. CONRAD. No, if we were to have 
a gentleman’s understanding—I have 
full faith in the word of the Senator 
from Mississippi and in his good faith. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I think the Senator 
could be assured we would not arbitrar- 
ily refuse such a request. 

Mr. CONRAD, That will certainly be 
sufficient for me. Would we be modify- 
ing, then, this unanimous-consent 
agreement, or would it not require a 
modification? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I do not think it is 
necessary with that understanding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Mississippi? 

The Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Reserving the right 
to object, the Senator from North Da- 
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kota has an amendment for which he 
has not yet found a suitable offset. It 
needs to be understood by everybody, if 
he offers the amendment tonight he 
will be offering it without an offset. 
That is, I assume, the modification 
that he wants to make, as soon as he 
hears from CBO. 

What we need to clarify for sure is, if 
the Senator from Mississippi moves to 
table his amendment tonight, the 
agreement should be that even though 
a motion to table had been made, that 
he would have a right before the vote 
tomorrow to modify, to set out what 
the offset is. Is that a fair statement? 

Mr. COCHRAN. That accurately re- 
flects my assurance and the under- 
standing I would be happy to have with 
the Senator. 

Mr. FORD. Will the Senator yield for 
a minute? I ask the manager of the 
bill, should that not be in the agree- 
ment? If the offset is found, it has to be 
agreeable, I suspect, to the manager. 
You just would not take any arbitrary 
offset. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I am not agreeing to 
support the amendment, that is what I 
am saying. 

Mr. FORD. I just want to be sure that 
someone who is not here tonight, in all 
respect to their position and their abil- 
ity, if it is not in the unanimous-con- 
sent agreement and they come in here 
and object to it—even though the Sen- 
ator is very persuasive that does not 
happen—then my friend from North 
Dakota is excluded, I think, from mak- 
ing his modification once the Senator 
has moved to table and ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I respect the sugges- 
tion. I have no problem including that 
in this agreement if the Senator would 
like to insert that in this agreement. 

Mr. FORD. I think the Senator needs 
to do that, and I hope he would. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I mod- 
ify the request to include the right of 
the Senator from North Dakota to 
modify his amendment to show a dif- 
ferent offset on tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, for the 
information of all Senators, there will 
be no further votes this evening. How- 
ever, Senators who intend to offer 
amendments must remain this evening 
to debate those amendments, and any 
rolicall votes ordered with respect to 
the amendments would occur beginning 
at 9:45 a.m., in a stacked sequence. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Yes. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I won- 
der if we could have a time agreement 
with the Senator from Wisconsin, a 20- 
minute time agreement with 15 min- 
utes to the Senator from Wisconsin and 
5 minutes for the managers. 
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Mr. FEINGOLD. That is agreeable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Wisconsin is recog- 


nized. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, 
thank you. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2697 

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of appropriated 

funds for the special research grants pro- 

gram that are not subject to a competitive 
approval process) 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Wisconsin (Мг. 
FEINGOLD], for himself and Мг. MCCAIN, pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2697. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the 
following: 

SEC. . SPECIAL RESEARCH GRANTS PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds made 

available under this Act for the program es- 
tablished under section 2(c) of Public Law 89- 
106 (7 U.S.C. 4501(с)) may be used for a grant 
that is not subject to a competitive process 
and a scientific peer review evaluation by 
qualified scientists in the Federal Govern- 
ment, colleges and universities, State agri- 
cultural experiment stations, and the private 
sector. 
(b) DEFICIT REDUCTION.—Any funds made 
available under this Act that are not ex- 
pended because of subsection (a) shall revert 
to the general fund of the Treasury for defi- 
cit reduction. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, the 
amendment I am introducing tonight 
will make a very simple change to the 
way in which some of USDA’s research 
funds are distributed. 

Right at the beginning, let me just 
correct a statement by the senior Sen- 
ator from Mississippi which I think 
was just a brief description. He sug- 
gested that our amendment would 
strike the special purpose grant within 
the Department. It does not do that at 
all. It does not change the amount of 
the grant. It changes the way in which 
the grants are given. It requires a com- 
petitive approach rather than what is, 
in effect, an earmark approach. 

So I want to be very clear throughout 
this debate that we are not striking 
the grants nor changing the way they 
would be given out. 

The amendment would require any 
funds appropriated under the Special 
Research Grants Program within the 
Cooperative State Research Education 
and Extension Service be subject now 
to scientific peer review by scientists 
outside of USDA and that all research 
grants be awarded under this program 
on a competitive basis. 

I am happy that the senior Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN] is a cospon- 
sor of the amendment as well. 
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This particular program, the Special 
Research Grants Program, provides 
grants to State agricultural experi- 
ment stations, 1,890 institutions and 
land grant colleges to carry out applied 
agricultural research in fulfillment of 
USDA’s mission to encourage and sup- 
port agricultural research within the 
federal land grants and other research 
institutions. In conjunction with the 
many other programs conducting agri- 
cultural research, the Special Grants 
Program has helped foster important 
agricultural research. 

As members of this Chamber may be 
aware, I have been working with bipar- 
tisan coalition of Senators to reduce 
the amount of so-called pork barrel 
spending in appropriations legislation. 
This amendment is intended to further 
that goal by addressing what I call hid- 
den pork in this appropriations bill. 
The Special Research Grants Program 
while fairly straight forward on the 
surface, is actually not what it seems 
upon closer inspection. 

USDA’s Special Research Grants Pro- 
gram receives a single appropriation 
each year to fund the many grants for 
agricultural research conducted by uni- 
versities around the country. Last 
year, Congress provided $52 million for 
these special research grants. This 
year, the Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee has provided about $50.5 million 
for special grants, of which some $9.8 
million is to be focused on improved 
pest control research. 

The funding for this program is very 
straightforward with only four lines 
devoted to it in H.R. 1976. 

However, when I looked at the com- 
mittee report accompanying this bill, I 
noticed an extensive list of projects 
that the Committee has recommended 
for funding under special research 
grants. I counted over 90 in all for this 
upcoming fiscal year. Looking at last 
year’s conference agreement, I found 
121 such projects, most of which are 
identified by one or more states. 

Then I learned, that in fact, while 
these projects are not technically ear- 
marks, in that they are not line-itemed 
in the actual appropriations legisla- 
tion, USDA treats them exactly as if 
they were earmarks. 

So they are in the committee report. 
But they end up being treated like ear- 
marks. Of the 121 projects rec- 
ommended for funding last year, all 
but one grant was awarded and that 
single grant had its funds rescinded. 
Based on information I received from 
USDA, of those 120 projects, not a sin- 
gle grant was awarded on a competitive 
basis and each grant was made in 
accordance with the Agricultural 
appropriations Subcommittee’s rec- 
ommendations. 

І am sure that are many Members іп 
this Chamber who will tell me that 
committee reports of course are tech- 
nically non-binding. That may be tech- 
nically true, but if the agency admin- 


25647 


istering the program considers those 
recommendations to be binding, they 
most surely are. Mr. President, the rec- 
ommendations for projects to be funded 
under the Special Research Grants Pro- 
gram are most certainly earmarks. 
Every Member of this Chamber who 
has even had a project in his/her State 
recommended for funding under this 
program, or has asked for a project to 
be on that list of recommendations, 
knows that is the case. 

In fact, in the bill before us today, 
very little of the money proposed to be 
provided to universities will be award- 
ed competitively and subject to sci- 
entific peer review. These institutions 
listed in the committee report simply 
submit their proposals and receive 
their funds with few questions asked by 
the agency. 

I до not want to pick оп any particu- 
lar State or university, but I think it is 
important that Members understand 
specifically what projects they are 
agreeing to fund under this program. 
Let me just list a few of the 90 some 
projects that are earmarked in the 
committee report: there аге гес- 
ommendations for eight separate re- 
search projects relating to aquaculture 
to be provided to six different univer- 
sities for a total of $2.5 million for fis- 
cal year 1996. Some of those rec- 
ommendations are for projects that are 
described by the committee, others are 
for research generally on Aqua- 
culture’. We have earmarks for: 
$300,000 for molluscan shellfish re- 
search at Oregon State University; 
$127,000 for multicropping strategies for 
aquaculture—University of Hawaii; 
$370,000 for Chesapeake Bay aqua- 
culture—University of Maryland; 
$305,000 for seafood and aquaculture 
harvesting, processing, and marketing 
research—Mississippi State University; 
$308,000 for alternative marine and 
fresh water species research—Mis- 
sissippi State University. 

And then there are the less descrip- 
tive earmarks: $592,000 aquaculture, 
Mississippi State University; $330,000 
aquaculture, Louisiana State Univer- 
sity; $169,000 aquaculture, University of 
Illinois. 

All totaled $2.5 million earmarked 
for eight different research projects on 
aquaculture for six different research 
institutions. 

Should not it be enough for Congress 
to merely recommend that aqua- 
culture, generally, be a research prior- 
ity and leave the specific projects, 
funding amounts and research institu- 
tions up to the USDA and external 
peer-review panels. 

Mr. President, here is a sampling of 
some of the other projects that the 
Senate will be earmarking in this bill: 
$296,000 for jointed goatgrass research 
by the Washington State University; 
$303,000 for soybean cyst nematode re- 
search—University of Missouri; $162,000 
for peach tree shortlife research at 
Clemson University. 
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Some of the projects have vague de- 
scriptions such as “Тогевігу” or “dried 
beans,” so it is difficult to know what 
the designated institutions will be 
doing with the money nor is it clear 
why these are projects of national pri- 
ority that they are specifically identi- 
fied in the committee report. 

Mr. President, the question for my 
colleagues is not whether research on 
aquaculture, jointed goatgrass, or the 
soybean cyst nematode should be con- 
ducted. That is not at issue. 

At issue is whether Congress should 
be making these very technical deci- 
sion for the agricultural sector and for 
the USDA. 

First, should Congress be defining for 
USDA research specialists the current 
research needs of agriculture down to 
the exact dollar and facility conduct- 
ing the research? 

Second, should Congress determine 
which research projects have the great- 
est scientific or economic merit? 

Third, should Congress pick and 
choose among competing research in- 
stitutions and decide, based on politi- 
cal circumstances, which Universities 
should receive the funding? 

Fourth, is it at the business of Con- 
gress to decide how much of taxpayer 
dollars each project should receive? 
Can Congress effectively determine for 
over 90 research projects what costs are 
reasonable and which ones are not? 

Mr. President, I believe that in a 
time of shrinking Federal dollars for 
vital agriculture research, the answer 
to all four of these questions has to be 
“no.” Congress is not equipped to make 
these decisions, and it should not be 
our job to make those decisions. In too 
many cases too many projects are 
being funded for political reasons rath- 
er than scientific reasons. An agricul- 
tural researcher’s chance of getting 
Federal tax dollars should not depend 
on whether that researcher has a per- 
son on the Appropriations Committee. 

The amendment I am offering today 
ensures that research moneys under 
the Special Research Grants Program 
will be awarded to research institu- 
tions that submit proposals for 
projects that are consistent with the 
research needs of agriculture, that are 
competitive with respect to the cost of 
the project and the non-Federal match- 
ing funds, and have scientific or eco- 
nomic merit as determined by an exter- 
nal peer review panel. 

Congress under this can still rec- 
ommend projects for funding, but those 
recommended projects will have to 
compete among a pool of other quali- 
fied research institutions. If they can- 
not pass the competitive test of merit 
and peer review, then the project 
should not and will not be funded. 

In 1994, the National Research Coun- 
cil stated that there remains consider- 
able scope for expansion of the use of 
competitive grants at USDA and, 
equally important, the use of peer re- 
view. 
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The advantages of this different more 
competitive approach are indisputable. 

First, competitive grants are respon- 
sive and flexible and can be adjusted to 
agricultural funding priorities consist- 
ent with national needs and the public 
interest. 

In 1993, before the Senate Sub- 
committee on Agriculture Research, 
the GAO reported that congressional 
earmarking of research dollars was 
identified as one of the factors inhibit- 
ing USDA from focusing research dol- 
lars on current research priorities. 

During that same hearing, USDA wit- 
nesses indicated specifically that con- 
gressional earmarking had prevented 
them from redirecting research dollars 
for the more current needs. 

Second, competition attracts new 
scientists, researchers and economists 
to an area of research typically re- 
served to a few select institutions with 
entree to Congress. That can only be 
good for research that attempts to 
solve otherwise unresolved problems. 

Third, competition in grant awards 
provides taxpayers and farmers with 
greater assurances that limited re- 
search dollars are being spent wisely 
and in the most cost-beneficial manner 
possible. It is that last point that I 
think is really critical. 

Over the last 25 years, USDA’s re- 
search budget in terms of real dollars 
has actually declined. Of course, now in 
our efforts to balance the budget re- 
search funds will probably continue to 
take greater hits. The proposed budget 
for CSREES research in fiscal year 1996 
is down $14 million from fiscal year 
1995. Compared to just 2 years ago, the 
funding for the Special Research 
Grants Program alone is down by $18 
million. 

Congress can no longer afford to op- 
erate the way we have for the last 25 
years. It is time to open up the Special 
Research Grants Program to competi- 
tion and peer review. While this pro- 
gramming accounts for only 5 percent 
of the budget, it accounts for about 
one-third of the nonformula research 
grants made by the agency, so it is 
pretty substantial. It is a critical com- 
ponent of this Nation’s research agenda 
for agriculture. 

So to conclude, let me be clear. My 
amendment does not cut any funding 
for the Special Research Grants Pro- 
gram. It does not, as was stated earlier 
in the Chamber, strike any of that 
funding. It merely imposes a process 
whereby research grants will be di- 
rected towards the most relevant re- 
search in the most cost beneficial man- 
ner. I think we owe it to taxpayers and 
consumers and farmers and others in 
the area of agriculture to adopt this 
amendment, and I urge my colleagues 
to support it. 

I reserve the remainder of my time 
and yield the floor. 

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 
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Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time under the agreement 
as I may consume. 

The debate about special grants and 
research projects for agriculture is not 
а new debate. There have been dif- 
ferences of opinion about how much 
should be allocated for basic research, 
how much should be in applied re- 
search, whether the Agriculture Re- 
search Service Federal laboratories 
ought to do it all, whether State land- 
grant universities and the experiment 
stations attached to them should do 
some of the research and, if so, how 
much? What is the role of State gov- 
ernment in all of this? Do they have an 
obligation to participate? Are match- 
ing funds to be required in every in- 
stance for research and the construc- 
tion of research facilities? 

There are a lot of different issues in- 
volved in the agriculture research por- 
tion of this bill. We have tried to care- 
fully review the requests this commit- 
tee has received from Members of Con- 
gress, from outside groups, from oth- 
ers—the administration in its budget 
request. 

We have considered their suggestions 
to try to have a careful and thoughtful 
balance among all of these competing 
interests and to do it in a way that 
safeguards the interests of the tax- 
payers that their dollars not be wasted. 

There is no question that this bill is 
loyal to the responsibility of assuring 
that these dollars are invested to bene- 
fit American agriculture. They are not 
boondoggles. They are not pork barrel 
projects with no merit. As a matter of 
fact, many studies have documented 
the substantial public benefits which 
result from these investments in agri- 
culture research. We need to maintain 
our technological advantage in Amer- 
ican production agriculture to help en- 
sure that our farmers can continue to 
operate profitably and protect the soil 
and water resources we have that are 
in many cases very fragile. And so we 
have a lot at stake in how these dollars 
are spent. We want them to be spent 
correctly. 

The debate really is in some in- 
stances not on whether the research 
ought to be done but who does it and 
who decides who does it. This argu- 
ment about peer review is suggesting 
that those who are the self-styled and 
self-anointed experts decide. 

As Members of the Congress we have 
the responsibility of ensuring the care- 
ful and frugal expenditure of public 
taxpayer dollars so we are directly ac- 
countable and answerable to the public 
for any appropriation of funds along 
these lines that we approve. I am not 
ready to delegate the responsibility 
that the people of my State of Mis- 
sissippi have entrusted in me to come 
here and help ensure that our State’s 
interests, our State agriculture inter- 
ests are taken into account in the re- 
search decisions that are made. 
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I am not going to delegate to some 
fancy group of scientists in some other 
State the authority to decide where 
the tax dollars that are paid by Mis- 
sissippians are spent in agriculture re- 
search. I am not sure they will always 
come down on the side of the agri- 
culture interests that we have in our 
region. So I wish to continue to play a 
role in it, and to do that we have to 
continue to exercise our responsibil- 
ities as Members of the Congress to de- 
termine how our tax dollars are spent. 

That is what this bill does. It gives 
our colleagues and this Senate, a voice 
in where these dollars go and for what 
they are spent. The argument for com- 
petitive peer-review grants versus spe- 
cial grants, in my opinion, focuses on 
who is going to make the decisions re- 
garding the allocation of Federal funds 
among competing legitimate demands. 
There is competition between the ex- 
periment stations, land-grant institu- 
tions, and other institutions. 

It has been suggested that since each 
system has strengths and weaknesses, 
the arguments about the merits of the 
system should be cast in terms of the 
relative mix rather than their absolute 
merit. But we think we have done a 
good job. 

Mr. President, $707 million for basic 
and applied research in this bill will be 
conducted at Federal laboratories, $40.7 
million will go to special grants, and 
$99.5 million will go to competitive 
grants through the National Research 
Initiative. We think special grants play 
an important role because they address 
special local and regional needs. The 
authority for these special grants is 
spelled out in the law, Public Law 86- 
106. This authority provides that 
grants may be awarded to State agri- 
culture experiment stations, land- 
grant colleges, universities, and other 
qualified institutions for the purposes 
of facilitating or expanding ongoing 
State-Federal food agriculture re- 
search programs. 

Those who argue against these spe- 
cial research grants suggest that just 
because they are recommended by 
Members of Congress they have no 
merit or not as much as if they had 
been recommended by somebody else. I 
disagree with that. And so I think this 
is based on an erroneous assumption. 
The Senate ought to reject the amend- 
ment. I argue strongly for Senators to 
oppose the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I 
thank the Chair and I thank the Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. I admire his 
leadership in the agriculture area. 

Let me use the brief time I have re- 
maining to respond to a couple of 
points he has made about our amend- 
ment. 

First of all, I just do not see how it 
is possible for a committee, despite its 
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tremendous efforts with the staff and 
resources of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, to make this kind of sophisti- 
cated analysis and competitive deter- 
mination that is sufficient to make a 
fair determination of competition. 

The Senator says these are meritori- 
ous projects. I do not deny that. Cer- 
tainly many of them are meritorious. 
How do we know? What is the criteria 
for evaluating whether or not the 120 


‘out of 121 projects that were mentioned 


in the committee report last year were 
actually of merit to justify the tax- 
payers’ dollars? 

And given the comments of the Sen- 
ator from Mississippi, in particular, 
how he does not want this process left 
up to a fancy group of scientists, well, 
this is about a $50 million program. 
The National Research Initiative, Mr. 
President, is a $100 million program, 
and that is left up to a fancy group of 
scientists. We do have peer review 
when it comes to $100 million worth. 
Why not have that fancy group of sci- 
entists—actually that is what they are, 
people who know what they are talking 
about from an economic and agricul- 
tural point of view—why not have 
those people handling the other $50 
million and make it a fair competi- 
tion? 

What it comes down to, Mr. Presi- 
dent, is what kind of competition are 
we going to have? The Senator from 
Mississippi fairly points out there is a 
competition of sorts for these ear- 
marks. It is a political competition. It 
is a question of political muscle, who 
has got the most muscle to get a grant. 
I suggest that we need a different kind 
of competition, a competition based on 
merit. Many of us were elected and 
many of us particularly last year who 
came to this body were elected on the 
notion that we should run this Govern- 
ment like a business on the basis of 
merit, on the basis of quality, quality 
control. That is what this is all about, 
having some quality control in the 
midst of a very well intended series of 
efforts to improve agricultural re- 
search in this country. I thank the 
Chair and I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port the amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re- 
mainder of my time. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, has all 
time been used on the amendment 
under the agreement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I 
think we have other amendments that 
can be disposed of tonight, or argued. 

I notice the Senator from Nevada and 
the Senator from Arkansas have a Mar- 
ket Promotion Program amendment 
which they intend to present. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota has an amend- 
ment which he can propose and de- 
scribe, if he chooses, at this time or we 
can defer it to later. 

But we are going to proceed to try to 
meet the challenge of getting all these 
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amendments argued tonight so we will 
know what we are going to vote on to- 
morrow. We appreciate the cooperation 
of the Senators. 

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2698 
(Purpose: To provide that producers of a 1995 
crop are not required to repay advance de- 
ficiency payments made for the crop if the 
producers have suffered a loss due to 
weather or related condition) 

Mr. CONRAD. I send an amendment 
to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment is 
set aside. 

The clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
CONRAD] proposes an amendment numbered 
2698 


Mr. CONRAD. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that further reading of the amend- 
ment be dispensed with. 5 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 

SEC. . REPAYMENT OF ADVANCE DEFICIENCY 
PAYMENTS FOR 1995 DISASTER 
LOSSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding subpara- 
graphs (G) and (Н) of section 114(a)(2) of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1445j(a)(2)), 
if the producers on a farm received an ad- 
vance deficiency payment for the 1995 crop of 
a commodity and suffered a loss in the pro- 
duction of the crop due to weather or related 
condition, the producers shall not be re- 
quired to repay an amount of the payment 
that is equal to, subject to subsection (b), 
the product obtained by multiplying the ар- 
plicable crop acreage base and the farm pro- 
gram payment yield. 

(b) LIMITATIONS.—The amount of the pay- 
ment that the producers on a farm are not 
required to repay under subsection (a) 
shall— 

(1) not exceed $2,500; and 

(2) not be available for production on 
which crop insurance coverage is available, 
as determined by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture. 

(c) FUNDING.—Up to $35,000,000 that has 
been made available to carry out the export 
enhancement program established under sec- 
tion 301 of the Agriculture Trade Act of 1978 
(7 U.S.C. 5651) during fiscal year 1996 may be 
used to carry out this section. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair. I ap- 
preciate the patience and the indul- 
gence of the Chair as well. 

Mr. President, I will try to be brief. 
The amendment that I have sent to the 
desk would deal with a very serious 
problem that is developing around the 
country. I am sure it affects producers 
in the State of the Chair; I am certain 
it affects the producers in the States of 
the managers. It deals with the prob- 
lem of producers suffering crop losses 
this year because of very serious plant- 
ing problems that developed around the 
country. 

In many parts of the country we had 
excess moisture; in other parts of the 
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country we had an extraordinary wave 
of heat that dropped the value of crops 
and in many cases destroyed crops for 
our producers. 

Unfortunately, producers lucky 
enough to plant a crop were often met 
with these difficult conditions, and in 
some cases producers were not able to 
get a crop at all. The result is that pro- 
ducers who had the expense of planting 
a crop received an advance deficiency 
payment. 

On wheat that amounted to 35 cents 
a bushel. Because of the crop situation 
in this country and around the world, 
prices then went up dramatically, 
which will require farmers to repay 
those advance deficiency payments, 
and in some cases they do not have a 
crop at all. In other words, farmers are 
being sent a large bill but have no crop 
from which to derive income to pay the 
bill back. 

Now, in previous years a disaster 
payment would have been available to 
meet this situation. But now we do not 
have a disaster payment. We do have 
crop insurance. And what my amend- 
ment would do is say to producers, to 
the extent your crop could not be соу- 
ered by crop insurance, you would be 
forgiven the advance deficiency pay- 
ment if you have had a crop failure. We 
would also attach an additional provi- 
sion. We would provide that no farmer 
would get more than $2,500 in forgive- 
ness of advance deficiency payments. 

Now, I understand $2,500 may sound 
like a lot to some people. To farmers 
who have very large expenses, it may 
sound like not much, but at least it 
would help offset the costs of putting 
in a crop, not getting any production, 
and then being expected to repay an 
advance deficiency payment when you 
have no income with which to pay it. 
And again I want to emphasize to my 
colleagues, we have provided that this 
is only available to the extent that 
crop insurance could not cover the crop 
affected. 

In other words, let us say that a 
farmer took out the 75 percent cov- 
erage under crop insurance; only the 25 
percent that could not be covered 
under crop insurance would be eligible 
for this forgiveness of advance defi- 
ciency payment. So on no bushel, not 
one, would any farmer receive crop in- 
surance and a forgiveness of an ad- 
vance deficiency payment. 

In addition, if a farmer had chosen 
only to get 60 percent coverage and 75 
percent coverage was available, he 
would only qualify as if he had the 75 
percent coverage. Obviously we do not 
want to create a perverse incentive by 
saying to the guy that went out and 
purchased the 75 percent coverage, 
“You know, you were a fool to do that 
because the Government is going to 
come in here and at least forgive your 
advance deficiency payment on that 
part not covered by crop insurance.” 

So we have tried to target this in a 
way that makes sense. We worked with 
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the Congressional Budget Office. They 
now tell us this would cost $35 million. 
We have offset that by reducing the 
amount available for the Export En- 
hancement Program next year by that 
$35 million. In other words, we say re- 
duce by up to $35 million the amount 
available in the Export Enhancement 
Program for next year in order to fully 
pay for the forgiveness of advanced de- 
ficiencies for farmers who had disaster 
this year. 

Again, I think we have crafted this in 
a careful way. Let me just say that 
this year on the EEP program we had 
$800 million authorized. We know we 
are going to only use $400 million. We 
had $800 million authorized, and we 
will use something less than $400 mil- 
lion. 

I say to my colleagues, at least for 
the purposes of getting this to the con- 
ference committee, let us have a vehi- 
cle out there that allows us to forgive 
these advanced deficiencies to a total 
of $2,500 per farmer, and only on those 
bushels where they do not have crop in- 
surance or could not have had crop in- 
surance to offset some of the disaster 
we see around the country. 

Many parts of the country—I know in 
the South the cotton crop was ad- 
versely affected by unusual heat. It 
came at a critical time and as a result 
that crop was damaged. In my part of 
the country we had flooding, most un- 
usual flooding. I know in the State of 
the Chair, that flooding and wet condi- 


tions were serious. Ав a result, we have 


a whole series of disease problems. 

With that, I would thank the chair- 
man for his assistance this afternoon 
and this evening in trying to put some- 
thing together. 

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, when 
the Senator from North Dakota 
brought this amendment to my atten- 
tion and said that he would offer it, my 
immediate reaction was I favored it. I 
thought it certainly tried to do some of 
what we were doing yesterday, or en- 
deavoring to do, when we offered the 
disaster assistance proposal to benefit 
those cotton farmers in the South who 
had suffered such terrible losses this 
year because of the infestation of army 
budworms, tobacco budworms, beet 
army worms. 

These damages were heightened and 
made much worse because of the seri- 
ous weather conditions. The excessive 
heat in many areas of our State, and I 
think this is true of Alabama and other 
Southern States, made this disaster 
possible. We are told by the ento- 
mologists and the experts this is a 
weather-related disaster, but it is more 
commonly referred to as infestation of 
pests that have caused these damages. 
In my State alone, over $100 million in 
losses are going to be sustained, they 
say, by cotton producers alone. 
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So I think this amendment may very 
well help some of those farmers. They 
were denied any extra help under the 
amendment that we had before the 
Senate on a гоПса11 vote. I think one of 
the reasons that amendment was de- 
feated is because it was crop specific; it 
was targeted only to cotton producers. 
This amendment is not targeted to any 
specific kind of crop or farmer or re- 
gion or State. 

Before we get to a point of voting on 
the amendment, I am going to try to 
find out from those who know whether 
it will apply and provide assistance to 
Mississippi cotton farmers. I may end 
up voting for the amendment. I hope I 
can support it. But at this time to- 
night, I am not able to recommend ap- 
proval of the amendment, because of 
the questions about the offset and the 
scoring. 

If it is going to cost $35 million, 
where does the Department, or the 
ones making these estimates, think the 
benefits will go? Will they all go to the 
prairie, the North part of the farm belt, 
the Dakotas and that part of the coun- 
try, and if so, how will it actually 
work? So there are questions that we 
still have to explore, and I hope by to- 
morrow when we get to a vote on this 
amendment, we will have those an- 
swers. 

I am certainly not going to criticize 
the Senator for bringing this amend- 
ment up. My heart is where his is, and 
that is with these farmers who have 
sustained these terrible damages. I re- 
gret that the crop insurance program 
that we have now is big on promise but 
short on delivery of benefits to help in 
the recovery from serious disasters. 
That is what we learned, I think, in 
Mississippi this year, that the new Cat- 
astrophic Crop Insurance Program is a 
disaster in itself. 

There has been a lot of hype. Farm- 
ers were told, Don't worry, you're 
automatically eligible for these bene- 
fits. For $50, you’re signed ар.” It 
sounded too good to be true, and guess 
what? It is too good to be true, because 
the benefits they are getting do not 
nearly equal what others had been get- 
ting from ad hoc benefit assistance pro- 
grams in the past. They were told, 
“You are going to get about the same 
level of benefit that you would have 
under a disaster assistance program 
passed by Congress.” It has not turned 
out that way. I sympathize with the 
farmers who have been misled and have 
not bought additional insurance to 
make up for what their losses could 
have been. 

Those are my reactions to the 
amendment, and comments. We will 
have an opportunity to vote on the 
amendment tomorrow. 

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, might I 
just say that this has been designed 
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with all farmers in mind. This has not 
been designed to benefit just one region 
or one crop. We know that losses have 
been severe throughout farm country 
from different situations in different 
parts of the country. In our part of the 
country, in an unusual turn of events, 
we have had too much water. That is a 
rarity in North Dakota, I might say. 
We have a million acres not planted in 
the State of North Dakota. That is 
truly a rarity. 

But we know that there are different 
circumstances. In Indiana, they had ex- 
cess heat at the time the crop was 
forming and, as a result, significant 
losses. I know Missouri has had the 
same problem North Dakota has, and 
terrible disease problems as a result of 
excess moisture. I know Mississippi has 
had problems as a result of weather 
conditions there. 

The one thing farmers cannot do 
much about are the vagaries of weather 
and price. This year, prices have shot 
up, and that is terrific for those farm- 
ers who have a crop, but if you do not 
have a crop, it means you are going to 
have to pay back your advance defi- 
ciency payment at the very time you 
do not have the crop to get the income 
to pay it back. 

I had a farmer call me the other day 
and he said, ‘‘Senator CONRAD, I have a 
bill coming due to pay back my ad- 
vance deficiency payment, $8,000. I got 
no crop, and I got no money. I had the 
expense of planting. I had the expense 
of fertilizing, and I had the expense of 
putting it all in. Then we had disas- 
trous flooding. So Гуе got no crop, and 
I have a bill coming due for another 
$8,000, and there’s no way I can pay it. 
It is really not fair.” 

And just as the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi described, those of us who are 
very wary of this notion of doing away 
with disaster programs, we are right 
because the crop insurance program 
does not make up for the lack of a dis- 
aster program. For many producers, 
that is going to be a disaster in and of 
itself. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2699 
(Purpose: To provide that funds made avail- 
able for the market promotion program 
under this Act may be used to provide 
cost-share assistance only to small busi- 
nesses or Capper-Volstead cooperatives and 
to cap the market promotion program) 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no objection, the pending amend- 
ment will be set aside. The clerk will 
report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP- 
ERS], for himself and Mr. BRYAN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2699. 
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Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 65, line 18, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: Provided further, 
That funds made available under this Act to 
carry out the market promotion program es- 
tablished under section 203 of the Agricul- 
tural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623) may be 
used to provide cost-share assistance only to 
organizations that are recognized as small 
business concerns under section 3(a) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632(a)) or to as- 
sociations described in the first section of 
the Act entitled ‘An Act to authorize asso- 
ciation of producers of agricultural prod- 
ucts’, approved February 22, 1922 (7 U.S.C. 
291). Provided further, that such funds may 
not be used to provide cost-share assistance 
to a foreign eligible trade organization: Pro- 
vided further, That none of the funds made 
available under this Act may be used to 
carry out the market promotion program es- 
tablished under section 203 of the Agricul- 
tural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623) if the 
aggregate amount of funds and value of com- 
modities under the program exceeds 
$70,000,000". 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, this 
morning the Senate voted rather deci- 
sively—I believe it was 59 to 41—not to 
abolish the Market Promotion Pro- 
gram. Several Senators said to me they 
did not much like the program, but 
some industry in their State benefited 
from it or some agriculture coopera- 
tive in their State benefited from it. 

And so my objection to the Market 
Promotion Program is that it is for the 
very biggest corporations in America, 
and at a time when we are trying to 
cut Medicaid and welfare and every- 
thing else, to reward the biggest cor- 
porations in America with Federal lar- 
gess is inconsistent and, I think, al- 
most immoral. 

So Senator BRYAN and I have crafted 
an amendment that we think will 
meet, certainly meets our objections, 
and we believe it will meet the con- 
cerns of Senators who feel obligated to 
vote for market promotion every year. 

There are four points to it. First, we 
eliminate the eligibility of foreign 
trading organizations. Right now, 
roughly $10 million of this money goes 
to foreign corporations. We eliminate 
them. 

Second, we convert it into something 
of a small business program, because 
we make small businesses eligible and 
small business will be determined by 
the Small Business Administration. 
Generally, these businesses range in 
the area of 500 employees and gross 
sales of $50 million a year. 

If people want to put their money 
where their heart is, maybe I should 
say where their mouth is, here is an op- 
portunity to do something for small 
business to help them export, because 
they need more help, where big cor- 
porations do not. 

Third, we make all the agricultural 
cooperatives in the country eligible. 
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They are eligible now, and they stay el- 
igible, and I know a lot of Members of 
the Senate voted for this because they 
have a cooperative. I have one in my 
State, Riceland Foods, who does a lot 
of exporting. 

So we make all cooperatives of all 
sizes eligible under the amendment. 

And fourth, we reduce the funding 
from $110 million to $70 million. You 
make it an attractive, palatable pro- 
gram that gives small businesses a 
chance to export. You take care of the 
agricultural interests because you 
allow the agricultural cooperatives to 
still apply for and be eligible for grants 
to help them export. You eliminate for- 
eign corporations, which I think every- 
body will applaud and perhaps they 
will applaud louder for the reduction of 
$110 million to $70 million than any- 
thing else, a savings of $40 million. We 
do not take the $40 million and allocate 
it someplace else. It can go on the defi- 
cit. You could not find a better place 
for it. 

Mr. President, those are all the re- 
marks I care to make on it tonight. I 
will be glad to yield the floor. 

Mr. BRYAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. BRYAN. I thank the Chair. Mr. 
President, the hour is late, and this has 
been debated extensively during the 
course of the last day or two. 

Let me commend my colleague from 
Arkansas. He and I, it is clear I think 
to all Senators, if given a preference 
would like to eliminate the program. 

We have tried, he and I together, for 
the past several years—and prior to my 
arrival in this body, I am sure he was 
trying even then—and it is $110 million 
in the appropriations bill this year. As 
he just pointed out, this is a carefully 
crafted compromise. We have preserved 
the right for small businesses, as de- 
fined under the Small Business Admin- 
istration, to be eligible to participate 
in this program. We eliminate foreign 
companies from their eligibility. I 
think the more current number my col- 
league mentioned was $10 million. The 
information I have in the current year 
is that the program currently provides 
some $12 million. So we eliminate all 
foreign companies. 

Certainly, my colleagues would agree 
that the American taxpayer has no 
business in providing money for the ad- 
vertising accounts of foreign compa- 
nies. Certainly, we ought to be able to 
agree to that. As he pointed out, the 
various co-ops in the country, rep- 
resenting a broad diversity of products 
that are exported abroad, would con- 
tinue to be eligible as they are under 
current law under this program, and we 
limit it to $70 million. 

We made some progress. The last 
time this issue came before us for a 
vote, my recollection is that we got 38 
votes. This morning, we got 41 votes. 
That is incremental progress, and I 
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suppose we should be grateful for that. 
But in an effort to accommodate the 
concerns that a number of our col- 
leagues that say, look, we are not en- 
amored with the program, but it pro- 
vides help to small businesses, it pro- 
vides assistance to local co-ops in- 
volved in export promotion, this is the 
compromise that is offered in good 
faith. I hope my colleagues—particu- 
larly those who have rejected efforts in 
the past to eliminate this program— 
will take a fresh look at this approach 
and say, look, we tried to strike a rea- 
sonable and responsive balance—not 
going as far as the Senator from Ar- 
kansas and I would like to go, but rec- 
ognizing the concerns that a number of 
our colleagues have with respect to 
small businesses, and agricultural co- 
ops, and to eliminate the money that 
currently goes to foreign companies, 
some $12 million, and to try to at least 
begin to wean these programs from 
their current level of expenditure, 
which is $110 million, and to reduce 
that to $70 million. 

I urge my colleagues to reconsider 
their previous position and support 
this amendment, which is offered in 
the spirit of compromise. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we 
have had a lot of discussion about the 
market promotion program today and 
yesterday. Last night, we were here on 
the floor for an hour—these three Sen- 
ators—talking about this program and 
their amendment to actually do away 
with all funding for the program—can- 
cel it, kill it. We had a full debate. We 
voted on a motion to table their 
amendment. The motion was agreed to 
by about 60 to 40, about the same 
amount of the vote that was cast ear- 
lier this year when the Senate rejected, 
by a vote of 61 to 37, the same proposal 
on the bill—the rescission bill, the sup- 
plemental we had before the Senate. 
April 6 was the date of that vote. 

The point is this has already been 
fully discussed. I am not going to take 
a lot of time to argue against the 
amendment. I am going to make one 
point since this is a different approach 
to this issue. 

This amendment seeks to rewrite the 
program, in effect, not only to author- 
ize the funding at a lower level, which 
I think is $70 million, but to change a 
number of the provisions of the bill 
with legislative language, in effect, de- 
scribing the kinds of eligible entities 
who can apply for funds under the mar- 
ket promotion program—the size of the 
entities, character of the entities, de- 
scription about ineligible applicants. 
My problem with that is not that these 
may not be good suggestions, but that 
the Senate is being asked to function 
as a legislative committee. 

Think about that, Mr. President. We 
are trying to function as a committee 
of the whole. They do that in the House 
when they go into session as a commit- 
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tee of the whole to take up amend- 
ments to legislation, and then the 
House actually reports the bill or ap- 
proves the bill, and they have a vote on 
the legislation itself. But here in the 
Senate we do not have a committee of 
the whole. We have legislative commit- 
tees that have that responsibility. 

I think it is a big mistake to have 
legislative proposals presented to the 
Senate for the first time, a case of first 
impression, here in the Senate Cham- 
ber and we are called upon to listen to 
a few minutes of debate or, as is the 
case tonight, with almost nobody here 
but those of us here who are managing 
the legislation, to listen to the argu- 
ment and make a decision based on 
what is best for this program. Should 
this program be reauthorized? And how 
should it be managed? What would the 
level of funding be? These are decisions 
for the legislative committee to make. 
They are to look at the options. They 
are the experts. 

Senator BUMPERS is not on the Agri- 
culture Committee. Senator BRYAN is 
not on the Agriculture Committee. 
Maybe they should be on the Agri- 
culture Committee. Maybe they want 
to be on the Agriculture Committee 
and they are frustrated. They would 
like to have the opportunity to help 
write this authorization bill that we 
are going to be writing in the Agri- 
culture Committee as a part of our rec- 
onciliation instruction. And I am told 
by those who are familiar with some of 
the proposals in the committee that 
there will be changes in this program 
recommended by the Agriculture Com- 
mittee, and that there may be a reduc- 
tion in the funding authorized by that 
committee. That is for them to decide. 

We should not be on an appropria- 
tions bill trying to legislate a new kind 
of program. So I have a serious prob- 
lem with the procedure. I urge the Sen- 
ate to reject this amendment. It is an 
amendment that we cannot accept, and 
I hope that the Senate will follow the 
decision that it made earlier on this 
bill, on a similar amendment offered by 
these distinguished Senators. 

Mr. President, as I understand the 
procedure, we need to get the yeas and 
nays ordered on the amendments that 
we have not been able to accept, so 
that votes will occur tomorrow. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
to request the yeas and nays on those 
amendments that will require record 
votes, and they are: The Feingold 
amendment, the Conrad amendment, 
and the Bryan-Bumpers amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I now 
ask for the yeas and nays on those 
three amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 
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There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, for the 
information of Senators, there are sev- 
eral amendments we have agreed to 
take and to recommend that they be 
included in this bill. We have a pack- 
age, а Managers package that will be 
presented to the Senate. We will do 
that tonight. 

Other than that package of amend- 
ments, which have been cleared on 
both sides, I know of no other amend- 
ments that are going to be offered, or 
intend to be offered, tonight. But just 
to be sure, I am going to yield the floor 
and await a call from the Cloakroom or 
someone coming to the floor to offer an 
amendment that we may not have 
heard about, that is described in the 
agreement and that would be eligible 
to be offered tonight. We expect to hear 
from anybody who intends to offer one 
that we have not indicated a willing- 
ness to accept. 

Mr. BRYAN. If the Senator will 
yield, I am sure my colleague and I 
have no further amendments. Has there 
been a time set, or a sequence for the 
votes to occur on the amendments of- 
fered this evening? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Under the agreement, 
there is time. It starts at 9:45 a.m. on 
Wednesday. The sequence would be, I 
presume, the order in which the 
amendments were offered. The yeas 
and nays were granted. So the sequence 
would be the Feingold amendment, the 
Conrad amendment, and the Bryan- 
Bumpers amendment. 

Mr. BRYAN. That is certainly ac- 
ceptable to me. Mr. President, I have a 
further question. If I might inquire of 
the chairman, is there any time allo- 
cated under the protocol that we are 
adopting for tomorrow to explain any 
of these amendments? I know that, pre- 
viously, we have had arrangements 
where each side is given a couple of 
minutes. I simply inquire. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 
advised 4 minutes equally divided has 
been made part of the agreement. That 
is the understanding. 

Mr. BRYAN. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. COCHRAN. For the clarification 
of this situation, of course I will be 
happy to read this agreement. 

Let me read it, and if there are any 
problems, we will be told about it, Iam 
sure, by Senators who have any ques- 
tions. 


ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 20, 1995 


Mr. COCHRAN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that when the Senate completes 
its business today it stand in recess 
until the hour of 9:15 a.m. on Wednes- 
day, September 20, 1995; that following 
the prayer, the Journal of proceedings 
be deemed approved to date; the time 
for the two leaders be reserved for their 
use later in the day, and then there be 
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a period for morning business until the 
hour of 9:40 a.m., with Senator FORD 
recognized for up to 20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I further ask unani- 
mous consent that at 9:40 a.m. the Sen- 
ate then immediately resume consider- 
ation of H.R. 1976, the agricultural ap- 
propriations bill, and there be 4 min- 
utes equally divided on the Feingold 
amendment, to be followed by a roll- 
call vote on or in relation to the 
Feingold amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I now ask unanimous 
consent that following the disposition 
of the Feingold amendment there be 4 
minutes for debate to be equally di- 
vided in the usual form, to be followed 
by a modification by Senator CONRAD, 
if necessary, and that following the 
modification, the Senate proceed to 
vote on or in relation to the Conrad 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I further ask that fol- 
lowing the disposition of the Conrad 
amendment there be 4 minutes to be 
equally divided in the usual form, to be 
followed by a vote on or in relation to 
the Bumpers amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I further ask that fol- 
lowing the disposition of the Bumpers 
amendment that H.R. 1976 be read for a 
third time without any intervening ac- 
tion or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr. COCHRAN. For the information 
of all Senators, the Senate will resume 
consideration of the agricultural ap- 
propriations bill tomorrow morning. 
Under the previous order, there will be 
three гоПсай votes beginning at 9:45 
a.m. tomorrow. In addition, also fol- 
lowing disposition of the agricultural 
appropriations bill the Senate will 
begin consideration of the foreign oper- 
ations appropriations bill. Therefore, 
votes can be expected to occur 
throughout Wednesday’s session of the 
Senate. 


AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP- 
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN- 


ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1996 


The Senate continued with consider- 
ation of the bill. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2700 THROUGH 2706, EN BLOC 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we do 
have a list of amendments which we 
will present to the Senate and ask for 
their approval. 
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An amendment offered by Senators 
DORGAN and CONRAD on flooding at 
Devils Lake, North Dakota; an amend- 
ment offered by Senator DOLE provid- 
ing funds for the Agricultural Research 
Service Grain Marketing Research Lab; 
an amendment offered by Senator 
ABRAHAM eliminating certain USDA 
advisory committees; an amendment 
for Senator GORTON regarding a timber 
regulation. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, on 
that amendment, is that the Gorton- 
Murray amendment? 

Mr. COCHRAN. It is an amendment 
proposed by Senators GORTON, MURRAY, 
and BURNS. 

Mr. BUMPERS. No objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. And an amendment 
offered by Senator BENNETT regarding 
the Colorado River Basin salinity con- 
trol program; an amendment offered by 
Senator FEINGOLD regarding rural de- 
velopment program; an amendment of- 
fered by Senator LEAHY regarding a re- 
search facility. 

Mr. President, these are amendments 
that we have reviewed and have been 
cleared on both sides of the aisle. I 
send the amendments to the desk en 
bloc and ask they be reported. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Mississippi, ГМг. Сосн- 
RAN] for other Senators, proposes amend- 
ments Nos. 2700 through 2706. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendments be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments (Nos. 2700 through 
2706) are as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1700 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
on United States-Canadian cooperation for 
relief of flooding in Devils Lake Basin, 

North Dakota) 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: = 
SEC. __. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON UNITED 


LIEVE FLOODING AT DEVILS LAKE 
IN NORTH DAKOTA. 

(а) FInDINGS.—The Senate finds that 

(1) Mooding in Devils Lake Basin, North 
Dakota, has resulted in water levels in the 
lake reaching their highest point in 120 
years; 

(2A) 667,000 trees are inundated and 
dying; 

(B) 2500 homeowners in the county are 
pumping water from basements; 

(C) the town of Devils Lake is threatened 
with lake water nearing the limits of the 
protective dikes of the lake; 

(D) 17,400 acres of land have been inun- 
dated; 

(E) roads are under water; 

(F) other roads are closed and will be aban- 
doned; 

(G) homes and businesses have been diked, 
abandoned, or closed; and 

(H) if the lake rises another 2 to 3 feet, 
damages of approximately $74,000,000 will 
occur; 
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(3) the Army Corps of Engineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation are now studying the 
feasibility of constructing an outlet from 
Devils Lake Basin; 

(4) an outlet from Devils Lake Basin will 
allow the transfer of water from Devils Lake 
Basin to the Red River of the North water- 
shed that the United States shares with Can- 
ada; and 

(5) the Treaty Relating to the Boundary 
Waters and Questions Arising Along the 
Boundary Between the United States and 
Canada, signed at Washington on January 11, 
1909 (36 Stat. 2448; TS 548) (commonly known 
as the “Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909”), 
provides that waters flowing across the 
boundary shall not be polluted on either side 
to the injury of health or property on the 
other.“ (36 Stat. 2450). 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the United States Govern- 
ment should seek to establish a joint United 
States-Canadian technical committee to re- 
view the Devils Lake Basin emergency outlet 
project to consider options for an outlet that 
would meet Canadian concerns in regard to 
the Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate this opportunity to let my col- 
leagues know about the very serious 
flood my State is experiencing. Devils 
Lake is located within a completely 
closed basin with no outlet—much like 
the Great Salt Lake. 

Due to several years of above-average 
rainfall, the lake has risen over 13 feet 
and increased in size by two-thirds 
within the past 2 years. The ever-ad- 
vancing waters of Devils Lake have 
caused millions of dollars in damage to 
roads, farmland, public facilities and 
private property. 

The Devils Lake flood has been espe- 
cially difficult for farmers and ranch- 
ers in and near the basin. Highty to 90 
percent of the pasture and hayland 
around the lake are affected by the 
flood. Fields are flooded, roads used by 
producers are inundated with water, 
and wet conditions kept many farmers 
from planting last spring. 

If water levels continue to rise—as 
they are likely to do for the foreseeable 
future—the lake could overrun the dike 
protecting the city of Devils Lake, 
threatening lives and causing millions 
more dollars in damage. 

Let me give you just a few facts 
about this terrible flood: The water 
level of Devils Lake has risen 13 feet in 
the past 2 years, and is at its highest 
level in 120 years; Federal agencies 
have spent over $30 million to mitigate 
this disaster, including more than $21 
million from the Federal Highway Ad- 
ministration to fix flood-ravaged roads; 
The Corps of Engineers recently placed 
a protective berm around the 
Minnewaukan city sewage lagoon be- 
cause it was about to be overtaken by 
the lake. When constructed in 1956, the 
lagoon was more than 8 miles from the 
lake—8 miles, Mr. President; 1,768 Dis- 
aster Survey Reports of damage to pub- 
lic property have been submitted to 
FEMA's Disaster Field Office. 2,082 
claims for Disaster Unemployment As- 
sistance have been approved; and 2,500 
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homes in Devils Lake are pumping 
seepage from their homes, and many 
have basement floors that are heaving 
because of high water levels. 

Much has been done to deal with the 
flood so far. 

Federal Emergency Management Di- 
rector James Lee Witt formed an inter- 
agency task force to deal with this dis- 
aster. Director Witt formed the task 
force to bring every relevant Federal, 
State and local agency togther—with 
the active participation of many Devils 
Lake Basin residents—to examine 
every feasible solution and work to 
find answers to this flood. The task 
force recently issued its report which 
identifies 17 action items to help miti- 
gate the flood’s damage. 

One of the most promising of those 
action items is the construction of an 
outlet from Devils Lake. An outlet 
could drain water from the lake and 
help prevent further—and cata- 
strophic—damage. The Corps of Engi- 
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation 
are in the process of studying a long- 
term lake stabilization plan that would 
make an outlet possible. Mr. President, 
this problem is of such enormity that 
every option must be considered. 

However, an outlet raises inter- 
national considerations. Water drained 
through an outlet would flow into the 
Sheyenne River, which in turn flows 
into the Red River of the North, which 
flows northward into Canada. Canadian 
officials have expressed concern about 
an outlet due to water quality issues. 
The Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909 
provides the basis for protection of 
boundary waters interests of both the 
United States and Canada. 

As a result, it is critically important 
that both the State of North Dakota 
and the U.S. Government work with 
Canadian officials as outlet plans are 
considered. The U.S. State Department 
participated in the interagency task 
force which has considered Devils Lake 
flood relief options. I was in Devils 
Lake recently and encouraged efforts 
to involve Canadian officials, espe- 
cially from the province of Manitoba, 
in discussions of flood relief efforts. 

Mr. President, it is precisely because 
of our desire to work with our neigh- 
bors to the North that my colleague 
and I introduce this amendment. Allow 
me to read from the amendment before 
us: 

.. Ik is the sense of the Senate that the 
United States Government should seek to es- 
tablish a joint United States-Canadian tech- 
nical committee to review the Devils Lake 
Basin emergency outlet project to consider 
options for an outlet that would meet Cana- 
dian concerns in regard to the Boundary Wa- 
ters Treaty of 1909. 

In short, the amendment says two 
things. First, Devils Lake Basin flood- 
ing is a serious problem. Second, we 
want to work with the Canadians to 
find a treaty-compliant way to resolve 
it. The committee would seek to find a 
way to construct an outlet while fully 
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complying with the treaty. Only by 
seeking the active participation of 
Canada can this project go forward. 

Let me be clear, Mr. President, it is 
in the best interest of my State and of 
our Nation to work with Canadian offi- 
cials to assuage their concerns about 
an outlet. That is why this amendment 
emphasizes the importance of the trea- 
ty, and states that the committee 
should work to meet Canadian con- 
cerns regarding the treaty. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this 
sense of the Senate Amendment to 
H.R. 1976 is in response to the devastat- 
ing flooding being experienced within 
the State of North Dakota. This 
amendment will provide for a joint 
United States-Canadian technical com- 
mittee to review the Devils Lake basin 
emergency outlet project and consider 
options for an outlet that would meet 
Canadian concerns regarding the 
Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909. 

The Devils Lake basin is an enclosed 
basin (no outlet) with water loss 
through natural evaporation from the 
lake surface during periods of drought. 
With more rain than drought in recent 
years, the surface of the lake has been 
rising dramatically. In 1993, the surface 
of Devils Lake totaled 44,000 acres, 
today it covers over 72,000 acres. 
Eighty to 90 percent of the pasture and 
haylands around the lake have been 
flooded, saturated, or isolated by flood 
waters. There are eight counties rep- 
resented in the Devils Lake basin. In 
just two of these eight counties, flood- 
ing has impacted 247,000 acres (nearly 
386 square miles). For comparison, the 
District of Columbia covers only 67 
square miles. 

In the basin above the lake level, 
where crops can still be grown, the 
rains of this spring allowed only about 
half of the normal planting of small 
grains (wheat, durum, barley, and 
oats). Wet conditions also prevented 
proper weeding with the result that 
crop yield is expected to be signifi- 
cantly reduced. 

Six hundred sixty-seven thousand 
trees in the basin are now flooded and 
will probably die within the next year. 

Tribal roads and facilities have also 
been flood damaged. Tribal authorities 
report that their manufacturing 
(Dakotah Tribal Industries, Sioux Man- 
ufacturing) has declined in an area 
where unemployment is about 60 per- 
cent. 

WE DESPERATELY NEED RELIEF FROM THIS 

NATURAL DISASTER 

The Corps of Engineers in association 
with the Bureau of Reclamation plus 
other Federal and State agencies is in- 
vestigating the feasibility of solutions 
to perennial flooding in the Devils 
Lake basin. Among the potential solu- 
tions, there are expected to be an out- 
let from the basin to relieve the flood- 
ing and an inlet to stabilize the lake 
level during periods of drought. 
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The outlet would allow basin water 
to reach the Red River and eventually 
the Hudson Bay іп Canada. Some Cana- 
dian officials are concerned that re- 
leasing water from the Devils Lake 
basin could potentially allow the intro- 
duction of foreign biota and higher lev- 
els of dissolved solids to their vital wa- 
ters. The Boundary Waters Treaty of 
1909 between the United States and 
Canada states, in part, that. . water 
flowing across the boundary shall not 
be polluted on either side to the injury 
of health or property on the other.“ It 
is implicit from our treaty obligations 
that the governments involved in this 
issue should commence technical dis- 
cussions. 

I urge my colleagues to approve this 
“по additional cost“ amendment to es- 
tablish a joint United States-Canadian 
technical committee for the review of 
the Devils lake emergency outlet 
project. I understand that this amend- 
ment has been cleared on both sides, 
and I thank the chairman, Senator 
COCHRAN, and the ranking member, 
Senator BUMPERS, for their support and 
cooperation. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2701 
(Purpose: To fund the Grain Marketing 
Research Laboratory in Manhattan, Kansas) 

On page 13, line 23, insert the following 
after law“: : Provided further, That of the 
funds made available under this heading for 
the National Center for Agricultural Utiliza- 
tion Research, not less than $1,000,000 shall 
be available for the Grain Marketing Re- 
search Laboratory in Manhattan, Kansas“ 


AMENDMENT NO. 2702 
(Purpose: To eliminate certain unnecessary 
advisory committees) 

At the appropriate place in title VII, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 7 . ELIMINATION OF UNNECESSARY ADVI- 
SORY COMMITTEES. 

(a) SWINE HEALTH ADVISORY COMMITTEE.— 
Section 11 of the Swine Health Protection 
Act (7 U.S.C. 3810) is repealed. 

(b) GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE TECHNICAL AD- 
VISORY COMMITTEE.—Section 2404 of the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6703) is repealed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2703 

On page 84, line 1, insert the following new 
section: 

Sec. 730. Upon the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
immediately withdraw Federal regulation 36 
CFR Part 223 promulgated on September 8, 
1995, for a period of no less than 120 days; 
provided that during such time the Sec- 
retary shall take notice and public comment 
on the regulations and make the necessary 
revisions to reflect public comment. Any 
fines assessed pursuant to 36 CFR Part 223, 
from the effective date of said regulation to 
the date of enactment of this Act, shall be 
null and void. During the 120 day period, the 
interim regulatory guidelines published pur- 
suant to 55 CFR 48572 and 56 CFR 65834 shall 
remain in effect. 


Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, today I 
offer an amendment to the fiscal year 
1996 Agriculture Appropriations bill 
that would delay final regulations im- 
plementing the 1990 Forest Resources 
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Conservation and Shortage Relief Act. 
This act governs the export of State 
and Federal logs in the Western United 
States. 

Since 1990 the timber industry in the 
States of Washington, Oregon, Idaho 
and Montana has operated under in- 
terim regulations promulgated to en- 
force the 1990 law. The legislation is 
very complicated, and sets up a series 
of requirements for companies that 
wish to export State or Federal logs. 
Consequently, the regulations imple- 
menting the law must be very precise, 
and an entire industry—for the most 
part—must react to any regulations on 
this subject with painstaking attention 
to the details. 

On Friday, September 8, the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture implemented—ef- 
fective immediately—final regulations 
implementing the 1990 log export law. 
Let me say this again—the regulations 
were made effective immediately. The 
final regulations were dramatically dif- 
ferent than the regulations as initially 
proposed, and, as a result completely 
and totally overwhelmed the timber in- 
dustry in the Pacific Northwest. 

The regulations are overly burden- 
some, and must be re-written. Let me 
give you a brief example of the speci- 
ficity of these regulations, and why 
any rational person would not make 
the effective date immediate on the 
regulations. 

For example, the regulation estab- 
lishes a procedure for exporting fin- 
ished lumber. When a company exports 
lumber, the new regulations require 
that company to keep in its possession 
for each shipment or order, a lumber 
` inspection certificate, and a company 
certificate to ensure that export re- 
stricted timber is in fact processed be- 
fore export. 

The regulation establishes a proce- 
dure for marking Federal and private 
timber that originates from within a 
sourcing area. All private timber that 
is harvested inside a sourcing area 
must be marked on both ends of the log 
with highway yellow paint, before it 
can be removed from the harvest area. 
This paint signifies that the logs must 
be domestically processed. Based upon 
the industry reading of the regulation, 
this provision appears to apply to logs 
that will be processed in the company’s 
own mill. The log must be marked 
throughout the entire process, from 
harvest to mill in-feed,“ no matter 
how many times it has been cut. 

The regulation establishes a proce- 
dure for disposing of private timber 
that originates from within a sourcing 
area. The regulations mandate a com- 
plex procedure of identification, notice, 
paperwork and record keeping process. 
The process is as follows: 

Before a company sells any export re- 
stricted private timber, that is, private 
timber that originates from within a 
sourcing area, the selling company 
must do the following: Give notice to 
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the purchaser that the timber cannot 
be exported; give notice that the tim- 
ber has been marked and the mark 
must be retained; agree to send in the 
transaction statement to the Regional 
Forester within 10 calendar days; re- 
tain records of acquisition and disposi- 
tion for 3 years from the date of manu- 
facture or disposition, and make such 
records available for inspection by the 
Forest Service; acknowledge that fail- 
ure to identify the timber as men- 
tioned above and to accurately report 
is a violation of the act, and the False 
Statement Act”; certify that the form 
has been read and understood, The pur- 
chasing company is required to follow 
a similar set of requirements. 


As you can tell, the regulations are 
specific, and would require some major 
adjustments to current operating prac- 
tices. When this is coupled with the 
fact that a violation of each aspect of 
the regulation carries with it a poten- 
tially heavy fine, it is clear that these 
regulations must be delayed. 


According to the regulations, fines 
can be assessed for each violation— 
which includes the omission of just one 
paint stripe on a log. In addition, civil 
penalties are high—the Forest Service 
has the discretion, based upon the na- 
ture of the violation, to assess pen- 
alties of up to $500,000 or three times 
the gross value of the timber involved, 
plus the option to cancel all Federal 
timber contracts. 


This Senator believes that a regu- 
lated entity—whether it’s a small busi- 
ness or a big business—deserves to un- 
derstand a set of regulations before it 
is implemented. This is just common 
sense. To do the opposite, as was done 
in this case—to blind-side an industry 
with draconian regulations that have 
never been reviewed by the regulated 
community—certainly fans the flame 
of anti-government sentiment. 


My amendment, co-sponsored by Sen- 
ator MURRAY and Senator BURNS, 
would delay the regulations for 120 
days. During that 120-day period the 
regulations issued on September 8 
would be treated as proposed regula- 
tions, affected parties would have the 
opportunity to comment on the regula- 
tions, and the Department is required 
to make the necessary revisions based 
upon such comments. During this 120 
day period, the interim regulations 
would remain in place, and any fines 
assessed based upon the September 8 
regulations would be null and void. 

This amendment is not controversial. 
This amendment makes common sense, 
and I urge my colleagues to support my 
amendment. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2704 


On page 25, line 14, strike $564,685,000 and 
insert $563,004,000. 


On page 37, line 8, strike $1,000,000 and in- 
sert $2,681,000. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2705 
(Purpose: To clarify that tourist and other 
recreational businesses located in rural 
communities are eligible for loans under 
the Rural Business and Cooperative Devel- 
opment Service’s Business and Industry 

Loan Guarantee Program) 

On page 44, line 16, before the period insert 
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That loan 
guarantees for business and industry assist- 
ance funded under this heading shall be made 
available to tourist or other recreational 
businesses in rural communities”. 


AMENDMENT NO, 2706 
On page 14, strike on line 12, “40,670,000” 
and insert in lieu thereof, ““42,670,000”. 
On page 15, strike on line 17, ''$419,622,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof ‘*$421,622,000"'. 
On page 82, reduce ‘'$800,000,000" 
$4,444,000. 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank 
the managers for accepting this amend- 
ment. It is my intention, and our un- 
derstanding, that the additional funds 
included by this amendment, will be 
used to find the President’s request 
submitted by the Department of Agri- 
culture on page 9-32 of the fiscal year 
1996 budget request of the Department 
of Agriculture. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendments en bloc. 

The amendments (Nos. 2700 through 
2706) were agreed to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mrs. BOXER. The U.S. Department of 
Agriculture’s Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service recently issued a 
proposed rule governing the importa- 
tion of Mexican Hass avocados into the 
United States. The proposed rule would 
allow Hass avocados to be imported 
into the Northeastern United States 
during the winter months of November 
through February. 

I support the House report language 
concerning the Department of Agri- 
culture’s Animal and Plant Health In- 
spection Service proposed rule on the 
importation of Mexican avocados. 

The House Committee report lan- 
guage, although not a permanent solu- 
tion, adequately cautions the USDA to 
ensure scientific credibility on pest 
risk assessment and risk management, 
ensure that the USDA will commit the 
resources necessary to ensure suffi- 
cient oversight, inspection, and en- 
forcement of any importation system 
which may result, and ensure that the 
avocado industry is provided the oppor- 
tunity to give input on any proposed 
regulatory changes. 

California avocado growers have ex- 
pressed their continued concerns that a 
USDA proposed rule inadequately pro- 
tects their industry from harmful pests 
or disease that imported avocados may 
carry. 


by 
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I am very concerned about the poten- 
tial impact of the proposed rule on avo- 
cado growers in California. There are 
about 7,300 avocado growers in the 
United States, 6,000 of whom are in 
California. On average, these hard- 
working farmers produce about 300 mil- 
lion pounds of avocados a year, and 
last year they produced $250 million 
worth of fruit. 

But this proposed rule is not just 
about the avocado industry. It is about 
pests that threaten the $18 billion a 
year California agricultural industry: 
an industry that generates $70 billion a 
year in economic activity. California’s 
agricultural industry is primarily ex- 
port-driven, and even the hint of pest 
infestation threatens trade, as we have 
recently seen with Japan and the med- 
fly threat. 

The State of California and the Fed- 
eral Government have spent more than 
$217 million since 1980 to combat peri- 
odic fruit fly infestations. Even with 
this significant commitment of re- 
sources, certain Mediterranean fruit 
fly eradication efforts remain under-re- 
searched and under-funded. The 34 
pests that APHIS claims are commonly 
found in avocados grown in Mexico 
could devastate California agriculture. 
Many pests found in Mexico infest cit- 
rus, grapes, apples, and other 
agricultrual products. 

California avocado growers are very 
concerned that APHIS lacks the re- 
sources to enforce the phytosanitary 
restrictions in the proposed rule. I 
share their concern. APHIS states in 
the proposed rule that it “agrees that 
adequate resources and personnel, espe- 
cially inspectors, would have to be de- 
voted to prevent introduction of avo- 
cado and other plant pests into the 
United States.” 

The Agriculture Quarantine and In- 
spection budget is primarily user-fee 
funded. Funds are kept in a dedicated 
account and are subject to annual ap- 
propriations. Although the budget is 
not slated for cuts in the fiscal year 
1996 agriculture appropriations bill, the 
question remains whether it is realistic 
to assume that the current funding 
level is sufficient to cover the addi- 
tional needs created by this proposed 
rule. For example, the transhipment of 
Hass avocados within the United 
States will be very difficult to control 
without an aggressive monitoring pro- 


gram. 

Since 1914, it has been the policy of 
the United States to prohibit the entry 
of fresh avocados with seeds from Mex- 
ico and certain other countries of 
Central and South America. This quar- 
antine, although specifically directed 
at seed weevils and moths, has also 
proven effective in preventing infesta- 
tion of fruit flies, and other pests found 
in Mexican avocados which would ad- 
versely impact not only U.S. avocado 
production but numerous other fruit 
and vegetable crops in California, Ari- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


zona, Texas, Florida, and other States. 
I believe that current policy should 
continue until all of the legitimate 
concerns of the avocado industry are 
addressed. 

Our quarantine against Mexican avo- 
cados is not unique. It is important to 
remember that pest-free fresh avocados 
enter the United States from other 
countries, such as Chile, which also 
prohibits entry of Mexican avocados 
due to pest risks. 

Mexico has yet to implement an ef- 
fective pest eradication or control pro- 
gram. As recently as July 1993, USDA 
officials concluded that Mexican avoca- 
dos continue to pose а significant 
threat of introducing plant pests into 
the United States. Although the pro- 
posed rule details safeguards to be 
taken by Mexican growers and packers 
as well as strict oversight by APHIS, 
there is still no evidence that effective 
pest control and eradication programs 
have been developed and implemented 
by Mexico. 

Unless Mexico implements a com- 
prehensive and effective pest eradi- 
cation and control program in its grow- 
ing areas, USDA policy must ensure 
that the health of U.S. agriculture and 
consumers is not threatened. 

Unfortunately, in the Senate com- 
mittee report language on Mexican av- 
ocados the Senate committee does not 
concur with the House language and 
says that the Department published 
regulations to address the concerns 
about the protection of domestic avo- 
cado production after House action on 
this issue. While it may be true that 
the proposed rule was published after 
House action, the rule does not suffi- 
ciently address concerns and would 
allow Hass avocados to be imported 
into the Northeastern United States 
during the winter months of November 
through February. 

I urge my colleagues to carefully re- 
consider this issue as they prepare to 
go to conference with the House, and 
urge them to defer to the House on this 
issue. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I request 
permission to engage the senior Sen- 
ator from Maine and the chairman of 
the Agriculture Appropriations Sub- 
committee in a brief colloquy. As the 
chairman knows, new fungicide-resist- 
ant strains of the late blight potato 
fungus are causing serious damage to 
potato crops in a number of potato- 
growing States. Maine has been hit 
particularly hard by late blight over 
the past several years. To address this 
problem, the Congress provided $1.4 
million for late blight control and re- 
search in Maine through extension in 
1994, and it provided $800,000 for the 
Maine program in the current fiscal 
year through the Smith-Lever pest 
management funds. USDA officials 
have informed our offices that another 
$800,000 has been included in the Presi- 
dent's budget for this purpose in fiscal 
year 1996 under pest management. 
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Mr. COHEN. I fully concur with Sen- 
ator SNOWE that this funding is critical 
to helping potato growers in Maine and 
other States protect their crops from 
the devastation of late blight. We note 
that the committee has provided $10.9 
million for pest management in its fis- 
cal year 1996 bill, which is the same as 
the amount appropriated in the current 
fiscal year. Is it the chairman's under- 
standing that the President's fiscal 
year 1996 budget request for this ac- 
count includes $800,000 to continue this 
late blight control program in Maine? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to point out that the com- 
mittee recognizes the very serious 
threats to potato production posed by 
late blight, and the heavy damage that 
has been incurred to date in Maine and 
other States. In response to the Sen- 
ators’ question, I can confirm that the 
President’s fiscal year 1996 budget re- 
quest for pest management does in- 
clude $800,000 to continue the late 
blight control program described by 
the Maine Senators. 

Ms. SNOWE. On behalf of the Maine 
delegation, I would like to thank the 
Chairman for clarifying this matter. 

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 

Mr. CONRAD. As the Senator from 
Arkansas is aware, H.R. 1976 provides 
funding for the Agricultural Research 
Service to continue operating the ARS 
potato research facility in East Grand 
Forks, Minnesota, as an ARS worksite. 
Research direction and administration 
will be shifted to a primary ARS lab- 
oratory. The ARS Red River Valley Ag- 
ricultural Research Center Northern 
Plains Area office in Fargo, North Da- 
kota is located just 75 miles away, and 
is well equipped to handle administra- 
tive functions for the East Grand 
Forks facility. Is it the Senator’s un- 
derstanding that ARS should transfer 
the administrative responsibilities 
called for in this legislation to the 
Fargo ARS facility? 

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator is cor- 
rect. ARS should transfer administra- 
tion of the Bast Grand Forks facility 
to the ARS research center in Fargo, 
North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Would the Chairman of 
the Subcommittee indicate whether he 
has the same understanding? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I do agree with the 
Senator regarding the Fargo ARS cen- 
ter. 

Mr. DORGAN. In addition, the bill 
contains funding for the Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service to con- 
tinue a cattail management program 
for blackbird control. Is it the Sub- 
committee’s intention that APHIS 
should continue to use a portion of 
those funds for cattail management 
and blackbird control in North Da- 
kota? 

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator is cor- 
rect. APHIS should continue using a 
portion of available funds to continue 
the cattail management program in 
North Dakota. 
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Mr. COCHRAN. Let me add that I 
share Senator BUMPERS’ understand- 
ing. 

DISTANCE LEARNING AND MEDICAL LINK 
FUNDING 

Mr. KERREY. I would like to ask the 
distinguished chairman for assistance 
in dealing with two matters that are 
very important to me and the people of 
Nebraska. 

The Distance Learning and Medical 
Link Program was designed to dem- 
onstrate the ability of rural commu- 
nities to utilize existing or proposed 
telecommunications systems to 
achieve sustainable cost-effective dis- 
tance learning or proposed medical 
link networks. 

In Nebraska, there is a distance 
learning partnership between the 
School at the Center Project, the Ne- 
braska Math and Science Initiative, 
Project EduPort and the Nebraska 
Rural Development Commission that 
would provide access to advanced tele- 
communications services and computer 
networks and improve rural opportuni- 
ties. 

Another program designed to provide 
much needed technology to rural com- 
munities is the Rural Community Ad- 
vancement Program (RCAP). Included 
in RCAP is the Rural Business Enter- 
prise Grant Program. 

The Nebraska Department of Есо- 
nomic Development operates a pro- 
gram for innovative information tech- 
nology applications that assists small 
and rural Nebraska businesses in be- 
coming more competitive through ef- 
fective use of information technology 
and telecommunications. 

I feel that these are the types of 
projects contemplated under the Dis- 
tance Learning and Medical Link Pro- 
gram and the Rural Business Enter- 
prise Grant Program, and I would ask 
the chairman to join me in encourag- 
ing the Department to give consider- 
ation to funding both of these propos- 
als. 

Mr. COCHRAN. The committee did 
urge the Department to give consider- 
ation to funding a number of applica- 
tions for both of these programs. I ap- 
preciate the Senator bringing these 
proposals to my attention. I would 
urge the Department to give equal con- 
sideration to these applications as 
those included in the committee re- 


port. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I have 
been advised that Senator HEFLIN has 
two colloquies. These have not been 
submitted and will be submitted to- 
morrow. 

Mr. President, let me make this 
unanimous consent request: Following 
the final vote on the Bumpers amend- 
ment, that it be in order if the colloquy 
has been submitted at that time and 
accepted by the floor managers, that a 
colloquy by Senator HEFLIN and Sen- 
ator COCHRAN be eligible to be submit- 
ted for the RECORD, and a Heflin col- 
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loquy with Senator COCHRAN on agri- 
cultural weather stations, that those 
two be in order to be inserted in the 
RECORD prior to final vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business with Senators per- 


mitted to speak for up to 5 minutes 


each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH EXTENSION AND 
EDUCATION SERVICE GRANTS 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, my col- 
league from Michigan, Senator ABRA- 
HAM, and I would like to engage the 
distinguished manager of the bill in a 
brief colloquy regarding an important 
Cooperative State Research Extension 
and Education Service [CSREES] grant 
that has supported innovative work 
conducted by Michigan State Univer- 
sity [MSU] and the Michigan Bio- 
technology Institute [MBI]. Through 
CSREES support, MSU/MBI have been 
working to commercialize agricultural 
technologies, particularly those that 
stimulate new uses for agricultural 
commodities, from our Nation's univer- 
sities and Federal laboratories. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Due in part to past 
CSREES Special Research Grant sup- 
port, MSU/MBI has succeeded in creat- 
ing five new companies using agricul- 
tural technologies. One company was 
created to market a new biodegradable 
plastic resin for applications such as 
plastic knives, forks and spoons used in 
fast food establishments. The new resin 
has all the benefits of conventional pe- 
troleum-based technology but you can 
throw it away and it will decompose 
without adding to our nation’s land- 
fills. This research has created new 
companies, new jobs, and increased 
Michigan’s tax base. I strongly support 
these efforts. 

Mr. LEVIN. The House fiscal year 
1996 Agriculture Appropriations bill 
proposes to fund the Michigan Bio- 
technology Consortium—also read In- 
stitute—at $1 million. This is approxi- 
mately a 50% reduction from the FY95 
level of $1.995 million. I understand 
that the budget deficit demands sac- 
rifice from all agencies and grant re- 
cipients, but a 50% cut will severely af- 
fect the cutting-edge work done by and 
the pace of technological innovation at 
MBI 


The Senate FY96 Agriculture Appro- 
priations bill does not include funding 
for MBI under CSREES. However, the 
Senate conferees have receded to the 
House level for MBI in past years, with 
strong support from the Michigan Con- 
gressional delegation. I urge the Sen- 
ate Conferees to once again accept the 
House’s funding level and, if possible, 
return MBI funding to its ҒҮ95 level. 
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Mr. COCHRAN. I am aware of the 
valuable CSREES work that has been 
conducted by MSU/MBI, I assure my 
colleagues from Michigan that I will 
revisit MBI’s FY96 funding in con- 
ference and will remember the Sen- 
ators’ strong support for MBI. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


At 11:48 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, without amendment: 

S. 464. An act to make the reporting dead- 
lines for studies conducted in Federal court 
demonstration districts consistent with the 
deadlines for pilot districts, and for other 


purposes. 

S. 532. An act to clarify the rules governing 
venue, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bill, 
with amendments, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

S. 641. An act to reauthorize the Ryan 
White CARE Act of 1990, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The message further announced the 
House has passed the following joint 
resolution, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.J. Res. 83. Joint resolution relating to 
the United States-North Korea Agreed 
Framework and the obligations of North 
Korea under that and previous agreements 
with respect to the denuclearization of the 
Korean Peninsula and dialogue with the Re- 
public of Korea. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con- 
current resolution, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 42, Concurrent resolution sup- 
porting a resolution to the long-standing dis- 
pute regarding Cyprus. 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bill was read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent and referred as indicated: 

Н.У. Res. 83. Joint resolution relating to 
the United States-North Korea Agreed 
Framework and the obligations of North 
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Korea under that and previous agreements 
with respect to the denuclearization of the 
Korean Peninsula and dialogue with the Re- 
public of Korea; to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 

The following concurrent resolution 
was read and referred as indicated: 

H. Con. Res. 42. Concurrent resolution sup- 
porting a resolution to the long-standing dis- 
pute regarding Cyprus; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, which were referred as indi- 
cated: 


ЕС-1451. A communication from the Comp- 
troller General, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report on the status of budget au- 
thority that was proposed for rescission in 
the special impoundment message for fiscal 
year 1995 (dated February 6, 1995); referred 
jointly, pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, as modified by the order of April 11, 
1986, to the Committee on Appropriations, 
Committee on the Budget, Committee on Ag- 
riculture, Nutrition and Forestry, Commit- 
tee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs, 
Committee on Commerce, Science and Tech- 
nology, Committee on the Environment and 
Public Works, Committee on Finance, Com- 
mittee on Labor and Human Resources and 
the Committee on Small Business. 


———— 
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The following petitions and memori- 
als were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 


POM-291. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Texas; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

“SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 


“Whereas, family violence is a severe prob- 
lem in Texas, accounting for more than 22 
percent of violent crime in the state; and 

“Whereas, victims of family violence are 
frequently handicapped in their efforts to 
leave their abusers because of lack of sup- 
port and shelter; and 

“Whereas, current restrictions on food 
stamp applications may force some victims 
to return to their abusers due to require- 
ments that a victim must seek and obtain 
refuge іп a battered women's shelter to qual- 
ify for immediate reissuance of food stamps; 
and 

“Whereas, in all of Texas there are only 62 
full-service battered women's shelters, and 
these are frequently too crowded to accept 
new victims; and 

“Whereas, the current federal policy fre- 
quently punishes victims of family violence: 
Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the 74th Legislature of the 
State of Texas hereby memorialize the Con- 
gress of the United States to enact legisla- 
tion to amend the food stamp program by 
adding a special provision to allow food 
stamp workers to reissue food stamp benefits 
to family members fleeing from domestic vi- 
olence, regardless of where they seek refuge, 
provided the families present evidence that 
they were or are victims of domestic vio- 
lence; and, be it further 
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“Resolved, That the Texas Secretary of 
State forward official copies of this resolu- 
tion to the President of the United States, 
the President of the Senate and Speaker of 
the House of Representatives of the United 
States Congress, and all Members of the 
Texas delegation to the Congress with the 
request that this resolution be entered in the 
Congressional Record as a memorial] to the 
Congress of the United States.” 

POM-292. A resolution adopted by the 
Council of the Township of Old Bridge, Mid- 
dlesex County, New Jersey relative to dem- 
onstration programs; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

POM-293. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Texas; to 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

“SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 87 


“Whereas, chronic fatigue and immune 
dysfunction syndrome is the medical term 
for a group of symptoms that include debili- 
tating fatigue, fever, depression, and a re- 
duced ability to undertake normal daily ac- 
tivities or to function productively; and 

“Whereas, the disease affects people of all 
ages, interrupting the education and employ- 
ment of those afflicted and imposing enor- 
mous social costs ranging from burdensome 
medical expenses to increased demand for 
disability payments and other social serv- 
ices; and 

"Whereas, the syndrome was first recog- 
nized 10 years ago, but there has been little 
effort to find either a cause or a cure for the 
disease, with the result that patients are 
often misdiagnosed, receive inadequate med- 
ical treatment, and can face difficulty in re- 
ceiving social services and public assistance; 
and 

“Whereas, both present and future genera- 
tions would benefit greatly if the resources 
of government were marshalled to eliminate 
the personal and social costs of this insidious 
and debilitating disease: Now, therefore, be 
it 

“Resolved, That the 74th Legislature of the 
State of Texas hereby memorialize the Con- 
gress of the United States to increase Fed- 
eral funding for research relating to chronic 
fatigue and immune dysfunction syndrome; 
and, be it further 

“Resolved, That the Texas Secretary of 
State forward official copies of this resolu- 
tion to the President of the United States, to 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and to the President of the Senate of the 
United States Congress, and to all Members 
of the Texas delegation to the Congress, with 
the request that this resolution be officially 
entered in the Congressional Record as a me- 
morial to the Congress of the United States 
of America.” 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. CHAFEE, from the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works: 

Greta Joy Dicus, of Arkansas, to be a 
Member of the Nuclear Regulatory Commis- 
sion for the term of five years expiring June 
30, 1998. 

(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that she be 
confirmed, subject to the nominee’s 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly con- 
stituted committee of the Senate.) 
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INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. BAUCUS: 

8.1259. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
Agriculture to use stewardship contracting 
in a demonstration program to restore and 
maintain the ecological integrity and pro- 
ductivity of forest ecosystems to insure that 
the land and resources are passed to future 
generations in better condition than they 
were found; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. MACK (for himself, 
D'AMATO, and Mr. BOND): 

S. 1260. A bill to reform and consolidate 
the public and assisted housing programs of 
the United States, and to redirect primary 
responsibility for these programs from the 
Federal Government to States and localities, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN: 

S. 1261. A bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to prevent the avoidance of 
tax through the use of foreign trusts; to the 
Committee on Finance. 


Mr. 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 

S. Res. 173. A resolution to proclaim the 
week of September 24 through September 30, 
1995, as National Dog Week; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GRAMS (for himself, Mr. DOLE, 
Mr. HELMS, and Mr. THOMAS): 

S. Res, 174. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the Secretary of 
State should aggressively pursue the release 
of political and religious prisoners in Viet- 
nam; considered and agreed to. 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. BAUCUS: 

8. 1259. A bill to authorize the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to use steward- 
ship contracting in a demonstration 
program to restore and maintain the 
ecological integrity and productivity 
of forest ecosystems to insure that the 
land and resources are passed to future 
generations in better condition than 
they were found; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

THE FOREST ECOSYSTEM STEWARDSHIP 
DEMONSTRATION ACT OF 1995 

е Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I intro- 
duce the Forest Ecosystem Steward- 
ship Demonstration Act of 1995. On 
May 18, 1995, my colleague from Mon- 
tana, Congressman PAT WILLIAMS in- 
troduced this bill which would allow 
the experimental use by the U.S. For- 
est Service of a variety of stewardship 
contracts on private land. 

About a month ago I held a meeting 
in Kalispell about the Forest Steward- 
ship Demonstration Act of 1995. The 
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meeting was attended by loggers, envi- 
ronmentalists, and timber landowners. 
I received input from many individ- 
uals, businesses and organizations, in- 
cluding the Montana Wilderness Asso- 
ciation, the Montana Logging Associa- 
tion, Flathead Audubon Society, the 
Montana Wilderness Association and 
the Flathead Economic Policy Center. 
I was pleased to see people from all 
walks of life joining together to find 
common ground on what is usually a 
divisive issue and reach a consensus on 
a sound land-management program for 
a section of private property near Co- 
lumbia Falls. The stewardship plan, 
created by the Flathead Forestry 
Project, emphasizes forest manage- 
ment strategies that will allow con- 
tracts to be written with enough flexi- 
bility and diversity to accommodate 
each system's needs. 

This bill does not add red tape; does 
not reduce competition; and does not 
eliminate any existing public partici- 
pation processes or environmental 
laws. Instead, this bill allows public 
forest owners and resource managers to 
directly select qualified forest contrac- 
tors. This new contract format allows 
landowners to custom design their own 
specific plans. Contractors will work 
directly for the public. In turn, this 
will increase the pool of contractors 
who can bid on public forest projects. 

We all know that it is in the best in- 
terest of our forests to manage our 
public lands in a manner that main- 
tains their overall health. At the same 
time, it is important to recognize that 
these are public lands and citizens 
should be fully involved in participat- 
ing in the decisions that affect our na- 
tional forests. 

The Forest Ecosystem Stewardship 
Demonstration Act of 1995 proposes a 
unique plan to protect the health of 
our forests while also protecting the 
economic well-being of those who uti- 
lize the natural resources that our for- 
ests have to offer us. 

This bill will give the Flathead For- 
estry Project the opportunity to test 
this proposal on a section of private 
property in Montana. If successful, this 
plan can be used as a model for similar 
land management programs on public 
lands. 

I want to recognize the hard work of 
some of the men and women in Mon- 
tana who are personally responsible for 
this unique legislation; Floyd Quiram, 
Jack Jay, Rem Koht, Bob Stone, Carol 
Daly, Lex Blood, Keith Olson and Steve 
Thompson. I am proud to introduce 
this legislation on their behalf, and I 
urge my colleagues to give it their sup- 
port. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that this bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
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5. 1259 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act тау be cited as the Forest Eco- 
system Stewardship Demonstration Act of 
1995”. 

SEC, 2. FINDINGS, PURPOSES, AND DEFINITIONS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the follow- 
ing finding: 

(1) In many of the units of the National 
Forest System, current conditions—such as 
unnatural fuel loads, high tree density, 
threat of catastrophic fires, disease, and in- 
sect infestations, habitat loss, and loss of 
historic species, stand diversity and integ- 
rity—adversely affect the biodiversity, 
health, and sustainability of the forest 
ecosystems of such units. 

(2) A new and innovative contracting proc- 
ess for the National Forest System is re- 
quired to meet Federal goals of improving 
forest resource conditions through imple- 
mentation of ecosystem management. 

(3) Ecosystem management is not just a bi- 
ological concept. It is the convergence of a 
set of activities that is simultaneously eco- 
logically sound, economically viable, and so- 
cially responsible. 

(4) The improvement of the health and nat- 
ural functioning of the forest resource is 
vital to the long-term viability of species 
found on National Forest System lands. 

(5) Ecosystem restoration and conservation 
work performed with revenues from forest 
activities would improve employment oppor- 
tunities in communities near units of the 
National Forest System to the benefit of 
long-term economic sustainability and com- 
munity viability. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are as follows: 

(1) To improve and restore the health of 
forest resources through implementation of 
ecosystem management. 

(2) To provide for employment opportuni- 
ties and economic health and viability for 
rural communities near units of the National 
Forest System. 

(3) To provide for flexibility in procure- 
ment and funding practices to enter into 
stewardship contracts to achieve manage- 
ment objectives and requirements prescribed 
in the following provisions of law: 

(A) The Act of June 4, 1897 (commonly 
known as the Organic Administration Act; 16 
U.S.C. 473-475, 477-482, 551). 

(B) The Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act 
of 1960 (16 U.S.C. 528-531). 

(C) The Forest and Rangeland Renewable 
Resources Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 1600-1614). 

(D) Section 14 of the National Forest Man- 
agement Act of 1976 (16 U.S.C. 472a). 

(E) The Act of May 23, 1908, and section 13 
of the Act of March 1, 1911 (16 U.S.C. 500). 

(F) The Federal Grants and Agreements 
Act of 1977 (31 U.S.C. 6303-6308). 

(G) National Forest Fund Act of March 4, 
1907 (16 U.S.C. 499). 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this Act: 

(1) AccounT.—The term Account“ means 
the Stewardship Account established under 
section 4. 

(2) DESIGN SPECIFICATION CONTRACT.—The 
term design specification contract“ is used 
to describe contracts in which the contract- 
ing entity specifically identifies all the tasks 
to be performed, and the contractor performs 
per the designed specifications. 

(3) FOREST STEWARDSHIP COUNCIL.—The 
term Forest Stewardship- Council” means 
any one of the local councils established 
under section 3(f) of this Act to, in coopera- 
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tion with resource managers: prioritize and 
select stewardship projects, set operational 
goals in the context of current national for- 
est management policies and local forest 
plans, evaluate contractor performance and 
accomplishments, recommend progress pay- 
ments for work successfully completed by 
contractors, and make recommendations for 
the improvement of the stewardship contract 
process. 

(4) PERFORMANCE SPECIFICATION CON- 
TRACT.—The term “performance specifica- 
tion contract“ is used to describe contracts 
in which the contracting entity identifies 
the parameters of the project, and the con- 
tractor identifies the method to accomplish 
the work. 

(5) RESOURCE ACTIVITIES.—The term re- 
source activities” includes area access, site 
preparation, replanting, fish and wildlife 
habitat restoration or enhancement, sil- 
vicultural treatments, watershed improve- 
ment, fuel treatments (including prescribed 
burning), and road closure or obliteration. 

(6) RESOURCE MANAGER.—The term “те- 
source manager“ refers to the line officer re- 
sponsible for management decisions associ- 
ated with project implementation on a na- 
tional forest. 

(T) ROADSIDE SALE.—The term “roadside 
sale” refers to the sale by the Forest Service 
to the highest bidder(s) of all contract-des- 
ignated products of the forest removed as 
part of the management activities conducted 
under a stewardship contract. (Non-des- 
ignated products may be assigned to the con- 
tractor for salvage.) A roadside sale is a com- 
pletely separate transaction from the award- 
ing of the stewardship contract itself. 

(8) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(9) STATEMENT OF WORK CONTRACT.—The 
term “statement of work contract’ is used 
to describe contracts in which the contract- 
ing entity gives a general overview of the 
project, and the bidding contractor provides 
the specifics on how he/she envisions the 
project and the end result he/she would ob- 
tain using his/her particular approach to 
land stewardship. 

(10) STEWARDSHIP CONTRACT.—The term 
“stewardship contract“ means a contract for 
carrying out resource activities for the im- 
provement and restoration of forest 
ecosystems of units of the National Forest 
System and to encourage or enhance the eco- 
nomic sustainability and the viability of 
rural and regional communities. A steward- 
ship contract could use a design specifica- 
tion format (definition 2, above), a perform- 
ance specification format (definition 4, 
above), a statement of work format (defini- 
tion 9, above), or some combination thereof. 


SEC. 3, USE OF STEWARDSHIP CONTRACTS. 


(a) USE AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary shall 
establish and implement in the Forest Serv- 
ice a demonstration program through which 
forest- and/or district-level resource man- 
agers use stewardship contracts to carry out 
resource activities in a comprehensive man- 
ner to restore and preserve the ecological in- 
tegrity and productivity of forest ecosystems 
within the National Forest System and to 
encourage or enhance the economic sustain- 
ability and the viability of nearby rural com- 
munities. The resource activities undertaken 
should be consistent with the precepts of 
ecosystem management and with the forest's 
management plan for achieving the desired 
future conditions of the area being treated. 

(b) Use LIMITED.—Within the limits of 
available financial resources, each forest 
within the National Forest System may use 
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stewardship contracts to carry out eco- 
system management projects, if those con- 
tracts: 

(1) Provide for payment to the contractor 
based on the number of acres satisfactorily 
treated in accordance with an approved plan 
to create a desired future condition on the 
land. 

(2) Are used for projects where the harvest 
of timber is secondary to creating specific 
resource conditions (e.g., wildlife habitat en- 
hancement, watershed improvement, insect 
and disease control), 

(3) Are not used for projects involving the 
construction of new permanent roads or en- 
tries into roadless areas. 

(4) Will result in the removal of no more 
than 300,000 board feet of merchantable tim- 
ber per project. 

(5) Provide for the roadside sale of all con- 
tract-designated merchantable timber which 
is extracted. 

(6) Are awarded competitively to qualified 
contractors with no more than 25 employees. 

(7) Include stewardship skill and ехрегі- 
ence qualification requirements which have 
been established by the local Forest Stew- 
ardship Council and approved by the Forest 
Service. 

(8) Are monitored not only by the Forest 
Service, but also by the local Forest Stew- 
ardship Council. 

(9) Provide for periodic progress payments 
to contractors based on successful comple- 
tion of contract activities on a per acre 
basis. The acceptability of the contractor's 
work shall be determined by the Forest Serv- 
ice, taking into account the recommenda- 
tion of the local Forest Stewardship Council. 

(c) DEMONSTRATION RESEARCH OBJEC- 
TIVES.—The Secretary shall insure that in 
the carrying out of the provisions of this Act 
enough flexibility is provided to resource 
managers to enable them to test various ap- 
proaches to solving questions left unresolved 
in previous demonstrations of stewardship 
and end results contracts authorized in fiscal 
year 1991 and 1992 through the Department of 
the Interior and Related Appropriation Acts. 
These questions include, but are not limited 
to: 


(1) The need for the bonding of stewardship 
contractors and/or possible alternatives 
which could reduce the financial burden on 
small businesses. 

(2) Preferred methods of marketing timber 
or other products of the forest removed as a 
result of stewardship contract activities. 

(3) The standards to be used in evaluating 
the quality and acceptability of the work 
performed by a stewardship contractor. 

(4) The desirability of multi-year contracts 
for stewardship projects. 

(5) The relative merits of using design 
specifications, performance specifications, or 
statements of work in offering, awarding, 
and evaluating stewardship contracts. 

(6) The costs, benefits, problems, and op- 
portunities resulting from increased commu- 
nity involvement in the design and monitor- 
ing of stewardship contracts. 

(7) The benefits and problems resulting 
from restricting stewardship contracts to 
very small (no more than 25 employees) con- 
tractors. 

(8) The extent to which local economic sus- 
tainability and rural community viability 
are affected by the use of stewardship con- 
tracts. 

(9) The difference between estimated and 
actual revenues derived from roadside sales 
of timber. 

(10) The level of utilization of timber and 
other products of the forest derived from 
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stewardship contract projects as compared 
with conventional timber sales. 

(11) The extent to which stewardship con- 
tracting contributes to the achievement of 
forest ecosystem management plans. 

(12) The extent to which the revenues from 
stewardship contracts cover the cost of such 
contracts or are offset by the costs which 
could reasonably be expected to result if the 
contracts are not carried out (e.g., fire sup- 
pression costs in areas with heavy fuel 
loads). 

(13) The administrative costs or savings in- 
volved in the use of stewardship contracts. 

(14) The benefits and/or disadvantages of 
using local Forest Stewardship Councils as 
part of the stewardship contracting process. 

(15) The benefits and/or disadvantages of 
various methods of selecting members, orga- 
nizing, administering, and conducting the 
business of local Forest Stewardship Coun- 
cils. 

(d) DEVELOPMENT AND USE OF CONTRACTS,— 
Each resource manager of a unit of the Na- 
tional Forest System may enter into stew- 
ardship contracts with qualified non-Federal 
entities (as established in regulations relat- 
ing to procurement by the Federal Govern- 
ment or as determined by the Secretary.) 
The local Forest Stewardship Council, in co- 
operation with the Forest Service resource 
manager, shall select the type of stewardship 
contract that is most suitable to local condi- 
tions. Contracts should clearly describe the 
desired future condition for each resource 
managed under the contract and the evalua- 
tion criteria to be used to determine accept- 
able performance, The length of a steward- 
ship contract shall be consistent with the re- 
quirements of section 14 of the National For- 
est Management Act of 1976 (16 U.S.C. 472a). 

(e) SELECTION OF AREAS FOR CONTRACTS.— 
In selecting areas within units of the Na- 
tional Forest System to be subject to stew- 
ardship contracts, the Secretary, resource 
managers, and local Forest Stewardship 
Councils shall base the selection on the need 
to improve forest health, maintain and im- 
prove soil and water quality, and improve 
fisheries and wildlife habitat. Priorities for 
activities within individual units will be es- 
tablished by local resource managers, in con- 
sultation with the appropriate local Forest 
Stewardship Council. 

(f) ESTABLISHMENT OF LOCAL FOREST STEW- 
ARDSHIP COUNCILS.—Local Forest Steward- 
ship Councils shall be established for each 
unit of the National Forest System which of- 
fers stewardship contracts. The role of a For- 
est Stewardship Council will be to, in co- 
operation with the resource managers, 
prioritize and select stewardship projects, 
set operational goals in the context of cur- 
rent national forest management policies 
and local forest plans, evaluate contractor 
performance and accomplishments, гес- 
ommend progress payments for work suc- 
cessfully completed by contractors, and 
make recommendations for the improvement 
of the stewardship contract process. Each 
participating National Forest System unit 
shall establish, after soliciting the com- 
ments of local citizens, the size of the local 
council, the method of selection or election 
of council members, the terms of service of 
members, and the council administrative 
budget, if any. At least 51 percent of mem- 
bers of any Forest Stewardship Council shall 
be drawn from the private sector, in a man- 
ner which insures representation of a broad 
range of public interests. The functioning of 
the Forest Stewardship Councils must assure 
a continuing and open process and must in 
no way interfere with the broad public in- 


September 19, 1995 


volvement in Federal resource management 
decision making required under the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1976. 

(g) APPLICATION OF CONTRACTS.—Subject to 
subsection (h), the revenue received from the 
sale of timber or any other products of the 
forest resulting to the Federal Government 
as a result of work carried out under a stew- 
ardship contract shall be deposited into a 
Stewardship Account as established in sec- 
tion Жа). 

(h) EFFECT ON OTHER REVENUE REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—Twenty-five percent of the revenues 
received from roadside sale of products ex- 
tracted through stewardship contract activi- 
ties shall remain available for payments to 
States, as required under the Act of May 23, 
1908, and section 13 of the Act of March 1, 
1991 (16 U.S.C. 500). The Secretary shall first 
collect revenues to make such payments be- 
fore exercising the authority provided in 
subsection g. 

SEC. 4. STEWARDSHIP CONTRACT RECEIPTS AND 
EXPENDITURES. 


(a) RECEIPTS.—Monetary receipts received 
as payment for contract-designated timber 
and other products of the forest extracted 
through stewardship contract activities shall 
be deposited in a designated fund to be 
known as the Stewardship Account“. 
Amounts in the Account shall be used to 
make payments to States under the Act of 
May 23, 1908, and section 13 of the Act of 
March 1, 1911 (16 U.S.C, 500), and to fund re- 
source activities. Amounts in the Account 
are hereby appropriated and shall be avail- 
able to the Secretary until expended, except 
that those amounts found by the Secretary 
to be in excess of the needs of the Secretary 
shall be transferred to miscellaneous re- 
ceipts in the Treasury of the United States. 
Any additional revenues made available 
through direct appropriations to the Forest 
Service for stewardship contracting and eco- 
system management purposes also shall be 
deposited in the Account. 

(b) EXPENDITURES.—Not less than 80 per- 
cent of amounts in the Account available for 
resource activities shall be used for the di- 
rect costs of such resource activities. The 
revenues received from sales of contract-des- 
ignated products resulting from stewardship 
contracts shall be returned to the national 
forest from which they were generated, to be 
used to fund additional stewardship con- 
tracts. To the extent that additional reve- 
nues are received in the Account from direct 
appropriations by the Congress of funds for 
stewardship contract activities, such funds 
shall be made available to those forest units 
using stewardship contracts through a proc- 
ess to be developed by the Secretary. 

(c) REPORTING.—As part of the annual re- 
port of the Secretary to Congress, the Sec- 
retary shall include an accounting of reve- 
nues, expenditures, and accomplishments re- 
lated to the stewardship contracts. 

SEC. 5. RELATION TO OTHER LAWS. 

All stewardship contracts shall comply 
with existing applicable laws, and nothing in 
this Act may be construed as modifying the 
provisions of any other law except as explic- 
itly provided in this Act. 

БЕС. 6. EFFECTIVE DATE, 

This Act shall be effective upon passage. 
SEC, 7. TERMINATION DATE. 

Unless extended by a subsequent act of the 
Congress, this Act shall terminate five years 
from its effective date. 


By Mr. MACK (for himself, Mr. 
D'AMATO, and Mr. BOND): 

S. 1260. A bill to reform and consoli- 

date the public and assisted housing 
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programs of the United States, and to 
redirect primary responsibility for 
these programs from the Federal Gov- 
ernment to States and localities, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af- 
fairs. 
THE PUBLIC HOUSING REFORM AND 
EMPOWERMENT ACT OF 1995 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce, on behalf of Sen- 
ators D’AMATO and BOND, the Public 
Housing Reform and Empowerment Act 
of 1995. This bill represents the first se- 
rious effort in decades to reform and 
consolidate the Nation’s public and 
tenant-based assisted housing pro- 
grams, and to redirect the primary re- 
sponsibility for these programs away 
from the Federal bureaucracy and to- 
ward States and localities. 

Public housing is home to 1.4 million 
American families, and much of it is 
good. Unfortunately, to many Ameri- 
cans the pictures in the national media 
of high rise public housing projects 
being imploded symbolize the failure of 
our housing policy. Clearly, some pub- 
lic housing, particularly in major 
cities, has fallen into a vicious cycle of 
crime, drug abuse, welfare dependency, 
and hopelessness. In far too many 
places, public housing developments, 
which are supposed to provide a hous- 
ing platform from which lower-income 
families can achieve their own aspira- 
tions of economic independence and 
self-sufficiency, are little more than 
warehouses that rob the poorest of the 
poor of their dignity and hope. 

The underlying principle of the Pub- 
lic Housing Reform and Empowerment 
Act is resident choice. By encouraging 
cost-effective and efficient use of re- 
sources, the bill gives housing authori- 
ties the ability to offer their residents 
tenant-based assistance where it is eco- 
nomically feasible. It also requires 
that distressed public housing be 
vouchered out to protect the right of 
residents to decent and safe housing. 

A key to increasing resident choice is 
improving the ability of tenant-based 
assistance programs to meet the de- 
mand for affordable housing. This bill 
makes important changes in the sec- 
tion 8 voucher program. It repeals pro- 
gram requirements, such as ‘‘take one, 
take аП,” that discourage landlords 
from participating in the tenant-based 
program, and it emphasizes lease re- 
quirements similar to those in the 
marketplace. 

Micromanagement by both Congress 
and the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development [HUD] has saddled 
housing authorities with rules and reg- 
ulations that make it almost impos- 
sible for even the best of them to run 
their developments effectively and effi- 
ciently. Under today’s rules, the resi- 
dents of public housing face powerful 
disincentives to work and to achieve 
economic self-sufficiency. The public 
housing system must be changed radi- 
cally before it is entirely discredited. 
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Our bill addresses the crisis in public 
housing by consolidating public hous- 
ing funding into two block grants and 
transferring greater responsibility for 
the operation and management of pub- 
lic housing to the housing authorities. 
It provides greater flexibility to hous- 
ing authorities to utilize their re- 
sources in a more efficient, effective, 
and creative manner to improve hous- 
ing quality, while also providing for 
local accountability in the use of those 


resources. 

The bill ends Federal requirements 
that have prevented housing authori- 
ties from demolishing their obsolete 
housing stock, concentrated and iso- 
lated the poorest of the poor, and cre- 
ated disincentives for public housing 
residents who want to work and im- 
prove their own lives. It would, among 
other things, permit housing authori- 
ties to change counterproductive rent 
rules that currently discourage em- 
ployment and prevent the creation of 
mixed-income public housing commu- 
nities. 

It also repeals Federal preferences 
and allow housing authorities to oper- 
ate according to locally established 
preferences that are consistent with a 
community’s housing needs. 

While allowing well-run housing au- 
thorities much more discretion, our 
bill would also crack down on those 
housing authorities that are troubled. 
Although small in number, these au- 
thorities with severe management 
problems control almost 15 percent of 
the Nation’s public housing stock. HUD 
would be required to take over or ap- 
point a receiver for PHA’s that are un- 
able to make significant improvements 
in their operations. This legislation 
would also give HUD expanded powers 
to break up or reconfigure troubled au- 
thorities, dispose of their assets, or ab- 
rogate contracts that impede correc- 
tion of the housing authority’s prob- 


lems. 

Mr. President, this legislation will 
help protect the Federal Government's 
sizeable investment in public housing. 
It will also empower residents by in- 
creasing their involvement in develop- 
ing housing agency management plans, 
expanding tenant management oppor- 
tunities, and making public housing a 
springboard to dignity and hope. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1260 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the “Public Housing Reform and 
Empowerment Act of 1995”, 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents for this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 


25661 


Sec. 2. Findings and purpose. 

Sec. 3. Definitions, 

Sec. 4. Effective date. 

Sec. 5. Technical recommendations; elimi- 
nation of obsolete documents. 


TITLE I—PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING 


Sec. 101. Declaration of policy. 

Sec. 102. Nondiscrimination. 

Бес. 108. Authority of public housing agen- 
cies. 

Sec. 104. Definitions. 

Sec. 105. Contributions for lower income 
housing projects. 

Sec. 106. Public housing agency plan. 

Бес. 107. Contract provisions and require- 
ments. 

Sec. 108. Expansion of powers. 

Sec. 109. Public housing designated for the 
elderly and the disabled. 

Sec. 110. Public and Indian housing capital 
and operating funds. 

Sec. 111. Labor standards. 

Sec. 112. Repeal of energy conservation; con- 
sortia and joint ventures. 

Sec. 113. Repeal of modernization fund. 

Sec. 114. Income eligibility for assisted 
housing. 

Sec. 115. Demolition and disposition of pub- 
lic housing. 

Sec. 116. Repeal of family investment cen- 
ters; vouchers for public hous- 
ing. 

Sec. 117. Repeal of family self-sufficiency; 
homeownership opportunities. 

Sec. 118. Conversion of distressed public 
housing to vouchers. 
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TITLE П--БЕСТІОМ 8 RENTAL 
ASSISTANCE 
Sec. 201. Merger of the certificate and 
voucher programs. 

Sec. 202. Repeal of Federal preferences. 

Sec. 203. Portability. 

Sec. 204. Leasing to voucher holders. 

Sec. 205. Homeownership option. 

Sec. 206. Technical and conforming amend- 
ments. 

Sec. 207. Implementation. 

Sec. 208. Effective date. 


TITLE UI—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
Sec. 301. Public housing flexibility in the 


CHAS. 
Sec. 302. Public housing flexibility in the 
HOME program. 
Sec. 303. Repeal of certain provisions. 
Sec. 304. Determination of income limits. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 

(1) there exists throughout the Nation a 
need for decent, safe, and affordable housing; 

(2) as of the date of enactment of this Act, 
the inventory of public housing units owned 
and operated by public housing agencies, an 
asset in which the Federal Government has 
invested approximately $90,000,000,000, has 
traditionally provided rental housing that is 
affordable to low-income persons; 

(3) despite serving this critical function, 
the public housing system is plagued by a se- 
ries of problems, including the concentration 
of very poor people in very poor neighbor- 
hoods and disincentives for economic self- 
sufficiency; 

(4) the Federal method of overseeing every 
aspect of public housing by detailed and 
complex statutes and regulations aggravates 
the problem and places excessive administra- 
tive burdens on public housing agencies; 

(5) the interests of low-income persons, and 
the public interest, will best be served by a 
reformed public housing program that— 

(A) consolidates many public housing pro- 
grams into a single program for the oper- 
ation and capital needs of public housing; 
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(B) streamlines program requirements; and 

(C) vests in public housing agencies that 
perform well the maximum feasible author- 
ity, discretion, and control with appropriate 
accountability to both public housing resi- 
dents and localities; and 

(6) voucher and certificate programs under 
section 8 of the United States Housing Act of 
1937 are successful for approximately 80 per- 
cent of applicants, and a consolidation of the 
voucher and certificate programs into a sin- 
gle, market-driven program will assist in 
making section 8 tenant-based assistance 
more successful in assisting low-income fam- 
ilies in obtaining affordable housing. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to 
consolidate the various programs and activi- 
ties under the public housing programs ad- 
ministered by the Secretary in a manner de- 
signed to reduce Federal overregulation, to 
redirect the responsibility for a consolidated 
program to States, localities, public housing 
agencies, and public housing residents, and 
to require Federal action to overcome prob- 
lems of public housing agencies with severe 
management deficiencies. 

SEC, 3. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act, the following 
definitions shall apply: 

(1) PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCY.—The term 
“public housing agency“ has the same mean- 
ing as in section 3 of the United States Hous- 
ing Act of 1937. 

(2) SECRETARY.—The term Secretary“ 
means the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise specifically provided 
in this Act or the amendments made by this 
Act, this Act and the amendments made by 
this Act shall become effective on the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 5. TECHNICAL RECOMMENDATIONS; ELIMI- 
NATION OF OBSOLETE DOCUMENTS. 

(a) TECHNICAL RECOMMENDATIONS.—Not 
later than 9 months after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall submit 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs of the Senate and the Commit- 
tee on Banking and Financial Services of the 
House of Representatives, recommended 
technical and conforming amendments to 
carry out the amendments made by this Act. 

(b) ELIMINATION OF OBSOLETE DOCUMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Effective 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, no rule, regu- 
lation, or order (including all handbooks, no- 
tices, and related requirements) issued or 
promulgated under the United States Hous- 
ing Act of 1937 before the date of enactment 
of this Act may be enforced by the Sec- 
retary. 

(2) PROPOSED REGULATIONS.—Not later than 
6 months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary shall submit to the Con- 
gress proposed regulations that the Sec- 
retary determines are necessary to carry out 
the United States Housing Act of 1937, as 
amended by this Act. 

TITLE I—PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING 
SEC. 101. DECLARATION OF POLICY. 

Section 2 of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“SEC, 2, DECLARATION OF POLICY. 

“It is the policy of the United States to 
promote the general welfare of the Nation by 
employing the funds and credit of the Na- 
tion, as provided in this Act— 

(J) to assist States and political subdivi- 
sions of States to remedy the unsafe housing 
conditions and the acute shortage of decent 
=“ safe dwellings for low-income families; 
an 
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(2) consistent with the objectives of this 
title, to vest in public housing agencies that 
perform well, the maximum amount of re- 
sponsibility and flexibility in program ad- 
ministration, with appropriate accountabil- 
ity to both public housing residents and lo- 
calities."’. 

SEC. 102. NONDISCRIMINATION. 

Title I of the United States Housing Act of 
1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437 et seq.) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
“SEC. 27. NONDISCRIMINATION., 

“(а) PUBLIC HOUSING RESIDENTS.—No рег- 
son shall be prohibited from serving on the 
board of directors or similar governing body 
of a public housing agency because of the 
residence of that person in a low-income 
housing project. 

„b) NONDISCRIMINATION BASED ON RACE, 
COLOR, NATIONAL ORIGIN, RELIGION, OR SEX.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—No person in the United 
States shall, based on the race, color, na- 
tional origin, religion, or sex of that person 
be excluded from participation in, denied the 
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination 
under any program or activity funded in 
whole or in part with funds made available 
under this title. 

“(2) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER LAWS.—Any 
prohibition against discrimination on the 
basis of age under the Age Discrimination 
Act of 1975, or with respect to an otherwise 
qualified handicapped individual, as provided 
in section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973 shall apply to any such program or ac- 
tivity.”’. 

SEC. 103. AUTHORITY OF PUBLIC HOUSING AGEN- 


(a) AUTHORITY OF PUBLIC HOUSING AGEN- 
CIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 3(a)(2) of the Unit- 
ed States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437a(a)(2)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(2) AUTHORITY OF PUBLIC HOUSING AGEN- 
CIES.— 

“(A) CEILING RENTS.—Notwithstanding 
paragraph (1), a public housing agency may— 

“(1) adopt ceiling rents that reflect the rea- 
sonable market value of the housing, but 
that are not less than the actual monthly 
costs— 

“(Т) to operate such housing; and 

(ID to make a deposit to a replacement 
reserve (in the sole discretion of the public 
housing agency); and 

“(ii) allow families to pay ceiling rents re- 
ferred to in clause (i), unless, with respect to 
any family, the ceiling rent established 
under this subparagraph would exceed the 
amount payable as rent by that family under 
paragraph (1). 

(B) MINIMUM э RENT.—Notwithstanding 
paragraph (1), a public housing agency may 
provide that each family residing in a public 
housing project or receiving tenant-based or 
project-based assistance under section 8 shall 
pay a minimum monthly rent in an amount 
not to exceed $30 per month. 

“(С) MIXED-INCOME PROJECTS.— 

“(і) ІМ GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para- 
graph (1), and subject to clause (ii), a public 
housing agency may own or operate one or 
more mixed-income projects, except as oth- 
erwise provided in the public housing agency 
plan of that public housing agency submitted 
in accordance with section 5A. 

(1) RESTRICTION.—No assistance provided 
under section 9 shall be used by a public 
housing agency in direct support of any unit 
rented to a household that is not a low-in- 
come household. 

D) POLICE OFFICERS.— 

“(i) ІМ GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, a public housing 
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agency may, in accordance with the public 
housing agency plan of the public housing 
agency, allow a police officer who is not oth- 
erwise eligible for residence in public hous- 
ing to reside in a public housing unit. The 
number and location of units occupied by po- 
lice officers under this clause, and the terms 
and conditions of their tenancies, shall be 
determined by the public housing agency. 

“(ii) DEFINITION.—As used in this subpara- 
graph, the term ‘police officer’ means any 
person determined by a public housing agen- 
cy to be, during the period of residence of 
such person in public housing, employed on a 
full-time basis by a Federal, State, or local 
government or any agency thereof (including 
a public housing agency having an accredited 
police force) as a duly licensed professional 
police officer. 

„E) ENCOURAGEMENT OF  SELF-SUFFI- 
ClENCY.—Public housing agencies shall de- 
velop rental policies that encourage and re- 
ward employment and upward economic mo- 
bility.’’. 

(2) REGULATIONS,— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, by 
regulation, after notice and an opportunity 
for public comment, establish such require- 
ments аз may be necessary to carry out sec- 
tion 3(a)(2)(A) of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937, as amended by paragraph (1). 

(B) TRANSITION RULE.—Prior to the issu- 
ance of final regulations under paragraph (1), 
a public housing agency may implement ceil- 
ing rents, which shall be— 

(i) determined in accordance with section 
3(a)(2)(A) of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937, as such section existed on the day be- 
fore effective date of this Act; or 

(ii) equal to the 95th percentile of the rent 
paid for a unit of comparable size by tenants 
in the same project or a group of comparable 
projects totaling 50 units or more. 

(b) HIGH PERFORMING PUBLIC HOUSING 
AGENCIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 3(a) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437(а)) 
is amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing new paragraph: 

(3) HIGH PERFORMING PUBLIC HOUSING 
AGENCIES.— 

(А) ІМ GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the 
rent calculation formula in paragraph (1), 
subject to subparagraph (B), the Secretary 
shall permit a high performing public hous- 
ing agency, as determined by the Secretary, 
to determine the amount that a family resid- 
ing in public housing shall pay as rent. 

“(В) LIMITATION.—With respect to a family 
whose income is equal to or less than 30 per- 
cent of the median income for the area, as 
determined by the Secretary with adjust- 
ments for smaller and larger families, a pub- 
lic housing agency may not require a family 
to pay as rent under subparagraph (A) an 
amount that exceeds the greater of— 

“(1) 30 percent of the monthly adjusted in- 
come of the family; and 

(110 830. 

(2) PHASE-IN PERIOD.—If a public housing 
agency charges rent pursuant to section 
3(а)(3) of the United States Housing Act of 
1937, as added by paragraph (1) of this sub- 
section, the agency shall phase in any in- 
crease in the amount otherwise payable by 
the family over a 3-year period. 

(3) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.— 

(A) INITIAL REPORT.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall report to the Congress on the 
impact of section 3(a)(3) of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, as added by paragraph 
(1) of this subsection, on residents and on the 
economic viability of public housing agen- 
cies. 
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(B) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than 5 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Congress a 
final report on the impact of section 3(a)(3) 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937, as 
added by paragraph (1) of this subsection, on 
residents and on the economic viability of 
public housing agencies. The report shall in- 
clude recommendations for any legislative 
changes to rent reform policies. 

SEC, 104. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.— 

(1) SINGLE PERSONS.—Section 3(b)(3) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437a(b)(3)) is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), in the third sen- 
tence, by striking the Secretary shall” and 
all that follows before the period at the end 
and inserting the following: the public 
housing agency may give preference to sin- 
gle persons who are elderly or disabled per- 
sons before single persons who are otherwise 
eligible”; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B), in the second sen- 
tence, by striking regulations of the Sec- 
retary” and inserting public housing agen- 
cy plan of the public housing agency“. 

(2) DEFINITION OF ADJUSTED ІМСОМЕ.--Бес- 
tion 3(b)(5) of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437a(b)(5)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(5) ADJUSTED INCOME.—The term ‘adjusted 
income’ means the income that remains 
after excluding— 

) 5480 for each member of the family re- 
siding in the household (other than the head 
of the household or spouse)— 

“(1) who is under 18 years of age; or 

“(11) who is 

D 18 years of age or older; and 

(I a person with disabilities or а full- 
time student; 

“(В) $400 for an elderly or disabled family; 

(С) the amount by which the aggregate 
of— 

„) medical expenses for an elderly or dis- 
abled family; and 

(i) reasonable attendant care and auxil- 
iary apparatus expenses for each family 
member who is a person with disabilities, to 
the extent necessary to enable any member 
of the family (including a member who is a 
person with disabilities) to be employed; 
exceeds 3 percent of the annual income of the 
family; 

“(D) child care expenses, to the extent nec- 
essary to enable another member of the fam- 
ily to be employed or to further his or her 
education; 

“(Е) excessive travel expenses, not to ex- 
ceed $25 per family per week, for 
employment- or education-related travel, ex- 
cept that this subparagraph shall apply only 
to a family assisted by an Indian housing au- 
thority; and 

‘(F) any other income that the public 
housing agency determines to be appro- 
priate, as provided in the public housing 
agency plan of the public housing agency.“ 

(b) DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED IN REF- 
ERENCE TO PUBLIC HOUSING.— 

(1) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—Section 622(c) 
of the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1992 (Public Law 102-550; 106 Stat. 3817) 
is amended by inserting in paragraph (3),” 
after “із amended”. 

(2) HOUSING АСТ OF 1937.--бесбіоп 3(c) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437a(c)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting “апа of 
the fees and related costs normally involved 
in obtaining non-Federal financing and tax 
credits with or without private and nonprofit 
partners“ after “carrying charges“; 
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(B) in paragraph (2), in the first sentence, 
by striking security personnel),’’ and all 
that follows through the period and inserting 
the following: security personnel), and all 
eligible activities under the Public and As- 
sisted Housing Drug Elimination Act of 1990, 
or financing in connection with a low-in- 
come housing project, including projects de- 
veloped with non-Federal financing and tax 
credits, with or without private and non- 
profit partners.“; 

(C) in the undesignated paragraph imme- 
diately following paragraph (3), by striking 
“The earnings ОГ” and all that follows 
through the period at the end; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following new 

phs: 

“(6) PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCY PLAN.—The 
term ‘public housing agency plan’ means the 
annual plan adopted by a public housing 
agency under section 5A. 

“(7) DISABLED HOUSING.—The term dis- 
abled housing’ means any project, building, 
or portion of a project or building that is 
designated by a public housing agency for ос- 
cupancy exclusively by disabled persons or 
families. 

“(8) ELDERLY HOUSING.—The term ‘elderly 
housing’ means any project, building, or por- 
tion of a project or building, that is des- 
ignated by a public housing agency for occu- 
pancy exclusively by elderly persons or fami- 
lies, including elderly disabled persons or 
families. 2 

*(9) MIXED-INCOME PROJECT.— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—The term ‘mixed-income 
project’ means a project that is occupied 
both by one or more low-income households 
and by one or more households that are not 
low-income households. 

(B) TYPES OF PROJECTS.—The term 
‘mixed-income project’ includes a project de- 
veloped— 

„) by a public housing agency or an en- 
tity controlled by a public housing agency; 
and 

„(ii) by a partnership, a limited liability 
company, or other entity in which the public 
housing agency (or an entity controlled by a 
public housing agency) is a general partner, 
managing member, or otherwise has signifi- 
cant participation in directing the activities 
of such entity, if— 

J) units are made available in the 
project, by master contract or individual 
lease, for occupancy by low-income families 
identified by the public housing agency for a 
period of not less than 20 years; and 

(I the number of public housing units 
are approximately in the same proportion to 
the total number of units in the mixed-in- 
come project that, in the sole determination 
of the public housing agency, the value of 
the financial assistance provided by the pub- 
lic housing agency bears to the value of the 
total equity investment in the project, or 
shall not be less than the number of units 
that could have been developed under the 
conventional public housing program with 
the assistance. 

“(С) TAXATION.—A mixed-income project 
may elect to have all units subject to the 
local real estate taxes, except that units des- 
ignated as public housing units shall be eligi- 
ble at the discretion of the public housing 
agency for the taxing requirements under 
section 6(4).”. 

SEC. 105. CONTRIBUTIONS FOR LOWER INCOME 
HOUSING PROJECTS. 

Section 5 of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437c) is amended by strik- 
ing subsections (h) through (1). 

SEC. 106, PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCY PLAN. 

(а) IN GENERAL.—Title I of the United 

States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437 et 
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seq.) is amended by inserting after section 5 
the following new section: 


“SEC, БА. PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCY PLAN. 


(a) IN GENERAL.— 

“(1) SUBMISSION.—Each public housing 
agency shall submit to the Secretary a writ- 
ten public housing agency plan developed in 
accordance with this section. 

“(2) CONSISTENCY REQUIREMENT.—Each pub- 
lic housing agency plan submitted to the 
Secretary under paragraph (1) shall be— 

“(A) made in consultation with the local 
advisory board established under subsection 
(c); 

„(B) consistent with the Comprehensive 
Housing Affordability Strategy for the juris- 
diction in which the public housing agency is 
located, as provided under title I of the Cran- 
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing 
Act; and 

“(С) accompanied by a certification by an 
appropriate State or local public official 
that the proposed public housing activities 
are consistent with the housing strategy of 
the jurisdiction to be served by the public 
housing agency, as required by subparagraph 
(B). 

(b) CONTENTS.—Each public housing agen- 
cy plan shall contain, at a minimum, the fol- 
lowing: 

“(1) CERTIFICATION.—A written certifi- 
cation that the public housing agency is a 
governmental entity or public body (or agen- 
cy or instrumentality thereof) that is au- 
thorized to engage in or assist in the devel- 
opment or operation of low-income housing. 
Any reference in any provision of law of the 
jurisdiction authorizing the creation of the 
public housing agency shall be identified and 
any legislative declaration of purpose in re- 
gard thereto shall be set forth in the certifi- 
cation with full text. 

“(2) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—An annual 
statement of policy identifying the primary 
goals and objectives of the public housing 
agency for the year for which the statement 
is submitted, together with any major devel- 
opments, projects, or programs, including all 
proposed costs and activities under the Cap- 
ital and Operating Funds of the public hous- 
ing agency established under section 9. 

(3) GENERAL POLICIES, RULES, AND REGULA- 
TIONS.—The policies, rules, and regulations 
of the public housing agency regarding— 

“(А) the requirements for eligibility into 
each program administered by the public 
housing agency and the policies of the public 
housing agency concerning verification of 
eligibility, which verification shall be re- 
quired upon initial commencement of resi- 
dency and not less frequently than annually 
thereafter; 

B) the requirements for the selection and 
admission of eligible families into the pro- 
gram or programs of the public housing 
agency, including the tenant screening poli- 
cies, any preferences or priorities for selec- 
tion and admission, and the requirements 
pertaining to the administration of the wait- 
ing list or lists of the public housing agency; 

“(С) the procedure for assignment of per- 
sons admitted into the program to dwelling 
units owned, leased, managed, or assisted by 
the public housing agency; and 

D) the requirements for occupancy of 
dwelling units, including all standard lease 
provisions, and conditions for continued oc- 
cupancy, termination, and eviction. 

“(4) MANAGEMENT.—The policies, rules, and 
regulations relating to the management of 
the public housing agency, and the projects 
and programs of the public housing agency, 
including— 
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“(А) a description of how the public hous- 
ing agency is organized and staffed to per- 
form the duties and functions of the public 
housing agency; 

“(В) policies relating to the marketing of 
dwelling units owned or operated by the pub- 
lic housing agency; 

(O) policies relating to rent collection; 

OD) policies relating to security; 

“(Е) policies relating to services and amen- 
ities provided or offered to families assisted, 
including all related charges or fees, if any; 

„F) any system of priorities іп the man- 
agement of the operations of the public hous- 
ing agency; and 

“(G) a list of activities to enhance tenant 
empowerment and management, including 
assistance to resident councils and resident 
management corporations. 

“(5) RENTS AND CHARGES.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—The policies of the pub- 
lic housing agency concerning rents or other 
charges, the manner in which such policies 
are determined, and the justification for the 
policies. 

“(В) FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION.—In de- 
termining and justifying the policies de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A), the public hous- 
ing agency shall take into account— 

“(i) the goals of the public housing agency 
to serve households with a broad range of in- 
comes, to create incentives for families to 
obtain employment, and to serve primarily 
low-income families; 

ii) the costs and other financial consider- 
ations of the public housing agency; and 

(ii such other factors as the public hous- 
ing agency determines to be relevant. 

“(6) ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL SELF-SUFFICIENCY 
PROGRAMS.—A description of any programs, 
plans, and activities of the public housing 
agency for the enhancement of the economic 
and social self-sufficiency of residents as- 
sisted by the programs of the public housing 
agency. The description shall include a 
statement of any self-sufficiency require- 
ments affecting residents assisted by the 
programs of the public housing agency. 

“(7) USE OF FUNDS FOR EXISTING UNITS.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—A statement describing 
the use of distributions from the Capital 
Fund and Operating Fund of the public hous- 
ing agency, established in accordance with 
section 9, including a general description of 
the public housing agency policies or plans 
to keep the property of the public housing 
agency in a decent and safe condition. 

“(В) ANNUAL AND 5-YEAR PLAN.—An annual 
plan and, if appropriate, a 5-year plan of the 
public housing agency for modernization of 
the existing dwelling units of the public 
housing agency, a plan for preventative 
maintenance, a plan for routine mainte- 
nance, and a plan to handle emergencies and 
other disasters. Each annual and 5-year plan 
shall include a general statement identifying 
the long-term viability and physical condi- 
tion of each of the projects and other prop- 
erty of the public housing agency, including 
cost estimates and demolition plans, if any. 

“(8) USE OF FUNDS FOR NEW OR ADDITIONAL 
UNITS AND DEMOLITION OR DISPOSITION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.— 

„ CAPITAL AND OPERATING FUNDS.—If ap- 
plicable, a description of the plans of the 
public housing agency for the Capital Fund 
and Operating Fund distributions of the pub- 
lic housing agency established under section 
9, for the purpose of new construction, demo- 
lition, or disposition. 

(i) ANNUAL AND 5-YEAR PLANS.—An an- 
nual plan and a 5-year plan describing any 
current and future plans for the development 
or acquisition of new or additional dwelling 
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units, or the demolition or disposition of any 
of the existing housing stock of the public 
housing agency, including— 

“(І) any plans for the sale of existing 
dwelling units to low-income residents, other 
low-income persons or families, or organiza- 
tions acting as conduits for sales to low-in- 
come residents, or other low-income persons 
or families, under a homeownership plan; 
and 

“(П) the plans of the public housing agen- 
cy, if any, for replacement of dwelling units 
to be demolished or disposed of, and any 
plans providing for the relocation of resi- 
dents who will be displaced by a demolition 
or disposition of units. 

“(В) DEMOLITIONS.—In the case of a demoli- 
tion of any existing housing stock, each plan 
required under subparagraph (A)(ii) shall in- 
clude— 

(i) identification of the property to be de- 
molished; 

“(ii) the estimated costs of the demolition 
and the sources of funds to pay for the demo- 
lition; 

(ili) the uses and explanation of the uses 
to which the property will be put after demo- 
lition; and 

(iv) the reasons for the demolition and for 
the conclusion of the public housing agency 
that the demolition is in the best interests of 
the programs of the public housing agency. 

“(С) DISPOSITIONS.—In the case of а dis- 
position of any existing housing stock, each 
plan required under subparagraph (A)(ii) 
shall include— 

“(i) a description of the property to be dis- 


of; 

(ii) a description of the use or uses to 
which the property will be put after disposi- 
tion, including findings with regard to— 

(I) whether the new use or uses are con- 
sistent and compatible with any public hous- 
ing agency dwelling units that will remain in 
the immediate vicinity of the property to be 
disposed of; and 

“(ID whether the public housing agency 
plans to retain any control over or rights in 
the property after disposition; 

“(iii) identification of any consideration, 
whether in money, property, or both, to be 
received by the public housing agency as 
part of the disposition, and the low-income 
uses that the public housing agency intends 
for the proceeds, pursuant to the require- 
ments of section 18; and . 

“(іу) the reasons for disposition of the 
property by the public housing agency and 
for the conclusion of the public housing 
agency that the disposition, is in the best in- 
terests of the tenants, programs, and activi- 
ties of the public housing agency. 

„D) OTHER INFORMATION.—The public 
housing agency shall, with respect to any 
demolition or disposition plan required by 
subparagraph (Ai), comply with the re- 
quirements of section 18, and the public 
housing agency plan shall expressly certify 
such compliance. 

“(9) OPERATING FUND PLAN.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—A plan for the Operating 
Fund of the public housing agency, includ- 

“(i) an identification of all sources and 
uses of funding and income of the public 
housing agency; 

(1) a description for the establishment, 
maintenance, and use of reserves; and 

(Iii) an operating budget, a budget for any 
modernization or development, and any 
plans that the public housing agency has for 
borrowing funds, including a description of 
any anticipated actions to mortgage or oth- 
erwise grant a security interest in any of the 
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projects or other properties of the public 
housing agency in connection with public 
housing agency borrowings. 

B) APPROVAL BY THE SECRETARY.—Each 
plan under subparagraph (A) involving mort- 
gaging or granting a security interest in the 
projects of the public housing agency shall— 

„) be deemed to be approved by the Sec- 
retary, unless the Secretary provides a writ- 
ten disapproval to the public housing agency 
not later than 45 days after the date on 
which the plan is submitted under subpara- 
graph (A); and 

(ii) include reasonable provisions for the 
relocation of low-income tenants in the 
event of displacement. 

“(10) ADDITIONAL PERFORMANCE REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—A description of any additional per- 
formance standards established by the public 
housing agency. 

(11) ANNUAL AUDIT.—The results of an an- 
nual audit of the public housing agency, 
which shall be conducted by an independent 
certified public accounting firm pursuant to 
generally accepted accounting principles. 

(с) LOCAL ADVISORY BOARD.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.— 

“(А) ESTABLISHMENT.—Each public housing 
agency shall establish one or more local ad- 
visory boards in accordance with this sub- 
section, adequate to reflect and represent all 
of the residents of dwelling units owned, op- 
erated, or assisted by the public housing 
agency. 

“(В) INCLUSION IN PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCY 
PLAN.—The rules governing each local advi- 
sory board shall be included in the public 
housing agency plan of the public housing 
agency. 

“(2) MEMBERSHIP.—Each local board estab- 
lished under this subsection shall be com- 
posed of the following membership: 

“(А) Not less than 60 percent of the board 
shall be residents of dwelling units owned, 
operated, or assisted by the public housing 
agency. 

“(В) The remainder of the board shall be 
comprised of— 

„J) representatives of the community іп 
which the public housing agency is located; 
and 

(Ii) local government officials of the com- 
munity in which the public housing agency 
is located. 

“(8) PURPOSE.—Each local advisory board 
established under this subsection shall assist 
and make recommendations in the develop- 
ment of the public housing agency plan for 
submission under this section. The public 
housing agency shall consider the rec- 
ommendations of the local advisory board in 
preparing the final public housing agency 
plan, and shall include a copy of such rec- 
ommendations in the public housing agency 
plan submitted to the Secretary under this 
section. 

d) PUBLICATION OF NOTICE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 45 days 
before adoption of any public housing agency 
plan by the governing body of the public 
housing agency, the public housing agency 
shall publish a notice informing the public 
that— 

“(А) the proposed public housing agency 
plan is available for inspection at the prin- 
cipal office of the public housing agency dur- 
ing normal business hours; and 

(B) a public hearing will be held to dis- 
cuss the public housing agency plan and to 
invite public comment thereon. 

“(2) PUBLIC HEARING.—Each public housing 
agency shall conduct a public hearing, as 
provided in the notice published under para- 
graph (1), not earlier than 30 days nor later 
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than 50 days after the date on which the no- 
tice was published. After such public hear- 
ing, the public housing agency shall, after 
considering all public comments received 
and making any changes it deems appro- 
priate, adopt the public housing agency plan 
and submit the plan to the Secretary in ac- 
cordance with this section. 

“(е) COORDINATED PROCEDURES.—Each pub- 
lic housing agency shall, in conjunction with 
the State or relevant unit of general local 
government, establish procedures to ensure 
that the public housing agency plan required 
by this section is consistent with the appli- 
cable Comprehensive Housing Affordability 
Strategy for the jurisdiction in which the 
public housing agency is located, in accord- 
ance with title I of the Cranston-Gonzalez 
National Affordable Housing Act. 

“(f) AMENDMENTS AND MODIFICATIONS TO 
PLANS.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Nothing in this section 
shall preclude a public housing agency, after 
submitting a plan to the Secretary in ac- 
cordance’ with this section, from amending 
or modifying any policy, rule, regulation, or 
plan of the public housing agency, except 
that no such significant amendment or modi- 
fication may be implemented— 

“(А) other than at a duly called meeting of 
commissioners (or other comparable govern- 
ing body) of the public housing agency which 
is open to the public; and 

“(B) until notification of such amendment 
or modification is sent to the Secretary and 
approved in accordance with subsection 
(80(4). 

(2) CONSISTENCY.—Any significant amend- 
ment or modification to a plan submitted to 
the Secretary under this section shall— 

“(А) comply with the requirements of sub- 
section (a)(2); and 

“(В) be considered by the local board, as 
provided in subsection (c). 

(6) TIMING OF PLANS.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.— 

“(А) INITIAL SUBMISSION.—Each public 
housing agency shall submit the initial plan 
required by this section, and any amendment 
or revision to the initial plan, to the Sec- 
retary at such time and in such form as the 
Secretary shall require. 

“(В) ANNUAL SUBMISSION.—Not later than 
60 days prior to the start of the fiscal year of 
the public housing agency, after initial sub- 
mission of the plan required by this section 
in accordance with subparagraph (A), each 
public housing agency shall annually submit 
to the Secretary a plan update, including 
any amendments or reports containing infor- 
mation constituting changes or modifica- 
tions to the public housing agency plan of 
the public housing agency. 

(2) REVIEW AND APPROVAL.— 

“(А) REview.—After submission of the pub- 
lic housing agency plan or any amendment 
or report of changes or modifications to the 
plan to the Secretary, the Secretary shall re- 
view the public housing agency plan, amend- 
ment, or report to determine— 

„J) in the case of a public housing agency 
plan, whether the contents of the plan— 

(J) set forth the information required by 
this section to be contained in a public hous- 
ing agency plan; and 

“(П) are consistent with information and 
data available to the Secretary; and 

() in all cases, whether the activities 
proposed by the plan, amendment, or report 
are prohibited by or inconsistent with any 
provision of this title or other applicable 
law. 

) APPROVAL.— 

“(і) ІМ GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (3)(B), not later than 45 days after 
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the date on which a public housing agency 
plan is submitted in accordance with this 
section, the Secretary shall provide written 
notice to the public housing agency if the 
plan has been disapproved, stating with spec- 
ificity the reasons for the disapproval. 

(ii) FAILURE TO PROVIDE NOTICE OF DIS- 
APPROVAL.—If the Secretary does not provide 
notice of disapproval under clause (i) before 
the expiration of the 45-day period described 
in clause (i), the public housing agency plan 
of the public housing agency shall be deemed 
to be approved by the Secretary. 

(3) SECRETARIAL DISCRETION.— 

H(A) ІМ GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
have sole discretion to require such addi- 
tional information and performance require- 
ments as deemed appropriate for each public 
housing agency that is designated by the 
Secretary as a troubled public housing agen- 
cy under section 6(j). 

“(В) TROUBLED AGENCIES.—The Secretary 
shall provide explicit written approval or 
disapproval, in a timely manner, for a public 
housing agency plan submitted by any public 
housing agency designated by the Secretary 
as a troubled public housing agency under 
section 6(]). 

“(4) STREAMLINED PLAN.—In carrying out 
this section, the Secretary may establish a 
streamlined public housing agency plan for— 

“(А) public housing agencies that are de- 
termined by the Secretary to be high per- 
forming public housing agencies; and 

„) public housing agencies with less than 
250 units.“ 

(b) INTERIM RULE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than January 1, 
1996, the Secretary shall issue an interim 
rule to require the submission of an interim 
public housing agency plan by each public 
housing agency, as required by section 5A of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937 (as 
added by subsection (a) of this section). 

(2) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall promulgate final regulations 
implementing section 5A of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937, as added by sub- 
section (a) of this section. Such regulations 
shall be subject to negotiated rulemaking. 
SEC. 107. CONTRACT, PROVISIONS AND REQUIRE- 


(a) CONDITIONS.—Section 6(a) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437d(a)) 
is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by inserting “, in 
a manner consistent with the public housing 
agency plan submitted under section 5А" be- 
fore the period; and 

(2) by striking the second sentence. 

(b) REVISION OF MAXIMUM INCOME LIMITS; 
CERTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH REQUIRE- 
MENTS; NOTIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY.—Sec- 
tion 6(c) of the United States Housing Act of 
1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437d(c)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(с) (Reserved.]"’. 

(с) ЕхсеЕвв FuNDs.—Section 6(e) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437d(e)) is amended to read as follows: 

(e) [Reserved.]". 

(d) PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR PUBLIC 
HOUSING AGENCIES.—Section 6(j) of the Unit- 
ed States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
14374(3)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (В)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘obligated’’ and inserting 
“provided”; and 

(ii) by striking “ппехрепдей” and inserting 
“unobligated by the public housing agency“: 

(В) in subparagraph (D), by striking “еп- 
ergy” and inserting utility“; 
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(C) by redesignating subparagraph (H) as 
subparagraph (J); and 

(D) by adding at the end the following new 

phs: 

Н) The extent to which the agency pro- 
vides effective programs and activities to 
promote the economic self-sufficiency of ten- 
ants. 

J) The extent to which the agency suc- 
cessfully meets the goals and carries out the 
activities and programs of the public housing 
agency plan under section 5(А).”; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)(A)(i), by inserting after 
the first sentence the following: “Тһе Sec- 
retary may use a simplified set of indicators 
for public housing agencies with less than 250 
units.“. 

(е) LEASES.— Section 600 of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 14374(1)) 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘not be 
less than” and all that follows before the 
semicolon at the end and inserting ‘‘be the 
period of time required under State 1ам”; 
and 

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘on or near 
such premises“. 

(f) PUBLIC HOUSING ASSISTANCE TO FOSTER 
CARE CHILDREN.—Section 6(0) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 14374(о)) 
is amended by striking “Subject” and all 
that follows through “, іп" and inserting 
“In”. 

(g) PREFERENCE FOR AREAS WITH INAD- 
EQUATE SUPPLY OF VERY LOW-INCOME HOUS- 
ING.—Section 6(p) of the United States Hous- 
ing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C.1437d(p)) is amended 
to read as follows: 


“(р) [Reserved.]’’. 
(h) AVAILABILITY OF CRIMINAL RECORDS FOR 


SCREENING AND EVICTION; EVICTION FOR 
DRUG-RELATED ACTIVITY.—Section 6 of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
14374) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsections: 

(9) AVAILABILITY OF RECORDS.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.— 

“(А) PROVISION ОҒ INFORMATION.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, except 
as provided in subparagraph (B), the Na- 
tional Crime Information Center, a police de- 
partment, and any other law enforcement 
agency shall, upon request, provide informa- 
tion to public housing agencies regarding the 
criminal conviction records of adult appli- 
cants for, or residents of, public housing for 
purposes of applicant screening, lease en- 
forcement, and eviction. 

“(В) EXCEPTION.—Except as provided under 
any provision of State or local law, no law 
enforcement agency described in subpara- 
graph (A) shall provide information under 
this paragraph relating to any criminal con- 
viction if the date of that conviction oc- 
curred 5 or more years prior to the date on 
which the request for the information is 
made. 

“(2) OPPORTUNITY ТО DISPUTE.—Before an 
adverse action is taken on the basis of a 
criminal record, the public housing agency 
shall provide the resident or applicant with a 
copy of the criminal record and an oppor- 
tunity to dispute the accuracy and relevance 
of that record. 

(3) FEE.—A public housing agency may be 
charged a reasonable fee for information pro- 
vided under paragraph (1). 

“(4) RECORDS MANAGEMENT.—Each public 
housing agency shall establish and imple- 
ment a system of records management that 
ensures that any criminal record received by 
the public housing agency is— 

“(А) maintained confidentially; 

“(В) not misused or improperly dissemi- 
nated; and 


“(С) destroyed, once the purpose for which 
the record was requested has been accom- 
plished. 

“(5) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub- 
section, the term ‘adult’ means a person who 
is 18 years of age or older, or who has been 
convicted of a crime as an adult under any 
Federal or State law. 


“(г) EVICTION FOR DRUG-RELATED ACTIV- 
Iry.—Any resident evicted from housing as- 
sisted under this title by reason of drug-re- 
lated criminal activity (as such term is de- 
fined in section 8(f)(5)) shall not be eligible 
for housing assistance under this title during 
the 3-year period beginning on the date of 
such eviction, unless the evicted resident 
successfully completes a rehabilitation pro- 
gram approved by the public housing agency 
(which shall include a waiver of this sub- 
section if the circumstances leading to evic- 
tion no longer ехізб).”. 


SEC. 108. EXPANSION OF POWERS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6(j)(3) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437d(j)(3)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (А)- 

(A) by redesignating clauses (iii) and (iv) 
as clauses (iv) and (v), respectively; and 

(B) by inserting after clause (ii) the follow- 
ing new clause: 

“(iii) take possession of the public housing 
agency, including any project or function of 
the agency, including any project or function 
under any other provision of this Act;"’; 

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) 
through (D) as subparagraphs (E) through 
(G), respectively; 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following new subparagraphs: 

“(Вхі) If a public housing agency is identi- 
fied as troubled under this subsection, the 
Secretary shall notify the agency of the 
troubled status of the agency. 

1) The Secretary may give a public hous- 
ing agency a l-year period, beginning on the 
date on which the agency receives notifica- 
tion from the Secretary of the troubled sta- 
tus of the agency under clause (i), within 
which to demonstrate improvement satisfac- 
tory to the Secretary. Nothing in this clause 
shall preclude the Secretary from taking any 
action the Secretary considers necessary be- 
fore the commencement or the expiration of 
the 1-year period described in this clause. 

“(iii) Upon the expiration of the l-year pe- 
riod described in clause (ii), or in the case of 
a public housing agency identified as trou- 
bled before the effective date of this Act, 
upon the expiration of the 1-year period com- 
mencing on that date, if the troubled agency 
has not demonstrated improvement satisfac- 
tory to the Secretary and the Secretary has 
not yet declared the agency to be in breach 
of its contract with the Federal Government 
under this Act, the Secretary shall declare 
the public housing agency to be in substan- 
tial default, as described in subparagraph 
(A). 

“(iv) Upon declaration of a substantial de- 
fault under clause (iii), the Secretary— 

(I shall either— 

“(аа) petition for the appointment of a re- 
ceiver pursuant to subparagraph (A)(ii); or 

(bb) take possession of the public housing 
agency or any development or developments 
of the public housing agency pursuant to 
subparagraph (А)(111); and 

“(П) may, in addition, take other appro- 
priate action. 

“(Схі) If a receiver is appointed pursuant 
to subparagraph (Ani), in addition to the 
powers accorded by the court appointing the 
receiver, the receiver— 
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“(І) may abrogate any contract that sub- 
stantially impedes correction of the substan- 
tial default; 

(I may demolish and dispose of the as- 
sets of the public housing agency, in accord- 
ance with section 18; 

“(IID if determined to be appropriate by 
the Secretary, may require the establish- 
ment, as permitted by applicable State and 
local law, of one or more new public housing 
agencies; and 

IV) shall not be subject to any State or 
local law relating to civil service require- 
ments, employee rights, procurement, or fi- 
nancial or administrative controls that, in 
the determination of the receiver, substan- 
tially impedes correction of the substantial 
default. 

“(ii) For purposes of this subparagraph, the 
term ‘public housing agency’ includes any 
project or function of a public housing agen- 
cy, аз appropriate, including any project or 
function under any other provision of this 
Act. 

(Dye) If the Secretary takes possession of 
a public housing agency, or any project or 
function of the agency, pursuant to subpara- 
graph (А)(111), the Secretary 

“(ID may abrogate any contract that sub- 
stantially impedes correction of the substan- 
tial default; ; 

(II) may demolish and dispose of the as- 
sets of the public housing agency, in accord- 
ance with section 18; 

“(Ш) may require the establishment, as 
permitted by applicable State and local law, 
of one or more new public housing agencies; 

(IV) shall not be subject to any State or 
local law relating to civil service require- 
ments, employee rights, procurement, or fi- 
nancial or administrative controls that, in 
the determination of the Secretary, substan- 


.tially impedes correction of the substantial 


default; and 

“(V) shall have such additional authority 
as a district court of the United States could 
confer under like circumstances on a re- 
ceiver to fulfill the purposes of the receiver- 
ship. 

“(ii) The Secretary may appoint, on a com- 
petitive or noncompetitive basis, an individ- 
ual or entity as an administrative receiver 
to assume the responsibilities of the Sec- 
retary under this subparagraph for the ad- 
ministration of a public housing agency. The 
Secretary may delegate to the administra- 
tive receiver any or all of the powers given 
the Secretary by this subparagraph, as the 
Secretary determines to be appropriate. 

(i) Regardless of any delegation under 
this subparagraph, an administrative re- 
ceiver may not require the establishment of 
one or more new public housing agencies 
pursuant to clause (i)(III), unless the Sec- 
retary first approves an application by the 
administrative receiver to authorize such es- 
tablishment. 

“(іу) For purposes of this subparagraph, 
the term ‘public housing agency’ includes 
any project or function of a public housing 
agency, as appropriate, including any project 
or function under any other provision of this 
Act.“; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

“(H) If the Secretary (or an administrative 
receiver appointed by the Secretary) takes 
possession of a public housing agency (in- 
cluding any project or function of the agen- 
cy) pursuant to subparagraph (A)(iii), or if a 
receiver is appointed by a court pursuant to 
subparagraph (A)(ii), the Secretary or re- 
ceiver shall be deemed to be acting not in 
that person’s or entity’s official capacity, 
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but rather in the capacity of the public hous- 
ing agency, and any liability incurred, re- 
gardless of whether the incident giving rise 
to such liability occurred while the Sec- 
retary or receiver was in possession of the 
public housing agency (including any project 
or function of the agency), shall be the li- 
ability of the public housing agency.“ 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to a public 
housing agency that is found to be in sub- 
stantial default, on or after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, with respect to the cov- 
enants or conditions to which the agency is 
subject (as such substantial default is de- 
fined in the contract for contributions of the 
agency) or with respect to an agreement en- 
tered into under section 6(3Х2ХС) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937. 

SEC. 108. PUBLIC HOUSING DESIGNATED FOR 
THE ELDERLY AND THE DISABLED. 

Section 7 of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437e) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“SEC. 7. AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE DESIGNATED 
HOUSING. 


“(а) ІМ GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, a public housing 
agency may, in its discretion and without 
approval by the Secretary, designate public 
housing projects or mixed-income projects 
(or portions of projects) for occupancy as el- 
derly housing, disabled housing, or elderly 
and disabled housing. The public housing 
agency shall establish requirements for this 
section in the public housing agency plan of 
the public housing agency. 

“(b) RELOCATION ASSISTANCE.—A public 
housing agency that converts any existing 
project or building, or portion thereof, to el- 
derly housing or disabled housing shall pro- 
vide to all persons or families who are to be 
relocated in connection with the conver- 
sion— 

“(1) notice of the conversion and relocation 
not less than 6 months before the date of 
such action; 

“(2) comparable housing (including appro- 
priate services and design features) at a rent- 
al rate that is comparable to that applicable 
to the unit from which the person or family 
has vacated; and 

“(3) payment of actual, reasonable moving 
expenses. 

“(с) COMPARABLE HOUSING.—For purposes 
of this section, tenant-based assistance 
under section 8(0) shall be deemed to be com- 
parable housing, if the person or family who 
is relocated may obtain with such assistance 
housing that is generally comparable to the 
housing that was vacated at a cost to the re- 
located person or family that is not in excess 
of the amount previously paid fot the hous- 
ing vacated. 

“(4) UNIFORM RELOCATION AND REAL PROP- 
ERTY ACQUISITION ACT.—The Uniform Reloca- 
tion and Real Property Acquisition Act shall 
not apply to activities under this section.“. 
SEC. 110, PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING CAPITAL 

AND OPERATING FUNDS. 

Section 9 of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437g) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“SEC, 9. PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING CAPITAL 
AND OPERATING FUNDS. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—Except for assistance 
provided under section 8, all programs under 
which assistance is provided for public hous- 
ing on the day before the effective date of 
the Public Housing Reform and 
Empowerment Act of 1995 shall be merged, as 
appropriate, into either— 

“(1) the Capital Fund established under 
subsection (c); or 
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“(2) the Operating Fund established under 
subsection (d). 

„b) USE OF EXISTING FUNDS.—With the ex- 
ception of funds made available pursuant to 
section 20(f) and funds appropriated for the 
urban revitalization demonstration program 
authorized under the Department of Veter- 
ans Affairs and Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment, and Independent Agencies Appropria- 
tions Acts— 

“(1) funds made available to the Secretary 
for public housing purposes that have not 
been obligated by the Secretary to a public 
housing agency before the effective date of 
the Public Housing Reform and 
Empowerment Act of 1995 shall be made 
available, for the period originally provided 
in law, for use in either the Capital Fund or 
the Operating Fund established under this 
section, as appropriate; and 

“(2) funds made available to the Secretary 
for public housing purposes that have been 
obligated by the Secretary to a public hous- 
ing agency but that, as of the effective date 
of the Public Housing Reform and 
Empowerment Act of 1995, have not been ob- 
ligated by the public housing agency, may be 
made available by that public housing agen- 
cy, for the period originally provided in law, 
for use in either the Capital Fund or the Op- 
erating Fund established under this section, 
аз appropriate. 

“(с) CAPITAL FUND.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a Capital Fund for the purpose of 
making grants to public housing agencies 
principally— 

“(А) to make physical improvements to, to 
replace, or demolish public housing projects, 
or portions of projects; and 

“(В) for associated management improve- 
ments. 

“(2) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall make 
grants to public housing agencies to carry 
out capital and management activities, in- 
cluding— 

(A) the development and modernization of 
public housing projects, including the rede- 
sign, reconstruction, and reconfiguration of 
public housing sites and buildings; 

“(B) vacancy reduction; 

“(С) addressing deferred maintenance 
needs and the replacement of dwelling equip- 
ment; 

“(D) planned code compliance; 

“(Е) management improvements; 

(F) community services; 

“(а) demolition and replacement; 

“(Н) tenant relocation; and 

“(1) activities to improve the economic 
empowerment and self-sufficiency of public 
housing tenants. 

(3) LIMIT ON USE OF FUNDS.—Each public 
housing agency may use not more than 20 
percent of the Capital Fund distribution of 
the public housing agency for activities 
under the Operating Fund of the public hous- 
ing agency pursuant to subsection (d), pro- 
vided that the public housing agency plan 
provides for such use. 

„d) OPERATING FUND.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish an Operating Fund for the purpose of 
making assistance available to public hous- 
ing agencies for the operation and manage- 
ment of public housing. 

“(2) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall make 
grants to public housing agencies to carry 
out activities that relate to the operation 
and management of public housing, includ- 
ing— 

“(А) anti-crime and anti-drug activities 
(including those activities eligible for assist- 
ance under the Public and Assisted Housing 
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Drug Elimination Act of 1990 and the Drug- 
Free Public Housing Act of 1988); and 

“(В) activities related to the provision of 
service coordinators for elderly persons or 
persons with disabilities pursuant to section 
673 of the Housing and Community Develop- 
ment Act of 1992. 

(е) ESTABLISHMENT OF FORMULAE.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish formulae for providing assistance 
under the Capital Fund and the Operating 
Fund under this subsection. 

(2) FORMULAE REQUIREMENTS.—The for- 
mulae established under paragraph (1) shall 
include the following: 

“(А) The needs of public housing agencies 
as identified through their public housing 
agency plans submitted under section 5A. 

“(В) The number of public housing dwell- 
ing units owned and operated by a housing 
management agency and occupied by low-in- 
come families (including the costs of conver- 
sion to tenant-based assistance under section 
22). 

(С) The extent to which public housing 
agencies provide programs and activities de- 
signed to promote the economic self-suffi- 
ciency of tenants. 

“(D) The age, condition, and density of the 
low-income housing owned or operated by 
the agency. 

“(Е) The number of dwelling units owned 
and operated by the housing management 
agency that are chronically vacant and the 
amount of assistance appropriate for such 
units. 

„F) The amount of assistance necessary to 
provide rehabilitation and operating ex- 
penses for public housing dwelling units in- 
cluding the amount of assistance to provide 
a safe environment. 

(3) TRANSITION FORMULA.—The transition 
formula shall provide that each public hous- 
ing agency shall receive that percentage of 
funds which represents the percentage of 
funds that the public housing agency re- 
ceived, on average, for modernization costs 
and operating expenses during the 3 fiscal 
years of that public housing agency preced- 
ing implementation of a formula established 
under paragraph (1). 

“(4) PROCEDURES.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish formulae under paragraph (1) through 
negotiated rulemaking, and shall submit the 
formulae to the Congress for review not later 
than 2 years after the date of enactment of 
the Public Housing Reform and 
Empowerment Act of 1995. 

‘(5) APPROVAL.—Unless the Congress acts 
to disapprove a formula submitted under this 
subsection, the formula shall be presumed to 
2 approved until a revised ſormula is adopt- 


er OPERATING AND CAPITAL ASSISTANCE.— 
A resident management corporation manag- 
ing a public housing development pursuant 
to a contract under this section shall be pro- 
vided directly by the Secretary with operat- 
ing and capital assistance under this title for 
purposes of operating the development and 
performing such other eligible activities 
with respect to the development as may be 
provided under the contract. 

“() NATIVE AMERICAN HOUSING PRO- 
GRAMS.—Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, from amounts appropriated for 
the Capital Fund or the Operating Fund, the 
Secretary shall establish such formulae and 
programs as may be necessary to provide 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
housing programs for Indians. 

"(g) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—To the extent 
approved in appropriations Acts for grants, 
the Secretary may provide— 
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(J) technical assistance to public housing 
agencies, resident councils, resident organi- 
zations, and resident management corpora- 
tions, including monitoring, inspections, 
training for public housing agency employ- 
ees and residents, and data collection and 
analysis; and 

(2) remedial activities associated with 
troubled public housing agencies, as such 
agencies are so designated under section 6(j). 

“(h) FUNDING FOR RESIDENT COUNCILS.—Of 
any amounts made available in any fiscal 
year to carry out this section, $25,000,000 
shall be made available to resident councils, 
resident organizations, or resident manage- 
ment corporations, on a competitive basis, 
to carry out resident management activities, 
and other activities designed to improve the 
economic self-sufficiency of public housing 
residents. 

(i) EMERGENCY RESERVE.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.— 

“(А) SET-ASIDE.—In each fiscal year, the 
Secretary shall set aside an amount not to 
exceed 2 percent of the amount appropriated 
to carry out this section for that fiscal year 
for use in accordance with this subsection. 

(B) USE ОҒ FUNDS.—Amounts set aside 
under this paragraph shall be available to 
the Secretary for use in connection with 
emergencies, and to fund the cost of 
demolitions, modernization, and other ac- 
tivities if the Capital Fund and Operating 
Fund distributions of any public housing 
agency are not adequate to carry out activi- 
ties relating to the goal of the public hous- 
ing agency of providing decent, safe, and af- 
fordable housing in viable communities. 

“(2) ALLOCATION.—Amounts set aside under 
this paragraph shall be allocated pursuant to 
a competition based upon relative need to 
such public housing agencies, in such man- 
ner, and in such amounts as the Secretary 
shall determine.“ 

БЕС. 111, LABOR STANDARDS. 

Section 12 of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

“(с) WORK REQUIREMENT.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, each adult member of 
each household assisted under this Act shall 
contribute not less than 8 hours of volunteer 
work per month within the community of 
that adult. 

(2) INCLUSION IN PLAN.—Each public hous- 
ing agency shall include in the plan submit- 
ted to the Secretary under section 5A, a de- 
tailed description of how the public housing 
agency intends to implement and administer 
the requirements of paragraph (1). 

“(8) EXEMPTIONS.—The Secretary may pro- 
vide an exemption from the requirements of 
paragraph (1) for any individual who is— 

“(А) not less than 62 years of age; 

“(В)а person with disabilities who is un- 
able, as determined in accordance with 
guidelines established by the Secretary, to 
comply with this section; or 

“(С) working full-time, a student, receiv- 
ing vocational training, or otherwise meet- 
ing work requirements of a public assistance 
program.“. 

SEC. 112. REPEAL OF ENERGY CONSERVATION; 
CONSORTIA AND JOINT VENTURES. 

Section 13 of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437k) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“SEC. 13. CONSORTIA, JOINT VENTURES, AFFILI 
ATES, AND SUBSIDIARIES OF PUBLIC 
HOUSING AGENCIES. 
(a) CONSORTIA.— 
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“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Any 2 or more public 
housing agencies may participate in a con- 
sortium for the purpose of administering any 
or all of the housing programs of those pub- 
lic housing agencies in accordance with this 
section. 

“(2) EPFECT.—With respect to апу consor- 
tium described in paragraph (1)— 

“(А) any assistance made available under 
this title to each of the public housing agen- 
cies participating in the consortium shall be 
paid to the consortium; and 

(B) all planning and reporting require- 
ments imposed upon each public housing 
agency participating in the consortium with 
respect to the programs operated by the con- 
sortium shall be consolidated. 

(3) RESTRICTIONS.— 

“(А) AGREEMENT.—Each consortium de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) shall be formed and 
operated in accordance with a consortium 
agreement, and shall be subject to the re- 
quirements of a joint public housing agency 
plan, which shall be submitted by the con- 
sortium in accordance with section 5A. 

“(В) MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS.—The Sec- 
retary shall specify minimum requirements 
relating to the formation and operation of 
consortia and the minimum contents of con- 
sortium agreements under this paragraph. 

„b) JOINT VENTURES.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, a public housing 
agency, in accordance with its public hous- 
ing agency plan submitted under section 5A, 


“(А) form and operate wholly owned or 
controlled subsidiaries (which may be non- 
profit corporations) and other affiliates, any 
of which may be directed, managed, or con- 
trolled by the same persons who constitute 
the board of commissioners or other similar 
governing body of the public housing agency, 
or who serve as employees or staff of the 
public housing agency; or 

“(В) enter into joint ventures, partner- 
ships, or other business arrangements with, 
or contract with, any person, organization, 
entity, or governmental unit, with respect to 
the administration of the programs of the 
public housing agency, including any pro- 
gram that is subject to this title. 

(2) USE OF INCOME.—Any income gen- 
erated under paragraph (1) shall be used for 
low-income housing or to benefit the tenants 
of the public housing agency. 

“(8) AuDITS.—The Secretary may conduct 
an audit of any activity undertaken under 
paragraph (1) at any time.“. 

SEC. 113. REPEAL OF MODERNIZATION FUND. 

Section 14 of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 14371) is repealed. 

SEC. 114. INCOME ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTED 
HOUSING, 


Section 16 of the United States Housing 
Act of 1987 (42 U.S.C. 1437n) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“SEC. 16. INCOME ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTED 
HOUSING. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.— 

“(1) INITIAL OCCUPANCY BY CERTAIN HOUSE- 
HOLDS.—Of the dwelling units of a public 
housing agency, including public housing 
units in a designated mixed-income project, 
made available for initial occupancy— 

“(А) not less than 40 percent shall be occu- 
pied by households whose incomes do not ex- 
ceed 30 percent of the area median income 
for such households; and 

“(В) any remaining dwelling units may be 
made available for households whose in- 
comes do not exceed 80 percent of the area 
median income for such households. 

(2) ESTABLISHMENT OF DIFFERENT STAND- 
ARDS.—Notwithstanding paragraph (1), if ap- 
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proved by the Secretary, a public housing 
agency may for good cause establish and im- 
plement an occupancy standard other than 
the standard described in paragraph (1). 

“(b) APPLICABILITY TO INDIAN Housinc.— 
Subsection (a) shall not apply to any dwell- 
ing unit assisted by an Indian housing agen- 
cy... 

SEC. 115. DEMOLITION AND DISPOSITION OF 
PUBLIC ` 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 18 of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437p) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 18. DEMOLITION AND DISPOSITION OF PUB- 
LIC HOUSING. 

“(а) APPLICATIONS FOR DEMOLITION AND 
DISPOSITION.—Not later than 60 days after re- 
ceiving an application by a public housing 
agency for authorization, with or without fi- 
nancial assistance under this title, to demol- 
ish or dispose of a public housing project or 
a portion of a public housing project, the 
Secretary shall approve the application, if 
the public housing agency certifies— 

“(1) in the case of 

“(А) an application proposing demolition 
of a public housing project or a portion of a 
public housing project, that— 

“(i) the project or portion of the project is 
obsolete as to physical condition, location, 
or other factors, making it unsuitable for 
housing purposes; and 

(ii) no reasonable program of modifica- 
tions is cost-effective to return the project 
or portion of the project to useful life; and 

(B) an application proposing the demoli- 
tion of only a portion of a project, that the 
demolition will help to assure the useful life 
of the remaining portion of the project; 

“(2) іп the case of an application proposing 
disposition of public housing project or other 
real property subject to this title by sale or 
other transfer, that— 

“(А) the retention of the property is not in 
the best interests of the residents or the pub- 
lic housing agency because— 

“(i) conditions in the area surrounding the 
project adversely affect the health or safety 
of the residents or the feasible operation of 
the project by the public housing agency; or 

(i) disposition allows the acquisition, de- 
velopment, or rehabilitation of other prop- 
erties that will be more efficiently or effec- 
tively operated as low-income housing; 

(B) the public housing agency has other- 
wise determined the disposition to be appro- 
priate for reasons that are— 

„) in the best interests of the residents 
and the public housing agency; 

(ii) consistent with the goals of the public 
housing agency and the public housing agen- 
cy plan of the public housing agency; and 

(ii) otherwise consistent with this title; 
or 

“(С) for property other than dwelling 
units, the property is excess to the needs of 
a public housing project or the disposition is 
incidental to, or does not interfere with, con- 
tinued operation of a public housing project; 

“(3) that the public housing agency has 
specifically authorized the demolition or dis- 
position in the public housing agency plan of 
the public housing agency submitted under 
section 5A, and has certified that the actions 
contemplated in the public housing agency 
plan comply with the requirements of this 
section; 

(J) that the public housing agency 

(A) will provide for the payment of the re- 
location expenses of each resident to be dis- 
placed; 

“(В) will ensure that the amount of rent 
paid by the tenant following relocation will 
not exceed the amount permitted under this 
Act; and 
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(O) will not commence demolition or dis- 
position until all tenants residing in the unit 
are relocated; 2 

(5) that the net proceeds of any disposi- 
tion will be used— 

) unless waived by the Secretary, for 
the retirement of outstanding obligations is- 
sued to finance the original public housing 
project or modernization of the project; and 

“(В) to the extent that any proceeds re- 
main after the application of proceeds in ac- 
cordance with subparagraph (A), for the pro- 
vision of low-income housing or to benefit 
the tenants of the public housing agency; 
and 

“(6) that the public housing agency has 
complied with subsection (b). 

(b) TENANT OPPORTUNITY TO PURCHASE IN 
CASE OF PROPOSED DISPOSITION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a proposed 
disposition of a public housing project or 
portion of a project, the public housing agen- 
cy shall, in appropriate circumstances, as de- 
termined by the Secretary, initially offer the 
property to any eligible resident organiza- 
tion, eligible resident management corpora- 
tion, or nonprofit organization for resale to 
low-income families, if such entity— 

“(А) is operating only at the public hous- 
ing project that is the subject of the disposi- 
tion; and 

“(В) has expressed an interest, in writing, 
to the public housing agency in a timely 
manner, in purchasing the property for con- 
tinued use as low-income housing. 

“(2) TIMING.— 

“(А) THIRTY-DAY NOTICE.—A resident orga- 
nization, resident management corporation, 
or other entity referred to in paragraph (1) 
may express interest in purchasing property 
that is the subject of a disposition, as de- 
scribed in paragraph (1), during the 30-day 
period beginning on the date of notification 
of a proposed sale of the property. 

(B) SIXTY-DAY NOTICE.—If an entity ex- 
presses written interest in purchasing a 
property, as provided in subparagraph (A), no 
disposition of the property shall occur dur- 
ing the 60-day period beginning on the date 
of receipt of such written notice, during 
which time that entity shall be given the op- 
portunity to obtain a firm commitment for 
financing the purchase of the property. 

“(с) HOMEOWNERSHIP ACTIVITIES.—This вес- 
tion does not apply to the disposition of a 
public housing project, or any portion there- 
of, in accordance with a homeownership pro- 
gram under which the property is sold or 
conveyed to low-income persons or families 
or to an organization acting as a conduit for 
sales or conveyances to such persons or fami- 
lies. 

“(d) REPLACEMENT UNITS.—Notwithstand- 
ing any other provision of law, replacement 
housing units for public housing units de- 
molished in accordance with this section 
may be built on the original public housing 
location or in the same neighborhood as the 
original public housing location if the num- 
ber of such replacement units is fewer than 
the number of units demolished.’’. 

(b) HOMEOWNERSHIP REPLACEMENT PLAN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 304(g) of the Unit- 
ed States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437aaa-3(g)), as amended by section 1002(b) 
of the Emergency Supplemental Appropria- 
tions for Additional Disaster Assistance, for 
Anti-terrorism Initiatives, for Assistance in 
the Recovery from the Tragedy that Oc- 
curred At Oklahoma City, and Rescissions 
Act, 1995, is amended to read as follows: 

(8) [Reserved.]"’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE—The amendment 
made by paragraph (1) shall be effective for 


September 19, 1995 


plans for the demolition, disposition, or con- 
version to homeownerhsip of public housing 
арақ by the Secretary after September 

(c) UNIFORM RELOCATION AND REAL PROP- 
ERTY ACQUISITION ACT.—The Uniform Reloca- 
tion and Real Property Acquisition Act shall 
not apply to activities under section 18 of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937, as 
amended by this section. 


SEC. 116. REPEAL OF FAMILY INVESTMENT CEN- 
TERS; VOUCHERS FOR PUBLIC 
HOUSING. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 22 of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437t) is 
amended to read as follows: 


“SEC, 22. VOUCHERS FOR PUBLIC HOUSING. 


(a) IN GENERAL.— 

“(1) AUTHORIZATION.—A public housing 
agency may convert any public housing 
project (or portion thereof) owned and oper- 
ated by the public housing agency to a sys- 
tem of tenant-based assistance in accordance 
with this section. 

“(2) REQUIREMENTS,—In making a conver- 
sion under this section, the public housing 
agency shall develop a conversion plan and 
an assessment under subsection (b) in con- 
sultation with the appropriate public hous- 
ing officials and residents, which plan and 
assessment shall be consistent with and part 
of the public housing agency plan submitted 
under section 5A, and shall describe the con- 
version and future use or disposition of the 
public housing project, including an impact 
analysis on the affected community. 

„b) CONVERSION ASSESSMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of the Public 
Housing Reform and Empowerment Act of 
1995, each public housing agency shall assess 
the status of each public housing project 
owned and operated by that public housing 
agency and shall submit to the Secretary a 
report that includes— 

„) a cost analysis of the public housing 
project, including costs attributable to the 
physical condition, modernization needs, op- 
erating costs, and market value (both before 
and after rehabilitation) of the project; 

(B) a market analysis of the public hous- 
ing project, including an evaluation of the 
availability of rental dwelling units at or 
below the fair market rent in the market 
area in which the public housing project is 
located; and 

“(С) the impact of the conversion on the 
neighborhood in which the public housing 
project is located. 

“(2) STREAMLINED ASSESSMENT.—The Sec- 
retary may waive or otherwise require a 
streamlined assessment at the request of the 
public housing agency. 

“(с) COST OF CONVERSION.—The cost of any 
conversion under this section shall be pay- 
able from funds made available from the 
Capital Fund and the Operating Fund estab- 
lished under section 9 attributable to the 
converted public housing and any additional 
funds made available by the Secretary or in 
an appropriations Act.“. 

(b) SAVINGS PROVISION.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) does not affect any 
contract or other agreement entered into 
under section 23 of the United States Hous- 
ing Act of 1937, as that section existed on the 
day before the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 117, REPEAL OF FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY; 

HOMEOWNERSHIP OPPORTUNITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 23 of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C.1437u) is 
amended to read as follows: 
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“БЕС. 23. PUBLIC HOUSING HOMEOWNERSHIP OP- 
PORTUNITIES. 


“(а) ІМ GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, a public housing 
agency may sell low-income dwelling units, 
to the low-income residents of the public 
housing agency, to other low-income persons 
or families, or to organizations serving as 
conduits for sales to such persons. 

„b) SALE PRICES, TERMS AND CONDITIONS.— 
Any sales under subsection (a) may involve 
such sales prices, terms, and conditions as 
the public housing agency may determine in 
accordance with procedures set forth in the 
public housing agency plan of the public 
housing agency submitted under section 5А. 

“(с) PROTECTION ОҒ NONPURCHASING FAMI- 
LIES.—If a tenant decides not to purchase a 
unit, or is not qualified to do so, the public 
housing agency shall— 

“(1) ensure that rental assistance under 
section 8 is made available to the tenant; 
and 

2) provide for the payment of the reason- 
able relocation expenses of the tenant. 

“(4) МЕТ PROCEEDS.—The net proceeds of 
any sales under this section remaining after 
payment of all costs of the sale and any 
unassumed, unpaid indebtedness owed in 
connection with the dwelling units sold un- 
less waived by the Secretary, shall be used 
for purposes relating to low-income housing 
and in accordance with the public housing 
agency plan of the public housing agency 
submitted under section 5А.”. 

(b) SAVINGS PROVISION.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) does not affect any 
contract or other agreement entered into 
under section 23 of the United States Hous- 
ing Act of 1937, as that section existed on the 
day before the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 118. CONVERSION OF DISTRESSED PUBLIC 

HOUSING TO VOUCHERS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Title I of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new section: 

“SEC. 28. CONVERSION OF DISTRESSED PUBLIC 
HOUSING TO VOUCHERS. 

“(а) IDENTIFICATION OF UNITS.—Each public 
housing agency shall identify any public 
housing developments— 

(J) that are on the same or contiguous 
sites; 

“(2) that total more than— 

CA) 600 dwelling units; or 

„B) in the case of high-rise family build- 
ings or substantially vacant buildings, 300 
dwelling units; 

“(3) that have a vacancy rate of at least 10 
percent for dwelling units not in funded, on- 
schedule modernization programs; 

“(4) identified as distressed housing that 
the public housing agency cannot assure the 
long-term viability as public housing 
through density reduction, achievement of a 
broader range of household income, or other 
measures; and 

(5) for which the estimated cost of contin- 
ued operation and modernization of the de- 
velopments as public housing exceeds the 
cost of providing tenant-based assistance 
under section 8 for all families in occupancy. 

(b) CONSULTATION.—Each public housing 
agency shall consult with the applicable pub- 
lic housing tenants and the unit of general 
local government in identifying any public 
housing under subsection (a). 

“(с) REMOVAL OF UNITS FROM THE INVEN- 
TORIES OF PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCIES.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Each public housing 
agency shall develop a plan in conjunction 
with the Secretary for the removal of public 
housing units identified under subsection (a), 


over a period of not more than 5 years, from 
the inventory of the public housing agency 
and the annual contributions contract. The 
plan shall be approved as part of the public 
housing agency plan under section 5A and by 
the relevant local official as consistent with 
the Comprehensive Housing Affordability 
Strategy under title I of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1992, includ- 
ing a description of any disposition and dem- 
olition plan for the public housing units. 

“(2) EXTENSIONS.—The Secretary may ex- 
tend the deadline in paragraph (1) by not 
more than 5 years if the Secretary makes a 
determination that the deadline is imprac- 
ticable. 

(3) DEMOLITION AND DISPOSITION.—To the 
extent approved in advance in an appropria- 
tions Act, the Secretary may establish re- 
quirements and provide funding under the 
Urban Revitalization Demonstration pro- 
gram for demolition and disposition of public 
housing under this section. 

“(4) CONVERSION TO TENANT-BASED ASSIST- 
АКСЕ.- 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make authority available to a public housing 
agency to provide tenant-based assistance 
pursuant to section 8 to families residing in 
any development that is removed from the 
inventory of the public housing agency and 
the annual contributions contract pursuant 
to subsection (b). 

“(2) CONVERSION PLANS.—Each conversion 
plan under subsection (c) shall— 

“(A) require the agency to notify families 
residing in the development, consistent with 
any guidelines issued by the Secretary gov- 
erning such notifications, that the develop- 
ment shall be removed from the inventory of 
the public housing agency and the families 
shall receive tenant-based or project-based 
assistance, and to provide any necessary 
counseling for families; and 

“(В) ensure that all tenants affected by a 
determination under this section that a de- 
velopment shall be removed from the inven- 
tory of a public housing agency shall be of- 
fered tenant-based or project-based assist- 
ance and shall be relocated to other decent, 
safe, and affordable housing that is, to the 
maximum extent practicable, housing of 
their choice. 

(е) ADMINISTRATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may re- 
quire a public housing agency to provide 
such information as the Secretary considers 
necessary for the administration of this sec- 
tion. 

“(2) APPLICABILITY OF SECTION 18.—SECTION 
18 DOES NOT APPLY TO THE DEMOLITION OF DE- 
VELOPMENTS REMOVED FROM THE INVENTORY 
OF THE PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCY UNDER THIS 
ЗЕСТІОМ.". 

SEC. 119. APPLICABILITY TO INDIAN HOUSING. 

In accordance with section 201(b)(2) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, except as 
otherwise provided in this Act, this title and 
the amendments made by this title shall 
apply to public housing developed or oper- 
ated pursuant to a contract between the Sec- 
retary and an Indian housing authority, as 
such term is defined in section 3(b) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937. 

TITLE II—SECTION 8 RENTAL ASSISTANCE 
SEC. 201. MERGER OF THE CERTIFICATE AND 
VOUCHER PROGRAMS, 

Section 8(0) of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f(0)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

o) VOUCHER PROGRAM.— 

“(1) PAYMENT STANDARD.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may pro- 
vide assistance to public housing agencies 
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for tenant-based assistance using a payment 
standard established in accordance with sub- 
paragraph (B). The payment standard shall 
be used to determine the monthly assistance 
that may be paid for any family, as provided 
in paragraph (2). 

“(B) ESTABLISHMENT OF PAYMENT STAND- 
ARD.—The payment standard shall not ex- 
ceed 120 percent of the fair market rental es- 
tablished under subsection (c) and shall be 
not less than 80 percent of that fair market 
rental. 

“(С) SET-ASIDE.—The Secretary may set 
aside not more than 5 percent of the budget 
authority available under this subsection as 
an adjustment pool. The Secretary shall use 
amounts in the adjustment pool to make ad- 
justed payments to public housing agencies 
under subparagraph (A), to ensure continued 
affordability, if the Secretary determines 
that additional assistance for such purpose is 
necessary, based on documentation submit- 
ted by a public housing agency. 

D) APPROVAL.—The public housing agen- 
cy shall submit the payment standard of the 
public housing agency as part of the public 
housing agency plan submitted under section 
5A. 

“(Е) REVIEW.—The Secretary shall monitor 
rent burdens and review any payment stand- 
ard that results in a significant percentage 
of the families occupying units of any size 
paying more than 30 percent of adjusted in- 
come for rent. The Secretary shall require 
each public housing agency to modify the 
payment standard based on the results of 
such review. 

(2) AMOUNT OF MONTHLY ASSISTANCE PAY- 
MENT.— 

“(A) FAMILIES RECEIVING TENANT-BASED AS- 
SISTANCE; RENT DOES NOT EXCEED PAYMENT 
STANDARD.—For a family receiving tenant- 
based assistance under this title, if the rent 
for that family (including the amount al- 
lowed for tenant-paid utilities) does not ex- 
ceed the payment standard established under 
paragraph (1), the monthly assistance pay- 
ment to that family shall be equal to the 
amount by which the rent exceeds the great- 
est of the following amounts, rounded to the 
nearest dollar; 

“(1) Thirty percent of the monthly ad- 
justed income of the family. 

(i) Ten percent of the monthly income of 
the family. 

“(ili) If the family is receiving payments 
for welfare assistance from a public agency 
and a part of such payments, adjusted in ac- 
cordance with the actual housing costs of 
the family, is specifically designated by such 
agency to meet the housing costs of the fam- 
ily, the portion of such payments that is so 
designated. 

(B) FAMILIES RECEIVING TENANT-BASED AS- 
SISTANCE; RENT EXCEEDS PAYMENT STAND- 
ARD.—For a family receiving tenant-based 
assistance under this title, if the rent for 
that family (including the amount allowed 
for tenant-paid utilities) exceeds the pay- 
ment standard established under paragraph 
(1), the monthly assistance payment to that 
family shall be equal to the amount by 
which the applicable payment standard ex- 
ceeds the greatest of the following amounts, 
rounded to the nearest dollar: 

а) Thirty percent of the monthly ad- 
justed income of the family. 

“(ii) Ten percent of the monthly income of 
the family. 

„(iii) If the family is receiving payments 
for welfare assistance from a public agency 
and a part of such payments, adjusted in ac- 
cordance with the actual housing costs of 
the family, is specifically designated by such 
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agency to meet the housing costs of the fam- 
ily, the portion of such payments that is so 
designated. 

*(С) FAMILIES RECEIVING PROJECT-BASED AS- 
SISTANCE.—For a family receiving project- 
based assistance under this title, the rent 
that the family is required to pay shall be 
determined in accordance with section 
3(a)(1), and the amount of the housing assist- 
ance payment shall be determined in accord- 
ance with subsection (c)(3) of this section. 

'(3) FORTY PERCENT LIMIT.—At the time at 
which a family initially receives tenant- 
based assistance under this title with respect 
to any dwelling unit, the total amount that 
a family may be required to pay for rent may 
not exceed 40 percent of the monthly ad- 
justed income of the family. 

(4) ELIGIBLE FAMILIES.—At the time at 
which a family initially receives assistance 
under this subsection, a family shall qualify 
as— 

() a very low-income family; 

B) а family previously assisted under 
this title; 

(O) a low-income family that meets eligi- 
bility criteria specified by the public housing 
agency: 

„D) а family that qualifies to receive а 

„Voucher in connection with a homeownership 
program approved under title IV of the Cran- 
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing 
Act; or 

“(Е) a family that qualifies to receive a 
voucher under section 223 or 226 of the Low- 
Income Housing Preservation and Resident 
Homeownership Act of 1990. 

(5) ANNUAL REVIEW OF FAMILY ІМСОМЕ.- 
Each public housing agency shall, not less 
frequently than annually, conduct a review 
of the family income of each family receiv- 
ing assistance under this subsection. 

“(6) SELECTION ОҒ FAMILIES.— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—Each public housing 
agency may establish local preferences con- 
sistent with its public housing agency plan 
submitted under section 5A. 

‘(B) EVICTION FOR DRUG-RELATED ACTIV- 
ІТҮ.--Апу individual ог family evicted from 
housing assisted under this subsection by 
reason of drug-related criminal activity (as 
defined in subsection (f)(5)) shall not be eligi- 
ble for housing assistance under this title 
during the 3-year period beginning on the 
date of such eviction, unless the evicted ten- 
ant successfully completes a rehabilitation 
program approved by the public housing 
agency (which shall include waiver for any 
member of the family of an individual pro- 
hibited from receiving assistance under this 
title whom the public housing agency deter- 
mines clearly did not participate in and had 
no knowledge of such criminal activity, or if 
the circumstances leading to the eviction no 
longer exist). 

“(С) SELECTION OF TENANTS.—The selection 
of tenants shall be made by the owner of the 
dwelling unit, subject to the annual con- 
tributions contract between the Secretary 
and the public housing agency. 

“(7) LEASE.—Each housing assistance рау- 
ment contract entered into by the public 
housing agency and the owner of a dwelling 
unit shall provide that— 

“(А) the screening and selection of house- 
holds for such units shall be the function of 
the owner; 

“(B) the lease between the tenant and the 
owner shall be for a term of not less than 1 
year, except that the public housing agency 
may approve a shorter term for an initial 
lease between the tenant and the dwelling 
unit owner if the public housing agency de- 
termines that such shorter term would im- 
prove housing opportunities for the tenant; 
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“(С) except as otherwise provided by the 
public housing agency, may provide for a ter- 
mination of the tenancy of a resident as- 
sisted under this subsection after 1 year; 

р) the dwelling unit owner shall offer 
leases to tenants assisted under this sub- 
section that are— 

“(4) іп a standard form used in the locality 
by the dwelling unit owner; and 

(ii) contain terms and conditions that 

(J) are consistent with State and local 
law; and 

“(П) apply generally to tenants in the 
property who are not assisted under this sec- 
tion; 

“(Е) the dwelling unit owner may not ter- 
minate the tenancy of any person assisted 
under this subsection during the term of a 
lease that meets the requirements of this 
section unless the owner determines, on the 
same basis and in the same manner as would 
apply to a tenant in the property who does 
not receive assistance under this subsection, 
that— 

(i) the tenant has committed a serious 
violation of the terms and conditions of the 
lease; 

(1) the tenant has violated applicable 
Federal, State, or local law; or 

(ui) other good cause for termination of 
the tenancy exists; and 

“(Е) any termination of tenancy under this 
subsection shall be preceded by the provision 
of written notice by the owner to the tenant 
specifying the grounds for such action, and 
any relief shall be consistent with applicable 
State and local law. 

“(8) INSPECTION OF UNITS BY PUBLIC HOUSING 
AGENCIES.— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—Except as provided іп 
subparagraph (B), for each dwelling unit for 
which a housing assistance payment con- 
tract is established under this subsection, 
the public housing agency shall— 

“(i) inspect the unit before any assistance 
payment is made to determine whether the 
dwelling unit meets housing quality stand- 
ards for decent and safe housing estab- 
lished— 

“(І) by the Secretary for purposes of this 
subsection; or 

I by local housing codes that exceed 
housing quality standards or by housing 
agency-designed codes that exceed housing 
quality standards; and 

(i) make periodic inspections during the 
contract term. 

“(В) LEASING OF UNITS OWNED BY PUBLIC 
HOUSING AGENCY.—If an eligible household as- 
sisted under this subsection leases a dwelling 
unit that is owned by a public housing agen- 
cy administering assistance under this sub- 
section, the Secretary shall require the unit 
of general local government, or another en- 
tity approved by the Secretary, to make in- 
spections and rent determinations аз re- 
quired by this paragraph. 

“(9) EXPEDITED INSPECTION PROCEDURES.— 
The Secretary shall establish a demonstra- 
tion project to identify efficient procedures 
to determine whether units meet housing 
quality standards for decent and safe hous- 
ing established by the Secretary. The dem- 
onstration project shall include the develop- 
ment of procedures to be followed in any 
case in which a family receiving tenant- 
based assistance under this subsection is 
moving into a dwelling unit, or in which a 
family notifies the Secretary that a dwelling 
unit in which they no longer live fails to 
meet housing quality standards. The Sec- 
retary shall also establish procedures for the 
expedited repair and inspection of units that 
do not meet housing quality standards. 
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“(10) VACATED UNITS.—If a family vacates a 
dwelling unit, no assistance payment may be 
made under this subsection for the dwelling 
unit after the month during which the unit 
was vacated. 

“(11) RENT.— 

“(А) REASONABLE MARKET RENT.—The rent 
for dwelling units for which a housing assist- 
ance payment contract is established under 
this subsection shall be reasonable in com- 
parison with rents charged for comparable 
dwelling units in the private, unassisted, 
local market. 

“(В) NEGOTIATED RENT.—A public housing 
agency shall, at the request of a family re- 
ceiving tenant-based assistance under this 
subsection, assist such family in negotiating 
а reasonable rent with a dwelling unit 
owner. A public housing agency shall review 
the rent for a unit under consideration by 
the family (and all rent increases for units 
under lease by the family) to determine 
whether the rent (or rent increase) requested 
by the owner is reasonable. If a public hous- 
ing agency determines that the rent (or rent 
increase) for a dwelling unit is not reason- 
able, the public housing agency shall not 
make housing assistance payments to the 
owner under this subsection with respect to 
such unit. 

“(C) UNITS EXEMPT FROM LOCAL RENT CON- 
TROL.—If a dwelling unit for which a housing 
assistance payment contract is established 
under this subsection is exempt from local 
rent control provisions during the term of 
such contract, the rent for such unit shall be 
reasonable in comparison with other units in 
the market area that are exempt from local 
rent control provisions. 

„D) TIMELY PAYMENTS.—Each public hous- 
ing agency shall make timely payment of 
any amounts due to a dwelling unit owner 
under this subsection. The housing assist- 
ance payment contract between the owner 
and the public housing agency may provide 
for penalties for the late payment of 
amounts due under the contract, which shall 
be imposed on the public housing agency in 
accordance with generally accepted practices 
in the local housing market. 

„E) PENALTIES.—Unless otherwise author- 
ized by the Secretary, each public housing 
agency shall pay any penalties from adminis- 
trative fees collected by the public housing 
agency. 

(12) MANUFACTURED HOUSING.— 

H(A) IN GENERAL.—A public housing agency 
may make assistance payments in accord- 
ance with this subsection on behalf of a fam- 
ily that utilizes a manufactured home as its 
principal place of residence. Such payments 
may be made for the rental of the real prop- 
erty on which the manufactured home owned 
by any such family is located. 

(B) RENT CALCULATION.— 

“(i) CHARGES INCLUDED.—For assistance 
pursuant to this paragraph, the rent for the 
space on which a manufactured home is lo- 
cated and with respect to which assistance 
payments are to be made shall include main- 
tenance and management charges and ten- 
ant-paid utilities. 

“(і) PAYMENT STANDARD.—The public 
housing agency shall establish a payment 
standard for the purpose of determining the 
monthly assistance that may be paid for any 
family under this paragraph. The payment 
standard may not exceed an amount ap- 
proved or established by the Secretary. 

(iii) MONTHLY ASSISTANCE PAYMENT.—The 
monthly assistance payment under this 
paragraph shall be determined in accordance 
with paragraph (2). 

(13) CONTRACT FOR ASSISTANCE PAY- 
MENTS.— 
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“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—If the Secretary enters 
into an annual contributions contract under 
this subsection with a public housing agency 
pursuant to which the public housing agency 
will enter into a housing assistance payment 
contract with respect to an existing struc- 
ture under this subsection, the housing as- 
sistance payment contract may not be at- 
tached to the structure unless the owner 
agrees to rehabilitate or newly construct the 
structure other than with assistance under 
this Act, and otherwise complies with the re- 
quirements of this section. The public hous- 
ing agency may approve a housing assistance 
payment contract for such structures for not 
more than 15 percent of the funding available 
for tenant-based assistance administered by 
the public housing agency under this section. 

“(В) EXTENSION OF CONTRACT TERM.—In the 
case of a housing assistance payment con- 
tract that applies to a structure under this 
paragraph, a public housing agency shall 
enter into a contract with the owner, contin- 
gent upon the future availability of appro- 
priated funds for the purpose of renewing ex- 
piring contracts for assistance payments, as 
provided in appropriations Acts, to extend 
the term of the underlying housing assist- 
ance payment contract for such period as the 
Secretary determines to be appropriate to 
achieve long-term affordability of the hous- 
ing. The contract shall obligate the owner to 
have such extensions of the underlying hous- 
ing assistance payment contract accepted by 
the owner and the owner's successors in in- 
terest. 

“(С) RENT CALCULATION.—For project-based 
assistance under this paragraph, housing as- 
sistance payment contracts shall establish 
rents and provide for rent adjustments in ac- 
cordance with subsection (c). 

“(14) INAPPLICABILITY TO TENANT-BASED AS- 
SISTANCE.—Subsection (c) does not apply to 
tenant-based assistance under this sub- 
section. 

“(15) HOMEOWNERSHIP OPTION.—A public 
housing agency providing assistance under 
this subsection may, at the option of the 
agency, provide assistance for homeowner- 
ship under subsection (y).“ 

SEC, 202. REPEAL OF FEDERAL PREFERENCES. 

(a) SECTION 8 EXISTING AND MODERATE RE- 
HABILITATION.—Section gd) of the Unit- 
ed States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437f(d)(1)(A)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(А) the selection of tenants shall be the 
function of the owner, subject to the annual 
contributions contract between the Sec- 
retary and the agency, except that with re- 
spect to the certificate and moderate reha- 
bilitation programs only, for the purpose of 
selecting families to be assisted, the public 
housing agency may establish, after public 
notice and an opportunity for public com- 
ment, a written system of preferences for se- 
lection that are not inconsistent with the 
comprehensive housing affordability strat- 
egy under title I of the Cranston-Gonzalez 
National Affordable Housing Асб;”. 

(b) SECTION 8 NEW CONSTRUCTION AND SUB- 
STANTIAL REHABILITATION.— 

(1) REPEAL.—Section 545(c) of the Cran- 
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1437f note) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(с) ГНевегуей.1”. 

(2) PROHIBITION.—Notwithstanding апу 
other provision of law, no Federal tenant se- 
lection preferences shall apply with respect 
to— 

(A) housing constructed or substantially 
rehabilitated pursuant to assistance pro- 
vided under section 8(b)(2) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (as such section 
existed on the day before October 1, 1983); or 
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(B) projects financed under section 202 of 
the Housing Act of 1959 (as such section ex- 
isted on the day before the date of enact- 
ment of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Af- 
fordable Housing Act). 

(c) RENT SUPPLEMENTS.—Section 101(k) of 
the Housing and Urban Development Act of 
1965 (12 U.S.C. 1701s(k)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

(Kk) [Reserved.]"’. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) UNITED STATES HOUSING ACT OF 1937.— 
The United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 
U.S.C. 1437 et seq.) is amended— 

(А) in section 6(0), by striking preference 
rules specified іп” and inserting ‘‘written se- 
lection criteria established pursuant to“; 

(В) in section 7(а)(2), by striking accord- 
ing to the preferences for occupancy under” 
and inserting “іп accordance with the writ- 
ten selection criteria established pursuant 
to"; 

(С) in section Т(аХ3), by striking who 
qualify for preferences for occupancy under“ 
and inserting who meet the written selec- 
tion criteria established pursuant to“; 

(D) in section 8(4хХ2ХА), by striking the 
last sentence; 

(Е) in section 8(4Х2ХН), by striking not- 
withstanding subsection (dei) Ad), ап” and 
inserting “Ап”; 

(F) in section 16(c), in the second sentence, 
by striking “the system of preferences estab- 
lished by the agency pursuant to section 
6(c)(4)(A)(ii)”” and inserting the written se- 
lection criteria established by the public 


housing agency pursuant to section 
(A) and 
(G) in section 24(е)- 


(i) by striking (e) ЕХСЕРТІОМЗ.—" and all 
that follows through “Тһе Secretary тау” 
and inserting the following: 

(e) EXCEPTION TO GENERAL PROGRAM RE- 
QUIREMENTS.—The Secretary тау”; and 

(ii) by striking paragraph (2). 

(2) CRANSTON-GONZALEZ NATIONAL AFFORD- 
ABLE HOUSING ACT.—The Cranston-Gonzalez 
National Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 
12704 et seq.) is amended— 

(A) in section 455(a)(2)(D)(iii), by striking 
“would qualify for a preference under” and 
inserting meet the written selection cri- 
teria established pursuant to”; 

(В) in section 522(f)(6)(B), by striking any 
preferences for such assistance under section 
8(d)(1)(A)(i)”” and inserting the written se- 
lection criteria established pursuant to sec- 
tion 8(d)(1)(A)"’; and 

(3) LOW-INCOME HOUSING PRESERVATION AND 
RESIDENT HOMEOWNERSHIP АСТ OF 1990.--Тһе 
second sentence of section 226(b)(6)(B) of the 
Low-Income Housing Preservation and Resi- 
dent Homeownership Act of 1990 (12 U.S.C. 
4116(5Х6ХВ)) is amended by striking re- 
quirement for giving preferences to certain 
categories of eligible families under” and in- 
serting “written selection criteria estab- 
lished pursuant to“. 

(4) HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
ACT OF 1992.—Section 655 of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1992 (42 
U.S.C. 13615) is amended by striking ‘‘pref- 
erences for occupancy” and all that follows 
before the period at the end and inserting 
“selection criteria established by the owner 
to elderly families according to such written 
selection criteria, and to near-elderly fami- 
lies according to such written selection cri- 
teria, respectively“. 

(5) REFERENCES IN OTHER LAW.—Any ref- 
erence in any Federal law other than any 
provision of any law amended by paragraphs 
(1) through (5) of this subsection or section 
201 to the preferences for assistance under 
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section 6(c)(4)(A)i), AAAI), or 8(0)(3)(B) 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (as 
such sections existed on the day before the 
date of enactment of this Act) shall be con- 
sidered to refer to the written selection cri- 
teria established pursuant to section 
б(сХахА), AAKA), or 8(0)(6)(A), respec- 
tively, of the United States Housing Act of 
1937, as amended by this subsection and sec- 
tion 201 of this Act. 

SEC. 203. PORTABILITY. 

Section 8(г) of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f(r)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking assisted 
under subsection (b) or (o)“ and inserting 
“receiving tenant-based assistance under 
subsection (о)”; 

(2) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) by striking (b) ог”; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: The Secretary may reserve 
amounts available ſor assistance under sub- 
section (o) to compensate public housing 
agencies that issue vouchers to families that 
move into the jurisdiction of the public 
housing agency under portability proce- 
dures.”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 

ph: 

“(5) LEASE VIOLATIONS.—A family may not 
receive a voucher from a public housing 
agency and move to another jurisdiction 
under the tenant-based assistance program if 
the family has moved out of the assisted 
dwelling unit of the family in violation of a 
lease.“ 

SEC. 204. LEASING TO VOUCHER HOLDERS. 

Section 8(t) of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f(t)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(0 [Reserved.]"’. 

SEC. 205. HOMEOWNERSHIP OPTION. 

Section 8(у) of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f(y)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(A), by inserting before 
the semicolon “, or owns or is acquiring 
shares іп a cooperative"; 

(2) in paragraph (1)(B)(i), by inserting be- 
fore the semicolon “апа demonstrates to the 
public housing agency that it has sufficient 
resources for homeownership”; 

(3) by amending paragraph (2) to read as 
follows: 

“(2) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT OF ASSIST- 
ANCE.— 

“(А) MONTHLY EXPENSES DO МОТ EXCEED 
PAYMENT STANDARD.—If the monthly home- 
ownership expenses, as determined in accord- 
ance with requirements established by the 
Secretary, do not exceed the payment stand- 
ard, the monthly assistance payment shall 
be the amount by which the homeownership 
expenses exceed the highest of the following 
amounts, rounded to the nearest dollar: 

“(i) Thirty percent of the monthly ad- 
justed income of the family. 

(ii) Ten percent of the monthly income of 
the family. 

“(ili) If the family is receiving payments 
for welfare assistance from a public agency 
and a part of such payments, adjusted in ac- 
cordance with the actual housing costs of 
the family, is specifically designated by such 
agency to meet the housing costs of the fam- 
ily, the portion of such payments that is so 
designated. 

“(В) MONTHLY EXPENSES EXCEED PAYMENT 
STANDARD.—If the monthly homeownership 
expenses, as determined in accordance with 
requirements established by the Secretary, 
exceed the payment standard, the monthly 
assistance payment shall be the amount by 
which the applicable payment standard ex- 
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ceeds the highest of the following amounts, 
rounded to the nearest dollar: 

а) Thirty percent of the monthly ad- 
justed income of the family. 

(ii) Ten percent of the monthly income of 
the family. 

(i) If the family is receiving payments 
for welfare assistance from a public agency 
and a part of such payments, adjusted in ac- 
cordance with the actual housing costs of 
the family, is specifically designated by such 
agency to meet the housing costs of the fam- 
ily, the portion of such payments that is so 
designated.”’; 

(4) by striking paragraphs (3) and (4); and 

(5) by redesignating paragraphs (5) through 
(8) as paragraphs (3) through (6), respec- 
tively. 

БЕС. 206. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS. 

(a) CONTRACT PROVISIONS AND REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—Section 6(p)(1B) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437d(p)(1)(B)) is amended by striking hold- 
ing certificates and vouchers” and inserting 
“receiving tenant-based assistance“. 

(b) LOWER INCOME HOUSING ASSISTANCE.— 
Section 8 of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking the second 
and third sentences; 

(2) in subsection (b) 

(A) in the section heading, by striking 
“RENTAL CERTIFICATES AND’’; and 

(B) in the first undesignated paragraph— 

(i) by striking The Secretary“ and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—The Secretary"; and 

(ii) by striking the second sentence; 

(3) in subsection (с)— 

(A) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) by striking “(А)”; and 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B); 

(B) in the first sentence of paragraph (4), 
by striking “ог by a family that qualifies to 
receive" and all that follows through “1990”; 

(C) by striking paragraph (5) and redesig- 
nating paragraph (6) as paragraph (5); 

(D) by striking paragraph (7) and redesig- 
nating paragraphs (8) through (10) as para- 
graphs (6) through (8), respectively; 

(E) in paragraph (6), as redesignated, by in- 
serting (other than a contract under sec- 
tion 8(0))" after section“; 

(F) in paragraph (7), as redesignated, by 
striking (but not less than 90 days in the 
case of housing certificates or vouchers 
under subsection (b) or (o))“ and inserting “, 
other than a contract for tenant-based as- 
sistance under this section”; and 

(G) in paragraph (8), as redesignated, by 
striking Secretary“ and inserting con- 
tract administrator“: 

(4) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)(B)(iii), by striking “оп 
or near such premises“; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking the 
third sentence and all that follows through 
the end of the subparagraph; and 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B) and in- 
serting the following: 

(B) (Reserved.]"’; 

(5) in subsection (f)— 

(A) in paragraph (6), by striking “(4х2)” 
and inserting “(оХ11)”; and 

(В) in paragraph (7)- 

(i) by striking (b) ог”; and 

(ii) by inserting before the period the fol- 
lowing: and that provides for the eligible 
family to select suitable housing and to 
move to other suitable housing”; 

(6) by striking subsection (j) and inserting 
the following: 
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Reserved. ]“; 

(7) by striking subsection (n) and inserting 
the following: 

n) [Reserved.]"; 

(8) in subsection (d) 

(A) in the first sentence of paragraph (1), 
by striking “апа housing voucher programs 
under subsections (b) and (о)” and inserting 
“program under this section”; 

(В) in paragraph (2)(A)(i), by striking “апа 
housing voucher programs under subsections 
(b) and (o)“ and inserting program under 
this section”; and 

(С) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking “апа 
housing voucher programs under subsections 
(b) and (o)“ and inserting program under 
this section”; 

(9) in subsection (u), by striking ‘‘certifi- 
cates ог” each place such term appears; and 

(10) in subsection (хХ2), by striking hous- 
ing certificate assistance“ and inserting 
“tenant-based assistance“. 

(с) RENTAL REHABILITATION AND DEVELOP- 
MENT GRANTS.—Section 17(4Х6ХВ) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1987 (42 U.S.C. 
14370(d)(6)(B)) is amended by striking hold- 
ing certificates under“ and inserting re- 
ceiving tenant-based assistance”. 

(d) PUBLIC HOUSING HOMEOWNERSHIP AND 
MANAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES.—Section 
21003) of the United States Housing Act of 
1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f(b)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking “(аб 
the option of the family) a certificate under 
section 8(0)(1) or a housing voucher under 
section 8(о)” and inserting ‘‘tenant-based as- 
sistance under section 8”; and 

(2) by striking the second sentence. 

(е) DOCUMENTATION OF EXCESSIVE RENT 
BURDENS.—Section 550(b) of the Cranston- 
Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1437f note) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking assisted 
under the certificate and voucher programs 
established” and inserting “receiving ten- 
ant-based assistance”; 

(2) in the first sentence of paragraph (2)— 

(A) by striking “, for each of the certifi- 
cate program and the voucher program“ and 
inserting for the tenant-based assistance 
under section 8”; and 

(B) by striking “participating in the pro- 
gram” and inserting receiving tenant-based 
assistance”; and 

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking "assistance 
under the certificate or voucher program“ 
and inserting tenant-based assistance under 
section 8 of the United States Housing Act of 
1937”. 

(f) GRANTS FOR COMMUNITY RESIDENCES AND 
SERVICES.—Section 861(b)(1)(D) of the Cran- 
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing 
Act (42 U.S.C. 12910(b)(1)(D)) is amended by 
striking certificates ог vouchers“ and in- 
serting assistance“. 

(g) SECTION 8 CERTIFICATES AND VOUCH- 
ERS.—Section 931 of the Cranston-Gonzalez 
National Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 
1437c note) is amended by striking ‘‘assist- 
ance under the certificate and voucher pro- 
grams under sections 8(b) and (0) of such 
Act” and inserting tenant-based assistance 
under section 8 of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937”. 

(h) ASSISTANCE FOR DISPLACED TENANTS.— 
Section 223(a) of the Housing and Commu- 
nity Development Act of 1987 (12 U.S.C. 
4113(а)) is amended by striking assistance 
under the certificate and voucher programs 
under sections 8(b) and 8(о)” and inserting 
“tenant-based assistance under section 8”. 

(i) RURAL HOUSING PRESERVATION 
GRANTS.—Section 533(а) of the Housing Act 
of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1490m(a)) is amended in the 
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second sentence by striking ‘assistance pay- 
ments as provided by section 8(о)” and іп- 
serting tenant-based assistance as provided 
under section В”, 

(j) REPEAL OF MOVING TO OPPORTUNITIES 
For FAIR HOUSING DEMONSTRATION.—Section 
152 of the Housing and Community Develop- 
ment Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 1437f note) is re- 
pealed. 

(К) PREFERENCES FOR ELDERLY FAMILIES 
AND PERSONS.—Section 655 of the Housing 
and Community Development Act of 1992 (42 
U.S.C. 13615) is amended by striking “the 
first sentence of section 8(оХЗХВ)” and in- 
serting section 8(0)(6)(A)’’. 

(1) ASSISTANCE FOR TROUBLED MULTIFAMILY 
HOUSING PROJECTS.—Section 201(m)(2)(A) of 
the Housing and Community Development 
Amendments of 1978 (12 U.S.C. 1715z- 
la(m)(2)(A)) is amended by striking section 
8001)" and inserting section 8”. 

(m) MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSITION OF MUL- 
TIFAMILY HOUSING PROJECTS.—Section 
203(g)(2) of the Housing and Community De- 
velopment Amendments of 1978 (12 U.S.C. 
1701z-11(g)(2)), as amended by section 101(b) 
of the Multifamily Housing Property Dis- 
position Reform Act of 1994, is amended by 
striking **8(0)(3)(B)” and inserting 
**8(0)(6)(A)””. 

SEC. 207. IMPLEMENTATION. 

In accordance with the negotiated rule- 
making procedures set forth in subchapter 
ІП of chapter 5 of title 5, United States Code, 
the Secretary shall issue such regulations as 
may be necessary to implement the amend- 
ments made by this title after notice and op- 
portunity for public comment. 

SEC, 208. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 
this title shall become effective not later 
than 1 year after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(b) CONVERSION ASSISTANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may pro- 
vide for the conversion of assistance under 
the certificate and voucher programs under 
subsections (b) and (о) of section 8 of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, as such 
sections existed before the effective date of 
the amendments made by this title, to the 
voucher program established by the amend- 
ments made by this title. 

(2) CONTINUED APPLICABILITY.—The Sec- 
retary may apply the provisions of the Unit- 
ed States Housing Act of 1937, or any other 
provision of law amended by this title, as 
such provisions existed on the day before the 
effective date of the amendments made by 
this title, to assistance obligated by the Sec- 
retary before such effective date for the cer- 
tificate or voucher program under section 8 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937, if 
the Secretary determines that such action is 
necessary for simplification of program ad- 
ministration, avoidance of hardship, or other 
good cause. 

TITLE II-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
БЕС. 301. PUBLIC HOUSING FLEXIBILITY IN THE 
CHAS. 

Section 105(b) of the Cranston-Gonzalez 
National Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 
12705(b)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating the second paragraph 
designated as paragraph (17) (as added by 
section 681(2) of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1992) as paragraph (20); 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (17) (as 
added by section 220(b)(3) of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1992) as 
paragraph (19); 

(3) by redesignating the second paragraph 
designated as paragraph (16) (as added by 
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section 220(c)(1) of the Housing and Commu- 
nity Development Act of 1992) as paragraph 
(18); 

(J) in paragraph (16)- 

(A) by striking the period at the end; and 

(В) by striking “(16)” and inserting “(17)”; 

(5) by redesignating paragraphs (11) 
through (15) as paragraphs (12) through (16), 
respectively; and- 

(6) by inserting after paragraph (10) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

“(11) describe how the jurisdiction's plan 
will help address the needs of public housing 
and coordinate with the local public housing 


agency plan under section 5A of the United 


States Housing Act of 1937;”. 
БЕС. 302. PUBLIC HOUSING FLEXIBILITY IN THE 
HOME PROGRAM. 

Section 212(d) of the Cranston-Gonzalez 
National Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 
12742) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by adding “ог” at the 
end; 

(2) by striking paragraphs (4) and (5); and 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (6) as рага- 
graph (4). 

SEC. 303. REPEAL OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS. 

(а) MAXIMUM ANNUAL LIMITATION ON RENT 
INCREASES RESULTING FROM EMPLOYMENT.— 

(1) REPEAL,—Section 957 of the Cranston- 
Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act 
(42 U.S.C. 12714) is repealed. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE—The amendment 
made by paragraph (1) shall be deemed to 
have the same effective date as section 957 of 
the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable 
Housing Act. 

(b) ECONOMIC INDEPENDENCE.— 

(1) REPEAL.—Section 923 of the Housing 
and Community Development Act of 1992 (42 
U.S.C. 12714 note) is repealed. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by paragraph (1) shall be deemed to 
have the same effective date as section 923 of 
the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1992. 

SEC, 304. DETERMINATION OF INCOME LIMITS. 

(а) IN GENERAL.—Section 3(0)(2) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437a(b)(2)) is amended— 

(1) in the fourth sentence— 

(A) by striking “County” and inserting 
“and Rockland Counties"; and 

(В) by inserting each“ before “such coun- 
бу”; and 

(2) in the fifth sentence, by striking “Сойп- 
бу” each place such term appears and insert- 
ing and Rockland Counties”. 

(b) REGULATIONS.—Not later than the expi- 
ration of the 90-day period beginning on the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall issue regulations implementing 
the amendments made by subsection (a). 
PUBLIC HOUSING REFORM AND RESIDENT 

EMPOWERMENT ACT—SUMMARY OF KEY PRO- 

VISIONS 

FINDINGS 


Recognizes the Federal government’s lim- 
ited capacity and expertise to manage and 
oversee 3,400 public housing agencies nation- 
wide. Acknowledges the concentration of the 
very poor in very poor neighborhoods, dis- 
incentives for economic self-sufficiency, and 
lack of resident choice have been the unin- 
tended consequences resulting from Federal 
micromanagement of housing programs in 
the past. 

PURPOSE 


To reform the public housing system by 
consolidating programs, streamlining pro- 
gram requirements, and providing maximum 
flexibility and discretion to public housing 
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authorities (PHAs) who perform well with 
strict accountability to residents and local- 
ities, and to address the problems of housing 
authorities with severe management defi- 
ciencies. 

BASIC PROVISIONS 


Program consolidation.—Consolidates pub- 
lic housing programs into two flexible block 
grants—one for operating expenses and one 
for capital needs. Requires HUD to establish 
new formulas through negotiated rule- 
making. 

Elimination of obsolete regulations.— 
Eliminates all current HUD rules, regula- 
tions, handbooks, and notices pertaining to 
the 1937 Housing Act one year after enact- 
ment; requires HUD to propose new regula- 
tions necessary to carry out revised Act 
within 6 months. 

Public housing agency plan [PHAP].—As a 
condition for funding, requires each PHA to 
submit annually a written agency plan to 
HUD, developed with an advisory board made 
up of residents and members of the commu- 
nity. The plan is intended to serve as an op- 
erating, management and planning tool for 
PHAs. The plan would include: a description 
of the PHA’s uses for operating and capital 
funds; a description of the PHA's manage- 
ment policies; procedures relating to eligi- 
bility, selection, and admission; and policies 
involving marketing, rents, security, and 
tenant empowerment activities. 

Vouchering out of public housing.—Allows 
PHAs to convert any public housing develop- 
ment to a tenant-based or “voucher” system, 
but requires the vouchering out of all se- 
verely distressed public housing. Requires 
each PHA to assess all public housing for the 
purpose of vouchering out by performing a 
cost and market analysis and an impact 
analysis on the affected community. 

Choice and opportunity for residents.— 
Provides families with vouchers and the free- 
dom to move out of housing projects that are 
in deplorable, unlivable condition. Involves 
residents in the process of developing a PHA 
plan that is responsive to their needs. Pro- 
vides funds for resident organizations to de- 
velop resident management and 
empowerment activities. 

Federal preferences.—Repeals Federal pref- 
erences and allows PHAs to operate accord- 
ing to locally established preferences con- 
sistent with local housing needs. 

Income targeting and eligibility —Allows 
PHAs to serve families with incomes up to 80 
percent of median income, except that at 
least 40 percent of the units must be reserved 
for families whose income does not exceed 30 
percent of the area median. 

Rent flexibility.—Allows high performing 
PHAs to establish rents with protections for 
very low income families (families with in- 
comes below 30 percent of the area median 
would not have to pay more than 30 percent 
of their income for rent, except that a PHA 
could charge a minimum rent up to $30 per 
month). Encourages PHAs to develop rental 
policies that encourage and reward employ- 
ment and upward mobility. 

Ceiling rents.—Allows PHAs to set ceiling 
rents that reflect the reasonable rental value 
of units in order to remove the disincentive 
for residents to work or seek higher paying 
jobs where rents are based on a percentage of 
income. 

Minimum rents.—Allows PHAs to set a 
minimum rent for both Section 8 and public 
housing units, not to exceed $30 per month. 

Income adjustments.—Allows a PHA to 
disregard certain income in calculating rents 
to take away the disincentive for tenants to 
work and earn higher incomes. 
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Troubled PHAs.—Requires HUD to take 
over or appoint a receiver for PHAs that are 
in substantial default within one year of en- 
actment. Expands HUD’s powers for dealing 
with troubled PHAs by allowing it to break 
up troubled agencies into one or more agen- 
cies, abrogate contracts that impede correc- 
tion of the agency's default, and demolish 
and dispose of a PHA’s assets. 

Demolition and disposition—Repeals the 
one-for-one replacement requirement and 
streamlines the demolition and disposition 
process to permit PHAs to dispose of vacant 
or obsolete housing. 

Criminal activity.—Strengthens the abil- 
ity of PHAs to evict residents for drug-relat- 
ed criminal activity; denies housing assist- 
ance to residents evicted for drug-related ac- 
tivities for up to three years; and provides 
PHAs with greater access to the criminal 
conviction records of adult applicants and 
residents. 

Consortia and joint ventures.—Allows 
PHAs to form a consortium with other 
PHAs, form and operate wholly-owned or 
controlled subsidiaries, or enter into joint 
ventures, partnerships or other business ar- 
rangements to administer housing programs. 

Designated housing for the elderly and dis- 
abled.—Permits PHAs to separate elderly 
and disabled persons by designating specific 
projects or parts of projects for a particular 
population only. 

Work requirements.—Requires residents to 
perform 8 hours of community work per 
month with the exception for the elderly, 
disabled and those working full time. 

Section 8 tenant based assistance.—Merges 
the voucher and certificate program into a 
single voucher program that emphasizes 
lease requirements similar to the market 
place. Repeals requirements that are admin- 
istratively burdensome to landlords, such as 
“take one take all.“ endless lease, federal 
preferences, and ninety-day termination no- 
tice requirements. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
to cosponsor the Public Housing Re- 
form and Empowerment Act of 1995. I 
wish to salute Senators CONNIE MACK 
and KIT BOND for their successful lead- 
ership in the development of this legis- 
lation. Without their guidance and di- 
rection, there would not be a public 
housing reform bill before you today. 
Both Senators are to be commended for 
their strong commitment to improving 
housing conditions in America. 

Mr. President, “Тһе Public Housing 
Reform and Empowerment Act of 1995” 
is an important first step in the 
lengthy process of addressing the hous- 
ing concerns of our nation. It rep- 
resents a significant starting point in 
the passage of long overdue reforms of 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development [HUD]. Given limited 
Federal resources and the need to bal- 
ance the budget within 7 years, Con- 
gress must find more cost-effective 
ways to provide affordable housing. 
This bill represents a concrete step in 
the fulfillment of Congress’ respon- 
sibility to the American taxpayer to 
ensure that every Federal dollar is 
maximized to its greatest potential. 

Substantial input from HUD, public 
housing authorities, tenant associa- 
tions and other interested parties has 
been received and incorporated into 
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this legislation. However, I look for- 
ward to additional examination of this 
bill and further improvement of its 
provisions. 

Mr. President, the Honorable Senator 
from Florida has outlined the provi- 
sions of the bill in great detail. I would 
like to comment on several guiding 
principles of the legislation. First, it 
would reform the public housing sys- 
tem through the devolution of control 
from the Federal Government to the 
public housing authorities and their 
tenants. It would consolidate pro- 
grams, streamline program require- 
ments and provide greatly increased 
flexibility to public housing authori- 
ties. 

The bill also provides incentives to 
facilitate the transition from welfare 
to work and empower public housing 
tenants. This will allow our nation’s 
public housing residents a greater op- 
portunity to achieve economic inde- 
pendence. Furthermore, the bill would 
streamline the demolition and disposi- 
tion process of distressed housing 
projects through the repeal of the one- 
for-one replacement requirement and 
other measures. 

The bill recognizes that public hous- 
ing is most effective when there is a 
viable income mix among its residents. 
Federal preferences would be repealed. 
High performance public housing au- 
thorities would be allowed to establish 
rents with protections provided for 
very low-income families. The Brooke 
Amendment,” which does not allow a 
rent greater than 30 percent of tenant 
income, would be waived in some in- 
stances. I will continue to closely ana- 
lyze the impact, both immediate and 
future, which such a waiver would have 
on the tenants whom we are committed 
to serving. Also, special protections 
should be considered for elderly and 
disabled individuals living on fixed in- 
comes. 

The safety and security of the resi- 
dents of public and assisted housing is 
a paramount objective. To that end, 
the bill would allow public housing au- 
thorities increased access to criminal 
conviction records and permit greater 
flexibility in the eviction of drug 
criminals. Public housing authorities 
depend on drug elimination funding to 
provide police to safeguard law-abiding 
tenants. I will continue to closely ex- 
amine the practical effects of the bill’s 
provision which would fold the drug 
elimination grant program into a block 
grant. 

“The Public Housing Reform and 
Empowerment Act” officially embarks 
us on the reinvention of the Depart- 
ment of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment and the redirection of our Na- 
tion’s housing policy. I would like to 
personally congratulate Senator MACK 
for his initiative and steadfastness in 
producing a public housing reform bill 
which is thoughtful and well-balanced. 
As chairman of the Banking Sub- 
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committee on Housing Opportunity 
and Community Development, he faces 
the strong challenge of reforming the 
Department of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment. I strongly support the Sen- 
ator’s deliberate and measured ap- 
proach to addressing the complex and 
difficult housing issues before us. 

HUD is at a crossroads. HUD’s fiscal 
crisis, poor management, and lack of 
capacity have placed the Department 
in a situation in which it can no longer 
continue with business as usual. HUD 
is expected to do too much and has too 
many varied and competing constitu- 
encies. We must determine which cur- 
rent functions should be transferred to 
other Federal agencies or other levels 
of government and which programs, if 
any, should be preserved within HUD. 

The Banking Committee and its 
Housing Subcommittees will continue 
to evaluate proposals for HUD reorga- 
nization and elimination. Congress will 
seek to thoroughly address a myriad of 
housing issues. 

I would like to acknowledge Senator 
LAUCH FAIRCLOTH, chairman of the 
Banking Subcommittee on HUD Over- 
sight and Structure, for his diligence in 
his oversight role of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development. His 
forthright views on the future of HUD 
effectively serve to widen the debate 
on the Department’s potential for re- 
form. 

Additional legislative initiatives to 
reform HUD will be offered. However, 
reforms must be made with caution 
and careful consideration of budgetary 
and social impacts. Congress must as- 
sess fully the potential ramifications 
of statutory change on State and local 
governments and entities, the capital 
and bond markets, property owners and 
managers, local communities, and pro- 
gram recipients. 

We must remember that the fun- 
damental goal of this process is to ad- 
dress adequately the affordable housing 
and community development needs of 
our citizens in a time of dwindling Fed- 
eral resources. It is imperative that we 
protect our needy poor and working 
class residents whom these programs 
are intended to serve. I believe this bill 
balances the social purpose of public 
and assisted housing programs while 
also responding to Federal fiscal con- 
straints. 

I look forward to working with all 
Members of the Banking Committee on 
a bipartisan basis to ensure the swift 
passage of this important housing ini- 
tiative. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, today, 
Senator MACK, Senator D’AMATO, and I 
are introducing a housing reauthoriza- 
tion bill, the Public Housing Reform 
and Empowerment Act of 1995. 

Over the last several months, I have 
worked with my colleagues on the ap- 
propriating committee where I serve as 
chairman of the VA/HUD Appropria- 
tions Subcommittee, and my fellow 
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members of the housing authorizing 
committee to do something about the 
train wreck that has occurred in public 
housing. Within this context, this pub- 
lic housing reform bill dovetails with 
many of the public housing reforms 
contained in the VA/HUD FY 1996 ap- 
propriations bill and reflects the need 
to provide streamlined programs and 
local responsibility as the most appro- 
priate method to address local housing 
needs. This bill also represents a com- 
plete overhaul of the public housing 
system and a move away from HUD’s 
“one size fits АП” mentality. 

As I discussed on this floor this sum- 
mer, when the rescissions bill was be- 
fore us, HUD not only is a dysfunc- 
tional agency but it has made far too 
many commitments to be able to live 
up to those commitments. HUD has un- 
dertaken advance commitments for 
new housing beyond its ability and ca- 
pacity particularly under these budget 
constraints to fund. 

We have in the rescissions bill taken 
over $6 billion out of the current year’s 
budget authority for Department of 
Housing and Urban Development. In 
the coming fiscal year, our subcommit- 
tee has over $9 billion less for budget 
authority than we do in the current 
year. As a result, the budgetary pres- 
sures are forcing us to reevaluate all 
HUD housing and community develop- 
ment programs, including the public 
housing programs. It is not only the 
budget pressures, Mr. President; it is 
the total lack of foresight in planning 
in HUD that has led us to the situation 
where reforms are vitally needed. 

Any of us who go back to our States 
and talk with people who are in hous- 
ing, who are concerned about providing 
housing for those in need, know that 
reforms are needed. The housing reau- 
thorization bill that I am introducing 
with my colleagues on the Banking 
Committee today goes a long way to- 
wards making the changes in law that 
will enable public housing authorities 
in local jurisdictions to make the deci- 
sions that are so vitally important to 
assure that we continue to supply 
housing to those who are counting on 
it. 

In public housing, frankly, we are 
going to move to two flexible block 
grants, one for operating funds, one for 
capital grants. I emphasize flexibility; 
for example, the operating funds should 
be used by well performing public hous- 
ing authority as that housing author- 
ity wants and needs. Too many times 
in too many areas we have seen HUD 
trying to second-guess the decisions 
made by those who are on-site directly 
responsible to the residents or tenants 
they serve, and the decisions have been 
delayed or denied. There has been an 
inordinate amount of red tape and 
delay, hamstringing the ability of pub- 
lic housing authorities to move for- 
ward. ` 

This block grant system would allow 
PHAs to make the decisions on operat- 
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ing funds. PHAs also would have a sep- 
arate fund for capital grants. This 
would enable them to decide how to 
modernize or rehabilitate public hous- 
ing or, in many instances, demolish un- 
usable and obsolete public housing. 

We also tell housing authorities that 
if they have uninhabitable housing 
units that are not good places to raise 
families, that are unsafe, unclean, 
crime and drug havens, then they 
ought to tear them down and move 
those families out. This to me is a very 
important step for us to clean up our 
communities and provide decent hous- 
ing for the people who depend upon 
publicly assisted housing. 

We think there are tremendous sav- 
ings and tremendously improved serv- 
ices that will come about from getting 
HUD out of the business of microman- 
aging public housing at the local level. 

Now, we believe that good performing 
public housing authorities ought to be 
freed of the day-to-day regulation by 
HUD. We would require that all public 
housing authorities submit a public 
housing agency plan to HUD that tells 
how they are going to serve their ten- 
ants. They would have an advisory 
committee made up of 60 percent of the 
tenants or residents who would work 
with them on the plan, but the housing 
authority would have the final author- 
ity. 

That plan would be submitted to the 
HUD Secretary, and the Secretary 
would have 45 days to disapprove it. If 
it were not disapproved, it would be in 
effect. The only reasons the Secretary 
could disapprove a plan is if it is in- 
complete, does not comply with law, or 
HUD has other information that the 
housing authority is not living up to 
the commitments made in its previous 
plans. So there would be some minimal 
oversight for good performing public 
housing. 

We also make it clear that where 
public housing authorities are not 
doing their job, HUD can then step in 
and provide more extensive oversight, 
and if they are totally failed public 
housing authorities, HUD would be em- 
powered to take over the authorities, 
be able to petition for a receiver and 
take over the management, turn it 
over to a competent manager, either 
private sector, not-for-profit or for- 
profit manager to make sure that the 
people who are in public housing are 
well served. 

I have seen too many instances, as I 
have visited public housing authorities 
around this country, where they are 
not being well served; the residents are 
not being well served because too much 
time, effort and energy is being spent 
on complying with rules, requirements, 
and directives that HUD bureaucrats 
have laid down that make no sense and 
do not serve local needs. 

In addition to the basic structure, we 
get rid of permanently the one-for-one 
hard unit replacement rule on public 
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housing. That has prevented many, 
many housing authorities and commu- 
nities from tearing down outmoded, ob- 
solete and unsafe public housing units. 
Even though there may only be 25 per- 
cent occupancy, the rules that HUD 
has previously operated under say if 
you tear down a dilapidated, unsafe 
housing project, which is only 25 per- 
cent occupied, you have to replace it 
with 100 percent of the units. This re- 
moves the ability to make common 
sense decisions on the demolition and 
disposition of public housing. The Sec- 
retary of HUD has agreed with us, that 
the one-for-one replacement rule needs 
to go. That is essential for our commu- 
nities. 


This legislation would still continue 
to protect the poorest of the poor by 
requiring public housing authorities to 
continue to make 40 percent of all 
units available to families whose in- 
comes do not exceed 30 percent of the 
area median income, and to make all 
other units available to families with 
incomes no greater than 80 percent of 
median. 


This bill also addresses the problem 
of mixed populations in public housing 
where we house both the elderly and 
the young disabled, including drug 
abusers, alcoholics, and people with 
mental disabilities. This has been a sig- 
nificant housing problem and this 
housing legislation would provide local 
flexibility to designate elderly-only 
housing and disabled-only housing, 
subject to strong tenant protections. 
The existing, burdensome HUD require- 
ments have proven to be unacceptable 
and unworkable. 


Finally this bill reforms and consoli- 
dates the section 8 voucher and certifi- 
cate programs into a single voucher 
program which is designed to reduce 
administrative burden and increase the 
acceptability of vouchers in the private 
housing market. 


I think of this bill as part of a down- 
payment on a larger HUD reform which 
I expect will be pursued through appro- 
priations and the Banking Committee. 
I reemphasize that the job is not sim- 
ple; as chairman of the VA/HUD Appro- 
priations Subcommittee and as a mem- 
ber of the Housing Opportunities Sub- 
committee of the Senate Banking Com- 
mittee, I can personally attest to the 
many complexities of HUD programs 
and the need to redirect federal hous- 
ing and community development policy 
from federal micromanagement to 
state and local decisionmaking. 


HUD has become the poster child for 
bad government. Nevertheless, I am 
not recommending that we dismantle 
HUD, but I do suggest that we devolve 
many of НОр'ѕ responsibilities to 
states and localities or other entities 
better able to handle them. 


Mr. President, I see that my time has 
expired. I ask unanimous consent that 
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a letter in support of this measure pre- 
pared by the Missouri National Asso- 
ciation of Housing Officers be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


MISSOURI CHAPTER, NATIONAL ASSO- 
CIATION OF HOUSING AND REDEVEL- 
OPMENT OFFICIALS, 

Jefferson City, MO, September 15, 1995. 
Hon. CHRISTOPHER S. BOND, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BOND: The members of the 
Missouri Chapter of the National Association 
of Housing and Redevelopment Officials 
(NAHRO), representing 250 members of pub- 
lic housing organizations across the state 
today voted to endorse the draft Bond-Mack 
Public Housing Reform and Empowerment 
Act of 1995. 

There is a need for safe, affordable housing 
in every community. Yet public housing au- 
thorities cannot hope to meet the needs of 
their communities in a new era of spending 
limitations without the flexibility to design 
and administer housing programs for their 
own set of challenges. Further, de-emphasiz- 
ing the Housing and Urban Development De- 
partment’s reams of regulations in favor of 
better accountability assessment and incen- 
tives is an idea which is long overdue. 

The Bond-Mack legislation offers a reason- 
able step toward continuing a federal hous- 
ing policy with consistent eligibility guide- 
lines and rent floors, yet allowing the estab- 
lishment of local priorities by providing 
broad flexibility for demolishing and dispos- 
ing of obsolete public housing and simplify- 
ing the procedures for designating elderly 
and disabled public housing. 

Especially important in this difficult budg- 
et time is the Bond-Mack bill's elimination 
of the numerous, restrictive funding cat- 
egories administered by HUD in favor of a 
flexible Operating Fund and Capital Fund 
with part of the Capital Fund available for 
use for Operating Fund projects. The bill 
also consolidates the Section 8 voucher and 
certificate programs into a single voucher 
program, which translates into improved ad- 
ministrative efficiencies. 

Public housing authorities welcome the op- 
portunity to show that we can improve hous- 
ing and streamline bureaucratic regulations 
if given the opportunity. The Bond-Mack bill 
recognizes that only by replacing restrictive 
federal regulations with local flexibility can 
public housing meet the needs of its commu- 
nities in tough budget times, and we appre- 
ciate having had the opportunity to work 
with you and your staff during the drafting 
of the bill. Missouri NAHRO looks forward to 
continuing to work closely with you as the 
legislation continues to develop and move 
toward final passage. 

Sincerely, 
ALLEN POLLOCK, PE, 
President, МО МАНКО. 


By Мг. MOYNIHAN: 

S. 1261. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to prevent the 
avoidance of tax through the use of for- 
eign trusts; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

THE USE OF FOREIGN TRUSTS TO AVOID U.S. 

TAXES 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation designed 
to stem the use of foreign trusts for the 
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avoidance of U.S. taxes. The adminis- 
tration’s fiscal year 1996 budget, which 
contained a series of proposals for 
change in the taxation of income from 
foreign trusts, called attention to this 
problem earlier this year. Since then, I 
have been committed to developing 
practical rules to dramatically im- 
prove tax compliance when foreign 
trusts are used, without unduly bur- 
dening legitimate financial trans- 
actions. The bill I introduce today rep- 
resents a serious attempt to achieve 
that balance. 

It is difficult to estimate precisely 
the magnitude of tax avoidance occur- 
ring through the use of foreign trusts. 
But we have some disturbing evidence. 
Under current law, U.S. taxpayers are 
required to report the assets held in 
foreign trusts that they have estab- 
lished. But the IRS reports that only 
$1.5 billion of foreign trust assets were 
reported in 1993. The estimates of total 
U.S. source funds held abroad in tax 
haven jurisdictions are staggering by 
comparison, in the hundreds of billions. 

In 1989, the New York Times reported 
that financial institutions in the Cay- 
man Islands, Luxembourg, and the Ba- 
hamas had $240 billion, $200 billion, and 
$180 billion, respectively, on deposit 
from the United States. (New York 
Times, October 29, 1989, pg. 10.) More 
recently, Barron’s estimated that a 
total of $440 billion was on deposit in 
the Cayman Islands in 1993, with 60 per- 
cent of that amount—$264 billion— 
coming from the United States. (Bar- 
ron’s, January 4, 1993, pg. 14.) To put 
this in some perspective, Barron’s cal- 
culated that there was more American 
money on deposit in the Cayman Is- 
lands than in all of the commercial 
banks in California. Although only a 
portion of U.S. funds abroad are held in 
foreign trusts, the Treasury Depart- 
ment estimates that tens of billions of 
dollars are held in offshore asset pro- 
tection trusts established by U.S. per- 
sons. 

Undoubtedly motivations behind es- 
tablishing offshore accounts vary, and 
tax advantages may pale in comparison 
to the ability to protect assets from 
U.S. tort or other liabilities. Whatever 
the initial motivation for moving as- 
sets offshore, however, it seems clear 
that a very large portion of the assets 
soon disappear insofar as U.S. tax re- 
porting is concerned. The result is 
rampant tax avoidance. Because tax 
haven jurisdictions typically have 
bank secrecy laws, the IRS is effec- 
tively precluded from uncovering the 
information necessary to enforce our 
tax laws. Tax enforcement is almost 
entirely dependent upon voluntary re- 
porting by taxpayers, and the evidence 
is clear that voluntary compliance in 
this area is lacking. 

Something must be done, and the in- 
tent behind this bill is to end the ease 
with which taxpayers can reduce their 
tax bills by legally or illegally taking 
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advantage of existing foreign trust 
rules. д 

Over the past several months I have 
received extensive comments from 
practitioners and academics concern- 
ing the administration’s original for- 
eign trust proposals and possible alter- 
natives. These comments have been 
very useful. I would like to thank in 
particular the tax section of the New 
York State Bar Association for their 
detailed analysis. A tremendous 
amount of work went into their sub- 
mission, prepared on request and with- 
in a very short period of time. 

The bill I introduce today is substan- 
tially revised from the original admin- 
istration bill—S. 453—to reflect many 
of the comments received. It has been 
developed over the last few months in 
cooperation with my counterpart on 
the Ways and Means Committee, Con- 
gressman GIBBONS, who has been un- 
wavering in his efforts to improve tax 
compliance in the foreign area. I have 
also worked with the Treasury Depart- 
ment to develop rules that adequately 
address the needs for effective tax ad- 
ministration. 

There are a number of aspects to this 
legislation. The provisions designed to 
enable the IRS to obtain better infor- 
mation on foreign trusts are perhaps 
the most significant. The bill would 
substantially strengthen the current 
information reporting rules on trans- 
fers to, and annual operations of, for- 
eign trusts. Among other changes, the 
bill includes new rules designed to lead 
most foreign trusts established by U.S. 
persons to appoint a U.S. agent that 
can provide trust information to the 
IRS. In adcition, the recipients of mon- 
ies from foreign trusts would be re- 
quired to report amounts received. 
Penalties for failure to comply with re- 
porting requirements would be raised 
so that they have genuine deterrent ef- 
fect—as contrasted to the nominal pen- 
alties of current law. 

The bill would also close a number of 
loopholes in the existing grantor trust 
tax rules, a series of rules that specify 
when the existence of a trust will be ig- 
nored for tax purposes because the cre- 
ator of the trust retains sufficient con- 
trol over the assets transferred to be 
appropriately treated as continuing to 
own the assets. For example, a foreign 
person—generally not taxable in the 
United States—transferring assets to a 
trust for the benefit of U.S. persons 
generally would not be treated as the 
tax owner of the assets in the trust un- 
less the trust was fully revocable. In- 
stead, the U.S. beneficiary receiving 
income from the trust would be taxed 
on receipt of that income. 

The ability to manipulate other for- 
eign trust rules also would be curbed. A 
U.S. beneficiary’s use of property of a 
foreign trust would be treated as the 
receipt of a distribution from the trust, 
taxable to the beneficiary. In addition, 
a U.S. beneficiary receiving a distribu- 
tion from a foreign trust’s accumulated 
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income would be charged a market rate 
of interest on taxes due—on a prospec- 
tive basis—rather than the currently 
prescribed 6 percent simple interest. 

Finally, the bill includes rules to pro- 
vide greater certainty as to the classi- 
fication of a trust as foreign or domes- 
tic. Under current law, there is consid- 
erable uncertainty on this issue be- 
cause the determination is based on all 
relevant facts. 

A more comprehensive description of 
the bill, and of the major differences 
between the legislation that I intro- 
duce today and the original adminis- 
tration proposal, has been prepared. I 
ask unanimous consent that this sum- 
mary, together with the bill, be placed 
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

Mr. President, I believe this legisla- 
tion represents a balanced approach to 
the problem of tax avoidance through 
the use of foreign trusts, and a signifi- 
cant improvement over the administra- 
tion’s initial legislative proposal. 
There should be an opportunity to act 
this year to end the use of foreign 
trusts to avoid U.S. taxes. I look for- 
ward to continuing this effort. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill and addi- 
tional material be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1261 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Foreign 
Trust Tax Compliance Act of 1995”, 

SEC. 2. IMPROVED INFORMATION REPORTING ON 
FOREIGN TRUSTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6048 of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to returns 
as to certain foreign trusts) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“SEC. 6048. INFORMATION WITH RESPECT TO 
CERTAIN FOREIGN TRUSTS. 

(a) NOTICE OF CERTAIN EVENTS,— 

“(1) GENERAL RULE.—On or before the 90th 
day (or such later day as the Secretary may 
prescribe) after any reportable event, the re- 
sponsible party shall provide written notice 
of such event to the Secretary in accordance 
with paragraph (2). 

“(2) CONTENTS OF NOTICE.—The notice re- 
quired by paragraph (1) shall contain such 
information as the Secretary may prescribe, 
including— 

(A) the amount of money or other prop- 
erty (if any) transferred to the trust in con- 
nection with the reportable event, and 

) the identity of the trust and of each 
trustee and beneficiary (or class of bene- 
ficiaries) of the trust. 

(3) REPORTABLE EVENT.—For purposes of 
this subsection— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—The term ‘reportable 
event’ means— 

() the creation of any foreign trust by а 
United States person, 

(ii) the transfer of any money or property 
(directly or indirectly) to a foreign trust by 
a United States person, including a transfer 
by reason of death, and 
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„(ii) the death of a citizen or resident of 
the United States if— 

“(1) the decedent was treated as the owner 
of any portion of a foreign trust under the 
rules of subpart E of part I of subchapter J 
of chapter 1, or 

ID) any portion of a foreign trust was in- 
cluded in the gross estate of the decedent. 

(B) EXCEPTIONS.— 

(i) FAIR MARKET VALUE SALES.—Subpara- 
graph (A)(ii) shall not apply to any transfer 
of property to a trust in exchange for consid- 
eration of at least the fair market value of 
the transferred property. For purposes of the 
preceding sentence, consideration other than 
cash shall be taken into account at its fair 
market value and the rules of section 
679(a)(3) shall apply. 

(i PENSION AND CHARITABLE TRUSTS.— 
Subparagraph (A) shall not apply with re- 
spect to a trust which is— 

“(1) described in section 404(a)(4) or 404A, 
or 

(П) determined by the Secretary to be de- 
scribed in section 501(c)(3). 

“(4) RESPONSIBLE PARTY.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘responsible party’ 
means— 

“(А) the grantor in the case of the creation 
of an inter vivos trust, ` 

(B) the transferor іп the case of a report- 
able event described in paragraph (3)(A)(ii) 
other than a transfer by reason of death, and 

“(С) the executor of the decedent's estate 
in any other case. 

„b) UNITED STATES GRANTOR OF FOREIGN 
TRUST.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—If, at any time during 
any taxable year of a United States person, 
such person is treated as the owner of any 
portion of a foreign trust under the rules of 
subpart E of part I of subchapter J of chapter 
1, such person shall be responsible to ensure 
that— 

“(А) such trust makes a return for such 
year which sets forth a full and complete ac- 
counting of all trust activities and oper- 
ations for the year, the name of the United 
States agent for such trust, and such other 
information as the Secretary may prescribe, 
and 

„(B) such trust furnishes such information 
as the Secretary may prescribe to each Unit- 
ed States person (i) who is treated as the 
owner of any portion of such trust or (ii) who 
receives (directly or indirectly) any distribu- 
tion from the trust. 

‘(2) TRUSTS NOT HAVING UNITED STATES 
AGENT.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—If the rules of this sub- 
section apply to any foreign trust, the deter- 
mination of amounts required to be taken 
into account with respect to such trust by a 
United States person under the rules of sub- 
part E of part I of subchapter J of chapter 1 
shall be determined by the Secretary in the 
Secretary's sole discretion from the Sec- 
retary's own knowledge or from such infor- 
mation as the Secretary may obtain through 
testimony or otherwise. 

“(В) UNITED STATES AGENT REQUIRED.—The 
rules of this subsection shall apply to any 
foreign trust to which paragraph (1) applies 
unless such trust agrees (in such manner, 
subject to such conditions, and at such time 
as the Secretary shall prescribe) to authorize 
a United States person to act as such trust's 
limited agent solely for purposes of applying 
sections 7602, 7603, and 7604 with respect to— 

“(і) any request by the Secretary to exam- 
ine records or produce testimony related to 
the proper treatment of amounts required to 
be taken into account under the rules re- 
ferred to in subparagraph (A), or 
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“Gi) any summons by the Secretary for 

such records or testimony. 
The appearance of persons or production of 
records by reason of a United States person 
being such an agent shall not subject such 
persons or records to legal process for any 
purpose other than determining the correct 
treatment under this title of the amounts re- 
quired to be taken into account under the 
rules referred to in subparagraph (A). A for- 
eign trust which appoints an agent described 
in this subparagraph shall not be considered 
to have an office or a permanent establish- 
ment in the United States, or to be engaged 
in a trade or business in the United States, 
solely because of the activities of such agent 
pursuant to this subsection. 

“(С) OTHER RULES TO APPLY.—Rules similar 
to the rules of paragraphs (2) and (4) of sec- 
tion 6038А (е) shall apply for purposes of this 
paragraph. 

“(с) REPORTING BY UNITED STATES BENE- 
FICIARIES OF FOREIGN TRUSTS.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—If any United States per- 
son receives (directly or indirectly) during 
any taxable year of such person any distribu- 
tion from a foreign trust, such person shall 
make a return with respect to such trust for 
such year which includes— 

“(А) the name of such trust, 

„B) the aggregate amount of the distribu- 
tions so received from such trust during such 
taxable year, and 

“(С) such other information as the Sec- 
retary may prescribe. 

“(2) INCLUSION IN INCOME IF RECORDS NOT 
PROVIDED,—If adequate records are not pro- 
vided to the Secretary to determine the 
proper treatment of any distribution from a 
foreign trust, such distribution shall be 
treated as an accumulation distribution in- 
cludible in the gross income of the distribu- 
tee under chapter 1. To the extent provided 
in regulations, the preceding sentence shall 
not apply if the foreign trust elects to be 
subject to rules similar to the rules of sub- 
section (b)(2)(B). 


“(4) SPECIAL RULES.— 

“(1) DETERMINATION OF WHETHER UNITED 
STATES PERSON RECEIVES DISTRIBUTION.—For 
purposes of this section, in determining 
whether a United States person receives a 
distribution from a foreign trust, the fact 
that a portion of such trust is treated as 
owned by another person under the rules of 
subpart E of part I of subchapter J of chapter 
1 shall be disregarded. 

“(2) DOMESTIC TRUSTS WITH FOREIGN ACTIVI- 
TIES.—To the extent provided in regulations, 
a trust which is a United States person shall 
be treated as a foreign trust for purposes of 
this section and section 6677 if such trust has 
substantial activities, or holds substantial 
property, outside the United States. 

(3) TIME AND MANNER OF FILING INFORMA- 
TION.—Any notice or return required under 
this section shall be made at such time and 
in such manner as the Secretary shall pre- 
scribe. 

“(4) MODIFICATION OF RETURN REQUIRE- 
MENTS.—The Secretary is authorized to sus- 
pend or modify any requirement of this sec- 
tion if the Secretary determines that the 
United States has no significant tax interest 
in obtaining the required information.” 

(b) INCREASED PENALTIES.—Section 6677 of 
such Code (relating to failure to file informa- 
tion returns with respect to certain foreign 
trusts) is amended to read as follows: 
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“SEC. 6677. FAILURE TO FILE INFORMATION 
WITH RESPECT TO CERTAIN FOR- 
EIGN TRUSTS. 

“(а) CIVIL PENALTY.—In addition to any 
criminal penalty provided by law, if any no- 
tice or return required to be filed by section 
6048— 

(J) is not filed on or before the time pro- 
vided in such section, or 

“(2) does not include all the information 
required pursuant to such section or includes 
incorrect information, 
the person required to file such notice or re- 
turn shall pay a penalty equal to 35 percent 
of the gross reportable amount. If any failure 
described in the preceding sentence contin- 
ues for more than 90 days after the day on 
which the Secretary mails notice of such 
failure to the person required to pay such 
penalty, such person shall pay a penalty (in 
addition to the amount determined under 
the preceding sentence) of $10,000 for each 30- 
day period (or fraction thereof) during which 
such failure continues after the expiration of 
such 90-day period. 

(Ы) SPECIAL RULES FOR RETURNS UNDER 
SECTION 6048(b).—In the case of a return re- 
quired under section 6048(b)— 

(J) the United States person referred to іп 
such section shall be liable for the penalty 
imposed by subsection (a), and 

“(2) subsection (a) shall be applied by sub- 
stituting ‘5 percent’ for ‘35 percent’. 

“(с) GROSS REPORTABLE AMOUNT.—For pur- 
poses of subsection (a), the term ‘gross re- 
portable amount’ means— 

(i) the gross value of the property in- 
volved in the event (determined as of the 
date of the event) in the case of a failure re- 
lating to section 6048(a), 

“(2) the gross value of the portion of the 
trust's assets at the close of the year treated 
as owned by the United States person in the 
сазе of a failure relating to section 6048(b)(1), 
and 

“(3) the gross amount of the distributions 
in the case of a failure relating to section 
6048(с). 

“(4) REASONABLE CAUSE EXCEPTION.—No 
penalty shall be imposed by this section on 
any failure which is shown to be due to rea- 
sonable cause and not due to willful neglect. 
The fact that a foreign jurisdiction would 
impose a civil or criminal penalty on the 
taxpayer (or any other person) for disclosing 
the required information is not reasonable 
cause. 

“(е) DEFICIENCY PROCEDURES МОТ To 
APPLY.—Subchapter В of chapter 63 (relating 
to deficiency procedures for income, estate, 
gift, and certain excise taxes) shall not apply 
in respect of the assessment or collection of 
any penalty imposed by subsection (a).“ 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Paragraph (2) of section 6724(d) of such 
Code is amended by striking “ог” at the end 
of subparagraph (S), by striking the period 
at the end of subparagraph (T) and inserting 
„ ог”, and by inserting after subparagraph 
(T) the following new subparagraph: 

„U) section 6048(b)(1)(B) (relating to for- 
eign trust reporting requirements).“ 

(2) The table of sections for subpart B of 
part III of subchapter A of chapter 61 is of 
such Code amended by striking the item re- 
lating to section 6048 and inserting the fol- 
lowing new item: 

“Sec. 6048. Information with respect to cer- 
tain foreign trusts.” 

(3) The table of sections for part I of sub- 
chapter B of chapter 68 of such Code is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 6677 and inserting the following new 
item: 
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“Sec. 6677. Failure to file information with 
respect to certain foreign 
trusts.” 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(1) REPORTABLE EVENTS.—To the extent re- 
lated to subsection (a) of section 6048 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended 
by this section, the amendments made by 
this section shall apply to reportable events 
(as defined in such section 6048) occurring 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2) GRANTOR TRUST REPORTING.—To the ex- 
tent related to subsection (b) of such section 
6048, the amendments made by this section 
shall apply to taxable years of United States 
persons beginning after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act. 

(3) REPORTING BY UNITED STATES BENE- 
FICIARIES.—To the extent related to sub- 
section (c) of such section 6048, the amend- 
ments made by this section shall apply to 
distributions received after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

SEC, 3. MODIFICATIONS OF RULES RELATING TO 

FOREIGN TRUSTS HAVING ONE OR 
MORE UNITED STATES BENE- 
FICIARIES. 

(a) TREATMENT OF TRUST OBLIGATIONS, 
Етс.- 

(1) Paragraph (2) of section 679(a) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
striking subparagraph (B) and inserting the 
following: 

(B) TRANSFERS AT FAIR MARKET VALUE.— 
To any transfer of property to a trust in ex- 
change for consideration of at least the fair 
market value of the transferred property. 
For purposes of the preceding sentence, con- 
sideration other than cash shall be taken 
into account at its fair market value.” 

(2) Subsection (a) of section 679 of such 
Code (relating to foreign trusts having one 
or more United States beneficiaries) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘(3) CERTAIN OBLIGATIONS NOT TAKEN INTO 
ACCOUNT UNDER FAIR MARKET VALUE EXCEP- 
TION.— 

(А) IN GENERAL.—In determining whether 
paragraph (2)(B) applies to any transfer by a 
person described in clause (ii) or (iii) of sub- 
paragraph (C), there shall not be taken into 
account— 

Y) any obligation of a person described іп 
subparagraph (C), and 

(ii) to the extent provided in regulations, 
any obligation which is guaranteed by a per- 
son described in subparagraph (C). 

(B) TREATMENT OF PRINCIPAL PAYMENTS ON 
OBLIGATION.—Principal payments by the 
trust on any obligation referred to in sub- 
paragraph (A) shall be taken into account on 
and after the date of the payment in deter- 
mining the portion of the trust attributable 
to the property transferred. 

“(С) PERSONS DESCRIBED.—The persons de- 
scribed in this subparagraph are— 

“(1) the trust, 

(ii) any grantor or beneficiary of the 
trust, and 

(iii) any person who is related (within the 
meaning of section 643(i)(3)) to any grantor 
or beneficiary of the trust.“ 

(b) EXEMPTION OF TRANSFERS TO CHARI- 
TABLE TRUSTS.—Subsection (a) of section 679 
of such Code is amended by striking “весбіоп 
404(а)(4) or 404А” and inserting section 
6048(a)(3)(B)(ii)”’. 

(c) OTHER MODIFICATIONS.—Subsection (a) 
of section 679 of such Code is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para- 
graphs: 

“(4) SPECIAL RULES APPLICABLE TO FOREIGN 
GRANTOR WHO LATER BECOMES А UNITED 
STATES PERSON.— 
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“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—If a nonresident alien 
individual has a residency starting date 
within 5 years after directly or indirectly 
transferring property to a foreign trust, this 
section and section 6048 shall be applied as if 
such individual transferred to such trust on 
the residency starting date an amount equal 
to the portion of such trust attributable to 
the property transferred by such individual 
to such trust in such transfer. 

(B) TREATMENT OF UNDISTRIBUTED IN- 
COME.—For purposes of this section, undis- 
tributed net income for periods before such 
individual's residency starting date shall be 
taken into account in determining the por- 
tion of the trust which is attributable to 
property transferred by such individual to 
such trust but shall not otherwise be taken 
into account. 

(C) RESIDENCY STARTING DATE.—For pur- 
poses of this paragraph, an individual's resi- 
dency starting date is the residency starting 
date determined under section 7701(b)(2)(A). 

“(5) OUTBOUND TRUST MIGRATIONS.—If— 

“(А) an individual who is a citizen or resi- 
dent of the United States transferred prop- 
erty to a trust which was not a foreign trust, 
and 

“(В) such trust becomes a foreign trust 
while such individual is alive, 
then this section and section 6048 shall be ap- 
plied as if such individual transferred to such 
trust on the date such trust becomes a for- 
eign trust an amount equal to the portion of 
such trust attributable to the property pre- 
viously transferred by such individual to 
such trust. A rule similar to the rule of para- 
graph (4)(B) shall apply for purposes of this 

agraph.“ 

(d) MODIFICATIONS RELATING TO WHETHER 
TRUST HAS UNITED STATES BENEFICIARIES.— 
Subsection (c) of section 679 of such Code is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraphs: 

(3) CERTAIN UNITED STATES BENEFICIARIES 
DISREGARDED.—A beneficiary shall not be 
treated as a United States person in applying 
this section with respect to any transfer of 
property to foreign trust if such beneficiary 
first became a United States person more 
than 5 years after the date of such transfer. 

(4) TREATMENT OF FORMER UNITED STATES 
PERSONS. To the extent provided by the Sec- 
retary, for purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘United States person’ includes any 
person who was a United States person at 
any time during the existence of the trust." 

(e) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Subparagraph 
(A) of section 679(c)(2) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(А) in the case of a foreign corporation, 
such corporation is a controlled foreign cor- 
poration (as defined in section 957(а)),”. 

(f) REGULATIONS.—Section 679 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

“(4) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as may be nec- 
essary or appropriate to carry out the pur- 
poses of this section.” 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to transfers 
of property after February 6, 1995. 

SEC. 4. FOREIGN PERSONS NOT TO BE TREATED 
AS OWNERS UNDER GRANTOR 
TRUST RULES. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.— 

(1) Subsection (f) of section 672 of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to spe- 
cial rule where grantor is foreign person) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(О SUBPART Мот То RESULT IN FOREIGN 
OWNERSHIP.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this subpart, this subpart 
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shall apply only to the extent such applica- 
tion results in an amount being currently 
taken into account (directly or through 1 or 
more entities) under this chapter in comput- 
ing the income of a citizen or resident of the 
United States or a domestic corporation. 

“(2) EXCEPTIONS.— 

“(А) CERTAIN REVOCABLE AND IRRECOVABLE 
TRUSTS.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Except as provided іп 
clause (ii), paragraph (1) shall not apply to 
any trust if— 

(J) the power to revest absolutely іп the 
grantor title to the trust property is exer- 
cisable solely by the grantor without the ap- 
proval or consent of any other person or with 
the consent of a related or subordinate party 
who is subservient to the grantor, or 

(I) the only amounts distributable from 
such trust (whether income or corpus) during 
the lifetime of the grantor are amounts dis- 
tributable to the grantor or the spouse of the 
grantor. 

(i) EXCEPTION.—Clause (i) shall not apply 
to any trust which has a beneficiary who is 
a United States person to the extent such 
beneficiary has made transfers of property 
by gift (directly or indirectly) to a foreign 
person who is the grantor of such trust. For 
purposes of the preceding sentence, any gift 
shall not be taken into account to the extent 
such gift is excluded from taxable gifts under 
section 2503(b). 

“(B) COMPENSATORY TRUSTS.—Except as 
provided in regulations, paragraph (1) shall 
not apply to any portion of a trust distribu- 
tions from which are taxable as compensa- 
tion for services rendered. 

“(8) SPECIAL RULES.—Except as otherwise 
provided in regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary— 

(A) a controlled foreign corporation (as 
defined in section 957) shall be treated as a 
domestic corporation for purposes of para- 
graph (1), and 

“(B) paragraph (1) shall not apply for pur- 
poses of applying part III of subchapter G 
(relating to foreign personal holding compa- 
nies) and part VI of subchapter P (relating to 
treatment of certain passive foreign invest- 
ment companies). 

“(4) RECHARACTERIZATION OF PURPORTED 
GIFTS.—In the case of any transfer directly 
or indirectly from a partnership or foreign 
corporation which the transferee treats as a 
gift or bequest, the Secretary may re- 
characterize such transfer in such cir- 
cumstances as the Secretary determines to 
be appropriate to prevent the avoidance of 
the purposes of this subsection. 

“(5) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as may be nec- 
essary Ог appropriate to carry out the pur- 
poses of this subsection, including regula- 
tions providing that paragraph (1) shall not 
apply in appropriate cases.“ 

(2) The last sentence of subsection (c) of 
section 672 of such Code is amended by in- 
serting “subsection (f) and” before sections 
674”. 

(b) CREDIT FOR CERTAIN TAXES.—Paragraph 
(2) of section 665(d) of such Code is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sen- 
tence: Under rules or regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary, in the case of any foreign 
trust of which the settlor or another person 
would be treated as owner of any portion of 
the trust under subpart E but for section 
672(f), the term ‘taxes imposed on the trust’ 
includes the allocable amount of any in- 
come, war profits, and excess profits taxes 
imposed by any foreign country or posses- 
sion of the United States on the settlor or 
such other person in respect of trust gross 
income.“ 
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(c) DISTRIBUTIONS BY CERTAIN FOREIGN 
TRUSTS THROUGH NOMINEES.— 

(1) Section 643 of such Code is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

ch) DISTRIBUTIONS BY CERTAIN FOREIGN 
TRUSTS THROUGH NOMINEES.—For purposes of 
this part, any amount paid to a United 
States person which is derived directly or in- 
directly from a foreign trust of which the 
payor is not the grantor shall be deemed in 
the year of payment to have been directly 
paid by the foreign trust to such United 
States person.” 

(2) Section 665 of such Code is amended by 
striking subsection (c). 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Except as provided by 
paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall take effect on the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(2) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN TRUSTS.—The 
amendments made by this section shall not 
apply to any trust— 

(A) which is treated as owned by the grant- 
or or another person under section 676 or 677 
(other than subsection (a)(3) thereof) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, and 

(B) which is in existence on September 19, 

1995. 
The preceding sentence shall not apply to 
the portion of any such trust attributable to 
any transfer to such trust after September 
19, 1995. 

(е) TRANSITIONAL RULE.—If— 

(1) by reason of the amendments made by 
this section, any person other than a United 
States person ceases to be treated as the 
owner of a portion of a domestic trust, and 

(2) before January 1, 1997, such trust be- 
comes a foreign trust, or the assets of such 
trust are transferred to a foreign trust, 
no tax shall be imposed by section 1491 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 by reason of 
such trust becoming a foreign trust or the 
assets of such trust being transferred to a 
foreign trust. 

SEC. 5. INFORMATION REPORTING REGARDING 
FOREIGN GIFTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart A of part III of 
subchapter A of chapter 61 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by inserting 
after section 6039Е the following new section: 
“SEC. 6039F. NOTICE OF GIFTS RECEIVED FROM 

FOREIGN PERSONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—If the value of the aggre- 
gate foreign gifts received by a United States 
person (other than an organization described 
in section 501(с) and exempt from tax under 
section 501(а)) during any taxable year ex- 
ceeds $10,000, such United States person shall 
furnish (at such time and in such manner as 
the Secretary shall prescribe) such informa- 
tion as the Secretary may prescribe regard- 
ing each foreign gift received during such 
year. 

“(b) FOREIGN GIrT.—For purposes of this 
section, the term ‘foreign gift’ means any 
amount received from a person other than a 
United States person which the recipient 
treats as a gift or bequest. Such term shall 
not include any qualified transfer (within 
the meaning of section 2503(e)(2)). 

“(с) PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO FILE INFOR- 
MATION.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—If a United States person 
fails to furnish the information required by 
subsection (a) with respect to any foreign 
gift within the time prescribed therefor (in- 
cluding extensions) 

“(A) the tax consequences of the receipt of 
such gift shall be determined by the Sec- 
retary іп the Secretary's sole discretion 
from the Secretary's own knowledge or from 
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such information as the Secretary may ob- 
tain through testimony or otherwise, and 

“(В) such United States person shall рау 
(upon notice and demand by the Secretary 
and in the same manner as tax) an amount 
equal to 5 percent of the amount of such for- 
eign gift for each month for which the fail- 
ure continues (not to exceed 25 percent of 
such amount in the aggregate). 

“(2) REASONABLE CAUSE EXCEPTION.— Рага- 
graph (1) shall not apply to any failure to re- 
port a foreign gift if the United States per- 
son shows that the failure is due to reason- 
able cause and not due to willful neglect. 

“(4) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as may be nec- 
essary or appropriate to carry out the pur- 
poses of this section.“ 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for such subpart is amended by in- 
serting after the item relating to section 
6039E the following new item: 

“Sec. 6039F. Notice of large gifts received 
from foreign persons.“ 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to amounts 
received after the date of the enactment of 
this Act in taxable years ending after such 
date. 

SEC. 6. MODIFICATION OF RULES RELATING TO 
FOREIGN TRUSTS WHICH ARE NOT 
GRANTOR TRUSTS, 

(a) MODIFICATION OF INTEREST CHARGE ON 
ACCUMULATION DISTRIBUTIONS.—Subsection 
(a) of section 668 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 (relating to interest charge on 
accumulation distributions from foreign 
trusts) is amended to read as follows: 

(a) GENERAL RULE.— For purposes of the 
tax determined under section 667(a)— 

“(1) INTEREST DETERMINED USING UNDER- 
PAYMENT RATES.—The interest charge deter- 
mined under this section with respect to any 
distribution is the amount of interest which 
would be determined on the partial tax com- 
puted under section 667(b) for the period de- 
scribed in paragraph (2) using the rates and 
the method under section 6621 applicable to 
underpayments of tax. 

“(2) PERIOD.—For purposes of paragraph 
(1), the period described in this paragraph is 
the period which begins on the date which is 
the applicable number of years before the 
date of the distribution and which ends on 
the date of the distribution. 

“(3) APPLICABLE NUMBER OF YEARS.—For 
purposes of paragraph (2)— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—The applicable number 
of years with respect to a distribution is the 
number determined by dividing— 

“(i) the sum of the products described in 
subparagraph (B) with respect to each undis- 
tributed income year, by 

(ii) the aggregate undistributed net in- 
соте. 

The quotient determined under the preceding 
sentence shall be rounded under procedures 
prescribed by the Secretary. 

“(В) PRODUCT DESCRIBED.—For purposes of 
subparagraph (A), the product described in 
this subparagraph with respect to any undis- 
tributed income year is the product of— 

) the undistributed net income for such 
year, and 

„(ii) the sum of the number of taxable 
years between such year and the taxable 
year of the distribution (counting in each 
case the undistributed income year but not 
counting the taxable year of the distribu- 
tion). 

“(4) UNDISTRIBUTED INCOME YEAR.—For pur- 
poses of this subsection, the term ‘undistrib- 
uted income year’ means any prior taxable 
year of the trust for which there is undistrib- 
uted net income, other than a taxable year 
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during all of which the beneficiary receiving 
the distribution was not a citizen or resident 
of the United States. 

“(5) DETERMINATION OF UNDISTRIBUTED NET 
INCOME.—Notwithstanding section 666, for 
purposes of this subsection, an accumulation 
distribution from the trust shall be treated 
as reducing proportionately the undistrib- 
uted net income for prior taxable years. 

“(6) PERIODS BEFORE 1996.—Interest for the 
portion of the period described in paragraph 
(2) which occurs before January 1, 1996, shall 
be determined— 

“(А) by using an interest rate of 6 percent, 
and 

(B) without compounding until January 1, 
1996." 

(Ы) ABUSIVE TRANSACTIONS.—Section 643(a) 
of such Code is amended by inserting after 
paragraph (6) the following new paragraph: 

“(7)) ABUSIVE TRANSACTIONS.—The Sec- 
retary shall prescribe such regulations as 
may be necessary or appropriate to carry out 
the purposes of this part, including regula- 
tions to prevent avoidance of such pur- 
poses." 

(c) TREATMENT OF USE OF TRUST PROP- 
ERTY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 643 of such Code 
(relating to definitions applicable to sub- 
parts A, B, C, and D) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

(1) USE OF FOREIGN TRUST PROPERTY.—For 
purposes of subparts B, C, and D— 

“(1) GENERAL RULE.—If a foreign trust 
makes a loan of cash or marketable securi- 
ties directly or indirectly to— 

‘(A) any grantor or beneficiary of such 
trust who is a United States person, or 

“(В) any United States person not de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A) who is related to 
such grantor or beneficiary, 
the amount of such loan shall be treated as 
a distribution by such trust to such grantor 
or beneficiary (as the case may be). 

“(2) USE OF OTHER PROPERTY.—Except as 
provided in regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary, any direct or indirect use of trust 
property (other than cash or marketable se- 
curities) by a person referred to in subpara- 
graph (A) or (B) of paragraph (1) shall be 
treated as a distribution to the grantor or 
beneficiary (as the case may be) equal to the 
fair market value of the use of such prop- 
erty. The Secretary may prescribe regula- 
tions treating a loan guarantee by the trust 
as a use of trust property equal to the value 
of the guarantee. 

(3) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—For 
purposes of this subsection— 

“(А) CASH.—The term ‘cash’ includes for- 
eign currencies and cash equivalents. 

“(В) RELATED PERSON.— 

“(i) ІМ GENERAL.—A person is related to an- 
other person if the relationship between such 
persons would result in a disallowance of 
losses under section 267 or 707(b). In applying 
section 267 for purposes of the preceding sen- 
tence, section 267(c)(4) shall be applied as if 
the family of an individual includes the 
spouses of the members of the family. 

(ii) ALLOCATION OF USE.—If any person de- 
scribed in paragraph (1)(B) is related to more 
than one person, the grantor or beneficiary 
to whom the treatment under this sub- 
section applies shall be determined under 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary. 

(С) EXCLUSION OF TAX-EXEMPTS.—The 
term ‘United States person’ does not include 
any entity exempt from tax under this chap- 
ter. 

„D) TRUST NOT TREATED AS SIMPLE 
TRUST.—Any trust which is treated under 
this subsection as making a distribution 
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shall be treated as not described in section 
651. 

“(4) SUBSEQUENT TRANSACTIONS REGARDING 
LOAN PRINCIPAL.—If any loan is taken into 
account under paragraph (1), any subsequent 
transaction between the trust and the origi- 
nal borrower regarding the principal of the 
loan (by way of complete or partial repay- 
ment, satisfaction, cancellation, discharge, 
or otherwise) shall be disregarded for pur- 
poses of this title.” 

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Paragraph (8) 
of section 7872(f) is amended by inserting “, 
643(і),” before “ог 1274" each place it ap- 


pears. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(1) INTEREST CHARGE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to dis- 
tributions after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

(2) ABUSIVE TRANSACTIONS.—The amend- 
ment made by subsection (b) shall take ef- 
fect on the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(3) USE OF TRUST PROPERTY.—The amend- 
ment made by subsection (c) shall apply to— 

(A) loans of cash or marketable securities 
after September 19, 1995, and 

(B) uses of other trust property after De- 
cember 31, 1995. 

PED T: ee ee 


(a) TREATMENT AS UNITED STATES PER- 
S0N.— 

(1) IN GENERAL. — Paragraph (30) of section 
7701(а) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
is amended by striking subparagraph (D) and 
by inserting after subparagraph (C) the fol- 
lowing: 

D) any estate or trust if— 

() a court within the United States із 
able to exercise primary supervision over the 
administration of the estate or trust, and 

„(ii) in the case of a trust, one or more 
United States fiduciaries have the authority 
to control all substantial decisions of the 
trust.” 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph 
(31) of section 7701(a) of such Code is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

(31) FOREIGN ESTATE OR TRUST.—The term 
‘foreign estate’ or ‘foreign trust’ means any 
estate or trust other than an estate or trust 
described in section 7701(a)(30)(D).”” 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply— 

(A) to taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1996, or 

(B) at the election of the trustee of a trust, 
to taxable years ending after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

Such an election, once made, shall be irrev- 
ocable. - 

(b) DOMESTIC TRUSTS WHICH BECOME FOR- 
EIGN TRUSTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1491 of such Code 

(relating to imposition of tax on transfers to 
avoid income tax) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new flush sentence: 
“If a trust which is not a foreign trust be- 
comes a foreign trust, such trust shall be 
treated for purposes of this section as having 
transferred, immediately before becoming a 
foreign trust, all of its assets to a foreign 
trust. 

(2) PENALTY.—Section 1494 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

“(с) PENALTY.—In the case of any failure to 
file a return required by the Secretary with 
respect to any transfer described in section 
1491, the person required to file such return 
shall be liable for the penalties provided in 
section 6677 in the same manner as if such 
failure were a failure to file a return under 
section 6048(а).” 
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(3) EFFECTIVE DATE—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall take effect on 
the date of the enactment of this Act, 


SUMMARY OF FOREIGN TRUST PROPOSALS 
1. INFORMATION REPORTING 
A. Transferors to Foreign Trusts 


Current Law. U.S. persons are required to 
report transfers of money or property to a 
foreign trust. Any person who fails to file 
the required information is subject to a pen- 
alty of 5 percent of the amount transferred 
to the foreign trust, up to a maximum of 
$1,000. A reasonable cause exception is avail- 
able, 

Reasons for Change. Existing penalties 
have not proven adequate to encourage some 
U.S. taxpayers to report transfers to foreign 
trusts. Information reporting of transfers to 
such trusts is necessary to identify trans- 
actions subject to existing excise taxes and 
to identify foreign trusts that must be mon- 
itored in the future. 

Proposal. The proposal would increase the 
penalty for failure to report a transfer to a 
foreign trust. The new penalty would be 35 
percent of the gross value of the property 
transferred. In addition, monetary penalties 
could be imposed for continuing noncompli- 
ance with IRS requests for information. The 
reasonable cause exception is retained. The 
proposal would be effective for transfers oc- 
curring after the date of enactment. 

Differences from the Administration Pro- 
posal. The current proposal is similar to the 
Administration proposal. 

B. U.S. Grantors of Foreign Trusts 


Current Law. A U.S. grantor of a foreign 
trust is required to provide an annual ac- 
counting of trust activities to the IRS. Any 
person who fails to file the required informa- 
tion is subject to a penalty of 5 percent of 
the value of the corpus of the trust, up to a 
maximum of $1,000. A reasonable cause ex- 
ception is available. 

Reasons for Change. Existing information 
reporting rules predate the significant ex- 
pansion of the foreign grantor trust rules in 
1976. In general, penalties for noncompliance 
with reporting requirements are minimal. As 
a result, U.S. grantors of foreign trusts often 
do not report the income earned by foreign 
trusts. Because these foreign trusts are fre- 
quently established in tax haven jurisdic- 
tions with stringent secrecy rules, IRS at- 
tempts to verify income earned by foreign 
trusts are often unsuccessful. A regime 
which allows the IRS access to information 
held by the foreign trust is necessary to en- 
force existing law. 

Proposal. The proposal would require a 
U.S. grantor of a foreign trust to cause the 
trust to (1) appoint a U.S. agent that can 
provide relevant information to the IRS; and 
(2) provide an annual accounting of trust ac- 
tivities, including separate schedules (К-1в) 
for income attributable to the U.S. grantor. 
If the foreign trust does not appoint a U.S. 
agent, the IRS would be authorized to deter- 
mine, in its discretion, the tax consequences 
of any trust transactions. The proposal 
would retain the existing penalty for failure 
to file of 5 percent of the value of the trust 
corpus, except that the penalty would no 
longer be limited to $1,000. In addition, mon- 
etary penalties could be imposed for continu- 
ing noncompliance with IRS requests for in- 
formation. The reasonable cause exception is 
retained. The proposal would be effective for 
taxable years of the U.S. grantor beginning 
after the date of enactment. 

Differences from the Administration Pro- 
posal. The Administration proposal would 
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have allowed the IRS to redetermine tax 
consequences if the trust did not appoint a 
U.S. agent or if the trust did not file the re- 
quired information. The current proposal 
modifies the Administration proposal by 
limiting the special IRS redetermination 
rule to instances where the trust does not 
appoint a U.S. agent. The Administration 
proposal would have imposed a monetary 
penalty of 35 percent of trust income if ei- 
ther the agent were not appointed or the in- 
formation were not provided. The current 
proposal modifies this penalty to 5 percent of 
trust assets, and only imposes the penalty if 
the required information is not reported. 
C. Beneficiaries of Foreign Trusts 

Current Law. U.S. persons receiving dis- 
tributions from foreign nongrantor trusts 
are required to report them on their U.S. in- 
come tax return. If distributions are not re- 
ported, the U.S. person could be subject to 
general tax penalties for failure to report 
taxable income. A reasonable cause excep- 
tion is available. U.S. persons receiving dis- 
tributions from a foreign grantor trust are 
not required to report them to the IRS. 

Reasons for Change. Existing penalties 
have not proven adequate to encourage some 
U.S. taxpayers to report distributions from 
foreign nongrantor trusts. In addition, re- 
quiring reporting of distributions from for- 
eign grantor trusts will allow the IRS to ver- 
ify that the foreign trust is a grantor trust. 

Proposal. The proposal would require a 
U.S. person receiving money or property 
from a foreign trust, whether a grantor trust 
or a nongrantor trust, to disclose the dis- 
tribution on the individual's Federal income 
tax return. If a beneficiary does not disclose 
distributions or does not have sufficient 
records to substantiate the tax treatment of 
the distributions, then the distributions will 
be considered distributions of accumulated 
income from the trust’s average year (the 
years the trust has been in existence divided 
by two). If the beneficiary does not disclose 
distributions or provides inaccurate informa- 
tion, a penalty equal to 35 percent of the 
trust distributions would be imposed upon 
the beneficiary. In addition, monetary pen- 
alties could be imposed for continuing non- 
compliance with IRS requests for informa- 
tion. The reasonable cause exception is re- 
tained. It is intended that the IRS respect 
the privacy of foreign taxpayers to the ex- 
tent consistent with the interests of tax ad- 
ministration. This proposal would be effec- 
tive with respect to distributions received 
after the date of enactment. 

Differences from the Administration Pro- 
posal. The Administration proposal placed 
the responsibility of reporting trust distribu- 
tions on the trust. The current proposal 
places that responsibility on the beneficiary. 

П. OUTBOUND FOREIGN GRANTOR TRUSTS 

Under current law, a special rule applica- 
ble to foreign trusts established by a U.S. 
person for the benefit of U.S. persons pro- 
vides that such trusts are generally “grantor 
trusts”, and the U.S. transferor is treated as 
the owner of property transferred to the 
trust. The proposal revises certain excep- 
tions to this foreign grantor trust rule. 

A. Sales to Foreign Trusts 

Current Law. Sales of property to a foreign 
trust at fair market value are not transfers 
that are subject to the foreign grantor trust 
rule. 

Reasons for Change. U.S. persons who 
transfer property to foreign trusts some- 
times attempt to inappropriately avoid the 
foreign grantor trust rule by selling property 
to a foreign trust in exchange for a note 
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from the trust which the U.S. transferor may 
not intend to collect. (If there is no bona fide 
debt, these transactions are subject to chal- 
lenge under current law, because the ex- 
change would not be at fair market value.) 

Proposal. The proposal disregards any obli- 
gation issued or guaranteed by the trust to 
any related person in determining whether a 
sale to a foreign trust is for fair market 
value. This proposal would be effective for 
assets transferred to foreign trusts after 
February 6, 1995. 

Differences from the Administration Pro- 
posal. The Administration proposal would 
have disregarded any trust obligation issued 
or guaranteed by the trust to any U.S. per- 
son. The current proposal only applies this 
rule to trust obligations issued to related 
persons. 

B. Pre-immigration Trust 

Current Law. The foreign grantor trust 
rule does not apply to a foreign settlor who 
transfers property to a foreign trust for the 
benefit of U.S. persons even if the settlor 
later becomes a U.S. person. 

Reasons for Change. Prior to becoming 
residents of the United States, foreign per- 
sons often put their assets into irrevocable 
trusts in tax haven jurisdictions for the ben- 
efit of U.S. persons. As a result, the future 
trust income escapes U.S. tax until distribu- 
tion. Thus, under current law, U.S. persons 
who have immigrated to the United States 
are able to avoid current taxation of trust 
income in ways that are not available to 
other U.S. persons. 

Proposal. If a foreign person transfers 
property to a foreign trust with U.S. bene- 
ficiaries and the foreign person then becomes 
a U.S. person within five years of the trans- 
fer, the transferor would be treated as the 
owner of the trust assets when he becomes a 
U.S. person. This proposal would be effective 
for assets transferred to foreign trusts after 
February 6, 1995. 

Differences from the Administration Pro- 
posal. The current proposal is similar to the 
Administration proposal. 

C. Outbound Trust Migrations 

Current Law. Although Revenue Ruling 91- 
6, 1991-1 С.В. 89, describes the rules that 
must be applied when a foreign trust be- 
comes a domestic trust, current rules do not 
clearly describe the tax consequences of a 
domestic trust becoming a foreign trust. 

Reasons for Change. Outbound trust migra- 
tions are becoming more common as tax 
haven jurisdictions enact legislation to en- 
able U.S. trusts to move to those jurisdic- 
tions. Rules should be clarified to ensure 
that taxpayers will not be able to achieve 
tax results through the outbound migration 
of a domestic trust that they could not 
achieve directly by the creation of a foreign 
trust. 

Proposal. If a domestic trust becomes a 
foreign trust during the life of a U.S. person 
who transferred assets to the domestic trust, 
the U.S. transferor will be considered the 
grantor of the foreign trust. This proposal 
would generally be effective for trust migra- 
tions after February 6, 1995. 

Differences from the Administration Pro- 
posal. Under the Administration proposal, 
unless outbound trust migrations were part 
of a prearranged plan, beneficiaries of the 
migrating trust would be considered the 
grantors of the trust. Under the current pro- 
posal, if a U.S. person who transferred assets 
to a migrating trust is alive, that person is 
considered the grantor of the trust. If the 
transferor is not alive, a migrating trust is 
subject to the section 1491 excise tax (de- 
scribed below). 
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D. Other Provisions 


Transfers at Death. The Administration 
proposal would have treated U.S. bene- 
ficiaries as grantors of foreign trusts which 
were funded at the death of a U.S. person. 
The current proposal does not include these 
provisions. 

Discretionary Beneficiaries. Because of 
changes to the treatment of transfers at 
death and trust migrations, the provisions in 
the Administration proposal relating to the 
determination of & beneficiary’s propor- 
tionate interests in trusts are no longer nec- 
essary. The current proposal does not in- 
clude these provisions. 

Ш. INBOUND FOREIGN GRANTOR TRUSTS 


Current Law. A person with certain powers 
over the trust assets (the “атапбог”) is taxed 
as if he owned the trust assets directly. This 
treatment is designed to prevent attempts to 
shift income from U.S. grantors to U.S. bene- 
ficiaries who are likely to be paying taxes at 
lower rates than the grantor of the trust. 
Consequently, under existing anti-abuse 
grantor trust rules, the grantor of such a 
trust is taxed as if he owned the trust assets 
directly, even if he retains only minimal eco- 
nomic connections with the trust assets. 

Revenue Ruling 69-70, 1969-1 C.B. 182, pro- 
vides that if a foreign person is treated as 
the owner of a trust, a U.S. beneficiary of 
that trust is not taxable on trust income dis- 
tributed to him, 

However, special rules in the Code modify 
the general grantor trust rules where a U.S. 
beneficiary has made prior gifts to a foreign 
grantor. In such a case, the U.S. beneficiary 
is treated as the owner of the foreign trust 
assets to the extent of the U.S. beneficiary's 
prior gifts to the foreign grantor. The rule is 
designed to prevent wealthy U.S. persons 
who have immigrated to the United States 
from avoiding U.S. tax on their worldwide 
income. Prior to the enactment of this rule, 
before moving to the United States some im- 
migrants transferred their assets to a foreign 
relative, who then retransferred those assets 
to a foreign trust for the benefit of the immi- 
grant. Because the foreign relative retained 
limited powers over the trust, the immigrant 
treated the foreign relative as the owner of 
the trust assets, and did not pay U.S. tax on 
trust distributions. 

Reasons for Change. Existing law inappro- 
priately permits foreign taxpayers to affirm- 
atively use the domestic anti-abuse grantor 
trust rules. Existing restrictions on the abil- 
ity of foreign taxpayers to use these rules 
are not adequate to prevent U.S. bene- 
ficiaries, who enjoy the benefits of United 
States citizenship or residency, from avoid- 
ing U.S. tax on their income from trusts. 

Proposal. The grantor trust rules generally 
will only apply to a trust if those rules 
would result in an amount being included 
(directly or indirectly) in the gross income 
of a U.S. citizen, domestic corporation, or a 
controlled foreign corporation. The grantor 
trust rules would continue to apply to trusts 
revocable by the grantor of the trust, to cer- 
tain compensatory trusts, and for purposes 
of applying the foreign personal holding 
company rules and the passive foreign in- 
vestment company rules. It is intended that 
no inference regarding the interpretation of 
present law be drawn from the exclusion of 
certain trusts, including compensatory 
trusts, from the application of the special 
rules of the proposal. These rules are not in- 
tended to apply to normal security arrange- 
ments involving a trustee (including the use 
of indenture trustees and similar arrange- 
ments). The proposal retains current rules 
regarding the treatment of U.S. immigrants 
who made prior gifts to a foreign grantor. 
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New rules would harmonize the treatment 
of purported gifts by corporations and part- 
nerships with the new foreign grantor trust 
rules. In addition, U.S. persons would be re- 
quired to report the receipt of what they 
claim to be large gifts from foreign persons 
in order to allow the IRS to verify that such 
purported gifts are not in fact, disguised in- 
come to the U.S. recipients. 

If a foreign trust that is a grantor trust 
under current law becomes a nongrantor 
trust pursuant to this rule, the trust would 
be treated as if it were resettled on the date 
the trust becomes a nongrantor trust. Nei- 
ther the grantor nor the trust would recog- 
nize gain or loss. The section 1491 excise tax 
would not be applied to such a trust if the 
trust migrates before December 31, 1996. 
Under special transition rules, these rules 
would not apply to certain foreign trusts 
where the foreign grantor retains substantial 
powers over the trust assets, if those trusts 
were funded prior to September 19, 1995. Oth- 
erwise, this proposal would be effective on 
the date of enactment. 

Differences from the Administration Pro- 
posal. The current proposal modifies the Ad- 
ministration proposal by providing excep- 
tions for revocable trusts, controlled foreign 
corporations, and compensatory trusts. The 
Administration proposal did not contain the 
special transition rules described above. 

IV. FOREIGN NONGRANTOR TRUSTS 
A. Accumulation Distributions 

Current law. U.S. beneficiaries of foreign 
trusts are subject to a nondeductible interest 
charge on distributions of accumulated in- 
come earned by the trust in earlier taxable 
years. The charge is based on the length of 
time during which the tax was deferred be- 
cause the accumulated income was not dis- 
tributed. Under existing law, the interest 
charge is equal to 6 percent simple interest 
per year multiplied by the tax imposed on 
the distribution. Accumulated income is 
deemed to be distributed on a first-in, first- 
out basis. If adequate records are not avail- 
able to determine the portion of a distribu- 
tion that is accumulated income, the dis- 
tribution is deemed to be an accumulation 
distribution from the year that the trust was 
organized. 

Reasons for Change. Current rules need to 
be revised to eliminate U.S. tax incentives 
for accumulating income in foreign trusts. 
Practitioners sometimes advise U.S. persons 
to accumulate income trust because U.S. tax 
rules impose interest at such a low rate (6 
percent simple interest). Thus, interest paid 
by U.S. beneficiaries of foreign trusts should 
be modified to reflect market rates of inter- 
est. 

However, current rules also need to be lib- 
eralized to tax more appropriately distribu- 
tions of accumulated income from foreign 
trusts. Currently, a U.S. beneficiary pays an 
interest charge on any distribution of accu- 
mulated trust income as if the oldest trust 
earnings were distributed first. The interest 
charge on such a distribution may be so high 
as to discourage the U.S. beneficiary from 
receiving any distributions from the trust. 
In addition, current rules effectively require 
U.S. beneficiaries to obtain extensive infor- 
mation about the foreign trust or, if infor- 
mation is not obtained, pay a substantial in- 
terest charge based on the assumption that 
all trust distributions were made from the 
year that the trust was organized. 

Proposal. For periods of accumulation 
after December 31, 1995, the rate of interest 
charged on accumulation distributions would 
correspond with the interest rate that tax- 
payers pay on underpayments of tax. 
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Distributions of accumulated trust income 
would be deemed to come from a weighted 
average of the trust’s accumulated income. 
This calculation should be simpler than cur- 
rent law because existing provisions require 
the taxpayer to maintain separate pools of 
accumulated income for each year of the 
trust. Under this weighted average method, 
the taxpayer would only need to maintain a 
single pool of undistributed income. 

If information is not available regarding 
trust distributions, distributions would gen- 
erally be deemed to be from income accumu- 
lated in the average year of the trust (the 
years the trust has been in existence divided 
by two). If a taxpayer is not able to dem- 
onstrate when the trust was created, the IRS 
may use an approximation based on avail- 
able evidence. 

Taxpayers have used a variety of methods 
(e.g., tiered trusts, divisions of trusts, merg- 
ers of trusts, and similar transactions with 
corporations) to convert a distribution of ac- 
cumulated income into a distribution of cur- 
rent income or corpus. The proposal would 
authorize the IRS to recharacterize such 
transactions. Transactions that may be en- 
tered into to avoid the interest charge on ac- 
cumulation distributions (e.g., excessive 
“compensation” paid to trust beneficiaries 
who are directors of corporations owned by 
the foreign trust) may be subject to re- 
characterization. 

The proposal also clarifies existing law by 
providing that if an alien beneficiary of a 
foreign trust becomes a U.S. resident and 
thereafter receives an accumulation dis- 
tribution, no interest would be charged dur- 
ing periods of accumulation that predate 
U.S. residency. The proposal would generally 
be effective for distributions after the date 
of enactment. 

Differences from the Administration Pro- 
posal. The current proposal is similar to the 
Administration proposal liberalizes current 


law by imposing the interest charge based on 


the weighted average life of the trust's accu- 
mulated income instead of the trust's oldest 
undistributed income. The current proposal 
also makes a corresponding change to the 
treatment of trust distributions when infor- 
mation about the trust is not available. 

B. Constructive Distributions 

Current law. The tax consequences of the 
use of trust assets by beneficiaries is ambig- 
uous under present law. Taxpayers may as- 
sert that а benefidiary’s use of assets owned 
by a trust does not constitute a distribution 
to the beneficiary. 

Reasons for Change. If a corporation 
makes corporate assets available for a share- 
holder’s personal use (e.g., a corporate apart- 
ment made available rent-free to a share- 
holder), the fair market value of the use of 
that property is treated as a constructive 
distribution. Further, if a controlled foreign 
corporation makes a loan to a U.S. person, 
the loan is treated as a deemed distribution 
by the foreign corporation to its U.S. share- 
holders. The use of nongrantor foreign trust 
assets by trust beneficiaries should give rise 
to tax consequences that are similar to those 
associated with the use of corporate assets 
by corporate shareholders. 

Proposal. If a U.S. beneficiary (or a U.S. 
related person) uses assets of a nongrantor 
foreign trust, the value of that use would be 
treated as income to the foreign trust which 
is deemed distributed to the U.S. beneficiary. 
Thus, if a nongrantor foreign trust made a 
residence available for use by a U.S. bene- 
ficiary, the difference between the fair rental 
value of the residence and any rent actually 
paid would be treated as a constructive dis- 
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tribution to that beneficiary. If a nongrantor 
foreign trust purported to loan cash or mar- 
ketable securities to a U.S. beneficiary, the 
loan proceeds would be treated as a construc- 
tive distribution by the foreign trust to the 
U.S. beneficiary. For this purpose, an organi- 
zation exempt from U.S. tax would not be 
considered a U.S. person. It is intended that 
no inference be drawn from the proposal as 
to the treatment under present law of the 
use of trust assetss by beneficiaries and oth- 
ers. The provisions would be effective for 
loans of cash or marketable securities after 
September 19, 1995, and uses of other trust 
property after December 31, 1995. 

Difference from the Administration Pro- 
posal. The current proposal is similar to the 
Administration proposal. 

V. RESIDENCE OF TRUSTS 
А. Definition 

Current Law. Under current law, a "foreign 
estate or trust” is an estate or trust the “іп- 
come of which, from sources without the 
United States which is not effectively con- 
nected with the conduct of a trade or busi- 
ness within the United States, is not includ- 
ible in gross income under subtitle А” of the 
Internal Revenue Code. Section 7701(a)(31). 
This definition does not provide criteria for 
determining when an estate or trust is for- 
eign. 

Court cases and rulings indicate that the 
residence of an estate or trust depends on 
various factors, such as the location of the 
assets, the country under whose laws the es- 
tate or trust is created, the residence of the 
trustee, the nationality of the decedent or 
settlor, the nationality of the beneficiaries, 
and the location of the administration of the 
trust. See e.g., B.W. Jones Trust v. Comm 'r, 46 
B. T. A. 531 (1942), aff'd, 132 F.2d 914 (4th Cir. 
19543). 

Reasons for Change. Present rules provide 
insufficient guidance for determining the 
residence of estates and trusts. In addition, 
the increasing mobility of people and capital 
make certain factors (e.g., nationality of the 
settlor or beneficiaries, situs of assets) less 
relevant. Because the tax treatment of an es- 
tate, trust, settlor or beneficiary may de- 
pend on whether the estate or trust is for- 
eign or domestic, it is important to have an 
objective definition of the residence of an es- 
tate or trust. Fewer factors for determining 
the residence of estates or trusts would in- 
crease the flexibility of grantors and trust 
administrators to decide where to locate the 
trust and in what assets to invest. For exam- 
ple, if the location of the administration of 
the trust were no longer a relevant criterion, 
grantors of foreign trusts would be able to 
choose whether to administer the trusts in 
the United States or abroad based on nontax 
considerations. 

Proposal. An estate or trust would be con- 
sidered to be a domestic estate or trust if 
two factors are present: (1) a court within 
the United States is able to exercise primary 
supervision over the administration of the 
estate or trust; and (2) a U.S. fiduciary 
(alone or in concert with other U.S. fidu- 
ciaries) has the authority to control deci- 
sions of the estate or trust. 

The first factor is intended to refer to the 
court with authority over the entire estate 
or trust, and not merely jurisdiction over 
certain assets or a particular beneficiary. 
Normally, the first factor would be satisfied 
if the trust instrument is governed by the 
laws of a U.S. State. One way to satisfy this 
factor is to register the estate or trust іп а 
State pursuant to a State law which is sub- 
stantially similar to Article VII of the Uni- 
form Probate Code as published by the Amer- 
ican Law Institute. The second factor would 
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normally be satisfied if a majority of the fi- 
duciaries are U.S. persons and a foreign fidu- 
ciary (including a “ргобесбог” or similar 
trust advisor) may not veto important deci- 
sions of the U.S. fiduciaries. In applying this 
factor, the IRS would allow an estate or 
trust a reasonable period of time to adjust 
for inadvertent changes in fiduciaries (e.g., a 
U.S. trustee dies or abruptly resigns where a 
trust has two U.S. fiduciaries and one for- 
eign fiduciary). 

The new rules defining domestic estates 
and trusts would be effective for taxable 
years of an estate or trust that begin after 
December 31, 1996. The delayed effective date 
is intended to allow an estate or trust a pe- 
riod of time to conform its governing instru- 
ment or to change fiduciaries so that the es- 
tate or trust may effectively elect to be 
treated as domestic or foreign. However, 
trustees will be allowed to elect to apply 
these rules for taxable years ending after the 
date of enactment. 

Differences from the Administration Pro- 
posal. The current proposal is similar to the 
Administration proposal. 

B. OUTBOUND TRUST MIGRATION 


Current Law. Under current law, a 35 per- 
cent excise tax is imposed upon any appre- 
ciation in property that is transferred by a 
U.S. person to a nongrantor foreign trust. A 
taxpayer can avoid the excise tax by electing 
to pay income tax on any appreciation in the 
transferred property. No excise tax is im- 
posed on transfers to foreign grantor trusts. 
Current law is not clear as to whether the 
excise tax applies when a nongrantor domes- 
tic trust changes its residence to become a 
nongrantor foreign trust. 

Reasons for Change. The excise tax is de- 
signed to prevent U.S. persons from transfer- 
ring assets to a nongrantor foreign trust 
without paying U.S. tax on the appreciation 
in those assets. Taxpayers should not be able 
to achieve tax results through migration ofa 
domestic trust that they could not achieve 
directly by the creation of a foreign trust. 

Proposal. The proposal would treat a non- 
grantor domestic trust that becomes a non- 
grantor foreign trust as having transferred, 
immediately before becoming a nongrantor 
foreign trust, all of its assets to a foreign 
trust. The section 1491 excise tax would 
apply to this transfer. Penalties would be 
imposed for failure to report any transaction 
subject to the excise tax. The provisions 
would be effective on the date of enactment. 

Differences from the Administration Pro- 
posal. Under the Administration proposal, 
outbound migrations of trust with U.S. bene- 
ficiaries would generally have been subject 
to the foreign grantor trust rule, and the mi- 
grations would therefore not have been sub- 
ject to the excise tax. Because the current 
proposal limits the application of the foreign 
grantor trust rule to certain outbound trust 
migrations, the current proposal applies the 
excise tax to outbound trust migrations that 
result in a nongrantor foreign trust. 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


5.141 

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. FAIRCLOTH] was added as 
a cosponsor of S. 141, a bill to repeal 
the Davis-Bacon Act of 1931 to provide 
new job opportunities, effect signifi- 
cant cost savings on Federal construc- 
tion contracts, promote small business 
participation in Federal contracting, 
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reduce unnecessary paperwork and re- 
porting requirements, and for other 
purposes. 
8. 358 
At the request of Mr. HEFLIN, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
ІМг. INHOFE] was added as а cosponsor 
of S. 358, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for an 
excise tax exemption for certain emer- 
gency medical transportation by air 
ambulance. 
S. 381 
At the request of Mr. HELMS, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr. SPECTER] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 381, a bill to strengthen 
international sanctions against the 
Castro government in Cuba, to develop 
a plan to support a transition govern- 
ment leading to a democratically elect- 
ed government in Cuba, and for other 
purposes. 
в. 490 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN] was added as а cospon- 
sor of S. 490, a bill to amend the Clean 
Air Act to exempt agriculture-related 
facilities from certain permitting re- 
quirements, and for other purposes. 
8. 45 
At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the 
name of the Senator from California 
[Mrs. FEINSTEIN] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 545, a bill to authorize 
collection of certain State and local 
taxes with respect to the sale, delivery, 
and use of tangible personal property. 
5. 713 
At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the names of the Senator from Virginia 
ІМг. WARNER], the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. FORD], the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. KEMPTHORNE], the Senator 
from Virginia [Мг. ROBB], the Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER], 
and the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
NICKLES] were added as cosponsors of 
S. 773, a bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to pro- 
vide for improvements in the process of 
approving and using animal drugs, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 881 
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
STEVENS] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 881, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify provi- 
sions relating to church pension bene- 
fit plans, to modify certain provisions 
relating to participants in such plans, 
to reduce the complexity of and to 
bring workable consistency to the ap- 
plicable rules, to promote retirement 
savings and benefits, and for other pur- 
poses. 
8. 949 
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. NICKLES] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 949, a bill to require the Secretary 
of the Treasury to mint coins in com- 
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memoration of the 200th anniversary of 
the death of George Washington. 
S. 959 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
WARNER] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
959, a bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to encourage capital 
formation through reductions in taxes 
on capital gains, and for other pur- 
poses. қ 
8. 1181 
At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the 
names of the Senator from Indiana 
[Мг. LUGAR] and the Senator from 
Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1181, a bill to provide 
cost savings in the medicare program 
through cost-effective coverage of 
positron emission tomography (PET). 
8. 1245 
At the request of Mr. ASHCROFT, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Мг. LOTT] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1245, a bill to amend the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974 to identify violent and hard- 
core juvenile offenders and treat them 
as adults, and for other purposes. 


SENATE RESOLUTION 173—TO 
PROCLAIM NATIONAL DOG WEEK 


Mr. D'AMATO submitted the follow- 
ing resolution; which was referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 173 

Whereas, dogs play an integral role in our 
lives, communities and nation, in good and 
bad times; and their present and future well- 
being in society requires education about re- 
sponsible dog ownership; 

Whereas, many assistance dogs provide 
valuable service as seeing eye dogs; hearing 
dogs; disabled assistance dogs; drug, bomb 
and arson detection dogs; and for tracking 
and locating missing persons and fugitives; 

Whereas, as the public good is advanced 
when we foster the ideas of canine good citi- 
zens by promoting the positive interaction 
between dogs and society; 

Whereas, raising a canine good citizen, is 
first and foremost, an obligation of the 
owner; 

Whereas, dog owners must make conscien- 
tious efforts to develop the essential traits 
and characteristics that comprise respon- 
sible dog ownership; 

Whereas, the decision to become a dog 
owner is an emotional and monetary long- 
term commitment which carries a tremen- 
dous responsibility; 

Whereas, dog owners bear a special respon- 
sibility to their canine companions to pro- 
vide proper care and humane treatment at 
all times; 

Whereas, this proper care and treatment 
includes an adequate and nutritious diet, 
clean water, clean and comfortable living 
conditions, regular veterinary care, kind and 
responsive human companionship and train- 
ing in appropriate behavior; 

Whereas, dog ownership requires honesty 
about an owner’s readiness and ability to be 
responsible for their canine companion; 

Whereas, this requires personal question- 
ing about one’s time commitments, desire 
for a dog and family situations; 


25684 


Whereas, the next component of choosing a 
canine companion involves educating oneself 
about obtaining a dog or puppy from a re- 
sponsible source; 

Whereas, a responsible source will provide 
a prospective dog owner with appropriate in- 
formation about the breed of dog, training, 
feeding and care; 

Whereas, the Senate encourages people to 
be responsible dog owners and encourages 
people to recognize the positive ramifica- 
tions on society of promoting Canine Good 
Citizens. 

Whereas, the Senate encourages people to 
recognize the contributions that our canine 
companions make to all of us throughout the 
year, 

Now therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Senate proclaims the 

week of September 24-30, as National Dog 
Week. 
@ Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I sub- 
mit a resolution commemorating Sep- 
tember 24 through September 30, 1995, 
as National Dog Week. Dogs have al- 
ways been a source of comfort and 
companionship to men, women and 
children of all ages. They play an im- 
portant role in the lives of many and 
provide valuable services such as see- 
ing eye dogs, drug detection dogs and 
dogs that locate missing persons. Dog 
ownership requires a serious commit- 
ment by the owner, but the rewards are 
great. I urge my colleagues to support 
this resolution. 


SENATE RESOLUTION 174— 
RELATIVE TO VIETNAM 


Mr. GRAMS (for himself, Mr. DOLE, 
Mr. HELMS, and Mr. THOMAS) submitted 
the following resolution; which was 
considered and agreed to: 

S. REs. 174 


Whereas there are many outstanding issues 
between the United States and Vietnam in- 
cluding a full accounting of MIAs/POWs; pur- 
suant of democratic freedoms in Vietnam, 
including freedom of expression and associa- 
tion; and resolution of human rights viola- 
tions; 

Whereas the Government of Vietnam con- 
tinues to imprison political and religious 
leaders to suppress the nonviolent pursuit of 
freedom and human rights; 

Whereas the Government of Vietnam has 
not honored its commitments under the Uni- 
versal Declaration of Human Rights and the 
International Covenant of Civil and Political 
Rights; 

Whereas two American citizens, Mr. 
Nguyen Tan Tri and Mr. Tran Quang Liem, 
are among those recently sentenced to pris- 
on terms of 7 and 4 years, respectively, for 
their efforts to organize a conference, after 2 
years of detention without charge; and 

Whereas these two Americans are in poor 
health and are not receiving proper treat- 
ment: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate hereby— 

(1) urges the Secretary of State to pursue 
the release of the American prisoners as well 
as all political and religious prisoners in 
Vietnam as a matter of the highest priority; 

(2) requests that the Secretary of State 
submit regular reports to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate regarding 
the status of the imprisonment and 
wellbeing of the two American prisoners; and 

(3) requests that the President meet with 
relatives of the two Americans at his earliest 
convenience. 
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Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall 
transmit a copy of this resolution to the 
President and the Secretary of State. 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


THE WORK OPPORTUNITY ACT OF 
1995 


DOLE AMENDMENT NO. 2692 


Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. DOLE) pro- 
posed an amendment to the amend- 
ment No. 2280 proposed by Mr. DOLE to 
the bill (H.R. 4) to restore the Amer- 
ican family, reduce illegitimacy, con- 
trol welfare spending, and reduce wel- 
fare dependence; as follows: 

On page 12, between lines 22 and 23, in the 
matter inserted by amendment No. 2486 as 
modified— 

(1) in subparagraph (G), strike 3 years” 
and insert 2 years“; and 

(2) in subparagraph (G), strike 6 months” 
and insert 3 months“. 

On page 69, line 18, in the matter inserted 
by amendment No. 2479, as modified 

(1) in section 413(a), strike country“ and 
insert “county”; and 

(2) in section 413(b)(5), strike “eligible 
countries are defined as:“ and insert ‘‘ELIGI- 
BLE COUNTY.—A county may participate in a 
demonstration project under this subsection 
if the county is—"’. 

On page 50, line 6, in the matter inserted 
by amendment No. 2528— 

(1) in subsection (d)(3)(A), strike “1998” and 
insert “1996”; 

(2) in subsection (d)(3)(C), strike 1998. 1999, 
and 2000” and insert 1996. 1997, 1998, 1999, 
2000, 2001, and 2002”; and 

(3) in subsection (d)(3)(C), strike “ав may 
be necessary“ and insert “specified in sub- 
paragraph (B)(ii)"’. 

On page 77, between lines 21 and 22, insert 
the following new section: 

“SEC. 420. ELIGIBILITY FOR CHILD CARE ASSIST- 
ANCE. 

Notwithstanding section 658T of the Child 
Care and Development Block Grant Act of 
1990, the State agency specified in section 
402(a)(6) shall determine eligibility for child 
care assistance provided under this part in 
accordance with criteria determined by the 
State.“ 


On page 303, line 15, add and“ after the 
semicolon. 

On page 304, line 22, strike “апа” after the 
semicolon. 

On page 305, line 16, insert, not including 
direct service costs.“ after administrative 
costs“. 

On page 305, line 18, strike the second pe- 
riod and insert; and". 

On page 305, between lines 18 and 19, insert 
the following: 

‘(C) by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

(6) SERVICES FOR THE WORKING POOR.— 
The State plan shall describe the manner in 
which services will be provided to the work- 
ing poor.“ 

Beginning on page 305, strike line 19, and 
all that follows through line 6, on page 306, 
and insert the following: 

(d) CLARIFICATION OF ELIGIBLE CHILD.—Sec- 
tion 658P(4)(B) of the Child Care and Devel- 
opment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
9858n(4)(B)) is amended by striking “75 per- 
cent“ and inserting 100 percent“. 
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On page 738, line 10, strike on“ and insert 
for“. 

On page 753, line 8, strike "subsections (с) 
and (4)” and insert “subsection (с)”. 

On page 753, lines 20 and 21, strike “ог seri- 
ous physical, sexual, or emotional harm, ог” 
and insert , serious physical or emotional 
harm, sexual abuse or exploitation, or an act 
or failure to act which”. 

Оп page 776, line 1, strike other“ the sec- 
ond time such term appears. 

On page 786, line 7, strike “, through 2000” 
and insert and 1997”, 

Оп page 22, line 12, strike ‘'$16,795,323,000" 
and insert ““516,803,769,000”, 

On page 99, line 20, strike $92,250,000" and 
insert ““5100,039,000”. 

Оп page 100, line 9, strike “$3,150,000” and 
insert ‘'$3,489,000"". 

Оп page 100, line 22, strike 54. 275,000 and 
insert 34.593.000 

On page 99, strike lines 4 and 5 and insert 
the following: 

(1) by inserting “(ог paid, in the case of 
part A of title IV)“ after certified“; and 

On page 27, strike lines 17 through 22, and 
insert the following: 

“(В) RATE OF INTEREST.—The Secretary 
shall charge and collect interest on any loan 
made under subparagraph (A) at a rate equal 
to the current average market yield on out- 
standing marketable obligations of the Unit- 
ed States with remaining periods to matu- 
rity comparable to the period to maturity of 
the loan. 

On page 54, line 25, add after “amount.” 
the following: “Тһе Secretary may not for- 
give any outstanding loan amount nor inter- 
est owed thereon.” 

On page 293, lines 8 and 9, strike “апу bene- 
fit described in clause (1)(A)(ii) of subsection 
(d)“ and insert any benefit under a program 
described in subsection (d)(2)"’. 

On page 293, line 19, strike ‘‘subsection 
(ау2)” and insert ‘subsection (d)(4)"’. 

On page 293, line 21, insert “the” before 
“enactment”. 

On page 294, line 20, insert under а pro- 
gram" after benefit“. 

Оп page 297, line 11, strike Federal“. 

On page 297, line 20, strike “ала”. 

Beginning on page 297, line 21, strike all 
through page 298, line 3, and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(2) the term poverty line“ has the same 
meaning given such term in section 673(2) of 
the Community Services Block Grant Act (42 
U.S.C. 9902(2)). 

On page 298, line 3, strike involved.“ and 
insert involved: апа”. 

Line to be added at the appropriate place 
in Title XII of Dole’s Amendment to HR. 4: 

“Іп making reductions in full-time equiva- 
lent positions, the Secretary is encouraged 
to reduce personnel in the Washington, DC 
area office (agency headquarters) before re- 
ducing field personnel.” 

(1) In Section 501(b)(1), strike (IV), or (V) 
and insert in lieu thereof “ог IV)“. 

(2) In Section 502(f)(1), Strike (IV). or (V) 
and insert іп lieu thereof or (IV)“. 


AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996 


BINGAMAN AMENDMENT NO. 2693 


Mr. BUMPERS (for Mr. BINGAMAN) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
(H.R. 1976) making appropriations for 
Agriculture, Rural Development, Food 
and Drug Administration, and related 
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agencies programs for the fiscal year 

ending September 30, 1996, and for 

other purposes; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 

ing: 

SEC. . ENERGY SAVINGS AT FEDERAL FACILI- 
TIES. 


(a) REDUCTION ІМ FACILITIES ENERGY 
Costs.—The head of each agency for which 
funds are made available under this Act shall 
take all actions necessary to achieve during 
fiscal year 1996 a 5 percent reduction, from 
the average previous three fiscal year levels, 
in the energy costs of the facilities used by 
the agency. 

(b) USE ОЕ CosT SAvINGS.—An amount 
equal to the amount of cost savings realized 
by an agency under subsection (a) shall re- 
main available for obligation through the 
end of fiscal year 1997, without further au- 
thorization or appropriation, as follows: 

(1) CONSERVATION MEASURES.—Fifty рег- 
cent of the amount shall remain available 
for the implementation of additional energy 
conservation measures and for water con- 
servation measures at such facilities used by 
the agency as are designated by the head of 
the agency. 

(2) OTHER PURPOSES.—Fifty percent of the 
amount shall remain available for use by the 
agency for such purposes as are designated 
by the head of the agency, consistent with 
applicable law. 

(c) REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than December 
31, 1996, the Secretary of Agriculture (a) 
shall submit a report to Congress specifying 
the results of the actions taken under sub- 
section (a) and providing any recommenda- 
tions concerning how to further reduce en- 
ergy costs and energy consumption in the fu- 
ture. 

(2) CONTENTS,—Each report shall 

(A) specify the total energy costs of the Га- 
cilities used by the agency; 

(B) identify the reductions achieved; and 

(C) specify the actions that resulted in the 
reductions. 


McCAIN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2694 


Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr. DOMEN- 
ІСІ, Мг. INOUYE, Мг, BINGAMAN, Мг. 
CONRAD, and Мг. DORGAN) proposed ап 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1976, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 25, line 14, strike “$568,685,000" and 
insert іп lieu thereof ‘'$564,685,000"’. 

On page 15, line 13, after the semi-colon in- 
sert “51,450,000 for payments to the 1994 in- 
stitutions pursuant to Sec. 534(a)(1) of P.L. 
103-382;”. 

On page 15, line 17, strike “3418,172,000” and 
insert in lieu thereof ““5419,622,000”. 

On page 18, line 2, after the semi-colon, in- 
sert 32.550.000 for payments to the 1994 in- 
stitutions pursuant to бес. 534(b)(3) of P.L. 
103-382;”. 

On page 18, line 11, strike “5437,131,000" and 
insert ““5439,681,000”. 

KERRY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2695 


Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. BRYAN, 
Mr. SMITH, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Mr. 
DORGAN) proposed an amendment to 
the bill H.R. 1976, supra; as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 
SEC. MINK INDUSTRY. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
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(1) since 1989, the Federal government, 
through the Department of Agriculture Mar- 
ket Promotion Program, has provided more 
than $13,000,000 to the Mink Export Develop- 
ment Council for the overseas promotion of 
mink coats and products; and 

(2) the Department of Commerce has esti- 
mated that since 1989 the value of United 
States exports of mink products has declined 
by more than 33 percent and total United 
States mink production has been halved. 

(b) FunpDING.—None of the funds made 
available in this Act may be used to carry 
out, or to pay the salaries of personnel who 
carry out, the market promotion program 
established under section 203 of the Agricul- 
tural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623), in a 
manner that provides assistance to the Unit- 
ed States Mink Export Development Council 
or any mink industry trade association. 


STEVENS AMENDMENT NO. 2696 


Mr. STEVENS proposed an amend- 
ment to the bill H.R. 1976, supra; as fol- 
lows: 


On page 32 of the bill, strike lines 7 
through 11 and insert in lieu thereof the fol- 
lowing: 

БЕС. . For necessary salaries and expenses 
of the Office of the Under Secretary for Nat- 
ural Resources and Environment to admin- 
ister the laws enacted by Congress for the 
Natural Resources Conservation Service, 
$677,000: Provided, That none of these funds 
shall be available to administer laws enacted 
by Congress for the Forest Service: Provided 
further, That $350,000 shall be made available 
to the Secretary of Agriculture to admin- 
ister the laws enacted by Congress for the 
Forest Service: Provided further, That not- 
withstanding Section 245(c) of Public Law 
103-354 (7 U.S.C. 6961(c)), the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture may not delegate any authority to 
administer laws enacted by Congress, or 
funds provided by this Act, for the Forest 
Service to the Under Secretary for Natural 
Resources and Environment. 


FEINGOLD (AND McCAIN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2697 


Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself and Mr. 
MCCAIN) proposed an amendment to 
the bill H.R. 1976, supra; as follows: 


At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 

SEC. . SPECIAL RESEARCH GRANTS PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds made 
available under this Act for the program es- 
tablished under section 2(c) of Public Law 89- 
106 (7 U.S.C. 450i(c)) may be used for a grant 
that is not subject to a competitive process 
and a scientific peer review evaluation by 
qualified scientists in the Federal Govern- 
ment, colleges and universities, State agri- 
cultural experiment stations, and the private 
sector. 

(b) DEFICIT REDUCTION.—Any funds made 
available under this Act that are not ex- 
pended because of subsection (a) shall revert 
to the genera] fund of the Treasury for defi- 
cit reduction. 


CONRAD AMENDMENT NO. 2698 
Mr. CONRAD proposed an amend- 
ment to the bill H.R. 1976, supra; as fol- 
lows: 


At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 
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SEC. . REPAYMENT OF ADVANCE DEFICIENCY 
PAYMENTS FOR 1995 DISASTER 
LOSSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding subpara- 
graphs (С) and (Н) of section 114(a)(2) of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1445j(a)(2)), 
if the producers on a farm received an ad- 
vance deficiency payment for the 1995 crop of 
a commodity and suffered a loss in the pro- 
duction of the crop due to weather or related 
condition, the producers shall not be re- 
quired to repay an amount of the payment 
that is equal to, subject to subsection (b), 
the product obtained by multiplying the ap- 
plicable crop acreage base and the farm pro- 
gram payment yield, 

(b) LIMITATIONS.—The amount of the pay- 
ment that the producers on a farm are not 
required to repay under subsection (a) 
shall— 

(1) not exceed $2,500; and 

(2) not be available for production on 
which crop insurance coverage is available, 
as determined by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture. 

(c) FUNDING.—Up to $35,000,000 that has 
been made available to carry out the export 
enhancement program established under sec- 
tion 301 of the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 
(7 U.S.C, 5651) during fiscal year 1996 may be 
used to carry out this section. 


BUMPERS (AND BRYAN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2699 


Mr. BUMPERS (for himself and Mr. 
BRYAN) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 1976, supra; as follows: 

On page 65, line 18, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: **: Provided further, 
That funds made available under this Act to 
carry out the market promotion program es- 
tablished under section 203 of the Agricul- 
tural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623) may be 
used to provide cost-share assistance only to 
organizations that are recognized as small 
business concerns under section Xa) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632(a)) or to as- 
sociations described in the first section of 
the Act entitled ‘An Act to authorize asso- 
ciation of producers of agricultural prod- 
ucts’, approved February 22, 1922 (7 U.S.C. 
291): Provided further, That such funds may 
not be used to provide cost-share assistance 
to a foreign eligible trade organization: Pro- 
vided further, That none of the funds made 
available under this Act may be used to 
carry out the market promotion program es- 
tablished under section 203 of the Agricul- 
tural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623) if the 
aggregate amount of funds and value of com- 
modities under the program exceeds 
870,000,000”. 


DORGAN (AND CONRAD) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2700 


Mr. COCHRAN (for Mr. DORGAN, for 
himself, and Mr. CONRAD) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1976, supra; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 

ing: 

SEC. __. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON UNITED 
STATES-CANADIAN COOPERATION 
CONCERNING AN OUTLET TO RE- 
LIEVE FLOODING AT DEVILS LAKE 
IN NORTH DAKOTA. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 

(1) Mooding in Devils Lake Basin, North 
Dakota, has resulted in water levels in the 
lake reaching their highest point in 120 
years; 

(2ХА) 667,000 trees are inundated and 
dying; 
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(B) 2500 homeowners in the county are 
pumping water from basements; 

(C) the town of Devils Lake is threatened 
with lake water nearing the limits of the 
protective dikes of the lake; 

(D) 17,400 acres of land have been inun- 
dated; 

(E) roads are under water; 

(F) other roads are closed and will be aban- 
doned; 

(G) homes and businesses have been diked, 
abandoned, or closed; and 

(H) if the lake rises another 2 to 3 feet, 
damages of approximately $74,000,000 will 
occur; 

(3) the Army Corps of Engineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation are now studying the 
feasibility of constructing an outlet from 
Devils Lake Basin; 

(4) an outlet from Devils Lake Basin will 
allow the transfer of water from Devils Lake 
Basin to the Red River of the North water- 
shed that the United States shares with Can- 
ada; and 

(5) the Treaty Relating to the Boundary 
Waters and Questions Arising Along the 
Boundary Between the United States and 
Canada, signed at Washington on January 11, 
1909 (36 Stat. 2448; TS 548) (commonly known 
as the Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909”), 
provides that waters flowing across the 
boundary shall not be polluted on either side 
to the injury of health or property on the 
other.“ (36 Stat. 2450). 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the United States Govern- 
ment should seek to establish a joint United 
States-Canadian technical committee to re- 
view the Devils Lake Basin emergency outlet 
project to consider options for an outlet that 
would meet Canadian concerns in regard to 
the Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909. 


DOLE AMENDMENT NO. 2701 


Mr. COCHRAN (for Mr. DOLE) pro- 
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
1976, supra; as follows: 

On page 13, line 23, insert the following 
after law“: ;: Provided further, That of the 
funds made available under this heading for 
the National Center for Agricultural Utiliza- 
tion Research, not less than $1,000,000 shall 
be available for the Grain Marketing Re- 
search Laboratory in Manhattan, Kansas“ 


ABRAHAM (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2702 


Mr. COCHRAN (for Mr. ABRAHAM, for 
himself, Mr. BROWN, and Mr. GRAMS) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1976, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in title VII, insert 
the following: 


SEC. 7 . ELIMINATION OF UNNECESSARY ADVI- 
SORY COMMITTEES. 


(a) SWINE HEALTH ADVISORY COMMITTEE.— 
Section 11 of the Swine Health Protection 
Act (7 U.S.C. 3810) is repealed. 

(b) GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE TECHNICAL AD- 
VISORY COMMITTEE.—Section 2404 of the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6703) is repealed. 


GORTON (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2703 


Mr. COCHRAN (for Мг. GoRTON, for 
himself, Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr. BURNS) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1976, supra; as follows: 
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To H.R. 1976, Title VII General Provisions, 
on page 84, line 1, insert the following new 
section: 

Sec. 730. Upon the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
immediately withdraw Federal regulation 36 
CFR Part 223 promulgated on September 8, 
1995, for a period of no less than 120 days; 
provided that during such time the Sec- 
retary shall take notice and public comment 
on the regulations and make the necessary 
revisions to reflect public comment. Any 
fines assessed pursuant to 36 CFR Part 223, 
from the effective date of said regulation to 
the date of enactment of this Act, shall be 
null and void. During the 120 day period, the 
interim regulatory guidelines published pur- 
suant to 55 CFR 48572 and 56 CFR 65834 shall 
remain in effect. 


BENNETT AMENDMENT NO. 2704 


Мг. COCHRAN (for Мг. BENNETT) pro- 
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
1976, supra; as follows: 

On page 25, line 14, strike $564,685,000 and 
insert $563,004,000. 

On page 37, line 8, strike $1,000,000 and in- 
sert $2,681,000. 


FEINGOLD AMENDMENT NO. 2705 


Mr. COCHRAN (for Mr. FEINGOLD) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1976, supra; as follows: 

On page 44, line 16, before the period insert 
the following: Provided further, That loan 
guarantees for business and industry assist- 
ance funded under this heading shall be made 
available to tourist or other recreational 
businesses in rural communities“. 


LEAHY AMENDMENT NO. 2706 


Mr. COCHRAN (for Mr. LEAHY) pro- 
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
1976, supra; as follows: 


On page 14, strike on line 12, “40,670,000” 
and insert in lieu thereof. 42,620,000 

On page 15, strike on line 17, $419,622,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof 421.622.000.“ 

On page 82, reduce “5800,000,000” 
$4,444,000. 


by 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For- 
estry be allowed to meet during the 
session of the Senate on Tuesday, Sep- 
tember 19, 1995, at 9 a.m., in SR-332, to 
mark up the Committee’s Budget Rec- 
onciliation instructions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Tuesday, 
September 19, 1995, to conduct a hear- 
ing on legislation to reform public 
housing and tenant based section 8 as- 
sistance. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 

WORKS 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the full Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works be granted permission to con- 
duct a business meeting Tuesday, Sep- 
tember 19, at 9:30 a.m., hearing room 
SD-406, to consider the nomination of 
Greta Joy Dicus, to be a member of the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and 
reconciliation legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent on behalf of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee to 
meet on Tuesday, September 19, at 2:30 
p.m. for a markup on reconciliation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Small Business be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Tuesday, September 19, 1995, at 2:30 
p.m., in room 428A, Russell Senate Of- 
fice Building, to conduct a hearing fo- 
cusing on tax issues impacting small 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 


Mr. COCHRAN. The Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs would like to request 
unanimous consent to hold a joint 
hearing with the House Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs to receive the legisla- 
tive presentation of the American Le- 
gion. The hearing will be held on Sep- 
tember 19, 1995, at 9:30 a.m., in room 334 
of the Cannon House Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, September 19, 1995, 
at 6 p.m. to hold a closed business 
meeting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TERRORISM, TECHNOLOGY, 

AND GOVERNMENT INFORMATION 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
coinmittee on Terrorism, Technology, 
and Government Information of the 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary, be 
authorized to meet during a session of 
the Senate on Tuesday, September 19, 
1995, at 10 a.m., in Senate Dirksen 
room G66, on the Ruby Ridge incident. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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THIRD BATTLE OF WINCHESTER 


е Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to the brave Con- 
federate and Union soldiers who fought 
in a turning-point battle 131 years ago 
today near Winchester, VA. The Third 
Battle of Winchester claimed more 
than 9,000 casualties and led to the 
burning and massive destruction of the 
Shenandoah Valley, which had effec- 
tively served as the Confederate 
Army’s breadbasket, supplying food 
and materials that were critical to the 
war effort. 

It is fitting that today the House of 
Representatives, under the skillful 
leadership of Representative FRANK 
WOLF, passed H.R. 1091, which contains 
title IV, a section containing the Shen- 
andoah Valley National Battlefield 
Partnership Act. I have introduced the 
same legislation here in the Senate. I 
note to my colleagues that we passed 
this bill by unanimous consent last 
year and I hope we will take the same 
step this year. 

Mr. President, the Civil War is an im- 
portant lesson for America and indeed, 
the rest of the world. 

Here we are, 131 years since the War 
Between the States, and the same type 
of fighting and carnage that wrought 
havoc on Winchester and valley towns 
like New Market, Toms Brook, Port 
Republic, and Cedar Creek, is brutally 
being carried out in the Balkans today. 

I have traveled five times to the war- 
torn Bosnian region. About 4 weeks ago 
I was there with my good and coura- 
geous friend Senator KERREY of Ne- 
braska. We were in Croatia, right on 
the border with Bosnia. We went 
through villages that had been ravaged 
by cannons and soldiers. 

Senator KERREY and I visited a refu- 
gee camp and talked with a doctor who 
appeared to be the spokesman for his 
group. 

I asked this doctor, “Сап you explain 
to me why we are here, in this century, 
fighting this type of war of wanton de- 
struction between people who live in 
villages and towns together and who 
live inside the same country.” 

The doctor answered by saying, 
“Senator, go back and study the ori- 
gins of your Civil War.” 

His answer, Mr. President, is the rea- 
son we must pay tribute to our herit- 
age by preserving our Civil War battle- 
fields in the Shenandoah Valley. We 
must preserve these battlefields so that 
we may create a better understanding 
in successive generations. The threats 
to the United States today are unlike 
World War I and World War II. The 
threats today are from the weapons of 
mass destruction, but also from the 
cultural and religious civil wars that 
take place throughout the world. 

As we see in Bosnia and the Balkans 
today, these internal civil wars can 
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boil over into neighboring countries 

and indeed, into Western Europe and 

North America. 

The lessons for future generations 
are how best we can deter these wars 
from taking place. How best we, as a 
nation and leader of the free world, can 
step forward and try and bring about 
peace. Often the teachings and under- 
standings begin hear at home and on 
hallowed ground like the Shenandoah 
Valley battlefields. 

Mr. President, yesterday I attended 
the dedication of the Third Battle of 
Winchester. It was a great pleasure to 
be among so many friends and to join 
in the celebration of preserving that 
historic battlefield. 

The commitment by local govern- 
ment and private preservation groups 
has energized me to ensure that the 
battlefields in the valley receive their 
long overdue national recognition. 

Mr. President, I ask that my remarks 
from yesterday’s ceremony be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The remarks follow: 

REMARKS BY SENATOR JOHN WARNER ON THE 
DEDICATION OF THE THIRD BATTLE OF WIN- 
CHESTER SEPTEMBER 18, 1995. 

Good Morning, Director Kennedy, Director 
Diehl, distinguished guests and ladies and 
gentleman. 

I want to join in applauding the tenacity of 
Congressman WOLF for successfully bringing 
the parties to agreement, the generosity of 
Dave Holliday as a responsible steward of 
this historic property, the commitment of 
the APCWS for effective preservation efforts 
here and throughout Virginia, and the re- 
sponsiveness of the Civil War Trust for rec- 
ognizing the urgency of preserving this un- 
spoiled ground. 

In the many years that I have traveled 
throughout the Valley, I have heard first- 
hand the heroic stories passed down from 
generation to generation about this war of 
valiant military strategies and brave per- 
sonal sacrifices. 

Many persons unfamiliar with the deep, 
intergenerational scars marking this period 
often ask, “why пом”? Why, after more than 
а century, stoke the coals of resentment as- 
sociated with the most divisive conflict in 
our history? 

It is not about reviving old hostilities, but 
of remembering, and paying homage, to old 
hurts. 

So many families, so many businesses were 
destroyed or damaged irrevocably by forces 
beyond their control. 

Innocent civilians bore the burdens of the 
burning.“ 

No one who lived in this valley escaped 
some vestige of the misery which plagued 
the area throughout the conflict. Their de- 
scendants share the pain and the pride 
today. 

This region suffered severely from the de- 
struction caused by the 100 engagements 
that occurred here. Throughout the war, 
Winchester was pivotal to both sides, having 
changed hands seventy-six times. 

The epic ebb and flow of Confederate and 
Union forces during this conflict, however, is 
eloquently preserved in books by America’s 
most respected historians—Bruce Catton, 
Shelby Foote, Douglas Southall Freeman, 
and Jim McPherson—and on film for the ben- 
efit of future generations. 

So I often marvel at the passion and the 
emotion that this chapter in our Nation's 
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history still stirs in the hearts of so many of 
us. 

I have come to know that it is the love of 
this land which brings us together today. 

It is this land which allows us to visualize 
the fierce battle between Sheridan and 
Early. 

It renews our respect for our forefathers 
whose lives were changed forever by this 
war. 

It is the preservation of these battlefields 
to serve as outdoor classrooms so that our 
children may understand the sacrifices that 
were made for a cause to which each side was 
deeply committed. 

It is the land that will remain long after 
we are gone. And it is the land that we must 
protect so that these events will not be for- 
gotten.e 


COMMEMORATING UKRAINIAN 
INDEPENDENCE DAY 


е Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to commemorate Ukrainian 
independence. Tomorrow, Ukrainian- 
Americans will be honoring the fourth 
anniversary of Ukraine’s independence 
in observance here in our Nation’s Cap- 
ital. 

Ukraine was established as a state in 
the 9th century, but has struggled val- 
iantly against several invaders to gain 
its independence from foreign domina- 
tion. On July 15, 1990, Ukraine's efforts 
successfully resulted in its declaration 
of sovereignty, followed by its declara- 
tion of independence on August 24, 1991. 

Upon gaining independence, Ukraine 
has continued to work for both eco- 
nomic reform and democracy. In par- 
ticular, Ukraine has taken significant 
steps to reform its economy, working 
to stabilize inflation, liberalize prices, 
and privatize industries. Further, 
through the creation and continued im- 
provement of a constitutional frame- 
work, Ukraine is developing its own 
strong democratic tradition. In light of 
Ukraine’s efforts, it is fitting that 
members of this Chamber join in pay- 
ing tribute to Ukraine’s long struggle 
for freedom. 

I also wish to pay to tribute to the 
Ukrainian-American community. Dur- 
ing the long years when Ukraine suf- 
fered under foreign control, Ukrainian- 
Americans helped keep alive the flame 
of Ukraine’s culture and traditions. On 
behalf of the Ukrainian community in 
New Jersey and all Americans of 
Ukrainian descent, I am honored to 
pay tribute, on behalf of the Nation, to 
the Ukrainian community in com- 
memoration of its independence day.e 


TRIBUTE TO ROSALIND W. WYMAN 


è Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, Га 
like to take a moment today to pay 
tribute to someone I consider to be one 
of my best friends in the world. She is 
a fireball of energy and someone who 
has truly touched the lives of many, 
many people. 

Rosalind Wyman is an extraordinary 
friend. 
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“Politics, arts, sports and my family 
are my life,” Roz Wyman once said. 
Roz has indeed turned her passion into 
results. 

A native and resident of Los Angeles, 
Wyman has been involved in the politi- 
cal world since before she can remem- 
ber; her baby book includes a picture of 
2-year-old Roz smiling happily at a por- 
trait of Franklin D. Roosevelt. Strong- 
ly influenced by her parents’ belief 
that you should serve your community, 
she turned immediately to elective pol- 
itics following her graduation from the 
University of Southern California. 

At the age of 22, Roz became the 
youngest elected legislator in a major 
U.S. city when she was elected to the 
Los Angeles City Council. 

From 1953 to 1965, Wyman served as a 
member of the non-partisan council, 
earning particular recognition for her 
successful drive to bring the Dodgers to 
Los Angeles. 

The late owner of the Dodgers, Wal- 
ter O'Malley, often said: “Тһе Dodgers 
would not be in Los Angeles if it had 
not been for Roz.” She also played a 
major role in the move of the Lakers 
basketball team to Los Angeles. 

In the years since she left the coun- 
cil, Wyman has applied her formidable 
organizational skills to a variety of 
local, national and international tasks. 
Among her many other accomplish- 
ments, Roz served by appointment of 
the President on the Independent Com- 
mission to Review the National Endow- 
ment for the Arts grantmaking proce- 
dures. Locally, she became President of 
the Los Angeles County Music and Per- 
forming Arts Commission in 1992. 

She served as executive chairperson 
of the Producers Guild of America 
(1977-1981) and as executive vice chair 
of the Los Angeles Center Theatre 
Group, which operates the Mark Taper 
Forum and the Ahmanson Theatre. 

She helped direct State and national 
campaigns and chaired two Democratic 
Congressional Campaign Dinners, each 
of which set records by raising over $1 
million. 

Roz participated in the U.S. Delega- 
tion to the United National Economic 
and Social Council (UNESCO) and was 
part of the American delegation to the 
Commission on Security and Coopera- 
tion in Europe (Madrid, 1980). 

But, it was in 1983 that Roz Wyman— 
this legend from Los Angeles—walked 
into my life. 

Roz became the first woman ever se- 
lected to be the convention chair and 
chief executive officer for a Democratic 
Convention. She had been selected to 
chair the 1984 convention in San Fran- 
cisco. I was Mayor of San Francisco at 
the time. And I can tell you this: The 
first time Roz Wyman walked into my 
office with her list of items that needed 
to be provided by the city of San Fran- 
cisco, I knew I had met someone with 
formidable determination and tenac- 
ity. And I knew I had made a friend for 
life. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


The convention was a huge success. 
And every convention since then has 
been modeled on what Roz made hap- 
pen in San Francisco, 

Since then, I always knew that Roz 
was someone who could get the job— 
any job—done. 

When I thought about running for the 
U.S. Senate in 1992, Roz was one of the 
first people I turned to and she was one 
of the first people to volunteer to be a 
campaign co-chair. 

For the last 4 years of my life, Roz 
has been the truly inspirational force 
who, in spirit, has never left my side. 

She has opened her home to a tired 
candidate and staff. She has been the 
unyielding cheerleader who was always 
upbeat even in the face of tough times. 
And she has always been faithful to her 
vision of what is right for our State 
and our country. 

One of Roz’s dreams, she told me, was 
to see a woman elected U.S. Senator 
from California. I am so honored, and 
indeed lucky, to be the recipient of 
Кот в focused attention. 

Roz will soon celebrate her birthday 
with her three children, her 5% year- 
old granddaughter, Samantha, and her 
many, many friends. I am so glad that 
her family has asked some of Roz’s 
friends to pay tribute in some way to 
our Roz. 

There are few people in the world as 
passionate, as loving, as strong, and as 
inspiring as Roz Wyman. 

Many may know Roz because she was 
the youngest person ever elected to the 
Los Angeles City Council or because 
she almost singlehandedly brought the 
Dodgers from Brooklyn to Los Angeles. 

But, in my own heart, I will always 
know Roz because she is that special, 
life-long friend who helped make my 
dreams come true.@ 


GLIDERMEN OF NEPTUNE, THE 
AMERICAN D-DAY GLIDER ATTACK 


Ф Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I would 
like to bring to my colleagues’ atten- 
tion a book written by Mr. Chuck J. 
Masters entitled, Glidermen of Nep- 
tune, The American D-Day Glider At- 
баск.” The book portrays the Amer- 
ican soldiers who flew in the flying 
coffins” of the D-Day invasions of Eu- 
rope. Unarmed, these gliders carried a 
brave group of World War П soldiers 
known as glidermen. One of these brave 
soldiers was Senate President pro tem- 
pore STROM THURMOND. I commend this 
book to you so you may become better 
acquainted with Senator THURMOND’s 
contribution to our Nation.e 


GERMANY'S AGREEMENT TO COM- 
PENSATE HUGO PRINCZ FOR HIS 
SUFFERING IN NAZI CONCENTRA- 
TION CAMPS 


е Mr. BRADLEY Mr. President, Hugo 
Princz’s war has ended. 

By now, we are all familiar with the 
tragic story of Hugo Princz. He and his 
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family were American citizens living in 
Slovakia when World War II broke out. 
In 1942, before they were able to get 
visas to America, Hugo Princz and his 
family were rounded up and put on a 
grain to the Treblinka concentration 
camp. 

While all of his family perished in 
the camps, Hugo Princz managed to 
survive Treblinka, Auschwitz, a labor 
camp in the Warsaw ghetto, and Da- 
chau, It is a story of remarkable 
strength and courage. In 1945, while en 
route to an extermination camp, Hugo 
Princz was rescued from his death 
train by an American tank division. 

However, Hugo Princz’s tragedy did 
not end with his liberation. Because he 
was an American citizen and was not 
processed through a Displaced Persons 
Center, in 1955 he was declared ineli- 
gible by the German Government for 
the reparations paid to other Holocaust 
survivors. 

Hugo Princz did not let the matter 
drop, for Hugo Princz’s war was not yet 
over. While living in New Jersey, where 
he worked, paid taxes, raised a family, 
and was a credit to his community, 
Hugo Princz continued to pursue jus- 
tice from the German Government. He 
showed the same courage and persever- 
ance that had brought him through the 
horrors of the Holocaust. 

Slowly, over time, Hugo Princz began 
to find support in this country for his 
quest. He enlisted the help of two tal- 
ented lawyers, Steve Perles and Bill 
Marks, who pursued his claims in the 
courts. The adminsitration raised the 
case with the German Government at 
the highest levels. Congress, belatedly, 
went into action and threatened to 
strip German's sovereign immunity. 

Finally, yesterday, 50 years after the 
formal end of World War II and the for- 
mal liberation of the concentration 
camp prisoners, Hugo Princz made his 
own peace and accepted a settlement. 
It is not enough in dollar terms, In- 
deed, no amount of money could ever 
compensate Hugo Princz for his suffer- 
ing—both during the war and during 
his quest for reparations. But by ac- 
cepting German’s settlement, Hugo 
Princz has vindicated his life of cour- 
age. He has won recognition of the jus- 
tice of his cause. 

Hugo Princz is an inspiration to the 
people of New Jersey and the United 
States. І ат proud to congratulate him 
and wish him well in his new, post-war 
life.e 


= 


TRIBUTE TO ERIC SHAEFER 


ФМг. SARBANES. Mr. President, over 
this past weekend Baltimore experi- 
enced a devastating eight alarm fire 
which swept through the Clipper Indus- 
trial Park, claiming the life of one Bal- 
timore city firefighter and seriously 
injuring three others. I rise to pay trib- 
ute to Eric Schaefer who gave his life 
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during this tragic event and to com- 
mend all of the firefighters who re- 
sponded so quickly and put their lives 
on the line, including Capt. Joseph 
Lynczynski, Stu Curtain, and Barry 
Blackmon, who were injured in the 
blaze. This tragedy reminds us that 
firefighters risk their own lives every 
day to protect the lives and property of 
others against the very real dangers of 
fire. I ask that an article about Eric 
Sheafer, entitled “Firefighter Loved 
Everything About the Job,” from the 
Baltimore Sun of Monday, September 
18, 1995, be printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 

[From the Baltimore Sun, Sept. 18, 1995] 
FIREFIGHTER ‘LOVED EVERYTHING’ ABOUT JOB 
(By Dennis O'Brien) 

If he wasn’t fighting fires or jumping from 
airplanes, Eric Schaefer was probably work- 
ing in his garden, 

The 25-year-old Baltimore native spent 
much of his spare time raising peppers and 
tomatoes in the garden behind the Glenmore 
Avenue home, when he and his wife had set- 
tled after their wedding in July. 

Mr. Scheafer, a Baltimore firefighter who 
was killed Saturday during a fire at a Balti- 
more foundry, will likely be remembered and 
eulogized in Maryland this week for dying a 
hero's death. 

But friends and relatives said last night 
their memories are of a lively, flesh-and- 
blood personality—a nonstop talker and 
would-be gourmet cook who loved fighting 
fires for the city Fire Department and jump- 
ing out of airplanes as an Army Reserve 
paratrooper. 

“Не loved anything that would give him a 
rush,” Tina Schaefer said last night of her 
late husband. 

Mrs. Schaefer and other relatives said Mr. 
Schaefer never talked about the dangers of 
the job he held for 18 months. 

“Не loved being a firefighter. He just loved 
everything about the job,” said Dorian 
Schaefer, Mr. Schaefer’s father. 

He enjoyed camping and reading books 
about World War II and Vietnam, He had an 
aquarium with eight fish and was fascinated 
by snakes—keeping 15 of them as pets. 

“He'd play games with them, sort of tease 
you with them, say, ‘Here take this,’ and 
he'd practically put one on your lap.“ said 
William Boyd, a longtime friend. 

Mr. Schaefer had the usual culinary tastes. 
He liked pizza and enjoyed spicing up his 
taco chips with salsa. But he also enjoyed 
cooking exotic meals—tuna steaks and scal- 
lops in garlic were his specialties. 

Mr. Schaefer and the former Tina Robinson 
had known each other since they were in 
school together at St. Francis of Assisi Ele- 
mentary School in Northeast Baltimore. 

Stories about being a firefighter from his 
fiancee’s grandfather, Kenneth A. Robinson, 
a retired Baltimore fire captain, and her fa- 
ther, Kenneth B. Robinson, a retired fireboat 
engineer, inspired the Overlea High School 
graduate to take the flrefighter's exam. 

When he was accepted into the Baltimore 
Fire Academy about two years ago, “Не 
knew һе had found his life's work.“ said Mr. 
Boyd. 

Mr. Schaefer was born in Hamden, the old- 
est of three sons raised by Dorian Schaefer, 
a construction worker, and his wife, Suellyn. 

Mr. Schaefer attended Archbishop Curley 
High School for three years and then trans- 
ferred to Overlea High School, from which he 
graduated in 1989. 
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He worked as a picture framer at Total 
Crafts, a shop in the Parkville Shopping Cen- 
ter, until 1992. Then, he joined the Army Re- 
serve, serving with the 450th Civil Affairs 
Battalion, an airborne unit based in River- 
dale, As a paratrooper, he had 10 jumps to his 
credit, according to relatives. 

Along with his parents and wife, Mr. 
Schaefer is survived by two brothers, Todd, 
22, a dialysis technician in Baltimore, and 
Chad, 16, a senior at Overlea High School. 

Services for Mr. Schaefer are set for 11 
a.m. Thursday at St. Francis of Assisi 
Church on the 3600 block of Harford Road. 
There will be viewing at the Ruck Funeral 
Home on the 5300 block of Harford Road from 
2 p.m. to 4 p.m. and from 7 p.m. to 9 p.m. to- 
morrow and Wednesday. 

Mr. Schaefer's family has asked that me- 
morial contributions be sent to the Johns 
Hopkins Bayview Medical Center Burn Cen- 
ter. 


ALBANIA AND THE UNITED 
STATES 


eMr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, Al- 
banian President Berisha has recently 
concluded a successful visit to the 
United States, strengthening the rela- 
tionship between his nation and ours. 
On this occasion, I would like to share 
with my colleagues the following arti- 
cle written by Michael D. Granoff, Di- 
rector of the US-Albania Enterprise 
Fund, on September 6. I ask that the 
article be printed in the RECORD. 
The article follows: 


ALBANIA AND THE UNITED STATES: AN OLD 
NEW PARADIGM 


There has been much handwringing lately 
by politicians, diplomats and pundits of all 
stripes lamenting the state of US foreign 
policy. The oft cited vision thing. I recently 
visited Albania as a Presidential appointee 
to the Board of the US-Albania Enterprise 
Fund and observed the beginning of a new re- 
lationship that may serve as a model as we 
confront a changing, and perhaps ironically 
a more unstable, world landscape. 

Albania was one of the most isolated na- 
tions on earth under the communist dicta- 
torship of Enver Hoxha after World War II. A 
nation with no relationship to the United 
States. Now, a democratically elected Presi- 
dent, Sali Berisha, has embarked on a set of 
reforms to promote democratic institutions 
and the development of the private sector. 
Albania needs to create a new economy out 
of whole cloth. Its leaders do not have the 
benefit of prior experience in the world com- 
munity. Its existing financial institutions 
are remnants of a bygone age and are not up 
to the task. To use the terminology of the 
venture capital business, Albania is a restart 
and restarts are always risky. In this case I 
think it may be a good bet. 

I found President Berisha, Finance Min- 
ister Vrioni and other government officials 
to be committed to reform, honest about 
their problems and ready to take tough ac- 
tion. Our political leaders could perhaps 
learn something from the developing“ Al- 
banians. Repressed for 50 years, the people of 
Albania exhibit a palpable desire to take 
control of their political and economic lives. 

The US-Albania Enterprise Fund was initi- 
ated by President Clinton as the last of a se- 
ries of funds first conceived under the Bush 
Administration to promote private sector de- 
velopment in the formerly communist coun- 
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tries of Eastern Europe. The Funds are con- 
trolled by Boards of Directors consisting 
largely of private business people appointed 
by the President, who serve without pay. As 
profit-seeking, privately managed entities, 
the funds represent a new approach to for- 
eign assistance and offer one answer to the 
current impasse concerning the US foreign 
aid program in general. 

The enterprise Fund’s goal in Albania is to 
coinvest with Albanians in small and 
midsized businesses to create profitable en- 
terprises. If successful, The Fund will assist 
Albanian employment, reduce imports and 
help integrate Albania into the global eco- 
nomic system. In addition to our efforts, the 
US Agency for International Development is 
well into a major program to assist with ag- 
riculture and housing sector development. 
The World Bank and other international fi- 
nancial institutions have weighed in with in- 
frastructure and privatization assistance. 
Together we have the rare potential to work 
collectively with a government to substan- 
tially improve the lives of its people. Many 
problems remain. The transition from an iso- 
lated society where nearly everyone was 
poor to a democracy where there will be 
those with more than others will not be easy. 
For example, the distinctions between equal 
opportunity and equal outcome are no more 
easily understood in Albania than is appar- 
ent from the current debate in the US over 
affirmative action. 

On the political side, the US and Albania 
are beginning to cooperate diplomatically 
and militarily on regional issues. Albania oc- 
cupies an important strategic position in the 
southern Balkans and has begun to play a 
Stabilizing role in preventing the spread of 
the Bosnia conflict. As a long time resident 
in a tough neighborhood, Albania can pro- 
vide the US with a vital local perspective. 
The bottom line is that Albania, a tiny na- 
tion with which the US has previously had 
virtually nonexistent relations, has the po- 
tential to become an important ally with a 
growing comity of interests. In the process, 
I believe we may be creating a model for fu- 
ture US foreign policy that cuts across tradi- 
tional political and ideological lines. We are 
doing what we always say US foreign policy 
is supposed to do—promote democracy and 
the development of the private sector. And 
from a geostrategic point of view we are es- 
tablishing an important alliance in an in- 
creasingly unstable region. 

When first appointed to the enterprise fund 
board, I must admit I had to look at a map 
to see exactly where Albania was. Albanian 
President Berisha will visit the US in Sep- 
tember. US policymakers should take the op- 
portunity to take out their maps. They may 
be surprised by the opportunity for a biparti- 
san foreign policy success. 


REVISED CONFEREES—S. 219 AND 
5.4 


Mr. COCHRAN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the following be considered 
the revised list of conferees to accom- 
pany S. 219, the regulatory reform bill, 
and 8. 4, the line-item veto bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the list 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

5. 219: Mr. Stevens, 
Thompson, Mr. Grassley, 
Levin, and Mr. Reid. 


Mr. Nickles, Mr. 
Mr. Glenn, Mr. 
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S. 4: Mr. Stevens, Mr. Roth, Mr. Thompson, 
Mr. Cochran, Mr. McCain, Mr. Glenn, Mr. 
Levin, Mr. Pryor, Mr. Sarbanes, Mr. Domen- 
ici, Mr. Grassley, Mr. Nickles, Mr. Gramm, 
Mr. Coats, Mr. Exon, Mr. Hollings, Mr. John- 
ston, and Mr. Dodd. 


RELATIVE TO POLITICAL AND RE- 
LIGIOUS PRISONERS IN VIETNAM 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of Senate Resolution 174, submit- 
ted earlier today by Senator GRAMS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 174), expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the Secretary of 
State should aggressively pursue the release 
of political and religious prisoners in Viet- 
nam. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
resolution. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, today I 
am submitting Senate Resolution 174, 
which expresses the sense of the Senate 
that the Secretary of State should ag- 
gressively pursue the release of politi- 
cal and religious prisoners in Vietnam. 

My resolution has been prompted by 
the recent sentencing of two American 
citizens for attempting to organize a 
conference in Vietnam to discuss de- 
mocracy and human rights. These two 
American citizens, Mr. Nguyen Tan Tri 
and Mr. Tran Quang Liem, were de- 
tained for 2 years by the Vietnamese 
without charge. Mr. Tri has now been 
sentenced to a 7-year prison term and 
Mr. Liem to 4 years. Both are in ill 
health. 

The resolution calls for the Secretary 
of State to pursue the release of these 
two prisoners as well as other Amer- 
ican citizens—I understand that Amer- 
ican citizens from the State of Virginia 
are imprisoned in Vietnam as well— 
and all political and religious prisoners 
in Vietnam. 

The President has just normalized re- 
lations with Vietnam. I supported nor- 
malization, because I believe it will 
give us more leverage with the Viet- 
namese Government to pursue out- 
standing issues such as MIA’s/POW’'s 
and the release of those imprisoned in 
violation of international law after ex- 
pressing political and religious views. 
Not only are people jailed for espousing 
political views, but those who seek re- 
ligious freedoms are as well. Persecu- 
tion of Buddhist leaders is rampant. 
Catholic and other Christian leaders 
have also been imprisoned allegedly for 
political activities under the guise of 
their religion. 

I was disappointed that Secretary 
Christopher and Secretary Lord did not 
address this matter with Vietnamese 
officials in Vietnam shortly after nor- 
malization was announced. While I ap- 
preciate the efforts of consular officers 
in Vietnam and lower-level State De- 
partment officials to address this mat- 
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ter with their peers in the Vietnamese 
Government, I believe this issue should 
have been addressed directly by Sec- 
retary Christopher. 

Mr. President, I am told that Viet- 
nam has now agreed to retry the cases 
of at least the two Americans. We do 
not know when, or if, that may occur. 
In my judgment, it is important to 
pass this resolution immediately to 
show Senate support for a quick resolu- 
tion of this situation. 

Passage of this resolution is being co- 
ordinated with other concerned govern- 
ments. Last week the Canadian Par- 
liament adopted a similar resolution, 
and the Australian Parliament will 
adopt one very shortly. 

If we are to have a diplomatic rela- 
tionship with Vietnam, we must work 
with them at the highest levels of gov- 
ernment to urge them to honor their 
commitment under the Universal Dec- 
laration of Human Rights by releasing 
all religious and political prisoners. We 
must also urge Vietnam to continue 
our efforts to obtain a full accounting 
of MIA’s/POW’s. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
effort to pass this resolution under 
unanimous consent today. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent the resolution be agreed to, the 
preamble be agreed to, and the motion 
to reconsider be laid upon the table, 
and that any statements relating to 
the resolution appear at the appro- 
priate place in the RECORD. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without. 
objection, it is so ordered. 


The resolution (S. Res. 174) was 
agreed to. 
The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 
S.REs 174 


Whereas there are many outstanding issues 
between the United States and Vietnam in- 
cluding a full accounting of MIAs/POWs; pur- 
suit of democratic freedoms in Vietnam, in- 
cluding freedom of expression and associa- 
tion; and resolution of human rights viola- 
tions; 

Whereas the Government of Vietnam con- 
tinues to imprison political and religious 
leaders to suppress the nonviolent pursuit of 
freedom and human rights; 

Whereas the Government of Vietnam has 
not honored its commitments under the Uni- 
versal Declaration of Human Rights and the 
International Covenant of Civil and Political 
Rights; 

Whereas two American citizens, Mr. 
Nguyen Tan Tri and Mr. Tran Quang Liem, 
are among those recently sentenced to pris- 
on terms of 7 and 4 years, respectively, for 
their efforts to organize a conference, after 2 
years of detention without charge; and 

Whereas these two Americans are in poor 
health and are not receiving proper treat- 
ment: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate hereby— 

(1) Urges the Secretary of State to pursue 
the release of the American prisoners as well 
as all political and religious prisoners in 
Vietnam as a matter of the highest priority; 

(2) requests that the Secretary of State 
submit regular reports to the Committee on 
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Foreign Relations of the Senate regarding 
the status of the imprisonment and 
wellbeing of the two American prisoners; and 

(3) requests that the President meet with 
relatives of the two Americans at his earliest 
convenience. 

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall 
transmit a copy of this resolution to the 
President and the Secretary of State. 


SIGNING OF THE ISRAELI-PAL- 
ESTINIAN DECLARATION OF 
PRINCIPLES 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Foreign 
Relations Committee be discharged 
from further consideration of S. Res. 
171, relating to the signing of the Is- 
raeli-Palestinian declaration of prin- 
ciples, and that the Senate then pro- 
ceed to its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
resolution. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 2 
years and 6 days ago, on September 13, 
1993, my colleagues and I were privi- 
leged to witness an historic moment on 
the White House lawn: the signing of 
the Israeli-Palestinian Declaration of 
Principles. 

Last week, on behalf of myself, Sen- 
ator BROWN, Senator LIEBERMAN, and 
Senator PELL I submitted S. Res. 171, a 
resolution expressing the sense of the 
Senate on this important anniversary. 

Today, I am pleased to welcome this 
resolution’s adoption by the full Sen- 
ate. This is an important demonstra- 
tion of the Senate’s continued support 
for the Middle East peace process, and 
a note of encouragement to those 
working to bring it to a successful con- 
clusion. 

From time to time, it is worth tak- 
ing a moment to recognize the remark- 
able progress that has been achieved in 
the Middle East in such a short time. 
The Middle East has changed so much 
in the last 4 years that we often take 
the changes for granted. But reviewing 
the changes makes us realize that we 
are witnessing a true transformation in 
the region. 

Think of it: 

Four years ago, before the Madrid 
Conference in October 1991, Israel had 
never sat face-to-face in peace talks 
with most of its Arab neighbors. 
Today, meetings between Israeli and 
Arab officials—from Israel’s immediate 
neighbors, from the Persian Gulf 
States, and from North Africa—are so 
routine and so numerous that they 
scarcely receive mention in the news 
media. 

Just over 2 years ago, Israeli and Pal- 
estinian negotiators remained locked 
in a fruitless stalemate, and direct 
talks between Israel and the PLO were 
deemed impossible. Today, there is 
Palestinian self-rule in Gaza and Jeri- 
cho, Israel and the Palestinian Author- 
ity are on the verge of reaching an 
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agreement on Palestinian elections and 
further Israeli troop redeployments in 
the West Bank, and handshakes be- 
tween Israeli and PLO leaders are com- 
monplace. 

Just over 1 year ago, Israel and Jor- 
dan remained officially in a state of 
war. Today, thanks to the courage and 
leadership of King Hussein and Prime 
Minister Rabin, Israel and Jordan have 
signed a full peace treaty, enjoy full 
diplomatic relations, and are contin- 
ually expanding their cooperation in 
security, economic development, tour- 
ism, the environment, and many other 
areas. 

Mr. President, no one would deny 
that peace has not yet been secured in 
the Middle East. Much, much work re- 
mains to be done. Although the Israeli- 
Syrian negotiations have at times 
showed promise, with senior Israeli and 
Syrian military officers holding sub- 
stantive talks on the security arrange- 
ments that must accompany an agree- 
ment, these talks currently seem 
caught in a stalemate. Clearly, many 
hard rounds of negotiations remain. 

Israel’s talks with Lebanon are es- 
sentially on hold until there is an Is- 
raeli-Syrian deal. Israel and the Pal- 
estinians must continue to overcome 
obstacles to the implementation of 
their agreements, and their negotia- 
tions will get no easier once final sta- 
tus talks begin next year. 

In addition, the peacemakers of the 
Middle East face continual opposition 
from those who would use terrorism to 
upset the peace process. We were re- 
minded of this once again on August 21 
when a suicide bomber blew up a bus in 
Jerusalem, killing five Israeli civilians. 
Like the suicide bombings that pre- 
ceded it, this was a heinous and unfor- 
givable act of terrorism. 

All who are committed to peace must 
do everything in their power to prevent 
acts of terrorism. Nowhere is this more 
true than in the areas controlled by 
the Palestinian Authority. While the 
performance of Chairman Arafat’s Au- 
thority in security matters has im- 
proved with time, it must do even more 
to prevent and punish all terrorist 
acts. Suicide bombers and other ex- 
tremists must not be allowed to suc- 
ceed in their goal preventing the arriv- 
al of peace. 

But, the obstacles and the hard work 
ahead do not change the fact that real 
peace in the Middle East is today genu- 
inely within reach, as it never has been 
before. The long-held dream of Israelis 
to live in peace with all their neigh- 
bors, in secure borders, is now a real 
possibility. 

To bring this process to a successful 
conclusion, the parties themselves 
must make all the difficult decisions. 
But the support of the United States 
has always been essential to Middle 
East peacemaking, and it remains so 
today. 

Presidents Bush and Clinton, and 
Secretaries of State Baker and Chris- 
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topher, deserve enormous credit for 
their unyielding commitment to pursu- 
ing a comprehensive peace in the Mid- 
dle East, and their efforts have earned 
them the respect and gratitude of par- 
ties throughout the region. 

The Congress has also been consist- 
ent in its strong support of all efforts 
to advance the peace process, and ex- 
pressions of that support help bolster 
the parties in their efforts. One recent 
expression of that support was the in- 
troduction of S. 1064, the Middle East 
Peace Facilitation Act of 1995, which I 
was proud to cosponsor along with Sen- 
ators HELMS, PELL, DOLE, DASCHLE, 
MACK, LIEBERMAN, MCCONNELL, LEAHY, 
and LAUTENBERG. This bill would allow 
the President to continue to provide 
assistance to the Palestinians and to 
conduct relations with the PLO, but it 
includes strict new language mandat- 
ing compliance by the PLO and the 
Palestinian Authority with all of their 
commitments. This bill is now part of 
the Foreign Operations Appropriations 
Act, which will be considered by the 
full Senate shortly. 

This past weekend, Israeli Foreign 
Minister Shimon Peres and PLO Chair- 
man Yasser Arafat met to try to final- 
ize the agreement on the second phase 
of the Declaration of Principles. While 
substantial agreements have been 
reached on Palestinian elections, the 
redeployment of Israeli troops, and the 
expansion of Palestinian self-rule in 
the West Bank, differences remain over 
security arrangements in Hebron and 
the distribution of water resources. 
Both sides reiterated their commit- 
ment to return to the negotiating table 
to complete this phase at the earliest 
possible date. 

In adopting this resolution today, the 
Senate lends encouragement to Israel 
and the Palestinians as they seek to fi- 
nalize the second phase of the Declara- 
tion of Principles. In doing so, we also 
mark an important milestone on the 
long road to peace between Israel and 
the Palestinians. As we take note of 
these achievements, let us also reit- 
erate once again that the successful 
conclusion of a comprehensive peace in 
the Middle East is in the United 
States’ national interest, and that we 
in the U.S. Senate stand firmly behind 
all those who are committed to achiev- 
ing that peace. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
and preamble be agreed to, the motion 
to reconsider be laid upon the table, 
and that any statements appear at an 
appropriate place in the RECORD as if 

ad 


read. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 
The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 
Whereas the Bush administration and the 
Clinton administration have both worked re- 
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lentlessly to build on the Middle East peace 
process that began in Madrid in October 1991, 
with the goal of achieving a comprehensive, 
lasting peace between Israel and all its 
neighbors; 

Whereas on September 13, 1993, the first 
major breakthrough of the Madrid peace 
process was achieved when Israel and the 
Palestinians signed the Declaration of Prin- 
ciples on Interim Self-Government Arrange- 
ments on the White House lawn; 

Whereas September 13, 1995, marks the sec- 
ond anniversary of this important break- 
through; 

Whereas the United States has pledged to 
support the Israeli-Palestinian Declaration 
of Principles through diplomatic and politi- 
cal efforts, the provision of assistance, and 
other means; 

Whereas the May 4, 1994, Cairo Agreement 
between Israel and the Palestinians resulted 
in the withdrawal of the Israeli army from 
the Gaza Strip and the Jericho area and the 
establishment of a Palestinian Authority 
with responsibility for those areas; 

Whereas Israel and the Palestinian Author- 
ity are continuing negotiations on the rede- 
ployment of Israeli troops out of Arab popu- 
lation centers in the West Bank, the expan- 
sion of the Palestinian Authority's jurisdic- 
tion into the areas vacated by the Israeli 
army, and the convening of elections for a 
Palestinian council; 

Whereas the Israeli-Palestinian Declara- 
tion of Principles helped pave the way for 
the October 25, 1994, signing of a full peace 
treaty between Israel and Jordan, which es- 
tablished full diplomatic relations and 
pledged to resolve all future disputes by 
peaceful means; 

Whereas the Israeli-Jordanian peace treaty 
has resulted in rapid normalization and un- 
precedented cooperation between the two na- 
tions in security, economic development, the 
environment, and other areas; 

Whereas the Israeli-Palestinian Declara- 
tion of Principles helped pave the way for Is- 
rael to establish low-level diplomatic rela- 
tions with Morocco and Tunisia, and to initi- 
ate official contacts with Qatar, Oman, and 
Bahrain; 

Whereas the six nations of the Gulf Co- 
operation Council have announced their de- 
cision to end all enforcement of the second- 
ary and tertiary boycotts of Israel: 

Whereas extremists opposed to the Middle 
East peace process continue to use terrorism 
to undermine the chances of achieving a 
comprehensive peace, including on August 
21, 1995, when a suicide bomber blew up on a 
bus in Jerusalem, killing one American and 
four Israeli civilians; 

Whereas the issue of security and prevent- 
ing acts of terrorism is and must remain of 
paramount importance in the Israeli-Pal- 
estinian negotiations; and; 

Whereas compliance by the Palestine Lib- 
eration Organization and the Palestinian Au- 
thority with all of their solemn commit- 
ments is essential to the success of the peace 
process: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) expresses its support for the Israeli-Pal- 
estinian Declaration of Principles on the sec- 
ond anniversary of its historic signing; 

(2) supports the efforts of Israel and the 
Palestinians to conclude an agreement on 
implementation of the second phase of the 
Declaration of Principles; 

(3) condemns, in the strongest possible 
terms, all acts of terrorism aimed at under- 
mining the Israeli-Palestinian peace negotia- 
tions and other tracks of the Middle East 
peace process, and calls upon all parties to 
take all necessary steps to prevent such acts; 
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(4) calls upon the Palestine Liberation Or- 
ganization and the Palestinian Authority to 
comply with all of their commitments; 

(5) welcomes the progress made toward 
peace between Israel and its neighbors; 

(6) commends those Middle Eastern leaders 
who have committed to resolve their dif- 
ferences through only peaceful means; 

(7) reiterates its believe that a comprehen- 
sive, lasting peace between Israel and its 
neighbors is in the national interest of the 
United States; 

(8) encourages all participants in the Mid- 
dle East peace process to continue working 
to achieve lasting peace agreements while 
adhering fully to all commitments made and 
agreements reached thus far; 

(9) calls upon the Arab states to dem- 
onstrate their commitment to peace by com- 
pletely dismantling the Arab boycott of Is- 
rael in its primary, secondary, and tertiary 
aspects; and 

(10) strongly supports the Middle East 
peace process and seeks to effect policies 
that will help the peace process reach a suc- 
cessful conclusion. 


_—-:- 


RECESS UNTIL 9:15 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate, I now ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate stand in recess 
under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 10:10 p.m., recessed until Wednesday, 
September 20, 1995, at 9:15 a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate September 19, 1995: 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


GLENN DALE CUNNINGHAM, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE 
U.S. MARSHAL FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY FOR 
THE TERM OF 4 YEARS, VICE ARTHUR DAVID BORINSKY. 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


CHARLES А. HUNNICUTT, OF GEORGIA, TO BE AN AS- 
SISTANT SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION, VICE JEF- 
FREY NEIL SHANE, RESIGNED. 


FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW 
COMMISSION 


JAMES CHARLES RILEY, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A MEM- 
BER OF THE FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH RE- 
VIEW COMMISSION FOR A TERM OF 6 YEARS EXPIRING 
AUGUST 30, 2000, VICE RICHARD V. BACKLEY, TERM EX- 
PIRED. 


IN THE COAST GUARD 


THE FOLLOWING REGULAR OFFICERS OF THE U.S. 
COAST GUARD FOR PROMOTION TO THE GRADE OF COM- 
MANDER: 


JAMES E. BUSSEY III 
ANDREW T. MOYNAHAN 
TIMOTHY R. QUINTON 
CURTIS J. OTT 
MARK J. BURROWS 
MICHAEL Р. RAND 
STEVEN D. HARDY 
KEVIN E. DALE 
JAMES M. OBERNESSER 
PATRICK T. KEANE 
JOHNNY L. HOLLOWELL 
PAUL D. JEWELL 
EARLE G. THOMAS IV 
JACK V. RUTZ 
JON О. ALLEN 
ROBERT C. THOMSON 
JOHN E. FROST 
DENNIS M. HOLLAND 
MICHAEL A. JETT 
WILLIAM D. 
BAUMGARTNER 
LARRY R. WHITE 
TRACY S. ALLEN 
STEPHEN E. MEHLING 
MICHAEL C. GHIZZONI 
DANIEL N. RIEHM 


WILLIAM R. MARHOFFER 
BRANDT R. WEAVER 
DAVID 5. HILL 

JAMES D. MAES 

CRAIG M. JUCKNIESS 
MICHAEL A. NEUSSL 
GEORGE Н. HEINTZ 
JOSEPH W. BRUBAKER 
JEFFREY H. BARKER 
MICHAEL D. HUDSON 
GREGORY A. MITCHELL III 
PAUL J. REID 

GREGORY L. SHELTON 
ROBERT J. WILSON IV 
KEVIN J. CAVANAUGH 
GEORGE A. ASSENG, JR. 
DANIEL L. WRIGHT 
KATHY A. HAMBLETT 
MICHAEL R. LINZEY 
CHRISTINE J. QUEDENS 
JEFF R. BROWN 

LEROY A. JACOBS, JR. 
JOSEPH C. LICHAMER 
CHRISTOPHER D. MILLS 
DANIEL C. WHITING 
NEAL J. ARMSTRONG 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


ROBIN D. ORR 

KEVIN L. MAEHLER 
TIMOTHY V. SKUBY 
PARTICK J. DIETRICH 
HARRY E. HAYNES III 
JOSEPH F. RODRIGUEZ 
DAVID J. REGAN 
JONATHON Р. BENVENUTO 
JAMES A. MCEWEN 
MICHAEL P. NERINO 
TAMERA R. GOODWIN 
DOUGLAS S. TAYLOR 
JEAN M. BUTLER 
RANKLIN R. ALBERO 
ROBERT A. BALL, JR. 
GARY M. SMIALEK 
ROBERT E. DAY, JR. 
ROBER E. ACKER 
MICHAEL E. RABER 
MICHAEL D. INMAN 
SHARON W. FIJALKA 
MONEYY T. KAZEK 
AUSTIN F. CALLWOOD 
STEVEN P. HOW 

IAN GRUNTHER 
JEFFREY R. FREEMAN 
FREDRICK D. PENDLETON 
MARK S. PALMQUIST 
ADOLFO D. RAMIREZ, JR. 
MARGARET E. JONES 
PETER M. KEANE 
BLAINE H. HOLLIS 
JOHN C. WILLIAMS 
GREGG W. STEWART 
STEPHEN D. AUSTIN 
DEREK H. RIEKSTS 
CHRIS OELSCHLEGEL 


IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL WHILE AS- 
SIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SEC- 
TION 601: 


THOMAS D. HOOPER 
JAMES D. BJOSTAD 
KEVIN M. ROBB 
MARGARET F. THURBER 
ROBERT L. KAYLOR 
ROBERT M. O'BRIEN 
PAUL A. FRANCIS 
JOHN A. MCCARTHY 
DONALD E. OUELLETTE 
TERRENCE W. CARTER 
DAVALEE G. NORTON 
JOE MATTINA, JR. 
MICHAEL C. MCCLOUGHAN 
SERGIO D. CERDA 
PAUL W. LANGNER 
EDWIN M. STANTON 
STEVEN M. DOSS 
STEPHEN C. NESEL 
GAIL A. DONNELLY 
ROGER H. DEROCHE 
JOSEPH M. JACOBS 
GILBERT E. SENA 
STANLEY M. DOUGLAS 
MATTHEW B. CRAWLEY 
DOUGLAS A. MCCANN 
JAY G. MANIK 

JAMES C. HOWE 
JUDITH E. KEENE 
PHILIP H. SULLIVAN 
LANCE L. BARDO 

ERIC B. BROWN 

DAVID W. KRANKING 
JONATHAN S. KEENE 
STEPHEN C. DUCA 
DARRELL E. MILBURN 
SCOTT L. KRAMMES 


To be lieutenant general 
МАЈ. GEN. BRETT М. гл. А РЕ? U.S. AIR FORCE. 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL WHILE AS- 
SIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPON- 
SIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SEC- 
TION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 
МАЈ. GEN. JAMES F. RRR ЭЙЛИ U.S. AIR FORCE. 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL ON THE RE- 
TIRED LIST PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, 
UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 1370: 


To be lieutenant general 
LT. GEN. THAD A. WOLFE RMATA U.S. AIR FORCE. 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE U.S. AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE OF BRIGADIER 
GENERAL UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED 
STATES CODE, SECTION 624: 


To be brigadier general 


COL. WILLIAM WELSER ІП, 
FORCE. 


Ххх-х; REGULAR AIR 


IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR PROMOTION IN 
THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES TO THE 
GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES 
CODE, SECTIONS 611(A) AND 624(C): 


To be brigadier general 
COL. BETTYE H. SIMMONS ЕТЕ U.S. ARMY. 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED MEDICAL CORPS COMPETI- 
TIVE CATEGORY OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE 
REGULAR ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES TO THE GRADE 
OF BRIGADIER GENERAL UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTIONS 61А) AND 
624(C): 


To be brigadier general 
COL GEORGE J. BROW: U.S. ARMY. 
COL. ROBERT F. GRIFF U.S. ARMY. 
IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS, ON THE ACTIVE 
DUTY LIST, FOR PROMOTION TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
IN THE U.S. ARMY IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 624 OF 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE: 


To be colonel 
MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS 


ANTHONY C. AIKEN 999 
ALLEN Е. ALMQUIS TEOT Sam 
JOHN A. BECKERI ХХХ-ХХ-Х.. 
FRANK Е. BLAK) 
LARRY Е. CAMPBELL ТЕТЕ 
TERRY D. САННОІ10% Seo an 
FELIPE САВВ ОШ х- X. 
RICHARD DAN ЕС? XXX. . 


September 19, 1995 


DAVID L. РАМ _.ЕҮ, 59998 
JEFFREY W. РАУТЕ{ 500 
LEE І. DRIGGER 95965 


JAMES B. HAWKIN: 
DORIS H. HENDERSO: 


STANFORD K. 850 2%, 
ҺАҮ/7.ТЕННПЛ% 65 Б 
ROBERT W. ТНОМАОВФ УАЙ 


MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS 
To be colonel 


JEAN M. BRYAN 
BONNIE J. DEMA 
KRISTIN D. KIN 


VETERINARY CORPS 
To be colonel 


LYNN J. АМВЕНВОЦМ ӨҚ 
CLYDE B. HOSKINS жа 


CREIGHTON d. ТКАН УЖЖ 
NURSE CORPS 
To be colonel 


NIRANJAN BALLIRAM, ОФ 
DAVID Т. ВО,ЕВН АҚ 


ERLINDA D. СОМ 
ROSEMARIE EDINGER 


WILLIAM т. КОЕН 
STEPHANIE MARSHA 


JILL 8. PHILLIPS 
JEANNE PICARI 
CONSTANCE L. SCO 


JENNIFER T. WILB 
KAREN L. WILKIN 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS, ON THE ACTIVE 
DUTY LIST, FOR PROMOTION TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
IN THE U.S. ARMY IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 624 OF 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE. THE OFFICERS IDENTI- 
FIED BY AN ASTERISK (*) ARE ALSO NOMINATED FOR 
REGULAR APPOINTMENT IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 
531 OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE: 


ARMY COMPETITIVE 
To be major 


September 19, 1995 


DAVID Е. АМБЕВВОМ А 


RICHARD J. АЧБЕНВОМ 597 
*ZELMA A. АМБЕНБОМ УАЙ 
*BRENDA A. АМОНЕУ0; ЖАЙ 
*DARREL W. ANDREWS БАЙ 
GU B. АМОНЕМВ АЙ 
JAMES T. ANIBAIBQGS SO am 
PATRICK АМТОМІЕТТ ЖО 
ARTHUR J. АКАСОМ ЖАҢ 
БЕМҺІБЕА.АНСНІЛ,ЕТАр% 5 am 
JUAN L. ARCOCHA УҢ 
DAVID С. АРЕ ә. 
CHRISTOPHER S. АКСО 722 


MICHAEL А. АВМВТЕАПфЯЖбЯЙ 


MARK R. АКМ б 


JOHN С. АЗНВАССН жю, 
*JAMES W. АТКЇЧВОЁ@ ЖАЙ 
*MARY Е. АТКІМБОМ ФАН 
GARY L. АСЕН ЖАН 
*REGGIE L. АО5Т АЙ 
MICHAEL G. АҮСОСКЕ 72724 
*STEPHEN М.ВАПГСЕН ЖАЙ 


*RICARDO Е. ВАЕ 
CALVIN D. BAILEYS eo am 
*CHRISTOPHER BA | ххх-хх-х... 
*CASEY Е.ВАПтИФ an 

STAN D. ВАХ ЖУЖАН 
MICHAEL К. ВА1ЇЗВОЕМ ҒИ 
CHRISTOPHER ВАКЕН ЖАЙ 
DOUGLAS L. вАКЕНҢР ЖО 
GREGORY Р.ВАКЕН ЖУСАҢ 
*JANICE M. BAKERY OV O'AM 
JOHN W. ВАКЕ saan 
TERRY L. вАОУ"Т ТЕ 
*WILLIAM E. BALES OTOA 
JAMES F. ВА11@7@ 
SHAWN D. ВАТТ ЖАЙ 


CHRISTOPHER ВАШ АК АЙ 


*JEFFERY А. ВА1„МЕ әгә, Ф.И 
WILLIAM Р. ВАМКЕН Қ 
JAMES В. ВАҺК5ВТОМ ЖА 
MICHAEL J. ВАҺВЕҢ УАЙ 
JUNIO О. ВАКВЕЊ em 
ROBERT BARINOWSKIDS SO 6 AA 
*MARVIN ВАВКЕР 9% 
%ЖМАНК88.ВАНМЕЗ 77 
RANDALL Т. BARNESSGGS So am 
WILLIAM M. BARNE' XXX-XX-X... 
*PHILIP S. ВАбП, ТАЙ 
DAVID E. ВА5= 5654 
DAVID E. BASS. XXX- XX- X. 
JEROLD D. BASTIA RISOTO 
MICHAEL А. ВАУМАУ, See 


*EARNEST A. BAZEMOR ЖУН 


BRYAN S. ВБА ЕУІ 
MICHAEL D. BEA ЭТЕДИ 
*JAMES E. ВвЕАВИР ЯУ 


*JONATHAN D. BEASLE XXX-XX-X... 


PETER В. ВЕСНТЕ@ТЕ saan 
BRADLEY A. ВЕСКЕЇ ЛӨӨ 
CRAIG I. ВЕІ ТЮЛ 
*SHELBY E. ВЕТ ЖУРЕ 


GERALD E. BELLIVEA BGG РИ 


*GREGORY S. BENDAGGSGS am 
*WILLIAM J. BENDER АЙ 
LEITH A. BENEDIC ЖА 
EARNEST С. BENNER 5 АЙ 
ERIC H. BENNET ВЯ 
*JOSEHP А. BENN. ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
LISA C. BENNET ВОЯ 
JOHN G. венхі 528 


*CHRISTOPHER BEN ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 


STEWART W. ВЕМТІЕ ЭЖА 
RANDALL ВЕХТУ6УЖАН 
BRUCE У. BERARDINEGG@ yaa 
JACOB L. ВЕНІЛІ УАЙ 
TIMONTHY ВЕН: XXX. . 
MICHAEL С. ВЕНН УАЙ 
JOHN Е. ВЕЗВІЕ ЖАЙ 
RICHARD A. ВЕ?ОПІ ЯУ ЖАЙ 
ROB A. БІЕБЕНМАМ УҢ 
CLINTON в. вІССЕН 3S 
MARTIN G. БІМБЕН УЙ 
ALLEN Е. BIRIBQQS SS an 
CARL D. віІНІ УАН 
GARRY Р. BISHO BGG a Garam 
ROBERT G. BLACI OT O'A 
BOBBY Е.ВҺАСКУУНІЛ АУ 
MARLON р.ВГОСКЕН ЖАЙ 
MICHAEL ВОЕЦІХ ИЯ; АН 
*EVELYN R. ВОЕ | ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
MARK О. BOGGS Sam 
MITCHEL BOHN ƏЙ ххх-хх-х... | 
JOHN Е.вОКОҢ УА 
MICHAEL D. BO ШЕШ ххх-хх-х... 
*STEVEN S. BNN 
*JOHN R. воммЕН ШАР 
BRADLEY W. ВООГП ЖАЙ 
JOSEPH L. BORDERES ЖАЙ 
JOHN J. BOREKSGGS eo am 
KEVEN J. ВОВТІС ЯУ УН 
SHARON W. BOWER ЙӘ 
RICHARD F. ВОУҮЕІ бай 
ALLAN S. ВОҮСЕ Ай 
*CRIS J. BOY DETEVE 


ALLEN D. ВО2АКТН 6 


MICHAEL J. ВЕООК5 Ң 
SCOTT A. ВВОВСН Ұй 
*JAMES M. ВЕӨОВКҮ РБ УБ 
DAVID J. ВЕО5Т7| % % ЖАЯ 
MICHAEL BROUILLETTER ЯН 
*CHARLES R. BROW 9995959994 
*CHRISTOPHER BROW NESS ӘН 
FREDRICK ВЕОУМ OSOAN 
*GREGORY S. ВНОУМ ЖА 
JAMES BROWN 
М 


*ROBERT М. ВВЕОСЕ 72 AA 
VINCENT D. ВКҮАМТ ЯЙ 
LISA А.ВИСНАПВК% OA 
BRENT J. BUCHHOLABS SS * N. 
TIMONTHY BUENNEMY 
JOHN W. влло So am 
ANDREW F. BURCH BGG жай 
RENE G. BURGESG 
*JERHALD А. ВОНСОАВУАЙ 
MICHAEL Р. BURKERQS@ eo an 
*BRETT R. BURLANI 727% X.. 
PETER М. ВОКМНАМ ЖОЙ 


*MATTHEW С. BUTLERI ЖАҢ 
GREGORY к.воттар Жай 
RICHARD М.САВВЕУ Ж 
SAMUEL М. САССАМО ЖАЙ 
GRETCHEN CAD WALL 
RONALD D. САЕЕЕЕ ТЕРЕН 
PAUL L. СА ОЙ 
*ELIZABETH CALDWE 
JON D. СА! РТР 
MAUREEN C. САГА ЕРЕН 
CHARLOTTE САГАН Ж 


*MARK D. CARMODY 90И 
JACK M. CARNEY руа ЖАЙ 
STEVEN E. CARRIGA 
CEDRIC O. CARROL! 
*FLORENTINO CAR’ 
GLORIA J. САБТЕ ЖЖЖ 
ROSEMARY М. CARTER ЖОҒШ 
MARK A. САБО ЗО рау 
THOMAS L. CAS XXX-XX-X.. 
OLIVER 5. САЗОИ 
JAMES Р. CASSELLA . 
THOMAS Р. САВӘТРТ ЭЛИ 
BYRON T. САВТ1ЕМА ЖУАН 
JOHN G. CASTLE SEA 


XXX-XX-X. 
ШЕ ххх-хх-х... 


CHRISTOPH CHANDL 
MICHAEL R. CHANDLE 


EDWARD A. CHES: 
JAMES H. CHEVALL 
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*CHRISTOPHER СїмшО 2225Ж 
THOMAS M. СІОРРА ЖИ 
ROBERT A. CLAFLINS ФИ 
WILLIAM Р.С.АРРІ УАҢ 
JAMES Н. САВ КТБ 
*RUSSELL Р. САК 0 - 
FREDERICK S. СІАНКЕФ XX- Хх... 
*MATTHEW Т. САККЕЮ ЭЙ 
MARK F. CLEMEN TESSO LOA 
DANIEL C. С„ЕМЕМ= Я 
RICHARD CLEVELAND 7272 am 
*ЕММА L. СІОРТОЮ АЙ 
*ALAN A. С„ОЕЕ ҰЯҢ 
MARK В.СОАТВ 724 
CLAYTON W. СОВВ ен 
THOMAS М. СОВОЕК ж 
*MARCUS A. СОСННАМ АҢ 
NICHOLA CODDINGTON АЙ 
WILLIAM J. СОЛОСАН SCS am 
*BYRON Р.СОПЕ Ай 
MARYLEE СОЕ ЖАЙ 
RICHARD D. COLLEY ЯН 
JOHN E. COLLIERS SCO am 
BRUCE D. СОПЛЛЕНф УН 
JOHN K. сото 
RNRIQUE СОГОМ % 54 
JOSE R. СОҺОМОНЕВ ОЙ 
AARON D. СОМВВ Жай 
PEGGY С. СОМВВ АЯҢ 
RAY А.СОМВВІ У 
GEORGE Е. СОМЕ жай 
DARYL L. СОМКІЛМІ ЯН 
*JOSEPH R. СОММЕТІЦ УАН 
MARK W. CONNELLY ГАН 
х«МАНСОС.СОММЕНВ 5% 
ANDRES СОХТНЕНАСОВФИУУЯЙ 
JAY У.СОМУАҮ am 
JAMES L. СООК АП 
JULIA С. СОО See 
CRAIG А. СООРЕНФ Қ 
«МІСНАЕІ,СООРЕН ЖИ 
GEORGE R. СОРЕПАМОЯ% O AA 
JEFFREY C. CORBE' ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
ЖМАХ20.СОНМЕАО АЙ 
*ROBERT Е. CORN: WES ххх-хх-х... 
BLA СОКМЕІ.рЕСНЕКТ oem 
LEONARD A. СОЗВҮ 2755Ж 
*EDWIN T. COTTON 272724 
*PETER L. COUGHLIN ХХХ-ХХ-Х.. 
WILLIAM 0.СОЦІТКО 727% `x.. у 
*CHARLES E. СООВ8ЗЕҮ ЛЖ 
MICHAEL COUTURIERB 96595 
*LESLIE J. СО” АМ АЙ 
*AUDDIE L. СОХ ЖАЙ 
JAMES A. СОХ 775 
*NATHANIEL С. COXON ЖАЙ 
*PAUL D. COYLERQSS yo ЖИ 
JAMES E. CRAF IRQS 2 
«МІСНАЕІ,Р.СКАПІ ЖАЙ 
“ІЛБАК.СНАМЕН ҒАЙ 
PAUL Р. СНАМЕН ЖИ 


ANTHONY К. CRAW ЕЙ ххх-хх-х... 


LINDA L. СВА%УЕКОВР@ Ж N. 
*WAYNE М.СКАУЕОНО 1O Хх... 
LUIS B. CRESPO жай 

MARK S. CREVIS ЫЙ! ххх-хх-х... 
JANE E. С:СНТОМЁ А 
DAVID W. СВЇТ1ЇС5 УН 
MAUREEN W. CRO ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
*DAVID A. СВО%УЕ Ж 
MELVIN СВОТСНЕЕ@ ай 
ALBERT СКО 
ANTHONY сн УАЙ 
*MARI CUELLA! АК 
ҺОВЕНКТМ.СУуУМВІЕ ай 


*JEFFRY СУММІМАНАМ ОУ 
*MICHAEL J. СиввүҮү ЖЯ 
кемтс.сунтваткав " ЖУҒАН 
“ERIC D. CUSICK ау 
*DEBORAH M. C f 
TRENT R. сотнвЕВТ ЖИН 
*JOHN R. расЕҮ| 7а а 
BEVAN R. DALEY ЖҰЖ) 
*JAMES E. DALG: Ë XXX-XX-X... 
AUSTIN L. DALTONEN 
*GLENN J. рамЕ5О0Х ЕЕ 
*RACHEL DANIELSON ЛЯ 
JAMES W. DANN 
*KIRBY M. РАКА ИИИ 
DARRYL С. РАВОЕ ОҒ 
MARK С. DARDENNE 
CHRISTOPHER Е. БАЗ ОЕ 


DAV L. РАУЕМРОВТ ж 
*JACKIE W. DAVIDSEN 
*JEFFREY L. DAVIDSONS 2272Ж 
MARK С. DAVIDSONI GS am 
SUSAN A. DAYS 
JEFFREY S. DAVIESS 9080544 
DAWNE M. РАУ1З АРЗАН 
*JOHN B. рАУІЗ УР 
*JULIUS W. DA VISIO Na 
*QUINCY L. DAVIS) ФЕ 
RONALD В. РАУ ИКИ 
*SAMUEL J. БАУІЗ ЖОЖ 
"ЗТЕУАМ А. ПАУЗ Ж 
MATTHEW Q. DAWSON УҢ 
*MAURICE DAWSON КИИ 
JEFFREY E. РАТ И 


ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 


25693 


25694 


*TANYA J. РЕАМ 59548 
*ANTHONY E. ПЕАМЕф УАҢ 
CARL E. ПЕАМВ АҚ 
*STEVEN W. РЕСАТОВ ЧОБ 
ANGELO L. РЕСЕССО Ж 
CRAIG A. ПЕВЕСКЕН 654 
PEDRO рЕУЕ58 ЖИ 
PATRICK J. ПЕЫАМЕУ ай 
DENISE А. РЕ АМТЕНК OOO AR 
JOSE L. БЕГСАПО АҢ 
JOHN рЕШ.,АСІУИЗТІУМАр 65 
ARTURO DELOSSANTOSS 6% am 
DAVID В. ПЕМАВВЕҮ А 
*ROBERT Н. ПЕМЕҮЕН an 
MICHAEL L. БЕММІЗ Ж 
DARRYL L. БЕННф АЙ 
KATHERINE БЕННІСК УАЙ 
WILLIAM М. DERRICKBGGS CS am 
BRIAN M. БЕТОҮ б 
ALISSA В.ГЕУЕІ ЖА 
MARK А. DEWHURS TESSO LOAA 
BRIAN J. ПІА26 ЖАН 
JOSEPH J. ПІСНА ЖАЙ 
JAMES F. DICKEN SALSOLO AN 
JAMES H. Р1СКЇМ8О^@ 22 AA 
FLOYD S. ПІСКОМ 
*SHANE ПІЕТКІСНь 554 
*CLIFFORD в. РП 22 ӨШ 
JEFFREY W. DLE 
PHILIP D. РПЛАЕП УИ 
KENNETH J. РПЬЕҢ УАЙ 
PAUL А. ПІМКЕП ей 
ADDISON У. Р18НМАК УАЙ 
*WALTER D. Р18МЕҮ ҰЙ 
LILLIAN А. ПІХОМ 277275 
MARK R. 1ХОМ pace 
*ANDREW J. ПООБОМ ИЯ; АН 
TODD L. рорвом %% 
ROBERT С. РОЕКЕК 046958 
DANIEL J. ГОМОУАМ БОЯ 
*KATHLEEN М. ОбОНАМ ЖӘЙ 
*RANDAL Е. DORFES OSOAN 
DEAN Е. РОВКО OTO AR 

*LARY P. DORS; ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
BRIAN L. РОЗА бай 

*DAVID A. ПрОЦОСНЕНТҮ 25 
TERRY L. DOUGLASS А 
WILLIAM D. ПОООТА5ВЗВ ОЙ 
ROBERT L. DOUTHITB 77225 
STEVEN С. РНАКЕ ЖАЙ 
BRIAN M. РЕШЧКУЧЕ ОЯ 
*EDWIN M. DROSE, ЈК БЯ 
JOHN W. ресе 
THOMAS J. –рОВОГ ЖАЙ 
COLLEEN E. РОЕКҮ жай 
ROBERT W. росс ЕВБЕЯ 
JOHN R. DUKEBGGS eo an 

JAMES J. ОО ГАСНА 9598 
JAMES A. ООМСА 7272 
JOHN R. РрОМРрАЗ ОВОИ 
JEFFERY G. 000495559 
JOHN н. рокоснЕК Я 
THOMAS А. 0063065595 
DAVID Р. рУОНАК ЖУ 
KENNETH С.РҮЕЕ 22254 
PATRICK J. ЕВЕВНАНТ% ЯҢ 
EDWARD E. ECHOLS УВ 
JEFFREY R. ЕСК8ТЕТ АҢ 
RODNEY D. ЕРСЕ 4й 
PETER B. EDMONDS 5 
JOSEPH K. EDWARDS% 
*AMY L. ЕНМАУММ УЙ 
SCOTT А. ЕІБЕМНАСЕН бАОЙ 
*STEPHEN Е. ЕКЕШ 
*RACHEL М. ELKIN SOTOAN 
*JEFFREY A. ELLIS OVO am 
JOHN A. ЕМЛЕ TO AR 
*JEFFREY D. 8% XXX-XX-XX... 
BRIAN Е. ЕМО 

CRAIG А. ЕМСЕТІ УЙ 


ANTHONY J. ЕМ Д CNX. 
OSWALD ENRIQUEZ 6728 
ANDREW С. ENTWIS 2 ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 


ROBERT W. ЕОЕЕ ТУТУШ 
ROBERT Н. EPPERSON ИТИ 
PAUL J. ERNS РР 

MARK W. ЕНМІМ АЙ 

RAUL E. ESCRIBANCS AOE 
*JAIME A. ESTEV ИИИ 
CHARLES D. ЕОВАХК УҒН 
BOYCE H. EVAN SEFE A 
JOHN R. ЕУАМВ АЙ 
*JOSEPH C. ЕУАМ ОЖ 
THOMAS P. EVAN SAEM 
*DAVID A. ЕХТОМ ОИ 
LARNELL В. ЕХОМ ДӘЛ 
MATTHEW J. ҒарІЛЧ ЖУҒАН 
*JOHN S. FAN TERRES 
SCOTT C. FARQUHA 
ANTHONY FEAG м. 
ROBERT J. ЕЕСТЕАТ@ ЖОҒЫ 
PHILIP T. ЕЕ ей 

ALAN W. ҒЕЗВТҮРЦ ТРИ 
JEFFREY L. ҒЕГОМАФ ЖЕТЕ 
LUIS A. FRLICIAAN ОНИ 
ROBERT Р. КЕП ПІ ЖАЙ 
КЕУІММ.ҒЕЦХЕ ОЖ 
SCOTT M. FELLOWS 
MICHAEL D. ЕЕММЕГГ SONA 
GREGORY Р. ҒЕМТОМ УАЙ 
FRANK S. ЕЕВАСС ЭЛЛИ 
BRUCE Н. РЕКИ 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


MARK A. ҒЕННІҢ ЖАЙ 
MARLENE S. ҒЕ) Ай 
*DENNIS D. FIEMEY EHESS OSOAN 
*DAVID B. ІКТ 
ANTHONY J. ТОКЕ уй 
*JOSEPH M. БІБСНЕТТ АЙ 
*EDWARD J. Е15Н а 
*CASEY С. АСС Жш, 
STEVEN D. ЕЪЕМЇ МС Ай 


ALEXANDER ҒІЕТСНЕНФ ОЙ 


SCOTT N. ЕМЕТСНЕН жай 
JACK D. РОМЕН 656 
CHARLES A. FLX 8% УЙ 
KARL S. FLYN NESES TOA 
*WILLIAM В. ЕОб аң 
DONALD J. КОМТЕМОТ ӨЙ 
PETER J. КОКМІСА АЙ 
MICHAEL N. ЕОВВЕ51 ЖА 
ROGER A. ЕОЕТТЕ 7272Ж 
JAMES S. ЕО8ТЕ Ай 
AUGUSTUS ЕООМТАТ АЙ 
ANDREW Н. FOWLERS@SSec 
PATRICK М. ЕОУЛ,ЕН ӘЙ 
DANIEL Т. ЕОХ ЖОЙ 


CHRISTOPHER ҒНАМКЧ ЖОЙ 
MICHAEL J. ЕНАМКЯУУ ҰЯ 
*ALFONSO FRANQUESSO SO A 
MICHAEL E. FRANTS АЙ 


JEFFREY D. ЕКВЕЕГАМ Ж 


KRISTIN К. ЕНЕМСН 7275Ж 
*SHERYL Р. ЕНЕМСНҢ ЖАЙ 
MICHAEL E. ЕҺЕҮ УАН 
FRANK J. FRISHONSSSO +0 AA 
DONALD G. FRY С АҢ 
DAVID E. КОМЧК ЖУН 


ANTHONY ЕКОМКНОСЗЕНф едін 


CHARLES Е.ЕОНТАГИВ УЙ 
КІМ С. ЕОЗСНАК ЖАҢ 
DAVID L. ЕОТСН А 
*DONALD L. САВЕ OSO AR 


CHARLES САВВІЕГ5ОМ Seo AA 


KEVIN R. САІМЕН бай 
PATRICK GALLAGHERB УИ 
PETER А. САІЛ,АОНЕН Seo mn 
*PAUL А. GALLOBGGSS Sam 
*ERIN J. GALLOGL 10% LOON 
THOMAS P. САТУ 272724 


PAUL B. GARDNERS ЖА 
CHRISTOPHER САНТТ ЖАЙ 


*WILLIAM H. САВЦЕТТН ОЙ 


RICHARD С. БАНУ УАЙ 
MARK L. САККЕ_ Яң 
ALBERT САККІСК yoo aml 
PATRICK B. GAST Ж 
MARK S. бСАУПАЁ АЙ 
FEDERICK GELLER УАУ АН 
JAMES D. СЕОНСЕ ЖА 
DAVID T. СЕВАВГ ЖАЙ 
ALFRED C. СІВВ ЖАЙ 
*JAMES R. GIERLACHB АЙ 
JAMES Б.СИСЫІСН Seo an 
MARY A. GILGALLONSGGSGS am 
JOHN W. GILLETT ERQGS oem 
*JAY N. GILLIS SS oan 

*PAUL J. СП,071 А 
MARY К.ОСП,ИМАНТ7,7 oan 
ROBERT F. ОСПІМАНТ1М ЖИ 
MICHAEL P. СП. КО ЖАЙ 
COREL Z. СІРВОМ 4 
JEFFREY Т. СІНАН! жЯ 
DANIEL С. GLA DESOTO AR 
GERALD L. GLADNEY ҒАЙ 
DAVID Р.СІ.АВЕН УАЙ 
JOSEPH М.СОСІЕЕВОМУ УН 
LISA S. СТЕМИ 
TIMOTHY R. ШЫ ххх-хх-х... 
*JEFFREY J. СОВІ/ ОЯН 
MICHELE L. СООБЕТТЕ Ж 
MICHAEL СОПрЕНЕУҮ жай 
MICHAEL К. бСОрРЕВЕҮ ЖОЙ 
TIMOTHY с. соғ Уа 
JOSEPH R. СОССІКЕ 
*TIMOTHY L. GOLD 
*ROOSEVELT СОЦОАҮф 
BRIAN СОЦПИ,ВМЕТБЕН ЖАЙ 
*SALVADORE Е.СОМЕО УАҢ 
ALAN R. СООВВІСН ЖАЙ 
JON Р.СООрВМІТНІ ave 
MICHAEL L. СООрУТУ 727277 
PAUL W. СООТЕН 7225Ж 
KEITH P. GORDONS OSO am 
LARRY СОНБрОУН ЖАЙ 
*DARYL СОНЕ SO oan 
BRAIN P. СКАБІ УББ 
PAUL Е. GRACH А 
GLEN A. бВАРҮ ЖИ 
GLENN Т.СҺАНАМ 2275Ж 
*RONNIE L. GRAHA OTO 
KERRY M. СВАМЕТЕТЁ ЖОЙ 
REGINA М. СИАМТ УАЙ 
RUSSELL А. GRAN 7222Ж 
DANIEL С. бВАҮ ӨӨ 
*SIDNEY J. СКА УЙ 
JOSEPH A. GREBIS OS O'A 
*HARRY E. СВЕЕМ УЙ 
*CRAIG E. GREEN EY 
*JAN W. ОСКЕЕВ УАЙ 
EDWARD D. СВЕКО5К ЖУҒЯ) 
ROBERT В. СКЕН УАЙ 


September 19, 


DAVID С. ОБІҒҒЕН Уай 
ERIC S. ОН1ТЕЕГ 5664 
DANIEL С. СЕІҒЕТТН УИ 
САВҺЕТТС.ОНІММ 
MICHAEL К. СҺІ5У/ОП,00% 
DAVID Р. СКОСАМ Ж 
RICHARD ОНОМЕМЕҮЕН Ж 
МІСКОҺАВР.СУАНІХО УАЙ 
JUSTIN С. СОВ ЕН е 
*PAUL Е. СОЕІ 1.099595 
NICHOLAS С. ОССЕННА АЙ 
GINNI L. сілтон 6 й 
*GALE СЛУЧрЕНВрОННН ЖОЙ 
KENT R. СОТНЕТЕЁ е 
CRAIG Т. наАлв ЩОБ 
GORDON в. НАСКЕТТ %й 
MARSHALL A. HAGE 
WILLIAM T. HAGERBS SoCo am 
MICHAEL К. НАІОВЕН 6958 
DAVID B. НАІСНТ 
*WILLIE A. НАТСІ,ЕНф ӨЙ 
BRETT К. НА ОИ 
DELBERT М. HALLBGGS eo AA 
*OSCAR J. НАЛ CS am 
*SEAN B. НАЦИМАУМ 546 
LARRY M. HAMILTONBSGS ӨЙ 
RICKY J. HAMILTONISSA УЙ 
JOSPEH T. НАМ 7275Ж 
LUTHER S. HANKINS 77275 
EARNEST Е.НАМ5ІЕКХХ»Үф ЖАЙ 
*DONALD A. НАРРЕЇЁ іЖ 
AUGUST G. HARDERE ЖАҢ 
*JOEL K. HARDLNG АЙ 
JAMES С. НАНЦІКСН ЖАЙ 
RICHARD А. НАНКЕВТ УАҢ 
*JOHN G. HARGI ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
*EMMETT С. НАНЕ5ТОМ УЙ 
MARK С. НАКМОМ Ай 
*EDWARD J. НАНМ5Б ж 
DENNIS НАККІЧСТОМ ЯН 
KEITH R. НАЕВЕВЕШСТОК ФО 
BARRY НАВНІ5 А 
BOBBY нанв18% 7272 
*DAVID G. НАННІ56 2725 
*LARRY R. HARRISA ЖАЙ 
MARC D. HARRI 


. . 


*ROBERT M. НАНКТЗ FN 
*STEVEN D. НАННЦ8% 5% 56 
STEVEN L. НАННІ56% 25 
WENDELL С. НАКЕІ А 

REX A. HARRISON АЙ 
RICHARD С.НАНТМАМ ЖАЙ 
CHRISTOPHER НАНУЕҮ an 
CLAY B. НАТСНЕН УАЙ 
ROLAND C. НАОХ 2722755 
*JEROME К. HAWKINS УЙ 
*MURRAY W. НАУТНОКХЕ ҒАН 


JEFFERY W. НАҮМАМ 
KEITH L. НАҮМЕЗ ЖАЙ 
RONALD N. HAYN. ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 


ERIC Е. HAZAS ЖҚ 
*FREDERICK НЕАССА МУВИ 
PATRICK J. НЕАТҮ 5 
STEPHEN L. НЕА | OSOAN 
KARL J. HEINEMA NEYI OV O'AM 
*KIRK G. HELWIGEGGSS oS am 
JAMES H. НЕМРЕЕ5БОМ ЖА 
JAMES L. HENDERSON VSI ЖО 
DAVID HENDRICKSON жай 
DOUGLAS F. НЕМЕ ҮР УЙ 
*HENRY J. НЕМНҮ ЖАЙ 
TODD W. НЕМЗНАМ ЖҰЖ 


DEXTER Q. HENSONB УЙ 
LINDA R. HERBER Т УЖАЙ 
MARTIN L. HERBERT ТЕГУ 
ANDRE НЕНСЕМНОТНЕНф ЖАЙ 
GEORGE С. НЕНМАІ ЛК ЖАҚ 
ALEJANDR НЕНМАМЦЕА ЯУ АЙ 
CURTIS W. нНЕННІМО АУУЖҒАВ 
DOUGLAS А. НЕВӘН ЖА 
STEVEN D. НЕЕВҤЕ УАЙ 
PAUL О.НЕЗВТАМП 5 
HENRY М. НЕ5ТЕН 5% 
LUCIA М. НЕУОН ОЯ 
*RICHA HICKENBO ИИ ххх-хх-х... 
CHRISTOPHER нІСКЕҮ|р йу 
*HAROLD J. HICKS, 7Н.0 УЙ У 
MATTH НІССІМВОТНАМ ОҢ 
JOHN F. HIGGN DD 
ROBBIN с. ніссім5ф 98 
BRETHARD S. НП Қ 
DAVID С. НПЛ/ ОУ am 

*DORIS L. нп ЖТА 
*LUKE L. НПІ ББС 
*MYRNA L. HILTONE 275% 
RUSSELL A. HND 
ANGELA M. НІКЕЗВ УАЙ 
JOHN C. HINKLE YSS АЙ 
DANIEL К. HIRSCH 648 
GARY К. НІЗ ЕЕ 69528 
JEFFREY K. HOAD Ü XXX-XX-X... 
BRIAN К. HOBSONS aan 
*CARL A. HOFFMANS Қ 
*LAWRENCE С. HOLGA ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
*ANDREW E. HOLLAN DEYOTGAN 
DAVID Е. НОЦЛЛОАҮ УИ 
*THOMAS S. НОЦЛЛН ЖАРИ 
VINCENT M. HOLLOWAY УҒУН 


1995 


September 19, 1995 


*STANLEY L. НОЦМАМ 5696 


*MICHELLE J. HOLTER secon 


*KATHY L. НООР ҰЯ 
THOMAS M. НООТУ 
*WILLIAM L. НООКЕН ОҢ 
JOHN M. нонн 557598 
*BRENT J. НОККОСКЧ OAN 
JOHN R. нокто ан 
DAVID J. НОТОР жа 
STEPHEN Т. НОО8ТОМ 6% ФИ 
PAUL М. НОУЕТ В 
DAVID Е. НО%УАЕГ SERAN 
JOHN Е. НОМАН ЖА 
Ж.ОММТЕР.НОМАНЦ 7275Ж 
MICHAEL L. НОМАНГП ЖАЙ 
*RHONDA Р.НОМАНП УАЙ 
*STEVEN R. НОМАНП 57 
*DONALD E. HOV ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
HENRY К.НОМЕНТОМ ИЯ 
ANITA L. НОҮҢ б 
FRANCIS J. HUB 


PAUL С. HURLE УУУУ 
MARK А. НОВОМ эф 
KENNETH J. HURS YA 2 
*DAVID А.НГТСНІМО АҢ 
*RODERIC HUTCHINSON 7272 
RICHARD НОТСНІЗОМ ЖАҢ 
KEVIN А.НҮОҢ 6 

JOHN Е.ТАМРТЕТН(9 У БУ 
*WESLEY W. ІӘСАТЛ,9%% 6% oem 
*DAVID B. ІНУІҢ Ай 
ГАНБВҺЕМІ,ІНУІМ 4 
STEPHEN K. ГИУІСКф 5% Ң 
ANNA L. 2АСКВОҢ Ай 


JOSEPH D. JA 
RONALD JACOBS, 75% 5 am 
GRANT A. JACOBY Ж 
SCOTT A. ЈАСОВЗЕМ ЯЙ 
VINCENT С. УАСОП АЯҢ 
LEON G. ЈАМЕЗ б 
BERNARD J. УАМВЕЦ  УФЯН 
THOMAS J. JARDINES СОЯИ 
WILLIAM V. ЈЕРРЕК ОЯ 
*ALVIN JENKIN УИ 
MICHAEL J. ЈЕЗЗ ОТБА 
MICHEL J. ІМЕН5ВОЦ 59598 
*SHELIA F. JMCC: Í XXX-XX-X... 
NORBERT B. ao 
*TERRANCE J. JHA 
BARRY A. JOHNSONS ЖАЙ 
DANIEL W. ТОНЫБВОМУУЖУ УАЙ 
*DOMINIC G. тонквом а 
JOHN E. JOHNSONS ай 
JOHN Р.УОНМ8ОН АҢ 
*KIRK У. доныз 5% 
LOREN А.УОНМВОУ% 
*LYNNE A. JOHNSON 
MARK A. JH NS 
MARK D. JoHN Se 
MICHAEL Е. УОНМ5ОЦМ 6 


TIMOTHY M. донмо 27275 
JEFFREY K. JOLEQQQS Seam 
ALLEN 8.0ОМЕЗ 9959 
DAVID A. 7ОМЕВ АҢ 

JACK R. JONESI SSO 


JON D. JONES а 
*LYDIA Е. ДОМЕ УН 
РЕТЕНІ.20МЕҢ 2 
*SHANNON E. J 5720 
ERIC М. JORD. ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
PHILIP E. JU ЈИ ххх-хх-х... 
RICHARD A. JUERGENJE УЕ 
GREGORY S. JUL: XXX-XX- 
DANIEL N. JUSTIS ВОЯ 
*STEVEN V. КАНЦ ЖОЙ 
RICHARD J. KARLSSONS АЯ 
DEAN KATSLITIANNI 5540 
*JOHN А. КЕАНМЕҮ %% 5768 
MARK A. КЕЕМЕ eo 
*OLEN L. КЕТЕ ЖУ 
JEFFREY A. KELL У76УЯЙ 
THOMAS J. КЕШІ 5700 
JOHN S. КЕМ 2 2ЕУ ИЕ 

*JIMMY W. KENDRICK BGS eo am 
MICHAEL J. КЕНІҢ ЖАҢ 
SUSAN L. KESSLERS 556 
ROBERT G. KEY, ЈК 
ERIC B. KEY 7757355 

HENRY A. КТЕЎЕМААН УЖЖ 
*CHONG H. кїм 75725 
*WARREN F. KIMBALI By yaya an 
ALAN D. КІМСАПЦ УАН 
*GRADY S. КЇЧ УАН 
ROBERT K. кінІІ АА 
STANLEY A. КІКС УН 
*JOSEPH Е. KINNALLYQQS¢ Sam 
*RICARDO M. КІКЗЕҮ УҒА 
SCOTT кІнкІЛСНТЕН А 
*ROBERT КІККРАТКІСКЮ УҢ 
*MICHAEL L. КІНККТОМ АЙ 
*DAVID P. КІТЕ ЖАУБАЙ 
ROBERT L. KLIM Ë ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
*RONALD J. КІЛВЕНІ ЖА 
ROBERT J. KMIECIK ЖАЙ 
*JEFFREY L. КОНЯ 


DAVID A. KNOWLTON ФОЧИ 
ROBERT G. КОЕНЕК 
THOMAS Т. КОЕВТЕНЗ %56ЛЯЯ 
TERRI S. КОНІЕҢ%%5%% 
GREGORY А. КОКОЗВКІЕ 
*ROBERT Е. KOLTER 
TIMOTHY L. KOPR 


*SCOTT КОТНЕМВЕ 4 XXX-XX-X... 
RICHARD КОУСНЕНАУҮ ЯЙ 


ANDREW J. KOW. ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
PAUL С. ККАЈЕЗК  ОЯЯ 
*KEITH J. ККАМНОІ 7272 
DENNIS A. КЕІМСВ 640 
GEORGE C. КЕГУО ЖӨӨ 
*KENNETH J. КВООРА УА 
*LARRY G. КЕГТЗІМСЕН G9 
*SHARMAN L. КОСН ай 
MICHAEL С. К(/Ч2 6% 24 
DAVID F. LABRANCH ES өө, 
RAYMOND P. АСЕТ %ЯЯ 


MATTHEW S. 1,АСНАМСЕ ЖАЙ 
MICHAEL A. І.АСНАМСЕФ%60% 5 ЖИ 


RUSSELL Р. ҺАСНАМСНФ% 59 Sam 
WALTER LACOUNT, ЈО 


BEATRICE L. LAMBER ISSO SOAN 
DAVID A. ҺАМВЕНТ6 ЯЯ 
MICHAEL J. ҺАМБЕНЗ SSO 9 
KEITH A. LANDRY жай 
FRANCIS P. LAN WN 
RANDALL С. LANE 
*CYPRIEN J. ҺАРОНТН АЙ 
JAMES С. LARSEN 6%%%4 
JOHN A. АТОЛЛ 
DUANE J. ҺАУОНІ,М 0 
PAUL J. LAUGHLIN 560 


JAMES F. LAUGHRIDGHSGSS +O am 


BARRY С. ҺАГМАНО ИЯ АЙ 
*KELLY S. LAURITZENS SSQ УН 
ANTHONY А. ІАҮТОМ 7575 


EDWIN W. LEATHI 
ALVIN B. ТЕЕ УН 

DAVID A. ЕЕ 600 
GILBERT R. ЕҢ ФОЛЯЙ 
GLENN P. ЕҢ 64 
“лын. ЕҢ УАН 

KEVIN С. ЕЕ Әз ә 
*NATALIE G. БЕР ЯУ УН 
STEPHEN Н. ЕЕ әд. 
SUNG H. ЕР, 5ЯЯ 

JOHN к..вцпсноур АН 
CHARLES E. ЕМУАҮр 2 
JOHN N. ЕО 2256 

LOUIS C. һЕОМЕф 6548 
EUGENE J. .ЕЗІМ5К  ЖУЯ 
ROBERT A. ЕҮ жай 


кІідүр?2.лснт ай 
*DOUGLAS D. LILL ОЯ 
ROGER J. LINDEHRSvoe 
MICHAEL А.ІЛМр5АҮ УАН 
DAVID M. нк УАЙ 
ANTHONY L. ІЛ5АМО 77 
MELINDA C. L. 232 
LARRY (ОСК ФАН 
JON M. LOCKE YESSS SOA 
JOHN W. ТОЕЕЕЕЛ 222 
ARLEN W. LOG. ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
JOHN E. LONG ПІ) OSOA 
*RONNIE W. LONG RGSS. oan 


*TIMOTHY LONGAN 1824 ххх-хх-... 


ORLANDO ТОРЕ? Ай 
ANDREW М.ІОТУТМ УАН 
*MATTIE M. ТОУЕ ан 
ЭМАНСОПОУЕЦ,; УЙ 
CARL W. ІОУЕ УА 
ANDREW J. 0САЗ ИЯ 
JOAN Е./ССАБ УАЙ 
ANDRE B. ОСКЕ АА 
SANDRA Е.ІУҒН Ай 
*CHRIS ІЛЖАБІЕУ1С20%%6У ЖАН 
ROBERT H. L N. 
*STEVEN M. LTNCF % 6% 67% 
PATRICK M. LYON SESSO O am 
*MARK J. МАВНҮ aso an 


*CHRISTO MACFARLANT 27 
*THOMAS MACJARR ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 


*CURTIS G. МАСКИ 
LORENZO MACK, 


SCOT D. MACKENZ, 
PAUL М. МАСМАМАКА А 
ALAN D. MAHAN 755 
*SEAN J. МАНАН УАЙ 
GENE A. MAISANOBG ЖҰ 
MARVIN S. МАҺОМЕ aaa am 
*MICHAEL S. MALO! U ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
*MICHAEL Е. МА,5ОМ 6 ЯЙ 
*TIMOTHY W. МАМСОВ OTO an 
АҺА8.МАМЛЮТАМИ АЙ 
MARC F. ман лай 
*RAYMOND R. МАУММА ЖАҢ 
SAMUEL МАМЗВВЕНСЕН ОҢ 
*MARTIN J. MAN УЙ 
JOHN S. MANTABQQSGS am 
*DAVID Т.М ДЕШ ххх-хх-х... 
JOHN R. МАВАЕШОЁ УЙ 
ERNEST Р. МАВСОКМК ЖАЙ 
ELMER D. МАНСОЗВ %2-ЯЙ 
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*LAWRENCE J. MARIANOBSCOCO am 
ROGER S. МАНІЧ6%% 60% ӨҢ 
TIMOTHY М. МАБІМЕН АЛ 
GREGORY V. МАБГЧІСН ЖҰ 
THOMAS R. МАЕШЧО 6% 
BRYAN K. КЕТ 96 
*KENT S. МАКОСАНГТ ЖУ 
JEFFREY А. МАҺО,Е270%8%6 
ALLENE Т. MARTTI 
* JEREMY М. MAR 
TED F. МАВТІҢ жая 
THOMAS P. МАЕТЧ 0% 500 
ERASMO A. МАЕТІЧЕ 95 
KIM J. MARTINI Яй 

DIANE L. МАвВТІНОр%%% а ЯН 
CHARLES F. МАЗКЕІ ЦЧ 
JOHN C. мАВОН Ан 

PAUL E. МАЗОН ЯЙ 
*DANIEL R. MA’ 1 2 NX. 
CHARLES А. МАТЕҮКА ее 
STEVEN D. МАТША5$7@ Ж 
THOMAS Р. МАТВІ7М0700% Ж 
GLENN P. MATTHEWS 5560 
*MICHAEL Р. МАУС! ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
*GREGORY C. МАХТОМ 727 
PHILLIP N. МАХУ/Е1Л1 6% ON 
STEPHEN J. МАҮНЕУ6% о 
WILLIAM А. МАҮО ЖИ 
JAMES J. МСАНЦП:Н Sam 
TODD В. МССАҒҒНЕҮ 
GEORGE R. МССАНАМ, 5286 
*KEVIN Е. MCC. ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
*WILLIAM MCC. ЭТЕК ххх-хх-х... 
JOHN M. мссавтну 72772 
JOHN М. MCCARTH 
RAT W. МССАНУЕН 6% 5 am 
*REGINALD W. МССАУ 4 
CYNTHIA MCC. . .. 
KYLE M. MCCLELLAND 557571 
*DAROLD V. MC ОТОЧ 
*JOHN т. MC COMB ей 
JAMES E. MC CONVILLERS¢ OSOON 


MICHAEL R. МССИАМН ж 
WILLIAM K. MCCURRY BGS oan 


BRIAN C. MC DONALD Ай 
DEBORAH J. MC DONALD А 
KENNETH W. МСПОМА,О 56 
JEFFREY К.МССЕҢ а 
JAMES L. МССІММІҢ АЙ 
GEORGE R. МСОЛЛНЕВФ УН 
MICHAEL S. МСОПЛЛАК ГАН 


ERIC M. МСКВҮМІСК ЖҰ 
*EDWARD МСІ.АУОНЦЛ%9 6% 40 
*TRACY E. MC LEAN  %6 
MICHAEL J. МСМАНОМ 2272Ж 
*GARY R. MC MEEN БЯ 
*GREGORY J. MC MILLANS sooo ae 
*BRIAN C. MC NERNEY ЖАЙ 
CHRISTOPHER MC PADDENBeso eo am 
*JOHN R. MCQUENEY EISTO 
JAMES R. MC QUILKINE УАҢ 
*KEVIN W. МСНЕҢ 157 

JAMES S. MEADOW 5 7575Ж 
DOUGLAS А. МЕРС. ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
KEVIN А. МЕЕНАН 272 
ANTHONY J. МЕСОКНЧА АЯЙ 
*DAVID P. МЕІБТЕҢ ҰЯ 
JEFFREY R. МЕІ5ТЕҢ 56976 
PAUL F. MELCHER 95551 
*FRANK A. ЕАН ХХХ-ХХ- В 
*MICHAEL D. АУ ххх-хх-х... 
ALBERT А. МЕМБЕМСЕ УАН 
FABIAN E. МЕМПО2А ЖАЙ 


JOAN В. МЕВСТЕН 592 


STEVEN м. менк УЖЖ 
JENNIFER Е. МЕВКТ ЕРЕ 
LAYNE B. MERR ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 


ERIC W. МЕТ?СЕН ЖУУ 
*HAROLD L. MEY 
JOHN м. MIDDLETON§GGS Va am 
*ROBERT S. MIKALOFIBGSS Vo am 
STEVEN К. МП ЕЧ ЖУСАН 


*DAVID М. МП 4 ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
*DOUGLAS J. МП..ЕНф yo an 
FRANK A. МП A ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 


KEVIN J. MILLERS GSO am 
KURT F. MILLERS OS O'A 
LEE D. MILLER PESSOA 
MICHAEL А. МІНГЕН ЖУН 
MONTE B. МПШЕВ@ 7 ЖИ 


*RENEE L. Å XXX-XX-X... | 
WILLIAM K. whi XXX-XX-X... 
*STEVEN Р.МПЦИНОЦ УН 
GARY L. M By ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 


NORMAN W. MIMS ИЕН 
WILLIAM B. MIRACLEBGGS 7S am 
*CHRISTOPHER M ШОШ XXX-XX-X... 
*CLAY W. МІТСНЕІ І STOAR 
DANIEL G. МІТСНЕ Р 


25695 


25696 


*KENNETH L. MITCHELL > ЖИ 
*PALMER F. МІТСНЕІ 1% АЙ 
MYLES М. МІТҮАМА8ВЦ ӨҚ 
*TOMMY R. М1256% Әз ӘЖЕ 
*JEFFREY МОСКЕМЗ5ТНМ АЙ 
*KEITH D. МОҒҒЕ ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
JAMES Н. MOLLES SSSI OAN 
CHARLIE C. МОМК УИ 
ALEXANDER MONTET ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
BRUCE M. MOODY 
WILLIAM K. МООМЕҮ 7272 am 
JOSEPH P. МООНН АҢ 
ROGER A. МООВЕ Ай 
*WILLIAM S. МОНАМ ӘН 
*AVIEON С. МОНСАМ 2272Ж 
*HURMAYONNE МОНСАМф ҰЙ 
ROBERT J. МОНСАМ OA 
*TERRY V. МОКСАМ УАҢ 
*DOUGLAS МОВ1ТАВГТҮ ЖН 
VINCE А. МОБІКАУҒАР ФИ 
*DONALD W. МОВЕВ15Ё г 
*EDWARD J. МОНН8% %5 
*JOHN в. мовв1зоМ ЖУ 
*SHAWN M. МОВЕА1ВВЕҮ 9 6% БАЙ 
ANDREW J. MORROWBS¢S Samm 
MICHAEL С. MORROW Б 5 ЖИ 
DWAYNE А. МОНТОМ 95957 
LUCIOUS в. монтомф ба 
DAVID МОТ ЖИ 
*TIMOTHY J. МОЕНІ 0 
ANDREW J. MUELLEHSS¢ 000 A 
*DOUGLAS S. МІЛІВНУ/ф Я 
*SEAN Р. MULHOLLAND УЙ 
WILLIAM S. мллл# 277272 AA 
DANIEL М. МОО АЙ 
PATRICK M. МОМЗТЕН 5954 
JOHN Е. МОККАТ А 


PAUL J. МОВВАҮ 727277 
DONALD H. МҮЕН  ЭЖЖАЙ 
JAMES М. МҮЕНЗ 4 
PAUL M. МАКАВОНЕ Б 
ERIC W. МАМТ? ЖАҢ 
*GARY D. МЧМАВЕКЕЁ77 УАН 
PAUL N. МА5810%%6 56 ИЕ 
ЕПрСАНП.МА?АН100% АЙ 
TIMOTHY J. NEEL Ай 
GREGORY Т. МЕ уй 
ANDREW В. МЕ ЗОМБИ 
JOHN W. МЕМСОМЕНФ 64 
*PETER А. МЕУЕІ10%% 6% 
CLAYTON T. NEWT 69 
ANDY D. МКІСНОПІ5 Seo an 
MICHAEL К. NIELSENSGQ OVO am 
*ANTHONY ,7.МІЕТ00 Ж SO am 
*EARL D. NOBLES OSO AA 
FREDERICK J. МЧОНМЕ OOO AA 
JOSEPH M. NOLA SO ЯН 
*DOUGLAS Н. МОМОНАИУ АЙ 
JOHN D. МОМЕМАКЕН ЖИ 
KURT E. ЧОВВҮ 227: 
JOHN C. мококом ее 
LEE J. МОВМАМ 722 
JAMES W. NORRIS OSS eo an 
ROXANNE М.МОБАТ ЖАЙ 
*PEDRO NUNEZR. BH) ххх-хх-х... 
BILL M. ОАк„ЕҮ 75758 
ҰБЕАМР.ОАТМЕҮЕН 2 
DANIEL М. ОВВТЕМ У% АЙ 
JOHN A. ОВЕІЕМ УЙ 
THOMAS P. OCKEN Ё XXX-XX-X... 
MARY A. ОСОМХОНф Seo an 
RICHARD В. ОООКММОНф ЖИ 
WARREN N. ОрОМЕІ 1 05959958 
*MOLLY А. ODONNELLBGGSGS am 
*VERNON Е. ОЙОММЕІІ ОЙ 
*GREGORY S. ОЕВМАМ ЖУУ 
JAMES Р. ООНАПҮ soem 
*THOMAS E. ОНАКАВ %64Ң 
CHRISTOPHER ОЛУЕН Saeco an 
LEE B. ОМУЕН АУҒАН 

* JUDITH ОЛЛУЕНАЗ УАЙ 
THOMAS М. О5ОМ Seo am 
DAVID L. ОМЕАІ ЖАЙ 

JOHN Е.ОМЕП 6% 
WILLIAM Р.ОХЕП ЖУА 
SHANE Т. ОРЕМВНАУ/ АҢ 
KIM S. ОНҺАМПГОГ УЙ 
DOUGLAS В. ОКА 
JAMES С. ORRE STOA 
CARLOS ОКТІЛ 5 
JOSEPH E. OSBORN HED) УАЙ 
PAUL A. О5ТЕКОМВК% АЙ 
PATRICK OSULLIVANSGGSvo am 
*EDWARD J. OTTMANSSG OCG aM 
*STACY А. ОУЕВВҮ ЖИ 
JAMES T. ОМЕМ УАЙ 
JOHN Т. ОЕМ ТЕТЯ 
JOSEPH М. ОЙ?ОКОЗКф ЯУ ЖИН 
RICHARD С. РАСЕ УАУ am 
GEORGE E. РАСК Sco AN 
CHARLES J. РАСКАНК ЖИ 
GREGORY A. РАКАВИ 
THOMAS Н. PALMA 3 XXX-XX-X... 
“РАІЛ,С.РАЦМЕНЕУУЕУА 
BRUCE ГП.РАНКЕН 2275Ж 
MICHAEL А. PARKERE ЖУУ 
RICHARD B. РАККЕН 2528 
MICHAEL D. РАНЫІ8Ң ЖУН 
DAVID G. РАВСНАТ УАЙ 
*ROBERT PASTOR: ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
RALPH A. РАТЕІІ ШУТ 
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*JEFFERY С. РАТТЕМ УАҢ 
NELSON P. РАТТОМ ЧОБ 
DAV S. РАЦОН АҢ 
CHRISTOPHER РЕАВН ЖОЙ 
CARMEN Р.РЕОРІ,Е38%% 6% 
*RODNEY Е.РЕНАПТА ЖАЙ 
*JEFF РЕНКІМЗ АН 
JEFFORY A. PERKIN SALOS OAA 
BRETT T. PERRYS эф. 
KENNETH E. PERR ҮЭ 
ERIK С.РЕТЕНВОҢ 46 
KEVIN В.РЕТЕНВОМ АЙ 
MARK S. РЕТЕНВОҢЧ ЖИ 
PAUL М. РЕТЕКЗОМ ФА 
ROBERT D. РЕТЕНВОЧ 6548 
ТЕҺЕМСЕЕ.РЕТЕНЗВОМ ӨЙ 
GREGORY р.РЕТНІҢ АЙ 
МІСНАЕІ,РЕТТІСНЕУ ОҢ 
*KEVIN L. PE ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
JERALD L. РШЕЕ 5276 O 
*WILLIAM РНП,ВЕ1050 ЖҰ 
*BRADLEY G. РНПЛЛРНФ УЙ 
CARL E. РНПІІРФ 67594 
DAVID D. PHILLIPS SS co an 
*JOSEPH J. РТЕҢ Өй 
ROBERT М.РТЕКСН Яй 
JEFFREY А. РІКЩ5%%5 
SAMUEL T. РІРЕҢ 4 
*CHARLES А.РІНТІІҢ АҢ 
DOUGLAS J. РІТСАІН) Жай 
ALAN S. РТТ 
WILLIAM G. РІГТ5, ЖИ 
ROBERT А. PLAN TEN 
ARNOLD РІ.ЕАВАМТ% б 
LOUIS J. PLEVELIB (6 4 
*MATTHEW D. РОЕ SO AA 
*TRACY A. POHI 


MICHAEL B. РОХМЦ ой 
*BASIL K. РОО ж 
*CLIFTON н. РОО БУБИ 
*LAWRENCE W. РОО ЖУ. 
MARK А. PORTERS OSO AA 
SCOTT А. РОКТЕК ЖИ 
RANDALL Е. PO ï XXX-XX-X... 
*KENNETH FPOW ELIN 
THOMAS С. POWELL 0954598 
MICHAEL S. POWERS УАЙ 
BRIAN J. РКЕ ЕҢ УАЙ 
*JACK К. PRITCHARD 55951 
ROBERT РВОТО8ЕУ1СҤ ЖАҚ 
*ЈІМ N. РОТМ. ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
MICHAEL О.РҮБЕН ЖА 


ROBERT ООАСКЕМБОЭНф ЕҢ 


*WILLIAM J. ООО кура ай 
ROBERT C. ооч Жа 
*LEOPOLDO А. QUINTA ВЮ ИИ 
ROGER А. КАВІЕСОВ АУ 
*ANITA М. КАІЧЕ ТТЕ 
*THOMAS А. КАМЗА 


*WILLIA ҺАММЕВАНСЕН 2272 
LEE Е. КАМ5РЕІ 16596595 
*ROBERT С. НАҮ ЖЖ 
*ЈЕКОМЕ Т. НҺАҮВОУНЛ ҰЙ 
*JOSEPH В. НЕАП 44 
«МІСНАЕІ,К.ҺЕОМАМ 0% БАЙ 
ALLEN D. ВЕЕСЕ 54 
%КАНЫ,П.ҺЕЕОф УА 
%МАНКІ,.БҺЕЕрГЕН ЖАЙ 
*CATHERINE A. R 2 XXX-XX-X... 
%ТАМЕВР.ҺЕЕУЕЗ 50 
*TERENCE W. КЕЕУ УИ 
*HEIDI A. КЕШУ 
RICHARD 7/.КЕ17 ЖИ 
*THEODORE C. НЕІНМЕН УАУ 
*GREGORY D. КЕПТИ 
RICHARD D. КЕМЕНІ Ж 


*EDWARD J. БЕПШЧЕОЕТ ЖАЙ 
RANDALL L. ВЕПЧЇЗСҤ 2275Ж 
BRIAN R. REIN WAI 
MARK D. ҺЕМПІМА А 
*MARITES D. КЕМОЈС 77257257 
DANIEL R. REYNOLDSI OSO AA 
ELIZABETH КЕҮМОЦОУЖАН 
FRANK Е.НЕҮМОЦОЯ SNG 
JAMES J. REYNOLDSI OTO A 
*WILLIAM В. RHODESRQQS Go am 
ALICE M. RHODIEBSGS so am 
*ANITA М.НІСЕ Seo an 
JAMES Е. ПСЕ 
PATRICK M. ІСН 72И 
ROBERT J. ГСО 
JAMES В. В1СН Ж 
ALBERT E. RIC 38% XXX-XX-X... | 
TIMOTHY J. RICHARDIBGG Sea 
JAMES D. БІСНАНЦВООУЖУУ УИ 
LAURA J. БІСНАНОВОМ АА 
MARK D. RICHARDSON ЖОЙ 
MICHAEL W. 1СНЕҮ ЖАЙ 
*RANSON J. 1їЇСК°Ё 2275Ж 
*RICKEY J. ІРР ЕЩЕ 
SUSAN А.ЫІҒЕ УЙ 
*KENNETH J. R ЖЕ ххх-хх-х... 
CRAIG А. ҺЬП„ЕҮ ЕЙ 
THOMAS P. RILE YETSA 
*TIMOTHY J. RILEY Sova 
ROBERT H. RISBERG TO AR 
GUILLERMO J. нгу/ЕКД ЖУЖАН 
FRANKLIN D. НООАС ЖИ 


CHARLES E. ҺОВЕНТВ Уай 
JENELLE B. НООВЕНТ5Ё УАҢ 
*JOEL E. ӨООВЕВТ=Ё 5548 
MARK K. БОВЕВТ= ЖАЙ 
*DOUGLAS НОВЕВТЗвОК ОИ 
*JAMES M. КОВЕКТЗОМ 4 
*EDWARD J. ROBILLARLBSGSeo 
WILLARD L. ROBINSONBS See 
CHRISTOPHER КОРМЕ 
WILFRED RODRIGUES ЯЙ 
THOMAS Н. БОЕ ә. 
STEVEN М. ROESLERS А 
CHARLES V. НОСЕНЗОМФ УАЙ 
DOUGLAS Н. НОМВОГОН АҢ 
RALPH Е. КООМ ҰЙ 
FRANK НО8ВЕ 648 

*JOSEPH А.ҺООҢ Ж 
RANDOLPH Е. РОБІМ 
*BYRON L. КОЗЗ ХОТЯ 
*ЗТЕРНЕМ М.КО5Ч Ай 
*DOMENICO КОВВ1% УА) 
DANIEL С. НО58В800% Sam 
*ROBERT M. RO XXX-XX-. 
RANDOLPH R. ROTTER ай 
*KIMM А.НОМЕ АҢ 
WILFRED G. КОМЕ ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
CHARLES М.НГСКЕН 7275 
KEVIN р.ЕООрЕІЛ) УЙ 
GABRIEL НО12 5 ӨШ 
ALLISON БІЛ,АРАЦОНЗЯҰ% OSO am 
ALISA М.НГМУАМ УАЙ 
EDWARD J. ОБН 
ROBERT Е.НУВНІМО УАН 
STEPHEN V. RUSH 
*JACQUELYN RUSSELI BSS 5 am 
STEVEN D. RUSSELII ЖАЙ 
TIMOTHY J. RUSSELIBGCSso am 
JOHN T. күлМ ЯН 
БКОМАПОА.НКҮММЕ an 
JEFFERSON КҮЗСАУАС САЙ 
LARRY L. SADD, НЮ ЖҰ 
ROBERT W. SADOWSE GS Ж 
MICHAEL J. SAGESSO. SLO AA 
JAMES R. SAGEN ЖАЙ 
KREWASKY A. БАПТЕН ЖИ 
*WILLIAM R. 58АТТЕҢ ай 
BOBBIE H. зАМрЕК 8995957 
FREDRICK D. ВАМБЕНЗ АЙ 
GARY S. SANDERS АЙ 
MICHAEL J. SANDER ОҢ 
ROBERT E. SANDERS 22 
RICHARD J. SANDS УАН 
*SABRINA ВАМЕПЛИРОФ УАЙ 
ROGER N. SANG 
MARK C. 8АМӘШ О ЖАЙ 
MICKEY A. 8ВАМ2ОТТА АЯ 
SHERRY Н. ВАНСЕМТ ЖАЙ 
NATHAN М.ЗВАЗ55БАМАМф ЖИ 
BARTLETT F. ЗАОТЕН ВТБ 
*MALCOLM К.БАУАСЕ ЖА 
*WALTER S. БАУОУ/ ЖАЙ 
*KENT D. БАУНЕ 2 ЕН 
*CHRISTOPHER A ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
SEAN М. 5САІІ Үр 
CHARLES L. 5САЕВОКО OSO AA 
TERRY J. 5СНАЕҒЕН ай 
WILLIAM J. ЗСНАҒЕН sae 
*STEPHEN M. SCHILLERS УАЙ 
*THEODORE SCHILLERB 567 
MICHAEL SCHLEICHERB 5 an 
BERND Е.Б5СНІЛЕМАНЫ АЙ 
MICHAEL 5СНОрОУМ5КІ УАЙ 
JOHN Е. БСНКАГЕЦ Аа 
*KATHRYN J. 5СНВАММ ЯУ АЙ 
CHARLES SCHRANK. ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
STEVEN E. 85СНОЕҢЁ ЭЖ ЖН 
ROBERT W. SCHUMIT ZSSS %4 
RICHARD R. ScH]ᷓ0 
KRISTINE L. 5ОНУЕМІ УАН 
JEWEL A. 85СОТТ Ж 
*RANDY D. 8СОТТ 222255 
PATRICK J. 85СЕ1ВМЕНҤ АЯЙ 
PAUL J. БОЛЛЛХОМ 5 
TERRANCE C. БЕЛІ 64 
*STEVEN L. ЗЕАЕСТ ОЙ 
GROMOSKI L. БЕСТІОМ OS O'A 
DAVID M. БЕТТЕ ЖУҒАВ 
CHARLES E. S N -. 
MARK A. SHAFFSTALIBGGS ЖАЙ 
*WAYNE М.8НАМКЗБ ЖУЖАН 
*STEVEN А.ВНАРІНО% ЖАЙ 
*CAROLYN Б.БНАВРЕ УҢ 
*JOSEPH SHAW, 7:/6% 0 an 
MARY E. 8ВНАУ ж 
WILLIAM H. 5НАУ 72 Н 
LINDA К. SHE, 5528 
*STEVEN A. SHELE YISI OSOA 
RICHARD L. SHELTON ЖУА 
*DAVID T. ВНЕРНЕНП 6%67 
STEVEN К.ВНЕНІБАМ УА 
CHANDLER SHERRELUB@G АЙ 
JAMES J. SHIVERSRQQS 3S am 
BARTHOLOMEW SHREVERGG@ ЖИ 
ROBERT L. 5НОМАР@ 227555 
LAWRENCE S. SLA??? 
*JULIAN C. БІМЕНІ/Ү6% Sco an 
GERALD R. SIMMONS АУҒА 
*JOHN о. зіммом ЖИН 
ROGER R. віммон ЭШИ 
*DENNIS H. &МмОМ ЖУУ 
JAMES E. SIMPSONS OTOA 
ROBERT L. вімРВОЧ 2 
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WILLIAM Р.БІМНІП АҚ 
MICHAEL J. БІМАТНАЖЖАЙ 
JEFFREY A. БІМСІ,АІҢ % 0% an 
DONALD J. БІМСЕН А 
VINCENT M. БІМСЕН 4 
*KERRY Т.8КЕІ ТОН 
*ANTHONY R. 8КІММЕНБ ол 
RICHARD W. БКОО ЖаН 
*DARREL LAUT 
KELLY Е.В.АУЕМ ЖИ 
*TIMOTHY S. ЗЕМ ОҢ 
STEVEN А. 81,Г#А ОЯН 
RALPH M. SLIWICKIBQSSVoan 
VALERIE Е.БІ0АМ SG 
CHRISTOPHER SM: ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
*CHRISTOPHER SM ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
*DENNIS C. ВМІТН ЖОЙ 
*DEREK S. 8мїт Өзә 
*DOUGLAS P. 5МІТН БЯ 
GINA 8МІТН 564 

JOHN т.вмгтнрф Ай 

KYLE G. SM | ХХХ-ХХ-. 
MARK A. SM. 1 ХХХ-ХХ- 
PEYTON Е.5МІТН 4 
PHILLIP С. SM ХХХ-ХХ-ХХХХ 
RODNEY D. SM | ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
STANLEY O. SM XXX-XX- 
TODD р.вмітн; 560 
*SCOTT в. вмоУр ай 
СНАрА.8МҮГЕН ай 
*GREGORY А. ЗОРКА МОБИ 


EDWARD R. ЗОТЕІ084%5%%5 X. 
JOE D. ЗООТНЕКІ_АМЦИ 88 
CHRISTOPHER SPILL 3 XXX-XX-X... 


*NICHOLAS ВРІКІ01611022 8595 


WILLARD S. 8ОШПВЕ 1 ӨЙ 
*JOHN M. STESSA SAA 
*MAUREEN Е.5ТАРЫЕН Яй 
DAVID Р. STARKBGGSV Oem 
TYRONE K. ЗТАКК 9 
BRUCE E. 85ТАТТЕН АҢ 
MICHAEL J. 5БТАУЕН 5%%6 
*ROBERT Р. STAVNESB 5% ЖАЙ 
*JOHNIE J. STEELHR ай 
THOMAS C. 85ТЕЕЕЕ ЕЕ бой 
GEORGE E. ВТЕІСЕН Қ 
SHELLY ВТЕГІМАСЕМ ЖҚ 
EDWARD ВТЕРАМСНІ/Ҡ0 Ж 
*ВОҮСЕ ЗТЕРНЕМ АЙ 
VICTOR STEPHENSONS4G АЙ 


*MARGARET STERMERCOXB po 00 am 


JERRY D. 8ТЕУЕМЗОМ АЙ 
MICHAEL R. 58ТЕУЕҢ AR 
*DEANNA М.ВТЕМАНТЫ ОБТ 
JAMES Е.ВТЕМАНТ ЖИ 
*MONTIETH Н.ВТЕУАНТ АЙ 
NAPOLEON W. ВТЕУАНТ0 avo 
*STEPHEN K. STIRLINGRSCSeoen 
JOHN Р. ЗТОКЕФ УАҢ 
MICHAEL STOLLEN WERKES OSO AR 
JANICE М.ВТОХЮН e-em 
*ROCKY р.5Т05Е 
MICHAEL Р. 5ТОМЕНАМ 
CURT Е.в8ТОУЕН 2275Ж 
ROBERT В. STR ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
*TERRY L. 5ТКЕЕТОМ БЯ 
GEORGE Р. ЗТКОВОТ ЖҰ 
JACK Е. STURGEO ЖҰ 


ROBERT Р. SULLIV ANSSI АЙ 
BRIAN P. SUNDINSGSSVoam 
*THOMAS B. SUPP 2 ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
JOHN R. SURDUB Жб 
MICHAEL J. ЗМАМЗОМ 5958 
JAMES Ғ.8У%ТТ?ЕҢ ЖАҢ 
WILLIAM р.В5МОРЕ SS eo 
ZSOLT SZENTKIRALY УҢ 
*ARPAD J. SZOBOSZLA 99598 
IVAR 5.ТАП 1 

*HUGH B. TA: Ү XXX-XX-X... 
DOUGLAS A. TAM Ж Q N. 
ALFRED C. ТАММЕНІ ЖАЙ 
KENNETH К. ТАНСТАр ода 
*JEROME M. TARUTANI ВОЖУ 
BRENDA F. ТАТЕ 90 
DAVID В. ТАҮТОЕ ЖАЙ 
HAROLD W. TAYLORI OSO AA 
KIP P. ТАҮГО АҢ 

KURT L. TAYLOREYI OSO 
ROGER M. TAYLOR ЖАЙ 
SCOTT R. TAYLOR УАН 
MICHAEL J. TEA УЖАН 
*PAUL S. ТЕАСОК 77272 
*RORY К. TEGIMEIER 2544 
TURNER В. ТНАСК5ВТОМ ЖА 
NEIL R. THIBAUL TEIST am 
PHILIP R. THIELE OSOA 
DANIEL L. ТНОМАОФ ЖАЙ 
GEORGE THOMAS, JR УҒА 
*NELLO А. ТНОМАЗ ЖИ 
*РАТТОМ М.ТНОМАЗ ЖАЙ 
*ROUSELL THOMAS, JRBQGSso an 
STEVEN N. THOMAS УА 
*CHRISTOPH ТНОМРЗВОЦ УАН 
LARRY М.ТНОМРВОЦМ УАН 
*PRESTON ТНОМРВОХМ ЖУ 
НОВЕВТІ.ТНОМРВОМ АЙ 
JOHN с. THOMS ЯУ 
һЕОН.ТнОҺМЕ АУ 
*TIMOTHY J. URM 


ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 


EDWIN К. ТІҒЕЕ е 
DAVID Е.ТІСНЕ 9598 
*RYAN L. TILLER YESSS SOA 
JOSEPH A. ТЇНОМЕ АҢ 
ВҺОМАШОС.ТООП 58 
KAREN D. ТОМАН Фу, 
DANIEL W. TOMLINSON еу еН 
*GARY W. TONET 5 
SHERI L. ТОММЕН 525 
*CHARLES М.ТОНОК АҢ 
*FERNANDO L. TORREN TESES Sam 
*DOUGLAS M. ТоѕТЕОО ТВОЯ 
TOMMY 7.твАСҮ 72 SA] 
DAVID М.ТНЮЕЗВНАМ8ВКҮ ЖОЙ 
*VENCENT W. ТЇР ЯН 


CURTIS W. ТУНЧМЕН б X.. 
*LARRY N. TURNERS Жу 
RANDY L. ТОКМЕК 2 
RICHARD 7.ТУНМЕН ТОТО 
FRANCIS J. ТУАНООВФ АҢ 
*STEVEN С.Л ОМ ЖАЙ 
IRELAND S. ОРСНОВСН ОТИ 
GREGG урвнАУ ан 
*LENNIE R. ОР8НА АЙ 
CHRISTOPHER ОРЗОМ %5%АЙ 
JOE А. О5КЕҮЮ ЖИ 
GREGORY Е. VA ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
ROBERT S. УАМВЕОС 56 


MICHAEL УАМБЕНВОСАНТ АЙ 


*DONALD УАМБЕНСОЫІЕЕ 50 4Ң 
*DIANE M. УАМБВЕНРОТ АЙ 
ROBERTO L. УА20УЕ20%% ЕҢ 
ALEJANDRO J. УЕСАВ УЙ 
DAVID УЕТ.А207Е2р Уй 
DAVID M. УЕМЕ?1А АЙ 
BRUCE С. УЕНОЕ 965% 
RICHARD S. УІСК УАН 
АНМАМГОН.У1С61:% АҢ 
ALFRED J. МОНА Ж 
JAMES A. У10,4% 72 
BERNARD УІЗНМЕЗК% ҰЙ 
ОЦІБВА.УООПЕН ЖИ 
TIMOTHY А. УУОМОф АҢ 
STEVEN L. УАРЕ@ ЖАЙ 
SCOTT T. МАССОМЕН жай 
ERIC C. МАСМЕН 504 
МАНСА.МАСМЕН ЖА 
DOUGLAS L. WA ШЙ ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
GLENN R. WALKERS OSOM 
*WILLIAM E. WALPO XXX- XX- X. 
ERIC А. МАПТЕНВ ЖАЙ 
ROBERT Р. УуАТЕЕК# ЯЙ 
МАНКЕ.МАІМОВТНф 72у 2: 
DARRELL А. %УАВР б 
*DARRYL E. МАКРО 56 
DAVID L. WARDESS OSO 
*JESSE S. МАНП ЖЖ 
MICHAEL V. МАККЕУУ 2 X. 
THOMAS F. МАВНЕН% ж x... | 
ANDREW МАЗНІЧСТОМ 24 
VERSALL МАЗНІЧСТОМ бай 
JOHN D. МАВОМ УА 
SCOTT T. МАТЕКМА АҢ 
BILLIE S. WATTS COCO an 
CHARLES D. МАТТ5УФУУҒАН 
BRIAN К. WEATHERLOWB$G See 
*CHARLES В. ЧЕВВЕНІР ЖУ 
WILLIAM У/Е1ЇСЕ8НОЕ б 
HOWARD L. МЕІМ5ТООБВ ЖАЙ 
SCOTT С. мЕШУЕН ЖАЙ 
*CRAIG A. WELLS АЕ 

JOHN М. WENDELB(¢S +o aml 

ERIC Р. МЕЧОТ OSO AA 
ANTHONY N. WEN Я XXX-XX-X... 
MICHAEL МЕЗОПОУМВКІ OSO 
KATHRYN УЕВТВВООК 5 ЖАЙ 
*MARVIN E. WESTEN 595 
*CARY S. МЕЗТІК ЖШ 
*JEFFREY Н. МЕВТОМ ЖУ ЯН 
BRIAN R. WHALEN АУ 
ROBERT Р. WHALENSGG ЖИ 
DAVID W. WHIPPLEBSS АЙ 
MARVIN S. МНІТАКЕНИ ЯУ ЯН 
ЖАМОҺЕУ/Р.У/НГІТЕ 25 
*CLIFFORD T. унт ГАЙ 
DAVID J. УУНТТЕ ЖАЙ 
DAVID L. УНІТЕ УВ 
JEFFREY R. WHITH ж 
MARK М. уунтЕ@ УА 
PETER J. МНІТЕ ай 
ROBERT L. УНІТЕ АН 
ROBERT P. WHITES OSO AA 
STEPHEN W. ушТЕ ОЙ 
STEVEN C. WICALBGGSGS am 
*CHRISTOPHER WICKERB ШИИ 
TRACY L. МІСКНАМ 559 
KARL В. WIEDEMANN BQ ОЙ 
ROBERT F. МТЕПЕҢ  УҒАВ 
MARK H. УІССІЧЗВ 2722755 
DAVID L. Уп„сохХ ЕТЕ 
*GARY К.УП05 ЖА 
*PHILIP G. ТІКЕН Ж XX Ж 
BRIAN L. WILLIAM XX-X.. 
CHARLES А. УПЛЛАМНЕЖҖ XX- X. 
CHARLES Е. WILLIAM 
DANIEL Е. WILLIAMS ЭН 
DARRELL К. WILLIAM SEYIT a am 
DAVID M. WILLIAMSBQQS 0S am 
*ERIC L. МПЛЛАМӘ 5757 
GERALD Е.УПИЛАМО УАН 
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JOE H. WILLIAM ОЧ 
*RICHARD G. WILLIAMSI 
*STEVEN B. WILLIAMS 
TASHA L. УП1лАМ8@ ОТИ 
JEFFREY МУПИЛАМВОЦ ЯЙ 
RANDALL УПИЛАМБОУМФ жей 


ІМ ТНЕ МАУҮ 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED LIEUTENANTS IN THE STAFF 
CORPS OF THE NAVY FOR PROMOTION TO THE PERMA- 
NENT GRADE OF LIEUTENANT COMMANDER, PURSUANT 
TO TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 624, SUB- 
JECT TO QUALIFICATIONS THEREFORE AS PROVIDED BY 
LAW: 


MEDICAL CORPS OFFICERS 
To be lieutenant commander 


WILLIAM D. AGERTO! 
MARC L. ALESSANDR: 
BRIAN А. ALEXANDE) 


CORINNE J. -Үогхар бей 


DAVID A. BEARD 
BRUCE А. ВЕСКЕ. 
DAVID R. BIERER 


XXX. 
ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 


JEFFREY W. СИОРОВА ИМИН 


ROBERT J. HALLM 
WILLIAM B. HAMM 


eck MCDERMOTT 
ELIZABETH G. MCDONALD 


ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
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JAMES V. MC DONALDESES eas 
THOMAS J. МСРОМАІ 85558 
TERENCE M. МССЕЕ@ 555608 


ХХХ-ХХ-Х. 
MICHAEL E. МО ЕКО 
WILLIAM L. МОК5Е Т УШ 


JEFFREY D. 


CHRISTOPHER W. МОНМУООП  6ЯЯ 
LOUIS р. ОохО52 Жай 
CARY A. OSTERGAARD Жб 
JAMES R. PATE) 2 ХХ-ХХ... 

2 


TRUMAN Ж ЕВЕ | ХХХ-ХХ-... 
PAUL F. Р1Ї22ЕЇ1ЇЛ,А 7 OSOSAN 
CYNTHIA А. РО. 06% УАҢ 
JAMES M. РО ОБОО 
THOMAS J. РОБСН%%% 4 
MICHAEL Н. РОМЕН 


KENNETH D. WILLIAMS 
SYMPHOROSA M. УПЛЛАМВВ ЯН 
BRIAN D. МІРРЕНМАММ СИ 
LELAND Т. WON 


GERALD 1 LAND 
BRIAN T. ҮАТЕ5 Қ 
KEVIN Е. 2АМАСКІ ӨҢ 


SUPPLY CORPS OFFICERS 
To be lieutenant commander 


DAVID С. ACKERMAN, JR 855958 
WILLIAM С. ВАКЕН д 
TODD L. BARNUM Уи 
ROGER T. BEAUBIEN [7275Ж 
ROBERT J. BESTER ХХХ-ХХ-Х. 
DEBORAH L. ВІЕМЕМАМ 7757579 
ROBERT B. БІНМІМОНАМФ ЯЙ 
MICHAEL B. ВОНУЫ6 ӨЙ 
JIMMY L. BOSS, 4+ ххх -хх-хх... 
ANTHONY P. ВКА2А5 Й 
ROBERT L. BRUNSON, ЈК ЁЮ 4 
MICHAEL J. BURRESS M 
DAVID W. CASH АҢ 
SHARON P. CHAPMAN УҢ 
DUANE A. СНП,ОВЕ5577@ 15 
SAMUEL S. СНІММАРОМСВЕ Ж 
LAWRENCE J. СОҒҒЕҮ OTO% 
SCOTT A. COHEN яй 

GRISELL F. COLLAZOBGGS ҰЙ 
BOBBI L. сои 

ARTHUR L. COTTON Ш, ОИ 
DWIN с. CROW Р 084 
ALBERT L. DAVI: 


KENT R. РПЛӘЁЁ72272 
DALE A. ПІМІСКІ ЖАЙ 

KIT А.рИЧСАМН ан 
JOSEPH F. DUN 
JAMES M. ЕКЗКІЧ ЖҰ 
PHILIP А. ҒАНБІМСЕН ЯЙ 
KAREN РАІ ОМ 7272 
ӘАМЕВП.ЕІОМЕНЗ an 
ROBERT W. РОЗТЕК 
MICHAEL L. ЕІЛ/ТОХОЮ ЖОЙ 
DAVID М.ЕОВА АН 

JOHN S. GONZALEZ BSS Ж 
ROBERT A. СОООМАМ 7272Ж 
STEPHEN D. СНАСЕ 5 
RANDALL L. ОСНА)6% 56% і 
JOHN S. GRAY 857575 
JOHN м. GROLL HI XX- XX.. 
KELLY J. своввкор XXX. Ж 
DAVID E. СІЛІІВЕНТ А 
STEVEN J. НАУЕНҺАМЕСК ФУ 
STEVEN В. НЕММКІСН8 ЯЯ 
CEDRIC D. HENRY УАЙ 
MARK C. НЕМКЕҮ ай 

JOHN Е.НІСКӘ 5 УЯЯ 
ARTHUR D. HUGH ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
CARY р. JOHNSON 6 УАЙ 
CHRISTILYNN гомо УОУЯН 
DAVID G. ЈОМЕЗ 5% am 
В8ТУАНТ5.705Е5 O AH] 
SCOTT P. КЕЛЕМ АЙ 
MICHAEL D. КЕПІ,У/ ЖОЙ 
ROBERT J. KILPATRICK, ЈКРВ 
ROGER T. KISSEL 2275Ж 

BRIAN L. КМОТТ УЙ 

JOSEPH P. KUCZMARSE] ayaa 
PAUL J. АВЕ БУБУ 

JOHN J. ҺАМОВҮ  % 6 ӘУ W 

TRACY A. LARCHER УИ 

AMY L. ҺАУЕНІ ЕУ an 

ТАЕ H. ЕЕ 75 

VICTOR LOP ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 

MICHAEL К. ТОСАБ АН 

STEVEN D. MAC DO L NX. 
DAVID J. MAILANDER SISTO 
BRIAN H. MALLADY UGS Sam 
VITO V. МАММІМОЦ УИ 
MELINDA L. МА DEJ XXX-XX-X... 
JAMES A. МССОНМАСК ЖА 
JOHN R. МСКОМЕ П, 5700 
NEAL Р. МСМАНОМ, OTE 
THOMAS R. MCMURDY 855% 
JOHN с. MEIER III, 7227Ж 
MATTHEWABRAM RR ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
DAVID С. МЕҮЕНЗ ЖАЙ 

KEVIN Е.МООМЕҮ ай 

ANDREW S. МОНСАНТ ЖАН 
DANIEL J. MOTHERWAY А 
JOHN M. MURDOCK уай 
WILLIAM D. МЕЗ5ОМ ФИ 
МАНК8.МЕУЕЛІЛІ 565 40 

GERALD W. МОНВОТ УАУ ҰН 
TIMOTHY J. ОВЕТЕН ЖАЙ 
THOMAS В. ООО 6% 
THEODORE C. OLSON ЕУ 
RANDAL J. ОМКБЕН5І  % 6254 
GARY R. РАЕТ?КЕ %;АҢ 
JAMES К. РАТТО ҰЙ 
DAVID А.РЕТЕНЗ АЙ 
JOHN D. РІСКЕНІМС 650 
DAVID R. РІМРОГ УАЙ 
GREGORY R. POR L ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
CHARLES Т. RACE 5%;ЖАҢ 


. . 
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ALFRED C. RAINES И ОА 
SUSAN О. КАМОА11 725 


KEVIN D. БЕРМАН ОЙ 


DAVID R. SUTTONRGGS CS am 

DAVID W. TAYLOR 54 
MICHAEL L. TAYLOR 
REGINA A. ТАҮІ/ОВ-НІМЕЗ 6%) 
CURTIN D. ТЕЕТЕН5 %ФИ 
WILLIAM J. ТЕННҮ бе 
GESELLE D. ТОМРКЇЧ 5 Фе 
DOUGLAS М. THOMPSON ФО 
ERIK THOMPSON 


ROLAND б. МАРСЕ ей 
THOMAS С. МАНрУ/ЕІ,0% 56600 
KEVIN D. WASKOW 0% 6% 00 
LOTHAR М. УЕТ2ЕГ  % 5% ОУ 
TIMOTHY H. WILKINS 5958 
BRIAN А.?ІНВЕІ/% OO AA 


CHAPLAIN CORPS OFFICERS 
To be lieutenant commander 


ROOSEVELT H. ВНОУЫ 7225Ж 
JOSEPH T. DEV INESSA OSGA 
STEPHEN A. САММОМ% SO Ж 
MARK J. LOGID ОТОЧ 
KIERAN G. МАМОАТО ЖАҢ 
DEBORAH L. MARIY ASSOC OAN 
DAVID D. MITCHELLS з 
NESTOR МАЖАВ1О 4 
DENNIS T. PINKNEY бай 
JOHN О. REITZ XXX-XX-X.. 


CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS OFFICERS 
To be lieutenant commander 


WILLIAM W. ANDERSON, JR 
TIMOTHY J. ARMSTRONG ОО 
ROBERT D. BAKER ЖА 
WILLIAM E. BENN 
JOHN T. векосвтвом Ай 
MICHAEL A. BLUMENB ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
LOUIS У. САВ1Е1ЛО А 
DAVID В. СОНТІМХАВ ЖИ 
MARK К. ОЕІВЕКТ % 


ALLAN М. STRATMAN ВИ 
PAUL Е. WEBB ЖИ 


JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S-CORPS OFFICERS 
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WILLIAM J. HESS LLL RSS 
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PETER J. VANHARTESV EL. 
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TODD A. МҮМКОО 
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RAOUL ALLEN 00 
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ROBERT A. GRASSI z 
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SAMUEL P. HARRY у 
BRENT A. HAYNIERQ¢O ФИ 
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GARY L. HOOK 6454 
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TERRY S. МОМАК 6 0 
THOMAS МО5 КОМ NN X. 
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THOMAS J. PETR. ХХХ-ХХ-Х... 
DORKA M. РІСАНГ,6% 6 
LARRY L. Р1САВР 59 


HARVEY 5 VANDEN 
RICKY L. VANWAY 
MICH AEL L. VINEY 2 


SILVA Р. Р. WES 
WILLIAM J. WHOOLERY | 
CYNTHIA E. WILKERSON 
CAREY C. WILLIAMS PIAVE 
JEAN M. WILLIAMS УА 
REVLON О. МПІЛАМЗ Ж 
TOBY L. WILSON ЕУ 
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To be lieutenant commander 
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PATRICE D. ВІВЕА 855658 
ANDREW К. ВТЕОСМЕН АЙ 
KAREN К. ВІСО050%% 6% am 
JULIA Е. ВОМ 5958 
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MARY К. ВВОУН 22274 
PAUL Е. ВОСК 5 ӨҢ 


KATHY А. НАМЗЕМ Ай 
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МАМПАР.НЕІБІЕН 6% ЖИ 
JOHN S. нп/тіІВІБАП Ф56ИИ 
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KATHLEEN М. LOVELAN 
JOHN F. LYON 
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TRISHA С. MARTINS ФИЯ 
HAROLD D. МАҮ 54 
LINDA S. У. МССОКр ай 
MATTHEW L. MCCOUCHA Sam 


IRENE C. МСКІЕ а 


KATHY L. MORRISEY 
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LINDA J. МАП УАЙ 
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QUYEN H. моуувм би 
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CASSIE L. ОНМ5ВҮр АЙ 


VIOLETA О. PADOR 
TERIANNE PAPPA 


NANCY I. PEARSON 22 
STEPHEN В.РЕАНВОМ 5 
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DAVID РЕРВА2А Й 
KERRI S. РЕСО СН 
DAVID K. РЕММЕВАКЕКВ  Я 
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HUMBERTO ZUNIGA, ЈК 252, 


LIMITED DUTY OFFICERS (STAFF) 
To be lieutenant commander 
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LEGISLATION AMENDING THE IN- 
TERNAL REVENUE CODE RELAT- 
ING TO THE EXPIRATION DATE 
FOR REFUNDING OF EXCISE 
TAXES ON GASOLINE BLENDED 
WITH ETHANOL 


HON. TIM JOHNSON 


OF SOUTH DAKOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Speak- 
er, | am pleased today to introduce legislation 
that would amend a technical error in the expi- 
ration date for refunds of excise tax on gaso- 
line blended with alcohol fuels. 

Although the exemption from the excise tax 
for alcohol fuels clearly does not expire until 
September 30, 2000, the provision in Internal 
Revenue Code allowing businesses who rou- 
tinely blend alcohol with gasoline and other 
fuels expires on September 30, 1995. Busi- 
nesses still qualify for refunds for the excise 
tax paid, but the expiration of the provision for 
routine refunding of the excise tax paid re- 
quires Herculean efforts on the part of blend- 
ers and likely will cause some to quit blending 
alcoho! fuel altogether. Extending the refund to 
coincide with the expiration dates for the ex- 
emption from excise tax is fair and budget 
neutral, as businesses using this refund proce- 
dure clearly do not owe the tax. 

Failing to extend the expiration of this re- 
fund will be negative for the environment, neg- 
ative for the truly American industry of ethanol 
production, and negative for America’s farmers 
as a significant market for grain will be re- 
duced. 

Mr. Speaker, | am certain that you and the 
rest of my colleagues would agree that it is 
good policy to fix technical errors in Internal 
Revenue Code. The alternative is the policy of 
unintended consequences. This serves no 
public interest. | ask you to join me in making 
this technical correction to the Federal Tax 
Code. 


DENYING THE POOR EQUAL 
ACCESS TO THE LAW 


HON. TOM LANTOS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, | invite my col- 
leagues to join me in opposing those who con- 
tinue to scapegoat the poor for our Nation's 
ills, and now seek to kill the Legal Services 
Corporation which is often the only source of 
legal aid for those least able to pay or navi- 
gate their way through our system of justice. 
| wish to draw my colleagues attention to an 
honest, take-no-prisoners editorial in the San 
Francisco Chronicle which clearly dem- 


onstrates how utterly repugnant these propos- 
als are to eliminate Federal funding for legal 
aid. | urge my colleagues to join me in protect- 
ing this important and vital guarantor of justice 
in America. 

[From the San Francisco Chronicle, Sept. 13, 

1995) 

DENYING THE POOR EQUAL ACCESS TO THE LAW 

A repugnant attack on the poor gets a 
hearing on the floor of the U.S. Senate to- 
morrow with the scheduled vote on a bill 
that would slash funds for legal aid and 
eliminate the 30-year-old Legal Services Cor- 
poration. 

The 323 shoestring community legal agen- 
cies funded by the corporation often provide 
the only recourse for members of the na- 
tion's underclass who are dealing with do- 
mestic violence emergencies, tenant prob- 
lems, nursing home complaints, discrimina- 
tion and wage disputes and myriad other 
plights requiring legal expertise. 

But in the name of balancing the budget, 
the Senate Appropriations Committee passed 
a bill that would cut already-insufficient $400 
million funding by about half, abolish the 
corporation and make right-wing fundamen- 
talists happy by imposing restrictions on the 
kinds of cases, such as divorce, that can be 
represented. 

A similar and equally harmful and dis- 
tasteful measure by Representative George 
Gekas, R-Pa., is making its way through the 
House. 

The issue is “whether the government 
should be involved in breaking up families," 
was the know-nothing reaction of a spokes- 
man for presidential hopeful Senator Phil 
Gramm when asked about the Texas Repub- 
lican's support of the legal aid bills. 

Typically, however, local legal aid lawyers 
working with limited funds must give prior- 
ity to martial cases that involve spousal bat- 
tering. They must often refer less urgent 
cases to others. 

California received $47.2 million this year 
to help the poor with civil legal matters, far 
from enough to provide legal aid to all the 
indigent, not least of all poverty-stricken el- 
derly, who need such help. Proposed cuts for 
the state could total $19 million. 

Besides trying to use government-funded 
legal aid as a symbol of misplaced moral val- 
ues, conservatives charge that the Legal 
Services Corporation spends too much time 
on high-profit class action suits. 

To the contrary, most of the work of these 
dedicated, underpaid legal aid lawyers is 
spent on the gritty, routine case work in- 
volving families and housing, the disabled, 
patient rights, consumer and utility issues 
and wage issues. The legal and lawyers also 
help the poor wade through bureaucratic lab- 
yrinths that often make it difficult to col- 
lect the few federal benefits to which they 
are entitled. 

The relatively small federal outlay in legal 
aid funds has meant the difference between 
justice and injustice for many poor Ameri- 
cans, 

It is an investment that must continue to 
be honored if the country is not to abrogate 
its historic promise of equal access to the 
legal system. 7 


CONGRATULATING THE NATIONAL 
CENTER FOR DISABILITY SERV- 
ICES 


HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr, Speaker, | rise to sa- 
lute the National Center for Disability Services, 
which is located in Alberston, NY. The Na- 
tional Center for Disability Services is a recipi- 
ent of the U.S. Department of Labor's 1995 
Epic Award, in recognition of its formidable 
success in assisting corporate America recruit 
and employ individuals with disabilities. 

For over 40 years, this facility has dem- 
onstrated that people with disabilities can par- 
ticipate fully in our society if given the oppor- 
tunity. This center provides a comprehensive 
array of services for people with disabilities, 
including a school for children, and career 
evaluation, training and placement services for 
adults. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask all of my colleagues in 
the House of Representatives to join me now 
in congratulating Edmund L. Cortez, the cen- 
ter's president and chief executive officer, 
along with his entire staff, for this remarkable 
achievement. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. HERBERT H. BATEMAN 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Speaker, | was unable 
to participate іп a number of гойса!! votes in 
late July and early August. | also inadvertently 
missed гойса! vote 658 on September 13, 
1995. In the interest of keeping my constitu- 
ents informed of how | would have voted had 
| been present, | submit the following informa- 
tion: 

Rollcall vote: 
546 


547 


288888828882882888 


© This bullet“ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate оп the floor. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 


Yea. 
Yea. 
Nay. 
Nay. 
Present. 
Nay. 
Yea. 
Nay. 
Nay. 
Nay. 
Yea. 
Nay. 
Yea. 


RECOGNIZING THE 
FORCEMENT AGENCY FOUNDA- 
TION 


DRUG EN- 


HON. MICHAEL P. FORBES 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Drug Enforcement Agency Founda- 
tion [DEA] and their contribution to helping the 
American public respect, appreciate, and sup- 
port the efforts of the men and women of the 
Drug Enforcement Agency. 
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Officials in other areas of law enforcement 
interact regularly with the general public. How- 
ever, the DEA special agent does not have 
this opportunity and must work undercover for 
safety and security reasons. 

It appears that lately, Mr. Speaker, people 
have forgotten about these individuals, the 
special agents of the DEA, who risk their lives 
daily for us. It is important to acknowledge 
DEA special agents, and their families who 
are prepared to risk everything to make Amer- 
ica a better, safer place for all of us. 

The DEA Foundation was recently formed 
by a group of leading American figures in the 
business community and medical professions. 
These ladies and gentlemen saw the need to 
raise funds to help educate our children about 
the dangers of drugs and the need to offer fi- 
nancial support to families of DEA agents 
killed in the line of duty. These generous sup- 
porters give selflessly of their time and energy 
to help the men and women of the DEA. 

The Foundation’s board of directors has 
taken a pledge to donate time and resources 
to developing programs to further benefit the 
Drug Enforcement Agency, its special agents, 
their families and the general public. 

Authorized by the Department of Justice 
and the DEA, the Foundation works tirelessly 
to provide services to the community and the 
Drug Enforcement Agency that are not pro- 
vided for in the DEA operating budget. In addi- 
tion, the Foundation serves as the primary link 
for agents and their families in a time of crisis 
or need. 

Mr. Speaker, | am sure that you and all 
Members of this House agree our quality of 
life can improve greatly with a reduction in 
crime. Studies have shown the direct link be- 
tween illegal drugs and crime, making the 
Drug Enforcement Agency, with its dedicated 
agents, our first line of defense. 

| want to thank the Drug Enforcement Agen- 
cy Foundation for its continued efforts in sup- 
porting the men and women of the DEA and 
in helping reduce crime on our streets. Mr. 
Speaker, | recognize and thank First Chairman 
Dennis Jay Schnur and First Vice Chairman 
Abbey J. Butler, and the other 27 founding di- 
rectors, who had the vision to establish the 
DEA Foundation and without whose commit- 
ment this Foundation would not and could not 
exist. 


TRIBUTE HONORING ST. PAUL 
LUTHERAN CHURCH OF DANBURY 


HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, it gives me 
great pleasure to rise today and salute a 
church in my district. This year, St. Paul Lu- 
theran Church in Danbury, OH, will celebrate 
the 150th year of its founding. 

Located in northern Ohio along the coast of 
Lake Erie, the church was founded in a log 
cabin on August 29, 1845. Many of the same 
family names are still in the congregation 150 
years later. In fact, the speaker for the cele- 
bration, Rev. Cecil E. King, Jr., is a son of the 
St. Paul congregation. The vision at its found- 
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ing 150 years ago was to be a church where 
people live with God and work for the com- 
munal good. 

The same vision is true today. The church 
building has been a source of civic pride for 
many years and the stately design of the 
building solidifies its place as a local land- 
mark. A monument such as this does not sur- 
vive on structure alone, however. The building 
is a testament to the dedication of the con- 
gregation in preserving links to their heritage. 

г. Speaker, as the church marks its 150th 
year of service, we commemorate the past 
and celebrate the future. A new generation 
continues the exemplary record of community 
service and pride that distinguishes St. Paul's. 
| ask my colleagues to join me in honoring this 
special church. 


TRIBUTE TO THE ALEXANDRIA 
HARMONIZERS 


HON. JAMES Р. MORAN 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
give much deserved recognition to the Alexan- 
dria Harmonizers Barbershop Chorus, a 130- 
voice barbershop chorus from Alexandria, VA. 
Led by Scott Werner, the Harmonizers have 
been entertaining audiences since 1948. This 
year the Harmonizers have been recognized 
for the seventh time since 1979, as the Inter- 
national Barbershop Chorus Champions, dis- 
tinguishing them as No. 1 among over 825 
men’s barbershop choruses internationally. | 
admire their efforts to preserve this piece of 
American culture where synthesizers and elec- 
tronic instruments would have taken over. | 
submit for the RECORD an article from the 
Washington Post which further expands on the 
history, and essence of the Harmonizers. 

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 3, 1995) 

HARMONIOUS HOTSHOTS—BARBERSHOPPERS 

HIT PRIZE-WINNING PITCH 
(By Lan Ngyen) 

Strike another high note for the Alexan- 
dria Harmonizers. 

The all-male singing group just won its 
third international barbershop chorus cham- 
pionship in nine years, beating out 21 groups 
from the United States, Canada and England. 

With its performance of ‘I'll Be Seeing 
You," а song above love, familiarity and re- 
membrances that was written for soldiers in 
World War П, the 130-member chorus again 
wowed the judges at the annual contest 
sponsored by the Society for the Preserva- 
tion and Encouragement of Barber Shop 
Quartet Singing in America. 

The Harmonizers also staged a dazzling 
rendition of “Sweet Georgia Brown,“ which 
was widely popularized as the Harlem Globe- 
trotters’ theme song and is about a woman 
who comes to town and stirs a commotion 
among the men. Along with their booming 
four-part harmony, the singers sway side to 
side, snap their fingers, dance in a chorus 
line and synchronize the flashing of their 
purple-sequined vests. 

“We want to be the best we can to bring to 
people not only an excellent singing group 
but an entertaining group at the same 
time,” said Scott Werner, the group's direc- 
tor of more than 20 years. It's not a profes- 
sional group, but the level of our singing is 


September 19, 1995 


comparable to a lot of professional groups. 
We've worked very hard at perfecting our 
hobby.” 

The Harmonizers is one of more than 800 
groups in the Wisconsin-based barbershop 
singing society, whose motto із Keep the 
World Singing.” Their form of music is.based 
on the four-part harmony of a bass, a bari- 
tone, a tenor and a lead, who sings the mel- 
ody. The songs have simple versus and are 
sung a capella because the blend and the 
richness of the four tones require no instru- 
ments to embellish the sound. 

This type of singing dates to the late 1800s, 
according to Brian Lynch, the society’s pub- 
lic relations director. People on street cor- 
ners and in churches would sing four-part 
harmony to pass the time. Yet barbershop 
singing began to fade with the demise of 
vaudeville in the 1930s, around the time the 
national organization was formed by two 
barbershop singing aficionados. 

Part of the Harmonizers’ mission is to 
keep barbershop music alive in an era of 
MTV, synthesizers and other electronic 
equipment that can play the sound of many 
instruments at once. For their part, the Har- 
monizers try to attract a wide range of audi- 
ences by singing more than traditional bar- 
bershop tunes, such as Sweet Adeline.“ Ata 
free concert last week at Fort Ward Park in 
Alexandria, for example, they crooned their 
version of “Music of the Night,” a popular 
song from the play "Phantom of the Opera.” 

And unlike other barbershop chorus groups 
whose performances more resemble some- 
thing you'd expect from a staid Sunday 
church choir, the Harmonizers emphasize 
pizazz in their pieces, with the help of Geri 
Geis, an actress and choreographer. In a re- 
make of the 1950s rock-and-roll tune Little 
Пагіп”” by the Diamonds, all the singers 
sport sunglasses. In a medley of selections 
from “Guys and Dolls,” they don 1930s cos- 
tumes and act out scenes. 

The Harmonizers range in age from 15 to 
93, and they come from all walks of life—doc- 
tors, lawyers, students, architects and mili- 
tary colonels. Many grew up singing in 
church groups or performing in school musi- 
cals. 

Choruses like ours are made up of a bunch 
of Joes who like to sing,” said Bob Sutton, a 
10-year member. There's a tremendous re- 
ward for those who join. It's а part of my 
life. As long as I can continue to get the 
thrill that you get singing four-part chords, 
I'm going to continue to do that.” 

The Harmonizers practice three hours a 
week, give two performances a month and 
stage two full-blown shows in the fall and 
spring to finance their trips and costumes. 
They've taken their act on the road for Su- 
preme Court justices and for performances at 
Wolf Trap, Carnegie Hall and the Kennedy 
Center, where they’ve sung with the likes of 
Perry Como. 

Members of the Harmonizers, founded 47 
years ago by a dozen or so members, at- 
tribute their success and longevity to the 
fraternal bonds the men have forged ргасбіс- 
ing and singing together. They say they 
make lifelong friendships and keep in touch 
through a monthly newsletter that notes 
births, weddings and funerals. 

“А lot of [the organizations’ success] has 
to do with camaraderie and friendships that 
you build іп an organization like this, said 
Tyce Light, 29, a D.C. computer analyst who 
joined the group three years ago. When 
members of the chorus are sick or wives have 
babies, the Harmonizers do pull together 
with strong family spirit.” 
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A POEM BY RITA RUDOLPH OF EU- 
LESS, TX, TO HONOR THE MEN 
WHO FOUGHT IN THE D-DAY IN- 
VASION 


HON. JOE BARTON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, January 19, 1995 


Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | sub- 
mit the following for the RECORD: 
D-DAY, 6TH OF JUNE; FIFTY YEARS LATER 


White crosses, thousands, all in a row; how 
still. 

Beneath them, young men who never grew 
old. 

Heroes; some say, who died so that others 
could live in freedom. 

Look closely at these crosses and listen to 
the voices of all these young men. 

I died so that you might live in a free world. 

I died so that you could do greater things 
with your lives. 

I died so that this earth could be a better 
place for you and your children, so that 
peace, love and respect for each other 
as brothers would rein. 

I gave you the rest of my life so that you 
could build a peaceful world. Each man 
living their lives for good; enjoying all 
the good things life has to offer. 

I gave you the most precious gift I had; I 
gave you my life, my future. 

Oh, if only we could rise up from this place 
where we have laid so long; we could 
show you what life should be like. 

All of us here, could show you what life real- 
ly means. 


DAIRY FREEDOM ACT OF 1995 
HON. THOMAS E. PETRI 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


Мг. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, today | am intro- 
ducing the Dairy Freedom Act of 1995. This 
bill deregulates the diary industry within 5 
years by eliminating the Federal milk market- 
ing order system on January 1, 1996, reducing 
the Federal dairy price support over the next 
4 years beginning January 1, 1996, and then 
eliminating the price support program on Janu- 
ary 1, 2000. It also directs the first savings re- 
alized through this plan toward eliminating the 
current dairy assessment paid by farmers, 
then applies all subsequent program savings 
to reduce and eventually eliminate the tax- 
payers’ contribution to the program. 

Through an oppressive and costly system of 
Federal milk marketing orders, the Federal 
Government currently fixes the price of 70 per- 
cent of the raw milk produced in the United 
States according to how the processor intends 
to use it. The Federal order system also pools 
and then redistributes milk revenues among 
farmers by computing a blend price which all 
processors are required by law to pay to farm- 
ers. And through the dairy price support sys- 
tem, the Federal Government attempts to sup- 
port the price of raw milk by entering dairy 
product markets and buying butter, cheese, 
and nonfat dry milk at minimum guaranteed 
prices. This creates artificial demand in the 
market for dairy products and effectively en- 
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courages overproduction of certain products 
due to the fact that the Government is re- 
quired by law to purchase them. 

The fact that this program uses centralized 

government planning methods in an attempt to 
micro-manage the dairy industry is bad 
enough. But what | and many, many folks in 
the upper Midwest find truly despicable about 
it is that it effectively discriminates against our 
dairy farmers by holding their milk prices 
down, while keeping prices artificially high in 
other parts of the country. It is ironic and sad 
that this program—supposedly created to help 
dairy farmers—is now substantially to blame 
for driving more than a few of them out of 
business. 
In addition, this program continues to cost 
farmers, taxpayers, and consumers hundreds 
of millions of dollars each every year. Farmers 
are required to pay an assessment in order to 
help defray the cost of purchasing surplus 
dairy products through the Federal dairy price 
support system. Rather than allowing the free 
market to counter overproduction of certain 
dairy products, the current program effectively 
sets floor prices and taxes farmers for part of 
the cost of maintaining those prices by remov- 
ing manufactured products from the market. 
Taxpayers pick up the tab for most of the pro- 
gram's cost, which is expected to total more 
than $370 million in fiscal year 1996 if the pro- 
gram remains unchanged. Finally, consumers 
pay for this program at the checkout counter 
when they purchase dairy products or other 
food products made with milk which has been 
priced artificially high by the Federal Govern- 
ment 


feel very strongly that any Federal dairy 
policy which continues to prevent the proper 
functioning of the free market in the dairy in- 
dustry, and which effectively discriminates 
among farmers on a regional basis, is unac- 
ceptable. Instead of keeping this program in- 
tact and reauthorizing some semblance of the 
status quo, | propose today that the Congress 
take action to free America’s dairy industry by 
incorporating my Dairy Freedom Act into the 
agriculture reauthorization language which is 
to be included in this year’s budget reconcili- 
ation bill. | urge my colleagues to join me in 
taking this bold yet long-overdue step in favor 
of free markets, lower prices for consumers, 
less waste of taxpayer dollars, and free and 
fair competition in the U.S. dairy industry. 


TRIBUTE TO ELIZABETH KAUFMAN 
HON. HOWARD L. BERMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 


HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, we are honored 
to pay tribute to Elizabeth Kaufman, who has 
just completed her 1-year term as president of 
the San Fernando Valley Bar Association. 
Elizabeth, who immigrated to the United 
States from Poland in 1964, is the classic ex- 
ample of a person who became a success 
through hard work and perseverance. 

Elizabeth began her rise as a law clerk in 
the Los Angeles City Attorney's Office, where 
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she worked while simultaneously attending 
San Fernando Valley College of Law. She 
graduated from law school in 1975. After ad- 
mittance to the California Bar, Elizabeth began 
her private law practice, emphasizing family 
law and personal injury. She also quickly be- 
came immersed in a wide variety of activities 
associated with the law. 

For example, Elizabeth served as a free ar- 
bitrator for the State Bar of California and the 
Los Angeles County Bar Association; family 
law court mediator; Superior Court arbitrator; 
and trustee of the Los Angeles County Bar 
Association. 

In 1988, Elizabeth was elected as a trustee 
of the San Fernando Valley Bar Association. 
Six years later she became president. Eliza- 
beth's tenure was marked by the launching of 
Lawyer's World magazine, and a significant in- 
crease in membership. 

Elizabeth, married to Dr. Hershell L. Kauf- 
man and the mother of three teen-age daugh- 
ters, has considerable duties outside of her 
home and the law. She is director of the San 
Fernando Valley Community Mental Health 
Center; director of the Northridge Chamber of 
Commerce; and director of the Heschel Day 
School. 

Mr. Speaker, we ask our colleagues to join 
us today in saluting Elizabeth Kaufman, whose 
devotion to her community, profession and 
family is exemplary. She is an inspiration to all 
of us. 


FOREIGN TRUSTS 
HON. SAM GIBBONS 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | am introduc- 
ing legislation today to prevent avoidance of 
our tax laws by individuals transferring their 
assets to foreign trusts. | am introducing this 
legislation because it responds to a real and 
growing abuse of our tax laws. 

The legislation that | am introducing today 
includes several provisions similar to propos- 
als recommended by the President in his 
budget submission for fiscal year 1996. My 
proposal contains substantial changes to the 
proposals recommended by the President. 
These changes are largely in response to con- 
cerns raised by tax practitioners. In particular, 
would like to thank the New York Bar Asso- 
ciation for its thoughtful analysis of the Presi- 
dent’s foreign trust proposals. Many of their 
recommendations have been incorporated into 
the legislation that | am introducing today. Al- 
though | have made substantial revisions to 
the original Treasury proposal, the Treasury 
has indicated that it would support my bill as 
a reasonable approach to the problem of tax 
evasion through foreign trusts. 

Recently, we had a long debate over provi- 
sions designed to prevent avoidance of our 
tax laws by American citizens renouncing their 
allegiance to this country. During that debate, 
| became aware that many other wealthy indi- 
viduals, while retaining their citizenship in this 
country, are abusing our tax laws by hiding 
their assets in offshore trusts or other ac- 
counts located in tax havens with bank se- 
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crecy laws designed to facilitate tax evasion. | 
feel that these individuals are worse than the 
expatriates because they are renouncing their 
responsibilities to this country while retaining 
the benefits of citizenship. 

Mr. Speaker, there is ample evidence that 
trusts and other accounts in tax havens are 
fast becoming a major vehicle for abuse of our 
tax system. In the Cayman Islands alone, 
$440 billion are on deposit with over 60 per- 
cent of this money estimated to be from Unit- 
ed States sources (Barron's, January 4, 1993, 
pg. 14). Barron's estimates that there is more 
American money on deposit in the Cayman Is- 
lands than in all the commercial banks in Cali- 
fornia. In addition, Luxembourg has $200 bil- 
lion on deposit from United States sources 
and the Bahamas has $180 billion from United 
States sources (New York Times, October 29, 
1989). Legal experts outside the United States 
told the Washington Post (August 7, 1993) 
that they were getting a 100-percent increase 
in the business of offshore transfers every 6 
months. An article in the Washington Times 
(November 7, 1994) quoted a promoter of 
these schemes as stating “only fools pay 
taxes in the United States.” During the debate 
on the expatriate issue, there were constant 
assertions that the problem was neither large 
nor growing. That argument was dubious in 
the context of the expatriate issue but would 
clearly be erroneous in the context of foreign 
trusts. There is no question that the use of for- 
eign trusts for tax avoidance is a problem that 
is both large and growing. 

U.S. taxpayers are required to file annual in- 
formation returns on trusts of which they are 
the grantor showing the aggregate amount of 
assets in such trusts. However, the rate of 
noncompliance with these requirements is 
staggering. The IRS estimates that in 1993 
only $1.5 billion of foreign trust assets were 
reported. Treasury estimates that tens of bil- 
lions of dollars of assets could easily be con- 
tained in foreign trusts created by U.S. per- 
sons. It appears to me that the rate of non- 
compliance exceeds 85 percent. While no leg- 
islation can ensure compliance by everyone, 
the Treasury Department estimates that my 
legislation would result in $3.4 billion in addi- 
tional revenues over 10 years. 

Many of these trusts are asset protection 
trusts established to avoid our tort laws rather 
than our tax laws. One promoter of asset pro- 
tection trusts claims to have transferred over 
$4 billion to offshore trusts. Although these 
trusts may not be established for tax avoid- 
ance, their creators quickly realize that there is 
no third-party reporting to the Internal Reve- 
nue Service and they conveniently fail to re- 
port the income as required. Although | ques- 
tion the use of these trusts for what is in effect 
self-help tort reform, my legislation will not 
stop the use of these trusts for asset protec- 
tion but will ensure proper payment of tax on 
the income from these trusts. 

Mr. Speaker, | hope that the legislation that 
| ат introducing today will be considered on а 
bipartisan basis. Neither party benefits when 
the public perceives that our tax laws can eas- 
ily be evaded by wealthy individuals through 
devices such as expatriation or transfers to 
foreign trusts. We should be united in our ef- 
forts to ensure that there is maximum compli- 
ance with our laws. | am troubled by the fact 
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that the Republican efforts to eliminate so- 
called waste, fraud, and abuse seem to be 
limited to programs for the poor and middie 
class. The Republicans decry the error rates 
in welfare programs and the earned income 
tax credit but do not seem to be bothered 
when wealthy individuals avoid tax through 
foreign trusts in tax havens. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill that | am introducing 
today responds to the problem of tax avoid- 
ance through the use of foreign trusts in four 
ways. First, the bill modifies the current law re- 
porting requirements by increasing the pen- 
alties for noncompliance, by providing the In- 
ternal Revenue Service with access to infor- 
mation to appropriately tax the income of for- 
eign trusts, and by requiring reporting of trust 
distributions and large foreign gifts. Second, 
the bill modifies the grantor trust rules to pre- 
vent U.S. grantors from avoiding the provi- 
sions requiring current taxation of trust income 
and to prevent the manipulation of the grantor 
trust rules by foreign grantors. Third, the bill 
prevents the use of foreign nongrantor trusts 
for tax avoidance by modifying the interest 
charge on accumulation distributions and by 
treating use of trust property as a constructive 
distribution. Finally, the bill provides objective 
criteria for determining the residence of trusts 
and estates and clarifies the treatment of trust 
migrations under current law. Following is a 
brief technical description of these provisions. 

I. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS. 
A. PRESENT LAW 

Under current law, any U.S. person who 
creates a foreign trust or transfers property 
to a foreign trust is required to report that 
event to the Internal Revenue Service. Also, 
any U.S. person who is subject to tax under 
the grantor trust rules by reason of being the 
grantor of a foreign trust is required to file 
an annual information return. Civil penalties 
not to exceed $1,000 are imposed for failures 
to comply with these reporting require- 
ments. 

В. REASONS FOR CHANGE 

Compliance with the existing reporting re- 
quirements is minimal. Also, many foreign 
trusts are established in tax havens with 
strict secrecy laws. As a result, the IRS is 
often unsuccessful when attempting to verify 
the income earned by foreign trusts. 

C. DESCRIPTION OF BILL. 

The bill makes the following changes to 
the reporting requirements applicable to for- 
eign trusts: 

1. First, the bill increases the penalty for 
failure to comply with the current law re- 
quirement to notify the Internal Revenue 
Service when transferring assets to a foreign 
trust. The penalty for failing to comply with 
this requirement would be increased to 35 
percent of the value of the property involved. 
The penalty would be increased in the case of 
failures that continue after notification by 
the Internal Revenue Service. 

2. Second, the bill makes a U.S. grantor of 
a foreign trust responsible for ensuring that 
the trust files annual information returns. 
The U.S. grantor would be liable for pen- 
alties in the case of noncompliance. 

The bill also ensures that the Internal Rev- 
enue Service will have adequate access to in- 
formation to determine the proper tax treat- 
ment of U.S. grantors of foreign trusts by re- 
quiring foreign trusts with U.S. grantors to 
have an agent in the United States to accept 
service of process. This provision is similar 
to a current law provision requiring foreign 
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corporations with U.S. subsidiaries to have 
U.S. agents. 

3. Third, the bill requires U.S. beneficiaries 
of foreign trusts (including grantor trusts) to 
report distributions from those trusts and be 
able to obtain sufficient records to deter- 
mine the appropriate tax treatment of the 
distributions. 

The bill would also require U.S. persons to 
report gifts or bequests from foreign sources 
in excess of $10,000. 

П. GRANTOR TRUST RULES 
A. PRESENT LAW 


Under current law, existence of a trust is 
disregarded where the grantor or other per- 
son holds certain powers over the trust as- 
sets. These rules, called the grantor trust 
rules, result in the grantor or other person 
being subject to current taxation on the in- 
come of the trust. These rules are anti-abuse 
rules designed to prevent shifting of income 
to beneficiaries likely to be taxed at lower 
rates. 

In order to prevent tax avoidance by trans- 
fers by U.S. persons to foreign trusts, section 
679 requires income from assets transferred 
to foreign trusts to be currently taxed in the 
income of the transferor even though he has 
no powers over the trust assets. 

B. REASON FOR CHANGE 


Taxpayers have avoided the application of 
section 679 by structuring transfers to for- 
eign trusts as sales in exchange for trust 
notes. Also, foreign persons becoming resi- 
dents of the United States often avoid sec- 
tion 679 by transferring their assets to a for- 
eign trust before becoming a U.S. resident. 

Under existing grantor trust rules, a for- 
eign grantor can establish a trust for the 
benefit of U.S. beneficiaries and avoid tax on 
the income paid to the U.S. beneficiaries by 
retaining certain powers over the trust as- 
sets. The retention of limited administrative 
powers is sufficient for this result. 

C. DESCRIPTION OF BILL 

The bill makes the following changes to 
section 679 which requires U.S. transferors to 
be taxed on the income of foreign trusts: 

1. In determining whether a transfer quali- 
fies for the current law exception for sales at 
fair market value, debt obligations of the 
trust or related parties will be disregarded. 

2. A foreign person who becomes a U.S. 
resident will be subject to tax under section 
679 on the income of property transferred to 
a foreign trust within 5 years of becoming a 
U.S. resident. 

(3) If a domestic trust becomes a foreign 
trust during the lifetime of a U.S. grantor, 
the grantor will be subject to tax under sec- 
tion 679 on the income of the foreign trust. 

The bill provides that the grantor trust 
rules apply only to the extent they result in 
current taxation of a U.S. person. This provi- 
sion would not apply in the case of revocable 
trusts, investment trusts, trusts established 
to pay compensation, and certain existing 
trusts. This provision also would not apply 
where the grantor is a controlled foreign cor- 
poration, personal holding company, or pas- 
sive foreign investment company. 

ПІ. U.S. BENEFICIARIES OF FOREIGN 
NONGRANTOR TRUSTS 
A. CURRENT LAW 
1. Accumulation distributions 

A U.S. beneficiary of a foreign trust which 
is not a grantor trust is taxed on the income 
of the foreign trust only when it is distrib- 
uted. If the trust accumulates income and 
then distributes the accumulated income, 
there is an interest charge imposed on the 
beneficiary to eliminate the benefit of the 
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tax deferral. The interest charge is based on 
a 6-percent rate with no compounding and 
the distribution is allocated to the earliest 
years with undistributed income. 


2. Use of trust property 


Under current law, taxpayers may assert 
that use of trust property by a beneficiary 
does not result in an amount being treated 
as constructively distributed to the bene- 
ficiary. 


B. REASONS FOR CHANGE 
1. Accumulation distributions 


To effectively eliminate the benefit of the 
tax deferral in the case of accumulation dis- 
tributions, the interest charge should be 
based on market rates with compounding. 


2. Use of trust property 


If a corporation makes corporate assets 
available for personal use by a shareholder, 
the shareholder is treated as receiving a cor- 
porate distribution equal to the fair market 
value of that use. In the case of domestic 
trusts, the absence of such a rule affects only 
which person is liable for the tax but not the 
amount of income subject to tax. However, 
the absence of such a rule in the case of for- 
eign trusts can result in U.S. beneficiaries 
enjoying the use of trust income without any 
tax. 


С. DESCRIPTION OF BILL 
1. Accumulation distributions 


For periods after December 31, 1995, the in- 
terest charge on accumulation distributions 
would be computed using the rate and meth- 
od applicable to tax underpayments. Also, 
for purposes of computing the interest 
charge, the accumulation distribution would 
be allocated proportionately among the prior 
trust years with undistributed income rather 
than to the earliest of such years. 


2. Use of trust property 


The bill treats a loan of cash or market- 
able securities to a U.S. beneficiary as a con- 
structive distribution. The bill also treats 
other uses of trust property as constructive 
distributions in an amount equal to the rent- 
al value of the property. 


IV. RESIDENCE OF TRUSTS 
А. PRESENT LAW 


The Internal Revenue Code does not con- 
tain objective criteria for determining 
whether an estate or trust is domestic or for- 
eign. Court cases and rulings have applied a 
variety of factors in determining the resi- 
dence of an estate or trust. Also, the treat- 
ment of trust migrations under current law 
is unclear. 


B. REASONS FOR CHANGE 


Because the tax treatment of an estate or 
trust depends on its residence, it is appro- 
priate to provide objective criteria for this 
determination. 


C. DESCRIPTION OF BILL 


The bill would provide that an estate or 
trust would be treated as domestic if a do- 
mestic court exercises primary supervision 
over its administration and one or more U.S. 
fiduciaries have the authority to control all 
substantial decisions of the trust. In other 
cases the estate or trust would be treated as 
foreign. 

The bill would also provide that, when a 
domestic trust becomes a foreign trust, the 
trust would be treated as having made a 
transfer for purposes of section 1491 of the 
Code. 
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INDIA SHOULD RECOGNIZE FREE 
SIKH NATION OF KHALISTAN 


HON. PHILIP М. CRANE 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
bring to the attention of the House a situation 
in India which is very troubling. This situation 
involves the treatment of the Sikh people living 
in India. 

Since 1984 over 120,000 Sikhs have been 
killed, and other ethnic groups have had thou- 
sands of their members killed as well. The re- 
cent abduction of Human Rights Wing leader 
Jaswant Singh Khalra is but the least incident 
of repression focused on the Sikh people. 

On October 7, 1987, the Sikh Nation de- 
clared its independence, forming the separate, 
independent country of Khalistan. At that time, 
Sikh severed all political connection with India, 
as we did with Britain in 1776. Sikhs were 
supposed to receive their own state in 1947, 
but were deceived by Indian promises of free- 
dom. They ruled Punjab during the 18th and 
19th centuries. They have their own language, 
religion, and culture. Clearly, the Sikh claim to 
independence is a legitimate one. 

am introducing into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD a speech given on August 15, 1995 
by Dr. Gurmit Sikh Aulakh, President of the 
Council of Khalistan, the Khalistani Govern- 
ment in exile, at a conference on self-deter- 
mination held at the Luther Institute. It lays out 
the case for Khalistan. | urge my colleagues to 
read it carefully and consider his claims for 
Sikh independence. 
| certainly support the Sikhs’ claim for inde- 
pendence and a separate nation of Khalistan. 

The speech follows: 

Ladies and gentlemen—I am very happy to 
be here today and to be given the oppor- 
tunity to speak to you today on the topic of 
self-determination. Ironically, today is In- 
dia’s Independence Day. And since India con- 
tinues to suppress Sikh independence while 
celebrating its own, I led a demonstration of 
Sikhs in front of the India ambassador's resi- 
dence today to express our disapproval. So, 
forgive me if my voice is not 100 percent. 

For the past decade I've been intimately 
involved with the issue of self-determina- 
tion. As President of the Council of 
Khalistan, I have been charged with working 
in the international community to secure 
the independence of the Sikh nation from 
the brutal oppression of the government of 
India. In the minds of many Westerners, 
India is a land of peace and spiritual tran- 
quility—the land where problems are solved 
not through violence but through civil dis- 
obedience. The experience of the Sikhs—to 
say nothing of the Muslims of Kashmir, the 
Christians of Nagaland, the Assamese, 
Manipuris and the Dalits—has been quite the 
opposite. 

Let me provide you with a few figures. 
Since 1984, the Indian regime has murdered 
more than 120,000 Sikhs. Since 1947 India has 
killed over 150,000 Christians in Nagaland. 
The Muslims of Kashmir claim a death toll 
of 43,000 at the hands of Indian forces. Tens 
of thousands of Assamese and Manipuris 
have also been killed. The Dalits—the so- 
called “black untouchables” of India—are 
perhaps the most oppressed people on the 
face of the earth. Just last week newspapers 
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and wire services carried the story of a five- 
year-old Dalit girl who was beaten and blind- 
ed by her teacher after she drank from a 
pitcher reserved for the upper castes. 

Press reports state that 70,000 Sikhs are 
being held in detention by the Indian regime 
at the present time. The State Department 
reported that between 1991 and 1993, the re- 
gime paid more than 41,000 cash bounties to 
policemen for the murder of Sikhs. Human 
Rights Watch issued a report in 1994 which 
quoted a Punjab police officer as saying that 
“4,000 to 5,000” Sikhs were tortured at his po- 
lice station during his five-year tenure. 
There are over 200 such police stations/tor- 
ture centers in Punjab. Indeed, the Sikh 
homeland can rightfully claim the title of 
the torture capital of the world. 

Why is there such oppression against the 
Sikhs and other minority nations in India? 
The answer brings us back to the issue be- 
fore us today: self-determination. АП the па- 
tions and peoples suppressed by the Indian 
regime have in one way or another at- 
tempted to exert their independence either 
politically or culturally. In the case of the 
Sikhs, we have demanded outright sov- 
ereignty and separation from India, having 
declared our independence on October 7, 1987, 
forming the separate country of Khalistan. 

The International community upholds the 
right of self-determination for all nations. 
Here in America, the political system is 
predicated on the principle that when any 
government no longer protects the life, lib- 
erty and security of the people it rules, it is 
the people’s right to rid themselves of that 
government. The principle that the consent 
of the governed underlies all legitimate gov- 
ernment is fundamental to the American 
idea. These two principles are being exported 
around the world. But in too many places 
today, these principles are being widely vio- 
lated. One such country is India. 

The government of India has attempted to 
rob the Sikhs of our nationhood at every 
turn. It should be known that the Sikh na- 
tion ruled all of Punjab from 1710 to 1716 and 
again from 1765 to 1849. Our reign extended 
well into present-day Pakistan and Kashmir, 
stopping at the Khyber Pass. 

In the mid-19th century, British power and 
influence expanded on the subcontinent, but 
the Sikhs were the last nation to fall. We 
were also the first to raise the cry for inde- 
pendence. During the struggle to oust Brit- 
ain from the subcontinent, 85 percent of 
those hanged by the British were Sikhs; 80 
percent of those exiled were Sikhs; and 75 
percent of those jailed were Sikhs. And at 
that time, the Sikhs constituted less than 2 
percent of the population of the subconti- 
nent. The Sikh nation’s contributions to the 
freedom of the subcontinent cannot be un- 
derestimated. 

When the British first arrived on the sub- 
continent, they dealt with the Sikhs as a 
separate nation, fighting a series of three 
wars with the Sikhs. When the British left 
the subcontinent, they again dealt with the 
Sikhs as a separate, distinct, sovereign na- 
tion. Thus during its withdrawal, the British 
transferred power to three nation-groups, 
the Muslims, the Hindus and the Sikhs. The 
Muslims took Pakistan on the basis of reli- 
gion. The Hindus took India, and the Sikhs 
took their own homeland, opting to join with 
the Hindus on the solemn assurances of In- 
dian leaders like Jawarhar Lal Nehru and 
Mahatma Gandhi that no laws unacceptable 
to the Sikhs would be passed by the Indian 
Congress. I quote Nehru who said to the 
Sikhs: ““Тһе Congress assures the Sikhs that 
no solution in any future constitution [of 
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India] will be acceptable to the Congress 
which does not give the Sikhs full satisfac- 
tion. I also quote Mahatma Gandhi who told 
the Sikhs the following: Take my word that 
if ever the Congress or I betray you, you will 
be justified to draw the sword as taught by 
Guru Gobind [Singh].” 

Implicit in these assurances is the recogni- 
tion of that the Sikhs as a nation possess the 
right of self determination. Indeed, Nehru 
and Gandhi were not ordering the Sikhs to 
join their grand vision of an India encom- 
passing the entire subcontinent. In fact they 
possessed no such power over the sovereign 
Sikh nation. Rather they were attempting to 
woo the Sikhs as a nation to join their 
union, something at which they failed with 
the Muslims. In retrospect, the Sikhs made 
the wrong decision; but having made that de- 
cision, we never forfeited our right to self de- 
termination. 

Indeed, Sikh history under Indian rule is a 
history of constant agitation for our most 
basic rights as a nation, and India has be- 
trayed its promises to the Sikhs at every 
turn. In 1950, when India ratified its con- 
stitution, the Sikh representatives at the 
Constituent Assembly refused to sign the 
constitution because it was inimical to Sikh 
interests, contrary to what both Mahatma 
Gandhi and Jawarhar Lal Nehru promised. 
Since then Sikhs have been struggling to re- 
claim their nationhood 

In June 1984, India’s attempt to suppress 
the Sikh nation reached a climax. The In- 
dian army launched a military assault on 
the Golden Temple, the holiest of Sikh 
shrines. Over 20,000 Sikhs were killed. The 
Akal Takht, which houses the original 
writings of the Sikh gurus was destroyed. 
Thirty eight other Sikh temples throughout 
the Sikh homeland were also attacked. Make 
no mistake about it, the reason India likes 
to attack important temples is because it 
symbolically reinforces the government's 
total domination over a given people. To put 
it another way, India wanted to show the 
Sikhs who was the boss. 

This is India's way—complete denial of self 
determination, even if it means military ac- 
tion. The Sikhs, therefore, appeal to the 
international community to support their 
right to freedom as a sovereign nation, De- 
spite its constitution, India has proven itself 
anti-democratic. Despite its image as the 
home of spiritual tranquility, India has prov- 
en itself one of the worst violators of human 
rights in the world. The time has come for 
the world to demand that India honor the 
freedom of the Sikh nation and other nations 
that struggle against its repressive policies. 

On February 22, 1995. the U.S. Congress 
took a step in this direction when 30 Mem- 
bers of the House introduced House Congres- 
sional Resolution 32, which expresses the 
Congress’s opinion that the Sikh nation 
should be allowed to exercise the right of 
self-determination in their homeland, Pun- 
jab Khalistan.” 

1 encourage similar action throughout the 
international community. A cursory look 
will tell the casual observer that India is not 
one nation. Rather it is a conglomeration of 
many nations thrown together for adminis- 
trative purposes by the British. With 18 offi- 
cial languages, India is doomed to disinte- 
grate just as the former Soviet Union did. 
Freedom for Khalistan and all the nations 
living under Indian occupation is inevitable. 
The Sikh Nation’s demand for an independ- 
ent Khalistan is irrevocable, irreversible, 
and nonnegotiable. We have been denied our 
right of self-determination too long. India’s 
lip service to the principle holds no water. 
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The time is now for the international com- 
munity to pressure India with economic 
sanctions to honor the freedom of Khalistan. 
The time is now for the Indian government 
to sit down with the Sikh leadership and for- 
mally recognize the clear boundaries which 
separate Khalistan from India. Sikhs have 
motto that says, “Khalsa Bagi Yan Badshah: 
Either the Sikhs rule themselves or they are 
in rebellion." The Sikh nation will not rest 
until freedom is ours. It is our tradition. We 
are secure in our right to self-determination, 
and we will allow no foreign power to deter- 
mine our fate, 

Thank you, 


CENTRAL SYNAGOGUE HONORED 
FOR YEARS OF SERVICE 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to bring to the attention of my colleagues one 
of New York City’s great centers of Jewish re- 
ligion and culture. Founded 156 years ago, the 
Central Synagogue in Manhattan has played 
an important role in the development and 
growth of New York's secular and religious 
life. 

In addition to serving as a pillar of New 
York’s Jewish community, the Central Syna- 
gogue plays an active role in the community 
at-large. The Synagogue, through its wonder- 
ful members and staff, provides one-on-one 
English lessons for recent immigrants, food for 
350 homeless persons per week, and a city- 
wide AIDS service. 

Completed in 1872, the Syngogue itself is 
one of New York's greatest landmarks. The 
imposing moorish sanctuary was designed by 
Henry Fernbach, the first Jewish American ar- 
chitect, and was subsequently designated as a 
National Landmark, 

Two years ago, the Synagogue embarked 
one of the most ambitious capital revitalization 
projects in the congregation's history. On Sep- 
tember 28, 1995, the first step in this revital- 
ization program will be completed when the 
sanctuary is finally rededicated. Having me- 
ticulously restored the stain glass window and 
facade, the Central Synagogue will once again 
assume its position as one of the most beau- 
tiful and striking sights in New York. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a great deal to be 
proud of in New York City. The majesty, his- 
tory and vitality of the Central Synagogue is 
something that we can all take pride in. | con- 
gratulate the Synagogue on the restoration of 
its sanctuary and wish the entire congregation 
luck as it continues with its capital improve- 
ment campaign. 


THE ETHIC OF SERVICE 
HON. ANDREW JACOBS, JR. 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, Leslie 
Lenkowsky, president of the Hudson Institute 
and member of the board of directors of the 
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Corporation for National Service, has written a 
most enlightened and thoughtful. article which 
was published by the Washington Times on 
August 4, 1995. 
| insert the article in the RECORD. 
[From the Washington Times, Aug. 4, 1995] 
THE ETHIC OF SERVICE 
(By Leslie Lenkowsky) 

Today, the General Accounting Office is 
scheduled to issue the draft report of its 
analysis of AmeriCorps, the 10-month-old na- 
tional service program. 

If some in Congress had their way, this 
year would be AmeriCorps’ last—the House 
voted Monday to provide no further funding. 
The GAO report, and my own experience as a 
member of the board of directors overseeing 
AmeriCorps, suggest the Senate should take 
а second look. 

Here’s what GAO concludes: AmeriCorps 
itself is investing slightly less per partici- 
pant than originally estimated. Other parts 
of the federal government are also providing 
support, in nearly exactly the amounts 
AmeriCorps had predicted. 

Parts of the GAO Report will trigger de- 
bates between supporters and directors of 
AmeriCorps—including whether private sec- 
tor contributions, or state and local support, 
are a valuable benefit or just an addition to 
cost. But the bottom line for Congress’ con- 
sideration should be that over which it has 
responsibility—the federal contribution—and 
there, AmeriCorps is right on budget. 

GAO suggests that AmeriCorps is also on 
mission. The audit teams found local pro- 
grams doing exactly what Congress had in- 
tended: rehabilitating housing, tutoring, 
analyzing crime statistics and developing 
prevention measures, strengthening commu- 
nities, encouraging responsibility and ex- 
panding opportunity. 

These findings track an earlier cost/benefit 
study done by an impressive team of econo- 
mists. Like GAO, the economists didn't es- 
tablish either AmeriCorps’ costs ог its bene- 
fits—but did present a well-reasoned esti- 
mate of what AmeriCorps may produce, if 
programs are held to their contractual objec- 
tives. 

Therein lies Congress’ challenge. GAO 
shows that it would be disingenuous to kill 
AmeriCorps on the basis of cost. It isn't cost- 
ing the taxpayer any more than was in- 
tended, and it is difficult to premise fiscal 
salvation on a savings that amounts to less 
than one-thirtieth of a penny on a tax dollar. 

Nor is it fair to attack AmeriCorps as the 
death-knell of selfless charity. AmeriCorps is 
too small for that, and Americans are too 
big. In the main, AmeriCorps members pro- 
vide local charities with useful resources 
that can make more effective the voluntary 
assistance you and I can provide. 

So should we worry about AmeriCorps 
being a political Trojan Horse—or at least a 
stalking horse for Clinton-Gore 96. I have to 
admit that I have been watching this topic 
very carefully. One test of intent and not 
rhetoric came in the willingness to examine 
the activities of ACORN Housing Corpora- 
tion, an investigation I pushed for as a Board 
Member. The Corporation for National Serv- 
ice did the right and thorough thing—and 
even the Washington Times praised the out- 
come. 

Politics can be expected to intrude upon 
nearly every policy debate. But Republicans 
have alternative to killing AmeriCorps. 
They can recognize that the initiative's 
foundations—responsibility, opportunity and 
citizenship—are distinctly Republican ideals 
(advanced with eloquence in William F. 
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Buckley’s “Gratitude,” although not an en- 
dorsement of a new program). And 
AmeriCorps’ structure places the bulk of the 
money and much of the decisionmaking in 
the hands of the states—thanks to Repub- 
lican efforts when the legislation was drafted 
in 1993. Finally, despite the fracas within the 
Beltway, in the heartland this thing is wild- 
ly popular—with Republican governors like 
New Hampshire's Steve Merrill and many 
others; with businessmen who like the re- 
sults they see in their own markets; with or- 
dinary voters who (in Wall Street Journal 
polls) have wanted to defend AmeriCorps 
even more than Big Bird. 

No, AmeriCorps won't revolutionize Amer- 
ica—whether it’s Newt Gingrich’s revolution 
or Bill Clinton’s. But it is making а dif- 
ference for America in a distinctly American 
way. And it deserves both time and construc- 
tive criticism. As the Congress and the presi- 
dent do the job they have been elected to 
do—set national budget priorities—I would 
encourage them to emphasize innovative 
ways of using government to strengthen (not 
overpower) communities and encourage the 
ethic of service. Those goals can provide real 
meaning to the search for common ground. 


TRIBUTE TO THE 1995 INDUCTEES 
TO THE ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
HALL OF FAME 


HON. WILLIAM О. LIPINSKI 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the entrepreneurial achievements of 
a select group of leaders from the Chicago 
metropolitan business community. | am proud 
to salute these entrepreneurs and founders of 
small and mid-sized businesses for their in- 
duction into the 11th Annual Entrepreneurship 
Hall of Fame, Thursday evening, October 19, 
1995, in Chicago. 

The Institute for Entrepreneurial Studies in 
the College of Business Administration at the 
University of Illinois at Chicago cofounded and 
continues to sponsor the Entrepreneurship 
Hall of Fame, honoring outstanding business 
leaders whose spirit and success help keep 
America’s business community strong and 
vital. 

The sponsors, the Arthur Anderson Enter- 
prise Group, William Blair & Company, LaSalle 
National Bank, Lord Bissell & Brook, and the 
University of Illinois Chicago, have enabled 
the university to cement this partnership and 
recognize outstanding entrepreneurs. The pro- 
gram is exceptional because it creates an ac- 
tive partnership between the academic and 
business communities. Students and entre- 
preneurs alike benefit from an exchange of 
knowledge, experience and creativity. 

Today, | would like to congratulate these 
leaders, each of whom is listed below, for 
using their imagination and resources to foster 
an excellent program which enhances the 
quality of higher education and underscores 
the value of entrepreneurship in America. | am 
sure that my colleagues join me in recognizing 
these entrepreneurial leaders for their impor- 
tant contributions to employment generation, 
the entrepreneurial spirit and our great Nation. 
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1995 INDUCTEES TO THE ENTREPRENEURSHIP HALL OF 


FAME 

Robert Alcala Shan Padda 
Richard Alcala Bruno A. Pasquinelli 
Robert H. Boller Anthony R. 
Phillip Corcoran Pasquinelli 
Charles Wolande Frank Portillo 
Tom Corcoran Michael A. Regan 
Barbara R. Davis Sally J. Rynne 
James L. Gaza Robert Sapio 
Sue Ling Gin Mitchell H. Saranow 
James L. Hanig Gary F. Seamans 
Henry Kalmus Gordon Segal 
Donald Lord Bill Steffenhagen 
Helene J. Kenton- Ann Steffenhagen 

Taylor Sanford Takiff 
Terry L. Kirch Janet Taylor 
Jim Liautaud Charlie H. Trotter 
Richard В. Mazursky Bob М. White 
Jack Miller Arthur W. Wondrasek 
Melody O'Neal Jr. 


A STRONG MARITIME INDUSTRY 
HON. ELTON GALLEGLY 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, as events in 
Bosnia, the South China Sea, and the Persian 
Gulf have demonstrated time and again, it is 
absolutely critical that the United States main- 
tain a strong Navy, Merchant Marine, and 
shipbuilding and repair industrial base. 

Since the end of World War II, which we re- 
cently commemorated, our Merchant Marine 
has fallen from over 3,000 vessels to today’s 
350 vessels flying the Stars and Stripes. It has 
been over 60 years since the Merchant Marine 
Act was signed into law and 25 years since 
the Congress last approved a maritime pro- 
motion program. 

Similarly, American shipyards, which, in 
1944 produced surface combatants at a rate 
of 1 every 2% weeks, are now down to 6 pri- 
mary construction yards bidding on less than 
10 new vessels each year. 

These statistics are unacceptable and must 
be reversed. This Nation needs a new mari- 
time program which will help preserve our 
shipbuilding industrial base while providing the 
U.S.-flag commercial shipping capability nec- 
essary to maintain our military and economic 
security. 

These sentiments were forcefully stated re- 
cently by Senator TRENT отт who Chairs the 
Subcommittee on Surface Transportation and 
Merchant Marine. Senator LOTT stated that, 

Without a U.S. merchant fleet and a pow- 
erful U.S. shipbuilding industry, the U.S. 
would have to depend on foreign interests for 
sealift and logistics support. 

In his testimony before Senator LoTT’s sub- 
committee, Gen. Robert Rutherford, Com- 
mender of the U.S. Transportation Command, 
stated that: 

We have not forgotten the importance of 
the U.S. maritime industry to our overall 
sealift capabilities. Just as we did in the 
Gulf War, Somalia, and most recently back 
to the Gulf, we rely extensively on our com- 
mercial partners to support our worldwide 
commitments. 

Today, the Congress has an opportunity to 
reverse the recent trends in our commercial 
shipping experiences. 
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H.R. 1350, the Maritime Security Act of 
1995, and the Senate counterpart, S. 1139 
would initiate a 10-year program to create a 
Maritime Security Fleet which would boost na- 
tional security, stimulate the economy and do- 
mestic shipbuildings and promote a stronger, 
more efficient U.S. flag commercial fleet. 

In a letter to the Commerce Committee, our 
colleagues HERB BATEMAN, RANDY 
CUNNINGHAM, CURT WELDON and others 
stressed that the: 

Enactment of H.R. 1350 will preserve and 
create American maritime jobs, generate 
much-needed revenues for federal and state 
taxing authorities, improve our balance of 
trade and ensure that our country will not 
become totally dependent on foreign nations 
and foreign crews to transport the supplies 
and equipment needed by American service- 
men oversees. 

With respect to domestic shipbuilding, a re- 
cent study released by the Maritime Adminis- 
tration indicated that jobs in commercial ship- 
building had declined some seven percent in 
1994 and only one ocean-going commercial 
ship is currently on order. 

While Navy shipbuilding has been the salva- 
tion of our shipbuilding industrial base over the 
past 7 years, the number of new orders is on 
the decline and must be stabilized at an ade- 
quate number. The Congress must continue to 
provide funding for the nuclear attack sub- 
marine fleet, the AEGIS surface combatant 
fleet and the amphibious and auxiliary ships 
necessary to support our Marine and Army 
forces. 

Finally, the Congress can ensure the pres- 
ervation of the U.S.-flag commercial fleet by 
resisting the proposal to repeal the Jones Act. 

Since 1789, the United States has main- 
tained a preference for carrying domestic com- 
merce on U.S.-built, U.S.-flag vessels. In 
1920, the Congress enacted the Jones Act 
mandating that cargoes carried between U.S. 
ports would be transported on U.S.-flag, U.S.- 
crewed vessels. These laws were seen as a 
way to promote the U.S. maritime industry as 
well as to ensure safe transportation and na- 
tional defense considerations. 

There are those who want to repeal the 
Jones Act claim the law is protectionist in na- 
ture. And, they may be correct. But, some 
form of Federal investment to promote a U.S. 
flag commercial fleet can be justified. Unlike 
the ocean-going fleet, the Jones Act operators 
do not receive any subsidy from the Federal 
Government either for operations or for con- 
struction. If preferential cargo treatment is the 
price we must pay to ensure that foreign flags- 
of-convenience carriers, who are not subject 
to U.S. safety laws and who cannot be count- 
ed on for our national defense do not enter 
our domestic commerce, then the investment 
may well be worth it. We simply cannot allow 
foreign vessels to gain total control over our 
domestic waterborne trade. 

In addition, as Al Herberger, head of the 
Maritime Administration testified: 

When a U.S. shipper chooses to move cargo 
on a U.S.-flag vessel as opposed to a foreign- 
flag vessel, most revenue that is paid for 
freight remains in the U.S. economy. On the 
other hand, freight paid to foreign flag oper- 
ators, increases our trade deficit because 
that revenue goes to foreign nationals. 

Again, as Senator LoTT stated at his sub- 
committee's hearing: 
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I want to maintain and promote a U.S.-flag 
fleet, built in U.S. shipyards and manned by 
U.S. crews . . . when I go home, I want to see 
the greatest amount possible of Mississippi 
agricultural products ... moving on U.S. 
built and flagged ships. 

The Jones Act, since its inception, has pro- 
vided an important service to the U.S. econ- 
omy and the maritime industrial base. Pre- 
vious attempts have been made to repeal this 
law. However, the majority in the Congress 
has always resisted these ill-conceived at- 
tempts to destroy the U.S.-flag commercial 
fleet. In fact, on July 24 the House reaffirmed 
its commitment to the principals of cargo pref- 
erence embodied in the Jones Act when it 
voted 324 to 77 to permit the export of Alas- 
kan North Slope oil exclusively on U.S.-flag 
tankers. 

Mr. Speaker, since the beginning of our his- 
tory, this Nation has recognized that as a mar- 
itime Nation dependent on secure transport of 
ocean-borne commerce and military strength, 
we must remain committed to a strong mari- 
time industry, led by a viable U.S.-flag mer- 
chant fleet. This simple fact has not changed 
in over 220 years and must not change now. 
The Congress must continue to support a 
strong Navy, a viable merchant marine, and 
an efficient shipbuilding industrial base. 


TRIBUTE TO EARL BALTES 
HON. JOHN A. BOEHNER 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, | want to rec- 
ognize Earl Baltes for his past and present ef- 
forts as a race track owner and promoter. Earl 
has been a promoter of auto racing for most 
of his life, providing race fans with the excite- 
ment of sprint car racing for more than 40 
years. 

Earl's racetrack, Eldora Speedway is just 
north of Greenville, OH, and has hosted vet- 
eran drivers such as Mario Andretti, A.J. Foyt, 
Johnny Rutherford, Roger McCluskey, and 
Bobby and Al Unser, Sr. just as they were be- 
ginning their careers. More recently, up and 
coming racers including Jeff Gordon, Ken 
Schrader, Ernie Irvan, and Jeff Purvis have 
competed at Eldora. Certainly, Eldora Speed- 
way and the name Earl Baltes is familiar 
throughout the auto racing industry. While 
there may be a few who have raced at Eldora 
and do not have fond memories, they all fond- 
ly remember Eldora Speedway and Earl. 

Earl's hard work and perseverance have 
come to fruition. Eldora Speedway ranks 
among the premier short-track facilities in the 
nation—attracting auto racing drives and fans 
from across the country and throughout the 
world. His dream of turning a cornfield into a 
top ranked race track has become a reality. 

At age 74, when many have settled down to 
a life of retirement, Earl continues to thrill race 
fans with some of the greatest sprint car rac- 
ing in the world. The sport has changed a 
great деа! since Earl built Eidora Speedway іп 
1954, and only through determination and 
hard work has Earl remained successful. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, | want to recognize 
Earl Baltes and thank him, on behalf of my 
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district and on behalf of race fans everywhere 
for giving race car drivers the opportunity to 
excel and for providing fans the thrill of auto 
racing. 


HONORING JAZZ GREAT BARRY 
HARRIS 


HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR. 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, today | rise to 
honor jazz pianist, composer, and teacher, 
Barry Doyle Harris. Barry was born gifted, and 
started learning piano at the age of 4 from his 
mother. He followed in her footsteps and 
played for his church, but soon became fas- 
cinated by jazz. He played in his hometown of 
Detroit throughout the 1950's, the time when 1 
was first awestruck by his shows. In those 
years, his piano genius took him from the 
bowling alleys to the Blue Bird Inn, the Motor 
City’s most prominent jazz club. Already, he 
had as much a passion for imparting his 
knowledge of music as he had for performing 
it 


He put out his first album in 1955 at the age 
of 25 under the direction of Donald Byrd. That 
same year he worked for several months with 
Miles Davis. By 1957, he was widely ac- 
claimed in bebop circles and he began teach- 
ing formally that year. In 1960, he took his act 
to New York City where he played with Can- 
nonball Adderley, Yusef Lateef, and Coleman 
Hawkins for many years. In the early 1980's, 
he played with a 75-piece orchestra, per- 
formed at Carnegie Hall, and then founded the 
Jazz Cultural Center, an educational institute 
and club in Manhattan. 

From the day that Barry Harris started 
teaching, he knew that talent was really a 
torch to pass on to the next generation. This 
brought him to a lifelong commitment to get- 
ting young people exposed to jazz, keeping 
music in the schools, and defending the larger 
role of the arts in our society. He once said, 
“Teachers should teach where they come 
from, not where they are. They tell you life is 
complex and you have to suffer to give of 
yourself, and that’s not true. Life is very sim- 
ple, and if you simply live and simply learn to 
play, you'll really give.” Today, with these 
words, | hope to reciprocate Barry’s spirit of 
giving with a token of gratitude for his inspiring 
contribution to jazz, a great national treasure, 
just like him. 


INTRODUCTION OF BIF/SAIF BILL 
HON. MARGE ROUKEMA 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, September 19, 1995 


Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, today, l, to- 
gether with my colleagues are introducing leg- 
islation that will have a monumental impact on 
the financial services industry. Its purpose is 
to provide a comprehensive reform of the de- 
posit insurance funds and will merge the bank 
and thrift charters. This BIF/SAIF legislation 
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reflects the hard work of a bipartisan working 
group of the Financial Institutions Subcommit- 
tee, which | chair, that was developed over the 
last several months. 

Since the spring, the subcommittee has held 
three hearings on BIF/SAIF. The last of these 
hearings brought forth strong support for a 
comprehensive approach to the problem, 
which this legislation being marked up today 


In brief, the legislation provides a financial 
solution to the problem of the insurance funds 
similar to that proposed by the administration. 
It recapitalizes the SAIF and through the use 
of a one-time special assessment of SAIF 
members. It spreads the FICO costs propor- 
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tionately among all members of the FDIC as 
of the date of enactment. In addition, it 
me the BIF/SAIF. 
at is critical here, is that it goes beyond 
the administration-sponsored financial fix and 
merges the bank and thrift charters on Janu- 
ary 1, 1998, requiring thrifts to convert to 
banks. It tackles the complex tax treatment of 
bad debt reserves by advocating a fresh start 
approach, to avoid giving thrifts another lump 
sum obligation that would amount to billions of 
dollars. Finally, it provides for refunds for FDIC 
funds in excess of the designated reserve 
ratio. 
It is my intention, given the requirements of 
the reconciliation process as determined by 
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Banking Committee Chairman LEACH, that the 
movement of the BIF/SAIF legislation will be a 
two-track process. A markup of a similar provi- 
sion in the Full Committee’s markup of its 
budget reconciliation package is based on 
staff recommendations and is revenue-driven. 
My legislation will move in regular order and is 
based solely on crafting good public policy. In 
this regard, it is my commitment to continue to 
refine this legislation through a markup at sub- 
committee and hopefully at the full committee 
as it moves through the process in regular 
order to insure that there is a final legislative 
solution during this congressional session. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


September 20, 1995 


SENATE—Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


(Legislative day of Tuesday, September 5, 1995) 


The Senate met at 9:15 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. THURMOND]. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Gracious Lord God, Sovereign of our 
Nation, personal Lord of our lives, we 
claim Your promise given through Isa- 
iah, “Your ears shall hear a word be- 
hind you saying, ‘This is the way, walk 
in it“. —Isaiah 30:21. We dedicate this 
day to walk humbly with You. We are 
challenged by the realization that the 
Hebrew meaning of walk humbly”’ is 
“to walk attentively.” And so, we com- 
mit our minds and hearts to listen at- 
tentively to You. Speak to us so that 
what we speak may be an echo of Your 
voice which has sounded in the depth of 
our receptive souls. In the din of the 
cacophony of voices demanding our at- 
tention, help us to seek to know and do 
Your will for what is best for our be- 
loved Nation. 

Grant us the greatness of minds 
tuned to the frequency of Your spirit’s 
guidance. Free us of any tenaciously 
held positions that may not have been 
refined by careful listening to You. 
May our united position together be 
that of women and men committed to 
Your righteousness and justice. 

We ask for Your blessing for our 
President, the House of Representa- 
tives, the Justices of the Supreme 
Court, and the judges of the courts of 
our land who seek to carry out Your 
will in their decisions, and all who as- 
sume the awesome responsibilities of 
government. We listen to hear Your 
voice saying, This is the way, walk in 
it—together.’’ In the name of our Lord. 
Amen. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, there will now be a 
period for morning business. 

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able Senator from Kentucky is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. FORD. I believe I have a standing 
order this morning that I have up to 20 
minutes. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Cor- 
rect. 

Mr. FORD. I thank the Chair. 


APPRECIATION OF FLOOR STAFF 


Mr. FORD. First, Mr. President, let 
me thank the floor staff for the effort 


they put forward all the time and the 
effort they made last evening to give 
this Senator a few moments of the Sen- 
ate’s time today, and I want them to 
know that I do appreciate it. 

(Mrs. HUTCHISON assumed the 
chair.) 

(The remarks of Mr. FORD pertaining 
to the introduction of S. 1262 are lo- 
cated in today’s RECORD under State- 
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint 
Resolutions.’’) 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT—H.R. 1976 


Mr. FORD. Madam President, on be- 
half of the majority leader, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the orders for the 
three back-to-back votes and the de- 
bate with respect to H.R. 1976 be post- 
poned to occur at 12 noon today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


— 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT—H.R. 1868 


Mr. FORD. Madam President, I fur- 
ther ask unanimous consent that at 
9:45 a.m. the Senate begin consider- 
ation of H.R. 1868, the foreign oper- 
ations appropriations bill, for opening 
statements until 11 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FORD. Madam President, there- 
fore, the vote scheduled for 9:45 a.m. 
has now been postponed to occur at 12 
noon and the Senate would instead 
begin consideration of the foreign oper- 
ations appropriations bill at 9:45. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FORD. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


CONGRESSMAN JAMIE WHITTEN 


Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, 
last week, I was very honored to be 
able to attend the funeral in my State 
of former Congressman Jamie Whitten. 
Congressman Whitten was my good 
friend and colleague in the House. I 
served in the House 6 years before com- 


ing to the Senate. During that time, I 
got to know him and be with him fre- 
quently. Even though I was not on the 
Appropriations Committee at that 
time when I was elected to the Senate, 
I soon became a member of the Appro- 
priations Committee, and as irony 
caused it, I was immediately the chair- 
man of the Agriculture Appropriations 
Subcommittee. 

The day I went on the Agriculture 
Subcommittee, the Republicans had 
become the majority in the Senate and 
that was my first assignment. Interest- 
ingly enough, on the House side, Con- 
gressman Whitten had been the chair- 
man of the Agriculture Appropriations 
Subcommittee since about 1949. He had 
been in the House only 8 years when he 
became chairman of the House Appro- 
priations Subcommittee for Agri- 
culture. 

So that first year, I recall having the 
opportunity of going to conference 
with Congressman Whitten chairing 
the subcommittee on the House side 
and I chairing it on the Senate side, 
both being from the same State. I was 
very new to the job, and I remember he 
said to me that day as we began our ne- 
gotiation on the House-passed and Sen- 
ate-passed appropriations bills funding 
the Department of Agriculture and re- 
lated agencies, ‘‘THAD, you had better 
be careful what you ask for now; you 
might get it.“ 

I have never forgotten that. It was an 
interesting lesson and a good thing to 
tell me because in that position you 
have to defend what you have rec- 
ommended; you have to understand 
that there are going to be those who 
will look critically at the contents of 
the bill. And we worked very cordially 
together during those 6 years when I 
chaired that subcommittee. 

As I was handling the bill in this 
Chamber for the last couple of days we 
have been considering the Agriculture 
appropriations bill, I thought several 
times about my good friend and former 
colleague in the House and the lessons 
that I learned, which have certainly 
been good lessons to learn. 

He was a man who was very cour- 
teous, very knowledgeable about the 
subject. In his dealings with other 
Members of the House and Senate, he 
was always a gentleman. I respected 
that and appreciated that in Jamie 
Whitten. 

When he retired from the House, we 
truly saw come to an end a legendary 
career in many ways, not because of 
length of service, which was longer 
than anyone had ever served in the 
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House of Representatives, but because 
of the kind of person he was and the 
way he did his job. He took it seri- 
ously. He was conscientious, he did it 
well, and he did it well for a long pe- 
riod of time. 

I was reading editorials just over the 
last few weeks in our State, and there 
have been many written talking about 
Congressman Whitten. There were two 
that I particularly appreciated, and I 
will put them in the RECORD. One is 
from the Northeast Mississippi Daily 
Journal in Tupelo, and the other was 
written by Bill Minor, who has a syn- 
dicated political column in Mississippi, 
and this was printed in the Clarion- 
Ledger in Jackson, MS. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that both of these editorials be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi- 
torials were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

(From the Northeast Mississippi Daily 
Journal, Tupelo, MS, Sept. 12, 1995] 
FORMER CONGRESSMAN JAMIE WHITTEN 

Jamie Whitten started his public service 
career when some Mississippians still had 
eye-witness memories of the Civil War and 
only dreamed of one day having electricity 
in their houses. He concluded his public serv- 
ice after a 53-year tenure in the U.S. Con- 
gress when many Americans routinely com- 
municate from their homes via computers 
with people halfway around the world. 

His journey ends in Charleston, the same 
small town that nurtured his early political 
career and always sustained him as the place 
he called home. It was the place where al- 
most everyone knew him and called him 
Jamie, not Mr. Chairman or Congressman or 
any of the other honorifics by which he was 
addressed in his official capacities. He was, 
in the words of longtime staff leader Buddy 
Bishop, just one of the guys“ in Charleston. 
His town, the state, and the nation bid Whit- 
ten farewell in a service at Charleston Pres- 
byterian Church, where he had been an ac- 
tive member for almost 70 years. 

Whitten, 85, died Saturday in an Oxford 
hospital less than a year after retiring from 
the U.S. House of Representatives. His 53 
years in the House is the record for longevity 
in that chamber. He is second only to the 
late беп, Carl Hayden of Arizona, whose 56 
years in the House and Senate combined is 
Capitol Hill’s longest tenure. 

Whitten was a low-profile giant who 
thrived on the serious and demanding busi- 
ness of making public policy. His legislative 
gifts were no place more evident than in fed- 
eral policy, laws and programs related to im- 
proving and enhancing life in rural America. 
The depth and breadth of his influence and 
interest inevitably grew as he moved up the 
ladder of power and responsibility in Wash- 
ington. The ladder finally took him to the 
pinnacle chairmanship of the Appropriations 
Committee. 

Mississippi’s senior senator, Republican 
Thad Cochran, considered Whitten a congres- 
sional mentor and close friend. Cochran said 
Monday that Whitten possessed the invalu- 
able gift of remaining unhurried and cour- 
teous in a political atmosphere that was 
more often frenetic and sometimes discour- 
teous. 

Whitten believed in federal investment in 
America, a practice some people derisively 
and mistakenly call pork-barrel spending. 
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Whitten often stated his belief in spending 
federal dollars to generate a return from the 
productivity of American citizens. That idea 
always is unpopular with congressmen who 
don’t have the intelligence or the influence 
to steer a share of the investment to their 
states and districts. Whitten understood, as 
he networked with colleagues from coast to 
coast, that a good investment provides a 
good return, no matter where it’s made. 

He also understood that the vast resources 
of the federal government, as a moral imper- 
ative, must be applied to people in crisis and 
people in need. 

Many other members of Congress in this 
century have been more widely known, more 
colorful and more ambitious. A bare handful 
stand in company with Whitten's impact and 
influence because, for him, effectiveness was 
vastly more important than fame. 

Winston Churchill said that "singleness of 
purpose and simplicity of conduct” are pow- 
erful attributes of public servanthood. 

Those same qualities distinguish Congress- 
man Jamie L. Whitten's long record as the 
people’s representative in Washington. 


{From the Clarion-Ledger, Sept. 17, 1995] 
JAMIE WHITTEN KNEW REAL POWER WAS IN 
THE PURSE STRINGS 
(By Bill Minor) 

Mississippi's 53-year congressional veteran 
served his state well. 

What Jamie Whitten’s half-century in the 
House of Representatives did for the state of 
Mississippi is incalculable, because it is be- 
yond comparison to any other person who 
has represented this state or almost any 
state in the Congress of the United States. 

Certainly Whitten gave this relatively 
small state in the whole scheme of things for 
greater influence—you can call it clout— 
than it had reason to expect. He made the 
strongest case for longevity as opposed to 
the current demand for term limits. 

In his incredible 53-year service in the U.S. 
House, Whitten wisely concentrated on the 
area where the real power lies in Congress, 
the power of the purse. He long ago staked 
out a seat on Appropriations, working his 
way up to the chairmanship in 1980. But for 
many years before that, he headed the agri- 
culture subcommittee of Appropriations, the 
spot that earned him the sobriquet as “the 
permanent Secretary of Agriculture.“ It was 
true that Whitten held the purse strings for 
farm programs as well as a broad spectrum 
of other programs that were tucked under 
his wing and the huge agricultural industry 
of this country knew it. His first concern al- 
ways was to see that the farm interests of 
Mississippi were well-served. 

Whitten, said his onetime Mississippi col- 
league, former U.S. Rep. David Bowen, 
“could digest an appropriation bill faster 
than anyone" in Congress. His legendary 
reading of the fine print in an appropriation 
bill is what rescued the Tennessee- 
Tombigbee Waterway from the public works 
graveyard in 1967. 

Whitten’s reputation as the mumbler“ 
when he was handling amendments to com- 
plicated appropriations bills, was actually 
Strategy and was done intentionally, says 
Bowen. “His speaking style may have 
seemed obfuscating, says Bowen, but he was 
а very bright man.” Perhaps he was not out- 
wardly articulate as an orator in comparison 
to some of his colleagues, but Whitten got 
the job done. 

One important thing in light of what has 
recently come out of the Bob Packwood dia- 
ries about the inordinate influence of Wash- 
ington lobbyists, is that Whitten, with all 
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his power in spending, never had much time 
for lobbyists. 

The career of Jamie Whitten is a remark- 
able story of a small-town Mississippian who 
started out in Congress as a New Dealer with 
Franklin Roosevelt a half-century ago. Then 
be became a Dixiecrat in the 1950s when the 
Citizens’ Council and Ross Barnett were in 
their heyday. In fact, he was one of the lead- 
ers in the anti-civil rights Southern Mani- 
festo in Congress. 

Back in those days he hardly let it be 
known back in Mississippi that he was a 
member of the Democratic Party. But by the 
late 1960s, Whitten began his transformation 
to a loyal team player for Democratic pro- 
grams and eventually became a key cog in 
pushing liberal programs of the Democratic 
leadership. 

While most political figures become more 
conservative as they grow older, Whitten on 
the other hand, grew more liberal, or as 
some close observers believe, he returned to 
his New Deal populist roots. 

Yes, Jamie Whitten could be said to have 
been a pragmatic politician. However, he 
used the political system to not for his own 
glory, but in a very real sense for his own 
state. Essentially, Whitten believed in the 
fundamental value of the federal government 
as an instrument for the good of the people. 

Fortunately, Whitten’s best years were іп 
the days before the austerity era became 
vogue in Congress, and when there was more 
money available to fund projects such as the 
Tenn-Tom. 

It was never his style to dabble in someone 
else’s politics or build a political organiza- 
tion beyond his own small, loose-knit cadre 
of followers. The furthest he ever ventured 
into statewide politics was once, in 1976, 
when came down to Jackson to endorse 
Jimmy Carter for president. That occasion 
was also his rare (maybe only) exposure to 
sharp questioning by the state press of Mis- 
sissippi in a full-fledged news conference. I 
recall that it was quite an unsettling experi- 
ence for him. 

Jamie probably overstayed his time in 
Congress when his failing health made him 
no longer productive. Yet, with his passing 
last week at age 85, everyone in this state 
must be grateful that he served them so long 
and so well. It’s unthinkable we'll ever see 
another like him. 


WELFARE REFORM 


Mr. PELL. Mr. President, yesterday 
the Senate concluded several weeks of 
debate on welfare reform legislation. 
The changes that were incorporated in 
the legislation are profound, marking a 
great departure from the system that 
has been in place for 60 years. As one 
who has served my State of Rhode Is- 
land and this Nation as a U.S. Senator 
from 35 of those 60 years, I did not take 
lightly the vote that I cast yesterday. 
I thought long and hard about the de- 
sire for change, for reform, and for a 
better welfare system, and I share all 
of those goals. 

As I look at the bill, I remain con- 
cerned. It does not provide nearly 
enough of what I think is necessary for 
quality welfare reform. And it does not 
sufficiently protect our children or pro- 
vide adults with the tools they need to 
move off of welfare and into work. 

But the final bill was also a drastic 
improvement over the House welfare 


25712 


legislation, and, with the addition of 
the Dole-Daschle compromise, moves 
us more in the direction that I think is 
best for our Nation. So while it was 
with some reluctance, I decided to cast 
my vote in favor of the legislation that 
was before us yesterday. I did so with 
the understanding that the American 
people want and demand action, and 
are seeking a new way of accomplish- 
ing what the existing system has not 
been able to accomplish. I am willing 
to try a new way, but acknowledge 
freely that without the minimal pro- 
tections put into place by the Dole- 
Daschle agreement with respect to 
child care and other important provi- 
sions, I would not have voted “уеа.” 

I cannot help but hope that the con- 
ference committee will see fit to incor- 
porate more of the provisions con- 
tained in the Work First proposal in- 
troduced by Senator DASCHLE, which I 
cosponsored. I still support and strong- 
ly prefer its provisions—its emphasis 
on transitioning welfare recipients to 
work, its understanding that providing 
child care is a linchpin of successful re- 
form, and its premise that—despite 
very real abuses of the current system 
by some welfare recipients—most peo- 
ple want to get off welfare and work at 
a job that provides a living wage. But 
I realize that the conference commit- 
tee is more likely to move this bill in 
a direction that I cannot support, by 
being more punitive to parents and, in 
the process, harming children who have 
not chosen their parents or their cir- 
cumstances. 

Mr. President, it would be my inten- 
tion, should the bill return from the 
conference committee stripped of these 
moderating provisions, or including 
any of the more draconian provisions 
we defeated during the Senate debate, 
to cast my vote against the conference 
report. I hope that this will not be nec- 
essary and that we will be able to pass 
a conference report that really does 
move the Nation in the direction that 
we all want to see—toward workable 
reform that moves this generation off 
of dependency while ensuring that the 
next generation does not suffer for its 
parents’ failures or misfortunes. 


TRIBUTE TO AMERICAN LEGION 
AUXILIARY, UNIT 230, PIKE- 
HUSKA POST 


Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, 
today I pay tribute to certain members 
of the American Legion Auxiliary, Unit 
230, Pike-Huska Post in Aurora, SD. 
Governor William Janklow designated 
the first day of the recent South Da- 
kota State Fair as Victory Day Gold- 
en Anniversary Celebration” in honor 
of South Dakota veterans who served 
in the Second World War. Ten special 
women in the American Legion Auxil- 
iary in Aurora provided South Dakota 
World War П veterans attending the 
celebration with tokens of their appre- 
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ciation and gratitude in memory of our 
veterans’ dedicated service. 

Mr. President, I had the opportunity 
to join my fellow South Dakotans at 
the State fair in expressing apprecia- 
tion to the outstanding men and 
women who served their country dur- 
ing the Second World War. I am proud 
of the contributions made by South 
Dakotans during the war years. More 
than 2,200 South Dakota National 
Guardsmen served on active duty. More 
than 41,000 South Dakotans were called 
into military service through the draft 
and 23,192 South Dakotans enlisted. 
More than 1,500 South Dakotans stood 
face to face against Hitler’s war ma- 
chine and gave their lives to turn back 
Nazi aggression. At home, South Dako- 
tans dug deep into their pockets to 
keep American troops armed, fed, and 
clothed. During eight national fund- 
raising campaigns, South Dakota con- 
sistently ranked first or second in the 
per capita sale of series “Е” war bonds. 
In fact, South Dakotans raised $111.5 
million from the sale of series “Е” war 
bonds to help the war effort. 

Mr. President, as a war veteran my- 
self, having served in the United States 
Army as a lieutenant in Vietnam, I ex- 
tend my sincere respect, admiration, 
and appreciation for the dedicated 
service and selfless sacrifice of South 
Dakota’s Second World War veterans. I 
especially appreciate the 10 members of 
the American Legion Auxiliary in Au- 
rora, SD, who provided on behalf of 
themselves and all South Dakotans, a 
small token of our boundless gratitude 
for those courageous veterans who an- 
swered the call to duty more than 50 
years ago. 


THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, before 
discussing today’s bad news about the 
Federal debt, how about “апобһег ко,” 
as the British put it, with our pop quiz. 
Remember? One question, one answer. 

The question: How many millions of 
dollars does it take to add up a trillion 
dollars? While you are thinking about 
it, bear in mind that it was the U.S. 
Congress that ran up the Federal debt 
that now exceeds $4.9 trillion. 

To be exact, as of the close of busi- 
ness yesterday, September 19, the total 
Federal debt—down to the penny— 
stood at $4,965,954,997,403.59, of which, 
on a per capita basis, every man, 
woman, and child in America owes 
$18,850.85. 

Mr. President, back to our pop quiz, 
how many million in a trillion: There 
are a million million in a trillion. 
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FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO- 
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
1996 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report H.R. 1868. 


September 20, 1995 


The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows. 


A bill (H.R. 1868) making appropriations 
for foreign operations, export financing, and 
related programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1996, and for other purposes. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider- 
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Appropriations, with amendments, 
as follows: 

(The parts of the bill intended to be 
stricken are shown in boldface brack- 
ets and the parts of the bill intended to 
be inserted are shown in italic.) 

H.R. 1868 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, 
and for other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I—EXPORT AND INVESTMENT 
ASSISTANCE 


EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE UNITED STATES 


The Export-Import Bank of the United 
States is authorized to make such expendi- 
tures within the limits of funds and borrow- 
ing authority available to such corporation, 
and in accordance with law, and to make 
such contracts and commitments without re- 
gard to fiscal year limitations, as provided 
by section 104 of the Government Corpora- 
tion Control Act, as may be necessary in car- 
rying out the program for the current fiscal 
year for such corporation: Provided, That 
none of the funds available during the cur- 
rent fiscal year may be used to make expend- 
itures, contracts, or commitments for the 
export of nuclear equipment, fuel, or tech- 
nology to any country other than a nuclear- 
weapon State as defined in Article IX of the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons eligible to receive economic or 
military assistance under this Act that has 
detonated a nuclear explosive after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 


SUBSIDY APPROPRIATION 


For the cost of direct loans, loan guaran- 
tees, insurance, and tied-aid grants as ап- 
thorized by section 10 of the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945, as amended, |5786,551,0001 
$795,000,000 to remain available until Septem- 
ber 30, 1997: Provided, That such costs, includ- 
ing the cost of modifying such loans, shall be 
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974: Provided further, That 
such sums shall remain available until 2010 
for the disbursement of direct loans, loan 
guarantees, insurance and tied-aid grants ob- 
ligated in fiscal years 1996 and 1997: Provided 
further, That up to $100,000,000 of funds appro- 
priated by this paragraph shall remain avail- 
able until expended and may be used for tied- 
aid grant purposes: Provided further, That 
none of the funds appropriated by this para- 
graph may be used for tied-aid credits or 
grants except through the regular notifica- 
tion procedures of the Committees on Appro- 
priations: Provided further, That funds appro- 
priated by this paragraph are made available 
notwithstanding section 2(b)(2) of the Ex- 
port-Import Bank Act of 1945, in connection 
with the purchase or lease of any product by 
any East European country, any Baltic 
State, or any agency or national thereof. 


-s —— ůĩp— —A f —ů—ů— — 


September 20, 1995 


ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

For administrative expenses to carry out 
the direct and guaranteed loan and insurance 
programs (to be computed on an accrual 
basis), including hire of passenger motor ve- 
hicles and services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 
3109, and not to exceed $20,000 for official re- 
ception and representation expenses for 
members of the Board of Directors, 
[$45,228,000] $46,000,000: Provided, That nec- 
essary expenses (including special services 
performed on a contract or fee basis, but not 
including other personal services) in connec- 
tion with the collection of moneys owed the 
Export-Import Bank, repossession or sale of 
pledged collateral or other assets acquired 
by the Export-Import Bank in satisfaction of 
moneys owed the Export-Import Bank, or 
the investigation or appraisal of any prop- 
erty, or the evaluation of the legal or tech- 
nical aspects of any transaction for which an 
application for a loan, guarantee or insur- 
ance commitment has been made, shall be 
considered nonadministrative expenses for 
the purposes of this heading: Provided fur- 
ther, That, notwithstanding subsection (b) of 
section 117 of the Export Enhancement Act 
of 1992, subsection (a) thereof shall remain in 
effect until October 1, 1996. 
OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION 

NONCREDIT ACCOUNT 

The Overseas Private Investment Corpora- 
tion is authorized to make, without regard 
to fiscal year limitations, as provided by 31 
U.S.C. 9104, such expenditures and commit- 
ments within the limits of funds available to 
it and in accordance with law as may be nec- 
essary: Provided, That the amount available 
for administrative expenses to carry out the 
credit and insurance programs (including an 
amount for official reception and representa- 
tion expenses which shall not exceed 
[$35,000] $20,000) shall not exceed [$26,500,000] 
$26,000,000: Provided further, That project-spe- 
cific transaction costs, including direct and 
indirect costs incurred in claims settle- 
ments, and other direct costs associated with 
services provided to specific investors or po- 
tential investors pursuant to section 234 of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, shall not 
be considered administrative expenses for 
the purposes of this heading. 

PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

For the cost of direct and guaranteed 
loans, [$69,500,000] $79,000,000, as authorized 
by section 234 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961, to be derived by transfer from the Over- 
seas Private Investment Corporation Noncredit 
account: Provided, That such costs, including 
the cost of modifying such loans, shall be as 
defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974: Provided further, That 
such sums shall be available for direct loan 
obligations and loan guaranty commitments 
incurred or made during fiscal years 1996 and 
1997: Provided further, That such sums shall 
remain available through fiscal year 2003 for 
the disbursement of direct and guaranteed 
loans obligated in fiscal year 1996, and 
through fiscal year 2004 for the disbursement 
of direct and guaranteed loans obligated in 
fiscal year 1997. In addition, such sums as 
may be necessary for administrative ex- 
penses to carry out the credit program may 
be derived from amounts available for ad- 
ministrative expenses to carry out the credit 
and insurance programs in the Overseas Pri- 
vate Investment Corporation Noncredit Ac- 
count and merged with said account. 

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 

provisions of section 661 of the Foreign As- 
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sistance Act of 1961, $40,000,000: Provided, 
That the Trade and Development Agency 
may receive reimbursements from corpora- 
tions and other entities for the costs of 
grants for feasibility studies and other 
project planning services, to be deposited as 
an offsetting collection to this account and 
to be available for obligation until Septem- 
ber 30, 1997, for necessary expenses under this 
paragraph: Provided further, That such reim- 
bursements shall not cover, or be allocated 
against, direct or indirect administrative 
costs of the agency. 

(INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 

: [CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL 

FINANCE CORPORATION 


{For payment to the International Finance 
Corporation by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, $67,550,000, for the United States share 
of the increase in subscriptions to capital 
stock, to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That of the amount appropriated 
under this heading not more than $5,269,000 
may be expended for the purchase of such 
stock in fiscal year 1996. 

[CONTRIBUTION TO THE ENTERPRISE FOR THE 

AMERICAS MULTILATERAL INVESTMENT FUND 

{For payment to the Enterprise for the 
Americas Multilateral Investment Fund by 
the Secretary of the Treasury, for the United 
States contribution to the Fund to be admin- 
istered by the Inter-American Development 
Bank, $70,000,000 to remain available until 
expended.] 

TITLE II—BILATERAL ECONOMIC 
ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

For expenses necessary to enable the Presi- 
dent to carry out the provisions of the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961, and for other 
purposes, to remain available until Septem- 
ber 30, 1996, unless otherwise specified here- 
in, as follows: 

[AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

[CHILDREN AND DISEASE PROGRAMS FUND 

[For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of part I and chapter 4 of part II 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, for 
child survival, assistance to combat tropical 
and other diseases, and related assistance ac- 
tivities, $592,660,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 1997: Provided, That this 
amount shall be made available for such ac- 
tivities as (1) immunization programs, (2) 
oral rehydration programs, (3) health and 
nutrition programs, and related education 
programs, which address the needs of moth- 
ers and children, (4) water and sanitation 
programs, (5) assistance for displaced and or- 
phaned children, (6) programs for the preven- 
tion, treatment, and control of, and research 
on, HIV/AIDS, polio, malaria and other dis- 
eases, (7) basic education programs, and (8) a 
contribution on a grant basis to the United 
Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF): Provided 
further, That funds appropriated under this 
heading shall be in addition to amounts oth- 
erwise available for such purposes. 

[DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE FUND 
ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 
[(NCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

[For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of sections 103 through 106, of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, $655,000,000] 
For necessary erpenses to carry out the provi- 
sions of sections 103 through 106, chapter 10 of 
part I, and chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, and the provisions of 
title V of the International Security and Devel- 
opment Cooperation Act of 1980 (Public Law 96- 
533) and provisions of section 401 of the Foreign 
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Assistance Act of 1969, $2,117,099,331, to remain 
available until September 30, 1997: Provided, 
That funds made available under this heading 
for each of (1) sections 103 through 106, (2) sec- 
tion 104(b), (3) chapter 10 of part I, (4) chapter 
4 of part II (exclusive of assistance for Israel 
and Egypt) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, (5) title У of Public Law 96-533, (6) section 
401 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1969, and 
(7) for Debt Restructuring”, shall be the same 
proportion to the total amount appropriated 
under this heading as the proportion of funds 
appropriated to carry out each of such provi- 
sions was to the total amount appropriated for 
them in title II of Public Law 103-306, exclusive 
of assistance to Israel and Egypt: Provided fur- 
ther, That the use of any authority to waive the 
requirements of the previous proviso shall be 
subject to the regular notification requirements 
of the Committees on Appropriations: Provided 
further, That of the funds appropriated or oth- 
erwise available by this Act for population plan- 
ning assistance administered by the Agency for 
International Development, not less than 
$350,000,000 shall be made available for the 
central Office of Population of the Agency for 
International Development in fiscal year 1996, 
which sum shall be made available to that of- 
fice: Provided further, That none of the funds 
made available in this Act nor any unobli- 
gated balances from prior appropriations 
may be made available to any organization 
or program which, as determined by the 
President of the United States, supports or 
participates in the management of a pro- 
gram of coercive abortion or involuntary 
sterilization: Provided further, That none of 
the funds made available under this heading 
may be used to pay for the performance of 
abortion as a method of family planning or 
to motivate or coerce any person to practice 
abortions; and that in order to reduce reli- 
ance on abortion in developing nations, 
funds shall be available only to voluntary 
family planning projects which offer, either 
directly or through referral to, or informa- 
tion about access to, a broad range of family 
planning methods and services: Provided fur- 
ther, That in awarding grants for natural 
family planning under section 104 of the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961 no applicant shall 
be discriminated against because of such ap- 
plicant’s religious or conscientious commit- 
ment to offer only natural family planning; 
and, additionally, all such applicants shall 
comply with the requirements of the pre- 
vious proviso: Provided further, That for pur- 
poses of this or any other Act authorizing or ap- 
propriating funds for foreign operations, export 
financing, and related programs, the term mo- 
tivate’’, as it relates to family planning assist- 
ance, shall not be construed to prohibit the pro- 
vision, consistent with local law, of information 
or counseling about all pregnancy options in- 
cluding abortion: Provided further, That noth- 
ing in this paragraph shall be construed to 
alter any existing statutory prohibitions 
against abortion under section 104 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961: Provided fur- 
ther, That, notwithstanding section 109 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, of the funds 
appropriated under this heading [and under 
the heading Development Fund for Afri- 
са”,} not to exceed a total of $15,000,000 may 
be transferred to “International Organiza- 
tions and Programs” for a contribution to 
the International Fund for Agricultural De- 
velopment (IFAD), and that any such trans- 
fer of funds shall be subject to the regular 
notification procedures of the Committees 
on Appropriations: Provided further, That 
none of the funds made available under this 
heading may be transferred to the Government 
of Zaire. 


25714 


[DEVELOPMENT FUND FOR AFRICA 


{For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of chapter 10 of part I of the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961, $528,000,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 1997: Pro- 
vided, That none of the funds appropriated by 
this Act to carry out chapters 1 and 10 of 
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
shall be transferred to the Government of 
Zaire: Provided further, That funds appro- 
priated under this heading which are made 
available for activities supported by the 
Southern Africa Development Community 
shall be made available notwithstanding sec- 
tion 512 of this Act and section 620(q) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.] 

CYPRUS 

Of the funds appropriated under the heading 
“Economic Assistance“, not less than $15,000,000 
shall be made available for Cyprus to be used 
only for scholarships, bicommunal projects, and 
measures aimed at reunification of the island 
and designed to reduce tensions and promote 
peace and cooperation between the two commu- 
nities on Cyprus. 

BURMA 

Of the funds appropriated under the heading 
“Economic Assistance”, not less than $2,000,000 
shall be made available to strengthen democracy 
and support humanitarian activities in Burma: 
Provided, That of this amount, not less than 
$200,000 shall be used to support newspapers, 
publications and media activities promoting de- 
mocracy inside Burma: Provided further, That 
funds made available under this heading may be 
made available to organizations and Burmese 
student groups to erpand indigenous participa- 
tion in the political process, transportation, 
communications, publications, administration, 
and medical supplies and humanitarian serv- 
ices: Provided further, That funds made avail- 
able under this heading may be made available 
to support activities in Burma, along the 
Burma-Thailand border, and to support activi- 
ties designated by this Act outside Burma: Pro- 
vided further, That funds made available under 
this heading may be made available notwith- 
standing any other provision of law: Provided 
further, That provision of such funds shall be 
made available subject to the regular notifica- 
tion procedures of the Appropriations Commit- 
tees. 


PRIVATE AND VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS 


None of the funds appropriated or other- 
wise made available by this Act for develop- 
ment assistance may be made available to 
any United States private and voluntary or- 
ganization, except any cooperative develop- 
ment organization, which obtains less than 
20 per centum of its total annual funding for 
international activities from sources other 
than the United States Government: Pro- 
vided, That the requirements of the provi- 
sions of section 123(g) of the Foreign Assist- 
ance Act of 1961 and the provisions on pri- 
vate and voluntary organizations in title П 
of the "Foreign Assistance and Related Pro- 
grams Appropriations Act, 1985” (as enacted 
in Public Law 98-473) shall be superseded by 
the provisions of this section, ercept that the 
authority contained in the last sentence of sec- 
tion 123(g) тау be exercised by the Adminis- 
trator with regard to the requirements of this 
paragraph. 

[Funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available under title II of this Act should be 
made available to private and voluntary or- 
ganizations at a level which is equivalent to 
the level provided in fiscal year 1995. Such 
private and voluntary organizations shall in- 
clude those which operate on a not-for-profit 
basis, receive contributions from private 
sources, receive voluntary support from the 
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public and are deemed to be among the most 
cost-effective and successful providers of de- 
velopment assistance. 


[INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE 


[For necessary expenses for international 
disaster relief, rehabilitation, and recon- 
struction assistance pursuant to section 491 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended, $200,000,000 to remain available 
until expended.] 


DEBT RESTRUCTURING 


[For] Of the funds made available under the 
heading Economic Assistance", for the cost, 
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, of modifying direct loans 
and loan guarantees, as the President may 
determine, for which funds have been appro- 
priated or otherwise made available for pro- 
grams within the International Affairs Budg- 
et Function 150, including the cost of selling, 
reducing, or canceling amounts, through 
debt buybacks and swaps, [owed to the Unit- 
ed States as a result of concessional loans 
made to eligible Latin American and Carib- 
bean countries, pursuant to part IV of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, $7,000,000] 
$15,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 


MICRO AND SMALL ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

{For] Of the funds made available under the 
heading Economic Assistance”, for the sub- 
sidy cost of direct loans and loan guarantees, 
$1,500,000, as authorized by section 108 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended: 
Provided, That such costs shall be as defined 
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974: Provided further, That guarantees 
of loans made under this heading in support of 
microenterprise activities may guarantee up to 
70 percent of the prinicpal amount of any such 
loans notwithstanding section 108 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961. In addition, for admin- 
istrative expenses to carry out programs 
under this heading, $500,000, all of which may 
be transferred to and merged with the appro- 
priation for Operating Expenses of the Agen- 
cy for International Development: Provided 
further, That funds made available under this 
heading shall remain available until September 
30, 1997. 


HOUSING GUARANTY PROGRAM ACCOUNT 


{For administrative expenses to carry out 
guaranteed loan programs, $7,000,000, all of 
which may be transferred to and merged 
with the appropriation for Operating Ex- 
penses of the Agency for International De- 
velopment.] 

Of the funds made available under the head- 
ing Economic Assistance“, for the subsidy cost, 
as defined in section 13201 of the Budget En- 
forcement Act of 1990, of guaranteed loans au- 
thorized by sections 221 and 222 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, $8,000,000: Provided, 
That these funds are available to subsidize loan 
principal, 100 percent of which shall be guaran- 
teed, pursuant to the authority of such sections: 
Provided further, That the President shall enter 
into commitments to guarantee such loans in the 
full amount provided under this heading, sub- 
ject to the availability of qualified applicants 
for such guarantees: Provided further, That for 
administrative erpenses to carry out guaranteed 
loan programs, $7,000,000, all of which may be 
transferred to and merged with the appropria- 
tion for Operating Expenses of the Agency for 
International Development: Provided further, 
That commitments to guarantee loans under this 
heading may be entered into notwithstanding 
the second and third sentences of section 222(a) 
and, with regard to programs for Eastern Eu- 
rope and programs for the benefit of South Afri- 
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cans disadvantaged by apartheid, section 223(j) 

of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961: Provided 

further, That none of the funds appropriated 
under this heading shall be obligated except 
through the regular notification procedures of 
the Committees on Appropriations. 
INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE 

For necessary expenses for international dis- 
aster relief, rehabilitation, and reconstruction 
assistance pursuant to section 491 of the Foreign 

Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, $175,000,000 

to remain available until erpended. 

PAYMENT TO THE FOREIGN SERVICE 
RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY FUND 
For payment to the “Foreign Service Re- 
tirement and Disability Fund", as author- 
ized by the Foreign Service Act of 1980, 
$43,914,000. 
OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR 
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

provisions of section 667, [$465,750,000] 
3490,000,0001: Provided, That of this amount 
not more than $1,475,000 may be made avail- 
able to pay for printing costs: Provided fur- 
ther, That none of the funds appropriated by 
this Act for programs administered by the 
Agency for International Development may 
be used to finance printing costs of any re- 
port or study (except feasibility, design, or 
evaluation reports or studies) in excess of 
$25,000 without the approval of the Adminis- 
trator of that Agency or the Administrator's 
designee]. 

OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR 
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT OFFICE OF IN- 
SPECTOR GENERAL 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

provisions of section 667, [$35,200,000] 

$30,200,000, which sum shall be available for 
the Office of the Inspector General of the 

Agency for International Development. 

OTHER BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 
ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND 
MIDDLE EAST FUND 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

provisions of chapter 4 of part II, 

[32,300,000,000] $2,015,000,000, to remain avail- 

able until September 30, 1997[: Provided, That 

any funds appropriated under this heading 
that are made available for Israel shall be 
made available on a grant basis as a cash 
transfer and shall be disbursed within thirty 
days of enactment of this Act or by October 

31, 1995, whichever is later]: Provided, That of 

the funds appropriated under this heading, not 

less than $1,200,000,000 shall be available only 

for Israel, which sum shall be available on a 

grant basis as a cash transfer and shall be dis- 

bursed within thirty days of enactment of this 

Act or by October 31, 1995, whichever is later: 

Provided further, That not less than $815,000,000 

shall be available only for Egypt, which sum 

shall be provided on a grant basis, and of which 
sum cash transfer assistance may be provided, 
with the understanding that Egypt will under- 
take significant economic reforms which are ad- 
ditional to those which were undertaken in pre- 
vious fiscal years, and of which not less than 

$200,000,000 shall be provided as Commodity Im- 

port Program assistance: Provided further, That 

in exercising the authority to provide cash 
transfer assistance for Israel and Egypt, the 

President shall ensure that the level of such as- 

sistance does not cause an adverse impact on 

the total level of nonmilitary exports from the 

United States to each such country: Provided 

further, That it is the sense of the Congress that 

the recommended levels of assistance for Egypt 
and Israel are based in great measure upon their 
continued participation in the Camp David Ac- 
cords and upon the Egyptian-Israeli peace trea- 
tyl: Provided further, That none of the funds 
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appropriated under this heading shall be 
made available for Zaire]. 
[INTERNATIONAL FUND FOR IRELAND 

[For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of part I of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, up to $19,600,000, which shall be 
available for the United States contribution 
to the International Fund for Ireland and 
shall be made available in accordance with 
the provisions of the Anglo-Irish Agreement 
Support Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-415): Pro- 
vided, That such amount shall be expended at 
the minimum rate necessary to make timely 
payment for projects and activities: Provided 
further, That funds made available under this 
heading shall remain available until Septem- 
ber 30, 1997.1 

ASSISTANCE FOR EASTERN EUROPE AND THE 

BALTIC STATES 

(a) For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 and the Support for East European De- 
mocracy (SEED) Act of 1989, [$324,000,000] 
$335,000,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 1997, which shall be available, not- 
withstanding any other provision of law, for 
economic assistance and for related pro- 
grams for Eastern Europe and the Baltic 
States. 

(b) Funds appropriated under this heading 
or in prior appropriations Acts that are or 
have been made available for an Enterprise 
Fund may be deposited by such Fund in in- 
terest-bearing accounts prior to the Fund's 
disbursement of such funds for program pur- 
poses. The Fund may retain for such pro- 
gram purposes any interest earned on such 
deposits without returning such interest to 
the Treasury of the United States and with- 
out further appropriation by the Congress. 
Funds made available for Enterprise Funds 
shall be expended at the minimum rate nec- 
essary to make timely payment for projects 
and activities. 

(c) Funds appropriated under this heading 
shall be considered to be.economic assist- 
ance under the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 for purposes of making available the ad- 
ministrative authorities contained in that 
Act for the use of economic assistance. 

ASSISTANCE FOR THE NEW INDEPENDENT 
STATES OF THE FORMER SOVIET UNION 

(a) For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of chapter 11 of part I of the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961 and the FREE- 
DOM Support Act, for assistance for the new 
independent states of the former Soviet 
Union and for related programs, 
[$580,000,000] $705,000,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 1997: Provided, That the 
provisions of 498B(j) of the Foreign Assist- 
ance Act of 1961 shall apply to funds appro- 
priated by this paragraph. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated under 
this heading shall be transferred to the Gov- 
ernment of Russia— 

(1) unless that Government is making 
progress in implementing comprehensive 
economic reforms based on market prin- 
ciples, private ownership, negotiating repay- 
ment of commercial debt, respect for com- 
mercial contracts, and equitable treatment 
of foreign private investment; and 

(2) if that Government applies or transfers 
United States assistance to any entity for 
the purpose of expropriating or seizing own- 
ership or control of assets, investments, or 
ventures. 

(c) Funds may be furnished without regard 
to subsection (b) if the President determines 
that to do so is in the national interest. 

(а) None of the funds appropriated under 
this heading shall be made available to any 
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government of the new independent states of 
the former Soviet Union if that government 
directs any action in violation of the terri- 
torial integrity or national sovereignty of 
any other new independent state[, such as 
those violations included in Principle Six of 
the Helsinki Final Act: Provided, That such 
funds may be made available without regard 
to the restriction in this subsection if the 
President determines that to do so is in the 
national security interest of the United 
States: Provided further. ]: Provided, That 
the restriction of this subsection shall not 
apply to the use of such funds for the provi- 
sion of assistance for purposes of humani- 
tarian, disaster and refugee relief. 

(e) None of the funds appropriated under 
this heading for the new independent states 
of the former Soviet Union shall be made 
available for any state to enhance its mili- 
tary capability: Provided, That this restriction 
does not apply to demilitarization, defense con- 
version or non-proliferation programs. 

(f) Funds appropriated under this heading 
shall be subject to the regular notification 
procedures of the Committees on Appropria- 
tions. 

(g) Funds made available in this Act for as- 
sistance to the new independent states of the 
former Soviet Union shall be subject to the 
provisions of section 117 (relating to environ- 
ment and natural resources) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961. 

(h) Funds appropriated under this heading 
may be made available for assistance for 
Mongolia. 

(i) Funds made available in this Act for as- 
sistance to the new independent states of the 
former Soviet Union shall be provided to the 
maximum extent feasible through the pri- 
vate sector, including small- and medium- 
size businesses, entrepreneurs, and others 
with indigenous private enterprises in the re- 
gion, intermediary development organiza- 
tions committed to private enterprise, and 
private voluntary organizations [previously 
functioning in the new independent states]. 

{(j) The ratio of private sector investment 
(including volunteer contributions in cash or 
time) to United States government assist- 
ance in projects referred to in subsection (i) 
shall be no less than a ratio of 1 to 1.] 

(k) Of the funds appropriated under this 
heading, not less than $15,000,000 should be 
available only for a family planning program 
for the new independent states of the former So- 
viet Union comparable to the family planning 
program currently administered by the Agency 
for International Development in the Central 
Asian Republics and focusing on population as- 
sistance which provides an alternative to abor- 
tion. 

(1) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law or this Act, of the furds appropriated under 
this heading, not less than $85,000,000 shall be 
made available for programs and activities for 
Armenia, of which $35,000,000 shall be available 
for food, $40,000,000 shall be available for fuel, 
and $10,000,000 shall be available for medical 
supplies and services. 

(m) Of the funds made available by this or 
any other Act, not less than $30,000,000 shall be 
made available for programs and activities for 
Georgia. 

(n) Of the funds appropriated under this 
heading, not less than $225,000,000 shall be made 
available for Ukraine: Provided, That of these 
funds made available, not less than $3,000,000 
shall be made available to assist in establishing 
a commodities exchange board: Provided fur- 
ther, That not less than $5,000,000 shall be made 
available to support improvements in the deliv- 
ery of social services: Provided further, That not 
less than $20,000,000 shall be available to sup- 
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port the development of small and medium en- 
terprises: Provided further, That not less than 
$2,000,000 shall be provided to support strength- 
ening in independent broadcast and print 
media: Provided further, That not less than 
$5,000,000 shall be available for a pilot project to 
screen, diagnose, and treat Chernobyl victims 
suffering from breast cancer: Provided further, 
That not less than $5,000,000 shall be available 
to support a joint United States-Ukraine geo- 
graphic survey to determine levels of contamina- 
tion caused by the Chernobyl reactor; Provided 
further, That not less than $2,000,000 shall be 
available to conduct an assessment of the en- 
ergy distribution grid with recommendations on 
improvements necessary to provide comprehen- 
sive industrial, commercial and residential ac- 
cess to power: Provided further, That not less 
than $5,000,000 shall be made available for a 
pilot project to establish a management and 
market economics training partnership between 
a Ukrainian university and a United States uni- 
versity with demonstrated experience in Eastern 
Europe or the New Independent States and an 
ability to plan and direct a multi-faceted pro- 
gram including business management, manufac- 
turing management, market economics, and 
public administration training. 


(о) Of the funds made available for Ukraine, 
under this Act or any other Act, not less than 
$50,000,000 shall be made available to improve 
nuclear energy self-sufficiency and improve 
safety at nuclear reactors: Provided, That of 
this amount, not less than $30,000,000 shall be 
made available to provide technical assistance, 
training and equipment to develop institutions 
and procedures to license, purchase, transfer 
and use nuclear fuel assemblies consistent with 
International Atomic Energy Agency standards: 
Provided further, That of this amount, not less 
than $20,000,000 shall be provided for the pur- 
chase, installation and training for safety pa- 
rameter display systems or safety control sys- 
tems at all nuclear operational nuclear reactors, 
but on a priority basis at the Chernobyl facility. 


(p) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law or of this Act, of the funds made available 
under this heading, within 30 days of enactment 
of this Act, not less than $4,500,000 shall be 
transferred to the Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion to establish Legal Attache offices and relat- 
ed programs in Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Esto- 
nia: Provided, That these funds shall support 
both in country and regional law enforcement 
liaison and investigation activities. 


(q) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law or of this Act, of the funds made available 
under this heading, within 30 days of enactment 
of this Act not less than $12,600,000 shall be 
transferred to the Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion for international training and cooperation 
in Central Europe and the New Independent 
States: Provided, That these funds may support 
training conducted at the International Law 
Enforcement Academy in Hungary, in country 
training sessions in Central Europe, the Baltics, 
and the New Independent States, and efforts to 
establish national law enforcement institutes. 


(r) Of the funds made available under this 
heading, not less than $20,000,000 shall be avail- 
able for hospital partnership programs. 


(s) Of the funds made available under this 
heading, not less than $45,000,000 shall be pro- 
vided to the Western NIS Enterprise Fund. 


(t) No funds may be made available under this 
heading, until the Department of State Office of 
the Coordinator for United States Assistance to 
the New Independent States submits a report to 
the Committees on Appropriations providing a 
country by country development strategy in- 
cluding the type of activities planned to carry 
out the strategy requirements. 
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(u) No funds may be made available under 
this heading for Russia unless the President de- 
termines and certifies in writing to the Commit- 
tees on Appropriations that the Government of 
Russia has terminated all planning and imple- 
mentation of arrangements to provide Iran with 
technical expertise, training, technology or 
equipment necessary to develop a nuclear reac- 
tor or related nuclear research facilities or pro- 


grams. 

(v) Funds appropriated under this heading or 
in prior appropriations Acts that are or have 
been made available for an Enterprise Fund 
may be deposited by such Fund in interest-bear- 
ing accounts prior to the Funds disbursement of 
such funds. The Fund may retain for program 
purposes any interest earned on such deposits 
without returning such interest to the Treasury 
of the United States and without further appro- 
priation by Congress. 

(w) Of the funds made available under this 
heading, not less than $15,000,000 shall be made 
available to support establishing a Trans- 
Caucasus Enterprise Fund. 

[INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 
[AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION 

[For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of title V of the International Se- 
curity and Development Cooperation Act of 
1980, Public Law 96-533, and to make such 
contracts and commitments without regard 
to fiscal year limitations, as provided by 31 
U.S.C. 9104, $11,500,000. 

[INTER-AMERICAN FOUNDATION 

[For expenses necessary to carry out the 
functions of the Inter-American Foundation 
in accordance with the provisions of section 
401 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1969, and 
to make such contracts and commitments 
without regard to fiscal year limitations, as 
provided by section 9104, title 31, United 
States Code, $20,000,000.) 

PEACE CORPS 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Peace Corps Act (75 Stat. 
612), [$210,000,000} $200,000,000, including the 
purchase of not to exceed five passenger 
motor vehicles for administrative purposes 
for use outside of the United States: Pro- 
vided, That none of the funds appropriated 
under this heading shall be used to pay for 
abortions: Provided further, That funds appro- 
priated under this heading shall remain avail- 
able until September 30, 1997. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 481 of the Foreign As- 
sistance Act of 1961, [$113,000,000] $750,000,000: 
Provided, That during fiscal year 1996, the 
Department of State may also use the au- 
thority of section 608 of the Foreign Assist- 
ance Act of 1961, without regard to its re- 
strictions, to receive non-lethal excess prop- 
erty from an agency of the United States 
Government for the purpose of providing it 
to a foreign country under chapter 8 of part 
I of that Act subject to the regular notifica- 
tion procedures of the Committees on Appro- 
priations: Provided further, That of the funds 
appropriated under this heading, not less than 
$1,800,000 shall be available to establish and 
maintain a Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Legal Attaché office in Cairo, Egypt: Provided 
further, That not less than $5,000,000 shall be 
made available to the Federal Bureau of Inves- 
tigation and the Secret Service to establish and 
maintain offices in the Triborder area of Argen- 
tina, Brazil and Paraguay. 

MIGRATION AND REFUGEE ASSISTANCE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 

necessary to enable the Secretary of State to 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


provide, as authorized by law, a contribution 
to the International Committee of the Red 
Cross, assistance to refugees, including con- 
tributions to the International Organization 
for Migration and the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees, and other activi- 
ties to meet refugee and migration needs; 
salaries and expenses of personnel and depend- 
ents as authorized by the Foreign Service Act of 
1980; salaries and expenses of personnel as- 
signed to the bureau charged with carrying out 
the Migrations and Refugee Assistance Act; al- 
lowances as authorized by sections 5921 through 
5925 of title 5, United States Code, purchase 
and hire of passenger motor vehicles; and 
services as authorized by section 3109 of title 
5, United States Code, $671,000,000: Provided, 
That not more than $12,000,000 shall be avail- 
able for administrative erpenses[: Provided, 
That, one of the funds appropriated under 
this heading shall be available for salaries 
and expenses of personnel assigned to the bu- 
reau charged with carrying out the Migra- 
tion and Refugee Assistance Act{: Provided 
further, That not less than $80,000,000 shall be 
made available for refugees from the former So- 
viet Union and Eastern Europe and other refu- 
gees resettling in Israel. 
(REFUGEE RESETTLEMENT ASSISTANCE 

[For necessary expenses for the targeted 
assistance program authorized by title IV of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act and 
section 501 of the Refugee Education Assist- 
ance Act of 1980 and administered by the Of- 
fice of Refugee Resettlement of the Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, in addi- 
tion to amounts otherwise available for such 
purposes, 55,000,000.1 

UNITED STATES EMERGENCY REFUGEE AND 
MIGRATION ASSISTANCE FUND 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 2(c) of the Migration 
and Refugee Assistance Act of 1962, as 
amended (22 U.S.C. 260(c)), $50,000,000, to re- 
main available until expended: Provided, 
That the funds made available under this 
heading are appropriated notwithstanding 
the provisions contained in section 2(c)(2) of 
the Migration and Refugee Assistance Act of 
1962 which would limit the amount of funds 
which could be appropriated for this purpose. 

ANTI-TERRORISM ASSISTANCE 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of chapter 8 of part П of the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961, [$17,000,000] 
$15,000,000. 

NONPROLIFERATION AND DISARMAMENT FUND 

For necessary expenses for а Non- 
proliferation and Disarmament Fund”, 
$20,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended, to promote bilateral and multilat- 
eral activities: Provided, That such funds 
may be used pursuant to the authorities con- 
tained in section 504 of the FREEDOM Sup- 
port Act: Provided further, That such funds 
may also be used for such countries other 
than the new independent states of the 
former Soviet Union and international orga- 
nizations when it is in the national security 
interest of the United States to do so: Pro- 
vided further, That funds appropriated under 
this heading may be made available notwith- 
standing any other provision of law: Provided 
further, That funds appropriated under this 
heading shall be subject to the regular noti- 
fication procedures of the Committees on 
Appropriations. 

TITLE ПІ--МПЛТАНҮ ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 
INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND 

TRAINING 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 541 of the Foreign As- 
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sistance Act of 1961, [$39,000,000] $79,000,000: 
Provided, That up to $100,000 of the funds ap- 
propriated under this heading may be made 
available for grant financed military edu- 
cation and training for any high income 
country on the condition that that country 
agrees to fund from its own resources the 
transportation cost and living allowances of 
its students: Provided further, That the civil- 
ian personnel for whom military education 
and training may be provided under this 
heading may also include members of na- 
tional legislatures who are responsible for 
the oversight and management of the mili- 
tary, and may also include individuals who 
are not members of a government: Provided 
further, That none of the funds appropriated 
under this heading shall be available for 
Zaire and Guatemala[: Provided further, That 
funds appropriated under this heading for 
grant financed military education and train- 
ing for Indonesia and Guatemala may only 
be available for expanded military education 
and training]. 
FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING PROGRAM 

For expenses necessary for grants to en- 
able the President to carry out the provi- 
sions of section 23 of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act, [$3,211,279,000} $3,207,500,000: [Pro- 
vided, That funds appropriated by this para- 
graph that are made available for Israel and 
Egypt shall be made available only as 
grants: Provided further, That the funds ap- 
propriated by this paragraph that are made 
available for Israel shall be disbursed within 
thirty days of enactment of this Act or by 
October 31, 1995, whichever is later: Provided 
further, That to the extent that the Govern- 
ment of Israel requests that funds be used for 
such purposes, grants made available for Is- 
rael by this paragraph shall, as agreed by Is- 
rael and the United States, be available for 
advanced weapons systems, of which not to 
exceed $475,000,000 shall be available for the 
procurement in Israel of defense articles and 
defense services, including research and de- 
velopment: Provided further, That funds made 
available under this paragraph shall be non- 
repayable notwithstanding any requirement 
in section 23 of the Arms Export Control 
Act:] Provided, That of the funds appropriated 
by this paragraph not less than $1,800,000,000 
shall be available for grants only for Israel, and 
not less than $1,300,000,000 shall be available for 
grants only for Egypt: Provided further, That 
the funds appropriated by this paragraph for Is- 
rael shall be disbursed within thirty days of en- 
actment of this Act or by October 31, 1995, 
whichever is later: Provided further, That to the 
extent that the Government of Israel requests 
that funds be used for such purposes, grants 
made available for Israel by this paragraph 
shall, as agreed by Israel and the United States, 
be available for advanced fighter aircraft pro- 
grams or for other advanced weapons systems, 
as follows: (1) up to $150,000,000 shall be avail- 
able for research and development in the United 
States; and (2) not less than $475,000,000 shall be 
available for the procurement in Israel of de- 
fense articles and defense services, including re- 
search and development: Provided further, That 
funds made available under this paragraph 
shall be nonrepayable notwithstanding any re- 
quirement in section 23 of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act: Provided further, That, for the purpose 
only of providing support for the Warsaw Ini- 
tiative Program, of the funds appropriated by 
this Act under the headings “Assistance for 
Eastern Europe and the Baltic States” and As- 
sistance for the New Independent States of the 
Former Soviet Union”, up to a total of 
$20,000,000 may be transferred, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, to the funds appro- 
priated under this paragraph: Provided further, 
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That none of the funds made available under 
this heading shall be available for any non- 
NATO country participating in the Partner- 
ship for Peace Program except through the 
regular notification procedures of the Com- 
mittees on Appropriations. 

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, of di- 
rect loans authorized by section 23 of the 
Arms Export Control Act as follows: cost of 
direct loans, $64,400,000: Provided, That these 
funds are available to subsidize gross obliga- 
tions for the principal amount of direct loans 
of not to exceed $544,000,000: Provided further, 
That the rate of interest charged on such 
loans shall be not less than the current aver- 
age market yield on outstanding marketable 
obligations of the United States of com- 
parable maturities: Provided further, That 
funds appropriated under this heading shall 
be made available for Greece and Turkey 
only on a loan basis, and the principal 
amount of direct loans for each country shall 
not exceed the following: $224,000,000 only for 
Greece and [shall not exceed] $320,000,000 
only for Turkey. 

None of the funds made available under 
this heading shall be available to finance the 
procurement of defense articles, defense 
services, or design and construction services 
that are not sold by the United States Gov- 
ernment under the Arms Export Control Act 
unless the foreign country proposing to 
make such procurements has first signed an 
agreement with the United States Govern- 
ment specifying the conditions under which 
such procurements may be financed with 
such funds: Provided, That all country and 
funding level increases in allocations shall 
be submitted through the regular notifica- 
tion procedures of section 515 of this Act: 
Provided further, That funds made available 
under this heading shall be obligated upon 
apportionment in accordance with paragraph 
(5ХС) of title 31, United States Code, section 
1501(а): Provided further, That none of the 
funds appropriated under this heading shall 
be available for Zaire, Sudan, Peru, Liberia, 
and Guatemala: Provided further, That none 
of the funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available for use under this heading may be 
made available for Colombia or Bolivia until 
the Secretary of State certifies that such 
funds will be used by such country primarily 
for counternarcotics activities: Provided fur- 
ther, That funds made available under this 
heading may be used, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, for demining activi- 
ties, and may include activities implemented 
through nongovernmental and international 
organizations: Provided further, That not 
more than $100,000,000 of the funds made 
available under this heading shall be avail- 
able for use in financing the procurement of 
defense articles, defense services, or design 
and construction services that are not sold 
by the United States Government under the 
Arms Export Control Act to countries other 
than Israel and Egypt: Provided further, That 
only those countries for which assistance 
was justified for the Foreign Military Sales 
Financing Program“ in the fiscal year 1989 
congressional presentation for security as- 
sistance programs may utilize funds made 
available under this heading for procurement 
of defense articles, defense services or design 
and construction services that are not sold 
by the United States Government under the 
Arms Export Control Act: Provided further, 
That, subject to the regular notification pro- 
cedures of the Committees on Appropria- 
tions, funds made available under this head- 
ing for the cost of direct loans may also be 
used to supplement the funds available under 
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this heading for grants, and funds made 
available under this heading for grants may 
also be used to supplement the funds avail- 
able under this heading for the cost of direct 
loans: Provided further, That funds appro- 
priated under this heading shall be expended 
at the minimum rate necessary to make 
timely payment for defense articles and 
services: Provided further, That the Depart- 
ment of Defense shall conduct during the 
current fiscal year nonreimbursable audits of 
private firms whose contracts are made di- 
rectly with foreign governments and are fi- 
nanced with funds made available under this 
heading (as well as subcontractors there- 
under) as requested by the Defense Security 
Assistance Agency: Provided further, That 
not more than [$24,000,000] $22,500,000 of the 
funds appropriated under this heading may 
be obligated for necessary expenses, includ- 
ing the purchase of passenger motor vehicles 
for replacement only for use outside of the 
United States, for the general costs of ad- 
ministering military assistance and sales: 
Provided further, That not more than 
$355,000,000 of funds realized pursuant to sec- 
tion 21(е)(1)(А) of the Arms Export Control 
Act may be obligated for expenses incurred 
by the Department of Defense during fiscal 
year 1996 pursuant to section 43(b) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, except that this 
limitation may be exceeded only through the 
regular notification procedures of the Com- 
mittees on Appropriations. 
PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 551 of the Foreign As- 
sistance Act of 1961, [$68,300,000] $72,033,000: 
Provided, That none of the funds appropriated 
under this paragraph shall be obligated or er- 
pended except as provided through the regular 
notification procedures of the Committees on 
Appropriations. 

TITLE IV—MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC 

ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 
CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL BANK 
FOR RECONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT 

For payment to the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, for the United States 
share of the paid-in share portion of the in- 
creases in capital stock for the General Cap- 
ital Increase, [$23,009,000] $28,189,963, to re- 
main available until expended. 

For payment to the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, for the United States 
contribution to the Global Environment Fa- 
cility (GEF), [$30,000,000] $50,000,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 1997. 

LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL 
SUBSCRIPTIONS 

The United States Governor of the Inter- 
national Bank for Reconstruction and Devel- 
opment may subscribe without fiscal year 
limitation to the callable capital portion of 
the United States share of increases in cap- 
ital stock in an amount not to exceed 
15743,900,0001 5911,475,013. 

CONTRIBUTION ТО THE INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 

For payment to the International Develop- 
ment Association by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, 15575,000,0001 $775,000,000, for the 
United States contribution to the tenth re- 
plenishment, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL FINANCE 
CORPORATION 

For payment to the International Finance 

Corporation by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
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$67,550,000, for the United States share of the in- 
crease in subscriptions to capital stock, to re- 
main available until erpended: Provided, That 
of the amount appropriated under this heading 
not more than $5,269,000 may be erpended for 
the purchase of such stock in fiscal year 1996. 
CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTER-AMERICAN 
DEVELOPMENT BANK 
For payment to the Inter-American Devel- 
opment Bank by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, for the United States share of the paid- 
in share portion of the increase in capital 
stock, [$25,950,000] $25,952,110, and for the 
United States share of the increase in the re- 
sources of the Fund for Special Operations, 
$20,000,000, to remain available until expended. 
LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL 
SUBSCRIPTIONS 
The United States Governor of the Inter- 
American Development Bank may subscribe 
without fiscal year limitation to the callable 
capital portion of the United States share of 
such capital stock in an amount not to ex- 
ceed [$1,523,000,000] 87.523.767. 142. 
CONTRIBUTION TO THE ENTERPRISE FOR THE 
AMERICAS MULTILATERAL INVESTMENT FUND 
For payment to the Enterprise for the Ameri- 
cas Multilateral Investment Fund by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, for the United States 
contribution to the Fund to be administered by 
the Inter-American Development Bank, 
$70,000,000 to remain available until erpended. 
CONTRIBUTION TO THE ASIAN DEVELOPMENT 
BANK 
For payment to the Asian Development 
Bank by the Secretary of the Treasury for 
the United States share of the paid-in por- 
tion of the increase in capital stock, 
[$13,200,000] $73,221,596, to remain available 
until expended. 
LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL 
SUBSCRIPTIONS 
The United States Governor of the Asian 
Development Bank may subscribe without 
fiscal year limitation to the callable capital 
portion of the United States share of such 
capital stock in an amount not to exceed 
І5647,000,0001 $647,858,204. 
CONTRIBUTION TO THE ASIAN DEVELOPMENT 
FUND 
For the United States contribution by the 
Secretary of the Treasury to the increases in 
resources of the Asian Development Fund, 
as authorized by the Asian Development 
Bank Act, as amended (Public Law 89-369), 
18100. 000.0001 $770,000,000, to remain available 
until expended. 
CONTRIBUTION TO THE EUROPEAN BANK FOR 
RECONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT 
For payment to the European Bank for Не- 
construction and Development by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury. [$69,180,000] 
$70,000,000, for the United States share of the 
paid-in share portion of the initial capital 
subscription, to remain available until ex- 
pended: Provided, That of the amount appro- 
priated under this heading not more than 
$54,600,000 may be expended for the purchase 
of such stock in fiscal year 1996. 
LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL 
SUBSCRIPTIONS 


The United States Governor of the Euro- 
pean Bank for Reconstruction and Develop- 
ment may subscribe without fiscal year limi- 
tation to the callable capital portion of the 
United States share of such capital stock in 
an amount not to exceed [$161,400,000] 
5163,333,333. 

[NORTH AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK 

[For payment to the North American De- 
velopment Bank by the Secretary of the 
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Treasury, for the United States share of the 
paid-in portion of the capital stock, 
$56,250,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 
[LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL 
SUBSCRIPTIONS 

{The United States Governor of the North 
American Development Bank may subscribe 
without fiscal year limitation to the callable 
capital portion of the United States share of 
the capital stock of the North American De- 
velopment Bank in an amount not to exceed 
5318,750,000.1 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 301 of the Foreign As- 
sistance Act of 1961, and of section 2 of the 
United Nations Environment Program Par- 
ticipation Act of 1973,  [$155,000,000] 
$260,000,000; Provided, That none of the funds 
appropriated under this heading shall be 
made available for the United Nations Fund 
for Science and Technology: Provided further, 
That funds appropriated under this heading 
may be made available for the International 
Atomic Energy Agency only if the Secretary 
of State determines (and so reports to the 
Congress) that Israel is not being denied its 
right to participate in the activities of that 
Agency: Provided further, That any reduction 
in the amounts made available under this head- 
ing for each of the United Nations Development 
Program, the United Nations Children's Fund, 
the United Nations Environment Program, and 
the International Atomic Energy Agency, from 
the amounts made available under this heading 
for such organizations for fiscal year 1995, shall 
not exceed the percentage by which the total 
amount appropriated under this heading is re- 
duced from the total amount appropriated under 
this heading for fiscal year 1995: Provided fur- 
ther, That none of the funds appropriated 
under this heading that are made available 
to the United Nations Population Fund 
(UNFPA) shall be made available for activi- 
ties in the People's Republic of China: Pro- 
vided further, That not тоге than 
[$25,000,000] $35,000,000 of the funds appro- 
priated under this heading may be made 
available to the UNFPA: Provided further, 
That not more than one-half of this amount 
may be provided to UNFPA before March 1, 
1996, and that no later than February 15, 1996, 
the Secretary of State shall submit a report 
to the Committees on Appropriations indi- 
cating the amount UNFPA is budgeting for 
the People’s Republic of China in 1996: Pro- 
vided further, That any amount UNFPA plans 
to spend in the People’s Republic of China in 
1996 above $7,000,000, shall be deducted from 
the amount of funds provided to UNFPA 
after March 1, 1996 pursuant to the previous 
provisos: Provided further, That with respect 
to any funds appropriated under this heading 
that are made available to UNFPA, UNFPA 
shall be required to maintain such funds іп a 
separate account and not commingle them 
with any other funds{: Provided further, That 
up to $13,000,000 may be made available to 
the Korean Peninsula Energy Development 
Organization (KEDO) for administrative ex- 
penses and heavy fuel oil costs associated 
with the Framework Agreement: Provided 
further, That additional funds may be made 
available to KEDO subject to the regular no- 
tification procedures of the Committees on 
Appropriations]. 

TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
OBLIGATIONS DURING LAST MONTH OF 
AVAILABILITY 

Бес. 501. Except for the appropriations en- 
titled “International Disaster Assistance", 
and “United States Emergency Refugee and 
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Migration Assistance Fund“, not more than 
15 per centum of any appropriation item 
made available by this Act shall be obligated 
during the last month of availability. 


PROHIBITION OF BILATERAL FUNDING FOR 
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 


БЕС. 502. None of the funds contained іп 
title П of this Act may be used to carry out 
the provisions of section 209d) of the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961. 


LIMITATION ON RESIDENCE EXPENSES 


Бес. 503. Of the funds appropriated or made 
available pursuant to this Act, not to exceed 
5126.500 shall be for official residence ex- 
penses of the Agency for International De- 
velopment during the current fiscal year: 
Provided, That appropriate steps shall be 
taken to assure that, to the maximum ex- 
tent possible, United States-owned foreigu 
currencies are utilized in lieu of dollars. 


LIMITATION ON EXPENSES 


БЕС. 504. Of the funds appropriated or made 
available pursuant to this Act, [not to ex- 
ceed $5,000} no funds shall be for entertain- 
ment expenses of the Agency for Inter- 
national Development during the current fis- 
cal year. 

LIMITATION ON REPRESENTATIONAL 
ALLOWANCES 


БЕС. 505. Of the funds appropriated or made 
available pursuant to this Act, not to exceed 
$95,000 shall be available for representation 
allowances for the Agency for International 
Development during the current fiscal year: 
Provided, That appropriate steps shall be 
taken to assure that, to the maximum ex- 
tent possible, United States-owned foreign 
currencies are utilized in lieu of dollars: Pro- 
vided further, That of the funds made avail- 
able by this Act for general costs of admin- 
istering military assistance and sales under 
the heading “Foreign Military Financing 
Program”, [not to exceed $2,000] no funds 
shall be available for entertainment ex- 
penses and not to exceed $50,000 shall be 
available for representation allowances: Pro- 
vided further, That of the funds made avail- 
able by this Act under the heading “Іпбег- 
national Military Education and Training“. 
not to exceed $50,000 shall be available for 
entertainment allowances: Provided further, 
That of the funds made available by this Act 
for the Inter-American Foundation, no funds 
shall be available for entertainment and not to 
exceed $2,000 shall be available for [enter- 
tainment апа] representation allowances: 
Provided further, That of the funds made 
available by this Act for the Peace Corps, 
[not to exceed a total of $4,000] no funds 
shall be available for entertainment ex- 
penses: Provided further, That of the funds 
made available by this Act under the head- 
ing Trade and Development Agency“, no 
funds shall be available for entertainment and 
not to exceed $2,000 shall be available for rep- 
resentation [and entertainment] allowances. 

PROHIBITION ON FINANCING NUCLEAR GOODS 

БЕС. 506. None of the funds appropriated or 
made available (other than funds for Inter- 
national Organizations and Programs“) pur- 
suant to this Act, for carrying out the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961, may be used, ex- 
cept for purposes of nuclear safety, to fi- 
nance the export of nuclear equipment, fuel, 
or technology. 

PROHIBITION AGAINST DIRECT FUNDING FOR 

CERTAIN COUNTRIES 

Sec. 507. None of the funds appropriated ог 
otherwise made available pursuant to this 
Act shall be obligated or expended to finance 
directly any assistance or reparations to 
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Cuba, Iraq, Libya, North Korea, Iran, Serbia, 
Sudan, or Syria: Provided, That for purposes 
of this section, the prohibition on obliga- 
tions or expenditures shall include direct 
loans, credits, insurance and guarantees of 
the Export-Import Bank or its agents. 
MILITARY COUPS 

Sec. 508. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available pursuant to this 
Act shall be obligated or expended to finance 
directly any assistance to any country whose 
duly elected Head of Government is deposed 
by military coup or decree: Provided, That 
assistance may be resumed to such country 
if the President determines and reports to 
the Committees on Appropriations that sub- 
sequent to the termination of assistance a 
democratically elected government has 
taken office. 

TRANSFERS BETWEEN ACCOUNTS 

Sec. 509. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be obligated under an appro- 
priation account to which they were not ap- 
propriated, except for transfers specifically 
provided for in this Act, unless the Presi- 
dent, prior to the exercise of any authority 
contained in the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 to transfer funds, consults with and pro- 
vides a written policy justification to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate: Provided, 
That the exercise of such authority shall be 
subject to the regular notification proce- 
dures of the Committees on Appropriations, 
except for transfers specifically referred to 
in this Act. 

DEOBLIGATION/REOBLIGATION AUTHORITY 

Sec. 510. (а) Amounts certified pursuant to 
section 1311 of the Supplemental Appropria- 
tions Act, 1955, as having been obligated 
against appropriations heretofore made 
under the authority of the Foreign Assist- 
ance Act of 1961 for the same general purpose 
as any of the headings under title П of this 
Act are, if deobligated, hereby continued 
available for the same period as the respec- 
tive appropriations under such headings or 
until September 30, 1996, whichever is later, 
and for the same general purpose, and for 
countries within the same region as origi- 
nally obligated: Provided, That the Appro- 
priations Committees of both Houses of the 
Congress are notified fifteen days in advance 
of the deobligation and reobligation of such 
funds in accordance with regular notification 
procedures of the Committees on Арргоргіа- 


tions. 

(b) Obligated balances of funds appropriated 
to carry out section 23 of the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act as of the end of the fiscal year imme- 
diately preceding the current fiscal year are, if 
deobligated, hereby continued available during 
the current fiscal year for the same purpose 
under any authority applicable to such appro- 
priations under this Act: Provided, That the au- 
thority of this subsection may not be used in fis- 
cal year 1996. 

AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS 

БЕС. 511. No part of any appropriation con- 
tained in this Act shall remain available for 
obligation after the expiration of the current 
fiscal year unless expressly so provided in 
this Act: Provided, That funds appropriated 
for the purposes of chapters 1, 8 and 11 of 
part I, section 667, and chapter 4 of part II of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended, and funds provided under the head- 
ing “Assistance for Eastern Europe and the 
Baltic States”, shall remain available until 
expended if such funds are initially obligated 
before the expiration of their respective peri- 
ods of availability contained in this Act: Pro- 
vided further, That, notwithstanding any 
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other provision of this Act, any funds made 
available for the purposes of chapter 1 of 
part I and chapter 4 of part П of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 which are allocated or 
obligated for cash disbursements in order to 
address balance of payments or economic 
policy reform objectives, shall remain avail- 
able until expended: Provided further, That 
the report required by section 653(a) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 shall des- 
ignate for each country, to the extent known 
at the time of submission of such report, 
those funds allocated for cash disbursement 
for balance of payment and economic policy 
reform purposes. 

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES IN 

DEFAULT 

Sec. 512. No part of any appropriation con- 
tained in this Act shall be used to furnish as- 
sistance to any country which is in default 
during a period in excess of one calendar 
year in payment to the United States of 
principal or interest on any loan made to 
such country by the United States pursuant 
to a program for which funds are appro- 
priated under this Act: Provided, That this 
section and section 620(q) of the Foreign As- 
sistance Act of 1961 shall not apply to funds 
made available in this Act or during the cur- 
rent fiscal year for Nicaragua, and for any 
narcotics-related assistance for Colombia, 
Bolivia, and Peru authorized by the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 or the Arms Export 
Control Act. 

COMMERCE AND TRADE 

БЕС. 513. (а) None of the funds appropriated 
or made available pursuant to this Act for 
direct assistance and none of the funds oth- 
erwise made available pursuant to this Act 
to the Export-Import Bank and the Overseas 
Private Investment Corporation shall be ob- 
ligated or expended to finance any loan, any 
assistance or any other financial commit- 
ments for establishing or expanding produc- 
tion of any commodity for export by any 
country other than the United States, if the 
commodity is likely to be in surplus on 
world markets at the time the resulting pro- 
ductive capacity is expected to become oper- 
ative and if the assistance will cause sub- 
stantial injury to United States producers of 
the same, similar, or competing commodity: 
Provided, That such prohibition shall not 
apply to the Export-Import Bank if in the 
judgment of its Board of Directors the bene- 
fits to industry and employment in the Unit- 
ed States are likely to outweigh the injury 
to United States producers of the same, simi- 
lar, or competing commodity, and the Chair- 
man of the Board so notifies the Committees on 
Appropriations. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated by this 
or any. other Act to carry out chapter 1 of 
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
shall be available for any testing or breeding 
feasibility study, variety improvement or in- 
troduction, consultancy, publication, con- 
ference, or training in connection with the 
growth or production in a foreign country of 
an agricultural commodity for export which 
would compete with a similar commodity 
grown or produced in the United States: Pro- 
vided, That this subsection shall not pro- 
hibit— 

(1) activities designed to increase food se- 
curity in developing countries where such 
activities will not have a significant impact 
in the export of agricultural commodities of 
the United States; or 

(2) research activities intended primarily 
to benefit American producers. 

SURPLUS COMMODITIES 

Sec. 514. The Secretary of the Treasury 

shall instruct the United States Executive 
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Directors of the International Bank for Re- 
construction and Development, the Inter- 


national Development Association, the 
International Finance Corporation, the 
Inter-American Development Bank, the 


International Monetary Fund, the Asian De- 
velopment Bank, the Inter-American Invest- 
ment Corporation, the North American De- 
velopment Bank, the European Bank for Re- 
construction and Development, the African 
Development Bank, and the African Develop- 
ment Fund to use the voice and vote of the 
United States to oppose any assistance by 
these institutions, using funds appropriated 
or made available pursuant to this Act, for 
the production or extraction of any commod- 
ity or mineral for export, if it is in surplus 
on world markets and if the assistance will 
cause substantial injury to United States 
producers of the same, similar, or competing 
commodity. 
NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS 

Sec. 515. For the purposes of providing the 
Executive Branch with the necessary admin- 
istrative flexibility, none of the funds made 
available under this Act for [‘‘Child Survival 
and Disease Programs Fund", Development 
Assistance Fund“, Development Fund for 
Africa“, ! “Economic Assistance”, Inter- 
national organizations and programs“, 
“Trade and Development Agency“, Inter- 
national narcotics control", Assistance for 
Eastern Europe and the Baltic States“, As- 
sistance for the New Independent States of 
the Former Soviet Union", [“Есопотіс Sup- 
port Fund“, “Peacekeeping operations", 
“Operating expenses of the Agency for Inter- 
national Development", “Operating expenses 
of the Agency for International Development 
Office of Inspector General", ‘‘Nonprolifera- 
tion and Disarmament Fund“, Anti-terror- 
ism assistance“, Foreign Military Financ- 
ing Program“, International military edu- 
cation and training“, [‘‘Inter-American 
Foundation", African Development Foun- 
dation“, I “Peace Corps“ “Middle East Fund” 
or Migration and refugee assistance“, [ог 
“United States Emergency Refugee and Mi- 
gration Assistance Fund’’,] shall be avail- 
able for obligation for activities, programs, 
projects, type of materiel assistance, coun- 
tries, or other operations not justified or in 
excess of the amount justified to the Appro- 
priations Committees for obligation under 
any of these specific headings unless the Ap- 
propriations Committees of both Houses of 
Congress are previously notified fifteen days 
in advance: Provided, That the President 
shall not enter into any commitment of 
funds appropriated for the purposes of sec- 
tion 23 of the Arms Export Control Act for 
the provision of major defense equipment, 
other than conventional ammunition, or 
other major defense items defined to be air- 
craft, ships, missiles, or combat vehicles, not 
previously justified to Congress or 20 per 
centum in excess of the quantities justified 
to Congress unless the Committees on Ap- 
propriations are notified fifteen days in ad- 
vance of such commitment: Provided further, 
That this section shall not apply to any re- 
programming for an activity, program, or 
project under chapter 1 of part I of the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961 of less than [20] 
10 per centum of the amount previously jus- 
tified to the Congress for obligation for such 
activity, program, or project for the current 
fiscal year: Provided further, That the re- 
quirements of this section or any similar 
provision of this Act or any prior Act requir- 
ing notification in accordance with the regu- 
lar notification procedures of the Commit- 
tees on Appropriations may be waived if fail- 
ure to do so would pose a substantial risk to 
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human health or welfare: Provided further, 

That in case of any such waiver, notification 

to the Congress, or the appropriate congres- 

sional committees, shall be provided as early 
as practicable, but in no event later than 
three days after taking the action to which 
such notification requirement was applica- 
ble, in the context of the circumstances ne- 
cessitating such waiver: Provided further, 

That any notification provided pursuant to 

such a waiver shall contain an explanation of 

the emergency circumstances. 

Drawdowns made pursuant to section 
506(a)(2) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
shall be subject to the regular notification 
procedures of the Committees on Appropria- 
tions. 

LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS 

БЕС. 516. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law or of this Act, none of the funds 
provided for “International Organizations 
and Programs“ shall be available for the 
United States proportionate share, in ac- 
cordance with section 307(c) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, for any programs 
identified in section 307, or for Libya, Iran, 
or, at the discretion of the President, Com- 
munist countries listed in section 620(f) of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended: Provided, That, subject to the regu- 
lar notification procedures of the Commit- 
tees on Appropriations, funds appropriated 
under this Act or any previously enacted Act 
making appropriations for foreign oper- 
ations, export financing, and related pro- 
grams, which are returned or not made avail- 
able for organizations and programs because 
of the implementation of this section or any 
similar provision of law, shall remain avail- 
able for obligation through September 30, 
1997. 

ECONOMIC [SUPPORT FUND] ASSISTANCE FOR 

ISRAEL 

БЕС. 517. The Congress finds that progress 
on the peace process in the Middle East is vi- 
tally important to United States security in- 
terests in the region. The Congress recog- 
nizes that, in fulfilling its obligations under 
the Treaty of Peace Between the Arab Re- 
public of Egypt and the State of Israel, done 
at Washington on March 26, 1979, Israel in- 
curred severe economic burdens. Further- 
more, the Congress recognizes that an eco- 
nomically and militarily secure Israel serves 
the security interests of the United States, 
for a secure Israel is an Israel which has the 
incentive and confidence to continue pursu- 
ing the peace process. Therefore, the Con- 
gress declares that, subject to the availabil- 
ity of appropriations, it is the policy and the 
intention of the United States that the funds 
provided in annual appropriations for [the 
Economic Support Fund] economic assistance 
which are allocated to Israel shall not be less 
than the annual debt repayment (interest 
and principal) from Israel to the United 
States Government in recognition that such 
a principle serves United States interests in 
the region. 

PROHIBITION [CONCERNING ABORTIONS] ON 
FUNDING FOR ABORTIONS AND INVOLUNTARY 
STERILIZATION 
БЕС. 518. None of the funds made available 

to carry out part I of the Foreign Assistance 

Act of 1961, as amended, may be used to pay 

for the performance of abortions as a method 

of family planning or to motivate or coerce 
any person to practice abortions. None of the 
funds made available to carry out part I of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended, may be used to pay for the per- 
formance of involuntary sterilization as a 
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method of family planning or to coerce or 
provide any financial incentive to any person 
to undergo sterilizations. None of the funds 
made available to carry out part I of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, 
may be used to pay for any biomedical re- 
search which relates in whole or in part, to 
methods of, or the performance of, abortions 
or involuntary sterilization as a means of 
family planning. None of the funds made 
available to carry out part I of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, may be 
obligated or expended for any country or or- 
ganization if the President certifies that the 
use of these funds by any such country or or- 
ganization would violate any of the above 
provisions related to abortions and involun- 
tary sterilizations: Provided, That in deter- 
mining eligibility for assistance from funds ap- 
propriated to carry out section 104 of the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961, nongovernmental 
and multilateral organizations shall not be sub- 
jected to requirements more restrictive than the 
requirements applicable to foreign governments 
for such assistance: Provided further, That none 
of the funds made available under this Act may 
be used to lobby for or against abortion. 
REPORTING REQUIREMENT 

БЕС. 519. The President shall submit to the 
Committees on Appropriations the reports 
required by section 25(a)(1) of the Arms Ex- 
port Control Act. 


SPECIAL NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS 


БЕС. 520. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act shall be obligated or expended for 
Colombia, Dominican Republic, Guatemala, 
Haiti, [Indonesia,] Liberia, Nicaragua, Paki- 
stan, Peru, [Russia,] Sudan, or Zaire except 
as provided through the regular notification 
procedures of the Committees on Appropria- 
tions: Provided, That this section shall not 
apply to funds appropriated by this Act to 
carry out the provisions of chapter 1 of part 
I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 that 
are made available for [Indonesia and} Nica- 
ragua. 

DEFINITION OF PROGRAM, PROJECT, AND 
ACTIVITY 


Бес. 521. For the purpose of this Act, pro- 
gram, project, and activity” shall be defined 
at the Appropriations Act account level and 
shall include all Appropriations and Author- 
izations Acts earmarks, ceilings, and limita- 
tions with the exception that for the follow- 
ing accounts: Economic Support Fund and 
Foreign Military Financing Program, pro- 
gram, project, and асбіуібу” shall also be 
considered to include country, regional, and 
central program level funding within each 
such account; for the development assistance 
accounts of the Agency for International De- 
velopment “program, project, and activity” 
shall also be considered to include central 
program level funding, either as (1) justified 
to the Congress, or (2) allocated by the exec- 
utive branch in accordance with a report, to 
be provided to the Committees on Appropria- 
tions within thirty days of enactment of this 
Act, as required by section 653(a) of the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961. 


FAMILY PLANNING, CHILD SURVIVAL AND AIDS 
ACTIVITIES 


SEC. 522. Up to $8,000,000 of the funds made 
available by this Act for assistance for fam- 
ily planning, health, child survival, and 
AIDS, may be used to reimburse United 
States Government agencies, agencies of 
State governments, institutions of higher 
learning, and private and voluntary organi- 
zations for the full cost of individuals (in- 
cluding for the personal services of such indi- 
viduals) detailed or assigned to, or con- 
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tracted by, as the case may be, the Agency 
for International Development for the pur- 
pose of carrying out family planning activi- 
ties, child survival activities and activities 
relating to research on, and the treatment 
and control of, acquired immune deficiency 
syndrome in developing countries: Provided, 
That funds appropriated by this Act that are 
made available for child survival activities 
or activities relating to research on, and the 
treatment and control of, acquired immune 
deficiency syndrome may be made available 
notwithstanding any provision of law that 
restricts assistance to foreign countries: Pro- 
vided further, That funds appropriated by this 

Act that are made available for family plan- 

ning activities may be made available not- 

withstanding section 512 of this Act and sec- 
tion 620(q) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 

1961. 

PROHIBITION AGAINST INDIRECT FUNDING TO 

CERTAIN COUNTRIES 

БЕс. 523. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available pursuant to this 
Act shall be obligated to finance indirectly 
any assistance or reparations to Cuba, Iraq, 
Libya, Iran, Syria, North Korea, or the Peo- 
ple’s Republic of China, unless the President 
of the United States certifies that the with- 
holding of these funds is contrary to the na- 
tional security interest of the United States. 

RECIPROCAL LEASING 

Sec. 524. Section 61(а) of the Arms Export 
Control Act is amended by striking out 
1995” and inserting in lieu thereof 1996. 

NOTIFICATION ON EXCESS DEFENSE EQUIPMENT 

БЕС. 525. Prior to providing excess Depart- 
ment of Defense articles in accordance with 
section 516(а) of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961, the Department of Defense shall no- 
tify the Committees on Appropriations to 
the same extent and under the same condi- 
tions as are other committees pursuant to 
subsection (c) of that section: Provided, That 
before issuing a letter of offer to sell excess 
defense articles under the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act, the Department of Defense shall no- 
tify the Committees on Appropriations in ac- 
cordance with the regular notification ргосе- 
dures of such Committees: Provided further, 
That such Committees shall also be informed 
of the original acquisition cost of such de- 
fense articles. 

AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENT 

Sec. 526. Funds appropriated by this Act 
may be obligated and expended [subject to] 
notwithstanding section 10 of Public Law 91- 
672 and section 15 of the State Department 
Basic Authorities Act of 1956. 

OPPOSITION TO ASSISTANCE TO TERRORIST 
COUNTRIES BY INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL IN- 
STITUTIONS 
БЕс. 527. (a) INSTRUCTIONS FOR UNITED 

STATES EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS.—The Sec- 

retary of the Treasury shall instruct the 

United States Executive Director of each 

international financial institution des- 

ignated in subsection (b), and the Adminis- 
trator of the Agency for International Devel- 
opment shall instruct the United States Ex- 
ecutive Director of the International Fund 
for Agriculture Development, to use the 
voice and vote of the United States to oppose 
any loan or other use of the funds of the re- 
spective institution to or for a country for 
which the Secretary of State has made a de- 
termination under section 6(j) of the Export 

Administration Act of 1979. 

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term “international financial insti- 
tution” includes— 

(1) the International Bank for Reconstruc- 
tion and Development, the International De- 
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velopment Association, and the Inter- 
national Monetary Fund; and 

(2) wherever applicable, the Inter-Amer- 
ican Development Bank, the Asian Develop- 
ment Bank, the African Development Bank, 
the African Development Fund, and the Eu- 
ropean Bank for Reconstruction and Devel- 
opment. 

PROHIBITION ON BILATERAL ASSISTANCE TO 
TERRORIST COUNTRIES 

SEC. 527A. (a) Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, funds appropriated for bilateral 
assistance under any heading of this Act and 
funds appropriated under any such heading in 
a provision of law enacted prior to enactment of 
this Act, shall not be made available to any 
country which the President determines— 

(1) grants sanctuary from prosecution to any 
individual or group which has committed an act 
of international terrorism, or 

(2) otherwise supports international terrorism. 

(b) The President may waive the application 
of subsection (a) to a country if the President 
determines that national security or humani- 
tarian reasons justify such waiver. The Presi- 
dent shall publish each waiver in the Federal 
Register and, at least fifteen days before the 
waiver takes effect, shall notify the Committees 
on Appropriations of the waiver (including the 
justification for the waiver) in accordance with 
the regular notification procedures of the Com- 
mittees on Appropriations. 

COMMERCIAL LEASING OF DEFENSE ARTICLES 

Sec. 528. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, and subject to the regular notifi- 
cation requirements of the Committees on 
Appropriations, the authority of section 
23(a) of the Arms Export Control Act may be 
used to provide financing to [Israel апа) 15- 
rael, Egypt and NATO and major non-NATO 
allies for the procurement by leasing (includ- 
ing leasing with an option to purchase) of de- 
fense articles from United States commer- 
cial suppliers, not including Major Defense 
Equipment (other than helicopters and other 
types of aircraft having possible civilian ap- 
plication), if the President determines that 
there are compelling foreign policy or na- 
tional security reasons for those defense ar- 
ticles being provided by commercial lease 
rather than by government-to-government 
sale under such Act. 

COMPETITIVE INSURANCE 

SEC. 528A. All Agency for International Devel- 
opment contracts and solicitations, and sub- 
contracts entered into under such contracts, 
shall include a clause requiring that United 
States insurance companies have a fair oppor- 
tunity to bid for insurance when such insurance 
is necessary or appropriate. 

[ISTINGERS IN THE PERSIAN GULF REGION 

(Sec. 529. Except as provided in section 581 
of the Foreign Operations, Export Financing, 
and Related Programs Appropriations Act, 
1990, the United States may not sell or other- 
wise make available any Stingers to any 
country bordering the Persian Gulf under 
the Arms Export Control Act or chapter 2 of 
part П of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961.] 

DEBT-FOR-DEVELOPMENT 

Бес. 530. In order to enhance the continued 
participation of nongovernmental organiza- 
tions in economic assistance activities under 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, including 
endowments, debt-for-development and debt- 
for-nature exchanges, a nongovernmental ог- 
ganization which is a grantee or contractor 
of the Agency for International Development 
may place in interest bearing accounts funds 
made available under this Act or prior Acts 
or local currencies which accrue to that or- 
ganization as a result of economic assistance 
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provided under title П of this Act and any 
interest earned on such investment may be 
used for the purpose for which the assistance 
was provided to that organization. 


[LOCATION OF STOCKPILES 


ІБЕс. 531. Section 514(b)(2) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 is amended by striking 
out “а total of $200,000,000 for stockpiles іп 
Israel for fiscal years 1994 and 1995, up to 
$40,000,000 may be made available for stock- 
piles in the Republic of Korea, and up to 
$10,000,000 may be made available for stock- 
piles in Thailand for fiscal year 1995.” and іп- 
serting in lieu thereof 5200, 000, 000 for stock- 
piles in Israel, $40,000,000 for stockpiles in the 
Republic of Korea and $10,000,000 for stock- 
piles in Thailand for fiscal year 1996”.1 

COMPETITIVE PRICING FOR SALES OF DEFENSE 

ARTICLES 

SEC. 531A. (а) COSTING BASIS.—Section 22 of 
the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2762) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

d) COMPETITIVE PRICING.—Procurement 
contracts made in implementation of sales under 
this section for defense articles and defense 
services wholly paid for funds made available 
on a nonrepayable basis shall be priced on the 
same costing basis with regard to profit, over- 
head, independent research and development, 
bid and proposal, and other costing elements, as 
is applicable to procurements of like items pur- 
chased by the Department of Defense for its own 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE AND IMPLEMENTING REG- 
ULATIONS.—Section 22(d) of the Arms Export 
Control Act, as added by subsection (a)— 

(1) shall take effect on the 60th day following 
the date of the enactment of this Act; 

(2) shall be applicable only to contracts made 
in implementation of sales made after such ef- 
fective date; and 

(3) shall be implemented by revised procure- 
ment regulations, which shall be issued prior to 
such effective date. 

STOCKPILES OF DEFENSE ARTICLES 

SEC. 531В. (a) LIMITATION ON VALUE OF ADDI- 
TIONS.—Section 514(b)(1) of the Foreign Assist- 
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2321%(5)(1)) is 
amended by inserting “от in the implementation 
of agreements with Israel” after North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization"’. 

(b) ADDITIONS IN FISCAL YEARS 1996 AND 
1997.—Section 514(b)(2) of such Act (22 U.S.C. 
2321h(b)(2)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(2)(A) The value of such additions to stock- 
piles of defense articles in foreign countries 
shall not exceed $50,000,000 for each of the fiscal 
years 1996 and 1997. 

“(В) Of the amount specified in subparagraph 
(A) for each of the fiscal years 1996 and 1997, 
not more than $40,000,000 may be made available 
for stockpiles in the Republic of Korea and not 
more than $10,000,000 may be made available for 
stockpiles in Thailand. 

(с) LOCATION OF STOCKPILES OF DEFENSE AU- 
THORITIES.—Section 514(с) of such Act (22 
U.S.C. 2321һ(с)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(с) LOCATION OF STOCKPILES OF DEFENSE 
ARTICLES. — 

Y LIMITATION.—Except as provided in para- 
graph (2), no stockpile of defense articles may be 
located outside the boundaries of a United 
States military base or a military base used pri- 
marily by the United States. 

“(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply with respect to stockpiles of defense arti- 
cles located in the Republic of Korea, Thailand, 
any country that is a member of the North At- 
lantic Treaty Organization, any country that is 
а major non-NATO ally, or any other country 
the President may designate. At least 15 days 
before designating a country pursuant to the 
last clause of the preceding sentence, the Presi- 
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dent shall notify the congressional committees 
specified in section 634A(a) in accordance with 
the procedures applicable to reprogramming no- 
tifications under that section. 

SEPARATE ACCOUNTS 

Sec. 532. (a) SEPARATE ACCOUNTS FOR 
LOCAL CURRENCIES.—(1) If assistance is fur- 
nished to the government of a foreign coun- 
try under chapters 1 and 10 of part I or chap- 
ter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 under agreements which result in the 
generation of local currencies of that coun- 
try, the Administrator of the Agency for 
International Development shall— 

(A) require that local currencies be depos- 
ited in a separate account established by 
that government; 

(B) enter into an agreement with that gov- 
ernment which sets forth— 

(i) the amount of the local currencies to be 
generated, and 

(ii) the terms and conditions under which 
the currencies so deposited may be utilized, 
consistent with this section; and 

(C) establish by agreement with that gov- 
ernment the responsibilities of the Agency 
for International Development and that gov- 
ernment to monitor and account for deposits 
into and disbursements from the separate ac- 
count. 

(2) USES OF LOCAL CURRENCIES.—As may be 
agreed upon with the foreign government, 
local currencies deposited in a separate ac- 
count pursuant to subsection (a), or an 
equivalent amount of local currencies, shall 
be used only— 

(A) to carry out chapters 1 or 10 of part I 
or chapter 4 of part II (as the case may be), 
for such purposes as— 

(i) project and sector assistance activities, 
or 

(ii) debt and deficit financing; or 

(B) for the administrative requirements of 
the United States Government. 

(3) PROGRAMMING ACCOUNTABILITY.—The 
Agency for International Development shail 
take all appropriate steps to ensure that the 
equivalent of the local currencies disbursed 
pursuant to subsection (a)(2)(A) from the 
separate account established pursuant to 
subsection (a)(1) are used for the purposes 
agreed upon pursuant to subsection (a)(2). 

(4) TERMINATION OF ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAMS.—Upon termination of assistance to a 
country under chapters 1 or 10 of part I or 
chapter 4 of part II (as the case may be), any 
unencumbered balances of funds which re- 
main in a separate account established pur- 
suant to subsection (a) shall be disposed of 
for such purposes as may be agreed to by the 
government of that country and the United 
States Government. 

(5) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The provi- 
sions of this subsection shall supersede the 
tenth and eleventh provisos contained under 
the heading Sub-Saharan Africa, Develop- 
ment Assistance” as included in the Foreign 
Operations, Export Financing, and Related 
Programs Appropriations Act, 1989 and sec- 
tions 531(d) and 609 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961. 

(b) SEPARATE ACCOUNTS FOR CASH TRANS- 
FERS.—(1) If assistance is made available to 
the government of a foreign country, under 
chapters 1 or 10 of part I or chapter 4 of part 
II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
cash transfer assistance or as nonproject sec- 
tor assistance, that country shall be required 
to maintain such funds in a separate account 
and not commingle them with any other 
funds. 


(2) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER PROVISIONS OF 
LAw.—Such funds may be obligated and ex- 
pended notwithstanding provisions of law 
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which are inconsistent with the nature of 
this assistance including provisions which 
are referenced in the Joint Explanatory 
Statement of the Committee of Conference 
accompanying House Joint Resolution 648 
(Н. Report No. 98-1159). 

(3) NOTIFICATION.—At least fifteen days 
prior to obligating any such cash transfer or 
nonproject sector assistance, the President 
shall submit a notification through the regu- 
lar notification procedures of the Commit- 
tees on Appropriations, which shall include a 
detailed description of how the funds pro- 
posed to be made available will be used, with 
a discussion of the United States interests 
that will be served by the assistance (includ- 
ing, as appropriate, a description of the eco- 
nomic policy reforms that will be promoted 
by such assistance). 

(4) EXEMPTION.—Nonproject sector assist- 
ance funds may be exempt from the require- 
ments of subsection (b)(1) only through the 
notification procedures of the Committees 
on Appropriations. 


COMPENSATION FOR UNITED STATES EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTORS TO INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL IN- 
STITUTIONS 


Sec. 533. (a) No funds appropriated by this 
Act may be made as payment to any inter- 
national financial institution while the Unit- 
ed States Executive Director to such institu- 
tion is compensated by the institution at a 
rate which, together with whatever com- 
pensation such Director receives from the 
United States, is in excess of the rate pro- 
vided for an individual occupying a position 
at level IV of the Executive Schedule under 
section 5315 of title 5, United States Code, or 
while any alternate United States Director 
to such institution is compensated by the in- 
stitution at a rate in excess of the rate pro- 
vided for an individual occupying a position 
at level V of the Executive Schedule under 
section 5316 of title 5, United States Code. 

(b) For purposes of this section, “іпбег- 
national financial institutions“ are: the 
International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development, the Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank, the Asian Development Bank, 
the Asian Development Fund, the African 
Development Bank, the African Develop- 
ment Fund, the International Monetary 
Fund, the North American Development 
Bank, and the European Bank for Recon- 
struction and Development. 


COMPLIANCE WITH UNITED NATIONS SANCTIONS 
AGAINST IRAQ 


Sec. 534. [(a) DENIAL OF ASSISTANCE.—] 
None of the funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available pursuant to this Act to carry 
out the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (in- 
cluding title IV of chapter 2 of part I, relat- 
ing to the Overseas Private Investment Cor- 
poration) or the Arms Export Control Act 
may be used to provide assistance to any 
country that is not in compliance with the 
United Nations Security Council sanctions 
against Iraq, Serbia or Montenegro unless 
the President determines and so certifies to 
the Congress that— 

(1) such assistance is in the national inter- 
est of the United States; 

(2) such assistance will directly benefit the 
needy people in that country; or 

(3) the assistance to be provided will be hu- 
manitarian assistance for foreign nationals 
who have fled Iraq and Kuwait. 

Leb) IMPORT SANCTIONS.—If the President 
considers that the taking of such action 
would promote the effectiveness of the eco- 
nomic sanctions of the United Nations and 
the United States imposed with respect to 
Iraq, Serbia, or Montenegro, as the case may 
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be and is consistent with the national inter- 
est, the President may prohibit, for such a 
period of time as he considers appropriate, 
the importation into the United States of 
any or all products of any foreign country 
that has not prohibited— 

{(1) the importation of products of Iraq, 
Serbia, or Montenegro into its customs terri- 
tory, and 

{(2) the export of its products to Iraq, Ser- 
bia, or Montenegro, as the case may be.] 

POW/MIA MILITARY DRAWDOWN 

Sec. 535. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the President may direct 
the drawdown, without reimbursement by 
the recipient, of defense articles from the 
stocks of the Department of Defense, defense 
services of the Department of Defense, and 
military education and training, of an aggre- 
gate value not to exceed $15,000,000 in fiscal 
year 1996, as may be necessary to carry out 
subsection (b). 

(b) Such defense articles, services and 
training may be provided to Vietnam, Cam- 
bodia and Laos, under subsection (a) as the 
President determines are necessary to sup- 
port efforts to locate and repatriate mem- 
bers of the United States Armed Forces and 
civilians employed directly or indirectly by 
the United States Government who remain 
unaccounted for from the Vietnam War, and 
to ensure the safety of United States Gov- 
ernment personnel engaged in such coopera- 
tive efforts and to support United States De- 
partment of Defense-sponsored humanitarian 
projects associated with the POW/MIA ef- 
forts. Any aircraft shall be provided under 
this section only to Laos and only on a lease 
or loan basis, but may be provided at no cost 
notwithstanding section 61 of the Arms Ex- 
port Control Act and may be maintained 
with defense articles, services and training 
provided under this section. 

(c) The President shall, within sixty days 
of the end of any fiscal year in which the au- 
thority of subsection (a) is exercised, submit 
а report to the Congress which identifies the 
articles, services, and training drawn down 
under this section. 

(d) There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the President such sums as may be necessary to 
reimburse the applicable appropriation, fund, or 
account for defense articles, defense services, 
and military education and training provided 
under this section. 

MEDITERRANEAN EXCESS DEFENSE ARTICLES 

БЕС. 536. During fiscal year 1996, the provi- 
sions of section 573(e) of the Foreign Oper- 
ations, Export Financing, and Related Pro- 
grams Appropriations Act, 1990, shall be ap- 
plicable, for the period specified therein, to 
excess defense articles made available under 
sections 516 and 519 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961. 

PRIORITY DELIVERY OF EQUIPMENT 

SEC. 536A. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, the delivery of excess defense arti- 
cles that are to be transferred on a grant basis 
under section 516 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
to NATO allies and to major non-NATO allies 
on the southern and southeastern flank of 
NATO shall be given priority to the marimum 
extent feasible over the delivery of such ercess 
defense articles to other countries. 

CASH FLOW FINANCING 


Sec. 537. For each country that has been 
approved for cash flow financing (as defined 
in section 25(d) of the Arms Export Control 
Act, as added by section 112(b) of Public Law 
99-83) under the Foreign Military Financing 
Program, any Letter of Offer and Acceptance 
or other purchase agreement, or any amend- 
ment thereto, for a procurement in excess of 
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$100,000,000 that is to be financed in whole or 

in part with funds made available under this 

Act shall be submitted through the regular 

notification procedures to the Committees 

on Appropriations. 

AUTHORITIES FOR THE PEACE CORPS, THE 
INTER-AMERICAN FOUNDATION AND THE AFRI- 
CAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION 
Sec. 538. Unless expressly provided to the 

contrary, provisions of this or any other Act, 

including provisions contained in prior Acts 
authorizing or making appropriations for 
foreign operations, export financing, and re- 
lated programs, shall not be construed to 
prohibit activities authorized by or con- 
ducted under the Peace Corps Act, the Inter- 

American Foundation Act, or the African 

Development Foundation Act. The appro- 

priate agency shall promptly report to the 

Committees on Appropriations whenever it 

is conducting activities or is proposing to 

conduct activities in a country for which as- 
sistance is prohibited. 
IMPACT ON JOBS IN THE UNITED STATES 

Sec. 539. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be obligated or expended to 
provide— 

(a) any financial incentive to a business 
enterprise currently located in the United 
States for the purpose of inducing such an 
enterprise to relocate outside the United 
States if such incentive or inducement is 
likely to reduce the number of employees of 
such business enterprise in the United States 
because United States production is being re- 
placed by such enterprise outside the United 
States; 

(b) assistance for the purpose of establish- 
ing or developing in a foreign country any 
export processing zone or designated area in 
which the tax, tariff, labor, environment, 
and safety laws of that country do not apply, 
in part or in whole, to activities carried out 
within that zone or area, unless the Presi- 
dent determines and certifies that such as- 
sistance is not likely to cause a loss of jobs 
within the United States; or 

(c) assistance for any project or activity 
that contributes to the violation of inter- 
nationally recognized workers rights, as de- 
fined in section 502(a)(4) of the Trade Act of 
1974, of workers in the recipient country, in- 
cluding any designated zone or area in that 
country: Provided, That in recognition that 
the application of this subsection should be 
commensurate with the level of development 
of the recipient country and sector, the pro- 
visions of this subsection shall not preclude 
assistance for the informal sector in such 
country, micro and small-scale enterprise, 
and smallholder agriculture. 

AUTHORITY TO ASSIST BOSNIA-HERCEGOVINA 

SEC. 540. (a) Congress finds as follows: 

(1) The United Nations has imposed an em- 
bargo on the transfer of arms to any country 
on the territory of the former Yugoslavia. 

(2) The federated states of Serbia and 
Montenegro have a large supply of military 
equipment and ammunition and the Serbian 
forces fighting the government of Bosnia- 
Hercegovina have more than one thousand 
battle tanks, armored vehicles, and artillery 
pieces. 

(3) Because the United Nations arms em- 
bargo is serving to sustain the military ad- 
vantage of the aggressor, the United Nations 
should exempt the government of Bosnia- 
Hercegovina from its embargo. 

(b) Pursuant to a lifting of the United Na- 
tions arms embargo, or to a unilateral lifting 
of the arms embargo by the President of the 
United States, against Bosnia-Hercegovina, 
the President is authorized to transfer, sub- 
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ject to prior notification of the Committees 
on Appropriations, to the government of 
that nation, without reimbursement, defense 
articles from the stocks of the Department 
of Defense and defense services of the De- 
partment of Defense of an aggregate value 
not to exceed $50,000,000 in fiscal year 1996: 
Provided, That the President certifies in a 
timely fashion to the Congress that the 
transfer of such articles would assist that 
nation in self-defense and thereby promote 
the security and stability of the region. 

(c) Within 60 days of any transfer under the 
authority provided in subsection (b), and 
every 60 days thereafter, the President shall 
report in writing to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives and the President pro 
tempore of the Senate concerning the arti- 
cles transferred and the disposition thereof. 

(d) There are authorized to be appropriated 
to the President such sums as may be nec- 
essary to reimburse the applicable appro- 
priation, fund, or account for defense articles 
provided under this section. 

RESTRICTIONS ON THE TERMINATION OF 
SANCTIONS AGAINST SERBIA AND MONTENEGRO 

Sec. 540A. (a) RESTRICTIONS.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, no sanc- 
tion, prohibition, or requirement described 
in section 1511 of the National Defense Au- 
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 (Public 
Law 103-160), with respect to Serbia or 
Montenegro, may cease to be effective, un- 
less— 

(1) the President first submits to the Con- 
gress a certification described in subsection 
(b); and 

(2) the requirements of section 1511 of that 
Act are met. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.—A certification de- 
scribed in this subsection is a certification 
that— 

(1) there is substantial progress toward— 

(A) the realization of a separate identity 
for Kosova and the right of the people of 
Kosova to govern themselves; or 

(B) the creation of an international protec- 
torate for Kosova; 

(2) there is substantial improvement in the 
human rights situation in Kosova; 

(3) international human rights observers 
are allowed to return to Kosova; and 

(4) the elected government of Kosova is 
permitted to meet and carry out its legiti- 
mate mandate as elected representatives of 
the people of Kosova, 

(c) EXPANDED AUTHORITY.—Section 660(b) of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking “от”; 

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking the period at 
the end thereof and inserting *'; от”; and 

(3) adding the following new paragraph: 

“(5) with respect to assistance, including train- 
ing, relating to sanctions monitoring and en- 
Јотсететі."". 

SPECIAL AUTHORITIES 

Sec. 541. (a) Funds appropriated in title П 
of this Act that are made available for 
(Haiti,] Afghanistan, Lebanon, and Cam- 
bodia, and for victims of war, displaced chil- 
dren, [displaced Burmese,} humanitarian as- 
sistance for Romania, and humanitarian as- 
sistance for the peoples of Bosnia- 
Hercegovina, Croatia, and Kosova, may be 
made available notwithstanding any other 
provision of law: Provided, That any such 
funds that are made available for Cambodia 
shall be subject to the provisions of section 
531(е) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
and section 906 of the International Security 
and Development Cooperation Act of 1985: 
Provided further, That the President shall 
terminate assistance to any country or orga- 
nization that he determines is cooperating, 
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[tactically or strategically, with the Khmer 
Rouge in their military operations] tactically 
or strategically, with the Khmer Rouge in their 
military operations, or which is cooperating 
commercially with the Khmer Rouge. 

(b) Funds appropriated by this Act to carry 
out the provisions of sections 103 through 106 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 may be 
used, notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, for the purpose of supporting tropical 
forestry and energy programs aimed at re- 
ducing emissions of greenhouse gases, and 
for the purpose of supporting biodiversity 
conservation activities: Provided, That such 
assistance shall be subject to sections 116, 
502B, and 620A of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961. 

(с) During fiscal year 1996, the President 
may use up to $40,000,000 under the authority 
of section 451 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961, notwithstanding the funding ceiling 
contained in subsection (a) of that section. 

(d) The Agency for International Develop- 
ment may employ personal services contrac- 
tors, notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, for the purpose of administering pro- 
grams for the West Bank and Gaza. 

POLICY ON TERMINATING THE ARAB LEAGUE 

BOYCOTT OF ISRAEL 

Sec. 542. It is the sense of the Congress 
that— 

(1) the Arab League countries should im- 
mediately and publicly renounce the pri- 
mary boycott of Israel and the secondary 
and tertiary boycott of American firms that 
have commercial ties with Israel; and 

(2) the President should 

(A) take more concrete steps to encourage 
vigorously Arab League countries to re- 
nounce publicly the primary boycotts of Is- 
rael and the secondary and tertiary boycotts 
of American firms that have commercial re- 
lations with Israel as a confidence-building 
measure; 

(B) take into consideration the participa- 
tion of any recipient country in the primary 
boycott of Israel and the secondary and ter- 
tiary boycotts of American firms that have 
commercial relations with Israel when deter- 
mining whether to sell weapons to said coun- 
try; 

(С) report to Congress on the specific steps 
being taken by the President to bring about 
а public renunciation of the Arab primary 
boycott of Israel and the secondary and ter- 
tiary boycotts of American firms that have 
commercial relations with Israel; and 

(D) encourage the allies and trading part- 
ners of the United States to enact laws pro- 
hibiting businesses from complying with the 
boycott and penalizing businesses that do 
comply. 

ANTI-NARCOTICS ACTIVITIES 

БЕС. 543. (a) Of the funds appropriated [or 
otherwise made available by this Act for 
“Economic Support Fund“, I under the head- 
ing Economie Assistance”, assistance may be 
provided to strengthen the administration of 
justice in countries in Latin America and 
the Caribbean in accordance with the provi- 
sions of section 534 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, except that programs to enhance 
protection of participants in judicial cases 
may be conducted notwithstanding section 
660 of that Act. 

(b) Funds made available pursuant to this 
section may be made available notwith- 
standing the third sentence of section 534(e) 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. Funds 
made available pursuant to subsection (a) for 
Bolivia, Colombia and Peru may be made 
available notwithstanding section 534(c) and 
the second sentence of section 534(e) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. 
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ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE 

БЕС. 544. (a) ASSISTANCE THROUGH NON- 
GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS.—Restric- 
tions contained in this or any other Act with 
respect to assistance for a country shall not 
be construed to restrict assistance in support 
of programs of nongovernmental organiza- 
tions from funds appropriated by this Act to 
carry out the provisions of chapters 1 and 10 
of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961: Provided, That the President shall take 
into consideration, in any case in which a re- 
striction on assistance would be applicable 
but for this subsection, whether assistance 
in support of programs of nongovernmental 
organizations is in the national interest of 
the United States: Provided further, That be- 
fore using the authority of this subsection to 
furnish assistance in support of programs of 
nongovernmental organizations, the Presi- 
dent shall notify the Committees on Appro- 
priations under the regular notification pro- 
cedures of those committees, including a de- 
scription of the program to be assisted, the 
assistance to be provided, and the reasons for 
furnishing such assistance: Provided further, 
That nothing in this subsection shall be con- 
strued to alter any existing statutory prohi- 
bitions against abortion or involuntary 
sterilizations contained in this or any other 
Act. 

(b) PuBLic Law 480.—During fiscal year 
1996, restrictions contained in this or any 
other Act with respect to assistance for a 
country shall not be construed to restrict as- 
sistance under titles J and II of the Agricul- 
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act 
of 1954: Provided, That none of the funds ap- 
propriated to carry out title I of such Act 
and made available pursuant to this sub- 
section may be obligated or expended except 
as provided through the regular notification 
procedures of the Committees on Appropria- 
tions. 

(с) EXCEPTION.—This section shall not 
apply— 

(1) with respect to section 620A of the For- 
eign Assistance Act or any comparable pro- 
vision of law prohibiting assistance to coun- 
tries that support international terrorism; 
or 

(2) with respect to section 116 of the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961 or any com- 
parable provision of law prohibiting assist- 
ance to countries that violate internation- 
ally recognized human rights. 

EARMARKS 

SEC. 544A. (a) Funds appropriated by this Act 
which are earmarked may be reprogrammed for 
other programs within the same account not- 
withstanding the earmark if compliance with 
the earmark is made impossible by operation of 
any provision of this or any other Act or, with 
respect to a country with which the United 
States has an agreement providing the United 
States with base rights or base access in that 
country, if the President determines that the re- 
cipient for which funds are earmarked has sig- 
nificantly reduced its military or economic co- 
operation with the United States since enact- 
ment of the Foreign Operations, Export Financ- 
ing, and Related Programs Appropriations Act, 
1991; however, before exercising the authority of 
this subsection with regard to a base rights or 
base access country which has significantly re- 
duced its military or economic cooperation with 
the United States, the President shall consult 
with, and shall provide a written policy jus- 
tification to the Committees on Appropriations: 
Provided, That any such reprogramming shall 
be subject to the regular notification procedures 
of the Committees on Appropriations: Provided 
further, That assistance that is reprogrammed 
pursuant to this subsection shall be made avail- 
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able under the same terms and conditions as 
originally provided. 

(b) In addition to the authority contained in 
subsection (a), the original period of availability 
of funds appropriated by this Act and adminis- 
tered by the Agency for International Develop- 
ment that are earmarked for particular pro- 
grams or activities by this or any other Act shall 
be extended for an additional fiscal year if the 
Administrator of such agency determines and 
reports promptly to the Committees on Appro- 
priations that the termination of assistance to а 
country or а significant change іп сіт- 
cumstances makes it unlikely that such ear- 
marked funds can be obligated during the origi- 
nal period of availability: Provided, That such 
earmarked funds that are continued available 
for an additional fiscal year shall be obligated 
only for the purpose of such earmark. 

CEILINGS AND EARMARKS 4 


БЕС. 545. Ceilings and earmarks contained 
in this Act shall not be applicable to funds or 
authorities appropriated or otherwise made 
available by any subsequent Act unless such 
Act specifically so directs. 

EXCESS DEFENSE ARTICLES 

Sec. 546. (a) The authority of section 519 of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended, may be used in fiscal year 1996 to 
provide nonlethal excess defense articles to 
countries for which United States foreign as- 
sistance has been requested and for which re- 
ceipt of such articles was separately justified 
for the fiscal year, without regard to the re- 
strictions in subsection (a) of section 519. 

(b) The authority of section 516 of the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, may 
be used in fiscal year 1996 to provide defense 
articles to Јогдапі, except that the provi- 
sion of such defense articles shall be subject 
to section 534 of this Act]. 

PROHIBITION ON PUBLICITY OR PROPAGANDA 

БЕС. 547. No part of any appropriation con- 
tained in this Act shall be used for publicity 
or propaganda purposes within the United 
States not authorized before the date of en- 
actment of this Act by the Congress[: Pro- 
vided, That none of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be made available to carry out 
the provisions of section 316 of Public Law 
96-533]. 

USE OF AMERICAN RESOURCES 


SEC. 548. To the maximum extent possible, 
assistance provided under this Act should 
make full use of American resources, includ- 
ing commodities, products, and services. 
PROHIBITION OF PAYMENTS TO UNITED NATIONS 

MEMBERS 


Src. 549. None of the funds appropriated ог 
made available pursuant to this Act for car- 
rying out the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
may be used to pay in whole or in part any 
assessments, arrearages, or dues of any 
member of the United Nations. 

CONSULTING SERVICES 


Sec. 550. The expenditure of any appropria- 
tion under this Act for any consulting serv- 
ice through procurement contract, pursuant 
to section 3109 of title 5, United States Code, 
shall be limited to those contracts where 
such expenditures are a matter of public 
record and available for public inspection, 
except where otherwise provided under exist- 
ing law, or under existing Executive order 
pursuant to existing law. 

PRIVATE VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS— 
DOCUMENTATION 

Src. 551. None of the funds appropriated ог 
made available pursuant to this Act shall be 
available to a private voluntary organization 
which fails to provide upon timely request 
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any document, file, or record necessary to 

the auditing requirements of the Agency for 

International Development. 

PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO FOREIGN GOV- 
ERNMENTS THAT EXPORT LETHAL MILITARY 
EQUIPMENT TO COUNTRIES SUPPORTING 
INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM 
SEC. 552. (a) None of the funds appropriated 

or otherwise made available by this Act may 
be available to any foreign government 
which provides lethal military equipment to 
a country the government of which the Sec- 
retary of State has determined is a terrorist 
government for purposes of section 40(d) of 
the Arms Export Control Act. The prohibi- 
tion under this section with respect to a for- 
eign government shall terminate 12 months 
after that government ceases to provide such 
military equipment. This section applies 
with respect to lethal military equipment 
provided under a contract entered into after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) Assistance restricted by subsection (a) 
or any other similar provision of law, may be 
furnished if the President determines that 
furnishing such assistance is important to 
the national interests of the United States. 

(c) Whenever the waiver of subsection (b) is 
exercised, the President shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re- 
port with respect to the furnishing of such 
assistance. Any such report shall include a 
detailed explanation of the assistance to be 
provided, including the estimated dollar 
amount of such assistance, and an expla- 
nation of how the assistance furthers United 
States national interests. 

WITHHOLDING OF ASSISTANCE FOR PARKING 

FINES OWED BY FOREIGN COUNTRIES 

БЕС. 553. (a) ІМ GENERAL.—Of the funds 
made available for a foreign country under 
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
an amount equivalent to 110 percent of the 
total unpaid fully adjudicated parking fines 
and penalties owed to the District of Colum- 
bia by such country as of the date of enact- 
ment of this Act shall be withheld from obli- 
gation for such country until the Secretary 
of State certifies and reports in writing to 
the appropriate congressional committees 
that such fines and penalties are fully paid 
to the government of the District of Colum- 
bia. 

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term “appropriate congressional 
committees“ means the Committee оп For- 
eign Relations and the Committee on Appro- 
priations of the Senate and the Committee 
on International Relations and the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations of the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE FOR THE PLO FOR 

THE WEST BANK AND GAZA 

БЕС. 554. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be obligated for assistance for 
the Palestine Liberation Organization for 
the West Bank and Gaza unless the President 
has exercised the authority under section 
583(а) of the Middle East Peace Facilitation 
Act of 1994 (part E of title V of Public Law 
103-236) or any other legislation to suspend 
or make inapplicable section 307 of the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961 and that suspen- 
sion is still in effect: Provided, That if the 
President fails to make the certification 
under section 583(b)(2) of the Middle East 
Peace Facilitation Act or to suspend the pro- 
hibition under other legislation, funds appro- 
priated by this Act may not be obligated for 
assistance for the Palestine Liberation Orga- 
nization for the West Bank and Gaza. 

EXPORT FINANCING TRANSFER AUTHORITIES 


БЕС. 555. Not to exceed 5 percent of any ap- 
propriation other than for administrative ex- 
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penses made available for fiscal year 1996 for 
programs under title [I] /V of this Act may 
be transferred between such appropriations 
for use for any of the purposes, programs and 
activities for which the funds in such receiv- 
ing account may be used, but no such appro- 
priation, except as otherwise specifically 
provided, shall be increased by more than 25 
percent by any such transfer: Provided, That 
the exercise of such authority shall be sub- 
ject to the regular notification procedures of 
the Committees on Appropriations. 


WAR CRIMES TRIBUNALS 


Sec. 556. If the President determines that 
doing so will contribute to a just resolution 
of charges regarding genocide or other viola- 
tions of international humanitarian law, the 
authority of section 552(c) of the Foreign As- 
sistance Act of 1961, as amended, may be 
used to provide up to $25,000,000 of commod- 
ities and services to the United Nations War 
Crimes Tribunal established with regard to 
the former Yugoslavia by the United Nations 
Security Council or such other tribunals or 
commissions as the Council may establish to 
deal with such violations, without regard to 
the ceiling limitation contained in para- 
graph (2) thereof: Provided, That the deter- 
mination required under this section shall be 
in lieu of any determinations otherwise re- 
quired under section 552(c): Provided further, 
That 60 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, and every 180 days thereafter, the 
Secretary of State shall submit a report to 
the Committees on Appropriations describ- 
ing the steps the United States Government 
is taking to collect information regarding al- 
legations of genocide or other violations of 
international law in the former Yugoslavia 
and to furnish that information to the Unit- 
ed Nations War Crimes Tribunal for the 
former Yugoslavia. 

NONLETHAL EXCESS DEFENSE ARTICLES 


Sec. 557. Notwithstanding section 51900 of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, during 
fiscal year 1996, funds available to the De- 
partment of Defense may be expended for 
crating, packing, handling and transpor- 
tation of nonlethal excess defense articles 
transferred under the authority of section 
519 to countries eligible to participate in the 
Partnership for Peace and to receive assist- 
ance under Public Law 101-179. 

LANDMINES 


Sec. 558. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, demining equipment available to 
any department or agency and used in sup- 
port of the clearing of landmines for humani- 
tarian purposes may be disposed of on a 
grant basis in foreign countries, subject to 
such terms and conditions as the President 
may prescribe: Provided, That section 1365(c) 
of the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1993 (Public Law 102-484; 22 U.S.C., 
2778 note) is amended by striking out “During 
the four-year period beginning on October 23, 
1992” and inserting in lieu thereof During the 
five-year period beginning on October 23, 1993”. 

[REPORT ON THE SALARIES AND BENEFITS OF 

THE IMF AND THE WORLD BANK 


(Sec. 559. The Comptroller General shall 
submit a report to the Committees on Appro- 
priations not later than November 1, 1995, on 
the following— 

[ (1) a review of the existing salaries and 
benefits of employees of the International 
Monetary Fund and the International Bank 
for Reconstruction and Development; and 

[(2) a review of all benefits paid to depend- 
ents of Fund and Bank employees. 

Such report shall include a comparison of 
the salaries and benefits paid to employees 
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and dependents of the Fund and the Bank 

with salaries and benefits paid to employees 

holding comparable positions in the public 
and private sectors in member countries and 
in the international sector.] 

RESTRICTIONS CONCERNING THE PALESTINIAN 

AUTHORITY 

БЕС. 560. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be obligated or expended to 
create in any part of Jerusalem a new office 
of any department or agency of the United 
States Government for the purpose of con- 
ducting official United States Government 
business with the Palestinian Authority over 
Gaza and Jericho or any successor Palestin- 
ian governing entity provided for in the Is- 
rael-PLO Declaration of Principles: Provided, 
That this [subsection] restriction shall not 
apply to the acquisition of additional space 
for the existing Consulate General in Jerusa- 
lem: Provided further, That meetings between 
officers and employees of the United States 
and officials of the Palestinian Authority, or 
any successor Palestinian governing entity 
provided for in the Israel-PLO Declaration of 
Principles, for the purpose of conducting of- 
ficial United States Government business 
with such authority should continue to take 
place in locations other than Jerusalem. As 
has been true in the past, officers and em- 
ріоуеев of the United States Government 
may continue to meet in Jerusalem on other 
subjects with Palestinians (including those 
who now occupy positions in the Palestinian 
Authority), have social contacts, and have 
incidental discussions. 

PROHIBITION OF PAYMENT OF CERTAIN 
EXPENSES 

БЕС. 561. None of the funds appropriated ог 
otherwise made available by this Act under 
the heading “INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDU- 
CATION AND TRAINING” or ‘'FOREIGN MILITARY 
FINANCING PROGRAM" for Informational Pro- 
gram activities may be obligated or ex- 
pended to pay for— 

(1) alcoholic beverages; 

(2) food (other than food provided at a mili- 
tary installation) not provided in conjunc- 
tion with Informational Program trips where 
students do not stay at a military installa- 
tion; or 

(3) entertainment expenses for activities 
that are substantially of a recreational char- 
acter, including entrance fees at sporting 
events and amusement parks. 

[LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES 
THAT RESTRICT THE TRANSPORT OR DELIVERY 
OF UNITED STATES HUMANITARIAN ASSIST- 
ANCE 
(Sec. 562. (а) IN GENERAL.—None of the 

funds made available in this Act may be used 
for assistance in support of any country 
when it is made known to the President that 
the government of such country prohibits or 
otherwise restricts, directly or indirectly, 
the transport or delivery of United States 
humanitarian assistance. 

Lb) ExcepTion.—Subsection (a) shall not 
apply to assistance in support of any country 
when it is made known to the President that 
the assistance is in the national security in- 
terest of the United States.] 

NON-OVERTIME DIFFERENTIAL PAY 

SEC. 562. Title 5 of the United States Code is 
amended by inserting the following: 

(1) in section 5541(2)(ziv) after a ‘Foreign 
Service officer” “, except for a Foreign Service 
Officer who is a criminal investigator for the 
Agency for International Development, Office of 
Inspector General”. 

[REFERENCES TO AUTHORIZATION ACTS 

ІБЕс. 563. The funds appropriated under the 
heading, “Child Survival and Disease Pro- 
grams Fund” are provided pursuant to the 
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Foreign Assistance Act, as amended: under 
sections 103 through 106 (Development As- 
sistance Fund), in the amount of $214,000,000; 
under part I, chapter 10 (Development Fund 
for Africa), in the amount of $131,000,000; 
under the provisions of section 498(6) (Assist- 
ance for the New Independent States of the 
Former Soviet Union), in the amount of 
$15,000,000; under the provisions of part I, 
chapter 1, section 104(c) of the Foreign As- 
sistance Act and the Support for East Euro- 
pean Democracy (SEED) Act of 1989, in the 
amount of $1,000,000; under provisions of 
chapter 4, part П (Economic Support Fund), 
in the amount of $23,000,000; under the provi- 
sions of section 301, in the amount of 
$100,000,000 as a contribution on a grant basis 
to the United Nation's Children's Fund 
(UNICEF): Provided, That funds derived from 
funds authorized under chapter 4, part П, 
shall be made available for projects meeting 
criteria set forth in part I section 104(c): Pro- 
vided further, That funds appropriated under 
the heading Child Survival and Disease Pro- 
grams Fund" shall be in addition to amounts 
otherwise available for such purposes. 
(PROHIBITION ON FUNDING FOR ABORTION 

[5ЕС. 564. (a) IN GENERAL.— 

LJ) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act or other law, none of the funds 
appropriated by this Act for population as- 
sistance activities may be made available for 
any private, nongovernmental, or multilat- 
eral organization until the organization cer- 
tifies that it does not now, and will not dur- 
ing the period for which the funds are made 
available, directly or through a subcontrac- 
tor or sub-grantee, perform abortions in any 
foreign country, except where the life of the 
mother would be endangered if the fetus 
were carried to term or in cases of forcible 
rape or incest. 

12) Paragraph (1) may not be construed to 
apply to the treatment of injuries or ill- 
nesses caused by legal or illegal abortions or 
to assistance provided directly to the gov- 
ernment of a country. 

{(b) LOBBYING ACTIVITIES.— 

[(1) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act or other law, none of the funds 
appropriated by this Act for population as- 
sistance activities may be made available for 
any private, nongovernmental, or multilat- 
eral organization until the organization cer- 
tifies that it does not now, and will not dur- 
ing the period for which the funds are made 
available, violate the laws of any foreign 
country concerning the circumstances under 
which abortion is permitted, regulated, or 
prohibited, or engage in any activity or ef- 
fort to alter the laws or governmental poli- 
cies of any foreign country concerning the 
circumstances under which abortion is per- 
mitted, regulated, or prohibited. 

{(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to activi- 
ties in opposition to coercive abortion or in- 
voluntary sterilization. 

Le) COERCIVE POPULATION CONTROL METH- 
ops.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act or other law, none of the funds 
appropriated by this Act may be made avail- 
able for the United Nations Population Fund 
(UNFPA), unless the President certifies to 
the appropriate congressional committees 
that (1) the United Nations Population Fund 
has terminated all activities in the People's 
Republic of China; or (2) during the 12 
months preceding such certification, there 
have been no abortions as the result of coer- 
сіоп associated with the family planning 
policies of the national government or other 
governmental entities within the People's 
Republic of China. As used in this section 
the term "coercion" includes physical duress 
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or abuse, destruction or confiscation of prop- 
erty, loss of means of livelihood, or severe 
psychological pressure.] 

WITHHOLDING OF ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES 

SUPPORTING NUCLEAR PLANT IN CUBA 

БЕС. 565. (а) WITHHOLDING.—The President 
shall withhold from assistance made avail- 
able with funds appropriated or made avail- 
able pursuant to this Act an amount equal to 
the sum of assistance and credits, if any, 
provided on or after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act by that country, or any en- 
tity in that country, in support of the com- 
pletion of the Cuban nuclear facility at 
Juragua, near Cienfuegos, Cuba. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The requirement of sub- 
section (a) to withhold assistance shall not 
apply with respect to— 

(1) assistance to meet urgent humanitarian 
needs, including disaster and refugee relief; 

(2) democratic political reform and rule of law 
activities; 

(3) the creation of private sector and non- 
governmental organizations that are independ- 
ent of government control; 

(4) the development of a free market economic 
system; and 

(5) assistance for the purposes described in the 
Cooperative Threat Reduction Act of 1993 (title 
XII of Public Law 103-160). 

(с) DEFINITION.—As used in subsection (a), 
the term assistance means assistance under 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, credits, sales 
and guarantees of extensions of credit under the 
Arms Export Control Act, assistance under titles 
1 and Ш of the Agricultural Trade Development 
and Assistance Act of 1954, assistance under the 
FREEDOM Support Act of 1992, and any other 
program of assistance or credits provided by the 
United States to other countries under other 
provisions of law, except that the term aussist- 
ance does not include humanitarian assist- 
ance, including disaster relief assistance. 

[LIMITATION ON FUNDS FOR HAITI 

ІБЕс. 566. Effective March 1, 1996, none of 
the funds appropriated in this Act may be 
made available to the Government of Haiti 
when it is made known to the President that 
such Government is controlled by a regime 
holding power through means other than the 
democratic elections scheduled for calendar 
year 1995 and held in substantial compliance 
with the requirements of the 1987 Constitu- 
tion of Haiti. 


[PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT 
AND PRODUCTS 

(Sec. 567. SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the 
sense of the Congress that, to the greatest 
extent practicable, all equipment and prod- 
ucts purchased with funds made available in 
this Act should be American-made. 

{(b) NOTICE REQUIREMENT.—In providing fi- 
nancial assistance to, or entering into any 
contract with, any entity using funds made 
available in this Act, the head of each Fed- 
eral agency, to the greatest extent prac- 
ticable, shall provide to such entity a notice 
describing the statement made in subsection 
(a) by the Congress. 

[LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO TURKEY 


ІБЕс. 568. Not more than $21,000,000 of the 
funds appropriated in this Act under the 
heading "ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND” may be 
made available to the Government of Tur- 
key. 

{LIMITATION OF FUNDS FOR NORTH AMERICAN 

DEVELOPMENT BANK 


(Sec. 569. No funds appropriated in this 
Act, under the heading North American De- 
velopment Bank“ may be obligated ог ex- 
pended unless it is made known to the Fed- 
eral entity or official to which funds are ap- 
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propriated under this Act that the Govern- 
ment of Mexico has contributed a share of 
the paid-in portion of the capital stock for 
fiscal year 1996 equivalent to that appro- 
priated by the United States.] 

LIMITATION ON FUNDS FOR BURMA 

Sec. 570. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used for International 
Narcotics Control or Crop Substitution As- 
sistance for the Government of Burma. 

ASIAN DEVELOPMENT BANK 

SEC. 570A, The Secretary of the Treasury тау, 
to fulfill commitments of the United States, sub- 
scribe to and make payment for shares of the 
Asian Development Bank in connection with the 
fourth general capital increase of the Bank. The 
amount authorized to be appropriated for paid- 
in shares of the Bank is limited to $66,614,647; 
the amount authorized to be appropriated for 
payment for callable shares of the Bank is lim- 
ited to $3,264,178,021. The amount to be paid in 
respect of each subscription is authorized to be 
appropriated without fiscal year limitation. Any 
subscription by the United States to the capital 
stock of the Bank shall be effective only to such 
extent or in such amounts as are provided in ad- 
vance in appropriations Acts. 

SPECIAL DEBT RELIEF FOR THE POOREST 

SEC. 570В. (a) AUTHORITY TO REDUCE DEBT.— 
The President may reduce amounts owed to the 
United States (or any agency of the United 
States) by an eligible country as a result of— 

(1) guarantees issued under sections 221 and 
222 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961; or 

(2) credits extended or guarantees issued 
under the Arms Export Control Act. 

(b) LIMITATIONS.— 

(1) The authority provided by subsection (a) 
may be erercised only to implement multilateral 
official debt relief and referendum agreements, 
commonly referred to as Paris Club Agreed 
Minutes”. 

(2) The authority provided by subsection (a) 
may be erercised only in such amounts or to 
such extent as is provided in advance by appro- 
priations Acts. 

(3) The authority provided by subsection (a) 
may be exercised only with respect to countries 
with heavy debt burdens that are eligible to bor- 
row from the International Development Asso- 
ciation, but not from the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development, commonly re- 
ferred to as DA-ony countries. 

(с) CONDITIONS.—The authority provided by 
subsection (a) may be exercised only with re- 
spect to a country whose government— 

(1) does not have an excessive level of military 
expenditures; 

(2) has not repeatedly provided support for 
acts of international terrorism; 

(3) is not failing to cooperate on international 
narcotics control matters; 

(4) (including its military or other security 
forces) does not engage in a consistent pattern 
of gross violations of internationally recognized 
human rights; and 

(5) is not ineligible for assistance because of 
the application of section 527 of the Foreign Re- 
neers Authorization Act, fiscal years 1994 and 
1995. 

(d) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—The authority 
provided by subsection (a) may be used only 
with regard to funds appropriated by this Act 
under the heading Debt Restructuring". 

(е) CERTAIN PROHIBITIONS INAPPLICABLE.—A 
reduction of debt pursuant to subsection (a) 
shall not be considered assistance for purposes 
of any provision of law limiting assistance to a 
country. The authority provided by subsection 
(a) may be exercised notwithstanding section 
620(r) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. 

[LIMITATION ON FUNDS FOR RUSSIA 

(Sec. 571. Of the funds appropriated in this 

Act under the heading "Assistance for the 
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New Independent States of the Former So- 
viet Union“, not more than $195,000,000 may 
be made available for Russia. 

{LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO MEXICO 

(Sec. 572. IN GENERAL.—None of the funds 
appropriated or otherwise made available by 
this Act may be obligated or expended for 
the Government of Mexico, except if it is 
made known to the Federal entity or official 
to which funds are appropriated under this 
Act that— 

[(1) the Government of Mexico is taking 
actions to reduce the amount of illegal drugs 
entering the United States from Mexico, as 
determined by the Director of the Office of 
National Drug Control Policy; and 

[(2) the Government of Mexico— 

KA) is taking effective actions to apply 
vigorously all law enforcement resources to 
investigate, track, capture, incarcerate, and 
prosecute illegal drug kingpins and their ac- 
complices, individuals responsible for, or 
otherwise involved in, corruption, and indi- 
viduals involved in money-laundering; and 

((B) is pursuing international anti-drug 
trafficking initiatives. 

[HUMAN RIGHTS PROGRESS IN ETHIOPIA 

(Sec. 573. The Department of State should 
closely monitor and take into account 
human rights progress in Ethiopia as it obli- 
gates fiscal year 1996 funds for Ethiopia ap- 
propriated in this Act. 

[BASIC EDUCATION FOR CHILDREN 

(Sec. 574. Not more than $108,000,000 under 
the Agency for International Development 
Children and Disease Programs Fund may be 
used for basic education for children.] 

KOREAN PENINSULA ENERGY DEVELOPMENT 
ORGANIZATION 

Sec. 575. No funds тау be made available 
under this Act to the Korean Peninsula Energy 
Development Organization (KEDO) unless the 
President determines and certifies in writing to 
the Committees on Appropriations that— 

(a) in accordance with Provision I of the 
Framework Agreement, KEDO has concluded a 
supply contract with the Democratic People's 
Republic of Korea (DPRK) designating a Repub- 
lic of Korea company, corporation or entity the 
prime contractor to carry out construction of the 
light water reactors provided for in the Frame- 
work Agreement; and 

(b) the DPRK has complied with the obliga- 
tions of Provision III of the Framework Agree- 
ment regarding North-South dialogue including 
within three months after the enactment of this 
Act: (1) eliminating North-South barriers to 
trade and investment; (2) removing North-South 
restrictions on travel, telecommunications serv- 
ices and financial transactions; and (3) imple- 
menting the December 13, 1991, Nonaggression 
Pact and the January 1, 1992, Joint Declaration 
for a Non-Nuclear Korean Peninsula. 

DRAWDOWN AUTHORITY FOR JORDAN 

Sec. 576. During fiscal year 1996, the Presi- 
dent may direct, for the purposes of part II of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, the 
drawdown for Jordan of defense articles from 
the stocks of the Department of Defense, defense 
services of the Department of Defense, and mili- 
tary education and training of up to an aggre- 
gate of 8100,000,000: Provided, That— 

(a) within siz months of the last drawdown 
under subsection (a), the President shall submit 
a report to the Committee on Appropriations 
identifying the articles, services, training or 
education provided; 

(5) section 506(c) of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 shall apply to the drawdown authority 
in this section; and 

(с) section 632(d) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 shall not apply with respect to 
drawdowns under this section. 
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TITLE VI—MIDDLE EAST PEACE 
FACILITATION ACT OF 1995 
SHORT TITLE 

SEC. 601. This title may be cited as the Mid- 

dle East Peace Facilitation Act of 1995''. 
FINDINGS 

$ЕС. 602. The Congress finds that— 

(1) the Palestine Liberation Organization 
(hereafter the P. L. O.) has recognized the 
State of Israel's right to exist in peace and secu- 
rity; accepted United Nations Security Council 
Resolutions 242 and 338; committed itself to the 
peace process and peaceful coexistence with Is- 
rael, free from violence and all other acts which 
endanger peace and stability; and assumed re- 
sponsibility over all P. L. O. elements and person- 
nel in order to assure their compliance, prevent 
violations, and discipline violators; 

(2) Israel has recognized the P.L.O. as the 
representative of the Palestinian people; 

(3) Israel and the P.L.O. signed a Declaration 
of Principles on Interim Self-Government Ar- 
rangements (hereafter the "Declaration of Prin- 
сірівв”) on September 13, 1993 at the White 
House; 

(4) Israel and the P.L.O. signed an Agreement 
on the Gaza Strip and the Jericho Area (here- 
after the ‘‘Gaza-Jericho Agreement") on May 4, 
1994 which established a Palestinian Authority 
for the Gaza and Jericho areas; 

(5) Israel and the P.L.O. signed an Agreement 
on Preparatory Transfer of Powers and Respon- 
sibilities (hereafter the “Early Empowerment 
Agreement") on August 29, 1994 which provided 
for the transfer to the Palestinian Authority of 
certain powers and responsibilities in the West 
Bank outside of the Jericho Area; 

(6) under the terms of the Declaration of Prin- 
ciples, the Gaza-Jericho Agreement and the 
Early Empowerment Agreement, the powers and 
responsibilities of the Palestinian Authority are 
to be assumed by an elected Palestinian Council 
with jurisdiction in the West Bank and Gaza 
Strip in accordance with the Interim Agreement 
to be concluded between Israel and the P.L.O.; 

(7) permanent status negotiations relating to 
the West Bank and Gaza Strip are scheduled to 
begin by May 1996; 

(8) the Congress has, since the conclusion of 
the Declaration of Principles and the P.L.O.'s 
renunciation of terrorism, provided authorities 
to the President to suspend certain statutory re- 
strictions relating to the P.L.O., subject to Pres- 
idential certifications that the P.L.O. has con- 
tinued to abide by commitments made in and in 
connection with or resulting from the good faith 
implementation of, the Declaration of Prin- 
ciples; 

(9) the P.L.O. commitments relevant to Presi- 
dential certifications have included commit- 
ments to renounce and condemn terrorism, to 
submit to the Palestinian National Council for 
formal approval the necessary changes to those 
articles of the Palestinian Covenant which call 
for Israel's destruction, and to prevent acts of 
terrorism and hostilities against Israel; and 

(10) the President, in exercising the aforemen- 
tioned authorities, has certified to the Congress 
on four occasions that the P.L.O. was abiding 
by its relevant commitments. 

SENSE OF CONGRESS 

SEC. 603. It is the sense of the Congress that 
although the P.L.O. has recently shown im- 
provement in its efforts to fulfill its commit- 
ments, it must do far more to demonstrate an ir- 
revocable denunciation of terrorism and ensure 
а peaceful settlement of the Middle East dis- 
pute, and in particular it must— 

(1) submit to the Palestine National Council 
for formal approval the necessary changes to 
those articles of the Palestinian National Cov- 
enant which call for Israel's destruction; 

(2) make greater efforts to pre-empt acts of 
terror, to discipline violators and to contribute 
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to stemming the violence that has resulted in the 
deaths of 123 Israeli citizens since the signing of 
the Declaration of Principles; 

(3) prohibit participation in its activities and 
in the Palestinian Authority and its successors 
by any groups or individuals which continue to 
promote and commit acts of terrorism; 

(4) cease all anti-Israel rhetoric, which poten- 
tially undermines the peace process; 

(5) confiscate all unlicensed weapons and re- 
strict the issuance of licenses to those with le- 
gitimate need; 

(6) transfer and cooperate in transfer proceed- 
ings relating to any person accused by Israel to 
acts of terrorism; and 

(7) respect civil liberties, human rights and 
democratic norms. 

AUTHORITY TO SUSPEND CERTAIN PROVISIONS 

Sec. 604. (а) ІМ GENERAL.—Subject to sub- 
section (b), beginning on the date of enactment 
of this Act and for eighteen months thereafter, 
the President may suspend for a period of not 
more than 6 months at a time any provision of 
law specified in subsection (d). Any such sus- 
pension shall cease to be effective after 6 
months, or at such earlier date as the President 
may specify. 

(b) CONDITIONS.— 

(1) CONSULTATIONS,—Prior to each exercise of 
the authority provided in subsection (a) or cer- 
tification pursuant to subsection (c), the Presi- 
dent shall consult with the relevant congres- 
sional committees. The President may not етет- 
cise that authority or make such certification 
until 30 days after a written policy justification 
is submitted to the relevant congressional com- 
mittees. 

(2) PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFICATION.—The Presi- 
dent may exercise the authority provided in sub- 
section (a) only if the President certifies to the 
relevant congressional committees each time he 
exercises such authority that 

(A) it is in the national interest of the United 
States to exercise such authority; 

(В) the P. L. O. continues to comply with ай 
the commitments described in paragraph (4); 
and 

(C) funds provided pursuant to the exercise of 
this authority and the authorities under section 
583(a) of Public Law 103-236 and section 3(a) of 
Public Law 103-125 have been used for the pur- 
poses for which they were intended. 

(3) REQUIREMENT FOR CONTINUING P. L. O. COM- 
PLIANCE,— 

(A) The President shall ensure that P.L.O. 
performance is continuously monitored and if 
the President at any time determines that the 
P.L.O. has not continued to comply with all the 
commitments described in paragraph (4), he 
shall so notify the relevant congressional com- 
mittees and any suspension under subsection (a) 
of a provision of law specified in subsection (а) 
shall cease to be effective. 

(B) Beginning six months after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, if the President on the basis 
of the continuous monitoring of the P.L.O.'s 
performance determines that the P. L. O. is not 
complying with the requirements described in 
subsection (c), he shall so notify the relevant 
congressional committees and no assistance 
shall be provided pursuant to the erercise by the 
President of the authority provided by sub- 
section (a) until such time as the President 
makes the certification provided for in sub- 
section (с). 

(4) P.L.O. COMMITMENTS DESCRIBED.—The 
commitments referred to in paragraphs (2) and 
(3)(A) are the commitments made by the 
P.L.O.— 

(A) in its letter of September 9, 1993, to the 
Prime Minister of Israel; in its letter of Septem- 
ber 9, 1993, to the Foreign Minister of Norway 
to— 

(i) recognize the right of the State of Israel to 
егізі in peace and security; 
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(ii) accept United Nations Security Council 
Resolutions 242 and 338; 

(iii) renounce the use of terrorism and other 
acts of violence; 

(iv) assume responsibility over all P.L.O. ele- 
ments and personnel in order to assure their 
compliance, prevent violations and discipline 
violators; 

(v) call upon the Palestinian people in the 
West Bank and Gaza Strip to take part in the 
steps leading to the normalization of life, reject- 
ing violence and terrorism, and contributing to 
peace and stability; and 

(vi) submit to the Palestine National Council 
for formal approval the necessary changes to 
the Palestnian National Covenant eliminating 
calls for Israel's destruction, and 

(B) in, and resulting from, the good faith im- 
plementation of the Declaration of Principles, 
including good faith implementation of subse- 
quent agreements with Israel, with particular 
attention to the objective of preventing terror- 
ism, as reflected in the provisions of the Gaza- 
Jericho Agreement concerning— 

(i) prevention of acts of terrorism and legal 
measures against terrorists; 

(ii) abstention from and prevention of incite- 
ment, including hostile propaganda; 

(iti) operation of armed forces other than the 
Palestinian Police; 

(iv) possession, manufacture, sale, acquisition 
or importation of weapons; 

(v) employment of police who have been con- 
victed of serious crimes or have been found to be 
actively involved in terrorist activities subse- 
quent to their employment; 

(vi) transfers to Israel of individuals suspected 
of, charged with, or convicted of an offense that 
falls within Israeli criminal jurisdiction; 

(vii) cooperation with the government of Israel 
in criminal matters, including cooperation in 
the conduct of investigations; and 

(viii) exercise of powers and responsibilities 
under the agreement with due regard to inter- 
nationally accepted norms and principles of 
human rights and the rule of law. 

(5) POLICY JUSTIFICATION.—As part of the 
President's written policy justification to be sub- 
mitted to the relevant Congressional Committees 
pursuant to paragraph (1), the President will re- 
port on— 

(A) the manner in which the P.L.O. has com- 
plied with the commitments specified in para- 
graph (4), including responses to individual acts 
of terrorism and violence, actions to discipline 
perpetrators of terror and violence, and actions 
to preempt acts of terror and violence; 

(В) the extent to which the P.L.O. has ful- 
filled the requirements specified in subsection 
(c); 

(C) actions that the P.L.O. has taken with re- 
gard to the Arab League boycott of Israel; 

(D) the status and activities of the P.L.O. of- 
fice in the United States; and 

(Е) the status of U.S. and international assist- 
ance efforts in the areas subject to jurisdiction 
of the Palestinian Authority or its successors. 

(с) REQUIREMENT FOR CONTINUED PROVISION 
OF ASSISTANCE.—Siz months after the enactment 
of this Act, no assistance shall be provided pur- 
suant to the егетсізе by the President of the au- 
thority provided by subsection (a), unless and 
until the President determines and so certifies to 
the Congress that— 

(1) if the Palestinian Council has been elected 
and assumed its responsibilities, it has, within a 
reasonable time, effectively disavowed the arti- 
cles of the Palestine National Covenant which 
call for Israel's destruction, unless the necessary 
changes to the Covenant have already been sub- 
mitted to the Palestine National Council for for- 
mal approval; 

(2) the P.L.O. has ететсіѕей its authority reso- 
lutely to establish the necessary enforcement in- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


stitutions; including laws, police, and a judicial 
system, for apprehending, prosecuting, convict- 
ing, and imprisoning terrorists; 

(3) the P. L. O. has limited participation in the 
Palestinian Authority and its successors to indi- 
viduals and groups in accordance with the 
terms that may be agreed with Israel; 

(4) the P.L.O. has not provided any financial 
or material assistance or training to any group, 
whether or not affiliated with the P.L.O., to 
carry out actions inconsistent with the Declara- 
tion of Principles, particularly acts of terrorism 
against Israel; 

(5) the P. L. O. has cooperated in good faith 
with Israeli authorities in the preemption of acts 
of terrorism and in the apprehension and trial 
of perpetrators of terrorist acts in Israel, terri- 
tories controlled by Israel and all areas subject 
to jurisdiction of the Palestinian Authority and 
its successors; and 

(6) the P. L. O. has exercised its authority reso- 
lutely to enact and implement laws requiring the 
disarming of civilians not specifically licensed to 
possess or carry weapons. 

(4) PROVISIONS THAT МАҮ BE SUSPENDED.— 
The provisions that may be suspended under the 
authority of subsection (a) are the following: 

(1) Section 307 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2227) as it applies with respect 
to the P.L.O. or entities associated with it. 

(2) Section 114 of the Department of State Au- 
thorization Act, fiscal years 1984 and 1985 (22 
U.S.C. 287e note) as it applies with respect to 
the P.L.O. or entities associated with it. 

(3) Section 1003 of the Foreign Relations Au- 
thorization Act, fiscal years 1988 and 1989 (22 
U.S.C. 5202). 

(4) Section 37 of the Bretton Woods Agreement 
Act (22 U.S.C. 286W) as it applies on the grant- 
ing to the P.L.O. of observer status or other offi- 
cial status at any meeting sponsored by or asso- 
ciated with the International Monetary Fund. 
As used in this paragraph, the term other offi- 
cial status” does not include membership in the 
International Monetary Fund. 

(е) RELEVANT CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES 
DEFINED.—As used in this title, the term rel- 
evant congressional committees” means— 

(1) the Committee on International Relations, 
the Committee on Banking and Financial Serv- 
ices, and the Committee on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives; and 

(2) the Committee on Foreign Relations and 
the Committee on Appropriations of the Senate. 

This Act may be cited as the Foreign Op- 
erations, Export Financing, and Related Pro- 
grams Appropriations Act, 1996”. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
let me just say at the outset of our dis- 
cussion on the foreign operations bill 
this year, it appears at least to this 
point, based on information we have 
prior to taking up the bill, that this 
may be the least contentious foreign 
operations bill we have had in recent 
years. Obviously, that could change as 
the floor debate unfolds, but I think 
there is certainly clear potential to fin- 
ish up this bill either late tonight or 
tomorrow in accordance with what the 
Republican leader hopes which, of 
course, would give us a greater chance 
of being out of here for a week the 
week after next. 

In 1964, Henry Kissinger commented: 

To rely on the efficacy of diplomacy may 
lead to disaster but to rely on power with in- 
sufficient means is suicide. 

Madam President, today we take up 
consideration of the appropriations bill 
for foreign operations, export financ- 
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ing, and related programs, a bill that 
provides the means to maintain our 
role as the sole remaining superpower. 
Despite Dr. Kissinger’s caution, it is 
also the bill everyone loves to hate. 

Foreign operations, like every other 
subcommittee, has struggled to appor- 
tion the substantial reductions in dis- 
cretionary spending imposed by the 
budget resolution process. Obviously, 
this is not an easy task, and foreign as- 
sistance should obviously not be spared 
the responsibility of making a con- 
tribution to balancing the budget. 

However, unlike other appropriations 
bills, foreign assistance has steadily 
declined over the past decade, at a 
time when both new threats and oppor- 
tunities have emerged. To address 
these needs has been a challenge for, 
unlike other accounts, the administra- 
tion of foreign assistance is the exclu- 
sive responsibility of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. This is not something that 
can be handed off to the States through 
a block grant. In fact, I think it could 
safely be said that this is the diplo- 
macy account, the nonmilitary way to 
engage with other countries around the 
world, and that is uniquely a respon- 
sibility of the Federal Government. 

The bill unanimously reported by the 
Appropriations Committee reflects a $2 
billion reduction and is more than 16 
percent below the President’s request. 
The administration asked for $14.7 bil- 
lion and the bill provides $12.3 billion. 
That is $2.3 billion out of roughly a $1.5 
trillion budget. We have tried to bal- 
ance the distribution of the reduction 
as fairly and evenly as we possibly 
could while protecting and promoting 
priorities I think most of us share. 

It is clear foreign aid must be better 
connected to American interests or we 
will lose all public support and risk 
complete elimination of resources. Ac- 
cordingly, we have emphasized those 
programs which directly serve our eco- 
nomic, security, political, and humani- 
tarian interests. These range from con- 
tinuing to support the peaceful transi- 
tion to free market democracies in 
Central Europe and the NIS to expand- 
ing our international effort to combat 
crime and narcotics trafficking. 

Madam President, let me briefly 
summarize each of the titles of the bill 
to give everyone a sense of how aid can 
serve our interests. 

Title I funds export promotion activi- 
ties. These programs have a direct—I 
repeat direct—impact on creating jobs 
and expanding export opportunities. 
They enjoy bipartisan support as well 
as the endorsement of a wide range of 
commercial and manufacturing inter- 
ests including labor unions, Fortune 
500 companies, and small businesses. 

It is no wonder since estimates pro- 
vided from the private sector as well as 
the administration suggest that 300,000 
jobs and 40 percent of our economic 
growth are linked to export activities. 
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The committee has provided $795 mil- 
lion to the Export-Import Bank, slight- 
ly over the House and last year’s level, 
but well below the needs as reflected in 
the request. 

We have fully funded the OPIC re- 
quest. Credit reforms laws require the 
bill to indicate the amount of basic 
subsidy which funds OPIC activities. 
However, it is worth pointing out that 
while we subsidize OPIC, the corpora- 
tion is completely self-sufficient. While 
we provide $79 million in subsidy, OPIC 
is expected to generate over $200 mil- 
lion this year which is returned to the 
Treasury. 

The third agency involved in export 
promotion is the Trade Development 
Agency which is funded at the House 
level of $40 million, a sizable cut from 
the request of $67 million. TDA’s prin- 
cipal responsibility is conducting fea- 
sibility studies and while important, 
there is not as immediate and direct an 
impact on jobs and exports as with the 
sister agencies. 

One of the most important initiatives 
the subcommittee included in the 
treatment of economic assistance is 
the construction of title Il. We have 
consolidated a number of development 
and economic accounts into a $2.1 bil- 
lion account with very few earmarks. 
Traditional earmarks for the following 
programs have been eliminated: the 
Economic Support Fund, development 
assistance, the Development Fund for 
Africa, child survival, basic education, 
the Africa Development Foundation, 
the Inter-American Foundation, and 
the Ireland Fund. 

I am not suggesting that these ac- 
tivities will not be funded. All the nec- 
essary statutory authorities to conduct 
these programs are preserved. But, the 
bill gives the President the flexibility 
to make the decision on the levels and 
the administration of programs. 

My preference would have been to 
simply provide a sum for the President 
to allocate in accordance with emerg- 
ing priorities. However, the ranking 
member, along with other members, 
expressed the concern that one account 
might bear the entire burden of the 
overall reduction. 

To accommodate this concern, we 
have included language that requires a 
proportional distribution of the reduc- 
tion. This means that accounts such as 
development assistance and the Devel- 
opment Fund for Africa will be smaller 
than last year, but they will each have 
approximately the same share of over- 
all resources available this year as 
they have in the past. 

Since this is not an absolute mathe- 
matical formula, some flexibility is 
maintained. And, so far, we have avoid- 
ed the detailed micromanagement of 
specific activities which must be car- 
ried out within the broader accounts. 
We have avoided the inclination of past 
years to direct funding levels for com- 
munity colleges, museums and other 
special interest projects. 
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Obviously, the Senate can decide to 
divide up the economic assistance ac- 
count affording no flexibility at all to 
the President. Iam not opposed to con- 
sidering earmarks or recommendations 
on spending priorities, but I would urge 
each Member to carefully consider the 
impact of beginning to further carve up 
this small pie. 

In addition to this broad category of 
economic aid, we have funded programs 
in the Middle East, Central Europe, 
and the NIS—regions I think most view 
as central to our security interests. We 
have fully funded the Camp David 
countries and included, once again, an 
earmark for resettling refugees in Is- 
rael. 

The bill provides $335 million to sup- 
port programs in Central Europe and 
$705 million for the New Independent 
States. Within the NIS account I have 
earmarked the following: $17.1 million 
for the FBI for law enforcement train- 
ing and investigations. With 5,000 orga- 
nized criminal enterprises expanding 
their activities into nuclear smuggling 
and areas of operations to our shores, 
our security interests compel an active 
role for the FBI in the region. 

Thirty million dollars is earmarked 
for Georgia, where democracy is truly 
under siege. 

Eighty-five million dollars is ear- 
marked for Armenia to mitigate the se- 
verity of the economic consequences of 
the war and the blockade. Armenia has 
carried out important political and 
economic reforms in the past year but 
continues to need assistance to com- 
plete the transition. 

Another country that I have had a 
longstanding interest in, going back to 
the dissolution of the Soviet Union: 
$225 million is earmarked for Ukraine 
with subearmarks to address the ur- 
gent priorities of strengthening the 
private sector and developing energy 
self-sufficiency. Although the adminis- 
tration has come around to the view 
that Ukraine has a uniquely important 
role to play in regional stability, levels 
of aid and the kinds of activities AID 
have been willing to undertake lag far 
behind requirements. 

The sum of $15 million is set aside for 
a Trans-caucasus Enterprise Fund, 
which will complete congressional 
plans to have each region benefit from 
this innovative aid approach. 

The NIS section also preserves the 
option of transferring resources to the 
Peace Corps to sustain their very suc- 
cessful efforts. Overall, the Peace 
Corps is spared the 16 percent reduc- 
tion imposed on other programs and is 
cut roughly 8.5 percent to $200 million. 

I might say that the occupant of the 
chair is, of course, a former director of 
the Peace Corps and has been an ag- 
gressive advocate for the Peace Corps 
and its programs. He has certainly 
made his views known to me as I 
worked to put together the chairman's 
mark. 
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Although this is а popular program I 
cannot understand why we need 149 vol- 
unteers in the Dominican Republic. In 
Africa, we saw an 18 percent increase 
from 1994 to 1995, bringing the number 
of volunteers up to 2,442. Unfortu- 
nately, the days of expanding programs 
are over. 

Title П also funds our international 
efforts to combat crime, terrorism and 
narcotics trafficking. As I mentioned 
earlier, I think these are issues which 
every American understands has a di- 
rect impact on our Nation’s interests. 
In restoring public confidence that our 
aid serves our interests, the committee 
has increased support for these activi- 
ties. 

Finally title П provides $490 million 
in operating expenses for AID. Each 
committee which has reported legisla- 
tion on AID has recommended different 
levels of support. My recommendation 
is based on a recent GAO study which 
indicated the House authorization and 
appropriations levels would not be ade- 
quate to cover the cost associated with 
RIF’s, closing missions and other 
measures to streamline AID’s рго- 


grams. 

According to the GAO, $490 million 
will require significant actions on 
AID’s part to eliminate program dupli- 
cation, close overseas missions, cut 
personnel and otherwise accelerate 
streamlining and consolidation. But, 
let me be clear. This level will not 
compel consolidation. 

Although I have supported the two 
attempts to pass legislation to carry 
out consolidation of AID and the State 
Department, the Administration has 
indicated it will veto any legislation 
which forces the reorganization of the 
executive branch without its consent. 
Given this unresolved situation, it did 
not seem appropriate for the Foreign 
Operations Subcommittee to move 
ahead of the authorization committee 
and include in a spending bill reorga- 
nization or activities not directed by 
law in legislation. 

The rest of the news about the bill is 
bleak. Title ІП, security assistance is 
below the House level and the request. 
I think this is unfortunate, but a direct 
function of the budget reality. 

Title Ш ә does provide authority to 
transfer funds from the European and 
NIS accounts to support the Warsaw 
Initiative. I think there is strong bi- 
partisan support for accelerating the 
integration of former Warsaw Pact 
members into NATO through joint ex- 
ercises and training and improving 
military interoperability. The transfer 
authority provided should relieve some 
of the pressure on the security assist- 
ance account. 

Finally, title IV, the multilateral 
programs, are the hardest hit of all ac- 
counts. With three exceptions, the 
World Bank, International Finance 
Corporation, and the Inter-American 
Development Bank, we have not been 
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able to fund existing commitments. 
Just one example tells the story. The 
request for IDA is $1.3 billion of which 
we only funded $775 million. 

International organizations and pro- 
grams were also drastically reduced 
from the request of $425 million to $260 
million. Frankly, this is an account 
which has as many strong supporters 
as it does vocal detractors. There are 
some clear examples of international 
agencies which have effectively served 
international interests, such as the 
International Atomic Energy Agency. 
But, there are just as many with sloppy 
management, guilty of waste, fraud, 
and abuses. The committee has not 
earmarked levels of support for pro- 
grams within IO and P with the view 
that contributions will offer the ad- 
ministration the opportunity to lever- 
age management reforms. No agency is 
exempt from the urgency of reform and 
I include one of our collective favor- 
ites, UNICEF, in that category. 

Let me now turn to Senator LEAHY 
for his comments. I would like to point 
out that the report takes note of the 
ranking member’s dedicated service to 
victims of landmines by establishing 
the Patrick J. Leahy War Victims 
Fund. This was a program established 
several years ago to aid the recovery 
and rehabilitation of the thousands of 
people injured by antipersonnel mines. 
Senator LEAHY deserves special rec- 
ognition for his effort in this area 
which the committee acknowledged by 
renaming the program in his honor. 

Let me also say it has been a pleas- 
ure to work with my colleague from 
Vermont. Before I turn to him, let me 
mention one other item. 

I think, Mr. President, Members of 
the Senate would be interested that 
earlier today the Central and East Eu- 
ropean Coalition held a press con- 
ference urging quick passage of this 
legislation. This coalition, comprising 
18 grassroots organizations represent- 
ing 22 million Americans, strongly sup- 
port this legislation. 

I want to emphasize that because I 
think it is frequently thought by many 
that nobody in America gives a hoot 
about foreign assistance. In fact, there 
are many Americans who came from 
somewhere else, or their ancestors did, 
who care deeply about this part of the 
Federal budget. 

The Central and Eastern European 
Coalition represents 18 of those groups. 
They are very active in promoting bet- 
ter relations, strengthened relations 
between the United States and the var- 
ious countries from which they come. 

Mr. President, before turning the 
floor over to Senator LEAHY for his 
opening comments, I ask unanimous 
consent that the statements of the coa- 
lition be printed in the RECORD at this 
point and I yield the floor. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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COALITION URGES GREATER U.S. Focus ON 
AND EAST EUROPE 
(Statement by Eugene Iwanciw, Washington 
Office Director; Ukrainian Association, Inc.) 

The Central and East European Coalition 
(CEEC), comprising 18 national grassroots 
organizations representing 22 million Ameri- 
cans who trace their heritage to that part of 
the world, applauds Chairman Mitch McCon- 
nell (R-KY) for his leadership in drafting a 
foreign assistance bill which provides much 
needed support for the countries of Central 
and East Europe. We are particularly pleased 
that the Senator and the Committee have fo- 
cused additional attention on the non-Rus- 
sian nations of the former Soviet Union, par- 
ticularly Ukraine and Armenia. 

The Coalition strongly believes that the 
long-term national security and budget in- 
terests of the United States require a strong 
commitment to the transition of Central and 
East European countries to fully democratic 
and free market nations. That commitment 
requires an active U.S. engagement in that 
part of the world. 

The Central and East European Coalition 

believes that peace, stability, and democracy 
throughout Europe serve the national secu- 
rity interests of the United States. In this 
century, the United States was called upon 
to fight two world wars and a 45-year cold 
war—conflicts which emanated from the 
heart of Europe—in the furtherance of those 
vital geopolitical interests. The institu- 
tionalization of democracy and market 
economies in Central and East Europe is the 
best means of guaranteeing that there will 
be no further European conflicts which will 
entangle the United States. We believe that 
with the collapse of communism and the So- 
viet Union, the objectives of peace, stability, 
and democracy in Europe are achievable. For 
those objectives to be achieved, however, re- 
quires the continued engagement, support, 
and assistance of the United States and the 
West. 
Since the signing of the Camp David Ac- 
cords, the United States has wisely sup- 
ported the peace process in the Middle East. 
That long-term commitment is now paying 
dividends with increased stability through- 
out that region of the world. Similarly, the 
strengthening of democracy and market 
economies in the countries of Central and 
East Europe will require a long-term com- 
mitment by the United States. Forty-five to 
seventy-five years of communist oppression 
and tyranny cannot be eradicated overnight. 
Continued United States engagement in 
Central and East Europe must take various 
forms. The most visible is our foreign assist- 
ance. While we had hoped that the Adminis- 
tration’s overall funding levels would be ac- 
cepted by the Congress, we were particularly 
distressed by the severe cuts that House of 
Representatives made in the programs for 
Central and East Europe, particularly in the 
Freedom Support Act (FSA). We commend 
the Senate Subcommittee on Foreign Oper- 
ations, under Chairman McConnell’s leader- 
ship, for restoring many of those cuts and we 
urge the Senate to adopt the levels of fund- 
ing for FSA and SEED contained in the bill 
as reported from the Appropriations Com- 
mittee. We especially applaud the attention 
which Senator McConnell and the Commit- 
tee have given to the non-Russian nations 
considered part of the New Independent 
States (NIS). For the past three years, the 
bulk of assistance to the NIS went to Russia. 
This bill provides U.S. policy with the bal- 
ance it should have in our dealings with the 
nations of Central and East Europe. 

Secondly, our engagement demands іп- 
volvement in the security issues of the re- 
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gion. We believe that the general stability 
and security of the region can best be accom- 
plished through the expansion of NATO to 
include all the nations of the region who de- 
sire to join the alliance and meet the criteria 
for membership. For that reason, we strong- 
ly support the funding for the Warsaw Initia- 
tive and the NATO Participation amendment 
which Senator Hank Brown (R-CO) will offer 
during floor consideration of the Foreign As- 
sistance Appropriations Act. 

Thirdly, we believe that the U.S. assist- 
ance should focus on those countries which 
have demonstrated progress in the establish- 
ment of democratic institutions and market 
reforms as well as respect for basic human 
rights. That criteria must also include a 
commitment not to hinder international hu- 
manitarian relief efforts. For that reason, we 
endorse the Humanitarian Corridor Act 
which Senate Majority Leader Robert Dole 
(R-KS) will offer as an amendment to the 
Appropriations Act during Senate floor con- 
sideration. This amendment would suspend 
assistance to any country which hinders U.S. 
humanitarian relief efforts to a third coun- 
try. 

Fourthly, as U.S. assistance to this impor- 
tant part of the world is unfortunately re- 
duced, it is vital that the U.S. Agency for 
International Development (USAID) maxi- 
mize the impact of every dollar of assist- 
ance. For far too long we have heard about 
waste, inefficiencies, and fraud in these pro- 
grams. It is time to take the Beltway Ban- 
dits off the public dole and to work through 
organizations with both an understanding of 
the region and a demonstrated, long-term 
commitment to the establishment of demo- 
cratic and free market institutions in the 
countries of Central and East Europe. In the 
six years since the Berlin Wall came down, 
USAID has been unable to institute these re- 
forms so we call upon the Congress to take 
the initiative in reforming the delivery of 
U.S. foreign assistance. 

Finally, an aspect of our engagement in 
Central and East Europe involves the flow of 
information and ideas to the peoples of 
Central and East Europe. For five decades, 
the United States has provided the peoples of 
this region with timely and accurate infor- 
mation through the Voice of America (VOA) 
and Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty (RFE/ 
RL). These programs are as vital today as 
they were during the communist period. De- 
mocracy is still in its infancy in most, if not 
all, of the nations of Central and East Eu- 
rope. Few, if any, of these countries have a 
firmly-established independent media, par- 
ticularly electronic media. Today, VOA and 
RFE/RL are playing critical roles in the es- 
tablishment of democracy throughout the re- 
gion. Last year the Congress enacted legisla- 
tion which brings better coordination to the 
work of the two broadcasting services. This 
has resulted in substantial savings in the FY 
1996 budget. It would, however, be a major 
mistake to reduce the budget of the broad- 
casting services below the levels currently in 
the Commerce, Justice, State, and Judiciary 
Appropriations Act and the Coalition strong- 
ly opposes any such effort. 

The United States spent hundreds of bil- 
lions of dollars to win the Cold War. It would 
be tragic were the United States to lose the 
peace through short-sighted policies and il- 
lusionary budgetary savings. An investment 
in democracy building today will pay divi- 
dends through long-term security and re- 
duced military expenditures for the United 
States. 

In conclusion, the Central and East Euro- 
pean Coalition urges the Senate to approve 
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the Foreign Assistance Appropriations Act 
with the Committee approved spending lev- 
els for FSA and SEED, to adopt the NATO 
Participation and Humanitarian Corridors 
amendments, to oppose any efforts to reduce 
funding for VOA and RFE/RL in the Com- 
merce-Justice Appropriations Act, and to 
begin reforming USAID to insure that our 
foreign assistance is used effectively and ef- 
ficiently. We especially urge the House con- 
ferees to accept these provisions during the 
House-Senate conference on the bills. 


COALITION URGES RAPID EXPANSION OF NATO 
(Statement by Frank Koszorus, Jr., Member 
of the Executive Committee; Hungarian 

American Coalition) 

The Central and East European Coalition 
applauds the leadership of Senator Hank 
Brown (R-Col.) who, along with strong bipar- 
tisan support, will offer the NATO Participa- 
tion amendment to the Foreign Assistance 
Appropriations Act. Senator Brown’s 
Amendment will establish a process to facili- 
tate the expansion of NATO in a manner that 
will advance vital U.S. geopolitical interests 
in Europe and preserve its leadership role in 
the world. 

The Coalition is concerned with the glacial 
pace of NATO's expansion. The collapse of 
the Soviet Union has left a dangerous secu- 
rity vacuum in Central and Eastern Europe. 
That region must be rapidly reintegrated 
with the West to provide it with a sense of 
security and to shore up the new democ- 
racies. Rapid expansion of NATO to include 
countries which are committed to the con- 
cepts of democracy, market economies, civil- 
ian control of the military and human and 
minority rights would serve this objective as 
well as the foreign policy interests of the 
United States by ensuring Europe's overall 
stability. 

The United States cannot afford to turn its 
attention away from the Central and Eastern 
European countries. Success in their transi- 
tion to pluralism and democracy will vali- 
date the many sacrifices we made to win the 
Cold War. Failure will ensure a new world 
order far less congenial to our interests. 

The adverse consequences of our with- 
drawal from Europe at critical times in the 
past fill history books. Had we reacted firm- 
ly to the turmoil threatening peace in Eu- 
rope prior to the First and Second World 
Wars, many American lives and resources 
would have been spared. Similarly, the Cold 
War would have been far less expensive and 
dangerous had we not pulled back from the 
heart of Europe and had we resisted domestic 
pressure to bring the boys home” before the 
European political order had been settled. As 
George F. Kennan wrote in 1950, history 
does not forgive us our national mistakes be- 
cause they are explicable in terms of domes- 
tic policies.” 

Today, we must not permit Central and 
East Europe to languish in a security vacu- 
um. Russian interests are not threatened by 
the expansion of a defensive alliance. More- 
over, stability and economic growth on the 
Western borders of Russia can only benefit 
Moscow. 

Russia should not be isolated and mecha- 
nisms, such as a treaty between NATO and 
Russia, would dispel any lingering concerns 
Moscow may entertain about an enlarged 
NATO. Russia, however, should under no cir- 
cumstances be permitted to veto NATO’s en- 
largement. Western appeasement and indeci- 
siveness will encourage Russian nationalists 
to assert expansionist tendencies and cause 
the U.S. and the West to lose credibility. 
Russia itself is in a fluid state with voices of 
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nascent imperialism being heard with great- 
er frequency. Yeltsin’s harsh outburst in Bu- 
dapest last year and his even more disquiet- 
ing threats following NATO’s bombing mis- 
sions in Bosnia, vividly demonstrate the per- 
ils of procrastination. 

Continued Western hesitation in expanding 
NATO would redraw the lines imposed by 
Stalin and signal Russian imperialists that 
they, in fact, enjoy a sphere of influence“ 
in Central and Eastern Europe. This ill-ad- 
vised policy would be contrary to U.S. geo- 
political interests in a stable, secure, uni- 
fied, and democratic Europe. 

Having won the Cold War, the United 
States should not prematurely retreat from 
the challenges posed by Central and Eastern 
Europe, if only to avoid being drawn back 
into exacerbated controversies. Expansion of 
NATO to include countries which desire to 
join the alliance and meet the criteria of 
NATO membership is an inexpensive yet 
vital insurance policy for the United States. 

Senator Brown's amendment is a welcome 
first step in this direction. It must be fol- 
lowed by concrete steps, eligibility lists, cri- 
teria, and unambiguous timetables in 1996. 
As we approach the 2181 Century, we simply 
cannot afford to squander a historic oppor- 
tunity to safeguard peace and democracy. 

COALITION URGES SENATE PASSAGE OF THE 

HUMANITARIAN AID CORRIDOR ACT 
(Statement by Timothy Jemal, Director of 

Congressional Relations, Armenian Assem- 

bly of America) 

First, we want to compliment Chairman 
McConnell for his leadership in drafting a 
bill that gives prominent support to the 
states of Central and Eastern Europe. We are 
particularly pleased that Senator McConnell 
and the committee are strengthening U.S. 
support for the non-Russian New Independ- 
ent States (NIS), in spite of an overall reduc- 
tion in funding. This redirection in resources 
will make a tangible and permanent con- 
tribution to the bold reforms taking place in 
such countries as Armenia and Ukraine. In 
spite of this overall shift, U.S. aid to the 
states of Central and Eastern Europe contin- 
ues to be reduced, requiring maximum effi- 
ciency in the use of U.S. foreign assistance. 
It is this objective that is embraced in legis- 
lation supported by our Coalition and rap- 
idly moving towards enactment. 

Senate Majority Leader Bob Dole (R-KS), 
Senator Paul Simon (D-IL), along with a bi- 
partisan group of Senators including Chair- 
man McConnell, will offer the humanitarian 
Aid Corridor Act (S. 230) on the Senate floor 
as a amendment to the Foreign Operations 
Appropriations bill (H.R. 1868). The 18 mem- 
ber organizations of the Central and East 
European Coalition strongly urge the Senate 
to take quick, decisive action—in support of 
the Dole/Simon amendment. This legislation 
espouses the fundamental principle that the 
United States should not provide assistance 
to any country which deliberately prevents 
the transport of American humanitarian as- 
sistance through its borders. The U.S. cannot 
expect to meet the need for budget austerity 
and achieve important foreign policy goals 
without the cooperation of our allies. 

The relevant committees in the Senate and 
the House have fully debated the bill and ex- 
pressed clear, bipartisan support. On May 12, 
the House International Relations Commit- 
tee approved the Corridor Act by a 27-7 vote. 
On June 7, the same bill was again approved 
by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
in a convincing 14-4 vote. To illustrate the 
genuine bipartisan nature of the bill, it was 
California Senator Dianne Feinstein who 
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successfully offered Senator Dole’s bill as an 
amendment before the Foreign Relations 
Committee. In addition, the Democrats on 
the Foreign Relations Committee voted 
unanimously for the Corridor Act. For the 
third time, the provision was approved by 
the House Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
on June 8, and retained in H.R. 1868 when it 
passed the House by a 333-89 vote. 

Currently, the countries of Central and 
Eastern Europe are undergoing radical polit- 
ical and economic reforms to institutionalize 
democracy and free markets. The success of 
these reform will bring peace, se- 
curity and stability to the region. The Coali- 
tion will continue to work toward securing 
the integration of our ancestral homelands 
into the western political, economic and de- 
fense structures. We oppose any obstacle or 
impediment to furthering this integration 
process and especially deplore the use of in- 
humane methods to prevent any nation of 
Central and Eastern Europe from having ac- 
cess to U.S. humanitarian aid. It simply does 
not make sense that the United States 
should provide aid to one nation which in 
turn denies U.S. humanitarian assistance to 
another state. We are firmly united in our 
view that U.S. assistance should be delivered 
in the most humane, cost-effective, fiscally 
responsible manner. This cannot be achieved 
when borders are closed to thwart U.S. as- 
sistance to people in need. 

Senator Dole’s amendment does not single 
out or exempt any country. All recipients of 
U.S. assistance will be held to the same 
standard, including such countries as Tur- 
key, which has imposed an illegal and im- 
moral blockade on Armenia since April of 
1993. This blockade has resulted in slowing 
delivery of U.S. aid shipments while sky- 
rocketing the transportation costs. Most im- 
portantly, the blockade has often precluded 
the safe delivery of vitally needed U.S. hu- 
manitarian assistance. 

The Coalition believes that it is uncon- 
scionable for any recipient of U.S. aid to use 
the denial of food, medicines and other es- 
sential humanitarian needs as a political 
weapon. The United States should demand 
that its allies maintain a simple, humane 
policy that allows U.S. assistance to flow 
through open corridors. As taxpayers, we are 
rightfully indignant that the U.S. govern- 
ment would provide hundreds of millions of 
dollars to a country denying aid to suffering 
people. There is no more cruel and cynical 
policy than a government directive to block 
humanitarian assistance to the most vulner- 
able people for political or strategic ends. 
That any recipient of U.S. aid would do so is 
unacceptable to this Coalition. 

We applaud Senators Dole and Simon for 
their leadership on this issue. The amend- 
ment is truly bipartisan, and a necessary ele- 
ment in strengthening American credibility 
abroad. 


COALITION URGES REFORM OF U. S. A. I. D. 
(Statement by Avo E. Ora, Director of Public 

Relations, Joint Baltic American National 

Committee) 

Today, the Central and East European Coa- 
lition is united not only in our support for 
increasing foreign aid funding, we are also 
united in our demands for the effective use of 
these resources. Increased funding will not 
advance our national security interests nor 
Central and East European development if 
the funds continue to be wasted on short- 
term, less-than-efficient programs. 

The end of the Cold War provided the US 
with the opportunity to reshape Europe as 
the Marshall plan reshaped war-ravaged Eu- 
rope in 1947. America’s present policy goals 
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are similar to the goals outlined under the 
plan—we seek to facilitate and secure demo- 
cratic and economic gains in post-Soviet na- 
tions, resulting in a stable and secure Eu- 


rope. 

Unfortunately, the US Agency for Inter- 
national Development did not seize this op- 
portunity and conducted business as usual. 
Grants have generally shifted from Central 
America to Central Europe but continued to 
be implemented by generic developmental, 
fee-for-service contractors who generally 
lack interest, knowledge and long-term com- 
mitment to the region. Although some long- 
term, goal-specific USAID programs were 
successfully implemented, they were more 
an exception than the norm. The result is a 
characterization of US assistance as wasteful 
by Congress, the targeted states, and most 
damaging of all, by the American people. 

How can we increase the sustainable devel- 
opment and effectiveness of foreign aid? The 
answer lies in our recommendations for the 
use of Region Specific Organizations in aid 
implementation and a more open and ac- 
countable grant procedure. These sugges- 
tions evolved from our efforts to guarantee 
the efficient and wise use of US taxypayer 
dollars. 

Our first recommendation is the use of or- 
ganizations that have historic ties and long- 
term commitments to the countries of 
Central Europe and the New Independent 
States. These Region Specific Organizations, 
including many in our ethnic communities, 
have high standards of professionalism, an 
intimate knowledge of the political, eco- 
nomic and social conditions in a given coun- 
try, and language capabilities which others 
lack, 

Our second recommendation calls for the 
public disclosure of specific tasks, goals, and 
funding levels of USAID contracts, insuring 
an open and fair process for awarding con- 
tracts and grants, and simplifying the con- 
tracting process to facilitate smaller Region 
Specific organizations. Recently, USAID's 
lack of planning and commitment became 
apparent when USAID attempted to unilat- 
erally reduce funding for Armenia in fiscal 
year 1996. In addition, USAID failed to sub- 
mit a strategy paper for public comment. We 
strongly recommend that USAID country 
strategy papers be subject to comment by 
the NGO and PVO community. 

The Coalition contrasts the wasteful, re- 
gion-wide spending practices of USAID, with 
the country specific contracting processes of 
the National Endowment for Democracy and 
the US Information Agency which result in 
much greater, quicker and more effective as- 
sistance to these countries. Moreover, these 
smaller agencies which have had and will 
continue to have a long-term commitment 
to democracy and free market reform in the 
region, have contracting processes which are 
“user friendly“ to RSO's, such as those rep- 
resented by the coalition. 

Aid for Central Europe and the New Inde- 
pendent States were designed to be tem- 
porary. This finite time frame for assistance 
only increases our desire for effective pro- 
grams. Estonia is already slated for USAID 
“graduation” in 1996—other nations are on 
the chopping bloc for 1997. While we agree 
that US assistance should promote self-suffi- 
ciency and not dependency, this goal is not 
being pursued by government programs be- 
fore or after graduation“. Estonia, for ex- 
ample, called for “trade, not aid’’ but now 
finds itself locked out of scientific and tech- 
nical exchanges that would facilitate eco- 
nomic development. 

The United States has long-term strategic 
interests and needs in the region of Central 
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and East Europe. Thus, it is vitally impor- 
tant that all US assistance programs be de- 
signed and implemented in such a fashion as 
to further those strategic interests and 
needs. We echo the calls to reform foreign 
aid made by Chairman McConnell and his 
Committee. After three years of the Admin- 
istration's failure to address these problems, 
the Coalition calls on Congress to take the 
lead in a top-to-bottom reform of USAID. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ver- 
mont. 

Mr. LEAHY. I yield to the Senator 
from Arkansas who wishes to make a 
unanimous-consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ar- 
kansas. 


HELEN McLARTY 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I would 
like my colleagues to know at this 
time that over the weekend the mother 
of our friend Mack McLarty, who is the 
former White House Chief of Staff and 
who is the special counsel to the Presi- 
dent—Mack McLarty’s mother, Helen 
McLarty, lost a long battle with cancer 
over the weekend. She was a wonderful 
woman, a great citizen of our State. 

I had the privilege, when I was Gov- 
ernor of our State, of naming Helen 
McLarty to become the first female 
member of the Arkansas Industrial De- 
velopment Commission. She served 
with honor and with distinction. She 
will be missed by all, and her legacy 
will last for a long time—remembering 
this wonderful woman of great spirit, 
from Hope, AR. 

The services for Helen McLarty will 
be this afternoon at 2 o’clock in Hope, 
AR., at the First Presbyterian Church. 
Iam honored to have been asked by the 
family to participate in those final 
services for Helen McLarty. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. PRYOR. Therefore, pursuant to 
rule VI of the Senate, I ask unanimous 
consent that I might be excused from 
further business of the Senate on this 
day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair and yield the floor. 

I thank my very good friend, Senator 
LEAHY, from Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ver- 
mont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I applaud 
the distinguished Senator from Arkan- 
sas for his comments about our good 
friend’s mother. I know, also, the trip 
he takes to Arkansas is not one of joy. 
But we wish him Godspeed on his trip, 
and safe home. 
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FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO- 
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
1996 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I com- 
pliment Senator MCCONNELL for the job 
he has done in putting this bill to- 
gether. Having served for 6 years as 
chairman of the Foreign Operations 
Subcommittee, and maybe for a dozen 
or more years before that as a member 
of the committee, I know how difficult 
it is to put this bill together. He and I, 
and our staffs, have worked closely on 
this. I think we have the makings of a 
bill the President can sign. 

We have a time, as we know, when 
many of our fellow Senators, both Re- 
publicans and Democrats, favor cutting 
foreign aid even further than it has al- 
ready been cut in recent years. Senator 
MCCONNELL has defended the need for 
foreign aid to protect U.S. interests 
around the world. I joined him in that. 
But, despite efforts by both of us to ob- 
tain a higher budget allocation for for- 
eign operations, foreign operations 
which, like defense, is uniquely the re- 
sponsibility of a Federal Government, 
our budget has been slashed. Today we 
see the consequences. 

This bill represents nearly a $1.2 bil- 
lion cut below the fiscal 1995 level; a 
$2.4 billion cut below the President’s 
fiscal year 1996 request. 

Had I written this bill this year I 
might have done some things dif- 
ferently. But neither Senator McCon- 
NELL nor I could have avoided serious 
damage because the money simply is 
not there. We ought to stop, and think, 
as a country. If we continue down this 
path in a very few years the United 
States, which today is the only super- 
power in the world, will have no money 
to carry out foreign policy other than 
to fight wars. We do not have the kind 
of money to stop a problem from hap- 
pening. Yet we can come in with bil- 
lions after the problem occurs, to fight 
а war. 

There is not going to be money for 
peacekeeping, none for supporting eco- 
nomic development in countries that 
hold great promise for American ex- 
ports. The jobs that we create here in 
the United States, preparing items for 
exports—those exports are going more 
to the developing world than to the de- 
veloped world. Our increase in exports 
is to the developing world but we are 
not going to have money to support 
economic development of those parts of 
the world. 

We will end up abandoning the World 
Bank, the United Nations. Then we will 
stand back and watch Japan and our 
other allies fill the void. And they will, 
because they are anxious to do so, be- 
cause they know the long-term eco- 
nomic and political benefits are enor- 


mous. 
We would be terribly shortsighted 
now, at the end of the cold war, when 
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the United States stands as the eco- 
nomic and military giant of the world, 
if we just gave away our preeminence 
by nickel and diming the programs 
that might sustain it. 

I do want to mention a couple of pro- 
visions of the bill which I believe stand 
between us and the President's signa- 
ture. I have heard from several Sen- 
ators about these provisions, including 
the ranking member of the Appropria- 
tions Committee, Senator BYRD, who 
mentioned them at the committee 
markup. 

One is the provision relating to 
Korea. I am sympathetic to the chair- 
man’s goals, but I am told by the ad- 
ministration as a practical matter this 
would prevent the United States from 
contributing to KEDO. If we want this 
bill to get signed, we are going to have 
to substantially modify this provision. 
Iam told our staffs are already making 
progress on them. 

Another is the provision which would 
cut off all aid to Russia if it proceeds 
to the sale of nuclear equipment to 
Iran. On the merits, I am in complete 
agreement with this. I think of Iran as 
a pariah nation fostering terrorism, 
showing complete disregard for human 
rights, and certainly unwilling to carry 
out its obligations as a member of the 
world community. But I also want to 
be sure that either here or in con- 
ference we modify this provision so we 
do not jeopardize a program very much 
in our national interest. 

And, finally, I note that the sub- 
committee voted 8 to 5 for my amend- 
ment to strike restrictive House lan- 
guage on funding for international pop- 
ulation programs. I have to assume 
there is going to be an amendment to 
restore that language here on the floor, 
but I emphasize this bill continues the 
prohibition of funding for abortion that 
we have had for years. It also prohibits 
the use of any United States funds in 
China. Further restrictions along the 
lines of what the House has proposed 
could invite a veto. 

Now, this bill should not take a lot of 
the Senate’s time unless people want 
to make debating points rather than 
policy points. We have already had an 
opportunity to debate the State De- 
partment authorization bill when 
many of the foreign policy issues were 
discussed. There is no reason to repeat 
that episode in this bill. I hope that we 
will dispose of any amendments and 
dispose of them quickly if amendments 
come up that basically just ask us to 
retrod the ground we have already 
walked on in this session. 

As I said, I will put a longer state- 
ment in the RECORD, but I do want to 
say how much I appreciate the biparti- 
san way Senator MCCONNELL and his 
staff approached this process. I think it 
bodes well to get this on to the Presi- 
dent’s desk. 

Mr. President, despite Senator 
MCCONNELL’s and my best efforts, this 
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bill poses major challenges for the 
United States as the world’s only su- 
perpower. At a time when the global 
threats to our security are too numer- 
ous to mention, funding to combat 
those threats is increased in only one 
area, export assistance, and even there 
it falls short of the President’s request. 

In other areas it makes unprece- 
dented cuts in programs that seek to 
fight poverty, promote economic 
growth, reduce population growth 
rates, stop the spread of infectious dis- 
eases, care for growing numbers of des- 
titute refugees, combat ocean pollu- 
tion, the destruction of biodiversity 
and other environmental degradation, 
deter the proliferation of conventional 
and nuclear weapons, and countless 
other problems that directly threaten 
every American. 

Again, this is despite the consider- 
able efforts Senator MCCONNELL and I 
have made to spread the pain that the 
cuts in our allocation required. 

Let me mention some specific pro- 
grams, and what we have done. 

For the first time, the bill consoli- 
dates all development assistance and 
non-Middle East economic support 
funds. This means, for example, that 
the Development Fund for Africa no 
longer exists in this bill as a separate 
account, and neither does population. 
There are no longer separate appropria- 
tions for the Inter-American Founda- 
tion or the African Development Foun- 
dation. 

Frankly, this concerns me. The De- 
velopment Fund for Africa has existed 
for almost a decade, and a population 
account since 1967. The DFA was cre- 
ated, in large part, to protect this ex- 
traordinarily vulnerable, poorest re- 
gion in the world, and it has served its 
purpose well. We need to be sure that 
whatever we end up with in conference 
adequately protects Africa in the fu- 
ture. 

Having said that, in order to mini- 
mize the possibility that any of these 
accounts or programs are dispropor- 
tionately hurt when cuts are made, at 
my request Senator MCCONNELL agreed 
to include a provision that requires 
that the cuts be made on a propor- 
tional basis, reflecting each program’s 
current percentage of the fiscal year 
1995 level of funding for these combined 
accounts. Therefore, if in fiscal year 
1995 the Development Fund for Africa 
received 15 percent of the total appro- 
priation for these combined accounts, 
then Africa will receive 15 percent of 
the total appropriation for these ac- 
counts in fiscal year 1996. Again, I 
know some people have concerns that 
we should preserve the DFA intact, and 
we will revisit this issue in conference. 

I know the same is said of the popu- 
lation account, and there are strong 
desires in both the House and Senate to 
maintain current levels of funding for 
child survival and microenterprise 
lending programs. As a longtime sup- 
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porter of these programs I completely 
sympathize, but people need to recog- 
nize that we cannot do everything we 
once did and at the same time cut $1.2 
billion from this bill. I believe our first 
aim should be to ensure that each pro- 
gram is treated as fairly as possible 
when cuts are made. 

I want to note my concern about two 
other aspects of the consolidation ap- 
proach. First, I do not believe it is wise 
to include ESF in the new economic as- 
sistance account. Interestingly, neither 
the State Department nor AID is happy 
with this approach. The danger I see is 
that funds that have been traditionally 
used for development programs will be 
increasingly tapped for ESF-type ac- 
tivities. I think it is predictable that, 
particularly in emergency situations, 
the State Department’s concern for ad- 
dressing short-term political crises will 
take precedence over long-term devel- 
opment goals. 

I am also concerned about the fate of 
the IAF and ADF. While I recognize 
that budget constraints force us to 
make difficult choices, I want to know 
what the practical effect will be of 
leaving it up to AID to channel fund to 
these organizations. 

There is a somewhat similar propor- 
tionality provision with respect to the 
international organizations and pro- 
grams account, which is cut severely in 
this bill from $374 million in fiscal year 
1995 to $260 million in fiscal year 1996. 
The provision requires that funding for 
several named organizations shall not 
be reduced below their proportional 
share of the current level of funding for 
the IOP account. My strong hope is 
that in the conference we can increase 
funding for these programs so we can 
maintain our leadership in them, espe- 
cially those that are headed by Ameri- 
cans. 

The multilateral development banks 
were also cut deeply. Although our 
contributions to these institutions re- 
flect pledges we made in the context of 
international negotiations, we have 
not lived up to those commitments. I 
am very concerned that this year we 
add hundreds of millions of dollars in 
arrears to the hundreds of millions of 
dollars in arrears we have already ac- 
cumulated. My amendment in the sub- 
committee markup to add another $200 
million for the International Develop- 
ment Association, $20 million for the 
Global Environment Facility, and $20 
million for the Inter-American Devel- 
opment Bank’s Fund for Special Oper- 
ations, was accepted by Senator 
MCCONNELL. However, this still falls 
far short of our commitments to the 
first two of these institutions, which 
directly support U.S. economic and en- 
vironmental interests. 

I was disappointed that we were un- 
able to provide a contribution to the 
North American Development Bank 
which will provide funding to address 
acute environmental problems along 
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the Mexico-United States border. How- 
ever, I am hopeful that some of the 
funding in this bill for the Multilateral 
Investment Fund, which has a large 
pipeline and at the current rate of dis- 
bursement is projected to have reserves 
in excess of $150 million by the end of 
fiscal year 1996, can be transferred to 
the NAD Bank. 

I was disappointed that we were not 
able to match the House level for inter- 
national disaster assistance, but I do 
want to credit Senator MCCONNELL for 
providing a modest increase above the 
current level. Nevertheless, I am in- 
formed that the House level is needed 
in order to avoid serious damage to the 
humanitarian program in northern 
Iraq, so this will be an issue for the 
conference. 

Senator MCCONNELL has substan- 
tially increased funding for inter- 
national narcotics programs. This is 
one area where I would have preferred 
the House level. I am not convinced 
that these programs are cost-effective, 
and there are too many other programs 
in this bill that desperately need these 
additional funds. 

I want to mention several policy is- 
sues, besides the three I mentioned ear- 
lier, that concern me. 

One is the conspicuous lack of any 
reference to Indonesia in this bill. This 
concerns me because of the continuing 
human rights problems in Indonesia 
and East Timor. The Congress had in- 
cluded restrictions on funding for Indo- 
nesia on human rights grounds in the 
past several years, and I do not believe 
the situation there warrants a relax- 
ation of those restrictions. 

Another policy issue that concerns 
me is assistance to Turkey. The House 
imposed a ceiling on ESF for Turkey, 
due to concerns about the Turkish 
Government’s treatment of the Kurd- 
ish minority in that country. Despite 
my own concerns about the rights of 
the Kurds, I do not believe this is a 
wise approach. I believe we have a 
strong interest in supporting economic 
development in turkey, which is an im- 
portant and valued member of NATO. 
However, I may offer an amendment 
which I believe would more directly ad- 
dress concerns about human rights and 
the situation facing the Kurds. I also 
included language in the committee re- 
port which requests the administration 
to submit a report on the efforts of the 
Turkish and United States Govern- 
ments to monitor the use of United 
States-origin military equipment by 
the Turkish Armed Forces. Specifi- 
cally, this report should address the 
use of U.S. military aircraft which, ac- 
cording to the State Department's own 
reports, has been used to strafe and de- 
stroy Kurdish villages. I and others 
want to know what efforts are being 
made to reduce the use of these air- 
craft against civilians or targets occu- 
pied by civilians. 

Another provision I support is the 
prohibition on assistance to any gov- 
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ernment or organization which cooper- 
ates commercially with the Khmer 
Rouge. The reasons for this provision 
are discussed in the committee report, 
but very briefly, it was included on ac- 
count of the considerable evidence that 
Thai military personnel are routinely 
engaged in facilitating the export from 
Cambodia of valuable timber by the 
Khmer Rouge. These sales have pro- 
vided the Khmer Rouge with a steady 
source of income to continue their 
murderous campaign against the Cam- 
bodian Government and the Cambodian 
people. This provision is intended to 
encourage the Thai Government to 
take steps to deter this cooperation. 

Several other provisions deserve 
mention. The bill includes an 18 month 
extension of the Middle East Peace Fa- 
cilitation Act, which enables funding 
to continue for the Palestinians. It also 
includes authority requested by the ad- 
ministration for the drawdown of up to 
$100 million in military equipment for 
Jordan. As in the past, there are ear- 
marks for the Camp David countries, 
as well as Cyprus. 

Last but not least, I want to mention 
Ireland. For the past decade, the Unit- 
ed States has generously contributed 
to the International Fund for Ireland. 
August 31 was the one year anniversary 
of the IRA ceasefire, and the House bill 
provides $19.6 million for the IFI. Al- 
though the Senate bill does not contain 
an earmark for the IFI, I believe it is 
very important that the Congress sup- 
port this program during this pivotal 
year. While trade and investment will 
be the engine that propels the econo- 
mies of Ireland and Northern Ireland, 
the IFI remains an important source of 
funding during this critical transition 
period. 

Mr. President, again, there are as- 
pects of this bill that I do not agree 
with. There are programs that I would 
prefer to see receive a larger portion of 
the funds. However, I believe that on 
the whole it reflects a reasonable bal- 
ance between Senator MCCONNELL’s 
and my priorities. Funding for foreign 
assistance has been falling since the 
mid-1980’s and future budget projec- 
tions do not bode well for these pro- 
grams. The Congress needs to recognize 
that the reality is that this is not sim- 
ply foreign assistance. The funds in 
this bill directly promote the interests 
of the American people. That becomes 
clearer the farther into the future one 
looks. 

You know, Mr. President, there are a 
lot of things where we can disagree in 
this country. There are a lot of politi- 
cal issues we can disagree on. But I 
hope that most Americans can be 
proud of the fact that we have created 
the strongest democracy that history 
has ever known and we should be proud 
of our position in the world. But we 
should also understand our responsibil- 
ities in the world. We are a quarter of 
a billion people. We are the largest 
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economy in the world. But even though 
we are only a small percentage of the 
world’s population, we use close to half 
of the world's resources. 

We have great opportunities but 
great obligations. The opportunities 
are to foster the kind of democracy 
that the United States has known and 
to encourage countries that want to 
become democratic nations. 

But we also have a certain humani- 
tarian responsibility to the rest of the 
world. God has blessed this country 
with great resources and great advan- 
tages. But at the same time I think 
you can say there is a moral respon- 
sibility to help those less fortunate. It 
is not the idea of having some massive 
giveaways. We do not. Our foreign aid 
budget is less than 1 percent of our 
overall budget. Much of it reflects our 
own security interests. A lot of it is de- 
signed to create jobs for Americans and 
our export markets, and a tiny part re- 
flects the humanitarian concerns of the 
greatest nation history has known. We 
may want to look at just how tiny that 
percentage is. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2707 
(Purpose: To provide for the streamlining 
and consolidation of the foreign affairs 
agencies of the United States, including 
the abolition of at least two of the follow- 
ing agencies: the U.S. Arms Control and 

Disarmament Agency, the U.S. Informa- 

tion Agency, and the Agency for Inter- 

national Development) 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
HELMS], for Mr. DOLE, for himself and Mr. 
HELMS, proposes an amendment numbered 
2707. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print- 
ed in today’s RECORD under Amend- 
ments Submitted.“) 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this 
pending amendment will save the tax- 
payers of America $3 billion, if and 
when the Senate approves it. 

This amendment will mandate the 
abolition of three outdated, anachro- 
nistic Federal agencies—the Arms Con- 
trol and Disarmament Agency; the 
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Agency for International Development, 
which is the foreign aid giveaway agen- 
cy, Mr. President; and the U.S. Infor- 
mation Agency. Reorganization of U.S. 
foreign affairs institutions puts the in- 
terests of the American people first, for 
a change, and prepares the United 
States for the 21st century. The Amer- 
ican people voted for a change last No- 
vember, if my understanding of what 
the people wanted is anywhere on tar- 
get. It is now the Senate’s duty to fol- 
low through. 

Before I proceed, I must acknowledge 
that I have never, in my nearly 23 
years in the Senate, seen such furious 
lobbying by the executive branch, and 
by the State Department, to resist cut- 
ting spending and resisting reorganiza- 
tion. They have made all sorts of 
charges, none of which is true; they 
have circulated all sorts of threats. 
They may have almost intimidated 
some Senators, but I do not think it 
will last—certainly not in all cases. 
But we must proceed, so that the Sen- 
ate can decide whether it will join the 
House of Representatives in saving the 
American taxpayers billions of dollars 
by discarding outmoded, anachronistic 
Federal agencies that ought not to 
exist anyway. 

I will tell you one thing, Mr. Presi- 
dent. There is nothing so near eternal 
life as temporary“ Federal agencies. 
They go on and on and on like 
Tennyson’s brook, and they cost the 
American taxpayers billions of dollars. 

Now, I confess a reservation about 
my own amendment, Mr. President, the 
reservation that my own amendment 
does not go far enough in changing the 
situation. It does, however, go a long 
way toward accomplishing the objec- 
tives that I laid out in Senate Bill 908, 
the Foreign Relations Revitalization 
Act. 

Just as importantly, this amendment 
is consistent with legislation intro- 
duced months ago—on February 15, to 
be precise—a bill numbered 8. 422, of- 
fered by the distinguished Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. MCCONNELL]. Now, 
the McConnell proposal proposed to 
abolish the Agency for International 
Development—that foreign aid give- 
away crowd—and transfer its function 
into the State Department. A similar 
provision is incorporated into the For- 
eign Relations Committee’s bill, S. 908. 
American taxpayers would be saved 
millions of dollars by cutting AID’s 
overextended operating costs. 

On May 11, the distinguished Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. MCCONNELL] ap- 
peared before the Foreign Relations 
Committee, of which I happen to be 
chairman, and he said at that time 
that his bill, S. 422, includes ‘‘abolish- 
ing AID and consolidating the agency's 
functions under the Secretary of State 
* K * * 

He proceeded to say it would also 
“move assistance programs into the 
State Department, reflecting my own 
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view that the U.S. foreign aid must 
better serve the U.S. foreign policy in- 
terests. The connection between U.S. 
aid and U.S. interests has been lost 
with agencies acting wholly independ- 
ent of our collective interests and 
good.” 

That was Senator MCCONNELL on 
May 11 in his appearance before the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 

With all due respect, having praised 
Senator MCCONNELL, as I have on many 
occasions for his courage and his fore- 
sight, I must say that the pending leg- 
islation, H.R. 1868, is a far cry from 
what he said when S. 422 was offered 
this past February to the Senate and 
about which Senator MCCONNELL was 
speaking when he testified. 

The pending amendment now at the 
desk will get us back on track by 
eliminating two of the three anachro- 
nistic, wornout Federal agencies. In 
fact, if Senator MCCONNELL would like 
to direct that AID—the Agency for 
International Development—be one of 
the two, I will be happy to accommo- 
date him. I do not think he is going to 
want to do that because a great deal of 
pressure has been applied by certain 
Federal bureaucrats. They have con- 
fused the issue and muddied the water, 
anà we may have to straighten out the 
situation by careful evaluation of the 
true facts of the situation involving all 
of this legislation. 

The congressional budget levels man- 
date that Congress deflate bloated bu- 
reaucracies in the Federal Government 
by eliminating vast duplications and 
by eliminating incredible waste across 
the board. Every Member of this Sen- 
ate knows that duplication and waste 
has been going on. It is going on right 
now, and it will continue to go on, un- 
less we have the guts to do something 
about it. 

The amendment pending at the desk 
meets the Budget Committee target 
levels for international affairs required 
to balance the Federal budget by the 
year 2002, The savings thereby gen- 
erated do not derive from excessive 
cuts in international programs. The 
savings derive entirely from reductions 
in the sprawling foreign affairs bu- 
reaucracy. 

Let me say this with all of the sin- 
cerity that I possess, Mr. President. If 
the Senate and the House of Represent- 
atives, composing this Congress, fail to 
seize this opportunity to consolidate, 
the American taxpayers will be stuck 
with a massive international affairs 
budget which feeds a huge, enormous 
bureaucracy. 

So the Senate, it seems to me, has 
two choices: One, it can save intel- 
ligently through consolidation; or two, 
it can cannibalize Federal programs. 

As I said earlier, there is nothing so 
close to eternal life as a temporary 
Federal agency. The idea of eliminat- 
ing these worn out bureaucracies—that 
were temporarily designated, and spec- 
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ified as temporary, when they were cre- 
ated—is just as old as the agencies 
themselves. During the past decades, at 
least 89 studies have been made on the 
subject of consolidating our foreign af- 
fairs institutions. These have been con- 
ducted by a series of administrations, 
Democrat and Republican. I think, as 
just one Senator, Mr. President, that 
we should stop talking and do some- 
thing to benefit the American tax- 
payers. 

In many respects, as I have said ear- 
lier, the pending amendment mirrors S. 
908, the bill reported by the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee. The 
State Department reorganization bill 
thus reported by the Foreign Relations 
Committee has been endorsed by five— 
count them, five—former Secretaries of 
State. Every one of them, without ex- 
ception, supported the abolition of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agen- 
cy, the Agency for International Devel- 
opment, and the U.S. Information 
Agency. 

All five former Secretaries of State 
advocated publicly, in testimony, that 
all three agencies be eliminated and 
the money be saved. Now, the functions 
of these agencies will be transferred 
into the State Department, which in 
the process will be reorganized and re- 
vitalized. 

I have to say that our good friend, 
Warren Christopher, the present Sec- 
retary of State, whom I respect and for 
whom I have affection, concluded that 
just such a plan makes sense. In No- 
vember of last year, Secretary of State 
Christopher submitted to Vice Presi- 
dent Gore a reorganization plan, the 
Christopher reorganization plan, a plan 
similar to our reorganization plan. But 
that plan, sad to say, lost out to the 
bureaucratic lobbyists in the adminis- 
tration—including the White House— 
who care more about protecting their 
fiefdoms than they do about streamlin- 
ing the Federal Government for the 
post-cold-war world. Indeed, it is an 
irony, it seems to me, that Secretary 
Warren Christopher’s reorganization 
proposal was rejected, rejected by the 
very same office that had been created 
with great fanfare—to do what? To re- 
invent Government. Some reinvention. 

Let me say, Vice President GORE— 
and I liked him very much personally 
when he was a Senator and now as Vice 
President—but I feel obliged to men- 
tion the fact that AL GORE promised 
the American taxpayers that he would 
cut $5 billion out of the foreign affairs 
budget in the next 5 years while keep- 
ing the bureaucracy in place. 

I wanted to see how he could do that. 
That promise reminded me of the fel- 
low who applied for a job at a circus, 
saying he could jump off a 90-foot 
tower into a wet washcloth, which he 
did. The only problem, he broke his 
neck. You cannot cut down on the bu- 
reaucracy without cutting down on the 
bureaucracy. 
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In any case, our friend, AL GORE, 
Vice President of the United States, 
has not to this good day, this hour, 
submitted the first syllable of a plan 
for his proposal. Nothing. Zilch. 

The Vice President has said simply 
that he has no plan. But he does have 
an opinion about others, including Sec- 
retary of State Christopher, who have 
tried their best to get this country em- 
barked on the proposition that we have 
to cut down on the Federal bureauc- 
racy. The State Department itself has 
not submitted even one syllable of a 
formal authorization request for fiscal 
year 1996, this fiscal year coming up. 

Instead, what have we heard from the 
State Department? What have we 
heard from the Agency for Inter- 
national Development and others? We 
did have one pretty clear message 
which somebody slipped to us over the 
transom, a copy of an internal memo- 
randum in which they outlined, Mr. 
President, exactly how they were going 
to oppose Senator HELMS in my effort 
to cut down on the Federal budget. 
They said the plan is to “delay, post- 
pone, obfuscate, derail’’ the congres- 
sional debate on reorganization. 

Now, Mr. President, I have consulted 
the highest levels of the administra- 
tion on Foreign Relations Committee 
bill S. 908. In fact, inasmuch as the 
media has mentioned my visit with the 
President on August 11, I suppose it is 
common knowledge. I have never said 
publicly heretofore anything in detail 
about my meeting with President Clin- 
ton. 

He was very gracious and generous 
with his time, and if I am able to read 
the expressions on anybody’s face, I 
perceived that the President was much 
impressed at the detailed outline that 
was presented that afternoon. 

In any case, the pending amendment 
provides enormous flexibility to the 
President. I think that is why Mr. Clin- 
ton appeared so receptive to proposals 
contained in S. 908 to consolidate those 
anachronistic foreign affairs bureauc- 
racies. 

The Pibsident understands that this 
is an issue about good government and 
about saving the American taxpayers 
billions of dollars. 

It allows the executive branch even 
greater latitude than exists in current 
law. It requires the abolishment of 
only two or three outdated agencies. 
As a matter of fact, I am willing to set- 
tle for abolishing two of them—and I 
will let them decide which two. But let 
us do away with two of them, two out 
of the three. 

This legislation, this amendment at 
the desk, does not—and I reiterate for 
emphasis—it does not legislate every 
position and office in the Department 
of State. But it does provide an orga- 
nized framework for consolidation and 
it does provide necessary extraordinary 
authority for a smooth transition to a 
smaller, more efficient, far less expen- 
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sive foreign affairs apparatus. As the 
President of the United States said on 
the afternoon of August 11, “Who can 
be against that?” Who can be against 
that?” 

I am not implying, nor should any- 
body infer, that the President has en- 
dorsed any plan. I do not know. He said 
he was going to get back to me, but he 
never did. I suspect that he was sub- 
jected to some rather severe lobbying 
from within the official family, but I 
do not know that. But I do know that 
consolidation of U.S. foreign affairs 
and all of its institutions is obviously 
the right thing to do. It is a wise pro- 
posal on which unanimous agreement 
should result. We ought not to be here 
prepared to debate it. We should not be 
here quibbling over $23 million or 
whatever. We should be standing in a 
phalanx, and: Yes, sir, we are going to 
cut down the size of this Government 
and especially the foreign aid giveaway 
programs. Because, by doing so we can 
save the American taxpayers, as I said 
at the outset, billions—not millions— 
billions of dollars. And in the process 
we will be strengthening the hand of 
the Secretary of State in the conduct 
of U.S. foreign policy. 

That is why five former Secretaries 
of State appeared before the Foreign 
Relations Committee and endorsed our 
proposal that emerged from the com- 
mittee. 

Abraham Lincoln said it well, I 
think. He said, “Тһе dogmas of the 
quiet past are inadequate to the 
stormy present. The occasion is piled 
high with difficulty, and we must rise 
to the occasion. As our case is new,” 
Mr. Lincoln said, “во we must think 
anew and act anew.’’ Abe Lincoln said 
во many smart things, but he did not 
say one that was any smarter than 
that one. I agree with it and I think 99 
percent of the American people, at 
least those who are not on the Federal 
payroll, will agree with what Abraham 
Lincoln said. 

The need for innovative thinking is 
not tomorrow, next week, next month 
or next year. It is now. It is time to 
shed ourselves of these archaic, burden- 
some, anachronistic institutions so 
that we may enter a turbulent 2186 cen- 
tury—and it is going to be turbulent— 
so we can go into that century with a 
more effective State Department and a 
more coherent foreign policy and one 
that does not, as now is the case, bleed 
the American taxpayer white. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado is recognized. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the Helms amend- 
ment. I would like to make this point 
to Members. This is a controversial 
amendment. It does involve dramatic 
changes in the State Department and 
the way we organize that function. The 
choice we have is to spend $3 billion 
extra on overhead, or to save that 
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money for real programs that help real 
people. 

The fact is, America is in transition. 
We face tough competition from 
abroad. We face tough competition and 
problems in solving our own budget di- 
lemma. That is going to be resolved in 
a happy way, only if we set priorities 
and eliminate those things least effi- 
cient, least productive, least creative 
in Government and concentrate the 
limited resources we all recognize we 
have on those things most productive. 
In short, the choice we have is to spend 
$3 billion in foreign affairs that experts 
tell us we can save through reducing 
unnecessary overhead and salaries and 
inefficiencies, and transfer that money 
to programs that are vital, that are im- 
portant. 

Everyone concerned about Social Se- 
curity ought to be in favor of this 
amendment because this frees up $3 bil- 
lion that can be spent to save Social 
Security. 

Everyone concerned about Medicare 
and Medicaid ought to be for this 
amendment because it frees up money 
that can be reserved and used for those 


programs. 

It is not enough to pretend we have 
the resources for everything in the 
world. We do not. The distinguished 
Senator from North Carolina, through 
his innovations, has found us $3 billion 
that we can reprogram for much higher 
priorities. I hope, while this is a tough 
decision, while it involves change, 
while it involves sacrifice, it does in- 
volve changing our priorities to move 
away from overhead and offices and 
unneeded supervision and unneeded du- 
plication to a program that transfers 
that money over to our most efficient, 
effective and helpful programs. 

I believe that is the essence of what 
good Government is about on the na- 
tional level, taking a look at our budg- 
et and making sure it is spent in the 
most logical, thoughtful, productive 


ways. 

The fact is that Democrats and Re- 
publicans who served as Secretary of 
State, who have served in that office in 
supervisory capacities, have come be- 
fore the committee and have testified 
this is a wise and efficient and produc- 
tive and efficient thing to do. We ought 
to get on with it. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT ON PAGE 15, LINE 17, 

THROUGH PAGE 16, LINE 24 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Helms amend- 
ment be temporarily set aside and that 
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we proceed to consideration of a com- 
mittee amendment beginning on page 


15. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2708 TO COMMITTEE AMEND- 
MENT ON PAGE 15, LINE 17, THROUGH PAGE 16, 
LINE 24 

(Purpose: To clarify restrictions on 
assistance to Pakistan and other purposes) 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise to 
offer an amendment to the committee 
amendment and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN] 
for himself, Mr. HARKIN, and Ms. MOSELEY- 
BRAUN proposes an amendment numbered 
2708 to committee amendment on page 15, 
line 17, through page 16, line 24. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the end of the committee amendment 
on page 15, line 17 through page 16, line 24, 
insert the following: 

SEC. . CLARIFICATION OF RESTRICTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 620E of the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2375) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (е)— 

(A) by striking the words “Мо assistance” 
and inserting the words No military assist- 
апсе”; 

(В) by striking the words “іп which assist- 
ance is to be furnished or military equip- 
ment or technology“ and inserting the words 
“іп which military assistance is to be fur- 
nished or military equipment ог tech- 
nology”; and 

(С) by striking the words “the proposed 
United States assistance’’ and inserting the 
words the proposed United States Military 
assistance”. 

(D) by inserting “(1)” immediately after 
“(е)”; and 

(E) by adding the following new paragraph: 

“(2) The prohibitions in this section do not 
apply to any assistance or transfer provided 
for the purposes of: 

“(А) International narcotics control (in- 
cluding Chapter 8 of Part I of this Act) or 
any provision of law available for providing 
assistance for counternarcotics purposes; 

“(В) Facilitating military-to-military con- 
tact, training (including Chapter 5 of Part П 
of this Act) and humanitarian and civic as- 
sistance projects; 

“(С) Peacekeeping and other multilateral 
operations (including Chapter 6 of Part II of 
this Act relating to peacekeeping) or any 
provision of law available for providing as- 
sistance for peacekeeping purposes, except 
that lethal military equipment provided 
under this subparagraph shall be provided on 
a lease or loan basis only and shall be re- 
turned upon completion of the operation for 
which it was provided; 

D) Antiterrorism assistance (including 
Chapter 8 of Part П of this Act relating to 
antiterrorism assistance) or any provision of 
law available for antiterrorism assistance 


purposes; 

“(3) The restrictions of this subsection 
shall continue to apply to contracts for the 
delivery of F-16 aircraft to Pakistan. 
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“(4) Notwithstanding the restrictions con- 
tained in this subsection, military equip- 
ment, technology, or defense services, other 
than F-16 aircraft, may be transferred to 
Pakistan pursuant to contracts or cases en- 
tered into before October 1, 1990.”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsections— 

“(0 STORAGE Совтв.--Тһе President may 
release the Government of Pakistan of its 
contractual obligation to pay the United 
States Government for the storage costs of 
items purchased prior to October 1, 1990, but 
not delivered by the United States Govern- 
ment pursuant to subsection (e) and may re- 
imburse the Government of Pakistan for any 
such amounts paid, on such terms and condi- 
tions as the President may prescribe, pro- 
vided that such payments have no budgetary 
impact. 

“(g) INAPPLICABILITY OF RESTRICTIONS ТО 
PREVIOUSLY OWNED ITEMS.—Section 620Е(е) 
does not apply to broken, worn or 
unupgraded items or their equivalent which 
Pakistan paid for and took possession of 
prior to October 1, 1990 and which the Gov- 
ernment of Pakistan sent to the United 
States for repair or upgrade. Such equipment 
or its equivalent may be returned to the 
Government of Pakistan provided that the 
President determines and so certifies to the 
appropriate congressional committees that 
such equipment or equivalent neither con- 
stitutes nor has received any significant 
qualitative upgrade since being transferred 
to the United States and that its total value 
does not exceed $25 million.” 

ch) BALLISTIC MISSILE SANCTIONS NOT AF- 
FECTED.—Nothing contained herein shall af- 
fect sanctions for transfers of missile equip- 
ment or technology required under section 
11B of the Export Administration Act of 1979 
or section 73 of the Arms Export Control 
Act.” 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, this 
amendment is an amendment that 
deals with the subject of Pakistan and 
the longstanding sale of military 
equipment to that country and our fur- 
ther domestic relations with that coun- 
try. It is a compromise amendment. It 
has been considered on the floor prior 
to this, with extended debate. 

I offer it in hopes that those who feel 
strongly—and I recognize there are 
Members who feel strongly on both 
sides—will not only have an additional 
opportunity to share their views with 
the Senate, but allow us an oppor- 
tunity to proceed and dispose of the 
issue one way or another. 

Mr. President, with this background, 
I might mention that much of this 
issue started back in 1979 which started 
with an event which shocked America 
and shocked the world. It started with 
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, 
Pakistan’s neighbor to the north. 

President Carter responded strongly 
to this, and violated his understanding 
and agreements with the Soviet Gov- 
ernment. It spoiled a period that might 
have developed into détente under his 
leadership, and it particularly affected 
our relationships with Pakistan and to 
some extent India. It affected those re- 
lationships because Pakistan was the 
neighbor immediately south of Afghan- 
istan and faced great danger. The So- 
viet Union had made direct threats 
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against Pakistan for their assistance 
and cooperation with the United States 
prior to that and, again, the threat of 
further Soviet retaliation against 
Pakistan was highlighted when they 
invaded their neighbor to the north. 

It also aggravated the disagreement 
between the Indians and Pakistanis. 
The Pakistanis strongly condemned 
the invasion of Afghanistan but, trag- 
ically, the leader of India rose and in a 
speech supported and defended the So- 
viet invasion of Afghanistan. It further 
aggravated then strained relationships 
between India and Pakistan as well. It 
affected this country’s relationship be- 
cause the United States saw a need and 
an importance to work with Pakistan 
to thwart that Soviet occupation and 
subjugation of Afghanistan. It saw re- 
newed and unique cooperation between 
our two countries. It resulted in a se- 
ries of additional sales of military 
equipment to Pakistan as well. 

Faced with the potential of the fur- 
ther Soviet activity on the northern 
border, we saw an interest in building 
up Pakistan’s military strength. And, 
thus, in a period between 1986 and 1989, 
a series of sales of military equipment 
were made to Pakistan. Specifically, 
during that period, 1986 to 1989, we sold 
them a total of 60 aircraft, a total po- 
tentially then of 71, including 11 addi- 
tional aircraft as part of the deal—a 
total of 71 aircraft that were consid- 
ered. These were Е-16 aircraft. It was 
not only a sale for United States indus- 
tries, but it was a way to help 
strengthen and support Pakistan’s 
military defense that they faced: the 
Russian invasion of Afghanistan on its 
northern border. 

In addition, there were $368 million of 
other military equipment included in 
this sale. That equipment was a sale; 
that is, the Pakistanis paid for it with 
their own money. But what happened 
was, after that, two things occurred. 
First, finally the Soviets understood 
the folly of having invaded Afghanistan 
and began a withdrawal and began a 
settlement. Second, in 1990, the Pres- 
sler amendment kicked in. The Pres- 
sler amendment I think was well-inten- 
tioned, and it was designed to prevent 
nuclear proliferation. It was designed 
in a way, though, where it was country 
specific; that is, it applied to Pakistan 
but did not apply to India. 

India had developed—or at least we 
believe they had developed—their own 
nuclear weapons. But—this is impor- 
tant—it did not violate the Pressler 
amendment because the Pressler 
amendment was not geared to the kind 
of activity India was involved in; that 
is, domestic development or primarily 
domestic development of their own 
weapons. But it did apply country spe- 
cific to Pakistan. In other words, we 
established in the Pressler effort a rule 
that applied and was limited to Paki- 
stan but not to India as it developed 
out. 
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So two things occurred. The Pressler 
amendment resulted in the noncertifi- 
cation of Pakistan under that amend- 
ment, and, according to the Pressler 
amendment, the sale of this equipment 
was cut off; that is, we were prevented 
by law from delivering it. 

So here is the controversy in 1990. 
The United States has sold equipment 
to a good ally and a good friend, Paki- 
stan, a total sale of 1.4 billion dollars’ 
worth of equipment of which they have 
paid for and we have ordered the equip- 
ment to be built and are unable to give 
the equipment to Pakistan because of 
the Pressler amendment, and we are 
also unable to give them their money 
back. We are unable to give them their 
money back even though we cannot 
give the product because the Govern- 
ment has turned around and contracted 
for the production of the equipment. 

So we are set in a controversy in 1990. 
We have the Pakistani money or the 
obligation. We are unable to deliver 
the equipment, and we are unable to 
give them their money back because 
we have already spent it for the equip- 
ment. Thus, for 5 years we have sat in 
a controversy with one of our best 
friends holding their money and their 
equipment and not willing to give ei- 
ther one of them, or not able to give ei- 
ther one of them, to them. 

The next thing that happened was in 
1993 when Pakistan was faced with the 
nondelivery, decided and agreed with 
the United States reluctantly to cut 
back their order of F-16 aircraft, which 
is by far the most controversial part of 
the package, from a total of 71, or the 
60 they had purchased plus the 11, back 
to a total of 28. So the total has 
dropped from 71 back to 28. We are still 
faced, though, with the package of $1.4 
billion in military equipment com- 
bined, which we have their money for 
and which we are unable to deliver. 

Mr. President, I should point out also 
that there is a further problem here. 
Not only does this nondelivered, non- 
accomplished contract aggravate our 
relations with Pakistan, but each year 
Pakistan has been charged with and is 
required to pay storage costs on the 
equipment they have paid for but 
which we refuse to deliver. It adds in- 
sult to injury to some extent. 

In addition, the equipment each year 
of these last 5 years has become more 
and more obsolescent. Each year we 
fail to resolve this crisis, the equip- 
ment drops in value, the storage costs 
and maintenance costs continue on, 
and relations become more and more 
strained between our two countries. It 
is clearly in this Nation’s interest to 
work out an arrangement to resolve 
this longstanding dispute. 

Mr. President, I also think it is im- 
portant for us to keep in mind what 
was behind the Pressler amendment; 
that is, a genuine and a sincere inter- 
est in stopping proliferation. So, in 
thinking about settling this dispute, it 
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seems to me that we, as Americans, 
ought to be thinking about a couple of 
things. First, how do we resolve the 
dispute without sending the message 
that we are going to give up on stop- 
ping proliferation? Clearly, as we come 
out of this, we have to have in place 
something that is a discouragement for 
people from developing nuclear weap- 
ons. 

So it is important I think that the 
solution come out. First, so that it is 
fair to both India, Pakistan, and the 
United States; and, second, so that 
there is still significant deterrence for 
people violating the structures, and the 
disincentives, against proliferation. 

Mr. President, that is what this 
amendment is meant to do, a resolu- 
tion of that longstanding controversy. 
What does it do? 

The amendment is very clear, and for 
Members let me divide it into a couple 
of parts. First, simply a clarification of 
the Pressler amendment. That is, in 
the cutoff of certain relationships be- 
tween the United States and Pakistan, 
we want to clarify some areas where we 
think it is in our interest to not have 
cutoff. What are they? For example, is 
it in the interest of the United States 
to cooperate with Pakistan in the sup- 
pression of terrorism? 

I think most Members would think it 
is reasonable to say, of course, it is; 
that in cutting off relationships be- 
tween the United States and Pakistan 
because of the Pressler amendment, 
one of the things we should not cut off 
is cooperation between our two coun- 
tries with regard to suppressing terror- 
ism. An example occurred earlier this 
year. Within Pakistan, we were able to 
apprehend, with the assistance of the 
Pakistani authorities, a suspected ter- 
rorist who was thought to be involved 
in the bombing within this country of 
the New York World Trade Center. We 
asked the Pakistanis to arrest him and 
extradite him to the United States. 

Was that in our interest? Yes. Mr. 
President, incidentally, the Pakistanis 
did cooperate. Even though they faced 
pressure from Islamic fundamentalist 
countries that surround them, they ar- 
rested this suspected terrorist and they 
extradited him to the United States. I 
might mention that that kind of co- 
operation has not been seen by all 
countries in the world and Pakistan 
took particular risks in doing so. So I 
think it is in our interest to have an 
arrangement that allows us to cooper- 
ate with them in suppressing terror- 
ism. I think it is also in our interest to 
have an arrangement that allows us to 
cooperate with them in suppressing 
drug traffic and arresting drug traf- 
fickers. 

Why is it important to amend the 
Pressler amendment? The Pressler 
amendment—and it is not as clear as it 
might be—appears to cut off even as- 
sistance that, for example, would help 
them set up a lab, which is what we 
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have done with a lot of countries, 
which would identify chemicals. So 
what we have done in a number of 
countries around the world is help 
them with technical expertise to iden- 
tify what is cocaine, what is heroin, 
what these different chemicals and 
drugs are, and convict the people who 
are trafficking in them. 

So the first part of the amendment is 
reasonably noncontroversial. It passed 
out of committee 16 to 2. What it says, 
in the so-called economic areas, we are 
going to clarify what Pressler means 
and we are going to allow cooperation 
in the areas of suppressing terrorism, 
counternarcotics control, peacekeep- 
ing, and multilateral nation building. I 
think there are a lot of examples. We 
have gone to the Pakistanis in recent 
years and asked them to help by send- 
ing troops to Haiti, by sending troops 
to Somalia. We want to make it clear 
that there is cooperation allowed. In 
other words, if we provide transpor- 
tation, for example, for their troops to 
go to Somalia to help us with a mis- 
sion, we want to clarify the Pressler 
amendment to make it clear that is al- 
lowed. 

So the first piece of it we believe is 
fairly noncontroversial. It is clarifying 
that the Pressler amendment in the 
economic areas does not cut off areas 
where I think most every American 
would think it is to our advantage to 
cooperate with Pakistan. 

The second aspect should be fairly 
noncontroversial as well, and that is it 
makes it clear by law that we will not 
deliver the Е-16 aircraft, exactly what 
the Pressler amendment allows right 
now or provides right now, and it indi- 
cates that the President is authorized 
to sell the planes and return what 
money of the Pakistanis that he can 
through a sale of those aircraft to 
other people. 

Now, Mr. President, the only thing 
new in that is making it clear that he 
is authorized to sell them and return 
the money such as he can. It does not 
appropriate money for this purpose, 
and that is an important difference. We 
are not, as I hope we would eventually 
and I think is important, by this 
amendment returning the Pakistani 
money. We are authorizing the Presi- 
dent to sell those aircraft and authoriz- 
ing the return of the proceeds from 
what he sells, but it does not appro- 
priate money. It merely authorizes a 
resolution of that. 

So what we have done is left in place 
the major penalty for Pakistan in this. 
The aircraft, the F-16’s, are clearly 
things that the Indians are most con- 
cerned about. They have indicated it is 
their top priority. They have indicated 
it is the thing that is most important 
to them, to see that they are not deliv- 
ered in the way of equipment to the 
Pakistanis. The aircraft amount to al- 
most three-fourths of the entire mili- 
tary package. 
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So the way it deals with the second 
area is it makes it clear that those air- 
craft, none of them are to be delivered 
to Pakistan, and if there is money de- 
rived from selling them, that can be re- 
turned to Pakistan. 

Third, Mr. President, it does author- 
ize the delivery of about a fourth of the 
package, and that fourth is other 
equipment that is described as insig- 
nificant. 

We have held extensive hearings on 
this question. Every witness that we 
had—we had a large number of wit- 
nesses, experts from academia, mili- 
tary experts, and a variety of other ex- 
perts from the administration—every 
expert that came in who talked about 
this other package—that is, about a 
fourth of the military sale—described 
to us that these were militarily insig- 
nificant packages. Both Democrat and 
Republican, both liberal and conserv- 
ative, both academic and military ex- 
perts, all of them came in and de- 
scribed this part of the package—and it 
is $368 million of military equipment 
that they have contracted and paid 
for—as militarily insignificant. 

Now, some critics have said, Good- 
ness, if you allow the delivery of this 
equipment that is 5 years old or older, 
it will upset the remainder of power be- 
tween India and Pakistan.” 

I am happy to respond to that if it is 
made in the Chamber, and I wish to be 
very clear about it because the experts 
we have asked, all of them have come 
in and said, First, it is militarily insig- 
nificant and, second, it will have no ef- 
fect whatsoever on the remainder of 
power between India and Pakistan. 
India is clearly the dominant power. It 
is 2 to 1 over Pakistan in almost every 
military aspect and, of course, in popu- 
lation has an advantage much greater 
than that. So while that is a point of 
contention in this, it is a controversial 
piece of it I hope Members will put in 
place. First, the experts say it is not 
militarily significant and will do noth- 
ing to change the major balance of 
power between India and Pakistan, 
which is clearly in India’s favor and 
continues in a very significant way to 
be in India’s favor. 

Mr. President, let me deal specifi- 
cally with what the amendment does 
not do because- I think that is impor- 
tant. It does not repeal the Pressler 
amendment. It leaves it in place. It 
leaves in place a cutoff of military 
sales to Pakistan. Even though they 
have been our ally, even though they 
have been our friend, they cannot look 
to us even in difficult circumstances to 
buy military equipment. 

The military equipment that here is 
involved is a sale that is 8 or 9 years 
old and that they have paid for and for 
which we are unable to return their 
money. So what we are doing is not de- 
livering three-fourths of the material 
and delivering a quarter of it. But it 
leaves in place the Pressler amendment 
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and the cutoff of sanctions. Second, it 
does not create instability with India. 
It leaves them with а 2-to-1 advantage 
in military hardware. Third, it does 
not—and this is very important, I 
think—undermine the nonproliferation 
efforts of the United States. It leaves 
in place tough sanctions against Paki- 
stan. 

Some may feel this amendment does 
not go far enough, that we ought to re- 
consider those tough sanctions. But 
this amendment does not do that. I 
must say personally, Mr. President, I 
think it is very important for us to 
keep in mind that we have to have 
credibility in terms of our strong stand 
against proliferation. As some Mem- 
bers may note, I have been one who has 
been concerned about our negotiations 
and discussions with North Korea. I 
think we jeopardize the credibility of 
our nonproliferation effort by what we 
have done there. So I think it is impor- 
tant to note this amendment leaves in 
place tough sanctions. 

Mr. President, I wish to suggest to 
Members that there are three things I 
hope they will keep in mind as they 
consider this amendment. No. 1, Mem- 
bers from my side of the aisle have 
been critical at times of the President 
in his conducting of foreign policy, but 
here is an example where the President 
faced a tough problem. He faced a 
tough problem because it deals with re- 
lationships with Pakistan and India. 
He faced a tough problem because for 5 
years we have had this equipment and 
we have refused to either deliver it or 
give the Pakistanis their money back. 


‘Previous administrations had not been 


able to deal with this problem, as dif- 
ficult as it was. 

Mr. President, here is a situation 
where the President of the United 
States faced a tough foreign policy 
problem and found a solution. He nego- 
tiated for this Nation and he developed 
a good compromise. The compromise 
he developed did not deliver the F-16’s, 
which were the most controversial 
piece of the package, and did deliver a 
portion of the package, about a fourth 
of it, that is not thought to be mili- 
tarily significant. 

He negotiated a strong compromise 
that while it does not satisfy everyone, 
it gets this problem behind it. No one, 
I think, can look at this problem and 
think it makes sense to delay further 
in trying to resolve it. Every day that 
passes the equipment gets older and of 
less value. Every day that passes, there 
is storage costs that impose a greater 
and greater burden on the parties in- 
volved. 

The question Members have to ask 
themselves is this: If they fail to pass 
the President’s compromise, what do 
they do to his negotiating position in 
foreign policy? I think it is very clear 
they undercut it. I think it is very 
clear what happens. If you fail to pass 
the President’s compromise in this 
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area, we send a message to the world 
that they cannot negotiate in good 
faith with the President of the United 
States, that we will not back him when 
he steps forward to settle difficult 
problems. I think we undercut his posi- 
tion and his credibility and his ability 
to negotiate on behalf of the United 
States in the future. 

It would be a tragic mistake to take 
an area where the President has shown 
real leadership and real courage in 
solving a tough problem, and to under- 
cut him. 

Second, Mr. President, I think there 
is a very important thing we ought to 
consider as we look at this package, 
and that is how people around the 
world will respond to the United States 
when we come and ask for help, when 
we come and ask for cooperation. They 
will look at how we have treated Paki- 
stan and they will make a decision of 
whether or not they want to be our 
friend and whether or not they want to 
work for us. 

Mr. President, there is a simple 
guideline for this solution as to how 
Pakistan has responded. When we have 
needed help and we have gone to Paki- 
stan and asked for help, the Pakistanis 
were there for us. Let me review the 
record quickly. 

In 1950, when North Korea invaded 
South Korea, the United States went to 
Pakistan and asked for their help in 
the United Nations to vote against 
that invasion and to authorize U.N. 
forces to go to war to save freedom and 
democracy in South Korea. Pakistan 
said yes when we asked them for help. 

In 1954, when we organized the 
Central Treaty Organization, CENTO— 
it was designed to stop the spread of 
communism around the world—we 
went to Pakistan even though they 
were in a vulnerable position, close to 
the Soviet Union, and we asked them 
to join this military alliance to protect 
freedom and democracy around the 
world. Pakistan said yes when we 
asked them to join. 

In 1955, when we helped organize the 
Southeast Asian Treaty Organization, 
SEATO, and asked Pakistan to join 
that organization, Pakistan said yes, 
and stood shoulder to shoulder with us 
to stop the spread of Marxism and com- 
munism around the world. 

In 1959, when we went to Pakistan 
and asked them to sign a mutual de- 
fense treaty, Pakistan once again said 
yes to the United States. In accordance 
with that defense treaty Pakistan al- 
lowed the United States to set up mili- 
tary air bases within Pakistan de- 
signed to perform reconnaissance 
flights over the Soviet Union. 

Now, Mr. President, keep in mind 
what this was. We asked Pakistan to 
allow us to set up a base in their own 
country that would fly our spy planes, 
our reconnaissance planes, over the So- 
viet Union, providing vital military in- 
telligence to the United States. Paki- 
stan, close to the Soviet Union, was at 
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great risk and great danger. And once 
again, even at their own risk, Pakistan 
said yes to the United States. 

Francis Gary Powers, incidentally, 
was involved in one of those flights, 
which Americans will remember. 

Incidentally Khrushchev himself 
threatened to wipe this airbase off the 
face of the Earth. Pakistan took an 
enormous risk by letting us on their 
territory, and said yes to helping us. 

In 1970, when we wanted to open up 
relationships with China, Pakistan said 
yes to our request to allow Henry Kis- 
singer to enter China through Paki- 
stan, cooperating and setting up that 
relationship with China. Even though 
the Soviets were very upset by Paki- 
stan, and in less than a year signed a 
friendship treaty with India partly in 
relationship to their anger, Pakistan 
went ahead and said yes to the United 
States offers for help. 

Americans should note that it was 
within a year after that cooperation 
with the United States that resulted in 
a friendship treaty between the Soviet 
Union and India that India then felt 
free to send their troops into east 
Pakistan which saw the Pakistanis 
lose that war and lose a significant 
portion of their country. 

From 1979 to 1989 the United States 
went to Pakistan and asked them to 
cooperate with us in and help us fight 
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan 
through infiltration of military equip- 
ment and other devices. Once again 
Pakistan said yes to the United States 
even though they faced great danger. 

In the gulf war against Iraq in 1990 
we asked Pakistan to send troops. 
They did. They stood side by side and 
fought with us to repel the Iraqi inva- 
sion. 

Since 1992 and 1993, Pakistan has 
been at the forefront of peacekeeping 
operations. We went to them and asked 
them to supply troops for Somalia, and 
they said yes. And we went to them 
and asked them to supply troops for 
the Haiti operation, and they said yes. 
And in 1995 we went to them and asked 
them to return a suspected terrorist, 
and they helped arrest him and return 
him to the United States, a terrorist 
who was involved in the World Trade 
Center bombing. 

Mr. President, when we have asked 
Pakistan for help, they have been 
there. They have stood side by side for 
America with America. They have 
stood side by side with us in resisting 
Soviet aggression. They have stood 
side by side with us to stop and reverse 
the Russian invasion of Afghanistan. 
And, Mr. President, they stood side by 
side to help us stop or reverse terror- 
ism around the world. 

Now, Mr. President, they are asking 
us, asking us to treat them fairly with 
regard to this sale that started almost 
9 years ago. 

Mr. President, at this time I would 
like to ask that Senator HARKIN and 
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Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN be added as 
cosponsors to this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWN. Finally, Mr. President, 
let me suggest this: The reason we 
ought to pass this amendment is not 
for Pakistan, although that ought to be 
a consideration, it is not for anyone 
else in the world except for the United 
States. 

If there is one thing important to 
Americans, it is that our word be good, 
that our commitments be strong, that 
people place credibility in what Amer- 
ica does. Is there anyone in this Cham- 
ber that is comfortable with us having 
taken the Pakistani money and refused 
either the equipment that we con- 
tracted for or their money back? I do 
not think so. Americans do not deal 
that way with people. We do not take 
their money on a contract and then 
refuse to deliver on the contract or 
refuse to return their money. We ought 
to adopt this amendment because of 
America and what we stand for and 
who we are, because our word is good, 
and our commitment is good, because 
we do not cheat people. 

We ought to adopt this amendment 
because it is a fair compromise of a 
tough problem that treats people fairly 
and reasonably. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve it would be wrong for us to both 
keep the money and the military 
equipment and to refuse to resolve that 
problem. And that stands as a cloud 
over the integrity of the United States. 

Mr. President, I am proud of this 
country. I think we deal fairly with 
people. And I think we want people to 
know that. We ought to pass this 
amendment more than anything be- 
cause it says a lot about the kind of 
people we are and the kind of integrity 
we have and the validity and the integ- 
rity of the word of the United States. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 


AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP- 
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN- 


ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1996 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the clerk will re- 
port H.R. 1976. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 1976) making appropriations 
for Agriculture, rural development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and related agencies 
programs for the fiscal year ending Septem- 
ber 30, 1996, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 

Feingold-McCain amendment No. 2697, to 
prohibit the use of appropriated funds for the 
special research grants program that are not 
subject to a competitive approval process. 

Conrad amendment No. 2698, to provide 
that producers of a 1995 crop are not required 
to repay advance deficiency payments made 
for the crop if the producers have suffered a 
loss due to weather or related condition. 
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Bumpers amendment No. 2699, to reduce 
funding to carry out the market promotion 
program and to target assistance to small 
companies. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, under 
the order, there are 4 minutes equally 
divided on the Feingold amendment, 
the first amendment to be voted on. 

In connection with the Conrad 
amendment, there has been a modifica- 
tion submitted. In connection with the 
Conrad amendment, I ask the follow- 
ing: I ask unanimous consent that fol- 
lowing the first of the ordered votes, 
there be 6 minutes of debate for the 
Conrad amendment No. 2698, with 4 
minutes under the control of Senator 
CONRAD and 2 minutes under the con- 
trol of Senator COCHRAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2697 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the pending ques- 
tion is amendment No. 2697, offered by 
the Senator from Wisconsin (Мг. 
FEINGOLD]. As indicated, debate on this 
amendment is limited to 4 minutes 
equally divided in the usual form. 

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, my 
amendment does not cut a dime from 
the Special Research Grants Program. 
I want to make that absolutely clear. 
It just subjects the proposals for fund- 
ing under this program to new sci- 
entific peer review and competition. 

Second, this amendment does not ne- 
gate the committee’s recommendations 
in the report. It just ensures that those 
recommendations, if they are funded, 
have to pass a competitive test to be 
sure they are merited. 

Third, this amendment replaces the 
political competition for these re- 
search dollars, which I think is inap- 
propriate for an ever-shrinking agri- 
culture research budget, and what it 
replaces it with is science-based com- 
petition. 

Currently, the defining criteria for 
which institutions are awarded re- 
search grants I am afraid is which 
Members have the most political mus- 
cle to get their projects approved by 
the committee, and I think that is 
wrong. I think it is unfair to U.S. farm- 
ers for Members of the Senate and the 
House to be spendthrift with these lim- 
ited research dollars which continue to 
shrink each year. 

Last night, my colleague, the senior 
Senator from Mississippi, said my 
amendment would delegate this au- 
thority to a fancy group of scientists 
on peer review panels.“ Under our peer 
review, $50 million is done by peer re- 
view, rather than $100 million, which is 
already done by peer review. Why the 
difference? 
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I think it is appropriate to have a 
peer review panel. I think there still 
will be an opportunity for committee 
members to identify projects they be- 
lieve in and to put them in the com- 
mittee report, but they would have to 
go through, also, a peer review, and I 
am sure most of them would do well on 
this basis. 

The point here is, if my amendment 
is adopted, the projects would have to 
be approved on their merit. We would 
replace a political competition with a 
fair competition. 

Mr. President, I think it is irrespon- 
sible of Congress to continue funding 
these projects based on politics rather 
than merit. I would say that the sci- 
entists that are experts in their field 
are far better qualified to determine 
which projects are sound and which are 
not than are the Members of Congress. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
this item which I think is not only re- 
form in the agriculture area but a re- 
form in our entire budgeting process. I 
thank the Chair. 

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, let me 
say in response, last night we debated 
this fully. We had the opportunity to 
talk about all the different kinds of ag- 
ricultural research—applied research, 
basic research, research that is tar- 
geted to specific problems of a region 
or a State. There is a very carefully 
balanced mix of research dollars in this 
legislation. Some of it—most of it, as a 
matter of fact—is done by the Agricul- 
tural Research Service at Federal lab- 
oratories, by scientists employed by 
the Government. Some of it is done 
through a National Research Initiative 
which is a competitive, peer-review 
program as the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin said. 

Other dollars are allocated by for- 
mula, or under the supervision of the 
Department of Agriculture, which very 
closely monitors the use of all funds to 
determine that the research being done 
has merit and will benefit American 
agriculture. That is the important part 
of this. 

I am not so much concerned with 
how we divide these funds, but we 
think the bill before the Senate pro- 
vides a proper balance. Members of 
Congress have had a say-so in how 
these dollars are allocated, and that is 
how it should be. They are accountable 
to the taxpayers. If you turn this all 
over to a group of scientists some- 
where, they are going to have their 
own buddy system, in effect, and you 
may see States and regions that will 
get left out, and I think it might be my 
region that may get left out. 

You may have the large, more 
wealthy and well-entrenched hierarchy 
of academia in the Northeast and the 
Midwest dividing up all the money 
among themselves, and I am against 
that. 
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The system we have now that is re- 
flected in this bill and the appropria- 
tions that we have made here and rec- 
ommended to the Senate, I think, are 
very thoughtful. They are well crafted 
to make sure we serve agriculture 
broadly. 

I hope the Senate will support our ef- 
forts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ASHCROFT). All time has expired. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to table the 
Feingold amendment and ask for the 
yeas and nays 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on agreeing to the mo- 
tion to lay on the table the amendment 
No. 2697, offered by the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. FEINGOLD]. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is ab- 
sent due to illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. HATFIELD] would vote yea.“ 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab- 
sent because of attending a funeral. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 64, 
nays 34, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 447 Leg.] 


YEAS—64 
Akaka Exon Levin 
Baucus Faircloth Lott 
Bennett Ford Mack 
Biden Frist McConnell 
Bond Gorton Mikulski 
Breaux Gramm Moseley-Braun 
Bumpers Grassley Murkowski 
Burns Gregg Nickles 
Byrd Harkin Packwood 
Campbell Hatch Pressler 
Coats Heflin Reid 
Cochran Helms Sarbanes 
Cohen Hollings Shelby 
Conrad Hutchison Simpson 
Coverdell Inhofe Snowe 
Craig Inouye Specter 
D'Amato Jeffords Stevens 
Daschle Johnston Thomas 
DeWine Kempthorne Thompson 
Dole Kerrey Thurmond 
Domenici Lautenberg 
Dorgan 

NAYS—34 
Abraham Graham Nunn 
Ashcroft Grams Pell 
Bingaman Kassebaum Robb 
Boxer Kennedy Rockefeller 
Bradley Kerry Roth 
Brown Kohl Santorum 
Bryan Kyl Simon 
Chafee Lieberman Smith 
Dodd Lugar Warner 
Feingold McCain Wellstone 
Feinstein Moynihan 
Glenn Murray 

NOT VOTING—2 

Hatfield Pryor 


So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 2697) was agreed to. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2698 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on amendment 
numbered 2698 offered by the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD]. 

Debate on the amendment is limited 
to 6 minutes, 4 minutes under the con- 
trol of the Senator from North Dakota 
and 2 minutes under the control of the 
Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the rollcall on this Conrad 
amendment be limited to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO, 2698, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I send a 
modification to the desk and ask unan- 
imous consent to modify my amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has a right to modify in accord- 
ance with a previous order. 

Without objection, it is so ordered, 
and the amendment is so modified. 

The amendment (No. 2698), as modi- 
fied, is as follows: 

On page 82, line 15, strike '*$795,556,000” and 
insert ‘*$717,778,000"". 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 

SEC. . REPAYMENT OF ADVANCE DEFICIENCY 
PAYMENTS FOR 1995 DISASTER 
LOSSES. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding subpara- 
graphs (G) and (H) of section 114(a)(2) of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1445j(a)(2)), 
if the producers on a farm received an ad- 
vance deficiency payment for the 1995 crop of 
a commodity and suffered a loss in the pro- 
duction of the crop due to weather or related 
condition in excess of 35 percent, the produc- 
ers shall not be required to repay the 
amount of the payment on lost production 
that does not exceed the percent of produc- 
tion on which crop insurance coverage was 
not available, as determined by the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture. 

(b) LIMITATIONS.—The payments not re- 
quired to be repaid under subsection (a) shall 
not exceed 

(1) $2,500 for the producers on a farm; and 

(2) $35,000,000 for all producers. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, this amendment is to 
deal with what I think is clearly an un- 
intended consequence. In many parts of 
the country this year we have crop fail- 
ure, most of it weather related. 

Whether it is wheat in North Dakota 
or Kansas, whether it is cotton in Mis- 
sissippi, or corn in Iowa and Illinois, 
we have a series of circumstances in 
which unusual crop -losses have oc- 
curred. That has led to a perverse re- 
sult. 

Farmers across the country are being 
presented with a bill to repay their ad- 
vance deficiency payments and in 
many cases they have no crop with 
which to pay it back. What has hap- 
pened is producers were paid an ad- 
vance deficiency payment, prices rose 
because of these crop shortages and 
shortfalls and, as a result, farmers are 
expected to repay their advance defi- 
ciency payments. But those who have 
suffered a catastrophic loss have no 
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crop with which to make these repay- 
ments. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, may we 
have order, please? The Senator de- 
serves respect while we listen to this 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will proceed. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is 
no giveaway program. A farmer must 
have a loss of at least 35 percent. It is 
only on that part of farmers’ produc- 
tion that is not eligible for crop insur- 
ance that would be allowed any for- 
giveness. There is a $2,500 cap per farm- 
er. On a national basis, there is a $35 
million limit. And it is all paid for. It 
is paid for by reducing the authoriza- 
tion for the Export Enhancement Pro- 
gram from $795 million to $717 million. 

I just say to my colleagues, this year 
we had an $800 million authorization. 
We are going to spend less than $400 
million of that. So I believe these funds 
are available for this purpose. It will 
allow farmers to get forgiveness on 
part of their advance deficiency pay- 
ment in those circumstances where 
they have faced massive losses; in 
those circumstances where they have 
part of their crop that could not be 
covered by crop insurance. Where they 
could have gotten it covered by crop 
insurance, they are expected to have 
done so. 

It is paid for. It is fair. It will relieve 
suffering as a result of the transition 
from previous disaster programs to no 
disaster program. I urge my colleagues 
to support it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from North Dakota last night 
offered this amendment. We talked 
about it a good bit. I was determined to 
come to the floor and move to table it 
and ask for the yeas and nays. 

But he modified the amendment. He 
sent a modification to the desk and, by 
so doing, this amendment applies na- 
tionwide to farmers who have had 
weather-related disasters. I am con- 
fident that there are some situations 
where there ought to be an opportunity 
for some disaster assistance. 

You may remember, I was on the 
floor arguing strongly for a cotton dis- 
aster program and the Senate did not 
approve it. I think one reason why they 
did not is that it was crop specific. 
This amendment does apply to all 
crops. It takes money from the Export 
Enhancement Program to do this. The 
payments are going to be capped at a 
$2,500 per farmer limit. It may even go 
less, because only $35 million is avail- 
able nationwide. Depending upon the 
needs out there and the justifications 
for these payments to reimburse for ad- 
vance deficiency payments where a 
farmer has not made a crop because of 
disaster, it may exceed $35 million. If it 
does, there will be a proration of that 
available money so each disaster vic- 
tim may get less than $2,500. 
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I am going to vote for the amend- 
ment but I hope this has explained it to 
the extent Senators will know what 
they are voting on and understand the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think it 
is a bad amendment. I like farmers, but 
it is a little early for Christmas. We 
just did welfare yesterday, welfare re- 
form, where we are dealing with low-in- 
come Americans. My view is, it is a 
great idea to give farmers $2,500. I 
think in my State they will understand 
if I vote “по.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. If I might just con- 
clude, I would like to say this is com- 
pletely paid for. It is paid for out of 
farm accounts to another farm account 
where there is, I think, a clear need 
across the country, where producers 
have suffered a catastrophic loss, and 
where there was not the availability of 
crop insurance to cover that loss. To 
the extent there is crop insurance 
available, no payment is available. 

Again, it is paid for completely out of 


other agricultural accounts. 
Мг. FAIRCLOTH addressed the 
Chair. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. Does the 
Senator yield time? 

Mr. CONRAD. I think all time has ex- 
pired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 30 seconds remaining. 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield back my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

The Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I am opposed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will need consent to address this 
issue. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent for 30 seconds 
to address the issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I am opposed to 
the amendment. The Senator says the 
money is there. It came from the tax- 
payers. We are simply putting $35 mil- 
lion more into another program that 
we should not be putting money into. 
The fact we might have put it into 
some agricultural bill and we are now 
shifting it to another one makes no dif- 
ference. We are simply spending $35 
million of the taxpayers’ money. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question now occurs 
on amendment No. 2698, as modified. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is ab- 
sent due to illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. HATFIELD] would vote “пау.” 
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Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab- 
sent because of attending a funeral. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 34, 
nays 64, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 448 Leg.] 


YEAS—34 
Akaka Ford Moynihan 
Baucus Grassley Murray 
Bingaman Harkin Pressler 
Breaux Heflin Reid 
Bryan Hollings Robb 
Bumpers Inouye Rockefeller 
Burns Jeffords Sarbanes 
Cochran Johnston Simon 
Conrad Kassebaum Stevens 
Daschle Leahy Wellstone 
Dorgan Lott 
Exon Moseley-Braun 

МАҮ5-64 
Abraham Feinstein Mack 
Ashcroft Frist McCain 
Bennett Glenn McConnell 
Biden Gorton Mikulski 
Bond Graham Murkowski 
Boxer Gramm Nickles 
Bradley Grams Nunn 
Brown Gregg Packwood 
Byrd Hatch Pell 
Campbell Helms Roth 
Chafee Hutchison Santorum 
Coats Inhofe Shelby 
Cohen Kempthorne Simpson 
Coverdell Kennedy Smith 
Craig Kerrey Snowe 
D'Amato Kerry Specter 
DeWine Kohl Thomas 
Dodd Kyl Thompson 
Dole Lautenberg Thurmond 
Domenici Levin Warner 
Faircloth Lieberman 
Feingold Lugar 

NOT VOTING—2 
Hatfield Pryor 
So, the amendment (No. 2698), as 


modified, was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question now 
occurs on amendment No. 2699 offered 
by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
BUMPERS]. There will be 4 minutes for 
debate equally divided prior to the 
vote. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2699, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for permission to 
send a modification to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, the amendment is 
so modified. 

The amendment (No. 2699), as modi- 
fied, is as follows: 

On page 65, line 18, before the period at the 
end, insert the following:: Provided further, 
That funds made available under this Act to 
carry out non-generic activities of the mar- 
ket promotion program established under 
section 203 (e)(4) of the Agricultural Trade 
Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623) may be used to pro- 
vide cost-share assistance only to organiza- 
tions that are non-Foreign entities recog- 
nized as small business concerns under sec- 
tion 3(a) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
632(a)) or to associations described in the 
first section of the Act entitled ‘An Act to 
authorize association of producers of agricul- 
tural products’, approved February 22, 1922 (7 
U.S.C. 291). Provided further, That none of the 
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funds made available under this Act may be 
used to pay the salaries of personnel who 
who carry out the market promotion pro- 
gram established under section 203 of the Ag- 
ricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623) if 
the aggregate amount of funds and/or com- 
modities under the program exceeds 
$70,000,000". 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator 
LEAHY be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
would like to have the attention of my 
colleagues because this will take just 
about 1 minute to explain to you what 
I have done on the Market Promotion 
Program. 

I do not believe that it is defensible 
for the U.S. Congress to be giving 
money out to the biggest corporations 
in the world. I have no quarrel with the 
thrust of the Market Promotion Pro- 


gram. 

So here is what I have done to that 
program. Four things: First, eliminate 
foreign corporations from eligibility; 
second, leave all the agricultural co- 
operatives as they are regardless of size 
eligible for the program; third, we cut 
the amount from $110 million to $70 
million; and the coup de grace is make 
it a small-business program. Small 
businesses are the ones who have the 
most difficulty in exporting. It is not 
Gallo Wine. It is not Pillsbury. It is the 
small-business community. 

So I make it small business, other 
than agriculture cooperatives. I make 
it a small-business program as defined 
by the Small Business Administration. 
While that varies, it is essentially a 
company that does $50 million a year 
or has 500 or fewer employees. 

Here is a chance to make the pro- 
gram defensible. You can go home and 
talk to anybody you want to. Your 
farmers will love it because they stay 
eligible. Your small-business people 
love it because they will be eligible to 
export. Everybody else will love it be- 
cause you are eliminating foreign cor- 
porations. And, finally, everybody will 
love it because we are cutting from $110 
million to $70 million in the full knowl- 
edge that we are very likely to have to 
do some compromise with the House. 

I thank the President. 

I also ask unanimous consent that 
Senator KOHL be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Let me just make this point. I have 
brought to the floor a chart showing 
the dollar value of agricultural exports 
by State. We are trying to aggressively 
go after market share with our agri- 
culture commodities. We are trying to 
promote and expand the business that 
we are able to do in overseas markets, 
and we are making good progress. One 
of the reasons why we are is because of 
this program. 
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Senator BUMPERS and Senator BRYAN 
have tried to kill this program. They 
tried it back on April 6 when we had 
the supplemental appropriations and 
rescissions bill on the floor. The Senate 
rejected their amendment. Yesterday, 
it rejected an effort. Here is another 
amendment. This is an effort to rewrite 
the whole program that is under the 
purview of the Agriculture Committee. 
We should not be asked to do that on 
the floor of the Senate. The Senators 
are not that familiar with the details 
of the program, the eligibility, the re- 
strictions, and the safeguards that are 
written in there already. In addition, 
this amendment reduces the manda- 
tory spending level for this program. 
That is a decision for the Agriculture 
Committee to make. They are under a 
reconciliation instruction. I under- 
stand the Agriculture Committee is 
considering this change. 

I yield the remainder of my time to 
the distinguished Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. GORTON]. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this 
amendment does not do what and ex- 
empt what the Senator from Arkansas 
says it does. He exempts co-ops from 
his prohibition, but he does not exempt 
the associations, which is the way 
most of your farmers will operate. 
There is not any apple grower in the 
State of Washington, I do not believe, 
who is not small enough to be a small 
business, but when he operates through 
an association, as he does and as they 
always do, he will not be exempted 
from the cuts that the Senator is im- 
posing on him, nor will our asparagus 
growers, nor will any of your farmers 
who operate in that fashion. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for an additional 30 
seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The modification I 
just sent to the desk took care of the 
very thing that the Senator from 
Washington was complaining about. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that this rollcall 
vote be limited to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move 
to table the amendment and ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Mississippi to lay 
on the table the amendment of the 
Senator from Arkansas. On this ques- 
tion, the yeas and nays have been or- 
dered and the clerk will call the roll. 

Ле bill clerk called the roll. 

. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ae from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is ab- 
sent due to illness. 
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I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. HATFIELD] would vote “yea.” 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab- 
sent because of attending a funeral. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CAMPBELL). Are there any other Sen- 
ators in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 36, 
nays 62, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 449 Leg.] 


YEAS—36 
Ashcroft Frist Moseley-Braun 
Baucus Gorton Murkowski 
Bennett Gramm Murray 
Bond Grassley Packwood 
Boxer Hatch Pressler 
Campbell Heflin Shelby 
Cochran Helms Simon 
Craig Hutchison Simpson 
Daschle Kempthorne Snowe 
Domenici Kerrey Specter 
Feinstein Lott Stevens 
Ford McConnell Thurmond 

NAYS—62 
Abraham Exon Lieberman 
Akaka Faircloth Lugar 
Biden Feingold Mack 
Bingaman Glenn McCain 
Bradley Graham Mikulski 
Breaux Grams Moynihan 
Brown Gregg Nickles 
Bryan Harkin Nunn 
Bumpers Hollings Pell 
Burns Inhofe Reid 
Byrd Inouye Robb 
Chafee Jeffords Rockefeller 
Coats Johnston Roth 
Cohen Kassebaum Santorum 
Conrad Kennedy Sarbanes 
Coverdell Kerry Smith 
D'Amato Kohl Thomas 
DeWine Kyl Thompson 
Dodd Lautenberg Warner 
Dole Leahy Wellstone 
Dorgan Levin 

NOT VOTING—2 

Hatfield Pryor 


So the motion was rejected. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I urge 
the adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2699) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

RURAL TOURISM IN ALASKA 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
would like to engage my distinguished 
colleague, the senior Senator from Mis- 
sissippi, in a colloquy concerning rural 
tourism in Alaska. 

There are precious few opportunities 
for economic development throughout 
Alaska’s 210 rural villages and commu- 
nities, reflected by the fact that unem- 
ployment rates remain as high as 80 
percent. Coupled with the geographical 
separation of these remote villages 
from other population centers, many 
Alaskans are denied access to the basic 
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goods and services that stimulate local 
economic development. 

The single bright spot on the horizon 
relates to growing interest in a rural 
Alaska tourism industry. In response, 
Alaska Village Initiative has, for sev- 
eral years, sought to offset the decline 
of traditional economic sectors with ef- 
fective support to the rural tourism in- 
dustry. I am told that approximately 
$300,000 would be required to establish 
and operate a Rural Tourism Develop- 
ment Center, RTDC, the next critical 
step to assisting these Native Alaskan 
villages along the road to self-suffi- 
ciency. 

The RTDC will provide a range of 
technical assistance services to rural 
communities and individuals inter- 
ested in developing tourism projects in 
Alaska. It will be a “one-stop shop” to 
assist entrepreneurs in developing 
their ideas from start to finish. It will 
also coordinate a wide variety of exist- 
ing Government programs engaged in 
some aspect of rural tourism develop- 
ment. 

The Department of Agriculture funds 
rural enterprise grants to address just 
this sort of need nationwide. Since 
such a grant would appear to be highly 
justified, I ask the chairman of the 
subcommittee whether the necessary 
funds could be provided to establish 
and operate a Rural Tourism Develop- 
ment Center in Alaska? 

Mr. COCHRAN. As the Senator from 
Alaska noted, the subcommittee did 
address rural development grants, but 
was unaware of the problem in Alaska. 
I appreciate the Senator bringing this 
problem to my attention. I urge the 
Department to give equal consider- 
ation to an application to address this 
problem as those included in the com- 
mittee report. 

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the chair- 
тап. 

Мг. HEFLIN. Мг. President, the 
aquaculture industry is of vital impor- 
tance to the economy of west Alabama. 
In some west Alabama counties, for ex- 
ample, over 20 percent of the total pop- 
ulation is employed directly in the pro- 
duction or processing of fish. The 
Southeastern Fish Cultural Laboratory 
in Marion, AL has played a major role 
in this process. It’s my understanding 
that there are similar facilities in Ar- 
kansas and Mississippi. 

Mr. BUMPERS. It is true that aqua- 
culture is of great importance to the 
States of Arkansas, Mississippi, and 
Alabama. In Arkansas, the aquaculture 
industry is growing by leaps and 
bounds and the Stuttgart Aquaculture 
Center has been vital to that growth. 

Mr. COCHRAN. The same can be said 
about the National Warm Water Aqua- 
culture Research Center in Stoneville, 
MS. The expansion of the aquaculture 
industry in Mississippi, and the Nation 
has been responsible for sustaining 
rural economies that were recently in 
dire situations. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. HEFLIN. We now have an annual 
trade deficit in fisheries products rang- 
ing from $4.5 to $7 billion. This trade 
imbalance is the largest of all agricul- 
tural commodities and ranks second 
only to petroleum among natural prod- 
ucts. Our domestic aquaculture indus- 
try has the potential of turning this 
trade deficit into a trade surplus with 
only modest support and encourage- 
ment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. While it is true that 
overall, agriculture has a positive bal- 
ance of trade, the aquaculture sector 
does not. At the present time, the 
United States does not have the pro- 
duction capabilities to meet domestic 
demand for fish and fish products and 
therefore we are placed in the position 
that we are forced to import to meet 
the domestic demand. The aquaculture 
industry has the opportunity to turn 
this situation around and we should fa- 
cilitate this process. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Not only do we have 
the opportunity to turn our trade situ- 
ation around relative to aquaculture, 
there is also a real human factor to be 
considered as well. Nearly 300,000 
Americans are employed іп aqua- 
culture related work. The catfish in- 
dustry alone accounts for 121,000 do- 
mestic jobs and nearly $2.5 billion in 
income. If we are able to facilitate the 
growth of this industry, the economic 
impact potential is overwhelming. 

Mr. HEFLIN. As my colleagues from 
Mississippi and Arkansas are well 
aware, the U.S. aquaculture industry 
has grown more than 15 percent annu- 
ally since 1980. As a result, aquaculture 
has emerged as a solid alternative agri- 
cultural opportunity and has allowed 
farmers to diversify. The research and 
extension infrastructure has been a 
major resource for aquaculture. With- 
out this research it is doubtful that the 
aquaculture industry would have got- 
ten off the ground. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I could not agree 
more with my distinguished colleague 
and Alabama. The research that has 
supported the growth of this industry 
has been essential. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Aquaculture is 
primed to take the next step forward 
and establish itself as an integral and 
vital form of agriculture. What aqua- 
culture needs now is to be consolidated 
and coordinated under one depart- 
ment—the U.S. Department of Agri- 
culture. Currently jurisdiction for 
aquaculture is spread out among the 
USDA, the Department of Interior, and 
the Department of Commerce. The Ag- 
riculture Research Service could truly 
assert itself in this regard if the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture is allowed 
to assume a leadership role in aqua- 
culture. 

Mr. HEFLIN. In an effort to facili- 
tate the continued growth of the aqua- 
culture industry and provide the nec- 
essary resource tools, it is highly desir- 
able that all relevant departments and 


25743 


agencies of the U.S. Department of Ag- 
riculture, including Agricultural Re- 
search Service, take steps necessary to 
support research in the field of aqua- 
culture and particularly to exercise its 
authority to assist and help the indus- 
try and related fields of aquaculture in- 
cluding the cooperation with and/or the 
assumption of fish culture laboratories 
including the Southeastern Fish Cul- 
ture Lab at Marion, AL. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I agree that the sug- 
gestion by Senator HEFLIN is desirable 
and should be carried out as long as it 
does not result in duplication of ongo- 
ing research activities at other re- 
search facilities. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I concur in what Sen- 
ator COCHRAN has just said. 

CERTIFIED MEDIATION PROGRAMS 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I note 
the chairman and ranking member of 
the subcommittee are on the floor. 
H.R. 1976 provides funding of $3,000,000 
for grants to certified State mediation 
programs. Mediation is a proven effec- 
tive tool in resolving disputes between 
the Department of Agriculture and 
America’s farmers and ranchers. And 
as you know, mediation has been used 
for quite some time with regard to 
loans. 

However, current law [7 U.S.C. sec- 
tions 5101 through 5106] also directs 
certified State mediation programs to 
offer mediation in other areas of dis- 
pute with the Department of Agri- 
culture. These areas include wetlands 
determinations, compliance with farm 
programs, including conservation pro- 
grams, agricultural credit, rural water 
loan programs, grazing on National 
Forest System lands, pesticides, and 
other issues as the Secretary of Agri- 
culture considers appropriate. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator is cor- 
rect. The statute provides that cer- 
tified State mediation programs are to 
be used for a wide variety of disputes 
with the Department of Agriculture. 
And as the law provides, in States with 
certified mediation programs, the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture is required to 
participate in ‘‘good faith’’ with cer- 
tified State mediation programs. 

Мг. CONRAD. While the legislation is 
clear, there is a question regarding the 
Senate Committee’s report language of 
H.R. 1976. The report language states: 
“Grants will be solely for operation 
and administration of the State’s agri- 
cultural loan mediation program.” Is it 
the committee’s intent that federal 
funding not be used for other issues 
covered by the certified State medi- 
ation program? 

Mr. BUMPERS. No. It was not the 
committee's intent to limit the activi- 
ties of the certified State mediation 
programs as currently allowed by stat- 
ute. 

Mr. CONRAD. Therefore, it is my un- 
derstanding that the report language 
should not be read to limit or exclude 
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activities of the certified State medi- 
ation programs that are currently de- 
scribed in the statute. The grants shall 
be used by certified State mediation 
programs in a manner which is consist- 
ent with 7 U.S.C. sections 5101 through 
5106. 

Mr. COCHRAN. The Senator is cor- 
rect. The report language should not be 
read to limit the activities of the cer- 
tified State mediation programs which 
receive grants from the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senators 
for clarifying the report language with 
regard to certified State mediation 
programs. 

TOURISM AMENDMENT 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, last 
night an amendment I had proposed to 
H.R. 1976 was adopted unanimously by 
the Senate. I thank the managers of 
this bill, the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN] and the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS] for their as- 
sistance and cooperation in this mat- 
ter. I also wish to thank the chairman 
and ranking member of the Agriculture 
Committee for their help and guidance 
on this very important rural develop- 
ment issue intended to clarify that 
tourist and other recreational-type 
businesses located in rural commu- 
nities are eligible for loans under the 
Rural Business and Cooperative Devel- 
opment Service’s [RBCDS] Business 
and Industry [B&I] Loan Guarantee 
Program, funded in this bill in the 
Rural Community Advancement Pro- 


gram. 

This is an issue that I first became 
aware of, and especially interested in, 
after a constituent approached me late 
last summer at the Rusk County lis- 
tening session I held at Mount Senario 
College in Ladysmith, WI. The con- 
stituent owns a tourist lodge in north- 
ern Wisconsin and expressed his deep 
frustration at a problem Wisconsin 
tourist resort owners were having in 
attempting to obtain financing for 
rural development. Specifically, this 
constituent was interested in obtaining 
funding from the B&I Program to build 
an 18-hole golf course next to his lodge, 
but was told that recreational facilities 
were prohibited from receiving funding 
under the program. Concerned by this 
information, I decided to contact the 
Agency about the program. What I 
since learned is a clear illustration of 
why so many Americans are frustrated 
with the Federal Government. 

The B&I Program was established by 
the Rural Development Act of 1972 with 
the aim of improving Атпегі?а/в rural 
economy by creating, developing, or fi- 
nancing business, industry and employ- 
ment in rural America. When the B&I 
Program was first established, no re- 
strictions were placed on guaranteeing 
loans to tourist or other recreational- 
type businesses located in rural com- 
munities. However, on July 6, 1983, the 
Rural Development Administration re- 
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vised its internal lending policy rel- 
ative to the B&I Program and placed 
restrictions on the program’s regula- 
tions by prohibiting such funding to 
tourist or recreation facilities. As a re- 
sult, currently these loan guarantees 
are not made available to tourist or 
other recreational-type businesses. 

This policy does not make too much 
sense to me especially since tourism 
can definitely play a major role in the 
development of rural areas. In fact, na- 
tionally tourism is a $400 billion indus- 
try, and is a $5.6 billion industry in 
Wisconsin alone. After initially con- 
tacting the RBCDS in September of 
last year, I was advised that the Agen- 
cy was currently undergoing a review 
of its loan guarantee policy. I urged 
the Agency to consider changing its in- 
ternal lending policy to allow guaran- 
teed business and industry assistance 
to be made to recreational-type busi- 
nesses located in rural areas. I want to 
make it clear that this policy is not 
the result of any restriction in the au- 
thorizing statutes, but rather an agen- 
cy decision to restrict such funds. 

In fact, a General Accounting Office 
[САО] report released in July 1992 on 
the patterns of use in the B&I Program 
came to the same conclusion. It sug- 
gests that the B&I Program is under- 
utilized, which is due in part to the 
Agency’s current restrictions on using 
B&I funds for activities related to tour- 
ism. Furthermore, the САО гес- 
ommends revising the B&I program 
regulations to allow the selective use 
of loan guarantees for these activities. 

All indications are that the Agency 
seems to be leaning in favor of adopt- 
ing these changes. I ask unanimous 
consent that two letters I have re- 
ceived from the RBCDS indicating they 
“intend” to remove these restrictions, 
one dated October 14, 1994 and the other 
dated July 14, 1995, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, DC, October 14, 1994. 
Hon. RUSSELL D. FEINGOLD, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR FEINGOLD: Thank you for 
your letter concerning the availability of 
Rural Development Administration (RDA) 
loan guarantees for tourist resorts located in 
rural communities. RDA programs are ad- 
ministered at the local level by the Farmers 
Home Administration. 

On July 6, 1983, the RDA Business and In- 
dustry (B&I) loan guarantee program regula- 
tions were revised and restrictions were 
placed on guaranteeing loans for tourist, 
recreation, and amusement facilities. A re- 
cent study by the General Accounting Office 
recommended that the agency revisit this 
issue. As a result, RDA is considering devel- 
oping regulations that would allow loan 
guarantees in connection with certain types 
of tourist and recreation enterprises. 

The purpose of the B&I program is to cre- 
ate jobs which will improve the economic 
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climate in rural communities and provide 
lasting community benefits. You may be as- 
sured that your comments in support of this 
purpose will be taken into consideration, 

We appreciate your support for this pro- 
gram and hope that you find this informa- 
tion helpful. 

Sincerely, 
WILBUR T. PEER, 
Acting Administrator. 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, DC, June 14, 1995. 
Hon. RUSSELL D. FEINGOLD, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR FEINGOLD: Thank you for 
your letter regarding the proposed changes 
to the Business and Industry (B&I) loan 
guarantee program. As you know, under the 
Department of Agriculture reorganization, 
this program is administered by the Rural 
Business and Cooperative Development Serv- 
ice (RBCDS). We appreciate learning of your 
concern and regret the delay in responding 
to your inquiry. 

We appreciate your interest in our pro- 
grams and are pleased to have the oppor- 
tunity to respond to your concerns. As you 
note, tourist, recreation, and amusement fa- 
cilities are currently ineligible loan purposes 
under the B&I program. However, a study by 
the General Accounting Office recommended 
that the Agency revisit the issue of making 
loans for these purposes and, as a result, 
RBCDS is developing regulations that would 
allow loan guarantees in connection with 
certain types of tourist and recreation enter- 
prises. 

The proposed draft regulation would re- 
move restrictions placed on guaranteeing 
loans to hotels, motels, tourist resorts, beds- 
and-breakfasts, convention centers and other 
business involved in recreational services 
that meet certain standards. However, the 
regulation will continue to prohibit loan 
guarantees for golf courses, race tracks and 
other gambling facilities. 

Currently, the regulations changes are 
being reviewed by our Office of the General 
Counsel. Unfortunately, we cannot predict 
with any certainty when the final regula- 
tions will be published in the Federal 
Register. 

Again, we appreciate your continued inter- 
est in our programs and hope that this infor- 
mation is helpful to you. If we can be of fur- 
ther assistance, please do not hesitate to 
contact us. 

Sincerely, 
DAYTON J. WATKINS, 
Acting Administrator, Rural Business and 
Cooperative Development Service. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, it has 
been over 3 years since the GAO made 
its recommendations and over a year 
since I first contacted the RBCDS 
about this matter. However, rural 
America and, in particular, rural Wis- 
consin communities simply do not have 
the luxury to wait until Federal agen- 
cies finally decide to act. 

Mr. President, rural America is in- 
deed at a crossroads in terms of con- 
verting from traditional resource-based 
economies which are becoming less 
economically viable, to other types of 
activities which also make a substan- 
tial contribution to better living in 
these areas. Tourism can certainly 
play a major role in improving the 
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quality of life in many rural commu- 
nities and, in fact, rural tourism 
should be recognized for what it truly 
is—a legitimate means to enhance eco- 
nomic development in, алпа the 
copmetitiveness of, rural America. 

Tourism can, and does, create jobs 
which help to improve the economic 
climate in rural communities and pro- 
vide lasting community benefits. How- 
ever, without economic assistance to 
help stimulate growth in rural develop- 
ment, any such successful transition to 
tourism may prove difficult. That is 
why the Government must act, and act 
in a timely fashion, to assist the econo- 
mies of rural America. 

Mr. President, this matter is of im- 
portance to rural America. This 
amendment is not controversial, and 
will have no budgetary impact. It sim- 
ply clarifies that tourist and other rec- 
reational-type businesses located in 
rural communities are eligible for 
loans under the B&I program. I urge 
my colleagues to support this amend- 
ment, and move for its immediate con- 
sideration. I thank the Chair, and I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
to address the Department of Agri- 
culture and Related Agencies appro- 
priations bill for fiscal year 1996. 

The Senate-reported bill provides 
$63.1 billion in new budget authority 
[BA] and $45.6 billion in new outlays to 
fund most of the programs of the De- 
partment of Agriculture and other re- 
lated agencies. 

All of the funding in this bill is non- 
defense spending. This subcommittee 
received no allocation under the crime 
reduction trust fund. 

When outlays for prior-year appro- 
priations and other adjustments are 
taken into account, the Senate-re- 
ported bill totals $63.2 billion in BA 
and $52.8 billion in outlays for fiscal 
year 1996. 

The Senate Agriculture Appropria- 
tions Subcommittee 602(b) allocation 
totals $63.2 billion in budget authority 
[BA] and $52.8 billion in outlays. With- 
in this amount, $13.3 billion in BA and 
$13.6 billion in outlays is for discre- 
tionary spending. 

Mr. President, there are two issues 
that I would like to highlight. One 
deals with a scoring issue and rec- 
onciliation, and the other relates to 
disaster assistance. 

SCORING ISSUE 

Mr. President, this bill includes man- 
datory savings to offset discretionary 
spending. I would caution the commit- 
tee against including such savings in 
this bill. 

As you know, this is an historic year 
in which we have set forth a plan to 
balance the budget in 7 years. The 
budget resolution contained reconcili- 
ation instructions that would cut man- 
datory spending by more than $600 bil- 
lion over the next 7 years. 

The authorizing committees already 
have a very difficult job to meet this 
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target. These committees need the 
maximum flexibility to achieve these 
very significant deficit reduction sav- 
ings. 

When mandatory savings are in- 
cluded in appropriations bills, it is gen- 
erally to offset discretionary spending, 
rather than to achieve savings for defi- 
cit reduction. 

There are six provisions in this bill 
which result in mandatory savings to- 
taling $521 million in BA and $381 mil- 
lion in outlays—some of which will be 
used in reconciliation. 

One example is the freeze on the food 
stamp standard deduction at the 1995 
level, which is also in the welfare re- 
form bill now before the Senate. This 
provision saves $190 million in both BA 
and outlays in fiscal year 1996. 

Because welfare reform is likely to 
be included in reconciliation, this pro- 
vision will count toward the reconcili- 
ation instruction of the Senate Agri- 
culture Committee. 

We made a commitment this year to 
deficit reduction. We cannot accom- 
plish this goal by double-counting sav- 
ings in both appropriations and rec- 
onciliation bills. 

The House struck most of the provi- 
sions from its bill at the insistence of 
the leadership and on behalf of the au- 
thorizing committee because the House 
fully intends most of these savings to 
be included in the reconciliation bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a letter from the chairman of 
the House Agriculture Committee out- 
lining the need for the authorizing 
committees and appropriations com- 
mittees to respect the jurisdictional 
parameters on mandatory and discre- 
tionary spending be inserted in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, DC, September 18, 1995. 
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on the Budget, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: During consideration 
of its 1996 Agriculture Appropriations bill, 
House Appropriators and Authorizers went 
through a very difficult and exhausting 
round of talks on the issue of mandatory and 
discretionary spending authority. Accord- 
ingly, in an agreement worked out by the 
House Leadership, the agriculture authoriz- 
ing committee was directed to stay within 
the bounds of mandatory spending accounts 
and the agriculture appropriations sub- 
committee within the parameters of discre- 
tionary spending accounts. 

It is my understanding that you are faced 
with a similar situation in several of the FY 
96 appropriation bills coming before the Sen- 
ate. I would have to agree with you that in 
addition to the leadership generated accord 
on this issue in this body, it has indeed been 
a gentleman’s agreement that the appropri- 
ators do not steal from the authorizers and 
the authorizers do not steal from the appro- 
priators. At a time when funds are diminish- 
ing rapidly in both the discretionary and 
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mandatory side of the agriculture equation, 
each committee is being required to reform 
and drastically reduce its funding. Thus, in- 
trusions by the various committees into ac- 
counts not under their purview are particu- 
larly harmful to the budgetary and policy re- 
form process. 

With this in mind, I was disappointed to 
learn that not only has the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee chosen to disregard the 
will of the House on the issue of mandatory 
and discretionary spending, they have done 
so to the tune of over $800 million. This not 
only disregards sound fiscal and budgetary 
policy, but it also threatens real reform of 
agriculture programs and the efforts of this 
committee to reform mandatory entitlement 
spending. 

I appreciate your tireless efforts to reduce 
the budget deficit and bring sanity to the 
federal budget. I want to pledge to you the 
full support of my committee and our col- 
leagues in the House who represent rural dis- 
tricts and enlist your support in opposing 
any agriculture appropriations bill that con- 
tains spending cuts by the appropriations 
committees to mandatory programs, 

With best regards. 


Sincerely, 
PAT ROBERTS, 
Chairman. 
Enclosure. 
AGRICULTURE SUBCOMMITTEE 
[Spending totals—House-passed bill (fiscal year 1996, in millions of 
dollars)] 
authonty Ой» 
Nondefense discretionary: 
Outlays from prior-year BA and other actions 
HR. 18255 passed ‘byt 
Scorekeeping adjustment 
Subtotal nondefense discretionary ............ 13,310 13,592 
Mand: 
Әйіп tm мен BA эм ин actions “ 3337 
Prat 1976, as passed by the Howse 48,721 35,750 
* 1 conform mandatory programs 
өле, 620 % 


tee 602(b) allocation: 
Defense di 


Total allocation . 


Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for 
consistency with current scorekeeping conventions. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 
concerned that the authorizing com- 
mittees will not have full flexibility if 
appropriation bills continue to use 
mandatory savings to offset discre- 
tionary spending. 

I would hope that the authorizing 
and Appropriations Committee would 
resolve this issue in conference. 

CROP INSURANCE 

The Senate-reported bill includes $41 
million in an hoc disaster assistance 
for the 1995 crop of cotton that was ad- 
versely affected by insect damage. 
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I would like to remind everyone that 
a $5 billion baseline adjustment was 
made last year to accommodate crop 
insurance reform, which was enacted 
into law. 

The crop insurance reform was sup- 
posed to replace the system of provid- 
ing assistance through ad hoc disaster 
legislation. 

On August 25, 1994, I stated on the 
Senate floor that the crop insurance 
reform will only work if Congress re- 
strains itself from providing future ad 
hoc disaster assistance. 

I also said this will be difficult based 
on past experiences. What I have said 
has come true, and I believe that this 
is the beginning of the end of the newly 
reformed crop insurance program if we 
continue along the path that the Sen- 
ate-reported bill has taken. 

The administration strongly objects 
to this provision in the bill stating 
that it is in direct conflict with one of 
the major tenets of last year’s crop in- 
surance reform, namely, that farmers 
would be discouraged from risk-man- 
agement through crop insurance as 
long as Federal crop disaster payments 
were continually provided on an ad hoc 
basis. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to indicate that I intend to vote 
for H.R. 1976, the Agriculture Appro- 
priations Act of 1995. 

I believe that H.R. 1976 is a reason- 
able piece of legislation that estab- 
lishes adequate funding levels for one 
of the most important segments of our 
Nation’s economy, the American farm 
and farmer. 

While I intend to vote for this legis- 
lation, I remain very concerned by the 
actions of the Senate last night in ap- 
proving the amendment offered by our 
colleague from Alaska, Senator STE- 
VENS, to direct the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to take away from the Under 
Secretary for Natural Resources and 
Environment any responsibility in the 
areas he now administers relating to 
forest management. 

As many of my colleagues who op- 
posed this amendment have noted, we 
here in the Senate often disagree vehe- 
mently on matters of policy. I have dis- 
agreed with my Republican colleagues 
in the Senate, and I have disagreed 
with my Democratic colleagues in the 
Senate. I have disagreed with both 
Democratic and Republican adminis- 
trations. However, Mr. President, I am 
concerned that, in adopting the amend- 
ment by the Senator from Alaska, we 
have crossed the boundary of reason- 
able policy differences. I am afraid that 
we have strayed into an area where 
when we disagree with someone in the 
Administration, we can simply come to 
the floor and in essence fire that per- 
son. Mr. President, that is a dangerous 
and, I think, wrong precedent to be set- 
ting. Congress should let the executive 
branch direct the internal, personnel 
affairs of the executive branch. That is 
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the system that the Constitution es- 
tablishes and we should not try to un- 
dermine that by legislative fiat. 

Again, Mr. President, I will vote for 
the agriculture appropriations bill, 
however, it is my sincere hope that the 
conference committee will remove the 
language added by the Senator from 
Alaska s amendment. If not, I will have 
serious concerns about being able to 
support the conference report. 

LAND GRANT FUNDING FOR TRIBAL COLLEGES 


Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to offer my strong support for 
the amendment offered by my col- 
league from New Mexico. This amend- 
ment would provide $8.15 million in 
funding for extension, education and 
capacity-building programs for the 29 
tribal colleges in this country. 

The programs authorized under the 
Equity in Education Land-Grant Act of 
1994 for fiscal year 1996 include a $4.6 
million endowment payment for tribal 
colleges, which currently serve nearly 
25,000 students. However, the law also 
authorized $1.45 million for curriculum 
strengthening grants, the $1.7 million 
for competitive capacity building 
grants, and the $5 million for extension 
programs—and these critical areas re- 
main unfunded. 

Land grant status has created new 
opportunities for tribal colleges and for 
the people served by them. To date, bil- 
lions of dollars in land-grant programs 
for rural America have produced tre- 
mendous educational and economic 
benefits, but Indian lands have received 
very little. This makes no sense. Large 
amounts of Indian agricultural land is 
idle or underdeveloped, largely due to a 
lack of adequate agricultural training 
on reservations. And since 75 percent of 
54.5 million acres of Indian land in this 
country is agricultural, a critical com- 
ponent of long-term economic self-suf- 
ficiency of tribes is helping people on 
reservations receive the training they 
need to use this land to its potential. 

Tribal colleges, such as Turtle Moun- 
tain Community College in Belcourt, 
ND, can provide this training. Even 
though they are located in areas where 
unemployment ranges from 45 to 86 
percent, tribal college graduates are 
employed at rates of 74 to 85 percent— 
which means these graduates have con- 
tributed millions of dollars in Federal 
taxes and provided leadership in their 
communities. 

The need for agriculture training is 
extremely high on reservations, but it 
has not been met to date. And if tribes 
are to develop their natural resources 
and become more economically self- 
sufficient, we must meet that need. 
That is why I am pleased to support 
the Bingaman amendment, and I hope 
my colleagues will do the same. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question is on 
the engrossment of the amendments 
and third reading of the bill. 
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The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read the third time. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 
going to ask unanimous consent—we 
are probably not going to take any 
time for debate before the vote on final 
passage. I ask unanimous consent there 
be 10 minutes available for concluding 
remarks before the vote on final pas- 
sage. I do not expect that to be used, 
but I put that request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of the time on this 
side. 

І ask for the yeas and nays, and I ask 
unanimous consent that this vote be 
limited to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Is there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the re- 
maining time yielded back? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield back such 
time as I may have remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall the bill, as amended, 
pass? The yeas and nays have been or- 
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is ab- 
sent due to illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. HATFIELD] would vote yea.“ 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab- 
sent because of attending a funeral. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 95, 
nays 3, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 450 Leg.] 


YEAS—95 

Abraham Dodd Kassebaum 
Akaka Dole Kempthorne 
Ashcroft Domenici Kennedy 
Baucus Dorgan Kerrey 
Bennett Exon Kerry 
Biden Faircloth Kohl 
Bingaman Feingold Lautenberg 
Bond Feinstein 
Boxer Ford Levin 
Bradley Frist Lieberman 
Breaux Glenn Lott 
Brown Gorton Lugar 
Bryan Graham Mack 
Bumpers Gramm McConnell 
Burns Grams Mikulski 

Grassley Moseley-Braun 
Campbell Gregg Moynihan 
Chafee Harkin Murkowski 
Coats Hatch Murray 
Cochran Heflin Nickles 
Cohen Helms Nunn 
Conrad Hollings Packwood 
Coverdell Hutchison Pell 
Craig Inhofe Pressler 
D'Amato Inouye Reid 
Daschle Jeffords Robb 
DeWine Johnston Rockefeller 
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Santorum Smith Thompson 
Sarbanes Snowe Thurmond 
Shelby Specter Warner 
Simon Stevens Wellstone 
Simpson Thomas 
NAYS—3 
Kyl McCain Roth 
NOT VOTING—2 
Hatfield Pryor 
So the bill (H.R. 1976), as amended, 
was passed. 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. KERRY. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist on its amend- 
ments to H.R. 1976 and request a con- 
ference with the House of Representa- 
tives on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that the Chair 
be authorized to appoint conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer (Mr. CAMPBELL) ap- 
pointed Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. 
BOND, Mr. GORTON, Mr. MCCONNELL, 
Mr. BURNS, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. BUMP- 
ERS, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. KERREY, Mr. 
JOHNSTON, Mr. KOHL, and Mr. BYRD 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I want 
to compliment the good effort of all of 
the members of our committee and our 
staffs for the work they have done in 
preparing this bill, in getting it to the 
floor and handling the bill and answer- 
ing questions, and my colleagues’ deal- 
ing with amendments and all of the 
things that go into managing a bill on 
the floor of the Senate. 

We appreciate the cooperation of all 
Senators in getting the bill passed in a 
timely fashion. 

I especially want to single out for 
praise the staff members of this sub- 
committee: Rebecca Davies, Hunt 
Shipman, Jimmie Reynolds, Galen 
Fountain, and Carole Geagley. We 
thank them very much for their hard 
work and their expert assistance. 


FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO- 
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
1996 


The Senate continued with consider- 
ation of the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2708 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would note the pending question 
now is the Brown second-degree amend- 
ment to the committee on page 16 of 
H.R. 1868. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may pro- 
ceed for about 7 or 8 minutes in morn- 
ing business. 

Mr. BROWN. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. President, I will not object, 
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but the distinguished Senators were 
concerned about the Pakistan amend- 
ment I have offered. I will make avail- 
able an intelligence briefing to Sen- 
ators in the near period. 

I will not object to this, but I do 
want the Senate to know that I believe 
Senator LEVIN from Michigan and oth- 
ers will arrange for an intelligence 
briefing related to this, and those in- 
terested should contact Senator LEVIN 
for that briefing. I think that may 
speed it up. 

І do not object. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? I inquire of the Sen- 
ator from Colorado whether he objects 
to our temporarily laying aside his 
amendment and taking up other 
amendments? 

Mr. BROWN. The concerns expressed 
by Senator LEVIN and Senator GLENN 
do request some additional time for 
this briefing. I think it would be only 
due courtesy to them to allow some ad- 
ditional time, so I will not object to 
moving ahead with the D’Amato 
amendment. 

Mr. GLENN. Reserving the right to 
object, and I will not object, it is a lit- 
tle premature to say we have this set 
up or to imply we do because we do not 
have it set up. We do not know whether 
we can get the proper official to do the 
briefing. We will arrange that as fast as 
we can and let everybody know about 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
an objection to the request of the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey for 7 minutes 
under morning business? 

Hearing no objection, the Senator is 
recognized. 


FDA SHOULD REGULATE TOBACCO 


Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
wanted to take a little time to com- 
ment on some legislation that was in- 
troduced this morning by my col- 
league, friend, and distinguished Sen- 
ator from Kentucky earlier this day, 
having to do with tobacco. 

Mr. President, let me begin by com- 
mending the Senator from Kentucky 
for his acknowledgment that smoking 
is a serious public health problem 
among our young people. 

Senator FORD’s legislation seeks to 
curb advertising directed at young peo- 
ple and to limit children’s access to to- 
bacco. These are important goals. How- 
ever, I strongly oppose the provision in 
the Senator’s legislation that would 
seek to strip the FDA from asserting 
its authority to regulate tobacco prod- 
ucts. 

Mr. President, nicotine is an addict- 
ive drug. This has not only been proven 
by a number of scientific studies, but 
was also revealed in confidential indus- 
try documents in the past year. 

Consider the following statement 
contained in an industry document by 
an official with the Brown and 
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Williamson Tobacco Company. It said, 
“Moreover, nicotine is addictive. We 
аге then,’’ he goes on to say “іп the 
business of selling nicotine, an addict- 
ive drug.” Mr. President, this is di- 
rectly from the tobacco industry. 

Now, last month President Clinton 
took a bold step to fight teenage smok- 
ing. He stood up to the industry, the 
tobacco industry, and he did the right 
thing. He deserves a lot of credit. 
President Clinton took the side of par- 
ents, American parents. They do not 
want their children smoking. Neither 
do I and neither do most here. 

The President is targeting smoking 
by teenagers, and I agree with this ap- 
proach. It goes right to the source of 
the problem, especially if you consider 
the following: 3,000 children start 
smoking every day. More than 80 per- 
cent of all smokers had their first ciga- 
rette before the age of 18. If a child 
does not smoke before age 18, it is very 
unlikely that they will become a smok- 
er in their adult life. 

More than half of all adult smokers 
had already become addicted regular 
smokers before they were 18 years of 


age. 

It is clear that smoking is a pediatric 
disease that ultimately contributes to 
over 400,000 deaths a year, enormous fi- 
nancial costs, terrific family disloca- 
tion and puts a burden on us that con- 
tinues to add problems to our deficit. 

Unfortunately, it is getting worse. 
Between 1991 and 1994, the percentage 
of eighth graders who smoked in- 
creased by 30 percent. The percentage 
of 10th graders who smoke increased by 
22 percent. 

Mr. President, we need the FDA to 
help us fight this major public health 
problem. Nicotine is an addictive drug, 
and the FDA is supposed to regulate 
addictive drugs. There is no reason to 
make a special exception for the to- 
bacco industry. 

Mr. President, it would be a terrible 
mistake to tie the agency’s hands in 
this critical area. We need a strong 
watchdog to ensure compliance with 
the President’s initiatives. We also 
have to be prepared to take additional 
steps to reduce teenage smoking. The 
FDA has a critical role to play. 

Mr. President, ensuring compliance 
with President Clinton’s new initiative 
is not going to be easy. In fact, I now 
have seen firsthand how easy it is for 
children to purchase tobacco products. 
In New Jersey, we have fairly strict 
rules on the ability to purchase to- 
bacco by those underage. I went on a 
New Jersey Health Department compli- 
ance check in a couple of towns in New 
Jersey with two 17-year-olds. We went 
to 10 places to purchase cigarettes. 
These minors were able to purchase 
cigarettes at all 10 locations without a 
question, whether it was a machine 
which was supposed to be controlled by 
the management of the store of the lo- 
cation or whether it was directly over 
the counter. 
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This is outrageous, Mr. President. 
The products they were able to buy— 
and this is not to single out a particu- 
lar brand because that is irrelevant— 
but the products are the ones that we 
commonly see, the better advertised, 
the more popular. They just happen to 
be there; some of them had room on 
the counter. You did not even have to 
look at the clerk to buy them—just get 
up and pay for them, no questions 
asked. 

Mr. President, I think it is obvious 
keeping tobacco away from young peo- 
ple is going to be very difficult. We 
need the FDA to help lead that battle. 

Now, unfortunately, the legislation 
of our distinguished colleague from 
Kentucky will strip them of the power 
needed to respond to this public health 
crisis. I intend to strongly oppose the 
proposal and to fight as hard as I can 
to protect the health and well-being 
and the futures of our young people. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent I might proceed as in 
morning business for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, the distin- 
guished Senator from New Jersey and I 
are friends, and we disagree in some re- 
spects on this one particular item. One 
point I would like to make to the dis- 
tinguished Senator is that I have made 
an extra effort to put forward legisla- 
tion that would do what he wants to 
do. He does not have any penalty in 
what he is talking about. Under my 
bill, if it was law, those clerks would 
have a penalty. It would be a double 
penalty. And I think we would stop 
them. At least they would think before 
they would sell to possible underage 
people, or teenagers. 

So, what we have attempted to do 
here is not move in and tell an adult— 
make a decision for him. As I said ear- 
lier, one of the things we pride our- 
selves in is to try to keep Big Brother 
out of our business. Senator after Sen- 
ator after Senator has stood on this 
floor and fussed about FDA. They are 
not completing their business. They 
are not getting the job done. They are 
not approving drugs for the elderly. 
They are not doing all this. I can go 
back and give you page after page after 
page. 

Now they want to take on this huge 
responsibility, additional responsibil- 
ity. And we already have the mecha- 
nism to do it: The Federal Trade Com- 
mission and Health and Human Serv- 
ices. We already have the vehicle. Why 
create another bureaucracy? And why 
should I tax you, indirectly, and say, 
“You give me money so I can put you 
out of business.“ They want $150 mil- 
lion a year. 

My distinguished friend from New 
Jersey is proud of the fact that he took 
а small business and built it into a 
very large business. But if Government 
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had said to him, Give me money so we 
can put you out of business,” I do not 
believe the Senator would have liked 
that a bit. 

He will say there is a difference be- 
tween his product and the one we are 
discussing here today. That is fine. But 
the principle is still the same. So we 
take the vending machine law, the 
strongest one in the country, and say 
that if you break this law then the 
States and the principals are fined; 
they are double. And we have the 
mechanism to do it right now. So the 
constitutional question that we have is 
another problem, as to the content of 
the advertisement. 

Iam not going to be voting for an ad- 
ditional tax. I do not believe my friend 
from New Jersey will vote for an addi- 
tional tax either. I hope we listen to 
him as he talks about the additional 
smokers per day. Every day we delay 
here, every day we say we are not 
going to help FORD pass his legislation, 
means that it is another day’s delay. 
We could do it today rather than to- 
morrow. I think I have tried my best. 
But best is, apparently, not good 
enough. 

So the FDA is just adding another 
layer of bureaucracy. They are asking 
for money, under their regulations. 
Lord knows how they are going to get 
it without an act of Congress. The con- 
stitutional question on first amend- 
ment rights—they have sent the law- 
yers from the manufacturers and ad- 
vertising groups all to the courts the 
same day. So that will be in the courts 
for years and years and years. 

So what is happening here, if we can 
pass my legislation we can get to the 
root of the problem. We banned adver- 
tising around schools. We banned the 
use of tobacco in movies. We banned 
the use of tobacco of any form in vid- 
eos or amusement areas. But we do not 
say that an adult does not have a 
choice. 

So what we are getting ready to do 
here, in the guise of protecting teen- 
agers, is to go to prohibition. That is 
my problem. I am trying to be helpful. 
I am trying my best to be helpful. If he 
was in my place, I think he would be 
doing the same thing. But he says he is 
not and I understand that. 

But rights are rights. When you be- 
come of age you have a right to make 
a choice in this country. Let us stop 
them under 18. I am for that, and my 
legislation will do that. If we just geta 
little help, instead of delaying the im- 
plementation of this law—I think we 
ought to go ahead and pass it so we can 
stop, sooner than later, teenage smok- 
ing in this country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, in 
just a couple of minutes, one of the 
things that happens to us occasionally 
on this floor is that we have to argue 
with friends for whom we have respect 
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and admiration because we disagree. I 
must give the distinguished Senator 
from Kentucky credit because he has 
worked cooperatively to try to reduce 
the exposure for young people to to- 
bacco, recognizing along the way, obvi- 
ously, the possibility exists that it 
could be—I do not want to put words in 
his mouth, but his legislative proposal 
suggests it could be addictive. So it is 
a long step along the way. I thank him 
and I respect the Senator from Ken- 
tucky’s legislative perspective here. 

I would say that I believe the FDA 
involvement is essential to the success 
of the program of curbing teenage 
smoking. I do appreciate and under- 
stand the position that the Senator 
from Kentucky is in. He is concerned 
about the farmers in Kentucky who 
grow tobacco, those who process the 
product, and I know he has long been 
an advocate of trying to make a sen- 
sible approach to the marketing of to- 
bacco products without curtailing peo- 
ple’s decisionmaking. I respect that. 

But, Mr. President, I really do think 
the only way to make this an effective 
battle against teenage smoking is to 
include the FDA, to give them the re- 
sponsibility as they would have for any 
other addictive drug, and to pursue the 
course of action proposed by the Presi- 
dent of the United States. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York [Mr. D'AMATO], is 
recognized. 


FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO- 
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
1996 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I ask if 
the pending amendment has not been 
set aside, the Brown amendment be set 
aside for purposes of my offering an 
amendment, at which time the amend- 
ment will recur. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2709 
(Purpose: To limit Economic Support Fund 
assistance to Turkey, and for other purposes) 

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from New York (Мг. 
D'AMATO], for himself, Mr. PRESSLER, Мг. 
SARBANES, and Ms. Snowe, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2709. 

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
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LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO TURKEY 

Sec. . Not more than $21,000,000 of the 
funds appropriated in this Act under the 
heading Economic Support Fund’’ may be 
made available to the Government of Tur- 
key. 

On page 11, line 10, before the period at the 
end of the line, insert the following: : Pro- 
vided further, That $10,000,000 of the funds 
made available under this heading shall be 
transferred to, and merged with, the follow- 
ing accounts in the following amounts: 
$5,000,000 for the Department of the Treas- 
ury, and $5,000,000 for the Department of Jus- 
tice, to support law enforcement training ac- 
tivities in foreign countries for the purpose 
of improving the effectiveness of the United 
States in investigating and prosecuting 
transnational offenses’’. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I offer 
this amendment on behalf of Senator 
PRESSLER, Senator SARBANES, Senator 
SNOWE and myself. I rise to propose an 
amendment to the foreign operations 
bill, which will help restore credibility 
to our foreign assistance program by 
ensuring that one of the largest recipi- 
ents of United States aid, the Republic 
of Turkey, adheres to internationally 
accepted standards for human rights 
and humanitarian practices. 

My amendment will cap at $21 mil- 
lion the amount of economic support 
funds that the United States gives to 
Turkey. Ten million dollars in savings 
by capping these funds would then be 
appropriated by $5 million each to the 
Treasury and the Justice Departments 
to support law enforcement training 
activities in foreign countries for the 
purpose of improving the effectiveness 
of the United States in investigating 
and prosecuting transnational offenses. 

Iam very pleased, and I want to com- 
mend the subcommittee, which has ap- 
propriated funds for the FBI with the 
same purpose. I want to make sure 
that there are enough funds to support 
the Treasury Department and other 
Justice Department activities in this 
area as well. 

Mr. President, let me make it clear 
that this amendment does not restrict 
United States military aid to Turkey. 
It does not restrict. But what I am at- 
tempting to do is send a message that 
the United States will no longer toler- 
ate the human rights abuses in viola- 
tion of international law that Turkey 
has and is conducting. 

This year the Turkish Government 
will receive $320 million in military aid 
from American taxpayers to address its 
security needs. In total, Turkey will 
receive $366 million. My amendment 
will bring this total to $341 million. 

The time has come after years of 
fruitless so-called quiet diplomacy for 
the Congress to take the lead in ad- 
dressing a broad range of issues dealing 
with Turkey. Let me go over some of 
them. 

One, worsening human rights 
records; two, its continued blockade of 
humanitarian supplies to Armenia. It 
is incredible in this day and age that 
humanitarian supplies are being 
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blocked to Armenia. Three, its refusal 
to work toward a lasting and equitable 
settlement in Cyprus, a situation that 
has been permitted to exist year after 
year after year; four, its denial of basic 
rights to its Kurdish minority. 

In each of these areas, Turkey has 
consistently violated international 
treaties and agreements to which it is 
a signatory. Among these are the U.N. 
Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights, the Final Act of the Conference 
on Security and Cooperation in Europe, 
and the European Convention on 
Human Rights. 

Mr. President, the Congress in the 
fiscal year 1995 foreign aid bill with- 
held 10 percent of the principal amount 
of direct loans for Turkey based on its 
human rights record and the situation 
in Cyprus. The Turkish Government 
has spoken clearly on that issue. It will 
reject any U.S. aid tied to its human 
rights record. It is clear, given the 
Turkish Government's response, that 
we must deal differently with Turkey 
on this subject. 

On the question of human rights we 
need only to look at the State Depart- 
ment’s recently released 1995 Country 
Reports on Human Rights. What does it 
say? We see that years—and even dec- 
ades—of behind-the-scenes efforts by 
the State Department have not pro- 
duced any improvement in the human 
rights situation in Turkey. This report 
concludes in fact that the human 
rights situation in Turkey has wors- 
ened in 1994.” 

Mr. President, this is our Govern- 
ment’s report, the State Department’s 
report. This is not a report of the Sen- 
ator from New York, or a conclusion 
that I have come up with. It is our Gov- 
ernment’s report. Again, the human 
rights situation in Turkey has wors- 
ened significantly in 1994. 

Mr. President, do we reward them 
with aid? The full spectrum of human 
rights monitoring organizations have 
condemned Turkey for its systematic 
and widespread abuse of human rights, 
including the use of torture. Amnesty 
International, Human Rights Watch, 
the U.N. Committee Against Torture, 
the European Parliament, and others 
go on and on in their condemnation of 
their systematic deprivation of basic 
human rights. 

Let us talk about Kurdish rights and 
the Kurdish problem. Nowhere is the 
case for cutting off aid to Turkey more 
compelling than the question of the 
Turks. To this day, Turkey continues 
to deny the very existence of its 15 mil- 
lion Kurdish citizens. Their military 
has systematically emptied over 2,000 
Kurdish villages and uprooted over 1 
million Kurdish citizens from their 
homes. This is not to mention the re- 
cent incursion into northern Iraq 
against the Kurds. 

The Turkish Government's system- 
atic and deliberate campaign to eradi- 
cate the Kurdish identity within its 
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borders is in many ways the high-tech- 
nology murder, massacres, and depor- 
tations of Armenian genocide earlier 
this century. 

The question of Cyprus remains unre- 
solved. Twenty-one years after Turkey 
illegally, in 1974, invaded the island na- 
tion, despite countless U.N. resolutions 
and international agreements, Turkey 
continues its illegal military occupa- 
tion and obstructive efforts toward a 
peaceful settlement. The division of 
the island and the massive uprooting of 
the Greek Cypriots caused by the 1974 
invasion remains a constant reminder 
of the failure of the international com- 
munity to enforce a lasting and equi- 
table resolution to the conflict. Turkey 
still must demonstrate its support for 
a settlement recognizing the sov- 
ereignty, independence, and territorial 
integrity of Cyprus with a constitu- 
tional democracy based on majority 
rule, the rule of law, and the protection 
of minority rights. 

Mr. President, nowhere is the case 
more compelling for our stopping as- 
sistance—this does not relieve some as- 
sistance, but I believe it is a very rea- 
sonable course—than the case of what 
Turkey is doing today to Armenia. The 
failure of quiet diplomacy—that is 
what the State Department talks 
about—is no more evident than in the 
case of the Turkish blockade of human- 
itarian aid to Armenia. How in this day 
and age, in 1995, can we countenance 
Turkey refusing to permit humani- 
tarian aid to a nation and to its peo- 
ple? It is in violation of all inter- 
national law. It is in defiance of the 
United Nations. Yet they continue to 
blockade the borders with Armenia. 

How long has this taken place and 
gone on? For 2 years. For 2 years the 
Turkish Government has refused to 
allow desperately needed United States 
and other international assistance to 
reach the people of Armenia. Even the 
United States of America—even planes 
from the United States delivering aid 
to Armenia have been refused. It is 
wrong. We should not reward nations 
with our money when they conduct 
that kind of policy. 

Unable to cross Turkish territory or 
transit its airspace, relief supplies—we 
are not talking about equipment, war- 
making equipment. We are not talking 
about munitions. We are not talking 
about tanks. We are not talking about 
armaments. We are talking about basic 
relief supplies—food, clothing, and 
medicine—have had to be rerouted 
through Georgia where, due to instabil- 
ity widespread, large portions of that 
aid have sometimes been lost, along 
with the cost and the time necessary to 
get basic aid to a people whose suffer- 
ing mounts and the toll of the devasta- 
tion increases. 

We should not be rewarding with tax- 
payers’ money that kind of conduct. 
And the business of saying they are our 
allies has long played out. It is not 
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right that American taxpayers con- 
tinue this kind of program. I hope that 
this sends a message that we say to the 
Turkish Government, fine, you are an 
ally, but basic human rights must be 
observed. 

It is for those reasons that I have of- 
fered this amendment, not just for the 
American taxpayer but for the defense 
of American values and ideals. If we 
are to make a difference, certainly 
there is no more compelling case than 
here and now. This is a small step in 
signaling that we mean what we say, 
that we are for democracy and we are 
for human rights. I do not understand 
how we can be sending millions of dol- 
lars in America taxpayer moneys en- 
couraging the kinds of activities that 
the Turkish Government is engaged in. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, as a co- 
sponsor of the D'Amato amendment, I 
would like to express my strong sup- 
port for his proposal to reduce our eco- 
nomic assistance to Turkey. The 
D’Amato amendment would cut eco- 
nomic aid to Turkey by $25 million, 
capping aid to Turkey next year at $21 
million. A similar amendment passed 
overwhelmingly in the House earlier 
this year. 

Mr. President, this bill represents 
cuts of $1.2 billion from the fiscal year 
1995 appropriated level. It is $2.4 billion 
less than the administration’s $14.8 bil- 
lion request. I support the fiscal re- 
sponsibility of this bill, and I believe 
that this amendment will help to bring 
the Turkish account into line with 
other reductions contained in this bill. 

But there are more important rea- 
sons to make this cut than just achiev- 
ing budgetary savings. For decades, 
Turkey has had a consistent record of 
human rights abuses against its own 
people and against its neighbors. 

I would like to emphasize that this 
cut will only affect economic assist- 
ance, not military assistance. 

There are a great number of reasons 
to support this amendment, but I 
would like to list just a few: 

Turkey has illegally occupied 40 per- 
cent of the territory of neighboring Cy- 
prus for 21 years. Turkey has consist- 
ently refused to withdraw its 35,000 oc- 
cupation troops, and has impeded ef- 
forts to reunify the island. 

The Turkish army has forcibly evac- 
uated or destroyed nearly 2,000 Kurdish 
villages. More than 2 million of Tur- 
key’s Kurdish citizens have been made 
refugees in their own country. 

Over 10,000 Turkish Kurds have been 
killed by Turkish Government forces. 
More than 5,000 of these deaths have 
come in just the past 5 years. 

American weapons and equipment 
have been used repeatedly by Turkey 
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in their internal and external atroc- 
ities, including the 1974 invasion of Cy- 
prus and the attacks against Kurds in 
U.N. protected areas of northern Iraq 
earlier this year. 

Torture, extrajudicial execution, and 
unlawful detention continue to be com- 
mon in Turkey. This has been con- 
firmed by State Department human 
rights reports and all credible private 
human rights organizations such as 
Amnesty International and Human 
Rights Watch. 

Turkey persists in blocking the deliv- 
ery of desperately-needed humani- 
tarian assistance to Armenia, a land- 
locked neighboring country. This is 
particularly egregious because of Tur- 
key’s own past atrocities toward the 
Armenian people during World War I. 
This is commonly referred to the Ar- 
menian Genocide, in which 1.5 million 
Armenians—or half of all the Armenian 
people at that time—died. 

Seven European countries have cut 
off all arms sales to Turkey, and the 
European Union has refused to even 
consider a free trade agreement with 
Turkey because of the treatment of the 
Kurdish people. 

Against its own international agree- 
ments, in 1971 Turkey shuttered the 
seminary school of the Eastern Ortho- 
dox Ecumenical Patriarchate. This was 
done in an effort to undermine and 
eventually destroy this most hallowed 
institution revered by over 200 million 
Eastern Orthodox faithful around the 
world. 

Mr. President, I frankly do not un- 
derstand why we continue to provide 
such high levels of economic assistance 
to Turkey. But the purpose of this 
amendment is not to totally cut off all 
aid to Turkey, only to send a strong 
message that Turkey must reform its 
human rights record both with its 
neighbors and with its own people. 

I urge passage of the D’Amato 
amendment, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the pending amend- 
ment of the Senator from New York, 
pertaining to assistance for Turkey. I 
will support the motion to table this 
amendment, and I urge my colleagues 
to do the same. 

Mr. President, I have very firmly 
held beliefs regarding the importance 
of the United States-Turkish relation- 
ship, and these beliefs have only been 
strengthened, not diminished, by re- 
cent events. Turkey has long been con- 
sidered of great strategic importance 
to the United States, most notably 
since the height of the cold war, when 
Turkey’s participation in NATO gave 
this important alliance a steady an- 
chor in the Middle East. It was a tre- 
mendous advantage to have a stalwart 
ally of the West sitting in between the 
Soviet Union and the oil fields and ten- 
sions of the Middle East. 

Let us remember also how Turkey 
frequently provided more troops to 
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NATO than any nation other than the 
United States. We are increasingly cog- 
nizant that the peace in Europe was 
kept throughout those years not by the 
procedures of the United Nations, but 
by the resolve of NATO—and Turkey 
played an indispensable role in that al- 
liance. 

During the cold war, we came to view 
the alliance with Turkey as being criti- 
cally important largely for geographic 
reasons, and reasons of military strat- 
egy. However, since the demise of the 
Soviet Union, we have found our rela- 
tionship with Turkey to be of even 
greater importance. 

If one lists the principal inter- 
national developments in the post-cold 
war world, one repeatedly comes across 
unmistakable trends which underscore 
the importance of Turkey. To name 
but a few: The expansionism of Tur- 
key’s neighbor Saddam Hussein, the 
disintegration of Yugoslavia along eth- 
nic lines, renewed nationalism and 
anti-Western feeling on the part of 
many Moslem states, the breakaway of 
the central Asian republics from Rus- 
sia, and on, and on. 

I earnestly hope that my colleagues 
have noted the opposition of our most 
notable military leaders to any reduc- 
tions in assistance to Turkey. Gen. 
John Shalikashvili has written to com- 
mend Turkey’s participation in the Ko- 
rean war, ав well as Turkey’s defense of 
37 percent of the frontier between 
NATO and the Warsaw Pact during the 
cold war. During the gulf war, strike 
missions against Iraq were initiated 
from Turkish soil—nearly 2,700 sorties, 
according to the general. 

Perhaps Turkey’s biggest contribu- 
tion to that effort was the closing of 
the Turkish-Iraqi oil pipeline, which 
clamped down solidly on Hussein's 
strength and surely cost Turkey and 
its economy dearly. Few Americans 
know that Turkey contributed troops 
to the Somalian effort, as well as 1,500 
troops in Bosnia. 

Secretary of Defense William Perry 
has also testified to the value of con- 
tinued assistance for Turkey. 

The great ideological contest in the 
world is no longer between communism 
and democracy—capitalist democracy 
has clearly been the victor of that bat- 
tle for the allegiance of the greater 
part of humankind. But there are still 
contests taking place all over the 
globe, between competing visions such 
as secular democracies, nationalist au- 
tocracies, and military-religious 
states. Too much of the Moslem world 
has chosen the latter route, choosing 
to devote the resources of the state to 
military confrontation with their 
neighbors, and at home, enforcement of 
religious scruples by the state. 

Not only did Turkey cast its lot with 
the West when it was in a lonely mili- 
tary position, surrounded by Soviet- 
leaning neighbors, but it chooses still 
to cast its lot with us even when in 
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close contact with many anti-Western 
Moslem regimes. The majority of 
Turks believe this is the right thing to 
do, but there are also voices within 
Turkey who wonder why it chooses to 
ally itself with the West, only to re- 
ceive criticism and suspicion in return 
from too many quarters. 

It is greatly and unquestionably in 
the United States’ interest that Tur- 
key’s decision to remain a friendly, 
secular republic be seen as fruitful for 
a Moslem nation. We do not have a 
good track record in our relations with 
Islamic countries. If Turkey is rebuffed 
in its continued allegiance to us, this 
will only provide fodder for those who 
believe that the West cannot be trusted 
to remain truly friendly toward a Mos- 
lem country. 

None of us would claim that the 
human rights situation in Turkey is 
what we would like to see. But we 
should remember as well that Turkey 
has been the recipient of thousands 
upon thousands of uninvited guests, in 
many cases Kurdish refugees from 
northern Iraq. Most Kurdish people are 
not terrorists. They are poor refugees 
struggling to cope with the tragic re- 
ality of living under unfriendly, repres- 
sive regimes such as that of Saddam 
Hussein. But United States protection 
of the safe havens in northern Iraq also 
served to shelter those Kurds in the 
PKK, who were indeed engaged in ter- 
rorist attacks against Turkey. Thus we 
have made our own inadvertent con- 
tribution to the conflict Turkey is ex- 
periencing in the eastern part of the 
country. We would do well to confine 
our sermons about human rights to 
those situations to which we ourselves 
have not contributed. 

Mr. President, I believe that it is 
strongly in the interest of the United 
States that we maintain a strong rela- 
tionship with Turkey, both an eco- 
nomic and military relationship, and 
that the Turkish commitment to its 
status as a secular republic be proved 
again and again to be a most successful 
one which will assist our friends the 
Turks to continue the course and the 
cause of peace and prosperity in their 
country. We have a tremendous stake 
in this question, thus I strongly urge 
the defeat of the D'Amato amendment. 

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia.. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I oppose 
the amendment offered by the able 
Senator from New York. It removes the 
discretion and the flexibility now in 
the bill for the President to provide 
economic assistance according to his 
best judgment as to the need of the re- 
cipient country. 

Mr. President, Turkey is a member of 
NATO. It has been consistently of 
great assistance, great assistance to 
the United States—by the way, may I 
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say also assistance to Israel—as we 
pursue our goals in the Middle East 
and southern Europe. Turkey has been 
of assistance as a NATO ally in sup- 
porting NATO’s actions in Bosnia. She 
has provided support to the Bosnian 
Moslems, helping to right the balance 
in Bosnia vis-a-vis the Bosnian Serb 
forces. 

Turkey was of crucial early assist- 
ance to us in the gulf war, as we all 
know. And she is still paying for that. 
She is still paying for having helped us. 
She was of crucial heroic assistance to 
the United States in Korea. Her eco- 
nomic needs are substantial. As I say, 
she is still paying a heavy price for 
cutting off the oil pipeline with Iraq. 
And she still loses revenue heavily on a 
daily basis. I cannot understand why 
anyone wants to remove the Presi- 
dent’s flexibility in this area, and I do 
not think that Turkey should be sin- 
gled out. 

I oppose the amendment, and I hope 
that the managers will move to table 
it. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. D’AMATO addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANTORUM). The Senator from New 
York. 

Мг. D'AMATO. I do not mean to have 
a protracted debate on this, but I will 
take the time to read several excerpts 
from the State Department countries 
report, our State Department’s report 
this year on Turkey as it relates to 
human rights. This comes from the re- 
port directly. 

The human rights situation in Turkey 
worsened significantly in 1994. 

Worsened significantly in 1994. 

The police and security forces often em- 
ployed torture during periods of incommuni- 
cado detention and interrogation, and the se- 
curity forces continued to use excessive 
force against noncombatants. 

Let me go on a little further. 

Various agencies of the Government con- 
tinued to harass, intimidate, indict, and im- 
prison human rights monitors, journalists, 
lawyers, and professors for ideas which they 
expressed in public forums. Disappearances 
and mystery murder cases continued at a 
high rate in the southeast. 

Let me go to page 3. I have another 
excerpt. 

Political murders and extrajudicial 
killings attributed to Government authori- 
ties and terrorist groups continued at the 
relatively high 1993 rates. Government au- 
thorities were responsible for the deaths of 
detainees in official custody; suspects in 
houses raided by security forces; and other 
types of civilian deaths in the southeast. 

Disappearances continued in 1994, while 
most of those reported in 1993 and earlier re- 
mained unsolved. 

This is a pattern. This has not just 
evolved. And it is not getting better. It 
is getting worse. 

Mr. President, again, it is not good 
enough to say that while one has 
joined us in an effort to investigate ag- 
gressions against the United States, to 
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be helpful as it were, and more than 
helpful in our battle to liberate Ku- 
wait, it is not sufficient to say that be- 
cause one has loaned itself militarily 
to our defense, we look the other way 
when it continues these kinds of basic 
human rights violations not only of its 
citizens but of other citizens. It is inex- 
cusable and intolerable for them to be 
permitted and for us to countenance by 
way of our actions, by way of making 
aid available, the continued blockade 
of the 2 million people in Armenia. It is 
wrong. And quiet diplomacy has not re- 
duced that situation or resolved that 
situation. It continues. And on and on 
it goes. 

One might talk about the situation 
in Cypress and what the Government of 
Turkey has done is simply by way of 
armed force taken and occupied that 
country illegally, and it thumbs its 
nose at the United Nations and those 
attempting to bring about a peaceful 
resolve. I believe until we do what we 
are supposed to do—and I say it pays 
dividends because we did not win the 
cold war with the Soviets because we 
decided to look the other way on 
human rights abuses. It is because we 
stood up to them and we said we are 
not going to treat you the way we 
would the other nations that follow the 
normal patterns of conduct, conduct 
that is expected. 

So, Mr. President, I hope that my 
colleagues will accept this amendment. 
I think this amendment will be a very 
powerful impact in sending the right 
signal and maybe seeing that someday 
there are basic freedoms that are guar- 
anteed, that nations will not be sup- 
pressed by the use of Turkish military 
might, that food and aid to people who 
are needy and starving will be per- 
mitted. That seems to me to be some- 
thing that is so easy, but when a na- 
tion is so intolerant and so indifferent 
to the rights of others, then I think we 
have to send a clear message and that 
is why the Senator offers this amend- 
ment. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I under- 
stand the message the distinguished 
Senator is trying to send, but we are 
also going to send a message to a valu- 
able ally, a valuable ally, an ally that 
is struggling to continue to orient it- 
self toward the West, an ally that sits 
within a sea of potential enemies, sur- 
rounded by Moslem countries. Turkey 
is a Moslem country itself. It is a rep- 
resentative democracy. There are 
forces in Turkey that would like very 
much to see that country become an- 
other Iran, and there is a very real dan- 
ger it could become another Iran. Look 
at the map. Note the geopolitical posi- 
tion of Turkey, the old great cross- 
roads of the world in the days of Con- 
stantinople and Byzantium. We can 
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send a message, but we can also cut off 
our nose to spite our face, and we will 
not change anything except to drive a 
very valuable and dependable ally away 
from the West. 

Turkey was very important to us in 
the Persian Gulf war, very important. 
We all wanted Turkey’s help. We want- 
ed Turkey to cut off the flow of oil. She 
cut it off. 

Mr. President, I have an amendment 
in my pocket and I have the floor. I 
have a second-degree amendment to 
cut aid to Israel by $1 billion. 

Now, we are getting ready to cut pro- 
grams that are important to the Amer- 
ican people. We talk about cutting 
Medicare, cutting Medicaid, cutting 
moneys for the Park Service, Fish and 
Wildlife, health programs, education 
programs. But not a word about cut- 
ting aid to Israel, not a word; $3 billion 
to Israel, $2 billion to Egypt. 

Now, if anyone wants to talk about 
entitlements, those are looked upon as 
entitlement programs by the recipient 
countries. I am not anti-Israel nor am 
I anti-Egypt. But when we talk about 
cutting entitlements, cutting programs 
that benefit the American people, the 
old, the young—but not a word said 
about cutting that $5 billion for Israel 
and Egypt—why not offer an amend- 
ment that will cut that largesse and 
see how many brave souls there are in 
this Senate? 

Senators would run like turkeys and 
head for the doors as if they were fire 
escapes. I know, because I have tried 
such an amendment on two occasions. I 
got one vote on each occasion. Perhaps 
these brave souls should be put to the 
test every now and then. 

I will not offer my amendment to 
this amendment at this time. It would 
be an attractive idea to offer it to this 
amendment and then have someone 
move to table the underlying amend- 
ment; and with my amendment as the 
second-degree amendment, watch Sen- 
ators head for the doors. 

Where are all these brave souls? How 
about cutting aid to Israel? I will not 
offer the amendment at this time. I 
hope that the managers will move to 
table the pending amendment. I hope 
that it will be tabled by an overwhelm- 
ing vote. Let us send a message to Tur- 
key that we are still her friend, and we 
want her to be our friend. 

Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Let me say with 
regard to the amendment of the distin- 
guished Senator from New York, that 
the internal human rights practices of 
а number of America’s close friends in 
that section of the world probably 
could not meet our test. And it seems 
to me the situation in Turkey is large- 
ly indistinguishable from the situation 
inside the borders of a number of other, 
not only good friends of the United 
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States, but aid recipients of the United 
States in that part of the world. 

I share the concern that many people 
have about the human rights situation 
in Turkey and in a lot of other places. 
The question is whether or not the 
amendment by the Senator from New 
York to cap, cut off assistance will 
generate any improvements. I am con- 
cerned, as the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia is concerned, that 
it might have just the opposite effect. 

First, let me point out that the ad- 
ministration is planning $100 million 
for ESF for Turkey whether or not we 
pass an amendment. Now I do not see 
how this level can be achieved given 
the overall reduction in the foreign op- 
erations budget. 

It seems to me that before we engage 
in the kind of debate we are having, 
calling attention to Turkey’s internal 
problems, we ought to think a little bit 
about the neighborhood. Iraq, Iran, 
Syria all present unique security chal- 
lenges, complicated by the crisis in 
Georgia and ongoing conflict between 
Azerbaijan and Armenia. 

In the middle of this, Turkey has pre- 
served at least basic principles of de- 
mocracy, including free and fair elec- 
tions, the orderly transition of power, 
an independent legislature, and en- 
acted a free press. Do they have some 
problems? Yes. But compared to other 
countries in the area, you would have 
to say they have done rather well. It is 
far from a perfect picture. But then 
many of our traditional friends and al- 
lies have not achieved the freedom and 
success that we enjoy here in this 
country. 

Let us remember that Turkey has 62 
million people, 99 percent of whom are 
Moslem, a factor which could easily in- 
fluence closer ties with Iran. Yet Tur- 
key remains the only secular democ- 
racy with a free market that has a ma- 
jority Moslem population. Turkey has 
also maintained its strong link with 
NATO providing peacekeepers іп 
Bosnia and participating in F-16 patrol 
of the no-fly zone. As the Senator from 
West Virginia mentioned, at the end of 
the Persian Gulf war, Operation Pro- 
vide Comfort was established in north- 
ern Iraq to protect the Kurdish popu- 
lation, in addition to providing human- 
itarian aid. The Turkish Parliament 
voted to continue the operation for 6 
more months. 

Prime Minister Ciller takes the issue 
of human rights seriously, and commit- 
ted her nation to a course of reform. In 
July, under her leadership, 16 amend- 
ments were passed to their Constitu- 
tion, expanding political participation 
and democracy. When Parliament re- 
convenes in October, it is my under- 
standing that there will be several 
more pieces of reform legislation con- 
sidered. 

So the point is, Turkey certainly is 
not perfect, but it has made a lot of 
progress. When you compare it to the 
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others in the neighborhood, it does 
rather well. 

Mr. President, I do not know what 
more needs to be said on this. It was 
my plan to offer a motion to table, 
which I will now do. 

Mr. President, I move to table the 
amendment and ask for the yeas and 


nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM] 
and the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
WARNER] are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is absent 
due to illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote yea.“ 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab- 
sent because of attending a funeral. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 60, 
nays 36, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 451 Leg.] 


YEAS—60 
Abraham Dorgan Kerrey 
Akaka Exon Kyl 
Ashcroft Faircloth Leahy 
Baucus Ford Lieberman 
Bennett Frist Lott 
Bingaman Glenn Lugar 
Bond Gorton Mack 
Breaux Graham McCain 
Brown Gramm McConnell 
Bumpers Grams Murray 
Burns Grassley Nickles 
Byrd Hatch Nunn 
Campbell Heflin Packwood 
Chafee Hollings Rockefeller 
Cochran Hutchison Roth 
Cohen Inhofe Shelby 
Conrad Inouye Simpson 
Coverdell Jeffords Stevens 
Craig Johnston Thompson 
Daschle Kempthorne Thurmond 

NAYS—36 
Biden Gregg Pell 
Boxer Harkin Pressler 
Bradley Helms Reid 
Bryan Kennedy Robb 
Coats Kerry Santorum 
D'Amato Kohl Sarbanes 
De wine Lautenberg Simon 
Dodd Levin Smith 
Dole Mikulski Snowe 
Domenici Moseley-Braun Specter 
Feingold Moynihan Thomas 
Feinstein Murkowski Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—4 

Hatfield Pryor 
Kassebaum Warner 


So, the motion to table the amend- 
ment (No. 2709) was agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote and I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 


September 20, 1995 


Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. MURKOWSKL. I ask unanimous 
consent that Eugene D. Schmiel, a re- 
cent addition to my staff, be extended 
the privilege of the floor. He is a State 
Department Fellow who will be fulfill- 
ing legislative duties. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I know 
the Senator from Colorado is seeking 
recognition. I will not hold the floor, 
but I urge Senators who have, on our 
side—and I suspect the distinguished 
Senator from Kentucky will make the 
same request on his side—I urge Sen- 
ators on our side, who have amend- 
ments that they intend to offer to this 
bill, to come and let us know. There 
may well be amendments that could be 
accepted. At least let us know that. We 
will start working toward that situa- 
tion so at some point the distinguished 
manager and myself could work at ac- 
cepting those, and others that might 
not be accepted, may require rollcall 
votes, that we might set some time 
certain or at least get some time agree- 
ments on them. 

I commend the distinguished Senator 
from New York and the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia in their de- 
bate. They kept it to a very short time. 
We were able to move on. But this is a 
bill I know the distinguished Repub- 
lican leader and the distinguished 
Democratic leader want to get moved 
forward, so I urge those who are listen- 
ing to come let us know. At least on 
my side, I have a more accepting mood 
when it is early on in the game than I 
might toward the end. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2708 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, what is 
the pending business before the Sen- 
ate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending amendment is the amendment 
No. 2708, offered by the Senator from 
Colorado to the committee amendment 
on page 15. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, one of 
the things the opponents have brought 
up in the series of extended debates 
preceding the offering of the amend- 
ment this time has been the question 
of how significant the one-fourth of the 
arms package is that would be deliv- 
ered under the President’s compromise. 

We have held extensive hearings on 
this question. I wanted to share with 
the Members some quotes from the ex- 
perts who testified. We made an effort 
to invite both Democrats and Repub- 
licans, both liberals and conservatives, 
experts from the military and aca- 
demia as well as experts that had 
shown a greater degree of experience 
with India than Pakistan. Here are 
some brief quotes I think are helpful in 
describing that package. 
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It is $368 million of military equip- 
ment that was contracted for 9 years 
ago, whose delivery was withheld 5 
years ago, even though in substance it 
had been paid for, committed for by the 
Pakistanis. 

In terms of the regional military balance, 
I don't think that the release of this mili- 
tary equipment. really will have no sig- 
nificant impact on the balance one way or 
the other. 

That is from Stephen Cohen, who is 
the director of Program in Arms Con- 
trol, from the University of Illinois. 

From George Tanham, vice president 

of Rand Corp: 
... I agree with Steve that the package 
won't change the balance at all. In fact, 
there is no balance now. India dominates so 
strongly. They have twice as large an army 
as Pakistan, twice as large an air force, 
twice as large a navy, and twice as many 
tanks, twice as many airplanes. So there 
isn't a balance at the moment. And India has 
overwhelming strength. 

This one is from the Honorable Wil- 
liam Clark, Jr. He was the ambassador 
to India from 1989 to 1992. We have got 
F-16’s that have been sitting in the 
desert and being maintained. The P-3 
and the Harpoon, three of them are 
marginally useful, if at all, and they 
have already been—the requirement 
has been met in other ways—from the 
politics of it, it is terribly important. 
The military utility of it“ —he is refer- 
ring to this settlement and those weap- 
ons— they would rather buy more 
modern equipment with the money.”’ 

The focus of his remarks was simply 
to point out that actually if the Paki- 
stanis had their choice, they could buy 
better equipment and more modern 
equipment with their money rather 
than the old equipment. Again, relat- 
ing to the significance of the package 
that would be delivered under the 
President's compromise. 

This is from James Clad. He is a pro- 
fessor at Georgetown University. They 
offer for Pakistan “exactly as Mr. 
Tanham pointed out, an equalizing 
hand in trying to somehow correct the 
subcontinental mismatch of conven- 
tional weaponry capability and geo- 
graphical reality * * * I think another 
turn on a dime on this issue is going to 
I think do further damage to American 
diplomacy.” The turn оп the dime 
would be failure to follow up on the 
President’s commitment. 

This last one is from Bruce Fein. He 
is a constitutional and international 
law specialist and syndicated со1- 
umnist. “It is true that they! —refer- 
ring here to India—‘‘they are searching 
at present for substantial additional 
arms purchases, hundreds of millions 
that I think would dwarf anything that 
would follow any relaxation of the 
Pressler amendment: (Incidentally) 
very high technology MiG aircraft.” He 
is referring to what India already is 
doing. 

What we have here is an effort to 
deny the President of the United 


25753 


States a vote on an arrangement, a ne- 
gotiation that he himself instigated. 
The President took on a tough prob- 
lem. For 5 years we have refused to re- 
turn the Pakistanis’ money, and for 5 
years we have refused to deliver the 
planes, and for 5 years, because it has 
been a tough problem, we failed to act. 

I think it is to the President’s credit 
that he has been willing to step for- 
ward, he has been willing to negotiate 
out a compromise. Some may disagree 
with the compromise. Some may think 
it is too tough on Pakistan. Some may 
think it is too tough on India. But the 
President had the courage to step for- 
ward and negotiate that compromise 
and put a package and a recommenda- 
tion before this Congress. The question 
is whether or not the President is al- 
lowed to have a vote on his package. 

We considered this whole question in 
the drafting of the State Department 
authorization bill. But when that bill 
got to the floor, it was filibustered and 
the President was denied an oppor- 
tunity to have his proposal which 
would have added to that as part of 
that which was voted on. We then of- 
fered this package as an amendment to 
the Defense authorization bill. But the 
opponents fought that, threatened to 
filibuster all night, and denied us a 
vote. Finally, in an effort to make sure 
that important Defense authorization 
bill passed without the delay that that 
threat brought about, I was willing to 
withdraw the amendment upon assur- 
ances that we would have an oppor- 
tunity to offer it later and be voted on. 
That bill has moved ahead. 

We bring it up today after notice and 
discussion. This amendment was of- 
fered shortly after 11 o'clock this 
morning. It was one of the first amend- 
ments offered to this bill. And the op- 
ponents again sought to delay. The 
first thing they said is, ‘‘We want a se- 
cret briefing for everyone.“ Mr. Presi- 
dent, we have had secret briefings. We 
have had secret briefings covering the 
exact subjects that they want to talk 
about. First of all, the Intelligence 
Committee conducted a briefing on 
this very subject, exactly the same 
subject, at the end of July and early 
August. Members were invited. Those 
who did not attend could have come to 
a Members’ briefing that I arranged 
with the subcommittee on last Tues- 
day. 

Incidentally, Senator GLENN’s staff 
attended that briefing. We invited 
every Member of the Senate to be 
present at that briefing. So the briefing 
that they talked about delaying this 
consideration for has not only already 
taken place, but it has already taken 
place twice. Incidentally, I might say 
transcripts of those are available for 
Members who want to see them. 

So to suggest that we have to delay 
consideration of this proposal once 
again for a briefing is simply another 
tactic, in this Member's opinion, to 
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delay consideration of an important 
amendment. 

Mr. President, we have had hearing 
after hearing after hearing on this sub- 
ject. We had a hearing on March 7. We 
had a hearing on March 9. We had a 
hearing and discussion—at least for 
comment—when we had committee 
markup. Incidentally, Senator PRES- 
SLER was invited and appeared at that 
committee markup and gave com- 
ments. We had a hearing on this last 
Thursday in which Senator PRESSLER 
came and discussed іс specifically. 

So, Mr. President, what we have seen 
here is a concerted effort to avoid a 
vote on this question. I believe the 
President at least deserves a vote on 
the package, the compromise, that he 
has negotiated ont. One nay disagree 
with it. One may think it is right to 
keep both the military aircraft and 
Pakistanis’ money. But, Mr. President, 
I do not. I think we deserve an answer 
one way or another. 

What I find is an effort now to delay 
this important bill, an effort by filibus- 
tering this amendment to delay the 
consideration of this vital bill that has 
such a major impact on our foreign pol- 
icy considerations around the world. 

Once again, I do not want to delay 
the important business of the Senate. 
It is why I brought this amendment up 
early and brought it up for consider- 
ation. But what I find is a concerted 
plan and effort to simply filibuster 
this, to delay consideration and to 
deny the President of the United 
States a vote on his carefully nego- 
tiated compromise. 

When I was asked to grant more time 
to opponents, we agreed to set aside 
this amendment for Senator LAUTEN- 
BERG to speak, which, of course, he did. 
Then once again, because the oppo- 
nents wanted more time, we agreed to 
another delay and agreed to set aside 
the amendment for consideration of 
Senator D’AMATO’s amendment, which 
has been fully debated and voted on, as 
the Senators will recall from just a few 
moments ago. But, Mr. President, fur- 
ther delay, further filibustering of this 
important legislation and delay of this 
important bill will be a mistake for the 
Senate. I believe it is important to 
move ahead on it. 

I am saddened by the fact that the 
opponents have not come to speak up 
and to offer debate. Mr. President, 
most important of all, when the State 
Department authorization bill was 
here, they refused to join in a time 
agreement. When the Defense author- 
ization bill was here, they refused to 
join in a time agreement. Now, in spite 
of my request апа others’ requests to 
have a time agreement, basically carte 
blanche whatever they want, they re- 
fused to join in a time agreement. 

So, my proposal is this: I think the 
President deserves a vote. This is an 
important matter that does not get 
better by delay. The longer we delay, 
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the more storage costs there are on the 
airplanes. The longer they filibuster, 
the more the quality of the material 
deteriorates. The longer they refuse to 
give the President a vote, the more 
cost is added to this proposal and the 
more difficult it is to work out a set- 
tlement. 

Mr, President, my suggestion is this: 
Let us get a vote. If I do not have 60 
votes, I am not going to stop this bill 
or have others filibuster this important 
piece of legislation just for this amend- 
ment. But if we can get 60 votes, then 
I want this considered, and we will see 
if we cannot bring closure on this 
issue. But I believe the President of the 
United States deserves an answer and 
deserves a vote. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the Brown amendment. 
This amendment will further United 
States relations with Pakistan—by al- 
lowing for cooperative programs on 
counternarcotics and counterterror- 
ism—and by resolving a longstanding 
dispute over the delivery of military 
hardware. 

I understand the concerns of oppo- 
nents of this amendment—and I share 
some of them. There is no more impor- 
tant issue in South Asia than nuclear 
proliferation. 

But I believe that this issue is hin- 
dering our efforts to build strong ties 
with Pakistan—and that strong rela- 
tions with Pakistan are crucial to im- 
proving our security and furthering our 
interests in South Asia. 

I also believe that we need to show 
support for the current Government of 
Pakistan. Prime Minister Bhutto is a 
woman of great courage. She has en- 
dured arrest, imprisonment, and exile. 
She has worked to transform Pakistan 
from a military dictatorship to a par- 
liamentary democracy. 

The Prime Minister has been coura- 
geous in her efforts to build close ties 
to the West. Under her leadership, 
Pakistan has proven to be a valuable 
ally in combatting terrorism and in 
stemming international flow of illegal 
drugs. She has been liberalizing the 
economy and opening it up to foreign 
trade and investment. 

It has come to the point where this 
issue is clouding all others. Improved 
human rights, nonproliferation and 
greater trade and investment are held 
hostage to this largely symbolic issue. 

So I will support the Brown amend- 
ment. The Pressler amendment will 
still stand—and it should. Pakistan 
will not receive the F-16’s. But by pass- 
ing the Brown amendment, we will re- 
move an impediment to our relations 
with Pakistan—and we will be able to 
focus on improving security in South 
Asia. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I move 
to table the Brown amendment and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GREGG). Is there a sufficient second? 
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Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg- 
ular order is to determine if there is a 
sufficient second. 

Is there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. I suggest the absence of 
а quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

Mr. GLENN. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The assistant legislation clerk con- 
tinued the call of the roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 
KASSEBAUM and Senator PELL be al- 
lowed to address the Senate and, at the 
end of their comments, the status quo 
be resumed. 

Mr. BROWN. Does that include a lim- 
itation on the amount of time? I re- 
serve the right to object. 

Mr. McCONNELL. How much time 
does the Senator from Kansas have in 
mind? I say to my friend from Colo- 
rado, I am trying to just process some- 
thing here while we are waiting. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
came to speak because there was a 
quorum call on, so I could tailor my re- 
marks to the time I would be allowed. 
I would say about 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROWN. I take it the unani- 
mous-consent request is for a maxi- 
mum of 5 minutes? 

Mr. McCONNELL. With 5 minutes for 
Senator PELL as well. 

Mr. BROWN. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator from Kansas is 
recognized. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
first want to commend the chairman of 
the Foreign Operations Subcommittee, 
Senator MCCONNELL, and the ranking 
member, Senator LEAHY, for their lead- 
ership on this bill. Getting a foreign 
operations appropriations bill through 
the Senate is never an easy process. I 
think they have done an extraordinary 
job. This legislation is a reasonable ap- 
proach that meets the stringent reality 
of the Federal budget but also recog- 
nizes that our national interest re- 
quires America to be a leader in world 
affairs. 

For years, we have been engaged in a 
debate about how best to reform our 
foreign aid programs. I have long been 
an advocate of reform, and I continue 
to believe it is necessary. The debate 
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has taken on new vigor this year with 
the chairmanship of Senator HELMS in 
the Foreign Relations Committee, and 
it is ongoing. 

The legislation before us today walks 
a fine line and, in my view, does so ap- 
propriately. On the one hand, it recog- 
nizes the substantial reform of our for- 
eign aid programs is properly carried 
out through the authorizing legisla- 
tion, not through this appropriations 
bill. On the other hand, this bill under- 
takes important reforms necessary to 
ensure that the shrinking resources it 
provides can be used to the greatest ef- 
fect. 

The foreign affairs budget, which, un- 
like other accounts in the Federal 
budget, had already been cut dramati- 
cally before this year, has been cut 
even further. I regret that decision, but 
that die was cast last spring during the 
budget resolution debate. Given the 
limited resources available, it will be- 
come increasingly important that the 
President have more flexibility to tar- 
get our resources toward the areas of 
greatest importance. 

This is not easy to do. We always feel 
that we want to have some hand—and 
we should have—in shaping those prior- 
ities. On the other hand, I think flexi- 
bility is needed for administrative de- 
cisions and it is important that legisla- 
tive and administrative bodies work as 
closely together as possible. 

While some of the accounts retain 
their traditional protection, this legis- 
lation on the whole has very few ear- 
marks. Again, I want to commend the 
committee for that. It is not an easy 
task. At the same time, the bill seeks 
to promote fairness by preventing any 
single account or region of the world 
from bearing a disproportionate share 
of budget reduction. 

As a long observer of United States 
policy toward Africa, I believe this leg- 
islation treats Africa fairly and recog- 
nizes that continent’s importance in 
the overall reach of United States for- 
eign policy. I am particularly pleased 
with the sincere effort to address the 
difficult problem of African debt relief. 

However, important African issues 
will remain for the conference commit- 
tee—in particular, this legislation’s 
consolidation of the Development Fund 
for Africa into a larger economic as- 
sistance account diverges from the 
path Congress has followed since 1987. 
The House has retained the Develop- 
ment Fund for Africa regional account. 
The Congress created the DFA in 1987, 
with bipartisan support, to ensure that 
consistent long-term funding for Afri- 
can development would be there if it 
were necessary. I hope that as we de- 
bate funding the mechanisms and ac- 
counts this year, we will not lose sight 
of, or compromise, this important goal. 

I am particularly concerned about 
the effect on our foreign policy and the 
sharp cuts in two programs in this bill. 
One is the International Development 
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Association, funded at $775 million, 
well below the $1.3 billion request. 
While it has detractors, I believe this 
program is an effective means of 
leveraging U.S. foreign aid and 
effecting change in the economic poli- 
cies of countries abroad. I worry that 
low-balling this funding—and the 
House is lower still—will cause other 
donors to do the same and threaten the 
viability of this important program. 

I also worry about cuts in our con- 
tributions to international organiza- 
tions and programs. Last year, we 
spent $374 million on this account, but 
this bill includes only $260 million— 
again, better than the House bill. Mr. 
President, international organizations 
and programs is never a popular part of 
the budget. Again, I share the view 
that we should critically reevaluate 
our participation in many low-priority 
international organizations. But it 
seems to me we should conduct that re- 
view as a matter of policy and take 
steps to reform or withdraw from orga- 
nizations in accordance with the obli- 
gations we have made to them. We 
should not just stop paying our bills. 

These cuts in important programs 
are, to me, made more frustrating by 
another item in the bill. This legisla- 
tion would appropriate $150 million for 
international narcotics control—$45 
million more than last year and $37 
million more than was approved by the 
House. This account may be politically 
popular, but, in my view, it is a poor 
candidate for added funding. I doubted 
the effectiveness of this program in 
both the Reagan and Bush administra- 
tions—not that we do not want to di- 
rect our attention to getting narcotics 
abuse and use under control—even 
though, however, we had programs over 
the years in narcotics control initia- 
tives, and they keep requesting more 
money. In 1995, we will spend nearly 
$13.3 billion on antidrug measures, of 
which $1.6 billion will go for inter- 
national and interdiction efforts. I can 
only hope it will be successful. But I do 
question whether we are monitoring 
closely the successes of these efforts. 

I care just as deeply as everybody 
else about getting the international 
narcotics problem under control, but I 
am not convinced that increased fund- 
ing for this program will make any real 
difference in reducing the flow of drugs 
into this country. Frankly, I would 
prefer we consider reducing funding 
from fiscal year 1995 levels, but, at the 
very least, I think we should not in- 
crease funding. I suggest that the $45 
million added beyond current-year lev- 
els will be better used elsewhere within 
this bill, or for deficit reduction. 

Mr. President, I think I am beyond 
my time. 

I ask unanimous consent for 2 addi- 
tional minutes to speak to an amend- 
ment I would like to offer as well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mrs. KASSEBAUM. First, I conclude 
my statement by saying that despite 
the concerns I have raised I believe this 
bill on the whole represents very re- 
sponsible leadership in the field of for- 
eign affairs. I intend to support it. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2710 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
rise today to submit an amendment on 
Liberia. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
think we need to lay aside the pending 
amendments. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I send that 
amendment to the desk. I understand 
it will be a noncontroversial amend- 
ment and it is just to express strong 
support for the latest Liberia peace 
agreement and facilitate the provision 
of limited United States assistance to 
Liberia. 

It will be considered at another time. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island is recognized 
for a unanimous-consent agreement. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2708 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I wish to 
speak in connection with the Brown 
amendment on Pakistan. As many of 
us know, deliveries of United States 
military equipment purchased by Paki- 
stan have been suspended since 1990 
under the terms of the Pressler amend- 
ment. This amendment would lift the 
suspension temporarily to allow the de- 
livery of much of the military equip- 
ment—including naval aircraft, mis- 
siles, and spare parts. While it would 
not permit the delivery of the F-16’s 
purchased by Pakistan but still unde- 
livered, the amendment would allow 
for a plan to sell the Е-165 to a third 
country and to provide those proceeds 
to Pakistan. 

The sponsors of this amendment 
argue that it will help to improve Unit- 
ed States relations with Pakistan. I 
want to say at the outset that I well 
understand the importance of good re- 
lations with Pakistan. Not only was 
Pakistan an important ally in the Af- 
ghan resistance to the Soviet Union, 
but Pakistan also continues to be a 
key player in the South Asia region. 

I also wish to be supportive of the 
current Prime Minister, Benazir 
Bhutto. When Pakistan was ruled by an 
oppressive military dictatorship, I 
tried to be helpful in securing Mrs. 
Bhutto’s release from house arrest, and 
in promoting a return to democracy in 
Pakistan. I have long considered Prime 
Minister Bhutto a friend, and have 
promised her to do what I can to en- 
sure strong United States-Pakistani re- 
lations. That being said, I must bal- 
ance my support and affection for 
Pakistan against what I believe to be 
right for United States nonprolifera- 
tion policy. And I believe that this 
amendment goes too far. I support re- 
suming economic assistance, but op- 
pose the delivery of the military equip- 
ment. I will vote accordingly when the 
time comes. 
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Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
INHOFE). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is on the Brown mo- 
tion to table the Brown amendment. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Oregon [Мг. HATFIELD] is ab- 
sent due to illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. HATFIELD] would vote yea.“ 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is ab- 
sent because of attending a funeral. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 37, 
nays 61, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 452 Leg.] 


YEAS—37 
Abraham Dorgan Leahy 
Akaka Exon Levin 
Bennett Feingold Lieberman 
Biden Feinstein McConnell 
Bingaman Frist Moynihan 
Boxer Glenn Pell 
Bradley Gramm Pressler 
Bumpers Hollings Robb 
Conrad Kennedy Sarbanes 
Coverdell Kerrey Simon 
D'Amato Kerry Wellstone 
Daschle Kohl 
DeWine Lautenberg 

NAYS—61 
Ashcroft Grams Murkowski 
Baucus Grassley Murray 
Bond Gregg Nickles 
Breaux Harkin Nunn 
Brown Hatch Packwood 
Bryan Heflin Reid 
Burns Helms Rockefeller 
Byrd Hutchison Roth 
Campbell Inhofe Santorum 
Chafee Inouye Shelby 
Coats Jeffords Simpson 
Cochran Johnston Smith 
Cohen Kassebaum Snowe 
Craig Kempthorne Specter 
Dodd Kyl Stevens 
Dole Lott Thomas 
Domenici Lugar Thompson 
Faircloth Mack Thurmond 
Ford McCain Warner 
Gorton Mikulski 
Graham Moseley-Braun 

NOT VOTING—2 

Hatfield Pryor 


So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 2708) was rejected. 

Mr. BROWN. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. HARKIN. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold for one moment so I 
can make an announcement? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I withhold. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, on this 
subject there will be a briefing at 5:30 
іп 8407, I am advised by the distin- 
guished Senator from Ohio. It is open 
to all Senators and is on the subject we 
just voted on. But that will be іп 8407 
at 5:30. I wanted to make that an- 
nouncement. 

Mr. GLENN. It is a classified brief- 
ing. 

Mr. LEAHY. It is a classified brief- 
ing. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Brown 
amendment No. 2708 be temporarily 
laid aside until 7 p.m. this evening, and 
at that time there will be 5 hours for 
debate to be equally divided in the 
usual form; and when the Senate re- 
sumes the amendment on Thursday, 
there be 1 hour remaining for debate to 
be equally divided in the usual form; 
and following the conclusion or yield- 
ing back of time, the Senate proceed to 
vote on the Brown amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the quorum call be dis- 
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, it is 
my understanding the Senator from 
Nevada is prepared to offer an amend- 
ment. We would like to handle as many 
amendments as we can between now 
and 7, when we resume debate on the 
Brown amendment. 

So I encourage any Senators who 
have amendments they think can be 
accepted or would not be controversial 
to please come over and let us try to 
get them taken care of before 7, be- 
cause we have very few remaining con- 
tentious amendments after the Paki- 
stan amendment and some Helms 
amendments. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. REID addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. It is my understanding 
that we are now working on the com- 
mittee amendments? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that they be set aside and that I be al- 
lowed to offer my amendment. 


September 20, 1995 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2711 
(Purpose: To prohibit female genital 
mutilation, and for other purposes) 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment will 
be set aside. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 


The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2711. 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 


At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing new section: 

SEC. . FEDERAL PROHIBITION OF FEMALE СЕМІ- 
TAL MUTILATION, 

(a) TITLE 18 AMENDMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 7 of title 18, Unit- 
ed States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new section: 

“$ 116. Female genital mutilation 


“(а) Except as provided in subsection (b), 
whoever knowingly circumcises, excises, or 
infibulates the whole or any part of the labia 
majora or labia minora or clitoris of another 
person who has not attained the age of 18 
years shall be fined under this title or im- 
prisoned not more than 5 years, or both. 

„b) A surgical operation is not a violation 
of this section if the operation is— 

“(1) necessary to the health of the person 
on whom it is performed, and is performed by 
a person licensed in the place of its perform- 
ance as a medical practitioner; or 

(2) performed оп a person in labor or who 
has just given birth and is performed for 
medical purposes connected with that labor 
or birth by a person licensed in the place it 
is performed as a medical practitioner, mid- 
wife, or person in training to become such a 
practitioner or midwife. 

(o) In applying subsection (01), no ac- 
count shall be taken of the effect on the per- 
son on whom the operation is to be per- 
formed of any belief on the part of that or 
any other person that the operation is re- 
quired as a matter of custom or ritual. 

“(4) Whoever knowingly denies to any per- 
son medical care or services or otherwise dis- 
criminates against any person in the ргоуі- 
sion of medical care or services, because— 

(J) that person has undergone female cir- 
cumcision, excision, or infibulation; or 

“(2) that person has requested that female 
circumcision, excision, or infibulation be 
performed on any person; 
shall be fined under this title or imprisoned 
not more than one year, or Бобһ.”, 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 7 of title 
18, United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new item: 


“116. Female genital mutilation.”’. 


(b) INFORMATION AND EDUCATION REGARDING 
FEMALE GENITAL MUTILATION.— 

(1) ІМ GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services shall carry out the fol- 
lowing activities: 

(A) Compile data on the number of females 
living in the United States who have been 
subjected to female genital mutilation 
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(whether in the United States or in their 
countries of origin), including a specification 
of the number of girls under the age of 18 
who have been subjected to such mutilation. 

(B) Identify communities in the United 
States that practice female genital mutila- 
tion, and design and carry out outreach ac- 
tivities to educate individuals in the commu- 
nities on the physical and psychological 
health effects of such practice. Such out- 
reach activities shall be designed and imple- 
mented in collaboration with representatives 
of the ethnic groups practicing such mutila- 
tion and with representatives of organiza- 
tions with expertise in preventing such prac- 
tice. 

(C) Develop recommendations for the edu- 
cation of students of schools of medicine and 
osteopathic medicine regarding female geni- 
tal mutilation and complications arising 
from such mutilation. Such recommenda- 
tions shall be disseminated to such schools. 

(2) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub- 
section, the term “female genital mutila- 
tion’’ means the removal or infibulation (or 
both) of the whole or part of the clitoris, the 
labia minor, or the labia major. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(1) Subsection (b) shall take effect imme- 
diately, and the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall commence carrying it 
out not later than 90 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(2) Subsection (a) shall take effect 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, last Sep- 
tember, about a year ago, I introduced 
a resolution condemning the practice 
of female genital mutilation. 

At that time, there was talk on the 
Senate floor that perhaps the United 
Nations would do something, perhaps 
some States would do something. The 
fact of the matter is, a year has gone 
by and this practice continues. 

Mr. President, it is very difficult for 
me to stand and talk about something 
as repulsive and as cruel and as un- 
usual as this practice is. But I feel that 
we have an obligation to speak about 
the unspeakable, and that is what I am 
on the floor to talk about today. 

What is female genital mutilation? I 
will be as brief in the description as I 
can be, but I feel that it is important 
to my colleagues for me to explain in 
some detail what this practice is. 

There are many countries around the 
world that allow this practice to take 
place. Some call it female circumci- 
sion. 

There are a number of countries 
around the world that this is, in effect, 
a rite of passage for little girls. Little 
girls between the ages of 6 and 11 are 
forced into this gruesome ritual of fe- 
male circumcision by their parents 
most of the time. 

The procedure is something that has 
been written about at great length, and 
for purposes of this debate, we will 
refer to this as FGM, female genital 
mutilation. I will not refer to those 
terms anymore. 

Mr. President, in its most extreme 
forms, a little girl’s external sexual or- 
gans are scraped away entirely, and 
then the procedure—most of the time 
very crudely, this is rarely, rarely done 
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by physicians—the vulva is sewn to- 
gether with some type of stitching. 
Many times, Mr. President, the little 
girl's legs are bound together for weeks 
while a permanent scar forms. 

The reasons for this are historical in 
nature. No one really knows. In that 
this takes place in many Moslem coun- 
tries, I think this is fair to say this is 
not in the Koran, this is nothing that 
is taught by the Koran, but it is prac- 
ticed in 20 African countries, in Oman, 
South Yemen, United Arab Emirates, 
Malaysia, India, Pakistan. 

So, I think we have the general idea 
of what this procedure is. 

Why should we be talking about this 
on the floor of the U.S. Senate? We 
talk about it because it is important to 
focus attention on what is going on 
around the world, of course. It is im- 
portant because these girls who go 
through this process die on occasion, 
but they are permanently scarred, not 
only physically but emotionally, be- 
cause the immediate effect is bleeding, 
shock, infections, and even death be- 
cause of hemorrhage and unhygienic 
conditions. 

The reason I am involved in this is 
because I received a call from a close 
personal friend of mine in Las Vegas, 
NV, a mother of six children who called 
me to say that she had watched the 
night before the most repulsive thing 
that she had ever seen on television, 
and this was a picture which I saw on 
video later of a little girl having this 
process performed on her in Egypt. 

As a result of that, I felt it was im- 
portant that I learn more about it, as I 
have done. I have learned that some 15 
percent of all these females die of 
bleeding or infections. As I have al- 
ready stated, the rest of their lives the 
women are afflicted with scarring, 
physically and emotionally. They also 
have recurring infections, some suffer 
complicated and sometimes even fatal 
childbirths. 

I realize the significance of this rit- 
ual in the cultural and societal sys- 
tems in communities of Asia, ‘Africa 
and the Middle East where it is done 
often. This procedure has been per- 
formed on not hundreds of women, not 
thousands of women, but we are now 
into the millions of women. 

I repeat, this is a cruel and tortuous 
procedure performed on young girls 
against their will. The United States 
must make all efforts to condemn and 
to curb this practice. 

Some might say that FGM is not a 
concern of the United States. Mr. 
President, it is a concern of the United 
States, because it does occur in the 
United States. Because of immigration 
patterns and for other reasons, this rit- 
ual comes to the United States with 
people coming from other parts of the 
world. The same procedure has been 
outlawed in the United Kingdom, Swe- 
den, Switzerland, to name just a few. 
They have all passed legislation pro- 
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hibiting FGM. France and Canada 
maintain that FGM violates already 
established laws. 

So we in the United States also must 
speak out against this torture to 
women in the United States. Hopefully 
by speaking out, it will focus attention 
on this practice that is going on in 
other parts of the world. 

I am really surprised that the United 
Nations takes up all the human rights 
things that they do, and I can appre- 
ciate that. We as a country take up 
human rights concerns. People who go 
to prison may spend too much time in 
prison. Why should we not speak out on 
the torture taking place on a daily 
basis to women throughout the world? 
This seems much more egregious than 
some of the other things we throw up 
our arms about dealing with human 
rights violations. 

What this amendment does is make 
it illegal to perform the procedures of 
FGM on girls younger than 18. The leg- 
islation defines the following meas- 
ures: That we compile data on the 
number of females in the United States 
who have already been subjected to 
this; that we identify communities in 
the United States in which FGM is 
practiced; that we design and imple- 
ment outreach activities to inform 
people of the physical and psycho- 
logical effects of FGM; and that we de- 
velop recommendations for educating 
students in our medical schools on 
treating women who have been subject 
to this torture. 

As I have stated, this is difficult to 
talk about, but ignoring the issue per- 
petuates the silent acquiescence to this 
barbarous practice. 

I was very happy to hear that at the 
conference in Beijing, China, which was 
just completed last weekend, that FGM 
was a topic at the U.N. Conference on 
Women. I say through this legislation, 
the United States can acknowledge the 
importance of this issue to all women. 

I further say, Mr. President, that I 
appreciate the support of my efforts in 
this matter by Senator MOSELEY- 
BRAUN, Senator WELLSTONE, and Sen- 
ator SIMON. I hope, Mr. President, that 
this matter will be resoundingly ac- 
cepted. I think it is important for us as 
a body, as a Congress, and as a Nation 
to speak out against this. The very 
least we can do is have a law on the 
books that makes this illegal in our 
country. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, the 
issue of female genital mutilation 
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[FGM] was first brought before the 
Senate last September when Senator 
REID introduced a sense-of-the-Senate 
resolution condemning this cruel ritual 
practice and commending the Govern- 
ment of Egypt for taking quick action 
against two men who performed this 
deed on a 10-year-old girl in front of 
CNN television cameras. 

This amendment would make it ille- 
gal to perform the procedures of FGM 
on girls younger than 18. In addition, it 
proscribes the following measures as 
necessary to the eradication of this 
procedure: compiling data on the num- 
ber of females in the U.S. who have 
been subjected to FGM, identifying 
communities in the United States in 
which it is practiced, designing and im- 
plementing outreach activities to in- 
form people of its physical and psycho- 
logical effects, and developing гес- 
ommendations for educating students 
in medical schools on treating women 
and girls who have undergone mutila- 
tions. I am proud to be a cosponsor of 
this amendment that addresses an 
issue so crucial to the mental and 
physical health of women and girls. 

The ritual practice of female genital 
mutilation currently affects an esti- 
mated 80 million women in over 30 
countries. Although FGM is most wide- 
spread in parts of Africa, the Middle 
East, and the Far East, immigrants 
from practicing groups have brought 
the custom to wherever they have set- 
tled. 

In the countries and cultures of its 
origin, FGM is most commonly per- 
formed with crude instruments such as 
dull razor blades, glass, and kitchen 
knives while the girl is tied or held 
down by other women. In most cases, 
anesthesia is not used. Afterwards, 
herb mixtures, cow dung, or ashes are 
often rubbed on the wound to stop the 
bleeding. 

Aside from the obvious emotional 
and physical trauma which are caused 
by this procedure, it has been esti- 
mated that 15 percent of all cir- 
cumcised females die as a result of the 
ritual. The long term effects dealt with 
by American doctors who treat muti- 
lated women and girls are listed by the 
New England Journal of Medicine as 
including chronic pelvic infections, in- 
fertility, chronic urinary tract infec- 
tions, dermoid cysts (which may grow 
to the size of a grapefruit), and chronic 
anxiety or depression. 

Although female genital mutilation 
has sometimes been viewed as a purely 
cultural phenomena, it is clear that no 
ethical justification can be made for 
this inhumane practice in any country. 

Additionally, FGM has already been 
banned in many Western nations. In 
1982, Sweden passed a law making all 
forms of female circumcision illegal, 
and the United Kingdom passed a simi- 
lar law in 1985. France, the Nether- 
lands, Canada, and Belgium have each 
set a precedent for the illegality of fe- 
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male circumcision by holding that it 
violates laws prohibiting bodily muti- 
lation and child abuse. Action has been 
taken to enforce the statutes banning 
this practice in all the countries I’ve 
just mentioned. 

However, due to complex cultural 
factors, dealing with this issue in the 
United States requires more than mak- 
ing the ritual practice of FGM illegal. 
Immigrant parents in the United 
States who import a circumciser from 
their home country or find an Amer- 
ican doctor willing to perform the pro- 
cedure claim to do so out of a desire to 
do the best thing for their daughters. 
In the societies and cultures that prac- 
tice it, FGM is said to be an integral 
part of the socialization of girls into 
acceptable womanhood. Often, the mu- 
tilations are perceived by a girl’s par- 
ents as her passport to social accept- 
ance or the required physical marking 
of her marriageability. In spite of its 
obvious cruelty therefore, FGM is a 
part of cultural identity. Clearly, fe- 
male genital mutilation must be dealt 
with in a manner which takes into ac- 
count its complex causes and mean- 
ings. 

Because of the complexity of this 
issue and the lack of available informa- 
tion regarding FGM in the United 
States, this amendment includes a pro- 
vision ensuring that research be car- 
ried out to determine the number of fe- 
males in the U.S. who have undergone 
mutilations. This research would also 
document the types of physical and 
psychological damage dealt with by 
American medical professionals who 
treat mutilated woman. 

Finally, this amendment would en- 
sure that medical students are edu- 
cated in how to treat women and girls 
who have undergone FGM. In 1994, the 
New England Journal of Medicine re- 
ported that pregnant women who have 
undergone infibulation—in which the 
labia majora are stitched to cover the 
urethra and entrance to the vagina— 
are at serious risk, as are their unborn 
babies, if treated by physicians who 
have not been trained in dealing with 
infibulated women. In fact, untreated 
infibulated women have double the risk 
of maternal death and several times in- 
creased risk of stillbirth when com- 
pared with women who have not under- 
gone mutilation. 

Passage of this amendment would 
also send a clear message to American 
medical professionals, some of whom 
reportedly have been offered as much 
as $3,000 to perform mutilations on 
young girls. It would see to it that the 
names of Western doctors who mutilate 
girls would no longer be passed around 
in immigrant communities. 

Female genital mutilation is the 
world’s most widespread form of tor- 
ture, yet no other mass dilation of hu- 
manity has received so comparatively 
little journalistic or governmental at- 
tention. We in the United States 
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should make it clear that it is a serious 
crime if it occurs here. I urge my col- 
leagues to support this amendment as 
an essential tool in the struggle 
against the perpetuation of this hei- 
nous practice. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
am not aware of any opposition to the 
Reid amendment. We are prepared to 
accept it. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I com- 
pliment the Senator from Nevada. I 
have heard him discuss this in Appro- 
priations Committee. I know this is 
something he feels passionately about. 
We have no objection to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2711) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Alaska is here. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pend- 
ing committee amendment be laid 
aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I ask unanimous 
consent to offer a freestanding amend- 
ment. 

Mr. LEAHY. Reserving the right to 
object, I still have no idea what is in 
the amendment. I wonder if I might 
have a chance at least to see it before 
І agree. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I am happy to pro- 
vide the Senator from Vermont with a 
copy of the amendment. It would be a 
freestanding amendment. 

Mr. McCONNELL. May I suggest the 
Senator from Alaska explain the 
amendment before he sends it up. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I advise 
my friend from Alaska, I do not want 
to block him from getting the amend- 
ment up, but I want some idea of what 
it is. Maybe he might try explaining it 
and then remake the motion. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank my col- 
leagues from Kentucky and Vermont. 

My amendment adds specificity to 
the timing as well as the sequencing of 
aspects that are key to the agreed 
framework on nuclear issues, which the 
administration signed with North 
Korea last October. This would ensure 
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that everyone, including the North Ko- 

reans, knows exactly how and when— 

and if—the funding will be provided by 
the Congress or additional diplomatic 
or economic steps will be taken toward 

North Korea. 

The amendment parallels much of 
House Joint Resolution 83 passed Sep- 
tember 18 by the House of Representa- 
tives. The Senate, I think, should go on 
record in similar detail. 

I am pleased that the amendment is 
cosponsored by the chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, Senator 
HELMS, as well as Senator MCCAIN, one 
of the Senate’s most respected voices 
on North Korean matters, and the Sen- 
ate Republican Policy chairman, Sen- 
ator NICKLES. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2712 

(Purpose: To provide authorization for im- 
plementation of the Agreed Framework be- 
tween the United States and North Korea) 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 

with permission of the floor managers, 

I propose a freestanding amendment 

and ask for its immediate consider- 

ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. MURKOW- 
SKI], proposes an amendment numbered 2712. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place insert the follow- 
ing: 

AUTHORIZATION FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
AGREED FRAMEWORK BETWEEN THE UNITED 
STATES AND NORTH KOREA 
Sec. 575. (a) This section may be cited as 

the ‘Authorization for Implementation of 

the Agreed Framework Between the United 

States and North Korea Act”. 

(b)(1) The purpose of this section is to set 
forth requirements, consistent with the 
Agreed Framework, for the United States 
implementation of the Agreed Framework. 

(2) Nothing in this section requires the 
United States to take any action which 
would be inconsistent with any provision of 
the Framework. 

(c)(1) The United States may not exercise 
any action under the Agreed Framework 
that would require the obligation or expendi- 
ture of funds except to the extent and in the 
amounts provided in an Act authorizing ap- 
propriations and in an appropriations Act. 

(2) No funds may be made available under 
any provision of law to carry out activities 
described in the Agreed Framework unless 
the President determines and certifies to 
Congress that North Korea is in full compli- 
ance with the terms of the Agreed Frame- 
work, 

(4) None of the funds made available to 
carry out any program, project, or activity 
funded under any provision of law may be 
used to maintain relations with North Korea 
at the ambassadorial level unless North 
Korea has satisfied the IAEA safeguards re- 
quirement described in subsection (g), the 
additional requirements set forth in sub- 
section (h), and the nuclear nonproliferation 
requirements of subsection (i). 
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(ехі) The President shall not terminate 
the economic embargo of North Korea until 
North Korea has satisfied the IABA safe- 
guards requirement described in subsection 
(g), the additional requirements set forth in 
subsection (h), and the nuclear nonprolifera- 
tion requirements of subsection (i). 

(2) As used in this subsection, the term 
“economic embargo of North Когеа”' means 
the regulations of the Department of the 
Treasury restricting trade with North Korea 
under section 5(b) of the Trading With the 
Enemy Act (50 U.S.C. App. 5(b)). 

(0(1) If North Korea does not maintain the 
freeze of its graphite-moderated nuclear pro- 
gram as defined in the Agreed Framework, 
or if North Korea diverts heavy oil for pur- 
poses not specified in the Agreed Frame- 
work, then— 

(A) no additional heavy oil may be ex- 
ported to North Korea if such oil is subject 
to the jurisdiction of the United States, or is 
exported by a person subject to the jurisdic- 
tion of the United States; 

(B) the United States shall immediately 
cease any direct or indirect support for any 
exports of heavy oil to North Korea; and 

(C) the President shall oppose steps to ex- 
port heavy oil to North Korea by all other 
countries in the Korean Peninsula Energy 
Development Organization. 

(2) Whoever violates paragraph (1)(А) hav- 
ing the requisite knowledge described in sec- 
tion 11 of the Export Administration Act of 
1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 2410) shall be subject to 
the same penalties as are provided in that 
section for violations of that Act. 

(g) The requirement of this section is satis- 
fied when the President determines and cer- 
tifies to the appropriate congressional com- 
mittees that North Korea is in full compli- 
ance with its safeguards agreement with the 
International Atomic Energy Agency 
(INFCIRC/403), in accordance with part IV (3) 
of the Agreed Framework under the time- 
table set forth therein, as determined by the 
Agency after— 

(1) conducting inspections of the two sus- 
pected nuclear waste sites at the Yongbyon 
nuclear complex; and 

(2) conducting such other inspections in 
North Korea as may be deemed necessary by 
the Agency. 

(h) The additional requirements referred to 
in subsections (d) and (e) are the following, 
as determined and certified by the President 
to the appropriate congressional commit- 
tees: 

(1) That progress has been made in talks 
between North Korea and the Republic of 
Korea, including implementation of con- 
fidence-building measures by North Korea as 
well as other concrete steps to reduce ten- 
sions. 

(2) That the United States and North Korea 
have established a process for returning the 
remains of United States military personnel 
who are listed as missing in action (MIAs) 
during the Korean conflict between 1950 and 
1953, including field activities conducted 
jointly by the United States and North 
Korea. А 

(3) That North Korea по longer meets the 
criteria for inclusion on the list maintained 
by the Secretary of State under section 
6(j)(1)(A) of the Export Administration Act 
of 1979 of countries the governments of which 
repeatedly provide support for acts of inter- 
national terrorism. 

(4) That North Korea has taken positive 
steps to demonstrate a greater respect for 
internationally recognized human rights. 

(5) That North Korea has agreed to control 
equipment and technology in accordance 
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with the criteria and standards set forth in 
the Missile Technology Control Regime, as 
defined in section 74(2) of the Arms Export 
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2797c). 

(i) The nuclear nonproliferation require- 
ments referred to in subsections (d) and (e) 
are the following, as determined and cer- 
tified by the President to the appropriate 
congressional committees and the Commit- 
tee on Energy and Natural Resources of the 
Senate: 

(1) All spent fuel from the graphite-mod- 
erated nuclear reactors of North Korea have 
been removed from the territory of North 
Korea as is consistent with the Agreed 
Framework. 

(2) The International Atomic Energy Agen- 
cy has conducted any and all inspections 
that it deems necessary to account fully for 
the stocks of plutonium and other nuclear 
materials in North Korea, including special 
inspections of suspected nuclear waste sites, 
before any nuclear components controlled by 
the Nuclear Supplier Group Guidelines are 
delivered for a light water reactor for North 
Korea. 

(3) The dismantlement of all graphite- 
based nuclear reactors in North Korea, in- 
cluding reprocessing facilities, has been com- 
pleted in accordance with the Agreed Frame- 
work and in a manner that effectively bars 
in perpetuity any reactivation of such reac- 
tors and facilities. 

(j) The United States shall suspend actions 
described in the Agreed Framework if North 
Korea reloads its existing 5 megawatt nu- 
clear reactor or resumes construction of nu- 
clear facilities other than those permitted to 
be built under the Agreed Framework. 

(k) The President may waive the applica- 
tion of subsection (g), (h), (i), or (j) if the 
President determines, and so notifies in writ- 
ing the appropriate congressional commit- 
tees, that to do so is vital to the security in- 
terests of the United States. 

(k)(1) Beginning 6 months after the date of 
enactment of this Act, and every 12 months 
thereafter, the President shall transmit to 
the appropriate congressional committees a 
report setting forth— 

(A) an assessment of the extent of compli- 
ance by North Korea with all the provisions 
of the Agreed Framework and this subtitle; 

(B) a statement of the progress made on 
construction of light-water reactors, includ- 
ing a statement of all contributions, direct 
and indirect, made by any country to the Ko- 
rean Peninsula Energy Development Organi- 
zation from the date of signature of the 
Agreed Framework to the date of the report; 

(C) a statement of all contributions, direct 
or indirect, by any country which is not a 
member of the Korean Peninsula Energy De- 
velopment Organization for implementation 
of the Agreed Framework; 

(D) a statement of all expenditures made 
by the Korean Peninsula Energy Develop- 
ment Organization, either directly or indi- 
rectly, for implementation of the Agreed 
Framework; 

(E) an estimate of the date by which North 
Korea is expected to satisfy the IAEA safe- 
guards requirement described in subsection 
(в); 

(F) a statement whether North Korea is 
transferring missiles or missile technology 
to other countries, including those countries 
that are state sponsors of international ter- 
rorism; 

(G) a description of any new developments 
or advances in North Korea's nuclear weap- 
ons program; + 

(H) a statement of the progress made by 
the United States in fulfilling its actions 
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under the Agreed Framework, including any 
steps taken toward normalization of rela- 
tions with North Korea; 

(1) a statement of any progress made on 
dismantlement and destruction of the graph- 
ite-moderated nuclear reactors of North 
Korea and related facilities; 

(J) a description of the steps being taken 
to implement the North-South Joint Dec- 
laration on the Denuclearization of the Ko- 
rean Peninsula; 

(K) an assessment of the participation by 
North Korea in talks between North Korea 
and the Republic of Korea; and 

(L) a description of any action taken by 
the President under subsection (f)(1)(B). 

(2) To the maximum extent possible, the 
President should submit the report in un- 
classified form. 

(1) As used in this section: 

(1) AGREED FRAMEWORK.—The term 
“Agreed Framework” means the document 
entitled "Agreed Framework Between the 
United States of America and the Demo- 
cratic People’s Republic of Когеа”, signed 
October 21, 1994, at Geneva, and the attached 
Confidential Minute. 

(2) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—The term appropriate congressional 
committees” means the Committees оп For- 
eign Relations and Armed Services of the 
Senate and the Committees on International 
Relations and National Security of the 
House of Representatives. 

(3) IAEA SAFEGUARDS.—The term “IAEA 
safeguards” means the safeguards set forth 
in an agreement between a country and the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, as au- 
thorized by Article Ш(А)(5) of the Statute of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency. 

(4) NORTH KOREA.—The term North 
Когеа” means the Democratic People’s Re- 
public of Korea, including any agency or in- 
strumentality thereof. 

(5) INSPECTIONS.—The term “іпвресбіопя” 
means inspections conducted by the Inter- 
national Atomic Energy Agency pursuant to 
an IAEA safeguards agreement, including 
special inspection of undeclared information 
or locations if the IAEA cannot account for 
nuclear material and is therefore unable to 
verify that there has been no diversion of nu- 
clear materials. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, in 
view of the fact that much of the open- 
ing description of the amendment has 
already been read, I am going to dis- 
pense with that. I am sure the reporter 
has it. 

Let me take a moment and review for 
my colleagues what was in the October 
framework agreement that I think de- 
serves a little reflection. You will all 
recall that North Korea gets two 1000- 
megawatt light water reactors at a 
cost of at least $4 billion. We do not 
know exactly what that cost might be. 
It might be more than that right now. 
North Korea gets free oil, $500 million 
worth, until the new reactors can be 
brought on line. And North Korea gets 
normalized relations and relaxed trade 
restrictions with the United States, 
which they have sought for a number 
of decades. North Korea gets freedom 
from the IAEA special inspections for 
some years into the future. 

I might add that North Korean is the 
only country which has been exempted 
from immediate special inspections by 
the International Atomic Energy Agen- 
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cy, to exempt from the mandatory in- 
spections. South Africa, for example, 
opened up its entire program for in- 
spection. So, clearly, what we have 
done in North Korea is without prece- 
dent. 

Furthermore, we were led to believe 
that the United States would not be re- 
sponsible for any significant funding. I 
am told unofficially that after we get a 
little further along the line with the 
commitments to provide the light 
water reactors, we are going to be 
asked to contribute а significant 
amount of aid for switch gear. The 
switch gear is the mechanical capabil- 
ity to dispense power once the power is 
generated, and the North Koreans do 
not have that capability, nor do they 
have anywhere near the capacity in 
their current switching gear. They will 
be requesting assistance in the amount 
of roughly $1 billion. We should see 
that as a likely reality. 

I have told you what was in the Octo- 
ber deal and what the North Koreans 
get. Let us review what we get. We get 
North Korea’s promise to freeze the 
current nuclear program, including 
their graphite-moderated reactors and 
reprocessing facilities; we get North 
Korea’s promise for the IAEA special 
inspections—only we get it some 5 
years in the future, something they 
previously agreed to in January of 1992 
but have refused to allow. 

Finally, we get North Korea’s prom- 
ise that its some 8,000 spent nuclear 
rods filled with weapons-grade pluto- 
nium will not be reprocessed in North 
Korea. In the interim, we have won the 
right to stabilize these rods, at, appar- 
ently, our expense. The question of 
where these rods are going to be stored 
is still open—we have an issue in our 
own country, a significant issue, on the 
unacceptability of storing high-level 
nuclear waste rods at our power sites. 
That is what we get—promises, but 
nothing else yet. 

So I remain a critic of several aspects 
of the deal, although, as they say, 
hindsight is cheap. I also recognize 
that the administration, of course, had 
the authority to negotiate the deal. I 
have always been critical of the deal 
because I think we gave away our le- 
verage when we allowed the North Ko- 
reans to simply dictate the terms of 
the agreement. When you negotiate a 
deal, there are certain things that are 
on the table and certain things that 
are not on the table. The fact that we 
allowed the North Koreans to be ex- 
empt from special inspections, I think, 
was a very, very poor decision on be- 
half of the administration. Neverthe- 
less, it is a decision that was made by 
the administration. 

But I do believe that Congress has a 
role as well, and that role has thus far 
been somewhat ignored. It has been 
piqued when we had discussions or 
floor statements on the subject. But I 
do not think we can ignore it any 
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longer, now that the administration 
has turned to us for funding. I will 
have, in a future speech, some specific 
references where the administration 
assured us there will be very little like- 
lihood of significant funding. 

However, today we are told the ad- 
ministration has sought funding from 
Congress for all aspects of the deal—all 
aspects: delivering heavy oil, dealing 
with spent fuel, the light water reactor 
project, and even the setup costs of 
KEDO. That is the international con- 
sortium that is attempting to put this 
together. 

For fiscal year 1995, the administra- 
tion spent $4.7 million in emergency 
Department of Defense funds. I have 
heard members of the Armed Services 
Committee on this floor question how 
in the world Department of Defense 
emergency funds could ever be utilized 
for this purpose. But that is where the 
administration saw fit to expend the 
funds. The administration took $4.7 
million in emergency DOD funds and 
bought heavy oil for North Korea. 

What did North Korea do with the 
heavy oil? They were supposed to use it 
for power generation. We know for a 
fact some of it was funneled off into in- 
dustrial complexes, and it was interest- 
ing to note there was an increase in 
military activity shortly after that oil 
flowed in, which I find rather confound- 
ing. Mr. President, $10 million in repro- 
grammed Department of Energy funds 
have been used and $4 million from re- 
programmed Department of State 
funds. 

So when the administration suggests 
it is not going to cost much, we have 
already expended approximately $20 
million. 

For this fiscal year, the administra- 
tion has requested $22 million in De- 
partment of State funds and $5 million 
of Department of Energy funds—about 
$27 million. 

If U.S. taxpayers’ funds are going to 
be used, then I think Congress must 
play a monitoring role. My legislation 
outlines that role for the Congress. 

The proposed amendment is consist- 
ent with the agreed framework. It is 
not an attempt to sabotage the agree- 
ment, but the amendment does at- 
tempt to hold North Korea to its prom- 
ises before the United States simply 
gives it everything it wants. So far we 
have been doing all the giving and 
North Korea has been doing all the 
taking. Eventually North Korea, too, 
has to do some giving, including giving 
up entirely its nuclear ambitions as 
well as the sale of arms to other na- 
tions. 

Specifically, before the United States 
fully normalizes political and economic 
relations with North Korea, my amend- 
ment would require the full implemen- 
tation of the IAEA safeguards require- 
ments, including allowing inspections 
of the two suspected nuclear waste 
sites; allowing the removal of all spent 
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fuel to a third country—any third 
country, of course, other than the 
United States, by preference; and mak- 
ing progress in North-South dialog. 

In addition, North Korea must ad- 
dress other areas of U.S. concern: 

First, they must agree to go beyond 
the current and very ineffective proc- 
ess for returning remains of United 
States missing in action from the 
North Korean war. Mr. President, cur- 
rently we have 8,177—8,177—still listed 
as missing in action in North Korea. 
We have reason to believe we know 
where many of those remains might be, 
as we have identified crash sites and 
other areas of high-intensity activity. 

It is interesting to do a comparison: 
8,177 MIA’s in North Korea, 1,621 in 
Vietnam. Yet the entire focus of the 
Nation has been traditionally on those 
missing in action in the Vietnam con- 
flict. As a consequence of the success of 
the joint field activities in Vietnam, 
we propose that same type of joint field 
activities in North Korea. 

Finally, North Korea must cease the 
export of ballistic missiles and related 
military technology. There is evidence 
that North Korea is exporting missiles 
to Iran, among other terrorist nations, 
from time to time. 

The amendment would also condition 
future funding on North Korea fulfill- 
ing the terms of the agreed framework 
and the confidential minute in accord- 
ance with the schedule set forth on the 
agreed framework. 

On the particular issue of the supply 
of heavy oil, the amendment would re- 
strict U.S. support for exports of heavy 
oil if North Korea diverts heavy oil to 
purposes not specified in the agreed 
framework or otherwise is not in com- 
pliance with the agreed framework. We 
have already seen violations of this 
section of the agreement, as I have out- 
lined for my colleagues. 

Finally, the amendment makes clear 
that the United States will suspend its 
participation in the agreed framework 
if North Korea reloads its existing 5 
megawatt reactor or resumes construc- 
tion of nuclear facilities. 

In concluding, let me reiterate that 
this amendment should not be seen as 
a rejection of the committee’s original 
language but as a necessary enhance- 
ment. It contains a reasonable and de- 
tailed road map for progress in the 
United States-Democratic Republic of 
North Korea relations, while providing 
an appropriate monitoring role for 
Congress, because after all it is our 
money. 

The House has also taken similar ac- 
tion. I think we should take steps to 
ensure that North Korea keeps its 
promises. I urge my colleagues and the 
administration to support this ap- 
proach in the national interest and in 
the interest of continuity. 

I thank my colleagues and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that further proceedings under 
the quorum call be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
what is the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is the Murkowski 
amendment No. 2712. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Mur- 
kowski amendment be laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the Senator from Florida, 
Senator MACK, I send an amendment to 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

Мг. McCONNELL. Not to be consid- 
ered, just to be filed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be submitted and 
numbered. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2710, 2714 THROUGH 2722, EN 

BLOC 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
have seven amendments that are rou- 
tine, and as far as I know there are no 
objections to them. Let me list them: 
an amendment by Senator SPECTER on 
section 660, which has to do with police 
training; amendments for myself re- 
garding competitive financing; an 
amendment by Senator STEVENS of 
Alaska dealing with the issue of map- 
ping; an amendment by Senator KASSE- 
BAUM already at the desk regarding Li- 
beria; an amendment by Senator 
BINGAMAN concerning energy; two 
amendments by Senator MACK, one re- 
lating to the World Bank and one relat- 
ing to the index of economic freedom; 
and an amendment by my colleague 
from Vermont on Honduras. 

Mr. President, I send those amend- 
ments to the desk en bloc and I ask for 
their immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments will be con- 
sidered en bloc. 

The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Kentucky (Мг. McCon- 
NELL) proposes amendments numbered 2710, 
2714 through 2722 en bloc. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the reading of the amend- 
ments be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments are as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 2710 
(Purpose: Expressing the sense of the Con- 
gress with respect to the peace process in 

Liberia) 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
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LIBERIA 

Sec. (a) The Congress finds that— 

(1) the war in Liberia begun in 1989 has 
devastated that country, with more than 
150,000 people killed, 800,000 people forced to 
flee to other countries, and thousands of 
children conscripted into the rebel armies; 

(2) after nearly six years of conflict, on Au- 
gust 19, 1995, the Liberia factions signed a 
peace agreement in Abuja, Nigeria; and 

(3) the Liberian faction leaders and re- 
gional powers appear to be committed to the 
most recent peace accord, including the in- 
stallation of the new ruling council, 

(b) It is the sense of the Congress that the 
United States should strongly support the 
peace process in Liberia, including diplo- 
matic engagement, support for the west Afri- 
can peacekeeping force, humanitarian assist- 
ance, and assistance for demobilizing troops 
and for the resettlement of refugees. 

(с) Section 1(5Х2) of Public Law 102-270 is 
amended by striking “to implement the 
Yamoussoukro accord“. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
rise today to offer an amendment on 
Liberia. I am pleased to be joined by 
Senator SIMON, former chairman of the 
Africa Subcommittee, and Senator 
FEINGOLD, ranking member of the Sub- 
committee. 

This amendment expresses strong 
support for the latest Liberia peace 
agreement and facilitates the provision 
of limited United States assistance to 
Liberia. 

Begun on Christmas day 1989, the 
civil war in Liberia has devastated that 
country. More than 150,000 people have 
been killed, mostly innocent women 
and children. Upward of three-quarters 
of a million people have been forced to 
flee to neighboring countries. Most 
heart-wrenching is the disastrous ef- 
fect of the war on the children of Libe- 
ria. Many young boys—probably tens of 
thousands—have been conscripted by 
the warring factions, handed weapons 
sometimes bigger than they are, and 
sent into battle. 

Mr. President, in August 1990, the 
Economic Community of West African 
States sent a peacekeeping force led by 
Nigeria. The force, called ECOMOG, did 
stop the rebel advance—but over time 
became one of the combatants and did 
little to bring peace to Liberia. 

And, the situation has only become 
more confused the last couple of years. 
The number of factions multiplied. 
Some of these groups have split and 
others connected with a rebel move- 
ment in Sierra Leone. ECOMOG formed 
alliances with certain factions. Arms 
flows continued. Clearly the warlords 
appeared much more interested in their 
personal power and wealth than in the 
future of their country. 

After more than 5 years of brutal and 
inhuman conflict, many in the outside 
world had simply given up on Liberia. 
I must say that I was one who had be- 
come increasingly frustrated with the 
situation and pessimistic about the fu- 
ture of Liberia. 

Yet, in the midst of the cynicism, we 
have seen a dramatic and very positive 
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breakthrough in Liberia. Last month, 
the major faction leaders—under in- 
tense pressure from Ghanaian Presi- 
dent Jerry Rawlings—signed a peace 
agreement in Abuja, Nigeria. Unlike 
the previous 11 accords, many believe 
and hope that this is a peace accord 
with a difference. For once, the Nige- 
rians—the leaders of BCOWAS—and 
rebel leader Charles Taylor appear to 
have reached an understanding. All the 
major faction leaders are part of the 
transition. 

Mr. President, I believe that now is 
the time for the international commu- 
nity, including the United States, to 
respond positively to this latest devel- 
opment. Liberia is a country founded 
by a group of freed American slaves. 
We have a long history of involvement 
in Liberia and, I believe, a special re- 
sponsibility for its future. 

This amendment expresses the sense 
of Congress that the United States 
should strongly support the recent 
peace accord. We should assist with the 
ECOMOG peacekeeping force. We 
should help demobilize the troops, 
many of which are children. We should 
support efforts to resettle the refugees. 

This amendment also facilitates the 
delivery of United States relief by 
waiving the Brooke amendment for Li- 
beria for these types of aid. Because of 
the irresponsible fiscal policies of 
former President Doe and the war, Li- 
beria is prevented from receiving any 
nonemergency United States assist- 
ance under the Brooke amendment. 

In 1992, I sponsored a bill—signed 
into law by President Bush—which 
waives the Brooke amendment for lim- 
ited types of assistance to Liberia. 
That action followed an earlier peace 
accord that many hoped would end the 
fighting. But, as we know, the war re- 
sumed, and the current authority does 
not apply because the law refers only 
to the Yamoussoukro accord. This 
amendment simply deletes the ref- 
erence to ““Yamoussoukro”’ in the cur- 
rent law. It does not appropriate any 
new money or affect direct spending. It 
only gives the President the limited 
authority to support the latest peace 
agreement in Liberia from existing ac- 
counts. 

Mr. President, I would urge support 
for this amendment. I believe it is a 
limited, but important, step in facili- 
tating United States assistance for Li- 
beria at this critical time. It is my 
hope that this latest peace agreement 
will hold and the devastating and bru- 
tal conflict in Liberia will finally end. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, be- 
fore I begin speaking about Liberia, I 
would like to congratulate the man- 
agers of this bill for the good work 
they have done on behalf of Africa in 
this bill. The Chairman’s mark reflects 
cuts to the accounts that affect devel- 
opment in sub-Saharan Africa, but 
they do not paralyze our program or 
signal a United States withdrawal from 
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the region. I think the Chairman acted 
very responsibly, and I would urge him 
and the other Senate conferees to pro- 
tect this mark, at a minimum, in con- 
ference. The case for continued support 
for Africa is strong, and, I believe, that 
the United States has serious national 
security interests in the region, which 
make our investment there an impera- 
tive. 

Today I want to talk about Liberia 
specifically, though, and to speak as a 
cosponsor of the Kassebaum amend- 
ment on Liberia, which I expect is non- 
controversial. The amendment will 
make what a technical fix in existing 
law, and permit the United States to 
provide assistance to Liberia to imple- 
ment the Abuja peace accords reached 
last month. 

Since 1989, Liberia has suffered some 
of the most wretched and vengeful war- 
fare in Africa. More than 180,000 people 
have been killed; approximately half 
the country’s population has been dis- 
placed; and the capital city of Monro- 
via is bursting with three times its pre- 
war population. The country has been 
shattered by senseless ethnic and indi- 
vidual rivalries, and has been on the 
verge of total collapse and anarchy. 
The conflict has contributed to insta- 
bility throughout West Africa, and se- 
rious violence—mirroring Liberia's fac- 
tional divides—has recently erupted in 
Sierra Leone. 

I had the opportunity last year to 
visit Liberia with the past chairman of 
the Subcommittee on African Affairs, 
Senator SIMON, and listened to first- 
hand accounts about the war. Children 
were fighting children to seek revenge 
for relatives’ deaths, or just simply to 
earn a day's food; arms flow from state 
to state, available to anyone seeking 
anything explosive; and violence marks 
the life of every Liberian citizen. 

Since 1989 the United States has pro- 
vided over $380 million for humani- 
tarian relief in Liberia, and $60 million 
for efforts aimed at conflict resolution. 
The United Nations has maintained a 
small peacekeeping mission in Liberia, 
and the Economic Community of West 
African States [ECOWAS] has deployed 
thousands of peacekeepers in an effort 
to quell some of the violence. It has 
been a difficult assignment, to say the 
least. 

There have been a dozen peace ac- 
cords in Liberia in the past 6 years. 
They have failed for a variety of rea- 
sons, but most of them were doomed 
because they were not negotiated with 
the concept of powersharing for all the 
factional leaders; rather they sought to 
isolate some parties, in a war which 
nobody has won, and in fact everybody 
has lost. Consequently, there has not 
been a unified national will to stop the 
fighting. 

The Abuja accord signed last month, 
though, represents a new way of doing 
business in Liberia: for the first time, 
all seven factions are represented and 
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invested in the agreement; and for the 
first time, there is a concept of power- 
sharing in Liberia. It also comes at a 
time when the people of Liberia have 
actively demonstrated their yearning 
for an end to the war. Ghanaian Presi- 
dent Jerry Rawlings deserves a great 
deal of credit for his tenacity and cre- 
ativity in facilitating the Abuja ac- 
cord. I also commend the Nigerians for 
the role they have played in these 
groundbreaking negotiations. 

For that reason, it is with a cautious 
sense of relief that I congratulate the 
people of Liberia on the peace agree- 
ment, and join Senator KASSEBAUM in 
urging support for the Abuja accord. 
Given the discouraging history of this 
war, success is, quite frankly, a 
longshot, but this agreement is Libe- 
ria’s best hope at this time for peace. 

The task of reconciliation in Liberia 
is daunting, so the Abuja accord must 
be viewed with a healthy dose of skep- 
ticism. But if the parties take the first 
steps and demonstrate their commit- 
ment to the process, then the United 
States will finally have an oppor- 
tunity—after spending years of invest- 
ing in humanitarian relief for Liberia— 
to bolster a peace. 

The first signs have been promising. 
A ceasefire has been in place, and hold- 
ing more or less, since August 26; the 
new transitional government, the 
Council of State, was inaugurated on 
September 1; an ambitious timeline for 
disarmament and demobilization has 
been set; and democratic elections 
have been scheduled for August 1996. 
But there is a long and difficult road 
ahead, with many obstacles to over- 
come. 

For most of the problems, the an- 
swers will be hard to come by. For in- 
stance, when I was in Monrovia last 
year, Liberia was in the process of try- 
ing to disarm soldiers, pursuant to the 
Cotonou accords. Yet all they could 
offer a demobilized soldier was a bag of 
rice, a jug of cooking oil, and a pair of 
tennis shoes—just enough to feed a 
family for a few weeks, and hardly 
enough to substitute for a job as a sol- 
dier. Similarly, to reintegrate a child 
soldier requires a school and other con- 
structive programs. Clearly, this will 
be a tremendously complicated and 
long-term process—one which involves 
not only national reconciliation, but 
also the development of alternative 
economic opportunities. 

The United States has a moral inter- 
est in the fate of Liberia, and we have 
responded significantly to the humani- 
tarian disaster of the past 6 years. We 
now must seize the opportunity to in- 
vest in peace. While we have limited 
funds to allocate to foreign aid at all 
this year, we can use our unique histor- 
ical relationship with Liberia and the 
weight of creative diplomacy to ad- 
vance the process of reconciliation in 
Liberia. 

First, we must continue to offer sup- 
port to the Council of State and, where 
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appropriate and possible, facilitate at- 
tempts at reconciliation. We should be 
available to President Rawlings in his 
efforts through ECOWAS to forge peace 
in the region as well. Second, we 
should redouble efforts to work with 
other West African States—namely 
Burkina Faso, Cote D'Ivoire, Sierra 
Leone, and Nigeria—to stop the fla- 
grant arms transfers to Liberia. Third, 
Liberia should be designated as a prior- 
ity within our aid budget to Africa, and 
resources should be allocated accord- 
ingly to support the peace process. If 
the Abuja accords prove successful, 
then the Assistant Secretary of State 
for African Affairs, the Honorable 
George Moose, or other high-ranking 
Administration officials should con- 
sider visiting Monrovia. These are all 
issues we will explore when the sub- 
committee holds its hearings on the 
prospects for peace in Liberia next 
week. 

Over the years, the United States has 
proven itself willing to contribute in 
disaster assistance to Liberia. With the 
Abuja accord, we have a long overdue 
opportunity to help support a peace. 
After 6 harsh years of sadistic violence 
and dislocation, Liberia needs this 
agreement to succeed. This amendment 
will clarify that that can happen. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2714 
(Purpose: To Allow Training of Foreign Po- 
lice Forces During and After U.S. Military 

Operations) 

On page 81, line 21, strike “paragraph” and 
insert paragraphs.“ On page 81, line 23, 
after “enforcement.” insert the following: 

“(6) with respect to assistance provided to 
reconstitute civilian police authority and ca- 
pability in the post-conflict restoration of 
host nation infrastructure for the purposes 
of supporting a nation emerging from insta- 
bility, and the provision of professional pub- 
lic safety training, to include training in 
internationally recognized standards of 
human rights, the rule of law, anti-corrup- 
tion, and the promotion of civilian police 
roles that support democracy.” 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, for two 
decades, section 660 of the Foreign As- 
sistance Act of 1961 has prohibited the 
U.S. Government from training foreign 
police forces. 

There are a number of exemptions, 
however: For example, antiterrorism 
and counterdrug training have been 
permitted. The foreign operations bill 
contains a new exemption; namely, for 
training foreign police to monitor and 
enforce sanctions. 

The 1996 foreign opérations report 
contains an additional exemption; that 
is, training for monitoring and enforc- 
ing embargoes. 

Deputy Secretary John White and 
other officials believe that another ex- 
emption is needed. 

In their view, the U.S. Government 
should be allowed fo carry out police 
training during and after U.S. military 
operations. 

During military operations in Gre- 
nada, Panama, Somalia, and Haiti, 
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public order broke down. Creating new 
public safety forces in these countries 
was essential: U.S. forces were unable 
to leave until there was a new police 
force in place to protect the public. 

But section 660 prohibitions tech- 
nically prevented the Defense Depart- 
ment—the most effective organization 
in hostile environments—from рег- 
forming this training; as the report of 
the congressionally mandated, biparti- 
san Commission on Roles and Missions 
of the Armed Forces stated, “there аге 
no civilian agencies capable of short 
notice training in hostile, demanding 
environment. We expect DOD will con- 
tinue to be called upon to carry out 
law enforcement operations in the fu- 
ture.” 

The Commission recommended that 
legislation that restricts the ability of 
the Federal Government to conduct 
constabulary training, for example, 
section 660, should be amended to allow 
greater DOD participation. 

The Pentagon is prepared to accept 
its responsibility for short-term train- 
ing in hostile environments, for exam- 
ple, Somalia. Before they do so, how- 
ever, they wish to see section 660 
amended. 

The amendment would not require 
the Defense Department to do the 
training. Rather, it would allow the 
President to use whatever Government 
agency he felt was appropriate. In a 
lsss hostile environment, for example, 
Panama after Noreiga’s capture, the 
FBI or other agency might do the 
training. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2715 

On page 67, line 11, add the following sec- 
tion: 

(b) Direct costs associated with meeting a 
foreign customer’s additional or unique re- 
quirements will continue to be allowable 
under such contracts. Loadings applicable to 
such direct costs shall be permitted at the 
same rates applicable to procurement of like 
items purchased by the Department of De- 
fense for its own use. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2716 

(Purpose: To require a report providing a 

concise overview of the prospects for eco- 

nomic growth on a broad, equitable, and 

sustainable basis in the countries receiving 

economic assistance under title П of this 
act) 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

БЕС. . INDEX OF ECONOMIC FREEDOM. 

(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—The Presi- 
dent shall include in the congressional pres- 
entation materials on United States bilat- 
eral economic assistance submitted to the 
appropriate congressional committees for a 
fiscal year a report providing a concise over- 
view of the prospects for economic growth on 
a broad, equitable, and sustainable basis in 
the countries receiving economic assistance 
under title II of this Act. For each country, 
the report shall discuss the laws, policies and 
practices of that country that most contrib- 
ute to or detract from the achievement of 
this kind of growth. The report should ad- 
dress relevant macroeconomic, micro- 
economic, social, legal, environmental, and 
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political factors and include economic free- 
dom criteria regarding policies wage and 
price controls, state ownership of production 
and distribution, state control of financial 
institutions, trade and foreign investment, 
capital and profit repatriation, tax and pri- 
vate property protections. 

(b) COUNTRIES.—The countries referred to 
in subsection (a) are countries— | 

(1) for which in excess a total of $5,000,000 
has been obligated during the previous fiscal 
year for assistance under sections 103 
through 106, chapters 10, 11 of part I, and 
chapter 4 of part П of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, and under the Support for East- 
ern Democracy Act of 1989; or 

(2) for which in excess of $1,000,000 has been 
obligated during the previous fiscal year for 
assistance administered by the Overseas Pri- 
vate Investment Corporation. 

(c) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of State 
shall submit the report required by sub- 
section (a) in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, the Administrator of 
the Agency for International Development, 
and the President of the Overseas Private In- 
vestment Corporation. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2717 
(Purpose: To direct USAID contracting of 

mapping and surveying to qualified U.S. 

contractors) 

Add the following in the appropriate sec- 
tion: 

“To the maximum extent possible, the 
funds provided by this Act shall be used to 
provide surveying and mapping related serv- 
ices through contracts entered into through 
competitive bidding to qualified U.S. con- 
tractors.” 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I rise 
to offer an amendment which will re- 
quire AID to contract out mapping and 
surveying work to qualified U.S. com- 
panies when such work can be accom- 
plished by the private sector. 

Mr. President, I am deeply concerned 
that while the Agency for Inter- 
national Development requires survey- 
ing and mapping in countries that re- 
ceive development assistance, this 
mapping work is most often contracted 
out by AID to other government agen- 
cies. In many instances Federal agen- 
cies are aggressively marketing their 
mapping capabilities to foreign govern- 
ments in direct competition with 
qualified U.S. companies. Despite lan- 
guage in previous committee reports, 
the amount of contracting for such 
services has not increased. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2718 
(Purpose: To reduce the energy costs of Fed- 
eral facilities for which funds are made 
available under this Act) 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 

SEC. . ENERGY SAVINGS AT FEDERAL FACILI- 
TIES. 


(a) REDUCTION IN FACILITIES ENERGY 
Совтв.--Тһе head of each agency for which 
funds are made available under this Act shall 
take all actions necessary to achieve during 
fiscal year 1996 a 5 percent reduction, from 
fiscal year 1995 levels, in the energy costs of 
the facilities used by the agency. 

(b) USE oF CosT SAVINGS.—An amount 
equal to the amount of cost savings realized 
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by an agency under subsection (a) shall re- 
main available for obligation through the 
end of fiscal year 1997, without further au- 
thorization or appropriation, as follows: 

(1) CONSERVATION MEASURES.—Fifty рег- 
cent of the amount shall remain available 
for the implementation of additional energy 
conservation measures and for water con- 
servation measures at such facilities used by 
the agency as are designated by the head of 
the agency. 

(2) OTHER PURPOSES.—Fifty percent of the 
amount shall remain available for use by the 
agency for such purposes as are designated 
by the head of the agency, consistent with 
applicable law. 

(c) REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than December 
31, 1996, the head of each agency described in 
subsection (a) shall submit a report to Con- 
gress specifying the results of the actions 
taken under subsection (a) and providing any 
recommendations concerning how to further 
reduce energy costs and energy consumption 
in the future. 

(2) CONTENTS.—Each report shall— 

(A) specify the total energy costs of the fa- 
cilities used by the agency; 

(B) identify the reductions achieved; and 

(C) specify the actions that resulted in the 
reductions. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2719 
(Purpose: To require certification by the 

Secretary of the State that the Inter- 

national Bank for Reconstruction and De- 

velopment has not approved any loans to 

Iran) 

On page 39, after line 19, insert the follow- 
ing: Provided further, That not more than 
twenty-one days prior to the obligation of 
each such sum, the Secretary shall submit a 
certification to the Committees on Appro- 
priations that the Bank has not approved 
any loans to Iran since October 1, 1994, or the 
President of the United States certifies that 
withholding of these funds is contrary to the 
national interest of the United States.“ 


AMENDMENT NO. 2720 


(Purpose: To require additional reports pur- 
suant to the United States-Hong Kong Pol- 
icy Act (22 U.S.C. §5731) 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. . REPORTS REGARDING HONG KONG. 

(а) EXTENSION OF REPORTING REQUIRE- 
MENT.—Section 301 of the United States- 
Hong Kong Policy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 5731) 
is amended in the text above paragraph (1)— 

(1) By inserting “Магсһ 31, 1996,” after 
March 31, 1995,”; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘and March 31, 2000,” and 
inserting “March 31, 2000, and every year 
thereafter,”’. 

(b) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—In light of 
deficiencies in reports submitted to the Con- 
gress pursuant to section 301 of the United 
States-Hong Kong Policy Act (22 U.S.C. 5731), 
the Congress directs that reports required to 
be submitted under that section on or after 
the date of enactment of this Act include de- 
tailed information on the status of, and 
other developments affecting, implementa- 
tion of the Sino-British Joint Declaration on 
the Question of Hong Kong, including— 

(1) the Basic Law and its consistency with 
the Joint Declaration; 

(2) the openness and fairness of elections to 
the legislature; 

(8) the openness and fairness of the elec- 
tion of the chief executive and the execu- 
tive’s accountability to the legislature; 

(4) the treatment of political parties; 
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(5) the independence of the judiciary and 
its ability to exercise the power of final judg- 
ment over Hong Kong law; and 

(6) the Bill of Rights. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, the United 
States-Hong Kong Policy Act and the 
reports pursuant to that act have con- 
tributed to United States policy goals 
in Hong Kong. Senator MCCONNELL de- 
serves thanks and appreciation for the 
work he did in seeing that bill passed 
into law. 

The amendment adds the require- 
ment of a report in 1996 and every year 
after 2000 pursuant to the United 
States-Hong Kong Policy Act. Cur- 
rently, reports are not required in 
those years. The amendment also in- 
cludes directive language establishing 
criteria for reporting on six issues re- 
lated to the implementation of the 1984 
Sino-British Joint Declaration on Hong 
Kong. Past reports have been deficient 
on these points. The purpose of the di- 
rective language, which does not 
amend the United States-Hong Kong 
Policy Act, is to give guidance on title 
III's existing reporting requirements. 
They do not reflect a departure or a 
change in Congress’s stated policies in 
the act. 

AMENDMENT NO, 2721 
(Purpose: To require a report providing a 
concise overview of the prospects for eco- 
nomic growth on a broad, equitable, and 
sustainable basis in the countries receiving 
economic assistance under title II of this 
act) 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following new section: 
SEC. . INDEX OF ECONOMIC FREEDOM. 

(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—The Presi- 
dent shall include in the congressional pres- 
entation materials on United States bilat- 
eral economic assistance submitted to the 
appropriate congressional committees for a 
fiscal year a report providing a concise over- 
view of the prospects for economic growth on 
a broad, equitable, and sustainable basis in 
the countries receiving economic assistance 
under title П of this Act. For each country, 
the report shall discuss the laws, policies and 
practices of that country that most contrib- 
ute to or detract from the achievement of 
this kind of growth. The report should ad- 
dress relevant macroeconomics, micro- 
economic, social, legal, environmental, and 
political factors and include economic free- 
dom criteria regarding policies wage and 
price controls, state ownership of production 
and distribution, state control of financial 
Institutions, trade and foreign investment, 
capital and profit repatriation, tax and pri- 
vate property protections. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, once again 
this year, I have submitted an amend- 
ment to require administration reports 
on economic policies in countries re- 
ceiving U.S. economic assistance. It 
seems to me that in the wake of the 
collapse of communism and the vindi- 
cation of free-market capitalist eco- 
nomic policies, it is absolutely essen- 
tial that our policymakers keep in 
mind the economic principles and pro- 
tections that have made the United 
States the freest and strongest country 
on the face on the Earth. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2722 
(Purpose: To state the sense of the Congress 
that the Administration should expedi- 
tiously declassify documents relating to 

Hondurans who were allegedly dis- 

appeared.“ and for other purposes) 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

SEC. . HONDURAS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) In 1981, a secret Honduran army death 
squad known as Battalion 316 was created. 
During the 198078 Battalion 316 engaged in a 
campaign of systematically kidnapping, tor- 
turing and murdering suspected subversives. 
Victims included Honduran students, teach- 
ers, labor leaders and journalists. In 1993 
there were reportedly 184 unsolved cases of 
persons who were allegedly “disappeared.” 
They are presumed dead. 

(2) At the time, Administration officials 
were aware of the activities of Battalion 316, 
but in its 1983 human rights report the State 
Department stated that There are по politi- 
cal prisoners in Honduras.“ 

(b) DECLASSIFICATION OF DOCUMENTS.—It is 
the sense of the Congress that the President 
should order the expedited declassification of 
any documents in the possession of the Unit- 
ed States Government pertaining to persons 
who allegedly “ізарреагей" in Honduras, 
and promptly make such documents avail- 
able to Honduran authorities who are seek- 
ing to determine the fate of these individ- 
uals. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, amend- 
ment that I am sponsoring on behalf of 
myself, Senator DODD and Senator 
SARBANES, Calls on the administration 
to declassify documents relating to in- 
dividuals who were disappeared in Hon- 
duras during the 198075. 

There is considerable evidence that 
in 1981, a secret Honduran army death 
squad was created with the knowledge 
and assistance of the American Gov- 
ernment. It was known as Battalion 
316, and during the 1980’s it engaged in 
a campaign of systematically kidnap- 
ping, torturing and murdering sus- 
pected subversives. These were labor 
organizers, human rights activists, 
journalists, lawyers, students and 
teachers. The majority of them were 
engaged in activities that would be 
lawful in any democracy. 

At that time, the American Embassy, 
which had ample reason to know about 
these activities, denied them. Even 
today, U.S. officials who were sta- 
tioned there claim not to know. 

But the fact is that as many as 184 
people remain unaccounted for who 
may have been disappeared, and the 
Honduran Government, to its credit, 
has undertaken to determine their 
fate. 

Regrettably, the U.S. Government 
has not done all it could to assist in 
this effort. In fact, it has been 
unhelpful. For that reason, consistent 
with a letter sent this week to the 
President by Senator HARKIN, myself, 
and several other Senators, this 
amendment calls on the administration 
to promptly make documents in its 
possession which pertain to these alleg- 
edly disappeared individuals available 
to Honduran authorities. 
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I understand this amendment is ac- 
ceptable to the other side. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, as I 
indicated, I am unaware of any prob- 
lems with the amendments that have 
just been submitted to the desk on this 
side. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I advise 
my friend from Kentucky that there 
are no objections on this side. They 
have been cleared for adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments en bloc. 

So the amendments (Nos. 2710 and 
2714 through 2722) were agreed to en 
bloc. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to recon- 
sider the vote. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous-consent that tonight when 
we have the debate under the previous 
unanimous-consent request regarding 
the Brown amendment, the time on 
this side under my control be under the 
control of the distinguished senior Sen- 
ator from Ohio, Senator GLENN, or his 
designee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, let 
me just say that we are hoping to han- 
dle an amendment or two before 7. And 
I remind everyone that beginning at 7, 
as Senator LEAHY indicated, there is a 
period of 5 hours of debate on the 
Brown amendment which will kick in. 
But we would like to handle some more 
amendments before then. 

Already I think we can see the light 
at the end of the tunnel. There is no 
reason why we cannot finish this bill 
sometime tomorrow. The number of 
contentious amendments is relatively 
small already. So I am optimistic we 
will be able to finish. Obviously we will 
be able to finish tomorrow much more 
easily if we can get some more amend- 
ments processed between now and 7. So 
I would invite anyone to come over. I 
know that Senator SMITH has an 
amendment and may well be willing to 
offer it sometime before 7. But we 
would welcome anyone to come over. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
І ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
SNOWE). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
in keeping with the earlier designation 
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by Senator LEAHY, I ask unanimous 
consent that all time in opposition to 
the Brown amendment be under the 
control of Senator GLENN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
Iask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum Call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCONNELL. For the informa- 
tion of all Senators, I see Senator 
SMITH is here and it is my understand- 
ing we will be able to have a vote on or 
in relation to the Smith amendment 
before 7 o’clock, so all Senators should 
be alert to the fact that there will be, 
in all likelihood, one more rollcall to- 
night before we go into debate, the 
lengthy debate on the Brown amend- 
ment. 

Mr. SMITH addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
to offer an amendment to the commit- 
tee amendment on page 11, lines 9 and 
10, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO, 2723 TO COMMITTEE 
AMENDMENT ON PAGE 11, LINES 8 THROUGH 10 
(Purpose: To prohibit financial assistance to 

Vietnam unless certain conditions relating 

to Americans unaccounted for from the 

Vietnam war are met) 

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I send 
this amendment to the desk and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
SMITH], for himself, Mr. THOMAS, Ms. SNOWE, 
and Mr. HELMS, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2723 to committee amendment on 
page 11, lines 8 through 10. 

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the end of the Committee amendment, 
add the following: 

PROHIBITION ON FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO THE 
SOCIALIST REPUBLIC OF VIETNAM 

Sec. ___. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act may 
be used to establish most-favored-nation 
trading status with the Socialist Republic of 
Vietnam, or to extend financing or other fi- 
nancial assistance to the Socialist Republic 
of Vietnam from the Export-Import Bank of 
the United States, Overseas Private Invest- 
ment Corporation, or Trade and Develop- 
ment Agency unless the President— 

(1) provides Congress with the original 
case-by-case analytical assessments on unac- 
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counted for American servicemen from the 
Vietnam Conflict which were completed by 
the Defense POW/MIA Office in July, 1995; 
and 

(2) certifies to Congress that the Socialist 
Republic of Vietnam is being fully coopera- 
tive and fully forthcoming, on the basis of 
information available to the United States 
Government, in the four areas stipulated by 
the President, namely— 

(A) concrete results from efforts by Viet- 
nam to recover and repatriate American re- 
mains; 

(B) continued resolution of discrepancy 
cases, live-sightings, and field activities, 

(C) further assistance in implementing tri- 
lateral investigations with the Lao; and 

(D) accelerated efforts to provide all docu- 
ments that will help lead to the fullest pos- 
sible accounting of POW/MIAs; and 

(3) certifies to Congress, after consultation 
with the Director of Central Intelligence, 
that the Socialist Republic of Vietnam is 
being fully forthcoming in providing the 
United States with access to those portions 
of wartime Central Committee-level records 
and reports that pertain to the subject of 
Americans captured or held during the Viet- 
nam War by North Vietnamese, Pathet Lao, 
or Vietcong forces in Vietnam, Laos, and 
Cambodia; and 

(4) certifies to Congress that the Govern- 
ment of the Socialist Republic of Vietnam is 
making substantial progress to address Unit- 
ed States concerns about the continued sup- 
pression of the nonviolent pursuit of demo- 
cratic freedoms by the people of Vietnam, in- 
cluding freedom of expression and associa- 
tion, and the continued imprisonment of po- 
litical and religious leaders, including Amer- 
ican citizens. 

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I do 
not choose to take too much of the 
Senate’s time. I will be very brief. I 
know that Senator THOMAS and Sen- 
ator MCCAIN are going to be speaking 
for and against the amendment. 

I am very pleased in offering this 
amendment to join with the distin- 
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela- 
tions Subcommittee on East Asian and 
Pacific Affairs, Senator THOMAS, in of- 
fering this amendment. I very much 
appreciate his support. I also appre- 
ciate the support of the Senator in the 
chair, the Senator from Maine, for her 
support and cosponsorship as well. 

The language in this amendment is 
very straightforward. It prohibits the 
granting of any special trading privi- 
leges to the socialist Republic of Viet- 
nam unless the President makes two 
key certifications to Congress. The 
first of these is that Vietnam is cooper- 
ating fully with efforts to account for 
missing American servicemen from the 
Vietnam war. 

That is very straightforward. It does 
not mean that they have to provide an- 
swers for every single person who is 
missing; some they may not be able to 
provide. The key is, are they fully co- 
operating with those efforts to account 
for missing Americans, giving us the 
help and assistance that we need to try 
to get information regarding our miss- 
ing. 

Second, that Vietnam has taken 
steps to improve its human rights 
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record, which is far from exemplary, 
and that would include addressing 
United States objections over the de- 
tention of American citizens now in 
Vietnam. The POW/MIA-related por- 
tion of this amendment was part of a 
resolution I introduced this past May 
which was cosponsored by the majority 
leader, Senator DOLE, and by the chair- 
man of the Foreign Relations Commit- 
tee, Senator HELMS, and the chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee, Sen- 
ator THURMOND, the Banking Commit- 
tee chair, the Asian Pacific Sub- 
committee and Defense Appropriations 
Subcommittee, the Commerce-State- 
Justice Appropriations Subcommittee, 
and the International Operations Sub- 
committee. All of those chairs sup- 
ported this. 

As my colleagues may recall, since 
coming to office, President Clinton has 
taken five major steps to improve rela- 
tions with Vietnam. Let me just briefly 
reiterate those. 

One, in July 1993, 2 years ago, the 
President ended United States objec- 
tions to Vietnam having access to 
International Monetary Fund loans, a 
very significant step, moving Vietnam 
allegedly into the international com- 
munity. 

Second, in September 1993, the Presi- 
dent allowed United States companies 
to bid on internationally financed de- 
velopment projects in Vietnam. 

Third, in February, 1994, he ended the 
U.S. trade embargo. 

Fourth, in January 1995, the Presi- 
dent allowed Vietnam and the United 
States to open liaison offices in our re- 
spective capitals. 

And finally, Madam President, this 
past summer the President announced 
his decision to establish diplomatic re- 
lations with Vietnam. 

So the administration has taken very 
dramatic steps in the past 2 years to 
bring Communist Vietnam into the 
family of nations, but it should not be 
one-sided, Madam President. There 
should be a two-sided equation. 

Quite frankly, I think it is now time 
for Vietnam to take some very dra- 
matic steps equaling in significance 
the steps taken by the President before 
the American taxpayer is asked to sub- 
sidize specific trading privileges with 
that country. 

Specifically, I want the President to 
tell us if Vietnam is fully cooperating 
on the POW/MIA issue. That is all Iam 
asking—the President to say Vietnam 
is fully cooperating with us on the 
POW/MIA issue. 

I would like assurances that Vietnam 
is addressing our human rights con- 
cerns as well. 

We also would like the President to 
provide us with complete information 
on the status of those who are still 
missing from the war, something which 
was required last year by a unanimous 
vote in this Chamber. By unanimous 
vote of the Senate, we asked that infor- 
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mation on the status of Americans still 
missing from the Vietnam war be pro- 
vided to the Congress. 

Mr. President, for the information of 
my colleagues, I would just include 
three items in the RECORD that will 
give a perspective of where we are con- 
cerning the issue of human rights in 
Vietnam and the MIA/POW issue. 

The first item is an Associated Press 
article from last month concerning the 
sentencing of two American citizens in 
Ho Chi Minh City who did nothing 
more than try to organize a nonviolent 
conference in Vietnam. That was their 
crime, a nonviolent conference. 

I know that Senator THOMAS has al- 
ready expanded on this issue of Viet- 
nam’s human rights record in a floor 
statement he made earlier this month 
so Iam not going to belabor it because 
I think he will speak to that. 

The second item is a letter I sent to 
the Under Secretary of Defense in Au- 
gust requesting information on POW/ 
MIA cases, as is required by law. There 
has been no response to that request 
despite the congressional testimony 
earlier this year that the requested in- 
formation would be provided to Con- 
gress by this past July. It is a difficult 
task to provide this information, and I 
am fully aware of that, but it has not 
been provided. I think Congress should 
have this information. That is all I am 
asking. Let Congress get this informa- 
tion before any further trade decisions 
are made on Vietnam. 

I think this is especially important 
because these trade agreements with 
Vietnam are going to be subsidized 
through some of these international 
monetary organizations by the Amer- 
ican taxpayer. We are cutting moneys 
everywhere to reconcile our budget, get 
it balanced and have a 7-year plan to 
do it, and surely the American tax- 
payer should not be subsidizing this 
country if it has not provided the infor- 
mation as required by the laws passed 
by this Congress. 

The third item is a breakdown of 
2,197 cases of unaccounted Americans 
from the Vietnam war by country of 
loss and military service. And I ask 
unanimous consent, Madam President, 
that these referenced items be printed 
in the RECORD following my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, this is 
a very reasonable amendment. I know 
there is some opposition to it, but it 
makes clear to Vietnam, it sends a 
very strong message to Vietnam and to 
President Clinton about the serious- 
ness of our resolve in Congress to ob- 
tain full cooperation on the POW issue 
as well as improvements in human 
rights cases. It sends that message. 
That is a reasonable message to send 
that we expect full cooperation and we 
expect improvement in human rights 
cases if we are going to provide tax- 
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payer subsidies to help them, the Viet- 
namese, get loans. This is not an at- 
tempt to replay the decision that was 
made to establish full diplomatic rela- 
tions. We lost that debate, and I under- 
stand that. I did not like it, but I un- 
derstand it. But what we are trying to 
do now is make Vietnam comply with 
what is required. 

When the President is ready to tell 
the American people that our concerns 
have been addressed, then I will with- 
draw any objections that I have to 
move forward on trade. But the Presi- 
dent must tell us, and he has not done 
that. If the President is going to move 
forward on trade, forward on establish- 
ing the diplomatic relations and the 
mission and all of those things, is it 
too much to ask to simply have the 
President of the United States certify 
to Congress that we are receiving the 
fullest possible accounting? 

I hope that my colleague, the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky, might take a sec- 
ond look at opposition to this amend- 
ment because I do not think it is un- 
reasonable. It is really very, very spe- 
cific and very, very reasonable. We 
should not have to fund any trade deci- 
sions before receiving a certification 
from the President. It is that simple. 
That is what the law provides for. 

Let us hope, Madam President, that 
the leaders of Vietnam will choose to 
respond in a significant way to the five 
major concessions that this President 
has already made to Vietnam. I have 
listed all five. And they have been 
made in the last 2 years, not over a pe- 
riod of 20 years, but a period of 2, very 
rapidly. 

And I would just say that if those 
conditions would be met, if the Viet- 
namese could respond to those five 
points, the President steps forward and 
says that we have fully received now 
the full cooperation of the Vietnamese 
and we get that list on MIA's and we 
can get the cooperation on the human 
rights violations, both specifically—I 
think Senator THOMAS will discuss the 
two cases—then I think we can move 
on. But we should not be moving on be- 
fore. A lot of people died in this war, 
and a lot of families are still waiting 
for answers. And they deserve to have 
the President of the United States step 
up to the microphone, face the Amer- 
ican people, and say very simply, the 
Vietnamese are fully cooperating; they 
are providing all the information that 
they have and can provide unilaterally 
to the United States of America re- 
garding their missing in action. When 
he says that, the day he says that, I 
will be the first Senator down on the 
floor to say, Fine. Let us move on.” 
That is all I am asking. That is not an 
unreasonable request. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that Senator DOLE be listed as 
an original cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. SMITH. I yield the floor. 
EXHIBIT 1 
{From the Associated Press, Aug. 16, 1995] 
STATE DEPARTMENT CALLS VIETNAMESE 
JAILING OF U.S. CITIZENS UNWELCOME 

WASHINGTON.—The State Department says 
the jailing by Vietnam of two Vietnamese- 
Americans on subversion charges is unwel- 
come. 

In a two-day trial ending Saturday, a court 
in Ho Chi Minh City sentenced Nguyen Tan 
Tri, 39, to seven years in prison and Tran 
Quang Liem, 45, to four years on charges of 
trying to overthrow Vietnam's government. 

Both hold American as well as Vietnamese 
citizenship and have been held since Novem- 
ber 1993. Seven Vietnamese also were sen- 
tenced. 

David Johnson, a State Department 
spokesman, said Tuesday he did not know 
specific charges against the two Americans, 
although U.S. diplomats attended the trial. 

“It’s certainly unwelcome that American 
citizens engaged in the peaceful expression 
of political views are arrested and impris- 
oned.“ Johnson said. 


[From Reuters, Aug. 16, 1995] 
U.S. RIGHTS GROUP CONDEMN VIETNAM 
VERDICTS 
(By John Rogers) 

HANOI, VIETNAM.—The U.S government and 
human rights groups have attacked two Vi- 
etnamese court verdicts that showed com- 
munist authorities were maintaining a tough 
stance against dissidents. 

The cases appeared likely to heighten 
strains over treatment of political offenders 
between Hanoi and Western countries with 
which it is doing increasing business, dip- 
lomats said in Hanoi Wednesday. 

In Washington, the State Department 
criticized prison sentences passed by a Ho 
Chi Minh City court last week on two Ameri- 
cans of Vietnamese origin and seven other 
people for attempted subversion. 

The nine were jailed for between four and 
15 years for setting up an illegal opposition 
party in 1992 in Ho Chi Minh City, the offi- 
cial Vietnam News Agency (VNA) reported 
earlier. 

The Communist Party is Vietnam's only 
legal party. 

State Department spokesman David John- 
son said Washington conveyed its displeasure 
to Hanoi over the case. 

“We have repeatedly voiced our support for 
peaceful expression of political views and 
urged the Vietnamese authorities to recog- 
nize that right,“ he said. 

The U.S.-based pressure group Human 
Rights Watch/Asia also attacked the verdict, 
as well as the jailing of a leading dissident 
Buddhist monk and five other Buddhists in 
an unrelated trial Tuesday. 

The Ho Chi Minh City People’s Court jailed 
the monk, Thich Quang Do, for five years 
over an attempt by dissident Buddhists to 
mount a relief effort separate from the gov- 
ernment’s for victims of severe floods in the 
Mekong Delta last year. 

Do, deputy leader of the banned Unified 
Buddhist Church of Vietnam (UBCV), was 
tried under his lay name of Dang Phuc Tue 
because, the government said, the case did 
not involve religious activities. 

He and his co-defendants, UBCV support- 
ers, were convicted of undermining national 
solidarity and taking advantage of the 
right of freedom and democracy to damage 
the interests of the government and social 
organizations." 

Human rights Watch/Asia, in a statement 
sent to news bureaux in Hanoi, called for the 
release of those convicted. 
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“Іп both cases, we are unaware of any еуі- 
dence that the defendants have committed 
any acts that could be characterized under 
international law as criminal.” its counsel 
Dinah PoKempner said. 

“Their offence appears to consist of having 
peacefully expressed controversial religious 
or political views.“ 

Western diplomats said the two cases 
showed Hanoi was not easing political con- 
trols despite improving relations and busi- 
ness ties with the West and non-communist 
Asia. 

The United States finally established dip- 
lomatic relations with Hanoi this month, 20 
years after the Vietnam War. Vietnam joined 
the Association of Southeast Asian Nations 
(ASEAN) in July, becoming its first com- 
munist-ruled member. 

The Paris-based International Buddhist In- 
formation Bureau, which acts as the UBCV’s 
overseas mouthpiece, condemned Do’s con- 
viction and called for a retrial. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, August 18, 1995. 
Hon. WALTER B. SLOCOMBE, 
Under Secretary of Defense, 
Department of Defense, Washington, DC. 

DEAR WALTER: I am writing to express my 
concern that the Congress has yet to receive 
the final results of the comprehensive review 
of Vietnam-era POW/MIA cases promised by 
Secretary of Defense Perry in his letter to 
the Senate Armed Service Committee dated 
February 17, 1995. As you know this review 
was initiated in response to Section 1034 of 
the Fiscal Year 1995 National Defense Au- 
thorization Act (Public Law 103-337), the in- 
tent of which was to require a listing of such 
cases by November 17, 1994. 

In a followup letter to me dated April 7, 
1995, you stated that the Department of De- 
fense was giving this matter its utmost at- 
tention and that you were confident the re- 
view would be completed during the summer. 
You also reiterated that “the Department 
will report the results of DPMO’s review to 
Congress оп its completion.” Subsequently, 
in testimony before Congress on June 28, 
1995, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for POW/MIA Affairs James Wold stated that 
he expected that the review would be an “аП- 
encompassing look at every individual case 
which would provide a solid analytic assess- 
ment of the appropriate next steps for 
achieving the fullest possible accounting.“ I 
support Secretary Wold’s conclusion on June 
28th with respect to this review that our 
unaccounted for Americans deserve no less,” 
and that he would work to ensure that we 
keep our promise to them.” 

It is my understanding that the above- 
mentioned review has now been completed 
by the Defense POW/MIA Office (DPMO), in 
conjunction with J2 of the Joint Task Force 
(Full Accounting). I further understand that 
the analytical product which resulted from 
this review has been presented to National 
Security Council and Department of Defense 
policy level officials for comment before it is 
forwarded to the Congress. 

As you know, there are many of us in Con- 
gress who believe that the results of an hon- 
est and thorough analytical review of out- 
standing POW/MIA cases by DPMO would 
likely reinforce previous CIA and DOD as- 
sessments that Communist Vietnamese and 
Laotian officials have the ability to unilat- 
erally account for several hundred missing 
American servicemen. 

It is my hope that you will keep the com- 
mitment in your letter dated April 7, 1995 to 
“report the results of DPMO’s review to Con- 
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gress оп its completion.“ I certainly under- 
stand the obvious interest of DOD and NSC 
policy level officials in the results of this re- 
view, especially in view of Administration 
statements that Communist Vietnam's 
“splendid and superb” cooperation on the 
POW/MIA issue provided justification for the 
President's decision to expand diplomatic 
and economic relations with Hanoi. Nonethe- 
less, I hope that any objective assessments 
by DPMo's intelligence analysts will not 
now be subjected at the policy level to dif- 
ferent views about how things should be put 
in the герогб,” as you described on April 7th. 
As you know, I previously raised similar con- 
cerns about policy level skewing of intel- 
ligence information in my March 7, 1995 let- 
ter to you regarding Secretary Perry’s Feb- 
ruary 17th interim report. 

Accordingly, I request that the analytical 
results of DPMO’s comprehensive review of 
Vietnam-era cases of unaccounted for per- 
sonnel be immediately forwarded to the Con- 
gress. Aside from myself, there are several 
members of Congress, working on behalf of 
constituents and POW/MIA families, who 
have been waiting nearly a year to scrutinize 
this information. 


Sincerely, 
Bos SMITH, 
United States Senator. 
SUBJECT: MONTHLY PW/MIA STATISTICAL 


REPORT 


Background: The Department of Defense, 
Washington Headquarters Service, and the 
Department of State report the current num- 
bers of Americans who are unaccounted for 
in Southeast Asia: 


FIGURE 1.—AMERICANS UNACCOUNTED FOR IN 
SOUTHEAST ASIA 


* Status as of Homecoming. 


Figure 2 summarizes all unaccounted for 
Americans in Southeast Asia by components: 


FIGURE 2.—U.S. LOSSES BY SERVICE COMPONENT 


Component РИМДА KIVBNR Тиз! 
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Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I had 
some lingering hope that the Congress, 
or at least the Senate, had finished de- 
bating Vietnam. The President made 
his decision to normalize relations 
with Vietnam—a wise decision in my 
judgment—and most Americans, in- 
cluding most veterans, concurred in 
that decision. Editorial opinion was al- 
most uniformly positive. 

There was, of course, some inflam- 
matory language coming from some 
Members of the House of Representa- 
tives—but they were so few in number 
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as to be insignificant. Suffice it to say, 
that the President was right to nor- 
malize relations with Vietnam, and the 
country has breathed a sigh of relief 
that our long war with Vietnam is 
over. 

It is also apparent to all that there is 
little support in the Senate for revers- 
ing the President’s decision to open an 
embassy in Hanoi. If there were such 
support I am sure we would be debating 
an amendment to prohibit funds for an 
embassy. Thus, Madam President, I 
was lulled into the comforting, but 
false notion that I would not be obli- 
gated to debate my colleagues again on 
the subject of Vietnam. 

I should have known better. 

Mr. dear friend—and he is my dear 
friend—from New Hampshire is a per- 
sistent opponent on this question. He 
has chosen to take another cut at run- 
ning our Government’s Vietnam policy 
out of his office. It is his right to make 
such an attempt. And while I respect 
his zeal and his patriotism, I hope he 
will under stand my disappointment in 
having to come to the floor to take 
issue with him again. I fear that it has 
become my fate to forever fight about 
Vietnam, and that is something I never 
anticipated when I left that country so 
many years ago. 

Madam President, the President of 
the United States has set the policy for 
United States-Vietnam relations, as it 
is his duty to do. It is my friend from 
New Hampshire’s right to oppose that 
policy. And make no mistake, his 
amendment is an attempt to overturn 
it. 

Although the amendment does not 
reverse the President’s decision to open 
an embassy, it does prevent or at least 
impede the development of normal re- 
lations between our two countries. I 
think that is a serious mistake; I think 
most Americans will see it as a mis- 
take, and I hope the Senate will go on 
record in strong opposition to it. 

On the question of using trade as le- 
verage to ensure continued POW/MIA 
progress, let me point out an incon- 
trovertible fact: Before the President 
lifted our trade embargo against Viet- 
nam, opponents of that decision 
warned that without the coercion of an 
embargo, the Vietnamese would stop 
cooperating with our efforts to account 
for our remaining missing. As it turned 
out, quite the reverse happened. Viet- 
nam's cooperation increased. Before 
the President decided to open an em- 
bassy in Hanoi, opponents of that deci- 
sion warned that once we abandoned 
the incentive of diplomatic relations, 
the Vietnamese would stop cooperating 
with our accounting efforts. Again, 
quite the reverse happened. Coopera- 
tion has continued. 

Eight sets of remains, believed to be 
Americans, have been recovered since 
the President announced his intention 
to normalize relations. 

During his August visit, the Viet- 
патпеве gave Secretary Christopher a 
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3% inch stack of wartime records, 116 
documents in all. 

Senator HARKIN, in his trip to Viet- 
nam this summer, also received a great 
many pages of documents, records from 
the Vietnamese Interior Ministry. 

Our 37th joint field operation with 
the Vietnamese is currently underway 
and yielding good results. 

Now, the opponents of normal rela- 
tions argue that if we do not freeze the 
development of normal relations by re- 
stricting United States businesses from 
trading with and investing in Vietnam, 
Hanoi will no longer cooperate with us. 
On this, as on every occasion in the 
past, they will be proven wrong. They 
will be proven wrong because the Viet- 
namese, like most Americans, believe 
it is in their interests—their best inter- 
ests—to develop a strong, mutually 
beneficial relationship. Those interests 
override any lingering resentments 
from the war. 

Vietnam’s interests are numerous. 
The most obvious are Vietnam’s desire 
to enter the modern world and enjoy 
the same economic growth and prosper- 
ity experienced by their Southeast 
Asian neighbors. They also are rightly 
concerned about regional stability and 
the determination that no single power 
dominate Southeast Asia. 

It is for these reasons and others that 
Vietnam will continue to cooperate 
with our POW/MIA efforts. There is 
also the fact that there is nothing to be 
gained by not cooperating. The Viet- 
namese are a lot of things, but it has 
been my experience that they are sel- 
dom capricious. They act in their in- 
terest. Their interests are best served 
by good relations with the United 
States—whether or not we give them 
MFN or OPIC credits or whatever. 
They know that, and will act accord- 
ingly. 

It is also in our interests to engage 
Vietnam. First, as I have already 
pointed out, because it best serves the 
cause of POW/MIA accounting. Second, 
because we too have an interest in re- 
gional stability, and an economically 
sound Vietnam playing a responsible 
role as a valued member of ASEAN 
serves that end very well. 

I also believe that since it is not in 
our power to isolate Vietnam—they 
have rapidly developing relations with 
the rest of the world—our best hope for 
encouraging political reforms is to en- 
gage Vietnam and become more deeply 
involved in their economic well-being. 

Madam President, I do not really 
want to debate this issue much longer. 
Few topics have been so extensively de- 
bated in American history as Vietnam. 
Frankly, I am extremely weary of the 
subject, so I will conclude with this re- 
minder. 

It is profoundly in our interest to 
construct from the peace a relationship 
with Vietnam that serves the interest 
of the Vietnamese and the American 
people far better than our old antag- 
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onism did. The war in Vietnam is over. 
It is over. I respectfully ask my col- 
leagues to demonstrate that the Senate 
has grasped this reality and support 
the President in his attempt to make 
something better from our future rela- 
tions with Vietnam than we were able 
to do in our sad distant past. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMAS. Madam President, I 
rise in strong support of the amend- 
ment of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire to H.R. 1868, regarding the ex- 
tending of economic benefits to the So- 
cialist Republic of Vietnam. 

I shall be brief. My associate from 
Missouri wants to speak, and we want 
to vote before 7 o’clock. 

As Senator SMITH pointed out, while 
the Clinton administration has been 
quick to normalize relations with the 
Government of Vietnam, it has not 
been as quick to meet its obligations to 
the Congress and the American people. 
For example, section 1034 of Public 
Law 103-337 requires the Secretary of 
Defense to provide the Congress with a 
complete list of missing ог unac- 
counted United States military person- 
nel about whom it is possible that Vi- 
etnamese and Laotian officials could 
produce information or remains. 

The statute mandated that report to 
be submitted to us by November 17, 
1994. When the DOD requested an ex- 
tension of the deadline to February 17, 
1995, we did not object. We did not ob- 
ject when the DOD supplied us with a 
sadly incomplete interim report. But, 
Madam President, more than 7 months 
after that date, we still have not re- 
ceived the complete report required by 
the statute. This was not a request, not 
a casual invitation to provide informa- 
tion. It is a legal mandate. 

Second, despite both administration 
and Vietnam protestations to the con- 
trary, I do not believe the Government 
of Vietnam has done its fullest to ac- 
count for the POW/MIA’s, especially as 
regards records of United States serv- 
icemen who disappeared in, or were 
taken across the border into Laos. 

Finally, in all this controversy sur- 
rounding the POW/MIA issue, we seem 
to have lost sight of the important fact 
that there is disregard for human 
rights in that country. I will not go 
into detail. I put them in the RECORD 
some time ago. 

So I will just conclude by saying, 
until the President can certify to us 
that, in his judgment, the Vietnamese 
are living up to their expectation—that 
is not too much to ask—and their 
promises regarding the MIA’s and 
POW’s and its international right to 
commitment, I think it is irresponsible 
and bad judgment for us to provide 
funding for them. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Senator’s amendment. I yield the floor. 
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Mr. SMITH addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I say 
to the Senator from Missouri, I will 
take just a couple minutes. 

I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I have 
a couple of brief responses. 

I thank my colleague from Wyoming 
for his remarks. He has been very help- 
ful on this issue. This amendment, I 
want to point out, does not reverse 
anything the President has already 
done. It does not reverse the diplo- 
matic ties, it does not go back and re- 
play the war, it does not mean that 
Senator SMITH is running Vietnam pol- 
icy out of his office. What it does mean 
is that this debate continues because 
this is a one-sided equation. It contin- 
ues because the President of the United 
States has made significant move- 
ments. Some of us oppose those move- 
ments, but we are not replaying that. 
He made those decisions, and he moved 
forward. 

I respect the will of the majority. 
That decision has been made. I am not 
replaying that. But what I am trying 
to point out is that the Vietnamese 
have not responded in kind to those 
moves. I think we have an obligation 
to the families who still wait for an- 
swers to have them respond in time be- 
fore the taxpayers of America, through 
subsidizing the International Monetary 
Fund and other international organiza- 
tions, are going to be providing funds 
to the Vietnamese. I think they have a 
right to have the President of the Unit- 
ed States, who implemented this pol- 
icy, stand before the Congress and the 
American people and say: “Тһе Viet- 
namese are fully cooperating with the 
United States Government on the ac- 
counting of our теп.” 

I ask any of my colleagues who have 
spoken previously in opposition to my 
amendment, or who will speak in the 
future in opposition to my amendment, 
whether it be Senator BOND or anyone 
else, stand here on the floor of the Sen- 
ate and make the statement in the af- 
firmative that the Vietnamese are 
fully cooperating—fully cooperating— 
with the United States of America and 
the accounting of our men. I have not 
heard that. ‘ 

If you think Vietnam has been fully 
cooperative, if you really think they 
have been, vote against my amend- 
ment; I want you to vote against my 
amendment. If you believe the Viet- 
namese are fully cooperating on this 
issue, then vote against my amend- 
ment. If you believe they are not, then 
you should vote for my amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
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Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I join 
my colleagues from Arizona and Massa- 
chusetts in urging Senators to oppose 
this amendment. Earlier this year, 
President Clinton made the decision to 
restore diplomatic relations with Viet- 
nam. That was a correct decision for 
him to make, one which I supported 
and I believe a majority of this body 
supported. 

Frankly, when the President an- 
nounced his recognition of Vietnam, he 
made an announcement at the time 
that the conditions had been complied 
with. I think it is time the United 
States restore relations with Vietnam. 
It is in the best interest of the United 
States and in the best interest of the 
families of those soldiers who continue 
to be missing in action. 

I did not serve in Vietnam, as did my 
colleagues from Arizona, Massachu- 
setts, and New Hampshire, but I have 
traveled, however, to Vietnam in the 
past year. I participated in extensive 
meetings with our military officials 
there who are responsible for discover- 
ing the fate of those missing in action. 

I came away from every single one of 
those conversations with the same 
clear message, and that is, the Viet- 
namese are working very hard to meet 
our request for assistance. I got the 
same message in June when I met with 
the Presidential delegation who just 
returned from meetings in Vietnam. 
Vietnam has allowed us to conduct 
field exercises, allowed us to dig up 
military cemeteries. 

Can you imagine our permitting a 
nation with which we engaged in armed 
conflict to come in and dig up Arling- 
ton? You talk about cooperation. I had 
the opportunity to talk with Col. Mel 
Richmond who is in charge of the Joint 
Task Force for Full Accounting, and he 
has outlined the great lengths of co- 
operation to which the Vietnamese 
have gone. I can tell you from the men 
who are directly involved in the effort 
that they believe that increased con- 
tacts and relations between the United 
States and Vietnam will increase our 
ability to find out any possible leads to 
those who remain, and they are very 
few. 

Those who were not lost at sea, those 
who have had any possible sightings, 
there are fewer than 100 open cases, 
and there have been extensive efforts 
on behalf of each of those cases to 
track them down. 

The amendment that is offered by 
our friend from New Hampshire would 
set additional conditions before the ad- 
ministration can go forward with addi- 
tional trade ties, including Eximbank 
support, OPIC, TDA and МЕМ status. 

There would not, as suggested by my 
colleagues, be any savings to the Amer- 
ican taxpayer. These activities, basi- 
cally, are to provide assistance to 
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American businesses which are now 
competing for business in Vietnam. 
These programs carry with them their 
own conditions on when they can be 
utilized, and there is, in my judgment, 
no reason to delay at this point the op- 
portunities to obtain, through better 
contact, information from Vietnam by 
allowing American businesses who are 
there competing for the opportunities 
in a growing market to go further. 

I believe that the demonstrated ac- 
tivities, the demonstrated efforts by 
the Vietnamese have justified the 
President’s announcement on the sign- 
ing of the relationship agreement with 
Vietnam that the conditions are being 
complied with. 

That does not make sense. It would 
only have the impact of keeping United 
States firms from being competitive 
with their European, Japanese, and 
Taiwanese competitors. It will do noth- 
ing to help the MIA search. 

All of these programs carry require- 
ments that must be met in terms of 
human rights certifications, labor cer- 
tifications, and so forth. It does not 
make sense to add additional require- 
ments. 

Certainly we need to keep pressure 
on the Vietnamese Government to help 
us with the MIA search, and certainly 
we need to keep pressure on them to 
improve human rights. 

However, it only makes sense to in- 
crease bilateral ties, increase trade 
ties, and have as many Americans over 
there. That increased contact is the 
best thing we can do to influence their 
conduct. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, as a co- 
sponsor, I rise in support of the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Hampshire, Senator SMITH. 

Mr. President, I would like to recog- 
nize the distinguished Senator from 
New Hampshire for his tireless efforts 
on behalf of the families of American 
POW’s and MIA’s. As a Vietnam vet- 
eran, he has always kept first in his 
concern the fate of those American 
men and women who never returned 
from this most divisive of all of our 
wars. 

This amendment puts aside the con- 
troversies over President Clinton’s de- 
cision to grant full diplomatic rela- 
tions to the Socialist Republic of Viet- 
nam. Rather, this amendment simply 
says that Vietnam will not receive 
most favored nation trading status, or 
other trade benefits until the President 
reports to Congress that Vietnamese 
officials are fully meeting United 
States expectations on the POW/MIA 
issue. 

I would like to emphasize that the 
criteria the President would have to 
certify are drawn directly from the 
President’s own past statements on the 
strict standards he would use for judg- 
ing whether the Vietnamese have in- 
deed been entirely cooperative in 
achieving the fullest possible account- 
ing of America’s MIA's. 
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We all have the same goal, which is 
to achieve the fullest possible account- 
ing for those Americans who did not re- 
turn from Vietnam. But the families 
and loved ones of those Americans are 
not able to so easily put this issue be- 
hind them. They have a need to know; 
they have a right to know. 

And that leads to what I believe this 
issue is all about: that is, what does 
this nation stand for? My personal be- 
lief is that a basic principle is at stake 
here. 

What America is all about requires 
us to keep our faith with the families 
of those who remain missing and who 
are unaccounted for from the Vietnam 
war. This argues for using the leverage 
we have to ensure the greatest possible 
accounting for these missing Ameri- 
cans. 

To this end, the United States has al- 
ready come half way. Indeed, we have 
come more than half way. 

In just the past 19 months, the Unit- 
ed States lifted its economic and trade 
embargo, permitting full trade rela- 
tions and investment by U.S. compa- 
nies in the country. In addition, we 
reached an accord with Vietnam set- 
tling property claims between our two 
governments; we have established in 
Hanoi a United States liaison office 
staffed by American diplomats and 
functioning as a lower-level diplomatic 
presence; we have signed a diplomatic 
agreement protecting United States 
citizens who may reside in or travel to 
Vietnam; and we have established full 
diplomatic relations with Vietnam. 

For years the Government of Viet- 
nam refused to provide even the slight- 
est assistance in resolving these MIA 
cases. Vietnam only began—grudg- 
ingly—to assist in accounting for these 
missing Americans when the country 
lost its patron with the collapse of the 
Soviet Union. 

In the words of the American Legion, 
“Vietnam's cooperation on the resolu- 
tion of the POW/MIA issue has not ful- 
filled reasonable expectations.’’ The 
National League of Families of Amer- 
ican Prisoners and Missing in South- 
east Asia has also criticized those, 
“commending Vietnam for full POW/ 
MIA cooperation despite evidence to 
the contrary.” 

In fact, the league has noted that ac- 
tions the United States already took 
leading up to the President’s normal- 
ization decision have, “signaled Viet- 
nam that unilateral actions on their 
part are not expected nor required to 
achieve their political and economic 
objectives.” 

And since the President ended the 
United States embargo on Vietnam, 
only eight Americans who were cap- 
tured or became missing in action in 
= Vietnam have been accounted 
ог. 

I believe that we should have been 
more insistent in using the consider- 
able leverage we have with Vietnam— 
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leverage that we are in danger of 
throwing away if this amendment is 
not approved. Vietnam is anxious to es- 
tablish close economic and political 
ties to the United States as a counter- 
weight to China, its traditional rival to 
the north. 

But to me, and I believe to most 
Americans, full cooperation in ac- 
counting for our remaining MIA's 
should have been an absolute threshold 
that Vietnam was required to meet be- 
fore we took the final step of rewarding 
the Vietnamese Government with a full 
United States trade relations. 

The only step remaining is the grant- 
ing of full trading relations to Viet- 
nam. I believe that the status of our re- 
lations with Vietnam are still too new 
and too uncertain for such a precipi- 
tous step. Granting this final conces- 
sion now is simply too great a risk, 
given continuing grave uncertainties 
about the true level of Vietnamese 
knowledge about the fate of the many 
of the Americans who never returned. 

And the POW/MIA issue does remain 
in question. The names of 58,196 Ameri- 
cans have been etched into the reflec- 
tive walls of the Vietnam Veteran's 
Memorial. Listed with them, each 
marked with a simple cross, are the 
names of 2,205 Americans still unac- 
counted for in Vietnam. This means 
that for every 25 young Americans who 
gave their life in Vietnam, an addi- 
tional American simply disappeared 
and was never heard from again. 

A much more reasonable approach, I 
believe, is the approach proposed by 
the Senator from New Hampshire, Sen- 
ator SMITH. The Smith amendment 
would ensure that our duty and obliga- 
tion as a nation is fully met to our 
MIA’s and their families before we in 
the U.S. Senate endorse full trade rela- 
tions between our two countries. 

I urge adoption of the Smith amend- 
ment, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). The Senator from Massachu- 
setts. 

Mr. KERRY. The hour of 7 o’clock 
will momentarily arrive. I know the 
Senate is under a UC to go into certain 
business. 

I ask unanimous consent that I be 
permitted to proceed for no longer than 
3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Chair. I will 
be very, very brief. There are times 
when many of us have been prompted 
to come to the Senate floor in order to 
solicit action from the Congress on the 
basis that the President was not doing 
something or we were engaged in a bad 
policy. But, as my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle know—and I 
know the Senator from Arizona has fol- 
lowed this as closely as anybody in the 
Senate—the President has been pursu- 


September 20, 1995 


ing a very deliberate, very careful, very 
cautious strategy with respect to Viet- 
nam and, step by step, has guaranteed 
that they are cooperating fully in the 
process of accountability. 

We have heard these arguments be- 
fore. Each year, when we have heard 
these arguments, we have seen irref- 
utable proof that Vietnam is cooperat- 
ing to the best of our military com- 
mander’s judgment, to the best of the 
judgment of the people in the field. 

I would think most of my colleagues 
would feel that this is really an exces- 
sive intrusion on the part of the Con- 
gress, an unwarranted intrusion into 
the legitimate powers of the President, 
and at a time when there is nothing 
that suggests that anything but a care- 
ful and deliberative accounting process 
is going on. 

Finally, there is language in this par- 
ticular amendment which is во 
unspecific, nonspecific, as to open a 
Pandora’s box of capacity for really an 
imprecision that allows nobody to 
know exactly what documents we are 
asking for, and precisely who has them. 
I say that based on my knowledge of 
this issue, at this point, there is no 
knowledge that they even exist. So we, 
once again, begin chasing one of the 
mythical dragons. I think it is unnec- 
essary. I associate myself with the 
comments of my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. АП time 
has expired. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, it is 
my understanding that the yeas and 
nays have been ordered on the Smith 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I suggest that we 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is ab- 
sent due to illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote “nay.” 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Delaware [Мг. BIDEN], and 
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Burns). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 39, 
nays 58, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 453 Leg.] 


YEAS—39 
Abraham Cohen DeWine 
Brown Conrad Dole 
Byrd Coverdell Dorgan 
Campbell Craig Faircloth 
Coats D'Amato Feingold 
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Gramm Kempthorne Smith 
Grams Kyl - Snowe 
Grassley Lott Stevens 
Gregg Mack Thomas 
Hatch Moseley-Braun Thompson 
Helms Nickles Thurmond 
Hutchison Santorum Warner 
Inhofe Shelby Wellstone 
NAYS—58 
Akaka Frist McCain 
Ashcroft Glenn McConnell 
Baucus Gorton Mikulski 
Bennett Graham Moynihan 
Bingaman Harkin Murkowski 
Bond Heflin Murray 
Boxer Hollings Nunn 
Bradley Inouye Packwood 
Breaux Jeffords Pell 
Bryan Johnston Pressler 
Bumpers Kassebaum Pryor 
Burns Kennedy Reid 
Chafee Kerrey Robb 
Cochran Kerry Roth 
Daschle Kohl Sarbanes 
Dodd Lautenberg Simon 
Domenici Leahy Simpson 
Exon Levin Specter 
Feinstein Lieberman 
Lugar 
NOT VOTING—3 
Biden Hatfield Rockefeller 
So the amendment (No. 2723) was re- 
jected. 


Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. BROWN. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2708 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I believe 
the next item on the agenda is the de- 
bate scheduled on the Brown amend- 
ment. I would like at this time to yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Washington. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senate that on the 
Brown amendment No. 2708, there will 
be 5 hours of debate equally divided, 
and the Senator from Colorado yields 
to the Senator from Washington, [Mr. 
GORTON]. 

The Senator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. I thank the Chair. 

I appear here this evening to add my 
voice to my vote in supporting the 
amendment of the Senator from Colo- 
rado. Much, perhaps all, that needs to 
be said on this issue has already been 
said, but I believe it important that 
there be more voices than the handful 
that have spoken out so far. 

The Senator from Colorado has 
pointed out that in spite of the policies 
of the United States, Pakistan has con- 
tinued to be a friend and an ally of the 
United States, has helped the United 
States when we were involved in assist- 
ing rebels in Afghanistan, has helped 
the United States in connection with 
the return of fugitives fleeing justice 
here in this country, has moved in 
spite of great difficulties more and 
more toward a democratic system and 
toward a system based on free market 
economies. 

As the Senator from Colorado has 
pointed out, in a very difficult part of 
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the world, this nation has helped in the 
pursuit of peace and security and sta- 
bility. 

I should like to say that in the most 
profound sense, as we deal with this 
issue, that friendship and that assist- 
ance is almost irrelevant. This debate 
in this body at least is not so much 
about Pakistan and India as it is about 
the United States, its administration, 
and this body. 

Mr. President, a great nation honors 
its commitments. This Nation has re- 
pudiated its commitments and should 
reverse its course of action and em- 
brace that part of honor once again. 
This Nation permitted the manufac- 
ture and sale to Pakistan of certain 
military aircraft. They have been 
bought and paid for, and yet for years 
we have not only denied the right of 
the purchaser to take possession of 
those aircraft, we have added insult to 
injury by not showing our willingness, 
having set this policy, to pay back the 
purchase price and in fact are demand- 
ing from Pakistan payment for storage 
charges for the aircraft. 

That is not the action of an honor- 
able country. That is not the action of 
a nation which keeps its commitments. 
I strongly suspect that the Senator 
from Colorado would prefer simply that 
we keep our original agreement. He has 
not gone so far. He has simply sug- 
gested that those items of military 
equipment that are owned by Pakistan 
that are here for repair, which have 
also effectively been confiscated by the 
actions of our Government, be returned 
to Pakistan and that in the most mod- 
est possible way of dealing with the 
aircraft, they be sold to third parties 
and the proceeds of those sales be re- 
turned to the nation which has paid for 
them. 

I wish we were voting on a more deci- 
sive action, Mr. President. I have that 
wish not so much because of a strong 
opinion on the rivalry between India 
and Pakistan as I do to remove this 
blot from our own record. As I said ear- 
lier, an honorable nation keeps its 
commitments. We have not kept our 
commitments. We should do so to the 
extent required by this amendment. 

Mr. PRESSLER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield me time? 

Mr. GLENN. I yield the Senator 20 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from South Dakota is recognized 
for 20 minutes. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, let 
me give a little history of how this 
amendment came about, if I may be al- 
lowed to do so. 

In the mid 1980’s, the Carter adminis- 
tration had shut off aid to Pakistan be- 
cause of their alleged nuclear activi- 
ties. In about 1985, there was an amend- 
ment in the Foreign Relations Com- 
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mittee known as the Cranston amend- 
ment which would have legally shut off 
aid to Pakistan. The Reagan adminis- 
tration at that time asked me to offer 
an amendment to the Cranston amend- 
ment which would allow Pakistan to 
get money. The amendment said that 
Pakistan would receive United States 
aid money and buy military aircraft, 
and so forth, so long as the President 
could certify that they did not have a 
nuclear weapon. 

Now, under the terms of that agree- 
ment, Vice President Bush at that time 
and others were promised by the Paki- 
stanis that they were not developing a 
nuclear weapon and that the so-called 
Pressler amendment would never come 
into effect. Indeed, until 1990, Pakistan 
received aid and received military 
equipment and there was military 
sales. 

Then, in 1990, then President Bush, 
who had been Vice President at the 
original time we worked this out, was 
President and his administration could 
no longer certify that Pakistan did not 
have a nuclear weapon. So, in other 
words, President Bush concluded that 
Pakistan had not told the truth and it 
was buying arms under false premises. 

That is the twist to this debate which 
seems to have been forgotten. Origi- 
nally, Pakistan supported the Pressler 
amendment. Originally, the Pressler 
amendment was a means to help Paki- 
stan get money and to buy arms pro- 
vided that she was not developing a nu- 
clear weapon. 

That seems to have been forgotten in 
this whole debate, because we talk 
about countries’ honor and countries’ 
decency, and so forth. There are many 
twists to this story regarding the Pres- 
sler amendment. Since 1990, each year 
our CIA with our technical means of 
assessment has concluded that Paki- 
stan does, indeed, have a nuclear weap- 
on, although Pakistan has continued to 
deny that, although on one or two oc- 
casions their top generals have said 
that that is true. 

Another complex thing in this whole 
matter is that there seems to be two 
distinct governments in Pakistan. And 
let me say, first of all, I like Pakistan. 
I have been to Pakistan several times. 

I want our country to be friends with 
Pakistan. I have been up to the Khyber 
Pass. I know that Pakistan has been 
our ally and Pakistan has done a great 
deal for and with the United States, 
and we have done a great deal for Paki- 
stan. I want to be friends with India 
and Pakistan in the long run. I think 
China is driving the nuclear weapons 
race over there, basically. And China 
really is the country we should be wor- 
ried about. So I am not here to beat up 
on Pakistan or to criticize it. 

But I would also say that I have had 
some good talks with the Prime Min- 
ister of Pakistan about trying to get 
this resolved. The problem is that it is 
the Pakistani military who really 
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makes the decisions, I think, on the 
issue of nuclear weapons and on wheth- 
er or not they possess them. So that is 
how we have gotten to where we are 
today. 

Now, it is proposed that we are some- 
how guilty or we have done something 
wrong as a nation. But Pakistan pur- 
chased these planes while knowing 
very well that they were developing 
nuclear weapons, knowing very well 
that we had a law against it, knowing 
very well that they would not be able 
to be delivered if that were discovered. 
And in 1990 that was discovered. So 
there has been kind of a twist put on 
this whole thing that is a reverse twist 
во to speak. 

Now, Mr. President, the three key 
powers in the region—Pakistan, India, 
and China—have nuclear weapons pro- 
grams. A fourth, the renegade terrorist 
state of Iran, will stop at nothing to 
acquire nuclear capability. All are 
striving to obtain modern delivery sys- 
tems, such as ballistic missiles and air- 
craft. There also have been credible re- 
ports that Pakistan has received from 
Communist China М-11 ballistic mis- 
sile technology. Without question, a 
nuclear war in South Asia would be 
cataclysmic. The names of the per- 
petrators, and their accessories, would 
be cursed for a millennium. 

To its credit, Mr. President, the U.S. 
Senate consistently has taken initia- 
tives to promote peace and stability in 
South Asia—the core of that leadership 
has been the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee. In 1985, the committee— 
under the able leadership of the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Indiana 
ІМг. LUGAR}—voted to adopt my 
amendment that allowed United States 
aid to Pakistan to continue as long as 
the President could certify that Paki- 
stan was not in possession of a nuclear 
explosive device—the so-called Pressler 
amendment. 

Why did the committee take this ac- 
tion? At that time, Pakistan was the 
third largest recipient of United States 
foreign assistance, receiving as much 
as $600 million annually. Pakistan and 
its people were instrumental in chan- 
neling American resources to Afghan 
rebels as they sought to repel Soviet 
invaders. 

U.S. officials rightly were concerned, 
however, that the Government in 
Islamabad at that time was intent on 
developing a nuclear weapon—a course 
of action clearly not in our national in- 
terest. 

I have recounted the events, but the 
purpose of the Pressler amendment was 
designed to send one message: Nuclear 
proliferation has a price. And if we are 
going to do what is in the Brown 
amendment, we are accepting nuclear 
proliferation. 

Now, let me say, Mr. President, I 
think it is very strange that the Clin- 
ton administration, with all the things 
President Clinton and AL GORE have 
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said about nonnuclear proliferation, 
that they would allow support for this 
amendment or they would give support 
for this amendment, because we are ex- 
cusing nuclear proliferation, we are ex- 
cusing a country that promised us, 
that made a deal with us, that they 
would not develop a bomb. We are giv- 
ing them a carte blanche to go ahead. 

In fact, a number of Senators be- 
lieved enough evidence existed to ver- 
ify Pakistan's drive for the bomb, and 
strong enforcement of United States 
laws that would result in an immediate 
cutoff of United States aid. The Pres- 
sler amendment was designed to avoid 
an immediate United States aid cutoff, 
but reinforce our Nation’s policy that 
it would not condone—through United 
States taxpayer dollars—Pakistan’s 
drive for the bomb. In addition, the 
Pressler amendment was designed to 
give Pakistan a financial incentive to 
ensure that its nuclear program served 
a peaceful purpose. In short, the Pres- 
sler amendment was designed to send 
one message: Nuclear proliferation has 
a price. 

Mr. President, those were the key 
reasons why the U.S. Congress adopted 
the Pressler amendment 10 years ago. 
It was the right thing to do. President 
Ronald Reagan agreed. So did the Gov- 
ernment of Pakistan at that time. Let 
me repeat that: the Government of 
Pakistan supported the Pressler 
amendment. It gave our Government 
its assurance that it was not pursuing 
a nuclear bomb program. By support- 
ing the Pressler amendment. Pakistan 
agreed that if it acquired a nuclear ex- 
plosive device, it deserved the penalty 
of a United States aid cutoff. 

In 1990, President Bush could no 
longer certify, under the terms of the 
Pressler amendment, that Pakistan did 
not possess a nuclear explosive device. 
As а, result, all United States economic 
and military aid to Pakistan was ter- 
minated. Further, a $1.4 billion com- 
mercial order of military equipment to 
Pakistan was put on hold. 

Now, Mr. President, it is clear that 
Pakistan possesses nuclear weapons. It 
is also clear that Pakistan was pursu- 
ing a nuclear bomb program between 
1985 and 1990, despite repeated public 
assurances that it was not. During that 
time, Pakistan received approximately 
$3.5 billion in United States foreign 
aid. Again, the Government received 
these funds from the American tax- 
payer in return for its assurance that it 
would not go nuclear. Yet, the reality 
was that the existing Government in 
Pakistan in fact produced nuclear ex- 
plosive and used the American people’s 
money to do it. That was an extraor- 
dinary act of deception. 

That is the history behind the Pres- 
sler amendment. And to borrow the 
words of Abraham Lincoln, we cannot 
escape history. We cannot escape the 
fact that the United States subsidized 
Pakistan’s nuclear weapons program 
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for 5 years after the Pressler amend- 
ment became law. We-cannot escape 
the fact that Pakistan repeatedly as- 
sured its ally, the United States, it was 
not pursuing a nuclear weapons pro- 
gram. Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto 
stood in this building—in the House 
Chamber—on June 7, 1989, and stated: 
“Speaking for Pakistan, I can declare 
that we do not possess nor do we intend 
to make a nuclear device. That is our 
policy.” The opposite was true in each 
case. 

Mr. President, we cannot escape his- 
tory. 

We also were given assurances by 
Pakistan’s Government regarding the 
level of enrichment of its uranium, for- 
eign nuclear procurement, cooperation 
with Communist China, and other re- 
lated nonproliferation issues. In each 
case, the Government of Pakistan 
broke its word. 

Thus, despite United States law, de- 
spite clear United States policy, and 
despite repeated assurances from its 
leaders, Pakistan built a nuclear weap- 
ons program and used American tax- 
payer dollars to do it. 

Those are the facts. We cannot es- 
cape history. 

Yet, we are here today to consider an 
amendment that ignores history. Even 
worse, if we adopt this amendment, we 
would be condemning ourselves to re- 
peat history. Nothing in the Brown 
amendment would ensure that Amer- 
ican taxpayer assistance would not fur- 
ther directly or indirectly Pakistan’s 
bomb program. Do any of my col- 
leagues believe we should reverse this 
long-standing United States policy? 
Should we risk once again subsidizing 
Pakistan’s nuclear bomb program with 
the American people’s tax dollars? Cer- 
tainly not. That is the fundamental 
reason why this amendment should be 
defeated, because that is exactly what 
it would do. 

So, Mr. President, what I am saying 
to you, in the past, American tax dol- 
lars directly or indirectly have been 
used to develop a nuclear bomb in 
Pakistan. The passage of this amend- 
ment will allow American taxpayers’ 
dollars to be used in that regard again. 

I urge my colleagues to consider the 
impact of unconditionally reversing a 
fundamental element of U.S. nuclear 
nonproliferation policy. I ask my col- 
leagues to consider what signal this 
amendment would send to other na- 
tions who play by international non- 
proliferation rules. Frankly, it sends 
the worst possible message: nuclear 
proliferation pays. 

Mr. President, some years ago I 
served as chairman of the Arms Con- 
trol Subcommittee of the Foreign Re- 
lations Committee. We held numerous 
hearings, and we urged other nations 
to engage in nonproliferation policies. 
We have elaborate schemes and trea- 
ties. This amendment would leave a big 
hole and set a terrible precedent for 
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our nuclear nonproliferation efforts 
throughout the world. 

Perhaps no issue is more critical to 
our national security—and the security 
of all people—than nuclear non- 
proliferation. I agree strongly with the 
Senator from Colorado that we must 
improve our relations with Pakistan. 
And I would like for us to be friends 
with Pakistan. I consider myself a 
friend of Pakistan. Very few would dis- 
agree. The question is: How? My con- 
cern here is that our nuclear non- 
proliferation policy will made a sacrifi- 
cial lamb on the alter of better rela- 
tions with Pakistan. 

The Pressler amendment has 
achieved a number of successes in the 
area of nuclear nonproliferation. First, 
through never verified, Pakistan 
claims it has ceased developing weap- 
ons grade enriched uranium. Second, 
the threat of Pressler sanctions has de- 
terred a number of states that pursued 
active nuclear weapons research pro- 
grams in the 1980’s, including Argen- 
tina, Brazil, South Korea, Taiwan, and 
South Africa. 

Second, despite what’s being said, nu- 
clear nonproliferation does not dis- 
criminate against Pakistan. 

Pakistan is not the only country that 
is identified by name for nonprolifera- 
tion sanctions. For years a number of 
other countries have been designated 
for special controls and sanctions. 
China has been singled out for viola- 
tions of ballistic missile sanctions. 
Yet, ironically, Pakistan is the only 
country to receive waivers of United 
States nonproliferation laws in order 
to receive United States aid. One eight 
occasions, Congress authorized special 
waivers of United States nonprolifera- 
tion laws just for Pakistan. The Pres- 
sler amendment itself was effectively a 
waiver to prevent tougher enforcement 
of U.S. law. Yes, Congress has engaged 
in special discrimination, but it was 
discrimination in favor of Pakistan, 
and against all other countries that 
play by international nonproliferation 
rules. 

In addition, Mr. President let me 
point out that our relationship with 
India is impacted by United States 
nonproliferation policy. Because of In- 
dia’s unsafeguarded nuclear program, 
there is no United States/Indian agree- 
ment for nuclear cooperation. United 
States military cooperation with India 
is merely consultative. The United 
States will not export certain forms of 
missile equipment and technology to 
India and any other goods that are re- 
lated to weapons of mass destruction. 
It is true that United States sanctions 
have not been invoked against India, 
but that is because India has not vio- 
lated its commitments under United 
States law. Mr. President, the bottom 
line is this: in 1985, the Government of 
Pakistan agreed with the United 
States government that future United 
States aid would be tied to its develop- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


ment of a nuclear explosive device. 
That was Pakistan’s contract with 
America. Pakistan understood and ac- 
cepted the potential price if it develop- 
ment the bomb. I believe my friend and 
colleague from Ohio, Senator GLENN, 
said it best in 1989 when he said: 
“There simply must be a cost to non- 
compliance—when a solemn nuclear 
pledge is violated, the solution does 
not lie in voiding the pledge.” 

The Brown amendment proposes that 
very solution. We are being asked to 
void a portion of this contract by al- 
lowing nonmilitary aid to resume un- 
conditionally. 

Second, we are being asked to set 
aside Pakistan’s contract with Amer- 
ica so that the administration can de- 
liver without conditions nearly $400 
million of United States military 
equipment previously purchased by 
Pakistan. This package—part of a larg- 
er $1.4 billion order that included 28 F- 
16’s—includes P-3C Orion antisub- 
marine aircraft, Harpoon and Side- 
winder missiles, and engines and parts 
for Pakistan's existing fleet of Cobras 
and F-16 aircraft, which are capable of 
carrying nuclear weapons. 

Though it supported its 1985 contract 
with America, the Government of 
Pakistan now argues that we should ei- 
ther return the military equipment or 
pay back Pakistan. In short, we are 
being asked to honor our military con- 
tract with Pakistan. The reason why 
the equipment and the funds remain 
out of Pakistan’s hands is because 
Pakistan was found in 1990 to have vio- 
lated its 1985 contract with America. 
Pakistan knew that if the Pressler con- 
tract was violated, its military con- 
tract would be put on hold. I recognize 
that is a tough deal. Again, nuclear 
proliferation has a price. 

However, I am willing to consider op- 
tions to compensate Pakistan. In fact, 
I would not oppose using proceeds from 
a third party sale of any of the equip- 
ment to reimburse Pakistan. That is a 
fair approach. 

To his credit, President Clinton took 
my suggestion to seek a third party 
sale of the 28 F-16 aircraft sought by 
Pakistan. I commend the President. It 
was a wise move for one simple reason: 
Е-16' are capable of carrying a nuclear 
payload. It would be contrary to the 
spirit and letter of our Nation’s nu- 
clear nonproliferation policy for the 
United States to waive a nonprolifera- 
tion law so that Pakistan could take 
possession of nuclear delivery vehicles. 

That is one of the main reasons why 
I called for a third party sale of the F- 
16’s last May. However, I also stated I 
would oppose the return of any mili- 
tary equipment to Pakistan that would 
serve to undermine our nuclear non- 
proliferation goals, and add to the cur- 
rent instability in the region. That is 
why I am opposed to the Brown amend- 
ment. 
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The military transfer called for in 
the Brown amendment is ill-advised for 
three key reasons: 

First, it would spark a renewed arms 
race between Pakistan and India. As 
my colleagues know, P-3’s serve a dual 
function—they are naval reconnais- 
sance aircraft with offensive capabili- 
ties. The military aid package also in- 
cludes torpedoes and missiles that can 
be launched from a P-3. The P-3’s 
would give Pakistan greater naval sur- 
veillance and striking capabilities than 
the aircraft Pakistan currently uses, 
the French-made Atlantique. 

In addition, as the Department of De- 
fense admitted, the F-16 components in 
the military package represent a reli- 
ability upgrade of Pakistan’s F-16 air- 
craft, which are capable of carrying nu- 
clear weapons. Given our longstanding 
policy on nuclear nonproliferation, I do 
not understand why the Clinton admin- 
istration would seek to improve Paki- 
stan’s nuclear delivery capability with 
United States-made equipment. 

I recognize that the Senator from 
Colorado has gone to great lengths and 
made every conceivable effort to reas- 
sure his colleagues that this military 
package would not upset the strategic 
balance between India and Pakistan. 

However, the Indian Government as- 
sessed this package on all levels—polit- 
ical, strategic, and diplomatic. It con- 
cluded it would have no choice but to 
engage in additional military procure- 
ment if this transfer goes through. 
Why should the United States risk a 
potential arms race in an already un- 
stable South Asia? 

Second, the military transfer could 
inadvertently improve the terrorist 
state of Iran’s military capability in 
the region. According to news reports, 
Iran and Pakistan have been coopera- 
tion on nuclear weapons research for a 
decade. Also, Iran and Pakistan have 
been engaged in cooperative military 
efforts dating back as far as last year, 
when the two countries conducted joint 
naval maneuvers in the Arabian Sea. I 
was disturbed to learn that a new 
round of naval maneuvers is scheduled 
later this fall. 

Given this sustained Pakistan-Iran 
cooperation, the P-3’s take on added 
significance. The P-3’s surveillance ca- 
pability would cover the entire Arabian 
Sea and the entire Persian Gulf. The 
data from this extended surveillance— 
data on the movements of our own 
Navy in the region—surely would be of 
critical use to Iran as it seeks to ex- 
tend the reach of its naval power. 

Is there anything in the Brown 
amendment that would require a writ- 
ten assurance from Pakistan that the 
P-3's ог any other United States made 
military equipment would not be used 
to benefit a terrorist country? No. 

If that is the case, why would we in- 
advertently enhance Iran’s military al- 
liance with Pakistan to the detriment 
of our own naval forces, and our friends 
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and allies in the region? It makes no 


sense. 

Finally, this transfer sends the worst 
possible message: nuclear proliferation 
pays. 

In this case, a country that has gone 
into nuclear proliferation, after it 
agreed with us not to, is being re- 
warded, and we are supposed to have 
sanctions against countries that have 
entered into agreements and broken 
them. So we are rewarding nuclear pro- 
liferation in this very move. 

The Clinton administration assured 
Congress that the United States would 
oppose any commercial military up- 
grades for Pakistan. This has been U.S. 
policy since 1990. Yet, the proposed 
transfer would break its assurance to 
Congress in the worst way—by upgrad- 
ing Pakistan’s nuclear delivery vehi- 
cles—its F-16’s. This upgrade is not 
just a reversal of U.S. arms policy, it 
undermines the very principles of the 
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. It de- 
fies logic that the Clinton administra- 
tion would work so valiantly to ratify 
this treaty and then turn around and 
support a clear violation of that trea- 
ty’s core principles. 

Despite these very disturbing activi- 
ties, the administration is intent on 
going ahead with the military trans- 
fer—one that does not achieve one 
credible United States policy initia- 
tive, while undermining three vital 
policies—regional stability in South 
Asia, containment of Iran, and world- 
wide nuclear nonproliferation. 

Do we have alternatives? Yes. Last 
week, I called on President Clinton to 
expand this initiative one step further 
by pursuing the third party sale option 
on all the military equipment sought 
by Pakistan. And as I said with respect 
to the F-16’s, if the administration and 
the Congress wish to use the proceeds 
from the third party sales to reimburse 
Pakistan, I would not object. 

Mr. President, let me take a moment 
to discuss the provisions in the amend- 
ment that would repeal nonmilitary 
sanctions against Pakistan. My col- 
leagues will recall that similar lan- 
guage was offered by my friend from 
Colorado during consideration of the 
Department of Defense authorization 
bill. These provisions, though seem- 
ingly well-intended, go too far. 

First, this amendment specifically 
rewrites the Pressler amendment so 
that the sanctions apply only to mili- 
tary aid. This amounts to an uncondi- 
tional repeal of nonmilitary sanctions 
against Pakistan. This is an extraor- 
dinary and far-reaching change that 
could have serious implications. 

In fact, this amendment could be 
used to aid Pakistan’s nuclear bomb 
program. All of us know that scores of 
nonmilitary items can serve military 
purposes. Pakistan knows that all to 
well. Let me provide one specific exam- 
ple: A story in the McGraw-Hill news- 
letter NuclearFuel, detailed how Paki- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


stan intended to violate a joint venture 
with Siemens AG by using tele- 
communications equipment as part of a 
project to enhance uranium into bomb 
grade material. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that this story be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From Nuclear Fuel, Aug. 28, 1995) 
SIEMENS VENTURE BELIEVED USED IN 
PAKISTAN CENTRIFUGE QUEST 
(By Mark Hibbs) 

Departing from company procurement 
rules, Pakistan in 1991 used a national tele- 
communications joint venture with Siemens 
AG to try to obtain equipment in Germany 
that export control officials suspect had been 
sought instead for gas centrifuge rotor as- 
semblies used to enrich uranium. 

Intelligence sources said that the case is 
apparently similar to others in which it is 
believed Pakistan used legitimate businesses 
to disguise nuclear procurement. Sources 
said that in the U.S., Pakistan hid nuclear 
procurement by giving as the end use a bona 
fide Pakistan-U.S. program to supply equip- 
ment to maintain Pakistan’s fleet of F-16 
aircraft. 

At issue in the German case are specialized 
ring magnets that Western officials say 
Pakistan has repeatedly sought from firms 
in Germany, Britain, and elsewhere in Eu- 
rope since the mid-1980s for its clandestine 
uranium enrichment program. 

The top magnetic suspension bearing of 
gas centrifuges built by Pakistan at its 
Kahuta enrichment plant features a pair of 
ring magnets. The upper magnet is sus- 
pended in a housing containing oil that is re- 
sistant to the highly corrosive uranium 
hexafluoride (UF6) gas fed through cen- 
trifuges. The other magnet is fitted to the 
top end cap of the rotor assembly. 

According to Western officials, the Paki- 
stan Embassy in Bonn, on behalf of Tele- 
phone Industries of Pakistan (PVT) Ltd., in 
early 1991 sought ring magnets from the firm 
Magnetfabrik Bonn (MFB) GmbH. But Ger- 
man experts suspected that the technical 
specifications given for the magnets did not 
match the non-nuclear end use cited by the 
Pakistan firm, and MFB blocked the transfer 
of the magnets after discussing the matter 
with German export control authorities. The 
export had initially been approved by Ger- 
many. 

Telephone Industries of Pakistan is a joint 
venture between Siemens and Pakistan's na- 
tional post, telephone, and telegraph (PTT) 
organization, and is located іп Haripur, 
Pakistan. Siemens controls 30.02% of the 
venture. The government-owned Pakistan 
PTT owns 69.98%. 

According to Reiner Schoenrueck, a Sie- 
mens spokesman, the Pakistan joint venture 
makes equipment, including telephones, for 
digital communications systems. Queried by 
NuclearFuel, he reported that Telephone In- 
dustries is authorized to independently pur- 
chase equipment locally in Pakistan. But 
any equipment which Telephone Industries 
wants in Germany must be obtained through 
Siemens itself.“ Schoenrueck said, not by 
the Pakistan government or by officials at 
the venture’s office in Haripur. 

NuclearFuel has learned that regardless of 
these procurement guidelines, Telephone In- 
dustries of Pakistan recently renewed inde- 
pendent efforts to order magnet parts in Ger- 
many. Current attempts are said to involve 
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items having different specifications than 
magnets ordered on its behalf in 1991. 
Sources said the Pakistan firm has given 
non-nuclear engineering end uses, such as 
motors and power equipment, for items it 
now seeks. 

In March 1991, Azmat Ullah, an official at 
the Pakistani Embassy in Bonn, first made 
contact with MFB on behalf of Telephone In- 
dustries of Pakistan to obtain so-called alu- 
minum-nickel-cobalt (Alnico)-260 S-ring 
magnets. Officials said that, after Pakistan 
provided a non-critical end use for the 
magnets, an export permit was awarded by 
Germany. 

However, sources said that in late 1991, 
after the permit was awarded but before the 
magnets were exported, the manufacturer 
became aware of the potential use of ring 
magnets containing cobalt in gas 
ultracentrifuges. The company then con- 
tacted the Federal Economics Office, now 
the Federal Export Control Office (ВАҒА) іп 
Eschborn, responsible for export controls, 
and the export authorization to Pakistan 
was rescinded. 

Section 0201/2.D of Germany’s commodity 
control list, valid in 1991 when the export 
was approved, required express authorization 
for complete magnet assemblies only: ‘‘Liq- 
uid-damped magnetic bearings, made of ring 
magnets, which are mounted in a housing 
containing a damping medium. The magnet 
is mounted on a rotor end cap pole piece or 
coupled to a second magnet.“ According to a 
spokesman at BAFA, the export to Pakistan 
of magnets not conforming precisely to these 
specifications would have been approved pro- 
vided no knowledge“ was available that the 
equipment would be used in weapons of 
mass-destruction or that the peaceful end 
use was “implausible.” 

Western officials said the parts MFB was 
to make for Pakistan did not fall within 0201/ 
2.D so the export was initially approved. Of- 
ficials said, however, that the German firm 
later doubted the peaceful end use given by 
Pakistan after Pakistan specified that the 
magnets must feature unusually fine ma- 
chining tolerances and a capability to with- 
stand exceedingly high rotating speeds. 

Pakistan had first indicated that Tele- 
phone Industries sought magnets sized at 52 
millimeters in diameter and 8 mm in height, 
with a ring thickness of 36 mm. It later spec- 
ified a precise diameter of 52.8 mm and a 
thickness of 36.8 mm and defined fine toler- 
ance requirements in the range of a few hun- 
dredths of millimeters. 

Azmat Ullah, the Pakistan government 
employee who sought the ring magnets for 
Telephone Industries of Pakistan, was listed 
in the official German register of foreign dip- 
lomats for 1991 and 1992 as an attache in the 
commercial section of the Pakistan Em- 
bassy. He left Germany in 1993. According to 
diplomatic sources, the Pakistani attache 
had been involved in previous attempts to 
obtain material in Germany for Pakistan's 
centrifuge program before he sought the ring 
magnets. Sources said that in 1985, for exam- 
ple, Ullah had been responsible at the em- 
bassy for ordering centrifuge-grade maraging 
steel produced by Arbed Saarstahl, a German 
specialty steel producer. The steel is be- 
lieved to have been intended for making cen- 
trifuge rotor tubes for Kahuta. 

In early 1992, after the planned magnet ex- 
port to Pakistan was stopped, MFB alerted 
other German magnet-producing firms, in- 
cluding subsidiaries of Krupp AG and 
Thyssen AG, about the intended transaction. 
In addition to stopping the export from MFB 
to Pakistan by withdrawing the permit, 
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BAFA also blocked transfer of the ring 
magnets to Pakistan from all other German 
firms. 

NO CRITICAL MAGNET DEAL WITH IRAN 

Contrary to previous non-official reports 
asserting that German firms contributed re- 
cently to an Iranian program to develop gas 
centrifuges, МЕВ, which was solicited with- 
out success by Pakistan to obtain ring 
magnets, never supplied any critical 
magnets or magnetic equipment to Iran, 
company officials said. 

According to customs intelligence docu- 
ments obtained by NuclearFuel, the Sharif 
University of Technology in Tehran has tried 
to obtain nuclear-related equipment from 
firms in Germany and elsewhere in Europe, 
including equipment meant to be used for a 
centrifuge development program (NF, 28 
March '93, 10). On the basis of this informa- 
tion, BAFA will not award export permits 
for any equipment destined for end use at 
Sharif University. But the Zollkriminalamt 
(ZKA), Germany’s customs investigative 
agency, denies that any German firms have 
exported equipment to Iran's nuclear pro- 
gram over the last 10 years (NF, 10 April "94, 
5). 

Herbert Krosney, author of the book 
“Deadly Business,” claimed that Sharif Uni- 
versity approached MFB for Alnico cen- 
trifuge magnets and that the German firm 
“received a substantive order from Iran.“ 

МЕВ said this month that the statement is 
false. It asserted that the company never 
agreed to transact any Alnico centrifuge 
magnet business with Iran and that MFB was 
never contacted by Sharif University for any 
business. Since 1993, МЕВ has sold some fer- 
ritic magnets to Iran. They were not, BAFA 
ruled, useful for uranium enrichment. 

In the wake of information it obtained al- 
leging that МЕВ had been involved іп viola- 
tions of export rules, Western intelligence 
sources said, the Oberfinanzdirektlon in Co- 
logne, a customs investigation arm of the 
Federal Ministry of Finance, searched the 
MFB premises in 1990, one year before Paki- 
stan attempted to obtain ring magnets from 
the Bonn company. 

According to a statement that company 
management provided to employees, how- 
ever, no violations were found and the firm's 
conduct was judged “exemplary.” 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, this 
is just one example. The fact is Paki- 
stan built its current bomb program in 
part from seemingly nonmilitary 
transactions. Further, in February 
1993, then-CIA Director James Woolsey 
described for the Senate Committee on 
Governmental Affairs how untied and 
seemingly nonmilitary loans and 
grants could further Pakistan’s nuclear 
program. 

Does the Brown amendment require 
Pakistan to make written and verifi- 
able assurances that seemingly non- 
military aid will not aid directly or in- 
directly its bomb program? No. 

Again, Mr. President, we cannot es- 
cape history. We once before inadvert- 
ently aided Pakistan’s bomb program. 
Now, with this open-ended, uncondi- 
tional repeal of a portion of the Pres- 
sler amendment, we are setting our- 
selves up to make the same mistake 
yet again. Why would we once again 
put American taxpayers in the position 
of aiding Pakistan’s bomb program? 
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Further, let me correct for the record 
a serious misperception of the Pressler 
amendment. Some have argued that we 
need this amendment so that we can 
provide vital civic and humanitarian 
assistance to Pakistan. We already can 
provide that assistance. Current law 
permits United States aid to Pakistan 
through nongovernmental organiza- 
tions in a wide range of areas, includ- 
ing agriculture and rural development, 
nutrition, human rights, endangered 
species, and illicit narcotics preven- 
tion. Pakistan also continues to re- 
ceive annually hundreds of millions of 
dollars in development assistance via 
multilateral lending agencies to which 
the United States is a major contribu- 
tor. The Brown amendment goes be- 
yond even a limited approach, and 
again would do so without requiring a 
single nuclear concession from Paki- 


stan. 

Mr. President, I strongly respect and 
admire my friend from Colorado. He 
sincerely is interested in trying to find 
ways to improve our relations with 
Pakistan and improve the conditions 
for the entire Indian subcontinent. I 
commend him for proposing a U.S.-led 
multilateral summit designed to re- 
duce the presence of nuclear. weapons 
in South Asia. I would support such a 
summit. It represents a more construc- 
tive first-step toward what I hope is 
the elimination of the nuclear threat 
from South Asia. 

But, in this case, we are not moving 
toward nonproliferation with this par- 
ticular amendment. We cannot escape 
history, and I have outlines that his- 
tory of the Pressler amendment, of 
which there is much misunderstanding. 

Beyond that, my friend from Colo- 
rado and I disagree on how best to ap- 
proach the vexing problems in South 
Asia. We also need to keep in mind the 
question of United States—India rela- 
tions. For more than 40 years, our rela- 
tions with the world’s most populous 
democracy were difficult, dictated 
largely by cold war conventional wis- 
dom. Since 1991, our relations have im- 
proved markedly. India’s economy is 
undergoing а remarkable trans- 
formation, fueled by a nearly five-fold 
increase in foreign investments from 
1990 to 1994. More than one-third of 
those investments were from American 
firms. It is my hope that Pakistan can 
enjoy similar progress in the near fu- 
ture. Economic growth for both coun- 
tries is the key to long-term regional 
stability. 

One of the lessons of our improved re- 
lationship with India is that our ac- 
tions have a clear impact on Indian 
public opinion. That certainly is the 
case in Pakistan as well. Given this im- 
pact, I believe that we must pursue our 
policies in South Asia with great care 
and great caution. We must ensure 
that we do not unnecessarily return to 
the previous, unproductive levels of our 
relationship. We also must ensure that 
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we do not unnecessarily fuel the al- 
ready strong tensions that exist in the 
region. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I must 
repeat yet again, we cannot escape his- 
tory—both the history behind us and 
before us. The history we make today 
not only will determine the history of 
tomorrow, but will determine how well 
we comprehended the hard lessons of 
history. The Brown amendment is a 
grim reminder to all of us that those 
who try to escape history are con- 
demned to relive it. I cannot allow that 
to happen. We must not ask the Amer- 
ican taxpayer to subsidize a bomb pro- 
gram we cannot condone. Nor do we 
need ask the American taxpayer to 
subsidize an arms race in South Asia, 
or the military ambitions of a terrorist 
state. 

Last year, the President states that 
no single foreign policy issue was more 
important than nuclear nonprolifera- 
tion. If that is the case, there is no jus- 
tifiable reason why Pakistan once 
again must be exempt from Federal 
nonproliferation laws or the non- 
proliferation policies we impose on all 
other signatories of the Nuclear Non- 
proliferation Treaty. 

Let us give Pakistan some concrete 
incentives to honor its word. 

Let us not reward proliferation. 

Since we cannot escape history, let 
us learn constructively from it. 

I urge the defeat of the Brown 
amendment. I yield the floor. 

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

ACTION ON AMENDMENT NO. 2721 VITIATED 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to vitiate the ac- 
tion on amendment No. 2721. It is my 
understanding this has been cleared on 
both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2708 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDENT OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. President, the distin- 
guished Senator from South Dakota 
has raised a number of important 
points. I will not try to deal with all of 
them right now, but I do think it is im- 
portant to respond. 

First, let me commend the Senator 
for his leadership in this area. While we 
disagree on the particular resolutions 
of these contract items that have been 
in dispute for a number of years, I 
think his efforts toward nonprolifera- 
tion and his sincerity and hard work in 
the area are to be commended and re- 
flect great credit on the American psy- 
che in dealing with foreign policy. 

Mr. President, there are a couple of 
things that I think are important to 
look at, though, that I hope Members 
will consider. 
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First of all, statements were made 
that the amendment is unconditioned 
and open-ended repeal. Mr. President, I 
think he was referring to parts of it. 
But I sincerely believe that is not a 
fair description of what is anticipated 
here. 

First of all, let me emphasize what 
the amendment does not do. It does 
not, in any way, repeal the restriction 
on military aid or military sales to 
Pakistan. There are a couple of areas 
that are clarified, though, and let me 
be specific about that. The bars and re- 
strictions on aid and sales stay in 
place. We do a couple of things here. 
One, we make it clear that parts that 
had been sent—military parts—to the 
United States for repair and had never 
been repaired were to be shipped back 
to them. These are used parts that 
were not functioning. I suppose we can 
insist on keeping those used parts here, 
but it seemed like that should be sent 
back. I do not think that is an open- 
ended repeal. That is a disposition of 
parts that have been around for a long 
time and they are sent back 
unrepaired. 

Second, we deal with contracts that 
are 8 and 9 years old that have been 
paid for. We allow three-fourths of 
them—or almost three-fourths of 
them—to have their money back and 
not get delivery of the planes. Those 
are the things that all of the people in 
the area have looked at and say are the 
most inflammatory—that is, the F-16. 
We allow delivery of $368 million of 
military equipment. Those are on con- 
tracts that were executed before the 
1990 action under the Pressler amend- 
ment. 

Mr. President, what this issue is all 
about is simply and solely saying you 
are either going to get your money 
back, or you are going to get the parts 
back, or you are going to get the 
things you contracted for. It is simple 
fairness. We signed a contract to sell 
military equipment. We have not deliv- 
ered on it. We have taken their money, 
and we have refused both to give them 
their money back and/or deliver on our 
contract. 

All we are trying to do with this is 
make it clear that we ought to either 
give them their money back or give 
them what they contracted for. The 
compromise, I suppose, somebody could 
criticize. This was worked out by the 
President. I do not think the President 
or the administration claims it is per- 
fect, nor do I. 

Mr. President, I do know that the 
planes amount to almost three-fourths 
of the entire package. The planes are 
the things that almost every critic I 
know of says is the most inflammatory 
and significant part of the package, 
and the planes are not delivered. The 
other parts of the package—and we al- 
ready quoted from experts that indi- 
cate that these are not significant in 
terms of the military balance of the 
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area. We have already pointed out that 
India enjoys a two-to-one advantage. 

Mr. President, there is another item 
that I think ought to be at least quoted 
at this point. The suggestion was that 
we are already in the process of deliv- 
ering aid to Pakistan and that it is not 
necessary to have this amendment. The 
suggestion was that NGO's are author- 
ized under aid to Pakistan. Indeed, we 
have NGO's allowed to conduct activity 
in Pakistan right now. It is on tem- 
porary authority, and that authority is 
оп a 1-уеаг waiver and that waiver is 
not renewed and it runs out. So as far 
as NGO’s being able to operate in the 
country and deliver aid, which they 
have talked about, the point is that the 
facts are exactly the opposite of what 
was said on the floor. The NGO’s are 
not going to be able to do that. We 
need this legislation to be able to in- 
volve ourselves with Pakistan, and this 
is to our benefit. I have yet to hear 
anyone say that cooperating with the 
Pakistanis in the suppression of the 
narcotics trade is not to our benefit. It 
clearly is in our benefit. Cooperating 
with the Pakistanis in this is in our 
benefit. So both of those points do not 
hit the mark. 

Let me put a few things in the 
RECORD, and I will try and do it briefly. 
I want to quote the Assistant Sec- 
retary of State, who responded to the 
committee’s questions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s 5 minutes have expired. 

Mr. BROWN. I yield myself 5 addi- 
tional minutes. 

This is what our Assistant Secretary 
of State said when asked about the 
Pakistan question, and particularly 
why we have been involved in assist- 
ance to Pakistan. That was certainly 
raised by the Senator. I will have more 
to say about this later. But I want to 
quote the Assistant Secretary of State 
on that question of why we aided Paki- 
stan: 

Pakistan undertook substantial risks as 
our partner in an effort to stand up to the 
Soviet aggression in Afghanistan during the 
1980's. Intrusions into Pakistan airspace by 
Soviet war planes were common. On several 
occasions, Soviet military aircraft actually 
bombed Pakistani facilities along the border 
in retaliation for Pakistan's assistance to 
the mujaheddin. I might say it was assist- 
ance to us in helping to liberate Afghani- 
stan. 

She continues: 

Pakistan was also a target of Scud mis- 
siles. During the period, the Soviets also ini- 
tiated numerous covert actions against the 
government of Pakistan, including actions 
aimed at destroying caches of munitions:and 
arms in Pakistan. 

Mr. President, this is what Pakistan 
put on the line. They risked their very 
existence, they risked military attacks 
from one of the strongest military pow- 
ers in the world, the Soviet Union. 
They did it at our request. 

She continues: 

During the Soviet occupation, 5 million Af- 
ghan refugees flooded into Pakistan. With 
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the help of the international community, 
Pakistan provided food and shelter for the 
refugees. Many remain in Pakistan because 
of the unsafe conditions in Afghanistan. 

To suggest that our aid had nothing 
to do with the 5 million refugees that 
came in, I believe, ignores the facts. 

She continues: 

Finally, there were widespread fears that 
the Soviet Union did not intend to stop its 
expansion into the Afghan border with Paki- 
stan. Many in Pakistan believe that an ac- 
commodation with the Soviets was called for 
and the government was under pressure to 
follow such a course. 

Mr. President, imagine what would 
happen if the Government of Paki- 
stan—which has been so maligned in 
the discussions on this issue in this 
Chamber—would have acceded to peo- 
ple in their country to make an accom- 
modation with the Soviet Union. It is 
not just the Afghans that would not 
have an opportunity for freedom today, 
it is a great many more people in the 
world. 

Mr. President, she concluded her re- 
sponse to that question by this state- 
ment: 

The primary purpose of U.S. military and 
economic assistance to Pakistan during this 
period was to help Pakistan manage these 
risks and burdens. 

Mr. President, the suggestion. that 
the reason Pakistan got military aid 
and assistance during this period was 
solely to stop the development of nu- 
clear weapons I do not believe is accu- 
rate. It certainly does not square with 
this. I do think it is accurate, as Mem- 
bers pointed out, that that was an in- 
terest of the United States at the time, 
that it was hoped that would be a reac- 
tion of the Pakistanis. But to say that 
is the reason for their aid, I do not 
think that squares with the history 
and with the statement of the Assist- 
ant Secretary of State. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
retain the remainder of my time. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from Nebraska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAMS). The Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. Exon] is recognized. 

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend from 
Ohio. Were it not for the fact that I 
have made a commitment to go to an 
affair elsewhere in the Capital City, I 
would stay and become involved in this 
debate. I am going to be very brief be- 
cause others here will go into the mat- 
ter in more detail. 

I simply say, Mr. President, that 
while a case can be made that we need 
improved relations with Pakistan, 
from the information that I have, the 
proliferation arrangement and laws of 
the United States of America have 
been violated by arrangement, among 
others, of shipments of materiel from 
China to Pakistan. I simply say that 
while we can make excuses, and while 
we can say that we need the coopera- 
tion of Pakistan with regard to drugs 
and terrorism, which I agree with, the 
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fact of the matter is that the laws of 
the United States have been violated. 

An official of the Clinton administra- 
tion called me and asked me to support 
the Brown amendment. I asked that in- 
dividual was it not true that the laws 
had been violated, but the administra- 
tion, working with the majority in the 
U.S. Senate, are simply going to wink 
at that and say, it is OK. It is OK. We 
are going to make this exception to 
make them happy. 

It seems to me we are setting a 
precedent here. I do not believe my 
voice or the voice of others is going to 
change the vote, but as well inten- 
tioned as the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Colorado is, it is a 
mistake. It is a mistake entered into 
by the Clinton administration. They 
are wrong, in my opinion. I state that 
as clearly as I can. 

What they are doing in this particu- 
lar case, Mr. President, is simply to 
offer an alibi to try to soothe the Gov- 
ernment of Pakistan. 

If our laws with regard to prolifera- 
tion are going to mean anything, then 
we have to recognize that both Paki- 
stan and China should be subject to the 
laws that we enacted in the Congress of 
the United States and cannot be 
winked at. 

I object to the fact that the Clinton 
administration is winking, going back 
on the laws that we have in our land. I 
think that is a mistake, Mr. President. 

I suspect that the Senate is going to 
make a mistake because I do not think 
5 hours of debate after most people 
have gone home is going to change any 
minds. 

I simply back the position of Senator 
GLENN and Senator LEVIN, both associ- 
ates of mine from long standing on the 
Armed Services Committee. I hope 
that the Senate will come to its senses 
and do an about face on the earlier 
vote that we had in the Senate on this 
matter today. 

I thank my friend from Ohio. I thank 
my friend from Michigan. I thank my 
friend, Senator FEINSTEIN, from Cali- 
fornia, who I understand is going to 
speak on this. I thank my friend, 
LARRY PRESSLER of South Dakota, who 
was author, I believe, of the law that 
we have in place. 

I simply say, Mr. President, this is a 
mistake. I hope the U.S. Senate will re- 
verse course, recognize it is a mistake, 
notwithstanding the pressure that has 
been brought to bear by the Clinton ad- 
ministration to not change the vote. 

Mr. BROWN. Will my good friend 
from Nebraska yield for a question? 

Mr. EXON. I am happy to yield to the 
Senator. 

Mr. BROWN. I know the Senator has 
had a number of people talk to him, 
and I did not know if the Senator was 
aware of subsection 8 where we specifi- 
cally state, “Nothing contained herein 
shall affect sanctions for the transfers 
of missile equipment or technology re- 
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quired under section 11(B), the Export 

Administration Act of 1979, or section 

73 of the Arms Control Act.” 

In effect, Mr. President, what we do 
is specifically make it clear that the 
ballistic missile sanctions are in no 
way affected by this. 

Mr. EXON. I say to my friend from 
Colorado that I think if we get into 
those kinds of details, we may cloud 
the central purpose. The central pur- 
pose of my opposition to this, notwith- 
standing the strong feeling about my 
friend and associate from the neighbor- 
ing State of Colorado, is that we are 
violating both the intent and the prin- 
ciples of the law that we have in effect 
with regard to proliferation. Therefore, 
this Senator feels it is a mistake. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. President, I know we want to 
hear from other speakers, but I did 
want to respond to a very important 
point that I think the distinguished 
senior Senator from Nebraska made. 

He is concerned about the potential 
impact of missile sanctions. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I am concerned about that as 
well. 

We have added to this amendment 
exact and specific language that makes 
it very clear that nothing in this 
amendment in any way interferes with 
the sanctions, should they ever take 
place. 

Members should rest assured that I 
am very conscious of that, and we have 
provided specific legislative language 
to make it quite clear that this in no 
way waives any sanctions with regard 
to violations of missile agreements for 
U.S. legislation. 

That point has been raised. The fact 
is, at least in my view, it is invalid be- 
cause we specifically made it clear that 
this in no way interferes with that. In- 
deed, if they have violated it, they will 
be sanctioned, and they should be sanc- 
tioned. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
statement from our Secretary of State. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ADDRESS BY SECRETARY OF STATE WARREN 
CHRISTOPHER, ON U.S. NATIONAL INTEREST 
IN THE ASIA-PACIFIC REGION 
QUESTION: Will the Clinton Administration 

order additional sanctions against China for 

supplying missile technology to Pakistan 
and Iran? 

Secretary CHRISTOPHER: As I mentioned in 
my remarks, we are concerned about pro- 
liferation issues, and we are certainly con- 
cerned about it as they relate to South Asia. 
We monitor it very carefully and very close- 
ly. 
ae the present time, although there is a 
fairly large body of evidence, we do not 
think there is the evidence there that would 
justify the imposition of sanctions. But I 
want to assure all that we feel an obligation 
to keep this matter carefully under review 
and to follow and comply with the law in 
this regard. 
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Mr. BROWN. The question was asked, 
will the Clinton administration order 
additional sanctions against China for 
supplying missile technology to Paki- 
stan or Iran? 

Secretary Christopher said, “Ав I 
mentioned in my remarks, we are con- 
cerned about proliferation issues, and 
we are certainly concerned about it as 
they relate to South Asia. We monitor 
it very carefully and closely.” 

Here is what he says: “А% the present 
time, although there is a fairly large 
body of evidence, we do not think there 
is evidence there that would justify the 
imposition of sanctions.” 

Mr. President, the point is this: The 
sanctions are for any violation of a 
missile treaty or missile technology re- 
strictions in U.S. laws. In no way does 
this amendment interfere with those 
sanctions whatever. As a matter of 
fact, the review of the administration 
in this area has been clear and signifi- 
cant and, if sanctions are justified, 
they will take place. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. GLENN. I yield 15 minutes to the 
Senator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you very 
much, Mr. President. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment offered by the distin- 
guished Senator from Colorado. As the 
ranking member of the Near Eastern 
and South Asian Affairs Subcommittee 
of the Foreign Relations Committee, I 
have worked closely with Senator 
BROWN, the chairman of this sub- 
committee, to try to work toward a 
more productive United States policy 
in South Asia. 

I respect him and I respect what he is 
trying to do. However, while there are 
some issues on which we are in agree- 
ment, there are many on which we dif- 
fer. 

Let me first say that I echo the 
statement of the Senator from Ne- 
braska by saying that I believe the ad- 
ministration is wrong. 

I have heard two major reasons put 
forward as to why we should put this 
$368 million of military equipment in 
Pakistan’s hands now. The first is, 
they paid for it, it is the honorable 
thing to do. 

I agree. I will introduce an amend- 
ment which will carry with it Sense of 
Congress language which will say that 
the President is asked to try to sell the 
F-16’s and return as much of the equity 
payment made by Pakistan back to 
Pakistan as possible. I believe that is 
the honorable thing to do. 

The second thing I have heard is that 
we have to buttress the Bhutto regime. 
This is what gives me the deepest trou- 
ble. 

If there is anybody that believes that 
one stabilizes or buttresses a regime 
which suffers from instability, in an 
area where there is a tinderbox of hos- 
tilities between two countries, and 


25778 


where both countries have the ability 
in a matter of days to have a nuclear 
capacity utilized—I think that is the 
wrong idea. I could not go to sleep at 
night knowing this equipment went, 
and that I voted for it, at absolutely 
the wrong time. I will explain in my re- 
marks why I believe it is the wrong 
time. 

Sanctions were invoked against 
Pakistan in 1990 because President 
Bush could not certify that Pakistan 
did not possess a nuclear explosive de- 
vice. 

Nothing has changed since that time. 
To this day, neither President Bush 
nor President Clinton has been able to 
make that certification. And today 
President Clinton cannot make that 
certification. 

So, despite its remonstrances to the 
contrary, Pakistan to this day contin- 
ues to develop its nuclear weapons pro- 
gram and has technology imported 
from abroad. And I believe even today 
Pakistan is engaged in developing an 
indigenous capability to produce nu- 
clear weapons—not to have to get the 
technology from abroad, but to do it 
right at home. 

As late as a couple of months ago, 
the Prime Minister of Pakistan denied 
that. That is a problem for me. That is 
a problem for me, to vote for some- 
thing which I know will be used for one 
purpose and one purpose only, and that 
is probably to attack a neighbor, when 
I am told an untruth. As Senator 
GLENN, I believe, will outline, these 
same statements have been made year 
after year for the past decade. 

So, under these circumstances, I be- 
lieve it is wholly inappropriate for the 
United States to release to Pakistan 
this military equipment. For us to 
take this step, Pakistan should make 
vast improvements in the area of non- 
proliferation. 

I believe that Pakistan has acquired 
M-11 missiles in violation of the 
MTCR. Pakistan is subject to MTCR 
sanctions. We have alleged that China 
sold these missiles to Pakistan. China 
is not a signatory to the MTCR. Re- 
cently, as a product of negotiations 
with our State Department, China has 
agreed to abide by the MTCR. But 
Pakistan knows better. They are sub- 
ject to MTCR rules, and every M-11 has 
inherent nuclear capability. Let there 
be no doubt about that. So, if one looks 
at both India and Pakistan, to add 
weapons at this time is a big mistake. 

Let me tell you what the Indian Am- 
bassador has told me. What he has told 
me is that he believes that the 28 Har- 
poon missiles which are part of this 
package, would give Pakistan a stand- 
off capability to which India has no im- 
mediate response. 

What does this mean? If we do this 
now, India is a few months before an 
election. It simply fuels the fires with- 
in the Indian political structure and 
perhaps prompts them to deploy a mis- 
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sile known as the Prithvi, which they 
have, in response to this. That is a sce- 
nario that I find inescapable in the 
transfer of these weapons. 

We can cloak this in any terms we 
want. But if we know and honestly be- 
lieve that this might be the result of 
the delivery of these weapons, why are 
we doing it? How can we sleep and do 
it? The P-3C aircraft can launch a Har- 
poon. The Harpoon also has a surface- 
to-surface capability. The Indians be- 
lieve the P-3C can carry the Harpoon 
from Karachi to Sri Lanka, so it has 
the distance. 

There are certain aspects of the 
Brown amendment that I support. I 
certainly share the view that it is de- 
sirable for there to be an improvement 
in the United States-Pakistani rela- 
tionship. Pakistan is strategically lo- 
cated, has a significant population, it 
is a good friend in the Moslem world, it 
is an emerging democracy in a part of 
the world where we would like to see 
more democracy. 

As has been said, Pakistan has co- 
operated with the United States in a 
variety of ways. It is the second largest 
contributor of troops to U.N. peace- 
keeping operations. I think that is a 
big deal. Pakistan has been prepared to 
put its troops on the line to keep peace 
in the world, and I, for one, appreciate 
that. 

It has assisted in our antinarcotics 
efforts, and it has been helpful to U.S. 
antiterrorism efforts. And it is helpful 
right now in a very terrible and tragic 
situation in Kashmir, where one Amer- 
ican is still being held hostage. 

There is certainly room for more co- 
operation and the kinds of nonmilitary 
assistance which would be allowed to 
resume under this proposal— 
antiterrorism assistance, antinarcotics 
assistance, immigration control] train- 
ing, environmental and population as- 
sistance, civil aviation cooperation— 
would not only build even greater co- 
operation, but they would directly ben- 
efit the effort and interests of the Unit- 
ed States in a range of areas. 

Part of the amendment I will offer 
will do just that: Take the nonmilitary 
part of Senator BROWN’s amendment 
and allow it to go ahead. It is my un- 
derstanding that these types of assist- 
ance were never envisioned to be cut 
off at the time that the Pressler 
amendment was adopted, so I see no 
harm and much good that could come 
by restoring these types of assistance 
programs to Pakistan. 

I was pleased to cosponsor an amend- 
ment with the Senator from Colorado 
in the Foreign Relations Committee to 
allow this assistance. However, I think 
we need to tread much more carefully 
when it comes to military assistance. 
Returning Pakistan’s broken spare 
parts is, I think, a reasonable gesture 
of good will—no problem with that, Al- 
lowing Pakistan to resume its partici- 
pation in the IMET military training 
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course will help rebuild the ties be- 
tween the United States and the Paki- 
stani military, which is important for 
strategic cooperation. But allowing the 
transfer of the package of equipment 
allowed by this amendment is another 
story. 

The Pressler amendment sanctions 
took effect because our Government in 
effect knew that Pakistan was not 
abiding by earlier agreements made 
with our Government, and commit- 
ments made to United States Senators 
on this floor at that time, in the 198075. 
They asked for aid contingent on them 
not pursuing nuclear weapons, and 
then they turned around and did just 
what they said they would not do. 

Pakistan needs to make progress re- 
versing that problem, and I believe we 
would send a dubious message by re- 
newing our supply line to the Paki- 
stani military. As I mentioned, the 
package transferred under this pro- 
posal would include Р-3С surveillance 
aircraft, capable of providing sub- 
marine deterrence, which is a major 
concern to India; the Harpoon missiles; 
the TOW missile launchers; the spare 
parts for Е-168; and other sophisti- 
cated equipment. 

It is not a significant enough pack- 
age to substantially alter the military 
balance in South Asia, but it is a 
change in the military balance of 
South Asia. Do we want to change the 
military balance of South Asia shortly 
before a hotly contested election in 
India, when we know major candidates 
running in that race will be forced to 
respond? They will be forced to re- 
spond, and one of the things that has 
been a goal of American foreign policy 
is to prevent the deployment of the 
Prithvi missile. Instead, we are provid- 
ing the excuse for the deployment of 
the Prithvi missile, and therefore fur- 
ther escalating and heightening ten- 
sions between the two countries. 

And there is major tension. There is 
no subject as sensitive, as difficult, on 
which the sides are more implacable 
than the Kashmir problem. You have 
seen the worst results of that tension 
in terms of the taking of the hostages, 
the cutting off of the head of one of 
them, and the rolling of the head down 
the street. If that does not dem- 
onstrate what feelings are, I do not 
know what will. 

So, I know the Clinton administra- 
tion does not want to prop up unstable 
regimes, does not want to put equip- 
ment in the middle of a tinderbox, but 
that is exactly what this does, and 
there is no way to say it does not. It 
does. 

Anyone who has had the security 
briefing I think better understands the 
problem. 

So I cannot support a resumption of 
these arms transfers. The greatest 
threat of nuclear war on the planet 
today, I believe, rests in South Asia 
and rests between India and Pakistan. 
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India has contributed to this tension 
just as much as Pakistan has. But it is 
there. It is real. It is palpable and it is 
fueled by a dramatic ongoing debate 
which one country views as a major as- 
sault on its territorial sovereignty. 
What else does one need as a precipi- 
tant to a conflagration? 

So I urge my colleagues to look care- 
fully at this resolution, to look care- 
fully at the list of equipment, at the 
rockets, at the missiles, at the parts 
that are being sent in this $368 million 
transfer. I hope that the Brown amend- 
ment might be defeated and that we 
would have an opportunity to put for- 
ward an amendment which would carry 
forth the economic and the humani- 
tarian, the antinarcotics and 
antiterrorism portions of Senator 
BROWN’s very well-meaning amend- 
ment. 

I thank the Chair. I yield my time. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, first of 
all, I want to say what a great pleasure 
it has been to work with the distin- 
guished Senator from California. She is 
bright and thoughtful and she has been 
very energetic in applying herself to 
not only the committee work but this 
particular problem. I have found her to 
be very thorough and very sincere in 
the kind of approach she has taken, I 
might say also very constructive. And 
I appreciate the fact that she will offer 
an alternative to Members of the Sen- 
ate to review that will give them some 
choices on this issue. 

I must say as a Member I have found 
it a bit difficult to discuss the issue in 
trying to develop legislation, which I 
think is our job as legislators, with 
some Members who simply want to pre- 
clude the issue from being reviewed or 
discussed or legislated on and view the 
right way to do it is with a filibuster. 
I believe reasonable men and women 
can come to a reasonable solution that 
is best for our country, and so I wel- 
come her initiatives and I commend 
her on a very thoughtful approach to 
it. 

Mr. President, I might say my ap- 
proach all along has been to say, look, 
what is central here is for the United 
States to be true to itself. It is not in 
character for us to take someone’s 
money for a contract and then refuse 
to return their money or refuse to de- 
liver on that contract. What we need to 
do is either give them their money 
back or give them their equipment 
that they contracted for but not keep 
both. That I think is simple basic fair- 
ness that most Americans would agree 
with. I believe the Senator from Cali- 
fornia shares that view. She does have 
a different view than I in terms of the 
package, limited package of military 
equipment that my amendment would 
deliver. 
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Mr. President, I will simply add one 
other comment at this point. It is 
something of a technical background 
for Members. I note the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio is here and he has 
been a leader in the Senate, and in the 
world I might say, in terms of non- 
proliferation. 

The MTCR, the Missile Technology 
Control Regime, has 25 countries—at 
least that is the latest CRS report— 
that indicate they are not so much 
signers but partners, in the parlance of 
the CRS, and these partners in addition 
have contacted other countries that do 
include China, that have agreed to 
abide by their guidelines. Pakistan is 
not a partner in MTCR, and they are 
not listed by the CRS among the coun- 
tries that have agreed to observe it. 

I believe the MTCR is a very impor- 
tant item here for Members to con- 
sider. We have statutes that are de- 
signed to control this technology. The 
suggestion has been made by some 
Members, for whom I have a great deal 
of respect, there may have been a vio- 
lation of this statute with regard to 
China and Pakistan. If that is true, 
there will be severe sanctions. It is 
very important to know that the 
amendment which is before the Senate 
in no way waives those sanctions. As a 
matter of fact, it has a separate spe- 
cific section that makes it crystal 
clear that nothing in this legislation 
waives those sanctions. 

So should you be concerned about 
MTCR? Absolutely. But does this 
amendment in any way interfere with 
MTCR? Absolutely not. In fact, it does 
the opposite. It makes it crystal clear 
if there are sanctions there they have 
the responsibility to go ahead with 
them as provided by our law. 

Mr. President, I retain the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield 15 
minutes to the Senator from Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair, and I 
thank my friend from Ohio. And also 
let me commend the Senator from Ohio 
for the decades of work he has put in in 
the fight against the proliferation both 
of nuclear weapons, weapons of mass 
destruction, and means of delivery of 
those weapons. It is the missiles par- 
ticularly which we are talking about 
today, but there are also weapons 
themselves which are involved in this 
debate, and nobody has worked harder 
than the Senator from Ohio to try to 
address the proliferation concerns 
which are the emerging threats to this 
world. The cold war may be over, but 
the world is a more dangerous place in 
many ways now than it was before. The 
reason it is more dangerous in many 
ways is because of the threat of nuclear 
weapons, weapons of mass destruction 
and means of their delivery, the pro- 
liferation threat which we face. 
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The issue is whether we are going to 
be serious about them. That is really 
what the Senate is going to decide to- 
morrow, whether or not we are going to 
be serious about a proliferation issue 
which is so clear that I would urge our 
colleagues to go up to the fourth floor, 
as about 10 of us have, and review the 
materials. They are there. The charts 
are there. They will be there in the 
morning. Some of us have had this 
briefing now three times. We can hide 
our head in the sand and we can say, 
well, gee, maybe there is not a viola- 
tion of the Missile Technology Control 
Regime, which is supposed to be en- 
forced by our export control laws, but I 
think it is pretty difficult to do that 
after the briefings that we have re- 
ceived. 

Now, that is my conclusion. Maybe 
others can reach different conclusions. 
It is difficult for me to see how any of 
us can reach a different conclusion, but 
it is more. difficult for me to see how 
we would not at least go up to the 
fourth floor and expose ourselves to 
those materials which are there very 
clearly for each Member of this Senate 
to see and consider. 

If there is no more serious issue than 
proliferation—and I do not know of too 
many issues that are more serious— 
surely it is worth a visit to the fourth 
floor to review the intelligence reports 
on the question of whether or not 
China has delivered, transferred to 
Pakistan missiles or missile compo- 
nents which exceed the limits which 
are provided for in the Missile Tech- 
nology Control Regime. 

Now, our good friend from Colorado 
has given a bunch of reasons that we 
should proceed with the sale of this 
equipment to Pakistan. Pakistan is an 
ally; that is true. Pakistan has sup- 
ported common goals in Afghanistan; 
that is true. Of course, it was in their 
own self-interest to pursue those goals, 
but nonetheless they were common 
goals and she pursued them. Pakistan, 
indeed, supports multinational peace 
enforcement. So do we. 

I hope it is in her self-interest to do 
that. But the fact that we have a com- 
mon interest in that is given as a rea- 
son for why we should proceed with the 
sale of this nature. 

I think the other point that the Sen- 
ator from Colorado makes, which is 
one I share, which is that it is not in 
our character to take folks’ money and 
then not deliver the product, I must 
say in this regard I think that the Sen- 
ator from Colorado is correct, that if 
equity requires that we not allow that 
money to be kept at the same time 
that the delivery has not been made, 
then true to ourselves, whatever por- 
tion of that money equity requires be 
returned to Pakistan should be re- 
turned to Pakistan. 

But that is not the issue here tonight 
either. The Senator from California is 
going to be introducing an amendment 
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tomorrow which will take us down that 
path which is the path of being true to 
ourselves and our laws on exports at 
the same time living up to a moral ob- 
ligation to be true to ourselves to not 
take money from folks and not deliver 
the product. 

Now, I believe that the Senator from 
California’s amendment tomorrow is 
going to be worded in such a way that 
whatever funds equity requires be re- 
turned to Pakistan, or words to that ef- 
fect, should be returned to Pakistan. 
And I would be supporting that amend- 
ment because that is the way we can be 
true to ourselves in all regard. 

We can make sure that we enforce 
our laws against proliferation at the 
same time we do not take money which 
does not belong to us and keep money 
which does not belong to us. But we 
can do both. 

The issue in this amendment tonight 
that we are debating, the Brown 
amendment, is whether or not we are 
going to ignore our law relative to the 
proliferation of missiles by authorizing 
the shipment of military equipment 
which, if Pakistan received missiles 
that exceed the limits in the missile 
technology control regime, could not 
be properly sent to Pakistan. 

Now, our law is clear. It is the Arms 
Export Control Act. The law says that 
sanctions will be applied to those who 
export, transfer or trade in certain 
areas. And then they refer to the mis- 
sile technology control regime annex. 
And that missile technology control re- 
gime is very specific, that if missiles or 
components of technology have a range 
of more than 300 kilometers and a pay- 
load of more than 500 kilograms, then 
that is violative of the missile tech- 
nology control regime and then people 
who export, transfer or trade that type 
of missile or components for those mis- 
siles or technologies for those missiles 
will be subject the sanctions. It does 
not say may be subject to sanctions,” 
by the way. It says the President 
“shall impose sanctions” in that event. 

Now, that leaves it up to each of us 
to reach our own conclusion as to 
whether or not missiles have been 
transferred to Pakistan which exceed 
those limits. If so, our law does not 
permit the transfer of the equipment 
which would be allowed under the 
Brown amendment. Our law just sim- 
ply does not permit that. 

Now, maybe individuals can conclude 
that the evidence is not clear on this 
issue, that Pakistan has received mis- 
siles of this range and payload. And if 
an individual, a Member of the Senate, 
can go up to the fourth floor and reach 
that conclusion, it seems to me they 
could then support the Brown amend- 
ment. But I would urge Members to do 
that. I have done that now twice. I 
have had a third briefing on top of 
that. I cannot in good conscience reach 
any conclusion such as that, or come 
close to it. It is not even, to me, a close 
question. 
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I think in order for a person to con- 
clude anything other than what I have 
concluded would require absolutely 
closing one’s eyes to the extraor- 
dinarily clear evidence on this subject. 
What is that evidence? We are not al- 
lowed to describe that on the Senate 
floor. It is classified. We can describe 
our own conclusions, and we have. We 
can urge our colleagues to go and re- 
view that evidence—it does not take 
long—and reach their own conclusions, 
which surely our colleagues I believe 
should do. But the issue here is so im- 
portant. It is a proliferation issue that 
it is incumbent upon those of us who 
have seen that briefing to urge our col- 
leagues tomorrow morning, prior to 
the vote, to take a few minutes and go 
up and look at those materials in room 
56-407. 

Now, our good friend from Colorado— 
I must commend him for a lot of rea- 
sons—he has applied an intellectual 
acumen to this matter as well as his 
own great spirit which makes it always 
difficult for those of us who disagree 
with him to disagree with him, because 
he is a man of great reason and a man 
of great integrity. He has pointed out 
in his amendment that it specifically 
says that “nothing contained herein 
shall affect sanctions for transfers of 
missile equipment or technology re- 
quired under section 11B.” And that 
language is indeed in his amendment. 

The problem is that his amendment 
does affect sanctions. The words in sec- 
tion 8 which I just read, which says 
nothing shall affect sanctions, are the 
words. But actions speak louder than 
words. The action part of this amend- 
ment is earlier in the amendment when 
it says that military equipment, 
“other than Е-16 aircraft, may be 
transferred to Pakistan pursuant to 
contracts for cases entered into before 
October 1, 1990.” So the words іп sub- 
section (h) which say that ‘‘nothing 
contained herein shall affect sanc- 
біопв” are contradicted by what is con- 
tained herein, which is the authority 
to transfer military equipment to 
Pakistan. That is the action part of the 
amendment. 

How I wish it were true that nothing 
herein affected sanctions for transfers 
of missile equipment required under 
section 11B. If there were nothing in 
here which affected our missile tech- 
nology control regime, if there were 
nothing in here which affected our 
Arms Export Control Act, there would 
not be any opposition to the Brown 
amendment on this floor. The problem 
is that this very amendment, by au- 
thorizing the transfer of military 
equipment to Pakistan, is undermining 
the Arms Export Control Act which 
says that this equipment shall not be 
transferred if—this is the big ‘‘if’’—if, 
in fact, Pakistan has received missiles 
or components or technology within 
the missile technology control regime. 
That is the if.“ 
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Each one of us can reach our own 
conclusion. I think the conclusion is so 
crystal clear that there is not much 
room for doubt. The Secretary of State 
apparently has said that there is 
enough doubt in his mind that he has 
not yet reached that conclusion. How 
he has been able to say that in light of 
all that evidence beats me. But I hope 
everybody will reach their own conclu- 
sion. But this issue is so critically im- 
portant, this proliferation issue, that it 
requires each of us to focus on that evi- 
dence, reach our conclusion, and if the 
conclusion is that, in fact, missiles 
have been transferred and if the con- 
clusion is that they have a range and 
payload that exceeds the missile tech- 
nology control regime, then it seems to 
me that the Brown amendment must 
be defeated. 

And so, Mr. President, again, let me 
commend the Senator from Ohio, 
thank him for yielding me time. I also 
want to thank the Senator from Cali- 
fornia for the amendment which she is 
working on which will give us an op- 
portunity to do two right things: One is 
to live up to our own Arms Export Con- 
trol Act and to do the right thing on 
proliferation at the same time that we 
do what equity requires relative to the 
return of any funds that indeed equity 
might require be returned to Pakistan. 
We cannot do both things. 

The Senator from California will be 
offering an amendment which will 
allow us to do both things, but the 
amendment before us puts us on a very, 
very difficult road which I think under- 
mines the deep concerns which every 
Member of this body feels about pro- 
liferation. 

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEVIN. I not only yield, I am 
happy to yield the floor. 

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Vermont 
wants to make a brief presentation. 
While I have indicated to the Senator 
from Iowa that he would be next, with 
his acquiescence, I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I will 
be brief, as I have to take the chair as 
soon as I can. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that John F. 
Guerra, a Pearson fellow on my staff, 
be granted the privilege of the floor for 
the pendency of this legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I will 
be brief. First, I will support the 
amendment of the Senator from Colo- 
rado, but I also will take a moment to 
commend the Senator from Kentucky 
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[Mr. MCCONNELL] for the time and hard 
work he and his staff put into crafting 
this legislation. He has done a com- 
mendable job with a tough assignment: 
to reduce our expenditures on foreign 
aid by a significant amount without 
compromising national interests. I ap- 
preciate his willingness to work with 
all of the members of the subcommit- 
tee to craft a bill that meets the budg- 
et allocation and comes to the floor 
with a broad backing of both the Ар- 
propriations Committee and a majority 
of the foreign assistance community. 

Let us look at the big picture for a 
moment. We have committed ourselves 
to reducing the crippling Federal defi- 
cit, and failure to do so would irrev- 
ocably cripple our Nation and our econ- 
omy for years to come. 

Yet, we must not blindly slash spend- 
ing across the board. We must carefully 
review our priorities and assign our 
limited funds accordingly. 

I have been arguing for some time 
that education must be one of our top 
priorities. Spending on education is 
only about 3 percent of the entire Fed- 
eral budget. Yet, if we do not prepare 
our children for the future, we will be 
unable to maintain our standard of liv- 
ing. 

I am concerned that the quality of 
our educational system is falling be- 
hind that of our major international 
competitors, and if this trend contin- 
ues, we will find ourselves severely 
handicapped in our efforts to maintain 
a position of economic leadership and 
our standard of living. 

The other very small, yet very im- 
portant, area of Federal spending is 
foreign aid. While many Americans 
think we spend about 15 percent of our 
budget on foreign aid, in truth foreign 
aid comprises only 1 percent of the 
budget. And this small investment is 
being cut in this bill by almost 10 per- 
cent. Foreign aid is doing its share in 
contributing to deficit reduction. 

Yet, there is a danger in cutting 
these accounts too deeply. Much of this 
funding goes to meeting basic human 
needs abroad and to empower people to 
take control of their own development. 
If we do not make a modest contribu- 
tion to the efforts of certain less devel- 
oped nations to get their societies and 
economies on the right track, then we 
will lose out as these markets open to 
foreign business. If we do not increase 
our exports, we will not be able to 
maintain our standard of living. It is 
that simple. 

Let me touch briefly on a few of the 
concerns I have with the bill. I am con- 
fident that the chairman and the rank- 
ing member will continue to work with 
me and other Members to address the 
issues as we move through the process. 
While I am appreciative of the efforts 
that have been made to increase the 
funding for international organizations 
and programs account, more needs to 
be done. The funding is highly lever- 
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aged in most cases by funding matches 
from many other countries that share 
these development and environmental 
priorities. 

I hope we can address this issue fur- 
ther as we move through this process. 
Otherwise, I worry that we may jeop- 
ardize the very good work done by 
many international organizations, in- 
cluding those ably led by Americans. 

Let me mention the consolidation of 
the development assistance and eco- 
nomic support fund into a single assist- 
ance account. That dissolves the well- 
established separation between those 
two distinct aspects of U.S. economic 
aid. I am worried this change makes 
developmental assistance vulnerable, 
especially in the event of emergencies, 
to short-term pressures at the expense 
of long-term goals. 

I understand the chairman's reasons 
for including both the development 
fund for Africa and the child’s survival 
program in the new bilateral economic 
assistance account. However, I trust 
that as we move through the process, 
every effort will be made to protect 
these programs from any further reduc- 
tions. It is critical that the funding for 
these neediest individuals and the 
neediest continent be preserved. 

The cut of $28 million below the ad- 
ministration’s request for voluntary 
funding for the peacekeeping account 
is also of concern. International peace- 
keeping is a great way of leveraging 
our defense expenditures and reducing 
the exposure of our troops, while help- 
ing to resolve conflicts of direct con- 
cern to us. It is one of the most cost-ef- 
fective methods of increasing capabili- 
ties while sharing the burden in situa- 
tions that demand our attention. 

Mr. President, I want to again com- 
mend the Senator from Colorado for 
raising and discussing very eloquently 
this very difficult and important 
amendment. I also again want to com- 
mend both the chairman and ranking 
member of the subcommittee for their 
efforts in crafting a bill under ex- 
tremely difficult circumstances. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re- 
mainder of my time. 

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, we have 
been trading back and forth. I have 
committed to the Senator from Iowa. I 
certainly will understand if the distin- 
guished Senator from Ohio—— 

Mr. GLENN. That is all right. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I thank 
him and thank him for his generosity 
in allowing us to proceed. I yield now 
to the Senator from Iowa such time as 
he may consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JEF- 
FORDS). The Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator for yielding me this time. 

Iam proud to join with my colleague, 
Senator BROWN, in cosponsoring this 
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amendment to the foreign operations 
bill. I think this amendment by Sen- 
ator BROWN is the first step in moving 
toward a stronger and more flexible re- 
lationship with Pakistan, and I com- 
mend the Senator for all of his work on 
this important issue. 

First, I will just say that some may 
call this a pro-Pakistan amendment, 
implying this is to help Pakistan and 
nothing more. Quite frankly, I see this 
as a pro-American amendment that 
strengthens U.S. interests and objec- 
tives in a vital region of the world. 

I am sorry I was not able to be here 
for some of the earlier statements that 
were made, but I was here for most of 
the comments made by my colleague 
from Michigan. As I was listening, I 
was jotting down some notes. I could 
not help but think, as the Senator from 
Michigan, my good friend, was speak- 
ing, that the missile technology con- 
trol regime only covers exports and im- 
ports. It obviously does not cover mis- 
siles developed in the country. 

The question I was going to pose to 
the Senator from Michigan when he 
yielded the floor was whether or not 
the Senator from Michigan would be 
willing to extend these kinds of sanc- 
tions to India, even though it is not 
under the MTCR? We understand that. 
But nonetheless, a duck by any other 
name is still a duck, and when you are 
talking about missile technology and 
throw weight and whether or not you 
have the capability of delivering cer- 
tain types of weapons, then certainly 
India has proceeded down that path. 

MTCR, as we know, only covers im- 
ports and exports, but when you are 
talking about sanctions in terms of a 
missile regime, I think you have to 
look at it more broadly than that. So, 
again, if you are going to have sanc- 
tions, why not have sanctions on India, 
too? I rather doubt the Senator would 
be in favor of that. 

But I say to my friend from Michigan 
that I think—and I checked this; it has 
been checked by staff with the State 
Department—that the major flaw in 
the argument of the Senator from 
Michigan is this: If there are viola- 
tions, would the MTCR prohibit only 
all new licenses to Pakistan and China? 
The items we are talking about here 
were already licensed in the 1980's. 
These are old licenses, not new. 

So my point is that even if MTCR 
sanctions were imposed tomorrow, all 
of these items could still go to either 
Pakistan or to China. 

So the Senator from Michigan made 
an interesting statement, but it just 
does not comport with the facts and 
with what MTCR covers. 

Mr. President, again, whether or not 
this evidence exists, let me read here a 
statement made by Secretary Warren 
Christopher on July 28, 1995, this sum- 
mer, to the National Press Club. 

Here was the question: 

Will the Clinton Administration order ad- 
ditional sanctions against China for supply- 
ing missile technology to Pakistan and Iran. 
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Secretary CHRISTOPHER. As I mentioned in 
my remarks, we are concerned about pro- 
liferation issues, and we are certainly con- 
cerned about it as they relate to South Asia. 
We monitor it very carefully and very close- 
ly. 

У the present time, although there is a 

fairly large body of evidence, we do not 

think there is the evidence there that would 

justify the imposition of sanctions. But I 

want to assure all that we feel an obligation 

to keep this matter carefully under review 
and to follow and comply with the law in 
this regard. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that this statement appear at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ADDRESS BY SECRETARY OF STATE WARREN 
CHRISTOPHER ОМ U.S. NATIONAL INTEREST IN 
THE ASIA-PACIFIC REGION, NATIONAL PRESS 
CLUB, WASHINGTON, DC 
Question. Will the Clinton Administration 

order additional sanctions against China for 

supplying missile technology to Pakistan 
and Iran? 

Secretary CHRISTOPHER. As I mentioned in 
my remarks, we are concerned about pro- 
liferation issues, and we are certainly con- 
cerned about it as they relate to South Asia. 
We monitor it very carefully and very close- 
ly. 

At the present time, although there is a 

fairly large body of evidence, we do not 

think there is the evidence there that would 

justify the imposition of sanctions. But I 

want to assure all that we feel an obligation 

to keep this matter carefully under review 
and to follow and comply with the law in 
this regard. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, again, 
Secretary Christopher said, as late as 
July 28, there was not enough evidence 
that would justify the imposition of 
sanctions. 

That is really kind of what we are 
talking about here. Again, my friend 
from Michigan mentioned something in 
his comments about the transfer of 
missiles and missile technology. All I 
can say is that the last paragraph of 
the amendment is very clear and un- 
equivocal. It says: 

Nothing contained herein shall affect sanc- 
tions for transfers of missile equipment or 
technology required under section 11B of the 
Export Administration Act of 1979 or section 
73 of the Arms Export Control Act. 

You cannot get much clearer than 
that. Again, I think the Senator from 
Michigan sort of raised a kind of straw 
man here because, obviously, the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Colorado is explicit in its last 
paragraph in saying that nothing here- 
in shall violate the Arms Export Con- 
trol Act. 

Next, Mr. President, in case anybody 
says, Well, that was July 28 that Sec- 
retary Christopher made those com- 
ments,” I have a copy of a letter here 
to the majority leader, Senator DOLE, 
from Secretary Christopher, regarding 
several issues, one of which is the issue 
regarding Pakistan. Let me read this 
Paragraph that is in the letter dated 
September 20: 
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We appreciate the bipartisan interest we 
have seen in improving our relationship with 
Pakistan. We would support an amendment 
that would permit aid to Pakistan that is in 
our own interest, such as trade promotion, 
counternarcotics assistance, and 
counterterrorism programs. We also support 
language that would allow for the return of 
military equipment for which Pakistan has 
already paid. 

That is what is in the Brown amend- 
ment. 


To engage Pakistan on issues of concern to 
us, including non-proliferation, it is essen- 
tial to resolve this unfair situation. 


That is dated September 20. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that that be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Washington, September 20, 1995. 

DEAR SENATOR DOLE: As the Senate begins 
consideration of the FY 1996 Foreign Oper- 
ations Appropriations bill, I would like to 
address several issues in the version of the 
bill as reported by the full Appropriations 
Committee. 

At the outset I would like to thank Chair- 
man McConnell and Senator Leahy for their 
willingness to work with us and to include 
priority initiatives such as a long-term ex- 
tension of Middle East Peace Facilitation 
Act (MEPFA) and a drawdown authority for 
Jordan in the subcommittee mark. We would 
oppose any amendments that would alter the 
carefully negotiated language for either of 
these initiatives. Also, we appreciate the 
Subcommittee’s removal of objectionable 
conditions adopted by the House on popu- 
lation assistance and aid to Turkey, Haiti, 
and Mexico. We hope to continue in this co- 
operative fashion to produce a Foreign Oper- 
ations bill that can be presented to the 
President with bipartisan support. 

Despite the favorable aspects of the legis- 
lation, there are several items that are of 
great concern to be Department of State. 
The funding levels throughout the bill are 
well below the President’s request level. The 
Foreign Operations cuts, coupled with the 
cuts being proposed to international pro- 
grams in the Senate’s Commerce, Justice, 
State Department Appropriations bill, rep- 
resent a serious threat to America’s leader- 
ship in international affairs. 

The bill also contains numerous earmarks 
and substantially restructures our foreign 
aid accounts. We expect international agen- 
cies to do their share in the effort to balance 
the budget as the President's budget plan 
makes clear. However, we, the Administra- 
tion, should have the flexibility to apply 
funds to the programs that provide the best 
results. Earmarks in our programs for the 
New Independent States, International 
Counternarcotics, and economic assistance 
would prevent us from being able to respond 
to the crises and unexpected requirements of 
the post-Cold War world. Further, the pro- 
portionality requirement in the new Eco- 
nomic Assistance account restricts our abil- 
ity to change the distribution of these funds 
from year to year. We oppose these restric- 
tions. 

The bill also contains a number of objec- 
tionable policy provisions. Retrictions on 
our ability to contribute to the Korean En- 
ergy Development Organization (KEDO) 
would, in effect, prevent U.S. funding of 
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KEDO and greatly hinder, if not destroy, the 
international effort to implement the Agreed 
Framework. We oppose linking KEDO fund- 
ing to substantial progress on North Korean/ 
South Korean dialogue. Imposing an artifi- 
cial and unrealistic deadline on North/South 
talks, which have taken years to progress, 
will hold hostage the very funding that will 
facilitate the progress we all so desire. We 
remain convinced that the North/South dia- 
logue will move forward substantially as a 
result of the Agreed Framework and the cre- 
ation of KEDO. Our failure to contribute to 
KEDO will threaten its ability to meet its 
obligations under the Framework and, con- 
sequently, invite North Korean non-compli- 
ance. The Agreed Framework is working. 
North Korea has frozen its nuclear weapons 
program. We need Congressional support for 
KEDO to keep the freeze in place. 

Regarding assistance to the New Independ- 
ent States (NIS) and Russia, we have reached 
a critical moment in the reform process. 
Continued funding is essential. It can make 
a major difference in whether reformers in 
Russia, Ukraine, Armenia, Moldova and 
other states will be able to maintain momen- 
tum, or the opponents of reform will halt the 
development of democratic market societies. 
We need to stay the course for this transi- 
tional pericd, while normal trading and in- 
vestment relationships develop in the former 
Soviet states. We very much appreciate the 
continued support we have received from the 
Congress, and the Senate Appropriations 
Committee in particular, for this critical ef- 
fort, as reflected in this bill. 

At the same time, however, we oppose new 
conditions on assistance to the NIS. It is of 
course tempting to withdraw our assistance 
as punishment when we do not agree with 
Russian actions or policies. But this would 
be a mistake. This assistance is in our na- 
tional interest. Cutting or restricting aid 
would hurt reformers, the very people who 
have protested the war in Chechnya, criti- 
cized Russia’s proposed nuclear sale to Iran, 
or insisted that Russia end cooperation with 
Cuba. We urge you to remove such condi- 
tions from this bill. Let me assure you that 
we share your concerns about Russia's poli- 
cies in these areas; that is why we continue 
to work on other fronts to stop the Russian 
nuclear reactor sale to Iran and to prevent 
completion of the Cuban reactor project. 

We also urge you to restore the national 
security waiver for the certification require- 
ment on violations of territorial integrity, 
which has been removed from the Senate 
version of this bill. It is important that the 
President retain the ability to determine 
whether the national security of the United 
States justifies a waiver of this requirement. 
Moreover, removal of the waiver provision 
could have unintended consequences, such as 
prohibiting humanitarian assistance to the 
victims of regional conflicts in countries 
such as Armenia. 

The language regarding restrictions on the 
terminaiton of sanctions against Serbia and 
Montenegro also reflects objectionable 
House language carried over in the Senate 
bill. The recent combination of NATO's re- 
solve and energetic United States leadership 
on the diplomatic front has led to some en- 
couraging opportunities for a negotiated set- 
tlement to the conflict. To prematurely 
close off any avenues that may lead to a dip- 
lomatic settlement, including adjustments 
to the sanctions regime against Serbia, 
would complicate our efforts. 

We appreciate the bipartisan interest we 
have seen in improving our relationship with 
Pakistan. We would support an amendment 
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that would permit aid to Pakistan that is іп 
our own interest, such as trade promotion, 
counternarcotics assistance, and 
counterterrorism . We also support 
language that would allow for the return of 
military equipment for which Pakistan has 
already paid. To engage Pakistan on issues 
of concern to us, including non-proliferation, 
it is essential to resolve this unfair situa- 
tion. 

There remain other problematic issues in 
the bill, but we are encouraged by the will- 
ingness of the bill’s managers to work with 
us, and we hope that these other issues can 
be resolved on the Senate floor or in con- 
ference. 

Sincerely, 
WARREN CHRISTOPHER. 


Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, last, re- 
garding the letters, in making the 
point that the points of the Senator 
from Michigan are not in keeping with 
the views of the Secretary of State or 
of this administration, let me also read 
from a letter dated August 2 from the 
Secretary of Defense, William Perry, to 
the chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee, Senator STROM THURMOND. 
Again, I will read the first paragraph: 

For the past six months, the Administra- 
tion has wrestled with the difficult problem 
of trying to build a stronger, more flexible 
relationship with Pakistan—an important, 
moderate Islamic democracy in a troubled 
region which has been a long-time friend and 
has become a major partner in peacekeeping 
operations—while promoting the very impor- 
tant nonproliferation goals of the Pressler 
Amendment. 


Then he went on in the letter to 
point out basically what is in the 
amendment and what the President 
would support. And then Secretary 
Perry says this: 

While we recognize this is not a perfect so- 
lution, it is, we believe, the course which 
will best help us resolve a difficult problem 
with a country which has long been a friend. 
This is an effort to resolve issues involving 
“fairness” that have become a major irritant 
in our relationship with Pakistan—it is in no 
way an effort to resume a military supply re- 
lationship. Meanwhile, our ability to work 
with Pakistan to achieve nonproliferation 
goals is eroding. The status quo, unfortu- 
nately, offers few incentives for future co- 
operation or restraint by Pakistan—or by 
India, whose nuclear and missile programs 
are also of concern. If we succeed in putting 
this issue behind us, we will be in a better 
position to engage Pakistan in a construc- 
tive way on issues of concern to us, particu- 
larly nonproliferation. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that this entire letter to Senator 
STROM THURMOND, dated August 2, 1995, 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, August 2, 1995. 
Hon. STROM THURMOND, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: For the past six 
months, the Administration has wrestled 
with the difficult problem of trying to build 
a stronger, more flexible relationship with 
Pakistan—an important, moderate Islamic 
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democracy in a troubled region which has 
been a long-term friend and has become a 
major partner in peacekeeping operations— 
while promoting the very important non- 
proliferation goals of the Pressler Amend- 
ment. 

Based on a detailed review within the Ad- 
ministration and consultations with Con- 
gress, the President had decided to address 
this matter on three fronts: 

First, he strongly supports provisions al- 
ready contained in the House and Senate 
versions of the Foreign Aid Authorization 
bill that would permit us to resume eco- 
nomic assistance and limited military assist- 
ance affecting clear U.S. interests (including 
assistance іп peacekeeping, counter- 
terrrorism and counternarcotics as well as 


Second, the President has decided to seek 
authority, as provided by an amendment to 
be proposed by Senator Brown, that would 
release approximately $370 million worth of 
embargoed military equipment purchased by 
Pakistan before the imposition of Pressler 
sanctions. This authority would specifically 
exclude the release of the F-16s. Among the 
items that would be released are three P-3C 
Orion maritime patrol aircraft, Harpoon 
anti-ship missiles, counter-mortar radars, 
howitzers, and support kits for Е-168 and 
Cobra helicopters already in the Pakistani 
inventory. These items will not disturb the 
conventional arms balance in South Asia 
which overwhelmingly favors India. 

Finally, the President has decided that, 
rather than releasing the 28 F-l6s to Paki- 
stan, he will seek to sell them to a third 
country and deposit the proceeds of any sale 
in the Pakistan Trust Fund to reimburse, as 
much as the sale permits, Pakistan’s invest- 
ment in these aircraft. 

While we recognize that this is not a per- 
fect solution, it is, we believe, the course 
which will best help us resolve a difficult 
problem with a country which has long been 
a friend. This is an effort to resolve issues in- 
volving fairness“ that have become a major 
irritant in our relationship with Pakistan— 
it is in no way an effort to resume a military 
supply relationship. Meanwhile, our ability 
to work with Pakistan to achieve non- 
proliferation goals is eroding. The status quo 
unfortunately, offers few incentives for fu- 
ture cooperation or restraint by Pakistan— 
or by India, whose nuclear and missile pro- 
grams are also of concern. If we succeed in 
putting this issue behind us, we will be in a 
better position to engage Pakistan in a con- 
structive way on issues of concern to us, par- 
ticularly nonproliferation. 

The second aspect of this three-part ef- 
fort—embodied in Senator Brown’s pending 
amendment to provide authority to release 
the embargoed Pakistan equipment other 
than the Е-165—тау be coming to a vote 
very shortly. I urge you to support our ef- 
forts to resolve this problem by supporting 
Senator Brown’s amendment when it is of- 
fered. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM J. PERRY. 
PUTTING THE RELEASE OF EMBARGOED 
PAKISTANI EQUIPMENT INTO PERSPECTIVE 


The total package has a value of $368 mil- 
lion—not $700 million as has been reported. 

Although the P-3C Orion provides a long- 
range offensive capability, three aircraft 
would hardly disturb India’s nearly 2 to 1 ad- 
vantage over Pakistan in naval systems: 

It is claimed that the P-3s provide a le- 
thal stand off capability” against Indian 
naval targets as far south as Cochin; how- 
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ever, it should be noted that because the 
Pakistan Navy has no aircraft carriers (of 
which the Indian Navy has two), the Paki- 
stanis would be unable to provide fighters to 
escort these slow aircraft when operating at 
such a great distance from Karachi—thus 
leaving them vulnerable to interception by 
either land-based Indian Air Force fighters 
or carrier based Indian Navy aircraft. 

It is incorrect to say that the P-3C rep- 
resent a new weapons system for the region 
as the Indian Navy already has two squad- 
rons of similar maritime patrol aircraft that 
include five П-38 (the Russian version of the 
P-3) and eight Tu-142 Bear F aircraft. While 
these aircraft do not have a system equiva- 
lent to the Harpoon, they do have equipment 
to locate submarines and are capable of 
launching torpedoes. 

The Indian Navy also possesses an anti- 
ship missile, the Sea Eagle, which is similar 
to the Harpoon. Although not capable of 
being launched from the maritime patrol air- 
craft mentioned above, the Indian Sea Eagles 
can be carried on the Sea Harrier jets and the 
Sea King helicopters which operate from In- 
dia’s two aircraft carriers—thus giving the 
Indian Navy a more formidable long-range 
strike capability than that provided by three 
Р-35 


C-NIFE would enable Pack Cobra heli- 
copters to launch TOW 2 anti-tank guided 
missiles at night; however, these 19 heli- 
copters, so equipped, would hardly offset In- 
dia’s 2 to 1 advantage (by over 2000 tanks) 
over Pakistan. 

The Pakistani Е-168 are already equipped 
with the AN/ALR-69 radar warning receiver 
and AN/ALQ-131 electronic counter measures 
jamming equipment. These are defensive 
rather than offensive systems. The ALR-69 
alerts the pilot that a radar has painted“ 
his aircraft; the ALQ-131 electronically de- 
flects the hostile missile. The ALR-69 and 
ALQ-131 kits that would be released would 
enhance the reliability of these systems 
rather than provide any new military capa- 
bility. 

Since Pakistan has previously received 
over 200 AIM-9L air-to-air missiles, the re- 
lease of 360 more will not provide any new 
capability. Furthermore, India will still 
enjoy an almost 2 to 1 advantage in jet com- 
bat aircraft over Pakistan to include a bet- 
ter than 2 to 1 advantage in aircraft equiva- 
lent to the Pakistani F-16s (i. e., MiG-29 and 
Mirage 2000). 

The 24 howitzers that would be released to 
Pakistan are M198 155 mm towed howitzers. 
Given the fact that the Indian Army has over 
3000 towed artillery pieces (almost twice the 
number in the Pakistani inventory), 24 more 
will not make a significant difference. It 
should be noted that during the nearly five 
years that these howitzers were embargoed, 
India acquired over 250 equivalent artillery 
pieces from Czechoslovakia and Russia/ 
USSR. 

In regard to МК-46 torpedoes, Pakistan 
will receive parts that constitute less that 
one operational МК-46. 

As for the 2.75" rockets, these constitute a 
resupply of ammunition for one of the weap- 
ons systems on the Pakistani Cobra heli- 
copters—they do not give Pakistan any new 
capability. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I wanted 
to make those points up front to ade- 
quately refute, I think, some of the 
points made by my friend from Michi- 
gan. This basically is, as the Senator 
from Colorado has stated so many 
times, a basic issue of fairness. Paki- 
stan has been a long-time friend and 
ally of the United States. 
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I know the hour is late, but I think it 
is important that, once again, we re- 
view a little bit of history so that we 
do not kind of operate in a vacuum, as 
though Pakistan was born yesterday, 
or that somehow our relationship with 
Pakistan just started. 

This is a relationship that goes back 
a long way. At the time of its inde- 
pendence, in 1947, Pakistan made a con- 
scious choice to promote friendship 
with the United States rather than the 
Soviet Union. The first Prime Minister 
of Pakistan, Liaqat Ali Khan, chose to 
undertake his first overseas visit to the 
United States instead of to the Soviet 
Union, despite efforts by Moscow to en- 
tice him there. While in the United 
States during 1950, the Prime Minister 
explained to various American audi- 
ences that the principles on which the 
nation of Pakistan was based were as 
compatible with the political, economi- 
cal, and ideological goals of the United 
States as they were incompatible with 
communism. He expressed that it 
would be the view of his government to 
“throw all its weight in the effort to 
maintaining stability in Asia.” 

In a speech to this Congress, Prime 
Minister Liaqat Ali Khan proclaimed 
that “по threat or persuasion, no ma- 
terial peril, or ideological allurement 
could deflect Pakistan from its chosen 
path of free democracy." 

Pakistan lived up to its commit- 
ments later on in June of 1950 when it 
declared its unqualified support for the 
United States in our war in Korea and 
backed us in that war. 

In 1954, they joined the Central Trea- 
ty Organization. In 1955, they joined 
SEATO. These two American-backed 
alliances were aimed at the contain- 
ment of communism and were very suc- 
cessful. In 1959, our two countries 
signed a Mutual Defense Treaty, which 
is still operational today. So this is a 
long history. 

Again, some will say, well, Pakistan 
has had military dictatorships and vio- 
lations of human rights. Listen, I un- 
derstand that. But I believe that the 
freedom advocates in Pakistan have 
been at it continually. They have been 
assassinated and tortured, but they 
continue to struggle for democratic 
freedoms in that country. Those are 
the ones about whom I spoke, not the 
military dictators, not the repressive 
forces in Pakistan, of which there are 
more than just a few, but to those 
brave people of Pakistan who, through 
all of this, continue to struggle and to 
fight and to maintain an adherence to 
democracy. In 1960, Pakistan’s commit- 
ment, its friendship to the United 
States was put to a very severe test. 

Again, in accordance with the Mu- 
tual Defense Treaty, Pakistan allowed 
us to set up some bases. One of them 
was a base from which we flew our U- 
2 flights over the Soviet Union and one 
of those flights, as we all too sadly re- 
member, was shot down by the Soviets. 
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Francis Gary Powers was the pilot. We 
all know how the Soviets paraded him 
as one of their trophies. 

Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev 
turned his ire on Pakistan because he 
knew that is where the plane left from. 
He threatened to use nuclear arms and 
weapons against Pakistan. He boasted 
that the City of Peshawar would be 
wiped off the face of the earth because 
that is where the base was. The former 
Foreign Minister of Pakistan, in his re- 
cently published account of the inci- 
dent, describes the cool and confident 
reaction of the then-President of Paki- 
stan, who dismissed the Soviet threat 
by saying, “бо what?” 

Again, put yourself in that context. 
Korean war, Mutual Defense Treaty, 
allowing us to base our U-2 flights 
here. They are bordering right on the 
Soviet Union, and yet they stood by us. 

Pakistan again came to the help of 
the United States by helping to facili- 
tate the crucial opening of American 
relations with China. In 1970, then-Sec- 
retary of State Henry Kissinger under- 
took a secret visit to China from Paki- 
stan. Thus, again, Pakistan served as 
that vital bridge between the United 
States and China. Again, it was critical 
in the cold war to restrain the Soviet 
Union. 

Moscow began to speak of the Wash- 
ington-Beijing-Islamabad axis. Again, 
it was only Pakistan which bore the 
brunt of Soviet anger when Moscow 
signed the defense treaty with India, 
and through a massive transfer of arms 
as well as political support which en- 
abled India to invade East Pakistan in 
1971. 

Regrettably, the United States stood 
by even though we had a mutual de- 
fense treaty with Pakistan at that 
time. 

In 1979, once again Pakistan’s friend- 
ship with the United States was put to 
a severe test when the Soviet Union in- 
vaded Afghanistan. Over the next dec- 
ade, Pakistan joined the United States 
in helping to roll back Soviet com- 
munism and expansion. It did so at 
great cost. Not only, again, did the So- 
viet Union threaten Pakistan with dire 
consequences, but launched a campaign 
of subversion and terror against Paki- 
stan. The country experienced numer- 
ous violations of its ground and air- 
space, terrorist bombings, subversion. 

To add to these problems, Pakistan 
provided refuge to more than 3.2 mil- 
lion Afghans at great political and eco- 
nomic cost to itself. Think about that, 
Mr. President: 3.2 million Afghans 
sought refuge in Pakistan. 

Pakistan continues to pay the price 
for the role it played in the defeat of 
the Soviet Union in Afghanistan. But 
they stood by us and they helped. Iron- 
ically, however, this successful co- 
operation between Pakistan and the 
United States was followed by the 
worst period in their bilateral relations 
with our country with the imposition 
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of the Pressler sanctions against Paki- 
stan in 1990. 

Even despite this development, Paki- 
stan continued to seek friendly rela- 
tions with the United States and came 
to our assistance whenever we re- 
quested. Pakistan made significant 
troop contributions to the multi- 
national forces during the gulf war to 
liberate Kuwait. At the political level, 
Pakistan not only condemned the Iraqi 
invasion of Kuwait but was instrumen- 
tal in promoting the U.N. efforts for 
the liberation of Kuwait. 

Again, Pakistan took a lead role in 
the peacekeeping operations in Soma- 
lia, serving together with American 
troops in that country. It was not the 
first time that American and Pakistani 
soldiers died together for the same 
cause. 

Again, at our request, Pakistan has 
been at the forefront of contributing to 
U.N. peacekeeping operations. Paki- 
stan forces have been deployed for 
peacekeeping purposes in Bosnia, Libe- 
ria, Haiti. Pakistani troops were in 
Haiti, helping us to restore democracy 
to Haiti, Western Sahara, Mozambique, 
Georgia. 

Recently, the United States and 
Pakistan have also joined hands in the 
fight against terrorism and narcotics. 
Recently, and in cooperation with 
American personnel, Pakistan recently 
apprehended Ramzi Yousaf for alleged 
involvement in the World Trade Center 
bomb blast, and Pakistan has extra- 
dited over half a dozen drug barons to 
the United States in our joint counter- 
narcotics drive. 

Again, Mr. President, I recite all 
this. I know a lot of people know this 
history, but maybe too many of us 
have forgotten, and we have forgotten 
what a close friend and ally Pakistan 
has been. 

Again, as a moderate democratic Is- 
lamic country, Pakistan is the only 
tried and trusted friend that we have in 
that Islamic world. The recent visit of 
Prime Minister Bhutto clearly dem- 
onstrated that Pakistan’s commitment 
to friendship with the United States re- 
mains as strong as it was during the 
cold war. 

Mr. President, with this kind of his- 
tory, for the life of me, I cannot under- 
stand why we continue to treat that 
country as we do. Again, I am only 
talking again about fairness. Secretary 
of State Christopher said that. It is an 
issue of fairness. Secretary of Defense 
Perry said it is a question of fairness 
and a question of our relationships 
with Pakistan. 

Mr. President, again, neither India or 
Pakistan are a party to the Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Treaty. I wish they 
were. If I had an argument against 
Pakistan, it would be that argument. 
They ought to be a part of it. But so 
should India. India cannot skate by on 
this simply because they say they are 
not importing and they are building 
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their own. They cannot skate by on 
that kind of flimsy excuse. 

Again, I do not think anyone here 
would advocate unilateral disar- 
mament on our part. Certainly, we 
could not expect Pakistan to have a 
unilateral disarmament on their part. 

Again, I hope that both sides, India 
and Pakistan, would agree to a regime 
of peaceful relations and a downgrad- 
ing of both of their military systems. 
But we cannot expect Pakistan unilat- 
erally to do that, not given the history 
of that region. 

I understand Pakistan is not a per- 
fect country. But, again, what we are 
doing is not fair. Absolutely not fair. 

The Brown amendment moves United 
States policy forward so that we can 
work with Pakistan to tackle a lot of 
problems: drug trafficking, inter- 
national terrorism, peacekeeping, ille- 
gal immigration. But, again, it also 
strengthens a competitive position for 
United States companies to do business 
in Pakistan. So it advances our inter- 
ests abroad. 

Again, on the question of military 
equipment, the Brown amendment is a 
fair and responsible approach. A fair 
and responsible approach. We should 
not be charging Pakistan with the 
storage of military equipment they 
purchased that we did not release. It is 
not fair. We should not be holding on 
to military equipment that Pakistan 
simply sent here for repair. It is not 
fair. And we should not hold on to the 
money and hold on to the equipment 
that Pakistan has bought and paid for. 
That, too, is unfair. 

This issue has led to a steady erosion 
of our relationship with Pakistan, an 
old friend—a struggling democracy, 
struggling, a very troubled part of the 
world. 

So in order to strengthen our part- 
nership and advance American inter- 
ests, it is essential to put this problem 
behind us, wipe the slate clean and con- 
centrate on the issue of nonprolifera- 
tion, which is the intent of the Pressler 
amendment. 

The Brown amendment helps us do 
just that. 

Again, when you look at the equip- 
ment that we are talking about, there 
is nothing in here that is new. As I 
said, these are items that were already 
approved. These are not items that 
would be covered under the missile 
technology control regime. 

I want to make that point one more 
time to my friend from Michigan. Even 
if the MTCR sanctions were imposed 
tomorrow, all the items in the Brown 
amendment could go because they had 
already been approved under the old re- 
gime. 

Again, the Brown amendment is fair, 
it is responsible, it is reasonable, it 
will wipe the slate clean. I think it will 
help promote democracy and the demo- 
cratic forces that are struggling and 
have struggled so hard in Pakistan. I 
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do not think it will do one iota in any 
way to encourage any kind of nuclear 
proliferation or technology of missiles 
or anything else. As I said, the Sec- 
retary of State and the Secretary of 
Defense have both said that the evi- 
dence is not there in sufficient amount 
to impose these kinds of sanctions. 

So, again, I would just say that it is 
in our best interests to adopt the 
Brown amendment. That is why the ad- 
ministration supports it so strongly. 
That is why I support it. I believe we 
have to get on with renewing our rela- 
tionship with Pakistan, to wipe the 
slate clean, to treat them fairly—not 
unfairly. 

If people want to talk about the 
country that has, I think, pushed us to 
the limits in terms of using nuclear de- 
vices, testing nuclear weapons, and 
building up nuclear arsenals, we ought 
to be talking about India, not Paki- 
stan. So I think this will get us back 
on а more even keel and perhaps will 
set us up in a regime where we can ac- 
tually engage both India and Pakistan 
to begin a process of more peaceful re- 
lations and negotiations leading to a 
cooling down in that region of the 
world and, perhaps, even a reduction in 
the weapons in both India and Paki- 
stan. 

If we continue on the way we are 
going, then I fear the hard line forces 
in Pakistan, the antidemocratic forces, 
are going to go to the forefront. I think 
they are the ones who are going to be 
able to say look, how can you trust the 
United States? Here we have done all 
these things for the United States over 
all these years—we have supported 
them, been their great friends, backed 
them up, and they turned their back on 
us 


If you want to push Pakistan, as 
some of these people are saying, closer 
to China, that is the way you do it. If 
you defeat the Brown amendment you 
will get just what you asked for. You 
will get the more repressive forces in 
Pakistan going along with the repres- 
sive forces that are dominant in China 
today, and then we really will have a 
problem in South Asia. 

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of 
the Brown amendment and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may require. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio is recognized. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, before 
the Senator from Iowa leaves, I want 
to point out, he was questioning 
whether we would have the guts to 
sanction India. I point out to him that 
we did sanction India under the MTCR. 
We had United States sanctions im- 
posed against India, the Indian space 
research organization, and against 
Russia, Glavcosmos, for the Russian 
transfer of cryogenic rocket engines. 
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That was in 1992, I believe. So we did 
actually have sanctions against India. 

What we did was we cut the United 
States exports of missiles for a 2-year 
period, I believe it was. I do not have 
the exact date it was put into effect— 
yes, we do. This is out of the May 12, 
1992 Washington Post, an article by R. 
Geoffrey Smith titled, “U.S. Imposes 
Sanctions Against Russian-Indian Con- 
cerns Over Rocket Deals.” 

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will 
yield, that is true, but the sanctions 
have since expired. 

Mr. GLENN. They expired, but I 
thought the point was we did not have 
guts enough to assign sanctions 
against India—but we did. We have 
done it. 

Mr. HARKIN. Again, we continued 
the sanctions on Pakistan but let them 
expire on India. 

Mr. GLENN. The same sanctions ex- 
pired on India. But, anyway, the issue 
here is not the money, small amounts 
of equipment and so on. The issue is: 
Does the United States of America 
have a nuclear nonproliferation policy 
worthy of the name or not? That is ba- 
sically what we are talking about. Do 
we have one and are we willing to abide 
by it? Or is it a sham? Is it only for 
press conferences? Is it only for cam- 
paign talk and little else? That is the 
question. 

Talk about trusting the United 

States, let us talk about how much we 
can trust other nations of the world 
whom we try to help and work with. 
We have felt strongly enough about our 
nuclear stockpiles and what is going on 
around the world that we have ex- 
horted other nations to please sign up 
under the nonproliferation treaty. At 
the same time, we pledged that if a sit- 
uation ever got to where we could start 
working our stockpiles of nuclear 
weapons down, vis-a-vis the Soviet 
Union, we would do that. Fortunately, 
at this day and time, after all these 
years of cold war, we have reached that 
point where we now are downsizing, as 
we call it, our nuclear weapons stock- 
piles. And we are all glad that is occur- 
ring. 
In the meantime we asked other na- 
tions to sign up under the NPT, to sub- 
mit to IAEA inspections. And we have 
had 178 other nations that have put 
their faith in the United States of 
America, to follow our lead and say, 
“Yes, we trust you. And, yes, we will 
go along, we will not develop nuclear 
weapons in return for America’s co- 
operation in peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy.” 

Who is the most egregious violator of 
all these things with regard to not 
signing up, refusing to sign up under 
the nonproliferation treaty, not co- 
operating in matters nuclear, in fact 
telling untruths, one right after the 
other, one right after the other, on and 
on and on and on and on? That is Paki- 
stan. 
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I can appreciate very much the situa- 
tion Pakistan finds itself in. Some 
years ago China developed nuclear 
weapons. They have been part of the 
nuclear weapons scene across the world 
for many years. India and China have 
had border troubles, disputed terri- 
tories. Both claimed certain areas up 
along the border, and they have been 
back and forth at each other for many, 
many decades, going way back. So, as 
soon as China developed nuclear weap- 
ons, India felt they had to do the same 
thing or they would not be safe. So 
they set about a nuclear weapons de- 
velopment program. In 1974 they set off 
their first nuclear device. They called 
it a PNE, a peaceful nuclear explosion. 
OK, that is fine, they can call it what 
they want, but a bomb is a bomb is a 
bomb is a bomb, whether you call it a 
peaceful bomb underground for test 
purposes or whether it is a bomb that 
is usable, an explosive device that will 
go off somewhere else. 

As a result of the Indian PNE, then 
we had Pakistan swore they would get 
the bomb one way or another, no mat- 
ter what they had to do to do it. In fact 
then Prime Minister Bhutto, the cur- 
rent Prime Minister’s father, who later 
died, said that, to quote his words, 
Pakistan would eat grass“ if it was 
necessary to get that nuclear capabil- 
ity. They have been embarked on a nu- 
clear weapons program ever since, even 
though they have steadfastly denied it, 
year after year after year after year. 
And they have been untruthful to us. 

I went to Pakistan, met personally 
with President Zia back years ago, 
with Yaqub Khan, 
minister, and their atomic energy com- 
missioner at that time, met with all 
these people, sat and talked to them 
one on one, looked them right in the 
eye, and they swore up and down they 
had no nuclear program under way. 
And I think they even knew at that 
time that I knew that what they were 
telling me was not true, even though 
we had good intelligence information 
at that time. 

Let me just quote—I am going to put 
some of this in the RECORD later on at 
the end of my remarks, but let us bring 
it up to date here with the present 
Prime Minister, Benazir Bhutto. Listen 
to some of her comments on this. 
Going back when she was opposition 
leader, Benazir Bhutto, shortly before 
she became Prime Minister, the Wash- 
ington Post quotes her as saying: 

We don't want any controversy with the 
U.S. on the nuclear issue. We want it clear 
beyond doubt that we are interested only in 
energy, not nuclear weapons. 

That was on November 19, 1988. 

On November 28, 1988, once again op- 
position leader Benazir Bhutto, inter- 
viewed in Time Magazine, says: 

We believe in a peaceful nuclear program 
for energy purposes and nothing else. 

Now Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto, 
interviewed in the Calcutta Telegraph 


who was foreign . 
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on December 14, 1988—she is now Prime 
Minister—is quoted as follows: 

I can tell you with confidence there is no 
bomb program in Pakistan. There is no bomb 
program. There is no bomb program. 

Later on Prime Minister Benazir 
Bhutto, interviewed on MacNeil/Lehrer 
on December 16, 1988: 

We are committed to a peaceful energy 
program. We don’t have any nuclear weapons 
policy. Pakistan doesn’t have any intention 
to get a nuclear device or a nuclear weapon. 

Bring it on up a little bit. Prime Min- 
ister Benazir Bhutto, once again ad- 
dressing a joint session of the U.S. Con- 
gress, on the other end of the Capitol 
from us, when she came over here and 
addressed us on June 7, 1989, said: 

Speaking for Pakistan, I can declare that 
we do not possess nor do we intend to make 
a nuclear device. That is our policy. 

That was to the Congress of the Unit- 
ed States. 

July 10, 1989, Prime Minister Benazir 
Bhutto: 

Pakistan has not, nor do we have any in- 
tention of putting together or making a 
bomb or taking it to the point where you can 
put it together. 

Another one quoted by AFP on Au- 
gust 29, 1989: 

We do have the knowledge but I do think 
there is a difference between knowledge and 
capability. So we do have a knowledge, if 
confronted with a threat to use, but we do 
not in the absence of any threat intend to 
use that knowledge. In fact, as a matter of 
policy, my government is firmly committed 
to nonproliferation. 

Then quoted in an interview in a Ger- 
man newspaper, as quoted by Reuters, 
on October 22, 1989: 

It is true that Pakistan has certain knowl- 
edge in the nuclear field but it has no inten- 
tion of using this knowledge. To put it an- 
other way, we do not want to convert this 
knowledge into, shall we say, a nuclear capa- 
bility at the present time. 

And the last one that I will read here 
out of a number of other examples I 
could give was in 1994, last November, 
November 18, 1994, being interviewed by 
David Frost on PBS. Prime Minister 
Benazir Bhutto: 

We have neither detonated one nor have we 
got nuclear weapons. Being a responsible 
state and a state committed to nonprolifera- 
tion, we in Pakistan through five successive 
governments have taken a policy decision to 
follow a peaceful nuclear program. 

Well, at a later time I will ask to 
enter these in the RECORD at the end of 
my remarks. But those are examples of 
some of the statements and there are 
several dozen others here by various 
Pakistani officials that go along the 
same line. 

Well, so much for the protestations 
that they have made through the 
years. 

In 1987, Abdul Qadeer Khan, father of 
the bomb in Pakistan as he is known, 
in an interview, I believe it was in Lon- 
don, made the mistake of saying that, 
yes, they had the bomb. That was it, 
period. 
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MTCR was brought up a little while 
ago as well as М-11%. When we talked 
to some of the people over at the White 
House today, after I said, what if the 
missile technology, MTCR, has been 
violated? What would be the adminis- 
tration’s policy? I was told by the per- 
son I was talking to, not the President, 
but I was told by the person I was talk- 
ing to, Well, if MTCR has been vio- 
lated, we will abide by the law.” 

I hope they mean it. I wish they 
would do the same thing with regard to 
the Pressler amendment and with the 
other legislation that we have had on 
the books for a long time. 

To understand how we arrived at this 
difficult state of affairs with Pakistan, 
in which they have paid $658 million in 
cash and used $200 million in credits for 
28 F-16’s but cannot have them deliv- 
ered, I think we need to go back. І 
think we need to review a little bit of 
the history of Pakistan. 

I would also add that $658 million in 
cash and $200 million in credits comes 
up to about $858 million that we are 
talking about. 

But to go back a little bit, in the 
mid-1970's, Congress became concerned 
about increasing evidence of inter- 
national nuclear trade in dangerous 
technologies associated with producing 
nuclear weapon materials. 

A number of countries, including but 
not limited to Pakistan, South Korea, 
Brazil, Taiwan, were actively engaged 
in seeking such technologies, and sup- 
pliers such as France and Germany 
seemed prepared to meet the demand. 

Now, in an attempt to dampen such 
activity, in 1976 and 1977, Congress en- 
acted what is now called the Glenn-Sy- 
mington amendment to the Foreign 
Assistance Act which provided that 
countries importing or exporting such 
dangerous technologies under certain 
conditions would be cut off from U.S. 
economic and military assistance. 

This law was universal in its applica- 
tion. It was not directed specifically 
toward Pakistan at all. Nonetheless, in 
1979, after much information became 
available about illegal Pakistani ac- 
tivities involving the smuggling of de- 
sign information and equipment relat- 
ed to nuclear enrichment, President 
Carter invoked the Glenn-Symington 
amendment to cut off the Pakistanis. 

After the war in Afghanistan broke 
out, attempts by the Carter adminis- 
tration to restore some assistance to 
Pakistan in return for restraints on 
their nuclear program were rebuffed by 
the Pakistanis. When the Reagan ad- 
ministration arrived, aid to Pakistan 
and the mujaheddin was high up on the 
administration’s foreign policy agenda. 
At that time, they even suggested re- 
peal of the Glenn-Symington amend- 
ment. That was suggested during some 
of the congressional consultations we 
had with them. That was rejected. 

Instead, a proposal was made and 
adopted into law that allowed the 
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President to resume aid to Pakistan 
for 6 years despite its violations of sec- 
tion 669 of the Glenn-Symington 
amendment which related to uranium 
enrichment activities. President 
Reagan used this authority in 1982 and 
also issued a waiver under section 670 
of the amendment. This related to re- 
processing activities—to exempt Paki- 
stan indefinitely from the cutoff provi- 
sions of that section of the Glenn-Sy- 
mington legislation as well. 

Now, he could not do the same under 
section 669 unless he had reliable assur- 
ances that the Pakistanis were not de- 
veloping nuclear weapons. And such as- 
surances were clearly not available. 

Thus, a specific waiver for Pakistan 
was created and has been subsequently 
renewed five times. That allowed them 
to escape from the sanctions imposed 
by United States law for proliferators. 
This has been done for no other coun- 
try that I am aware of. So anyone who 
thinks we are being too harsh on Paki- 
stan, poor little Pakistan, we have re- 
newed that waiver on five different oc- 
casions. Nonetheless, Congress was un- 
willing to give a complete blank check 
to Pakistan and stipulated in the waiv- 
er legislation that Pakistan would still 
be cut off if—if—it received or exploded 
a nuclear device. 

Now, in addition, Congress stipulated 
that an annual report would be pro- 
vided on Pakistan’s nuclear activities 
so that Congress could confirm that 
United States assistance was indeed in- 
hibiting Pakistan’s bomb program as 
was confidently assumed by Reagan ad- 
ministration officials. 

We have a number of statements that 
they made at that time about what a 
big thing this was going to be, and that 
was the best thing to do to get the 
Pakis to hold back on their bomb pro- 
gram. So we required reports, and 
those reports, along with supple- 
mentary intelligence information, re- 
vealed there was no effect whatsoever 
on the pace or the direction of the Pak- 
istani bomb program. 

The Pakistanis continued to say pub- 
licly they had no nuclear weapons pro- 
gram and continually lied to United 
States authorities whenever ques- 
tioned. Indeed, then-President Zia and 
then-head of the Pakistani atomic en- 
ergy commission, Mir Khan, both lied 
to me in my visit to Islamabad in 1984. 
Lying is a harsh word, but I cannot put 
any other word to it. That occurred 
when I asked about information I had 
concerning their nuclear program. 

The result of all this mendacity, plus 
ongoing information that the Paki- 
stani program was progressing, was the 
enactment of the Pressler amendment. 
The Pressler amendment was passed in 
1985, which was designed to draw a new 
line in the sand regarding the extent of 
United States forbearance over Paki- 
stan’s nuclear weapons program. 

The amendment required the United 
President to certify annually that 
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Pakistan did not possess, in quotes 
“possess,” key word—a nuclear explo- 
sive device in order for assistance to 
continue and that such assistance 
would significantly reduce the risk 
that Pakistan would possess such a de- 
vice. 

Please note that the argument about 
the Pressler amendment being unfair 
because it applies only to Pakistan is 
completely disingenuous because it ig- 
nores the fact that Pressler was cre- 
ated to shape further the unique spe- 
cial exemption from United States 
nonproliferation law given to Pakistan 
years earlier. If we had not had the 
waiver, we would not have needed Pres- 
sler. 

It has been reported that CIA offi- 
cials who were privy to intelligence in- 
formation concerning the Pakistani 
program were very skeptical beginning 
from 1987 on that the President could 
make the appropriate certifications 
under Pressler to allow aid to continue; 
in other words, to say with some cer- 
tainty that they did not possess any 
nuclear device and that our assistance 
was significantly reducing the risk 
that they would possess. 

Statements from high-ranking Paki- 
stani officials around this time sug- 
gested they had the bomb within their 
grasp. Nonetheless, President Reagan 
in 1987 and 1988 and President Bush in 
1989 made those certifications. It has 
also been reported that President Bush 
told the Pakistanis in 1989 that he 
would be unable to make this certifi- 
cation the next year in 1990. 

Now, the contract for the sale of 28 
F-16’s was signed in 1989, the year 
Pakistan ostensibly had been warned 
that there would be no further certifi- 
cation that would allow them to re- 
ceive military equipment from the 
United States. The first cash payment 
by Pakistan of $50 million was made at 
the beginning of fiscal year 1990. Subse- 
quent to the cutoff, which came be- 
cause of the Pressler amendment which 
took affect in October 1990, Pakistan 
continued to send periodic payments 
for the manufacture of F-16’s. That із, 
$150 million in fiscal 1991, $243 million 
in fiscal 1992, $215 million in fiscal 1993, 
for a total of $658 million. 

Why did they continue to send money 
when they knew that U.S. law would 
not enable them to receive the planes? 
That is a question only they can an- 
swer. But it is not unlike an investor 
buying a stock of a company whose as- 
sets are under lien in the hope that the 
lien will somehow be removed. If it 
does not get removed, the investor can 
hardly call foul. 

All this is to say that the Pakis are 
hardly entitled to any sympathy in 
their national security plight in South 
Asia. They fought three wars with a 
much larger adversary, India, who is 
pursuing a nuclear weapons program 
and exploded a device in 1974. By virtue 
of the India nuclear program being in- 
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digenous and not in violation of the 
terms of the Glenn-Symington amend- 
ment, the Indians have not been sub- 
ject to the amendment sanctions, 
which would not have been effective in 
any case since the Indians received 
only token amounts of economic or 
military assistance from the United 
States. 

But that is not the same thing as 
saying that United law is discrimina- 
tory in its application. Now, I indi- 
cated earlier we have 178 nations who 
have signed up and extended the nu- 
clear nonproliferation treaty, made it a 
permanent treaty. It has been the pol- 
icy of every American President over 
the past 25 years since the treaty went 
into effect to support the treaty, and 
we have been steadfast in that support. 

Now, the members of the treaty de- 
serve our trust. We have to be deserv- 
ing of that trust. They put their trust 
in us. 

Now, how will we be keeping faith 
with those 178 nations meeting in New 
York if the message that is sent is that 
a proliferator with a history of men- 
dacity can receive from the United 
States a significant number of nuclear- 
weapons-delivery systems, that is, F- 
16’s. Well, to even ask the question is 
to give the answer: The United States 
cannot be a champion of nonprolifera- 
tion on the one hand and a facilitator 
of nuclear weapons development or de- 
livery on the other. 

Sending F-16’s to Pakistan before 
full realization of the history we laid 
out in this letter would indeed be a 
gross violation of our commitment to 
foster nonproliferation ethics in the 
world through the NPT and other 
means and would rightfully subject us 
to strong international criticism. 

Iam certainly not an enemy of Paki- 
stan. I visited there. I like the country. 
I supported them when they were 
threatened in the past, such as during 
the war in Afghanistan. I want their 
cooperation in the fight against terror- 
ism and drugs. But surely we have to 
find a way to support them in these ac- 
tivities without enhancing their nu- 
clear-weapons-delivery systems. 

As to the cash payments for the F- 
16’s, we cannot ignore the fact that, 
contrary to the grossly incorrect pub- 
lic statement made by Assistant Sec- 
retary Robin Raphel at a White House 
briefing on April 11, no payments were 
made by Pakistan before fiscal 1990. 
Sticking to the payment schedule of 
the contract until fiscal 1993 was a 
gamble by Pakistan that did not pay 
off. Now they want to be held harmless 
from losing their gamble. 

Now, I want to get them their money 
back, if we can possibly do it. It is per- 
haps unfortunate that U.S. officials did 
not disabuse the Pakistanis of the hope 
that making those payments would put 
pressure on the United States to re- 
verse the Pressler sanctions and deliver 
the planes. But that is no reason to 
turn that hope into reality right now. 
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Mr. President, there have been a 
number of milestones in the United 
States-Pakistan nuclear relations. The 
background of this arms transfer 
scheme can be summarized by recalling 
a sequence of some 10 milestones in the 
history of our nonproliferation efforts 
in Pakistan. I guess milestone 1 would 
involve those waivers and favors. 
Throughout the 1980’s, officials from 
the executive branch assured Congress 
and the American taxpayers that bil- 
lions of dollars in aid that we shipped 
to Pakistan throughout that decade 
would shore up Pakistan’s security and 
thereby act as a substantial break on 
Pakistan’s nuclear program. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to insert at the end of my remarks 
a list of no less than 20 such assurances 
to Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1). 

Mr. GLENN. To get this aid to Paki- 
stan, Congress had to create some spe- 
cial waivers for the President to in- 
voke, discriminatory waivers tailored 
exclusively on Pakistan’s behalf. There 
was a waiver of our uranium enrich- 
ment sanctions on February 10, 1982, 
just for Pakistan. There was a waiver 
of our plutonium reprocessing sanc- 
tions on the same day, February 10, 
1982, just for Pakistan. There was an- 
other waiver of our uranium enrich- 
ment sanctions on January 15, 1988, 
just for Pakistan. There was a waiver 
of a nuclear procurement sanction on 
the same day, January 15, 1988, just for 
Pakistan. 

There was a waiver of our uranium 
enrichment sanctions on March 28, 
1990, just for Pakistan. 

There were waiver authorities of ura- 
nium enrichment sanctions that Con- 
gress created but which fortunately 
were not exercised by the President on 
November 5, 1990, October 6, 1992, and 
September 30, 1993, once again, just for 
Pakistan. 

So much for the discrimination in 
United States policy, as though we are 
picking on Pakistan. 

By this record, the United States has 
unquestionably and shamelessly dis- 
criminated on behalf of Pakistan where 
American law was concerned. The next 
time I hear much complaint about the 
fact that the Pressler amendment only 
refers to Pakistan, I can only wonder 
what has happened to our memory 
about these waivers and about our ap- 
preciation for that history. 

The future of this gréat Republic de- 
pends upon our Nation’s ability to 
learn from, not ignore, its experiences. 
I am tired of discrimination—all dis- 
crimination—but most especially dis- 
crimination in favor of proliferation. 
Of all the arguments that have been 
levied against the Pressler amendment, 
I have never heard anyone accuse it of 
being in favor of proliferation. That is 
more than I can say about the current 
proposal. 
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Milestone 2, we title this 
Peaceful Nuclear Assurances.” 

Officials from Pakistan, meanwhile, 
lost no effort in blanketing our Capital 
with a blizzard of peaceful nuclear as- 
surances. My staff assembled an im- 
pressive collection of over 70 of these 
promises, assurances, pledges and other 
offerings intended to reassure America 
that Pakistan was not just taking our 
aid and proceeding with its bomb, 
which is, of course, exactly what Paki- 
stan was doing. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to print in the RECORD at the end 
of my remarks a collection of these as- 
surances that was compiled by 
Michelle Fraser, an intern with the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I recall 
hearing the testimony of the State De- 
partment’s Under Secretary James L. 
Buckley before the Nonproliferation 
Subcommittee of the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs back on June 24, 
1981. He stated: 

I was assured by the ministers, I was as- 
sured by the President himself that it was 
not the intention of the Pakistani Govern- 
ment to develop nuclear weapons. 

Mr. Buckley went on to argue how 
new United States aid would act to 
curb Pakistan’s nuclear ambitions. Re- 
call that at the time those remarks 
were spoken, very few commentators 
or analysts were claiming that Paki- 
stan was a de facto nuclear weapons 
state. Pakistan did not have bomb- 
grade uranium from its unsafeguarded 
enrichment plant at Kahuta. News re- 
ports had not yet circulated that China 
had provided a design of a nuclear 
weapon to Pakistan along with other 
nuclear assistance. We had seen vir- 
tually nothing about Pakistan engag- 
ing in high-explosive testing of compo- 
nents of nuclear weapons. 

Pakistan had no fleet of Е-16 aircraft 
which could potentially be used as a 
delivery system for nuclear weapons. 
No, indeed, all the above came only 
after or during the massive flow of aid 
to Pakistan through the 19807. 

Despite this record, we are hearing 
today some of the same old recycled 
arguments: Provide aid and it will buy 
us influence. Some people just refuse to 
believe that what Pakistan really 
wants is both its bomb and our aid. 

Milestone No. 3 we can title “Рго- 
liferation Unbounded.” By the mid- 
1980’s, the situation was really getting 
out of hand. Everybody knew that 
Pakistan’s bomb program was rolling 
right along. This aid included substan- 
tial quantities of military assistance, 
even F-16 aircraft, that were quite 
suitable for use in delivering nuclear 
weapons. 

To illustrate the scope of the 
progress Pakistan was making on its 
bomb as we continued providing aid, 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to print in the RECORD at the end 
of my remarks a chronology showing 
how bad the problem was. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


(See exhibit 3.) 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, the 
record is thus quite clear. There was a 
direct positive relationship between 
the flow of United States aid and the 
progress of Pakistan’s bomb program, 
not the negative relationship that the 
executive repeatedly assured Congress 
would exist. 

Milestone No. 4, Congress Steps In.“ 
By 1985, Congress justifiably had 
enough. With the agreement of the ex- 
ecutive and even the Pakistani Govern- 
ment, we passed a law known as the 
Pressler amendment to set some 
ground rules to permit the resumption 
of aid to Pakistan. 

That is overlooked, as my colleague 
Senator PRESSLER said on the floor 
just a while ago; that the Pressler 
amendment was supposed to set some 
ground rules to permit resumption of 
aid to Pakistan. First, Pakistan must 
not possess a nuclear explosive device, 
however; and second any new aid must 
reduce significantly the risk that it 
will possess such a device. 

Note how far the current legislative 
proposal departs from these responsible 
standards. Not only does the proposal 
call for resuming full economic aid and 
significant new arms deliveries to 
Pakistan despite its failure to satisfy 
the nonpossession standard, but the aid 
is supposed to be provided even if it has 
no effect whatsoever upon reducing the 
risk of Pakistan getting the bomb. For 
those who truly care about non- 
proliferation, this is truly a lose-lose 
proposition. Where is the beef? There is 
no beef. 

This brings me to milestone 5, the 
issue of the certifications that Paki- 
stan did not possess the bomb. I guess 
we could title milestone 5, “From Red 
Line to Elastic Clause.” 

In the late 1980’s, Pakistan crossed 
several additional red lines toward ac- 
quiring the bomb. Even its top nuclear 
scientists boasted in 1987 that Pakistan 
already possessed the bomb, and some- 
how Pakistan kept receiving its annual 
certification that it did not possess. As 
for the executive’s approach to the 
word “роввевв” through that period, I 
am reminded of a quote from a char- 
acter in Lewis Carroll's Through the 
Looking Glass: When I use a word,” 
Humpty Dumpty said in rather a scorn- 
ful tone, “it means just what I choose 
it to mean, neither more or less.” 

That is where we find ourselves in re- 
gard to defining the word possess.“ It 
can mean so many different things. 

There comes a time when we need to 
hold the line against the temptation of 
our officials to redefine terms of law 
for diplomatic convenience. As for the 
possession standard, fate would soon 
catch up with Pakistan. 
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Milestone 6, “А Nuclear Near Miss.” 
In the summer of 1990, Pakistan almost 
engaged in a nuclear exchange with 
India. If any of my colleagues are skep- 
tical about the relevance of nuclear 
weapons proliferation in South Asia to 
United States national security, I 
strongly recommend they read Sey- 
mour Hersh, in an article published in 
the New Yorker on March 29, 1993, 
aptly entitled “Оп the Brink of Nu- 
clear War: How Pakistan Came Close to 
Dropping the Bomb—And How We 
Helped Them Get 1%.” 

This article is, incidentally, also a 
good candidate of the eccentricities of 
our system for enforcing export con- 
trols. The article describes a 1986 Unit- 
ed States undercover operation to stop 
yet another planned Pakistani pur- 
chase of United States nuclear-related 
material. According to Hersh: 

The State Department’s Near East Bureau 
was not told of the planned operation, for 
fear that the officers there would tip off the 
Pakistanis, as they had done in the past, by 
sending a diplomatic protest (known as a de- 
marche) to the Pakistani Government. 

Though the operation ultimately led 
to the highly publicized arrest of Mr. 
Arshad Z. Pervez in July 1987 on 
charges of trying illegally to buy 25 
tons of special steel used in Pakistan’s 
uranium enrichment program, it was 
surely not due to much help from the 
regional experts in the State Depart- 
ment. In a statement related directly 
to our subject today, one nonprolifera- 
tion official told Hersh in the article 
that. 

“The only thing we had going for us. . .was 
the Pressler and Solarz amendments." 

Such accounts of our export control 
process only further reinforce my oppo- 
sition to the scheme offered in the re- 
cent State authorization bill to abolish 
the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency and transfer all of its functions 
to the State Department, in effect, 
making State the new nonproliferation 
czar. 

Fortunately, there do appear to be 
some individuals left in Government, 
as indicated in the last quote, who 
treat the Pressler amendment as a use- 
ful tool rather than an obstacle to be 
circumvented. 

Milestone 7. Judgment Day.“ By Oc- 
tober 1, 1990, even the State Depart- 
ment lawyers had enough and finally 
ran out of words to explain why Paki- 
stan deserved its annual nuclear cer- 
tification. President Bush decided not 
to renew Pakistan’s nuclear meal tick- 
et. The time had finally come for pro- 
liferation to start costing something. 

Milestone 8, ‘‘New Nuclear Assur- 
ances, This Time to Congress.” Since 
1990, representatives from both the 
Bush and Clinton Administrations have 
sought to repeal the Pressler amend- 
ment—these representatives promised 
Congress, in writing and repeatedly, 
that even if the Pressler amendment 
were repealed, rest assured, it would 
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remain the policy of the United States 
to require Pakistan to satisfy the Pres- 
sler standards. Furthermore, Congress 
was assurred by the Executive that 
when it came to licensing commercial 
arms sales, we would never, never, 
never approve any “upgrades” to exist- 
ing military capabilities in Pakistan. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point a few samples of these assur- 
ances. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


CONDITIONS FOR RESUMING ECONOMIC AID TO 
PAKISTAN: A HISTORICAL REVIEW OF EXECU- 
TIVE BRANCH ASSURANCES TO CONGRESS 


April 12, 1991: President Bush sends a letter 
to Congress accompanying the Administra- 
tion’s ‘International Cooperation Act of 
1991'"—the letter acknowledges an intent to 
repeal the Pressler Amendment, but reas- 
sures Congress that: “I will continue to in- 
sist on unambiguous specific steps by Paki- 
stan in meeting nonproliferation standards, 
including those specifically reflected in the 
omitted language, known as the Pressler 
Amendment. Satisfaction of the Pressler 
standard will remain the essential basis for 
exercising the national interest waiver that 
is іп the Administration's proposal in order 
to resume economic and military assistance 
to Pakistan.“ 

November 24, 1993: State Department 
spokesman Michael McCurry says that: 
as a matter of administration policy, we will 
continue to apply Pressler standards“ to 
Pakistan. 

November 25, 1993: Assistant Secretary of 
State Wendy Sherman is quoted as having 
said in a letter to Congress accompanying 
the Clinton Administration's new foreign as- 
sistance bill that: “Тһе absence of any coun- 
try-specific language in this draft should not 
be interpreted as constituting a change in 
U.S. policy toward any country." 

November 26, 1993: After the Clinton Ad- 
ministration introduced its new foreign aid 
legislation would repeal the Pressler Amend- 
ment, the State Department issued the fol- 
lowing statement: ‘‘Even if a new foreign as- 
sistance act without specific language on 
Pakistan were passed, we would continue to 
apply Pressler standards to Pakistan.” 

November 30, 1993: State Department 
spokeswoman, Christine Shelley, tells re- 
porters that despite the Administration’s ef- 
forts to drop the Pressler Amendment. 
satisfaction of the Pressler standard will re- 
main the essential basis for exercising any 
national interest waiver and for resuming 
economic and military assistance, including 
any decision by the U.S. Government to sell 
or transfer military technology to Pakistan 
What we have indicated is that Pakistan 
would continue to be subject to sanctions 
along the lines of the Pressler amendment 
under the administration's new proposal." 

Mr. GLENN. Just as the United 
States expects Pakistan to comply 
with its nuclear assurances, I think it 
is fair for the Congress to insist on the 
Executive honoring its own assurances 
to Congress when it comes to imple- 
menting our nuclear nonproliferation 
policy. 

Milestone 9, “Some Early Signs of 
Restraint.” Although Pakistan's bomb 
program is no doubt continuing, and it 
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is indeed maintaining its nuclear and 
missile cooperation with China, it may 
have also acted to halt production of 
highly-enriched uranium I would like 
to inform my colleagues today that 
this is the most significant restraint I 
have seen in some 15 years in Paki- 
stan’s nuclear program—the bad news 
is that Pakistan’s bomb program has 
not disappeared from the face of the 
earth, the good news is that it is not 
expanding as rapidly as we once 
thought, and the news which most 
Americans will probably be most grati- 
fied to hear is that this first dem- 
onstration of genuine nuclear restraint 
by Pakistan did not cost the American 
taxpayer a red cent—it is due entirely 
to the effect of the Pressler amend- 
ment. This is the law that detractors 
continue to tar as having been ‘‘inef- 
fective” or inflexible.“ 

Supporters of the Pressler amend- 
ment make no apologies about stand- 
ing up for this “inflexible” law. After 
all, my dictionary defines this term as 
follows, . . of an unyielding temper, 
purpose, will, etc.” To supporters of 
nonproliferation generally, the alter- 
native of “passive accommodation” has 
little attraction indeed. Thus we have 
no quarrel with the charge that the 
Pressler amendment has been inflexi- 
ble. Let us be glad it has. 

Unfortunately, this term is not quite 
accurate, given the significant flexibil- 
ity that the law has shown in recent 
years to allow the following to occur in 
spite of Pakistan’s continued viola- 
tions of that law: First, the United 
States still issues licenses to export 
commercial munitions and spare parts 
to Pakistan, including spares for Paki- 
stan’s nuclear-weapon delivery vehicle, 
the F-16; second, United States mili- 
tary visits and joint training exercises 
continue to take place; third, United 
States aid with respect to agriculture, 
counterterrorism, nutrition, popu- 
lation control, literacy, advancement 
of women, health and medicine, envi- 
ronmental protection, disaster relief, 
and many other areas can continue to 
flow to Pakistan via nongovernmental 
organizations; fourth, the Export-Im- 
port Bank also has extended loans, 
grants, and guarantees to Pakistan; 
fifth, PL-480 agricultural aid contin- 
ues; sixth, arms control verification as- 
sistance continues (a seismic station); 
seventh, millions of dollars of aid in 
the “pipeline” as of October 1990 was 
allowed to flow to Pakistan; eighth, co- 
operation on peacekeeping is continu- 
ing; and ninth, Pakistan continues to 
receive billions of dollars in develop- 
ment assistance via multilateral lend- 
ing agencies. 

Also under this so-called inflexible 
law, Pakistan has used almost $200 mil- 
lion in FMS credits to fund the pur- 
chase of 11 F-16’s between fiscal years 
1989 and 1993, of which about $150 mil- 
lion were used after the Pressler sanc- 
tions were invoked. And the United 
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States continues to review and license 
exports of dual-use goods and tech- 
nology to Pakistan. 

Milestone 10, Today's Debate.” 
Which brings us here today: a mile- 
stone of its own in the history of Unit- 
ed States efforts to grapple with Paki- 
stan’s bomb. It is not so much a mile- 
stone as a crossroads—do we stand up 
for a strong nonproliferation policy, or 
do we tell Pakistan and the rest of the 
world that proliferation pays, in a big 
way? 

Here we stand, debating a proposal 
which I think is appropriate to call, 
“Operation Deja Vu’’—a scheme to 
ship, under the false flags of fairness“ 
and helping out an old friend, several 
more hundred million dollars of mili- 
tary equipment to Pakistan. Who 
knows, the argument goes, it may even 
lead to some sentiment of good will 
that may someday serve the cause of 
nonproliferation. There never was a 
better illustration a policy based on a 
triumph of hope over experience, than 
there has been with respect to United 
States policies toward Pakistan’s 
bomb. 

Why in the world, given the chro- 
nology I have just reviewed, should any 
one Member of this August Chamber 
believe for a single moment that the 
delivery of this lethal military gear 
will have any effect whatsoever on re- 
straining Pakistan's bomb program? 
Why should we be unconditionally lift- 
ing all economic sanctions on Paki- 
stan? Has anybody really even consid- 
ered the signal such a gesture would 
send to proliferators around the world? 

This gear that we would transfer 
under this proposal is, by the way, not 
only lethal, but it could well trigger a 
regional arms race that would desta- 
bilize the whole balance of power in 
South Asia. The Indian government 
has already said it would not simply 
stand by and watch hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars in new military gear 
flow from the United States to Paki- 
stan. We are talking about delivering 
upgrades for Pakistan’s nuclear weap- 
on delivery vehicles. Upgrades for 
Cobra helicopters. Additional P-3 anti- 
submarine aircraft. All kinds of tac- 
tical missiles: Harpoons, AIMs, TOW’s, 
and battlefield rockets. Over a quarter 
billion dollars’ worth of such items. To 
say the shipment of these goods will 
have no political or military con- 
sequences in South Asia is simply 
wrong. But the proposal does not only 
address new military transfers. 

It is the unconditional lifting of eco- 
nomic sanctions, also. The proposal 
would also lift unconditionally all eco- 
nomic sanctions against Pakistan 
under the Pressler amendment, even 
though Pakistan is still in violation of 
that amendment. It seems reasonable 
that before we rush off to provide Unit- 
ed States Government guarantees for 
private loans to Pakistan, we should 
surely first take a close look at the po- 
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tential risks and costs that will be 
borne by the American taxpayer who 
will, under the current proposal, under- 
write those hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars in private United States invest- 
ment in Pakistan—a country whose 
once-impressive leading city is now 
virtually off-limits to foreign visitors 
because it has become a battleground 
of urban terrorism. Editorials in Paki- 
stani newspapers are themselves ask- 
ing if Pakistan can survive in such a 
climate of domestic unrest. 

Economic aid might also not quite be 
the peaceful activity that some might 
believe it is. For years, our intelligence 
experts have been aware of the poten- 
tial role that economic assistance can 
play in assisting a country to acquire 
the bomb. Then-CIA Director James 
Woolsey, for example, stated the fol- 
lowing in a written reply to a question 
after a hearing of the Governmental 
Affairs Committee on February 24, 
1993: 

Loans and grants from both bilateral and 
multilateral aid agencies free money for 
Pakistan to spend on its nuclear program 
. . - these untied funds helped finance civil- 
ian imports, freeing an equivalent amount of 
funds to spend on the nuclear program. 

No, unconditionally lifting economic 
sanctions on Pakistan is not a neutral 
benign act. It is an action that con- 
flicts with, rather than promotes, our 
nonproliferation goals. Providing such 
assistance will not give Pakistan a free 
market. It surely does not have such a 
market today. Indeed, the Heritage 
Foundation recently issued a survey 
called “Тһе Index of Economic Free- 
dom“ which placed Pakistan's market 
in the category, ‘‘Mostly Not Егее.” As 
for foreign economic aid, here is what 
the study had to say about past aid to 
Pakistan: 

Much of this aid has been squandered in 
economically useless projects, and Pakistan 
has been unwilling to adopt significant eco- 
nomic reforms. 

Yet proponents of lifting economic 
sanctions still seem to believe—despite 
both facts and reason to the contrary— 
that this is a great idea. That it will 
serve our economic interests. That it 
will discourage proliferation. 

All of this I feel is utter nonsense. 
The aid will only inspire the flow of 
American tax dollars out of the wallets 
of U.S. citizens to a country deter- 
mined to have both the bomb and U.S. 
aid. I think that is the wrong course to 
go. 
Now to look at the F-16’s for a mo- 
ment. 

I have examined the list of items 
that would be shipped off to Pakistan 
under this proposal and find that it ac- 
tually includes upgrades—that is right, 
reliability upgrades—to the engines for 
Pakistan’s F-16 nuclear weapon deliv- 
ery vehicles. So here we are, waving 
our finger at Pakistan’s bomb program, 
while bending over backward to assist 
Pakistan directly to deliver such weap- 
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ons. With due respect to my colleague 
from Colorado and to a few offices in 
the Executive who support this 
scheme, there is simply no justifica- 
tion for such a transfer that serves our 
nonproliferation interests. None. 

I have heard it often said that basic 
“Таігпевв” requires us to deliver this 
equipment since Pakistan already 
“paid” for it. 

What exactly did Pakistan actually 
pay for? Pakistan surely did not pay 
cash for all of these goods—a good part 
of their purchases were financed by 
United States taxpayers by means of 
foreign military sales credits, many of 
them, by the way were used well after 
sanctions came into effect in October 
1990. All of the P-3 aircraft that Paki- 
stan wants to use for antisubmarine 
operations, for example, had an FMF 
funding source. In February 1994, I re- 
gret to report, Pakistan engaged in 
joint naval exercises with Iran—by at 
least one account, P-3 aircraft were 
used in those exercises. Why are we 
even considering shipping antisub- 
marine aircraft to a country that en- 
gages in joint military exercises with a 
terrorist state—not just any run-of- 
the-mill terrorist state, but a terrorist 
state that our own Secretary of State 
has declared is pursuing a crash pro- 
gram to acquire nuclear weapons? 

The proposal would also upgrade 
Pakistan's Cobra helicopters—evi- 
dently abandoning our current policy 
of not upgrading Pakistan's military 
capabilities. This assistance too is 
funded by FMF credits. How about tac- 
tical missile systems? The Harpoon 
antiship, TOW missiles, AIM-9L air-to- 
air missiles, and 2.75-inch rockets in 
this little package are also funded via 
the FMF route—presumably these mis- 
siles are not exclusively for peaceful 
purposes, except perhaps by Pakistan’s 
definition of the phrase. 

Even many of the engine upgrades for 
Pakistan's F-16 nuclear weapon deliv- 
ery vehicle were paid for using FMF 
money. Eleven of the twenty-eight Е- 
16’s that Pakistan ordered, but which 
could not be delivered due to Paki- 
stan’s noncompliance with the Pressler 
amendment, were financed with FMF 
money. Recall that of the $199 million 
available in FMF credits for the eleven 
planes, Pakistan used only a quarter of 
these credits by the time sanctions 
were invoked in October 1990. They 
used the remaining three-quarters 
after sanctions were in place. As for 
the remaining 17 planes, they were paid 
for in cash—of these payments, how- 
ever, over $600 million out of a total 
$658 million were paid by Pakistan 
after sanctions were invoked in Octo- 
ber 1990. In short, they were paying for 
planes they knew they were not quali- 
fied to receive. 

Besides the issue of money, why 
should we help Pakistan to improve its 
nuclear weapon delivery capability? 
My staff has brought to my attention a 
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major study performed by Stanford 
University’s distinguished Center for 
International Security and Arms Con- 
trol іп 1991 entitled, Assessing Ballis- 
tic Missile Proliferation and Its Con- 
trol.” Here is what the Stanford study 
had to say about Pakistan's Е-16'8: 

Pakistan is widely believed to have either 
already developed nuclear warheads or to be 
on the brink of acquiring them. Pakistani F- 
16 aircraft could be effective nuclear-delivery 
vehicles even if Pakistan’s nuclear warheads 
are large and heavy. 

Now that quote is significant enough 
to leave little doubt about the capabili- 
ties of this aircraft; indeed, they are 
nuclear-capable in our own inventory. 
But it is also interesting that at least 
three officials of the current adminis- 
tration, including Secretary of Defense 
Perry, were listed as participants in 
that study. 

І am reminded also of a passage from 
Seymour Hersh’s article in the March 
1993 issue of the New Yorker. Writing 
about the near nuclear war between 
Pakistan and India in 1990, Hersh 
writes: 

The American intelligence community no- 
ticed an intense increase in Pakistani radar 
activity early in the year. Earlier reports 
showed that the Pakistani Air Force, work- 
ing closely with officials from Pakistan’s nu- 
clear-weapons program, had stepped up its 
F-16 training to practice what seemed to be 
the dropping of a nuclear bomb. Further in- 
telligence, from Germany, reported that the 
Pakistanis had designed a nuclear warhead 
that could be fitted under the wing of an F- 
16, and that the design had gone through a 
series of wind-tunnel tests. Pakistan was 
also reported to have learned to program its 
in-flight computer system to provide the cor- 
rect flight path for a nuclear-bomb run. 

I ask unanimous consent that several 
quotes relating to Pakistan’s F-16’s be 
printed at the conclusion of my re- 
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 4.) 

Mr. GLENN. So now we are discuss- 
ing shipping over some more spare 
parts for these nuclear weapon delivery 
vehicles. Here is what Pakistan’s fed- 
eral minister for defense production, 
Mir Hazar Khan Bijarani, said in an 
interview in 1992 concerning the var- 
ious ways the Pressler amendment has 
been interpreted with respect to Paki- 
stan’s F-16’s: 

We did face tremendous problems in ac- 
quiring spare parts [for Ё-16'8] after the sus- 
pension of U.S. military assistance, but now 
we have overcome this problem as the Amer- 
icans have lifted [the] ban on commercial 
sales. 

See how this works. First we relax 
commercial sales of spare parts for 
Pakistan’s nuclear weapon delivery ve- 
hicles. And now, here we are debating 
whether to provide on a government- 
to-government basis some gear to up- 
grade Pakistan’s nuclear weapon deliv- 
ery vehicles. 

Let us not be blind to what we are 
proposing to do: after years of fighting 
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for nuclear nonproliferation, the Con- 
gress under this proposal would put on 
the statute books America’s first nu- 
clear proliferation law. Rest assured, if 
this proposal passes, America will not 
be the only country with other nuclear 
proliferation laws on their own books. 
The race will be on to cash in on pro- 
liferation, rather than to prevent it. 
This is an extremely dangerous course 
and one which the Congress should 
summarily reject as contrary to the 
national security interests of the 
United States. It is an embarrassment 
to this legislature even to be debating 
this extremely ill-advised scheme. 
WHAT IS FAIR? 

I must come back to the basic ques- 
tion: what exactly is fair? Is it fair for 
Pakistan to have given the United 
States solemn assurances that it pro- 
ceeded to break with impunity? 

Recently, Prime Minister Bhutto de- 
clared during her recent visit to the 
United States that Pakistan had kept 
its contract with America. I will repeat 
this: that Pakistan had kept its con- 
tract with America. 

Some of us might recall when Prime 
Minister Bhutto addressed a joint ses- 
sion of Congress back on June 7, 1989, 
when the Prime Minister solemnly 
stated the following: 

Speaking for Pakistan, I can declare that 
we do not possess, nor do we intend to make 
a nuclear device. [Extended applause.) That 
is our policy. 

Mr. President, that was Pakistan’s 
contract with America. That is what 
United States taxpayers were being 
told about Pakistan’s bomb program. 
It is that contract, I submit, that Paki- 
stan has proven so utterly incapable of 
fulfilling. Yet here we stand, debating 
fairness. The absurdity of the proposal 
that is the focus of this debate simply 
defies description. 

I read recently a statement from Mr. 
John Malott, then the interim director 
of the State Department’s South Asia 
bureau, which appeared in an АЕР wire 
service report on May 16, 1993. Here is 
what Mr. Malott had to say about the 
fairness issue: 

We kept our part of the bargain but Paki- 
stan let us down by crossing the line in 1990 
. .. we had promised Pakistan billions and 
billions of dollars if that line was not 
crossed. 

So much for what is fair. Mr. Malott, 
put it exactly right: Pakistan broke its 
contract with America. It is now pay- 
ing a price that should only go up with 
time, not down. To lower the price of 
proliferation is to condone prolifera- 
tion. That is not our policy. That is not 
our domestic law. That is not at all 
consistent with our solemn inter- 
national treaty commitments. That is 
how we should want other countries to 
treat proliferants. 

Mr. President, I want to restate very 
briefly the theme I used in starting 
out. This is not about fairness. We have 
been fair. Pakistan has been unfair 
with us. 
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The issue here is, are we serious 
about nonproliferation in the world? 
Are we a world leader in nonprolifera- 
tion or are we not? Do we have a pro- 
liferation policy or is it one that only 
comes out for press conference pur- 
poses or at time of political cam- 
paigns? 

We took the lead in getting 178 na- 
tions to sign the nonproliferation trea- 
ty. They put their trust in us. They 
also trusted that there would be sanc- 
tions against people who were not will- 
ing to cooperate, if they were egregious 
violators of what we thought was right. 

We have seen Pakistan be the most 
egregious violator. We have seen them 
be uncooperative with regard to nu- 
clear matters. They have not joined 
NPT. They have not gone by NPT 
rules. They have violated every norm 
of diplomatic behavior in telling us 
things that were not true and that we 
knew were not true. I do not think that 
kind of mendacity should be rewarded 
by sending the material that is pro- 
posed by the amendment. 

These have been nothing but 
untruths told to us through the years, 
over and over again. I will not read 
those off again. It seems to me, if we 
are to deserve the trust of the nations 
that signed up under NPT and followed 
our leadership, then I believe we must 
refuse to approve this amendment. I 
know the Senator from California will 
have a proposal in the morning for a 
substitute amendment and we will look 
at it in the morning and see whether 
we feel we can support it or not. But as 
for the amendment we are debating to- 
night, it is one I just cannot support 
and I urge my colleagues not to sup- 
port it. 

EXHIBIT 1 

U.S. AID POLICIES AND PAKISTAN’S BOMB: 

WHAT WERE WE TRYING TO ACCOMPLISH? 

Letters to Congress from Presidents 
Reagan & Bush, 1985-1989, required under 
Sec. 620E(e) of Foreign Assistance Act (Pres- 
sler Amendment): 

“The proposed United States assistance 
program for Pakistan remains extremely im- 
portant in reducing the risk that Pakistan 
will develop and ultimately possess such a 
device. I am convinced that our security re- 
lationship and assistance program are the 
most effective means available for us to dis- 
suade Pakistan from acquiring nuclear ex- 
plosive devices. Our assistance program is 
designed to help Pakistan address its sub- 
stantial and legitimate security needs, 
thereby reducing incentives and creating dis- 
incentives for Pakistani acquisition of nu- 
clear explosives. — President George Bush, 
10/5/89; President Ronald Reagan, 11/18/89; 12/ 
17/87; 10/27/86; & 11/25/85. 

President George Bush, letter to Congress 
(addressed to J. Danforth Quayle as Presi- 
dent of the Senate), 12 April 1991, urging 
abandonment of Pressler certification ге- 
quirement: 

my intention is to send the strongest 
possible message to Pakistan and other po- 
tential proliferators that nonproliferation is 
among the highest priorities of my Adminis- 
tration’s foreign policy, irrespective of 
whether such a policy is required by law." 
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Deputy Assistant Secretary of State 
Teresita Schaffer, testimony before House 
subcommittee, 2 August 1989: 

“None of the F-16’s Pakistan already owns 
or is about to purchase is configured for nu- 
clear delivery ...a Pakistan with a credible 
conventional deterrent will be less moti- 
vated to purchase a nuclear weapons capabil- 
ity.” 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense Ar- 
thur Hughes, testimony before House sub- 
committee, 2 August 1989: 

"Finally, we believe that past and contin- 
ued American support for Pakistan’s conven- 
tional defense reduces the likelihood that 
Pakistan will feel compelled to cross the nu- 
clear threshold.” 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Rob- 
ert Peck, testimony before House sub- 
committee, 17 February 1988: 

“We believe that the improvements in 
Pakistan’s conventional military forces 
made possible by U.S. assistance and the 
U.S. security commitment our aid program 
symbolizes have had a significant influence 
on Pakistan’s decision to forego the acquisi- 
tion of nuclear weapons.” 

Special Ambassador at Large Richard Ken- 
nedy, testimony before two House sub- 
committees, 22 October 1987: 

“We have made it clear that Pakistan 
must show restraint in its nuclear program 
if it expects us to continue providing secu- 
rity assistance.” 

Assistant Secretary of State Richard Mur- 
phy, testimony before Senate subcommittee, 
18 March 1987: 

“Our assistance relationship is designed to 
advance both our non-proliferation and our 
strategic objectives relating to Afghanistan. 
Development of a close and reliable security 
partnership with Pakistan gives Pakistan an 
alternative to nuclear weapons to meet its 
legitimate security needs and strengthens 
our influence on Pakistan's nuclear decision 
making. Shifting to a policy of threats and 
public ultimata would in our view decrease, 
not increase our ability to continue to make 
a contribution to preventing a nuclear arms 
race in South Asia. Undermining the credi- 
bility of the security relationship with the 
U.S. would itself create incentives for Paki- 
stan to ignore our concerns and push forward 
in the direction of nuclear weapons acquisi- 
tion.” 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State How- 
ard Schaffer, testimony before House sub- 
committee 6 February 1984: 

"The assistance program also contributes 
to U.S. nuclear non-proliferation goals. We 
believe strongly that a program of support 
which enhances Pakistan’s sense of security 
helps remove the principal underlying incen- 
tive for the acquisition of a nuclear weapons 
capability. The Government of Pakistan un- 
derstands our deep concern over this issue. 
We have made clear that the relationship be- 
tween our two countries, and the program of 
military and economic assistance on which 
it rests, are ultimately inconsistent with 
Pakistan’s development of a nuclear explo- 
sive device. President Zia has stated publicly 
that Pakistan will not manufacture a nu- 
clear explosives device.“ 

Special Ambassador at Large Richard Ken- 
nedy, testimony before two House sub- 
committees, 1 November 1983: 

“Ву helping friendly nations to address le- 
gitimate security concerns, we seek to re- 
duce incentives for the acquisition of nuclear 
weapons. The provision of security assist- 
ance and the sale of military equipment can 
be major components of efforts along these 
lines. Development of security ties to the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


U.S. can strengthen a country’s confidence 
in its ability to defend itself without nuclear 
weapons. At the same time, the existence of 
such a relationship enhances our credibility 
when we seek to persuade that country to 
forego [sic] nuclear arm...We believe that 
strengthening Pakistan's conventional mili- 
tary capability serves a number of important 
U.S. interests, including non-proliferation. 
At the same time, we have made clear to the 
government of Pakistan that efforts to ac- 
quire nuclear explosives would jeopardize 
our security assistance program.” 

Statement by Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of State Harry Marshall, 12 September 1983, 
before International Nuclear Law Associa- 
tion, San Francisco. 

“U.S. assistance has permitted Pakistan to 
strengthen its conventional defensive capa- 
bility. This serves to bolster its stability and 
thus reduce its motivation for acquiring nu- 
clear explosives.” 

President Ronald Reagan, Report to Con- 
gress pursuant to Sec. 601 of the Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Act (“601 Report’’), for cal- 
endar year 1982: 

“Steps were taken to strengthen the U.S. 
security relationship with Pakistan with the 
objective of addressing that country’s secu- 
rity needs and thereby reducing any motiva- 
tion for acquiring nuclear explosives.” 

“President Ronald Reagan, Report to Con- 
gress pursuant to Бес. 601 of the Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Act (“601 Report"), for cal- 
endar year 1981: 

“Military assistance by the United States 
and the establishment of a new security rela- 
tionship with Pakistan should help to coun- 
terpart its possible motivations toward ac- 
quiring nuclear weapons...Moreover, help 
from the United States in strengthening 
Pakistan’s conventional military capabili- 
ties would offer the best available means for 
counteracting possible motivations toward 
acquiring nuclear weapons.“ 

Assistant Secretary of State James Ma- 
lone, address before Atomic Industrial 
Forum, San Francisco, 1 December 1981: 

“We believe that this assistance—which is 
in the strategic interest of the United 
States—will make a significant contribution 
to the well-being and security of Pakistan 
and that it will be recognized as such by that 
government. We also believe that, for this 
reason, it offers the best prospect of deter- 
ring the Pakistanis from proceeding with the 
testing or acquisition of nuclear explosives. 

Undersecretary of State James Buckley, 
testimony before Senate Foreign Relations 
committee, 12 November 1981: 

“We believe that a program of support 
which provides Pakistan with a continuing 
relationship with a significant security part- 
ner and enhances its sense of security may 
help remove the principal underlying incen- 
tive for the acquisition of a nuclear weapons 
capability. With such a relationship in place 
we are hopeful that over time we will be able 
to persuade Pakistan that the pursuit of a 
weapons capability is neither necessary to 
its security nor in its broader interest as an 
important member of the world commu- 
nity.” 

Testimony of Undersecretary of State 
James Buckley, in response to question from 
Sen. Glenn, Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, 12 November 1981, on effects of a nu- 
clear detonation on continuation of cash 
sales of Е-16%: 

[Sen. Glenn]... so if Pakistan detonates а 
nuclear device before completion of the F-16 
sale, will the administration cut off future 
deliveries? 

Buckley! Again, Senator, we have under- 
scored the fact that this would dramatically 
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affect the relationship. The cash sales are 
part of that relationship. I cannot see draw- 
ing lines between the impact in the case of a 
direct cash sale versus a guaranteed or U.S.- 
financed sale,” 

Undersecretary of State James Buckley, 
letter to NY times, 25 July 1981: 

“Іп place of the ineffective sanctions on 
Pakistan's nuclear program imposed by the 
past Administration, we hope to address 
through conventional means the sources of 
insecurity that prompt a nation like Paki- 
stan to seek a nuclear capability in the first 
place.” 

EXHIBIT 2 
PAKISTAN’S PEACEFUL NUCLEAR ASSURANCES: 
1979-1995 

[Pakistan's government has] ... sum- 
marily rejected as false the charge that 
Pakistan was developing its nuclear program 
with assistance from or in partnership with 
Libya or any other country.’’—Pakistani 
Foreign Ministry Spokesman, NY Times, 4/9/ 
79 


“Pakistan has not sought or obtained fi- 
nancial assistance from Libya or any other 
country for its nuclear program.“ Pakistan 
Embassy, Pakistan Affairs, 6/16/80. 

Pakistan's nuclear development pro- 
gramme is solely ſor peaceful purposes and it 
has no plans to make nuclear weapons.“ 
Qutubuddian Aziz, Pakistan Embassy in UK. 
London Sunday Times, 2/1/81. 

“I was assured by the ministers, I was as- 
sured by the President [Zia] himself that it 
is not the intention of the Pakistani Govern- 
ment to develop nuclear weapons.“ - Under 
Secretary of State James Buckley, congres- 
sional hearing, 6/24/81. 

Senator JOHN GLENN. . . is it your view 
that we should go ahead with the arms sale 
to Pakistan without assurances that they 
are not in a [nuclear] weapons production 
mode?” 

Under Secretary BUCKLEY. “That assur- 
ance was given . . . by the Pakistani govern- 
ment.”—Under Secretary of State James 
Buckley, congressional hearing, 6/24/81. 

“I say that Pakistan's nuclear technology 
will not be given to any other nation. We 
will work, we will borrow, and we will beg 
for this technology. God willing we will 
never pass it to any other пабіоп.”-- - 
dent Zia-Ul-Haq, interview published in 
Turkish Hurriyet, 11/25/81. 

“You know, Pakistan is engaged and will 
strive to acquire nuclear technology for 
peaceful purposes. But Pakistan has neither 
the capability nor the intention of making 
an atomic bomb. . in no circumstances.“ 
President Zia-Ul-Haq, after meeting with 
President Mitterrand, Reuters, 1/26/82. 

“We, too, are engaged in a nuclear pro- 
gramme, with the sole aim of finding a via- 
ble alternate to the traditional sources of en- 
ergy, which are in scarce supply in Pakistan. 
Despite our repeated assurances, however, 
there has been an orchestrated campaign to 
malign us by falsely attributing to our 
peaceful programme a nonexistent military 
dimension.”"—President Zia-Ul-Haq, address 
at US National Press Club, 12/8/82. 

“The Pakistan side reiterated that Paki- 
stan was not interested in the manufacture 
or acquisition of nuclear weapons. We 
accept that the President of Pakistan is tell- 
ing us the truth.“ -U. S. official, after meet- 
ing between Presidents Zia and Reagan, NY 
Times, 12/8/82. 

President Zia). . . stated very emphati- 
cally that it is not the intention of Pakistan 
to develop nuclear weapons and that it is not 
doing so.“ —Sen. Charles McC. Mathias, 
Washington Post, 12/8/82. 
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„ . . I would like to state once again, and 
with all the emphasis at my command, if I 
have that, that our on-going nuclear pro- 
gramme has an exclusively peaceful dimen- 
sion and that Pakistan has neither the 
means nor, indeed, any desire to manufac- 
ture a nuclear device. I thrust [sic] that this 
distinguished gathering will take note of my 
assurance, which is given in all sincerity and 
with а full sense of responsibility.“ —Presi- 
dent Zia-Ul-Haq, address before Foreign Pol- 
icy Association, 12/9/82. 

“In our opinion, there is no such thing as 
а peaceful [nuclear] device or a nonpeaceful 
device. It’s like a sword. You can cut your 
throat; you can save yourself. We are plan- 
ning neither.“ — President Zia-Ul-Haq, Meet 
the Press, 12/12/82. 

“*, . . I hereby certify that I have reliable 
assurances that Pakistan will not transfer 
sensitive United States equipment, mate- 
rials, or technology in violation of agree- 
ments entered into under the Arms Export 
Control Act to any communist country, or to 
any country that receives arms from a com- 
munist country.“ President Ronald Reagan, 
Presidential Determination 83-4, 1/3/83. 

The Government of Pakistan understands 
our deep concern over this issue [Pakistan's 
pursuit of nuclear weapons]. We have made 
clear that the relationship between our two 
countries, and the program of military and 
economic assistance on which it rests, are 
ultimately inconsistent with Pakistan’s de- 
velopment of a nuclear explosives device. 
President Zia has stated publicly that Paki- 
stan will not manufacture a nuclear explo- 
sives device.“ Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of State Howard Shaffer, congressional testi- 
mony, 2/6/84. 

“Т must make one thing absolutely clear: 
contrary to the mischievous foreign propa- 
ganda, no foreign country has given financial 
or technical aid to us in this [nuclear] field 
. .. The ‘Islamic bomb’ is a figment of the 


Zionist mind. Dr. Abdul Qadeer Khan, 
Pakistan's top nuclear scientist, interview 
published 2/10/84. 


“Pakistan has stated time and again that 
it has absolutely no intention of using nu- 
clear technology for military purposes.“ — 
President Zia-Ul-Haq, address on 7/10/84. 

“Pakistan does not deny that it has a re- 
search and development program on uranium 
enrichment at Kahuta. But it is of a modest 
scale and is designed entirely for acquiring 
technology to meet Pakistan's future power 
generation requirements based on light 
water reactors . . Pakistan has no team for 
designing nuclear weapons. . Pakistan has 
never used Turkey as a channel for the im- 
port of materials from French or West Ger- 
man companies. Nor has it imported ura- 
nium from Libya. . . It was established long 
ago that Libya was not giving Pakistan any 
assistance for its nuclear program. Simi- 
larly, the allegation of Saudi help is also 
without foundation. For its non-existent nu- 
clear weapons program Pakistan has neither 
sought nor has it received assistance from 
China.""—Information Division, Embassy of 
Pakistan, July 1984. 

“We have repeatedly declared that our nu- 
clear energy program has an exclusively 
peaceful dimension and that we have no in- 
tention of acquiring or manufacturing nu- 
clear weapons. . The allegation of any nu- 
clear cooperation between Pakistan and 
China has been rejected by both countries 
Foreign Minister Sahabzada Yaqub 
Kahn, Islamabad, 7/28/84. 

“We are now approaching the end of 1984, 
but the dread explosion of imaginary Paki- 
stani nuclear device is nowhere in sight. 
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What could be a more convincing proof of the 
sincerity of Pakistan’s repeated assurances 
that its program is not weapon-oriented?’’— 
Iqbal Butt, Minister of Information, Em- 
bassy of Pakistan, Washington Post, 8/30/84. 

“I have no fears at all that [American] aid 
will be stopped. The relationship is based on 
trust and I have said we are not building a 
nuclear bomb.“ President Zia-U1-Haq, 
interview with AP, 8/12/84. (Pakistan Affairs, 
9/1/84). 

“As we have repeatedly stated, we have as- 
surances from the Pakistani government 
that its nuclear power program is entirely 
peaceful in intent and that it does not seek 
to acquire nuclear explosives of апу kind.“ 
State Department spokesman John Hughes, 
quoted by AP, 10/25/84. 

“We accepted President Zia-Ul-Haq’s cat- 
egorical statement that Pakistan’s nuclear 
program is devoted entirely to power genera- 
tion.“ Us Ambassador at Large Richard 
Kennedy, 11/2/84, in Pakistan Affairs, 12/1/85. 

“US officials say the letter [from President 
Reagan to President Zia) warned Zia not to 
process uranium at the controversial Kahuta 
plant outside Islamabad beyond 5 per cent 
enrichment . .. Zia’s letter [of reply] gave 
assurances that Pakistan would respect the 
new marker . . Other markers previously 
communicated to Pakistan include not test- 
ing а bomb, not reprocessing plutonium 
not assembling a bomb, and not asking an- 
other country to test a device on Pakistan's 
behalf. Simon Henderson, London Fi- 
nancial Times, 12/7/84. 

„our [nuclear] programme is for our 
own resources to be generated. It is not for 
any atomic bomb ог any other purpose. 
Prime Minister Mohammad Khan Junejo, 
interview, 6/14/85. 

“The Government of Pakistan and its 
President have repeatedly declared that 
Pakistan would not produce nor acquire nu- 
clear weapons, and that our research pro- 
gramme is for purely peaceful purposes. 
Ali Arshad, Embassy of Pakistan in UK, 
London Times, 9/27/85. 

“I take this opportunity to reaffirm Paki- 
stan's policy of developing nuclear energy 
for peaceful purposes only and its irrev- 
ocable commitment not to acquire nuclear 
weapons or nuclear explosive devices. Paki- 
stan has neither the capability nor the desire 
to develop nuclear weapons. — President Zia- 
Ul-Haq, Address before UN General Assem- 
bly, 10/23/85. 

“As for the Kahuta laboratory, it has been 
clarified time and again at the highest polit- 
ical level that the modest exercise there in 
uranium enrichment is on a research and de- 
velopment scale. It is solely motivated by a 
desire to achieve a degree of self-reliance in 
the front end of the nuclear fuel cycle, that 
is, а 3-percent enrichment of uranium.’’— 
Leaflet from Information Division, Embassy 
of Pakistan, October 1985. 

“Let me add here, Mr. Chairman, President 
Zia has, in fact, given the most unequivocal 
assurances on the question of a nuclear ex- 
plosives program. He has stated there will be 
no such explosives program completed and 
that he understands fully the concerns which 
we have expressed to him and respects those 
concerns. —- Ambassador Richard Kennedy, 
congressional testimony on 4/10/86. 

“Dr. [Abdul Qadeer Khan] noted that 
President Zia ul-Haq had made a commit- 
ment to the U.S. not to enrich beyond 5 per 
cent and said we are keeping to it.“ Simon 
Henderson, interview with Dr. A.Q. Khan, Fi- 
nancial Times, 7/16/86. 

Prime Minister Junejo reportedly 
assures U.S. senators that Pakistan is]... 
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abiding by the guidelines” established by the 
U.S. and specifically that Pakistan is keep- 
ing components separate.“ —-Don Oberdorfer, 
Washington Post, 7/17/86. [Oberdorfer wrote 
that Junejo appeared to be referring to Rea- 
gan’s September 1984 letter asking Paki- 
stan's to limit its uranium enrichment level 
at 5 percent, Oberdorfer added that "Earlier 
U.S. messages to Pakistan reportedly in- 
cluded a warning not to assemble compo- 
nents in a way that would create а bomb.““] 

“The prime minister [Junejo] confirmed 
that Pakistan pledged in response to a 1984 
letter from Reagan not to enrich uranium in 
its nuclear facilities to a level higher than 5 
percent. — Interview with Prime Minister 
Mohammad Khan Junejo, Washington Post, 
7/18/86. 

“Ours is a modest research programme. Its 
aim is to acquire fuel production capability 
for the reactors we need to meet our energy 
requirements. I reiterate here that Pakistan 
has no intention to produce nuclear weapons. 
We do not posses the capability and the re- 
sources. —- Prime Minister Mohammad Khan 
Junejo, Foreign Policy Association, 7/21/86. 

“(On U.S. concerns about Pakistan's bomb 
program] This matter has been raised be- 
tween us and the United States for the last 
eight years. I have convinced them that we 
are using nuclear energy only for peaceful 
purposes,""—President Zia-Ui-Haq, Interview, 
8/23/86. 

“President Reagan in late 1984 told Paki- 
stani President Mohammed Zia ul-Haq in a 
top-secret letter that 5 percent would be the 
highest enrichment level acceptable to the 
United States.“ —- Bob Woodward, Washington 
Post, 11/4/86. 

“In an interview with the Post on July 18, 
[Prime Minister] Junejo confirmed that 
Pakistan had pledged, in response to a 1984 
letter from Reagan, not to enrich uranium in 
its nuclear facilities to a level higher than 5 
percent.“ Washington Post, 11/5/86. 

“Pakistan does not have and is not produc- 
ing highly enriched uranium necessary for a 
nuclear explosive device . . the enrichment 
level has remained well within limits of the 
research and development program for 
fuel.""—Pakistani Foreign Secretary Abdul 
Sattar, Washington Post, 11/5/86. 

“Pakistan has renounced for itself the 
military use of nuclear energy and has used 
this energy only іп pecaeful fields.’’—Presi- 
dent Zia-Ul-Haq, Interview, 1/29/87. 

“A Foreign Office spokesman said in 
Islamabad today that Pakistan’s nuclear 
program is of a peaceful nature and this fact 
has been proved during the last 6 or 7 
уеагв.”--Кагасһі Domestic Service radio 
broadcast, 2/11/87. 

Senator SASSER. Have the Pakistanis 
pledged not to continue illegal purchases of 
nuclear equipment or technology from the 
United States?” 

Ambassador RICHARD KENNEDY. “Үев sir, 
they have indicated which this is something 
which they understand is against the law and 
we have brought to their attention the law 
and its рговсгірбіоп.”--Неагіпе, Senate Com- 
mittee on Governmental Affairs, 2/25/87. 

“As I so often publicly stated, Pakistan's 
enrichment research is solely aimed at the 
development of fuel-grade uranium for our 
future power reactors. The Government of 
Pakistan has made it abundantly clear that 
it has no desire to produce nuclear weap- 
ons. — Dr. Abdul Qadeer Khan, Pakistan's 
top nuclear scientist, NY Times, 3/2/87. 

“The minister in charge for science and 
technology, Mr. Wasim Sajjad, categorically 
stated in the National Assembly today that 
Pakistan does not possess an atomic bomb, 
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has no desire to have a bomb, and it cannot 
afford to manufacture and atomic bomb.“ 
Karachi Overseas Service broadcast, 3/5/87. 

“No power on Earth can deter us from pur- 
suing our peaceful nuclear program because 
our conscience is clear and our aim is peace- 
ful.”"—Pakistani Minister of State for For- 
eign Affairs, Zain Noorani, AP, 3/9/87. 

. . . we believe in nonproliferation, and 
our nuclear research is, therefore, devoted 
entirely to peaceful purposes the presi- 
dent and prime minister of Pakistan have re- 
peatedly expressed their commitment to 
nonproliferation . .’—Pakistani Ambas- 
sador Jamsheed Marker, Washington Post, 3/ 
1/87. 
“We are not producing Atomic weapons 
nor intend to do so, but we shall continue to 
develop our nuclear capabilities for peaceful 
purposes no matter whether any of our 
friends likes it or not.”—Pakistani Minister 
of State for Foreign Affairs, Zain Noorani, 
statement, 3/16/87. 

.. Pakistan has not enriched its ura- 
nium above the normal grade level required 
for peaceful рагровев.”--Ргевійепб Zai-Ul- 
Наа, Time, 3/23/87. 

“Pakistan has neither the desire, nor the 
intention, nor the capacity to develop a nu- 
clear weapon . . . We have the ability to en- 
rich uranium, but only below 5 percent, so it 
can only be used for power generation.” [The 
article continued: “Zia said he had made а 
written commitment to President Reagan 
that Pakistan would not embarrass the Unit- 
ed States and he would not go back on this 
gentleman's agreement’’}—Pakistani Presi- 
dent Zia-Ul-Haq, Interview in Defense Week, 
4/6/87. 

President ZIA. We are honorable people, 
and when President Reagan wrote this [a 
certification in October 1986 that Pakistan 
does not possess the bomb], I gave him my 
assurances. When Prime Minister Junejo vis- 
ited the United States of America early this, 
last year, he gave him the same assurances. 
And we will give him the assurances, with 
the word, that Pakistan's word is to be hon- 


. ‘... is it safe for him 
[Reagan] to say that . . by giving you the 
aid, he is going to, in effect, discourage you 
from moving on to develop the nuclear 
bomb?” 

President 21А. According to the American 
thinking, he is just, and perfect and cor- 
rect." 

Mr. MCLAUGHLIN. “What about Pakistani 
thinking?” 

President 21А. “Exactly the same, because 
we have no intention of developing a nuclear 
device.” 

Mr. MCLAUGHLIN. “Ноу does it follow if he 
gives you the aid you will be disinclined to 
develop the bomb?” 

President ZIA. Why do you want to have 
a bomb? To ensure security, to create a de- 
terrent, to have our own defensive means. If 
we have it otherwise, why should Pakistan 
indulge in the proliferation, against which 
Pakistan on principle is opposed to?” 

Mr. MCLAUGHLIN. [Asks if Pakistan is 
building the bomb by just producing all the 
components without assembling them.] 

President 71А. “Nonsense. False. Totally 
false. When Pakistan does not have the in- 
tention or the urge and desire to have a nu- 
clear device, why should we have 

Mr. MCLAUGHLIN. Why is this develop- 
ment going оп?” 

President 21А. “Our effort is only in the 
technical field, for peaceful purposes. They 
are just enriching uranium to a particular 
degree. That's all.“ — President Zia-Ul-Hagq. 
McLaughlin “Опе оп One.“ 6/15/87. 
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“No agency of the [Pakistan] government 
placed any order for this steel and no evi- 
dence has so far been brought to our knowl- 
edge that even any private company in Paki- 
stan is responsible for this order.“ —Paki- 
stani foreign office spokesman, commenting 
about a recent US Customs sting operation, 
UPI, 7/16/87. 

“... the Pakistan government has pro- 
vided assurances both certainly in public as 
well as in private that it is not enriching 
[uranium] above 5 percent. - Deputy Assist- 
ant Secretary of State Robert Peck, congres- 
sional testimony, 7/22/87. 

Pakistan's verifiable compliance with 
[its] past commitments is vital to any fur- 
ther United States military assistance.“ 
Text of S. Res. 266, passed the Senate by 
unanimous consent on 7/31/87. 

“The time has come [for Pakistan] to 
choose. If it wants to build nuclear weapons, 
under US law, it cannot have US foreign as- 
sistance. It is time for the Government of 
Pakistan to take concrete action to bring its 
nuclear program in line with its assur- 
апсев.”--беп. Robert Byrd, Congressional 
Record, 7/31/87. 

In passing S. Res. 266 Congress was! 
simply calling upon the Government of Paki- 
stan to make good on promises which it has 
already extended in the past years.“ —Sen. 
Gordon Humphrey, Congressional Record, 7/ 
31/87. 

[America and Pakistan! share ап 
overriding mutual interest that can best be 
promoted by Pakistan's decision to comply 
with this own stated policy for peaceful nu- 
clear development.“ —Sen. Bill Bradley, Con- 
gressional Record 7/31/87. 

“Pakistan must be made to understand 
that the United States is to keep its commit- 
ments.“ —Sen. Claiborne Pell, Congressional 
Record 7/31/87. 

. . It is essential at a minimum that our 
allies, and especially the recipients of US 
economic and military assistance, under- 
stand that the United States expects reason- 
able commitments concerning non-prolifera- 
біоп.”--беп. Jesse Helms, Congressional 
Record 7/31/87. 

“Mr. Armacost [US Under Secretary of 
State] also stressed the importance of Paki- 
stan's compliance, with their assurance not 
to enrich uranium about the five percent 
level.”—State Department spokesman 
Charles Redman, press briefing, 8/10/87. 

“We are enriching uranium in very small 
quantities, meant only for peaceful pur- 
ровев.”--Мілівбег of State for Foreign Af- 
fairs, Zain Noorani, interview on 8/27/87. 

“Pakistan, let me reiterate, is against the 
spread of nuclear weapons in South Азїа.”— 
Foreign Minister Yaqub Khan, speech in 
Islamabad, 9/1/87. 

The bogey of ‘the Islamic bomb’ was made 
up in countries that mean harm to Islam and 
Pakistan . . We have neither the intention 
nor the capability to produce a nuclear 
weapon . . Our [nuclear] technology has по 
military dimension. . . we have stated many 
times that we do not possess a bomb.’’— 
President Zia-Ul-Haq, interview published оп 
10/3/87 Jordan. 

“І have said in that past that we are not 
manufacturing a bomb. We are using nuclear 
technology for peaceful purposes . . . [Ракі- 
stan and Turkey] are not cooperating on the 
manufacture of a bomb. The Jewish lobby is 
probably behind such reports.“ President 
Zia-Ul-Haq, interview published on 10/4/87 іп 
Turkey. 

“We gave [the United States nonprolifera- 
tion] commitments at an earlier stage and as 
an elected government I will only go fur- 
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ther“ [if India gives commitments also].— 
Prime Minister Mohammed Khan Junejo, 
interview in Washington Post, 10/13/87. 

Ambassador KENNEDY. “... Pakistan has 
assured us that they were conducting their 
[nuclear] program wholly for peaceful pur- 
poses. . . they have told us that they are re- 
nouncing nuclear explosives of any kind... 
and as to their enrichment facility, they 
have indicated that it is devoted to produc- 
ing material at low enrichment levels for 
peaceful purposes only . . land] they have 
indicated that they would not undertake any 
testing 

Мг. SoLARZ. Have they also given us some 
assurances that they are not and do no in- 
tend to enrich uranium over the five percent 
level?“ 

Ambassador KENNEDY. The president [Zia] 
has stated that publicly 

Мг. SOLARZ. “І have the impression that 
position is also being conveyed directly to 
President Reagan by President Zia." 

Ambassador KENNEDY. The same kind of 
statement. 

Mr. WOLPE. Are they not continuing to 
enrich uranium beyond the 5-percent level 
... In blatant violation of their own ex- 
pressed explicit commitment to President 
Reagan?” 

Ambassador KENNEDY. That may well be, 
and we are concerned about that, and it is 
precisely because of that, we are exerting all 
kinds of pressure on them.“ - Ambassador 
Richard Kennedy, congressional testimony, 
10/22/87. 

Pakistan . . is not for a nuclear device, 
and I can assure you we will not embarrass 
the U.S. by suddenly producing опе... The 
truth is that we don’t have a device and we 
are not building one. President Zia-Ul- 
Haq, interview published in Washington 
Time, 11/16/87. 

Pakistan has neither]. . . the capability 
nor the intention“ to produce nuclear weap- 
ons.—President Zia-Ul-Haq, interview pub- 
lished in Wall Street Journal, 12/1/87. 

“Іп his interview . . Zain Noorani reiter- 
ated that Pakistan's atomic program is to- 
tally peaceful and its objective is to make 
the country self reliant in energy resources 
by 2000 АП."--Міпівбег of State for Foreign 
Affairs Zain Noorani, Islamabad Domestic 
Service broadcast, 1/9/88. 

“I am aware of your abiding interest in 
and strong commitment to, nuclear non-pro- 
liferation. We share these concerns, for Paki- 
stan has unequivocally committed itself to 
nuclear non-proliferation.’"—Letter from 
Pakistani Ambassador Jamsheed Marker to 
Sen. John Glenn, 1/20/88. 

“The Pakistan government has not modi- 
fied its position that its uranium enrichment 
activities are strictly peaceful and that it 
will not enrich uranium above the 5% level, 
nor has it given any new assurances with re- 
spect to its enrichment activities.“ Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of State Robert Peck, 
congressional testimony, 2/17/88. 

“Іп August [1984], President Reagan draft- 
ed a letter to Zia warning Pakistan not to 
cross ‘the red line’ of enriching uranium 
above 5 percent ... the President's letter, 
sent on Sept. 12 ... [warned] that if Zia 
crossed the 5 percent ‘red line,“ he would face 
unspecified ‘grave consequences.’ In Novem- 
ber 1984... President Zia gave written as- 
surances to Reagan that the American limit 
would be respected.’’—Hedrick Smith, “А 
Bomb Ticks in РаКізбап," NY Times Maga- 
zine, 3/16/88. 

“Perhaps the [US] effort was to stop us 
from that enrichment program. Having seen 
that Pakistan has gone and succeeded, the 
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best thing now is to enjoy and relax.” [Zia 
reportedly also stated that Pakistan does 
not have a nuclear weapon or a program to 
build one.}—President Zia-Ul-Haq, interview 
in Wall Street Journal, 4/26/88. 

Pakistan's commitment to nuclear non- 
proliferation is firm and unwavering ... 
Pakistan does not possess nuclear weapons, 
nor does it intend to possess them. We have 
not carried out a nuclear explosion nor do we 
intend to conduct one. Our nuclear pro- 
gramme is emphatically peaceful in nature. 
Indeed, we are firm in our resolve to keep 
our area free from all nuclear weapons.“ — 
Pakistan’s UN Ambassador S. Shah Nawaz, 
address before UN General Assembly, 6/13/88. 

“Pakistan’s nuclear programs are peaceful 
and do not represent a threat to any other 
nation in the region. Pakistan has repeat- 
edly declared, at the highest levels of our 
government, that we do not possess, and 
have no intention of developing, a nuclear 
weapon. —Letter from Pakistani Ambas- 
U Jamsheed Marker to Sen. John Glenn, 

“We don't want any controversy [with the 
US] on the nuclear issue. We want it clear 
beyond doubt that we're interested only іп 
energy, not nuclear weapons.’’—Opposition 
leader Benazir Bhutto, Washington Post, 11/ 
19/88, shortly before becoming Prime Min- 
ister. 

We believe in a peaceful [nuclear] pro- 
gram for energy purposes and nothing 
else. — Opposition leader Benazir Bhutto, 
interview in Time, 11/28/88. 

“I can tell you with confidence that there 
is по bomb programme in Pakistan ... 
There is по bomb programme . there is no 
bomb programme. Prime Minister Benazir 
Bhutto, interview in Calcutta Telegraph, 12/ 
14/88. 

We're committed to a peaceful energy 
program. We don’t have any [nuclear] weap- 
ons policy . . . Pakistan doesn’t have any in- 
tention to get a nuclear device or a nuclear 
меароп.”--Ргіте Minister Benazir Bhutto, 
interviewed on '*McNeil/Lehrer,”’ 12/16/88. 

“Talking to a visiting American [congres- 
sional] delegation President Ghulam 
Ishaq Khan stated categorically that Paki- 
stan’s nuclear program was designed purely 
for peaceful purposes and that Pakistan had 
no intention to build or acquire nuclear 
weapons.""—Islamabad Domestic Services 
broadcast, 1/16/89. 

“It is right to say that we are one of the 
‘threshold’ states ... We have deliberately 
chosen not to take the final step, to build a 
bomb and test it, because we don’t think it 
is right.“ — Pakistani Ambassador Jamsheed 
Marker, quoted in Washington Times, 2/8/89. 

We manufactured small reactors and built 
nuclear power plants. However, we have 
never considered this for military pur- 
poses. — Minister of State for Defense 
Ghulam Sarwar Cheema, іп Istanbul 
Hurriyet, 5/4/89. 

“The Pakistan delegate, Mr. Mirza Javed 
Chauhan, told the [UN] Disarmament Com- 
mission that Pakistan does not possess nu- 
clear weapons, nor does it have any inten- 
tion to do so.“ Islamabad Domestic Service 
broadcast, 5/10/89. 

“Speaking for Pakistan, I can declare that 
we do not possess nor do we intend to make 
a nuclear device. That is our polic;.’’—Prime 
Minister Benazir Bhutto, address before 
Joint Session of US Congress, 6/7/89. 

“... Bhutto promised during her visit 
that Pakistan will not produce ‘weapons- 
grade uranium’. .'. or take the final step to 
assemble a nuclear деуісе.”--Мавһіпр оп 
Post, 6/15/89. 
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Pakistan has not, nor do we have any in- 
tention of putting together or making, a 
bomb, or taking it to the point where you 
can put it together.’—Prime Minister 
Benazir Bhutto, New York Times, 7/10/89. 

“Pakistani Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto 
on Sunday flatly denied speculation that her 
country is developing nuclear weapons. She 
said in an interview with a British television 
network that Pakistan will never possess 
such weapons in the future.“ -Reported by 
Kyodo News Service, 7/10/89. 

“We do have the knowledge but I think 
there is a difference between knowledge and 
capability . . . So we do have a knowledge, if 
confronted with a threat, to use. . But we 
do not in the absence of any threat intend to 
use that knowledge . . In fact, as matter of 
policy my government is firmly committed 
to nonproliferation.” Prime Minister 
Benazir Bhutto, quoted by AFP, 8/29/89. 

“It is true that Pakistan has certain 
knowledge in the nuclear field but it has no 
intention of using this knowledge. . . To put 
it another way, we do not want to convert 
this knowledge into—shall we say—a nuclear 
capability at the present time.“ — Prime Min- 
ister Benazir Bhutto, interview in Die Welt, 
as quoted by Reuters, 10/22/89. 

"There was a [nuclear weapons] capability 
in 1989 when the present Government came 
to power, and that means we could have 
moved forward іп an unwise direction ... 
But we didn't. Instead, we froze the pro- 
gram."'—Pakistani Foreign Secretary 
Shahryar Khan, NY Times, 2/8/92. 

We kept our part of the bargain but Paki- 
stan let us down by crossing the line in 1990 
. . . We had promised Pakistan billions and 
billions of dollars if that line was not 
crossed."—John Malott, interim director of 
State Department South Asia Bureau, AFP, 
5/16/93. 

“India is the nuclear delinquent іп the re- 
gion while Pakistan has always been exercis- 
ing restraint. . . [Pakistan] does not possess 
a nuclear explosive device and does not in- 
tend to make опе.”--РаКізбапі Foreign Min- 
ister Assef Ahmed Ali, quoted in AFP, 11/28/ 


“We are a very responsible country, and we 
do not believe in the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons."’—Pakistani Foreign Minister 
Assef Ahmed Ali, quoted in Washington 
Times, 8/25/94. 

“I want to say categorically and finally 
that Pakistan has not made nuclear weapons 

. Pakistan does not intend to make nu- 
clear weapons.“ — Pakistani Foreign Minister 
Assef Ahmed Ali, quoted in New York Times, 


“We have made a sovereign decision not to 
produce nuclear weapons. —-Munir Akram, 
foreign ministry spokesman, Washington 
Times, 8/25/94. 

“We have neither detonated one, nor have 
we got nuclear weapons being a respon- 
sible state and a state committed to non- 
proliferation, we in Pakistan, through five 
successive governments have taken a policy 
decision to follow a peaceful nuclear pro- 
gram."—Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto, 
interview with David Frost on PBS, 11/18/94. 

Pakistan has not acquired the [nu- 
clear-capable] М-11 or any other missile 
from China that violates the Missile Tech- 
nology Control Regime .. Press Re- 
lease, Information Division, Pakistan Em- 
bassy, 7/27/95. 

Senator BROWN. Did we have an agree- 
ment with the Pakistani government that in 
return for the assistance we provided, that 
they would not develop nuclear weapons? 
Was that a condition for our cooperation 
with them in the late 198078?” 
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Assistant Secretary RAPHEL: “Тһе short 
answer to that is no. There was no such ex- 
plicit agreement there was no explicit 
quid pro quo there.“ —-Testimony of Assist- 
ant Secretary of State Robin Raphel, South 
Asia subcommittee of Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, 9/14/95. 


EXHIBIT 3 


FROM MYTH TO REALITY: EVIDENCE OF 
PAKISTAN’S “NUCLEAR RESTRAINT” 

Early 1980’s—Multiple reports that Paki- 
stan obtained a pre-tested, atomic bomb de- 
sign from China. 

Early 1980’s—Multiple reports that Paki- 
stan obtained bomb-grade enriched uranium 
from China. 

1980—-U.S. nuclear export control violation: 
Reexport via Canada (components of invert- 
ers used in gas centrifuge enrichment activi- 
ties). 

1981—U.S. nuclear export control violation: 
New York, zirconium (nuclear fuel cladding 
material). 

1981—AP story cites contents of reported 
U.S. State Department cable stating We 
have strong reason to believe that Pakistan 
is seeking to develop a nuclear explosives ca- 
pability . . Pakistan is conducting a pro- 
gram for the design and development of a 
triggering package for nuclear explosive de- 
vices." 

1981—Publication of book, Islamic Bomb, 
citing recent Pakistan efforts to contruct a 
nuclear test site. 

1982/3—Several European press reports in- 
dicate that Pakistan was using Middle East- 
ern intermediaries to acquire bomb parts (13- 
inch steel spheres“ and steel petal 
shapes“). 

1983— Recently declassified U.S. govern- 
ment assessment concludes that There is 
unambiguous evidence that Pakistan ac- 
tively pursuing a nuclear weapons develop- 
ment program . . We believe the ultimate 
application of the enriched uranium pro- 
duced at Kahufa, which is unsafeguarded, is 
clearly nuclear weapons.” 

1984—President Zia states that Pakistan 
has acquired a “very modest” uranium en- 
richment capability for “nothing but peace- 
ful purposes.“ 

1984— President Reagan reportedly warns 
Pakistan of grave consequences“ if it en- 
riches uranium above 5%. 

1985—ABC News reports that U.S. believes 
Pakistan has “successfuly tested“ a firing 
mechanism” of an atomic bomb by means of 
а non-nuclear explosion, and that U.S. 
Krytrons “һауе been acquired” by Pakistan. 

1985—U.S. nuclear export control violation: 
Texas, Krytrons (nuclear weapon triggers). 

1985—U.S. nuclear export control violation: 
U.S. cancelled license for export of flash x- 
ray camera to Pakistan (nuclear weapon di- 
agnostic uses) because of proliferation con- 
cerns. 

1985/6—Media cites production of highly en- 
riched, bomb-grade uranium in violation of a 
commitment to the U.S. 

1986—Bob Woodward article in Washington 
Post cites alleged DIA report saying Paki- 
stan ‘detonated a high explosive test de- 
velop between Sept. 18 and Sept. 21 as part of 
its continuing efforts to build an implosion- 
type nuclear weapon"; says Pakistan has 
produced uranium enriched to a 93.5% level. 

1986—Press reports cite U.S. “Special Na- 
tional Intelligence Estimate“ concluding 
that Pakistan had produced weapons-grade 
material, 

1986—Commenting on Pakistan's nuclear 
capability, General Zia tells interviewer, It 
is our right to obtain the technology. And 
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when we acquire this technology, the Islamic 
world will possess it with us.” 

1986—Recently declassified memo to then- 
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger states, 
“Despite strong U.S. concern, Pakistan con- 
tinues to pursue a nuclear explosive capabil- 
ity * * * If operated at its nominal capacity, 
the Kahuta uranium enrichment plant could 
produce enough weapons-grade material to 
build several nuclear devices per year." 

1987—-U.S. nuclear export control violation: 
Pennsylvania, maraging steel & beryllium 
(used in centrifuge manufacture and bomb 
components). 

1987—London Financial Times reports U.S. 
spy satellites have observed construction of 
second uranium enrichment plant in Paki- 
stan. 

1987—Pakistan's leading nuclear scientist 
states in published interview that “what the 
CIA has been saying about our possessing the 
bomb is correct." 

1987—West German official confirms that 
nuclear equipment recently seized on way to 
Pakistan was suitable for “аб least 93% en- 
richment” of uranium; blueprints of uranium 
enrichment plant also seized in Switzerland. 

1987—U.S. nuclear export control violation: 
California, oscilloscopes, computer equip- 
ment (useful in nuclear weapon R&D). 

1987—According to photocopy of a reported 
German foreign ministry memo published in 
Paris in 1990, U.K. government official tells 
German counterpart on European non- 
proliferation working group that he was 
“convinced that Pakistan had ‘a few small’ 
nuclear weapons.” 

1988—President Reagan waives an aid cut- 
off for Pakistan due to an export control vio- 
lation; in his formal certification, he con- 
firmed that material. equipment, ог tech- 
nology covered by that provision was to be 
used by Pakistan in the manufacture of a nu- 
clear explosive device." 

1988—Hedrick Smith article in the New 
York Times reports U.S. government sources 
believe Pakistan has produced enough highly 
enriched uranium for 4-6 bombs. 

1988—President Zia tells Carnegie Endow- 
ment delegation in interview that Pakistan 
has attained a nuclear capability “that is 
good enough to create an impression of de- 
terrence." 

1989—Multiple reports of Pakistan modify- 
ing U.S,-supplied F-16 aircraft for nuclear 
delivery purposes; wind tunnel tests cited in 
document reportedly from West German in- 
telligence service. 

1989—Test launch of Hatf-2 missile: Pay- 
load (500 kilograms) and range (300 kilo- 
meters) meets nuclear- capable“ standard 
under Missile Technology Control Regime. 

1989—CIA Director Webster tells Senate 
Governmental Affairs Committee hearing 
that “Clearly Pakistan is engaged іп devel- 
oping a nuclear capability.” 

1989—Media claims that Pakistan acquired 
tritium gas and tritium facility from West 
Germany іп mid-1980’s. 

1989—ACDA unclassified report cites Chi- 
nese assistance to missile program in Paki- 
stan. 

1989—U.K. press cites nuclear cooperation 
between Pakistan and Iraq. 

1989—Article in Nuclear Fuel states that 
the United States has issued about 100 spe- 
cific communiques to the West German Gov- 
ernment related to planned exports to the 
Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission and its 
affiliated organizations;’’ exports reportedly 
oa tritium and a tritium recovery fa- 
cility. 

1989—Article in Defense & Foreign Affairs 
Weekly states source close to the Pakistani 
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nuclear program have revealed that Paki- 
stani scientists have now perfected detona- 
tion mechanisms for a nuclear device.” 

1989—Reporting on a recent customs inves- 
tigation, West German magazine Stern re- 
ports, “віпсе the beginning of the eighties 
over 70 [West German] enterprises have sup- 
plied sensitive goods to enterprises which for 
years have been buying equipment for Paki- 
stan’s ambitious nuclear weapons program.” 

1989—Gerard Smith, former U.S. diplomat 
and senior arms control authority, claims 
U.S. has turned a “blind еуе” to prolifera- 
tion developments in Pakistan and Israel. 

1989—Senator Glenn delivers two lengthy 
statements addressing Pakistan’s violations 
of its uranium enrichment commitment to 
the United States and the lack of progress on 
nonproliferation issues from Prime Minister 
Bhutto's democratically elected government 
after a year in office; Glenn concluded, 
“There simply must be a cost to non-compli- 
ance—when a solemn nuclear pledge is vio- 
lated, the solution surely does not lie in 
voiding the pledge.“ 

1989-90—Reports of secret construction of 
unsafeguarded nuclear research reactor; 
components from Europe. 

1990—U.S. News cites ‘‘western intelligence 
sources” claiming Pakistan recently cold- 
tested" a nuclear device and із now building 
a plutonium production reactor; article says 
Pakistan is engaged in nuclear cooperation 
with Iran. 

1990—French magazine publishes photo of 
West German government document citing 
claim by U.K. official that British govern- 
ment believes Pakistan already possesses ‘‘a 
few small” nuclear weapons; cites Ambas- 
sador Richard Kennedy claim to U.K. dip- 
lomat that Pakistan has broken its pledge to 
the U.S. not to enrich uranium over 5%. 

1990—London Sunday Times cites growing 
U.S. and Soviet concerns about Pakistani 
nuclear program; paper claims F-16 aircraft 
are being modified for nuclear delivery pur- 
poses; claims U.S. spy satellites have ob- 
served “heavily armed conveys” leaving 
Pakistan uranium enrichment complex at 
Kahuta and heading for military airfields. 

1990—Pakistani biography of top nuclear 
scientist (Dr. Abdul Qadeer Khan and the Is- 
lamic Bomb) claims U.S. showed model“ of 
Pakistani bomb to visiting Pakistani dip- 
lomat as part of unsuccessful nonprolifera- 
tion effort. 

1990—Defense & Foreign Affairs Weekly re- 
ports “U.S. officials now believe that Paki- 
stan has quite sufficient computing power in 
country to run all the modeling necessary to 
adequately verify the viability of the coun- 
try’s nuclear weapons technology.” 

1990—Dr. А.О. Khan, father of Pakistan's 
bomb, receives “Man of the Nation Award.” 

1990— Washington Post documents 3 recent 
efforts by Pakistan to acquire special arc- 
melting furnaces with nuclear and missile 
applications. 

1991—Wall Street Journal says Pakistan is 
buying nuclear-capable М-11 missile from 
China. 

1991—Sen. Moynihan says in television 
interview, “Last July [1990] the Pakistanis 
machined 6 nuclear warheads. And they've 
still got them.” 

1991—Time quotes businessman, “ВССІ is 
functioning as the owners’ representative for 
Pakistan's nuclear-bomb project.“ 

1992— Pakistani foreign secretary publicly 
discusses Pakistan's possession of cores“ of 
nuclear devices. 


September 20, 1995 


EXHIBIT 4 


ARE PAKISTAN’S F-16’s ‘‘NUCLEAR-CAPABLE”’? 
Іт DEPENDS ON WHO YOU ASK 


William T. Pendley, Office of Assistant 
Secretary of Defense/ISA, Letter to Sen. 
Glenn on 13 April 1993: 

“Pakistan could. . . theoretically attach a 
[nuclear] weapon and deliver it to a target 
with their F-l6s, or any other aircraft іп 
their inventory, if arming and fuzing proce- 
dures were accomplished before takeoff, and 
safety and placement accuracy were not con- 
sidered.” 

Robert Gates, CIA Director, Testimony Be- 
fore Senate Governmental Affairs Commit- 
tee, 15 January 1992: 

[Sen. Glenn}—‘‘How about delivery sys- 
tems? Is there any evidence that Pakistan 
converted F-16s for possible nuclear delivery 
use? 

[Gates}—"We know that they are—or we 
have information that suggests that they're 
clearly interested in enhancing the ability of 
the F-16 to deliver weapons safely. But we 
don't really have—they don't require those 
changes, I don't think, to deliver a weapon. 
We could perhaps provide some additional 
detail in a classified manner.” 

“Assessing ballistic missile proliferation 
and its control, “Report of Center for Inter- 
national Security and Arms Control, Stan- 
ford University, November 1991: 

“Pakistani F-16 aircraft could be effective 
nuclear-delivery vehicles even if Pakistan's 
nuclear warheads are large and һеауу.” 

“Western intelligence sources” cited in 
U.S. News & World Report, 12 February 1990: 

“The sources say Pakistan, in violation of 
agreements with Washington, is busily con- 
verting U.S.-supplied F-16 fighter planes—60 
more are scheduled to be sent this year—into 
potential nuclear-weapons carriers by outfit- 
ting them with special structures attached 
to the plane’s underwing carriage. The struc- 
ture allows the mounting of a dummy under 
one wing of the F-16 to balance the weight of 
the bomb under the other wing.“ 

Deptuy Assistant Secretary of Defense Ar- 
thur Hughes, testimony before House Sub- 
committee, 2 August 1989: 

“In order to deliver a nuclear device with 
any reasonable degree of accuracy and safe- 
ty, it first would be necessary to replace the 
entire wiring package in the aircraft. In ad- 
dition to building a weapons carriage mount, 
one would also have to re-do the fire control 
computer, the stores management system, 
and mission computer software to allow the 
weapon to be dopped accurately and to redis- 
tribute weight and balance after release. We 
believe this capability far exceeds the state 
of the art in Pakisan and could only be ac- 
complished with a major release of data and 
industrial equipment from the U.S.“ 

[Вер. Solarz]—Now, in your testimony, Mr. 
Hughes, I gather you've said that the F-l6s 
which we have already sold them are not nu- 
clear capable? 

[Hughes That's right sir. 

[Rep. Solarz]—And the planes we're plan- 
ning to sell will not be configured in such a 
way that they could deliver nuclear ord- 
nance? 

[Hughes] That's right, Mr. Chairman. 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State 
Teresita Schaffer, testimony before House 
Subcommittee, 2 August 1989: 

“None of the F-16s Pakistan already owns 
or is about to purchase is configured for nu- 
clear delivery. Pakistan, moreover, will be 
obligated by contract not to modify its new 
acquisitions without the approval of the 
United States.“ 

Views attributed to German Intelligence 
Agency (BND), in Der Spiegel, 24 July 1989: 
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“The Pakistanis have secretly planned to 
use the fighter aircraft as a delivery system 
for their bomb. According to a report by the 
Federal Intelligence Service (BND), relevant 
tests have already been successfully con- 
cluded. The BND has reported to the 
Chancellor's Office that, using an F-16 
model, the Pakistanis have made wind tun- 
nel tests and have designed to shell of the 
bomb in a way that allows them to install it 
underneath the wings. At the same time, the 
detonating mechanism has been improved, so 
that the weapons сап now be used... Accord- 
ing to the BND report, the Pakistanis long 
ago found out how to program the Е-16 on- 
board computer to carry out the relevant 
flight maneuvers in dropping the bomb. Ac- 
cording to the report from Pullach [BND 
headquarters], they also know how-to make 
the electronic contact between the aircraft 
and the bomb." 

Sen. John Glenn, letter to President Ron- 
ald Reagan, 5 March 1987: 

“Апа I believe we should continue to try to 
provide assistance to the Afghans. But if the 
price that must now be paid is acceptance of 
Pakistani nuclear weapons production along 
with the continued provision of a ‘make in 
the U.S.A.’ delivery system (F-16s), a com- 
bination certain to ultimately erode the na- 
tional security of the United States and 
some of its closest allies, then the price is 
too high.“ 

Undersecretary of State James Buckley, 
testimony before the Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, 12 November 1981: 

[Sen. Hayakawal— Do the Е-16'5 provide 
Pakistan with a delivery system for nuclear 
devices?” 

[Виск1еу]—“Үез, they would. But by the 
same token, this is not the only aircraft that 
would have that capability. My understand- 
ing is that the Mirage III currently possessed 
by Pakistan, would have the capability of de- 
livering a small nuclear device.” 

E.F. Von Marbod, Director of Defense Se- 
curity Assistance Agency, testimony before 
two House Subcommittees, 16 September 
1981: 

Ібоһаг?|--“І gather the F-l6'’s are tech- 
nically capable of carrying nuclear weapons. 
Will the F-16’s supplied Pakistan be able to 
carry nuclear weapons?“ 

[Von Магһой)-“Мг. Solarz, all nuclear ca- 
pabilities will be deleted from these F-16’s. 
All wiring to the pylons, all computer soft- 
ware programs that manage the hardware 
stores and all cockpit controls that are nu- 
clear-related.” 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a letter to the 
President regarding the Pakistani situ- 
ation that I sent on April 19 be printed 
in the RECORD, and I reserve the re- 
mainder of my time. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS, 
Washington, DC, April 19, 1995. 
President WILLIAM CLINTON, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am writing to ex- 
press my concern about the direction of U.S. 
nonproliferation policy in South Asia in the 
wake of the visit last week of Prime Minister 
Benazir Bhutto of Pakistan. Press reports 
and commentary regarding her visit and the 
joint press conference you held with her have 
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been singularly devoid of information on the 
history of the Pressler Amendment, the ac- 
tivities of Pakistan in the nuclear area, and 
the circumstances surrounding the two 1989 
contracts for the sale of F-16s. Without such 
understanding, it is easy to conclude that an 
injustice has been perpetrated upon Paki- 
stan, and that to rectify it, a major adjust- 
ment in our nonproliferation policy must be 
made. The truth, however, is much more 
complicated, and the problem does not lend 
itself to easy resolution. 

To understand how we have arrived at this 
difficult state of affairs with Pakistan, in 
which they have paid $658 million in cash 
and used $200 million in credits for 28 F-l6s 
but cannot have them delivered, let us re- 
view some history. 

Іп the mid-70s, Congress became concerned 
about increasing evidence of international 
nuclear trade in dangerous technologies as- 
sociated with producing nuclear weapon ma- 
terials. A number of countries, including but 
not limited to Pakistan, South Korea, 
Brazil, and Taiwan were actively engaged in 
seeking such technologies, and suppliers 
such as France and Germany seemed pre- 
pared to meet the demand. In an attempt to 
dampen such activity, in 1976 and 1977, Con- 
gress enacted what is now called the Glenn/ 
Symington amendment to the Foreign As- 
sistance Act which provided that countries 
importing or exporting such dangerous tech- 
nologies under certain conditions would be 
cut off from U.S. economic and military as- 
sistance. This law was universal in its appli- 
cation and was not directed specifically to- 
ward Pakistan. Nonetheless, in 1979, after 
much information became available about il- 
legal Pakistani activities involving the 
smuggling of design information and equip- 
ment related to nuclear enrichment, Presi- 
dent Carter invoked the Glenn/Symington 
Amendment to cut off the Pakistanis. After 
the war in Afghanistan broke out, attempts 
by the Carter Administration to restore 
some assistance to Pakistan in return for re- 
straint on their nuclear program were 
rebuffed by the Pakistanis. 

When the Reagan Administration arrived, 
aid to Pakistan and the Mujahideen was high 
up on the administration’s foreign policy 
agenda, and the repeal of the Glenn/Syming- 
ton Amendment was suggested during Con- 
gressional consultations. This was rejected. 
Instead, a proposal was made and adopted 
into law that allowed the President to re- 
sume aid to Pakistan for six years despite its 
violations of Section 669” of the Glenn/Sy- 
mington Amendment (relating the uranium 
enrichment activities). President Reagan 
used this authority in 1982 and also issued a 
waiver under Section 670” of the amend- 
ment (relating to reprocessing activities) to 
exempt Pakistan indefinitely from the cutoff 
provisions of that section of the Glenn/Sy- 
mington legislation as well/ (He could not do 
the same under Section 669 unless he had 
“reliable assurances“ that the Pakistanis 
were not developing nuclear weapons, and 
such assurances were clearly not available). 
Thus, a specific waiver for Pakistan was cre- 
ated (and has been subsequently renewed five 
times) that allowed them to escape from the 
sanctions imposed by U.S. law for 
proliferators. This has been done for no other 
country that I am aware of. 

Nonetheless, Congress was unwilling to 
give a complete blank check to Pakistan, 
and stipulated in the waiver legislation that 
Pakistan would still be cut off if it received 
or exploded a nuclear device. In addition, 
Congress stipulated that an annual report 
would be provided on Pakistan’s nuclear ac- 
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tivities so that Congress could confirm that 
U.S. assistance was indeed inhibiting Paki- 
stan's bomb program as was confidently as- 
sumed by Reagan Administration officials. 

Those reports, along with supplementary 
intelligence information, revealed that there 
was no effect whatsoever on the pace or di- 
rection of the Pakistani bomb program. The 
Pakistanis continued to say publicly that 
they had no nuclear weapons program, and 
continually lied to U.S. authorities whenever 
questioned. Indeed, then-President Zia and 
the then-head of the Pakistani Atomic En- 
ergy Commission, Munir Khan, both lied di- 
rectly to me during my visit to Islamabad in 
1984 when I asked them about information I 
had concerning their nuclear program. 

The result of all this mendacity, plus ongo- 
ing information that the Pakistani program 
was progressing, was the enactment of the 
Pressler Amendment, passed in 1985, which 
was designed to draw a new line in the sand 
regarding the extent of U.S. forbearance of 
Pakistan's nuclear weapons program. The 
amendment required the U.S. President to 
certify annually that Pakistan did not pos- 
sess’ a nuclear explosive device in order for 
assistance to continue, and that such assist- 
ance would “significantly reduce the risk” 
that Pakistan would possess such a device. 
Please note that the argument about the 
Pressler Amendment being unfair because it 
applies only to Pakistan is completely dis- 
ingenuous because it ignores the fact that 
Pressler was created to shape further the 
unique, special exemption from U.S. non- 
proliferation law given to Pakistan years 
earlier. 

It has been reported that C.I.A. officials 
who were privy to intelligence information 
concerning the Pakistani program were 
skeptical, beginning from 1987 on, that the 
President could make the appropriate cer- 
tifications under Pressler to allow aid to 
continue. Statements from high ranking 
Pakistani officials around this time sug- 
gested that they had the bomb within their 
grasp. Nonetheless, President Reagan in 1987 
and 1988, and President Bush in 1989 made 
those certifications. It has also been re- 
ported that President Bush told the Paki- 
stanis in 1989 that he would be unable to 
make the certification in 1990. 

Now, the contracts for the sale of 28 Е-168 
was signed in 1989, the year Pakistan was os- 
tensibly warned that there would be no fur- 
ther certifications that would allow them to 
receive military equipment from the United 
States. The first cash payment (of $50 mil- 
lion) was made at the beginning of FY 1990. 
Subsequent to the cutoff, which took effect 
in October, 1990, Pakistan continued to send 
periodic payments for the manufacture of F- 
16s, i.e., $150 million in FY 1991, $243 million 
in FY 1992, and $215 million in FY 1993, for a 
total of $658 million. 

Why did they continue to send money 
when U.S. law would not enable them to re- 
ceive the planes? This is a question only 
they can answer. But it is not unlike an in- 
vestor buying the stock of a company whose 
assets are under a lien in the hope that the 
lien will somehow be removed. If it doesn’t 
get removed, the investor can hardly call 
“foul”, 

All this is not to say that the Pakistanis 
are not entitled to any sympathy in their na- 
tional security plight in South Asia. They 
have fought three wars with a much larger 
adversary, India, who is also pursuing a nu- 
clear weapons program and exploded a device 
in 1974. By virtue of India’s nuclear program 
being indigenous and therefore not in viola- 
tion of the terms of the Glenn/Symington 
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Amendment, the Indians have not been sub- 
ject to the amendment’s sanctions (which 
would not have been effective in any case, 
since the Indians received only token 
amounts of economic or military assistance 
from the U.S.). That is not the same thing as 
saying that U.S. law is discriminatory in its 
application. 

As I write this, more than 170 nations are 
meeting in New York to determine whether 
and for how long to extend the Nuclear Non- 
proliferation Treaty. It has been the policy 
of every American President over the past 
twenty five years since the Treaty went into 
effect to support the Treaty and we have 
been steadfast in that support. As a result, 
we have every right to ask, as you have done, 
that the members of the Treaty vote for in- 
definite extension. The NPT has been a suc- 
cess because we have cooperated with those 
Parties to the Treaty who have taken their 
nonproliferation commitments seriously, 
just as we are taking our own commitments 
seriously by reducing our stockpiles of weap- 
ons and engaging in a moratorium on test- 
ing. 
How will we be keeping faith with those 
170+ nations meeting in New York if the 
message we send is that a proliferator with a 
history of mendacity can receive from the 
United States a significant number of nu- 
clear weapons delivery systems (F-16s)? То 
ask the question is to give the answer. 

The U.S. cannot be a champion of non- 
proliferation on the one hand and a 
facilitator of nuclear weapons development 
or delivery on the other. To send F-l6s to 
Pakistan with full realization of the history 
I have laid out in this letter would be a gross 
violation of our commitment to foster a non- 
proliferation ethic in the world through the 
NPT and other means, and would rightfully 
subject us to strong international criticism. 

Iam not an enemy of Pakistan, and I have 
supported them when they have been threat- 
ened in the past, such as during the war in 
Afghanistan. And I, along with you, Mr. 
President, want their cooperation in the 
fight against terrorism and drugs. Surely we 
ought to be able to find a way to support 
them in these activities without giving them 
а nuclear weapons delivery system. I am pre- 
pared to discuss with you or your representa- 
tives various options in which such support 
might be provided without undermining our 
nonproliferation standing and efforts around 
the world. 

As to the cash payments for the Е-16з, we 
cannot ignore the fact that, contrary to the 
grossly incorrect public statement made by 
Assistant Secretary Robin Raphel at a White 
House briefing on April 11, no payments were 
made by Pakistan before FY1990. Sticking to 
the payment schedule of the contract until 
FY1993 was a gamble by Pakistan that didn't 
pay off, and now they want to be held harm- 
less from losing their gamble. It is perhaps 
unfortunate that U.S. officials did not dis- 
abuse the Pakistanis of the hope that mak- 
ing those payments would put pressure on 
the U.S. to reverse the Pressler sanctions 
and deliver the planes, but that is no reason 
to turn that hope into reality now. 

In closing, Mr. President, I urge again that 
in finding ways to improve our relations 
with Pakistan, we not lose sight of the im- 
portance of keeping good relations with the 
nonproliferators of the world. They have a 
large claim on our loyalty. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN GLENN, 
Ranking Member. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado is recognized. 
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Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I defer to 
the distinguished Senator from Rhode 
Island. 

Mr. GLENN. I thank my colleague 
and I yield 10 minutes to the distin- 
guished Senator from Rhode Island. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen- 
ior Senator from Rhode Island is recog- 
nized. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROVISIONS 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I would 
like to briefly draw the attention of 
my colleagues to the funding measures 
that the foreign operations appropria- 
tion bill recommends with regard to 
our participation in important ongoing 
international environmental efforts. In 
particular, I wish to refer to the alloca- 
tion of $50 million that have been ear- 
marked for the Global Environment 
Facility, commonly referred to as the 
GEF. At the outset, let me highlight 
that while this amount falls short of 
the $110 million that the administra- 
tion had requested, it represents a 66- 
percent increase from the amount that 
the House of Representatives had rec- 
ommended. This important increase is 
the result of the joint efforts of Demo- 
crats and Republicans, who in a spirit 
of bipartisanship joined their efforts to 
increase funding for international envi- 
ronmental activities. 

Mr. President, the GEF was recently 
restructured and now represents all the 
good that can come out of sound inter- 
national efforts on the environment. 
The committee report that accom- 
panies the foreign operations bill cor- 
rectly emphasizes the need to maintain 
U.S. leadership in this vital organiza- 
tion, which seeks to combat ocean pol- 
lution, ozone depletion, loss of bio- 
diversity, and other serious threats to 
the Earth's environment. Specifically, 
the GEF aims to assist developing 
countries in meeting the new chal- 
lenges of sustainable development. 

We are now at a time where the im- 
pacts of global change are starting to 
have significant effects on our environ- 
ment and the United States just can- 
not afford to relinquish its leadership 
role. This point was highlighted in a 
recent editorial piece in the New York 
Times, which enumerated the mount- 
ing evidence experts now have on the 
depletion of the ozone layer and other 
climate change factors. I ask unani- 
mous consent that a copy of this arti- 
cle be included at the end of my re- 
marks. We should not be reducing our 
commitment to a healthy global envi- 
ronment at such a critical time. 

I also note that the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee has increased 
from the House bill the amount that 
will be dedicated to international orga- 
nizations and programs, which also in- 
cludes U.S. efforts to promote sustain- 
able development, and particularly the 
protection of the global environment. 
The United States has been an active 
partner in the activities of the U.N. 
Framework Convention on Climate 
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Change and the Montreal Protocol on 
the Depletion of the Ozone Layer. The 
administration has highlighted the fact 
that the Montreal protocol fund is a 
low-cost and very effective shield to 
protect the health of our citizens and 
our environment. The U.N. Framework 
Convention on Climate Change address- 
es the problem of climate change with 
policies that are both good for the en- 
vironment and good for the economy. 
The committee report recognizes the 
importance of these organizations and 
programs and urges that adequate 
funding be provided for these impor- 
tant activities. 

The need to protect biodiversity is 
also highlighted as a priority and the 
report recognizes that global biological 
wealth is vital to U.S. security and key 
to our own agricultural and pharma- 
ceutical interests. The report thus 
urges AID to remain active in regions 
that are significant for biological di- 
versity. I support that commitment. 

Finally, the foreign operations bill 
recognizes the key role played by the 
U.N. Environment Programme [UNEP], 
by requiring that any reduction in the 
amounts made available for UNEP 
shall not exceed the percentage by 
which the total amount appropriated 
for international operations and pro- 
grams is reduced. UNEP provides a 
means to pursue international environ- 
mental standards that are both com- 
patible with U.S. interests and com- 
parable to U.S. regulatory require- 
ments and restraints. Further, UNEP 
goals are complementary to our own, 
particularly in the area of climate 
change and ozone depletion. 

Mr. President, I am grateful for the 
bipartisn approach that prevailed in 
the Appropriations Committee which 
has allowed us to ensure that the Unit- 
ed States will remain committed in our 
very important efforts to protect the 
environment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD an 
editorial from the New York Times on 
that subject, and I yield the floor. 

There being no objection, the articles 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

{From the New York Times, Sept. 18, 1995] 

GLOBAL WARMING HEATS UP 

The evidence mounted last week that man- 
made gases are causing deterioration of the 
earth's atmosphere. First came news that a 
United Nations scientific panel believes it 
has found, for the first time, evidence that 
human activities are indeed causing a much- 
debated warming of the globe. The report, 
though preliminary, appeared to strengthen 
the case that governments throughout the 
world may need to take stronger action to 
head off potential damage. 

Then came an announcement from the 
World Meteorological Organization that a 
worrisome hole in the earth’s protective 
ozone shield appears to be getting even larg- 
er over Antarctica. Such enlargement had 
been expected because it will take a while 
for corrective actions already taken by many 
governments to exert their effect. But the 
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report underscored that the battle to save 
the ozone layer is not yet safely won. 

The U.N.’s global warming report, de- 
scribed by William K. Stevens in the Sept. 10 
Times, indicates that man-made global 
warming is a real phenomenon. It cannot be 
dismissed as unproved “liberal claptrap,” as 
Representative Dana Rohrabacher, Repub- 
lican of California, who heads a house envi- 
ronmental subcommittee, has derisively sug- 
gested. 

For years now scientists have been arguing 
over whether the omission of ‘greenhouse 
gases, such as carbon dioxide generated by 
the burning of fossil fuels, has contributed to 
a small rise in global temperatures over the 
past century—and whether such emissions 
will drive temperatures even higher in com- 
ing decades. 

Such a change in temperature might, if 
drastic enough, have serious consequences, 
as is made clear today in a second article by 
Mr. Stevens. Global warming could cause a 
rise in sea level that would flood coastal low- 
lands, an increase in weather extremes and 
damage to forest and croplands in some re- 
gions, Forestalling truly severe damage 
might well warrant action to slow the emis- 
sion of greenhouse gases by reducing the 
world’s reliance on fossil fuels. But that 
would be a wrenching, costly process that 
few political leaders are eager to undertake 
absent compelling evidence that human ac- 
tivities really are driving world tempera- 
tures toward dangerous levels. 

Now the U.N’s Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change, the scientific panel charged 
with analyzing the problem, has concluded in 
a draft report that it is seeing signals that 
man-made global warming is underway. The 
signals are not in the form of a “smoking 
gun.” Instead, they are found in computer 
patterns. The computer models that predict 
rising temperatures seem to be matching up 
more closely with some of the patterns of 
climate change actually observed. There are 
great uncertainties in how much the tem- 
perature will rise and how great any damage 
might be. But the case for being concerned 
about global warming is getting stronger. 

That makes it especially distressing that 
committees in the House and Senate are 
slashing funds for programs aimed at pro- 
tecting the global environment. Steep cuts 
have been imposed on research to study glob- 
al climate change, on programs to help re- 
duce carbon emissions and on funds to help 
developing countries phase out their ozone- 
destroying chemicals. It is perverse that, as 
the evidence of global atmospheric harm 
gets somewhat stronger, the political re- 
sponse to mitigating it gets progressively 
weaker. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado is recognized. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. President, I compliment the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Ohio for his 
very thoughtful comments. He has 
been a very sincere and a tireless advo- 
cate of the cause of nonproliferation, 
and he has made a major contribution 
not only to the United States effort in 
that but to the woridwide efforts in 
that. While we find ourselves on oppo- 
site sides of this particular issue, I cer- 
tainly want to indicate my admiration 
for his tireless efforts and also my 
thanks for the contribution he has 
made to the debate tonight. I think it 
has been helpful and constructive. I do 
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come to a different conclusion with re- 
gard to the amendment, but that does 
not mean I do not share his strong feel- 
ings toward nonproliferation. I do. 

The first portion of what has been 
said that I want to deal with is the 
very significant question: What is the 
value, militarily, of the slightly more 
than one-fourth of the package that 
would be delivered under this amend- 
ment. These are arms negotiated for in 
1986 and 1987 and 1988. These are arms 
that have aged somewhat, that are 
somewhat out of date. But I thought 
that was a valid question and an im- 
portant one for our deliberations. 

We held a series of hearings on this 
whole matter, including one directed 
specifically to that particular question; 
that is: How significant are these weap- 
ons? What kind of problems would they 
create? How significant are they in 
military terms? 

I want to deal with the specifics of 
the answers but let me just summarize. 
The experts that we called in were both 
Democrat and Republican, they were 
both military personnel and personnel 
from academia. They were both people 
who had worked with India—we had the 
former Ambassador to India as well as 
other experts on India, consultants 
who work with India all the time—and 
there were experts who had worked in 
Pakistan. So we had a broad range of 
people, backgrounds, and issues. We 
asked all of them the same question: 
What is the effect on the balance of 
power in the area? 

They said this. First, that India 
maintains the balance of power and 
that it is militarily overwhelming, 
roughly a ratio of 2 to 1, depending on 
the category of weapons system. In 
some areas the ratio is even more than 
2 to 1. Certainly in population it is 
much more than that. In overall re- 
sources it is more than that. 

Second, these experts said it would 
not affect the balance of power at all. 

Third, they said the weapons them- 
selves are not terribly significant. 

I have summarized what they said. I 
want the RECORD to reflect precisely 
what they said. But the military sig- 
nificance of the items that would be 
transferred to Pakistan is a valid ques- 
tion. I think the Senator is right to 
raise it. I wanted the Senator and 
other Members of this Chamber to 
know I was concerned about it, that we 
called a hearing on it, that we got tes- 
timony from all the experts including 
the administration, all of which agreed 
that the equipment to be transferred 
would have little military significance. 

I will just give a quick sampling of 
the testimony taken because it lends 
important background as Members 
consider this particular question. How 
significant are these arms that will be 
delivered under this amendment? Here 
is what Stephen Cohen, Director of the 
Program in Arms Control, Disar- 
mament and International Security at 
the University of Illinois, said: 
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In terms of the regional military balance, 
I don’t think that the release of this mili- 
tary . . equipment really will have no sig- 
nificant impact on the balance one way or 
another. 

Those remarks, sentiments, were 
echoed by George Tanham. He was the 
Vice President of the Rand Corp. I be- 
lieve he is retired at this point, but 
nevertheless is an important expert in 
this area. 

I agree with Steve that the package 
won't change the balance at all. In 
fact, there is no balance now. India 
dominates so strongly. They have 
twice as large an army as Pakistan, 
twice as large an air force, twice as 
large a navy, twice as many tanks, 
twice as many airplanes. So there isn’t 
a balance at the moment. India has 
overwhelming strength. 

This one is from Michael Krepon. He 
is the president of the Henry Stimson 
Center. 

Conventional arms transfers like those 
under consideration by the Congress have 
not in the past been sources of instability or 
arms racing in the region. 

This next one is by the Honorable 
William Clark, Jr. He was the U.S. Am- 
bassador to India during the period of 
1989 to 1992. 

We have got F-16's that have been sitting 
in the desert and being maintained. The P-3 
and the Harpoon, three of them are margin- 
ally useful, if at all, and they have been al- 
ready. The requirement has been met in 
other ways. From the politics of it, it is ter- 
ribly important. The military utility of it, 
they would rather buy more modern equip- 
ment with the money. 

What he is suggesting there is that if 
the Pakistanis had the choice, they 
probably could get better quality weap- 
ons if we returned their money than if 
we delivered the weapons. That is par- 
ticularly important if, indeed, the 
amendment proposed by the Senator 
from California is offered with an al- 
ternative to return the money. 

This is from James Clad, professor at 
Georgetown University. 

The offer for Pakistan is exactly as Dr. 
Tanham pointed out an equalizing hand in 
trying to somehow correct the subcontinen- 
tal mismatch of conventional weaponry ca- 
pability and geographical reality. I think an- 
other turn on a dime on this issue is going to 
do further damage to the American diplo- 
macy. 

Professor Clad’s “обһег turn’’ was ге- 
versing the President’s compromise 
reached after negotiations with the 
Pakistan government, which, of course, 
is the amendment we have offered. If 
we turn down the President after he 
has negotiated a settlement, after he 
has taken the lead and gotten an agree- 
able settlement in this very sore situa- 
tion, we not only discredit the Presi- 
dent but we undercut his ability to ne- 
gotiate for us in the future. Those are 
my words, not Professor Clad’s, but I 
think the point that he makes is very 
accurate. 

The last one is from Bruce Fein. He 
is a constitutional and international 
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law specialist and also a syndicated 
columnist. 

It is true that they— 

Referring to India— 
are searching at present for substantial addi- 
tional arms purchases, hundreds of millions, 
that I think would dwarf anything that 
would follow any relaxation of the Pressler 
amendment: very high technology MiG air- 
craft. 

I might say, Mr. President, that 
nothing compares in this package to 
anything that India is currently shop- 
ping for, has the money to buy and ap- 
parently will buy at some point. 

Mr. President, those comments deal 
as seriously as I know how to deal with 
the question of how significant the 
equipment that is transferred will be. 
The experts tell us it is not significant 
and, indeed, that is what the adminis- 
tration tells me. 

Now, that was not HANK BROWN talk- 
ing. Those statements were given by 
experts in the field in a public hearing 
subject to the scrutiny and review of 
the media and other experts. It is im- 
portant because I must tell you my 
own view is I do not want to get in- 
volved in arms sales to the subconti- 
nent that will create an escalating 
arms race or that change in the bal- 
ance in favor of one side or the other. 
I want the United States to be friends 
with both countries. We have a great 
future of trade, investment and mutual 
development with both India and Paki- 
stan. 

Ultimately, the people who have 
tried to exploit the difference between 
those two countries will be viewed with 
hostility by both nations as well. Ulti- 
mately, both of these neighbors will 
face common challenges. They must be 
friends and must work together. The 
American sense that we do not want to 
get in between the two is the right 
sense. That is why it is so important to 
clear up this contractual dispute after 
9 years and get it out of our way. The 
administration is right when they say 
it is not their intention to get involved 
in future arms sales. 

That deals with the question of how 
significant the one-fourth of the pack- 
age that is being delivered is. A second 
area that I thought maybe was worth- 
while: Much has been made by my dis- 
tinguished friends about the fact that 
Pakistan did not reveal the full extent 
of what they were doing with nuclear 
material or other areas. 

What perhaps was not said is what 
India said about their nuclear program. 
We are not dealing with a nation in iso- 
lation. Pakistan's neighbor, which is 
geographically far bigger, has a much 
greater population and a military that 
is twice its size, also has nuclear weap- 
ons. But all that has been criticized 
here tonight are the statements and 
denials of Pakistan. Nothing has been 
said about the statements of India. 

Now, it is in our interest as a country 
to run down either country, but it is 
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unfair to turn a blind eye to what goes 
on in that subcontinent. If we are to be 
concerned about one country, we must 
be concerned about the other. The re- 
ality is that between the two coun- 
tries, India and Pakistan, our legal re- 
strictions apply to Pakistan but ex- 
empt India. 

Is this an inconsistent policy? Mr. 
President, I believe it is. The waivers 
that were talked about earlier simply 
relate to Pakistan because the restric- 
tions apply to Pakistan. The fact is 
this: If we are concerned about nuclear 
weapons, we ought to be concerned 
about both India and Pakistan and our 
laws ought to apply equally to both 
countries. 

Mr. President, they do not. If we are 
concerned about statements countries 
make about their nuclear weapons pro- 
gram, we ought to be concerned about 
statements by India as well as by Paki- 
stan. Mr. President, we have not heard 
that concern about India tonight. We 
have only heard it about Pakistan. 

If Members are concerned about vio- 
lations of the MTCR—and I am—if they 
are concerned and want to impose 
sanctions, they ought to be doing what 
the law says, which is to impose sanc- 
tions not only in the country that buys 
items that violate the MTCR but also 
on the country that sells in violation. 
We have had a lot of people talk about 
applying penalties against Pakistan 
under the MTCR. But who has come 
forward to propose penalties against 
China? Under MTCR, they are equally 
at risk if, indeed, the allegations are 
correct, but the reality is that all we 
have heard are sanctions against Paki- 
stan and none against China, or at 
least the Members who have spoken 
have not talked about China. 

Mr. President, I yield myself an addi- 
tional 10 minutes. 

It seems to me, if we are going to be 
consistent, we ought to apply our con- 
cerns about nuclear technology to both 
India and Pakistan. If we are concerned 
about nuclear technology, we ought to 
be willing to apply the laws that re- 
strict its development and spread to 
both India and Pakistan, not just to 
one of the two. If we are concerned 
about missiles and missile technology, 
we ought to be willing to apply those 
restrictions to both India and Paki- 
stan. The fact is the MTCR does not 
apply to missiles that are developed in- 
country but they do apply to a country 
that acquires them from outside. 

Once again, we have drafted a law 
that only applies in this case to Paki- 
stan and not to India, at least in rela- 
tion to the two countries. 

Lastly, Mr. President, if we are going 
to be consistent, we ought to talk 
about penalties not just for Pakistan 
if, indeed, they have violated the 
MTCR, but for China as well. Yet what 
we have heard tonight are slings and 
arrows pointed only at Pakistan. 

Well, that is perhaps appropriate in 
some ways. This amendment does deal 
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with Pakistan. It is right for them to 
bring these issues up. But from my 
point of view, our level of consistency 
ought to be higher than that. 

Lastly, let me ask Members this: If 
you were a reporter and you talked to 
President Truman in 1944 and you said, 
“Мг. Truman, tell me whether or not 
the United States has a nuclear weap- 
оп?” What do you think President Tru- 
man would have said? Would he have 
said, “Well, it’s a top military secret. 
Its disclosure would harm our national 
security. But I want to tell you anyway 
and ГІ tell you all about it“? 

Does anybody here think President 
Truman would have said that? 

He was not President in 1944; he was 
Vice President. But at least at that pe- 
riod of time. 

But the fact is, President Roosevelt— 
later President Truman who led us in 
the later 1940’s—did not reveal, to ques- 
tions, that we had a nuclear weapon. It 
was a matter of utmost national secu- 
rity. 

Should the Pakistanis have revealed 
their national security secrets to us? 
Well, maybe they should have. I can 
understand Members’ frustration with 
that. But I also understand this, India 
has the nuclear weapons. And they had 
them first. If anyone is shocked or sur- 
prised that Pakistan, who has been in- 
volved in three wars with India and 
lost all three, would think about devel- 
oping weapons comparable to the coun- 
try that beat them in three wars, I 
think they have not studied much of 
world politics. 

Is anyone surprised that Pakistan 
sought to get missiles, if indeed they 
have? I suspect they have sought to 
find missiles. The fact is that India has 
developed missiles. Is anybody sur- 
prised that Pakistan then in turn 
would try to acquire missiles? I am not 
surprised. Do we wish this was not 
going on? Absolutely. But our chal- 
lenge ought to be to think of ways that 
we can slow it down or stop it. That in- 
volves additional leverage. To ignore 
the situation, to close off our contacts 
and our discourse with Pakistan is not 
the way to solve the problem. 

Mr. President, I offer these observa- 
tions at the same time I want to renew 
my sense that it is terribly important 
that we pursue our efforts to slow pro- 
liferation or stop it. What is at stake 
here is solving an old dispute, and what 
stays in place, what is unharmed or un- 
changed is the flat prohibition on mili- 
tary aid or sales to Pakistan. That is 
unchanged. What stays in place is a 
strong penalty against Pakistan who 
has been our ally through thick and 
thin. We keep that in place because we 
want to keep a lesson out there for the 
rest of the world that there is a pen- 
alty. 

But this amendment delivers a small 
portion of the package of equipment 
that Pakistan had contracted for 8 or 9 
years ago, which they have paid for and 
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which is deemed to be militarily insig- 
nificant by the experts, to them. Their 
money on three-fourths of the package 
is sent back to them, or at least inas- 
much as we can sell those planes for 
something and send it back. What we 
do in this package is begin to deal fair- 
ly with Pakistan. What we do not do is 
undercut our efforts at nonprolifera- 
tion. I believe in the long run we im- 
prove those efforts. 

Mr. President, I retain the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, as I un- 
derstood it, we cannot carry this time 
over until tomorrow. The time has to 
be used this evening. 

We have 1 hour total equally divided. 
Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I would 
be prepared to yield back the remain- 
der of my time, if the Senator from 
Colorado is prepared to do the same. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I also 
would be happy to yield back the re- 
mainder of my time for this evening. 

Mr. President, at this point I will 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further pro- 
ceedings under the quorum call be re- 
scinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AID TO ISRAEL AND EGYPT 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of U.S. aid to our 
strongest allies in the Middle East: Is- 
rael and Egypt. 

I believe foreign aid should be dis- 
pensed only when and where it is in 
America’s national interest, and H.R. 
1868, the foreign operations, export fi- 
nancing and related appropriations bill 
of 1996, meets those criteria. 

H.R. 1868 authorizes $3 billion for Is- 
rael, including $1.8 billion in military 
assistance and $1.2 billion in economic 
aid; and $2.12 billion for Egypt—$1.3 bil- 
lion in military aid and $815,000 in eco- 
nomic assistance. 

Mr. President I believe support for Is- 
rael and Egypt furthers our goal of sup- 
porting countries that defend and ad- 
vance America's interests. 

The Middle East is an incredibly 
volatile region and events that tran- 
spire there have major implications for 
the United States. Both Israel and 
Egypt help protect our strategic inter- 
ests in that part of the world and for 
this reason they deserve our continued 
support. 

Now is not the time to abandon our 
friends, but rather the time to assist 
them as they face many of the same 
challenges we do as we strive to pro- 
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mote stability in the post-cold war 
world. 

The Middle East has witnessed his- 
toric changes that seemed unimagina- 
ble only 5 years ago: the collapse of the 
Soviet Union has removed the most 
powerful supporter of rogue nations in 
the region; the United States, with 
Egypt's crucial involvement, led an 
international coalition in a successful 
effort during the Persian Gulf War; po- 
litical and economic relations were es- 
tablished between Israel and Morocco, 
Tunisia, and many other countries 
around the world; bilateral negotia- 
tions were initiated between Israel and 
some of her most ardent enemies; an 
agreement between Israel and the Pal- 
estinians was formalized; and a peace 
treaty between Israel and Jordan was 
signed. 

But despite these developments and 
achievements, the Middle East is still 
among the most dangerous regions in 
the world. 

Instability in the Middle East is con- 

trary to our national security interests 
because it threatens the supply of oil, 
which could create a crisis the likes of 
which the people of Western Europe 
and America have experienced before. 
It could also threaten our access to the 
Suez Canal and increase the influence 
of terrorist regimes. 
. And this instability could resurface 
at any time. Parties opposed to the 
peace process have sought to under- 
mine it. Economic underdevelopment 
in many countries breeds political in- 
stability and even violence. 

In order to minimize these dangers 
while continuing to build on historic 
accomplishments in the region, United 
States support for Israel and Egypt is 
as critical today as ever. Both Israel 
and Egypt stand firmly with us in 
countering these threats. 

The joint military exercises the Unit- 
ed States conducts with Israel promote 
American goals in the region by solidi- 
fying a cooperative strategic plan 
which can be quickly implemented. 
Dozens of American weapons systems, 
including the Patriot missile and the 
F-15 fighter, have been improved with 
Israeli technological innovations. The 
Arrow missile program, which has been 
a joint American-Israeli project, 
should some day help America and our 
allies protect ourselves against ballis- 
tic missile attacks. I should also point 
out that aid to Israel is used primarily 
to purchase United States-made mili- 
tary equipment. 

Similarly, joint United States-Egyp- 
tian military exercises have proven 
fruitful in such coordinated efforts as 
Desert Shield and Desert Storm. As the 
United States assists in maintaining 
the efficiency of the Egyptian armed 
forces, these forces can continue to 
protect and enhance our interests in 
the region. Furthermore, Egypt pur- 
chases over 85 percent of its military 
equipment from the United States, in- 
cluding the М1А1 tanks. 
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Mr. President, we must authorize 
these funding levels not only because it 
makes sense when considering our stra- 
tegic goals in the Middle East, but also 
because it is consistent with our objec- 
tives in the ongoing peace process. 

As the chief sponsor of both past and 
current peace negotiations, the United 
States should maintain its leadership 
role in pursuing peace in the region by 
continuing its unequivocal support for 
Israel and Egypt. Peaceful resolutions 
to Middle East conflicts will promote 
stability in this important part of the 
world. 

The provisions of this aid package 
are, in my view, well structured to 
serve the interests of Americans, Israe- 
lis and Egyptians. 

Additionally, H.R. 1868 provides fund- 
ing for the United States to assist the 
Palestinians in the West Bank and 
Gaza as they develop their economy 
and strive to accomplish peace in the 
region. In my view, the United States 
should help lead an international com- 
munity effort to stimulate private in- 
vestment in Gaza and Jericho, includ- 
ing the continuation of a free-trade 
agreement and the development of in- 
dustrial parks. Such initiatives can 
drive economic growth for the Pal- 
estinians. A stronger economy in turn 
will ultimately help produce peaceful 
self-rule. 

Mr. President, 1 believe we must con- 
tinue to assist nations which serve our 
interests by promoting stability in a 
volatile region. I am hopeful that ulti- 
mately there will be a peaceful resolu- 
tion to the Arab-Israeli conflict. I urge 
my colleagues to vote for this legisla- 
tion, because I believe aid to Israel and 
Egypt, as well as to the Palestinians, is 
а small price to help attain paramount 
international goal of the United 
States—permanent stability and peace 
in the Middle East. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, during 
the wrapup tonight—I know the proce- 
dures for tomorrow will be laid out by 
my distinguished colleague here. Since 
the regular floor managers for this bill 
are not here this evening, I would like 
to point out that Senator FEINSTEIN 
had hoped to be able to put her amend- 
ment in and have it considered at the 
end of the hour period and following 
the vote that will occur on Senator 
BROWN’s amendment. 

Although the managers are not here 
tonight, I hope we can honor that posi- 
tion for her so that the votes on this 
same subject will occur at about the 
same time or in sequence tomorrow. I 
hope that the floor managers tomorrow 
will look favorably on that, although 
they are not here to approve that to- 
night. 

I yield the floor. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
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period for the transaction of routine 
morning business with Senators per- 
mitted to speak up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


At 4:03 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 1091. An act to improve the National 
Park System in the Commonwealth of Vir- 
ginia 

H.R. 1296. An act to provide for the admin- 
istration of certain Presidio properties at 
minimal cost to the Federal taxpayer. 

The message also announced that the 
House agrees to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 402) to amend 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act, and for other purposes. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

At 6:07 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bill: 

H.R. 402. An act to amend the Alaska Na- 
tive Claims Settlement Act, and for other 
purposes. 

At 9:46 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House agrees to the 
report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Sen- 
ate to the bill (H.R. 1817) making ap- 
propriations for military construction, 
family housing, and base realignment 
and closure for the Department of De- 
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House disagrees to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 1976) mak- 
ing appropriations for Agriculture, 
Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration, and Related Agencies 
programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1996, and for other pur- 
poses, and agrees to the conference 
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asked by Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon; and 
appoints Mr. SKEEN, Mr. MYERs of Indi- 
ana, Mr. WALSH, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. 
KINGSTON, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. NETHERCUTT, 
Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. DURBIN, Ms. KAP- 
TUR, Mr. THORNTON, Mrs. LOWEY, and 
Mr. OBEY as the managers of the con- 
ference on the part of the House. 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bills were read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 1091. An act to improve the National 
Park System in the Commonwealth of Vir- 
ginia; to the Committee on Energy and Nat- 
ural Resources. 

H.R. 1296. An act to provide for the admin- 
istration of certain Presidio properties at 
minimal cost to the Federal taxpayer, to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, which were referred as indi- 
cated: 

ЕС-1452. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary of State for Legislative Af- 
fairs, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port on the program recommendations of the 
Karachi Accountability Review Board; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

ЕС-1453. A communication from the Acting 
Administrator of the Consolidated Farm 
Service Agency, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report en- 
titled, “Farmer Programs Loan Assistance 


to Socially Disadvantaged Applicants"; to 


the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

ЕС-1454. A communication from the Gen- 
eral Counsel of the Department of the Treas- 
ury, transmitting, a draft of proposed legis- 
lation to authorize the Secretary of the 
Treasury to establish a flexible procedure for 
facilitating timely payment on claims on ac- 
count of Government checks; to the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations. 

ЕС-1455. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor- 
poration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
annual report for calendar year 1994; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. FORD: 

S. 1262. A bill to provide for the establish- 
ment of certain limitations on advertise- 
ments relating to, and the sale of, tobacco 
products, and to provide for the increased en- 
forcement of laws relating to underage to- 
bacco use, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. CONRAD (for himself, 
PRESSLER, Mr. THURMOND, and 
INOUYE]: 


Mr. 
Mr. 
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S. 1263. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to revise exist- 
ing regulations concerning the conditions of 
payment under part B of the medicare pro- 
gram relating to anesthesia services fur- 
nished by certified registered nurse anes- 
thetists, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

By Мг. DASCHLE: 

5. 1264. A bill to provide for certain bene- 
fits of the Missouri River basin Pick-Sloan 
project to the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on In- 
dian Affairs. 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 


By Mr. PRESSLER: 

S. Res. 175. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate regarding the recent 
elections in Hong Kong; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 

S. Con. Res. 27. A concurrent resolution to 
correct the enrollment of H.R. 402; consid- 
ered and agreed to. 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. FORD: 

S. 1262. A bill to provide for the es- 
tablishment of certain limitations on 
advertisements relating to, and the 
sale of, tobacco products, and to pro- 
vide for the increased enforcement of 
laws relating to underage tobacco use, 
and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans- 
portation. 

THE TOBACCO PRODUCTS CONTROL ACT OF 1995 

Mr. FORD. Madam President, I want 
to talk just a bit about personal free- 
doms. That notion is so deeply embed- 
ded in how Americans define them- 
selves that we fought wars to defend it, 
marched down every Main Street in 
America to guard it, and turned politi- 
cians out at the polls to protect it. 

That dedication to personal freedom 
was at the very core of how our Found- 
ing Fathers defined a nation, and it has 
endured the test of time. 

Thomas Jefferson said that the ulti- 
mate powers of society belong to the 
people themselves. And, when Govern- 
ment is concerned that people might 
not be knowledgeable enough to exer- 
cise their control in a healthy direc- 
tion, he wrote, “Тһе remedy is not to 
take it from them, but to inform.” 

He understood that Government has 
a mission to inform, but not to dictate, 
because when Government passes over 
that line of guidance to coercion, every 
American’s guarantee of personal free- 
dom is irrevocably damaged. 

I want to say this in the most force- 
ful way possible, Madam President, 
that no one—no one—supports teen 
smoking. I am introducing legislation 
today directed at reducing the number 
of teenaged smokers in this country. 
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But make no mistake, this legislation 
is equally driven by the need to pre- 
vent Government from regulating the 
legal choice of adults—of adults—in 
this country. And it does so by keeping 
the FDA out of the business of regulat- 
ing tobacco. 

It is no secret, Madam President, 
that the FDA would like to ban to- 
bacco under the guise of regulating 
teen tobacco use. And that is why when 
many people in my State hear the 
phrase Big Brother,“ they see the face 
of the FDA’s David Kessler. 

The other day I heard a radio inter- 
view of some stock car racing fans. 
They had some pretty harsh words for 
Washington and for the proposed regu- 
lations that could have a devastating 
effect on the sport that they enjoy so 
much. They used words like “тпів- 
guided,” and phrases like ‘‘Big Brother 
intruding.” 

You see, Madam President, they 
could not understand how the Govern- 
ment could prevent them from buying 
a T-shirt or a cap with their favorite 
race driver and sponsor on it. Plenty of 
those fans are parents who have no de- 
sire to see their children smoking ciga- 
rettes and who support commonsense 
efforts to reduce teen smoking. But 
something is clearly wrong when a reg- 
ulation aimed at young people jeopard- 
izes a sport where fewer than 3 percent 
in attendance are under the age of 18. 

We are not just talking about sports 
fans or patrons of major art shows and 
performances. We are talking about the 
truck driver who chooses to wear a 
Skoal cap. We are talking about adults, 
whether they work on Wall Street, 
under the hood of a car, at the bank, or 
checking groceries, being able to get a 
pack of cigarettes at a local bar’s vend- 
ing machine, a place where no minor 
has any business being in the first 
place. 

I am introducing this legislation 
today because I am fiercely opposed to 
Government interference into the legal 
decisions of adults in this country. I 
believe this is an issue we could have 
solved and still can without FDA inter- 
vention by working with industry and 
the administration. And in fact, many 
of the larger companies had already 
made substantial efforts in that direc- 
tion. But I believe nothing less than 
complete prohibition is good enough 
for the regulators over at the FDA and 
the antitobacco zealots.. 

In fact, I am so concerned about the 
FDA’s intentions to limit adults’ 
rights with regard to tobacco that I be- 
lieve some legislative solution is im- 
perative to prevent further intrusion 
into the private decisions of adults in 
this country. That is why my legisla- 
tion in no uncertain terms removes 
any FDA involvement in the regulation 
of tobacco. 

But as I said on the day those regula- 
tions were announced, no one is here to 
protect peddling tobacco to minors. No 
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one. And I am here today to follow up 
with serious, enforceable measures on 
advertising and access to stop 
underaged tobacco use. 

You also find in this legislation re- 
tail and marketing restrictions which 
we incorporate into substance abuse 
and Mental Health Services Adminis- 
tration rules and State laws already on 
the books. 

Under my legislation, we ban outdoor 
advertising of cigarettes and smokeless 
tobacco products within 500 feet of 
schools. We ban advertising of ciga- 
rettes and smokeless tobacco products 
in publications with any significant 
youth subscriptionship. We ban paid 
tobacco advertisements or props in 
movies. We ban cigarettes or smokeless 
tobacco advertising in videos, video 
game machines or family amusement 
centers. 

We require States to restrict vending 
machine sales of cigarettes or smoke- 
less tobacco products to supervised lo- 
cations—bars, private clubs, or places 
of employment like factories and ware- 
houses. And we require States to limit 
free sampling of cigarettes and smoke- 
less tobacco products and use of cou- 
pons to locations where youth access is 
denied and where proof-of-age require- 
ments have been met. 

Instead of creating a whole new bu- 
reaucracy and turning jurisdiction over 
to the FDA, this legislation maintains 
the enforcement scheme of current 
SAMHSA law, extending it to tobacco 
sales and marketing restrictions and 
doubling—I underscore doubling—ap- 
plicable penalties. 

These are serious, enforceable meas- 
ures to combat teenage smoking, but 
they do not interfere with the legal, 
private decisions of adults nor do they 
trample on freedom of speech that the 
first amendment protects. The same 
cannot be said for the FDA regulations, 
which have already sent advertising 
and tobacco industry lawyers scram- 
bling to the courts setting up lengthy 
legal challenges where the fight will go 
on for years and years and years. 

I have been told by those familiar 
with constitutional law that recent ap- 
pellate court decisions and legal re- 
views have supported restrictions on 
the location of advertising but not on 
the content of the advertising. My bill 
responds to legal precedent, where FDA 
regulators have tried to circumvent all 
legal precedent, attempting to control 
an advertisement’s content affecting 
not just a teenage publication, but a 
truck driver’s baseball cap or a bank- 
er's financial magazine. 

Nor does my legislation put an illegal 
tax on the industry forcing them to use 
millions and millions of their own dol- 
lars to tell the public not to use their 
product. Can you imagine that? They 
are going to ask the industry to put up 
millions to say, Stop buying our prod- 
uct.“ Any other industry would go ber- 
serk. There is absolutely no other in- 
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dustry in this country that has been 
ordered—ordered, Madam President—to 
pay millions to put themselves out of 
business. Yet the FDA regulations at- 
tempt to raise taxes without any act of 
Congress. 

We can address the issues of teen 
smoking today without new taxes or 
constitutionally suspect restrictions 
on advertising rather than waiting 
years and years and years for the 
courts to finally settle the matter. 
When it comes right down to it, wheth- 
er a teenager gets a pack of cigarettes 
or not in large part depends on whether 
an individual store clerk decides to sell 
it to them. It is already illegal in every 
State in the this country for that clerk 
to do so. 

But because too many store clerks do 
not feel pressured to enforce this law, 
we clearly need to change the current 
environment and leave no doubt in 
anyone’s. mind that it is in their best 
interest not to sell that pack of ciga- 
rettes to a minor. We do that through 
much tougher penalties and by ensur- 
ing that States have the enforcement 
resources they need to back up these 
laws. 

My legislation also works to reduce 
the chances that a teenager will ever 
walk into that store looking to buy a 
pack of cigarettes in the first place. I 
think that is what all of us want, from 
the administration to my tobacco 
farmers to the American public. The 
President is clearly committed to mak- 
ing serious inroads on the issue of teen- 
age smoking. And in his press con- 
ference before the August recess he 
stated his backing of the self-support- 
ing tobacco program and of adults’ 
rights to make their own decision with 
regard to smoking. Unfortunately, 
overzealous regulators under the direc- 
tion of David Kessler have done the 
President and the country a disservice 
by going way too far beyond simply 
protecting our young people, and, in- 
stead, their regulations infringe on nu- 
merous constitutional rights, invade 
the privacy of average adult Ameri- 
cans, and take the first step on a short 
road to prohibition. 

These overzealous regulators include 
a clause that essentially gives the FDA 
total control over tobacco’s fate if 
there is not a 50 percent reduction in 
teenage tobacco use from 1993 levels— 
not 1995, but they go back to 1993— 
within 7 years. In fact, the percentage 
of teenage tobacco use is already well 
below the level it was 15 to 20 years 
ago. While we are willing to discuss ad- 
ditional, reasonable steps, these FDA 
regulations are nothing more than a 
guarantee that they are going to be 
coming back and attempt to expand 
their jurisdiction even further. 

I took the President at his word when 
he said that he prefers a legislative so- 
lution. In this legislation, we have 
taken one of the toughest State laws 
on the books regarding advertising, 
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and one of the toughest State laws on 
the books regarding vending machine 
sales and samples as the basis for a se- 
rious and enforceable national policy 
on teenage smoking. 

The antismoking advocates talk 
forcefully about the numbers of teen- 
agers who begin smoking every day. In 
citing those figures these advocates 
would be nothing short of negligent if 
they reject my legislation and allow 
this issue to be delayed indefinitely by 
a court fight. They will clearly be 
choosing a delay over compromise, 
self-promotion over certain progress. 

There is no doubt that this legisla- 
tion is about compromise. But make no 
mistake, it does not dodge the respon- 
sibility of ending teen tobacco use. I 
think this legislation represents a seri- 
ous effort at meeting the President’s 
goals on teenage smoking sooner, rath- 
er than later. Equally important, by 
leaving the FDA out of this process, 
my legislation will not set a course for 
tobacco that leads to prohibition. 

Madam President, I believe this pro- 
posal establishes a framework which, 
taken in its entirety, is as tough as the 
toughest State laws on teenage tobacco 
use in existence today. 

I challenge critics to show me a bet- 
ter approach—one equally strong and 
one equally reasonable. They are guid- 
ed by common sense, both in the re- 
moval of the FDA from the process and 
in the expansion of laws already on the 
books. You will not find any new taxes 
or new bureaucracy, just strong, en- 
forceable measures to end teenage 
smoking and teenage tobacco use 
today. 

Madam President, I send a copy of 
my bill to the desk and ask that it be 
appropriately referred, and I ask unani- 
mous consent that the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred. 

S. 1262 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Tobacco 
Products Control Act of 1995”. 

SEC. 2. AMENDMENT TO FEDERAL CIGARETTE 
LABELING AND ADVERTISING ACT. 

The Federal Cigarette Labeling and Adver- 
tising Act is amended by inserting after sec- 
tion 6 (15 U.S.C. sec. 1335) the following new 
section: 

“ADDITIONAL ADVERTISING RESTRICTIONS 

“Бес. ТА. (a)(1) It shall be unlawful to ad- 
vertise cigarettes on any outdoor billboard 
that is located within 500 feet of any public 
or private elementary or secondary school, 

“(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to any 
advertisement— 

“(А) on any outdoor billboard that is lo- 
cated adjacent to an interstate highway that 
is directed away from, and not visible from, 
such elementary or secondary schools or 
school grounds; or 

) that is erected or maintained at street 
level and affixed to business establishments 
selling tobacco products at retail. 
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(b) It shall be unlawful to advertise ciga- 
rettes in a newspaper, magazine, periodical 
or other publication if the subscribers of 
such publication who are under the age of 18 
years constitute more than 15 percent of the 
total readership of such publication. The 
Federal Trade Commission shall annually 
publish a list of the publications that are 
subject to this subsection. 

(o) No payment shall be made by any cig- 
arette manufacturer or any agent thereof for 
the placement of any cigarette, cigarette 
package, or cigarette advertisement as a 
prop in any motion picture produced for 
viewing by the general public. 

“(4) No cigarette brand name or logo shall 
be placed in a video or on a video game ma- 
chine, and no brand name or logo may be 
placed on or within the premises of family 
amusement centers. 

“(е) As used in this section— 

“(1) the term ‘family amusement center’ 
means an enterprise offering amusement or 
entertainment to the public through the use 
of one or more amusement rides or attrac- 
tions; 

“(2) the term ‘amusement ride ог attrac- 
tion’ means— 

“(A) any mechanized device or combina- 
tion of devices that carry passengers along, 
around, or over a fixed or restricted course 
for the purpose of giving its passengers 
amusement, pleasure, thrills, or excitement; 
or 

“(В) any building or structure around, 
over, or through which individuals may 
walk, climb, slide, jump or move that pro- 
vides such individuals with amusement, 
pleasure, thrills, or excitement; 


except that such term does not include coin- 
operated amusement devices that carry no 
more than 2 individuals, devices regulated by 
the Federal Aviation Administration, the 
Federal Railroad Administration (or State 
railroad administrations), or vessels under 
the jurisdiction of the Coast Guard (or State 
division of the water patrol), tractor pulls, 
auto or motorcycle events, horse shows, ro- 
deos, or other animal shows, games and con- 
cessions, nonmechanical playground equip- 
ment, or any other devices or structures des- 
ignated by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services; and 

„) the term ‘video game’ means апу elec- 
tronic amusement device that utilizes a 
computer, microprocessor, or similar elec- 
tronic circuitry and its own cathode ray 
tube, or is designed to be used with a tele- 
vision set or a monitor, that interacts with 
the user of the device.“. 

SEC. 3. AMENDMENT TO COMPREHENSIVE 
SMOKELESS TOBACCO HEALTH EDU- 
CATION ACT OF 1986, 

The Comprehensive Smokeless Tobacco 
Health Education Act of 1986 is amended by 
inserting after section 3 (15 U.S.C. 4402 et 
seq.) the following new section: 

‘ADVERTISING RESTRICTIONS 

“Бес. ЗА. (a) BILLBOARDS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall be unlawful to 
advertise a smokeless tobacco product on 
any outdoor billboard that is located within 
500 feet of any public or private elementary 
or secondary school. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to any advertisement— 

“(А) оп any outdoor billboard that is lo- 
cated adjacent to an interstate highway that 
is directed away from, and not visible from, 
such elementary or secondary schools or 
school grounds; and 

“(В) that is erected or maintained at street 
level and affixed to business establishments 
selling tobacco products at retail. 
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„b) PERIODICALS.—It shall be unlawful to 
advertise any smokeless tobacco product іп а 
newspaper, magazine, periodical or other 
publication if the subscribers of such publi- 
cation who are under the age of 18 years con- 
stitute more than 15 percent of the total 
readership of such publication. The Federal 
Trade Commission shall annually publish a 
list of the publications that are subject to 
this subsection. 

“(с) MOTION PICTURES.—No payment shall 
be made by any smokeless tobacco manufac- 
turer or any agent thereof for the placement 
of any smokeless tobacco product, smokeless 
tobacco package, or smokeless tobacco ad- 
vertisement as a prop in any motion picture 
produced for viewing by the general public. 

“(4) VIDEO GAMES.—No smokeless tobacco 
product brand name or logo shall be placed 
in a video or on a video game machine, and 
no brand name or logo may be placed on or 
within the premises of a family amusement 
center. 

(e) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section— 

(J) the term ‘family amusement center’ 
means an enterprise offering amusement or 
entertainment to the public through the use 
of one or more amusement rides or attrac- 
tions; 

“(2) the term ‘amusement ride ог attrac- 
tion’ means— 

“(А) any mechanized device or combina- 
tion of devices that carry passengers along, 
around, or over a fixed or restricted course 
for the purpose of giving its passengers 
amusement, pleasure, thrills, or excitement; 
or 

(B) any building or structure around, 
over, or through which individuals may 
walk, climb, slide, jump or move that pro- 
vides such individuals with amusement, 
pleasure, thrills, or excitement; 


except that such term does not include coin- 
operated amusement devices that carry no 
more than 2 individuals, devices regulated by 
the Federal Aviation Administration, the 
Federal Railroad Administration (or State 
railroad administrations), or vessels under 
the jurisdiction of the Coast Guard (or State 
division of the water patrol), tractor pulls, 
auto or motorcycle events, horse shows, ro- 
deos, or other animal shows, games and con- 
cessions, nonmechanical playground equip- 
ment, or any other devices or structures des- 
ignated by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services; and 

(3) the term ‘video game’ means any elec- 
tronic amusement device that utilizes a 
computer, microprocessor, or similar elec- 
tronic circuitry and its own cathode ray 
tube, or is designed to be used with a tele- 
vision set or a monitor, that interacts with 
the user of the device.“ 

SEC. 4. AMENDMENT TO PUBLIC HEALTH SERV- 
ICE ACT. 

Section 1926 of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. sec. 300x-26) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), to read as follows: 

(I) ІМ GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
for fiscal year 1997 and subsequent fiscal 
years, the Secretary may make a grant 
under section 1921 only if the State involved 
has in effect a law providing that— 

() it is unlawful for any manufacturer, 
retailer, or distributor of cigarettes or 
smokeless tobacco products to sell or dis- 
tribute any such product to any individual 
under the age of 18; 

“(В) no person, firm, partnership, com- 
pany, or corporation shall operate a vending 
machine which dispenses cigarettes or 
smokeless tobacco products unless such 
vending machine is in a location that is in 
plain view and under the direct supervision 
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and control of the individual in charge of the 
location or his or her designated agent or 
employee; 

“(С) the restrictions described in subpara- 
graph (B) shall not apply in the case of a 
vending machine that is located— 

“(i) at a private club; 

(ii) at а bar or bar area of a food service 
establishment; 

(Ii) at a factory, warehouse, tobacco 
business, or any other place of employment 
which has an insignificant portion of its reg- 
ular workforce comprised of individuals 
under the age of 18 years and only if such 
machines are located in an area that is not 
accessible to the general public; or 

(iv) in such other location or made avail- 
able in another manner that is expressly per- 
mitted under applicable State law; and 

(D) it is unlawful for any person engaged 
in the selling or distribution of cigarettes or 
smokeless tobacco products for commercial 
purposes to distribute without charge any 
cigarettes or smokeless tobacco products, or 
to distribute coupons which are redeemable 
for cigarettes or smokeless tobacco products, 
except that this subparagraph shall not 
apply in the case of distribution— 

“(i) through coupons contained іп publica- 
tions for which advertising is not restricted 
under section 7A of the Federal Cigarette La- 
beling and Advertising Act, coupons ob- 
tained through the purchase of cigarettes or 
smokeless tobacco products, or coupons sent 
through the mail; 

(ii) where individuals can demonstrate, 
through a photographic identification card, 
that the individual is at least 18 years of age; 

(Iii) in locations that can be separately 
segregated to deny access to individuals 
under the age of 18; or 

“(іу) through such other manners ог at 
other locations that are expressly permitted 
under applicable State law.“; 

(2) in subsection (a)(2)— 

(A) by striking “1992” and inserting “1997”; 

(В) by striking 1994 and inserting “1998”; 
and 

(С) by striking 1995“ and inserting “1999”; 

(3) in subsection (c}— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking “10 per- 
cent" and inserting 20 percent“; 

(В) in paragraph (2), by striking “20 per- 
cent" and inserting ''40 percent"; 

(С) in paragraph (3), by striking “30 рег- 
cent“ and inserting 60 percent“; and 

(D) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘40 per- 
cent“ and inserting “80 percent”; 

(4) in subsection (d) 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking 1995 and 
inserting “1999”; and 

(В) in paragraph (1), by striking “1994” and 
inserting ''1998”'; and 

(5) by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing new subsections: 


(е) ENFORCEMENT.—Any amounts made 
available to a State through a grant under 
section 1921 may be used to enforce the laws 
described in subsection (a). 

“(f) DEFINITIONS.—As used in subsection 
(a)(1), the term ‘private club’ means an orga- 
nization with no more than an insignificant 
portion of its membership comprised of indi- 
viduals under the age of 18 years that regu- 
larly receives dues or payments from its 
members for the use of space, facilities and 
services.“ 

SEC. 5. AMENDMENT TO FEDERAL FOOD, DRUG, 
AND COSMETIC ACT. 

Chapter IX of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 391 et seq.) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end thereof the following 
new section: 
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“SEC. 906. PROHIBITION ON REGULATION OF TO- 
BACCO PRODUCTS, 

“Nothing in this Act or any other Act shall 
provide the Food and Drug Administration 
with any authority to regulate in any man- 
ner tobacco or tobacco products.”’. 


By Mr. CONRAD (for himself, Mr. 
PRESSLER, Mr. THURMOND, and 
Mr. INOUYE): 

S. 1263. A bill to direct the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services to revise 
existing regulations concerning the 
conditions of payment under part B of 
the Medicare Program relating to anes- 
thesia services furnished by certified 
registered nurse anesthetists, and for 
other purposes, to the Committee on 
Finance. 

THE MEDICARE ANESTHESIA SERVICES REFORM 
ACT 

е Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, today I, 

along with Senators PRESSLER, THUR- 

MOND, and INOUYE, introduce the Medi- 

care Anesthesia Services Reform Act. 

Whether the issue is Medicare reform 
or overall health care reform, our Na- 
tion needs to identify and develop effi- 
cient, cost-effective methods of deliver- 
ing health care. But as we seek to cut 
health care costs, we must be careful 
to protect the quality of the health 
care that patients receive. One way to 
both provide quality care and better 
utilize our Nation’s health care re- 
sources is to more appropriately use 
the services of Certified Registered 
Nurse Anesthetists—CRNA’s. 

The Medicare Anesthesia Services 
Reform Act addresses two important 
issues affecting the regulation of anes- 
thesia practice as it affects CRNA’s. 
The first defers to State laws in deter- 
mining whether or not nurse anes- 
thetists must be supervised by a physi- 
cian. And the second provision provides 
parity of payment when two anesthesia 
providers are involved in a single Medi- 
care case. The Act helps CRNA's maxi- 
mize the use of their skills to provide 
quality health care to patients. 

Nurse anesthetists administer more 
than 65 percent of the 26 million anes- 
thetics given to patients each year in 
the United States. They are the sole 
anesthesia providers in 85 percent of 
rural hospitals, including all but a 
handful of counties in North Dakota. 
CRNA’s play an integral role in provid- 
ing rural medical facilities with obstet- 
rical, surgical, and trauma stabiliza- 
tion capabilities. CRNA’s perform the 
same anesthesia delivery functions as 
anesthesiologists and work in every 
setting in which anesthesia is deliv- 
ered—traditional hospital suites, ob- 
stetrical delivery rooms, dentists of- 
fices, HMO’s ambulatory surgical cen- 
ters, Veterans Administration facili- 
ties, and others. 

The first provision in the bill re- 
quires the Health Care Financing Ad- 
ministration to defer to State law 
when determining whether to condition 
Medicare reimbursement to CRNA’s on 
physician supervision. Medicare’s regu- 
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lations require physician supervision of 
СЕМА з as a condition for hospitals or 
ambulatory surgical centers to receive 
Medicare reimbursement, despite many 
State laws that allow nurse anes- 
thetists to practice without such su- 
pervision. In fact, most States do not 
require physician supervision or direc- 
tion of nurse anesthetists in the 
States’ nurse practice acts, board of 
nursing rules and regulations, medical 
practice acts, or their generic equiva- 
lents. 

The Federal supervision requirement 
creates several problems for CRNA's. 
First, some surgeons have been dis- 
suaded from working with CRNA’s, in 
the face of arguments that the physi- 
cians may be subjecting themselves to 
liability for engaging in supervision. 
But the truth is, the attending physi- 
cian is no more legally liable for the 
CRNA's actions than he or she is for 
the acts of an anesthesiologist. Second, 
the Federal restriction is anti-competi- 
tive, acting as a disincentive for 
СЕМА з to be utilized. Finally, the re- 
striction creates an inaccurate percep- 
tion among some surgeons that they 
have an obligation to direct or control 
the substantive course of the anes- 
thetic process, even though {Шеге is no 
such obligation. 

By eliminating this prescriptive Fed- 
eral regulation, we can better maxi- 
mize the use of nurse anesthetists and 
eliminate the confusion surrounding 
CRNA supervision. At a time when the 
Federal Government is deferring to 
State judgment on a whole host of is- 
sues, it seems completely consistent to 
let States decide how best to use nurse 
anesthetists, particularly in light of 
CRNA’s long track record of success. 

CRNA’s have been around for a cen- 
tury. They have been the principal an- 
esthesia providers in combat areas in 
every war the United States has been 
engaged in since World War I. CRNA’s 
have received medals and accolades for 
their dedication, commitment, and 
competence. And recent studies indi- 
cate that better utilization of CRNA’s 
could save the Federal Government as 
much as $1 billion per year by the year 
2010. Clearly, it make sense for the 
Federal Government to defer to States 
on an issue that could very well save 
significant Federal expenses over time. 

The second proposal included in the 
Medicare Anesthesia Services Reform 
Act applies to fairness in reimburse- 
ment to CRNA’s and anesthesiologists. 
Under Medicare’s current regulations, 
if an anesthesiologist and a CRNA 
work together on one case and Medi- 
care later decides that the use of two 
anesthesia providers was not medically 
necessary, neither the hospital nor the 
CRNA gets paid. Consequently, there is 
an economic disincentive for hospitals 
to employ nurse anesthetists, even 
though they provide such cost effective 
services. 
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Obviously, Medicare should not pay 
for services that are not medically nec- 
essary. And our bill would not require 
Medicare to do so. Rather, it simply re- 
quires that anesthesiologists and 
CRNA’s or the hospitals that employ 
them split the fee equally. If someone 
works on a Medicare case, he or she 
should get paid for it. 

The problem CRNA's confront is the 
poor definition of what constitutes 
medical necessity." Medical necessity 
is interpreted on a case-by-case basis, 
making it easy for Medicare carriers to 
deny a claim for payment to a CRNA 
who cannot prove medical necessity. If 
a claim is denied, then only the anes- 
thesiologist gets paid, even though 
both the anesthesiologist and the 
CRNA did the work. That is just not 
fair. 

Last year, I introduced legislation 
that would have required Medicare to 
reimburse CRNA’s and anesthesiol- 
ogists based on their contribution to 
the case. Under that proposal, if a 
CRNA did more of the work, he or she 
might get 60 or 70 percent of the pay- 
ment compared with 30 or 40 percent 
for the anesthesiologist. If the anesthe- 
siologist did more of the work, he or 
she would receive a greater percentage 
of the payment. 

Some viewed the provision I proposed 
last year as too difficult to implement. 
In addition, during health care reform, 
I worked with the American Associa- 
tion of Nurse Anesthetists and the 
American Society of Anesthesiologists 
to develop a compromise that included 
the 50-50 split that has been incor- 
porated into this bill. Given the nego- 
tiations that occurred last year, I be- 
lieve it is best to include the 50-50 split 
provision, rather than the provision 
that I initially proposed. 

Mr. President, this is sensible legisla- 
tion. It is fair to both CRNA’s and an- 
esthesiologists, alike. And it elimi- 
nates some significant problems that 
are creating difficulty for nurse anes- 
thetists and the hospitals that employ 
them. 

Our proposal replaces outdated Medi- 
care regulations and lets hospitals 
make their individual anesthesia staff- 
ing decisions based upon their own 
needs. It also gives more flexibility to 
the States. I hope my colleagues will 
support it. 


By Mr. DASCHLE: 

S. 1264. A bill to provide for certain 
benefits of the Missouri River basin 
Pick-Sloan project to the Crow Creek 
Sioux Tribe, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

THE CROW CREEK SIOUX TRIBE INFRASTRUCTURE 
DEVELOPMENT TRUST FUND ACT OF 1995 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today 
I introduce the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe 
Infrastructure Development Trust 
Fund Act of 1995. This bill will provide 
for the development of certain tribal 
infrastructure projects funded by a 
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trust fund set up for the Crow Creek 
Tribe within the Department of the 
Treasury. The trust fund would be cap- 
italized from a percentage of hydro- 
power revenues and would be capped at 
$27.5 million. The tribe would then re- 
ceive the interest from the fund to be 
used according to a development plan 
prepared in conjunction with the Bu- 
reau of Indian Affairs and the Indian 
Health Service. 

The Flood Control Act of 1944 created 
five massive earthen dams on the Mis- 
souri River. This public works project 
known as the Pick-Sloan Plan provides 
flood control, irrigation, and hydro- 
power. Four of the Pick-Sloan dams 
are located іп South Dakota. 

The impact of the Pick-Sloan plan on 
the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe has been 
devastating. The Big Bend and Fort 
Randall dams created losses to the 
Crow Creek Tribe for which they have 
not been adequately compensated. Over 
15,000 acres of the tribe’s most fertile 
and productive land, the Missouri 
River wooded bottom lands, were inun- 
dated as a result of the Fort Randall 
and Big Bend components of the Pick- 
Sloan project. 

By and through the Big Bend Act of 
1962, Congress directed the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers and the Department 
of the Interior to take certain actions 
to alleviate the problems caused by the 
dislocation of communities and inun- 
dation of tribal resources. These direc- 
tives were either carried out inad- 
equately or not carried out at all. 

Congress established precedent for 
this legislation in 1992 by the passage 
of the Three Affiliated Tribes and 
Standing Rock Sioux Tribe Equitable 
Compensation Act which I cosponsored. 
At that time, Congress determined 
that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
failed to provide adequate compensa- 
tion to the tribes when their land was 
acquired for the Pick-Sloan projects. 
There is little controversy on finding 
that the tribes bore an inordinate 
share of the cost of implementing the 
Pick-Sloan program. The Secretary of 
the Interior established the Joint Trib- 
al Advisory Committee to resolve the 
inequities and find ways to finance the 
compensation of tribal claims. As a re- 
sult, the Three Affiliated Tribes and 
Standing Rock Sioux Tribe Equitable 
Compensation Act set up a recovery 
fund financed entirely from a percent- 
age of Pick-Sloan power revenues. 

The Crow Creek Sioux Tribe Infra- 
structure Development Fund Act of 
1995 will enable the Crow Creek Tribe 
to address and improve their infra- 
structure and will provide the needed 
resources for further economic develop- 
ment of the Crow Creek Indian Res- 
ervation. 

This legislation has broad support in 
South Dakota. Gov. Bill Janklow 
strongly endorses this proposal to de- 
velop the infrastructure at the Crow 
Creek Indian Reservation. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous соп- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD and a letter from Gov. 
Bill Janklow. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Crow Creek 
Sioux Tribe Infrastructure Development 
Trust Fund Act of 1995”. 

SEC, 2, FINDINGS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 

(1) the Congress approved the Missouri 
River basin Pick-Sloan project by passing 
the Act of December 22, 1944, commonly 
known as the “Flood Control Act of 1944” (58 
Stat. 887, chapter 665; 33 U.S.C. 701-1 et 
sed. 

(A) to promote the general economic devel- 
opment of the United States; 

(B) to provide for irrigation above Sioux 
City, Iowa; 

(C) to protect urban and rural areas from 
devastating floods of the Missouri River; and 

(D) for other purposes; 

(2) the Fort Randall and Big Bend projects 
are major components of the Pick-Sloan 
project, and contribute to the national econ- 
omy by generating a substantial amount of 
hydropower and impounding a substantial 
quantity of water; 

(3) the Fort Randall and Big Bend projects 
overlie the western boundary of the Crow 
Creek Indian Reservation, having inundated 
the fertile, wooded bottom lands of the Tribe 
along the Missouri River that constituted 
the most productive agricultural and pas- 
toral lands of the Tribe and the homeland of 
the members of the Tribe; 

(4) Public Law 85-916 (72 Stat. 1766 et seq.) 
authorized the acquisition of 9,418 acres of 
Indian land on the Crow Creek Indian Res- 
ervation for the Fort Randall project and 
Public Law 87-735 (76 Stat. 704 et seq.) au- 
thorized the acquisition of 6,179 acres of In- 
dian land on Crow Creek for the Big Bend 
project; 

(5) Public Law 87-735 (76 Stat. 704 et seq.) 
provided for the mitigation of the effects of 
the Fort Randall and Big Bend projects on 
the Crow Creek Indian Reservation, by di- 
recting the Secretary of the Army to— 

(A) replace, relocate, or reconstruct— 

(i) any existing essential governmental and 
agency facilities on the reservation, includ- 
ing schools, hospitals, offices of the Public 
Health Service and the Bureau of Indian Af- 
fairs, service buildings, and employee quar- 
ters; and 

(ii) ‘roads, bridges, and incidental matters 
or facilities in connection with such facili- 
ties; 

(B) provide for a townsite adequate for 50 
homes, including streets and utilities (in- 
cluding water, sewage, and electricity), tak- 
ing into account the reasonable future 
growth of the townsite; and 

(C) provide for a community center con- 
taining space and facilities for community 
gatherings, tribal offices, tribal council 
chamber, offices of the Bureau of Indian Af- 
fairs, offices and quarters of the Public 
Health Service, and a combination gym- 
nasium and auditorium; 

(6) the Secretary of the Army and the Sec- 
retary of the Interior have failed to meet the 
requirements under Public Law 87-735 (76 
Stat. 704 et seq.) with respect to the mitiga- 
tion of the effects of the Fort Randall and 
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Big Bend projects on the Crow Creek Indian 
Reservation; 

(7) although the national economy has ben- 
efited from the Fort Randall and Big Bend 
projects, the economy on the Crow Creek In- 
dian Reservation remains underdeveloped, in 
part as a consequence of the failure of the 
Federal Government to fulfill the obliga- 
tions of the Federal Government under the 
laws referred to in paragraph (4); 

(8) the economic and social development 
and cultural preservation of the Crow Creek 
Sioux Tribe will be enhanced by increased 
tribal participation in the benefits of the 
Fort Randall and Big Bend components of 
the Pick-Sloan project; and 

(9) the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe is entitled 
to additional benefits of the Missouri River 
basin Pick-Sloan project, including hydro- 
power revenues and infrastructure develop- 
ment. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of this Act, unless the 
context implies otherwise, the following 
definitions shall apply: 

а) FunpD.—The term Fund“ means the 
Crow Creek Sioux Tribe Infrastructure De- 
velopment Trust Fund established under sec- 
tion 4(а). 

(2) PLAN.—The term “plan” means the plan 
for socioeconomic recovery and cultural 
preservation prepared under section 5. 

(3) PROGRAMS.—The term “Programs” 
means the integrated programs of the East- 
ern Division of the Missouri River basin 
Pick-Sloan program, administered by the 
Western Area Power Administration, as de- 
termined by the Secretary. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of the Interior. 

(5) TRIBE.—The term Tribe“ means the 
Crow Creek Sioux Tribe. 

SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT OF CROW CREEK SIOUX 
TRIBE INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOP- 
MENT TRUST FUND. 

(a) CROW CREEK Sioux TRIBE INFRASTRUC- 
TURE DEVELOPMENT TRUST FUND.—There is 
established in the Treasury of the United 
States a fund to be known as the Crow 
Creek Sioux Tribe Infrastructure Develop- 
ment Trust Fund”. 

(b) FUNDING.—Beginning with fiscal year 
1997, and for each fiscal year thereafter, until 
such time as the aggregate of the amounts 
deposited in the Fund is equal to $27,500,000, 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall deposit 
into the Fund an amount equal to 25 percent 
of the receipts from the deposits to the 
Treasury of the United States for the preced- 
ing fiscal year from the Programs. 

(c) INVESTMENTS.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall invest the amounts deposited 
under subsection (b) only in interest-bearing 
obligations of the United States or in obliga- 
tions guaranteed as to both principal and in- 
terest by the United States. 

(d) PAYMENT OF INTEREST TO TRIBE.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF ACCOUNT AND TRANS- 
FER OF INTEREST.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall, in accordance with this sub- 
section, transfer any interest that accrues 
on amounts deposited under subsection (b) 
into a separate account established by the 
Secretary of the Treasury in the Treasury of 
the United States. 

(2) PAYMENTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Beginning with the fiscal 
year immediately following the fiscal year 
during which the aggregate of the amounts 
deposited in the Fund is equal to the amount 
specified in subsection (b)(2), and for each 
fiscal year thereafter, all amounts trans- 
ferred under paragraph (1) shall be available, 
without fiscal year limitation, to the Sec- 
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retary of the Interior for use in accordance 
with subparagraph (C). 

(B) WITHDRAWAL AND TRANSFER OF FUNDS.— 
For each fiscal year specified in subpara- 
graph (A), the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall withdraw amounts from the account es- 
tablished under such paragraph and transfer 
such amounts to the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior for use in accordance with subparagraph 
(C). The Secretary of the Treasury may only 
withdraw funds from the account for the pur- 
pose specified in this paragraph. 

(C) PAYMENTS TO TRIBE.—The Secretary of 
the Interior shall use the amounts trans- 
ferred to the Secretary under subparagraph 
(B) only for the purpose of making payments 
to the Tribe. 

(D) USE OF PAYMENTS BY TRIBE.—The Tribe 
shall use the payments made under subpara- 
graph (C) only for carrying out projects and 
programs pursuant to the plan prepared 
under section 5. 

(3) PROHIBITION ON PER CAPITA PAYMENTS.— 
No portion of any payment made under this 
subsection may be distributed to any mem- 
ber of the Tribe on a per capita basis. 

(е) TRANSFERS AND WITHDRAWALS,— 

(1) AMOUNTS DEPOSITED IN THE FUND.—Ex- 
cept as provided in subsection (d)(1), the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury may not transfer or 
withdraw any amount deposited under sub- 
section (b). 

(2) AMOUNTS TRANSFERRED TO ACCOUNT.— 
Except as provided in subsection (d)(2), the 
Secretary of the Treasury may not transfer 
or withdraw any amounts transferred to the 
account established under subsection (d)(1). 
SEC. 5. PLAN FOR SOCIOECONOMIC 

AND CULTURAL PRESERVATION, 

(a) PLAN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Inte- 
rior, acting through the Bureau of Indian Af- 
fairs, in cooperation with the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, acting through 
the Indian Health Service, and the Crow 
Creek Tribal Council, shall prepare a plan 
for the use of payments made to the Tribe 
under section 4(d)(2). 

(2) REQUIREMENTS FOR PLAN COMPONENTS.— 
The plan shall, with respect to each compo- 
nent of the plan— 

(A) identify the costs and benefits of that 
component; and 

(B) provide plans for that component. 

(3) APPROVAL OF CROW CREEK TRIBAL COUN- 
ciu.—The plan shall be subject to the ap- 
proval of the Crow Creek Tribal Council. 

(4) SUBMITTAL TO CONGRESS.—Not later 
than 2 years after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall submit the plan 
to Congress. 

(b) CONTENT OF PLAN.—The plan shall in- 
clude the following programs and compo- 
nents: 

(1) EDUCATIONAL FACILITY.—The plan shall 
provide for an educational facility to be lo- 
cated on the Crow Creek Indian Reservation. 

(2) COMPREHENSIVE INPATIENT AND OUT- 
PATIENT HEALTH CARE FACILITY.—The plan 
shall provide for a comprehensive inpatient 
and outpatient health care facility to pro- 
vide essential services that the Secretary, in 
consultation with the individuals and enti- 
ties referred to in subsection (а)(1), deter- 
mines to be— 

(A) needed; and 

(B) unavailable through existing facilities 
of the Indian Health Service on the Crow 
Creek Indian Reservation at the time of the 
determination. 

(3) WATER SYSTEM.—The plan shall provide 
for the construction, operation, and mainte- 
nance of a municipal, rural, and industrial 
water system for the Crow Creek Indian Res- 
ervation. 
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(4) IRRIGATION FACILITIES.—The plan shall 
provide for irrigation facilities for not less 
than 1,792 acres. 

(5) RECREATIONAL FACILITIES.—The plan 
shall provide for recreational facilities suit- 
able for high-density recreation at Lake 
Sharpe at Big Bend Dam in South Dakota. 

(6) OTHER PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS.—The 
plan shall provide for such other projects and 
programs for the educational, social welfare, 
economic development, and cultural preser- 
vation of the Tribe as the Secretary, in con- 
sultation with the individuals and entities 
referred to in subsection (а)(1), considers to 
be appropriate. 


SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 


There are authorized to be appropriated 
such funds as may be necessary to carry out 
this Act, including such funds as may be nec- 
essary to cover the administrative expenses 
of the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe Infrastructure 
Development Trust Fund established under 
section 4. 


SEC. 7. EFFECT OF PAYMENTS TO TRIBE. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—No payment made to the 
Tribe pursuant to this Act shall result in the 
reduction or denial of any service or program 
to which, pursuant Federal law— 

(1) the Tribe is otherwise entitled because 
of the status of the Tribe as a federally rec- 
ognized Indian tribe; or 

(2) any individual who is a member of the 
Tribe is entitled because of the status of the 
individual as a member of the Tribe. 


(b) EXEMPTIONS; STATUTORY CONSTRUC- 
TION.— 

(1) POWER RATES.—No payment made pur- 
suant to this Act shall affect Missouri River 
basin Pick-Sloan power rates. 

(2) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this Act may be construed as diminishing or 
affecting— 

(A) any right of the Tribe that is not other- 
wise addressed in this Act; or 

(B) any treaty obligation of the United 
States. 


STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE, STATE CAPITOL, 
Pierre, SD, June 22, 1995. 
Hon. DUANE BIG EAGLE, 
Chairman of the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe, 
Fort Thompson, SD. 


DEAR CHAIRMAN BIG EAGLE: Thank you for 
giving me a copy of the proposed federal leg- 
islation that requires the federal government 
to fulfill the commitments made to the Crow 
Creek Sioux Tribe in the Big Bend Act of 
1962. 


I wholeheartedly support this legislation 
and your efforts to develop Fort Thompson 
with the infrastructure and community fa- 
cilities that the Crow Creek community 
should have received long ago. The method 
for funding in the bill is fair and I hope a ma- 
jority of both houses of Congress and the 
President will realize the importance of 
passing this bill and signing it into law. 


In several different ways, all of the various 
groups of people who live in South Dakota 
have not received the benefits promised 
when the great dams were built in the 1950s. 
The persistence of the members of the Crow 
Creek Sioux Tribe to right this wrong is wor- 
thy of high praise. Congratulations on creat- 
ing an excellent proposal. 


If there is anything I can do to help you, 
please let me know. 
Sincerely, 
WILLIAM J. JANKLOW. 
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


8. 298 
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 
names of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
HATFIELD], the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. SIMPSON], the Senator from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. BUMPERS], the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. SIMON], and the Sen- 
ator from Mississippi [Mr. COCHRAN] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 298, a 
bill to establish a comprehensive pol- 
icy with respect to the provision of 
health care coverage and services to in- 
dividuals with severe mental illnesses, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 684 
At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr. SANTORUM] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 684, A bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to provide 
for programs of research regarding Par- 
kinson’s disease, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 770 
At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name 
of the Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN- 
NETT] was added as a cosponsor of 8. 
770, a bill to provide for the relocation 
of the United States Embassy in Israel 
to Jerusalem, and for other purposes. 
8. тт 
At the request of Мг. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. DASCHLE] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 771, a bill to provide that 
certain Federal property shall be made 
available to States for State use before 
being made available to other entities, 
and for other purposes. 
8. 851 
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, his 
name was withdrawn as a cosponsor of 
S. 851, a bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act to reform 
the wetlands regulatory program, and 
for other purposes. 
в. 942 
At the request of Mr. Вомр, the name 
of the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
LOTT] was added as a cosponsor of 8. 
942, a bill to promote increased under- 
standing of Federal regulations and in- 
creased voluntary compliance with 
such regulations by small entities, to 
provide for the designation of regional 
ombudsmen and oversight boards to 
monitor the enforcement practices of 
certain Federal agencies with respect 
to small business concerns, to provide 
relief from excessive and arbitary regu- 
latory enforcement actions against 
small entities, and for other purposes. 
S. 1086 
At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name 
of the Senator from Idaho (Мг. 
KEMPTHORNE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1086, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a family- 
owned business exclusion from the 
gross estate subject to estate tax, and 
for other purposes. 
8. 1108 
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 
names of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
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CRAIG] and the Senator from Arizona 
[Мг. MCCAIN] were added as cosponsors 
of S. 1108, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow individ- 
uals to designate that up to 10 percent 
of their income tax liability be used to 
reduce the national debt, and to re- 
quire spending reductions equal to the 
amounts so designated. 
8. 1219 
At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON] was added as a cosponsor of 8. 
1219, a bill to reform the financing of 
Federal elections, and for other pur- 
poses. 
8. 1220 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BAUCUS] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1220, a bill to provide that Mem- 
bers of Congress shall not be paid dur- 
ing Federal Government shutdowns. 
8. 1246 
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
names of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS] and the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 1246, a bill to amend ti- 
tles 5 and 37, United States Code, to 
provide for the continuance of pay and 
the authority to make certain expendi- 
tures and obligations during lapses in 
appropriations. 
SENATE RESOLUTION 147 
At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of Sen- 
ate Resolution 147, a resolution des- 
ignating the weeks beginning Septem- 
ber 24, 1995, and September 22, 1996, as 
“National Historically Black Colleges 
and Universities Week,” and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT МО. 2699 
At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the 
names of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY] and the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. KOHL] were added as co- 
sponsors of Amendment No. 2699 pro- 
posed to H.R. 1976, a bill making appro- 
priations for Agriculture, Rural Devel- 
opment, Food and Drug Administra- 
tion, and Related Agencies programs 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1996, and for other purposes. 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU- 
TION 27—CORRECTING THE EN- 
ROLLING OF Н.В. 402 


Mr. MURKOWSKI submitted the fol- 
lowing concurrent resolution; which 
was considered and agreed to: 

S. Con. RES. 27 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring) 

The Clerk of the House is directed to cor- 
rect the enrollment of H.R. 402 as follows: 

Amended section 109 to read: 

“SEC. 109. CONFIRMATION OF WOODY ISLAND AS 
ELIGIBLE NATIVE VILLAGE. 

The Native Village of Woody Island, lo- 
cated on Woody Island, Alaska, in the 
Koniag Region, is hereby confirmed as ал eli- 
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gible Alaska Native Village, pursuant to Sec- 
tion 11(b)(3) of the Alaska Native Claims Set- 
tlement Act (“АМСОВБА”). It is further con- 
firmed that Leisnoi, Inc., is the Village Cor- 
poration, as that term is defined in Section 
3(j) of ANCSA, for the village of Woody Is- 
land. This section shall become effective on 
October 1, 1998, unless the United States ju- 
dicial system determines this village was 
fraudulently established under ANCSA prior 
to October 1, 1998.“ 


SENATE RESOLUTION 175—REL- 
ATIVE TO THE RECENT ELEC- 
TIONS IN HONG KONG 


Mr. PRESSLER submitted the fol- 
lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions: 

S. RES. 175 

Whereas the right to a fully elected legis- 
lature in Hong Kong is guaranteed by the 
1984 Sino-British Joint Declaration on the 
Question of Hong Kong; 

Whereas on September 17, 1995, the people 
of Hong Kong demonstrated their commit- 
ment to democracy by freely expressing 
their right to vote in the Legislative Council 
elections; and 

Whereas the voters of Hong Kong have 
overwhelmingly expressed their desire for 
the establishment of a fully democratic gov- 
ernment: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

(1) the people of Hong Kong are to be con- 
gratulated for exercising their right to vote 
on September 17, 1995; 

(2) the People’s Republic of China should 
respect the clear will of the people of Hong 
Kong to have a fully democratic government; 
and 

(3) the Chinese government should enter 
into a dialogue with the democratically 
elected representatives of the Hong Kong 
people. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, when 
Mr. Christopher Patten became Gov- 
ernor of Hong Kong 3 years ago, he 
made a very important decision. He de- 
cided to allow the people of Hong Kong 
the opportunity to express their pref- 
erence on a simple issue: Democracy— 
yes or no? 

As the New York Times editorial 
today notes, ‘‘Hong Kong’s voters de- 
clared overwhelmingly on Sunday their 
preference for democracy and their 
doubts about Beijing’s plans for the 
colony’s future.” Final returns from 
Sunday’s vote show the Democratic 
Party led by Mr. Martin Lee won the 
largest number of seats, 19, in the 60 
seat legislative council. Other 
prodemocracy allies will give Mr. Lee а 
working majority of 31. 

By contrast, pro-Beijing candidates 
of the Democratic Alliance for the Bet- 
terment of Hong Kong won only six 
seats and the party’s top three officials 
were all defeated. Regrettably, spokes- 
men for Beijing have not learned to 
lose gracefully and have resorted to 
threats and intimidation. 

Again Governor Patten has proved to 
be the best analyst: Everybody has to 
recognize that Hong Kong has ex- 
pressed its views about the present and 
the future with great clarity.” 


September 20, 1995 


Mr. President, I am submitting a res- 
olution expressing the sense of the 
Congress regarding the recent elections 
in Hong Kong. The resolution con- 
gratulates the people of Hong Kong for 
exercising their right to vote, calls on 
China to respect the clear will of the 
people of Hong Kong to have a fully 
democratic government, and calls on 
China to enter into a dialogue with the 
democratically elected representatives 
of the Hong Kong people. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that number of articles and edi- 
torials from the Washington Post, the 
New York Times, and the Wall Street 
Journal be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

{From the Washington Post, Sept. 19, 1995) 
REBUFF OF CHINA PROVES SWEEPING—PRO- 

DEMOCRATIC BLOC IN HONG KONG LEGISLA- 

TURE COULD HOLD MAJORITY ON KEY ISSUES 

(By Keith B. Richburg) 

HonG Комо, Sept. 18.-Сһіпа and Hong 
Xong today seemed set for a prolonged pe- 
riod of confrontation after residents here 
gave a substantial vote of no-confidence to 
Beijing's preferred legislative candidates, in- 
stead of choosing independent-minded law- 
makers who are already promising to shout 
about human rights, free speech and the rule 
of law as Chinese rule approaches. 

Final returns from Sunday's vote showed 
the Democratic Party, led by lawyer Martin 
Lee, will be the largest single party in the 
new legislature, with 19 of 60 seats. Counting 
other like-minded parties and independents, 
advocates of democracy who favor standing 
up to China will form a bloc of at least 27. 

Published analyses indicated that on issues 
involving relations with China, the pro- 
democratic vote would be a majority of 31. 
The one clearly pro-China party won six 
seats. 

In a victory press conference today, an 
elated Lee promised to continue the same 
kind of tough rhetoric that already has made 
him China’s nemesis in the colony. Lee said 
the elections proved that Hong Kong people 
“want legislators who will stand up for 
them” to protect the territory’s freedoms in 
the coming battles with China’s Communist 
leadership. 

Lee said the democracy bloc of the new 
legislature will use the remaining 21 months 
of British rule to try to strengthen laws pro- 
tecting press freedom and free speech, to 
enact a freedom of information ordinance, 
and to try again to change a Sino-British 
agreement for a new supreme court to guar- 
antee that future judges can act with greater 
independence. 

Lee’s statements are the sort that most 
unnerve mainland China, and make it more 
likely now, in the view of some analysts, 
that Beijing will take an even tougher 
stance toward Hong Kong, keeping its vow to 
jettison the local legislature and possibly 
even doing away with direct elections en- 
tirely after reversion in July 1997. 

Pro-China politicians and official Chinese 
statements from Beijing tried to put the best 
face on the election results. The leader of the 
main pro-China party, the Democratic Alli- 
ance for the Betterment of Hong Kong 
(known as DAB), Tsang Yok-sing, explained 
the loss to reporters by saying the Demo- 
crats fielded far more incumbents and had 
more experience campaigning and organiza- 
tion. 
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A statement from the official New China 
News Agency said the elections showed that 
hope for a smooth transition and love of the 
motherland and Hong Kong remain the main 
trend in Hong Kong.” But the agency quoted 
an official in Beijing of the Hong Kong and 
Macau Affairs Office as repeating China's 
vow to dismantle the legislature and replace 
it with a provisional body whose deputies 
would be picked by China. 

Beijing will feel more insecure and more 
suspicious toward Hong Kong,” said Joseph 
Cheng, a political science professor at the 
City University here. It's likely to result in 
“а tougher line.“ 

“It seems the Hong Kong people want can- 
didates who dare to criticize China, to pro- 
vide some checks and balances, or at least to 
articulate their grievances,” he said. 

But Cheng said that under the existing co- 
lonial system, with most power still resting 
with the British governor, the new law- 
makers may find themselves frustrated over 
the next 21 months. The legislature may not 
introduce any bills that would increase gov- 
ernment spending, and the governor can ig- 
nore the legislature whenever he chooses. 

Most analysts said the dismal performance 
of the main pro-China party suggested a new 
era of confrontation. Had more of its can- 
didates won seats, the theory goes, China 
might have felt more comfortable about the 
idea of direct elections in Hong Kong and 
less inclined to abolish the legislature when 
it takes over. 

But many of the candidates openly aligned 
with China were decisively beaten by the de- 
mocracy advocates. The main pro-China 
party could manage no more than six seats. 

Moreover, the pro-China party's three sen- 
ior officers—the chairman, the vice chair- 
man and the secretary general—all were 
crushed. The pro-China candidates together 
received about 30 percent of the popular 
vote, compared to more than 60 percent for 
the Democratic Party politicians. 

In other results, the pro-business Liberal 
Party, which in pursuing commercial inter- 
ests is likely to vote with them in mind, won 
10 seats. The remaining 17 seats also rep- 
resent interests that might shift according 
to the issue. 

Analysts said the loss of so many pro- 
China politicians, considered relative mod- 
erates, means a likely dominance now of 
more hard-line Communist voices in Hong 
Kong’s pro-Beijing United Front. The front 
as a whole took no part in the election, even 
as the DAB—a part of the front—went its 
own way on this matter and did so. This 
could presage a further heightening of the 
rhetoric and increasing polarization of the 
political dialogue, these analysts said. 

The result also means the political situa- 
tion is likely to become more confusing in 
the waning months of British colonial rule. 
Christopher Patten, the British governor and 
the man who engineered the changes that 
made the elections possible, is to remain 
until the end of June 1997. But the new legis- 
lature he helped create can claim it has the 
legitimacy of the people, since unlike the 
governor, all 60 members were elected, di- 
rectly or indirectly. 

China has said it will unveil its own pro- 
visional legislature” next year, and although 
technically it will have no power until the 
turnover in 1997, it is foreseen as a “shadow 
legislature” competing with the elected one 
for influence. And China is also expected to 
name the team that will run the government 
in Hong Kong after July 1997, meaning there 
will also be a shadow executive and cabinet 
waiting in the wings. 
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[From the New York Times, Sept. 19, 1995) 
CHINA AND HONG KONG VICTORS SQUARE OFF 
AFTER THE ELECTION 
(By Edward A. Gargan) 

Hone Комо, September 18—As jubilant 
members of Hong Kong's Democratic Party 
celebrated their sweeping defeat of pro-China 
parties in legislative elections on Sunday, 
Beijing renewed its promise that the legisla- 
ture would be disbanded on July 1, 1997, the 
day the territory is scheduled to revert to 
Chinese rule. 

“Тһе last legislature of the British admin- 
istration in Hong Kong will end on June 30, 
1997," a spokesman for China’s Hong Kong 
and Macao Affairs Office was quoted as say- 
ing today by the New China News Agency. 
The attitude of the Chinese Government оп 
this issue is consistent and will not change 
and will not be influenced by the result of 
the election.” 

But members of the Democratic Party, 
founded in the wake of the 1989 Tiananmen 
massacre to challenge China's plans for con- 
trolling Hong Kong and regarded by Beijing 
as a subversive organization, refused to ac- 
cept what appears to be the inevitable de- 
mise of their careers as lawmakers. 

“This election makes clear the will of 
Hong Kong,” said Martin С.М. Lee, the par- 
ty’s chairman who decisively regained his 
seat in the Legislative Council. This elec- 
tion is a referendum on the aspirations of 
the people of Hong Kong.” 

“Hong Kong people voted with their hearts 
and their minds for freedom and genuine de- 
тосгасу,'' he said. The elections, in short, 
are a mandate for democratic government in 
Hong Kong and real constitutional, legal and 
human rights reform to ensure basic free- 
doms in Hong Kong after 1997.” 

Sunday’s elections for the 60-seat Legisla- 
tive Council, the last under more than a cen- 
tury of British rule, marked the first time 
that all seats were elected, whether directly 
or indirectly. 

The Democrats took 12 of the 20 directly 
elected seats, and secured another 7 indi- 
rectly elected seats. Another 10 to 12 success- 
ful candidates who ran as independents or 
from smaller parties are regarded as allied to 
the Democrats, potentially giving the pro- 
democracy bloc a majority in the new legis- 
lature. 

Most surprising, commentators said, was 
the defeat of the pro-China Democratic Alli- 
ance for the Betterment of Hong Kong. The 
party’s top three officials were defeated and 
the party managed to secure only six seats, 
all but two from indirectly elected constitu- 
encies. 

“From the Hong Kong people's point of 
view, the message is quite clear,” said Jo- 
seph Cheng, a professor at City University of 
Hong Kong’s Contemporary China Research 
Center. “Тһе Hong Kong people always want 
а spokesman who can criticize China and 
who can provide checks and balances." 

In their monthlong campaign, the pro- 
China candidates hammered the theme of 
their close relationship with the Chinese 
Government, cautioning Hong Kong voters 
that their interests would be best served by 
electing legislators who could communicate 
well with Beijing. Many Democratic can- 
didates described that campaign as little 
short of blackmail, a suggestion that seemed 
to be borne out today in bitter comments by 
Gary Cheng Kai-nam, the No. 2 official in the 
pro-China party. 

“Тһе Hong Kong people will have to pay 
for it,“ he said, referring to the strong show- 
ing by the Democratic Party. “Ме warned 
that it would be better to see different 
voices.” 
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Chinese companies, newspapers and the 
Chinese Government's official presence here, 
the Hong Kong office of the New China News 
Agency, were active throughout the cam- 
paign in support of the Alliance. Employees 
in Chinese companies were aggressively lob- 
bied, left-wing unions rallied members to 
volunteer for Alliance campaigns and the 
pro-China newspapers daily assailed the 
Democrats for anti-China attitudes. 

But the poor showing by pro-China can- 
didates has created, іп many people's views, 
new problems for China, one put bluntly by 
Gov. Christopher Patten, the architect of the 
elections. 

“Everybody has to recognize the results.“ 
Mr. Patten said at a news conference today. 
Everybody has to recognize that Hong Kong 
has expressed its views about the present and 
the future with great clarity." 

Today, in one of his most forceful com- 
ments, Mr. Patten challenged China today to 
show how the elections violated either agree- 
ments reached with Britain or the territory's 
constitution, the Basic Law. 


{From the New York Times, Sept. 19, 1995] 
HONG KONG VOTES FOR DEMOCRACY 


Hong Kong's voters declared overwhelm- 
ingly on Sunday their preference for democ- 
racy and their doubts about Beijing's plans 
for the colony's future. Pro-China candidates 
lost consistently to members of the Demo- 
cratic Party, which favors autonomy for 
Hong Kong after the planned takeover by 
China in 1997. 

Ominously, China quickly threatened to 
dissolve the newly-elected Legislative Coun- 
cil. Perhaps even more ominously, Gary 
Cheng Kai-nam, an official of the pro-Chi- 
nese Democratic Alliance for the Betterment 
of Hong Kong, said the colony's six million 
people would “һауе to pay for“ their choice. 
It is not in the interest of either Hong Kong 
or China for Beijing to crush Hong Kong’s vi- 
brant economy and developing democracy in 
1997. 

Britain is to hand Hong Kong over to 
Beijing's control when the 99-year lease on 
the colony expires. The agreement governing 
the terms of the handover was signed in 1984, 
at a time when China seemed to be liberaliz- 
ing both its economic and political systems. 
Hong Kong's political structure then was not 
strictly democratic, and the prospects for 
finding a workable accommodation between 
the two systems seemed difficult but not im- 
possible. 

But since the Chinese crackdown on de- 
mocracy demonstrations in Tiananmen 
Square in 1989, the match has seemed in- 
creasingly awkward. Hong Kong residents 
showed their revulsion for Beijing's brutality 
in a one-million-strong demonstration after 
the tanks rolled through Tiananmen Square. 
Since then Christopher Patten, Britain's last 
Hong Kong Governor, has sought to encour- 
age and strengthen democratic institutions. 
Sunday’s balloting was his latest move to 
cross the Chinese. 

If China takes a heavy-handed approach 
and eliminates the new political institutions 
that Hong Kong's people clearly want, it 
risks undermining the business confidence 
that makes the territory such a valuable 
asset. Political turmoil is the enemy of a 
Nourishing economy. 

Beijing needs to take a longer view. If it 
wishes to preserve Hong Kong’s unique role 
as a regional financial hub, it must find ways 
to accommodate its lively, individualistic 
culture, flavored by its long-term and inti- 
mate relationship with Western capitalism. 
Hong Kong’s people, many of them refugees 
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from the mainland, will not be easily si- 
lenced. 
{From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 19, 
1996) 
HONG KONG VOTERS HAND SETBACK TO 
CANDIDATES BACKED BY BEIJING 


(By Peter Stein) 


Номос KonG.—Voters here signaled their 
willingness to stand up to China by giving 
pro-democracy candidates to the territory’s 
Legislature a landslide victory over their 
China-backed opponents. 

The magnitude of their triumph in the last 
Hong Kong elections to be held before the 
British colony reverts to Chinese sov- 
ereignty in mid-1997 seemed to take even the 
pro-democracy camp by surprise. Led by 
Chairman Martin Lee, the Democratic Party 
won 19 out of the 25 seats they contested, 
while allies of the Democrats secured eight 
more seats in the 60-seat Legislative Council. 
Before the vote, campaign staff had pri- 
vately anticipated the party winning about 
15 seats. 

China-backed candidates fared worse than 
expected. The pro-China Democratic Alli- 
ance for the Betterment of Hong Kong won 
six seats. But the party's top leadership, in- 
cluding Chairman Tsang Yok Sing, a Marxist 
schoolteacher, were defeated by pro-demo- 
cratic candidates. 

Sunday’s vote, Hong Kong’s broadest exer- 
cise in democracy, represented the culmina- 
tion of political reforms first introduced by 
Gov. Chris Pattern three years ago. Riled by 
those reforms, China has already vowed to 
dissolve Hong Kong's Legislature when it 
takes control of the territory July 1, 1997. 

For Hong Kong’s pro-democracy camp, 
which also swept the 1991 elections, the per- 
formance was a vindication of its hardline 
approach to dealing with China. “16 has cer- 
tainly quelled all our doubts as to whether 
we enjoy the support of the Hong Kong peo- 
ple,” Mr. Lee said. The results signaled that 
“Hong Kong people love democracy, they 
love the rule of law, they want their rights 
preserved." 

Throughout the campaign, China-backed 
candidates attacked the Democrats and their 
allies for their inability to enter into a dia- 
logue with Beijing. Meanwhile, the pro-de- 
mocracy candidates campaigned on their 
willingness to stand tough against Beijing on 
issues such as preserving Hong Kong’s rule of 
law. Democrats campaigned hard against a 
compromise agreement between China and 
Britain on Hong Kong's future court of final 
appeal, which they argue will destroy the 
independence of Hong Kong’s judiciary. 

China’s official Xinhua news agency, re- 
porting on the election, avoided any mention 
of the Democrats’ victory. “Тһе results of 
the Hong Kong Legislative Council elections 
showed that hope for a smooth transition 
and love of the motherland and Hong Kong 
remain the main trend in Hong Kong.“ a 
Xinhua spokesman was quoted as saying. 
The spokesman nonetheless branded the 
elections as ‘‘unfair and unreasonable.” 

{From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 19, 

1995] 
ONE CHINA? 

Coming on the heels of all the recent thun- 
der out of China, the Hong Kong elections 
have a significance reaching far beyond one 
island. Especially since the anti-Beijing out- 
come is certain to be repeated in legislative 
elections in Taiwan in December, it’s time 
for the U.S. and other democracies to review 
the basics of their China policy. 
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The “опе China” policy was originally set 
out in the famous 1972 Shanghai commu- 
nique. The U.S. declared that it acknowl- 
edges that all Chinese on either side of the 
Taiwan Strait maintain there is but one 
China and that Taiwan is part of China. The 
United States government does not chal- 
lenge that position. It reaffirms its interest 
in a peaceful settlement of the Taiwan ques- 
tion by the Chinese themselves.“ (In the 
same communique, China declared China 
will never be a superpower and its opposes 
hegemony and power politics of any kind.“) 

When the U.S. established diplomatic rela- 
tions with Beijing and suspended them with 
Taiwan in 1978, the joint communique stated 
that the people of the United States will 
maintain cultural, commercial and other un- 
official relations with the people of Taiwan.” 
In a unilateral statement at the same time, 
the U.S. declared that it expects that the 
Taiwan issue will be settled peacefully by 
the Chinese themselves.” These understand- 
ings were codified into U.S. law by the Tai- 
wan Relations Act of 1979. 

In 1982, when the U.S. agreed to reduce 
arms sales to Taiwan, President Reagan is- 
sued a statement that the policy was based 
оп “the full expectation that the approach of 
the Chinese government to the resolution of 
the Taiwan issue will continue to be peace- 
ful.” He added, a “We will not interfere in 
this matter or prejudice the free choice of, or 
put pressure on, the people of Taiwan in this 
matter.“ 

These are the principles that the U.S. has 
followed ever since Richard Nixon and Henry 
Kissinger started the rapprochement with 
China. They stress above all that reunifica- 
tion should be peaceful. And they include a 
not-so-tacit premise that reunification is the 
desire of Chinese people on both sides of the 
Taiwan Strait, a premise that looks increas- 
ingly dubious. 

To sharpen the point, throughout the his- 
tory of the “опе China” policy the United 
States has studiously avoided any suggestion 
that it would participate in forcing Taiwan 
into China against the will of its people. Of 
course this is precisely what Beijing wants 
when it talks of “опе China““ or so- 
ereignty“ ог an internal matter.“ The 
course of events is splitting this delicate 
straddle, and a yes-or-no answer may im- 
pend. 

This is why China threw a tantrum over 
the visit to Cornell by Taiwanese President 
Lee Teng-hui, though to use a college re- 
union looks like the unofficial relations con- 
templated by the 1978 communique. The mis- 
sile tests splashing down north of Taiwan 
were a clumsy effort to intimidate the elec- 
torate there. President Lee has been pushing 
for more recognition of Taiwan in inter- 
national organizations such as the World 
Trade Organization and the International 
Monetary Fund. The opposition party takes 
the position that Taiwan already is an inde- 
pendent nation; it holds a third of the par- 
liamentary seats, and expects to gain in De- 
cember. 

China's efforts at intimidation will surely 
backfire, as they so clearly did in Hong 
Kong. While branded as unpatriotic“ and 
subversive.“ Hong Kong’s Democratic 
Party carried 12 of 20 contested seats, while 
like-minded independents took four more. 
Democratic leader Martin Lee got 80% of the 
votes in his own constituency, the highest 
margin of any candidate. The main pro- 
Beijing grouping, the DAB, captured only 
two seats, while its chairman and vice chair- 
man were trounced in their races. These re- 
sults confounded the public opinion polis, no 
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doubt because residents did not give truthful 
answers to callers who might be reporting to 
Beijing. 

It's easy enough to understand why voters 
in Hong Kong or Taiwan would have doubts 
about being ruled by the present government 
of China. It’s been prone to lurches such as 
the Cultural Revolution and the post- 
Tiananmen crackdown. But at the same 
time, the current Chinese leadership can 
rightly feel that it has done much for its 
people over the past decade, by unleashing 
the economy and hastening development. In 
particular, an educated middle class has al- 
ready started to emerge. The shape of Chi- 
na’s transition, interna] and external, will be 
determined by Chinese, but America and the 
Western World can help or hurt the pros- 
pects. With the Cold War over, surely there 
are few more important diplomatic tasks 
than incorporating a quarter of mankind 
into a peaceful and prosperous world system. 

What China most of all needs from the 
world’s remaining superpower is a constancy 
that has been sorely lacking. The world 
would have been far better off if the Clinton 
Administration had from the first said it 
would decide who could visit Ithaca, China 
did in the end release Harry Wu, after all, 
and has agreed to negotiate a code of con- 
duct concerning the disputed and possibly 
oil-rich Spratly Islands. Beijing, that is, is 
perfectly capable of acting responsibly if 
someone stands up and asks it to. 

The U.S. should be telling the Chinese au- 
thorities something like this: That the U.S. 
intends to maintain its historic “опе China“ 
policy, wishing the Han people well in efforts 
to forge one nation, but steadfastly opposing 
the use of force. That it's unthinkable that 
the U.S. would try to coerce a democratic 
Taiwan into an unwilling union, and seeking 
such an American commitment will be dis- 
ruptive and counterproductive. That with 
the incorporation of Hong Kong in 1997, 
China will have an opportunity to show good 
faith by keeping its promise of a high degree 
of autonomy. That bringing Hong Kong to 
heel, destroying its institutions, is the last 
policy likely to result in a one China. 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


THE FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EX- 
PORT FINANCING, AND RELATED 
PROGRAMS APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996 


DOLE (AND HELMS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 2707 


Mr. HELMS (for Mr. DOLE for himself 
and Mr. HELMS) proposed an amend- 
ment to the bill (H.R. 1868) making ap- 
propriations for foreign operations, ex- 
port financing, and related programs 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1996, and for other purposes; as follows: 

At the end of the committee amendment, 
add the following new title: 

TITLE VII—CONSOLIDATION AND RE- 
INVENTION OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS AGEN- 
CIES 

SEC. 701. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the Foreign Af- 
fairs Reinvention Act of 1995". 

БЕС. 702. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this title are— 

(1) to reorganize and reinvent the foreign 
affairs agencies of the United States in order 
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to enhance the formulation, coordination, 
and implementation of United States foreign 
policy; 

(2) to streamline and consolidate the func- 
tions and personnel of the Department of 
State, the Agency for International Develop- 
ment, the United States Information Agen- 
cy, and the United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency in order to eliminate 
redundancies in the functions and personnel 
of such agencies; 

(3) to assist congressional efforts to bal- 
ance the Federal budget and reduce the Fed- 
eral debt; 

(4) to strengthen the authority of United 
States ambassadors over all United States 
Government personnel and resources located 
in United States diplomatic missions in 
order to enhance the ability of the ambas- 
sadors to deploy such personnel and re- 
sources to the best effect to attain the Presi- 
dent’s foreign policy objectives; 

(5) to encourage United States foreign af- 
fairs agencies to maintain a high percentage 
of the best qualified, most competent United 
States citizens serving in the United States 
Government while downsizing significantly 
the total number of people employed by such 
agencies; and 

(6) to ensure that all functions of United 
States diplomacy be subject to recruitment, 
training, assignment, promotion, and egress 
based on common standards and procedures 
while preserving maximum interchange 
among such functions. 


CHAPTER 1—REORGANIZATION OF 
FOREIGN AFFAIRS AGENCIES 


SEC. 711. REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPART- 
MENT OF STATE AND INDEPENDENT 
FOREIGN AFFAIRS AGENCIES. 

(a) SUBMISSION OF REORGANIZATION 
PLANS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The President is author- 
ized to transmit to the appropriate congres- 
sional committees a reorganization plan or 
plans providing for the streamlining and con- 
solidation of the foreign affairs agencies of 
the United States in order to carry out the 
purposes of section 702. 

(2) ABOLITION OF AT LEAST TWO OF THE INDE- 
PENDENT FOREIGN AFFAIRS AGENCIES.—The 
authority of paragraph (1) includes the au- 
thority to submit a plan providing for— 

(A) the abolition of independent foreign af- 
fairs agencies which are described in at least 
two of the following clauses: 

(i) The United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency; 

(ii) The United States Information Agency; 
and 

(iii) The Agency for International Develop- 
ment and the International Development Co- 
operation Agency (exclusive of any compo- 
nent expressly established by statute); and 

(B) the elimination in the duplication of 
functions and personnel between the Depart- 
ment of State and such other agency or 
agencies not abolished under subparagraph 
(A); 

(C) the reduction in the aggregate number 
of positions in the Department of State and 
the independent foreign affairs agencies 
abolished pursuant to subparagraph (A) 
which are classified at each of levels П, ІП, 
and IV of the Executive Schedule; 

(D) the reorganization and streamlining of 
the Department of State; 

(E) the achievement of a cost savings of at 
least $3,000,000,000 over 4 years through the 
consolidation of agencies; 

(F) the enhancement of the formulation, 
coordination, and implementation of policy; 
and 
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(G) the maintenance, to the maximum ex- 
tent possible, of a United States presence 
abroad within budgetary constraints. 

(b) PLAN ELEMENTS.—Each plan under sub- 
section (a), consistent with the provisions of 
this title, shall— 

(1) identify the functions of the independ- 
ent foreign affairs agency or agencies that 
will be transferred to the Department of 
State under the plan, as well as those that 
will be abolished under the plan; 

(2) identify the personnel and positions of 
the agency or agencies (including civil serv- 
ice personnel, Foreign Service personnel, and 
detailees) that will be transferred to the De- 
partment, separated from service with the 
agency or agencies, or be eliminated under 
the plan, and set forth a schedule for such 
transfers, separations, and terminations; 

(3) identify the personnel and positions of 
the Department (including civil service per- 
sonnel, Foreign Service personnel, and 
detailees) that will be transferred within the 
Department, separated from service with the 
Department, or eliminated under the plan 
and set forth a schedule for such transfers, 
separations, and terminations; 

(4) specify the consolidations and reorga- 
nization of functions of the Department that 
will be required under the plan in order to 
permit the Department to carry out the 
functions transferred to the Department 
under the plan; 

(5) specify the funds available to the inde- 
pendent foreign affairs agency or agencies 
that will be transferred to the Department 
under this title as a result of the implemen- 
tation of the plan; 

(6) specify the proposed allocations within 
the Department of unexpended funds of the 
independent foreign affairs agency or agen- 
cies; 

(7) specify the proposed disposition of the 
property, facilities, contracts, records, and 
other assets and liabilities of the independ- 
ent foreign affairs agency or agencies result- 
ing from the abolition of any such agency 
and the transfer of the functions of the inde- 
pendent foreign affairs agencies to the De- 
partment; and 

(8) contain a certification by the Director 

of the Office of Management and Budget that 
the Director estimates that the plan will 
achieve a budgetary cost savings to the Fed- 
eral Government of at least 53,000,000,000 dur- 
ing the first four years after the plan be- 
comes effective. 
\ (с) LIMITATIONS ON CONTENTS OF PLAN,—(1) 
Sections 903, 904, and 905 of title 5, United 
States Code, shall apply to the plan trans- 
mitted under subsection (a), except that— 

(1) the President may not withdraw a plan 
prior to the conclusion of the 60-day period 
of continuous session of Congress following 
the date on which the plan is submitted; and 

(2) the plan may not establish a new agen- 
су or other independent entity within the ex- 
ecutive branch of Government. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE OF PLAN.—(1)(A) A plan 
transmitted under subsection (a) shall be- 
come effective on a date which is 60 calendar 
days of continuous session of Congress after 
the date on which the plan is transmitted to 
Congress, unless the Congress enacts a joint 
resolution, in accordance with subsection (е), 
disapproving the plan. 

(B) Except as otherwise provided in this 
chapter, any provision of a plan submitted 
under subsection (a) may take effect later 
than the date on which the plan becomes ef- 
fective. 

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)— 

(A) continuity of session is broken only by 
an adjournment of Congress sine die; and 
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(B) the days on which either House is not 
in session because of an adjournment of more 
than 3 days to a day certain are excluded in 
the computation of any period of time in 
which Congress is in continuous session. 

(e) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCEDURES.— 
(1) Except as provided in paragranh (2), sec- 
tions 908, 910, 911, and 912 of title 5, United 
States Code, shall apply to the consideration 
by Congress of a joint resolution described in 
paragraph (3) that is introduced in a House 
of Congress. 

(2) The following requirements shall apply 
to actions described in paragraph (1) without 
regard to chapter 9 of title 5, United States 
Code: 

(A) A referral of joint resolutions under 
this section may only be made to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 
and the Committee on International Rela- 
tions of the House of Representatives. 

(B) The reference in section 908 of such 
title to reorganization plans transmitted on 
or before December 31, 1984, shall have no 
force or effect. 

(3) A joint resolution under this section 
means only a joint resolution of the Con- 
gress, the matter after the resolving clause 
of which is as follows: “That the Congress 
disapproves the reorganization plan num- 
бегей ___ transmitted to the Congress by 
the President on 19___”’, which plan 
may include such modifications and revi- 
sions as are submitted by the President 
under section 903(c) of title 5, United States 
Code. The blank spaces therein are to be 
filled appropriately. 

(4) The provisions of this subsection super- 
sede any other provision of law. 

(f) ABOLITION OF INDEPENDENT FOREIGN AF- 
FAIRS AGENCIES.—If the President does not 
transmit to Congress within six months after 
the date of enactment of this Act a single re- 
organization plan meeting the requirements 
of subsection (а)(2), or does not fully imple- 
ment a plan so transmitted and made effec- 
tive under this section, then the United 
States Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, the United States Information 
Agency, the Agency for International Devei- 
opment, and the International Development 
Cooperation Agency (exclusive of compo- 
nents expressly established by statute or re- 
organization plan) shall be abolished as of 
March 1, 1997, and the functions of such agen- 
cies shall be transferred in accordance with 
section 712, 

(g) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section— 

(1) the term “foreign affairs agencies” 
means the Department of State and the inde- 
pendent foreign affairs agencies; and 

(2) the term “independent foreign affairs 
agencies“ means such Federal agencies 
(other than the Department of State) that 
solely perform functions that are funded 
under major budget category 150 and in- 
cludes the United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, the United States In- 
formation Agency, the Agency for Inter- 
national Development, and the International 
Development Cooperation Agency. 

SEC, 712. TRANSFERS OF FUNCTIONS. 

(a) DEPARTMENT OF STATE.—In the event of 
the abolition of the agencies specified in sec- 
tion 71100) in accordance with that sub- 
section, there are transferred to, and vested 
in, the Secretary of State on March 1, 1997, 
all functions vested by law (including by re- 
organization plan approved before the date of 
the enactment of this Act pursuant to chap- 
ter 9 of title 5, United States Code) in, or ex- 
ercised by, the head of each of such agencies, 
the agencies themselves, or officers, employ- 
ees, or components thereof, immediately 
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prior to such date, except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this section. 

(b) BROADCASTING BOARD OF GOVERNORS.— 
There are transferred to, and vested in, a 
broadcasting board of governors to be estab- 
lished within the Department of State on 
March 1, 1997, all functions vested by law in, 
or exercised by, the Broadcasting Board of 
Governors of the United States Information 
Agency as of the day before that date. 

SEC. 713. VOLUNTARY SEPARATION INCENTIVES. 

(a) AUTHORITY TO Pay INCENTIVES.—The 
head of an agency referred to in subsection 
(b) may pay voluntary incentive payments to 
employees of the agency in order to avoid or 
minimize the need for involuntary separa- 
tions from the agency as a result of the abo- 
lition of the agency and the consolidation of 
functions of the Department of State under 
this title. 

(b) COVERED AGENCIES.—Subsection (a) ap- 
plies to the following agencies: 

(1) The Department of State. 

(2) The United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency. 

(3) The United States Information Agency. 

(4) The Agency for International Develop- 
ment. 

(c) PAYMENT REQUIREMENTS.—(1) The head 
of an agency shall pay voluntary separation 
incentive payments in accordance with the 
provisions of section 3 of the Federal 
Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994 (Public 
Law 103-226; 108 Stat. 111), except that an em- 
ployee of the agency shall be deemed to be 
eligible for payment of a voluntary separa- 
tion incentive payment under that section if 
the employee separates from service with 
the agency during the period beginning on 
the date of enactment of this Act and ending 
on February 28, 1997. 

(2) The provisions of subsection (d) of such 
section 3 shall apply to any employee who is 
paid a voluntary separation incentive pay- 
ment under this section. 

(d) FUNDING.—The payment of voluntary 
separation incentive payments under this 
section shall be made from funds in the For- 
eign Affairs Reorganization Transition Fund 
established under section 1104. The Secretary 
of State may transfer sums in that Fund to 
the head of an agency under subsection 
(e)(1)(B) of that section for payment of such 
payments by the agency head. 

(e) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY.—The au- 
thority of the head of an agency to authorize 
payment of voluntary separation incentive 
payments under this section shall expire on 
February 28, 1997. 

SEC. 714. TRANSITION FUND. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby es- 
tablished on the books of the Treasury an ac- 
count to be known as the “Foreign Affairs 
Reorganization Transition Fund“. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the account 
is to provide funds for the orderly transfer of 
functions and personnel to the Department 
of State as a result of the implementation of 
this title and for payment of other costs as- 
sociated with the consolidation of foreign af- 
fairs agencies under this title. 

(с) DEPOSITS.—(1) Subject to paragraphs (2) 
and (3), there shall be deposited into the ac- 
count the following: 

(A) Funds appropriated to the account pur- 
suant to the authorization of appropriations 
in subsection (j). 

(B) Funds transferred to the account by 
the Secretary of State from funds that are 
transferred to the Secretary by the head of 
an agency under subsection (d). 

(C) Funds transferred to the account by 
the Secretary from funds that are trans- 
ferred to the Department of State together 
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with the transfer of functions to the Depart- 
ment under this title and that are not re- 
quired by the Secretary in order to carry out 
the functions. 

(D) Funds transferred to the account by 
the Secretary from any unobligated funds 
that are appropriated or otherwise made 
available to the Department. 

(2) The Secretary may transfer funds to 
the account under subparagraph (C) of para- 
graph (1) only if the Secretary determines 
that the amount of funds deposited in the ac- 
count pursuant to subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
of that paragraph is inadequate to pay the 
costs of carrying out this title. 

(3) The Secretary may transfer funds to 
the account under subparagraph (D) of para- 
graph (1) only if the Secretary determines 
that the amount of funds deposited in the ac- 
count pursuant to subparagraphs (A), (B), 
and (C) of that paragraph is inadequate to 
pay the costs of carrying out this title. 

(а) TRANSFER OF FUNDS TO SECRETARY OF 
STATE.—The head of a transferor agency 
shall transfer to the Secretary the amount, 
if any, of the unobligated funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available to the agency 
for functions of the agency that are abol- 
ished under this title which funds are not re- 
quired to carry out the functions of the 
agency as a result of the abolishment of the 
functions under this title. 

(е) USE OF FUNDS.—(1)(A) Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the Secretary 
shall use sums in the account for payment of 
the costs of carrying out this title, including 
costs relating to the consolidation of func- 
tions of the Department of State and relat- 
ing to the termination of employees of the 
Department. 

(B) The Secretary may transfer sums in 
the account to the head of an agency to be 
abolished under this title for payment by the 
head of the agency of the cost of carrying 
out a voluntary separation incentive pro- 
gram at the agency under section 713. 

(2) Funds in the account shall be available 
for the payment of costs under paragraph (1) 
without fiscal year limitation. 

(3) Funds in the account may be used only 
for purposes of paying the costs of carrying 
out this title. 

(f) TREATMENT OF UNOBLIGATED BAL- 
ANCES.—(1) Subject to paragraph (2), unobli- 
gated funds, if any, which remain in the ac- 
count after the payment of the costs de- 
scribed in subsection (e)(1) shall be trans- 
ferred to Department of State and shall be 
available to the Secretary of State for pur- 
poses of carrying out the functions of the De- 
partment. 

(2) The Secretary may not transfer funds 
in the account to the Department under 
paragraph (1) unless the appropriate congres- 
sional committees are notified in advance of 
such transfer in accordance with the proce- 
dures applicable to reprogramming notifica- 
tions under section 34 of-the State Depart- 
ment Basic Authorities Act of 1956. 

(g) REPORT ON ACCOUNT.—Not later than 
October 1, 1998, the Secretary of State shall 
transmit to the appropriate congressional 
committees a report containing an account- 
ing of— 

(1) the expenditures from the account es- 
tablished under this section; and 

(2) in the event of any transfer of funds to 
the Department of State under subsection 
(О, the functions for which the funds so 
transferred were expended. 

(i) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY To USE Ac- 
CoUNT.—The Secretary may not obligate 
funds in the account after September 30, 
1999. 
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(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$200,000,000 for deposit under subsection (c)(1) 
into the account established under sub- 
section (a). 

SEC, 715. ASSUMPTION OF DUTIES BY APPRO- 
PRIATE APPOINTEES, 

An individual holding office on the date of 
the enactment of this Act— 

(1) who was appointed to the office by the 
President, by and with the advice and con- 
sent of the Senate; 

(2) who is transferred to a new office in the 
Department of State under this title; and 

(3) who performs duties in such new office 
that are substantially similar to the duties 
performed by the individual in the office 
held on such date, 
may, in the discretion of the Secretary of 
State, assume the duties of such new office, 
and shall not be required to be reappointed 
by reason of the enactment of this title. 

БЕС. 716. RIGHTS OF EMPLOYEES OF ABOLISHED 
AGENCIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided by this title, the transfer pursuant to 
this title of full-time personnel (except spe- 
cial Government employees) and part-time 
personnel holding permanent positions shall 
not cause any such employee to be separated 
or reduced in grade or compensation for 1 
year after the date of transfer of such em- 
ployee under this title. 

(b) EXECUTIVE SCHEDULE POSITIONS.—Ex- 
cept as otherwise provided in this title, any 
person who, on the day preceding the date of 
the abolition of a transferor agency under 
this title. held a position in such an agency 
that was compensated in accordance with 
the Executive Schedule prescribed in chapter 
53 of title 5, United States Code, and who, 
without a break in service, is appointed in 
the Department of State to a position having 
duties comparable to the duties performed 
immediately preceding such appointment 
shall continue to be compensated in such 
new position at not less than the rate pro- 
vided for such previous position, for the du- 
ration of the service of such person in such 
new position. 

(с) TERMINATION OF CERTAIN POSITIONS.— 
Positions whose incumbents are appointed 
by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, the functions of which 
are transferred under this title, shall termi- 
nate on the date of the transferal of the 
functions under this title. 

(d) EXCEPTED SERVICE.—(1) Subject to para- 
graph (2), in the case of employees occupying 
positions in the excepted service or the Sen- 
ior Executive Service, any appointment au- 
thority established pursuant to law or regu- 
lations of the Office of Personnel Manage- 
ment for filling such positions shall be trans- 
ferred. 

(2) The Department of State may decline a 
transfer of authority under paragraph (1) 
(and the employees appointed pursuant 
thereto) to the extent that such authority 
relates to positions excepted from the com- 
petitive service because of their confidential, 
policy-making, policy-determining, or pol- 
icy-advocating character, and noncareer po- 
sitions in the Senior Executive Service 
(within the meaning of section 3132(a)(7) of 
title 5, United States Code). 

(е) EMPLOYEE BENEFIT PROGRAMS.—(1) Any 
employee accepting employment with the 
Department of State as a result of such 
transfer may retain for 1 year after the date 
such transfer occurs membership in any em- 
ployee benefit program of the transferor 
agency, including insurance, to which such 
employee belongs on the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act if— 
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(A) the employee does not elect to give up 
the benefit or membership in the program; 
and 

(B) the benefit or program is continued by 
the Secretary of State. 

(2) The difference in the costs between the 
benefits which would have been provided by 
such agency or entity and those provided by 
this section shall be paid by the Secretary of 
State. If any employee elects to give up 
membership in a health insurance program 
or the health insurance program is not con- 
tinued by the Secretary of State, the em- 
ployee shall be permitted to select an alter- 
nate Federal health insurance program with- 
in 30 days of such election or notice, without 
regard to any other regularly scheduled open 
season. 

(f) SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE.—A transfer- 
ring employee in the Senior Executive Serv- 
ice shall be placed in a comparable position 
at the Department of State. 

(к) ASSIGNMENTS.—(1) Transferring employ- 
ees shall receive notice of their position as- 
signments not later than the date on which 
the reorganization plan setting forth the 
transferal of such employees is transmitted 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
under this title. 

(2) Foreign Service personnel transferred 
to the Department of State pursuant to this 
title shall be eligible for any assignment 
open to Foreign Service personnel within the 
Department. 

SEC. 717. TRANSFER AND ALLOCATIONS OF AP- 
PROPRIATIONS AND PERSONNEL. 

(а) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this title, the personnel employed in 
connection with, and the assets, liabilities, 
contracts, property, records, and unexpended 
balances of appropriations, authorizations, 
allocations, and other funds employed, used, 
held, arising from, available to, or to be 
made available in connection with the func- 
tions transferred under this title, subject to 
section 1531 of title 31, United States Code, 
shall be transferred to the Department of 
State. 

(b) TREATMENT OF PERSONNEL EMPLOYED IN 
TERMINATED FUNCTIONS.—The following shall 
apply with respect to officers and employees 
of a transferor agency that are not trans- 
ferred under this title: 

(1) Under such regulations as the Office of 
Personnel Management may prescribe, the 
head of any agency in the executive branch 
may appoint in the competitive service any 
person who is certified by the head of the 
transferor agency as having served satisfac- 
torily in the transferor agency and who 
passes such examination as the Office of Per- 
sonnel Management may prescribe. Any per- 
son so appointed shall, upon completion of 
the prescribed probationary period, acquire a 
competitive status. 

(2) The head of any agency in the executive 
branch having an established merit system 
in the excepted service may appoint in such 
service any person who is certified by the 
head of the transferor agency as having 
served satisfactorily in the transferor agency 
and who passes such examination as the head 
of such agency in the executive branch may 
prescribe. 

(3) Any appointment under this subsection 
shall be made within a period of 1 year after 
completion of the appointee’s service in the 
transferor agency. 

(4) Any law, Executive order, or regulation 
which would disqualify an applicant for ap- 
pointment in the competitive service or in 
the excepted service concerned shall also dis- 
qualify an applicant for appointment under 
this subsection. 
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SEC. 718. PERSONNEL AUTHORITIES FOR TRANS- 
FERRED FUNCTIONS. 


(а) APPOINTMENTS.—(1) Subject to para- 
graph (2), the Secretary of State may ap- 
point and fix the compensation of such offi- 
cers and employees, including investigators, 
attorneys, and administrative law judges, as 
may be necessary to carry out the respective 
functions transferred to the Department of 
State under this title. Except as otherwise 
provided by law, such officers and employees 
shall be appointed in accordance with the 
civil service laws and their compensation 
fixed in accordance with title 5, United 
States Code. 

(2) A person employed under paragraph (1) 
may not continue in such employment after 
the end of the period (as determined by the 
Secretary) required for the transferal of 
functions under this title. 

(b) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—The Sec- 
retary of State may obtain the services of 
experts and consultants in connection with 
functions transferred to the Department of 
State under this title in accordance with sec- 
tion 3109 of title 5, United States Code, and 
compensate such experts and consultants for 
each day (including traveltime) at rates not 
in excess of the rate of pay for level IV of the 
Executive Schedule under section 5315 of 
such title. The head Secretary may pay ex- 
perts and consultants who are serving away 
from their homes or regular place of business 
travel expenses and per diem in lieu of sub- 
sistence at rates authorized by sections 5702 
and 5703 of such title for persons in Govern- 
ment service employed intermittently. 

SEC. 719. PROPERTY AND FACILITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State 
shall review the property and facilities of 
each transferor agency for purposes of deter- 
mining if the property is required by the De- 
partment of State in order to carry out the 
functions of the Department after the trans- 
fer of functions to the Department under 
this title. 

(b) DEADLINE FOR TRANSFER.—Not later 
than March 1, 1997, all property and facilities 
within the custody of the transferor agencies 
shall be transferred to the custody of the 
Secretary of State. 

SEC. 720. DELEGATION AND ASSIGNMENT. 

Except where otherwise expressly prohib- 
ited by law or otherwise provided by this 
title, the Secretary of State may delegate 
any of the functions transferred to the Sec- 
retary under this title and any function 
transferred or granted to the Secretary after 
the effective date of this title to such offi- 
cers and employees of the Department of 
State as the Secretary may designate, and 
may authorize successive redelegations of 
such functions as may be necessary or appro- 
priate. No delegation of functions by the 
Secretary under this section or under any 
other provision of this title shall relieve the 
Secretary of responsibility for the adminis- 
tration of such functions. 

SEC. 721. RULES. 

The Secretary of State may prescribe, in 
accordance with the provisions of chapters 5 
and 6 of title 5, United States Code, such 
rules and regulations as the Secretary deter- 
mines necessary or appropriate to admin- 
ister and manage the functions of the De- 
partment of State after the transfer of func- 
tions to the Department under this title. 
SEC. 722. INCIDENTAL TRANSFERS. 

The Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget may, at such time or times as 
the Director shall provide, make such addi- 
tional incidental dispositions of personnel, 
assets, liabilities, grants, contracts, prop- 
erty, records, and unexpended balances of ap- 
propriations, authorizations, allocations, 
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and other funds held, used, arising from, 
available to, or to be made available in con- 
nection with such functions, as may be nec- 
essary to carry out the provisions of this 
title. The Director shall provide for the ter- 
mination of the affairs of all entities termi- 
nated by this title and for such further meas- 
ures and dispositions as may be necessary to 
effectuate the purposes of this title. 

SEC. 723. EFFECT ON CONTRACTS AND GRANTS. 

(a) PROHIBITION ON NEW OR EXTENDED CON- 
TRACTS OR GRANTS.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), the United States Arms Con- 
trol and Disarmament Agency, the United 
States Information Agency, and the Agency 
for International Development may not— 

(1) enter into a contract or agreement 
which will continue in force after the termi- 
nation date, if any, of such agency under this 
title; 

(2) extend the term of an existing contract 
or agreement of such agency to a date after 
such date; or 

(3) make a grant which will continue in 
force after such date. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) does not 
apply to the following: 

(1) Contracts and agreements for carrying 
out essential administrative functions. 

(2) Contracts and agreements for functions 
and activities that the Secretary of State de- 
termines will be carried out by the Depart- 
ment of State after the termination of the 
agency concerned under this title. 

(3) Grants relating to the functions and ac- 
tivities referred to in paragraph (2). 

(c) EVALUATION AND TERMINATION OF EXIST- 
ING CONTRACTS.—The Secretary of State and 
the head of each agency referred to in sub- 
section (a) shall— 

(1) review the contracts of such agency 
that will continue in force after the date, if 
any, of the abolishment of the agency under 
this title in order to determine if the cost of 
abrogating such contracts before that date 
would be exceed the cost of carrying out the 
contract according to its terms; and 

(2) in the case of each contract so deter- 
mined, provide for the termination of the 
contract in the most cost-effective manner 
practicable. 

SEC. 724. SAVINGS PROVISIONS, 

(a) CONTINUING EFFECT OF LEGAL Docu- 
MENTS.—All orders, determinations, rules, 
regulations, permits, agreements, grants, 
contracts, certificates, licenses, registra- 
tions, privileges, and other administrative 
actions— 

(1) which have been issued, made, granted, 
or allowed to become effective by the Presi- 
dent, any Federal agency or official thereof, 
or by a court of competent jurisdiction, in 
the performance of functions which are 
transferred under this title, and 

(2) which are in effect at the time this title 
takes effect, or were final before the effec- 
tive date of this title and are to become ef- 
fective on or after the effective date of this 
title, 
shall continue in effect according to their 
terms until modified, terminated, super- 
seded, set aside, or revoked in accordance 
with law by the President, the Secretary of 
State or other authorized official, a court of 
competent jurisdiction, or by operation of 
law. 

(b) PROCEEDINGS NoT AFFECTED.—The pro- 
visions of this title shall not affect any pro- 
ceedings, including notices of proposed rule- 
making, or any application for any license, 
permit, certificate, or financial assistance 
pending before the transferor agency at the 
time this title takes effect for that agency, 
with respect to functions transferred under 
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this title but such proceedings and applica- 
tions shall be continued. Orders shall be is- 
sued in such proceedings, appeals shall be 
taken therefrom, and payments shall be 
made pursuant to such orders, as if this title 
had not been enacted, and orders issued in 
any such proceedings shall continue in effect 
until modified, terminated, superseded, or 
revoked by a duly authorized official, by a 
court of competent jurisdiction, or by oper- 
ation of law. Nothing in this subsection shall 
be deemed to prohibit the discontinuance or 
modification of any such proceeding under 
the same terms and conditions and to the 
same extent that such proceeding could have 
been discontinued or modified if this title 
had not been enacted. 

(с) Surrs МОТ AFFECTED.—The provisions 
of this title shall not affect suits commenced 
before the effective date of this title, and in 
all such suits, proceedings shall be had, ap- 
peals taken, and judgments rendered in the 
same manner and with the same effect as if 
this title had not been enacted. 

(d) NONABATEMENT OF ACTIONS.—No suit, 
action, or other proceeding commenced by or 
against the transferor agency, or by or 
against any individual in the official capac- 
ity of such individual as an officer of the 
transferor agency, shall abate by reason of 
the enactment of this title. 

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS RELATING TO 
PROMULGATION OF REGULATIONS.—Any ad- 
ministrative action relating to the prepara- 
tion or promulgation of a regulation by the 
transferor agency relating to a function 
transferred under this title may be contin- 
ued by the Secretary of State with the same 
effect as if this title had not been enacted. 
SEC. 725. SEPARABILITY. 

If a provision of this title or its application 
to any person or circumstance is held in- 
valid, neither the remainder of this title nor 
the application of the provision to other рег- 
sons or circumstances shall be affected. 

SEC, 726. TRANSITION, 

The Secretary of State may utilize— 

(1) the services of such officers, employees, 
and other personnel of the transferor agency 
with respect to functions transferred to the 
Department of State under this title; and 

(2) funds appropriated to such functions for 
such period of time as may reasonably be 
needed to facilitate the orderly implementa- 
tion of this title. 

БЕС. 727. ADDITIONAL CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS. 


The President may submit a report to the 
appropriate congressional committees con- 
taining such recommendations for such addi- 
tional technical and conforming amend- 
ments to the laws of the United States as 
may be appropriate to reflect the changes 
made by this title. 

SEC. 728, FINAL REPORT. 

Not later than October 1, 1998, the Presi- 
dent shall provide by written report to the 
Congress a final accounting of the finances 
and operations of the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, the Unit- 
ed States Information Agency, and the Agen- 
cy for International Development. 

SEC. 729, DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this chapter, unless other- 
wise provided or indicated by the context— 

(1) the term “appropriate congressional 
committees“ means the Committee on For- 
eign Relations and the Committee on Appro- 
priations of the Senate and the Committee 
on International Relations and the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations of the House of Rep- 
resentatives: 

(2) the term Federal agency“ has the 
meaning given to the term agency“ by sec- 
tion 551(1) of title 5, United States Code; 
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(3) the term function“ means any duty, 
obligation, power, authority, responsibility, 
right, privilege, activity, or program; 

(4) the term office“ includes any office, 
administration, agency, institute, unit, orga- 
nizational entity, or component thereof; 

(5) the term "transferee agency“ means 

(A) the Department of State, with respect 
to functions transferred under section 712(a), 
or as otherwise specified in a reorganization 
plan under this title; and 

(B) the Broadcasting Board of Governors of 
the Department of State, with respect to 
functions transferred under section 712(b); 
and 

(6) the term “transferor agency“ refers 
to— 

(A) each of the agencies specified in sec- 
tion 711(f), except that in the case of the 
functions of the Broadcasting Board of Gov- 
ernors, the transferor agency is the Broad- 
casting Board of Governors within the Unit- 
ed States Information Agency; and 

(B) Such other agency or instrumentality 
as may be specified in a reorganization plan 
under this title. 

SEC. 730. LIMITATION ON PERSONNEL STRENGTH 
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 

(a) END FISCAL YEAR 1996 LEVELS.—The 
number of employees of the Department of 
State (including members of the Foreign 
Service) who are authorized to be employed 
as of February 28, 1997, shall not exceed a 
number which is 9 percent less than the 
number of such employees who are so em- 
ployed immediately prior to the date of en- 
actment of this Асб. 

(b) END FISCAL YEAR 1997 LEVELS.—The 
number of employees of the Department of 
State (including members of the Foreign 
Service) who are authorized to be employed 
as of September 30, 1997, shall not exceed a 
number which is 3 percent less than the 
number of such employees who are author- 
ized to be so employed as of February 28, 
1997. 

(с) END FISCAL YEAR 1998 LEVELS.—The 
number of employees of the Department of 
State (including members of the Foreign 
Service) who are authorized to be employed 
as of September 30, 1998, shall not exceed a 
number which is 2 percent less than the 
number of such employees who are author- 
ized to be so employed as of September 30, 
1997. 

CHAPTER 2—COORDINATION OF GOVERN- 
MENT PERSONNEL AT OVERSEAS POSTS 
SEC. 741. PROCEDURES FOR COORDINATION OF 
GOVERNMENT PERSONNEL AT 

OVERSEAS POSTS. 

(a) AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN SERVICE 
AcT ОЕ 1980.—Section 207 of the Foreign 
Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 3927) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub- 
section (e); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol- 
lowing: 

(e) In carrying out subsection (b), the 
head of each department, agency, or other 
entity of the executive branch of Govern- 
ment shall ensure that, in coordination with 
the Department of State, the approval of the 
chief of mission to a foreign country is 
sought on any proposed change in the size, 
composition, or mandate of employees of the 
respective department, agency, or entity 
(other than employees under the command of 
a United States area military commander) if 
the employees are performing duties in that 
country. 

(2) In seeking the approval of the chief of 
mission under paragraph (1), the head of a 
department, agency, or other entity of the 
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executive branch of Government shall com- 
ply with the procedures set forth in National 
Security Decision Directive Number 38, as in 
effect on June 2, 1982, and the implementing 
guidelines issued thereunder. 

“(4) The Secretary of State, in the sole dis- 
cretion of the Secretary, may accord diplo- 
matic titles, privileges, and immunities to 
employees of the executive branch of Gov- 
ernment who are performing duties in a for- 
eign country.“. 

(b) REVIEW OF PROCEDURES FOR COORDINA- 
TION.—(1) The President shall conduct a re- 
view of the procedures contained in National 
Security Decision Directive Number 38, as in 
effect on June 2, 1982, and the practices in 
implementation of those procedures, to de- 
termine whether the procedures and prac- 
tices have been effective to enhance signifi- 
cantly the coordination among the several 
departments, agencies, and entities of the 
executive branch of Government represented 
in foreign countries. 

(2) Not later than 180 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the President shall 
submit to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions and the Committee on Appropriations 
of the Senate and the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations and the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa- 
tives a report containing the findings of the 
review conducted under paragraph (1), to- 
gether with any recommendations for legis- 
lation as the President may determine to be 
necessary. 


BROWN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2708 


Mr. BROWN (for himself, Mr. HARKIN 
and Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1868, supra; 
as follows: 


At the end of the committee amendment 
on page 15, line 17 through page 16, line 24, 
insert the following: 

SEC, . CLARIFICATION OF RESTRICTIONS, 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 620E of the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2375) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (е)— 

(A) by striking the words “Мо assistance” 
and inserting the words “Мо military assist- 
апсе”; 

(В) by striking the words “іп which assist- 
ance is to be furnished or military equip- 
ment or technology” and inserting the words 
“in which military assistance is to be fur- 
nished or military equipment ог tech- 
nology”; and 

(С) by striking the words the proposed 
United States assistance” and inserting the 
words “the proposed United States military 
assistance”. 

(D) by inserting “(1)” immediately after 
“(е)”; and 

(E) by adding the following new paragraph: 

“(2) The prohibitions in this section do not 
apply to any assistance or transfer provided 
for the purposes of: 

“(А) International narcotics control (in- 
cluding Chapter 8 of Part I of this Act) or 
any provision of law available for providing 
assistance for counternarcotics purposes; 

“(В) Facilitating military-to-military con- 
tact, training (including Chapter 5 of Part II 
of this Act) and humanitarian and civic as- 
sistance projects; 

“(С) Peacekeeping and other multilateral 
operations (including Chapter 6 of Part П of 
this Act relating to peacekeeping) or any 
provision of law available for providing as- 
sistance for peacekeeping purposes, except 
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that lethal military equipment provided 
under this subparagraph shall be provided on 
a lease or loan basis only and shall be re- 
turned upon completion of the operation for 
which it was provided; 

„D) Antiterrorism assistance (including 
Chapter 8 of Part П of this Act relating to 
antiterrorism assistance) or any provision of 
law available for antitorrism assistance pur- 
poses; 

“(3) The restrictions of this subsection 
shall continue to apply to contracts for the 
delivery of F-16 aircraft to Pakistan. 

“(4) Notwithstanding the restrictions con- 
tained in this subsection, military equip- 
ment, technology, or defense services, other 
than F-16 aircraft, may be transferred to 
Pakistan pursuant to contracts or cases en- 
tered into before October 1, 1990.”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsections— 

“(f) STORAGE CosTs.—The President may 
release the Government of Pakistan of its 
contractual obligation to pay the United 
States Government for the storage costs of 
items purchased prior to October 1, 1990, but 
not delivered by the United States Govern- 
ment pursuant to subsection (e) and may re- 
imburse the Government of Pakistan for any 
such amounts paid, on such terms and condi- 
tions as the President may prescribe, pro- 
vided that such payments have no budgetary 
impact. 

“(g) INAPPLICABILITY OF RESTRICTIONS TO 
PREVIOUSLY OWNED ITEMS.—Section 620E(e) 
does not apply to broken, worn or 
unupgraded items or their equivalent which 
Pakistan paid for and took possession of 
prior to October 1, 1990 and which the Gov- 
ernment of Pakistan sent to the United 
States for repair or upgrade. Such equipment 
or its equivalent may be returned to the 
Government of Pakistan provided that the 
President determines and so certifies to the 
appropriate congressional committees that 
such equipment or equivalent neither con- 
stitutes nor has received any significant 
qualitative upgrade since being transferred 
to the United States and that its total value 
does not exceed $25 million.” 

ch) BALLISTIC MISSILE SANCTIONS NOT AF- 
FECTED.—Nothing contained herein shall af- 
fect sanctions for transfers of missile equip- 
ment or technology required under section 
11B of the Export Administration Act of 1979 
or section 73 of the Arms Export Control 
Act.“ 


D’AMATO (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2709 


Mr. D’AMATO (for himself, Mr. PRES- 
SLER, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. SARBANES, and 
Mr. KERRY) proposed an amendment to 
the bill H.R. 1868, supra; as follows: 


At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 


LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO TURKEY 


Sec.___. Not more than $21,000,000 of the 
funds appropriated in this Act under the 
heading Economic Support Fund'“ may be 
made available to the Government of Tur- 
key. 

On page 11, line 10, before the period at the 
end of the line, insert the following: “: Pro- 
vided further, That $10,000,000 of the funds 
made available under this heading shall be 
transferred to, and merged with, the follow- 
ing accounts in the following amounts: 
$5,000,000 for the Department of the Treas- 
ury, and $5,000,000 for the Department of Jus- 
tice, to support law enforcement training ac- 
tivities in foreign countries for the purpose 
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of improving the effectiveness of the United 
States in investigating and prosecuting 
transnational offenses". 


KASSEBAUM (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2710 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mrs. KASSE- 
BAUM, for herself, Mr. FEINGOLD, and 
Mr. SIMON) proposed an amendment to 
the bill H.R. 1868, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

LIBERIA 

БЕС. ___. (a) The Congress finds that 

(1) the war in Liberia begun in 1989 has 
devastated that country, with more than 
150,000 people killed, 800,000 people forced to 
flee to other countries, and thousands of 
children conscripted into the rebel armies; 

(2) after nearly six years of conflict, on Au- 
gust 19, 1995, the Liberia factions signed a 
peace agreement in Abuja, Nigeria; and 

(3) the Liberian faction leaders and re- 
gional powers appear to be committed to the 
most recent peace accord, including the in- 
stallation of the new ruling council. 

(b) It is the sense of the Congress that the 
United States should strongly support the 
peace process in Liberia, including diplo- 
matic engagement, support for the west Afri- 
ca peacekeeping force, humanitarian assist- 
ance, and assistance for demobilizing troops 
and for the resettlement of refugees. 

(с) Section 1(b)(2) of Public Law 102-270 is 
amended by striking “to implement the 
Yamoussoukro accord". 


REID AMENDMENT NO. 2711 


Mr. REID proposed an amendment to 
the bill H.R. 1868, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing new section: 

SEC. FEDERAL PROHIBITION OF FEMALE GENI- 
TAL MUTILATION. 

(a) TITLE 18 AMENDMENT,— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 7 of title 18, Unit- 
ed States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new section: 

“4116. Female genital mutilation 

“(а) Except as provided in subsection (b), 
whoever knowingly circumcises, excises, or 
infibulates the whole or any part of the labia 
majora or labia minora or clitoris of another 
person who has not attained the age of 18 
years shall be fined under this title or im- 
prisoned not more than 5 years, or both. 

“(b) A surgical operation is not a violation 
of this section if the operation is— 

(J) necessary to the health of the person 
on whom it is performed, and is performed by 
a person licensed in the place of its perform- 
ance as a medical practitioner; or 

“(2) performed оп a person in labor or who 
has just given birth and is performed for 
medical purposes connected with that labor 
or birth by a person licensed in the place it 
is performed as a medical practitioner, mid- 
wife, or person in training to become such a 
practitioner or midwife. 

“(с) In applying subsection (0)(1), no ac- 
count shall be taken of the effect on the per- 
son on whom the operation is to be per- 
formed of any belief on the part of that or 
any other person that the operation is re- 
quired as a matter of custom or ritual. 

(d) Whoever knowingly denies to any per- 
son medical care or services or otherwise dis- 
criminates against any person in the provi- 
sion of medical care or services, because— 

J) that person has undergone female cir- 
cumcision, excision, or infibulation; or 
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2) that person has requested that female 
circumcision, excision, or infibulation be 
performed on any person; 


shall be fined under this title or imprisoned 
not more than one year, ог both.“ 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 7 of title 
18, United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new item: 


“116. Female genital mutilation.’’. 


(b) INFORMATION AND EDUCATION REGARDING 
FEMALE GENITAL MUTILATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services shall carry out the fol- 
lowing activities: 

(A) Compile data on the number of females 
living in the United States who have been 
subjected to female genital mutilation 
(whether in the United States or in their 
countries of origin), including a specification 
of the number of girls under the age of 18 
who have been subjected to such mutilation. 

(B) Identify communities in the United 
States that practice female genital mutila- 
tion, and design and carry out outreach ac- 
tivities to educate individuals in the commu- 
nities on the physical and psychological 
health effects of such practice. Such out- 
reach activities shall be designed and imple- 
mented in collaboration with representatives 
of the ethnic groups practicing such mutila- 
tion and with representatives of organiza- 
tions with expertise in preventing such prac- 
tice. 

(C) Develop recommendations for the edu- 
cation of students of schools of medicine and 
osteopathic medicine regarding female geni- 
tal mutilation and complications arising 
from such mutilation. Such recommenda- 
tions shall be disseminated to such schools. 

(2) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub- 
section, the term female genital mutila- 
tion“ means the removal ог infibulation (or 
both) of the whole or part of the clitoris, the 
labia minor, or the labia major. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

(1) Subsection (b) shall take effect imme- 
diately, and the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall commence carrying it 
out not later than 90 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(2) Subsection (a) shall take effect 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 


MURKOWSKI (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2712 


Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. HELMS, and Мг. NICKLES) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra, as follows: 


At the appropriate place insert the follow- 
ing: 
AUTHORIZATION FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
AGREED FRAMEWORK BETWEEN THE UNITED 
STATES AND NORTH KOREA 


БЕС. 575. (a) This section may be cited as 
the “Authorization for Implementation of 
the Agreed Framework Between the United 
States and North Korea Act”. 

(b)(1) The purpose of this section is to set 
forth requirements, consistent with the 
Agreed Framework, for the United States 
implementation of the Agreed Framework. 

(2) Nothing in this section requires the 
United States to take any action which 
would be inconsistent with any provision of 
the Agreed Framework. 

(cX1) The United States may not exercise 
any action under the Agreed Framework 
that would require the obligation or expendi- 
ture of funds except to the extent and in the 
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amounts provided in an Act authorizing ap- 
propriations and in an appropriations Act. 

(2) No funds may be made available under 
any provision of law to carry out activities 
described in the Agreed Framework unless 
the President determines and certifies to 
Congress that North Korea is in full compli- 
ance with the terms of the Agreed Frame- 
work. 

(4) None of the funds made available to 
carry out any program, project, or activity 
funded under any provision of law may be 
used to maintain relations with North Korea 
at the ambassadorial level unless North 
Korea has satisfied the IAEA safeguards re- 
quirement described in subsection (g), the 
additional requirements set forth in sub- 
section (h), and the nuclear nonproliferation 
requirements of subsection (i). 

(ехі) The President shall not terminate 
the economic embargo of North Korea until 
North Korea has satisfied the IAEA safe- 
guards requirement described in subsection 
(g), the additional requirements set forth in 
subsection (h), and the nuclear nonprolifera- 
tion requirements of subsection (i). 

(2) As used in this subsection, the term 
“economic embargo of North Korea“ means 
the regulations of the Department of the 
Treasury restricting trade with North Korea 
under section 5(b) of the Trading With the 
Enemy Act (50 U.S.C. App. 5(b)). 

(DA) If North Korea does not maintain the 
freeze of its graphite-moderated nuclear pro- 
gram as defined in the Agreed Framework, 
or if North Korea diverts heavy oil for pur- 
poses not specified in the Agreed Frame- 
work, then— 

(A) no additional heavy oil may be ex- 
ported to North Korea if such oil is subject 
to the jurisdiction of the United States, or is 
exported by a person subject to the jurisdic- 
tion of the United States; 

(B) the United States shall immediately 
cease any direct or indirect support for any 
exports of heavy oil to North Korea; and 

(C) the President shall oppose steps to ex- 
port heavy oil to North Korea by all other 
countries in the Korean Peninsula Energy 
Development Organization. 

(2) Whoever violates paragraph (1)(A) hav- 
ing the requisite knowledge described in sec- 
tion 11 of the Export Administration Act of 
1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 2410) shall be subject to 
the same penalties as are provided in that 
section for violations of that Act. 

(g) The requirement of this section is satis- 
fied when the President determines and cer- 
tifies to the appropriate congressional com- 
mittees that North Korea is іп full сотріі- 
ance with its safeguards agreement with the 
International Atomic Energy Agency 
(INFCIRC/403), in accordance with part IV (3) 
of the Agreed Framework under the time- 
table set forth therein, as determined by the 
Agency after— 

(1) conducting inspections of the two sus- 
pected nuclear waste sites at the Yongbyon 
nuclear complex; and 

(2) conducting such other inspections in 
North Korea as may be deemed necessary by 
the Agency. 

(h) The additional requirements referred to 
in subsections (d) and (e) are the following, 
as determined and certified by the President 
to the appropriate congressional commit- 
tees: 

(1) That progress has been made in talks 
between North Korea and the Republic of 
Korea, including implementation of con- 
fidence-building measures by North Korea as 
well as other concrete steps to reduce ten- 
sions. 

(2) That the United States and North Korea 
have established a process for returning the 
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remains of United States military personnel 
who are listed as missing in action (MIAs) 
during the Korean conflict between 1950 and 
1953, including field activities conducted 
jointly by the United States and North 
Korea, 

(3) That North Korea no longer meets the 
criteria for inclusion on the list maintained 
by the Secretary of State under section 
6(j))(A) of the Export Administration Act 
of 1979 of countries the governments of which 
repeatedly provide support for acts of inter- 
national terrorism. 

(4) That North Korea has taken positive 
steps to demonstrate a greater respect for 
internationally recognized human rights. 

(5) That North Korea has agreed to control 
equipment and technology in accordance 
with the criteria and standards set forth in 
the Missile Technology Control Regime, as 
defined in section 74(2) of the Arms Export 
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2797с). 


(i) The nuclear nonproliferation require- 
ments referred to in subsections (d) and (e) 
are the following, as determined and cer- 
tified by the President to the appropriate 
congressional committees and the Commit- 
tee on Energy and Natural Resources of the 
Senate; 

(1) All spent fuel from the graphite-mod- 
erated nuclear reactors of North Korea have 
been removed from the territory of North 
Korea as is consistent with the Agreed 
Framework. 

(2) The International Atomic Energy Agen- 
cy has conducted any and all inspections 
that it deems necessary to account fully for 
the stocks of plutonium and other nuclear 
materials in North Korea, including special 
inspections of suspected nuclear waste sites, 
before any nuclear components controlled by 
the Nuclear Supplier Group Guidelines are 
delivered for a light water reactor for North 
Korea. 

(3) The dismantlement of all graphite- 
based nuclear reactors in North Korea, in- 
cluding reprocessing facilities, has been com- 
pleted in accordance with the Agreed Frame- 
work and in a manner that effectively bars 
in perpetuity any reactivation of such reac- 
tors and facilities. 


(j) The United States shall suspend actions 
described in the Agreed Framework if North 
Korea reloads its existing 5 megawatt nu- 
clear reactor or resumes construction of nu- 
clear facilities other than those permitted to 
be built under the Agreed Framework. 


(k) The President may waive the applica- 
tion of subsection (g), (h), (i), or (j) if the 
President determines, and so notifies in writ- 
ing the appropriate congressional commit- 
tees, that to do so is vital to the security in- 
terests of the United States. 


(1) Beginning 6 months after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, and every 12 months 
thereafter, the President shall transmit to 
the appropriate congressional committees a 
report setting forth— 

(A) an assessment of the extent of compli- 
ance by North Korea with all the provisions 
of the Agreed Framework and this subtitle; 

(В) a statement of the progress made on 
construction of light-water reactors, includ- 
ing a statement of all contributions, direct 
and indirect, made by any country to the Ko- 
rean Peninsula Energy Development Organi- 
zation from the date of signature of the 
Agreed Framework to the date of the report; 

(C) a statement of all contributions, direct 
or indirect, by any country which is not a 
member of the Korean Peninsula Energy De- 
velopment Organization for implementation 
of the Agreed Framework; 
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(D) a statement of all expenditures made 
by the Korean Peninsula Energy Develop- 
ment Organization, either directly or indi- 
rectly, for implementation of the Agreed 
Framework; 

(E) an estimate of the date by which North 
Korea is expected to satisfy the IAEA safe- 
guards requirement described in subsection 
(g); 

(F) a statement whether North Korea is 
transferring missiles or missile technology 
to other countries, including those countries 
that are state sponsors of international ter- 
rorism; 

(G) a description of any new developments 
or advances in North Korea's nuclear weap- 
ons program; 

(H) a statement of the progress made by 
the United States in fulfilling its actions 
under the Agreed Framework, including any 
steps taken toward normalization of rela- 
tions with North Korea; 

(1) a statement of any progress made on 
dismantlement and destruction of the graph- 
ite-moderated nuclear reactors of North 
Korea and related facilities; 

(J) a description of the steps being taken 
to implement the North-South Joint Dec- 
laration on the Denuclearization of the Ko- 
rean Peninsula; 

(K) an assessment of the participation by 
North Korea in talks between North Korea 
and the Republic of Korea; and 

(L) a description of any action taken by 
the President under subsection (f)(1)(B). 


(2) To the maximum extent possible, the 
President should submit the report in un- 
classified form. 


(1) As used in this section: 

(1) AGREED FRAMEWORK.—The term 
“Agreed Framework” means the document 
entitled “Agreed Framework Between the 
United States of America and the Demo- 
cratic People's Republic of Когеа”, signed 
October 21, 1994, at Geneva, and the attached 
Confidential Minute. 

(2) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—The term “appropriate congressional 
committees” means the Committees оп For- 
eign Relations and Armed Services of the 
Senate and the Committees on International 
Relations and National Security of the 
House of Representatives. 

(3) ТАЕА SAFEGUARDS.—The term “IAEA 
safeguards" means the safeguards set forth 
in an agreement between a country and the 
International Atomic Energy Agenoy, as au- 
thorized by Article ІП(АХ5) of the Statute of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency. 

(4) NORTH KOREA.—The term “North 
Когеа” means the Democratic People’s Re- 
public of Korea, including any agency or in- 
strumentality thereof. 

(5) INSPECTIONS.—The term ‘inspections 
means inspections conducted by the Inter- 
national Atomic Energy Agency pursuant to 
an IAEA safeguards agreement, including 
special inspection of undeclared information 
or locations if the IAEA cannot account for 
nuclear material and is therefore unable to 
verify that there has been no diversion of nu- 
clear materials. 


MACK AMENDMENT NO. 2713 


(Ordered to lie on the table.) 

Mr. MACK submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 1868, supra; as follows: 


At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
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LIMITATION ON INTER-AMERICAN BANK 
FINANCING FOR BARBADOS 


SEC. . The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall instruct the United States executive di- 
rector of the Inter-American Development 
Bank hereafter to work in opposition to, and 
vote against, any extension by the Bank of 
any loan or other utilization of the resources 
of the Bank to or for Barbados until the Gov- 
ernment of Barbados agrees to enter into 
mediation to resolve the claim against it by 
G.W. Martin, Incorporated, of Pompano 
Beach, Florida, in connection with work per- 
formed under a contract for marine con- 
struction. 


SPECTER (AND HELMS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2714 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. SPECTER, 
for himself and Mr. HELMS) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1868, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 81, line 21, strike “paragraph” and 
insert paragraphs.“ 

On page 81, line 23, after “enforcement.” 
insert the following: 

“(6) with respect to assistance provided to 
reconstitute civilian police authority and ca- 
pability in the post-conflict restoration of 
host nation infrastructure for the purposes 
of supporting a nation emerging from insta- 
bility, and the provision of professional pub- 
lic safety training, to include training in 
internationally recognized standards of 
human rights, the rule of law, anti-corrup- 
tion, and the promotion of civilian police 
roles that support democracy." 


McCONNELL AMENDMENT NO. 2715 


Mr. MCCONNELL proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1868, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 67, line 11, add the following sec- 
tion: 

(b) Direct costs associated with meeting a 
foreign customer’s additional or unique re- 
quirements will continue to be allowable 
under such contracts. Loadings applicable to 
such direct costs shall be permitted at the 
same rates applicable to procurement of like 
items purchased by the Department of De- 
fense for its own use. 


MACK AMENDMENT NO. 2716 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. MACK) pro- 
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
1868, supra; as follows: 


At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. . INDEX OF ECONOMIC FREEDOM. 

(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—The Presi- 
dent shall include in the congressional pres- 
entation materials on United States bilat- 
eral economic assistance submitted to the 
appropriate congressional committees for a 
fiscal year a report providing a concise over- 
view of the prospects for economic growth on 
a broad, equitable, and sustainable basis in 
the countries receiving economic assistance 
under title II of this Act. For each country, 
the report shall discuss the laws, policies and 
practices of that country that most contrib- 
ute to or detract from the achievement of 
this kind of growth. The report should ad- 
dress relevant macroeconomic, micro- 
economic, social, legal, environmental, and 
political factors and include economic free- 
dom criteria regarding policies wage and 
price controls, state ownership of production 
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and distribution, state control of financial 
institutions, trade and foreign investment, 
capital and profit repatriation, tax and pri- 
vate property protections. 

(b) COUNTRIES.—The countries referred to 
in subsection (a) are countries— 

(1) for which in excess a total of $5,000,000 
has been obligated during the previous fiscal 
year for assistance under sections 103 
through 106, chapters 10, 11 of party I, and 
chapter 4 of part П of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, and under the support for East- 
ern Democracy Act of 1989; or 

(2) for which in excess of $1,000,000 has been 
obligated during the previous fiscal year for 
assistance administered by the Overseas Pri- 
vate Investment Corporation. 

(с) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of State 
shall submit the report required by sub- 
section (a) in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, the Administrator of 
the Agency for International Development, 
and the President of the Overseas private In- 
vestment Corporation. 


STEVENS AMENDMENT NO. 2717 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. STEVENS) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra; as follows: 

Add the following in the appropriate sec- 
tion: 

“To the maximum extent possible, the 
funds provided by this Act shall be used to 
provide surveying and mapping related serv- 
ices through contracts entered into through 
competitive bidding to qualified U.S. con- 
tractors.” 


BINGAMAN AMENDMENT NO. 2718 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. BINGAMAN) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 

g: 


SEC. . ENERGY SAVINGS AT FEDERAL FACILI- 
TIES 


(a) REDUCTION IN FACILITIES ENERGY 
CosTs.—The head of each agency for which 
funds are made available under this Act shall 
take all actions necessary to achieve during 
fiscal year 1996 a 5 percent reduction, from 
fiscal year 1995 levels, in the energy costs of 
the facilities used by the agency. 

(b) USE oF Соѕт SAVINGS.—An amount 
equal to the amount of cost savings realized 
by an agency under subsection (a) shall re- 
main available for obligation through the 
end of fiscal year 1997, without further au- 
thorization or appropriation, as follows: 

(1) CONSERVATION MEASURES.—Fifty per- 
cent of the amount shall remain available 
for the implementation of additional energy 
conservation measures and for water con- 
servation measures at such facilities used by 
the agency as are designated by the head of 
the agency. 

(2) OTHER PURPOSES.—Fifty percent of the 
amount shall remain available for use by the 
agency for such purposes as are designated 
by the head of the agency, consistent with 
applicable law. 

(c) REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than December 
31, 1996, the head of each agency described in 
subsection (a) shall submit a report to Con- 
gress specifying the results of the actions 
taken under subsection (a) and providing any 
recommendations concerning how to further 
reduce energy costs and energy consumption 
in the future. 

(2) CONTENTS.—Each report shall— 
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(A) specify the total energy costs of the fa- 
cilities used by the agency; 

(B) identify the reductions achieved; and 

(C) specify the actions that resulted in the 
reductions. 


MACK AMENDMENTS NOS. 2719-2721 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. MACK) pro- 
posed three amendments to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT МО. 2719 


On page 39, after line 19, insert the follow; 
ing: Provided further, That not more than 
twenty-one days prior to the obligation of 
each such sum, the Secretary shall submit a 
certification to the Committees on Appro- 
priations that the Bank has not approved 
any loans to Iran since October 1, 1994, or the 
President of the United States certifies that 
withholding of these funds is contrary to the 
national interest of the United States.” 


AMENDMENT NO. 2720 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. . REPORTS REGARDING HONG KONG. 

(a) EXTENSION OF REPORTING REQUIRE- 
MENT.—Section 301 of the United States- 
Hong Kong Policy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 5731) 
is amended in the text above paragraph (1)— 

(1) by inserting March 31, 1996,” after 
“March 31, 1995.“ and 

(2) by striking and March 31, 2000,” and 
inserting “Магсһ 31, 2000, and every year 
thereafter,"’. 

(b) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—In light of 
deficiencies in reports submitted to the Con- 
gress pursuant to section 301 of the United 
States-Hong Kong Policy Act (22 U.S.C. 5731), 
the Congress directs that reports required to 
be submitted under that section on or after 
the date of enactment of this Act include de- 
tailed information on the status of, and 
other developments affecting, implementa- 
tion of the Sino-British Joint Declaration on 
the Question of Hong Kong, including— 

(1) the Basic Law and its consistency with 
the Joint Declaration; 

(2) the openness and fairness of elections to 
the legislature; 

(3) the openness and fairness of the elec- 
tion of the chief executive and the execu- 
tive’s accountability to the legislature; 

(4) the treatment of political parties; 

(5) the independence of the judiciary and 
its ability to exercise the power of final judg- 
ment over Hong Kong law; and 

(6) the Bill of Rights. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2721 


At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. . INDEX OF ECONOMIC FREEDOM. 

(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—The Presi- 
dent shall include in the congressional pres- 
entation materials on United States bilat- 
eral economic assistance submitted to the 
appropriate congressional committees for a 
fiscal year a report providing a concise over- 
view of the prospects for economic growth on 
a broad, equitable, and sustainable basis in 
the countries receiving economic assistance 
under title II of this Act. For each country, 
the report shall discuss the laws, policies and 
practices of that country that most contrib- 
ute to or detract from the achievement of 
this kind of growth. The report should ad- 
dress relevant macroeconomic, micro- 
economic, social, legal, environmental, and 
political factors and include economic free- 
dom criteria regarding policies wage and 
price controls, state ownership of production 
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and distribution, state control of financial 
institutions, trade and foreign investment, 
capital and profit repatriation, tax and pri- 
vate property protections. 


LEAHY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2722 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. LEAHY, for 
himself, Mr. DODD, and Mr. SARBANES) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

БЕС. HONDURAS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) In 1981, a secret Honduran army death 
squad known as Battalion 316 was created. 
During the 1980's Battalion 316 engaged in a 
campaign of systematically kidnapping, tor- 
turing and murdering suspected subversives. 
Victims included Honduran students, teach- 
ers, labor leaders and journalists. In 1993 
there were reportedly 184 unsolved cases of 
persons who were allegedly “disappeared.” 
They are presumed dead. 

(2) At the time, Administration officials 
were aware of the activities of Battalion 316, 
but in its 1983 human rights report the State 
Department stated that There are no politi- 
cal prisoners in Honduras.” 

(b) DECLASSIFICATION OF DOCUMENTS.—It is 
the sense of the Congress that the President 
should order the expedited declassification of 
any documents in the possession of the Unit- 
ed States Government pertaining to persons 
who allegedly disappeared“ in Honduras, 
and promptly make such documents avail- 
able to Honduran authorities who are seek- 
ing to determine the fate of these individ- 
uals. 


SMITH (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2723 


Mr. SMITH (for himself, Mr. THOMAS, 
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. HELMS, and Mr. DOLE) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra; as follows: 

At the end of the Committee amendment, 
add the following: 

PROHIBITION ON FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO THE 
SOCIALIST REPUBLIC OF VIETNAM 


Sec. None of the funds appropriated ог 
otherwise made available by this Act may be 
used to establish most-favored-nation trad- 
ing status with the Socialist Republic of 
Vietnam, or to extend financing or other fi- 
nancial assistance to the Socialist Republic 
of Vietnam from the Export-Import Bank of 
the United States, Overseas Private Invest- 
ment Corporation, or Trade and Develop- 
ment Agency unless the President— 

(1) provides Congress with the original 
case-by-case analytical assessments on unac- 
counted for American servicemen from the 
Vietnam Conflict which were completed by 
the Defense POW/MIA Office in July, 1995; 


and 

(2) certifies to Congress that the Socialist 
Republic of Vietnam is being fully coopera- 
tive and fully forthcoming, on the basis of 
information available to the United States 
Government, in the four areas stipulated by 
the President, namely— 

(A) concrete results from efforts by Viet- 
nam to recover and repatriate American re- 


mains; 

(В) continued resolution of discrepancy 
cases, live-sightings, and field activities, 

(C) further assistance in implementing tri- 
lateral investigations with the Lao; and 
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(D) accelerated efforts to provide all docu- 
ments that will help lead to the fullest pos- 
sible accounting of POW/MIAs; and 

(3) certifies to Congress, after consultation 
with the Director of Central Intelligence, 
that the Socialist Republic of Vietnam is 
being fully forthcoming in providing the 
United States with access to those portions 
of wartime Central Committee-level records 
and reports that pertain to the subject of 
Americans captured or held during the Viet- 
nam War by North Vietnamese, Pathet Lao, 
or Vietcong forces in Vietnam, Laos, and 
Cambodia; and 

(4) certifies to Congress that the Govern- 
ment of the Socialist Republic of Vietnam is 
making substantial progress to address Unit- 
ed States concerns about the continued sup- 
pression of the nonviolent pursuit of demo- 
cratic freedoms by the people of Vietnam, in- 
cluding freedom of expression and associa- 
tion, and the continued imprisonment of po- 
litical and religious leaders, including Amer- 
ican citizens. 


NOTICE OF HEARING 


COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor- 
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled be- 
fore the full Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources to consider the 
nominations of Derrick Forrister to be 
Assistant Secretary for Congressional 
and Intergovernmental Affairs, Depart- 
ment of Energy; Patricia Beneke to be 
Assistant Secretary for Water and 
Science, Department of the Interior; 
Eluid Martinez to be Commissioner of 
the Bureau of Reclamation, Depart- 
ment of the Interior; and Charles Wil- 
liam Burton to be a member of the 
Board of Directors of the United States 
Enrichment Corporation. 

The hearing will take place Thurs- 
day, September 28, 1995, at 9:30 a.m. in 
room SD-366 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building in Washington, DC. 

For further information, please call 
Camille Heninger at (202) 224-5070. 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, September 20, 1995, to con- 
duct a markup of the Banking Commit- 
tee’s submission to the Budget Com- 
mittee for reconciliation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources be granted permission to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
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Wednesday, September 20, 1995, for pur- 
poses of conducting a Full Committee 
business meeting which is scheduled to 
begin at 9:30 a.m. The purpose of this 
meeting is to consider pending cal- 
endar business. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized 
to meet on Wednesday, September 20, 
1995, beginning at 9:30 a.m., in room 485 
of the Russell Senate Office Building 
for a markup of the nomination of Paul 
M. Homan to be Special Trustee for the 
Office of Special Trustee for American 
Indians in the Department of the Inte- 
rior and to consider the implementa- 
tion of Title ІП, Public Law 101-630, 
the National Indian Forest Resources 
Management Act. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on Wednesday, September 20, 1995, 
at 10:00 a.m. to hold a hearing оп “Тһе 
Copyright Term Extension Act of 1995, 
S. 483.” 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Human Resources 
be authorized to meet for an Executive 
Session, during the session of the Sen- 
ate on Wednesday, September 20, 1995, 
at 9:30 a.m. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Small Business be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on Wednesday, September 20, 1995, 
at 2:30 p.m., in room 428A Russell Sen- 
ate Office Building, to conduct a hear- 
ing focusing on Tax Issues Impacting 
Small Business. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
Committee on Veterans“ Affairs would 
like to request unanimous consent to 
hold a markup on pending legislation 
at 10:00 a.m. on Wednesday, September 
20, 1995. The markup will be held in 
room 418 of the Russell Senate Office 
Building. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous Consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
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Senate on Wednesday, September 20, 
1995, at 9:30 a.m. to hold an open hear- 
ing on intelligence matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TERRORISM, TECHNOLOGY 

AND GOVERNMENT INFORMATION 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Terrorism, Technology 
and Government Information of the 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary, be 
authorized to meet during a session of 
the Senate on Wednesday, September 
20, 1995, at 2 p.m., in the Dirksen Sen- 
ate Office Building in room G50, on 
“Ruby Ridge Incident.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

„ 


ADDTITIONAL STATEMENTS 


THE CONROY-RENYE-MCNEIL VFW 
POST 4422: 50 YEARS OF SERVICE 
TO THE COMMUNITY OF TAYLOR, 
MI 


Ф Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, оп Satur- 
day, September 23, 1995, the Conroy- 
Renye-McNeil VFW Post 4422 in Tay- 
lor, MI, is holding a special banquet 
commemorating 50 years of service to 
the community of Taylor, MI. 

VFW Post 4422 was chartered on Sep- 
tember 15, 1945 and was named in honor 
of Army Pvt. Robert Francis Conroy, 
Marine Buckley Renye and Navy Sea- 
man Robert McNeil. Messrs. Conroy, 
Renye, and McNeil were the first citi- 
zens from Taylor, MI, to lose their 
lives while bravely serving the United 
States in World War П. 

In honor of these three brave gentle- 
men from Taylor, MI, and in honor of 
all of the fine American men and 
women who served our country in 
times of war, the members of VFW 
Post 4422 have dedicated their efforts 
and resources for the last 50 years to 
provide community service projects for 
the Taylor community. 

The community service projects that 
the members of VFW Post 4422 are in- 
volved in include: Youth programs, 
drug awareness programs, American- 
ism education, programs for senior 
citizens, programs for needy families 
and programs for veterans, their fami- 
lies, widows and orphans. The members 
of post 4422 are also especially proud of 
their efforts in 1983 when the Post col- 
lected and sent 1,500 Christmas gifts to 
our troops in Beirut. 

Mr. President, the members of VFW 
Post 4422 have not only proudly served 
our country in military service, but 
they have continued to serve our coun- 
try through their commitment to their 
community. The members of the 
Conroy-Renye-McNeil VFW Post 4422 
deserve the Senate’s congratulations as 
they mark their 50th year of service to 
the community of Taylor, MI. They 
also deserve our appreciation and grat- 
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itude for all of the good deeds that 
they have done and continue to do.e 


JENNINGS RANDOLPH LAKE 
PROJECT 


Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of Calendar No. 192, Senate Joint 
Resolution 20, relating to the Jennings 
Randolph Lake project; that the reso- 
lution be read a third time and passed; 
that the motion to reconsider be laid 
upon the table; and that any state- 
ments appear at the appropriate place 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 20) 
was deemed read the third time and 
passed, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 20 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. CONGRESSIONAL CONSENT. 

The Congress hereby consents to the Jen- 
nings Randolph Lake Project Compact en- 
tered into between the States of West Vir- 
ginia and Maryland which compact is sub- 
stantially as follows: 

“COMPACT 

“Whereas the State of Maryland and the 
State of West Virginia, with the concurrence 
of the United States Department of the 
Army, Corps of Engineers, have approved and 
desire to enter into a compact to provide for 
joint natural resource management and en- 
forcement of laws and regulations pertaining 
to natural resources and boating at the Jen- 
nings Randolph Lake Project lying in Gar- 
rett County, Maryland and Mineral County, 
West Virginia, for which they seek the ap- 
proval of Congress, and which compact is as 
follows: 

“Whereas the signatory parties hereto de- 
sire to provide for joint natural resource 
management and enforcement of laws and 
regulations pertaining to natural resources 
and boating at the Jennings Randolph Lake 
Project lying in Garrett County, Maryland 
and Mineral County, West Virginia, for 
which they have a joint responsibility; and 
they declare as follows: 

“1. The Congress, under Public Law 87-874, 
authorized the development of the Jennings 
Randolph Lake Project for the North Branch 
of the Potomac River substantially in ac- 
cordance with House Document Number 469, 
87th Congress, 2nd Session for flood control, 
water supply, water quality, and recreation; 
and 

“2. Section 4 of the Flood Control Act of 
1944 (Ch 665, 58 Stat. 534) provides that the 
Chief of Engineers, under the supervision of 
the Secretary of War (now Secretary of the 
Army), is authorized to construct, maintain 
and operate public park and recreational fa- 
cilities in reservoir areas under control of 
such Secretary for the purpose of boating, 
swimming, bathing, fishing, and other rec- 
reational purposes, so long as the same is 
not inconsistent with the laws for the pro- 
tection of fish and wildlife of the State(s) in 
which such area is situated; and 

“3. Pursuant to the authorities cited 
above, the U.S. Army Engineer District (Bal- 
timore), hereinafter ‘District’, did construct 
and now maintains and operates the Jen- 
nings Randolph Lake Project; and 
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4. The National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-190) encourages produc- 
tive and enjoyable harmony between man 
and his environment, promotes efforts which 
will stimulate the health and welfare of man, 
and encourages cooperation with State and 
local governments to achieve these ends; and 

5. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
(16 U.S.C. 661-666c) provides for the consider- 
ation and coordination with other features of 
water-resource development programs 
through the effectual and harmonious plan- 
ning, development, maintenance, and coordi- 
nation of wildlife conservation and rehabili- 
tation; and 

“6. The District has Fisheries and Wildlife 
Plans as part of the District’s project Oper- 
ational Management Plan; and 

“7. In the respective States, the Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources (herein- 
after referred to as ‘Maryland DNR’) and the 
West Virginia Division of Natural Resources 
(hereinafter referred to as ‘West Virginia 
DNR’) are responsible for providing a system 
of control, propagation, management, pro- 
tection, and regulation of natural resources 
and boating in Maryland and West Virginia 
and the enforcement of laws and regulations 
pertaining to those resources as provided in 
Annotated Code of Maryland Natural Re- 
sources Article and West Virginia Chapter 
20, respectively, and the successors thereof; 
and 

“8. The District, the Maryland DNR, and 
the West Virginia DNR are desirous of con- 
serving, perpetuating and improving fish and 
wildlife resources and recreational benefits 
of the Jennings Randolph Lake Project; and 

“9. The District and the States of Mary- 
land and West Virginia wish to implement 
the aforesaid acts and responsibilities 
through this Compact and they each recog- 
nize that consistent enforcement of the nat- 
ural resources and boating laws and regula- 
tions can best be achieved by entering this 
Compact: 

Now. therefore, be it Resolved, That the 
States of Maryland and West Virginia, with 
the concurrence of the United States Depart- 
ment of the Army, Corps of Engineers, here- 
by solemnly covenant and agree with each 
other, upon enactment of concurrent legisla- 
tion by The Congress of the United States 
and by the respective state legislatures, to 
the Jennings Randolph Lake Project Com- 
pact, which consists of this preamble and the 
articles that follow: 


“Article I—Name, Findings, and Purpose 

“11 This compact shall be known and may 
be cited as the Jennings Randolph Lake 
Project Compact. 

1.2 The legislative bodies of the respective 
signatory parties, with the concurrence of 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, hereby 
find and declare: 

“1. The water resources and project lands 
of the Jennings Randolph Lake Project are 
affected with local, state, regional, and na- 
tional interest, and the planning, conserva- 
tion, utilization, protection and manage- 
ment of these resources, under appropriate 
arrangements for inter-governmental со- 
operation, are public purposes of the respec- 
tive signatory parties. 

“2. The lands and waters of the Jennings 
Randolph Lake Project are subject to the 
sovereign rights and responsibilities of the 
signatory parties, and it is the purpose of 
this compact that, notwithstanding any 
boundary between Maryland and West Vir- 
ginia that preexisted the creation of Jen- 
nings Randolph Lake, the parties will have 
and exercise concurrent jurisdiction over 
any lands and waters of the Jennings Ran- 
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dolph Lake Project concerning natural re- 
sources and boating laws and regulations in 
the common interest of the people of the re- 
gion. 

“Article П--Пізігісі Responsibilities 

“The District, within the Jennings Ran- 
dolph Lake Project, 

“2.1 Acknowledges that the Maryland DNR 
and West Virginia DNR have authorities and 
responsibilities in the establishment, admin- 
istration and enforcement of the natural re- 
sources and boating laws and regulations ap- 
plicable to this project, provided that the 
laws and regulations promulgated by the 
States support and implement, where appli- 
cable, the intent of the Rules and Regula- 
tions Governing Public Use of Water Re- 
sources Development Projects administered 
by the Chief of Engineers in Title 36, Chapter 
RI, Part 327, Code of Federal Regulations, 

“2.2 Agrees to practice those forms of re- 
source management as determined jointly by 
the District, Maryland DNR and West Vir- 
ginia DNR to be beneficial to natural re- 
sources and which will enhance public rec- 
reational opportunities compatible with 
other authorized purposes of the project, 

“2.3 Agrees to consult with the Maryland 
DNR and West Virginia DNR prior to the is- 
suance of any permits for activities or spe- 
cial events which would include, but not nec- 
essarily be limited to: fishing tournaments, 
training exercises, regattas, marine parades, 
placement of ski ramps, slalom water ski 
courses and the establishment of private 
markers and/or lighting. All such permits is- 
sued by the District will require the permit- 
tee to comply with all State laws and regula- 
tions, 

“2.4 Agrees to consult with the Maryland 
DNR and West Virginia DNR regarding any 
recommendations for regulations affecting 
natural resources, including, but not limited 
to, hunting, trapping, fishing or boating at 
the Jennings Randolph Lake Project which 
the District believes might be desirable for 
reasons of public safety, administration of 
public use and enjoyment, 

2.5 Agrees to consult with the Maryland 
DNR and West Virginia DNR relative to the 
marking of the lake with buoys, aids to navi- 
gation, regulatory markers and establishing 
and posting of speed limits, no wake zones, 
restricted or other control areas and to pro- 
vide, install and maintain such buoys, aids 
to navigation and regulatory markers as are 
necessary for the implementation of the Dis- 
trict’s Operational Management Plan. All 
buoys, aids to navigation and regulatory 
markers to be used shall be marked in con- 
formance with the Uniform State Waterway 
Marking System, 

“2.6 Agrees to allow hunting, trapping, 
boating and fishing by the public in accord- 
ance with the laws and regulations relating 
to the Jennings Randolph Lake Project, 

“2.7 Agrees to provide, install and main- 
tain public ramps, parking areas, courtesy 
docks, etc., as provided for by the approved 
Corps of Engineers Master Plan, and 

“2.8 Agrees to notify the Maryland DNR 
and the West Virginia DNR of each reservoir 
drawdown prior thereto excepting drawdown 
for the reestablishment of normal lake levels 
following flood control operations and 
drawdown resulting from routine water con- 
trol management operations described in the 
reservoir regulation manual including re- 
leases requested by water supply owners and 
normal water quality releases. In case of 
emergency releases or emergency flow cur- 
tailments, telephone or oral notification will 
be provided. The District reserves the right, 
following issuance of the above notice, to 


September 20, 1995 


make operational and other tests which may 
be necessary to insure the safe and efficient 
operation of the dam, for inspection and 
maintenance purposes, and for the gathering 
of water quality data both within the im- 
poundment and in the Potomac River down- 
stream from the dam. 
“Article III—State Responsibilities 

“The State of Maryland and the State of 
West Virginia agree: 

“3.1 That each State will have and exercise 
concurrent jurisdiction with the District and 
the other State for the purpose of enforcing 
the civil and criminal laws of the respective 
States pertaining to natural resources and 
boating laws and regulations over any lands 
and waters of the Jennings Randolph Lake 
Project; 

“3.2 That existing natural resources and 
boating laws and regulations already in ef- 
fect in each State shall remain in force on 
the Jennings Randolph Lake Project until 
either State amends, modifies or rescinds its 
laws and regulations; 

“3.3 That the Agreement for Fishing Privi- 
leges dated June 24, 1985 between the State 
of Maryland and the State of West Virginia, 
as amended, remains in full force and effect; 

“3.4 To enforce the natural resources and 
boating laws and regulations applicable to 
the Jennings Randolph Lake Project; 

“3.5 To supply the District with the name, 
address and telephone number of the per- 
son(s) to be contacted when any drawdown 
except those resulting from normal regula- 
tion procedures occurs; 

“3.6 To inform the Reservoir Manager of 
all emergencies or unusual activities occur- 
ring on the Jennings Randolph Lake Project; 

“3.7 To provide training to District em- 
ployees in order to familiarize them with 
natural resources and boating laws and regu- 
lations as they apply to the Jennings Ran- 
dolph Lake Project; and 

“3.8 To recognize that the District and 
other Federal Agencies have the right and 
responsibility to enforce, within the bound- 
aries of the Jennings Randolph Lake Project, 
all applicable Federal laws, rules and regula- 
tions so as to provide the public with safe 
and healthful recreational opportunities and 
to provide protection to all federal property 
within the project. 

“Article [V—Mutual Cooperation 


“4.1 Pursuant to the aims and purposes of 
this Compact, the State of Maryland, the 
State of West Virginia and the District mu- 
tually agree that representatives of their 
natural resource management and enforce- 
ment agencies will cooperate to further the 
purposes of this Compact. This cooperation 
includes, but is not limited to, the following: 

“4.2 Meeting jointly at least once annu- 
ally, and providing for other meetings as 
deemed necessary for discussion of matters 
relating to the management of natural re- 
sources and visitor use on lands and waters 
within the Jennings Randolph Lake Project; 

“4.3 Evaluating natural resources and 
boating, to develop natural resources and 
boating management plans and to initiate 
and carry out management programs; 

“4.4 Encouraging the dissemination of 
joint publications, press releases or other 
public information and the interchange be- 
tween parties of all pertinent agency policies 
and objectives for the use and perpetuation 
of natural resources of the Jennings Ran- 
dolph Lake Project; and 

“4.5 Entering into working arrangements 
as occasion demands for the use of lands, wa- 
ters, construction and use of buildings and 
other facilities at the project. 
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“Article V—General Provisions 


“5.1 Each and every provision of this Com- 
pact is subject to the laws of the States of 
Maryland and West Virginia and the laws of 
the United States, and the delegated author- 
ity in each instance. 


“5.2 The enforcement and applicability of 
natural resources and boating laws and regu- 
lations referenced in this Compact shall be 
limited to the lands and waters of the Jen- 
nings Randolph Lake Project, including but 
not limited to the prevailing reciprocal fish- 
ing laws and regulations between the States 
of Maryland and West Virginia. 


“5.3 Nothing in this Compact shall be соп- 
strued as obligating any party hereto to the 
expenditure of funds or the future payment 
of money in excess of appropriations author- 
ized by law. 


5.4 The provisions of this Compact shall 
be severable, and if any phrase, clause, sen- 
tence or provision of the Jennings Randolph 
Lake Project Compact is declared to be un- 
constitutional or inapplicable to any signa- 
tory party or agency of any party, the con- 
stitutionality and applicability of the Com- 
pact shall not be otherwise affected as to any 
provision, party, or agency. It is the legisla- 
tive intent that the provisions of the Com- 
pact be reasonably and liberally construed to 
effectuate the stated purposes of the Com- 
pact. 

“5.5 No member of or delegate to Congress, 
or signatory shall be admitted to any share 
or part of this Compact, or to any benefit 
that may arise therefrom; but this provision 
shall not be construed to extend to this 
agreement if made with a corporation for its 
general benefit. 


“5.6 When this Compact has been ratified 
by the legislature of each respective State, 
when the Governor of West Virginia and the 
Governor of Maryland have executed this 
Compact on behalf of their respective States 
and have caused a verified copy thereof to be 
filed with the Secretary of State of each re- 
spective State, when the Baltimore District 
of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has exe- 
cuted its concurrence with this Compact, 
and when this Compact has been consented 
to by the Congress of the United States, then 
this Compact shall become operative and ef- 
fective. 


5.7 Either State тау, by legislative act, 
after one year’s written notice to the other, 
withdraw from this Compact. The U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers may withdraw its concur- 
rence with this Compact upon one year's 
written notice from the Baltimore District 
Engineer to the Governor of each State. 


“5.8 This Compact may be amended from 
time to time. Each proposed amendment 
shall be presented in resolution form to the 
Governor of each State and the Baltimore 
District Engineer of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. An amendment to this Compact 
shall become effective only after it has been 
ratified by the legislatures of both signatory 
States and concurred in by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District. 
Amendments shall become effective thirty 
days after the date of the last concurrence or 
ratification."’. 


Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend or repeal 
this joint resolution is hereby expressly re- 
served. The consent granted by this joint 
resolution shall not be construed as impair- 
ing or in any manner affecting any right or 
jurisdiction of the United States in and over 
the region which forms the subject of the 
compact. 
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NATIONAL HISTORICALLY BLACK 
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 
WEEK 


Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Judiciary 
Committee be immediately discharged 
from further consideration of Senate 
Resolution 147 and that the Senate pro- 
ceed to its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 147) designating the 
weeks beginning September 24, 1995, and Sep- 
tember 22, 1996, as “National Historically 
Black Colleges and Universities Week", and 
for other purposes. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
resolution. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to; that the preamble be 
agreed to; that the motion to recon- 
sider be laid upon the table; and that 
any statements relating to the resolu- 
tion appear at the appropriate place in 
the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the resolution (S. Res. 147) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, is 
as follows: 

5. RES. 147 

Whereas there was 103 historically black 
colleges and universities in the United 
States; 

Whereas black colleges and universities 
provide the quality education so essential to 
full participation in a complex, highly tech- 
nological society; 

Whereas black colleges and universities 
have a rich heritage and have played a 
prominent role in American history; 

Whereas black colleges and universities 
have allowed many underprivileged students 
to attain their full potential through higher 
education; and 

Whereas the achievements and goals of his- 
torically black colleges and universities are 
deserving of national recognition: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate designates the 
weeks beginning September 24, 1995, and Sep- 
tember 22, 1996, as “National Historically 
Black Colleges and Universities Week“. The 
Senate requests the President of the United 
States to issue a proclamation calling on the 
people of the United States and interested 
groups to observe the weeks with appro- 
priate ceremonies, activities, and programs 
to demonstrate support for historically 
black colleges and universities in the United 
States. 


CORRECTING ENROLLMENT OF 
Н.К. 402 


Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
27, submitted earlier today by Senator 
MURKOWSKI. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 
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The bill clerk read as follows: 


A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 27) 
correcting the enrollment of H.R. 402. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
concurrent resolution. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to; that the motion to recon- 
sider be laid upon the table; and that 
any statements relating to the resolu- 
tion appear at the appropriate place in 
the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 27) was agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), 

The Clerk of the House is directed to cor- 
rect the enrollment of H.R. 402 as follows: 

Amend section 109 to read: 

“SEC. 109. CONFIRMATION OF WOODY ISLAND AS 
ELIGIBLE NATIVE VILLAGE. 


The Native Village of Woody Island, lo- 
cated on Woody Island, Alaska, in the 
Koniag Region, is hereby confirmed as an eli- 
gible Alaska Native Village, pursuant to Sec- 
tion 11(b)(3) of the Alaska Native Claims Set- 
tlement Act (“АМСВА”). It is further con- 
firmed that Leisnoi, Inc., is the Village Cor- 
poration, as that term is defined in Section 
3(j) of ANCSA, for the village of Woody Is- 
land. This section shall become effective on 
October 1, 1998, unless the United States ju- 
dicial system determines this village was 
fraudulently established under ANCSA prior 
to October 1, 1998.” 


Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, we really 
ought to consider the balanced budget 
amendment, because things are going 
too well tonight. [Laughter.] 


ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 21, 1995 


Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in recess until the hour of 9:15 
a.m. on Thursday, September 21, 1995; 
that following the prayer, the Journal 
of proceedings be deemed approved to 
date, the time for the two leaders be 
reserved for their use later in the day; 
that there then be a period for morning 
business until the hour of 10 a.m., with 
Senators permitted to speak for up to 5 
minutes each. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
at 10 a.m., the Senate then imme- 
diately resume consideration of H.R. 
1868, the foreign operations appropria- 
tions bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I further 
ask unanimous consent that at 10 a.m., 
the Senate resume the Brown amend- 
ment regarding Pakistan under the 
previous order of 1 hour equally di- 
vided, and I ask unanimous consent 
that the vote occur on the Brown 
amendment at 11 a.m. on Thursday, 
September 21, 1995. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, for the 
information of all Senators, the Senate 
will resume consideration of the for- 
eign operations appropriations bill to- 
morrow morning. Under the previous 
order, there will be a rollcall vote at 11 
a.m. tomorrow. Additional тоПсай 
votes will occur in relation to the 
pending appropriations bill throughout 
Thursday’s session of the Senate. 
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RECESS UNTIL 9:15 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I now ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Senate stand in recess 
under the previous order. 


There being no objection, the Senate, 


at 10:51 p.m., recessed until Thursday, 
September 21, 1995, at 9:15 a.m. 


September 20, 1995 
NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate September 20, 1995: 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


SUSAN ROBINSON KING, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM- 
BIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF LABOR, VICE 
DOUG ROSS, RESIGNED. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


JAMES WILLIAM BLAGG, OF TEXAS, TO BE UNITED 
STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF 
TEXAS FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS, VICE RONALD P. 
EDERER, RESIGNED. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


The House met at 10 a.m. 

The Chaplain, Rev. James David 
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray- 
er: 

We are thankful, O God, for our tra- 
ditions, those guidelines of life that 
help direct our way and remind us of 
the paths of those who have gone be- 
fore. We are grateful for the rich his- 
tory of our Nation and the ideals of our 
Founders. We pray, gracious God, that 
we are worthy of the responsibilities 
we have in our day and faithful to our 
traditions that justice will flow down 
as waters and righteousness like an 
ever-flowing stream. This is our ear- 
nest prayer. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. The gentlewoman 
from New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA] will 
lead the membership in the Pledge of 
Allegiance. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA led the Pledge of Al- 
legiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 


The SPEAKER. There will be fifteen 
1-minutes on each side. 
——— — 


DEMOCRATS NOT COMMITTED TO 
SAVING MEDICARE 


(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, it 
occurs to me that liberal Democrats 
work feverishly at nothing. At times 
they seem all bent out of shape and ex- 
ercised beyond belief. It is truly a spec- 
tacle to behold. They cry and whine, 


and whine and cry, but they have pro- 


posed not one, not even one, idea to 
preserve Medicare or Medicaid. 

To illustrate my point, this weekend, 
liberal Democrats will start a series of 
mock hearings on Medicare. Or should 
I say fake hearings—as opposed to the 
dozens of real hearings Congress has 
held since the release of the Medicare 
trustees report last April. 


Mr. Speaker, it is fitting that Demo- 
crats would hold fake hearings because 
that really gets to the heart of their 
commitment level to saving and 
strengthening Medicare. 

They would rather pose and posture 
at a fake hearing than come up with 
real solutions in the real Congress. 


WHY ARE REPUBLICANS AFRAID 
TO DEBATE THEIR MEDICARE 
PLAN? 


(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, why are 
the Republicans so afraid to debate 
their plan on Medicare? 

So far this year, we have had 28 days 
of Whitewater hearings. We have had 2 
weeks of hearings on Waco and Ruby 
Ridge. 

Yet, when it comes to deciding the 
future of a program that affects every 
single American family, they could 
only find time for 1 day of hearings. 

But I suppose if I had a plan that 
doubled premiums to $100, took away 
the choice of doctors, and cut benefits 
just to pay for tax breaks for the 
wealthy, I would keep it hidden, too. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people de- 
serve better. They deserve at least 4 
weeks of debate on Medicare. 

The Republicans are trying to steam- 
roll their Medicare plan through this 
House. I think the American people 
have a right to ask: what are the Re- 
publicans trying to hide? 


MEDISCARE 


(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, here 
we are two speeches into the day, and 
we are already hearing the Democrat 
Mediscare standard, boiler plate 
speech. We do not necessarily expect to 
have their help. It would be nice. Some 
of the Democrats are in the debate, and 
it is very good. 

Let us just move away from the par- 
tisanship, move to an outside party. 
What does the Washington Post say? 
The Republican Party is anathema to 
the Washington Post. It would be the 
equivalent of a Georgia graduate say- 
ing something complimentary about 
Georgia Tech. So what does the Wash- 
ington Post say about the Republican 
plan? Here is an editorial page, Sep- 
tember 15; it talks about how great the 


plan is. I can get anybody who wants a 
copy of that. How do they describe 
Democrat Mediscare? Crummy stuff, 
demagoguery, big time scare tactics, 
expostulation, some kind of fancy 
Washington word, irresponsible. 

What do they call the Republican 
plan? Remember, this comes from the 
Washington Post: Congressional Re- 
publicans have confounded the skep- 
tics; it is incredible; it is gutsy; it ad- 
dresses a genuine problem that only is 
going to get worse. 

Ladies and gentlemen, that is coming 
from the Washington Post. Maybe the 
Democrats will get with the program. 
Who knows. 


WHO SAYS IT IS NOT A CUT? 


(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in strong objec- 
tion to the proposed Medicare cuts and 
in objection to the propaganda we are 
hearing from the Republicans on their 
plan. It is not a cut. It is simple mathe- 
matics. 

The elderly served by Medicare are 
growing, the population served. Thus, 
increases in funding are needed to pro- 
vide services for more people. If you 
cut from the rate of growth, you either 
have to push people out or you provide 
them less services for what they are 
paying. It is all too simple. 

Yet the majority would have us be- 
lieve the reductions in Medicare are 
not cuts. Are we going back to the days 
when seniors had to choose between 
health care or food on their tables? Let 
us be honest about it. By cutting a pro- 
gram with a growing population, the 
result will mean more rationing. 
Health care will be rationed to those 
who cannot afford to pay more out of 
their pocket and will be asked to pay 
more and more of their fixed incomes 
or greatly lower their standard of liv- 
ing for seniors. 

Ask yourselves these questions: Do 
you want poor seniors to pay more for 
less service, choose between health 
care or food? Do you want your elderly 
relatives to have surgery in a hospital, 
pushed to the brink of bankruptcy 
from cuts in Medicare? Or do you want 
a surgeon whose training has been re- 
duced because of cuts in Medicare? 


WHERE ARE THE DEMOCRATS? 


(Mr. JONES asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 


O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., Г 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, for decades 
Medicare has been a vital program that 
has helped millions of Americans get 
the medical care they need. Now, the 
Republicans in Congress are working 
for an even stronger Medicare system. 
The Democrats, on the other hand, are 
only offering scare tactics. 

Here are the facts: Under the Repub- 
lican plan, Medicare spending per bene- 
ficiary will increase from $4,800 today 
to $6,700 in the year 2002. Mr. Speaker, 
there are no cuts. We are working on a 
plan to save Medicare from bank- 
ruptcy, while increasing benefits for 
the seniors of America. 

Mr. Speaker, this is one of the most 
important issues that Congress will 
face this year. Where are the Demo- 
crats? The Republicans in Congress 
have recognized this fact and have cho- 
sen to tackle the problem head on. It is 
our goal that Medicare remains strong 
for today’s seniors and for generations 
to come. 


—— 
THE TAXPAYER BILL OF RIGHTS 


(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and. was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, there 
is a taxpayer bill of rights coming to 
the floor. Let me say this: There can be 
no real taxpayer bill of rights as long 
as after it is all over a taxpayer is still 
considered guilty in front of a tax 
court. That is what is happening. 

The IRS is successful once again. 
They have killed it for years. They say 
the major problem with the Traficant 
bill is it is too costly and the Govern- 
ment will lose too much revenue. 

Let me ask this of all people here in 
Washington, DC: If some bureaucrats 
in a backroom would have scored the 
Constitution, would we, in fact, have a 
bill of rights today, ladies and gentle- 
men? Grand juries are too costly, juries 
are too expensive. 

Let us tell it like it is. The Demo- 
crats abandoned taxpayers on this 
issue. In my opinion Democrats failed. 
Iam a Democrat. 

Republicans have a chance to right a 
major wrong. A taxpayer should be in- 
nocent until proven guilty like any- 
body else, and I should have a chance 
to bring my bill in the form of an 
amendment to that taxpayer bill of 
rights. 


INTRODUCTION OF BIF-SAIF BILL 


(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, yes- 
terday, I introduced legislation that 
will have a monumental impact on the 
financial services industry and deposi- 
tors. Its purpose is to provide a com- 
prehensive reform of the deposit insur- 
ance funds and will merge the bank and 
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thrift charters. This BIF-SAIF legisla- 
tion reflects the hard work of a biparti- 
san working group of the Financial In- 
stitutions Subcommittee, which I 
chair, that was developed over the last 
several months. 

Since the spring, the subcommittee 
has held three hearings on BIF-SAIF. 
The last of these hearings brought 
forth strong support for a comprehen- 
sive approach to the problem, which 
this legislation being marked up today 
represents. 

In brief, the legislation provides a fi- 
nancial solution to the problem of the 
insurance funds similar to that pro- 
posed by the administration. It re- 
capitalizes the SAIF and through the 
use of a one-time special assessment of 
SAIF members. It spreads the FICO 
costs proportionately among all mem- 
bers of the FDIC as of the date of en- 
actment. In addition, it merges the 
BIF-SAIF. 

What is critical here, is that it goes 
beyond the administration-sponsored 
financial fix and merges the bank and 
thrift charters on January 1, 1998, re- 
quiring thrifts to convert to banks. 

This legislation will have a monu- 
mental impact on the financial serv- 
ices industry and provides a com- 
prehensive solution to a complex prob- 
lem. This bill will ensure that we do 
not see a repeat of the savings and loan 
debacle of the 198078. It is a fair and 
balanced approach that will prevent 
the need for any future bailouts of the 
thrift industry. 

I urge my colleagues’ cosponsorship. 

It is of vital concern to the banks the 
S&L’s and the depositors and tax- 
payers. 


REQUEST FOR PUBLIC HEARINGS 
ON CHANGES TO THE MEDICARE 
SYSTEM 


(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, after 
months of hiding their Medicare plan 
from public view, House Republicans 
are going to give the American people 
а look, but, be careful not to blink— 
you might miss it. 

Republicans have announced that 
they will only have a single day of 
hearings to discuss their plan to radi- 
cally dismantle the health care system 
that serves 37 million American sen- 
iors. So far this year, Republicans have 
treated the public to weeks of politi- 
cally-charged hearings on Whitewater, 
Waco, and Ruby Ridge. But, when it 
comes to the largest cut in the history 
of Medicare, they cannot find the time 
on the schedule. 

So therefore, I ask unanimous con- 
sent for the immediate consideration 
in the House of House Resolution 221, 
insisting that adequate time be set 
aside for public hearings on changes to 
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the Medicare system proposed to be in- 
cluded in the reconciliation bill. The 
American people deserve open, and 
thorough hearings on the GOP Medi- 
care plan. Two hundred Democrats 
have cosponsored a resolution calling 
for 4 weeks of hearings. If Republicans 
have nothing to hide, they should agree 
to let the American people judge their 
proposal on its merits. 

Mr. GEKAS. Objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG). Under the Speakers’ 
guidelines, the gentlewoman will not 
be recognized, because that resolution 
has been referred to the Committee on 
Rules and not cleared for consider- 
ation. 


PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 


Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Why would a unani- 
mous-consent request to permit the 
immediate consideration of this resolu- 
tion not be in order even if it has been 
referred to a committee. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Speaker has announced the following 
guidelines 

Mr. DOGGETT, This is an announce- 
ment by Speaker GINGRICH? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. First by 
Speaker O'Neill. It has been a contin- 
ual policy. It has been the policy of the 
Speakers. Let the Chair quote precisely 
from section 757 of the Manual: 

The Speaker has announced and enforced a 
policy of conferring recognition for unani- 
mous consent requests for the consideration 
of unreported bills and resolutions only when 
assured that the majority and minority floor 
and committee leaderships have no objec- 
tion. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Further parliamen- 
tary inquiry, the minority leadership 
has been consulted. Every Democrat 
has signed on to this proposal to allow 
us additional time to consider the de- 
tails of this Medicare plan, and my in- 
quiry would be then if the Democratic 
minority leadership has agreed to this, 
it is only the Republican leadership 
that wants to thwart a fair and open 
hearing? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair is not aware of clearance by all 
necessary Members. 

Mr. DOGGETT. All Democratic Mem- 
bers have signed on to this resolution 
and the ranking member. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, point of 
order. 

Mr. DOGGETT. The Democratic 
membership here is indicating for fair 
and open hearings. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman is no longer asking for a par- 
liamentary inquiry. He can draw his 
own conclusions. The Chair has stated 
the fact. 
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Mr. DOGGETT. Further parliamen- 
tary inquiry, what procedure then 
would be appropriate for a Member, 
myself or a Member of our leadership, 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut, to 
present? What timing, what form 
would be appropriate to present a 
unanimous-consent request so that we 
could have a full hearing on Medicare 
instead of just 1 day? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair must be aware of clearance by all 
the necessary Members, as announced 
in the Speaker's policy. 
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Mr. DOGGETT. Further parliamen- 
tary inquiry then, Mr. Speaker. 

If the Democrat leadership comes to 
the floor of this House and announces 
its desire to have this resolution con- 
sidered immediately, will the unani- 
mous-consent request be accepted at 
that time? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG). The Chair will repeat. 
The Chair will not entertain that re- 
quest according to the guidelines as a 
matter of discretionary recognition. 

Mr. DOGGETT. So, further раг- 
liamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

So a statement then on behalf of the 
Democrat leadership by the minority 
leader or by all members of the Demo- 
crat caucus that they request that this 
unanimous-consent request for full and 
complete Medicare hearings occur, 
that would not be enough to get it en- 
tertained here on the floor. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman understand the Chair's 
guidelines? They have been stated at 
great length. 

Mr. DOGGETT. If I understood it, I 
would not be asking the further par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has referred to what is proper. 
The leadership on both sides must con- 
sent to this request, and they have to 
clear this. It cannot be brought up in 
this manner. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Further parliamen- 
tary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

Unless Speaker GINGRICH clears us 
having more than 1 day of hearing, it 
cannot occur. Is that the ruling of the 
Chair? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ma- 
jority floor leader and the chairman of 
the Committee on Rules must clear 
this request. 

Mr. DOGGETT. So, unless the Repub- 
lican chairman of the committee, Mr. 
SOLOMON, and—— 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, point of 
order. 

Mr. DOGGETT. We cannot take up a 
full hearing. 


ELIMINATING THE FRAUD AND 
ABUSE WHICH RIDDLES MEDICAID 


(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, for 
years the liberal Congresses have been 
mandating States to spend billions of 
dollars on programs. I know because I 
served in the California State Legisla- 
ture. One such program is Medicaid, 
which now consumes nearly one-fifth of 
our State’s budgets. This coupled with 
the fact that $16 billion a year from 
this program is lost to fraud and abuse 
demonstrates the need for genuine re- 
form. 

Republicans know that more Wash- 
ington bureaucracy is not the prescrip- 
tion to save this program. That is why 
the legislation which we are introduc- 
ing will give more freedom to State 
and local officials. And recipients need 
not fear that they will lose benefits. 
Our resolution will increase funding to 
the States by 39 percent over the next 
Т years. 

Only by dismantling the oversized, 
inefficient Washington bureaucracy 
can we eliminate the fraud and abuse 
which riddles Medicaid. Only by in- 
creasing funding to the States can we 
heal this ailing program. 


WHAT'S GOOD FOR THE GOOSE 


(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
“I am concerned that the scope, au- 
thority and independence of the special 
counsel will be limited by the guide- 
lines the Ethics Committee has estab- 
lished. The House of Representatives, 
as well as the American public, deserve 
an investigation which will uncover 
the truth. At this moment, I am afraid 
that the apparent restrictions placed 
on this special counsel will not allow 
the truth to be uncovered. The rules 
normally applied by the Ethics Com- 
mittee to an investigation of a typical 
member are insufficient in an inves- 
tigation of the Speaker of the House. 
Clearly, this investigation has to meet 
a higher standard of public account- 
ability and integrity.” 

Prophetic words, indeed, Mr. Speak- 
er. 
These are the words of the current 
Speaker of the House in 1988 referring 
to the investigation of a former Speak- 
er of this House. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his point of order. 

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I made 
the point yesterday with precisely the 
same speaker that it is out of order, ac- 
cording to the House rules, to discuss a 
matter that is pending before the Com- 
mittee on Standards of Official Con- 
duct. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I wish to be heard on the point of 
order. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Georgia. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
the words, every single word except for 
“prophetic words, indeed,“ Мг. Speak- 
er, that I spoke were the words that 
the current Speaker spoke in 1988. This 
is not a reference to the current inves- 
tigation or the current Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair, will read the following state- 
ment: 

The Chair has consistently ruled that it is 
not in order during debate to refer to the of- 
ficial conduct of other Members where such 
conduct is not under consideration in the 
House by way of a report from the Commit- 
tee on Standards of Official Conduct or as a 
question of the privileges of the House. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I do so 
so that, when I speak, I will understand 
the parameters of that. 

As long as the focus is on the powers 
of a special counsel rather than a par- 
ticular inquiry before the Committee 
on Standards of Official Conduct, it 
would not be out of order? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman referred to a particular inquiry 
pending before the committee. 

Mr. DOGGETT. But he can refer to 
the powers of the committee and the 
general subject of ethics? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would judge those references 
when they are made. 

POINTS OF ORDER 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Point of order, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman will state her point of order. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
just want a further clarification. 

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
LEWIS] is saying he is talking about a 
precedent of prior investigations. He is 
discussing precedents that were dis- 
cussed in this House at prior times. 
Therefore I am not quite sure I under- 
stand, under the Speaker’s guidance, 
why he is not allowed to proceed with 
the precedent and a statement made in 
1988. He is not talking about an indi- 
vidual in 1995. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem- 
bers should avoid references to current 
investigations pending before the Com- 
mittee on Standards of Official Con- 
duct. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Further point of 
order, Mr. Speaker. 

Is the Chair saying then no discus- 
sion can be made of precedents, and 
past cases, and how the House pro- 
ceeded on those past cases? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Not if 
related to current matters. 

Mr. HOKE. Point of order, Mr. Speak- 
er. 
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It was clear that the Member had not 
referenced what he was speaking to. He 
was clearly alluding to a current inves- 
tigation that was taking place. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has already ruled that the gen- 
tleman from Georgia [Mr. LEWIS] 
should not refer to the current inves- 
tigation. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Let me con- 
clude, Mr. Speaker, by saying this 
House and the Speaker cannot tolerate 
a double standard. What is good for the 
goose is good for the gander. 


—— 
NEW MEDICAID APPROACH 


(Mr. EHLERS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, there has 
been a great deal of discussion about 
Medicare in this Chamber, but I believe 
it is time to begin the discussion of 
Medicaid. 

I recall when I served on the Michi- 
gan legislature some of the oldtimers 
told me when the original Medicaid bill 
was passed a Member got up and re- 
fused to vote for it. He said, “І predict 
that someday this State will spend $50 
million a year on this program.“ 

Mr. Speaker, he was wrong. Today 
the State of Michigan is spending $2 
billion on that program every year, ap- 
proximately 20 percent of their general 
fund budget. That was true for State 
after State. 

In my State of Michigan, Mr. Speak- 
er, when I was in the legislature, it was 
very frustrating because we knew 
where we could save money in the Med- 
icaid Program, but the Federal Govern- 
ment refused to give us the freedom to 
pursue the actions that we wanted to 
pursue. 

I believe it is very important that we 
proceed with the approach the Repub- 
licams are advocating, giving the 
States leeway in how they go on the 
program and giving them block grants 
so they can run it efficiently and prop- 
erly. I urge that we adopt the new Med- 
icaid approach operating through State 
block grants. 


MEDICARE PREMIUM INCREASE 


(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, the biggest 
Medicare cut in history, $270 billion, 
and the smallest possible number of 
hearings, one, and even in that hearing 
the deck is being loaded. The majority 
is picking a dozen or so witnesses and 
letting the minority pick a handful. 

What are they trying to hide? The 
biggest premium increase in Medicare 
history doubling part B in 7 years, and 
a lot of people cannot afford this. In 
Michigan 85 percent of the seniors have 
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income under $25,000 and 70 percent 
under $15,000. 

A constituent wrote this to me: 

Please do not let these cuts to Medicare 
pass. It really would be very devastating for 
us. Please, please fight this for us. 

That is what we Democrats are 
doing. We are determined to win this 
battle that is aimed right at the heart 
of seniors. 


THE FEDERAL SHUTDOWN—NOT 1 
MINUTE, NOT 1 SECOND 


(Mrs. MORELLA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, today 
I rise on behalf of millions of Federal 
workers who have become the unwill- 
ing passengers in what has been dubbed 
the great train wreck; the only thing 
is, a train wreck is an accident, and 
this is a situation we can avert. 

There is a need to get this country’s 
fiscal house in order. I support this, 
and it can be done without interfering 
with the lives of Federal workers. It 
can be done without the disruption a 
Government shutdown will have on our 
citizenry. 

Our Federal work force provides this 
country with unquestionable loyalty 
and dedication. We remember the Fed- 
eral worker, devastated and injured 
after the Oklahoma City bombing, still 
anguishing over her inability to get 
checks out to recipients. 

Federal workers across the country 
and in my district do not want a shut- 
down this year or any subsequent year. 
They want to work, and I want them 
working. 

The NIH researcher who is working 
on a possible cure for cancer should not 
miss work. We need that young woman 
working. There are people depending 
on her. I say, not 1 week, not 1 day of 
missed work. 

The DOE scientist who is searching 
for alternative forms of energy should 
not miss work, not 1 hour, not 1 minute 
of missed work. 

The education specialist who is de- 
signing strategies that will benefit our 
children should not miss work. Future 
generations are depending on this man. 
I say, not 1 second, not 1 fraction of a 
second of missed work. 

The consequences are too great. 


OUTSIDE COUNSEL WHEN INVES- 

TIGATING THE SPEAKER 
SHOULD NOT BE LIMITED IN 
SCOPE 


(Mr. WARD asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. WARD. Mr. Speaker, we have an 
Ethics Committee and I would like to 
offer a primer on how the House should 
handle ethics cases. 
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Let me quote from a Member of this 
House, who also happens to be an expe- 
rienced expert on ethics cases, who 
stated in 1988: “Тһе rules normally ap- 
plied to Members of Congress are insuf- 
ficient in an investigation of the 
Speaker of the House.” I repeat. He 
said, “Тһе rules normally applied are 
insufficient in an investigation of the 
Speaker of the House.“ “Clearly, this 
investigation,’’ he said “has to meet a 
higher standard of public accountabil- 
ity and integrity.” 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that this 
should be the standard by which all 
ethics cases before this House should 
be considered. When the House chooses 
to appoint an outside counsel to inves- 
tigate a Speaker, that counsel should 
be allowed to investigate any and all 
possible wrongdoing and not be limited 
in scope. 


WE CANNOT ALLOW THE 
GOVERNMENT TO SHUT DOWN 


(Mr. GEKAS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, for several 
terms now I have introduced legisla- 
tion which cannot pass the Congress of 
the United States, cannot be enacted 
into law, because it makes good sense. 
I have introduced legislation that 
would avoid the train wreck to which 
the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. 
MORELLA] has just referred. What it 
does is if, on September 30, the Con- 
gress of the United States and the 
President have failed to enact a budg- 
et, then automatically into play comes 
instant replay of last year’s budget be- 
ginning on October 1. 

This prevents for all time the specter 
of a Government shutdown. At the 
same time it permits the President and 
the Congress, if there is disagreement 
as to the extent of the budget, to con- 
tinue to work to create a new budget. 
In the meantime, science goes on, re- 
search goes on, the Federal workers 
stay in place, no havoc is wreaked in 
the bureaucracy of Washington, al- 
though some people would say that 
might be a good thing. But the point is 
that we cannot allow the Government 
to shut down. 
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REPUBLICAN CHANGES TO 
MEDICARE AND MEDICAID 


(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, out 
west where I came from people used to 
worry about snake oil salesmen, but we 
pretty much got that under control. 
Now we have a new type of snake oil 
salesmen on the other side of the aisle. 
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I think we heard in prior discussions 
going on this morning that we are not 
going to be allowed to discuss their 
compassionate, wonderful, no pain 
changes to Medicare and Medicaid. We 
are just to trust them. 

We are going to have 1 day of hear- 
ing. My fast math says that is about 1 
minute per every 120 pages of changes 
they have in their bill. Oh, I am sure 
we will get it. 

I want to tell my colleagues, as a 
Westerner who grew up with the tradi- 
tion of snake oil salesmen, that we 
thought were behind us, beware. Be- 
ware. If their cuts are so painless, so 
harmless, so futuristic, so wonderful, 
why can we not have time to look at 
them? Why can we not air them in the 
sunshine? This should not be a fungus, 
this should be a bill. 


REFORM IN THE SUGAR PROGRAM 


(Mr. MILLER of Florida asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
today the Committee on Agriculture 
begins markup of the 1995 farm bill. I 
am concerned that the Committee on 
Agriculture is trading real reform in 
some commodity programs in exchange 
for no reform in the sugar program. 

The proposal put forth by the sugar 
growers, which the committee intends 
to adopt, is not real reform. It contin- 
ues a big Government program that 
forces the American consumer to pay 
double the world price for sugar. The 
sugar program will continue to cost 
American consumers $1.4 billion every 
year and continue to add $90 million to 
our deficit every year. 

The Republican Party is committed 
to putting every program except Social 
Security on the table, and we want to 
have the right to debate the sugar pro- 
gram. Chairman ROBERTS is an honor- 
able man and I trust he will keep his 
word to me and permit debate and vote 
on the sugar program. 

Mr. Speaker, my bill to repeal the 
sugar program has 104 cosponsors, 
Democrats and Republicans. My bill to 
repeal the sugar program is real re- 
form. The House has not considered the 
program since 1990. If we do not get a 
chance this year, it will be 2002 before 
we get a chance. 


HEARINGS ON THE FUTURE OF 
MEDICARE 


(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, when Med- 
icare was created in-1965, seniors came 
from all over the United States to tes- 
tify before Congress as to how to meet 
the health care financing needs of our 
Nation’s elderly. As we reconsider the 
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future of Medicare for 37 million Amer- 
icans, our seniors, indeed all Ameri- 
cans, deserve the right to a fair and 
open period of public comment on an 
issue of concern to every family in 
America. 

Yet as the Republicans are about to 
embark on the most significant 
changes in the Medicare system, in 
Medicare’s history, by proposing a $270 
billion cut in Medicare, the Repub- 
licans are blanking out America's 
voices. How unfortunate that the Re- 
publicans intend to hold only 1 day of 
hearings on a proposal that the Amer- 
ican people, and especially American 
seniors, have yet to see. This is fun- 
damentally unfair. 

Mr. Speaker, a great Republican 
President hailed our democracy as a 
government of the people, by the peo- 
ple, and for the people. Our democracy 
is not just about free elections of rep- 
resentatives, it is about citizen partici- 
pation in a free and open process in the 
formulation of public policy. Given the 
magnitude of the $270 billion cut, our 
citizens deserve better. 


FEDERAL FUNDS FOR NATIONAL 
COUNCIL OF SENIOR CITIZENS 


(Mr. LONGLEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Speaker, I under- 
stand that being attacked and engag- 
ing in political debate is part of the 
terrain one deals with when one as- 
sumes this type of office, but imagine 
my surprise when I obtained a copy of 
the tax return of the National Council 
of Senior Citizens, a group which is 
currently orchestrating a tax on me in 
my district, which shows that they re- 
ceived nearly $73 million in Federal 
funds for the year ending June 30, 1994, 
almost 96 percent of their budget, from 
the Federal Government. 

Furthermore, I obtained information 
that over the last two election cycles 
they had contributed nearly $417,000 ex- 
clusively to Democratic candidates. 
Not one red cent to a Republican can- 
didate. 

Again, it is a citizen’s right to ex- 
press their first amendment point of 
view, but is there a connection? 

І also obtained а copy of the audit re- 
port of the National Council wherein 
they say in their report that the heavy 
reliance on governmental grants poses 
a potential danger to the long-term 
structure of the National Council. Ab- 
sent such grants, the council would be 
unable to continue its current level of 
operations without seeking new reve- 
nue sources. 


MORE HEARINGS NEEDED ON 
MEDICARE AND MEDICAID 


(Mr. WISE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 
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Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, when I held 
a town meeting on Medicare last week 
in West Virginia, there was justifiable 
and understandable confusion about 
the details. Republicans want to cut 
$270 billion over 7 years. Democrats say 
somewhere between $90 and $120 billion 
will be enough. The Republicans argue 
do they want to take the difference and 
give it to a tax cut? 

Mr. Speaker, people have genuine 
questions, yet on something like this 
there ought to be more than 1 day of 
hearings, on programs such as Medi- 
care and Medicaid, that affect 70 mil- 
lion Americans. Almost 700,000 West 
Virginians alone will have their health 
care somehow brought into question, 
whether senior citizens or Medicaid re- 
cipients. They deserve more than 
health stealth. 

This is a B-2 bomber. I know why 
they like it on the other side. They 
like it because it is flying low on the 
radar screen with no details out there. 
They plopped the plan out on the table 
yesterday and they will mark it up 
today with no hearings on Medicaid, a 
program that affects 400,000 West Vir- 
ginians. They want to do the same on 
Medicare with 300,000 West Virginians 
affected. 

Mr. Speaker, surely the single great- 
est changes in America’s health care 
plans deserve more than 1 day of hear- 
ings. 


REPEAL OF GOVERNMENT SUGAR 
PROGRAM 


(Mr. DAVIS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to discuss the repeal of the Govern- 
ment sugar program. There is no plau- 
sible reason why our Government is in- 
volved with setting and controlling the 
price of sugar. It is Big Government at 
its worst. It is a sweet deal for a 
wealthy few. It promotes the destruc- 
tion of one of our prized environmental 
landmarks—the Florida Everglades. 

Because of this program, every citi- 
zen pays a hidden tax that takes 
money out of the pockets of American 
consumers to the tune of more than 
$1.4 billion every year in higher food 
prices, according to GAO. This hidden 
tax has cost Americans more than $10 
billion over the last decade. In addi- 
tion, the consumer interest group Pub- 
lic Voice has recently estimated that 
the sugar program has cost the Federal 
Government $110 million annually be- 
cause of higher purchase prices for 
sugar and sugar containing products 
used in domestic feeding and food pro- 
grams. This is money that my con- 
stituents could be saving, investing, or 
using to buy needed items for their 
families and children. But because of 
this program, they must pay higher 
prices оп everything containing 
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sugar—all because of the Federal Gov- 
ernment interfering in the market- 
place. 

This fall the House will be debating a 
new farm bill. We will also be debating 
the budget reconciliation bill that will 
balance the Federal budget in 7 years, 
which will force substantial cuts in 
farm commodity programs such as 
wheat, dairy, corn, cotton, and rice. 
While these programs have faced cuts 
on average of 40 percent since 1985, 
sugar has not been cut one iota. This is 
simply unacceptable. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote for repeal of this program. 


THE CONTRACT WITH AMERICA: 
WHAT IT MEANS FOR MEDICARE 


(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
material.) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
three things will happen if the Repub- 
licans get their way with Medicare. No. 
1, senior citizens will pay more in pre- 
miums. Hold on to your wallet, because 
House Republicans under NEWT GING- 
RICH have proposed a 100-percent in- 
crease in the monthly Medicare pre- 
mium, That is right, a 100-percent in- 
crease, the largest premium increase in 
Medicare history. 

The second thing that will happen is 
senior citizens will find it harder to 
choose their own doctor. Senate Repub- 
licans would try to push people into 
managed care, taking away their right 
to physician choice. 

The third thing that will happen, Mr. 
Speaker, if Republicans get their way 
with Medicare, is that the American 
middle class will subsidize a huge tax 
break for the richest Americans. 

We are starting to see the main effect 
of the Contract With America, a shift 
of money from the middle class to the 
rich. The Gingrich gravy train means 
at least $245 billion in tax breaks for 
the wealthiest Americans. And guess 
who pays the bill? 

Mr. Speaker, Gingrich Republicans 
want to give the American people the 
largest Medicare cut in American his- 
tory. It is simply not right. 


WASHINGTON POST SUPPORTS 
REPUBLICANS ON MEDICARE 


(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I do not nor- 
mally go around quoting the Washing- 
ton Post, because normally it does not 
agree with the way I see things, being 
a liberal paper of record. But look what 
they have said just 2 days ago about 
exactly what my friend from Ohio, 
prior speaker, was just talking about. 
It is called medagogues. 
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Newt Gingrich and Bob Dole accused the 
Democrats and their allies yesterday of con- 
ducting a campaign based on distortion and 
fear. They are right. That is precisely what 
the Democrats are doing. It is pretty much 
all they are doing, and it is crummy stuff. 

Crummy stuff. Those are tough 
words. 

It is crummy stuff. They are abso- 
lutely right. And that is exactly what 
we hear day after day after day from 
the other side of the aisle. 

The fact is, we are trying to simplify. 
We are preserving, saving, and improv- 
ing Medicare and, again, that is ex- 
actly what they say. 

The Republicans have a plan. It is credible. 
It is gutsy, it is inventive, it addresses a gen- 
uine problem that is only going to get worse. 
What the Democrats have instead is a lot of 
expostulation, TV ads, and scare talk. It is 
demagoguery big time. 

———— 


KEEP GOVERNMENT RUNNING 


(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, Speaker 
GINGRICH says we do not want to shut 
down the Federal Government. The 
majority leader says we do not want to 
shut down the Federal Government. 
President Clinton says we do not want 
to shut down the Federal Government. 

Mr. Speaker, I offered an amendment 
in the Treasury-Postal bill last 
Wednesday which said we will continue 
the operations of Government because 
nobody wants to shut it down. They 
may want to reduce this program or 
cut out this program, but they want 
the Government to continue to serve 
Americans. 

Why then, on almost a party line 
vote, when we have bipartisan support, 
the gentleman from Virginia (Мг. 
Davis], the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. WOLF], the gentleman from Mary- 
land [Mr. WYNN], the gentlewoman 
from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA], and 
others of us on both sides of the aisle, 
say nobody intends to shut down the 
Federal Government. 

Why then do we not pass just a sim- 
ple little bill that says we are not 
going to put this into politics. We will 
not play with people's lives, their abil- 
ity to fund their mortgages, their food 
payments, their college tuition loans? 
Let us act responsibly. Let us keep our 
Government running. Let us pass the 
continuing resolution now. 


PRESERVING MEDICARE 


(Mr. DICKEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Speaker, last April 
the Medicare trustees reported that if 
nothing was done to Medicare, that it 
would go bankrupt. What we have is a 
proposition that we are making to try 
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to preserve Medicare. The opposition 
comes and says, no that is terrible, and 
presents all these scare tactics. 

But I think we are in a step process. 
What I believe is that we do have the 
knowledge on the side of those people 
who are opposing these modifications, 
we do have that knowledge that comes 
from having control of the Medicare 
Program for 30 or 40 years. 

These people know where we can 
make modifications, slow down the in- 
creases, and save Medicare. What we 
are probably doing right now is trying 
to get their attention. They are prob- 
ably saying, We do not believe they 
are going to do it. But if they do it, we 
can go in there and help.” 

I ask those people who are opposed to 
those changes we are trying to make to 
help us with specific information that 
you all have so that we can help the 
American people and save Medicare. 
That is what we are trying to do. 


MORE TIME NEEDED FOR 
MEDICARE HEARINGS 


(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, it is 
September 20 and another day has 
passed, and not one Republican has 
been willing to come to the floor of 
this House and level with the American 
people by spelling out the details of 
how far they plan to reach into the 
pockets of American seniors and cut 
Medicare. I have come to the conclu- 
sion it is because most of them do not 
have the slightest idea. They just know 
they are on a mission for NEWT to cut 
$270 billion out of Medicare, and they 
do not want the details to get in the 
way. 

Mr. Speaker, we are told that this 
afternoon they are going to finally 
spell out some of the details at some 
staff briefing, and then they will have 
a 1-day stacked hearing on it tomor- 
row, all that the American people will 
get to see in hearings on this plan. 

They spent 28 days on Whitewater. 
Why just have 1 day, unless it is to 
whitewash this bad Republican cut in 
Medicare? 

Mr. Speaker, I think as long as the 
Republicans are unwilling to have a 
genuine bipartisan discussion in hear- 
ings, as we have proposed with ex- 
tended hearings, there is no reason for 
this House to meet. It ought to adjourn 
until the Republicans begin a real bi- 
partisan discussion of how to reform 
Medicare. 
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COMMISSION TO INVESTIGATE 
GAMBLING IN AMERICA 


(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
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minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks and include extraneous mate- 
rial.) 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I have a bill 
in now on which we have 53 cosponsors, 
bipartisan, which would set up a na- 
tional commission to study the impact 
of gambling on the country. 

Gambling is beginning to corrupt 
this country. It is spreading from two 
States 20 years ago to 48 States, and it 
is destroying the American family. 
Also the gambling interests are now 
hiring prominent political people of 
both parties to represent their inter- 
ests. 

We now have 53 cosponsors on this 
bill. The gentleman from Illinois, 
HENRY HYDE, has promised us hearings 
next week. I would ask and urge all 
Members of the Congress, Republican, 
Democrat, liberal, and conservative, to 
cosponsor this bill, so we can pass a 
bill that studies the impact of gam- 
bling, so when local boards of super- 
visors look, they know what the im- 
pact will be. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
commend my colleague for raising this 
issue, and I want to ask him to put me 
on this resolution. I think this is far 
overdue, 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I will put 
the gentleman on, and urge all other 
Members to sign on. 


MOTION TO ADJOURN 


Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, since we 
are not able to bring up the resolution 
with respect to hearings on Medicare, 
and we have no other choice on this 
side, I offer a privileged motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG). The Clerk will report 
the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. BONIOR moves that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi- 
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant of Arms will notify ab- 
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 167, nays 
237, not voting 30, as follows: 


Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bishop 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant (TX) 
Cardin 
Clay 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Castello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 

de Ја Garza 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 


Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford 

Frank (MA) 


Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barr 


Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 


Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 

Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brownback 
Bryant (TN) 


[Roll No. 672) 


YEAS—167 


Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 


Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Е, В. 
Johnston 


Mineta 


Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 


Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 


Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Flanagan 
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Oberstar 
Obey 

Olver 

Ortiz 

Orton 

Pallone 
Pastor 

Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 


Waters 


Gilchrest 


Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hobson 
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Hoekstra McInnis Schiff 
Hoke McIntosh Seastrand 
Horn McKeon Sensenbrenner 
Hostettler Menendez Shadegg 
Houghton Metcalf Shaw 
Hunter Meyers Shays 
Hutchinson Mica Shuster 
Hyde Miller (FL) Skeen 
Inglis Molinari Smith (MI) 
Istook Montgomery Smith (NJ) 
Jacobs Moorhead Smith (TX) 
Johnson (CT) Morella Solomon 
Johnson, Sam Myers Souder 
Jones Myrick Spence 
Kasich Nethercutt Stearns 
Kelly Neumann Stockman 
Kim Norwood Stump 
King Nussle Talent 
Kingston Packard Tanner 
Kleczka Parker Tate 
Klug Paxon Tauzin 
Knollenberg Petri Taylor (MS) 
Kolbe Pombo Taylor (NC) 
LaHood Portman Thomas 
Largent Pryce Thornberry 
Latham Quillen Tiahrt 
LaTourette Quinn Torkildsen 
Laughlin Radanovich Torricelli 
Lazio Rahall Traficant 
Leach Ramstad Upton 
Lewis (CA) Regula Vucanovich 
Lewis (KY) Riggs Walker 
Lightfoot Roberts Walsh 
Lincoln Roemer Wamp 
Linder Rogers Watts (OK) 
Livingston Rohrabacher Weldon (FL) 
LoBiondo Ros-Lehtinen Weldon (PA) 
Longley Roth Weller 
Lucas Roukema White 
Manzullo Royce Whitfield 
Martini Salmon Wicker 
McCollum Sanford Wolf 
MoCrery Saxton Young (FL) 
McDade Scarborough Zeliff 
McHugh Schaefer Zimmer 
NOT VOTING—30 
Callahan Kennedy (MA) Porter 
Chapman Martinez Reynolds 
Clayton Meek Sisisky 
Collins (IL) Mfume Smith (WA) 
DeFazio Moakley Stokes 
Diaz-Balart Moran Thompson 
Dornan Martha Tucker 
Fattah Owens Waldholtz 
Fields (TX) Oxley Williams 
Jefferson Payne (NJ) Young (AK) 
О 1108 


Messrs. FLANAGAN, MILLER of 
Florida, and STOCKMAN changed their 
vote from “yea” to “пау.” 

Mr. NEY and Мг. HILLEARY 
changed their vote from “пау” to 
“yea.” 

So the motion was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, dur- 
ing rolicall vote No. 672 on the motion to ad- 
journ, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been 
present | would have voted “yea.” 


REQUEST FOR PERMISSION FOR 
SUNDRY COMMITTEES AND SUB- 
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY 
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE 


Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the following com- 
mittees and their subcommittees be 
permitted to sit today while the House 
is meeting in the Committee of the 
Whole House under the 5-minute rule. 


25830 


The Committee on Agriculture, the 
Committee on Commerce, the Commit- 
tee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight, the Committee on International 
Relations, the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, the Committee on National Se- 
curity, the Committee on Resources, 
the Committee on Science, and the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, I might note that all of 
these committees are sitting. We would 
like to actually have them sitting a lit- 
tle more and holding hearings on Medi- 
care and Medicaid rather than the one 
hearing on Medicare they will be get- 
ting and the no hearings on Medicaid. 
Apparently, they are not going to sit. 
We are not going to delay that process, 
but everyone should know the train is 
rolling here. We think it is a sad day 
when you cannot have hearings on 
health matters that affect 70 million 
Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva- 
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, and I may ob- 
ject, I think it is a legislative sin and 
a shame that you have been in control 
of this House for 10 months, you have 
been promising a Medicare bill for 10 
months, and today nobody has seen a 
copy of that bill. That is the most com- 
plicated piece of legislation that this 
Congress will take up this year. 

You are trying to sneak it past us, 
very cleverly, very stealthily, without 
any hearings. No one will understand 
it. No one will understand it. 

Look at me now, how can you do 
such a thing and then come here and 
ask unanimous consent that people can 
work while other things are going on? 
That is the most ridiculous argument I 
have ever heard. 

The silence, the silence of the Repub- 
lican side is typical of the silence that 
they have had all along on this Medi- 
care proposal. They are going to take 
$270 billion out of the pockets of Medi- 
care people and put it into the hands of 
the very rich constituents. You know 
that is what you are doing, and you 
will not give us any hearings, 1 day, 
and we do not even have a bill to have 
a hearing on. What a joke. What a joke. 

We are going to have a Medicare 
hearing on Thursday, and we do not 
even have a bill. Shame. 

Mr. Speaker, I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec- 
tion is heard. The Chair will state that 
it requires 10 Members to object. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Will the gentleman 
from Texas tell us where the bill is? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman is out of order. 

(Messrs. WISE, WAXMAN, GIBBONS, 
FAZIO of California, FROST, LEVIN, 
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BONIOR, HEFNER, OBEY, and SABO 
also objected.) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. A suffi- 
cient number has objected. > 
Objection is heard. 


MOTION FOR PERMISSION FOR 
ALL COMMITTEES AND SUB- 
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY AND 
THE REMAINDER OF THE WEEK 
DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE 


Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
privileged motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Pursuant to clause 2(I) of rule XI, Mr. 
ARMEY moves that all committees and sub- 
committees of the House be permitted to sit 
today and for the remainder of the week 
while the House is meeting in the Committee 
of the Whole House under the 5-minute rule. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, parliamen- 
tary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] is rec- 
ognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, parliamen- 
tary inquiry. 

Mr. ARMEY. I am sorry. It has been 
necessary 

Mr. WISE. Parliamentary inquiry, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from West Virginia will state 
his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
yield for that purpose. 

Mr. WISE. For a parliamentary in- 
quiry? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman does not yield. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, parliamen- 
tary inquiry. The Chair makes that de- 
cision. Parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Let us 
have order. 

Mr. WISE. The gentleman does not 
yield for a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. GIBBONS. In other words, we 
have been gagged, we have been 
stonewalled, and now we are being 
gagged. Is that it? Is that it, I ask the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY], 
stonewalling us? You have been 
stonewalling us for 10 months. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I believe I 
control the time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair is ready to rule. The parliamen- 
tary inquiry was sought before the 
time was given to the majority leader. 

Mr. WISE. I thank the Chair. Par- 
liamentary inquiry, is the Chair or is 
the gentleman going to, or does this 
side receive the customary 30 minutes 
in debate on this matter? 

Mr. LINDER. That is not a par- 
liamentary inquiry. Furthermore, the 
gentleman from Texas did not yield for 
that. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
up to the majority leader. 
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Does the majority leader yield? 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I do appre- 
ciate the inquiry made by the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia, and for 
whatever time I speak on my privileged 
motion, I will see to it that the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia is given 
twice as much time as I take. 

Mr. Speaker, am I recognized to 
speak on my motion? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas [Мг. ARMEY] is rec- 
ognized for 1 hour. 
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Мг. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me again reiterate 
the fact that whatever time I spend 
speaking on this motion I will grant to 
the gentleman from West Virginia 
twice as much time as I take. This is 
an important motion. I am sorry it has 
become necessary to do so. We do want 
to, at least when we are operating 
within the Chamber, do so in an or- 
derly fashion while we allow the re- 
mainder of work of Congress to go for- 
ward. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time with the reservation that the 
timekeeper report to me such time as I 
used to this point, and I will yield that 
amount of time to the gentleman from 
West Virginia (Мг. WISE] for purposes 
of debate only. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DICKEY). The gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEY] consumed 30 seconds. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, for pur- 
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute 
to the gentleman from West Virginia 
(Mr. WISE]. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, what is at 
issue here and what the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] has raised 
is the fact that we are just going to ap- 
prove a number of committees sitting. 
Now they are sitting on some impor- 
tant matters, some not as important. 
None of them is as important as health 
care that affects 70 million Americans. 
Thirty-seven million Americans af- 
fected by Medicare, that receives one 
hearing on Thursday, Medicaid, which 
is being marked up, as I understand, 
today by the Committee on Commerce; 
the bill dropped on the floor yesterday 
affects roughly 31 to 32 million Ameri- 
cans. 

Mr. Speaker, clearly it is outrageous 
that we can have 6 days of hearings on 
the National Highway System that we 
will take up in a minute, we can only 
have 1 day of hearings on Medicare, 
and none on Medicaid, and both make 
the National Highway System, as im- 
portant as I think it is, pale by signifi- 
cance in dollars and in impact. 

So, I would just urge Members to re- 
flect on this and urge that we go ahead 
with the Dingell resolution, which will 
provide 4 weeks of hearings. I think, if 
we are going to change the health pro- 
grams that affect the largest number of 
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Americans, have been in place for 30 
years, we should get more than 1 day of 
hearings. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. WISE] has expired. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and,I 
move the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or- 
dered on the motion. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
АНМЕҮ]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, on that, I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 243, nays 
175, not voting 16, as follows: 


{Roll No. 673) 
YEAS—243 

Allard Doolittle Inglis 
Archer Dornan Istook 
Armey Dreier Jacobs 
Bachus Duncan Johnson (CT) 
Baker (CA) Dunn Johnson, Sam 
Baker (LA) Ehlers Jones 
Ballenger Ehrlich Kasich 
Barr Emerson Kelly 
Barrett (NE) English Kim 
Bartlett Ensign King 
Barton Everett Kingston 
Bass Ewing Klug 
Bateman Fawell Knollenberg 
Bereuter Planagan Kolbe 
Bilbray Foley LaHood 
Bilirakis Forbes Largent 
Bliley Fowler Latham 
Blute Fox LaTourette 
Boehlert Franks (CT) Laughlin 
Boehner Pranks (NJ) Lazio 
Bonilla Frelinghuysen Leach 
Bono Егіза Lewis (CA) 
Brownback Funderburk Lewis (KY) 
Bryant (TN) Gallegly Lightfoot 
Bunn Ganske Linder 
Bunning Gekas Livingston 
Burr Gilchrest LoBiondo 
Burton Gillmor Longley 
Buyer Gilman Lucas 
Callahan Goodlatte Manzullo 
Calvert Goodling 
Camp Gordon McCollum 
Canady Goss McCrery 
Castle Graham McDade 
Chabot Greenwood McHugh 
Chambliss Gunderson McInnis 
Chenoweth Gutknecht McIntosh 
Christensen Hall (TX) McKeon 
Chrysler Hamilton Metcalf 
Clinger Hancock Meyers 
Coble Hansen Mica 
Coburn Hastert Miller (FL) 
Collins (GA) Hastings (WA) Molinari 
Combest Hayworth Montgomery 
Cooley Hefley Moorhead 
Cox Heineman Morella 
Crane Herger Myers 
Crapo Hilleary Myrick 
Cremeans Hobson Nethercutt 
Cubin Hoekstra Neumann 
Cunningham Hoke Ney 
Davis Horn Norwood 
Deal Hostettler Nussle 
DeLay Houghton Oxley 
Diaz-Balart Hunter Packard 
Dickey Hutchinson Parker 
Dooley Hyde Paxon 
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Petri 
Pombo 


Ackerman 


Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Foglietta 
Ford 

Frank (MA) 
Frost 

Furse 


Chapman 
Clayton 
Clement 
Fields (TX) 
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Messrs. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, 
SPRATT, and CONYERS changed their 
vote from “уеа” to “пау.” 

So the motion was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM 
DESIGNATION ACT OF 1995 


Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 224 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Н. RES. 224 


Resolved, That at any time after the adop- 
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur- 
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2274) to amend 
title 23, United States Code, to designate the 
National Highway System, and for other pur- 
poses. The first reading of the bill shall be 
dispensed with. Points of order against con- 
sideration of the bill for failure to comply 
with section 302(f) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 are waived. General de- 
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor- 
ity member of the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. After general de- 
bate the bill shall be considered for amend- 
ment under the five-minute rule. In lieu of 
the amendment recommended by the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
now printed in the bill, it shall be in order to 
consider as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment under the five-minute rule an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
consisting of the text of H.R. 2349. That 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
shall be considered by title rather than by 
section. The first two sections and each title 
shall be considered as read. Points of order 
against that amendment in the nature of a 
substitute for failure to comply with clause 
1(q)(10) of rule X, clause 5(a) of rule XXI, or 
section 302(f) of the congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 are waived. Before consideration 
of any other amendment it shall be in order 
to consider the amendment printed in the re- 
port of the Committee on Rules accompany- 
ing this resolution, if offered by Representa- 
tive Shuster of Pennsylvania or his designee. 
That amendment shall be considered as read, 
may amend portions of the bill not yet read 
for amendment, shall be debatable for ten 
minutes equally divided and controlled by 
the proponent and an opponent, shall not be 
subject to amendment, and shall not be sub- 
ject to a demand for division of the question 
in the House or in the Committee of the 
Whole. All points of order against that 
amendment are waived. After disposition of 
that amendment, the provisions of the bill as 
then perfected shall be considered as original 
text. During further consideration of the bill 
for amendment, the Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of the whole may accord priority in 
recognition on the basis of whether the 
Member offering an amendment has caused 
it to be printed in the portion of the Con- 
gressional Record designated for that pur- 
pose in clause 6 of rule XIII. Amendments 
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so printed shall be considered as read. At the 
conclusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and ге- 
port the bill to the House with such amend- 
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem- 
ber may demand a separate vote in the 
House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
made in order as original text. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in- 
structions. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. FROST], pending which 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. During consideration of this 
resolution, all time yielded is for the 
purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 224 is 
an open rule providing for the consider- 
ation of H.R. 2274, the National High- 
way System Designation Act of 1995. 
The rule provides 1 hour of general de- 
bate divided equally between the chair- 
man and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure. 

The rule makes in order an amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute as 
an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment consisting of the text of 
Н.В. 2349. The substitute shall be con- 
sidered by title rather than by section, 
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and the first two sections and each 
title shall be considered as read. 

The rule waives section 302(f) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, pro- 
hibiting consideration of legislation 
providing new budget authority in ex- 
cess of a committee’s allocation, 
against consideration of the bill and 
against the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute. 

Also, the rule waives clause 5(a) of 
rule XXI, prohibiting appropriations in 
a legislative bill, and clause 1(q)(10) of 
rule X, prohibiting inclusion in a gen- 
eral roads bill of provisions addressing 
specific roads, against the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute. 

The rule further provides for the con- 
sideration of the manager’s amend- 
ment printed in the Rules Committee 
report. The amendment is considered 
as read, and is debatable for 10 minutes 
equally divided between the proponent 
and an opponent. All points of order 
against the amendment are waived. If 
adopted, the amendment is considered 
as part of the base text for the purpose 
of further amendment. 

The rule authorizes the Chair to ac- 
cord priority in recognition to Mem- 
bers who have preprinted their amend- 
ments in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
Finally, the rule provides one motion 
to recommit, with or without instruc- 
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, as a freshman Member 
of Congress back in 1963, I proudly 
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served on the Public Works Commit- 
tee. I developed a high respect for the 
difficult and important work done by 
the committee. They did a great job 
back then, and that hasn’t changed. 
Chairman BUD SHUSTER and the other 
members of the committee have done 
an outstanding job in putting together 
this important bill. Ав always, the 
committee worked with a bipartisan 
spirit and I strongly support this legis- 
lation. 

The establishment of the National 
Highway System is essential to ensure 
the necessary infrastructure to carry 
people and goods safely and efficiently 
across the country will into the 2186 
century. 

I understand that an agreement was 
made to allow a vote on taking the 
trust funds off budget at a later time. 
I personally support taking the various 
transportation trust funds off budget, 
but I don’t want to see this legislation 
stalled because of those provisions, and 
I look forward to voting on this issue 
sometime in the near future. 

There are some concerns over certain 
provisions of this bill, such as repeal- 
ing the maximum speed limit and hel- 
met penalties. This open rule will 
allow all Members to fully participate 
in the amendment process, and I urge 
its adoption. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert extraneous ma- 
terials into the RECORD as follows: 
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Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 
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Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
House Resolution 224 and in support of 
H.R. 2274. This is urgent legislation and 
I urge its quick passage in order to pro- 
tect the funds for the Nation's highway 
system. The Transportation Commit- 
tee is to be commended for bringing 
forward a bipartisan bill which is truly 
in the Nation’s interest. While there 
are several issues which are controver- 
sial, most notably the repeal of the 
Federal speed limit and the motorcycle 
helmet requirement, this open rule will 
allow the House to fully debate these 
and other issues. 

However, in spite of my support for 
this rule, it is my intention to call for 
а no vote on the previous question for 
this resolution. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow 
the Committee on Ways and Means is 
holding its only day of hearings on pro- 
posals to cut Medicare by $270 billion. 
In spite of the fact that my Democratic 
colleagues on Ways and Means have ob- 
jected in the strongest possible terms 
to giving these enormous changes such 
short shift, the Republican majority 
has not seen fit to give the public the 
opportunity to fully digest and com- 
ment on their proposal. And, I might 
add, no one has actually seen any text 
and clairvoyance is required to com- 
ment on the specifics of the Republican 
proposal. For that reason, Mr. Speaker, 
I will call for a no vote on the previous 
question in order to allow an amend- 
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ment to the rule to permit the consid- 
eration of House Resolution 221, a reso- 
lution sponsored by 201 Members call- 
ing for additional hearings on Medicare 
legislation. 

As I stated at the outset, I support 
the open rule providing for the consid- 
eration of H.R. 2274. Mr. Speaker, I es- 
pecially want to thank the Transpor- 
tation Committee for their designation 
of Interstate 35 as a congressional high 
priority highway. This road, which 
runs through the middle of my congres- 
sional district, stretches from Laredo, 
TX at the Mexican border, to Duluth, 
MN, at the Canadian border. It also 
connects by a trunk road with the 
transportation facilities in Kansas 
City, MO. I-35 is a vital transportation 
link between the three NAFTA part- 
ner-nations and has rightfully been 
called a river of trade. 

Because of the lack of adequate rail 
systems in Mexico, highways are truly 
а vital link for that Nation’s trade to 
the north. In fact, approximately 74 
percent of Mexico’s trade with the 
United States travels on our highways 
and more than half of that amount 
crosses the border at Laredo. 

Interstate 35 benefits every State and 
every community along its 1,500 mile 
route because trade is truly a two-way 
street. United States and Mexican offi- 
cials are predicting a doubling of trade 
between now and the year 2000 and an- 
other doubling by 2010. Texas com- 
merce with Mexico accounted for $20.3 
billion in exports in 1992, and Oklaho- 
ma’s exports to Mexico in 1993 totaled 
$158 million up 226 percent from 1989 
levels. Running through the Nation’s 
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midsection, I-35 links the entire United 
States with Canadian and Mexican 
markets through rail, air and truck 
links. 

It is the hope of the multistate I-35 
Corridor Coalition that the designation 
of I-35 as a high priority corridor is 
just a first step toward the eventual 
designation of this vital transportation 
link as the International NAFTA Su- 
perhighway. With increased trade will 
come increased traffic and a need for 
enhanced safety mechanisms as well as 
construction and maintenance of the 
roadway. I-35 is currently the only 
fully constructed north-south Inter- 
state link between Mexico and Canada 
and its high priority designation will 
enhance efforts to improve the road to 
accommodate the increase in commer- 
cial traffic that has begun and prom- 
ises only to grow. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to 
take the opportunity to salute my 
friend and colleague, NORM MINETA. His 
service to the Congress and particu- 
larly to the transportation needs of 
this great Nation has been a model of 
dedication and high-mindedness. He 
has been both a champion of noble 
causes and a workhorse in the day-to- 
day business of the House. Our country 
and this Congress are far better be- 
cause of him and he will be missed. I 
salute you NORM and wish you well as 
you take leave of us. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DICKEY). The Chair joins in recognition 
of the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MINETA]. 
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Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
[Ms. PRYCE], a very valuable member of 
the Committee on Rules. 

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of this open rule for H.R. 2274, the Na- 
tional Highway Designation System 
Act of 1995. As a member of the Com- 
mittee on Rules, I am very pleased we 
are bringing to the floor today yet an- 
other open rule, one which will permit 
the House to have a thorough and com- 
plete debate on this very important, 
timely legislation. This resolution hon- 
ors our commitment to an open amend- 
ment process, and by including a 
preprinting option, the committee con- 
tinues to encourage Members to make 
their amendments available for their 
colleagues to review before debate be- 
gins on the House floor. 

While the focus of this legislation is 
to designate the National Highway 
System, it also takes a much-needed 
step to provide immediate relief from a 
number of costly Federal mandates or 
requirements put in place by ISTEA in 
1991. I would like to express my thanks 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania, 
Chairman SHUSTER, and to other mem- 
bers of the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure, especially 
my colleague from Mississippi, Mr. 
PARKER, for a thoughtful reconsider- 
ation of and for working to include in 
this bill a provision to repeal the so- 
called crumb rubber mandate. 

Well intended, and enacted as an in- 
centive to encourage the use of recy- 
cled paving material, the crumb rubber 
mandate also carried with it a heavy 
penalty for noncompliance. But the 
universal application of crumb rubber 
has, at its best, met with mixed re- 
sults. For example, what works in 
warmer climates does not necessarily 
work in cold. Therefore, many State 
transportation departments, including 
the Ohio Department of Transpor- 
tation, have voiced their strong con- 
cerns about this example of overreach 
by the Federal Government. 

In Ohio alone, this mandate costs $50 
million each year, money that could be 
used to repave nearly 700 miles of high- 
ways, or rehabilitate 137 bridges. Re- 
pealing this mandate simply reaffirms 
that States indeed know how best to 
build highways in their locales, and it 
is a very positive step toward allowing 
the States more freedom and flexibility 
to make important highway construc- 
tion decisions. 

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure has 
reported a very responsible bill, which 
must be completed before the end of 
the month in order for valuable high- 
way funds to continue flowing to the 
States. The rule before us will set the 
stage for this kind of deliberation that 
is needed in this body, and I urge my 
colleagues to support this fair and open 
rule. 
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Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. DINGELL]. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, the 
House is embarking on I think a very 
bad precedent and a very dangerous 
course. Many of my colleagues wonder 
why the motion to adjourn today? The 
answer is very simple: First of all, the 
rights of the Members of the institu- 
tion are being severely impinged upon. 
The House is being called upon in just 
a few days to consider legislation on 
which there have been very little in the 
way of hearings; indeed, in our com- 
mittee, no hearings on either the Medi- 
care or Medicaid proposals, and in the 
Committee on Ways and Means, a simi- 
lar situation. Members are not going to 
know what the questions are associ- 
ated with regard to the legislation. 

The bill, which was submitted to our 
committee and which is being written 
in our committee as we speak here at 
this moment, was submitted to the 
Congress Monday night; that is, Sep- 
tember 18, at 9 p.m. The markup on 
this in our committee commences 
today. This is on proposal which was 
already changed since it was sent up. 
The staff on the Committee on Com- 
merce spent all night Monday night 
and all night last night on the minor- 
ity side looking to try to understand 
what is in this piece of legislation. 

A similar situation impends with re- 
gard to the Medicare proposal. These 
proposals have been part of the Repub- 
lican Contract on America since last 
summer when my Republican col- 
leagues marched to the front of the 
Capitol to join in a big signing cere- 
mony. They knew what was going to be 
in it, but they have not shared it with 
the American people. 

Now, the question is, why is this 
great haste before us? Why are we 
being compelled to consider legislation 
which has not yet been made available 
to the Congress, on which no American 
citizen has either understanding or ap- 
preciation of all of the enormous sub- 
tleties? 

These are pieces of legislation which 
will run to scores, if not hundreds, of 
pages. These are pieces of legislation 
which are going to affect every citizen 
in this country, which are going to 
have significant impact on the poor, 
the young, the old. Indeed, they are 
going to lend credit to the claims that 
the Republicans are giving new mean- 
ing to the words women and children 
first,” and that it is the women and 
children, and the old and the poor and 
the weak who are going to be most af- 
flicted by these changes. 

Now, I would say on the basis of some 
40 years service in this body, that the 
best legislation is bipartisan legisla- 
tion when it can be gotten. The second 
best legislation is legislation which is 
crafted and contrived in an open fash- 
ion, in which everyone here has an op- 
portunity to ask questions and to un- 
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derstand fully all of the issues that are 
involved and to get the best answers we 
can, so that we craft the best public 
policy. 

Here we have a situation with no 
hearings on either Medicare or Medic- 
aid. There are not cost estimates from 
the Congressional Budget Office. There 
has been no opportunity for interested 
persons to be heard. And this is true 
with regard to either Medicare or Med- 
icaid. 

The bill on which this rule would be 
offered has had 6 days of hearings and 
markup. The bill was started February 
8. Discussion has been going on for 
months. The early drafts were made 
available to the Congress. There has 
been fair discussion. And whether you 
are for or against the bill that this rule 
would make in order, you cannot say 
that the process has not been at least 
basically fair and open. 

No such claim can be made with re- 
gard to Medicare and Medicaid. The 
matter has been conducted in such a 
haphazard, sloppy and concealed way, 
that no person can really tell you what 
is in the bill or what the impact of it 
is going to be. 

We sought responses from Governors 
of a number of States, interestingly 
enough, all but one Republicans, and 
we got an answer from no one except 
from the one Democratic Governor, in 
which on Medicaid it was said the re- 
sult would be devastation of the Medic- 
aid program for the State of Florida. 

These are not issues which are small. 
Even President Reagan talked about 
the safety net. And in his discussion of 
the safety net, he said it is going to 
take care of those who are most poor, 
least able to address change, and least 
able to sustain hurt, and those who 
have the least resources with which to 
address the costs and the stresses of 
life, particularly from the standpoint 
of health and things of that kind. 

This legislation, with regard to Med- 
icaid, which is not being marked up in 
our committee, is not a safety net any- 
more. It is simply a big concrete floor 
on which the poorest and the least 
well-to-do in our country are going to 
come smash. No hearings, no oppor- 
tunity to be heard, and, indeed, a ter- 
rible result. 

Reject this rule. Let us have an open 
rule, so that we can bring this legisla- 
tion to the floor after an appropriate 
period of hearing and after the rule has 
been amended to enable this side to get 
full hearings on the matter. 
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Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I thought we were discussing the 
highway bill and not Medicare, and I 
think in the future, we should confine 
our remarks to the rule before us. I dis- 
like making a point of order, and I will 
not do it at this time, but I would hope 
that we confine our remarks to the bill 
before us. 
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Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Мг. 
SHUSTER], the distinguished chairman 
of the committee. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. I thank the gentlewoman for let- 
ting me go essentially out of order so 
we can get all the things done we need 
to do. 

Mr. Speaker, this is historic and ur- 
gent legislation, and I commend the 
Committee on Rules and the leadership 
for bringing this open rule to the floor. 

We must pass this legislation quickly 
so that we free up nearly $6 billion of 
funds, critical highway funds that will 
go to our States. 

As a show of good faith and a strong 
commitment to getting this bill out 
quickly, I have agreed to drop two im- 
portant provisions. First, I have agreed 
to drop the provision in the bill which 
passed overwhelmingly in the commit- 
tee, indeed, I believe unanimously, to 
take the transportation trust funds out 
of the general fund budget. I did this 
because I received a commitment from 
the leadership that we will, indeed, 
have a vote on this issue later this year 
after the appropriations and the rec- 
onciliation process. 

It is important to emphasize that 
there are 222 Members of this body who 
are cosponsors of the legislation to re- 
move the transportation trust funds off 
budget, a majority; many others have 
committed to vote for it who are not 
cosponsors. Indeed, a majority of the 
Republicans of the House are cospon- 
sors; nearly a majority of the Demo- 
crats of the house are cosponsors; a 
majority of the Republican freshman 
class are cosponsors. That issue has 
strong bipartisan support. But I have 
agreed to drop it in the interests of 
moving the national highway system 
bill quickly. 

Secondly, I have agreed to drop the 
trigger provision which will move up 
the reauthorization of ISTEA from 1997 
to 1996. I still believe there are solid 
policy reasons for doing this. However, 
because we want to bring bipartisan 
legislation to the floor and some of my 
Democratic colleagues on the commit- 
tee have problems with this, again, in 
the interests of bipartisanship and 
good faith, I have agreed to drop this 
provision in this legislation. We may 
well consider it in another context 
later this year, but we need to pass the 
national highway system bill quickly. 
Also, dropping these two important 
provisions, also, is being done with an 
eye toward demonstrating to the other 
body we want to cooperate with them. 
They have expressed concerns about 
these two provisions as well in this 
particular piece of legislation. So we 
have dropped those controversial provi- 
sions so that we can move quickly and 
get the national highway system final 
approval and get the money released to 
the States so we can build highways, 
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improve productivity for Americans 
and save lives. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6% 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. BONIOR]. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, first of 
all, let me join my friend, the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. FROST], in 
commending the distinguished gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA], 
the ranking member and former chair- 
man of the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure, for out- 
standing service to this Nation on im- 
portant issues related to the commit- 
tee on which he serves and particularly 
the highways of this country, and to 
also commend the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania for his leadership 
throughout the years as well, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Мг. SHU- 
STER], and the Committee on Rules for 
bringing an open rule to the floor of 
the House, which is refreshing to see on 
this floor. 

I wanted to talk about the priorities 
in which we are addressing issues in 
this Congress and, of course, the rule 
debate is on the priorities which we be- 
lieve are important to bring forward to 
the American people. While I think 
this highway bill is, indeed, an impor- 
tant bill, I think it quite frankly this 
month or in the next 2 months, I 
should say, pales in comparison to 
what may in fact happen with respect 
to Medicaid and Medicare, a cut of over 
$450 billion for people who need those 
particular resources in order to survive 
either as senior citizens in this country 
or people who are struggling at the 
lower end of our economic spectrum. I 
would just echo the comments that 
were made by my colleague from 
Michigan, Mr. DINGELL, the ranking 
member of the Committee on Com- 
merce. The gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. DINGELL], I think, correctly point- 
ed out that we have had hearings on 
this highway bill that lasted 6 days. 
They started on February 8. Discus- 
sions have been going on for 7 months. 
We have also seen that we have had 
Ruby Ridge debated in hearings for 2 
weeks, Waco for 2 weeks, we had 28 
days of hearings on Whitewater. 

This bill, the highway bill that we 
are discussing today, 6 days, yet when 
it comes to the biggest bill that will af- 
fect over 70 million people directly and 
probably everyone in the country, cuts 
in Medicare and Medicaid, over $450 bil- 
lion, this Congress is relegated to 1 day 
of hearings, none on Medicaid, 1 on 
Medicare. It is an outrage. It is an ab- 
solute outrage, Mr. Speaker, that that 
is where we are headed in this most im- 
portant debate for Americans. 

Do the American people not deserve 
more than 1 day debate? Do they not 
deserve more than 1 day to talk about 
these ideas? 

For 9 months now we have heard talk 
from this side of the aisle about how 
they plan to save Medicare. But to this 
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day we are still waiting to see what 
their plan is. We are still waiting for 
their details. They have brought a 
highway bill to the floor today, and in 
that highway bill, they have outlined 
where they want to take the country. I 
think they are going to find a lot of 
general agreement with that. 

My friend from Pennsylvania, whom 
I had a kind word about just a second 
ago, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. SHUSTER], came to the floor 10 
minutes ago. He talked about the high- 
way trust fund and the moneys in that 
trust fund being reserved just for high- 
ways—just for highways—so they could 
not be used as a hedge against our ever, 
actually declining now, but at one time 
growing budget deficit. It strikes me as 
rather odd and peculiar that they 
would come to the floor and make that 
argument which, frankly, I do not have 
too much disagreement with, and yet, 
and yet, when it comes to Medicare, 
what they want to do and what they 
have done is they have raided the Medi- 
care trust fund in order to pay for tax 
breaks for the wealthiest people in our 
country and the wealthiest corpora- 
tions in our country. It is hard to un- 
derstand that type of rationale. 

But I guess I could understand it if I 
had a plan, as my colleagues on this 
side of the aisle do, that would double 
the Medicare premiums to about $100 a 
month, that would take away your 
choice of doctor, that would cut your 
benefits to pay for these tax breaks for 
the wealthy; I think I probably would 
want to keep that hidden, as well. 

So you want to talk about the truth? 
Let us talk about the truth here this 
afternoon. I ask my colleagues on this 
side of the aisle, why do not you tell 
people that not a dime of what you are 
asking seniors to pay in Medicare cuts 
will go into the trust fund? We have 
talked about the highway trust fund. 
Not one dime in the cuts in the Medi- 
care portion of the bill that we will 
have shortly—$270 billion—will go into 
the trust fund. It is going to another 
fund to pay for tax breaks for the 
wealthiest few. 

Mr. Speaker, we know that the tax 
cut bill that is being proposed is $245 
billion on this side of the aisle, and we 
also know that $270 billion in Medicare 
cuts, and we all know the people who 
will be hurt most by your cuts are the 
people who need Medicare the most— 
older Americans, who pay into the sys- 
tem all their lives, who live on fixed in- 
comes, and who cannot afford to see 
their Medicare premiums doubled. I 
only hope that you would not come to 
the floor and tell us that you are not 
cutting Medicare. 

Only in Republican Washington can 
you double somebody’s monthly pre- 
mium in this town and then not call it 
а cut. You talk about cuts, talk about 
Medicaid as well, Mr. Speaker. Repub- 
licans have proposed the biggest cuts, 
as I said, in Medicaid in the history of 
this country. 
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You think they realize that if your 
Medicaid cuts go through, tens of mil- 
lions of Americans are going to be de- 
nied long-term care, the nursing home 
care they need to say alive? In this 
country, 60 percent of Medicaid goes 
into nursing home care and if these 
cuts go through, $182 billion worth, in 
my State of Michigan, I am going to 
lose 15,000 people who will not be able 
to have those services next year alone 
and 175,000 over the course of the 7-year 
proposal. 

So, in conclusion, Mr. Speaker, let 
me just end by suggesting to my 
friends that it is simply an outrage 
that we are not allowed to have more 
hearings, as we are in the highway bill, 
on Medicare and Medicaid, 1 day of 
hearings, 1 day of hearings. We on this 
side of the aisle are so determined to 
let the American people speak on this 
that we will have hearings on the lawn 
of the U.S. Capitol over the next sev- 
eral days. We will bring people here so 
they can express themselves and ex- 
press their views on what these propos- 
als will do to them and their families. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Utah 
[Mrs. WALDHOLTZ], a very valuable 
member of the Committee on Rules. 

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of this rule which pro- 
vides for fair debate and consideration 
of the crucial issues affecting our Na- 
tion’s transportation needs. 

Without passage of a bill to designate 
the National Highway System, our 
States stand to lose a significant 
amount of funding desperately needed 
to improve this Nation’s transpor- 
tation infrastructure. My State of 
Utah alone stands to lose up to $78 mil- 
lion of funding per year without pas- 
sage of an NHS bill, money we des- 
perately need to address the impact of 
our robust growth. 

Almost 2,200 miles of highways in 
Utah are proposed under the NHS bill. 
These highways carry more than 50 
percent of the car travel and more than 
80 percent of the truck travel in my 
State. This bill will play a major role 
toward promoting Utah’s economic de- 
velopment and prosperity, reducing 
traffic congestion, improving air qual- 
ity, and maintaining the quality of life 
Utahns have always appreciated. 

In addition, I am pleased with the 
provisions included in this bill that 
would help to mitigate the negative 
impacts imposed under section 1003(c) 
of the 1991 ISTEA bill. Because of the 
difficulty of precisely estimating fu- 
ture ISTEA highway spending, the 
States will be hit with a significant re- 
duction in highway funding for fiscal 
year 1996. This bill takes significant 
steps to help mitigate those impacts, 
helping to ensure that the States have 
funding they need to meet their high- 
way needs for the coming fiscal year. 

I am also pleased with provisions in 
the bill that repeal Federal mandates 
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and penalties, including repeal of the 
national speed limit and the crumb 
rubber mandate. 

I know repeal of these provisions is 
controversial; however, federal man- 
dates such as the national speed limit 
simply do not make sense for sparsely 
populated western States like Utah. 
After discussing appropriate speed lim- 
its with our State director of public 
safety and other law enforcement offi- 
cials, I am confident that the States 
will set speed limits that best meet 
their transportation needs without 
compromising public safety. 

Finally, I would like to commend 
Chairman SHUSTER for his efforts to 
take the Transportation trust funds off 
budget. I believe it is time to release 
these trust funds for their intended 
purpose: rebuilding and expanding our 
badly over-used transportation infra- 
structure. While I am disappointed 
that a provision to take the trust funds 
off budget will not be included in the 
bill we consider on the floor today, I 
am pleased that we will have a chance 
to vote on this important issue later 
this year. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
open rule so that we may honor our 
commitment to designate the National 
Highway System to preserve and im- 
prove our Nation’s transportation in- 
frastructure. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to commend the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA], 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
PETRI], and the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. RAHALL] for this bill. I 
am going to support the rule. 

I have two amendments that are 
being incorporated into the bill. I want 
to discuss them briefly. 

The first one would aid safety rest 
stop areas for a full eligibility for 100 
percent funding under the trust fund. 
In 1987 I was able to pass legislation 
signed into law that made bridge im- 
pact barriers, breakaway utility poles, 
signalization, pavement marking, 
signs, lights, 100 percent funded under 
the trust fund because people in States 
with limited money were fixing pot- 
holes but letting safety, which was our 
big talk, talking the talk, we were not 
walking the walk, in putting up the 
money for it. 
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My first amendment, Мг. Speaker, 
allows 100 percent funding for the safe- 
ty rest-stop areas, and these are simple 
turnoffs, and I have report language 
that is submitted that is saying that 
they would be simple turnoffs, and 
there could be no fuel or food sold 
there because our intent is not to pro- 
vide competition for commercial rest- 
stop areas by the States. That is a good 
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amendment, and I appreciate the lead- 
ers on both sides having included it in 
this bill. 

The second one will study the com- 
pliance of the Buy American Act in the 
procurement by the Federal highway 
funds and trust fund. Now everybody in 
this House strongly supports it. Very 
few people realize the waivers and loop- 
holes that are involved. Japan, as we 
speak, is coming up with a $100 billion 
infrastructure program to move their 
economy, and the last time they did we 
were not allowed to bid on many of 
those projects. I believe we should be 
putting more Americans to work with, 
in fact, infrastructure improvements in 
America, but we should be at least 
looking at the procurement in these 
expenditures of American-made goods 
and products. 

So, Mr. Speaker, the second amend- 
ment says, Look. How is America 
complying with, and the Department of 
Transportation, with Buy American 
laws, and how many waivers and loop- 
holes are created in here, and how 
much purchasing of foreign-made goods 
is going оп?” 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to support 
the bill, and I commend the respective 
leaders on both sides for this bill. 

1 want to commend the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, Mr. SHUSTER, the gentleman 
from California, Мг. МІМЕТА--м/һо is retiring, 
as well as Mr. PETRI and Mr. RAHALL, for their 
work on this bill. 

| want to talk about two amendments | had 
included in the bill during committee markup. 
The first amendment adds the construction of 
safety rest stop areas to the list of safety 
projects eligible for 100-percent Federal fund- 
ing. Currently, the safety rest stop construction 
projects are not explicitly part of the Federal- 
aid program, and are not eligible for 100-per- 
cent Federal funding. 

am not talking about commercial rest 
stops—the ones with Roy Rogers and 
ТСВҮ%. | am talking about the construction of 
simple turn-offs where drivers can safely get 
some rest. | would hope that in the conference 
report, language is added that explicitly de- 
fines the term “safety rest areas" as follows: 

Any project that provides drivers with an 
area where they can pull in and rest to reduce 
fatigue; and/or 

Any project to increase parking at existing 
rest areas where fuel and rooms for lodging 
are not available—in other words: non- 
commercial rest stops. This would ensure that 
States do not build rest facilities that compete 
with commercial truck stops or travel plazas. 

During my 10 years on the committee, | 
have been an outspoken proponent of full 
Federal funding for highway safety projects. In 
1987 | was successful in adding language to 
transportation legislation approved by the 
committee, and later signed into law, that 
made certain highway safety improvement 
projects, such as pavement marking, guard 
rail enhancement and traffic signalization, eli- 
gible for 100-percent Federal funding. My 
amendment would simply add safety rest stop 
areas to this list. 

Numerous studies have shown that the con- 
struction of additional rest stops would signifi- 
cantly reduce driver fatigue—especially among 


September 20, 1995 


truck drivers—thereby reducing the number of 
traffic accidents associated with driver fatigue. 
This amendment will ensure that commercial 
motor vehicle drivers have the opportunity and 
means to obtain the hours of rest required by 
Federal hours of service regulations (49 
C.F.R. 395). 

My amendment would not cost additional 
money—it simply gives States the flexibility 
necessary to use Federal highway money in 
the most effective manner to improve safety 
on their highways. This amendment says: 
“Trust the States to determine what safety 
projects are the most urgently needed, and let 
the States decide whether or not they have a 
shortage of safety rest stops.” 

My second amendment directs the Sec- 
retary of Transportation to study how well the 
States have been complying with the Buy 
American Act in spending Federal highway 
funds. As you know, since coming to Con- 
gress | have championed the buy American 
issue. | believe strongly that, to the greatest 
extent possible, Federal procurement dollars 
should be spent on American-made products. 
Nowhere should this be more true than in the 
Federal highway program. 

Most Members of Congress strongly support 
the Buy American Act. But not many Members 
are aware of the many waivers and loopholes 
in the Act that, all too often, result in the pur- 
chase of foreign-made products with U.S. tax 
dollars. The intent of my amendment is to as- 
certain what percentage of the tens of billions 
of Federal dollars that have been spent 
through ISTEA by the States have been spent 
on goods made in this country. This is another 
commonsense amendment, and | am pleased 
that it was included in the bill. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. WISE]. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the leadership of the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SHUSTER], the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. PETRI], full committee ranking 
member, the gentleman from Califor- 
nia [Мг. MINETA], and certainly the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA- 
HALL], for bringing this bill to the 
floor. It is certainly a bill that I think 
we can all support, a necessary bill, 
and I have a question, Mr. Speaker. 

How would the American people feel 
if they knew this bill were coming to 
the floor, a bill that is going to control 
the spending of $20 billion a year out of 
a trust fund, if they knew this bill were 
coming to the floor without 1 day of 
hearings? They would feel pretty bad 
about it, particularly if it affected mil- 
lions of Americans. Well, guess what, 
Mr. Speaker? They do not have to 
worry about it because the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure 
on a bill that has a trust fund and that 
roughly appropriates, or handles, $20 
billion a year; there were 6 days of 
hearings in 1995 on this important 
topic, there were 6 days of hearings in 
1994 on this important topic, there 
were 7 months of bipartisan negotia- 
tions. There was a bill that was intro- 
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duced months ago. The American pub- 
lic can be secure in knowing this bill 
was fully deliberated. 

Now, how would they feel, Mr. Speak- 
er, knowing that there is a bill, might 
be а bill, out there that appropriates 
about, and let me think, Mr. Speaker. 
It appropriates about six to seven 
times what is in the highway bill. That 
is the Medicare trust fund. How would 
they feel knowing that the bill that 
would not get a day of hearings, affects 
31 million people, that the bill that the 
Medicare system will get 1 day of hear- 
ings; that affects 37 million people. 
How do they feel knowing that billions 
more is going to go into health care 
and will not get but 1 day of hearing 
between Medicare and Medicaid? 

Highway trust fund, $20 billion a 
year, gets 6 days of hearings this year 
and 7 months of negotiations. Medicare 
and Medicaid, which Medicare is a 
trust fund, gets 1 day of hearings, and 
we have not seen the legislation yet 
that deals with that legislation, and 
someone spoke just a minute ago about 
States losing money. Thank goodness 
the National Highway System bill is 
moving because West Virginia could 
lose several hundred million dollars if 
it is not enacted by October 1. Thank 
goodness it is moving. Guess what West 
Virginia stands to lose under the Med- 
icaid legislation that gets no days of 
hearings in which the bill came out and 
was introduced just 2 days ago? First 
estimates are somewhere between $3 
and 83% billion. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we can hold 6 days 
of hearings when a State is going to 
lose a couple hundred million dollars. 
We hold no days of hearings when a 
State is at risk for $3% billion and its 
entire health care system is at stake. 

Mr. Speaker, I am urging a vote 
against the previous question. I do sup- 
port the bill. I think it is interesting 
the roads that this will build will go to 
many hospitals. The routes will be 
open because of this bill; the hospitals 
could be closed because of the Medicare 
and Medicaid bill. I think people want 
a highway bill, but they do not want to 
get run over by the health care legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DOGGETT]. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, this 
proposed rule will set the priority for 
legislative business, and it is the wrong 
priority. This afternoon, after 9 
months, we will have what a Repub- 
lican aide to the Committee on Ways 
and Means has probably misdescribed 
as, I quote, the complete comprehen- 
sive details of the Republican pay- 
more, get-less Medicare plan. But the 
same aide says that the legislation just 
is not ready, it is not ready, and we are 
not ready for the legislation. 

So, Mr. Speaker, tomorrow we will 
have a meaningless, 1-дау stacked 
committee hearing. 
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POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. QUILLEN., Mr. Speaker, I make a 
point of order that the gentleman from 
Texas [Мг. DOGGETT] is in violation of 
House rule XIV that requires Members 
to confine themselves to the question 
under consideration. 

Mr. Speaker, the question under con- 
sideration is House Resolution 224, the 
rule for the highway bill, and has noth- 
ing to do with Medicare. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, may I be 
heard on the point of order? 

Mr. DOGGETT. And I also? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DICKEY). The Chair recognizes the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. FROST]. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN] 
objects to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DOGGETT] speaking about the reso- 
lution of the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. DINGELL], when the matter before 
the House is the rule on H.R. 2274. 

The Speaker has ruled on this issue 
several times in recent years. Probably 
the clearest guidelines about relevant 
speech during consideration of a rule 
come from the Speaker’s ruling of Sep- 
tember 27, 1990, and I quote: 

In the Chair’s opinion discussing the prior- 
ity of business is within the confines of the 
resolution . . the Chair has ruled that it is 
certainly within the debate rules of this 
House to debate whether or not this rule 
ought to be adopted or another procedure 
ought to be adopted by the House... but 
when debate ranges into the merits of the 
relative bills not yet before the House, the 
Chair would admonish the Members that 
that goes beyond the resolution 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] has not discussed 
the merits of Medicare legislation. He 
has not discussed the details of it or 
engaged in anything like a debate on 
that important measure. Mr. Speaker, 
the gentleman from Texas has confined 
himself to the priority of business ar- 
gument, that the House ought to be de- 
bating the resolution of the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] providing 
for hearings, providing for additional 
hearings, on Medicare before it gets to 
this important matter dealing with 
transportation. The gentleman from 
Texas has confined himself to the ques- 
tion of whether to adopt the rule before 
us or a different rule making in order 
the gentleman from Michigan's resolu- 
tion that provides for hearings on Med- 
icare. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe the speech of 
the gentleman from Texas (Мг. 
DOGGETT] is relevant. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, may I 
be heard on the point of order? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DOGGETT]. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, as my 
colleague from Texas has just pointed 
out, the focus of my remarks from the 
outset is the priority of legislative 
business. If a rule is not an appropriate 
time to discuss the priority of legisla- 
tive business, I know not when one 
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could discuss the priority, and of 
course my reason for raising this issue 
of priority is that I made a parliamen- 
tary inquiry only about an hour ago to 
the Speaker to find out how is it pos- 
sible to get before the House a resolu- 
tion signed by 201 Members of this 
House asking for more complete and 
fair hearings on Medicare, and I was 
told there was no way to do that with- 
out the approval of Speaker GINGRICH. 
So it seemed to me this was an appro- 
priate way to discuss priorities because 
I would be denied, as has every other 
Member of this House, any other way 
of getting the issue before the House. 

So, Mr. Speaker, this is a discussion 
of priorities which I plan, in the brief 
minute I have remaining, to inter- 
mingle with the highway bill under 
consideration because the two are very 
related. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Any 
other Members desiring to be heard on 
the point of order? 

If not, the Chair will rule. 

Debate on a special order providing 
for the consideration of a bill may 
range to the merits of the bill to be 
made in order since the question of 
consideration of the bill is involved, 
but should not range to the merits of a 
measure not to be considered under 
that special order. 

The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
QUILLEN] has made the point of order 
that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DOGGETT] is engaging in irrelevant de- 
bate. Because the gentleman’s remarks 
have in some respects extended to the 
merits of other measures, the Chair 
finds that the point of order is well 
taken. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DOGGETT] shall proceed in order. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, the bill 
before us is a highway bill, and it is 
very appropriate that this highway bill 
should be considered at a time that we 
are to hear the first details of the Med- 
icare plan because, my colleagues, that 
plan has been parked at the end of a 
dark alley. Most people have no idea 
what is in it, but now suddenly it is 
being removed from the dark alley, 
being backed out of that dead-end 
alley, and being rushed into the fast 
lane of the highway. It is like one of 
those giant 18-wheelers going 90 to 
nothing down the highway and let ev- 
erybody else get out of the way. 

Mr. Speaker, in Texas we call it the 
bar ditch along the highway, and that 
is where American seniors are going to 
be left, in the bar ditch. They are going 
to feel that they have been hit by more 
than a highway, by a highwayman, a 
bushwhacker, because they will have 
more than a flat tire along that bar 
ditch. They will have a flat wallet, and 
it is wrong. 

Mr. Speaker, the Republicans are 
proposing that America follow a high- 
way to nowhere. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker. I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 
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Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
defeat the previous question. If the pre- 
vious question is defeated I will offer 
an amendment to the rule. The amend- 
ment provides for the immediate con- 
sideration in the House of House Reso- 
lution 221. House Resolution 221 re- 
quires that the public be given ade- 
quate time to examine the radical 
changes in the Medicare and Medicaid 
Programs proposed for the reconcili- 
ation bill. The resolution also insists 
that committees conduct more than a 
single day of hearings on the largest 
cuts to the Medicare ever proposed. 
The public should be allowed to express 
their views before we are required to 
vote on such changes. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend- 
ment I intend to offer be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The proposed amendment to House 
Resolution 224 is as follows: 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol- 
lowing new section: 

“Бес. 2. Upon adoption of this resolution, 
it shall be in order, any rule of the House to 
the contrary notwithstanding, to consider 
immediately in the House the resolution, 
House Resolution 221, printed in section 3 of 
this rule providing that consideration in the 
House of Representatives and its committees 
and subcommittees thereof of any legisation 
changing existing law with respect to medi- 
care or medicaid pursuant to the reconcili- 
ation instructions of the concurrent resolu- 
tion on the budget for fiscal year 1996 shall 
be preceded by adequate time for public ex- 
amination of such legislation and public 
hearings thereon, and expressing the sense of 
the House that the Senate should similarly 
provide for such public examination and 
hearings. 

SEc. 3.— 

Н. RES. 221 

Whereas the conference report on the con- 
current resolution on the budget for fiscal 
year 1996 (H. Con. Res. 67, 104th Congress) 
and the accompanying statement of man- 
agers contain reconciliation instructions to 
the Committee on Ways and Means and the 
Committee on Commerce that assume reduc- 
tions in spending on medicare of approxi- 
mately $270,000,000,000 below what would be 
spent on medicare under current law during 
fiscal years 1996 through 2002; 

Whereas that conference report and state- 
ment of managers contain reconciliation in- 
structions to the Committee on Commerce 
that assume reductions in spending on med- 
icaid of approximately $182,000,000,000 below 
what would be spent on medicaid under cur- 
rent law during fiscal years 1996 through 
2002; 

Whereas that conference report and state- 
ment of managers contain reconciliation in- 
structions to the Senate Committee on Fi- 
nance that assume reductions in spending on 
medicare and medicaid totalling 
$452,000,000,000 below what would be spent on 
those programs under current law during fis- 
cal years 1996 through 2002; 

Whereas approximately 37,000,000 elderly 
and disabled Americans rely on medicare for 
their health insurance and health security; 
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Whereas more than 36,000,000 women, chil- 
dren, and elderly and disabled Americans 
rely on medicaid for their health insurance 
and health security, and for protection 
against the cost of nursing home care; 

Whereas hundreds of thousands of doctors, 
hospitals, laboratories, and other health care 
providers participate in the medicare and 
medicaid programs and receive direct or in- 
direct reimbursement for their services from 
the Federal Government in connection with 
these two programs; 

Whereas administrative and overhead costs 
are less than two percent of total program 
costs for medicare and less than four percent 
of total program costs for medicaid, far 
smaller percentages than any private sector 
health insurance enterprise currently in op- 
eration in the United States; 

Whereas achieving the level of reductions 
in medicare and medicaid assumed by the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 1996 cannot therefore be achieved 
solely by reducing waste, fraud, and abuse; 

Whereas achieving reductions of the mag- 
nitude contemplated by the budget resolu- 
tion can only be accomplished by (1) increas- 
ing the payments required from women, chil- 
dren, elderly, and disabled beneficiaries, (2) 
reducing payments to physicians, hospitals, 
nursing homes, and other health care provid- 
ers, (3) reducing coverage for current or fu- 
ture beneficiaries, or (4) some combination 
of the foregoing three strategies; 

Whereas the budget resolution requires 
committees to submit their reconciliation 
recommendations to the Committee on the 
Budget by September 22, 1995; 

Whereas as of the date of the introduction 
of this resolution, no legislative language to 
achieve the medicare and medicaid cuts con- 
templated by the budget resolution has been 
introduced or otherwise made public, so that 
members of the public and their Representa- 
tives in Congress have not had the benefit of 
adequate time to examine, analyze, and un- 
derstand the impacts of the changes that 
will have to be proposed to achieve the con- 
templated reductions; 

Whereas the Congress should serve as a 
partner with the American people in address- 
ing the Nation's health care needs and prob- 
lems; 

Whereas with the exception of national se- 
curity matters, there are few reasons for 
Congress to act behind closed doors in for- 
mulating policy that will directly and dra- 
matically impact more than 73,000,000 Ameri- 
cans and their families and will indirectly 
impact every American; 

Whereas there is concern that the lack of 
public and media access to the formulation 
of changes in the existing medicare and med- 
icaid laws in connection with the reconcili- 
ation process threatens the ability of all af- 
fected Americans and their Representatives 
to evaluate such changes adequately when 
they are finally made public; 

Whereas public hearings on the con- 
sequences for the United States and its 
health care system of any such changes in 
medicare and medicaid are necessary to edu- 
cate the public who must live with those 
consequences and their Representatives in 
Congress who must act on the forthcoming 
medicare and medicaid changes: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That— 

(1) any markup in the committees of the 
House of Representatives or any subcommit- 
tees thereof of any legislation changing ex- 
isting law with respect to medicare or med- 
icaid pursuant to the reconciliation instruc- 
tions of the concurrent resolution on the 
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budget for fiscal year 1996 shall be preceded 
by a minimum of four weeks for public dis- 
closure of the legislative text of such 
changes, during which time additional and 
thorough public hearings on such text shall 
be held; 

(2) no such legislation shall be considered 
in the House of Representatives until the re- 
8 of paragraph (1) have been met; 
an 

(3) it is the sense of the House that the 
Senate should guarantee public and media 
access to and consideration of the legislative 
text of any changes to be considered in that 
body by adopting a similar schedule for pub- 
lic disclosure and hearings. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I urge de- 
feat of the previous question, and I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I, too, 
yield back the balance of my time, and 
I move the previous question on the 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- 
sent Members. 

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule XV, the 
Chair announces that he will reduce to 
а minimum of 5 minutes the period of 
time within which a recorded vote, if 
ordered, may be taken on the question 
of agreeing to the resolution. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 241, nays 
173, not voting 20, as follows: 


Evi- 


[Roll No. 674] 
YEAS—241 

Allard Chabot Everett 
Archer Chambliss Ewing 
Armey Chenoweth Fawell 
Bachus Christensen Fields (TX) 
Baker (CA) Chrysler 
Baker (LA) Clinger Foley 
Ballenger Coble Forbes 
Barr Coburn Fowler 
Barrett (NE) Collins (GA) Fox 
Bartlett Combest Franks (CT) 
Barton Condit Franks (NJ) 
Bass Cooley Frelinghuysen 
Bateman Cox Frisa 
Bereuter Crane Funderburk 
Bilbray Crapo Gallegly 
Bilirakis Cremeans Ganske 
Bliley Cubin Gekas 
Blute ham Gilchrest 
Boehlert Davis Gillmor 
Boehner Deal Gilman 
Bonilla DeLay Goodlatte 
Bono Diaz-Balart 
Brownback Dickey Goss 
Bryant (TN) Doolittle Graham 
Bunn Dornan Greenwood 
Bunning Doyle Gunderson 
Burr Dreier Gutknecht 
Burton Duncan Hall (TX) 
Buyer Dunn Hamilton 
Callahan Ehlers Hancock 
Calvert Ehrlich Hansen 
Camp Emerson Hastert 
Canady English Hastings (WA) 
Castle Ensign es 


Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 


Abercrombie 
Ackerman 


Johnson, E. B. 


Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 


Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 


Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
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Jefferson 


Tanner Ward 
Tejeda Waters 
Thompson Watt (NC) 
Thornton Waxman 
Thurman Williams 
Torricelli Wilson 
Towns Wise 
Traficant Woolsey 
Velazquez Wyden 
Vento Wynn 
Visclosky Yates 
Volkmer 

NOT VOTING—20 
Kennedy (MA) Schiff 
Meek Sisisky 
Mfume Skeen 
Moakley Torres 
Payne (NJ) Tucker 
Quinn Watts (OK) 
Reynolds 
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Ms. MOLINARI and Ms. MCCARTHY 


changed their vote from 


‘ ‘nay. ” 


“уеа” to 


Mr. RAHALL changed his vote from 
“пау” to “yea.” 
So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 


The 


question is on the resolution. 


The question was taken; 


and the 


Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 


Evi- 


dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- 
sent Members. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 375, nays 39, 
answered present“ 1, not voting 19, as 


follows: 


Abercrombie 


Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 


[Roll No. 675] 
YEAS—375 


Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brownback 
Bryant (TN) 
Bryant (TX) 


Collins (GA) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooley 
Costello 
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Fawell 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 


Flanagan 
Foglietta 
Foley 


Kolbe 


Mineta 


Peterson (MN) 


Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 

Roth 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 


Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tho: 


Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
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Dooley Kaptur Owens 
Durbin LaFalce Rangel 
Edwards Lantos Sabo 
Evans Lewis (GA) Schroeder 
Fattah Manton Stark 
Filner Markey Tejeda 
Frank (MA) Martinez Towns 
Hilliard McHale Vento 
Hoyer Miller (CA) Waxman 
Johnston Ortiz Yates 

ANSWERED “PRESENT’'—1 

Gibbons 
NOT VOTING—19 
Brown (FL) Hefner Payne (NJ) 
Collins (IL) Jefferson Reynolds 
Conyers Johnson (SD) Sisisky 
Doolittle Kennedy (MA) Souder 
Fazio Meek Tucker 
Flake Mfume 
Hastings (FL) Moakley 
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Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD changed her 
vote from “пау” to “yea.” 

So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, dur- 
ing rolicall vote Nos. 674 and 675 on House 
Resolution 224, | was unavoidably detained. 
Had | been present | would have voted “nay” 
on 674 and “yea” on 675. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 224 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider- 
ation of the bill, H.R. 2274. 
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ІМ THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2274) to 
amend title 23, United States Code, to 
designate the National Highway Sys- 
tem, and for other purposes, with Mr. 
HANSEN in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] will be 
recognized for 30 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. Ra- 
HALL] will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER]. 
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Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased that once 
again the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure brings to the 
floor of the House a bill with strong, 
overwhelming bipartisan support. It is 
an exciting bill, it is a crucial bill. This 
bill giving final approval to the new 
National Highway System will create 
for America іп the 2186 century what 
the Interstate System has done for 
America in the 20th century. 
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The new National Highway System 
recognizes and identifies 159,000 miles 
which will be the top priority miles for 
America as we move into the next cen- 
tury of highway miles. While this rep- 
resents only 4 percent of the total 
highway miles in America, it rep- 
resents 40 percent of all the highway 
travel, 75 percent of truck traffic, and 
80 percent of tourism travel. 

Indeed, every year we are experienc- 
ing on our highways a 3-percent in- 
crease in highway travel. If we 
compound that out, that means every 7 
years about a 30-percent increase in 
highway travel. Beyond that, by the 
year 2000, we are told there will be a 28- 
percent increase in truck traffic on our 
highways. So there is a crucial need for 
identifying this new National Highway 
System, giving it the top priority. Of 
course, the original interstate, the 
42,500 miles of the interstate, are the 
original backbone of this new system. 

What we are about here today is 
building assets for America. Indeed, it 
is crucial that we pass this, because if 
we do not pass it quickly and get to 
conference with the other body, then $6 
billion a year will be withheld from our 
States, money that has to go out to im- 
prove our highways. 

Indeed, it is critical that we create 
this new National Highway System for 
economic growth for America. This 
system will be the backbone of the 
transportation system of America as 
we move into the next century, to 
move people and products more effi- 
ciently, more productively, more con- 
veniently, and more safely. 

I might close by sharing with the 
body something that a young married 
man who brought his wife to Washing- 
ton on January 4 of this year, with his 
little children, said on television. When 
they asked him why was he here to see 
the opening of the new Congress, he 
said, “І just had to come and see it, be- 
cause with the opening of the new Con- 
gress maybe there will be some 
changes. Maybe the Congress will get it 
right.“ Then he went on to say, The 
Federal Government, in my opinion, 
has not done anything right in the past 
20 years.“ Then he paused, and he said. 
“except build highways.” 

I think across America there is 
strong bipartisan recognition that we 
need to build the infrastructure of this 
country so that this country can re- 
main productive, so that this country 
can have our people traveling safely on 
our highways. For all of those reasons, 
I urge my colleagues to give strong 
support to this bipartisan legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI], the distin- 
guished chairman of the subcommittee. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2274 was ap- 
proved by voice vote by the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure 
on September 8, 1995. 
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The most important provision of the 
bill before us today is the approval of 
the National Highway System, a 160,000 
mile network of our Nation's most im- 
portant roads. Although NHS routes 
comprise only 4 percent of our Nation’s 
public roads, it will carry over 40 per- 
cent of our Nation’s traffic and more 
than 70 percent of our commercial 
truck traffic. 

The country has changed dramati- 
cally since the Interstate System was 
laid out more than 40 years ago, and 
the NHS will move us into the 
postinterstate era. Approval of H.R. 
2274 will ensure continued Federal 
funding for these vital roads. 

H.R. 2274 also provides a comprehen- 
sive solution to the reduction in Fed- 
eral highway funding that each State 
will experience next year due to sec- 
tion 1003 of ISTEA. According to the 
latest estimates from the Federal 
Highway Administration, this reduc- 
tion could total as much as $3 billion, 
amounting to a nearly 13-percent 
across-the-board cut in each program. 

Unlike other proposals which have 
been put forth to address this situa- 
tion, H.R. 2274 will fully restore fund- 
ing for programs outside the obligation 
ceiling by utilizing available budget 
authority and, through the reprogram- 
ming of budget authority, will par- 
tially restore funding for programs 
subject to the obligation ceiling. It 
also will mitigate the effect of the re- 
maining reduction by allowing States 
greater flexibility over a certain lim- 
ited amount of unobligated program 
balances. 

The basic balance of funding control 
provided by ISTEA is retained in this 
bill since a State may transfer unobli- 
gated balances of urban suballocated 
funds, which are controlled by metro- 
politan planning organizations, only 
with the written concurrence of the 
metropolitan planning organization for 
that area. In addition, funds provided 
to States as part of the section 1003 
restoration are subject to the urban 
suballocation in accordance with 
ІБТЕА. 

Finally, congestion mitigation and 
air quality funds must be spent in non- 
attainment areas, but can be used for 
any purpose—with all clean air require- 
ments for transportation projects con- 
tinuing to apply. 

In order to ease the burden on States, 
certain Federal mandates also are re- 
pealed, including a repeal of the re- 
quirement that States use rubberized 
asphalt, or crumb rubber, in a certain 
percentage of Federal-aid highway 
projects or face the loss of Federal 
highway funds. 

Although a prohibition on the imple- 
mentation of the penalties has been in- 
cluded in annual appropriations bills 
over the past several years, H.R. 2274 
provides for a permanent repeal. Also, 
the penalties for failure to implement 
various management systems are sus- 
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pended until the reauthorization of 
ISTEA. 

During the committee consideration 
of H.R. 2274, two amendments were 
adopted which repeal two further Fed- 
eral mandates. First, the national max- 
imum speed limit and associated pen- 
alties are repealed. 

The power to set speed limits will be 
returned to the States as was the case 
prior to the energy crisis in 1974. The 
repeal amendment was adopted by the 
subcommittee and also was reaffirmed 
by the full committee by large, biparti- 
san votes. 

Second, an amendment was adopted 
by the full committee to repeal the 
current penalties imposed on States 
which do not enact universal motor- 
cycle helmet laws. Again, it will be left 
up to each State to determine whether 
to enact such a law, as was the case 
prior to ISTEA. This amendment was 
also adopted by a wide bipartisan mar- 
gin of 38 to 17. 

The remaining provisions in H.R. 2274 
are, for the most part, minor and non- 
controversial policy revisions or minor 
corrections to current law. I would 
note that certain trucking reform 
measures are also included in the bill 
which, again, are primarily very lim- 
ited in scope and provided to certain 
segments of the trucking industry. 

These groups have worked with the 
committee over the past several 
months to demonstrate why certain 
regulations which are aimed primarily 
at long-haul, over-the-road truckers, 
may not be appropriate for certain 
other types of driving activities. 

In concluding, I want to thank our 
ranking member of the full committee, 
the gentleman from California, NORM 
MINETA, for the assistance he has pro- 
vided on this bill and the leadership he 
has provided to our committee on both 
sides of the aisle over his years in the 
Congress and as a senior member of the 
committee. 

As we know, Mr. MINETA will be leav- 
ing the Congress next month, although 
his involvement in transportation is- 
sues certainly will be continuing, and 
in some sense even deepen. His dedica- 
tion and interest in improving the Na- 
tion’s transportation system has been 
of great benefit to our country, and so, 
while we wish him well in his new en- 
deavor, his departure will certainly be 
felt, and felt especially deeply on our 
committee, and by his colleagues. 

The gentleman from West Virginia 
[Mr. RAHALL], the ranking minority 
member on the Subcommittee on Sur- 
face Transportation of the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure, 
has once again provided valuable input 
on the development of the bill before 
us. 
Finally, of course, the chairman, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Мг. 
SHUSTER], has been instrumental in 
providing the critical leadership nec- 
essary to advance the national high- 
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way legislation. It is imperative that 
the House approve this bill so the re- 
quired congressional approval of the 
National Highway System may be 
granted, so that the section 1003 res- 
toration and mitigation provisions 
may be realized by the States, and so 
other improvements to our transpor- 
tation programs may be enacted. I urge 
the House to approve H.R. 2274. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this legislation, and I do urge my col- 
leagues to do likewise when it comes to 
final passage. I join with the chairman, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SHUSTER], and the chairman of the sub- 
committee, the gentleman from Wis- 
consin [Mr. PETRI], in commending all 
the work to bring this legislation to- 
gether, including that of themselves, 
for their valuable patience in working 
with us, and willingness to compromise 
when such was necessary to move the 
process forward. 

I also pay tribute to our ranking mi- 
nority member, the gentleman from 
California [Мг. MINETA]. I shall have 
more to say about him in a moment, 
but he has been, of course, one of the 
fathers of ISTEA, and this bill that we 
consider today is a product of that leg- 
islation. 

I say I am in support of the legisla- 
tion, Mr. Chairman, because even 
though some of us cannot support 
every single provision of this bill, when 
all is said and done, the fundamental 
purpose of this legislation—the des- 
ignation of a new National Highway 
System—is something that must be 
passed by this body and enacted into 
law in the very near future. 

Yes, we have had our differences on 
certain provisions of this bill. For in- 
stance, it would repeal the national 
speed limit. I, for one, will be offering 
amendments to address this issue. 

Yet, while I may not agree with what 
is contained in the committee bill on 
this issue, it is important to remember 
that this is a must pass piece of legisla- 
tion, a number of accommodations 
have already been made to the minor- 
ity since the bill was reported by the 
committee, and that today it is being 
debated under a free and open process 
that allows us to continue to pursue 
our concerns. 

This bill must pass because at stake 
here is $5.2 billion in Federal highway 
funds to the States which will cease 
flowing on September 30th if we do not 
gain enactment, and an almost $3 bil- 
lion in highway funds that will be lost 
due to a budgetary problem. 

At the same time, with this bill we 
are creating in this Nation a new, inte- 
grated network of highways, to be 
known as the National Highway Sys- 
tem—the NHS—that will be the center- 
piece of the post-Interstate construc- 
tion era. In effect, what we are talking 
about here today are the crown jewels 
of America’s highways. 
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As I mentioned earlier, a number of 
accommodations have been reached on 
this bill since it was reported from the 
committee. As reported, it contained a 
provision that would have repealed 
Federal safety regulation of 40 percent 
of the truck traffic on the roads today. 
That provision has since been dropped 
from the bill. 

It also originally contained a provi- 
sion known as the “trigger” which 
would have jeopardized the entire fis- 
cal year 1997 Federal Highway and 
Transit Program. This provision, at my 
insistence, and the minority’s insist- 
ence, has also been dropped from the 
bill we are considering today. 

And again, for those who continue to 
have concerns over the repeal of the 
national speed limit, or with the repeal 
of motorcycle helmet laws, as proposed 
by this bill, the democratic process is 
at work here today and we will have 
ample opportunity to address those is- 
sues. 

So again, once the debates are ended, 
I urge all Members to support final pas- 
sage of this bill. 

In closing, I do, once again, commend 
the chairman, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], and the 
subcommittee chairman, the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI], for 
their work on this measure. And I pay 
special personal and professional trib- 
ute to our dear friend, the gentleman 
from California, NORM MINETA, the 
ranking Democrat member on our 
Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure, who will leave this body 
next month. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
MINETA] will be remembered by all of 
us for the many great things he has ac- 
complished for his constituents and for 
the Nation as a whole during his serv- 
ice to the U.S. Congress. Today I take 
just a brief moment to salute him for 
his diligence to highway safety. His 
concern is not only for our public infra- 
structure, but for our environment, our 
future transportation policy, indeed, 
for our very future in this country, by 
ensuring that we have better roads and 
bridges, and improved safety for the 
people who travel upon them. NORM MI- 
NETA has served as chairman of four of 
our subcommittees on the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure, 
and of course he has served as chair- 
man of the full then Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. A 
prime architect of the Intermodal Sur- 
face Transportation Efficiency Act, 
NORM MINETA has made his mark on 
the bill before us today as well. It is, 
again, a measure that we should all 
support. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I certainly want to 
join in recognizing the gentleman from 
California, NORM MINETA, and the out- 
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standing contributions he has made, 
not only to this committee and to his 
State of California, but to the Nation 
as a whole. I put an extensive state- 
ment in the RECORD Monday night rel- 
ative to our distinguished colleague, 
and I would commend it to all of my 
colleagues. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. COLLINS] for a colloquy. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I appreciate the gentleman yield- 
ing to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been concerned 
for some time over the growing short- 
age of qualified commercial truck driv- 
ers in this country. This stems from 
my own personal experience in the in- 
dustry, as well as from my service on 
the Surface Transportation Sub- 
committee in the last Congress. Esti- 
mates are that there are 300,000 drivers 
needed in the industry per year over 
the next 10 years. 

As you know, several years ago Con- 
gress required that any person operat- 
ing a commercial vehicle must have a 
commercial drivers license [CDL] is- 
sued by his or her State of domicile. 
According to the Federal Highway Ad- 
ministration, this has had two impor- 
tant impacts on driver training: 

First, it has limited the actual be- 
hind-the-wheel experience for potential 
drivers, which is critical to effective 
driver training. 

Second, in addition, if a driver wishes 
to move temporarily to another State 
to undergo driver training, he or she 
cannot obtain either a learner’s permit 
or a CDL because of the domicile re- 
quirements previously mentioned. 
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Recognizing these problems, the Fed- 
eral Highway Administration issued a 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in 1990 
to correct the situation. However, due 
to more pressing matters, the action 
was not finalized. I understand that 
FHWA is now in the process of pursu- 
ing the issue, due to increased interest 
and the need for truck drivers. And I 
think it is important to note that not 
only has the Federal Highway Adminis- 
tration recognized the problem; but the 
industry, represented by the American 
Trucking Associations has also sup- 
ported a change. 

For the purpose of expediting this 
rulemaking, I would simply like to ask 
the chairman whether you believe it 
appropriate for the Federal Highway 
Administration to address this issue, 
particularly with regard to issuing 
learners’ permits. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I would respond 
to my friend, I certainly do think it is 
appropriate. The Federal Government 
has already required issuance of CDL’s 
by the States. I am pleased Federal 
Highways is addressing this situation, 
and I fervently hope that they will 
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move very expeditiously on this rule- 
making. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, because 
he has devoted so much of his career to 
improved transportation policy in this 
country, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Мг. MINETA], the ranking mi- 
nority member. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, today, 
two critical problems threaten the Na- 
tion’s infrastructure and transpor- 
tation program. First, if Congress does 
not designate the National Highway 
System by October 1 of this year, $5.2 
billion of transportation funds will not 
go to the States. Second, because of an 
arcane budget scorekeeping rule, our 
highway programs face an estimated 13 
percent, or $2.7 billion, cut across the 
board next year. The bill before the 
House today addresses both these is- 
sues: It designates the NHS and fixes 
the budget problem. 

Mr. Chairman, I did support the bill 
as reported by the Transportation 
Committee. During committee consid- 
eration of the bill, several controver- 
sial safety amendments were adopted. 
When I considered these amendment, 
together with provisions already in the 
bill which were troublesome, I con- 
cluded that the bill no longer rep- 
resented a viable means to designate 
the NHS and I could not in good con- 
science support it. 

However, since reporting the bill, our 
committee leadership has worked to- 
gether long and hard to work out a 
compromise and refocus this bill on 
designating the NHS, and I want to 
particularly commend Chairman SHU- 
STER, our very fine friend, Chairman 
PETRI, and the gentleman from West 
Virginia, Mr. RAHALL, for their long, 
hard efforts to reach this compromise. 
We all recognize the importance of this 
bill and have worked hard to minimize 
the kind of controversies which could 
impede its progress, even where that 
meant accepting policies which were 
contrary to each of our own positions, 
but really which were necessary to 
move the bill forward on a bipartisan 
basis. The result of all of our efforts 
has been a better bill. 

Like any compromise, it perfectly re- 
flects none of our views. Each of us can 
say there are many things in this bill 
we like and things we do not like. For 
instance, this compromise bill does not 
include the truth in budgeting provi- 
sions which the committee adopted and 
which I strongly support. These provi- 
sions would have taken the transpor- 
tation trust funds off-budget and re- 
dedicated them to their original pur- 
pose. 

However, this bipartisan compromise 
bill also does not include the so-called 
trigger provision which I strongly op- 
pose. The trigger provision would have 
sequestered fiscal year 1997 highway 
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and transit funds in the hopes of forc- 
ing the reauthorization of ISTEA next 
year. In my opinion, such a provision 
would break our commitment to the 
States and needlessly create uncer- 
tainty at a time when we should be re- 
building our highways, bridges, and 
transit systems. 

In addition, the reported bill included 
a provision which I strongly opposed 
which would have waived all safety 
standards for commercial vehicles be- 
tween 10,000 and 26,000 pounds. Under 
this blanket waiver of truck safety 
standards, nearly 40 percent of all cur- 
rently regulated trucks on the road 
would have been completely exempt 
from important Federal safety require- 
ments such as driver qualifications and 
drug and alcohol prohibitions. 

However, again working together on 
a bipartisan basis, the en bloc amend- 
ment which the chairman of our com- 
mittee will offer today includes a 
somewhat improved version on this 
issue. Under the new provision, the 
Secretary of Transportation will estab- 
lish a pilot program to exempt motor 
carriers of regulatory requirements 
only, only if, after normal notice and 
comment, he finds that the carrier 
would have safety programs that 
achieve a level of safety equal to or 
greater than if they complied with the 
regulations. While this compromise 
language is not perfect, and I remain 
worried about opening the flood gates 
to truck safety exemptions. I believe 
that the provision in this en bloc 
amendment is much improved from its 
original form in the original legisla- 
tion. 

Despite these many improvements to 
the reported bill, the compromise bill 
still includes several controversial 
highway safety amendments which I 
adamantly oppose. This bill would re- 
peal the Federal speed limit and allow 
States to have no speed limit at all if 
they wished. It would effectively repeal 
the motorcycle helmet requirement. 
And it would waive a variety of truck 
safety standards for specific industries. 
I believe that these provisions seri- 
ously threaten both our Nation’s high- 
way safety and the likelihood that 
Congress will be able to approve the 
NHS in a timely manner. 

Therefore, although I support this 
bill overall, there are provisions in this 
bill which I strongly oppose. like the 
safety amendments, and which I expect 
the full House will revisit today. As we 
discuss these safety issues today and 
amid all the rhetoric about States’ 
rights, let us not forget why we are 
here: To designate the National High- 
way System and to fix a budget prob- 
lem. Let us not allow this bill to in- 
clude provisions which threaten these 
important objectives. 

If I might also ask of the subcommit- 
tee Chair, or the ranking member, in- 
dulgence in a little more time, I want 
to thank again the members of the 
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committee who have expressed their 
generous comments about my work. 

But one thing about the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure 
is that it has always been a very 
strongly bipartisan committee. Wheth- 
er it is the professional staff or the 
members, we have always tried to 
make sure public policy is in the fore- 
front. So I would like to thank every- 
one for the courtesies that have been 
extended to me in the 20 years plus 
that I have been in the House. 

I particularly want to commend my 
good friend, the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], whom I will 
miss very much. We have had a long 
career of working together on this 
committee. Mr. Chairman, I salute you 
and thank you very, very much for 
your working with all of us. 

Then of course, to the chairman, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI], 
who chaired this specific subcommit- 
tee, and to my very good friend, the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. Ra- 
HALL]. I will cherish your friendship 
and your advice and counsel you have 
given to me over these long years. 

Of course, it goes without saying I 
am going to miss especially my seat 
mate, the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Мг. OBERSTAR]. We came together in 
1974. We have been very close personal 
friends. We have both gone through 
some very troubling times in the 
House, and we have counseled each 
other on a personal basis as well as on 
а professional basis. JIM, I will always 
hold you very close and dear to me. 

Of course, to my colleague, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU- 
STER], again, a very, very close and 
wonderful friend. 

So I leave without regret. I am going 
to miss everyone, but by the same 
token, I know that this committee will 
carry on its very fine work. Again, I 
want to thank all the members of the 
committee as well as the professional 
staff for their wonderful work. 

Ken House has been with me for all 
these years, and there is no one who 
probably knows this title of the United 
States Code better than Ken House, 
and he is sort of like a real reference 
book. Ken, I want to just thank you 
again for all the hours you have spent 
and the times I have called you on the 
phone at 11 at night and bothered you 
at home, but again, thank you very 
much, and to all of you, thank you. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania (Мг. BORSKI], the ranking 
member of our Subcommittee on Water 
Resources and Environment. 

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, let me 
first thank the gentleman from West 
Virginia for yielding me this time, the 
distinguished chairman of our Sub- 
committee on Surface Water and Envi- 
ronment, the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. PETRI], our colleague, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU- 
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STER], our outstanding ranking mem- 
ber of our committee, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MINETA]. 

Let me simply say, Mr. Chairman, 
that the gentleman from California 
[Мг. MINETA] has been a great leader of 
this committee and in this Congress 
and a great American. I shall remem- 
ber forever all the excellent work that 
was done on the ISTEA legislation a 
few years back, the long hours, the dif- 
ficult hours, and difficult issues. We 
got a piece of legislation through that 
this country can be very proud of, in- 
novative, advancing our transportation 
system, and it would not have hap- 
pened without the strong leadership of 
the gentleman from California [Mr. MI- 


МЕТА]. 

I shall also miss him as the ranking 
member, and while we had great suc- 
cesses with the ISTEA legislation on 
this side of the aisle, our successes 
were not so great in the Clean Water 
Act, but his leadership and friendship 
and guidance on that bill were ex- 
tremely important to me and valuable 
to this process, and I shall miss him 
very, very much. I wish him great suc- 
cess in all he does, and I know he will 
be extremely successful. 

Mr. Chairman, it is absolutely criti- 
cal to our Nation’s transportation sys- 
tem to have the National Highway Sys- 
tem designated so that the States can 
have their fiscal year 1996 NHS funds. 

I fully and strongly support the des- 
ignation of the National Highway Sys- 
tem. 

I also believe we must correct the 10- 
0-3 problem that will result in an un- 
fortunate reduction in the Nation’s 
Surface Transportation Program. 

However, the bill that is before us 
does much more than those two essen- 
tial actions. 

This bill is being used as a backdoor 
means of rewriting the compromises 
that made the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 a 
major breakthrough in transportation 
policy. 

I am concerned that this bill is anti- 
urban, anti-metropolitan and anti-en- 
vironment. 

In recycling funds to solve the 10-0-3 
problem, the bill provides another ave- 
nue for States to pressure MPO’s into 
allowing STP funds that are attributed 
to that area to be used outside that 
area. What is the purpose of this at- 
tempt to rewrite the carefully con- 
structed ISTEA compromise? 

The bill also allows Sea-Mack funds 
to be used for purposes other than to 
meet air quality standards or to pro- 
vide air quality benefits, which is the 
requirement under current law. 

We can solve the 10-0-3 problem with- 
out rewriting ISTEA, without changing 
the rules for using the STP money and 
without setting up new procedures to 
transfer money out of metropolitan 
areas. 

Iam also concerned about section 301 
which makes a larger cut in operating 
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assistance for large transit systems 
than for smaller transit systems. 

If we are going to cut operating as- 
sistance, then all systems should bear 
this cut equally. 

The provision is unfair to the riders 
of metropolitan area transit systems 
who pay their fares just like the riders 
of the smaller systems. 

Unfortunately, it appears that the 
critics of transit operating assistance 
believe the cuts should only come from 
certain systems, not all systems. 

This bill makes it harder for metro- 
politan areas to solve their transpor- 
tation problems. Transit operating as- 
sistance will be cut, resulting in higher 
fares and less service which will force 
people off the transit systems and into 
their cars. 

Then we are allowing STP money to 
be transferred out of the urban areas 
and allowing congestion mitigation 
money to be used for other purposes. 

These changes are unnecessary re- 
treats from the first-ever recognition 
in ISTEA of the special needs of metro- 
politan areas. 

These changes are bad transportation 
policy. 

Mr. Chairman, these provisions raise 
important questions about the direc- 
tion of our national transportation pol- 
icy. I hope that some—or all—of these 
problems can be corrected as the bill 
works its way through the process. 
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Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
ROSE]. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
RAHALL], the ranking member, for 
yielding this time to me, and I just 
want to compliment the chairman and 
the members of this committee for this 
bill. 

The section in this bill that deals 
with identification of high-priority 
corridors specifies a route of Interstate 
73 and Interstate 74 through North 
Carolina that is the culmination of a 
tremendous amount of work that has 
been done by Members of Congress and 
especially the North Carolina Board of 
Transportation. It could not have hap- 
pened without the good ear and the 
good help of the full committee, the 
chairmen of the subcommittee on both 
sides of the aisle, and I want to thank 
them and urge my colleagues to 
strongly support this legislation. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
6% minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR], the current 
ranking minority member on the Sub- 
committee on Aviation, and any day, 
or any hour now, to be the new ranking 
member of our full committee. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of this bill. I shall vote for 
the bill on final passage, notwithstand- 
ing the outcome of votes which we will 
have on highway safety issues. 
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I want to make it very clearly I urge 
all Members on our side, all Members 
of the House, to support this legisla- 
tion. I want to compliment the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Мг. SHU- 
STER] on his first highway bill, not ex- 
actly his first highway bill, but his 
first as chairman. He has been a part- 
ner with us on this side of the aisle for 
many years as we have crafted highway 
legislation. He has been a partner in 
developing what is the world’s finest 
highway system bar none anywhere, in 
any country, and I know that his con- 
tinued vigilance and enthusiasm for 
the highway program will ensure that 
we stay on track of maintaining the 
Nation’s portfolio of highways, bridges, 
and seeing to the future growth needs 
of America which are founded upon our 
Nation’s highways and bridges. 

Nonetheless, Mr. Chairman, I do have 
some reservations about this legisla- 
tion. It is in vogue in this 104th Con- 
gress to turn responsibilities back to 
the State or to give States new respon- 
sibilities, but the highway program is 
unique. On the interstate highway; 90 
percent of the funds are Federal, 10 per- 
cent State. The noninterstate, 80 per- 
cent with matching funds provided by 
the State or local governments. The 
Federal Government raises the money, 
but States decide where the roads go, 
except for the Interstate System, 
which was thrashed out at the national 
level in consultation with State gov- 
ernments, and we are at the same point 
again, designating the post-Interstate 
Highway System, the National High- 
way System. 

Unfortunately, however, Mr. Chair- 
man, I think this legislation surrenders 
more authority to States for decisions 
on highways than is proper, than 
should be the appropriate balance of 
Federal and State responsibilities and 
one of the reasons Members over the 
last 10 years have come to the chair- 
man and ranking member on the 
former Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation, now Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, 
with complaints, is that States have 
not been responsive, sufficiently, to 
local concerns. 

They say: This highway or high-pri- 
ority item in my district is not being 
built.” The fundamental reason was 
the State made a decision not to do it 
or not to do it for 10, or 15, or 20 years, 
and ultimately we took on the respon- 
sibility of including in national legisla- 
tion specifically designated highway 
segments that were of national signifi- 
cance and said to the State, Lou shall 
build these segments.” I think in а 
couple of years we will be back here 
again with complaints from Members 
saying the Governor, or the State 
Highway Department, is not responsive 
to my constituents. They are not build- 
ing the roads that are high priority, 
necessary for economic’ growth, 
progress, not repairing the bridges, and 
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would we, please, put something in the 
highway bill to do it, or they will go to 
the Committee on Appropriations and 
ask them to do it. 

Mr. Speaker, that is the reservation I 
have about this bill as a policy matter, 
and I hope that in time we will address 
that matter and focus more authority 
at the national level as I think Mem- 
bers should have input because, after 
all, these roads go through our dis- 
tricts, serve our constituents, our com- 
munities, our local economic growth. 

The other concern that I have about 
the legislation, and I will offer an 
amendment to deal with it, is the safe- 
ty issue. This amendment will focus on 
gathering information. It is not a new 
mandate. It is not a new requirement. 
It does not require any cost of the 
States. It does not take money away 
nor give them incentives to do any- 
thing. It just says, Gather informa- 
tion with the tools you already have 
about crashes, who pays, who gets hurt 
in crashes, how long are people hos- 
pitalized, what are the economic con- 
sequences locally, what are the con- 
sequences for health care providers.” 

Mr. Chairman, if we are going to take 
actions to diminish national highway 
safety standards, then the public ought 
to know what the consequences are, 
and we ought to have that information 
gathered so that at the appropriate 
time we can make the right policy 
judgments on highway safety. 

Before concluding though, Mr. Chair- 
man, I wanted to take this opportunity 
to pay very special tribute to our de- 
parting former chairman, the current 
ranking member, my friend, my 
seatmate of nearly 21 years, the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA]. 
We unveiled his portrait in the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure on Monday evening. There 
was a beautiful outpouring of praise. 
At the appropriate time I shall have 
that included in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD because those words need to be 
memorialized. There is no person of 
greater integrity, commitment to pub- 
lic service, commitment to duty, com- 
mitment to fellow legislators, than the 
gentleman from California (Мг. Мі- 
NETA]. He has been a personal friend, a 
professional friend, a person impec- 
cable integrity who leaves an aura of 
great distinction upon this body. 

Mr. Chairman, when asked, on the 
day he made his announcement of leav- 
ing the Congress, what he would like to 
be remembered for, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MINETA] simply 
said, For all the people in my district, 
that I never forget their names.” There 
is no greater example of public service 
and of caring for people than that re- 
mark or than this person, my friend, 
Mr. MINETA. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Maryland [Mr. BARTLETT], 
my congressional neighbor. 
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Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, a sharply worded Cum- 
berland Times editorial about U.S. 
Route 220 in western Maryland hit the 
highway nail right on the head: I 
quote: “U.S. Route 220 North is argu- 
ably the most dangerous stretch of 
highway in the (tristate) area * * * 
(its) s-curves make the road an obsta- 
cle course fraught with danger.” In ad- 
dition to highlighting the frightening 
hazards of 2205 3-mile twist іп 
Alleghany County, the Times editorial 
rightfully noted the value of an im- 
proved Route 220 to the economic de- 
velopment of a region ripe with prom- 
ise and perfect for business growth. 
The inclusion of Route 220 as a des- 
ignated highway in our national road- 
way network will serve as the founda- 
tion upon which the region can build a 
better 220 and, consequently, a brighter 
tomorrow for all those dependent upon 
it. 

Before today, any substantial discussion in 
western Maryland about the overall economic 
development of the tristate region was hin- 
dered by a lack of regionwide attention to— 
and funding for—Route 220. 

With this comprehensive bill and 
thanks to the effective leadership of 
Committee Chairman BUD SHUSTER and 
Maryland’s State Highway Administra- 
tion, we’re seeing Route 220 get what it 
certainly deserves: a designated place 
in our National Highway System. The 
measure before the House today appro- 
priately includes the full stretches of 
Route 220—in Maryland, Pennsylvania, 
and West Virginia—as key highway 
links in the National Highway System. 

As a result, planned improvements for 
Route 220 will receive Federal funding priority. 
In the long history of Route 220, this is good 
news, very good news. 

The improvement of Route 220 north 
of Cumberland is not only important to 
Maryland but also to our neighbors in 
Pennsylvania and West Virginia. Route 
220 continues into these States from 
Maryland. Maryland—under the im- 
pressive guidance of Transportation 
Secretary David Winstead, Highway 
Administrator Hal Kassoff, and House 
Speaker Cas Taylor—has authorized 
funding for right-of-way acquisition. 
Construction targets for Maryland’s 
section of the road are within reach. 
For Route 220 to realize its full poten- 
tial, it is imperative—as Speaker Tay- 
lor has consistently noted—that West 
Virginia, Maryland, and Pennsylvania 
join forces to make Route 220 an asset 
to the region rather than a hurdle to 
development and safety. 

Improvements to Route 220 in any one of 
the three States must be matched by cor- 
responding improvements to Route 220 in the 
others. | believe that this legislation is a terrific 
catalyst for such change, cooperation, and 
progress. 

I look forward to the continuation of 
a Route 220 coalition dedicated to the 
completion of 220 improvements 
throughout the tristate region. I will 
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soon be meeting with my colleagues 
from West Virginia and Pennsylvania 
in an effort to lend whatever assistance 
we can to the project. 

At this juncture—and on behalf of 
those who share our interest in Route 
220—1 want to commend Chairman 
SHUSTER and urge the House to adopt 
the National Highway System lan- 
guage as detailed in the bill. 

The State of Maryland has advised me that 
more than 7,500 vehicles face the Route 220 
minefield daily. That number is predicted to 
double by 2015. In the name of safety and for 
the benefit of the region, it is essential that we 
give Route 220 the attention it deserves and 
the backing it needs to become a reality rather 
than a roadblock to progress. 

I also want to thank Subcommittee 
Chairman TOM PETRI for his assistance 
in redesignating $440,000 in unused 
funds from Route 48 in Washington 
County for use in the I-70/I-270 inter- 
change project, another very important 
шере» in our district, as part of H.R. 

4. 

Frederick County is опе of Maryland's fast- 
est growing communities. Yet, the Frederick 
area is virtually the last place in America 
where major criss-crossing interstates lack 
complete, accessible, and safe connecting 
interchanges and sufficient highway feeder 
networks. Construction of the І-70/-270 inter- 
change is one of the highest priorities in the 
State of Maryland. The release of this 
$440,000 will help accelerate the work on 
phase | of this critical highway improvement 
project. This is one more step to ensure that 
Frederick County can remain an active force 
in the growth of the State’s economy and that 
of the entire western Maryland region. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MAS- 
CARA], a new member of our commit- 
tee, one who has rolled up his sleeves 
and is ready to go to work on these is- 
sues. 

The CHAIRMAN. Тһе gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MASCARA] is 
recognized for 1 minute and 30 seconds. 

Mr. MASCARA. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to thank the chairman of 
the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure, Mr. SHUSTER, as well as 
the ranking members, Mr. MINETA and 
Mr. RAHALL, for their hard work in 
bringing this important legislation be- 
fore the House of Representatives 
today. With the September 30 deadline 
fast approaching for congressional ap- 
proval of the National Highway System 
as required by ISTEA, I support House 
passage of the NHS designation bill— 
H.R. 2274. 

It is important to point out that 
whatever feelings Members may have 
regarding certain amendments which 
were added or rejected during the 
Transportation Committee’s markup 
or ones to be considered here today on 
the House floor; designation of the Na- 
tional Highway System is the most im- 
portant part of this bill and the fun- 
damental reason why the House should 
pass H.R. 2274. 
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Before coming to Congress, I served 
as chairman of the Washington County 
Board of Commissioners for 15 years 
and was actively involved in promoting 
transportation and economic develop- 
ment projects in southwestern Penn- 
sylvania. One of my main objectives as 
а local elected official was to create 
jobs through the promotion of sound 
economic growth. My experience has 
taught me, as studies all over the 
world have shown, that there is strong 
correlation between quality transpor- 
tation systems and economic growth. 
For our nation to succeed, both domes- 
tically and in the international mar- 
ket-place, we need a top quality trans- 
portation system. The designation of 
the National Highway System is a vital 
step in the process to achieving a mod- 
ern, integrated transportation system 
for the next century. 

I also know how important it is to 
hundreds of local economies through- 
out the country that there be no delay 
in delivering Federal transportation 
dollars—not to mention the hundreds 
of companies and thousands of con- 
struction workers that could be ad- 
versely affected if the National High- 
way System is not designated on sched- 
ule. 

States and localities all across this 
country have complied with Federal 
transportation regulations in formulat- 
ing their States’ plan. State DOTs have 
their transportation projects ready for 
construction. Let us do our job, let us 
make sure that we pass H.R. 2274 and 
literally keep the country moving in 
the right direction. 

Than you again to Chairman SHU- 
STER, ranking member Mr. MINETA, 
who I might add will be sorely missed 
from our committee, where he served 
as chairman during the 103d Congress 
and as a distinguished member of the 
House of Representatives as he moves 
on to life after politics. Also thank you 
to Surface Transportation Subcommit- 
tee chairman Mr. PETRI, and ranking 
member Mr. RAHALL for their diligent 
work on this legislation and I ask that 
all my colleagues support passage of 
H.R. 2274. 


П 1345 


Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. KIM]. 

Mr. KIM. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of this House Resolu- 
tion 2274, and I would like to enter into 
a colloquy with the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU- 
STER], the chairman of the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

Mr. Chairman, I plan to offer an 
amendment that lets States use the ad- 
vance construction mechanism during 
the final year of multiyear authoriza- 
tion. Advance construction allows 
States to begin a highway project with 
the State’s own funds and then apply 
for reimbursement from future alloca- 
tions. 
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I would like to point out that this 
does not commit the Federal Govern- 
ment to reimburse the project. It sim- 
ply allows the State to apply for reim- 
bursement. As the chairman knows, 
many States rely heavily upon advance 
construction programs. California, 
Florida, and many other States, in- 
cluding Pennsylvania, all commit over 
75 percent of their annual highway ap- 
portionments through advance con- 
struction programs. Yet, because of a 
limitation we have under the current 
law, States cannot use their own 
money and then later ask for reim- 
bursement in the last year of author- 
ization. This is ridiculous. 

I have been told, Mr. Chairman, that 
California will have to delay almost 
$500 million in projects over a year be- 
cause of this provision. 

I should also point out that my 
amendment is nothing new. In the past 
States were allowed to use advance 
construction programs at the end of a 
multiyear authorization. In fact, the 
advance construction law from 1987 to 
1990 was almost identical to the amend- 
ment I plan to offer today. My amend- 
ment would simply restore this provi- 
sion, which is badly needed in States 
like California, Florida and other 
States. 

Mr. Chairman, even the Senate rec- 
ognized this problem and included an 
advance construction provision in their 
language in their NHS bill. Their lan- 
guage is about the same as mine. 

I am willing to withhold my amend- 
ment Mr. Chairman, because of the 
commitment of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] to work 
with me in conference and perfect a set 
of language, and I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KIM. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman and wish to say 
that Congressman KIM has certainly 
been a leader on our committee in 
bringing focus to many important is- 
sues, including this one about advance 
construction. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand it is a 
very important issue in California and 
other States. Indeed, without the pro- 
vision, California could be forced to 
delay hundreds of millions of dollars. I 
do not believe it was the intent of Con- 
gress to cause such a delay, and I will 
be pleased to work with the gentleman 
in conference with the Senate to per- 
fect this language. The Senate does 
have language, and I believe that we 
will strongly support it. 

Mr. KIM. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, | rise today 
in strong support of this bill to designate the 
National Highway System [NHS]. 

When Congress passed the Intermodal Sur- 
face Transportation Efficiency Act [ISTEA], it 
directed the Federal Highway Administration to 
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develop a national highway system prioritize 
our Nation’s roadways. in these times of 
shrinking Federal budgets, our Nation must 
focus highway funds on our most heavily trav- 
eled roads. This bill to designate the NHS ful- 
fills that objective. 

Mr. Speaker, by improving the Nation's most 
important transportation routes through the 
designation of the NHS, we can sharpen our 
competitive edge in international markets. In 
North Dakota, our farmers rely on high quality 
transportation routes to remain the most com- 
petitive producers in the world. To preserve 
and improve our competitive edge in agri- 
culture, we must designate commodity trans- 
portation routes as national priorities. Again, 
the NHS bill accomplishes that goal. 

In addition to designating the NHS, this bill 
returns to the States important decisionmaking 
authority over transportation policy. An exam- 
ple, is the provision in the bill to repeal the 
Federal speed limit. | am an original cospon- 
sor of legislation to repeal the Federal speed 
limit, and | am pleased it has been included in 
H.R. 2274. 

| believe that the individual States are in the 
best position to establish safe and appropriate 
speed limits based on local driving conditions. 
In North Dakota, we certainly enjoy more than 
our share of wide open spaces. A speed limit 
that may be appropriate for the congested 
Northeast corridor is not at all suitable for the 
Great Plains. A simple and proper remedy is 
to allow the States to decide. 

Today, Representative LOWEY will offer an 
amendment which would require States to 
enact zero tolerance, laws that would make it 
illegal for underage drivers to drive with a 
blood-alcohol content of .02 or higher. Under 
the Lowey amendment, failure to enact a zero- 
tolerance law would result in the Federal Gov- 
ernment withholding 5 percent of highway 
funds in 1999 and 10 percent thereafter. 

While | understand and support the intent of 
the Lowey amendment, | strongly object the 
imposition of a heavyhanded Federal sanction 
to achieve that end. | would certainly join with 
Representative LOWEY in encouraging States 
to adopt tough, strict drunk-driving laws. How- 
ever, | do not believe that the Federal Govern- 
ment should dictate legislation to the States 
under threat of Federal sanction. The Lowey 
amendment is inconsistent with the bill before 
us today which repeals Federal sanctions and 
returns power and decisionmaking authority to 
the States. Therefore, | reluctantly, yet strong- 
ly, urge my colleagues to oppose the Lowey 
amendment and багышса this bill to designate 
the National Hi y System. 

Mr. PETE G REN of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
| rise in strong support of H.R. 2274, legisla- 
tion designating the National Highway System 
[NHS]. This legislation not only designates the 
NHS as established as part of ISTEA, but it 
makes a number of important policy changes. 

am particularly supportive of this legislation 
because it recognizes the importance of Inter- 
state 35 as a high priority corridor. 1—35 is the 
only interstate in our Nation that connects 
Canada, Mexico, and the United States. I-35 
is particularly vital to my district of Fort Worth 
and my home State of Texas because it 
serves as our main corridor of trade with Mex- 


ico. 
In 1993, our country ratified the North Amer- 
ican Free Trade Agreement. This was the first 
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step in improving our economy and strength- 
ening our trading relationship with our neigh- 
bors to the North and South. However, the 
passage of NAFTA was only the first step. 
The responsibility of the Congress did not end 
with that historic vote. We must now act col- 
lectively to make the most of NAFTA by devel- 
oping an infrastructure that maximizes the 
benefits of this agreement. 

One of the ways that we can accomplish 
this is to create a NAFTA Superhighway Sys- 
tem. This concept continues to gain momen- 
tum around our Nation as an alternative to ef- 
fectively and efficiently move cargo from point 
to point and from country to country. By rec- 
ognizing the key arteries of trade in our Nation 
and utilizing the latest transportation tech- 
nologies available, we can make great strides 
in ensuring that products manufactured in the 
United States reach their destinations in Mex- 
ico and Canada as quickly and as cheaply as 
possible. 

The system that | and a number of my col- 
leagues envision as providing the greatest 
economic benefit is one that uses 1—35, from 
Laredo, TX to Duluth, MN as the trunk of a 
NAFTA superhighway system tree. From this 
trunk, the system will reach out like branches 
to the North and South, East and West. This 
option would tie together the major economic 
centers of our Nation with Canada and Mexico 
and ensure that all parts of our country benefit 
from international trade and NAFTA. 

Mr. Chairman, | want to applaud our col- 
leagues on the Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture Committee for recognizing the importance 
of 1-35 to the continued economic growth of 
the United States. | look forward to continuing 
to work with them and all the Members of the 
House on doing all that we can to realize the 
benefits of international trade and NAFTA. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman, | rise 
today in support of H.R. 2274, the National 
Highway System Designation Act. 

| commend Chairman SHUSTER апа Chair- 
man PETRI, as well as their hardworking staffs, 
for their tireless efforts in bringing a bipartisan 
bill to the floor which not only reauthorizes the 
NHS but addresses funding shortfall problems 
which, if not corrected, will fall on the backs of 
our States. 

The other day a reporter, during an inter- 
view about the NHS, mentioned to me that the 
NHS bill was, according to her editor, not very 
exciting. While roads and bridges do not nec- 
essarily equal the gripping drama of the O.J. 
Simpson trial or a Clint Eastwood movie, the 
NHS is essential to each and every person in 
this country. 

The NHS represents some of our Nation’s 
most heavily traveled byways, and while only 
containing 4 percent of U.S. roads, supports 
40 percent of total vehicle travel and 75 per- 
cent of heavy truck travel. More importantly to 
anyone who travels our roads, the NHS 
means safety for travelers. Improvement of 
NHS routes, including widespread lanes and 
shoulders, controlled access and divided 
lanes, will help reduce accidents and fatalities. 
The NHS will help alleviate congestion on 
crowded urban highways. Also, it should not 
be overlooked that adoption of the NHS will 
not increase taxes. The funding will come from 
existing highway user-fees deposited in the 
Highway Trust Fund. 
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While this legislation corrects many prob- 
lems and gives States flexibility, it successfully 
fixes the 1003(c) problem. This problem is the 
result of highway spending exceeding the esti- 
mates placed into ISTEA. If not corrected, 
1003(c) will result in an estimated $4.2 billion 
in highway funds being cut from State appor- 
tionments in fiscal year 1996. For Ohio alone, 
not solving 1003(c) would mean a loss of 
$98.8 million. Additionally, for Ohio and other 
minimum allocation States, this legislation ef- 
fectively addresses this issue. 

Although taking transportation trust funds off 
budget is not in the bill we are debating today, 
| wanted to take this opportunity to commend 
the leadership of Chairman SHUSTER and 
ranking member MINETA, in addressing this 
issue. They have set the stage for this essen- 
tial measure being brought before the House 
so we can.decide this issue once and for all. 

H.R. 842, legislation which will take trans- 
portation trust funds off budget, will put the 
trust back in the trust funds. In my State of 
Ohio, the Ohio Department of Transportation 
reports that we send about $1 billion in Fed- 
eral motor fuel taxes to Washington annually. 
Last year, however, Ohio got back only $600 
million of that money in Federal highway 
funds. What happened to the rest? Of the re- 
maining $400 million, $345 million of Ohio gas 
taxes went to pay for the Federal deficit, while 
the remaining disappeared into what ODOT 
has termed “a bureaucratic black hole inside 
the beltway.” This trust fund was created to 
keep funds for transportation projects around 
the country. Previous Congresses have 
abused the transportation trust fund as a 
smokescreen for their overspending in the 
general fund. | commend the Transportation 
and Infrastructure Committee for their commit- 
ment to put an end to these budget shenani- 


Finally, | would be remiss if | failed to add 
my voice to the many others who have com- 
mended ranking member NORM MINETA. As a 
new Member of Congress, | have come to 
have the utmost respect for Congressman Mi- 
NETA’s insight, arguments and bipartisan han- 
dling of transportation issues. My regret is that 
his departure from this body will deprive our 
number of great wisdom. | shall greatly miss 
his presence and wish him nothing but the 
best. 

Mr. Chairman, | urge all of my colleagues to 
support H.R. 2274. 

г. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, 
| rise today in support of the provisions of my 
bill, H.R. 2144, the hours of service exemption 
provisions, that have been included in the 
managers amendment to the National High- 
vay San islation. 

e hours of service requirements have se- 
verely restricted the ability of utility providers 
and others from performing their jobs. While 
the regulation had the good intention of im- 
proving safety for long-haul, transcontinental 
motor freight carriers, the regulations applied 
to all drivers of all vehicles that exceed a cer- 
tain weight, irrespective of how the motor vehi- 
cle was employed. Many trucks and heavy 
equipment belonging to utility providers fell 
under this regulation. It imposed operational 
hardship on utility providers and also affected 
consumers. 

In the case of utility vehicle drivers, most of 
the on-time duty is actually spent repairing util- 
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ity lines and poles—not driving. However, be- 
cause of the hours of service regulations, the 
driver is often prohibited from driving after 
being out on a major repair call. In addition, 
this regulation causes a paperwork burden for 
utility companies in order to comply with it. 

The bottom line is this regulation can have 
an adverse effect on many important services. 
Being from a cold-weather State, | know the 
kind of damage ice and wind can have on util- 
ity poles and lines during the winter months. 
Unfortunately, the regulations prevent utility 
companies from using the summer months to 
rebuild lines and prepare them for the harsh 
winter. This ultimately affects the price and 
quality of utility service. 

Under the NHS bill, utility providers would 
be permitted to have their limit on maximum 
driving and on-duty time be reset whenever 
they have an off-duty period of 24 hours. | be- 
lieve that this is a step in the right direction. 
And after speaking with my Nebraska utility 
providers, they are pleased with this provision. 
They feel that this exemption will help them 
provide better service and prices to their cus- 
tomers. 

I'm pleased with the attention the hours of 
service regulations have received. | would like 
to thank the Transportation Committee and my 
colleagues for their support of these exemp- 
tions and call on Congress to continue to work 
to make these and other regulations more 
sensible. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, | support this 
National Highway System designation bill and 
urge all of my colleagues to vote in favor of 
this important legislation. This bill that we will 
pass today represents a major step in the right 
direction for further establishing highways as a 
national priority. 

There is a provision in the bill that | am very 
interested in and remain committed in moving 
forward. That provision is the 1—69 Interstate 
Highway project. This national highway is not 
only important because of the potential bene- 
fits for my district, but for all of Texas and the 
Nation as well. 

The bill contains provisions that designate |- 
69 as a high priority corridor. There is also a 
provision that establishes I-69 through Hous- 
ton, TX. 

In my district, the development of the I-69 
corridor will enhance mobility. Development of 
the 1—69 corridor will assist in the widening 
and improvements along the Southwest Free- 
way from Rosenberg to Houston. 

Interstate 69 will be truly multi modal linking 
highway, rail, air, and ports together like a net- 
work. The Texas gulf ports, for example, rep- 
resent a massive source of wealth for the en- 
tire State. Together they generate $40.9 billion 
іп trade—in 1993. 1—69 provides for the contin- 
ued growth of the port facilities and provides 
high quality interstate access to the trading 
centers throughout the Midwest and the North- 
east. 

| support designation of the 1—69 corridor іп 
the NHS legislation. | also support the Federal 
participation іп І-695 locational study efforts. | 
will also support in any way that | can the 
Texas Department of Transportation's efforts 
to accelerate this planning and construction 
process for the 1—69 corridor. 

As cochairman of the I-69 caucus, | believe 
mat the development of the I-69 corridor will 
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induce regional development and begin a 
process of uniting States and counties into a 
trade/distribution market with benefits accruing 
to the I-69 region and the entire State where 
1-69 traverses. 

This process begins with the development 
of the infrastructure—the development of the 
1-69 corridor. With increased trade with Mex- 
ico, the potential economic benefits gained by 
the completion of the І-69 corridor are tremen- 
dous 


Mr. Chairman, | have merely scratched the 
surface with regards to the benefits 1-69 will 
provide for the future of Texas and to the Na- 
tion. | urge my colleagues to vote in favor of 
this important highway legislation. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, as the 
House debates the National Highway System 
designated, | would like to commend the 
members of the Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture Committee on the bipartisan manner in 
which this legislation was written. Throughout 
my career in public service, | have worked 
very closely with transportation issues and | 
understand the impact that Federal highway 
programs һауе on everyone's daily lives. 

Understanding the importance of a strong 
infrastructure, | am very pleased that this bill 
begins the process of funding Interstate Route 
69, the Mid-Continent Highway. This super- 
highway, which will run from Mexico to Michi- 
gan will be a gigantic boost to our Nation's 
economy. With the increasing levels of com- 
merce in North America due to the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement, a roadway 
that traverses the continent would be essential 
to helping the agreement reach its full poten- 
tial. 

The highway will help create thousands of 
jobs, improve industrial productivity, and re- 
duce transportation costs. The prosperity of 
our Nation is directly linked on our ability to 
move people and goods efficiently. | applaud 
the committee for their support of Interstate 69 
and look forward to continuing the process to 
bring the dream of this highway to fruition. 

Мг. RADANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, as this 
House considers H.R. 2274, the National 
Highway System Designation Act, it continues 
to engage in a long standing debate on the 
broader issue of Federal mandates. As is 
found in the content of H.R. 2274, previous 
legislation of the 104th Congress has estab- 
lished a theme consistent with the main tenets 
of the 10th amendment to the U.S. Constitu- 
tion which states “The powers not delegated 
to the United States by the Constitution, nor 
prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to 
the States respectively, or to the people.” 

The basis for which Chairman BUY SHU- 
STER's able leadership should be commended 
is in his clear commitment to the 10th amend- 
ment and to those efforts designed to em- 
power the States and the people. Therefore, 
with the chairman's input, Н.Н. 2274 recog- 
nizes that individual States have unique needs 
and priorities that they are best suited to ad- 
dress. In addition, the legislation cuts the Fed- 
eral seatbelts that attempt to harness individ- 
ual citizens from dangers best determined by 
themselves. 

There is no better example of Federal man- 
dates being inconsistent with the Constitution 
than that of Federal statutes which require that 
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States pass laws requiring the use of motor- 
cycle helmets or face reduced highway fund- 
ing. The history of motorcycle helmet laws 
stems from the 102d Congress and 1991 leg- 
islation that rings with Federal bureaucracy: 
The Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act [ISTEA]. ISTEA penalizes States 
that do not enact motorcycle helmet and auto 
seat belt use laws by withholding up to 3 per- 
cent of their highway construction funds. The 
Motorcycle Riders Foundation has eloquently 
countered the faulty wisdom of these infallible 
laws in stating: 

Helmet laws raise very personal and emo- 
tional issues for motorcyclists. Issues like: 
adults being responsible for themselves; free- 
dom of thought and expression; the govern- 
ment telling citizens how they must appear 
in public—a helmet is a piece of apparel; a 
person being forced to place an item on their 
body which they feel is not in their best in- 
terest and; the appropriate level of govern- 
ment control of and intervention into per- 
sonal behavior. 

І could not agree more with this rational ро- 
sition. This is why | am a cosponsor of H.R. 
899, a bill to eliminate the penalties for non- 
compliance by States with the program requir- 
ing the use of motorcycle helmets. Chairman 
DON YOUNG, who presides over the Resources 
Committee of which | am a member, intro- 
duced this legislation to widespread support. 
Such support is most telling when recognizing 
that 202 Members have to date cosponsored 
the bill. 

On this issue, let us heed the advice of the 
States and individual citizens who best under- 
stand transportation issues. And while the 
founder's of this country may not have envi- 
sioned automobiles or motorcycles they did 
have it quite right when they yielded to the 
principle that local issues are best solved by 
the insight of locals. 

Мг. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, this Mem- 
ber rises in support ef H.R. 2274, the National 
Highway System Designation Act. 

г. Chairman, this Member would begin by 
commending the distinguished gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], the chairman of 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure, as well as the distinguished gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA], the rank- 
ing member of the committee, for their work 
on this bill. 

This Member would also like to direct com- 
mendations to the distinguished gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI], the chairman of 
the Surface Transportation Subcommittee, and 
the distinguished gentleman from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. RAHALL], the ranking member of the 
subcommittee for their exceptional work on 
bringing this bill to the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, it’s been said that if you don’t 
know where you're going, any road will get 
you there. This Member is pleased, however, 
that this legislation not only gives direction to 
the surface transportation needs of the future, 
it also designates which roads will get us 
there. The National Highway System will pro- 
vide a blueprint for this Nation's highway 
needs by identifying the roadways most impor- 
tant for defense, commerce, and travel. 

This Member is pleased that the National 
Highway System includes a number of routes 
which are of great importance to Nebraska. Of 
Particular significance is the inclusion of a 
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generalized representation of a new connector 
route linking Highway 20 to the expected site 
of the new Newcastle area-Vermillion Bridge 
over the Missouri River. The exact route will 
be finalized following more careful study. 

The addition of this route was included due 
to this Member's recommendation and the ap- 
proval of the Nebraska Department of Roads. 
The bridge and its access road will serve as 
a connector for one of the major north-south 
routes across Nebraska. This Member has 
long expressed concern that an adequate ac- 
cess road be provided for this project. It is 
also encouraging that State Highway 2 and 
U.S. Highway 81 in Nebraska are designated 
as components of the National Highway Sys- 
tem. 

Another important addition to the National 
Highway System is the highway mileage for 
what will eventually be a south and east by- 
pass around the city of Lincoln, МЕ. 

The current transportation network іп Lin- 
coin, NE, a city of nearly 200,000, is under 
stress and the implementation of a new trans- 
portation system must be studied. The ap- 
proach which seems to make the most sense 
is the completion of a circumferential roadway 
system by the development of highway seg- 
ments south and east of the city. This com- 
pleted circumferential roadway would help 
meet current needs and accommodate future 
growth before such highway development be- 
comes prohibitively expensive. Completion of 
a beltway highway for Lincoln has been dis- 
cussed for more than three decades and the 
need to implement such a plan becomes more 
apparent each year. 

A recent city of Lincoln task force looking at 
the possibility of the beltway determined that 
the development of such a system would be a 
crucial component of the regional transpor- 
tation network which would accomplish the 
goals of moving traffic around congested 
urban areas and providing for an expanded 

of the urban system. 

This Member would also like to stress that 
he has received written assurances from the 
city of Lincoln and the Nebraska Department 
of Roads that the current National Highway 
System designations are surrogate or tem- 
porary designations that will be replaced by 
new route designations when the bypass 
study identifies the desired route locations. 
This Member is voting for this legislation with 
that understanding. 

This Member would further stress that the 
eventual corridor designation must be exclu- 
sively outside the city limits of the city of Lin- 
colin. Although the study will determine the op- 
timal corridor zone, this Member would like to 
reiterate what he stated before the Committee 
on Public Works’ Subcommittee on Surface 
Transportation on March 8, 1994. This Mem- 
ber believes it would be preferable to locate 
the eastern segment on or between 96th and 
134th Street and the southern segment on or 
between Yankee Hill Road and Saltillo Road. 
With respect to the southern route, this Mem- 
ber believes the corridor should be located no 
farther north than Yankee Hill Road and pos- 
sibly south of Saltillo Road. 

This Member is also very pleased that the 
bill includes a provision he introduced to pro- 
vide regulatory relief for farmers and farm re- 
tailers. The provision specifies that regulations 
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regarding maximum driving and on-duty time 
for motor carrier drivers will not apply to agri- 
cultural drivers transporting agricultural com- 
modities or farm supplies within a 100-mile ra- 
dius during the planting and harvesting sea- 
sons, as determined by each State. 

The need for this change is obvious—each 
year farmers and their suppliers must be pre- 
pared to move quickly and work long hours 
when the weather permits. During certain 
weeks of the year, there is a small window of 
opportunity in the crop planting and harvesting 
season when the demand for farm supplies 
escalates. Unfortunately, this demand runs 
headlong into the Department of Transpor- 
tation’s regulations for the number of hours a 
driver can be “on duty.” To address this prob- 
lem, this Member introduced H.R. 526, which 
exempts farmers and retail farm suppliers from 
these requirements when operating within 100 
miles of their farms or distribution points. 

DOT's hours-of-service regulations are high- 
ly impractical, burdensome, and costly for 
farmers and farm suppliers because the law 
can require them to take 3 days off—at the 
peak of agricultural production—and wait in 
order to accumulate enough off-duty time to 
resume driving. This is because DOT regula- 
tions define “on duty” time as “all time from 
the time a driver begins work or is required to 
be in readiness to work until the time he/she 
is relieved from work.” 

The hours-of-service regulations are di- 
rected toward long distance truck drivers. 
However, they also apply to the local distribu- 
tion of farm input materials even though driv- 
ing is incidental to the farm supplier's principal 
work function of servicing farmers. Over 80 
percent of our Nation's farmers utilize farm 
suppliers to help them cope with environ- 
mental regulations; develop, implement, and 
manage precision agriculture; and harvest 
profitable crops that produce safe, abundant 
сои food for Americans and the 
world. 

A specific exemption is certainly not without 
precedent. DOT has already recognized that 
the on-duty time of certain occupations is sub- 
ject to special demands and DOT has granted 
seasonal waivers from hours-of-service re- 
quirements for small package delivery drivers 
during the holiday season and for the oil and 
natural gas industry. Farmers and farm suppli- 
ers engaged in the transport of fertilizer and 
fertilizer materials, agricultural chemicals, pes- 
ticides, seed, animal feeds, crops, and other 
essential farm supplies also deserve regu- 
latory flexibility. 

As harvesting season draws closer, the agri- 
cultural community will once again be con- 
fronted with the hurdles presented by the un- 
reasonable hours-of-service requirements 
which were obviously not designed to accom- 
modate the special circumstances faced by 
farmers. This legislation resolves the problem 
ina ble manner. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4385 addresses the cur- 
rent and future highway needs of the United 
States and this Member urges his colleagues 
to the bill. 

Mr. ERS. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong 
support of H.R. 2274, the National Highway 
System Designation Act. | commend the 
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee 
for the leadership and commitment it has dis- 
played time and again to creating a strong, 
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viable transportation infrastructure to foster our 
Nation’s economic development. 

Infrastructure is the key to economic devel- 
opment, particularly in rural areas like mine. 
Without continued commitment to an adequate 
road system, the economies of areas like 
Southern and Eastern Kentucky will fail to im- 
prove. The National Highway System fulfills 
this commitment. 

My district, located in the heart of Appa- 
lachia, continues to be poor relative to the rest 
of the Nation. Most of the area is located 
among mountainous terrain which, for years, 
has hindered access to my communities, re- 
sulting in geographic and economic isolation. 
Moreover, the mainstay of many of these 
counties’ economies—the coal industry—has 
fallen on rough times, resulting in hardship 
that can only be reversed through investments 
that take many forms. One form of investment, 
highway infrastructure, may be the single most 
im to our future. 

efore, | am delighted to see Southern 
and Eastern Kentucky has a strong presence 
on the National Highway System, a system 
that will serve us into the next century. 

1 commend the U.S. Department of Trans- 
portation and the Committee for recognizing 
the needs of my region. | strongly support 
their recommendations to designate several 
corridors in Southern and Eastern Kentucky as 
part of the proposed National Highway Sys- 
tem. These corridors include: U.S. 27; 1-75; 
the Daniel Boone Parkway and KY 80; U.S. 
25 Е east of І-75; the Mountain Parkway and 
its extension, KY 114; KY 15; U.S. 23; U.S. 
119; and, U.S. 460 from Salyersville to 
Paintsville, KY. 

Further, | commend the committee using 
this legislation, H.R. 2274, to take the next 
critical step forward on the East-West Trans- 
America Corridor—I-66. | thank the committee 
for working with me to designate the I-66 
route from Virginia to Kansas, and for includ- 
ing provisions to designate of the Kentucky 
portion of the corridor through eastern and 
southern Ке Я 

Мг. Speaker, this legislation signifies а com- 
mitment to the transportation and economic 
development needs of this Nation. | urge all 
Members to H.R. 2274. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, | think as we 
look at how this House should conduct its leg- 
islative business, that the bill before us today, 
the highway bill, should serve as a model. 
And, | commend members of the committee 
and the Republican leadership for allowing a 
full and thorough discussion of this legislation 
and all its implications. 

The discussion of the highway bill has been 


ошо for 7 months. 

е first legislative draft was presented іп 
August, giving members ample time to read it 
pense the bill was introduced on September 


T Finally, the committee held 6 days of public 
hearings on the highway bill, allowing the pub- 
lic to review the legislation and, more impor- 
tantly, to allow the public to comment and tes- 
tify on the legislation. 

Unfortunately, the manner in which this leg- 
islation comes to the floor, stands in stark con- 
trast to another piece of legislation in commit- 
tee, regarding a $270 billion cut. 

Instead of a month to study the legislation 
before it goes to the committee for a vote, the 
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majority party will present its proposal for 
Medicare today and expect Members to be 
fully briefed for the hearing tomorrow. 

Instead, of the 6 days of hearings that the 
highway bill received, legislation to radically 
alter the health care system that services 37 
million American seniors, will have only a sin- 
gle day of hearings. 

The American people have a right to full 
public hearings, on the GOP plan to cut $270 
billion from Medicare to pay for a tax cut. 

1 commend members of the committee for 
their work on this highway bill. | wish that Re- 
publican members of the Ways and Means 
Committee would follow their example and 
allow full, public hearings on Medicare reform. 

Mr. KIM. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup- 
port of the National Highway System bill. 

| commend Chairman SHUSTER, Chairman 
Petri and the other members of our commit- 
tee for their success and hard work in bringing 
this bill to the floor. 

As you know by now, we must pass this bill 
very soon. 

И we don't, billions of Federal transportation 
dollars will be delayed. 

But this is also a good bill. 

it removes a number of burdensome man- 
dates and restrictions on the States. 

One of these restrictions would have a tre- 
mendous impact on my district in Orange 
County, CA. 

There is a provision in Federal law which 
prohibits busses over a certain weight to travel 
on interstate highways. 

The problem is that in order to comply with 
the Clean Air Act and the Americans with Dis- 
abilities Act, additional equipment must be 
added to the bus. 

This equipment is very heavy. 

And in Orange County, most of the public 
transit buses are now overweight. 

Fortunately, there is an exemption for public 
transit buses that drive on interstate highways. 

The Federal Highway Administration com- 
pleted a study of this problem in 1994. 

The study clearly stated that these busses 
do not create a safety hazard. 

In addition, the Federal Highway Administra- 
tion recommended that the busses be allowed 
to drive on the interstates until new, lighter 
busses are purchased by transit agencies. 

Unfortunately, this exemption expires on Oc- 
tober 6. 

After October 6, these busses will not be al- 
lowed on the interstates. 

In fact, the California Highway Patrol has al- 
ready informed the Orange County Transit Au- 
thority that it will pull over these busses and 
force them to unload. This is ridiculous. 

The Federal Highway Administration has al- 
ready said there is no safety hazard, but the 
Highway Patrol will force the busses to un- 
load. 


To fix this problem, our bill exempts transit 
busses from the interstate restriction until 
ISTEA is reauthorized. 

This will give Congress the opportunity to 
create a program that phases in new, lighter 
buses without penalizing existing transit au- 

This is just one of the many ridiculous re- 
strictions and mandates that our bill address- 
es. 

It's a good bill, and urge my colleagues to 
vote for final passage. 
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Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, 
а sharply-worded Cumberland Times editorial 
about U.S. Route 220 in western Maryland hit 
the highway nail right on the head; | quote: 
“U.S. Route 220 North is arguable the most 
dangerous stretch of highway in the (tri-state) 
area. . . (its) S-curves make the road ап ob- 
stacle course fraught with danger.” In addition 
to highlighting the frightening hazards ої 2205 
three-mile twist in Allegany County, the Times 
editorial rightfully noted the value of an im- 
proved Route 220 to the economic develop- 
ment of a region ripe with promise and perfect 
for business growth. The inclusion of Route 
220 as a designated highway in our national 
roadway network will serve as the foundation 
upon which the region can build a better 220 
and, consequently, a brighter tomorrow for all 


western Maryland about the overall economic 
development of the tri-state region was hin- 
dered by a lack of region-wide attention to— 
and funding for—Route 220. With this com- 
prehensive bill and thanks to the effective 
leadership of Committee Chairman Вир SHu- 
STER and Maryland's State Highway Adminis- 
tration, we're seeing Route 220 get what it 
certainly deserves: a designated place in our 
national highway system. The measure before 
the House today appropriately includes the full 
stretches of Route 220—in Maryland, Penn- 
sylvania and West Virginia—as key highway 
links in the National Highway System. As a re- 
sult, planned improvements for Route 220 will 
receive federal funding priority. In the long his- 
tory of Route 220, this is good news. . . very 
good news. 

The improvement of Route 220 north of 
Cumberland is not only important to Maryland 
but also to our neighbors in Pennsylvania and 
West Virginia. Route 220 continues into these 
states from Maryland. Maryland—under the 
impressive guidance of Transportation Sec- 
retary David Winstead, Highway Administrator 
Hal Kassoff and House Speaker Cas Taylor— 
has authorized funding for right-of-way acqui- 
sition. Construction targets for Maryland's sec- 
tion of the road are within reach. For Route 
220 to realize its full potential, it is impera- 
tive—as Speaker Taylor has consistently 
noted—that West Virginia, Maryland and 
Pennsylvania join forces to make Route 220 
an asset to the region rather than a hurdle to 
development and safety. Improvements to 
Route 220 in any one of the three states must 
be matched by corresponding improvements 
to Route 220 in the others. | believe that this 
legislation is a terrific catalyst for such change, 
cooperation and progress. 

| look forward to the continuation of a Route 
220 coalition dedicated to the completion of 
220 improvements throughout the region. | will 
soon be meeting with my colleagues from 
West Virginia and Pennsylvania in an effort to 
lend whatever assistance we can to the 
project. 

At this juncture—and on behalf of those who 
share our interest in Route 220—1 want to 
commend Chairman Shuster and urge the 
House to adopt the National Highway System 
language as detailed in the bill. The State of 
Maryland has advised me that more than 
7,500 vehicles face the Route 220 minefield 
daily. That number is predicted to double by 
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2015. In the name of safety and for the benefit 
of the fegion, it is essential that we give Route 
220 the attention it deserves and the backing 
it needs to become a reality rather than a 
roadblock to progress. 

1 also want to thank Subcommittee Chair- 
man Том Ретні for his assistance in redesig- 
nating $440,000 in unused funds from Rt. 48 
in Washington County for use in the І-70/- 
270 interchange project as part of H.R. 2274. 

Frederick County is one of Maryland's fast- 
est growing communities. Yet, the Frederick 
area is virtually the last place in America 
where major criss-crossing interstates lack 
complete, accessible and safe connecting 
interchanges and sufficient highway feeder 
networks, Construction of the І-70/-270 inter- 
change is one of the highest priorities in the 
state of Maryland. The release of this 
$440,000 will help accelerate the work on 
Phase | of this critical highway improvement 
project. This is one more step to ensure that 
Frederick County will remain an active force in 
the growth of the state’s economy and that of 
the entire western Maryland г : 

| thank Chairman SHUSTER and the Speaker 
for this opportunity and yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, as the de- 
bate proceeds on H.R. 2274, the National 
Highway System Designation Act, | want to 
register my views on several provisions that 
are of critical importance to the Nation as well 
as to my home State of Texas. 

The bill establishes priorities for our highway 
and transportation needs. It provides us with a 
mechanism to support infrastructure projects 
which have national significance. One such 
project which | commend the committee for in- 
cluding in the legislation would extend high- 
priority corridor 18 from where it currently 
ends in Houston, TX, to the Mexican border in 
the Lower Rio Grande Valley. 

The Rio Grande Valley of south Texas is 
one of the main gateways for goods entering 
and exiting the United States to Mexico. Its 
two main north-south transportation arteries, 
U.S. Highways 281 and 77, are the two busi- 
est highways going to and from our southern 
border. In fact, in 1993, these two highways 
handled approximately 4.7 million vehicles, a 
fourth of which were trucks. 

Rio Grande Valley highways service nine 
international border crossings which have a 
total of 30 lanes. In 1994, these nine ports of 
entry handled approximately 28.3 million 
crossings. 

The extension of high-priority corridor 18 
into the Lower Rio Grande Valley will link to- 
gether many of the major economic centers of 
our Nation with Canada and Mexico, providing 
us with a seamless trade corridor for the safe 
and efficient flow of goods. The extension of 
corridor 18 into south Texas ties in with 
planned infrastructure developments in Mex- 
ico. The entire United States will benefit from 
this linkage which will enhance economic de- 

ent and international trade. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. Chair- 
man, | rise in strong support of the Lowey 
zero tolerance amendment to the national 
highway bill. At last, we have an amendment 
which will provide a Federal standard for mak- 
ing driving laws consistent with drinking laws. 
By restoring sensibility to our impaired driving 
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laws, zero tolerance provisions make it illegal 
for underage persons to drink any amount of 
alcohol and then drive. 

Driving inexperience and risk-taking behav- 
ior often leads teens to dangerous driving situ- 
ations. If alcohol is introduced in the equation, 
it often becomes a deadly mixture. Research 
shows that young drivers are particularly sus- 
ceptible to impaired judgment when driving 
under the influence of even small amounts of 
alcohol. A survey of Massachusetts teenagers 
who admitted consuming five or more drinks 
showed they were twice as likely to drive 20 
miles over the speed limit, run red lights, and 
make illegal turns—and many without wearing 
their seat belts. 

As of May 1995, 32 States and the District 
of Columbia have established lower blood al- 
cohol contents [BAC’s] for youthful drivers. 
Such provisions should be indiscriminately ap- 
plied across all State lines, sending a clear 
message to our Nation's teens: If you are 
under 21 years old and are driving with any 
level of blood alcohol consumption, you will be 
considered intoxicated and your drivers li- 
cense will be temporarily revoked. 

Each year for the past decade, between 
2,400 and 5,400 youths aged 15 to 24 were 
killed in alcohol-related crashes. If this amend- 
ment were adopted, it is estimated at least 
375 single vehicle night fatal crashes would be 
prevented each year. These are more than 
just numbers—these are lives. 

| applaud my colleague from New York, Ms. 
Lowey, for her leadership in offering this 
amendment. | believe the time has come for 
us to engage in a national debate over the 
merits of formulating a new comprehensive al- 
cohol policy. To that end, | am planning to 


offer a comprehensive alcohol bill in the com- 


ing weeks and would encourage my col- 
leagues to lend their support. One provision of 
this bill parallels the ideas conveyed in the 
amendment we are debating today—establish- 
ing a national zero tolerance law for underage 
drinking drivers. 

Responsible legislating can be manifested in 
various forms. Passing the Lowey zero toler- 
ance amendment is the responsible thing to 
do. | urge my colleagues to adopt this amend- 

nt 


ment. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, the bill be- 
fore us makes grave changes іп the Nation's 
highway safety law, repealing national speed 
limits and mandatory helmet laws. The result 
will be a new, enormous unfunded mandate: 
Costs to the States as well as to the Federal 
Government and the general public of emer- 
gency, rehabilitative and long-term health care 
for those injured because these protections 
are gone; costs to employers of lost workdays; 
and costs to insurance companies, paid for by 
everyone who purchases insurance. An incal- 
culable costs to family and friends, and to the 
victims themselves, who might have avoided 
injury or death if speed limits and helmet laws 
had remained in place. 

The amendment | intended to offer would 
have required States, prior to raising their 
speed limits, to take a snapshot of the current 
costs of motor vehicle crashes, and another 
snapshot 1 year later, after changes had gone 
into effect. If we are going to permit repeal of 
safety laws, we should at least know the con- 
sequences of these actions. 
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The amendment agreed to with my good 
colleagues, which | offer now, is more modest. 
It requires the Secretary of the Department of 
Transportation, in cooperation with any State 
that raises its speed limit, to prepare a study 
of the costs to the State of deaths and injuries 
resulting from motor vehicle crashes, and the 
benefits associated with the repeal of the na- 
tional maximum speed limit. 

To provide meaningful, useful information, 
the report should include information on the 
costs before the State changes its safety laws, 
and after. It would thus be my intent that the 
Secretary's report, due September 30, 1997, 
include information on the costs of motor vehi- 
cle crashes in the year before changes go into 
effect; and again a year later. 

That report should include, at a minimum, 
the costs of acute, rehabilitative and long-term 
medical care, sources of reimbursements and 
the extent to which these sources cover actual 
costs; and the costs to all levels of govern- 
ment, to employers, and others. 

All States are not alike. Each State will want 
to know its own data, so that it can determine 
whether its problems are coming from alcohol- 
related or speed-related causes, from not 
wearing seatbelts or helmets, or other causes, 
and perhaps adjust its laws accordingly. 

The report should therefore also include ad- 
ditional factors such as whether excess speed 
or alcohol were involved in the accident, 
whether seat belts and motorcycle helmets 
were used by those involved in the crash, and 
any other factors the Secretary may wish to 
add, or State to know. 

We do know that the costs of motor vehicle 
crashes are substantial, even with the current 
laws in effect. NHTSA’s data indicate that the 
lifetime economic costs of motor vehicle inju- 
ries, fatalities and property damage that oc- 
curred in 1990 will be $137.5 billion. American 
taxpayers will pay $11.4 billion of that total to 
cover publicly funded health care ($3.7 billion), 
reduced income tax revenue ($6.1 billion) and 
increased public assistance expenses ($1.6 
billion). 

The lifetime economic costs of alcohol-relat- 
ed motor vehicle injuries, fatalities and prop- 
erty damage that occurred in 1990 was $46.1 
billion. Of this, the American taxpayer will pay 
$1.4 billion to cover publicly funded health 
care and $3.8 billion to cover reduced income 
tax revenue and increased public assistance. 

States and the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration [NHTSA] have good 
data now on which to base the first report. 
NHTSA has been working with the States to 
develop such databases. 

States want and need these data. The Na- 
tional Association of Governors’ Highway 
Safety Representatives wrote on behalf of my 
original amendment: 

NAGHSR believes that such a requirement 
is both reasonable and necessary. It would 
allow every state to establish a baseline of 
data with which to determine the costs of 
motor vehicle crashes prior to the repeal of 
the mandatory federal safety requirements. 
It would also allow a state to determine the 
changes in these costs over time. States 
would be able to use the information to 
evaluate the effectiveness of their highway 
safety programs and Safety Management 
Systems. * * * The requirement will not be 
onerous to the States since crash cost infor- 
mation is already available through NHTSA. 


September 20, 1995 


The Federal Government—and Congress— 
have a legitimate interest in knowing what is 
happening on a Federal transportation system. 
We are not preventing States from doing what 
they want, but we and the States have a re- 
sponsibility to know and squarely face the 
consequences of our actions. 

We and the States need the facts. This re- 
port will provide the data and help guide future 
decisions. | urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no additional requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for the 
general debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute consisting 
of the text of H.R. 2349 shall be consid- 
ered by titles as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment. The first two 
sections and each title are considered 
read. 

Before consideration of any other 
amendment, it shall be in order to con- 
sider the amendment printed in House 
Report 104-252 if offered by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU- 
STER] or his designee. That amendment 
shall be considered read, may amend 
portions of the bill not yet read for 
amendment, is not subject to amend- 
ment, and is not subject to a demand 
for division of the question. Debate on 
the amendment is limited to 10 min- 
utes, equally divided and controlled by 
the proponent and an opponent of the 
amendment. 

After disposition of that amendment, 
the bill as then perfected will be con- 
sidered as original text. 

During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole may accord prior- 
ity in recognition to a Member who has 
caused an amendment to be printed in 
the designated place in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments 
will be considered read. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the debate on 
the amendment relating to the repeal 
of the speed limit be limited to 1 hour, 
equally divided, 30 minutes on either 
side, and that the subsequent speed 
limit amendment be limited to 20 min- 
utes divided equally on either side. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SHUSTER 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SHUSTER pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 224: Page 11, line 18, 
strike 8360. 420,595 and insert “5321,420,595”. 

Page 15, strike lines 12 through 14 and in- 
sert the following: 

(В) by striking “199%, and 1997” and insert- 
3 “and 1996, and $146,000,000 for fiscal year 
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Page 25, line 5, strike “апу” and all that 
follows through "limitation so that“ on line 
8 and insert the following: 


section 5336(d) of title 49, United States 
Code, the Secretary shall distribute the limi- 
tation on operating assistance under such 
section— 

(1) so that 

Page 25, line 12, strike fiscal year 1996” 
and insert “еасһ of fiscal years 1996 and 
1997”. 

Page 25, line 14, by striking the period and 
inserting , апа”, 

Page 25, after line 14, insert the following: 

(2) so that an urbanized area that had a 
population under the 1980 decennial census of 
the United States of more than 1,000,000 and 
has a population under the 1990 decennial 
census of less than 1,000,000, will receive 
under the distribution of such limitation for 
each of fiscal years 1996 and 1997, 90 percent 
of the amount of funds apportioned in fiscal 
year 1982 under sections 5(a)(1)(A), 5(a)(2)(A), 
and 5(a)(3)(A) of the Urban Mass Transpor- 
tation Act of 1964 to such area. 

Page 35, line 8, strike shall Бе” and insert 
“shall not be less than”. 

Page 36, after line 9, insert the following: 

(t) SUSPENDED LIGHT RAIL SYSTEM TECH- 
NOLOGY PILOT PROJECT.—Section 5320 of title 
49, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (h)(1)(A) by striking ‘‘for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1992,”; 

(2) in subsection (h)(1)(B) by striking for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1993,”; 

(3) in subsection (h)(1)(C) by striking “for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1994,”; 


and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

“(1) DEADLINE.— 

“(1) COMPLETION OF COMPETITION.—Not- 
withstanding any other provision of this sec- 
tion, not later than 60 days after the date of 
the enactment of this subsection, the Sec- 
retary shall complete the national competi- 
tion initiated under subsection (c) by select- 
ing the public entity referred to in sub- 
section (c)(3). 

“(2) THEREAFTER.—Following selection of 
the public entity in accordance with para- 
graph (1)— 

“(А) the Secretary shall make to such pub- 
lic entity the payments under subsections 
(CB) and h)) ); except that such pay- 
ments shall be made in the form of grants 
under section 5312(a); and 

„B) the Secretary, upon completion of 
preliminary engineering and design, shall ne- 
gotiate and enter into a full financing grant 
agreement with such public entity under 
subsection (e), consistent with section 

Page 36, line 10, strike (t)“ and insert 
"(u)". 

Page 51, line 1, after Secretary“ insert 
in consultation with the Federal Commu- 
nications Commission and the National Tele- 
communications and Information Adminis- 
tration.“ 

Page 69, line 18, before Arkansas“ insert 
Mississippi,“. 

Page 69, line 25, strike (20)“ and insert 
“(18)”. 

Page 71, line 17, strike the closing 
quotation marks and the final period. 

Page 71, after line 17, insert the following: 

“(27) The Camino Real Corridor from El 
Paso, Texas, to Denver, Colorado, as follows: 

“(А) In the State of Texas, the Camino 
Real Corridor shall generally follow— 

) arterials from the international ports 
of entry to I-10 in El Paso County; and 

(ii) 1-10 from El Paso County to the New 
Mexico border. 


25851 


B) In the State of New Mexico, the Ca- 
mino Real Corridor shall generally follow— 

(i) I-10 from the Texas Border to Las 
Cruces; and 

(ii) 1-25 from Las Cruces to the Colorado 
Border, 

(O) In the State of Colorado, the Camino 
Real Corridor shall generally follow 1-25 
from the New Mexico Border to Denver.“ 

Page 82, line 3, strike “and”. 

Page 82, line 15, strike the period and in- 
sert “; апа”. 

Page 82, after line 15, insert the following: 

(3) in item 33, relating to Orange County, 
New York, strike “Stuart Airport Inter- 
change Project" and insert “Stewart Airport 
interchange projects". 

Page 86, line 20, before the period insert, 
including the structure over the Delaware 
River". 

Page 93, line 17, strike “50” and insert 
“100”. 

Page 94, after line 13, insert the following: 

(4) DRIVERS OF UTILITY SERVICE VEHICLES.— 
Such regulations shall, in the case of a driv- 
er of a utility service vehicle, permit any pe- 
riod of 8 consecutive days to end with the be- 
ginning of an off-duty period of 24 or more 
consecutive hours for the purposes of deter- 
mining maximum driving and on-duty time. 

Page 94, line 14, strike “(4)” and insert 
"буз 

Page 96, after line 24, insert the following: 

(6) UTILITY SERVICE VEHICLE.—The term 
“utility service vehicle” means any motor 
vehicle, regardless of gross weight— 

(A) used on highways in interstate or 
intrastate commerce in the furtherance of 
building, repairing, expanding, improving, 
maintaining, or operating any structures, fa- 
cilities, excavations, poles, lines, or any 
other physical feature necessary for the de- 
livery of public utility services, including 
the furnishing of electric, water, sanitary 
sewer, telephone, and television cable or 
community antenna service; 

(B) while engaged in any activity nec- 
essarily related to the ultimate delivery of 
such public utility services to consumers, in- 
cluding travel or movement to, from, upon, 
or between activity sites (including occa- 
sional travel or movement outside the serv- 
ice area necessitated by any utility emer- 
gency as determined by the utility provider); 
and 


(C) except for any occasional emergency 
use, operated primarily within the service 
area of a utility's subscribers or consumers, 
without regard to whether the vehicle is 
owned, leased, or rented or otherwise con- 
tracted for by the utility. 

Page 97, line 2, strike “егесбей under” and 
insert referred to in“. 

Page 97, after line 12, insert the following: 
SEC. 354. MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY PROGRAM. 

Section 31136(e) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by inserting “(1) ІМ GENERAL.—”’ before 
“After notice”; 

(2) by indenting paragraph (1), as des- 
ignated by paragraph (1) of this section, and 
moving paragraph (1), as so redesignated, 2 
ems to the right; and 

(3) by adding the following at the end: 

“(2) MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY PROGRAM.— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—The Secretary, within 
180 days of the application of an operator of 
motor vehicles with a gross vehicle weight 
rating of at least 10,001 pounds but not more 
than 26,000 pounds, shall exempt some or all 
of such vehicles and drivers of such vehicles 
from some or all of the regulations pre- 
scribed under this section and sections 504 
and 31502 of this title if the Secretary finds 
such applicant— 
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(i) has a current satisfactory safety fit- 
ness rating issued by the Secretary; and 

(1) will implement a program of safety 
management controls designed to achieve a 
level of operational safety equal to or great- 
er than that resulting from compliance with 
the regulations prescribed under this sec- 
tion. 


The Secretary shall modify the exemption if 
there is a material change in the regulations 
prescribed under such sections. In granting 
such exemption, the Secretary shall ensure 
that approved participants in the motor car- 
rier safety program are subject to a mini- 
mum of paperwork and regulatory burdens. 

“(В) MONITORING; EXEMPTION PERIOD.—The 
Secretary and participants in the program 
established by this paragraph shall periodi- 
cally monitor the safety of vehicles and driv- 
ers exempted from regulations under the pro- 
gram. An exemption approved under sub- 
paragraph (A) shall remain in effect until 
such time as the Secretary finds— 

(i) that the operator has exceeded the av- 
erage ratio of preventable accidents to vehi- 
cle miles travelled for a period of 12 months 
for the class of vehicles with a gross vehicle 
weight of at least 10,001 pounds but not more 
than 26,000 pounds; or 

(1) that such operator's exemption is not 
in the public interest and would result in a 
significant adverse impact on the safety of 
commercial motor vehicles. 

“(С) FACTORS.—In approving applications 
under the program established by this para- 
graph, the Secretary shall— 

( ensure that applicants in the program 
represent a broad cross-section of fleet size 
and operators of vehicles between 10,000 and 
26,000 pounds; and 

11) to the extent feasible, ensure partici- 
pation by as many qualified applicants as 
possible. 

„D) LIMTrATION.— The Secretary shall not 
grant the exemptions set forth in subpara- 
graph (A) to vehicles— 

„) designed to transport more than 15 
passengers; including the driver; or 

“(ii) used in transporting material found 
by the Secretary to be hazardous under sec- 
tion 5103 of this title and transported in a 
quantity requiring placarding under regula- 
tions prescribed by the Secretary under such 
section 5103. 

“(Е) EMERGENCIES.—The Secretary may re- 
voke or modify the participation of an opera- 
tor in the program established by this sec- 
tion in the case of an emergency. 

“(8) REVIEW OF REGULATIONS.—The Sec- 
retary shall conduct a zero-based review of 
the need and the costs and benefits of all reg- 
ulations issued under this section and sec- 
tions 504 and 31502 of this title to determine 
whether such regulations should apply to ve- 
hicles weighing between 10,000 and 26,000 
pounds. The review shall focus on the appro- 
priate level of safety and the paperwork and 
régulatory burdens of such regulations as 
they apply to operators of vehicles weighing 
between 10,000 and 26,000 pounds. The Sec- 
retary shall complete the review within 18 
months after the date of the enactment of 
this paragraph. Upon completion of the re- 
view, the Secretary shall grant such exemp- 
tions or modify or repeal existing regula- 
tions to the extent appropriate.“ 

Conform the table of contents of the bill 
accordingly. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, this is 
something I believe we have worked 
out. It is an en bloc amendment which 
makes several technical and conform- 
ing changes to existing provisions and 


adds noncontroversial, modest policy 
changes, reduces the authorized level 
of the State restoration program by $39 
million in fiscal 1996, to eliminate a 
budget point of order, and to conform 
with a CBO estimate and strikes a fis- 
cal 1996 National Highway Traffic Safe- 
ty Administration rescission. 

It makes technical and conforming 
changes which limit the distribution of 
operating assistance in light of budget 
cuts, and it makes technical and con- 
forming changes to an IC transit 
project, description change, as well as 
other technical and conforming 
changes, and I would ask support for 
the amendment. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to say we have worked on this 
closely with leaders on both sides of 
the aisle. I believe it has everyone’s 
concurrence and it does just make con- 
forming and technical changes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member 
rise in opposition to the amendment? If 
not, the gentleman from West Virginia 
(Mr. RAHALL] is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, we have 
reviewed the amendment on our side 
that addresses many of the concerns 
which we addressed in our opening 
comments. I commend the chairman 
for offering this amendment and we 
support it. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Мг. SHU- 
STER] 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk will designate section 1. 

The text of section 1 is as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the “National Highway System Designation 
Act of 1995”. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.— 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Secretary defined. 

TITLE I—NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM 

Sec. 101. National Highway System designa- 


tion. 
TITLE II—HIGHWAY FUNDING 
RESTORATION 

Sec. 201. Short title. 

Sec. 202. Findings and purposes. 

бес. 203. State high priority project restora- 
tion program. 

Sec. 204. Rescissions. 

Sec. 205. State unobligated balance flexibil- 
ity. 

Sec. 206. Minimum allocation. 

Sec. 207. Relief from mandates. 

Sec. 208. Definitions. 


TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 


Sec. 301. Distribution of transit operating 
assistance limitation. 
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Accountability for high cost Fed- 
eral-aid projects. 


Letters of intent and full financing 


grant and early systems work 
agreements. 

Report on capital projects. 

Repeal and modification of existing 
projects. 


Miscellaneous transit projects. 
. Metropolitan planning for transit 


projects. 

Contracting for engineering and de- 
sign services. 

Ferry boats and terminal facilities. 


. Utilization of the private sector for 


surveying and mapping serv- 
ices. 


. Formula grant program. 
Accessibility of over-the-road buses 


to individuals with disabilities. 


. Alaska Railroad. 
. Alcohol and controlled substances 


testing. 


. Alcohol-impaired driving counter- 


measures, 


. Safety research initiatives. 
. Public transit vehicles exemption. 
. Congestion mitigation and air qual- 


ity improvement program. 


. Quality improvement. 
. Applicability 


of transportation 
conformity requirements. 


Quality through competition. 
. Applicability of certain vehicle 


weight limitations in Wiscon- 
sin. 


. Treatment of Centennial Bridge, 


Rock Island, Illinois, 
ment. 

Metric requirements and signs. 

ISTEA technical clarification. 

Metropolitan planning for highway 
projects. 

Non-Federal share for certain toll 
bridge projects. 

Discovery and admission as evi- 
dence of certain reports and 
surveys. 

National recreational trails. 

Identification of high priority cor- 
ridors. 

High priority corridor feasibility 
studies, 

High cost bridge projects. 

Congestion relief projects. 

High priority corridors on National 
Highway System. 

High priority corridor projects. 

Rural access projects. 

Urban access and mobility projects. 

Innovative projects. 

Intermodal projects. 

Miscellaneous revisions to Surface 
Transportation and Uniform 
Relocation Assistance Act of 
1987. 

Eligibility. 

Orange County, 
roads. 


agree- 


California, toll 

Miscellaneous studies. 

Collection of bridge tolls. 

National driver register. 

Roadside barrier technology. 

Motorist call boxes. 

Repeal of national maximum speed 
limit compliance program. 

Elimination of penalty for non- 
compliance for motorcycle hel- 
mets. 

Safety rest areas. 

Exemptions from requirements re- 
lating to commercial motor ve- 
hicles and their operators. 

Traffic control signs. 
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Sec, 353. Brightman Street Bridge, Fall 
River Harbor, Massachusetts. 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 1? 

If not, the Clerk will designate sec- 
tion 2. 

The text of section 2 is as follows: 


SEC, 2. SECRETARY DEFINED. 
Іп this Act, the term “Secretary” means 
the Secretary of Transportation. 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 2? 
If not, the Clerk will designate title 


I. 
The text of title I is as follows: 
TITLE I—NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM 
SEC. 101. pe HIGHWAY SYSTEM DESIGNA- 


Section 103 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting after subsection (b) 
the following: 

(с) INITIAL DESIGNATION OF NHS.—The Na- 
tional Highway System as submitted by the 
Secretary of Transportation on the map en- 
titled ‘Official Submission, National High- 
way System, Federal Highway Administra- 
tion’, and dated September 1, 1995, is hereby 
designated within the United States, includ- 
ing the District of Columbia and the Com- 
monwealth of Puerto Rico. 

(d) MODIFICATIONS TO THE NHS.— 

“(1) PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS.—The Sec- 
retary may submit for approval to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works of 
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure of the House of 
Representatives proposed modifications to 
the National Highway System. The Sec- 
retary may only propose a modification 
under this subsection if the Secretary deter- 
mines that such modification meets the cri- 
teria and requirements of subsection (b). 
Proposed modifications may include new 
segments and deletion of existing segments 
of the National Highway System. 

(2) APPROVAL OF CONGRESS REQUIRED.—A 
modification to the National Highway Sys- 
tem may only take effect if a law has been 
enacted approving such modification. 

(3) REQUIRED SUBMISSION.— 

“(А) INITIAL SUBMISSION.—Not later than 
180 days after the date of the enactment of 
the National Highway System Designation 
Act of 1995, the Secretary shall submit under 
paragraph (1) proposed modifications to the 
National Highway System. Such modifica- 
tions shall include a list and description of 
additions to the National Highway System 
consisting of connections to major ports, air- 
ports, international border crossings, public 
transportation and transit facilities, inter- 
state bus terminals, and rail and other inter- 
modal transportation facilities. 

“(В) CONGRESSIONAL HIGH PRIORITY COR- 
RIDORS.—Upon the completion of feasibility 
studies, the Secretary shall submit under 
paragraph (1) proposed modifications to the 
National Highway System consisting of any 
congressional high priority corridor or any 
segment thereof established by section 1105 
of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Ef- 
ficiency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2037) which was 
not identified on the National Highway Sys- 
tem designated by subsection (c). 

“(4) INTERIM ELIGIBILITY.— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—Notwithstanding рага- 
graph (2), а modification to the National 
Highway System which adds to the National 
Highway System a connection to a major 
port, airport, internationa] border crossing, 
public transportation or transit facility, 
interstate bus terminal, or rail or other 
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intermodal transportation facility shall be 
eligible for funds apportioned under section 
104(b)(1) for the National Highway System if 
the Secretary finds that such modification is 
consistent with criteria developed by the 
Secretary for such modifications to the Na- 
tional Highway System. 

“(В) PERIOD OF ELIGIBILITY.—A modifica- 
tion to the National Highway System which 
is eligible under subparagraph (A) for funds 
apportioned under section 104(b)(1) may re- 
main eligible for such funds only until the 
date on which a law has been enacted ap- 
proving modifications to the National High- 
way System which connect the National 
Highway System to facilities referred to in 
subparagraph (A).“. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to title I? 

If not, the Clerk will designate title 


п. 

The text of title П is as follows: 
TITLE П--НІСОНУҒАҮ FUNDING 
RESTORATION 

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “Highway 
Funding Restoration Act of 1995”. 

SEC. 202. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds and declares 
that— 

(1) Federal infrastructure spending on 
highways is critical to the efficient move- 
ment of goods and people in the United 
States; 

(2) section 1003(c) of the Intermodal Sur- 
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
has been estimated to result in fiscal year 
1996 highway spending being reduced by as 
much as $4,200,000,000; 

(3) such section 1003(c) will cause every 
State to lose critical funds from the High- 
way Trust Fund that can never be recouped; 
and 

(4) the funding reduction would have disas- 
trous effects on the national economy, im- 
pede interstate commerce, and jeopardize 
the 40-year Federal investment in the Na- 
tion’s highway system. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are— 

(1) to make the program categories in the 
current Federal-aid highway program more 
flexible so that States may fund current, 
high-priority projects in fiscal year 1996; 

(2) to eliminate programs that are not crit- 
ical during fiscal year 1996 and to reallocate 
funds so that the States will be able to con- 
tinue their core transportation infrastruc- 
ture programs; 

(3) to restore funding for exempt highway 
programs; 

(4) to ensure the equitable distribution of 
funds to urbanized areas with a population 
over 200,000 in a manner consistent with the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991; and 

(5) to suspend certain penalties that would 
be imposed on the States in fiscal year 1996. 
SEC. 203. STATE HIGH PRIORITY PROJECT RES- 

TORATION PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—On October 1 of each of 
fiscal years 1996 and 1997, or as soon as pos- 
sible thereafter, the Secretary shall allocate 
among the States the amounts made avail- 
able to carry out this section for Interstate 
highway substitute, National Highway Sys- 
tem, surface transportation program, Inter- 
state, congestion mitigation and air quality 
improvement program, bridge, hazard elimi- 
nation, and rail-highway crossings projects. 

(b) ALLOCATION FORMULA.—Funds made 
available to carry out this section shall be 
allocated among the States in accordance 
with the following table: 


25853 


States: Allocation Percentages 
ccc A E E 80 
Alaska 1.20 
Arizona 1,43 
Arkansas . 1.42 
California 9.17 
Colorado 1.27 
Connecticut 1.74 
Delaware 0.39 
District of Columbia . 0.52 
Біогіда ...................... 4.04 
Georgia 2.92 
Hawaii 0.54 
Idaho 0.70 
Шіпоів 3.88 
Indiana 2.18 
Iowa 1.27 
Kansas 1.13 
Kentucky 1.53 
Louisiana 1.52 
Maine 0.65 
Maryland ............ 1.68 
Massachusetts 4.11 
Michigan 2.75 
Minnesota ..... 1.69 
Mississippi 1.11 
Missouri . 2.28 
Montana 0.93 
Nebraska 0.79 
l 0.69 
New Hampshire 0.48 
New Jersey ... 2.86 
New Mexico ... 1.02 
New York ............ 5.35 
North Carolina 2.62 
North Dakota ..... 0.64 
ЮНИОН. ее 3.64 
Oklahoma ..... 1.36 
SG пп... 1.23 
Pennsylvania ... 4.93 
Rhode Island .... 0.56 
South Carolina 1.42 
South Dakota ..... 0.69 
Tennessee 2.00 
м РЕР 6.21 
Utah ........ 0.73 
Vermont 0.43 
Virginia 2.28 
Washington ...... 2.05 
West Virginia 1.15 
Wisconsin ... 1.90 
Wyoming 0.65 
Puerto Rico 0.46 
Territories . .. .. . . ... e 


(с) EFFECT OF ALLOCATIONS.—Funds dis- 
tributed to States under subsection (b) shall 
not affect calculations to determine alloca- 
tions to States under section 157 of title 23, 
United States Code, and sections 1013(c), 
1015(a), and 1015(b) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991. 

(4) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, 
amounts made available to carry out this 
section shall be available for obligation for 
the fiscal year for which such amounts are 
made available plus the 3 succeeding fiscal 
years and shall be subject to the provisions 
of title 23, United States Code. Obligation 
limitations for Federal-aid highways and 
highway safety construction programs estab- 
lished by the Intermodal Surface Transpor- 
tation Efficiency Act of 1991 and subsequent 
laws shall apply to obligations made under 
this section, 

(e) SPECIAL RULE FOR URBANIZED AREAS OF 
OVER 200,000.— 

(1) GENERAL RULE.—The percentage deter- 
mined under paragraph (2) of funds allocated 
to a State under this section for a fiscal year 
shall be obligated in urbanized areas of the 
State with an urbanized population of over 
200,000 under section 133(d)(3) of title 23, 
United States Code. 
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(2) PERCENTAGE.—The percentage referred 
to in paragraph (1) is the percentage deter- 
mined by dividing— 

(A) the total amount of the reduction in 
funds which would have been attributed 
under section 133(1)(3) of title 23, United 
States Code, to urbanized areas of the State 
with an urbanized population of over 200,000 
for fiscal year 1996 as a result of the applica- 
tion of section 1003(c) of the Intermodal Sur- 
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991; 
by 

(B) the total amount of the reduction in 
authorized funds for fiscal year 1996 that 
would have been allocated to the State, and 
that would have been apportioned to the 
State, as a result of the application of such 
section 1003(c). 

(f) LIMITATION ON PLANNING EXPENDI- 
TURES.—One-half of 1 percent of amounts al- 
located to each State under this section in 
any fiscal year may be available for expendi- 
ture for the purpose of carrying out the re- 
quirements of section 134 of title 23, United 
States Code (relating to transportation plan- 
ning). 1% percent of the amounts allocated 
to each State under this section in any fiscal 
year may be available for expenditure for the 
purpose of carrying out activities referred to 
in subsection (c) of section 307 of such title 
(relating to transportation planning and re- 
search), 

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated, out 
of the Highway Trust Fund (other than the 
Mass Transit Account), to carry out this sec- 
tion $360,420,595 for fiscal year 1996 and 
$155,000,000 for fiscal year 1997. 

(h) APPLICABILITY OF CHAPTER 1 OF TITLE 
23.—Except as otherwise provided in this sec- 
tion, funds allocated under this section shall 
be available for obligation in the same man- 
ner and for the same purposes as if such 
funds were apportioned under chapter 1 of 
title 23, United States Code. 

(i) TERRITORIES DEFINED,—In this section, 
the term “territories” means the Virgin Is- 
lands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Com- 
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. 
SEC. 204. RESCISSIONS. 

(a) RESCISSIONS.—Effective October 1, 1995, 
and after any necessary reductions are made 
under section 1003(c) of the Intermodal Sur- 
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991, 
the following unobligated balances available 
on September 30, 1995, of funds made avail- 
able for the following provisions are hereby 
rescinded: 

(1) $78,993.92 made available by section 
131(c) of the Surface Transportation Assist- 
ance Act of 1982. 

(2) $798,701.04 made available by section 
131(j) of the Surface Transportation Assist- 
ance Act of 1982. 

(3) $942,249 made available for section 
149(a)(66) of the Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. 

(4) $88,195 made available for section 
149(a)(111)(C) of the Surface Transportation 
and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 
1987. 

(5) $155,174.41 made available for section 
149(a)(111)(E) of the Surface Transportation 
and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 
1987. 

(6) $36,979.05 made available for section 
149(a)(111)(J) of the Surface Transportation 
8 Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 
1987. 

(Т) $34,281.53 made available for section 
149(а)(111)(К) of the Surface Transportation 
po Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 
1987. 

(8) $164,532 made available for section 
149(а)(111)(1,) of the Surface Transportation 
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and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 
1987. 
(9) $86,070.82 made available for section 
149%a)(111)(M) of the Surface Transportation 
and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 
1987. 

(10) $52,834 made available for section 
149(a)(95) of the Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. 

(11) $909,131 made available for section 
149(а)(99) of the Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. 

(12) $3,817,000 made available for section 
14%а)(35) of the Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. 

(13) $797,800 made available for section 
149(а)(100) of the Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. 

(14) $2 made available by section 149(с)(3) of 
the Surface Transportation and Uniform Re- 
location Assistance Act of 1987. 

(15) $44,706,878 made available by section 
1012(b)(6) of the Intermodal Surface Trans- 
portation Efficiency Act of 1991. 

(16) $15,401,107 made available by section 
1003(a)(7) of the Intermodal Surface Trans- 
portation Efficiency Act of 1991. 

(17) $1,000,000 made available by item num- 
ber 38 of the table contained in section 
1108(b) of the Intermodal Surface Transpor- 
tation Efficiency Act of 1991. 

(18) $150,000,000 deducted by the Secretary 
under section 104(a) of title 23, United States 
Code. 

(19) $10,800,000 made available by section 
5338(а)(1) of title 49, United States Code. 

(b) REDUCTIONS IN AUTHORIZED AMOUNTS.— 

(1) MAGNETIC LEVITATION.—Section 
1036(4)(1) of the Intermodal Surface Trans- 
portation Efficiency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 
1986) is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (A) by inserting “and” 
after “1994,”; 

(B) in subparagraph (A) by striking 
„ 8125,000,000" and all that follows through 
“1997”; and 

(С) in subparagraph (В) by striking 1998. 
and 1997” and inserting ‘“апа 1996”. 

(2) HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS.—Section 
2005(1) of such Act (105 Stat. 2079) is amend- 
ed— 

(A) by striking “апа” the first place it ap- 
pears and inserting a comma; and 

(В) by striking . 1995, 1996, and 1997” and 
inserting and 1995, and $146,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 1996 and 1997”. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by paragraphs (1) and (2) shall take ef- 
fect on the day after the date on which au- 
thorized funds for fiscal year 1996 are reduced 
as a result of application of section 1003(c) of 
such Act. 

(c) CONGESTION PRICING PILOT PROGRAM 
TRANSFERS.—After the date on which au- 
thorized funds for fiscal year 1996 are reduced 
as a result of application of section 1003(c) of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991, the amounts made avail- 
able for fiscal years 1996 and 1997 to carry out 
section 1012(b) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (105 
Stat. 1938) shall be available to carry out 
section 203 of this Act, relating to the State 
high priority restoration program. 

SEC. 205. tie а BALANCE FLEXI- 


(a) REDUCTION IN FEDERAL FUNDING.— 

(1) NOTIFICATION OF STATES.—On October 1, 
1995, or as soon as possible thereafter, the 
Secretary shall notify each State of the total 
amount of the reduction in authorized funds 
for fiscal year 1996 that would have been al- 
located to such State, and that would have 
been apportioned to such State, as a result of 
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application of section 1003(c) of the Inter- 
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 
of 1991. 

(2) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN FUNDING.—In de- 
termining the amount of any reduction 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall de- 
duct— 

(A) the amount allocated to each State in 
fiscal year 1996 to carry out section 203 of 
this Act, relating to the State high priority 
project restoration program; and 

(B) any amounts made available under sec- 
tion 157(a)(4)(B)(iii) of title 23, United States 
Code, for fiscal year 1996. 

(b) UNOBLIGATED BALANCE FLEXIBILITY.— 
Upon request of a State, the Secretary shall 
make available to carry out projects de- 
scribed in section 203(a) of this Act in fiscal 
year 1996 an amount not to exceed the 
amount determined under subsection (a) for 
the State. Such funds shall be made avail- 
able from authorized funds that were allo- 
cated or apportioned to such State and were 
not obligated as of September 30, 1995. The 
State shall designate on or before November 
1, 1995, or as soon as possible thereafter 
which of such authorized funds are to be 
made available under this section to carry 
out such projects. The Secretary shall make 
available before November 15, 1995, or as soon 
as possible thereafter funds designated under 
the preceding sentence to the State. 

(c) SPECIAL RULE FOR URBANIZED AREAS OF 
OVER 200,000.—Funds which were apportioned 
to the State under section 104(b)(3) of title 
23, United States Code, and attributed to ur- 
banized areas of a State with an urbanized 
population of over 200,000 under section 
133(a)(3) of such title may only be designated 
by the State under subsection (b) if the met- 
ropolitan planning organization designated 
for such area concurs, in writing, with such 
designation. 

(d) CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR QUAL- 
ITY BALANCES.—States may designate under 
subsection (b) funds apportioned under sec- 
tion 104(b)(2) of title 23, United States Code, 
and not obligated as of September 30, 1995, to 
carry out projects described in section 203(a) 
of this Act only if such funds will be obli- 
gated in areas described in section 104(b)(2) 
of such title or, in the case of a State which 
does not include such an area, the funds may 
be obligated in any area of the State. 

(e) INTERSTATE CONSTRUCTION BALANCES.— 
A State may not designate under subsection 
(b) апу more than % of funds apportioned or 
allocated to the State for Interstate con- 
struction and not obligated as of September 
30, 1995. 

( PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, 
amounts designated under subsection (b) 
shall be available for obligation for the same 
period for which such amounts were origi- 
nally made available for obligation and shall 
be subject to the provisions of title 23, Unit- 
ed States Code. Obligation limitations for 
Federal-aid highways and highway safety 
construction programs established by the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 and subsequent laws shall 
apply to obligations made under this section. 

(g) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC- 
TION.—Nothing in this section shall be con- 
strued to affect calculations to determine al- 
locations to States under section 157 of title 
23, United States Code, and sections 1013(c), 
1015(a), and 1015(b) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991. 

(h) STATE.—In this section and section 203, 
the term “State” has the meaning such term 
has under section 401 of title 23, United 
States Code. 


September 20, 1995 


SEC. 206, MINIMUM ALLOCATION. 

(а) FORMULA.—Section 157(a)(4) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking “In fiscal” and inserting the 
following: 

(А) IN GENERAL.—In fiscal“; 

(2) by inserting ‘‘funds authorized to be ap- 
propriated by subsection ()“ after shall al- 
locate”; 

(3) by moving subparagraph (A), as des- 
ignated by paragraph (1) of this subsection, 2 
ems to the right; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

“(В) ADDITIONAL ALLOCATION.—If the aggre- 
gate amount allocated to the States under 
subparagraph (A) after application of section 
1003(c) the Intermodal Surface Transpor- 
tation Efficiency Act of 1991 for any fiscal 
year beginning after September 30, 1995, is 
less than the amount authorized to be appro- 
priated to carry out this section for such fis- 
cal year, then the excess of such authorized 
amount shall be allocated as follows: 

„) The Secretary shall first allocate to 
each State such amount as may be necessary 
to increase the allocation under subpara- 
graph (A) to the amount that would have 
been allocated to the State for such fiscal 
year if the full amount of the funds author- 
ized to be appropriated for such fiscal year 
by such Act out of the Highway Trust Fund 
(other than the Mass Transit Account) were 
appropriated without regard to such section 
1003(c). 

(ii) If any of such excess remains after the 
allocation under clause (i), the Secretary 
shall allocate to each State such amount as 
may be necessary so that the amount au- 
thorized to be appropriated for such fiscal 
year for each project to be carried out in 
such State under sections 1103 through 1108 
of such Act without regard to section 1003(c) 
of such Act is available for the project. 

(111) The Secretary shall allocate among 
the States any excess remaining after the al- 
locations under clauses (i) and (ii) so that 
each State is allocated the following per- 
centages of the remaining excess: 


Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware ............... 


Missouri 


0.69 


New York .......... 
North Carolina 
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ОМОК ИЕ FE иы AAA наа» 3.64 
ОК1аһота 1.36 
Oregon 1.23 
Pennsylvania ... 4.93 
Rhode Island .... 0.56 
South Carolina 1.42 
0.69 
2.00 
6.21 
0.73 
0.43 
2.28 
2.05 
1.15 
1.90 
0.65 
0.46 
0.01. 


“(С) TERRITORIES DEFINED.—In this para- 
graph, the term ‘territories’ means the Vir- 
gin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is- 
lands.“ 

(b) SPECIAL RULE FOR URBANIZED AREAS OF 
OVER 200,000 IN FISCAL YEARS 1996 AND 1997.— 
Section 157 of such title is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (d) and (e) 
as subsection (e) and (f), respectively, and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol- 
lowing: 

(d) SPECIAL RULE FOR URBANIZED AREAS 
OF OVER 200,000 IN FISCAL YEARS 1996 AND 

“(1) GENERAL RULE.—The percentage deter- 
mined under paragraph (2) of funds allocated 
to a State under subsection (a)(4X(B)Gii) for 
each of fiscal years 1996 and 1997 shall be ob- 
ligated in urbanized areas of the State with 
an urbanized population of over 200,000 under 
section 133(1)(3). 

“(2) PERCENTAGE.—The percentage referred 
to in paragraph (1) is the percentage deter- 
mined by dividing— 

“(А) the total amount of the reduction in 
funds which would have been attributed 
under section 133(d)(3) to urbanized areas of 
the State with an urbanized population of 
over 200,000 for fiscal year 1996 as a result of 
the application of section 1003(c) of the Inter- 
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 
of 1991; by 

“(В) the total amount of the reduction in 
authorized funds for fiscal year 1996 that 
would have been allocated to the State, and 
that would have been apportioned to the 
State, as‘a result of the application of such 
section 1003(0).". 

(с) FUNDING.—Section 15700 of such title, 
as redesignated by subsection (b), is amended 
by inserting before the period the following: 
“and before October 1, 1995, $1,101,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1996, $1,378,000,000 for fiscal year 
1997”. 

SEC. 207. RELIEF FROM MANDATES, 

(a) MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS.—The Secretary 
shall not take any action pursuant to or en- 
force the provisions of section 303(c) of title 
23, United States Code, with respect to any 
State during fiscal year 1996. 

(b) ASPHALT PAVEMENT CONTAINING RECY- 
CLED RUBBER.—Section 1038 of the Inter- 
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 
of 1991 (105 Stat. 1987-1990) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (d); and 

(2) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub- 
section (d). 

SEC. 208. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title, the following definitions 
apply: 

(1) AUTHORIZED FUNDS.—The term ‘‘author- 
ized funds“ means funds authorized to be ap- 
propriated out of the Highway Trust Fund 
(other than the Mass Transit Account) to 
carry out title 23, United States Code (other 
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than sections 402 and 410) and the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 and subject to an obligation limitation. 

(2) URBANIZED AREA.—The term “urbanized 
area“ has the meaning such term has under 
section 101(a) of title 23, United States Code. 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to title II? 
If not, the Clerk will designate title 


ш. 

The text of title ІП is as follows: 
TITLE I1I—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
БЕС. 301. DISTRIBUTION OF TRANSIT OPERATING 
ASSISTANCE LIMITATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any lim- 
itation otherwise imposed on operating as- 
sistance under section 5307 of title 49, United 
States Code, the Secretary shall distribute 
such limitation so that each urbanized area 
(as such term is defined under section 5302 of 
such title) that had a population under the 
1990 decennial census of the United States of 
less than 200,000 will receive, under the dis- 
tribution of such limitation for fiscal year 
1996, 75 percent of the amount the area re- 
ceived under the distribution of such limita- 
tion for fiscal year 1995. 

(b) CONSIDERATION.—In the distribution of 
the limitation referred to in subsection (a) to 
urbanized areas that had a population under 
the 1990 decennial census of 1,000,000 or more, 
the Secretary shall direct each such area to 
give priority consideration to the impact of 
reductions in operating assistance on small- 
er transit authorities operating within the 
area and to consider the needs and resources 
of such transit authorities when the limita- 
tion is distributed among all transit authori- 
ties operating in the area. 

SEC. 302. ACCOUNTABILITY FOR HIGH COST FED- 
ERAL-AID PROJECTS. 


(a) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary shall re- 
quire each recipient of Federal financial as- 
sistance for a highway or transit project 
with an estimated total cost of $1,000,000,000 
or more to submit to the Secretary an an- 
nual financial plan. Such plan shall be based 
on detailed annual estimates of the cost to 
complete the remaining elements of the 
project and on reasonable assumptions, as 
determined by the Secretary, of future in- 
creases in the cost to complete the project. 

(b) RECOMMENDATIONS ON WITHHOLDING OF 
ASSISTANCE.—AS part of an annual report to 
be submitted under subsection (c), the Sec- 
retary shall make a recommendation to Con- 
gress on whether or not future Federal as- 
sistance should be withheld with respect to 
any project described in subsection (a) for 
which an annual financial plan is not sub- 
mitted under subsection (a) or for which the 
Secretary determines that the estimates or 
assumptions referred to in subsection (a) are 
not reasonable. 

(c) REPORT.—The Secretary shall submit to 
Congress an annual report on the financial 
plans submitted to the Secretary under this 
section, and any recommendation made by 
the Secretary under subsection (b), in the 
preceding fiscal year. 

SEC. 303. LETTERS OF INTENT AND FULL FINANC- 
ING GRANT AND EARLY SYSTEMS 
WORK AGREEMENTS. 

Section 530%6) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by indenting and dropping paragraph (1) 
down 1 line; 

(2) by moving all the paragraphs, subpara- 
graphs, and clauses of such section 2 ems to 
the right; 

(3) by inserting after “(1)” the first place it 
appears the following: “LETTERS OF IN- 
TENT.— '; 
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(4) in paragraph (1)(B) by striking Public 
Works and Transportation” and inserting 
“Transportation and Infrastructure”; 

(5) by inserting after (2) the first place it 
appears “FULL FINANCING GRANT AGREE- 
MENTS.—’’; 

(6) by inserting after (3) the first place it 
appears “EARLY SYSTEM WORK AGREE- 
MENTS.—"’; 

(7) by inserting after (4) the first place it 
appears “TOTAL ESTIMATED FUTURE OBLIGA- 
TIONS AND CONTINGENT COMMITMENTS.—’’; and 

(8) by adding at the end the following: 

(5) PREAUTHORIZATION OF FULL FEDERAL 
FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—After the date of the en- 
actment of this ph and before the 
date on which Federal-aid highway and tran- 
sit programs are reauthorized, the Secretary 
of Transportation may not issue a letter of 
intent, or enter into a full financing grant 
agreement or early systems work agreement, 
under this section for a project or operable 
segment of a project unless the full amount 
of Federal financial responsibility for the 
project or operable segment of a project has 
been included in an authorization law. 

“(В) LIMITATION.—The prohibition on en- 
tering into a full financing grant agreement 
under this paragraph shall not apply— 

“(1) to any project for which a letter of in- 
tent was issued before the date of the enact- 
ment of this paragraph; and 

(ii) to any project included as an element 
of an interrelated project which also in- 
cludes another project for which a letter of 
intent was issued before such date of enact- 
ment.“. 

SEC. 304. REPORT ON CAPITAL PROJECTS FOR 


Section 5309(m) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by indenting and dropping paragraph (1) 
down 1 line; 

(2) by moving all the paragraphs and sub- 
paragraphs of such section 2 ems to the 
right; 

(3) by inserting “‘PERCENTAGES.—”’ after 
“(1)” the first place it appears; 

(4) by inserting ‘‘NONURBANIZED AREA ALLO- 
CATION.—”’ after “(2)” the first place it ap- 


pears; 

(5) by inserting “REPORTS.—” 
the first place it appears; 

(6) in paragraph (3) by striking Public 
Works and Transportation“ and inserting 
“Transportation and Infrastructure"; 

(Т) in paragraph (3) by striking “а proposal 
on the allocation” and inserting “а report оп 
the proposed allocation"; 

(8) in paragraph (3) by adding at the end 
the following: 

“Such report shall include for each such cap- 
ital project the following: 

“(А) An analysis of the potential funding 
requirements of the project under paragraph 
(1)(B) in the succeeding 5 fiscal years. 

“(В) A description of the planning and 
study process undertaken to select the lo- 
cally preferred alternative for the project. 

“(С) A description of efforts undertaken to 
seek alternative funding sources for the 
project.“; and 

(9) by inserting “‘MULTIPLE ALLOCATIONS.— 
” after “(4)” the first place it appears. 

SEC. 305. REPEAL AND MODIFICATION OF EXIST- 
ING PROJECTS. 

(а) LoNG BEACH METRO LINK FIXED RAIL 
PROJECT.—Section 3035(0) of the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 (105 Stat. 2131) is Terane 

(b) HONOLULU RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT.— 
Section 3035(ww) of such Act (105 Stat. 2136) 


after “(3)” 
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is amended by striking *‘$618,000,000" and in- 
serting “5541,100,000”. 
SEC. 306. MISCELLANEOUS TRANSIT PROJECTS. 

(a) NEW JERSEY URBAN CORE PROJECT.— 
Section 3031(d) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (105 
Stat. 2122-2123) is amended— 

(1) by inserting after Hudson River Water- 
front Transportation System” the following: 
“(including corridor connections to and 
within the city of Bayonne)"; and 

(2) by inserting after “Concourse,” the fol- 
lowing: the West Shore Line.“ 

(b) NORTH BAY FERRY SERVICE.—Section 
3035(c) of such Act (105 Stat. 2129) is amended 
by striking 38.000, 000 and all that follows 
through "1993" and inserting ““517,000,000”. 

(c) STATEN ISLAND-MIDTOWN MANHATTAN 
FERRY SERVICE.—Section 3035(d) of such Act 
is amended by striking 31,000,000 and all 
that follows through “1992” and inserting 
“$12,000,000”. 

(d) CENTRAL AREA CIRCULATOR PROJECT.— 
Section 3035(e) of such Act is amended by 
striking the last sentence which begins 
“Such amount”. 

(e) SALT LAKE CITY LIGHT RAIL PROJECT.— 
Section 3035(f) of such Act is amended by in- 
serting after including“ the following: re- 
lated high-occupancy vehicle lane, inter- 
modal corridor design.“. 

(f Los ANGELES-SAN DIEGO RAIL CORRIDOR 
IMPROVEMENT PROJECT.—Section 3035(g) of 
such Act is amended by striking “поб less 
than” the Ist place it appears and all that 
follows through “1994” and inserting 
20. 000. 000 

(g) SAN JOSE-GILROY-HOLLISTER COMMUTER 
RAIL PROJECT.—Section 3035(h) of such Act is 
amended— 

(1) by striking “July 1, 1994” and inserting 
“September 30, 199”; and 

(2) by striking “August 1, 1994,” and insert- 
ing ‘October 31, 1996,"’. 

(h) DALLAS LIGHT RAIL PROJECT.— 

(1) MULTIYEAR GRANT AGREEMENT.—Section 
3035(i) of such Act is amended— 

(А) by striking 6.4 miles“ and inserting 
“9.6 miles“; 

(В) by striking “10 stations” and inserting 
“not to exceed 14 stations”; 

(С) by striking such light rail line“ and 
inserting the program of interrelated 
projects identified in section 5328(c)(1)(G) of 
title 49, United States Code,“; and 

(D) by striking “of such elements” and in- 
serting “element of such program of inter- 
related projects“. 

(2) PROGRAM OF INTERRELATED PROJECTS.— 
Section 5328(c)(1)(G) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking Camp Wis- 
dom” and inserting “Interstate Route 20, 
L.B.J. Freeway”. 

(i) KANSAS CITY LIGHT RAIL ІЛМЕ.--Бесійоп 
3035(k) of such Act is amended by striking 
**$1,500,000 in fiscal year 1992, and $4,400,000 іп 
fiscal year 1993” and inserting “35,900,000”. 

0) DOWNTOWN ORLANDO CIRCULATOR 
PROJECT.—Section 3035(1) of such Act із 
amended— 

(1) by striking the subsection heading and 
inserting ‘DOWNTOWN ORLANDO CIRCULATOR 
PROJECT”; 

(2) by striking “Мо later than April 30, 
1992, the” and inserting “Тһе”; 

(3) by striking “Гог” the second place it ap- 
pears and all that follows through the period 
at the end and inserting and the completion 
of final design, construction, land and equip- 
ment acquisition, and related activities for 
the Downtown Orlando Circulator project.“. 

(k) DETROIT LIGHT RAIL PROJECT.—Section 
3035(m) of such Act is amended by striking 
“not less than” the first place it appears and 
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all that follows through “1993,” and inserting 
820.000. 000“. 

(1) LAKEWOOD-FREEHOLD-MATAWAN OR 
JAMESBURG RAIL PROJECT.—Section 3035(р) of 
such Act is amended by striking “51,800,000” 
and all that follows through 1994 and in- 
serting 57,800, 0000. 

(т) CHARLOTTE LIGHT RAIL STuDY.—Sec- 
tion 3035(r) of such Act is amended by strik- 
ing “125,000” and all that follows through 
“1993” and inserting “5500,000”. 

(n) SAN DIEGO MID COAST FIXED GUIDEWAY 
PROJECT.—Section 3035(u) of such Act is 
amended— 

(1) in the subsection heading by striking 
“Мір COAST LIGHT RAIL PROJECT” and insert- 
ing “METROPOLITAN TRANSIT IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM”; 

(2) by striking “No later than April 30, 
1992, the” and inserting “Тһе”; and 

(3) by striking “, $2,000,000" and all that 
follows through the period and inserting 
"$27,000,000 for the integrated project financ- 
ing of the San Diego Mid Coast and Mission 
Valley East Corridor fixed guideway 
projects.“ 

(о) EUREKA SPRINGS, ARKANSAS.— Section 
3035(2) of such Act is amended by striking 
the text and inserting the following: From 
funds made available under section 
5309(m)(1)(C) of title 49, United States Code, 
the Secretary shall make available $63,600 to 
Eureka Springs Transit for the purchase of 
an alternative fueled vehicle which is acces- 
sible to and usable by individuals with dis- 
abilities.“ 

(p) BALTIMORE-WASHINGTON TRANSPOR- 
TATION IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM.—Section 
3035(nn) of such Act is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking “аз fol- 
lows:” and all that follows through “1994.” 
and inserting and shall be $60,000,000."’; 

(2) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘as fol- 
lows:“ and all that follows through the pe- 
riod at the end of subparagraph (C) and in- 
serting and shall total 5160,000,000.”; and 

(3) in paragraph (3) by striking for fiscal 
year 1993”, 

(q) DULLES CORRIDOR RAIL PROJECT.—Sec- 
tion 3035(aaa) of such Act is amended— 

(1) by striking “No later than April 30, 
1992, the” and inserting “Тһе”; and 

(2) by striking “the completion” and all 
that follows through engineering for”. 

(r) CENTRAL PUGET SOUND REGIONAL TRAN- 
SIT PROJECT.—Section 3035(bbb) of such Act 
is amended to read as follows: 

(bbb) CENTRAL PUGET SOUND REGIONAL 
TRANSIT PROJECT.—From funds made avail- 
able under section 5309(m)(1)(B) of title 49, 
United States Code, the Secretary shall 
make available $300,000,000 for the Central 
Puget Sound Regional Transit Project.“. 

(s) CANAL STREET CORRIDOR LIGHT RAIL.— 
Section 3035(fff of such Act is amended— 

(1) by striking “No later than April 30, 
1992, the” and inserting “Тһе”; and 

(2) by striking “negotiate” and all that fol- 
lows through includes“ and inserting 
“make available”. 

(t) ADDITIONAL TRANSIT PROJECTS.— 

(1) CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND COMMUTER 
RAIL.—From funds made available under sec- 
tion 5309(m)(1)(B) of title 49, United States 
Code, the Secretary shall make available 
$6,500,000 for the Canton-Akron-Cleveland 
Commuter Rail project. 

(2) CINCINNATI NORTHEAST/NORTHERN KEN- 
TUCKY RAIL.—From funds made available 
under such section, the Secretary shall make 
available $2,000,000 for the Cincinnati North- 
east/Northern Kentucky Rail project. 

(3) DART NORTH CENTRAL LIGHT RAIL ЕХ- 
TENSION.—From funds made available under 
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such section, the Secretary shall make avail- 
able $2,500,000 for the DART North Central 
Light Rail Extension project. 

(4) DALLAS-FORT WORTH RAILTRAN,—From 
funds made available under such section, the 
Secretary shall make available $5,000,000 for 
the Dallas-Fort Worth RAILTRAN project. 

(5) FLORIDA TRI-COUNTY COMMUTER RAIL.— 
From funds made available under such sec- 
tion, the Secretary shall make available 
$10,000,000 for the Florida Tri-County Com- 
muter Rail project. 

(6) MIAMI-NORTH 27TH AVENUE.—From funds 
made available under such section, the Sec- 
retary shall make available $2,000,000 for the 
Miami-North 27th Avenue project. 

(7) MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE, REGIONAL RAIL 
PLAN.—From funds made available under 
such section, the Secretary shall make avail- 
able $2,500,000 for the Memphis, Tennessee, 
Regional Rail Plan project. 

(8) NEW ORLEANS CANAL STREET CORRIDOR,.— 
From funds made available under such sec- 
tion, the Secretary shall make available 
$10,000,000 for the New Orleans Canal Street 
Corridor project. 

(9) ORANGE COUNTY TRANSITWAY.—From 
funds made available under such section, the 
Secretary shall make available $5,000,000 for 
the Orange County Transitway project. 

(10) WHITEHALL FERRY TERMINAL, NEW YORK, 
NEW YORK.—From funds made available 
under such section, the Secretary shall make 
available $5,000,000 for the Whitehall Ferry 
Terminal project. 

(11) WISCONSIN CENTRAL COMMUTER.—From 
funds made available under such section, the 
Secretary shall make available $14,400,000 for 
the Wisconsin Central Commuter project. 

(12) SAN JUAN, PUERTO RICO, TREN URBANO.— 
From funds made available under such sec- 
tion, the Secretary shall make available 
$15,000,000 for the San Juan, Puerto Rico, 
Tren Urbano project. 

(13) TAMPA TO LAKELAND COMMUTER RAIL.— 
From funds made available under such sec- 
tion, the Secretary shall make available 
$1,000,000 for the Tampa to Lakeland Com- 
muter Rail project. 

SEC. 307. METROPOLITAN PLANNING FOR TRAN- 
SIT PROJECTS. 


Section 5303(b) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“(16) recreational travel and tourism.“ 
SEC. 308. CONTRACTING FOR ENGINEERING AND 

DESIGN SERVICES. 

Section 5325 of title 49, United States Code, 

is amended by adding at the end the follow- 


(e) SPECIAL RULES FOR ENGINEERING AND 
DESIGN CONTRACTS.— 

“(1) PERFORMANCE AND AUDITS.—Any con- 
tract or subcontract awarded in accordance 
with subsection (d), whether funded in whole 
or in part with Federal transit funds, shall 
be performed and audited in compliance with 
cost principles contained in the Federal ac- 
quisition regulations of part 31 of title 48 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations. 

“(2) INDIRECT COST RATES.—Instead of pér- 
forming its own audits, a recipient of funds 
under a contract or subcontract awarded in 
accordance with subsection (d) shall accept 
indirect cost rates established in accordance 
with the Federal acquisition regulations for 
l-year applicable accounting periods by a 
cognizant Federal or State government 
agency, if such rates are not currently under 
dispute. Once a firm's indirect cost rates аге 
accepted, the recipient of such funds shall 
apply such rates for the purposes of contract 
estimation, negotiation, administration, re- 
porting, and contract payment and shall not 
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be limited by administrative or de facto ceil- 
ings of any kind. A recipient of such funds 
requesting or using the cost and rate data 
described in this paragraph shall notify any 
affected firm before such request or use. 
Such data shall be confidential and shall not 
be accessible or provided, in whole or in part, 
to another firm or to any government agen- 
cy which is not part of the group of agencies 
sharing cost data under this paragraph, ex- 
cept by written permission of the audited 
firm. If prohibited by law, such cost and rate 
data shall not be disclosed under any cir- 
cumstances. 

‘(3) STATE OPTION.—Paragraphs (1) and (2) 
shall take effect 2 years after the date of the 
enactment of this subsection with respect to 
all States; except that if a State, during such 
2-year period, adopts by statute an alter- 
native process intended to promote engineer- 
ing and design quality and ensure maximum 
competition by professional companies of all 
sizes providing engineering and design serv- 
ices, such paragraphs shall not apply with 
respect to such State.“ 

SEC. 309. FERRY BOATS AND TERMINAL FACILI- 


Section 12%c)(5) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by inserting before the period at the end 
of the first sentence the following: “ог be- 
tween a point in a State and a point in the 
Dominion of Салада”; and 

(2) in the second sentence by inserting 
after Puerto Rico” the following: , be- 
tween a point in a State and a point in the 
Dominion of Canada.“ 

SEC. 310. UTILIZATION OF THE PRIVATE SECTOR 
FOR SURVEYING AND MAPPING 
SERVICES. 

Section 306 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by inserting (a) IN GENERAL.—"’ before 
In“; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

) GUIDANCE.—The Secretary shall issue 
guidance to encourage States to utilize, to 
the maximum extent practicable, private 
sector sources for surveying and mapping 
services for highway projects under this 
title. In carrying out this subsection, the 
Secretary shall determine appropriate roles 
for State and private mapping and surveying 
activities, including— 

(I) preparation of standards and specifica- 
tions; 

2) research in surveying and mapping in- 
strumentation and procedures and tech- 
nology transfer to the private sector; 

3) providing technical guidance, coordi- 
nation, and administration of State survey- 
ing апа mapping activities; and 

(4) establishing a schedule with quantifi- 
able goals for increasing the use by the 
States of private sector sources for survey- 
ing and mapping activities.“. 

SEC. 311. FORMULA GRANT PROGRAM. 

(a) TRANSIT SECURITY SYSTEMS.—Section 
§307(d)(1)(J)(i) of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting before “апа any 
other“ the following: employing law en- 
forcement or security personnel in areas 
within or adjacent to such systems,“. 

(b) FERRYBOAT OPERATIONS.—For purposes 
of calculating apportionments under section 
5336 of title 49, United States Code, for fiscal 
years beginning after September 30, 1995, 50 
percent of the ferryboat revenue vehicle 
miles and 50 percent of the ferryboat route 
miles attributable to service provided to the 
city of Avalon, California, for which the op- 
erator receives public assistance shall be in- 
cluded in the calculation of fixed guideway 
vehicle revenue miles“ and fixed guideway 
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route miles” attributable to the Los Angeles 

urbanized area under sections 5336(b)(2)(A) 

and 5335 of such title. 

SEC. 312. ACCESSIBILITY OF OVER-THE-ROAD 
BUSES TO INDIVIDUALS WITH DIS- 
ABILITIES. 

Section 306(а)(2)(В)(111) of the Americans 
With Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
12186(a)(2)(B)(ili)) is amended— 

(1) іп subclause (I) by striking “7 years 
after the date of the enactment of this Act” 
and inserting “3 years after the date of issu- 
ance of final regulations under subparagraph 
(BXii)"; and 

(2) іп subclause (П) by striking “6 years 
after such date of enactment” and inserting 
“2 years after the date of issuance of such 
final regulations’’. 

SEC, 313, ALASKA RAILROAD. 

Section 5337(a)(3)(B) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: The Alaska Railroad is eligi- 
ble for assistance under this subparagraph 
with respect to improvements to its pas- 
senger operations.“. 


БЕС. 314. ALCOHOL AND CONTROLLED SUB- 
STANCES TESTING. 
(a) MASS TRANSIT ‘TESTING.—Section 


5831(b)(1)(A) of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

(b) TESTING PROGRAM FOR MASS TRANS- 
PORTATION EMPLOYEES.—(1)(A) In the inter- 
est of mass transportation safety, the Sec- 
retary shall prescribe regulations that estab- 
lish a program requiring mass transpor- 
tation operations that receive financial as- 
sistance under sections 5307, 5309, or 5311 of 
this title or section 103(e)(4) of title 23 to 
conduct preemployment, reasonable sus- 
picion, random, and post-accident testing of 
mass transportation employees responsible 
for safety-sensitive functions (as decided by 
the Secretary) for the use of a controlled 
substance in violation of law or a United 
States Government regulation, and to con- 
duct reasonable suspicion, random, and post- 
accident testing of such employees for the 
use of alcohol in violation of law or a United 
States Government regulation. The regula- 
tions shall permit such operations to con- 
duct preemployment testing of such employ- 
ees for the use of alcohol.“ 

(b) RAILROAD TESTING.—Section 
20140(b)(1)(A) of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(Ау а railroad carrier to conduct 
preemployment, reasonable suspicion, ran- 
dom, and post-accident testing of all railroad 
employees responsible for safety-sensitive 
functions (as decided by the Secretary) for 
the use of a controlled substance in violation 
of law or a United States Government regu- 
lation, and to conduct reasonable suspicion, 
random, and post-accident testing of such 
employees for the use of alcohol in violation 
of law or a United States Government regu- 
lation; the regulations shall permit such 
railroad carriers to conduct preemployment 
testing of such employees for the use of alco- 
hol; апа”. 

(c) MOTOR CARRIER TESTING.—Section 
31306(b)(1)(A) of such title is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(b) TESTING PROGRAM FOR OPERATORS OF 
COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLES.—({1)(A) In the 
interest of commercial motor vehicle safety, 
the Secretary of Transportation shall pre- 
scribe regulations that establish a program 
requiring motor carriers to conduct 
preemployment, reasonable suspicion, ran- 
dom, and post-accident testing of operators 
of commercial motor vehicles for the use of 
controlled substance in violation of law or a 
United States Government regulation and to 


25858 


conduct reasonable suspicion, random, and 
post-accident testing of such operators for 
the use of alcohol in violation of law or a 
United States Government regulation. The 
regulations shall permit such motor carriers 
to conduct preemployment testing of such 
employees for the use of alcohol.“ 

(d) AVIATION TESTING.— 

(1) PROGRAM FOR EMPLOYEES OF AIR CAR- 
RIERS AND FOREIGN AIR CARRIERS,—Section 
45102(a)(1) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(а) PROGRAM FOR EMPLOYEES OF AIR CAR- 
RIERS AND FOREIGN AIR CARRIERS.—(1) In the 
interest of aviation safety, the Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Aviation Administra- 
tion shall prescribe regulations that estab- 
lish a program requiring air carriers and for- 
eign air carriers to conduct preemployment, 
reasonable suspicion, random, and post-acci- 
dent testing of airmen, crewmembers, air- 
port security screening contract personnel, 
and other air carrier employees responsible 
for safety-sensitive functions (as decided by 
the Administrator) for the use of a con- 
trolled substance in violation of law or a 
United States Government regulation; and 
to conduct reasonable suspicion, random, 
and post-accident testing of airmen, crew- 
members, airport security screening con- 
tract personnel, and other air carrier em- 
ployees responsible for safety-sensitive func- 
tions (as decided by the Administrator) for 
the use of alcohol in violation of law or a 
United States Government regulation. The 
regulations shall permit air carriers and for- 
eign air carriers to conduct preemployment 
testing of airmen, crewmembers, airport se- 
curity screening contract personnel, and 
other air carrier employees responsible for 
safety-sensitive functions (as decided by the 
Administrator) for the use of alcohol.“ 

(2) PROGRAM FOR EMPLOYEES OF THE FED- 
ERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION.—Section 
45102(b)(1) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

„b) PROGRAM FOR EMPLOYEES OF THE FED- 
ERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION.—(1) The Ad- 
ministrator shall establish a program of 
preemployment, reasonable suspicion, ran- 
dom, and post-accident testing for the use of 
а controlled substance in violation of law or 
a United States Government regulation for 
employees of the Administration whose du- 
ties include responsibility for safety-sen- 
sitive functions and shall establish a pro- 
gram of reasonable suspicion, random and 
post-accident testing for the use of alcohol 
in violation of law or a United States Gov- 
ernment regulation for such employees. The 
Administrator may establish a program of 
preemployment testing for the use of alcohol 
for such employees. 

SEC. 315. ALCOHOL-IMPAIRED DRIVING COUN- 
TERMEASURES. 


(a) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 
410(4)(1)(Е) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by striking the date of enactment 
of this section’’ and inserting ‘‘December 18, 
1991”. 

(b) Basic GRANT ELIGIBILITY.—Section 
410(d) of such title is further amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) by inserting “(А)” after “(3)”; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(В) A State shall be treated as having met 
the requirement of this paragraph if— 

(i) the State provides to the Secretary а 
written certification that the highest court 
of the State has issued a decision indicating 
that implementation of subparagraph (A) 
would constitute a violation of the constitu- 
tion of the State; and 

i) the State demonstrates to the satis- 
faction of the Secretary— 
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“(1) that the alcohol fatal crash involve- 
ment rate in the State has decreased in each 
of the 3 most recent calendar years for which 
statistics for determining such rate are 
available; and 

“(II) that the alcohol fatal crash involve- 
ment rate in the State has been lower than 
the average such rate for all States in each 
of such calendar years.“; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(7) Any individual under age 21 with a 
blood alcohol concentration of 0.02 percent 
or greater when driving a motor vehicle shall 
be deemed to be driving while intoxicated.”’. 

(с) SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS.—Section 410(f) 
of such title is amended by striking para- 
graph (1) and redesignating paragraphs (2) 
through (7) as paragraphs (1) through (6), re- 
spectively. 

SEC, 316. SAFETY RESEARCH INITIATIVES. 

(a) OLDER DRIVERS AND OTHER SPECIAL 
DRIVER GROUPS.— 

(1) Stupy.—The Secretary shall conduct a 
study of technologies and practices to im- 
prove the driving performance of older driv- 
ers and other special driver groups. 

(2) DEMONSTRATION ACTIVITIES.—In con- 
ducting the study under paragraph (1), the 
Secretary shall undertake demonstration ac- 
tivities which incorporate and build upon 
gerontology research related to the study of 
the normal aging process. The Secretary 
shall initially implement such activities in 
those States which have the highest popu- 
lation of aging citizens for whom driving a 
motor vehicle is their primary mobility 
mode. 

(3) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT.—The Sec- 
retary shall carry out the study under para- 
graph (1) by entering into a cooperative 
agreement with an institution that has dem- 
onstrated competencies in gerontological re- 
search, population demographics, human fac- 
tors related to transportation, and advanced 
technology applied to transportation. 

(b) WORK ZONE SAFETY.—In carrying out 
the work zone safety program under section 
1051 of the Intermodal Surface Transpor- 
tation Efficiency Act of 1991, the Secretary 
shall utilize a variety of methods to increase 
safety at highway construction sites, includ- 
ing each of the following: 

(1) Conferences to explore new techniques 
and stimulate dialogue for improving work 
zone safety. 

(2) Creation of a national clearinghouse to 
assemble and disseminate, by electronic and 
other means, information relating to the im- 
provement of work zone safety. 

(3) A national promotional campaign in co- 
operation with the States to provide timely, 
site-specific information to motorists when 
construction workers are actually present. 

(c) RADIO AND MICROWAVE TECHNOLOGY FOR 
MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY WARNING SYSTEM.— 

(1) Stupy.—The Secretary shall conduct a 
study to develop and evaluate radio and 
microwave technology for a motor vehicle 
safety warning system in furtherance of safe- 
ty in all types of motor vehicles. 

(2) EQUIPMENT.—Equipment developed 
under the study to be conducted under sub- 
section (a) shall be directed toward, but not 
limited to, advance warning to operators of 
all types of motor vehicles of— 

(A) temporary obstructions in a highway; 

(B) poor visibility and highway surface 
conditions caused by adverse weather; and 

(C) movement of emergency vehicles. 

(8) SAFETY APPLICATIONS.—In conducting 
the study under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall determine whether the technology de- 
scribed in this subsection has other appro- 
priate safety applications. 
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SEC. 317. PUBLIC TRANSIT VEHICLES EXEMP- 
TION. 


Section 1023(h)(1) of the Intermodal Sur- 
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (23 
U.S.C. 127 note) is amended— 

(1) by striking “2-уеаг” the first place it 
appears and all that follows through “Act,” 
and inserting period beginning on October 
6, 1992, and ending on the date on which Fed- 
eral-aid highway and transit programs are 
reauthorized after the date of the enactment 
of the National Highway System Designation 
Act of 1995,”; and 

(2) by striking the second sentence. 

SEC. 318. CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR 
QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM. 

(a) AREAS ELIGIBLE FOR FUNDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of sec- 
tion 149(5) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(A) by inserting if the project or program 
is for an area in the State that was des- 
ignated as a nonattainment area under sec- 
tion 107(d) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
7407(a)) during any part of fiscal year 1994 
апа” after program“ the 2nd place it ap- 
pears; and 

(В) in paragraph (1)(A) by striking con- 
tribute“ and all that follows through; ог" 
and inserting the following: “contribute to— 

“(i) the attainment of a national ambient 
air quality standard; or 

(i) the maintenance of a national ambi- 
ent air quality standard in an area that was 
designated as a nonattainment area but that 
was later redesignated by the Administrator 
of the Environmental Protection Agency as 
an attainment area under section 107(d) of 
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7407(4)); ог”. 

(2) APPORTIONMENT.—Section 104(0)(2) of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended— 

(A) in the second sentence, by striking is 
а nonattainment area (as defined in the 
Clean Air Act) for ozone" and inserting was 
a nonattainment area (as defined in section 
171(2) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7501(2))) 
for ozone during any part of fiscal year 1994”; 
and 

(B) in the third sentence— 

(i) by striking is also“ and inserting was 
also”; and 

(11) by inserting during any part of fiscal 
year 1994” after “тпопохіде”, 

(b) EFFECT OF LIMITATION ON APPORTION- 
MENT.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, for each of fiscal years 1996 and 1997, 
any limitation under an amendment made by 
this section on an apportionment of funds 
otherwise authorized under section 1003(a)(4) 
of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Ef- 
ficiency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 1919) shall not 
affect any hold harmless apportionment ad- 
justment under section 1015(a) of such Act 
(105 Stat. 1943). 

БЕС. 319. QUALITY IMPROVEMENT. 

(a) LIFE-CYCLE CosT ANALYSIS.—Section 
106 of title 23, United States Code, is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

“(е) LIFE-CYCLE CosT ANALYSIS.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish a program to require States to con- 
duct an analysis of the life-cycle costs of all 
projects on the National Highway System 
with an estimated total cost of $25,000,000 or 
more. 

(2) ANALYSIS OF LIFE-CYCLE COSTS DE- 
FINED.—In this subsection, the term ‘analysis 
of life-cycle costs’ means a process for evalu- 
ating the total economic worth of one or 
more projects by analyzing both initial costs 
as well as discounted future costs, such as 
maintenance, reconstruction, rehabilitation, 
restoring, and resurfacing costs, over the life 
of the project or projects.“. 
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(b) VALUE ENGINEERING.—Such section is 
further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“(f) VALUE ENGINEERING FOR NHS.— 

“(1) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a program to require States to carry 
out a value engineering analysis for all 
projects on the National Highway System 
with an estimated total cost of $25,000,000 or 
more. 

“(2) VALUE ENGINEERING DEFINED.—For pur- 
poses of this subsection, the term ‘value en- 
gineering analysis“ means a systematic proc- 
ess of review and analysis of a project or ас- 
tivity during its design phase by a multidis- 
ciplined team of persons not originally in- 
volved in the project or activity in order to 
provide suggestions for reducing the total 
cost of the project or activity and providing 
a project or activity of equal or better qual- 
ity. Such suggestions may include a com- 
bination or elimination of inefficient or ex- 
pensive parts of the original proposed design 
for the project or activity and total redesign 
of the proposed project or activity using dif- 
ferent technologies, materials, or methods so 
as to accomplish the original purpose of the 
project or activity.“. 

SEC. 320. APPLICABILITY OF TRANSPORTATION 
CONFORMITY REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION.—Section 109()) 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
striking “plan for the implementation of any 
ambient air quality standard for any air 
quality control region designated pursuant 
to the Clean Air Act, as amended.” and in- 
serting the following: ‘‘plan for— 

(J) the implementation of a national am- 
bient air quality standard for which an area 
is designated as a nonattainment area under 
section 107(d) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
7407(d)); or 

(2) the maintenance of a national ambient 
air quality standard in an area that was des- 
ignated as a nonattainment area but that 
was later redesignated by the Administrator 
as an attainment area for the standard and 
that is required to develop a maintenance 
plan under section 175A of the Clean Air Act 
(42 U.S.C. 7505а).”. 

(b) CLEAN AIR ACT REQUIREMENTS.—Section 
176(c) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7506(с)) 
is amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing: 


“(5) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection shall 
apply only with respect to— 

“(А) а nonattainment area and each spe- 
cific pollutant for which the area is des- 
ignated as a nonattainment area; and 

B) an area that was designated as a non- 
attainment area but that was later redesig- 
nated by the Administrator as an attain- 
ment area and that is required to develop a 
maintenance plan under section 175A with 
respect to the specific pollutant for which 
the area was designated nonattainment.”’. 
SEC. 321. QUALITY THROUGH COMPETITION. 

(a) CONTRACTING FOR ENGINEERING AND DE- 
SIGN SERVICES.—Section 112(b)(2) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subparagraphs: 

“(С) PERFORMANCE AND AUDITS.—Any con- 
tract or subcontract awarded in accordance 
with subparagraph (A), whether funded in 
whole or in part with Federal-aid highway 
funds, shall be performed and audited in 
compliance with cost principles contained in 
the Federal acquisition regulations of part 31 
of title 48 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 

„D) INDIRECT COST RATES.—Instead of per- 
forming its own audits, a recipient of funds 
under a contract or subcontract awarded in 
accordance with subparagraph (A) shall ac- 
cept indirect cost rates established in ac- 
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cordance with the Federal acquisition regu- 
lations for l-year applicable accounting peri- 
ods by a cognizant Federal or State govern- 
ment agency, if such rates are not currently 
under dispute. Once a firm’s indirect cost 
rates are accepted, the recipient of such 
funds shall apply such rates for the purposes 
of contract estimation, negotiation, admin- 
istration, reporting, and contract payment 
and shall not be limited by administrative or 
de facto ceilings of any kind. A recipient of 
such funds requesting or using the cost and 
rate data described in this subparagraph 
shall notify any affected firm before such re- 
quest or use. Such data shall be confidential 
and shall not be accessible or provided, in 
whole or in part, to another firm or to any 
government agency which is not part of the 
group of agencies sharing cost data under 
this subparagraph, except by written permis- 
sion of the audited firm. If prohibited by law, 
such cost and rate data shall not be disclosed 
under any circumstances. 

“(Е) STATE OPTION.—Subparagraphs (С) and 
(D) shall take effect 2 years after the date of 
the enactment of this subparagraph with re- 
spect to all States; except that if a State, 
during such 2-year period, adopts by statute 
an alternative process intended to promote 
engineering and design quality and ensure 
maximum competition by professional com- 
panies of all sizes providing engineering and 
design services, such subparagraphs shall not 
apply with respect to such State.“ 

(b) REPEAL OF PILOT PROGRAM.—Section 
1092 of the Intermodal Surface Transpor- 
tation Efficiency Act of 1991 (23 U.S.C. 112 
note; 105 Stat. 2024) is repealed. 

SEC. 322. APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN VEHICLE 
* LIMITATIONS IN WISCON- 

Section 127 of title 23, United States Code, 

is amended by adding at the end the follow- 


“(f) OPERATION OF CERTAIN SPECIALIZED 
HAULING VEHICLES ON CERTAIN WISCONSIN 
HIGHWAYS.—If the 104-mile portion of Wis- 
consin State Route 78 and United States 
Route 51 between Interstate Route 94 near 
Portage, Wisconsin, and Wisconsin State 
Route 29 south of Wausau, Wisconsin, is des- 
ignated as part of the Interstate System 
under section 139(а), the single axle weight, 
tandem axle weight, gross vehicle weight, 
and bridge formula limits set forth in sub- 
section (a) shall not apply to the 104-mile 
portion with respect to the operation of any 
vehicle that could legally operate on the 104- 
mile portion before the date of enactment of 
this subsection."’. 

SEC. 323. TREATMENT OF CENTENNIAL BRIDGE, 
ROCK ISLAND, ILLINOIS, AGREE- 

For purposes of section 129(a)(6) of title 23, 
United States Code, the agreement concern- 
ing the Centennial Bridge, Rock Island, Illi- 
nois, entered into under the Act entitled “Ап 
Act authorizing the city of Rock Island, Illi- 
nois, or its assigns, to construct, maintain, 
and operate a toll bridge across the Mis- 
sissippi River at or near Rock Island, Illi- 
nois, and to a place at or near the city of 
Davenport, Iowa’', approved March 18, 1938 
(52 Stat. 110, chapter 48), shall be treated as 
if the agreement had been entered into under 
section 129 of title 23, United States Code, as 
in effect on December 17, 1991, and may be 
modified in accordance with section 129(a)(6) 
of the title. 

SEC, 324. METRIC REQUIREMENTS AND SIGNS, 

(a) PLACEMENT OF SIGNS.—Before Septem- 
ber 30, 1997, the Secretary may not require 
the States to expend any Federal or State 
funds to construct, erect, or otherwise place 
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any sign relating to any speed limit, dis- 
tance, or other measurement on any high- 
way for the purpose of having such sign es- 
tablish such speed limit, distance, or other 
measurement using the metric system. 

(b) MODIFICATION OF SIGNS.—Before Sep- 
tember 30, 1997, the Secretary may not re- 
quire the States to expend any Federal or 
State funds to modify any sign relating to 
any speed limit, any distance, or other meas- 
urement on any highway for the purpose of 
having such sign establish such speed limit, 
distance, or measurement using the metric 
system. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions apply: 

(1) Hichway.—The term highway“ has the 
meaning such term has under section 101 of 
title 23, United States Code. 

(2) METRIC SYSTEM.—The term metric sys- 
ет” has the meaning the term metric sys- 
tem of measurement“ has under section 4 of 
the Metric Conversion Act of 1975 (15 U.S.C. 
205с). 

SEC. 325. ISTEA TECHNICAL CLARIFICATION. 

Section 131(5) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking the period at 
the end of the first sentence and inserting 
the following: “; except that nothing in this 
subsection or section 1047 of the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 shall restrict, or otherwise be applied by 
the Secretary to affect, the authority of a 
State under subsection (d) of this section 
with respect to commercial or industrial 
areas or the authority of a State under sub- 
section (k) of this section to establish stand- 
ards imposing stricter limitations than those 
established in this subsection.“. 

SEC. 326. METROPOLITAN PLANNING FOR HIGH- 
WAY PROJECTS. 

Section 134(f) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

(16) Recreational travel and tourism."’. 
SEC. 327. NON-FEDERAL SHARE FOR CERTAIN 
TOLL BRIDGE PROJECTS. 

Section 1440) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: “Апу non-Federal funds expended 
for the seismic retrofit of the bridge may be 
credited toward the non-Federal share re- 
quired as a condition of receipt of any Fed- 
eral funds for seismic retrofit of the bridge 
made available after the date of the expendi- 
ture.“ 

БЕС. 328. DISCOVERY AND ADMISSION AS EVI- 
DENCE OF CERTAIN REPORTS AND 
SURVEYS, 


Section 409 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting “ог collected” after 
compiled“. 

SEC. 329. NATIONAL RECREATIONAL TRAILS. 

(а) STATE ELIGIBILITY.—Section 1302(c) of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (33 U.S.C. 1261(с)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking Act“ each place it appears 
and inserting part“; 

(2) in paragraph (2) by striking subpara- 
graph (B) and redesignating subparagraphs 
(C) and (D) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), re- 
spectively; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

(3) SIXTH YEAR PROVISION.—On and after 
the date that is 5 years after the date of the 
enactment of this part, a State shall be eligi- 
ble to receive moneys under this part in a 
fiscal year only if the State agrees to expend 
from non-Federal sources for carrying out 
projects under this part an amount equal to 
20 percent of the amount received by the 
State under this part in such fiscal year.“. 
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(b) ADMINISTRATIVE CosTs.—Section 
1302(4Х1) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 1261(d)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking “and” at the end of subpara- 
graph (C); 

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as 
subparagraph (Е); and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following: 

D) contracting for services with other 
land management agencies; апа”. 

(c) ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1302(e) of such Act 
(33 U.S.C. 1261(e)) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (5), (6), (7), 
and (8) as paragraphs (6), (7), (8), and (9), re- 
spectively; and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(5) ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION.— 

“(А) REQUIREMENT.—To the extent prac- 
ticable and consistent with other require- 
ments of this section, in complying with 
paragraph (4), a State shall give priority to 
project proposals which provide for the rede- 
sign, reconstruction, nonroutine mainte- 
nance, or relocation of trails in order to 
mitigate and minimize the impact to the 
natural environment. 

“(В) COMPLIANCE.—The State shall receive 
guidance for determining compliance with 
subparagraph (A) from the recreational trail 
advisory board satisfying the requirements 
of subsection (сХ2ХА).”. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1302(e)(4) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 1261(е)(4)) is 
amended by striking “paragraphs (6) and 
(8)(B)” and inserting “paragraphs (7) and 
(9)(B)"". 

(d) ExcLusions.—Section 1302(е)(7) of such 
Act, as redesignated by subsection (c), is 
amended— 

(1) by striking “(7) SMALL STATE EXCLU- 
SION.—"' and inserting the following: 

“(7) EXCLUSIONS.— 

“(А) SMALL 8ТАТЕ.-”; 

(2) by moving the text of subparagraph (A), 
as designated by paragraph (1), 2 ems to the 
right; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

„B) BEST INTEREST OF А STATE,—Any 
State which determines based on trail needs 
identified in its State Comprehensive Out- 
door Recreation Plan that it is in the best 
interest of the State to be exempt from the 
requirements of paragraph (4) may apply to 
the Secretary for such an exemption. Before 
approving or disapproving an application for 
such an exemption, the Secretary shall pub- 
lish in the Federal Register notice of receipt 
of the application and provide an oppor- 
tunity for public comment on the applica- 
tion.“. 

(e) RETURN OF MONEYS МОТ EXPENDED,— 
Section 1302(e)(9) of such Act, аз redesig- 
nated by subsection (c), is amended— 

(1) by inserting “the State“ before “тау 
be exempted"; and 

(2) by striking and expended ог commit- 
ted” and all that follows before the period. 

(f) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—Section 1303(b) 
of such Act (16 U.S.C. 1262(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “11 members” and inserting 
“12 members“; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (2), (3), and 
(4) as paragraphs (3), (4), апа (5), respec- 
tively; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(2) 1 member appointed by the Secretary 
representing individuals with disabilities;"’. 
SEC. 330, IDENTIFICATION OF HIGH PRIORITY 

CORRIDORS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1105(c) of the 

Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
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ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2032) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting 
the following: 

“(5ХА) I-73/14 North-South Corridor from 
Charleston, South Carolina, through Win- 
ston-Salem, North Carolina, to Portsmouth, 
Ohio, to Cincinnati, Ohio, to termini at De- 
troit, Michigan and Sault Ste. Marie, Michi- 
gan. The Sault Ste. Marie terminus shall be 
reached via a corridor connecting Adrian, 
Jackson, Lansing, Mount Pleasant, and 
Grayling, Michigan. 

(BYG) In the Commonwealth of Virginia, 
the Corridor shall generally follow— 

“(1) United States Route 220 from the Vir- 
ginia-North Carolina border to I-581 south of 
Roanoke; 

“(П) I-581 to I-81 in the vicinity of Roa- 
noke; 

(II) I-81 to the proposed highway to dem- 
onstrate intelligent transportation systems 
authorized by item 29 of the table in section 
1107(b) in the vicinity of Christiansburg to 
United States Route 460 in the vicinity of 
Blacksburg; and 

IV) United States Route 460 to the West 
Virginia State line. 

(ii) In the States of West Virginia, Ken- 
tucky, and Ohio, the Corridor shall generally 
follow— 

‘(I United States Route 460 from the West 
Virginia State line to United States Route 52 
at Bluefield, West Virginia; and 

‘(ID United States Route 52 to United 
States Route 23 at Portsmouth, Ohio. 

“(iii) In the States of North Carolina and 
South Carolina, the Corridor shall generally 
follow— 

“(1) in the case of I-73— 

(aa) United States Route 220 from the 
Virginia State line to State Route 68 in the 
vicinity of Greensboro; 

(bb) State Route 68 to I-40; 

“(сс) I-40 to United States Route 220 in 
Greensboro; 

“(44) United States Route 220 to United 
States Route 1 near Rockingham; 

“(ев) United States Route 1 to the South 
Carolina State line; and 

“(ff South Carolina State line to Charles- 
ton, South Carolina; and 

“(П) in the case of I-74— 

“(аа) I-77 from Bluefield, West Virginia, to 
the junction of I-77 and the United States 
Route 52 connector in Surry County, North 
Carolina; 

(bb) the I-77/United States Route 52 con- 
nector to United States Route 52 south of 
Mount Airy, North Carolina; 

(ec) United States Route 52 to United 
States Route 311 in Winston-Salem, North 
Carolina; 

“(44) United States Route 311 to United 
States Route 220 in the vicinity of 
Randleman, North Carolina. 

“(ев) United States Route 220 to United 
States Route 74 near Rockingham; 

“(ff United States Route 74 to United 
States Route 76 near Whiteville; 

(gg) United States Route 74/76 to the 
South Carolina State line in Brunswick 
County; and 

(hh) South Carolina State line to Charles- 
ton, South Carolina.“; 

(2) in paragraph (18) — 

(A) by striking “апа”; 

(В) by inserting “Arkansas,” after “Теп- 
пезвее,”; and 

(C) by inserting before the period at the 
end the following: “, and to the Lower Rio 
Grande Valley at the border between the 
United States and Мехісо”; 

(3) by inserting before the period at the end 
of paragraph (20) the following: “, and to in- 
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clude the Corpus Christi Northside Highway 
and Rail Corridor from the existing intersec- 
tion of United States Route 77 and Interstate 
Route 37 to United States Route 181”; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

“(22) The Alameda Transportation Corridor 
along Alameda Street from the entrance to 
the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach to 
Interstate 10, Los Angeles, California. 

“(28) The Interstate Route 35 Corridor from 
Laredo, Texas, through Oklahoma City, 
Oklahoma, to Wichita, Kansas, to Kansas 
City, Kansas/Missouri, to Des Moines, Iowa, 
to Minneapolis, Minnesota, to Duluth, Min- 
nesota. 

“(24) The Dalton Highway from Deadhorse, 
Alaska to Fairbanks, Alaska. 

“(25) State Route 168 (South Battlefield 
Boulevard), Virginia, from the Great Bridge 
Bypass to the North Carolina State line. 

“(2%6) The CANNAMEX CORRIDOR from 
Nogales, Arizona, through Las Vegas, Ne- 
vada, to Salt Lake City, Utah, to Idaho 
Falls, Idaho, to Great Falls, Montana, to the 
Canadian Border as follows: 

‘(A) In the State of Arizona, the 
CANAMEX CORRIDOR shall generally fol- 
low— 

“(1) 1-19 from Nogales to Tucson; 

(1) 1-10 from Tucson to Phoenix; and 

“(iii) United States Route 93 from Phoenix 
to the Nevada Border. 

„B) In the State of Nevada, the 
CANAMEX CORRIDOR shall follow— 

„) United States Route 93 from the Ari- 
zona Border to Las Vegas; and 

(ii) I-15 from Las Vegas to the Utah Bor- 
der. 

“(С) From the Utah Border to the Cana- 
dian Border, the CANAMEX CORRIDOR 
shall follow 1-15.”'. 

(b) INCLUSION OF CERTAIN ROUTE SEGMENTS 
ON INTERSTATE SYSTEM.—Section 1105(e) of 
such Act (105 Stat. 2033) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

“(5) INCLUSION OF CERTAIN ROUTE SEGMENTS 
ON INTERSTATE SYSTEM.—Where not a part of 
the Interstate System, the routes referred to 
in clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) of subsection 
(сХ5ХВ) (other than the portion located іп 
the State of West Virginia), in subsection 
(сХ9), and in subsections (c)(18) and (c)(20) 
are hereby designated future parts of the 
Interstate System. Any segment of such 
routes shall become a part of the Interstate 
System at such time as the Secretary deter- 
mines that the segment— 

“(А) meets the Interstate System design 
standards approved by the Secretary under 
section 109(5) of title 23, United States Code; 
and 

“(В) connects to an existing Interstate 
System segment and functions as a safe and 
usable segment.“ 

SEC. 331. HIGH PRIORITY CORRIDOR FEASIBIL- 
ITY STUDIES. 

(a) EVACUATION ROUTES FOR LOUISIANA 
COASTAL AREAS.—Section 1105(еХ2) of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2033) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sen- 
tence: “А feasibility study may be conducted 
under this subsection to identify routes that 
will expedite future emergency evacuations 
of coastal areas of Louisiana.“ 

(b) EAST-WEST TRANSAMERICA CORRIDOR.— 
With amounts available to the Secretary 
under section 1105(h) of the Intermodal Sur- 
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991, 
the Secretary in cooperation with the States 
of Virginia and West Virginia shall conduct 
a study to determine the feasibility of estab- 
lishing a route for the East-West Trans- 
america Corridor (designated pursuant to 
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section 1105(c)(3) of such Act) from Beckley, 
West Virginia, utilizing a corridor entering 
Virginia near the city of Covington then 
moving south from the Allegheny Highlands 
to serve Roanoke and continuing east to 
Lynchburg. From there such route would 
continue across Virginia to the Hampton 
Roads-Norfolk area. 

SEC. 332, HIGH COST BRIDGE PROJECTS. 

The table contained in section 1103(b) of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2027-2028) is 
amended— 

(1) in item number 5, relating to Glouces- 
ter Point, Virginia, by inserting after “York 
River’ the following: “апа for repair, 
strengthening, and rehabilitation of the ex- 
isting bridge”; and 

(2) in item number 10, relating to 
Shakopee, Minnesota, by inserting project, 
including the bypass оГ” after replace- 
ment”. 

SEC. 333. CONGESTION RELIEF PROJECTS. 

The table contained in section 1104(b) of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2029-2031) is 
amended— 

(1) in item number 1, relating to Long 
Beach, California, by striking “НОУ Lanes 
оп” and inserting downtown Long Beach 
access ramps into the southern terminus оГ”; 

(2) in item number 10, relating to San 
Diego, California, by striking “1 block of Cut 
and Cover Tunnel on Rt. 15” and inserting 
“bridge decking on Route 15”; 

(3) in item number 23, relating to Tucson, 
Arizona, by inserting “, of which a total of 
$3,609,620 shall be available for the project 
authorized by item number 74 of the table 
contained in section 1106(b)' after “іп 
Tuscon, Arizona’’; and 

(4) in item number 43, relating to West Vir- 
ginia, by striking Coal Fields“ and insert- 
ing Coalfields“. 

БЕС. 334. HIGH PRIORITY CORRIDORS ON NA- 
TIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM. 

Section 1105(c)(3) of the Intermodal Sur- 
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
(105 Stat. 2032) is amended by inserting be- 
fore the period at the end the following: 
“commencing on the Atlantic Coast in the 
Hampton Roads-Norfolk area going westward 
across Virginia to a West Virginia corridor 
centered around Beckley to Welch as part of 
the Coalfields Expressway described in sec- 
tion 1069(у), then to Williamson sharing a 
common corridor with the I-73/74 Corridor 
(referred to in item 12 of the table contained 
in subsection (0), then to a Kentucky Cor- 
ridor centered on the cities of Pikeville, Jen- 
kins, Hazard, London, Somerset, Columbia, 
Bowling Green, Hopkinsville, Benton, and 
Paducah, into Illinois, and into Missouri and 
exiting Western Missouri and entering the 
southeast corner of Kansas“. 

SEC. 335. HIGH PRIORITY CORRIDOR PROJECTS. 

The table contained in section 110500 of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2033-2035) is 
amended— 

(1) in item 1, relating to Pennsylvania, by 
inserting after “Рог” the following: the 
segment described in item 6 of this table and 
up to $11,000,000 Гог”; 

(2) in item 2, relating to Alabama, Georgia, 
Mississippi, Tennessee, by inserting after 
“Rt. 72” the following: and up to $1,500,000 
from the State of Alabama's share of the 
project for modification of the Keller Memo- 
rial Bridge in Decatur, Alabama, to a pedes- 
trian structure”; and 

(3) in item number 26, relating to Indiana, 
Kentucky, Tennessee, by striking 
“Newberry” and inserting "Evansville". 
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SEC. 336. RURAL ACCESS PROJECTS. 

The table contained in section 1106(a)(2) of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2037-2042) is 
amended— 

(1) in item number 34, relating to Illinois, 
by striking Resurfacing“ and all that fol- 
lows through “Отаһа” and inserting “Ве1- 
Air Road improvement from south of Carmi 
to State Route 141 in southeastern White 
County”; 

(2) in item number 52, relating to Bedford 
Springs, Pennsylvania, by striking “апа 
Huntington” and inserting Franklin, and 
Huntingdon"; 

(3) in item number 61, relating to Lubbock, 
Texas, by striking with Interstate 20” and 
inserting with Interstate 10 through Inter- 
state 20 and Interstate 27 north of Amarillo 
to the Texas/Oklahoma border“; 

(4) in item number 71, relating to Chautau- 
qua County, New York, by inserting ‘‘and 
other improvements“ after ‘expressway 
lanes"; 

(5) in item number 75, relating to Penn- 
Sylvania, by striking Widen“ and all that 
follows through “lanes” and inserting “Road 
improvements оп a 14-mile segment of U.S. 
Route 15 in Lycoming County, Pennsylva- 
nia”; 

(6) in item number 93, relating to New Mex- 
ico, by striking “Raton-Clayton Rd., Clay- 
ton, New Mexico” and inserting “17.5. Rt. 64/ 
87 from Raton, New Mexico, through Clayton 
to the Texas-New Mexico State line”; and 

(7) in item number 111, relating to Parker 
County, Texas (59199)— 

(A) by striking Parker County“ and in- 
serting ‘‘Parker and Tarrant Counties”; and 

(В) by striking to four-" and inserting “іп 
Tarrant County, to freeway standards and in 
Parker County to a 4-”. 

SEC. 337. URBAN ACCESS AND MOBILITY 
PROJECTS. 


The table contained in section 1106(b)(2) of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2043-2047) is 
amended— 

(1) in item number (9), relating to New 
York, New York, by striking ‘Improve- 
ments” and all that follows through “МҮ” 
and inserting Projects in New York City, 
New York (other than improvements to the 
Miller Highway)“; 

(2) in item number 13, relating to Joliet, П- 
linois, by striking “апа construction- and 
interchange at Houbolt Road and 1-80”; 

(3) in item number 36, relating to Compton, 
California, by striking For a grade“ and all 
that follows through Corridor“ and insert- 
ing “For grade separations and other im- 
provements in the city of Compton, Califor- 
nia"; and 

(4) in item number 52, relating to Chicago, 
Illinois, by striking Right-of-way“ and all 
that follows through Connector)“ and in- 
serting “Reconstruct the Michigan Avenue 
viaduct”. 

SEC. 338. INNOVATIVE PROJECTS. 

The table contained in section 1107(b) of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2048-2059) is 
amended— 

(1) in item 19, relating to Water Street, 
Pennsylvania— 

(A) by striking Water Street.“; and 

(B) by inserting “, or other projects in the 
counties of Bedford, Blair, Centre, Franklin, 
and Huntingdon as selected by the State of 
Pennsylvania“ after Pennsylvania“ the sec- 
ond place it appears; 

(2) in item 20, relating to Holidaysburg, 
Pennsylvania— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Holidaysburg,"’ the first 
place it appears; and 
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(B) by inserting “, or other projects іп the 
counties of Bedford, Blair, Centre, Franklin, 
and Huntingdon as selected by the State of 
Pennsylvania” after Pennsylvania“ the sec- 
ond place it appears; 

(3) in item number 24, relating to Penn- 
Sylvania, by inserting after line“ the fol- 
lowing: “and for the purchase, rehabilita- 
tion, and improvement of any similar exist- 
ing facility within a 150-mile radius of such 
project, as selected by the State of Penn- 
sylvania”; 

(4) in item number 29, relating to 
Blacksburg, Virginia, by inserting methods 
of facilitating public and private participa- 
tion іп” after “demonstrate”; 

(5) in item number 35, relating to Alabama, 
by striking “to bypass” and all that follows 
through “1-85” and inserting "beginning оп 
U.S. Route 80 west of Montgomery, Alabama, 
and connecting to I-65 south of Montgomery 
and I-85 east of Montgomery”; 

(6) in item 49, relating to Suffolk County, 
New York, by inserting after “регітебегв” 
the following: “апа provide funds to the 
towns of Brookhaven, Riverhead, 
Smithtown, East Hampton, Southold, Shel- 
ter Island, and Southampton for the pur- 
chase of vehicles to meet the transportation 
needs of the elderly and persons with disabil- 
ities"; 

(7) in item number 52, relating to Penn- 
sylvania, by striking “2” and all that follows 
through Pennsylvania“ and inserting “ог 
rehabilitate (or both) highway and transpor- 
tation infrastructure projects within 30 
miles of I-81 or I-80 in northeastern Penn- 
Sylvania“: 

(8) in item number 61, relating to Mojave, 
California, by striking Mojave“ and insert- 
ing Victorville“ and by inserting Mojave“ 
after “reconstruct”; 

(9) in item number 68, relating to Portland / 
S. Portland, Maine 

(A) by striking Portland) S. Portland.“ 
and 

(B) by inserting after Bridge“ the follow- 
ing: “апа improvements to the Carlton 
Bridge in Bath-Woolworth”; 

(10) in item number 76, relating to Ten- 
nessee, by inserting Improved access бо” 
before “1-81” and striking Interchange“ and 
inserting after Tennessee“ the following: 
via improvements at I-18l/Eastern Star 
Road and I-81/Kendrick Creek Road”; 

(11) in item number 100, relating to Arkan- 
sas, by striking Thornton“ and inserting 
“Little Rock”; 

(12) in item number 113, relating to Dur- 
ham County, North Carolina, by inserting 
after Route 147” the following: , including 
the interchange at 1-85”; 

(13) in item number 114, relating to Corpus 
Christi to Angleton, Texas, by striking 
“Construct new multi-lane freeway” and in- 
serting “Construct a 4-lane divided high- 
мау”; 

(14) іп item number 193, relating to Cor- 
ning, New York, by inserting ‘‘and other im- 
provements” after ‘expressway lanes“; and 

(15) in item 196, relating to Orlando, Flor- 
ida— 

(A) by striking “Огіапдо,”; and 

(В) by striking Land' and all that follows 
through project“ and inserting One or 
more regionally significant, intercity ground 
transportation projects“. 

SEC. 339. INTERMODAL PROJECTS, 

The table contained in section 1108(b) of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2060-2063) is 
amended— 

(1) in item number 12, relating to Buffalo, 
New York, by inserting after Project“ the 
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following: “апа the 
Project“: and 

(2) in item number 31, relating to Los An- 
geles, California, by striking “То improve 
ground access from Sepulveda Blvd. to Los 
Angeles, California" and inserting the fol- 
lowing: “For the Los Angeles International 
Airport central terminal ramp access 
project, $3,500,000; for the widening of Avia- 
tion Boulevard south of Imperial Highway, 
$3,500,000; for the widening of Aviation Bou- 
levard north of Imperial Highway, $1,000,000; 
and for transportation systems management 
improvements in the vicinity of the Sepul- 
veda Boulevard/Los Angeles International 
Airport tunnel, 5950,000”. 

SEC, 340. MISCELLANEOUS REVISIONS TO SUR- 
FACE TRANSPORTATION AND UNI- 
FORM RELOCATION ASSISTANCE 
АСТ OF 1987. 

(а) CALIFORNIA.—Section 149(a)(69) of the 
Surface Transportation and Uniform Reloca- 
tion Assistance Act of 1987 (101 Stat. 191), re- 
lating to Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Air- 
port, California, is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence by striking high- 
way”; 

(2) in the first sentence by striking “апа 
construction of terminal and parking facili- 
ties at such airport”; and 

(3) by striking “by making” in the second 
sentence and all that follows through the pe- 
riod at the end of such sentence and insert- 
ing the following: ‘‘by preparing a feasibility 
study and conducting preliminary engineer- 
ing, design, and construction of a link be- 
tween such airport and the commuter rail 
system that is being developed by the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transpor- 
tation Authority.“ 

(b) LOUISIANA.— 

(1) RURAL ACCESS PROJECT.— 

(A) RESCISSION.—Effective October 1, 1995, 
the unobligated balances on September 30, 
1995, of funds made available for section 
149(a)(87) of the Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 
(101 Stat. 194; relating to West Calcasieu Par- 
ish, Louisiana) are hereby rescinded. 

(В) FuUNDING.—Item number 17 of the table 
contained in section 1106(а)(2) of the Inter- 
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 
of 1991 (105 Stat. 2038), relating to Lake 
Charles, Louisiana, is amended by striking 
“4.1” and inserting “8.8”. 

(2) I-10 EXIT RAMP AND OTHER PROJECTS.— 
Section 149(a)(89) of the Surface Transpor- 
tation and Uniform Relocation Assistance 
Act of 1987 (101 Stat. 191) is amended— 

(А) by inserting AND LAKE CHARLES” after 
“LAFAYETTE” in the paragraph heading; and 

(B) by inserting before the period at the 
end and, of amounts made available to 
carry out this paragraph, may use up to 
$456,022 to carry out a comprehensive trans- 
portation and land use plan for Lafayette, 
Louisiana, $1,000,000 to carry out a project to 
construct an exit ramp from the eastbound 
side of Interstate Route I-10 to Ryan Street 
in Lake Charles, Louisiana, and $269,661 
under this paragraph for projects described 
in section 149(a)(90)"’. 

(3) CONTRABAND BRIDGE.—Section 149(a)(90) 
of such Act (101 Stat. 191) is amended— 

(A) by inserting “AND LAKE CHARLES" after 
“LAFAYETTE” in the paragraph heading; and 

(В) by inserting “апа a project to con- 
struct the Contraband Bridge portion of the 
Nelson Access Road Project“ before the pe- 
riod at the end. 

(с) PENNYSLVANIA.—Section 149(a)(74) of 
the Surface Transportation and Uniform Re- 
location Assistance Act of 1987 (101 Stat. 192) 
is amended by inserting before the period at 
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the end the following: and other projects іп. 
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the counties of Bedford, Blair, Centre, 
Franklin, and Huntingdon, Pennsylvania”. 

(d) MARYLAND.—Section 149(a)(92) of such 
Act (101 Stat. 194) is amended— 

(1) by striking “UNITED STATES ROUTE 48” 
and inserting ‘‘WASHINGTON AND FREDERICK 
COUNTIES”; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘and to construct an inter- 
change between Interstate Route I-70 and 
Interstate Route I-270 in Frederick County, 
Maryland” after “Mountain Road’’. 

(e) Bus TESTING FACILITY.—Section 5318 of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b) by inserting “ог coop- 
erative agreement” after contract“ each 
place it appears; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(f) CONVERSION OF CONTRACTS.—The Sec- 
retary may convert existing contracts en- 
tered into under this section into coopera- 
tive agreements.”’. 

SEC, 341. ELIGIBILITY. 

(a) EXISTING PROJECT.—Section 108(b) of 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 (23 
U.S.C. 101 note) is amended— 

(1) by striking “(1)” before such costs 
may be further”; and 

(2) by striking “, and (2) the amount of 
such costs shall not include the portion of 
the project between High Street and Cause- 
way Street". 

(b) OTHER EXISTING PROJECTS.— 

(1) RECONSTRUCTION AND WIDENING.—The 
project authorized by section 162 of the Sur- 
face Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 
(96 Stat. 2136) shall include reconstruction 
and widening to 6 lanes of existing Interstate 
Route 95 and of the Pennsylvania Turnpike 
from United States Route 1 to the junction 
with the New Jersey Turnpike. 

(2) FEDERAL SHARE,—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Federal share 
payable on account of the project referred to 
in paragraph (1), including the additional 
through roadway and bridge travel lanes, 
shall be 90 percent of the cost of the project. 

(3) TOLLS.—Notwithstanding section 301 of 
title 23, United States Code, the project for 
construction of an interchange between the 
Pennsylvania Turnpike and Interstate Route 
95, including the widening of the Pennsylva- 
nia Turnpike, shall be treated as a recon- 
struction project described in section 
12%a)(1)(B) of such title and tolls may be 
continued on all traffic on the Pennsylvania 
Turnpike between United States Route 1 and 
the New Jersey Turnpike. 

(с) ТҮРЕ П NOISE BARRIERS.—No funds 
made available out of the Highway Trust 
Fund may be used to construct Type II noise 
barriers (as defined by section 772.5(i) of title 
23, Code of Federal Regulations) pursuant to 
sections 109 (h) and (i) of title 23, United 
States Code if such barriers were not part of 
а project approved by the Secretary before 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC, 342. ORANGE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, TOLL 
ROADS. 

The Secretary shall enter into an agree- 
ment modifying the agreement entered into 
pursuant to section 339 of the Department of 
Transportation and Related Agencies Appro- 
priations Act, 1993 (Public Law 102-338) to 
conform such agreement to the provisions of 
section 336 of the Department of Transpor- 
tation and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 1995 (Public Law 103-331). Nothing іп 
this section shall be construed to change the 
amount of the previous appropriation in such 
section 339, and the line of credit provided 
for shall not exceed an amount supported by 
the previous appropriation. In implementing 
such sections 336 and 339, the Secretary may 
enter into an agreement requiring an inter- 
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est rate that is higher than the rate specified 
in such sections. 
SEC. 343. MISCELLANEOUS STUDIES. 

(a) PAN AMERICAN HIGHWAY.— 

(1) Stupy.—The Secretary shall conduct a 
study on the adequacy of and the need for 
improvements to the Pan American High- 
way. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The study to be conducted 
under paragraph (1) shall include, at a mini- 
mum, the following elements: 

(A) Findings on the benefits of construct- 
ing a highway at Darien Gap, Panama and 
Colombia. 

(B) Recommendations for a self-financing 
arrangement for completion and mainte- 
nance of the Pan American Highway. 

(C) Recommendations for establishing a 
Pan American highway authority to monitor 
financing, construction, maintenance, and 
operations of the Pan American Highway. 

(D) Findings on the benefits to trade and 
prosperity of a more efficient Pan American 
Highway. 

(E) Findings on the benefits to United 
States industry through the use of United 
States technology and equipment in con- 
struction of improvements to the Pan Amer- 
ican Highway. 

(F) Findings on environmental consider- 
ations, including environmental consider- 
ations relating to the Darien Gap. 

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall transmit to Congress a re- 
port on the results of the study conducted 
under this subsection. 

(b) HIGHWAY SIGNS FOR NATIONAL HIGHWAY 
SYSTEM.—The Secretary shall conduct a 
study to determine the cost, need, and effi- 
cacy of establishing a highway sign for iden- 
tifying routes on the National Highway Sys- 
tem. In conducting such study, the Secretary 
shall make a determination concerning 
whether to identify National Highway Sys- 
tem route numbers. 

(с) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN ACT.— 

(1) Stupy.—The Secretary shall conduct а 
study on compliance with the provisions of 
the Buy American Act (41 U.S.C. 10а-10с) 
with respect to contracts entered into using 
amounts made available from the Highway 
Trust Fund. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall transmit to Congress a re- 
port on the results of the study conducted 
under paragraph (1). 

SEC. 344. COLLECTION OF BRIDGE TOLLS. 

Notwithstanding any other provisions of 
law, tolls collected for motor vehicles on any 
bridge connecting the boroughs of Brooklyn, 
New York, and Staten Island, New York, 
shall continue to be collected for only those 
vehicles exiting from such bridge in Staten 
Island. 

SEC, 345. NATIONAL DRIVER REGISTER. 

Section 30308(a) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking “апа $2,550,000 
for fiscal year 1995” and inserting “апа 
$2,550,000 for each of fiscal years 1995 and 
1996”. 

SEC. 346. ROADSIDE BARRIER TECHNOLOGY. 

Section 1058 of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (23 
U.S.C. 109 note; 105 Stat. 2003) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (а) by striking median“ 
and inserting or temporary crashworthy"; 

(2) in subsection (а) by inserting “сгавһ- 
worthy” after innovative“; 

(3) in the heading of subsection (c) by in- 
serting ‘“CRASHWORTHY”’ after INNOVATIVE“; 

(4) in subsection (с) by inserting “сгазһ- 
worthy” after innovative“; 
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(5) in subsection (с) by striking median“; 

(6) by inserting “ог guiderail” after 
“guardrail”; and 

(7) by inserting before the period at the end 
of subsection (с) “, and meets or surpasses 
the requirements of the National Coopera- 
tive Highway Research Program 350 for lon- 
gitudinal barriers”. 

БЕС. 347. MOTORIST CALL BOXES. 

(a) EFFECTIVE CONTROL.—Section 131(c) of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking “апа (5)" and inserting the 
following: “(5) signs, displays, and devices 
identifying and announcing free motorist aid 
call boxes and advertising their sponsorship 
by corporations or other organizations, and 
(6)”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: The Secretary shall ensure that 
spacing of signs, displays, and devices an- 
nouncing motorist aid call boxes is reason- 
able.“ 

(b) SPECIFIC SERVICE SIGNS.—Section 13100 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: “For pur- 
poses of this subsection, the term ‘specific 
information in the interest of the traveling 
public’ includes identification, announce- 
ment, and sponsorship of motorist aid call 
boxes.“ 

БЕС. 348. REPEAL OF NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED 
LIMIT COMPLIANCE PROGRAM. 

Sections 141(а) and 154 of title 23, United 
States Code, and the item relating to section 
154 in the analysis to chapter 1 of such title 
are repealed. 

SEC. 349. ELIMINATION OF PENALTY FOR NON- 
COMPLIANCE FOR MOTORCYCLE 
HELMETS. 

Subsection (h) of section 153 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
“а law described in subsection (а)(1) апа” 
each place it appears. 

SEC. 350. SAFETY REST AREAS, 

Section 120(c) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting safety rest 
areas,“ after signalization,“. 

SEC. 351. EXEMPTIONS FROM REQUIREMENTS 
RELATING TO COMMERCIAL MOTOR 
VEHICLES AND THEIR OPERATORS, 

(a) EXEMPTIONS.— 

(1) TRANSPORTATION OF AGRICULTURAL СОМ- 
MODITIES AND FARM SUPPLIES.—Regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary under sections 
31136 and 31502 of title 49, United States 
Code, regarding maximum driving and on- 
duty time for drivers used by motor carriers 
shall not apply to drivers transporting agri- 
cultural commodities or farm supplies for 
agricultural purposes in a State if such 
transportation is limited to an area within a 
50 air mile radius from the source of the 
commodities or the distribution point for the 
farm supplies and is during the planting and 
harvesting seasons within such State, as de- 
termined by the State. 

(2) TRANSPORTATION AND OPERATION OF 
GROUND WATER WELL DRILLING RIGS.—Such 
regulations shall, in the case of a driver of a 
commercial motor vehicle who is used pri- 
marily in the transportation and operation 
of a ground water well drilling rig, permit 
any period of 8 consecutive days to end with 
the beginning of an off-duty period of 24 or 
more consecutive hours for the purposes of 
determining maximum driving and on-duty 
time. 

(3) TRANSPORTATION OF CONSTRUCTION MA- 
TERIALS AND EQUIPMENT.—Such regulations 
shall, in the case of a driver of a commercial 
motor vehicle who is used primarily in the 
transportation of construction materials and 
equipment, permit any period of 8 consecu- 
tive days to end with the beginning of an off- 
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duty period of 24 or more consecutive hours 
for the purposes of determining maximum 
driving and on-duty time. 

(4) SNOW AND ICE REMOVAL.—A State may 
waive the requirements of chapter 313 of title 
49, United States Code, with respect to a ve- 
hicle that is being operated within the 
boundaries of an eligible unit of local gov- 
ernment by an employee of such unit for the 
purpose of removing snow or ice from a road- 
way by plowing, sanding, or salting. Such 
waiver authority shall only apply in a case 
where the employee is needed to operate the 
vehicle because the employee of the eligible 
unit of local government who ordinarily op- 
erates the vehicle and who has a commercial 
drivers license is unable to operate the vehi- 
cle or is in need of additional assistance due 
to a snow emergency. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of 
subsection (a) shall take effect 180 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) REVIEW BY THE SECRETARY.—The Sec- 
retary may conduct a rulemaking proceeding 
to determine whether granting any exemp- 
tion provided by subsection (a) is not in the 
public interest and would have a significant 
adverse impact on the safety of commercial 
motor vehicles. If, at any time, the Sec- 
retary determines that granting such exemp- 
tion would not be in the public interest and 
would have a significant adverse impact on 
the safety of commercial motor vehicles, 
then the Secretary may prevent the exemp- 
tion from going into effect, modify the ex- 
emption, or revoke the exemption. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions apply: 

(1) 8 CONSECUTIVE DAYS.—The term “8 con- 
secutive days” means the period of 8 con- 
secutive days beginning on any day at the 
time designated by the motor carrier for a 
24-hour period. 

(2) 24-HOUR PERIOD.—The term 24-hour pe- 
riod” means апу 24-consecutive hour period 
beginning at the time designated by the 
motor carrier for the terminal from which 
the driver is normally dispatched. 

(3) GROUND WATER WELL DRILLING RIG.—The 
term ground water well drilling гір” means 
any vehicle, machine, tractor, trailer, semi- 
trailer, or specialized mobile equipment pro- 
pelled or drawn by mechanical power and 
used on highways to transport water well 
field operating equipment, including water 
well drilling and pump service rigs equipped 
to access ground water. 

(4) TRANSPORTATION OF CONSTRUCTION MA- 
TERIALS AND EQUIPMENT.—The term trans- 
portation of construction materials and 
equipment“ means the transportation of 
construction materials, construction fin- 
ished related products, construction person- 
nel, and construction equipment by a driver 
within a 50 air mile radius of the normal 
work reporting location of the driver. 

(5) ELIGIBLE UNIT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT.— 
The term “eligible unit of local government“ 
means a city, town, borough, county, parish, 
district, or other public body created by or 
pursuant to State law which has a total pop- 
ulation of 3,000 individuals or less. 

SEC, 352. TRAFFIC CONTROL SIGNS. 

Traffic control signs erected under the ex- 
perimental project conducted in the State of 
Oregon in December 1991 shall be deemed to 
comply with the requirements of section 2В- 
4 of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices of the Department of Transpor- 
tation. 

SEC. 353. BRIGHTMAN STREET BRIDGE, FALL 
RIVER HARBOR, MASSACHUSETTS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, the Brightman Street Bridge in Fall 
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River Harbor, Massachusetts, may be recon- 
structed to result in a clear channel width of 
less than 300 feet. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to title III? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RAHALL 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment, No. 27. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 27 offered by Mr. RAHALL: 
Strike section 348. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
unanimous-consent agreement, the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA- 
HALL] will be recognized for 30 minutes, 
and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
PETRI] will be recognized for 30 min- 


utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Mey aged (Mr. RAHALL]. 

. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as 1 may consume. 

. Chairman, the bill before us con- 
tains a provision that would simply re- 
peal the national speed limit. Plain 
and simple, it repeals the national 
speed limit. 

Under this provision, then, the 
States could set no speed limit whatso- 
ever. No speed limit whatsoever. Or 
they could establish a speed limit of 100 
miles per hour or whatever. 

Despite the fact that proponents of 
eliminating the national speed limit 
often couch their proposal in terms of 
this being a matter of States’ rights, 
the bottom line, in my view, is that it 
is a matter of saving lives; and that, 
my colleagues, should take precedence 
over any of these idealistic assump- 
tions over the role of State and Federal 
Governments. For let there be no doubt 
in anyone’s mind, the effort to repeal 
the national speed limit represents 
nothing other than an attempt to in- 
crease speed limits. 

Today, Mr. Chairman, 1,000 people 
are slaughtered each month on our Na- 
tion’s highways in speed-related crash- 
es, That is 12,000 deaths each year due 
to traveling at high speeds. This, I say 
to my colleagues, is under the existing 
55 mile per hour national speed limit 
with 65 possible on rural interstate seg- 
ments. 

It should be obvious that the death 
toll will rise once the States begin in- 
creasing the maximum speed limit 
under the provision of this bill. 

The enactment of the bill’s repeal 
provision would, in effect, turn our Na- 
tion’s highways into killing fields. It 
will turn our highways into killing 
fields. 

I say to my colleagues, this is not a 
matter of State rights. It is a matter of 
human rights. The Federal Govern- 
ment paid 90 percent of the cost of con- 
structing the Interstate System, and it 
still pays that amount to maintain it. 
There is, as such, a justifiable Federal 
role in ensuring the safety of those 
traveling on this system. 
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In addition, the interstates are just 
that, they are interstates. They are not 
intrastates. Cars traveling to the bor- 
ders of States do not bounce around 
and go back and stay within that 
State. They travel across State lines. 

We are talking about a Federal re- 
sponsibility here.. People traveling 
across State lines should not be subject 
to the dictates of any individual State. 

So, again, I hardly see where a mat- 
ter involving interstate transportation 
can be viewed as an intrusion of States 
rights; and I would urge that this type 
of rhetoric that we will hear during de- 
bate on this amendment be dismissed 
outright. 

For these reasons, the amendment I 
am offering would strike the proposed 
repeal of the national speed limit; and 
it would maintain existing law. 

I might add as well, Mr. Chairman, 
that Members have before them a let- 
ter from our Secretary, very fine Sec- 
retary of Transportation, Mr. Pena, 
stating the administration’s opposition 
to removal of the national speed limit. 

I say in addition to that fact we have 
in this Chamber today the adminis- 
trator of our Federal Highway Admin- 
istration, Mr. Rodney Slater, who has 
been very helpful to us in this legisla- 
tion and will continue to be as we go 
on down the process. And he, as well, 
has expressed his very strong concerns 
about the removal of the national 
speed limit. 

I would urge acceptance of this 
amendment, which returns to the law 
as we know it today, a law that has 
saved lives. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I must oppose this 
amendment which would strike from 
H.R. 2274 the repeal of the national 
maximum speed limit and associated 
penalties. 

We have already seen what happens 
when motorists believe that a particu- 
lar speed limit is too low for the condi- 
tions of a road—they exceed the limit. 
How many Americans drive faster than 
55 miles per hour? The recent increase 
to 65 miles per hour on some of our 
rural interstates simply made legal the 
status quo—we already were driving 65. 

Let me be clear that if we remove the 
national maximum speed limit, we will 
not find ourselves with no speed limits 
on any roads as you might think from 
listening to some. The States will step 
in and take up this responsibility 
which is the way it should be. A one- 
size-fits-all approach has proven to be 
very frustrating from many States and 
motorists. What is an appropriate 
speed for the urban Northeast may not 
be appropriate for certain areas in 
Montana, or Texas, or other more deso- 
late regions in the country. 

I cannot understand why some seem 
to believe that only Washington is ca- 
pable of setting speed limits. Do we 
really believe that States are not capa- 
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ble of doing this, that the States do not 
care just as much, if not more, for the 
safety and well-being of motorists in 
their States? 

By repealing the national maximum 
speed limit, we will once again allow 
the States, based on their own inti- 
mate knowledge of particular road de- 
signs, conditions, location, and other 
relevant factors, to determine the ap- 
propriate speed limit for each of their 
roads. 

I believe the States are capable of 
this, that they are concerned about the 
safety of their citizens and that they 
will act responsibly and in the best in- 
terests of motorists. 

I urge the House to defeat this 
amendment. 


[1 1400 


Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I have noted the ranking minority 
member's opposition to this amend- 
ment, Mr. Chairman, but I know that 
we had this issue debated in full com- 
mittee, and we had, as I am sure we do 
on the floor, the very strong support 
for this amendment and vehement op- 
position to lifting the speed limit from 
the chairman of the full committee, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SHUSTER], and I know he will make his 
position known before the day is over. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MINETA], the ranking 
minority member. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the Rahall amend- 
ment. Quite simply, this amendment is 
a lifesaver. And, it is critical to con- 
trolling taxes and government spend- 
ing. 

My colleagues opposing this amend- 
ment will tell you that repealing the 
national speed limit does not actually 
raise a single speed limit. In fact, at 
least five States already have laws that 
immediately increase their speed lim- 
its, if we repeal the national limit. 
These very same States already have 
some of the highest rates of speed-re- 
lated deaths in the country. 

For example, Oklahoma’s speed limit 
will increase to 70 miles per hour on 
interstates and 65 on secondary roads. 
Oklahoma already has the highest per- 
centage of speed-related deaths in the 
country, 48 percent of all highway 
deaths, with current maximums in 
place. Imagine what the percentage 
will be with a 70-mile-per-hour limit. 
In California, my own home State, 
where legislators are already talking 
about speed limits up to 70 miles per 
hour, 40 percent of all highway deaths 
are speed-related. 

Also, we can look at the situation be- 
fore Congress enacted the national 
maximum speed limit. Only one State, 
New York, had a 55 mile per hour speed 
limit. Most States had limits of 70 
miles per hour or greater. Two States, 
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Montana and Nevada, had no limit 
whatsoever. And, we had over 54,000 
highway deaths. 

When the national limit took effect, 
highway deaths dropped by over 9,000, 
the very first year, 16 percent com- 
pared to a 2 percent drop in vehicle 
miles traveled. 

My colleagues will argue that cars 
are safer today and therefore, higher 
speeds are safer than they used to be. 
That may be true, but no car has yet 
been built that will fully protect the 
occupants. Higher speeds increase the 
likelihood of a crash. Stopping dis- 
tances are longer, and impact speeds 
are greater. When speed limits in- 
creased on some rural interstates after 
the 1987 change, hundreds more fatali- 
ties occurred, causing nearly $1 billion 
in additional costs. 

Moreover, as speed increases, the im- 
pact force increases exponentially, in- 
creasing the likelihood of serious in- 
jury. This relationship holds no matter 
what safety equipment is on the car. It 
is a fundamental law of physics that 
this Congress cannot repeal. The Na- 
tional Highway Traffic Safety Admin- 
istration estimates that raising the 
speed limit just to 65 miles per hour on 
all roads will lead to more than 6,400 
additional deaths and nearly $20 billion 
higher total costs, every year. That is 
with the safety equipment on today’s 
cars. This bill will result in far more 
deaths and far greater costs, because it 
would allow speed limits of far more 
than 65 miles per hour. 

My colleagues opposing this amend- 
ment will argue that this issue is not 
about death and injury. They say that 
States and local governments can un- 
derstand the body counts, just as well 
as Federal elected officials. They 
present this as simply a states’ rights 
issue. 

But the truth is that the results of 
repealing all Federal speed limits are 
not confined within the boundaries of 
the States that raise their speed limits. 
These results are not confined to the 
individuals who drive higher speeds. We 
all pay. The current number of speed- 
related crashes already costs $24 billion 
every year. We pay through higher 
taxes to fund Medicare and Medicaid 
for those who need long-term care due 
to severe injuries. We pay through 
higher prices for goods and services, be- 
cause employers pay for sick leave for 
their employees and lost productivity. 

Our actions are not self-contained. 
We are members of communities, in 
which individual actions impose costs 
and burdens on others. This amend- 
ment will impose substantial new bur- 
dens on taxpayers—its that simple. 
When one State raises its speed limits, 
taxpayers in all States will pay the 
costs. 

The original purpose of today’s bill is 
to designate the National Highway 
System, roads of national significance. 
No one is questioning this concept, 
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roads of national significance. No one 
here is arguing that the Federal Gov- 
ernment should stop funding highway 
programs. 

To then argue that there is no na- 
tional interest in the safety of these 
very same roads makes по sense. 
Therefore, I must strongly urge my 
colleagues to support the Rahall 
amendment. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER- 
STAR]. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, this is one of the most 
important amendments we are going to 
consider on this National Highway Sys- 
tem legislation. In this amendment we 
are dealing with the lives, livelihoods, 
and family life of drivers on America’s 
highways. Those who are involved in 
accidents such as the driver of the car 
that caused the accident or the driver 
or passenger in another vehicle that 
was struck by the errant driver suffer 
long-term consequences, loss of mobil- 
ity, loss of income, high cost of hos- 
pitalization, and, of course the ulti- 
mate tragedy, loss of life. 

Several years ago when we first con- 
sidered in this Chamber during my 
service in the Congress legislation to 
extend the drive 55 highway speed 
limit, I happened to be out in the 
southern part of my district meeting 
with Minnesota Highway Patrol offi- 
cers. One of them had just come back 
from a tragic accident, a high speed ac- 
cident on the highway. I said: ‘‘the day 
after tomorrow we are going to con- 
sider the matter of limiting speed on 
America’s highways and keepin the 
drive 55 limit in place.” 

This officer looked me square in the 
eye with the burden of that tragedy 
still in his mind and blood on his uni- 
form, and he said, 

It is at speeds of 75 and 80 and 85 when we 
see the torn aortas, and you cannot put them 
back together again, when the victim is 
lying there bleeding uncontrollably in a tan- 
gled mass of steel and you cannot cut him 
out soon enough to save the life. And if you 
allow at the national level the States to 
raise the speed limits, they will, and we will, 
out on the highway, be seeing more deaths 
and more tragedies and more broken families 
and more broken lives. 

Our former chairman, the late Jim 
Howard, in the debate in committee 
and on the House floor, said there are 
few occasions in your career in public 
service when you have an opportunity 
to save 5,000 lives a year. This is one of 
those opportunities. We can save a 
minimum of 5,000 lives by keeping the 
highway speed limit in place. 

I know that the thrust and the drive 
in this 104th Congress is to give States 
more responsibility, turn these au- 
thorities over to them, and that Con- 
gress should not set national stand- 
ards, limits, requirements. But we, too, 
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are responsible at the national level for 
what happens on America’s highways. 
We, too, pass legislation. We impose 
the fuel tax, we set the conditions 
under which our National Highway 
System is constructed and operated, 
and we have a responsibility to the 
same people in our respective States 
that our Governors and State legisla- 
tors have. 

My vote in this Chamber is not rel- 
evant just to Minnesota; it is relevant 
to the whole country, as is the vote of 
every other Member in this Chamber. I 
have a responsibility to safety on the 
highways in every State, not just in 
Minnesota. At the dawn of the inter- 
state era, when the Congress was con- 
sidering establishing the national sys- 
tem of interstate and defense high- 
ways, the death toll on America's high- 
ways was going up at such a rate that 
it was estimated, if we did not build 
such a system of safe highways, in 15 
years we would be killing 108,000 people 
а year on the Nation’s highways. That 
was in 1956. The death toll went up to 
as high as 57,000 on the Nation’s high- 
ways, until the energy crisis caused us, 
for reasons of energy conservation, to 
lower the speed limit to 55. Then we 
found the hidden benefit, that lowering 
the speed limit, as everybody knew and 
suspected but did not have the public 
courage to act upon, would save lives. 
And it did. Dramatically, the speed 
limit caused a lowering of the death 
rate. 

As chair of the Subcommittee on 
Oversight and Investigations, I held 
hearings on highway safety, on road- 
side hazards that are built into the 
highway system that cause deaths 
when a person loses control of a car. 
We have made a great deal of progress 
in removing roadside hazards, in build- 
ing safer highways, hazards that may 
occur when a person falls asleep at the 
wheel, or is otherwise distracted, 
caught in a snowstorm or rainstorm, 
and leaves the traveled roadway, that 
may cause injury or death. Instead of 
being impaled on a light pole, we have 
breakaway light poles. Instead of 
crashing into a metal barrier that de- 
capitates the driver of the car, we now 
have the New Jersey barrier that 
guides the vehicle back on to the road- 
way: 

We have about reached the limit of 
what we can do in building safer high- 
ways, safer bridges, educating the driv- 
ing public to drive more safely. There 
are just some things that must be im- 
posed upon people, and a speed limit is 
one of them. 

Now, I have heard the discussion ear- 
lier today that well, you know, at 55, 
people are passing you, they are going 
65, and all the 65 speed limit did was to 
ratify what people were doing on the 
highways. If you set it at 65, the high- 
way patrol officers will tell you, people 
will drive another 10 miles an hour 
faster on the roadways. 
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Just a couple of weeks ago, before we 
began this debate, I met with highway 
patrol officers in Minnesota. They told 
me the same thing as others did 15 
years ago: If you raise the speed limit, 
people will again drive 10 or more miles 
per hour above it.“ Keeping the speed 
limit in place is a brake upon people’s 
drive, ambition to go ever faster and 
risk their lives and those of other inno- 
cent people on America’s roadways. 

In the name of States rights, in the 
name of human rights, in the name of 
family rights, keep the speed limit in 
place. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Okla- 
homa [Mr. BREWSTER]. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

I rise today in opposition to the Ra- 
hall amendment. There are many sta- 
tistics that we can look at. They tell 
us that approximately 30 percent of the 
fatalities are committed by those who 
are speeding. We will also be told that 
approximately 70 percent of the drivers 
on the road are speeding. If we use 
those numbers, it would mean the 30 
percent who are not speeding are in- 
volved in 70 percent of the fatalities. 
We can use all kinds of numbers for all 
kinds of things. 

The national speed limit was put in 
place in 1973 to conserve fuel. It had 
nothing to do with safety. Cars have 
been upgraded significantly since then, 
highways have been upgraded signifi- 
cantly since then. So I submit that the 
national speed limit is not something 
that is important today. What is im- 
portant is States rights. What is im- 
portant is that the States have the 
right to make the selection of the 
speeds appropriate to them. 

There is not a lot of commonality be- 
tween the roads in New York and 
Texas, or New Jersey and Oklahoma. 
There is quite a lot of difference in 
density, in topography, and the quality 
of the roads themselves. That is quite 
different. 

However, we are not raising the speed 
limit today. There is nothing in this 
bill that raises the speed limit. What 
we are saying is we are giving the 
States the opportunity to determine 
for themselves what is in their best in- 
terests in their States. I happen to be- 
lieve that those in the Oklahoma Leg- 
islature or the Texas Legislature or the 
Nevada Legislature, and their State de- 
partment of transportation, have a bet- 
ter understanding of their roads than 
some bureaucrat in Washington. 

Those of us who vote for the Rahall 
amendment today, who vote to keep a 
national speed limit, are saying that 
our State legislatures, our State de- 
partments of transportation, do not 
have the sense or the ability to deter- 
mine what is in their best interests. I 
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happen to believe they do have. I be- 
lieve that they have every bit of inter- 
est in safety that we have, and I be- 
lieve that they can do it. 

I urge Members to oppose the Rahall 
amendment. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

In response to my dear friend and 
fine colleague, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma, this particular Member 
does not mean to cast any aspersions 
on our State legislatures whatsoever. I 
did not have the honor of serving in 
such a body, but I know that they have 
the best interests of their States at 
heart, that they serve with a maximum 
amount of ability and talent to make 
the right decisions. 

However, what we are doing here 
today, if we remove a national speed 
limit, is allowing in some States, with- 
out any decision of their State legisla- 
tors, for that speed limit in that State 
to automatically increase, or not even 
exist, not even have a speed limit. So, 
in effect, without any decision of the 
State legislature or reconvening of 
that State legislature, we have no 
speed limit then in those States. Mon- 
tana and Nevada, for example, had no 
speed limit prior to enactment of the 
national 55 miles per hour speed limit. 

Granted, the original purpose for the 
enactment of this speed limit was the 
oil embargo іп the mid-1970’s, the de- 
sire to conserve fuel. That turned out 
to be an empty threat. Today, we are 
importing more oil than we were at 
that time, yet we have no threat of an 
oil embargo. And even if we were, I 
submit, it would be another empty 
threat. 

If that is what it takes to save Amer- 
ican lives, then I say let all of these 
empty oil threats come from whatever 
country wants to issue them against 
the United States. If that causes the 
U.S. Congress to save American lives, I 
submit that we ought to maintain this 
55 miles per hour speed limit. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
BORSKI]. 

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from West Virginia for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
West Virginia which will save lives and 
prevent thousands of needless deaths 
on our Nation’s highways. 

The issue before us is not whether 
speed limits save lives—there is no 
question that they do. We have 20 years 
of evidence to show that—from speed 
limit laws that were passed to save en- 
ergy, not to save lives. 

The issue is whether we are willing 
to take the actions that will save 
lives—thousands of lives. 

According to the National Academy 
of Sciences, the national speed limit 
law saves 2,000 to 4,000 lives each year. 

Is saving 5 or 10 minutes on a trip 
worth an extra 2,000 to 4,000 lives every 
year along with countless injuries? 
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How many lives and injuries is it 
worth to save those extra few minutes 
on the road? 

Based on the National Academy of 
Sciences study, the national maximum 
speed limit law has saved 40,000 to 
80,000 lives in the past two decades. 

Eighty thousand people is a lot of 
people—it is almost like wiping out the 
entire population of our State capital 
of Harrisburg. 

There are very few other areas where 
we can look at laws and say they have 
direct impact on whether people live or 
die—but the national speed limit is one 
of them. 

If we decide to eliminate the speed 
limit laws, we will be choosing death 
for thousands of our citizens every 
year. 

When speeds increase, people have 
less control of their cars and crashes 
are more damaging. 

There is a much greater chance of an 
accident resulting in death or serious 
injury at 65 than at 55. There is an even 
greater chance of death or serious in- 
jury at 75. 

There should be no question that 
speeds will increase if the speed limit 
is increased. There are people who will 
always drive at 10 miles per hour more 
than the speed limit, no matter what 
the limit is. 

There are also people who won’t in- 
crease their speeds—increasing the dif- 
ferences in the rates of speed on the 
road and leading to even more acci- 
dents. 

Mr. Chairman, the speed limit was 
not intended to be a safety measure 
but, through a combination of cir- 
cumstances we stumbled on a measure 
that has been extremely effective in 
saving lives. 

It would be a tragic mistake to re- 
peal that life-saving measure now and 
set in motion a process that could re- 
sult in thousands more Americans 
dying every year. 

I urge support of the amendment by 
the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Madison, WI [Mr. 
Ко]. 

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my colleague, the gentleman from Wis- 
consin, for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, last Saturday I took 
my 6-year-old to a soccer game at 
Madison, pulled off the road on which 
we live to get onto the Beltway that 
surrounds the city of Madison, and was 
struck by three facts. First of all, the 
speed limits on the highway I had just 
driven onto were set by the Federal 
Government. If I was speeding on that 
highway, it would be the State of Wis- 
consin who would pull me over, and if 
I had to go to court to fight a ticket I 
would end up in a State of Wisconsin 
court. But here it is, the Federal Gov- 
ernment telling the State of Wisconsin 
what the speed limit has to be outside 
of Madison, WI. 
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If Brett and I had been on a motor- 
cycle instead of a car, we would have 
soon discovered that in the next couple 
of months, the State of Wisconsin 
would have had to pass a law to throw 
out a motorcycle education program 
we have had in place and put it with a 
motorcycle helmet law about to come 
down from the Federal Government; 
except if we prevail today, we will stop 
that, too. 

Wisconsin used to have a motorcycle 
helmet law in place. We took it away 
and repealed it with an education pro- 
gram, and we now have fewer serious 
accidents, fewer serious accidents, and 
we have fewer fatalities than States 
that have helmet laws in place. How- 
ever, here is Washington, telling us the 
speed limit and discussing helmet laws. 

As I drove onto that highway, there 
was a sign that said how far it was 
from Madison to Milwaukee. It is about 
72 miles. But there was a mandate from 
the Federal Government last year that 
said every county had to replace those 
mile signs with metric measurements. 
This is 500 yards down the road, and 
the Federal Government is telling me 
everything I can do along the way. 

I think the provisions in this bill 
which repeal the speed limit and which 
repeal the mandates from Washington 
on the helmet laws are absolutely right 
on target. In fact, from my mind, it 
does not go quite far enough. I have 
40,000 students at the University of 
Wisconsin in Madison. We, the Federal 
Government, tell the State what the 
drinking age has to be. I think you do 
to a 19-year-old who drinks and drives, 
what you do to a 39-year-old who 
drinks and drives, you take their li- 
cense away. If it is necessary, you pros- 
ecute them and put them in jail. So we 
have done the right thing, we have 
gone two-thirds of the way, and we 
should go one step a little bit farther, 
and also give States the discretion to 
make decisions about drinking ages as 
well. 

I just walked over from a Committee 
on Commerce hearing where we are 
about to give the States the authority 
to run Medicaid programs. I think that 
is absolutely appropriate. It should be 
a State decision. The Senate moved 
yesterday to turn many of the deci- 
sions involved in welfare reform over 
to the States. 

If we are smart enough to run Medic- 
aid, which is the biggest item in a 
State budget, and if the State govern- 
ments are smart enough to run welfare 
reform, I think somehow the State cap- 
itol in Madison and capitols across this 
country have the judgment to make 
their own decision about speed limits 
in their own States. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman, from Texas, Mr. PETE 
GEREN. 

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 
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Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi- 
tion to this amendment. The question I 
have is what makes anyone think that 
someone in Washington, DC, knows 
better as to how fast you should drive 
between Fort Worth, TX, and Abilene, 
TX, than does the State senator or 
State representative from Abilene? The 
only two reasons that would justify 
such a conclusion is that the person in 
Washington, DC, knows more about 
that stretch of road than does that 
State representative, or perhaps that 
the person in Washington cares more 
about the lives of Texans than does 
that State representative from Texas. 

Mr. Chairman, I contend that neither 
is true. I know Texans know Texas 
roads better than does any resident of 
Washington, DC. I know Texans care as 
much about the health and safety of 
their fellow Texans as does anyone in 
Washington, DC. After all, when they 
cast a vote in Austin, TX, they are vot- 
ing for the safety of their own children 
and their friends’ children. It is not 
some bureaucrat in Washington, DC, 
making a decision about strangers 2,000 
miles away. 

With all due respect to those who 
support this amendment, roads in the 
hills of West Virginia or New York or 
Pennsylvania do not look like roads in 
west Texas. Those from the Northeast 
do not know what flat is, I can assure 
you. If it is safe to drive 55 anywhere in 
West Virginia, I can assure the Mem- 
bers, it is equally safe to drive faster 
than that in west Texas. 

Mr. Chairman, let the experts make 
this decision, the experts in Texas, the 
experts in West Virginia, the experts in 
California, the experts in Montana, the 
experts in Minnesota. This is a very di- 
verse country. Let us look to the wis- 
dom of the people who live on those 
roads, who drive those roads, to make 
those decisions. Washington does not 
know best. The people in Texas know 
better than does the Federal Govern- 
ment about our roads, and I can assure 
you they care just as much as any em- 
ployee in the Federal Government who 
has been in power to make this deci- 
sion. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of 
the Rahall amendment. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes and 30 seconds to my col- 
league, the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. ROTH]. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
PETRI] for the great job he is doing on 
his subcommittee. I think it is about 
time that we had that kind of common 
sense restored to Government. 

I also want to tip my hat to the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA] 
who is leaving the Congress, for the 
great job he is doing, and the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA- 
HALL] and the gentleman from Min- 
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nesota [Мг. OBERSTAR] and the entire 
committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support the 
bill before us today, not this particular 
amendment, but certainly the bill. 
Most important, of course, this bill 
designates our National Highway Sys- 
tem. This includes roads in northeast 
Wisconsin, like Highway Nos. 29, 41, 
and 441. These roads are the lifeline 
that connect us to the world, that 
move our goods and bring our tourists 
and support our businesses. However, it 
also restores nearly $1 billion in trans- 
portation money to the States. 

My own State of Wisconsin, for ex- 
ample, will have nearly $200 million re- 
stored to the Wisconsin transportation 
budget, another $80 million in addi- 
tional highway funds for Wisconsin will 
be released by the passage of this bill, 
and it gives the States new flexibility 
in how they use their highway funds. 
For that, we thank the good common 
sense and the great intelligence of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI]. 
We need this money, and we need this 
flexibility. 

Finally, this bill will eliminate the 
heavy burdens the Federal Government 
has imposed on the States over the 
years. It is time the Government, in- 
cluding the bureaucrats who are deter- 
mined to run our lives, listen to the 
American people. Let us face it, it is 
simply a waste of time and money to 
require the States to convert their 
highway signs to the metric system. 
The Government has been trying to 
force the metric system down the 
throats of the American people since 
the Carter administration. It is time to 
wake up. The American people do not 
want it. Whenever I go back home, 
whenever you go back home to your 
town hall meetings, this issue comes 
up. Now we have a chance to address 
the wishes of the American people. 
That is why I am so much in favor of 
this legislation. 

Furthermore, while I certainly be- 
lieve that we must do all we can to pro- 
mote safety, it is wrong for the Federal 
Government to hold the States hos- 
tage. It is time to remove Federal man- 
dates that punish States that do not 
pass the kind of laws Big Brother 
Washington thinks that we should 
have. That is why I urge Members to 
support this bill, and oppose the 
amendments that would limit the au- 
thority of the States to make common- 
sense decisions for themselves. 


О 1430 


Мг. КАНАШ). Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. OBERSTAR]. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, our earlier speaker, 
the gentleman from Wisconsin, said he 
was struck by three facts. Pulling off 
the road thinking about highways in 
Wisconsin, he was just lucky not to be 
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struck by three cars going at a high 
speed. He would have wound up in a 
hospital. 

My good friend from Texas said we do 
not want speed limits set by some bu- 
reaucrat in Washington. I appeal to the 
gentleman, I am not some bureaucrat 
in Washington. I am not some bureau- 
crat in Washington. I protest. And I do 
not propose to speak for the people of 
Texas or to say that I know better 
about their road segments than they 
do. 

But Interstate 35 either starts in Du- 
luth or ends in Laredo, TX, or vice 
versa, and goes right through the gen- 
tleman’s district. People in my State 
and district have a right to be pro- 
tected against excessive speed on Fed- 
eral aid highways in other States. We 
have something to say about how peo- 
ple drive on those roads. Make no mis- 
take about it; this issue is not about 
whether we are going to drive faster or 
slower or whether States should have 
responsibility. This issue is about giv- 
ing the States the right to increase 
speed limits. Opponents of national 
speed limits do not want these speed 
limits removed so people can drive 
slower. 

States want, and people in States 
around the country, some people, not 
all of them, for goodness sakes not all 
of them, want to drive faster. It is a 
fact of life that we drive faster. We kill 
people. 

We have just this summer been cele- 
brating the end of World War П; 
440,000-plus Americans were killed in 
action. Every decade we kill more peo- 
ple on America’s highways than we did 
in World War II. That ought to stick 
with us. There is a war on America’s 
highways and we have an opportunity 
to put a limit on it and say we shall 
not drive faster than this. Why can we 
not do that? We must do it. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, let me state my very 
strong support for this amendment, ob- 
viously, but also the support of some 52 
organizations that have written this 
body opposing the repeal of the na- 
tional maximum speed limit. Among 
this very diverse group are the Advo- 
cates for Highway and Auto Safety, Al- 
liance of American Insurers, American 
College of Emergency Physicians, 
American Insurance Association, 
American Nurses Association, Amer- 
ican Red Cross, Consumer Federation 
of America, the Heads Up Injury Pre- 
vention Program, numerous insurance 
companies, Mothers Against Drunk 
Driving, Public Citizen, State Farm In- 
surance Companies, among many oth- 
ers, have written us in strong support 
of maintaining the 55-mile-per-hour 
speed limit. 

In addition, we have a letter written 
to the ranking minority member of our 
committee from the American Truck- 
ing Associations’ Mr. Tom Donahue, its 
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president and CEO, maintaining their 
support, the American Trucking Asso- 
ciations’ support for supporting the 55- 
mile-per-hour speed limit. Not only is 
it fuel conservation and less wear and 
tear on their equipment, but the most 
important reason the ATA states in 
their letter for supporting the 55-mile- 
per-hour national speed limit is that 
they are convinced it saves lives. This 
is from the ATA. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I do 
urge support of this amendment. I may 
have been born at night, but I was not 
born last night; and I recognize where 
the votes lie on this issue. I say to 
those Members that are concerned 
about State flexibility, as we have 
heard during this debate, that, if you 
find in your heart and in your con- 
science your inability to support this 
particular amendment, I do have a fol- 
lowup amendment which will set a 65- 
mile-per-hour speed limit cap and 
allow all the State flexibility in the 
world under that cap as a followup 
compromise measure. I would certainly 
expect those concerned about States 
rights to support that particular 
amendment. 

With that, I do urge adoption of this 
particular amendment in the name of 
saving lives. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, | rise in 
strong opposition to the Rahall amendment 
and in support of the national speed limit re- 
peal as contained in the National Highway 
System bill. 

For too long, Mr. Chairman, the Federal 
Government has maintained its heavy hand 
over our States in setting the Nation’s speed 
limit and | can tell you as a westerner, with 
vast amounts of territory to drive through, the 
55-mile-per-hour speed limit has always been 
viewed as ludicrous and mostly ignored. There 
is no question that in the early 1970’s, during 
the Arab oil embargo, we all had to pull to- 
gether and work to conserve our energy re- 
sources. The national speed limit was invoked 
as a temporary measure for the duration of 
that crisis. 

Unfortunately, in Washington's typical way, 
someone got the idea that it would be best to 
take the one-size fits all approach and make 
55 the law of the land. | can tell you that since 
that time, Nevadans have been adamantly op- 
posed to a national speed limit and | have 
worked to give the responsibility of setting 
speed limits back to the States, where it be- 
longs. 

In 1987, | was proud to be a part of the ef- 
fort that brought a little more common sense 
into this process by working to enact legisla- 
tion that allowed the speed limit to be raised 
on our rural interstate highways to 65 miles 
per hour. И was a step in the right direction, 
but we need to take that final step and just 
plain get the Government out of this business. 
As with so many other issues best handled at 
the State level, it is Nevadans who know best 
what roads should be traveled at 35, or those 
that might be traveled at 65. Let’s finish the 
job today! 

The right of the State to handle such mat- 
ters is fundamental, and | strongly endorse the 
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actions taken by the committee to eliminate 
the national speed limit. 1 urge my colleagues 
to vote against the Rahall amendment. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chairman, | rise 
in support of Congressman RAHALL’s amend- 
ment to retain our current speed limits. Ac- 
cording to the National Academy of Sciences, 
the national speed limit law saves 2,000 to 
4,000 lives each year. 

Repeal of the national maximum speed limit 
is part of a larger effort by the majority to roll 
back the power and reach of the Federal Gov- 
ernment in matters where States rights and in- 
dividual choice are at issue. However, | don’t 
believe the American people want their law- 
makers to decrease public safety in the name 
of regulatory reform or under the banner of 
States rights. That is too high a price to pay. 

Repeal of the national speed limit law en- 
dangers the safety of all Americans. Some 
State officials have already indicated their in- 
tent to immediately move to repeal safety laws 
if the Federal programs are eliminated. In sev- 
eral States, speed limits automatically go 
above 65 mph if the national maximum speed 
limit is repealed. If the national speed limit is 
repealed and we return to pre-1974 condi- 
tions, the Federal Transportation Department 
estimates we will be faced with an additional 
4,750 highway deaths each year, at a cost of 
$15 billion. 

Who pays the price, if the speed limit is re- 
pealed? 

Taxpayers ultimately bear the cost for emer- 
gency medical and police response, medical 
treatment, days or years of lost productivity, 
disability compensation for the motor vehicle 
crashes that will result from higher speed lim- 
its. 
We know that speed is a factor in nearly 
one-third of all traffic fatalities and that motor 
vehicle crashes already cost society more 
than $137 billion every year. The health care 
portion is approximately $14 billion—of which 
Medicare and Medicaid pay $3.7 billion or al- 
most 30 percent. 

| strongly believe that a Federal role encour- 
aging safety is very necessary. If you share 
my concerns and want to save lives as well as 
taxpayer dollars, vote for the Rahall amend- 
ment. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, | rise today 
in opposition to the Rahall amendment that 
would kill the effort to repeal the national 
speed limit. 

| oppose this amendment on two fronts. 
First, reasons for the original speed limit are 
no longer valid. In 1973, because of the 
OPEC oil embargo, the Federal Government 
mandated that States lower speed limits to 
conserve oil. This original directive was in the 
interest of national security. The oil crisis has 
eased, automobiles are safer, and get far bet- 
ter mileage. In short, there is little reason to 
keep the mandate in place. 

Second, and more importantly, the 55 
m.p.h. speed limit is disregarded by an aver- 
age of 7 out of 10 drivers. It is a law that 
breeds contempt of the law and the men and 
women who must enforce the unenforceable. 
Highway patrolmen are a limited resource. If 
more officers are required to enforce speed 
limits, fewer can be assigned to other safety 
activities, such as removing drunk drivers or 
stopping drug trafficking. Numerous studies 
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have shown that raising the speed limit to 65 
m.p.h. does not increase the overall speed on 
interstates. 

The truth remains this—repeal is not a 
move by the Federal Government to raise 
speed limits, it simply gives States, which are 
in the best position to set speeds, the power 
to do so. Furthermore, interstates and Federal 
roads were built with taxpayers’ money. This 
Congress should have gotten the message 
last November. The Federal Government 
doesn't have any money—it takes it from our 
citizens in the form of taxes. 

1 urge colleagues to oppose the Rahall 
amendment and support speed limit repeal. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA- 
HALL]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTES 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 112, noes 313, 
not voting 9, as follows: 


[Roll No. 6761 

AYES—112 
Abercrombie Hall (OH) Murtha 
Becerra Hastings (FL) Nadler 
Beilenson Hilliard Oberstar 
Boehlert Hinchey Olver 
Вопіог Ноуег Owens 
Borski Jackson-Lee Pallone 
Brown (CA) Jacobs Pastor 
Brown (FL) Johnston Payne (NJ) 
Brown (OH) Kennedy (RI) Pelosi 
Cardin Kennelly Rahall 
Clay Kildee Rangel 
Clayton LaFalce Reed 
Clinger Lantos Roybal-Allard 
Clyburn LaTourette 
Collins (IL) Levin Sabo 
Conyers Lewis (GA) Scott 
Coyne Lipinski Serrano 
DeLauro Lofgren Shuster 
Dellums Lowey Slaughter 
Dicks Maloney Spratt 
Dingell Manton Stark 
Dixon Markey Stokes 
Durbin Martinez Studds 
Ehlers Matsui Thompson 
Engel McDermott Torres 
Eshoo McHale Traficant 
Evans McKinney Velazquez 
Farr McNulty Vento 
Fields (LA) Meek Visclosky 
Foglietta Menendez Waters 
Ford Mfume Waxman 
Fowler Miller (CA) Wise 
Gejdenson Mineta Wolf 
Gephardt Mink Woolsey 
Gibbons Molinari Wynn 
Gilchrest Montgomery Yates 
Gilman Moran 
Gutierrez Morella 

NOES—313 
Ackerman Baldacci Bentsen 
Allard Ballenger Bereuter 
Andrews Barcia Berman 
Archer Barr Bevill 
Armey Barrett (WI) Bilbray 
Bachus Bartlett Bilirakis 
Baesler Barton Bishop 
Baker (CA) Bass Bliley 
Baker (LA) Bateman Blute 
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Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 


Dooley 


Frost 
Funderburk 
Ғагве 


Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gillmor 


Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 


Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 


Klug 
Kolbe 


Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
Linder 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Luther 


Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Mollohan 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Myrick 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 


Paxon 
Payne (VA) 


Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 


Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 


Torkildsen 
Torricelli 
Towns 


Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 


Zimmer 
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NOT VOTING—9 
Barrett (NE) Moakley Roukema 
Fattah Parker Sisisky 
Kennedy (MA) Reynolds Tucker 
O 1456 


Mr. DEFAZIO and Miss COLLINS of 
Michigan changed their vote from 
“ауе” to “по.” 

Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. PAYNE of 
New Jersey, and Mrs. KENNELLY 
changed their vote from “по” to “ауе.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage 
in a colloquy with the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Мг. PETRI], chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Surface Transpor- 
tation. 

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI] is aware, I have 
been concerned that Illinois’ ability to 
cap, by law, the amount available to 
cover salaries of engineering and de- 
sign consultants could be vitiated by 
sections 308 and 321 of this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 
the gentleman, our Subcommittee on 
Surface Transportation chairman, if it 
is the gentleman’s intent that under 
the State options clause designated in 
section 308(е)(3) and section 321(a)(e) of 
H.R. 2274, State legislatures will have 
the authority to set, by law, direct and 
indirect salary caps for employees, 
principals, or subcontractors of engi- 
neering and design firms. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, if the gen- 
tleman from Illinois will yield, the 
gentleman is correct. Under those two 
sections of H.R. 2274, State legislatures 
may set such salary caps within the 2- 
year timeframe designated for exercis- 
ing this option. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, reclaim- 
ing my time, it is my understanding 
that this 2-year timeframe for the 
States to exercise their authority 
under the States option clause in H.R. 
2274 is different from the timeframe 
designated in the Senate bill. Will the 
gentleman from Wisconsin and the 
House conferees insist on the 2-year 
timeframe contained in the House bill? 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, if the gen- 
tleman will again yield, it is my intent 
to support the 2-year timeframe con- 
tained in H.R. 2274. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, reclaim- 
ing my time, I want to thank the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin for this clari- 
fication, and I would be pleased to 
work with the gentleman on this mat- 
ter in conference. 


О 1500 


Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to enter 
into a colloquy with my good friend 
and distinguished leader, who has done 
a great job on this legislation, the gen- 
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tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU- 
STER]. 

I would like to ask the chairman for 
a clarification of the intent of section 
325 of this bill, relating to the Federal 
ban on new billboards on scenic by- 
ways. My concern is over the effect of 
this section on roadways previously 
designated by States as scenic byways 
and which pass through industrial or 
commercial areas. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, this 
section the gentleman refers to reaf- 
firms the ability of States to establish 
standards stricter than those in Fed- 
eral law. A basic feature of the High- 
way Beautification Act is to permit 
States to allow billboards to remain in 
industrial and commercial areas, if 
States so choose. The decision rests 
with the State. Section 325 is intended 
simply to correct an erroneous FHWA 
interpretation of section 1047 of ISTEA 
and return that decision to the State. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. So if 
a State wants to designate a scenic 
byway and ban billboards even along 
those sections of the roadway passing 
through commercial or industrial 
areas, section 325 would not limit the 
State's ability to do that? Is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. SHUSTER. That is absolutely 
correct. States would have the discre- 
tion as to whether or not to ban bill- 
boards in commercial and industrial 
areas. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Where 
a State has previously designated a 
roadway as a scenic byway and has al- 
ready exercised its discretion to ban 
billboards in commercial and indus- 
trial areas, as Pennsylvania has done 
in the case of the Blue Route, enact- 
ment of section 325 would not in any 
way disturb or invalidate the State’s 
decision and no further action would be 
required by the State to maintain that 
ban? 

Mr. SHUSTER. That is absolutely 
correct. Again, it is very important to 
emphasize that States have complete 
authority to enact stricter prohibitions 
on billboards than those in Federal 
law. The purpose of the technical 
amendment in section 325 is to ensure 
that the designation of a scenic byway 
does not, by itself, change billboard 
regulation in commercial and indus- 
trial areas. But a State may ban new 
billboards anywhere in the State if it 
chooses and section 325 in fact reaf- 
firms the State’s authority to do so. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I 
thank the chairman for that clarifica- 
tion, for his interest, and I also want to 
acknowledge the work of our State sen- 
ate majority leader, Joe Loper, the 
speaker of the State house, Nat Ryan, 
whose district this road goes through, 
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as well as our colleagues from Mont- 
gomery County, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Fox], and from 
Delaware County and Philadelphia, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
FOGLIETTA]. 

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

I would like to enter into a colloquy 
with the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
about an issue that is extremely impor- 
tant to my State of Oklahoma—the 
funding levels which donor States re- 
ceive under the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LARGENT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman. I can assure the 
gentleman that I am committed to 
carefully examining the concerns of 
donor States as we head toward reau- 
thorization of ISTEA. I expect the Sub- 
committee on Surface Transportation 
to conduct comprehensive hearings in 
the next months, including formula 
distributions. 

I would like to emphasize to the gen- 
tleman that this NHS bill contains 
critical changes to the Minimum Allo- 
cation Program which will preserve its 
funding levels in the baseline beyond 
fiscal year 1997. Unless these changes 
are adopted, then the funds which have 
been used to equalize funding between 
the States will be lost forever. 

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Chairman, I ap- 
preciate your consideration of the con- 
cerns of donor States such as Okla- 
homa. I look forward to working with 
you and Surface Transportation Sub- 
committee Chairman PETRI. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title ПІ? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RAHALL 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment, amendment No. 26. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 26 offered by Mr. RAHALL: 
Strike section 348 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

SEC. 348. NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED LIMIT. 

Section 154(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

а) by striking “fifty-five miles” the first 
place it appears and all that follows through 
“or (4)” and inserting “65 miles per hour, ог 
(2) ; and 

(2) by striking Clause (4)” and inserting 
“Clause (2)”, 

Conform the table of contents of the bill 
accordingly. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the previous 
unanimous-consent agreement, the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA- 
HALL] will be recognized for 10 minutes 
and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
PETRI] will be recognized for 10 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL]. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Мг. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this follow-up amend- 
ment is the perfect compromise on this 
issue. I, of course, was in strong sup- 
port of the original 55-miles-per-hour 
speed limit. This amendment seeks to 
address the concerns often stated on 
the last amendment and by many other 
Members about the issue, in their 
minds anyway, of States rights. 

This amendment simply establishes a 
maximum speed limit of 65 miles per 
hour. Under current law, as we all 
know, the Federal speed limit is set at 
55 miles per hour for urban sections of 
interstate highways, and at the option 
of the State, 65 miles per hour for rural 
segments of the interstates. For all 
other highways and roads, the Federal 
speed limit remains at 55. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment adopt- 
ed by the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure, on the other 
hand, would completely abolish the 
Federal speed limit. 

Under this approach, a State could 
opt to set speed limits at any level, or 
for that matter, set no speed limit 
whatsoever. 

In this regard, I would note that 
prior to the establishment of the Fed- 
eral speed limit, two States did not 
have any speed limits whatsoever. This 
type of situation would once again 
arise and be allowable under the com- 
mittee bill as it stands. 

Now, we have heard a lot of discus- 
sion about State rights and the need 
for greater flexibility in setting speed 
limits. We also know, from statistical 
data, that speed kills. There should be 
no doubt about that. Speed kills. 

In addition there are economic costs. 
The economic costs of speed-related 
deaths in this country are $24 billion 
each year. Mr. Chairman, that is $44,000 
a minute, in the costs of speed-related 
crashes each year. 

Even the opponents of the last 
amendment and supporters of repealing 
any type of speed limit have not sug- 
gested that there not be speed limits 
whatsoever, and as such, my amend- 
ment, I think, represents a perfect 
dovetailing of the opposition concerns 
that have thus far been expressed. It 
recognizes that there may be a need for 
additional flexibility in establishing 
maximum speed limits, and it recog- 
nizes there should be some type of limi- 
tation on this flexibility in the inter- 
ests of safety. 

In my amendment, the maximum 
speed limit that could be established 
by a State would be 65. Let me be clear: 
A State would not have to accept that 
speed limit; it would simply have the 
option to establish speed limits for any 
type of highway or road up to the max- 
imum of 65. 

I not only view this amendment as 
being a fair and reasonable compromise 
on the issue of speed limits, but one 
that, in fact, addresses the concerns of 
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both the supporters of the repeal of the 
national speed limit and the opponents 
of that approach. 

I urge adoption of my amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I must oppose this 
amendment offered by Mr. RAHALL. 
This House has voted to turn back to 
the States the responsibility for set- 
ting speed limits—including maximum 
speed limits. I do not believe we here in 
Washington should prejudge what is 
the appropriate speed in every area of 
the country. I have long heard the frus- 
tration of my colleagues from Texas, 
Oklahoma, Montana, and other areas 
where distances between destinations 
are very far and drivers on the roads 
are few. 

While my own State of Wisconsin, 
perhaps, may not see a reason to in- 
crease speeds beyond 65, other States 
may make the determination that it is 
the proper action to take. In any event, 
what we are saying today is—it is up to 
the States. 

So while I appreciate the sincere in- 
terest of my colleague on the Surface 
Transportation Subcommittee, I must 
urge the House to defeat this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. MI- 
МЕТА], the ranking minority member. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Rahall amendment. 

I have made very clear my position 
on the national maximum speed limit. 
It should remain as it is today: 65 miles 
per hour on rural interstates and inter- 
state equivalents, and 55 miles per hour 
on other, more congested and nar- 
rower, roads. 

However, the bill before us repeals all 
Federal speed limits, allowing States 
to set the limit at 65, or 75, or 85, or 
even no limit at all. Before Congress 
enacted the national speed limit, 39 
States had limits of 70 miles per hour 
or higher, and two had no limit at all. 
This bill now tells States that it is 
okay with us if a State says, Drive 
whatever speed you want, the sky’s the 
limit!“ 

If this were a States rights issue, I 
would agree with my colleagues who 
oppose this amendment. But we cannot 
escape the fact that the impacts of 
raising the speed limits spill over into 
other States and into the pocketbooks 
of taxpayers across this country. 

The amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia is certainly 
not my position on speed limits, but at 
least it would reflect the national in- 
terest and put some upper bound on 
what the speed limit could be. 

That’s certainly not enough, but it is 
a vast improvement over where we 


September 20, 1995 


would otherwise be. The number of 
deaths, the number of serious injuries, 
and the burden on taxpayers will not 
go up as much as they would under the 
sky’s-the-limit provision now in the 
bill. 

On that basis, I urge support for the 
amendment. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER- 
STAR]. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Again, opposition to a national speed 
limit is being couched in terms of let 
the States decide. The unspelled-out 
argument is let the States go as high 
as they want. 

This is not a move to contain speed 
on America’s highways. It is a move to 
allow the speed to rise, in some cases, 
to no limit. That is outrageous. This is 
a national highway system. The people 
that I represent in northern Minnesota 
have a right to be protected on high- 
ways they drive in other States, and 
when they drive on the highways of 
some other State, that they have a 
right to know that there is a reason- 
able limit on speed, that their life is 
not going to be endangered as they 
drive on America’s highways in other 
parts of this country than the part that 
they come from. 

We have a responsibility, as national 
legislators, to act. We have it within 
our reach today to put a limit on 
speed. That limit should be 55. 

The House has spoken. It says, ‘‘No, 
let people drive as fast as they want.” 
Make no mistake, that is not a States’ 
rights vote, the last vote cast. That 
was а move to raise speed limits all 
over America. 

People want to drive furiously at the 
risk of their own and other people’s 
lives. They should not be allowed to do 
so. Those who drive with reckless aban- 
don should know that there are limits 
and that they will be penalized and 
that this is a national will and we 
ought to find the national will in this 
Chamber to do so and stand up and 
speak. 

We all know speed kills. We all know 
what the dangers are. We all know 
what the costs are. We ought not to 
shrink from our responsibility and say 
leave it up to the States, because, you 
know the pressures there are going to 
be on a smaller legislative body, that 
can be cross-cut and cut many different 
ways and which will give in to the 
loudest voice. 

I regret the last vote. I regret even 
more a “по” vote on this amendment 
that puts a reasonable upper limit, 
gives States flexibility to set their own 
speed limit at any point, less than 65, 
and we ought to vote in favor of the 
very reasonable amendment that the 
gentleman from West Virginia has set 
forth. 
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Enough is enough. Stop the carnage 
on America’s highways. We can, with 
one vote, do so. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to our colleague, the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM]. 
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
will not take 2 minutes. I understand 
with good intention what the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. Ra- 
HALL] wants to do. I know in my State 
of California, if you are driving 55 
miles an hour, you are in danger. You 
cannot pull out, you cannot do any- 
thing, because you have streaks of 
lightning going by you. 

But I think what the amendment at- 
tempts, there are a couple of issues. It 
is not just a States rights issue, but an 
issue of do we trust someone outside 
Washington, DC, to make the deter- 
mination on what is right and proper 
for that particular district, or that par- 
ticular State. I think we can trust 
local government and local people to 
take responsibility, and I think this 
bill says no, we do not trust them to do 
that. There is a big difference between 
San Diego, CA, and Maine, and a lot of 
country in-between, and each one has 
different rules, different rights, and I 
think that if we allow the States to 
make that determination, they will do 
it in a responsible way. 

So even though there is good inten- 
tion to the gentleman’s amendment, I 
stand opposed to it, and I ask my col- 
leagues to oppose it. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, let me 
again urge support of this compromise. 
The previous speaker spoke of if you 
are driving 55 miles per hour on Cali- 
fornia highways, people pass by you in 
a streak of lightning. Again, this is a 
limit of 65 miles per hour and it does 
allow States the flexibility within and 
underneath that cap to set speed limits 
in different parts of their States as 
they see fit. 

Mr. Chairman, I would submit as 
well, because this is a safety issue, that 
what we are discussing here is the Fed- 
eral Government’s responsibility to im- 
pose proper safety standards upon all 
of the people in this country, and we 
have a responsibility not only in this 
area when it comes to auto driving, but 
also in other areas, whether it is mine 
safety, consumer-related health, FDA, 
whatever, we could go down the list, 
but where the Federal Government 
does have a proper role and responsibil- 
ity. It cannot be left to the States. 

Again, I am not casting aspersions 
upon our State legislatures, which I am 
sure will rise above local interest and 
make the common good decision. Nev- 
ertheless, we have that responsibility 
on the Federal level and we cannot 
allow States to get in a contest of try- 
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ing to outdo the other State. Again, we 
get into each State trying to go maybe 
5 miles per hour above its neighboring 
State. Where does it stop? The sky is 
the limit under the committee-re- 
ported bill. This sets a reasonable 
limit. I think we ought to adopt this 65 
mile an hour cap in the name of saving 
lives, and it is responsible public policy 
in this country. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. Ra- 
HALL]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 133, noes 291, 
not voting 10, as follows: 


{Roll No. 677] 

AYES—133 
Abercrombie Gilchrest Miller (CA) 
Baldacci Gilman Mineta 
Barrett (WI) Goodling Mink 
Becerra Gutierrez Molinari 
Beilenson Hall (OH) Mollohan 
Boeblert Hamilton Montgomery 
Bonior Hastings (FL) огап 
Borski Morella 
Browder Hinchey Murtha 
Brown (CA) Horn Nadler 
Brown (FL) Hoyer Oberstar 
Brown (OH) Jackson-Lee Olver 
Bryant (TX) Jacobs Pallone 
Cardin Johnson, Е.В. Parker 
Castle Johnston Payne (NJ) 
Clay Jones Pelosi 
Clayton Kanjorski Poshard 
Clinger Kaptur БаһаП 
Clyburn Kennedy (RI) Rangel 
Collins (IL) Kennelly Reed 
Collins (MI) Kildee Roybal-Allard 
Conyers Kleczka Rush 
Costello Klink Sabo 
Coyne LaFalce Sawyer 
Davis Lantos Scott 
DeLauro LaTourette Serrano 
Dellums Levin Shuster 
Dingell Lewis (GA) Slaughter 
Dixon Lipinski Spratt 
Dooley Lofgren Stark 
Doyle Lowey Stokes 
Durbin Maloney Studds 
Ehlers Manton Thompson 
Engel Markey Torres 
Eshoo Martinez Traficant 
Evans Martini Velazquez 
Farr Matsui Vento 
Fazio McCarthy Visclosky 
Foglietta McDermott Waxman 
Ford McKinney Wise 
Fowler McNulty Wolf 
Furse Meek Woolsey 
Gejdenson Menendez Yates 
Gephardt Meyers 
Gibbons Mfume 

NOES—291 
Ackerman Ballenger Bereuter 
Allard Barcia Berman 
Andrews Barr Bevill 
Archer Barrett (NE) Bilbray 
Armey Bartlett ВіШгакіз 
Bachus Barton Bishop 
Baesler Bass Bliley 
Baker (CA) Bateman Blute 
Baker (LA) Bentsen Boehner 


Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooley 

Cox 

Cramer 
Crane 

Crapo 


Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 


Hall (TX) Pomeroy 
Hancock Porter 
Hansen Portman 
Harman Pryce 
Hastert Quillen 
Hastings (WA) Quinn 
Hayes Radanovich 
Hayworth Ramstad 
Hefley Regula 
Hefner Richardson 
Heineman Riggs 
Herger Rivers 
Hilleary Roberts 
Hobson Roemer 
Hoekstra Rogers 
Hoke Rohrabacher 
Holden Ros-Lehtinen 
Hostettler Rose 
Houghton Roth 
Hunter Royce 
Hutchinson e 
Hyde 88 
ne Saxton 
Jefferson аса һ 
Johnson (CT) жын 
Johnson (SD) Schiff 
Johnson, Sam Bobroeder 
үү Schumer 
Kim Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
King Shadegg 
Kingston Shaw 
Klug Shays 
Knollenberg Skaggs 
Kolbe Skeen 
LaHood Skelton 
Largent Smith (М1) 
Latham Smith (NJ) 
Laughlin Smith (TX) 
Lasio Smith (WA) 
Leach Solomon 
Lewis (CA) Souder 
Lewis (KY) Spence 
Lightfoot Stearns 
Lincoln Stenholm 
Linder Stump 
Livingston Stupak 
LoBiondo Talent 
Longley Tanner 
Lucas Tate 
Luther Tauzin 
Manzullo Taylor (MS) 
Mascara Taylor (NC) 
McCollum Tejeda 
McCrery Thomas 
McDade Thornberry 
McHale Thornton 
Моше үш 
Tiahrt 
McIntosh Torkildsen 
McKeon Torricelli 
Meehan Towns 
Metcalf Upton 
Mica Volkmer 
Miller (FL) Vucanovich 
Minge Waldholtz 
Moorhead Walker 
Myers Walsh 
Myrick Wamp 
Nethercutt on 
Neumann aters 
Ney Watt (NC) 
Norwood Watts (OK) 
Nussle Weldon (FL) 
Obey Weldon (PA) 
Ortiz Weller 
Orton White 
Owens Whitfield 
Oxley Wicker 
Packard ы” 
Pastor 
Paxon heidni 
Payne (VA) уп! 
Peterson (FL) Young (AK) 
Peterson (MN) Young (FL) 
Petri eli 
Pickett Zimmer 
Pombo 
NOT VOTING—10 
Neal Stockman 
Reynolds Tucker 
Roukema 


Sisisky 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


П 1537 


Мг. HOBSON changed his vote from 
“ауе” to “по.” 

Mrs. CLAYTON and Мг. MARTINEZ 
changed their vote from “по” to “ауе.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I was 
necessarily away from the Chamber 
during the last recorded vote. I believe 
the number was 677. 

Had I been present, I ask the Journal 
to reflect I would have voted “пау”. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the 
last word for the purpose of entering 
into a colloquy with the chairman of 
the Transportation Committee on the 
Gowanus Expressway rehabilitation 
project. 

Mr. Chairman, as you know, because 
of the long period of 7 to 10 years that 
it is estimated it will take to complete, 
and the devastating effect that this 
project will have on the surrounding 
communities—including an estimated 
loss of $200 million to the local econ- 
omy, as well as increased pollution and 
safety problems—the issue of the 
Gowanus Expressway rehabilitation 
project is of great concern to me and 
many of my constituents. 

The plan that the State has put forth 
on this matter falls far short of ade- 
quately addressing some very impor- 
tant issues. This has led to a bipartisan 
effort that has brought together com- 
munity leaders, at all levels, in the 
hope of finding a sensible solution to 
this problem. 

The rehabilitation of this highway 
will cost approximately $1 billion. That 
works out to nearly $300 million per 
mile, making this the costliest trans- 
portation project in New York State. 
Mr. Chairman, this single project will 
have an adverse effect on the quality of 
life of 300,000 New Yorkers—more than 
any other transportation project. 

Other area highway projects, which 
affect far fewer New Yorkers, and cost 
far less money, have been subject to 
greater study. In this case, however, 
the State has done little in the way of 
examining measures that can reduce 
the harmful effects on the community 
or the options available to better ad- 
dress the transportation woes. 

In the event that we are unable to re- 
solve the problems which I have briefly 
outlined, it is my hope that as the 
House goes to conference on this bill, 
the chairman will be willing to leave 
the record open on this issue, so that it 
may be addressed in the final bill—ei- 
ther through a major investment study 
or through some other solution. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania, the chair- 
man of the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 
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Мг. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I un- 
derstand that the gentlewoman has 
been working with our colleague, the 
gentlewoman from New York IMs. 
MOLINARI], on this issue. I would en- 
courage the State and local commu- 
nities to work to address the issues 
raised here today. As we move forward 
with this bill I certainly agree to work 
with both of you on finding an agree- 
able solution to this problem. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr. SHUSTER] for his commitment 
to this important issue, and, before I 
yield to my colleague, the gentle- 
woman from New York [Ms. MOLINARI], 
a fellow New Yorker who has been in- 
strumental on this matter, I would like 
to also thank the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Towns] for his support and 
attention to this matter and the lead- 
ership that the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. MINETA] has provided in ad- 
dressing this problem. I say to the gen- 
tleman, ‘‘Mr. MINETA, we are all going 
to miss уой.” 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I yield to the gen- 
tlewoman from New York. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to commend the gentlewoman 
from New York [Ms. VELAZQUEZ] for 
bringing this issue to the attention of 
the House of Representatives. The 
Gowanus Expressway is a critical com- 
ponent of New York City’s highway 
system. My constituents are very con- 
cerned about the time it will take to 
reconstruct this expressway as well as 
the major traffic implications which 
we New Yorkers will encounter for 10 
years. It is my hope that we can work 
with the State to ensure that this 
project is done as quickly as possible 
with as little inconvenience as possible 
for thousands of New York drivers. 

Let me also join in thanking the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU- 
STER] and the gentleman from Califor- 
nia (Мг. МІМЕТА) for their willingness 
to work with the gentlewoman from 
New York [Ms. VELAZQUEZ] and my of- 
fice to address this issue, and again I 
commend the gentlewoman for bring- 
ing this issue to the forefront of the 
House of Representatives, and hope- 
fully together, with cooperation from 
the States, we can utilize some of the 
resources of the Federal Government 
to spur this construction which we 
admit is badly needed but cannot go on 
for 10 to 15 years. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman from New 
York [Ms. MOLINARI] for her remarks, 
and I look forward to our continued 
working together on this issue, and I 
also want to thank the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] for his 
support. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to title Ш? 
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NADLER 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. NADLER: Page 
90, line 17, strike for only those“ and all 
that follows through the period on line 18 
and insert the following: “іп accordance with 
State law.” 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
seeking to change a section in this bill 
that amounts to an unfunded Federal 
mandate which singles out New York 
City from the rest of the country. Sec- 
tion 343 of the NHS bill requires New 
York’s Tri-Borough Bridge and Tunnel 
Authority to collect tolis only in the 
westbound direction on the Verrazano- 
Narrows Bridge. This is the only provi- 
sion of its kind in the United States. 
My amendment will restore local con- 
trol over a fundamentally local issue; 
how New York should collect tolls on 
the Verrazano-Narrows Bridge. Should 
it be one-way westbound, one-way east- 
bound, or both ways? I do not think, 
with all due respect, that Congress and 
the President really have the expertise 
to know which is best for local traffic 
patterns. Let that be up to the govern- 
ment of New York City. 

Currently, having a one way toll on 
the Verrazano-Narrows bridge creates a 
path into the central business district 
of Manhattan from Staten Island 
through Brooklyn across lower Man- 
hattan out through the Holland Tunnel 
to New Jersey. This route is used by 
commuters and commercial vehicles to 
avoid paying any tolls whatsoever be- 
cause the Holland Tunnel has a one- 
way toll in the other direction. 
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This loophole has cost our transpor- 
tation agencies between $7 and $8.2 mil- 
lion annually. 

Let me turn my attention for a mo- 
ment from this legislative issue to one 
of funding. Does anyone here feel so 
strongly that they would be willing to 
make up these lost local dollars out of 
their State’s portion of ISTEA funds? 

We are not talking money being paid 
by constituents all over the country. 
We are talking about money being paid 
by New Yorkers to our local transpor- 
tation agencies for local transportation 
purposes. By what right does Congress 
tell New York how to raise money lo- 
cally for local purposes or how to di- 
rect traffic on local streets? 

In addition to costing us local trans- 
portation funds, at a time when urban- 
ized areas are being hard hit by trans- 
portation cuts, this unfunded mandate 
diverts vehicles into Brooklyn and 
lower Manhattan, thus greatly increas- 
ing air pollution which creates large 
pockets of carbon monoxide. 

We cannot afford this kind of in- 
creased air pollution in New York City. 
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We are already a nonattainment area 
under the Clean Air Act and will be hit 
with penalties by this Congress if we do 
not comply. But the same Congress 
will not let us take action to reduce 
congestion and clean up our problem. 

Besides being a cause of increased 
pollution and being an inconvenience 
for local residents, this congestion is 
choking off maritime commerce from 
the Red Hook and South Brooklyn Ma- 
rine Terminals in Brooklyn, as well as 
from numerous small commercial and 
light manufacturing businesses on the 
Brooklyn waterfront and in Sunset 
Park. We are losing jobs, and it will get 
worse. 

A small minority in our city want to 
use the Federal Government to cir- 
cumvent local government and the pop- 
ular will of the majority in our city. 
Left alone, New Yorkers will do what is 
in our own best interest. I am con- 
vinced we will get rid of the one-way 
tolls. ‘ 

Maybe I am wrong and the gentle- 
woman from Staten Island is correct 
and the local decision will be to leave 
the tolls the way they are. The gentle- 
woman from Staten Island will get up 
in a few minutes and argue that I am 
wrong and that the one-way tolls are 
correct for various local reasons. 

The point is that decision, whether I 
am right or she is right on local traffic 
patterns and impacts in New York 
City, should not be for this body. We 
claim to be for States’ rights. I know 
we are not consistent. Sometimes we 
are, and sometimes we are not. But 
this is ridiculous. Congress is going to 
tell New York City which direction a 
toll should be for all time in law on a 
local bridge. The decision belongs lo- 
cally. 

This unfunded mandate has caused 
the congestion in our streets, killed 
local businesses, and destroyed the 
quality of life in some of our commu- 
nities; and unless we adopt this amend- 
ment and allow New Yorkers to decide 
what is best for our city, Congress will 
be allowing and mandating the con- 
tinuing deterioration of these areas. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment, not put one-way tolls on 
the Verrazano Bridge into Federal law. 
Let New Yorkers make the decision 
whether the Verrazano Bridge should 
have one-way tolls eastbound, 
westbound, no tolls, or tolls in both di- 
rections. That is a local decision. It 
should be kept local, and I urge the 
adoption of this amendment. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York. 

The language in the bill before us 
provides a permanent authorization for 
the current tolling configuration for 
the Narrows Bridge in New York City. 
This is simply making permanent lan- 
guage approved by Congress every year 
since 1986 to provide for the one-way 
toll on the bridge to Staten Island. 
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Should we go back to collecting tolls 
in both directions, Staten Islanders 
will be subjected to increased levels of 
carbon monoxide and other hazardous 
air pollutants from idling cars in resi- 
dential areas as well as increased con- 
gestion. 

While I am certainly aware of the 
concerns of our colleague, Congress- 
man NADLER, I also understand that 
this amendment will not solve his 
problem; and, therefore, I urge the 
House to defeat this amendment. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word and rise in 
strong opposition to this amendment 
regarding the Verrazano-Narrows 
Bridge one-way toll. Let me remind all 
Members that we have already defeated 
this exact same amendment during the 
transportation appropriations bill ear- 
lier this year, and with good reason. 

Since 1986, tolls have been collected 
on this bridge connecting a Federal 
interstate in the westbound direction 
only. That is 9 years in a row in which 
such an attempt to reverse the toll col- 
lection has been defeated by Congress. 

Two, the current one-way toll situa- 
tion has improved traffic flow, reduced 
pollution, and helped thousands of New 
York and New Jersey commuters get to 
work on time. That is one reason why 
Senator D’AMATO and Senator LAUTEN- 
BERG from New Jersey had championed 
this issue in the U.S. Senate. 

Contrary to the arguments just 
made, the one-way toll is not respon- 
sible for Brooklyn nor Manhattan’s 
growing traffic problems. Rather, it is 
perfectly obvious to anyone familiar 
with traffic in the area that the recon- 
struction of the Brooklyn-Queens and 
the Gowanus are responsible for the 
current traffic patterns. 

Lastly, we talk about a loophole and 
a funding loss. I would like my col- 
leagues from the other boroughs to ex- 
plain to me how they would react if 
their constituents were told that there 
was no other alternative for them to 
commute to another borough in the 
same city without being charged a $7 
toll. Neither of them would stand for 
that, and the only thing they would 
ask is for some relief. 

Let me remind my colleagues that 
the $7 toll goes largely toward reliev- 
ing the toll pressures felt on your sub- 
ways, which I do not have on Staten Is- 
land. In the spirit of fairness, all we 
ask is that, while we pay exorbitant 
rates to get to your boroughs to sub- 
sidize your mass transit, that we be 
given a little bit more time to get to 
work in the morning. I think that is a 
pretty darned good deal. I think it is a 
rather extravagant deal. 

I commend the committee for includ- 
ing the current one-way toll system 
and recognizing how critically impor- 
tant this is to the tens of thousands of 
New York and New Jersey commuters 
who use the Verrazano-Narrows Bridge. 

Again I say to my colleagues, as I 
have said before, if the traffic bothers 
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them so much, then let us all join to- 
gether and do what is really fair and do 
away with the toll on the Verrazano- 
Narrows bridge all together. Then we 
could all go home and say we did the 
right thing for New Yorkers. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in support of my col- 
league’s amendment. 

The gentleman from New York and I 
represent several neighborhoods in 
lower Manhattan and Brooklyn that 
bear the brunt of the current wrong- 
headed toll policy on the Verrazano 
Bridge. 

First of all, our colleagues from 
around the country should rightly ask 
why is Congress becoming involved in 
what is a local traffic dispute. That is 
a very good question, especially when 
we consider that year after year the 
mandate of the one-way toll from 
Brooklyn to Staten Island was put into 
place over the objections of our city 
and State governments and all but one 
of our city congressional representa- 
tives. 

Here is why the one-way toll contin- 
ues to be a terrible idea. First, it 
wastes money. Toll evaders are duck- 
ing out of $7 million in lost revenue. 
This funding could improve New York’s 
roads so that fewer tax dollars are 
needed for these roads in New York. 

Second, it is an environmental disas- 
ter. The diverted traffic into my dis- 
trict has caused air pollution hot spots 
at which dangerous carbon monoxide 
exceed national standards. All this be- 
cause residents of one particular sec- 
tion of our city and others from an- 
other State can save a few dollars a 
week by evading a toll. 

The one-way toll over the Verrazano 
has caused a great deal of damage that 
can never be undone, but let us end 
this folly and pass the Nadler amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. NADLER]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur- 
ther amendments to title III? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NADLER 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
amendment No. 24. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment Хо. 24 offered by Mr. NADLER: 
Page 97, after line 12, add the following: 

SEC. 354. EXTENSION OF DEADLINE FOR REPAY- 
MENT OF FUNDS. 

The Secretary shall extend by 2 years the 
deadline by which the State of New York is 
required under section 103(e)(7) of title 23, 
United States Code, to make a repayment to 
the Highway Trust Fund in connection with 
Federal funds expended to acquire property 
for a portion of Interstate Route 478 which 
was withdrawn from the Interstate System 
in accordance with the provisions of section 
103(е)(4) of such title. 
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Conform the table of contents accordingly. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment simply extends a statutory 
deadline for New York either to repay 
funds spent to acquire rights-of-way for 
the Westway project or to apply for a 
so-called payback waiver which would 
allow those funds to be spent current 
eligible projects. 

The amendment is revenue-neutral. 
It provides no new funds for New York 
City, does not draw on the highway 
trust fund, nor would a failure to ex- 
tend this deadline make available any 
additional funds to the highway trust 
fund. However, failure to extend this 
deadline could result in these funds 
being misdirected away from the com- 
munities whose transportation needs 
they were expended to serve. 

This extension is temporary. It gives 
the State department of transportation 
2 years to file a new application for a 
payback waiver in compliance with 
U.S. DOT guidance. 

This is money New York received as 
part of its share of transportation 
funding. We should be able to use this 
funding for its intended purpose—to 
serve the transportation needs of our 
community. However, unless this dead- 
line is extended, a legal technicality, 
combined with bureaucratic wrangling, 
could place these important transpor- 
tation initiatives in jeopardy. 

We fought long and hard to ensure 
that this money would be spent in the 
most productive and efficient manner 
possible. I ask my colleagues’ assist- 
ance in straightening out this bureau- 
cratic mess so that our local transpor- 
tation authorities can move forward 
with serving the transportation needs 
of our city. 

Mr. Chairman, there is currently 
pending, or there was, I should say, a 
lawsuit. The settlement of that lawsuit 
bound the Governor of the State of 
New York and the mayor of the city of 
New York and the two comptrollers 
that the Governor would make a good 
faith application for a payback waiver. 
The previous administration in New 
York made such an application in 1990. 
It was clearly not in compliance with 
Federal guidelines. It was, therefore, 
rejected by the Federal Government 
and it is not regarded as a good faith 
application. 

The question is whether the State ad- 
ministration has met its legal mandate 
under the court order to make a good 
faith application. There is a lawsuit 
pending now, brought by the comptrol- 
ler of the city against the State depart- 
ment of transportation. If the lawsuit 
is unsuccessful, this amendment will 
not be utilized. It will be irrelevant. If 
the lawsuit is successful, this amend- 
ment would give the administration of 
New York the opportunity beyond the 
expiration date on September 30, a 2- 
year opportunity, to meet its legal ob- 
ligation and make the application for 
the payback waiver. 
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As I say, Mr. Chairman, this has no 
fiscal implications for the highway 
trust fund or the Federal Government 
but simply extends the waiver so New 
York can settle the lawsuit, get its act 
together, and make the application for 
the waiver. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment which 
the State of New York and the city of 
New York are also opposed to. 

Earlier this year the New York State 
Department of Transportation chose to 
no longer waive the payback of funds 
for the Westway project. As recently as 
today, my office again confirmed the 
State’s position on this issue, and that 
has not changed, equally with the city 
of New York. 

As I mentioned, during the commit- 
tee markup of the National Highway 
Service bill, I hope to further address 
this issue with the State and the city 
of New York to determine whether a 
real solution can be worked out. In the 
meantime, however, on their behalf, I 
must rise in opposition to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word and rise in sup- 
port of the gentleman from New York’s 
amendment and I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. NADLER]. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say I join the gentlewoman in hoping 
that this will be worked out, but sim- 
ply would observe that at this time 
there is a lawsuit pending. It was 
brought about a week ago by the comp- 
troller of the city of New York against 
the Governor of the State of New York 
on issues having to do with whether, in 
fact, the State has met its legal obliga- 
tion under a previous court settlement 
under which it is bound to make an ap- 
plication of the payback waiver. 

If that lawsuit should be successful, 
they are going to be bound to make the 
application, but the deadline is Sep- 
tember 30. If this is not worked out, if 
the lawsuit is unsuccessful, if the Gov- 
ernor is not compelled by the lawsuit 
to make an application or they decide 
that they are not going to, then this 
amendment is not necessary. But if the 
Governor should decide he wants to 
make the waiver, as these things are 
discussed in New York, or if the courts 
tell him he must, then this amendment 
will be necessary, 

All the amendment does, Mr. Chair- 
man, is give extra time to the Gov- 
ernor. It does not bind the Governor. It 
is up to him and the lawsuit in New 
York. This gives not just the Governor, 
this gives the State 2 years to make 
the application if they want to. Cur- 
rently, the Governor does not want to 
because he does not agree with the con- 
ditions the Federal Government would 
impose on that waiver. But he will ei- 
ther decide to do so or he will not, or 
he will be ordered by the courts to do 
so, or he will not. All this amendment 
says is give New York some extra time. 
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So this does not prejudice anybody 
and it does not cost anybody any 
money. I suspect that the Governor is 
going to need this amendment, even if 
he does not think so now, if he should 
be ordered by the courts to make the 
application. Because if he is ordered to 
make the application, and there is no 
extra time, the court may very well 
tell him that he is bound by the condi- 
tions of the Federal Government but he 
does not get the money, or he does not 
get the positive aspects of it. 
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So I think that adoption of this 
amendment will simply give the State 
an additional time for the option, and 
it does not force them to do it. I would 
urge this be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. NADLER]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SHUSTER 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SHUSTER: Page 
97, add the following new section: 

SEC. 356. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT. 

Notwithstanding title 23 U.S.C. 101(а), the 
projects described in section 149(a)(62) of P.L. 
100-17 and section 1 of P.L. 100-211 shall be el- 
igible under title 23 U.S.C. 204. 

Mr. SHUSTER (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, this is 
an amendment we have worked out 
with the other side, noncontroversial. 
The amendment merely clarifies the 
eligibility of two park roads. I under- 
stand the leadership on the other side 
is prepared to accept it. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia. 

Мг. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, we have 
no problems with the amendment. We 
have reviewed it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU- 
STER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in support of H.R. 
2274, the National Highway System Designa- 
tion Act of 1995. This is a sound piece of leg- 
islation, and | applaud my colleagues on the 
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee 
for helping bring this bipartisan bill to the floor. 

By passing this legislation quickly we will 
ensure that critical highway funds will be sent 
to the States. Within H.R. 2274 are provisions 
guaranteeing the States will receive $6.3 bil- 
lion in fiscal year 1996 highway funding. This 
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equates to approximately $255 million for the 
State of Illinois, and allows much-needed high- 
way projects to continue without disruption of 
Federal йор, 

The National Highway System bill before us 
today lifts many burdensome mandates and 
Federal regulations that hinder progress of our 
Nation's highways. Contained within this bill 
are commonsense reforms to the hour-of-serv- 
ice regulations impacting farmers, and | fully 
support eliminating the penalty for noncompli- 
ance for motorcycle helmet use laws. The Illi- 
nois General Assembly has attempted three 
times to pass legislation complying with this 
Federal mandate. The people of Illinois do not 
support forced helmet use compliance, and | 
urge my colleagues to support this much- 
needed reform. 

| support taking the transportation trust 
funds off budget. | believe it is important to 
enact the trust fund legislation, and feel a sep- 
arate vote on that issue will accomplish the 
goal of guaranteeing these funds are used for 
their intended purposes. | appreciate the ef- 
forts of Chairman SHUSTER to reach a work- 
able compromise on this, and other conten- 
tious issues. 

Rural America is dependent on a sound and 
efficient network of roads. The National High- 
way System map we are designating today 
will play a vital role in America’s infrastructure 
needs and will have a significant impact on 
the economy of my district. This map includes 
numerous routes through south-central Illinois 
which will help bolster the area’s economy, 
and its ability to flourish. | want to particularly 
thank Joe McGuire of Wabash County and the 
other members of the Route One Committee 
for their tireless efforts in promoting the Route 
One Corridor as an integral part of the new 
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The National еу System Designation 
Act of 1995 will shape the future of America’s 
transportation system. Passage of this bill will 
ensure the States will receive their Federal 
highway funding, and | urge my colleagues to 
vote “yes” on this critical legislation. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBERSTAR 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. OBERSTAR: Page 
97, add the following new section: 

SEC. 356. SAFETY REPORT. 

Not later than September 30, 1997, the Sec- 
retary of Transportation, in cooperation 
with any state which raises any speed limit 
in such state to a level above the level per- 
mitted under section 154 of Title 23, United 
States Code, as such section was in effect on 
September 15, 1995, shall prepare and submit 
to the Congress a study of— 

(1) the costs to such state of deaths and in- 
juries resulting from motor vehicle crashes, 
and 

(2) the benefits associated with the repeal 
of national maximum speed limit. 

Mr. OBERSTAR (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, we have 
enjoyed working with the gentleman 
on this amendment, have studied it, 
and are willing to accept it. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, I thank the chair- 
man of the subcommittee and the 
chairman of the full committee for 
their cooperation, and the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL] for 
his participation. This is simply a safe- 
ty report. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER- 
STAR]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. LOWEY 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mrs. Lowry: At the 
end of title III of the bill, insert the follow- 
ing: 

SEC. 354. OPERATION OF MOTOR VEHICLES BY 

INTOXICATED MINORS 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

45161. National standard to prohibit the op- 
eration of motor vehicles by intoxicated mi- 
nors 
“(а) WITHHOLDING OF APPORTIONMENTS FOR 

NON-COMPLIANCE.— 

“(1) FISCAL YEAR 1999.—The Secretary shall 
withhold 5 percent of the amount required to 
be appropriated to any State under each of 
paragraphs (1), (3), and (5) of section 104(b) of 
October 1, 1998, if the State does not meet 
the requirement of paragraph (3) on such 
date. 

“(2) THEREAFTER—The Secretary shall 

withhold 10 percent (including any amounts 

withheld under paragraph (1)) of the amount 
required to be apportioned to any State 
under each of paragraphs (1), (3), and (5) of 
section 104(b) on October 1, 1999, and on Octo- 
ber 1 of each fiscal year thereafter, if the 

State does not meet the requirement of para- 

graph (3) on such date. 

“(8) REQUIREMENT.—A State meets the re- 
quirements of this paragraph if the State has 
enacted and is enforcing a law that makes 
unlawful throughout the State the operation 
of a motor vehicle by an individual under the 
age of 21 who has a blood alcohol concentra- 
tion of 0.02 percent or greater. 

(b) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY; EFFECT OF 
COMPLIANCE AND NONCOMPLIANCE.— 

“(1) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF WITHHELD 
FUNDS.— 

“(А) FUNDS WITHHELD ON OR BEFORE SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2000.—Any funds withheld under 
subsection (a) from apportionment to any 
State on or before September 30, 2000, shall 
remain available until the end of the third 
fiscal year following the fiscal year for 
which such funds are authorized to be a ap- 
propriated. 

“(B) FUNDS WITHHELD AFTER SEPTEMBER 30, 
2000.—No funds withheld under this section 
from apportionment to any State after Sep- 
tember 30, 2000, shall be available for appor- 
tionment to such State. 

“(2) APPORTIONMENT OF WITHHELD FUNDS 
AFTER COMPLIANCE.—If, before the last day of 
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the period of which funds withheld under 
subsection (a) from apportionment are to re- 
main available for apportionment to State 
under paragraph (1), the State meets the re- 
quirement of subsection (a)(3), the Secretary 
shall, on the first day on which the State 
meets such requirement, apportion to the 

State the funds withheld under subsection 

(a) that remain available for apportionment 

to the State. 

(3) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF SUBSE- 
QUENTLY APPORTIONED FUNDS.—Any funds ap- 
portioned pursuant to paragraph (2) shall re- 
main available for expenditure until the end 
of the third fiscal year following the fiscal 
year in which such funds are so apportioned. 
Sums not obligated at the end of such period 
shall lapse or, in the case of funds appor- 
tioned under section 104(b)(5), shall lapse and 
be made available by the Secretary for 
projects in accordance with section 118. 

“(4) EFFECT OF NONCOMPLIANCE.—If, at the 
end of the period for which funds withheld 
under subsection (a) from apportionment are 
available for apportionment to a State under 
paragraph (1), the State does not meet the 
requirement of subsection (a)(3), such funds 
shall lapse or, in the case of funds withheld 
from apportionment under section 104(b)(5), 
such funds shall lapse and be made available 
by the Secretary for projects in accordance 
with section 118.“ 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by adding at the end of the follow- 
ing: 

“161. National standard to prohibit the oper- 
ation of motor vehicles by in- 
toxicated тіпогз.". 

Conform the table of contents of the bill 
accordingly. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I will 
include for the RECORD a letter from 
the Mothers Against Drunk Driving in 
support of my amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to urge 
my colleagues to close a loophole in 
the law that tragically claims thou- 
sands of lives each year on our Nation’s 
roadways: Drinking and driving by mi- 
nors. 

While everyone knows that it is ille- 
gal to purchase alcohol if you are 
under 21 years of age, 23 States still 
permit underage drivers to drive le- 
gally with alcohol in their system as 
long as their blood alcohol content 
does not exceed the State’s legal limit. 
So incredibly, in 23 States it is illegal 
for minors to purchase alcohol, it is il- 
legal for them to publicly consume al- 
cohol, but it is perfectly legal for them 
to drink and drive. 

This loophole still exists despite the 
clearly lethal consequences of teen- 
agers who mix drinking and driving. 
What is the result? Each year between 
2,000 and 5,000 youths, age 15 to 24, are 
killed in alcohol-related crashing. In 
fact, according to the National High- 
way Traffic Safety Administration, 40 
percent of traffic fatalities involving 
underage drivers are alcohol related. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a very straight- 
forward issue. It is an issue of getting 
tough on a crime that kills thousands 
of Americans every year. Since it is il- 
legal in every State for children under 
the age of 21 to purchase and possess 
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alcoholic beverages, it should also be 
illegal for children under 21 who have 
been drinking to drive. 

My amendment sends a very clear 
message. If you are under 21, consump- 
tion of alcohol combined with driving 
will be treated under State law as driv- 
ing while intoxicated. End of story. 
And to any of my colleagues who think 
it might be okay for a teenager to have 
a beer or two and then drive, let us 
look at the facts. 

According to a 1991 study by the In- 
surance Institute for Highway Safety, 
male drivers between 16 and 21 who 
have a blood alcohol level of .01 to .04 
are six times more likely to be in a 
fatal crash than drivers 25 years and 
older. Under my amendment, which 
was adopted by the Senate in June by 
a 2-to-1 margin, if a State fails to adopt 
a zero tolerance standard for drivers 
under 21 by the beginning of fiscal year 
1999, they would lose 5 percent of their 
Federal highway funds for that year. In 
subsequent years if that State has 
failed to act, it would lose 10 percent of 
its funds. 

Unfortunately, the bill before us 
today does not contain the zero toler- 
ance measure adopted by the Senate. 
My amendment will make the House 
bill identical to the Senate in this life- 
saving measure. 

What can we expect from enactment 
of zero tolerance laws nationally? For 
the States that have adopted zero tol- 
erance laws, Maine, New Mexico, North 
Carolina, and Wisconsin, they have ex- 
perienced a 34-percent decrease in traf- 
fic fatalities among young drivers at 
night. Let me repeat, a 34-percent de- 
crease in traffic fatalities. 

If all States adopted zero tolerance 
laws, at least 375 fatal crashes would be 
prevented each year. Very simply, we 
are talking about saving lives. In des- 
ignating the National Highway System 
of some 160,000 miles of road deemed to 
be of national significance, we in this 
Chamber have a responsibility to en- 
sure the safe usage of those roads. 
Nothing is more detrimental to high- 
way safety than drunk driving. 

The approach my amendment takes 
has saved lives before. Since passage in 
1984 of the bipartisan uniform mini- 
mum drinking age, or 21 law, States 
which fail to adopt 21 as the minimum 
age for the purchase or public posses- 
sion of alcohol beverage, face a with- 
holding of a portion of their highway 
construction funding. As a result, each 
State has made 21 the drinking age, 
and 1,000 American lives are saved each 


year. 

Mr. Chairman, drunk driving is a se- 
rious crime. The swift and certain way 
to achieve zero tolerance of this crime 
by minors is to pass this amendment. 
My amendment builds on the success of 
the 21 law passed by Congress in 1984. 
Please support this amendment. We 
cannot be too tough on drunk driving. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to 
adopt my amendment. 
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Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the reason I rise in op- 
position to this amendment is because 
it is counterproductive. The committee 
strongly believes in very tough drunk 
driving incentives, and indeed in the 
committee, in the legislation before us, 
thanks to the leadership of the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. QUINN], we 
have set .02 as the standard. But we 
have set it by incentives, not as a man- 
date. If there is anything we have 
learned around here with regard to 
mandates, it is that the hammer ap- 
proach of sanctions has proven over the 
history of the Federal Aid to Highway 
Program to be unsuccessful. Incentives 
work much better. 

For example, since the motorcycle 
helmet provisions and associated pen- 
alties were enacted in ISTEA in 1991, 
only one State has enacted a motor- 
cycle helmet law that did not have one 
prior to ISTEA. Twenty-five States ig- 
nored taking action and had the Fed- 
eral penalty imposed upon them. 

States no longer respond positively 
to the heavy hand of the Federal Gov- 
ernment mandates. They are speaking 
with their pocket-books. In fact, the 
irony here is that if we were to man- 
date a 5-percent reduction in funds, 
that simply means that the States 
would have less money to make the 
highways more safe. It is counter- 
productive. 

We have in this legislation very 
strong incentives. Indeed, we should 
support, therefore, what is in the legis- 
lation and oppose this counter- 
productive amendment. A sanction of 
this sort will likely do more harm. The 
amendment proposed, and I am sure 
that is not the gentlewoman’s inten- 
tion, but will likely do more harm to 
the .02 cause than the positive im- 
provement to the current incentive 
grant program contained in this bill. 

So for those reasons, while I respect 
what the gentlewoman is attempting 
to do, it is counterproductive. Stick 
with the committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge defeat of 
this amendment. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup- 
port of the amendment introduced by 
the gentlelady from New York [Mrs. 
LOWEY] and I commend the gentlelady 
for her efforts in bringing this impor- 
tant issue to the floor for our consider- 
ation. 

According to the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration, 40 per- 
cent of traffic fatalities involving un- 
derage drivers are alcohol related. 
Given this telling statistic, it is beyond 
comprehension that although it is ille- 
gal in every State for persons under 
the age of 21 to purchase and consume 
alcoholic beverages, less than half the 
States have enacted zero tolerance 
laws to prohibit minors from drinking 
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and driving regardless of the driver’s 
level of intoxication. 

This amendment strongly encourages 
the remaining States to adopt zero tol- 
erance language by fiscal year 1998 or 
lose 5 percent of their Federal highway 
funding for that year. States which 
have adopted zero tolerance legislation 
have experienced a dramatic decrease 
in traffic fatalities among younger age 
drivers. 

Mr. Chairman, this measure seeks to 
encourage common sense. Accordingly, 
I strongly urge my colleagues to sup- 
port the Lowey zero tolerance amend- 
ment in the hope that we can reduce 
the number of senseless tragedies that 
result from underage drinking and 
driving. 

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to express my 
strong support for the very important 
amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY]. 

Teenagers simply should not be al- 
lowed to drink and drive. It endangers 
them and it risks the lives of everyone 
else who is on the road. 

Teenagers are the one group with the 
absolute least experience with alcohol 
and with driving—and with coping with 
the combination. 

This amendment simply continues 
the process we began in 1984 when we 
set sanctions for States that do not 
enact 21-year-old minimum drinking 
age statutes. 

Unfortunately, the way the law is 
now written, a teenager may not pur- 
chase alcohol but that same teenager 
may get a drink some other way and 
then hit the road—legally. 

The gentlewoman’s amendment 
would change that by requiring States 
to adopt statutes reducing the legal 
blood alcohol content for anyone under 
21 who is driving to zero tolerance. 

The amendment would use the same 
sanctions that were used in 1984 for the 
21-year-old minimum drinking age. 

States would face the loss of 5 per- 
cent of their highway funds if they do 
not enact zero tolerance statutes after 
1 year. 

The States would face a 10 percent 
penalty if the zero tolerance statutes 
are not adopted after the second year. 

Mr. Chairman, the 21-year-old mini- 
mum drinking age statute was success- 
ful. It reduced fatalities and it elimi- 
nated the blood borders that existed 
between States with different mini- 
mum drinking ages. 

But far too many of our young people 
still die on our Nation’s highways and 
there are far too many alcohol-related 
crashes. 

In 1993 alone, more than 2,300 teen- 
agers died in alcohol-related crashes. 
That is 2,300 young people in a single 
year. 

The 12 States that currently have 
lower alcohol limits for under-21 driv- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


ers have had a 20-percent reduction in 
alcohol-related crashes. 

It is estimated that at least 375 alco- 
hol-related crashes would be prevented 
each year if all States adopted zero tol- 
erance laws. 

This zero-tolerance amendment is ab- 
solutely vital for making our Nation’s 
highways safer and for reducing alco- 
hol related accidents. 

This zero-tolerance amendment is 
common sense and good government. 

It uses a modest sanction to ensure 
that our young people will live longer 
and the roads will be safer for every- 
one. 

Let’s put this house in support of 
ending teenage drinking and driving. 

I commend the gentlewoman from 
New York for offering this important 
amendment and I urge its passage. 
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Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to thank 
the gentlewoman from New York for 
her efforts to deter underage drinking 
and driving. While we share the same 
concerns, I must speak against her 
amendment, because it goes against ev- 
erything we are trying to change about 
Washington. 

My objection to the Lowey amend- 
ment is found in its approach, not in 
its substance. The gentlewoman's 
amendment will penalize the States by 
withholding 5 percent of their highway 
funds if they do not comply. 

This is a States rights issue. At a 
time when we are trying to empower 
the States to govern themselves, we do 
not need to send them edicts and un- 
funded mandates from Washington that 
will withhold much needed highway 
funds if they do not comply. 

This bill is a States rights bill. In the 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee we started the trend to give 
rights back to the States by eliminat- 
ing the national maximum speed limit 
and mandatory helmet laws. This 
amendment flies in the face of what we 
are trying to do here. 

This very important safety provision 
of zero tolerance for underage drinking 
and driving has already been included 
in H.R. 2274. This provision, though, of- 
fers incentives to the States who com- 
ply, rather than penalizing them for 
not doing so. 

Earlier this year I joined with my es- 
teemed colleague from New York, the 
Reverend FLOYD FLAKE, to work on a 
bill designed to reduce drinking and 
driving among younger drivers. 

It is a fact that traffic fatalities are 
the leading cause of death for those 
under the age of 21 and of those fatali- 
ties 40 percent are alcohol related. In 
addition, studies have shown that teen- 
age driving is impaired at lower blood 
alcohol concentrations than that of an 
adult. 

Zero tolerance laws that have been 
adopted in various States across the 
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country have proven to reduce the inci- 
dence of fatal crashes among teenagers. 

In closing, I would like to thank 
Chairman SHUSTER and Subcommittee 
Chairman PETRI for including my zero 
tolerance provision in this legislation. 

Vote “уев” for zero tolerance of un- 
derage drinking and driving. 

And vote “уев” for States rights by 
voting “по” on the Lowey amendment. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to 
support the Lowey amendment, be- 
cause I think the Lowey amendment 
does what very often we like to do in 
our own families with our children, and 
which I think most American parents 
like to do with their children. That is, 
they like to be able to send a clear and 
unambiguous message, because very 
often we understand that young chil- 
dren need clarity in that message, and 
ambiguity very often confuses and 
causes misjudgments on their part. 

What we have here is a situation 
where the government is sending two 
different messages. We clearly recog- 
nize that it is illegal, and with the sup- 
port of the parents of this country, we 
have made it illegal for young people 
to drink under the age of 21. However, 
we say, on the other hand, “If you have 
been drinking and then you get into an 
automobile and drive, and you are 
under the influence, we can tolerate 
that, and you will not be punished or 
some other action taken.“ 

So we are sending two different mes- 
sages. It is illegal to drink, but if you 
do not get caught, but you are later 
caught in an automobile, actions are 
not going to be taken for your drink- 
ing 


That is a message that we should not 
be sending. The ambiguity of that mes- 
sage we should not be sending, and that 
is not a message that parents, I be- 
lieve, want their government sending 
to young people. Yes, it is illegal, but 
if you do not get caught, it could be OK 
if you are in the right set of cir- 
cumstances. 

That is not what we do. We do not do 
this with marijuana, we do not do this 
with drugs. We do not say, You can use 
marijuana and then if you get caught 
driving under the influence, if you ap- 
pear to be OK, you are released. We do 
not do that. I think we have to make it 
very clear here that parents send a 
message that they do not want their 
young people to use alcohol, and we 
ought not to allow this ambiguity. 

Many of the arguments used against 
zero tolerance are the arguments that 
were used against it when we decided 
last year that we would have zero tol- 
erance in our schools for people who 
bring weapons to schools. There are a 
lot of hard cases, a lot of difficult 
cases, but the fact is schools do not 
need to have weapons in them. People 
should not bring weapons to school. We 
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needed to send out right messages. We 
heard that some States had done it, 
some were going to do it, some States 
did not like being told to do it. The 
fact is today all States have it. We 
have zero tolerance. We have sent a 
very clear message: Bring a gun to 
school, you are out for a year. No am- 
biguities. Bring a gun to school, you 
are out for a year. 

What we are saying here, climb into 
a car, if you have been drinking and 
you are stopped for some reason, the 
State is going to make a determination 
about the price. This is not about send- 
ing edicts. This is not about sending 
mandates. This is about sending a set 
of values that we share with our con- 
stituents, we share them as parents, as 
grandparents, as people who are con- 
cerned with children. These are values 
that we share, and what we are saying 
is, Let us get on with it. Let us get 
down to the point where we can provide 
this kind of protection for our children. 
This is a very nonintrusive way. We are 
not saying how you have to mete out 
the penalties, we are not saying they 
cannot send them to education or 
counseling, what have you. All of that 
is available for communities and 
States to decide. 

What we are saying is, as a national 
legislature we no longer want to toler- 
ate the ambiguity and the danger, the 
danger that that ambiguity places our 
children in on a nightly and daily 
basis, and other people in on a nightly 
and daily basis on the roads of Amer- 
ica. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in very strong, 
strong support of the amendment. We 
did this in 1984, and it worked. Let me 
tell the Members why. 

In the Washington, DC, area and in 
my congressional district, we basically 
had a situation whereby we had a blood 
border. We had young men and women 
from my congressional district in 
McLean and places like that going into 
Washington, DC, where the drinking 
age was 18, purchasing alcohol, coming 
out and getting killed on the George 
Washington Parkway. The number of 
deaths on the George Washington 
Parkway was amazing. One night I was 
coming back and there were police 
there, and I stopped and pulled over to 
the side, and there was a young lady 
under a blanket who had just died, had 
been in a collision, just south of 123. 

When we did this in 1984, we saved a 
lot of lives. I would tell the Members, 
as a father, a mother, a grandparent, or 
as somebody who has young children, 
think in terms of what this means to 
your family. I as a father of five chil- 
dren can still remember at nights lis- 
tening to the gravel on the driveway, 
waiting for my children to come home, 
to know that they were safe. The most 
disturbing call that anyone can pos- 
sibly get must be that telephone call, 
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and I thank the good Lord that we have 
not gotten it, that telephone call at 12 
or 1 o'clock to say your son or your 
daughter has been killed in an accident 
somewhere because of drunk driving, or 
things like that. 

І до not want to put mandates on the 
States on all these other things. I 
stand with the body on most other is- 
sues. But on the safety issues and on 
this blood alcohol issue, I think this is 
one of the exceptions we should make. 
I would just ask, frankly, those of you 
out there who have never experienced 
what I have never experienced, we may 
not have experienced it because of the 
work that was done in this body in 
1984. That language that we passed may 
have kept us from getting a telephone 
call, and we may not even know why 
we did not get the telephone call, but 
that may be why we did not get the 
telephone call. I would hope that the 
chairman would accept this language. 

I would hope that something like this 
could come in, and maybe 5 percent is 
not it, maybe it should be 10 or 3, but 
somehow we know it worked in 1984, 
and we know it saved thousands of 
lives. We do not want the pain and 
agony in anyone’s else’s life. I strongly 
urge that it will work this time, and I 
urge support of this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure to rise today 
in support of this amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from New York [Мгѕ. LOWEY] to 
H.R. 2274, the National Highway System Des- 
ignation Act. 

This amendment will help save the lives of 
scores of young people and will make all our 
Nation's highway's safer. The amendment by 
the gentlewoman from New York strongly en- 
courages States to implement zero-tolerance 
alcohol standards for drivers under the age of 
21. It is the current law in every State that you 
must be at least 21 years of age to purchase 
or consume alcohol, and this amendment cer- 
tainly is consistent with that law. 

Furthermore, this amendment will be very 
effective, as States will lose a percentage of 
their basic Federal highway funds for each 
year, after October 1, 1998, that zero-toler- 
ance laws are not in effect. 

Did you know that according to the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
[NHTSA], 40 percent of traffic deaths involving 
underage drivers were alcohol related? 

Did you know that in 1994 2,200 people 
were killed because minors were drinking and 
driving. And further that 1,600 of these people 
were teenagers themselves? 

Mr. Chairman, it should be noted that the 
Lowey amendment has already been over- 
whelmingly adopted in the Senate version of 
this legislation and is supported by the Na- 
tional Association of Governors’ Highway 
Safety Representatives and Mothers Against 
Drunk Driving. 

| know what a widespread problem under- 
age drinking and driving is. | have sponsored 
my own legislation, the High Risk Drivers Act 
of 1995, on this subject, and can remember 
the blood border days when youths would 
drive, many under the influence of alcohol, 
from States with higher drinking ages to 
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places where they could more easily consume 


and buy alcohol. 

Tie Lowey amendment will be an important 
step in combating drunk driving and, as a mat- 
ter of public safety and concern for our chil- 
dren and grandchildren, should be accepted 
as part of H.R. 2274. Mr. Chairman, | applaud 
the efforts of the gentlewoman from New York 
and urge passage of her amendment. 

Mr. WARD. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am one of the gen- 
tlemen from Kentucky, and I mention 
that at the beginning of my remarks 
because distilled spirits are very im- 
portant to the State of Kentucky, but 
I rise in support of this bill. I rise, 
knowing that the Distilled Spirits 
Council has come out with model legis- 
lation, Mr. Chairman, that the Dis- 
tilled Spirits Council which represents 
distilleries across America, has used in 
State after State to encourage them to 
enact just the legislation we are dis- 
cussing here today. 

We need to make sure that young 
people understand, it is not a question 
of taking a little drink, it is not a 
question of being below a certain alco- 
hol blood content level. It is a question 
of not getting behind the wheel of a car 
if you are drinking at all. If a young 
person up to age 21 is not allowed to 
drink or possess alcohol, what sense 
does it make, what sense does it make 
not to make sure they suffer the pen- 
alties of a drunk driving arrest?. 

I may also be rising today because 
the day after tomorrow, on Friday, the 
September 22 I will be taking my then 
16-year-old son to get this driver’s li- 
cense, his driver’s permit. He turns 16 
the day after tomorrow. When I take 
him to get that permit, I am going to 
be doing it with the same fear and the 
same concern that we have heard from 
other speakers; not necessarily that he 
will be driving while drinking, but 
rather, that he is going to be out on 
those roads, and that he could be at 
risk; that he could be at risk because 
another young person who does not un- 
derstand zero tolerance is on the road. 

We have seen a bipartisan, a truly bi- 
partisan, support for this amendment 
here today. I think it should tell us 
something. It should tell us that a yes 
vote is what makes sense for the 
amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEy]. 

Let me add one final issue, the issue 
of States rights. We are turning States 
rights on its head when we use that 
issue. I say that as one who has just 
come into this Chamber twice in a row 
on recorded votes and said that yes, 
States probably should have the right 
to set their own speed limits. I apolo- 
gize to the gentleman from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. RAHALL], but I did vote 
against his amendments, because 
States do have different sets of cir- 
cumstances that allow them and would 
justify different speed limits. We 
should not make that decision here in 
Washington. 
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However, I want to tell the Members, 
there is no different circumstance in 
any State in this Union that should 
allow a person under 21 to drive with 
one drop of alcohol in his or her blood. 
I support the amendment, and I urge 
its passage. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
gentleman’s amendment. Mr. Chair- 
man, we have all, unfortunately, been 
touched by the deadly consequences of 
drunk drivers on our Nation’s roads. 
We all struggle as Members of the 
human community and as legislators 
to figure out what we can do possibly 
to lower the chances of drunk driving. 

How do we send that message? Today 
this amendment is one very important 
piece of sending that message. If a 
teenager is caught drinking and driv- 
ing, even at very low blood alcohol lev- 
els, and he or she is penalized, chances 
are they will think twice next time. 
That is a chance, Mr. Chairman, we are 
obligated to take. Let me also com- 
ment on the States rights issues. We 
all struggle over the role of the Federal 
Government, and the heavy-handedness 
of it. Quite frankly, however, efforts to 
stop drunk driving and efforts to save 
lives on the road should reach across 
city, State, and Federal lines. This 
must be a united effort, and as Mem- 
bers of the Federal Government, as rep- 
resentatives elected to protect and pro- 
mote safety, we cannot abdicate that 
role. 

Again, let me just thank the gentle- 
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY] 
and commend her for bringing a very 
important amendment to a bill that is 
99 percent there. It is a great national 
highway systems bill. With the gentle- 
woman’s amendment adopted, it will 
certainly add to it. 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req- 
uisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong 
support of the Lowey amendment that 
would encourage States to enact a zero 
tolerance law to close a loophole in the 
National Minimum Drinking Age Law. 
Mr. Chairman, that law prohibits any- 
one under the age of 21 from consuming 
alcohol, yet does not prohibit them 
` from driving after drinking. I ask my 
colleagues, does this loophole make 
sense? Certainly not. Zero tolerance 
laws make it illegal for underage per- 
sons to drink any amount of alcohol 
and then drive. As of 1994, 24 States had 
zero tolerance laws which make it ille- 
gal for an underage person to drink and 
drive with a .02 blood alcohol level or 
less. Less than one beer would put the 
average young adult over the limit. 

Mr. Chairman, too many Americans 
have been personally affected by the 
tragedy of drunk driving. They have 
lost a family member, relative, or 
friend. While the 21-year-old drinking 
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age has made significant strides in re- 
ducing these tragedies, we must not 
stop there. Mr. Chairman, we owe it to 
all members of society—particularly 
our children—to close this deadly loop- 
hole. 

Support this important amendment. 
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Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup- 
port of the Lowey amendment which 
would require States to enact zero tol- 
erance laws that make it illegal for mi- 
nors to drink and drive. 

In one year alone, more than 22,000 
people were killed in drunk driving ac- 
cidents. Ten percent of those killed, 
more than 2,200, lost their lives in 
crashes involving alcohol and minors. 
We can do something about this na- 
tional tragedy. 

Data from the National Highway 
Safety Transportation Administration 
[NHSTA] indicates that legislative ef- 
forts to reduce drunk driving are 
achieving some success. In all, 24 
States have adopted zero tolerance 
laws, and the alcohol-related crashes 
among minors in all of those States is 
down by 10 to 20 percent. In four of 
those States—Maine, New Mexico, 
North Carolina, and Wisconsin—the 
traffic fatalities among young drivers 
at night has decreased by 34 percent. 

Even at blood alcohol concentrations 
as low as 0.02 percent, alcohol affects 
driving ability and the likelihood of a 
crash. Under the Lowey amendment 
teenagers who take just one drink and 
get behind the wheel of a car would be 
in violation of the law and would lose 
their licenses for several months. 

During the spring, I attended a high 
school assembly in Bethesda, MD, and 
listened to a young man from Califor- 
nia, Brandon Silvera, tell an audito- 
rium full of teenagers why it doesn't 
pay to drink and drive. Brandon had 
been an athlete and an outstanding 
student. The summer prior to his sen- 
ior year in high school, he was looking 
forward to the coming football season 
and making choices about which col- 
lege he would attend. One evening, 
after attending several parties where 
he had a few drinks, he fell asleep at 
the wheel. His car veered off the road 
and he crashed into a tree. He was just 
a short distance from his home. 

Brandon is now in his twenties. He 
has difficulty walking and his speech is 
slurred. Nevertheless, he travels 
around the country with his father urg- 
ing teenagers not to drink and drive. 
Perhaps a zero tolerance law would 
have prevented the accident that 
changed this young man’s life. 

In terms of States rights, young peo- 
ple may well drive from one State to 
another where there are different laws. 

A recent survey revealed that 80 per- 
cent of the young people in the Wash- 
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ington area had their first drink at age 
14. Teenagers in Maryland and Virginia 
are more likely to drink than those in 
the city of Washington. The Washing- 
ton area has more than one million un- 
derage children, and many seem to 
have no problem buying or getting 
their hands on alcohol. Parents sur- 
veyed believe their children’s friends 
drink and drive, but few parents think 
their own children drink and drive. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
saying, enough, to the senseless and 
preventable slaughter on our highways 
by supporting the Lowey amendment. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle- 
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY]. 

Mrs. ПОУЧЕҮ. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
RAHALL] for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, it is true that H.R. 
2274 purports to provide an incentive to 
States to adopt zero tolerance by mak- 
ing .02 BAC a basic criteria. Unfortu- 
nately, the incentive provided is mini- 
mal at best and will not accomplish 
our goal. My amendment is the only 
one with teeth. The bill says if the 
States adopt .02 BAC in addition to 
other safety measures, they will get an 
incentive grant. 

Well, let us read the fine print. Right 
now the section 410 program says to 
the States, “undertake the following 
countermeasures to drunk driving and 
we will give you X amount of dollars.” 
The trouble is when the States have 
complied with the criteria outlined in 
the 410 program, they do not get what 
they are promised, they get about half 
of what they were promised. So if we 
use the incentive grant as outlined in 
the bill, we are saying to the States, 
pass zero tolerance, and we promise not 
to give you any more of the money we 
already are not giving you. 

What kind of an incentive is that? In 
1984, we could have used incentive 
grants to encourage the States to pass 
21 as the drinking age. Had we done 
that, 21 would not be the law of the 
land. It would be the law in part of the 
land. How many more of our children— 
and as a mother of three, I feel this 
very deeply—would have died as a re- 
sult? 

The key word in the Uniform Mini- 
mum Drinking Act of 1984 was uniform. 
We wanted all the States on a uniform 
basis to adopt 21 as the drinking age in 
a specified period of time. To those who 
favor the carrot over the stick, let us 
be honest. If we adopt my amendment, 
we will get zero tolerance in every 
State. We will get it soon. And as was 
the case with 21, no State will experi- 
ence the withholding of any highway 
funds. 

Mr. Chairman, I met with members 
of MADD in my district, in front of Ma- 
maroneck High School just this week. I 
met with members of SADD, Students 
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Against Drunk Driving. I spoke with 
the Mamaroneck police chief and his 
officers. I spoke with a father who lost 
his daughter in a drunk driving acci- 
dent. No one in Mamaroneck, Mr. 
Chairman, spoke of States rights. They 
spoke instead of the moral imperative 
of passing drunk driving laws. 

Too many Americans have been per- 
sonally affected by the tragedy of 
drunk driving. Too many Americans 
have died. As parents, we owe it to our 
children to close this deadly loophole. 
Let us do everything we can to ensure 
that no parent will be awakened in the 
middle of the night with the awful 
news that their child has been killed in 
a drunk driving accident. 

Mr. Chairman, we just cannot be too 
tough on drunk driving. I urge my col- 
leagues to adopt this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 223, noes 203, 
not voting 8, as follows: 


{Roll No. 6781 
AYES—223 
Ackerman Edwards Hutchinson 
Andrews Ehlers le 
Baesler Engel Jackson-Lee 
Baldacci English Jacobs 
Barcia Eshoo Jefferson 
Barrett (WI) Evans Johnson (SD) 
Farr Johnson, E. B 
Bellenson Fawell Johnston 
Bentsen 0 Jones 
Berman Fields (LA) Kanjorski 
Bevill Filner Kaptur 
Bilbray Flake Kasich 
Bishop Foglietta Kelly 
Bonior Foley Kennedy (RI) 
Borski Forbes Kennelly 
Browder Ford Kildee 
Brown (CA) Fowler King 
Brown (OH) Fox Kingston 
Bryant (TN) Frank (MA) Kleczka 
Bryant (TX) Franks (CT) Klink 
Burr Frelinghuysen LaFalce 
Canady Prisa Lantos 
Cardin Frost LaTourette 
Castle Funderburk Lazio 
Chapman Furse Leach 
Gejdenson Levin 
Clement Gekas Lewis (GA) 
Gephardt Lincoln 
Coleman Gibbons Lipinski 
Collins (IL) Gilchrest LoBiondo 
Collins (MI) Gilman Lowey 
Conyers Goodling Luther 
Coyne Gordon Maloney 
Cramer Green Manton 
Danner Gutierrez Markey 
Davis Hall (OH) Martinez 
DePazio Hamilton Martini 
DeLauro Hansen Mascara 
Deutsch Harman Matsui 
Diaz-Balart Hastings (FL) McCarthy 
Dicks Hefner McDermott 
Dingell Heineman McHale 
Dixon Herger McKinney 
Doggett Hilleary McNulty 
Dooley Hinchey Meehan 
Doyle Hobson Meek 
Dunn Holden Menendez 
Durbin Hom Mfume 


Miller (CA) 


Shays 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Stark 
Stockman 
Stokes 
Studds 


NOES—203 


Ewing 
Fields (TX) 


Planagan 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Geren 
Gillmor 
Gonzalez 


Kolbe 


Myrick 
Nethercutt 
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Tanner 
Tate 
‘Thompson 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 


Taylor (NC) 


Watts (OK) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Wicker 
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Williams Young (AK) Zeliff 
Wilson Young (FL) Zimmer 
NOT VOTING—8 
Fattah Reynolds Solomon 
Kennedy (MA) Roukema Tucker 
Moakley Sisisky 
О 1659 
Messrs. POMEROY, OLVER, 


· TEJEDA, HILLIARD, Ms. BROWN of 


Florida, and Mrs. CLAYTON changed 
their vote from “ауе” to “по.” 

Messrs. HUTCHINSON, RICHARD- 
SON, ROSE, GOODLING, BRYANT of 
Tennessee, Mrs. KELLY, and Ms. RIV- 
ERS changed their vote from “по” to 
“aye.” 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
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Ms. MCCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
National Highway System bill, which 
reaffirms the Federal Government’s 
commitment to building and maintain- 
ing the finest highway transportation 
system in the world. 

Before I begin, I would like to say a 

few words about my colleague and 
mentor, the gentleman from California 
[Мг. MINETA], who will soon retire from 
his Chamber. It is altogether fitting 
that the man who came to this body to 
“build bridges between people and over 
гіуегв” that we are completing a high- 
way bill in his final days in Congress 
and that we are doing so in the spirit of 
comity and bipartisanship, the govern- 
ing principals of NORM MINETA. I will 
sincerely miss his guidance and friend- 
ship. 
The National Highway System [NHS] 
bill we consider today is very much the 
product of Mr. MINETA’s extensive 
work over the years at the Transpor- 
tation Committee. This bill builds on 
the 90,000-mile Interstate System by 
adding an additional 70,000 miles of 
roads to be included in the new high- 
way system. The idea behind the new 
NHS is to connect the interstate sys- 
tem and other roads of national signifi- 
cance with, airports, sea and river 
ports, train depots, and commercial 
and downtown areas. 

The fifth district of Missouri, in the 
geographic center of the Nation and 
with a reputation as a transportation 
hub for the country, will benefit great- 
ly from passage of this bill. The meas- 
ure includes the important designation 
of Interstate 35, a superhighway for 
trade connecting Canada, the United 
States, and Mexico. In addition, the 
NHS bill includes such roads as Jack- 
son County Roadway, U.S. 50 and Mis- 
souri 291. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill will help posi- 
tion the United States to enter the 
next century with the finest transpor- 
tation system in the world and provide 
us with the ability to move goods and 
people in a more safe, efficient, and 
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cost-effective manner. I encourage our 
colleagues to support this very impor- 
tant bipartisan effort. 

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania in a 
colloquy. 

I would like to clarify that section 
351 provides adequate safeguards to en- 
sure no adverse impact on safety. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LONGLEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I say 
to my good friend, section 351 provides 
no exemption shall go into effect for 6 
months. It also provides the Secretary 
may modify, revoke, or not have the 
exemption go into effect if he finds the 
exemption is not in the public interest 
and would have a significant adverse 
impact on safety. 

Mr. LONGLEY. I thank the gen- 
tleman. І am committed to insuring 
the safety of commercial motor vehi- 
cles. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I share the gentle- 
man’s concern. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. FURSE 

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Ms. FURSE: At the 
end of title ІП, insert the following: 

Sec. 354. The Secretary shall conduct a 
study to evaluate the effectiveness on reduc- 
ing drunk driving of laws enacted in the 
states which allow a health care provider 
who treats an individual involved in a vehic- 
ular accident to report the blood alcohol 
level, if known, of such individual to the 
local law enforcement agency which has ju- 
risdiction over the accident site if the blood 
alcohol concentration level exceeds the max- 
imum level permitted under State law. 

Ms. FURSE (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, drunk 
driving continues to be a serious health 
problem in America. According to 
Mothers Against Drunk Driving, over 
950,000 people are killed or injured on 
our highways each year as a result of 
drunk driving. According to a study in 
my district, more than 86 percent of 
drunk drivers go through emergency 
rooms but are never charged in their 
offenses. 

We can change these tragic figures. I 
want to tell you a story of a dedicated 
emergency room nurse from my dis- 
trict. Her name is Carol Bononno, and 
she was fed up with seeing the same 
drunk drivers come into her trauma 
unit time after time, and almost with- 
out exception these drunk drivers were 
not held accountable for their actions. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 
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Ms. FURSE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
examined the gentlewoman’s amend- 
ment. I think it is a good amendment, 
and I support it. Our committee sup- 
ports it. 

Ms. FURSE. I thank the gentleman 
very much for that. I want to commend 
Ms. Carol Bononno for her work in 
doing this wonderful act. I thank the 
gentleman, and I thank the ranking 
member, too, for his kindness for ac- 
cepting this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, drunk driving continues to be 
a serious health problem in America. Accord- 
ing to a study conducted in my district, more 
than 86 percent of drunk drivers who go 
through emergency rooms are never charged 
for their offenses. In 1992, 41 percent of driv- 
ers killed in car crashes had alcohol in their 
system. According to Mothers Against Drunk 
Driving, over 950,000 people are killed or in- 
jured on our highways each year as a result 
of drunk drivers. 

We can change this tragedy. | want to tell 
you the story of a dedicated emergency room 
nurse from my district, Carol Bononno, who 
was fed up with seeing the same drunk drivers 
come into her trauma unit time and time 
again. Almost without exception, these drunk 
drivers were not held accountable for their ac- 
tions. Carol was frustrated that while there are 
laws for reporting serious public health prob- 
lems such as child and elder abuse, there are 
none for drunk driving. Carol fought for 5 
years to change Oregon's law. This year, after 
that long battle, she finally won. Carol proves 
that one person can make a difference. Car- 
ob's work will save the lives of O ans. 

Blood alcohol reporting is nothing new, and 
has significant, widespread support. Currently, 
29 States allow reporting in some fashion. My 
amendment is supported by Mothers Against 
Drunk Driving. In fact, a survey from the 
March 1992 edition of the American College of 
Emergency Room Physicians’ Annals of Emer- 
gency Medicine said that 78 percent of emer- 
gency room physicians agree with blood alco- 
hol reporting. Local police from my district 
helped draft this bill, and they say that these 
blood alcohol levels are often the critical piece 
of evidence necessary to help hold drunk driv- 
ers accountable. We need to encourage all 
States to examine this issue, and take this im- 
portant step to give police the information they 
need to stop emergency rooms from being 
safe houses for drunk drivers. 

Let me briefly state what my bill, H.R. 1982, 
does not do: It does not change the constitu- 
tional protections afforded all Americans re- 
garding non consensual blood withdrawals. It 
does not require mandatory reporting of blood 
alcohol levels, although States are free to go 
further if they wish. It does not turn providers 
into police because these alcohol levels are 
obtained in the regular course of providing 
care. And it does not open health care provid- 
ers to litigation because it has an immunity 
clause. But it does seek to solve a huge prob- 
lem—drunk driving. 

My amendment builds on the excellent alco- 
hol provisions of H.R. 2274, and is a first step 
to promoting the goals of Н.Н. 1982. It calls 
for a study to evaluate the effectiveness of re- 
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ducing drunk driving in States where blood al- 
cohol reporting is permitted. This would be the 
first study of its kind, and it is my guess that 
it will be landmark study in the fight against 
drunk driving. 

Importantly, it will mean that we are on the 
road to keeping 86 percent of drunk drivers 
slipping through the cracks of our laws. This 
amendment will mean that more emergency 
room nurses like Carol Bonnono will be able 
to help make our streets a safer 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from Oregon [Ms. FURSE]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BEILENSON 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment 

The text of the amendment is a fol- 
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. BEILENSON: 
Page 59, after line 7, insert the following: 

(с) GUARANTEE AND WARRANTY CLAUSES.— 
Section 112 of title 23, United State Code, is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub- 
section (g); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol- 
lowing: 

„ GUARANTEE AND WARRANTY CLAUSES.— 
The Secretary shall, by regulation, permit a 
State highway department, in accordance 
with standards developed by the Secretary in 
such regulations, to include a clause in a 
contract for the construction of any Federal- 
aid highway project requiring the contractor 
to warrant the materials and work per- 
formed in accordance with the contractor's 
obligations and responsibilities under the 
terms of the contract. The warranty or guar- 
antee clause shall be reasonably related to 
the materials and work performed and in ac- 
cordance with the contractor's obligations 
and responsibilities under the terms of the 
contract and shall not be construed to re- 
quire the contractor to perform mainte- 
nance."’. 

(d) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall initiate a rulemaking 
proceeding for developing standards under 
section 112(f) of title 23, United States Code, 
as added by subsection (c) of this section. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be recog- 
nized for 10 minutes to speak on behalf 
of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Мг. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my colleagues for granting me 
the additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, at the outset, may I 
say that I am always somewhat 
amused, perhaps bemused is a better 
word, by the self-congratulatory ora- 
tory surrounding the highway bills we 
have here on the floor of the House of 
Representatives, all the accolades that 
we hear each year for our highway sys- 
tem and how it is the best in the world. 

May I respectfully suggest that we 
stop burying our heads in the sand or 
perhaps it would be better to say bury- 
ing our heads in the asphalt. 
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We may have the biggest highway 
system in the world. The truth of the 
matter is it is not the best. Anyone 
who has ever driven for any length of 
time on European highways and roads 
will be astonished at the difference in 
the quality between their roads and 
our roads. You can drive for hours in 
the old cities in the continent of Eu- 
rope or the highways in the country- 
side and not experience the kinds of 
problems you experience here every 
day and everywhere in the United 
States. 

Why? Because in most European 
countries they build their roads right 
in the first place, and so they have 
many fewer problems than we with 
maintaining them, and they are not 
forever repairing and repaving them as 
we are continually having to do here in 
the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that I 
am offering today proposes to do some- 
thing about improving the quality of 
our highways. It would allow, not man- 
date, but merely allow State highway 
departments to use guarantee and war- 
ranty clauses on Federal aid highway 
construction contracts. Many Members 
are familiar with this very modest pro- 
posal and the base majority have given 
it overwhelming support twice during 
the past 4 years. When the House 
passed the ISTEA bill in October 1991, 
an amendment very much like this one 
passed by a vote of 400 to 26. It was re- 
placed in the final bill by a GAO audit 
study reviewing the States’ experiences 
with using warranties on highway con- 
tracts. This very same amendment, 
Same as today’s amendment, was 
agreed to last year by the House as a 
part of the national highway systems 
bill that we passed last year. 

At that time, the chairman of the 
committee, my friend, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MINETA], then 
ranking member and now the distin- 
guished chairman, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Мг. SHUSTER], and the 
chairman and ranking member of the 
subcommittee with jurisdiction, the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA- 
HALL], and the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. PETRI] all agreed to this iden- 
tical language. 

I think what was good enough for 
last year’s bill designating the national 
highway system would be good enough 
for this legislation as well. 

As most Members know, Mr. Chair- 
man, Federal highway dollars have tra- 
ditionally been reserved for construc- 
tion rather than maintenance, and the 
Federal Highway Administration has 
generally prohibited States from re- 
quiring any warranties from contrac- 
tors when awarding federally funded 
contracts. The rationale for this regu- 
lation is warranty might result in Ғей- 
eral participation in maintenance costs 
which, until recently, has been prohib- 
ited. The effect of this policy is we 
often reward the use of the cheapest, 
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lowest-quality materials on highway 
construction and prevent States from 
building quality performance standards 
into their construction contracts. 

Transportation officials have, since 
1981, under Mr. Reagan's administra- 
tion and then again in 1985 under Mr. 
Bush’s administration, sought to 
change this outdated policy, which 
Members should know has no statutory 
mandate. Those officials have con- 
tended the introduction of contractor 
guarantees into the bidding process 
might spur innovation, superior qual- 
ity in the use of the kind of advanced 
technology other countries are already 
aggressively taking advantage of. 
Building better-quality roads should be 
a hallmark of our highway system, and 
simply giving States permission to 
hold contractors accountable for their 
work must be part of our national plan. 

In Europe, where highway contracts 
are awarded on the basis of a combina- 
tion of costs, quality and a contrac- 
tor’s 3-to-5-year full replacement guar- 
antee, roads traditionally cost some- 
what more to construct. They last 
twice as long as they do here in the 
United States. Sounder sub- bases, 
thicker pavements, advanced polymer 
additives, and stronger asphalt produce 
highways smoother and quieter and are 
stubbornly resistant to ruts, cracks, 
and potholes. European roads can han- 
dle heavier loads than permitted on 
U.S. highways. 

Meanwhile, our own strict low-bid 
system gives contractors no incentive 
at all to consider long-term perform- 
ance when preparing their bids. We lit- 
erally reward the use of the cheapest, 
lowest-quality materials, and the least 
expensive labor. We actually penalize 
any effort to improve road quality or 
offer superior workmanship. This is an 
inflexible, unwise, and shortsighted 
policy that costs taxpayers billions of 
dollars in unnecessary highway repair 
bills and results in intolerable traffic 
delays. 

It should come as no surprise to us 
that while Government expenditures 
for roads have doubled over the past 
decade, fully half of all roads in Amer- 
ica are rated in fair to poor condition, 
and as the Office of Technology Assess- 
ment reported back in 1991, when con- 
struction quality is poor and repairs 
are needed constantly, the costs of pro- 
viding alternative service or of traffic 
diversion and delay can equal the origi- 
nal capital cost, doubling the total ex- 
pense of the highway project. 

As we embark on a multibillion-dol- 
lar investment in our Nation's highway 
system, we owe it to the taxpayers to 
do everything we can to adopt reforms 
that will save us money, help make the 
road construction industry more com- 
petitive, stimulate investment, make 
our transportation infrastructure more 
durable and efficient. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not suggesting 
that permitting States to demand a 
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guarantee of a minimum quality stand- 
ard of quality on highway projects 
would by itself cure our country’s in- 
frastructure ills. But Americans should 
be outraged that in an era of huge 
budget deficits, when we are cutting 
back drastically in so many other 
areas of domestic spending, that we 
have failed to fulfill our responsibility 
to see that Federal highway money is 
well spent. 

I would like to bring my colleagues’ 
attention to several recent develop- 
ments that deal with this specific 
topic. Five years ago the Federal High- 
way Administration initiated a special 
experimental project to evaluate inno- 
vative contracting practices such as 
the use of warranty clauses. Eight 
State highway departments have taken 
advantage of this experiment to im- 
prove quality and increase contractor 
accountability. State officials have 
found the use of warranty require- 
ments valuable and have found that 
warranted projects are higher quality 
and helped in getting contractors to re- 
pair projects expeditiously. 

Second, in September 1994, the GAO 
issued a report on the use warranties 
and other ways to improve quality of 
our Nation’s highways as required by 
ISTEA. That report recommended the 
Federal Highway Administration en- 
courage States to experiment with and 
to try warranties and to clarify the 
regulatory ban on use of warranties if 
it does not apply to non-Federal 
projects. 

Finally, last month, the Federal 
Highway Administration issued an in- 
terim final rule to permit greater use 
of warranties on Federal aid highway 
construction contracts. The main rea- 
son for this change from the existing 
policy is the original rationale for the 
prohibition no longer exists. ISTEA set 
up an interstate maintenance funding 
category for the preventive mainte- 
nance activities, which are now eligible 
for Federal funds. In addition, through 
its 5 years of experience with warranty 
clauses under the experimental project, 
the administration has determined 
warranties may, indeed, enhance the 
quality of Federal aid construction 
projects. 

I strongly believe this amendment is 
important to encourage the use of 
practices that will improve the quality 
of our Nation’s highways along with 
concepts such as value engineering, 
performance-related specifications, and 
life-cycle cost analysis. The use of war- 
ranties will, I believe, help the States 
more successfully build quality per- 
formance standards into their con- 
struction contracts. 

This amendment fits very neatly into 
the new congressional leadership’s 
plans for returning power to the States 
and decentralizing government. If you 
believe States should have more flexi- 
bility, as the majority of the Members 
on the floor of the House have been 
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saying all year, then you should favor 
this amendment. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, my friend 
over there, the chairman of the com- 
mittee, having said all of this, Mr. 
Chairman, I do feel very strongly, as 
my friend from Pennsylvania and my 
other friends on the committee know, I 
feel very strong about this issue. I am, 
in fact, greatly encouraged by the in- 
terim final rule which was recently 
promulgated by the Federal Highway 
Administration that would, as the 
FHWA says in its summary description 
of the proposed rule, and I quote them 
here, would permit a greater use of 
warranties on Federal aid highway con- 
struction projects within prescribed 
limits.” 


П 1715 


I commend the FHWA for proposing 
this change, and I and others encour- 
age them to stick by their guns this 
time. Similar, although not so far- 
reaching rules changes have been pro- 
posed in the past, only to fail at being 
adopted because of opposition in most 
cases because of some within the indus- 
try whose interests perhaps would have 
been threatened, or they thought their 
interests would have been threatened 
by these proposed changes. 

But I am hopeful, and there is now 
strong support even among some in the 
industry itself for these proposed 
changes. I think that therefore we 
ought to give the FHWA the chance to 
take this useful step on their own. Con- 
sequently, Mr. Chairman, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU- 
STER], my chairman, and my friend 
here from West Virginia, I ask unani- 
mous consent at this time that I may 
be permitted to withdraw my amend- 
ment. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEILENSON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to make it very clear that it is the gen- 
tleman’s leadership which has brought 
about very substantial improvements. 
We have in this legislation for the new 
national highway system requirements 
for life cycle costing and value engi- 
neering, thanks to the leadership of the 
gentleman. 

As the gentleman has indicated, Fed- 
eral highways is issuing a rulemaking 
or revising the regulations. So we want 
to continue working with the gen- 
tleman, and I salute him for his efforts 
and for his willingness to withdraw the 
amendment so that we can try to work 
things out. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for his kind com- 
ments. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? E 

Mr. BEILENSON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to associate myself with the com- 
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ments of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER]. There is more 
than one way to skin a cat, so to speak. 
The gentleman has certainly been dedi- 
cated to this issue and making sure 
that the public gets more bang out of 
their buck, so to speak, for money that 
is spent on highway projects and ensur- 
ing the quality of that type of con- 
struction. 

The Chairman has referred to how we 
have addressed those concerns in this 
NHS bill by the technique of value en- 
gineering analysis for NHS projects. 
Also in this bill there is a requirement 
that States utilize life cycle costing for 
certain NHS projects. Under this par- 
ticular technique, all costs are ex- 
pected to occur over a highway’s usable 
life analyzed rather than just their ini- 
tial cost. 

So we will continue to work with the 
gentleman from California whose dedi- 
cation and diligence I commend very 
highly. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, re- 
claiming my time, I would like to 
thank the gentleman from Pennsylva- 
nia and the gentleman from West Vir- 
ginia for their kind and helpful re- 
marks and for the good work that they 
have done in this bill, although person- 
ally I do not think it goes far enough. 
In fact, the good things in the bill 
which are quite true are there, but 
they do not hold people responsible and 
accountable the way these guarantees 
would if we finally could get to them. 

Finally, I want to say something to 
my friends on the committee. if the 
FHWA fails or is unable to proceed 
with this very sensible and, I think, 
overdue reform within the few months, 
we shall be back with this next year 
when the ISTEA bill is before us. We 
will at that time push forward with 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to withdraw my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage 
in a colloquy with the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], the chair- 
man of the committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure that the 
gentleman will agree with me that no 
transportation safety issue is more im- 
portant than the safe passage of our 
children. 

Mr. SHUSTER. If the gentlewoman 
will yield, I certainly do agree. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, 
countless children are at risk of serious 
injuries or death because their parents 
are unaware that some seatbelt sys- 
tems are incompatible with child safe- 
ty seats. Last year more than 700 chil- 
dren under age 4 died in car accidents 
and 80,000 more were injured. Denver 
recently set up a safety seat check- 
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point. Of the 150 parents who brought 
in their cars, 148 out of 150 had improp- 
erly installed their child safety seat. 

I think that tells us that perhaps we 
need to develop some short-term edu- 
cational needs that can begin saving 
lives immediately by increasing proper 
child restraint use. 

Mr. SHUSTER. If the gentlewoman 
will continue to yield, the gentle- 
woman, I think, will be pleased to note 
that section 402 of the safety grant pro- 
gram addresses this issue. Section 402 
addresses the guidelines to encourage 
the proper use of child restraint sys- 
tems. 

Mrs. MORELLA. I appreciate that. 
However, Mr. Chairman, I feel that 
more specific measures should be en- 
couraged. I would like to share some 
recommendations from the blue ribbon 
panel on child passenger safety estab- 
lished by the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration. 

The panel recommends that child 
passenger safety education programs 
should be set up in every State. This 
includes telephone lines for consumers 
with questions, training for child pas- 
senger safety specialists, and one des- 
ignated staff person in each State high- 
way office that is fully trained in child 
passenger safety. 

The panel also recommends that 
NHTSA should establish an electronic 
bulletin board system on child pas- 
senger safety to enable information on 
compatibility problems be shared 
among State highway safety offices. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
agree with the gentlewoman that this 
is indeed a necessary and worthwhile 
project. We will very seriously consider 
these recommendations made by the 
blue ribbon panel on child safety re- 
straints. 

Mrs. MORELLA. I thank the gen- 
tleman very much, Mr. Chairman, and 
І urge my colleagues to support the Na- 
tional Highway System Designation 
Act. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MILLER OF 
CALIFORNIA 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer an amendment, No. 22. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MILLER of Cali- 
fornia: Page 97, after line 12, add the follow- 
ing: 

SEC. 354. PROHIBITION ON PAYMENT OF SAFETY 
BONUSES. 

Amounts in the Highway Trust Fund es- 
tablished by section 9503 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1996, and non-Federal funds re- 
quired by law as a condition for the receipt 
of such amounts, may not be expended for 
the payment of a safety bonus to a contrac- 
tor. 

Conform the table of contents of the bill 
accordingly. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, I introduce this amendment and 
present it to the body to raise an issue 
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that I think is of serious concern that 
has been raised recently in the press in 
Los Angeles, basically in the Los Ange- 
les Times. That is the payment of safe- 
ty bonuses to the contractors on the 
Los Angeles Metro project where we 
see a situation where already some 
nearly $3 million has been paid in safe- 
ty bonuses to contractors on that 
project. Those contractors are in fact 
eligible for millions of dollars and 
more in safety bonuses. 

Now, we all agree about trying to 
achieve a goal of the safe workplace, 
and it has been a very high priority of 
mine throughout my congressional ca- 
reer, and I am a strong believer in that. 
But what upsets me in this situation is 
that we see safety bonuses being paid 
and they are paid to contractors whose 
safety record is not very good at all. In 
fact, as we know, this subway system 
has been plagued with a series of prob- 
lems that not only have been embar- 
rassing but also, tragically, have been 
dangerous to the workers in that area 
and, in some cases, even to the sur- 
rounding property owners. 

I notice in the story that they say, 
despite the higher than average injury 
rates on some of the contracts, the 
agency, in this case the Metropolitan 
Transit Authority, says that they be- 
lieve that the project’s overall record 
is no worse, no worse, than any other 
major project nationwide. 

Then why did we pay the bonuses for 
them if we only got a project that was 
no worse? The fact is, what we find out 
in this story is that the people that 
have received, or the companies and 
the consortiums that have received, 
these bonuses, in the case of Tudor 
Selby, I believe it is, and Perini, re- 
ceived $1.3 million in bonuses. But 
their comparison of them to the U.S. 
injury rate, they are 138 percent high- 
er. 
Then it goes on to Mass Electric, 113 
percent higher, and they have $300,000 
in safety bonuses. 

My concern is that I do not think 
that these safety bonuses are all that 
much related to safety. My concern is 
sometimes maybe these are used to 
kind of lubricate the process to keep 
the job going and cover up for some of 
the mistakes, or what have you, that 
are going on, higher than the ordinary 
course of business decisions that have 
been made. 

I just do not think that when transit 
dollars are as hard to come by as they 
are today in this Congress, and we 
know the demand that this committee 
has placed on it every year from people 
who want additional transit dollars, I 
introduced this amendment because I 
would like to believe that the commit- 
tee would take a look at this. 

I do not know the right solution. I in- 
troduced the amendment as a cutoff of 
funds, or not a cutoff, but saying you 
could in the use of Federal dollars, and 
Iam informed that perhaps maybe Fed- 
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eral dollars are not being used, but we 
know once you combine the pool, 
money is fungible. And I am just con- 
cerned, one, very much so, that we are 
not buying an incremental value of 
safety important to the workers on 
this project; but, secondly, if the local 
transportation agency, whether it is 
the Bay Area Rapid Transit district in 
my area or the Los Angeles district, if 
they want to engage in this, maybe 
they ought to do that with their tax- 
payer or ratepayer dollars. And that 
should be a local decision. 

If they want to think that, they want 
to spend this kind of money in L.A., 
that does not appear as a block, to 
greater safety, then maybe the rate- 
payers and the local taxpayers ought 
to be in on that decision. But they 
should not just be using a pool of 
money that is supposed to be buying 
miles of tunnel or miles of track or 
cars for these systems, and dishing it 
out in this fashion. 

So I do not expect to press this 
today, but I would just hope that the 
committee would give some attention 
to this matter, because I think it goes 
to the credibility of our authorizing 
process and it clearly goes to the scar- 
city of transit dollars. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s 
time has expired. 

(On request of Mr. SHUSTER and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. MILLER of 
California was allowed to proceed for 3 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would say to the gentleman that, while 
we oppose this amendment today, we 
commend him for focusing on this. 
There have been some real violations 
of this; there have been some serious 
problems. I want to assure the gen- 
tleman that we are instructing our in- 
vestigative staff to get into this and to 
work with his staff on this, because we 
think that these problems should be 
dealt with. 

Now, the problem with the amend- 
ment, of course, is it prohibits all of 
us—and I understand there are some 
very, very great success stories. BART, 
I understand, is a success story. 
WMATA here in Washington is a suc- 
cess story where they have actually re- 
duced costs and improved safety. I sa- 
lute the gentleman for calling this to 
our attention, and I assure him that we 
will focus on it with our investigators 
and his staff. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, I thank the gentleman for those 
assurances. I want to say to the gen- 
tleman how much I appreciate that, be- 
cause I know the work load and the de- 
mands and the requests that this com- 
mittee gets from all of the Members of 
this Congress. I appreciate his response 
to this amendment. 
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Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I appre- 
ciate the gentleman from California for 
yielding. I certainly salute him for his 
ever-constant vigilance of good, sound, 
public policy. We have just been made 
aware of this in the last couple of days. 
To my knowledge, we have not been 
aware of the problem with these safety 
bonuses before. As I understand, it has 
come to the public attention through a 
Los Angeles Times article this past 
Sunday. 

I understand the gentleman’s concern 
about Los Angeles, and there may or 
may not be a problem there. As I say, 
it has just come to our attention. We 
have not completely gathered all of 
that information there, and I commend 
the chairman for what he has said. I 
know that just recently I have been 
made aware that there is a safety 
bonus program in place in the bay area. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, reclaiming my time, that is cor- 
rect. 

Мг. RAHALL. So, are there апу prob- 
lems there that we do not know about? 

Mr. MILLER of California. Not that I 
know of. I thank the gentleman, and I 
would just say that I appreciate his 
comments. I would say that if we are 
buying incremental safety, if we are 
buying a value here, we are helping the 
workers, then maybe this program 
works. But if we are not doing that, 
then I think we are perpetrating a 
fraud on the workers and probably on 
the taxpayers. , 

I think that maybe people may be 
more diligent about it if it came out of 
their local—out of the fare box, so to 
speak, or out of their local tax rate, 
than if they just thought maybe the 
Federal Government was contributing 
half to the safety bonus programs. I do 
not know. That is for the committee, 
and that is why I am not pressing the 
amendment, because I do not know 
that this is a solution. And I do not 
want to paint every other transit dis- 
trict with the same problems that have 
been highlighted in this article. 

But if the committee would give 
some attention to this, and the Chair- 
man has been nice enough to ensure 
that, I appreciate it, and I thank the 
gentleman for his comments. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to withdraw my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 


П 1730 


AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WARD 
Mr. WARD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WARD: Strike 
section 349 of the bill and conform the table 
of contents accordingly. 
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Mr. WARD. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment would strike the language 
in this bill which takes the motor- 
cycle-helmet requirement that has 
been imposed by the Federal Govern- 
ment out of statutory law or out of our 
statutes. That is to say we have in our 
current statutes the requirement that 
States pass a law requiring the wearing 
of motorcycle helmets within their 
State or face a loss of Federal dollars. 

Mr. Chairman, I firmly and deeply 
believe that motorcycle helmets save 
lives, that motorcycle helmets reduce 
the overall medical expense which is 
borne by the people of this country in 
one way or another through increased 
insurance premiums, through increased 
health expenditures, or increased local 
hospital expenditures. In one way or 
another we pay for the people who 
choose to ride a motorcycle without a 
motorcycle helmet. 

Mr. Chairman, I move passage of the 
amendment. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
WARD]. 

Mr. Chairman, I oppose this amend- 
ment which would strike from H.R. 
2274 the repeal of the helmet penalties. 

This year, 25 States lost to safety 
programs over $51 million in highway 
funds because they did not have univer- 
sal helmet laws. If we adopt this 
amendment and do not repeal the pen- 
alties, this year and in the future that 
amount will double—that means that 
$100 million in highway construction 
and maintenance projects will not be 
able to go forward in these 25 States. I 
am sure that many of these foregone 
projects would go a long way toward 
improving safety. 

Many penalized States are particu- 
larly frustrated with this loss of funds 
since many have fatality rates which 
are actually lower than many States 
which do have such laws. These 
States—through motorcycle rider edu- 
cation programs or other types of safe- 
ty programs—have good motorcycle 
safety records. 

Yet because they have chosen not to 
adopt the one method prescribed in 
Washington, these States are losing 
highway funds. And States with fatal- 
ity rates far worse are not losing high- 
way funds. This does not make sense. 

I also oppose this amendment be- 
cause I do not believe the Federal Gov- 
ernment should be trying to impose its 
will on the States regarding this issue. 
Even without these penalties, a State 
can adopt a universal helmet law if it 
so chooses, and half of the States have 
done so. They don’t need us telling 
them what to do. 

As the Subcommittee on Surface 
Transportation has heard repeatedly 
over the past several years, States do 
view this as a Federal mandate. 

And yet I must question the effec- 
tiveness of this mandate. Since ISTEA 
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was enacted in 1991, only one State has 
passed the required law. This is not a 
good track record. Finally, I do not be- 
lieve it is right or fair to try to blame 
the current problems of Medicaid or 
other health care problems on motor- 
cycle riders. There are many activities 
people knowingly do which expose 
them to some health risk—using drugs, 
exposure to the sun, dangerous sports, 
overeating—and yet those people have 
not been subjected to the kind of rhet- 
oric we hear on this issue. 

We should repeal these penalties 
which take away much needed highway 
construction funds from fully half of 
all the States, which do not take into 
account other safety initiatives of the 
States, and have not proven to be effec- 
tive. I urge the House to defeat this 
amendment. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support 
of the gentleman's amendment. 

The helmet issue is another that is often de- 
scribed as a States’ rights issue. Yet again, | 
must correct the record. When one State re- 
peals its requirement for motorcycle riders to 
wear helmets, we all pay. 

This is true for speed limits, and it is true for 
helmets. 

Up to 80 percent of acute and long-term 
care is paid for with tax dollars. And helmets 
are 67 percent effective in preventing brain in- 
jury, exactly the type of injury that needs ex- 
pensive, long-term care. 

Most riders who incur these injuries are 
young people. That means the long-term care 
for such riders who incur severe injuries can 
last for 20, 30, or even 40 years. And, in most 
cases, public sources, such as Medicaid, will 
be paying the bills. 

This body is currently considering reforming 
the Medicaid Program. If we care about con- 
trolling costs, we must care about preventing 
the lessening the severity of injuries in motor- 
cycle crashes. 

The best way to do that is to encourage 
States to require all riders to wear helmets. 
Current law does not force States to pass hel- 
met laws. If they choose not to, a small por- 
tion of certain highway funds is directed to 
safety programs. 

This is a reasonable approach that over 
time saves taxpayers millions of dollars. 

І urge а “yes” vote on the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. WARD]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments? 

If not, the question is on the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute, as 
amended. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as amended, was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore (Мг. DIAZ- 
BALART) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
HANSEN, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
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(H.R. 2274) to amend title 23, United 
States Code, to designate the National 
Highway System, and for other pur- 
poses, pursuant to House Resolution 
224, he reported the bill back to the 
House with an amendment adopted by 
the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or- 
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole? If not, the 
question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi- 
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- 
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 419, nays 7, 
not voting 8, as follows: 


[Roll Мо. 679) 
YEAS—419 

Abercrombie Brownback Cubin 
Ackerman Bryant (TN) Cunningham 
Allard Bryant (TX) Danner 
Andrews Bunn Davis 
Archer Bunning de la Garza 
Armey Burr Deal 
Bachus Burton DeFazio 
Baesler Buyer DeLauro 
Baker (CA) Callahan DeLay 
Baker (LA) Calvert Deutsch 
Baldacci Camp Diaz-Balart 
Ballenger Canady Dickey 
Barcia Cardin Dicks 
Barr Castle Dingell 
Barrett (NE) Chabot Dixon 
Barrett (WI) Chambliss Doggett 
Bartlett Chapman Dooley 
Barton Chenoweth Doolittle 
Bass Christensen Dornan 
Bateman Chrysler Doyle 
Becerra Clay Dreier 
Bentsen Clayton Duncan 
Bereuter Clement Dunn 
Berman Clinger Durbin 
Bevill Clyburn Edwards 
Bilbray Coble Ehlers 
Bilirakis Coburn Ehrlich 
Bishop Coleman Emerson 
Bliley Collins (GA) Engel 
Blute Collins (IL) English 
Boehlert Collins (MI) Ensign 
Boehner Combest Eshoo 
Bonilla Condit Evans 
Bonior Conyers Everett 
Bono Cooley Ewing 
Borski Costello Farr 
Boucher Cox Fattah 
Brewster Coyne Fawell 
Browder Cramer Fazio 
Brown (CA) Crane Fields (LA) 
Brown (FL) Crapo Fields (TX) 
Brown (OH) Cremeans Filner 


Hastings (FL) 


LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Manzullo 


Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 


Montgomery 
Moorhead 


Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 

Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 


Solomon 


Tejeda 


Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 


Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 


Wynn Young (AK) Zelifr 
Yates Young (FL) Zimmer 
NAYS—7 
Beilenson Jacobs Waters 
Dellums Johnston 
Gibbons Orton 
NOT VOTING—8 
Kennedy (MA) Roukema Tucker 
Moakley Sisisky Volkmer 
Reynolds Taylor (NC) 
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Mr. GIBBONS changed his vote from 
“уеа” to “nay.” 


Messrs. BACHUS, FATTAH, and 
FOGLIETTA changed their vote from 
“nay” to ‘vou? 

So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days in which to re- 
vise and extend their remarks on H.R. 
2274, the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TORKILDSEN). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 


_——— 


NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM 
DESIGNATION ACT OF 1995 


Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the Senate bill (S. 440) 
to amend title 23, United States Code, 
to provide for the designation of the 
National Highway System, and for 
other purposes, and ask for its imme- 
diate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol- 
lows: 

5. 440 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the “National Highway System Designation 
Act of 1995”. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

TITLE I—HIGHWAY PROVISIONS 

Sec. 101. National Highway System designa- 
tion. 

. 102. Eligible projects for the National 
Highway System. 

. 103. Transferability of apportionments. 

. 104. Design criteria for the National 
Highway System. 

. 105. Applicability of transportation 
conformity requirements. 
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Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


. 117. 


— — 
ee 
oo 
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. 143. 
. Toll roads, bridges, tunnels, non- 


- 145. 


. Federal 
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. Use of recycled paving material. 
. Limitation on advance construc- 


tion. 


. Preventive maintenance. 
. Eligibility of bond and other debt 


instrument financing for reim- 
bursement as construction ex- 
penses. 

share for 
bridges, and tunnels. 


highways, 


. Applicability of certain require- 


ments to third party sellers. 


. Streamlining for transportation en- 


hancement projects. 


. Non-Federal share for certain toll 


bridge projects. 


. Congestion mitigation and air qual- 


ity improvement program. 


. Limitation of national maximum 


speed limit to certain commer- 
cial motor vehicles. 


. Federal share for bicycle transpor- 


tation facilities and pedestrian 
walkways. 

Suspension of management sys- 
tems. 


. Intelligent transportation systems. 
. Donations of funds, materials, or 


services for federally assisted 
activities. 


. Metric conversion of traffic control 


signs. 


. Identification of high priority cor- 


ridors. 


. Revision of authority for innova- 


tive project in Florida. 
Revision of authority for priority 
intermodal project in Califor- 
nia. 
National recreational trails fund- 
ing program. 
Intermodal facility in New York. 
Clarification of eligibility. 


. Bristol, Rhode Island, street mark- 


ing. 
Public use of rest areas. 


. Collection of tolls to finance cer- 


tain environmental projects in 
Florida. 


. Hours of service of drivers of 


ground water well drilling rigs. 


Rural access projects. 
. Inclusion of high priority corridors. 
. Sense of the Senate regarding the 


Federal-State funding relation- 
ship for transportation. 


. Quality through competition. 
. Federal share for economic growth 


center development highways. 


. Vehicle weight and longer com- 


bination vehicles exemption for 
Sioux City, Iowa. 


. Revision of authority for conges- 


tion relief project in California. 


. Applicability of certain vehicle 


weight limitations in Wiscon- 
sin. 


. Prohibition on new highway dem- 


onstration projects. 


. Treatment of Centennial Bridge, 


Rock Island, Illinois, 
ment. 


agree- 


. Moratorium on certain emissions 


testing requirements. 


. Elimination of penalties for non- 


compliance with motorcycle 
helmet use requirement. 
Clarification of Eligibility. 


toll roads that have a dedicated 
revenue source, and ferries. 

Transfer of funds between certain 
demonstration projects in Lou- 
isiana. 
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146. 


147. 
. 148. 


. 149. 
. 150. 


Northwest Arkansas regional air- 
port connector. 

Intercity rail infrastructure invest- 
ment. 

Operation of motor vehicles by in- 
toxicated minors. 

Contingent commitments. 

Availability of certain funds for 
Boston-to-Portland rail cor- 
ridor. 

Revision of authority of multiyear 
contracts. 

Feasibility study of evacuation 
routes for Louisiana coastal 


151. 
. 162. 


areas. 
34th Street corridor project in 
Moorhead, Minnesota. 
Safety belt use law requirements 
for New Hampshire and Maine. 
Report on accelerated vehicle re- 
tirement 5 
Intercity rail infrastructure invest- 
ment from Mass Transit Ас- 
count of Highway Trust Fund. 
Sec. 157. Moratorium. 
TITLE П—МАТІОМАІ, CAPITAL REGION 
INTERSTATE TRANSPORTATION AU- 
THORITY 


. 201. Short title. 

. 202. Findings. 

. 204. Definitions, 

. 205. Establishment of Authority. 

. 206. Government of Authority. 

. 207. Ownership of Bridge. 

. 208. Capital improvements and соп- 
struction. 

. 209. Additional powers and responsibil- 
ities of Authority. 

. 210. Funding. 

. 211. Availability of prior authoriza- 
tions. 


TITLE II-FEDERAL HIGHWAY AND 
RAILROAD GRADE CROSSING SAFETY 


153. 
- 164. 
. 155. 
. 156. 


бес. 301. Short title. 

Sec. 302. Intelligent vehicle-highway sys- 
tems. 

Sec. 303. State highway safety management 
systems. 

Sec. 304. Violation of grade-crossing laws 
and regulations. 

Sec. 305. Safety enforcement. 

Sec. 306. Crossing elimination; statewide 


crossing freeze. 
TITLE I—HIGHWAY PROVISIONS 
SEC. 101. NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM DESIGNA- 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 103 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after subsection (b) the following: 

“(с) NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM DESIGNA- 
TION.— 

“(1) DESIGNATION.—The most recent Na- 
tional Highway System (as of the date of en- 
actment of this Act) as submitted by the 
Secretary of Transportation pursuant to this 
section is designated as the National High- 
way System. 

**(2) MODIFICATIONS.— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—At the request of a 
State, the Secretary may— 

) add a new route segment to the Na- 
tional Highway System, including a new 
intermodal connection; or 

(ii) delete a route segment in existence оп 
the date of the request and any connection 
to the route segment; 


if the total mileage of the National Highway 
System (including any route segment or con- 
nection proposed to be added under this sub- 
paragraph) does not exceed 165,000 miles 
(265,542 kilometers). 

“(В) PROCEDURES FOR CHANGES REQUESTED 
BY STATES.—Each State that makes a re- 
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quest for a change in the National Highway 
System pursuant to subparagraph (A) shall 
establish that each change in a route seg- 
ment or connection referred to in the sub- 
paragraph has been identified by the State, 
in cooperation with local officials, pursuant 
to applicable transportation planning activi- 
ties for metropolitan areas carried out under 
section 134 and statewide planning processes 
carried out under section 135. 

(3) APPROVAL BY THE SECRETARY.—The 
Secretary may approve a request made by a 
State for a change in the National Highway 
System pursuant to paragraph (2) if the Sec- 
retary determines that the change— 

“(A) meets the criteria established for the 
National Highway System under this title; 
and 

“(B) enhances the national transportation 
characteristics of the National Highway Sys- 
tem.“ 


(b) ROUTE SEGMENTS IN WYOMING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Trans- 
portation shall cooperate with the State of 
Wyoming in monitoring the changes in 
growth along, and traffic patterns of, the 
route segments in Wyoming described in 
paragraph (2), for the purpose of future con- 
sideration of the addition of the route seg- 
ments to the National Highway System in 
accordance with paragraphs (2) and (3) of sec- 
tion 103(c) of title 23, United States Code (as 
added by subsection (a)). 

(2) ROUTE SEGMENTS.—The route segments 
referred to in paragraph (1) are— - 

(A) United States Route 191 from Rock 
Springs to Hoback Junction; 

(B) United States Route 16 from Worland 
to Interstate Route 90; and 

(C) Wyoming Route 59 from Douglas to Gil- 
lette. 


SEC. 102, ELIGIBLE PROJECTS FOR THE NA- 
TIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 103(1) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (8) and inserting 
the following: 

“(8) Capital and operating costs for traffic 
monitoring, management, and control facili- 
ties and programs.“; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

(14) Construction, reconstruction, resur- 
facing, restoration, and rehabilitation of, 
and operational improvements for, public 
highways connecting the National Highway 
System to— 

“(А) ports, airports, and rail, truck, and 
other intermodal freight transportation fa- 
cilities; and 

“(В) public transportation facilities. 

“(15) Construction of, and operational im- 
provements for, the Alameda Transportation 
Corridor along Alameda Street from the en- 
trance to the ports of Los Angeles and Long 
Beach to Interstate 10, Los Angeles, Califor- 
nia. The Federal share of the cost of the con- 
struction and improvements shall be deter- 
mined in accordance with section 120(b).”’. 


(b) DEFINITION.—Section 101(а) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
the undesignated paragraph defining start- 
up costs for traffic management and con- 
trol” and inserting the following: 


“The term ‘operating costs for traffic mon- 
itoring, management, and control’ includes 
labor costs, administrative costs, costs of 
utilities and rent, and other costs associated 
with the continuous operation of traffic con- 
trol activities, such as integrated traffic con- 
trol systems, incident management pro- 
grams, and traffic control centers, 
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SEC. 103. TRANSFERABILITY OF APPORTION- 
MENTS. 


The third sentence of section 104(g) of title 
23, United States Code, is amended by strik- 
ing “40 percent” and inserting “60 percent”. 
SEC. 104. DESIGN CRITERIA FOR THE NATIONAL 

HIGHWAY SYSTEM. 

Section 109 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting 
the following: 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall en- 
sure that the plans and specifications for 
each proposed highway project under this 
chapter provide for a facility that will— 

“(1) adequately serve the existing and 
planned future traffic of the highway in a 
manner that is conducive to safety, durabil- 
ity, and economy of maintenance; and 

“(2) be designed and constructed in accord- 
ance with criteria best suited to accomplish 
the objectives described in paragraph (1) and 
to conform to the particular needs of each 
locality.’’; 

(2) by striking subsection (c) and inserting 
the following: 

“(с) DESIGN CRITERIA FOR THE NATIONAL 
HIGHWAY SYSTEM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A design for new соп- 
struction, reconstruction, resurfacing (ex- 
cept for maintenance resurfacing), restora- 
tion, or rehabilitation of a highway on the 
National Highway System (other than a 
highway also on the Interstate System) shall 
take into account, in addition to the criteria 
described in subsection (а)- 

“(А) the constructed and natural environ- 
ment of the area; 

“(В) the environmental, scenic, aesthetic, 
historic, community, and preservation im- 
pacts of the activity; and 

“(С) as appropriate, access for other modes 
of transportation. 

“(2) DEVELOPMENT OF CRITERIA.—The Sec- 
retary, in cooperation with State highway 
agencies, shall develop criteria to implement 
paragraph (1). In developing the criteria, the 
Secretary shall consider the results of the 
committee process of the American Associa- 
tion of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials as adopted and published in ‘A Pol- 
icy on Geometric Design of Highways and 
Streets’, after adequate opportunity for 
input by interested parties.“; and 

(3) by striking subsection (q) and inserting 
the following: 

“(а) ENVIRONMENTAL, SCENIC, AND HISTORIC 
VALUES.—Notwithstanding subsections (b) 
and (c), the Secretary may approve a project 
for the National Highway System if the 
project is designed to— 

“(1) allow for the preservation of environ- 
mental, scenic, or historic values; 

“(2) ensure safe use of the facility; and 

(3) comply with subsection (a).“. 

SEC. 105. APPLICABILITY OF TRANSPORTATION 
CONFORMITY REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION.—Section 109(j) 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
striking “plan for the implementation of any 
ambient air quality standard for any air 
quality control region designated pursuant 
to the Clean Air Act, as amended.“ and in- 
serting the following: plan for 

“(1) the implementation of a national am- 
bient air quality standard for which an area 
is designated as a nonattainment area under 
section 107(d) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
7407(d)); or 

“(2) the maintenance of a national ambient 
air quality standard in an area that was des- 
ignated as a nonattainment area but that 
was later redesignated by the Administrator 
as an attainment area for the standard and 


that is required to develop a maintenance 
plan under section 175A of the Clean Air Act 
(42 U.S.C. 7505а).”. 

(b) CLEAN AIR ACT REQUIREMENTS.—Section 
176(c) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7506(c)) 
is amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing: 
“(5) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection shall 
apply only with respect to— 

(А) a nonattainment area and each spe- 
cific pollutant for which the area is des- 
ignated as a nonattainment area; and 

B) an area that was designated as а non- 
attainment area but that was later redesig- 
nated by the Administrator as an attain- 
ment area and that is required to develop a 
maintenance plan under section 175A with 
respect to the specific pollutant for which 
the area was designated nonattainment.”’. 
SEC, 106, USE OF RECYCLED PAVING MATERIAL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1038 of the Inter- 
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 
of 1991 (Public Law 102-240; 23 U.S.C. 109 
note) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (d) and inserting 
the following: 

(d) ASPHALT PAVEMENT CONTAINING RECY- 
CLED RUBBER.— 

“(1) CRUMB RUBBER MODIFIER RESEARCH.— 
Not later than 180 days after the date of en- 
actment of the National Highway System 
Designation Act of 1995, the Administrator of 
the Federal Highway Administration shall 
develop testing procedures and conduct re- 
search to develop performance grade classi- 
fications, in accordance with the strategic 
highway research program carried out under 
section 307(d) of title 23, United States Code, 
for crumb rubber modifier binders. The test- 
ing procedures and performance grade classi- 
fications should be developed in consultation 
with representatives of the crumb rubber 
modifier industry and other interested par- 
ties (including the asphalt paving industry) 
with experience in the development of the 
procedures and classifications. 

“(2) CRUMB RUBBER MODIFIER PROGRAM DE- 
VELOPMENT.— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—The Administrator of 
the Federal Highway Administration shall 
make grants to States to develop programs 
to use crumb rubber from scrap tires to mod- 
ify asphalt pavements. Each State may re- 
ceive not more than $500,000 under this para- 
graph. 

“(В) USE OF GRANT FUNDS.—Grant funds 
made available to States under this para- 
graph may be used— 

“(1) to develop mix designs for crumb rub- 
ber modified asphalt pavements; 

“(ii) for the placement and evaluation of 
crumb rubber modified asphalt pavement 
field tests; and 

"(iii) for the expansion of State crumb rub- 
ber modifier programs in existence on the 
date the grant is made available.“; and 

(2) in subsection (e), by striking paragraph 
(1) and inserting the following: 

“(1) the term ‘asphalt pavement containing 
recycled rubber’ means any mixture of as- 
phalt and crumb rubber derived from whole 
scrap tires, such that the physical properties 
of the asphalt are modified through the mix- 
ture, for use in pavement maintenance, reha- 
bilitation, or construction applications; 
апа". 

(b) FUNDING.—Section 307(e)(13) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after the second sentence the following: “ОГ 
the amounts authorized to be expended 
under this paragraph, $500,000 shall be ex- 
pended in fiscal year 1996 to carry out sec- 
tion 1038(4)(1) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Public 
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Law 102-240; 23 U.S.C. 109 note) and $10,000,000 
shall be expended in each of fiscal years 1996 
and 1997 to carry out section 1038(d)(2) of the 
Act.“. 

SEC. 107. LITANION ON ADVANCE CONSTRUC- 

Section 115(d) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“(4) REQUIREMENT OF INCLUSION IN TRANS- 
PORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM.—The 
Secretary may not approve an application 
under this section unless the project is in- 
cluded in the transportation improvement 
program of the State developed under sec- 
tion 135(f).’’. 

SEC, 108, PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE, 

Section 116 of title 23, United States Code, 

is amended by adding at the end the follow- 


ing: 

“(4) PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE.—A preven- 
tive maintenance activity shall be eligible 
for Federal assistance under this title if the 
State demonstrates to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary that the activity is a cost-effec- 
tive means of extending the life of a Federal- 
aid highway.“ 

SEC. 109. ELIGIBILITY OF BOND AND OTHER 
DEBT INSTRUMENT FINANCING FOR 
REIMBURSEMENT AS CONSTRUC- 
TION EXPENSES. 

(а) IN GENERAL.—Section 122 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“SEC. 122. PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR BOND AND 
OTHER DEBT INSTRUMENT FINANC- 


“(а) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE DEBT FINANC- 
ING INSTRUMENT.—In this section, the term 
‘eligible debt financing instrument’ means a 
bond or other debt financing instrument, in- 
cluding a note, certificate, mortgage, or 
lease agreement, issued by a State or politi- 
cal subdivision of a State, the proceeds of 
which are used for an eligible Federal-aid 
project under this title. 

(b) FEDERAL REIMBURSEMENT.—Subject to 
subsections (c) and (d), the Secretary may 
reimburse a State for expenses and costs in- 
curred by the State or a political subdivision 
of the State, for— 

J) interest payments under an eligible 
debt financing instrument; 

“(2) the retirement of principal of an eligi- 
ble debt financing instrument; 

“(3) the cost of the issuance of an eligible 
debt financing instrument; 

“(4) the cost of insurance for an eligible 
debt financing instrument; and 

“(5) any other cost incidental to the sale.of 
an eligible debt financing instrument (as de- 
termined by the Secretary). 

“(с) CONDITIONS ОМ PAYMENT.—The Sec- 
retary may reimburse a State under sub- 
section (b) with respect to a project funded 
by an eligible debt financing instrument 
after the State has complied with this title 
to the extent and in the manner that would 
be required if payment were to be made 
under section 121. 

“(4) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the cost of a project payable under this sec- 
tion shall not exceed the pro-rata basis of 
payment authorized in section 120. 

(e) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Notwith- 
standing any other law, the eligibility of an 
eligible debt financing instrument for reim- 
bursement under subsection (a) shall not— 

(1) constitute a commitment, guarantee, 
or obligation on the part of the United 
States to provide for payment of principal or 
interest on the eligible debt financing in- 
strument; or 

(2) create any right of a third party 
against the United States for payment under 
the eligible debt financing instrument.“ 
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(b) DEFINITION OF CONSTRUCTION.—The first 
sentence of the undesignated ph de- 
fining “сопвбгисбоп” of section 101(а) of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting bond costs and other costs relat- 
ing to the issuance of bonds or other debt in- 
strument financing in accordance with sec- 
tion 122," after “highway, including”. 

(с) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 1 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by striking the item relating to 
section 122 and inserting the following: 

“122. Payments to States for bond and other 
debt instrument financing.“ 
SEC. 110. FEDERAL SHARE FOR HIGHWAYS, 
BRIDGES, AND TUNNELS. 


Section 12%а) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking paragraph (5) 
and inserting the following: 

“(5) LIMITATION ON FEDERAL SHARE.—The 
Federal share payable for an activity de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) shall be a percentage 
determined by the State, but not to exceed 
80 percent.“. 

SEC. 111. APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN REQUIRE- 
MENTS TO THIRD PARTY SELLERS. 

Section 133(1) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

“(5) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN REQUIRE- 
MENTS TO THIRD PARTY SELLERS.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraphs (B) and (C), in the case of a 
transportation enhancement activity funded 
from the allocation required under para- 
graph (2), if real property or an interest in 
real property is to be acquired from a quali- 
fied organization exclusively for conserva- 
tion purposes (as determined under section 
170(h) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986), 
the organization shall be considered to be 
the owner of the property for the purpose of 
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 
U.S.C. 4601 et seq.). 

“(В) FEDERAL APPROVAL PRIOR TO INVOLVE- 
MENT OF QUALIFIED ORGANIZATION.—If Federal 
approval of the acquisition of the real prop- 
erty or interest predates the involvement of 
a qualified organization described in sub- 
paragraph (A) in the acquisition of the prop- 
erty, the organization shall be considered to 
be an acquiring agency or person as de- 
scribed in section 24.101(а Х2) of title 49, Code 
of Federal Regulations, for the purpose of 
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 
U.S.C, 4601 et seq.). 

“(С) ACQUISITIONS ON BEHALF OF RECIPIENTS 
OF FEDERAL FUNDS.—If a qualified organiza- 
tion described in subparagraph (A) has con- 
tracted with a State highway administration 
or other recipient of Federal funds to acquire 
the real property or interest on behalf of the 
recipient, the organization shall be consid- 
ered to be an agent of the recipient for the 
purpose of the Uniform Relocation Assist- 
ance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 4601 et seq.).”. 

SEC. 112. STREAMLINING FOR TRANSPORTATION 
ENHANCEMENT PROJECTS. 


Section 133(e) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) by striking (3) PAYMENTS.—The”’ and 
inserting the following: 

(3) PAYMENTS.— 

(А) ІМ GENERAL.—Except as provided іп 
subparagraph (B), the“; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(В) ADVANCE PAYMENT OPTION FOR TRANS- 
PORTATION ENHANCEMENT ACTIVITIES.— 

“(і) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may ad- 
vance funds to the State for transportation 
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enhancement activities funded from the allo- 
cation required by subsection (d)(2) for a fis- 
cal year if the Secretary certifies for the fis- 
cal year that the State has authorized and 
uses a process for the selection of transpor- 
tation enhancement projects that involves 
representatives of affected public entities, 
and private citizens, with expertise related 
to transportation enhancement activities. 

(Н) LIMITATION ON AMOUNTS.—Amounts 
advanced under this subparagraph shall be 
limited to such amounts as are necessary to 
make prompt payments for project costs. 

“(iii) EFFECT ON OTHER REQUIREMENTS.— 
This subparagraph shall not exempt a State 
from other requirements of this title relat- 
ing to the surface transportation program."’; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

(5) TRANSPORTATION ENHANCEMENT ACTIVI- 
TIES.— 

“(А) CATEGORICAL EXCLUSIONS.—To the ex- 
tent appropriate, the Secretary shall develop 
categorical exclusions from the requirement 
that an environmental] assessment or an en- 
vironmental impact statement under section 
102 of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4332) be prepared for 
transportation enhancement activities fund- 
ed from the allocation required by sub- 
section (d)(2). 

“(В) NATIONWIDE PROGRAMMATIC AGREE- 
MENT.—The Administrator of the Federal 
Highway Administration, in consultation 
with the National Conference of State His- 
toric Preservation Officers and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation established 
under title П of the National Historic Pres- 
ervation Act (16 U.S.C. 470i et seq.), shall de- 
velop a nationwide programmatic agreement 
governing the review of transportation en- 
hancement activities funded from the alloca- 
tion required by subsection (d)(2), in accord- 
ance with— 

“(і) section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 4700); and 

(ii) the regulations of the Advisory Coun- 
cil on Historic Preservation.“ 4 
SEC. 113. NON-FEDERAL SHARE FOR CERTAIN 

TOLL BRIDGE PROJECTS. 

Section 144(1) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: ‘‘Any non-Federal funds expended 
for the seismic retrofit of the bridge may be 
credited toward the non-Federal share re- 
quired as a condition of receipt of any Fed- 
eral funds for seismic retrofit of the bridge 
made available after the date of the expendi- 
ture.“ 

SEC. 114. CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR 
QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM. 

(a) AREAS ELIGIBLE FOR FUNDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of sec- 
tion 14%b) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(A) by inserting “for areas in the State 
that were designated as nonattainment areas 
under section 107(4) of the Clean Air Act (42 
U.S.C. 7407(4))” after “тау obligate funds’’; 
and 

(В) in paragraph (1ХА)- 

(i) by striking contribute to the“ and in- 
serting the following: ‘‘contribute to— 

„i) Ше”; and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(ii) the maintenance of a national ambi- 
ent air quality standard in an area that was 
designated as a nonattainment area but that 
was later redesignated by the Administrator 
of the Environmental Protection Agency as 
an attainment area under section 107(d) of 
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7407(d)); ог”. 

(2) APPORTIONMENT.—Section 104(b)(2) of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended— 
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(A) in the second sentence, by striking is 
а nonattainment area (as defined in the 
Clean Air Act) for ozone” and inserting “was 
а nonattainment area (as defined in section 
171(2) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7501(2))) 
for ozone during any part of fiscal year 1994”; 
and 

(B) in the third sentence— 

(i) by striking is also“ and inserting was 
also”; and 

(ii) by inserting "during any part of fiscal 
year 1994” after “monoxide”. 

(3) ORANGE STREET BRIDGE, MISSOULA, MON- 
TANA.—Notwithstanding section 149 of title 
23, United States Code, or any other law, a 
project to construct new capacity for the Or- 
ange Street Bridge in Missoula, Montana, 
shall be eligible for funding under the con- 
gestion mitigation and air quality improve- 
ment program established under the section. 

(b) REMOVAL OF CERTAIN FUNDING LIMITA- 
TIONS.—Section 149(b)(1)(A) of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by striking (other 
than clauses (xii) and (xvi) of such section), 
that the project or program” and inserting 
„ that the publicly sponsored project or pro- 


(c) EFFECT OF LIMITATION ON APPORTION- 
MENT.—Notwithstanding any other law, for 
each of fiscal years 1996 and 1997, any limita- 
tion under this section or an amendment 
made by this section on an apportionment 
otherwise authorized under section 1003(a)(4) 
of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Ef- 
ficiency Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-240; 105 
Stat. 1919) shall not affect any hold harmless 
apportionment adjustment under section 
1015(a) of the Act (Public Law 102-240; 105 
Stat. 1943). 

(а) TRAFFIC MONITORING, MANAGEMENT, AND 
CONTROL FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS.—The 
first sentence of section 149(0) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking or“ at the 
end; 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting “; ог”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

(4) to establish or operate a traffic mon- 
itoring, management, and control facility or 
program if the Secretary, after consultation 
with the Administrator of the Environ- 
mental] Protection Agency, determines that 
the facility or program is likely to contrib- 
ute to the attainment of a national ambient 
air quality standard.“. 

SEC, 115. LIMITATION OF NATIONAL MAXIMUM 
LIMIT TO CERTAIN СОММЕН- 
CIAL MOTOR VEHICLES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 154 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking the section heading and in- 
serting the following: 


“$154, National maximum speed limit for cer- 
tain commercial motor vehicles”; 


(2) in subsection (а)- 

(A) by inserting “, with respect to motor 
vehicles” before “(1)”; and 

(В) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘motor ve- 
hicles using it” and inserting vehicles driv- 
en or drawn by mechanical power manufac- 
tured primarily for use on public highways 
(except any vehicle operated exclusively on a 
rail or rails) using it”; 

(3) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following: 

(b) MOTOR VEHICLE.—In this section, the 
term ‘motor vehicle’ has the meaning pro- 
vided for ‘commercial motor vehicle’ in sec- 
tion 31301(4) of title 49, United States Code, 
except that the term does not include any 
vehicle operated exclusively on a rail or 
rails.“; 
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(4) in the first sentence of subsection (e), 
by striking all vehicles“ and inserting all 
motor vehicles“; and 

(5) by redesignating subsection (i) as sub- 
section (f). 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) The analysis for chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
the item relating to section 154 and inserting 
the following: 

154. National maximum speed limit for cer- 
tain commercial motor vehi- 
cles.“ 

(2) Section 1580) 2) of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“(2) MOTOR VEHICLE.—The term ‘motor ve- 
hicle’ means any vehicle driven or drawn by 
mechanical power manufactured primarily 
for use on public highways, except any vehi- 
cle operated exclusively on a rail or rails.’’. 

(3) Section 157(d) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking 15400 ог”. 

(4) Section 410(1Х3) of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“(8) MOTOR VEHICLE.—The term ‘motor ve- 
hicle’ means any vehicle driven or drawn by 
mechanical power manufactured primarily 
for use on public highways, except any vehi- 
cle operated exclusively оп a rail or rails.“ 
SEC. 116. FEDERAL SHARE FOR BICYCLE TRANS- 

PORTATION FACILITIES AND PEDES- 
TRIAN WALKWAYS, 

Section 21700) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking “80 percent 
and inserting “determined in accordance 
with section 120(0)”. 

SEC. 117. SUSPENSION OF MANAGEMENT SYS- 


Section 303 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (с) and inserting 
the following: 

“(с) STATE ELECTION.—A State may, at the 
option of the State, elect, at any time, not 
to implement, in whole or in part, 1 or more 
of the management systems required under 
this section. The Secretary may not impose 
any sanction on, or withhold any benefit 
from, a State on the basis of such an elec- 
tion.“; and 

(2) in subsection ( 

(A) by striking (f) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not”’ 
and inserting the following: 

“(0 REPORTS.— 

) ANNUAL REPORTS.—Not”"; and 

{B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(2) REPORT ОМ IMPLEMENTATION.—Not 
later than October 1, 1996, the Secretary, in 
consultation with States, shall transmit to 
Congress a report on the management sys- 
tems required under this section that makes 
recommendations as to whether, to what ex- 
tent, and how the management systems 
should be implemented.“ 

SEC. 118. нЕт TRANSPORTATION SYS- 


(a) IMPROVED COLLABORATION ІМ INTEL- 
LIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS RESEARCH 
AND DEVELOPMENT.—Section 6054 of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-240; 23 
U.S.C. 307 note) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(е) COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH AND DEVEL- 
OPMENT.—In carrying out this part, the Sec- 
retary may carry out collaborative research 
and development in accordance with section 
307(a)(2) of title 23, United States Code.“. 

(b) TIME LIMIT FOR OBLIGATION OF FUNDS 
FOR INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 
PROJECTS.—Section 6058 of the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 (Public Law 102-240; 23 U.S.C. 307 note) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
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“(Г) OBLIGATION OF FUNDS.— 

“(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Funds made available 
pursuant to subsections (a) and (b) after the 
date of enactment of this subsection, and 
other funds made available after that date to 
саггу out specific intelligent transportation 
systems projects, shall be obligated not later 
than the last day of the fiscal year following 
the fiscal year with respect to which the 
funds are made available. 

“(2) REALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—If funds de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) are not obligated by 
the date described in the paragraph, the Sec- 
retary may make the funds available to 
carry out any other activity with respect to 
which funds may be made available under 
subsection (а) or (b).“. 

(с) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) The table in section 1107(b) of the Inter- 
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 
of 1991 (Public Law 102-240; 105 Stat. 2048) is 
amended— 

(A) in item 10, by striking “(IVHS)” and 
inserting “(ITS)”; and 

(B) in item 29, by striking ‘‘intelligent/ve- 
hicle highway systems” and inserting ‘‘intel- 
ligent transportation systems“. 

(2) Section 600 a) 8) of the Intermodal Sur- 
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
(Public Law 102-240; 105 Stat. 2176) is amend- 
ed by striking intelligent vehicle highway 
systems“ and inserting intelligent trans- 
portation systems“. 

(3) Part B of title VI of the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 (Public Law 102-240; 23 U.S.C. 307 note) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking the part heading and in- 
serting the following: 


“PART B—INTELLIGENT 
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS”; 


(B) in section 6051, by striking “Intelligent 
Vehicle-Highway Systems” and inserting 
“Intelligent Transportation Systems”; 

(С) by striking intelligent vehicle-high- 
way systems” each place it appears and in- 
serting intelligent transportation sys- 
tems”; 

(D) in section 6054— 

(i) in subsection (a)(2)(A), by striking in- 
telligent vehicle-highway“ and inserting 
“intelligent transportation systems”; and 

(ii) in the subsection heading of subsection 
(b), by striking “INTELLIGENT VEHICLE-HIGH- 
WAY SYSTEMS” and inserting “INTELLIGENT 
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS”; 

(E) in the subsection heading of section 
8 by striking IVHS“ and inserting 

(F) in the subsection heading of each of 
subsections (a) and (b) of section 6058, by 
striking IVHS“ and inserting ITS“; and 

(G) in the paragraph heading of section 
pees by striking IVHS“ and inserting 
“TTS”. 

(4) Section 310(c)(3) of the Department of 
Transportation and Related Agencies Appro- 
priations Act, 1995 (Public Law 103-331; 23 
U.S.C. 104 note), is amended by striking “іп- 
telligent vehicle highway systems“ and in- 
serting “intelligent transportation sys- 
tems", 

(5) Section 109(а) of the Hazardous Mate- 
rials Transportation Authorization Act of 
1994 (Public Law 103-311; 23 U.S.C. 307 note) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking “Intelligent Vehicle-High- 
way Systems“ each place it appears and in- 
serting ‘Intelligent Transportation Sys- 
tems“; and 

(B) by striking “intelligent vehicle-high- 
way system” and inserting intelligent 
transportation system“. 
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(6) Section 5316(d) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking 
“INTELLIGENT VEHICLE-HIGHWAY"’ and insert- 
ing “INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION”; and 

(В) by striking “intelligent vehicle-high- 
мау” each place it appears and inserting “іп- 
telligent transportation“. 

SEC. 119. DONATIONS OF FUNDS, MATERIALS, OR 
SERVICES FOR FEDERALLY AS- 
ACTIVITIES. 


Section 323 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub- 
section (d); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(с) CREDIT FOR DONATIONS OF FUNDS, МА- 
TERIALS, OR SERVICES.—Nothing in this title 
or any other law shall prevent a person from 
offering to donate funds, materials, or serv- 
ices in connection with an activity eligible 
for Federal assistance under this title. In the 
case of such an activity with respect to 
which the Federal Government and the State 
share in paying the cost, any donated funds, 
or the fair market value of any donated ma- 
terials or services, that are accepted and in- 
corporated into the activity by the State 
highway agency shall be credited against the 
State share.“ 

ВЕС. 120. METRIC CONVERSION OF TRAFFIC CON- 
TROL SIGNS. 


(а) Notwithstanding section 3(2) of the 
Metric Conversion Act of 1975 (15 U.S.C. 
2051Х2)) ог any other law, no State shall be 
required to— 

(1) erect any highway sign that establishes 
any speed limit, distance, or other measure- 
ment using the metric system; or 

(2) modify any highway sign that estab- 
lishes any speed limit, distance, or other 
measurement so that the sign uses the met- 
ric system. 

(0) Upon receipt of a written notification 
by a State, referring to its right to provide 
notification under this subsection, the Sec- 
retary of Transportation shall waive, with 
respect to such State, any requirement that 
such State use or plan to use the metric sys- 
tem with respect to designing, preparing 
plans, specifications and estimates, advertis- 
ing, or taking any other action with respect 
to Federal-aid highway projects or activities 
utilizing funds authorized pursuant to title 
23, United States Code. Such waiver shall re- 
main effective for the State until the State 
notifies the Secretary to the contrary: Pro- 
vided, That a waiver granted by the Sec- 
retary will be in effect until September 30, 
2000. 

SEC. 121. IDENTIFICATION OF HIGH PRIORITY 
CORRIDORS. 


Section 1105(c) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Pub. 
L. 102-240; 105 Stat. 2032) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting 
the following: 

“(5ХА) 1-73/74 North-South Corridor from 
Charleston, South Carolina, through Win- 
ston-Salem, North Carolina, to Portsmouth, 
Ohio, to Cincinnati, Ohio, to termini at De- 
troit, Michigan and Sault Ste. Marie, Michi- 


gan. 

“(B)(i) In the Commonwealth of Virginia, 
the Corridor shall generally follow— 

(J) United States Route 220 from the Vir- 
ginia-North Carolina border to I-581 south of 
Roanoke; 

“(П) 1-581 to I-81 in the vicinity of Roa- 
noke; 

Ш) I-81 to the proposed highway to dem- 
onstrate intelligent transportation systems 
authorized by item 29 of the table in section 
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1107(b) in the vicinity of Christiansburg to 
United States Route 460 in the vicinity of 
Blacksburg; and 

I) United States Route 460 to the West 
Virginia State line. 

“(ii) Іп the States of West Virginia, Ken- 
tucky, and Ohio, the Corridor shall generally 
follow— 

(J) United States Route 460 from the West 
Virginia State line to United States Route 52 
at Bluefield, West Virginia; and 

(II) United States Route 52 to United 
States Route 23 at Portsmouth, Ohio. 

„(ii) In the States of North Carolina and 
South Carolina, the Corridor shall generally 
follow— 

OD in the case of I-73— 

“(аа) United States Route 220 from the 
Virginia State line to State Route 68 in the 
vicinity of Greensboro; 

(bb) State Route 68 to I-40; 

(oc) 1-40 to United States Route 220 іп 
Greensboro; 

dd) United States Route 220 to United 
States Route 1 near Rockingham; 

“(ee) United States Route 1 to the South 
Carolina State line; and 

“(ff South Carolina State line to Charles- 
ton, South Carolina; and 

“(П) in the case of I-74— 

“(аа) I-77 from Bluefield, West Virginia, to 
the junction of I-77 and the United States 
Route 52 connector in Surry County, North 
Carolina; 

(bb) the I-77/United States Route 52 con- 
nector to United States Route 52 south of 
Mount Airy, North Carolina; 

“(сс) United States Route 52 to United 
States Route 311 in Winston-Salem, North 
Carolina; 

“(44) United States Route 311 to United 
States Route 220 in the vicinity of 
Randleman, North Carolina. 

“(ев) United States Route 220 to United 
States Route 74 near Rockingham; 

“(ff United States Route 74 to United 
States Route 76 near Whiteville; 

(gg) United States Route 74/76 to the 
South Carolina State line in Brunswick 
County; and 

(nh) South Carolina State line to Charles- 
ton, South Carolina. 

“(іу) Each route segment referred to іп 
clause (i), (ii), or (111) that is not a part of the 
Interstate System shall be designated as a 
route included in the Interstate System, at 
such time as the Secretary determines that 
the route segment— 

“(1) meets Interstate System design stand- 
ards approved by the Secretary under section 
109(b) of title 23, United States Code; and 

(II) meets the criteria for designation 
pursuant to section 139 of title 23, United 
States Code, except that the determination 
shall be made without regard to whether the 
route segment is a logical addition or con- 
nection to the Interstate System."’; 

(2) in paragraph (18)— 

(A) by striking “апа”; and 

(B) by inserting before the period at the 
end the following: “, and to the Lower Rio 
Grande Valley at the border between the 
United States and Мехісо”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(22) The Alameda Transportation Corridor 
along Alameda Street from the entrance to 
the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach to 
Interstate 10, Los Angeles, California. 

“(23) The Interstate Route 35 Corridor from 
Laredo, Texas, through Oklahoma City, 
Oklahoma, to Wichita, Kansas, to Kansas 
City, Kansas/Missouri, to Des Moines, Iowa, 
to Minneapolis, Minnesota, to Duluth, Min- 
nesota. 
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“(24) The Dalton Highway from Deadhorse, 
Alaska to Fairbanks, Alaska. 

“(25) State Route 168 (South Battlefield 
Boulevard), Virginia, from the Great Bridge 
Bypass to the North Carolina State line.“. 
SEC. 122. REVISION OF AUTHORITY FOR INNOVA- 

TIVE PROJECT IN FLORIDA. 


Item 196 of the table in section 1107(b) of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-240; 105 
Stat. 2058) is amended— 

(1) by striking Orlando,“; and 

(2) by striking “Land & right-of-way acqui- 
sition & guideway construction for magnetic 
limitation project” and inserting “1 or more 
regionally significant, intercity ground 
transportation projects“. 

БЕС. 123. REVISION OF AUTHORITY FOR PRIOR- 
ITY INTERMODAL PROJECT IN 


FORNIA. 

Item 31 of the table in section 1108(b) of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-240; 105 
Stat. 2062) is amended by striking “То im- 
prove ground access from Sepulveda Blvd. to 
Los Angeles, California” and inserting the 
following: “For the Los Angeles Inter- 
national Airport central terminal ramp ac- 
cess project, $3,500,000; for the widening of 
Aviation Boulevard south of Imperial High- 
way, $3,500,000; for the widening of Aviation 
Boulevard north of Imperial Highway, 
$1,000,000; and for transportation systems 
management improvements in the vicinity 
of the Sepulveda Boulevard/Los Angeles 
International Airport tunnel, 5950,000”. 

SEC, 124. NATIONAL RECREATIONAL TRAILS 
FUNDING PROGRAM. 


(a) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.—Section 1302 of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (16 U.S.C. 1261) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (g) as sub- 
section (i); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (f) the fol- 
lowing: 

(Е) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.—Funds author- 
ized to be appropriated under this section 
shall be available for obligation in the man- 
ner as if the funds were apportioned under 
title 23, United States Code, except that the 
Federal share of any project under this sec- 
tion shall be determined in accordance with 
this section. 

ch) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the cost of a project under this section shall 
be 50 регсепб.”. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1302 of the Inter- 
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 
of 1991 (16 U.S.C. 1261) is amended— 

(A) by striking subsection (c) and inserting 
the following: 

“(с) STATE ELIGIBILITY.—A State shall be 
eligible to receive moneys under this part 
if— 

“(1) the Governor of the State has des- 
ignated the State agency responsible for ad- 
ministering allocations under this section; 

“(2) the State proposes to obligate and ul- 
timately obligates any allocations received 
in accordance with subsection (e); and 

() a recreational trail advisory board on 
which both motorized and nonmotorized rec- 
reational trail users are represented exists in 
the State.”; 

Р in subsection (d), by striking paragraph 
(3); 

(С) in subsection (e 

(i) in paragraphs (3)(A), (5)(B), and (8)(B), 
by striking (c) of this section” and in- 
serting ‘*(c)(3)"; and 

(11) in paragraph (5XAXi) by striking 
““(g)(5)" and inserting “(1Х5)”; and 
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(D) in subsection (i) (as redesignated by 
subsection (a)(1)), by striking paragraph (1) 
and inserting the following: 

“(1) ELIGIBLE STATE.—The term ‘eligible 
State’ means a State (as defined in section 
101 of title 23, United States Code) that 
meets the requirements of subsection (с).”. 

(2) Section 104 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(A) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub- 
section (i); and 

(B) by inserting after subsection (g) the 
following: 

ch) NATIONAL RECREATIONAL TRAILS FUND- 
ING.—The Secretary shall expend, from ad- 
ministrative funds deducted under sub- 
section (a), to carry out section 1302 of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (16 U.S.C. 1261) $15,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 1996 and 1997.”. 

БЕС. 125. INTERMODAL FACILITY IN NEW YORK. 

(а) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Trans- 
portation shall make grants to the National 
Railroad Passenger Corporation for— 

(1) engineering, design, and construction 
activities to permit the James A. Farley 
Post Office in New York, New York, to be 
used as an intermodal transportation facility 
and commercial center; and 

(2) necessary improvements to and redevel- 
opment of Pennsylvania Station and associ- 
ated service buildings in New York, New 
York. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section a total of $69,500,000 
for fiscal years following fiscal year 1995, to 
remain available until expended. 

SEC, 126, CLARIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY. 

The improvements to, or adjacent to, the 
main line of the National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation between milepost 190.23 at 
Central Falis, Rhode Island, and milepost 
168.53 at Davisville, Rhode Island, that are 
necessary to support the rail movement of 
freight shall be eligible for funding under 
sections 103(e)(4), 104(b), and 144 of title 23, 
United States Code. 

SEC. 127. пас RHODE ISLAND, STREET 


ИЕ сод ‘any other law, a red, 
white, and blue center line in the Main 
Street of Bristol, Rhode Island, shall be 
deemed to comply with the requirements of 
section 3B-1 of the Manual on Uniform Traf- 
fic Control Devices of the Department of 
Transportation. 

SEC. 128. PUBLIC USE OF REST AREAS. 

Notwithstanding section 111 of title 23, 
United States Code, or any project agree- 
ment under the section, the Secretary of 
Transportation shall permit the conversion 
of any safety rest area adjacent to Interstate 
Route 95 within the State of Rhode Island 
that was closed as of Мау 1, 1995, to use аза 
motor vehicle emissions testing facility. At 
the option of the State, vehicles shall be per- 
mitted to gain access to and from any such 
testing facility directly from Interstate 
Route 95. 

SEC. 129. COLLECTION OF TOLLS TO FINANCE 
CERTAIN ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROJECTS IN FLORIDA. 

Notwithstanding section 12%a) of title 23, 
United States Code, on request of the Gov- 
ernor of the State of Florida, the Secretary 
of Transportation shall modify the agree- 
ment entered into with the transportation 
department of the State and described in sec- 
tion 129(a)(3) of the title to permit the col- 
lection of tolls to liquidate such indebted- 
ness аз may be incurred to finance any cost 
associated with a feature of an environ- 
mental project that is carried out under 
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State law and approved by the Secretary of 

the Interior. 

SEC. 130. HOURS OF SERVICE OF DRIVERS OF 
GROUND WATER WELL DRILLING 
RIGS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) 8 CONSECUTIVE DAYS.—The term “8 con- 
secutive days“ means the period of 8 con- 
secutive days beginning on any day at the 
time designated by the motor carrier for a 
24-hour period. 

(2) 24-HOUR PERIOD.—The term 24-hour pe- 
riod’’ means апу 24-consecutive-hour period 
beginning at the time designated by the 
motor carrier for the terminal from which 
the driver is normally dispatched. 

(3) GROUND WATER WELL DRILLING RIG.—The 
term “ground water well drilling rig“ means 
any vehicle, machine, tractor, trailer, semi- 
trailer, or specialized mobile equipment pro- 
pelled or drawn by mechanical power and 
used on highways to transport water well 
field operating equipment, including water 
well drilling and pump service rigs equipped 
to access ground water. 

(b) GENERAL RULE.—In the case of a driver 
of a commercial motor vehicle subject to 
regulations. prescribed by the Secretary of 
Transportation under sections 31136 and 31502 
of title 49, United States Code, who is used 
primarily in the transportation and oper- 
ation of a ground water well drilling rig, for 
the purpose of the regulations, any period of 
8 consecutive days may end with the begin- 
ning of an off-duty period of 24 or more con- 
secutive hours. 

(c) REPORT.—The Secretary of Transpor- 
tation shall monitor the commercial motor 
vehicle safety performance of drivers of 
ground water well drilling rigs. If the Sec- 
retary determines that public safety has 
been adversely affected by the general rule 
established by subsection (b), the Secretary 
shall report to Congress on the determina- 
tion. 

SEC, 131. RURAL ACCESS PROJECTS. 

Item 111 of the table in section 1106(a)(2) of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-240; 105 
Stat. 2042) is amended— 

(1) by striking “Parker County" and in- 
serting Parker and Tarrant Counties“; and 

(2) by striking to four-lane" and inserting 
“in Tarrant County to freeway standards and 
in Parker County to a 4-lane’’. 

SEC. 132. INCLUSION OF HIGH PRIORITY COR- 
RIDORS. 


Section 1105(d) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Pub. 
L. 102-240; 105 Stat. 2033) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: “Тһе Secretary 
of Transportation shall include High Prior- 
ity Corridor 18 as identified in section 1105(c) 
of this Act, as amended, on the approved Na- 
tional Highway System after completion of 
the feasibility study by the States as pro- 
vided by such Act.“. 

SEC. 133. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 
THE FEDERAL-STATE FUNDING RE- 
LATIONSHIP FOR TRANSPORTATION. 

(a) FINDINGS.— 

(1) The designation of high priority roads 
through the National Highway System is re- 
quired by the Intermodal Surface Transpor- 
tation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) and will en- 
sure the continuation of funding which 
would otherwise be withheld from the 
States. 

(2) The Budget Resolution supported the 
re-evaluation of all Federal programs to de- 
termine which programs are more appro- 
priately a responsibility of the States. 

(3) Debate on the appropriate role of the 
Federal Government in transportation will 
occur in the re-authorization of ISTEA. 
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(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—Therefore, it is the 
sense of the Senate that the designation of 
the NHS does not assume the continuation 
or the elimination of the current Federal- 
State relationship nor preclude a re-evalua- 
tion of the Federal-State relationship in 
transportation. 


SEC. 134. QUALITY THROUGH COMPETITION. 


(a) CONTRACTING FOR ENGINEERING AND DE- 
SIGN SERVICES.—Section 112(b)(2) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subparagraphs: 

“(С) PERFORMANCE AND AUDITS.—Any con- 
tract or subcontract awarded in accordance 
with subparagraph (A), whether funded in 
whole or in part with Federal-aid highway 
funds, shall be performed and audited in 
compliance with cost principles contained in 
the Federal acquisition regulations of part 31 
of title 48 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 

„D) INDIRECT COST RATES.—In lieu of per- 
forming its own audits, a recipient of funds 
under a contract or subcontract awarded in 
accordance with subparagraph (A) shall ac- 
cept indirect cost rates established in ас- 
cordance with the Federal acquisition regu- 
lations for 1-year applicable accounting peri- 
ods by a cognizant Federal or State govern- 
ment agency, if such rates are not currently 
under dispute. Once a firm's indirect cost 
rates are accepted, the recipient of such 
funds shall apply such rates for the purposes 
of contract estimation, negotiation, admin- 
istration, reporting, and contract payment 
and shall not be limited by administrative or 
de facto ceilings of any kind. A recipient of 
such funds requesting or using the cost and 
rate data described in this subparagraph 
shall notify any affected firm before such re- 
quest or use. Such data shall be confidential 
and shall not be accessible or provided, in 
whole or in part, to another firm or to any 
government agency which is not part of the 
group of agencies sharing cost data under 
this subparagraph, except by written permis- 
sion of the audited firm. If prohibited by law, 
such cost and rate data shall not be disclosed 
under any circumstances. 

“(Е) EFFECTIVE DATE/STATE OPTION.—Sub- 
paragraphs (C) and (D) shall take effect upon 
the date of enactment of this Act: Provided 
however, That if a State, during the first reg- 
ular session of the State legislature conven- 
ing after the date of enactment of this Act, 
adopts by statute an alternative process in- 
tended to promote engineering and design 
quality, reduce life-cycle costs, and ensure 
maximum competition by professional com- 
panies of all sizes providing engineering and 
design services. Such subparagraphs shall 
not apply іп that State.“ 


БЕС. 135. FEDERAL SHARE FOR ECONOMIC 
GROWTH CENTER DEVELOPMENT 
HIGHWAYS. 


Section 1021(с) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Public 
Law 102-240) (as amended by section 417 of 
the Department of Transportation and Re- 
lated Agencies Appropriations Act, 1993 
(Public Law 102-388; 106 Stat. 1565)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking and“ at 
the end and inserting “ог”; and 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking section 
143 of title 23" and inserting “а project for 
the construction, reconstruction, or im- 
provement of a development highway on a 
Federal-aid system, as described in section 
103 of such title (as in effect on the day be- 
fore the date of enactment of this Act) (other 
than the Interstate System), under section 
143 of such title”. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


SEC. 136. VEHICLE WEIGHT AND LONGER COM- 
BINATION VEHICLES EXEMPTION 
FOR SIOUX CITY, IOWA. 

(a) VEHICLE WEIGHT LIMITATIONS.—The pro- 
viso in the second sentence of section 127(a) 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
striking except for those“ and inserting the 
following: except for vehicles using Inter- 
state 29 between Sioux City, Iowa, and the 
border between Iowa and South Dakota and 
vehicles using Interstate Route 129 between 
Sioux City, Iowa, and the border between 
Iowa and Nebraska, and except Гог”. 

(b) LONGER COMBINATION VEHICLES.—Sec- 
tion 127(4Х1) of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing: 

(F) IowA.—In addition to vehicles that 
the State of Iowa may continue to allow to 
be operated under subparagraph (A), the 
State of Iowa may allow longer combination 
vehicles that were not in actual operation on 
June 1, 1991, to be operated on Interstate 
Route 29 between Sioux City, Iowa, and the 
border between Iowa and South Dakota and 
Interstate 129 between Sioux City, Iowa, and 
the border between Iowa and Nebraska.“ 

SEC, 137. REVISION OF AUTHORITY FOR CONGES- 
16 RELIEF PROJECT ІМ CALIFOR- 

Item 1 of the table in section 1104(b) of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-240; 105 
Stat. 2029) is amended by striking ‘‘Construc- 
tion of HOV Lanes on 1-710” and inserting 
“Construction of automobile and truck sepa- 
ration lanes at the southern terminus of I- 
710”. 

SEC. 138. APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN VEHICLE 
<— LIMITATIONS IN WISCON- 

Section 127 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the follow- 


“(f) OPERATION OF CERTAIN SPECIALIZED 
HAULING VEHICLES ON CERTAIN WISCONSIN 
HIGHWAYS.—If the 104-mile portion of Wis- 
consin State Route 78 and United States 
Route 51 between Interstate Route 94 near 
Portage, Wisconsin, and Wisconsin State 
Route 29 south of Wausau, Wisconsin, is des- 
ignated as part of the Interstate System 
under section 139(a), the single axle weight, 
tandem axle weight, gross vehicle weight, 
and bridge formula limits set forth in sub- 
section (a) shall not apply to the 104-mile 
portion with respect to the operation of any 
vehicle that could legally operate on the 104- 
mile portion before the date of enactment of 
this subsection.“. 

SEC. 139, PROHIBITION ON NEW HIGHWAY DEM- 
ONSTRATION PROJECTS, 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other law, neither the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation nor any other officer or employee of 
the United States may make funds available 
for obligation to carry out any demonstra- 
tion project described in subsection (b) that 
has not been authorized, or for which no 
funds have been made available, as of the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) PRoJECTS.—Subsection (a) applies to a 
demonstration project or program that the 
Secretary of Transportation determines— 

(1)(A) concerns a State-specific highway 
project or research or development in a spe- 
cific State; or 

(B) is otherwise comparable to a dem- 
onstration project or project of national sig- 
nificance authorized under any of sections 
1103 through 1108 of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Public 
Law 102-240; 105 Stat. 2027); and 

(2) does not concern a federally owned 
highway. 
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SEC. 140, TREATMENT OF CENTENNIAL BRIDGE, 
ROCK ISLAND, ILLINOIS, AGREE- 
MENT. 

For purposes of section 129(а)(6) of title 23, 
United States Code, the agreement concern- 
ing the Centennial Bridge, Rock Island, Illi- 
nois, entered into under the Act entitled “Ап 
Act authorizing the city of Rock Island, Illi- 
nois, or its assigns, to construct, maintain, 
and operate a toll bridge across the Mis- 
sissippi River at or near Rock Island, Mli- 
nois, and to a place at or near the city of 
Davenport, Iowa“, approved March 18, 1938 
(52 Stat. 110, chapter 48), shall be treated as 
if the agreement had been entered into under 
section 129 of title 23, United States Code, as 
in effect on December 17, 1991, and may be 
modified in accordance with section 129(a)(6) 
of the title. 

SEC, 141. MORATORIUM ON CERTAIN EMISSIONS 
TESTING REQUIREMENTS. 

(а) MORATORIUM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency (referred 
to in this subsection as the Adminis- 
trator”) shall not require adoption or imple- 
mentation by a State of a test-only or 1/М240 
enhanced vehicle inspection and mainte- 
nance program as а means of compliance 
with section 182 of the Clean Air Act (42 
U.S.C. 7511а), but the Administrator may ap- 
prove such a program if a State chooses to 
adopt the program as a means of compliance. 

(2) REPEAL.—Paragraph (1) is repealed ef- 
fective as of the date that is 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) PLAN APPROVAL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency (referred 
to in this subsection as the Adminis- 
trator”) shall not disapprove a State imple- 
mentation plan revision under section 182 of 
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7511а) on the 
basis of a regulation providing for a 50-per- 
cent discount for alternative test-and-repair 
inspection and maintenance programs. 

(2) CREDIT.—If a State provides data for a 
proposed inspection and maintenance system 
for which credits are appropriate under sec- 
tion 182 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7511а), 
the Administrator shall allow the full 
amount of credit for the system that is ap- 
propriate without regard to any regulation 
that implements that section by requiring 
centralized emissions testing. 

(3) DEADLINE.—The Administrator shall 
complete and present a technical assessment 
of data for a proposed inspection and mainte- 
nance system submitted by a State not later 
than 45 days after the date of submission. 
БЕС. 142, ELIMINATION OF 3 FOR NON- 

COMPLIANCE MOTORCYCLE 
HELMET USE REQUIREMENT. 

Section 153(h) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking “а law de- 
scribed in subsection (а)(1) апа” each place 
it appears. 

SEC, 143. CLARIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY. 


The improvements to the former Pocono 
Northeast Railway Company freight rail line 
by the Luzerne County Redevelopment Au- 
thority that are necessary to support the rail 
movement of freight, shall be eligible for 
funding under sections 130, 144, and 149 of 
title 23, United States Code. 

SEC. 144. TOLL ROADS, BRIDGES, TUNNELS, NON- 
TOLL ROADS THAT HAVE A DEDI- 
CATED REVENUE SOURCE, AND FER- 
RIES. 

Section 129 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by revising the title to read as follows: 
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“§129. Toll roads, bridges, tunnels, non - toll 
roads that have a dedicated revenue 
source, and ferries”; and 
(2) by revising paragraph 129(а)(7) to read 

as follows; 

“(7) LOANS.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—A State may loan ап 
amount equal to all or part of the Federal 
share of a toll project or a non-toll project 
that has a dedicated revenue source, specifi- 
cally dedicated to such project or projects 
under this section, to a public entity con- 
structing or proposing to construct a toll fa- 
cility or non-toll facility with a dedicated 
revenue source. Dedicated revenue sources 
for non-toll facilities include: excise taxes, 
sales taxes, motor vehicle use fees, tax on 
real property, tax increment financing, or 
such other dedicated revenue source as the 
Secretary deems appropriate.“ 

SEC. 145. TRANSFER OF FUNDS BETWEEN CER- 

TAIN DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 
IN LOUISIANA. 

Notwithstanding any other law, the funds 
available for obligation to carry out the 
project in West Calcasieu Parish, Louisiana, 
authorized by section 149(a)(87) of the Sur- 
face Transportation and Uniform Relocation 
Assistance Act of 1987 (Public Law 100-17; 101 
Stat. 194) shall be made available for obliga- 
tion to carry out the project for Lake 
Charles, Louisiana, authorized by item 17 of 
the table in section 1106(a)(2) of the Inter- 
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 
of 1991 (Public Law 102-240; 105 Stat. 2038). 
SEC, 146, NORTHWEST ARKANSAS REGIONAL AIR- 

PORT CONNECTOR. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Federal share for the intermodal 
connecter to the Northwest Arkansas Re- 
gional Airport from U.S. Highway 71 in Ar- 
kansas shall be 95 percent. 

SEC. 147, INTERCITY RAIL INFRASTRUCTURE IN- 

VESTMENT. 


(а) INTERSTATE RAIL COMPACTS.— 

(1) CONSENT TO COMPACTS.—Congress grants 
consent to States with an interest in a spe- 
cific form, route, or corridor of intercity pas- 
senger rail service (including high speed rail 
service) to enter into interstate compacts to 
promote the provision of the service, includ- 
ing— 

(A) retaining an existing service or com- 
mencing a new service; 

(B) assembling rights-of-way; and 

(C) performing capital improvements, in- 
cluding— 

(i) the construction and rehabilitation of 
maintenance facilities; 

(ii) the purchase of locomotives; and 

(iii) operational improvements, including 
communications, signals, and other systems. 

(2) FINANCING.—An interstate compact es- 
tablished by States under paragraph (1) may 
provide that, in order to carry out the com- 
pact, the States may— 

(A) accept contributions from a unit of 
State or local government or a person; 

(B) use any Federal or State funds made 
available for intercity passenger rail service 
(except funds made available for the Na- 
tional Railroad Passenger Corporation); 

(C) on such terms and conditions as the 
States consider advisable— 

(i) borrow money on a short-term basis and 
issue notes for the borrowing; and 

(ii) issue bonds; and 

(D) obtain financing by other means per- 
mitted under Federal or State law. 

(b) ELIGIBILITY OF PASSENGER RAIL AS SUR- 
FACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM PROJECT.— 
Section 133(b) of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting *', 
roads.“ after highways)"; 


rail- 
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(2) in paragraph (2)- 

(A) by inserting “, all eligible activities 
under section 5311 of title 49, United States 
Code,“ before and publicly owned”; 

(В) by inserting “ог rail passenger" after 
“intercity bus“; and 

(C) by inserting before the period at the 
end the following: including terminals and 
facilities owned by the National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation“; and 

(3) in paragraph (6), by inserting “ „and for 
passenger rail services,“ after 

(c) ELIGIBILITY OF PASSENGER RAIL 8 
CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR QUALITY ІМ- 
PROVEMENT PROGRAM.—The first sentence of 
section 149(b) of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking “ог” at the 
end; 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting “; ог”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) if the project or program will have air 
quality benefits through construction of and 
operational improvements for intercity pas- 
senger rail facilities, operation of intercity 
passenger rail trains, and acquisition of roll- 
ing stock for intercity passenger rail service, 
except that not more than 50 percent of the 
amount received by a State for a fiscal year 
under this paragraph may be obligated for 
operating support. 

SEC. 148. OPERATION OF MOTOR VEHICLES BY 
INTOXICATED MINORS. 

Section 158(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) OPERATION OF MOTOR VEHICLES BY IN- 
TOXICATED MINORS.— 

“(А) FISCAL YEAR 1998.—If the condition de- 
scribed in subparagraph (C) exists in a State 
as of October 1, 1998, the Secretary shall 
withhold, on October 1, 1998, 5 percent of the 
amount required to be apportioned to the 
State under each of paragraphs (1), (2), (5), 
and (6) of section 104(b) for fiscal year 1998. 

(B) FISCAL YEARS THEREAFTER.—If the 
condition described in subparagraph (C) ex- 
ists in a State as of October 1, 1999, or any 
October 1 thereafter, the Secretary shall 
withhold, on that October 1, 10 percent of the 
amount required to be apportioned to the 
State under each of paragraphs (1), (2), (5), 
and (6) of section 104(b) for the fiscal year be- 
ginning on that October 1. 

(O) CONDITION.—The condition referred to 
in subparagraphs (A) and (В) is that an indi- 
vidual under the age of 21 who has a blood al- 
cohol concentration of 0.02 percent or great- 
er when operating a motor vehicle in the 
State is not considered to be driving while 
intoxicated or driving under the influence of 
alcohol.”’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking “AFTER 
THE FIRST YEAR” and inserting ‘PURCHASE 
AND POSSESSION OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES BY 
MINORS”’. 

SEC. 149. CONTINGENT COMMITMENTS. 

At the end of section 5309(g)(4) of title 49, 
United States Code, add the following new 
sentence: “Тһе Secretary may enter future 
obligations in excess of 50 percent of said un- 
committed cash balance for the purpose of 
contingent commitments for projects au- 
thorized under section 3032 of Public Law 
102-240.”. 

БЕС. 150. AVAILABILITY OF CERTAIN FUNDS FOR 
BOSTON-TO-PORTLAND RAIL COR- 
RIDOR. 

Section 5309 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing new subsection: 

„p) BOSTON-TO-PORTLAND RAIL COR- 
RIDOR.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
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of law, up to $3,600,000 of the funds made 
available under this section for the rail cor- 
ridor between Boston, Massachusetts and 
Portland, Maine may be used to pay for oper- 
ating costs arising in connection with such 
rail corridor under section 5333(b)."’. 


SEC. 151. REVISION OF AUTHORITY OF 
MULTIYEAR CONTRACTS. 


Section 3035(ww) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Public 
Law 102-240; 105 Stat. 2136) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: “ОГ the 
funds provided by this subsection, $100,000,000 
is authorized to be appropriated for region- 
ally significant ground transportation 
projects in the State of Hawaii.“ 


SEC. 152. FEASIBILITY STUDY OF EVACUATION 
ROUTES FOR LOUISIANA COASTAL 
AREAS, 


Notwithstanding any other provisions of 
law, section 1105(e)(2) of Public Law 102-240 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new sentence: “A feasibility study may be 
conducted under this subsection to identify 
routes that will expedite future emergency 
evacuations of coastal areas of Louisiana.“ 


SEC. 153. 34TH STREET CORRIDOR PROJECT IN 
MOORHEAD, MINNESOTA. 

Section 149(а)(5)(А) of the Surface Trans- 
portation and Uniform Relocation Assist- 
ance Act of 1987 (Public Law 100-17; 101 Stat. 
181) is amended— 

(1) in clause (i), by striking and“ at the 
end; and 

(2) by inserting “апа wy a safety over- 
pass,” after “interchange,” 

SEC. 184. SAFETY BELT USE LAW REQUIREMENTS 
ІН NEW HAMPSHIRE AND MAINE. 

The a of New Hampshire and the State 
of Maine shall be deemed as having met the 
safety belt use law requirements of section 
153 of title 23, United States Code, upon cer- 
tification by the Secretary of Transportation 
that the State has achieved— 

(1) a safety belt use rate in each of fiscal 
years ending September 30, 1995 and Septem- 
ber 30, 1996, of not less than 50 percent; and 

(2) a safety belt use rate in each succeeding 
fiscal year thereafter of not less than the па- 
tional average safety belt use rate, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Transportation. 


SEC. 155. REPORT ON ACCELERATED VEHICLE 
RETIREMENT PROGRAMS. 


Not later than 180 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency shall 
transmit to Congress a report evaluating the 
effectiveness of all accelerated vehicle re- 
tirement programs described іп section 
108(f(1 AM xvi) of the Clean Air Act (42 
U.S.C. 7408(1)(1)(A)(xvi)) in existence оп the 
date of enactment of this Act. The report 
shall evaluate— 

(1) the certainties of emissions reductions 
gained from each program; 

(2) the variability of emissions of retired 
vehicles; 

(3) the reduction in the number of vehicle 
miles traveled by the vehicles retired as a re- 
sult of each program; 

(4) the subsequent actions of vehicle own- 
ers participating in each program concerning 
the purchase of a new or used vehicle or the 
use of such a vehicle; 

(5) the length of the credit given to a pur- 
chaser of a retired vehicle under each pro- 


gram; 
(6) equity impacts of the programs on the 
used car market for buyers and sellers; and 
(7) such other factors as the Administrator 
determines appropriate. 
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SEC. 156. INTERCITY RAIL INFRASTRUCTURE IN- 
VESTMENT FROM MASS TRANSIT AC- 
COUNT OF HIGHWAY TRUST FUND. 

Section 5323 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing new subsection: 

m) INTERCITY RAIL INFRASTRUCTURE IN- 
VESTMENT.—Any assistance provided to a 
State that does not have Amtrak service as 
of date of enactment of this Act from the 
Mass Transit Account of the Highway Trust 
Fund may be used for capital improvements 
to, and operating support for, intercity pas- 
senger rail service.“. 

SEC. 157. MORATORIUM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, no agency of the Fed- 
eral Government may take any action to 
prepare, promulgate, or implement any rule 
or regulation addressing rights-of-way au- 
thorized pursuant to Revised Statutes 2477 
(43 U.S.C. 932), as such law was in effect prior 
to October 21, 1976. 

(b) SUNSET.—This section shall cease to 
have any force or effect after December 1, 
1995. 

TITLE II—NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION 
INTERSTATE TRANSPORTATION AU- 
THORITY 

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the National 
Capital Region Interstate Transportation 
Authority Act of 1995”, 

БЕС. 202. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 

(1) traffic congestion imposes serious eco- 
nomic burdens on the metropolitan Washing- 
ton, D.C., area, costing each commuter ап 
estimated $1,000 per year; 

(2) the volume of traffic in the metropoli- 
tan Washington, D.C., area is expected to in- 
crease by more than 70 percent between 1990 
and 2020; 

(8) the deterioration of the Woodrow Wil- 
son Memorial Bridge and the growing popu- 
lation of the metropolitan Washington, D.C., 
area contribute significantly to traffic con- 
gestion; 

(4) the Bridge serves as a vital link in the 
Interstate System and in the Northeast cor- 
ridor; 

(5) identifying alternative methods for 
maintaining this vital link of the Interstate 
System is critical to addressing the traffic 
congestion of the area; 

(6) the Bridge is— 

(A) the only drawbridge in the metropoli- 
tan Washington, D.C., area on the Interstate 
System; 

(B) the only segment of the Capital Belt- 
way with only 6 lanes; and 

(C) the only segment of the Capital Belt- 
way with a remaining expected life of less 
than 10 years; 

(7) the Bridge is the only part of the Inter- 
state System owned by the Federal Govern- 
ment; 

(8)(A) the Bridge was constructed by the 
Federal Government; 

(B) prior to the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Federal Government has contrib- 
uted 100 percent of the cost of building and 
rehabilitating the Bridge; and 

(C) the Federal Government has a continu- 
ing responsibility to fund future costs associ- 
ated with the upgrading of the Interstate 
Route 95 crossing, including the rehabilita- 
tion and reconstruction of the Bridge; 

(9) the Woodrow Wilson Bridge Coordina- 
tion Committee, established by the Federal 
Highway Administration and comprised of 
representatives of Federal, State, and local 
governments, is undertaking planning stud- 
ies pertaining to the Bridge, consistent with 
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the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and other applica- 
ble Federal laws; 

(10) the transfer of ownership of the Bridge 
to a regional entity under the terms and con- 
ditions described in this title would foster 
regional transportation planning efforts to 
identify solutions to the growing problem of 
traffic congestion on and around the Bridge; 

(11) any material change to the Bridge 
must take into account the interests of near- 
by communities, the commuting public, Fed- 
eral, State, and local government organiza- 
tions, and other affected groups; and 

(12) a commission of congressional, State, 
and local officials and transportation rep- 
resentatives has recommended to the Sec- 
retary of Transportation that the Bridge be 
transferred to an independent authority to 
be established by the Capital Region juris- 
dictions. 

SEC. 203. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this title are— 

(1) to grant consent to the Commonwealth 
of Virginia, the State of Maryland, and the 
District of Columbia to establish the Na- 
tional Capital Region Interstate Transpor- 
tation Authority; and 

(2) to authorize the transfer of ownership 
of the Bridge to the Authority for the pur- 
poses of owning, constructing, maintaining, 
and operating a bridge or tunnel or a bridge 
and tunnel project across the Potomac 
River. 

SEC, 204. DEFINITIONS, 

In this title: 

а) AUTHORITY.—The term “Authority” 
means the National Capital Region Inter- 
state Transportation Authority authorized 
by this title and by similar enactment by 
each of the Capital Region jurisdictions. 

(2) AUTHORITY FACILITY.—The term Au- 
thority facility“ means— 

(A) the Bridge (as in existence on the date 
of enactment of this Act); 

(B) any southern Capital Beltway crossing 
of the Potomac River constructed in the vi- 
cinity of the Bridge after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act; or 

(C) any building, improvement, addition, 
extension, replacement, appurtenance, land, 
interest in land, water right, air right, fran- 
chise, machinery, equipment, furnishing, 
landscaping, easement, utility, approach, 
roadway, or other facility necessary or desir- 
able in connection with or incidental to a fa- 
cility described in subparagraph (A) or (B). 

(3) BOARD.—The term Board' means the 
board of directors of the Authority estab- 
lished under section 206. 

(4) BRIDGE.—The term Bridge“ means the 
Woodrow Wilson Memorial Bridge across the 
Potomac River. 

(5) CAPITAL REGION JURISDICTION.—The 
term Capital Region jurisdiction” means— 

(A) the Commonwealth of Virginia; 

(B) the State of Maryland; or 

(C) the District of Columbia. 

(6) INTERSTATE SYSTEM.—The term Inter- 
state System” means the Dwight D. Eisen- 
hower National System of Interstate and De- 
fense Highways designated under section 
103(е) of title 23, United States Code. 

(7) NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION.—The term 
National Capital Region“ means the region 
consisting of the metropolitan areas of— 

(AXi) the cities of Alexandria, Fairfax, and 
Falls Church, Virginia; and 

(ii) the counties of Arlington and Fairfax, 
Virginia, and the political subdivisions of 
the Commonwealth of Virginia located in 
the counties; 

(B) the counties of Montgomery and Prince 
Georges, Maryland, and the political subdivi- 
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sions of the State of Maryland located in the 
counties; and 

(C) the District of Columbia. 

(8) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of Transportation. 

SEC. 205. ESTABLISHMENT OF AUTHORITY. 

(a) CONSENT TO AGREEMENT.—Congress 
grants consent to the Commonwealth of Vir- 
ginia, the State of Maryland, and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to enter into an interstate 
agreement or compact to establish the Na- 
tional Capital Region Interstate Transpor- 
tation Authority in accordance with this 
title. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF AUTHORITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—On execution of the inter- 
state agreement or compact described in 
subsection (a), the Authority shall be consid- 
ered to be established. 

(2) GENERAL POWERS.—The Authority shall 
be a body corporate and politic, independent 
of all other bodies and jurisdictions, having 
the powers and jurisdiction described in this 
title and such additional powers as are con- 
ferred on the Authority by the Capital Re- 
gion jurisdictions, to the extent that the ad- 
ditional powers are consistent with this 
title. 

БЕС. 206. GOVERNMENT OF AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Authority shall be 
governed in accordance with this section and 
with the terms of any interstate agreement 
or compact relating to the Authority that is 
consistent with this title. 

(b) Волвр.-Тһе Authority shall be gov- 
erned by a board of directors consisting of 12 
members appointed by the Capital Region ju- 
risdictions and 1 member appointed by the 
Secretary. 

(c) QUALIFICATIONS.—One member of the 
Board shall have an appropriate background 
in finance, construction lending, or infra- 
structure policy. 

(d) CHAIRPERSON.—The chairperson of the 
Board shall be elected biennially by the 
members of the Board. 

(e) SECRETARY AND TREASURER.—The Board 
may— 

(1) biennially elect a secretary and a treas- 
urer, or a secretary-treasurer, without re- 
gard to whether the individual is a member 
of the Board; and 

(2) prescribe the powers and duties of the 
secretary and treasurer, or the secretary- 
treasurer. 

(f) TERMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), a member of the Board shall 
serve for a 6-year term, and shall continue to 
serve until the successor of the member has 
been appointed in accordance with this sub- 
section. 

(2) INITIAL APPOINTMENTS.— 

(A) BY CAPITAL REGION JURISDICTIONS.— 
Members initially appointed to the Board by 
a Capital Region jurisdiction shall be ap- 
pointed for the following terms: 

(i) 1 member shall be appointed for a 6-year 
term. 

(ii) 1 member shall be appointed for a 4- 
year term. 

(iii) 2 members shall each be appointed for 
a 2-year term. 

(B) BY SECRETARY.—The member of the 
Board appointed by the Secretary shall be 
appointed for a 6-year term. 

(3) FAILURE TO APPOINT.—The failure of a 
Capital Region jurisdiction to appoint 1 or 
more members of the Board, as provided in 
this subsection, shall not impair the estab- 
lishment of the Authority if the condition of 
the establishment described in section 
205(0)(1) has been met. 
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(4) VACANCIES.—Subject to paragraph (5), a 
person appointed to fill a vacancy on the 
Board shall serve for the unexpired term. 

(5) REAPPOINTMENTS.—A member of the 
Board shall be eligible for reappointment for 
1 additional term. 

(6) PERSONAL LIABILITY OF MEMBERS.—A 
member of the Board, including any nonvot- 
ing member, shall not be personally liable 
for— 

(A) any action taken in the capacity of the 
member as a member of the Board; or 

(B) any note, bond, or other financial obli- 
gation of the Authority. 

(7) QuoRUM.— 

(А) IN GENERAL,—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), for the purpose of carrying out the busi- 
ness of the Authority, 7 members of the 
Board shall constitute a quorum. 

(B) APPROVAL OF BOND ISSUES AND BUDG- 
ET.—Eight affirmative votes of the members 
of the Board shall be required to approve 
bond issues and the annual budget of the Au- 
thority. | 

(8) COMPENSATION.—A member of the Board 
shall serve without compensation and shall 
reside within a Capital Region jurisdiction. 

(9) EXPENSES.—A member of the Board 
shall be entitled to reimbursement for the 
expenses of the member incurred in attend- 
ing a meeting of the Board or while other- 
wise engaged in carrying out the duties of 
the Board. 

SEC. 207. OWNERSHIP OF BRIDGE. 

(a) CONVEYANCE BY SECRETARY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—After the Capital Region 
jurisdictions enter into the agreement de- 
scribed in subsection (c), the Secretary shall 
convey all right, title, and interest of the 
Department of Transportation in and to the 
Bridge to the Authority. Except as provided 
in paragraph (2), upon conveyance by the 
Secretary, the Authority shall accept the 
right, title, and interest in and to the 
Bridge, and all duties and responsibilities as- 
sociated with the Bridge. 

(2) INTERIM RESPONSIBILITIES.—Until such 
time as a new crossing of the Potomac River 
described in section 208 is constructed and 
operational, the conveyance under paragraph 
(1) shall in no way— 

(A) relieve the Capital Region jurisdictions 
of the sole and exclusive responsibility to 
maintain and operate the Bridge; or 

(B) relieve the Secretary of the responsibil- 
ity to rehabilitate the Bridge or to comply 
with the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and all other 
requirements applicable with respect to the 
Bridge. 

(b) CONVEYANCE BY THE SECRETARY OF THE 
INTERIOR.—At the same time as the convey- 
ance of the Bridge by the Secretary under 
subsection (a), the Secretary of the Interior 
shall transfer to the Authority all right, 
title, and interest of the Department of the 
Interior in and to such land under or adja- 
cent to the Bridge as is necessary to carry 
out section 208. Upon conveyance by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, the Authority shall 
accept the right, title, and interest in and to 
the land. 

(c) AGREEMENT.—The agreement referred 
to in subsection (a) is an agreement among 
the Secretary, the Governors of the Com- 
monwealth of Virginia and the State of 
Maryland, and the Mayor of the District of 
Columbia as to the Federal share of the cost 
of the activities carried out under section 
208. 

SEC. 208. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS AND CON- 
STRUCTION. 

The Authority shall take such action as is 

necessary to address the need of the National 
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Capital Region for an enhanced southern 
Capital Beltway crossing of the Potomac 
River that serves the traffic corridor of the 
Bridge (as in existence on the date of enact- 
ment of this Act), in accordance with the 
recommendations in the final environmental 
impact statement prepared by the Secretary. 
The Authority shall have the sole respon- 
sibility for the ownership, construction, op- 
eration, and maintenance of a new crossing 
of the Potomac River. 

SEC. 209. ADDITIONAL POWERS AND RESPON- 

SIBILITIES OF AUTHORITY. 

In addition to the powers and responsibil- 
ities of the Authority under the other provi- 
sions of this title and under any interstate 
agreement or compact relating to the Au- 
thority that is consistent with this title, the 
Authority shall have all powers necessary 
and appropriate to carry out the duties of 
the Authority, including the power— 

(1) to adopt and amend any bylaw that is 
necessary for the regulation of the affairs of 
the Authority and the conduct of the busi- 
ness of the Authority; 

(2) to adopt and amend any regulation that 
is necessary to carry out the powers of the 
Authority; 

(3) subject to section 207(a)(2), to plan, es- 
tablish, finance, operate, develop, construct, 
enlarge, maintain, equip, or protect the 
Bridge or a new crossing of the Potomac 
River described in section 208; 

(4) to employ, in the discretion of the Au- 
thority, a consulting engineer, attorney, ac- 
countant, construction or financial expert, 
superintendent, or manager, or such other 
employee or agent as is necessary, and to fix 
the compensation and benefits of the em- 
ployee or agent, except that— 

(A) an employee of the Authority shall not 
engage in an activity described in section 
7116(b)(7) of title 5, United States Code, with 
respect to the Authority; and 

(B) an employment agreement entered into 
by the Authority shall contain an explicit 
prohibition against an activity described in 
subparagraph (A) with respect to the Author- 
ity by an employee covered by the agree- 
ment; 

(5) to— 

(A) acquire personal and real property (in- 
cluding land lying under water and riparian 
rights), or any easement or other interest in 
real property, by purchase, lease, gift, trans- 
fer, or exchange; and 

(B) exercise such powers of eminent do- 
main in the Capital Region jurisdictions as 
are conferred on the Authority by the Cap- 
ital Region jurisdictions, in the exercise of 
the powers and the performance of the duties 
of the Authority; 

(6) to apply for and accept any property, 
material, service, payment, appropriation, 
grant, gift, loan, advance, or other fund that 
is transferred or made available to the Au- 
thority by the Federal Government or by 
any other public or private entity or individ- 
ual; 

(7) to borrow money on a short-term basis 
and issue notes of the Authority for the bor- 
rowing payable on such terms and conditions 
as the Board considers advisable, and to 
issue bonds in the discretion of the Author- 
ity for any purpose consistent with this 
title, which notes and bonds— 

(A) shall not constitute a debt of the Unit- 
ed States, a Capital Region jurisdiction, or 
any political subdivision of the United 
States or a Capital Region jurisdiction; and 

(B) may be secured solely by the general 
revenues of the Authority, or solely by the 
income and revenues of the Bridge or a new 
crossing of the Potomac River described in 
section 208; 
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(8) to fix, revise, charge, and collect any 
reasonable toll or other charge; 

(9) to enter into any contract or agreement 
necessary or appropriate to the performance 
of the duties of the Authority or the proper 
operation of the Bridge or a new crossing of 
the Potomac River described in section 208; 

(10) to make any payment necessary to re- 
imburse a local political subdivision having 
jurisdiction over an area where the Bridge or 
а new crossing of the Potomac River is situ- 
ated for any extraordinary law enforcement 
cost incurred by the subdivision in connec- 
tion with the Authority facility; 

(11) to enter into partnerships or grant 
concessions between the public and private 
sectors for the purpose of— 

(A) financing, constructing, maintaining, 
improving, or operating the Bridge or a new 
crossing of the Potomac River described in 
section 208; or 

(B) fostering development of a new trans- 
portation technology; 

(12) to obtain any necessary Federal au- 
thorization, permit, or approval for the con- 
struction, repair, maintenance, or operation 
of the Bridge or a new crossing of the Poto- 
mac River described in section 208; 

(13) to adopt an official seal and alter the 
seal, as the Board considers appropriate; 

(14) to appoint 1 or more advisory commit- 
tees; 

(15) to sue and be sued in the name of the 
Authority; and 

(16) to carry out any activity necessary or 
appropriate to the exercise of the powers or 
performance of the duties of the Authority 
under this title and under any interstate 
agreement or compact relating to the Au- 
thority that is consistent with this title, if 
the activity is coordinated and consistent 
with the transportation planning process im- 
plemented by the metropolitan planning or- 
ganization for the Washington, District of 
Columbia, metropolitan area under section 
134 of title 23, United States Code, and sec- 
tion 5303 of title 49, United States Code. 

SEC. 210, FUNDING. 

(a) SET-ASIDE.—Section 104 of title 23, 
United States Code (as amended by section 
125(b)(2)(A)), is further amended— 

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (b), 
by striking “subsection (f) of this section“ 
and inserting ‘‘subsections (f) and (i)“; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (i) as sub- 
section (j); and 

(3) by inserting before subsection (j) the 
following: 

“(i) WOODROW WILSON MEMORIAL BRIDGE.— 
Before making an apportionment of funds 
under subsection (b), the Secretary shall set 
aside $17,550,000 for fiscal year 1996 and 
$80,050,000 for fiscal year 1997 for the rehabili- 
tation of the Woodrow Wilson Memorial 
Bridge and for the planning, preliminary de- 
sign, engineering, and acquisition of a right- 
of-way for, and construction of, a new cross- 
ing of the Potomac River.“. 

(0) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23.—Funds 
made available under this section shall be 
available for obligation in the manner pro- 
vided for funds apportioned under chapter 1 
of title 23, United States Code, except that— 

(1) the Federal share of the cost of any 
project funded under this section shall be 100 
percent; and 

(2) the funds made available under this sec- 
tion shall remain available until expended. 

(с) Srupy.—Not later than Мау 31, 1997, the 
Secretary, in consultation with each of the 
Capital Region jurisdictions, shall prepare 
and submit to Congress a report identifying 
the necessary Federal share of the cost of 
the activities to be carried out under section 
208. 
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(d) DISTRIBUTION OF OBLIGATION AUTHOR- 
ІТҮ.-бесбіоп 1002(е)(3) of the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 (Public Law 102-240; 23 U.S.C. 104 note) is 
amended by inserting before the period at 
the end the following: “апа the National 
Capital Region Interstate Transportation 
Authority Act of 1995”, 

(е) REMOVAL OF ISTEA AUTHORIZATION FOR 
BRIDGE REHABILITATION.—Section 1069 of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-240; 105 
Stat. 2009) is amended by striking subsection 
(i). 

SEC. 211. AVAILABILITY OF PRIOR AUTHORIZA- 
TIONS. 


In addition to the funds made available 
under section 210, any funds made available 
for the rehabilitation of the Bridge under 
sections 1069(i) and 1103(b) of the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 (Public Law 102-240; 105 Stat. 2009 and 
2028) (as in effect prior to the amendment 
made by section 210(e)) shall continue to be 
available after the conveyance of the Bridge 
to the Authority under section 207(a), in ac- 
cordance with the terms under which the 
funds were made available under the Act. 

TITLE HI—-FEDERAL HIGHWAY AND 

RAILROAD GRADE CROSSING SAFETY 
SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “Federal 
Highway and Railroad Grade Crossing Safety 
Act of 1995”, 

БЕС. 302. INTELLIGENT VEHICLE-HIGHWAY SYS- 
TEMS. 


In implementing the Intelligent Vehicle- 
Highway Systems Act of 1991 (23 U.S.C. 307 
note), the Secretary of Transportation shall 
ensure that the National Intelligent Vehicle- 
Highway Systems Program addresses, in a 
comprehensive and coordinated manner, the 
use of intelligent vehicle-highway tech- 
nologies to promote safety at railroad-high- 
way grade crossings. The Secretary of Trans- 
portation shall ensure that two or more 
operational tests funded under such Act 
shall promote highway traffic safety and 
railroad safety. 

SEC. 303, STATE HIGHWAY SAFETY MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEMS. 


(a) AMENDMENT OF REGULATIONS.—The Sec- 
retary of Transportation shall conduct a 
rulemaking proceeding to amend the regula- 
tions under section 500.407 of title 23, Code of 
Federal Regulations, to require that each 
highway safety management system devel- 
oped, established, and implemented by a 
State shall, among countermeasures and pri- 
orities established under subsection (b)(2) of 
that section— 

(1) include public railroad-highway grade- 
crossing closure plans that are aimed at 
eliminating high-risk or redundant crossings 
(as defined by the Secretary); 

(2) include railroad-highway grade-crossing 
policies that limit the creation of new at- 
grade crossings for vehicle or pedestrian 
traffic, recreational use, or any other pur- 
pose; and 

(3) include plans for State policies, pro- 
grams, and resources to further reduce death 
and injury at high-risk railroad-highway 
grade crossings. 

(b) DEADLINE.—The Secretary of Transpor- 
tation shall complete the rulemaking pro- 
ceeding described in subsection (a) and pre- 
scribe the required amended regulations, not 
later than one year after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act. 

БЕС. 304. VIOLATION OF GRADE-CROSSING LAWS 
AND REGULATIONS. 

(a) FEDERAL REGULATIONS.—Section 31311 

of title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
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adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

“(h) GRADE-CROSSING VIOLATIONS.— 

“(1) SANCTIONS.—The Secretary shall issue 
regulations establishing sanctions and pen- 
alties relating to violations, by persons oper- 
ating commercial motor vehicles, of laws 
and regulations pertaining to railroad-high- 
way grade crossings. 

*(2) MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS.—Regulations 
issued under paragraph (1) shall, at a mini- 
mum, require that— 

“(А) the penalty for a single violation shall 
not be less than a 60-day disqualification of 
the driver's commercial driver's license; and 

B) any employer that knowingly allows, 
permits, authorizes, or requires an employee 
to operate a commercial motor vehicle in 
violation of such a law or regulation shall be 
subject to a civil penalty of not more than 
810.000.“ 

(b) DEADLINE.—The initial regulations re- 
quired under section 31310(h) of title 49, Unit- 
ed States Code, shall be issued not later than 
one year after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

(с) STATE REGULATIONS.—Section 31311(а) 
of title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

“(18) GRADE-CROSSING REGULATIONS.—The 
State shall adopt and enforce regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary under section 
31310(h) of this title.“. 

БЕС. 305, SAFETY ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) COOPERATION BETWEEN FEDERAL AND 
STATE AGENCIES.—The National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration, and the Of- 
fice of Motor Carriers within the Federal 
Highway Administration, shall on a continu- 
ing basis cooperate and work with the Na- 
tional Association of Governors’ Highway 
Safety Representatives, the Commercial Ve- 
hicle Safety Alliance, and Operation Life- 
saver, Inc., to improve compliance with and 
enforcement of laws and regulations pertain- 
ing to railroad-highway grade crossings. 

(b) REPORT.—The Secretary of Transpor- 
tation shall submit a report to Congress by 
January 1, 1996, indicating (1) how the De- 
partment worked with the above mentioned 
entities to improve the awareness of the 
highway and commercial vehicle safety and 
law enforcement communities of regulations 
and safety challenges at railroad-highway 
grade crossings, and (2) how resources are 
being allocated to better address these chal- 
lenges and enforce such regulations, 

SEC, 306. CROSSING ELIMINATION; STATEWIDE 
CROSSING FREEZE. 4 

(а) STATEMENT ОҒ POLICY.— 

() Railroad-highway grade crossings 
present inherent hazards to the safety of 
railroad operations and to the safety of per- 
sons using those crossings. It is in the public 
interest— 

(A) to eliminate redundant and high risk 
railroad-highway grade crossings; and 

(B) to limit the creation of new crossings 
to the minimum necessary to provide for the 
reasonable mobility of the American people 
and their property, including emergency ac- 
cess. 

(2) Elimination of redundant and high-risk 
railroad-highway grade crossings is nec- 
essary to permit optimum use of available 
funds to improve the safety of remaining 
crossings, including funds provided under 
Federal law. 

(3) Effective programs to reduce the num- 
ber of unneeded railroad-highway grade 
crossings, and to close those crossings that 
cannot be made reasonably safe (due to rea- 
sons of topography, angles of intersection, 
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etc.), require the partnership of Federal, 
State, and local officials and agencies, and 
affected railroads. 

(4) Promotion of a balanced national trans- 
portation system requires that highway 
planning specifically take into consideration 
the interface between highways and the na- 
tional railroad system. 

(b) PARTNERSHIP AND OVERSIGHT.—The Sec- 
retary shall foster a partnership among Fed- 
eral, State, and local transportation officials 
and agencies to reduce the number of rail- 
road-highway grade crossings and to improve 
safety at remaining crossings. The Secretary 
shall make provisions for periodic review to 
ensure that each State (including State sub- 
divisions and local governments) is making 
substantial, continued progress toward 
achievement of the purposes of this section. 

(c) CROSSING FREEZE.—If, upon review, and 
after opportunity for a hearing, the Sec- 
retary determines that a State or political 
subdivision thereof has failed to make sub- 
stantial, continued progress toward achieve- 
ment of the purposes of this section, then 
the Secretary shall impose a limit on the 
maximum number of public railroad-high- 
way grade crossings in that State. The limi- 
tation imposed by the Secretary under this 
subsection shall remain in effect until the 
State demonstrates compliance with the re- 
quirements of this section. In addition, the 
Secretary may, for a period of not more than 
3 years after such a determination, require 
compliance with specific numeric targets for 
net reductions in the number of railroad- 
highway grade crossings (including specifica- 
tion of hazard categories with which such 
crossings are associated). 

(4) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
issue such regulations as may be necessary 
to carry out this section. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. SHUSTER 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. SHUSTER moves to strike all after the 
enacting clause of S. 440 and insert in lieu 
thereof the text of H.R. 2274 as passed by the 
House. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title of the Senate bill was 
amended so as to read: “А bill to 
amend title 23, United States Code, to 
designate the National Highway Sys- 
tem, and for other purposes.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

A similar House bill (H.R. 2274) was 
laid on the table. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, pursu- 
ant to clause 1 of rule XX and at the di- 
rection of the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure, I move to in- 
sist on the House amendments to S. 440 
and to request a conference with the 
Senate thereon. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the Chair appoints the fol- 
lowing conferees: 

From the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure for consider- 
ation of the Senate bill and the House 
amendments, and modifications com- 
mitted to conference: Messrs. SHUSTER, 
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CLINGER, PETRI, EMERSON, LAHOOD, MI- 
NETA, OBERSTAR, and RAHALL. 
There was no objection. 


REQUEST TO SPEAK OUT OF 
ORDER 


Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak out of 
order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I am inquiring is 
this а 1-minute? What is the period of 
time being granted to the gentleman? 

Mr. GIBBONS. Three minutes, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman has asked for 3 minutes. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Florida? 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec- 
tion is heard. 


REQUEST TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 
FOR 1 MINUTE 


Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak out of 
order for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec- 
tion is heard. 


REQUEST TO SPEAK ON POINT OF 
PERSONAL PRIVILEGE 


Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak on a point 
of personal privilege. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair cannot entertain a unanimous- 
consent request to speak on a point of 
personal privilege. 


FREE AND FULL DEBATE MUST 
BE ALLOWED IN THE HOUSE 


(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
want to turn this body into an authori- 
tarian dictatorship, but recently, in 
the Ways and Means Committee I at- 
tended a meeting regularly called and I 
attempted to speak on a motion that 
was being made. I was immediately cut 
off by a parliamentary maneuver, and 
not given a chance to speak. 


П 1800 


I have been here 33 years, Mr. Speak- 
er. I do not believe I have ever seen 
that happen, I know in the Committee 
on Ways and Means, and I have never 
seen it happen on this floor. I know 
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that my Republican friends are trying 
to hide their Medicare program from 
the American public, and we are doing 
the best we can to let the American 
public know what is going on. But the 
kind of parliamentary procedure I see 
around here now shocks me. This body 
is going to be seriously injured if we 
act in an authoritarian way and allow 
no debate. 


CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1817, 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION АР- 
PROPRIATIONS АСТ, 1996 


Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 223 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 223 

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso- 
lution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report to accompany the bill 
(H.R. 1817) making appropriations for the fis- 
cal year ending September 30, 1996, and for 
other purposes. All points of order against 
the conference report and against its consid- 
eration are waived. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Colorado [Mr. MCINNIS] is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. HALL], pending which I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. During the consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

House Resolution 223 is a straight- 
forward resolution. The proposed rule 
merely waives all points of order 
against the conference report and 
against its consideration. This resolu- 
tion was reported out of the Committee 
on Rules by voice vote. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report 
on H.R. 1817, the legislation making ap- 
propriations for military construction, 
family housing, and base realignment 
and closure for the Department of De- 
fense for fiscal year 1996 is critical leg- 
islation. This conference report appro- 
priates $11.2 billion in fiscal year 1996, 
the same as the House-passed bill, and 
$2.5 billion more than in fiscal year 
1995. Additionally, 40 percent of the 
funds in the bill are appropriated for 
family housing. Furthermore, $3.9 bil- 
lion, 35 percent of the total bill, is ap- 
propriated for base realignment and 
closure. I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port the rule as well as the underlying 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com- 
mend my colleague from Colorado, Mr. 
MCINNIS, аз well as my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle for bringing 
this rule to the floor. 
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House Resolution 223 makes it in 
order to consider the conference report 
on Н.В. 1817, the military construction 
appropriation bill for fiscal 1996 and 
waives all points of order against the 
conference report. The Rules Commit- 
tee reported the rule without opposi- 
tion by voice vote. 

The conference report on H.R. 1817 
appropriates $4.3 billion for family 
housing, $3.9 billion for base realign- 
ment and closure projects, and $2.8 bil- 
lion for other military construction. 
The funds will allow the Department of 
Defense to maintain adequate housing 
for members of the Armed Forces. It 
will also provide construction funds for 
upgrading existing structures and 
building new facilities. 

I am pleased that the conference re- 
port includes $10 million for construc- 
tion projects at Wright-Patterson Air 
Force Base. This includes $4.1 million 
to upgrade a 40-year-old electrical dis- 
tribution system that supports labora- 
tories on the base. The funds also in- 
clude $5.9 million for a much-needed 
renovation of 66 units of housing at 
Page Manor, a neighborhood of homes 
for junior officers and enlisted person- 
nel at Wright-Patterson. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the 
rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further speak- 
ers, and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, I yield back 
the balance of my time, and I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to House Resolution 223, I 
call up the conference report on the 
bill (H.R. 1817) making appropriations 
for military construction, family hous- 
ing, and base realignment and closure 
for the Department of Defense for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, 
and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the conference report is 
considered as having been read. 

(For conference report and state- 
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
September 14, 1995, at page H8954.) 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I have a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state it. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I understand 
the rulings of the House provide that 
when the subcommittee chair and the 
ranking member are both in favor of 
the bill, that one-third of the time 
shall be allotted to allow a Member op- 
posed to the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
HEFNER] in favor of the conference re- 
port? 
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Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I am in 
favor of the conference report, yes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from North Carolina is in favor. 
The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
OBEY] is correct. There could be a 
three-way split of the time. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I would ask 
that I might be allotted one-third of 
the time being in opposition to the bill. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, we 
have no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair assumes the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] is opposed to the 
conference report? 

Mr. OBEY. He certainly is. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 2(a) of rule XXVIII, the 
gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH] will be recognized for 20 
minutes, the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. HEFNER] will be recog- 
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will 
be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from Nevada [Mrs. VUCANO- 
МОН]. 
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Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report 
we present to the House today for mili- 
tary construction, family housing and 
base closure recommends a total appro- 
priation of $11.2 billion. This represents 
a $479 million increase over the Presi- 
dent's request and а $2.4 billion in- 
crease over fiscal year 1995. Mr. Speak- 
er, this is the exact level of funding 
which passed the House in June by a 
vote of 319 to 105. 

Mr. Speaker, the House conferees had 
more than 200 differences to resolve, 
representing over $1 billion. We have 
done so in an equitable manner. At the 
same time, we held to our priorities 
and provided an additional $223 million 
for troop housing and $186 million for 
family housing above the President’s 
request. 

Overall, the agreement recommends 
$4.3 billion for items related to family 
housing; $3.9 billion for the implemen- 
tation of base realignments and clo- 
sures; and $2.8 billion for military con- 
struction. In addition, $161 million is 
provided for the NATO Security Invest- 
ment Program. 
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Mr. Speaker, the projects to be im- 
plemented with this appropriation are 
still subject to authorization. While 
that conference is ongoing we have 
worked closely with the National Secu- 
rity Committee in crafting this bill. 
This cooperation has been invaluable 
and I understand they support this 
agreement. 


As always, I want to express my ap- 
preciation to all the members of the 
subcommittee and especially our rank- 
ing minority member, Mr. HEFNER, for 
his cooperation in crafting this agree- 
ment. It has been done in a bipartisan 
manner and is an equitable com- 
promise. 


I would like to thank staff members 
for their professional and expert help. 
We couldn’t do it without them. 


This bill represents an investment 
program that has significant payback 
in economic terms and in better living 
and working conditions for our mili- 
tary personnel and their families. I 
urge my colleagues to support this con- 
ference report. 


Mr. Speaker, I included statistical 
information for the RECORD. 


September 20, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 25899 
FY 1996 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS BILL (H.R. 1817) 


Conference 

FY 1995 FY 1996 compared with 

Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacted 

Military construction, Army.. 550,476,000 472,724,000 611,608,000 516,664,000 633,814,000 +83,338,000 
RESCISSION .... . . —— Ый — h 2:22 
Total, Military construction, Army (пе!) ............... ақымен N 550,476,000 472,724,000 611,608,000 510,419,000 633,814,000 +83,338,000 
Military construction, Navy......... 385,110,000 488,086,000 588,243,000 552,586,000 554,636,000 + 169,526,000 
Military construction, Air Force... 516,813,000 495,655,000 578,841,000 569,616,000 587,234,000 +70,421,000 
Re en зс» ө» қ -16,005,000 -8,765,000 -8,765,000 
578,841,000 553,611,000 578,489,000 +61,656,000 

728,332,000 828,078,000 640,357,000 +136,239,000 

— — -26,755,000 -23,521,000 -23,521,000 

728,332,000 801,323,000 616,836,000 +112,718,000 

Total, Active components 9 1,956,517,000 2,313,870,000 2,507,024,000 2,417,939,000 2,383,755,000 +427,238,000 
Military construction, Army National биага.................................. 188,062,000 18,480,000 72,537,000 156,357,000 137,110,000 -50,952,000 
Military construction, Air National Guard. 249,056,000 85,647,000 118,267,000 168,972,000 171,272,000 -77,784,000 
-6,700,000 -6,700,000 -6,700,000 

162,272,000 164,572,000 -84,484,000 

83,423,000 72,728,000 + 15,358,000 

7,920,000 19,055,000 -3,693,000 

35,447,000 36,482,000 -20,584,000 

445,419,000 429,947,000 -144,355,000 

2,791,948,000 2,863,358,000 2,813,702,000 +282,883,000 

(2,791 ,948,000) (2,919,063,000) (2,852,688,000) (+321,869,000) 


(-55,705,000) (-38,986,000) (-38,986,000) 


267,465,000 465,755,000 531,289,000 512,947,000 525,058,000 +257,593,000 
937,599,000 1,048,329,000 1,048,329,000 1,051,929,000 1,048,329,000 +110,730,000 


Total, Famity housing, Nawe. 1,205,064,000 1,514,084,000 1,579,618,000 1,564,876,000 1,573,387,000 +368,323,000 
Family housing, Air Force: 
249,003,000 294,503,000 267,137,000 297,738,000 +20,294,000 


849,213,000 863,213,000 850,059,000 849,213,000 +24,368,000 


-6,986,000 
Total, Family housing, Alt Force . tset. 1. 102.289.000 1.088. 218.000 1.150.730. 000 1.117.198, 000 1,146,951,000 +44,662,000 
350,000 3,772,000 3,772,000 3,772,000 3,772,000 +3,422,000 
29,031,000 30,467,000 30,467,000 42,367,000 30,467,000 + 1,436,000 
Total, Family housing, Defense Ne. . 34,239,000 34,239,000. 46,139,000 34,239,000 +4,858,000 
Department of Defense Family Housing Improvement Fund 1/.. 22,000,000 22,000,000 22,000,000 22,000,000 +22,000,000 


3,520,444,000 4,125,221,000 4,326,169,000 4,236,745,000 4,304,415,000 +783,971,000 
(715,261,000) (762,030,000) (955,964,000) (855,608,000) (943,224,000) (+227,963;000) 
(2,805,183,000) (3,265,605,000) (3,279605000) [3,283,551,000) (3,263,605,000) (+458,422,000) 
1 К (22,000,000) (22,000,000) (22,000,000) (22,000,000) (+22,000,000) 
(75,586,000) (+75,586,000) 


(133,000,000) 


+784,569,000 
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FY 1996 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS BILL (H.R. 1817) — continued 
Conference 
FY 1995 FY 1996 compared with 
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacted 
Procurement: General provisions sores —— б еее ерде көзөө бөө — e . e e  euneveetsetesesoventessossense + 10,421,000 
TOD hl . eee eee + 100,600,000 
8,735,400,000 10,697,995,000 11,177,009,000 11,158,995,000 11,177,008,000 %2,441,808,000 


(11,214,700,000) 


(10,697,995,000) (11,177,009,000) 


1/ Budget amendment submitted 6/2/95 (H.Doc. 104-80). 
2/ Budget amendment submitted 3/15/94 (H.Doc. 103-220, page 10). 
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Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of fis- 
cal year 1996’s military construction 
conference report and want to com- 
pliment the distinguished chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Military Con- 
struction for her fine work in this bill. 
I would like to congratulate her also 
on presiding over her first bill on mili- 
tary construction as the chairman of 
this subcommittee, and she has done a 
tremendous job. 

I would also be remiss if I did not 
congratulate the very fine staff that 
has worked so hard in a bipartisan 
manner to put together this—what we 
consider a very, very good bill. I would 
also like to say that over the course of 
hearings on this bill we invited all the 
services in, all the people that had any 
interest whatsoever in military con- 
struction, whether it be Members or 
people in the private sector. We had ex- 
tensive hearings, and we got a lot of in- 
formation from people all over the 
country and from individual Members 
in this House on concerns that they 
had, as far as it goes, for quality of life 
for our military personnel and for our 
families that are involved in service to 
this great country of ours. 

I think the gentlewoman basically 
covered all the numbers that we have 
come up with in this bill. It is some- 
what over the President’s request, and 
OMB has said that there could be some 
concern and there could be the possibil- 
ity of a veto of this bill, but certainly 
we hope that would not be the case, be- 
cause over the years we have worked 
very, very hard in this subcommittee 
addressing basically the quality of life 
for our men and women in our Armed 
Forces. We have continued to do that 
and we believe that this bill furthers 
the goal that will help us move forward 
to have better quality of life and help 
us with retention of the people that 
serve so nobly in our Armed Forces. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 6 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, in the next 45 days, this 
Congress will define—for years to 
come—our top priorities. We will de- 
cide how much we are going to gouge 
senior citizens on Medicare; we will de- 
cide how much we are going to threat- 
en the quality of children’s education, 
their ability to get student loans, their 
ability to get the assistance they will 
need in early childhood education pro- 
grams. 

We will decide how much we are 
going to clobber low-income senior 
citizens, who are desperately strug- 
gling to avoid a choice between heating 
their homes and paying their prescrip- 
tion drug bills and their bills for food. 
Yet, this Congress is apparently ready 
to pass a Pentagon spending bill which 
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will add billions of dollars to the 
amount requested by the President and 
the Pentagon leadership, and even on 
this bill, that warped sense of priorities 
continues. 
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Mr. Speaker, this conference report 
is $479 million over the amount re- 
quested by the President in his budget. 
It is almost $2% billion above the 
amount spent last year, and that is a 
28-percent increase in the amount that 
was spent last year. Of that amount, a 
significant portion is for what is 
known as quality-of-life projects such 
as barracks, child care centers, family 
housing. I do not begrudge anyone any 
of those projects, and I pose no objec- 
tion to any of them. I have other objec- 
tions to this bill, because this bill not 
only exceeds the amount requested by 
the President, but it adds significant 
amounts for unrequested projects, 
above the President’s request. 

The conference agreement funds 102 
unrequested projects, totaling some 
$801 million. Again, it is no Federal of- 
fense for the Congress to decide that it 
is going to fund some items that the 
President and the Pentagon have not 
asked for. That is our prerogative. 
However, I would point out that if we 
compare the House add-ons and the 
add-ons in the Senate, the Senate bill 
added a total of $774 million, of which 
only $303 million was for quality-of-life 
projects. 

While the conference agreement 
added some $430 million for quality-of- 
life, it also adds in excess of $370 mil- 
lion for non-quality-of-life. It contains 
funding for some 23 projects, totaling 
about $150 million, which are not even 
on the Pentagon's 5-year construction 
plan. That means that if we were to 
give the Pentagon all the money that 
they could spend for 5 years rather 
than 1 year for these construction 
projects, the Pentagon would still not 
choose to fund those 23 projects. It 
seems to me, at the very least, that the 
committee ought to reconsider the 
large amount of funding by which it 
has exceeded the Pentagon’s 5-year 
project request list. 

Because of that, and because the 
committee declined to further limit 
those kinds of projects, I feel I have no 
choice but to oppose the passage of this 
conference report. I have served on this 
subcommittee in the past, and I respect 
each and every member who serves on 
it. I would suggest that the lion’s share 
of the projects in this bill are fully jus- 
tifiable, but I do not believe, given the 
desperate condition of the budget, and 
given the excruciating competition for 
scarce dollars, that we can afford to be 
almost half a billion dollars above the 
request of the Pentagon and the Presi- 
dent for these projects. 

I would especially suggest that when 
we will be asked to vote very shortly 
on bills which make severe reductions 
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in other programs that are severely 
needed by working-class people in this 
country—whether it be in programs for 
low-income workers who are being 
gouged by the loss of the earned in- 
come tax credit, whose taxes are being 
raised by recommendations, for in- 
stance, of the Committee on Ways and 
Means—we are going to be asked to 
swallow packages like that at the same 
time that we are being asked to buy 
this huge increase in spending. To me, 
it indicates a very warped sense of pri- 
orities and a degree of excess that the 
country neither can afford nor wants 
at this point. Therefore, I would urge 
opposition to final passage of the con- 
ference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes and 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
HEFLEY], chairman of the Subcommit- 
tee on Military Installations and Fa- 
cilities of the Committee on National 
Security. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 1817, the mili- 
tary construction appropriations bill 
for fiscal year 1996. At the outset, as 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Military Installations and Facilities, I 
want to commend the chairman, the 
gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH], and the ranking Demo- 
cratic member of the subcommittee, 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. HEF- 
NER], for their commitment to working 
closely with the authorization commit- 
tee in putting together a military con- 
struction program for the coming year 
that addresses some of the most seri- 
ous deficiencies faced by the military 
services. 

Mr. Speaker, I remember lots of 
times when the authorization commit- 
tee around here is complaining that 
The appropriators do not pay any at- 
tention to what we do.” That was not 
the case. In fact, many times I was one 
of those complainers about various 
committees I have served on, but that 
was not the case at this point. If I had 
my druthers, I would say that I, too, 
prefer the bill that left the House here. 
That is not the way we play the game, 
because we have to go to the Senate, 
and the Senate put many things in 
here that were not our choices, but we 
do that in the spirit of compromise. 

There is no question that critical 
portions of the military construction 
program are underfunded. For example, 
the Army has provided testimony to 
both committees that indicates they 
would need $250 million per year over 
the next 23 years to buy down the prob- 
lem of inadequate and substandard bar- 
racks, yet the administration ге- 
quested just under $201 million for 
troop housing for the Army in fiscal 
year 1996. This legislation provides an 
additional $101 million from the admin- 
istration’s request in troop housing for 
the Army. 
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The example I just gave reflects the 
guiding principle of our joint approach 
to military construction. H.R. 1817 puts 
a premium on quality-of-life improve- 
ments for service personnel and their 
families. Those improvements will en- 
hance readiness and retention. 

Some question the level of additional 
funding that Congress has dedicated to 
this purpose. There is no doubt in my 
mind that a careful examination of the 
extensive hearing record developed by 
both the appropriation and authoriza- 
tion committee leads to one inescap- 
able conclusion: The military construc- 
tion program is underfunded, and seri- 
ous problems have been left wanting. 

This is a problem which proves the 
administration of both parties have 
permitted the Nation's military infra- 
structure to deteriorate. We are at a 
crossroads, and this bill is a milestone 
to begin to turn the problem around. 
Despite the criticism of some in this 
House and the press, the facts are that 
the dollars added for unrequested 
projects for the military construction 
appropriations bill are fewer this year 
than in the recent past. 

At the same time, more money has 
been put toward troop housing, family 
housing, child development centers, 
and medical facilities, all of which are 
needed by military personnel and their 
families. The quality-of-life package 
agreed to by the conferees represents 60 
percent of the projects added to the 
bill. 

What we should not lose sight of is 
that we have consulted with the serv- 
ices on these projects, and they reflect 
their priorities and their needs, not 
just ours. The conferees have done 
more with less. They have made hard 
choices. This legislation is essential to 
the operational needs of the services. It 
will provide the funding necessary to 
conclude the base closure and realign- 
ment process. More importantly, thou- 
sands of military personnel and their 
families will have their quality of life 
enhanced by this bill. 

H.R. 1817 is a good bill and it deserves 
the support of the House, and the sig- 
nature of the President. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, my 
colleague, the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. OBEY], talked about poor chil- 
dren, education, and he used rough lan- 
guage to scare the American people. I 
would like to remind the gentleman 
that the President cut defense $177 bil- 
lion, and cost over 1 million jobs in 
California. Ninety-five percent of edu- 
cation is funded out of State tax reve- 
nue. 

We also, on a partisan line when they 
were in the majority, extended Soma- 
lia. We said, “It is going to cost bil- 
lions of dollars.” We had to run out of 
there with our tails between our legs. 
Look at Haiti, another embarkation. 
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What would happen in Haiti? It is cost- 
ing us billions of dollars. These kinds 
of funds which we need to support the 
defense of this country the gentleman 
disregards. 

Yes, there are a lot of critical issues. 
They cut defense $177 billion. They 
called for additional base closures. 
Where do Members expect to put the 
carriers and the military construction 
when we close places like Alameda and 
put millions of people out of work? 
Think about it, I would say to the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 3 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I had not intended to 
get into a rehash of this, but if the gen- 
tleman from California wants, I would 
be glad to oblige for as long as he de- 
sires it. Let me give some examples of 
the absolutely stupid and unnecessary 
spending which is being defended in the 
name of defense. 

We start with the B-2. Despite the 
fact that the major study being done to 
determine what the proper level of pur- 
chases for that airplane would be, de- 
spite the fact that that commission 
came back and told us that we ought to 
buy 20, which is exactly what the Pen- 
tagon suggested we buy, the great wiz- 
ards of this House have decided that we 
ought to buy 40. The additional cost of 
each B-2 is $1.2 billion, and Congress іп 
its infinite wisdom, if it follows the 
judgment of this House, will buy twice 
as many as the Pentagon wants at a 
cost of $1.2 billion per plane. 

For the cost of just one of those air- 
planes we could pay the tuition for 
every single student, every single un- 
dergraduate at the University of Wis- 
consin for the next 11 years. I call that 
widely outlandish and unnecessary and 
stupid spending. 

Next we have the F-22. It is supposed 
to replace the F-15. When we started 
buying the Е-15, we were told it would 
last us until the year 2015. Now we are 
told we have to replace that baby years 
early, at a cost of $70 billion. I make 
absolutely no apology for thinking 
that that is waste and that it ought to 
be eliminated. 

I would also point out to the gen- 
tleman that after the seventh year of 
the budget, the defense budget adopted 
by this Congress is in fact lower than 
the defense budget submitted by Presi- 
dent Clinton. There will not be room in 
that defense budget to fund every 
weapons system that this House has 
decided to buy. We are going to have to 
eliminate a number of them. 

I make absolutely no apology for 
calling attention to the waste and stu- 
pidity associated with funding those 
weapons systems. I would be happy, if 
the gentleman wants to rehash the en- 
tire defense budget, to go on all night. 
But I would simply say at this point, I 
would repeat the original point I tried 
to make on this bill. It has a number of 
projects which the Pentagon itself 
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would not even put on its construction 
list if we gave them 5 years’ money, let 
alone the 1 year’s money contained in 
this bill. I think that indicates there is 
some spending here that ought to be 
eliminated. I stand by my original po- 
sition. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. BUYER]. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I come 
here to the floor to thank both the 
chairman and the ranking member for 
working out at times what can be dif- 
ferences, but measured on the whole, I 
think is a very good military construc- 
tion appropriation budget. I came here 
because I was hopeful I would listen to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
OBEY] and whether or not he would ad- 
dress some concerns and allegations 
that he had made in a Dear Colleague, 
and some press statements, and which 
he did not come to the floor to retract, 
so I came here to open up a colloquy 
with the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. OBEY] about having some ques- 
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand the poli- 
tics and things, and what he has done 
is he has cited some examples of the 
pork. He cited a fire station at Grissom 
Air Force Base. He said. There are nu- 
merous reasons that this $4.25 million 
project is not included in the Pentagon 
planning list. First, except for a small 
ammunition storage area used by the 
Reserves, this base is being closed,” 
and he underlined that. “Second, the 
base already has one fire station, which 
in the judgment of the DOD construc- 
tion authorities is more than adequate 
to support the future operations at the 
base.” 
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Actually, I ask if the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has received а 
letter from me today to respond to the 
factual inaccuracies. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. BUYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. I concede no inaccuracies. 

Mr. BUYER. Reclaiming my time, 
then, the facts contained in the press 
release of the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Мг. OBEY] are factually wrong and 
inaccurate, and I am hopeful not with 
any malicious intent. Grissom has not 
been closed. For him to say that that is 
accurate is completely false and some- 
one is misguiding him. It has been re- 
aligned to a reserve base. It was done 
in October 1994. The Air Force has re- 
quested funds to build the fire training 
facility at Grissom in fiscal year 1996 
and had the fire station placed on the 
schedule for construction in 1998. The 
House merely moves the request for 
the station up 2 years for the facility 
to be constructed within the reserve 
cantonment area. 
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Grissom is home to the 434th Air Re- 
fueling Wing. There is currently a pro- 
posal to move the Indiana National 
Guard helicopters to Grissom Air Force 
Base as well. 

I invite the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. OBEY] to look at these facili- 
ties. He would know why we need this 
fire station for readiness. He is being 
misguided. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 2 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from In- 
diana [Mr. BUYER] in a letter to me 
dated today suggested that the Air 
Force base is not being closed as he 
said I erroneously asserted. 

What I asserted, and I stand by it, in 
my letter, I said that the base is being 
closed except for an ammunition stor- 
age function, which is in fact the case 
for active duty forces. 

I would point out with respect to the 
assertion that this proposal was sched- 
uled to be on the 5-year Pentagon plan- 
ning list, in fact, the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget has assured me that 
this project is not included in the 5- 
year plan. Just because the base com- 
mander wants it included on the 5-year 
plan does not mean it has been put 
there yet. 

Third, I would simply note that in 
1991, as I understand this project, there 
were some 3,200 civilian employees. 
Now there are about 700. Yet we are 
told that we need yet another fire sta- 
tion when they got by with one, the old 
one, before this base was significantly 
downsized. 

I stand by my view that this project 
under those circumstances ought not 
be funded. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I include 
for the RECORD a letter from General. 
McIntosh, Chief of the Air Force, that 
talked about the military construction 
project, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
HEADQUARTERS U.S. AIR FORCE, 
Washington DC, September 20, 1995. 
Hon. BARBARA VUCANOVICH, 
Chairwoman, Committee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MADAM CHAIRMAN: Congress has in- 
serted a military construction project into 
the Air Force Reserve's fiscal year 1996 mili- 
tary construction program. This project, 
Construct New Fire Station at Grissom Air 
Reserve Base, Indiana, at an estimated cost 
of $4.25 million, is a valid Air Force Reserve 
requirement and is not affected by the base 
closure process. 

MAJ. GEN. ROBERT A. MCINTOSH, 
Chief of Air Force Reserve. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, to say that 
this was just requested by a base com- 
mander is totally inaccurate. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, taking back 
the balance of my time, just because a 
general wants it put on the 5-year list 
does not mean it is there yet. It is not. 
The OMB determines what is on that 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


list as the gentleman knows. It is not 
on the list yet. It might be in the fu- 
ture if somebody’s plans come true, but 
it is not on the list yet, and that is all 
we can go by. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, if the gen- 
tleman will yield further, I think it is 
the U.S. Congress who is charged with 
the responsibility to build the forces to 
protect the Nation’s national security. 
And that is extremely important. 

Mr. OBEY. Taking back my time, 
that does not deny the fact that it is 
not on the Pentagon list. The gen- 
tleman is erroneous when he asserts it 
is. 

Mr. BUYER. I say to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] that it is 
absolutely false and inaccurate, and 
completely disappointing. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge an “ауе” vote on 
the bill. It is not a perfect bill, but I 
think it is a very good bill and it ac- 
complishes a lot of things that need to 
be done for our men and women in 
service and for retention. 

Certainly there are some things in 
this bill that the gentlewoman from 
Nevada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH] and I would 
not like to have been in this bill, but 
we do have to go to conference and we 
do have to unfortunately have a con- 
ference with the other body. We do not 
get a perfect bill on every occasion. 
But we think that we have a good prod- 
uct. I would urge an aye“ vote on the 
final passage of the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re- 
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 2 additional minutes. 

I would simply make one additional 
point with respect to the project that 
was just discussed between the gen- 
tleman from Indiana and myself. 

As I understand it, there are some 
2,600 projects on the Pentagon’s 5-year 
list. What the gentleman wants this 
House to do as I understand it is to 
move his project ahead of those 2,600 
projects. I do not think that is justi- 
fied. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BUYER. How many C-130’s are 
headed to Wisconsin? 

Mr. OBEY. I do not support purchase 
of additional C-130’s. 

Mr. BUYER. I do not recall the gen- 
tleman moving to have them stricken 
from the budget. 

Mr. OBEY. I did not realize I was re- 
quired to offer an amendment opposing 
every item that I was opposed to. 

Did the gentleman vote for my 
amendments to eliminate the Е-22 and 
the B-2? 

Mr. BUYER. No, I did not. I sup- 
ported the В-2 bomber. If we have a 
disagreement with it, that is fine. 
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Mr. OBEY. We certainly do have a 
big disagreement. The gentleman 
wants to spend a lot of money that I do 
not want to spend. 

Мг. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to again 
thank the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. HEFNER] for working so close- 
ly with us to make a good bill. The 
compromise of course does not ever 
satisfy all of us, but we think we have 
come up with a good conference report. 

With that, I urge support of our con- 
ference report. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TORKILDSEN). Without objection, the 
previous question is ordered on the 
conference report. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the conference report. 

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV, the 
yeas and nays are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 326, nays 98, 
not voting 10, as follows: 


[Roll No. 6801 
Abercrombie Clinger Forbes 
Ackerman Clyburn Ford 
Archer Coble Fowler 
Armey Coleman Franks (CT) 
Bachus Collins (GA) Frelinghuysen 
Baesler Combest Frisa 
Baker (CA) Condit Frost 
Baker (LA) Costello Funderburk 
Baldacci Cox Gallegly 
Barcia Cramer Ganske 
Barr Crane Gejdenson 
Barrett (NE) Crapo Gekas 
Bartlett Cremeans Gephardt 
Barton Cubin Geren 
Bass Cunningham Gibbons 
Bateman Danner Gilchrest 
Bentsen Davis Gillmor 
Bereuter de la Garza Gilman 
Bevill Deal Gonzalez 
Bilbray DeLauro Goodlatte 
Bilirakis DeLay Goodling 
Bishop Deutsch Gordon 
Bliley Diaz-Balart Goss 
Blute Dickey Graham 
Boehlert Dicks Green 
Boehner Dixon Greenwood 
Bonilla Dooley Gunderson 
Bono Doolittle Hall (OH) 
Borski Dornan Hall (TX) 
Boucher Doyle Hamilton 
Brewster Dreier Hancock 
Browder Dunn Hansen 
Brown (FL) Durbin Hastert 
Brownback Edwards Hastings (FL) 
Bryant (TN) Ehrlich Hastings (WA) 
Bunn Emerson Hayes 
Bunning English Hayworth 
Burr Ensign Hefley 
Burton Eshoo Hefner 
Buyer Everett Heineman 
Callahan Ewing Herger 
Calvert Farr Hilleary 
Canady Fattah Hobson 
Chambliss Fawell Hoke 
Chapman Fazio Holden 
Chenoweth Fields (LA) Hostettler 
Christensen Fields (TX) Houghton 
Chrysler Flake Hoyer 
Clay Flanagan Hunter 
Clayton Foglietta Hutchinson 
Clement Foley Hyde 
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Inglis 

Istook 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 


Johnson, E. B. 


Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 

Kelly 
Kennedy (RD 
Kennelly 
Kildee 


Kolbe 


Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McKeon 


Brown (OH) 


Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Cooley 


Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 


McKinney 
McNulty 
Meek 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mink 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 


Pallone 
Parker 

Paxon 

Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 


Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roybal-Allard 
Salmon 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 


NAYS—98 


Furse 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Harman 
Hinchey 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Johnston 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kleczka 


Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 


Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 


Torkildsen 
Towns 
Traficant 
Visclosky 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 


Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 


Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 


Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Slaughter 
Souder 
Stark 
Studds 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Yates 
Zimmer 
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NOT VOTING—10 
Hilliard Sisisky Volkmer 
Moakley Spence Williams 
Owens Stump 
Reynolds Tucker 
1856 


Messrs. BRYANT of Texas, CAMP, 
CASTLE, SCHUMER, McDERMOTT, 
NEUMANN, GUTKNECHT, and Ms. 
RIVERS changed their vote from 
“уеа” to “пау.” 

Messrs. FLAKE, JACOBS, and FOG- 
LIETTA changed their vote from 
“пау” о “yea.” 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 
The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5-legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and that I may include extra- 
neous and tabular material on the con- 
ference report on the bill, H.R. 1817. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Nevada? 

There was not objection. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an- 
nounced that the Senate had passed 
with amendments in which the concur- 
rence of the House is requested, a bill 
of the House of the following title: 

H.R. 1976. An act making appropriations 
for Agriculture, Rural Development, Food 
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen- 
cies programs for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H.R. 1976) “An Act making ap- 
propriations for Agriculture, Rural De- 
velopment, Food and Drug Administra- 
tion, and Related Agencies programs 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1996, and for other purposes“, requests 
a conference with the House on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses there- 
on, and appoints Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
SPECTER, Mr. BOND, Mr. GORTON, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, Mr. BURNS, Mr. HATFIELD, 
Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. KERREY, 
Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. KOHL, and Mr. 
BYRD, be the conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

The message also announced that Mr. 
STEVENS, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. THOMPSON, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. GLENN, Mr. LEVIN, 
and Mr. REID, be appointed as conferees 
on the part of the Senate on the bill (S. 
219) ‘‘An Act to ensure economy and ef- 
ficiency of Federal Government oper- 
ations by establishing a moratorium on 
regulatory rulemaking actions, and for 
other purposes“, in lieu of Мг. NICKLES, 


September 20, 1995 


Mr. STEVENS, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. GLENN, Mr. LEVIN, and 
Mr. REID. т 

The message also announced that Mr. 
STEVENS, Mr. ROTH, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. GLENN, Mr. 
LEVIN, Мг. PRYOR, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. NICKLES, 
Mr. GRAMM, Mr. COATS, Mr. EXON, Мг. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. JOHNSTON, and Mr. 
DODD, be appointed as conferees on the 
part of the Senate on the bill (S. 4) “Ап 
Act to grant the power to the President 
to reduce budget authority“ in lieu of 
Mr. ROTH, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. THOMPSON, 
Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. GLENN, 
Mr. LEVIN, Мг. PRYOR, Мг. SARBANES, 
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. NICK- 
LES, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. COATS, Mr. EXON, 
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. JOHNSTON, and Mr. 
DODD. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 99-498, the 
Chair, on behalf of the President pro 
tempore, appoints Dr. Robert N. Kelly, 
of Kansas, to the Advisory Committee 
on Student Financial Assistance for a 
3-year term effective October 1, 1995. 


APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 1976, AGRICULTURE, RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG 
ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1996 


Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to take from the Speak- 
er’s table the bill (H.R. 1976) making 
appropriations for Agriculture, Rural 
Development, Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration, and Related Agencies pro- 
grams for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes, 
with Senate amendments thereto, dis- 
agree to the Senate amendments and 
agree to the conference asked by the 
Senate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TORKILDSEN). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from New 
Mexico? 

There was no objection. 

MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. DURBIN 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. DURBIN moves that the managers on 
the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the bill, H.R. 1976, be instructed to agree to 
the amendment of the Senate numbered 88. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. DURBIN] will be recognized for 30 
minutes and the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] will be recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

The gentleman from Ilinois [Mr. 
DURBIN] is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 

Mr. Speaker, the motion instructs 
the House conferees to recede to the 
Senate number for section 502 rural 
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low-income housing direct loans. The 
House-passed amount is $550 million, 
while the Senate provided $1 billion. 
The House-reported amount, however, 
was $900 million. 

Receding to the Senate for this im- 
portant, necessary and popular pro- 
gram will merely take the activity 
back to the approximate level origi- 
nally recommended by the gentleman 
from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN], my 
friend, the chairman of the subcommit- 
tee, and agreed to by the Committee on 
Appropriations. Even at the Senate 
level, the section 502 program will be 
$200 million below the $1.2 billion pro- 
vided for fiscal year 1995 and the 
amount requested for 1996. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 


О 1900 


Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, my good friend and 
former chairman of the subcommittee, 
the gentleman from Illinois, is offering 
a motion to instruct the conferees to 
recede to the Senate mark for section 
502 direct loans for rural housing. 

The Senate amendment provides for 
a loan level of $1 billion, almost double 
the amount in the House bill. The Sen- 
ate mark is actually a little more than 
the program level for the current fiscal 
year. 

The gentleman knows as well as any- 
one the difficulty we had in providing 
funds for the rural housing and devel- 
opment programs given the severe 
budget constraints we have been under. 
However, he also knows that I and 
many other Members regard the 502 
program and other rural programs as 
extremely important and I assure him 
that I will work hard in the conference 
with him to do the absolute best we 
can for rural America. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the mo- 
tion. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DUR- 
BIN]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the Chair appoints the fol- 
lowing conferees: Messrs: SKEEN, 
MYERS, of Indiana, WALSH, DICKEY, 
KINGSTON, RIGGS, NETHERCUTT, LIVING- 
STON, DURBIN, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
THORTON, Mrs. LOWEY, and Mr. OBEY. 

There was no objection. 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks, and that I may in- 
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clude tabular and extraneous material 
on the conference report on H.R. 1976. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New Mexico? 
There was no objection. 


CUBAN LIBERTY AND DEMOCRATIC 
SOLIDARITY ACT OF 1995 


Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 225 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Н. RES. 225 


Resolved, That at any time after the adop- 
tion of this resolution, the Speaker may, 
pursuant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare 
the House resolved into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union 
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 927) to seek 
international sanctions against the Castro 
government in Cuba, to plan for support of a 
transition government leading to a demo- 
cratically elected government in Cuba, and 
for other purposes. The first reading of the 
bill shall be dispensed with. Points of order 
against consideration of the bill for failure 
to comply with clause 2(1)(2)(B) of rule XI are 
waived. General debate shall be confined to 
the bill and shall not exceed two and one half 
hours equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on International Relations. 
After general debate the bill shall be consid- 
ered for amendment under the five-minute 
rule. In lieu of the amendment recommended 
by the Committee on International Rela- 
tions now printed in the bill, it shall be in 
order to consider as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment under the five-minute 
rule an amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute consisting of the text of H.R. 2347. 
That amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute shall be considered as read. Points of 
order against that amendment in the nature 
of a substitute for failure to comply with 
clause 7 of rule XVI are waived. Before con- 
sideration of any other amendment it shall 
be in order to consider a further amendment 
in the nature of a substitute by Representa- 
tive Hamilton of Indiana or his designee. 
Such a further amendment in the nature of 
a substitute shall be considered as read, shall 
be debatable for one hour equally divided and 
controlled by the proponent and an oppo- 
nent, and shall not be subject to amendment. 
If such a further amendment in the nature of 
a substitute is rejected or not offered, then 
no fufther amendment shall be in order ex- 
cept those printed in the report of the Com- 
mittee on Rules accompanying this resolu- 
tion. Each further amendment may be con- 
sidered only in the order printed in the re- 
port, may be offered only by a Member des- 
ignated in the report, shall be considered as 
read, shall be debatable for twenty minutes 
equally divided and controlled by the pro- 
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject 
to amendment except as specified in the re- 
port, and shall not be subject to a demand 
for division of the question in the House or 
in the Committee of the Whole. The Chair- 
man of the Committee of the Whole may 
postpone until a time during further consid- 
eration in the Committee of the Whole a re- 
quest for a recorded vote on any amendment. 
The Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole may reduce to not less than five min- 
utes the time for voting by electronic device 
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on any postponed question that immediately 
follows another vote by electronic device 
without intervening business, provided that 
the time for voting by electronic device on 
the first in any series of questions shall be 
not less than fifteen minutes. At the conclu- 
sion of consideration of the bill for amend- 
ment the Committee shall rise and report 
the bill to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted. Any Member may 
demand a separate vote in the House on any 
amendment adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole to the bill or to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute made in order as origi- 
nal text. The previous question shall be con- 
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend- 
ments thereto to final passage without inter- 
vening motion except one motion to recom- 
mit with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Florida [Mr. DIAZ- 
BALART] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BEILENSON], pend- 
ing which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
purposes of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 225 is 
a structured rule providing for the con- 
sideration of H.R. 927, the Cuban Lib- 
erty and Democratic Solidarity Act of 
1995. 

House Resolution 225 provides a very 
generous 2% hours of general debate, 
increased from the standard 1 hour to 
accommodate various views on both 
sides of the aisle, equally divided be- 
tween the chairman and the ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
International Relations. The rule 
makes in order as an original bill for 
the purpose of amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute the text of H.R. 
2347. House Resolution 225 provides 
that prior to consideration of any 
other amendment, it shall be in order 
to consider a further amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, if offered by the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMIL- 
том) or his designee, which would be 
debatable for 1 hour equally divided be- 
tween a proponent and an opponent. It 
also provides that the amendment shall 
be considered as read and that the 
amendment shall not be subject to 
amendment. 

House Resolution 225 makes in order 
the amendments printed in part one of 
the Committee on Rules report and de- 
batable for 20 minutes for each amend- 
ment equally divided between a pro- 
ponent and an opponent and provides 
that the amendment shall be consid- 
ered as read. 

In addition, Mr. Speaker, the rule 
permits the Chairman of the Commit- 
tee of the Whole to postpone and/or to 
cluster votes on amendments and, fi- 
nally, provides for one motion to re- 
commit with or without instructions. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, in order to accom- 
modate the differences of opinion on 
both sides of the aisle, we agreed, as I 
stated earlier, to increase the general 
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debate time from 1 hour to 2% hours. I 
believe that the debate will be impor- 
tant, and I look forward to its com- 
mencement. 

At this time I would like to commend 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON], the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. GILMAN], the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON], the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
TORRICELLI], the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Мг. MENENDEZ], my dear friend, 
the gentlewoman from Florida [Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN], the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. DEUTSCH], and the many 
others who are too countless to name 
for their exemplary efforts in bringing 
this bill forward. 

I would also like to publicly thank 
the leaders of our House, the gen- 
tleman from Georgia, Speaker GING- 
RICH, the gentleman from Texas, Mr. 
ARMEY, and the gentleman from Texas, 
Mr. DELAY, for finding time in the 
House’s schedule this week and for all 
the assistance they have provided in 
ensuring its consideration in a timely 
manner. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation con- 
stitutes a powerful and very effective 
mechanism for accelerating the libera- 
tion of the Cuban people from the op- 
pression that the dictatorship there 
has been carrying out against the 
Cuban people for over three decades. 

Mr. Speaker, the Cuban people are 
facing an avalanche of collabora- 
tionism by governments and investors 
in the international community who 
are seriously considering, and in a few 
instances, accepting, the Cuban dic- 
tator’s invitation to come in and par- 
take of his oppression of Cuban work- 
ers, his guaranteed denial of all labor 
rights, and his fire sale of the island at 
dirt cheap prices to foreign capitalists 
who agree to collaborate with him by 
purchasing commercial property, prop- 
erty that in many instances was stolen 
from U.S. citizens. 

This bill will stop the flow, Mr. 
Speaker. This bill will stop the flow of 
foreign capital to Castro. His last life- 
line after the collapse of the Soviet 
Union is creating a cause of action in 
United States courts for United States 

“citizens against foreigners who traffic 
in property that Castro stole from 
those United States citizens. In other 
words, and I would like to quote the 
Speaker of the House on this: “If any- 
one else in the world buys expropriated 
American property from Castro and 
they have property here in the United 
States, we can then sue them in Amer- 
ican courts to make them pay the 
money they just gave Castro for the 
property that was expropriated by Cas- 
tro from American citizens.” 

In effect, this will end Castro’s possi- 
bility of obtaining the cash that he 
needs to keep his repressive machinery 
going, Mr. Speaker. 

With this legislation, the American 
people’s Representatives will be saying 
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very clearly to those who are dealing 
in property stolen from Americans by 
the Cuban dictator: Do not do it, it is 
morally wrong, and if you nonetheless 
traffic in property stolen from Amer- 
ican citizens, you will have to suffer 
consequences in the United States for 
your actions. 

We will hear during the process of 
this debate many arguments, I am 
sure, that we have already heard at 
length during actually 3 days of debate, 
seemingly never-ending, on just a 
handful of amendments in the Commit- 
tee on International Relations and 
again in the Committee on Rules yes- 
terday. We will hear of course that this 
rule is unfair from our colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle, though we 
are providing, Mr. Speaker, about six 
times more ‘time for debate with this 
rule than the last time that a bill re- 
garding Cuba was brought to the floor 
of the House 3 years ago under a major- 
ity from the Democratic side of the 
aisle. 

We are also providing about 500 per- 
cent more of an opportunity to amend 
the legislation than when the Demo- 
crats were in the majority. As we will 
recall, Mr. Speaker, they brought the 
Cuban Democracy Act to the House 
floor under a suspension calendar. So 
we are providing for what is, when you 
count up the amount of time that we 
are providing for debate on this impor- 
tant issue, about 6 hours of debate. 

Mr. Speaker, in the context of the de- 
bate, we will probably hear things said 
like, for example, that constructive en- 
gagement is the way to treat the 
Cuban dictatorship. Interestingly 
enough, many people who were the 
leaders against constructive engage- 
ment with regard to the dictatorships 
in South Africa or the dictatorship in 
Haiti or the dictatorship in Chile, 
many of the people who were against 
so-called constructive engagement 
with regard to those dictatorships will 
probably be advocating for construc- 
tive engagement with regard to the 
dictatorship in Cuba. 

They will probably say that it was 
constructive engagement that freed the 
peoples of Eastern Europe, when the 
fact Eastern Europe was freed when the 
Soviet empire could not compete with 
the United States as it attempted to 
maintain military parity with us, and 
superpower status, and we denied them 
the political legitimacy that they 
sought with MFN in contrast to the 
prior policy of so-called detente. 

And then we will hear, I am sure, Mr. 
Speaker, that the United States is act- 
ing alone, that we are standing by the 
Cuban people, but the rest of the world, 
whether it is the Europeans or our 
NAFTA partners, are busy trying to 
collaborate and trade with the Cuban 
dictatorship. We will hear that we are 
standing alone. We will hear, for exam- 
ple, of the Canadian company, I am 
sure, Sherritt Mining, the largest pub- 
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licly held Canadian mining company 
that has ‘worked out a deal with the 
Cuban dictator by which they mine 
nickel, that mineral, in eastern Cuba. 
They take it to Canada for processing, 
and then the chemical waste, the 
chemical waste from that process, Cas- 
tro agrees that Sherritt Mining con- 
sented, back to Cuba to be dumped on 
Cuban soil and Cuban waters. We will 
probably hear of that as ай example of 
constructive engagement and one way 
to help bring freedom and democracy 
to the Cuban people. 


O 1915 


We will rebut each and every allega- 
tion with regard to arguments that I 
am sure will be made that the time has 
come to treat Castro nicely, that the 
time has come to treat Castro like we 
are treating the communist Chinese or 
the Vietnamese. 

The last argument that came to my 
attention, Mr. Speaker, was that this 
bill was going to cost a lot of money, 
because there would be many, many 
lawsuits brought by Americans in U.S. 
courts to defend their properties stolen 
by Castro. 

I want to make clear from the very 
outset that all residential property in 
Cuba is excluded from even possible 
consideration for the Federal courts 
under this legislation, and I want to 
make very clear that the CBO, and I 
have the letter here, Mr. Speaker, the 
Congressional Budget Office, points out 
that the fiscal impact of this legisla- 
tion is virtually zero. That is very im- 
portant to point out, because we have 
heard in the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations and the Committee 
on Rules many distortions with regard 
to that. 

One other distortion is, I am sure, 
the bill is different than the bill re- 
ported in the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations. There were very 
minor changes requested by the chair- 
man of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and the significant change was 
the deletion of the fiscal impact, which 
is important to bring out from the very 
beginning. 

I think of all the arguments, though, 
that I have heard against a firm policy 
by the United States on behalf of the 
Cuban people and against the dictator- 
ship, we will hear it I am sure over and 
over again, everybody seems to say 
that they want Castro to go, that they 
want democracy for Cuba, but that 
they are against anything to achieve 
it. In fact, some of our colleagues on 
the other side will be arguing that the 
way to achieve a democratization in 
Cuba is by giving Castro cash, giving 
Castro access to credits. 

One thing that I think is particularly 
insidious, and I would say ethically ob- 
jectionable, is when the same leaders 
who spearheaded sanctions against dic- 
tatorships in South Africa, and even in 
this hemisphere, in Haiti, call for help 
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for Castro, trade for Castro, credits for 
Castro, that double standard is particu- 
larly, as I say, Mr. Speaker, insidious, 
hypocritical, and objectionable. 

So we will debate this openly. The 
bill is fair. It provides, as I say, for ap- 
proximately 6 hours of debate, and the 
gentleman from New York (Мг. SOLO- 
MON], chairman of the Committee on 
Rules, in a communication in writing, 
as well as verbally to the Members of 
this House, stated a very firm deadline 
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for amendments to be presented before 
the Committee on Rules for consider- 
ation, and the amendments that came 
in at that time that were timely were 
permitted for consideration. 

I must say that I was one who had an 
amendment, it did not come in pursu- 
ant to the guidelines set by the chair- 
man of the Committee on Rules and 
that amendment was not made in order 
and I accept responsibility and I com- 
mend the gentleman from New York 
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(Mr. SOLOMON] for setting such a fair 
way of managing our committee. So I 
want to commend the gentleman for 
that. 

Mr. Speaker, we look forward to de- 
bate on this rule. I believe that the 
rule for this legislation is fair, and I 
urge its adoption. 

I include the following information 
from the Committee on Rules: 
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Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from Florida, (Мг. DIAZ-BALART], for 
yielding the customary 30 minutes of 
debate time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, we oppose this rule in 
the strongest possible terms. It is an 
unfair and an unreasonable rule for the 
consideration of a major piece of legis- 
lation that would, if enacted, have seri- 
ous effects on our foreign and domestic 
policy interests. 

Procedurally, Mr. Speaker, this rule 
and the bill it makes in order have 
been handled in a most unfair and un- 
usual manner. First, the rule itself: 
Last Thursday, September 14, the gen- 
tleman from California, [Mr. DREIER] 
made an announcement on the floor for 
the Committee on Rules describing the 
proposed treatment of amendments for 
H.R. 927. That was Thursday afternoon, 
when I remind my colleagues, Members 
were getting ready to leave or had al- 
ready left Washington to return to 
their homes and to their districts. 

At that time Mr. DREIER informed 
Members, and I quote him, “A 
preprinting option will likely be in- 
cluded,” in the rule for the Cuban lib- 
erty bill. He went on to inform us, “16 
is not necessary for Members to file 
their amendments with the Committee 
on Rules or to testify.” 

That was the information that Mem- 
bers had and accepted in good faith 
when they left Washington on Thurs- 
day to return before votes on Tuesday, 
at which time, according to Mr. 
DREIER, who was speaking for the lead- 
ership, Members should not expect 
votes before 11 a.m. 

Mr. Speaker, we were not privy to 
the discussions that led to the reversal 
of this policy that had been stated on 
the House floor, but an extreme rever- 
sal it was nonetheless. 

On Monday, September 18, when most 
Members had not returned to Washing- 
ton from their work in the districts 
they represent, since we were to have 
no votes that day here in Washington, 
the distinguished gentleman from New 
York (Мг. SOLOMON], our good friend, 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Rules, and a motion fair and decent 
gentleman he is, sent out a Dear Col- 
league” letter announcing the post- 
ponement of the Committee on Rules 
hearing scheduled for Monday on H.R. 
927 and rescheduling it for 2 p.m. on 
Tuesday, September 19. We were told 


the letter was not delivered in the 
morning mail, so Members could not 
have received it before 2 p.m. on Mon- 
day, and it was undoubtedly delivered 
to many offices much later. 

His letter also contained a stunning 
reversal, Mr. SOLOMON, of the original 
leadership announcement of September 
14. According to this new policy, the 
House would consider H.R. 927 under a 
structured rule, making in order only 
amendments prefiled by the Committee 
on Rules. Moreover, Members who 
wished to offer those amendments were 
required to file those amendments by 1 
p.m. on Tuesday, September 19, less 
than 24 hours after the receipt of the 
letter. 

Mr. Speaker, while we object in prin- 
ciple to the prefiling requirement, our 
objection would have been relatively 
constrained. It is usable, and properly 
so, I think, under some circumstances. 
What we strongly protest, however, is 
the fact that Members had been given 
such short notice of this extremely re- 
strictive requirement. 

Not only that, Mr. Speaker, but per- 
haps even more unfairly, if I may say 
so, the majority of our friends on the 
Committee on Rules, who should have 
known full well that many Members 
would be unable to quite meet this 
deadline, refused to give any leeway or 
grace at all to Members who filed their 
amendments even a few minutes be- 
yond the 1 p.m. deadline. We were, to 
put it bluntly, astounded that a major- 
ity on the committee refused to extend 
this courtesy, which has been a cus- 
tomary practice in the past on the 
Committee on Rules, even though 
members were already operating under 
severe and unreasonable time con- 
straints. 

Several Members who drafted and 
then prefiled their amendments with 
the Committee on Rules have in fact 
been shut out of the amendment proc- 
ess on this very significant and con- 
troversial piece of legislation. And if 
those Members who learned somehow 
of the change in the rule and were at- 
tempting to comply with it are being 
denied the right to offer their amend- 
ments, we can only assume that others 
who would have wished to take part in 
this important debate were also denied 
that right because of the unexpected 
and untimely prefiling announcement 
which arrived when they were out of 
town. 

In any event, Mr. Speaker, this is the 
situation: Because of this unreasonable 
restriction, the gentleman from Colo- 
rado [Мг. SKAGGS], whose two amend- 


ments on the importance of ultra high 
frequency capable television and the 
Television Marti service were received 
in the Committee on Rules only 15 
minutes after the 1 p.m. deadline; the 
gentleman from Florida (Мг. DIAZ- 
BALART], our good friend over there, 
whose amendment on U.S. tele- 
communications payments to Cuban 
governments, was received 20 minutes 
after 1 o'clock; and the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. MCDERMOTT], whose 
amendment making an exception to 
the trade embargo for medical supplies 
and staple foods and other emergency 
supplies was filed 40 minutes late, 
these gentleman will be unable to have 
their amendments debated separately 
during this historic debate. 

Mr. Speaker, with respect to how the 
bill itself was considered, the ranking 
member of the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations, the gentleman 
from Indiana, [Mr. HAMILTON], testified 
very convincingly of his concerns with 
not only the substance of the bill but 
also in the manner in which the bill 
moved from his committee to the Com- 
mittee on Rules. We think we should 
all be concerned about those - proce- 
dures, which are being used more and 
more frequently and are in effect sub- 
verting the committee process. 

First of all, we are rushing to judg- 
ment on an important bill that is not 
time sensitive in any way that we can 
know about. The original intention was 
to bring this bill to the floor in Octo- 
ber. It has now appeared suddenly on 
the House Calendar this week, giving 
Members little warning that the legis- 
lation had been put on the fast track. 

But more important, more important 
by far, the committees which have ju- 
risdiction over the bulk of this bill, the 
committees with the real expertise on 
the questions of import policy, visa ex- 
clusions, and, most importantly, Fed- 
eral Court jurisdiction, which is 
touched upon to some great degree in 
this bill, abdicated their responsibility 
to even consider this bill. That means 
that the Committee on Ways and 
Means and the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, who have jurisdiction, have not 
considered, have never considered, 
have never considered, some very com- 
plicated and controversial legislative 
provisions that will be found in this 
bill. The House clearly generally would 
have benefited greatly from the work 
of those committees on a bill of this 
importance and of this magnitude. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we have a modified 
closed rule, and we have major com- 
mittees waiving consideration of the 
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substantive bill. That means we have 
lost contribution of too many Members 
who have the expertise to monitor a 
bill of this nature, and we are, with the 
prefiling requirement, preventing them 
from contributing their knowledge and 
expertise to improving the bill on the 
floor. 

The report of the Congressional 
Budget Office on this bill is highly un- 
usual as well. CBO wrote that the bill 
as reported, “could have a significant 
budgetary impact through its author- 
ization of discretionary appropria- 
tions.” 

Appropriations, it said, could exceed 
$1 billion. But amazingly, CBO goes on 
to say, ‘‘We understand from commit- 
tee staff that a committee amendment 
would be offered on the House floor 
that would strip the bill of an open- 
ended authorization of appropriations, 
and that would make certain other pro- 
visions subject to further authorization 
and appropriations action. Such an 
amendment would reduce the bill’s 
budgetary impact to relatively small 
amounts.” 

In other words, Mr. Speaker, CBO ig- 
nored the committee reported bill. 
That is a practice we hope will not be- 
come customary. Members deserve to 
know the accurate estimates for action 
that was actually taken by committee, 
and not for amendments that might or 
in fact will be offered on the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, we might not be so 
strongly opposed to this modified 
closed rule with its restrictive prefiling 
requirements on amendments if the 
legislation itself did not mark such a 
radical shift in U.S. policy, especially 
foreign policy. Some of us, probably 
not the majority certainly, believe 
that we should be loosening the Amer- 
ican economic embargo on Cuba, not 
tightening its restrictions even fur- 
ther. But that will be debated in the 
times to come. 

But as the New York Times editorial- 
ized in opposing this legislation, and I 
quote from them, too, briefly if I may, 
“Cuba has kept its commitments to 
the United States on immigration. 
With the end of the Cold War, it posts 
no security threat to the United 
Stares, yet the restrictions on Havana 
are tighter than those imposed on 
Iraq.” 

The President, to his credit I think, 
has sensibly threatened to veto this 
bill. It is a bill that should alarm our 
allies, and apparently has, and the 
business interests of this country. The 
way we consider a bill of this mag- 
nitude, whatever our differences of 
opinion may be with respect to it, a 
bill which would have such far-reach- 
ing and serious consequences, should be 
open and fair and reasonable. Instead, 
we are being asked to take up a meas- 
ure under a closed rule and to rush it 
through in just a day and a half. We do 
not support this procedure. 

Mr. Speaker, we urge that the rule 
for H.R. 927 be defeated. 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, at 
this time it is my privilege to yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO- 
MON], the chairman of the Committee 
on Rules, a great ally of freedom 
throughout the world and specifically 
of the Cuban people in their quest for 
democracy. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida for yield- 
ing me the time. I want to congratu- 
late him for his tireless effort in bring- 
ing this very, very important piece of 
legislation to the floor. Let me also 
commend the Committee оп Inter- 
national Relations for the bipartisan 
spirit in which they have carried this 
bill to where it is today, along with the 
gentlewoman from Florida [Ms. Ros- 
LEHTINEN], a member of the Committee 
on International Relations, who has 
played such an important role, and the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON], 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
the Western Hemisphere. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just say that 
while this is a structured rule, it does 
provide for a very thorough debate of 
the major issues associated with this 
bill, the Cuban Liberty and Democratic 
Solitary Act of 1995. As the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. DIAZ-BALART] has 
said, the House will be provided a full 
2% hours of general debate on this leg- 
islation in which to discuss the provi- 
sions of this bill, and it is a narrowly 
focused bill, so that is, believe me, 
more than ample time. This will allow 
Members from both sides of the aisle to 
engage in what I would consider to be 
a meaningful discourse on this issue. 
We have allowed exactly the time that 
was requested from those that would be 
in opposition to the bill. 

Furthermore, the ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations, the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON], an oppo- 
nent of the bill, is granted the oppor- 
tunity to offer an entire substitute bill 
in which he could address all of his is- 
sues of disagreement and those issues 
that were brought up by the distin- 
guished gentleman from California 
[Mr. BEILENSON]. That amendment will 
then be subject to another full hour of 
debate, which is more than ample and 
agreed to by both sides of the aisle. 

In addition to these 3% hours of de- 
bate, the rule also makes in order three 
other amendments, each debatable for 
20 minutes, to focus the House’s atten- 
tion on three specific elements of the 
bill, and 20 minutes each was agreed to 
by both sides of the aisle. No one want- 
ed more time than the 20 minutes. 
Therefore, this rule is fair, it is very 
reasonable. 

Mr. Speaker, in reference to the bill 
itself, I would like to voice my strong 
support for two areas of the bill in par- 
ticular. First, the bill would prohibit 
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support for Cuba from international or- 
ganizations or countries that receive 
funding from the United States. That 
means U.S. taxpayers’ dollars. This 
prohibition is crucial to prevent the re- 
occurrence of foreign countries, and 
even foreign international organiza- 
tions that we give U.S. taxpayer dol- 
lars to, exporting totalitarian rule and 
communism to this hemisphere. 

Second, the bill would require the 
President to reduce United States as- 
sistance to the states of the former So- 
viet Union by an equal amount to any 
assistance or even credits provided by 
that state to the Castro regime in 
Cuba. 
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Mr. SOLOMON. You know, we watch 
what is happening in Bosnia and we 
give the United States aid, again Unit- 
ed States taxpayers’ dollars to the 
former Soviet Union, the country of 
Russia in particular. They in turn take 
those dollars we are giving them. They 
manufacture weapons, they give it to 
the Serbs, to the country of Serbia who 
then in turn gives it over, in spite of 
the sanctions and embargoes, they give 
it to the Bosnian Serbs to carry on the 
genocide that has been happening in 
that country there. That is just plain 
outrageous. 

The provision in this bill would pre- 
vent that. This even tighter restriction 
on the former Soviet Union will send 
the message that the days of Soviet 
meddling in the affairs of fledgling 
Central and South American nations is 
over. It is over and done with. We will 
not and we cannot stand by and con- 
tinue to send billions of dollars of tax- 
payers’ money to the newly independ- 
ent states of the former Soviet Union, 
only to have these taxpayers’ dollars 
rerouted to this despicable Communist 
regime of Castro for use against the 
very democratic pillars of our own Na- 
tion and against his own people which 
he persecutes in his country. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just urge my 
colleagues to support this fair rule and 
to support this very important piece of 
legislation so that our Nation can take 
a firm stand against the last bastion of 
communism in this hemisphere, and 
that is Cuba. 

I really do thank the gentleman and 
commend him for all his tireless work 
on this effort. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 7 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Indiana, [Mr. HAMIL- 
TON]. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
both H.R. 927, the Cuban Liberty and 
Democratic Solidarity Act, and to the 
rule which is now before the House. 

Many Members remain quite unfa- 
miliar with the details of this bill. I 
will speak during the general debate 
about why I think this bill represents 
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the wrong approach to U.S. policy to- 
ward Cuba. 

I am not concerned only with the 
substance of this bill. I am deeply con- 
cerned that this bill has been and will 
today be considered in a manner that 
subverts appropriate processes in the 
House. This statement is not one I 
make lightly or easily. 

TIMING: RUSHED TO THE FLOOR 

I was informed only last Thursday 
that this bill would be scheduled for 
consideration on the House floor this 
week. We had asked repeatedly over 
the last month and were told repeat- 
edly that it would not be considered by 
the House until October. 

I do not understand the sudden rush 
to place this serious piece of legisla- 
tion before the House this week. Those 
of us who oppose the bill would have 
liked a little more notice about its 
rapid jump to the top of the legislative 
calendar. 

OTHER COMMITTEES BYPASSED 

Let me describe the process by which 
this bill comes before the House. 

The great bulk of the bill lies in 
the jurisdiction of the Ways and Means 
and Judiciary Committees—commit- 
tees with real expertise that the Inter- 
national Relations Committee cannot 
claim on questions of import policy, 
visa exclusions, and Federal court ju- 
risdiction. Titles ІП and IV of the bill— 
more than 50 percent of its content— 
are almost entirely within the jurisdic- 
tion of the Judiciary Committee. These 
titles contain very complicated provi- 
sions that will have a tremendous im- 
pact on the federal court system. 

Yet both Judiciary and Ways and 
Means waived consideration of the bill. 
Now I understand that is well within 
the prerogative of a committee chair- 
man, but I believe that waiving consid- 
eration on a bill of this magnitude is, 
to put it gently, not appropriate. 

Let’s be clear: when you combine 
waiving consideration with a closed 
rule—like the one we are considering 
now which makes only 4 amendments 
in order—you have shut out those 
Members of the House with the great- 
est ability to improve the legislation. 

Additionally, the bill being consid- 
ered before the House is not the bill re- 
ported by the International Relations 
Committee, the only committee to act. 
The text made in order by this rule in- 
clude changes requested by another 
committee chairman, without any 
committee action. The bill reported to 
the House by the only committee to 
consider it included a section further 
regulating sugar imports. The bill to be 
considered under this rule does not 
contain that provision. 

The bill before the House also makes 
significant changes in title П, the only 
title exclusively in the jurisdiction of 
our committee. The bill reported out of 
the Committee contained an authoriza- 
tion for assistance to a Cuba in transi- 
tion. The bill that we will consider on 
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the floor has no authorization. In fact, 
the bill before the House includes 
changes almost identical to those con- 
tained in an amendment offered in 
committee that was rejected by the 
Committee. 

The changes made to title П appear 
to result directly from the cost esti- 
mate submitted by the Congressional 
Budget Office. That estimate itself is 
proof of the extent to which the role of 
committee consideration and the 
weight of a reported bill are being ig- 
nored. 

The CBO letter states that appropria- 
tions for the bill as ordered reported 
“could exceed 51 billion’’ but prior to 
providing this estimate, it states that 

CBO understands from Committee staff 
that a Committee amendment will be offered 
on the House floor that would strip the bill 
of an openended authorization of appropria- 
tions and would make certain other provi- 
sions subject to further authorization and 
appropriations action. Such an amendment 
would reduce the bill's budgetary impact to 
relatively small amounts. 

CBO apparently no longer even ac- 
cords committees enough respect to 
provide a cost estimate specifically on 
the action the committee has taken. 

These changes represent nothing 
short of a rewriting of the bill between 
the committee vote and floor consider- 
ation. In my view, changing the bill as 
it was reported from the committee in 
this manner is unacceptable. 

THE RULE ITSELF 

With respect to the Rules process, 
Members were first told last Thursday 
that it was likely“ that amendments 
pre-printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD would be accorded preference 
in floor consideration. Mr. DRIER stat- 
ed at that time that there was no need 
for Members to file their amendments 
with the Rules Committee. 

It was also announced that amend- 
ments should be drafted to a substitute 
that Mr. BURTON had included in 
Thursday’s CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
This announcement implied that most 
Members would have the ability to 
amend the bill. 

Then, at noon on Monday—a day 
when no votes were scheduled—Chair- 
man SOLOMON announced that Members 
should expect that the Rules Commit- 
tee might report a structured rule, 
that amendments now had to be filed 
with the committee by 1 pm on Tues- 
day, and that those amendment should 
be drafted not to the Friday substitute, 
but to a bill that Mr. BURTON intro- 
duced that day. Effectively, this meant 
that Members—most of whom did not 
arrive back in Washington until Tues- 
day morning—were given only a few 
hours to submit their amendments to 
this new bill, all 79 pages worth. 

Several Members were actually able 
to get amendments to the Rules Com- 
mittee by Tuesday afternoon, prior to 
the start of the Rules hearing on this 
bill. And yet, not all amendments that 
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the Rules Committee received were 
made in order. In fact, Mr. SKAGGS and 
Mr. MCDERMOTT were shut out entirely 
because their amendments arrived at 
Rules after 1 pm. 

However, it is my understanding that 
Mr. BURTON’s three amendments were 
late as well. But one of those amend- 
ments was made in order by the rule, 
giving special treatment to the Mem- 
ber that wrote the bill—the Member 
who needs special treatment the least. 

The Rule does make a Hamilton sub- 
stitute in order. Now that’s fine. But I 
never requested that the Rules Com- 
mittee make in order such a substitute 
and I do not intend to offer a sub- 
stitute. I simply do not understand 
why the committee would make in 
order a substitute that they know I do 
not have while denying other Members 
the ability to offer amendments that 
they had drafted and ready to go. 

At the Rules Committee hearing, sev- 
eral of my colleagues stated that this 
very restricted rule was acceptable on 
this bill, because all the elements of 
the bill had been considered many 
times before. I take issue with that 
statement. To the best of my knowl- 
edge, easily one half of the bill—all the 
property and visa provisions—are with- 
out precedent. We are creating new 
rights of action, we are creating new 
reasons to exclude entry to the United 
States. And we are doing so under an 
exceedingly restrictive process. 

CONCLUSION 

I think I have made clear the extent 
of my deep concerns about the process 
by which this bill comes before the 
House. 

I urge a “по” vote on this rule. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I would like to take issue very briefly 
with the distinguished gentleman from 
Indiana with regard to his analysis of 
how the bill has reached the floor and 
specifically his analysis of the changes 
that were made after the bill as re- 
ported from the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations and its arrival at 
the Committee on Rules where it was 
reported favorably yesterday. 

As I attempted to state earlier, the 
chairman of the Committee on Ways 
and Means made some minor rec- 
ommendations that (a) make certain 
that the bill does not violate inter- 
national agreements; (b) made discre- 
tionary some of the bill's recommenda- 
tions for assistance to a post-Castro 
democratic Cuba; and, as been stated 
by the CBO letter, ended the bill’s fis- 
cal impact. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to my 
distinguished colleague and dear 
friend, the gentlewoman from Florida 
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN]. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the rule. This legislation is critical 
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if we are to help the Cuban people 
break the chains that have denied 
them the most basic freedom for 36 
years. Today the situation in Cuba 
seems to belong in the pages of a novel 
of terror. The millions of people who 
inhabit the island have no civil or 
human rights. They do not have the op- 
portunity to freely elect their rep- 
resentatives. Instead, they are forced 
to belong to a failed Communist party 
which controls all activities. While 
tourists and foreigners enjoy lavish 
foods and amenities, the Cuban people 
are left to struggle daily for simple 
sustenance. Castro feeds the tourists. 
He starves the natives. 

The people hunger for the truth. He 
feeds them lies. Dissidents are system- 
atically persecuted, harassed and ar- 
rested. All this to satisfy the thirst for 
power of one man, Fidel Castro. For 36 
years, this dictator and his Communist 
thugs have turned a once prosperous 
and developing nation into what ana- 
lysts called an undeveloping nation.” 
The roads which were once filled with 
new cars are now invaded by inferior 
bicycles. The soil, once plentiful with 
food, is now desolate and barren, a 
tragic symbol of Castro’s failed Marx- 
ist ideology. In Cuba today, the repres- 
sion of the regime remains unabated in 
all sectors of society. Religious perse- 
cution has increased in recent months. 

One of the most notable victims is 
Reverend Orson Vila Santoyo, a promi- 
nent evangelical leader who was ar- 
rested and sentenced to 2 years in pris- 
on for allowing religious services in his 
home. He was simply one of the victims 
in a large-scale harassment of religious 
institutions in that island. And perse- 
cution and harassment against journal- 
ists have also increased in Cuba. July 
saw a crackdown by the Castro dicta- 
torship on independent journalists. 
During the first 2 weeks of that month, 
it was reported that Rafael Solano Mo- 
rales, the founder of a clandestine inde- 
pendent news agency, Havanas Press, 
and Jose Rivero Garcia, of the Cuban 
Council of Independent Journalists, 
were arrested by Castro’s police state. 
Solano Morales stated, This is harass- 
ment and attempted intimidation of 
the free press in Cuba, but it will not 
have the desired effect.” He is one of 
the 47 dissident leaders inside Cuba 
who have publicly endorsed this bill. 

In a letter which JESSE HELMS re- 
ceived from Elizardo Sampedro Marin, 
and I quote, 

We support the alternative you propose. Its 
approval will mean a definite turn in our 
favor. We thank you sincerely for what you 
are doing and we are sure that those who 
criticize you today will congratulate you to- 
morrow for your contribution to the process 
of democratic transformation in Cuba. 

It is valiantly signed by 47 dissidents 
of 30 groups at great personal risk to 
these individuals. We know that more 
groups would like to come out and 
more voices would like to be heard but, 
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similarly, harassment against human 
rights activists has also increased. 
Last May we saw a nationwide harass- 
ment and detainment of these activists 
and this crackdown was described by 
the Human Rights/American Watch or- 
ganization as ‘‘a kind of serious crack- 
down. It seems they, the Castro re- 
gime, is trying to scare them into leav- 
ing the country.” 

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that Castro 
will not change voluntarily. He will 
not reform himself if it means reducing 
his absolute power. Castro has to be 
eliminated, not by redundant dialogue 
but through swift and firm policies 
against him as embodied in this bill. 

Today we will hear from opponents of 
this legislation that Castro is reform- 
ing. We may hear about foreign invest- 
ments in Cuba and how these investors 
are gaining a windfall from these in- 
vestments and how us in the United 
States, we are losing millions. But 
what you will not hear from them is 
who benefits from these investments or 
the conditions under which the Cuban 
people must work in order to satisfy 
these unscrupulous and immoral inves- 
tors. 

The reality is that Cuba today has 
brought back serfdom to our hemi- 
sphere. This is the best way to describe 
the slave-like conditions of the Cuban 
worker, for while Castro obtains the 
hard currency he needs from foreign in- 
vestors, he pays the Cuban worker, at 
his whim, sometimes less than 5 per- 
cent of this money. Moreover, Castro is 
attracting foreign investors by promot- 
ing the repression that subjugates the 
Cuban worker. And that is why, Mr. 
Speaker, we must pass this rule and we 
must pass this bill today, in order to 
affirm the rights of these individuals, 
to say we are against this repression, 
and we dedicate this bill in their mem- 
ory tonight. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, І 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. RAN- 
GEL]. 
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Мг. RANGEL. Мг. Speaker, I rise іп 
opposition to this rule, but before I 
state my reasons, I just want to make 
it abundantly clear that I have the ut- 
most respect for those Members of Con- 
gress that seek to find democracy, as 
probably all of the Members of this 
Congress would want to see. I must 
admit that many of them have strong- 
er ties to Cuba and therefore their feel- 
ings would be a lot more emotional. 

By saying that, however, it does not 
mean that I have any lesser feelings for 
democracy. Certainly I am the bene- 
ficiary of the democracy of this great 
Nation, and I have fought when my 
country has asked me to preserve de- 
mocracies in other countries, specifi- 
cally South Korea. 

I too have stood up in seeking to 
change dictatorships and hostile gov- 
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ernments that oppressed the rights of 
people, yes, in Haiti and South Africa, 
and suggested the tools of using embar- 
goes when the family of nations 
thought that this was an adequate 
thing to do in order to bring down 
those people who have a complete dis- 
regard of the rights of other people. 

When I thought it was not working in 
Haiti, and before the President made 
up his mind that he was going to send 
in troops, I shared with the President 
of the United States that I thought it 
was time for us to review our embargo 
against the people in Haiti. 

Certainly in South Africa there were 
nations all around the world who joint- 
ed with us. As a result of the initia- 
tives that we have taken, and even the 
small role that I played in the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means to deny tax de- 
ductions to U.S. companies in South 
Africa that were deducting the taxes 
they paid to the fascist government of 
South Africa from their taxes, when 
that was denied I supported it, and de- 
mocracy ultimately came. 

If I thought for 1 minute that the 
family of nations thought the embargo 
was the way to go, and that 34 years of 
an embargo could ultimately lead to 
democracy in Cuba, I would be stand- 
ing with my colleagues saying, yes, let 
us tighten it. Not only do I think the 
embargo is not working, but I think 
that we are now trying different ways 
to see how we can just show who is 
more for democracy, who is more 
against communism. 

We do not find this feeling on the 
floor when we are talking about Com- 
munist China. We do not find this sense 
of being against communists when we 
talk about North Vietnam. We do not 
find this sense of communism when we 
talk about the people in North Korea. 
No, then we hear that America has to 
free people through trade. 

I sit on the Committee on Ways and 
Means, which has some jurisdiction as 
it involves trade. I am there, and I am 
led to understand that the North Amer- 
ican Free Trade Agreement is going to 
be good for America, that it is going to 
create jobs as we tear down the bar- 
riers of trade between nations. 

I hear in the Caribbean Basin Initia- 
tive, these poor countries, that we 
should not give them fish, we should 
teach them how to fish, they should be 
able to trade with us. Trade, not aid. 

Except for this little island there 
called Cuba. They are excluded from 
that. They are excluded from the North 
American Free Trade Agreement, not 
by other nations. 

So we are being asked right here to 
say that we want to trade with every- 
body. We are the leaders in promoting 
free trade, except we say we are pre- 
pared to punish our trading partners if 
they see fit, in their national interest, 
to trade with Cuba. 

How arrogant. How outrageous. Who 
is the United States of America to tell 
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other people, people that we are beg- 
ging to sit down at the negotiating 
table to trade with us and other coun- 
tries, that they should not trade? 

But why do I oppose this rule? I do 
not care how you cut it, something in 
here deals with trade. 

I am on the Committee on Ways and 
Means. I have worked here a quarter of 
a century in the Congress and the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. Now for 
the first time I am on the Subcommit- 
tee on Trade. Better than that, I am 
the senior Democrat on the Sub- 
committee on Trade in the Committee 
on Ways and Means. Even though I am 
not nearly as important as I used to be, 
trade issues come by my committee, 
unless Republican chairman talk with 
Republican chairmen and change cer- 
tain things. 

So along comes this bill, and where 
would they send the bill? To a lot of 
committees, but one of them was the 
Committee on Ways and Means. I could 
not wait for the bill. I could not wait 
for it, until I found out that the Repub- 
lican chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means got together with the 
Republican chairman of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs and said, can we 
take out anything that would allow us 
to have any interest at all in your 
trade bill? 

Sure enough, they did it, and without 
a meeting, without discussion. Chair- 
man ARCHER sends a letter to Chair- 
man GILMAN, and therefore ranking 
member RANGEL never sees the bill. So 
we got a rule to tighten the trade 
screws on this Communist nation, 
Cuba. We have got to make certain 
anyone that trades with her is pun- 
ished. If anybody, foreign, American, it 
does not make any difference, believes 
that Castro took any property, come to 
the U.S. courts and sue. 

God forbid if other people start suing 
America in foreign courts and expect 
to get a return on it, but distinguished 
chairman of Judiciary Committees and 
things like that would straighten out 
those little international law matters, 
I am certain. Because in this Congress 
you do not need a lot of hearings, you 
do not need a lot of debate. All you 
need is a lot of votes, and the majority 
has got it. 

Let me say this. This bill has nothing 
to do with this mean-spirited dictator 
Castro. It has nothing to do with pun- 
ishing our trading partners who we beg 
to come to the Uruguay round, to come 
to the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement. All this bill has to do is to 
see how mean you can be in showing 
who likes democracy best. 

May the record indicate, Mr. Speak- 
er, when it comes to supporting democ- 
racy in this country around the world, 
I want to stand up with those fighters. 
But this is a bad bill at the wrong 
time. It is not in our national interest. 
The President is begging that you do 
not put it on his desk. He is going to 
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veto it, and everybody who has worked 
in any State Department, Republican 
or Democrat, liberal or conservative, 
knows that this is not in the national 
interest of the United States of Amer- 
ica. 

I ask that we oppose this rule and 
that we defeat this rule and get on with 
our Nation’s business. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 additional minute to the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Rules. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to say that 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. RANGEL], was eloquent 
as usual. He is always. 

I just want to say one thing to the 
gentleman. He talks about it being ar- 
rogant, trying to dictate trade policy 
from other countries. But there is a big 
difference, and I mentioned it in my re- 
marks. When we are giving them U.S. 
tax dollars, we then have an in to tell 
them what they ought to be doing. If 
we do not want to give them the tax 
dollars, the gentleman is right, then we 
should not be trying to dictate to 
them. 

Another thing is, he talked about the 
NAFTA, whether or not that was good. 
That is bad in my opinion. It has been 
bad for upstate New York. It has been 
disastrous, We are losing jobs every 
single day. 

He talked about North Korea. He 
talked about China. There are some 
Republicans on this side of the aisle 
that do not think we ought to be doing 
business with China because of their 
terrible human rights record. The same 
thing with North Korea. The same 
thing with Vietnam and other coun- 
tries. I just wanted to point that out to 
my good friend. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. RANGEL]. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
is my dear friend and I know his strong 
feelings about protecting democracies, 
wherever they are, and, using trade to 
do it. 

I would just like to say that I share 
those feelings, but I think that we only 
have one President at a time. I do not 
care whether it is Republican or Demo- 
crat. When it comes to trade and our 
international interests, I think we 
ought to give this President a chance, 
as we did President Bush and President 
Reagan. Our President asked at this 
time, do not put this on his desk, and 
I think he should be respected. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. DEUTSCH]. 

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, if the 
debate was just about the Torricelli 
bill, the Cuban embargo bill, then I 
think some of the comments that the 
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gentleman from New York [Mr. RAN- 
GEL] made would be quite relevant. But 
what I ask my colleagues to do is to at 
least read part of the bill or at least go 
through the index of the bill, the table 
of contents or the committee report on 
the bill. Because as the bill is now in 
front of us as a substitute, this bill is 
relatively narrow. 

Let us talk about the specifics of 
what it does. It only deals with foreign 
companies, non-United States compa- 
nies that have in some way 
ascertained, purchased, illegally con- 
fiscated property in Cuba. That is all 
that it deals with in its present form in 
front of us. That is the bill. That is the 
issue in front of the U.S. Congress. 

Let us just again talk about what 
that means, the specifics. It is a fac- 
tory in Cuba, a refinery in Cuba that 
was owned by an American citizen— 
someone has left Cuba, now in Amer- 
ica, or maybe even an American citizen 
prior to the change in government— 
that was expropriated illegally by the 
Castro government and then sold to a 
company, sold to a non-United States 
company. That company now is pro- 
ducing in that factory and getting the 
benefits of the production of that facil- 
ity, and an injustice is occurring. 

What this bill says is there is a way 
to right that wrong. The way to right 
that wrong is to say and use some pret- 
ty strong sanctions, and I agree that 
there are strong sanctions. 

My colleagues have mentioned some 
of the strong sanctions: giving access 
to the United States courts to the per- 
son or, for that matter, the company 
that has had their property illegally 
expropriated and then sold to a foreign, 
non-U.S. company. One of the sanc- 
tions deals with visa rights of non-U.S. 
citizens to even come to the United 
States of America. There are some 
strong sanctions in this bill to prevent 
this from happening, but what I would 
say is those are needed. 

What we have seen, and again I point 
out to my colleagues, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. RANGEL] as well, 
that the Cuban embargo is really the 
Torricelli bill that has been in effect 
several years, not 35 years. The 
changes that we have seen, and I know 
Members speak to people in Cuba and I 
have the opportunity to speak to peo- ” 
ple, as well, who are visiting the island, 
who have seen the island, the reality is 
that Castro is holding on by his finger- 
nails, barely holding on by his finger- 
nails. 

I urge the adoption of the rule and 
urge the support of the bill. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from New York (Мг. GIL- 
MAN], the chairman of the Committee 
on International Relations. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
House Resolution 225, the rule making 
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in order consideration of H.R. 927, the 
Cuban Liberty and Democratic Solidar- 
ity Act. 

I thank the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. DIAZ-BALART], the gentlewoman 
from Florida [Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN], the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON], 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
MENENDEZ], and the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. TORRICELLI] for their 
decisive leadership on this important 
issue. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 225 is 
a fair rule that permits the House to 
take decisive action on one of the most 
important foreign policy issues in the 
Americas. This rule provides ample 
time for general debate—2% hours— 
which will be evenly divided between 
proponents and opponents of the meas- 
ure. 

I welcome the decision of the Rules 
Committee to provide for a rule that 
allows us to act on H.R. 927 despite the 
crush of business at the end of the fis- 
cal year. 

Our committee held a lengthy mark- 
up on this bill, affording the minority 
ample time to offer and debate amend- 
ments fully. In fact, we acted on a 
dozen amendments that dealt with all 
of the key issues in this legislation. 
The bill, as amended, won a strong bi- 
partisan vote of 28 to 9. 

In response to concerns raised by sev- 
eral other committees of jurisdiction, 
substantial modifications are reflected 
in the final text coming to the floor. 

H.R. 927 is a sound and important 
bill. I ask my colleagues to support the 
rule so we can bring this important 
issue to the floor 


o 2000 


Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. MENENDEZ]. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from California 
[Mr. BEILENSON], the distinguished 
member from the Committee on Rules, 
for yielding, especially since I rise to 
support the rule and the legislation. I 
appreciate him yielding time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to strongly sup- 
port H.R. 927, the Cuban Liberty and 
Democratic Solidarity Act. I have 
worked tirelessly on this legislation 
since its introduction and written sig- 
nificant parts of it. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation strongly 
endorses the proposition that our pol- 
icy toward the Cuban dictatorship 
must address the hard and disturbing 
realities of Castro’s tyranny, not the 
unwarranted hopes for this dictator- 
ship that some will maintain. It just as 
strongly rejects the notion that we 
must formulate policy toward Cuba’s 
dictatorship as if it were not a dicta- 
torship, as if it were a civilized mem- 
ber of the international community. It 
is not. There is no debate about Cuba’s 
horrendous human rights record, its re- 
fusal to allow free and democratic elec- 
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tions, and its wanton disregard for the 
well-being of its people. 

I support a structured rule on this 
vital piece of legislation. The reason 
that I support a structured rule in rela- 
tion to this legislation is simple. Un- 
like other far reaching legislation, 
which covers a broad scope of issues— 
this legislation is issue specific and 
narrowly tailored to produce a de- 
signed result. It can be accepted or re- 
jected on the House floor. I believe it 
will receive broad bipartisan support. 

Do we want to be positive agents for 
democratic change in Cuba or do we 
want to squander the opportunity to 
promote democratic institutions and 
free markets? I am concerned that mis- 
placed good intentions will delay the 
establishment of important transi- 
tional organizations that will promote 
freedom in this much oppressed coun- 
try. I hope that the debate and amend- 
ments on this carefully crafted lan- 
guage will present constructive steps 
to promote democratization and not re- 
hash cold war rhetoric. 

This is not the time to abandon the 
bipartisan policy behind which the Na- 
tion united for 50 years and led to the 
ultimate defeat of totalitarianism. Ten 
Presidents have waited for the oppor- 
tunity to bring freedom to America’s 
only neighbor that suffers under dicta- 
torship. It is time to render this regime 
to the dustbin of history and welcome 
a new neighbor to the fraternity of free 
nations. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Florida [Mrs. MEEK]. 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of H.R. 927. I am from 
Miami, FL, and for the past 36 years I 
have supported the Cuban people. They 
live in Miami, a lot of them do. They 
are excellent citizens. They work very 
hard. I have bled with them, I have 
wiped their tears, I have listened to 
their pleas, and for many years I have 
represented them on the floor of the 
Florida House, even when there were 
no Cubans on the floor of the Florida 
House. 

Mr. Speaker, I represent them now 
on the floor of this Congress, and say 
to my colleagues that this particular 
rule should be supported tonight, if for 
no other reason but for humanitarian 
reasons; if for no other reasons than to 
say we do not need a dictator in Cuba; 
if for no other reason to say that if one 
particular facet of our country is bleed- 
ing, the Cuban people in Miami and all 
over this country, then all of us are 
bleeding. 

Mr. Speaker, Castro is the last re- 
maining dictatorship in the Western 
Hemisphere and it is a brutal place. 
The Cuban people will tell us. Do they 
need freedom? I say yes. And why this 
rule? By whatever means necessary. By 
whatever means necessary to get Cas- 
tro out of Cuba and to free Cuba for the 
Cuban people, instead of for him. 
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Mr. Speaker, my colleagues’ vote will 
hasten final removal of Castro from 
power. We must use some action other 
than talk against Castro. So by what- 
ever means necessary, let us remove 
him. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing may I simply 
say, especially to my Democratic col- 
leagues and especially to those 
amongst this side of the aisle who sup- 
port the bill, everyone obviously is free 
to vote as he or she may desire. But 
however my colleagues feel about the 
bill, the rule does not deserve their 
support. 

Mr. Speaker, not only is it not a fair 
rule, but many Members were actively 
misled as to what the provisions of the 
rule would be and what would be re- 
quired of them if they were to have 
their wish to have their amendments 
made in order. 

There are perfectly fair ways, there 
were and still would be perfectly fair 
ways in which to handle this con- 
troversial and difficult piece of legisla- 
tion in the same amount of time. We 
did not need to close down the rule this 
way and in this particular manner. It 
is unfair to many who are interested in 
it. 

Mr. Speaker, I would urge Members, 
however they feel about the bill, to 
vote against this rule so that in the 
least we might have a fair rule under 
which to discuss the bill. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. HAST- 
INGS]. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in strong favor of the 
proposed rule. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I tell my colleague from 
New York, Mr. RANGEL, that I dream of 
the day when 2 members of parliament 
who disagree as deeply and as passion- 
ately on an issue, that obviously is 
very close to my heart, will be able to 
have discussions like we have in this 
Chamber in a free and democratic 
Cuba. 

Mr. Speaker, the question before us 
is what can we do as representatives of 
the great American people to acceler- 
ate the inevitable liberation of the peo- 
ple of Cuba from the dictatorship that 
for over three decades has tortured 
them and oppressed them. Now, after 
losing the subsidy of the Soviet Union, 
it is clinging on to power, holding on to 
power with that last card available to 
the dictator, foreign investment with 
his fire sale at dirt-cheap prices of the 
entire island. 

Mr. Speaker, the action we are tak- 
ing today in passing this rule and de- 
bating and passing this legislation will, 
without any doubt, accelerate the lib- 
eration of the Cuban people. One issue 
that the gentleman from New York 
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brought up, I think, is very important 
to end with. 

The issue is that we are acting alone 
at this time in supporting the Cuban 
people. But throughout history, it is 
not the first time that the United 
States has acted alone and it is not the 
first time that a great power has stood 
alone in the world in support of an op- 
pressed people. 

Mr. Speaker, I remember reading the 
history of the American War of Inde- 
pendence. At that time, Great Britain 
was the great superpower and most of 
the world was aligned with Great Brit- 
ain against the struggle of the Amer- 
ican people for freedom and independ- 
ence, and it was basically France and 
the Cubans at that time, who were 
forming as a nation and who were still 
under the flag of colonial Spain, who 
came to the help of the American peo- 
ple. 

Here we have in this Chamber the 
picture, the portrait of Lafayette, that 
great French general, who along with 
other countrymen of his, and Spanish 
people, people under the Spanish flag 
in the forming Cuban nation, helped 
this Nation. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we do not have to be 
ashamed that we are alone standing 
with the Cuban people. On the issue of 
Cuba, we only have to be concerned 
about standing with one people. On the 
issue of Cuba, we have to be concerned 
with standing with the Cuban people. 
We will be proving that we are with the 
Cuban people, and that is enough for 
the great American people for their 
conscience and their history that will 
reaffirm the greatness of this Nation, 
that in the 19th century alone stood 
with the Cuban people after the Cubans 
fought Spanish colonialism for half a 
century. 

Again, in this era it is telling the 
international community if they go in 
there and try to prolong the ruthless 
dictatorship of Castro, they are going 
to have consequences against them in 
the United States of America. 

Mr. Speaker, let us support this rule 
and pass it and let us pass this legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TORKILDSEN). Without objection, the 
previous question is ordered on the res- 
olution. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I ob- 
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi- 
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- 
sent Members. 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 304, nays 


118, not voting 12, as follows: 


Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 


Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Brownback 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunn 


Coburn 


Combest 


Dooley 


{Roll No, 681] 


Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 

Goss 

Graham 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 

Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 

Kasich 

Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 

Kim 

King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 

Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 


LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Martini 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meek 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 


Neumann 


Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 


Smith (М1) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
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Stearns Thornton Weldon (PA) 
Stenholm Thurman Weller 
Stockman Tiahrt White 
Stump Torkildsen Whitfield 
Stupak Torricelli Wicker 
Talent Traficant Wilson 
Tanner Upton Wolf 
Tate Vucanovich Wynn 
Tauzin Waldholtz Young (AK) 
Taylor (NC) Walker Young (FL) 
Tejeda Walsh Zeliff 
Thomas Wamp Zimmer 
Thompson Watts (OK) 
Thornberry Weldon (FL) 
NAYS—118 
Abercrombie Gonzalez Obey 
Baldacci Hall (OH) Olver 
Barrett (WI) Hamilton Owens 
Becerra Harman Parker 
Beilenson Hefner Payne (NJ) 
Bonior Hinchey Payne (VA) 
Bryant (TX) Holden Pelosi 
Clay Hoyer Pomeroy 
Clayton Jackson-Lee Poshard 
Coleman Jefferson Rangel 
Collins (IL) Johnson, Е. В Reed 
Collins (MI) Johnston Rivers 
Conyers Kanjorski Roybal-Allard 
Costello Kaptur Rush 
Coyne Kennelly Sabo 
Danner LaFalce Sanders 
de la Garza Lantos Sawyer 
DeFazio Levin Schroeder 
DeLauro Lewis (GA) Schumer 
Dellums Lincoln Serrano 
Dingell Lofgren Skaggs 
Dixon Lowey Slaughter 
Doggett Luther Stokes 
Doyle Maloney Studds 
Durbin Markey Taylor (MS) 
Eshoo Mascara Torres 
Evans McCarthy Towns 
Farr McDermott Velazquez 
Fattah McKinney Vento 
Fazio Meehan Visclosky 
Fields (LA) Mfume Ward 
Filner Miller (CA) Waters 
Flake Mineta Watt (NC) 
Foglietta Minge Waxman 
Ford Mink Williams 
Frank (MA) Mollohan Wise 
Furse Moran Woolsey 
Gejdenson Nadler Wyden 
Gephardt Neal 
Gibbons Oberstar 
NOT VOTING—12 
Bateman Moakley Stark 
Dicks Reynolds Tucker 
Hilliard Riggs Volkmer 
Martinez Sisisky Yates 
o 2030 
Messrs. WISE, POMEROY, GEP- 
HARDT, FAZIO of California, and 


HOYER changed their vote from “yea” 


to “пау.” 


So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 


the table. 


o 2031 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 


TORKILDSEN). Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 225 and rule XXIII, the Chair de- 
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 927. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 927) to seek 
international sanctions against the 
Castro government in Cuba, to plan for 
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support of a transition government 
leading to a democratically elected 
government in Cuba, and for other pur- 
poses, with Mr. DUNCAN in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. BURTON] and the gen- 
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] 
each will be recognized for 1 hour and 
15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 15 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Мг. 
TORRICELLI], and I ask unanimous con- 
sent that he be allowed to yield time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 15 minutes of my time to the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
TORRICELLI], and I ask unanimous con- 


sent that he be allowed to control that 


time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Тһе gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. TORRICELLI] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, we received a copy of 
a letter today from over 100 people in 
Cuba, not Cuban-Americans, but Cu- 
bans, and in that letter, they stated 
their support for what we are trying to 
accomplish here tonight. Some people 
in this Chamber have indicated that 
the Cuban people were not for the Bur- 
ton-Helms or Helms-Burton bill, but 
the fact of the matter is, many, many, 
many are. I submit to you that a ma- 
jority of the people of Cuba want free- 
dom, democracy, and human rights and 
that is spelled out very vividly in this 
letter, and I would like to quote very 
briefly from this letter one paragraph. 

Mr. Chairman, it says, “Тһе eco- 
nomic embargo maintained by subse- 
quent American administrations has 
begun to make its influence, felt not 
against the people, but against those 
who cling to power.” And he is talking 
there about Fidel Castro, Raoul Castro 
and the rest of that Communist dicta- 
torship down there. 

Mr. Chairman, I would further like to 
say that I am very happy that a mem- 
ber of the Kennedy family, the gen- 
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. KEN- 
NEDY], has chosen to endorse this piece 
of legislation, and I noted in the rule 
that just took place that both the gen- 
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. KEN- 
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NEDY] and the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] supported the 
rule, and I would like to read from a 
statement by the gentleman from 
Rhode Island [Mr. KENNEDY], the neph- 
ew of one of our great Presidents, John 
F. Kennedy. 

Mr. Chairman, he said, and I quote, “Тһе 
bill is a clear statement that the American 
people stand arm in arm with the people of 
Cuba in their struggle against a repressive 
dictator, and that we will not back away 
from being partners in our common fight for 
freedom begun by my uncle, President Ken- 
nedy. 

“We won the cold war because we never 
gave into communism. By standing firm, we 
brought down the iron curtain and saw com- 
munism collapse in Europe. 

“The conditions which prompted President 
Kennedy to start the embargo have not 
changed. 

“Now is not the time to offer relief to the 
Castro regime, especially relief at the ex- 
pense of American citizens who had their 
property seized when Castro took power. 

“This bill prevents the Castro regime and 
foreign corporations from profiting off the 
confiscated property of Americans. 

Let's be clear, foreign investment in Cuba 
means one thing, it is a lifeline to the Castro 
regime. 

“It will legitimize an illegitimate govern- 
ment. 

“It will offer protection to a man who 
must be brought down, just like the com- 
munist dictators of Eastern Europe. 

“It will postpone the day that the people of 
Cuba will live in freedom and democracy. 

“President Kennedy looked forward to the 
day Cubans would live in freedom. I share 
this hope for the future and this bill will 
help that day come soon." 

I want to congratulate the gentleman 
from Rhode Island [Mr. KENNEDY]. I do 
not know if he is here tonight, but I 
want to congratulate him for that 
statement and for supporting what his 
uncle started back in the 1960s. 

Mr. Chairman, our great Nation has 
always played a leading role in the pro- 
motion of freedom around the world. 
The inspiration of our Founding Fa- 
thers and the model of our Constitu- 
tion are revered from Tokyo to Tim- 
buktu, from Manila to Managua. 
Though our example is followed all 
over the globe, it is in our own hemi- 
sphere naturally that the American vi- 
sion of freedom and democracy has had 
the most resonance. 

Mr. Chairman, it is therefore a par- 
ticular tragedy that the island of Cuba, 
so close to the shores of the United 
States and with which our Nation has 
such a long shared history and inter- 
action, is still captive to the whims of 
a megalomaniacal dictator, Fidel Cas- 
tro. 

Freedom in Cuba is a concern not 
only for Cuban-Americans but for all 
Americans. Cuba is the last dictator- 
ship in this hemisphere and the only 
holdout against a democratic tide. A 
free Cuba will benefit not only its own 
people, but the people of the Caribbean 
and Latin America. 

The economic potential of Cuba is ab- 
solutely tremendous. Before the com- 
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munist revolution, the Cuban people 
enjoyed one of the highest standards of 
living in Latin America, but today, 
after 36 years of Castro’s mismanage- 
ment and communism, corruption, and 
the communist failure, the Cuban peo- 
ple suffer with the lowest per capita in- 
come in the Western Hemisphere, with 
the possible exception of Haiti. Let me 
restate that. They were the best econ- 
omy in Latin America when Castro 
took power and now they are the abso- 
lute worst. That tells us what com- 
munism does. 

The people of Cuba deserve to join 
the ranks of the millions of people 
around the world freed in recent years 
from the communist yoke. They yearn 
to be able to enjoy the benefits of the 
free market, of free trade, of invest- 
ment and opportunity. 

Mr. Chairman, with Castro in power, 
such dreams are impossible. Castro is 
determined to hold on to power no 
matter what the cost to his own peo- 
ple. His motto is still, and he said this 
just recently, socialism or death. That 
tells you he is in no mood to change. It 
is quite clear that he is not at all inter- 
ested in reform, economic or political, 
for such a move would spell the end of 
his cruel and vicious dictatorship. 

Oscar Arias said not too long ago, 
“There is no will to reform in the Cas- 
tro regime.” The changes that have 
been made in recent years by the Cas- 
tro regime have been taken out of des- 
peration and are only intended to per- 
petuate Castro’s rule. The fall of the 
Soviet Union and the East Bloc, the so- 
called evil empire, meant the end of an 
annual $6 billion in subsidies to Castro. 
This means that the Cuban economy is 
in free fall today, having declined by 60 
percent since 1989. 

Castro is increasingly desperate for 
foreign currency. The only thing that 
can keep his regime in power. This is 
precisely the reason that he has em- 
barked on a campaign to encourage for- 
eign investment at the expense of 
Americans who had their property con- 
fiscated. It is this very lifeline that we 
must deny to this cruel dictatorship. 
Our bill is the tool that will deny him 
his last hope for keeping his regime in 
power. 

Let no one believe the silly argument 
that the continuation of the embargo 
harms American business. What kind 
of business opportunities exist in a pa- 
thetic dictatorship where no respect 
for property rights exists, where in- 
vestment from the outside is tightly 
controlled, and where the economy is 
moving backward at a very rapid rate, 
I might add, a process that has been de- 
scribed as dedevelopment. 

Mr. Chairman, Freedom House rated 
Cuba dead last, dead last, even behind 
Somalia in terms of economic freedom 
in the entire world. Cuba is dead last in 
the world as far as business oppor- 
tunity is concerned. It seems to me 
that despite all the rhetoric and propa- 
ganda, Cuba is just not a good business 
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risk as long as Castro is in power. This 
is especially so given his track record. 
This is the same guy who confiscated 
$2 billion, that is 2,000 million dollars 
worth of U.S. property in 1962 dollars. 

Even without these obvious risks, 
companies investing in Castro’s Cuba 
today should remember that they will 
probably not be welcome in a Demo- 
cratic Cuba tomorrow. I think that 
point needs to be made. Those who in- 
vest in Cuba today, who buy con- 
fiscated real estate and property, they 
are certainly not going to be welcome 
by those who are in a freely and demo- 
cratically elected government in Cuba. 

Mr. Chairman, besides the business 
dimension, there is a very serious 
moral dimension involved. Cuba, ac- 
cording to every single international 
human rights organization, every one 
without exception, is one of the worst 
violators in the world. Hundreds are 
still in prison for their political beliefs. 
Since Castro seized power, thousands 
have been imprisoned, killed, exiled, 
and tortured. 

Just last year, and this is very im- 
portant—I hope my colleagues will pay 
attention to this—just last year, a tug 
boat called the March 13th, full of men, 
women, and children, was purposely 
rammed and sunk by Castro’s thugs. 
Over 70 innocent women and children 
and men drowned. They pulled their 
boat up, the navy of Castro, alongside 
this boat with women holding their 
children over their heads and they di- 
rected the hoses at them. When the 
women took the children down into the 
hold of the boat, they pulled up along- 
side, directed their hoses into the hold 
and drowned those innocent women 
and children just like rats. 

Mr. Chairman, that is the kind of 
government we are talking about. The 
Cuban people continue to have their 
basic rights denied and there is no hope 
for change under Castro. He has made 
that very clear. He referred to Gorba- 
chev as a traitor to communism. This 
is not a man who will ever reform. 

Our bill, Mr. Chairman, is a beacon of 
hope for the people of Cuba. I have here 
a letter written by the leader of a 
major democracy movement I alluded 
to a moment ago and signed by well 
over 100 activists. They state very 
clearly once again that the Cuban peo- 
ple support what we are trying to do 
here and take comfort from it. 

There are two major reasons to sup- 
port our bipartisan bill, Mr. Chairman. 
First, it is in the U.S. interest to do so. 
Democracy in our hemisphere is bene- 
ficial to all of us and Cuba is today the 
skunk in the garden party of hemi- 
spheric democracy. Our bill will hasten 
democracy in Cuba. It is also in our in- 
terests because American citizens de- 
serve the right, deserve the right, as 
was stated by the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. MENENDEZ] a few moments 
ago, to sue to recover their stolen prop- 
erty. Our bill will give them that right. 
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The second major reason to support 
the bill is that morally it is the right 
thing to do and America always tries 
to do what is right and just. Our 
Founding Fathers firmly believed that 
freedom is the deserved legacy of all 
people wherever they may be around 
the world. In promoting freedom for 
the people of Cuba, our neighbors, our 
brothers, we do nothing less than fol- 
low in the hallowed footsteps of our 
own Founding Fathers. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. JOHN- 
STON]. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to strongly support 
H.R. 927. I acknowledge the sponsor’s 
intention in hastening Castro’s down- 
fall, which I would like also, yet I be- 
lieve that both the premises and the 
specifics of the bill are fatally flawed. 

I believe sincerely that the bill will 
backfire. First, the bill will give Castro 
the nationalist card again that he al- 
ways plays. He has learned to thrive in 
the face of U.S. hostility. 
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Let us not give him another chance 
to rally his people around the Amer- 
ican imperialist threat. The measures 
in this bill will give Castro another 
chance to play the victim. Every time 
we have him on the ropes, we allow 
him to escape with another embargo. 
We are the only country in the world 
that has embargoed this nation. This 
dictator will again blame the United 
States for Cuba’s economic problems 
and he will likely throw open his bor- 
ders again for another boatlift across 
the Florida Straits, inundating South 
Florida. 

As a representative of south Florida 
and a native there, I am very con- 
cerned about the strain of the boatlift 
again. This is like the Tale of Two 
Cities. It is the best of times and the 
worst of times. The best of times is the 
quality of the people who have come to 
the United States from Cuba, three of 
whom are in the Chambers tonight, the 
gentleman from Florida, LINCOLN DIAZ- 
BALART, the gentlewoman from Flor- 
ida, ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, and the gen- 
tleman from Мем Jersey, Вов 
MENENDEZ. 

The worst of times is the quantity of 
people who have come from Cuba to the 
United States. Over 10 percent of the 
Cuban population, 700,000 people, now 
reside in Dade, Broward, and Palm 
Beach County. As they say, they are 
great citizens, but the strain of the in- 
frastructure from any large immigra- 
tion of that nature puts a great strain 
on the infrastructure. It has nothing to 
do with ethnicity. They could be Nor- 
wegian or Japanese or Germans, but 
700,000, 10 percent, is too many, and I 
again am afraid it would open the 
doors. 
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I lived in south Florida in 1959 when 
Batista fell. I was in there in 1980 for 
Mariel, and I still live there. The provi- 
sions of this bill play right into his 
hands, and Cuba’s communism will 
pass of a natural cause. It seems to me 
that every time he gets in trouble, we 
throw him a life jacket. 

Let us not continue to prop up Castro 
with another self-defeating measure as 
this resolution. According to Carl 
Hiaasen, a respected columnist for the 
Miami Herald, and I quote, “Тһе тап 
has outlasted eight United States 
presidents and the trade embargo sits 
in Havana waiting for the next page of 
his script. He has been acting the same 
sorry play for 35 years because we keep 
giving him the material.” Castro's ma- 
terial is the nationalist trump card, 
and let us not give it to him again. 

Second, this legislation is based on a 
false premise that cutting off Cuba eco- 
nomically and politically will expedite 
his fall. To the contrary, I believe that 
a free flow of political and economic 
ideas is critical to the downfall of com- 
munism, just like it was in Eastern Eu- 
rope when we allowed the Hungarians 
and the Rumanians and the Poles to 
look over the fence, they threw over 
communism and they threw over their 
dictator. 

We have had this embargo in place 
now, as I said, eight presidents and now 
33 years, and Castro is still with us. 
The way to get rid of him is, and I 
quote now from Stephen Rosenfeld of 
the Washington Post, We had reason 
for concern in the days of Soviet ad- 
venturism and Cuba revisionism and 
subversion. But now Cuba represents 
no threat and it is a failed revolution 
to boot. The embargo has been on for 33 
years. Is not a third of a century a suf- 
ficient test of whether our policy is 
working?”’ 

I believe it is time to change. It is 
time to lift the embargo. We should 
seek a policy of positive engagement 
with the Cuban people, not with Fidel 
Castro, a policy which has dem- 
onstrated a track record in lessening 
and weakening the grip of communism. 
We share all the goals of encouraging a 
peaceful transition in Cuba, a transi- 
tion with as little human suffering as 
possible. 

I have talked to Cuban-Americans in 
south Florida who believe that if we 
had changed our policy earlier, Mariel 
would have never happened and Castro 
would have been long gone. Simply put, 
the embargo has failed. Clearly, my 
major objection to the bill is philo- 
sophical. Yet I have another one with 
somewhat more objective specifics. 
Several provisions of the bill call for 
extraterritorial reach of the United 
States law which is highly question- 
able under international law. 

I strongly urge that this bill be de- 
feated. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I am very happy to yield such 
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time as he may consume to the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN], 
the very competent and fine leader of 
the Committee on International Rela- 
tions. 

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, the Cuban Liberty and 
Democratic Solidarity [LIBERTAD] 
Act does more than ‘‘stiffen sanctions” 
on Cuba. It has three constructive ob- 
jectives: 

To bring an early end to the Castro 
regime by cutting off capital that 
keeps the regime afloat; 

To start planning now for United 
States support to a democratic transi- 
tion in Cuba; 

And, to help protect property con- 
fiscated from United States citizens 
that is being exploited today by foreign 
companies that are profiting at the ex- 
pense of the Cuban people. 

By passing this LIBERTAD Act with 
wide bipartisan support, Congress will 
force the Clinton administration to 
turn its energies to bringing about gen- 
uine, fundamental change that we all 
want in Cuba. 

This legislation advocates a respon- 
sible course to encourage and support 
genuine, fundamental reforms in Cuba. 
And, in the meantime, it helps protect 
the property of U.S. citizens until they 
can reclaim it under a democratic gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. BURTON has worked with a strong 
bipartisan coalition. With the help of 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, 
Mr. MENENDEZ, and Mr. TORRICELLI, he 
has fashioned a sound piece of legisla- 
tion. 

The Burton bill will make a dif- 
ference for the better in Cuba and ad- 
vance one of our most critical foreign 
policy objectives in the Americas. 

Some critics of this legislation have 
argued that we should abandon our em- 
bargo as a relic of the cold war. I dis- 
agreed with these activists when they 
advocated a softer line on Castro when 
he still had troops in Africa and surro- 
gates in Latin America. And I disagree 
with those critics today. 

However, we do agree that it is im- 
moral to accept the status quo without 
taking new measures now to hasten de- 
finitive change in Cuba. Based on a fair 
reading of the facts, I believe the Bur- 
ton bill leads in the right direction. 

We must consider that Castro did not 
feel the brunt of our embargo until the 
$4 to $5 billion in annual Soviet sup- 
port dried up in the last few years. To 
put the size of this Soviet support in 
perspective, total United States eco- 
nomic assistance to all of Latin Amer- 
ica and the Caribbean, with 40 times 
Cuba’s population, exceeded $2 billion 
in only 7 of the last 35 years. Deprived 
of the Soviet subsidy, Cuba’s economy 
has shrunk by 50 percent since 1989. 

Those who have tried to cajole Castro 
toward reform have failed miserably. 
For decades he has flatly rebuffed the 
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approaches of such friends as Mexico 
and Spain. And he has rejected the 
trend to democracy and respect for 
human rights in the Americas. 

Despite their efforts to encourage re- 
form through dialog, Castro’s eager 
trading partners in Europe, Canada, 
and elsewhere are left to grumble 
about continued systematic, omni- 
present repression in Cuba. 

The 1994 report of the Inter-American 
Commission on Human Rights ob- 
served: 

The human rights situation in Cuba is ex- 
tremely serious * * *, The deterioration іп 
living conditions, the repressive control ex- 
ercised by the state through the security 
agencies against individuals and groups who 
differ with the regime, and the extreme eco- 
nomic difficulties * * * caused a mass exodus 
of persons who put out to sea on makeshift 
rafts in search of new horizons, despite the 
fact that they were taking their lives in 
their hands by doing so. 

For those who are quick to blame 
Cuba’s desperate condition on United 
States policy, the Commission, which 
is respected for its fierce independence, 
observed, The Cuban crisis has, pri- 
marily, deep internal roots.” 

However, instead of adopting genuine 
reforms that would liberate an econ- 
omy that flourished before his revolu- 
tion, on September 5 Castro approved a 
foreign investment law in a desperate 
effort to raise capital. 

His so-called reform does just enough 
to attract unscrupulous investors with 
the opportunity to exploit Cuban work- 
ers who are paid a slave’s wages and 
forbidden to strike. These investors are 
also attracted by property that was il- 
legally confiscated from Americans. 
Ironically, even the corporate scav- 
engers who have been looking to make 
a quick buck in Cuba have panned Cas- 
tro’s new foreign investment law: 

The reason is that private property 
still does not exist in Cuba, so inves- 
tors cannot take title to property. Cas- 
tro retains absolute right to cancel all 
ventures, with the property involved 
reverting to the state. And, the regime 
will continue to control the labor sup- 
ply and dictate contract terms. 

These are not real reforms that bene- 
fit the Cuban people. By thwarting Cas- 
tro’s effort to hold on to power, we are 
sparing the Cuban people further ex- 
ploitation and helping bring their dic- 
tator down. 

How does the Cuban Liberty and 
Democratic Solidarity Act propose to 
break this tragic status quo? 

First, it reaffirms longstanding Unit- 
ed States policy toward Cuba, turning 
back efforts within the Clinton admin- 
istration to warm relations with the 
regime. 

Second, it requires the President to 
plan now to support a democratic tran- 
sition, and it sets principled conditions 
under which the embargo will be sus- 
pended and certain types of U.S. assist- 
ance could be provided to a new gov- 
ernment. 
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Third, it allows U.S. nationals to sue 
foreigners who exploit property stolen 
from them by the Castro regime. The 
simple purpose of this provision is to 
pose a stark choice between trading 
with Castro and trading with the Unit- 
ed States. 

Mr. Chairman, it simply makes no 
sense to lift our embargo just as the 
Castro regime is on the ropes like 
never before. 

Normalizing relations without verify- 
ing fundamental political and eco- 
nomic reforms would merely resusci- 
tate a fading dictator who is the chief 
obstacle to real reform. Trade with 
Cuba today only benefits the repressive 
ruling class, prolongs Cuba's anguish 
and structural poverty, and destroys 
United States credibility with the 
Cuban people. 

Mr. TORRECELLI. Mr. Chairman, I 
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to my 
friend, the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. ANDREWS]. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank my friend, 
the gentleman from New Jersey, for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to rise in 
strong support for this legislation and 
to acknowledge the bipartisan support 
of the legislation by the gentlemen 
from Indiana, Mr. BURTON, and to 
thank my friends, the gentlemen from 
New Jersey, Mr. TORRICELLI and Mr. 
MENENDEZ, for their excellent leader- 
ship on this issue. 

If we have learned anything in the 
last 10 years, we learned that Ameri- 
ca’s greatest asset is not our military 
might or our industrial or economic 
strength. It is the power of our ideals 
and the impact that those ideals have 
on people around the world. Some peo- 
ple argue against this bill by saying 
America should not be out their by 
ourselves. I was proud that we were the 
first to step forward in many ways and 
lead the effort to dismantle the apart- 
heid regime in South Africa. We did 
things by ourselves in that effort that 
we should have done. On the day, Mr. 
Speaker, that I took office as a Mem- 
ber of Congress, Nelson Mandela was in 
prison. Today, he is president of his 
country in a free election. 

There are those who say that the best 
policy is incremental change, negotia- 
tion with those who would suppress 
human rights, as Castro has done. 
There were those who said that about 
the Soviet Union, and I think that one 
of the lessons of the 1980’s is that where 
you meet tyranny with appeasement, 
where you meet tyranny with incre- 
mental change, you get more tyranny, 
not more progress. 

There are those, and this is the 
toughest argument, who would oppose 
this bill because they talk of the very 
real plight and very real suffering of 
the Cuban people. Certainly we are 
sympathetic to that but we have come 
to this conclusion. As we did with the 
people of Eastern Europe where there 
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was suffering, when we stood firm 
against the tyranny of the former Com- 
munist rulers in Eastern Europe, when 
we took the side of freedom and human 
rights, we have today achieved a result 
where we are no longer worried about 
leaders exploiting the freedom of their 
people. We are worried about people ex- 
ploiting their freedom to the best use 
of their countrymen and country- 
women. 

The time has come for us to once 
again take the lead on the inter- 
national scene, to stand behind our 
principles with our actions and our dol- 
lars and to support this piece of legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
SKAGGS]. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, our own enlightened 
self-interest ought to be our guide to a 
pragmatic policy with respect to Cuba. 
Instead, we have in this bill yet an- 
other iteration of an outdated, out- 
moded ideology, mindless isolation. 
What is the United States self-interest 
here? What should be our objective? It 
should be a peaceful transition to a 
Cuba with an open economic system 
and a democratic political system. 
What is the best way to achieve that 
objective? I submit that our recent ex- 
perience is instructive here, our experi- 
ence with the Soviet Union, our experi- 
ence with Eastern Europe, our experi- 
ence with China and even Vietnam, and 
that is an experience of engagement; 
engagement economically with trade 
and investment, showing the virtues of 
our economic system on the ground, in 
person, in their face. 

Engagement ideologically with the 
free exchange of information and peo- 
ple, unimpeded travel of human beings 
and ideas. Our engagement culturally, 
cultural exchange, humanitarian in- 
volvement. 

What are we afraid of here? We 
should be so encouraged by the ulti- 
mate success that we have enjoyed 
with the former Communist world and 
that we will enjoy with the soon-to-be 
former Communist world that we 
should be itching to apply the same 
lessons, the same strategy in Cuba. 
What are we afraid of? A small island 
nation with no strategic allies and a 
failed economic and political system. 

Only a few weeks ago this House ac- 
cepted the wisdom of a strategy that 
began with Richard Nixon, a strategy 
of engagement with respect to China in 
extending МЕМ another year. As much 
as we despise the human rights abuses, 
the political tyranny and all the rest 
that is objectionable in China, we un- 
derstand that it is in our self-interest 
to engage with them on a broad range 
of activities, just as we did with the 
Soviets. 
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Just as we did with the Soviets, we 
understand that with regard to China 
that ultimately poses much greater 
risks to this country than Cuba, and we 
acted on that understanding precisely 
because we know that engagement po- 
litically, economically, culturally, 
that engagement holds out the best 
hope of avoiding those very risks, eco- 
nomic or military. 

Why is that strategy not just as valid 
for Cuba? Perhaps because U.S. policy 
with respect to Cuba has for too long 
been captive of a hard-line ideology, an 
ideology driven by a group that may be 
more interested in settling old scores 
than setting a new course. 

This bill takes U.S. policy in Cuba in 
exactly the wrong direction. It is abso- 
lutely contrary to the long-term self- 
interests of the United States. It will 
increase the prospect of a violent 
change that could present a real secu- 
rity and immigration crisis for the 
United States. 

Let us learn from recent history, Mr. 
Chairman. Have the courage to say 
“по” to narrow ideology, to say “по” 
to special-interest-group domination of 
U.S. policy toward Cuba, and “по” to 
this bill. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself 15 seconds. 

We had an embargo against South Af- 
rica, against Haiti just recently, 
against Libya. My colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle, many of whom 
have spoken already, supported those 
embargoes. This is a more important 
embargo in my opinion than any of 
those. 

Mr. Chairman, with that, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING- 
STON], chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I thank my friend 
from Indiana for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup- 
port of the Cuban Liberty and Demo- 
cratic Solidarity Act. I want to com- 
mend Chairman BURTON and Chairman 
GILMAN for moving this very important 
piece of legislation. 

Perhaps the gentleman from Colo- 
rado does not recall, but I certainly do, 
that it was not engagement that col- 
lapsed the Soviet Union and the Soviet 
empire. It was containment. That is 
the policy that we are exercising in 
Cuba, especially with the passage of 
this act. 

Cuba today continues under Fidel 
Castro to be an oppressive Communist 
relic of the cold war. Castro retains his 
backward totalitarian regime only 90 
miles from our shore. He continues to 
imprison his opponents and to imprison 
human rights activists and persecute 
them unmercifully in the country of 
Cuba. 

Basic freedoms* are routinely re- 
pressed. Cuban prisons are full of polit- 
ical prisoners. I have met them by the 
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tens, almost hundreds. I have to say 
that some of them have stayed and 
lived for 10, 15, 17, perhaps as long as 20 
years in single cubicles. I have been as- 
tounded by the tales of torture and im- 
prisonment and abuse of human rights. 
Yet we see that his failed economic 
policies are collapsing the country. I 
cannot believe what I hear, that the 
opponents of this legislation say it is 
time to engage with Castro. The fact is 
it is time to tighten the sanctions and 
end Castro's ruthless dictatorship. 

Since the cutoff of Soviet assistance 
in 1991, he has launched a desperate 
campaign to lure foreign investment to 
Cuba, to generate hard currency to sus- 
tain his repressive apparatus. We must 
not allow Castro to prop up his failed 
government with foreign investment 
and properties which were confiscated 
from U.S. citizens. H.R. 927 permits 
American citizens to recover damages 
from foreign investors who are profit- 
ing from their stolen property in Cuba. 
This bill will block the foreign invest- 
ment lifeline which still keeps Castro’s 
regime alive and it will create a right 
for U.S. citizens to sue any individual 
or corporation which knowingly and 
intentionally trafficks in confiscated 
property of U.S. nationals. It also de- 
nies entry to the United States of any 
person who trafficks in such con- 
fiscated property. These are logical 
steps which compel international com- 
panies to confront a very fundamental 
choice. You can either ignore U.S. 
property rights to engage in business 
as usual with Castro or you can retain 
access to the world’s largest market. 

Only by ending Castro's access to for- 
eign capital will we succeed in bringing 
his dictatorial rule to a halt. 

While I strongly support the stick ap- 
proach of increased economic sanctions 
to force Castro from power, I also sup- 
port the carrots which are included in 
this legislation. I urge the adoption of 
this bill. It is needed and Castro’s rule 
must come to an end. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from New York IMs. 
VELÁZQUEZ). 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to strongly oppose H.R. 927. 

At this time in our history, when we 
take such pride in declaring the end of 
the cold war, we should be moving to- 
ward demilitarization, breaking down 
cultural, economic, and social barriers, 
and extending a peaceful hand to our 
neighbors worldwide. Instead, with this 
bill, we are choosing to escalate eco- 
nomic war on a small country that 
poses absolutely no threat to our coun- 
try. 

The United States cut off trade and 
travel between the United States and 
Cuba in 1960, in retaliation against 
Fidel Castro and his Cuban revolution. 
Thirty-five years later, it is clear that 
the embargo has failed. 
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H.R. 927 now calls for even tighter re- 
strictions. But let us take a closer look 
at the facts. 

At the same time we are moving to 
establish diplomatic relations and open 
new markets with Vietnam, this bill 
will further restrict United States 
companies and loan institutions from 
trading freely with other countries and 
foreign companies. It will violate 
GATT and NAFTA by denying visas to 
people doing business with Cuba. And 
it will cost the taxpayers millions of 
dollars by committing our Federal 
court system to thousands of addi- 
tional claims for expropriated Cuban- 
owned property. 

The only tangible result of the em- 
bargo has been the resentment of aver- 
age Cuban citizens. Rather than dis- 
crediting Castro, Uncle Sam has gotten 
the blame for the island’s hardships. It 
is time to end the embargo, and bring 
this cruel legacy of the cold war to an 
end. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this bill. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 5 minutes to the very dis- 
tinguished and helpful gentlewoman 
from Florida [Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN]. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 
the debate here tonight reminds me of 
the remarks by Benjamin Franklin, 
who once said, There is nothing so 
tragic as the murder of a beautiful the- 
ory by a gang of brutal facts.” What 
the opponents of this bill have is a 
beautiful theory: that Castro will re- 
form if only you treat him nicely, that 
repression is easing in Cuba, and that 
economic liberalization is commenc- 
ing. 

But the brutal facts are that the re- 
pression is increasing, that worker ex- 
ploitation in Cuba has returned serf- 
dom to our hemisphere, and that the 
struggle for freedom for the Cuban peo- 
ple against the Castro dictatorship re- 
mains as difficult as ever. 

But do not take my word for it. Lis- 
ten to Castro’s own spokesmen. Cas- 
tro’s Foreign Minister, Roberto 
Robaina, who said just recently, ‘‘For 
our enemies, the ideal would be to see 
us multiseparated, multidivided, and 
for that, they demand that we return 
to a multiparty system. That will not 
happen.” 

Trabajadores, one of Castro’s journal- 
- istic puppets, recently said about the 
new foreign investment law in the 
country, There is nothing in the in- 
vestment law which weakens the lead- 
ing role of our communist party.” 
Clearly, these new cosmetic steps by 
Castro are not toward political or eco- 
nomic liberalization, but toward the 
extension of his cruel regime. 

Opponents of this legislation talk 
about investments in Cuba, the mil- 
lions of American dollars that should 
be going out to the investment market 
in Cuba. However, such talk misses the 
point, for the bottom line is that the 
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situation in Cuba is not about invest- 
ment or profiteering. It is, and should 
be, about the lack of freedom and 
human rights for the people of that is- 
land nation just 100 miles from my 
community of Miami. 

What is the reality of Cuba? Unfortu- 
nately, the answer to this question is 
quite simple. For Cuba, under the Cas- 
tro dictatorship, instead of progressing 
is regressing, not only economically 
but in the development of freedoms and 
liberties for its people. The Castro re- 
gime attracts investment by highlight- 
ing its repression of their workers. A 
Castro economic minister recently 
said, ‘‘We are free from labor conflict. 
Nowhere else in the world could you 
get this tranquility.” 

Mr. Chairman, Cuba has become one 
of the last bastions of tyranny in the 
world. Amnesty International describes 
the human rights situation in Cuba as 
“Members of unofficial political, 
human rights and trade union groups 
continued to face imprisonment, short- 
term detention, and frequent harass- 
ment.”’ 

The State Department and Human 
Rights report states that, “Тһе au- 
thorities were responsible for the 
extrajudicial killings of citizens fleeing 
the country. The government sharply 
restricts basic political and civil 
rights, including the rights of citizens 
to change their government; the free- 
dom of speech, press, association, as- 
sembly and movement; as well as the 
right to privacy and various workers 
rights.” 

These are just 2 examples of the 
human rights situation on the island, 
but Castro’s long list of dubious 
achievements does not stop here. We 
should not forget that Castro’s regime 
remains listed by our State Depart- 
ment as a state that promotes terror- 
ism, and the FBI has acknowledged 
that the tyrant holds dozens of fugi- 
tives from American justice. 

For decades the United Nations and 
foreign nations have refused to hear 
the cries of the desperate Cuban people. 
Even some of our colleagues who have 
supported economic embargoes to help 
the aspirations of freedom in other na- 
tions turn a blind eye toward Cuba. 

This Congress, this country, should 
not engage in similar immoral con- 
duct. This bill that we propose here 
today signals that the Congress of the 
United States will not sit idly by as 
unscrupulous investors and nations 
choose to make a quick dollar and con- 
duct their dirty business with Castro, 
at the expense of the freedom and live- 
lihood of the suffering people of Cuba. 

As I have said, this legislation sends 
a clear and simple message. If you in- 
vest in Cuba by trafficking in con- 
fiscated American property, you can 
forget about doing business in the 
United States. Already, Mr. Chairman, 
this legislation even before it has been 
implemented is having the desired ef- 
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fect. The June 23 edition of the Miami 
Herald reported that investment in 
Cuba has been decreasing because of 
the threat that investors feel about 
this legislation. 

No wonder that the Castro regime 
has mounted an unprecedented inter- 
national propaganda campaign against 
this bill. The reason is because it 
threatens to cut its lifeline that main- 
tains this evil regime in existence. 

Mr. Chairman, it is highly cynical to 
believe that Castro and his henchmen, 
after more than three decades of abso- 
lute rule, will transform overnight into 
George Washingtons. This simply is 
not reality, it is a pure fantasy. 

I urge my colleagues to support free- 
dom and democracy in Cuba by sup- 
porting this legislation. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to this bill. This bill is not 
likely to lead to democratization or po- 
litical or social reform in Cuba. What 
it will do is create tremendous legal, 
business, and foreign policy problems. 

In terms of legal problems, the idea 
of settling foreign land settlements, 
claims, in our courts sets an unbeliev- 
ably bad example. Not only will it clog 
up our courts, but the precedent it sets 
for other immigrant Americans who 
have had their property seized I think 
is a wrong one and one that we will live 
to regret. 

Of course, most of those settlements 
will result in default judgments, but it 
is precisely the kind of thing that will 
strengthen Castro’s hand. The threat of 
all these land claims being settled in 
favor of the claimant is just what Cas- 
tro needs to stay in power. It will cre- 
ate business problems. Those American 
corporations that hold the key to ad- 
vancing the free enterprise system in 
Cuba will be prevented from being able 
to deal with Cuba when a transitional 
government begins, as it inevitably 
will, in Cuba. 
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It will create tremendous foreign ро1- 
icy problems. In fact, just at the point 
when the President will need to be able 
to help a transitional government in 
Cuba, it ties his hands with unbeliev- 
ably rigid requirements. 

It also completely undermines 
NAFTA that we just passed on the 
floor of this House. Our relationship 
with Mexico, with Canada, with our 
European allies, will all be under- 
mined. 

This bill does not advance the na- 
tional interest of the United States. We 
ought to work on an approach to pres- 
sure Cuba on human rights and provide 
support to post-Castro Cuba. But this 
bill does just the opposite. 

It would be better to support democ- 
ratization in Cuba by encouraging the 
free flow of information and dialogue 
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between the United States and Cuba 
and working with our allies and non- 
governmental organizations to pres- 
sure Cuba for human rights and Demo- 
cratic reforms. That is how we have 
shown success in our dealings with 
other countries, the Soviet Union in 
particular. We know what works and 
we know what does not work. 

Those who support the increased iso- 
lationism of Cuba should explain how 
and why they think this policy can 
work, after it did not with Eastern Eu- 
rope and the Soviet Union. And, in fact 
it was that beginning of openness, that 
Perestroika, that enabled communism 
to go down to defeat, just as Castro’s 
communism will go down to defeat one 
day if we play it smart. 

Mr. Chairman, I should also say that 
it is the attitude on the part of some 
people promoting this bill that is pre- 
cisely the same attitude that contrib- 
uted to the rise of Fidel Castro in 
Cuba. The classism, the racism, the 
elitism, the greed. That is why we have 
Castro 90 miles from our shore. 

This is not a bill that is in the inter- 
ests of the United States. It is in con- 
tradiction to our foreign policy. It is in 
contradiction to our attempts to open 
trade with both our allies and with 
countries who have the potential to de- 
velop a free enterprise system. 

Mr. Chairman, it is certainly not in 
the interests of our U.S. judicial sys- 
tem to create a precedent that will 
clog up our courts inappropriately. I 
urge my colleagues to vote against this 
bill and to take the kind of construc- 
tive steps we have taken in the past to 
remove Castro and to establish a 
Democratic free enterprise system of 
government in Cuba. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, be- 
fore yielding to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. DEUTSCH] I want only to 
say as a Member of this House who has 
given several years of my career to 
working against Fidel Castro and for 
freedom for Cuba, it is only out of pro- 
found respect for the gentleman of Vir- 
ginia [Mr. MORAN] that I did not rise in 
opposition or, indeed, objection in hav- 
ing our motives questioned or being 
compared with the Bastista regime in 
our using this vehicle to fight for free- 
dom in Cuba. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Florida IMr. 
DEUTSCH]. 

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Chairman, I have 
sat here for about 2% hours listening to 
a variety of debate about Cuba and free 
trade and about the cold war and what 
I would point out to my colleagues is 
that all of that is wonderfully interest- 
ing debate, but it just did not have a 
heck of a lot to do with this resolution 
that is in front of us. 

This resolution deals with some very 
specific things. It does not deal with 
global cold war policy. What it does 
specifically is it deals with non-U.S. 
companies that have purchased ille- 
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gally seized property and gives them a 
right to seek justice in American 
courts. That is what this legislation 
does. That is what it does. 

Mr. Chairman, it does not deal, 
again, with the cold war, with big pic- 
ture stuff. And there are plenty of is- 
sues that we can debate, and there may 
very well be other bills to debate those 
on. But I tell my colleagues, it is kind 
of hard to argue against what this bill 
does. 

Think about it. Just simple justice 
for Americans who might have owned 
property in Cuba, or Cubans who left 
Cuba and became Americans, who are 
American citizens now. They owned a 
factory in Cuba, and they left because 
of the repressive regime. It could have 
been in the 50's or the 60’s, or it could 
have been in the 80s for that matter, 
and then a non-U.S. company bought 
that factory or bought that refinery 
that was illegally seized from the gov- 
ernment that illegally took that fac- 
tory and is making money off of that 
factory. 

Mr. Chairman, what this bill then 
says, if it is adopted into law, is that 
that U.S. citizen, or for that matter 
that U.S. company, has a right to seek 
justice, to seek compensation for what 
occurred. Yes, there are sanctions for 
those companies that bought illegally 
seized property and those sanctions are 
really somewhat severe. They deal with 
visa restrictions and a variety of other 
things. But for this to work, that is 
what we must do. 

Again, I remind my colleagues that 
Castro is holding on by his fingernails 
in terms of his economy. He is using 
this expropriation and property thing 
even today. And for us not to pass this 
legislation is really effectively to sup- 
port his regime. That is the effective 
result of failure to adopt this legisla- 
tion would do. 

Mr. Chairman, the message that it 
sends to Castro in particular is that he 
сап seize property of Americans and 
get away with it. It is wrong. We need 
to adopt this legislation. We need to 
understand the specifics of it. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support the adoption of the legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. RAN- 
GEL]. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I wel- 
come this opportunity to oppose this 
legislation. It shows that in this great 
country people can have the same 
goals, but that in these halls that we 
can debate the manner in which we 
hope to achieve it. 

Mr. Chairman, after the last debate 
on the bill, one of my friends that took 
an opposite side on the rule said, “If 
you are really concerned about freedom 
in Cuba, if you are really concerned 
about getting rid of Castro, why do you 
not talk more about that?’’ So, Mr. 
Chairman, I elect to do it. 
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Mr. Chairman, I would like to say, 
“Неу, Mr. Castro it is all over for dic- 
tators. Communism has failed. Stop 
blaming America and stop blaming the 
embargo. Stop fooling the Cuban peo- 
ple in believing that it is the United 
States’ embargo that has denied the 
Cuban people an opportunity to dream 
and to think that they can aspire to 
improve the quality of life.” 

“Stop telling the American people 
over here in New Jersey, and the people 
in Miami, to keep putting up this em- 
bargo so that you can stay there as 
long as you want. Yes, Mr. Castro, stop 
making it appear as though that it is 
the United States of America, and 
allow us in these halls of the United 
States Congress to be able to say that 
we think the way to get rid of this guy 
is to let some sunshine іп.” 

Mr. Chairman, let us see what is hap- 
pening in human rights. Is the way to 
show the violation in human rights in 
Cuba to have a handful of people in 
Cuba say we cannot go there? Give me 
a break. We are creating somebody out 
there. We are responsible for that dic- 
tator. 

Mr. Chairman, if we want to get rid 
of him, open up the doors of trade. Let 
in students and doctors and artists. Let 
us exchange, show them that America 
is the showcase of democracy. Do not 
have this bum running around saying, 
“Americans in the United States Con- 
gress say we cannot sell you food, we 
cannot sell you medicine, we cannot 
allow your kids to come here. You can- 
not come to the United States of Amer- 
іса.” 

What kind of country is the United 
States of America that we are going to 
be afraid of a handful of socialists, or 
whatever they call themselves over 
there? 

This great republic can stand up 
against the Communists in all of what 
used to be the Soviet Union, and we are 
scared of a handful of people that Cas- 
tro has got over there? We are out of 
our minds. 

This great Nation can stand up 
against a billion Communist Chinese, 
run over there and spend their money, 
but we are scared of a handful of guys 
in uniform in Cuba? 

This great Nation can go to North 
Vietnam and North Korea and have our 
businesspeople trade and have our stu- 
dents sing, laugh, trade information, 
and come back as Americans and not 
be afraid of them, but we are scared to 
death of this bum Castro? 

Why not let America’s voice be heard 
by what we sell best? We sell democ- 
racy. We sell contracts. We sell food. 
We sell medicine. We sell ideas. And we 
win at it. 

Do you colleagues know why we win 
at it? Because that is why we got the 
North American Free-Trade Agree- 
ment. That is why we have got GATT. 
That is why the United States of Amer- 
ica leads in trade. That is why we have 


September 20, 1995 


got Ron Brown. That is why we have 
got the Department of Commerce. We 
are salesmen. We produce and the 
world buys. 

But when my colleagues say embar- 
go,” it means do not talk, do not send 
reporters, do not let people see, Hey, 
America has got a great country. Let 
us see it. Let us see what is going on in 
Cuba. Who are we to tell Americans 
that they cannot go to Cuba? That we 
cannot have protection in Cuba? Are 
we afraid of this little island country 
in the Caribbean? They must be selling 
something that we better take a good 
look at. 

Let us stop saying that we are afraid 
of Castro. The only way to get freedom 
in Cuba is to act as though America 
has got so much of it, so proud of it, 
that we can go any place and everyone 
would say, “І want to be like you.” 

But if we cannot allow them to come 
and listen to our music, our poets, our 
educators; if we cannot listen to their 
scientists and their doctors; if we can- 
not prove to them that America has 
more to offer than this overweight, old 
bearded guy that runs around there in 
combat boots, what kind of republic 
are we? 

Mr. Chairman, I challenge my friends 
on the other side, tell the people in 
Cuba that it is not the American peo- 
ple that are doing this to them. We 
want to send them our food, our medi- 
cine, and our scholars. I think this bill 
separates Americans from Cuba and it 
is an impediment to democracy in 
Cuba. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
RANGEL], my learned colleague, we are 
not afraid of Fidel Castro. I do not 
know where the gentleman got that 
idea, that we are afraid of Fidel Castro. 
But we certainly are not afraid of Fidel 
Castro. 

Mr. Chairman, what we are con- 
cerned about is what he has done to the 
Cuban people; what he has done to the 
American people who had investment 
down there, whose property was con- 
fiscated, that he took away and is now 
trying to sell for hard currency so he 
can survive. 

We are concerned with people like 
Armando Valdarez, a patriot that stood 
up against Castro who spent 22 years in 
the Cuban gulag, was tortured, and has 
told all sorts of stories about what goes 
on down there. He wrote a book called, 
“Against All Hope.” I read it on an air- 
plane and started crying, because of 
the atrocities perpetrated by Castro. 
People on the plane thought I was nuts, 
but the horrible things that he has 
done were so earth shaking to most 
people with heart that they say, Some 
monster like that has to go.“ He con- 
tinues that same policy today. 

Mr. Chairman, he is not fit to rule. 
He rules by coercion. He rules by brute 
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strength and power. That kind of thing 
we cannot tolerate. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. RANGEL] says he is 
against embargo. The gentleman voted 
for the embargo on Haiti and for the 
embargo on South Africa. My colleague 
cannot have it both ways. The gen- 
tleman does not believe in this embar- 


go. 

Mr. Chairman, the fact of the matter 
is that the money that goes to Fidel 
Castro’s regime for a hotel that is built 
down there for the employee, he 
equates the currency of Cuba with the 
dollar. 
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He says that they are equal in value. 
The actual fact of the matter is, itisa 
70 to 81 differential. And he takes 
money from people that pay the sala- 
ries of Cubans who work in these ho- 
tels, let us say it is $400 or $500 a 
month, and he pays them back in 
pesos, which equates to $3 to $4 a 
month. 

If we read what the American Insti- 
tute For Free labor said in part, the 
growing number of partnerships be- 
tween foreign investors and Cuban 
Government agencies has not improved 
a lot of workers or provided them with 
greater autonomy. Instead, the Cuban 
Government has used the exploitation 
of working people and the absence of 
free association as a lure to attract in- 
vestors, often to the detriment of 
workers in neighboring countries. 

The fact of the matter is, Castro be- 
lieves in socialism or death. He does 
not care about the working people 
down there. Their plight has gone 
straight downhill since he took power. 
The only way it is going to change is 
for him to exit the scene, for him to 
exit the scene. The fact of the matter 
is, he was getting $4 to $6 billion a year 
from the old Soviet Union; he is not 
getting it anymore. The only time the 
embargo has started to work is in the 
last 2 to 3 years when the Cuban De- 
mocracy and Freedom Act sponsored 
by the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. TORRICELLI] passed. That is when 
the embargo started to take hold and 
have teeth and work, and Castro has 
been on the ropes ever since. 

He is scared to death. He had people 
in the Committee on Rules yesterday 
watching what went on, because he 
knows, if this bill passes, he is not 
going to be able to get the hard cur- 
rency he needs to survive. His days are 
numbered, and we should not throw 
him a lifeline, we should throw him an 
anchor. And I submit to you, this bill 
is an anchor. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York for just a mo- 


ment. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, All I am saying is 
that I share the same feelings about 
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this person who is a dictator, and I 
hope that that would be understood. I 
have more feeling that this country 
has more power than any Communist, 
whether they were in China, whether 
they are in the Soviet Union, wherever 
they are, I have confidence in my Gov- 
ernment. 

When the President of the United 
States says that this is not in our na- 
tional interests, when our Secretary of 
State says this is not in our national 
interest, as an American, the gen- 
tleman from Indiana {Mr. BURTON] 
said, one President at a time, and that 
is my only point. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, reclaiming my time, I might just 
say that I believe we are going to find 
that the President may have a position 
and the Secretary of State may have a 
position, but I will submit that tomor- 
row probably 300 Members of this body 
will have a different position, because 
we studied the issue and we want that 
man out of power. 

This is going to pass overwhelmingly, 
because the people of this hemisphere 
and the people of this country want 
freedom, democracy and human rights 
for the people who have suffered over 30 
years in Cuba. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman would yield, this will never 
become law in this country, and the 
gentleman knows it. It is going to be 
vetoed and will not be overridden. The 
gentleman knows and I know that this 
is theatrics, and it will never become 
law. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, reclaiming my time, I will say 
that I do not believe that. I believe it 
will become law and we will just see. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
ZIMMER]. 

Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup- 
port of H.R. 927 and urge its passage. 

The cold war was worth fighting. The 
cold war was worth the cost, and we 
won. But one of the last outposts of the 
evil empire still remains only 90 miles 
south of us, and we cannot forget that. 
Cuba is still Communist, Cuba is still 
totalitarian, and Fidel Castro still 
scorns the principles of freedom and 
democracy. 

The men, women, and children of 
Cuba continue to suffer as a result of a 
tyrant who is utterly insensitive to the 
rights and the lives of his own people. 
Now, after 36 years, we are finally in a 
position to put an end to Castro’s vi- 
cious regime. Now of all times is not 
the time to dither or to duck. 

For the sake of democracy and for 
the sake of so many people whose lives 
have been torn asunder by a reprehen- 
sible dictatorship, I urge my colleagues 
to support the Libertad Act. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
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gentleman from 
TORRES). 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Chairman, I am 
grateful to my colleague, Mr. HAMIL- 
TON, for this opportunity to explain 
why the passage of Mr. BURTON’s legis- 
lation, would be, in my opinion, not 
only a grave policy mistake by this 
body, but, would set in motion actions 
which would deliberately inflict upon 
the Cuban people suffering and depriva- 
tion. At worst, this legislation is a 
cruel attempt by Members in both bod- 
ies—who are still fighting the cold 
war—to provoke civil disorder in Cuba. 
Today we need to send a wake-up call 
to those cold warriors in our midst— 
the cold war has ended. We won—re- 
member. 

What threat does the Government of 
Cuba present to the territory or people 
of the United States which would jus- 
tify unleashing further pain and suffer- 
ing and, I would warn, possible blood- 
shed, among the people of Cuba. 

The United States is the only world 
superpower. Our military might dwarfs 
that of the combined armies and navies 
of Europe and certainly of the Ameri- 
cas. We maintain an armed, military 
presence, on the Island of Cuba—how 
many of you appreciate this reality. 

This country maintains an armed, 
military base on Cuba’s southern coast. 
The U.S. controls 45 square miles of 
southern Cuba, including a harbor, 
naval docking and ship repair facilities 
ordinance, supplies and administrative 
facilities—we even have two water dis- 
tillation plants. This U.S. military 
base includes both a naval and an air 
station. Over all—the United States 
military has a base right inside of Cuba 
which is three-quarters the total land 
area of the District of Columbia. One of 
the stated military mission for our 
base in Cuba is to serve as beachhead 
in case the United States decides to in- 
vade the Island. It costs the American 
taxpayer over $45 million a year to 
maintain this military base. 

Now, it looks to me like the military 
threat is reversed—it appears to me 
that this island presents no military or 
strategic threat to the territory of the 
U.S. Why then are we considering legis- 
lation which appears to some to be de- 
signed to make economic and social 
conditions in Cuba so difficult for the 
average citizens, that these difficulties 
would create civic disorder, which 
would then provoke the Castro govern- 
ment to take measures against its pop- 
ulation, which will result in increased 
violence and disorder on the island, 
which will be used as a pretext for 
United States military intervention. 

At best, this legislation will have no 
effect upon the Cuban Government's 
hold on power, but will reveal to the 
international community the mindset 
of United States elected officials—who 
are so trapped, by old ways of thinking 
and by false pride, that they would act 
against a foreign government which 
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poses no threat or danger to the na- 
tional security of the United States of 
America. Now, Cuba has always been a 
peculiarly emotional issue in United 
States foreign policy. Past United 
States interests with regard to Cuba 
were of a security nature and had more 
to do with Washington’s global rivalry 
with Moscow than with Cuba itself. In 
the early sixties, United States offi- 
cials maintained that it was not the so- 
cialist nature of Cuba’s system which 
drove United States opposition rather 
it was our Government’s concern with 
Cuba’s interventionist foreign policy 
and its military ties to the former So- 
viet Union. 

The Carter administration added to 
this list, its demands that Cuba dem- 
onstrate greater respect for human 
rights. 

As recently as 5 years ago United 
States barriers to improved relation- 
ships with Cuba were still conditioned 
by Cuba’s commitment to the export of 
armed revolution and its close military 
ties to the Soviet Union. For 33 years 
the primary United States policy ini- 
tiative responding to our criticisms of 
Cuba’s foreign policy has been to main- 
tain an economic embargo against 
Cuba. In one form or another this Unit- 
ed States economic embargo against 
Cuba has been the policy of the last 
nine United States Presidents. 

Since H.R. 927 is designated to tight- 
en the economic blockade against the 
Cuban people, it behooves those who 
would agree to such action to examine 
more closely the history of our current 
embargo and to know in detail the out- 
comes of tightening this economic 
noose which is around Cuba. 

The Burton bill proposes to tighten 
this embargo and to reinforce sanc- 
tions against our allies to stop trading 
with Cuba. 

I feel that we ought to be able to ex- 
amine now whether this past embargo 
has furthered U.S. policy goals. In 
terms of the stated U.S. security con- 
cerns we observe the following: Cuban 
troops are out of Africa; Cuba is no 
longer supporting revolutionary move- 
ments; and its military ties to Russia 
are virtually nonexistent—and cer- 
tainly, not a threat to the United 
States. 

So, if the intent of our embargo was 
to guarantee certain U.S. security in- 
terests, and if these concerns have been 
met, why are we now proposing to 
tightened the effects of our 33-year-old 
embargo, and ironically, provide Fidel 
Castro with fresh reasons for showing 
how his nation’s economic problems 
are not his fault? I would maintain 
that United States policy interests to- 
ward Cuba are no longer based upon 
United States security issues, but rath- 
er are attempts to effect internal 
changes in Cuba. If the United States is 
now seeking internal political and eco- 
nomic changes in Cuba, does the Bur- 
ton bill serve these ends? Certainly, 33 
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years of economic embargo have not 
toppled the Castro regime; there has 
been a renovation of the top political 
leadership; the government appears to 
have been able to impose severe eco- 
nomic restrictions because most Cu- 
bans, despite the hardships, have ad- 
justed successfully; the state’s security 
forces remain loyal and effective; com- 
pensation for United States property 
seized has not been reached; Cuba has 
not been isolated internationally; and 
the United States embargo—particu- 
larly the enactment of the Cuban De- 
mocracy Act of 1992, gave Cuban lead- 
ers a vehicle for mobilizing patriotic 
support to elicit the sacrifice necessary 
to make the economic adjustment. 
And, as I mentioned earlier, this act 
provided the Cuban Government with a 
target for blaming the United States 
Government as a cause of Cuba’s many 
calamities. For a moment, let us sup- 
pose that the U.S. trade embargo were 
to be lifted tomorrow in its entirety. 

What would be the effect on Cuba’s 
economy in the short run? It is quite 
probable that not much would happen 
immediately to the Cuban economy: 
Cuba could not import more goods be- 
cause it lacks the foreign exchange to 
pay for them. Cuba’s principal product 
sugar, is over-supplied worldwide and is 
traded internationally at low prices in 
a residual market. The major impact of 
removing the embargo would be politi- 
cal: the Cuban government would be 
held responsible for the nation’s eco- 
nomic problems. It seems to me that 
the United States’ trade embargo pol- 
icy is assisting the continuation of the 
Castro government—and the miseries 
of its people. I trust that others will 
speak to the suffering which has been 
visited on the Cuban people by our out- 
dated trade embargo. I maintain that 
it is time for a new vision in United 
States policy toward Cuba. 

As part of this new vision” I would 
make the following suggestions: the 
Clinton administration should define 
United States interest in Cuba in sim- 
ple and clear terms. Washington should 
consult with our democratic Latin 
American allies in shaping our own 
policy toward Cuba. Our policy should 
include the following elements: 

To foster a respect for human rights 
and a transition to pluralized democ- 
racy; 

To make clear that the United States 
has no intention of invading Cuba and 
to condemn violent actions by exile 


groups; 

To facilitate the flow of inter- 
national information into Cuba: This 
should include continuing the facilita- 
tion of telephone communications be- 
tween our two countries; facilitate di- 
rect mail, cultural and academic ex- 
changes, establish news bureaus, travel 
by United States citizens to Cuba; 

In order to make credible United 
States claims that our objection is to 
Cuba’s government, and not to hurt its 
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people, the Untied States should indi- 
cate its readiness to remove aspect of 
the embargo if Cuba opens up its poli- 
tics in specified ways. 

In this way, the United States will 
signal its desire to respond to changes 
that the Cuban government chooses to 
adopt on its own; and 

To remove all punitive measures 
from the Cuban Democracy Act which 
interfere with the normal exerciser of 
sovereign jurisdiction in other coun- 
tries. Our economic relationships with 
Canada, Mexico and the European Com- 
munity are of vital importance, and 
outweigh any remaining objectives the 
United States may have toward Cuba. 

Furthermore, United States-Cuban 
policy provides a window of doubt for 
other governments to question United 
States ability to provide creative lead- 
ership in the post cold war world. 

By adopting H.R. 927 the United 
States will violate international law 
and treaties, that we have signed, rati- 
fied, and promised to uphold. Further- 
more, if adopted, this legislation would 
cause serious problems in our relations 
with our closest friends and trading 
partners. This bill would hurt U.S. 
business interests abroad. Our courts 
would become tied up with thousands 
of non-dismissable lawsuits, and, this 
bill will not advance democracy in 
Cuba. 

This bill is a credit to bullies and dic- 
tators—not a democratic people, who 
are confident of their might and eco- 
nomic and political system. Indeed, 
this bill isolates the United States— 
provides ammunition to those who 
maintain that United States foreign 
policy is being made through campaign 
contributions, and that the United 
States has lost it belief in itself and in 
the inevitability of a peaceful transi- 
tion to democracy in Cuba. 

The Burton bill does not convey 
honor to this institution, nor to the 
American people. It is a mean spirited, 
vengeful, politically motivated meas- 
ure which may in fact, itself, pose a 
danger to United States national inter- 
ests in Cuba. For if this act is passed 
and if the misery and hardships which 
it is designed to create in Cuba, comes 
to pass then the prospects of prolonged 
violence could provoke mass migration 
and, even, United States military ac- 
tion. 

This is the wrong bill, sending the 
wrong message, at the wrong time. 
Surely, a country which holds its 
democratic practices and traditions so 
high, would not stoop so low as to pro- 
voke economic and social hardships 
against innocent citizens of an inde- 
pendent republic. 

Once again, old men and women with 
old ideas, are trying to force old, and 
bankrupt solutions. Why not trust the 
process of openness and of democracy. 
Let us reduce the hostility in United 
States-Cuban relations, let us encour- 
age private markets the rule of law and 
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independent organizations and let us 
promote pragmatic exchange between 
the United States and the Government 
of Cuba. 

I urge you to return this outdated 
and poorly constructed bill to the dust 
bin of history. In name of integrity and 
honor, I urge the defeat of this bad bill. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss], my 
good friend and colleague. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 927, legislation that re- 
focuses attention on the root of the 
problem in Cuba—Fidel Castro. His 
willingness to use his people as a lever- 
age point, by deliberately manufactur- 
ing refugee crises, has been his greatest 
weapon. He has done a much better job 
of using this weapon than we have 
using ours—the embargo. But today 
Fidel Castro’s regime is struggling to 
collect the hard currency it needs to 
survive. H.R. 927 ups the economic 
pressure on Castro by cutting off the 
currency supply line, in particular by 
sanctioning foreign investors willfully 
trafficking in the confiscated property 
of American citizens. The bill goes fur- 
ther to address some of gaps left by the 
1992 Cuban Democracy Act regarding 
U.S. policy for the transition period 
after Fidel Castro’s departure and be- 
fore democratic elections. It is time for 
America to stand its ground and it is 
time for Castro to go—only then will 
we be able to re-embrace the closest of 
our hemispheric neighbors. I look for- 
ward to that. And that is what H.R. 927 
is about. I urge my colleagues to join 
me in supporting it. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
MENENDEZ], one of the architects of 
this legislation, and one of the most 
important voices in this Congress on 
Cuban-American affairs. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I came with prepared 
remarks, but let me just say, I under- 
stand the fire of this institution. I un- 
derstand debate, but I do not under- 
stand the comments of some of my col- 
leagues. I would wonder how my col- 
league, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SERRANO] or the gentleman from 
California [Mr. TORRES] who spoke be- 
fore would feel if he heard, as we heard 
from one of our colleagues from Flor- 
ida, that there are too many Cubans, 
you have to shut it down. 

That is a hell of a statement. I appre- 
ciate the gentleman’s kind words to- 
wards me, but that does not wipe that 
statement clean. 

They have come to this country and 
contributed, they have worked hard, 
they have played by the rules, they 
have helped build up cities, and they 
have suffered. I do not understand that 
comment. 
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I do not understand the comments of 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
SKAGGS] about the special narrow in- 
terest groups. Over 300 Members of this 
House voted for the rule, over 72 Demo- 
cratic Members, nearly one-third of the 
Democratic Caucus voted for a rule. Is 
that a narrow interest? 

Why is it that when we talk about 
Cuban Americans it is a narrow inter- 
est? Was NAFTA a narrow interest for 
Mexican-Americans? Was the issue of 
Israel a narrow interest for those who 
are Americans of Jewish descent? No, 
we accept that. 

I keep hearing that we violate 
NAFTA and GATT. This bill does not 
have anything to do with that. It did 
maybe with the sugar provisions. 
Those are out. Where is NAFTA and 
GATT involved here? I know that is an 
intent to lure the free traders away, 
but that is not in here. 

I heard the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. MORAN], a colleague, upset me 
again. He paints with a broad brush. He 
said, the people who are about this, 
who support this are about elitism and 
greed. Well, I will have the gentleman 
know that my family was poor in Cuba 
and it was poor when it came to the 
United States. No one in my family 
graduated from college until I went to 
school here in the United States, and I 
resent those remarks. 

The gentleman may have a diver- 
gence of view on policy, but the gen- 
tleman has no right to paint a group of 
people in such a manner, no right. 

I listened to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. RANGEL] who I respect at 
least in the context that he finally 
called Fidel Castro what he is, a dic- 
tator, which too many people who 
come here make believe that the Unit- 
ed States are the bad guys. What about 
the dictatorship? 

The one thing I have that none of the 
people who have spoken here, except 
for my colleagues, the gentleman from 
Florida [Мг. DIAZ-BALART] and the gen- 
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. Ros- 
LEHTINEN) have, is family in Cuba. Ev- 
erybody else talks about it abstractly. 
Everybody else talks about it in the 
context that we are creating suffering 
and oppression of people in Cuba. 

The only person who is doing that is 
Fidel Castro. And I say that as some- 
one who has family there. No one else 
who spoke before, other than the peo- 
ple I have mentioned, can say that. 
And they still suffer. But they do not 
suffer because of what I do in the Unit- 
ed States Congress. They suffer be- 
cause of a person that has chosen a 
course of action that keeps them op- 
pressed, not only from political lib- 
erties, but from economic reforms that 
would make their lives better. 
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I rarely talk about my family in 
these debates because I do not need 
them to suffer any more as a result of 
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what I do here in this House, but my ef- 
forts are not to hurt my family. They 
are to try to liberate them, and I am 
upset to hear, upset to hear that what 
we seek is pain and bloodshed. The 
only blood that can be spilt in Cuba is 
the arms of Fidel Castro. He has the 
guns, he has the army, he has the secu- 
rity forces, and only he can turn those 
arms against the people of Cuba. 

Mr. Chairman, let’s talk about him. I 
understand differences in opinions as 
to how we proceed, but I do not accept 
the comments of some of my col- 
leagues who say that there are too 
many Cubans here, that is why we have 
got to shut down the door. I do not ac- 
cept the comments of some of my col- 
leagues who call this a narrow interest 
of view when we have such a wide 
range of support. I do not accept those 
comments. 

Mr. Chairman, I start with a very 
basic premise. It has always been, and 
I believe always will be, in the national 
interest of the United States to pro- 
mote a change to peaceful and ulti- 
mately democratic change in Cuba. It 
is in our national interest. I speak as 
an American when I say it is in our na- 
tional interest because Cuba has the 
third largest army in the entire West- 
ern Hemisphere under the command of 
a dictatorship. It is in our national in- 
terest because Castro seeks to finish a 
nuclear power plant 90 miles away from 
the United States of a Chernobyl type. 
We do not need another Chernobyl 90 
miles away from the United States. It 
is in our national interest because Cas- 
tro continues to violate the human 
rights of his people through political 
repression, incarceration, and yes, fir- 
ing squads, and it is this political re- 
pression and the lack of economic re- 
form that causes Cubans to flee their 
homeland that my colleague from Flor- 
ida so much cares about and seek ref- 
uge in the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, opponents of this bill 
would have us believe that it is the 
United States that is the villain, not 
Castro. And yet, we all agree that it is 
Castro who denies his people the right 
to free and democratic elections. It is 
Castro who permits the continuation of 
human rights abuses, and it is Castro 
who could end the suffering of the 
Cuban people tomorrow if he chose to. 

Mr. Chairman, yesterday during the 
debate in the Committee on Rules, one 
member suggested that by ignoring 
Castro, we have heard that on the floor 
today, perhaps it would resolve itself, 
that perhaps absent U.S. attention, 
Castro would change his ways. 

Mr. Chairman, Fidel Castro could 
change this instant. He can call elec- 
tions today. He could allow alternative 
political parties to form today. He 
could release Cuba’s political prisoners 
today. He could make substantive eco- 
nomic and market reforms that would 
help the Cuban people. Forget about 
anybody else. Help the Cuban people 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


put more food on Cuban tables. Fidel 
Castro could make this bill irrelevant 
today, but instead, he chooses tyranny 
as his form of government, a choice he 
could easily reverse. 

Mr. Chairman, with this in mind, 
nearly two years ago I suggested that 
we develop a proactive policy towards 
the Cuban people, that we prepare 
today for a change in Cuba tomorrow, 
that we combine our principled and 
firm opposition to Cuba’s oppressors 
with a beacon of light to the Cuban 
people to say clearly to them, we are in 
solidarity with you, we want to help 
you, but we do not want to assist those 
who deprive you of your basic rights. 

So I introduced with broad bipartisan 
support the Free and Independent Cuba 
Assistance Act, which is incorporated 
under Title П. It is not about pain and 
bloodshed. It is about assisting the 
Cuban people, sending out a blueprint 
from the United States of assistance to 
a government in transition, and ulti- 
mately, a government that is demo- 
cratically elected, and it says to the 
Cuban people, here is how we want to 
help, and for the first time in foreign 
policy, it is proactive. 

Finally, the second part of the bill 
really deals with the right of American 
citizens and the right of American 
companies to be able to sue in our 
courts for their confiscated properties 
illegally confiscated in Cuba. If my col- 
leagues want to stand up for American 
citizens, if my colleagues want to stand 
up for American companies simply to 
have a right to go to court and sue 
some foreign company that wants to 
buy those properties that were illegally 
confiscated from Cuba, my colleagues 
will support this bill. No matter how 
much hocus-pocus we have here, no 
matter how much clouding of the issue 
we want to make it, that is the basic 
line. Help the people in Cuba, blueprint 
for a transition, the ability to sue so 
that they can therefore make sure that 
their confiscated properties do not be- 
come the illegal fruits of Fidel Castro. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York (Мг. SERRANO]. 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, let me 
first preface my comments by saying 
that the beauty of democracy is the 
ability to disagree. For me, the pain of 
democracy tonight is to have to dis- 
agree with colleagues of mine from the 
Cuban-American community who have 
a special emotional involvement in 
this issue. 

I come tonight not only as a person 
who was born an American citizen, but 
with a special feeling in my heart for 
having been born in an American city 
in the island of Puerto Rico, for those 
two islands, Cuba and Puerto Rico, 
hold historical and cultural bonds that 
some people in this body may just not 
understand. If the people in Cuba hurt, 
then I hurt, and I wonder how much of 
their pain is caused by us, not by their 
leadership. 
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So I think it is important for us to be 
honest with ourselves, at least in pri- 
vate if we do not say it out loud. This 
is not about democracy. It cannot be 
about democracy. Our country at this 
moment in its foreign policy state- 
ments has no moral grounds to say 
that this issue is about democracy, not 
when we are dealing with China and 
Vietnam and with Korea and with 
other countries, not when we see elec- 
tions in the Caribbean, democratic 
elections that are very questionable in 
terms of how they were conducted and 
we look the other way. 

Mr. Chairman, what this is about, in 
my opinion, is, in fact, a response to a 
well organized lobby in two parts of 
our country, in Florida and in New Jer- 
sey, which has taken their emotions 
and their ability to lobby well and 
made a lot of people feel that this is 
the kind of legislation we need. As 
much as I oppose the law of the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
TORRICELLI], we could say there is this 
law already on the books, why do we 
need this, as the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Мг. TORRICELLI] said tonight, 
admitting that his law does not work. 
I have done that in the past. It is not 
an easy thing to admit. 

What this is about is a group of peo- 
ple in this country, Members of Con- 
gress, who kneejerk immediately to 
the thought of getting to this quote, 
unquote, last communist left. How do 
we do it? By squeezing the Cuban peo- 
ple. If we squeeze them to a point 
where they are hungry on the streets, 
they will rise up against their govern- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not a scholar in 
world history, but I do not remember 
the last revolution led by hungry peo- 
ple. I do not remember the last revolu- 
tion led and put together by people 
who cannot feed their family. It is usu- 
ally the middle class and the upper 
class that leads these revolutions. 

What do we do? We lie. We lie to our- 
selves because we say that the Cuban 
people support the embargo. Let me see 
if I get this straight. A mother in Cuba 
who does not know where she is going 
to feed and how she is going to feed her 
children tomorrow calls her sister in 
Miami. Her sister interrupts her din- 
ner, pushes aside a plate of white rice 
or black beans, fried plantains, and a 
Coca-Cola, not to mention a little pork 
or beef and says, “Үев, what do you 
want, my dear?” She says, “Listen, I 
don’t know how I am going to feed my 
children tomorrow, but I want you to 
support the embargo so I can get this 
guy off my back.” 

Are mothers in Cuba different from 
mothers throughout the world? Would 
a mother do that to her children? Give 
me a break. It is people here who sup- 
port the embargo because the embargo 
will bring about a crisis in Cuba even- 
tually they hope which will allow them 
to move in and play a role in a new 
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Cuba, for if we lift the embargo and ne- 
gotiate with the Cuban Government, 
there will be a transition because Cuba 
already is on a road that will never 
turn away from where it is going now. 

Mr. Chairman, do we know what will 
happen? The new Cuban Government 
will be composed of people who live in 
Cuba now, and that is bad news for peo- 
ple who want to go back to Cuba, not 
to visit relatives, but to run the gov- 
ernment. 

Let me say what I think is happening 
here and this is what I am afraid of. We 
in our profession like to make the pre- 
dictions and be right. I make this pre- 
diction and I pray to God that I am 
wrong. We will squeeze the Cuban peo- 
ple more and there will be a crisis in 
Cuba, and it will become an immigra- 
tion crisis for us, and that is when we 
really react negatively toward Cubans 
because we do not want any more Cu- 
bans in this country. We are anti-im- 
migrants all of a sudden. So we will 
have to blockage Cuba and someone 
will fire a shot somewhere and we will 
be there the way we always know how 
to be with troops. 

Mr. Chairman, the lawsuits allowing 
people who were not citizens at the 
time that their property was dealt with 
to now sue, the whole idea of telling a 
CEO from a foreign corporation, if you 
are dealing in Cuba with these prop- 
erties, your children and you, your rel- 
atives, cannot enter this country, not 
even for a kidney transplant, what the 
heck are we talking about here? 

Mr. Chairman, there are children in 
Cuba tonight who are on the road to 
more suffering. Can we be proud of 
that? Can we be proud of that? I start- 
ed to say where I came from. A great 
poet once wrote that Cuba and Puerto 
Rico are of one bird; it is two wings. 
Both hurt in different ways. One is a 
colony and one with much pain. I 
would like it to end. It can end if we 
get off this machismo trip we are on, 
stop our obsession with one individual 
and deal with the Cuban people for the 
human beings they are. 

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to H.R. 
927, the Cuban Liberty and Democratic Soli- 
darity Act. This is an extreme bill that contin- 
ues and strengthens diplomatic policies that 
have never been successful, and introduces 
troubling new policies that will adversely affect 
U.S. businesses, the court system in the Unit- 
ed States, damage our relations with our clos- 
est allies, and, most important, increase the 
suffering of the Cuban people. 

The existing Cuban embargo has not re- 
sulted in any change in Cuba's Government. 
The imposition of even stricter sanctions 
against Cuba would only exacerbate the al- 
ready critical economic situation in Cuba and 
cause even more hardship to the real victims 
of this embargo, the Cuban people. 

Cuba does not pose a threat to our demo- 
cratic government, and the United States Gov- 
ernment should not pursue the policy, con- 
tained in this legislation, which would serve to 
further increase Сира" isolation. We should 
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instead have the courage to develop and ex- 
pand a constructive relationship with Cuba. 

The existing Cuban embargo and current 
United States policy toward Cuba does not 
have the support of the world community. This 
support is vital for a successful foreign policy. 
H.R. 927 would even further damage our rela- 
tionships with our allies, and violate the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. 

Passage of this legislation would have a 
very negative impact on the court system in 
the United States. This bill would allow any 
United States citizen, or any company orga- 
nized under United States law, whose property 
was expropriated by the Cuban Government, 
to sue Cuba or any foreign business that is 
using the property today. The result will prob- 
ably be the filing of thousands—maybe even 
hundreds of thousands—of lawsuits in U.S. 
courts. If the estimate of $4,500 in administra- 
tive costs per case (as provided by the Admin- 
istrative Office of the U.S. Courts) is correct, 
the resulting cost to the U.S. court system and 
the taxpayers of the United States is tremen- 
dous. 

Finally, the current trade embargo is already 
harming businesses in the United States. 
American businesses are banned from doing 
business in Cuba, and this has meant that Eu- 
ropean and Latin American investors are able 
to enjoy new business opportunities without 
any competition from United States business 
interests. 

It is ironic that countries well known for their 
human rights violations are our trade partners. 
We have opened the doors of commerce with 
Vietnam and North Korea, and yet we con- 
tinue to follow a policy that has no moral 
grounds and damages the national interests of 
the United States with respect to Cuba. | 
would urge my colleagues to vote against H.R. 
927, a bill that moves U.S. foreign policy even 
further in the wrong direction. We should in- 
stead take the first steps in the path of bring- 
ing economic recovery to our neighbor, and 
building a productive and peaceful relation- 
ship. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, let me just 
say, we are the largest donator of food 
to the people of Cuba. I hope ту, col- 
league will hear that. We do not pro- 
hibit food or humanitarian assistance 
to go to Cuba. It is going down there 
every day. In fact, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. DIAZ-BALART] has helped 
organize getting food into Cuba so that 
lady we are talking about whose child 
is going to be starving and all that sort 
of thing will not be as a result of the 
people of the United States because we 
are the largest donator of food in Cuba. 

It was also said that there might be 
somebody who would have a child who 
would need a kidney transplant who 
could not come to this country because 
we would not allow them to have a visa 
because their parents were trafficking 
in confiscated U.S. property. That is 
untrue because there is a Presidential 
waiver provision in this bill. The Sec- 
retary of State and our Embassies can 
waive that provision for any humani- 
tarian purpose. They can do it on a 
case-by-case basis. 
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Mr. Chairman, those two arguments 
are like a sieve. They do not hold 
water. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. SANFORD]. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
tonight in support of this act. I think 
that we have heard a lot of discussion 
tonight, different opinions on, for in- 
stance, what is in the strategic best in- 
terest of our country and I think we 
would all agree that having a totali- 
tarian regime with the third largest 
Army in the Western Hemisphere 90 
miles from our coast is not a good idea. 

Mr. Chairman, we have talked about 
what is it that will lead toward peace- 
ful transition, away from Castro, and 
toward a democratically elected gov- 
ernment. We have had discussion on 
what is it that will actually end Cas- 
tro’s control, his lock-neck control of 
Cuba, a control so tight that Amnesty 
International has rated him on the top 
of the charts in terms of nonhumani- 
tarian work toward other humans, but 
I would like to suggest that in all these 
different options that we have heard 
tonight, maybe the real answer that is 
never suggested on the floor of the 
House is that maybe we do not know. 
Maybe we do not know. 

I had the good fortune of actually 
visiting with refugees with the gen- 
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] and 
others 5 months ago, and in that visit 
we had conversations with refugees 
who said the way to solve the Castro 
problem is not by sending more tour- 
ists that will lead to replenishment of 
his bank accounts, not by sending him 
more plant and equipment which will 
lead toward greater industry, which 
will replenish his bank accounts, not 
by allowing him to sell off pieces of the 
island of Cuba which will lead toward 
him being able to replenish his bank 
accounts. 
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Instead, the only way that you solve 
the Castro problem is by tightening the 
noose. 

These were people who had risked 
their lives and left behind all posses- 
sions that they owned for one simple 
thought, and that is the idea of free- 
dom. Yet these were the people saying 
it is my cousin, my aunt, my uncle who 
will be the one hurt the worst as you 
tighten the noose, but do it because it 
is the only way to solve the problem. 

With that, I would simply like to say 
that if the people most affected by the 
decision that we are contemplating say 
this is the way to solve the problem, 
then maybe in this case they are the 
ones that know the answer. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. ENGEL]. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, there has been a lot of 
heartfelt discussion, debate tonight, 
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and I do not think that either side 
should question anybody’s motives. Let 
me just say that I supported the em- 
bargo against apartheid, racist South 
Africa. I support the embargo against 
the Serbian regime. I support the em- 
bargo against Saddam Hussein in Iraq, 
an embargo in Iran, and I support the 
embargo against Castro’s Cuba because 
I think that embargoes have been and 
can be effective tools in bringing down 
governments. 

Castro has been in power a long, long 
time. Here it is 35 years later. He shows 
no signs of change, no signs of institut- 
ing political pluralism, no signs of in- 
stituting democracy. Why would we 
want to prop up an aging dictator in 
his waning years? I am opposed to dic- 
tatorships. Frankly, I do not care if 
they are right-wing or left-wing. If 
they do not give people the ability to 
express themselves politically, if they 
do not have a free-market economy, if 
they do not have a semblance of politi- 
cal pluralism, I do not want to apolo- 
gize for them. 

This bill attempts to deny Castro for- 
eign capital. Is it a perfect bill? I have 
not seen any perfect legislation in the 
7 years that I have been here, but it is 
an attempt to deny him the capital to 
help bring down his regime. Will it 
work? Time will tell. But I think this 
country ought to be on the side of try- 
ing to bring down his regime. I think 
this bill takes a step in that direction. 

Here it is 1995. Castro brings people 
to the island and he shows them around 
and tells people how wonderful it is. 
But the fact of the matter is he is deal- 
ing much the same way he dealt 
throughout the 1960’s and 1970’s and 
198075. Аба time when other countries 
have thrown off the yoke of oppression, 
Castro still has a noose around his peo- 
ple’s neck. 

Some people will argue that the 
American embargo has not worked all 
these years, so why would a tighter, 
more difficult embargo work now? The 
fact is that for years Castro had the 
Soviet Union prop him up and infuse 
capital into his country. The Soviet 
Union is gone now. There is no one to 
prop him up anymore. He is exposed for 
the world to see, and he is hurting. 

I think that is what makes the dif- 
ference. I think that is what will lead 
to the toppling of his regime. I think 
this act is something that ought to be 
voted upon. I think that Castro has to 
go. Why does he not just go and let his 
people have democracy and then there 
would be no need for this kind of bill? 
He will not do it because he cares 
about his regime. He cares about out- 
dated ideas. The poor Cuban people 
have to suffer as a result. 

I think we should have a bipartisan 
vote for this bill, and I support it. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BRYANT]. 

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I do not think there is a finer 
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group of Members of this House than 
those who are in the room tonight and 
I include in that our adversaries in this 
debate. 

I am opposed to this bill. I do think 
it is fair, however, for me to respond to 
a couple of things that have been said 
by the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. MENENDEZ], the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. BURTON] and perhaps oth- 
ers, along the lines of the fact that 
somehow those of us that believe this 
bill is a mistake are trying to assert 
that somehow the United States has 
been the villain. No one has said that 
and no one believes that. We all are 
here to try to achieve the same pur- 
pose. Nor does anyone want to prop up 
any dictator anyplace. And I think in 
your hearts you know that is the case. 

What we are saying is that perhaps 
the United States has followed the 
wrong policy for a very long time and 
that perhaps those of you who, in a 
heartfelt and sincere way, advocate 
this bill and have advocated other poli- 
tics, frankly, which I have voted for in 
the past, perhaps are blinded by your 
deep-seated feelings to the fact that 
the policy which you have advocated 
has simply not worked. 

The question tonight is whether we 
are going to act in the interest of the 
people of the United States, in the in- 
terest of this Nation as a whole, or 
whether we are going to continue to ig- 
nore common sense and history and the 
wisdom of the entire rest of the world 
that opposes this bill and our policy, 
and pass a bill that at bottom caters to 
the deep-seated sentiments of some of 
the people in our country and to the 
political dynamics of South Florida 
and New Jersey. 

That is really what the question to- 
night is. It was not legislation like this 
that freed the people of the Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe, nor was it 
an embargo that freed them. It was, 
rather, the inability of those govern- 
ments to isolate their people from the 
cultural, commercial and political in- 
fluences of the West. They could not 
close it out. 

Yet what do they bring to us tonight? 
A bill which would further isolate the 
Cuban people from the political and 
economic culture of our country and 
the rest of the hemisphere and the rest 
of the world, exposure to which would 
hasten the end of tyranny in Cuba. 

It makes no sense. It denies logic. It 
defies history. We have tried it your 
way for 30 years. What happened? Seek- 
ing to help people who were fleeing tyr- 
anny, we invited all Cubans who could 
get out to come to the United States 
and thereby drain the country of all of 
its natural opposition to the govern- 
ment that is there today. 

Those people that have come here 
have been wonderful citizens, more pro- 
ductive than the average citizen. They 
have made great Members of Congress. 
We must recognize the fact that we 
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have drained the island of its opposi- 
tion. 

What else did we do? We helped Casto 
convince its people that we were the 
villains, not his form of government, as 
ridiculous as that is, but he has man- 
aged to make the case. Why? Because 
we are the only nation in the entire 
world that pursues a policy like this 
toward Cuba, nobody else. 

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
BURTON], talked about South Africa, 
and I heard somebody mention the 
other embargoes that we have carried 
out in the past. We did that with the 
help of all the rest of the world. We 
have no help in this policy. The entire 
world is calling us and saying do not 
pass this legislation that is on the floor 
tonight. In spite of the failure of this 
policy, tonight you ask us to make our 
policy even more restrictive, to ignore 
the President, ignore the Secretary of 
State, ignore pleas from all the world’s 
government and take another step in 
the wrong direction, the same direction 
we have been going without any suc- 
cess for 30 years. 

This bill, simply put, is an orgy of il- 
logical zealotry and individual politi- 
cal ambition all coming up at the same 
time. Who is going to pay for it? The 
kids in Cuba that would like to get a 
regular meal three times a day and 
cannot, the creative people there that 
would like to be somehow involved in 
our culture, to be more exposed to it, 
the budding entrepreneurs, and they 
are budding there if you read any of 
the authoritative reports, that would 
like to be involved in commerce with 
us. Having been made more prosperous, 
as the gentleman from New York, [Mr. 
SERRANO] said, would therefore be more 
influential and more able to speak for 
freedom and justice and openness in 
Cuba. 

I urge the Members of the house to 
reject this backward step, to recognize 
where we have been, where we have 
made mistakes and not go even further 
in the wrong direction. Tonight is an 
opportunity to say no to a narrow in- 
terest and to speak for the American 
people. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. Let me just say, briefly, Mr. 
Chairman, the embargo that everybody 
has been alluding to has been in place 
since the Cuban Democracy Act was 
passed several years ago by an over- 
whelming majority of this House. This 
does not have anything to do with the 
embargo. What this does is it puts pres- 
sure on people who traffic in con- 
fiscated U.S. property by denying them 
visas, No. 1, and by providing a cause of 
action in U.S. courts for restitution if 
they buy confiscated U.S. property or 
traffic in it. That is what this does. So 
when I keep hearing my colleagues 
keep talking about this being an ex- 
pansion of the embargo, all we are 
doing is saying that people who had 
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their property confiscated have a right, 
a cause of action, and that people who 
deal in confiscated property should not 
be allowed to make a profit by coming 
to the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I include for the 
RECORD the following articles from the 
Herald of September 20, 1995: 

The articles referred to are as fol- 
lows: 

VIEWPOINTS ON UNITED STATES-CUBA 
RELATIONS—FIND A COMMON GROUND 

The following is excerpted from a July let- 
ter to President Clinton from Oscar Arias, 
the Nobel Peace Prize laureate and former 
president of Costa Rica: 

On June 26 I had the privilege of hearing 
your words at the commemoration of the 
50th anniversary of the United Nations Char- 
ter in San Francisco. I congratulate you for 
your inspiring message. It is satisfying to 
hear the president of the most powerful па- 
tion in the world remind us that the signato- 
ries of the U.N, Charter thought that ‘‘mere- 
ly punishing the enemy was self-defeating.” 

Encouraged by your words and actions, I 
write to discuss a topic that directly con- 
cerns all inhabitants of our continent: the 
relationship between the United States and 
Cuba. My immediate concern is the Cuban 
Liberty and Democratic Solidarity Act 
(Helms-Burton bill), which openly соп- 
tradicts the principles so eloquently ex- 
pressed in your speech in San Francisco. 

I fervently hope that Congress will not 
pass such pernicious legislation. But, as un- 
fortunate as that would be, I am confident 
that you will veto this bill. 

This hope does not mean that I approve of 
the restrictions of liberty or the violations 
of human rights practiced by Fidel Castro’s 
regime. Indeed, I have long been an out- 
spoken critic of that regime. However, if 
“merely punishing the enemy is self-defeat- 
ing,” to punish the people who are victims of 
this enemy is abominable. 

There is no longer any moral or ideological 
justification for the U.S. embargo. The Unit- 
ed States and Cuba should set pride aside. 
Both nations should look not to the past but 
toward the horizons of the future. The 
stronger of the two sides, the one with the 
least to lose by opening up, would gain 
greater moral strength through such a tre- 
mendous act of political courage. 

The embargo has served the Cuban govern- 
ment as an excuse for its own political and 
economic failures. The Helms-Burton bill 
would strengthen the hands of Marxist hard- 
liners in Cuba. Rather than promoting dia- 
logue and encouraging change, strengthening 
the embargo will only freeze the United 
States and Cuba into fixed political posi- 
tions, devoid of openness. 

You have said that “normalization and in- 
creased contact between Americans and Vi- 
etnamese will advance the cause of freedom 
in Vietnam just as it did in Eastern Europe 
and the former Soviet Union. The same prin- 
ciple applies to Cuba. And if the United 
States makes clear that it would not resort 
to any form of economic or military sanc- 
tions against Cuba, the international com- 
munity will, without a doubt exert even 
stronger pressure upon Castro to initiate an 
opening of democracy on the island. I would 
personally work hard to achieve that. 

Mr. President, I ask you to begin negotiat- 
ing a new era of U.S.-Cuban relations. Only 
then can democracy begin to glimmer as a 
possibility in Cuba. Cuban leaders have al- 
ready expressed their readiness to enter into 
immediate negotiation over common prob- 
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lems, such as immigration. Why not test 
whether this is true? Why not consider the 
possibility of successively opening topics 
such as the fight against drug trafficking, 
the protection of the environment, the prob- 
lem of human rights violations, and above 
all, the political and economic transition of 
Cuban government and society? 

LET US BEGIN ANEW 

I invite you, then, Mr. President, to recall 
the words of President John F. Kennedy, in 
his inaugural speech of 1961: So let us begin 
anew—remembering on both sides that civil- 
ity is not a sign of weakness, and sincerity is 
always subject of proof. Let us never nego- 
tiate out of fear. But let us never fear to ne- 
gotlate.“ 

I am sure, Mr. President, that every effort 
you make to alleviate the tensions between 
the United States and Cuba, to ease the 
sufferings of the Cuban people, and to create 
the necessary conditions for a nonviolent 
transition toward democracy will be appre- 
ciated by present and future generations. 

By ending the U.S. isolation of Cuba, you 
would gain the warm support and apprecia- 
tion of every Latin American government. 
As you said in San Francisco: Let us зау No 
to isolation.“ You have put aside bitterness 
and resentment toward Vietnam in order to 
move beyond a painful past. In the same 
spirit of that grand gesture the community 
of nations calls upon you to seek a common 
ground with the Cuban people. 


TIGHTEN THE EMBARGO 

(U.S. Rep. Dan Burton, R-III., is chairman 
of the House Foreign Affairs Committee’s 
Western Hemisphere Subcommittee and 
House author of the Cuban Liberty and 
Democratic Solidarity Act of 1995.) 

Today the House will debate the Cuban 
Liberty and Democratic Solidarity Act of 
1995, also known as the Burton-Helms Bill. 
This bill will be an effective tool for promot- 
ing freedom and democracy in Cuba. It will 
be of great benefit not only to the people of 
Cuba but to the entire hemisphere. 

After 36 years of dictatorial rule Fidel Cas- 
tro shows absolutely no sign of having 
learned the lessons of history or of having 
changed at all. His motto is still: ‘Socialism 
or Death!” He is a megalomaniac who views 
himself as inseparable from Cuba's destiny. 
His legacy is a sorry one indeed. Before Cas- 
tro’s 1959 revolution, Cuba was, per capita, 
one of the wealthiest countries in Latin 
America. Today it is one of the poorest, a 
testimony to communism’s abject failure. 

The Castro strategy for achieving longev- 
ity is simple: Cling to power at all cost, and 
do whatever it takes to attract foreign cur- 
rency. His regime has developed one of the 
world’s most brutal, repressive, and efficient 
control systems. It seems capable of keeping 
him in control for now. 

Nonetheless, as economic conditions con- 
tinue to deteriorate, Castro is becoming in- 
creasingly desperate for foreign currency. 
Thus the Cuban regime is now encouraging 
massive foreign investment for the first 
time. Property and businesses, many con- 
fiscated in the early 1960s from American 
citizens, are being sold at bargain prices to 
Mexicans, Canadians, and Europeans. 

Some pundits contend that massive invest- 
ment, including and especially from the 
United States, is the way to bring about re- 
form in Cuba. They point to Eastern Europe 
and say that an infusion of Western capital 
and influence in Cuba will be too much for 
Castro to withstand. 

This argument is false. Castro is deter- 
mined to control tightly any foreign invest- 
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ment in Cuba. The proof is in Cuba’s tourist 
industry. Hotels and resorts are off limits to 
the Cuban people. Workers are approved and 
paid by the government. The foreign cur- 
rency benefits the Castro regime, not the 
Cuban people. 

The Burton-Helms Bill is a very important 
vehicle for advancing U.S. interests in Cuba: 

It reaffirms the long-standing bipartisan 
U.S. policy toward Castro, including the em- 
bargo. 


It expands and internationalizes the em- 
bargo. 

It would penalize international financial 
institutions for extending credit to the Cas- 
tro regime. 

It sets up a program to assist a transi- 
tional government in Cuba moving toward 
democracy. 

It allows U.S. citizens who owned property 
confiscated in Cuba to sue for damages any 
foreigners who buy or use the property. This 
will have a chilling effect on unscrupulous 
individuals or corporations who may be con- 
templating such a move. We also would like 
to see a reduction in foreign investment in 
Cuba, investment that only helps to perpet- 
uate the Castro dictatorship. 

WHY CASTRO OPPOSES BURTON-HELMS BILL 

The Burton-Helms Bill will send a clear 
message to Castro, the international commu- 
nity, and most important, the Cuban people. 
By passing our bill, we will let Castro know 
that we are serious about pressing him to 
allow his people to choose their own destiny. 
We will also be communicating to our allies 
and to other countries who seek American 
cooperation that Cuba is a matter of the ut- 
most priority for U.S. policy. 

Since the Burton-Helms Bill was intro- 
duced earlier this year, the Castro regime 
has been busy distorting its intent and po- 
tential effect. Cuba’s state-controlled media 
are attempting to scare the Cuban people 
into believing that our bill is inmical to 
their interests. Last spring I visited Guanta- 
namo Bay and met there with many of the 
thousands of Cubans who escaped from Cas- 
tro last year. They were unanimous in en- 
couraging us to forge ahead. 

We have reason to believe that the Cuban 
people are aware of our legislation and that 
the vast majority support its passage. It is 
precisely for the well-being and democratic 
future of the people of Cuba that we are de- 
termined to see to it that our bill becomes 
law. The Cuban people deserve it, and the 
American people should support it. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Тһе gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. TORRICELLI] has 
13% minutes remaining. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, we 
are told tonight that Cuba represents 
no threat to the United States. She 
possesses few arms and perhaps no mis- 
siles. On the contrary, Mr. Chairman. 
Cuba represents a threat to things as 
old as this Nation itself, a threat to 
human freedom, the right to speak, to 
worship, to seek the consent of the 
governed. 

We are told, Mr. Chairman, that the 
cold war is over, so indeed we have no 
conflict with Castro’s Cuba. On the 
contrary, Mr. Chairman, America’s 
fight for human decency, for the rights 
of the individual began 200 years before 
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the cold war and will outlive the last 
memory of the Soviet Union. 

Mr. Chairman, all we do in this Na- 
tion is not defined by the cold war. We 
did not fight apartheid in South Africa 
because of a cold war. We do not stand 
up to Libyan terrorism because of the 
cold war. We stand up for racial jus- 
tice, for peace, for the consent of the 
governed because of who we are. We are 
told that America may stand alone in 
standing up to Castro's Cuba. 

Mr. Chairman, America has never 
stood in better company. The French 
may seek their profits, the Canadians 
may want their investments. After the 
last hotel has been built, the last child 
of Cuba has been sent onto the streets 
of Havana to prostitute herself, the 
United States will be talking about 
freedom and elections and human 
rights if we are the last people on earth 
who will do it. 

Three years ago in a proud moment 
in this institution, in the proudest mo- 
ment of my career in this Congress, on 
a bipartisan basis, we passed the Cuban 
Democracy Act. Built on the experi- 
ence of the embargo against South Af- 
rica and Haiti, Rhodesia, North Korea, 
we decided to take a stand that we 
would not have American corporations 
profit off the misery of the Cuban peo- 
ple, that we would take a moral stand 
to demand elections for the Cuban peo- 
ple. 
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It was the use of a legitimate and 
historic tool of international diplo- 
macy, the most effective alternative to 
military confrontation, the economic 
embargo. Two hundred years old, and 
effective in every generation. This has 
been no exception. 

Fidel Castro responded to the Cuban 
Democracy Act by taking confiscated 
property, stolen from American citi- 
zens and corporations and the Cuban 
people themselves, and selling it on the 
world market to buy time for his dicta- 
torship. That is the problem before this 
House tonight, not the embargo. 

That judgment was made 3 years ago. 
The very fact that Fidel Castro has had 
to respond by confiscating and selling 
property is the real proof of how effec- 
tive the embargo was 36 months ago. 
But the practical problem before the 
Members of this institution is that 
Fidel Castro has taken the property of 
your constituents, our citizens, stolen 
it, and is selling it on the world mar- 
ket. 

Now, I ask the Members, ав rep- 
resentatives of the American people, 
what is it we intend to do about it? 
What is it we are going to do? Is this 
the right of a foreign Nation, to take 
our property and then sell it whole- 
sale? We have never allowed that to 
happen before. Is that some special 
privilege we will give to the Cuban gov- 
ernment? 

The bill of the gentleman from Indi- 
ana ІМг. BURTON] is an answer to the 
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question. We will give the right to sue 
in an American court to a citizen who 
has lost their property, not because 
they should not have the right legiti- 
mately, appropriately, to take that 
suit to a Cuban court. That is the real 
answer, that is the right answer, but 
Castro will not let them in the court. If 
he would, we would not be here to- 
night. So if Members oppose the answer 
of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
BURTON], the real question is, they 
have no answer. 

Then there is the ultimate practical 
question of them all. No matter what 
side of this debate they are on tonight, 
Members know this: We all agree Fidel 
Castro’s days are numbered. The end of 
the dictatorship is coming. 

What are we to do when it happens? 
Are Members all prepared to vote the 
taxpayers’ money to compensate Amer- 
ican citizens who have had their prop- 
erty stolen? Is that what is to happen? 
This is to become the burden of the 
American taxpayer? 

The better answer is that of the gen- 
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 
Stop the confiscation and the sales 
now. Do not let the sales take place at 
all. 

He achieves this by a very practical 
answer. Mexican, Canadian, British 
companies, they have a choice. They 
can profit by the theft of American 
corporate and personal property. They 
may make a few dollars, but they will 
not visit or do business in the United 
States. They must make their choice. 

Is that fair? How would Members feel 
as an American citizen if they saw an 
advertisement for the products of a 
company that was theirs, that was sto- 
len, and the product is being sold? How 
would they like to walk down the 
streets of New York and see a visiting 
Mexican businessman, visiting our 
country as our guest, and he is living 
in their house, operating their busi- 
ness? 

This is not against the Cuban people 
themselves. We have exempted out per- 
sonal residences. No Cuban family will 
lose their home or their farmland or 
their means of support. 

It is against international corpora- 
tions that would profit by the loss of 
our constituents. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is an answer, 
I believe in my heart, maybe the last 
answer. We are in the final stages of a 
confrontation that has lasted more 
than a generation. Fidel Castro cannot 
escape. He cannot survive unless we 
allow him to. 

The answers to the real questions 
that were here tonight are not in our 
hands. The embargo can end. It can end 
tomorrow. One man can end it: Fidel 
Castro. Under our law, under the Cuban 
Democracy Act, it ends the day he de- 
clares a free and fair election. The 
power is in his hands, but only if we 
make him use it. 

If he thinks there is division in this 
hall, disagreement in this Government, 
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he will never face that ultimate choice. 
Make him face that day, to call that 
election. 

My colleagues, tomorrow Democrats 
and Republicans, liberals and conserv- 
atives, north and south, can send an 
unmistakable message to every student 
in Cuba who wants to take to the 
street to demand freedom but is afraid, 
to every political prisoner who lives in 
the shadows of a Cuban jail and wants 
hope, to every patriot in Cuba who 
longs to take a stand, that they are not 
alone, that we are with them. The mo- 
ment is coming and this Nation, which 
has stood for so many free people in so 
many struggles in so many lands, 
stands with them now. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] 
tomorrow, not by a narrow margin, by 
an overwhelming margin, not with 
doubt but with enormous resolve, that 
we will in our time end this dictator- 
ship and for the first time in the 400- 
year history of the founding of this 
continent see free governments in 
every land, in every Nation, in all the 
Americas. 

That, my friends, is the judgment. I 
congratulate the gentleman from Indi- 
ana [Mr. BURTON] on his legislation. It 
is my great pride to be part of crafting 
this bill. I urge my colleagues to vote 
affirmatively tomorrow. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from California [Mr. FARR]. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in opposition to this, I think, 
misguided bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the cold war is over. 
The Soviet Union is gone. Cuba is no 
longer a threat to our Nation’s secu- 
rity. Yet the supporters of this bill 
would seek to keep us fighting a cold 
war battle. 

Mr. Chairman, we already maintain a 
comprehensive trade and travel embar- 
go on Cuba. What have been the effects 
of this embargo? It has caused 10 mil- 
lion people of Cuba to suffer from criti- 
cal shortages of food and medicine. It 
has kept United States businesses shut 
out of expanding investment opportu- 
nities in Cuba while other countries 
take advantage of it. It has not led to 
any major changes in the leadership of 
Cuba. This bill would change none of 
that. But what H.R. 927 would do is try 
to force other countries to keep from 
trading with Cuba as well. Not only is 
this a violation of trade law but it also 
risks our good relations with some of 
our most important trading partners, 
including Canada, England, Italy, and 
Mexico. 

I ask my colleagues, is it worth hurt- 
ing our own economy and running the 
risk of an international trade war just 
to make Cubans suffer a little more? 

Mr. Chairman, I just do not see the 
need for a bill which puts burdens on 
our own economic future to fight a war 
that ended years ago. Even supporters 
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of the current embargo agree, this bill 
is the wrong way to bring about politi- 
cal change. Do not be afraid of our 
human potential and our ability to pre- 
vail by example, not by ridiculous 
avoidance. Let us begin the leadership 
we are capable of. Vote against this 
bill. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we have had 
an excellent debate tonight. I want to 
say that I think we choose tomorrow 
between 2 very different philosophies in 
promoting change in Cuba. 

One philosophy is represented by this 
bill. It is that if you make conditions 
in Cuba significantly worse, you will 
prompt the Cuban people to rise up 
against their government. I want to 
say that I respect deeply the motiva- 
tion and the intent of those who favor 
this bill. They are very good and very 
honorable Members of this institution. 
They make their arguments with total 
sincerity and with obvious skill. 

The competing philosophy is that 
governments can be toppled peacefully 
by exposure to the free flow of ideas 
and the benefits of the free markets. 

There is no difference among us in 
this Chamber that Castro must go. All 
of the denunciations of Castro that we 
have heard tonight are correct. We all 
agree that Cuba will and must make 
the difficult transition to democracy 
and free markets, and that is the 
American national interest here, that 
that occur. The question is how to 
bring about that change without jeop- 
ardizing U.S. national interests. 

I believe that the choice is very 
clear. A policy of engagement, of con- 
tact, of exchange, of dialogue with the 
Cuban people offers in my view the best 
hope for peaceful change. That is the 
policy, after all, that was successful in 
eastern Europe and helped to bring 
about the end of the Cold War. A policy 
of engagement means showing a new 
generation of Cubans how to make 
their world different. It means engag- 
ing the Cuban people and that that in- 
creases the chances that a transition 
to democracy and free markets will be 
peaceful. 

I think the policy of isolation is a 
fair riskier course. The theory is the 
greater the pressure, the greater the 
likelihood of Castro’s overthrow. But 
what happens when the lid blows? The 
policy of isolation increases the risks 
of violent explosion in Cuba. It in- 
creases the risk of a massive exodus of 
refugees, and it increases the risk of 
possible U.S. military intervention. 

I reject a policy based on isolation 
and hardship for the Cuban people. I re- 
ject a policy that pins its hope for 
change in Cuba on the promotion of un- 
rest and violence. 

We have had a lot of debate here to- 
night, but I do not know that we have 
described what is in this bill. Let me 
try to do that briefly and I hope fairly. 
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First, it tightens the embargo on 
Cuba. It urges the President to apply 
existing sanctions against any country 
assisting Cuba. It requires the United 
States representative to vote against 
any loan for Cuba in the international 
financial institutions, such as the 
World Bank and the IMF. 

Second, for those who lost property 
in Cuba, this legislation creates a spe- 
cial and an unprecedented right to sue 
in U.S. courts. The purpose of that pro- 
vision is to discourage any foreign in- 
vestment in Cuba. 

Third, this law imposes new visa re- 
strictions. It requires the Secretary of 
State to exclude from the United 
States any person who has had even a 
remote connection to property con- 
fiscated by the Castro regime, whether 
they are aware of the connection or 
not. 

Finally, the most constructive por- 
tion of this bill as reported out of the 
committee, an assistance program to 
promote democracy in a post-Castro 
Cuba, has been eliminated. 
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Now the bill says Congress will con- 
sider an aid plan, once Castro is gone. 
But it also sets conditions that are so 
stringent that it is unlikely an aid pro- 
gram would ever be approved in time to 
make a difference. 

I think the bill damages U.S. inter- 
ests in 3 ways: First, by increasing 
Cuba’s isolation and hardship, this bill 
harms U.S. security. The bill states 
that the acts of the Castro government 
are a threat to international peace. 
That is not the assessment of the Na- 
tional Security Council. 

What is the threat today? Castro is 
not exporting revolution. He has no 
Army, Navy or Air Force that can 
threaten the United States. According 
to General Sheehan, and he is the Com- 
mander-in-Chief of the Atlantic Com- 
mand, the threat to the United States 
from Cuba today is from refugees. 

Mr. Chairman, if we make conditions 
in Cuba more desperate, we increase 
the chances of another mass exodus of 
refugees to the United States. If we 
make conditions in Cuba more des- 
perate, we risk prolonged violence and 
U.S. military intervention. Chaos in 
Cuba could mean young Americans and 
young Cubans meeting either other at 
gun point. 

Second, this bill puts further isola- 
tion of Cuba above any other U.S. Gov- 
ernment foreign policy goal. No other 
government in the world agrees with 
the stated policy of this bill, and with- 
out the support of other governments, 
that policy cannot succeed. In the 
course of increasing Cuba’s isolation 
and seeking to force other countries to 
go along, this bill will damage our rela- 
tions with our closest allies, friends, 
and trading partnerships in Europe, 
Japan, Canada, and Mexico. 

This bill does violate NAFTA. 
NAFTA guarantees the free movement 
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of business travelers throughout North 
America. This bill undermines world 
leadership at the World Bank and IMF 
by forcing the United States to with- 
hold funds and dictating how the Unit- 
ed States will vote. 

Third, this bill creates an adminis- 
trative and legal nightmare for the 
United States Government. The bill es- 
tablishes an unenforceable standard for 
the exclusion of aliens. Every consular 
officer in the world will have to ask 
every visa applicant, Do you own 
property once confiscated in Сара?” 
Consular officers will be asked to make 
visa decisions in the absence of reliable 
information about property trans- 
actions in Cuba. 

This bill will not ensure that prop- 
erty claims in Cuba are resolved fairly. 
There is an established procedure in 
place to handle expropriated property 
claims. It is called the Foreign Claims 
Settlement Commission, and it works. 
It worked in Vietnam, it worked in 
Iran, and when the United States has a 
Cuba with which it can negotiate, it 
will work there as well. 

The claims commission examines the 
universe of possible claims and the uni- 
verse of resources available for resolv- 
ing those claims. This bill sets up an 
entirely new way of handling these dis- 
putes. It sends everyone to court. And 
keep in mind that a court looks only at 
the plaintiff and the defendant imme- 
diately before it. Under this bill, the 
only people with a chance of being 
helped are those who can afford to get 
to the courthouse first, or stay the 
longest. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill makes it 
more difficult for the United States to 
negotiate a claims settlement with a 
transition government in Cuba. It 
makes it more difficult for the United 
States to look out for the interests of 
all Americans with property claims in 


Cuba. 

I believe also that this bill is a litiga- 
tion magnet. It invites anyone who has 
had property confiscated in Cuba over 
the past 30 years, whether a U.S. citi- 
zen or not, to incorporate and then to 
file a lawsuit in U.S. Federal courts. 

Just this past winter when the House 
considered items from the Contract 
With America, it sought to limit the 
proliferation of lawsuits in this coun- 
try. Now we are talking about mandat- 
ing that Federal courts allow an en- 
tirely new, unprecedented right of ac- 
tion. 

Having huge numbers of this kind of 
lawsuit pending will have a chilling ef- 
fect on economic recovery when a tran- 
sition in Cuba is underway. No one will 
invest in property for which there is no 
clear title. There will not be enough 
money available to resolve these law- 
suits. 

What impresses any observer of cur- 
rent relations between the United 
States and Cuba is that the two gov- 
ernments are at an impasse. They are 
dug in and neither is prepared to move. 
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Mr. Chairman, I do not expect any 
meaningful change from Castro. He 
continues to blame all of Cuba’s prob- 
lems on the embargo. He uses the em- 
bargo to justify repression, which we 
have had spelled out for us very well 
tonight, and to justify his resistance to 
change. But change is happening today 
all around Castro; change that he did 
not want, change that he cannot stop, 
and more change than at any time 
since he took power. 

The beginnings of economic reform, 
forced by the end of the Soviet sub- 
sidies, has given a small but growing 
number of Cubans economic independ- 
ence for the first time in 36 years. Mr. 
Chairman, 200,000 Cubans today are 
self-employed in restaurants, barber- 
shops, repair shops, and other services. 
Small farmers and agricultural co- 
operatives are selling produce at mar- 
ket prices. Dollars are circulating le- 
gally. 

The Catholic church is playing a 
larger role today in Cuban life. Small 
groups of Cuban citizens are gathering 
to discuss life after Castro. Signs of 
change in Cuba, modest changes to be 
sure, but they are beginning every- 
where. 

Mr. Chairman, the United States 
Government ought to be flexible and 
creative enough to respond to these 
changes, these signs of change in Cuba. 
We should have enough confidence in 
our Democratic values to take the ini- 
tiative to cultivate and reinforce the 
process of change in Cuba. 

Mr. Chairman, a key lever of United 
States policy should be the embargo of 
Cuba. I do not favor unilateral action 
to lift the embargo, but our willingness 
to ease the embargo, step by step in re- 
sponse to change in Cuba, is a powerful 
tool to foster and accelerate further 
change in the direction of reform. 

We have other tools to foster change 
in Cuba. First, we can use that Cuban 
Democracy Act, sponsored by the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
TORRICELLI], which I supported. Its pro- 
visions are designed to promote in- 
creased contact between the citizens of 
the United States and Cuba, including 
the free flow of information and the es- 
tablishment of U.S. news bureaus in 
Cuba. 

Second, we can spell out an assist- 
ance program to help bring about a 
transition in Cuba. We should author- 
ize food, medicine, energy assistance 
for Cuba, and the same types of assist- 
ance we are providing to Eastern Eu- 
rope and the former Soviet Union. 

Insofar as I am concerned, I would 
advocate additional steps. The August 
1994 limitations on remittances to 
Cuba were a step in the wrong direc- 
tion. They should be lifted. The United 
States should promote, not curtail, 
people-to-people contacts between the 
United States and Cuban citizens by 
ending the travel ban. The United 
States should clear the way for the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


commercial sale of food and medicines 
in Cuba to help alleviate human suffer- 


Mr. Chairman, I believe the issues in 
this debate are clear-cut. This bill in- 
creases the isolation of Cuba. I believe 
that is the wrong policy. The most im- 
portant Republican foreign policy fig- 
ure of his generation, President Rich- 
ard Nixon, reached the same conclusion 
shortly before his death. He said, 
among other things, “16 is time to shift 
to central focus of our policies from 
hurting Cuba’s government to helping 
its people.” 

Our best service,” he writes, to the 
Cuban people now, would be to build 
pressure from within by actively stim- 
ulating Cuba’s contacts with the free 
world. What has worked in China now 
has the best chance of working in 
Cuba.” 

Still quoting him, This means we 
should drop the economic embargo and 
open the way to trade, investment, and 
economic interaction, while insisting 
that ideas and information be allowed 
to flow as freely as goods.” 

I agree with former President Nixon. 
But he was not alone. Others opposed 
to further isolating Cuba include 
former Secretary of State Eagleburger, 
former National Security Advisor 
Brzezinski, William F. Buckley, Jr., 
and the editorial page of the Wall 
Street Journal. They also include Ha- 
vana’s Catholic bishops. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand those 
who hate Castro. He has committed 
terrible acts over 36 years against the 
Cuban people. We all agree in this 
Chamber that Castro must go; the 
sooner the better. But we should not 
base our foreign policy on hatred of 
Castro. We should base our policy on 
what is best for the United States and 
what is best for the Cuban people. I 
think a policy based on punishing the 
Cuban people is not in the best inter- 
ests of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, a policy of isolating 
Cuba over the past 36 years has failed 
to protect and promote United States 
interests in Cuba. Increasing that iso- 
lation and hardship, as this bill surely 
does, will only further harm the Cuban 
people and the American national in- 
terests. I think we should choose a dif- 
ferent course. We should choose to en- 
gage the Cuban people in order to in- 
crease the chances for a peaceful tran- 
sition to a democracy and a market 
economy. 

Mr. Chairman, I also want to quote 
briefly from the letter from the Sec- 
retary of State. He recommends in a 
letter addressed to the Speaker, Sep- 
tember 20, that the President veto the 
bill if it passes the Congress in its cur- 
rent form. 

With respect to title II he says, We 
believe that H.R. 927 would actually 
damage prospects for a peaceful transi- 
tion.” And I am quoting his letter: 

We have consistently objected to the over- 
ly rigid list of more than a dozen require- 
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ments” for determining when a transition or 
a Democratic government is in power. These 
inflexible standards for responding to what 
may be a rapidly evolving situation could 
leave the United States on the sidelines dur- 
ing a transition. 

Quoting again, * * the legislation 
fails to signal to the Cuban people that 
the United States is prepared to assist 
them once the inevitable to democracy 
in Cuba begins.” The Secretary of 
State also says, with regard to the con- 
ditions in the bill, that they create a 
rigid conditioning of assistance that 
can have far-reaching consequences 
and may interfere with our ability to 
advance the national interests. 

With respect to title ІП, he makes 
the argument, and I quote him, that is 
the title relating to property claims: 

While we are firmly committed to seeking 
the resolution of U.S. property claims by a 
future Cuban government, the right created 
by the bill to sue in U.S. courts persons who 
buy or invest in expropriated U.S. properties 
in Cuba is a misguided attempt to address 
this problem. Encumbering property in Cuba 
with litigation in U.S. courts is likely to im- 
pede our own efforts to negotiate a success- 
ful resolution of U.S.-citizen claims. 

Mr. Chairman, he goes on to say, 
“This stance would be hard to defend 
under international law.’’ With respect 
to title ІП, he says that: 

Title Ш will ultimately prove harmful to 
U.S. business. First, it sets a precedent that, 
if followed by other country, would increase 
litigation risks for U.S. companies abroad. 
Second, it will create a barrier to participa- 
tion by U.S. businesses in the Cuban market 
once the transition to democracy begins. 

He concludes on title III and says, 
“ж * the bill erects an enormous legal 
hurdle to participation by U.S. busi- 
nesses in the rebuilding of a free and 
independent Cuba.”’ 

With respect to title IV, the Sec- 
retary concludes that it, * will 
create enormous frictions with our al- 
lies and be both burdensome and dif- 
ficult to administer.” That is the title 
with respect to the visas. 

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to 
defeat this bill when we vote tomor- 
row. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I want to thank the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. MENDENDEZ], the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Мг. 
TORRICELLI), the gentlewoman from 
Florida [Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN], the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey [Мг. SMITH], 
the gentleman from Florida (Мг. 
DEUTSCH], the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. ENGEL], and especially, I 
thank the gentleman from New York 
[Мг. GILMAN], the chairman of the com- 
mittee, for their very hard work in 
crafting a bill that I think will ulti- 
mately lead to the demise of the Castro 
regime in Cuba. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. DIAZ-BALART]. 
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Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Chairman, І 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to speak to a 
number of issues that have been 
brought out in the last minutes. A 
whole gamut of arguments have been 
leveled, have been produced to try to 
defeat this legislation. 

Earlier in the evening we heard some 
simpler arguments. The distinguished 
ranking member of the Committee on 
International Relations has just, in his 
typically eloquent way, gone into 
depth, espousing the position of the 
Clinton administration that I know he 
shares with regard to this legislation, 
and I think he has done so very effec- 
tively. 

There are a number of points that I 
think need to be rebutted that the dis- 
tinguished gentleman brought out, be- 
cause I take issue with them, and I 
think that it is important to attempt 
to set the record straight. I will be 
brief in attempting to do so. 

For example, he stated that the bill 
would permit people to incorporate a 
legal entity, and then, based on the 
cause of action being created by this 
legislation, go into court and try to sue 
traffickers of American property. That 
is not correct. The American citizen, 
individual, or legal entity, would have 
to exist before the enactment, be a per- 
son, before the enactment of this legis- 
lation in order to take advantage of 
the cause of action. 

Other things were stated, for exam- 
ple, with regard to the Foreign Claims 
Settlement Commission, which I think 
I need to make referente to, because 
again I take issue with what was said. 
The argument was made that this leg- 
islation in some way would hamper or 
interfere with the process of certified 
claims under the Foreign Claims Set- 
tlement Commission. That is not the 
case. That process remains untouched. 
Only those certified claims by the For- 
eign Claims Settlement Commission 
need to be represented by the U.S. Gov- 
ernment. 

The new cause of action created by 
this legislation will be private with re- 
gard to nonresidential property in 
Cuba, and will lie solely against the 
traffickers in stolen United States 
property, and will end upon the occur- 
rence of free and fair elections in Cuba. 

Now, the arguments that were made 
earlier, quite frankly, Mr. Chairman, 
were more difficult to remain calm 
upon hearing them, because some of 
them I think were very unfair. But, in 
a democracy, one respects all points of 
view, even the most differing points of 
view. I think it is important to the 
democratic process that debate be able 
to take place respectfully. 

Again, we heard, even after the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Мг. 
MENENDEZ] spoke, the allegation that a 
somehow narrow interest has to do 
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with this legislation, a narrow interest 
because Cuban-Americans support this 
legislation, despite the fact that we see 
speaking just a few minutes ago the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SANFORD], despite the fact that the 
sponsor, the gentleman [Mr. BURTON], 
is from Indiana, It is the narrow inter- 
est of Cuban-Americans. 

So, as my dear colleague and friend, 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
MENENDEZ] said, we do not hear that on 
this floor when Americans of Jewish 
descent or heritage speak about their 
very passionately held views on the 
Middle East, or when Irish-Americans 
speak about American policy with re- 
gard to Northern Ireland. We do not 
hear about that being a narrow inter- 
est. 

But even after the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. MENENDEZ] spoke, we 
again heard that here. But again, Mr. 
Chairman, we have learned not to take 
those points, those assertions person- 
ally, and, rather, try to stick to the 
legislation in this instance. We put up 
with and listen respectfully to state- 
ments, misstatements that are made or 
allegations that are unfair. We do so 
conscious of the fact that it is a privi- 
lege to serve in this body and to rep- 
resent almost 600,000 constituents, and 
at the same time to dream of and fight 
for the freedom of 11 million people 
who, for 37 years, have been bound and 
gagged by a tyrant who refuses to 
grant them that elemental right to 
self-determination, which can only be 
exercised through free and fair elec- 
tions. 

We think and we pray for the op- 
pressed people of Cuba, and we work for 
the day that they can be free, con- 
scious, when we come here and we lis- 
ten to unfair accusations, that when 
we compare that, the discomfort that 
unfair accusations can cause. When we 
compare that to, for example, what it 
means when the gentleman from Indi- 
апа [Мг. BURTON] and the gentlewoman 
from Florida [Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN] ear- 
lier made reference to this letter that 
we received today from, I believe it is 
47 or 49 leaders of the dissident move- 
ment from within Cuba supporting this 
legislation, when we compare discom- 
fort that may be caused to us by unfair 
allegations with what it means for 
these people and their families to, on 
the record, send us this letter on this 
debate, obviously, with the full knowl- 
edge and expectation that this letter 
will be used in this debate to help let 
the American people know about what 
the feelings of the oppressed Cuban 
people are. They know very well that 
the Cuban tyrant personally is watch- 
ing this debate. 

They know that he has representa- 
tives here in the gallery watching this 
debate. Those poor petrified souls, they 
are probably more scared of the tyrant 
than anyone can conceive of, because 
the head of the intersection here was 
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just fired because he was not able to 
prevent this legislation from coming to 
the floor, despite the express orders of 
the tyrant and the Clinton administra- 
tion. And I say this with all respect. 

All of the arguments that we have 
heard them advance are prompted very 
simply by one reality. They were 
threatened by Castro in the summer of 
1994 with an immigration crisis. Castro 
felt that President Clinton would re- 
spond to the blackmail by sitting down 
at the negotiation table, and he was 
correct. Then when he saw that the 
party that I am honored to belong to 
won the elections in 1994, and he saw 
that we filed this legislation, and he 
saw that the possibility existed, de- 
spite the feeling of outrage expressed 
by our colleague, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. RANGEL], that it will 
never become law, when the tyrant of 
Cuba sees that he has to fire his inter- 
section chief and that this very well 
may become law, he again threatened 
the Clinton administration. 

He said, you must veto this, or that 
immigration agreement that we sat 
down and negotiated, where I promised 
to become in effect a collaborator, Cas- 
tro said of the United States, in hold- 
ing back refugees because of the anti- 
immigrant feeling now in the United 
States. Oh, Castro said to Clinton, now 
again, if you do not stop this bill, I will 
abrogate the agreement and unleash, 
once again, immigration blackmail. 

A little history, Mr. Chairman, I 
think would be helpful at this time 
with regard to democratic transitions. 
I wanted to say, by the way, in wrap- 
ping up that concept that I have hope 
that the President of the United States 
will reconsider this position and that 
this letter that was sent to us today by 
the Secretary of State will tell Mr. 
Castro that the superpower is the Unit- 
ed States, and that moribund dictator- 
ship is the Castro regime. 

I am confident that the President 
will reconsider his position and do with 
the letter sent to us by Mr. Christopher 
today what I think is required of him, 
which is to reject that advice, and re- 
ject the blackmail and the threats of 
the Cuban tyrant. 

I am confident that the President of 
the United States, really that any 
President of the United States rep- 
resenting the great people of this Na- 
tion, the only superpower remaining in 
the world, will reconsider and tell the 
Cuban tyrant what he has to be told. 

Now, as I stated, a little history with 
regard to democratic transitions would 
be helpful at this point, I think, Mr. 
Chairman. In every case where there 
has been a transition from a dictator- 
ship in the last 40 years in the world to 
a democracy, it has been because, and 
I want to, if I may, speak separately 
about the Soviet Empire, because we 
have heard tonight that the Soviet Em- 
pire collapsed because of engagement. 

I happen to believe that the Soviet 
Empire, as I think the gentleman from 
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Indiana [Мг. BURTON] mentioned be- 
fore, collapsed when two factors came 
into being. First, the dictator that hap- 
pened to take power in the Soviet 
Union in 1985 thought that he could 
make communism effective and effi- 
cient, and came up with a concept of 
glasnost and perestroika, in other 
words, that communism somehow, with 
some sort of human face, in other 
words, that he could be a dictator, a 
Communist dictator without killing. 

When we combine that with having 
run into Ronald Reagan, this Strategic 
Defense Initiative, and the fact that 
the Soviet Union tried to match the 
United States and remain a military 
superpower, the Soviet Union exploded 
like a balloon full of hot air. So that is 
with regard to the Soviet Empire. But 
let us look at the other democratic 
transitions. 

The Dominican Republic, after 32 
years, the dictator Trujillo was assas- 
sinated. The Organization of America 
States had imposed sanctions and was 
in the process of expelling the Domini- 
can Republic. The new regime, faced 
with the international sanctions, let 
the exiled opposition movement re- 
turn, the Dominican Revolutionary 
Party, and agreed to hold elections in 
1962 in Spain. There the dictator was 
not assassinated, but his hand-picked 
successor was, and then he died of nat- 
ural causes in 1975. 

I lived in Spain in my high school 
years. I recall the isolationism that 
Franco was subjected to. At the begin- 
ning of his regime he was actually ex- 
pelled from the United Nations. All 
Ambassadors were withdrawn, and he 
was never admitted back into the Eu- 
ropean Community. And to the very 
end of his days, Franco had to, even 
with foreign investments coming in, 
had to live with the reality of absolute 
diplomatic exclusion and by charter, 
the European Community, which was 
then called the Common Market, stat- 
ed that only representative democ- 
racies would be admitted into that or- 
ganization. 

What happened? The dictator phys- 
ically disappeared. The regime agreed 
to legalize political activity and to 
hold elections. 

The Greece of the colonels in the 
1960s and 1970s, again excluded from the 
mechanism of the European Commu- 
nity, and nobody would have dreamt to 
advocate constructive engagement or 
letting the Greece of the colonels back 
into the incipient European Commu- 
nity organizations. 

The South Africa of the apartheid re- 
gime, this Congress and the world com- 
munity imposed international sanc- 
tions, and we saw that there, volun- 
tarily, the dictatorship agreed to hold 
free and fair elections. 

The chief of Chile, Pinochet, the 
world community again continued to 
condemn time after time and isolate 
the regime. Could it have been con- 
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ceived of that Pinochet would have 
been invited to any conference of Latin 
American leaders? 
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That any Latin American ог Euro- 
pean or any other leaders would have 
invited him to the table to sit down 
and be treated by like a democratically 
elected President? No. That dictator- 
ship voluntarily, like the South Afri- 
can dictatorship, agreed to a change. 

Mr. Chairman, where have there not 
been democratic transitions, where 
constructive engagement has not been 
accompanied by even political sanc- 
tions? China and Vietnam that we hear 
about all the time. The advocates of 
engagement, who coincidentally hap- 
pen to be those who led the fight for 
sanctions in South Africa, led the fight 
for sanctions in Haiti, led the fight for 
sanctions against Chile, but with re- 
gard to Castro’s Cuba are seeking so- 
called engagement. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] said that pol- 
icy is working in China. What I see 
working in China is that Mao Tse Tung 
died and the communist dictators are 
still in power and there is no pressure 
for a democratic transition because if 
you get all the investment and you 
don’t get any of the political sanctions 
or economic sanctions, you can be 
there, call yourself what you want to 
call yourself. Franco called himself a 
Phalangist. The Chinese fascist thugs 
still call themselves, I believe they 
still call themselves Marxist-Leninists. 
They are thugs, they are dictators. 
They demonstrated in Tiananmen 
Square just a few years ago. So that is 
a little history that I think is impor- 
tant to realize. 

Mr. Chairman, the Cuban people are 
bound and gagged. The Cuban people, 
as the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. SANFORD] said when we went with 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BuR- 
TON], the gentlewoman from Florida 
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN], and the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. MENENDEZ], 
when we went to meet with the demo- 
cratically elected representatives of 
the Cuban people who had arrived 
weeks before at Guantanamo, 30,000 of 
them were there and they had elected 
their leaders, one of the few elections, 
the only election that had taken place 
on Cuban soil in many, many years, 
they told us, as the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. SANFORD] said, 
why can you not get the Spaniards and 
the rest of the Europeans and the Mexi- 
cans to stop trading and join in inter- 
national sanctions? 

Well, we may not be able to get them 
to show any ethics in the United Na- 
tions. I think, by the way, and this bill 
calls for, the President to seek an 
international embargo at the U.N. Se- 
curity Council. The administration 
comes back and says, Well, even our 
unilateral embargo gets condemned.” I 
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had to hold my laughter when members 
of the National Security Council gave 
me that argument. I said, please do not 
tell me that when Mr. Aristide, in cus- 
tody of the Secret Service in his 
Georgetown exile, votes to condemn 
American policy, that you are using 
much advocacy or really trying to con- 
vince Mr. Aristide not to condemn 
American policy in the General Assem- 
bly, and they could not answer it. Do 
not tell me that when you cannot get 
Mr. Balaguer of the Dominican Repub- 
lic or the President of Guatemala or 
the President of Honduras to vote with 
the United States in the United Na- 
tions General Assembly that you are 
using a lot of political capital or advo- 
cacy. That is a farce. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that every 
year the administration picks two or 
three countries not to condemn or em- 
bargo. That is my personal belief, no 
proof of it. But I think we could con- 
vince Guatemala and Honduras not to 
condemn us. I truly believe so, that our 
State Department could do that. 

So the Cuban people, bound and 
gagged, for 37 years disarmed, one of 
the first things that Castro did was say 
when he arrived in Havana, the issue of 
racism was brought up, some people re- 
ferred to him at that time as the great 
white hope. Another issue for discus- 
sion perhaps another day. He said, 
armas por que, arms for what? The peo- 
ple who had arms turned them over be- 
fore they realized what kind of a totali- 
tarian system this man was going to 
institute. They are unarmed, they are 
bound and gagged, they want the right 
to free elections. When we hear our col- 
leagues say that we all support free 
elections, what are we willing to do 
about it? 

What the American people are will- 
ing to do about it, number one, is tell 
our business community that they can- 
not trade and profit from the oppres- 
sion of Castro, and now we are telling 
the international business community 
that if they want to go in there and 
purchase the property that used to be- 
long to American citizens, nonresiden- 
tial, Castro continues to lie about that, 
that then they will have consequences 
in this market. 

The practical effect: Choose. Cooper- 
ate with the more abundant dictator- 
ship or have access to the American 
market. 

I think the American people are 
going to be proud of this bill. It is in 
the best traditions of the American 
people. The American people are the 
only people that helped the Cuban peo- 
ple in the 19th century after a hundred 
years of struggle when the Cubans were 
fighting against Spanish colonialism 
and the American people were proud of 
that chapter in American history. 

They are going to be proud of the 
fact that the Cuban people, when they 
get over this nightmare, they will be 
able to look in the eye each and every 
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American citizen and say that you and 
each and every American citizen will 
be proud of the fact that their rep- 
resentatives followed a policy through- 
out this era that can make them proud. 
And that stands with the Cuban people, 
and on the issue of Cuba, the only peo- 
ple we have to be worried about stand- 
ing with are the Cuban people. 

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Chair- 
man, | rise in strong support of H.R. 927, a bill 
that will hasten the restoration of freedom to 
the people of Cuba. 

The collapse of the Soviet Union ended the 
subsidies and trade benefits that have 
propped up Castro’s regime. The end of these 
subsidies has highlighted Castro's inability to 
provide even basic necessities for the Cuban 


In comparable circumstances in Eastern Eu- 
rope, the United States sought political reform 
first and then expanded trade and eventually 
provided foreign assistance. Similarly, a policy 
of political and economic reform would provide 
the Cuban people an opportunity to regain the 
freedom they deserve. 

Expanding commercial activity before real 
reforms occur, however, simply gives Castro 
an opportunity to obtain hard currency while 
continuing his policies of violating human 
rights and denying Cubans their personal lib- 
erties. 


Mr. Chairman, Cuba is a unique case in 
American foreign policy. Policies that have 
worked in other parts of the world are not ap- 
plicable in Cuba. Arguments that may have 
sounded proper when applied elsewhere ring 
hollow in Cuba. 

As long as Castro rules Cuba, Florida will 
face the continued threat of massive illegal im- 
migration. And Castro will rule as long as he 
receives hard currency that enables him to 
pay his minions. And Castro will continue to 
receive this money until we toughen our poli- 
cies against those quick buck companies that 
are lining their pockets at the expense of the 
Cuban people. 

| believe that this legislation will continue 

pressure on Castro while assuring the Cuban 
people that the United States will support a 
truly democratic Cuba in the future. Make no 
mistake about it—only a democratic Cuba that 
guarantees true freedom for all Cubans will re- 
move from the people of my state the threat 
of more massive boatlifts of Cubans. 
* Mr. MARTINI. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong 
support of H.R. 927 and congratulate Rep- 
resentatives ROS-LEHTINEN and DIAZ-BALART 
for their work on it. 

| ат convinced that each day that passes 
brings us one day closer to a free and demo- 
cratic Cuba. 

Such an isolated, repressive, and authoritar- 
ian regime cannot last much longer without its 
former patron, the Soviet Union. 

Here in the United States and indeed in this 
House we witness every day the strong-willed 
determination that characterizes the Cuban 
people. 

Such a people will not tolerate Castro’s bru- 
tal and cowardly oppression if they see an op- 
portunity to overthrow it. 

In its place they will institute a democratic 
society grounded in an economy that respects 
private property and a political system that en- 
courages freedom of thought. 
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This rebellion is inevitable, but the quicker 
we can weaken Castro’s regime, the quicker 
the Cuban people can throw off his yoke. 

To coddle this dictator, to deal with him and 
in so doing tacitly endorse his regime, would 
only prolong his rule and bring more misery to 
the Cuban Ў 

Tighten the noose around Castro’s neck. 

H.R. 927. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, | 
rise in support of H.R. 927, the Cuban Liberty 
and Democratic Solidarity Act. 

Cuba is one of the few countries in the 
world in which the struggle against totalitarian- 
ism has not yet been won. Because of the 
proximity of Cuba to the United States and the 
historically close relationship between the peo- 
ples of our two nations, it is especially impor- 
tant that this victory come sooner rather than 
later. 

In evaluating all proposed legislation, admin- 
istrative action, and diplomatic initiatives with 
respect to Cuba, it is important to keep sev- 
eral principles in mind: 

First, such actions must be calculated to 
emphasize the status of the Castro govern- 
ment as a rogue regime with whom the civ- 
ilized nations of the world should have no 
dealings. The 1994 and 1995 Clinton-Castro 
immigration agreements, which represent the 
clearest manifestations of the Clinton Adminis- 
tration’s policy toward the Castro regime, fail 
this test miserably. They have enhanced Cas- 
tro’s international prestige as well as his do- 
mestic power. Now we hear that some within 
the Administration would like to give this brutal 
regime an even longer lease on life by making 
further diplomatic overtures. The Cuban Lib- 
erty and Democratic Solidarity Act of 1995 
would restrict the ability of this administration 
or any other administration to make such a 
mistake. 

Second, our actions must be calculated to 
hurt the Castro government, not the Cuban 
people. Again, the 1994 anti-refugee agree- 
ment was a terrible mistake. It gave the Cas- 
tro government just what it wanted: an end to 
the longstanding United States policy to ac- 
cepting people who escape from Cuba. The 
agreement specified that Castro was to use 
“mainly persuasive methods” to keep people 
from fleeing Cuba. The United States thereby 
accepted moral responsibility for whatever 
forms of persuasion he should choose to em- 
ploy. The harsh conditions now being imposed 
on the refugees in Guantanamo—especial 
the requirement that they can only apply for 
refugee or legal immigrant status if they first 
return to Castro's Cuba—are another victory 
for the Castro government. 

An economic embargo presents more com- 
plicated moral and practical problems. There 
is по question that an embargo imposes short- 
term economic hardship on innocent people. It 
is therefore justifiable only if it is genuinely cal- 
culated to bring a speedy end to the regime 
that is the real source of their suffering. An 
embargo is far more likely to have this effect 
if it is respected by as many nations as pos- 
sible. Again, the Cuban Liberty and Demo- 
cratic Solidarity Act would help, by denying 
certain benefits to non-U.S. entities that evade 
the $ 
Finally, we should make it clear that Cuba 
will receive a warm welcome back into the 
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family of free and democratic nations. The 
provisions of the Cuban Liberty and Democ- 
racy Act that provide for transitional support of 
a free democratic government during the im- 
mediate post-Castro period will help to send 
this message. 

Mr. Chairman, it is important that we re- 
member just what kind of regime we are deal- 
ing with. | hope that my colleagues, in casting 
their votes on H.R. 927, will bear in mind that 
the Castro regime is the No. 1 violator of 
human rights in our hemisphere. 

According to the State Department's Coun- 
try Reports on Human Rights Practices for 
1994, “Cuba is a totalitarian state controlled 
by President Fidel Castro,” who “exercises 
control over all aspects of Cuban life * * *.” 
According to the Country Reports, among the 
more serious human rights violations by the 
Castro regime during 1994 were the following: 

The authorities were responsible for the 
extrajudicial killing of dozens of people. 

In two separate incidents, government ves- 
sels rammed and sank boats used by citizens 
to flee the country * * *. [О]п July 13, gov- 
ernment vessels fired high-pressure water 
hoses at the tugboat Trece de Marzo * * *. 
They then rammed and sank the boat. * * * 
Approximately 40 [people], including chil- 
dren, drowned. 

[Т]һе Government continued to employ 
“acts of repudiation,” which are attacks by 
mobs organized by the Government but por- 
trayed as spontaneous public rebukes, 
against dissident activity. 

The Government also metes out exception- 
ally harsh prison sentences to democracy 
and human rights advocates whom it consid- 
ers a threat to its control. 

[Plolice and prison officials often used 
beatings, neglect, isolation, and other abuse 
against detainees and prisoners convicted of 
political crimes (including human rights ad- 
vocates) or those who persisted in expressing 
their views. 

Gloria Bravo, a member of the Association 
of Mothers for Dignity, had scars on her 
neck, chest, and arms from deep gouges 
made by long fingernails and welts on her 
back from a whipping. 

In September Minister of Higher Education 
Fernando Vecino Alegret affirmed that com- 
mitment to the revolution, including a will- 
ingness to defend the revolution in the 
streets, was a condition for admission to the 
university. 

Citizens have no legal right to change their 
government or to advocate change. 

The Government does not allow criticism 
of the revolution or its leaders. 

*The Communist Party controls all 
media as a means to indoctrinate the public. 

[Rjeligious persecution continues. 

The Government has ignored calls for 
democratic reform and labeled activists who 
proposed them worms“ and traitors. 

The decision on whether to embrace or iso- 
late the Castro regime raises the question of 
what role human rights and basic decency are 
to play in our foreign policy. For American val- 
ues and for the freedom of the Cuban people, 
please vote yes on H.R. 927. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move that the Committee do 
now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. KIM) 
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having assumed the chair, Mr. DUNCAN, 
Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 
reported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
927) to seek international sanctions 
against the Castro government in 
Cuba, to plan for support of a transi- 
tion government leading to a demo- 
cratically elected government in Cuba, 
and for other purposes, had come to no 
resolution thereon. 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON- 
ORABLE JIM KOLBE, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS 


The Speaker pro tempore laid before 
the House the following communica- 
tion from the Honorable JIM KOLBE, 
Member of Congress: 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, September 19, 1995. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
6 House of Representatives, Washington, 


Suan MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no- 
tify you pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules 
of the House that my office has been served 
with a subpoena for testimony and the pro- 
duction of documents by the Justice Court of 
the State of Arizona, in and for the County 
of Pima in connection with a civil case. 

After consultation with the General Coun- 
sel, I have determined that compliance is 
consistent with the privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
JIM KOLBE, 
Member of Congress. 


o 2310 
SPECIAL ORDERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KIM). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of May 12, 1995, and under a pre- 
vious order of the House, the following 
Members are recognized for 5 minutes 
each. 


G.V. MONTGOMERY COMMENDA- 
TION FOR COL. JAMES MATTHEW 
JONES JR. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT- 
GOMERY] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, today | 
wish to congratulate Col. James Matthew 
Jones, Jr. who will retire from the Army in 
September. Colonel Jones faithfully served his 
country with the Army over the last 32 years 
and due to his outstanding effort and ability, 
deserves recognition at this time. 

Colonel Jones enlisted in the U.S. Army on 
October 17, 1963. After completing basic train- 
ing at Fort Gordon, GA, and advanced training 
at Fort Jackson, SC, he was assigned to 
Korea with the First Cavalry Division. He com- 
pleted this tour of duty in May 1965 and was 
assigned to Fort Story, VA, prior to going to 
Officer Candidate School [OCS] at Fort 
Benning, GA, in March 1966. He was commis- 
sioned a second lieutenant of infantry on 22 
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September 1966 and assigned to Fort Polk, 
LA, where he served as a company executive 
officer and company commander. In July 1967 
he was assigned to Vietnam with the 1st Bat- 
talion, 327th Infantry (Airborne), 1st Brigade, 
1015! Airborne Division, where he served as 
Rifle platoon leader, company executive officer 
and company commander. During this tour, he 
was wounded in action, but refused to be 
evacuated. He was, however, awarded the 
Purple Heart. 

In August 1968, first lieutenant Jones re- 
turned to the States where he was promoted 
to captain and assigned to Fort Benning, GA, 
and the Infantry Officer Advanced Course. He 
returned to Vietnam and the 1st Battalion, 
12th Cavalry, 1st Cavalry Division, where he 
served as a company commander and Battal- 
ion operations officer (5-3). During his two 
tours—2 years—of combat and as a small unit 
leader, he did not have one soldier killed in 
combat under his command. On the other 
hand, his soldiers killed and captured more 
enemy and equipment than like-size units. He 
returned from Vietnam in November 1971, 
spent 2 years on the staff at Fort Meade, MD, 
and graduated with honors from Morgan State 
University in 1975 under the Army Degree 
Completion Program. Captain Jones was sub- 
sequently assigned to Fort Bragg, NC, and the 
2d Battalion (Airborne) 505th Airborne Infantry, 
82d Airborne Division. While there he served 
е battalion adjutant and operations officer. 

In November 1977, now Major Jones was 
assigned to the 25th Infantry Division at 
Schofield Barracks in Hawaii. His assignments 
included Brigade adjutant, officer manage- 
ment, and Battalion executive officer. Major 
Jones returned to the United States to attend 
the Command and General Staff College at 
Fort Leavenworth, KS, in the summer of 1980. 
He graduated as a member of the centennial 
class in June 1981. His follow-on assignment 
was with the Department of the Army Inspec- 
tor General in the Pentagon. 

In 1982 he was selected for lieutenant colo- 
nel and battalion commander of the 4th Battal- 
ion, 9th Infantry Regiment, 7th Infantry Divi- 
sion, Fort Ord, CA. During the next 2 years he 
led the unit through numerous successful field 
training exercises. Relinquishing command in 
July 1984, Lieutenant Colonel Jones attended 
the U.S. Army War College at Carlisle, PA, 
graduating in June 1985. He was assigned to 
OCLL as a liaison officer in the U.S. House of 
Representatives and later as a colonel and 
chief of the House Liaison Division. In June 
1989, Colonel Jones assumed command of 
the 11th Infantry Regiment at Fort Benning, 
GA. Relinquishing command in July 1991, he 
served as the director of the Army's family 
support program for a short period of time 
prior to returning to OCLL as the deputy chief. 

Col. Jim Jones is culminating his service as 
chief, Congressional Inquiry Division. He effec- 
tively used his vast knowledge of the Army, 
his personal communications skills, and his 
management abilities to tell the Army story. 
He had personal and daily contact with mem- 
bers of Congress and key committee staff pro- 
viding critical information. Colonel Jones guid- 
ed and personally assisted U.S. Representa- 
tives in verbal and written responses to con- 
sistency resulting in strengthened relationships 
while promoting the Army's interest and pro- 
fessional image to Congress. 
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Colonel Jones is indeed the quintessential 
officer. His selfless service, love for soldiers, 
commitment to excellence, and caring profes- 
sionalism have continually provided inspiration 
to those with whom he has served. This ex- 
ceptional officer truly personifies those traits of 
courage, competency, and integrity our nation 
has come to expect from our Army officers. 
He has served our Nation well and our heart- 
felt appreciation and best wishes for continued 
success go with him as he prepares for his 
next endeavor. 


THE TRUE SITUATION WITH 
MEDICARE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of May 
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from North 
Carolina [Mrs. MYRICK] is recognized 
for 25 minutes as the designee of the 
majority leader. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, we 
thought we would like to give an expla- 
nation of what is really going on in the 
situation with Medicare. We have 
heard so much discussion over this past 
couple of weeks, and we are going to 
hear more, especially tomorrow, when 
the plan is actually released. 

I wanted to clarify just a very simple 
point. That is that it really is true that 
the fund is going bankrupt, and will be 
bankrupt in 7 years, and this is not 
something that is just a figment of 
someone’s imagination or politics or 
political rhetoric, it really is true. This 
is part of the conclusion of the Medi- 
care trustees, as we see on the chart 
before us, that the fund will be ex- 
hausted in 2001, and that they also 
made a statement right after that that 
simply says that the present financing 
schedule for the Medicare program is 
sufficient to ensure the payment of 
benefits only over the next 7 years. 

This is why the Republicans have 
taken it very seriously, that we must 
deal with this, we must be up front on 
this issue, and we must be responsible. 
We must find a solution. That is what 
we are doing with the help of the 
American people. 

The thing that has been so gratifying 
to me is that when I have been home in 
my district over the last few weeks, we 
have spent so much time not only talk- 
ing with seniors but talking with the 
hospitals and the providers, the doc- 
tors, and really getting a lot of input. 
I know all my colleagues have been 
doing the same thing. The encouraging 
part is that the people really do under- 
stand that there is a problem, and they 
want to be part of the solution. 

We have been very, very, I think, 
pleased with the idea that people have 
come forward and said, “І want to help, 
and I would like to give my sugges- 
tions, and will you really take these to 
heart?” We want the American people 
to know that yes, we take these sug- 
gestions to heart, and we really are 
going to incorporate them to make a 
better system for the American people. 
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Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MYRICK. I am delighted to 
yield to my colleague, the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. The gentlewoman 
from North Carolina, Mr. Speaker, 
makes a very valid point. As I look 
here tonight for this special order, I see 
my colleagues, the gentleman from Ar- 
izona, two of my colleagues from Okla- 
homa, and a colleague from Indiana. 

I think nationwide we have been get- 
ting outstanding input from members 
of our various districts, citizens and 
constituents in our district. I think the 
unique aspect of this is something that 
the gentlewoman from North Carolina 
[Mrs. MYRICK] referred to, In stark con- 
trast to that very cynical statement 
that laws are like sausages, no one 
should watch closely while either are 
being made, we are going in totally a 
different direction with this. 

Indeed, because we are representa- 
tives serving here in the Congress, we 
are going home. We are not only talk- 
ing to seniors in the district, but pull- 
ing together folks from various walks 
of life for our task force meetings, and 
the thing that I think is important to 
stress is that this discussion is open to 
everyone, regardless of their partisan 
affiliation or political dispensation, re- 
gardless of their age. Every citizen in 
this country should be involved in this 
vital debate, for while it now affects 
seniors, and I think particularly of my 
granddad who resides in the State of 
North Carolina, 91 years of age, and my 
parents who reside in the district rep- 
resented by the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Мг. COBLE] who will soon be 
aging into that program, I think some 
3 years away from Medicare, this is a 
program that vitally affects our sen- 
iors, but also has great implications for 
our future as a Nation in terms of of- 
fering choice; indeed, in terms of bring- 
ing elements of the free market back 
into medical coverage, and transform- 
ing and saving and improving Medicare 
for future generations. 

I think the gentlewoman from North 
Carolina is to be commended for set- 
ting aside this time to take a look at 
what has transpired in the past, and 
again to say to the American people, 
Mr. Speaker, those joining us tonight 
-via television, those who have written 
us, faxed us, phoned us, the debate con- 
tinues on. 

Mrs. MYRICK. That is very true. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. I know with great 
clarity my colleague, the gentleman 
from Arizona, put together a town hall 
that was really quite a sight and very 
gratifying. I know that the input con- 
tinues. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MYRICK. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, this de- 
bate is probably the most crucial thing 
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we have debated since we began this 
Congress in January. It is important 
for a lot of reasons. It is important be- 
cause, as I have done my town halls 
back home and I have talked to the 
senior citizens in my district, they 
have very, very clearly given me the 
understanding that they want to 
change Medicare so that it lasts be- 
yond the next 7 years. 

I give the seniors that have come to 
my town halls, that have called my of- 
fice, that have come in to visit with me 
personally, a lot of credit. They are not 
individuals who are shortsighted, who 
are not concerned about the future of 
this program. No. 1, most of them hope 
to live beyond the next 7 years, at least 
the ones that I have talked to. No. 2, 
they realize that this is an important 
program that needs to be around for 
their children and their children’s chil- 
dren. 

I have sensed a lot of support. In fact, 
the town hall that the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. HAYWORTH] was referring 
to, we had about 700 to 800 people show 
up. I was so pleased to see the kind of 
can-do attitude that Americans have 
always had, that we will fix this sys- 
tem, that we will preserve and protect 
the Medicare system, because it is too 
important to politicize. 

As we talked about options, I think 
very clearly they gave me a message. 
That is, ‘‘When you go back there to 
fix this problem, make sure that you 
preserve our dignity and that you do 
not interfere with our relationship 
with our doctor, and that you do not 
take away our choices, but you en- 
hance our choices so we can take the 
direction for our own medical care and 
take it away from the bureaucrats, 
give us more decisions. If the problem 
is waste and fraud, involve us in the so- 
lutions. Let us shop around so we can 
get the best deal.” 

That is why I am so thrilled with the 
prospect of the medical savings ac- 
counts, which puts the power back in 
the hands of the individual, not bu- 
reaucrats who do not have a vested in- 
terest in the outcome of this individ- 
ual’s health care, but it gives seniors 
the ability to barter, to choose the doc- 
tor of their choice, to stop the mumbo- 
jumbo that is created here in Washing- 
ton, and to take control of their own 
lives. I am just really pleased that we 
have come up with a plan that incor- 
porates so many choices, and will help 
seniors again to take control of their 
own destiny. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MYRICK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

MR. McINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to say I appreciate my colleague’s put- 
ting together the opportunity tonight 
to share with the American citizens 
what we are hearing about Medicare. I 
wanted to share a report from Indiana 
about what citizens in my district have 
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been saying. I held 12 town meetings in 
August, and four more meetings just 
last weekend with a special Medicare 
advisory task force dedicated to devel- 
oping ideas to preserve and protect and 
improve Medicare. 

I wanted to let people know, probably 
the greatest worry that constituents in 
my district have was preserving Medi- 
care. They are worried that if we do 
not act soon, it will not be available 
for 33 million Americans, and it will go 
bankrupt within the next 7 years. 

I wanted to get their ideas on how we 
could fix that very serious problem. I 
told my constituents I would forward 
these ideas to my colleagues here in 
the House of Representatives, and to 
the Speaker, the gentleman from Geor- 
gia [Mr. GINGRICH], as we considered 
legislation in Congress to preserve, 
protect, and improve Medicare. 
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The following is what some of the 
Hoosiers in my district told me we 
should consider as we look for ways to 
improve the current Medicare system 
and ensure that we keep our compact 
with senior citizens to be able to pro- 
vide them the quality health care in 
the world. 

First, do not play politics. They do 
not want us to play around with this 
legislation. They do not like the fact 
that the President and members of the 
minority party are willing to do noth- 
ing in order to score political points, 
and they commend our effort to step up 
to the plate and address this very seri- 
ous problem. 

Second, they want us to tell the 
truth. A lot of them were very nervous 
about cuts in Medicare, and they were 
seeing on the nightly news that we are 
cutting Medicare. They asked me, 
“What are you going to do about this?” 
I showed them a chart similar to the 
one that we have here tonight and 
pointed out to them that the truth is 
Medicare is actually going to be in- 
creasing under our plan. It is going up 
from $4,800 per beneficiary this year to 
over $6,700 per beneficiary in the year 
2002. 

People were pleased that we were 
being honest about this. We pointed up, 
that is not as fast as some people want 
it to grow in Washington and they are 
calling it a cut because we did not in- 
crease it as fast as they wanted to, but 
they were relieved to see that Repub- 
licans were committed to increasing 
spending in Medicare so that we can 
provide good quality health care. 

And then the No. 1 issue that senior 
citizens asked us to address was to re- 
form the system so that they could 
eliminate the fraud and abuse that is 
driving up the cost, and the No. 2 issue 
was to provide them more choices, so 
that they could take advantage of a lot 
of the new benefits in the health care 
system and be able to choose for them- 
selves what type of health care they 
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wanted, what type of coverage they 
wanted to get, and how they wanted to 
have their relationship with their doc- 
tors structured. 

I want to close my report from Indi- 
ana by saying that I was very pleased 
with the input I got from citizens all 
over the district and pleased that they 
were willing to spend the time to help 
us craft legislation that will allow us 
to increase spending on Medicare, pre- 
serve and protect the system for senior 
citizens in the future, and I think they 
will be thankful that this Congress did 
not play politics with a very serious 
issue and stepped up to the plate to do 
what is right for all Americans. 

Every senior had a personal example of 
fraud in his Medicare billing, including one in 
Milroy who was billed $5 for one aspirin, or 
another in Columbus who would take a taxi to 
the hospital instead of a bus because Medi- 
care would not reimburse travel for the less 
expensive bus. 

Constituents in Pendleton said they were 
told by hospital officials not to worry about 
what was on their bills. 

“Don’t worry,” one hospital official said. 
“You're not paying for this—Medicare is.” 

Excessive paperwork required by Medicare 
also was mentioned at every Town Meeting. 

One constituent from Alexandria suggested 
paperwork could be reduced by introducing 
competition. 

She suggested private-sector firms could be 
used to process claims, with those that proc- 
ess claims the fastest receiving a bonus. 

A man in Pendleton suggested a flat tax-like 
form to reduce Medicare 

Seniors told me they should be allowed to 
purchase their own insurance, and that com- 
petition would reduce fraud and overall costs. 

One woman in Cambridge City said her 
daughters HMO provided greater coverage, 
such as for eyeglasses and dental services, 
than Medicare does. 

“Competition is good,” she said. 

“Let me decide the kind of insurance that's 
best for me.” 

A woman in Elwood said people should be 
held responsible for their own bad health hab- 


its. 

For example, she said, smokers should pay 
more for Medicare than nonsmokers, giving 
Americans an incentive to live healthy and re- 
duce overall health costs. 

One witness, in Muncie said that he wel- 
comed choices but wanted to make sure we 
had “Truth in Health Care,” each choice lays 
out cost and coverage. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, a man in Union City 
said seniors who work full-time past the age of 
65 should have the option of remaining on 
their private insurance plans. 

Mr. Speaker, | was heartened to learn that 
Hoosiers recognize the need for immediate 
action to save Medicare. 


But more than that, they want to ensure that ` 


we learn from the problems in the current sys- 
tem as we work to preserve, protect and 
strengthen Medicare while also offering sen- 
iors more health care choices. 

Mr. Speaker, Indiana seniors are paying at- 
tention to this issue. 

They understand that something must be 
done. They expect us to act. They know we 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


are listening, and | insist that we act boldly, re- 
sponsibly, and without delay. 

I see my colleague from Oklahoma 
has risen. Would you like to join us in 
reporting on what you are hearing 
from your part of the country? 

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. If the gen- 
tleman will yield, I would like to do 
that. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. With pleasure. 

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. It is inter- 
esting, my colleague from Indiana put 
up the chart there that says that Medi- 
care spending will go from $4,800 per 
beneficiary this year to over $6,700 per 
beneficiary in the year 2002. Somehow 
or another over the last 4 or 5 months, 
some have been able to get a cut out of 
that. I know that my math is not what 
my other colleague’s from Oklahoma 
is, but I just cannot figure that out, 
how that is a cut. That is almost like 
my son coming to me and let us say I 
am giving him a $10 allowance and he 
comes to me and he says, “Daddy, I 
want my allowance raised to 20 bucks.” 

I say, ‘‘Well, ГІ give you 15,” and һе 
goes to his friend and says, “Му dad 
cut my allowance.” How he can get a 
cut out of that, I do not know. 

In the town meetings that I did, and 
I did about 18 different forums, town 
meetings, over the August break, and 
what I found, it was interesting that 
last March I started doing some focus 
groups and visited with some folks, 
about 60 senior citizens in a local 
church, and we had dinner together. 
After dinner, we talked about Medi- 
care. It was amazing what they were 
saying then, and I think because they 
use the system, they are out there in 
the trenches on a daily basis trying to 
make this system work, they saw 
many of the flaws that are in the sys- 
tem. 

The number one complaint all over 
the district they have been talking 
about is the fraud and the abuse of the 
system and how that hurts those peo- 


ple that really do it the right way and 


really want to see the system work. 
But it was interesting the attitude 
shift from back in March when we first 
started doing the town meetings and 
the focus groups and the different fo- 
rums to where it was in August, when 
we were doing the town meetings and 
focus groups. 

Back in March there was a little ap- 
prehension and people were saying, 
“Well, yeah, we don’t know what’s 
going on with this Medicare thing, but 
we're willing to wait and see because 
we know there’s some fraud, we know 
there’s abuse, we know the system’s a 
little out of kilter but we're wanting to 
see what you guys are going to pro- 
pose.” That was what was being said іп 
March. In August they were saying, 
“Fix Medicare. Take care of the prob- 
lems. Get rid of the fraud and the 
abuse, and cure all the problems with 
Medicare.” 

I think it is important to note, as it 
has been noted here with my 3 previous 
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colleagues, is that the Medicare Board 
of Trustees in the last 2 annual reports, 
in 1994 and again in 1995, said that it is 
going bankrupt. It will be broke in 
1996, it will be bankrupt by the year 
2002. I think it is very irresponsible for 
any Congressperson that has a vote in 
the 104th Congress to say that we 
should not do what we must do tọ fix 
and save and protect and strengthen 
the Medicare system, as my colleague 
from Arizona said, not just for today’s 
seniors but for future seniors that de- 
pend and that will be depending on this 
program. 

I see my other distinguished col- 
league from the State of Oklahoma 
that represents my home district, by 
the way, he has risen, and I will yield 
to him. 

Mr. COBURN. I appreciate that very 
much. 

Mr. Speaker, I bring a somewhat dif- 
ferent perspective to this debate. Many 
of the people in my district know that 
I am a practicing family practice phy- 
sician. I get a unique perspective be- 
cause not only have I been a provider 
in the Medicare system and I have hun- 
dreds and hundreds and near thousands 
of patients who are on Medicare. I get 
to see what they say and what they 
like about Medicare, and the security 
they have in knowing that their health 
care is going to be there, and at the 
same time the obligation of being a 
physician is to offer yourself to solve 
the problem. 

It just strikes me that of the group of 
people that are talking here tonight, 
what the election in 1994 was all about. 
There is not a career politician among 
any of the group that has stood up here 
tonight to talk. Many of us have al- 
ready signed commitments that we do 
not want to be here. I have no plans to 
be here 6 years from now. 

Therefore, what is our goal? Is our 
goal self-aggrandizement? Is our goal 
to elevate ourselves? Or is our goal, do 
we really come here with the best in- 
terests of everybody in our district, the 
best interests of the senior citizens in 
this country, to solve the problem? 

I want people to know that there is 
no patent on caring. I would not have 
left a medical practice, other people 
would not have left other great careers 
to come and do what we are doing if in 
fact we did not want to solve the prob- 
lems. 

We have lots of input on how to solve 
this. The one thing that we should all 
ask is are we getting value for what we 
are paying for? Therein lies the prob- 
lem with Medicare. 

And the seniors know the answers. 
The seniors know where the problems 
are, whether it is fraud, whether it is 
waste, whether it is a lack of com- 
prehension of how the system works 
and how we have excluded seniors from 
the payment of bills so they will not 
know what they cost and how we have 
allowed a system to be overused and 
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abused. It just strikes me that the way 
we solve this problem is that we are 
honest. We are going to make some 
mistakes. We are not going to have a 
perfect solution for Medicare. But what 
we are going to do is work hard, listen 
and try to do the right thing. 

You cannot take that away from me. 
I can sleep every night knowing that 
my interest is best in watching for my 
district and the seniors, and also the 
taxpayers in our district. We can solve 
Medicare. We are going to solve Medi- 
care. We are going to make a viable, 
optionable, quality-oriented health 
care system that every senior in this 
country can depend on and can count 
on and they are not going to have to go 
to bed at night worrying about whether 
or not it is going to be there in the fu- 
ture. 


o 2330 


Мг. MCINTOSH. Will the gentleman 
yield for a question? 

Mr. COBURN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Аз a doctor, were 
you hearing from citizens in your dis- 
trict that they welcomed the chance to 
have a choice about health care plans; 
that they would be able to maybe be 
able to get benefits to cover their 
medications, which they cannot right 
now under Medicare, and some of the 
other options that the current system, 
because it is so heavily regulated out 
of Washington, does not provide for 
senior citizens? 

Mr. COBURN. I think that is very 
true. I think with a problem comes op- 
portunity. And we have a problem. The 
trust fund is going broke, but the op- 
portunity that we have is to not only 
preserve what we have, but to strength- 
en it and improve it. 

I have seniors in my district that 
choose between eating supper and tak- 
ing a pill. And to have them have an 
option that would take away that bur- 
den, where they will not have to make 
a choice between a medicine and sup- 
per, is something that many of them 
would welcome. 

I talked to a lady today on the phone 
and she said, “І do not think that is 
possible. I think that is a scam.” But 
the fact is, there are going to be op- 
tions out these where seniors can 
choose to go into a program that will 
offer them their medications. 

Mr. McINTOSH. Would that not be a 
blessing? 

Mr. COBURN. It would be a blessing 
for hundreds and hundreds of people in 
my district to have that option. It is 
not available to them now. 

We need to listen to the seniors of 
this country. They have a lot of experi- 
ence to share with us. 

Mrs. MYRICK. If the gentleman 
would yield for just a moment, I want- 
ed to make a point too. There is an- 
other option we really have not dis- 
cussed tonight and that is something 
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that was asked of me a lot in my dis- 
trict when people would come up and 
say, What is going to happen?” And 
we would tell about the choices and 
they would say, “Why can I just not 
stay in the plan that my employer had 
for me? It was a good plan and I liked 
it a lot better.” That is going to be an- 
other option that we hadn’t talked 
about; the option that they can stay as 
they are if they want to. 

Mr. McINTOSH. So you are saying, 
under our reform, if somebody wanted 
to stay in Medicare under the program 
they know right now, they could do 
that? 

Mrs. MYRICK. That is exactly right. 

Mr. SALMON. Would the gentleman 
from Indiana yield? That is the beauty, 
and as I have talked to the seniors in 
my district, in fact, my father, before I 
came back to Washington this last 
week, he said, “Son, you better make 
sure when you get back there that you 
guys preserve those options that you 
have talked so much about, because I 
am looking forward to this. Right now, 
the current Medicare system just is not 
giving me these kinds of options, and I 
like the medical savings account op- 
tion, personally, because it will incen- 
tive me to control my own costs. I 
think I can do a better job of control- 
ling my costs than a nameless, faceless 
bureaucrat in Washington can ао.” 

Let us talk about the options. Num- 
ber 1, I think it has been mentioned 
that they can stay on the current fee- 
for-services type program. They can 
move to an HMO or PPO type program. 
They can go to a medical savings ac- 
count. 

Mr. COBURN. They can go to a pro- 
vider-based network to do that. So the 
options that are, in fact, not available 
now, are going to be available that 
they have not had before. They not 
only will have choice of options, but 
choice of doctors. 

Mr. SALMON. And the difference be- 
tween who decides what those options 
will be is that it will not be dictated by 
some bureaucrat. The choice is up to 
the individual. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. If the gentleman 
would yield, the minority leader is on 
television a lot telling seniors they are 
going to have to spend another $2,000 
under this plan, but is it not the truth 
that, in fact, some of these options will 
mean it will not cost them as much as 
it does right now? That they will actu- 
ally save money because of our plan? 

Mr. SALMON. I believe so. In fact, 
most people out there will actually do 
better under this plan. 

Mr. McINTOSH. Why do seniors not 
know that? 

Mr. SALMON. I would say this to the 
American public. If you think that 
Washington has managed your dollars 
well in the past, then we have every 
reason to believe that the bureaucrat- 
laden system that we have got is the 
best thing. But if we believe that the 
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American people out there can take 
control of these costs, and that they 
can look out for their needs better 
than a bureaucrat can, then this option 
is the best way to go. 

Mr. McINTOSH. So it really is just 
not true that they are going to have to 
pay thousands of dollars more, and, in 
fact, sometimes people will save money 
under our plan? 

Mr. SALMON. In fact, I think in 
most circumstances the individuals 
will save money and will do better 
under our plan, because there are more 
options and there is less interference 
between their relationship with their 
doctor. 

Mr. COBURN. I would like to inter- 
ject one thing. It is not moral to take 
away somebody’s comfort about their 
security. And there is no intention 
anywhere in any of the plans to do any- 
thing other than to make sure every 
senior citizen in this country has qual- 
ity affordable health care. 

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. If the gen- 
tleman would yield for 1 second, as we 
close, I want to clearly define why we 
are offering options and choices. That 
creates competition with doctors, hos- 
pitals, insurers. They compete. And 
when you make the marketplace com- 
pete for market share, that gives value, 
that brings about efficiency. 

Just one simple illustration, if I see 
this ink pen, if I am the only one set- 
tling it I can sell it for what I want to 
sell it for. If my other colleagues come 
along and set up shop and say we are 
going to sell ink pens, I have to be 
more conscious about how much I am 
selling it for. That is why we are giving 
options for efficiency. 


THE TRUTH ABOUT MEDICARE 
REFORM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of May 
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Texas 
[Мв. JACKSON-LEE] is recognized for 20 
minutes as the designee of the minor- 
ity leader. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. And I appreciated the dialog 
and interchange of my colleagues who, 
like me, are mostly freshmen in this 
House. But I think that if we are to 
provide a real discussion, it must be 
clear, decisive, nonagrumentative, and 
as forthright as we can possibly be. 

And I think if there is one singular 
indictment of this so-called proposal 
by Republicans to help Americans with 
respect to Medicare, it is that they ab- 
solutely refuse to have full and open 
hearings on this very major change in 
American history. 

One day, the say. Fraudulent. Cover- 
up. Misrepresentation. Not many of us 
could understand a massive change in 
medical reform in 1 day. 

Clearly, I would simply ask the ques- 
tion to my colleagues, and certainly I 
enjoyed the opportunity to work with 
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them and come to this podium with no 
beggage, I would simply as the ques- 
tion: How do you manage to reform 
with $270 billion in cuts of a program 
that is in need of reform and in need of 
a major health reform in conjunction 
with the reform of Medicare? 

The question simply becomes, How 
do you respond to the citizens in all 50 
States in this Nation? The citizens in 
Florida that will be paid over $5,000 
extra under the reform plan by the Re- 
publicans in the next 7 years, or the 
citizens in Louisiana for $4,000, or the 
citizens in Texas for $3,000? 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Would the gentle- 
woman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. I would be happy 
to yield in a moment, just for a mo- 
ment. Or, in fact, the citizens in Cali- 
fornia for $4,783? Or in Washington 
State for $2,246? 

You simply do not have the facts, 
and the Democrats have been rep- 
resenting to the Republicans, our col- 
leagues, that we stand ready to debate 
this issue truthfully and factually over 
a period where hearings can bring peo- 
ple from their distributes, I hope, from 
our districts, medical professionals, 
senior citizens, long-term care givers 
and actually discuss the real crux of 
the issue. 

Just for a moment, let me frame the 
question for you. All of us can agree 
that we can fix Medicare on many 
planes and many platforms, but one 
that we can unanimously agree on is 
that we can save $61 million if we take 
away fraud, abuse and waste. 

When I go to the 18th district of 
Texas, no one disagrees that they are 
prepared to work against and to inform 
and to improve Medicare from that per- 
spective. But they do tell me, and the 
speakers that were here earlier indi- 
cated and did not give an answer, that 
they had seniors in their district that 
were making choices between prescrip- 
tions and food. I do too. 
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And those seniors will continue to 
have to make those choices or in fact 
have absolutely no health care under 
this plan by the Republicans. 

Let me also mention a point that is 
extremely important. This whole mas- 
querade about choices, which I think 
would be relevant to 4 weeks of hear- 
ings, because we could understand 
what the choices actually mean. But in 
fact, we know in the private sector 
that the sickest of the population are 
not insured. 

In the present health care system 
that we have now in America, we do 
not have provisions for preexisting dis- 
ease; we do not have portability, be- 
cause we do not have national health 
reform. So how would that occur for 
senior citizens? Would there be the op- 
tion for those who are sickest to have 
an opportunity to be in a solid pro- 
gram, or would you find a pool of the 
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sickest senior citizens left by the way- 
side by the empty well not being able 
to drink the water? 

I would simply raise the point that in 
this Nation we have now the most 
healthy population of senior citizens. 
Thirty years ago in 1965, not one Re- 
publican voted for Medicare. In fact, 
they argued vigorously against it. But 
30 years into the history of Medicare, 
now 1995, we can brag on the fact that 
our senior citizens are healthier and 
they are living longer. Shame upon us, 
that we come now 5 years before the 
2186 century and what we will say to 
those entering the 218% century is not 
for the future, but that we will return 
to those very damaged days when those 
who were in need of health care were 
lost in the wilderness of health care in 
this Nation, and were lost and never 
found on their dying beds because they 
were not able to receive the coverage 


necessary. 

I will yield to the gentleman for just 
а moment, for I have a long litany of 
things that I would like to proceed 
with, and I hope I can engage him іп а 
discussion, and maybe he would give 
me an answer that we would in fact do 
well for the American public if we join 
together on 4 weeks at least, mini- 
mally, to have hearings to be able to 
have his position explained, not to each 
other, but to the American people, and 
to make the right choice and go in the 
right direction іп the 2186 century and 
to be able to be proud about the health 
care that we provide for our senior citi- 
zens. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. HAYWORTH]. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank the gentle- 
woman for yielding the time so gra- 
ciously. Certainly the gentlewoman 
raises many questions tonight and I 
thank her for raising them. 

First and foremost, I think it is im- 
portant for us to understand as the 
gentlewoman has been doing in our dis- 
trict in Texas, as I have been doing in 
Arizona; in effect we have been holding 
our own hearings. But she raises a 
point that I think is of some interest. 
Of far more interest to me tonight is 
the chart purporting to talk about in- 
crease of out-of-pocket expenses. Could 
we explain the formula, the methodol- 
ogy, or the rationale that leads us to 
make this claim that the prices would 
rise so drastically. Because I can tell 
you it is certainly not my intent, nor 
did we come to the Congress with the 
notion of trying to bankrupt our sen- 
iors. Quite the contrary, we want to 
save this program. 

So I am just curious where these 
numbers come from, how they were ar- 
rived at, how we arrived at these num- 
bers. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, I 
would be happy to share with the gen- 
tleman that this is a basic analysis 
that takes into account the proposed 
$270 billion which results in a $245 bil- 
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lion cut in Medicare. But let me expand 
on that point so the gentleman can un- 
derstand. 

The gentleman uses the term bank- 
rupt, and I think that is an important 
term, because the recent, the earlier 
discussion used that word frequently. 
In fact, we find that the Republicans 
rely so openly on the trustee report, 
and interestingly enough, that report 
was given last year with deafening si- 
lence in 1994. 

But if I might refer to a chart that I 
have reviewed that shows іп 1970, 
which I believe was under a Republican 
administration, there was only a 2-year 
life in the Medicare trust fund, if you 
will. Periodically over the years, since 
1970 and 1995, we have seen it go up to 
14 years and have seen it come down 
lower. In fact, the trustee report indi- 
cated this year that it would be a 7- 
year life and they in fact thought that 
that was a positive, because it gave the 
Congress a larger span of time to re- 
spond to some of the very issues my 
colleague has raised. 

We agree that we need to fix Medi- 
care. But today, 1995, rather than 
frightening seniors, if we all are to try 
to get forthright to bankruptcy, that is 
inaccurate. Bankruptcy is pending, or 
impending, it is tomorrow, it is next 
week, it means we have to file. There is 
a 7-year life оп the Medicare trust fund 
of which we are responsible for trying 
to make sure there is a greater life. 
But we are better off today in 1995 than 
we were in 1970. These numbers are ba- 
sically an analysis of how the break- 
down in the premiums in the different 
States presently are and what would be 
reflected by a $270 billion tax cut that 
the Republicans want to offer that 
would be taken out of Medicare. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. I yield to the 
gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank the gentle- 
woman for yielding to me for a mo- 
ment. 

I think the gentlewoman raises a 
compelling point, and it is this: If the 
trustees’ report tells us that we have a 
7-year window, then are we not com- 
pelled to act? In other words, is it not 
prudent, because both of us come from 
an environment where we were success- 
ful professionals in other endeavors; we 
are not professional politicians, we 
came here to serve our districts and we 
have differing philosophies. But is it 
not prudent to move now to solve the 
problem rather than taking our 
chances 2, 3, 4, 5 years down the road 
and simply hoping that we can correct 
it ourselves? Е 

In other words, we went back to 1970 
when of course this Chamber was con- 
trolled by her party, regardless of who 
sat in the White House. We went back 
to 1994, more recently, when this 
Chamber again was controlled by a dif- 
ferent party and nobody moved to solve 
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the problem. In other words, is it pru- 
dent to wait this out? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. May I respect- 
fully and vigorously disagree with the 
gentleman? 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Certainly. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. And the reason 
why I would do that is because, quite 
the contrary, in terms of your analysis, 
in 1970, under a Republican president. 
There were 2 years where there was a 
Democratic Congress. And over the 
years the Democratic Congress has 
maintained the viability of this Medi- 
care program, both A and B. We recog- 
nize that we must fix this. That is 
something that I hope all of us em- 
brace. 

When I go into my inner city district 
and I have a town hall meeting or I 
send out massive information that 
comes back to me threefold where citi- 
zens of different walks of life are indi- 
cating, please help us save Medicare, 
they are recognizing that over the pe- 
riod of time that we were, as you will, 
in the majority, the Democrats worked 
to save this program. And there is no 
doubt that we should not wait 7 years 
out to in fact try to reform Medicare. 

Let me add that reforming Medicare 
should be in conjunction with reform- 
ing this national health program that 
we have. And the issue is that over the 
25 years the Democrats have been able 
to infuse support and energy into this 
Medicare system which has allowed it 
now to serve senior citizens for over 30 
years, they have never been healthier, 
because Medicare provides partly a 
maintenance program. And so 30 years 
we have maintained it. 

Now is the time to come to the table. 
But what has happened is, precipi- 
tously, we have a plan that has yet not 
seen the light of day. The gentleman 
may have copies of it. It may be easing 
out now, and it may be in full force to- 
morrow. But the hearing was delayed 
and we are only having 1 day, and I do 
not think that we can disagree on the 
reasonableness, not of waiting 7 years, 
but at least 4 weeks of hearings to de- 
liberate on the best way to ensure that 
collectively we have a system that does 
not burden the American citizens and 
their children. 

Might I add, and I happen to have 
seen and enjoyed meeting, I believe, 
your grandfather. And I am not pre- 
tending to speak for him or to suggest 
what his thoughts are. But I know the 
relationship that you have obviously 
with senior citizens. The question has 
to be, if we are both in agreement and 
in tandem on the idea that Medicare 
must be reformed, then I cannot see 
why Republicans are rebutting and re- 
fusing to open it up to the American 
public for 4 weeks of hearings in order 
to make a decided difference. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. If the gentlewoman 
would yield, and again, I certainly re- 
spect, and I think the American public, 
Mr. Speaker, joining us tonight hear a 
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constructive debate, albeit different, 
and dare we say in some ways partisan. 
But that is the nature of what goes on 
here. 

I think it is very important to re- 
spond to several of the points that were 
raised. When we talk about improving 
а program, I think the philosophy 
could not be clearer in what I am hear- 
ing from the gentlewoman from Texas. 
Is it not more important to offer 
choices to Americans regardless of 
their age than to say, here is a one- 
size-fits-all program, basically 1964 
Blue Cross Blue Shield codified into 
law in 1965. Is there not a way to ex- 
pand choices and improve the program 
while maintaining for those seniors 
who want to remain on this program, 
Medicare as we know it, maintaining 
that program? 

О 2350 


Mr. HAYWORTH. You and I disagree 
and indeed, I will graciously give the 
time. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Let me reclaim 
my time, and I thank the gentleman 
for engaging in this discussion, and let 
me answer, and I am going to reclaim 
my time because the hour is fast clos- 
ing. 

I have been in this process before and 
I respect the gentleman for acknowl- 
edging that we all come from different 
backgrounds and have had different ex- 
periences, and as a member of the city 
council of the city of Houston, we have 
had to now, over the years, look very 
seriously about new health packages as 
the costs have gone up in the private 
sector. What we find happening and 
what I heard most of all in my district 
and from my seniors of all various eco- 
nomic backgrounds is that they like 
the choice that they have now, which 
is the choice and opportunity to go to 
those physicians that they have devel- 
oped a comfort level with and those 
hospitals that they have developed a 
comfort level with, and I would beg to 
differ with the gentleman. 

Reclaiming my time, what will hap- 
pen is that the choices that the gen- 
tleman is talking about is the choice to 
be placed and forced into managed care 
and thereby forbidding and prohibiting 
seniors from those long-standing rela- 
tionships, and what ultimately happens 
is that as the numbers begin to rise, 
then the choices become limited and 
the managed care becomes the only 
source and choice for these seniors. 

Again, I go back to the concern that 
I have raised with many of my col- 
leagues because I come from a district 
that has a very strong public hospital 
system and what I say is that the bur- 
den will fall on the sickest of our sen- 
iors, those needing long-term care and 
otherwise who cannot participate in a 
managed care because they are not via- 
ble and will not be selected. It is a mu- 
tual selection process and a cross-pol- 
lenization. 
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I would say to the gentleman that he 
raises some valid points. I vigorously 
disagree, but what would be more pro- 
ductive is that we have this openly dis- 
cussed through those service providers, 
those seniors coming to the U.S. Con- 
gress. It does not do us as policy- 
makers well for us to rely upon, as 
they say in the court of law, hearsay. 
It is important. Yours is hearsay, what 
you have heard in your district, and 
maybe what I am saying I am saying to 
you something that I heard in my dis- 
trict, we both know it is fact, but tech- 
nically it is hearsay. The seniors are 
not here to tell either one of us. 

So it is important then that if we are 
serious about reforming Medicare, 
which took some, I would say, some 65 
years into the 20th century to be for- 
mulated, now when we try to reform it 
in such a major way, do we not owe the 
American public and owe this issue 
four weeks for hearings to decide it in 
the most effective and the best way? I 
cannot agree that cutting $270 billion 
for a tax cut that the Republicans are 
offering would in any way assist us in 
reform. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Would the gentle- 
woman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. I yield to the 
gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, a cou- 
ple of points need to be made and let 
me clear it up without having hearings. 
A misconception seemed to be put 
forth here a second ago. I am certainly 
not suggesting, nor do I think anyone 
in this new majority is suggesting that 
seniors be compelled to leave the doc- 
tors under whose care they find them- 
selves now to somehow sacrifice that 
physician-patient relationship. Noth- 
ing could be further from our intent. 

Moreover, with reference to $270 bil- 
lion and somehow a tax cut for the 
rich, the gentlewoman from Texas cer- 
tainly realizes that the Budget Com- 
mittee, under the stewardship of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. КАЅІСН], 
worked very hard to make sure that 
those tax cuts were fully provided for 
in the budget plan and the road map 
and the glide path to a 7-year balanced 
budget. Moreover, even if the budget 
were balanced today, we would still 
have this threat of the Medicare Trust 
Fund. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Reclaiming my 
time, and I thank the gentleman for 
his insight on this, but let me respect- 
fully share with the American people 
that the $270 billion tax cut has always 
been associated with the money that 
was going to be cut out of Medicare, 
plain and simple. Let me say to you 
that even those Republicans who no 
longer serve in government, Arthur 
Fleming, the health secretary, Health 
and Human Services Secretary under 
President Eisenhower, still going 
strong, has indicted the Republican 
Party and said he cannot believe that 
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you would offer these proposals with- 
out allowing the American people, sen- 
iors in particular, to participate. 

Mr. Speaker, what we are facing, and 
what I hope that we will engender, are 
calls from across this land, all of the 
States that are impacted by these dra- 
conian cuts. I hope that you all will get 
calls, and likewise in my office, de- 
manding, if nothing else, a reasoned de- 
bate among the American people on 
this issue. 

Might I say that we all will have to 
live with these cuts no matter what 
party we are in. We will have to live 
with them not so much because the 
Democrats were involved in cutting. 
That is not our posture. Our posture is 
to lay down before the bulldozer, but 
because our constituents will be 
harmed and hurt and it is probably 
going to be irreparable injury, and ina 
court of law, there are grand damages 
for that. 

I would simply say to the gentleman 
what we will be facing in this Congress, 
without having proposed a national 
health reform program, we will not 
jointly be able to go to the American 
people and say that we in good con- 
science cut this for them 7 years, over 
$4,000 in some instances, people having 
to make the choices between food and 
prescription drugs, and in joint support 
of that, the cuts in Medicaid, $182 bil- 
lion, and those indigent seniors who 
cannot get long-term care. 

Mr. Speaker, I am reclaiming my 
time and I thank the gentleman for his 
interest, but the key is that those who 
are in long-term care needing Medicaid 
will likewise not have the right and 
not have the ability to have health 
care. 

Let me just say one other point as we 
move toward closure. Can the gen- 
tleman not, or my colleagues that I 
have just heard my fellow freshmen 
that are Republicans, can they not 
deny that the population, the aging 
population is getting stronger, is living 
longer, and in fact, if you would апа- 
lyze the trust fund and find out the 
real reason why there is a life span 
that is shortened each year is because 
people are living longer? We should be 
applauding that. We should be very, 
very enthusiastic that the gentleman 
from Arizona has a grandfather and 
many of us have our parents, my par- 
ents, alive and well because of Medi- 
care. 

Thirty years of Medicare, the health- 
iest population of Americans, and yet 
we are forced in this majority Congress 
of Republicans to stand up and tell the 
American senior citizens and those 
citizens who have to support senior 
citizens that we are going to cut them 
off at the knees and tell them that 
what is more important is the partisan 
debate, you are right, between Repub- 
licans and Democrats, rather than a 
reasoned set of hearings that would 
allow us to put forth programs to 
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eliminate waste, fraud and abuse, to be 
able to work with the physician popu- 
lation, the hospital population, both 
private and public sector, the prescrip- 
tion or pharmaceutical industry and 
begin to analyze for real what we are 
doing or what we need to do to improve 
the delivery of services at a more effi- 
cient price, and not leave, and not 
leave that broken and bent body on the 
road we travel, unhealthy senior, left 
alone on the roadside seeking a simple 
drink of water. What are we going to 
give them? 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Will the gentle- 
woman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. I think my time 
is up and I am going to continue to re- 
claim it because I think this is an im- 
portant point I want to make. 

The sickest of our seniors, the sick- 
est of our seniors will be left without 
care, without attention, and as the 
gentleman is willing to debate me now, 
when I ask him or can I ask him, as he 
goes and leaves the floor and dialogues 
with his colleagues tomorrow the sim- 
ple question, would it not be better for 
America if we had these hearings to 
present your presentation, to allow the 
debate on what I am offering to say, 
but most of all, to listen to the mul- 
titude of those who will be most im- 
pacted by these draconian cuts? 

Mr. HAYWORTH. The gentlewoman 
asked a question. Would she yield for 
an answer? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. I will yield for 
just a moment because I want to con- 
clude. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Simple point. If the 
gentlewoman can explain to me how an 
increase over seven years in benefits 
per beneficiary of $2,000 can be a cut, 
going from $4,800 this year to $6,700 in 
2002, where is the mathematical ration- 
ale to show me that that is the draco- 
nian cut that the gentlewoman has 
talked about so often this evening? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. I would be happy 
to show you what the draconian cut re- 
sults in because it is very clear, and 
the reason why it is very clear is be- 
cause it is evident that you are dealing 
with provisions A and B, and obviously 
that masquerading of those particular 
sections are where the Republicans are 
suggesting to the American people that 
they are benefiting the beneficiaries. 

These numbers clearly suggest that 
those citizens will be engaged in higher 
premiums, clearly will be paying high- 
er premiums because of the large cuts 
that the Republicans are proposing. 
Where are the hearings? Where are the 
voices of the senior citizens? Let us re- 
solve this on behalf of those citizens to 
make a whole colloquy for all Ameri- 
cans. 


——— 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 
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(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. SERRANO) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr. BONIOR, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. GEJDENSON, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. MILLER of California, for 5 min- 
utes, today. 

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. FARR, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. VENTO, for 5 minutes, today. 

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER, for 5 minutes, today. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. HAYWORTH) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex- 
traneous material: 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 
today and on September 21. 

Mr. Horn, for 5 minutes, on Septem- 
ber 21. 

Mr. SALMON, for 5 minutes, on Sep- 
tember 21. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. SERRANO) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. BERMAN in two instances. 

Mr. COYNE. 

Mr. OWENS. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. 

Mr. KLECZKA. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

Mr. COLEMAN. 

Mr. HAMILTON. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. 

Mr. BONIOR in two instances. 

Mr. STARK. 

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. 

Mr. CONYERS. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. HAYWORTH) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. GALLEGLY. 

Mr. QUINN. 

Mr. PACKARD 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. 

Mr. ZELIFF in two instances. 

Mr. HORN in two instances. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. HAYWORTH) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. LUTHER. 

Mr. WAXMAN. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee 
on House Oversight, reported that that 
committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the 
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following title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 


H.R. 402. An act to amend the Alaska Na- 
tive Claims Settlement Act, and for other 
purposes. 


— 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 12 midnight), the House ad- 
journed until tomorrow, Thursday, 
September 21, 1995, at 10 a.m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 


1449. A letter from the Under Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting a re- 
port of a violation of the Anti-Deficiency Act 
which occurred at the 502d Air Base Wing at 
Maxwell Air Force Base, AL, pursuant to 31 
U.S.C. 1517(b); to the Committee on Appro- 
priations. 

1450. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting notification of a 
proposed issuance of export license agree- 
ment for the transfer of defense articles or 
defense services sold commercially to Thai- 
land (Transmittal No. ОТС-45-95), pursuant 
to 22 U.S.C. 2776(с); to the Committee оп 
International Relations. 

1451. A letter from the U.S. Agency for 
International Development, transmitting no- 
tification that the President proposes to ex- 
ercise his authority under section 614(a)(1) of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended (the Act“), to authorize the fur- 
nishing of defense articles and services to 
Rwanda, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2364(a)(1); to 
the Committee on International Relations. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEE ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BLILEY; Committee on Commerce. 
H.R. 1020. A bill to amend the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act of 1982; with an amendment 
(Rept. 10-4-254, Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 


—— 


DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE 
Under clause 5 of rule X, the follow- 
ing action was taken by the Speaker: 


H.R. 1020. The Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure discharged. 


TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED 
BILL PURSUANT TO RULE X 


Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X, the 
following action was taken by the 
Speaker: 

H.R. 1020. Referral to the Committees on 
Resources and the Budget extended for a pe- 
riod ending not later than October 20, 1995. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
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tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 


By Mr. DOOLITTLE (for himself, Mr. 
STUMP, Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee, Мг. 
HAYWORTH, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. DOR- 
NAN, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. 
SKEEN, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 
UNDERWOOD, and Mr. SHADEGG): 

H.R. 2367. A bill to amend the Clean Air 
Act to further protect and enhance the pub- 
lic interest by ensuring an orderly transition 
from chlorofluorocarbons (CFC’s] and halons 
to substitute compounds, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Commerce, and 
in addition to the Committee on Ways and 
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. LAFALCE: 

H.R. 2368. A bill to establish audit author- 
ity in the U.S. General Accounting Office 
over the Niagara Falls Bridge Commission; 
to the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure. 

By Mr. UNDERWOOD (for himself and 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA): 

H.R. 2369. A bill to provide for the develop- 
ment of the fishery resource within the ex- 
clusive economic zone of the insular areas of 
the United States, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. STOCKMAN: 

H.J. Res. 107. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit- 
ed States regarding congressional pay and 
pensions; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PORTER (for himself, Mr. LAN- 
Tos, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
HAMILTON, Mr. HYDE, and Mr. 
HOYER): 

H. Con. Res. 102. Concurrent resolution 
concerning the emancipation of the Iranian 
Baha'i community; to the Committee оп 
International Relations. 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 

H.R. 38: Mr. Bass. 

H.R. 89: Mr. NEUMANN. 

H.R. 156: Mr. FRAZER, Mr. BLUTE, and Mr. 
STEARNS. 

H.R, 325: Mr. HOYER. 

Н.В. 528: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, 
Мг. DIAZ-BALART, Мг. STOCKMAN, Mr. HALL 
of Ohio, Mr. WoLF, Mr. BALLENGER, and Mr. 
HALL of Texas. 

Н.Н. 580: Мг. JONES. 

H.R. 598: Mr. HEFNER, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. 
MINGE, Mr. REED, Mr. MCCOLLUM, and Mr. 
QUINN. 

Н.Н. 764: Miss COLLINS of Michigan. 

H.R. 789: Ms. KAPTUR. 

H.R. 833: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. 

H.R. 885: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. MANTON, Mr. 
NADLER, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
OWENS, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. 
McHUGH, Мг. WALSH, Mr. HINCHEY, Мг. 
MCINTOSH, and Mr. LAFALCE. 

H.R. 924: Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 1020: Mr. WAMP, Mr. HOKE, Mr. BATE- 
MAN, and Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 

H.R. 1023: Mr. MCHUGH and Ms. MOLINARI. 

H.R. 1133: Ms. DANNER, Mr. SOUDER, and 
Mr. HANCOCK. 

H.R. 1136: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. MILLER of 
California, Mr. HORN, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor- 
ida, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. OWENS, 
and Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. 
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H.R. 1202: Mr. COBLE and Ms. EDDIE BER- 
NICE JOHNSON of Texas. 

H.R. 1386: Mr. NEY, Mr. MORAN, and Mr. 
Cox. 

Н.Н. 1400: Мг. SANDERS. 

H.R. 1488: Mr. STUMP, Mr. HAMILTON, Мг. 
HEFLEY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. HAYES, Mr. Bou- 
CHER, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. NEUMANN, Mr. 
SPENCE, and Mr. LAUGHLIN 

H.R. 1591: Mr. LANTOS. 

H.R. 1662: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. 
HEFNER, Mr. JOHNSON of Florida, Mr. BISHOP, 
and Mr. NUSSLE. 

H.R. 1753: Mr. PICKETT, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. 
BREWSTER, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. DICKEY, Ms. 
EsHoo, Mr. FARR, Mr. FAZIO of California, 
Ms. FURSE, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. 
Ромво, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. BAKER of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. HOEKSTRA, 
Mrs. KENNELLY, and Мг. RAHALL. 

H.R. 1766: Mr. ZELIFF, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, and Мг. PORTMAN. 

H.R. 1801: Mr. HASTERT. 

H.R. 1818: Mr. HANSEN and Mr. PARKER. 

H.R. 1821: Mr. METCALF and Mr. LIVING- 


STON. 

Н.Н. 1893: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. NEY, Mr. УАСОВ8, and Mr. 
DAVIS. 

H.R. 1916: Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. BEIL- 
ENSON, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. FRANK of Massachu- 
setts, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. MANZULLO, Mrs. МЕҮ- 
ERS of Kansas, Ms. PRYCE, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. TAYLOR of 
North Carolina, and Ms. RIVERS. 

H.R. 1956: Mr. CALLAHAN, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. 
PICKETT, Mr. METCALF, and Mr. GILLMOR. 

H.R. 1960: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, 
HOSTETTLER, and Ms. MOLINARI. 

H.R. 1970: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida and Mr. 
ACKERMAN. 

H.R. 1974: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. 

H.R. 2019: Ms. DELAURO, Mr. FOGLIETTA, 
and Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. 

H.R. 2072: Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina, 
Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mrs. CHENOWETH, and Mr. 
HERGER. 

H.R. 2090: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 2144: Mr. ALLARD, Mr. CAMP, Mr. BUR- 
TON of Indiana, Mr. HOEKSTRA, and Мг. ROE- 
MER. 

H.R. 2172: Mr. LIGHTFOOT. 

H.R. 2179: Mr. KOLBE. 

H.R. 2199: Mr. STEARNS. 

H.R. 2205: Mr. LATHAM, Mrs. MINK of Ha- 
waii, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. EVANS, Mr. ORTIZ, and 
Мг. RIGGS. 

H.R. 2270: Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. HOSTETTLER, 
Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. STUMP, MR. HERGER, 
Mr. BAKER of California, and Mr. BARTLETT 
of Maryland. 

H.R. 2277: Mr. MILLER of Florida and Mr. 
ROHRABACHER. 

H.R. 2289: Mr. FLANAGAN, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Ms. 
Brown of Florida, Mr. WELLER, and Mr. 
CLEMENT. 

H.R. 2341: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. 
DREIER, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. LIVINGSTON, and Mr. 
KOLBE. 

H.R. 2364: Mrs. CHENOWETH. 

H. Con. Res. 54: Mr. FRANKS of Connecti- 
cut. 


Mr. 


AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 927 
OFFERED BY: MR. WYNN 
(Pursuant to the rule, page and line numbers 
are to H.R. 2347) 

AMENDMENT NO. 4: Page 22, strike lines 4 

through 20 and insert the following: 
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(a) OPPOSITION TO CUBAN MEMBERSHIP IN 
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—(1) 
Until such time as the President determines 
that a transition government in Cuba is in 
power, the Secretary of the Treasury should 
instruct the United States executive director 
to each international financial institution to 
use the voice and vote of the United States 
to oppose the admission of Cuba as a member 
of such institution. 


(2) Once a transition government in Cuba 
is in power, the President is encouraged to 
take steps to support the processing of 
Cuba’s application for membership in any fi- 
nancial institution subject to the member- 
ship taking effect at such time as the Presi- 
dent deems most likely to facilitate the 
transition to a democratically elected gov- 
ernment in Cuba. 
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H.R. 927 
OFFERED By: MR. WYNN 


(Pursuant to the rule, page and line numbers 
are to H.R. 2347) 

AMENDMENT NO. 5: Page 22, strike line 4 
and all that follows through page 23, line 7 
and insert the following: 

(a) OPPOSITION TO CUBAN MEMBERSHIP IN 
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—(1) 
Until such time as the President determines 
that a transition government in Cuba is in 
power, the Secretary of the Treasury should 
instruct the United States executive director 
to each international financial institution to 
use the voice and vote of the United States 
to oppose the admission of Cuba as a member 
of such institution. 

(2) Once a transition government in Cuba 
is in power, the President is encouraged to 
take steps to support the processing of 
Cuba’s application for membership in any fi- 
nancial institution subject to the member- 
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ship taking effect at such time as the Presi- 
dent deems most likely to facilitate the 
transition to a democratically elected gov- 
ernment in Cuba. 

Page 23, line 8, strike “(с)” and insert 
“Фу”. 

H.R. 2274 
OFFERED By: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA 


AMENDMENT NO. 29: Page 97, after line 12, 
add the following: 
SEC. 354. PROHIBITION ON PAYMENT OF SAFETY 
AND PERFORMANCE BONUSES. 


Amounts in the Highway Trust Fund es- 
tablished by section 9503 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986, and non-Federal funds re- 
quired by law as a condition for the receipt 
of such amounts, may not be expended for 
the payment of a safety or performance 
bonus to a contractor. 

Conform the table of contents of the bill 
accordingly. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


BANKING REFORM 
HON. ELTON GALLEGLY 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, September 20, 1995 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, what seemed 
to start out as a very promising year for impor- 
tant banking reform legislation seems to have 
once again come to a disappointing halt be- 
cause of the ongoing dispute between banks 
and insurance agents. 

Pending before the Rules Committee are 
two banking bills which would offer the Con- 
gress a historical opportunity to modernize our 
financial services system and make significant 
reductions in paperwork and compliance bur- 
dens for our banks. 

It is clear that despite their current strength 
in the U.S. market, our banking system contin- 
ues to face the threat of lost market share, es- 
pecially in the international arena due to out- 
of-date, restrictive laws and unnecessarily bur- 
densome regulations. Modernizing our banking 
system will help it keep pace with the rapidly 
changing, technology driven market and will 
offer new benefits to the banking consumer. 

REGULATORY RELIEF 

H.R. 1858, the Financial Institutions Regu- 
latory Relief Act, contains over 80 provisions 
of regulatory relief for the banking industry. 
Regulating the commercial banking industry is 
complex and extremely broad in scope. How- 
ever, while many of the current regulations 
seem to be appropriate on their face, they are 
often duplicative, sometimes contradictory, 
and impose unnecessary costs on our banking 
system. These costs are often paid by the 
consumer in the form of high fees and lower 
interest on accounts. 

As a cosponsor of the original bill, H.R. 
1362, | believe the changes made by the 
Banking Committee to areas such as RESPA, 
small bank exams, environmental liability, and 
CRA are sensible and will help make our lend- 
ing institutions more efficient. 

GLASS-STEAGALL REFORM 

Created more than 50 years ago, the Glass- 
Steagall Act was enacted to separate, in part, 
the commercial and investment banking func- 
tions of our financial institutions. In today’s 
technologically advanced and integrated finan- 
cial markets, this act has outlived its useful- 
ness and-now serves as a barrier to healthy 
competition and efficient market operation. 

H.R. 1062, the Glass-Steagall reform bill will 
create a more flexible financial services struc- 
ture by stripping away old prohibitions which 
are no longer practical and will permit banks 
and securities firms to affiliate with each other. 
Glass-Steagall reform will create economic op- 
portunity and growth by giving banks improved 
access to capital and financing and through 
the imposition of workable firewalls, without 
risk to the consumer or to federally insured 
deposits. 


Mr. Speaker, both bills are extremely impor- 
tant to the future of our banking and financial 
services industry as well as to consumers. | 
urge the Rules Committee to allow both regu- 
latory burden relief legislation and Glass- 
Steagall reform to come to the floor separately 
and clean of any provisions that threaten their 
passage. However, the House should be al- 
lowed an unrestricted opportunity to engage in 
an insurance debate which would take place 
in the context of expanding business-related 
activities for the banks. 


TRIBUTE TO BISHOP MAXIMOS 
HON. WILLIAM J. COYNE 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, September 20, 1995 

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to one of my constituents—a man 
who is one of the most respected religious 
leaders in southwestern Pennsylvania. His 
name is Bishop Maximos, and he is the head 
of the Greek Orthodox diocese of Pittsburgh 

On September 28, the communicants of 
Greek Orthodox diocese of Pittsburgh will 
honor their spiritual leader, Bishop Maximos, 
for his 16 years of service to the diocese. A 
banquet, which will also celebrate 16 years of 
diocesan life, is scheduled to be held at St. 
Nicholas Greek Orthodox Cathedral, Oakland. 
The Pittsburgh diocese consists of 50 parishes 
in Pennsylvania, Ohio, and West Virginia. 

Through his ecumenical efforts, Bishop 
Maximos has been able to forge strong ties 
between his denomination and that of the 
other major Christian denominations in south- 
western Pennsylvania. One of his fellow bish- 
ops of the Christian associates of southwest- 
ern Pennsylvania, which includes bishops of 
the Roman Catholic, Episcopal, and Methodist 
churches, remarked that Bishop Maximos is 
loved and respected among his peers and 

many consider him to be one of the finest 
Christian theologians in the United States. 

Bishop Maximos, was born on the Island of 
Chios, Greece, on March 5, 1935. His Grace 
graduated from the Orthodox Theological 
School of Halki of the ecumenical patriarchate 
of Constantinople, in what is now modern day 
Istanbul, Turkey. His Grace received graduate 
degrees from the Catholic University of 
Louvain, Belgium. He represented the ecu- 
menical patriarchate as observer-delegate to 
the third and fourth sessions of Vatican Coun- 
cil Il. 

Arriving in the United States on December 
18, 1966, His Grace was appointed professor 
of dogmatic theology at the Holy Cross School 
of Theology in Brookline, MA, where he 
served for 14 consecutive years. On Novem- 
ber 5, 1978, he was elected third vice presi- 
dent of the National Council of Churches of 
Christ in the United States. He served in that 
capacity for a triennium. 


On April 27, 1979, in St. Nicholas Cathedral, 
he was enthroned as the first bishop of the 
Pittsburgh diocese by His Eminence Arch- 
bishop lakovos. Since that time, Bishop 
Maximos has served the communicants of the 
diocese with wisdom and dedication, and he 
has made many valuable contributions to the 
community of faith in the region. | want to ex- 
tend my congratulations and thanks to Bishop 
Maximos and the diocese of Pittsburgh on this 
happy occasion. 


SALUTE TO COUNCILMAN ALVIN B. 
STEWART OF PHILADELPHIA 


HON. THOMAS M. FOGLIETTA 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to salute Councilman Alvin B. Stewart of Phila- 
деірһіа for his outstanding contributions to the 
city of Philadelphia. 

Councilman Alvin B. Stewart is being hon- 
ored by his friends and family on October 6, 
1995 as a tribute to his many years of service 
to the Philadelphia community. Councilman 
Stewart has served the eighth District of Phila- 
delphia with honor, dignity and commitment, 
offering new and innovative ideas to the com- 
munity. He has proudly served the Philadel- 
phia civic community in many capacities in- 
cluding supervisor of the Board of Revision of 
Taxes, ward leader for the 11th Ward, former 
vice chairman of the United Black Ward Lead- 
ers and as a retired ih greg nies police officer. 

Councilman Stewart has ished many 
worthwhile programs in Philadelphia including 
a revitalization program in the Nicetown/Tioga 
area. The North Central Community Develop- 
ment Corp., founded by Councilman Stewart 
has planned to furnish the community with re- 
tail stores, affordable housing, a союлу 
center, job training, a satellite college, super 
market, bank, a facility for older 8 
and a full-service hospital. 

am proud of Councilman Alvin В. Stewart's 
many civic achievements, and | hope that my 
colleagues will join with me today in wishing 
him the very best in his continued service as 
councilman of the eighth District of Philadel- 


phia. 


STUDENTS IN MICHIGAN NEED 
SCHOOL-TO-WORK AND JOB 
TRAINING OPPORTUNITIES 


HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 
OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, the last thing we 
should be doing is eliminating economic op- 
portunities for our young people. Yet, that’s 


© This bullet“ symbol identifies statements or insertions which аге not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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exactly what the Gingrich majority is attempt- 
ing to do. The Consolidated and Reformed 
Education, Employment, and Rehabilitation 
Systems [CAREERS] Act, H.R. 1617, under 
the guise of reform, repeals the School-to- 
Work Opportunities Act of 1994, most of the 
Job Training Partnership Act, and the Сап D. 
Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology 
Act, among others. 

In addition, the CAREERS Act cuts funding 
for youth career development by 20 percent. 
The 70 percent of students in Macomb and St. 
Clair counties who don’t go to college need 
the advanced technical training that will be 
threatened by this bill. Our students’ earnings 
in the future will be based on what they learn 
today. We should be increasing the opportuni- 
ties they will have in the future, not cutting the 
very educational tools that help them get 
ahead. 

School-to-work and job-training programs 
are vital for preparing those who don't go to 
college for the highly skilled, good paying, 
technical jobs of the future. | believe the best 
investment this country can make is in the 
education and training of our next generation. 
We must be thoughtful in our approach, con- 
solidate where needed and cut wasteful pro- 
grams that don't work, but we must also en- 
sure that we are providing our young people 
with the opportunity to earn and learn for the 
future. | don’t believe the approach taken by 
this CAREERS Act guarantees those opportu- 
nities. 

1 believe we do need to reform, improve, 
and demand better performance from our em- 
ployment training programs. The local school 
boards, elected officials, and business leaders 
must have the input to produce effective job- 
training programs, yet we all have a role to 
play. We ought to be building on the strong 
local, State, and Federal partnerships that 
we've established over the years to help our 
students, not ing them. 

While we need to fix education, employ- 
ment, and job-training programs that don't 
work, we should not eliminate the ones that 
do. The blanket approach that starts from 
scratch and gives our Governors final authority 
over all school-to-work and job-training pro- 
grams established by this bill is a serious error 
which will turn back the clock. For these rea- 
sons and others, | oppose this block grant ap- 
proach. 


RELIGION AND GOVERNMENT 
HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, September 20, 1995 

Mr. HAMILTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, | 
would like to insert my Washington Report for 
Wednesday, September 20, 1995 into the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

RELIGION AND GOVERNMENT 
For most Hoosiers I meet with, religion is 


very important. Religion helps form the val- 


ues and character critical for strong families 
and communities, and faith has played an 
important role in the history of our nation. 
Today, more Americans believe in God and 
attend religious services than any other in- 
dustrialized nation. Yet many Hoosiers 
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worry that our political culture does not 
take religion seriously. This is a legitimate 
concern, 

The First Amendment to the Constitution 
guarantees the free exercise of religion. To 
do so, it prohibits Congress from establish- 
ment of religion. At some periods in our his- 
tory the concern was that religion had too 
much influence over public policy, but today 
the concern is that we do not permit enough 
religious influence in public policy. I think 
we should take religion seriously, and do not 
agree with those who trivialize matters of 
faith. I agree with Hoosiers who want to seek 
guidance from religion on moral decisions— 
including decisions about politics and gov- 
ernment. As the son and brother of min- 
isters, faith has always been important to 
me and my family, and there is no question 
my faith has a strong influence on my ac- 
tions as an individual and as a public offi- 
cial. 

There is a great deal of misunderstanding 
over the proper role of religion in govern- 
ment, and government in religion. Most 
agree that the government should not be in 
charge of any religious activity—in church- 
ев, public schools, or elsewhere. Most also 
agree that government officials should not 
tell us how to pray, what to pray, or when to 
pray. At the same time, an individual's right 
to practice his or her religion should be sac- 
rosanct. 

Our founding fathers were deeply sus- 
picious of too much government involvement 
in religion. Over the years the Supreme 
Court has made clear that neither states nor 
the federal government can set up a church, 
pass laws to fund religion, or favor one reli- 
gion over another. Unfortunately there are 
still gray areas in the law that need to be re- 
solved—particularly regarding religion and 
public schools. Uncertainty over what the 
Constitution permits has led many schools 
to suppress religious activity and has 
prompted hundreds of lawsuits that could 
have been avoided. This newsletter is simply 
an effort to identify what is permissible 
under current law and what is not, and what 
areas need clarification. 

The First Amendment imposes two equally 
important obligations on public schools. 
First, schools may not forbid students from 
expressing their personal religious views 
solely because they are religious in nature. 
For example, the 1984 Equal Access Act, 
which I cosponsored, requires schools to give 
the same access to student religious groups 
as other extracurricular student clubs. The 
Court recently upheld the constitutionality 
of this law. Second, schools may not endorse 
a particular religious activity or doctrine, 
nor may they coerce participation in reli- 
gious activity. For example, school officials 
may not tell students what to pray in class. 

Many people believe the law requires 
schools to be religion-free zones. I do not 
think that is an accurate view; there are 
many acts of religious faith in school that 
are both appropriate and constitutional. 


PERMITTED ACTIVITY 


According to recent Justice Department 
guidelines, students today in public schools 
have the right to pray and study religion in- 
dividually, to discuss religion with other stu- 
dents, to read the Bible or other religious 
texts, to say grace before meals, to be taught 
about the importance and influence of reli- 
gion, to meet in religious clubs before and 
after class hours, to express their religious 
beliefs in classwork, and to wear clothing or 
jewelry bearing religious messages or sym- 
bols. 
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PROHIBITED ACTIVITY 


These actions are not allowed: religious 
services organized by school officials, reli- 
gious harassment, teaching students to prac- 
tice a particular religion, teaching or offi- 
cially encouraging religious or anti-religious 
activity, and denying school rooms to reli- 
gious groups if they are provided to other 
private groups. 

Often actions to suppress legitimate activ- 
ity are a result of school administrators who 
are simply not clear about complex court de- 
cisions and who fear litigation. There are 
isolated examples where students were told 
they could not say grace before lunch, or 
carry a Bible in class. The school was wrong 
in these cases. While I understand the dif- 
ficulties confronting administrators in un- 
derstanding the law, the suppression of reli- 
gious expression is just as much a violation 
of the First Amendment as imposing a reli- 
gion on students. 

Of course, there are issues that still need 
clarification. For example, does a graduation 
prayer by a student amount to state-spon- 
sored action? Courts have issued contradic- 
tory opinions on this issue, and the imple- 
mentation varies from region to region. Ulti- 
mately, this issue should be resolved by the 
Supreme Court or Congress. In the mean- 
time, many students have organized inde- 
pendent prayer services before or after grad- 
uation. 

Some Members of Congress have suggested 
amending the Constitution to clarify some of 
these gray areas. Others believe Congress 
should act by statute, as it has in the past. 
Congress has previously considered provi- 
sions to protect moments of silent prayer 
and to allow students to engage in voluntary 
vocal prayer during noninstructional peri- 
ods. Yet these issues have not been resolved, 
and further clarifications are necessary. 

Iam encouraged by the new dialogue on re- 
ligion and public education. We are certainly 
getting a better understanding of what can 
and cannot be done. There is absolutely no 
reason to think that religious expression has 
to be left behind at the schoolhouse door. 
With the help of clergy, parents, teachers, 
and students, Congress should continue to 
clarify current law to avoid misunderstand- 
ing. 
It is important to recognize that our 
founding fathers knew that religion gave our 
people the character and virtue without 
which a democracy cannot survive. They 
also recognized that, in a free country, gov- 
ernment must not be permitted to coerce the 
conscience of any person. Our challenge is to 
maintain religion’s protection from heavy- 
handed state interference while preserving 
the environment that has made the United 
States the most religious nation in the 
world. 


TRIBUTE TO MSGR. DAVID A. 
GERNATT 


HON. JACK QUINN 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Mr. QUINN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in rec- 
ognition of Msgr. David A. Gernatt, better 
known simply as Father Dave. Father Dave is 
retiring this year after nearly 50 years as a 
Catholic priest and over 25 years as the first 
and only pastor of St. Catherine of Siena 
Roman Catholic Church in West Seneca, NY. 


September 20, 1995 


Father Dave was the 6th of 10 children born 
to John and Martha Gernatt, immigrants from 
Austria and Germany. It was while growing up 
on the farm in Collins that Father Dave first 
learned his committed work ethic and deep 
devotion to his religion. 

Father Dave entered the Josephinum Pon- 
tifical College of Worthington, OH at the age 
of 14. He spent 12 years there, studying 
through his high school years, his college 
years and 4 years of graduate courses in the- 
ology. Father Dave never received a high 
school or college diploma because his goal 
was not to graduate, but to become a priest. 

Father Dave served at five parishes 
throughout western New York before returning 
to the Josephinum in 1966 to serve as spir- 
itual director. At this time, Father Dave was in- 
vested as a monsignor. His time back at the 
college was short lived because in 1967 he re- 
signed in order to become a paster; however, 
it did teach him valuable lessons about the 
new things going on in the church after the 
Second Vatican Council. 

On October 22, 1967, Bishop James McNul- 
ty of Buffalo assigned Father Dave with form- 
ing the new Parish of St. Catherine of Siena. 
Church services were first held in the West 
Seneca Town Hall while the new church build- 
ing was built on the former farm at 4928 Sen- 
eca Street. The ground breaking ceremony 
took place in October of 1967. The first mass 
was said there on June 1, 1970. 

Father Dave had a vision of developing a 
family-like community. He believed that there 
were no distinctions between priests and lay 
people and both should work together. Father 
Dave always believed in his parishioners and 
worked to encourage involvement of everyone 
in the parish. Father Dave knew and believed 
that everyone has different gifts to offer and 
the entire community could only benefit from 
everyone offering their gifts. 

This parish and Father Dave holds such а 
special place in many peoples’ hearts. A small 
example of this is the fact that the member- 
ship of this community out stretches my Con- 
gressional District. The benefits of this small 
community that gathers throughout the week 
in West Seneca have literally been felt 
throughout the world. 

Father Dave will always be a part of St. 
Catherine’s. His vow of no bingo will long 
echo through St. Catherine’s. Father Dave's 
belief that mass is no place to talk about 
money will continue to be carried on through 
the tradition of not passing a basket. Father 
Dave's goals will still continue to be met when 
night after night the church building is being 
used, not just Sundays. Father Dave’s work 
will continue to be seen at every gathering at 
St. Catherine’s when there is every age group 
represented offering its own gift at every meet- 
ing and function. The plain, simple structure of 
St. Catherine’s will always be a mirror image 
of the exterior of Father Dave, just as the 
inner warmth, compassion, and love of Father 
Dave will continue to be felt inside St. Cath- 
егіпе'ѕ 

Mr. Speaker, | am honored to have this ор- 
portunity to recognize Father Dave. | wish him 
a happy and healthy retirement. | also wish 
the people of the parish he built continue the 
ways that Father Dave laid down for them. | 
thank Father Dave for the strong and lasting 
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positive effect he has had on the western New 
York community. 


CONSTITUTION WEEK 
HON. JAN MEYERS 


OF KANSAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
September 17-23 is Constitution Week com- 
memorating the 208th anniversary of the Con- 
Stitution of the United States. | commend the 
Daughters of the American Revolution for its 
efforts to remind all Americans of the impor- 
tance of the U.S. Constitution. 

The success with which Americans secured 
their liberty through representative government 
is unparalleled. Our Republic was built upon 
the foundation of limited government in which 
a written Constitution preserves individual 
freedoms and opportunity for all citizens. The 
ideals upon which this document is based are 
reinforced each day by the success of the sys- 
tem to which it gave birth. The political system 
established by our Constitution stresses the 
need for each citizen to know their rights, free- 
doms, and duties. 

Mr. Speaker, | take this opportunity to thank 
the Prairie Rose Chapter of the Kansas Soci- 
ety of the Daughters of the American Revolu- 
tion in my district who have committed a tre- 
mendous amount of time and effort in helping 
all Americans better understand the Constitu- 
tion. 


COMMEMORATING THE 25TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF MEDGAR EVERS 
COLLEGE 


HON. MAJOR R. OWENS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, | rise to salute 
Medgar Evers College as a beachhead of en- 
lightenment in urban America which offers an 
institutional point-of-light as a model for all 
who care about education. Medgar Evers Col- 
lege is a liberal arts college, a community edu- 
cational resource, and a pivotal cultural center 
for Central Brooklyn in New York. 

Twenty-five years ago, the college, named 
for the martyred civil rights leader, was estab- 
lished with a clear mandate—to provide ac- 
cess to higher education for the residents of 
Central Brooklyn. 

On September 28, the college will mark its 
25th anniversary with a Founder's Day cele- 
bration that will include a commemorative 
ceremony in honor of the founders and a ben- 
efit dinner that will raise funds for student 
scholarships. 

In offering outstanding academic programs 
and a wide range of services designed to 
meet the needs of the community, Medgar 
Evers College, a unit of the City University of 
New York [CUNY], has amply demonstrated 
that it is fulfilling its noble mission. 

The college should be commended for the 
caliber of its innovative, career-oriented pro- 
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grams and the foresight it has demonstrated in 
providing needed services to area residents. 
Typical is the Small Business Development 
Center, which was created to deliver manage- 
ment assistance to small and minority-owned 
businesses іп Central Brooklyn through 
courses, counseling, conferences, and semi- 


nars. 

With great personal pride, | have watched 
the birth, growth, and mature refinement of 
Medgar Evers College. As a commissioner of 
the Community Development Agency under 
Mayor John Lindsay, | assisted in the selec- 
tion of the first Community Advisory Commit- 
tee for the college. Several years later, as a 
member of the Higher Education Committee of 
the New York State Senate, | led the fight to 
retain the status of the youthful Medger Evers 
College as a senior college. This fight was 
successful; however, in later negotiations with 
the chancellor of CUNY, a compromise ге- 
duced the institution to a community college 
with a few senior college programs. Medgar 
Evers College must be congratulated for wag- 
ing a long struggle which culminated in its 
1994 redesignation by the New York State 
Legislature as once more a full-fledged senior 
college. 

Special tribute must be paid to the leader- 
ship of this fine institution—its distinguished 
president, Dr. Edison О. Jackson; its capable 
and concerned administrative staff; and an ex- 
perienced and dedicated faculty. 

At the benefit dinner, the college will present 
its first Uhuru Awards to Mrs. Myrlie Evers- 
Williams, chairperson of the board of the 
NAACP; Mrs. Coretta Scott King, chairperson 
of the board of the Center for Non-Violence in 
Atlanta; Dr. Betty Shabazz, the college's direc- 
tor of public affairs and cultural attaché; Dr. 
Ramona Hoage Edelin, founder and CEO of 
the National Urban Coalition; and former Con- 
gresswoman Shirley Chisholm. 

Ог. Jackson assumed the presidency of the 
college in 1989. These have been exciting 
years, as evidenced by the fact that during 
this time, enrollment nearly has tripled; bach- 
еіогѕ degree programs in environmental and 
computer science have been introduced, as 
well as an associate degree program in nurs- 
ing; and a core curriculum has been created 
to strengthen liberal arts education. 

Just as significant is the ongoing effort by 
the college to internationalize its curriculum 
and thereby better prepare students to be a 
part of the global marketplace. 

In a recent report in which he articulated his 
vision for the future, President Jackson spoke 
of the need to chart the proper course, “to en- 
sure that Medgar Evers College achieves the 
greatness to which it is destined.” He said fur- 
ther: 

{OJur quest is to become one of the pre- 
miere institutions in this city, state and na- 
tion . our intent is to create ап institu- 
tion that will provide high quality academic 
programs and student support services in re- 
sponse to the many educational, social and 
economic contemporary challenges facing 
the community they serve. This unique role 
which Medgar Evers College is carving out 
for itself is adding to the richness and diver- 
sity of the City University of New York. 

Mr. Speaker, its achievements in its rel- 
atively brief but eventful history bodes well for 
a bright future for Medgar Evers College, and 
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as it prepares for the 25th anniversary cele- 
bration, the college merits our congratulations 
and sincerest good wishes for continued suc- 
cess. This relatively new but vibrant institution 
is truly a Point-of-Light for urban communities 
throughout the Nation. 


TRIBUTE TO MARIE WHIPP 
HON. HOWARD L. BERMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | am honored to 
pay tribute to Marie Whipp, a close associate, 
good friend, and a leader in the California 
Federation of Teachers for more than 30 
years. | worked extensively with Marie during 
the 1960’s and early 19705, when | was а 
lawyer for the CFT. | found her to be hard 
working, diligent, and an excellent advocate 
for teachers and public education. 

Marie’s rise throught the ranks of the union 

only a few years after she graduated 
from UCLA in 1957. While she was chair of 
the girs physical education department at 
Palmdale High School, she became a member 
of Foothills, American Federation of Teachers 
Local 1424. From there she moved up the lad- 
der; chapter chair, local secretary, local vice 
president and, in 1967, she was elected presi- 
dent of local 1424. At the time local 1424 had 
15 chapters with over 900 members. 

In 1970, Marie was elected secretary-treas- 
urer of the CFT. The union could not have had 
a better person to help steer it through turbu- 
lent times. Marie served as secretary-treasurer 
during the collective bargaining fight for sur- 
vival of the AFT in California and stabilized 
CFT finances by establishing good relations 
with all of the local treasurers, officers and 
staff of the CFT, the CFT credit union and the 
financial officers and staff of the AFT. Along 
with Marie’s skill at debt management, these 
steps enabled the CFT to finance all collective 
bargaining elections. 

During her record 24-year tenure as CFT 
sec reasurer, Marie also created and 
coordinated the CFT legal defense fund. This 
is just one more way in which she has made 
her mark on the CFT. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in saluting Marie Whipp, a person who has 
worked so hard to make a better life for Cali- 
fornia’s schoolteachers, She deserves the re- 
spect and admiration of all of us who care 
about the fate of our public schools. 


CUBA LIBERTY ACT 


HON. ELTON GALLEGLY 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, September 20, 1995 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, for more than 
30 years the United States has imposed a uni- 
lateral economic embargo on the people of 
Cuba. The hope of course was that such inter- 
national pressure and isolation would bring the 
dictator, Fidel Castro, to his knees. 

Unfortunately, after all this time, Castro still 
rules the island. What is more unfortunate, 
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however, is that the people of Cuba, most no 
longer fervent followers of the revolution, are 
living in a state of political and financial de- 
pression. 

Nobody denies that Castro is an old tyrant 
whose time to give up the lost hope of the rev- 
olution has come. Cuba is the last country in 
the hemisphere without democracy, free elec- 
tions and an open economy. But, the legisla- 
tion we are considering here today, will not re- 
sult in any changes in this current situation. It 
will not bring down Castro any faster than the 
existing embargo has failed to remove him. In 
fact, H.R. 927 will result in the perverse effect 
of further isolating this nation. The attempt in 
this bill to internationalize the economic em- 
bargo by threatening economic sanctions 
against any other nation which trades with or 
invests in Cuba is unworkable and will embroil 
us in heated debates with our allies and 
friends in this hemisphere and beyond. 

This is not to say that we should give up our 
attempts to rid the island of Castro. But the al- 
most paranoid behavior of many in this Nation 
with respect to Castro is no longer justified. 
Cuba is no military threat to the United States. 
Cuba is no longer a viable model for social- 
ism. It is no longer a model for anything or 
anybody. So why the fixation. 

As the recent report of the Inter-American 
Dialog Task Force on Cuba stated, “the pros- 
pects for change in Cuba are today greater 
than at any time since 1959. Yet, current Unit- 
ed States policy neither encourages change in 
Cuba nor advances United States national in- 
terests.” 

Not long ago, during the House debate on 
whether we should renew most-favored-nation 
trade status with China, Members from both 
sides of the aisle argued passionately that 
while China's failure to live up to normal 
standards of international behavior was rep- 
rehensible, it was more important to engage 
the Chinese through political dialog and eco- 
nomic interaction. Without this face-to-face 
interaction, China's behavior could not be 
modified or changed. 

Similarly, many Members of this Congress 
supported the President’s decision to extend 
diplomatic recognition of Vietnam because 
they felt an open dialog would help us resolve 
once and for all the issue of our POW/MIA’s. 

Finally, this Nation has constantly engaged 
the North Koreans in frank and open discus- 
sion of their nuclear weapons programs and 
we have even agreed to sell them nuclear 
power generating equipment. 

My point here is that this Nation has chosen 
to confront in full diplomatic dialog some of the 
most ruthless communist, civil rights abusing 
dictatorships in the world in the hope that this 
dialog would somehow influence their behavior 
both domestically and іп the international 
arena. 

So, what is wrong with our policy approach 
to Cuba. Is Cuba any more of a threat to us 
than China or North Korea? Hardly. Is Castro 
somehow more of a dictator than the leader- 
ship in Beijing or Hanoi? No. 

So, why shouldn't the United States policy 
toward Cuba be changed to reflect the same 
approach that we take toward every other 
communist dictator in the world. 

H.R. 927 creates a false sense of hope. It 
will not topple Castro but it will tighten the 
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noose around the already miserable life most 
ordinary Cubans live under. 


TRIBUTE TO MANCHESTER, NH 
POLICE CHIEF PETER FAVREAU 


HON. WILLIAM Н. ZELIFF, JR. 


OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to pay 
tribute to Manchester, NH Police Chief Peter 
Favreau for his leadership role in putting to- 
gether one of the Nation’s most successful 
antidrug crusades. 

Manchester, a city with a population of 
98,000, had the usual problems of a city that 
size. While the overall crime rate in the State’s 
largest city has declined in recent years, drug 
offenses increased dramatically when the city 
became a target for gangs from nearby Lowell 
and Lawrence, MA, who came to Manchester 
to sell drugs. 

Chief Favreau, ignoring generation-old, tra- 
ditional police turf lines, invited the New 
Hampshire State Police into the city of Man- 
chester for the first time to work hand-in-hand 
with his officers to combat this invasion of 
drug dealers, gang members, and their related 
crimes. Police Chief Favreau solicited and re- 
ceived a $100,000 grant from the State De- 
partment of Justice to set up an interagency 
law enforcement task force. 

Manchester police, working together with 
agents from the Federal Drug Enforcement 
Administration, the Bureau of Alcohol, To- 
bacco, and Firearms, the Immigration and Nat- 
uralization Service, the Attorney Generals 
Drug Task Force, the State Police Special In- 
vestigations Unit, and the Sheriff's Depart- 
ment, mobilized to rid the city of these drug 
dealers. The operation was stepped up in 
June in hopes of preventing an escalation of 
drug wars that had already resulted in the 
shooting deaths of two young men. Mayor Ray 
Wieczorek joined in by forming a task force of 
city health, building code enforcement, and 
police officials aimed at putting pressure on 
absentee landlords and their crumbling dwell- 
ings used for prostitution and drug dealing. 

Chief Favreau, working in conjunction with 
U.S. Attorney Paul Gagnon’s office and the 
unified law enforcement community, mobilized 
all the resources he could and successfully 
cleaned up the neighborhood. 

Leaders of the Т.В.О.М. organizations— 
Take Back Our Neighborhoods—say that as a 
result of Chief Favreau's task force's efforts, 
morale in the neighborhood is a lot better. 
They credit Chief Favreau and his leadership 
for making the area a much better place to 
live. 

Mr. Speaker, Chief Peter Favreau’s distin- 
guished career is a model of the best we have 
in the law enforcement community. | ask my 
colleagues to join with me in saluting Chief 
Peter Favreau for his leadership in the Oper- 
ation Streetsweeper program and immeas- 
urably improving the lives of the people of the 
Manchester area. Because of Chief Favreau's 
dedication and ability, the citizens of Man- 
chester feel much more comfortable and safer 
moving about the queen city. 
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IN HONOR OF THE CALIFORNIA 
PARALYZED VETERANS AND 
CASA CORAZON OF LONG BEACH, 
CA 


HON. STEPHEN HORN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, | rise to commend 
the California Paralyzed Veterans for their 
commitment to providing comfortable housing 
for disabled veterans in the 38th Congres- 
sional District. Their hard work and dedication 
has resulted in the construction in Long 
Beach, CA, of Casa Corazon—a model of 
housing for persons with disabilities. 

Casa Corazon is also an outstanding exam- 
ple of what can happen when Government 
agencies in Washington and at the local level 
join together for the betterment of a commu- 
nity. To make the dream of Casa Corazon a 
reality, the California Paralyzed Veterans 
reached out to include the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development [HUD], the 
Long Beach Housing Authority and the city of 
Long Beach. Their contributed 
heavily to the successful completion of Casa 
Corazon. 

The members of the California Paralyzed 
Veterans are role models of ongoing service 
to others. They began with their personal serv- 
ice and sacrifice for our Nation during times of 
war. Their service has continued into peace 
time with the creation of Casa Corazon. | com- 
mend the California Paralyzed Veterans for all 
that they have given our Nation and for all that 
they are doing to ensure a better quality of life 
for all members of our community. Their ef- 
forts and Casa Corazon serve as a reminder 
of another job well done. 


CHRIST CHURCH, U.C.C., 100th 
ANNIVERSARY CELEBRATION 


HON. GERALD D. KLECZKA 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
offer congratulations and best wishes to the 
people of Christ Church, a congregation of the 
United Church of Christ, on the celebration of 
their 100th anniversary of ministry on Milwau- 
kee’s south side. 

Formally organized in September of 1895 
with nine charter members, Christ Church has 
risen to every challenge of the past 100 
years—and today continues to be a vibrant, 
committed congregation of 629 members. | 
suspect that when they look back over that 
century of ministry, they may be quite sur- 
prised at the remarkable things they have ac- 
complished as a people of faith. But, in fact, 
they are living proof of the old saying, “What 
faith makes possible, love makes easy.” 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in congratulating the members of Christ 
Church for their 100 years of dedicated serv- 
ice to God and Country. May God continue to 
bless their labor. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
ACCESS TO HIGHER EDUCATION 


HON. RON PACKARD 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, there appears 
to be a great deal of misinformation circulating 
regarding Republican plans to cut aid for high- 
er education. Scare tactics, as we know, are 
usually the last resort of a desperate cause 
without a plan of their own. 

The Republicaned 104th Congress has 
worked diligently to reform, streamline, and cut 
costs in Government. But let us get the facts 
straight. Our balanced budget proposal does 
not cut a single student loan. In fact, there will 
be more loans available next year than ever in 
the history of the program. In-school interest 
subsidies remain. Loan fees are not increased 
and Pell grants are funded at the highest level 
in history. Student aid is not cut. 

The future looks extremely bright for stu- 
dents, if we enact a balanced budget. With a 
balanced budget, interest rates for money bor- 
rowed will decrease by at least 2 percent. 
That means a student who originally borrows 
$11,000 for college at 8 percent could see the 
cost of that loan decrease by more than 
$2,000. If we don't balance the budget, stu- 
dent loan programs will go bankrupt, not to 
mention numerous other programs. 

urge my colleagues on the other side ої 
the aisle and the Clinton administration to stop 
the scare tactics and work with us to craft a 
plan that will save student loans and the Fed- 
eral Government from bankruptcy. 


CANCER-RELATED INSURANCE RE- 
FORM—COVERAGE OF CLINICAL 
TRIALS 


HON. RONALD D. COLEMAN 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, clinical trials 
provide the best available treatment for many 
patients with cancer, AIDS, and other life- 
threatening diseases, for whom standard 
therapies offer a limited chance for survival or 
enhanced quality of life. This is particularly 
true for children with cancer; over 60 to 70 
percent are treated in clinical trials. 

However, many health care insurers refuse 
to reimburse patient care costs which. result 
from participating in clinical trials by claiming 
such therapy is investigational or experi- 
mental. When this happens, individuals cannot 
receive what potentially may be the best treat- 
ment for their condition unless they can afford 
to pay significant out-of-pocket expenses often 
running into thousands of dollars. Unless 
these patient care costs are included in a 
standard benefits package, it is likely that the 
reformed system will evolve into one of two 
tiers of care—potentially one in which only the 
wealthy have access to the best anticancer 
treatments. 

Reimbursement denials impede the ability to 
conduct effective and timely clinical research 
by increasing administrative burdens on medi- 
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cal institutions and reducing the number of pa- 
tients eligible to participate in trials. If reim- 
bursement is not available, fewer hospitals will 
be willing to participate in clinical research and 
the opportunity to test new and effective treat- 
ments will be lost. The data collected while 
providing state-of-the-art care to patients in 
clinical trial advance medical science and im- 
prove our ability to provide cost-effective 
therapies. 


TRIBUTE TO ROZ AND ABNER 
GOLDSTINE 


HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 


HON. HOWARD 1. BERMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, we ask you 
and our colleagues to join us in paying tribute 
to Roz and Abner Goldstine for receiving the 
Jewish Vocational Service's prestigious Life- 
time of Service Award. 

Roz and Abner Goldstine have devoted tre- 
mendous amounts of their time, energy, and 
creativity to the indispensable work of the 
Jewish Vocational Service, which is a non- 
sectarian, nondenominational organization that 
provides job training and placement services. 

The Goldstines have been leaders in the 
Jewish Vocational Service’s efforts to assist 
scientists, engineers, and aerospace workers 
whose jobs have been lost due to the end of 
the cold war and the related Federal 
downsizing and reordering of national prior- 
ities. As we all know, these changes have put 
a disproportionately large burden on the State 
of California. We owe a debt of gratitude to 
Jewish Vocational Service and the Goldstines 
for their work in meeting a great need. At the 
same time, the Goldstines have helped sus- 
tain the commitment of the Jewish Vocational 
Service to individuals at every level of the 
work force who seek employment opportuni- 
ties. 
Mr. Speaker, we ask our colleagues to join 
with us in saluting the Goldstines for their ex- 
traordinary service to the Los Angeles commu- 
nity. We wish them continued happiness and 
success in their endeavors. 


THE POLITICS OF PATERNITY 
LEAVE 


НОМ, PATRICIA SCHROEDER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, today | 
want to give thanks to Tom McMakin who in 
the September 25 issue of Newsweek, wrote 
a moving opinion piece that reminds us that 
the Government can be a force that helps the 
American family and fosters family values. In 
a time when bashing the Government is as 
popular as ever, Mr. McMakin took the time to 
point out how the Family and Medical Leave 
Act, a bill | first introduced in 1985 and Con- 
gress passed into law in 1993 has helped him 
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in his new role as father to his 4-month-old 
daughter Valerie. 

Tom McMakin’s words are an inspirational 
“thank you” to the many Members of both 
sides of the aisle who worked, compromised, 
and persevered so that American families 
could bond with their newborns or take care of 
elderly parents without sacrificing their eco- 
nomic security. 

As Mr. McMakin states in his article, the 
Government is not bad, but is “an expression 
of our collective will.” Now, as we are debat- 
ing bills that are going to significantly effect 
the lives of all Americans we should keep in 
mind what is really important to the millions of 
people who are like Tom McMakin. 

[From Newsweek, Sept. 25, 1995] 
THE POLITICS OF PATERNITY LEAVE 
(By Tom McMakin) 

Valerie’s asleep now, having snacked most 
of the morning, fussed and finally closed the 
brightest blue eyes Гуе ever seen. Quiet mo- 
ments like these are rare when you are tak- 
ing care of a 4-month-old. When she sleeps, 
it’s time for me to mix more formula, wipe 
the counter, call about life insurance and 
then, if time allows, break open the laptop 
and sit down to write for a few minutes. Wel- 
come to paternity leave, a spicy stew of 
belches and smiles, DPT shots, heavy warm 
diapers and the odd moment of reflection. 

The idea that fathers should take time off 
from work to be with their newborn children 
is a relatively new one, but it’s an idea that 
is long overdue. Two years ago, time at home 
with Valerie would not have been possible. 
But thanks to the Family and Medical Leave 
Act of 1993, here I am changing my daugh- 
ter's diapers and enjoying her first gurgles 
and giggles. Who would have thought it? A 
bunch of faraway lawmakers passed legisla- 
tion, and it profoundly affected my life. 
Their law, PL103-3, requires that companies 
with more than 25 employees allow them to 
take up to 12 weeks of uncompensated time 
off to care for their children. Because of this 
legislation my life is richer. 

Much richer. This bundle of sweet smells I 
call my daughter has given me the gift of 
new sight. A trip to the supermarket used to 
be a dreaded errand; now it is the highlight 
of my week. Valerie has taught me to look 
beyond our store's confusion of brands and 
hype and focus on the colors, shapes and 
happy chatter that make each visit a car- 
nival of sight and sound. We squeal at the 
celery, spit heartily at the dairy rack and 
shrink in terror at the sight of the frozen 
turkeys. The moving counter by the cash 
register is a revelation. 

A walk downtown has been similarly trans- 
formed. Everyone loves a baby. And we love 
them back for it. People I've never spoken 
with, but have passed on the street many 
times before, smile and ask how old she is. 
To be a baby, I've learned, is to live in a 
friendly, welcoming world. But it’s not just 
her world; it's mine too. Because of my time 
home with Valerie, I'm also much more un- 
derstanding of children and parents. I rush 
to help a mom with a stubborn car door or a 
dad whose youngest is on the verge of stray- 
ing. I smile at mischievous kids, happy to 
see them speeding off in this direction or 
that, ruining their parents’ best-laid plans. 

I have paternity leave to thank for teach- 
ing me these and other lessons (never dump 
formula in cold water—it doesn’t mix). I am 
grateful to my wife and to my employer for 
encouraging me in my decision to stay home 
and am grateful to a government that made 
taking this time possible. 
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Sadly, when Valerie and I walk downtown 
and stop at the local coffee shop, we hear 
people talking about government in two 
ways, neither of them very good. They say 
that government is either ineffective or mis- 
guided, with most agreeing that it is both. It 
is not hard to understand why the ranchers 
and business people clustered around the 
small Formica tables think this way. In our 
state of Montana, the public owns 39 percent 
of all land. That means there are legions of 
federal, state and local managers running 
around doing surveys, convening task forces, 
forming policy and interpreting regulations. 
With so much at stake and with so many bu- 
reaucrats in action, it is inevitable that 
these well-intentioned civil servants make 
mistakes. When they do, the mistakes are 
widely discussed and greatly criticized. 


That's a shame. Somewhere іп the rush to 
criticize, we have failed to see the forest for 
the trees. While Bozo the Clown may run a 
public agency or two, I cannot escape the 
fact that my sitting here today trading coos 
with my daughter is a salute to the possibil- 
ity inherent in public action. On Feb. 5, 1993, 
our representatives in Washington decided it 
was important that families be allowed to 
spend time together when they most needed 
it and, more important, that wage earners 
should not lose their jobs while caring for a 
dying mother or recuperating from a serious 
operation or spending time with a newborn. 
In my book, that bad boy of American cul- 
ture, Congress, did something right when it 
passed this law. 


The citizenry of this country has expand- 
ing and contracting tastes in what it wants 
its government to do, not unlike the mem- 
bers of the credit union to which I belong. 
One year we may ask the credit union's man- 
agement to make sweeping changes, add 
more services and expand the types of loans 
it is willing to make. And then that energy 
runs its course and the membership elects a 
new board or hires a new manager to trim 
costs and services. When we ask the credit 
union to add services, we are not suggesting 
that credit unions ought to take over the 
world. By the same token, when we ask it to 
cut services, we are not saying credit unions 
are worthless. It’s more like riding a horse 
up a hill: you might go to the left for a while 
and then to the right, but, even with the zigs 
and zags, you are still headed in one direc- 
tion—toward the top. 


In this current season of scaling back gov- 
ernment—both Republicans and Democrats 
seem to agree that this is a good thing these 
days—my hope is we remember that govern- 
ment is capable of doing things and doing 
them well. I work 40 hours a week because 
my great-grandfather voted for a reform 
Congress at the end of the last century. My 
savings at the credit union are insured be- 
cause my grandmother voted for FDR. My 
dad put Eisenhower and a forward-looking 
Congress in place іп the late 508. As a result, 
it takes me one hour to travel to Butte and 
not two, on an interstate-highway system. 
Government isn’t bad in and of itself. It isn’t 
some malevolent Beltway-girdled ogre 
perched on the banks of the Potomac. It is, 
rather, an expression of our collective wills. 


But wait. Valerie is stirring. Little wet 
slimy hands await. I need to warm a bottle, 
find a fresh diaper, pad upstairs and quietly 
make sure she is serious about ending this 
nap, and finally peek over the side of the crib 
and drink in that bright, beautiful smile 
that never fails to remind me why I во like 
being a dad at home. 
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IN MEMORY OF POLICE OFFICER 
MELVIN KEDDY 


HON. WILLIAM H. ZELIFF, JR. 


OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to pay 
tribute to the cherished memory of Police Offi- 
cer Melvin Alan Keddy, who was struck and 
killed while directing traffic at the scene of an- 
other accident. Mel Keddy is remembered by 
all who knew him as a good police officer and 
a friend. 

The community has shown their love, re- 
spect, and friendship by the many messages 
left on the roadside, wooden cross erected at 
the site of Officer Mel Keddy's fatal accident. 
His friends and neighbors have left flowers, 
candies, messages, and balloons at this 
makeshift memorial. 

As Police Chief Philip Consentino of neigh- 
boring Atkinson said, “Every police officer 
knows deep in his heart that every day you 
put on your badge, you can be killed in the 
line of duty. You don’t expect it will happen, 
but when you see something like this, you 
know your fears are real and it could happen 
to you.” 

At the time of his death, Mel Keddy had 
been organizing a golf tournament to benefit 
the East Kingston Drug Abuse Resistance 
Education [DARE] Program. The fundraiser for 
the DARE Program typifies the life and career 
of Officer Keddy. He was a loyal friend, a 
dedicated officer, and always willing to take on 
another task to help improve the community 
where he lived. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join 
with me in honoring the life and service of Po- 
lice Officer Mel Keddy and join me in express- 
ing the heartfelt sympathy of the Members of 
the U.S. Congress to his son, Shayne, his 
daughter, Shyre, and his mother, Genieva A. 
Keddy. 


TWENTY YEARS OF INVALUABLE 
SERVICE—CONGRATULATIONS TO 
SERRA CENTER 


HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate the Serra Center, a non-profit or- 
ganization located in Fremont, in California's 
13th Congressional District. This month Serra 
is celebrating its’ 20th anniversary of serving 
adults with mental retardation. 

The Serra Center was founded in 1975 by 
a group of parents in the community, because 
there were no programs available to provide 
individualized care for their family members 
with mental retardation. 

The goals of Serra Center are to empower 
individuals with mental retardation and give 
them the opportunity for independence and 
productivity; to help them achieve their maxi- 
mum potential in the least restrictive environ- 
ment consistent with their needs; and to inte- 
grate each person into the community with a 
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sense of dignity and well-being. Services pro- 
vided include training in household skills such 
as cooking, cleaning and money management; 
development of skills leading to employment; 
training in community skills such as how to 
use public transportation, libraries, and pay 
phones; recreation programs, and in-home 
support as needed. 


Serra was dedicated on September 14, 
1975, and began by serving 19 people in its 
residential program. In 1976, the Serra Center 
opened it doors with five on campus resi- 
dences and an administration building. The or- 
ganization has continued to grow, and now, in 
its 20th year of operation, the Serra Center 
has residential facilities for 57 people and pro- 
vides services to 93 people living in their own 
homes and apartments in the Fremont com- 
munity. 


Mr. Speaker, | am proud to recognize the 
Serra Center on its 20th anniversary. | hope 
you and my colleagues will join me in con- 
gratulating the members of this organization 
who, 20 years ago, recognized a need in our 
community and have been working tirelessly 
to fill it ever since. | wish Serra the best and 
look forward to working with this organization 
for the next 20 years. 


IN HONOR OF CAPT. SHINTA 
ASAMI 


HON. STEPHEN HORN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, | join with the Long 
Beach, CA, maritime community in conveying 
the deepest respect and appreciation for Capt. 
Shinta Asami’s many years of dedicated serv- 
ice to the economic growth of California and 
our Nation. As chairman and chairman emeri- 
tus of the International Transportation Service, 
Inc. [ITS], and as a good citizen of our com- 
munity, he has been a most constructive 
force. 


Captain Asami has been a maritime industry 
leader for over a half century and has spent 
the last 25 years at the port of Long Beach in 
the 38th Congressional District. During the last 
decade and a half, he has expanded and im- 
proved the terminal while adding facilities else- 
where in California, Washington, and New Jer- 
sey. Until recently, ITS was the only container 
terminal on the west coast to offer on-dock rail 
capability, with cargo boxes being loaded di- 
rectly from ship to rail, thus improving the air 
purity by eliminating much of the truck traffic 
on the Los Angeles area’s highways. Captain 
Asami worked diligently to establish this sys- 
tem and is now affectionately known as the 
“Father of On-Dock Rail.” 

I salute Captain Asami for his many con- 
tributions to our area and for his longstanding 
leadership in the California maritime commu- 
nity. 
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STATEMENT OF CONGRESSWOMAN 
SHEILA JACKSON-LEE REGARD- 
ING THE PLANNED REPUBLICAN 
CHANGES TO MEDICAID 


HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Sepaker, the Re- 
publican majority of this Congress has re- 
vealed its plan to decimate Medicaid less than 
24 hours before the start of markup and voting 
activities were to begin in the House Com- 
merce Committee. Without one single public 
hearing, Republicans are attempting to cut 
$182 billion from a program which millions of 
low-income working people and poor people 
depend upon for the most basic of medical 
services. 

Good public policy takes something there 
is * * Republican plan, | think my col- 
leagues and | would be remiss if we did not 
demand, for ourselves and those we rep- 
resent, time to study the repercussions of 
such a far reaching plan. Indeed, this plan 
does more to Medicaid than their plan will to 
Medicare, and they are proposing at least one 
day of hearings for it. 

| can not but but believe that my cohorts 
across the aisle had nothing but good inten- 
tions when they and the thirty Republican gov- 
ernors crafted this plan. However, | must take 
issue with many parts of it which leave vulner- 
able many people who have no other means 
of medical support. This plan attempts to pro- 
vide states with flexibility in how they may use 
their Medicaid funds. However, in attempting 
to do so, they have stripped the Federal gov- 
ernment of its ability to protect the poor and 
the old, precisely those who need both protec- 
tion and health care the most. Congress can 
no longer specify minimum requirements of 
health care. The states must do that. Con- 
gress can no longer specify eligibility require- 
ments. The states must do that. Congress can 
no longer specify quality standards or guide- 
lines. The states must do that. | believe that 
this plan is asking too much of the states. 

The first point | take issue with is that of eli- 
gibility. Under the plan before the Commerce 
Committee, individual entitlement to medical 
assistance would be abolished for all popu- 
lations. That spells disaster for healthcare for 
the needy across the nation. Furthermore, the 
plan earmarks a certain percentage of the 
states’ plans for pregnant women and chil- 
dren, disabled people under 65 and elderly 
people, but the plan does not exactly define 
the requirements of eligibility within these 
groups. 

Then there is the issue of access to 
healthcare. Within the plan, the States’ ability 
to require beneficiary cost-sharing is almost 
unlimited—except for families below 100% of 
poverty that include either a pregnant woman 
or child —and elderly and disabled enrollees 
could be required to pay large premiums, 
deductibles and copayments. This version of 
cost-sharing reduces necessary utilization of 
services among low income populations. As a 
result, these requirements would effectively re- 
strict beneficiaries’ access to much needed 
health services. 
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The Republican party shields itself behind 
false and misleading statements regarding 
Medicaid, always blaming the poor for Medic- 
aid’s problems. Yet, current protections pre- 
venting impoverishment of the spouses or 
sons and daughters and their families to care 
for those needing long term care are gone. 
There would be no guarantee that spouses of 
nursing home residents would be able to re- 
tain enough monthly income to remain in the 
community. The Republicans are allowing, 
under their plan, families to go broke while try- 
ing to care for their elderly members seems 
slightly hypocritical. 

е lack of specification of standards with 
respect to delivery systems is in my opinion, 
criminal in its neglect and thoughtlessness, 
This plan does not include quality standards, 
or general quality guidelines, for capitated 
managed care plans. The Federal Govern- 
ment is prevented from enforcing current ac- 
cess standards, such as physician to patient 
ratios as well as time and distance require- 
ments. Finally, the ability of states to contract 
with managed care plans for services, case 
management, or coordination would be com- 
pletely unfettered which could result in the re- 
emergence of “Medicaid mills". This lack of 
accountability concerns me a great deal. | 
worry about all the unprotected older Ameri- 
cans who will be left naked and defenseless 
against the bean-counting efficiency experts of 
state governments and healthcare providers. 

Not only does this plan cheat the young, el- 
derly and disabled, but it also finds a way to 
inflict its suffering on the special populations of 
this country. Regardless of one’s feelings to- 
wards undocumented workers, can anyone 
declare that those merely searching for a bet- 
ter life should be denied emergency services 
for the simple crime of not having been born 
a United States citizen? | think not. With re- 
gard to Native Americans, states would no 
longer be required to pay for services in IHS 
facilities. This country owes a certain debt to 
the Native peoples of this land, and | believe 
we should not forget or abrogate that respon- 
sibility. 

80 integrity is indeed addressed in the 
GOP plan. Their version requires states to op- 
erate fraud control units to investigate and 
prosecute fraud, abuse and neglect of bene- 
ficiaries, but it does not provide funding to do 
so. If | am not mistaken, this is an unfunded 
state mandate, is it not? 

Amongst many other things, the public 
needs to know that this revolutionary plan has 
language which says that No person"—mean- 
ing beneficiary, doctor, hospital or private 
health plan—shall have a basis to sue a state 
for failing to comply with Federal Medicaid 
statues or the terms of the state’s Medicaid 
program. Thus, this plan has stripped not only 
the Federal Government of its ability to protect 
beneficiaries, but has also stripped the bene- 
ficiaries any means of protecting themselves. 
Once again, the questions about accountability 
must be asked and answered. 

Under the Republican plan, Texas will lose 
over $11 billion during the next 7 years and | 
have been told by public healthcare providers 
in my district that these cuts will cause great 
harm to the people they serve. These provid- 
ers are concerned about having to close 
neighborhood clinics which administer preven- 
tive and primary care. They are concerned 
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that the fiscal burden of caring for the poorer 
people of my district will increasingly fall upon 
the shoulders of the area taxpayers. They are 
worried that they will have to turn away the 
children they have sworn to help. And it is for 
these reasons that І am worried. 


CELEBRATING THE CAREER OF 
NORMAN MINETA 


HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR. 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor my good friend and distinguished col- 
league, Congressman NORMAN МІМЕТА of Cali- 
fornia’s 15th Congressional District. | will re- 
member his service to this body as thoughtful, 
prolific, and endearing. 

After operating an insurance business with 
his father in the 196075, he became increas- 
ingly active in the Japanese-American commu- 
nity of San Jose, and the Japanese-American 
Citizens League in particular. His passion for 
public service took off from there. He served 
as a member of San Jose's Human Relations 
Commission, then moved on to the city's 
housing organization. After some time with the 
city council, he was elected mayor of San 
Jose in 1971 at a time when the city’s popu- 
lation was exploding. It was during these 
years that MINETA’s command of substance 
and service to the common good made his 
destiny at the national level certain. 

Representative MINETA has served іп Con- 
gress since 1974 and devoted himself to a 
sound economy through Government and the 
defense of the disadvantaged. There are sev- 
eral elements of his career as a legislator that 
| would like to highlight today, some of which 
are particularly timely in this Congress. 

In the 102d Congress, in the face of a hos- 
tile President. Congressman MINETA led the 
fight for the successful passage of the Inter- 
moda! Surface Transportation Infrastructure 
Act of 1991, the single most important piece of 
transportation legislation passed by Congress 
in decades. This 6-year bill authorized $151 
billion for the construction of highways, for 
highway safety programs and for revitalizing 
mass-transit throughout America. Committed 
to both an active Government and a respon- 
sible private sector, MINETA responded to pro- 
posed cuts in Government departments by de- 
claring: “What sense does it make to reduce 
5 investments that build our econ- 
omy?” 

Congressman MINETA’s interests and con- 
cems were truly broad. In 1993, he authored 
a bill that designated May 1993 and May 1994 
as “National Trauma Awareness Month.” Two 
other bills he wrote expanded the Air and 
Space Museum and the Natural History Mu- 
seum of the Smithsonian. All of these became 
law. He also applied his energy and intellect to 
minority health issues. As Chair of the Con- 
gressional Asian-Pacific-American Caucus, he 
spoke for the Disadvantaged Minority Health 
Improvement Act Reauthorization last year. 
During that debate, he noted “the problem of 
discrimination in our Nation's health care sys- 
tem is a major one,” and outlined how the bill 
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would remedy this crisis, especially for geo- 
graphically isolated minorities. 

On matters related to the Judiciary Commit- 
tee, we stood side-by-side often, supporting 
the assault weapons ban, and protecting ac- 
cess to abortion clinics last year. This spring, 
following his introduction with myself and Con- 
gressman MOORHEAD of a resolution urging 
China to enforce its intellectual property laws, 
NORMAN traveled through Asia with myself and 
others on a Judiciary Committee trip inves- 
tigating such concerns. His wife Danealia’s 
charm and style proved an asset too on that 
excursion. 

Some might list his ascension to the chair- 
manship of the Public Works Committee in the 
103d Congress as the crowing achievement of 
his career; in fact, he was the first Asian- 
American to chair a major committee. But | 
would list a different accomplishment that | 
have a great admiration for, and that | think he 
has a sound sense of pride: his legislation 
providing reparations for Japanese-Americans 
held in prisons during World War Two. 

Rooted in his own traumatic experience as 
a child in an “internment camp” in Wyoming 
during the war, MINETA authored legislation 
that the 100th Congress passed that provided 
$20,000 each to the 60,000 surviving victims 
of those concentration camps, and even more 
importantly, a formal apology from the U.S. 
Government. 

| share his belief that institutional or govern- 
mental memory consisting of documents, ar- 
chives, and transcripts cannot be the sole 
guardian of the past. | believe that history is 
too important to leave to this kind of memory 
because institutions can choose what they 
want to forget, like the internment camps of 
slavery of African-Americans. Institutions also 
have weak mechanisms for providing an ele- 
ment of moral reflection to history. Many peo- 
ple do not know that the American Govern- 
ment has never officially acknowledged slav- 
ery. Together, we sponsored a bill for repara- 
tions for African-Americans, H.R. 891, to have 
the Government do just that. In a way, this bill 
forces a moral judgment into an official history 
of something that has been forgotten and de- 
nied for centuries. Because of his work for 
reparations for Japanese-Americans, he was 
always enthusiastic about exploring the mean- 
ing and broad implications of reparations. 

| will miss his insight on reparations, intel- 
lectual property, health care and many other 
issues. | wish him the best of success in his 
private endeavors, and | feel honored to have 
served with him. 


END TURKEY’S OCCUPATION OF 
CYPRUS 


HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, September 20, 1995 


Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support 
of House Concurrent Resolution 42, a resolu- 
tion calling for the demilitarization of Cyprus. 

On July 20, 1974, Turkish troops invaded 
Cyprus and began a military occupation. 
Today, 35,000 Turkish troops still remain on 
Cyprus. They occupy one-third of the island. 
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In a chilling reminder of the Berlin Wall, a 
barbed wire fence known as the Green Line 
cuts across Cyprus, separating thousands of 
Greek Cypriots from the towns and commu- 
nities in which their families have lived for 
generations. 

As a result of the invasion 21 years ago, 
thousands of people were killed, more than 
200,000 people were expelled from their 
homes, and today, more than 1,600 remain 
missing—including 5 Americans. 

Instead of helping us to locate the missing 
and enter negotiations aimed toward unity and 
freedom for Cypriots, Turkey today continues 
tok on the island. 

83 mis resolution calls for the 
troops to be withdrawn from Cyprus and urges 
compliance with United Nations resolutions on 
the issue, which Turkey has thus far refused 
to do. | am proud to join many of my col- 
leagues as a cosponsor of the resolution and 
applaud its passage. 

Over the past few years, we have witnessed 
tremendous changes around the world—the 
fall of the Berlin Wall, the beginning of rec- 
onciliation in the Middle East, and the end of 
apartheid. It is my sincere hope that soon we 
will be able to add Cyprus to that list of places 
where peace and freedom have triumphed. 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
September 21, 1995, may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD, 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 


SEPTEMBER 22 


9:30 a.m. 
Labor and Human Resources 
Business meeting, to consider rec- 
ommendations which it will make to 
the Committee on the Budget with re- 
spect to spending reductions and reve- 
nue increases to meet reconciliation 
expenditures as imposed by H.Con.Res. 
67, setting forth the Congressional 
Budget for the United States Govern- 
ment for fiscal years 1996 through 2002, 
and to consider pending nominations. 
80-430 
10:00 а.т. 
Governmental Affairs 
Business meeting, to consider rec- 
ommendations which it will make to 
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the Committee on the Budget with re- 
spect to spending reductions and reve- 
nue increases to meet reconciliation 
expenditures as imposed by H. Con. 
Res. 67, setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern- 
ment for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002. 

SD-342 


Judiciary 
Constitution, Federalism, and Property 
Rights Subcommittee 
To hold joint hearings with the House 
Committee on Judiciary’s Subcommit- 
tee on Constitution to examine the sta- 
tus and future of affirmative action, fo- 
cusing on minority contracting. 
SD-226 


SEPTEMBER 26 


9:30 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

Business meeting, to consider rec- 
ommendations which it will make to 
the Committee on the Budget with re- 
spect to spending reductions and reve- 
nue increases to meet reconciliation 
expenditures as imposed by H. Con. 
Res. 67, setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern- 
ment for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002. 


SR-253 
SEPTEMBER 27 
9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 


50-366 
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Environment and Public Works 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Kathleen A. McGinty, of Pennsylvania, 
to be a Member of the Council on Envi- 
ronmental Quality. 
50-406 


SEPTEMBER 28 


9:30 a.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To hold hearings to examine the use of 
ethanol's impact on clean air and the 
farm economy. 
SR-328A 
10:00 a.m. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
to reform public housing and tenant 


based section 8 assistance. 
SD-538 
1:30 p.m. 
Judiciary 
Immigration Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine non-immi- 
grant immigration issues. 
SD-106 
2:00 p.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings on pending nomina- 
tions. 
SD-226 
SEPTEMBER 29 
10:00 a.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine religious 
liberty in the United States, 
SD-226 
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OCTOBER 25 
10:00 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine veterans’ 
employment issues. 
SR-418 


POSTPONEMENTS 


SEPTEMBER 26 


9:30 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Oceans and Fisheries Subcommittee 
To hold oversight hearings on the science 
of slow management and hatchery 
supplementation, focusing on the re- 
covery of Snake River anadromous spe- 


cies. 
SR-253 
10:00 a. m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to review the incident 
which occurred in Waco, Texas. 
SD-106 
SEPTEMBER 27 
10:00 a.m. 
Judiciary 
To continue hearings to review the inci- 
dent which occurred in Waco, Texas. 
SD-106 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, September 21, 1995 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
роге [Mr. HAYWORTH]. 


——— 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
September 21, 1995. 

I hereby designate the Honorable J.D. 
HAYWORTH to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

NEwT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Rev. James David 
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray- 
er: 

Let us pray using the words of St. 
Francis. 

Lord, make us instruments of Your 
peace. Where there is hatred, let us sow 
love; where there is injury, pardon; 
where there is discord, union; where 
there is doubt, faith; where there is de- 
spair, hope; where there is darkness, 
light; where there is sadness, joy. 

Grant that we may not so much seek 
to be consoled as to console; to be un- 
derstood as to understand; to be loved 
as to love. 

For it is in giving that we receive; it 
is in pardoning that we are pardoned; 
and it is in dying that we are born to 
eternal life. Amen. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an- 
nounced that the Senate had passed 
bills of the following titles, in which 
the concurrence of the House is re- 
quested: 

8.J. Res. 20. Joint resolution granting the 
consent of Congress to the compact to pro- 
vide for joint natural resource management 
and enforcement of laws and regulations per- 
taining to natural resources and boating at 
the Jennings Randolph Lake Project lying in 
Garrett County, Maryland and Mineral 
County, West Virginia, entered into between 
the States of West Virginia and Maryland; 
and 

S. Con. Res. 27. Concurrent resolution cor- 
recting the enrollment of H.R. 402. 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HAYWORTH). The Chair has examined 
the Journal of the last day’s proceed- 


ings and announces to the House his 
approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from New York [Mrs. 
MALONEY] will lead the membership in 
the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mrs. MALONEY led the Pledge of Al- 
legiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


_——<—<—:—— 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain ten 1-minutes from 
each side. 

EE 


SALMON FLUSH MODEL 


(Mr. METCALF asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, salmon 
rehabilitation on the Columbia River is 
required by the Endangered Species 
Act. In Washington State, a computer 
model called the flush model is being 
used by Federal agencies as the basis 
for Columbia River salmon recovery ef- 
forts. While this model is used to jus- 
tify reservoir drawdowns and spend 
hundreds of millions of dollars of ex- 
penditures, its scientific base has never 
been made public nor subject to peer 
review. 

Despite months of repeated requests, 
I have not been able to obtain this 
model. The Resources Committee, 
under Chairman YOUNG, will issue a 
formal request for a copy of this model, 
but this information should have been 
available for public and peer review be- 
fore the planning and costs of salmon 
recovery began. 

But I have to ask: What do they have 
to hide? 


MEDICARE CUTS FOR TAX CUTS 


(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, today is 
Thursday, September 21, and we still 
have no Medicare plan from Speaker 
GINGRICH and the House Republican 
leadership. 


As you know, we were supposed to 
have it yesterday, and today was sup- 
posed to be 1 day of hearings before the 
House Committee on Ways and Means 
on the plan. Instead, the meeting was 
delayed. It is now scheduled for tomor- 
row, and we still have no Medicare plan 
to outline how the Republican leader- 
ship is going to cut $270 billion from 
Medicare over the next 7 years. 

The Democrats feel very strongly 
there should be at least 4 weeks of 
hearings on Medicare and Medicaid. We 
tried to bring that up in the House yes- 
terday and were denied that by the Re- 
publican majority. Instead, we are 
going to have to have our own alter- 
native hearings starting tomorrow and 
going into next week just so that the 
American people can find out what the 
Republican plan is for cutting Medi- 
care and Medicaid, how they are going 
to implement it, and how they are 
going to figure out what they are going 
to do to prevent the fact, to prevent all 
the tax cuts for Medicare cuts. 


SPEAK OUT AGAINST VIOLENCE 


(Mrs. MYRICK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I could 
not let another day go by without com- 
menting on two senseless incidents 
that have happened in the last week 
that are very, very frustrating to me. 

One of them was in my own home 
city of Charlotte, where a teenager, a 
high school student, was senselessly 
gunned down in a drive-by shooting. It 
was not the first time it has happened, 
there or in other parts of the country. 

Last week there was an incident in 
Los Angeles where a young couple 
made a wrong turn. When they tried to 
turn around, they were stopped by a 
gang of youths who literally fired into 
their car, killed a 2-year-old, injured a 
2-year-old and an adult. 

I just ask: What has happened in 
America, and how long are we going to 
stand back and allow this to go on 
without us as a people speaking up? I 
mean, it is just like it has become so 
common and everyday what we do, feel, 
or say, that is just the way it is. We ig- 
nore it. 

I implore everybody, no matter 
where you live in this country, to start 
to speak out, to let your voice be heard 
and to say we are not going to tolerate 
this type of behavior in this great land 
of the United States any longer. 


OThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gal- 
lery is reminded they must refrain 
from applause or other editorial com- 
ments during the course of proceed- 
ings. 


MEDICARE IS THE REAL 
CONTRACT WITH AMERICA 


(Mrs. MALONEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
Republican plan to cut Medicare by 
$270 billion strikes a mortal blow to 
health security for all senior citizens. 
Their plan to hold just 1 day of hear- 
ings is an insult to democracy. 

We had 28 days of hearings for 
Whitewater, 10 days for Waco, 8 days 
for Ruby Ridge, and we are having 1 
day only, only 1 day, for Medicare. I 
defy anyone to find an American any- 
where in this country outside of Wash- 
ington, DC, who agrees with that legis- 
lative agenda. 

They are cutting $270 billion to pre- 
serve corporate welfare, extravagant 
defense spending, and tax cuts. The re- 
sult for senior citizens is higher pre- 
miums, less access, low-quality health 
care, and, in many cases, poverty. 

The $270 billion cut is far in excess of 
what is needed to keep Medicare sol- 
vent, yet Republicans have the gall to 
say they are saving Medicare. 

They will save Medicare, all right. It 
will be a classic case of the operation 
was a success, but the patient died. 

Let us have real hearings. Medicare 
is the real contract with the American 
people. 


—— 


INTRODUCTION OF THE MEDICARE 
PRESERVATION ACT 


(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, today being 
introduced in the House of Representa- 
tives is the Medicare Preservation Act, 
a comprehensive plan for a better Med- 
icare. 

What you have heard from the other 
side and what you hear repeatedly is 
this notion there have not been hear- 
ings or there will not be hearings. It is 
simply not true. , 

The fact is, and everybody knows it, 
that we have been dealing with this 
problem now for at least 3 years, that 
it is clear the trustees of the Medicare 
trust fund have said the trust fund is 
going broke. We have to do something 
about it. We have to do something 
about it now. 

There has been voluminous testi- 
mony, numerous, innumerable hear- 
ings, tens of thousands of pages of evi- 
dence that has been given, and that 
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somehow this subject that has been 
aired as exhaustively as any subject 
has been in the United States in the 
past 3 years has not gotten hearings is 
absolutely ridiculous. It is untrue. 

What we will do, and what we are 
going to do, and what the American 
people expect us to do, is to preserve, 
protect, and strengthen the Medicare 
Program. 


THE AMERICAN PEOPLE NEED 
JOBS, NOT DEBATE 


(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Мг. Speaker, 
AT&T, after having already laid off 
20,000 American workers, announced it 
will lay off another 8,500, including 
1,000 workers in Dayton, OH. AT&T 
said through a spokesman they are re- 
structuring because our economy is so 
strong. 

Some economy, folks. Check it out. 
Westinghouse cut 6,000 jobs, United 
Technologies 11,000, McDonnell Doug- 
las 9,000, IBM 50,000, General Motors 
100,000, Xerox, Eastman Kodak 40,000. 

Truth is, ladies and gentlemen, while 
Congress fights over partisan politics, 
America is becoming a colony once 
again. The American workers are fight- 
ing for their very jobs. The American 
people need jobs, not debate. 


THE LEGAL SERVICES 
CORPORATION 


(Ms. VELAZQUEZ asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, last 
week, by voting to terminate the Legal 
Services Corporation, Republicans 
committed one of the most shameful 
attacks on the working poor that I 
have ever witnessed. 

In my own community, Brooklyn 
Legal Services is there day after day, 
whether it is intervening to save an el- 
derly woman from eviction or helping 
tenants receive fair treatment from 
their landlord. Legal Services is there 
fighting for their forgotten people. 

Mr. Speaker, the Constitution says 
that we are all entitled to equal protec- 
tion under the law, but in today’s soci- 
ety, some of us are ore equal than oth- 
ers. In this country, if you have the 
money to hire a good lawyer, you can 
make your way through our legal sys- 
tem. But if you are poor, you will lose 
regardless of whether you are right or 
wrong. 

Nothing should come at the price of 
denying individuals their constitu- 
tional rights. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Legal Services Corporation. Let us 
show the American people there are 
still Members in this House willing to 
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fight for those in need of a helping 
hand. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise before you today to ex- 
press my outrage over last week's move by 
House Republicans to terminate the Legal 
Services Corporation. These actions represent 
a rage attack on the poor of this розу. 

Mr. Speaker, тапу of my colleagues will 
argue that we cannot afford programs like the 
Legal Services Corporation in this time of fis- 
cal constraint. But | challenge them, and | ask, 
“How can we not?” 

Let me tell you about a life that the Brooklyn 
Legal Services Corporation saved. An 86- 
year-old latino woman—one of my commu- 
nity’s abuelitas—who was to be evicted from 
her home. It seems the landlord wanted this 
elderly woman's apartment for his own use, 
and decided to solve the problem by throwing 
her out on the street. What he did not tell her, 
and what she did not know, was that under 
the law senior citizens are protected from such 
evictions. The landlord was maliciously tricking 
this woman into—literally—signing away her 
pk hotly аратага, пет Б saga 

Services Corporation stepped in. 
sessed the woman of her rights, and зра 
injustice that would have condemned her to a 
certain death on the streets. 

This is not an occasional happening. Re- 
cently, a landlord in my district decided that 
because he was going to sell his apartment 
building he no longer needed to bother with its 
maintenance and upkeep, so he left the fami- 
lies living there to fend for themselves. The 
building deteriorated, and it became a place 
unfit to live in—let alone raise a family. Once 
again, Brooklyn Legal Services Corporation in- 
tervened, and worked to get the building up- 
dated. Today, these families have a clean and 
safe building. 

Mr. er, the Constitution says we are 
all entitled to equal protection under the law, 
but in today's society some of us seem to be 
more equal than others. You see, in this coun- 
try if you have the money to hire a good law- 
yer, you can make your way through our legal 
system. If you are poor, new to this country, 
or don’t understand the legal system, how- 
ever, you will lose regardiess of whether you 
are right or wrong. Thats why the efforts of 
the Legal Services Corporation are so impor- 
tant. They are in over 900 communities, work- 
ing to make sure that those who need help 
have a fighting chance. 

| urge my colleagues to support the efforts 
of the LSC. Let us show the American people 
that there are still Members in Congress will- 
ing to fight for those in need of a helping 
hand. 


DEAL WITH THE FACTS ABOUT 
MEDICARE 


(Mr. RIGGS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, our liberal 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
have a very distorted view of politics. 
They equate leadership with scaring 
people, and they figure the only way 
they can shape events is by fear, by in- 
timidation, and by denying reality. 

This has had a fraudulent approach 
to politics, and it ultimately cheats 
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the American people out of good gov- 
ernment, does a disservice to our whole 
country. 

Let us look at Medicare. We have 
been hearing these constant com- 
plaints. We saw this ranting and raving 
yesterday in the Halls of Congress re- 
garding our proposal to protect and 
save and strengthen Medicare. 

Where is the Democratic plan? One 
can only deduce by the lack of any plan 
from the Democrats they are prepared 
to vote for a drastic increase in payroll 
taxes or to ration health care benefits 
or even worse, to bankrupt Medicare. 

Mr. Speaker, saving Medicare means 
dealing with the facts and leading, not 
denying the facts and scaring Ameri- 
cans. 


— 
SLOW DOWN ON MEDICARE 


(Mr. GUTIERREZ asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, with 
all the changes the Republicans are 
making, we should put some new signs 
to warn everybody. 

Like the new highway bill, your 
State could have a new speed limit, not 
65 miles an hour, but 65 plus. 

There is another new limit that peo- 
ple should know about. Take a look, it 
is the Republican health care limit, 65 
years old. That is right. When the Re- 
publicans raid Medicare, there is going 
to be a limit on affordable health care 
for every senior citizen, so if you de- 
pend on your car, you are going over 65, 
do not worry about it, you are safe. 

But if you depend on Medicare and 
you are over 65, watch out, the GOP 
has its sights on you. They are going to 
pull you over, hand you a big ticket, 
just so that they can pay out the pow- 
erful few who paid for this victory last 
November. That is why there is a new 
health limit in America, but there is 
no limit on how low the Republicans 
will stoop. They will add to the wealth 
of the upper class and destroy the 
health of the middle class. 

So, slow down, Mr. Speaker, because 
you are going too fast. 


SAY IT AGAIN, SAM 


(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] 
is one of the authentic heroes of this 
body. This man was a paratrooper in 
World War П. He reclaimed Europe 
from the Nazi blitzkrieg. He has served 
the public interest from the day he was 
old enough to do anything. He loves 
that flag more than anyone. 

As ranking member on the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means, he has served 
there longer and knows more about 
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Medicaid and Medicare than anyone in 
this body, and yesterday he had every 
right to blow up because he found there 
were no facts, there was no plan, there 
were no details, and that is very trou- 
bling. 

We are being accused of trying to 
scare senior citizens. Well, if their plan 
is so non-scary, why can they not show 
it? The best assurance he got was if 
they ever get a plan, they will give 1 
whole day of hearings to that plan. 
That is wrong. 

Say it again, SAM; say it again, SAM; 
and say it again, SAM. 


INTRODUCTION OF THE CONGRES- 
SIONAL PAY ACCOUNTABILITY 
ACT OF 1995 


(Mr. BUNN of Oregon asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BUNN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, as 
we come to the end of the fiscal year, 
many of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle seem more concerned 
about their salaries rather than the 
important issue of balancing the budg- 
et. 

My Republican colleagues and I are 
committed to delivering on our prom- 
ise of balancing the budget, and now is 
the time to show how serious we are. 

That is why I introduced H.R. 2351, 
the Congressional Pay Accountability 
Act. This bill will show the American 
people that we are serious. H.R. 2351 re- 
quires that Congress return to appro- 
priating Members of Congress each 
year just as they used to do. It is sim- 
ple. If the appropriations bills do not 
pass, we do not get paid. 

Yesterday, I met with Federal em- 
ployees from my district who said, “We 
are scared. We have to pay rent. We 
have car payments to pay. We have 
food to buy for our families, and Con- 
gress is playing with our lives.’’ I said, 
no; we are going to put ourselves in the 
same position that you are in and ex- 
pect the same kind of treatment that 
you receive. We have to get behind bal- 
ancing the budget. We have to take it 
seriously. We have to show that we are 
serious and will not get paid until the 
job is done. 

My bill will prove just how serious we are. 

| ask my colleagues to join me by cospon- 
soring this important piece of legislation to 
show the American people that we are willing 
to put our money where our mouth is. 


П 1015 
ONLY 1 DAY 


(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, no wonder there are brawls in 
the House of Congress. It turns out 
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that the Republican plan to raid Medi- 
care of $270 billion to pay for $245 bil- 
lion in tax cuts. By a party-line vote 
the Republicans delayed the release of 
their plan and only committed to 1 day 
of hearings, maybe tomorrow. 

We had 28 days of hearings оп 
Whitewater, 10 days on hearings on 
Waco, and 8 days of hearings on Ruby 
Ridge, and I did not object to any of 
those hearings. That is what Congress 
is supposed to do, is to have hearings. 
But this shows the hypocrisy of the Re- 
publicans when they are taking only 1 
day to hold hearings on their plan they 
are so proud of. 

Why is the majority rushing the Med- 
icare reform bill to the House floor for 
a vote before the 37 million elderly 
Americans and their families have 
time to review the plan? I think the 
answer is clear. The Republican major- 
ity, they do not want the American 
people to know what is in their Medi- 
care reform bill because it does major 
surgery when only minor surgery is 
needed. The $270 billion cut for Medi- 
care and the $245 billion cut in tax 
cuts, we can cure Medicare by cutting 
fraud, waste, and abuse, but not major 
surgery. 


WHY ALL THE CRITICISM ON THE 
PROPOSED $245 BILLION TAX CUT 


(Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 


marks.) А 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, there has 
been so much political criticism of the 
proposed $245 billion tax cut—but what 
are the facts? 

First, this tax cut is spread over 7 
years and averages about $35 billion a 


year. 

This is just 2 percent of Federal 
spending over that period. Federal 
spending has risen almost 300 percent 
over the last 15 years. Do you really 
think we cannot give just 2 percent 
back? 

Second, some of this tax cut will go 
to upper income citizens—but most of 
it will go to lower and middle income 
people. Somehow, we never hear about 
that. 

Third, DICK ARMEY, our Republican 
majority leader, has introduced a flat 
tax proposal that totally excludes from 
Federal income taxes the first $26,000 of 
income for a single person and the first 
$38,000 for a married couple. 

This would do a whole lot more for 
poor people than all the political rhet- 
oric coming from those who do not 
want to cut taxes at all. 

The people of this Nation need some 
of their money back—the bureaucrats 
have taken too much for far too long. 


TRUE INTENT OF THE REPUB- 
LICANS’ PLANS FOR MEDICARE 
(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, how 
can we preserve, protect, and save Med- 
icare, as the Republicans claim to do, 
by cutting $270 billion out of Medicare 
and drastically increasing premium 
fees and payroll taxes for 37 million el- 
derly Americans? We cannot do it, and 
that is why Republicans are hiding the 
details of their Medicare plan and hold- 
ing no hearings. I ask, can you blame 
them? 

Mr. Speaker, they do not want to 
talk about it. They are setting up the 
American people and the Congress for a 
railroading of their plan in less than 10 
days, hoping everyone will forget. They 
hope that no one will know the true in- 
tent of this plan, and that is to give a 
tax cut for America’s wealthiest. 

Mr. Speaker, that is not right. Let us 
be open. Let us see the light of day of 
this Medicare plan, and let us debate it 
openly. 

Democrats have an alternative, and 
Democrats want to protect Medicare. 


———— 


THE REPUBLICANS’ IGNORANCE-IS- 
BLISS WAY OF MAKING DECI- 
SIONS ON HOUSING PROGRAMS 


(Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, 
the House Committee on Banking and 
Financial Services cut $2.4 billion in 
banking and housing services for poor 
and moderate-income Americans. 
These draconian cuts eliminated the 
RTC and FDIC affordable housing pro- 
grams, the FHA Mortgage Assignment 
Program, the Multifamily Property 
Disposition System, and neutralized 
the Community Redevelopment Agen- 
cy, among others. 

Mr. Speaker, these cuts were not 
based on facts and insights from expert 
testimony or those impacted by those 
decisions. Why? Because not one public 
hearing was held regarding these pro- 


ms. 

During the bill’s markup, Mr. Speak- 
er, Republicans and Democrats asked 
questions that could not be answered, 
forcing members to make decisions on 
communities and their housing needs 
with little understanding of their im- 
pact. With these cuts, Mr. Speaker, far 
too many will suffer before we all real- 
ize the painful consequences of the 
committee’s actions. 

It is tragic Republicans have applied 
the same ignorance-is-bliss in deter- 
mining key policy issues for America. 


RAMMING THE MEDICARE PLAN 
THROUGH CONGRESS REP- 
RESENTS A NEW LOW 
(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend her re- 

marks.) 
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Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
said before that the new majority is 
going too far, too fast, and now I add 
the words, ‘‘too low.” Yes, the way 
they are trying to ram their Medicare 
plan through the Congress represents a 
new low in backroom attacks on our 
seniors. 

Let us make it clear; The new major- 
ity is allowing only 1 day of hearings 
on their Medicare plan. I repeat 1 day 
of hearings. 

As a former city council member, I 
can tell you that we had more debate 
on sidewalk improvements than Speak- 
er GINGRICH will allow on Medicare 
which affects millions of seniors and 
their families. But, you know, if I was 
in the new majority, I'd be hiding their 
Medicare plan, too, because it in- 
creases premiums on seniors and takes 
away their choice of doctor for one rea- 
son, and for one reason only: to pay for 
one of the most outrageous and unfair 
tax giveaways in American history 

Mr. Speaker, let us see the tall de- 
tails of your Medicare plan. Let us 
have public hearings. Let us get it out 
in the open, because as far as I am con- 
cerned, a plan that cannot withstand 
the bright light of day simply is not 
good enough for the seniors and fami- 
lies of this country. 


THE DEMOCRATS’ WAY TO ECO- 
NOMIC PROSPERITY IS NON- 
SENSE 


(Mr. WALKER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, it is fas- 
cinating to listen to the parade of peo- 
ple from the minority party come be- 
fore this Congress and tell us why they 
are in the minority. They are in the 
minority in large part because they 
hate the idea of tax cuts. Giving tax 
cuts to the middle class is an absolute 
anathema to them, and so, therefore, 
they come to the floor day after day 
and suggest that the idea of giving tax 
cuts to the middle class is exactly the 
wrong national policy and we ought to 
do nothing in terms of a budget that 
would get us to tax cuts for the middle 
class, because after all, they know that 
if we simply give a bigger and bigger 
Federal Government more money, that 
that is the way to economic prosperity. 

Mr. Speaker, it is nonsense. The 
American people understand that their 
entire concept is nonsense. 

Now they are talking about Medi- 
care. We have a program to strengthen 
Medicare in a way to assure that Medi- 
care is there for people in the future. 
Otherwise in 7 years it goes broke. The 
Democrats have nothing. They are 
coming to the floor, and they have 
nothing. They have offered nothing, 
they are willing to debate nothing, 
they have no plan whatsoever. They 
are willing to countenance bankruptcy. 

So understand what their budget pol- 
icy is. Their budget policy is bankrupt 
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the American family by taxing them to 
death, and bankrupt the Medicare sys- 
tem so that nobody has medical care in 
the future. 


CUBAN LIBERTY AND DEMOCRATIC 
SOLIDARITY ACT OF 1995 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HAYWORTH). Pursuant to House Resolu- 
tion 225 and rule XXIII, the Chair de- 
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill, H.R. 927. 


O 1024 


IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur- 
ther consideration of the bill (H.R. 927) 
to seek international sanctions against 
the Castro government іп Cuba, to plan 
for support of a transition government 
leading to a democratically elected 
government in Cuba, and for other pur- 
poses, with Mr. DUNCAN in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit- 
tee of the Whole rose on Wednesday, 
September 20, 1995, all time for general 
debate had expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute consisting 
of the text of H.R. 2347 is considered as 
an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment and is considered read. 

The text of the amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the "Cuban Liberty and Democratic Solidar- 
ity (LIBERTAD) Act of 1995". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

Sec. 2. Findings. 

Sec. 3. Purposes. 

Sec. 4. Definitions. 

TITLE I—SEEKING SANCTIONS AGAINST 
THE CASTRO GOVERNMENT 

. 101. Statement of policy. 

. 102. Enforcement of the economic em- 
bargo of Cuba. 

Prohibition against indirect financ- 
ing of the Castro dictatorship. 

United States opposition to Cuban 
membership in international fi- 
nancial institutions. 

United States opposition to ending 
the suspension of the Govern- 
ment of Cuba from the Organi- 
zation of American States. 

Assistance by the Independent 
States of the former Soviet 
Union for the Cuban Govern- 
ment. 

Television broadcasting to Cuba. 

Reports on assistance and com- 
merce received by Cuba from 
other foreign countries. 

Authorization of support for demo- 
cratic and human rights groups 
and international observers. 


. 103. 
104. 


105. 


. 106. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


107. 
108. 


. 109. 
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Sec. 110. Withholding of foreign assistance 
from countries supporting nu- 
clear plant in Cuba. 

Sec. 111. Expulsion of criminals from Cuba. 
TITLE П--А8БІБТАМСЕ TO A FREE AND 
INDEPENDENT CUBA 
Sec. 201. Policy toward a transition govern- 
ment and a democratically 

elected government in Cuba. 

Sec. 202. Assistance for the Cuban people. 

Sec. 203. Coordination of assistance рго- 
gram; implementation and re- 
ports to Congress; reprogram- 


ming. 

Sec. 204. Termination of the economic em- 
bargo of Cuba, 

Sec. 205. Requirements for a transition gov- 
ernment. 

Sec. 206. Requirements for a democratically 
elected government. 

TITLE Ш-—РКОТЕСТІОМ OF PROPERTY 
RIGHTS OF UNITED STATES NATION- 
ALS AGAINST CONFISCATORY TAKINGS 
BY THE CASTRO REGIME 

Sec. 301. Statement of policy. 

Sec. 302. Liability for trafficking in prop- 
erty confiscated from United 
States nationals. 

Бес. 303. Determination of claims to con- 
fiscated property. 

Sec. 304. Exclusivity of Foreign Claims Set- 
tlement Commission certifi- 
cation procedure. 

TITLE IV—EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN 
ALIENS 

Sec. 401. Exclusion from the United States 
of aliens who have confiscated 
property of United States na- 
tionals or who traffic in such 
property. 

SEC, 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) The economy of Cuba has experienced a 
decline of at least 60 percent in the last 5 
years as a result of— 

(A) the end of its subsidization by the 
former Soviet Union of between 5 billion and 
6 billion dollars annually; 

(B) 36 years of Communist tyranny and 
economic mismanagement by the Castro 
government; 

(C) the extreme decline in trade between 
Cuba and the countries of the former Soviet 
bloc; and 

(D) the stated policy of the Russian Gov- 
ernment and the countries of the former So- 
viet bloc to conduct economic relations with 
Cuba on strictly commercial terms. 

(2) At the same time, the welfare and 
health of the Cuban people have substan- 
tially deteriorated as a result of this eco- 
nomic decline and the refusal of the Castro 
regime to permit free and fair democratic 
elections in Cuba. 

(3) The Castro regime has made it abun- 
dantly clear that it will not engage in any 
substantive political reforms that would lead 
to democracy, a market economy, or an eco- 
nomic recovery. 

(4) The repression of the Cuban people, in- 
cluding a ban on free and fair democratic 
elections, and continuing violations of fun- 
damental human rights have isolated the 
Cuban regime as the only completely non- 
democratic government in the Western 
Hemisphere. 

(5) As long as free elections are not held in 
Cuba, the economic condition of the country 
and the welfare of the Cuban people will not 
improve in any significant way. 

(6) The totalitarian nature of the Castro 
regime has deprived the Cuban people of any 
peaceful means to improve their condition 
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and has led thousands of Cuban citizens to 
risk or lose their lives in dangerous attempts 
to escape from Cuba to freedom. 

(7) Radio Marti and Television Marti have 
both been effective vehicles for providing the 
people of Cuba with news and information 
and have helped to bolster the morale of the 
people of Cuba living under tyranny. 

(8) The consistent policy of the United 
States towards Cuba since the beginning of 
the Castro regime, carried out by both 
Democratic and Republican administrations, 
has sought to keep faith with the people of 
Cuba, and has been effective in sanctioning 
the totalitarian Castro regime. 

(9) The United States has shown a deep 
commitment, and considers it a moral obli- 
gation, to promote and protect human rights 
and fundamental freedoms as expressed in 
the Charter of the United Nations and in the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 

(10) The Congress has historically and con- 
sistently manifested its solidarity and the 
solidarity of the American people with the 
democratic aspirations of the Cuban people. 

(11) The Cuban Democracy Act of 1992 calls 
upon the President to encourage the govern- 
ments of countries that conduct trade with 
Cuba to restrict their trade and credit rela- 
tions with Cuba in a manner consistent with 
the purposes of that Act. 

(12) The 1992 FREEDOM Support Act re- 
quires that the President, in providing eco- 
nomic assistance to Russia and the emerging 
Eurasian democracies, take into account the 
extent to which they are acting to termi- 
nate support for the communist regime in 
Cuba, including removal of troops, closing 
military facilities, and ceasing trade sub- 
sidies and economic, nuclear, and other as- 
sistance". 

(13) The Cuban Government engages in the 
illegal international narcotics trade and har- 
bors fugitives from justice in the United 
States. 

(14) The Castro government threatens 
international peace and security by engaging 
in acts of armed subversion and terrorism 
such as the training and supplying of groups 
dedicated to international violence. 

(15) The Castro government has utilized 
from its inception and continues to utilize 
torture in various forms (including by psy- 
chiatry), as well as execution, exile, 
confiscation, political imprisonment, and 
other forms of terror and repression, as 
means of retaining power. 

(16) Fidel Castro has defined democratic 
pluralism as ‘pluralistic garbage“ and con- 
tinues to make clear that he has no inten- 
tion of tolerating the democratization of 
Cuban society. 

(17) The Castro government holds innocent 
Cubans hostage in Cuba by no fault of the 
hostages themselves solely because relatives 
have escaped the country. 

(18) Although a signatory state to the 1928 
Inter-American Convention on Asylum and 
the International Covenant on Civil and Po- 
litical Rights (which protects the right to 
leave one’s own country), Cuba nevertheless 
surrounds embassies in its capital by armed 
forces to thwart the right of its citizens to 
seek asylum and systematically denies that 
right to the Cuban people, punishing them 
by imprisonment for seeking to leave the 
country and killing them for attempting to 
do so (as demonstrated in the case of the 
confirmed murder of over 40 men, women, 
and children who were seeking to leave Cuba 
on July 13, 1994). 

(19) The Castro government continues to 
utilize blackmail, such as the immigration 
crisis with which it threatened the United 
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States in the summer of 1994, and other un- 
acceptable and illegal forms of conduct to in- 
fluence the actions of sovereign states in the 
Western Hemisphere in violation of the Char- 
ter of the Organization of American States 
and other international agreements and 
international law. 

(20) The United Nations Commission on 
Human Rights has repeatedly reported on 
the unacceptable human rights situation in 
Cuba and has taken the extraordinary step of 
appointing a Special Rapporteur. 

(21) The Cuban Government has consist- 
ently refused access to the Special 
Rapporteur and formally expressed its deci- 
sion not to “implement so much as one 
сотта” of the United Nations Resolutions 
appointing the Rapporteur. 

(22) The United Nations General Assembly 
passed Resolution 1992/70 on December 4, 
1992, Resolution 1993/48/142 on December 20, 
1993, and Resolution 1994/49/544 on October 19, 
1994, referencing the Special Rapporteur's re- 
ports to the United Nations and condemning 
“violations of human rights and fundamen- 
tal freedoms” in Cuba. 

(23) Article 39 of Chapter VII of the United 
Nations Charter provides that the United 
Nations Security Council ‘‘shall determine 
the existence of any threat to the peace, 
breach of the peace, or act of aggression and 
shall make recommendations, or decide what 
measures shall be taken ., to maintain or 
restore international peace and security.“. 

(24) The United Nations has determined 
that massive and systematic violations of 
human rights may constitute a threat to 
реасе" under Article 39 and has imposed 
sanctions due to such violations of human 
rights in the cases of Rhodesia, South Africa, 
Iraq, and the former Yugoslavia. 

(25) In the case of Haiti, a neighbor of Cuba 
not as close to the United States as Cuba, 
the United States led an effort to obtain and 
did obtain a United Nations Security Council 
embargo and blockade against that country 
due to the existence of a military dictator- 
ship in power less than 3 years. 

(26) United Nations Security Council Reso- 
lution 940 of July 31, 1994, subsequently au- 
thorized the use of all necessary means“ to 
restore the ‘democratically elected govern- 
ment of Haiti", and the democratically 
elected government of Haiti was restored to 
power on October 15, 1994. 

(27) The Cuban people deserve to be as- 
sisted in a decisive manner to end the tyr- 
anny that has oppressed them for 36 years 
and the continued failure to do so con- 
stitutes ethically improper conduct by the 
international community. 

(28) For the past 36 years, the Cuban Gov- 
ernment has posed and continues to pose a 
national security threat to the United 
States. 

SEC. 3. PURPOSES, 

The purposes of this Act are as follows: 

(1) To assist the Cuban people in regaining 
their freedom and prosperity, as well as in 
joining the community of democracies that 
are flourishing in the Western Hemisphere. 

(2) To seek international sanctions against 
the Castro government in Cuba. 

(3) To encourage the holding of free and 
fair democratic elections in Cuba, conducted 
under the supervision of internationally rec- 
ognized observers. 

(4) To develop a plan for furnishing assist- 
ance to a transition government and, subse- 
quently, to a democratically elected govern- 
ment when such governments meet the eligi- 
bility requirements of this Act. 

(5) To protect property rights abroad of 
United States nationals. 
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(6) To provide for the continued national 
security of the United States in the face of 
continuing threats from the Castro govern- 
ment of terrorism, theft of property from 
United States nationals, and domestic re- 
pression from which refugees flee to United 
States shores. 

SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act, the following terms 
have the following meanings: 

(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—The term appropriate congressional 
committees” means the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations, the Committee on Ways 
and Means, and the Committee on Appro- 
priations of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Committee on Finance, and the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations of the Senate. 

(2) COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY.—The term “com- 
mercial activity“ has the meaning given 
that term in section 1603(d) of title 28, Unit- 
ed States Code. 

(3) CONFISCATED.—As used in titles I and 
III. the term confiscated“ refers to 

(A) the nationalization, expropriation, or 
other seizure by the Cuban Government of 
ownership or control of property, on or after 
January 1, 1959— 

(i) without the property having been re- 
turned or adequate and effective compensa- 
tion provided; or 

(ii) without the claim to the property hav- 
ing been settled pursuant to an international 
claims settlement agreement or other mutu- 
ally accepted settlement procedure; and 

(B) the repudiation by the Cuban Govern- 
ment of, the default by the Cuban Govern- 
ment on, or the failure by the Cuban Govern- 
ment to pay, on or after January 1, 1959— 

(i) a debt of any enterprise which has been 
nationalized, expropriated, or otherwise 
taken by the Cuban Government; 

(ii) a debt which is a charge on property 
nationalized, expropriated, or otherwise 
taken by the Cuban Government; or 

(iii) a debt which was incurred by the 
Cuban Government in satisfaction or settle- 
ment of a confiscated property claim. 

(4) CUBAN GOVERNMENT.—(A) The term 
“Cuban Government” includes the govern- 
ment of any political subdivision of Cuba, 
and any agency or instrumentality of the 
Government of Cuba. 

(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the 
term "agency or instrumentality of the Gov- 
ernment of Cuba” means an agency ог in- 
strumentality of a foreign state as defined in 
section 1603(b) of title 28, United States 
Code, with “Cuba” substituted for a foreign 
state" each place it appears in such section. 

(5) DEMOCRATICALLY ELECTED GOVERNMENT 
IN CUBA.—The term “democratically elected 
government in Cuba” means a government 
determined by the President to have met the 
requirements of section 206. 

(6) ECONOMIC EMRARGO OF CUBA.—The term 
“economic embargo of Cuba“ refers to the 
economic embargo imposed against Cuba 
pursuant to section 620(a) of the Foreign As- 
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(a)), sec- 
tion 5(b) of the Trading With the Enemy Act 
(50 U.S.C. App. 5(b)), the International Emer- 
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 
and following), and the Export Administra- 
tion Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 2401 and fol- 
lowing), as modified by the Cuban Democ- 
racy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 6001 and follow- 
ing). 

(7) FOREIGN NATIONAL,—The term foreign 
national“ means 

(A) an alien; or 

(B) any corporation, trust, partnership, or 
other juridical entity not organized under 
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the laws of the United States, or of any 
State, the District of Columbia, the Com- 
monwealth of Puerto Rico, or any other ter- 
ritory or possession of the United States. 

(8) KNOWINGLY.—The term “knowingly” 
means with knowledge or having reason to 
know. 

(9) PROPERTY.—(A) The term property“ 
means any property (including patents, 
copyrights, trademarks, and any other form 
of intellectual property), whether real, per- 
sonal, or mixed, and any present, future, or 
contingent right, security, or other interest 
therein, including any leasehold interest. 

(В) For purposes of title ПІ of this Act, the 
term property“ shall not include real prop- 
erty used for residential purposes unless, as 
of the date of the enactment of this Act— 

(i) the claim to the property is owned by a 
United States national and the claim has 
been certified under title V of the Inter- 
national Claims Settlement Act of 1949; or 

(ii) the property is occupied by a member 
or official of the Cuban Government or the 
ruling political party in Cuba. 

(10) TRAFFICS.—(A) As used in title ІП, a 
person or entity ‘“‘traffics’ in property if 
that person or entity knowingly and inten- 
tionally— 

(i) sells, transfers, distributes, dispenses, 
brokers, manages, or otherwise disposes of 
confiscated property, or purchases, leases, 
receives, possesses, obtains control of, man- 
ages, uses, or otherwise acquires or holds an 
interest in confiscated property, 

(ii) engages in a commercial activity using 
or otherwise benefiting from confiscated 
property, or 

(iii) causes, directs, participates in, or 
profits from, trafficking (as described in 
clauses (i) and (ii)) by another person, or oth- 
erwise engages in trafficking (as described in 
clauses (i) and (ii)) through another person, 
without the authorization of the United 
States national who holds a claim to the 
property. 

(В) The term ‘‘traffics'’ does not include 

(i) the delivery of international tele- 
communication signals to Cuba that are au- 
thorized by section 1705(e) of the Cuban De- 
mocracy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 6004(e)); or 

(ii) the trading or holding of securities 
publicly traded or held, unless the trading is 
with or by a person determined by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to be a specially des- 
ignated national. 

(11) TRANSITION GOVERNMENT IN CUBA.—The 
term transition government іп Cuba” 
means a government determined by the 
President to have met the requirements of 
section 205. 

(12) UNITED STATES NATIONAL.—The term 
“United States national” means— 

(A) any United States citizen; or 

(B) any other legal entity which is orga- 
nized under the laws of the United States, or 
of any State, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, or any other 
territory or possession of the United States, 
and which has its principal place of business 
in the United States. 

TITLE I—SEEKING SANCTIONS AGAINST 

THE CASTRO GOVERNMENT 
SEC, 101. STATEMENT OF POLICY. 

It is the sense of the Congress that— 

(1) the acts of the Castro government, in- 
cluding its massive, systematic, and extraor- 
dinary violations of human rights, are a 
threat to international peace; 

(2) the President should advocate, and 
should instruct the United States Permanent 
Representative to the United Nations to pro- 
pose and seek, within the Security Council, a 
mandatory international embargo against 
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the totalitarian Cuban Government pursuant 
to chapter VII of the Charter of the United 
Nations, which is similar to measures taken 
by United States representatives with re- 
spect to Haiti; and 

(3) any resumption or commencement of 
efforts by any state to make operational the 
nuclear facility at Cienfuegos, Cuba, will 
have a detrimental impact on United States 
assistance to and relations with that state. 
SEC. 102. ENFORCEMENT OF THE ECONOMIC EM- 

BARGO OF CUBA. 

(a) PoLicy.—({1) The Congress hereby reaf- 
firms section 1704(a) of the Cuban Democracy 
Act of 1992 that states the President should 
encourage foreign countries to restrict trade 
and credit relations with Cuba. 

(2) The Congress further urges the Presi- 
dent to take immediate steps to apply the 
sanctions described in section 1704(b) of that 
Act against countries assisting Cuba. 

(b) DIPLOMATIC EFFORTS.—The Secretary of 
State shall ensure that United States diplo- 
matic personnel abroad understand and, in 
their contacts with foreign officials, are 
communicating the reasons for the United 
States economic embargo of Cuba, and are 
urging foreign governments to cooperate 
more effectively with the embargo. 

(c) EXISTING REGULATIONS.—The President 
should instruct the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury and the Attorney General to enforce 
fully the Cuban Assets Control Regulations 
set forth in part 515 of title 31, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations. 

(d) TRADING WITH THE ENEMY ACT.— 

(1) CIVIL PENALTIES.—Subsection (b) of sec- 
tion 16 of the Trading With the Enemy Act 
(50 U.S.C. App. 16(b)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(b)(1) A civil penalty of not to exceed 
$50,000 may be imposed by the Secretary of 
the Treasury on any person who violates any 
license, order, rule, or regulation issued in 
compliance with the provisions of this Act. 

“(2) Any property, funds, securities, pa- 
pers, or other articles or documents, or any 
vessel, together with its tackle, apparel, fur- 
niture, and equipment, that is the subject of 
a violation under paragraph (1) shall, at the 
discretion of the Secretary of the Treasury, 
be forfeited to the United States Govern- 
ment. 

(3) The penalties provided under this sub- 
section may not be imposed for— 

“(А) news gathering, research, or the ex- 
port or import of, or transmission of, infor- 
mation or informational materials; or 

(B) clearly defined educational or reli- 
gious activities, or activities of recognized 
human rights organizations, that are reason- 
ably limited in frequency, duration, and 
number of participants. 

“(4) The penalties provided under this sub- 
section may be imposed only on the record 
after opportunity for an agency hearing in 
accordance with sections 554 through 557 of 
title 5, United States Code, with the right to 
prehearing discovery. 

“(5) Judicial review of any penalty im- 
posed under this subsection may be had to 
the extent provided in section 702 of title 5, 
United States Code.“ 

(2) FORFEITURE OF PROPERTY USED IN VIOLA- 
TION.—Section 16 of the Trading With the 
Enemy Act is further amended by striking 
subsection (c). 

(3) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 16 of 
the Trading With the Enemy Act is further 
amended by inserting ‘SEC. 16.” before “(а)”. 

(е) COVERAGE OF DEBT-FOR-EQUITY SWAPS 
BY ECONOMIC EMBARGO OF CUBA.—Section 
1704(b)(2) of the Cuban Democracy Act of 1992 
(22 U.S.C. 6003(b)(2)) is amended— 
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(1) by striking and“ at the end of subpara- 
graph (A); 

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 
subparagraph (C); and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following new subparagraph: 

B) includes an exchange, reduction, or 
forgiveness of Cuban debt owed to a foreign 
country in return for a grant of an equity in- 
terest in a property, investment, or oper- 
ation of the Government of Cuba (including 
the government of any political subdivision 
of Cuba, and any agency or instrumentality 
of the Government of Cuba) or of a Cuban na- 
tional; and’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following flush 
sentence: 


“Аз used in this paragraph, the term ‘agency 
or instrumentality of the Government of 
Cuba’ means an agency or instrumentality of 
a foreign state as defined in section 1603(b) of 
title 28, United States Code, with ‘Cuba’ sub- 
stituted for ‘a foreign state’ each place it ap- 
pears in such section.“. 
SEC. 103. PROHIBITION AGAINST INDIRECT FI- 
NANCING OF THE CASTRO DICTA- 
TORSHIP. 


(a) PROHIBITION.—Notwithstanding апу 
other provision of law, no loan, credit, or 
other financing may be extended knowingly 
by a United States national, permanent resi- 
dent alien, or United States agency, to a for- 
eign national, United States national, or per- 
manent resident alien, in order to finance 
transactions involving any confiscated prop- 
erty the claim to which is owned by a United 
States national as of the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

(b) TERMINATION OF PROHIBITION.—The pro- 
hibition of subsection (a) shall cease to apply 
on the date on which the economic embargo 
of Cuba terminates under section 205. 

(c) PENALTIES.—Violations of subsection 
(a) shall be punishable by the same penalties 
as are applicable to violations of the Cuban 
Assets Control Regulations set forth in part 
515 of title 31, Code of Federal Regulations. 

(а) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section— 

(1) the term permanent resident alien“ 
means an alien admitted for permanent resi- 
dence into the United States; and 

(2) the term “United States agency” has 
the meaning given the term agency“ іп sec- 
tion 551(1) of title 5, United States Code. 

SEC. 104, UNITED STATES OPPOSITION TO CUBAN 
MEMBERSHIP INTERNATIONAL 


FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS. 

(a) CONTINUED OPPOSITION TO CUBAN MEM- 
BERSHIP IN INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTI- 
TUTIONS.—(1) Except as provided іп para- 
graph (2), the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
instruct the United States executive director 
to each international financial institution to 
use the voice and vote of the United States 
to oppose the admission of Cuba as a member 
of that institution until the President sub- 
mits a determination under section 203(c)(3) 
that a democratically elected government in 
Cuba is in power. 

(2) Once the President submits a deter- 
mination under section 203(c)(1) that a tran- 
sition government in Cuba is in power, the 
President is encouraged to take steps to sup- 
port the processing of Cuba’s application for 
membership in any international financial 
institution, subject to the membership tak- 
ing effect after a democratically elected gov- 
ernment in Cuba is in power. 

(b) REDUCTION IN UNITED STATES PAYMENTS 
TO INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.— 
If any international financial institution ap- 
proves a loan or other assistance to the 
Cuban Government over the opposition of 
the United States, then the Secretary of the 
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Treasury shall withhold from payment to 
that institution an amount equal to the 
amount of the loan or other assistance to the 
Cuban Government, with respect to each of 
the following types of payment: 

(1) The paid-in portion of the increase in 
capital stock of the institution. 

(2) The callable portion of the increase in 
capital stock of the institution. 

(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term “international financial insti- 
tution” means the International Monetary 
Fund, the International Bank for Recon- 
struction and Development, the Іпбег- 
national Development Association, the 
International Finance Corporation, the Mul- 
tilateral Investment Guaranty Agency, and 
the Inter-American Development Bank. 


SEC. 105. UNITED STATES OPPOSITION TO END- 
ING THE 


GANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES, 

The President should instruct the United 
States Permanent Representative to the Or- 
ganization of American States to use the 
voice and vote of the United States to oppose 
ending the suspension of the Government of 
Cuba from the Organization until the Presi- 
dent determines under section 203(с)(3) that 
a democratically elected government in 
Cuba is in power. 

SEC. 106. ASSISTANCE BY THE INDEPENDENT 
STATES OF THE FORMER SOVIET 
UNION FOR THE CUBAN GOVERN- 
MENT. 

(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Not later 
than 90 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the President shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re- 
port detailing progress towards the with- 
drawal of personnel of any independent state 
of the former Soviet Union (within the 
meaning of section 3 of the FREEDOM Sup- 
port Act (22 U.S.C. 5801)), including advisers, 
technicians, and military personnel, from 
the Cienfuegos nuclear facility in Cuba. 

(b) CRITERIA FOR ASSISTANCE.—Section 
498А(аХ11) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 (22 U.S.C, 2295а(аХ11)) is amended by 
striking of military facilities“ and insert- 
ing military and intelligence facilities, in- 
cluding the military and intelligence facili- 
ties at Lourdes and Cienfuegos”. 

(c) INELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE.—(1) Sec- 
tion 498A(b) of that Act (22 U.S.C. 2295a(b)) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking “ог” at the end of para- 
graph (4); 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para- 
graph (6); and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(5) for the government of any independent 
state effective 30 days after the President 
has determined and certified to the appro- 
priate congressional committees (and Con- 
gress has not enacted legislation disapprov- 
ing the determination within that 30-day pe- 
riod) that such government is providing as- 
sistance for, or engaging in nonmarket based 
trade (as defined in section 498B(k)(3)) with, 
the Cuban Government; ог”. 

(2) Subsection (k) of section 498B of that 
Act (22 U.S.C. 2295b(k)), is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

(3) NONMARKET BASED TRADE.—As used іп 
section 498A(b)(5), the term ‘nonmarket 
based trade’ includes exports, imports, ex- 
changes, or other arrangements that are pro- 
vided for goods and services (including oil 
and other petroleum products) on terms 
more favorable than those generally avail- 
able in applicable markets or for comparable 
commodities, including— 
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(A) exports to the Cuban Government оп 
terms that involve a grant, concessional 
price, guaranty, insurance, or subsidy; 

B) imports from the Cuban Government 
at preferential tariff rates; 

“(С) exchange arrangements that include 
advance delivery of commodities, arrange- 
ments in which the Cuban Government is not 
held accountable for unfulfilled exchange 
contracts, and arrangements under which 
Cuba does not pay appropriate transpor- 
tation, insurance, or finance costs; and 

„D) the exchange, reduction, ог forgive- 
ness of Cuban debt in return for a grant by 
the Cuban Government of an equity interest 
in a property, investment, or operation of 
the Cuban Government or of a Cuban na- 
tional. 

“(4) CUBAN GOVERNMENT.—(A) Тһе term 
‘Cuban Government’ includes the govern- 
ment of any political subdivision of Cuba, 
and any agency or instrumentality of the 
Government of Cuba. 

“(В) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the 
term ‘agency or instrumentality of the Gov- 
ernment of Cuba’ means an agency or instru- 
mentality of a foreign state as defined in 
section 1603(b) of title 28, United States 
Code, with ‘Cuba’ substituted for ‘a foreign 
state’ each place it appears in such section.“. 

(d) FACILITIES AT LOURDES, CUBA.—(1) The 
Congress expresses its strong disapproval of 
the extension by Russia of credits equivalent 
to approximately $200,000,000 in support of 
the intelligence facility at Lourdes, Cuba, in 
November 1994. 

(2) Section 498A of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2295а) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

“(4) REDUCTION IN ASSISTANCE FOR SUPPORT 
OF INTELLIGENCE FACILITIES ІМ CUBA.—(1) 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the President shall withhold from assistance 
provided, on or after the date of the enact- 
ment of this subsection, for an independent 
state of the former Soviet Union under this 
chapter an amount equal to the sum of as- 
sistance and credits, if any, provided on or 
after such date by such state in support of 
intelligence facilities in Cuba, including the 
intelligence facility at Lourdes, Cuba. 

“(2ХА) The President may waive the ге- 
quirement of paragraph (1) to withhold as- 
sistance if the President certifies to the ap- 
propriate congressional committees that the 
provision of such assistance is important to 
the national security of the United States, 
and, in the case of such a certification made 
with respect to Russia, if the President cer- 
tifies that the Russian Government has as- 
sured the United States Government that 
the Russian Government is not sharing intel- 
ligence data collected at the Lourdes facility 
with officials or agents of the Cuban Govern- 
ment. 

“(B) At the time of a certification made 
with respect to Russia pursuant to subpara- 
graph (A), the President shall also submit to 
the appropriate congressional committees a 
report describing the intelligence activities 
of Russia in Cuba, including the purposes for 
which the Lourdes facility is used by the 
Russian Government and the extent to which 
the Russian Government provides payment 
or government credits to the Cuban Govern- 
ment for the continued use of the Lourdes fa- 
cility. 

(C) The report required by subparagraph 
(B) may be submitted in classified form. 

D) For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘appropriate congressional committees’ 
includes the Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence of the Senate. 
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(3) The requirement of paragraph (1) to 
withhold assistance shall not apply with re- 
spect to— 

“(А) assistance to meet urgent humani- 
tarian needs, including disaster and refugee 
relief; 

“(В) democratic political reform and rule 
of law activities; 

“(С) technical assistance for safety up- 
grades of civilian nuclear power plants; 

D) the creation of private sector and 
nongovernmental organizations that are 
independent of government control; 

“(Е) the development of a free market eco- 
nomic system; and 

“(Е) assistance for the purposes described 
in the Cooperative Threat Reduction Act of 
1993 (title XII of Public Law 103-160).”’. 

SEC. 107. TELEVISION BROADCASTING ТО CUBA. 

(a) CONVERSION TO UHF.—The Director of 
the United States Information Agency shall 
implement a conversion of television broad- 
casting to Cuba under the Television Marti 
Service to ultra high frequency (UHF) broad- 
casting. 

(b) PERIODIC REPORTS.—Not later than 45 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, and every three months thereafter until 
the conversion described in subsection (a) is 
fully implemented, the Director of the Unit- 
ed States Information Agency shall submit a 
report to the appropriate congressional com- 
mittees on the progress made in carrying out 
subsection (a). 

(c) TERMINATION OF BROADCASTING AU- 
THORITIES.—Upon transmittal of a deter- 
mination under section 203(0)(3), the Tele- 
vision Broadcasting to Cuba Act (22 U.S.C. 
1465aa and following) and the Radio Broad- 
casting to Cuba Act (22 U.S.C. 1465 and fol- 
lowing) are repealed. 

SEC. 108. REPORTS ON ASSISTANCE AND COM- 
MERCE 


(a) REPORTS REQUIRED.—Not later than 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, and every year thereafter, the President 
shall submit a report to the appropriate con- 
gressional committees on assistance and 
commerce received by Cuba from other for- 
eign countries during the preceding 12-month 
period. 

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORTS.—Each report re- 
quired by subsection (a) shall, for the period 
covered by the report, contain the following, 
to the extent such information is known: 

(1) A description of all bilateral assistance 
provided to Cuba by other foreign countries, 
including humanitarian assistance. 

(2) A description of Cuba’s commerce with 
foreign countries, including an identification 
of Cuba’s trading partners and the extent of 
such trade. 

(3) A description of the joint ventures com- 
pleted, ar under consideration, by foreign na- 
tionals involving facilities in Cuba, includ- 
ing an identification of the location of the 
facilities involved and a description of the 
terms of agreement of the joint ventures and 
the names of the parties that are involved. 

(4) A determination whether or not any of 
the facilities described in paragraph (3) is 
the subject of a claim by a United States na- 
tional. 

(5) A determination of the amount of 
Cuban debt owed to each foreign country, in- 
cluding— 

(A) the amount of debt exchanged, for- 
given, or reduced under the terms of each in- 
vestment or operation in Cuba involving for- 
eign nationals; and 

(B) the amount of debt owed to the foreign 
country that has been exchanged, reduced, or 
forgiven in return for a grant by the Cuban 
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Government of an equity interest in a prop- 
erty, investment, or operation of the Cuban 
Government or of a Cuban national. 

(6) A description of the steps taken to en- 
sure that raw materials and semifinished or 
finished goods produced by facilities in Cuba 
involving foreign nationals do not enter the 
United States market, either directly or 
through third countries or parties. 

(7) An identification of countries that pur- 
chase, or have purchased, arms or military 
supplies from the Cuban Government or that 
otherwise have entered into agreements with 
the Cuban Government that have a military 
application, including— 

(A) a description of the military supplies, 
equipment, or other materiel sold, bartered, 
or exchanged between the Cuban Govern- 
ment and such countries; 

(B) a listing of the goods, services, credits, 
or other consideration received by the Cuban 
Government in exchange for military sup- 
plies, equipment, or materiel; and 

(C) the terms or conditions of any such 
agreement. 

SEC. 109. AUTHORIZATION OF SUPPORT FOR 
DEMOCRATIC AND HUMAN RIGHTS 
GROUPS AND INTERNATIONAL OB- 
SERVERS. 

(а) AUTHORIZATION.—Notwiths‘anding any 
other provision of law, except for section 
634A of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 
U.S.C. 2394-1) and comparable notification 
requirements contained in any Act making 
appropriations for foreign operations, export 
financing, and related programs, the Presi- 
dent is authorized to furnish assistance and 
provide other support for individuals and 
independent nongovernmental organizations 
to support democracy-building efforts for 
Cuba, including the following: 

(1) Published and informational matter, 
such as books, videos, and cassettes, on tran- 
sitions to democracy, human rights, and 
market economies, to be made available to 
independent democratic groups in Cuba. 

(2) Humanitarian assistance to victims of 
political repression, and their families. 

(3) Support for democratic and human 
rights groups in Cuba. 

(4) Support for visits and permanent de- 
ployment of independent international 
human rights monitors in Cuba. 

(b) OAS EMERGENCY FuND.—(1) The Presi- 
dent shall take the necessary steps to en- 
courage the Organization of American States 
to create a special emergency fund for the 
explicit purpose of deploying human rights 
observers, election support, and election ob- 
servation in Cuba. 

(2) The President should instruct the Unit- 
ed States Permanent Representative to the 
Organization of American States to encour- 
age other member states of the Organization 
to join in calling for the Cuban Government 
to allow the immediate deployment of inde- 
pendent human rights monitors of the Orga- 
nization throughout Cuba and on-site visits 
to Cuba by the Inter-American Commission 
on Human Rights. 

(3) Notwithstanding section 307 of the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2227) or 
any other provision of law limiting the Unit- 
ed States proportionate share of assistance 
to Cuba by any international organization, 
the President should provide not less than 
$5,000,000 of the voluntary contributions of 
the United States to the Organization of 
American States as of the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act solely for the purposes of 
the special fund referred to in paragraph (1). 
SEC. 110. WITHHOLDING OF FOREIGN ASSIST- 

ANCE FROM COUNTRIES SUPPORT- 
ING NUCLEAR PLANT IN CUBA. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol- 

lowing findings: 
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(1) President Clinton stated in April 1993 
that the United States opposes the con- 
struction of the Juragua nuclear power plant 
because of our concerns about Cuba's ability 
to ensure the safe operation of the facility 
and because of Cuba's refusal to sign the Nu- 
clear Non-Proliferation Treaty or ratify the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco.“. 

(2) Cuba has not signed the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons or 
ratified the Treaty of Tlatelolco, the latter 
of which establishes Latin America and the 
Caribbean as a nuclear weapons-free zone. 

(3) The State Department, the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, and the Depart- 
ment of Energy have expressed concerns 
about the construction and operation of 
Cuba's nuclear reactors. 

(4) In a September 1992 report to Congress, 
the General Accounting Office outlined con- 
cerns among nuclear energy experts about 
deficiencies in the nuclear plant project in 
Juragua, near Cienfuegos, Cuba, including— 

(A) a lack in Cuba of a nuclear regulatory 
structure; 

(B) the absence in Cuba of an adequate in- 
frastructure to ensure the plant's safe oper- 
ation and requisite maintenance; 

(C) the inadequacy of training of plant op- 
erators; 

(D) reports by a former technician from 
Cuba who, by examining with x-rays weld 
sites believed to be part of the auxiliary 
plumbing system for the plant, found that 10 
to 15 percent of those sites were defective; 

(Е) since September 5, 1992, when construc- 
tion on the plant was halted, the prolonged 
exposure to the elements, including corro- 
sive salt water vapor, of the primary reactor 
components; and 

(F) the possible inadequacy of the upper 
portion of the reactors’ dome retention capa- 
bility to withstand only 7 pounds of pressure 
per square inch, given that normal atmos- 
pheric pressure is 32 pounds per square inch 
and United States reactors are designed to 
accommodate pressures of 50 pounds per 
square inch. 

(5) The United States Geological Survey 
claims that it had difficulty determining an- 
swers to specific questions regarding earth- 
quake activity in the area near Cienfuegos 
because the Cuban Government was not 
forthcoming with information. 

(6) The Geological Survey has indicated 
that the Caribbean plate, a geological forma- 
tion near the south coast of Cuba, may pose 
seismic risks to Cuba and the site of the 
power plant, and may produce large to mod- 
erate earthquakes. 

(7) On May 25, 1992, the Caribbean plate 
produced an earthquake numbering 7.0 on 
the Richter scale. 

(8) According to a study by the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
summer winds could carry radioactive pol- 
lutants from a nuclear accident at the power 
plant throughout all of Florida and parts of 
the States on the gulf coast as far as Texas, 
and northern winds could carry the pollut- 
ants as far northeast as Virginia and Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

(9) The Cuban Government, under dictator 
Fidel Castro, in 1962 advocated the Soviets’ 
launching of nuclear missiles to the United 
States, which represented a direct and dan- 
gerous provocation of the United States and 
brought the world to the brink of a nuclear 
conflict. 

(10) Fidel Castro over the years has con- 
sistently issued threats against the United 
States Government, most recently that he 
would unleash another perilous mass migra- 
tion from Cuba upon the enactment of this 
Act. 
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(11) Despite the various concerns about the 
plant's safety and operational problems, а 
feasibility study is being conducted that 
would establish a support group to include 
Russia, Cuba, and third countries with the 
objective of completing and operating the 

lant. 

4 (b) WITHHOLDING OF FOREIGN ASSISTANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the President shall 
withhold from assistance allocated, on or 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
for any country an amount equal to the sum 
of assistance and credits, if any, provided on 
or after such date of enactment by that 
country or any entity in that country in sup- 
port of the completion of the Cuban nuclear 
facility at Juragua, near Cienfuegos, Cuba. 

(2) EXCEPTIONS.—The requirement of para- 
graph (1) to withhold assistance shall not 
apply with respect to— 

(A) assistance to meet urgent humani- 
tarian needs, including disaster and refugee 
relief; 

(B) democratic political reform and rule of 
law activities; 

(C) the creation of private sector and non- 
governmental organizations that are inde- 
pendent of government control; 

(D) the development of a free market eco- 
nomic system; and 

(E) assistance for the purposes described in 
the Cooperative Threat Reduction Act of 1993 
(title XII of Public Law 103-160). 

(8) DEFINITION.—As used in paragraph (1), 
the term assistance“ means assistance 
under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
credits, sales, and guarantees of extensions 
of credit under the Arms Export Control Act, 
assistance under titles I and III of the Agri- 
cultural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act of 1954, assistance under the FREEDOM 
Support Act of 1992, and any other program 
of assistance or credits provided by the Unit- 
ed States to other countries under other pro- 
visions of law, except that the term assist- 
апсе” does not include humanitarian assist- 
ance, including disaster relief assistance. 
БЕС. 111. EXPULSION OF CRIMINALS FROM CUBA. 

The President shall instruct all United 
States Government officials who engage in 
official conduct with the Cuban Government 
to raise on a regular basis the extradition of 
or rendering to the United States all persons 
residing in Cuba who are sought by the Unit- 
ed States Department of Justice for crimes 
committed in the United States. 

TITLE Il—ASSISTANCE ТО A FREE AND 

INDEPENDENT CUBA 

SEC. 201. POLICY TOWARD A TRANSITION GOV- 
ERNMENT AND A DEMOCRATICALLY 
ELECTED GOVERNMENT IN CUBA. 

The policy of the United States is as fol- 
lows: 

(1) To support the self-determination of the 
Cuban people. 

(2) To recognize that the self-determina- 
tion of the Cuban people is a sovereign and 
national right of the citizens of Cuba which 
must be exercised free of interference by the 
government of any other country. 

(3) To encourage the Cuban people to em- 
power themselves with a government which 
reflects the self-determination of the Cuban 
people. 

(4) To recognize the potential for a dif- 
ficult transition from the current regime in 
Cuba that may result from the initiatives 
taken by the Cuban people for self-deter- 
mination in response to the intransigence of 
the Castro regime in not allowing any sub- 
stantive political or economic reforms, and 
to be prepared to provide the Cuban people 
with humanitarian, developmental, and 
other economic assistance. 
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(5) In solidarity with the Cuban people, to 
provide appropriate forms of assistance— 

(A) to a transition government in Cuba; 

(B) to facilitate the rapid movement from 
such a transition government to a democrat- 
ically elected government іп Cuba that re- 
sults from an expression of the self-deter- 
mination of the Cuban people; and 

(C) to support such a democratically elect- 
ed government. 

(6) Through such assistance, to facilitate a 
peaceful transition to representative democ- 
racy and a market economy in Cuba and to 
consolidate democracy in Cuba. 

(7) To deliver such assistance to the Cuban 
people only through a transition government 
in Cuba, through a democratically elected 
government in Cuba, through United States 
Government organizations, or through Unit- 
ed States, international, or indigenous non- 
governmental organizations. 

(8) To encourage other countries and mul- 
tilateral organizations to provide similar as- 
sistance, and to work cooperatively with 
such countries and organizations to coordi- 
nate such assistance. 

(9) To ensure that appropriate assistance is 
rapidly provided and distributed to the peo- 
ple of Cuba upon the institution of a transi- 
tion government in Cuba. 

(10) Not to provide favorable treatment or 
influence on behalf of any individual or en- 
tity in the selection by the Cuban people of 
their future government. 

(11) To assist a transition government in 

Cuba and a democratically elected govern- 
ment in Cuba to prepare the Cuban military 
forces for an appropriate role in a democ- 
racy. 
(12) To be prepared to enter into negotia- 
tions with a democratically elected govern- 
ment in Cuba either to return the United 
States Naval Base at Guantanamo to Cuba 
or to renegotiate the present agreement 
under mutually agreeable terms. 

(13) To consider the restoration of diplo- 
matic recognition and support the reintegra- 
tion of the Cuban Government into Inter- 
American organizations when the President 
determines that there exists a democrat- 
ically elected government in Cuba. 

(14) To take steps to remove the economic 
embargo of Cuba when the President deter- 
mines that a transition to a democratically 
elected government in Cuba has begun. 

(15) To assist a democratically elected gov- 
ernment in Cuba to strengthen and stabilize 
its national currency. 4 

(16) To pursue trade relations with a free, 
democratic, and independent Cuba. 

SEC. 202. ASSISTANCE FOR THE CUBAN PEOPLE. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall de- 
velop a plan for providing economic assist- 
ance to Cuba at such time as the President 
determines that a transition government or 
a democratically elected government in 
Cuba (as determined under section 203(c)) is 
in power. 

(2) EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS,—Assistance 
may be provided under this section subject 
to an authorization of appropriations and 
subject to the availability of appropriations. 

(b) PLAN FOR ASSISTANCE,— 

(1) DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN.—The President 
shall develop a plan for providing assistance 
under this section— 

(A) to Cuba when a transition government 
in Cuba is in power; and 

(B) to Cuba when a democratically elected 
government in Cuba is in power. 

(2) TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.—Assistance 
under the plan developed under paragraph (1) 
may, subject to an authorization of appro- 
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priations and subject to the availability of 
appropriations, include the following: 

(A) TRANSITION GOVERNMENT.—(i) Except as 
provided in clause (ii), assistance to Cuba 
under a transition government shall, subject 
to an authorization of appropriations and 
subject to the availability of appropriations, 
be limited to— 

(1) such food, medicine, medical supplies 
and equipment, and assistance to meet emer- 
gency energy needs, as is necessary to meet 
the basic human needs of the Cuban people; 
and 

(П) assistance described in subparagraph 
(C). 

(ii) Assistance provided only after the 
President certifies to the appropriate con- 
gressional committees, in accordance with 
procedures applicable to reprogramming no- 
tifications under section 634A of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, that such assistance 
is essential to the successful completion of 
the transition to democracy. 

(iii) Only after a transition government in 
Cuba is in power, remittances by individuals 
to their relatives of cash or goods, as well as 
freedom to travel to visit them without any 
restrictions, shall be permitted. 

(B) DEMOCRATICALLY ELECTED GOVERN- 
MENT.—Assistance to a democratically elect- 
ed government in Cuba may, subject to an 
authorization of appropriations and subject 
to the availability of appropriations, consist 
of additional economic assistance, together 
with assistance described in subparagraph 
(C). Such economic assistance may include— 

(i) assistance under chapter 1 of part I (re- 
lating to development assistance), and chap- 
ter 4 of part П (relating to the economic sup- 
port fund), of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961; 

(ii) assistance under the Agricultural 
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954; 

(iii) financing, guarantees, and other forms 
of assistance provided by the Export-Import 
Bank of the United States; 

(iv) financial support provided by the Over- 
seas Private Investment Corporation for in- 
vestment projects in Cuba; 

(v) assistance provided by the Trade and 
Development Agency; 

(vi) Peace Corps programs; and 

(vii) other appropriate assistance to carry 
out the policy of section 201. 

(С) MILITARY ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE.—As- 
sistance to a transition government in Cuba 
and to a democratically elected government 
in Cuba shall also include assistance in pre- 
paring the Cuban military forces to adjust to 
an appropriate role in a democracy. 


(c) STRATEGY FOR DISTRIBUTION.—The plan 
developed under subsection (b) shall include 
a strategy for distributing assistance under 
the plan. 


(d) DISTRIBUTION.—Assistance under the 
plan developed under subsection (b) shall be 
provided through United States Government 
organizations and nongovernmental organi- 
zations and private and voluntary organiza- 
tions, whether within or outside the United 
States, including humanitarian, educational, 
labor, and private sector organizations. 


(е) INTERNATIONAL EFFORTS.—The Presi- 
dent shall take the necessary steps— 

(1) to seek to obtain the agreement of 
other countries and of international finan- 
cial institutions and multilateral organiza- 
tions to provide to a transition government 
in Cuba, and to a democratically elected gov- 
ernment in Cuba, assistance comparable to 
that provided by the United States under 
this Act; and 
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(2) to work with such countries, institu- 
tions, and organizations to coordinate all 
such assistance programs. 

(f) COMMUNICATION WITH THE CUBAN PEO- 
PLE.—The President shall take the necessary 
steps to communicate to the Cuban people 
the plan for assistance developed under this 
section, 

(g) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
180 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the President shall transmit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re- 
port describing in detail the plan developed 
under this section. 

(h) TRADE AND INVESTMENT RELATIONS.— 

(1) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The President, 
following the transmittal to the Congress of 
a determination under section 203(c)(3) that 
a democratically elected government in 
Cuba is in power, shall submit to the appro- 
priate congressional committees a report 
that describes— 

(A) acts, policies, and practices that con- 
stitute significant barriers to, or distortions 
of, United States trade in goods or services 
or foreign direct investment with respect to 
Cuba; 

(B) policy objectives of the United States 
regarding trade relations with a democrat- 
ically elected government in Cuba, and the 
reasons therefor, including possible— 

(i) reciprocal extension of nondiscrim- 
inatory trade treatment (most-favored- na- 
tion treatment); 

(ii) designation of Cuba as a beneficiary de- 
veloping country under title V of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (relating to the Generalized Sys- 
tem of Preferences) or as a beneficiary coun- 
try under the Caribbean Basin Economic Re- 
covery Act, and the implications of such des- 
ignation with respect to trade with any 
other country that is such a beneficiary de- 
veloping country or beneficiary country or is 
a party to the North American Free Trade 
Agreement; and 

(iii) negotiations regarding free trade, in- 
cluding the accession of Cuba to the North 
American Free Trade Agreement; 

(C) specific trade negotiating objectives of 
the United States with respect to Cuba, in- 
cluding the objectives described in section 
108(0)(5) of the North American Free Trade 
Agreement Implementation Act (19 U.S.C. 
3317(b)(5)); and 

(D) actions proposed or anticipated to be 
undertaken, and any proposed legislation 
necessary or appropriate, to achieve any of 
such policy and negotiating objectives. 

(2) CONSULTATIONS.—The President shall 
consult with the appropriate congressional 
committees and shall seek advice from the 
appropriate advisory committees established 
under section 135 of the Trade Act of 1974 re- 
garding the policy and negotiating objec- 
tives and the legislative proposals described 
in paragraph (1). 

SEC. 203. COORDINATION OF ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAM; IMPLEMENTATION AND RE- 
PORTS TO CONGRESS; REPROGRAM- 
MING. 

(a) COORDINATING OFFICIAL.—The President 
shall designate a coordinating official who 
shall be responsible for— 

(1) implementing the strategy for distrib- 
uting assistance described in section 202(b); 

(2) ensuring the speedy and efficient dis- 
tribution of such assistance; and 

(3) ensuring coordination among, and ap- 
propriate oversight by, the agencies of the 
United States that provide assistance de- 
scribed in section 202(b), including resolving 
any disputes among such agencies. 

(b) UNITED STATES-CUBA COUNCIL.—Upon 
making a determination under subsection 
(с)(З) that a democratically elected govern- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


ment in Cuba is in power, the President, 
after consultation with the coordinating offi- 
cial, is authorized to designate a United 
States- Cuba council 

(1) to ensure coordination between the 
United States Government and the private 
sector in responding to change in Cuba, and 
in promoting market-based development in 
Cuba; and 

(2) to establish periodic meetings between 
representatives of the United States and 
Cuban private sectors for the purpose of fa- 
cilitating bilateral trade. 

(c) IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN; REPORTS TO 
CONGRESS.— 

(I) IMPLEMENTATION WITH RESPECT TO TRAN- 
SITION GOVERNMENT.—Upon making a deter- 
mination that a transition government in 
Cuba is in power, the President shall trans- 
mit that determination to the appropriate 
congressional committees and shall, subject 
to an authorization of appropriations and 
subject to the availability of appropriations, 
commence the delivery and distribution of 
assistance to such transition government 
under the plan developed under section 
202(b). 

(2) REPORTS ТО CONGRESS.—(A) The Presi- 
dent shall transmit to the appropriate con- 
gressional committees a report setting forth 
the strategy for providing assistance de- 
scribed in section 202(b)(2) (A) and (C) to the 
transition government in Cuba under the 
plan of assistance developed under section 
202(b), the types of such assistance, and the 
extent to which such assistance has been dis- 
tributed in accordance with the plan. 

(B) The President shall transmit the report 
not later than 90 days after making the de- 
termination referred to in paragraph (1), ex- 
cept that the President shall transmit the 
report in preliminary form not later than 15 
days after making that determination. 

(3) IMPLEMENTATION WITH RESPECT TO DEMO- 
CRATICALLY ELECTED GOVERNMENT.—The 
President shall, upon determining that a 
democratically elected government in Cuba 
is in power, submit that determination to 
the appropriate congressional committees 
and shall, subject to an authorization of ap- 
propriations and subject to the availability 
of appropriations, commence the delivery 
and distribution of assistance to such demo- 
cratically elected government under the plan 
developed under section 202(b). 

(4) ANNUAL REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Not 
later than 60 days after the end of each fiscal 
year, the President shall transmit to the ap- 
propriate congressional committees a report 
on the assistance provided under the plan de- 
veloped under section 202(b), including a de- 
scription of each type of assistance, the 
amounts expended for such assistance, and a 
description of the assistance to be provided 
under the plan in the current fiscal year. 

(d) REPROGRAMMING.—Any changes in the 
assistance to be provided under the plan de- 
veloped under section 202(b) may not be 
made unless the President notifies the appro- 
priate congressional committees at least 15 
days in advance in accordance with the pro- 
cedures applicable to reprogramming notifi- 
cations under section 634A of the Foreign As- 
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2394-1). 

SEC. 204. TERMINATION OF THE ECONOMIC EM- 
BARGO OF CUBA. 

(a) PRESIDENTIAL ACTIONS.—Upon submit- 
ting a determination to the appropriate con- 
gressional committees under section 203(с)(1) 
that a transition government in Cuba is in 
power, the President, after consulting with 
the Congress, is authorized to take steps to 
suspend the economic embargo of Cuba to 
the extent that such action contributes to a 
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stable foundation for a democratically elect- 
ed government in Cuba. 

(b) SUSPENSION OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF 
Law.—In carrying out subsection (a), the 
President may suspend the enforcement of— 

(1) section 620(a) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(a)); 

(2) section 620(f) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(f)) with regard to 
the “Republic of Cuba“; 

(3) sections 1704, 1705(d), and 1706 of the 
Cuban Democracy Act (22 U.S.C. 6003, 6004(4), 
6005); 

(4) section 902(c) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985; and 

(5) the prohibitions on transactions de- 
scribed in part 515 of title 31, Code of Federal 
Regulations. 

(c) ADDITIONAL PRESIDENTIAL ACTIONS.— 
Upon submitting a determination to the ap- 
propriate congressional committees under 
section 203(c)(3) that a democratically elect- 
ed government in Cuba is in power, the 
President shall take steps to terminate the 
economic embargo of Cuba. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—On the date 
on which the President submits a determina- 
tion under section 203(сХ3)- 

(1) section 620(a) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(a)) is repealed; 

(2) section 620(f) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(f) is amended by 
striking “Republic of Сара”; 

(3) sections 1704, 1705(d), and 1706 of the 
Cuban Democracy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 6003, 
6004(d), and 6005) are repealed; and 

(4) section 902(c) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 is repealed. 

(е) REVIEW OF SUSPENSION OF ECONOMIC EM- 
BARGO.— 

(1) REview.—If the President takes action 
under subsection (a) to suspend the economic 
embargo of Cuba, the President shall imme- 
diately so notify the Congress. The President 
shall report to the Congress no less fre- 
quently than every 6 months thereafter, 
until he submits a determination under sec- 
tion 20%(сХ3) that a democratically elected 
government in Cuba is in power, on the 
progress being made by Cuba toward the es- 
tablishment of such a democratically elected 
government. The action of the President 
under subsection (a) shall cease to be effec- 
tive upon the enactment of a joint resolution 
described in paragraph (2). 

(2) JOINT RESOLUTIONS.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term “joint resolution” 
means only a joint resolution of the 2 Houses 
of Congress, the matter after the resolving 
clause of which is as follows: That the Con- 
gress disapproves the action of the President 
under section 204(a) of the Cuban Liberty and 
Democratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act of 
1995 to suspend the economic embargo of 
Cuba, notice of which was submitted to the 
Congress on.. with the blank space 
being filled with the appropriate date. 

(3) REFERRAL TO COMMITTEES.—Joint reso- 
lutions introduced in the House of Rep- 
resentatives shall be referred to the Commit- 
tee on International Relations and joint res- 
olutions introduced in the Senate shall be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

(4) PROCEDURES.—(A) Any joint resolution 
shall be considered in the Senate in accord- 
ance with the provisions of section 601(b) of 
the International Security Assistance and 
Arms Export Control Act of 1976. 

(B) For the purpose of expediting the con- 
sideration and enactment of joint resolu- 
tions, a motion to proceed to the consider- 
ation of any joint resolution after it has 
been reported by the appropriate committee 
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shall be treated as highly privileged in the 
House of Representatives. 

(C) Not more than 1 joint resolution may 
be considered in the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate in the 6-month period 
beginning on the date on which the Presi- 
dent notifies the Congress under paragraph 
(1) of the action taken under subsection (a), 
and in each 6-month period thereafter. 

SEC. 205. REQUIREMENTS FOR A TRANSITION 
GOVERNMENT. 


For purposes of this Act, a transition gov- 
ernment in Cuba is a government in Cuba 
which— 

(1) is demonstrably in transition from com- 
munist totalitarian dictatorship to rep- 
resentative democracy; 

(2) has recognized the right to independent 
political activity and association; 

(3) has released all political prisoners and 
allowed for investigations of Cuban prisons 
by appropriate international human rights 
organizations; 

(4) has ceased any interference with Radio 
or Television Marti broadcasts; 

(5) makes public commitments to and is 
making demonstrable progress in— 

(A) establishing an independent judiciary; 

(B) dissolving the present Department of 
State Security in the Cuban Ministry of the 
Interior, including the Committees for the 
Defense of the Revolution and the Rapid Re- 
sponse Brigades; 

(C) respecting internationally recognized 
human rights and basic freedoms as set forth 
in the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights, to which Cuba is a signatory nation; 

(D) effectively guaranteeing the rights of 
free speech and freedom of the press; 

(E) organizing free and fair elections for a 
new government— 

(i) to be held in a timely manner within a 
period not to exceed 1 year after the transi- 
tion government assumes power; 

(ii) with the participation of multiple inde- 
pendent political parties that have full ac- 
cess to the media on an equal basis, includ- 
ing (in the case of radio, television, or other 
telecommunications media) in terms of al- 
lotments of time for such access and the 
times of day such allotments are given; and 

(iii) to be conducted under the supervision 
of internationally recognized observers, such 
as the Organization of American States, the 
United Nations, and other elections mon- 
itors; 

(F) assuring the right to private property; 

(G) taking appropriate steps to return to 
United States citizens (and entities which 
are 50 percent or more beneficially owned by 
United States citizens) property taken by 
the Cuban Government from such citizens 
and entities on or after January 1, 1959, or to 
provide equitable compensation to such citi- 
zens and entities for such property; 

(H) granting permits to privately owned 
telecommunications and media companies to 
operate in Cuba; and 

(1) allowing the establishment of independ- 
ent trade unions as set forth in conventions 
87 and 98 of the International Labor Organi- 
zation, and allowing the establishment of 
independent social, economic, and political 
associations; 

(6) does not include Fidel Castro or Raul 
Castro; 

(7) has given adequate assurances that it 
will allow the speedy and efficient distribu- 
tion of assistance to the Cuban people; 

(8) permits the deployment throughout 
Cuba of independent and unfettered inter- 
national human rights monitors; and 

(9) has extradited or otherwise rendered to 
the United States all persons sought by the 
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United States Department of Justice for 

crimes committed in the United States. 

SEC. 206. REQUIREMENTS FOR A DEMOCRAT- 
ICALLY ELECTED GOVERNMENT. 

For purposes of this Act, a democratically 
elected government in Cuba, in addition to 
continuing to comply with the requirements 
of section 205, is a government in Cuba 
which— 

(1) results from free and fair elections con- 
ducted under the supervision of internation- 
ally recognized observers; 

(2) has permitted opposition parties ample 
time to organize and campaign for such elec- 
tions, and has permitted full access to the 
media to all candidates in the elections; 

(3) is showing respect for the basic civil 
liberties and human rights of the citizens of 
Cuba; 

(4) has made demonstrable progress in es- 
tablishing an independent judiciary; 

(5) is substantially moving toward a mar- 
ket-oriented economic system; 

(6) is committed to making constitutional 
changes that would ensure regular free and 
fair elections that meet the requirements of 
paragraph (2); and 

(Т) has made demonstrable progress in re- 
turning to United States citizens (and enti- 
ties which are 50 percent or more bene- 
ficially owned by United States citizens) 
property taken by the Cuban Government 
from such citizens and entities on or after 
January 1, 1959, or providing full compensa- 
tion for such property in accordance with 
international law standards and practice. 
TITLE II—PROTECTION OF PROPERTY 

RIGHTS OF UNITED STATES NATIONALS 

AGAINST CONFISCATORY TAKINGS BY 

THE CASTRO REGIME 
SEC. 301. STATEMENT OF POLICY. 

The Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) The right of individuals to hold and 
enjoy property is a fundamental right recog- 
nized by the United States Constitution and 
international human rights law, including 
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 

(2) The illegal confiscation or taking of 
property by governments, and the acquies- 
cence of governments in the confiscation of 
property by their citizens, undermines the 
comity among nations, the free flow of com- 
merce, and economic development. 

(3) It is in the interest of all nations to re- 
spect equally the property rights of their 
citizens and nationals of other countries. 

(4) Nations that provide an effective mech- 
anism for prompt, adequate, and fair com- 
pensation for the confiscation of private 
property will continue to have the support of 
the United States. 

(5) The United States Government has an 
obligation to its citizens to provide protec- 
tion against illegal confiscation by foreign 
nations and their citizens, including the pro- 
vision of private remedies. 

(6) Nations that illegally confiscate private 
property should not be immune to another 
nation’s laws whose purpose is to protect 
against the confiscation of lawfully acquired 
property by its citizens. 

(7) Trafficking in illegally acquired prop- 
erty is a crime under the laws of the United 
States and other nations, yet this same ac- 
tivity is allowed under international law. 

(8) International law, by not providing ef- 
fective remedies, condones the illegal 
confiscation of property and allows for the 
unjust enrichment from the use of con- 
fiscated property by governments and pri- 
vate entities at the expense of those who 
hold legal claim to the property. 

(9) The development of an international 
mechanism sanctioning those governments 
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and private entities that confiscate and un- 

justly use private property so confiscated 

should be a priority objective of United 

States foreign policy. 

SEC, 302. LIABILITY FOR TRAFFICKING IN PROP- 
ERTY 


(a) CIVIL REMEDY.— 

(1) LIABILITY FOR TRAFFICKING.—(A) Except 
as provided in paragraphs (3) and (4), any 
person, including any agency or instrumen- 
tality of a foreign state in the conduct of a 
commercial activity, that, after the end of 
the 6-month period beginning on the date of 
the enactment of this Act, traffics in con- 
fiscated property shall be liable to any Unit- 
ed States national who owns the claim to 
such property for money damages in an 
amount equal to the sum of— 

(i) the amount which is the greater of— 

(I) the amount, if any, certified to the 
claimant by the Foreign Claims Settlement 
Commission under the International Claims 
Settlement Act of 1949, plus interest; 

(П) the amount determined under section 
303(а)(2), plus interest; or 

(ПІ) the fair market value of that prop- 
erty, calculated as being the then current 
value of the property, or the value of the 
property when confiscated plus interest, 
whichever is greater; and 

(ii) reasonable costs and attorneys’ fees. 

(B) Interest under subparagraph (A)(i) shall 
be at the rate set forth in section 1961 of title 
28, United States Code, computed by the 
court from the date of the confiscation of the 
property involved to the date on which the 
action is brought under this subsection. 

(2) PRESUMPTION IN FAVOR OF CERTIFIED 
CLAIMS.—There shall be a presumption that 
the amount for which a person, including 
any agency or instrumentality of a foreign 
state in the conduct of a commercial activ- 
ity, is liable under clause (i) of paragraph 
АХА) is the amount that is certified under 
subclause (I) of that clause. The presumption 
shall be rebuttable by clear and convincing 
evidence that the amount described in sub- 
clause (II) or (III) of that clause is the appro- 
priate amount of liability under that clause. 

(3) INCREASED LIABILITY FOR PRIOR NO- 
TICE.—Except as provided in paragraph (4), 
any person, including any agency or instru- 
mentality of a foreign state in the conduct of 
a commercial activity, that traffics in con- 
fiscated property after having received— 

(A) notice of a claim to ownership of the 
property by a United States national who 
owns a claim to the confiscated property, 
and 

(B) notice of the provisions of this section, 
shall be liable to that United States national 
for money damages in an amount which is 
the sum of the amount equal to the amount 
determined under paragraph (1)(A)(ii) plus 
triple the amount determined applicable 
under subclause (Т), (П), or (III) of paragraph 
(1А). 

(4) APPLICABILITY.—(A) Except as other- 
wise provided in this paragraph, actions may 
be brought under paragraph (1) with respect 
to property confiscated before, on, or after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(B) In the case of property confiscated be- 
fore the date of the enactment of this Act, 
no United States national may bring an ac- 
tion under this section unless such national 
acquired ownership of the claim to the con- 
fiscated property before such date. 

(C) In the case of property confiscated on 
or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, no United States national who acquired 
ownership of a claim to confiscated property 
by assignment for value after such date of 
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enactment may bring an action on the claim 
under this section. 

(5) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN ACTIONS.—(A) In 
the case of any action brought under this 
section by a United States national who was 
eligible to file the underlying claim in the 
action with the Foreign Claims Settlement 
Commission under title V of the Inter- 
national Claims Settlement Act of 1949 but 
did not so file the claim, the court may hear 
the case only if the court determines that 
the United States national had good cause 
for not filing the claim. 

(B) In the case of any action brought under 
this section by a United States national 
whose claim in the action was timely filed 
with the Foreign Claims Settlement Com- 
mission under title V of the International 
Claims Settlement Act of 1949 but was denied 
by the Commission, the court may assess the 
basis for the denial and may accept the find- 
ings of the Commission on the claim as con- 
clusive in the action under this section un- 
less good cause justifies another result. 

(6) INAPPLICABILITY OF ACT OF STATE DOC- 
TRINE.—No court of the United States shall 
decline, based upon the act of state doctrine, 
to make a determination on the merits in an 
action brought under paragraph (1). 

(b) DEFINITION.—As used in this subsection, 
the term “agency or instrumentality of a 
foreign state“ has the meaning given that 
term in section 1603(b) of title 28, United 
States Code. 

(с) JURISDICTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 85 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 1331 the following new section: 
“§1331a. Civil actions involving confiscated 


property 

“The district courts shall have exclusive 
jurisdiction of any action brought under sec- 
tion 302 of the Cuban Liberty and Demo- 
cratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act of 1995, 
regardless of the amount in сопбгоуегву.”. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 85 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 1331 the follow- 
ing: 

“133la. Civil actions involving confiscated 
property.“. 

(d) CERTAIN PROPERTY IMMUNE FROM EXE- 
CUTION.—Section 1611 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

%) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec- 
tion 1610 of this chapter, the property of a 
foreign state shall be immune from attach- 
ment and from execution in an action 
brought under section 302 of the Cuban Lib- 
erty and Democratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) 
Act of 1995 to the extent the property is a fa- 
cility or installation used by an accredited 
diplomatic mission for official purposes.“. 

(е) ELECTION OF REMEDIES.— 

(1) ELECTION.—Subject to paragraph (2)— 

(A) any United States national that brings 
an action under this section may not bring 
any other civil action or proceeding under 
the common law, Federal law, or the law of 
any of the several States, the District of Co- 
lumbia, or any territory or possession of the 
United States, that seeks monetary or non- 
monetary compensation by reason of the 
same subject matter; and 

(B) any person who brings, under the com- 
mon law or any provision of law other than 
this section, a civil action or proceeding for 
monetary or nonmonetary compensation 
arising out of a claim for which an action 
would otherwise be cognizable under this 
section may not bring an action under this 
section on that claim. 
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(2) TREATMENT OF CERTIFIED CLAIMANTS.— 
In the case of any United States national 
that brings an action under this section 
based on a claim certified under title V of 
the International Claims Settlement Act of 
1949— 

(А) if the recovery іп the action is equal to 
or greater than the amount of the certified 
claim, the United States national may not 
receive payment on the claim under any 
agreement entered into between the United 
States and Cuba settling claims covered by 
such title, and such national shall be deemed 
to have discharged the United States from 
any further responsibility to represent the 
United States national with respect to that 
claim; 

(B) if the recovery in the action is less 
than the amount of the certified claim, the 
United States national may receive payment 
under a claims agreement described in sub- 
paragraph (A) but only to the extent of the 
difference between the amount of the recov- 
ery and the amount of the certified claim; 
and 

(C) if there is no recovery in the action, 
the United States national may receive pay- 
ment on the certified claim under a claims 
agreement described in subparagraph (A) to 
the same extent as any certified claimant 
who does not bring an action under this sec- 
tion. 

(f) DEPOSIT OF EXCESS PAYMENTS BY CUBA 
UNDER CLAIMS AGREEMENT.—Any amounts 
paid by Cuba under any agreement entered 
into between the United States and Cuba set- 
tling certified claims under title V of the 
International Claims Settlement Act of 1949 
that are in excess of the payments made on 
such certified claims after the application of 
subsection (e) shall be deposited into the 
United States Treasury. 

(g) TERMINATION OF RIGHTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—All rights created under 
this section to bring an action for money 
damages with respect to property con- 
fiscated before the date of the enactment of 
this Act shall cease upon the transmittal to 
the Congress of a determination of the Presi- 
dent under section 203(c)(3). 

(2) PENDING SUITS.—The termination of 
rights under paragraph (1) shall not affect 
suits commenced before the date of such ter- 
mination, and in all such suits, proceedings 
shall be had, appeals taken, and judgments 
rendered in the same manner and with the 
same effect as if this subsection had not been 
enacted. 

SEC. 303. DETERMINATION OF CLAIMS TO CON- 
FISCATED PROPERTY. 

(a) EVIDENCE OF OWNERSHIP.— 

(1) CONCLUSIVENESS OF CERTIFIED CLAIMS,— 
In any action brought under this title, the 
courts shall accept as conclusive proof of 
ownership a certification of a claim to own- 
ership that has been made by the Foreign 
Claims Settlement Commission pursuant to 
title V of the International Claims Settle- 
ment Act of 1949 (22 U.S.C. 1643 and follow- 
ing). 

(2) CLAIMS NOT CERTIFIED.—In the case of a 
claim that has not been certified by the For- 
eign Claims Settlement Commission before 
the enactment of this Act, a court may ap- 
point a special master, including the Foreign 
Claims Settlement Commission, to make de- 
terminations regarding the amount and va- 
lidity of claims to ownership of confiscated 
property. Such determinations are only for 
evidentiary purposes in civil actions brought 
under this title and do not constitute certifi- 
cations pursuant to title V of the Inter- 
national Claims Settlement Act of 1949. 

(3) EFFECT OF DETERMINATIONS OF FOREIGN 
ENTITIES.—In determining ownership, courts 
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shall not accept as conclusive evidence of 
ownership any findings, orders, judgments, 
or decrees from administrative agencies or 
courts of foreign countries or international 
organizations that invalidate the claim held 
by a United States national, unless the in- 
validation was found pursuant to binding 
international arbitration to which United 
States national submitted the claim. 

(b) AMENDMENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
CLAIMS SETTLEMENT ACT OF 1949.—Title V of 
the International Claims Settlement Act of 
1949 (22 U.S.C. 1643 and following) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec- 
tion: 


“EVALUATION OF OWNERSHIP CLAIMS REFERRED 
BY DISTRICT COURTS OF THE UNITED STATES 


“Sec. 514. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this title and only for purposes of 
section 302 of the Cuban Liberty and Solidar- 
ity (LIBERTAD) Act, a United States dis- 
trict court, for fact-finding purposes, may 
refer to the Commission, and the Commis- 
sion may determine, questions of the amount 
and ownership of a claim by a United States 
national (as defined in section 4 of the Cuban 
Liberty and Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act) re- 
sulting from the confiscation of property by 
the Government of Cuba described in section 
503(а), whether or not the United States na- 
tional qualified as a national of the United 
States (as defined in section 502(1)) at the 
time of the action by the Government of 
Cuba.“ 

(с) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION. Nothing in 
this Act or section 514 of the International 
Claims Settlement Act of 1949, as added by 
subsection (b), shall be construed— 

(1) to require or otherwise authorize the 
claims of Cuban nationals who became Unit- 
ed States citizens after their property was 
confiscated to be included in the claims cer- 
tified to the Secretary of State by the For- 
eign Claims Settlement Commission for pur- 
poses of future negotiation and espousal of 
claims with a friendly government in Cuba 
when diplomatic relations are restored; or 

(2) as superseding, amending, or otherwise 
altering certifications that have been made 
pursuant to title V of the International 
Claims Settlement Act of 1949 before the en- 
actment of this Act. 

SEC, 304. EXCLUSIVITY OF FOREIGN CLAIMS SET- 
OMMISSION CERTIFI- 


TLEMENT C 
CATION PROCEDURE. 

Title V of the International Claims Settle- 
ment Act of 1949 (22 U.S.C. 1643 and follow- 
ing), as amended by section 303, is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 


‘EXCLUSIVITY OF FOREIGN CLAIMS SETTLEMENT 
COMMISSION CERTIFICATION PROCEDURE 


“Sec. 515. (a) Subject to subsection (b), nei- 
ther any national of the United States who 
was eligible to file a claim under section 503 
but did not timely file such claim under that 
section, nor any national of the United 
States (on the date of the enactment of this 
section) who was not eligible to file a claim 
under that section, nor any national of Cuba, 
including any agency, instrumentality, sub- 
division, or enterprise of the Government of 
Cuba or any local government of Cuba in 
place on the date of the enactment of this 
section, nor any successor thereto, whether 
or not recognized by the United States, shall 
have a claim to, participate in, or otherwise 
have an interest in, the compensation pro- 
ceeds or other nonmonetary compensation 
paid or allocated to a national of the United 
States by virtue of a claim certified by the 
Commission under section 507, nor shall any 
court of the United States or any State court 
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have jurisdiction to adjudicate any such 
claim. 

) Nothing in subsection (a) shall be con- 
strued to detract from or otherwise affect 
any rights in the shares of the capital stock 
of nationals of the United States owning 
claims certified by the Commission under 
section 507.”'. 


TITLE IV—EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN 
ALIENS 


SEC, 401, EXCLUSION FROM THE UNITED STATES 
OF ALIENS WHO HAVE CON- 
FISCATED PROPERTY OF UNITED 
STATES NATIONALS OR WHO TRAF- 
FIC IN SUCH PROPERTY. 

(a) GROUNDS FOR EXCLUSION.—The Sec- 
retary of State, in consultation with the At- 
torney General, shall exclude from the Unit- 
ed States any alien who the Secretary of 
State determines is a person who— 

(1) has confiscated, or has directed or over- 
seen the confiscation of, property a claim to 
which is owned by a United States national, 
or converts or has converted for personal 
gain confiscated property, a claim to which 
is owned by a United States national; 

(2) traffics in confiscated property, a claim 
to which is owned by a United States na- 
tional; 

(3) is a corporate officer, principal, or 
shareholder with a controlling interest of an 
entity which has been involved in the 
confiscation of property or trafficking in 
confiscated property, a claim to which is 
owned by a United States national; or 

(4) is a spouse, minor child, or agent of a 
person excludable under paragraph (1), (2), or 
(3). 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section, 
the following terms have the following 
meanings: 

(1) CONFISCATED; CONFISCATION.—The terms 
“confiscated” and confiscation“ refer to 

(A) the nationalization, expropriation, or 
other seizure by foreign governmental au- 
thority of ownership or control of property 
on or after January 1, 1959— 

(i) without the property having been re- 
turned or adequate and effective compensa- 
tion provided; or 

(ii) without the claim to the property hav- 
ing been settled pursuant to an international 
claims settlement agreement or other mutu- 
ally accepted settlement procedure; and 

(B) the repudiation by foreign govern- 
mental authority of, the default by foreign 
governmental authority on, or the failure by 
foreign governmental authority to pay, on or 
after January 1, 1959— 

(i) a debt of any enterprise which has been 
nationalized, expropriated, or otherwise 
taken by foreign governmental authority; 

(ii) a debt which is a charge on property 
nationalized, expropriated, or otherwise 
taken by foreign governmental authority; or 

(iii) a debt which was incurred by foreign 
governmental authority in satisfaction or 
settlement of a confiscated property claim. 

(2) PROPERTY.—The term property“ does 
not include claims arising from a territory 
in dispute as a result of war between United 
Nations member states in which the ulti- 
mate resolution of the disputed territory has 
not been resolved. 

(3) TRAFFICS.—(A) A person or entity ‘‘traf- 
fics” in property if that person or entity 
knowingly and intentionally— 

(i) sells, transfers, distributes, dispenses, 
brokers, manages, or otherwise disposes of 
confiscated property, or purchases, leases, 
receives, possesses, obtains control of, man- 
ages, uses, or otherwise acquires or holds an 
interest in confiscated property, 
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(ii) engages in a commercial activity using 
or otherwise benefiting from confiscated 
property, or 

(iii) causes, directs, participates in, or 
profits from, trafficking (as described in 
clauses (i) and (ii) by another person, or oth- 
erwise engages in trafficking (as described in 
clauses (i) and (ii)) through another person, 
without the authorization of the United 
States national who holds a claim to the 
property. 

(В) The term “‘traffics’ does not include— 

(i) the delivery of international tele- 
communication signals to Cuba that are au- 
thorized by section 1705(e) of the Cuban De- 
mocracy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 6004(e)); or 

(ii) the trading or holding of securities 
publicly traded or held, unless the trading is 
with or by a person determined by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to be a specially des- 
ignated national. 

(c) NATIONAL INTEREST EXEMPTION.—This 
section shall not apply where the Secretary 
of State finds, on a case-by-case basis, that 
making a determination under subsection (a) 
would be contrary to the national interest of 
the United States. 

(а) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—This section applies to 
aliens seeking to enter the United States on 
or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(2) TRAFFICKING.—This section applies only 
with respect to acts within the meaning of 
“traffics™ that occur on or after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 


The CHAIRMAN. Before consider- 
ation of any other amendment it shall 
be in order to consider a further 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute by the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. HAMILTON] or his designee. That 
amendment shall be considered read, 
shall be debatable for 1 hour, equally 
divided and controlled by the pro- 
ponent and an opponent, and shall not 
be subject to amendment. 


If that amendment is rejected or not 
offered, no further amendment shall be 
in order except the amendments print- 
ed in House Report 104-253. Each fur- 
ther amendment may be considered 
only in the order printed in the report, 
may be offered only by a Member des- 
ignated in the report, shall be consid- 
ered read, shall be debatable for 20 min- 
utes, equally divided and controlled by 
the proponent and an opponent, shall 
not be subject to amendment except as 
specified in the report, and shall not be 
subject to a demand for division of the 
question. 


The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may postpone until a time 
during further consideration in the 
Committee of the Whole a request for a 
recorded vote on any amendment and 
may reduce to not less than 5 minutes 
the time for voting by electronic de- 
vice on any postponed question that 
immediately follows another vote by 
electronic device without intervening 
business, provided that the time for 
voting by electronic device on the first 
in any series of questions shall not be 
less than 15 minutes. 
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AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. MCDERMOTT 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, 
pursuant to the rule, I offer an amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman 
from Washington the designee of the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMIL- 
TON]? 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. I am, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 

ignate the amendment in the nature of 

a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. MCDERMOTT: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in- 
sert in lieu thereof the following: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the Cuban Liberty and Democratic Solidar- 
ity (LIBERTAD) Act of 1995”. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

Sec. 2. Findings. 

Sec. 3. Purposes. 

Бес. 4. Definitions. 

TITLE I—SEEKING SANCTIONS AGAINST 

THE CASTRO GOVERNMENT 
101. Statement of policy. 

102. Enforcement of the economic em- 
bargo of Cuba. 

Prohibition against indirect financ- 
ing of the Castro dictatorship. 

United States opposition to Cuban 
membership in international fi- 
nancial institutions. 

United States opposition to ending 
the suspension of the Govern- 
ment of Cuba from the Organi- 
zation of American States. 

Assistance by the Independent 
States of the former Soviet 
Union for the Cuban Govern- 
ment. 

Television broadcasting to Cuba. 

Reports on assistance and com- 
merce received by Cuba from 
other foreign countries. 

Authorization of support for demo- 
cratic and human rights groups 
and international observers. 

Withholding of foreign assistance 
from countries supporting nu- 
clear plant in Cuba. 

Sec. 111. Expulsion of criminals from Cuba. 

Sec. 112. Exports of food or medical items. 

TITLE II—ASSISTANCE TO A FREE AND 
INDEPENDENT CUBA 


201. Policy toward a transition govern- 
ment and a democratically 
elected government in Cuba. 

202. Assistance for the Cuban people. 

203. Coordination of assistance pro- 
gram; implementation and re- 
ports to Congress; reprogram- 
ming. 

204. Termination of the economic em- 
bargo of Cuba. 

205. Requirements for a transition gov- 
ernment. 

206. Requirements for a democratically 
elected government. 

TITLE UI—PROTECTION OF PROPERTY 
RIGHTS OF UNITED STATES NATION- 
ALS AGAINST CONFISCATORY TAKINGS 
BY THE CASTRO REGIME 


Sec. 301. Statement of policy. 


Бес. 
Бес. 
Бес. 108. 


Бес. 104. 


Sec. 105. 


106. 


Sec. 


107. 
108. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 109. 


Sec. 110. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 


September 21, 1995 


Sec. 302. Liability for trafficking in prop- 
erty confiscated from United 
States nationals. 

Sec. 303. Determination of claims to con- 
fiscated property. 

Sec. 304. Exclusivity of Foreign Claims Set- 
tlement Commission certifi- 
cation procedure. 


TITLE IV—EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN 
ALIENS 


Sec. 401. Exclusion from the United States 
of aliens who have confiscated 
property of United States na- 
tionals or who traffic in such 
property. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) The economy of Cuba has experienced a 
decline of at least 60 percent in the last 5 
years as a result of— 

(A) the end of its subsidization by the 
former Soviet Union of between 5 billion and 
6 billion dollars annually; 

(B) 36 years of Communist tyranny and 
economic mismanagement by the Castro 
government; 

(C) the extreme decline in trade between 
Cuba and the countries of the former Soviet 
bloc; and 

(D) the stated policy of the Russian Gov- 
ernment and the countries of the former So- 
viet bloc to conduct economic relations with 
Cuba on strictly commercial terms. 

(2) At the same time, the welfare and 
health of the Cuban people have substan- 
tially deteriorated as a result of this eco- 
nomic decline and the refusal of the Castro 
regime to permit free and fair democratic 
elections in Cuba. 

(3) The Castro regime has made it abun- 
dantly clear that it will not engage in any 
substantive political reforms that would lead 
to democracy, a market economy, or an eco- 
nomic recovery. 

(4) The repression of the Cuban people, in- 
cluding a ban on free and fair democratic 
elections, and continuing violations of fun- 
damental human rights have isolated the 
Cuban regime as the only completely non- 
democratic government in the Western 
Hemisphere. 

(5) As long as free elections are not held in 
Cuba, the economic condition of the country 
and the welfare of the Cuban people will not 
improve in any significant way. 

(6) The totalitarian nature of the Castro 
regime has deprived the Cuban people of any 
peaceful means to improve their condition 
and has led thousands of Cuban citizens to 
risk or lose their lives in dangerous attempts 
to escape from Cuba to freedom. 

(7) Radio Marti and Television Marti have 
both been effective vehicles for providing the 
people of Cuba with news and information 
and have helped to bolster the morale of the 
people of Cuba living under tyranny. 

(8) The consistent policy of the United 
States towards Cuba since the beginning of 
the Castro regime, carried out by both 
Democratic and Republican administrations, 
has sought to keep faith with the people of 
Cuba, and has been effective in sanctioning 
the totalitarian Castro regime. 

(9) The United States has shown a deep 
commitment, and considers it a moral obli- 
gation, to promote and protect human rights 
and fundamental freedoms as expressed in 
the Charter of the United Nations and in the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 

(10) The Congress has historically and con- 
sistently manifested its solidarity and the 
solidarity of the American people with the 
democratic aspirations of the Cuban people. 
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(11) The Cuban Democracy Act of 1992 calls 
upon the President to encourage the govern- 
ments of countries that conduct trade with 
Cuba to restrict their trade and credit rela- 
tions with Cuba in a manner consistent with 
the purposes of that Act. 

(12) The 1992 FREEDOM Support Act re- 
quires that the President, in providing eco- 
nomic assistance to Russia and the emerging 
Eurasian democracies, take into account the 
extent to which they are acting to termi- 
nate support for the communist regime in 
Cuba, including removal of troops, closing 
military facilities, and ceasing trade sub- 
sidies and economic, nuclear, and other as- 
sistance”. 

(13) The Cuban Government engages in the 
ilegal international narcotics trade and har- 
bors fugitives from justice in the United 
States. 

(14) The Castro government threatens 
international peace and security by engaging 
in acts of armed subversion and terrorism 
such as the training anå supplying of groups 
dedicated to international violence. 

(15) The Castro government has utilized 
from its inception and continues to utilize 
torture in various forms (including by psy- 
chiatry), as well as execution, exile, 
confiscation, political imprisonment, and 
other forms of terror and repression, as 
means of retaining power. 

(16) Fidel Castro has defined democratic 
pluralism as “pluralistic garbage“ and con- 
tinues to make clear that he has no inten- 
tion of tolerating the democratization of 
Cuban society. 

(17) The Castro government holds innocent 
Cubans hostage in Cuba by no fault of the 
hostages themselves solely because relatives 
have escaped the country. 

(18) Although a signatory state to the 1928 
Inter-American Convention on Asylum and 
the International Covenant on Civil and Po- 
litical Rights (which protects the right to 
leave one’s own country), Cuba nevertheless 
surrounds embassies in its capital by armed 
forces to thwart the right of its citizens to 
seek asylum and systematically denies that 
right to the Cuban people, punishing them 
by imprisonment for seeking to leave the 
country and killing them for attempting to 
do so (as demonstrated in the case of the 
confirmed murder of over 40 men, women, 
and children who were seeking to leave Cuba 
on July 13, 1994). 

(19) The Castro government continues to 
utilize blackmail, such as the immigration 
crisis with which it threatened the United 
States in the summer of 1994, and other un- 
acceptable and illegal forms of conduct to in- 
fluence the actions of sovereign states in the 
Western Hemisphere in violation of the Char- 
ter of the Organization of American States 
and other international agreements and 
international law. 

(20) The United Nations Commission on 
Human Rights has repeatedly reported on 
the unacceptable human rights situation in 
Cuba and has taken the extraordinary step of 
appointing a Special Rapporteur. 

(21) The Cuban Government has consist- 
ently refused access to the Special 
Rapporteur and formally expressed its deci- 
sion not to “implement so much as one 
comma” of the United Nations Resolutions 
appointing the Rapporteur. 

(22) The United Nations General Assembly 
passed Resolution 1992/70 on December 4, 
1992, Resolution 1993/48/142 on December 20, 
1993, and Resolution 1994/49/544 on October 19, 
1994, referencing the Special Rapporteur's re- 
ports to the United Nations and condemning 
“violations of human rights and fundamen- 
tal freedoms” in Cuba. 
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(23) Article 39 of Chapter VII of the United 
Nations Charter provides that the United 
Nations Security Council “shall determine 
the existence of any threat to the peace, 
breach of the peace, or act of aggression and 
shall make recommendations, or decide what 
measures shall be taken . . ., to maintain or 
restore international peace and security.“ 

(24) The United Nations has determined 
that massive and systematic violations of 
human rights may constitute a threat to 
peace“ under Article 39 and has imposed 
sanctions due to such violations of human 
rights in the cases of Rhodesia, South Africa, 
Iraq, and the former Yugoslavia. 

(25) In the case of Haiti, a neighbor of Cuba 
not as close to the United States as Cuba, 
the United States led an effort to obtain and 
did obtain a United Nations Security Council 
embargo and blockade against that country 
due to the existence of a military dictator- 
ship in power less than 3 years. 

(26) United Nations Security Council Reso- 
lution 940 of July 31, 1994, subsequently au- 
thorized the use of all necessary means“ to 
restore the ‘democratically elected govern- 
ment of Haiti’, and the democratically 
elected government of Haiti was restored to 
power on October 15, 1994. 

(27) The Cuban people deserve to be as- 
sisted in a decisive manner to end the tyr- 
anny that has oppressed them for 36 years 
and the continued failure to do so con- 
stitutes ethically improper conduct by the 
international community. 

(28) For the past 36 years, the Cuban Gov- 
ernment has posed and continues to pose a 
national security threat to the United 
States. 

SEC, 3. PURPOSES. 


The purposes of this Act are as follows: 

(1) To assist the Cuban people in regaining 
their freedom and prosperity, as well as in 
joining the community of democracies that 
are flourishing in the Western Hemisphere. 

(2) To seek international sanctions against 
the Castro government in Cuba. 

(3) To encourage the holding of free and 
fair democratic elections in Cuba, conducted 
under the supervision of internationally rec- 
ognized observers. 

(4) To develop a plan for furnishing assist- 
ance to a transition government and, subse- 
quently, to a democratically elected govern- 
ment when such governments meet the eligi- 
bility requirements of this Act. 

(5) To protect property rights abroad of 
United States nationals. 

(6) To provide for the continued national 
security of the United States in the face of 
continuing threats from the Castro govern- 
ment of terrorism, theft of property from 
United States nationals, and domestic re- 
pression from which refugees flee to United 
States shores. 


SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 


As used in this Act, the following terms 
have the following meanings: 

(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—The term “appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations, the Committee on Ways 
and Means, and the Committee on Appro- 
priations of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Committee on Finance, and the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations of the Senate. 

(2) COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY.—The term com- 
mercial activity” has the meaning given 
that term in section 1603(d) of title 28, Unit- 
ed States Code. 

(3) CONFISCATED.—As used in titles I and 
ПІ, the term "confiscated" refers to 
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(A) the nationalization, expropriation, or 
other seizure by the Cuban Government of 
ownership or control of property, on or after 
January 1, 1959— 

(i) without the property having been re- 
turned or adequate and effective compensa- 
tion provided; or 

(ii) without the claim to the property hav- 
ing been settled pursuant to an international 
claims settlement agreement or other mutu- 
ally accepted settlement procedure; and 

(B) the repudiation by the Cuban Govern- 
ment of, the default by the Cuban Govern- 
ment on, or the failure by the Cuban Govern- 
ment to pay, on or after January 1, 1959— 

(i) a debt of any enterprise which has been 
nationalized, expropriated, or otherwise 
taken by the Cuban Government; 

(ii) a debt which is a charge on property 
nationalized, expropriated, or otherwise 
taken by the Cuban Government; or 

(iii) a debt which was incurred by the 
Cuban Government in satisfaction or settle- 
ment of a confiscated property claim. 

(4) CUBAN GOVERNMENT.—(A) The term 
“Cuban Government” includes the govern- 
ment of any political subdivision of Cuba, 
and any agency or instrumentality of the 
Government of Cuba, 

(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the 
term “agency or instrumentality of the Gov- 
ernment of Саһа” means an agency ог іп- 
strumentality of a foreign state as defined in 
section 1603(b) of title 28, United States 
Code, with Cuba“ substituted for “а foreign 
state“ each place it appears in such section. 

(5) DEMOCRATICALLY ELECTED GOVERNMENT 
IN CUBA.—The term ‘‘democratically elected 
government іп Саһа” means a government 
determined by the President to have met the 
requirements of section 206. 

(6) ECONOMIC EMBARGO OF CUBA.—The term 
“economic embargo of Cuba“ refers to the 
economic embargo imposed against Cuba 
pursuant to section 620(a) of the Foreign As- 
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(а)), sec- 
tion 5(b) of the Trading With the Enemy Act 
(50 U.S.C. App. 5(b)), the International Emer- 
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 
and following), and the Export Administra- 
tion Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 2401 and fol- 
lowing), as modified by the Cuban Democ- 
racy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 6001 and follow- 
ing). 

(7) FOREIGN NATIONAL.—The term “foreign 
national” means— 

(A) an alien; or 

(B) any corporation, trust, partnership, or 
other juridical entity not organized under 
the laws of the United States, or of any 
State, the District of Columbia, the Com- 
monwealth of Puerto Rico, or any other ter- 
ritory or possession of the United States. 

(8) KNOWINGLY.—The term “knowingly” 
means with knowledge or having reason to 
know. 

(9) PROPERTY.—(A) The term “property” 
means any property (including patents, 
copyrights, trademarks, and any other form 
of intellectual property), whether real, per- 
sonal, or mixed, and any present, future, or 
contingent right, security, or other interest 
therein, including any leasehold interest. 

(B) For purposes of title III of this Act, the 
term property“ shall not include real prop- 
erty used for residential purposes unless, as 
of the date of the enactment of this Act— 

(i) the claim to the property is owned by a 
United States national and the claim has 
been certified under title V of the Inter- 
national Claims Settlement Act of 1949; or 

(ii) the property is occupied by a member 
or official of the Cuban Government or the 
ruling political party in Cuba. 
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(10) TRAFFICS.—(A) As used in title ІП, a 
person or entity traffies“ in property if 
that person or entity knowingly and inten- 
tionally— 

(i) sells, transfers, distributes, dispenses, 
brokers, manages, or otherwise disposes of 
confiscated property, or purchases, leases, 
receives, possesses, obtains control of, man- 
ages, uses, or otherwise acquires or holds an 
interest in confiscated property, 

(ii) engages in a commercial activity using 
or otherwise benefiting from confiscated 
property, or 

(iii) causes, directs, participates in, or 
profits from, trafficking (as described in 
clauses (1) and (11)) by another person, or oth- 
erwise engages in trafficking (as described in 
clauses (i) and (11)) through another person, 
without the authorization of the United 
States national who holds a claim to the 
property. 

(B) The term traffics“ does not include 

(i) the delivery of international tele- 
communication signals to Cuba that are au- 
thorized by section 1705(e) of the Cuban De- 
mocracy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 6004(e)); or 

(ii) the trading or holding of securities 
publicly traded or held, unless the trading is 
with or by a person determined by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to be a specially des- 
ignated national. 

(11) TRANSITION GOVERNMENT IN CUBA.—The 
term “transition government in Cuba” 
means a government determined by the 
President to have met the requirements of 
section 205. 

(12) UNITED STATES NATIONAL.—The term 
“United States national" means— 

(A) any United States citizen; or 

(B) any other legal entity which is orga- 
nized under the laws of the United States, or 
of any State, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, or any other 
territory or possession of the United States, 
and which has its principal place of business 
in the United States. 

TITLE I—SEEKING SANCTIONS AGAINST 

THE CASTRO GOVERNMENT 
SEC. 101, STATEMENT OF POLICY. 

It is the sense of the Congress that— 

(1) the acts of the Castro government, in- 
cluding its massive, systematic, and extraor- 
dinary violations of human rights, are a 
threat to international peace; 

(2) the President should advocate, and 
should instruct the United States Permanent 
Representative to the United Nations to pro- 
pose and seek, within the Security Council, a 
mandatory international embargo against 
the totalitarian Cuban Government pursuant 
to chapter VII of the Charter of the United 
Nations, which is similar to measures taken 
by United States representatives with re- 
spect to Haiti; and 

(3) any resumption or commencement of 
efforts by any state to make operational the 
nuclear facility at Cienfuegos, Cuba, will 
have a detrimental impact on United States 
assistance to and relations with that state. 
БЕС. 102. ENFORCEMENT OF THE ECONOMIC EM- 

BARGO OF CUBA. 

(а) PoLicy.—(1) The Congress hereby reaf- 
firms section 1704(a) of the Cuban Democracy 
Act of 1992 that states the President should 
encourage foreign countries to restrict trade 
and credit relations with Cuba. 

(2) The Congress further urges the Presi- 
dent to take immediate steps to apply the 
sanctions described in section 1704(b) of that 
Act against countries assisting Cuba. 

(b) DIPLOMATIC EFFORTS.—The Secretary of 
State shall ensure that United States diplo- 
matic personnel abroad understand and, in 
their contacts with foreign officials, are 
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communicating the reasons for the United 
States economic embargo of Cuba, and are 
urging foreign governments to cooperate 
more effectively with the embargo. 

(c) EXISTING REGULATIONS.—The President 
should instruct the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury and the Attorney General to enforce 
fully the Cuban Assets Control Regulations 
set forth in part 515 of title 31, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations. 

(d) TRADING WITH THE ENEMY ACT.— 

(1) CIVIL PENALTIES.—Subsection (b) of sec- 
tion 16 of the Trading With the Enemy Act 
(50 U.S.C. App. 16(b)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(b)(1) A civil penalty of not to exceed 
$50,000 may be imposed by the Secretary of 
the Treasury on any person who violates any 
license, order, rule, or regulation issued in 
compliance with the provisions of this Act. 

“(2) Any property, funds, securities, pa- 
pers, or other articles or documents, or any 
vessel, together with its tackle, apparel, fur- 
niture, and equipment, that is the subject of 
a violation under paragraph (1) shall, at the 
discretion of the Secretary of the Treasury, 
be forfeited to the United States Govern- 
ment. 

(3) The penalties provided under this sub- 
section may not be imposed for— 

“(А) news gathering, research, or the ex- 
port or import of, or transmission of, infor- 
mation or informational materials; or 

“(В) clearly defined educational or reli- 
gious activities, or activities of recognized 
human rights organizations, that are reason- 
ably limited in frequency, duration, and 
number of participants. 

“(4) The penalties provided under this sub- 
section may be imposed only on the record 
after opportunity for an agency hearing in 
accordance with sections 554 through 557 of 
title 5, United States Code, with the right to 
prehearing discovery. 

“(5) Judicial review of any penalty im- 
posed under this subsection may be had to 
the extent provided in section 702 of title 5, 
United States Сойе.”. 

(2) FORFEITURE OF PROPERTY USED IN VIOLA- 
TION.—Section 16 of the Trading With the 
Enemy Act is further amended by striking 
subsection (c). 

(3) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 16 of 
the Trading With the Enemy Act is further 
amended by inserting “БЕС. 16.“ before “(а)”. 

(е) COVERAGE OF DEBT-FOR-EQUITY SWAPS 
BY ECONOMIC EMBARGO OF CUBA.—Section 
1704(b)(2) of the Cuban Democracy Act of 1992 
(22 U.S.C. 6003(b)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “апа” at the end of subpara- 
graph (A); 

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 
subparagraph (C); and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following new subparagraph: 

“(В) includes an exchange, reduction, or 
forgiveness of Cuban debt owed to a foreign 
country in return for a grant of an equity in- 
terest in a property, investment, or oper- 
ation of the Government of Cuba (including 
the government of any political subdivision 
of Cuba, and any agency or instrumentality 
of the Government of Cuba) or of a Cuban na- 
tional; апа”; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following flush 

sentence: 
“As used in this paragraph, the term ‘agency 
or instrumentality of the Government of 
Cuba’ means an agency or instrumentality of 
a foreign state as defined in section 1603(b) of 
title 28, United States Code, with ‘Cuba’ sub- 
stituted for ‘a foreign state’ each place it ap- 
pears in such section.“. 
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SEC. 103. PROHIBITION AGAINST INDIRECT FI- 
NANCING OF THE CASTRO DICTA- 
TORSHIP. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, no loan, credit, or 
other financing may be extended knowingly 
by a United States national, permanent resi- 
dent alien, or United States agency, to a for- 
eign national, United States national, or per- 
manent resident alien, in order to finance 
transactions involving any confiscated prop- 
erty the claim to which is owned by a United 
States national as of the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

(b) TERMINATION OF PROHIBITION.—The pro- 
hibition of subsection (a) shall cease to apply 
on the date on which the economic embargo 
of Cuba terminates under section 205. 

(c) PENALTIES.—Violations of subsection 
(a) shall be punishable by the same penalties 
as are applicable to violations of the Cuban 
Assets Control Regulations set forth in part 
515 of title 31, Code of Federal Regulations. 

(а) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section— 

(1) the term “permanent resident alien” 
means an alien admitted for permanent resi- 
dence into the United States; and 

(2) the term United States agency“ has 
the meaning given the term agency“ in sec- 
tion 551(1) of title 5, United States Code. 

SEC. 104. UNITED STATES OPPOSITION TO CUBAN 
MEMBERSHIP IN INTERNATIONAL 
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS. 

(a) CONTINUED OPPOSITION TO CUBAN MEM- 
BERSHIP IN INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTI- 
TUTIONS.—({1) Except as provided in para- 
graph (2), the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
instruct the United States executive director 
to each international financial institution to 
use the voice and vote of the United States 
to oppose the admission of Cuba as a member 
of that institution until the President sub- 
mits a determination under section 203(c)(3) 
that a democratically elected government in 
Cuba is in power. 

(2) Once the President submits a deter- 
mination under section 203(c)(1) that a tran- 
sition government in Cuba is in power, the 
President is encouraged to take steps to sup- 
port the processing of Cuba's application for 
membership in any international financial 
institution, subject to the membership tak- 
ing effect after a democratically elected gov- 
ernment in Cuba is in power. 

(b) REDUCTION IN UNITED STATES PAYMENTS 
TO INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.— 
If any international financial institution ap- 
proves a loan or other assistance to the 
Cuban Government over the opposition of 
the United States, then the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall withhold from payment to 
that institution an amount equal to the 
amount of the loan or other assistance to the 
Cuban Government, with respect to each of 
the following types of payment: 

(1) The paid-in portion of the increase in 
capital stock of the institution. 

(2) The callable portion of the increase in 
capital stock of the institution. 

(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term international financial insti- 
tution’’ means the International Monetary 
Fund, the International Bank for Recon- 
struction and Development, the Inter- 
national Development Association, the 
International Finance Corporation, the Mul- 
tilateral Investment Guaranty Agency, and 
the Inter-American Development Bank. 

SEC. 105. UNITED STATES OPPOSITION TO END- 
ING THE SUSPENSION OF THE GOV- 
ERNMENT OF CUBA FROM THE OR- 
GANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES. 

The President should instruct the United 
States Permanent Representative to the Or- 
ganization of American States to use the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


voice and vote of the United States to oppose 
ending the suspension of the Government of 
Cuba from the Organization until the Presi- 
dent determines under section 203(c)(3) that 
a democratically elected government in 
Cuba is in power. 
SEC. 106. ASSISTANCE BY THE INDEPENDENT 
STATES OF THE FORMER SOVIET 
UNION FOR THE CUBAN GOVERN- 


(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Not later 
than 90 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the President shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re- 
port detailing progress towards the with- 
drawal of personnel of any independent state 
of the former Soviet Union (within the 
meaning of section 3 of the FREEDOM Sup- 
port Act (22 U.S.C. 5801)), including advisers, 
technicians, and military personnel, from 
the Cienfuegos nuclear facility in Cuba. 

(b) CRITERIA FOR ASSISTANCE.—Section 
498A(a)(11) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2295а(а)(11)) is amended by 
striking “ої military facilities’ and insert- 
ing military and intelligence facilities, in- 
cluding the military and intelligence facili- 
ties at Lourdes and Cienfuegos’’. 

(c) INELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE.—(1) Sec- 
tion 498A(b) of that Act (22 U.S.C. 2295a(b)) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking “ог” at the end of рага- 
graph (4); 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para- 
graph (6); and 

(С) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol- 

lowing: 
5) for the government of any independent 
state effective 30 days after the President 
has determined and certified to the appro- 
priate congressional committees (and Con- 
gress has not enacted legislation disapprov- 
ing the determination within that 30-day pe- 
riod) that such government is providing as- 
sistance for, or engaging in nonmarket based 
trade (as defined in section 498B(k)(3)) with, 
the Cuban Government; ог". 

(2) Subsection (k) of section 498B of that 
Act (22 U.S.C. 2295b(k)), is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

“(3) NONMARKET BASED TRADE.—As used іп 
section 498A(b)(5), the term ‘nonmarket 
based trade’ includes exports, imports, ex- 
changes, or other arrangements that are pro- 
vided for goods and services (including oil 
and other petroleum products) on terms 
more favorable than those generally avail- 
able in applicable markets or for comparable 
commodities, including— 

“(А) exports to the Cuban Government оп 
terms that involve a grant, concessional 
price, guaranty, insurance, or subsidy; 

“(В) imports from the Cuban Government 
at preferential tariff rates; 

“(С) exchange arrangements that include 
advance delivery of commodities, arrange- 
ments in which the Cuban Government is not 
held accountable for unfulfilled exchange 
contracts, and arrangements under which 
Cuba does not pay appropriate transpor- 
tation, insurance, or finance costs; and 

„D) the exchange, reduction, or forgive- 
ness of Cuban debt in return for a grant by 
the Cuban Government of an equity interest 
in a property, investment, or operation of 
the Cuban Government or of a Cuban na- 
tional. 

“(4) CUBAN СОУЕНММЕМТ.-(А) The term 
‘Cuban Government’ includes the govern- 
ment of any political subdivision of Cuba, 
and any agency or instrumentality of the 
Government of Cuba. 

“(В) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the 
term ‘agency or instrumentality of the Gov- 
ernment of Cuba’ means an agency or instru- 
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mentality of a foreign state as defined in 
section 1603(b) of title 28, United States 
Code, with ‘Cuba’ substituted for ‘a foreign 
state’ each place it appears in such section."’. 

(d) FACILITIES AT LOURDES, СОВА.—(1) The 
Congress expresses its strong disapproval of 
the extension by Russia of credits equivalent 
to approximately $200,000,000 in support of 
the intelligence facility at Lourdes, Cuba, in 
November 1994. 

(2) Section 498A of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2295a) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

“(4) REDUCTION IN ASSISTANCE FOR SUPPORT 
OF INTELLIGENCE FACILITIES IN CUBA.—(1) 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the President shall withhold from assistance 
provided, on or after the date of the enact- 
ment of this subsection, for an independent 
state of the former Soviet Union under this 
chapter an amount equal to the sum of as- 
sistance and credits, if any, provided on or 
after such date by such state in support of 
intelligence facilities in Cuba, including the 
intelligence facility at Lourdes, Cuba. 

“(2ХА) The President may waive the ге- 
quirement of paragraph (1) to withhold as- 
sistance if the President certifies to the ap- 
propriate congressional committees that the 
provision of such assistance is important to 
the national security of the United States, 
and, in the case of such a certification made 
with respect to Russia, if the President cer- 
tifies that the Russian Government has as- 
sured the United States Government that 
the Russian Government is not sharing intel- 
ligence data collected at the Lourdes facility 
with officials or agents of the Cuban Govern- 
ment. 

„B) At the time of a certification made 
with respect to Russia pursuant to subpara- 
graph (A), the President shall also submit to 
the appropriate congressional committees a 
report describing the intelligence activities 
of Russia in Cuba, including the purposes for 
which the Lourdes facility is used by the 
Russian Government and the extent to which 
the Russian Government provides payment 
or government credits to the Cuban Govern- 
2 for the continued use of the Lourdes fa- 
cility. 

“(C) The report required by subparagraph 
(B) may be submitted in classified form. 

D) For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘appropriate congressional committees’ 
includes the Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence of the Senate. 

“(3) The requirement of paragraph (1) to 
withhold assistance shall not apply with re- 
spect to— 

“(А) assistance to meet urgent humani- 
tarian needs, including disaster and refugee 
relief; 

“(В) democratic political reform and rule 
of law activities; 

(C) technical assistance for safety up- 
grades of civilian nuclear power plants; 

„D) the creation of private sector and 
nongovernmental organizations that are 
independent of government control; 

„E) the development of a free market eco- 
nomic system; and 

F) assistance for the purposes described 
in the Cooperative Threat Reduction Act of 
1993 (title ХП of Public Law 103-160).”. 

SEC. 107. TELEVISION BROADCASTING TO CUBA. 

(a) CONVERSION TO UHF.—The Director of 
the United States Information Agency shall 
implement a conversion of television broad- 
casting to Cuba under the Television Marti 
Service to ultra high frequency (UHF) broad- 
casting. 
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(b) PERIODIC REPORTS.—Not later than 45 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, and every three months thereafter until 
the conversion described in subsection (a) is 
fully implemented, the Director of the Unit- 
ed States Information Agency shall submit a 
report to the appropriate congressional com- 
mittees on the progress made in carrying out 
subsection (a). 

(с) TERMINATION OF BROADCASTING AU- 
THORITIES.—Upon transmittal of а deter- 
mination under section 203(c)(3), the Tele- 
vision Broadcasting to Cuba Act (22 U.S.C. 
1465aa and following) and the Radio Broad- 
casting to Cuba Act (22 U.S.C. 1465 and fol- 
lowing) are repealed. 

SEC. 108. REPORTS ON ASSISTANCE AND COM- 
MERCE RECEIVED BY CUBA FROM 
OTHER FOREIGN COUNTRIES. 

(a) REPORTS REQUIRED.—Not later than 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, and every year thereafter, the President 
shall submit a report to the appropriate con- 
gressional committees on assistance and 
commerce received by Cuba from other for- 
eign countries during the preceding 12-month 
period. 

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORTS.—Each report re- 
quired by subsection (a) shall, for the period 
covered by the report, contain the following, 
to the extent such information is known: 

(1) A description of all bilateral assistance 
provided to Cuba by other foreign countries, 
including humanitarian assistance. 

(2) A description of Cuba's commerce with 
foreign countries, including an identification 
of Cuba's trading partners and the extent of 
such trade. 

(3) A description of the joint ventures com- 
pleted, or under consideration, by foreign na- 
tionals involving facilities in Cuba, includ- 
ing an identification of the location of the 
facilities involved and a description of the 
terms of agreement of the joint ventures and 
the names of the parties that are involved. 

(4) A determination whether or not any of 
the facilities described in paragraph (3) is 
the subject of a claim by a United States na- 
tional. 

(5) A determination of the amount of 
Cuban debt owed to each foreign country, in- 
cluding— 

(A) the amount of debt exchanged, for- 
given, or reduced under the terms of each in- 
vestment or operation in Cuba involving for- 
eign nationals; and 

(B) the amount of debt owed to the foreign 
country that has been exchanged, reduced, or 
forgiven in return for a grant by the Cuban 
Government of an equity interest in a prop- 
erty, investment, or operation of the Cuban 
Government or of a Cuban national. 

(6) A description of the steps taken to en- 
sure that raw materials and semifinished or 
finished goods produced by facilities in Cuba 
involving foreign nationals do not enter the 
United States market, either directly or 
through third countries or parties. 

(7) An identification of countries that pur- 
chase, or have purchased, arms or military 
supplies from the Cuban Government or that 
otherwise have entered into agreements with 
the Cuban Government that have a military 
application, including— 

(A) a description of the military supplies, 
equipment, or other materiel sold, bartered, 
or exchanged between the Cuban Govern- 
ment and such countries; 

(B) a listing of the goods, services, credits, 
or other consideration received by the Cuban 
Government in exchange for military sup- 
plies, equipment, or materiel; and 

(C) the terms or conditions of any such 
agreement. 
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SEC. 109. AUTHORIZATION OF SUPPORT FOR 
DEMOCRATIC AND HUMAN RIGHTS 
GROUPS AND INTERNATIONAL OB- 


SERVERS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, except for section 
634A of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 
U.S.C. 2394-1) and comparable notification 
requirements contained in any Act making 
appropriations for foreign operations, export 
financing, and related programs, the Presi- 
dent is authorized to furnish assistance and 
provide other support for individuals and 
independent nongovernmental organizations 
to support democracy-building efforts for 
Cuba, including the following: 

(1) Published and informational matter, 
such as books, videos, and cassettes, on tran- 
sitions to democracy, human rights, and 
market economies, to be made available to 
independent democratic groups in Cuba. 

(2) Humanitarian assistance to victims of 
political repression, and their families. 

(3) Support for democratic and human 
rights groups in Cuba. 

(4) Support for visits and permanent de- 
ployment of independent international 
human rights monitors in Cuba. 

(b) OAS EMERGENCY FUND.—(1) The Presi- 
dent shall take the necessary steps to en- 
courage the Organization of American States 
to create a special emergency fund for the 
explicit purpose of deploying human rights 
observers, election support, and election ob- 
servation in Cuba. 

(2) The President should instruct the Unit- 
ed States Permanent Representative to the 
Organization of American States to encour- 
age other member states of the Organization 
to join in calling for the Cuban Government 
to allow the immediate deployment of inde- 
pendent human rights monitors of the Orga- 
nization throughout Cuba and on-site visits 
to Cuba by the Inter-American Commission 
on Human Rights, 

(3) Notwithstanding section 307 of the For- 
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2227) or 
any other provision of law limiting the Unit- 
ed States proportionate share of assistance 
to Cuba by any international organization, 
the President should provide not less than 
$5,000,000 of the voluntary contributions of 
the United States to the Organization of 
American States as of the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act solely for the purposes of 
the special fund referred to in paragraph (1). 
SEC. 110, WITHHOLDING OF FOREIGN ASSIST- 

ANCE FROM COUNTRIES SUPPORT- 
ING NUCLEAR PLANT IN CUBA. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) President Clinton stated in April 1993 
that “the United States opposes the con- 
struction of the Juragua nuclear power plant 
because of our concerns about Cuba’s ability 
to ensure the safe operation of the facility 
and because of Cuba’s refusal to sign the Nu- 
clear Non-Proliferation Treaty or ratify the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco.“. 

(2) Cuba has not signed the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons or 
ratified the Treaty of Tlatelolco, the latter 
of which establishes Latin America and the 
Caribbean as a nuclear weapons-free zone. 

(3) The State Department, the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, and the Depart- 
ment of Energy have expressed concerns 
about the construction and operation of 
Cuba’s nuclear reactors. 

(4) In a September 1992 report to Congress, 
the General Accounting Office outlined con- 
cerns among nuclear energy experts about 
deficiencies in the nuclear plant project in 
Juragua, near Cienfuegos, Cuba, including— 

(A) a lack in Cuba of a nuclear regulatory 
structure; 
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(B) the absence in Cuba of an adequate in- 
frastructure to ensure the plant’s safe oper- 
ation and requisite maintenance; 

(C) the inadequacy of training of plant op- 
erators; 

(D) reports by a former technician from 
Cuba who, by examining with x-rays weld 
sites believed to be part of the auxiliary 
plumbing system for the plant, found that 10 
to 15 percent of those sites were defective; 

(E) since September 5, 1992, when construc- 
tion on the plant was halted, the prolonged 
exposure to the elements, including corro- 
sive salt water vapor, of the primary reactor 
components; and 

(F) the possible inadequacy of the upper 
portion of the reactors’ dome retention capa- 
bility to withstand only 7 pounds of pressure 
per square inch, given that normal atmos- 
pheric pressure is 32 pounds per square inch 
and United States reactors are designed to 
accommodate pressures of 50 pounds per 
square inch. 

(5) The United States Geological Survey 
claims that it had difficulty determining an- 
swers to specific questions regarding earth- 
quake activity in the area near Cienfuegos 
because the Cuban Government was not 
forthcoming with information. 

(6) The Geological Survey has indicated 
that the Caribbean plate, a geological forma- 
tion near the south coast of Cuba, may pose 
seismic risks to Cuba and the site of the 
power plant, and may produce large to mod- 
erate earthquakes. 

(7) On May 25, 1992, the Caribbean plate 
produced an earthquake numbering 7.0 on 
the Richter scale. 

(8) According to a study by the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
summer winds could carry radioactive pol- 
lutants from a nuclear accident at the power 
plant throughout all of Florida and parts of 
the States on the gulf coast as far as Texas, 
and northern winds could carry the pollut- 
ants as far northeast as Virginia and Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

(9) The Cuban Government, under dictator 
Fidel Castro, in 1962 advocated the Soviets’ 
launching of nuclear missiles to the United 
States, which represented a direct and dan- 
gerous provocation of the United States and 
brought the world to the brink of a nuclear 
conflict. 

(10) Fidel Castro over the years has con- 
sistently issued threats against the United 
States Government, most recently that he 
would unleash another perilous mass migra- 
tion from Cuba upon the enactment of this 
Act. 

(11) Despite the various concerns about the 
plant's safety and operational problems, a 
feasibility study is being conducted that 
would establish a support group to include 
Russia, Cuba, and third countries with the 
objective of completing and operating the 
plant. 

(b) WITHHOLDING OF FOREIGN ASSISTANCE.— 

(1) ІМ GENERAL.—Notwithstanding апу 
other provision of law, the President shall 
withhold from assistance allocated, on or 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
for any country an amount equal to the sum 
of assistance and credits, if any, provided on 
or after such date of enactment by that 
country or any entity in that country in sup- 
port of the completion of the Cuban nuclear 
facility at Juragua, near Cienfuegos, Cuba. 

(2) ЕхсЕРТІОМ8.--Тһе requirement of para- 
graph (1) to withhold assistance shall not 
apply with respect to— 

(A) assistance to meet urgent humani- 
tarian needs, including disaster and refugee 
relief; 
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(B) democratic political reform and rule of 
law activities; 

(C) the creation of private sector and non- 
governmental organizations that are inde- 
pendent of government control; 

(D) the development of a free market eco- 
nomic system; and 

(E) assistance for the purposes described in 
the Cooperative Threat Reduction Act of 1993 
(title ХП of Public Law 103-160). 

(3) DEFINITION.—As used in paragraph (1), 
the term assistance“ means assistance 
under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
credits, sales, and guarantees of extensions 
of credit under the Arms Export Control Act, 
assistance under titles I and III of the Agri- 
cultural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act of 1954, assistance under the FREEDOM 
Support Act of 1992, and any other program 
of assistance or credits provided by the Unit- 
ed States to other countries under other pro- 
visions of law, except that the term “‘assist- 
апсе" does not include humanitarian assist- 
ance, including disaster relief assistance. 
SEC. 111. EXPULSION OF CRIMINALS FROM CUBA. 

The President shall instruct all United 
States Government officials who engage in 
official conduct with the Cuban Government 
to raise on a regular basis the extradition of 
or rendering to the United States all persons 
residing in Cuba who are sought by the Unit- 
ed States Department of Justice for crimes 
committed in the United States. 

SEC. 112. EXPORTS OF FOOD OR MEDICAL ITEMS. 

(a) AMENDMENT TO EMBARGO AUTHORITY IN 
THE FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961.—Sec- 
tion 620(a)(1) of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (22 u.S.C. 2370(a)(1)) is amended by 
striking the period at the end of the second 
sentence and inserting the following: “, ex- 
cept that any such embargo shall not apply 
with respect to the export of any medicines 
or medical supplies, instruments, or equip- 
ment, or staple foods. For purposes of the 
preceding sentence, the term ‘staple foods’ 
means meat, poultry, fish, bread, cereals, 
grains, vegetables, fruits, and dairy prod- 
ucts.“ 

(b) LIMITATION ON EXISTING RESTRICTIONS 
ON TRADE WITH CuBA.—Upon the enactment 
of this Act, any regulation, proclamation, or 
provision of law, including Presidential 
Proclamation 3447 of February 8, 1962, the 
Export Administration Regulations (15 CFR 
368-399), and the Cuban Assets Control Regu- 
lations (31 CFR 515), that prohibits exports 
to Cuba or transactions involving exports to 
Cuba and that is in effect on the date of the 
enactment of this Act, shall not apply with 
respect to the export to Cuba of medicines or 
medical supplies, instruments, or equipment, 
or staple foods. 

(c) LIMITATION ON THE FUTURE EXERCISE OF 
AUTHORITY.— 

(1) EXPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT OF 1979.— 
After the enactment of this Act, the Presi- 
dent may not exercise the authorities con- 
tained in the Export Administration Act of 
1979 to restrict the exportation to Cuba— 

(A) a medicines or medical supplies, instru- 
ments, or equipment, except to the extent 
such restrictions would be permitted under 
section 5 of that Act for goods containing 
parts or components subjects to export con- 
trols under such section; or 

(B) of staple foods. 

(2) INTERNATIONAL EMERGENCY ECONOMIC 
POWERS ACT.—After the enactment of this 
Act, the President may not exercise the au- 
thorities contained in section 203 of the 
International Emergency Economic Powers 
Act to restrict the export to Cuba— 

(A) of medicines or medical supplies, in- 
struments, or equipment, to the extent such 
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authorities are exercised to deal with a 
threat to the foreign policy or economy of 
the United States; or 

(B) of staple foods. 

(d) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term ‘staple foods“ means meat, 
poultry, fish, bread, cereals, grains, vegeta- 
bles, fruits, and dairy products. 

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section 
1705 of the Cuban Democracy Act of 1992 (22 
U.S.C. 6004) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (b)— 

(i) in the subsection caption by inserting 
“AND EXPORTS OF STAPLE Foops’’ after 
“Foop”’; and 

(ii) by striking the period at the end and 
inserting the following: “ог prohibit exports 
to Cuba of staple foods. For purposes of the 
preceding sentence, the term ‘staple foods’ 
means meat, poultry, fish, bread, cereals, 
grains, vegetables, fruits, and dairy prod- 
ucts.’’; 

(В) by amending subsection (o) to read 
as follows: 

“(1) except to the extent such restric- 
tions— 

“(А) would be permitted under section 5 of 
the Export Administration Act of 1979 for 
goods containing parts or components sub- 
ject to export controls under such section; or 

“(В) are imposed under section 208 of the 
International Emergency Economic Powers 
Act to deal with a threat to the national se- 
curity of the United States:“; and 

(C) by striking subsection (d) and redesig- 
nating subsections (е), (f), and (g) as sub- 
sections (d), (e), and (f), respectively. 

(2) Section 1704(b)(2)(B)(i) of the Cuban De- 
mocracy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 6008(bX2XBXi)) 
is amended by inserting after Cuba,“ the 
following: “ог exports of staple foods рег- 
mitted under section 1705(b),’’. 

TITLE II—ASSISTANCE TO A FREE AND 

INDEPENDENT CUBA 

SEC. 201. POLICY TOWARD A TRANSITION GOV- 
ERNMENT AND A DEMOCRATICALLY 
ELECTED GOVERNMENT IN CUBA. 

The policy of the United States is as fol- 
lows: 

(1) To support the self-determination of the 
Cuban people. 

(2) To recognize that the self-determina- 
tion of the Cuban people is a sovereign and 
national right of the citizens of Cuba which 
must be exercised free of interference by the 
government of any other country. 

(3) To encourage the Cuban people to em- 
power themselves with a government which 
reflects the self-determination of the Cuban 
people. 

(4) To recognize the potential for a dif- 
ficult transition from the current regime in 
Cuba that may result from the initiatives 
taken by the Cuban people for self-deter- 
mination in response to the intransigence of 
the Castro regime in not allowing any sub- 
stantive political or economic reforms, and 
to be prepared to provide the Cuban people 
with humanitarian, developmental, and 
other economic assistance. 

(5) In solidarity with the Cuban people, to 
provide appropriate forms of assistance— 

(A) to a transition government in Cuba; 

(B) to facilitate the rapid movement from 
such a transition government to a democrat- 
ically elected government in Cuba that re- 
sults from an expression of the self-deter- 
mination of the Cuban people; and 

(C) to support such a democratically elect- 
ed government. 

(6) Through such assistance, to facilitate a 
peaceful transition to representative democ- 
racy and a market economy in Cuba and to 
consolidate democracy in Cuba. 
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(7) To deliver such assistance to the Cuban 
people only through a transition government 
in Cuba, through a democratically elected 
government in Cuba, through United States 
Government organizations, or through Unit- 
ed States, international, or indigenous non- 
governmental organizations. 

(8) To encourage other countries and mul- 
tilateral organizations to provide similar as- 
sistance, and to work cooperatively with 
such countries and organizations to coordi- 
nate such assistance. 

(9) To ensure that appropriate assistance is 
rapidly provided and distributed to the peo- 
ple of Cuba upon the institution of a transi- 
tion government in Cuba. 

(10) Not to provide favorable treatment or 
influence on behalf of any individual or en- 
tity in the selection by the Cuban people of 
their future government. 

(11) To assist a transition government in 

Cuba and a democratically elected govern- 
ment in Cuba to prepare the Cuban military 
forces for an appropriate role in a democ- 
racy. 
(12) To be prepared to enter into negotia- 
tions with a democratically elected govern- 
ment in Cuba either to return the United 
States Naval Base at Guantanamo to Cuba 
or to renegotiate the present agreement 
under mutually agreeable terms. 

(13) To consider the restoration of diplo- 
matic recognition and support the reintegra- 
tion of the Cuban Government into Inter- 
American organizations when the President 
determines that there exists a democrat- 
ically elected government in Cuba. 

(14) To take steps to remove the economic 
embargo of Cuba when the President deter- 
mines that a transition to a democratically 
elected government in Cuba has begun. 

(15) To assist a democratically elected gov- 
ernment in Cuba to strengthen and stabilize 
its national currency. 

(16) To pursue trade relations with a free, 
democratic, and independent Cuba. 

SEC. 202. ASSISTANCE FOR THE CUBAN PEOPLE. 

(а) AUTHORIZATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall de- 
velop a plan for providing economic assist- 
ance to Cuba at such time as the President 
determines that a transition government or 
а democratically elected government in 
Cuba (as determined under section 203(c)) is 
in power. 

(2) EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS.—Assistance 
may be provided under this section subject 
to an authorization of appropriations and 
subject to the availability of appropriations. 

(b) PLAN FOR ASSISTANCE.— 

(1) DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN.—The President 
shall develop a plan for providing assistance 
under this section— 

(A) to Cuba when a transition government 
in Cuba is in power; and 

(B) to Cuba when a democratically elected 
government in Cuba is in power. 

(2) TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.—Assistance 
under the plan developed under paragraph (1) 
may, subject to an authorization of appro- 
priations and subject to the availability of 
appropriations, include the following: 

(A) TRANSITION GOVERNMENT.—(i) Except as 
provided in clause (ii), assistance to Cuba 
under a transition government shall, subject 
to an authorization of appropriations and 
subject to the availability of appropriations, 
be limited to— 

(1) such food, medicine, medical supplies 
and equipment, and assistance to meet emer- 
gency energy needs, as is necessary to meet 
the basic human needs of the Cuban people; 
and 

(П) assistance described in subparagraph 
(C). 
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(ii) Assistance provided only after the 
President certifies to the appropriate con- 
gressional committees, in accordance with 
procedures applicable to reprogramming no- 
tifications under section 634A of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, that such assistance 
is essential to the successful completion of 
the transition to democracy. 

(iii) Only after a transition government in 
Cuba is in power, remittances by individuals 
to their relatives of cash or goods, as well as 
freedom to travel to visit them without any 
restrictions, shall be permitted. 

(B) DEMOCRATICALLY ELECTED GOVERN- 
MENT.—Assistance to a democratically elect- 
ed government in Cuba may, subject to an 
authorization of appropriations and subject 
to the availability of appropriations, consist 
of additional economic assistance, together 
with assistance described in subparagraph 
(C). Such economic assistance may include— 

(i) assistance under chapter 1 of part I (re- 
lating to development assistance), and chap- 
ter 4 of part П (relating to the economic sup- 
port fund), of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961; 

(11) assistance under the Agricultural 
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954; 

(iii) financing, guarantees, and other forms 
of assistance provided by the Export-Import 
Bank of the United States; 

(iv) financial support provided by the Over- 
seas Private Investment Corporation for in- 
vestment projects in Cuba; 

(v) assistance provided by the Trade and 
Development Agency; 

(vi) Peace Corps programs; and 

(vii) other appropriate assistance to carry 
out the policy of section 201. 

(С) MILITARY ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE.—ASs- 
sistance to a transition government in Cuba 
and to a democratically elected government 
in Cuba shall also include assistance in pre- 
paring the Cuban military forces to adjust to 
an appropriate role in a democracy. 

(c) STRATEGY FOR DISTRIBUTION.—The plan 
developed under subsection (b) shall include 
a strategy for distributing assistance under 
the plan. 

(4) DISTRIBUTION.—Assistance under the 
plan developed under subsection (b) shall be 
provided through United States Government 
organizations and nongovernmental organi- 
zations and private and voluntary organiza- 
tions, whether within or outside the United 
States, including humanitarian, educational, 
labor, and private sector organizations. 

(е) INTERNATIONAL EFFORTS.—The Presi- 
dent shall take the necessary steps— 

(1) to seek to obtain the agreement of 
other countries and of international finan- 
cial institutions and multilateral organiza- 
tions to provide to a transition government 
in Cuba, and to a democratically elected gov- 
ernment in Cuba, assistance comparable to 
that provided by the United States under 
this Act; and 

(2) to work with such countries, institu- 
tions, and organizations to coordinate all 
such assistance programs. 

(f) COMMUNICATION WITH THE CUBAN PEO- 
PLE.—The President shall take the necessary 
steps to communicate to the Cuban people 
the plan for assistance developed under this 
section. 

(g) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
180 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the President shall transmit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re- 
port describing in detail the plan developed 
under this section. 

(h) TRADE AND INVESTMENT RELATIONS.— 

(1) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The President, 
following the transmittal to the Congress of 
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a determination under section 203(c)(3) that 
a democratically elected government in 
Cuba is in power, shall submit to the appro- 
priate congressional committees a report 
that describes— 

(A) acts, policies, and practices that con- 
stitute significant barriers to, or distortions 
of, United States trade in goods or services 
8 ешп direct investment with respect to 

(B) policy objectives of the United States 
regarding trade relations with a democrat- 
ically elected government in Cuba, and the 
reasons therefor, including possible— 

(i) reciprocal extension of nondiscrim- 
inatory trade treatment (most-favored-na- 
tion treatment); 

(ii) designation of Cuba as a beneficiary de- 
veloping country under title V of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (relating to the Generalized Sys- 
tem of Preferences) or as a beneficiary coun- 
try under the Caribbean Basin Economic Re- 
covery Act, and the implications of such des- 
ignation with respect to trade with any 
other country that is such a beneficiary de- 
veloping country or beneficiary country or is 
a party to the North American Free Trade 
Agreement; and 

(iii) negotiations regarding free trade, in- 
cluding the accession of Cuba to the North 
American Free Trade Agreement; 

(C) specific trade negotiating objectives of 
the United States with respect to Cuba, in- 
cluding the objectives described in section 
108(b)(5) of the North American Free Trade 
Agreement Implementation Act (19 U.S.C. 
3317(b)(5)); and 

(D) actions proposed or anticipated to be 
undertaken, and any proposed legislation 
necessary or appropriate, to achieve any of 
such policy and negotiating objectives. 

(2) CONSULTATIONS.—The President shall 
consult with the appropriate congressional 
committees and shall seek advice from the 
appropriate advisory committees established 
under section 135 of the Trade Act of 1974 re- 
garding the policy and negotiating objec- 
tives and the legislative proposals described 
in paragraph (1). 

SEC. 203. COORDINATION OF ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAM; IMPLEMENTATION AND RE- 
oe TO CONGRESS; REPROGRAM- 


(a) COORDINATING OFFICIAL.—The President 
shall designate a coordinating official who 
shall be responsible for— 

(1) implementing the strategy for distrib- 
uting assistance described in section 202(b); 

(2) ensuring the speedy and efficient dis- 
tribution of such assistance; and 

(3) ensuring coordination among, and ap- 
propriate oversight by, the agencies of the 
United States that provide assistance de- 
scribed in section 202(b), including resolving 
any disputes among such agencies. 

(b) UNITED STATES-CUBA COUNCIL.—Upon 
making a determination under subsection 
(c)(3) that a democratically elected govern- 
ment in Cuba is in power, the President, 
after consultation with the coordinating offi- 
cial, is authorized to designate a United 
States-Cuba council— 

(1) to ensure coordination between the 
United States Government and the private 
sector in responding to change in Cuba, and 
in promoting market-based development in 
Cuba; and 

(2) to establish periodic meetings between 
representatives of the United States and 
Cuban private sectors for the purpose of fa- 
cilitating bilateral trade. 

(С) IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN; REPORTS TO 
CONGRESS.— 

(1) IMPLEMENTATION WITH RESPECT TO TRAN- 
SITION GOVERNMENT.—Upon making a deter- 
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mination that a transition government in 
Cuba is in power, the President shall trans- 
mit that determination to the appropriate 
congressional committees and shall, subject 
to an authorization of appropriations and 
subject to the availability of appropriations, 
commence the delivery and distribution of 
assistance to such transition government 
under the plan developed under section 
20200). 

(2) REPORTS ТО CONGRESS.—(A) Тһе Presi- 
dent shall transmit to the appropriate con- 
gressional committees a report setting forth 
the strategy for providing assistance de- 
scribed in section 202(b)(2) (A) and (C) to the 
transition government in Cuba under the 
plan of assistance developed under section 
202(b), the types of such assistance, and the 
extent to which such assistance has been dis- 
tributed in accordance with the plan. 

(B) The President shall transmit the report 
not later than 90 days after making the de- 
termination referred to in paragraph (1), ex- 
cept that the President shall transmit the 
report in preliminary form not later than 15 
days after making that determination. 

(3) IMPLEMENTATION WITH RESPECT TO DEMO- 
CRATICALLY ELECTED GOVERNMENT,—The 
President shall, upon determining that a 
democratically elected government in Cuba 
is in power, submit that determination to 
the appropriate congressional committees 
and shall, subject to an authorization of ap- 
propriations and subject to the availability 
of appropriations, commence the delivery 
and distribution of assistance to such demo- 
cratically elected government under the plan 
developed under section 202(b). 

(4) ANNUAL REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Not 
later than 60 days after the end of each fiscal 
year, the President shall transmit to the ap- 
propriate congressional committees a report 
on the assistance provided under the plan de- 
veloped under section 202(b), including a de- 
scription of each type of assistance, the 
amounts expended for such assistance, and a 
description of the assistance to be provided 
under the plan in the current fiscal year. 

(4) REPROGRAMMING.—Any changes in the 
assistance to be provided under the plan de- 
veloped under section 202(b) may not be 
made unless the President notifies the appro- 
priate congressional committees at least 15 
days in advance in accordance with the pro- 
cedures applicable to reprogramming notifi- 
cations under section 634A of the Foreign As- 
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2394-1). 

SEC. 204. TERMINATION OF THE ECONOMIC EM- 
BARGO OF CUBA. 

(a) PRESIDENTIAL ACTIONS.—Upon submit- 
ting a determination to the appropriate con- 
gressional committees under section 203(c)(1) 
that a transition government in Cuba is in 
power, the President, after consulting with 
the Congress, is authorized to take steps to 
suspend the economic embargo of Cuba to 
the extent that such action contributes to a 
stable foundation for a democratically elect- 
ed government in Cuba. 

(b) SUSPENSION OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF 
LAW.—In carrying out subsection (a), the 
President may suspend the enforcement of— 

(1) section 620(a) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(a)); 

(2) section 620(f) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(f)) with regard to 
the "Republic of Cuba”; 

(3) sections 1704, 1705(4), and 1706 of the 
Cuban Democracy Act (22 U.S.C. 6003, 6004(d), 
6005); 

(4) section 902(c) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985; and 

(5) the prohibitions on transactions de- 
scribed in part 515 of title 31, Code of Federal 
Regulations. 
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(c) ADDITIONAL PRESIDENTIAL ACTIONS.— 
Upon submitting a determination to the ap- 
propriate congressional committees under 
section 203(c)(3) that a democratically elect- 
ed government in Cuba is in power, the 
President shall take steps to terminate the 
economic embargo of Cuba. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—On the date 
on which the President submits a determina- 
tion under section 203(c)(3)— 

(1) section 620(a) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(a)) is repealed; 

(2) section 620(f) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370(f)) is amended by 
striking “Republic of Сара”; 

(3) sections 1704, 1705(d), and 1706 of the 
Cuban Democracy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 6003, 
6004(d), and 6005) are repealed; and 

(4) section 902(c) of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 is repealed. 

(е) REVIEW OF SUSPENSION OF ECONOMIC EM- 
BARGO.— 

(1) REVIEW.—If the President takes action 
under subsection (a) to suspend the economic 
embargo of Cuba, the President shall imme- 
diately so notify the Congress. The President 
shall report to the Congress no less fre- 
quently than every 6 months thereafter, 
until he submits a determination under sec- 
tion 203(c)(3) that a democratically elected 
government in Cuba is in power, on the 
progress being made by Cuba toward the es- 
tablishment of such a democratically elected 
government. The action of the President 
under subsection (a) shall cease to be effec- 
tive upon the enactment of a joint resolution 
described in paragraph (2). 

(2) JOINT RESOLUTIONS.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term joint resolution“ 
means only a joint resolution of the 2 Houses 
of Congress, the matter after the resolving 
clause of which is as follows: “Тһаб the Con- 
gress disapproves the action of the President 
under section 204(a) of the Cuban Liberty and 
Democratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act of 
1995 to suspend the economic embargo of 
Cuba, notice of which was submitted to the 
Congress on ___.”, with the blank space 
being filled with the appropriate date. 

(3) REFERRAL TO COMMITTEES.—Joint reso- 
lutions introduced in the House of Rep- 
resentatives shall be referred to the Commit- 
tee on International Relations and joint res- 
olutions introduced in the Senate shall be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

(4) PROCEDURES.—(A) Any joint resolution 
shall be considered in the Senate in accord- 
ance with the provisions of section 601(b) of 
the International Security Assistance and 
Arms Export Control Act of 1976. 

(B) For the purpose of expediting the con- 
sideration and enactment of joint resolu- 
tions, a motion to proceed to the consider- 
ation of any joint resolution after it has 
been reported by the appropriate committee 
shall be treated as highly privileged in the 
House of Representatives. 

(C) Not more than 1 joint resolution may 
be considered in the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate in the 6-month period 
beginning on the date on which the Presi- 
dent notifies the Congress under paragraph 
(1) of the action taken under subsection (a), 
and in each 6-month period thereafter. 

БЕС. 205. REQUIREMENTS FOR A TRANSITION 
GOVERNMENT. 


For purposes of this Act, a transition gov- 
ernment in Cuba is a government in Cuba 
which— 

(1) is demonstrably in transition from com- 
munist totalitarian dictatorship to rep- 
resentative democracy; 

(2) has recognized the right to independent 
political activity and association; 
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(3) has released all political prisoners and 
allowed for investigations of Cuban prisons 
by appropriate international human rights 
organizations; 

(4) has ceased any interference with Radio 
or Television Marti broadcasts; 

(5) makes public commitments to and is 
making demonstrable progress in— 

(A) establishing an independent judiciary; 

(B) dissolving the present Department of 
State Security in the Cuban Ministry of the 
Interior, including the Committees for the 
Defense of the Revolution and the Rapid Re- 
sponse Brigades; 

(C) respecting internationally recognized 
human rights and basic freedoms as set forth 
in the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights, to which Cuba is a signatory nation; 

(D) effectively guaranteeing the rights of 
free speech and freedom of the press; 

(E) organizing free and fair elections for a 
new government— 

(i) to be held in a timely manner within a 
period not to exceed 1 year after the transi- 
tion government assumes power; 

(ii) with the participation of multiple inde- 
pendent political parties that have full ac- 
cess to the media on an equal basis, includ- 
ing (in the case of radio, television, or other 
telecommunications media) in terms of al- 
lotments of time for such access and the 
times of day such allotments are given; and 

(iii) to be conducted under the supervision 
of internationally recognized observers, such 
as the Organization of American States, the 
United Nations, and other elections mon- 
itors; 

(F) assuring the right to private property; 

(G) taking appropriate steps to return to 
United States citizens (and entities which 
are 50 percent or more beneficially owned by 
United States citizens) property taken by 
the Cuban Government from such citizens 
and entities on or after January 1, 1959, or to 
provide equitable compensation to such citi- 
zens and entities for such property; 

(H) granting permits to privately owned 
telecommunications and media companies to 
operate in Cuba; and 

(I) allowing the establishment of independ- 
ent trade unions as set forth in conventions 
87 and 98 of the International Labor Organi- 
zation, and allowing the establishment of 
independent social, economic, and political 
associations; 

(6) does not include Fidel Castro or Raul 
Castro; 

(7) has given adequate assurances that it 
will allow the speedy and efficient distribu- 
tion of assistance to the Cuban people; 

(8) permits the deployment throughout 
Cuba of independent and unfettered inter- 
national human rights monitors; and 

(9) has extradited or otherwise rendered to 
the United States all persons sought by the 
United States Department of Justice for 
crimes committed in the United States. 

SEC. 206. REQUIREMENTS FOR A DEMOCRAT- 
ICALLY ELECTED GOVERNMENT, 

For purposes of this Act, a democratically 
elected government in Cuba, in addition to 
continuing to comply with the requirements 
of section 205, is a government in Cuba 
which— 

(1) results from free and fair elections con- 
ducted under the supervision of internation- 
ally recognized observers; 

(2) has permitted opposition parties ample 
time to organize and campaign for such elec- 
tions, and has permitted full access to the 
media to all candidates in the elections; 

(3) is showing respect for the basic civil 
liberties and human rights of the citizens of 
Cuba; 
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(4) has made demonstrable progress in es- 
tablishing an independent judiciary; 

(5) is substantially moving toward a mar- 
ket-oriented economic system; 

(6) is committed to making constitutional 
changes that would ensure regular free and 
fair elections that meet the requirements of 
paragraph (2); and 

(7) has made demonstrable progress in re- 
turning to United States citizens (and enti- 
ties which are 50 percent or more bene- 
ficially owned by United States citizens) 
property taken by the Cuban Government 
from such citizens and entities on or after 
January 1, 1959, or providing full compensa- 
tion for such property in accordance with 
international law standards and practice. 
TITLE ІП--РНОТЕСТІОМ OF PROPERTY 

RIGHTS OF UNITED STATES NATIONALS 

AGAINST CONFISCATORY TAKINGS BY 

THE CASTRO REGIME 
SEC. 301. STATEMENT OF POLICY. 

The Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) The right of individuals to hold and 
enjoy property is a fundamental right recog- 
nized by the United States Constitution and 
international human rights law, including 
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 

(2) The illegal confiscation or taking of 
property by governments, and the acquies- 
cence of governments in the confiscation of 
property by their citizens, undermines the 
comity among nations, the free flow of com- 
merce, and economic development. 

(3) It is in the interest of all nations to re- 
spect equally the property rights of their 
citizens and nationals of other countries. 

(4) Nations that provide an effective mech- 
anism for prompt, adequate, and fair com- 
pensation for the confiscation of private 
property will continue to have the support of 
the United States. 

(5) The United States Government has an 
obligation to its citizens to provide protec- 
tion against illegal confiscation by foreign 
nations and their citizens, including the pro- 
vision of private remedies. 

(6) Nations that illegally confiscate private 
property should not be immune to another 
nation’s laws whose purpose is to protect 
against the confiscation of lawfully acquired 
property by its citizens. 

(7) Trafficking in illegally acquired prop- 
erty is a crime under the laws of the United 
States and other nations, yet this same ac- 
tivity is allowed under international law. 

(8) International law, by not providing ef- 
fective remedies, condones the illegal 
confiscation of property and allows for the 
unjust enrichment from the use of con- 
fiscated property by governments and pri- 
vate entities at the expense of those who 
hold legal claim to the property. 

(9) The development of an international 
mechanism sanctioning those governments 
and private entities that confiscate and un- 
justly use private property so confiscated 
should be a priority objective of United 
States foreign policy. 

SEC. 302. LIABILITY FOR TRAFFICKING IN PROP- 


(a) CIVIL REMEDY.— 

(1) LIABILITY FOR TRAFFICKING.—(A) Except 
as provided in paragraphs (3) and (4), any 
person, including any agency or instrumen- 
tality of a foreign state in the conduct of a 
commercial activity, that, after the end of 
the 6-month period beginning on the date of 
the enactment of this Act, traffics in con- 
fiscated property shall be liable to any Unit- 
ed States national who owns the claim to 
such property for money damages in an 
amount equal to the sum of— 
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(i) the amount which is the greater of— 

(I) the amount, if any, certified to the 
claimant by the Foreign Claims Settlement 
Commission under the International Claims 
Settlement Act of 1949, plus interest; 

(II) the amount determined under section 
303(а)(2), plus interest; ог 

(II) the fair market value of that prop- 
erty, calculated as being the then current 
value of the property, or the value of the 
property when confiscated plus interest, 
whichever is greater; and 

(ii) reasonable costs and attorneys’ fees. 

(В) Interest under subparagraph (A)(i) shall 
be at the rate set forth in section 1961 of title 
28, United States Code, computed by the 
court from the date of the confiscation of the 
property involved to the date on which the 
action is brought under this subsection. 

(2) PRESUMPTION IN FAVOR OF CERTIFIED 
CLAIMS.—There shall be a presumption that 
the amount for which a person, including 
any agency or instrumentality of a foreign 
state in the conduct of a commercial activ- 
ity, is liable under clause (i) of paragraph 
АХА) is the amount that is certified under 
subclause (I) of that clause. The presumption 
shall be rebuttable by clear and convincing 
evidence that the amount described in sub- 
clause (П) or (III) of that clause is the appro- 
priate amount of liability under that clause. 

(3) INCREASED LIABILITY FOR PRIOR NO- 
TICE.—Except as provided in paragraph (4), 
any person, including any agency or instru- 
mentality of a foreign state in the conduct of 
a commercial activity, that traffics in con- 
fiscated property after having received— 

(A) notice of a claim to ownership of the 
property by a United States national who 
owns а claim to the confiscated property, 
and 

(B) notice of the provisions of this section, 
shall be liable to that United States national 
for money damages in an amount which is 
the sum of the amount equal to the amount 
determined under paragraph (1)(A)(ii) plus 
triple the amount determined applicable 
under subclause (Т), (II), ог (III) of paragraph 
(1ХАХІ). 

(4) АРРШСАВИЛТҮ.-(А) Except as other- 
wise provided in this paragraph, actions may 
be brought under paragraph (1) with respect 
to property confiscated before, on, or after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(B) In the case of property confiscated be- 
fore the date of the enactment of this Act, 
no United States national may bring an ac- 
tion under this section unless such national 
acquired ownership of the claim to the con- 
fiscated property before such date. 

(C) In the case of property confiscated on 
or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, no United States national who acquired 
ownership of a claim to confiscated property 
by assignment for value after such date of 
enactment may bring an action on the claim 
under this section. 

(5) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN ACTIONS.—(A) In 
the case of any action brought under this 
section by a United States national who was 
eligible to file the underlying claim in the 
action with the Foreign Claims Settlement 
Commission under title V of the Inter- 
national Claims Settlement Act of 1949 but 
did not so file the claim, the court may hear 
the case only if the court determines that 
the United States national had good cause 
for not filing the claim. 

(B) In the case of any action brought under 
this section by a United States national 
whose claim in the action was timely filed 
with the Foreign Claims Settlement Com- 
mission under title V of the International 
Claims Settlement Act of 1949 but was denied 
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by the Commission, the court may assess the 
basis for the denial and may accept the find- 
ings of the Commission on the claim as con- 
clusive in the action under this section un- 
less good cause justifies another result. 

(6) INAPPLICABILITY OF ACT OF STATE DOC- 
TRINE.—No court of the United States shall 
decline, based upon the act of state doctrine, 
to make a determination on the merits in an 
action brought under paragraph (1). 

(b) DEFINITION.—As used in this subsection, 
the term “agency or instrumentality of a 
foreign state“ has the meaning given that 
term in section 1603(b) of title 28, United 
States Code. 

(c) JURISDICTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 85 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 1331 the following new section: 


“§1331a. Civil actions involving confiscated 
property 


“The district courts shall have exclusive 
jurisdiction of any action brought under sec- 
tion 302 of the Cuban Liberty and Demo- 
cratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act of 1995, 
regardless of the amount in controversy."’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 85 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 1331 the follow- 


ing: 
“138la. Civil actions involving confiscated 
property.“. 

(d) CERTAIN PROPERTY IMMUNE FROM EXE- 
CUTION.—Section 1611 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

(с) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec- 
tion 1610 of this chapter, the property of a 
foreign state shall be immune from attach- 
ment and from execution in an action 
brought under section 302 of the Cuban Lib- 
erty and Democratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) 
Act of 1995 to the extent the property is a fa- 
cility or installation used by an accredited 
diplomatic mission for official purposes. 

(е) ELECTION ОҒ REMEDIES.— 

(1) ELECTION.—Subject to paragraph (2)— 

(A) any United States national that brings 
an action under this section may not bring 
any other civil action or proceeding under 
the common law, Federal law, or the law of 
any of the several States, the District of Co- 
lumbia, or any territory or possession of the 
United States, that seeks monetary or non- 
monetary compensation by reason of the 
same subject matter; and 

(B) any person who brings, under the com- 
mon law or any provision of law other than 
this section, a civil action or proceeding for 
monetary or nonmonetary compensation 
arising out of a claim for which an action 
would otherwise be cognizable under this 
section may not bring an action under this 
section on that claim. 

(2) TREATMENT OF CERTIFIED CLAIMANTS.— 
In the case of any United States national 
that brings an action under this section 
based on a claim certified under title V of 
the International Claims Settlement Act of 
1949— 

(A) if the recovery in the action is equal to 
or greater than the amount of the certified 
claim, the United States national may not 
receive payment on the claim under any 
agreement entered into between the United 
States and Cuba settling claims covered by 
such title, and such national shall be deemed 
to have discharged the United States from 
any further responsibility to represent the 
United States national with respect to that 
claim; 

(B) if the recovery in the action is less 
than the amount of the certified claim, the 
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United States national may receive payment 
under a claims agreement described in sub- 
paragraph (A) but only to the extent of the 
difference between the amount of the recov- 
ery and the amount of the certified claim; 
and 

(C) if there is no recovery in the action, 
the United States national may receive pay- 
ment on the certified claim under a claims 
agreement described in subparagraph (A) to 
the same extent as any certified claimant 
who does not bring an action under this sec- 
tion. 

(f) DEPOSIT OF EXCESS PAYMENTS BY CUBA 
UNDER CLAIMS AGREEMENT.—Any amounts 
paid by Cuba under any agreement entered 
into between the United States and Cuba set- 
tling certified claims under title V of the 
International Claims Settlement Act of 1949 
that are in excess of the payments made on 
such certified claims after the application of 
subsection (e) shall be deposited into the 
United States Treasury. 

(g) TERMINATION OF RIGHTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—All rights created under 
this section to bring an action for money 
damages with respect to property con- 
fiscated before the date of the enactment of 
this Act shall cease upon the transmittal to 
the Congress of a determination of the Presi- 
dent under section 203(c)(3). 

(2) PENDING SUITS.—The termination of 
rights under paragraph (1) shall not affect 
suits commenced before the date of such ter- 
mination, and in all such suits, proceedings 
shall be had, appeals taken, and judgments 
rendered in the same manner and with the 
same effect as if this subsection had not been 
enacted. 

SEC. 303. DETERMINATION OF CLAIMS TO CON- 
FISCATED PROPERTY. 

(a) EVIDENCE OF OWNERSHIP.— 

(1) CONCLUSIVENESS OF CERTIFIED CLAIMS.— 
In any action brought under this title, the 
courts shall accept as conclusive proof of 
ownership a certification of a claim to own- 
ership that has been made by the Foreign 
Claims Settlement Commission pursuant to 
title V of the International Claims Settle- 
ment Act of 1949 (22 U.S.C. 1643 and follow- 
ing). 

(2) CLAIMS NOT CERTIFIED.—In the case of a 
claim that has not been certified by the For- 
eign Claims Settlement Commission before 
the enactment of this Act, a court may ap- 
point a special master, including the Foreign 
Claims Settlement Commission, to make de- 
terminations regarding the amount and va- 
lidity of claims to ownership of confiscated 
property. Such determinations are only for 
evidentiary purposes in civil actions brought 
under this title and do not constitute certifi- 
cations pursuant to title V of the Inter- 
national Claims Settlement Act of 1949. 

(3) EFFECT OF DETERMINATIONS OF FOREIGN 
ENTITIES.—In determining ownership, courts 
shall not accept as conclusive evidence of 
ownership any findings, orders, judgments, 
or decrees from administrative agencies or 
courts of foreign countries or international 
organizations that invalidate the claim held 
by a United States national, unless the in- 
validation was found pursuant to binding 
international arbitration to which United 
States national submitted the claim. 

(b) AMENDMENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
CLAIMS SETTLEMENT ACT OF 1949.—Title V of 
the International Claims Settlement Act of 
1949 (22 U.S.C. 1643 and following) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec- 
tion: 


“EVALUATION OF OWNERSHIP CLAIMS REFERRED 
BY DISTRICT COURTS OF THE UNITED STATES 
“Sec. 514. Notwithstanding any other pro- 

vision of this title and only for purposes of 
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section 302 of the Cuban Liberty and Solidar- 
ity (LIBERTAD) Act, a United States dis- 
trict court, for fact-finding purposes, may 
refer to the Commission, and the Commis- 
sion may determine, questions of the amount 
and ownership of a claim by a United States 
national (as defined in section 4 of the Cuban 
Liberty and Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act) re- 
sulting from the confiscation of property by 
the Government of Cuba described in section 
503(а), whether or not the United States na- 
tional qualified as a national of the United 
States (as defined in section 502(1)) at the 
time of the action by the Government of 
Cuba.“ 

(с) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing іп 
this Act or section 514 of the International 
Claims Settlement Act of 1949, as added by 
subsection (b), shall be construed— 

(1) to require or otherwise authorize the 
claims of Cuban nationals who became Unit- 
ed States citizens after their property was 
confiscated to be included in the claims cer- 
tified to the Secretary of State by the For- 
eign Claims Settlement Commission for pur- 
poses of future negotiation and espousal of 
claims with a friendly government in Cuba 
when diplomatic relations are restored; or 

(2) as superseding, amending, or otherwise 
altering certifications that have been made 
pursuant to title V of the International 
Claims Settlement Act of 1949 before the en- 
actment of this Act. 

SEC. 304. EXCLUSIVITY OF FOREIGN CLAIMS SET- 
TLEMENT COMMISSION CERTIFI- 
CATION PROCEDURE. 

Title V of the International Claims Settle- 
ment Act of 1949 (22 U.S.C. 1643 and follow- 
ing), as amended by section 303, is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 

“EXCLUSIVITY OF FOREIGN CLAIMS SETTLEMENT 
COMMISSION CERTIFICATION PROCEDURE 

“SEC. 515. (a) Subject to subsection (b), nei- 
ther any national of the United States who 
was eligible to file a claim under section 503 
but did not timely file such claim under that 
section, nor any national of the United 
States (on the date of the enactment of this 
section) who was not eligible to file a claim 
under that section, nor any national of Cuba, 
including any agency, instrumentality, sub- 
division, or enterprise of the Government of 
Cuba or any local government of Cuba in 
place on the date of the enactment of this 
section, nor any successor thereto, whether 
or not recognized by the United States, shall 
have a claim to, participate in, or otherwise 
have an interest in, the compensation pro- 
ceeds or other nonmonetary compensation 
paid or allocated to a national of the United 
States by virtue of a claim certified by the 
Commission under section 507, nor shall any 
court of the United States or any State court 
have jurisdiction to adjudicate any such 
claim. 

) Nothing in subsection (a) shall be con- 
strued to detract from or otherwise affect 
any rights in the shares of the capital stock 
of nationals of the United States owning 
claims certified by the Commission under 
section 507.“ 


TITLE IV—EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN 
ALIENS 


SEC. 401, EXCLUSION FROM THE UNITED STATES 
OF ALIENS WHO HAVE CON- 
FISCATED PROPERTY OF UNITED 
STATES NATIONALS OR WHO TRAF- 
FIC IN SUCH PROPERTY. 

(a) GROUNDS FOR EXCLUSION.—The Sec- 
retary of State, in consultation with the At- 
torney General, shall exclude from the Unit- 
ed States any alien who the Secretary of 
State determines is a person who— 
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(1) has confiscated, or has directed or over- 
seen the confiscation of, property a claim to 
which is owned by a United States national, 
or converts or has converted for personal 
gain confiscated property, a claim to which 
is owned by a United States national; 

(2) traffics in confiscated property, a claim 
to which is owned by a United States na- 
tional; 

(3) is a corporate officer, principal, or 
shareholder with a controlling interest of an 
entity which has been involved in the 
confiscation of property or trafficking in 
confiscated property, a claim to which is 
owned by a United States national; or 

(4) is a spouse, minor child, or agent of a 
person excludable under paragraph (1), (2), or 
(3). 
(b) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section, 
the following terms have the following 
meanings: 

(1) CONFISCATED; CONFISCATION.—The terms 
“confiscated” and confiscation“ refer to 

(А) the nationalization, expropriation, ог 
other seizure by foreign governmental au- 
thority of ownership or control of property 
on or after January 1, 1959— 

(i) without the property having been re- 
turned or adequate and effective compensa- 
tion provided; or 

(ii) without the claim to the property hav- 
ing been settled pursuant to an international 
claims settlement agreement or other mutu- 
ally accepted settlement procedure; and 

(B) the repudiation by foreign govern- 
mental authority of, the default by foreign 
governmental authority on, or the failure by 
foreign governmental authority to pay, on or 
after January 1, 1959— 

(i) a debt of any enterprise which has been 
nationalized, expropriated, or otherwise 
taken by foreign governmental authority; 

(ii) a debt which is a charge on property 
nationalized, expropriated, or otherwise 
taken by foreign governmental authority; or 

Gii) a debt which was incurred by foreign 
governmental authority in satisfaction or 
settlement of a confiscated property claim. 

(2) PROPERTY.—The term property“ does 
not include claims arising from a territory 
in dispute as a result of war between United 
Nations member states in which the ulti- 
mate resolution of the disputed territory has 
not been resolved, 

(3) TRAFFICS.—(A) A person or entity traf- 
fics’ in property if that person or entity 
knowingly and intentionally— 

(i) sells, transfers, distributes, dispenses, 
brokers, manages, or otherwise disposes of 
confiscated property, or purchases, leases, 
receives, possesses, obtains control of, man- 
ages, uses, or otherwise acquires or holds an 
interest in confiscated property, 

(ii) engages in a commercial activity using 
or otherwise benefiting from confiscated 
property, or 

(iii) causes, directs, participates in, or 
profits from, trafficking (as described in 
clauses (i) and (11)) by another person, or oth- 
erwise engages in trafficking (as described in 
clauses (i) and (ii) through another person, 


without the authorization of the United 
States national who holds a claim to the 
property. 

(В) The term traffics“ does not include 

(i) the delivery of international tele- 
communication signals to Cuba that are au- 
thorized by section 1705(e) of the Cuban De- 
mocracy Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 6004(e)); or 

(ii) the trading or holding of securities 
publicly traded or held, unless the trading is 
with or by a person determined by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to be a specially des- 
ignated national. 
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(c) NATIONAL INTEREST EXEMPTION.—This 
section shall not apply where the Secretary 
of State finds, on a case-by-case basis, that 
making a determination under subsection (a) 
would be contrary to the national interest of 
the United States. 

(4) ЕРГЕСТІУЕ DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—This section applies to 
aliens seeking to enter the United States on 
or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, 

(2) TRAFFICKING.—This section applies only 
with respect to acts within the meaning of 
“traffics’’ that occur оп or after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. MCDERMOTT] and a Member op- 
posed, each will be recognized for 30 
minutes. 

Is the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
BURTON] opposed to the amendment? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I am. 

The CHAIRMAN. Тһе gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] will be rec- 
ognized for 30 minutes, and the gen- 
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
MCDERMOTT] will be recognized for 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. MCDERMOTT]. 

Mr, McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this proposal which is 
before us to deal with Cuba is pri- 
marily a bill dealing with property 
rights. It is in my opinion not a good 
bill, but this particular amendment, 
this substitute, deals with only one 
provision of that proposal which is be- 
fore us, and that is to open up the pos- 
sibility of sale of medical supplies, in- 
struments, medical literature, and 
foodstuffs to Cuba. 

Now, presently the embargo allows 
the donation of those kinds of things to 
Cuba. It puts no prohibition against 
that. But the fact is that we cannot 
through the charity system deal with 
the medical needs of Cuba. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been in Cuba, I 
have visited clinics, I have visited hos- 
pitals, I have been to the medical 
schools, and it is clear to me that the 
Cuban people are suffering tremen- 
dously because of the shortage of mod- 
ern-day medical supplies, and instru- 
mentation, and pharmaceuticals. 

Now it is inconceivable to me that a 
country 90 miles from our shores, when 
we, the United States, have in many 
places in the world insisted on inter- 
national humanitarian standards being 
applied, would withhold from the 
Cuban people those things which are 
available to people in the United 
States. 

Mr. Chairman, I could give my col- 
leagues many examples, but let us just 
take the issue of asthma. Asthma is a 
disease that makes it difficult for peo- 
ple to breathe. There is one of the high- 
est rates of asthma in Cuba, and they 
are short of the kind of medication you 
need to make it possible to open up 
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people’s breathing passages so they can 
breathe. 

Now anybody who ever had asthma 
understands how awful that is, espe- 
cially for children. The feeling in one’s 
chest that they cannot breathe is 
something that any parent, looking at 
his own child, would never want his 
child to have, and yet we, by our Gov- 
ernment policy, say that our pharma- 
ceutical companies cannot sell the 
medication to the Cubans that is nec- 
essary so that parents can give to their 
children medication to relieve that 
dreadful disease. That is absolutely 
against anything that we as Americans 
hold ourselves out to the world as be- 
lieving, and I do not think that that is 
the public policy that the U.S. Con- 
gress wants us to be espousing. 
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A patient came to me or a Cuban 
family came to me and told me about a 
cousin who was in Cuba who has leuke- 
mia. There is a treatment at the 
Hutchinson Cancer Center in Seattle 
where people can have that leukemia 
treated, and the success rate is about 
90 percent. That medication is not 
readily available in Cuba, and their 
family member did not have access to 
that. 

Now, there is no reason why that 
should not be available. Mr. Chairman, 
my distinguished opponents will say 
the medication can be donated to some 
hospital, some church hospital or 
something. I do not know, but that 
simply does not apply to the whole 
medical system in Cuba. We cannot, 
through donations, expect that the Sis- 
ters of Charity or whatever are going 
to deliver these kind of very special- 
ized treatments if they are not avail- 
able through what is essentially a gov- 
ernment health care system. 

By refusing to accept this amend- 
ment, we, as Members of the United 
States Congress, are saying to Cuban 
families, we, this bastion of democracy 
and humanitarianism, are going to 
withhold from people the ability to 
take care of their children and mem- 
bers of their family. There is no argu- 
ment that I can see that would make 
possible that kind of a statement by 
the U.S. Congress. 

It is for that reason, Mr. Chairman, 
that I offer this. I oppose a lot of the 
other parts of the bill, but I did not 
touch those. I simply touched the thing 
that I think is the hardest and abso- 
lutely indefensible, in my opinion. 

As a physician, and if others have 
ever taken care of a kid and looked 
into the eyes of parents and recognized 
that we have the capacity to help them 
with their kid, and have been able to 
do it in this country, one can imagine 
what it is like in a country where we 
know that there is the medication 
available, but it is simply, because of 
the U.S. embargo, it is not available in 
another’s country, and that child is 
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going to either suffer or die. That is 
simply not what I think as an Amer- 
ican we want our policy toward Cuba 
to be. 

We want democracy. There is nobody 
on this floor who is supporting Mr. Cas- 
tro. None of us think that is a good 
idea. Anybody who tries to paint that 
as the attack on us is simply misrepre- 
senting the facts. 

But in our process of pushing to 
change the situation in Cuba, we can- 
not use medicine and food staples as a 
way of doing that. 

Mr. Chairman, the fact they cannot 
get modern textbooks, modern medical 
textbooks, why should they have to be 
dealing with a textbook from 1949 sim- 
ply because we place an embargo on 
them? I think this is a good amend- 
ment and urge the adoption of it. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this, I believe, is a red 
herring. The fact of the matter is, the 
United States of America is the largest 
giver of humanitarian aid to Cuba in 
the world today. The people who are 
suffering down there get a great deal of 
help from the United States, both in 
medical supplies and in food. The ques- 
tion then comes, why are we going to 
give Castro the right to buy these prod- 
ucts? 

My learned opponent says we are de- 
nying people with asthma the ability 
to be treated; children who have other 
maladies are not being able to be treat- 
ed. 

Mr. Chairman, that is absolutely not 
true. Castro can buy these medical sup- 
plies if he wants to from anyplace in 
the world. We are not trying to keep 
kids from being treated or families 
from being treated. 

As a matter of fact, as I said, we are 
the biggest giver of humanitarian and 
medical supplies in the world from a 
humanitarian standpoint. We do not 
sell them to them, we give them to 
them. If somebody in Cuba wants to 
contact a relative in the United States 
and say, send us some asthma medi- 
cine, they can do it and they do it. 

This is a red herring. I cannot under- 
stand why they are trying to add this 
to the bill. We are trying to put the 
Squeeze on Fidel Castro by denying him 
hard currency so that the people of 
Cuba will have freedom, democracy, 
and human rights, which have been de- 
nied them for about 35 years. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is not 
necessary. The United States is doing 
everything we can to help the people of 
Cuba. If medical supplies are needed, 
there are hundreds of countries from 
which Castro can buy these supplies. 
What it would do is get the camel’s 
nose under the tent as far as breaking 
the embargo that we have on Cuba, and 
that is what I think my learned col- 
league is trying to do. 
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Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Florida [Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN]. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding 
time to me. Certainly the bill before 
us, H.R. 927, represents a new battle- 
front in our commitment for freedom 
for the Cuban people. Yesterday I 
showed the House—and many of our 
colleagues did as well—a letter signed 
by dozens of Cuban dissidents on the is- 
land, who, at great personal risk to 
their safety, sent this letter to Senator 
HELMS. Let us not let down those dis- 
sidents and the other millions of Cu- 
bans who daily fight against the dicta- 
torship. 

Mr. Chairman, as all of us know, Cas- 
tro’s repression does not go down at 
all. It does not diminish in any way. 
His power mongering continually in- 
creases. Firm and swift policies are 
needed to eliminate this dictator, and 
this bill, H.R. 927, contains those swift 
policies. 

This substitute appears to be human- 
itarian in nature but it could very well 
constitute an economic windfall for 
Fidel Castro. As the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on the Western Hemi- 
sphere, the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BURTON] has pointed out, food and 
medicine are allowed to go to Cuba 
now, from the United States to Cuba. 
No prohibition. There is no prohibition. 
If you want to send an aspirin from 
Washington to Havana, go ahead. 
There is no embargo on aspirin. Asth- 
ma medicine. Whatever you want. Food 
and medicine is not prohibited. There 
is no embargo. 

I have said it five times, we will con- 
tinue to say it for the entire hour. 
There is no prohibition on food and 
medicine going from the United States 
to Cuba. Also, Castro can get anything 
he wants, as Mr. BURTON pointed out, 
from every other country in the world 
anyway. Even if we were to have an 
embargo on food and medicine—which 
there is no embargo on—he can get it 
from any other country. Is the United 
States the only maker of aspirin in the 
world? I think not. 

What does Castro do? He takes the 
food and medicine and he sells it to the 
tourists. He sells it to the Communist 
Party officials. If the people cannot get 
aspirin, if the people cannot get asth- 
ma medicine, it is not because it is not 
there in Cuba, it is because Castro 
takes it and sells it to the tourists. The 
best hospital facilities in the Caribbean 
are in Cuba for the tourists and for the 
Communist Party officials. But for the 
starving, needy people of Cuba, Castro 
decides—even if they want these sup- 
plies—he will not give it to them. It is 
his way of making sure that they know 
that he is their supreme ruler. 

It is clear, Mr. Chairman, the goals of 
this bill. And once again let us restate 
them. The goals of the bill are simple. 
No. 1, let us try to have an end to the 
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Castro regime. No. 2, let us plan for a 
democratic transition for Cuba. And 
No. 3, let us protect property of United 
States citizens in Cuba. Let us bring an 
end to this Castro regime and let us 
make sure that we understand the 
human rights situation in Cuba. 

We have said it over and over again. 
Organizations like Human Rights 
Watch Americas, Amnesty Inter- 
national, Inter-American Commission 
on Human Rights, what do they say? 
The Cuban Government continues to 
violate the rights of freedom of expres- 
sion, freedom of association, freedom 
against arbitrary detention, security of 
the person, among others. Hundreds of 
political prisoners remain incarcerated 
under difficult conditions charged with 
political offenses that include handing 
out flyers, expressing their opinions, 
calling out for freedom in their island. 
That is a crime against the repressive 
police state. 

Castro wants and again rejects any 
kind of democratic approaches that 
these helpful ideologues want to give 
them. He has rejected them from Mex- 
ico, he has rejected them from Spain, 
he will reject them time and time 
again. Let us not get confused. Once 
again, well-meaning substitute, it is 
not based on facts. There is no prohibi- 
tion about food and medicine. Castro 
has to lift the embargo that he has on 
the Cuban people for food, medicine, 
and expression of ideas. That is the em- 
bargo that we must lift. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. I think it is important to 
clarify what has just been said. There 
is no embargo on people giving. There 
is an embargo on any sale of staple 
foods or medicines or medical equip- 
ment in Cuba. No one should come 
away from listening to that last speech 
and believe that we can get adequate 
amounts of these materials into Cuba. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
SKAGGS]. 

Mr. SKAGGS. I thank my colleague 
for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, food and medical ex- 
ports to Cuba, as would be authorized 
under the amendment offered by my 
colleague, the gentleman from Wash- 
ington [Mr. MCDERMOTT], represent a 
modest improvement in this bill, and I 
support it. It is a step, a small step in 
the right direction, whereas this bill 
fundamentally is headed in the wrong 
direction. 

What is the right direction? Again, 
we are all interested in a Cuba that has 
an open economic system and a Demo- 
cratic political system. How do we get 
there? Well, it is ironic to me that ex- 
actly the arguments just expressed by 
the gentlewoman from Florida [Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN] were offered up in this 
body quite recently during the debate 
on what should be our policy with re- 
spect also to a repressive regime that 
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mistreats its people, that does not have 
the kind of open economic and political 
system that we want for Cuba, namely 
the government in China. 

There, Mr. Chairman, we realize that 
exactly the kind of approach that the 
gentleman is suggesting in this amend- 
ment is in the United States’ interest, 
and that is not a policy of isolation, of 
mindlessly trying to pretend that by 
raising up all possible impediments we 
are going to bring about the desired re- 
sult in Cuba. Rather, it is a policy that 
reflects our thoughtful analysis of how 
we get what we want with respect to 
regimes like this everywhere else in 
the world except for Cuba, and that is 
a challenge directly on an economic 
playing field, a challenge directly, po- 
litically, culturally and, in the case of 
the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Washington [Мг. 
MCDERMOTT], іп terms of humanitarian 
assistance. 

The McDermott amendment is par- 
ticularly addressing this last point. It 
is too bad it does not go beyond just 
the question of food and medicines to 
deal with the other many, many 
failings in the policy enacted into law 
previously through the Cuban Democ- 
racy Act and now being proposed to be 
further taken in the wrong direction by 
the legislation before the House. 

For example, Mr. Chairman, this bill 
not only continues but accelerates the 
idiocy inherent in the TV Marti pro- 
gram. It is saying not only have we 
wasted $90 million of taxpayers’ money 
that have accomplished zip, zilch, 
nada, in getting a United States’ point 
of view received оп Cuban ТУ sets, but 
we are going to go even farther faster 
in wasting taxpayers’ money now by 
saying that USIA has to proceed again 
with the mindless, ideologically-driven 
program of converting to UHF, even 
though two-thirds of the TVs in Cuba 
do not get UHF reception and even 
though UHF signals by technical anal- 
ysis will be more easily jammed than 
the current failed VHF program. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, the gentle- 
man’s amendment, as far as it goes, 
makes great sense. I hope my col- 
leagues will support it. And I would 
also be interested, if the sponsor of this 
amendment can explain to me, why it 
is we are in this corner, why with re- 
gard to Cuba, unlike all other areas in 
the world in which we are confronting 
Communist regimes and trying, 
through a whole range of strategies to 
get them to change, why the approach 
to Cuba is different than anyplace else 
in the world. Does the gentleman un- 
derstand why we are doing it this way? 
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Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no expla- 
nation that makes any sense to me. We 
have adopted the policy in every other 
country that increased trade and in- 
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volvement would ultimately bring 
about change in the government. We 
just opened our trade relationship with 
the Republic of Vietnam, a government 
that we still disagree with, that we 
consider oppressive. In fact, we are 
opening trade, we are involved in a va- 
riety of things. We are already, as the 
gentleman mentioned, in China doing 
that. 

It makes no sense, particularly in 
this area, where you are not punishing 
Mr. Castro, you are not punishing any- 
body in the top of the organization. 
You are punishing the people. That 
does not work and is wrong. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself 1 minute. - 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe my 
learned colleagues have read current 
law. The current law says in section 
1705, Support for the Cuban people,” 
under section B, “Donations of food,” 
“Nothing in this or any other act shall 
prohibit donations of food to non- 
governmental organizations or individ- 
uals in Сара.” 

Under section С, Exports of medi- 
cines and medical supplies,” it says, 
“Exports of medicines or medical sup- 
plies instruments or equipment to 
Cuba shall not be restricted.” Shall not 
be restricted. It goes on to say under 
subsection 1, On-site verifications”: 
“Subject to subparagraph B an export 
may be made under subsection C only 
when the President determines that 
United States Government is able to 
verify by on-site inspections and other 
appropriate means that the exported 
item is to be used for the purposes for 
which it was intended and only for the 
use and benefit of the Cuban people.“ 

The reason that language was put in 
there was to make sure that Castro did 
not take these supplies and use them 
for some other purpose, other than to 
help the Cuban people. But they can 
get medical supplies today under cur- 
rent law. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. DIAZ- 
BALART]. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Chairman, 
first of all, it is important to point out 
what this amendment is striking. Let 
us start off by reading what it says. 
“Strike all after the enacting clause 
and insert“ their food and medicine 
provision, so-called food and medicine 
provision. In other words, no more re- 
quests for elections, no more demand 
for freedom, no more trying to get at 
Castro’s lifeline or foreign investment. 
No, no. 

I am sure that when the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. MCDERMOTT] 
goes down to Cuba, I bet he does not 
ask for elections there either. He is 
certainly not asking for elections in 
this substitute amendment. 

I really think after 37 years, and I 
say this to our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle, when are you going to 
demand elections for the Cuban people? 
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When? You demanded elections in 
South Africa. I joined you. And when 
the President of my party, at that time 
President Reagan, was unclear or in- 
correct with regard to the need to 
come down hard on the South African 
regime, I criticized that. 

When are you going to ask for elec- 
tions in Cuba? In your substitute 
amendment, which is here, you delete 
everything in the bill that stands for 
freedom in Cuba. So you come before 
us, speaker after speaker after speaker, 
saying Oh, we support elections.” 

When have you made a statement, 
Mr. MCDERMOTT? Show me when you 
have gone to Cuba to demand of the re- 
gime there that you go and visit and 
have elections? 

I will tell you this, sir: I think that 
it is most unfortunate that, after 37 
years, you still come down here and in 
effect pay lip service to your supposed 
support for freedom for our closest 
neighbors, and yet come here and 
throw red herrings into this legisla- 
tion. 

A point was made by the distin- 
guished gentleman from Colorado 
about the fact that other embargoes do 
not include food sales. The embargo, 
for example, on Iraq, or Serbia- 
Montenegro, those are international 
embargoes. 

If the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. MCDERMOTT] or the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS] joined us 
in going down to the White House and 
asking that the leadership of this Na- 
tion be utilized to seek an inter- 
national embargo against the Castro 
regime, we will be the first ones in an 
international embargo to obviously ex- 
clude the food issue, like in the embar- 
goes against Serbia or Iraq. 

You not only are not seeking an 
international embargo against a 37- 
year-old dictatorship of Castro. No. 
You are coming here and gutting a bill 
which is trying to prevent the flow of 
dollars to a regime that, after the loss 
of the Soviet subsidy, is hanging on by 
the sale of a slave economy, a slave 
economy, and the denial of all labor 
rights and all workers’ rights. And you 
in effect are trying to gut our attempt 
to stop the flow of dollars to Castro’s 
repressive machinery by his continued 
offer to international capitalism of the 
slave economy and the slave conditions 
of the Cuban worker. That is what you 
are doing. That is what you are doing. 

So do not come here and say that you 
are for freedom, when you are not ask- 
ing for elections. Do not come here and 
say that you are for elections, when 
you go down to Cuba, and I have not 
seen any statement that you make 
there in demanding elections. 

So let us be honest. If you want to 
defend the regime, say so. Then I will 
have more respect for you. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume to respond to that. 
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Mr. Chairman, my distinguished col- 
league from Florida apparently did not 
read the bill. This is exactly his bill, 
with one phrase, that is allowing the 
sale of medication and staple foods. Ev- 
erything else in the gentleman’s bill is 
in this. 

All that demagoguery was directed at 
some figment of his imagination. The 
gentleman simply did not pay atten- 
tion to what is in this bill. It is your 
bill, with one addition. It simply is the 
addition of medication and staple 
foods. We have embargoes against 
every other country, such as Iraq, but 
we allow food and we allow medication, 
and your bill is untouched. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
MORAN]. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment to H.R. 927. I think it 
is important to bear in mind that we 
have the toughest sanction ever on 
Iraq, which I think we would all sup* 
port, but the United States and the 
United Nations support full and open 
commerce in food and medicine with 
Iraq. So this is not a radical suggestion 
that we have full and open commerce 
in food and medicine. 

But the problem with this bill that 
this amendment attempts to correct is 
that the bill is far too inflexible and 
really unworkable. It is unlikely to 
lead to democratization or to political 
or social reforms, and as was said in 
lengthy debate on this bill last night, 
it will create serious legal problems. It 
could potentially tie up our courts in 
land settlements, land claims for prop- 
erty outside the United States. That 
sets a very dangerous precedent in 
terms of other immigrant communities 
who may want to seize that precedent 
as well. I do not think we have the ca- 
pacity within our judicial system to 
settle these legal problems, and this is 
not where they should be settled, in 
the United States. á 

It will create substantial business 
problems. It completely undermines 
NAFTA, which we just passed. It is 
going to make it extremely difficult 
for our corporations, who would in fact 
hold the key to a free enterprise sys- 
tem being established in Cuba from 
being able to trade with Cuba, and it 
creates unbelievable foreign policy 
problems. Just at the time when the 
United States President should be able 
to exercise his or her ability in the fu- 
ture, and I suspect we are talking 
about the near-term future, to help 
Cuba achieve a transitional democratic 
government, even if such a democratic 
government is not actually in place at 
the time, we can precipitate that oc- 
curring. But now, with this bill, if this 
bill were to pass, the President’s hands 
will be completely tied behind his 
back. So it does not advance the inter- 
ests of the United States. 
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This amendment will see to it that 
the United States would be able to act, 
instead of sitting on the sidelines, 
when change, inevitable change, does 
come to Cuba. 

This bill is based upon a policy that 
dates back to when Cuba was clearly a 
Soviet surrogate. They were challeng- 
ing our interests for Africa to Central 
America. But that time has passed. 
Russia is not playing that role, wheth- 
er Castro would like Russia to or not. 
So it is time for a comprehensive re- 
view of United States policy toward 
Cuba. 

So this debate is constructive, but a 
transition from dictatorship to democ- 
racy is not going to occur overnight. 
We know that from history. We ought 
to learn from history and try to do 
what we can to ensure that it be a 
peaceful transition to democracy, that 
it not be a violent revolution. We owe 
that to the Cuban people. 

Fidel Castro is in his 35th year of ab- 
solute power, longest in Latin America 
history. It is not going to continue. 
What we need to do is to do the same 
thing we did with Eastern Europe, con- 
solidate change in democracy by pro- 
moting free enterprise through a demo- 
cratic system, not in this way, but by 
enabling the President to act flexibly, 
constructively, with the best interests 
of the Cuban people in mind. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just restate, if 
you read current law, medical supplies 
can be sold to Cuba. There is no prohi- 
bition. I want to repeat, there is no 
prohibition. If they want to buy medi- 
cal supplies to help the people of Cuba, 
they can do it. So this is just a red her- 


ring. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to 
my distinguished colleague, the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Мг. 
TORRICELLI]. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, for 
3 years the United States and Fidel 
Castro have been eyeball to eyeball. An 
unshakeable American determination 
for free elections in Cuba and a new re- 
spect for human rights. Fidel Castro's 
commitment to hold back the forces of 
history and preserve the last Com- 
munist bastion. One side or the other is 
going to win. 

I know Americans are not a patient 
people, but 3 years is not a long time, 
and we are succeeding. Castro has 
made some beginnings of economic 
changes. The island is in economic col- 
lapse. Last year 40,000 students gath- 
ered on the streets of Havana. The 
pressure internally is enormous, and 
now there are those in this country, 
after only 36 months, who would step 
back. Eyeball to eyeball. There are 
some who would counsel to blink. 

The amendment before this body of- 
fered by some Members of this institu- 
tion who I respect more than any oth- 
ers is not a narrow change in the legis- 
lation of the gentleman from Indiana 
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(Mr. BURTON]. It is not an incremental 
difference. Let us recognize it for what 
it is: It is an end of the American em- 
bargo against Fidel Castro, it is a re- 
peal of current bipartisan policy sup- 
ported by 300 Members of this institu- 
tion, and it is an acceptance of the sta- 
tus quo in Cuba. Period. 

Fidel Castro is not attempting to im- 
port American automobiles or comput- 
ers. These are the items, the commod- 
ities, that he wants. This is it. This is 
the end of the embargo, just when we 
built a bipartisan, strong, and effective 
policy. 

Mr. Speaker, in substance the amend- 
ment before this body is the judgment 
on American policy. I know good and 
decent Members of this institution do 
not want to be a part of poor and suf- 
fering people of Cuba suffering any 
more than is necessary. That is why in 
the Cuban Democracy Act we exempted 
out food and medicine. For 33 years be- 
fore that, food and medicine could not 
be donated to Cuba. We changed that, 
and today, per capita, more food and 
medicine goes from the United States 
to Cuba per capita than to any other 
nation in the world to ensure that the 
poorest of the poor have access to food 
and medicine. 
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That is not what this amendment is 
about. We already did that. This 
amendment is to allow Cuba to rejoin 
the family of nations in a trading rela- 
tionship with the United States for full 
access. 

What does it do? It allows Fidel Cas- 
tro to escape the reality that com- 
munism failed in Cuba, cooperative 
farming, the broad state enterprises. A 
country that was once self-sufficient in 
food and exported food, now needs to 
import everything. 

We would allow him to escape the re- 
ality that communism is in collapse. 

The choice needs to remain clear. We 
will donate what is necessary through 
private charities to ensure that the 
poorest of the poor are protected. But 
Fidel Castro cannot be allowed to re- 
join the family of trading relationships 
with the United States without having 
free elections and respecting human 
rights, eyeball to eyeball. 

Every Member of this institution 
must decide whether they are going to 
be part of bringing that change or al- 
lowing Fidel Castro to maintain his 
Communist system. 

You have all made that decision be- 
fore, 300 of you. Your consistent vote is 
to stand both with the administration, 
which has supported the embargo, 
Democratic and Republican Presidents, 
and this institution. 

This is not about an amendment to 
this bill. This is about a repeal of the 
embargo. 

Please, stand with us on a bipartisan 
basis and reject this amendment and 
then return to support the legislation 
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offered by the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 1 minute to say if I were 
a Member setting in my office watch- 
ing this on television or sitting here on 
the floor watching this, I would be con- 
fused because the gentleman from Indi- 
ana [Mr. BURTON] said there is no need 
for this amendment; it is already law; 
they can do anything they want. And 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
TORRICELLI] stands up and says that, in 
fact, this is repealing the entire embar- 
go. Now, which is it? 

Either we do not need the amend- 
ment because they can already do it, or 
this is a disastrous amendment which 
is destroying the whole policy. Some- 
body is wrong on the other side. 

The fact is that the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. BURTON] is incorrect, or 
he is correct in one part. It is possible 
for medication and staple foods to go 
to Cuba. The difference is this: If we 
want to sell food to Spain, you do not 
have to get a special license. If you 
want to sell food to Zaire, you do not 
have to get a special license. If you 
want to sell food anywhere else in the 
world except Cuba, you have to get a 
special license, and the policy of the 
Government is not to grant the li- 
censes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself 2 minutes. 

If you read the law, it is very clear. 
It says that the President of the United 
States determined that the United 
States Government is able to verify it 
is being used for the benefit of the 
Cuban people. If President Clinton 
wants it to go there, he can verify that 
it is going to be used for the Cuban 
people, then it can go. 

Let me read you something from a 
businessman who had had a business, a 
Spanish businessman who had a busi- 
ness down there that was taken away 
from him by Castro. I want you to lis- 
ten to this. One year ago, one year ago, 
it says: 

This same phenomenon also occurs in gen- 
eral with all foreigners in Cuba because of 
the mere fact they have dollars, hard cur- 
rency, they have access to everything the 
Cuban people cannot purchase with their 
work: food, clinics with medicines, good 
clothes, gasoline or electricity and hotels. In 
Cuba there are two types of citizens: those 
who have dollars, as I did, mostly foreigners, 
and all with the privileges that that entails 
and those who have Cuban pesos who are lit- 
erally dying of hunger and illness because of 
а regime that refuses to change a system 
that is absolutely incapable of generating a 
dignified way of life for the country. 

The fact of the matter is Castro 
takes hard dollars, the money has to go 
to the government for somebody’s pay- 
roll, and he gives them then the same 
amount of pesos. If they get $400 a 
month, he gets the $400 in hard cur- 
rency, he gives them 400 pesos, which is 
80-to-1 differential, which means they 
are getting $3.20 a month, and they 
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cannot even buy things you are talking 
about. The fact of the matter is the 
Cuban people are suffering because of 
this Communist dictator and his poli- 
cies. 

It is a command economy that must 
be changed, and the only way it is 
going to change is if we pass our bill in 
its original form. 

Мг. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 1 minute to respond to 
that. 

I say to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BURTON], you just made my case. 
You require a special license under the 
law to sell medication. There is no way 
we can sell food to Cuba. There is no 
special license. There is no way. 

What this bill is saying is we intend, 
if possible, to starve the Cuban people 
into submission, and that kind of pol- 
icy from the Federal Government is 
why the U.N. General Assembly has 
voted 3 years in a row against our posi- 
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON]. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. I commend him on his initia- 
tive, and I support his amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment sim- 
ply provides, I think, clear authority 
for United States companies to engage 
in direct commerce with Cuba in food 
and medicines. They cannot do that 
today. 

I think the gentleman from Indiana, 
my friend, is correct when he says that 
current law does not prohibit food and 
medicines in Cuba, and that is done 
largely today through nongovernment 
organizations. What is missing in this 
debate so far, it seems to me, is the 
plight of the Cuban people. No matter 
what is going on there today with re- 
gard to food and medicine, we all know 
what that plight is. The sugar harvest 
this year in Cuba is the lowest in a half 
a century. Food and medicine, under 
anybody’s standards, are in very short 
supply. Serious epidemics have broken 
out among the Cuban people. 

In that circumstance, surely we want 
to try to help those Cuban people with 
the essentials of life, food and medi- 
cine, and that is all this amendment 
does. It changes no other part of the 
bill, as I understand it. It simply tries 
to help the Cuban people get more food 
and medicine. What in the world can be 
wrong with that? 

This initiative will increase our con- 
tact with the Cuban people. It will help 
the Cuban people. It will generate 
goodwill, and it will begin to ease some 
of their long, long suffering. 

This is no radical idea that we are 
presenting to you. The foremost Re- 
publican spokesman on foreign policy 
in this generation was Richard Nixon, 
and he argued shortly before his death 
that our policies in Cuba, toward Cuba, 
must turn away from hurting the Cas- 
tro government to helping its people, 
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and that is exactly right, and that is 
what this amendment tries to do. 

Let me take just a moment to try to 
put this whole bill in a little broader 
perspective. What we will be voting on 
on the final passage of this bill is two 
very different approaches to how you 
deal with the problem of Cuba. On the 
one hand is the philosophy of this bill, 
H.R. 927. It is that if you make these 
conditions in Cuba significantly worse, 
you will prompt the Cuban people to 
rise up against their government. The 
other approach, the one I support and I 
think many in this institution do, per- 
haps not a majority, is the competing 
view that governments can be toppled 
peacefully by exposure to the free flow 
of ideas and benefits of the free mar- 
ket. Everybody in this Chamber agrees 
that Castro must go. But we must get 
away from this focus on Castro, and we 
must focus on the Cuban people and 
what is good for them. 

A policy of engagement, of contact, 
of dialogue, of exchange offers the best 
hope for what we all want, which is a 
peaceful transition for the dictatorship 
of Castro to a free market and an open 
society. We support free elections in 
Cuba. I strongly support that, and I 
think we ought to do everything we 
can to put Castro on the spot and say, 
“Why don’t you hold free elections?” 

I am quite prepared to support you 
on that. You are absolutely right about 
it. Our policy should keep the pressure 
on him. But I think the policy of isola- 
tion is a risky policy, and the reason it 
is risky is because the more pressure 
you apply, the more desperate you 
make the Cuban people, the more like- 
ly they will turn to violence, and that 
is what we do not want there. 

So that policy of isolation, of squeez- 
ing the Cuban people increases the risk 
of a violent explosion in Cuba and the 
massive exodus of refugees, and that, of 
course, is our most important concern 
because the primary threat today from 
Cuba is not an invasion from Cuba. It 
is not an export of revolution from 
Cuba. The primary threat to the Unit- 
ed States from Cuba today is what you 
in south Florida have suffered so great- 
ly from, and that is trying to assimi- 
late a massive number of refugees. 

I believe the issues in this debate are 
very, very clear. This bill increases the 
isolation of Cuba. It increases the hard- 
ship of the Cuban people, and it is the 
wrong policy. That is what President 
Richard Nixon emphasized over and 
over again, and that is what Secretary 
of State, former Secretary of State 
Larry Eagleburger, has said, and the 
national security adviser under the 
Carter administration, Mr. Brzezinski, 
and many, many others. 

So I hope that this Chamber will de- 
feat this bill. We should not base our 
policy on a hatred of Castro. We should 
base our policy on what is best for the 
United States, what is best for the 
Cuban people, and what is best for the 
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United States and what is best for the 
Cuban people come together here. 

A policy of isolating Cuba over 36 
years has not worked. Let us break the 
impasse that exists between these two 
nations, open up contracts with them, 
and choose to engage the Cuban people 
in order to increase the chances for a 
peacetime transition to a democracy 
and a market economy. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
McDermott amendment, which begins 
this process in a very, very modest 
way, and I urge my colleagues to defeat 
H.R. 927. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself 30 seconds. 

My colleagues from Indiana says we 
are hurting the Cuban people. Do you 
know how much they make, I ask the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMIL- 
TON] every day? The average Cuban 
makes between 10 and 15 cents a day, 10 
and 15 cents a day. How are you going 
to hurt them worse than Castro has? 
You cannot, and the only thing that is 
going to change is if we force this man 
from power, and if we deny him hard 
currency, we can get that job done and 
save the Cuban people. Ten cents to fif- 
teen cents a day. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Florida [Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN]. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

I want to talk about this healing 
process that will take place if food and 
medicine go to Cuba. 

Castro has food now, and he feeds the 
tourists. Castro has medicine now, and 
he heals the tourists. He starves the 
Cuban people. He has the Cuban people 
suffering in pain. 

There is no prohibition on feed and 
medicine going to the Cuban people. If 
you want your family to have medi- 
cine, you can send them the medicine. 
If charitable organizations want to 
send food and medicine now to non- 
government agencies in Cuba, they can 
do so. If you sell goods to Castro, he 
will sell the goods to the tourists. If 
you send food, he will give it to the 
tourists. 

Because Americans are a generous 
people, we want all nations to belong 
to this humanitarian family, and we 
naively and foolishly believe that Cas- 
tro wants the Cuban people to prosper, 
that he wants them to fulfill their 
dreams. What Castro wants is to re- 
main in power, so he has the Cuban 
people suffering for their daily suste- 
nance. It will go to the tourists. Reject 
the substitute. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, how much time does each side 
have remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. Тһе gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] has 10 min- 
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. MCDERMOTT] has 
5% minutes remaining. 
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Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, do 
we have the right to close? 

The CHAIRMAN. Тһе gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] has the 
right to close because he is the man- 
ager of the committee position on the 
bill. 
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Мг. Chair- 
man, I yield 6 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
MENENDEZ], а learned leader on the 
Democrat side of the aisle. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my distinguished colleague and 
sponsor of the bill, the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. BURTON], who I must say 
has been a strong proponent of freedom 
and democracy in Cuba, for yielding 
this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, unlike many others 
who have spoken here, and I question 
no one’s motives, I believe that they 
want to help the Cuban people, but I 
believe that their efforts to do so are 
misguided. I say that as someone, not 
who deals with this issue in the ab- 
stract. I say it as someone who has 
family living in Cuba. I say it as some- 
one who understands the difficulties 
they go through. I go through the 
phone calls, I go through the letters; 
that is not something others can say. I 
do not deal with this issue of humani- 
tarianism in the abstract. I deal with it 
in reality. 

But let us talk about some truths. 
Some of the truths are this: 

The Cuban people suffer, yes. Why? 
They suffer because the dictatorship 
does not do the market reforms and 
create the political openings that can 
relieve their suffering. We are not the 
only providers of food and medicine in 
the world. If not, we would dictate the 
world’s policies. The fact of the matter 
is that there are tremendous pharma- 
ceutical companies in Europe. The fact 
of the matter is that we have countries 
that are part of the breadbasket of the 
world, and the fact is they all trade 
with Cuba, but they are unwilling to 
give it to them gratuitously. I say to 
my colleagues, you need something 
called hard currency. You need money 
to be able to purchase those foods and 
those medical supplies, and that is 
what Castro simply does not have be- 
cause he relied on $6 billion of what 
was the Soviet Union, he lost it, and 
now he has not made the changes to 
help the Cuban people. And do we have 
national interests? Absolutely. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the third-larg- 
est army in the Western Hemisphere. I 
do not suggest, the gentleman from In- 
diana [Mr. HAMILTON] has said we do 
not face a risk of invasion; that is not 
what I am suggesting. But why do they 
need the third-largest army in the 
hemisphere if their people are hungry? 
Why do they use money to have the 
largest standing army and a huge secu- 
rity force if their people are hungry? 


September 21, 1995 


Stop spending the money on the bullets 
and the rifles, and start putting food 
on the plates of families in Cuban 
homes, in my family’s homes. 

Now they have chosen to stay be- 
cause they do not want to leave their 
homeland. They stay and fight, and 
they risk their lives every day to do so, 
and I risk it to some extent because of 
what I do here. Now that is something 
we do not have to worry about in the 
United States, so this debate in the ab- 
stract is one thing. 

Now we have heard a lot about what 
do the Cuban people want. We want to 
relieve their suffering, but we cannot 
do it while we have someone who, in 
fact, seeks to do everything to repress 
them, use his resources not to put food 
and medical supplies that he can ac- 
complish throughout the world, and we 
are the greatest remitters of that. The 
Cuban Democracy Act that the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Мг. 
TORRICELLI] helped pass and that was 
overwhelmingly voted by this House 
opened up the doors for medical sup- 
plies which did not exist prior to that 
in our embargo. But when we want to 
hear what the Cuban people have to 
say, I will give my colleagues two dif- 
ferent specific examples. 

When we went with a group of Mem- 
bers of the House to Guantanamo 
where 30,000 people risked the Florida 
Straits, risked their lives, brought 
their children with them to flee from a 
regime because of liberty, which is the 
word that used when we got there, not 
simply because of hunger, but for lib- 
erty, they was said to us, the demo- 
cratically elected leaders of those 
camps, the first ones who had an oppor- 
tunity to have a free election; they did 
not say to us, “Тһе United States is 
punitive against us, you are hurting 
из.” No, they said, “Why can’t you get 
the Mexicans, and the Canadians, and 
the Spanish, and others to join with us 
and have an international embargo,” 
as we did in Haiti, as we did in the 
divestitures of South Africa, to help 
free those people from those oppressive 
regimes. They said, ‘‘Why don’t you do 
that? We want to end our suffering 
once and for all. We don’t want to have 
to free our homeland.” So who makes 
the Cuban people suffer? In the words 
of the Cuban people, not here in Con- 
gress; that is the words of those who 
were trying to flee, the 30,000. They 
said. We support your efforts.” 

And just yesterday 40-something 
brave Cubans who risked their lives by 
putting their names to a letter saying, 
“We support his bill,” told the Con- 
gress, Vote with us, be with us, help 
us іп a free and democratic Cuba.” 
They said, “Vote with us.” 

Now these people risked their lives. 
Those who do not think that this is 
true, we have thousands of political 
prisoners in jail. We have these people 
who were willing for liberty, for free- 
dom, and to end the suffering of the 
Cuban people. 
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Now I have heard a lot about this is 
cold war rhetoric. The fact of the mat- 
ter is no one has told Fidel Castro the 
cold war is over. He has not gotten 
over it, he has not stopped repressing 
his people, and what is best for the 
Cuban people? They have told us, they 
have told us, the 30,000 who were in 
those camps, they told us, “Strengthen 
this embargo, try to get other coun- 
tries to join you.” They did not say to 
stop it, and what did the people who 
valiantly fight, who are dissidents in 
Cuba, fight for, and what are they will- 
ing to risk their lives? Today they said, 
in fact, “Со ahead and pass this bill.” 

This bill is about standing up for 
American interests, it is in the na- 
tional interests, giving our companies 
and our citizens the right to sue for 
properties that were illegally con- 
fiscated, and it also says, the part that 
I wrote, “We сап go help the Cuban 
people in a transition to democracy, 
and we lay out that groundwork.” 

Vote against the substitute, vote for 
the bill, in the United States interests 
and also in the interests of the Cuban 
people. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. TAYLOR]. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, let us start by finding those 
things we agree on, and I think every 
Member in this body, every Member of 
the other body, wants to get rid of 
Fidel Castro. He is a thug, he got there 
by force, he has stayed in power by 
force. But the present plan is not work- 
ing. The first embargo was put on Cas- 
tro by Eisenhower. He was still there 
when President Kennedy put an embar- 
go on him. He was still there when 
President Johnson put an embargo on 
him. He was still there when President 
Nixon put an embargo on him, still 
there when President Ford continued 
the embargo, President Carter contin- 
ued the embargo, President Reagan 
continued the embargo, President Bush 
continued the embargo, and now, under 
the Clinton administration, we still 
have an embargo. 

Embargo is not working. So let us 
try something different. 

I am going to say something good 
about President Reagan, and one of the 
beauties of what President Reagan did 
in the military buildup against the So- 
viet Union was at the same time he 
said, Let's trade with them. Let's 
show them what the worst could be, 
and let’s show them what the best can 
be, with a free market, how a free mar- 
ket helps feed people, how a free mar- 
ket provides opportunities.’’ I think we 
ought to do the same thing with the 
Cubans. I think we ought to lift the 
embargo. It is not working. I think the 
sooner the Cuban people can interface 
with the Americans, the sooner we give 
them, we show them, what our life is 
like, what our opportunities are like, 
in so many ways we give them the kind 
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of hope, and I guarantee, if we were to 
lift the embargo within 2 years, Castro 
is gone, but he is gone in a peaceful 
manner rather than in the chaos that I 
think some people want to see happen. 

Mr. Chairman, my biggest concerns 
are to balance the budget and to pro- 
vide for the common defense, and right 
now Cuba is a threat, the chaos down 
in Cuba is a threat, in a couple of ways. 
First, it is only 90 miles from the con- 
tinental United States. If Castro were 
to get hold of a missile from the former 
Soviet Union, then we have got a prob- 
lem. It is also an expensive proposition 
right now where our Nation is spending 
about $30 million a month to take care 
of the Cuban boat people down at our 
base in Guantanamo, and that comes 
out of our defense budget, a defense 
budget that is already too small, a de- 
fense budget that is not building 
enough ships and taking good enough 
care of our people. 

So I asked the chairman of the At- 
lantic Command, a four-star Marine 
general by the name of Sheehan, if he 
thought it was in our Nation’s best in- 
terests to continue the embargo or to 
open diplomatic relations with the Cu- 
bans, and I want to quote him from 
what he said before the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

Gen. SHEEHAN. I think it will be extraor- 
dinarily helpful to start some type of dia- 
logue with the process of the Cubans. That is 
going on to the intersection in Havana. We 
have almost on a daily basis, requirements 
to deal with the frontier border guard and 
the Cubans, either because there are Cuban 
migrants who are frustrated by the process, 
who are actually walking through mine 
fields to return to Cuba and in some cases 
they have maimed themselves. We are risk- 
ing American lives who go into the mine 
fields and pull them out. 

We have Cubans on a weekly basis go into 
the water to swim back to Cuba. As a result, 
we need to have some kind of mechanism 
just from a sheer safety standpoint to make 
sure that these Cubans do not permanently 
maim or kill themselves in the process. 

Castro holds all of the cards on the mi- 
grant issue. He can put 100,000 Cubans in 
rafts tomorrow morning in a heartbeat. We 
cannot absorb 100,000 at Guantanamo Bay 
Cuba. It seems to me that it would be in our 
best interest to manage the change that is 
going to occur in Cuba. It is going to happen. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not GENE ТАҮ- 
LOR of Mississippi speaking. This is a 
four-star Marine general who is in 
charge of the Atlantic Command for 
the United States of America. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. MCDERMOTT] for yielding this 
time to me, and I want to commend 
again the gentleman from Washington 
for this initiative. Let me just address 
this quick question that has arisen so 
frequently in the last few minutes 
about why the Cuban people are suffer- 
ing. 

Mr. Chairman, my friends on the 
other side of the aisle have repeatedly 
made the point that they are suffering 
because of Castro’s policies. They are 
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absolutely right about that. There is 
not any doubt about it. The principal 
reason that the people of Cuba are suf- 
fering today is because of the policies 
of Fidel Castro. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. DIAZ-BALART], а 
great American, a Cuban-American, of 
whom I am very proud. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Chairman, I 
just want to point out to my colleagues 
an interesting wire that was just hand- 
ed to me, a news wire that was just 
handed to me: 

CUBA PROVIDES HELP FOR AFFECTED ISLANDS 

Cuba is providing $47,000 in medicines to 
assist islands of the Caribbean Community 
(CARICOM) affected by the recent hurri- 
canes. 

The emergency aid will go to Antigua and 
Barbuds, Dominica, and St. Kitts and Nevis, 
according to Barbados-based Cuban Ambas- 
sador Lazaro Cabezas. 

Cabezas is accredited to a number of 
CARICOM states, including Trinidad and To- 
bago, where Cuba plans to open a diplomatic 
mission by the end of the year. 

Castro is not denied, as the gentle- 
woman from Florida |Мв. Ros- 
LEHTINEN] said, medicine. He has all 
the medicines he wants to buy with the 
dollars he gets, but he does not give 
them to the Cuban people. 

If my colleagues want to go to one of 
the most luxurious medical centers in 
the world, go to the medical center 
that Castro provides for the tourists. 
He has got a thriving industry to col- 
lect dollars from tourists from 
throughout the world, medical tour- 
ism. The Cuban people cannot go to 
those medical centers. The Cuban peo- 
ple do not have medicines and do not 
have any of the amenities that the 
tourists have because of Castro’s poli- 
cies, not because of the United States. 

So we continue to blame America 
first in this instance, blame America 
for the lack of medicines that Castro 
does not permit the Cuban people to 
have. 

Let us defeat this gutting amend- 
ment. Let us move forward. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the balance to my time to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMIL- 
TON]. 
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Let us have no mistake about that. 
But it is also true that when you put 
on top of those failed policies an em- 
bargo from the United States, that 
that embargo increases the suffering of 
the Cuban people. If you ease that em- 
bargo by letting food and medicine go 
in there, which they desperately need, 
you are going to ease the plight of the 
Cuban people. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, Castro takes 
this embargo we have and uses it as a 
repressive tool in Cuba today. He uses 
it as an excuse for repression. All this 
amendment does is give the oppor- 
tunity for more food and medicine to 
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go to Cuba. What in the world is wrong 
with that? Why should we be opposed 
to relieving the suffering of the Cuban 
people? 

І до not know how much will go in. It 
may not be huge quantities. But we 
know the situation there today. They 
are suffering. They need medicine. 
They need food. Let us see if we can 
help them out with this very modest 
measure. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge a vote against 
this bill, and I urge a vote for the 
McDermott substitute. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

The people in Cuba make 10 cents a 
day. My colleague over there says if we 
lift the embargo that we are going to 
help them. The fact of the matter is 
that Castro has the command of the 
economy; he controls the food and 
medicine. 

My colleague from Florida just 
pointed out that he is giving medicine 
to the hurricane victims in other coun- 
tries. If he is so strapped, why does he 
not keep the medicine for his own 
country? 

He has the supplies. He has the food. 
As the gentlewoman from Florida [Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN] pointed out, he is sell- 
ing it to tourists for hard currency so 
he can pay the military to keep him in 
power because he is afraid of his own 
people. We will not help the Cuban peo- 
ple by lifting this embargo. 

Mr. Chairman, let me go on to say 
that the embargo really did not start 
until 2% years ago when the Torricelli 
bill, the Cuban Democracy Act, passed. 
Up until that time, it had no teeth in 
it. When the Soviet Union cut off the 
aid, the $6 billion a year to Castro, he 
started to sink. He is desperately try- 
ing to survive today, and we should not 
throw him a lifeline as my colleagues 
unintentionally are trying to do. We 
should deny him the hard currency. 

All this bill does is say he cannot sell 
confiscated U.S. property. Our con- 
stituents had property down there that 
he took away from them that he is now 
selling to try to get hard currency to 
survive. All we want to do is give our 
constituents a way to get restitution 
from this government and deny him 
the hard currency he needs to survive 
as the Communist dictator, the last 
Communist dictator in our hemisphere. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to end up by 
reading to Members a part of a letter 
from Armando Valladares, who spent 22 
years in Castro’s gulags. He was our 
U.N. human rights ambassador, one of 
the most revered Cuban Americans and 
Cubans in the world. He says, “I am a 
former political prisoner of Fidel Cas- 
tro’s jails, where I was confined for 22 
long years. In those jails I saw many of 
my best friends die due to the horrible 
tortures and inhumane treatment. I 
strongly believe that the remaining 
days of Castro’s tyranny will be short- 


September 21, 1995 


ened once your Libertad bill, now up 
for a vote, is passed”. 

The endorsement of our legislative 
by the most influential dissident lead- 
ers inside Cuba, inside Cuba, proves 
that they are convinced, as I am, that 
this law is an important contribution 
towards our goal: A free and Demo- 
cratic Cuba. Viva Cuba libre. 

Mr. Chairman, we want liberty and 
freedom for the Cuban people, and this 
is the way to do it, to deny Castro his 
lifeline and the hard currency that he 
so desperately needs. With that, I urge 
а по vote on this amendment and a yes 
vote on the liberty amendment, the lib- 
erty bill, which I think will help the 
Cuban people. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. MCDERMOTT]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 


RECORDED VOTE 
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 138, noes 283, 
not voting 13, as follows: 


[Roll No. 682] 
AYES—138 

Abercrombie Gonzalez Neal 
Baesler Gordon Oberstar 
Baldacci Hall (OH) Obey 
Barrett (WI) Hamilton Olver 
Becerra Harman Owens 
Beilenson Hayes Parker 
Bereuter Hefner Pastor 
Berman Hilliard Payne (VA) 
Bishop Hinchey Pelosi 
Bonior Hoyer Rahall 
Boucher Jackson-Lee Rangel 
Brewster Jacobs Reed 
Brown (CA) Johnson (SD) Rivers 
Bryant (TX) Johnson, E. B. Roemer 
Clay Johnston Roybal-Allard 
Clayton Kanjorski Rush 
Clement Kennedy (MA) Sabo 
Clyburn Kennedy (RI) Sawyer 
Collins (MI) Kennelly Schroeder 
Conyers Kildee Schumer 
Coyne Kleczka Scott 
Danner Klink Serrano 
de la Garza LaFalce Skaggs 
DeFazio Lantos Slaughter 
DeLauro Lewis (GA) Spratt 
Dellums Lincoln Stark 
Dicks Lofgren Studds 
Dingell Lowey Stupak 
Dixon Luther Tanner 
Doggett Maloney Taylor (MS) 
Dooley Markey Thompson 
Durbin Martinez Thornton 
Eshoo Mascara Torres 
Evans McCarthy Towns 
Farr McDermott Velazquez 
Fattah McHale Vento 
Fazio McIntosh Visclosky 
Fields (LA) McKinney Waters 
Filner McNulty Watt (NC) 
Flake Meehan Waxman 
Foglietta Mfume Williams 
Frank (MA) Miller (CA) Wise 
Frost Minge Woolsey 
Furse Mink Wyden 
Gejdenson Moran Wynn 
Gibbons Nadler Yates 
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Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker (CA) 


Chapman 


Combest 


Dickey 


Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fowler 
Fox 


NOES—283 


Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 


Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 


Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 

Kaptur 


Kolbe 


Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Martini 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
Meek 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 


Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 


Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 


Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stockman 
Stump 
Talent 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 


Torkildsen 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Upton 
Volkmer 


Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
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Wilson Young (AK) тет 
Wolf Young (FL) Zimmer 

NOT VOTING—13 
Blute Moakley Sisisky 
Collins (IL) Ney Stokes 
Gephardt Payne (NJ) Tucker 
Hilleary Reynolds 
Jefferson Salmon 
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Mr. STARK and Mr. PAYNE of Vir- 
ginia changed their vote from “по” to 
“ауе.” 

So the amendment іп the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 2 printed in 
House Report 104-253. 


О 1200 


AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. WYNN 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. WYNN: 
Page 22, strike line 4 and all that follows 
through page 23, line 7 and insert the follow- 
ing: 

(a) OPPOSITION TO CUBAN MEMBERSHIP IN 
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—(1) 
Until such time as the President determines 
that a transition government in Cuba is in 
power, the Secretary of the Treasury should 
instruct the United States executive director 
to each international financial institution to 
use the voice and vote of the United States 
to oppose the admission of Cuba as a member 
of such institution. 

(2) Once a transition government in Cuba 
is in power, the President is encouraged to 
take steps to support the processing of 
Cuba's application for membership in any fi- 
nancial institution subject to the member- 
ship taking effect at such time as the Presi- 
dent deems most likely to facilitate the 
transition to a democratically elected gov- 
ernment in Cuba, 

Page 23, line 8, strike “(с)” and insert 
"(b)". 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from Maryland 
[Mr. WYNN] and a Member opposed, the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON], 
will each be recognized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. WYNN]. 

AMENDMENT, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED BY MR. 

WYNN 

Mr. WYNN, Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
modify my amendment so as to read as 
the text of amendment No. 4 printed in 
the September 20 CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. I believe a copy of the modi- 
fication is at the desk and also in the 
possession of the subcommittee chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment, as modified, offered by Mr. 
WYNN: Page 22, strike lines 4 through 20 and 
insert the following: 

(a) OPPOSITION TO CUBAN MEMBERSHIP IN 
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—(1) 
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Until such time as the President determines 
that a transition government in Cuba is in 
power, the Secretary of the Treasury should 
instruct the United States executive director 
to each international financial institution to 
use the voice and vote of the United States 
to oppose the admission of Cuba as a member 
of such institution. 

(2) Once a transition government in Cuba 
is in power, the President is encouraged to 
take steps to support the processing of 
Cuba's application for membership in апу fi- 
nancial institution subject to the member- 
ship taking effect at such time as the Presi- 
dent deems most likely to facilitate the 
transition to a democratically elected gov- 
ernment in Cuba. 

Mr. WYNN (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment, as modified, be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the modification? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, reserving the right to object, I 
have talked with the gentleman offer- 
ing the modification to the amend- 
ment. I think it is a good modification 
and we are prepared to accept that. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res- 
ervation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, first let me thank the 
subcommittee chairman for his leader- 
ship on this issue. We have not always 
agreed on the appropriate approach but 
I certainly appreciate the courtesies he 
has extended to me during the course 
of this debate. 

The modified amendment that I am 
offering today will simply give the 
President the flexibility to support 
Cuba’s membership in international fi- 
nancial institutions after a transition 
government is in power in Cuba. I be- 
lieve that the most effective time for 
international assistance is during the 
transition period. 

If a pro-democracy transition in Cuba 
is going to be peaceful and if it is going 
to succeed, it will need the support of 
international financial institutions. 
The International Monetary Fund, the 
World Bank, and others can make an 
enormous difference in Cuba during the 
transition period because of their strict 
requirements for economic reforms. 
The IFI’s could help Cuba privatize its 
industry, develop commercial banking 
systems, and develop a tax system that 
will support a market-based economy. 

Nobody knows what a transition in 
Cuba will look like but we must be pre- 
pared to react and act quickly. Let me 
be very clear, however, that the transi- 
tion period that we are talking about 
and a transition government is specifi- 
cally delineated within the context of 
the existing language of the bill. 
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It is specified that a transition gov- 
ernment is one in which there is free- 
dom of political activity, freedom of 
association, freedom of the press, re- 
spect for internationally recognized 
human rights, and is in the process of 
organizing free elections. It also spe- 
cifically states that a transition gov- 
ernment may not include Fidel or 
Raoul Castro. 

I believe we are talking about a very 
strictly defined set of circumstances 
under which international financial as- 
sistance could be of great importance. 
Quick involvement has shown, in the 
case of Eastern Europe, that we can 
lend a strong effort toward the move- 
ment to democracy. We were successful 
in Eastern Europe. I believe the same 
model will apply in the case of Cuba. 

Mr. Chairman, what we saw in East- 
ern Europe was that the transition led 
to democracy, not toward some sort of 
non-Communist dictatorship. We would 
like to see the same model in Cuba. 
That is where the international finan- 
cial institutions come into play. 

At some point in time, Mr. Chair- 
man, in the not-so-distant future, the 
Castro dictatorship is going to come to 
an end. I do not know how that will be 
but we do know that is fact it will be. 

During that period of time, once the 
transition government has met the cri- 
teria specified in this bill, I believe 
that we ought to assist them with par- 
ticipation in international financial in- 
stitutions. That is what this amend- 
ment would do. I would certainly ask 
the membership to support the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Let me just say that the gentleman 
from Maryland (Мг. WYNN] has come 
up with a very valuable amendment. It 
was well thought out. I appreciate very 
much his contribution that he has 
made to this legislation. I want to 
thank him for being willing to work 
out an agreement that I think is going 
to be better for the bill and better for 
the legislation and better for the peo- 
ple of Cuba in the final analysis. It pro- 
vides a mechanism for helping them re- 
build Cuba once the Castro dictator- 
ship falls. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. WALSH. I thank the distin- 
guished gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to enter 
into a colloquy with my distinguished 
colleague, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. GILMAN], along with my 
good friend the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. COLEMAN]. 

Mr. Chairman, section 401 of H.R. 927 
would exclude from the U.S. aliens who 
have confiscated property of U.S. na- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


tionals or who traffick in such prop- 
erty. The report on H.R. 927 by our 
Committee on International Relations 
relates that the Department of State is 
actively engaged in prosecuting hun- 
dreds of confiscation claims of U.S. 
citizens in Nicaragua, Honduras, Costa 
Rica, and Cuba. The report then states: 

Persons who are responsible for these 
confiscations or who are trafficking in such 
property should be among those initially tar- 
geted for exclusion under this section. 

I have been working to bring to reso- 
lution an egregious expropriation exe- 
cuted by the Dominican Republic’s 
military against Western Energy Inc. 
Western Energy is a U.S. company that 
was operating an important liquid pe- 
troleum gas facility in the Dominican 
Republic and operates a similar facil- 
ity in my district in New York. 

Would the distinguished gentleman 
agree that the confiscators and traf- 
fickers in this case should also be 
among those initially targeted for ex- 
clusion? 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the dis- 
tinguished gentlemen from New York 
and Texas. The report on H.R. 927 cites 
four countries which should be initial 
targets with respect to section 401 be- 
cause they have been found to have the 
most confiscation cases. However, the 
seriousness of the Western Energy case 
merits priority attention for exclusion 
of the persons involved, and I will work 
with the distinguished gentlemen to 
try to achieve that result. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I too 
have been working to bring to resolu- 
tion this egregious expropriation suf- 
fered by Western Energy Co. that is 
headquartered in my congressional dis- 
trict. It is my understanding that nu- 
merous high-ranking Dominican Gov- 
ernment officials have expressed both 
public and private outrage with their 
government’s action but they have said 
they have been powerless to redress it. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that the U.S. 
Ambassador should be commended for 
her efforts to resolve the situation. An 
exclusion under section 401 of H.R. 927 
would certainly buttress her efforts. 
The names of the persons involved in 
the confiscation and who are traffick- 
ing in Western Energy’s property are 
well known and could be provided by 
the U.S. Embassy as anticipated in the 
report on section 401 of H.R. 927. 

I thank the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. GILMAN] for his response. I 
understand that he agrees that these 
persons should be among those ini- 
tially targeted for exclusion under sec- 
tion 401 of H.R. 927. Is that correct? 
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Mr. GILMAN. If the gentleman will 
yield, that is correct. I want to assure 
both gentlemen that we will work with 
them to try to correct these problems. 

Mr. WALSH. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. COLEMAN. I thank the gen- 
tleman from Indiana for yielding to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Let me end, 
Mr. Chairman, by saying once again 
that I appreciate the hard work of the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. WYNN). 
He is a very thoughtful member of the 
Committee on International Relations. 
We are very happy to accept his 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I include for the 
RECORD correspondence to the Speaker 
concerning committee consultations 
on H.R. 927. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, DC, August 3, 1995. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I am writing to you re- 
garding the ‘‘Cuban Liberty and Democratic 
Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act of 1995” (H.R. 
927), legislation that has already been re- 
ported by the Committee on International 
Relations (H. Rept. 104-202, Pt. 1). When it 
was introduced, H.R. 927 was also referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary and, follow- 
ing the filing of the report by the Inter- 
national Relations Committee, this referral 
period was extended until August 4, 1995, 

H.R. 927 was referred to the Judiciary Com- 
mittee because of a number of its provisions 
fall within the Rule X jurisdiction of this 
Committee. Specifically, section 302 would 
create a civil cause of action in U.S. district 
courts by “United States nationals” against 
any person that traffics in property that was 
confiscated by the Government of Cuba, on 
or after January 1959. A “United States na- 
tional” includes individuals who became nat- 
uralized U.S. citizens after the confiscation 
occurred. Section 303 establishes an alter- 
nate method for determining the amount and 
ownership of claims brought under section 
302. In doing so, both section 303 and section 
304 impact on the decisions and jurisdiction 
of the Foreign Claims Settlement Commis- 
sion, which is an agency under the jurisdic- 
tion of the Judiciary Committee. Section 401 
impacts on this Committee's jurisdiction 
with respect to the Immigration and Nation- 
ality Act by permitting the Secretary of 
State to exclude from entry into the United 
States any alien who has confiscated the 
property of a U.S. national or who traffics in 
such property. 

As a result of consultations between the 
International Relations Committee and the 
Judiciary Committee, a number of changes 
were made in the text of H.R. 927. Con- 
sequently, the Judiciary Committee does not 
intend to mark up H.R. 927. However, this 
does not in any way waive this Committee’s 
jurisdiction over that bill or related legisla- 
tion, nor over the general subject matters 
contained in the bill which fall within this 
Committee’s jurisdiction. I also request that 
Members of the Judiciary Committee be ap- 
pointed to serve on any conference commit- 
tee appointed with respect to this legisla- 
tion. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY J. HYDE, 
Chairman. 
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COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND FINAN- 
CIAL SERVICES, 
Washington, DC, July 24, 1995. 

Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 

Speaker, The Capitol, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I am writing concern- 
ing H.R. 927, the Cuban Liberty and Demo- 
cratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act of 1995, 
which the House of Representatives may 
consider later this year. This legislation con- 
tains two provisions which fall under the ju- 
risdiction of the Committee on Banking and 
Financial Services under Rule X of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives. These provi- 
sions are found in Sections 103 and 104. 

Section 103 prohibits a U.S. national or 
agency from extending a loan, credit, or 
other financing to a foreign person or U.S. 
national to finance transactions involving 
any property confiscated by the Cuban gov- 
ernment the claim to which is owned by a 
U.S. national as of the date of enactment of 
H.R. 927. This provision falls under the juris- 
diction of the Banking Committee relating 
to international finance and investment 
policies. While enforcement of this provision 
could be complex, and its impact on the com- 
petitiveness of the U.S. financial services in- 
dustry is uncertain, the Banking Committee 
agrees to waive consideration of H.R. 927 and 
requests to be discharged from further con- 
sideration of Section 103 without prejudice. 

Section 104 requires the Secretary of the 
Treasury to instruct the U.S. executive di- 
rector to each international financial insti- 
tution (ТЕТ) to use the voice and vote of the 
United States to oppose the admission of 
Cuba as a member of such institution until a 
democratically elected government in Cuba 
is in power. It further requires that if any 
IFI approves a loan or other assistance to 
Cuba over the opposition of the United 
States, the Treasury Secretary is to with- 
hold payment to such institution, with re- 
spect to paid-in and callable capital, of an 
amount equal to the amount of loan or other 
assistance to the Cuban government. 

In this regard, it has been longstanding 
United States policy to oppose Cuban mem- 
bership in the international financial insti- 
tutions. Indeed, Cuba is not now a member of 
any such international organization. Con- 
sequently, while the Committee would have 
serious concerns about the impact of IFI 
withholding provisions on U.S. foreign policy 
and the international financial institutions 
generally, the Banking Committee agrees to 
waive jurisdiction of H.R. 927 and requests to 
be discharged from further consideration of 
Section 104 without prejudice. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES A. LEACH, 
Chairman. 
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, August 3, 1995. 

Hon. BENJAMIN А. GILMAN, 

Chairman, Committee on International Rela- 
tions, House of Representatives, Rayburn 
Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This із to confirm my 
understanding of our agreement concerning 
further consideration of H.R. 927, the Cuban 
Liberty and Democratic Solidarity Act of 
1995, which was referred to the Committee on 
International Relations, and in addition, to 
the Ways and Means Committee for a period 
ending on August 4, 1995. 

Section 109 of H.R. 927, as reported by your 
Committee, would impose a certification re- 
quirement on exporters of sugar and sugar 
products to the United States. In addition, 
sections 201 and 202 contain statements 
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about the trade policy objectives of the Unit- 
ed States toward a democratic Cuba and au- 
thorize the President to take action to 
achieve those goals. 

The action taken by the Committee on 
International Relations concerning the sugar 
provision was clearly contrary to clause 5(b) 
of Rule XXI of the Rules of the House, which 
provides that no bill carrying a tax or tariff 
measure shall be reported by any committee 
not having jurisdiction to report tax and tar- 
iff measures. 

However, I now understand that you will 
offer a manager's amendment that will drop 
all provisions relating to trade in sugar (sec- 
tion 109) from the bill and change the text of 
the remaining minor trade-related provi- 
sions to language drafted by my staff. In ad- 
dition, I understand that you have commit- 
ted to oppose any modifications or additions 
to these provisions during further consider- 
ation in the House. 

Based on your written assurances to that 
effect, and in response to your requests that 
I facilitate consideration of this important 
legislation, I do not believe that a markup of 
H.R. 927 by the Committee on Ways and 
Means will be necessary. 

However, this is being done only with the 
understanding that this does not in any way 
prejudice the Committee's jurisdictional pre- 
rogatives in the future with respect to this 
measure or any similar legislation, and it 
should not be considered as precedent for 
consideration of matters of jurisdictional in- 
terest to the Committee on Ways and Means 
in the future. Should any provisions of juris- 
dictional interest remain in the bill after 
Floor consideration, I would request that the 
Committee on Ways and Means be named as 
additional conferees, and as sole conferees on 
provisions within its sole jurisdiction. 

Finally, I would ask that a copy of our ex- 
change of letters on this matter be placed in 
the Record during consideration on the 
Floor. With best regards, 

Sincerely, 
BILL ARCHER, 
Chairman. 
COMMITTEE ON 
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, 
Washington, DC, August 4, 1995. 
Hon. BILL ARCHER, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I write to you with 
respect to your August 3 letter and further 
House consideration of H.R. 927, the "Cuban 
and Democratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act 
of 1995.” 

Pursuant to agreements reached between 
you and key proponents of this legislation, 
including the Chairman of the Western 
Hemisphere Subcommittee, Dan Burton, I 
would like to assure you that the Committee 
intends to offer an amendment during floor 
consideration of this measure which address- 
es the specific concerns raised by you and 
your staff with respect to sections 109, 201, 
and 202 of this legislation. Moreover, I would 
like to further assure you that we will work 
with you and Members of your Committee in 
opposing any proposed modifications or addi- 
tions relating to these provisions during fur- 
ther House consideration of this legislation. 

In addition, I understand that you will re- 
quest that Ways and Means Members be ap- 
pointed as conferees on these provisions and 
any other tax, tariff, or trade policy matters 
that might be at issue in a conference with 
the Senate on this legislation. 

I should note that these understandings on 
this legislation do not prejudice in any way 
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this Committee's jurisdiction over inter- 
national economic policy issues and the 
Committee’s authority to seek conferees on 
these and any other provisions of the bill 
that are within the jurisdiction of the Com- 
mittee on International Relations during my 
House-Senate conference committee that 
may be convened on this legislation. 

I extend to you my gratitude for your will- 
ingness to work with members of this Com- 
mittee and other interested Members to 
move this important legislation to the full 
House without delay. 

With best wishes, 

Sincerely, 
BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, 
Chairman. 

Mr, Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. JACOBS]. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, first I 
would like it to be understood on the 
record that there is no Member of this 
House for whom I have greater affec- 
tion and respect than the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

One of the reasons I have so much re- 
spect for him is his consistency. He has 
the same trade policy for China as he 
has for Cuba. Those who differ between 
the two countries, I could say, puzzle 
me somewhat. 

I want to quote a former U.S. Sen- 
ator from Indiana, Homer E. Capehart, 
а member of the party of the gen- 
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON], 
who said back in the late 1950’s, “If you 
would let me turn loose 10,000 Amer- 
ican salesmen in the Soviet Union, I 
would guarantee that the days of com- 
munism would be numbered.” 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not have any fur- 
ther speakers. I would just indicate, 
therefore, in closing that I believe this 
is a constructive amendment. It will 
enable us to move quickly at such time 
as we see a transition government in 
Cuba and I believe that will help us 
move Cuba more quickly to democracy. 
I thank the gentleman from Indiana for 
his support with respect to this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment, as modified, offered by 
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
WYNN]. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ad- 
vised that amendment No. 3 will not be 
offered. Is that correct? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. That is cor- 
rect, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 4 printed in 
House Report 104-253. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des- 
ignate the amendment. 
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The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. STEARNS: 

Add at the end of title I the following: 


SEC. 112. CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION OF 
CONTACTS WITH CUBAN GOVERN- 
MENT OFFICIALS. 


(a) ADVANCED NOTIFICATION REQUIRED.—No 
funds made available under any provision of 
law may be used for the costs and expenses 
of negotiations, meetings, discussions, or 
contacts between United States Government 
officials or representatives and officials or 
representatives of the Cuban Government re- 
lating to normalization of relations between 
the United States and Cuba unless 15 days in 
advance the President has notified the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
the chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate in accordance with 
procedures applicable to reprogramming no- 
tifications under section 634A of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961. 

(b) REPORTS.—Within 15 days of any nego- 
tiations, meetings, discussions, or contacts 
between individuals described in subsection 
(a), with respect to any matter, the Presi- 
dent shall submit a report to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives and the chair- 
man of the Committee on Foreign Relations 
of the Senate detailing the individuals in- 
volved, the matters discussed, and any agree- 
ments made, including agreements to con- 
duct future negotiations, meetings, discus- 
sions, or contacts. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
STEARNS] and a Member opposed will 
each be recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. Mr. 
Chairman, I am opposed to the amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. JOHNSTON] will be 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. STEARNS]. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I will be brief. This is an amendment 
that I had put together as a piece of 
legislation, H.R. 1909. It was introduced 
earlier this year and had bipartisan 
support. We had the support of Chair- 
man BURTON, ranking member 
TORRICELLI, as well as the Members 
from the State of Florida. 

I intend, Mr. Chairman, to withdraw 
this amendment, but I wanted to just 
outline a little bit about the amend- 
ment because I think it is important 
that the House be aware of what this 
amendment intended to do. 

It was also offered on the Senate 
side. The important part about this 
amendment is it says basically that 
when the administration negotiates 
with the Castro regime, that they can- 
not do so without notifying Congress 
first. I think that is important, par- 
ticularly when we saw what happened 
in Vietnam. 

My amendment would require that 
the President notify congressional 
leadership prior to any meeting with 
the Castro regime, and that a timely 
report be made to the leadership with 
the results of any such negotiations. 
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With the situation as delicate as it is 
right now, Mr. Chairman, I am a little 
concerned, particularly talking to peo- 
ple on both sides of the aisle, that this 
would move the negotiation process 
into a phase where there might be a lot 
of confrontation, and that the adminis- 
tration itself might not be amenable to 
this amendment. 

I actually withdraw this amendment, 
but I would like to make my opening 
statement part of the RECORD. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment is largely 
identical to H.R. 1909 which | introduced ear- 
lier this year with broad bipartisan support and 
which includes Chairman BURTON, Ranking 
Member TORRICELLI, Representative Ros- 
rete and „5 DiAZ-BALART 


ay cas ne ees introduced v with an identical bill 
in cs io бегілі offered by my colleague from 
Florida, Senator MACK, who was also joined 
with widespread support in the other Cham- 
ber, including Majority Leader DOLE, Foreign 
Relations Chairman Helms and Senator 
LIEBERMAN. 

My amendment will require that the Presi- 
dent notify congressional leadership prior to 
any meetings with the Castro regime and that 
a timely report be made to the leadership with 
the results of such negotiations. 

The Cuban Li and Democratic Solidar- 
ity Act is an important piece of legislation. It 
rightly steps up the pressure on the Castro re- 
gime in the hope that Democracy can be re- 
stored to the people of Cuba. 

But this legislation and its impact could be 
rendered meaningless if the present adminis- 
tration opens up negotiations which could le- 
gitimize the very regime we are trying to re- 
move. 

With a situation as delicate as negotiations 
with one of the last Communist dictatorships 
left in the world, it is essential that Congress 
be kept aware of any attempts made by the 
administration to legitimize the Castro govern- 
ment. 

Already members of this administration have 
shown their willingness to deal with Castro. 
Chairman BURTON has wisely included lan- 
guage in this bill that emphasizes the true po- 
sition of our Nation: Not to deal with the Com- 
munist dictatorship in Cuba. This Congress 
must remain vigilant and ensure that this pol- 
к. is in fact the one being followed. 

The normalization of United States relations 
with the Communist government of Vietnam is 
just one example of where the current admin- 
istration has moved too quickly and without 
open discussions with the Congress prior to its 
actions. Had there been a provision such as 
this during the negotiations with Vietnam, at 
least the Congress would have had the ability 
to advise the President on how we felt. In- 
stead, the President presented us with a fait 
accompli. We need to ensure that tomorrow 
we don't see a headline proclaiming “Adminis- 
tration Officials Meet With Castro, Congress 
Caught Totally Unaware.” 

Mr. Chairman, while | recognize that it is the 
prerogative of the President to conduct foreign 
affairs, it is also the responsibility of the Presi- 
dent to keep Congress informed of his actions 
so that we might respond accordingly. This 
amendment will insure this just balance of 
power. 
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Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in making sure that the United States does 
not rush into a closer relationship with a Com- 
munist dictatorship without the elected Rep- 
resentatives of the people being properly in- 
formed. | urge the adoption of this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to withdraw the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, | rise today 
in strong support of H.R. 927, the Cuban Lib- 
erty and Democratic Solidarity Act. 

is legislation has been carefully crafted to 
bring an end to the Castro regime by reaffirm- 
ing the principles contained in the Cuban De- 
mocracy Act passed in 1992. This legislation 
seeks to close the loopholes in order to more 
effectively continue our embargo against 
Cuba. 


Another provision in Н.Н. 927 prepares the 
United States to support a transition govern- 
ment which eventually will lead to a demo- 
cratic government in Cuba. We realize that the 
isolated Government of Castro is on its last 
leg and this is a positive signal to the Cuban 
people that the United States will support their 
efforts toward democratization. 

Finally, this legislation takes important steps 
to protect the property interests of U.S. nation- 
als by making persons who intentionally traffic 
in stolen property liable for damages in U.S. 
Courts 


it is anathema to all Americans that in our 
own backyard we have one of the last Com- 
munist countries and one of the last dictators 
within a half hour plane flight. Today, Cuba is 
more backward than ever. This authoritarian 
regime now symbolizes the fact that com- 
munism has failed. 

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union the 
$4.5 billion in annual support for Cuba has all 
but disappeared. No other countries have 
come to Castro's financial aid. Meanwhile, the 
United States embargo continues to keep 
Cuba without sought after American dollars. 

Recent reports state that the deteriorating 
living conditions, the repressive control exer- 
cised by the state and economic difficulties led 
to the mass exodus on the high seas in 1994. 
These reports also state that the Cuban crisis 
has deep internal roots affecting not only the 
economic, political, and social sphere, but all 
of the island’s institutions. This crisis is the di- 
rect result of the repressive policy of Castro 
coupled with the exclusion of differing view- 
points. 

Castro has not shown a willingness to make 
any efforts to liberalize Cuba's political system 
or economic markets. For this reason stronger 
actions are needed to deal with his regime as 
compared to other Communist countries which 
recently have shown movement toward demo- 
cratic principles. 

In my judgment, H.R. 927 takes the nec- 
essary steps to increase pressure on the Cas- 
tro regime to initiate needed political and eco- 
nomic reforms. By passing this measure we 
will also send a strong signal to Castro that 
the United States will stand firm until he is 
gone and Cuba becomes a democracy. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, | rise to ex- 
press my support for the general thrust of H.R. 
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927. This legislation sends an important signal 
to the Castro regime in Cuba that the United 
States will continue its vigilance in opposing 
the communist dictatorship there. For this rea- 
son, | will support passage of this bill today. At 
the same time, however, there are a number 
of provisions in this legislation that | believe 
could have an unintended negative impact on 
our efforts to promote a transition to a demo- 
cratic government in Cuba and impede the 
conduct of U.S. foreign policy elsewhere. 

In particular, | have serious concerns about 
the bill's attempt to restrict United States as- 
sistance to international financial institutions 
and other nations based on their policies to- 
ward Cuba. | believe we have broader inter- 
ests vis-a-vis these institutions and nations 
that should not be allowed to be dictated by 
our policy toward Cuba. 

1 ат also concerned that the constraints im- 
posed by the bill on the types of United States 
assistance that may be provided to a transi- 
tional or democratically elected government in 
Cuba may in fact hinder our ability to promote 
the changes we desire there. 

In addition, it appears that some of the bill’s 
provisions relating to property claims may 
have the unintended consequence of tying up 
considerable amounts of property in litigation 
for years after a transition to a democratic 
government has occurred. This could hinder 
investment by Americans desiring to promote 
economic development in a post-Castro Cuba. 

For these reasons, my vote today in support 
of H.R. 927 does not indicate an intention to 
support the conference version of this bill. 
Rather, | will withhold my decision on support 
for final passage of this legislation pending ac- 
tion by the conferees to address the defi- 
ciencies contained in the House version of the 
bill. 

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in 
opposition to H.R. 927. | believe that every 
Member of Congress agrees on our foreign 
policy goals with regard to Cuba. We all want 
to encourage democracy and economic 
growth, protect human rights, and neutralize a 
potential military threat just miles away from 
the United States. We legitimately disagree, 
however, on the most effective means of 
achieving these goals. 

The Cuban people deserve a free, demo- 
cratic, society that respects human rights and 
political freedom. Specifically, they deserve to 
enjoy the fruits of their labors and the right to 
travel freely across international borders. They 
deserve the freedom to speak their minds 
freely, without fear of persecution. And they 
deserve the fundamental right to organize and 
to control the actions of their own government 
through a free, fair, and democratic electoral 
process. | would suggest, however, that H.R. 
927 is not the most effective way to accom- 
plish these goals. 

The so-called Cuban Liberty and Demo- 
cratic Solidarity Act of 1995 is intended to 
ratchet up the pressure on Cuba by intensify- 
ing the economic sanctions and travel restric- 
tions already in place. The theory behind this 
legislation is that any additional hardship im- 
posed on the Cuban people will be trans- 
formed into additional dissatisfaction with the 
Castro regime and will precipitate an indige- 
nous insurrection against Castro. The problem 
with this reasoning is that in many ways it 
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plays into Castro's hands by allowing him to 
blame the Cuban people's suffering on foreign 
enemies—namely, the United States. Sanc- 
tions like these provide Castro with a conven- 
ient scapegoat for the failings of his 
unsustainable regime. Moreover, some of the 
provisions in this legislation would violate 
GATT and NAFTA. While | am no supporter of 
NAFTA, | believe that the United States is 
bound to observe international treaties that 
have been duly signed and ratified by the U.S. 
Government. We can not pick and choose as 
the mood takes us. Violation of our obligations 
under these treaties could result in sanctions 
on U.S. trade and the loss of U.S. export-relat- 
ed jobs. This legislation would damage the 
economic health of the United States without 
advancing our foreign policy goals. Con- 
sequently, | must conclude that H.R. 927 
would do more harm than good. 

| believe that the most effective tool for fos- 
tering democracy, human rights, and eco- 
nomic development in Cuba is exposure to the 
citizens and cultures of free, democratic soci- 
eties. Consequently, | am a cosponsor of H.R. 
2229, the Free Trade with Cuba Act, which 
was introduced by my colleague from New 
York, Representative CHARLES B. RANGEL. 
This legislation would lift the existing sanctions 
on trade, travel, and commerce with Cuba. It 
would only allow the President to impose new 
export controls on Cuba in accordance with 
certain sections of the Export Administration 
Act of 1979, and it would allow the President 
to apply the authority granted him under the 
International Emergency Economic Powers 
Act only in the case of a new national emer- 
gency resulting from actions undertaken by 
the Cuban Government. In short, this bill 
would normalize United States relations with 
Cuba. 

In closing, let me just point out that we've 
had sanctions against Cuba for over 30 years. 
They made some sense during the cold war, 
when Cuba was allied with a hostile super- 
power, but they haven't been particularly suc- 
cessful in undermining the Castro government. 
In the end, an ineffective economic system 
and political repression will bring down the 
Castro regime, just as similar institutions 
precipitated the collapse from within for the 
other countries of the Soviet bloc. The best 
ways to speed up that process is through en- 
gagement, not through isolation. Therefore, | 
urge my colleagues to join me in opposing 
H.R. 927 here today. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in 
support of H.R. 927, the Cuban Liberty and 
Democratic Solidarity Act. | am proud to be a 
cosponsor of this legislation along with a bi- 
partisan group of my colleagues. 

We are at an important moment in the 
struggle for freedom for the Cuban people. It 
is a well-known fact that the Cuban economy 
is in complete disarray. Іп order to prop up his 
failing regime, Castro has attempted to attract 
foreign investors to the country so that he may 
obtain more hard currency for his benefit, | re- 
peat his benefit. Let us not pretend that the 
people of Cuba will benefit from these invest- 
ments. Have no doubt, the capital that comes 
with foreign investment is for the benefit of 
Castro and his regime, not the people of 
Cuba. 

To those who will say that Castro is liberal- 
izing his political and economic policies, this is 
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simply untrue. There is no indication that elec- 
tions held іп Cuba are anything more than a 
rubber stamp of his corrupt regime and there 
simply are not real economic reforms occur- 
ring there. Castro will continue to control the 
Cuban economy and the Cuban people be- 
cause he and his regime control all of the 
money received from foreign investments. 

To those who argue that we must end the 
embargo because it has not worked in 35 
years, | would tell you that the embargo has 
worked best in the last few years due to the 
end of subsidies from the Soviet Union. The 
embargo is working and should be tightened, 
as this bill seeks to do, so the end of the Cas- 
tro regime comes as soon as possible. 

Finally, | support the provisions of this bill 
that provide American citizens a right of action 
in a U.S. court of law to ensure that property 
confiscated from them is not sold for the bene- 
fit of the Castro regime. The only way to end 
Castro’s dictatorship is to end his access to 
foreign capital. | support these provisions as 
well as those that provide for a smooth transi- 
tion to democracy and | urge all of my col- 
leagues to support this bill with a “yes” vote 
on final 

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. Chair- 
man, this bill is a clear statement that the 
American people stand arm in arm with the 
people of Cuba in their struggle against a re- 
pressive dictator, and that we will not back 
away from being partners in our common fight 
for freedom. 

We won the cold war because we never 
gave in to communism. By standing firm we 
brought down the Iron Curtain and saw com- 
munism collapse in Europe. 

The conditions which existed when Presi- 
dent Kennedy implemented our embargo have 
not changed. 

Now is not the time to offer relief to the 
Castro regime, especially relief at the expense 
of American citizens who have had their prop- 
erty seized by Castro. Castro wants to use 
American property to lure foreign investors to 
Cuba who will provide cover for his dictator- 
ship and cash to his treasury. 

This bill prevents the Castro regime and for- 
eign investors from profiting off the confiscated 
property of Americans. It says, quite simply, 
theft is wrong. 

The Libertad bill allows Americans, whose 
property Castro has seized, to pursue legal re- 
dress if an international corporation or investor 
purchases that land for profit-making. 

This is government-sanctioned theft. 

The bill also states that we will not allow 
those who traffic in this stolen property to 
enter the United States. Why should we wel- 
come those who profit from property stolen 
from our citizens, from our constituents, and 
who are exploiting the hopes, dreams, and 
labor of the Cuban le? 

Let us be clear, foreign investment in Cuba 
means опе thing—it is a lifeline to the Castro 
regime. 

It will legitimize an illegitimate government. 

It will offer protection to a man who must be 
brought down just like the Communist dic- 
tators of Eastern Europe. 

It will postpone the day that the people of 
Cuba will live in freedom and democracy. 

A vote for this bill is a vote in support of 
those trying to build democracy in a land that 
desperately wants freedom. 
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This bill will help that day of liberty come 
sooner. This is our duty as Americans. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup- 
port of the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Washington. This amendment, 
which includes the text of my bill, H.R. 1700, 
would lift the embargo against Cuba on the 
sale of medicines, medical supplies and equip- 
ment, and food. It is an appropriate amend- 
ment and would bring to an end a policy that 
is unworthy of this great Nation. 

| realize that most of my colleagues support 
the embargo against Cuba and support this 
legislation that will tighten that embargo to 
new and even more absurd heights. That is 
not the issue before us in this amendment. 

What this amendment asks us is, should the 
U.S. demonstrate its disapproval of another 
government by cutting off the sale of food and 
medicine to civilians, the elderly, the young, 
and the sick? 

Historically, no matter how repugnant we 
have found the behavior of other govern- 
ments, the United States has not resorted to 
this immoral and inhuman form of pressure. 

When the Pinochet dictatorship in Chile set 
off a terrorist bomb on the streets of Washing- 
ton, killing an American citizen, we didn't pun- 
ish the Chilean people by embargoing food 
and medicine. 

The Chinese Government brutally op- 
presses human rights from Beijing to Lhasa 
and is rewarded by this Congress with most- 
favored-nation treatment. 

Salvadoran Government-run death squads 
slaughtered tens of thousands of civilians, in- 
cluding four American nuns and the Arch- 
bishop of San Salvador, and El Salvador was 
rewarded with United States aid. 

Even when we went to war against Iraq, 
there was not embargo on food and medicine. 

So what has Cuba done that merits this sort 
of inhuman treatment? Clearly, the Members 
of this House are so accustomed to voting for 
sanctions against Cuba that we have lost any 
sense of proportion. 

| certainly understand that most Members of 
Congress want to seem tough on Cuba. | 
know that’s where the votes are today. But in 
our zeal to be the big cowboy in the hemi- 
sphere, we should not lose sight of fundamen- 
tal decency. The embargo on food and medi- 
cine is wrong; it is immoral, and it brings dis- 
honor to the United States. 

І urge the adoption of the amendment. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to express my opposition to H.R. 
927, the Cuban Liberty and Democratic 
Solidarity Act. I have tremendous re- 
spect for the leaders on this legisla- 
tion, especially Representatives Ros- 
LEHTINEN, DIAZ-BALART, and 
MENENDEZ. Their commitment to pro- 
moting democracy around the world is 
unquestioned. On the question of Cuba, 
however, I respectfully disagree with 
this legislation. 

I oppose H.R. 927 because I believe 
that the embargo on Cuba and the pol- 
icy of which it is the centerpiece, have 
failed. The embargo has not contrib- 
uted in any way to increased freedom 
and democratization in Cuba. Rather, 
it has only made life hard for the 
Cuban people. Fidel Castro is still in 
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power and suffering no consequences 
from this embargo. The people of Cuba, 
however, suffer daily because of it. 

H.R. 927 tightens the embargo 
against Cuba—an embargo which has 
only resulted in inadequate access to 
medicine, to food, to healthcare, to 
education, and to development, for the 
Cuban people. It has not had an impact 
on Castro. It has not contributed to a 
more open society. It has not opened 
any doors to freedom. 

The world has changed dramatically 
in the past few years; unfortunately, 
our foreign policy has not. It is time 
for us to move beyond a failed policy of 
strangling the Cuban people in the 
hope of strangling Castro’s regime. The 
Cuban people are suffering; we should 
implement a policy which reaches out 
to them and which fosters their sup- 
port for democratization. The embargo 
and this legislation take us in the 
wrong direction. We should focus our 
policy on promoting democracy, not on 
punishing the Cuban people. I urge my 
colleagues to vote “по” on H.R. 927. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute, as amended. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as amended, was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. LAHoop) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. DUNCAN, 
Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 
reported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
927) to seek international sanctions 
against the Castro government in 
Cuba, to plan for support of a transi- 
tion government leading to a demo- 
cratically elected government in Cuba, 
and for other purposes, pursuant to 
House Resolution 225, he reported the 
bill back to the House with an amend- 
ment adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or- 
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on 
amendment to the amendment in 
nature of a substitute adopted by 
Committee of the Whole? If not, 
question is on the amendment in 
nature of a substitute. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was agreed to. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHooD). The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 
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RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 294, noes 130, 
not voting 10, as follows: 


[Roll No. 683] 
AYES—294 

Ackerman Emerson Lewis (CA) 
Allard Engel Lewis (KY) 
Andrews English Lightfoot 
Archer Linder 
Armey Everett Lipinski 
Bachus Ewing Livingston 
Baker (CA) Fawell LoBiondo 
Baker (LA) Fazio Longley 
Ballenger Fields (TX) Lucas 
Barcia Manton 
Barr Foley Manzullo 
Bartlett Forbes Martini 
Barton Fowler Mascara 
Bass Fox Matsui 
Bateman Franks (CT) McCarthy 
Bentsen Franks (NJ) McCollum 
Bevill Frelinghuysen McCrery 
Bilbray Frisa McDade 
Bilirakis Frost McHugh 
Bishop Funderburk McInnis 
Bliley Gallegly McIntosh 
Blute Ganske McKeon 
Boehlert Gekas McNulty 
Boehner Gephardt Meek 
Bonilla Menendez 
Bono Gilchrest Metcalf 
Borski Gillmor Meyers 
Browder Gilman Mica 
Brown (FL) Goodlatte Miller (FL) 
Brown (OH) Goodling Mineta 
Brownback Gordon Molinari 
Bryant (TN) Goss Mollohan 
Bunn Graham Montgomery 
Bunning Green Moorhead 
Burr Greenwood Murtha 
Burton Gunderson Myers 
Buyer Gutierrez Myrick 
Callahan Gutknecht Nethercutt 
Calvert Hall (TX) Neumann 
Camp Hancock Ney 
Canady Hansen Norwood 
Cardin Hastert Nussle 
Castle Hastings (WA) Ortiz 
Chabot Hayworth Oxley 
Chambliss Hefley Packard 
Chapman Heineman Pallone 
Chenoweth Herger Paxon 
Christensen Hilleary Peterson (MN) 
Chrysler Hobson tri 
Clinger Hoekstra Pickett 
Coble Hoke Pombo 
Coburn Holden Pomeroy 
Coleman Horn Porter 
Collins (GA) Houghton Portman 
Combest Hoyer Poshard 
Condit Hunter Pryce 
Cooley Hutchinson Quillen 
Costello Hyde 
Cox Inglis Radanovich 
Cramer Istook Rahal! 
Crane Johnson (CT) Ramstad 
Crapo Johnson, Sam Regula 
Cremeans Jones Riggs 
Cubin Kaptur Roberts 
Cunningham Kasich Rogers 
Danner Kelly Rohrabacher 
Davis Kennedy (RI) Ros-Lehtinen 
de la Garza Kennelly Rose 
Deal Kim Roth 
DeLay King Roukema 
Deutsch Kingston Royce 
Diaz-Balart Klug Sanford 
Dickey Knollenberg Saxton 
Doolittle Kolbe Scarborough 
Dornan LaHood Schaefer 
Doyle Lantos Schiff 
Dreier Largent Seastrand 
Duncan Latham Sensenbrenner 
Dunn LaTourette Shadegg 
Durbin Laughlin Shaw 
Edwards Lazio Shays 
Ehlers Leach Shuster 
Ehrlich Levin Skeen 
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Skelton Tauzin Walsh 
Smith (М1) Taylor (NC) Wamp 
Smith (NJ) Tejeda Watts (OK) 
Smith (TX) Thomas Weldon (FL) 
Smith (WA) Thornberry Weldon (PA) 
Solomon Thurman Weller 
Souder Tiahrt White 
Spence Torkildsen Whitfield 
Spratt Torricelli Wicker 
Stearns Traficant Wilson 
Stenholm Upton Wolf 
Stockman Volkmer Young (AK) 
Stump Vucanovich Young (FL) 
Talent Waldholtz Zeliff 
Tate Walker Zimmer 
NOES—130 

Abercrombie Hamilton Parker 
Baesler Harman Pastor 
Baldacci Hayes Payne (NJ) 
Barrett (NE) Hefner Payne (VA) 
Barrett (WI) Hilliard Pelosi 
Becerra Hinchey Peterson (FL) 
Beilenson Hostettler Rangel 
Bereuter Jackson-Lee Reed 
Berman Jacobs Richardson 
Bonior Jefferson Rivers 
Boucher Johnson (SD) Roemer 
Brewster Johnson, E. В. Roybal-Allard 
Brown (CA) Johnston Rush 
Bryant (TX) Kanjorski Sabo 
Clayton Kennedy (MA) Sanders 
Clement Kildee Sawyer 
Clyburn Kleczka Schroeder 
Collins (IL) Klink Schumer 
Collins (MI) LaFalce Serrano 
Conyers Lewis (GA) Skaggs 
Coyne Lincoln Slaughter 
DeFazio Lofgren Stark 
DeLauro Lowey Studds 
Dellums Luther Stupak 
Dicks Maloney Tanner 
Dingell Markey Taylor (MS) 
Dixon Martinez ‘Thompson 
Doggett McDermott Thornton 
Dooley McHale Torres 
Eshoo McKinney Towns 
Evans Meehan Velazquez 
Farr Mfume Vento 
Fattah Miller (CA) Visclosky 
Fields (LA) Ward 
Filner Mink Watt (NC) 
Flake Moran Waxman 
Foglietta Morella Williams 
Ford Nadler Wise 
Frank (MA) Neal Woolsey 

Oberstar Wyden 
Gejdenson Obey Wynn 
Gibbons Olver Yates 
Gonzalez Orton 
Hall (OH) Owens 

NOT VOTING—10 

Salmon Tucker 
Hastings (FL) Scott Waters 
Moakley Sisisky 
Reynolds Stokes 
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Mr. OWENS changed his vote from 
“ауе” to “по.” 

Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. RAHALL, Mrs. 
KENNELLY, and Ms. McCARTHY 
changed their vote from “по” to “ауе.” 

So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid upon 
the table. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, on rollcall 683, I was unavoid- 
ably detained. Had I been present, I 
would have voted “ауе.” 
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GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
within which to revise and extend their 
remarks and include extraneous mate- 
rial on H.R. 927, the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOoop). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID- 
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 743, THE TEAMWORK FOR 
EMPLOYEES AND MANAGERS 
ACT OF 1995 


Mr. SOLOMON, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 104-256) on the resolution (Н. 
Res. 226) providing for the consider- 
ation of the bill (H.R. 743) to amend the 
National Labor Relations Act to allow 
labor management cooperative efforts 
that improve economic competitive- 
ness in the United States to continue 
to thrive, and for other purposes, which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed. 


—— 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO VD - 
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 1170, THREE-JUDGE COURT 
FOR CERTAIN INJUNCTIONS 


Mr. SOLOMON, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 104-257) on the resolution (Н. 
Res. 227) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 1170) to provide that 
cases challenging the constitutionality 
of measures passed by State referen- 
dum be heard by a three-judge court, 
which was referred to the House Cal- 
endar and ordered to be printed. 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID- 
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 1601, INTERNATIONAL SPACE 
STATION AUTHORIZATION ACT 
OF 1995 


Mr. SOLOMON, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 104-258) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 228) providing for the consider- 
ation of the bill (H.R. 1601) to authorize 
appropriations to the National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration to 
develop, assemble, and operate the 
international space station, which was 
referred to the House Calendar and or- 
dered to be printed. 


APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 1530, NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FIS- 
CAL YEAR 1996 
Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 

Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 1530) to 

authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
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1996 for military activities of the De- 
partment of Defense, for military con- 
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
personnel strengths for such fiscal year 
for the Armed Forces, and for other 
purposes, with Senate amendments 
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend- 
ments, and agree to the conference 
asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES OFFERED BY 

MR. DELLUMS 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. DELLUMS moves that the managers on 
the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendment of the Senate to the bill H.R. 
1530 be instructed to insert upon amounts for 
authorization of appropriations for Oper- 
ations and Maintenance accounts such that 
the total amount of such authorizations is 
not less than the total amount authorized 
for Operation and Maintenance accounts in 
section 301 of the House bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. DELLUMS] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. SPENCE] will be recognized for 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DELLUMS]. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Colorado. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from California is normally 
a person who does not flaunt his back- 
ground and so forth, and speaks about 
defense from, you know, his philosophi- 
cal ideas and so forth. 

But I just want to say I ran across a 
Marine yearbook today, and I uncov- 
ered in here that the gentleman from 
California has had a very distinguished 
career as a Marine, if, indeed, the gen- 
tleman from California is exactly the 
same RONALD V. DELLUMS who is in 
here was in the Merit Platoon. I just 
want to say if this is the same gen- 
tleman, I hope everybody listens to 
this gentleman because if there is any- 
thing the Marines know about, it is 
readiness. 

So is the gentleman from California 
the same one I am seeing here? 

Mr. DELLUMS. The gentleman is the 
same gentleman, about 40-some years 
old, however. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. The Marines 
would be very pleased that the gen- 
tleman has not forgotten his training 
about readiness. I truly support the 
gentleman's motion to instruct, and I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank my distin- 
guished colleague. 
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Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle- 
woman for her generous remarks. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to offer a motion 
to instruct conferees on the bill, H.R. 
1530, the national defense authorization 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, Members of the House, 
this motion is very simple. It would as- 
sert that the House conferees insist on 
retaining the amounts that we have al- 
ready voted to provide for the suffi- 
cient training and readiness of our 
Armed Forces personnel. 

Let me take a few moments to place 
this motion in its proper context. 

Mr. Speaker, the President requested 
$91.9 billion for readiness, fiscal year 
1996. The House bill contains $94.7 bil- 
lion for readiness. The Senate bill con- 
tains only $91.7 billion. 

The conference, overall, will add 
about $7.1 billion to the President's 
overall budget request for this fiscal 
year for defense. In this gentleman’s 
humble opinion, Mr. Speaker, we 
should not use all of this additional 
money for what I believe to be unneces- 
sary hardware programs. Instead, we 
should retain the training and readi- 
ness funds the House made available to 
our men and women in uniform. 

The majority members on the Com- 
mittee on National Security started off 
the year, Mr. Speaker, with a series of 
hearings outlining what they consid- 
ered to be the unfunded readiness needs 
of the service. Indeed, if you will re- 
call, Mr. Speaker, they claim in the 
bill, H.R. 7, that came to this floor, 
voted upon by this body, and else- 
where, that insufficient funds for readi- 
ness threaten the imminent return to 
the hollow forces of the 1970’s. 
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Whether my colleagues agreed or dis- 
agreed with that position, that was the 
assertion of the majority party in 
these Chambers in H.R. 7 and in a se- 
ries of hearings before the Committee 
on National Security. As a result of all 
of that, they increased the readiness 
budget by over $2.8 billion over the 
President's request and stated on the 
floor of these Chambers that the bal- 
ance between readiness and moderniza- 
tion was the appropriate balance. The 
House report accompanying H.R. 1530 
states in part, and I quote: 

The committee has recommended addi- 
tional spending in core readiness accounts 
such as depot maintenance, real prop- 
erty maintenance to begin addressing what 
is likely to be a 30- to 50-year problem of 
halting the deterioration of base support fa- 
cilities, mobility enhancements to allow 
more timely deployment of forces and re- 
serve component readiness. 

Mr. Speaker, if the majority of the 
House National Security Committee 
now feels that there has been signifi- 
cant change in the readiness posture of 
this country, then I believe the Mem- 
bers of the House deserve an expla- 
nation of what happened to change 
their minds. If, in fact the premise on 
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which days and days of hearings that 
were held that were calculated to make 
the case that near-term readiness of 
our military was indeed in dangerous 
peril, is no longer a compelling factor, 
then we need to know why, and the 
proposition before the body that this 
gentleman offered is calculated to ask 
that question. 

If, however, the majority of the com- 
mittee has made the political decision 
and I underscore political decision“ 
that the readiness issue is secondary to 
their need to deliver certain procure- 
ment projects, then let the record re- 
flect that fact. 

So the proposition before the body is 
designed to either say, “You believed 
in what you were saying in H.R. 7, you 
believed in what you were saying in the 
Contract for American, you believed in 
what you were saying during the series 
of hearings, you believed what you said 
in H.R. 1530 about readiness, and you 
feel that it is important to maintain 
16,” or that, “Аз you view the changing 
circumstances in the world, that that 
is no longer a compelling reason." 
Then step back; explain that to the 
body. Let us move forward. Or, as I 
said, to repeat, “If you make the politi- 
cal decision that you now can trade off 
readiness, which you made such a large 
issue over the last several weeks and 
months, and you are more interested in 
procuring weapons systems than readi- 
ness, then make that statement so that 
we understand where we аге.” 

In either case, Mr. Speaker, I believe 
that the Members of this body deserve 
to know what has happened in the in- 
tervening months since the readiness 
hearings that has allowed our commit- 
tee’s majority to feel so much more re- 
laxed about what they claimed to be a 
problem of Draconian proportions just 
a few short weeks ago. 

While I have expressed my own per- 
sonal doubts as a Member of this body 
that we need an increase in the defense 
top line, and over the last several 
months I have tried to argue that case, 
I am doubly certain that we need not 
raid our readiness accounts to pay for 
unneeded cold war weapon systems 
that no longer are appropriate. The 
dire forecast the majority makes re- 
garding our modernization accounts, 
Mr. Speaker, fails to account for the 
fact that we have been able to defer 
procurement requirements over the 
past few years due to the carefully 
managed utilization of excess weapons 
systems and platforms that have re- 
sulted from force structure reductions. 
Simply stated, as we have downsized 
our military, we have excess property, 
and in managing that excess property 
there has been no need for us to esca- 
late in our procurement account be- 
cause we are now dealing with materiel 
that is in excess, and we can move 
along those lines, and that has been 
carefully drawn and carefully dealt 
with. 
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Mr. Speaker, I believe that our first 
priority in this conference should be to 
insure that our troops, active and re- 
serve components, are trained and 
ready to meet the task which they can 
reasonably expect to be called on to 
perform. 

Therefore, for all these reasons, Mr. 
Speaker, I ask my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle in a bipartisan fash- 
ion to join with me in an effort to pre- 
vent shifting more funds out of the 
readiness account, an argument that 
was stated in a very powerful fashion 
over the last several months at the 
level of subcommittee, full committee, 
and an action taken before the body, 
and with those remarks, Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
gentleman’s initiative and to let him 
know that I support his motion, and I 
also welcome him to support for the 
readiness of our military forces. I also 
rise to encourage all of my colleagues 
to join with us in our continuing ef- 
forts to ensure that the United States 
maintains a ready military force. 

Because the gentleman’s motion ref- 
erences specific figures, I need to re- 
mind my colleagues that H.R. 1530 
passed the House before a final budget 
resolution had been agreed upon. Con- 
sequently, H.R. 1530’s top-line reflected 
the House-passed budget resolution fig- 
ures for Defense, which ended up being 
approximately $2.6 billion over the fis- 
cal year 1996 Defense top-line figure in 
the final budget resolution. The Sen- 
ate’s Defense authorization bill and 
both Defense appropriations bills were 
passed based on the final budget resolu- 
tion Defense figures. 

In order to conference with the Sen- 
ate, we obviously have to reconcile the 
higher figures in H.R. 1530 with the 
final budget resolution and the other 
Defense bills. Approximately $1.9 bil- 
lion of this $2.6 billion reconciliation 
effort has occurred in the operations 
and maintenance accounts. While that 
might seem like a significant cut, it is 
not, since all of the funds cut lacked an 
appropriation. Therefore, they гер- 
resented a hollow authorization. 

H.R. 1530 still authorizes operations 
and maintenance funding at almost $93 
billion—close to $1 billion over the 
President’s request. In five main readi- 
ness categories beyond the traditional 
operational tempo accounts—depot 
maintenance, real property mainte- 
nance, base operations, mobility en- 
hancement, and Reserve component 
readiness—H.R. 1530 is $1.6 billion over 
the President’s request and $1.1 billion 
over the Senate bill. Of the four De- 
fense bills, H.R. 1530 contains the high- 
est operations and maintenance fund- 
ing levels and is almost identical to the 
House-passed Defense appropriations 
levels for these accounts. 

The committee has always been con- 
cerned with military readiness and will 
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continue to address readiness prob- 
lems, as well as quality of life and 
modernization, shortfalls as a priority. 
Therefore, as we head into conference 
with the Senate, I welcome the gentle- 
man’s support on the critical issue of 
readiness funding, and I stand prepared 
to accept the motion. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Speaker, I thank the distin- 
guished gentleman from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. SPENCE] for his support. I 
think that that guarantees that this 
would be a bipartisan effort as we move 
into the conference with the other 
body, and I deeply am appreciative of 
the gentleman’s remarks and his sup- 
port. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPRATT], my distinguished colleague. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
first bills brought to the floor in keep- 
ing with the Contract For America was 
H.R. 7, the National Defense Revital- 
ization Act. Its very title implies that 
our Armed Forces are not ready, that 
they lack vitality. Now I question that 
assessment. But there is some findings 
in the preamble of that bill, and I 
would just like to read them again so 
that those who voted for it can be re- 
minded of what assessment is con- 
tained in that bill. It says, 

A return to the “hollow forces” of the 
19707 has already begun. At the end of fiscal 
year 1994, one-third of the units in the Army 
contingency force and all of the forward-de- 
ployed and follow-on Army divisions were re- 
porting a reduced state of military readiness. 
During fiscal year 1994, training readiness 
declined for the Navy's Atlantic and Pacific 
fleets. Funding shortfalls for that fiscal year 
resulted in a grounding of Navy and Marine 
Corps aircraft squadrons and cancellation 
and curtailment of Army training exercises. 
Marine and naval personnel are not main- 
taining the standard 12- to 18-month respite 
between 6-month deployments away from 
home. Marine Corps units are spending up to 
2 of their first 4 years away from their base 
camps. The significantly increased pace of 
Department of Defense operations has U.S. 
Forces overdeployed. 

Now these findings are, I think, over 
some. They run counter to the Penta- 
gon’s assertions that our troops on the 
whole, with some exceptions, are 
ready, but following on these premises 
and these concerns, our committee in 
its markup of the defense authoriza- 
tion bill this year, our committee 
added by my calculation $2.8 billion to 
the administration’s request of $91.9 
billion for readiness. That is a 3-per- 
cent plus up. The Senate Armed Serv- 
ices Committee on the other hand pro- 
vided $800 million less than the Clinton 
administration requested. 

So, this motion before us is very sim- 
ple. It says. Stick to your guns. Stand 
by the House’s position on the issue of 
readiness." 

This is an opportunity to act once 
again on our readiness concerns, which 
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I think all of us to one degree or an- 
other share. If we think our forces are 
in any way in a downward spiral, or 
that they are overdeployed, or if we 
think we are trending back or slipping 
down the slippery slope to the hollow 
forces of the 19705, then a 3-percent 
plus up is a modest step indeed to re- 
verse that trend. . 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
stand by the House’s position on readi- 
ness, to stiffen the resolve of our con- 
ferees, and to vote for this motion. 

Mr, SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not have any other 
requests for time. I would just like to 
thank our colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle for supporting readiness, 
and, as I said before, I support the mo- 
tion. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. PICKETT], my distinguished 
colleague. 

Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, 1995 has been a busy 
year for the U.S. military. Our Nation 
called repeatedly upon its Active and 
Reserve Forces to represent and pro- 
tect our national interests all around 
the world. 

The U.S. Armed Forces were able to 
respond to the call in Asia, in Europe, 
in Africa and elsewhere, in part, be- 
cause this Congress and the American 
people have provided the military with 
the necessary assets and training to do 
the job. 

Men and women in uniform ге- 
sponded to each challenge in a manner 
that makes all Americans proud. They 
have responded to the call to duty 
largely without complaint and served 
their country with honor and distinc- 
tion. 

This ability to provide flexible re- 
sponse is not without cost either in 
equipment or to our people. The ‘serv- 
ices have had to switch money away 
from training to respond to these con- 
tingencies and valuable training oppor- 
tunities have been lost. 

Our first priority is to provide our 
military personnel with what they 
need to fight, to win, and to return 
home safely after having answered 
their country’s call. They are among 
the finest young people our country 
has to offer. They serve their country 
out of a sense of duty. At the same 
time, these men and women expect 
Congress to give them the resources 
they need to do their jobs. They also 
expect Congress to provide them a rea- 
sonable quality of life for themselves 
and for their families, and a place in 
which to train and work that will allow 
them to give the best of themselves. 
Congress must live up to this commit- 
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, the operations tempo in 
our military remains high. The service 
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chiefs have reported that the force is 
stretched thin; that readiness is being 
impacted by a high current optempo; 
and that certain units are deploying re- 
peatedly in support of contingency op- 
erations. 

This high optempo has occurred at 
the same time U.S. force structure and 
defense budgets have been dramati- 
cally reduced. U.S. Forces continue to 
be asked to do more and more with less 
and less. 

The most important component of 
readiness is people. The people serving 
in uniform today were selectively re- 
cruited and carefully trained. They are 
truly the finest force that the United 
States has ever had. 

Readiness must be preserved both in 
the near term and in the long term. 
Readiness problems compound quickly 
and cannot be repaired easily or inex- 
pensively. The military personnel that 
we put in harm’s way deserve a full and 
continuing commitment from this Con- 
gress. The House of Representatives 
has met that commitment to readiness 
in the DOD bill that we passed. I urge 
my colleagues to ratify this effort by 
voting for this motion to instruct 
House conferees to support the higher 
House figure for readiness and to reject 
the lower Senate figure. 
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Mr. DELLUMS. Мг. Speaker, at this 
time I have no further requests for 
time, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LINDER). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Califor- 
nia [Mr. DELLUMS]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the grounds that a 
quorum is not present, and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi- 
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- 
sent Members. 

Does the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] have a unani- 
mous-consent request? 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the automatic 
record vote on the motion to close the 
conference under clause 6, rule XXVIII 
be reduced to 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
any objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 415, nays 2, 
not voting 17, as follows: 


Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 


Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Combest 


{Roll No 684] 
YEAS—415 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 


Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 


Frost 


Hutchinson 


Hyde 

Inglis 

Istook 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Е. В. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 

Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 

Kim 

King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 

Klug 
Knollenberg 
LaFalce 


LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 


Meek 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 


Nethercutt 
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MOTION TO CLOSE CONFERENCE 
COMMITTEE MEETINGS ON H.R. 
1530, NATIONAL DEFENSE AU- 
THORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 1996, WHEN CLASSIFIED 
NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMA- 
TION IS UNDER CONSIDERATION 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to clause 6(a) of rule XXVIII I move 
that conference committee meetings 
on the bill H.R. 1530, to authorize ap- 
propriations for fiscal year 1996 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense programs of the Depart- 
ment of Energy, to prescribe personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes, 
be closed to the public at such times as 
classified national security informa- 
tion is under consideration, provided, 
however, that any sitting Member of 
Congress shall have the right to attend 
any closed or open meeting. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 6(a) of rule XXVIII, the 
vote on this motion will be taken by 
the yeas and nays. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 414, nays 1, 
not voting 19, as follows: 


Ney Royce Tejeda 
Norwood Rush Thomas 
Nussle Sabo Thompson 
Oberstar Salmon Thornberry 
Obey Sanders Thornton 
Olver Sanford Thurman 
Ortiz Sawyer Tiahrt 
Orton Saxton —e 
Owens Scarborough orres 
Oxley Schaefer Төтісеш 
Packard Schiff 
Pallone Schroeder Traficant 
Parker Schumer Upton 
Pastor Scott — 
Paxon Seastrand 5 ce 
Payne (NJ) Sensenbrenner ү 8 
Payne (VA) Serrano +e She 
‘ucanovich 

ырып Shaders Waldholtz 
Peterson (FL) Shaw Walker 
Peterson (MN) Shays Walsh 
Pickett Shuster Wamp 
Pombo Skaggs Ward 
Pomeroy Skeen Watt (NC) 
Porter Skelton Watts (OK) 
Portman Slaughter Waxman 
Poshard Smith (MI) Weldon (FL) 
Pryce Smith (NJ) Weldon (PA) 
Quillen Smith (TX) Weller 
Radanovich Smith (WA) White 
Rahall Solomon Whitfield 
Ramstad Souder Wicker 
Rangel on Williams 
Reed pratt Wilson 
Regula Stark Wise 
Richardson Stearns Wolf 

Stenholm Woolsey 
Rivers Stockman Wyden 
Roberts Studds Wynn 
Roemer Stump Yates 
Rogers Stupak Young (AK) 
Rohrabacher Talent Young (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen Tanner Zeliff 
Rose Tate Zimmer 
Roth Tauzin 
Roukema Taylor (MS) 
Roybal-Allard Taylor (NC) 

NAYS—2 
Neumann Petri 
NOT VOTING—17 
Boehner Foley Reynolds 
Browder Johnston Sisisky 
Chenoweth Kolbe Stokes 
Clay Mink Tucker 
Clyburn Moakley Waters 
Collins (MI) Quinn 
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Мг. PETRI changed his vote from 
“yea” to “тау.” 


So the motion was agreed to. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
684, | was inadvertently not recorded. al- 
though | was on the floor during the vote. Had 
| been recorded, | would have voted “yea.” 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, оп rolicall No. 
684, a motion to instruct conferees, | was de- 
tained in a meeting and unable to reach the 
floor before the voting machine was locked. 
Had | been present, | would have voted “yea.” 


[Roll No 685] 
YEAS—414 

Abercrombie Camp Durbin 
Ackerman Canady Edwards 
Allard Cardin Ehlers 
Archer Castle Ehrlich 
Armey Chabot Emerson 
Bachus Chambliss Engel 
Baesler Chapman English 
Baker (CA) Christensen Ensign 
Baker (LA) Chrysler Eshoo 
Baldacci Clayton Evans 
Ballenger Clement Everett 
Barcia Clinger Ewing 
Barr Coble Farr 
Barrett (NE) Coburn Fattah 
Barrett (WI) Collins (GA) Fawell 
Bartlett Collins (IL) Fazio 
Barton Collins (MI) Fields (LA) 
Bass Combest Fields (TX) 
Bateman Condit Filner 
Becerra Conyers Flake 
Beilenson Cooley Flanagan 
Bentsen Costello Foglietta 
Bereuter Cox Foley 
Berman Coyne Forbes 
Bevill Cramer Ford 
Bilbray Crane Fowler 
Bilirakis Crapo Fox 
Bishop Cremeans Frank (MA) 
Bliley Cubin Franks (CT) 
Blute Cunningham Franks (NJ) 
Boehlert Danner Frelinghuysen 
Boehner Davis Frisa 
Bonilla de la Garza Frost 
Bonior Deal Funderburk 
Bono DeLauro Furse 
Borski DeLay Gallegly 
Boucher Dellums Ganske 
Brewster Deutsch Gejdenson 
Browder Diaz-Balart Gekas 
Brown (CA) Dickey Gephardt 
Brown (FL) Dicks Geren 
Brown (OH) Dingell Gibbons 
Brownback Dixon Gilchrest 
Bryant (TN) Doggett Gillmor 
Bryant (TX) Dooley Gilman 
Bunn Doolittle Gonzalez 
Bunning Dornan Goodlatte 
Burr Doyle Goodling 
Buyer Dreier Gordon 
Callahan Duncan Goss 
Calvert Dunn Graham 


— 
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Green Martini Royce 
Greenwood Mascara Rush 
Gunderson Matsui Sabo 
Gutierrez M Salmon 
Gutknecht McCollum Sanders 
Hall (OH) McCrery Sanford 
Hall (TX) McDade Sawyer 
Hamilton McDermott Saxton 
Hancock McHale Scarborough 
Hansen McHugh Schaefer 
Harman McInnis Schiff 
Hastert McIntosh Schroeder 
Hastings (FL) McKeon Schumer 
Hastings (WA) McKinney Scott 
Hayes McNulty Seastrand 
Hayworth Meehan Sensenbrenner 
Hefley Meek Serrano 
Hefner Menendez Shadegg 
Heineman Metcalf Shaw 
Herger Meyers Shays 
Hilleary Mfume Shuster 
Hilliard Mica Skaggs 
Hinchey Miller (CA) Skeen 
Hobson Miller (FL) Skelton 
Hoekstra Mineta Slaughter 
Hoke Smith (MI) 
Holden Mink Smith (NJ) 
Horn Molinari Smith (TX) 
Hostettler Mollohan Smith (WA) 
Houghton Montgomery Solomon 
Hoyer Moorhead Souder 
Hunter Moran Spence 
Hutchinson Morella Spratt 
Hyde Murtha Stark 
Inglis Myers Stearns 
Istook Myrick Stenholm 
Jackson-Lee Nadler Stockman 
Jacobs Neal Studds 
Jefferson Nethercutt Stump 
Johnson (CT) Neumann Stupak 
Johnson (SD) Ney Talent 
Johnson, E. B. Norwood Tanner 
Johnson, Sam Nussle Tate 
Jones Oberstar Tauzin 
Kanjorski Obey Taylor (MS) 
Kaptur Olver Taylor (NC) 
Kasich Ortiz Tejeda 
Kelly Orton Thomas 
Kennedy (MA) Owens Thompson 
Kennedy (RI) Oxley Thornberry 
Kildee Packard Thornton 
Kim Pallone Thurman 
King Parker Tiahrt 
Kingston Pastor Torkildsen 
Kleczka Paxon Torres 
Klink Payne (NJ) Torricelli 
Klug Payne (VA) Towns 
Knollenberg Pelosi Traficant 
Kolbe Peterson (FL) Upton 
LaFalce Peterson (MN) Velazquez 
LaHood Petri Vento 
Lantos Pickett Visclosky 
Largent Pombo Volkmer 
Latham Pomeroy Vucanovich 
LaTourette Porter Waldholtz 
Laughlin Portman Walker 
Lazio Poshard Walsh 
Leach Pryce Wamp 
Levin Quillen Ward 
Lewis (GA) Quinn Watts (OK) 
Lewis (KY) Radanovich Weldon (FL) 
Lightfoot Rahall Weldon (PA) 
Lincoln Ramstad Weller 
Linder Reed White 
Lipinski Whitfield 
Livingston Richardson Wicker 
LoBiondo Riggs Williams 
Lofgren Rivers Wise 
Longley Roberts Wolf 
Lowey Roemer Woolsey 
Lucas Rogers Wyden 
Luther Rohrabacher Wynn 
Maloney Ros-Lehtinen Yates 
Manton Rose Young (AK) 
Manzullo Roth Young (FL) 
Markey Roukema теш 
Martinez Roybal-Allard Zimmer 
NAYS—1 
DeFazio 
NOT VOTING—19 
Andrews Clay Johnston 
Burton Clyburn Kennelly 
Chenoweth Coleman Lewis (CA) 
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Moakley Stokes Waxman 
Rangel Tucker Wilson 
Reynolds Waters 
Sisisky Watt (NC) 
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So the motion was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, it has come to my attention 
that I was not listed as being recorded 
on rolicall vote Мо. 685 on Thursday, 
September 21, despite the fact that I 
was here and put my card in the voting 
machine. I ask that this fact be noted 
in the RECORD, and that it be indicated 
that had I been present and recorded, I 
would have voted “уез.” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LINDER). Without objection, the Chair 
appoints the following conferees: 

From the Committee on National Se- 
curity, for consideration of the House 
bill (except for sections 801-03, 811-14, 
826, 828-32, 834-38, 842-43, 850-96) and the 
Senate amendment except for sections 
801-03, 815-818, 2851-57, and 4001-4801), 
and modifications committted to con- 
ference: 

Messrs. SPENCE, STUMP, HUNTER, КА- 
SICH, BATEMAN, HANSEN, WELDON (PA), 
DORNAN, HEFLEY, SAXTON, CUNNINGHAM, 
BUYER, TORKILDSEN, Mrs. FOWLER, and 
Messrs. MCHUGH, WATTS (OK), JONES, 
LONGLEY, DELLUMS, MONTGOMERY, Mrs. 
SCHROEDER, and Messrs. SKELTON, SISI- 
SKY, SPRATT, ORTIZ, PICKETT, EVANS, 
TANNER, BROWDER, TAYLOR (MS), ABER- 
CROMBIE, EDWARDS, and PETERSON (FL). 

From the Committee on National Se- 
curity, for consideration of sections 
801-03, 811-14, 826, 828-32, 834-38, 842-43, 
and 850-96 of the House bill and sec- 
tions 801-03 and 815-818 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com- 
mitted to conference: 

Messrs. SPENCE, STUMP, WATTS (OK), 
DELLUMS, and SPRATT. 

From the Committee on National Se- 
curity, for consideration of sections 
2851-57 of the Senate amendment, and 


modifications committed to con- 
ference: 
Messrs. SPENCE, HEFLEY, JONES, 


ORTIZ, AND MONTGOMERY. 

From the Committee on National Se- 
curity, for consideration of sections 
4001-4801 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con- 
ference: 

Messrs. SPENCE, STUMP, TORKILDSEN, 
WATTS (OK), LONGLEY, DELLUMS, ED- 
WARDS, and PETERSON (FL). 

As additional conferees from the Per- 
manent Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence, for consideration of matters 
within the jurisdiction of that commit- 
tee under clause 2 of rule XLVIII: 

Messrs. COMBEST, YOUNG (FL), and 
DICKS. 
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As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Agriculture, for consid- 
eration of sections 2851-57 of the Sen- 
ate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: 

Messrs. ROBERTS, ALLARD, LAHOOD, 
DE LA GARZA, and JOHNSON (SD). 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Commerce, for consider- 
ation of sections 601 and 3402-04 of the 
House bill and sections 323, 601, 705, 734, 
2824, 2851-57, 3106-07, 3166, and 3301-02 of 
the Senate amendment, and modifica- 
tions committed to conference: 

Messrs. BLILEY, SCHAEFER, and DIN- 
GELL. 

Provided, Mr. OXLEY is appointed in 
lieu of Mr. SCHAEFER for consideration 
of sections 323, 2824, and 3107 of the 
Senate amendment. 

Provided, Mr. BILIRAKIS is appointed 
in lieu of Mr. SCHAEFER for consider- 
ation of section 601 of the House bill 
and sections 601, 705, and 734 of the Sen- 
ate amendment. 

Provided, Mr. HASTERT is appointed 
in lieu of Mr. SCHAEFER for consider- 
ation of sections 2851-57 of the Senate 
amendment. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Economic and Edu- 
cational Opportunities, for consider- 
ation of section 394 of the House bill, 
and sections 387 and 2813 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com- 
mitted to conference: 

Messrs. GOODLING, RIGGS, and CLAY. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, for consideration of sections 
332, 333, and 338 of the House bill, and 
sections 333 and 336-43 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com- 
mitted to conference: 

Messrs. CLINGER, MICA, BASS, Mrs. 
COLLINS (IL), and Mrs. MALONEY. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, for consideration of sections 
801-03, 811-14, 826, 828-32, 834-40, and 
842-43 of the House bill, and sections 
801-03 and 815-818 of the Senate amend- 
ment, and modifications committed to 
conference: 

Messrs. CLINGER, HORN, DAVIS, Mrs. 
COLLINS (IL), and Mrs. MALONEY. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, for consideration of sections 
850-96 of the House bill, and modifica- 
tions committed to conference: 

Messrs. CLINGER, DAVIS, and Mrs. 
COLLINS (IL). 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, for consideration of sections 
4001-4801 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con- 
ference: 

Messrs. CLINGER, SCHIFF, ZELIFF, 
HORN, DAVIS, Mrs. COLLINS (IL), Mrs. 
MALONEY, and Mr. SPRATT. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on House Oversight, for 
consideration of section 1077 of the 
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Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: 

Messrs. THOMAS, ROBERTS, and 
HOYER. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on International Relations, 
for consideration of sections 231-32, 235, 
237-38, 242, 244, 1101-08, 1201, 1213, 1221- 
30, and 3131 of the House bill and sec- 
tions 231-33, 237-38, 240-41, 1012, 1041-44, 
1051-64, and 1099 of the Senate amend- 
ment, and modifications committed to 
conference: 

Messrs. GILMAN, GOODLING, ROTH, BE- 
REUTER, SMITH (NJ), HAMILTON, GEJD- 
ENSON, and LANTOS. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, for con- 
sideration of sections 831 (only as it 
adds a new section 27(d) to the Office of 
Federal Procurement Policy Act), and 
850-96 the House bill and sections 525, 
1075, and 1098 of the Senate amend- 
ment, and modifications committed to 
conference: 

Messrs. HYDE, GEKAS, and CONYERS. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Rules, for consideration 
of section 3301 of the Senate amend- 
ment, and modifications committed to 
conference: 

Messrs. SOLOMON, DREIER, and BEIL- 
ENSON. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Science, for consider- 
ation of sections 203, 211, and 214 of the 
House bill and sections 220-21, 3137, 
4122(a)(3), 4161, 4605, and 4607 of the Sen- 
ate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: 

Messrs. WALKER, SENSENBRENNER, 
and BROWN (CA). 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure, for consideration of sec- 
tions 223, 322, 2824, and 2851-57 of the 
Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: 

Messrs. SHUSTER, WELLER, and OBER- 
STAR. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, for 
consideration of section 2806 of the 
House bill and sections 644-45 and 4604 
of the Senate amendment, and modi- 
fications committed to conference. 

Messrs. SMITH (NJ), HUTCHINSON, and 
KENNEDY (MA). 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Ways and Means, for 
consideration of sections 705, 734, and 
1021 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con- 
ference: 

Messrs. ARCHER, THOMAS, and STARK. 

There was no objection. 
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LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the distinguished majority leader for 
purposes of asking the schedule for 
next week. 
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Мг. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I am sure everybody is 
aware that we have had our last vote 
for the day and indeed we have had our 
last vote for the week since the House 
will not be in session tomorrow. 

Mr. Speaker, in observance of the 
Jewish holiday Rosh Hashanah, there 
will be no recorded votes next Monday, 
September 25 and Tuesday, September 
26. 


On Wednesday, the House will meet 
at 12 noon, although we do not expect 
any recorded votes before 1 p.m. Next 
week we will consider the following 
bills, all of which will be subject to 
rules: 

H.R. 743, the Teamwork for Employ- 
ees and Managers Act; 

H.R. 1170, the Three Judge Court Re- 
view for State-Wide Referenda Act; 

H.R. 1601, the International Space 
Station Authorization Act; and 

The District of Columbia Appropria- 
tions Act for fiscal year 1996. 

As we approach the end of the fiscal 
year, it will be necessary to put to- 
gether a continuing resolution to keep 
the Government operating. There are 
many variables involved in this proc- 
ess, and therefore we are unable to fix 
a firm time for the House to complete 
its business. 

I must admit that if I had my druth- 
ers, we would adjourn the House on 
Friday, September 29 and start the Oc- 
tober district work period then. How- 
ever, Members should be advised that 
it may be necessary to continue work- 
ing over the weekend and through to 
Tuesday, October 3. If this is the case 
we will adjourn no later than 12 noon 
on Tuesday. 

Mr. BONIOR. If I could ask the dis- 
tinguished majority leader what he ex- 
pects in the way of appropriation bills 
next week. It is a week now before the 
end of the fiscal year, and we have not 
had one single appropriation bill that 
has been sent to the President. 

We all understand that when the 
Congress fails to meet its responsibil- 
ities, we have to have what is known as 
a continuing resolution. We have heard 
through the rumor mill and through 
printed material that we have seen 
today that the majority is asking for a 
6-week extension through the continu- 
ing resolution. 

My question to the gentleman from 
Texas, the distinguished majority lead- 
er, would be, would it not be advisable 
to have a much shorter CR to keep the 
pressure on so we can get these appro- 
priations bills—we only have a week to 
get them to the President, obviously 
we are not going to make it, but obvi- 
ously it would keep the pressure on us 
to get them there, so we could finish 
our work and Members could return to 
their constituencies. 

Mr. ARMEY. I say to the gentleman, 
of course we will be taking up the con- 
ference reports as soon as the con- 
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ferences do report. The Senate I am 
sure will do the same. We will move 
this legislation as quickly as we can to 
the President’s desk. We will probably 
do some next week. 

The gentleman asked if I thought 
that maybe it would not be more ad- 
vised for us to have a shorter continu- 
ing resolution than the one we expect 
to pass. My response is if I had thought 
that, I would have been bringing a 
shorter continuing resolution. I think 
the one we will bring will be appro- 
priate to our circumstances. 

Mr. BONIOR. May I ask if the distin- 
guished majority leader expects it to 
be longer than 2 weeks. 

Mr. ARMEY. My anticipation is that 
the continuing resolution will give us a 
period of time, approximately 6 weeks, 
which should be a comfortable period 
of time for everybody to get their work 
done. 

Mr. BONIOR. Do you expect to bring 
the TEAM legislation to the House 
next week? 

Mr. ARMEY. The TEAM legislation 
is scheduled for next Wednesday. 

Mr. BONIOR. Could I get a sense 
from the distinguished majority leader 
if indeed the conference appropriation 
bills that he expects might fall in the 
following categories, the Defense con- 
ference bill, the Interior bill, the 
Transportation bill, the Ag bill, and 
the Treasury and Postal Service bill, 
are those the likely candidates to come 
to the floor next week? 

Mr. A . If the gentleman will 
yield, they certainly are in the can- 
didates and I have expectations that 
the work will be completed on some if 
not all of them. But again I would pre- 
fer to let the committee work and look 
forward to their report to the House 
and to the Senate. 
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Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, finally, I 
would ask the gentleman from Texas, 
my friend, again, if he would not in- 
deed bring up the Dingell resolution, 
which would allow the public to have 
time to understand the Republican 
Medicare plan. We are asking for 4 
weeks of hearings and this resolution 
would be brought to the floor so Mem- 
bers could understand and absorb it. 

There are major, major, significant 
changes in Medicare in the majority’s 
plan, and we think the country and the 
folks around the kitchen table ought to 
have the chance to absorb what is in it 
and we are asking to have a debate on 
that resolution and we ask the gen- 
tleman to bring it up. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I appre- 
ciate the comments of the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] and with 
respect to the question put regarding 
the. Dingell resolution, the gentleman 
should be advised that no, in fact I do 
not anticipate bringing up the Dingell 
resolution. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, in that 
case I would advise the gentleman from 
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Texas that since we are only going to 
have one day of hearings on the major- 
ity’s direct plan, we anticipate that we 
will have our hearings on the lawn of 
the U.S. Capitol. We anticipate those 
hearings to commence tomorrow and 
will continue throughout the following 
week, so that the American people will 
have the right to understand and know 
that we are changing Medicare as we 
know it, and we are doing it not to save 
Medicare or to reduce the budget, but 
to provide tax cuts for the wealthiest 
people in our society. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Colorado. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, 
would it be possible, would there be 
any period of time that the gentleman 
from Texas would agree to extend? I 
mean, I am sure the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] would not 
want to cut the 4 weeks down, but 
would the gentleman from Texas agree 
to maybe 2 weeks or maybe 3 weeks or 
something? We have over 21 cosponsors 
who really feel that we need more than 
1 day. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I appre- 
ciate the gentlewoman’s comments. In 
light of the fact that we have had over 
30 hearings on Medicare already this 
year, we see no need, as you allege. But 
I would suggest that should the minor- 
ity come up with a Medicare bill, we 
would certainly be willing to give some 
consideration to hearings on that bill, 
or make a place for that bill in the pro- 
ceedings. 

To this point, I have not seen even so 
much as an inkling of such a bill and, 
therefore, see no good reason to slow 
down continued progress on the bill 
that our side of the aisle has been 
working on. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, 
would the gentleman from Michigan 
yield further? That is our problem. We 
have not seen so much as an inkling of 
a bill from the majority side. We un- 
derstand there is like a 60-page concept 
paper, but the hearings would be there 
tomorrow and there is still no real 
there there. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is interesting. 
I know the best defense is an offense, 
but really we have been waiting to find 
out what the real bill is. We still do not 
know, and there have not been any 
hearings on the real bill because there 
is no real bill yet. } 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I appre- 
ciate the comments of the gentle- 
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE- 
DER] and the fact of the matter is that 
we do have a good deal of communica- 
tion going on with the committees. We 
will continue to move on as scheduled. 

It is, of course, always a difficult 
proposition for the minority when they 
do not participate in the process very 
actively. The frustrations are real and 
I do appreciate their frustrations, but 
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we do have a schedule and we will be 
moving on with it. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, in conclu- 
sion, I would just invite my friend from 
Texas to join us on the lawn as the 
American people come and testify on 
this particular bill and problem that 
we have before us in this Congress. We 
will be meeting tomorrow on the lawn 
of the U.S. Capitol to have hearings on 
this important issue. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, would the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I appre- 
ciate the invitation of the gentleman 
from Michigan [Мг. BONIOR]; unfortu- 
nately, I will be back in Texas speak- 
ing to my constituents tomorrow. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, we wish 
the gentleman a good voyage. 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 94 


Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
my name be withdrawn as a cosponsor 
from House Resolution 94. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LINDER). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Min- 
nesota? 

There was no objection. 


ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 25, 1995 


Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at noon on Monday, September 
25, 1995. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


ADJOURNMENT FROM MONDAY 
SEPTEMBER 25, 1995 TO WEDNES- 
DAY, SEPTEMBER 27, 1995 


Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns Monday, September 25, 
it adjourn to meet at noon on Wednes- 
day, September 27, 1995. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 


Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 
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There was no objection. 


SPECIAL ORDERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LINDER). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, and 
under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members will be recog- 
nized for 5 minutes each. 


HELPING VICTIMS OF 
HEMOPHILIA-ASSOCIATED AIDS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for 6 years I 
and my staff have worked with victims 
of hemophilia-associated AIDS seeking 
justice and assistance from the Federal 
Government. Because hemophiliacs 
rely on blood-clotting products made 
from human blood, they are at an enor- 
mous risk of contracting blood-borne 
diseases. Іп the 1980’s, tragedy struck 
this community, and approximately 
8,000 Americans—or one-half of all he- 
mophiliacs in this country—became in- 
fected with the deadly virus that 
causes AIDS. This tragedy occurred in 
part because the Federal Government 
failed to fulfill its unique responsibil- 
ity for regulating the safety of blood 
products and for taking aggressive ac- 
tion to prevent the spread, through 
blood products, of the HIV virus. That 
conclusion was strongly supported in a 
recent report of the Institute of Medi- 
cine, a highly respected, objective, sci- 
entific analysis arm of the National 
Academy of Sciences. This report has 
confirmed my belief that the Federal 
Government shares the responsibility 
for what happened, since the regu- 
latory system failed to respond to the 
clear early warning signs of blood- 
borne AIDS. As a result, in my view 
the Federal Government has a clear 
and compelling obligation to provide 
compassionate assistance to the vic- 
tims of what has been called the worst 
medical tragedy in modern history. I 
have introduced legislation, called the 
Ricky Ray Hemophilia Relief Fund 
Act, to establish a compensation pro- 
gram that would allow the Government 
to own up to its obligation. This bill is 
named for a 15-year-old Florida boy 
who died in December 1992, and whose 
family today still suffers from his loss 
and the ongoing illnesses of Ricky’s 
two brothers, who are also HIV positive 
hemophiliacs. The Ricky Ray bill, 
which carries more than 125 bipartisan 
cosponsors, establishes a trust fund 
from which eligible victims could each 
claim $125,000. The legislation specifies 
that the trust fund, once authorized, 
would sunset after 5 years and would be 
capped at a total of $1 billion, with the 
funds to come from the annual appro- 
priation process. Some people have 
asked, what makes these victims spe- 
cial? What is it about this tragedy that 
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moves us to provide Government com- 
pensation? 

What is unique about the victims of 
hemophilia-associated AIDS? In my 
view, the record is clear: Government 
has established a unique regulatory 
scheme for blood products, overseeing 
their safety under the auspices of both 
the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act and 
the Biologics Act. In making its regu- 
latory decisions about the safety of 
blood products, the FDA, until just re- 
cently, relied heavily on advice from 
an advisory panel comprised in large 
part of people with expertise from the 
blood banking industry itself. In addi- 
tion, we have a national blood policy, 
established in 1974, that outlines our 
commitment to blood and blood prod- 
ucts as a national resource. And blood 
products are exempted from national 
product liability legislation, fostering 
the development of a unique legal 
framework in which blood products are 
shielded from normal product liability 
standards under nearly all State laws. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a brief outline of 
why I believe a strong case can be 
made that this situation—in which we 
have about one death every day of a he- 
mophiliac with AIDS—is unique and re- 
quires a special Federal response. I un- 
derstand that the Federal Government 
cannot become involved in every tragic 
case that occurs in this country. But 
this case is unique—and the Federal 
Government has a unique responsibil- 
ity for what went wrong. I urge my col- 
leagues to look at H.R. 1023—and I 
again ask that our Judiciary Commit- 
tee schedule hearings to consider the 
complex regulatory, legal, and ethical 
questions this tragedy raises. 

Mr. Speaker, it is not going to go 
away. Every day one more person is 
going to die tragically, and it is par- 
tially our fault. We need to deal with 
it. 


HEARINGS ARE NEEDED ON 
MEDICARE REFORM PROPOSALS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE- 
DER] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
have come to the floor to talk a bit 
about what my biggest fear as a Mem- 
ber has always been, and that has been 
not being prepared. 

Mr. Speaker, it is so difficult to try 
very hard to find out what is going on 
and to be prepared. I was trained as an 
attorney, and I learned you never step 
into a courtroom, you never do any- 
thing without being prepared. 

Well, let me tell my colleagues in 
this Medicare-Medicaid debate, there is 
no way anyone can be prepared. Here 
we are on the eve of the 1 day of hear- 
ings that they are going to grant on 
Medicare, and there is still no bill. 
There is still no bill. 

So, if we wanted to go to those hear- 
ings tomorrow and be prepared, I do 
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not know how we would do it. Today, 
they released 60 pages of conceptual 
language, but there are no numbers. 
How do we know if they add up or do 
not add up? We do not know what the 
Congressional Budget Office is saying. 

Mr. Speaker, I think that this is 
playing very fast and loose and I am 
very troubled, because if I were an av- 
erage American watching this and 
watched the barbs being traded back 
and forth across the aisle, they are 
filled with both bravado and bluster 
and everything else. But the bottom 
line is there is no there there. They do 
not have a real bill there. 

The same thing has happened with 
Medicaid. On Medicaid we did not have 
even 1 day of hearings. They just 
moved immediately into a markup. We 
are beginning to find out what is com- 
ing out of that markup, which is really 
fairly frightening. If we look at Medic- 
aid, there are 18 million children that 
rely on Medicaid for their health care. 
There are 6 million disabled relying on 
Medicaid for their health care. Overall, 
there are 36 million Americans relying 
on Medicaid for health care. 

Now, the numbers. It looks like they 
are going to cut my State of Colorado 
back by about a third. So what hap- 
pens? How do you treat two-thirds of a 
child? How do you treat two-thirds of a 
disabled person? Where do you pick up 
the difference? How do you do this? 

Well, there were no hearings. People 
from my area were not allowed to come 
forward. We had many people who 
would like to and, of course, we are 
going to see the same act tomorrow 
when it comes to Medicare. 

When we look at Medicare, there are 
87 million Americans that are affected 
by Medicare. Now, when I add 36 mil- 
lion for Medicaid and 37 million for 
Medicare, I end up with 73 million 
Americans. And we are holding the fu- 
ture of their health care in our hands 
as legislators. 

Mr. Speaker, I find it really out- 
rageous, as we hold the future of their 
health care in our hands, that we do 
not have a real bill; that we are not 
having real hearings; that we are not 
having people with the expertise in de- 
livering this care looking at real bills 
to find out if they will really work. 

Mr. Speaker, I would never say that I 
totally understand how this whole 
thing works. None of us can possibly 
understand every specialty that we 
have to deal with. That is what hear- 
ings are about. Otherwise, we could 
save a lot of money and never have 
hearings on anything. 

So 73 million people, as I add these 
two numbers together, have got to be 
wondering what is happening. And I 
must say, I am very frustrated that to- 
morrow our side of the aisle has got to 
Start alternative hearings out in the 
yard somewhere, and hope it does not 
rain, because we have not been able to 
get even a room assignment to do this. 
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Now, really, I think when we look at 
all the other things this body has had 
time to do, when we look at something 
this serious, we really should be going 
in with many more facts. 


О 1400 


Yes, I have heard people on that side 
saying, “You are just to trying to do 
Mediscare.“ We do not want to do 
Mediscare. But you start being very 
scared if nobody gives you the details. 
The devil is always in the details. You, 
also, worry very much about what the 
end result is going to be. 

Whenever you ask a question, some- 
one says, Well, what is your plan?” 
The President put our plan out there. 
The people know what our plan is. 

Then the other side continually says, 
“We are just trying to save it.” Our 
question is: Maybe they are trying to 
kill it. But if it is so harmless, if they 
have found this wonderful way they are 
going to save all of this money without 
paying, why are they holding it? I 
would think the hearings this side of 
the aisle has been asking for and the 
201 Members of this body have asked 
for, I would think they would love 
those hearings because people will be 
coming and saying, ‘Hosanna, how 
wonderful that they got all of this to- 
gether.” 

So I really hope there is more than 
the 1 day of hearings, and I think it is 
a very sad day when we are forced to go 
outdoors and have alternative hearings 
without even a real bill. 


22 ÅÃÁ—— | 


THE RESTRICTIONS OF THE 
ISTOOK AMENDMENT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, the so- 
called Istook amendment to restrict 
political activities by people and orga- 
nizations getting any kind of funding 
or thing of value from the Federal Gov- 
ernment seems to be having more lives 
than the proverbial cat. 

The House, of course, passed it as a 
rider to the Labor-Health appropria- 
tions bill. Now it is hanging up the 
House-Senate conference committee as 
а proposed rider to the Treasury-Postal 
Service appropriations. 

Let me just say to the members of 
the conference committee, please, read 
the text of this dog. Do not believe the 
descriptions of the amendment by its 
supporters. It does not just apply, as 
they would have you believe, to lobby- 
ists or to nonprofits or, for that mat- 
ter, to the so-called special interests. 
With only a very few exceptions, it reg- 
ulates every person and every organiza- 
tion in this country that gets not only 
funds but anything of value from the 
Federal Government. 

Let us just look at one small set of 
people and organizations that would be 
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caught up in this Orwellian net of po- 
litical regulation, and they are the peo- 
ple receiving water from just one Fed- 
eral water project, the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation’s Colorado Big Thompson 
water project. 

To begin with, those of us in the 
West know full well irrigation water is 
a thing of value. We can assure you of 
that. Looking at the text of the Istook 
amendment, the legal counsel for the 
water conservancy district, which dis- 
tributes this water, has concluded that 
everybody getting water from the Colo- 
rado Big Thompson water project 
would be regulated under the Istook 
amendment. 

Here is a partial list of all the people 
that would be affected by the Istook 
amendment and their political activi- 
ties in one part of the State of Colo- 
rado, 2,000 individuals and organiza- 
tions, mostly farmers and ranchers, in- 
dividuals from Larry Accord to Henry 
Zimmerman, some companies, Ander- 
son Farms, Boulder Valley Farms, 
Montford of Colorado, Reynolds Cattle 
Co. Besides farmers and ranchers, oth- 
ers would be regulated, too, because 
they receive water from this project: 
Ames Junior College, the Archdiocese 
of Denver, Boulder Country Club, East- 
man Kodak, First Christian Church, 
IBM, Hewlett-Packard all get irriga- 
tion water from this Bureau of Rec 
project, and because of the Istook 
amendment, would all have their so- 
called political advocacy activities reg- 
ulated according to the bill. 

In addition, we could go on into other 
categories of persons affected that the 
sponsors of this incredible provision do 
not want you to know about, whether 
it is pregnant and nursing mothers get- 
ting WIC vouchers, disaster victims 
getting emergency assistance, students 
getting subsidized school lunches, 
whatever. What happens to all of these 
people? They face several major re- 
strictions on how they can participate 
in the public life of their Nation and of 
their communities. So-called political 
advocacy activities would be regulated, 
restricted and, in many cases, prohib- 
ited including, depending upon how 
this kicks in, writing to your State 
legislator, school board member, apply- 
ing for a building permit, because you 
are trying to influence a government 
decision, appealing the tax assessment 
on your home, writing a letter to the 
editor of your local paper, running for 
office or supporting someone who does. 
And beyond those things, it also at- 
tempts to regulate essentially deriva- 
tive political activities, doing business 
with anybody or making a contribution 
to anybody who has exceeded the lim- 
its on political advocacy in this aw- 
fully ill-conceived proposal. 

This might be described as a kind of 
secondary boycott requirement. 

For example, hiring somebody who 
has been especially politically active 
would be prohibited to these people 
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getting irrigation water. Can you be- 
lieve that? Or buying something from a 
company that has just spent over 15 
percent of its budget on political ad- 
уосасу,” as might well happen іп а 
year and which they had to get a new 
building permit and go through a zon- 
ing change. These are the kind of re- 
strictions that would be applied not 
only to individuals but to family farms 
like the Leister family farm that gets 
their irrigation water, or to big compa- 
nies like IBM. 

What happens to them? Chilling, 
chilling requirements. They are barred 
from getting any kind of Federal Gov- 
ernment support or assistance if in any 
of the previous 5 years they have spent 
more than 5 percent of their own pri- 
vate funds engaging in an incredibly 
broad range of public advocacy activi- 
ties at the State, local or Federal level. 
They cannot spend any of what they re- 
ceived by way of assistance in dealing 
with anybody that has violated these 
political advocacy limits, and on and 
on and on. 

This amendment has nothing to do 
with ending welfare for lobbyists, as its 
supporters claim. It has everything to 
do with shutting down free and open 
political discussion in this country. 


TRADE DEFICIT WATCH 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, in Wash- 


ington, we hear а lot of talk about leg- . 


islative train wrecks these days. But 
has anyone noticed that America is 
hitched to a runaway locomotive rac- 
ing us toward a record trade deficit 
this year? 

Today the Jobs and Fair Trade Cau- 
cus begins a monthly report to the 
American people called the Trade Defi- 
cit Watch. Our focus will be on how our 
Nation's trade deficit acts as an under- 
tow in our economy, destroying good 
jobs, pulling wages down and displacing 
investments and industry here at 
home. The latest trade deficit figures 
released yesterday show that this year 
America will record an overall trade 
deficit of $164 billion, and just looking 
at the merchandise portion of that, we 
are talking about over $200 billion 
more of goods coming in here from 
abroad than we are able to sell in other 
markets. Folks, that is a bigger deficit 
than the budget deficit we are trying 
so hard to reduce. 

How will a $164 billion trade deficit 
this year affect the American people? 
Let us take a look at the historic de- 
bate that is about to occur here in Con- 
gress on Medicare. How does our his- 
toric trade deficit play a role in this 
debate? The administration often uses 
the ratio of 20,000 jobs equaling every 1 
billion dollars’ worth of trade. There- 
fore, a $164 billion deficit will put 3 
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million more good American jobs at 
risk, added to the 2 million well-paying 
manufacturing jobs that were de- 
stroyed since the 1980’s. 

Unfair competition with low-wage, 
undemocratic countries puts continu- 
ing pressure, downward pressure, on 
wages in this country, and it is no sur- 
prise. Real wages and purchasing power 
in America have declined steadily over 
the past 20 years. Talk to your rel- 
atives, talk to people who work every 
day. They know what is happening 
with the buying power of their check. 

Think about this: With 5 million lost 
jobs, that is 5 million paychecks, fewer 
paychecks, from which FICA, the por- 
tion of your paycheck that pays for 
Medicare and Social Security, is not 
being collected. 

Think about this, too: Trade deficits 
have bled our manufacturing base al- 
most dry. America is becoming a na- 
tion of temporary workers, the fastest 
growing segment job market in this 
country. 

Before, a worker earning a decent 
wage at General Motors contributed 33 
cents an hour to Medicare and Social 
Security through their FICA deduc- 
tion. But a temporary worker at Man- 
power who typically earns only $5 an 
hour contributes one-fourth as much, 
about 8 cents an hour, one-fourth as 
much as a worker who worked in one of 
those good jobs that we have contin- 
ually destroyed over the last 15 years 
in this country. No wonder the Medi- 
care trust fund and Social Security are 
in trouble. 

We have to keep finding new answers 
to try to refinance them. The high- 
skilled, high-wage jobs needed to fill 
the coffers of these programs are dis- 
appearing right before our eyes, and 
Washington has been asleep for 15 
years at the wheel. 

But corporations and their profits 
have continued to soar. In fact, Wall 
Street is slaphappy at this point be- 
cause with low-paid workers, corpora- 
tions are required to pay only one- 
fourth of what they had been paying 
before into trust funds like Medicare. 

So, what is the Clinton administra- 
tion and the Republican leadership 
doing about these trade deficits? Today 
the Committee on Ways and Means de- 
cided to adopt legislation which will 
allow more trade agreements to come 
down the pike without the American 
people having a say in the matter. This 
is called fast-track, and it is a bill that 
will force Congress to again consider 
trade agreements with no debate and 
without the ability to make amend- 
ments. In other words, it is a done deal 
when it comes to the floor. 

We are again ceding our constitu- 
tional responsibilities to the trade am- 
bassadors. 

What, may I ask, are we on a fast 
track to? Are we going to continue put- 
ting every high-skilled, high-wage job 
with benefits in America on fast track 
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right out of this country? It is happen- 
ing in every single trade sector of this 
economy. 

We have got to stop cashing out 
American industries and American jobs 
for the sake of a few trade deals that 
make a few traders and their share- 
holders rich but bankrupt the rest of 
America. 

Look around the towns that you live 
in. How does the Clinton administra- 
tion or Speaker GINGRICH expect to bal- 
ance the Federal budget or solve the 
Medicare problem if real wages for 
working Americans are locked in a 
race to the bottom because of trade 
policies that destroy good jobs and 
good wages here at home? 


TRIBUTE TO A SPECIAL GROUP OF 
DEDICATED AMERICANS SERV- 
ING IN THE UNITED STATES AIR 
FORCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
MYRICK). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Utah [Mr. 
HANSEN] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HANSEN. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a special group 
of dedicated Americans serving in to- 
day’s United States Air Force. This is 
the incredible story of a new world 
record for around-the-world flight and 
more importantly the demonstration of 
a truly unique force projection capabil- 
ity within the U.S. Air Force. 

Two BiB bombers, from Dyess Air 
Force Base in Abilene, TX, completed 
the fastest flight around the world on 
June 2 and 3 of this year. According to 
the National Aeronautical Association, 
the flight measured 36 hours, 13 min- 
utes and 36 seconds and covered a dis- 
tance of 22,814.5 miles. This includes 
some 3,000 miles the crews did not plan 
on in order to divert around tropical 
storms in the Indian Ocean and a hurri- 
cane near the Phillipines. The planes 
each had 6 in-air refuelings and aver- 
aged over 630 m.p.h. to complete this 
amazing flight. The two B-1B Lancer’s, 
from the 9th Bomb Squadron, were 
nicknamed “Hellion”, and appro- 
priately enough. Global Power.” 

While these record flights are amaz- 
ing in their own right, the awesome 
military power they reflect is even 
more impressive. To demonstrate the 
ability to project power anywhere in 
the world and return non-stop to the 
United States, the bombers also 
dropped 500-ройпа, concrete-filled 
training bombs on three continents 
during the mission dubbed Coronet 
Bat.” Coronet Bat clearly dem- 
onstrated the immense capability of 
the B-1B and reinforced its position as 
a vital component of our conventional 
bomber force. 

Besides the awesome technical capa- 
bility displayed in this historic flight, 
it also reflects the ingenuity, dedica- 
tion and professionalism of today’s Air 
Force. This mission required a genuine 
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team effort and was designed to exer- 
cise the total force capabilities of our 
Nation’s military. This type of mission 
proves the B-1B’s readiness to meet 
global mission requirements. 

Meticulous planning, requiring sup- 
port across a full-range of Air Force 
commands, was required for this highly 
successful mission to prove the long- 
range, power-projection capability of 
the B1-B Lancer. 

First, this mission required the idea, 
supplied by Capt. Christopher Stewart, 
a native of Logan, UT, the support of 
Air Force leadership and the skilled 
flight planning from dozens of profes- 
sionals like Lt. Col. David Snodgrass, 
from the 9th Bomber Squadron, Capt. 
Jeffrey Kumro, the ground mission 
commander, and 8. Sgt. Scott Fromm, 
now at Officer Training School, from 
the 7th Operations Support Squadron, 
who was responsible for coordinating 
the hundreds of airspace issues associ- 
ated with such a complex mission. 

Also key to the success of the mis- 
sion were all the people who made pos- 
sible the six in-air refuelings, closely 
coordinated around the globe, at pre- 
cise times, to be sure the B-1B’s had 
enough fuel to reach the next ren- 
dezvous. 

Range support, at bombing ranges 
from Pachino, Italy, to Kadena, Japan, 
to the Utah Test and Training Range, 
allowed the crews to prove their global 
power by delivering ordnance on target 
around the globe. 

And, of course this tremendous flight 
would never have been possible without 
the unsung heroes of military aviation, 
the maintenance crews, like crew chief, 
Sgt. Kenneth Kisner, who keeps these 
machines flying and safe for the air 
crews. A testament to their profes- 
sionalism, these two aircraft left on 
time, completed the grueling mission, 
most of it a supersonic flight, and re- 
turned home requiring only minor 
post-flight maintenance. 

Let me also recognize the flight 
crews who ultimately made Coronet 
Bat such a resounding success. In the 
lead, and record breaking aircraft, Hel- 
lion, was mission commander and 9th 
Bomber Squadron Commander Lt. Col. 
Douglas Raaberg, aircraft commander 
Capt. Ricky Carver, offensive systems 
officer, Capt. Gerald Goodfellow, and 
weapons systems officer, Capt. Kevin 
Clotfelter. 

The crew of Global Power included 
Capts. Steve Adams, Chris Stewart, 
Kevin Houdek, and Steve Reeves. 

As mission commander, Lieutenant 
Colonel Raaberg said, this was a global 
teamwork at its best and reinforces Air 
Force plans for the B-1B conventional 
upgrade program. Again, I want to 
offer my personal congratulations to 
all the members of the Air Force team 
that made this happen, and the thanks 
of the American people for the tremen- 
dous service you provide a grateful Na- 
tion each and every day. 
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DEBATE OVER MEDICARE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
MYRICK). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentlewoman from New 
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER] is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 
in the 1930s I was growing up in the 
coal fields of eastern Kentucky, in a 
family with four children, and I 
watched for years as my mother and fa- 
ther took responsibility for the health 
care of both sets of their parents. 

It was an enormous burden. Health 
care was not all that good in the 1930s. 
Blood transfusions were given by any- 
body who came in off the street, and 
they did not go through typing and 
crossmatching as we do today. I had a 
sister that died in North Carolina, as 
they were operating on her for appendi- 
citis, and she died of double pneu- 
monia. So you can see that the benefits 
of medicine have increased enormously 
in the past half century. 

One of the most important bene- 
ficiaries of that improvement has been 
the elderly of the United States. Since 
1965, families like mine when I was a 
child no longer have to struggle to 
meet the health care needs of elderly 
parents. I remember when the debate 
took place in 1965, and I remember 
when it passed, and there was rejoicing 
in the country that senior citizens who 
were alone or senior citizens who were 
in impoverished circumstances could 
get the same kind of health care, the 
same appropriate kind of health care as 
the wealthiest person in the country. 
And we felt very good about this devel- 
opment. 

But the debate over Medicare, like 
the debate over Social Security, was 
vitriolic in both houses. There was no 
unanimity of consent in either the 
House of Representatives or the Senate 
for Social Security or Medicare. In- 
deed, if you were to read that debate, 
you would be surprised I think at some 
Members who are still here who voted 
against the Medicare program and 
spoke very strongly against it. 

It was the Democrat Party that gave 
us Social Security. It was the Demo- 
crat Party that gave us Medicare. Now 
it is the Democrat Party that is strug- 
gling to try to save Medicare. 

There is a recommendation by the 
Speaker of the House of Representa- 
tives to have the largest cut in Medi- 
care in its 30-year history. They are 
recommending $270 billion be cut out of 
Medicare over the next 7 years in order 
to pay for a $245 billion tax cut for the 
rich, the wealthy and corporations. 

This is going to be done with one 
hearing, which will take place here to- 
morrow. The Democrats have not been 
allowed to ask for a hearing or even to 
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participate very much in the meeting 
that led up to the decision for the hear- 
ing tomorrow. And for that reason, the 
Democrat Party, which gave this coun- 
try Medicare, will have to hold its 
hearing tomorrow out on the lawn of 
the Capitol of the United States. 

I am confident that has never been 
done before. The Capitol is a pretty 
large building. Meeting rooms all over 
it. But we have been told that not a 
single one is available for us tomorrow 


to hold a hearing. 
So tomorrow we will have ordinary 
Americans, hospital administrators, 


caregivers, rural hospitals, community 
health associations, home care special- 
ists to be here to say what these awful 
cuts are going to do in the services 
that they can provide. 

Thirty-seven million seniors now are 
on Medicare, and by the year 2002, if 
you factor in for inflation, we will need 
to be paying $8,400 a year to cover the 
same benefits that $4,800 buys today. 
The Republican proposal only provides 
$6,700. Now, how is the difference going 
to be made up? Higher premiums, high- 
er deductibles, inability perhaps to 
choose your own doctor or accept fewer 
services, fewer choices, and lower qual- 
ity. 

I think that is a rotton set of choices 
for the elderly in this country. 

Last week, the Speaker of the House 
assured the American people on tele- 
vision that Medicare beneficiaries 
could expect their premiums to in- 
crease by only $7 a month. Within 
days, the leadership was forced to 
admit the figure was actually going to 
be more like $32 a month, about $400 a 
year. For people who live on a fixed in- 
come, that can be a devastating blow 
and can really make the difference in 
their lives as to whether they can eat 
or pay their rent. If they cannot afford 
it and if they are lucky enough to have 
children or grandchildren who will chip 
in, perhaps they can survive it. But a 
lot of our seniors do not. 

Those premium increases will hurt 
not only the people who are recipients 
of the care, but we anticipate the clo- 
sure of a lot of hospitals and a lot of 
services and perhaps even of home care. 


THE REPUBLICAN MEDICARE PLAN 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of May 
12, 1995, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DOGGETT] is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, during 
this next hour I and a number of my 
colleagues are going to be discussing 
the Republican Medicare plan. It is the 
pay more, get less plan. We have been 
discussing it this week during the spe- 
cial orders because of the fact that 
there is no real opportunity to debate 
this plan on the floor of the U.S. Con- 
gress, except during these sessions. 

Indeed, it has been impossible to get 
even a public hearing so that citizens 
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across America could come forward, 
the experts could come forward; and 
our seniors are among the leading ex- 
perts on how Medicare works. There 
has been no opportunity for them to 
come forward for all of these many 
months really and be heard on a spe- 
cific Medicare plan. All they know is 
that they will have to pay more and 
get less. 

Tomorrow we will have the only day 
that has been allocated to hear their 
concerns. And as I begin this discus- 
sion, I think it is appropriate, because 
the gentlewoman from New York [Ms. 
SLAUGHTER] has spoken so eloquently 
this afternoon on this matter, to hear 
the conclusion of her remarks, because 
she shares the same concern I do that 
if our seniors are saddled with a pay 
more, get less plan, this Nation will be 
much the worse off, and I would wel- 
come the observations of the gentle- 
woman. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding to me, and I will be 
very brief. 

I just want to make the point that 
the $270 billion cut in Medicare is al- 
most equal to the defense budget of the 
United States. I think we pour over 
this month after month, and commit- 
tee after committee looks into it, and 
debate often takes days on the floor of 
the House. To this day, a bill that we 
are supposed to vote on next week has 
not been printed. Nobody has seen a 
single written word on what the bill 
that the hearing is going to be held on 
tomorrow will cover, not one thing. 

If you want to put this in some kind 
of context, imagine, if you will, the 
health care plan that was debated in 
Congress last year, had there been not 
a word of what was in it, not one sen- 
tence of what the consequences might 
be, just simply slash and burn, and that 
may give you some idea of what we are 
facing here with Medicare. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Would the gentle- 
woman yield on that point? 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I would be happy 
to. 
Mr. DOGGETT. I am a new Member, 
and so I was not here last year, but I 
read that when that health care plan 
came up and when the Congress moved 
along near the August recess, it was 
the Republican members of this body 
who were saying, even though there 
had been extensive hearings in several 
committees, we need more time, the 
people need more time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Absolutely, 
need more. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I know I read in the 
Dallas Morning News, a well-known 
publication and has been known 
throughout its history to have been 
known to have at least a slight Repub- 
lican tinge to it, actually referring to 
the Republicans this year, and it was 
not my word but theirs, the Dallas 
Morning News word, as being guilty of 
hypocrisy. 


we 
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How is it in 1 year, after having 
weeks of hearings on a health care 
plan, they could come to this Congress 
and deny us and the American people 
all but 1 day to focus on this essential 
problem? 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I think it is safe 
to say that nothing on the magnitude 
of this cut has ever gone through the 
Congress of the United States without 
complete hearings, without participa- 
tion of the public, without an oppor- 
tunity to go home and say to our con- 
stituents, what they have ahead of 
them, 

We do not have anything to take 
home to show them. We get little no- 
tices in the press, and then we hear it 
is going to be $7 a month, and then we 
find out that that is not true. So, so far 
we are standing on sinking sand and 
shifting sands below us, and we do not 
know how it will affect the elderly of 
this country or indeed the fate of 
health care. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I thank you for your 
important observations. 

I see that we have been joined by 
other colleagues from Texas. 

Again, I congratulate my colleague, 
the gentleman from Texas, Mr. GENE 
GREEN, for the work that he has been 
doing this session and for his victory 
this week on behalf of individuals with 
disabilities as he worked to preserve 
our State vocational rehabilitation 
system. 

I know that there are people with 
disabilities across this country. Even 
though our focus in talking about this 
Medicare plan has been that it means 
pay more, get less for America’s sen- 
iors, the same is true for many people 
with disabilities, several million in 
fact across America who are not 65 but 
because of a disabling condition are re- 
liant or dependent upon the Medicare 
system. Perhaps you are aware of how 
they will be impacted by this vague 
plan that we have had presented. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Well, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas for 
yielding to me and my colleague from 
San Antonio. This is not just the Texas 
hour here. 

But it will impact people who are not 
seniors, not only those who are dis- 
abled before they are 65 but the sen- 
iors’ families. We all have family mem- 
bers who are over 65 and enjoy Medi- 
care, because I have shared with my 
relatives what we had before 1965 when 
we had no Medicare, and we know the 
difference between 1964 and 1995 when 
we had no Medicare. 

I rise today objecting to this phan- 
tom plan that we have that will be re- 
leased today for two reasons: One, it is 
а proposed cut; and also objecting to 
the lack of the public hearings on the 
proposal. 

Now, we have been told that the com- 
mittees have been hearing Medicare 
proposals and talking about Mediscare 
tactics on what needs to be done, but 
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we have not actually seen the plan, and 
we have not seen it as of today. And 
what they are going to have a hearing 
on tomorrow, 1 day of hearings is just 
wrong. 

The propaganda being dumped on 
American people by the Republican 
Medicare plan that will be released, 
that it is not a cut and just slowing the 
growth is preposterous. We know that 
we have to plan, whether we are in 
business or in government, your ex- 
pected growth in your business or in 
your senior population. 

It is real simple that the population 
served by Medicare is growing, and 
there are going to be more people who 
will be 65 next year than were 65 last 
year or the year before. The people, 
thank goodness for our health care suc- 
cesses, are living longer. And yet when 
they say they are only slowing the 
growth in Medicare, they are actually 
going to end up rationing in the cut 
and in the growth. You either have to 
push people out of the system or you 
are going to provide people proportion- 
ally with less services. When they re- 
duce that growth, they are affecting 
not only those who are currently bene- 
ficiaries in Medicare but those people 
who will become 65 next year and the 
year after and, you know, until the 
year 2002. 
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If we go back to the days when sen- 
iors had to choose between health care 
and food on their tables, are we going 
to do that, and I think that is what 
will happen by cutting a program with 
a growing population. We will need ra- 
tioning. 

Last year I was here. My colleague 
was still on the Supreme Court of 
Texas. I was here and involved in the 
health care reform, and the fear from 
all of us, and we would have rationing 
if we had some national health care. 
Well, here we have a plan that will cre- 
ate rationing for seniors, and the 
health care will be rationed to those 
who can afford to pay more out of 
pocket. They will be asked to pay more 
and more of their fixed incomes, which 
will lower the standard of living for our 
seniors. 

Now I have heard and read the arti- 
cles that everyone has read about how 
our seniors are so much better off 
today than they were 30 and 40 years 
ago, and that is true. That is why Med- 
icare was established, because you real- 
ized in the 194075, and 1950’s, and early 
1960’s, that seniors were being left out 
of the growth and the benefits of Amer- 
ica after they spent their life to build 
this country, and a number of them lit- 
erally put their life on the line to make 
sure this country can still enjoy the 
freedom, and now we are going to take 
those people who served in World War 
П and say, “ОК, now you received Med- 
icare, and we’re going to make you pay 
more for less.” 
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I think your poster is so correct, I 
say to the gentleman. We need to ask 
ourselves, Do you want the force to 
pay senior citizens to pay more for less 
service and choose between health care 
and food? Do you want our elderly 
loved ones to have to have surgery in a 
hospital pushed to the brink of bank- 
ruptcy due to cuts in Medicare fund- 
ing?” 

In my district in Houston we have a 
number of hospitals that their patient 
base is substantially Medicare, and 
Medicaid, and managed care, and man- 
aged care is forcing hospitals to trans- 
fer those costs to Medicare recipients, 
and there is just no place to go if you 
cut the cost of Medicare. You are going 
to have hospitals close not only in 
rural areas, but in urban areas. Do you 
want to have to be operated on by a 
physician or surgeon whose training 
may have been reduced by the cuts in 
Medicare that we do now for medical 
education? 

We hear a lot these days about avoid- 
ing a train wreck. Well, the seniors of 
our country will experience one of the 
most destructive train wrecks in his- 
tory if this plan is passed. 

If you answered no to any of these 
questions, then I hope it is not only our 
duties as Members of Congress, but our 
constituents and people all over the 
country, to oppose this Republican 
Medicare train wreck that will be fos- 
tered on us tomorrow. 

My second objection is lack of public 
hearings that we have had to this not- 
yet-released plan, and here we are 
Thursday, and you and I have not seen 
it. Of course we do not serve on the 
Committee on Ways and Means, so we 
might not see it even until tomorrow 
when it is released publicly. 

But I participated in 10 days of hear- 
ings on the Waco incident. I saw 28 
days of hearings on Whitewater and 8 
days of hearings on Ruby Ridge, and I 
do not object to those hearings. 

Mr. DOGGETT. If the gentleman will 
yield on that, so that is 10 days about 
the tragedy that happened in Waco, 28 
days about what the President may or 
may not have done; was that 12 years 
ago? Some long time ago, back when he 
was Governor of Arkansas. Twenty- 
eight days on that. And how long on 
this incident in Idaho? 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Well, 8 
days on the Ruby Ridge incident that 
happened in 1992, long before most of 
us, least the majority in the House, 
were ever elected. So we had all those 
days of hearings after the fact, and 
here we are only going to have 1 day of 
hearings, 1 day on a plan that will be 
released maybe today for hearing to- 
morrow, and that is where our prior- 
ities are wrong, and that is why the Re- 
publican majority is wrong, and they 
need to look at what the American peo- 
ple are saying, that we need to get our 
priorities straight here in Washington. 
We need to realize that we need to lis- 
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ten to our constituents, we need to 
have more than just 1 day to hear from 
them, and the people are asking us, 
“Don’t go to Washington and lose 
touch.” Well, this is a prime example 
of losing touch, by announcing a plan 
on Thursday, have 1 day of hearings on 
Friday, and then the whole House has 
to consider it. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Let me ask you about 
that. 

When you say “announcing a plan” it 
is true that the press release this week 
is thicker than the press release from 
last week, but you are going to be 
going, I know, in a few minutes back to 
a hearing on one of the other Repub- 
lican ideas of this session, which is to 
destroy, or abolish, one of the Cabinet 
offices that has been here for decades 
in the United States. You do not go to 
that hearing without having a piece of 
legislation to consider. In other words, 
instead of just going there, and 
scratching your head, and thinking 
about somebody’s good idea, or some 
think tank that has come up with some 
theoretical approach to deal with the 
security of health care for 37 million 
people, you do not go there without a 
specific proposal; do you? 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. We have 
had this proposal abolishing the De- 
partment of Commerce that I am not 
in favor of. I agree, in fact, that when 
we were in the Texas Legislature, you 
were the father of the sunset legisla- 
tion, and you were in the State senate, 
and I was in the House, and I served on 
the sunset commission. I like the idea 
of looking at agencies and reforming 
them, but we reform them over a pe- 
riod of time. We do not all of a sudden 
wake up on Thursday and say we are 
going to abolish and we are going to 
change this agency to deliver services 
and provide assistance to American 
businesses. We are going to have vote 
on that Friday. You do not do that on 
those agencies, and why should we do 
it to the most important issue that 
this Congress may consider? It is like 
you said the health care for 37 million 
elderly U.S. citizens. 

Mr. DOGGETT. And you know I am 
reminded by your comment that an- 
other of our fellow Texans who does 
not serve in this body, though I know 
he aspired to come to Washington, 
Ross Perot, who recently commented 
on this plan, though I have some dif- 
ferences with him about this subject 
among others, but he suggested if we 
were going to have these big changes in 
the way Medicare works, that just as 
you pointed out with business, you do 
not just jump what you have got and 
go to something else. You test it before 
you proceed to apply that to everyone 
and suggested that new ideas should be 
tested out before you make 37 million 
Americans the guinea pigs for this new 
approach that really amounts to little 
more than pay-more, get-less. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Well, we 
need to ask ourselves then why is the 
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Republican majority rushing the Medi- 
care reform bill to the House floor for 
a vote before the American people 
without time to review the con- 
sequences. Well, I think the answer is 
clear. The Republican majority does 
not want the American people to know 
what is in their Medicare reform bill 
because it is incredibly harmful. 
Frankly, it is no wonder that the plan 
is shrouded in secrecy. If I had a plan 
that was going to make seniors pay 
more for less service and force them to 
give up their, possibly their, lifelong 
doctor, and all to pay for ill-advised 
tax cuts, I think I would be scared, too, 
and I would want to rush it through on 
a short notice. 

We hear a lot of times about how 
Medicare is in trouble and we need to 
reform it. We have reformed it over the 
last 30 years from the time it was 
passed, but right now we can deal with 
fraud, abuse, and waste in Medicare 
and do some of those reforms that will 
save us some money and reform Medi- 
care, but not for $270 billion to pay for 
$245 billion in tax cuts. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Let me ask you about 
that because we do hear examples on 
the press. Seldom do you go out and 
visit with seniors, as I know you do in 
your district, and I do up in Austin, 
without hearing about an incident 
where a health care provider perhaps 
abused the system. That is the kind of 
subject that we ought to have some bi- 
partisanship about. I have not seen 
anyone yet come on the floor and de- 
fend fraud, maybe someone will, but we 
ought to be able to come together and 
work together. 

But let me ask you about in that re- 
gard in trying to achieve some biparti- 
sanship. I am amazed to hear this. Ex- 
cept for the experience we have had 
within the last few weeks here, I under- 
stand that the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Rules, actually the ranking 
member of the Committee on Rules, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts, 
Mr. MOAKLEY’s office went over to the 
chairman of the Republican Con- 
ference’s office to ask for the 30-page 
outline that is now available on this 
plan, that this happened as we have 
been here debating this afternoon, and 
was told that is not available to Demo- 
crats. 

Now, I do not know if you have seen 
other incidences of that kind of rude 
and arrogant behavior here before, but 
those who come and say you need to be 
more bipartisan, it is a little different 
to be bipartisan with people that would 
not allow a hearing and would not even 
give an outline of their sorry plan to 
you. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Well, in 
an outline that is 30 pages long can you 
imagine how big the plan must be for 
us to be able to analyze it before the 
hearing tomorrow and before the mem- 
bers of the Committee on Ways and 
Means may have to have it? The num- 
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bers on the plans are that we have 
heard leaked out just do not seem to 
add up either. We talk about increases 
in seniors paying their monthly 
amounts that they pay doubling it over 
the next 7 years, or maybe more. But 
there is still an $80 billion hole that 
they are looking for. 

The President has come up with, has 
a Medicare reform plan, and even the 
trustees, who our majority, have 
talked about that they are running 
around like the world is going to end 
unless we listen to the trustees’ report, 
these very same trustees said we do not 
need to cut $270 billion out. We can do 
$90 billion worth of reform and safe- 
guard Medicare. 

Now 10 years from now, 8 years from 
now, Congress is going to have to re- 
visit that issue because again I wish 
you and I could stand here today and 
solve our problems today, but that does 
not work. We always have to be ready 
to change in reform whether you are in 
government or whether you are in busi- 
ness. There are different ways to do 
things. But we can solve Medicare's 
problems by without cutting $270 bil- 
lion, and again I hope the American 
people understand we are looking at 
cutting $270 billion at the same time 
they are granting $245 billion in tax 
cuts, $245 billion. Medicare is paying 
for those tax cuts, and, if they can 
stand there on the floor and say that, I 
want to be bipartisan? 

Let us solve Medicare’s problem, but 
let us take those $245 billion in tax 
cuts off the table, and then we will talk 
about solving Medicare. Do not use 
Medicare to pay for tax cuts. We need 
to balance the budget, but we do not 
need to do it on the backs of Medicare. 

I thank my colleague from Texas for 
the time, and I look forward to con- 
tinue to being in the trenches. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I know you have to 
be back for a piece of legislative mark- 
up, and, as you are departing, I will 
just continue some observations on 
this, and I think an appropriate obser- 
vation in discussing this matter is to 
reflect on Congressman GREEN’s re- 
marks that many of the people who 
will be most directly affected by this 
are people who served our country both 
at home and abroad during World War 
Il, and I do not think anyone served 
our country in a more distinguished 
role than a gentleman who figures 
prominently in this debate and was on 
national television last night, and that 
is the distinguished gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. GIBBONS], the ranking 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, who will be considering this 
measure. 

The gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
GIBBONS], for those of you who do not 
have personal familiarity with him, is 
a true American hero. He was a para- 
trooper on June 6, 1944,. D-day, in 
France. He fought for this country. He 
fought against fascism and against tyr- 
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anny, and since returning is now serv- 
ing his country in another way in this 
body. He continues to be a true Amer- 
ican patriot. It is not unlike the expe- 
rience I just reflected on, about the in- 
ability of Democrats to even receive a 
copy of this measure, the incredible ex- 
perience that he had yesterday. 

True, sometimes the news media 
likes to focus on the fight rather than 
the substance of what produced the 
fight. But the American people and all 
of our colleagues who were not there 
should know that the reason that the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] 
expressed the anger and the dissatisfac- 
tion that he did was because of what 
occurred in the Committee on Ways 
and Means which was supposed to get a 
full outline of this measure yesterday 
and have a hearing on it as we are de- 
bating here this afternoon. But instead 
the committee met and refused to even 
permit the ranking member, a distin- 
guished and senior Member of this body 
who served his country with such valor 
and distinction, to say word one. They 
would not let him discuss the proposal 
at all. Instead he was cut off without 
being able to say a word, a vote was 
taken in an autocratic method, and so 
his remarks were confined to what oc- 
curred in the hall outside this Cham- 
ber. 

Again it is an example of how dif- 
ficult it is for those of us who want to 
achieve a bipartisan solution not only 
to the issue of Medicare and the secu- 
rity of our Nation’s health care, but on 
a widening range of matters in this 
House that, when you proceed with 
such arrogance, with such high-handed- 
ness, with such determination, to do it 
your way or no way, that it is very dif- 
ficult to have a basis for reason and for 
moderation. 

It is not only the State of Florida, of 
course, who has contributed heroes to 
this country like the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. GIBBONS]. We have done 
our share in Texas as well. One of his 
contemporaries, I suppose, and some- 
one who I have admired since earlier 
days in the public school system of 
Austin where he served as a distin- 
guished member of the Texas legisla- 
ture, is the gentleman from San Anto- 
nio, TX [Mr. GONZALEZ], my colleague 
who I know has some observations that 
bear on Medicare and a number of 
other things that are occurring here, 
and I would like at this time to yield 
for remarks that I know he has. 

The dean of our Texas delegation, the 
Honorable HENRY B. GONZALEZ. 
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Mr. GONZALEZ. Madam Speaker, I, 
in turn, want to thank my colleague 
from Texas, a young gentleman I have 
admired from the beginning and have 
watched his political trajectory as he 
rose in Texas and am so proud of him. 
I want to thank him for his kind re- 
marks. 
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Congress is getting ready to pass 
something called the Budget Reconcili- 
ation Act, which is a bill that’s re- 
quired to bring Government spending 
into line with the budget resolution 
passed earlier this year. Usually, budg- 
et reconciliation is pretty straight- 
forward, but this year the new Repub- 
lican majority in the House is putting 
together a bill that does far more than 
line up spending with the desired tar- 
gets. This year, the reconciliation bill 
is being used for all kinds of radical 
projects that the Republicans hope to 
force through, without letting anybody 
have a fair hearing, let alone a fair 
shake. 

The biggest piece of this stealth leg- 
islation involves changes the Repub- 
licans want to make in Medicare. So 
far, we’ve seen only the barest outlines 
of their proposal, but what we’ve seen 
makes clear that senior citizens are 
about to get less medical care and pay 
more for it. 

But the reconciliation bill is also 
going to be loaded down with. other 
ideas, like legislation to eliminate all 
federally required highway speed limits 
and just about all safety requirements 
for mid-sized trucks. Legislation that 
says that mid-sized trucks don’t need 
safety equipment is a crazed notion at 
best, and has nothing to do with bal- 
ancing the Government’s books. 

In my own Banking Committee, the 
Republicans are using the reconcili- 
ation bill to wipe out what’s left of the 
savings and loan industry. They’re 
moving fast and ignoring lessons of the 
past that time after time have proven 
you have to be very careful when you 
change banking laws in such basic 
ways. 

Another project of dubious merit is 
the Republican plan to gut something 
called the earned income tax credit, 
which is a tax benefit that goes to 
poor, low-wage workers. The tax bene- 
fit doesn’t go to anybody that earns 
more than $11,000 a year, but it has the 
effect of putting $25 billion a year of 
money where it does the most good— 
right in the hands of underpaid and 
hard-working Americans who want to 
have the pride and dignity of work 
even at low wages. But the Republicans 
want to cut this benefit, by perhaps a 
third. 

If we want people to work instead of 
drawing welfare benefits, we should 
adopt policies that make it possible to 
earn a living wage. One way to do that 
is to adjust the minimum wage upward, 
which hasn’t happened in many years. 
And another way to help people get off 
welfare and into work is to be certain 
that they get child care and medical 
care. But guess what? The Republicans 
don’t want to do any of those things. It 
looks as if they're simply aiming to 
make the poor a whole lot more miser- 
able. 

The greatest asset any country has is 
its own people. Laws that help people 
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get an education; laws that help people 
to get a decent, affordable house; laws 
that help people earn a living wage; 
laws that enable people to get adequate 
medical care at a reasonable cost— 
those are the kinds of laws that make 
this or any other country a better 
place. Sadly, every one of the laws that 
are intended to make this a cleaner, 
better, safer, and more decent country 
are under attack in Congress. There 
are some who think that it doesn't 
matter, but the truth is in the end, all 
of us will suffer together if poverty 
grows, if schools aren't improved, if the 
air we breathe and the water we drink 
are degraded, and if more and more of 
us find it impossible to get and keep a 
decent job or to afford decent housing 
and medical care. 

Many of the actions that are about to 
unfold in the so-called budget гес- 
onciliation bill are downright silly or 
verge on the irrational—but others are 
mean spirited and can only result in a 
country that offers less hope to those 
who are struggling to rise above pov- 
erty and personal tragedy. 

I feel certain the President will veto 
the reconciliation bill, and will also 
veto many of the worst bills that are 
working through Congress these days. 
But no doubt about it, the next couple 
of months are going to be as mean as 
they ever get. 

I thank my colleague. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman so much for his 
observations. I think actually, in refer- 
ring to my colleague, Mr. GIBBONS, and 
some of his contemporaries, I may have 
referred to World War I. There actually 
may be some World War I folks that 
will benefit or be adversely affected by 
what we do on Medicare, but the gen- 
tlemen from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] is 
not quite that senior and served during 
World War П. I think it is particularly 
that World War П generation that will 
be most troubled and has most reason 
to be concerned about what is happen- 
ing here on Medicare. 

Madam Speaker, I see that my col- 
league from New York, who has spoken 
во many times about the importance of 
not taking the care out of Medicare has 
arrived, and I would yield to him for 
such observations as he might have 
about the troubling developments of 
the day where the Republicans issue a 
bigger press release but do not give as 
much in the way of a detailed plan. 

Mr. ENGEL. Madam Speaker, I thank 
my friend from Texas, who has cer- 
tainly been one of the shining lights of 
the new freshman class of this Con- 
gress, who has spoken so eloquently on 
the floor not only today but many, 
many days, and the gentleman is quite 
right, the Republicans simply want to 
take the care out of Medicare. 

Madam Speaker, Medicare actually 
was a program that was put into effect 
in the 1960's. It is a plan that many Re- 
publicans want to kill. And, in fact, 
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that has been the modus operandi, the 
way the Republicans have operated, 
during this whole Congress. They take 
plans, they take bills, they take laws 
that they have wanted to kill for 
many, Many years and say this law 
needs fixing. So instead of just fixing 
it, what do they do? They kill it or gut 
it. 

We have seen it time and time again, 
not only with Medicare and Medicaid, 
but we have seen it in assaults against 
working people in this country. We 
have OSHA, which protects people; oc- 
cupational safety and hazard laws, 
which protect the safety of American 
workers. Do they want to fix it? No, 
they want to kill it. They want to gut 
it. The National Labor Relations 
Board, which monitors unfair labor 
practices. They are trying to cut it, cut 
the funding and kill it. Davis-Bacon, 
which guarantees construction workers 
prevailing wage, a decent salary. They 
want to get rid of that, too. 

As my colleague from Texas just 
mentioned, all the good environmental 
laws that bipartisan Congresses have 
put into effect for so many years, what 
are they trying to do? Not fix those 
laws, but kill it and gut it. Student 
loans. The same thing. Kill it and gut 
it. 

The Republicans have been using the 
fact that they believe certain bills, cer- 
tain laws like Medicare need fixing. 
They do not fix it, they kill it. So, Mr. 
Speaker, this is just the first assault 
on Medicare as we know it. 

If we cut $270 billion from the pro- 
gram, we are, in essence, killing the 
program. It just starts that way and it 
goes on and on. One thing really ought 
to be made very, very clear. Medicare 
is а program that serves middle-class 
America. This is not some boondoggle 
or some program that is being doled 
out to people who have not worked in 
their lives, or people who have not 
made sacrifices in their lives; to people 
who have not done what they should 
do. Medicare benefits middle-class 
America, senior citizens who have 
worked hard and struggled all their 
lives, put a few dollars together only to 
see it dissipate in their later years. 
They are as scared as can be. 

Madam Speaker, I take the case of 
my mother, who lives in Florida, and 
all her friends. They do not have 
money for prescription drugs right 
now. Many have to choose between eat- 
ing well and buying medicines. Can any 
of us imagine what it will mean when 
$270 billion is cut out of Medicare? To 
my Republican friends who say, well, it 
is not a cut, we are actually increasing 
the funding; and, how could it be a cut 
if we are increasing the funding? Ev- 
erybody knows if we do not increase 
the funding, with the rate of inflation, 
it is a cut. Everybody knows if we ma- 
nipulate part A and B, it is a cut. 

The bottom line is this, Madam 
Speaker, what kind of care do seniors 
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get now under Medicare, and what kind 
of care will they be getting in the year 
2002 after there is $270-billion worth of 
Republican cuts? The answer is very 
easy. Senior citizens, as my colleague 
from Texas says, the GOP Medicare 
plan means seniors will pay more for 
their health care and get less. That is 
the bottom line. Pay more in pre- 
miums, get less health care, get less 
choice, be forced into HMO’s, be forced 
to accept strange doctors, because they 
sure will not be able to choose their 
doctors. 

As we are talking right now, I will 
bet that senior citizens will suffer from 
a lack of choosing of their own doctors. 
It is not right, Madam Speaker. All we 
are saying on the Democratic side of 
the aisle is we want to have open hear- 
ings on this. The Republicans in this 
Chamber have the votes. They can out- 
vote us every time. What is so terrible 
to let the light shine in so that the 
American people can understand what 
this means? 

In the last Congress President Clin- 
ton proposed a health care plan. At the 
very, very beginning everyone seemed 
to be in favor of it, but as more and 
more people found out about it, for 
whatever reason, they decided they 
would not support it. And the Repub- 
licans, quite frankly, are afraid that if 
we let the light of day shine on their 
Medicare sham, or their Medicare pro- 
posal, that the American public will 
say, wait a minute, guys, this is not 
what we want. Medicare is a sacred 
covenant with the American people and 
we do not want to gut it. We do not 
want to hurt senior citizens. 

They are afraid when their plan is ex- 
posed that seniors will understand that 
it hurts them; that it will be terrible 
for the senior citizens in this country. 
So how do they get around it? Let us 
only hold one hearing on this particu- 
lar bill. 

Now, the hearing is tomorrow. I do 
not know what is in their plan. I have 
not seen their bill. How can anyone 
have an intelligent hearing when we do 
not know what is in the bill? They 
would like to just blindfold us, gag us, 
not allow us to ask questions, and not 
allow us to hold hearings. What is so 
terrible with an open procedure? 

Madam Speaker, the Republicans 
ranted and raved on the other side of 
the aisle in previous Congresses about 
muffling the minority. We are not talk- 
ing about the minority or the major- 
ity. We are talking about the American 
people. They have the right to under- 
stand what this Congress is about to 
do. The only way we can do that is by 
holding hearings. 

The hearings we are going to hold to- 
morrow are going to be on the lawn of 
the Capitol. That is because we could 
not get a decent hearing room in the 
Capitol to hold these hearings. What a 
disgrace. It is absolutely a gag rule. It 
is being perpetrated not on the Demo- 
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crats in Congress but on the American 
people. 

So the bottom line here, for me, is 
what is the quality of health care that 
senior citizens get under Medicare now, 
in 1955, and what will be the quality of 
care that they will get under the Re- 
publican plan in 2002? When we couple 
the 270 billion dollars’ worth of cuts in 
Medicare and, at the same time, give 
$245-billion worth of tax breaks to the 
rich, that only adds insult to injury. To 
my friends on the other side of the 
aisle who say one has nothing to do 
with the other, well, $245 billion and 
$270 billion sounds pretty equal to me. 
If we eliminated the tax breaks for the 
rich, and even if we had to cut the Med- 
icare Program, 270 minus 245 is only $25 
billion. So we would have to cut it a lot 
less if we gave up on the tax breaks for 
the rich than we would under the Re- 
publican plan. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Let me ask the gen- 
tleman one question about these hear- 
ings. Beginning about 9:30 or so eastern 
time tomorrow morning the gentleman 
has referenced hearings that will occur 
just outside the House Chambers here 
on the Capitol Grounds. Do I under- 
stand those hearings will continue into 
next week? 

Mr. ENGEL. Yes, those hearings are 
planned to continue into next week, be- 
cause if we cannot get 4 weeks of hear- 
ings, as we requested, we feel that we 
could at least have 4 days of hearings 
where senior citizens and representa- 
tives of senior citizen groups and peo- 
ple involved with Medicare can come 
and testify and tell us their opinions 
and tell us what Medicare means to 
them and tell us what the GOP Medi- 
care plan will be. 

Those are the only open hearings, un- 
fortunately, that are going to be held 
on Capitol Hill. 
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Mr. DOGGETT. They аге open hear- 
ings. That is, any American citizen 
who would want to come forward and 
present their testimony, if we are not 
able to hear from all of them orally, 
can file their written testimony with 
us and get that to the attention of peo- 
ple, at least within the Democratic 
Caucus, the 200-plus Members here who 
would want to hear their observations. 

Mr. ENGEL. The gentleman is abso- 
lutely right. We welcome testimony, 
written testimony and people testify- 
ing, from seniors in all walks of life, 
because we think it is very, very im- 
portant to hear all points of view. 
Again, if the Republicans absolutely 
insist on ramming whatever they want 
to ram through, they have the votes in 
this Congress, but it ought not to be 
done under the secrecy of darkness. It 
ought to be done after we have an open 
and full hearing and the American peo- 
ple understand what is about to happen 
to them in Medicare. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Indeed, given the 
ramifications of this particular plan, it 
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might be well advised to have these 
hearings at a variety of different loca- 
tions, since the Republicans are not 
doing that and we are forced to have 
ours outside the Capitol, for those citi- 
zens around the country who will not 
be able to come personally, perhaps 
someone who is confined to home and 
unable to leave and be here. Would 
there not be a mechanism where they 
could forward their comments here to 
the Capitol and advise people of their 
concerns about this plan or their sug- 
gestions improvements in Medicare to 
strengthen it? 

Mr. ENGEL. Constituents can abso- 
lutely write to their Member of Con- 
gress, be it Democratic or Republican, 
and let us know what you feel, let us 
know what you think is happening to 
Medicare. I would hope that some of 
our colleagues would, and I know I plan 
to do it in my district in the Bronx, 
NY, and Westchester, NY, to have hear- 
ings in my district, have open forums 
in my district, so I can hear from the 
rank and file, from my constituents, 
who will be most affected by whatever 
Congress does on Medicare. I want to 
hear from them, what Medicare means 
to them, how important it is, not only 
not to cut Medicare, but to expand 
services. I want to see prescription 
drugs, for instance, expanded. I want 
seniors to be able to get prescription 


There was one very interesting point. 
The Republicans have said that they 
want to balance the budget and they do 
not intend to touch Social Security. 
Well, for my senior citizens, if you do 
not touch Social Security, but you 
touch Medicare, it is the same darn 
thing, because senior citizens rely on 
Medicare as much as they rely on So- 
cial Security. So it is an absolute fraud 
to say we are not going to touch Social 
Security, when at the same time you 
are devastating Medicare. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I thank you very 
much for your observations. I see an- 
other colleague of ours, Mr. BENTSEN, 
from Houston, TX has joined us, and 
may have an observation in response to 
your comments. 

Mr. ENGEL. We have all these good 
Texans here. It is nice to join with 
them. We can bring New York and 
Texas a little closer together. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Certainly when the 
issue is health care security and mis- 
representation that is being made to 
our seniors about their health future, 
we all need to come together. I wish we 
could get more of our Republican col- 
leagues coming together. There is 
nothing in the rules of the House that 
prevents them from coming to the floor 
this afternoon and utilizing their hour 
of time to outline in detail their plan, 
but apparently they have chosen not to 
do that. 

Mr. ENGEL. It really is unfortunate, 
because I think the bottom line is, the 
only way we are really going to get a 
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plan that helps our senior citizens is by 
doing it in a bipartisan fashion; not in 
this way, ramming it down everyone’s 
throat without any kind of open hear- 
ings. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I thank my colleague 
from Texas for yielding. I thank him 
for taking the time today to speak 
about the issue of Medicare. 

Let me just start out briefly by talk- 
ing a little bit about procedure. I am 
glad to see that the dean of the Texas 
delegation, Mr. GONZALEZ, is on the 
floor, because I was with him the other 
day in the Committee on Banking and 
Financial Services where we were 
going through a similar process on leg- 
islation affecting the financial laws of 
this Nation. That appears to be similar 
to what is going on with Medicare. 

We are now engaged in policy by the 
numbers, аз opposed to policy for good 
government sake. I do not think there 
is any Member of the House who does 
not believe that our duty here is to 
have an efficient Government that 
works for all the people, but what ap- 
pears to have happened is we are now 
driven purely by trying to achieve 
numbers in a budget and to form and 
fit the policy into that type of budget. 
That is what has brought us to his situ- 
ation of having to cut $270 billion from 
Medicare and $180 billion from Medic- 
aid. 

I would start out by saying simply 
there is just no good way to cut $270 
billion from the Medicare Program, 
and that is why we continue to hear 
little about what this Medicare plan 
will be. Unfortunately, we will have 
very little to say about it before it is 
put before the Committee on Ways and 
Means and put before the Congress. 

Mr. DOGGETT. In other words, when 
our Republican colleagues coming up 
here, instead of giving us the details of 
their plan, they turn and say. Why do 
not you Democrats come up with a 
plan to cut $270 billion out of Medi- 
саге,” they are going to have to cut ап 
awfully long time, because we do not 
believe $270 billion ought to be cut out 
of Medicare. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I think the gen- 
tleman is correct. He will recall that 
earlier this year many of colleagues 
from the other side of the aisle would 
come down and hold up a pamphlet 
from the trustees of the Medicare sys- 
tem saying ‘Medicare is going broke 
and we need to do something to save 
it.” But the facts аге, if you read the 
report, not just the pamphlet, but if 
you read the report and talk to the 
trustees and hear what they have to 
say, No. 1, Medicare has always been 
projected, part A of Medicare, the hos- 
pital insurance program has always 
been projected to have shortfalls in the 
out-years, and it has been the Con- 
gress, and I would have to say the 
Democratic Congress, which has al- 
ways stepped in to ensure that Medi- 
care is a solvent program that runs for- 
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ward. In fact, that is how the program 
was originally designed. 

It is interesting to note that in the 
previous years, when both the gen- 
tleman from Texas and myself were not 
Members of this body but innocent by- 
standers, I guess, back in Texas, watch- 
ing what was going on, that our Repub- 
lican colleagues did not see any prob- 
lem with the Medicare situation or the 
part A hospital insurance situation. 

But, lo and behold, a year later, they 
are out crying wolf and saying we have 
this major probable out there. 

Мг. DOGGETT. In fact, is it not true 
that last year, the trustee used the 
very words, save one or two, that they 
used this year, to express concern 
about the future of the trust fund. 

Mr. BENTSEN. That is absolutely 
correct. In fact, if you go back and read 
the study, as I have done, the actuarial 
tables, you can see the points in time 
where the trustees in the past have 
said that Medicare would have an even 
shorter life than is projected today. 
You can also see the points in time 
where the Democratic Congress came 
in and made the necessary adjustments 
to make the cash flows work. 

So I do not think that there is much 
basis of fact to that argument. Fur- 
thermore, we have heard from the 
trustees of the Medicare system that in 
fact you do not need $270 billion to save 
the program, and what little we do 
know of the plan that will be released 
tomorrow, I guess, the Republican plan 
on cutting $270 billion from Medicare, 
is that there is no evidence whatsoever 
that any of that money is actually 
going back into part A of Medicare. 

The fact you are raising premiums on 
elderly citizens, something along the 
lines of $60 or $80 billion, if you look to 
see where the money goes, as they used 
to say in the Nixon times, you cannot 
find it going back into part A, which 
would lead me to believe that if in fact 
there is a problem in the fact we are 
taking money out of the system and 
not putting it back in the system, we 
are only going to exacerbate the situa- 
tion that exists, and it does appear we 
are shifting money out of the Medicare 
system by raising premiums on the el- 
derly into other parts of the budget, 
presumably a tax cut. That really 
makes no sense whatsoever. 

Mr. DOGGETT. That strikes me as 
such a critical point. As you say, dur- 
ing the Nixon years they said follow 
the money. It was a good trail, to fol- 
low the money back there during the 
Watergate era. It still is with this Re- 
publican Medicare plan, because the 
first plank of the Republican Medicare 
plan is pay more. But from looking at 
the press release that came out today, 
the pay more part is over in the part B 
premiums. 

As you were pointing out, I believe I 
have this correct, they will increase 
the part B premiums that every senior 
has to pay, but not one penny of those 
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increased premiums will go into this 
Medicare trust fund that they said 
they were so concerned about after 
they read the trustees report saying 
the same thing the trustees had been 
saying for years when they did not care 
a flip about it. 

Mr. BENTSEN. The gentleman is ab- 
solutely correct, that in fact money 
from part B is going elsewhere in the 
budget, and if there is a problem in 
part A, it continues to exist. So I think 
that that is a major flaw in the pro- 
posed Medicare plan from the GOP, and 
it is something that the American peo- 
ple need to know about. 

I think that, furthermore, when we 
look at what has been released so far, 
we find a gaping hole of something 
along the lines of $80 billion that is 
going to be made up in something that 
is called the look-back. That is sort of 
a “trust us’’ type approach to govern- 
ing, that we think we can get there, 
and if we do not get there in a couple 
of years, we will just tell the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services to come 
up with $80 billion. 

Well, where is that $80 billion going 
to come from? Is it going to come out 
of somebody’s pocket? Higher 
deductibles, higher premiums, higher 
copayments? We do not know. But that 
is a major problem. 

When you add to that the global 
price control which will be set on serv- 
ices provided by hospitals and doctors 
as a result of this, you in effect will 
push the price for fee for service, 
choice of doctor health care, down to a 
level where I think you will see physi- 
cians who will get out of the business 
because they just cannot lose money 
and do the business. You will see hos- 
pitals who will say that we have no 


choice but to go into a captive program 


with a health maintenance organiza- 
tion, and seniors will no longer have 
the choice as current law provides; 
they will no longer have the choice to 
choose between a health maintenance 
plan like an HMO or a fee for service 
like they have had. They will be left 
with only what the market will be able 
to give them because of the price con- 
trols set by the plan. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I would like to talk 
about each of those. You have exten- 
sive experience in business and invest- 
ment banking, are familiar with prin- 
ciples of financial planning, and you 
referred to this look-back provision. As 
I understand it, and I do not believe, 
though there are many pages in this 
new press release, that there has been 
any explanation of how it is of this $270 
billion, how they are going to cover 
their $80 billion or so gap. Just from 
the standpoint of good, sound business, 
financial planning, what kind of plan is 
it that says we will cut $270 billion, ex- 
cept we do not really know how we are 
going to get $80 billion of that $270 bil- 
lion? We have just kind of guessed if 
everything we are thinking about but 
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have not put in a bill anywhere hap- 
pens to come out, maybe like we hope 
some day under the best of all cir- 
cumstances it will, we still got another 
$80 billion out there hanging and we do 
not know where we are going to get 
that. 

Mr. BENTSEN. The gentleman is cor- 
rect. I guess you would say it is less 
than creditworthy in trying to put to- 
gether a plan. What it will result in, I 
think, is that at some point they will 
come back and say well, gee, we are $80 
billion short and have to make it up, so 
we are just going to cut you across the 
board. Sorry, Medicare recipients, we 
did not think we were going to hit you 
as hard as we did, but we came up short 
and are going to have to take more 
money out of your pocket. 

Mr. DOGGETT. If I understand it, 
then someone in the bureaucracy here 
in Washington, acting under the au- 
thority of the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services or the Health Care Fi- 
nancing Agency, when the year is gone 
by and there is this big old gap there of 
billions of dollars, will go back and say 
well, the gap is there, next year we are 
just going to have to cut how much we 
pay these health care providers by 50 
percent, 30 percent, or 25 percent, or 
however much it is. Is that the way 
this so-called look-back provision 
works? 

Mr. BENTSEN. I think in terms of 
trying to set a budget, that is what you 
would have to do. It would be equiva- 
lent to sequestration, which was pro- 
vided under the Gramm-Rudman Budg- 
et Act. 

Mr. DOGGETT. That was a real win- 
ner. 

Mr. BENTSEN. The problem that ex- 
ists with that is it does not allow for 
any strategic planning on the part of 
health care institutions, hospitals, pro- 
viders of health care services. So if you 
are going out several years and you are 
trying to set your budget based upon 
prices that you think you were going 
to receive reimbursement from Medi- 
care, but you know out there, there is 
a $80 billion footnote that can come 
into play some time, it is going to be 
very hard for you to set your plan. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Congressman, rep- 
resenting the city of Houston, I think 
you represented one of the world's fin- 
est health care systems, research hos- 
pitals, teaching hospitals, hospitals 
that provide services all around the 
world, but particularly provide a wide 
range of services to people who are sen- 
iors and who are people without sub- 
stantial means to pay for them. 

What kind of impact could а look- 
back provision like this, continually 
cutting payments, have on a world 
class hospital system of the type that 
you have there in Houston? 
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Мг. BENTSEN. I am afraid that if we 
continue along this process, that it will 
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start to cut into research. I think that 
as a result of a lot of work that has 
been done to try to explain to the Re- 
publican majority the impact on medi- 
cal education, we are starting to hear 
that, yes, we do understand the impor- 
tance of medical education, and we are 
going to start to provide for that. That 
is good. 

However, we still do not know all the 
details. We still have clinical research 
which is carried out in these academic 
hospitals through the Medicare system. 
As you clamp down on the payments to 
the hospitals, at the same time that 
you have health maintenance organiza- 
tions which are trying to pay as little 
as they can, because they are in the 
business of doing that, and that is the 
way the system works and that is fine, 
the problem is going to become that 
you are going to lose the necessary 
clinical research dollars that better the 
health care system, make it more cost- 
effective, and make it more efficient 
for seniors and for everyone else. You 
also are going to end up with not only 
cutting back on that research, but you 
are going to end up with jobs being lost 
in large medical centers. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Madam Speaker, the 
gentleman you mentioned another ef- 
fect of continuing to cut down to too 
low a level the payments made to 
health care providers. I just happened 
to come across a report here on the im- 
pact in central Texas of problems we 
already have with Medicare, the kind 
of thing that I know you and I want to 
do to improve Medicare to deal with 
these problems. 

There is the story of Richard Bergin, 
who is 74 years old, has lived in Austin 
for 40 years, served as a naval officer, 
as a professor at the University of 
Texas at Austin, and he was doing fine 
and had a relationship of his own with 
his primary care doctor. However, 
when his 83-year-old brother moved 
into town from out of town to live with 
him, they could not find any doctor 
there that would take Medicare in all 
of their initial searching. The Amer- 
ican Association of Retired Persons re- 
ports that about 80 percent of the doc- 
tors in most Texas towns today will 
not accept new Medicare patients. 

If they have this look-back provision 
and they keep chopping back the 
amount that health care providers are 
getting, will it not make it even more 
difficult for people like Professor 
Bergin and the others across Texas, 
whether it is in Houston, LaGrange, or 
Lubbock, or anyplace else in this coun- 
try for that matter, will it not make it 
more difficult for them to find a physi- 
cian that will take care of their needs? 

Mr. BENTSEN. I think you are abso- 
lutely right. I think the fewer doctors 
who participate in the system, the 
harder it will be, particularly on rural 
communities and smaller urban com- 
munities, where there will be even 
fewer doctors who are willing to par- 
ticipate in the system. 


26003 


I think there is another problem that 
comes into play here. By moving more 
people into health maintenance organi- 
zations, which again let me say, Medi- 
care Select under current law already 
provides that choice, but what happens 
when you move more and more people 
into that system, basic macro- 
economics will tell us that you will 
start to lose the efficiencies, and you 
will start to lose the ability to save 
costs or save money under that system. 
Therefore, I think that the projected 
cost savings from moving to an HMO 
system, where seniors do not have a 
choice of their doctors, are probably 
not correct. They are probably in- 
flated. It is very hard to make those 
projections in the first place. 

I think if you move from having 7 
percent of the elderly population which 
are currently in managed care plans 
going to 90 percent, as is the desire of 
this legislation, that the cost savings 
that thus have been achieved will not 
carry forward at that time. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I thank you very 
much for your observations and very 
helpful comments and, of course, your 
service here on behalf of all of the peo- 
ple of the Houston area and of our 
whole State. 

My comments, of course, this after- 
noon and those of my colleagues have 
focused on the Republican pay-more- 
get-less Medicare plan. But I want to 
take just a moment here in concluding 
to tell people who are out there, who 
are thinking Well, they really cannot 
do that. They really cannot intend to 
make the kind of cuts that they are 
making to the American people,” that 
they have not heard it all yet. Yester- 
day, about the same time that the 
great American hero, the gentleman 
from Florida, SAM GIBBONS, was being 
denied across the hall even a chance to 
mutter a few words in defense of Medi- 
care and to raise questions about why 
these hearings were not occurring, an- 
other of our committees here in the 
House was considering a plan concern- 
ing Medicaid. 

Most people think of Medicaid as 
being a program that provides assist- 
ance to the poorest of Americans, and 
it is true that it does; but it also, be- 
cause of some need for improvement in 
the Medicare system, is about the only 
way that seniors and people with dis- 
abilities can get nursing home cov- 
erage. Most of the people that are in 
nursing homes today, who do not have 
substantial means, are there with sup- 
port from Medicaid. 

There is another thing that comes 
out of that system Of Medicaid. That is 
that the Federal Government estab- 
lishes some patient abuse standards, 
some safety standards in our nursing 
homes that they have to meet in order 
to receive Medicaid funds. 

Yesterday, at the same time that a 
slash effort was going on with ref- 
erence to Medicare, another committee 
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was slashing in Medicaid. Now, if that 
committee’s handiwork becomes law, 
there will not be one Federal regula- 
tion on the books to assure the quality 
of patient care at nursing homes in 
this country. I think that by itself is 
an outrage, that there are people who 
have become so committed to a rigid 
ideological agenda that they have for- 
gotten their good sense, they have for- 
gotten our responsibility to protect 
vulnerable seniors. It seems that the 
only time people get interested in some 
nursing homes is when someone is 
found with abuse, with a death occur- 
ring. That is not the way it ought to 
be. 


There are many fine nursing homes 
out there doing their best to provide 
quality care, but there are always some 
that try to skim, and it is only with 
the support of these Federal safety 
standards, and some inspections, that 
we have been able to address some of 
the worst of these abuses, and now that 
will be totally eliminated. 


As if that were not enough, the same 
Committee on Ways and Means that 
did not want to hear about Medicare 
yesterday has, within the last several 
days, approved a proposal that will en- 
courage corporations to withdraw as 
much as $40 billion from their pension 
plans, $40 billion from their pension 
plans, something that people who are 
not only retired now but may hope, 
like many of us, to retire some day in 
the future, should be amply concerned 
about. There are a number of troubling 
developments that only by Americans 
speaking out and making their con- 
cerns known are we going to be able to 
change. 

As for the Republican pay-more-get- 
less Medicare plan, lest anyone think 
that I have a partisan attitude on that 
plan, let me end by quoting a Repub- 
lican who was on the radio this week, 
September 19, Kevin Phillips. He said 
of his fellow Republicans’ Medicare 
plan: Today's Republicans see Federal 
Medicare outlays to old people as a 
treasure chest of gold for partial redi- 
rection in their favorite directions: to- 
ward tax cuts for deserving corpora- 
tions and individuals. The revolution- 
ary ideology driving the new Repub- 
lican Medicare proposal is simple: Cut 
the middle class and give back the 
money to the high-income бахрауегв.” 
That is the problem we face, but Amer- 
icans can turn it around. 


—— 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON- 
ORABLE JOSEPH M. McDADE, 
MEMBER OF CONGRESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
MYRICK) laid before the House the fol- 
lowing communication from the Honor- 
able JOSEPH M. MCDADE, Member of 
Congress: 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Washington, DC, September 21, 1995. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington, 
DC. 


DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule L(50) of the Rules 
of the House that a member of my staff has 
been served with a subpoena for testimony 
and the production of documents by the 
Court of Common Pleas, Lackawanna Coun- 
ty, State of Pennsylvania in connection with 
a civil case. 

After consultation with the office of the 
General Counsel, I have determined that 
compliance with the subpoena is consistent 
with the privileges and precedents of the 
House. 

Sincerely, 
JOSEPH M. MCDADE, 
Member of Congress. 


THE IMPORTANCE OF REDISTRICT- 
ING DECISIONS IN GEORGIA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
woman from Georgia [Ms. MCKINNEY] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. Madam Speaker, I 
come again this afternoon as a con- 
tinuing part of my mission. That mis- 
sion involves the educational process 
around the issue of redistricting, and 
why what is happening in Georgia is so 
important, not just for the people of 
Georgia, but for all of the people of this 
country who value democracy, who 
value the opportunity for all people 
who call themselves American citizens 
to be able to sit at the table of public 
policymaking and feel that they have 
an investment in the decisions that are 
being made about this country. 

I want to begin by commending the 
members of the Georgia Legislative 
Black Caucus, who have endured a tre- 
mendous trial during the recently dis- 
banded, recently adjourned special ses- 
sion. The United States Supreme Court 
ruled that Georgia’s 11th Congressional 
District was unconstitutional, and as a 
result of that decision, the Governor of 
the State of Georgia called the Georgia 
Legislature into special session. The 
purpose of the special session was to 
redraw the congressional districts to 
correct those flaws that the Supreme 
Court found, particularly in the 1lth 
Congressional District of Georgia, but 
also, in the call for congressional redis- 
tricting, the Governor included legisla- 
tive redistricting. 

There had been no lawsuit against 
the State legislative districts. There 
had been no finding of unconstitution- 
ality against those districts, but for 
some reason, some predetermined rea- 
son, those districts were included in 
the call. So begins the tragic story of 
the experiences of the Georgia Legisla- 
tive Black Caucus that fought val- 
iantly to protect its three democratic 
incumbents who are now in Congress, 
and to protect itself against what some 
have called a hoax. 
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Iam going to begin by just a discus- 
sion of these districts that have been 
much maligned by supposedly powerful 
and very intelligent people. The llth 
Congressional District was called a 
monstrosity by the lower court, the 
court in Georgia, a monstrosity. How 
can you call a district that allows for 
the first time people to have represen- 
tation in the Halls of Congress a mon- 
strosity? The district worked, it 
worked because people understood that 
the had an opportunity to elect their 
candidate of choice. They did not have 
to always be on the losing end. Those 
people in the llth Congressional Dis- 
trict chose to send me to Congress to 
represent their interests, to speak out 
on their behalf. I have tried to do a 
good job at it. 

The ilth Congressional District of 
Georgia is no monstrosity. In fact, if 
there is a monstrosity, it rests with 
those people who would like to deny 
these people who have never had an op- 
portunity to have someone walk in 
their neighborhood and then walk 
these Halls of Congress, to deny to 
those people, those people whom I call 
my valiant warriors, the opportunity 
to be elected by someone of their 
choice. 

I have some maps here. The first map 
is the Sixth District of Шіпоів. Some 
might say that it is a monstrosity. It 
certainly is not pretty, but it is an ef- 
fective district, because it allows the 
people who live inside this district the 
opportunity to elect their candidate of 
choice. This district is comprised of a 
supermajority. The supermajority just 
happens to be 95 percent white. This 
district has gone unchallenged in the 
courts. What is wrong with this dis- 
trict? Nothing is wrong with this dis- 
trict. This district functions according 
to our democracy. 

I have another map here, Texas’ 
Sixth District. It also might be called a 
monstrosity, but it has not been. It is 
composed of a supermajority. The 
supermajority just happens to be 91- 
percent white. This district, along with 
the entire map of Texas’ congressional 
districts, was challenged in the courts. 
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The Texas court came back with a 
decision that invalidated the historic 
district represented once by Barbara 
Jordan. It invalidated the district that 
is currently represented by EDDIE BER- 
NICE JOHNSON of Dallas, TX, a new dis- 
trict. 

But the court said that this district, 
that goes from here and all the way 
around just like this and picks up peo- 
ple here, picks up people there, leaves 
out people there, that district is con- 
stitutional. Barbara Jordan’s district 
is unconstitutional. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON’s district is unconstitutional. 
But this district, that is 91-регсепб 
white, has been declared constitutional 
by the courts. 
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What is going on here? Is it that 
there are only funny-looking black dis- 
tricts? Obviously the answer is no. 

Is it that only black districts are de- 
clared unconstitutional? Black dis- 
tricts and those districts that are ma- 
jority Latino so far have been targeted 
for unconstitutionality. 

I have here Georgia’s llth Congres- 
sional District, 64-percent black, one of 
the most integrated districts in the 
State of Georgia, one of the most inte- 
grated districts across the South. This 
district, that gives rise to voices that 
have been left out of the political proc- 
ess to finally be heard, this district was 
declared unconstitutional. 

I would have to conclude that when 
it comes to the issue of redistricting 
and the shapes of districts, it ain’t 
about shape at all. It is about the color 
of the representation that is elected 
from these districts, and the possibility 
that in the old South we could finally 
herald in a new era that bypasses, gets 
us across that bridge of racial divide 
and allows black people, white people, 
people of color, women, Latinos to sit 
down at the table of policymaking and 
fashion strategies to resolve our com- 
munities’ problems. 

What better America could we want 
for? The America of promise, the 
America of the American dream, the 
America which strives to include ev- 
erybody? Or do we want to go back to 
yesterday? To go back to that infa- 
mous day when black people, who had 
been duly elected by the citizens of the 
various States throughout the South, 
were expelled for no other reason than 
the color of their skin? 

What we are looking at today is the 
possibility that I could become the sec- 
ond African-American of the 20th cen- 
tury to be expelled for no other reason 
than the color of my skin. We cannot 
afford to allow that to happen. 

What happened in Georgia particu- 
larly? What happened in Georgia can be 
summed up by the headline in this 
newspaper: Committee Okays One 
Black District.” The bottom line, it ap- 
pears to me, is that the tolerance level 
for people from the State of Georgia to 
have three black people in Congress is 
not very high, and so there were some 
people who took an active involvement 
in trying to make sure that in the elec- 
tions of 1996, Georgia is no longer rep- 
resented in Congress by three African- 
Americans. 

Now, I am a Democrat and I am a 
proud Democrat. I am proud to be a 
Democrat. But the head of my Demo- 
cratic Party in the State of Georgia, 
who is the Governor of the State of 
Georgia, said he was going to stay out 
of the redistricting fray. This was not 
something that was going to occupy 
very much of his time. 

So I wrote a plea to the Democratic 
leadership of the State of Georgia, 
“Аіп% I а Democrat, Тоо?” When it 
comes to this issue of redistricting and 
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protecting incumbents, protect me, 
too. Because when I cast my vote here 
in Congress, my vote counts the same 
as my Democratic colleagues, my vote 
counts the same as my Republican col- 
leagues, and when I come here, I speak 
out on behalf of the people of the State 
of Georgia who have a valid voice to be 
heard. 

There were some folks in Georgia 
who had something else in mind, and so 
before the special session even began, 
something happened. What happened 
was the Georgia General Assembly be- 
came hostage. It was held hostage by 
the plaintiffs, along with the Demo- 
cratic leadership of the State of Geor- 
gia, because 17 State house districts 
and 5 State senate districts were tar- 
geted. These were districts that were 
majority black in the State legisla- 
ture, and they were said to be uncon- 
stitutional. So the Georgia Legislative 
Black Caucus was told, “Now, уап 
don't play ball and you're going to end 
up in the same boat as CYNTHIA, out of 
office.“ 

The Georgia Legislative Black Cau- 
cus, caught between a rock and hard 
place, did what it could to protect its 
members, to protect the three Demo- 
cratic incumbents of Congress who just 
happen to be black, and they were 
fooled. It was a hoax. It was a cruel 
hoax. They were tricked. In fact, State 
Senator Donzella James was so out- 
raged—she happens to be with us now, 
up in the gallery—she was so outraged 
by what had happened that she felt 
compelled to put it down on paper. 

She concludes: 

In this episode of political gamesmanship, 
Republicans attempted to play the white 
Democrats against the black Democrats by 
promising both sides their support in ad- 
dressing their redistricting concerns. 

Further, the struggle within the Demo- 
cratic Party between competing political in- 
terests was transformed into one involving 
race. The eagerness on the part of the white 
Democrats to Republican proof” their dis- 
tricts blinded them to their overall goal. 
That is, to foster equal and inclusive rep- 
resentation for all of the people of Georgia. 

Self-serving individuals on all sides of the 
debate practiced deceitful game playing and 
clever trickery and have made a mockery of 
the reapportionment mandate. The Georgia 
General Assembly may come to regret this 
entire ordeal. A number of questions will 
have been answered concerning our legisla- 
tive process. For example, was the court 
order legislative undertaking a hoax? And if 
so, could this be a needless waste of the tax- 
payers’ money and will the lawyers laugh all 
the way to the bank? 

My fear is that when it is all over and 
done, will the redistricting issue be remem- 
bered as racial rights versus civil wrongs? 

The Georgia Legislative Black Cau- 
cus, Representative George Brown 
compiled some information, Represent- 
ative LaNett Stanley circulated it. 
After all the dust had settled, the 
Georgia Legislative Black Caucus, 
along with the other leadership of the 
State, voted to dismantle nine major- 
ity black districts in the House and 
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two majority black districts in the sen- 
ate. 

All in all, in the senate, out of 56 
seats, they changed 46 of them. In the 
house, from a total of 180 seats, 69 were 
changed. 

There was a redistricting legislative 
free-for-all on the backs of black peo- 
ple in the State of Georgia. 

One of the districts that was diluted 
was a district that I helped to draw in 
1992. I was just the vehicle that the 
people used. 

I served on the house reapportion- 
ment committee. We had a hearing 
down in Savannah, and a gentleman 
came to the hearing, obviously proud 
to be able to be counted among those 
who would come, to travel so far to try 
and get a little justice. He began his re- 
marks. He said, “Тһе name of my coun- 
ty is Liberty, but they still treat us 
like slaves.” 

At the end of the 1992 redistricting 
process, that gentleman had a district 
from which to elect his candidate of 
choice. But after this cruel hoax in the 
special session of 1995 that should go 
down in infamy, that gentleman lost 
the opportunity to elect his candidate 
of choice. 

As a result, there is a letter that has 
been drafted and signed by some of the 
members of the Georgia Legislative 
Black Caucus. That letter is to Assist- 
ant Attorney General Deval Patrick, 
asking that the Department of Justice 
deny preclearance to those two bills 
that were passed by the legislature— 
the bill that dismantled the State 
house districts and the bill that dis- 
mantled the State senate districts. 

I am going to read this letter, be- 
cause if I have not been clear, I think 
this letter is. 

It says: 

Dear Mr. Patrick, I am submitting this 
comment urging you to object to the re- 
apportionment plans passed by the Georgia 
General Assembly in its special session in 
1995. These plans were enacted by the State 
of Georgia with a racially discriminatory 
purpose and will have a retrogressive effect 
on black voters throughout the State. 

The plans for the State senate and State 
house also violate section 2 of the Voting 
Rights Act, because those plans dilute black 
voting strength. In carrying out these 
redistretings, the State legislature specifi- 
cally aimed their sights at legislative dis- 
tricts with majority black voting popu- 
lations. The decision by the legislature, 
therefore, was targeted at black voters with 
the intent to reduce the black voting 
strength throughout the State. 

The legislature undertook this action even 
through their had been no court decision in- 
validating our existing plans, nor had there 
even been a lawsuit challenging any of the 
districts. 

The context in which these new plans were 
drawn is also important to understand. The 
special session in which these new reappor- 
tionment plans were enacted was called to 
address also the reapportionment of the con- 
gressional districts pursuant to the decision 
in Johnson v. Miller. 


The white leadership in our legislature 
forced the assembly to address legislative re- 
apportionment first and then proceed to con- 
gressional reapportionment. 

In exchange for cooperation in legislative 
reapportionment, the leadership promised to 
work with the black Members of the legisla- 
ture on congressional reapportionment. The 
leadership, therefore, used legislative re- 
apportionment as a stick and forced legisla- 
tors to make concessions they would other- 
wise not have made. 

The enclosed statistics show the degree of 
retrogression and discrimination. For all of 
these reasons, we urge you to object. 
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This is sad. It is absolutely sad that 
the Democratic leadership of the State 
of Georgia would use black people as 
spare parts to bolster the political as- 
pirations of their favorite sons. And I 
do put emphasis on the word “вопв,” 
because there is no room for women 
also in the good old boy network. 

Who comprises this good old boy net- 
work? Well, as it turns out, we also dis- 
covered that there were some rich and 
powerful people that just did not seem 
to be able to deal with this new black 
woman who was representing poor 
folks, some of the poorest people in the 
country. They could not deal with this 
black woman from Georgia. 

And so, Madam Speaker, seizing ad- 
vantage of an opportunity, driven by 
the racist politics of race, they could 
also move forward on the agenda of 
greed. 

We learned, in fact, State Senator 
Donzella James was moved once again 
during the special session to put out a 
press release entitled “Senator 
Donzella James Implicates Kaolin In- 
terests in Driving Redistricting Agen- 
да.” 

State Senator Donzella James expressed 
concern today that Georgia kaolin compa- 
nies are exerting undue influence on the 
State’s redistricting process. As legislators 
slowly hammer out a new congressional map, 
Senator James is increasingly convinced 
that kaolin interests in Washington, Jeffer- 
son, and Glascock Counties have issued a 
veto threat over any congressional map 
which puts them in the llth District rep- 
resented by Democrat Congresswoman Cyn- 
thia McKinney. 

Now, what is it? What is kaolin in 
the first place? After we came to this 
floor, we got quite a few telephone 
calls from folks wanting to know what 
is kaolin? Well, kaolin has been called 
Georgia’s white gold. I guess Louisiana 
has oil; Kentucky has coal; Georgia has 
kaolin. 

Georgia’s richest mineral resource is ka- 
olin, a white clay used to make chemicals, 
medicines, and coated paper. Last year, a 
handful of mining companies, many of them 
foreign-controlled, dug a billion dollars’ 
worth of kaolin out of Georgia's soil. They 
pay rural landowners as little as a nickel a 
ton for it, and after refining it, sell it for $50 
to $700 a ton. They pay no mineral taxes to 
the State, whose wealth they are exporting 
and they operate in virtual, total secrecy. 

Reporter Charles Seabrooks spent 5 
months reporting the operations of the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


kaolin companies and their impact on 
the lives of thousands of poor Geor- 
gians, and in this, it says: What is ka- 
olin used for? Glue, newsprint, maga- 
zines, cosmetics, china that we eat 
from, paint. It has a lot of different 
uses. Toothpaste. Kaopectate. The 
“kao” is kaolin. 

It also chronicles here Grant Smith, 
who lives in a Milledgeville mental 
hospital, does not know that he is at 
the center of a dispute over his fami- 
ly’s former farm and its kaolin riches. 

Gentleman Gary Chambers: The in- 
dustry leaves pits and craters and gul- 
lies on the surface of Georgia’s soil. 
Ten-mile railway that links the kaolin 
belt in Georgia to the sea has made 
some of our richest Georgians. Robert 
Lee Watkins, a man who was sent to 
Federal prison, what the Atlanta news- 
papers may have called a political pris- 
oner, this Grant Smith might have 
been a millionaire, but his guardians 
sold the family farm. Gary Chambers 
turned his land into a rutted ruin. Tar 
buttons, ten-mile railroad put them on 
the track to wealth and power. 

“Crime and Punishment in Kaolin 
Country. Businessman who challenged 
the chalk companies receives a 5-year 
sentence for another man’s lie.“ Noth- 
ing happened to the man who lied. 

“Companies versus Landowners in 
White Gold Country.” This is from 
USA Today. Another picture that I 
wish I could have blown up. The 
Scarred landscape of my beautiful 
State of Georgia. ‘‘Weak Laws Slow 
Restoration of Ruined Land.” 

Shortly after the lawsuit was filed, I 
had an interesting conversation with 
one of our State’s constitutional offi- 
cers who told me, “CYNTHIA, you made 
some rich and powerful people mighty 
upset. with you.” And we have been 
hearing about this impending lawsuit 
against the llth District, but somehow 
it never materialized. And suddenly, a 
letter appeared in the Sandersville 
Progress, which is a local newspaper 
down deep in kaolin country. 

The letter was written by the execu- 
tive vice president of one of kaolin 
companies. And guess what it said. It 
said that the llth District ought to be 
dismantled. And then, miraculously, 
folks who do not have much were able 
to amass the hundreds of thousands of 
dollars that it takes to take a lawsuit 
all the way to the United States Su- 
preme Court. 

The general assembly came up with 
some Maps, some maps that were pret- 
ty darn near the mark. But those maps 
had one target left out and that was 
those 7 kaolin counties. 

The Atlanta Constitution has done 
some stories on our plight. Bring іп 
the Feds to Probe Kaolin.” “McKinney 
Takes on Kaolin Industry. Her nosing 
around has infuriated the industry.” 
“King Kaolin’s Political Prisoner.” 
This is about the story of Robert Wat- 
kins. 


September 21, 1995 


“This should not be CYNTHIA MCKIN- 
NEY’s fight, but Georgia’s politicians 
are so afraid of the kaolin companies, 
they do not dare raise a реер.” “Так- 
ing On King Kaolin.“ 

So McKinney is now trying to get the U.S. 
Justice Department to look into the prob- 
lems. Politically, that may not be a very 
smart move on her part, because kaolin 
money will try to unseat her. But then 
again, who knows, maybe McKinney will 
prove that a woman with a backbone can 
succeed in a State run by men with weak 
knees. 

And so Georgia’s special session, 
called for the purpose of redistricting, 
ended. They adjourned sine die. What 
did they accomplish? Well, they got rid 
of some minority districts. They even 
diluted the district of a sitting Member 
of the Georgia legislature who is black; 
dropped his district down to 41 percent. 
The gentleman who represents the dis- 
trict of the man who said, “І come 
from a county named Liberty, but they 
still treat us like slaves.” 

We do not know if we can even get 
Reverend Tillman reelected in that dis- 
trict, but we are darned sure going to 
try. 
But congressional redistricting never 
happened. It did not happen. So now 
the issue of Georgia’s lith Congres- 
sional District is right back where it 
started: In the hands of the Court. We 
are, of course, law-abiding people, and 
whatever the dictates of the Court, I 
will be prepared to accept them. 

However, I do not think anybody in 
this country ought to have a good feel- 
ing about what happened in the State 
of Georgia. Nobody who cares about di- 
versity, inclusiveness, real deep-down 
democracy, should be thrilled or even 
happy about the picture that we have 
painted. 

Now, after Georgia comes North 
Carolina and Texas and Florida and П- 
linois and New York and Mississippi, 
because all of those States now have 
challenges to their minority districts. 

And what happened in the State of 
Georgia—the trickery and the tom- 
foolery and the deceitfulness—can hap- 
pen to good-hearted, well-meaning peo- 
ple in those legislatures across this 
country. 

So the State representatives and the 
State senators who now understand 
that they might be called into special 
session or special duty to address the 
issue of redistricting also need to un- 
derstand that something else might be 
afoot. 
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My father serves in the Georgia legis- 
lature. My dad has been there for 23 
years. He is what I call a warrior, too. 
So I am really just a chip off the old 
block. 

When he got elected in 1972, the first 
thing he did was file suit against the 
State of Georgia for unfair hiring prac- 
tices. State of Georgia continues to be 
under a court order regarding that law- 
suit that is over 20 years old. 
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And all I have done is to take advan- 
tage of a district that was borne of the 
pain of people in the State of Georgia 
and to elevate their pain right here on 
the floor of the House of the U.S. Rep- 
resentatives, and to remember them as 
I go about my business of casting my 
vote, speaking out in my committees, 
speaking to my colleagues, and speak- 
ing to the press, to always let people in 
this country know that in the State of 
Georgia we still have people who do not 
have running water in their homes and 
it is a crying shame, and that those 
people need to have representation. 
And that all of the largesse of the Fed- 
eral Government ought to be delivered 
to them, too, that we have people who 
are suffering from teen pregnancy rates 
that ought to make us ashamed. And 
that we need to have an opportunity to 
help those people, because they are 
Americans, too. But that is just a little 
bit too much for some folks. I am just 
about finished. 

I am reminded of a statute on the 
grounds of the Georgia State capitol, 
and the name of that statue is Expelled 
Because of Color. It commemorates the 
service of 33 African-Americans who, 
during the period of Reconstruction, 
were duly elected to serve in Georgia’s 
general assembly. 

But something happened. They did 
not have the right color. And so they 
were expelled. And this statue is from 
the slave ship to the ship of state, Afri- 
can-Americans holding up the State of 
Georgia, holding up the ideals of this 
country. 

In 1901, there was an African-Amer- 
ican also who had to exit from these 
halls. His name was George White from 
North Carolina. And he said, this is the 
Negro’s temporary farewell from Con- 
gress. But Phoenix-like, the Negro 
shall rise again, and walk the Halls of 
Congress. 

It happened in this country. It hap- 
pened as a result of the Voting Rights 
Act of 1965. Black people, white people, 
died. Our own Representative, JOHN 
LEwis, had his head broken open at the 
Edmund Pettus Bridge. No, I was not 
there. 

But I-was there 30 years later. And I 
am here today as a result. A few people 
in this country want to turn this coun- 
try around. The majority of us have 
got to say no. We are not going to 
allow a few people to take back all that 
we have gained. 

I am pleased that I have a hero right 
here on the floor of the U.S. Congress. 
And in 1992, after I was elected, the 
first person I came to was a Represent- 
ative from Texas. And I told him, “You 
are my һего,” because his legacy in 
this body has been one of complete de- 
votion to his constituents, complete 
devotion to the people of Texas, com- 
plete devotion to the people of this 
country. His name is Congressman 
GONZALEZ. 

I am very proud to yield to my lead- 
er. 
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Mr. GONZALEZ. I thank the gentle- 
woman very much. 

I cannot find the words with which to 
adequately express my feelings at hear- 
ing your words, especially from you, 
the gentlewoman from Georgia, Ms. 
MCKINNEY. I, of course, cannot describe 
to you the thrill and the happiness 
when I first was able to greet you here 
at your swearing in, and to have fol- 
lowed the course in your native State 
leading to your election. 

For in my own experience, one reason 
I am in the Congress is in a way acci- 
dental. I had never intended to be in- 
volved in politics. But this was the 
issue. And that was that because of 
laws and constitutional provisions in 
the Texas State constitution, it was 
just accepted that a good portion of 
our citizens in Texas would be deprived 
of even the elementary right to partici- 
pate in the most basic of all activities. 
And that is the right to vote. 

So I am proud of the fact that very 
young and even before I ever even con- 
sidered a politically active career, my 
thoughts were certainly not that way, 
I had my eyes opened early. And I have 
watched, of course, with great elation 
what has happened since those sad 
days, and elections such as yours. I 
cannot tell you in words how they have 
thrilled me. 

I am saddened to hear of this retro- 
gressive activity, not surprised. The 
forces of retrogression and return to, 
no matter what efforts they make, 
days and times that will not be re- 
turned, thank goodness, is always 
going to be confronted. They will never 
cease. The forces of retrogression are 
there. And when there is no forward ac- 
tivity on the part of the progressive 
forces, they can gather strength and 
they can set back the clock somewhat. 

So I want to praise you for, first, 
your presence here, your willingness to 
seek a position of representation on 
this national body; and then, very hap- 
pily seeing how through your com- 
petency and ability you have mixed 
right in the middle of the fray. You 
have not held back. 

I just cannot tell you with what sad- 
ness I feel pervading in my heart as 
you report on some of the things that 
are still happening, 30 so many years 
ago, that we thought we had at least 
made it difficult to return even in 
these areas. So all I can say is that 
some of us are with you, there are 
more here now than we used to count 
on, and that is a very happy thing. 

But I cannot begin to describe in 
words my admiration for your courage 
and your ability, above all, your will- 
ingness to serve, and of course to 
pledge to you my absolute support and 
loyalty to your cause. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. I thank the gen- 
tleman very much. I would like to con- 
clude by acknowledging that in Geor- 
gia we have come a long way. But we 
still have a long way to go. 
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And in reporting the events of the 
special session and those events that 
took place just prior to the special ses- 
sion, it is not my intent to indict any- 
one who is innocent in this whole play. 
But there are some people who are very 
guilty. And those people know who 
they are. 


There were some good people in the 
legislature who spoke out and said, 
quite frankly, what the problem was. 
But their voices were too few, too pow- 
erless, too muted. But I do want to 
take this opportunity to extend my ap- 
preciation and my thanks to them, be- 
cause they did not have to say those 
kind things and they did not have to 
say those true things, but they did. 


They wear a badge of courage, and 
they are now my additional warriors, 
who may not be іп the 11th congres- 
sional district, but they are warriors 
nonetheless for that which is right. In 
the gallery, aside from State Senator 
Donzella James, who participated in 
the special session and who spoke out 
so eloquently against what happened, 
we also have State Senator Connie 
Stokes, who represents a portion of the 
11th congressional district. 


And I would like to take this mo- 
ment to thank my own State Senator 
for her actions on behalf of preserving 
the llth congressional district of Geor- 
gia. The members again of the Georgia 
Legislative Black Caucus worked day 
in and day out, and they only had one 
goal in mind. And that goal was to 
make sure that all of the folks of Geor- 
gia at the end of the day had an oppor- 
tunity to case a vote, a meaningful 
vote, for the representative of their 
choice. 


And so while the venue has moved to 
а new place and a new time, the cama- 
raderie, the loyalty, the love, the cohe- 
sion of the Georgia Legislative Black 
Caucus, and the way that I was able to 
interact with all of the members, I will 
never forget. 


From that, I know, will come a new 
and stronger, more lasting relation- 
ship. And also a better relationship 
will come from the Democratic leader- 
ship of the State, that saw that under 
no circumstance were they able to 
break the glue that struck the mem- 
bers of the Georgia Legislative Black 
Caucus together. And that was their 
loyalty to the people of the State of 
Georgia. 


In conclusion, I would just say that it 
is a pleasure for me to serve in the U.S. 
House of Representatives, and I have 
come to love, to truly love many of my 
colleagues with whom I interact daily. 
I appreciate all of them for their strong 
shows of support, for their kind words 
of support, and I want them to know 
that no matter how this fight ends, 
they have a friend in me. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was commu- 
nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin 
Thomas, one of his secretaries. 


GRANT REFORM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
EHLERS). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the gen- 
tleman from Maryland [Mr. EHRLICH] is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des- 
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to engage two freshmen col- 
leagues personal friends and people I 
have high regard for, in a colloquy con- 
cerning grant reform. I want to take 
this opportunity to publicly thank the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
TATE) and the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. MCINTOSH], the chairman of the 
subcommittee, for their wonderful 
leadership on this issue. 

Let me begin the colloquy by making 
an observation. It seems as though 
there are a lot of people paying atten- 
tion to what we have done in the House 
so far, with respect to grant reform, 
Mr. Speaker. Every major newspaper in 
the country has editorialized with re- 
spect to grant reform over the last few 
weeks, and we certainly hit a nerve 
with the American people. 

Now I direct my first question to the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
MCINTOSH], the chairman of the com- 
mittee and one of the leaders along 
with our friend, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma (Мг. ISTOOK], in our effort, 
and, of course, the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. TATE], being one of 
the more recent victims of the opposi- 
tion with regard to this issue. 
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My question to you, my friend, is a 
lot of people thought we would never 
get this far. And here we are. We hada 
resounding victory on the House floor. 
We are now in the Senate conference 
committee. 

I see the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. TATE] putting up a piece of de- 
monstrative evidence we have used on 
this floor in the past. I know my chair- 
man of the subcommittee wants to 
make a few remarks at the beginning 
here, and J will yield to him. 

Mr. McINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for taking the 
lead in making the American people 
aware of what, quite frankly, has been 
a dirty little secret in this town, that 
Federal taxpayer money has been going 
to lobbying groups in the form of 
grants. 

The chart that our colleague [Mr. 
TATE] has shown how this welfare for 
lobbyists works. The taxpayers paying 
$39 billion, some people estimate it 
would be as many as four or five times 
that amount in grants to many special 
interests. 
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Now, some of them are very worthy 
charities who are doing the right 
things in their communities, but there 
are a lot of those groups who are really 
lobbying and political front groups who 
are taking taxpayer dollars and using 
them to engage in political tactics. 

Now, let me say I think everyone has 
a right to speak out in this country, 
but they do not have a right to speak 
out with somebody else’s money and to 
be funded by the taxpayer. 

One of the things that our committee 
is committed to doing is holding a se- 
ries of hearings on this, looking into 
these groups and finding out some an- 
swers to some basic questions. Those 
groups that are lobbyist groups, we 
want to know, is it true that you are 
segregating the grant money you are 
receiving from political activities? Is it 
true that you have safeguards in place 
to make sure that you do not violate 
the current law that prohibits that di- 
rect funding? And then we also want to 
know what plans that group has been 
engaged ig to encourage lobbying by 
other groups. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Of course, that is the 
problem, That is really the problem. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Exactly. And it is a 
continuous cycle that has led to huge 
deficit spending in this country. 

Then there is another group who say, 
we are not lobbying groups, but we do 
not like this reform. And what I want 
to know from those groups is, what do 
they do to ensure that their donors 
have accurately been informed of what 
lobbying they do do? 

There are some very highly regarded 
groups in this country. I am thinking 
of groups like the United Way, the Red 
Cross, the Girl Scouts, the Boy Scouts, 
who also receive Federal grants, and 
they engage in very worthy and noble 
activities. Some of them tell us they 
also want to be lobbyists, not exten- 
sively, but part-time. And I think we 
need to tell their donors, did you know 
that they also want to lobby with some 
of the money that you have given 
them? How much of that money is 
spent on lobbying? Is there a problem 
with the Washington groups lobbying, 
whereas the groups in the States and 
the communities do not do that but 
are, in fact, engaged in charitable ac- 
tivities? 

We are going to try to develop a 
record in our committee on those is- 
sues. 

Mr. EHRLICH. If the gentleman 
would yield, really is that not the 
threshold fundamental problem here? 
It seems as though we have addressed 
this both here on the floor and at var- 
ious times we have had to discuss this 
issue off the floor, and it seems for 
some reason, and the reason appears to 
be Federal money, to have developed 
over the years a distinction between 
acting as an advocate and fulfilling the 
mission of the particular organization. 

I believe it is fair to characterize our 
piece of legislation as an attempt to re- 
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turn these groups. And we are not talk- 
ing about, by the way, many groups 
out of thousands, tens of thousands of 
groups, only a few hundred who, in our 
view, have violated both the letter and 
the spirit of the law, by trying to get 
rid of that distinction, trying to limit 
that distinction to return these groups 
to their fundamental mission, which is 
to provide service for the less fortunate 
in our society. 

Mr. McINTOSH. The gentleman is ex- 
actly correct. 

We heard testimony in one of our 
hearings in July from Mrs. Arianna 
Huffington who told us that there was 
а serious problem in the charitable 
community that, rather than doing 
good works, helping the elderly, help- 
ing clean up the environment, helping 
the young people, and you may remem- 
ber she talked about Mrs. Hannah Haw- 
kins here in Washington who had used 
her own money to set up a home for 
children after school in the inner city 
neighborhoods. They are moving away 
from those charitable missions into be- 
coming lobbyists and advocates that 
the Federal Government take over 
those programs, and she thought that 
was, in fact, corrupting the spirit of 
charity in this country and that our 
bill would do a lot in this country to 
restore the true sense and purpose of 
charity. 

So I think you are exactly correct on 
that point. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Now, I know we have 
a lot to say about some of the misin- 
formation our opposition has used, but 
I think probably the best Member to 
talk about that is our colleague, Mr. 
TATE, and I yield to Mr. TATE. 

You have been a victim. What hap- 
pened? 

Mr. TATE. Well, first of all, I would 
like to thank the gentleman from 
Maryland (Мг. EHRLICH] and the gen- 
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MCINTOSH]. 
Mr. Speaker, these gentlemen, along 
with the gentleman from Oklahoma 
(Mr. Ізтоок)], have done a phenomenal 
job of bringing this issue to the fore- 
front. 

Some of the arguments, and I will get 
into some of the attacks that are oc- 
curring at home by some of those orga- 
nizations that are receiving public 
grants, mind you. Some of the opposi- 
tion, for example, is: Well, you are vio- 
lating free speech if you are limiting at 
some capacity what they can do with 
their private dollars. 

The point is, how can it be free? Once 
again, how can it be free if the tax- 
payers are subsidizing it? The tax- 
payers are paying for this so-called free 
speech. 

І ат not here to tell an organization 
what they can do and cannot do with 
their own money. The point is, they 
are being subsidized by the taxpayers. 
So we have an obligation to watch out 
for what is going on. 

The other point is that somehow it is 
intrusive in some other capacity, that 
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somehow it is Orwellian to tell these 
organizations what to do. 

I can think of nothing more intrusive 
to me or the people of the Ninth Con- 
gressional District of Washington 
State than to reach into my pocket 
and take my hard-earned money, to 
give it to some organization or to the 
Government that gives it to some orga- 
nization that turns around and lobbies 
for things I do not believe in. 

I mean, we have some great exam- 
ples, if I may. The American Bar Asso- 
ciation, for example, just this year as 
we were working on the flag amend- 
ment. We can argue whether we should 
have an amendment to protect the flag 
or not to protect the flag. That is part 
of our political system. What I find 
very offensive is when organizations 
like the American Bar Association re- 
ceive millions of dollars in public 
grants and then turn around and lobby 
against legislation. That is wrong. 

It hit close to home the last couple of 
weeks, I can tell you, in my particular 
district; and the Washington Times has 
done a good job of chronicling what has 
been going on. 

Basically what is going on is tax- 
payer funding of the big lie. They are 
attacking me back in my district. The 
attacks have ranged from anywhere 
that there would be a greater chance of 
workers maybe being killed by the leg- 
islation being passed to somehow Medi- 
care is being cut. Two lies. Two lies. 
And they are being subsidized by the 
taxpayers. 

І сап give you а couple of examples of 
the organizations and how much 
money they have received in public 
grants. For example, in my particular 
district, the AFL-CIO, under the guise 
of Stand Up For America, spent over 
$80,000. These on are ads back in my 
district. 

Another organization called Save 
America’s Families spent over $85,000 
on television and radio ads, not count- 
ing the amount of money they spent on 
Medicare events, spreading the big lie 
at taxpayer expense. 

For example, the AFL-CIO, which is 
the umbrella group for these organiza- 
tions, received in grants last year, 1994, 
$1.2 million; and so far this year that 
we can document, they have spent $1.4 
million in attack ads spreading the big 
lie across the country. 

So, basically, what we are doing is, 
once again, hard-working people send 
their money to Washington, DC. They 
turn around, the Government turns 
around and gives it out to organiza- 
tions that spend it attacking people 
trying to change the status quo. 

So those are the kinds of changes 
that we are trying to make back here. 
I guess we should be judged by our en- 
emies. Those organizations that are 
the defenders of the status quo do not 
like what is going on back here, and it 
is a sign that we are doing our job. If 
you are not making some enemies in 
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Washington, DC, you are not doing 
your job. 

I yield to the gentleman from Indi- 
ana [Mr. MCINTOSH]. 

Mr. McINTOSH. You mentioned that 
this advertising was going on in Wash- 
ington State in your home area, and 
that in many cases they were, in fact, 
misinforming the public about what 
was happening and doing so from 
groups who have been receiving a lot of 
grant money. 

I had received some information that 
there are a list of eight different 
groups who have received nearly $100 
million in grants, who have spent over 
$6 million in lobbying and political ac- 
tivities, giving people bad information 
about what is happening. 

One of the groups that is not listed 
there is 60 Plus, and they commended 
us for our effort to try to end the sub- 
sidy for these groups that are engaged 
in this type of political activity. The 60 
Plus Association represents senior citi- 
zens in this country. They felt seniors 
were being mislead by a lot of this. 

Was the National Council of Senior 
Citizens one of the groups that was in- 
volved in this type of political advo- 
cacy? 

Mr. TATE. It is my understanding 
that they have been involved. In fact, 
the Save America’s Families Coalition, 
which includes Citizen Action, the Na- 
tional Conference of Senior Citizens, 
the AFL-CIO, the Service Employees 
Union, and others, are the ones that 
are paying for the millions of dollars of 
ads across this country. And the thing 
to keep in mind with that organization 
is that they receive over $70 million 
every year, which makes up 96 percent 
of their entire budget, and then they 
turn around, and they are spending 
money with advertising. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Do you mean to tell 
me that they receive over $70 million of 
taxpayer funding? 

Mr. TATE. Absolutely. Taxpayer 
money, $750 million every year in tax- 
payer money, 96 percent of their entire 
budget, and then they are turning 
around and using money to lobby 
against reforms that preserve and pro- 
tect Medicare. Taxpayer funding of the 
big lie. 

Mr. McINTOSH. So this group has 
been receiving all of this taxpayer 
money, and yet they are spending it on 
commercials that are not even truthful 
to senior citizens? 

Mr. TATE. You are exactly right. 

Mr. McINTOSH. That is incredible. 

Mr. EHRLICH. If the gentleman 
would yield, I think I speak for all 
three of the sponsors of this rider when 
I say we have a great deal of confidence 
that your constituents will see through 
all of these misrepresentations, be- 
cause facts are dangerous to dema- 
gogues. 

Mr. TATE. If the gentleman would 
yield, we have received, I think as of 
mid-yesterday, about 660 calls on this 
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particular commercial that is running 
back in our district, and over 640 of the 
calls were saying, RANDY, stick to your 
guns; do not give up; we elected you to 
go back there and make real change. 
What they are outraged about is the 
outrageousness of the lines and the 
fact that the opposition has no plan 
and that it is all being paid for, these 
ads, or at least subsidized, by their own 
tax dollars. 

Mr. EHRLICH. The moral here is 
that these people are smarter than 
these organizations give them credit 
for. 

Mr. TATE. Exactly. 

Mr. EHRLICH. I see we have been 
joined by our colleague and friend, Mr. 
Івтоок from Oklahoma, and I know he 
has a lot to say on this subject. And I 
know I join my colleague, Mr. 
McINTOSH from Indiana, in congratu- 
lating him on his great leadership on 
this bill, and I would like to recognize 
him. 

As a lead-in to his comments, I would 
just like to point out the fact that I sat 
next to Mr. ISTOOK on the floor when 
we had our debate here a few weeks 
back, and we were frustrated. Obvi- 
ously, we had a time limitation with 
respect to how we could respond to 
some of the charges from other side. I 
believe we were termed as fascists, one 
of the more interesting adjectives used 
to describe us on the floor that day. 

I know it has been very, very frus- 
trating for all of us involved in this 
issue to have to respond to simple rep- 
resentations about what this rider is 
about. We have heard that it stops all 
advocacy, that Pell grants are affected, 
that specific groups are affected, that 
entitlements are affected, that the 
courts are affected, that States and 
local governments are affected, edu- 
cational grants. 

Is there any end to the misrepresen- 
tations we have heard on this floor? I 
direct the question to our colleague 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Well, I thank the gen- 
tleman. I appreciate people standing 
firm on this effort, because you hear 
outrageous things. You hear people 
saying, well, if you receive some sort of 
farm assistance or if you receive a stu- 
dent loan or if you receive welfare ben- 
efits. And yet the legislation clearly 
states that we are not talking about 
government assistance payments to 
any sort of individual. We are merely 
talking about government grants 
which go to organizations. 

The situation is such that we have 
had what I feel is a perversion of the 
true reason for the existence of char- 
ities in this country, and Chairman 
MCINTOSH and his subcommittee has 
had hearings that has helped develop 
this. People talking about, you know, 
we were part of a group that was 
formed to be a nonprofit charity. We 
raised money trying to help people, 
trying to do good. Then we found peo- 
ple trying to take it over and saying, 
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the way we can really do good is to 
spend all of our time and effort, or 
most of it, anyway, and our resources 
lobbying government for more govern- 
ment programs, more resources, higher 
taxes to pay for it, and they call that 
charity. 
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That is not charity. We need to help 
the private charities in this country to 
fulfill their true mission by helping 
separate them from those that are 
masquerading as charities, but are 
really extensions of the Federal Gov- 
ernment and extensions of lobbying 
groups and political advocacy groups. 
We need to draw a clear distinction be- 
tween them. 5 

If someone says we want Federal 
money, now they are not forced to ask 
for Federal money, they are not forced 
to take Federal money, they volun- 
tarily say they want Federal grants to 
further a purpose, which is different 
from so many other charitable groups. 
Yet at the same time, they want the 
Federal handouts, but they say never- 
theless we want to continue to be polit- 
ical advocates rather than true char- 
ities. 

There is a difference. There is a cru- 
cial difference in who we ought to be 
providing assistance to, and it really 
scares me that there have been some 
reports that say that the typical non- 
profit group today receives a third of 
its money from the government. Now, 
that frightens me. We do not want peo- 
ple to be saying they are charities 
when actually they are extensions of 
government agencies. If they are an ex- 
tension of the government, they should 
accept the same type of safeguards 
which would control a Federal agency 
if it were carrying out a particular pro- 
gram. 

They would never be allowed to en- 
gage in the type of advocacy that is in- 
volved there. So if they are carrying 
out a private function, that is great. 
They ought to be satisfied with the pri- 
vate dollars. If they want public dol- 
lars, then they ought to accept the 
types of limitations that accompany 
public dollars. 

It is wrong to ask taxpayers to sub- 
sidize political viewpoints through 
this. Thomas Jefferson had a state- 
ment on this, and he said to compel a 
man to furnish funds for the propaga- 
tion of ideas he disbelieves and abhors 
is sinful and tyrannical. I have no de- 
sire, and I know you do not either, to 
try to limit the ability of people to ex- 
ercise their free speech rights with 
their own resources and their own 
money. But if they want to be depend- 
ent upon Federal funds instead, then 
they need to decide they should not be 
political advocacy groups. That is the 
key distinction that we are trying to 
address in the legislation. 

I thank the gentleman for the chance 
to speak to that and want to yield back 
the floor to him. 
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Mr. SKAGGS. May I ask the gen- 
tleman one question. I do not want to 
waste а lot of time. If it is the gentle- 
man’s intention not to yield at all, I 
will leave the floor. 

Mr. EHRLICH. It is our intention not 
to yield. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman does not want to defend any of 
this with anybody with another point 
of view? 

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, since the 
gentleman trekked over from his of- 
fice, we will yield. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time. 

I think the point that the gentleman 
from Oklahoma was just making is 
very, very revealing of the fundamen- 
tal distortions that are going on in this 
debate. Does the gentleman believe 
that the efforts made, for instance, by 
the American Red Cross to work with 
local and State governments on emer- 
gency planning is political advocacy 
that is somehow a problem in this 
country? Does he believe that the ef- 
forts of the American Red Cross to 
work with all levels of government to 
ensure that regulations are in place to 
make the blood supply safe, is that 
somehow political advocacy that war- 
rants restrictions? That is what the 
legislation will do. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I think 
our colleague from Colorado makes a 
very good point there. There has been a 
lot of misinformation about the con- 
tent of the bill. 

No, I do not think those activities of 
helping to plan for emergency pre- 
paredness and working with govern- 
ment agencies to implement a safe and 
effective blood supply in this country 
are political activities that are a prob- 
lem. I do not think they should be de- 
fined as political activities. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, but that 
is what the legislation does. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. If the gentleman 
would let me finish, Mr. Speaker. No, 
we have carefully, carefully crafted 
this bill to make it very clear that 
those activities are not covered. We 
have worked with the Red Cross and 
their attorneys in letting them know 
that it is our understanding that that 
would be the case. 

What we are worried about are 
groups that would take Federal grants 
for those activities and then would 
begin running television advertise- 
ments or running media campaigns 
where they are advocating a particular 
point of view. So let me assure the gen- 
tleman we do not intend to cover those 
types of activities. We have worked 
with language that we think does not 
apply to them and have offered with 
the Red Cross to specify that very 
clearly. 

Interestingly enough, even when we 
did that, they said, no, we still could 
not support this bill because we are 
concerned about the ability to be advo- 
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cates. Then my question is, have they 
let their donors know that that is one 
of the things they have in their mis- 
sion statement? Have they done a good 
job when they have done fundraising 
for these other activities of protecting 
the blood supply, working on emer- 
gency preparedness, of telling people, 
well, we also think it might be impor- 
tant that we could preserve the right 
to be a lobbyist? If they have done that 
disclosure, then they have acted in 
good faith with their donors. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would yield. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Yes, I will yield for a 
question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
EHLERS). It is the gentleman from 
Maryland’s time. Does the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. EHRLICH. The gentleman will 
yield for a short followup. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, does the 
gentleman not understand that very 
facile shift from advocacy to lobbying? 
Now, advocacy presumably does іп- 
clude the work of an organization like 
the Red Cross to make sure that we are 
prepared for an emergency or we have 
a safe blood supply. But with the nice 
easy elision to lobbying, we are sud- 
denly into a whole different range of 
activity. 

Why is it that we should restrict the 
ability of an organization like the Red 
Cross to advocate, not to lobby the 
Federal Government with Federal 
funds, that is against the law already, 
but to advocate for good emergency 
preparedness at the State and Federal 
and local level, what is wrong with 
that? Is that not absolutely consistent 
with what their donors expect them to 
be doing? 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, I will 
yield to the gentleman from Okla- 
homa, 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, of course 
the key is to understand, as we were 
careful to point out in the legislation, 
despite many misrepresentations that 
different people have made, is that we 
did not put in the legislation an abso- 
lute prohibition recognizing that some 
people may say, well, there is a gray 
line between things that are giving in- 
formation back to government, and so 
forth. Some people may see some gray 
area between that and being an advo- 
cate, not an advocate for safety, not an 
advocate for emergency preparedness, 
but a political advocate. 

So we specified in the legislation 
that we were not saying there is an ab- 
solute prohibition. We simply said that 
you should not be expending more than 
5 percent of your non-federal funds, 
which is a threshold that has pre- 
viously been adopted through courts 
and through the IRS as a key and rea- 
sonable threshold. 

So we never said that a group could 
not engage in any type of political ad- 
vocacy. We just wanted to make sure 
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they were not engaging to any signifi- 
cant degree in that, and that very well 
takes in any type of gray area with 
which anyone may have a concern. So 
the opponents of this bill unfortu- 
nately have grossly misrepresented and 
overstated it, calling it, for example, a 
gag rule, which is totally absurd. 

We have tried to take a common 
sense approach to it and understand 
that reasonable people may differ. Yet, 
I think that just about every American 
taxpayer who studies the issue would 
agree, it is wrong for taxpayers’ money 
to be used for lobbying. It is wrong for 
taxpayers’ money being used to prop up 
and be the difference between success 
and failure for an organization. 

With that in mind, I would like to 
refer to an audit report which was part 
of the audit report, and I understand it 
was an internal audit report for the 
National Council of Senior Citizens 
which receives 95 or 96 percent of its 
budget from the taxpayers. Their own 
internal audit said the heavy reliance 
on governmental grants poses a poten- 
tial danger to the long-term structure 
of NCSC. Absent such grants, the coun- 
cil would be unable to continue its cur- 
rent level of operations. 

This is a group that is heavily en- 
gaged in lobbying in this country, and 
yet without government grants, they 
would not be able to sustain them- 
selves. They do not have enough pri- 
vate sector support. They depend upon 
taxpayers’ money, and I think that is 
wrong. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Speaker, I yield to our friend and 
colleague, the gentleman from Califor- 
nia [Mr. DORNAN]. 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the clarifying things about this aspect 
is what type of lobbying, and I under- 
stand our colleague from Colorado 
picking an easily discussed case, the 
Red Cross. To my knowledge, the Red 
Cross has never put PAC money for or 
against any Republican or Democrat in 
either Chamber on this Hill. 

There are groups sustained 95 percent 
by taxpayers’ money that give not only 
100 percent money to Democrats, but 
they have to be of a liberal ideological 
bent. They are not just lobbying for a 
cause like Red Cross earthquake assist- 
ance. They are lobbying to fatten their 
own coffers, particularly whiplashing 
senior citizens. If we cannot reform 
that in this Congress, then there are 
going to be people coming up here with 
torches as though this were Dr. Frank- 
enstein’s castle to burn this place down 
in about 4 to 6 years. 

Mr. EHRLICH. I thank the gen- 
tleman for his comments. 

I have a question for our colleague 
from the State of Washington. He has 
earlier described some of the ads being 
run against him. This has really hit 
him in a very personal way, and the 
good news being that of the, I believe, 
660 phone calls he received? 
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Mr. TATE. Mr. Speaker, there were 
640 positive saying, stick to yur posi- 
tion. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, with re- 
spect to the negative calls, the 20 or 30, 
did they actually buy what the com- 
mercials were trying to sell them? Was 
the staff able to articulate what these 
organizations were about and who was 
funding these organizations? 

Mr. TATE. We are getting that mes- 
Sage out as each call comes in. Mr. 
Speaker, our phones light up each time 
the commercials run. Like I said, 99 
percent of the calls are positive. When 
we do get someone who is misled by 
what I call the big lie at taxpayers’ ex- 
pense, we spend the time to talk to 
them and let them know that they are 
being subsidized basically by their own 
tax dollars, and that alone is enough to 
outrage them. But when they find out 
that the advertisements are a complete 
misrepresentation of what the truth is, 
they are even more outraged. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, The 
short follow-up question, the gen- 
tleman is one freshman. 

Mr. TATE. Right. 

Mr. EHRLICH. How much money 
with regard to the gentleman’s best es- 
timate at this time has been spent by 
all of these organizations just in his 
district within the last month? 

Mr. TATE. Mr. Speaker, within the 
last month, we estimate about $165,000. 
That is the estimate that comes out of 
the newspaper by these particular or- 
ganizations in their press conferences; 
$80,000 by Stand Up For American 
Families, which once again is an um- 
brella group for the AFL-CIO, which 
received millions of dollars in ads. The 
other one was for the Saving America’s 
Families Coalition, another organiza- 
tion made up of the national seniors, 
the Council on Senior Citizens, the or- 
ganization that receives over 95 per- 
cent of their money from the Federal 
Government. 

So, to answer the gentleman’s ques- 
tion, $165,000 that we can identify just 
from newspaper reports, not counting 
the countless Medicaravans and other 
misrepresentation of the truth that are 
subsidized once again by the taxpayers, 
$39 billion every year is being spent on 
lobbying, welfare for lobbyists. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, I believe 
the chairman of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from Indiana Mr. 
MCINTOSH], has a comment as well. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, after that 
I would like my friend from Maryland 
to yield. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, if I 
could point out one thing that I think 
is undermining a lot of the public con- 
fidence of charitable groups, that is 
when they see activities like we are de- 
scribing where groups who are sup- 
posed to be engaged in charity in fact 
turn themselves into political groups 
and engage in that type of activity. 

That comes on the heels of a few 
years ago tremendous scandals with 
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the United Way and groups where they 
were misappropriating funds. By the 
way, they have cleaned up their act. I 
certainly hope they end up supporting 
our effort to end welfare for lobbyists 
to reassure people that they have 
changed and do not want to see the 
continued practice where a charity 
says they are doing one thing and then 
in fact does something else with the 
money they have raised. In this case it 
is engaging in political tactics that are 
totally unacceptable because they are 
misleading the public about very key 
and critical issues. 

So there is a question of confidence 
about what can citizens expect from 
charitable groups. We heard from a lot 
of the charities who are very active in 
a day-to-day basis in helping people, 
saying they want to see this bill passed 
because they want to restore that con- 
fidence. They want us to go forward in 
this area and clearly separate lobbying 
and political activities from charitable 
activities. 

So I think we can do them a tremen- 
dous favor in this country by helping 
to restore that confidence. 

I also appreciate the gentleman from 
Washington being willing to share with 
us his experience in his State as an ex- 
ample of what has been happening 
there. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Although this is high- 
ly unusual, out of an overabundance of 
friendship for my colleague, the gen- 
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER], I 
will yield to him for a brief question. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I appre- 
ciate very much my friend from Mary- 
land yielding. We are pleased to have 
him as a member of our delegation, 
even though from time to time we may 
disagree. 

I ask my friend from Maryland, I 
have a letter here addressed: Dear 
STENY. It makes some comments, but 
it concludes with this: “То unduly re- 
strict our ability to work with govern- 
mental representatives and agencies 
through the additional regulation envi- 
sioned by the Istook amendment would 
not be in the best interest of millions 
of people who rely on the Red Cross 
when help cannot wait. Sincerely, Eliz- 
abeth.“ 
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АП of us know that Elizabeth Dole, 
the wife of majority leader of the Sen- 
ate, is head of the Red Cross. Through- 
out this letter, as the gentleman may 
know, she is very concerned about the 
Istook amendment’s proscription on 
the ability of the Red Cross to advo- 
cate positions which it believes to be in 
the best interest of the people of this 
country. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague from Maryland for asking 
a very legitimate question and I know 
my colleague from Oklahoma, who has 
had very, very recent communications 
with the Red Cross, as well as my col- 
league from Indiana, wants to answer 
my friend’s question. 
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Mr. ISTOOK. Surely. 

Mr. Speaker, I think what we have 
seen is there has been а vast 
disinformation campaign that has been 
stimulated by groups receiving Federal 
funds. They have made contracts, they 
have made some, frankly, scurrilous 
statements to all sorts of organiza- 
tions, trying to use scare tactics, and 
certainly they have prompted concern 
to be expressed by those groups. What 
we have certainly done, in working on 
this legislation, is to have an open door 
policy, whether a group is for us or 
against us or in between, for an expla- 
nation. 

We have certainly been working with 
the Red Cross both to explain to them 
the difference between what was told 
to them prompting their communica- 
tions and what is really being pursued, 
and to make sure, of course, that the 
final form of the legislation is a form 
that does not put any undo restrictions 
on any sort of legitimate charitable or- 
ganizations. What we have to do is 
make sure that the legislation has the 
appropriate filter to separate the good 
from the bad from the ugly. 

Mr. Speaker, just because a group is 
organized with a so-called nonprofit 
structure does not mean that it has the 
reputation of the good deeds that the 
Red Cross, of course, is noted for. So 
we are working with the Red Cross and 
other organizations to address all le- 
gitimate concerns that are brought to 
our attention, and I think that is going 
to be reflected in the final product. 

Mr. HOYER. Would the gentleman 
yield so I can enter into this colloquy? 

Mr. EHRLICH. Yes, I would yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I under- 
stand what the gentleman has said. 
Presumably, Mrs. Dole, who has an 
ability to find out about the sub- 
stantive legislation, in her letter to me 
of September 11 understood the legisla- 
tion as it was then crafted; is that 
what the gentleman says? And if that 
is the case, have there been changes 
made since September 11 to the Istook 
amendment? 

Mr. ISTOOK. What we have said, and 
the gentleman is aware, of course, from 
being a conferee with me on the Sub- 
committee on Treasury, Postal Serv- 
ice, and General Government, what we 
have said, I have said it to the gen- 
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] and 
to the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
SKAGGS], I have said it to Members of 
the Senate and the House, and con- 
veyed it to White House representa- 
tives, that anyone who has construc- 
tive recommendations to make sure 
that this legislation is put in its best 
possible form so that it does not have 
unintended consequences, we want to 
listen to and we want to work with. 

We do have a problem sometimes 
with some groups, rather than trying 
to make constructive recommenda- 
tions, they make a knee-jerk reaction 
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just opposing it, and, frequently, that 
comes from organizations that are 
heavily dependent on Federal funds and 
there is, as the gentleman knows, a lot 
of discussion about it and a lot of rep- 
resentations made to people about 
what is or is not in the bill. 

We want to work with all persons 
that are concerned, and that will be re- 
flected in the final product. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, in fur- 
ther answer to my colleague from 
Maryland’s inquiry, I recognize my 
friend, Mr. MCINTOSH. 

Mr. McINTOSH. And let me say, Mr. 
Speaker, in the effort of being con- 
structive in this, our subcommittee of 
the Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight will be having hearings 
further into the application of this bill. 
One of the hearings will be taking 
place next Thursday. We have invited 
Mrs. Dole to come and talk with us 
about areas where she thinks she 
might be hindered in her legitimate 
charitable activities so that we can ad- 
dress that problem. 

We will also be asking if there are 
areas where she wants to cross over 
into the lobbying area, and is that 
more than 5 percent of their budget or 
would they be protected with that pro- 
vision. I think that will allow us to 
build a record there of exactly how this 
bill would work, and, hopefully, reas- 
sure her of that. 

I am looking forward to next Thurs- 
day and, hopefully, Mrs. Dole will be 
able to join us at that hearing. 

Mr. TATE. Mr. Speaker, would the 
gentleman yield. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to further yield to my colleague from 
Washington, but I think my colleague 
from Maryland raises a very legitimate 
point. I want to enlarge it, however, 
because one of the prime criticisms of 
our initiative has been, quote-unquote, 
defunding the left. 

If anything has occurred over the 
last few weeks, Mr. Speaker, it is a fact 
that groups from the right, the middle, 
and the left have problems with this 
legislation. I was driven by no particu- 
lar philosophical orientation in becom- 
ing a cosponsor, along with these two 
gentleman, of this bill, other than my 
philosophical orientation to give the 
American taxpayers a break. 

We have groups, I know, on the right 
who have opposed this bill; now we 
have groups on the left and in the cen- 
ter. I believe the defunding the left 
сһагве” is now an empty charge. And 
certainly if we look at the groups ac- 
tively lobbying against this bill, it just 
does not make sense. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my colleagues 
from the State of Washington. 

Mr. TATE. Mr. Speaker, I have two 
quick questions in response to the com- 
ments from across the aisle to the 
chairman of the committee. What is 
the threshold, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. MCINTOSH. The key threshold is 
that for groups who take no Federal 
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money at all, they are not covered by 
this provision. They can lobby. They 
can do whatever they would like to 
with their money. 

For those groups who do take a Fed- 
eral grant, are subsidized by the tax- 
payer in their activities, they can 
spend up to 5 percent of their own 
funds, no money from the taxpayer but 
5 percent of their own funds, to lobby, 
and we are allowing that so they can be 
advocates at the local and Federal 
level. But when they start becoming 
predominantly a lobbying group and go 
over that 5-percent threshold, we are 
asking them to give up that taxpayer 
subsidy. 

They make a choice, Mr. Speaker, 
they can be a lobbying group or they 
can be a charity, but we are not going 
to let them lobby with taxpayer dol- 
lars. 

Mr. TATE. One last question, I guess 
a two-part question. One is, the 5 per- 
cent, up to the first $20 million. That 
would work out to be a million dollars 
in lobbying, is what we are talking 
about. Not exactly shutting down lob- 
bying, as we know it. They would still 
be able to lobby. They should be able to 
get the job done on a million dollars. 

And after that first $20 million, as I 
understand it, it is 1 percent after that. 
So we are talking about a significant 
amount of money. We have not ended it 
all together. We are not limiting free 
speech, but we are putting some limits 
so they cannot abuse the process, if I 
am not mistaken. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. That is correct, and 
if the gentleman will continue yield- 
ing. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. McINTOSH. Let me also point 
out another key feature of the legisla- 
tion. If a group decides to spend up to 
а million dollars in lobbying, they have 
to disclose that to their donors, so that 
we cannot have this secret effort on 
lobbying on the one hand with a group 
that is posing as one that is doing good 
works in charities when they go out to 
solicit money from the public. I think 
the donors have a right to know about 
that activity when they are making 
contributions as well. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, reclaim- 
ing my time, the gentleman just ana- 
lyzed the various categories of recipi- 
ents, and it is true, is it not, that cat- 
egory A, those groups who do not take 
any Federal grants, account for 9 per- 
cent of all the groups we are talking 
about; is that correct? 

Mr. MCINTOSH. That is correct, al- 
though, as the gentleman from Okla- 
homa pointed out earlier, those small 
percentage who do receive Federal 
funds receive enormous amounts of 
Federal funds, and yield a dispropor- 
tionate influence. 

Mr. HOYER. Would the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SKAGGS. Would the gentleman 
yield on that point about who is cov- 
ered? 
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Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to my good friend from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank my good friend 
from Maryland, Mr. EHRLICH, who 
makes a point that this legislation was 
originally perceived as defunding, try- 
ing to defund the left. He points out 
correctly that those in the middle and 
those on the right have now raised 
similar concerns to those on the so- 
called left. 

As a matter of fact, I have in my 
hand another letter from Fred 
Kammer, Father Kammer, who is presi- 
dent of Catholic Charities of the United 
States of America. I do not know 
whether the gentleman from Maryland 
puts them on the left or on the right or 
in the middle. I would suggest they 
probably have a number of views which 
fall into maybe all of those categories 
at any given time. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Depending on the 
issue, I guess. 

Mr. HOYER. Depending on the issue. 
That is the point I make. I would sug- 
gest this is a very serious issue, and we 
are discussing it seriously, and I think 
that is important for the American 
public. 

I have read a number of legal opin- 
ions, or CRS reports, including Profes- 
sor Cole from Georgetown University 
Law Center, the law center from which 
I graduated. I have not seen a case that 
justifies or condones or holds constitu- 
tional the proscription of private dol- 
lars, nonpublic dollars, on lobbying or 
contact of government or trying to im- 
pact on policy activities of nonpublic 
groups. 

Furthermore, let me suggest not only 
is that why it is a serious issue, be- 
cause whether it is left, right or mid- 
dle, we believe this is violative of the 
constitutional right to free speech and 
the right to petition one’s government, 
but, in addition to that, I say to my 
friends, who I know feel very strongly 
about this, that the issue here is the 
reason so many of these groups have 
public funds is because we have decided 
as a Congress and as a people that it is 
better to give to the American Red 
Cross or the Catholic Charities or some 
other group funds to solve certain 
problems. 

They are not necessarily doing us a 
favor. We are not doing them a favor 
by giving them these resources. In fact, 
we have judged that Catholic Charities 
does good work, and we want to give 
them resources because we believe they 
will more effectively distribute those 
funds than will the government. 

So I say to my friend, as he can see, 
it is not just that, yes, they have Fed- 
eral funds, because we have decided 
that we believe they can apply those 
funds effectively. As a matter of fact, I 
think that is consistent with some of 
the philosophy that Members on the 
other side of the aisle have discussed 
recently. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Reclaiming my time, 
I intend to yield to the gentleman from 
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Oklahoma, who is chomping at the bit 
over there, but, first, two points. 

First of all, the gentleman raises a 
very legitimate point, again, with re- 
spect to the mission of these nonprofits 
and for-profits we are talking about, 
because that also has been lost in this 
dialog, the fact that we also cover 
under our version of this initiative for- 
profits. 

Mr. SKAGGS. And individuals, too. 

Mr. EHRLICH. No, no. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Actually, they are 
expressly exempt. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Wrong. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman is right. Over the years, there 
has built up a momentum so that cer- 
tain organizations have not only as- 
sumed a responsibility for their origi- 
nal mission but also a dual responsibil- 
ity to advocate on behalf of their mis- 
sion. 

That is the bottom line philosophical 
question here when we get down to it, 
where that line really should be drawn. 
We believe that line has gone out too 
far, and I think we have some evidence 
presented with respect to Members of 
the freshman class, particularly con- 
cerning advocacy efforts around the 
country today in support of that point. 

Also, the gentleman from Maryland, 
being a learned lawyer of good reputa- 
tion, I will have delivered to his office 
tomorrow a memorandum from Profes- 
sor Harrison, I believe from Virginia 
concerning the constitutionality of the 
Istook-McIntosh-Ehrlich initiative, 
which the bottom line is that it is con- 
stitutional. In fact, government does 
this all the time, attaches specific re- 
quirements, and I will yield in a mo- 
ment to the gentleman from Indiana, 
but I will be glad to engage my friend 
from Maryland in a colloquy after he 
has an opportunity to read that memo- 
randum as well. 

I will at this time yield to my friend 
from Oklahoma, Mr. ISTOOK. 
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Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I would like to address the two points 
that the gentleman from Maryland 
mentioned, one regarding court deci- 
sions. In 1983 the U.S. Supreme Court, 
in the case of Regan versus Taxation 
With Representation, addressed that 
point when a group wanted to engage 
in lobbying and wanted to have Federal 
subsidies for that through the Tax 
Code. 

The Court noted that Congress does 
not have to subsidize lobbying. In fact, 
the U.S. Supreme Court specified that 
“The Federal Government is not re- 
quired by the First Amendment to sub- 
sidize lobbying. We reject the notion 
that First Amendment rights are some- 
how not fully realized unless they are 
subsidized by the State.” 

The notion that the government has 
to buy you a microphone or buy you a 
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newspaper or give you funds with 
which to carry on your lobbying activi- 
ties, I think is blatantly absurd. The 
taxpayers are not required to subsidize 
lobbying. If a group wants to lobby, 
that is fine. That is their constitu- 
tional prerogative, but it is not free 
speech if they say, “We want the tax- 
payers’ money.” That is a clear delin- 
eation and distinction. 

The gentleman also mentioned, of 
course, Mr. Speaker, something from 
someone at Catholic Charities, U.S.A. 
He may not be aware, Catholic Char- 
ities, U.S.A. annually receives from the 
taxpayers, from the government, al- 
most $1.3 billion. It is two-thirds of 
their operating budget. I think there is 
a bona fide question, anytime an orga- 
nization has that level of funding, 
whether they are really an organiza- 
tion separate and apart from the gov- 
ernment, or themselves have become 
an extension of the government. 

If we have that kind of money flow- 
ing through the Department of Health 
and Human Services or HUD or the 
EPA or the Labor Department or Edu- 
cation or anything else, we would in- 
sist upon safeguards to limit its use, to 
assure it is not used for lobbying or po- 
litical advocacy. 

When any group has that level of its 
funding, $1.3 billion, just a little under 
that, two-thirds of its budget coming 
from the U.S. Government, we have a 
serious question at what point do they 
cease to be a private group and become 
an extension of the government. 

We are talking about safeguards with 
taxpayers’ money. We are trying to be 
very reasonable and prudent in the ap- 
proach. We are open-minded, we are lis- 
tening to that, but this is a severe 
problem that does need to be addressed. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EHRLICH. I yield again, for the 
third time, to my colleague, the gen- 
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. I want to thank pro- 
fusely my colleague from Maryland, 
because I know this is their special 
order, but this is an important issue. 
We need to discuss it back and forth. 

I would say to my friend, the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma, for whom I 
have a great deal of respect, because he 
is one of the hardest working Members 
of this House, he has a good intellect 
and is industrious in applying that in- 
tellect, but I would say to my friend in 
this instance, he does reference lan- 
guage, but that language refers, as the 
gentleman knows, specifically and ex- 
clusively to taxpayers’ money. The 
gentleman’s amendment relates to 
nontaxpayers money, because it would 
not be necessary, because under 
present law, taxpayers’ money is al- 
ready legally precluded from being 
spent on lobbying activities. 

The gentleman seeks to get at non- 
Federal taxpayers’ money. That is the 
very significant and important distinc- 
tion that the Court draws. It drew it in 
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Russell versus Sullivan, it drew it in 
the Regan case that you referred to, 
and it has drawn it in every case that 
I have reviewed. 

Mr. Speaker, I would say to my 
friend, I thank him for yielding, and 
look forward to reading the memoran- 
dum that he is going to provide me 
with, but that is the nub of this issue. 
We are not talking about taxpayers’ 
funds, we are talking about private 
funds. 

Mr. EHRLICH. There is also a ques- 
tion here with regard to fungibility, 
and I know my colleague is going to 
address it. 

If you read the Regan case, it was not 
a question of whether the subsidy 
would be received in the form of a 
check. The question was whether the 
organization would enjoy the tax-ex- 
empt status which, as the U.S. Su- 
preme Court said, is a form of subsidy, 
just as a Federal check, a direct pay- 
ment, would also be a form of subsidy. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, if the gen- 
tleman will yield further, speaking 
both in terms of money received from 
private sources but protected by the 
Tax Code, private money but therefore, 
a form of Federal subsidy, or direct 
payments from the Government and 
therefore also a Federal subsidy, the 
Court applied the same standard in the 
language of the Regan case to both of 
them when it mentioned and held that 
taxpayers are not required to subsidize 
political activity or lobbying activity, 
whether that subsidy came in the form 
of a direct payment from the Govern- 
ment or whether it came in the form of 
favorable treatment through the Tax 
Code, even though you were talking 
about the use of privately earned 
money. 

So I would submit to the gentleman 
that the Court was addressing funds 
from a private source as well as funds 
directly from a public source. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say to the gentleman from Maryland, I 
am happy to have had his part of the 
colloquy. This is a very important 
issue. He has raised some very impor- 
tant questions. I know you disassociate 
yourself from some of the terms that 
were used to describe the three of us 
during the debate on this floor a few 
weeks ago. That is why I specifically 
recognized both the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS] and the gen- 
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER]. 
They are both well respected and we 
appreciate their input. 

Mr. McINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Мг. EHRLICH. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. McINTOSH. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

This is really in response to the ques- 
tion from our colleague, the gentleman 
from Maryland. One of the things we 
heard in our subcommittee over the 
Summer when we had hearings on this 
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was that there are groups out there 
who receive Federal funds and actually 
violate the provisions of their grants, 
and end up using those funds to, in the 
case that came before us, to conduct a 
symposium on how to lobby local gov- 
ernments. When the agency was noti- 
fied of this, they did nothing to prevent 
that and did not ask that the grant be 
repaid and, in fact, were implicitly 
condoning that type of activity. 

Therefore, I think some of the bill’s 
provisions we have are aimed at, first, 
forcing disclosure on how both the pri- 
vate and the public sector funds are 
spent; and second, making it a very, 
very clear demarcation that if you are 
receiving a Federal taxpayer subsidy, 
you should not be lobbying. That, I 
think, is a very simple formula that 
underlies all of this effort, and one that 
I am very convinced the American peo- 
ple want to see. 

Some of the editorial boards in my 
district have been commenting on this. 
By the way, they do not agree with a 
lot of the things I have been trying to 
do as a freshman Republican in reform- 
ing this, but in this area they do think 
we are on the right track, because, 
quite frankly, they did not know this 
lobbying was going on and they do not 
think it is appropriate to be doing it 
under the subsidy of a Federal tax- 
payer grant. 

Mr. EHRLICH. It is certainly a new 
issue, and I think, quite frankly, that 
has been part of the problem. I know 
the gentleman from Indiana would 
agree with me, that certainly has been 
part of the problem. People were not 
ready to interpret this issue, to hear 
the terms of the debate. They really 
did not know what the status quo was. 
You may have received some opposi- 
tion from your local editorial boards, 
but it is nice to know. 

Mr. McINTOSH. If the gentleman 
will yield, in this case the editorial 
boards are strongly in favor of it. 

Mr. EHRLICH. That is nice to know, 
as well. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. I will submit for the 
RECORD some of the editorials they 
have written. In this case, fairly liberal 
folks are saying, ‘You аге on the right 
track, we need to clean up the outfit in 
Washington and end this government 
subsidy of lobbying.” 

Mr. EHRLICH. In addition to your 
local editorial boards, it is nice to 
know that groups, highly respected 
groups like the National Taxpayers 
Union, Citizens Against Government 
Waste, the National Association of 
Wholesale Distributors, the Eagle 
Forum, the Competitive Enterprise In- 
stitute, the 60-Plus Association—in 
fact, we have two senior citizens orga- 
nizations supporting this initiative— 
the National Association of Manufac- 
turers, and the list goes on and on, a 
lot of these groups appreciate the im- 
portance of this particular initiative. 
That is why they have come forward to 
support us. 
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I yield to the gentleman from Okla- 
homa. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I realize 
our time is running low. I just want to 
say that I applaud my colleagues for 
working on this effort, the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. TATE], the gen- 
tleman from Maryland [Mr. EHRLICH], 
and the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
MCINTOSH]. I think this is an extremely 
important issue. 

Again, the heart of the matter I 
think was summed up, I am told, and I 
did not witness it, but I am told by a 
colleague that the President was good 
enough to appear on a local talk show 
recently while he was visiting another 
State. The first question asked him 
was how he felt about groups that are 
lobbying receiving Federal grants, tax- 
payers’ money being used to subsidize 
that. His response was to say, ‘‘Well, I 
am in favor of free вреесһ,” and then 
changed the subject. 

The essence of this point is it is not 
free speech. If you have organizations 
sometimes receiving a half a million 
dollars, $1 million, $10 million, $76 mil- 
lion, $100 million, over $1 billion, in one 
case, that is not what we categorize as 
free speech. We are talking about pub- 
lic money which has to have public 
protection. If there were a Federal 
agency engaging in these matters with 
taxpayers’ money, everyone in this 
body, I would hope, would be outraged. 
When Federal money is being used to 
more or less have extensions of Federal 
agencies or extensions of a political 
party to do their bidding, that money 
deserves to have the same safeguards 
as if it were being spent directly 
through a Federal agency, and we are 
trying to honor that principle. 

Mr. EHRLICH. What we are really 
talking about, at a very bottom line, 
fundamentally, is the Federal tax- 
payer’s dollar being spent on direct 
service, actually helping the American 
people. I congratulate the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK] for his 
great leadership on this bill as well. 

I yield to the gentleman from Indi- 


ana. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. The gentleman is ex- 
actly right. We are talking about using 
this Federal money for real services 
that help people, in contrast to what 
our colleague, the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. TATE] pointed out, 
where they are funding the big lie and 
misleading the public about very im- 
portant issues. 

Mr. EHRLICH. What better lead-in to 
close our colloquy than to yield to our 
friend, the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. TATE]. 

Mr. TATE. Batting clean-up on this, 
I just want to thank the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. EHRLICH], the gen- 
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MCINTOSH], 
and the gentleman from Oklahoma 
ІМг. Івтоок| for their leadership on 
this particular issue, and once again to 
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reiterate $39 billion every single year is 
spent on lobbying. It comes in many 
forms, whether it is lobbying against 
the flag amendment, which we recently 
had on the floor, or right back in my 
own district where they are funding 
$165,000 in radio and television com- 
mercials spreading the big lie. And 
once again, that is taxpayer-funded, if 
not directly, indirectly, subsidizing the 
spreading of the big lie. 

What we are trying to do, as the 
chairman, the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. MCINTOSH], has said, is bring trust 
back in Government. People will know 
that when money is sent to the Govern- 
ment, it is being spent as it is designed, 
not for partisan politics. It should be 
spent to help the people of the United 
States and spent wisely. What we are 
trying to do is bring trust and respon- 
sibility back to Government, and this 
really puts faith back in Government. I 
am excited by what you folks are 
doing, and I just want to commend 
your work on this issue. 

Mr. EHRLICH. Directed to the gen- 
tleman from the State of Washington, 
you have helped me to regain some of 
my faith; not that I have lost much, it 
has been a great 8 months here, but 
your constituents can still discern the 
difference between the truth on one 
hand and a lie on the other, and I think 
you will be all the better for it. I thank 
my colleagues very much. 


AMERICAN CITIZENS RECENTLY 
SENTENCED TO IMPRISONMENT 
IN COMMUNIST VIETNAM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN] is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, we have 
a tragic situation going on, as this, the 
most powerful, deliberative body in the 
free or democratic world, meets. We 
have American citizens sentenced to 7 
and 9 years of imprisonment in Saigon, 
and some day it will be renamed Sai- 
gon again, not named after a Com- 
munist killer named Ho Chi Minh. Just 
as Lenin’s name was removed from 
beautiful St. Petersburg in northern 
Russia, and as Stalin’s name was re- 
moved from a strategic battle area in 
World War II, Stalingrad, and the city 
has back its less bloody name of 
Volgograd, some day it will be Saigon 
again. So as a free man, I will continue 
to call it Saigon. 

In Saigon, and I want to speak slowly 
for our official recorder of debate here, 
so we get these names right, and unfor- 
tunately, the Americans sentenced to 
prison in Saigon are naturalized Amer- 
icans; as was Alexander Hamilton nat- 
uralized, as is Henry Kissinger, as are a 
lot of great Americans who have in- 
vented things and fought and died for 
this country and our liberty. 

Unlike Harry Wu, who I had a chance 
to meet as he was testifying before the 
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Committee on International Relations 
of the gentleman from New York, BEN 
GILMAN, they did not affect Christian 
first names, probably because they are 
not Christians, they are Buddhists. But 
if they had taken an anglicized name, 
it would be easier to imprint in the 
consciousness of the American people 
and freedom-loving people in Europe 
and around the world the name of a 
victim of Communist tyranny, as we 
were able to do with Mr. Wu, because 
he took my father’s first name, Harry. 
“Harry Wu” became a battle cry for 
liberal Democrats like the gentle- 
woman from California, NANCY PELOSI. 
It got all mixed up with the trip of the 
First Lady over to the Beijing Con- 
ference, the very controversial U.N. 
conference. 
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So much international pressure that 
the Chinese communists in Beijing 
knew there would be no trip of Hillary 
Clinton if they did not release Harry 
Wu. 

But meanwhile, in the other Cham- 
ber, and I am going to go slow here so 
that I do not skirt a line and violate 
comity with the other Chamber on the 
north end of this building. But how is 
it that the Senate could vote yesterday 
blocking Senator BoB SMITH of New 
Hampshire’s reasonable amendment, 
endorsed by the chairman of Foreign 
Affairs, Mr. HELMS, the chairman of 
Defense, Mr. STROM THURMOND, and the 
leader of the Senate and leading presi- 
dential candidate, Вов DOLE? How is it 
that a bunch of Republicans over there 
could dismiss Senator SMITH of New 
Hampshire’s reasonable amendment 
that no trade negotiations could be 
furthered with United States tax- 
payers’ money, let alone setting up an 
embassy in the communist capital of 
Hanoi, unless these human rights vio- 
lations are reversed and these two 
Americans are set free, as Harry Wu 
was set free in China, and that we get 
a fullest accounting, that is a very key 
word. Not full“ or “Ғапу.” But ‘‘full- 
est“ means reasonable accounting with 
the communist giving up the politburo 
and the Communist Central Committee 
records on our missing in action. 

Unless those two things, and a hand- 
ful of other reasonable small things, 
are conformed with by this communist 
government in Hanoi, as we put tre- 
mendous pressure on Castro and the 
communist government in Havana 
Cuba today, unless these reasonable re- 
quests are taken care of, then no 
money from the taxpayers of the Unit- 
ed States Treasury should be provided 
to the communist government in 
Hanoi. 

There is a cover story on a national 
magazine in the last couple of weeks 
about communism being far from dead. 
Not as long as it is persecuting 
1,260,000,000 people in China. That is the 
United States plus a billion people. Not 


26015 


as long as Russia is rebuilding its KGB 
apparatus under a new name, under one 
of their old leaders, Yevgeniy 
Primakov. I have met with him in KGB 
headquarters with HENRY HYDE some 
years back. He is now helping to build 
up the intelligence capability of terror- 
ist states like Iran, so designated by 
the State Department, even under lib- 
eral leadership under Clinton’s ap- 
pointed secretaries and under Secretar- 
ies. 

Not only do we have that emerging 

problem in the much-reduced empire 
that is now down to Russia and a few 
adjoining countries they consider with- 
in their hegemony, countries that rely 
on them for gas and oil and other criti- 
cal things to keep cities running. There 
are terror regimes still, depending on 
how you count the numbers of people 
that are terrorized, in Cuba, North 
Korea, we do not get much argument 
on North Korea, and communist Viet- 
nam. 
Very few, if any, Democrats in the 
other body, and most of the Repub- 
licans who voted against Mr. SMITH, all 
of them as a matter of fact, they 
dropped the word ‘“‘communist’’ from 
any discussion of Vietnam and Hanoi, 
using it occasionally because social 
ist” is in their title, as it was with all 
the communist countries at the height 
of the cold war when they were killing 
and jailing people by the tens of thou- 
sands, and killed hundreds of thou- 
sands, if not millions, in the Vietnam 
Southeast Asia area and in the Korean 
War. They always substituted the word 
“socialist” for “communist.” Even 
they knew the dreaded impact of the 
word “‘communist.’’ 

But with Cuba, North Vietnam, now 
all of tortured Vietnam, North Korea, 
and communist China still engaging in 
massive human rights violations, why 
are two naturalized United States citi- 
zens written off, rotting in prison for 2 
years this November in Saigon? 

Here are their names: Nguyen, N-G- 
U-Y-E-N which is the Vietnamese cul- 
tural equivalent to Jones and Smith 
combined. It is the most common name 
in Vietnam society. Nguyen Tan Tri. 
Not a hard name to remember. Nguyen 
Tan Tri. 

He was given a 7-year sentence. Tran 
Quang Liem. My ninth grandchild is 
named Liam, Irish-Gaelic. Liem should 
not be so hard to remember. Mr. Tran 
and Mr. Nguyen, 7 and 4 years respec- 
tively sentenced, and the U.S. State 
Department said it was unwelcome; 
that it was an unwelcomed deed. 

Further on in the press release from 
an Associated Press story on August 16, 
the day after they were sentenced dur- 
ing our break; no one here to speak up 
for them on the House floor, myself in- 
cluded, the State Department state- 
ment goes on further to say that it was 
“disappointing.” “Disappointing and 
unwelcomed.“ 
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Disappointing, because the sentence 
happened 6 days after the U.S. Sec- 
retary of State, in the job that was 
first held by Thomas Jefferson, whose 
beautiful marble medallion is up here, 
Warren Christopher posed in front of a 
bust of communist killer, Ho Chi-Minh, 
and 6 days later American citizens are 
sentenced to 6 and 4 years. Teddy Roo- 
sevelt, where are you when we need 
you to speak up for these two lost 
American citizens, Nguyen and Tran? 

And by the way, they are both con- 
stituents of the Orange County delega- 
tion from southern California. Then, 
another constituent who used to be one 
of mine when he first fled communism 
and arrived in Westminster, that city 
since the reapportionment is now rep- 
resented by my pal, DANA 
ROHRABACHER, this gentleman is 
thrown in prison—a businessman who 
went over there to promote democracy 
peacefully. But the communists have 
found out that if they capture busi- 
nessmen, just like they are some Mafia 
thug operation, they can demand from 
their family in the United States ran- 
som money, like it is King Richard the 
Lionhearted. 

We will spit them out of our com- 
munist country if you give us ransom 
money; $15 thousand is the going price. 
This businessman from Westminster, a 
member of the Lien Viet party, his 
name is Van Thanh Nguyen. 

Here is a lady from Corona, just up 
the road from me, the first city out of 
my district into L.A. County. She is 
another businesswoman, one of seven 
thrown in prison, ransom being de- 
manded on them. Her name is Mrs. 
Binh Thy Nguyen, and then her mar- 
ried name, Tran. You can call her for 
short, Mrs. Binh Tran. She is rotting in 
prison. 

She was pregnant when they arrested 
her, and because she was 2 months 
pregnant and in great emotional dis- 
tress and complications set in, they 
forced her to have an abortion. This is 
not China I am talking about, killing 
babies for gender selection and infan- 
ticide, on top of an abortion Holocaust 
even worse than the United States toll 
of 1,500,000 American babies killed in 
their mother’s womb. This is forced 
abortion in Saigon by a communist 
government. It is unbelievable. 

How about a monk, а Buddhist 
monk? Considering how it turned 
America’s newspapers upside down 
when Buddhist monks immolated 
themselves in 1963 and 1964. Here is a 
monk who, without government per- 
mission, went to help the flood victims 
of the constant flooding, seasonally, of 
the Mekong River, and because he did 
it as a religious person, a Buddhist 
monk and a leader, he gets 4 years in 
prison. I will look up the exact time he 
is going to have to rot in prison. He 
goes to prison. They would not even 
give him the dignity of his religious 
name. His religious name is Thich 
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Quang Do. They tried him under his 
former name, before he became a 
priest, and he is a deputy leader of the 
Unified Buddhist Church in Vietnam. 
But that is a church that believes in a 
Supreme Being, so it is banned in Viet- 
nam. 

They said, Lou are undermining na- 
tional solidarity,” these are the com- 
munists speaking, ‘‘and taking advan- 
tage of the right of freedom and democ- 
racy to damage the interests of the 
government and social institutions.” 

So, of course, great bipartisan groups 
like Human Rights Watch/Asia, have 
attacked this. Again, weak words from 
our State Department. So the Ho Chi 
Minh City, that is Saigon, People’s 
Court jailed this monk for 5 years. 

This is going on while the U.S. Sen- 
ate debates, and my colleague, BOB 
SMITH, pours his heart out. And then 
another one of my friends gets up and 
attacks me and another couple of Mem- 
bers of this House. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I may 
have to ask for some parliamentary 
guidance on this. I was described as in- 
significant, Mr. Speaker, by a U.S. Sen- 
ator. That is OK. I am a peacetime 
combat-trained warrior. But our col- 
league and friend, one of the greatest 
heroes, including all the heroes who 
came home from World War П, who 
serves in this Chamber, was attacked 
also as insignificant, SAM JOHNSON of 
Dallas, TX. 

SAM spent 7 years in Communist cap- 
tivity; 3% years in solitary confine- 
ment. Was one of the most tortured 
men, and one of those so loyal that like 
other people, would not play basketball 
or volleyball or decorate fake Christ- 
mas trees, because he knew they would 
be filmed and used in propaganda films. 
He and 10 other men stood up to the 
Communist manipulation of them. 

He was put in a little camp that 
they, with great American bravado and 
spirit, called Alcatraz, and for 11 years, 
Senator Jeremiah Denton, who served 6 
great years in the other body, and 
Coker and McKnight and another hero 
who just died recently in a plane crash 
that his grown son mercifully survived, 
God’s calls are strange indeed, some- 
times. Eleven of the best, including a 
man who got the Medal of Honor that 
Alcatraz camp, who Ross Perot chose 
to be his Vice President in 1992, James 
Bond Stockdale. 

They are all on a letter that I will 
put in the RECORD saying that we 
should not normalize relations with 
Vietnam. 

My squadron commander, Robby 
Risner, also tortured months on end, as 
was SAM JOHNSON and James Bond 
Stockdale, decorated with the Air 
Force Cross. They are in agreement 
with me. Are they also insignificant, as 
this Senator has called me? 

I want to ask a question to the Chair, 
because I want this to be perfect, what 
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I put in the RECORD according to our 
rules of the House. Since I am mention- 
ing a Senator, responding to him, try- 
ing to be respectful, I am not allowed 
to mention his name; is that correct, 
Mr. Speaker? Would you ask the Par- 
liamentarian. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HOBSON). For the benefit of the Mem- 
ber, the Chair will read the pertinent 
language of clause 1 of rule ХІУ, De- 
bate may include references to actions 
taken by the Senate, or by committees 
thereof, which are a matter of public 
record, and factual descriptions relat- 
ing to Senate action or inaction con- 
cerning а measure then under debate іп 
the House, but may not include charac- 
terizations of Senate action or inac- 
tion, or other references to individual 
Members of the Senate.” 

Members will recall that on October 
8, 1991, the Chair held as unparliamen- 
tary remarks in debate advocating cer- 
tain Senate action with respect to the 
pending nomination of Judge Clarence 
Thomas for appointment to the Su- 
preme Court. 

Members should be guided by that re- 
cent precedent. The Chair expects the 
cooperation of all Members in main- 
taining a level of decorum that dig- 
nifies the proceedings of this body and 
maintains comity with the other body. 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, you will 
certainly get that. Let me ask one 
clarification problem. Yesterday's CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD is public record 
now. Now, how can I discuss that de- 
bate and the words in that debate? Fur- 
ther clarification, if І do not mention а 
Senator's name, can I read his—well, I 
have already eliminated the seven or 
eight women over there—can I read his 
remarks from the public RECORD, the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of yesterday? I 
know I can give the results of the vote. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is the 
Chair’s understanding that the ref- 
erence is improper unless there is a 
measure under consideration in the 
House. 

Mr. DORNAN. There is. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Only 
when under debate, then on the floor of 
the House, that the gentleman should 
refrain from referring to the proceed- 
ings in the Senate. 

Mr. DORNAN. Right There is nothing 
on the House floor now, except my Spe- 
cial Order. So that is not the business 
relating to this business of Vietnam. 

However, we have in conference a 
unanimous agreement by voice vote, 
with the only debate carried by the 
aforementioned SAM JOHNSON of Dal- 
las, TX, a House item in our Inter- 
national Relations conference that no 
mogey shall be expended from the U.S. 
Public Treasury to send an ambassador 
to Vietnam, or to increase the size of 
our delegation there beyond what is 
was on July 12. 

Now, since that has already passed 
the House and it is in conference, and 
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the conference is pending, and I am 
meeting with the conferees in 5 min- 
utes, does that make me able to make 
the case in countervention to the Sen- 
ate case made yesterday that lost 58 to 
39? 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
Новвом). The short answer is no, you 
may not speak in characterization of 
that. 

Mr. DORNAN. Right. OK, 
broaden this. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not a courtroom 
attorney, and I do not want to be un- 
fairly clever since I have already men- 
tioned part of this, and do a Jonathan 
Swift Gulliver's Travels“ trick here 
that I see happen all the time on the 
other side of the aisle now, and talk 
about characterizations. But let me 
broaden it out then to those people out 
there in America who try to compare 
Vietnam to Germany where we won the 
war, hung the war criminals, walked 
the battlefields, solved most missing in 
action, captured most of the archives, 
and sill had young Americans dis- 
appear into Stalin's gulag. Because our 
Soviet ally became our enemy before 
the ink was dry on the German uncon- 
ditional signed surrender. 

When this debate is couched in these 
terms on Communist Vietnam, that 
people hope the debate will go away, 
that it is over, the inflammatory lan- 
guage coming only from the House of 
Representatives, so few in number, al- 
though there is more than a few of us, 
that we are insignificant, that Mr. 
Clinton was right to normalize rela- 
tions with Vietnam. Actually, that was 
his fifth deed in a rapid 18 months to 
try and insert this Communist dicta- 
torship into the civilized nations of the 
world. And when people say that the 
Nation breathed a sigh of relief that 
Vietnam was finally over, it is not over 
for the families of missing in action 
Americans. 

It is not over for the families of all of 
these people I have just discussed who 
are now in filthy, Communist dungeons 
in Saigon. It is not over for those who 
were arrested and thrown in prison in 
Hanoi for wanting open elections. This 
is what is causing Castro to be embar- 
goed into his fourth decade, because he 
will not have an election. He is dic- 
tator for life. 1 

What do we have іп North Korea? For 
the first time in history, the worst of 
royal bloodline governments combined 
with Communist tyranny. A vicious 
dictator, Kim П Sung, turns the reigns 
of power over to his pornography-lov- 
ing and collecting son, Kim Jong П, 
and it is ill for the country. 

They are busy with Communist 
China and Iran, developing missiles and 
nuclear warheads to combine them 
with those missiles, and we have to 
spend millions and millions of United 
States taxpayers dollars to watch them 
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like a hawk, with satellite imagery and 
slant imagery from outside their bor- 
ders to make sure that they do not ig- 
nite that whole pathetic torn little pe- 
ninsula into yet another Korean war. 

Remember, when Clinton went to the 
dedication of one of the most stirring, 
tear-ripping memorials in this city, the 
Korean War Memorial, different from 
the Vietnam Memorial which was made 
sacred the second the first hero’s name 
was chiseled into the wall, but to this 
date, still does not have an American 
flag on it. The American flag was 
pushed into the woods along with the 
statute of three heroic Americans com- 
ing out of the woods looking at the 
State Department, one African-Amer- 
ican, one Hispanic heritage American, 
and one just generally Anglo-looking 
American. That statue and a plaque at 
the base of the flag that says they 
served under difficult circumstances. 
Yes, alluding to a war criminal named 
Robert Strange, and Strange is his 
mother’s maiden name. People ask me 
if I made that up. Robert Strange 
McNamara, a war criminal, is on his 
way to Hanoi and it is being set up for 
him by the Council on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

Friends of mine like our speaker and 
Alexander Haig and Bill Buckley, my 
pal, and other distinguished Americans 
who belong to the Council on Foreign 
Relations, ask me why I have never 
joined and why my friend, Ronald 
Reagan, who slam-dunked George Bush 
in 1980 on February 23, 1980, and I was 
the only one there for Reagan when he 
said, “I do not belong and I never will.” 

They wonder why some of us find not 
a conspiracy, but an elitist group, peo- 
ple who do not care about the average 
family as kids die in these wars. They 
are sending a team over to Hanoi next 
week to grease the path for war crimi- 
nal Robert Strange McNamara who 
walked off the battlefield on the blood- 
iest month of the war, January 30 
through February 29. He resigned on 
leap year day, February 29, 1968, so he 
would only have to think about it 
every 4 years, and then he went on va- 
cation for a month at Aspen and skied 
while our hospitals were filled to ca- 
pacity, the worst month of the whole 
10-year decade, with amputees, double 
amputees and yes, triple amputees, 
more blind American soldiers in hos- 
pitals, four or five nurses dead, women 
captured and dying on the Ho Chi Minh 
Trail, forced marches up to the North, 
and McNamara is skiing in Aspen for 
the whole month of March in 1968. 

But that wasn’t enough. Then he 
went to the Caribbean for another 
week to meet with officials that he was 
going to serve with at the World Bank, 
and then he went off to the World 
Bank, thanks to one of our corrupt 
Presidents, corrupt in all of the history 
books if you read them, and not even 
carefully, either, it is right out there 
blatant. Ask Bill Moyers about corrup- 
tion, including womanizing. 
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Then we see McNamara at the Carib- 
bean about to start drawing his World 
Bank salary that he drew for 13 years 
at $250,000 a year. I must slow down and 
say this carefully three times: Tax 
free, tax free, tax free, and the Library 
of Congress told me in now dollars that 
is between $900,000 and $1 million a 
year. For 13 years McNamara, the ar- 
chitect of Vietnam, who created that 
immoral, sick vocabulary of gradual- 
ism, escalated response, strategic ham- 
lets, body bags, fire fights, body 
counts, free fire zones, and the worst of 
all to airmen, Mig sanctuaries and 
SAM missile sites protected as they are 
built and only allowed to be targets 
intermittently after they have killed 
your wing man. Unbelievable. 

And people are saying, in this city, 
that it is good, that Vietnam is over 
and the American people overwhelm- 
ingly want it over. 

Well, I guess I cannot put the CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD in the RECORD 
here. It would be redundant, but I 
would like it to be a part of my debate, 
so I would ask people, the million-plus 
audience of C-SPAN who quite intel- 
ligently and historically follows the 
proceedings of this Chamber, Mr. 
Speaker, I would tell them that I can 
read this, something congratulatory, 
BOB DOLE saying he hopes the House 
language prevails on the Missing In 
Act we are trying to enact into law. 
Here is a letter from 85 former POW’s. 
Lt. Gen. John Peter Flynn, Robinson 
Risner, Brigadier General, my former 
squadron commander, SAM JOHNSON, 
our proud Member of Congress, Eugene 
“Red” McDaniel, the most tortured 
man in all of those captive men. Any- 
body tortured beyond him died under 
torture. And “Кей” was опе of the ones 
that helped to get this letter. I am 
looking at those who have written 
great books and are still inspirational 
speakers. Charlie Plum. It is a roll call 
of the bravest and the best. Michael 
Benge, who was over there 11 years, 
Col. Ted Guy, who testified before my 
Military Personnel subcommittee on 
June 28, Ted Guy, 4 years in solitary 
confinement. He was Senator JOHN 
MCCAIN’s commander at the Plantation 
POW camp. 

Look at this list. Here is Jack 
Bomar, one of the four colonels. They 
had four bird colonels in their hands. 
Leo Thorsness is my pal, Medal of 
Honor winner, former Senator in the 
State of Washington, now president of 
the Medal of Honor group. 

As former POW’s in Vietnam, here is 
what they say led by Red McDaniel, 
now president of the Defense Policy As- 
sociation, “I strongly support the 
House version of the Missing Persons 
Act.” And yet on Meet The Press,” a 
member of a legislative body around 
here told me that my figures were 
wrong when I said most POW’s sup- 
ported the gentleman from New York, 
Mr. GILMAN, and Вов DOLE’s language 
on this. 
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Here is a letter from the National Al- 
liance of Families. I have a letter from 
Ann Griffith and the League of Fami- 
lies. Here is a letter from the Korean 
Cold War Family Association of The 
Missing. These three I am pretty sure, 
yes, I know I can put them in the 
record. Vietnam Veterans of America. 
The Marine Corps League, just came in 
yesterday. A letter to FLOYD SPENCE, 
chairman of the Committee on Na- 
tional Security from Ted Guy. Veter- 
ans of the Vietnam war from their pro- 
gram director. 

Mr. Speaker, I will include all of 
these following my remarks. 

Disabled American Veterans. A letter 
to my counterpart on the Senate side, 
chairman of the Senate Armed Serv- 
ices Subcommittee on Military Person- 
nel to DAN COATS, our good friend and 
colleague who served with us here. 
From John Sommer, executive director 
of the American Legion. I cannot put 
that in, because it is critical of a mem- 
ber of the other body. The sister of 
Maj. Robert F. Coady begging that it 
go in. Pat Plumadore, who has lost a 
family member. The sister of a marine 
missing. When I went on Meet The 
Press” and said that overwhelmingly, 
veterans groups want this Missing Per- 
sons Act, so we will not relive the 
nightmare of Korea and Vietnam and 
oppose normalization with Vietnam. 
When I said most POW’s, when I said 
most Vietnam veterans of that conflict 
and Vietnam veterans of Korea, when I 
gave the percentages on most Vietnam- 
ese-Americans, and it is about 85 to 95 
percent, when I talked about every per- 
son of the Democratic Freedom groups 
in Vietnam and in this country, and 
there is 1 million Vietnamese-Ameri- 
cans, about 700,000, 800,000 already 
American citizens, another 200,000 or 
300,000, they have great family respect, 
a better than average birth rate among 
the Vietnamese community. This year 
or next, the Vietnamese-American 
community will tie the valiant anti- 
Communist Cuban-American commu- 
nity, and the valiant anti-Communist 
Hungarian-American community. 
When I gave all of those figures, some- 
one from another legislative body says, 
“I do not buy any of Congressman DOR- 
NAN’s figures or percentages or statis- 
tics,” but offered none on the other 
side. These are the facts. Get the 
RECORD from today. I would hope, Mr. 
Speaker, that any American would get 
the RECORD from today and read how 
those of us, who are not insignificant, 
who are fighting for the honor of the 
58,300 men and 8 women’s names who 
are on that wall who should be honored 
with a plaque at the apex of the wall 
that simply says, “Тһеве good Ameri- 
cans died fighting Communism.” Be- 
cause Vietnam and Korea melted down 
the cold war, as its two biggest blood- 
letting subsets in what John F. Ken- 
nedy called that long twilight struggle 
against communism that is not over 
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yet. And for the Vietnamese-American 
community, as I told them up in New 
York on August 19, you must study the 
success of the anti-Communist Cuban- 
American community and get into the 
political process, get your LINCOLN 
DIAZ-BALART’S and ILEANA Ros- 
LEHTINEN’s and BOB MARTINEZ’s on the 
other side of the aisle, get people of 
your heritage elected to this body so 
that they can speak up to those who 
would dismiss all of this history in this 
long struggle, bloody struggle against 
communism that still goes on against 
China, Vietnam, North Korea, at least 
we kept half of that peninsula free, and 
yes, Cuba, 90 miles from Key West. 

Mr. Speaker, I will keep returning, as 
I told several U.S. Senators in con- 
ference, I will return to this issue until 
the day I die. The motto is, faithful 
until death,’’ for me. I am not going to 
forget the missing or what communism 
did to Southeast Asia, what it did to 
Cambodia, the killing fields, Laos, 
Vietnam with over 100,000 executed, 
68,000 people who befriended us, 
thought we were a superpower and a re- 
liable ally, and they were executed 
under death orders, under the same 
Communist killers that shake hands 
with Members of Congress or are toast- 
ed to by Members of Congress and by 
General Giap who is called a war hero. 
General Giap is a war criminal who or- 
dered children to be killed. I shall be 
back on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the material previously re- 
ferred to. 

AMERICAN DEFENSE INSTITUTE, 
ALEXANDRIA, VA, 
September 18, 1995. 
Hon. ROBERT K. DORNAN, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN DORNAN: As a former 
POW in Vietnam and now president of a de- 
fense policy organization, I strongly support 
the 1995 House version of the Missing Per- 
sons Act (H.R. 945). Тат dismayed to learn of 
the efforts of some to “water down” this im- 
portant legislation and decrease its impact. 

I can think of nothing more critical to the 
morale of our fighting men than to know 
that, if they should go missing while fighting 
America's battles, their country will do ev- 
erything humanly possible to determine 
their fate. Especially in view of the tragic 
manner in which information about our 
МІАз and POWs in Southeast Asia has been 
handled by our government, active duty per- 
sonnel and their families need reassurance of 
their nation’s commitment to them—and in 
the strongest language possible! 

It is hard for me to imagine any high-rank- 
ing military officer implying that limited 
time and resources during conflict preclude 
accounting for missing soldiers. How can 
such an officer possibly lead men into battle? 
Accounting for missing personnel is a matter 
of military honor—and a matter of national 
honor. 

Sincerely, 
EUGENE RED“ MCDANIEL, 
CAPT, USN (RET), 
President. 
Attachment: 
John Peter Flynn, Lt. Gen, USAF (ret). 
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Robinson Risner, Brig. Gen, USAF (ret). 

Sam Johnson, Member of Congress. 

Eugene Red“ McDaniel, CAPT, USN (ret). 

John A. Alpers, Lt. Col, USAF (ret). 

William J. Baugh, Col, USAF (ret). 

Adkins, C. Speed, MAJ, USA (ret). 

F.C. Baldock, CDR, USN (ret). 

Carroll Beeler, CAPT, USN (ret). 

Terry L. Boyer, Lt. Col, USAF (ret). 

Cole Black, CAPT, USN (ret). 

Paul G. Brown, LtCol, USMC (ret). 

David J. Carey, CAPT, USN (ret). 

John D. Burns, CAPT, USN (ret). 

James V. DiBernado, LtCol, USMC (ret). 

F.A.W. Franke, CAPT, USN (ret). 

Wayne Goodermote, CAPT, USN (ret). 

Jay R. Jensen, Lt. Col, USAF (ret). 

James M. Hickerson, CAPT, USN (ret). 

James F. Young, Col, USAF (ret). 

J. Charles Plumb, CAPT, USN (ret). 

Larry Friese, CDR, USN (ret). 

Julius Jayroe, Col, USAF (ret). 

Bruce Seeber, Col, USAF (ret). 

Konrad Trautman, Col, USAF (ret). 

Lawrence Barbay, Lt. Col, USAF (ret). 

Ron Bliss, Capt, USAF (ret). 

Arthur Burer, Col, USAF (ret). 

James O. Hivner, Col, USAF (ret). 

Gordon А. Larson, Col, USAF (ret). 

Robert Lewis, MSgt, USA (ret). 

James L. Lamar, Col, USAF (ret). 

Armand J. Myers, Col, USAF (ret). 

Terry Uyeyama, Col, USAF (ret). 

Richard D. Vogel, Col, USAF (ret). 

Ted Guy, Col, USAF (ret). 

Paul E. Galanti, CDR, USN (ret). 

Laird Guttersen, Col, USAF (ret). 

Lawrence J. Stark, Civ. 

Michael D. Benge, Civ. 

Marion A. Marshall, Lt. Col, USAF (ret). 

Richard D. Mullen, CAPT, USN (ret). 

Philip E. Smith, Lt. Col, USAF (ret). 

William Stark, CAPT, USN (ret). 

David F. Allwine, MSgt, USA (ret). 

Bob Barrett, Col, USAF (ret). 

Jack W. Bomar, Col, USAF (ret). 

Larry J. Chesley, Lt. Col, USAF (ret). 

C.D. Rice, CDR, USN (ret). 

Robert L. Stirm, Col, USAF (ret). 

Bernard Talley, Col, USAF (ret). 

Paul Montague, Civ. 

Leo Thorsness, Col, USAF (ret). 

Robert Lerseth, CAPT, USN (ret). 

Ray A. Vodhen, CAPT, USN (ret). 

Richard G. Tangeman, CAPT, USN (ret). 

John Pitchford, Col, USAF (ret). 

Steven Long, Col, USAF (ret). 

Brian Woods, CAPT, USN (ret). 

Dale Osborne, CAPT, USN (ret). 

Ralph Galati, Maj, USAF (ret). 

Ronald M. Lebert, Lt. Col, USAF (ret). 

Harry T. Jenkins, CAPT, USN (ret). 

John С. Ensch, CAPT, USN (ret). 

Render Crayton, CAPT, USN (ret). 

Henry James Bedinger, CDR, USN (ret). 

Brian D. Woods, CAPT, USN (ret). 

Read B. Mecleary, CAPT, USN (ret). 

Ted Stier, CDR, USN (ret). 

James L. Hutton, CAPT, USN (ret). 

John H. Wendell, Lt. Col, USAF (ret). 

John W. Clark, Col, USAF (ret). 

Carl В. Crumpler, Col, USAF (ret). 

Verlyne W. Daniels, CAPT, USN (ret). 

Roger D. Ingvalson, Col, USAF (ret). 

SEPTEMBER 20, 1995. 

Hon, FLOYD SPENCE, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SPENCE: Strong legis- 
lation that will ensure the accountability of 
past and future missing in action (MIA) and 
prisoners of war (POW) is an absolute neces- 
sity. The revelation in the September 18, 
1995, U.S. News and World Report concerning 
former President Bush and the Vietnam 
POW/MIA issue confirms this necessity. 
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Many former POWs, family members, ac- 
tivists and I have long suspected and have 
knowledge of Hanoi continually lying about 
the accountability of POWs and MIAs. I, and 
I suspect many others, have felt that U.S. 
government officials aided and abetted in 
these lies in an effort to save face. Thus the 
necessity of a strong and enforceable ‘*Miss- 
ing Persons Асб." 

As you may or may not know, I was the 
Senior Ranking Officer (SRO) of all prisoners 
captured in South Vietnam and Laos and 
separately interned in North Vietnam. Dur- 
ing and after “Operation Homecoming” it 
was disclosed that some of us had been de- 
clared ‘Killed in Action. Body not Recovered’ 
(KBNR). In at least one case, one of my en- 
listed men’s “гетаіпв” had been returned to 
the United States and buried! Needless to 
say, he was still very much alive. 

The term missing in action (MIA) should 
be banished and all persons who disappear 
during a conflict should be carried as alive 
unless there is overwhelming evidence that 
survival was impossible. This alive status 
should continue until board action can deter- 
mine status after the cessation of hostilities. 
No one expects all to be accounted for, but 
the lessons of Vietnam strongly suggest that 
premature actions were taken. The cost of 
pay and allowances to the family is insignifi- 
cant when compared to other daily expendi- 
tures of the U.S. government. 

I assure you that Senator John McCain 
does not speak for the families of the non re- 
turned nor for the majority of the returned 
POWs. As I recall, Senator McCain was the 
leading advocate of normalization with Viet- 
nam, a move strongly opposed by many 
former POWs and many veterans’ groups. To 
let McCain solely influence decisions con- 
cerning the Missing Persons Act“ is a dis- 
credit to the suffering families and con- 
cerned POWs. 

Sincerely, 
THEODORE W. Guy, 
Col. (Ret) USAF, 
Former POW 68-73. 
SYRACUSE, NY, 
September 11, 1995. 
Hon. DAN COATS, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR COATS: As the sister of a 
Marine missing from the Vietnam war, I im- 
plore you to support the House version of 
The Missing Service Personnel Act of 1995. 
Any change from the language of the House 
version of this Bill would be yet another ob- 
stacle on the path to truth and/or closure for 
the families of our nations missing heroes 
and abandonment of our loved ones by this 
government once again. 

Sir, no one, not the President, DOD, the 
Service Casualty Offices, nor the people sup- 
posedly responsible for accounting for our 
missing, ever seem to listen to the voices 
that have been screaming for help in unrav- 
eling the mystery of this travesty for so 
many long, long years. What has happened to 
my brother and subsequently, to his family, 
is a horror story that at times seems unbe- 
lievable even to me. I have lost faith in so 
many things that I held sacred and dear, my 
President, my party, my confidence in the 
honor and honesty of my elected officials. It 
appears that one of the first Orders of THE 
NEW WORLD is to wipe the slates clean 
without any real accounting, and to never, 
never use the words POW/MIA again. 

Please, I beg you, don’t let yourself be in- 
fluenced by those who have their own agenda 
and who believe that money and the love of 
money are more important than my brother. 
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My brother Kenny was left behind in 1967, 
please don't allow them to leave him behind 
again. We, the families of the missing, need 
this legislation as it is written by the House. 
If you could walk in our shoes for even one 
day, maybe you would understand why it is 
so important. My last attempt at getting an- 
swers from our government resulted in their 
telling me it would cost me $3,147.00 to proc- 
ess my FOIA request. Our government lost 
my brother, yet they want me to pay to find 
out how and why! 


Please do not let the language of this bill 
be changed in any way? 
Sincerely, 
PAT PLUMADORE. 


THE NEW YORK TIMES, 
July 12, 1995. 

It may be that many Republican primary 
voters, a more conservative subset of the 
more conservative party, are more opposed 
to Mr. Clinton’s action than are Americans 
as a whole. Mr. Dole's stance may play well 
with them. 


But the steps along this road that Mr. 
Bush and Mr. Clinton took earlier, including 
the lifting last year of a 19-year embargo on 
trade with Vietnam, failed to produce the 
groundswell of protest that the die-hards 
predicted. And Vietnam is now clearly a land 
of opportunities, which will inevitably draw 
much more American investment and many 
more visits by American tourists. 


As a web of everyday political and eco- 
nomic links grows between the United States 
and Vietnam, as more and more Americans 
come to know Vietnam at peace, the old pas- 
sions, already nearly spent for most Ameri- 
cans, will seem increasingly irrelevant. Nor- 
mality is the enemy of grudges and hatreds. 


At any rate, the deed is done. Congres- 
sional threats to withhold money for an 
American embassy in Hanoi are likely to 
come to nothing. Mr. Clinton acted just as 
the question of full diplomatic ties was be- 
ginning to be sucked into the vortex of the 
1996 campaign. He could not have waited 
much longer, and by moving now, he may 
benefit from looking resolute on a tough 
issue. 


Reminiscing this morning with a reporter 
he has known since the days of air raids over 
Hanoi and ground combat in the Central 
Highlands, Senator McCain commented that 
he was determined that his generation not 
leave a legacy of anger and vindictiveness. 


“I got over the war about 45 minutes after 
the plane bringing me home took off from 
Hanoi,” he said. But not everyone feels that 
way. Some people hate me for backing this, 
call me the Manchurian Candidate, say I'm a 
collaborator, the most awful stuff. There will 
always be people like that, but fewer and 
fewer. Not many people talk about the dirty 
Japs anymore.“ 


MARINE CORPS LEAGUE, 
September 18, 1995. 
Hon. ROBERT DOLE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 


DEAR SENATOR DOLE: Why haven't you used 
your powerful position as Senate Majority 
Leader to push the House of Representatives 
language of the Missing Service Personnel 
Act of 1995? 


We support the House language of the 
Missing Service Personnel Act of 1995. 
Semper Fidelis, 
WAYNE R. SILL, 
Nat'l Chairman, POW/MIA Committee. 
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VIETNAM VETERANS OF AMERICA, INC., 
Washington, DC, Sept. 14, 1995. 
Hon. BoB DORNAN, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE DORNAN: Vietnam 
Veterans of America (VVA) urges you to pre- 
serve the House-passed provisions derived 
from the Missing Service Personnel Act 
(Section 563) as the conference committee 
deliberates the Defense Authorization Bill 
(HR 1530). The House-passed provisions are 
preferable, as they provide enhanced protec- 
tion for families of service personnel listed 
as Missing-In-Action (MIA). 


The Missing Service Personnel Act is a 
critical piece of legislation for MIA families 
because it would spell out in law a procedure 
for handling the very delicate question of 
how and when a member of the Armed 
Forces considered missing-in-action can be 
declared legally dead. VVA believes this leg- 
islation will correct mistakes realized in 
past wars. Most importantly, families would 
know what to expect and would be spared 
years of turmoil and pain. 


VVA greatly appreciates your strong sup- 
port for this legislation in the past, and 
urges you to maintain the House-passed lan- 
guage in the Defense Authorization con- 
ference report. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES L. BRAZEE, Jr., 
President. 


KOREAN/COLD WAR FAMILY 
ASSOCIATION OF THE MISSING, 
Coppell, TX, Sept. 18, 1995. 
Representative ROBERT DORNAN. 


DEAR бін: The families of the POW/MIA's 
from the Korean War (8,177) and the Cold 
War (139) sincerely request your assistance 
in passing the SB 256 in its original language 
which was very similar to that of the HR 945. 
It has come to our attention that Senator 
McCain and possibly others on the review 
committee are attempting to water down” 
this bill. It is the view of the Families that 
this bill has already been “watered down“ in 
excess. 


We, the Families of the Missing, have been 
battling the bureaucracy for over 40 years, 
just trying to get the truth as to what hap- 
pened to our loved ones. We have been 
shunned, hung-up on, ignored, called crazy 
and generally demeaned for requesting infor- 
mation to which we are entitled. 


Most importantly, the Prisoners of War 
and the Missing in Action are denied their 
civil rights under the old Missing Service 
Personnel Law. This law was intended to fi- 
nancially assist the Families of the Missing. 
We did not know that this law would be used 
to “write off’ the Missing. Even though the 
HR 945 is not nearly strong enough, it does 
give the Families some recourse when the 
government FAILS to do its duty by these 
Missing Service Personnel. 


There have been letters written by Gen- 
erals and Department of Defense personnel 
saying this new bill would put undue burden 
on them to account for their troops. If this is 
their attitude, God help the men and women 
they send into battle because their leaders 
certainly will not. 


We would like to hear your response to our 
request. 
Most sincerely, 
PAT WILSON DUNTON, 
President/Founding Director. 


NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF FAMILIES, 
Bellevue, WA, Sept. 19, 1995. 
Re U.S. House of Representatives’ Version of 
the “Missing Service Personnel Act of 
1995” 
(Attention: Мг. Duke Short.) 
Hon. STROM THURMOND, 
Chairman, Armed Services Committee, 
Washington, DC 

DEAR SENATOR THURMOND: The more than 
10,000 members of the National Alliance of 
Families categorically support the above 
“House version” of this legislation which 
will make great strides in correcting the er- 
rors of the past and prevent a repeat of those 
errors during future conflicts. 

Specifically, we endorse the provisions 
which call for board review at three year in- 
tervals, access to information for imme- 
diate” family members, judicial review and 
retroactivity. 

Many, including ranking military officers, 
are attempting to water down this relevant 
legislation claiming “reopening and manda- 
tory review of cases from the past.. . will 
only cause great emotional and financial 
strain on the families involved.” NAF mem- 
bership glaringly resents the condescending 
and patronizing attitude of the Pentagon. 
Our family members wish the right to choose 
for themselves; if they will or will not avail 
themselves of those provisions cited in the 
“House version“ of the “MSPA 1995”. For 
too many years, the U.S. Defense Depart- 
ment has been allowed to act“ on behalf of 
the families, choosing what information was 
or was not submitted to the families for re- 
view. Due to research in the National Ar- 
chives and the Library of Congress, many of 
our family members are only now, after 
twenty to forty years after the fact, able to 
view records and documents relating to their 
loved ones’ cases which were not and have 
not been provided to them via the military 
casualty offices. 

The families are quite capable of acting 
and speaking in their own behalf. We resent 
any attempt by those in the military to por- 
tray the families as emotionally fragile, in 
need of their protection. Our Family mem- 
bers do not need protection. They need the 
truth. 

In the opinion of our membership, the 
“House version” of the “Missing Service Per- 
sonnel Act of 1995” is the single most impor- 
tant POW/MIA Legislation to come before 
the U.S. Senate in years. The POW/MIA 
Families are tired of being lied to, chided, 
and patronized by an uncaring Executive and 
Legislative Branch of the U.S. Government. 
It is time that a truly meaningful piece of 
legislation is passed to protect America’s 
fighting men and women. The old unwritten 
attitude of “just don’t get captured“ is not 
acceptable! Our service personnel and their 
families deserve protection under the law. 
That protection will come with the passage 
of this law as is. 

Sincerely, 
DOLORES APODACA ALFOND, 
National Chairperson. 


VETERANS OF THE VIETNAM WAR, INC., 
Dallastown, PA, Sept. 19, 1995. 

Congressman STEVE BUYER, 
Attention: Myrna Dugan 

DEAR MYRNA DUGAN: As National POW/ 
MIA Program Director for the Veterans of 
the Vietnam War, Inc., we need the Con- 
gressman to back Congressman Gilman’s 
language of the House version of H.R. 945 so 
that we have the strongest language possible 
to protect our American servicemen and 
women. We strongly urge the Congressman 
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to pass H.R. 945 ““Тһе Missing Service Per- 
sonnel Act of 1995”, We need this bill passed 
so that the families of our POW/MIA’s won’t 
ever have to endure the suffering that the 
Vietnam families have had to and continue 
to endure. 

We as Veterans of the Vietnam War, Inc. 
want to guarantee that our present and our 
future American servicemen and women 
have the best chance of being returned home 
to their loved ones. That’s why we strongly 
urger Congressman Buyer to pass this very 
important bill. Thank you for your help and 
time on this urgent matter. I would greatly 
appreciate a response to this letter on the 
Congressman’s feelings on this matter. 

MICHAEL T. BREIGHNER, 
National POW/MIA Program Director. 


DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS, 
Washington, DC, September 20, 1995. 

Hon. STROM THURMOND, 

Chairman, Senate Committee on Armed Services, 
Russell Senate Office Building, Washington, 
рс. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN THURMOND: As National 
Commander of the more than one million 
members of the Disabled American Veterans 
(DAV) and its Auxiliary, Iam writing you to 
express our concern regarding attempts to 
erode the effectiveness of the provisions of 
the Missing Service Personnel Act, section 
563 of H.R. 1530, the Fiscal Year 1996 Defense 
Authorization Act. 

The DAV supports the House language in 
the Missing Service Personnel Act because of 
the additional safeguards contained in the 
House version. The key provisions include: 
legal counsel for the missing person, access 
to information by immediate family mem- 
bers of the missing person, the availability 
of judicial review, and the retroactive provi- 
sion of this legislation. We believe that these 
are important provisions; however, these 
provisions are missing from the Senate ver- 
sion. 

As this measure is being considered in con- 
ference, I would urge you, in your leadership 
position, to encourage your colleagues to 
support the inclusion of these key provisions 
in the final version of the Defense Authoriza- 
tion Act. Otherwise, it is DAV’s position 
that this legislation would be seriously 
flawed. 

Thank you for your continued support. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS A. МСМАВТЕН8 ІП, 
National Commander. 


THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
Washington, DC, September 11, 1995. 

Hon. DANIEL R. COATS, 

Chairman, Senate Armed Services Subcommittee 
on Personnel, Russell Building, Washing- 
ton, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR COATS: The American Le- 
gion urges you in the strongest possible 
terms to support Section 563, H.R. 1530, the 
House version of the Missing Persons Act of 
1995. In particular, there are four features of 
the bill we are interested in: board review at 
three year intervals; access to information 
for immediate family members; judicial re- 
view; and retroactivity. Senator Robert Dole 
has expressed his support of the House ver- 
sion of the Missing Persons Act in a written 
statement for the Congressional Record on 
September 5. We have worked very closely 
with Senator Dole on this issue for some 
time. 

The House version of the Missing Persons 
Act will provide family members the ability 
to review records on which the Pentagon has 
kept close hold but that family members 
have the right to see. 
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The American Legion takes this issue very 
seriously and regards ifs passage as ex- 
tremely important. This measure directly 
and substantially supports ongoing efforts to 
obtain information about missing American 
servicemen. Section 563, H.R. 1530 will pro- 
vide an equitable basis for making status de- 
terminations on missing personnel not only 
from past wars, but also future conflicts. 


Sincerely, 
JOHN F. SOMMER, JR., 
Executive Director. 
September 12, 1995. 
Senator TRENT LOTT, 


U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LOTT: As the sister of Maj. 
Robert F. Coady, USAF, lost in Laos whose 
family believed the Air Force when they told 
us that we would be the first to know if there 
was information on Maj. Coady. Our first 
knowledge of information came 22 years 
after my brother's shoot down, when I re- 
quested to see my brother's file. І was 
amazed to find declassified documents that 
were 19 and 22 years old. I worked with Sen- 
ators Shelby, Heflin, Mack and Johnson who 
wrote letters on my behalf. The Air Force 
told the Senators that I had all the informa- 
tion. I was given an opportunity to view my 
brother's file (after being told there was по 
more information) only to find new informa- 
tion. 

We all remember what the Cold War fami- 
lies were told and the family from TN whose 
son was killed in the Gulf War by friendly 
fire. Along with what has happened in my 
family’s case are disgraceful examples that 
explain the importance of the House version 
(H.R. 945) of the Missing Service Personnel 
Act. 

Our country was founded on checks and 
balances. The House version (H. R. 945) of the 
Missing Service Personnel Act is our check 
and balance for family members that should 
not be taken away from us. 

As a United States Senator, please protect 
our right to reopen and have a mandatory re- 
view as this is the only check and balance we 
have left. 

Sincerely, 
JUDITH COADY RAINEY. 


———— 0 


CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1977, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO- 
PRIATIONS ACT, 1996 


Mr. REGULA submitted the follow- 
ing conference report and statement on 
the bill (H.R. 1977) making appropria- 
tions for the Department of the Inte- 
rior and related agencies for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1996, and for 
other purposes: 


CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 104-259) 

The Committee of Conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
1977) making appropriations for the Depart- 
ment of the Interior and related agencies, for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, and 
for other purposes,” having met, after full 
and free conference, have agreed to rec- 
ommend and do recommend to their respec- 
tive Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 4, 21, 24, 26, 40, 54, 57, 67, 77, 
83, 85, 94, 99, 100, 105, 107, 111, 117, 118, 123, 136, 
138, 147, 148, 155, 163, 166, 171, 172, and 173, and 
agree to the same. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate num- 
bered 10, 11, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 28, 32, 34, 


September 21, 1995 


36, 38, 45, 46, 48, 50, 51, 52, 56, 59, 61, 62, 66, 71, 
72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 78, 80, 81, 82, 86, 87, 88, 93, 96, 
97, 102, 103, 106, 109, 113, 121, 124, 126, 127, 128, 
129, 130, 131, 133, 134, 137, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 
144, 145, 149, 150, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161, and 162, 
and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 1, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment insert the following: , 
and assessment of mineral potential of public 
lands pursuant to P.L. 96-487 (16 U.S.C. 3150 
(a)), $568,062,000; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 2: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 2, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Restore the matter stricken by said 
amendment, amended as follows: 

After the first comma in said amendment 
insert: of which $2,000,000 shall be available for 
assessment of the mineral potential of public 
lands in Alaska pursuant to section 1010 of P.L. 
96-487 (16 U.S.C. 3150), and; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 3: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 3, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows; 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $568,062,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 5: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 5, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $3,115,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 6: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 6, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $101,500,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 7: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 7, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $12,800,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment number 8: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 8, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $93,379,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 9: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 9, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment insert the following: 
$497,943,000, to remain available for obligation 
until September 30, 1997, ; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 12: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 12, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 
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In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $37,655,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 14: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 14, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $36,900,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 22: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 22, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In Heu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert: :Provided further, That the 
Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service may 
charge reasonable fees for егрепѕеѕ to the Fed- 
eral Government for providing training by the 
National Education and Training Center: Pro- 
vided further, That all training fees collected 
shall be available to the Director, until ez- 
pended, without further appropriation, to be 
used for the costs of training and education pro- 
vided by the National Education and Training 
Center ; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 23: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 23, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Retain the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment amended as follows: 

Following “Public Law 88-567,” insert: if 
for any reason the Secretary disapproves for use 
in 1996 or does not finally approve for use in 
1996 any pesticide or chemical which was ap- 
proved for use in 1995 or had been requested for 
use in 1996 by the submission of a pesticide use 
proposal as of September 19, 1995, ; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 25: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 25, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $1,083,151,000 ; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 27: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 27, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $37,649,000 ; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 29: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 29, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $36,212,000 ; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 30: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 30, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $143,225,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 31: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 31, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum stricken and inserted by 
said amendment insert the following: 
$4,500,000 of the funds provided herein; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 
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Amendment numbered 33: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 33, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $49,100,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 35: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 35, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert: : Provided, That any funds 
made available for the purpose of acquisition of 
the Elwha and Glines dams shall be used solely 
for acquisition, and shall not be expended until 
the full purchase amount has been appropriated 
by the Congress; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 37: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 37, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert: None of the funds in this 
Act may be spent by the National Park Service 
for activities taken in direct response to the 
United Nations Biodiversity Convention. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 39: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 39, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert: 

The National Park Service shall, within егіѕі- 
ing funds, conduct a Feasibility Study for a 
northern access route into Denali National Park 
and preserve in Alaska, to be completed within 
one year of the enactment of this Act and sub- 
mitted to the House and Senate Committees on 
Appropriations and to the Senate Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources and the House 
Committee on Resources. The Feasibility Study 
shall ensure that resource impacts from any 
plan to create such access route are evaluated 
with accurate information and according to a 
process that takes into consideration park val- 
ues, visitor needs, a full range of alternatives, 
the viewpoints of all interested parties, includ- 
ing the tourism industry and the State of Alas- 
ka, and potential needs for compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act. The Study 
shall also address the time required for develop- 
ment of alternatives and identify all associated 


costs. 

This Feasibility Study shall be conducted sole- 
ly by the National Park Service planning per- 
sonnel permanently assigned to National Park 
Service offices located in the State of Alaska in 
consultation with the State of Alaska Depart- 
ment of Transportation. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 41; 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 41, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment insert the following: and 
to conduct inquiries into the economic condi- 
tions affecting mining and materials processing 
industries (30 U.S.C. 3, 21а, and 1603; 50 U.S.C. 
989(1)) and related purposes as authorized by 
law and to publish and disseminate data; 
$730,503,000; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 42: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 42, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 
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Restore the matter stricken by said 
amendment amended to read as follows: , and 
of which $137,000,000 for resource research and 
the operations of Cooperative Research Units 
shall remain available until September 30, 1997, 
and of which $16,000,000 shall remain available 
until erpended for conducting inquiries into the 
economic conditions affecting mining and mate- 
rials processing industries; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 43: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 43, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Restore the matter stricken by said 
amendment amended to read as follows: 
:Provided further, That funds available herein 
for resource research may be used for the pur- 
chase of not to erceed 61 passenger motor vehi- 
cles, of which 55 are for replacement only: Pro- 
vided further, That none of the funds available 
under this head for resource research shall be 
used to conduct new surveys on private prop- 
erty, including new aerial surveys for the des- 
ignation of habitat under the Endangered Spe- 
cies Act, except when it is made known to the 
Federal official having authority to obligate or 
expend such funds that the survey or research 
has been requested and authorized in writing by 
the property owner or the owner's authorized 
representative: Provided further, That none of 
the funds provided herein for resource research 
may be used to administer a volunteer program 
when it is made known to the Federal official 
having authority to obligate or erpend such 
funds that the volunteers are not properly 
trained or that information gathered by the vol- 
unteers is not carefully verified: Provided fur- 
ther, That no later than April 1, 1996, the Direc- 
tor of the United States Geological Survey shall 
issue agency guidelines for resource research 
that ensure that scientific and technical peer re- 
view is utilized as fully as possible in selection 
of projects for funding and ensure the validity 
and reliability of research and data collection 
on Federal lands: Provided further, That no 
funds are available for resource research may be 
used for any activity that was not authorized 
prior to the establishment of the National Bio- 
logical Survey: Provided further, That once 
every five years the National Academy of 
Sciences shall review and report on the resource 
research activities of the Survey: Provided fur- 
ther, That if specific authorizing legislation is 
enacted during or before the start of fiscal year 
1996, the resource research component of the 
Survey should comply with the provisions of 
that legislation: Provided further, That unobli- 
gated and unerpended balances in the National 
Biological Survey, Research, inventories and 
surveys account at the end of fiscal year 1995, 
Shall be merged with and made a part of the 
United States Geological Survey, Surveys, inves- 
tigations, and research account and shall re- 
main available for obligation until September 30, 
1996: Provided further, That the authority 
granted to the United States Bureau of Mines to 
conduct mineral surveys and to determine min- 
eral values by section 603 of Public law 94-579 is 
hereby transferred to, and vested in, the Direc- 
tor of the United States Geological Survey; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 44: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 44, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $182,994,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 47: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
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bered 47, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment insert the following: 

For expenses necessary for, and incidental to, 
the closure of the United States Bureau of 
Mines, $64,000,000, to remain available until er- 
pended, of which not to erceed $5,000,000 may be 
used for the completion and/or transfer of cer- 
tain ongoing projects within the United States 
Bureau of Mines, such projects to be identified 
by the Secretary of the Interior within 90 days 
of enactment of this Act: Provided, That there 
hereby are transferred to, and vested in, the 
Secretary of Energy: (1) the functions pertain- 
ing to the promotion of health and safety in 
mines and the mineral industry through re- 
search vested by law in the Secretary of the In- 
terior or the United States Bureau of Mines and 
performed in fiscal year 1995 by the United 
States Bureau of Mines at its Pittsburgh Re- 
search Center in Pennsylvania, and at its Spo- 
kane Research Center in Washington; (2) the 
functions pertaining to the conduct of inquiries, 
technological investigations and research con- 
cerning the extraction, processing, use and dis- 
posal of mineral substances vested by law in the 
Secretary of the Interior or the United States 
Bureau of Mines and performed in fiscal year 
1995 by the United States Bureau of Mines 
under the minerals and materials science pro- 
grams at its Pittsburgh Research Center in 
Pennsylvania, and at its Albany Research Cen- 
ter in Oregon; and (3) the functions pertaining 
to mineral reclamation industries and the devel- 
opment of methods for the disposal, control, pre- 
vention, and reclamation of mineral waste prod- 
ucts vested by law in the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior or the United States Bureau of Mines and 
performed in fiscal year 1995 by the United 
States Bureau of Mines at its Pittsburgh Re- 
search Center in Pennsylvania: Provided fur- 
ther, That, if any of the same functions were 
performed in fiscal year 1995 at locations other 
than those listed above, such functions shall not 
be transferred to the Secretary of Energy from 
those other locations: Provided further, That 
the Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget, in consultation with the Secretary of 
Energy and the Secretary of the Interior, is au- 
thorized to make such determinations as may be 
necessary with regard to the transfer of func- 
tions which relate to or are used by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, or component thereof af- 
fected by this transfer of functions, and to make 
such dispositions of personnel, facilities, assets, 
liabilities, contracts, property, records, and un- 
expended balances of appropriations, authoriza- 
tions, allocations, and other funds held, used, 
arising from, available to or to be made avail- 
able in connection with, the functions trans- 
ferred herein as are deemed necessary to accom- 
plish the purposes of this transfer: Provided fur- 
ther, That all reductions in personnel com- 
plements resulting from the provisions of this 
Act shall, as to the functions transferred to the 
Secretary of Energy, be done by the Secretary of 
the Interior as though these transfers had not 
taken place but had been required of the De- 
partment of the Interior by all other provisions 
of this Act before the transfers of function be- 
come effective: Provided further, That the trans- 
fers of function to the Secretary of Energy shall 
become effective on the date specified by the Di- 
rector of the Office of Management and Budget, 
but in no event later than 90 days after enact- 
ment into law of this Act: Provided further, 
That the reference to “function” includes, but 
is not limited to, any duty, obligation, power, 
authority, responsibility, right, privilege, and 
activity, or the plural thereof, as the case may 
be; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 49: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 


September 21, 1995 


bered 49, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $173,887,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 53: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 53, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment insert the following: 
$1,359,434,000; and the Senate agree to the 
зате. 

Amendment numbered 55: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 55, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment insert the following: 
$100,255,000 shall be for welfare assistance 
grants and not to exceed $104,626,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 58: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 58, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $68,209,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 60: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 60, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $71,854,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 63: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 63, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Retain the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment amended as follows: 

Before “: Provided further” in said amend- 
ment, insert: , to become effective on July 1, 
1997; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 64: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 64, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $100,833,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 65: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 65, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $80,645,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 68: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 68, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Retain the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment amended as follows: 

In lieu of the sum named in said amend- 
ment insert: $500,000; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 69: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 69, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Retain the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment, amended as follows: 

In lieu of the first sum named in said 
amendment insert: $4,500,000 
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In lieu of the second sum named in said 
amendment insert: $35,914,000 

In lieu of the third sum named in said 
amendment insert: $500,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 70: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 70, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment insert the following: 
$65,188,000, of which (1) $61,661,000 shall be 
available until erpended for technical assist- 
ance, including maintenance assistance, disas- 
ter assistance, insular management controls, 
and brown tree snake control and research; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 79: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 79, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Retain the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment, amended as follows: 

In lieu of “October 1, 1995” named in said 
amendment insert: March 1, 1996; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 84: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 84, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Restore the number stricken by said 
amendment, amended to read as follows: 

Sec. 108. Prior to the transfer of Presidio 
properties to the Presidio Trust, when author- 
ized, the Secretary may not obligate in any cal- 
endar month more than h of the fiscal year 
1996 appropriation for operation of the Presidio: 
Provided, That this section shall егріте on De- 
cember 31, 1995. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 89: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 89, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert: 

$ЕС. 118. Section 4(b) of Public Law 94-241 (90 
Stat. 263) as added by section 10 of Public Law 
99-396 is amended by deleting ‘‘until Congress 
otherwise provides by law. and inserting in 
lieu thereof: “етсері that, for fiscal years 1996 
through 2002, payments to the Commonwealth of 
the Northern Mariana Islands pursuant to the 
multi-year funding agreements contemplated 
under the Covenant shall be $11,000,000 annu- 
ally, subject to an equal local match and all 
other requirements set forth in the Agreement of 
the Special Representatives on Future Federal 
Financial Assistance of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, executed on December 17, 1992 between 
the special representative of the President of the 
United States and special representatives of the 
Governor of the Northern Marina Islands with 
any additional amounts otherwise made avail- 
able under this section in any fiscal year and 
not required to meet the schedule of payments in 
this subsection to be provided as set forth in 
subsection (c) until Congress otherwise provides 
by law. 

“(с) The additional amounts referred to іп 
subsection (b) shall be made available to the 
Secretary for obligation as follows: 

“(1) for fiscal years 1996 through 2001, 
$4,580,000 annually for capital infrastructure 
projects as Impact Aid for Guam under section 
104(c)(6) Public Law 99-239; 

“(2) for fiscal year 1996, $7,700,000 shall be 
provided for capital infrastructure projects in 
American Samoa; $4,420,000 for resettlement of 
Rongelap Atoll; ana 
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“(3) for fiscal years 1997 and thereafter, all 
such amounts shall be available solely for cap- 
ital infrastructure projects in Guam, the Virgin 
Islands, American Samoa, the Commonweaith of 
the Northern Mariana Islands, the Republic of 
Palau, the Federated States of Micronesia and 
the Republic of the Marshall Islands: Provided, 
That, in fiscal year 1997, $3,000,000 of such 
amounts shall be made available to the College 
of the Northern Marianas and beginning in fis- 
cal year 1997, and in each year thereafter, not 
to exceed $3,000,000 may be allocated, as pro- 
vided in appropriations Acts, to the Secretary of 
the Interior for use by Federal agencies or the 
Commonwealth of Northern Mariana Islands to 
address immigration, labor, and law enforce- 
ment issues in the Northern Mariana Islands. 
The specific projects to be funded in American 
Samoa shall be set forth in a five-year plan for 
infrastructure assistance developed by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior in consultation with the 
American Samoa Government and updated an- 
nually and submitted to the Congress concur- 
rent with the budget justifications for the De- 
partment of the Interior. In developing budget 
recommendations for capital infrastructure 
funding, the Secretary shall indicate the highest 
priority projects, consider the extent to which 
particular projects are part of an overall master 
plan, whether such project has been reviewed by 
the Corps of Engineers and any recommenda- 
tions made as a result of such review, the extent 
to which a set-aside for maintenance would en- 
hance the life of the project, the degree to which 
a local cost-share requirement would be consist- 
ent with local economic and fiscal capabilities, 
and may propose an incremental set-aside, not 
to exceed $2,000,000 per year, to remain available 
without fiscal year limitation, as an emergency 
fund in the event of natural or other disasters 
to supplement other assistance in the repair, re- 
placement, or hardening of essential facilities: 
Provided further, That the cumulative amount 
set aside for such emergency fund may not er- 
ceed $10,000,000 at any time. , 

“(а) Within the amounts allocated for infra- 
structure pursuant to this section, and subject 
to the specific allocations made in subsection 
(c), additional contributions may be made, as set 
forth in appropriations Acts, to assist in the re- 
settlement of Rongelap Atoll: Provided, That the 
total of all contributions from any Federal 
source after enactment of this Act may not er- 
ceed $32,000,000 and shall be contingent upon an 
agreement, satisfactory to the President, that 
such contributions are a full and final settle- 
ment of all obligations of the United States to 
assist in the resettlement of Rongelap Atoll and 
that such funds will be expended solely on reset- 
tlement activities and will be properly audited 
and accounted for. In order to provide such con- 
tributions in a timely manner, each Federal 
agency providing assistance or services, or con- 
ducting activities, in the Republic of the Mar- 
shall Islands, is authorized to make funds avail- 
able through the Secretary of the Interior, to as- 
sist in the resettlement of Rongelap. Nothing in 
this subsection shall be construed to limit the 
provision of ex gratia assistance pursuant to 
section 105(с)(2) of the Compact of Free Associa- 
tion Act of 1985 (Public Law 99-239, 99 Stat. 
1770, 1792) including for individuals choosing 
not to resettle at Rongelap, except that no such 
assistance for such individuals may be provided 
until the Secretary notifies the Congress that 
the full amount of all funds necessary for reset- 
tlement at Rongelap has been provided. 


And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 90: 


That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 90, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 
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In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $178,000,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 91: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 91, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment insert the following: 
$136,794,000, to remain available until erpended, 
as authorized by law; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 92: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 92, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $1,256,253,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 95: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 95, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $163,500,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 98: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 98, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $41,200,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 101: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 101, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Retain the matter proposed by said amend- 
ment amended as follows: 

Following Forest Service,” in said 
amendment insert: other than the relocation of 
the Regional Office for Region 5 of the Forest 
Service from San Francisco to excess military 
property at Mare Island, Vallejo, California. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 104: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 104, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert: 

Any funds available to the Forest Service may 
be used for retrofitting Mare Island facilities to 
accommodate the relocation: Provided, That 
funds for the move must come from funds other- 
wise available to Region 5: Provided further, 
That any funds to be provided for such purposes 
shall only be available upon approval of the 
House and Senate Committees on Appropria- 
tions. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 108: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 108, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
for the duration of fiscal year 1996 none of the 
funds provided in this or any other appropria- 
tions Act may be used in the Tongass National 
Forest except to implement the Preferred Alter- 
native P in the Tongass Land and Resource 
Management Plan and Final Environmental Im- 
pact Statement (dated October 1992) as selected 
in the Record of Decision Review Draft #3-2/93 
(hereinafter referred to as “Alternative P”) 
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which shall be deemed sufficient to satisfy all 
requirements of applicable law: Provided, That 
the Forest Service may amend the plan during 
fiscal year 1996 only to the extent necessary to 
accommodate commercial tourism if an agree- 
ment is signed between the Forest Service and 
the Alaska Visitors’ Association: Provided fur- 
ther, That the Secretary shall continue the cur- 
rent Tongass land management planning proc- 
ess, and may replace or modify Alternative P 
with the selected alternative of а revised 
Tongass Land Management Plan (TLM!) 
which shall, to the maximum extent practical, 
contain at least the number of acres of suitable, 
available timber lands and suitable, scheduled 
timber lands identified in Alternative P: Pro- 
vided further, That if the Forest Service fails to 
complete work on a revised TLMP during fiscal 
year 1996, Alternative P shall remain in effect 
until such time as a revised plan is completed in 
accordance with this section and is in effect: 
Provided further, That hereinafter, notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, any timber 
sale or offering that was prepared for accept- 
ance, or was awarded to a purchaser after De- 
cember 31, 1988, which has been the subject of 
an Environmental Impact Statement under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (“МЕРА”) 
and a review under section 810 of the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation Act 
(“АМІПСА”), and was subsequently offered or 
awarded to a different purchaser or offeree shall 
not be subject to additional analysis under 
NEPA or ANILCA through any action of the 
Federal government or by order of any court of 
law if the Forest Service determines in a Supple- 
mental Evaluation that no such analysis is nec- 
essary: Provided further, That section 502 of 
P.L. 104-19 shall be deemed permanent law. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 110: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 110, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum stricken and inserted by 
said amendment insert: and for promoting 
health and safety in mines and the mineral in- 
dustry through research (30 U.S.C. 3, 861(b), 
and 951(а)), for conducting inquiries, techno- 
logical investigations and research concerning 
the extraction, processing, use, and disposal of 
mineral substances without objectionable social 
and environmental costs (30 U.S.C. 3, 1602, and 
1603), and for the development of methods for 
the disposal, control, prevention, and reclama- 
tion of waste products in the mining, minerals, 
metal, and mineral reclamation industries (30 
U.S.C. 3 and 21a), $417,169,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 112: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 112, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $149,028,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 114: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 114, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $553,293,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 115: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 115, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $140,696,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 
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Amendment numbered 116: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 116, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $114,196,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 119: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 119, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $72,266,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 120: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 120, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $1,722,842,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 122: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 122, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $238,958,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 125: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 125, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: 3308, 168.000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 132: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 132, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $6,442,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 135: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 135, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: $5,840,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 146: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 146, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of matter proposed by said amend- 
ment insert: 

PUBLIC DEVELOPMENT 

Funds made available under this heading in 
prior years shall be available for operating and 
administrative expenses and for the orderly clo- 
sure of the Corporation, as well as operating 
and administrative erpenses for the functions 
transferred to the General Services Administra- 
tion. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 151: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 151, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Restore the matter stricken by said 
amendment, amended as follows: 

In lieu of Subsection (g) insert the follow- 
ing: 

(g) Section 3(b) of the Pennsylvania Avenue 
Development Corporation Act of 1972 (40 U.S.C. 
872(b)) is amended as follows: 
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“(b) The Corporation shall be dissolved on or 
before April 1, 1996. Upon dissolution, assets, 
obligations, indebtedness, and all unobligated 
and unerpended balances of the Corporation 
shall be transferred in accordance with the De- 
partment of the Interior and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 1996."’. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 152: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 152, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment insert the following: 

SEC. 314. (a) Except as provided in subsection 
(b), no part of any appropriation contained in 
this Act or any other Act shall be obligated or 
expended for the operation or implementation of 
the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Manage- 
ment Project (hereinafter “Рто)есі”). 

(b)(1) From the funds appropriated to the For- 
est Service and Bureau of Land Management: a 
sum of $4,000,000 is made available for the Етес- 
utive Steering Committee of the Project to pub- 
lish, and submit to the Committees on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition and Forestry, Appropriations, 
and Energy and Natural Resources of the Sen- 
ate and Committees on Agriculture, Appropria- 
tions, and Resources of the House of Represent- 
atives, by April 30, 1996, an assessment on the 
National Forest System lands and lands admin- 
istered by the Bureau of Land Management 
(hereinafter "Federal lands”) within the area 
encompassed by the Project. The assessment 
shall be accompanied by draft Environmental 
Impact Statements that are not decisional and 
not subject to judicial review, contain a range of 
alternatives, without the identification of a pre- 
ferred alternative or management recommenda- 
tion, and provide a methodology for conducting 
any cumulative effects analysis required by sec- 
tion 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)) in the preparation 
of each amendment to a resource management 
plan pursuant to subsection (c)(2). The Етеси- 
tive Steering Committee shall release the re- 
quired draft Environmental Impact Statements 
for a ninety day public comment period. A sum- 
mary of the public comments received must ac- 
company these documents upon its submission 
to Congress. 

(2) The assessment required by paragraph (1) 
shall contain the scientific information collected 
and analysis undertaken by the Project on 
landscape dynamics and forest and rangeland 
health conditions and the implications of such 
dynamics and conditions for forest and range- 
land management, specifically the management 
of forest and rangeland vegetation structure, 
composition, density and related social and eco- 
nomic effects. 

(3) The assessment and draft Environmental 
Impact Statements required by paragraph (1) 
shall not: contain any material other than that 
required in paragraphs (1) and (2); be the sub- 
ject of consultation or conferencing pursuant to 
section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 
(16 U.S.C. 1536); от be accompanied by any 
record of decision or documentation pursuant to 
section 102(2) of the National Environmental 
Policy Act, except as specified in paragraph (1). 

(c)(1) From the funds appropriated to the For- 
est Service and the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, each Forest Supervisor of the Forest Serv- 
ice and District Manager of the Bureau of Land 
Management with responsibility for a national 
forest or unit of land administered by the Bu- 
reau of Land Management (hereinafter ‘‘for- 
езі”) within the area encompassed by the 
Project hall 

(A) review the resource management plan 
(hereinafter plan) for such forest, the sci- 
entific information and analysis in the report 
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prepared pursuant to subsection (b) which are 
applicable to such plan, and any policy which 
is applicable to such plan upon the date of en- 
actment of this section (whether or not such pol- 
icy has been added to such plan by amendment), 
including any which is, or is intended to be, of 
limited duration, and which the Project address- 
es; and 

(B) based on such review, develop a modifica- 
tion of such policy, от an alternative policy 
which serves the basic purpose of such policy, to 
meet the specific conditions of such forest. 

(2) For each plan reviewed pursuant to para- 
graph (1), the Forest Supervisor or District 
Manager concerned shall prepare and adopt an 
amendment which: contains the modified or al- 
ternative policy developed pursuant to para- 
graph (1)(B); is directed solely to and affects 
only such plan; and addresses the specific con- 
ditions of the forest to which the plan applies 
and the relationship of the modified or alter- 
native policy to such conditions. The Forest Su- 
pervisor or District Manager concerned shall 
consult at a minimum, with the Governor of the 
State, and the Commissioners of the county or 
counties, and affected tribal governments in 
which the forest to which the plan applies is sit- 
uated during the review of the plan required by 
paragraph (1) and the preparation of an amend- 
ment to the plan required by this paragraph. 

(3) То the татітит ertent practicable, each 
amendment prepared pursuant to paragraph (2) 
shall establish site-specific standards in lieu of 
imposing general standards applicable to mul- 
tiple sites. Any amendment which would result 
in any major change in land use allocations 
within the plan or would reduce the likelihood 
of achievement of the goals and objectives of the 
plan (prior to any previous amendment incor- 
porating in the plan any policy referred to in 
paragraph (1)(A)) shall be deemed a significant 
change, pursuant to section 6(f)(4) of the Forest 
and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning 
Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 1604(f)(4)) or section 202 of 
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1712), requiring a significant 
plan amendment or equivalent. 

(4) Each amendment prepared pursuant to 
paragraph (2) shall comply with any applicable 
requirements of section 102(2) of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, except that any cu- 
mulative effects analysis conducted in accord- 
ance with the methodology provided pursuant to 
subsection (b)(1) shall be deemed to meet any re- 
quirement of such Act for such analysis and the 
scoping conducted by the Project prior to the 
date of enactment of this section shail substitute 
for any scoping otherwise required by such Act 
for such amendment, unless at the sole discre- 
tion of the Forest Supervisor or District Man- 
ager additional scoping is deemed necessary. 

(5) The review of each plan required by para- 
graph (1) shall be conducted, and the prepara- 
tion and decision to approve an amendment to 
each plan pursuant to paragraph (2) shall be 
made, by the Forest Supervisor or District Man- 
ager, as the case may be, solely on: the basis of 
the review conducted pursuant to paragraph 
(De, any consultation or conferencing pursu- 
ant to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973 required by paragraph (6), any docu- 
mentation required by section 102(2) of the Na- 
tional Environmental Policy Act, and any appli- 
cable guidance or other policy issued prior to 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(6)(A) Any policy adopted in an amendment 
prepared pursuant to paragraph (2) which is a 
modification of or alternative to a policy re- 
ferred to in paragraph (1)(A) and upon which 
consultation or conferencing has occurred pur- 
suant to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973, shall not again be subject to the con- 
sultation or conferencing provisions of such sec- 
tion 7. 
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(B) If required by such section 7, and not sub- 
ject to subparagraph (A), the Forest Supervisor 
or District Manager concerned shall consult or 
conference separately on each amendment pre- 
pared pursuant to paragraph (2). 

(C) No further consultation, other than the 
consultation specified in subparagraph (B), 
shall be undertaken on the amendments pre- 
pared pursuant to paragraph (2), on any project 
or activity which is consistent with an applica- 
ble amendment, on any policy referred to in 
paragraph (1)(A), or on any portion of any plan 
related to such policy or the species to which 
such policy applies. 

(7) Each amendment prepared pursuant to 
paragraph (2) shall be adopted on or before July 
31, 1996: Provided, That any amendment deemed 
a significant plan amendment, or equivalent, 
pursuant to paragraph (3) shall be adopted on 
or before December 31, 1996. 

(8) No policy referred to in paragraph (1)(A), 
or any provision of a plan or other planning 
document incorporating such policy, shall be ef- 
fective in any forest subject to the Project on or 
after December 31, 1996, or after an amendment 
to the plan which applies to such forest is 
adopted pursuant to the provisions of this sub- 
section, whichever occurs first. 

(9) On the signing of a record of decision or 
equivalent document making an amendment for 
the Clearwater National Forest pursuant to 
paragraph (2) the requirement for revision re- 
ferred to in the Stipulation of Dismissal dated 
September 13, 1993, applicable to the Cleanwater 
National Forest is deemed to be satisfied, and 
the interim management direction provisions 
contained in the Stipulation of Dismissal shall 
be of no further effect with respect to the Clear- 
water National Forest. 

(d) The documents prepared under the au- 
thority of this section shall not be applied or 
used to regulate non-Federal lands. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 153: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 153, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment insert the following: 

SEC. 315. RECREATIONAL FEE DEMONSTRATION 
PROGRAM. 

(a) The Secretary of the Interior (acting 
through the Bureau of Land Management, the 
National Park Service and the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service) and the Secretary of 
Agriculture (acting through the Forest Service) 
shali each implement a fee program to dem- 
onstrate the feasibility of user-generated cost re- 
covery for the operation and maintenance of 
recreation areas or sites and habitat enhance- 
ment projects on Federal lands. 

(b) In carrying out the pilot program estab- 
lished pursuant to this section, the appropriate 
Secretary shall select from areas under the juris- 
diction of each of the four agencies referred to 
in subsection (a) no fewer than 10, but as many 
as 50, areas, sites or projects for fee demonstra- 
tion. For each such demonstration, the Sec- 
retary, notwithstanding any other provision of 
law: 

(1) shall charge and collect fees for admission 
to the area or for the use of outdoor recreation 
sites, facilities, visitor centers, equipment, and 
services by individuals and groups, or any com- 
bination thereof; 

(2) shall establish fees under this section 
based upon a variety of cost recovery and fair 
market valuation methods to provide a broad 
basis for feasibility testing; 

(3) may contract, including provisions for rea- 
sonable commissions, with any public or private 
entity to provide visitor services, including res- 
ervations and information, and may accept serv- 
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ices or volunteers to collect fees charged pursu- 
ant to paragraph (1); 

(4) may encourage private investment and 
partnerships to enhance the delivery of quality 
customer services and resource enhancement, 
and provide appropriate recognition to such 
partners or investors; and 

(5) may assess a fine of not more than $100 for 
any violation of the authority to collect fees for 
admission to the area or for the use of outdoor 
recreation sites, facilities, visitor centers, equip- 
ment, and services. 

(c)(1) Amounts collected at each fee dem- 
onstration area, site or project shall be distrib- 
uted as follows: 

(A) Of the amount in excess of 104% of the 
amount collected in fiscal year 1995, and there- 
after annually adjusted upward by 4%, eighty 
percent to a special account in the Treasury for 
use without further appropriation, by the agen- 
cy which administers the site, to remain avail- 
able for erpenditures in accordance with para- 
graph (2)(А). 

(B) Of the amount in excess of 104% of the 
amount collected in fiscal year 1995, and there- 
after annually adjusted upward by 4%, twenty 
percent to a special account in the Treasury for 
use without further appropriation, by the agen- 
cy which administers the site, to remain avail- 
able for erpenditure in accordance with para- 
graph (2)(B). 

(C) For agencies other than the fish and Wild- 
life Service, up to 15% of current year collec- 
tions of each agency, but not greater than fee 
collection costs for that fiscal year, to remain 
available for erpenditure without further appro- 
priation, in accordance with paragraph (2)(C). 

(D) For agencies other than the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the balance to the special ac- 
count established pursuant to sub-paragraph 
(A) of section 4(1)(1) of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act, as amended. 

(E) For the Fish and Wildlife Service, the bal- 
ance shall be distributed in accordance with sec- 
tion 201(с) of the Emergency Wetlands Re- 
sources Act. 

(2)(А) Expenditures from site specific special 
funds shall be for further activities of the area, 
site or project from which funds are collected, 
and shall be accounted for separately. 

(B) Expenditures from agency specific special 
funds shall be for use on an agency-wide basis 
and shall be accounted for separately. 

(C) Expenditures from the fee collection sup- 
port fund shall be used to cover fee collection 
costs in accordance with section 4(i)(1)(B) of the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, as 
amended: Provided, That funds unerpended 
and unobligated at the end of the fiscal year 
shall not be deposited into the special account 
established pursuant to section 4(i)(1)(A) of said 
Act and shall remain available for expenditure 
without further appropriation. 

(3) In order to increase the quality of the visi- 
tor experience at public recreational areas and 
enhance the protection of resources, amounts 
available for erpenditure under this section may 
only be used for the area, site or project con- 
cerned, for backlogged repair and maintenance 
projects (including projects relating to health 
and safety) and for interpretation, signage, 
habitat or facility enhancement, resource pres- 
ervation, annual operation (including fee collec- 
tion), maintenance, and law enforcement relat- 
ing to public use. The agencywide accounts may 
be used for the same purposes set forth in the 
preceding sentence, but for areas, sites or 
projects selected at the discretion of the respec- 
tive agency head. 

(1)(1) Amounts collected under this section 
shall not be taken into account for the purposes 
of the Act of May 23, 1908 and the Act of March 
1, 1911 (16 U.S.C. 500), the Act of March 4, 1913 
(16 U.S.C. 501), the Act of July 22, 1937 (7 U.S.C. 
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1012), the Act of August 8, 1937 and the Act of 
May 24, 1939 (43 U.S.C. 1181f et seq.), the Act of 
June 14, 1926 (43 U.S.C. 869-4), chapter 69 of 
title 31, United States Code, section 401 of the 
Act of June 15, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 715s), the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (16 
U.S.C. 4601), and any other provision of law re- 
lating to revenue allocation. 

(2) Fees charged pursuant to this section shall 
be in lieu of fees charged under any other provi- 
sion of law. 

(e) The Secretary of the Interior and the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture shall carry out this section 
without promulgating regulations. 

(f) The authority to collect fees under this sec- 
tion shall commence on october 1, 1995, and end 
on September 30, 1998. Funds in accounts estab- 
lished shall remain available through September 
30, 2001. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 154: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 154, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Restore the matter stricken by said 
amendment, amended to read as follows: 

Sec. 316. Section 2001(аХ2) of Public Law 104- 
19 is amended as follows: Strike “September 30, 
1997” and insert in lieu thereof December 31, 
1996". 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 156: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 156, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Restore the matter stricken by said 
amendment, amended to read as follows: 

Sec. 319. GREAT BASIN NATIONAL PARK. 

Section 3 of the Great Basin National Park 
Act of 1986 (16 U.S.C. 410mm-1) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (е) by 
striking “shall” and inserting “тау”; and 

(2) in subsection (f)— 

(A) by striking At the request and inserting 
the following: 

“(1) EXCHANGES.—At the request”; 

(В) by striking "grazing permits” and insert- 
ing “grazing permits and grazing leases”; and 

(С) by adding after Federal lands.” the fol- 
lowing: 

“(2) ACQUISITION BY DONATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may acquire 
by donation valid existing permits and grazing 
leases authorizing grazing on land in the park. 

(B) TERMINATION.—The Secretary shall termi- 
nate a grazing permit or grazing lease acquired 
under subparagraph (A) so as to end grazing 
previously authorized by the permit от lease. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 164: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 164, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the section number named in said 
amendment, insert: 328; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 165: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 165, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the section number named in said 
amendment, insert: 329; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 167: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 167, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the first section number named 
in said amendment, insert: 330; and the Sen- 
ate agree to the same. 
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Amendment numbered 168: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 168, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert the following: 

SEC. 331. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, none of the funds made available to the 
National Endowment for the Arts under this Act 
may be used to promote, disseminate, sponsor or 
produce materials or performances which deni- 
grate the objects or beliefs of the adherents of a 
particular religion. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 169: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 169, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the section number named in said 
amendment, insert: 332; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 170: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate num- 
bered 170, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment insert: 

SEC. 333. For purposes related to the closure of 
the Bureau of Mines, funds made available to 
the United States Geological Survey, the United 
States Bureau of Mines, and the Bureau of 
Land Management shall be available for trans- 
fer, with the approval of the Secretary of the In- 
terior, among the following accounts: United 
States Geological Survey, Surveys, investiga- 
tions, and research; Bureau of Mines, Mines 
and minerals; and Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, Management of lands and resources. The 
Secretary of Energy shall reimburse the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, in an amount to be deter- 
mined by the Director of the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget, for the expenses of the trans- 
ferred functions between October 1, 1995 and the 
effective date of the transfers of function. Such 
transfers shall be subject to the reprogramming 
guidelines of the House and Senate Committees 
on Appropriations. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

RALPH REGULA 
(except amendment 
158), 
JOSEPH M. MCDADE, 
JIM KOLBE, 
JOE SKEEN, 
BARBARA F. VUCANOVICH, 
CHARLES H. TAYLOR, 
GEORGE R. NETHERCUTT, 
Jr., 
JIM BUNN, 
BOB LIVINGSTON, 
NORMAN D. DICKS, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, 
PATRICK LEAHY 
(except amendment 
136, 138, 168, 169) 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 
The managers on the part of the House and 
the Senate at the conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend- 


September 21, 1995 


ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 1977), 
making appropriations for the Department 
of the Interior and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, and for 
other purposes, submit the following joint 
statement to the House and the Senate in ex- 
planation of the effect of the action agreed 
upon by the managers and recommended in 
the accompanying conference report. 

The conference agreement on H.R. 1977 in- 
corporates some of the provisions of both the 
House and the Senate versions of the bill. 
Report language and allocations set forth in 
either House Report 104-173 or Senate Report 
104-125 which are not changed by the con- 
ference are approved by the committee of 
conference. The statement of the managers, 
while repeating some report language for 
emphasis, does not negate the language ref- 
erenced above unless expressly provided 
herein. 

The managers have included funding in 
each of the land acquisition accounts that is 
not earmarked by individual projects. The 
managers direct the Department of the Inte- 
rior and the Forest Service to develop a pro- 
posed distribution of project funding for re- 
view and approval by the House and Senate 
Committees on Appropriations. In develop- 
ing the proposed distributions, the agencies 
are encouraged to give consideration to a 
broader array of projects than was proposed 
in the FY 1996 budget, including but not lim- 
ited to, projects for which capability state- 
ments have been prepared. 

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES 

Amendment No. 1: Appropriates $568,062,000 
for management of lands and resources in- 
stead of $570,017,000 as proposed by the House 
and $563,936,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
The amendment also adds language to trans- 
fer responsibility for mineral assessments in 
Alaska from the Bureau of Mines. 

The net decrease below the House consists 
of decreases of $1,500,000 for wild horse and 
burro management, $500,000 for threatened 
and endangered species, $1,000,000 for recre- 
ation wilderness management, $448,000 for 
recreation resources management, $50,000 for 
coal management, $50,000 for other mineral 
resources, $554,000 for land and realty man- 
agement, $4,000,000 for ALMRS, $500,000 for 
administrative support, and $834,000 for bu- 
reau-wide fixed costs; and increases of 
$4,981,000 for Alaska conveyance, $500,000 for- 
information systems operations and 
$2,000,000 for mineral assessments in Alaska 
formerly funded under the Bureau of Mines. 

Amendment No. 2: Restores House provi- 
sion stricken by the Senate which provides 
$599,999 for the management of the East Mo- 
jave National Scenic Area. The Senate had 
no similar provision. The amendment also 
adds language earmarking $2,000,000 for min- 
eral assessments in Alaska. 

Amendment No. 3: Restates the final ap- 
propriation amount for management of lands 
and resources as $568,062,000 instead of 
$570,017,000 as proposed by the House and 
$563,936,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT 

Amendment No. 4: Appropriates $235,924,000 
for wildland fire management as proposed by 
the House instead of $240,159,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

CONSTRUCTION AND ACCESS 

Amendment No. 5: Appropriates $3,115,000 
for construction and access instead of 
$2,515,000 as proposed by the House and 
$2,615,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
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The ers agree to the following dis- 
tribution of funds: 
шү. әдісін Campground, 

S TE EEES T $584,000 
Byington Campground, ID 290,000 
Ке ae Ranger Sta- 

„ ЕЗ 200,000 
Railroad 1 Flat Коларац, 

5 218,000 
вО Сапуоп, СО ‚000 
James Kipp Campground, 

CFF 345.000 
Datil Well Rec Site recon- 

struction, NM ................. 41,000 
Encampment River Rec 

e AR e 60,000 
Indian Creek Accessibility 

Rehab, МУ ...................... 57,000 
El Camino Real Int’! Herit- 

age Ctr., NM-A&E .......... 500,000 
Flagstaff Hill, OR .............. 600,000 

S 3.115.000 


The managers urge BLM and the non-Fed- 
eral partners to consider during the A&E 
phase of the El Camino Real International 
Heritage Center project the fact that future 
construction funds are likely to be severely 
constrained 

PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES 

Amendment No. 6: Appropriates $101,500,000 
for payments in lieu of taxes instead of 
$111,409,000 as proposed by the House and 
5100,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

LAND ACQUISITION 

Amendment No. 7: Appropriates $12,800,000 
for land acquisition instead of $8,500,000 as 
proposed by the House and $10,550,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. The $12,800,000 includes 
$3,250,000 for acquisition management, 
$1,000,0000 for emergency and inholding pur- 
chases, and $8,550,000 for land purchases. 

Funds provided under this account for land 
purchases are subject to the guidelines iden- 
tified at the front of this statement. 

OREGON AND CALIFORNIA GRANT LANDS 

Amendment No. 8: Appropriates $93,379,000 
for Oregon and California grant lands instead 
of $91,387,000 as proposed by the House and 
$95,364,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The net increase above the House consists 
of a reduction of $900,000 for resources man- 
agement, and increases of $1,115,000 for facili- 
ties maintenance, and $1,777,000 for Jobs-in- 
the-Woods. 

The managers are concerned about the 
many programs in the President’s Forest 
Plan designed to provide assistance to tim- 
ber dependent communities in the Pacific 
Northwest. The managers are disturbed by 
the inability of the agencies involved to pro- 
vide a detailed accounting of funds appro- 
priated in previous fiscal years in the Presi- 
dent’s Forest Plan for the unemployed tim- 
ber worker programs. 

The managers expect the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture to 
prepare a detailed accounting and report of 
the funds appropriated in fiscal year 1995 for 
the President’s Forest plan. The report shall 
include a careful accounting of appropriated 
funding, including: funds appropriated for 
timber production; administrative expenses, 
including the number of Federal employees 
employed to administer the various aspects 
of the President's plan; funds appropriated 
for the various jobs programs under the 
President's plan, including but not limited 
to the Jobs in the Woods program; the num- 
ber of individuals employed by these pro- 
grams; and the average length of employ- 
ment in the various jobs. The managers ex- 
pect the Secretaries to submit the report to 
the Committees no later than March 31, 1996. 
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UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Amendment No. 9: Appropriates $497,943,000 
for resource management instead of 
$497,150,000 as proposed by the House and 
$501,478,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The net increase above the House consists 
of increases of $3,800,000 for cooperative con- 
servation agreements, $750,000 for listing, 
$2,237,000 for habitat conservation, $1,502,000 
for migratory bird management, $600,000 for 
hatchery operations and maintenance, 
$800,000 for fish and wildlife management, 
$478,000 for the National Education and 
Training Center, and $885,000 for vehicle and 
aircraft purchase; and reductions of $500,000 
for recovery, $230,000 for environmental con- 
taminants, $6,542,000 for refuge operations 


and maintenance, and $2,987,000 for 
servicewide administrative support. 
The conference agreement includes 


$3,800,000 for cooperative conservation agree- 
ments with private landowners to institute 
effective management measures that make 
listing unnecessary. The managers intend 
that these funds also be used to implement 
the 4(d) rule which is intended to ease endan- 
gered species land use restrictions on small 
landowners. The managers agree that none 
of the funding for cooperative conservation 
agreements or listing be used in any way to 
conduct activities which would directly sup- 
port listing of species or designating critical 
habitat. 

The managers have included $750,000 under 
the listing program to be used only for 
delisting and downlisting of threatened and 
endangered species in order to ease land use 
restrictions on private and public lands. 

The conference agreement includes a re- 
duction of $200,000 from the gray wolf re- 
introduction program. The managers expect 
the Service to continue the cooperative 
agreement with the Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service to provide assist- 
ance to ranchers experiencing livestock 
losses to wolves. 

The managers agree with the Senate posi- 
tion regarding the continued operation of 
Federal fish hatcheries. However, the fund- 
ing provided for hatcheries in total is below 
last year’s level, so reductions will be nec- 
essary. The managers encourage those non- 
Federal parties that have expressed an inter- 
est in participating in hatchery transfers to 
continue to pursue this option, and the Serv- 
ice should provide the transitional assist- 
ance for such efforts as was contemplated in 
the budget. Within the funds restored for 
hatchery operations and maintenance, 
$500,000 is provided only for maintenance of 
those hatcheries transferred during fiscal 
year 1996. 

The managers reiterate, however, the need 
for the working group proposed by the Sen- 
ate to identify, by March 1, 1996, savings 
from the fisheries program that equal or sur- 
pass the savings associated with the hatch- 
ery transfers or closures proposed in the 
budget. Outyear funding for fisheries and 
other programs cannot be assured at a time 
of declining budgets, and future transfer pro- 
posals might not involve transitional assist- 
ance. The managers expect that there will be 
significantly fewer Federal fish hatcheries 
by the end of fiscal year 1997. 

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation 
is funded at a level of $4,000,000. The House 
recommended that no funds be provided for 
this purpose in the future. The Senate took 
no position regarding outyear funding for 
the Foundation. 

The managers direct the Department to re- 
instate its 1992 policy, modified to reflect 
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public comments received, regarding permit 
terms and conditions for hunting and fishing 
guides in Alaska providing permit terms of 5 
years with one renewal period of 5 years, 
transferability under prescribed conditions, 
and a right of survivorship. At such time as 
the new policy is implemented, existing per- 
mit should be reissued consistent’ with this 
policy. The managers note that the existing 
policy limiting terms to one year makes it 
impossible to obtain financing for guiding 
operations while the limit on transferability 
and survivorship prevent long-term family 
businesses from continuing upon the death 
or illness of the permit holder. 

The managers recognize the Fish and Wild- 
life Service’s fisheries mitigation respon- 
sibilities pursuant to existing law and expect 
the working group to take into account such 
responsibilities. 

Amendment No. 10: Extends availability of 
$11,557,000 for Lower Snake River compensa- 
tion plan facilities until expended as pro- 
posed by the Senate, instead of limiting the 
availability to September 30, 1997 as pro- 
posed by the House. 

Amendment No. 11: Includes language pro- 
posed by the Senate which prohibits listing 
additional species as threatened or endan- 
gered and prohibits designating critical habi- 
tat during fiscal year 1996 or until a reau- 
thorization is enacted. The House had no 
similar provision. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Amendment No. 12: Appropriates $37,655,000 
for construction instead of $26,355,000 as pro- 
posed by the House and $38,775,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. 

The managers agree to the following dis- 
tribution of funds: 

Bear River Migratory Bird 


Refuge, UT, flood repair $1,000,000 
Bosque del Apache NWR, 

. нн ОРГА 1,820,000 
Hawaii captive propaga- 

tion facility, HI.. .. 1,000,000 
Mississippi refuges, bridge 

repair and equipment ..... 1,120,000 
National Education Train- 

ing Center, WV, con- 

Wust 24,000,000 
Quivira NWR, KS, water 

management .. 760,000 
Russian River, AK, A 
Southeast Louisiana ref- 

uges, reha . . . . . . . 1.000.000 
Wichita Mountains NWR. 

OK, Grama Lake and Co- 

manche Dams, repair ...... 700,000 
Dam safety, servicewide 

inspection... 460.000 
Bridge safety, servicewide 

іпвресбіопв ..................... 395,000 
Emergency projects— 

servicewide ..................... 1,000,000 
Construction manage- 

ment—servicewide .......... 4,000,000 

POUR EE N E E 37,655,000 


The managers expect the Department to 
include the remaining funding necessary to 
complete the construction of the National 
Education and Training Center in the fiscal 
year 1997 budget. 

NATURAL RESOURCE DAMAGE ASSESSMENT 

Amendment No. 13: Appropriates $4,000,000 
for the natural resource damage assessment 
fund as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$6,019,000 as proposed by the House. 

The reductions below the House consist of 
$1,597,000 for damage assessments and $422,000 
for program management. 

LAND ACQUISITION 

Amendment No. 14: Appropriates $36,900,000 

for land acquisition instead of $14,100,000 as 
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proposed by the House and $32,031,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. The $36,900,000 includes 
$8,000,000 for acquisition management, 
$1,000,000 for emergency and hardship pur- 
chases, $1,000,000 for inholding purchases, 
$1,000,000 for land exchanges, and $25,900,000 
for refuge land purchases. 

Funds provided under this account for land 
purchases are subject to the guidelines iden- 
tified at the front of this statement. 

NORTH AMERICAN WETLANDS CONSERVATION 

FUND 

Amendment No. 15: Appropriates $6,750,000 
for the North American Wetlands Conserva- 
tion Fund as proposed by the Senate instead 
of $4,500,000 as proposed by the House. 

The increase above the House includes 
$2,230,000 for habitat management and $20,000 
for administration. 

The House recommended that no funds be 
provided for this purpose in the future. The 
Senate took no position regarding outyear 
funding for this program. 

WILDLIFE CONSERVATION AND APPRECIATION 

FUND 

Amendment No. 16: Appropriates $800,000 
for the Wildlife Conservation and Apprecia- 
tion Fund as proposed by the Senate instead 
of $998,000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 17: Deletes matching re- 
quirements proposed by the House and 
stricken by the Senate. The matching re- 
quirements of the Partnerships for Wildlife 
Act will continue to apply, and do not need 
to be stated in the appropriations act. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Amendment No. 18: Provides authority to 
purchase 113 motor vehicles as proposed by 
the Senate instead of 54 passenger vehicles 
as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 19: Deletes House prohibi- 
tion on purchasing police vehicles. The Sen- 
ate had no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 20: Includes Senate provi- 
sion that the Fish and Wildlife Service may 
accept donated aircraft. The House had no 
similar provision. 

Amendment No. 21: Includes House provi- 
sion prohibiting the Fish and Wildlife Serv- 
ice from delaying the issuance of a wetlands 
permit for the City of Lake Jackson, TX. 
The Senate had no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 22: Modifies Senate provi- 
sion on the distribution of refuge entrance 
fees by substituting language which allows 
the Fish and Wildlife Service to charge rea- 
sonable fees for expenses associated with the 
conduct of training programs at the National 
Education and Training Center. Any fees col- 
lected for this purpose will be sued to cover 
costs associated with the operation of this 
facility. The House had no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 23: Modified Senate provi- 
sion regarding use of pesticides on farmland 
within wildlife refuges in the Klamath Basin. 
The amendment is based, in part, upon the 
Service's representation that it has already 
approved or anticipates approval of certain 
materials that are needed for farming during 
this fiscal year and that it will consider 
other materials for 1996 and subsequent 
years. If these approvals do not occur or are 
withdrawn, the Senate language will prevail 
and growers will be subject to the same re- 
strictions as growers on private lands. Al- 
lowing the pesticide use proposal process to 
remain in effect for the next fiscal year will 
enable growers and the Federal government 
to work constructively toward an agreeable 
process. 

NATURAL RESOURCES SCIENCE AGENCY 
RESEARCH, INVENTORIES AND SURVEYS 

Amendment No. 24: Deletes Senate lan- 

guage providing 5145,965,000 for a natural ге- 
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sources science agency and providings guid- 
ance on the operation of that agency. This 
agency would have replaced the National Bi- 
ological Service. The House had no similar 
provision. The managers have agreed to 
eliminate the National Biological Service 
and to fund natural resources research as 
part of the U.S. Geological Survey as pro- 
posed by the House. This item is discussed in 
more detail under amendment Nos. 42 and 43. 
NATIONAL PART SERVICE 
OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM 


Amendment No. 25: Appropriates 
$1,083,151,000 for operation of the National 
park system instead of 51,088,249,000 as рго- 
posed by the House and $1,092,265,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. The reduction from the 
Senate level reflects the transfer of the 
equipment replacement account back to the 
construction account. 

In keeping with the demands placed on 
other Interior bureaus, the managers have 
not funded uncontrolled costs and expect 
these costs to be absorbed through reduc- 
tions to levels of reviews and management. 
Efficiencies should also be sought by explor- 
ing opportunities that exist and have been 
outlined in GAO reports to co-locate and 
combine functions, systems, programs, ac- 
tivities or field locations with other Federal 
land management agencies. 

The managers are concerned about the 
costs associated with the current reorganiza- 
tion effort and strongly urge the NPS to 
limit expenditures for task forces, work 
groups and employee details and special as- 
sistants. The managers request that a report 
be submitted by February 1, 1996, detailing a 
budget history of past costs and future esti- 
mated costs associated with the reorganiza- 
tion. 

The managers expect a report within 45 
days of enactment of this Act identifying 
NPS preliminary allocations for fiscal year 
1996. This report will serve as the baseline 
for any reprogrammings in fiscal year 1996. 

In considering these allocations, the man- 
agers expect that none of the programmatic 
increases requested in the budget are to be 
considered except those necessary to meet 
specific park operating needs. This includes 
new and expanded programs. Any new initia- 
tive such as those related to training, reor- 
ganization or national service should be ad- 
dressed through the reprogramming process. 

The managers expect that the National 
Park Service will use these operating funds 
for core park programs. 

The managers expect that the principle 
goal of the reorganization plan, which is to 
relocate staff from central and regional of- 
fices to the parks, will greatly alleviate the 
pressures placed on parks by increase visita- 
tion. 

The managers have agreed to the House po- 
sition regarding the termination of the 
Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corpora- 
tion and the transfer of certain specific ac- 
tivities to other agencies including the Na- 
tional Park Service. This item is discussed 
in greater detail in amendment Number 151 
in Title IM. 

Amendment No. 26: Restore House lan- 
guage stricken by the Senate regarding the 
availability of funds at the Mojave National 
Preserve. 


NATIONAL RECREATION AND PRESERVATION 


Amendment Мо. 27: Appropriate $37,649,000 
for National recreation and preservation in- 
stead of $35,725,000 as proposed by the House 
and $38,094,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The reduction of $445,000 in Statutory and 
Contractual Aid from the Senate amount re- 
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flects the elimination of $23,000 for the Maine 
Acadian Cultural Preservation Commission 
and a reduction of $422,000 for the Native Ha- 
waiian Culture and Arts program. 

Amendment No. 28: Earmarks $236,000 for 
the William O. Douglas Outdoor Education 
Center as proposed by the Senate instead of 
e игорокюн OY жены 

As discussed under amendment No. 155, no 
funds are provided for the Mississippi River 
Corridor Heritage Commission. Within funds 
provided, the National Park Service shall 
publish the final report and enter into no 
other activities related to this corridor. The 
funds included in the Senate bill for the 
Commission have been transferred to the riv- 
ers and trails program. 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

Amendment No. 29: Appropriates $36,212,000 
for the Historic Preservation Fund instead of 
$37,934,000 as proposed by the House and 
$38,312,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The managers have provided $32,712,000 for 
State grants and $3,500,000 for the National 
Trust for Historic Preservation. 

The managers agree to a three year period 
of transition for the National Trust for His- 
toric Preservation to replace Federal funds 
with private funding. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Amendment No. 30: Appropriates 
$143,225,000 for construction instead of 
$114,868,000 as proposed by the House and 
$116,480,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The managers agree to the following dis- 
tribution of funds: 
Andersonville National 

Historic Site, GA (pris- 

oner of war museum) ...... 
Assateague National Sea- 

к MD (erosion con- 


$2,800,000 


CVVT 300,000 
Blackstone River Valley 
National Heritage Cor- 
ridor MA/RI (interpretive 
Sooo A азоне 
Blue Parkway. 
Hemphill Knob, NC (ad- 
ministration building) .... 
Cane River Creole National 
Historic Park, LA (pres- 
ervation and stabiliza- 
C can svacesecesesotecss 
Chickasaw National Recre- 
ation Area, OK (camp- 
ground rehabilitation) .... 
Chamizal National Monu- 
ment, TX (rehabilitation) 
Crater Lake National 
Park, OR (dormitories 
construction 
Cuyahoga National Recre- 
ation Area, OH (site and 
structure rehabilitation) 
Delaware Water Gap Na- 
tional Recreation Area, 
PA (trails rehabilitation) 
Everglades National Park, 
FL (water delivery sys- 
tem modification) 
Fort Necessity National 
Battlefield, PA (rehabili- 
S 
Fort Smith National His- 
toric Site, AR (rehabili- 
o ыла» 
Gateway National Recre- 
ation Area, NY (Jacob 
Riis Park rehabilitation) 
General Grant National 
Memorial, NY (rehabili- 
1 олла а 
Gettysburg National Mili- 
tary Park, PA (water and 
sewer LINES) ..................... 


300,000 


1,030,000 


4,000,000 


1,624,000 
300,000 


10,000,000 


2,500,000 


1,050,000 


4,500,000 


265,000 


500,000 


1,595,000 


1,000,000 


2,550,000 
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Glacier National Park, MT 
(rehabilitate chalets) ..... 
Grand Canyon National 
Park, AZ: Transpor- 
CC 
Gulf Islands National Sea- 
shore, MS (erosion con- 
3000 қарса Анар АЗ» 
Harpers Ferry National 
Historical Park, WV 
(utilities and phone 
BITING) ero ean ЕТ К 
Hot Springs NP, AR (sta- 
bilization/Lead Point) .... 
James A. Garfield National 
Historic Site, OH (reha- 
bilitation/development) .. 
Jean Lafitte National Park 
and Preserve, LA (com- 
plete repairs) .................. 
Klondike Gold Rush Na- 
tional Historical Park, 
AK (restore Skagway his- 
toric district) ................. 
Lackawanna Valley, PA 
(technical assistance) ..... 
Lake Chelan National 
Recreation Area, WA 
(planning and design for 
repair of Company Creek 
Ao 
Little River Canyon Na- 
tional Park, AL (health 
and safety) .... 
Mount Rainier National 
Park, WA (replace em- 
ployee dormitory) ........... 
Natchez Trace Parkway, 
РЕУТТЕ ЧОТО ТАСИ 
National Capital Parks— 
Central, DC (Lincoln/Jef- 
ferson memorials геһа- 
Dianne 
New River Gorge National 
River, WV (trails, visitor 
access and hazardous ma- 
ТЕ) ( A 
President's Park, DC: Re- 
place White House elec 
trical system 
Sagamore Hill 
Historic Site, NY (water 
and sewer lines) .............. 
Salem Maritime National 
Historic Site, MA (vessel 
e нелын 
Saratoga National Histori- 
cal Park, NY (monument 
rehabilitation) .... 
Sequoia National Р: 
(replace Giant Sequoia 
meln 
Southwestern Pennsylva- 
nia Commission (various 
ooo 
Stones River National Bat- 
tlefield, TN (stablization) 
Thomas Stone Historic 
Site, MD (rehabilitation) 
Western Trails Center, IA 
Wrangell-St. Elias Na- 
tional Park and Pre- 
serve, AK (Kennicott 
Mine site safety and re- 
habilitation) ................... 
Yosemite National Park, 
CA (El Portal mainte- 
nance facilities) .............. 
Zion National Park, UT 
(transportation system 
Mollities есас 


Subtotal, line item con- 
StFuction ...................... 


ПОСЕ E eee 


328,000 


1,000,000 


600,000 


455,000 


500,000 


3,600,000 


2,100,000 


850,000 
400,000 


280,000 


460,000 


6,050,000 
3,000,000 


Ann. 17,000,000 
Equipment replacement .... 14,365,000 
General management plans 6,600,000 
Special resource studies .... 825,000 
Strategic planning office ... 300,000 

ТӨК РА С АС д АН, 143,225,000 


The bill provides $1,000,000 for transpor- 
tation related activities at Grand Canyon 
National Park. These funds are to be made 
available for transportation projects that 
the Superintendent of the Grand Canyon 
Park has identified as high priority. There- 
fore, it is the intent of the managers that 
these moneys be used for any transportation 
related expenditure, including the design of 
new transportation facilities and the pur- 
chase of new buses. 

The managers encourage the National 
Park Service to proceed expeditiously with 
the necessary work at Cane River Creole 
NHP, LA. 

Amendment No. 31: Earmarks $4,500,000 for 
the Everglades as proposed by the Senate in- 
stead of $6,000,000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 32: Retains the Senate 
provision indicating Historic Preservation 
funds may be available until expended to sta- 
bilize buildings associated with the Kenni- 
cott, Alaska copper mine. The House had no 
similar provision. 

LAND ACQUISITION 

Amendment No. 33: Appropriates $49,100,000 
for land acquisition instead of $14,300,000 as 
proposed by the House and $45,187,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. The $49,100,000 includes 
$7,200,000 for acquisition management, 
$3,000,000 for emergency and hardship pur- 
chases, $3,000,000 for inholding purchases, 
$1,500,000 for State grant administration, and 
$34,400,000 for other land purchases. 

Amendment No. 34: Deletes the earmark 
inserted by the House and stricken by the 
Senate for Federal assistance to the State of 
Florida. Authority exists for the Department 
to use land acquisition funds for a grant to 
the State of Florida if approved pursuant to 
the procedures identified for land acquisition 
in fiscal year 1996. 

Amendment No. 35: Modifies language pro- 
posed by the Senate which requires that 
funds which may be made available for the 
acquisition of the Elwha and Glines dams 
shall be used solely for acquisition, and shall 
not be expended until the full purchase 
amount has been appropriated by the Con- 
gress. The House had no similar provision. 
Consistent with the direction for the land ac- 
quisition accounts, no specific earmark is 
provided for this project. Under the proce- 
dures identified for land acquisition, how- 
ever, funds could be made available for the 
Elwha and Glines dams. 

The Elwha Act, P.L. 102-495, authorizes the 
purchase of the Elwha and Glines dams by 
the Secretary of the Interior at a total pur- 
chase price of $29,500,000. Recognizing the se- 
rious funding constraints under which the 
Committees are operating, bill language has 
been included which authorizes funding to be 
provided over a period of years, as necessary, 
in order to acquire the dams. The bill lan- 
guage specifies that the appropriated funds 
may only be used for acquisition. Appro- 
priated funds cannot be expended until the 
total purchase price of $29,500,000 is appro- 
priated. 

Under the Elwha Act, the Secretary is au- 
thorized to study the benefits of the removal 
of both dams, and to assess the costs of such 
a removal to restore fish runs in the Elwha 
River. The managers continue to be dis- 
turbed greatly by the early projections from 
the Administration of costs that range from 
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$80-$300 million for dam removal. Due to the 
lack of available funds, the managers strong- 
ly discourage the Administration and those 
parties supporting dam removal from con- 
tinuing to support such a policy. Instead, the 
managers encourage interested parties to 
pursue other, less costly alternatives to 
achieve fish restoration. The managers urge 
parties interested in the Elwha Act to work 
to find, within the next year, a more fiscally 
responsible and achievable solution to fish- 
ery restoration in lieu of dam removal. If no 
conclusion can be reached on this issue, the 
appropriations committees, working with 
the authorizing committees, will be forced to 
work to find a legislative solution to the 
problem. 

The managers have included $1,500,000 for 
administration of the state grant program. 
These funds are provided only to close down 
ongoing projects. No funds are provided for 
new grants and the managers intend that no 
funds will be provided in the future. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Amendment No. 36: Retains Senate lan- 
guage regarding an agreement for the rede- 
velopment of the southern end of Ellis Island 
and providing for Congressional review. Iden- 
tical language has been included in previous 
Interior appropriations bills. 

Amendment No. 37: Modifies language pro- 
posed by the Senate to clarify that funds 
may not be used by the National Park Serv- 
ice for activities taken in direct response to 
the United Nations Biodiversity Convention. 
The House had no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 38: Retains language pro- 
posed by the Senate allowing the American 
Battlefield Protection Program to enter into 
cooperative agreements of various types 
with other entities. The House had no simi- 
lar provision. 

Amendment No. 39: Modifies Senate lan- 
guage regarding a feasibility study for a 
northern access route into Denali National 
Park and Preserve in Alaska. The modifica- 
tion is to require that the study also be sub- 
mitted to the House and Senate Committees 
on Appropriations. 

Amendment No. 40: Deletes Senate lan- 
guage regarding the Stampede Creek Mine at 
Denali National Park in Alaska. The House 
had no similar provision. 

If requested by the University of Alaska at 
Fairbanks, the National Park Service shall 
enter into negotiations regarding a memo- 
randum of understanding for continued use 
of the Stampede Creek Mine property. The 
Park Service should report to the relevant 
Congressional committees by May 1, 1996 on 
an assessment of damages resulting from the 
April 30, 1987 explosion. The repair or re- 
placement should be to the same condition 
as existed on April 30, 1987. If the University 
of Alaska at Fairbanks seeks to replace the 
facilities, the Park Service should consider 
working with the Army to assist in any com- 
pensation to which the University of Alaska 
at Fairbanks may be eligible since the Army 
assisted the National Park Service with the 
explosives work conducted at Stampede 
Creek on April 30, 1987. 

UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

SURVEYS, INVESTIGATIONS, AND RESEARCH 


Amendment No. 41: Appropriates 
$730,503,000 for surveys, investigations and 
research instead of $686,944,000 as proposed by 
the House and $577,503,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The amendment also provides au- 
thority for minerals information activities 
formerly conducted in the Bureau of Mines. 

Changes to the amount proposed by the 
House include increases of $24,112,000 for nat- 
ural resources research, $16,000,000 for min- 
erals information activities transferred from 
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the Bureau of Mines and $4,000,000 for univer- 
sity earthquake research grants, and de- 
creases in Federal water resources investiga- 
tions of $176,000 for data collection and anal- 
ysis and $100,000 for hydrology of critical 
aquifers and a decrease of $277,000 in the Na- 
tional mapping program for cartographic and 
geographic research. 

The managers have provided $4,000,000 for 
university research in the earthquakes pro- 
gram. If there is a compelling need for addi- 
tional funds in this program in fiscal year 
1996 and an acceptable funding offset can be 
justified, the USGS should notify the Com- 
mittees following the existing reprogram- 
ming guidelines. The Committees will con- 
sider any such request on its merits. 

The managers understand that the USGS is 
constrained from releasing certain informa- 
tion under interagency agreement No. 
AGP00473.94 with the Bureau of Indian Af- 
fairs absent the approval of the BIA. This 
issue is discussed in more detail in the BIA 
section of this statement. 

The managers have agreed to fund a com- 
petitive program for the water resources re- 
search institutes with at least a 2 to 1 fund- 
ing match from non-Federal sources. The 
Managers expect that this approach likely 
will lead to the closure of some of the insti- 
tutes. The managers recommend that in fis- 
cal year 1996 a modest base grant of $20,000 
per participating institute be provided with 
the balance of the funding for the program to 
be competitively awarded based on National 
program priorities established by the USGS. 
The need for continuing a small base grant 
beyond fiscal year 1996 should be carefully 
examined by the USGS in the context of its 
fiscal year 1997 budget priorities. The man- 
agers do not object to competitions being re- 
gionally-based if that approach is deter- 
mined by the USGS to be the most produc- 
tive, from the standpoint of meeting the 
most compelling information needs, and the 
most cost effective. If a regional approach is 
selected, the managers suggest that the 
USGS regions be consolidated so that there 
are no more than 4 or 5 large regional areas. 
The competition should not be structured to 
ensure that every participating institute in a 
region gets a competitive award. The USGS 
should report to the Committees in the fiscal 
year 1997 budget submission on how the com- 
petition is to be structured and should report 
in subsequent budget submissions on the dis- 
tribution of competitively awarded grants by 
institute. 

Amendment No. 42: Earmarks $137,000,000 
for natural resources research and coopera- 
tive research units instead of $112,888,000 as 
proposed by the House. The Senate rec- 
ommended funding this research under a sep- 
arate account and at a level of $145,965,000 as 
discussed in amendment No. 24. The amend- 
ment also earmarks $16,000,000 for minerals 
information activities transferred from the 
Bureau of Mines, mines and minerals ac- 
count (see amendment No. 47). 

The managers agree that natural resources 
research in the Department of the Interior 
should be organized in a manner that ensures 
that it is independent from regulatory con- 
trol and scientifically excellent. The man- 
agers intend the merger of these research ac- 
tivities into the USGS to be permanent. The 
USGS is directed to plan and manage the re- 
structuring and downsizing of the former Na- 
tional Biological Service. Retrenchments re- 
quired to remain within the reduced level of 
appropriations for the former NBS are to 
occur predominately in administrative, man- 
agerial and other headquarters support func- 
tions of that organization so as to maintain, 
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to the maximum extent possible, scientific 
and technical capabilities. 

The managers expect the agency to work 
closely with the land management agencies 
to identify priority science needs of concern 
to the Department’s land managers on the 
ground. The managers are concerned that 
natural resource research be linked closely 
to management issues. In addition, attention 
should be provided to information related to 
wildlife resources entrusted to the steward- 
ship of the Department; fisheries, including 
restoration of depleted stocks; fish propaga- 
tion and riverine studies; aquatic resources; 
nonindigenous nuisances that affect aquatic 
ecosystems; impacts and epidemiology of 
disease on fish and wildlife populations; 
chemical drug registration for aquatic spe- 
cies; and effective transfer of information to 
natural resources managers. 

During fiscal year 1996, funds appropriated 
for the functions of the former NBS shall re- 
main a separate entity, titled “natural re- 
sources research”, within the USGS. Upon 
completion of the necessary downsizing, and 
no later than nine months after enactment 
of this legislation, the managers direct the 
USGS to provide the Committees with a 
final plan for the permanent consolidation 
and integration of natural resources research 
functions into the USGS. As of October 1, 
1996, employees of the former NBS shall be 
subject to the same administrative guide- 
lines and practices followed by the USGS in- 
cluding peer review of research and inves- 
tigations, maintenance of objectivity and 
impartiality, and ethics requirements re- 
garding financial disclosure and divestiture. 
The managers expect that the USGS budget 
request for fiscal year 1997 will require 
amendment subsequent to its submission to 
reflect appropriately this consolidation. To 
reiterate, this merger is intended to be per- 
manent and should be implemented fully by 
October 1, 1996. 

During fiscal year 1996 the Department and 
the USGS are prohibited from repro- 
gramming funds from other USGS programs 
and activities for any program or activity 
within the Department for natural resources 
research activities. 

The managers also have agreed to provide 
$16,000,000 for minerals information activi- 
ties, transferred from the Bureau of Mines. 
The funding represents a reduction from the 
fiscal year 1995 level and may require signifi- 
cant downsizing and restructuring of the 
program. The USGS should oversee the re- 
focusing of the program. Until such 
downsizing is completed, the program should 
remain a separate and distinct budget and 
organizational entity within the USGS. To 
the extent job vacancies occur in the trans- 
ferred program in fiscal year 1996, they 
should be filled with Bureau of Mines em- 
ployees subject to termination or reduction- 
in-force. The managers understand that the 
existing USGS mineral resources survey ac- 
tivity is undergoing a restructuring and 
downsizing and expect that effort and the re- 
quired downsizing of the minerals informa- 
tion program to proceed independently. 
When both downsizing efforts are completed, 
a single, refocused minerals program should 
be created which combines the minerals in- 
formation activities transferred from the 
Bureau of Mines with other USGS mineral 
resources work. 

Amendment No. 43: Modifies language in- 
serted by the House and stricken by the Sen- 
ate providing guidance on the conduct of 
natural resources research. The change to 
the House position expands the prohibition 
on the use of funds for new surveys on pri- 
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vate property to include new aerial surveys 
for the designation of habitat under the En- 
dangered Species Act unless authorized in 
writing by the property owner. With respect 
to natural resources research activities, the 
managers agree that funds may not be used 
for new surveys on private property without 
the written consent of the land owner, that 
volunteers are to be properly trained and 
that volunteer-collected data are to be veri- 
fied carefully. The amendment also transfers 
authority from the Bureau of Mines to the 
Director of the USGS to conduct mineral 
surveys, consistent with the funding for that 
purpose earmarked under amendment No. 42. 


MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE 


ROYALTY AND OFFSHORE MINERALS 
MANAGEMENT 


Amendment No. 44: Appropriates 
$182,994,000 for royalty and offshore minerals 
management instead of $186,556,000 as pro- 
posed by the House and $182,169,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. Changes to the amount 
proposed by the House include decreases in 
information management of $151,000 for the 
absorption of fixed cost increases and 
$3,000,000 which is offset by the authority to 
use additional receipts as provided in amend- 
ment Nos. 45 and 46; and decreases in general 
administration of $306,000 for administrative 
operations and $105,000 for general support 
services. 

The managers agree that the independent 
review of the royalty management program 
which was recommended by the House should 
not be conducted until the disposition of the 
hardrock minerals program is legislatively 
resolved: Accordingly, no funds are ear- 
marked for this effort in fiscal year 1996. 

Amendment No. 45: Provides for the use of 
$15,400,000 in increased receipts for the tech- 
nical information management system as 
proposed by the Senate instead of $12,400,000 
as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 46: Permits the use of ad- 
ditional receipts for Outer Continental Shelf 
program activities in addition to the tech- 
nical information management system as 
proposed by the Senate. The House had no 
similar provision. 


BUREAU OF MINES 
MINES AND MINERALS 


Amendment No. 47: Appropriates $64,000,000 
for mines and minerals instead of $87,000,000 
as proposed by the House and $128,007,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. The conference 
agreement provides for the transfer of health 
and safety research to the Department of En- 
ergy (see amendment No. 110). The $64,000,000 
provided for mines and minerals is to be used 
for the orderly closure of the Bureau of 
Mines. 

The managers expect that the health and 
safety functions in Pittsburgh, PA, and Spo- 
kane, WA, will be continued under the De- 
partment of Energy as will the materials 
partnerships program in Albany, OR. The 
U.S. Geological Survey will assume respon- 
sibility for the minerals information pro- 
gram in Denver, CO, and Washington, DC. 
The Bureau of Land Management will as- 
sume responsibility for mineral assessments 
in Alaska. The managers do not object to a 
limited number of administrative support 
personnel being maintained in these loca- 
tions. All other functions of the Bureau of 
Mines will be terminated and all other Bu- 
reau locations will be closed. The funds pro- 
vided under this head should be sufficient to 
provide termination costs and to provide for 
environmental cleanup costs and for the re- 
quired oversight and closeout of contracts. 
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The managers understand that some con- 
tracts will require oversight through a log- 
ical completion point to ensure that the Fed- 
eral investment is not lost. One example is 
the construction associated with the Casa 
Grande in situ copper leaching program. The 
managers expect that there will be few such 
cases and expect the Secretary to notify the 
committees of the rationale for continuing 
specific contracts, not transferred to DOE, 
BLM, or USGS, beyond the closure of the Bu- 
reau. The managers expect the Secretary to 
proceed apace with the termination of the 
Bureau using the funds provided herein. 


OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING RECLAMATION AND 
ENFORCEMENT 


REGULATION AND TECHNOLOGY 


Amendment No. 48: Appropriates $95,970,000 
for regulation and technology as proposed by 
the Senate instead of $93,251,000 as proposed 
by the House. 


ABANDONED MINE RECLAMATION FUND 


Amendment No. 49: Appropriates 
$173,887,000 for the abandoned mine reclama- 
tion fund instead of $176,327,000 as proposed 
by the House and $170,441,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

The net decrease below the House consists 
of reductions of $500,000 for donations, 
$2,000,000 for reclamation program oper- 
ations, and $93,000 for administrative sup- 
port; and increases of $13,000 for executive di- 
rection and $140,000 for general services. 

Amendment No. 50: Deletes House earmark 
of $5,000,000 for the Appalachian Clean 
Streams Initiative. The Senate had no simi- 
lar provision. 

Amendment No. 51: Deletes House provi- 
sion that allowed the use of donations for 
the Appalachian Clean Streams Initiative. 
The Senate had no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 52: Includes Senate provi- 
sion which allows States to use part of their 
reclamation grants as a funding match to 
treat and abate acid mine drainage, consist- 
ent with the Surface Mining Control and 
Reclamation Act (SMCRA). The House had 
no similar provision. 


BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 
OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS 


Amendment No. 53: Appropriates 
$1,359,434,000 for the Operation of Indian Pro- 
grams instead of $1,509,628,000 as proposed by 
the House and $1,261,234,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. Changes to the amount proposed 
by the House from Tribal Priority Alloca- 
tions include decreases of $1,500,000 for con- 
tract support, $4,000,000 for small and needy 
tribes, and a general reduction of $117,136,000. 

Changes from Other Recurring Programs 
include: Increases of $1,109,000 for ISEP for- 
mula funds, $1,000,000 for student transpor- 
tation, and $73,000 for Lake Roosevelt; and 
decreases of $1,109,000 for ISEP adjustments, 
$1,000,000 for early childhood development, 
and $1,186,000 for community development— 
facilities O&M; and a transfer of $3,047,000 
from trust services to the Office of Special 
Trustee for American Indians. 

Changes from Nonrecurring Programs in- 
clude: Increases of $400,000 for Self Deter- 
mination grants, $1,500,000 for community 
economic development grants, $250,000 for 
technical assistance, and $1,500,000 for water 
rights negotiations; and decreases of $442,000 
for attorney fees and $125,000 for resources 
management for absorption of pay costs. 

Changes from Central Office Operations in- 
clude: A decrease of $126,000 for the sub- 
stance abuse coordination office, a decrease 
of $2,000,000 for education program manage- 
ment, a $12,477,000 transfer from trust serv- 
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ices to the Office of Special Trustee for 
American Indians, a transfer of $447,000 from 
general administration to the Office of Spe- 
cial Trustee for American Indians, and a gen- 
eral reduction of $14,400,000. 

Changes from Area Office Operations in- 
clude a transfer of $2,367,000 from trust serv- 
ices to the Office of Special Trustee for 
American Indians and a general reduction of 
$14,447,000. 

Changes from Special Programs and 
Pooled Overhead include: Increases of 
$1,337,000 for special higher education schol- 
arships, $962,000 for the Indian Arts and 
Crafts Board, $1,780,000 for intra-govern- 
mental billings, and $57,000 for direct rentals; 
and decreases of $866,000 for the Indian Child 
Welfare Act, $1,500,000 for employee displace- 
ment costs, $141,000 for personnel consolida- 
tion, $664,000 for GSA rentals, $1,666,000 for 
human resources development, and a $23,000 
general reduction. 

Amendment No. 54: Deletes Senate ear- 
mark of $962,000 for the Indian Arts and 
Crafts Board. The House had no similar pro- 
vision. The managers agree that within Spe- 
cial Programs/Pooled Overhead, $962,000 is 
earmarked for the Indian Arts and Crafts 
Board. In light of declining budgets, future 
funding for this program should be provided 
through non-Federal sources. 

Amendment No. 55: Earmarks $104,626,000 
for contract support costs as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $106,126,000 as proposed by 
the House and adds language earmarking 
$100,255,000 for welfare assistance. 

Amendment No. 56: Earmarks up to 
$5,000,000 for the Indian Self-Determination 
fund as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$5,000,000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 57: Earmarks $330,711,000 
for school operations costs as proposed by 
the House instead of $330,991,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

Amendment Мо. 58: Earmarks $68,209,000 
for higher education scholarships, adult vo- 
cational training, and assistance to public 
schools instead of $67,138,000 as proposed by 
the House and $69,477,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 59: Retains a statutory 
reference to the Johnson O'Malley Act as 
proposed by the Senate. The House had no 
similar provision. 

Amendment No. 60: Earmarks $71,854,000 
for housing improvement, road maintenance, 
attorney fees, litigation support, self-govern- 
ance grants, the Indian Self-Determination 
Fund, and the Navajo-Hopi settlement pro- 
gram instead of $74,814,000 as proposed by the 
House and $62,328,000 as proposed by the Sen- 
ate. 

Amendment No. 61: Deletes a reference to 
trust fund management as proposed by the 
Senate. Responsibility for trust fund man- 
agement has been transferred to the Office of 
Special Trustee for American Indians. 

Amendment No. 62: Deletes reference to 
the statute of limitations language, as pro- 
posed by the Senate. This language is in- 
cluded in the Office of Special Trustee for 
American Indians (amendment No. 80). 

Amendment No. 63: Retains Senate lan- 
guage on the use of up to $8,000,000 in unobli- 
gated balances for employee severance, relo- 
cation, and related expenses and inserts new 
language regarding the effective date when 
schools can adjust salary schedules. The 
House had no similar provision. 

The managers agree that: 

1, Under Other Recurring Programs $409,000 
is earmarked for Alaska legal services and 
salmon studies. 

2. Not more than $297,000 shall be available 
for a grant to the Close Up Foundation. 
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3. Amounts specifically earmarked within 
the bill for Tribal Priority Allocations are 
subject to the general reduction identified 
for Tribal Priority Allocations. The man- 
agers expect the Bureau to allocate the gen- 
eral reduction in a manner that will not 
jeopardize funding provided from the High- 
way Trust Fund for road maintenance. In ad- 
dition, the general reduction should not be 
applied to the $750,000 allocated for the Fi- 
nancial Management Improvement Team 
and for small and needy tribes. BIA should 
ensure that compacting and non-compacting 
tribes are treated consistently, except for 
compacting tribes who meet the criteria for 
small and needy tribes. 

4. BIA should provide consistent treatment 
in allocating funds for small and needy 
tribes and new tribes. Allocations should be 
based on recommendations of the Joint Re- 
organization Task Force. 

5. No funds are provided for the school sta- 
tistics initiative. If the BIA wishes to pursue 
to initiative, the Committees will consider a 
reprogramming request. 

6. Several steps must be completed before 
schools can adjust salary schedules. For this 
reason, bill language is included that will 
provide this authority beginning with the 
1997-98 school year. The managers expect 
that within 30 days after enactment of this 
Act BIA should provide the Committees with 
a plan and time schedule advising how BIA 
will adjust salary schedules by the 1997-98 
school year. The managers expect BIA to en- 
sure that all necessary steps are taken to fa- 
cilitate changes in salary rates for any 
schools desiring to use non-DOD pay rates. 

7. $16,338,000 from the Operation of Indian 
Programs should be transferred to the Office 
of Special Trustee for American Indians (see 
Amendment No. 80). 

The managers have agreed to a reduction 
of $2,000,000 for education program manage- 
ment in the Central Office Operations pro- 
gram. No reduction has been included for 
area and agency technical support in Other 
Recurring Programs. The managers expect 
the Bureau to review education program 
management at all levels to ensure that re- 
sources are properly allocated within the 
funding provided. If the Bureau wishes to re- 
allocate the funds for these accounts, a re- 
programming request should be submitted to 
the Committees. 

The managers expect the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs to direct the U.S. Geological Survey 
to provide for the public release of all inter- 
pretations of data and reports (draft and 
final) completed under interagency agree- 
ment number AGP00473.94 and all related 
amendments immediately upon completion 
of the water studies. Within 15 days of enact- 
ment of this Act the BIA shall report to the 
Committees its decision as to whether or not 
it will direct the USGS to provide for the 
public release of the information. If the BIA 
does not allow for the public release of the 
information, the BIA should immediately 
cancel the interagency agreement with the 
USGS: 

The managers have not agreed to the Sen- 
ate amendment regarding a prohibition of 
the use of funds for travel and training ex- 
penses for the BIA. However, the BIA is ex- 
pected to follow the guidance detailed in the 
discussion of Amendment No. 163. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Amendment No. 64: Appropriates 
$100,833,000 for construction instead of 
$98,033,000 as proposed by the House and 
$107,333,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
Changes to the amount proposed by the 
House include increases of $4,500,000 for the 
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Chief Leschi School, and $2,500,000 for the 
fire protection program, and decreases of 
$3,700,000 for the Navajo irrigation project 
and $500,000 for engineering and supervision. 

The managers agree that the Chief Leschi 
School project will be phased in over a two- 
year period. 

The managers agree that funding provided 
for construction projects should include the 
entire cost of a given project, which elimi- 
nates the need for a separate appropriation 
for contract support. 

INDIAN LAND AND WATER CLAIM SETTLEMENTS 

AND MISCELLANEOUS PAYMENTS TO INDIANS 


Amendment No. 65: Appropriates $80,645,000 
for Indian land and water claim settlements 
and miscellaneous payments to Indians in- 
stead of $75,145,000 as proposed by the House 
and $82,745,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 66: Earmarks $78,600,000 
for land and water claim settlements as pro- 
posed by the Senate instead of $73,100,000 as 
proposed by the House. Changes to the 
amount proposed by the House include an in- 
crease of $5,500,000 for the Ute Indian settle- 
ment. 

Amendment No. 67: Earmarks $1,000,000 for 
trust fund deficiencies as proposed by the 
House instead of $3,100,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. ; 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE ОҒ INDIAN ENTERPRISES 


Amendment No. 68: Appropriates $500,000 
for technical assistance instead of $900,000 as 
proposed by the Senate and no funds as pro- 
posed by the House. 

INDIAN GUARANTEED LOAN PROGRAM ACCOUNT 


Amendment No. 69: Appropriates $5,000,000 
for guaranteed loans instead of $7,700,000 as 
proposed by the Senate and no funds as pro- 
posed by the House. 

The managers agree that $4,500,000 is for 
the cost of guaranteed loans and $500,000 is 
for administrative expenses. 

TERRITORIAL AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 


ASSISTANCE TO TERRITORIES 


Amendment No. 70: Appropriates $65,188,000 
for Assistance to Territories instead of 
$52,405,000 as proposed by the House and 
$68,188,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
changes to the amount proposed by the 
House include an increase of $13,827,000 for 
territorial assistance and a decrease of 
$1,044,000 for American Samoa operations 
grants. The amount provided for territorial 
assistance includes increases over the House 
of $5,650,000 for technical assistance, 
$2,400,000 for maintenance assistance, 
$1,500,000 for management controls, and 
$750,000 for disaster assistance. 

Amendment No. 71: Earmarks $3,527,000 for 
the Office of Insular Affairs as proposed by 
the Senate instead of no funds as proposed 
by the House. The managers agree that the 
Office of Territorial and International Af- 
fairs is abolished along with the Office of As- 
sistant Secretary for Territorial and Inter- 
national Affairs. The funding provided is for 
staff to carry out the Secretary’s mandated 
responsibilities and is to be located under 
the Assistant Secretary for Policy, Manage- 
ment and Budget. This action is consistent 
with the reorganization already approved by 
the Appropriations Committees. 

Amendment No. 72: Retains Senate lan- 
guage directing the use of funds for technical 
assistance, maintenance assistance and dis- 
aster assistance. 

COMPACT OF FREE ASSOCIATION 


Amendment No. 73: Deletes House proposed 
language and funding for impact aid to 
Guam as proposed by the Senate. 
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The managers agree that Guam should be 
compensated for the impact caused by immi- 
gration from the freely associated states as 
authorized under the Compact of Free Asso- 
ciation. Funding for compact impact shall be 
provided by a re-allocation of existing man- 
datory grant funds as discussed under 
amendment No. 89. 


DEPARTMENTAL OFFICES 
DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Amendment Nos. 74 and 75: The managers 
agree to the Senate language which changes 
the account name from Office of the Sec- 
retary to Departmental Management. 

Amendment No. 76: Appropriates $57,796,000 
for departmental management as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $53,919,000 as pro- 
posed by the House. A redistribution has 
been made which includes reductions of 
$296,000 to the Secretary’s immediate office 
and $51,000 to Congressional Affairs. These 
funds have been transferred to Central Serv- 
ices. 

The managers agree that these accounts 
have been restrained over recent years and 
that coordination of the Department's pro- 
grams, particularly during the ongoing 
downsizing and restructuring process, is crit- 
ical to ensure the overall effectiveness of the 
Department’s programs. However, the man- 
agers feel that it is important to restrain 
these offices at the 1995 level considering 
that most of the Department’s programs 
have sustained reductions, or face elimi- 
nation, and all are being directed to absorb 
their uncontrollable expenses. The managers 
also recognize the need to have flexibility in 
the Departmental Offices to manage within 
reduced funding levels and with the displace- 
ments and uncertainties caused by reduc- 
tions-in-force. Therefore, the managers agree 
that the Department may reprogram funds 
without limitation among the program ele- 
ments within the four activities. However, 
any reprogramming among the four activi- 
ties must follow the normal reprogramming 
guidelines. 

The managers strongly support language 
included in the House Report which encour- 
ages each agency to reduce levels of review 
and management in order to cover the costs 
associated with pay raises and inflation. The 
Department should carefully review and 
eliminate excessive or duplicated positions 
associated with Congressional and Public Af- 
fairs offices. 

Amendment No. 77: Deletes Senate lan- 
guage which prohibits the use of official re- 
ception funds prior to the filing of the Char- 
ter for the Western Water Policy Review 
Commission. The House had no similar pro- 
vision. 


CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 


Amendment No. 78: Appropriates $500,000 as 
proposed by the Senate instead of no funding 
as proposed by the House. 

The managers agree to retain the core pol- 
icy function from the Office of Construction 
Management in the Office of Policy, Manage- 
ment and Budget. The balance of the pro- 
grams are transferred to BIA construction. 


NATIONAL INDIAN GAMING COMMISSION 


Amendment No. 79: Modifies language in- 
serted by the Senate requiring a report de- 
tailing information on Indian tribes or tribal 
organizations with gaming operations. The 
modification changes the date the report is 
due to March 1, 1996. The House had no simi- 
lar provision. 
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL TRUSTEE FOR AMERICAN 
INDIANS 
FEDERAL TRUST PROGRAMS 


Amendment No. 80: Appropriates $16,338,000 
for Federal trust programs in the Office of 
Special Trustee for American Indians and es- 
tablishes this new account as proposed by 
25 Senate. The House had по similar provi- 
sion. 

The managers agreed to the following 
transfers from the Operations of Indian Pro- 
grams account within the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs as proposed by the Senate: $3,047,000 
from Other Recurring Programs for financial 
trust services; $2,367,000 from Area Office Op- 
erations for financial trust services; and 
$10,924,000 from Central Office Operations; in- 
cluding $10,447,000 for the Office of Trust 
Funds Management. 

The managers concur with the need for es- 
tablishing the office as articulated in the 
Senate report. The managers believe that 
the Special Trustee will be effective in im- 
plementing reforms in the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs only to the extent that the Trustee 
has authority over the human and financial 
resources supporting trust programs. Lack- 
ing such authority, the Trustee cannot һе 
held accountable and the likely result will 
be simply one more office pointing out the 
pat ag e of the Bureau of Indian Af- 

Furthermore, under the current financial 
constraints facing the Committees and the 
various downsizing activities taking place in 
the Department, it is essential that the Com- 
mittees have a clear understanding of the or- 
ganizational structure supporting trust pro- 
grams and an assurance that the significant 
general reductions proposed to be taken 
against the Bureau of Indian Affairs do not 
impair the Secretary’s ability to manage 
trust assets. The managers are aware that 
there may be additional activities that could 
be transferred to the Office and encourage 
the Special Trustee, the Department, the Bu- 
reau of Indian Affairs, the tribes, and the Of- 
fice of Management and Budget to work 
closely with the appropriations and authoriz- 
ing committees to identify the activities and 
related resources to be transferred. 

Any increase in funding or staffing for the 
Office of Special Trustee should be consid- 
ered within the context of the fiscal year 
1997 budget request and with consideration 
for funding constraints and the downsizing 
occurring throughout the Department, par- 
ticularly within the Bureau of Indian Af- 
fairs. 

The managers have recommended funding 
in a simplified budget structure to allow the 
Special Trustee some flexibility in establish- 
ing the office and the budget structure. Prior 
to submission of the fiscal year 1997 budget 
request, the managers expect the Special 
Trustee to work with the Committees to es- 
tablish an appropriate budget structure for 
the Office. 

The managers expect the Special Trustee 
to provide by December 1, 1996 a detailed op- 
erating plan for financial trust services for 
fiscal year 1996. The plan should detail what 
specific activities relating to the reconcili- 
ation effort will be undertaken, both directly 
by the Office of Special Trustee and by its 
contractors. The plan should detail what 
products will be provided to the tribes and 
the Congress and when such products will be 
submitted. The plan should include staffing 
for financial trust services, including the 
number of vacant positions and when the po- 
sitions are expected to be filled. 

Within the funds provided, support should 
be provided to the Intertribal Monitoring As- 
sociation (ITMA). The managers expect 
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ITMA to provide the Special Trustee with 
any information that is provided to the Ap- 
propriations or authorizing committees. If 
the Office of Special Trustee plans to con- 
tinue funding ITMA in fiscal year 1997, the 
managers expect the Special Trustee to iden- 
tify the funds to be available for ITMA in the 
fiscal year 1997 budget request. 

To the extent possible, the managers ex- 
pect that administrative support services 
will continue to be provided by the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs during fiscal year 1996. To the 
extent that resources exist within the Office 
of Special Trustee for budgeting or other ad- 
ministrative services, these activities should 
be provided by the Office of Special Trustee, 
rather than through the Bureau of Indian Af- 
fairs. The managers have not included any 
funds for overhead costs, such as GSA rent, 
postage, ҒТ8-2000, PAY/PERS, or workers’ 
compensation. These costs should be paid 
from the Operation of Indian Programs ac- 
count during fiscal year 1996. The fiscal year 
1997 budget should include appropriate over- 
head amounts in the Office of the Special 
Trustee. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 


Amendment No. 81: Retains language in- 
serted by the Senate changing the name of 
“Office of the Secretary” to ‘‘Departmental 
Management“. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS, DEPARTMENT OF 
THE INTERIOR 


Amendment No. 82: Deletes an unnecessary 
comma as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 83: Retains the House lan- 
guage stricken by the Senate granting the 
Secretary of the Interior authority to trans- 
fer land acquisition funds between the Bu- 
reau of Land Management, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the National Park Serv- 
ice. 

Amendment No. 84: Modifies language pro- 
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen- 
ate regarding the expenditure of funds for 
the Presidio. The managers are aware of leg- 
islation which may be enacted regarding the 
future management of the Presidio in Cali- 
fornia and have provided a funding limita- 
tion in order for the Со to consider 
legislation this fall. In light of declining 
budgets, the managers recognize the need for 
an alternative approach for the Presidio that 
does not require additional appropriations 
from the Interior bill. Because the authoriz- 
ing legislation may be enacted early in fiscal 
year 1996, the managers have included lan- 
guage which restricts how much funding can 
be obligated on a monthly basis for the first 
quarter of the fiscal year. However, if legis- 
lation is not enacted, the managers also rec- 
ognize the need for the National Park Serv- 
ice to be able to fulfill its management and 
resource protection responsibilities at the 
Presidio. Thus, the obligation limitation 
would be lifted on December 31, 1995. 

Because of concerns about sufficient re- 
sources remaining available to address the 
requirements of any authorization regarding 
the Presidio Trust, the managers expect the 
National Park Service to notify the relevant 
House and Senate appropriations and author- 
izing committees before awarding any major 
contracts after December 31, 1995, and prior 
to the establishment of the Presidio Trust 
once it is authorized. 

Amendment No. 85: Restores language pro- 
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen- 
ate repealing provisions of the Oil Pollution 
Act of 1990 with respect to Outer Continental 
Shelf leases offshore North Carolina. The re- 
peal of this statute is not intended to excuse 
the United States from the liabilities, if any, 
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it has incurred to date nor to otherwise af- 
fect pending litigation. 

Amendment No. 86: Retains language pro- 
posed by the Senate limiting the allocation 
of self-governance funds to Indian tribes in 
the State of Washington if a tribe adversely 
impacts rights of nontribal owners of land 
within the tribe’s reservation. The House 
had no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 87: Retains language pro- 
posed by the Senate which requires the De- 
partment of the Interior to issue a specific 
schedule for the completion of the Lake 
Cushman Land Exchange Act within 30 days 
of enactment and to complete the exchange 
by September 30, 1996. The House had no 
similar provision. 

Amendment No. 88: Retains Senate lan- 
guage authorizing the National Park Service 
to expend funds for maintenance and repair 
of the Company Creek Road in Lake Chelan 
National Recreation Area and providing 
that, unless specifically authorized, no funds 
may be used for improving private property. 
The House had no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 89: Revises language pro- 
posed by the Senate to reallocate mandatory 
grant payments of $27,720,000 to the Com- 
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands 
(CNMI). 

The managers agree that for fiscal years 
1996 through 2002 the CNMI shall receive 
$11,000,000 annually. This is consistent with 
total funding, matching requirements, and 
terms negotiated and set forth in the agree- 
ment executed on December 17, 1992, between 
the special representative of the President of 
the United States and the special representa- 
tives of the Governor of the Northern Mari- 
ana Islands. 

The managers agree that Guam shall re- 
ceive impact aid of $4,580,000 in fiscal year 
1996. This funding level shall continue 
through fiscal year 2001, as authorized by the 
Compact of Free Association. The managers 
agree that these grant funds must be used for 
infrastructure needs, as determined by the 
Government of Guam. 

The managers agree that $7,700,000 shall be 
allocated for capital improvement grants to 
American Samoa in fiscal year 1996 and that 
higher levels of funding may be required in 
future years to fund the highest priority 
projects identified in a master plan. The 
managers have agreed to language directing 
the Secretary to develop such a master plan 
in conjunction with the Government of 
American Samoa. The plan is to be reviewed 
by the Army Corps of Engineers before it is 
submitted to the Congress and is to be up- 
dated annually as part of the budget jus- 
tification. 

The managers understand that renovation 
of hospital facilities in American Samoa has 
been identified as one of the more critical 
and high priority needs. The Secretary of the 
Interior and the American Samoa Govern- 
ment are reminded that Congress required 
the creation of a hospital authority as a con- 
dition to Federal funding of health care fa- 
cilities. The managers expect the existing 
hospital authority in American Samoa to be 
supported by the American Samoa Govern- 
ment so that it continues the purpose of im- 
proving the quality and management of 
health care. 

The managers agree that $4,420,000 shall be 
allocated in fiscal year 1996 for resettlement 
of Rongelap Atoll. Language has been in- 
cluded that total additional contributions, 
including funding provided in this bill, may 
not exceed $32,000,000 and are contingent on 
an agreement that such contributions are a 
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full and final settlement of all obligations of 
the United States to assist in the resettle- 
ment of Rongelap. 

The managers have deleted language provi- 
sions proposed by the Senate which would 
legislate on several matters including mini- 
mum wage, immigration, and local employ- 
ment in the Northern Mariana Islands. 

The managers agree that the Secretary of 
the Interior should continue to submit an 
annual “State of the Islands” report. This 
report has been submitted for the past four 
years in accordance with Committee direc- 
tives and is a valuable source of information 
for the Congress. 

TITLE II—RELATED AGENCIES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOREST SERVICE 
FOREST RESEARCH 


Amendment No. 90: Appropriates 
$178,000,000 for forest research instead of 
$182,000,000 as proposed by the House and 
$177,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

For forestry research, the managers reaf- 
firm support for the consolidation of budget 
line items, to provide the agency additional 
flexibility with restructuring, and to allow 
efficiencies and cost savings as required to 
meet funding reductions. The managers 
agree that no forest and range experiment 
station, research program, or research 
project should be held harmless from de- 
ceases that would impose disproportionate 
reductions to other research activities. The 
agency should maintain its focus on core re- 
search activities—including forestry ге- 
search—that support initiatives relating 
both to public and private forest lands, and 
cooperative research efforts involving the 
universities as well as the private sector, di- 
rected at forest management, resource utili- 
zation and productivity. The managers urge 
the Forest Service to avoid location closures 
where research is not conducted elsewhere, 
and to consolidate programs that are spread 
over multiple locations. The managers are 
particularly concerned that silvicultural and 
hardwood utilization research continue given 
the large number of public and private for- 
ests which rely on this research. 

In addition, the managers note the growing 
importance of data and other information 
collected through the Forest Inventory Anal- 
ysis (FIA) program and the resulting state- 
wide forest inventories. The analysis and col- 
lection of information directed at forest 
health conditions on public and private for- 
est lands has become especially important in 
recent years. 

The managers have included $300,000 for 
landscape management research at the Uni- 
versity of Washington, $479,000 for Cook 
County Ecosystem project, and $200,000 for 
research at the Olympic Natural Resources 
Center in Forks, WA. 


STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY 


Amendment Мо. 91: Appropriates 
$136,794,000 for State and private forestry as 
proposed by the Senate but deletes Senate 
earmarks for cooperative lands fire manage- 
ment and the stewardship incentives pro- 
gram. The House provided $129,551,000 for 
State and private forestry. 

The net increase above the House includes 
increases of $4,500,000 for the stewardship in- 
centives program, $3,000,000 for forest legacy 
program, and $5,500,000 for economic action 
programs; and reductions of $2,000,000 from 
forest health management, $621,000 from co- 
operative lands fire management, $1,636,000 
for forest stewardship and $1,500,000 for urban 
and community forestry. 
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The managers agree to the following dis- 
tribution of funds within economic action 
programs: 

Forest products conserva- 

tion and recovery 
Economic recovery .... 
Rural development 
Wood in transportation 
Columbia River Gorge, eco- 

nomic grants to counties 2,500,000 

The managers agree that $2,880,000 within 
rural development be allocated to the North- 
east and Midwest, and that no funds are pro- 
vided for economic diversification studies. 


INTERNATIONAL FORESTRY 


The managers agree that up to $4,000,000 of 
Forest Service funds may be utilized for pur- 
poses previously funded through the Inter- 
national Forestry Appropriation. Domestic 
activities requiring international contacts 
will continue to be funded, as in the past, by 
appropriate domestic benefiting program. 
The managers reiterate their expectations 
that the Service curtail foreign travel ex- 
penditures in light of budget constraints. 

Operations formerly funded by Inter- 
national Forestry or other appropriations, 
other than research activities, of the Inter- 
national Institute of Tropical Forestry, 
Puerto Rico and the Institute of Pacific Is- 
lands Forestry, Hawaii may continue to be 
funded as appropriate. As with other pro- 
grams, it may be necessary to reduce funding 
for these institutes due to budget con- 
straints. Research activities will be funded 
from the Forest Research Appropriation. 

The managers also expect the Forest Serv- 
ice to examine the best means to provide 
leadership in international forestry activi- 
ties and meet essential representation and li- 
aison responsibilities with foreign govern- 
ments and international organizations, and 
agree that the Forest Service should not 
maintain a separate deputy chief for inter- 
national forestry. 

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM 


Amendment No. 92: Appropriates 
$1,256,253,000 for the national forest system 
instead of $1,266,688,000 as proposed by the 
House and $1,247,543,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

The net decrease below the House consists 
of reductions of $5,750,000 for recreation man- 
agement, $1,750,000 for wilderness manage- 
ment, $435,000 for heritage resources, 
$1,750,000 for wildlife habitat management, 
$1,000,000 for inland fish habitat manage- 
ment, $1,750,000 for threatened and endan- 
gered species habitat management; and in- 
creases of $1,000,000 for road maintenance, 
and $1,000,000 for facility maintenance. 

The managers expect the land agencies to 
begin to rebuild and restore the public tim- 
ber programs on national forests and BLM 
lands. With the modest increase in funding 
provided, the Forest Service is expected to 
produce 2.6 billion board feet of green sales. 
With enactment of the new salvage initiative 
(P.L. 104-19) in response to the emergency 
forest health situation, the agencies are ex- 
pected to proceed aggressively to expedite 
the implementation of existing programmed 
salvage volumes, with the expectation that 
the Forest Service will produce an additional 
increment of 1.5 BBF over the expected sale 
program for fiscal year 1996. The managers 
expect a total fiscal year 1996 Forest Service 
sale accomplishment level of 5.6 BBF, and 
note that this is nearly half the level author- 
ized for sale just five years ago. The Forest 
Service is to report timber sale accomplish- 
ments on the basis of net sawtimber sold and 
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awarded to purchasers, and on the volume of- 
fered. Those regions of the country which 
sell products other than sawtimber should 
continue to report accomplishments in the 
same manner as used in the forest plans. The 
reports are also to provide information on 
both green and salvage sales. 

The managers encourage the Forest Serv- 
ice to use up to $350,000 to commission a 
third party field review of the environmental 
impacts and the economic efficiency of the 
emergency forest salvage program mandated 
by section 2001 of P.L. 104-19. The managers 
believe that funding such a review can be ap- 
propriately undertaken through the timber 
salvage sale fund. 

The managers note the difference between 
the House and Senate reports pertaining to 
tree measurement and timber scaling. The 
managers also note that House Report 103- 
551 specifically allows Forest Service man- 
agers to use scaling when selling salvage 
sales or thinnings. The managers expect the 
Forest Service to use fully the flexibility au- 
thorized in House Report 103-551 for rapidly 
deteriorating timber, and to use sample 
weight scaling for the sale of low value 

. Further, the managers direct the 
Forest Service to undertake a study to iden- 
tify: (1) which measurement method is more 
cost efficient; (2) to assess what percent of 
timber theft cases involve scaling irregular- 
ities and whether tree measurement discour- 
ages timber theft; (3) which measurement 
method is more efficient when environ- 
mental modifications are needed after a sale 
has been awarded; and (4) assess the agency’s 
ability to perform cruising required under 
tree measurement. The study will measure 
Forest Service performance based on Forest 
Service Handbook cruise standards, includ- 
ing identifying how often uncertified em- 
ployees are involved in cruise efforts. The 
Forest Service shall contract with an estab- 
lished independent contractor skilled in both 
cruising and scaling and report back to the 
Committees no later than March 1, 1996. 

The conference agreement includes $400,000 
for the development of a plan for preserving 
and managing the former Joliet Arsenal 
property as a National tallgrass prairie. The 

rs are aware of legislation to estab- 
lish the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie 
and urge the Forest Service to take such 
steps as are necessary, including a re- 
programming, to begin implementing the 
legislation when enacted. The managers also 
urge the Forest Service to seek full funding 
for the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie 
as part of its fiscal year 1997 budget request. 

The managers are concerned about the 
many programs in the President’s Forest 
Plan designed to provide assistance to tim- 
ber dependent communities in the Pacific 
Northwest. The managers are disturbed by 
the inability of the agencies involved to pro- 
vide a detailed accounting of funds appro- 
priated in previous fiscal years for the unem- 
ployed timber worker programs in the Presi- 
dent's Forest Plan. 

The managers expect the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture to 
prepare a detailed accounting and report of 
the funds appropriated in fiscal year 1995 for 
the President's Forest plan. The report shall 
include a careful accounting of appropriated 
funding, including: funds appropriated for 
timber production; administrative expenses, 
including the number of Federal employees 
employed to administer the various aspects 
of the President’s plan; funds appropriated 
for the various jobs programs allowed for 
under the President’s plan, including but not 
limited to the Jobs in the Woods program; 
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the number of individuals employed by these 

programs; and the average length of each 
job. The managers expect the Secretaries to 
submit the report to the Committees no 
later than March 31, 1996. 

The managers are concerned that the For- 
est Service reallocates funding pursuant to 
reprogramming requests before they are 
transmitted to Congress. The managers di- 
rect the Forest Service to adhere to the re- 
programming guidelines, and not reallocate 
funds until the Appropriations Committees 
have had an opportunity to review these pro- 


The managers believe that additional ор- 
portunities exist for contracting Forest 
Service activities, and encourage expanding 
the use of contractors wherever possible. 

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT 


Amendment No. 93: Changes the account 
title to Wildland Fire Management as pro- 
posed by the Senate, instead of Fire Protec- 
tion and Emergency Suppression as proposed 
by the House. 

Amendment No. 94: Appropriates 
$385,485,000 for wildland fire management as 
proposed by the House instead of $381,485,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

CONSTRUCTION 


Amendment No. 95: Appropriates 
$163,500,000 for construction, instead of 
$120,000,000 as proposed by the House and 
$186,888,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The increase above the House includes 
$23,500,000 for facilities, $5,000,000 for road 
construction, and $15,000,000 for trail con- 
struction. Within the total for facilities, the 
conference agreement includes $36,000,000 for 
recreation, 310.000.000 for FASO, and 
$2,500,000 for research. 

The managers agree to the following ear- 
marks within recreation construction: 


Allegheny NF, rehabilita- 


e ЗААХ 5150,000 
Bead Lake, WA, boating 

CCC ОУ 60,000 
Bead Lake, WA, roads 176,000 
Columbia River Gorge Dis- 

covery Center, OR, com- 

pletion ФУ 2,500,000 
Cradle of Forestry, 

min ААЫА 500,000 
Daniel Boone NF, KY, ге- 

habilitation .................... 660,000 
Gum Springs Recreation 

Area, LA, rehabilitation 

РӨЛДЕ Бы ыды 400,000 
Johnston Ridge Observ- 

atr WA зеен 500,000 
Johnston Ridge Observ- 

atory, WA, roads 550,000 
Lewis and Clark Interpre- 

tive Center, MT, comple- 

TV 2,700,000 
Multonmah Falls, OR, 

sewer system 190,000 
Northern Great Lakes Visi- 

tor Center, WI ................ 1,965,000 
Seneca Rocks, WV visitor 

center, completion ......... 1,400,000 
Timberline Lodge, OR, 

water system improve- 

ments and new reservoir 750,000 
Winding Stair Mountain 

National Recreation and 

Wilderness Area, OK, im- 

provements ..................... 682,000 


The managers agree that for the Northern 
Great Lakes Visitor Center, WI, funding is 
provided with the understanding that the 
project cost is to be matched 50% by the 
State of Wisconsin. 
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The conference agreement includes 
$95,000,000 for roads to be allocated as fol- 
lows: $57,000,000 for timber roads, $26,000,000 
for recreation roads, and $12,000,000 for gen- 
eral purpose roads. 

The managers remain interested in Forest 
Service plans for restoring Grey Towers, and 
are concerned about the cost of the project. 
The managers expect the Forest Service to 
continue the implementation of the master 
plan for Grey Towers and to explore addi- 
tional partnerships that can help cost-share 
required restoration work. The Forest Serv- 
ice should work with the Committees to pro- 
vide a better understanding of the needs of 
Grey Towers and explore ways to reduce the 
cost to the Federal government. 

The managers concur in the reprogram- 
ming request currently pending for Johnston 
Ridge Observatory and Timberline Lodge 
sewer system. 

Amendment No. 96: Earmarks $2,500,000 and 
unobligated project balances for a grant to 
the Non-Profit Citizens for the Columbia 
Gorge Discovery Center,” and authorizes the 
conveyance of certain land, as proposed by 
the Senate. The House included no similar 
provision. 

Amendment No. 97: Includes Senate provi- 
sion which authorizes funds appropriated in 
1991 for a new research facility at the Uni- 
versity of Missouri, Columbia, to be avail- 
able as a grant for construction of the facil- 
ity, and provides that the Forest Service 
shall receive free space in the building. The 
House had no similar provision. 

LAND ACQUISITION 


Amendment No. 98: Appropriates $41,200,000 
instead of $14,600,000 as proposed by the 
House and $41,167,000 as proposed by the Sen- 
ate. The $41,200,000 includes $7,500,000 for ac- 
quisition management, $2,000,000 for emer- 
gency and inholding purchases, $1,000,000 for 
wilderness protection, $1,725,000 for cash 
equalization of land exchanges, and 
$28,975,000 for land purchase. 

Amendment No. 99: Strikes Senate ear- 
mark for Mt. Jumbo. 

Amendment No. 100: Strikes earmark for 
Kane Experimental Forest. 

The managers expect that any movement 
of acquisition funds from one project to an- 
other regardless of circumstances must fol- 
low normal reprogramming guidelines. The 
managers have deleted all references to spe- 
cific earmarkings included in the Senate re- 
port. 

The managers continue to encourage 
strongly the use of land exchanges as a way 
in which to protect important recreational 
or environmentally significant lands, in lieu 
of the Federal Government acquiring lands. 
The managers believe that land exchanges 
represent a more cost-effective way in which 
to do business and encourage the Forest 
Service to give high priority to those ex- 
changes either nearing completion, or where 
land management decisions are made par- 
ticularly difficult due to checkerboard own- 
ership. 

The managers are concerned about the 
long history of problems associated with the 
implementation of land acquisition provi- 
sions in the Columbia River Gorge National 
Scenic Act. To date, nearly $40 million has 
been spent on land acquisitions in the Gorge, 
and the Forest Service estimates that nearly 
$20-$30 million in remaining land is left to be 
acquired. The Gorge Act authorizes land ex- 
changes in the area, and while several ex- 
changes have been completed, a substantial 
number of acres remain to be acquired to ful- 
fill the purposes of the Scenic Act. The man- 
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agers strongly support the use of land ex- 
changes versus land acquisitions. The man- 
agers understand that the Forest Service has 
the existing statutory authority to conduct 
land exchanges in the Scenic Area, including 
tripartite land-for-timber exchanges. 

The managers encourage the Forest Serv- 
ice to enter into land exchanges, including 
tripartite land exchanges, with willing land 
owners in the Gorge to diminish the need for 
future acquisitions. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS, FOREST SERVICE 


Amendment No. 101: Retains Senate provi- 
sion which prohibits any reorganization 
without the consent of the appropriations 
and authorizing committees and adds a pro- 
vision exempting the relocation of the Re- 
gion 5 regional offices from the requirement 
to obtain the consent of the authorizing and 
appropriations committees. The House had 
no similar provision. 

The managers are concerned that the For- 
est Service is being required to move the Re- 
gional Office in Atlanta, Georgia from its 
present location to a new Federal Center in 
downtown Atlanta at greatly increased 
costs. At the same time, accessibility for 
both the public and employees will be made 
more difficult. Requiring the Forest Service 
to absorb increased costs for no increase in 
effectiveness or efficiency is not acceptable. 
The managers agree that any relocation of 
the Atlanta office can occur only pursuant 
to the bill language restrictions which re- 
quire the advance approval of the authoriz- 
ing and appropriations committees. This will 
allow the committees the opportunity to ex- 
amine closely the costs and benefits of any 
such proposal, and require the Administra- 
tion to justify fully any additional expendi- 
tures. 

Amendment No. 102: Includes Senate provi- 
sion which adds the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources to the list of commit- 
tees which must approve reorganizations 
pursuant to amendment No. 101. The House 
had no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 103: Includes the Senate 
provision which adds the Committee on Re- 
sources to the list of committees which must 
approve reorganizations pursuant to amend- 
ment No. 101. The House had no similar pro- 
vision. 

Amendment No. 104: Modifies Senate provi- 
sion by deleting the prohibition on changes 
to the appropriations structure without ad- 
vance approval of the Appropriations Com- 
mittees, and substituting language allowing 
the relocation of the Region 5 regional office 
to Mare Island in Vallejo, CA, subject to the 
existing reprogramming guidelines. The 
House had no similar provision. 

The conference agreement includes bill 
language which provides authority to fi- 
nance costs associated with the relocation of 
the Region 5 regional office to excess mili- 
tary property at Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
at Vallejo, CA, from any Forest Service ac- 
count. However, the managers expect a re- 
programming request which justifies the re- 
location and identifies the source of funds to 
be used before funds are reallocated for this 
purpose. The allocation of other regions are 
not to be reduced in order to finance the 
move. 

Amendment No. 105: Retains House lan- 
guage stricken by the Senate providing that 
80 percent of the funds for the “Jobs in the 
Woods” program for National Forest land in 
the State of Washington be granted to the 
State Department of Fish and Wildlife. The 
Senate had no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 106: Deletes House provi- 
sion relating to songbirds on the Shawnee 
NF. The Senate had no similar provision. 
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Amendment No. 107: Deletes Senate provi- 
sion which prohibits revision or implementa- 
tion of a new Tongass Land Management 
Plan. The House had no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 108: Modifies Senate provi- 
sion requiring implementation of the 
Tongass Land Management Plan, Alter- 
native P, during fiscal year 1996, and allows 
continuation of the current Tongass Na- 
tional Forest land management planning 
process which may replace or modify Alter- 
native P. Language is also included relating 
to offering certain timber sales in Alaska, 
and making permanent section 502 of Public 
Law 104-19 relating to habitat conservation 
areas in the Tongass National Forest. The 
House had no similar provision. 

The managers appreciate the critical need 
to resolve land and resource management is- 
sues relating to the Tongass National Forest 
in Southeast Alaska and further recognize 
that, to date, the Congress has provided suf- 
ficient guidance and funding for the Forest 
Service to develop a workable land manage- 
ment plan. Therefore, the Forest Service is 
directed to implement the preferred alter- 
native identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement dated October 1992 and its 
companion Record of Decision draft dated 
February 1993. The Forest Service may 
amend that plan to include a signed agree- 
ment between the Forest Service and the 
Alaska Visitors’ Association, and is directed 
otherwise to proceed with timber sales and 
other plan features in accordance with this 
plan. The current plan revision process may 
continue, provided that any proposed revi- 
sions shall, to the maximum extent possible, 
contain no fewer acres to suitable timber 
lands than in the plan selected by this bill 
and any revision shall not take effect during 
fiscal year 19%, 

Amendment No. 109: Includes Senate provi- 
sion which prohibits applying paint to rocks 
or rock colorization. The House includes no 
similar provision. 


DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 


Amendment No. 110: Appropriates 
$417,169,000 for fossil energy research and de- 
velopment instead of $379,524,000 as proposed 
by the House and $376,181,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. The amendment also provides for 
the transfer of authority for health and safe- 
ty research in mines and the mineral indus- 
try from the Bureau of Mines (see amend- 
ment No. 47). Changes to the amount pro- 
posed by the House for coal research include 
an increase of $2,000,000 for Kalina cycle test- 
ing and decreases of $1,500,000 in coal prepa- 
ration research, $1,650,000 for HRI proof of 
concept testing and $1,000,000 for bench scale 
research in the direct liquefaction program, 
$1,000,000 for in house research in the high ef- 
ficiency integrated gasification combined 
cycle program, $500,000 for filters testing and 
evaluation in the high efficiency pressurized 
fluidized bed program, and $300,000 for inter- 
national program support and $1,000,000 for 
university coal research in advanced re- 
search and technology development. Changes 
to the amount proposed by the House for oil 
technology research include increases of 
$1,500,000 for a data repository, $250,000 for 
the gypsy field project and $250,000 for the 
northern midcontinent digital petroleum 
atlas in exploration and supporting research, 
and decreases of $1,000,000 for the National 
laboratory/industry partnership and 
$1,000,000 for extraction in exploration and 
supporting research, $2,000,000 for the heavy 
oil/unconsolidated gulf coast project in the 
recovery field demonstrations program, and 
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$1,100,000 as a general reduction to the proc- 
essing research and downstream operations 
program. Changes to the amount proposed by 
the House for natural gas research include 
decreases of $440,000 for conversion of natural 
gases to liquid fuels, $130,000 for the inter- 
national gas technology information center 
and $30,000 for low quality gas upgrading in 
the utilization program and $1,000,000 for the 
advanced concepts/tubular solid oxide fuel 
cell program. Other changes to the House 
recommended level include increases of 
$40,000,000 for health and safety research ($35 
million) and materials partnerships ($5 mil- 
lion) which are being transferred from the 
Bureau of Mines, $6,295,000 for cooperative 
research and development and $5,000,000 for 
program direction at the energy technology 
centers and a decrease of $4,000,000 for envi- 
ronmental restoration. 

The funds provided for cooperative re- 
search and development include $295,000 for 
technical and program management support 
and $3,000,000 each for the Western Research 
Institute and the University of North Dakota 
Energy and Environmental Research Center. 
Within the funds provided for WRI and 
UNDEERC, the managers agree that a per- 
centage comparable to the fiscal year 1995 
rate may be used for the base research pro- 
gram, and the balance is to be used for the 
jointly sponsored research program. 

The managers have included an increase of 
$5,000,000 for program direction, which is 
$1,000,000 less than recommended in the Sen- 
ate bill. The managers expect the Depart- 
ment to allocate these funds commensurate 
with the program distributions in this bill. 
The various program and support functions 
of the field locators should continue to be 
funded out of the same line-items as in fiscal 
year 1995. 

The managers are aware of proposals re- 
garding the future field office structure of 
the fossil energy program. The managers 
take no position on the specifics of the var- 
ious aspects of the strategic realignment ini- 
tiative at this time as many of the details 
are not yet available. The managers expect 
the Department to comply fully with the re- 
programming guidelines before proceeding 
with implementation of any reorganization 
or relocation. The managers are concerned 
about the basis for estimated savings, per- 
sonnel impacts, budget changes, transition 
plans, and how any proposed integration will 
address market requirements and utiliza- 
tion. 

In any proposal to privatize the National 
Institute for Petroleum and Energy Research 
(NIPER), the Department should seek com- 
petitively a non-Federal entity to acquire 
NIPER and to make such investments and 
changes as may be necessary to enable the 
private entity to perform high-value re- 
search and development services and com- 
pete with other organizations for private and 
public sector work. In the interim, to the ex- 
tent the program level for oil technology al- 
lows, the Department is encouraged to main- 
tain as much of the program at NIPER as 
possible. 

With respect to the functions of the Bu- 
reau of Mines which have been transferred to 
the Department of Energy, the managers ex- 
pect the Department to continue to identify 
the resources being allocated for these pur- 
poses and not to subsume these functions 
into other budget line-items within the fossil 
energy account. The Secretary should main- 
tain the transferred functions and personnel 
at their current locations. In fiscal year 1996, 
any staffing reductions required to accom- 
modate the funding level provided for health 
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and safety research should be taken from 
within this activity and should not affect 
any other elements of the fossil energy re- 
search and development organization. Like- 
wise, any additional or vacant positions 
which are required for the health and safety 
research function should be filled with Bu- 
reau of Mines employees who are subject to 
termination or reduction-in-force. The man- 
agers strongly encourage the Administra- 
tion, and particularly the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget, to work toward consoli- 
dating these health and safety functions in 
the same agency with either the Mine Safety 
and Health Administration or the National 
Institute for Occupational Safety and 
Health. 

The managers do not object to the use of 
up to $18,000,000 in clean coal technology pro- 
gram funds for administration of the clean 
coal program. The managers are concerned 
that a clean coal project was recently 
changed without addressing Congressional 
concerns that were raised before and during 
the application review period. The managers 
expect the Secretary, to the extent possible, 
to ensure that the sulfur dioxide facility 
which was approved as part of the NOXSO 
clean coal project is constructed so as to 
begin operation when the elemental sulfur is 
available from the NOXSO process. The man- 
agers also expect the Department to report 
to the legislative committees of jurisdiction 
as well as the Appropriations Committees in 
the House and Senate on the rationale for 
approving the construction of a sulfur diox- 
ide plant as part of the NOXSO project. As 
the remaining projects in the clean coal pro- 
gram proceed, the Department should focus 
on technologies that relate directly to the 
objectives of the program. 

Amendment No. 111: Deletes language in- 
serted by the Senate requiring that any new 
project start be substantially cost-shared 
with a private entity. The House had no 
similar provision. The managers expect the 
Department to make every effort to increase 
the percentage of non-Federal cost-sharing 
in its research and development projects. 

NAVAL PETROLEUM AND OIL SHALE RESERVES 


Amendment No. 112: Appropriates 
$149,028,000 for the Naval petroleum and oil 
shale reserves instead of $151,028,000 as pro- 
posed by the House and $136,028,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 113: Repeals the restric- 
tion on conducting studies with respect to 
the sale of the Naval petroleum and oil shale 
reserves as proposed by the Senate. The 
House had no similar provision. 

ENERGY CONSERVATION 


Amendment Мо. 114: Appropriates 
$553,293,000 for energy conservation instead 
of $556,371,000 as proposed by the House and 
$576,976,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
Changes to the amount proposed by the 
House for the buildings program include in- 
creases of $150,000 for the foam insulation 
project in the building envelope program, 
$100,000 for lighting and appliance 
collaboratives in commercial buildings in 
the building equipment program апа 
$1,140,000 for energy efficiency standards for 
Federal buildings in the codes and standards 
program, and decreases of $400,000 for resi- 
dential buildings/building America, $3,000 for 
residential efficiency/climate change action 
plan, and $1,500,000 for partnership America/ 
climate change action plan in building sys- 
tems; $150,000 as a general reduction to mate- 
rials and structures in building envelope; 
$450,000 as a general reduction to lighting 
and $100,000 for appliance technology intro- 


September 21, 1995 


duction partnerships/climate.change action 
plan in building equipment; and $3,060,000 as 
a general reduction to the codes and stand- 
ards program, consistent with the morato- 
rium on issuing new standards (see amend- 
ment No. 157). 

Changes to the amount proposed by the 
House for the industry program include an 
increase of $3,000,000 in industrial wastes to 
maintain the NICE3 program at the fiscal 
year 1995 level and decreases of $300,000 for 
combustion in the municipal solid waste pro- 
gram, $1,000,000 as a general reduction to the 
metals initiative in the materials and metals 
processing program with the expectation 
that none of the reduction is to be applied to 
the electrochemical dezincing project, 
$200,000 as a general reduction for alternative 
feedstocks and $700,000 as a general reduction 
for process development in the other process 
efficiency program, and $2,000,000 for envi- 
ronmental technology partnerships in imple- 
mentation and deployment. 

Changes to the amount proposed by the 
House for the transportation program in- 
clude increases of $990,000 for metal matrix 
composites in vehicle systems materials; 
$200,000 for turbine engine technologies, 
$200,000 for the ceramic turbine engine dem- 
onstration project, $4,500,000 for automotive 
piston technologies, and $612,000 for combus- 
tion and emissions research and development 
in heat engine technologies; and $16,228,000 
for on-board hydrogen proton exchange 
membrane fuel cells and $2,900,000 for fuel 
cell research and development in electric and 
hybrid propulsion development. Decreases 
from the House include $1,200,000 for fuel 
cells/battery materials and $500,000 as a gen- 
eral reduction in materials technology; 
$1,000,000 as a general reduction in vehicle 
systems materials; $6,462,000 as a general re- 
duction to light duty engine technologies in 
the heat engine technologies program; and 
$500,000 for battery development, $1,000,000 to 
terminate the phosphoric acid fuel cell bus 
program and $15,528,000 as a general reduc- 
tion for fuel cell development in the electric 
and hybrid propulsion development program. 

Changes to the amount proposed by the 
House for the technical and financial assist- 
ance program include an increase of 
$3,250,000 for the weatherization assistance 
program and a decrease of $295,000 for the in- 
ventions and innovations program. 

The managers have agreed to the Senate 
bill language restricting the issuance of new 
or amended standards in the codes and 
standards program (see amendment Nos. 156 
and 157). 

The managers agree that: 

1. The Department should aggressively 
pursue increased sharing; 

2. Projects that prove to be uneconomical 
or fail to produce results should be termi- 
nated; 

3. The fiscal year 1997 budget should con- 
tinue the trend of program downsizing with 
the focus on completing existing commit- 
ments; 

4. Ongoing programs should not be grouped 
under the umbrella of large initiatives and 
described as new programs in the budget; 

5. There should be no new program starts 
without compelling justification and identi- 
fied funding offsets; 

6. The home energy rating system pilot 
program should be continued with the exist- 
ing pilot States; within the funds available 
for HERS, the managers expect the Depart- 
ment to work with Mississippi and other 
non-pilot program States on the States’ 
home energy rating systems; 
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7. There is no objection to continuing the 
student vehicle competition in the transpor- 
tation program at the current year funding 
level; 

8. The Department should work with the 
States to determine what other programs 
should be included in a block grant type pro- 
gram along with the consolidated State en- 
ergy conservation program/institutional con- 
servation program; 

9. There is no objection to continuing the 
interagency agreement with the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development for pub- 
lic assisted housing and other low-income 
initiatives to the extent that HUD reim- 
burses the Department for this work; 

10. The Office of Industrial Technologies 
may procure capital equipment using operat- 
ing funds, subject to the existing reprogram- 
ming guidelines; 

11. The Department should work with the 
Office of Management and Budget and the 
General Services Administration to ensure 
that agencies fund energy efficiency im- 
provements in Federal buildings; 

12. The Department should increase private 
sector investment through energy savings 
performance contracts in the Federal energy 
management program and should develop 
mechanisms to be reimbursed for these ef- 
forts; 

13. The Department should submit a new 
five year program plan for the transpor- 
tation program in light of current funding 
constraints; and 

14. There are no specific restrictions on the 
number of contracts to be let for the long 
term battery development effort or activi- 
ties within the electric and hybrid vehicle 
program. Given the level of funding pro- 
vided, the Department should examine care- 
fully its options in these areas in close co- 
ordination with its industry cooperators. 

Amendment No, 115: Earmarks $140,696,000 
for State energy grant programs instead of 
$148,946,000 as proposed by the House and 
5168,946,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 116: Earmarks $114,196,000 
for the weatherization assistance program 
instead of $110,946,000 as proposed by the 
House and $137,446,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 117: Earmarks $26,500,000 
for the State energy conservation program 
as proposed by the House instead of 
$31,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

ECONOMIC REGULATION 


Amendment Хо. 118: Appropriates $6,297,000 
for economic regulation as proposed by the 
House instead of $8,038,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

The managers agree that the Office of 
Hearings and Appeals should receive reim- 
bursement for work other than petroleum 
overcharge cases and related activities as 
recommended by the House. 

ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION 


Amendment No. 119: Appropriates 
$72,266,000 for the Energy Information Ad- 
ministration instead of $79,766,000 as pro- 
posed by the House and $64,766,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. The managers expect 
the reduction to be applied largely to EIA's 
forecasting efforts. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 

SERVICES 
INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE 
INDIAN HEALTH SERVICES 


Amendment No. 120: Appropriates 
$1,722,842,000 for Indian health services in- 
stead of $1,725,792,000 as proposed by the 
House and $1,815,373,000 as proposed by the 
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Senate. Changes to the amount proposed by 
the House include increases of $1,500,000 for 
collections and billings, $750,000 for epidemi- 
ology centers, $200,000 for the Indians into 
Psychology program, and decreases of 
$2,000,000 for Indian health professionals, 
$3,000,000 for tribal managment, and a 
$400,000 transfer from hospitals and clinics to 
facilities and environmental health support. 

Amendment Мо. 121: Earmarks $350,564,000 
for contract medical care as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $351,258,000 as proposed by 
the House. 

The managers agree that the Indian Self 
Determination Fund is to be used only for 
new and expanded contracts and that this 
fund may be used for self-governance com- 
pacts only to the extent that a compact as- 
sumes new or additional responsibilities that 
had been performed by the IHS. 

The managers agree that the fetal alcohol 
syndrome project at the University of Wash- 
ington should be funded at the fiscal year 
1995 level. 

The managers are concerned about the ade- 
quacy of health care services available to the 
Utah Navajo population, and urge IHS to 
work with the local health care community 
to ensure that the health care needs of the 
Utah Navajos are being met. IHS should 
carefully consider those needs in designing a 
replacement facility for the Montezuma 
Creek health center. 

INDIAN HEALTH FACILITIES 


Amendment No. 122: Appropriates 
$238,958,000 for Indian health facilities in- 
stead of $236,975,000 as proposed by the House 
and $151,227,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
Changes to the amount proposed by the 
House include increases of $750,000 of the 
Alaska medical center, $1,000,000 for modular 
dental units, $500,000 for injury prevention, 
$400,000 for a base transfer from hospitals 
and clinics, and a decrease of $667,000 for the 
Fort Yuma, AZ project. 

The managers agree to delay any re- 
programming of funds from the Winnebago 
and Omaha Tribes’ health care facility. How- 
ever, given current budget constraints, if is- 
sues relative to the siting and design of the 
facility cannot be resolved, the managers 
will consider reprogramming these funds to 
other high priority IHS projects during fiscal 
year 1996. 

The Talihina, OK hospital is ranked sixth 
on the IHS health facilities priority list for 
inpatient facilities. The Choctaw Nation has 
developed a financing plan for a replacement 
facility. The Choctaw Nation proposes var- 
ious funding sources to support its project 
for a community based hospital. The man- 
agers direct IHS to work with the Choctaw 
Nation to identify resources necessary to 
staff, equip, and operate the newly con- 
structed facility. The managers will consider 
these operational needs in the context of 
current budget constraints. 

The managers have not agreed to provi- 
sions in the Senate bill requiring the IHS to 
prepare reports on the distribution of Indian 
Health Service professionals and on НІУ- 
AIDS prevention needs among Indian tribes. 
While the managers agree that closer exam- 
ination of these topics may be warranted, 
the resources necessary to conduct adequate 
studies are not available at this time. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
OFFICE OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 


EDUCATION 
INDIAN EDUCATION 
Amendment No. 123: Appropriates 


$52,500,000 as proposed by the House instead 
of $54,660,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
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The managers agree that no funding is pro- 
vided for the National Advisory Council on 
Indian Education. 

OTHER RELATED AGENCIES 


OFFICE OF NAVAJO AND HOPI INDIAN 
RELOCATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Amendment No. 124: Appropriates 
$20,345,000 for the Office of Navajo and Hopi 
Indian Relocation as proposed by the Senate 
instead of $21,345,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Amendment No. 125: Appropriates 
$308,188,000 for Salaries and Expenses instead 
of $309,471,000 as proposed by the House and 
$307,988,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The $200,000 increase is provided for the 
Center for folklife programs specifically for 
the 1996 Festival of American Folklife fea- 
turing the State of Iowa. This amount is pro- 
vided in addition to the $400,000 base funding. 
The State of Iowa will contribute $250,000 to- 
ward this effort. 

Amendment No. 126: Earmarks $30,472,000 
as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$32,000,000 proposed by the House for the in- 
strumentation program, collections acquisi- 
tion and various other programs. 

CONSTRUCTION AND IMPROVEMENTS, NATIONAL 
ZOOLOGICAL PARK 


Amendment No. 127: Appropriates $3,250,000 
for zoo construction as proposed by the Sen- 
ate instead of $3,000,000 as proposed by the 
House. The increase is limited to repairs and 
rehabilitation and is not to be used for new 
exhibits of expansions. 

REPAIR AND RESTORATION OF BUILDINGS 


Amendment No. 128: Appropriates 
$33,954,000 for repair and restoration of build- 
ings as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$24,954,000 as proposed by the House. 

CONSTRUCTION 


Amendment No. 129: Appropriates 
$27,700,000 for Construction as proposed by 
the Senate instead of $12,950,000 as proposed 
by the House. The managers agree that 
$15,000,000 is included for the National Mu- 
seum of the American Indian Cultural Re- 
source Center; $8,700,000 is included to com- 
plete the construction and equipping of the 
Natural History East Court Building and 
$3,000,000 is for minor construction, alter- 
ations and modifications. 

The managers are providing $1,000,000 to be 
used to complete a proposed master plan and 
initiate detailed planning and design to 
allow for the development of a proposed fi- 
nancial plan for the proposed extension at 
Dulles Airport for the Air and Space Mu- 
seum. The managers expect that the finan- 
cial plan shall specify, in detail, the phasing 
of the project and commitments by the Com- 
monwealth of Virginia and the Smithsonian 
toward construction and operation of the fa- 
cility. 

The managers agree that no Federal funds, 
beyond the costs of planning and design, will 
be available for the construction phase of 
this project. 

The managers have provided $15,000,000 for 
the continued construction of the National 
Museum of the American Indian Cultural Re- 
source Center in Suitland, Maryland. This 
amount will bring the Federal contribution 
to date for this project to $40,900,000. The 
managers have agreed that no additional 
Federal funds will be appropriated for this 
project. 
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The managers also strongly encourage the 
Smithsonian to develop alternative cost sce- 
narios for the proposed National Museum of 
the American Indian Mall Museum including 
downsizing of the building and decreasing 
the amount of Federal funding. 

Amendment No. 130: The managers agree 
to concur with the Senate amendment which 
strikes the House provision permitting a sin- 
gle procurement for construction of the 
American Indian Cultural Resources Center. 
The managers understand that authority 
provided previously for such purposes is suf- 
ficient. 

NATIONAL GALLERY OF ART 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Amendment No. 131: Appropriates 
$51,844,000 for salaries and expenses as pro- 
posed by the Senate instead of $51,315,000 as 
proposed by the House. 

REPAIR, RESTORATION AND RENOVATION OF 

BUILDINGS 


Amendment No. 132: Appropriates $6,442,000 
for repair, restoration and renovation of 
buildings instead of $5,500,000 as proposed by 
the House and $7,385,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

JOHN F. KENNEDY CENTER FOR THE 
PERFORMING ARTS 


OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 


Amendment No. 133: Appropriates 
$10,323,000 for operations and maintenance as 
proposed by the Senate, instead of $9,800,000 
as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 134: Includes Senate provi- 
sion which amends 40 U.S.C. 193п to provide 
the Kennedy Center with the same police au- 
thority as the Smithsonian Institution and 
the National Gallery of Art. The House had 
no similar provision. 

WOODROW WILSON INTERNATIONAL CENTER FOR 
SCHOLARS 


SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Amendment No. 135: Appropriates $5,840,000 
for the Woodrow Wilson International Center 
for Scholars instead of $5,140,100 as proposed 
by the House and $6,537,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

The managers continue to have serious 
concerns about the total costs associated 
with the proposed move to the Federal Tri- 
angle building. Until such time as both the 
House and Senate Appropriations Commit- 
tees’ concerns are satisfactorily addressed, 
no funds may be used for this purpose. 

NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS AND THE 
HUMANITIES 


NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE ARTS 
GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION 


Amendment No. 136: Appropriates 
$82,259,000 for grants and administration as 
proposed by the House instead of $88,765,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment Мо. 137: Deletes House lan- 
guage making NEA funding contingent upon 
passage of a House reauthorization bill. The 
Senate had no similar provision. 

The managers on the part of the House 
continue to support termination of NEA 
within two years, and do not support funding 
beyond FY 1997. The managers on the part of 
the Senate take strong exception to the 
House position, and support continued fund- 
ing for NEA. The managers expect this issue 
to be resolved by the legislative committees 
in the House and Senate. 

MATCHING GRANTS 


Amendment No. 138: Appropriates 
$17,235,000 for matching grants as proposed 
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by the House instead of $21,235,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 139: Deletes House lan- 
guage making funding for NEA contingent 
upon passage of a House reauthorization bill. 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITIES 

GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION 


Amendment No. 140: Appropriates 
$94,000,000 for grants and administration as 
proposed by the Senate instead of $82,469,000 
as proposed by the House. 

The managers on the part of the House 
continue to support a phase out of NEH with- 
in three years, and do not support funding 
beyond FY 1998. The managers on the part of 
the Senate take strong exception to the 
House position, and support continued fund- 
ing for NEH. The managers expect this issue 
to be resolved by the legislative committees 
in the House and Senate. 

MATCHING GRANTS 


Amendment No. 141: Appropriates 
$16,000,000 for matching grants as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $17,025,000 as pro- 
posed by the House. 

Amendment No. 142: Earmarks $10,000,000 
for challenge grants as proposed by the Sen- 
ate instead of $9,180,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION 


SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Amendment No. 143: Appropriates $2,500,000 
for salaries and expenses as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $3,063,000 as proposed by 
the House. 

While the Advisory Council works closely 
with Federal agencies and departments, the 
National Park Service and State historic 
preservation officers, it does not have re- 
sponsibility for designating historic prop- 
erties, providing financial assistance, over- 
riding other Federal agencies, decisions, or 
controlling actions taken by property own- 
ers. 

The managers encourage those Federal 
agencies and departments which benefit 
from the Advisory Council's expert advice to 
assist in covering these costs. The managers 
are concerned that some Advisory Council 
activities may duplicate those conducted by 
other preservation agencies. Therefore, the 
managers direct the Advisory Council to 
evaluate ways to recover the costs of assist- 
ing Federal agencies and departments 
through reimbursable agreements and to ex- 
amine its program activities to identify 
ways to eliminate any duplication with 
other agencies. The Advisory Council shall 
report its findings to the Congress by March 
31, 1996. 


FRANKLIN DELANO ROOSEVELT MEMORIAL 
COMMISSION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Amendment No. 144: Appropriates $147,000 
as proposed by the Senate instead of $48,000 
as proposed by the House. 

PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 


SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Amendment No. 145: Appropriates no funds 
as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$2,000,000 as proposed by the House. 

PUBLIC DEVELOPMENT 


Amendment No. 146: Modifies language 
proposed by the Senate allowing the use of 
prior year funding for operating and admin- 
istrative expenses. The modification allows 
the use of prior year funding for shutdown 
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costs in addition to operating costs. In addi- 
tion, prior year funds may be used to fund 
activities associated with the functions 
transferred to the General Services Adminis- 
tration. The House had no similar provision. 

The managers agree that not more than 
$3,000,000 in prior year funds can be used for 
operating, administrative expenses, and 
shutdown costs for the Pennsylvania Avenue 
Development Corporation. The managers di- 
rect that the orderly shutdown of the Cor- 
poration be accomplished within six months 
from the date of enactment of this Act. No 
staff should be maintained beyond April 1, 
1996. The managers agree that Pennsylvania 
Avenue Development Corporation staff asso- 
ciated with the Federal Triangle project 
should be transferred to the General Services 
Administration, and provision for the trans- 
fer has been included in the Treasury-Postal 
Services Appropriations bill. 

UNITED STATES HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL 
COUNCIL 


HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL COUNCIL 


Amendment No. 147: Appropriates 
$28,707,000 for the Holocaust Memorial Coun- 
cil as proposed by the House instead of 
$26,609,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 148: Restores language 
proposed by the House and stricken by the 
Senate providing that $1,264,000 for the Muse- 
um's exhibition program shall remain avail- 
able until expended. 

TITLE ІП--СЕМЕНАІ, PROVISIONS 


Amendment No. 149: Retains Senate provi- 
sion making a technical correction to Public 
Law 103-413. 

Amendment No. 150: Includes Senate provi- 
sion that any funds used for the Americorps 
program are subject to the reprogramming 
guidelines, and can only be used if the 
Americorps program is funded in the VA- 
HUD and Independent Agencies fiscal year 
1996 appropriations bill. The House prohib- 
ited the use of any funds for the Americorps 
program. 

Since the Northwest Service Academy 
(NWSA) is funded through fiscal year 1996, 
the managers agree that the agencies are not 
prohibited from granting the NWSA a special 
use permit, from using the NWSA to accom- 
plish projects on agency-managed lands or in 
furtherance of the agencies’ missions, or 
from paying the NWSA a reasonable fee-for- 
service for projects. 

Amendment No. 151: Modifies House lan- 
guage stricken by the Senate transferring 
certain responsibilities from the Pennsylva- 
nia Avenue Development Corporation to the 
General Services Administration, National 
Capital Planning Commission, and the Na- 
tional Park Service. The modification trans- 
fers all unobligated and unexpended balances 
to the General Services Administration, The 
Senate has no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 152: Modifies House and 
Senate provisions relating to the Interior 
Columbia River Basin ecoregion manage- 
ment project (the Project). The House and 
Senate contained different language on the 
subject, but both versions were clear in their 
position that the Project has grown too 
large, and too costly to sustain in a time of 
shrinking budgets. In addition, the massive 
nature of the undertaking, and the broad ge- 
ographic scope of the decisions to be made as 
part of a single project has raised concerns 
about potential vulnerability to litigation 
and court injunctions with a regionwide im- 
pact. The language included in the con- 
ference report reflects a compromise be- 
tween the two versions. 
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Subsection (b) appropriates $4,000,000 for 
the completion of an assessment on the Na- 
tional forest system lands and lands admin- 
istered by the BLM within the area encom- 
passed by the Project, and to publish two 
draft Environmental Impact Statements on 
the Project. The Forest Service and BLM 
should rely heavily on the eastside forest 
ecosystem health assessment in the develop- 
ment of the assessment and DEIS's, in par- 
ticular, volume II and IV provide a signifi- 
cant amount of the direction necessary for 
the development of an ecosystem manage- 
ment plan. This document has already been 
peer reviewed and widely distributed to the 
public. Therefore, the collaborative efforts 
by many scientists can be recognized. 

The two separate DEIS’s would cover the 
project region of eastern Washington and Or- 
egon, and the project region of Montana and 
Idaho, and other affected States. The lan- 
guage also directs project officials to submit 
the assessment and two DEIS’s to the appro- 
priate House and Senate committees for 
their review. The DEIS’s are not decisional 
and not subject to judicial review. The man- 
agers have included this language based upon 
concern that the publication of DEIS's of 
this magnitude would present the oppor- 
tunity for an injunction that would shut 
down all multiple use activities in the re- 
gion. 

The assessment shall contain a range of al- 
ternatives without the identification of a 
preferred alternative or management rec- 
ommendation. The assessment will also pro- 
vide a methodology for conducting any cu- 
mulative effects analysis required by section 
102(2) of NEPA, in the preparation of each 
amendment to a resource management plan. 

The assessment shall also include the sci- 
entific information and analysis conducted 
by the Project on forest and rangeland 
health conditions, among other consider- 
ations, and the implications of the manage- 
ment of these conditions. Further, the as- 
sessment and DEIS's shall not be subject to 
consultation or conferencing under section 7 
of the Endangered Species Act, nor be ac- 
companied by any record of decision required 
under NEPA. 

Subsection (c) states the objective of the 
managers that the district manager of the 
Bureau of Land Management or the forest 
supervisor of the Forest Service use the 
DEIS’s as an information base for the devel- 
opment of individual plan amendments to 
their respective forest plan. The managers 
believe that the local officials will do the 
best job in preparing plan amendments that 
will achieve the greatest degree of balance 
between multiple use activities and environ- 
mental protection. 

Upon the date of enactment, the land man- 
agers are required to review their resource 
management plan for their forest, together 
with a review of the assessment and DEIS'’s, 
and based on that review, develop or modify 
the policies laid out in the DEIS or assess- 
ment to meet the specific conditions of their 
forest. 

Based upon this review, subsection (сХ2) 
directs the forest supervisor or district man- 
ager to prepare and adopt an amendment to 
meet the conditions of the individual forest. 
In an effort to increase the local participa- 
tion in the plan amendment process, the dis- 
trict manager or forest supervisor is directed 
to consult with the governor, and affected 
county commissioners and tribal govern- 
ments in the affected area. А 

Plan amendments should be site specific, 
in lieu of imposing general standards appli- 
cable to multiple sites. If an amendment 
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would result in a major change in land use 
allocations within the forest plan, such an 
amendment shall be deemed a significant 
change, and therefore requiring a significant 
plan amendment or equivalent. 

Subsection (сХ5) strictly limits the basis 
for individual plan amendments in a fashion 
that the managers intend to be exclusive. 

Language has been included to stop dupli- 
cation of environmental requirements. Sub- 
section (сХ6ХА) states that any policy 
adopted in an amendment that modifies, or 
is an alternative policy, to the general poli- 
cies laid out in the DEIS’s and assessment 
document that has already undergone con- 
sultation or conferencing under section 7 of 
the ESA, shall not again be subject to such 
provisions. If a policy has not undergone 
consultation or conferencing under section 7 
of the ESA, or if an amendment addresses 
other matters, however, then that amend- 
ment shall be subject to section 7. 

Amendments which modify or are an alter- 
native policy are required to be adopted be- 
fore July 31, 1996. An amendment that is 
deemed significant, shall be adopted on or 
before December 31, 1996. The policies of the 
Project shall no longer be in effect on a for- 
est on or after December 31, 1996, or after an 
amendment to the plan that applies to that 
forest is adopted, whichever comes first. 

The managers have included language spe- 
cific to the Clearwater National Forest, as it 
relates to the provisions of this section. The 
managers have also included language to 
clarify that the documents prepared under 
this section shall not apply to, or be used to 
regulate non-Federal lands. 

Amendment No. 153: Includes a modified 
version of provisions included by both the 
House and Senate relating to a recreational 
fee demonstration program. This pilot pro- 
gram provides for testing a variety of fee col- 
lection methods designed to improve our 
public lands by allowing 80 per cent of fees 
generated to stay with the parks, forests, 
refuges and public lands where the fees are 
collected. There is a tremendous backlog of 
operational and maintenance needs that 
have gone unmet, while at the same time 
visits by the American public continue to 
rise. The public is better served and more 
willing to pay reasonable user fees if they 
are assured that the fees are being used to 
manage and enhance the sites where the fees 
are collected. 

Most of the provisions of the Senate 
amendment are incorporated into the 
amendment agreed to by the managers, 
which provides for the following: 

(1) The maximum number of demonstra- 
tion sites per agency is extended from 30 to 
50. 
(2) The time period for the demonstration 
is extended from one year to three years and 
these funds remain available for three years 
after the demonstration period ends. 

(3) Agencies may impose a fine of up to $100 
for violation of the authority to collect fees 
established by this program. 

(4) The more simplified accounting proce- 
dures proposed by the Senate are adopted, 
such that fewer Treasury accounts need to 
be established than proposed by the House. 

(5) In those cases where demonstrations 
had fee collections in place before this provi- 
sion, fees above the amounts collected in 1995 
(plus 4% annually) are to be used for the ben- 
efit of the collection site or on an agency- 
wide basis. The other fees collected will be 
treated like they are at non-demonstration 
sites, except funds withheld to cover fee col- 
lection costs for agencies other than the 
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Fish and Wildlife Service will remain avail- 
able beyond the fiscal year in which they are 
collected. 

(6) For those Fish and Wildlife Service 
demonstrations where fees were collected in 
fiscal year 1995, the fees collected, up to the 
1995 level (plus 4% annually), are disbursed 
as they were in 1995. 

(7) The agencies have been provided more 
latitude in selecting demonstration sites, 
areas or projects. These demonstrations may 
include an entire administrative unit, such 
as a national park or national wildlife refuge 
where division into smaller units would be 
difficult to administer or where fee collec- 
tions would adversely affect visitor use pat- 
terns. 

(8) The Secretaries are directed to select 
and design the demonstration projects in a 
manner which will provide optimum oppor- 
tunities to evaluate the broad spectrum of 
resource conditions and recreational oppor- 
tunities on Federal lands, including facility, 
interpretation, and fish and wildlife habitat 
enhancement projects that enhance the visi- 
tor experience. 

(9) Vendors may charge a reasonable mark- 
up or commission to cover their costs and 
provide a profit. 

(10) Each Secretary shall provide the Con- 
gress a brief report describing the selected 
sites and fee recovery methods to be used by 
March 31, 1996, and a report which evaluates 
the pilot demonstrations, including rec- 
ommendations for further legislation, by 
March 31, 1999. The reports to Congress are 
to include a discussion of the different sites 
selected and how they represent the geo- 
graphical and programmatic spectrum of 
recreational sites and habitats managed by 
the agencies. The diversity of fee collection 
methods and fair market valuation methods 
should also be explained. 

(11) In order to maximize funding for start- 
up costs, agencies are encouraged to use ex- 
isting authority in developing innovative 
implementation strategies, including cooper- 
ative efforts between agencies and local gov- 
ernments. 

(12) Although the managers have not in- 
cluded the Senate amendment language re- 
garding geographical discrimination on fees, 
the managers agree that entrance, tourism, 
and recreational fees should reflect the cir- 
cumstances and conditions of the various 
States and regions of the country. In setting 
fees, consideration should be given to fees 
charged on comparable sites in other parts of 
the region or country. The four agencies are 
encouraged to cooperate fully in providing 
additional data on tourism, recreational use, 
or rates which may be required by Congress 
in addressing the fee issue. 

(13) The managers request that the General 
Accounting Office conduct a study and re- 
port to the Appropriations Committees by 
July 31, 1996 on the methodology and 
progress made by the Secretaries to imple- 
ment this section. 

Amendment No. 154: Deletes House lan- 
guage relating to salvage timber sales in the 
Pacific Northwest, and substitutes language 
which makes a technical correction to the 
emergency salvage timber program, Sec. 
2001(a)(2) of Public Law 104-19 that changes 
the ending date of the emergency period to 
December 31, 1996. This correction is nec- 
essary to conform to the expiration date in 
Sec. 2001(j). The Senate included no similar 
provision. 

Amendment No. 155: Retains House lan- 
guage stricken by the Senate prohibiting the 
use of funds for the Mississippi River Cor- 
ridor Heritage, Commission. 
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Amendment No. 156: Deletes House lan- 
guage stricken by the Senate placing a mor- 
atorium on the issuance of new or amended 
standards and reducing the codes and stand- 
ards program in the Department of Energy 
by $12,799,000 and inserts language regarding 
grazing at Great Basin National Park. The 
codes and standards issue to discussed under 
the energy conservation portion of this 
statement. 

Amendment No. 157: Deletes language pro- 
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen- 
ate and retains Senate alternative language 
providing for a one-year moratorium on new 
or amended standards by the Department of 
Energy. This issue is discussed under the en- 
ergy conservation portion of this statement. 

Amendment Мо. 158: Strikes House lan- 
guage on mining patent moratorium and re- 
tains Senate language providing for fair mar- 
ket value for mineral patents exclusive of, 
and without regard to, the mineral deposits 
in the land or the use of the land instead of 
the House language which placed a morato- 
rium on accepting or processing mine patent 
applications. The language also includes 
right of reentry by the United States if the 
patent is used for any purpose other than 
mining, requires the Department of the Inte- 
rior to expedite processing of the backlog of 
pending patent applications, and requires the 
use of a third-party mineral examiner upon 
the request of a patent applicant. 

Amendment No. 159: Includes the Senate 
provision which prohibits funding for the Of- 
fice of Forestry and Economic Development 
after December 31, 1995. The House had no 
similar provision. 

Amendment No. 160: Retains language in- 
serted by the Senate prohibiting redefinition 
of the marbled murrelet nesting area or 
modification to the protocol for surveying 
marbled murrelets. The House had no similar 
provision. 

Amendment No. 161: Retains language in- 
serted by the Senate authorizing the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to exchange land in 
Washington State with the Boise Cascade 
Corporation. The House had no similar provi- 
sion. 

Amendment No. 162: Includes Senate provi- 
sion which creates a new Timber Sales Pipe- 
line Restoration Fund at the Departments of 
the Interior and Agriculture to partially fi- 
nance the preparation of timber sales from 
the revenues generated from the section 318 
timber sales that are released under section 
2001(k) of Public Law 104-19. The House in- 
cluded no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 163: Deletes language рго- 
posed by the Senate which would prohibit 
use of funds for travel and training expenses 
for the Bureau of Indian Affairs or the Office 
of Indian Education for education con- 
ferences or training activities. 

The managers expect the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs and the Office of Indian Education to 
monitor carefully the funds used for travel 
and training activities. The managers are 
concerned about the cost of travel and train- 
ing associated with national conferences at- 
tended by school board members or staff of 
schools funded by the Bureau of Indian Af- 


fairs. Because of the funding constraints . 


faced by the Bureau, the managers expect 
that priority will be given to funding those 
activities which directly support accredita- 
tion of Bureau funded schools and covering 
costs associated with increased enrollment. 
Amendment No. 164: Retains in- 
serted by the Senate prohibiting the award 
of grants to individuals by the National En- 
dowment for the Arts except for literature 
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fellowships, National Heritage fellowships 
and American Jazz Masters fellowships. The 
House had no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 165: Includes Senate provi- 
sion which delays implementation or en- 
forcement of the Administration's rangeland 
reform program until November 21, 1995. The 
House had no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 166: Strikes Senate sec- 
tion 331 pertaining to submission of land ac- 
quisition projects by priority ranking. Prior- 
ities should continue to be identified in the 
budget request and justifications. 

Amendment No. 167: Includes Senate provi- 
sion that makes three changes to existing 
law relating to tree spiking. Costs incurred 
by Federal agencies, businesses and individ- 
uals to detect, prevent and avoid damage and 
injury from tree spiking, real or threatened, 
may be included as “avoidance costs” in 
meeting the threshold of $10,000 required for 
prosecution. The language doubles the dis- 
cretionary maximum penalties for prison 
terms to 40 years for incidents resulting in 
the most severe personal injury. Those in- 
jured would have recourse to file civil suits 
to recover damages under this law. The 
House had no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 168: Modifies Senate lan- 
guage restricting grants that denigrate ad- 
herents to a particular religion. The modi- 
fication specifies that this restriction ap- 
plies to NEA. The House had no similar pro- 
vision. 

Amendment No. 169: Retains Senate lan- 
guage restricting NEA grants for sexually 
explicit material. The House had no similar 
provision. 

Amendment No. 170: Deletes language in- 

serted by the Senate extending the scope of 
the Arts and Artifacts Indemnity Act. The 
House had no similar provision. The amend- 
ment also inserts language providing that 
former Bureau of Mines activities, which are 
being transferred to other accounts, are paid 
for from those accounts for all of fiscal year 
1996. 
Amendment No. 171: Deletes language in- 
serted by the Senate mandating energy sav- 
ings at Federal facilities. The House had no 
similar provision. 

Amendment No. 172: Deletes Senate 
amendment requiring the Indian Health 
Service to prepare a report on the distribu- 
tion of Indian Health Service professionals. 
The House had no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 173: Deletes Senate 
amendment requiring the Indian Health 
Service to prepare a report on HIV-AIDS 
prevention needs among Indian tribes. The 
House had no similar provision. 

APPLICATION OF GENERAL REDUCTIONS 


The level at which reductions shall be 
taken pursuant to the Deficit Reduction Act 
of 1985, if such reductions are required in fis- 
cal year 1996, is defined by the managers as 
follows: 

As provided for by section 256(1)(2) of Pub- 
lic Law 99-177, as amended, and for the pur- 
poses of a Presidential Order issued pursuant 
to section 254 of said Act, the term pro- 
gram, project, and асбіуібу” for items under 
the jurisdiction of the Appropriations Sub- 
committees on the Department of the Inte- 
rior and Related Agencies of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate is defined as 
(1) any item specifically identified in tables 
or written material set forth in the Interior 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, or 
accompanying committee reports or the con- 
ference report and accompanying joint ex- 
planatory statement of the managers of the 
committee of conference; (2) any Govern- 
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ment-owned or Government-operated facil- 
ity; and (3) management units, such as na- 
tional parks, national forests, fish hatch- 
егіев, wildlife refuges, research units, re- 
gional, State and other administrative units 
and the like, for which funds are provided in 
fiscal year 1996. 

The managers emphasize that any item for 
which a specific dollar amount is mentioned 
in an accompanying report, including all 
changes to the budget estimate approved by 
the Committees, shall be subject to a per- 
centage reduction no greater or less than the 
percentage reduction applied to all domestic 
discretionary accounts. 

CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH COMPARISONS 


The total new budget (obligational) au- 
thority for the fiscal year 1996 recommended 
by the Committee of Conference, with com- 
parisons to the fiscal year 1995 amount, the 
1996 budget estimates, and the House and 


Senate bills for 1996 follow: 
New budget (obligational) 
authority, fiscal year 
1995 ...... 3 813.519. 230,000 
Budget estimates of new 
(obligational) authority, 
fiscal year 1996 ................ 13,817,404,000 
House bill, fiscal year 1996 11,984,603,000 
Senate bill, fiscal year 1996 12,053,099,000 
Conference agreement, fis- 
Cal year 1996 .................... 12,114,878,000 
Conference agreement 
compared with: 
New budget 
(obligational) author- 
ity, fiscal year 1995 ... — 1,404,352,000 
Budget estimates of 
new (obligational) 
authority, fiscal year 
F — 1.702.526, 000 
House bill, fiscal year 
N 7130, 275.000 
Senate bill, fiscal year 
( 761.779, 000 
RALPH REGULA 
(except amendment 
158), 
JOSEPH M. MCDADE, 
JIM KOLBE, 
JOE SKEEN, 


BARBARA F. VUCANOVICH, 

CHARLES H. TAYLOR, 

GEORGE R. NETHERCUTT, 

Jr., 

JIM BUNN, 

BOB LIVINGSTON, 

NORMAN D. DICKS, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 

SLADE GORTON, 


(except amendment 
136, 138, 168, and 
169), 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


194 CALENDAR YEAR REPORTS 
FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following message 
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from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, without 
objection, together with the accom- 
panying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure and the Committee on Com- 
merce: 

To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith the 1994 calendar 
year reports as prepared by the Depart- 
ment of Transportation on activities 
under the Highway Safety Act, the Ма- 
tional Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safe- 
ty Act of 1966, and the Motor Vehicle 
Information and Cost Savings Act of 
1972, as amended. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, September 21, 1995. 


—_——— / 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. DOGGETT) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material:) 

Mr. GIBBONS, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER, for 5 minutes, 


today. 

Mr. SKAGGS, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today. 

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. Goss) to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material:) 

Mr. HANSEN, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. BARR, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. TALENT, for 5 minutes, today. 

(The following Member (at her own 
request) to revise and extend her re- 
marks and include extraneous mate- 
rial:) 

Ms. SLAUGHTER, for 5 minutes, today. 


——— 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 
(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. DOGGETT) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. BONIOR. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. 

Mr. STOKES. 

Mr. COYNE. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

Mr. STOKES in two instances. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. Goss) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr. EHLERS. 

Mr. ROTH. 

Mr. BURR in two instances. 

Mr. GALLEGLY. 

Ms. DUNN of Washington. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. DORNAN) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 
Mr. BONIOR in three instances. 
Mr. BARCIA. 

Ms. DELAURO. 

Mrs. CUBIN. 

Mr. PACKARD. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. 

Mr. CONYERS. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. 

Mr. DICKS. 

Mr. CAMP. 

Mrs. MORELLA. 

Mr. GANSKE. 

Mr. PASTOR. 

Mr. GILMAN. 

Mr. BALLENGER. 
Mr. COOLEY. 


SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED 


A joint resolution of the Senate of 
the following title was taken from the 
Speaker's table and, under the rule, re- 
ferred as follows: 

S.J. Res. 20. Joint resolution granting the 
consent of Congress to the compact to pro- 
vide for joint natural resource management 
and enforcement of laws and regulations per- 
taining to natural resources and boating at 
the Jennings Randolph Lake Project lying in 
Garrett County, Maryland and Mineral 
County, West Virginia, entered into between 
the States of West Virginia and Maryland; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 


—— 


SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of 
the following titles: 

S. 464. An act to make the reporting dead- 
lines for studies conducted in Federal court 
demonstration districts consistent with the 
deadlines for pilot districts, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 532. An act to clarify the rules governing 
venue, and for other purposes. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 45 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, Sep- 
tember 25, 1995, at 12 noon. 


——— | 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 

1452. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Compliance, Department of the 
Interior, transmitting notification of pro- 
posed refunds of offshore lease revenues in 
OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1339(b); to 
the Committee on Resources. 

1453. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to amend title 
38, sections 810(2) and 810(ҺХЗХВ), USC; to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 
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1454. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Labor, transmitting the quarterly 
report on the expenditure and need for work- 
er adjustment assistance training funds 
under the Trade Act of 1974, pursuant to 19 
U.S.C. 2296(а)(2); to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

1455. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting a copy of the annual report entitled 
“Monitoring the Impact of Medicare Physi- 
cian Payment Reform on Utilization and Ac- 
cess,” pursuant to Public Law 101-239; joint- 
ly, to the Committees on Ways and Means 
and Commerce. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Мг. GEKAS: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 2277. A bill to abolish the Legal Services 
Corporation and provide the States with 
money to fund qualified legal services; with 
an amendment (Rept. 104-255). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 226. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 743) to 
amend the National Labor Relations Act to 
allow labor management cooperative efforts 
that improve economic competitiveness in 
the United States to continue to thrive, and 
for other purposes (Rept. 104-256). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Mr. DREIER: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 227. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1170) to pro- 
vide that cases challenging the constitu- 
tionality of measures passed by State ref- 
erendum be heard by a 3-judge court (Rept. 
104-257). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Ms. PRYCE: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 228. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1601) to au- 
thorize appropriations to the National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration to de- 
velop, assemble, and operate the Inter- 
national Space Station (Rept. 104-258). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Мг. REGULA: Committee of Conference. 
Conference report on H.R. 1977. A bill mak- 
ing appropriations for the Department of the 
Interior and related agencies for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1996, and for other 
purposes (Rept. 104-259). Ordered to be print- 
ed 


Mr. ARCHER: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 1756. A bill to abolish the De- 
partment of Commerce; with an amendment 
(Rept. 104-260 Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 


TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED 
BILL 


Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol- 
lowing action was taken by the Speak- 
er: 

H.R. 1815. Referral to the Committee on 
Resources extended for a period ending not 
later than September 29, 1995. 


a 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 
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By Mr. BUYER (for himself, Ms. Wa- 
TERS, Мг. STUMP, and Mr. MONTGOM- 
ERY): 

H.R. 2370. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to extend the veterans’ adjust- 
able rate mortgage demonstration project 
through the first 3 months of fiscal year 1996; 
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. ARCHER (for himself, Mr. 
CRANE, and Mr. DREIER): 

H.R. 2371. A bill to provide trade agree- 
ments authority to the President; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi- 
tion to the Committee on Rules, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak- 
er, in each case for consideration of such pro- 
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mrs. CUBIN (for herself, Mr. 
CREMEANS, Mr. NEY, Mr. MOLLOHAN, 
Mr. HANSEN, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. 
THORNBERRY, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. CAL- 
VERT, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. POMBO, and 
Mr. COOLEY): 

H.R. 2372. A bill to amend the Surface Min- 
ing Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 to 
minimize duplication in regulatory programs 
and to give States exclusive responsibility 
under approved States program for permit- 
ting and enforcement of the provisions of 
that act with respect to surface coal mining 
and reclamation operations, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. BONILLA (for himself, Mr. 
DURBIN, Мг. THORNBERRY, Mr. KIM, 
and Mr, MILLER of Florida): 

H.R. 2373. A bill to provide that neither the 
President, the Vice President, nor any Mem- 
ber of Congress shall be paid during Federal 
Government shutdowns; to the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight, and 
in addition to the Committee on House Over- 
sight, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. GILCHREST (for himself, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. BOEHLERT, 
Mr. CASTLE, Mr. GREENWOOD, and Mr. 
WELDON of Pennsylvania): 

H.R. 2374. A bill to amend the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 to encourage the contin- 
ued conservation of America's natural legacy 
for future generations; provide incentives for 
States, local governments, and private land- 
owners to conserve species; and otherwise 
improve the act through increased flexibility 
and broader cooperation; to the Committee 
on Resources. 

By Mr. LANTOS: 

H.R. 2375. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to modify the early-retirement 
reduction provisions with respect to certain 
Federal employees who are separated from 
service due to a base closure under title П of 
the Defense Authorization Amendments and 
Base Closure and Realignment Act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Govern- 
ment Reform and Oversight. 

By Mr. MCHALE: 

H.R. 2376. A bill to develop a program re- 
garding career opportunities by making such 
information available on publicly accessible 
networks and other electronic media; to the 
Committee on Economic and Educational 
Cpportunities. 

H.R. 2377. bill to provide authority to exec- 
utive departments and agencies to issue rul- 
ings respecting application of laws under 
their jurisdiction; to the Committee on Gov- 
ernment Reform and Oversight, 

H.R. 2378. A bill to amend the White House 
Conference on Small Business Authorization 
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Act to require the final report of the na- 
tional conference to be published in the Fed- 
eral Register and distributed through the re- 
gional offices of the Small Business Adminis- 
tration; to the Committee on Small Busi- 
ness. 

H.R. 2379. A bill to amend the Small Busi- 
ness Act to modify requirements relating to 
the personal net worth of individuals who 
may be considered economically disadvan- 
taged for the purpose of receiving contract 
awards under section 8(a) of that act; to the 
Committee on Small Business. 

H.R. 2380. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to permit the issuance of 
tax-exempt bonds for air and water pollution 
control facilities; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

H.R. 2381. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to disregard up to $15 mil- 
lion of capital expenditures in applying the 
provisions permitting a $10 million limit on 
qualified small issue bonds; to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 2382. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow employers a credit 
against income tax for 20 percent of the em- 
ployee training expenses paid or incurred by 
the employer; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H.R. 2383. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to modify certain rules re- 
lating to subchapter S corporations; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 2384. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to restore the 10 percent 
regular investment tax credit; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 2385. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to increase the exclusion 
for gain from certain small business stock to 
100 percent for stock held for more than 10 
years; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (by request): 

H.R. 2386. A bill to save the lives of police 

officers; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and Mrs. 
MORELLA): 

H.R. 2387. A bill to amend part E of title IV 
of the Social Security Act to require States 
to regard adult relatives who meet State 
child protection standards as the preferred 
placement option for children, and to pro- 
vide for demonstration projects to test the 
feasibility of establishing kinship care as an 
alternative to foster care for a child who has 
adult relatives willing to provide safe and 
appropriate care for the child; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. THOMAS (for himself, Mr. Впл- 
RAKIS, and Mr. BARTON of Texas): 

H.R. 2389. A bill to combat fraud and abuse 
in the Medicare Program, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 
and in addition to the Committees on Com- 
merce, and the Judiciary, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. THOMAS (for himself, Mr. BILI- 
RAKIS, and Mr. BARTON of Texas): 

H.R. 2390. A bill to revise the restrictions 
under the Medicare Program against pay- 
ment for services furnished by a facility in 
which the referring physician has an owner- 
ship interest, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi- 
tion to the Committee on Commerce, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 
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By Mr. BALLENGER: 

H.R. 2391. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to provide compen- 
satory time for all employees; to the Com- 
mittee on Economic and Educational Oppor- 
tunities. 

By Mr. COOLEY: 

H.R. 2392. A bill to amend the Umatilla 
Basin Project Act to establish boundaries for 
irrigation districts within the Umatilla 
Basin, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Resources. 

By Mr. GILMAN: 

Н. Con. Res. 103. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing support for equal and fair access to 
higher education in the Albanian language in 
the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia; 
to the Committee on International Rela- 
tions. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule ХХП, 

Mr. LIVINGSTON introduced a bill (H.R. 
2388) to authorize the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation to issue a certificate of documenta- 
tion with appropriate endorsement for em- 
ployment in the coastwise trade and fish- 
eries for the vessel Shaka Maru; which was 
referred to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 

H.R. 28: Mr. HASTERT. 

H.R. 65: Mr. TATE. 

H.R. 104: Мг. КІМ and Mr. PAYNE of Vir- 
ginia. 

H.R. 109: Mr. DOOLITTLE. 

H.R. 303: Mr. TATE. 

H.R. 326: Mr. Goss. 

H.R. 436: Mr. HOEKSTRA. 

H.R. 468: Mr. GILMAN. 

H.R. 789: Mr. ENSIGN. 

H.R. 803: Mr. WHITE. 

H.R. 892: Mr. LIPINSKI. 

H.R. 941: Mr. KLECZKA. 

H.R. 945: Mr. PARKER, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. 
JEFFERSON, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. 
DEFAzIO, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
HOSTETTLER, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. 
HASTERT, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. CHRYSLER, Mr. 
BROWNBACK, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. 
EHRLICH, Mr. KINGSTON, and Mr. KLUG. 

H.R. 957: Mr. COBLE and Mr. MCKEON. 

Н.Н. 1003: Mr. HALL of Texas and Mr. 
MINGE. 

H.R. 1061: Mr. HOLDEN and Mr. LAUGHLIN, 

H.R. 1078: Ms. LOFGREN and Mr. ACKERMAN. 

H.R. 1161: Mr. CLEMENT and Mr. SOUDER. 

Н.Н. 1595: Mr. LONGLEY, Mr. CAMP, Mr. 
MARTINI, Mr. DURBIN, Mrs. MEYERS of Kan- 
sas, Mr. SCHIFF, and Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode 
Island. 

Н.В. 1619: Mr. FAWELL. 

H.R. 1711: Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. 

H.R. 1713: Mr. SMITH of Texas. 

H.R. 1747: Mr. GREENWOOD and Ms. PELOSI. 

H.R. 1776: Mr. SABO, Mr. DINGELL, and Mr. 
QUINN. 

H.R. 1920: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania and 
Mr. HOLDEN. 

H.R. 2146: Mr. COYNE, Mr. CAMP, and Mr. 
KLUG. 

H.R. 2195: Mrs. SEASTRAND. 


September 21, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 26043 


H.R, 2244: Mr. WELLER. Brown of Florida, Mr. WELLER, Mr. CLEM- H. Res. 214: Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina, 
H.R. 2265: Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. ENT, and Mr. BARR. Mr. FORBES, Mr. LEACH, and Mr. LOBIONDO. 
SCARBOROUGH, and Mr. WARD. H.R. 2363: Mr. HOEKSTRA. —— 


H. R. 2271: Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 2326: Мг. BEREUTER, Mr. Frost, Mr. H. Res. 30: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey and DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 


GEJDENSON, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, H. Res. 134: Mr. FoRBES, Mr. ENGLISH of Und 1 4ої 
and Mr. ACKERMAN. Pennsylvania, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. ENSIGN, nder clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 


H.R, 2338: Mr. ACKERMAN. Мг. GANSKE, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. LUTHER, Mr. Were deleted from public bills and reso- 
H.R. 2353: Mr. FLANAGAN, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. Fox, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. FOLEY, and Mr. lutions as follows: 
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Ms. CHRYSLER. H, R. 94: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 
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SENATE—Thursday, September 21, 1995 


(Legislative day of Tuesday, September 5, 1995) 


The Senate met at 9:15 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. THURMOND]. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, from whom no secrets 
are hidden, and to whom we are ac- 
countable for our lives and our leader- 
ship, we come to You humbly and with 
a longing to be in a right relationship 
with You. If there is anything between 
us and You that needs Your forgiveness 
and cleansing, we confess it to You 
now. If there is any broken relation- 
ship with others that needs healing, we 
ask for Your reconciling power. If we 
have done or said anything that has 
hurt or maliciously distressed others, 
help us make restitution. And if there 
is any area of our work in which we 
have resisted Your will and guidance, 
we open ourselves to Your spirit anew 
for the challenges of this day. 

Father, You have shown us how cru- 
cial it is for us to be open, receptive 
channels for the flow of Your power. 
Our Nation needs leaders who are Your 
agents of change, advancement, and 
creativity. We commit to You all that 
we have and are that we may think 
Your thoughts and realize Your plan 
for our Nation. Accept us as we are in 
our deep need to You and help is to be 
all that You intend us to be for Your 
glory today. In our Lord’s name. Amen. 


RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able Senator from North Carolina is 
recognized. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, this 
morning the leader time has been re- 
served, and there will be a period for 
morning business until the hour of 10 
a.m. Following morning business, at 10 
a.m., the Senate will resume consider- 
ation of the foreign operations appro- 
priations bill and the pending Brown 
amendment regarding Pakistan. Under 
the consent agreement, following 60 
minutes of debate, there will be a roll- 
call vote on the Brown amendment. All 
Members can, therefore, expect a roll- 
call vote at 11 a.m. this morning. Fur- 
ther гоПсай votes can be expected 
throughout today’s session in an at- 
tempt to complete action on the for- 
eign operations appropriations bill. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, there will now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business. 


O Å — | 


FORMER HOMEWOOD, AL, MAYOR 
ROBERT WALDROP 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise 
with great sadness to announce that 
former Homewood, AL, Mayor Robert 
Waldrop passed away on September 9. 
Mayor Waldrop spent 24 years at the 
Birmingham suburb’s helm of city gov- 
ernment and was an outstanding, pro- 
gressive leader who moved his commu- 
nity forward in countless ways during 
his long tenure. One of his crowning 
achievements was the establishment of 
Homewood’s excellent school system, 
widely recognized as one of the State’s 
best systems. 

To Bob Waldrop, being mayor came 
naturally. His father had served as 
mayor of the Walker County, AL, town 
of Parrish, serving until he was 86 
years of age. Bob was a native of Par- 
rish, an Army veteran, a Mason, and a 
member of Trinity United Methodist 
Church and Zamora Shrine. 

Since Bob had already retired from 
his career with the Liberty National 
Insurance Co. by the time he was first 
elected mayor in 1968 at the age of 55, 
he was known as being a full-time 
mayor for part-time pay. Truly, the 
city of Homewood was his life. 

When Bob Waldrop left the 
Homewood mayor’s office 3 years ago, I 
did a tribute to him on the floor of the 
Senate. This was on October 3, 1992. 
The Homewood City Council had just 
recently passed a resolution in his 
honor, and I wanted to have it inserted 
into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I ask 
unanimous consent that a copy of my 
statement and the accompanying reso- 
lution from 1992 be printed in the 
RECORD. It describes his many accom- 
plishments and explains why he was so 
beloved by so many for so long. 

I extend my sincerest condolences to 
Bob’s wife, Louise, and their entire 
family in the wake of this tremendous 
loss. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Congressional Record, Oct. 3, 1992] 

TRIBUTE TO MAYOR ROBERT G. WALDROP 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, we all know of 
those local elected leaders from our States 
who, because of their long tenures in office, 
accomplishments, dedication, and hard work, 


seem to define the term public servant.” 
These are the ones who do not necessarily 
seek headlines, but whose satisfaction comes 
from doing good things for their commu- 
nities. I know of no other leader who fits this 
definition and style of public service more 
aptly than Homewood, AL, Mayor Robert G. 
Waldrop. Mayor Waldrop, one of the longest 
serving mayors in the State, will be leaving 
his post on October 5, after 24 years of serv- 
ісе. More than anyone else, he deserves cred- 
it for the success and growth of this Bir- 
mingham suburb over the last 24 years. 
Mayor Waldrop originally entered the po- 
litical arena after completing two other full 
careers: for 15 years, he was a pharmacist 
and for the 18 after that was a successful in- 
surance agent for Liberty National Insur- 
ance Co. He has worked virtually his entire 
life. As if to portend his career as a phar- 
macist, his first job was at a drugstore when 
he was only 12 years of age in the small coal- 
mining town of Parrish, in Walker County. 
His own father was once mayor of Parrish. 
Bob graduated high school in 1932, at- 
tended Auburn University for 1 year, then 
went to Birmingham to study at Howard Col- 
lege, now Samford University. In 1941, he and 
his wife Louise moved to Homewood. He left 
school a couple of years later to join the U.S. 
Army. After the war, he reentered Howard 
and completed his bachelor's degree in phar- 


macy. 

By the 196078, Bob had become well known 
in Homewood as president of the Lions Club 
and as a member of the library board. In 1968, 
several concerned citizens prompted him to 
consider running for mayor. There was a 
concern among Waldrop and local merchants 
about the number of small companies which 
had left the town. Since Homewood was his 
hometown and its concerns were his, he de- 
cided to run, and, if elected, serve one 4-year 
term. The rest, as they say, is history: he has 
been mayor ever since, remaining in office a 
little longer than he had anticipated. 

Mayor Waldrop has been in the unique po- 
sition of watching his city grow and expand 
from a budget of $1 million to over $7 mil- 
lion. He watched as the library doubled its 
number of books and services and moved to 
a new location. He watched Homewood break 
away from the county school system and es- 
tablish its own, now recognized as one of the 
best in the State. He has seen Brookwood 
Hospital grow into one of the leading health 
care institutions in the State. He has served 
on the board of directors of Lakeshore Reha- 
bilitation Complex, helping to make deci- 
sions that have resulted in a $7 million ren- 
ovation of the facility. 

During his six terms as mayor, over 100 
acres of park land have been added to the 
city and three swimming pools built. Mayor 
Waldrop initiated assessment-free street 
paving and waste pickup. Brookwood Village 
was constructed, and the Green Springs area 
annexed into the city during his tenure. In 
appreciation for his many years of service, 
Homewood’s high school stadium was named 
in his honor. 

At the State level, Bob Waldrop was effec- 
tive in addressing issues of importance to 
local officials. He served for a term as presi- 
dent of the Alabama League of Municipali- 
ties, which he recounts as a very exciting 
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time for him. As its president, Mayor 
Waldrop was instrumental in getting the 
League’s Workers’ Compensation Fund es- 
tablished in 1976. He has served on the board 
of the fund since its inception, and as its 
president in recent years. He was also on the 
committee that created the Alabama Munic- 
ipal Insurance Corp., a mutual insurance 
company offering liability, property, and 
casualty insurance to cities and towns, The 
mayor served on the first board of this com- 
рапу. He presided over the spouses’ breakfast 
at the annual League of Municipalities con- 
vention for over a decade. 

It is evident to all who know him that 
Mayor Robert Waldrop has served his com- 
munity with a tremendous spirit and very 
apparent that he is a part of Homewood and 
Homewood a part of him. Although the vot- 
ers in Homewood, like those in thousands of 
communities and jurisdictions across the 
country, opted for change this year, Mayor 
Waldrop can take pride in the fact that he 
did an outstanding job in looking after their 
interests and ensuring the progress of their 
city. He will long be remembered for his 
unique role іп Homewood's history, and his 
legacy is one that mayors all over the State 
and country can look to as one to emulate. 

It is my pleasure to commend Bob Waldrop 
for being the quintessential public servant. I 
am confident that his community has not 
seen the last of his tireless devotion. I wish 
him all the best in his future endeavors. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that a resolution adopted September 14 by 
the Homewood City Council in honor of 
Mayor Waldrop be printed in the RECORD im- 
mediately following my remarks. 

There being no objection, the resolution 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

RESOLUTION NO. 92-21 

Whereas, Robert G. Waldrop has served as 
Mayor of the City of Homewood, Alabama, 
since his election to that office in 1968 con- 
tinuously to the present; and 

Whereas, since Mayor Waldrop's election 
to office in 1968, the City of Homewood has 
enjoyed tremendous growth, expansion and 
success in business and opportunity for its 
residents; and 

Whereas, during Mayor Waldrop’s tenure 
as Mayor, he has received numerous awards 
and commendations, and has expended great 
energies to the benefit of the residents of the 
City of Homewood, Jefferson County, and the 
State of Alabama, which accomplishments 
include, but are not limited to, the follow- 
ing: (1) original organizer of the Jefferson 
County Mayor’s Association іп 1969 and 
served as its President from 1972 through 
1974; (2) a motivating force and promoter of 
the Homewood School System; (3) honored 
by the Shades Valley Civitans as the Out- 
standing Citizen in Homewood in 1970; (4) 
elected the Boss of the Year in 1971 by the 
Alabama Business Women's Association; (5) 
honored by the Homewood Board of Edu- 
cation, by naming the football stadium the 
“Robert G. Waldrop Stadium“ in 1976; (6) was 
elected President of the Alabama Workmen’s 
Compensation Insurance Corporation for the 
State of Alabama; and (7) was elected Presi- 
dent of the Alabama Legal Municipalities in 
1976, and has served for the last fifteen (15) 
years on the Executive Board of the League; 
and 

Whereas, Mayor Waldrop has provided the 
excellent leadership necessary for the devel- 
opment and growth of the City which accom- 
plishments include development and expan- 
sion of a fine school system, development 
and expansion of Brookwood Hospital as a 
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premier hospital in the southern portion of 
Jefferson County, annexation of numerous 
acres of property for residential and com- 
mercial development providing an excellent 
tax base and residential setting for 
Homewood residents, all of which growth and 
developments will be well chronicled in the 
history of the development of the City of 
Homewood, Alabama; and 

Whereas, the members of the City Council 
of the City of Homewood desire to express of- 
ficially, as well as individually, their appre- 
ciation for the outstanding services which 
Robert G. Waldrop has rendered to the City 
of Homewood and its residents during his 
twenty-four (24) years of service as Mayor of 
the City of Homewood; and 

Now, Therefore, be it Resolved by the City 
Council of the City of Homewood, Alabama, 
at a regular meeting duly assembled, a 
quorum being present, as follows: 

1. That the City Council of the City of 
Homewood, by the adoption of this Resolu- 
tion, does publicly commend, thank and 
state as an expression of appreciation to 
Mayor Waldrop for the long and dedicated 
service which he has rendered to the citizens 
of Homewood as Mayor of the City of 
Homewood, 

2. That the City Council of the City of 
Homewood desires to make a public state- 
ment of their thanks and gratitude to Robert 
G. Waldrop for his long and dedicated service 
to the City of Homewood and do by the adop- 
tion of this Resolution make such state- 
ment. 

3. That the City Council of the City of 
Homewood does direct that a copy of this 
resolution, after its adoption by the City 
Council, be distributed to Robert G. Waldrop, 
members of his family and that appropriate 
certified copies thereof be forwarded by the 
City Clerk to such other persons or organiza- 
tions as she deems appropriate in the prem- 
ises. 

4. That this resolution shall be made a part 
of the official minutes of the meeting of the 
Homewood City Council. 


———S 0 / 


THE 80TH BIRTHDAY OF OSCAR 
HANDLIN 


Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, Sep- 
tember 29 is the 80th birthday of one of 
the Nation's great thinkers and histo- 
rians, Oscar Handlin. J 

For decades, our country has been 
blessed by his insights and scholarship 
on our origins as a nation and our char- 
acter as a people. His lively view of our 
history shows how America has drawn 
on the strengths of many nationalities 
as generation after generation works 
to build a better future for their chil- 
dren. It is this enduring lesson of our 
history that has inspired him, through- 
out his career, to project an optimism 
regarding our future. As he has often 
said, “Регһарв our brightest hope for 
the future lies in the lessons of the 
past.” 

Professor Handlin exhibited a schol- 
ar’s curiosity and thirst for learning 
early in his extraordinary career. He 
completed college by the age of 19. Be- 
fore turning 30, he was invited to join 
Harvard’s faculty. At the time, he had 
not yet completed his doctorate. 

He was a distinguished professor of 
history and directed various scholarly 
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institutes devoted to the study of 
American history and ideas. His out- 
standing leadership as director of Har- 
vard’s Center for the Study of Liberty 
in America and, later, the university’s 
Charles Warren Center for Studies in 
American History produced a remark- 
able body of scholarly work and count- 
less young scholars of American his- 
tory. 

Professor Handlin is best known for 
his extensive works on immigration. 
Early in his career, he once said, “I 
thought to write a history of immi- 
grants in America. Then I discovered 
that the immigrants were American 
history.” He has always maintained 
that America is not merely a nation, 
but a teeming nation of nations.“ 

His doctoral dissertation analyzed 
the adjustment of immigrants in Bos- 
ton. It was first published in 1941 and 
was republished on its fiftieth anniver- 
sary in 1991 because of the continuing 
public interest in his scholarship. His 
basic work on immigration, The Up- 
rooted,” was first published іп 1951. It 
won the Pulitzer Prize and to this day 
is considered a classic on America’s 
immigrant history. 

Professor Handlin’s appealing writing 
style allowed him to touch a genera- 
tion of Americans far beyond the con- 
fines of the academic world. His obser- 
vations on our history dealt movingly 
with the experiences of immigrants 
from the beginning of our history. Dur- 
ing his brilliant career, he published 
nearly a book a year, and each received 
wide acclaim. 

As he notes, Americans have argued 
over immigration for centuries. To 
those concerned that today’s immi- 
grants will not adjust to America and 
contribute to American life, he replies 
that in 1850, 27 languages were spoken 
in Boston. Yet, these immigrants 
quickly learned English and joined our 
communities, just as immigrants are 
doing today. 

When asked last month whether he 
still viewed our ethnic diversity a basic 
strength, he responded unequivocally, 
“More so than ever.“ 

As we consider immigration reform 
today, we would do well to keep Profes- 
sor Handlin’s insights in mind. I know 
my colleagues join me in commending 
the contributions of this great scholar 
and outstanding American. I wish 
many happy returns as he and his fam- 
ily celebrate his 80th birthday this 
weekend. 


THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, on that 
evening in 1972 when I first was elected 
to the Senate, I made a commitment to 
myself that I would never fail to see a 
young person, or a group of young peo- 
ple, who wanted to see me. 

It has proved enormously beneficial 
to me because I have been inspired by 
the estimated 60,000 young people with 
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whom I have visited during the nearly 
23 years I have been in the Senate. 
Most of them have been concerned 
about the enormity of the Federal debt 
that Congress has run up for the com- 
ing generations to pay. 

The young people and I almost а1- 
ways discuss the fact that under the 
U.S. Constitution, no President can 
spend a dime of Federal money that 
has not first been authorized and ap- 
propriated by both the House and Sen- 
ate of the United States. 

That is why I began making these 
daily reports to the Senate on Feb- 
ruary 22, 1992. I wanted to make a mat- 
ter of daily record of the precise size of 
the Federal debt which as of yesterday, 
Wednesday, September 20, stood at 
$4,967,473,200,287.86 or $18,856.61 for 
every man, woman, and child in Amer- 
ica on a per capita basis. 


THE REED FAMILY OF POPLAR 
BLUFF, MO 


Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, 
today I rise to salute a family from 
southeastern Missouri whose dedica- 
tion to providing a better life for their 
children and whose commitment to 
education serves as a model for parents 
and families across America. 

Ferdie Reed had to leave school in 
the sixth grade to work in the cotton 
fields outside his home of Poplar Bluff, 
MO, and has worked as a night watch- 
man at Three Rivers Community Col- 
lege for the past 28 years. He married 
Lillie Mae Arrington in 1950 and to- 
gether they raised eleven children, 
stressing the values of hard work and 
responsibility as the keys to a success- 
ful future. Ferdie worked hard to pro- 
vide for his family by farming, while 
holding other jobs. Lillie devoted her- 
self to her family as a full time mother 
and was active in the work of the 
Reed's local church. She proved to be 
an inspiration for her children by going 
back to school and earning her General 
Equivalency Degree. 

The emphasis the Reed family places 
on education and their example of hard 
work was followed by their 11 children, 
all of whom graduated from Three Riv- 
ers Community College in Poplar Bluff. 
Ten of the children have also gone on 
to earn bachelors’ degrees at 4-year 
universities. Together, the 11 Reed 
children have more than 170 years of 
education. 

Recently, the Reeds were honored in 
their home of Poplar Bluff for their 
dedication to education and the posi- 
tive impact they have had on their 
children and their community. I join 
today in honoring Ferdie and Lillie 
Reed, as well as their children, Wen- 
dell, Ferdie Jr., Linda, Brenda, Sharon, 
Patricia, Kathryn, David, Karen, Paul, 
and Mary Ann for their significant 
achievements. I salute them for their 
dedication, determination, and perse- 
verance in the pursuit of a better life 
through education. 
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Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further pro- 
ceedings under the quorum call be re- 
scinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 


——— 
CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, morning business is 
closed. 


FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO- 
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
1996 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 10 a.m. 
having arrived, the Senate will now re- 
sume consideration of H.R. 1868, which 
the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 1868) making appropriations 
for foreign operations, export financing, and 
related programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1996. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 

Helms (for Dole/Helms) amendment No. 
2707 (to committee amendment on page 2, 
line 25), to provide for the streamlining and 
consolidation of the foreign affairs agencies 
of the United States. 

Brown amendment No. 2708 (to committee 
amendment beginning on page 15, line 17 
through page 16, line 24), to clarify restric- 
tions on assistance to Pakistan. (By 37 yeas 
to 61 nays (Vote No. 452), Senate earlier 
failed to table the amendment.) 

Murkowski amendment No. 2712, to set 
forth requirements for implementation of 
the Agreed Framework Between the United 
States and North Korea Act relating to the 
Korean Peninsula Energy Development Orga- 
nization. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2708 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 1 
hour of debate on the Brown amend- 
ment No. 2708, equally divided. 

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Col- 
orado. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. So or- 
dered. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, this 
amendment is about simple fairness. 
We have taken their money. We have 
obtained a contract to deliver equip- 
ment, and we do not want to deliver 
that equipment. I understand the feel- 
ings of those Members who have that 
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position. But, Mr. President, it is 
wrong to take somebody’s money and 
not deliver the equipment and not give 
them their money back. 

If this were Sears, Roebuck in the 
United States, we would lock them up. 
The consumer protection laws do not 
apply to the U.S. Government, but, Mr. 
President, simple fairness does. The 
American people understand this issue 
because they understand what it is like 
when someone who is selling something 
takes their money and does not deliver 
either the product or the money. That 
is what this amendment is all about. It 
is about fairness, and it is about saying 
either give them their money back or 
give them the equipment’ they con- 
tracted for. 

Mr. President, I retain the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further pro- 
ceedings under the quorum call be dis- 
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Мг. 
COVERDELL). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, 
liamentary inquiry. 

Under the quorum call that just took 
place, how is the time charged to each 
side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was 
charged to the Senator that suggested 
it. 

Mr. GLENN. Would the Chair repeat? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was 
charged to the Senator who suggested 
it. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, my sense 
is that fairness would require that it be 
charged to both sides equally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWN. I suggest the absence of 
а quorum and request the time be 
charged equally to both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further pro- 
ceedings under the quorum call be re- 
scinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I cannot 
disagree more with my distinguished 
colleague from Colorado when he says 
this is just a matter of fairness about 
giving money back as though we or- 
dered something from Sears, Roebuck 
and did not get it so we ought to get 
our money back. That is such a sim- 
plistic view that it mocks what we 
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have been trying to do with our non- 
proliferation policy, our nuclear non- 
proliferation policy for the last 30 
years. 

We have tried to prevent the spread 
of nuclear weapons around this world. 
That is what this issue is all about. It 
is a nonproliferation issue. The ques- 
tion: Are we serious about a U.S. lead- 
ership role in nonproliferation policy 
or are we not? I share the concern that 
Pakistan should get its money back, 
but not at the expense of dumping our 
nuclear policy and making our efforts 
around the world to further nuclear 
nonproliferation be mocked by the 178 
nations that signed up under the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty. That is what this 
is all about. 

Pakistan has been the most egre- 
gious violator. They refused to join the 
NPT and refused to cooperate and re- 
peatedly told us untruth after untruth 
after untruth after untruth, lie after 
lie after lie, about their intentions on 
nuclear weapons. 

They deliberately misled us—misled 
me personally. I was over there a cou- 
ple times. Once I met with President 
Zia; with Yaqub Khan, the Foreign 
Minister; Mir Khan, from their atomic 
energy commission. They told me they 
had no program at all. They said that 
our intelligence was just flat wrong. 

Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto re- 
peatedly has made statements that 
they have no nuclear weapons objec- 
tives. And yet we know that is not 
true. So what this is about is not just 
about fairness of giving the money 
back as though a purchase had been 
made at Sears; this is a matter of non- 
proliferation and are we serious about 
it or not? 

We all love to get up and make our 
press conference statements about how 
much we are against nuclear prolifera- 
tion and we do not want to see nuclear 
weapons spread to more nations around 
the world. We, in fact, right now are 
getting control of our nuclear weapons 
stockpiles with the former Soviet 
Union, now the Russians, and we are 
scaling those down. At the same time 
we asked other nations, ‘‘Please do not 
go ahead with nuclear weapons pro- 
grams. We will cooperate with you if 
you do not.” 

We cooperated with Pakistan when 
they were threatened and mutual in- 
terest indicated we should send weap- 
ons to the Mujaheddin in Afghanistan. 
It was in Pakistan’s interest we do 
that, also. It was not just a gratuitous 
favor to the United States. 

Through the years over and over we 
were assured Pakistan had no nuclear 
weapons program by their officials 
when we knew they did. During this 
time period we were successful in turn- 
ing off a Taiwanese effort to start a nu- 
clear weapons program. We were suc- 
cessful in turning off a South Korean 
effort to start a nuclear weapons pro- 
gram. South Africa, they finally gave 
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up on their efforts after having a nu- 
clear weapon or being close to it. Ar- 
gentina and Brazil ceased their efforts. 
And 178 nations signed up under NPT. 
This is a great success story. 

Do we mean it when we say we have 
а nonproliferation policy or not? I am 
very critical of this administration. I 
sent a long letter to the President with 
my position on this back in April. I in- 
cluded it in the RECORD last night. I 
think this is sort of a test case here. Do 
we mean it or not? If we let Pakistan 
go ahead and say we reward them then 
with all sorts of help, with economic 
aid, with all the things that are going 
on with the weapons program, with the 
spare parts, with things like that, with 
new missiles, and we reward them for 
these efforts, it makes a mockery— 
makes a mockery—out of our non- 
proliferation efforts when other na- 
tions say they may want to do the 
same thing that Pakistan has already 
done. 

The international nuclear trade has 
been going up, I am sorry to say. We 
should be trying to cut it back. We 
passed legislation—we passed the 
Glenn-Symington amendment to deal 
with this way back. We passed the 
Pressler amendment later on that was 
Pakistan-specific, and should have 
been. It is the way it should be. But the 
Congress was unwilling to give a com- 
plete blank check to Pakistan, and 
stipulated in our waiver legislation 
that Pakistan would still be cut off if 
it received or exploded a nuclear de- 
vice. Received! —in other words, 
gained that capability. 

Congress stipulated that an annual 
report would be provided on Pakistan's 
nuclear activities so that Congress 
could confirm that the United States 
assistance was indeed inhibiting Paki- 
stan’s bomb program, as was con- 
fidently assumed by Reagan adminis- 
tration officers. Waiver after waiver 
after waiver, which I went through in 
detail last night, waiver after waiver 
after waiver for Pakistan. And every 
time one was granted, it was granted 
on the basis that we need to be their 
friends so they will not continue along 
this route. 

And we have that whole trail of bro- 
ken promises, one after another after 
another. The result of all of this, all 
the untruths that were told to us, all 
this mendacity, plus ongoing informa- 
tion that the program was progressing, 
resulted in the Pressler amendment. 

Well, the CIA, to their credit, was 
skeptical that any of these things 
would work back at that time. And 
they were right. So now we have the ef- 
fort to give the money back. And it is 
supposedly that they would like to 
have you think that the proposal from 
the other side was that they just paid 
all this money out there, and then we 
jerked the rug out from under them. 

The fact is that out of the $858 mil- 
lion, $50 million was paid before Pres- 


26047 


sler; the rest of it was all paid after the 
Pressler amendment was adopted, and 
Pakistan knew full well what they 
were doing. They knew exactly what 
they were doing, and they continued 
and paid the rest of that money after 
the Pressler amendment was adopted, 
hoping that we would back down, that 
we were not serious about our nuclear 
nonproliferation policy, and they were 
right. We backed down. The United 
States of America is still backing down 
on nuclear nonproliferation. 

It is not easy for the Pakis, because 
they are entitled to some sympathy in 
their national security plight in South 
Asia. They fought three wars with a 
much larger adversary, India, who was 
also pursuing a nuclear weapons pro- 
gram and had exploded a device in 1984, 
and mainly built their program be- 
cause of China’s nuclear efforts. 

I do have sympathy for them in that 
regard, but I do not have much sym- 
pathy when they have deliberately mis- 
led us, lied to us all through the years. 

Mr. President, one after the other, of- 
ficials in Pakistan have not told us the 
truth. I said before my own personal 
experience in meeting with President 
Zia, the foreign minister, Yaqub Khan, 
and from the atomic energy commis- 
sion, Mir Khan, was that they all as- 
sured us they had no program when we 
knew that they did. 

Let me read a few quotes. Back in 
1988, opposition leader Benazir Bhutto, 
shortly before coming Prime Minister: 

We don’t want any controversy [with the 
U.S.] on the nuclear issue ... We want it 
clear beyond doubt that we're interested 
only in energy, not nuclear weapons. 

Again, interview with Time maga- 
zine, November 1988: 

We believe in a peaceful [nuclear] program 
for energy purposes and nothing else. 

Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto, 
interview in Calcutta Telegraph, De- 
cember 1988: 

I can tell you with confidence that there is 
no bomb programme in Pakistan.. There 
is no bomb programme. . . there is по bomb 
programme. 

December, 1988: 

We’re committed to a peaceful energy pro- 
gram. We don’t have any [nuclear] weapons 
policy . . Pakistan doesn’t have any inten- 
tion to get a nuclear device or a nuclear 
weapon. 

Another one in June 1989, Prime Min- 
ister Benazir Bhutto, in an address be- 
fore a joint meeting of Congress, right 
down the hall, a joint meeting of Con- 
gress, and made this statement to all 
of us. I was in attendance at that meet- 
ing: 

Speaking for Pakistan, I can declare that 
we do not possess nor do we intend to make 
a nuclear device. That is our policy. 

New York Times, 1989 interview with 
Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto: 

Pakistan has not, nor do we have any in- 
tention of putting together or making, a 
bomb, or taking it to the point where you 
can put it together. 
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So much for the word of Pakistan. 

So when we say, Mr. President, that 
this is an issue of just giving the 
money back, as though we have made a 
deal at Sears someplace, that is ex- 
tremely misleading, and I disagree 
with that characterization of what this 
is about. 

What this is about is whether the 
United States has a nuclear non- 
proliferation policy and whether we are 
truly willing to stick to it or are we 
not. Do we have the guts to make the 
tough decisions in the interest of see- 
ing nuclear weapons not spread further 
around the world, just at the same 
time we are trying to get our own nu- 
clear weapons stockpiles and those of 
the former Soviet Union under control 
and doing a good job in that area. 

Mr. President, that is what this vote 
is all about. I know from the vote yes- 
terday what the vote is likely to be 
today. I think it is a wrong vote be- 
cause it sends all the wrong signals to 
the 178 nonproliferation members 
around the world who are doing what 
we wanted them to do, what we tried to 
lead them to do and which they have 
continued to do, and that is try and 
stop the spread of nuclear weapons 
around the world. That is what this 
vote is all about. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Col- 
orado. 

Mr. BROWN. I yield myself 3 min- 
utes. 

Mr. President, there are several im- 
portant points raised by the distin- 
guished Senator from Ohio that I 
would like to address. One is the sug- 
gestion that we have somehow backed 
down on our nonproliferation objective 
or let Pakistan off the hook if this 
amendment is adopted. 

I sincerely believe that is an inac- 
curate statement, and I want to draw 
the attention of the Members to the 
facts. The reality is, if this amendment 
is adopted that our restriction against 
military assistance stays in place and 
it stays in place even though Pakistan 
has significant national security prob- 
lems, our restriction against military 
sales stays in place, and it does so even 
though they have a great need and 
want to buy equipment from the Unit- 
ed States. 

For a country that is in need of as- 
sistance and in need of weapons, those 
are significant and major restrictions, 
and to throw them away or ignore 
them, I think, ignores the facts. The 
fact is, they are strong sanctions that 
are in place and continue in place if the 
amendment is adopted. 

We should not forget the fact as well 
that Pakistan signed a contract for 
these some 9 years ago, for other parts 
8 years ago, and for other parts 7 years 
ago. They paid for those, and whether 
they paid all up front or paid in install- 
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ments, as most people do, I think 
misses the point. 

The fact is, they paid for these, they 
contracted for these. These items they 
have contracted for have sat around. 
Does anybody think military equip- 
ment that was due for delivery 5 years 
ago is as valuable today as when it 
came up? Of course, not. 

So to suggest there have not been 
and do not continue to be enormously 
significant sanctions in place against 
Pakistan is to simply ignore the facts. 
It is misleading, I think, to say that 
there are not major penalties that we 
have demanded that the Pakistanis pay 
and will continue to pay in the future. 

Mr. President, a great deal has been 
made about disingenuous statements 
by the Pakistanis with regard to their 
nuclear program. I, for one, think it is 
regrettable that that has happened. 
But, we should not be holier than Thou 
when we talk about misleading state- 
ments regarding national security. Are 
our memories so short around here, 
particularly with regard to Pakistan? 
Does not anyone recall that Francis 
Gary Powers’ flight took off from Paki- 
stan, an area we asked the Pakistanis 
to make available to us, at a base we 
asked them to let us fly out of, to fly 
over and spy on the Soviet Union? Has 
everyone forgotten how important that 
was to national security? 

Incidentally, does anyone remember 
what President Eisenhower said when 
he was asked about it? No one has men- 
tioned that today. But if you want to 
talk about disingenuous statements, 
what about President Eisenhower? Are 
we so holy we have forgotten it? This 
emanated from Pakistan. President Ei- 
senhower denied the flights. Was it an 
incorrect statement? Of course it was. 
Why did he do it? To protect our na- 
tional security. 

Does anybody remember what Presi- 
dent Kennedy said with regard to the 
Bay of Pigs? We do not dwell on it, but 
before we get so holy, before we get too 
holy, remember, Americans have felt a 
need to protect their national security, 
too, and it is strange that people would 
talk about the phenomenon of nuclear 
weapons with regard to Pakistan and 
not be willing to talk about the phe- 
nomenon of nuclear weapons with re- 
gard to India. 

Му own view of this is that we want 
to be friends with both India and Paki- 
stan. We want to stand beside them. 
We want to work with both of them. 
Perhaps it was not widely noticed, but 
I was the prime critic of the adminis- 
tration when it was slow to name an 
ambassador to India. It seemed to me 
that was an important function to do, 
with a country that should be our 
friend and we want to work with. 

I spoke out against the bashing of 
India over the question of Kashmir. I 
believe what we want is a balanced pol- 
icy, but, Mr. President, we should not 
look at the questions regarding Paki- 
stan’s national security in a vacuum. 
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To assume that we are going to have 
а policy that denies Pakistan nuclear 
weapons and not comment about In- 
dia’s nuclear weapons is a mistake. To 
assume we are going to bash Pakistan 
for trying to find missiles and not say 
anything about India’s missile program 
is a mistake. What we ought to have is 
a balanced policy in that part of the 
world, not a one-sided policy. 

І retain the remainder of my time. 

Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to 
the gtr Snare Si Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. . President, I want 
to compliment the Senator from Colo- 
rado on his diligence and his effort to 
bring some rationality and reason to 
this debate, to try to get us to focus on 
fairness and equity in dealing with this 
part of the world. 

I certainly would not want any of my 
comments that I made last night in the 
debate, or any I might make now, to be 
construed to indicate in any way that I 
have it in for India. That is not it at 
all. But I do believe that the history of 
our relations with Pakistan are such 
that we have to start dealing in a more 
evenhanded fashion in that part of the 
world. 

Last night in my remarks, I went 
over the long history of Pakistani- 
United States friendly relations. I do 
not mean to belabor that again and go 
over that, other than to just say that 
going clear back to when Pakistan got 
its independence, Pakistan has always 
been oriented toward the United 
States. They supported us in the Ko- 
rean war. As the Senator from Colo- 
rado pointed out, the flights of the U- 
2 over the Soviet Union came from 
Pakistan. After the U-2 was shot down, 
Nikita Khrushchev threatened Paki- 
stan with nuclear weapons. Pakistan 
stuck with the United States. In the 
gulf war, Pakistan helped us out; they 
were on our side. In Somalia—and even 
in Haiti, Pakistan has sent troops to 
help restore democracy to Haiti. 

So in almost everything that we have 
done, Pakistan has been our strong 
friend and ally. Yet, I believe we have 
not treated them evenhandedly. All 
this really is is a question of fairness. 

Last night, I quoted—and I want to 
repeat that—the statement by the Sec- 
retary of State, Warren Christopher, in 
a letter dated September 20 to Senator 
DASCHLE. He said: 

We appreciate the bipartisan interest we 
have seen in improving our relationship with 
Pakistan. We would support an amendment 
that would permit aid to Pakistan that is 
in our own interest, such as trade promotion, 
counternarcotics assistance, and 
counterterrorist programs. We also support 
language that would allow for the return of 
military equipment for which Pakistan has 
already paid. To engage Pakistan on issues 
of concern to us, including nonproliferation, 
it is essential to resolve this unfair situa- 
tion, 

That is what the Brown amendment 
does. 

Again, Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that this letter, dated 
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September 20, from Secretary of State 
Christopher, be printed in its entirety 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Washington, DC, September 20, 1995. 
Hon. THOMAS А. DASCHLE, 
Democratic Leader, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR DASCHLE: As the Senate be- 
gins consideration of the FY 1996 Foreign Op- 
erations Appropriations bill, I would like to 
address several issues in the version of the 
bill as reported by the full Appropriations 
Committee. 

At the outset I would like to thank Chair- 
man McConnell and Senator Leahy for their 
willingness to work with us and to include 
priority initiatives such as a long-term ex- 
tension of the Middle East Peace Facilita- 
tion Act (MEPFA) and a drawdown authority 
for Jordan in the subcommittee mark. We 
would oppose any amendments that would 
alter the carefully negotiated language for 
either of these initiatives. Also, we appre- 
ciate the Subcommittee’s removal of 
objectional conditions adopted by the House 
on population assistance and aid to Turkey, 
Haiti, and Mexico. We hope to continue in 
this cooperative fashion to produce a For- 
eign Operations bill that can be presented to 
the President with bipartisan support. 

Despite the favorable aspects of the legis- 
lation, there are several items that are of 
great concern to the Department of State. 
The funding levels throughout the bill are 
well below the President's request level. The 
Foreign Operations cuts, coupled with the 
cuts being proposed to international pro- 
grams in the Senate’s Commerce, Justice, 
State Department Appropriations bill, rep- 
resent a serious threat to America’s leader- 
ship in international affairs. 

The bill also contains numerous earmarks 
and substantially restructures our foreign 
aid accounts. We expect international agen- 
cies to do their share in the effort to balance 
the budget as the President's budget plan 
makes clear. However, we, the Administra- 
tion, should have the flexibility to apply 
funds to the programs that provide the best 
results. Earmarks in our programs for the 
New Independent States, International 
Counternarcotics, and economic assistance 
would prevent us from being able to respond 
to the crisis and unexpected requirements of 
the post-Cold War world. Further, the pro- 
portionality requirement in the new Eco- 
nomic Assistance account restricts our abil- 
ity to change the distribution of these funds 
from year to year. We oppose these restric- 
tions. 

The bill also contains a number of objec- 
tionable policy provisions. Restrictions on 
our ability to contribute to the Korean En- 
ergy Development Organization (KEDO) 
would, in effect, prevent U.S. funding of 
KEDO and greatly hinder, if not destroy, the 
international effort to implement the Agreed 
Framework. We oppose linking KEDO fund- 
ing to substantial progress on North Korean/ 
South Korean dialogue. Imposing an artifi- 
cial and unrealistic deadline on North/South 
talks, which have taken years to progress, 
will hold hostage the very funding that will 
facilitate the progress we all so desire. We 
remain convinced that the North/South dia- 
logue will move forward substantially as a 
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result of the Agreed Framework and the cre- 
ation of KEDO. Our failure to contribute to 
KEDO will threaten its ability to meet its 
obligations under the Framework and, con- 
sequently, invite North Korean non-compli- 
ance. The Agreed Framework is working. 
North Korea has frozen its nuclear weapons 
program. We need Congressional support for 
KEDO to keep the freeze in place. 

ng assistance to the New Independ- 
ent States (NIS) and Russia, we have reached 
a critical moment in the reform process. 
Continued funding is essential. It can make 
а major difference in whether reformers in 
Russia, Ukraine, Armenia, Moldova and 


other states will be able to maintain momen- 


tum, or the opponents of reform will halt the 
development of democratic market societies. 
We need to stay the course for this transi- 
tional period, while normal trading and in- 
vestment relationships develop in the former 
Soviet states. We very much appreciate the 
continued support we have received from the 
Congress, and the Senate Appropriations 
Committee in particular, for this critical ef- 
fort, as reflected in this bill. 

At the same time, however, we oppose new 
conditions on assistance to the NIS. It is of 
course tempting to withdraw our assistance 
as punishment when we do not agree with 
Russian actions or policies. But this would 
be a mistake. This assistance is in our na- 
tional interest. Cutting or restricting aid 
would hurt reformers, the very people who 
have protested the war in Chechnya, criti- 
cized Russia's proposed nuclear sale to Iran, 
or insisted that Russia end cooperation with 
Cuba. We urge you to remove such condi- 
tions from this bill. Let me assure you that 
we share your concerns about Russia's poli- 
cies in these areas; that is why we continue 
to work on other fronts to stop the Russian 
nuclear reactor sale to Iran and to prevent 
completion of the Cuban reactor project. 

We also urge you to restore the national 
security waiver for the certification require- 
ment on violations of territorial integrity, 
which has been removed from the Senate 
version of this bill. It is important that the 
President retain the ability to determine 
whether the national security of the United 
States justifies a waiver of this requirement. 
Moreover, removal of the waiver provision 
could have unintended consequences, such as 
prohibiting humanitarian assistance to the 
victims of regional conflicts in countries 
such as Armenia. 

The language regarding restrictions on the 
termination of sanctions against Serbia and 
Montenegro also reflects objectionable 
House language carried over in the Senate 
bill. The recent combination of NATO's re- 
solve and energetic United States leadership 
on the diplomatic front has led to some en- 
couraging opportunities for a negotiated set- 
tlement to the conflict. To prematurely 
close off any avenues that may lead to a dip- 
lomatic settlement, including adjustments 
to the sanctions regime against Serbia, 
would complicate our efforts. 

We appreciate the bipartisan interest we 
have seen in improving our relationship with 
Pakistan. We would support an amendment 
that would permit aid to Pakistan that is in 
our own interest, such as trade promotion, 
counternarcotics assistance, and 
counterterrorism programs. We also support 
language that would allow for the return of 
military equipment for which Pakistan has 
already paid. To engage Pakistan on issues 
of concern to us, including non-proliferation, 
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it is essential to resolve this unfair situa- 
tion. 

There remain other problematic issues in 
the bill, but we are encouraged by the will- 
ingness of the bill’s managers to work with 
us, and we hope that these other issues can 
be resolved on the Senate floor or in con- 
ference. 

Sincerely, 
WARREN CHRISTOPHER. 


Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, there is 
also a letter from Secretary Perry, the 
Secretary of Defense, who said: 

This is an effort to resolve issues involving 
“fairness” that have become a major irritant 
in our relationship with Pakistan—it is in no 
way an effort to resume a military supply re- 
lationship. Meanwhile, our ability to work 
with Pakistan to achieve nonproliferation 
goals is eroding. The status quo, unfortu- 
nately, offers few incentives for future co- 
operation or restraint by Pakistan—or by 
India, whose nuclear and missile programs 
are also of concern. 


We do not hear much talk about that 
around here. The nuclear programs and 
the missile programs of India ought to 
be a big concern of ours also. 

Secretary Perry concluded: 

If we succeed in putting this issue behind 
us, we will be in a better position to engage 
Pakistan in a constructive way on issues of 
concern to us, particularly nonproliferation. 


I ask unanimous consent that the 
letter from Secretary Perry, dated Au- 
gust 2, also be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, August 2, 1995. 
Hon. SAM NUNN, 
Ranking Democrat, Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR NUNN: For the past six 
months, the Administration has wrestled 
with the difficult problem of trying to build 
а stronger, more flexible relationship with 
Pakistan—an important moderate Islamic 
democracy in a troubled region which has 
been a long-time friend and has become a 
major partner in peacekeeping operations— 
while promoting the very important non- 
proliferation goals of the Pressler Amend- 
ment. 

Based on a detailed review within the Ad- 
ministration and consultations with Con- 
gress, the President has decided to address 
this matter on three fronts: 

First, he strongly supports provisions al- 
ready contained in the House and Senate 
versions of the Foreign Aid Authorization 
bill that would permit us to resume eco- 
nomic assistance and limited military assist- 
ance affecting clear U.S. interests (including 


assistance peacekeeping, 
counterterrorism and counternarcotics as 
well as IMET). 


Second, the President has decided to seek 
authority, as provided by an amendment to 
be proposed by Senator Brown, that would 
release approximately $370 million worth of 
embargoed military equipment purchased by 
Pakistan before the imposition of Pressler 
sanctions. This authority would specifically 
exclude the release of the F-16s. Among the 
items that would be released are three P-3C 
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Orion maritime patrol aircraft, Harpoon 
anti-ship missiles, counter-mortar radars, 
howitzers, and support kits for Е-168 and 
Cobra helicopters already in the Pakistani 
inventory. These items will not disturb the 
conventional arms balance in South Asia 
which overwhelmingly favors India. 

Finally, the President has decided that, 
rather than releasing the 28 Е-168 to Paki- 
stan, he will seek to sell them to a third 
country and deposit the proceeds of any sale 
in the Pakistan Trust Fund to reimburse, as 
much as the sale permits, Pakistan's invest- 
ment in these aircraft. 

While we recognize that this is not a per- 
fect solution, it is, we believe, the course 
which will best help us resolve a difficult 
problem with a country which has long been 
a friend. This is an effort to resolve issues in- 
volving ‘‘fairness’’ that have become a major 
irritant in our relationship with Pakistan— 
it is in no way an effort to resume a military 
supply relationship. Meanwhile, our ability 
to work with Pakistan to achieve non- 
proliferation goals is eroding. The status 
quo, unfortunately, offers few incentives for 
future cooperation or restraint by Paki- 
stan—or by India, whose nuclear and missile 
programs are also of concern. If we succeed 
in putting this issue behind us, we will be in 
a better position to engage Pakistan in a 
constructive way on issues of concern to us, 
particularly nonproliferation. 

The second aspect of this three-part ef- 
fort—embodied in Senator Brown’s pending 
amendment to provide authority to release 
the embargoed Pakistan equipment other 
than the F-l6s—may be coming to a vote 
very shortly. I urge you to support our ef- 
forts to resolve this problem by supporting 
Senator Brown’s amendment when it is of- 
fered. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM J. PERRY. 
PUTTING THE RELEASE OF EMBARGOED 
PAKISTANI EQUIPMENT INTO PERSPECTIVE 

The total package has a value of $368 mil- 
lion—not $700 million as has been reported. 

Although the P-3C Orion provides a long- 
range offensive capability, three aircraft 
would hardly disturb India’s nearly 2 to 1 ad- 
vantage over Pakistan in naval systems: 

It is claimed that the P-3s provide a le- 
thal stand off capability” against Indian 
naval targets as far south as Cochin; how- 
ever, it should be noted that because the 
Pakistan Navy has no aircraft carriers (of 
which the Indian Navy has two), the Paki- 
stanis would be unable to provide fighters to 
escort these slow aircraft when operating at 
such а great distance from Karachi—thus 
leaving them vulnerable to interception by 
either land-based Indian Air Force fighters 
or carrier based Indian Navy aircraft. 

It is incorrect to say that the P-3C rep- 
resent a new weapons system for the region 
as the Indian Navy already has two squad- 
rons of similar maritime patrol aircraft that 
include five П-38 (the Russian version of the 
P-3) and eight Tu-142 Bear F aircraft. While 
these aircraft do not have a system equiva- 
lent to the Harpoon, they do have equipment 
to locate submarines and are capable of 
launching torpedoes. 

The Indian Navy also possesses an anti- 
ship missile, the Sea Eagle, which is similar 
to the Harpoon. Although not capable of 
being launched from the maritime patrol air- 
craft mentioned above, the Indian Sea Eagles 
can be carried on the Sea Harrier jets and 
the Sea King helicopters which operate from 
India’s two aircraft carriers—thus giving the 
Indian Navy a more formidable long-range 
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strike capability than that provided by three 
Р-38, 


C-NITE would enable Pak Cobra heli- 
copters to launch TOW 2 anti-tank guided 
missiles at night; however, these 19 heli- 
copters, so equipped, would hardly offset In- 
dia’s 2 to 1 advantage (by over 2000 tanks) 
over Pakistan. 

The Pakistani Ғ-168 are already equipped 
with the AN/ALR-69 radar warning receiver 
and AN/ALQ-131 electronic counter measures 
jamming equipment. These are defensive 
rather than offensive systems. The ALR-69 
alerts the pilot that a radar has “painted” 
his aircraft; the ALQ-131 electronically de- 
flects the hostile missile. The ALR-69 and 
ALQ-131 kits that would be released would 
enhance the reliability of these systems 
rather than provide any new military capa- 
bility. 

Since Pakistan has previously received 
over 200 AIM-9L air-to-air missiles, the re- 
lease of 360 more will not provide any new 
capability. Furthermore, India will still 
enjoy an almost 2 to 1 advantage in jet com- 
bat aircraft over Pakistan to include a bet- 
ter than 2 to 1 advantage in aircraft equiva- 
lent to the Pakistani Ғ-168 (1.е., MiG-29 and 
Mirage 2000). 

The 24 howitzers that would be released to 
Pakistan are M198 155 mm towed howitzers. 
Given the fact that the Indian Army has over 
3000 towed artillery pieces (almost twice the 
number in the Pakistani inventory), 24 more 
will not make a significant difference. It 
should be noted that during the nearly five 
years that these howitzers were embargoed, 
India acquired over 250 equivalent artillery 
pieces from Czechoslovakia and Russia/ 
USSR. 

In regard to MK-46 torpedoes, Pakistan 
will receive parts that constitute less than 
one operational МК-46. 

As for the 2.15” rockets, these constitute a 


resupply of ammunition for one of the weap- 


ons systems on the Pakistani Cobra heli- 
copters—they do not give Pakistan any new 
capability. 


BROWN AMENDMENT TEXT 


Add the following subparagraph to section 
620E of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961: 

( ) Applicability.—(a) The restrictions of 
section 620Е(е) of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 shall continue to apply to contracts 
for the delivery of F-16 aircraft to Pakistan. 

(b) Notwithstanding the restrictions con- 
tained in section 620E(e), military equip- 
ment, technology or defense services, other 
than F-16 aircraft, may be transferred to 
Pakistan pursuant to contracts of cases en- 
tered into before October 1, 1990. 


IMPACT OF THE BROWN AMENDMENT 


The proposed legislation would authorize 
the release of approximately $368 million 
worth of military equipment purchased by 
Pakistan before the imposition of Pressler 
sanctions (1 October 1995) but not delivered 
to Pakistan due to Pressler sanctions. Spe- 
cifically prohibited from release to Pakistan 
under this legislation are the 28 Pakistani 
F-16s. Items to be released include: 


Stored 
item Stored value Funding 
quantity (тї source 
lions) 
Army: 
C-NITE modification kits 18 941 FMF. 
24 187 FMF/Cash. 
4 105 FMF. 
NA 68 FMF. 
135 61 FMF. 
16,720 94 FMF. 
NA 17 FMF/Cash. 
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INITIATIVE ТО STRENGTHEN RELATIONS WITH 
PAKISTAN 

After extensive review and consultations 
with Congress, President Clinton has decided 
to support legislation to permit a stronger 
and more flexible relationship with Paki- 
stan, while maintaining the nonproliferation 
goals of the Pressler Amendment. 

The President's decision builds on provi- 
sions already in the House and Senate ver- 
sions of the Foreign Aid Authorization bills, 
which would permit the United States to re- 
sume economic assistance and limited forms 
of military assistance (including IMET, 
counternarcotics, counterterrorism апа 
peacekeeping assistance) to Pakistan. 

The President has decided to seek author- 
ity, as provided for in legislation proposed by 
Senator Brown, to release to Pakistan ap- 
proximately $370 million in military equip- 
ment, exclusive of F-16s, contracted for by 
Pakistan prior to the imposition of Pressler 
sanctions in October, 1990. 

This equipment includes air-to-air and 
anti-ship missiles, radars, howitzers, three 
P-3C Orion Aircraft, and support kits for the 
F-16s already in Pakistan's inventory. This 
non-strategic equipment does not have the 
symbolism that the Е-168 have come to ac- 
quire in the region. Release of this equip- 
ment would be a one-time exemption to the 
Pressler Amendment. We do not seek repeal 
of the Amendment or a resumed military 
supply relationship with Pakistan. 

The President also decided not to seek re- 
lease of the 28 F-16s in the pipeline. Instead, 
he will seek to sell the aircraft and return 
the proceeds of any sale to Pakistan, to re- 
imburse as much as possible of the $684 mil- 
lion that Pakistan has expended on these 
aircraft. 

Putting these issues behind us will permit 
а more normal and productive relationship 
between Washington and Islamabad, without 
which real progress on nonproliferation and 
other issues of importance to the United 
States will remain difficult. 

Finally, in making his decision, the Presi- 
dent stressed the importance of there being 
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no substantial change in the status quo in 
Pakistan with regard to nonproliferation is- 
sues of concern to the United States. In par- 
ticular, we expect that Pakistan will exer- 
cise restraint in the nuclear and missile 
areas. 

Mr. HARKIN. On July 28, to the Na- 
tional Press Club, Secretary of State 
Christopher responds to a question. 
This gets to the heart of the arguments 
made by the Senator from Ohio and the 
Senator from Michigan about the so- 
called evidence that justifies the impo- 
sitions of sanctions. 

Here was the question: 


Will the Clinton administration order addi- 
tional sanctions against China for supplying 
missile technology to Pakistan and Iran? 

SECRETARY CHRISTOPHER. As I mentioned 
in my remarks, we are concerned about pro- 
liferation issues, and we are certainly con- 
cerned about it as they relate to South Asia. 
We monitor it very carefully and very close- 
ly. 

At the present time, although there is a 
fairly large body of evidence, we do not 
think there is the evidence there that would 
justify the imposition of sanctions. 


І ask unanimous consent that that be 
printed in the RECORD, also. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


ADDRESS BY SECRETARY OF STATE WARREN 
CHRISTOPHER ON U.S. NATIONAL INTEREST IN 
THE ASIA-PACIFIC REGION, NATIONAL PRESS 
CLUB, WASHINGTON, DC, JULY 28, 1995 
QUESTION. Will the Clinton Administration 

order additional sanctions against China for 

supplying missile technology to Pakistan 
and Iran? 

Secretary CHRISTOPHER. As I mentioned in 
my remarks, we are concerned about pro- 
liferation issues, and we are certainly con- 
cerned about it as they relate to South Asia. 
We monitor it very carefully and very close- 
ly. 
“ir the present time, although there is a 
fairly large body of evidence, we do not 
think there is the evidence there that would 
justify the imposition of sanctions. But I 
want to assure all that we feel an obligation 
to keep this matter carefully under review 
and to follow and comply with the law in 
this regard, 


Mr. HARKIN. Again, I want to point 
out that under the missile technology 
Control Regime, which has been talked 
about by the Senator from Michigan 
and the Senator from Ohio, even under 
that, even if MTCR sanctions were im- 
posed tomorrow, all of the items in the 
Brown amendment could still go to 
Pakistan, because MTCR violations 
only prohibited new licenses to Paki- 
stan and China. These items were al- 
ready licensed іп the 198075. 

Again, Mr. President, there is a lot of 
talk about Pakistan not admitting cer- 
tain things. I think the Senator from 
Colorado answered that quite ade- 
quately. 

Again I would just ask a question: 
Has India ever admitted that they have 
a nuclear weapon? We know that they 
detonated one in 1974. Has India ever 
admitted that they have a nuclear 
weapon? If not, are they lying to us, 
also? 
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I think that is enough of that. Mr. 
President, I want to close my remarks 
by pointing out that Pakistan has al- 
ways gone the extra mile to try to get 
a reasonable solution and compromise 
in that part of the world with India. 
Let us keep in mind what we are talk- 
ing about here. We have India, a large 
nation with 981 million people, con- 
fronting Pakistan, a small country 
with only about 125 million people. We 
have to kind of keep that in context. 

I want to review for my colleagues 
some of the proposals that Pakistan 
has put forward, going back over 20 
years. First of all, Pakistan proposed 
to establish а nuclear-weapons-free 
zone in south Asia in 1974. 

In 1978, they proposed to issue a joint 
Indo-Pakistan declaration renouncing 
the acquisition and manufacturing of 
nuclear weapons. 

In 1979, they proposed to have mutual 
inspections by India and Pakistan of 
nuclear facilities. 

Also in 1979, they proposed simulta- 
neous adherence to the Non-Prolifera- 
tion Treaty by India and Pakistan. 

Again in 1979, they proposed to en- 
dorse a simultaneous acceptance of 
full-scope international atomic energy 
safeguards and to have the IAEA do in- 
spections. 

They proposed, also in 1987, an agree- 
ment on a bilateral or regional nuclear 
test ban treaty. 

In 1991, Pakistan proposed to com- 
mence a multilateral conference on the 
question of nuclear proliferation in 
south Asia. 

A couple years ago, they proposed to 
create а missile-free zone in all of 
south Asia. 

Pakistan has proposed all this. What 
is the stumbling block? India will not 
accept any of these. They are the ones 
that have said “по” to all of these pro- 
posals. Yet, we are the ones that are 
sticking it to Pakistan. I do not under- 
stand this at all. It seems to me that 
this is the kind of regime that we want 
in south Asia. We ought to be behind 
these proposals, and we ought to be 
using our influence with India and 
other countries in that area to agree 
with Pakistan, to sit down and nego- 
tiate these proposals, which were made 
in good faith by Pakistan. 

Last, Mr. President, two quotes, first 
by President Clinton, April 11, 1995: 


I don't think what happened was fair to 
Pakistan in terms of the money. . . I don’t 
think it is right for us to keep the money 
and the equipment. That is not right. And I 
am going to try to find a resolution to it. I 
don’t like this. 


President Clinton, April 11, 1995. 
That is exactly what the Brown amend- 
ment does. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield to 
the Senator from Iowa 2 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, the 
President is supporting the Brown 
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amendment because it reflects exactly 
what President Clinton said April 11. 

On the same date, Prime Minister 
Bhutto said: 

The Pressler amendment has been a dis- 
incentive for a regional solution to the pro- 
liferation issue. 

April 11, 1995, Prime Minister Bhutto. 

Mr. President, it is time to put this 
behind us. It is time for fairness and 
equity. It is time to recognize that if 
we want to support the democratic 
forces in Pakistan, if we want to give 
Prime Minister Bhutto the support she 
needs to consolidate the prodemocracy 
forces in Pakistan, then we have to put 
this behind us. 

This will do more to help promote a 
regional solution to these problems 
than anything else we can do. 

It is simply a question of fairness and 
equity. I hope that the vote will be 
overwhelming, overwhelming in favor 
of the Brown amendment. Let Pakistan 
know we will not turn our backs on 
Pakistan after all of these years of 
friendship and support that Pakistan 
has given to us. 

I yield back whatever time is remain- 
ing. I thank the Senator from Colorado 
for his leadership on this. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois, Senator SIMON. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I will vote 
against the Brown amendment, though 
I agree with much of what my col- 
league from Iowa has to say. I will vote 
against any weapons in any amend- 
ment that go to Pakistan or India or 
China until we get this nuclear thing 
worked out. 

Many of the things that Senator 
HARKIN says are correct; for example, 
Pakistan and India, Pakistan suggest- 
ing that they have mutual inspection 
of nuclear facilities and so forth. The 
difficulty is India also fears China. 
There has to be a tripartite agreement. 
I think that necessarily means United 
States leadership working together 
with Russia to bring that about. 

There is no question Pakistan has 
some legitimate grievances. We ought 
to get those worked out. I think the 
Feinstein amendment that is going to 
be coming along shortly will help to 
move in that direction. 

We want to maintain friendship with 
Pakistan. Pakistan has moved from a 
dictatorship to a functioning democ- 
racy. Like all functioning democracies, 
it has problems. We ought to be work- 
ing with Pakistan more closely. 

However, I do not think we ought to 
be sending weapons to any one of the 
three parties, who now have the great- 
est nuclear threat, I think, anywhere 
in the world. 

I think it would be a mistake to ap- 
prove the Brown amendment. 

Mr. GLENN. How much time is re- 
maining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will advise the Senator from 
Ohio that his side has 15 minutes. 
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Mr. GLENN. I yield 3 minutes to Sen- 
ator LEVIN. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair and my 
friend from Ohio. 

Mr. President, the Brown amendment 
moves us in the opposite direction of 
trying to restrain missile proliferation. 
We have a law on our books and it says 
that where there is a determination 
that a transfer of a missile with a cer- 
tain range and payload has been made 
that we will then impose sanctions. 

There is a large body of evidence. It 
is up on the fourth floor. We have had 
three briefings. The briefers left the 
material for us to look at. It is right 
there, a couple floors above us, for any 
of us to look at, to see whether or not 
each of us are satisfied that, in fact, a 
missile of a certain range and payload 
in excess of the missile technology con- 
trol regime has been transferred from 
China to Pakistan. Under American 
law, if that occurs, sanctions are sup- 
posed to be imposed. 

Now, what the Brown amendment 
does is take us in the opposite direc- 
tion. It would have us amend Pressler, 
to then allow for the transfer of signifi- 
cant military equipment to Pakistan. 

Instead of looking at this evidence 
and deciding whether or not it proves 
incontrovertible that there has been a 
transfer of missiles in excess of the 
range and payload that is provided for 
in the missile technology control re- 
gime which we have incorporated in 
our law, the amendment before the 
Senate would say that still could 
apply, but we will move in exactly the 
opposite direction. 

This amendment makes a mockery— 
if it passes this Senate—will make a 
mockery of our efforts to restrain the 
proliferation of missiles. That is the 
issue before the Senate. It is American 
law. American law says if there is a 
transfer of a missile or missiles that 
meet certain tests, sanctions will be 
imposed. 

I do not think we can in good con- 
science say that we are fighting the 
proliferation of missiles if we ignore 
that evidence two floors above us, if we 
do not take the time to at least look at 
that evidence two floors above us, and 
instead of acting on it, whatever our 
conclusions are, under American law, 
we move in exactly the opposite direc- 
tion, amend Pressler, allow for the 
transfer of military equipment which 
otherwise could not be transferred. 
That is the issue before this Senate. 

I hope we will adopt the Feinstein 
amendment, which will provide that 
any appropriate funds that are owed to 
Pakistan that they have given to us, 
whatever is equitable, be returned to 
Pakistan, without trashing the missile 
technology control regime. 

I thank the Chair. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. President, I want to deal with an 
aspect of this that I think is a fun- 
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damental problem because ме have not 
addressed it, and maybe we have not 
addressed it for a good reason. 

This amendment is about fairness 
and about the inequity of keeping both 
their money and their arms. I think 
Americans will respond strongly to 
that. They understand it, and would be 
outraged at any retailer who did the 
same thing or anyone who signed con- 
tracts to sell as well. 

Other Members have brought up sig- 
nificant issues and concerns about 
arms in Southeast Asia. That is appro- 
priate, and they should, and it ought to 
be a concern. It is why I made sure 
with the adoption of this amendment 
that very strong sanctions stay in 
place that send a clear message that 
Pakistan is paying a price for having 
developed weapons. 

Mr. President, the aspect of this that 
needs Members’ attention is this: We 
have sanctions that will sanction Paki- 
stan for developing nuclear weapons, 
but we do not have sanctions that will 
sanction India for developing nuclear 
weapons. They are two nations, side by 
side. 

The fact is, Pakistan’s program lit- 
erally came about in part because India 
was Pakistan's adversary and India de- 
veloped nuclear weapons. We cannot ig- 
nore that when you think about trying 
to solve this problem. 

There has been a lot of concern 
raised about missiles. That is a valid 
concern. I think we need to do more in 
that area. 

Mr. President, you cannot talk about 
it in a vacuum. The fact is, Pakistan 
developed their program after India de- 
veloped weapons, and there are strong 
indications that the potential of Paki- 
stan's missiles, if they have them and 
if they uncrate them, is somewhat 
similar to what the potential of the In- 
dian missiles are. If anything, India 
has stronger missiles. 

You cannot talk about this in a vacu- 
um. If you do talk about it in a vacuum 
and you think about it in a vacuum, 
you are doomed to failure. We want a 
nonproliferation program that works, 
that is effective. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 2 
minutes of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to the Senator from Iowa. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I want 
to respond, perhaps, to my colleague 
from Шіпоів who talked about the 
weapons going to Pakistan. I have 
looked over the list of the items that 
are going. I thought I might, just for 
the RECORD, point out what some peo- 
ple have said about these items. All of 
the experts agree, it will not in any 
way upset the regional balance. 

Steve Cohen is the director of pro- 
gram in arms control, disarmament 
and international security at the Uni- 
versity of Illinois. He said, 
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In terms of the regional military balance, 
I don’t think that the release of this mili- 
tary equipment. will һауе... significant 
impact on the balance one way or the other. 

George Tanham, who was a vice 
president of the Rand Corp., says, “1 
agree.” He said: 

In fact, there is no balance now. India 
dominates so strongly. They have twice as 
large an army as Pakistan, twice as large an 
Air Force, twice as large a Navy, twice as 
many tanks, twice as many airplanes. * * * 
India has overwhelming strength. 

So this small amount of equipment 
will not upset any balance. All of the 
experts basically agree that this 
amount of items that we are sending 
over there would not in any way upset 
that regional balance. 

James Clad, professor at Georgetown 
University said: 

They offer for Pakistan exactly as Dr. 
Tanham pointed out, an equalizing hand in 
trying to somehow correct the subcontinen- 
tal mismatch of conventional weaponry ca- 
pability and geographical reality.“ 

So, again, I have gone over this list. 
I do not know if anyone has ever put it 
in the RECORD. But of the military 
equipment, adding to about $368 mil- 
lion, the biggest items are three P-C3 
aircraft, four-engine turboprop air- 
craft. They are very slow aircraft. 
They do not have the capability in any 
way to threaten India, and I would be 
glad to get into a discussion with any- 
one if they would like to discuss that. 

I want to make sure this is in the 
RECORD. I ask unanimous consent a list 
of the items be printed in the RECORD 
and also a description of these items be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

PUTTING THE RELEASE OF EMBARGOED 
PAKISTANI EQUIPMENT INTO PERSPECTIVE 

The total package has a value of $368 mil- 
lion—not $700 million as has been reported. 

Although the P-3C Orion provides a long- 
range offensive capability, three aircraft 
would hardly disturb India’s nearly 2 to 1 ad- 
vantage over Pakistan in naval systems: 

It is claimed that the P-3s provide a “‘le- 
thal stand off capability” against Indian 
naval targets as far south as Cochin; how- 
ever, it should be noted that because the 
Pakistan Navy has no aircraft carriers (of 
which the Indian Navy has two), the Paki- 
stanis would be unable to provide fighters to 
escort these slow aircraft when operating at 
such a great distance from Karachi—thus 
leaving them vulnerable to interception by 
either land-based Indian Air Force fighters 
or carrier based Indian Navy aircraft. 

It is incorrect to say that the P-8C rep- 
resent a new weapons system for the region 
as the Indian navy already has two squad- 
rons of similar maritime patrol aircraft that 
include five I-38 (the Russian version of the 
P-3) and eight Tu-142 Bear F aircraft. While 
these aircraft do not have a system equiva- 
lent to the Harpoon, they do have equipment 
to locate submarines and are capable of 
launching torpedoes. 

The Indian Navy also possesses an anti- 
ship missile, the Sea Eagle, which is similar 
to the Harpoon. Although not capable of 
being launched from the maritime patrol air- 
craft mentioned above, the Indian Sea Eagles 
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can be carried on the Sea Harrier jets and the 
Sea King helicopters which operate from In- 
dia’s two aircraft carriers—thus giving the 
Indian Navy a more formidable long-range 
strike capability than that provided by three 


P fyrre would enable Pak Cobra heli- 
copters to launch TOW 2 anti-tank guided 
missiles at night; however, these 19 heli- 
copters, so equipped, would hardly offset In- 
dia’s 2 to 1 advantage (by over 2000 tanks) 
over Pakistan. 

The Pakistani F-l6s are already equipped 
with an AN/ALR-69 radar warning receiver 
and AN/ALQ-131 electronic counter measures 
jamming equipment. These are defensive 
rather than offensive systems. Тһе ALR-69 
alerts the pilot that a radar has painted“ 
his aircraft; the ALQ-131 electronically de- 
flects the hostile missile. The ALR-69 and 
ALQ-131 kits that would be released would 
enhance the reliability of these systems 
rather than provide any new military capa- 
bility. 

Since Pakistan has previously received 


over 200 AIM-9L air-to-missiles, the release 
of 360 more will not provide any new capabil- 
ity. Furthermore, India will still enjoy an al- 
most 2 to 1 advantage in jet combat aircraft 
over Pakistan to include a better than 2 tol 
advantage in aircraft equivalent to Шо, аай 


stani F-16s (i.e., MiG-29 and Mirage 2000 
The 24 howitzers that would be 8 to 


Pakistan are M198 155 mm towed howitzers. 
Given the fact that the Indian Army has over 
3000 towed artillery pieces (almost twice the 
number in the Pakistani inventory), 24 more 
will not make a significant difference. It 
would be noted that during the nearly five 
years that these howitzers were embargoed, 
India acquired over 250 equivalent artillery 
pieces from Czechoslovakia and Russia/ 
USSR. 

In regard to МК-47 torpedoes, Pakistan 
will receive pary that constitute less that 
one operational МК-46. 

As for the 2.75” rockets, these constitute a 
resupply of ammunition for one of the weap- 
ons systems on the Pakistani Cobra heli- 
copters—they do not give Pakistan any new 
capability. 


MILITARY EQUIPMENT (LESS Ғ-16 AIRCRAFT) PURCHASED 


BY PAKISTAN BUT NOT DELIVERED DUE TO PRESSLER 
SANCTIONS 


йет Stored value Funding 
quantity (тї source 
tions) 


`6-НТЕ modification kits ............ 18 
98 Howitzers ну 4 


Navy зими! Ҥ...................... 


Air Fe 
285 fur / Cas. 
80 FMF. 
\ 78 FMF/Cash 
Gate ІП support package: 
Peculiar support equipment 37 3 RMF. 
Engine spares 511 91 EME, 
Spares .... 154 15 FMF. 
қ 67 4 FMF. 
Peace Gate N IV Support package: 
Engine components 4 14 1 Cash. 
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MILITARY EQUIPMENT (LESS Ғ--16 AIRCRAFT) PURCHASED 
BY PAKISTAN BUT NOT DELIVERED DUE TO PRESSLER 
SANCTIONS—Continued 


Stored 
value 
(тії- 
lions) 


Funding 
source 


Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I would 
just point out that, given the over- 
whelming superiority of India in this 
case, the small amount of items we are 
sending over in no way upsets the re- 
gional balance whatsoever. Keep in 
mind again: India, at 981 million peo- 
ple; Pakistan, 125 million people. The 
imbalance is already there on India’s 


side. 

It is interesting to note in all this de- 
bate, we talk about MTCR sanctions on 
Pakistan but no one is trying to put 
the sanctions 999 China. I make that 
note for the rec 

The PRESIDING haa The time 


of the Senator has ee 

Who yields time? e Chair recog- 
nizes the Senator from Ohi 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from California. I would like to make 
one remark. For those who were not at 
the briefing yesterday—most of the 
Senate, by far; we had just a few up іп 
8-407--І urge people to go up and look 
at the chart, look at the information 
we retained. It is available in 5-407 
right now. You could look at it before 
you come to the floor to vote. I yield to 
the Senator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
want to tell you how I look at this. If 
one were to take the top trouble spots 
of the world and say which are most 
likely to have a nuclear confrontation, 
I would have to name India and Paki- 
stan as one of the top two. 

So what are we doing? We are adding 
to the arsenal of one of those two coun- 
tries at a very sensitive time, at a time 
which is a few months before a general 
election in India, when flames of ha- 
tred between the two countries are now 
being fanned by politicians on both 
sides of the India-Pakistani border. We 
are taking this time and we are send- 
ing several hundred million dollars 
worth з ment. 

The P. aircraft capable of sophisti- 
cated surveillance; the 28 Harpoon mis- 
siles capable of air-to-surface or sur- 
face-to-surface launch; 360 AIM-9L sur- 
face-to-air missiles; 135 TOW-2 missile 
launchers; spare parts for F-16’s, and 
other sophisticated equipment, and we 
are launching that into the middle of 
this situation. 

I heard the same experts testify. 
None of them could answer the ques- 
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tion, “What does India do, then?” That 
seems to me to be the central question. 

I will tell you what I think India 
does. I think India deploys the Prithvi 
missile. That certainly changes the 
balance in the area, if it happens. And 
that is a very likely result of what we 
are do here today. 

Is Pakistan a friend? Yes. Has Paki- 
stan been helpful in a number of dif- 
ferent pursuits? Yes. 

І say there is а way we can say thank 
you in an amendment which some of us 
will offer following this amendment, 
that will take what I consider to be the 
good parts of the Brown amendment, 
the economic help, the military 
networking, the antiterrorism help, 
the antinarcotic help, and also carry 
with it a sense of the Senate that will 
say, the honorable thing and the fair 
thing for us to do is sell the F-16’s, 
repay the money to Pakistan, and pro- 
vide whatever equity requires. That is 
the right thing to do. That is some- 
thing that is not going to change the 
balance of power. 

So, I believe very strongly that the 
Brown amendment is a mistake. I have 
had three security briefings. Those 
briefings run directly counter to state- 
ments made by Pakistan. Let me tell 
you what they run directly counter to. 

“We are a very responsible country 
and we do not believe in the prolifera- 
tion of nuclear weapons.” That is not 
true. That was a statement made by 
the Pakistani Foreign Minister in 1994. 
It is simply not true. 

“І want to say categorically and fi- 
nally that Pakistan has not made nu- 
clear weapons. Pakistan does not in- 
tend to make nuclear weapons.“ The 
Pakistani Foreign Minister, 1994. That 
statement is categorically untrue. 

“We have made a sovereign decision 
not to produce nuclear weapons.” 
Again, a foreign ministry spokesman— 


true. 

“We have not detonated one, nor 
have we got nuclear weapons. Being a 
responsible state and state committed 
to nonproliferation, we in Pakistan, 
through five successive governments, 
have taken a policy decision to follow 
a peaceful nuclear program.’ 

do not believe, based on three clas- 


sified briefings, that these statements 
are true and correct. Therefore, I be- 
lieve it is a mistake in judgment to add 
to the proliferation in the area by put- 
ting sophisticated weaponry in the 
hands of one of these countries at a 
time where there is a very sensitive 
and very difficult situation between 
the two countries. 


I yield my time. 
Me HARKIN. May I ask the Senator 


to yield? 
. BROWN. I yield to the Senator 


from Iowa 2 additional minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, surely 
the Senator from California does not 
want to imply in any way that the arti- 
cles on this list add one iota to any nu- 
clear capability of Pakistan? That is 
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simply—that belies common sense. You 
can look at the list. There is nothing 
on there that has anything to do with 
nuclear proliferation or nuclear weap- 
onry. Talk about a P-3C aircraft as 
being some kind of offensive aircraft? I 
happen to have flown in P-3 aircraft. It 
is a four-engine turbo-prop, basically 
built as an antisubmarine reconnais- 
sance aircraft. The fact is that India 
already has two squadrons of similar 
type of patrol aircraft. I also point out 
that India has two aircraft carriers 
which Pakistan does not have. 

They talk about the P-3 aircraft 
being able to penetrate and go as far 
south as Cochin in India. The fact is 
that it would have to do so without any 
fighter escorts whatsoever. This is a 
very slow airplane. India could shoot 
that thing down in a minute. 

So the arguments made by the Sen- 
ator from California I find are just off 
the mark because this in no way dis- 
rupts any balance or in any way adds 
to any kind of nuclear capability what- 
soever. 

I yield back any time I may have. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield to 
the Senator from Massachusetts 2 min- 
utes. 

Before of I yield, I yield myself such 
time as I may require. 

I would just add that a good part of 
this package is F-16 parts to keep the 
F-16’s flying. They are a nuclear deliv- 
ery system. That is the part of this 
that is very critical. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. President, I believe the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Colorado is a 
great mistake. The question is really a 
very simple question. Why would you 
relax sanctions that were put in place 
because of one proliferation problem at 
the exact moment when Pakistan is in- 
volved in another proliferation issue? 
Every one of us understands the reality 
from briefings and otherwise about the 
М-11 controversy. In 1989, Pakistan 
knew exactly what the sanctions would 
be and exactly what the results would 
be with respect to a continued nuclear 
development program, and they knew 
in 1995 what the consequences would be 
of pursuing ballistic missiles. They 
have done both. We know they have 
done both. 

So, if we send a message that we are 
willing to undo the sanctions on the 
first proliferation issue, we are making 
it very clear that the second prolifera- 
tion issue does not matter at all, I 
think. It is really that simple. And 
when you couple that with what the 
Senator from Ohio just said with re- 
spect to the nuclear delivery capacity 
and the type of weapons being sent, it 
is a mistake. 

The Senator from California is abso- 
lutely correct. There is a matter of eq- 
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uity here. It is unfair for the United 
States to hold onto money which they 
delivered for products. So, obviously, 
we ought to rectify that as a matter of 
fairness and as a matter of proper judg- 
ment and proper relationships, and we 
need to cooperate with Pakistan. There 
is much we have in common and that 
we want to work on. But it would be an 
enormous mistake. We do not have a 
relationship with India with respect to 
the selling of weapons. And we have al- 
ways had a certain tension over West- 
ern nuclear program proliferations. 

We must hold the line on the ques- 
tion of people who break the law when 
we say that there will be a certain set 
of sanctions if certain actions are 
taken and, notwithstanding those 
warnings, those actions are taken. То 
do anything less than that would make 
a mockery of nonproliferation efforts. 

I thank the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong opposition to the amendment of 
the senior Senator from Colorado. 

І am deeply concerned about the sig- 
nal that adoption of this amendment 
would send to the rest of the world, 
particularly to the numerous countries 
with nuclear ambitions. The effect of 
allowing the proposed transfer of so- 
phisticated military equipment and the 
resumption of economic aid would be 
to legitimize Pakistan’s nuclear pro- 


gram. 

The issue here is much larger than 
just Pakistan and the military equip- 
ment they want to take delivery of—it 
is about the credibility of our entire 
nuclear non-proliferation policy. 

The proposal before us rewards a 
country that repeatedly lied to us 
about its nuclear ambitions. It tells 
other would-be nuclear states that 
there is no price to be paid for seeking 
the most destabilizing weapon a coun- 
try can acquire. 

Mr. President, I want to make clear 
my view that Pakistan was a valuable 
ally in resisting the Soviet occupation 
of neighboring Afghanistan. In the 
course of our common fight against So- 
viet expansionism, we forged a strate- 
gic relationship that served both of our 
countries. 

But, Mr. President, the Soviet threat 
was not the sole concern in our deal- 
ings with Pakistan in the 1980s. 
Throughout this period, this body re- 
peatedly expressed its concerns regard- 
ing Pakistan’s nuclear program. It is 
instructive to examine the record, be- 
cause what many people forget is that 
at the time we were given ironclad as- 
surances that Pakistan was not pursu- 
ing nuclear capability. 

In fact, the Reagan administration 
told us that if we did not amply supply 
Pakistan with military hardware, then 
we would be encouraging it to pursue 
the nuclear option. Thus, high levels of 
assistance to Pakistan became an inte- 
gral part of our nuclear nonprolifera- 
tion policy. 
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Well, Mr. President, we supplied 
Pakistan with over $4 billion in mili- 
tary and economic aid during the 
eighties, and I must say that I have yet 
to see any evidence that massive Amer- 
ican aid in any way deterred Paki- 
stan’s nuclear program. 

One could argue that our assistance 
had the opposite effect. It freed up re- 
sources which would otherwise have 
been used for conventional defenses. 
And in fact, if you piece together the 
evidence, you will find that Pakistan’s 
greatest nuclear strides correspond 
with the highest levels of American 
aid. This can only lead you to conclude 
that we helped to underwrite the Paki- 
stani bomb. 

The proposal which is before us today 
at the request of the Clinton adminis- 
tration strikes me as suffering from 
the same flawed logic as those ad- 
vanced during the Reagan and Bush ad- 
ministrations. In exchange for easing 
the Pressler ban, we are getting abso- 
lutely nothing to address our non-pro- 
liferation concerns: No rollback, no 
freeze, not even a pause. The support- 
ers of this amendment want to lavish 
Pakistan with destabilizing conven- 
tional weapons while that country pro- 
ceeds full throttle with its nuclear pro- 


gram. 

The Pressler amendment unambig- 
uously states that no assistance can be 
supplied to Pakistan unless the Presi- 
dent certifies that Pakistan does not 
possess a nuclear explosive device. It is 
unambiguous. It does not allow for any 
fudging. And fudging is what the 
Brown amendment amounts to. 

The proposed transfer of military 
hardware not only contradicts the 
Pressler ban, it also fails to meet the 
standards of the licensing policy for 
commercial military sales to Pakistan. 
I might add that many in Congress 
strenuously objected to the Bush ad- 
ministration’s decision to license com- 
mercial sales in the first place. Under 
that policy, any equipment which 
could upgrade Pakistan's military ca- 
pability is to be denied a license. By 
the administration’s own admission, 
many of the items they want to trans- 
fer now would be denied a license ac- 
cording to this standard. 

There you have it. The administra- 
tion is willing to eviscerate the Pres- 
sler amendment, and it is willing to 
waive its already lax standards while 
getting nothing in return. 

If we are asked to undo a decade-old 
pillar of our non-proliferation policy, 
then the least we can ask for are some 
restraints on Pakistan's nuclear pro- 
gram. 

I expect that some will say that 
Pakistan already paid for this equip- 
ment—it is rightfully theirs, and we 
ought to send the goods or return the 
money. Setting aside the argument 
that Pakistan knew a situation like 
this would result if it failed to be cer- 
tified, I would favor finding a way to 
compensate Pakistan in some manner. 
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I would propose that the administra- 
tion sell this equipment to third par- 
ties, and send the proceeds from such 
sales to Pakistan, just as it plans to do 
in the case of the F-168. 

Mr. President, invoking the Pressler 
amendment achieved what billions of 
aid dollars could not—a halt to fissile 
material production by Pakistan. Con- 
gress is not always right, but in this 
case we were. 

Now is not the time to discard a pol- 
icy that has worked. Press reports indi- 
cate that Pakistan has clandestinely 
acquired М-11 missiles from China, 
that it is quietly cooperating with 
Iran’s nuclear ambitions, and that it 
has openly engaged in military exer- 
cises with Iran. 

Mr. President, unless we reject the 


Brown amendment, we will be putting 
our imprimatur on these very dan- 


gerous developments. 

The late Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, the 
present prime minister’s father, once 
declared that his countrymen would 
eat grass in order to acquire nuclear 
capability. And Mr. President, Paki- 
stan, like neighboring India, has more 
or less followed through on this prom- 
ise. It has built a clandestine nuclear 
weapons program of unknown safety at 
tremendous cost, while doing nothing 
to improve the plight of its tens of mil- 
lions of ова ns trapped in poverty. 

Well, President, if Pakistan’s 
leaders 685806 to sacrifice the greater 
welfare of their people to further de- 
velop a nuclear arsenal, then that is a 
decision they will need to justify to 
their citizens. We should not make 
their job any easier in this regard. Un- 
fortunately, that would be the effect of 
resuming economic assistance. 

I fully understand the complex secu- 
rity situation that exists among India, 
Pakistan, and China. And I believe that 
we should be doing more to address the 
sources of instability among these 
three countries if we are to success- 
fully deal with the nuclear menace in 
that part of the world. 

But I do not think that the nuclear 
capability of Pakistan's neighbors 
should be an excuse for not enforcing 
our laws with respect to Pakistan. 

The fact is there is no Pressler 
amendment for India, but there are 
laws that have been used to invoke 
sanctions to blunt India’s nuclear 
weapons ambitions. I would also note 
that India, unlike Pakistan, did not re- 
ceive billions of dollars in aid for the 
expressed purpose of preventing the de- 
velopment of a nuclear weapon. 

The point is that we have to uphold 
the laws that are on our books. Paki- 
stan was well aware of the Pressler 
amendment. It supported the amend- 
ment’s adoption. And it chose to ignore 
the consequences noncompliance 
with the amendmen 

It is that simple. yor it is up to us to 
demonstrate that on an issue of such 
vital importance to our national secu- 
rity, we mean what we say. 

Mr. President, we must not reward 
the kind of behavior Pakistan has dem- 
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onstrated. Others are watching this de- 
bate closely, and how we act in this sit- 
uation could well affect the decisions 
of en Ое other a nuclear states. 
Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a table identifying the 
military items to be transfered to 
Paran pursuant to the amendment. 
There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


MILITARY EQUIPMENT (LESS Ғ-16 AIRCRAFT) PURCHASED 
BY PAKISTAN BUT NOT DELIVERED DUE TO PRESSLER 
SANCTIONS 


Stored value Funding 
won quantity (її source 
lions) 
18 $24.1 FMF. 
24 187 FME/Cash. 
4 105 FMF. 
NA 68 FMF. 
М 135 61 FMF. 
16,720 94 М. 
Miscellaneous Army tem NA 17 FMF/Cash. 


ЕМЕ. 

FMF. 

FMF. 

FMF. 

Cash, 

85 e z Cash. 

ndard su; equi 

A Ne 3 386 12 Cash. 

rad 9 5 Cash 

Standard sent у 204 13 Cash. 

АЙ pods ad as % п? 620 

j 245,046 15 Cash. 

Other hr 7 — tems NA 82 /МҒ/Сазһ 

Aut Force zudtots . 98.8 
o ыкы лыпа 368 


Mr. BROWN. mr, President, how 
much time remains 

The туе OFFICER. There 
are 4 minutes on each side 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I having 
offered the amendment, and I would 
like to close and retain the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chai 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Ohio. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield 
н such time as I may require. 

President, there appears to be no 

appreciation in the remarks on the 
Senate floor by the supporters of the 
Brown amendment of the history of 
Pakistan’s violation of our laws. I do 
not condone India’s nuclear weapons 
program, and I do not think there is 
any Senator in the Senate who has 
been more outspoken about that mat- 
ter than I have. 
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I was in opposition to India’s pro- 
gram. I led the fight in 1980 that ulti- 
mately resulted in the cutoff of nuclear 
materials to India because of her 
guarded nuclear program. So I cer- 
tainly do not come down on India’s side 
on this either. But India has not vio- 
lated United States nonproliferation 


law. 

When we passed the Glenn-Syming- 
ton amendment in 1970, we did not have 
Pakistan in mind. The law applied to 
everyone; it was not aimed at a par- 
ticular country. But Pakistan violated 
our law. As a result, the Carter admin- 
istration—going clear back that far— 
cut them off from military and eco- 
nomic assistance. Then the Reagan ad- 
ministration got a waiver from the law 
for a temporary period for Pakistan 
only. We tilted in favor of Pakistan, for 
Pakistan only, in order to send aid 


after the Afghan invasion occurred. 
Because relief from our nonprolifera- 


tion law was given to Pakistan, the 
Congress set up a new line in the sand. 
We said we really mean it now. And we 
mean it, Pakistan. We passed the Pres- 
sler amendment, and it was Pakistan- 
specific. 

So it is incorrect to say that we are 
not being evenhanded. It is not 
unevenhanded to say that those who 
violate our laws should not then be 
given the benefit of our shipments of 
economic and military help. They 
should be punished, those who do not 
abide by our laws. Those who abide by 
our laws should not be punished. 

So I do not and will not defend the 
Indian program, but they did not vio- 
late our nonproliferation laws. And to 
claim that fairness requires that we ig- 
nore а violation of our laws time after 
time after time and not telling us the 
truth about what was going on, is to 
just condone behavior that we do not 
want to see exist. So I will not support 
changing our laws just to accommo- 
date violations of our nonproliferation 
laws. 

Mr. President, this is not a matter of 
fairness that we are talking about. It is 
a matter of nonproliferation. Are we 
going to have a nonproliferation policy 
for the United States of America and 
mean it? Or are we not? And that is the 
question. 

I want to give Pakistan’s money 
back even though most of it was paid 
in after the Pressler amendment was 
passed, so they knew what they were 
doing. They are not dummies. They 
knew exactly what they were doing. 
Now they want to say—they got caught 
and want us to make them whole. I 
want to see them get their money 
back—if we can sell the airplanes to 
somebody else. 

To stand back and make a mockery 
of our nonproliferation laws when we 
have 178 other nations signed up under 
NPT and are trusting us to deal with 
them fairly—that is the issue. Are we a 
nation that stands for nonproliferation 
and backs up the laws we have to that 
effect, or are we not? That is what this 
vote is all about. 
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I know Senator Pressler is on the 
floor. 

How much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has no time remaining. 

Mr. PRESSLER. I ask unanimous 
consent that I may proceed for 1 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, does the 
Senator ask for 1 additional minute on 
each side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BROWN. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado has the remaining 
time. 

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator from 
Colorado yield for a unanimous-con- 
sent request? 

Mr. BROWN. I would be glad to yield. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be 1 ad- 
ditional minute on each side so that 
Senator PRESSLER can speak for 1 addi- 
tional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Who seeks recognition? 

Mr. PRESSLER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
South Dakota, 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Ohio for his re- 
marks. His leadership on this issue has 
been remarkable. 

Last night I traced the beginning of 
this amendment. It started out as a 
way to give Pakistan money and to 
give Pakistan arms. And Pakistan sup- 
ported this amendment as the original 
thing. It was Pakistan's not telling the 
truth to then-Vice President George 
Bush and JOHN GLENN and others that 
led us into this problem. They bought 
the airplane under false pretenses. 
That is the whole problem that has led 
to where we are today. I do not want to 
go back and punish anybody for any 
right and wrong. But, if we pass the 
Brown amendment today, it will be 
opening the door to proliferation. We 
are rewarding a proliferator. We are re- 
warding a country that has violated an 
agreement on nuclear nonproliferation. 
And it is an amazing thing, because if 
it happens, all bets are off on nuclear 
nonproliferation. 

I want to commend Senator GLENN 
for his leadership on this issue. He has 
fought it for years. 

I made my speech last night. This is 
an amazing thing; if our country is for 
nuclear nonproliferation, we will be re- 
warding a country for proliferation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Col- 
orado. 
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Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself the remainder of my time. 

Mr. President, I am concerned about 
nonproliferation, and all Members 
ought to be concerned about it. They 
ought to be aware that if this amend- 
ment is agreed to, very strong, tough 
sanctions remain in place against 
Pakistan—a bar on military sales, a 
bar on military assistance, and a vari- 
ety of other tough sanctions. 

A lot has been said about the non- 
proliferation policy. The fact is this. 
Our current nonproliferation policy 
with regard to India is that India may 
build and develop nuclear weapons and 
there are no sanctions. That is a fact. 
Our policy is also that Pakistan may 
not do that, and there are heavy sanc- 
tions. That is not even-handed any way 
you slice it. 

There are a couple considerations I 
hope Members will keep in mind as 
they consider this question. We have 
gone to the Pakistanis year after year 
and asked them for their help. 

In 1950, we asked them to condemn 
the invasion of South Korea, and they 
gave us unqualified support and a 
strong condemnation of the North Ko- 
rean invasion. 

In 1954, we asked them to be an ini- 
tial member of the Central Treaty Or- 
ganization and help contain com- 
munism, and they gave unqualified 
support and joined. 

In 1955, Pakistan joined the South- 
east Asian Treaty Organization, 
SEATO, at our request and helped stem 
the tide of communism, 

In 1956, we offered a resolution in the 
United Nations and asked Pakistan to 
support that 1956 resolution, condemn- 
ing the Soviet Union’s invasion of Hun- 
gary. Pakistan supported us. India ab- 
stained on the vote. 

In 1959, we asked Pakistan to sign a 
mutual defense treaty with the United 
States at a tough time, and they did. 
Later on, we asked that the Pakistanis 
allow us to build a base in Pakistan to 
fly military aircraft out of it and spy 
on the Soviet Union, and they said yes. 

In 1960, the Soviets shot down 
Francis Gary Powers and threatened to 
wipe the Pakistani base off the face of 
the Earth, and the Pakistanis still 
stood by us. 

In 1970, Pakistan helped us open up 
China by staging the trip of Henry Kis- 
singer, incurring the further wrath of 
the Russians. 

From 1971 to 1989, we asked the Paki- 
stanis to join us in fighting the Soviet 
invasion of Afghanistan, and they did. 

Mr. President, in 1984, we asked for a 
vote in the United Nations condemning 
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and 


asked for the Pakistanis’ support. They 


voted with us in condemning that inva- 
sion. India voted “по.” 

In 1990, we asked Pakistan’s help in 
the war against Iraq, and they deliv- 
ered troops. 

In 1992 and 1993, we asked Pakistan's 
assistance for troops in Somalia, and 
they said yes and responded. 
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In 1993, we asked for their help with 
troops in Haiti, and they again said 
yes. 

In 1995, we went to Pakistan and 
asked their help in apprehending a ter- 
rorist and returning him to the United 
States, the mastermind, at least the 
one we suspect was the mastermind, of 
the World Trade Center bombing, and 
they said yes. 

Mr. President, when we have needed 
help Pakistan has responded and been 
there to help us. This amendment has 
specific language in it that makes it 
clear that any ballistic missile sanc- 
tions are not affected by this. 

And last, the President of the United 
States has gone out on a limb. He has 
negotiated a compromise. He has 
shown leadership. This is not the time 
to condemn him. 

Mr. President, I will yield the re- 
mainder of my time to the distin- 
guished Senator from Illinois. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the 


Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ili- 
nois. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I wish to see the United States as 
а country that keeps its word іп іпбег- 
national affairs. 

We entered into a contract with 
Pakistan to sell military equipment 
and accepted more than $1 billion for 
that equipment. Likewise, we have 
made it quite clear that we will not do 
business with countries that pro- 
liferate. We all understand that the 
transfer of the F-16’s cannot be com- 
pleted now because Pakistan has cho- 
sen not to work with the United States 
on proliferation issues. However, the 
United States cannot continue to re- 
tain both the planes and the money 
and in the process break its word. I be- 
lieve this issue is as simple as that. 
Since the sale cannot be completed, I 
believe we have an obligation to come 
to an agreement to reimburse the Gov- 
ernment and the people of Pakistan. 

The President has offered a thought- 
ful solution which is being offered by 
the distinguished Senator from Colo- 
rado. I support it and I encourage my 
colleagues to support it. 

I know my time has expired. I thank 
the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been requested. Is there 
a sufficient second? There appears to 
be a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. The yeas and nays have been or- 
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRIST). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber who desire to vote? 
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The result was announced—yeas 55, 
nays 45, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 454 Leg.] 


YEAS—55 
Ashcroft Grams Moseley-Braun 
Baucus Grassley Murkowski 
Bond Gregg Murray 
Brown Harkin Nickles 
Bryan Hatch Packwood 
Burns Heflin Reid 
Campbell Helms Roth 
Chafee Hutchison Santorum 
Coats Inhofe Shelby 
Cochran Inouye Simpson 
Cohen Jeffords Smith 
Craig Johnston Snowe 
Dodd Kassebaum Stevens 
Dole Kempthorne ‘Thomas 
Domenici Kyl 
Faircloth Lott Thurmond 
Ford Lugar Warner 
Gorton McCain 
Graham Mikulski 

NAYS—45 
Abraham Dorgan Levin 
Akaka Exon Lieberman 
Bennett Feingold Mack 
Biden Feinstein McConnell 
Bingaman Frist Moynihan 
Boxer Glenn Nunn 
Bradley Gramm Pell 
Breaux Hatfield Pressler 
Bumpers Hollings Pryor 
Byrd Robb 
Conrad Kerrey Rockefeller 
Coverdell Kerry 
D'Amato Kohl Simon 
Daschle Lautenberg Specter 
DeWine Wellstone 


So the amendment (No. 2708) was 


agreed to. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ADVANCED TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I have 
been a supporter of the possibilities of- 
fered to this Nation's public and pri- 
vate sector by the burgeoning growth 
of the telecommunications industry. 
Coming from a rural Western State 
with vast distances between our com- 
munities, I realized that advanced tele- 
communications was likely the only 
avenue to Montana that could over- 
come the burdens of distance and geog- 
raphy to allow rural Americans to 
compete in a rapidly changing econ- 


omy. 

This spring, three United States uni- 
versities—Montana State University, 
Virginia Commonwealth University, 
and Portland State University—com- 
bined with two universities from 
Northern Ireland—Queens University 
of Belfast and Armagh and the Univer- 
sity of Ulster—to form the Distance 
Learning Consortium for International 
Management in the United States and 
European Union. This consortium has 
been formed for the purpose of provid- 
ing interactive video and voice tech- 
nologies. The consortium will offer 
programs in the area of international 
business, focusing on such topics as 
joint market opportunities, issues topi- 
cal and germane to the U.S. and Е.С. 
markets. 
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The project would make it possible 
for a businessman in Billings, MT, and 
anywhere else in America to walk into 
one of the participating universities 
and receive a real-time, interactive 
block of instruction on the latest in 
European Community regulations, or 
distribution channels, or constraints 
regarding their exports. These pro- 
grams would be taught by some of the 
leading European experts. Conversely, 
a businessman in the European Com- 
munity would be able to access the lat- 
est information on U.S. trade, com- 
merce, regulations, and opportunities 
in a similar fashion. 

While the consortium will utilize 
their own match, the consortium needs 
initial support of $500,000 to develop 
their interrelated curricula and har- 
monize their separate distance learning 
technologies. 

I hope the manager of this bill will 
consider this project during its con- 
ference with the House. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I appreciate Sen- 
ator BURNS bringing this project to my 
attention, and I will be happy to work 
with him on this project. 

Mr. President, it is my understanding 
that the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina is going to address the 
Senate for a few moments, and then we 
will move along with our agenda. I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from South Carolina. 

DRAWDOWN AUTHORITY FOR JORDAN 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise in opposition to section 576 of H.R. 
1868, the Foreign Operations Appropria- 
tions Act, which would provide author- 
ity for the President to drawdown $100 
million of defense articles from Depart- 
ment of Defense stocks. 

I oppose the inclusion of this provi- 
sion in the bill because there are no 
funds appropriated in the bill to reim- 
burse the Department of Defense for 
the defense articles, services, training, 
or military education that would be 
provided. In fact, this provision would 
waive section 506(c) of the Foreign As- 
sistance Act of 1961, which requires 
that there be an authorization and ap- 
propriation. The provision would also 
waive the requirement under section 
632(d) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, which would require the Depart- 
ment of State to reimburse the Depart- 
ment of Defense for the defense items 
which have to be replaced. In short, the 
Army will have to find $61 million in 
its operations and maintenance budget 
to pay for the training, transportation 
and handling, as well as repair and de- 
fense items which are to be sent to Jor- 
dan. 

Mr. President, I believe it is impor- 
tant to support nations who work with 
the United States to achieve peace in 
regions where we have national inter- 
ests, and where it is consistent with 
our other security priorities around 
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the world. I appreciate the role that 
Jordan played in the Middle East peace 
process. I believe Jordan should have 
the defense items, services, and mili- 
tary training, that enable them to pro- 
tect their borders and respond to ter- 
rorist threats. However, there are no 
funds authorized and there are no funds 
appropriated in this bill or the foreign 
aid bill for this drawdown. This is a 
function of the international affairs 
budget and there should be an appro- 
priate authorization and appropriation 
within the foreign aid and foreign oper- 
ations bills. 

Mr. President, when the Defense au- 
thorization bill was before this body, 
the administration sought support for 
a similar provision. In a letter support- 
ing the proposed amendment to the De- 
fense authorization bill, the Secretary 
of Defense stated that without replace- 
ment of the nonexcess items and reim- 
bursement to the military services for 
transportation and other costs, mili- 
tary readiness will suffer. 

Mr. President, once again, I believe 
the United States should provide Jor- 
dan with the defense items that would 
be authorized by this drawdown. How- 
ever, I cannot support the use of De- 
fense funds without reimbursement to 
pay for this authority. 

I will not offer an amendment to 
strike this provision from the bill. 
However, I want all Members to under- 
stand that the Senate Armed Services 
Committee worked very hard to ensure 
the Defense budget was not used for 
nondefense items. 

This provision would use Defense 
funds to provide the defense articles 
and services to a foreign nation. The 
Department of State should reimburse 
the Department of Defense for these 
items. If there is no reimbursement, 
the Army will have to use money in fis- 
cal year 1996 and future years, which 
has not been included in the future 
years defense plan, to replace these 
items. This cannot help but be det- 
rimental to the future readiness of the 
U.S. Army. We should stop these raids 


on the Defense budget. 
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
with regard to the Jordanian 


drawdown, the $100 million drawdown 
will allow the United States to keep its 
commitments to King Hussein to ad- 
dress legitimate security concerns of 
Jordan in a post-peace environment. 
The King’s courageous decision to pro- 
vide refuge to the Iraqi defectors only 
increases his security problems. 

Moreover, this drawdown package 
demonstrates America’s resolve to sup- 
port those who support peace in that 
area of the world. We are at a very crit- 
ical time in the peace process and it is 
important we maintain our credibility 
if we are to maintain our leadership 
role in brokering further peace agree- 
ments. 

The drawdown is designed to address 
the immediate needs of the Jordanian 
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Armed Forces primarily for border se- 
curity. In the immediate post-peace 
treaty era with Israel, Jordan finds it- 
self hard-pressed to prevent infiltra- 
tion of its border with Israel by poten- 
tial terrorists and smugglers. They des- 
perately need to increase their capabil- 
ity to survey the border, especially at 
night. 

I am well aware of the economic con- 
straints our Nation faces as it fights a 
bulging deficit, which is precisely why 
the drawdown package is tailored so 
that it has a minimum impact upon 
our force readiness. 

Mr. President, I will also say, while 
not typically being a spokesman for 
the administration, they are strongly 
in support of the Jordanian drawdown, 
as well. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I concur 
with what the distinguished chairman 
has said. I think this is extremely im- 
portant. I have met a number of times 
with Jordanian officials, and a number 
of times with King Hussein regarding 
this and other issues involving Jordan. 

Jordan is in a critical, pivotal posi- 
tion. I remember last year—actually, 
about 11 months ago now—when I had 
the privilege of accompanying the 
President of the United States to the 
signing ceremony of the peace agree- 
ment between Jordan and Israel, signed 
out in the desert in Al Aqabah, in 110- 
degree weather. I remember the day as 
though it was yesterday. There was a 
stiff desert wind blowing. People from 
Israel and Jordan and from the United 
States were there to witness the sign- 
ing of this historic peace agreement. 
There was a very moving speech by 
Prime Minister Rabin and by King Hus- 
sein. The President of the United 
States was speaking for all Americans 
about our pride in this historic agree- 
ment. 

Every commitment that King Hus- 
sein has made, he has kept. Every step 
he has said he would take, he has 
taken—many with great courage and 
great foresight. 

This is not an easy time in the Mid- 
dle East. Prime Minister Rabin, who 
justly deserves his Nobel Peace Prize, 
has pushed so hard to keep a peace 
agreement going in the face of political 
opposition and terrorist attacks. He 
and Foreign Minister Peres have 
worked so hard on this. There is really 
a handful of people in the Middle East 
who are trying to bring about peace— 
not so much for their generation, be- 
cause their generation will soon reach 
a time when it fades from the scene, 
but for the generation of children, Arab 
and Jew alike. They are facing a poten- 
tial for peace which their parents did 
not have, but a potential they now 
have. This is an area where we can 
help. The United States has strong and 
real security interests in that part of 
the world. We should help. 
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So I strongly support the administra- 
tion’s position. I think the President 
and Secretary of State are right. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent, on behalf of Sen- 
ator WELLSTONE, to allow a fellow on 
his staff, Paul Mazur, the privilege of 
the floor during the consideration of 
H.R. 1868, the foreign ops bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TRANSFER OF EXCESS NONLETHAL DEFENSE 

ARTICLES TO ALBANIA 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
discuss section 557 of this bill, a provi- 
sion which I support. Last year, the 
Senate adopted my amendment to 
allow a waiver of transportation fees 
for nonlethal excess defense articles 
being transferred to Albania. I am 
pleased to see that this provision is 
being extended this year in both the 
Senate and House bills, and that it is 
in fact being expanded to cover all 
countries eligible to participate in 
NATO's Partnership for Peace Pro- 
gram, including Albania. 

Albania is one of the poorest coun- 
tries in Europe. Somehow, despite dec- 
ades of isolation, tyranny and brutal 
Communist rule, the seeds of democ- 
racy survived in the people and have 
begun to sprout. The people of Albania 
still look to the United States as a 
model, admiring our values and desir- 
ing our support. In just a few short 
years, Albania has become an impor- 
tant ally of the United States in the 
fragile region of the Balkans and is 
working closely with NATO. 

Albania is classified by the United 
Nations as the least-developed nation 
in Europe. Albania is trying to estab- 
lish free markets and free institutions 
there, and they have a good chance of 
succeeding. Albania is one place where 
a little help from the United States can 
go a very long way to fostering democ- 
racy and building stability in the re- 
gion. 

The United States is properly provid- 
ing some modest assistance to Albania. 
And one aspect of that assistance can 
be strengthening civilian control of the 
military in Albania, and the construc- 
tion of modern, reformed national de- 
fense forces. Helping Albania in this 
way is clearly in the interest of United 
States security and European stability. 
Under the assistance provision adopted 
last year, Albania has received ship- 
ments of uniforms and other nonlethal 
excess defense materials from the Unit- 
ed States without having to bear the 
cost of transporting those materials. 
That cost would have been prohibitive 
for Albania, but it is a small cost for us 
and one that yields a real benefit. Now, 
under section 557 of this bill, we will be 
able to continue waiving the transpor- 
tation fees for such assistance to Alba- 
nia, and to other countries eligible to 
participate in the Partnership for 
Peace Program. 
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Our efforts are helping. With United 
States advice and assistance, the Alba- 
nian military has been reorganized. 
The entire ministry staff was changed, 
and all of the people who had worked 
for the Albanian secret police were dis- 
missed. The army was restructured 
from 21 divisions into just 9. Fifty per- 
cent of the commissioned officers and 
30 percent of the enlisted officers were 
dismissed, reducing the total number 
of officers from 18,000 to 8,200. The 
heavily politicized military academies, 
based on old Soviet doctrine, were shut 
down and replaced with a new non- 
commissioned officer academy based 
on a United States model. A new rank 
system and promotion track was estab- 
lished. 

The Albanian military is also shed- 
ding its isolationist policies and seek- 
ing extensive cooperation with the 
West and integration into regional se- 
curity structures. Albania has been 
very cooperative with NATO efforts to 
help halt the conflict in the former 
Yugoslavia. Albania has allowed Unit- 
ed States reconnaissance drones to be 
based at the Gjader base there since 
mid-summer, and those drones have 
been very useful in observing military 
activities in the former Yugoslavia. 

bania has participated in seven 
joint military exercises with United 
States and other NATO forces, most re- 
cently the Peaceful Eagle exercise last 
week, which trained Albanian units to 
be deployed in future U.N. peacekeep- 
ing missions. Notably, some of these 
joint exercises have brought Albanian 
forces together with troops from its 
neighbors in the region, including 
Greece, Bulgaria, and Romania, build- 
ing important positive links where 
there have been historic animosities. 
And these exercises have also trained 
Albanian and other troops for peace- 
time missions, such as coordinated 
emergency disaster response. 

Last week, Albania offered air bases 
in Albania for United States F-117 
Stealth fighter-bombers that we may 
want to use in Bosnia. We had been un- 
able to get agreement to base those 
planes in Italy. So we and NATO are 
seeking to build a valuable ally in Al- 
bania, and it is important to continue 
that assistance. 

This month, Albanian President Sali 
Berisha traveled to Washington and 
met with President Clinton, Vice Presi- 
dent СОВЕ, Secretary of State Chris- 
topher, Secretary of Defense Perry and 
other officials. President Clinton 
praised Berisha for the country’s eco- 
nomic and democratic reforms. 

On the thorny problem of relations 
with its neighbor Greece, the two na- 
tions recently initiated talks on the 
rights of Greek and Albanian minori- 
ties in each other’s country, at the urg- 
ing of United States Assistant Sec- 
retary of State Holbrooke who was vis- 
iting the region. 

Mr. President, there are other ways 
we can provide assistance to Albania at 
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a small cost to ourselves. Last week 
President Clinton offered to help estab- 
lish a training program for judges, 
prosecutors and police and to equip and 
outfit the Albanian peacekeeping con- 
tingent under the NATO Partnership 
for Peace Program. Albania still needs 
development assistance, help with 
legal structures, environmental protec- 
tion and planning, and foreign invest- 
ment. But we have made a good start, 
and section 557 of this bill helps permit 
that to continue. 
OVERSEAS POLICE TRAINING 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, for 20 
years the United States Government 
has been prohibited from training for- 
eign police forces. Section 660 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act reflected ear- 
lier congressional concern that U.S. 
personnel should not train security 
forces in repressive regimes. 

But for more than a decade we have 
realized that some overseas police 
training is necessary and important— 
particularly in the area of anti- 
terrorism. This year’s pending foreign 
operations appropriations bill adds an- 
other important exemption: It allows 
the training of overseas police forces to 
monitor and enforce sanctions. But I 
believe that another exemption is 
needed. The President, civilian offi- 
cials, and U.S. military commanders, 
need the authority to conduct public- 
safety training during and after signifi- 
cant military operations. 

As the United States discovered in 
Grenada, Panama, and Haiti, public 
order is likely to collapse when exist- 
ing regimes collapse. In each of these 
cases, U.S. forces were unable to depart 
until order was restored—and a mecha- 
nism for maintaining public safety was 
created. In none of these cases was this 
done smoothly or efficiently. The U.S. 
Justice Department’s International 
Criminal Investigative Training Assist- 
ance Program ПСІТАР), which is per- 
mitted under current law to perform 
training in this hemisphere, did not 
perform well. Given the relatively 
small size of its training organization, 
and the demands created by hostile and 
demanding environments, this was not 
surprising. 

During the past 10 years, there has 
not been an effective civilian organiza- 
tion for conducting public-safety train- 
ing in the context of a U.S. military 
operation. In the words of the Commis- 
sion on Roles and Missions of the 
Armed Forces, ‘‘our recent experience 
in Latin America, the Caribbean, and 
Africa shows that there are no civilian 
agencies capable of short-notice law- 
enforcement operations and training in 
hostile, demanding environments.” 

In the absence of an effective civilian 
training organization, the U.S. mili- 
tary was compelled to perform public- 
safety training. Military commanders 
worked hard to ensure that they did so 
without violating section 660. In Soma- 
lia, for example, marines trained auxil- 
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iary security forces rather than police 
forces. But because of section 660 re- 
strictions, U.S. military commanders 
could not plan and train for this mis- 
sion. In short, it was done on an ad hoc, 
reactive basis. 

Mr. President, I am pleased the Sen- 
ate has accepted my amendment on 
overseas training, which would permit 
the President to use whatever agency 
of Government was most appropriate 
to train public-safety forces during and 
after a military operation. In some 
cases, such as Haiti, the environment 
was relatively peaceful, and the train- 
ing mission could be carried out by the 
Justice Department. But in other, 
more dangerous situations, such as 
Panama, the President might direct 
local military commanders to conduct 
short-term training. Once order is re- 
stored, civilian agencies could take 
over longer-term training and assist- 
ance. 

In the post-cold-war world, the Unit- 
ed States in my judgment will from 
time to time be compelled to use mili- 
tary force to protect our interests, and 
to carry out other operations where 
public safety will be an issue. Mr. 
President, I believe this amendment 
will help U.S. military commanders 
perform this mission much more effec- 
tively in the future. I thank the distin- 
guished managers of the pending legis- 
lation for accepting my amendment. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss United States aid to 
the PLO, as it has been included in the 
fiscal year 1996 foreign operations ap- 
propriations bill and to explain my 
vote on the subject. 

We have to face the facts. The PLO is 
not complying with its responsibilities. 
It has failed to restrain the radicals in 
Gaza; failed to extradite terrorist mur- 
derers in its custody to Israel; it has 
failed to change the PLO Covenant; 
and it has failed to come clean with the 
amount of its assets. Most impor- 
tantly, the PLO’s overwhelming failure 
to restrain the radical elements within 
its areas of control is an insult to Is- 
rael and everyone who had placed hope 
in Yasir Arafat’s ability to deliver the 
peace. 

Mr. President, I am angered that the 
PLO will be funded in this foreign aid 
bill, and moreover, with the fewest of 
strings attached. The PLO is not living 
up to its end of the bargain, but the 
United States is rewarding this band of 
murderers, nonetheless. I would ven- 
ture to say that the PLO has no plans 
to live up to its bargain. They were 
created with murder in mind, and they 
will continue that way. 

I must say that I fear for Israel. 
While we provide aid and comfort for 
the PLO, Yasir Arafat concludes deals 
with Hamas, rediverts aid, and contin- 
ues business as usual, laughing all the 
way to the bank. The United States 
should be ashamed of itself for giving 
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aid and comfort to these murderers. In 
the end, though, it will not be the 
United States that suffers first. It will 
be Israel, and for them I feel sorry. 

I want it known very clearly, I voted 
for the foreign operations appropria- 
tions bill so that Israel could receive 
the aid that it needs at this crucial 
time. It is in no way a vote in favor of 
aid to the PLO. However virulently 
against funding the PLO in the manner 
in which it will be funded, I am not 
willing to hurt Israel by voting against 
the entire bill. In fact, I think that it 
was wrong to link the two aid packages 
together because Senators, such as my- 
self who support aid to Israel but not 
the PLO, are put in a difficult position. 
If one votes to kill the aid to the PLO 
by voting against the overall bill, he or 
she also votes to kill the aid to Israel. 
This is wrong and it distresses me 
greatly. 

Mr. President, I ask to have printed 
in the RECORD, a letter to me from four 
grieving mothers, whose children have 
been taken from them by terrorist acts 
carried out by the very people to which 
the United States will be providing aid. 
This letter pleads for extradition by 
the PLO to Israel of the murderers of 
their children. I urge my colleagues to 
read this heartrending letter to further 
understand the mistake we are com- 
mitting by providing this aid to the 
PLO with so few strings attached. 

Mr. President, I also ask to have 
printed in the RECORD, copies of docu- 
ments that are purported to be from 
the Palestinian Economic Council, De- 
velopment and Reconstruction, other- 
wise known as PECDAR. These docu- 
ments, which I make no claim to their 
authenticity, highlight a series of al- 
leged economic diversions and schemes 
by the PLO to buy up property in the 
West Bank to leverage against Israel. 
Finally, I ask to have printed in the 
RECORD an article on this same subject 
by A. M. Rosenthal that details the 
documents in question. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

September 20, 1995. 
Hon. Senator ALFONSE D’AMATO, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR: We are the mothers griev- 
ing for our precious children, of blessed 
memory, who were brutally murdered by 
merciless terrorists as they innocently hiked 
the countryside of the land of Israel. We, as 
mothers, have never been active politically. 
For years we tirelessly and lovingly dedi- 
cated ourselves to raising our children. In 
one day, our dreams were shattered when we 
received the bitter news that unconscionable 
murderers, with their knives in hand, butch- 
ered our beloved offspring. 

We turn to you at this critical hour with 
regard to the granting of financial aid to the 
Palestinian Authority. We beseech your as- 
sistance regarding one specific issue—the ex- 
tradition of the murderers who were appre- 
hended by the Palestinian Authority and are 
currently being held in Jericho. 

According to the agreement signed with 
Mr. Arafat, the State of Israel has the right 
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to obtain the transfer of murderers of its 
citizens in order that they be tried in the 
courts of the State of Israel. 

The State of Israel has turned to the Pal- 
estinian Authority and has requested the ex- 
tradition of the murderers. However, the 
Palestinian Authority has refused to comply 
and transfer the killers of our children to the 
Israeli authorities. 

We are terribly pained, anguished and dis- 
traught by the Palestinian’s outright refusal 
to comply. We have turned to the Prime 
Minister, to Cabinet Ministers, and to mem- 
bers of the Knesset with our plea for compli- 
ance and justice. We recently met with the 
President of the State of Israel, Mr. Ezer 
Weitzman, who unequivocally stated to us 
his support of halting the peace talks as long 
as the Palestinian Authority refuses to com- 
ply and extradite the murderers to the State 
of Israel. 

We look upon this issue of the extradition 
of the savage murderers of our children as 
not simply a political issue, but rather as a 
mora] issue of the highest order. 

The United States of America has been 
courageously battling terrorism for many 
years, In view of this honorable policy, it be- 
hooves this great country to insure the ex- 
tradition of terrorists as a primary condition 
for the continuation of aid to the Palestinian 
Authority. Compliance with this matter by 
the Palestinian Authority will be a true test 
of the sincerity of the P.L.O., heretofore a 
terrorist organization, now professing to be a 
peace seeking organization. 

As mothers struggling to cope with the in- 
cessant pain and sorrow of our losses, we 
wish to have a dialogue with members of the 
Senate. It would be scandalously immoral to 
provide the P.L.O. with funds as long as they 
continue to refuse to allow the State of Is- 
rael to bring the terrorists to justice. 

Dear Senator, your intervention is our 
only hope. Our children cannot return to us. 
We dare not compromise their honor. 

Please accept our heartfelt appreciation 
for your efforts regarding this critical issue. 

Sincerely, 
YEHUDIT SHACHOR. 
BILHA BACHRACH. 
RIFKA FORER. 
BATYA BACHAR. 


[From the New York Times, June 12, 1995) 
On My Mind: 
THE P.L.O. PAPERS 
AID, CONGRESS AND A MOTHER-IN-LAW 
(By A. M. Rosenthal) 


Should the United States continue giving 
hundreds of millions of dollars to the Pal- 
estine Liberation Organization, and under 
what conditions? 

Has Yasir Arafat lived up to the existing 
conditions of American aid? For instance, is 
all international money distributed through 
the P.L.O. being used for the economic bene- 
fit of Palestinians in territory turned over 
by Israel? Or has he used foreign help for his 
own personal and political purposes? 

That is what is going on, according to cop- 
ies of 28 letters in my possession. They deal 
with orders from Mr. Arafat's top finance 
aide in the Palestinian National Authority 
to Pecdar, the Palestinian economic develop- 
ment organization, which handles inter- 
national aid and is supposed to be independ- 
ent of political direction from Mr. Arafat. 

With admonishments of secrecy, the let- 
ters contain instructions, and pecdar notices 
of compliance, to allocate money to such 
projects as buying a large chicken farm, 
other land, apartments and companies for 
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P.L.O. notables, enlarging holdings in Jeru- 
salem—and $2.5 million for an expanded 
propaganda apparatus, the money to be 
channeled through Mr. Arafat’s mother-in- 
law. 

Pieces of the correspondence have been 
printed in Israel, but have not surfaced pub- 
licly in the U.S. until this column. 

The P.L.O. says they are forgeries. The Is- 
raeli Government does not want anything to 
interfere with U.S. aid to the P.L.O., as these 
letters could, but has been interestingly non- 
committal about the letters. 

The Clinton Administration also does not 
want any glitches about U.S. aid to the 
P.L.O. But American intelligence has been 
asked to examine the letters by Representa- 
tive Ben Gilman, New York Republican, 
chairman of the House International Rela- 
tions Committee. 

I got them from Israeli and American 
sources who feel the labor Government's ne- 
gotiating techniques with the P.L.O. and 
Syria amount to a giveaway of Israeli secu- 
rity that will not bring a lasting peace but 
make it impossible. 

Iraeli officials finger Yigal Carmon, former 
adviser on terrorism to the previous and cur- 
rent Israeli Prime Ministers, as the source. 
He certainly was not mine. After I showed 
him the letters a month ago he returned 
with a reply he said he wished he did not 
have to make: certain informalities in Ara- 
bic usage gave him pause. Now he says that 
after consultations with other Palestinian 
and Israeli specialists, his linguistic ques- 
tions are answered and the letters are au- 
thentic. Other anti-terrorist experts, who 
spent four months checking the letters, say 
they are not forgeries. 

Spokesmen for the U.S., Israel and the 
World Bank tell me that the political 
projects outlined in the letters do not come 
from their contributions. They volunteered 
that the money could have come from other 
contributing nations or that international 
funding could have freed up more P. L. O. 
funds for secret political actions. 

The letters are not the only question that 
the House and Senate will have to consider 
about continuing the $500 million U.S. aid to 
the P. L. O. 

Why has Mr. Arafat not lived up to the 
condition that the P. L. O. eliminate the 
death-to-Israel clauses from its convenant? 
Will he ever stop encouraging Palestinians 
to believe that the peace negotiations are 
the first phase toward the convenant goal of 
control over all of what is now Israel? Why 
have more Israelis died in terrorist attacks 
since the Oslo agreement than before? 

But the basic question before Congress is 
this: 

Will peace be killed by insisting on P.L.O. 
compliance with conditions already outlined 
by the U.S. but unfulfilled by the P.L.O.? 
That is what Israeli and U.S. officials say 
they believe. Or could that make a lasting 
peace somewhat more possible? (My belief.) 

In the Senate, Alfonse M. D’Amato, a Re- 
publican, demands proof of P.L.O. compli- 
ance on anti-terrorist action and changing 
the convenant as a price of aid. In the House, 
Democrats and Republicans have introduced 
wording that would also reduce aid if any is 
misspent. Among them are Democrats Eliot 
Engel and Charles Schumer of New York and 
Republicans Jim Saxton of New Jersey and 
Tom DeLay of Texas. 

That's one great thing about Congress— 
there are always members of both parties 
around who insist on bringing up issues 
about which the Administration of the day 
wants only considerable shut-up. 
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PALESTINIAN ECONOMIC COUNCIL, 
DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC- 


TION, (PECDAR), 

December 17, 1994. 
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi 
Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza. 

Greetings of Return. 

Referring to your letter dated 12.12.1994 No. 
MP/30/305 concerning the founding of a cor- 
poration of the name of corporation of ad- 
vancing for import and export Palestinian 
sited in the city of Ramallah which shall be 
managed by the comrade Jameel Titarify 
with the participation of the national pal- 
estinian authority by 60% (six million US 
DOLLARS) a contact has been established 
with the comrade Jameel Altarify and the 
following steps have been taken: 

1. The required amount has been shifted to 
the account of the comrade Jameel Altarify 
abroad for covering the financial commercial 
credits. 

2. The receiving bank has confirmed recep- 
tion of the transfer. 

3. We have obtained a written commitment 
from the comrade Jameel Al tarify that the 
amount is a deposit in his hands. 

We request to inform the comrade leader 
Abu Amar about the details and performance 
of the matter. 

Respectfully, 


To 


Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council, 
Development and Reconstruction. 
THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU- 
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE, 
August 25, 1994. 
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Есо- 
nomic Council for Development and Re- 
construction (PECDAR), Jerusalem. 

Greetings of return. 

In accordance with the desire of the com- 
rade leader Abu Amar the President of the 
National Palestinian Authority to found a 
company for importing and exporting Ltd, 
according to the necessity and in order to 
ensure full and effective control on the com- 
mercial market it has been decided to assign 
this matter to the comrade Jameel Altarify 
with the participation of members of the 
frame of FATAH in the West Bank in the fol- 
lowing manner: 

1. To found a company in the name of the 
Palestinian advanced company for importing 
and exporting under the management of the 
comrade Jameel Altarify who shall choose 
such appropriate people from the frame of 
FATAH. 

2. The capital of the company shall be ten 
million dollars. 

3. The National Palestinian Authority 
shall participate for 60% and its participa- 
tion shall be registered in the name of sworn 
members of the frame of FATAH. 

4. The central office of the company will be 
in the city of Ramallah. It may open 
branches in any part of the West Bank and 
Gaza Strip. 

Please take all necessary steps for full exe- 
cution of the matter and have us informed. 

Respectfully, 

MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY, 
Finance Minister. 
PALESTINIAN ECONOMIC COUNCIL, 

DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC- 

TION, (PECDAR) 

December 15, 1994. 
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi 
Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza. 

Greetings of Return. 

Referring to your letter dated 28.11.1994 No. 
MP/30/227 in the matter of founding a general 
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contracting company for importing huge ap- 
paratus for construction similar to what is 
in international companies under the control 
and management of the comrade Jameel 
Altarify, the part of the National Palestin- 
ian Authority in the capital being thirty 
million dollars from fifty million dollars 
namely a proportion of 60%, we are to inform 
you the following: 

1. The required transfer of the amount has 
been effected to the account of the comrade 
Jameel Altarify according to his request in 
his personal account abroad. 

2. The bank has confirmed receipt of the 
transferred money. 

3. We have taken a commitment from the 
comrade Jameel Altarify that the amount is 
a trust in his hand on behalf of the national 
palestinan authority. 

Please do inform the leader comrade Abu 
Amar the President of the National Palestin- 
ian Authority about the matter in the due 
way. 

Respectfully, 


Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council, 
for Development and Reconstruction. 


THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU- 
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE, 
August 28, 1994. 
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco- 
nomic Council for Development and Re- 
construction (PECDAR), Jerusalem. 

Greetings of return. 

The comrade leader Abu Amar has commu- 
nicated to us his wish for the formation of a 
general contracting company for building 
and importing of the huge apparatus for 
building like bulldozers and cars and modern 
supplies. Since the brother Jameel Altarify 
has a wide experience in this field it has been 
decided to assign to him this matter in the 
following manner: 

1. A limited company shall be founded with 
shareholders from inland and abroad and it 
ought to compete with the international 
companies, 

2. The capital of this capital shall be one 
million American dollars. 

3. The company shall be sited in the city of 
Ramallah. 

4. The national authority shall participate 
by 60% in the capital and its participation 
shall be registered in the names of men be- 
3 to the cadre of FATAH who are reli- 
able. 

5. The approved capital of the company 
shall be fifty million dollars. 

6. The necessary measures shall be taken 
for a speedy foundation of the company. 

Please ensure taking the necessary finan- 
cial and secondary measures to inform the 
comrade leader Abu Amar the President of 
the National Palestinian Authority. 

Respectfully, 
MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY, 
Finance Minister. 
PALESTINIAN ECONOMIC COUNCIL, 
DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC- 


TION, (PECDAR), 
September 25, 1994. 


To the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi 
Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza. 
Greetings of Return: 


Referring to your letter dated 17.9.1994 No. 
MP/30/155 we inform you immediately that 
all the measures for the execution of the or- 
ders of the comrade leader Abu Amar Presi- 
dent of the National Palestinian Authority 
in the matter of financing the special central 
computer, in the following way: š 

1. On the basis of banking arrangements 
with the brother Dr. Nabeel Sha’ath minister 
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of planning and international cooperation, it 
appears that he prefers to deal with his sons 
Ali and Maxin in this project. 

2. The required informations have been ob- 
tained on the sons accounts abroad. 

3. There was accomplished the transfer of 
eight dollars as required. 

4. The bank has confirmed receipt of the 
transfer. 

Please inform the leader comrade Abu 
Amar President of the National Palestinian 
Authority that his orders have been executed 
in due form. 

Respectfully, 


Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council, 
Development and Reconstruction. 


THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU- 
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco- 
nomic Council for Development and Re- 
construction (PECDAR), Jerusalem. 

Following our letter of 3.9.1944 No. MP/30/ 
126 and relating to the instructions provided 
there by the comrade leader Abu Amar, 
President of the National Palestinian Au- 
thority and in pursuance of performing the 
projects (the comrade Dr. Nabeel Sha’ath) 
chairman of the Palestinian Economic Coun- 
cil for development and reconstruction, the 
second project concentrates on the following: 

1. The private special central computer: 
There shall be founded a corporation for the 
private (or special) central computer in addi- 
tion to the one which is the National Pal- 
estinian Authority. 

2. The said corporation shall instruct and 
counsel in the technical and scientific oper- 
ation of the central computer of the Author- 
ity in all places of the Gaza Strip. This ac- 
tivity shall further extend to the West Bank 
and to Jerusalem, capital of the Palestinian 
State. 

3. The capital of the private corporation 
shall be eight US million dollars which shall 
be paid by the National Authority imme- 
diately to the corporation. 

4. The corporation shall immediately ap- 
point the necessary staff from the country 
д abroad, and they should be highly quali- 

5. The direct managers shall be the sons of 
Dr. Nabeel Sha’ath, Ali and Mazin, who are 
experts in this field. 

The comrade leader Abu Amar, President 
of the National Palestinian Authority shows 
the highest interest in this scientific and 
technological project and urges to deal with 
it diligently. 

Respectfully, 


PALESTINIAN ECONOMIC COUNCIL, 

DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC- 

TION (PECDAR), 

October 7, 1994. 
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi 
Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza. 

Greetings of Return. 

Referring to your letter dated 30.9.1994 No. 
MP/30/168 we are to inform that the nec- 
essary measures for the setting and enlarg- 
ing of the corporation TEAM in Jerusalem 
has been effected with MM. Ali and Mazin 
sons of the comrade Dr. Nabeel Sha’ath Min- 
ister of Development and Reconstruction at 
the National Palestinian Authority in a way 
which is convenient to them. We shall add 
the following: 

1. We have suggested to them a building in 
the suburb of the Bareed which comprises 
eight flats with a preliminary consent 

2. A special budget has been assigned for 
purchasing of apparatus according to what 
was decided 
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3. A budget has been assigned for expenses 
and wages 
Please convey to the comrade leader Abu 
Amar President of the National Palestinian 
Authority the content of this letter 
Respectfully, 
Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council, 
Development and Reconstruction. 


THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU- 
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE. 

To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco- 
nomic Council for Development and Re- 
construction (PECDAR), Jerusalem. 

Greetings of return. 

Following our letter of 17.9.1994 No. MP/30/ 
155 and in performance of the instructions, 
provided there, of the comrade leader Abu 
Amar, President of the National Palestinian 
Authority and in pursuance of performance 
of the projects which have been attributed to 
Dr. Nabeel Sha’ath, the chairman of the 
council of planification and international co- 
operation, we are to inform you that the 
third project to be executed will concentrate 
on the following: 

1. The international planning corporation 
for administration which is managed by the 
sons of the comrade Dr. Nabeel Sha’ath, and 
which have branches in Egypt and Lebanon 
and through it the Palestinian Authority 
will be able to obtain private informations 
and set clubs and congress in the country 
and abroad. 

2. It will be agreed to purchase a building 
in Arab Jerusalem or its suburbs for an 
amount of two million dollars, to be the resi- 
dence of the said corporation. 

3. An amount of one million dollars shall 
be given to purchase the necessary office fur- 
nitures and appliances. 

4. A budget of expenses in administrative 
matters and current expenses for яп amount 
of two million dollars for a start. Therefore 
the required amount is five million dollars. 

We stress the importance of the project 
and the necessity to provide diligently the 
required amounts. 

Respectfully, 

MUHDI ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY. 

PALESTINIAN ECONOMIC COUNCIL, 

DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC- 

TION, (PECDAR), 

October 15, 1994. 
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi 

Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza. 

Greetings of Return. 

Referring to your letter dated 7.10.1994 No. 
MP/30/305 concerning the development 
projects which are under the management of 
the comrade Dr. Amin Hadad one of the pil- 
lars of the PECDAR member of the economic 
delegation which was negotiated in Paris and 
on the basis of the decree of the comrade 
leader Abu Amar, the transfer of fifteen mil- 
lion dollars has been effected according to 
the bank informations which have been 
brought to us by him. 

We have checked the effective transfer of 
the said amount to his personal account in 
due course. Please inform the comrade lead- 
er Abu Amar that it has been done according 
to his wish. 

Respectfully, 


To 


Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council, 
Development and Reconstruction. 


THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU- 
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE. 

To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco- 
nomic Council for Development and Re- 
construction (PECDAR), Jerusalem. 

Greetings of return. 
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On the basis of a decree of the comrade 
leader Abu Amar, President of the National 
Palestinian Authority and his full faith in 
one of the elements of the Palestinian Eco- 
nomic Council for development and Con- 
struction (PECDAR) and its unrelenting ef- 
forts for the setting of the institutions of the 
Authority, the leader symbol has decided to 
nominate Dr. Amin Haddad to manage the 
private projects. He shall have the power to 
appoint the faithful and reliable elements 
from among the cadre of “FATH”, In order 
that the Authority should stay away from 
these projects the following shall be done: 

1. The projects shall have the special 
stamp “А private or public shareholders cor- 
poration”, its shareholders shall be Palestin- 
ians from the country and from abroad. 

2. The foundation of construction which 
shall be named “Тһе Palestinian corporation 
for projects and construction” shall build 
dwelling flats in the city of Ramallah with a 
capital of fifteen million US dollars. 

3. There is no objection in having land- 
owners participating in the said corporation. 

4. A financial arrangement shall be pro- 
vided with Dr. Amin Haddad to pay the ap- 
proved amount in a way convenient to him. 

5. The properties of this corporation shall 
belong to the National Palestinian Author- 
ity. 

We stress that the comrade leader Abu 
Amar has the highest interest in this mat- 
ter. 

Respectfully, 

MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY. 
PALESTINIAN ECONOMIC COUNCIL, 

DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC- 

TION (PECDAR), 

September 11, 1994. 
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi 
Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza. 

Greetings of Return. 

Referring to your letter dated 3.9.1994 No. 
MP/30/126 Dr. Nabeen Sha’ath minister of 
planning and international cooperation—for 
the founding of a technological architectural 
corporation in both the Gaza Strip and West 
Bank, we inform you the following: 

1. We have contacted the comrade Dr. 
Nabeel Sha’ath. He has furnished us the nec- 
essary banking informations. 

2. The required transfer has been effected 
from the special accounts“. 

3. The bank has confirmed receipt of the 
amount and its transfer in the account of the 
comrade Dr. Nabeel Sha’ath. 

Please convey these informations to the 
comrade leader Abu Amar, President of the 
National Palestinian Authority and that his 
orders have been fully executed. 

Respectfully, 


To 


Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council, 
Development and Reconstruction. 
THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU- 
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE, 
September 3, 1994. 
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco- 
nomic Council for Development and Re- 
construction (PECDAR), Jerusalem. 

Greetings of return. 

In accordance with the instructions of the 
comrade leader Abu Amar, and whereas it is 
mandatory to initiate a technological sci- 
entific activity in the Gaza Strip and West 
Bank on a desirable scientific level, it has 
been decided to bestow this function on the 
Minister of Planning and International Co- 
operation Dr. Nabil Sha’ath, since these аге 
private and personal projects and they 
should not contradict the interests of the 
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other party who could exploit them politi- 
cally in international circles among the do- 
nors and the Americans and thus may cause 
hard problems to the National Palestinian 
Authority. Therefore, the comrade leader 
Abu Ammar has decided to start as follows: 

1. To found a technological architectural 
corporation having the required qualifica- 
tions. It will start its activities first of all in 
the Gaza Strip and then shall go to the West 
Bank and the Arab villages and their sub- 
urbs. 

2. The said corporation shall deal with in- 
structing and counseling in the architectural 
and technological matters in the private and 
public sectors. 

3. The capital of the corporation shall be 
five million US dollars. It may be increased, 
if necessary, by setting a shareholders cor- 
poration with the participation of Palestin- 
ians from the country and abroad. 

We emphasize that the comrade leader Abu 
Amar considers the matter of setting the 
corporation as specially important, 

Respectfully, 

MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY. 
PALESTINIAN ECONOMIC COUNCIL, 

DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC- 

TION (PECDAR) 

October 28, 1994. 
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi 
Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza. 

Greatings of Return. 

Referring to your letter dated 20.10.1994 No. 
MP/30/225 in the matter of the industries and 
antiques of Naplus that will be assigned to 
the comrade Amin Hadad and in accordance 
with the wishes of the comrade Abademar, 
the following financial procedures have been 
accomplished: 

1. by arrangement with the comrade Dr. 
Amin Hadad instructions have been given for 
the transfer of the required amount six mil- 
lion US dollars. 

2. A notice has been received to the effect 
that the amount has been received and en- 
tered in the personal account of the comrade 
Dr. Amin Hadad. 

3. He has given a commitment personal 
that this project (according to the share) is 
the property of the National Palestinian Au- 
thority. 

4. He has given a commitment that he will 
involve the maximum number of industrials 
in the city of Naplouse in this project. 

Please convey to the comrade leader Presi- 
dent of the National Palestinian Authority 
about the execution of his order. 

Respectfully 


To 


Chairman. 
It is forbidden to read this document with- 
out the special authorization of the Presi- 
dent. 
THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU- 
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE, 
October 20, 1994. 
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco- 
nomic Council for Development and Re- 
construction (PECDAR), Jerusalem. 
Greetings of return 
In execution of the order of the comrade 
leader Abu Amar the President of the Na- 
tional Palestinian Authority to bestow on 
the comrade Dr. Amin Hadad the function of 
developing industries in Naplus and mainly 
the soap industry and the antiques in the 
city and the neighbouring villages by found- 
ing a corporation which will gather all 
industrials in the city with a capital for an 
amount of ten million US dollars in which 
the National Authority shall participate 
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with six million dollars it being 60% of the 
capital. 

We request to take the necessary measures 
for the setting of this corporation on the 
aforesaid conditions. The National Authority 
shall be represented by Dr. Amin Hadad in 
his name and on behalf of persons from our 
staff reliable and having a good name. 

In accordance with the desire of the com- 
rade leader Abu Amar President of the Na- 
tional Palestinian Authority, the amount of 
six million US dollars should be diligently 
paid in a due way. 

Respectfully 

MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY, 
Finance Minister. 
PALESTINIAN ECONOMIC COUNCIL, 

DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC- 

TION (PECDAR), 

November 11, 1994. 
the comrade Mohammad Zudhi 
Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza. 

Greetings of Return. 

Referring to your letter dated 30.10.1994 No. 
MP/30/241 concerning the Palestinian cor- 
poration for importation of iron and steel 
Ltd which the comrade Dr. Amin Hadad 
member of (PEDCAR) intends to found we 
are to inform you the following: 

1. An understanding has been reached with 
the comrade Dr. Amin Hadad on the manner 
he prefers for the operation of financing. 

2. A commitment has been obtained from 
the comrade Dr. Amin Hadad that the said 
corporation belongs to the Palestinian Au- 
thority and that it is a deposit in his hands. 

3. You will be informed at the completion 
of the procedures of financing and reception 
of the amount and its deposit in the account 
of the comrade Dr. Amin Hadad soon with 
the wish of God. 

Please inform the comrade Abu Amar 
president of the National Palestinian Au- 
thority on the details of the procedures. 

Respectfully, 


To 


Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council, 
Development and Reconstruction. 

It is forbidden to read this document with- 
out the special authorization of the Presi- 
dent. 

THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU- 
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE, 
August 25, 1994. 
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco- 
nomic Council for Development and Re- 
construction (PEDCAR), Jerusalem. 

Greetings of return 

The matter: A Palestinian Corporation for 
importation of iron and steel. 

According to the instruction of the re- 
markable leader the comrade Abu Amar 
President of the National Palestinian Au- 
thority for the formation of a corporation 
which shall start to import iron and steel 
and to develop, the comrade leader has de- 
cided to put the comrade Dr. Amin Haddad 
in charge of this enterprise in the following 
way: 

1. A limited corporation shall be registered 
under the name of the Palestinian Corpora- 
tion for importation of Iron and Steel Ltd. 

2. The corporation shall be sited in the city 
of Naplus. 

3. Its capital shall be twenty million US 
dollars. 

4. The National Palestinian Authority 
shall participate with a capital of 60% name- 
ly twelve million dollars and the balance 
shall be provided by shareholders (eight mil- 
lion dollars). 

5. Activating the construction in the city 
and putting to market with favorable prices 
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iron and steel and also for local industrial 
organizations. 

The comrade leader Abu Amar the Presi- 
dent of the National Palestinian Authority 
stresses the acting in a speedy way in taking 
the necessary measures in order to publicise 
this corporation in the region. 


Finance Minister. 
PALESTINIAN ECONOMIC COUNCIL, 
DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC- 
TION (PECDAR), 
September 8, 1994. 


the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi 
Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza. 

Greetings of Return. 

Referring to your letter dated 12.8.1994 No. 
MP/30/85 which includes the decree by the 
comrade leader Abu Amar concerning the 
setting and founding of a poultry farm in 
Beer Zeit (Ramallah) which will specialize in 
strengthening the palestinian economy we 
inform you as follows: 

1. We obtained all the plans and necessary 
informations concerning this project, we 
have studied it and have decided as follows: 

2. We have contacted the comrade press- 
man Mr. Ibrahim Alkarain and obtained 
from him the necessary bank informations 

3. The transfer of the required amount has 
been effected from the special accounts” 

4. The bank has confirmed to us receipt of 
the amount and its transfer in the account of 
the comrade Ibrahim Alkarain 

Please convey these informations to the 
comrade leader Abu Amar President of the 
National Palestinian Authority and that his 
orders have been fully executed. 

Respectfully 


Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council, 
Development and Reconstruction. 
It is forbidden to read this document with- 
out the special authorization of the Presi- 
dent. 


To 


THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU- 
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
August 12, 1994. 
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco- 
nomic Council for Development and Re- 
construction (PECDAR), Jerusalem. 

Greetings of return 

Whereas the National Palestinian Author- 
ity acts through the faithful palestinian ele- 
ments to build and execute the economic 
projects and to help our people to progress 
and to be self-sufficient in our local markets 
and to rely on our products provided by our 
faithful people, therefore the comrade leader 
Abu Amar has decided as follows: 

1. To set a huge poultry farm on a space of 
land of ten dounams. The place has already 
been chosen in the region of Beer Zeit (dis- 
trict of Ramallah). It will require the pur- 
chase of machines for . . and whatever is 
needed by the farmer in order to compete 
with the international farms. 

2. The capital of this farm shall be 1.5 mil- 
lion US dollars at the start. 

3. The farm shall be managed by the press- 
man Mr. Ibrahim Alkarain owner of the re- 
view “‘Alawda” (The Return) and of the Pal- 
estine Press Office to him and his partners. 

We stress that the comrade leader Abu 
Amar has the highest interest in the matter 
as it will provide work to palestinians. 

Respectfully ' 
MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY, 
Finance Minister. 
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PALESTINIAN ECONOMIC COUNCIL, 
DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC- 
TION (PECDAR), 

November 11, 1994. 
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi 

Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza. 


We refer to your letter dated 19.11.1994 No. 
M/30/266 and are to inform you immediately 
that all the measures for the execution of 
the instructions of the comrade leader Abu 
Amar President of the National Palestinian 
Authority concerning the financing of the 
Palestinian Press Office Review Alawda, as 
follows: 


1. The necessary informations have been 
obtained from the pressman Ibrahim 
Tikarain on his personal account in France 
he and his partners Remonde Altaweel. 


2. The transfer has been effected of 2.5 mil- 
lion American dollars. 


3. The bank has confirmed receipt of the 
transfer. 


4. The way of transfer is sophisticated and 
the other party cannot in any way discover 
the way and style which has been taken in 
the transfer. 


5. We have received an excessively impor- 
tant letter from the comrade Remonda 
Altaweel confirming receipt of the whole 
amount and thanking the comrade and be- 
loved father Mr. Yasser Arafat Abu Amar” 
with thanks from the Palestinian diaspora in 
France. 


Please inform the comrade Abu Amar 
president of the National Authority that his 
orders have been executed properly. 

Respectfully, 


To 


Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council, 
Development and Reconstruction (PEDCAR). 


THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU- 
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE, 
November 19, 1994. 
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco- 
nomic Council for Development and Re- 
construction (PEDCAR), Jerusalem. 


Greetings of return. 


Whereas the National Palestinian Author- 
ity encourages the saying of truth which 
stands above all, and encourages the develop- 
ment of a Palestinian press and journalists 
that they utter the truth with no fear of any 
danger anywhere and pursue the enemies of 
the homeland and unveil them to the public, 
therefore the comrade leader has proclaimed 
as follows: 


1. The Palestinian Press Office shall sup- 
port the comrade journalist Ibrahim 
Alkarain, the owner of the office which is 
sited in Arab Jerusalem, the capital of Pal- 
estine (Journal of the Return) and helping 
him to purchase modern printing machines 
and sophisticated computers and the pur- 
chase of press offices and providing for pay- 
ments of employees and pressmen. 


2. The center of the said office shall be in 
the Arab Jerusalem, the capital of the state 
of Palestine. 


8. A preliminary amount of 2.5 million US 
dollars shall be provided in installments to 
be decided on. 


4. A financial arrangement shall be pro- 
vided to expend the amount in a way which 
will be convenient to (him). 

Please take the necessary steps to execute 
the aforesaid and have us informed. 

Respectfully, 
MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY. 
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PALESTINIAN ECONOMIC COUNCIL, 

DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC- 

TION (PECDAR), 

August 23, 1994. 
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi 
Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza. 

Greetings of return. 

Referring to your letter dated 15.8.1994 No. 
МР/80/1994 which includes the matter of the 
decree promulgated by the comrade leader 
Abu Amar concerning the inland Palestin- 
ians” from among members of the Knesseth 
and parties and philanthropic and coopera- 
tive organizations and local councils and pri- 
vate councils and churches “helps and con- 
tributions” and that this matter should be 
held directly and intensively by the brother 
Dr. Ahmad Tiby, we are to inform you as fol- 
lows: 

1. We have contacted Dr. Ahmad Tiby who 
has visited our office personally and he pre- 
fers not to talk on the telephone. 

2. He has assured us of the necessity to 
pursue the transfer in the same way. 

3. We should inform him by code of the re- 
ceipt of the amount in his account special 
abroad. 

4. The amount has been transferred and en- 
tered in his account in due form. 

Please inform the comrade leader Abu 
Amar that the matter has been effected in 
the most secret way due to the sensitivity of 
the operations. 

Respectfully, 


To 


Chairman. 
THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU- 
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE, 
August 5, 1994. 
То the Chairman of the Palestinian Есо- 
nomic Council for Development and Re- 
construction (PECDAR), Jerusalem. 

Greetings of return. 

Following our letter dated 7.8.1994 No. MN/ 
30/75 in the same matter on the basis of 
building the auxiliary apparatus, the com- 
rade leader Abu Amar has decided that the 
activity of the National Palestinian Author- 
ity should spread inside Israel and con- 
centrate on the Arabs and inland Palestin- 
ians and that this function should rest оп 
the comrade Dr. Ahmad Tiby and the com- 
rades ought to be chosen from among the 
members of the Knesseth, the Municipal and 
Local Councils, the philanthropic organiza- 
tions, the cooperatives, the villages and the 
churches in view of gaining their collabora- 
tion in achieving the following: 

1. Helping the various parties which sup- 
port the foundation of the Palestinian State 
which will include Jerusalem. 

2. Helping such local councils as are suffer- 
ing from financial deficit. 

8. Contributing to the philanthropic and 
cooperative associations. 

4. Contributing to the village councils. 

5. Contributing to the bishops and religious 
persons who lead the churches of various 
communities. 

6. For these activities an amount of twenty 
million US dollars shall be immediately re- 
served. 

As it was mentioned in my previous letter 
the comrade leader Abu Amar recommends 
that the activities of the said committee 
should not be noticed by the public and they 
should be far and away from journalists and 
statesmen. 

Respectfully, 
MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY, 
Finance Minister. 
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PALESTINIAN ECONOMIC COUNCIL, 
DEVELOPMENT AND RECONSTRUC- 
TION (PECDAR) 

August 31, 1994. 
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi 

Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza. 


Greetings of Return. 


Referring to your letter dated 25.8.1994 No. 
МР/30/111 concerning the building of dwelling 
flats in Arab Jerusalem and its suburbs by 
decree of the leader comrade Abu Amar and 
assigning the matter to Dr. Ahmad Tiby 
with direct responsibility we are to clarify 
the following: 


1. The transfer of the amount of twelve 
million dollars in the same way is not easy 
now. 


2. Half of the amount may be transferred 
immediately (namely six million dollars) and 
the other half may be paid after a month 
from today. 

3. The comrade Dr. Ahmad Tiby has con- 
sented to divide the amount and has affirmed 
that there is no urgency now and no preju- 
dice will come out of the postponing. 


Please convey the actual picture to the 
comrade leader Abu Amar and clarify that 
the amount of six million dollars has been 
brought in the account of the comrade Dr. 
Tiby when this letter will reach you. 

Respectfully, 


To 


Chairman, Palestinian Economic Council, 
Development and Reconstruction. 
It is forbidden to read this document with- 
out the special authorization of the Presi- 
dent. 


THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU- 
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE, 
August 25, 1994. 
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco- 
nomic Council for Development and Re- 
construction (PECDAR)—Jerusalem. 


Greetings of return. 


In pursuance to our letter dated 15.8.1994 
No. МЕ/30/93 (Dr. Ahmad Tiby) I am to in- 
form you that the comrade leader Abu Amar 
has instructed me to convey to you his de- 
sire for the construction of dwelling flats in 
the Arab Jerusalem and its suburbs in build- 
ings of ten flats each or more in accordance 
with the Town Planning Law (authorized) 
and that for this an amount of 
twelve million US dollars should be assigned 
and the project should not be registered in 
the name of the National Palestinian Au- 
thority lest it would attract reactions from 
the other party which will be difficult for us 
to solve. Therefore, it shall be arranged as 
follows: 

1. The comrade Dr. Ahmad Tiby shall be 
responsible for the setting of this commis- 
sion with reliable people under his chairman- 
ship. 

2. There is no objection to the participa- 
tion in this project of landlords who wish so. 

8. An architectural tactic shall be followed 
whereby, if circumstances allow that, the 
same maps shall be used so that the building 
in all regions will be similar. 

3. The moves of the commission should not 
attract any attention. 

Please deal with the matter in the most se- 
cret way due to its sensitiveness and to the 
position of the comrade Dr. Ahmad Tiby in 


MUHAMMAD ZUHDI ALNASHASHIBY, 
Finance Minister. 
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PALESTINIAN ECONOMIC COUNCIL 

(PECDAR) 

August 17, 1994. 
the comrade Mohammad Zuhdi 
Alnashashiby, Finance Minister—Gaza. 

Greetings of Return. 

With reference to your letter dated 7.8.1994 
Мо. МР/30/15 relating to the decree of the 
leader comrade Abu Amar concerning the 
setting of a land corporation sited in the city 
of Jerusalem which will specialize in pur- 
chasing lands in Arab Jerusalem (Eastern) 
the capital of the Palestinian State with the 
will of God and in the Old City, we are to in- 
form you the following: 

1. We have contacted the comrade Dr. 
Ahmad Tiby and have obtained from him the 
bank informations and the way and style 
which he prefers for the transfer of the re- 
quired amount at the inception of this 
project. 

2. The method of transfer of the amount is 
sophisticated and convincing. The other 
party will never be able, to discover the way 
and method whereby the transfer is effected. 

3. We have contacted the bank to which 
the transfer has been effected and it has con- 
firmed its receipt. 

Please assure the comrade leader Abu 
Amar that the matter has been executed pre- 
cisely and most secretly. 

Respectfully, 


To 


Chairman. 

It is forbidden to read this document with- 
out the special authorization of the Presi- 
dent 

THE NATIONAL PALESTINIAN AU- 
THORITY, MINISTRY OF FINANCE, 
August 2, 1994. 
To the Chairman of the Palestinian Eco- 
nomic Council for Development and Re- 
construction (PECDAR)—Jerusalem 

Greetings of return. 

Since the National Palestinian Authority, 
with the assistance of faithful palestinian 
elements, is building various assisting appa- 
ratus in view of strengthening the basis of 
the palestinian state to which all aspire with 
the help of God in our beloved homeland 
while concentrating on the holy Jerusalem 
in order to strengthen our position there and 
intensify our presence in an active and 
strong way; 

And whereas we don't want to have this ac- 
tivity appear in the name of the National 
Palestinian Authority lest it would be ex- 
ploited counter for political aims in inter- 
national circles by the other party and con- 
sequently jeopardize the peace process and 
the good name of the Palestinian Authority 
in the international circles by the (missing 
word) and mainly the American administra- 
tion; 

Therefore the comrade leader has decided 
as follows: 

1. To found a land corporation which will 
be sited in Jerusalem, which will purchase 
lands in East Jerusalem and in the Old City 
and only in the name of this corporation. 

2. The capital of the corporation shall be 
fifteen million american dollars at the start. 

8. The manager of the chairman of the 
board will be Dr. Ahmad Tiby and the mem- 


. bers of the Board will be the following: 


1. Bassam Todel Hameed Alsa’ih, 2. Haj 
Faiz tk’ubaidy, 3. Abd Abu Diyab, 4. The law- 
yer Ali Guzlan, 5. Abdel Rauf Abu Assab 
(Abu Kaid), 6. Haj Tewfik Abu Zahra. 

We stress that it is the desire of the com- 
rade leader Abu Amar that the meetings of 
this group should be held secretly and its ac- 
tivities should not be noticed and it should 
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keep its documents and registries away from 
the other party. 
Respectfully, 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, if nobody 
else is seeking recognition, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2724 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment will 
be set aside. The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. CoHEN] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2724. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At an appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. . REPORT ON RUSSIAN MILITARY OPER- 
ATIONS. 

(а) No later than three months after the 
date of enactment of this act, the President 
shall declassify, to the maximum extent pos- 
sible, and resubmit to the Congress the re- 
port submitted to the Congress pursuant to 
Section 528 of Public Law 103-236, with an ad- 
dendum updating the information in the re- 


port. 

(b) The addendum referred to in subsection 
(a) shall be unclassified to the maximum ex- 
tent possible and shall address, inter alia— 

(1) Russian compliance or lack of compli- 
ance with the Russian-Moldovan agreement 
of October 24, 1994, providing for the with- 
drawal of Russian military forces from 
Moldova, subsequent Russian deployments of 
military forces to Moldova and Russian ef- 
forts to secure long-term military basing 
rights in Moldova; 

(2) possible Russian complicity in the coup 
attempt of September-October 1994 against 
the government of Azerbaijan and the exer- 
tion of Russian pressure to influence deci- 
sions regarding the path of pipelines that 
will carry Azerbaijan oil; 

(3) Russian efforts or agreements to as- 
sume partial or complete responsibility for 
securing the borders of countries other than 
Russia, using troops of the Russian Ministry 
of Defense, Ministry of the Interior or any 
other security agency of the Russian Federa- 
tion; 

(4) Russian efforts to integrate its armed 
forces, other security forces, or intelligence 
agencies with those of any other country and 
the relationship of such efforts to the devel- 
opment of institutions under the Common- 
wealth of Independent States; and 

(5) Russian compliance with the Treaty on 
Conventional Armed Forces in Europe and 
the Organization on Security and Coopera- 
tion in Europe’s Code of Conduct on the Po- 
litico-Military Aspects of Security. 
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Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, early last 
year, Mr. President, the Senate adopt- 
ed an amendment I offered to require 
the President to submit a report on the 
revised Russian military doctrine and 
Russian military operations outside 
Russia’s border. 

The report was necessary because 
Russia has been engaging in a system- 
atic effort to regain effective control 
over the countries that formerly made 
up the Soviet Union. The tools Moscow 
has been using in this effort have in- 
cluded economic, political, and mili- 
tary, including blatant military inter- 
vention and covert military actions. 

Moscow fomented secessionist war on 
Georgia, bringing the government of 
Eduard Shevardnadze to the brink of 
defeat. Once Moscow had coerced him 
to capitulate to its demands to join the 
Commonwealth of Independent States 
and give Moscow permanent military 
bases, Russian troops rushed in to keep 
the peace. 

In Moldova, Russian troops assisted 
ethnic Russian secessionists establish a 
self-proclaimed independent republic 
sandwiched between Moldova and 
Ukraine’s western border. 

In oil-rich Azerbaijan, Russian troops 
provided assistance to rebel forces that 
overthrew the democratically elected 
government and then may have sup- 
ported coup efforts against the new 
government once it refused to succumb 
to Moscow’s effort to dictate to it on 
oil policies. 

Russian troops are heavily involved 
in the civil war in Tajikistan and pa- 
trol the borders of Tajikistan and Ar- 
menia, putting them once again on 
NATO’s border. 

The revised Russian military doc- 
trine asserts Russia’s right to inter- 
vene militarily throughout the terri- 
tory that was the Soviet Union. 

And so the Senate adopted the 
amendment requiring the President to 
tell us and the American people what 
the Russian military was doing and 
what the implications were for Amer- 
ican and allied security. 

But when the President submitted 
the report last September, it was clas- 
sified from cover to cover, even though 
much of the report did not warrant 
being restricted by a security classi- 
fication. The decision to throw a cloak 
of secrecy over this report probably 
was not related to the fact that it was 
submitted just a few days after his 
Washington summit with President 
Yeltsin. I am only speculating here, 
but perhaps the administration did not 
want to embarrass President Yeltsin, 
although it is not clear that he would 
have been embarrassed at all. Just 
prior to the summit, President Yeltsin 
embraced a Russian Foreign Intel- 
ligence Service report calling for re- 
integration of the former Soviet repub- 
lic into a single economic and defense 
zone, complete with a unified military 
command and a Russian nuclear um- 
brella. 
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Perhaps the administration was wor- 
ried about being embarrassed itself 
given its acquiescence to Russia mili- 
tary adventures. 

In any case—no need to speculate 
about this—the decision to classify the 
report from cover to cover has pre- 
vented Congress from conducting a 
complete public debate about Russian 
actions and the administration's policy 
toward Russia, and it has prevented the 
American people from becoming fully 
informed on these matters. 

And so I am offering an amendment 
today to require that the report be de- 
classified to the maximum extent pos- 
sible. The amendment also requires 
submission of an addendum, unclassi- 
fied to the maximum extent possible, 
updating the information in the report. 

Among the more recent issues that 
need to be addressed in the addendum 
are the agreement Prime Minister 
Chernomyrdin signed last October to 
withdraw Russian troops from Moldova 
within 3 years, which Moscow now 
seeks to nullify by pressuring Moldova 
for permanent basing rights. There 
have been further coup attempts in 
Azerbaijan in which Moscow might 
have had a hand as part of its intense 
effort to compel Azerbaijan to ship its 
oil through a Russian pipeline. Moscow 
continues its pressures to unify the de- 
fense policies of the newly independent 
states, with President Yeltsin person- 
ally endorsing the effort just last week. 
And Moscow seems intent on blatantly 
violating the Treaty on Conventional 
Armed Forces in Europe, the so-called 
CFE Treaty, which the administration 
has called the cornerstone of post-cold- 
war European military stability but 
which the administration is not pro- 
posing to amend in response to Russian 
threats to abandon the treaty. 

Tronically, the Russians now object. 
After having negotiated and signed and 
ratified the CFE treaty—they now ob- 
ject to its provisions. 

So, clearly, the need for a well in- 
formed public debate is greater today 
than when the Senate voted on this 
last year, calling for the President's re- 
port. The amendment I offer would en- 
sure that such a debate can take place 
in Congress, in the media, and in other 
public fora. So I urge my colleagues to 
accept, or if not accept, adopt the 
amendment. 

Мг. McCONNELL. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Maine for bringing up a real- 
ly, I think, significant issue, just the 
continued presence of Russian troops 
in the former Soviet Republics, and 
how that intimidates those young de- 
mocracies. 

So I think the amendment of the 
Senator is very well advised. This is 
the kind of information, it seems to 
me, that ought to be shared. I com- 
mend him for his amendment and I am 
prepared to support it. I am aware of 
no opposition on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 
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Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have 
earlier discussed his amendment with 
the Senator from Maine. There is much 
I find very appealing, for a number of 
the reasons that he has laid out. There 
have been just a couple of questions 
raised on this side. I wonder if we 
might delay any action just for a few 
more minutes. 

What I am going to do is suggest the 
absence of a quorum, but it will be only 
for a very few—I see the chairman may 
have something else to say about it. 
But I suggest, in a few more minutes 
we may be able to resolve this whole 
issue. I am sure that would be agree- 
able to the Senator from Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, let 
me say in conclusion on the Cohen 
amendment, I think Senator KERRY 
will be here shortly to, as well, offer an 
amendment upon which a rollcall will 
be required. 

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
to discuss with the chairman of the 
subcommittee an issue of importance 
regarding the opening of offices for the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation and 
the Secret Service in the triborder area 
of Argentina, Brazil, and Paraguay. 
This area has been identified as ex- 
tremely dangerous with criminal and 
terrorist elements running rampant in 
the area. Today’s organized terrorist 
and criminal organizations are inter- 
national in nature and the presence of 
these agencies is of paramount impor- 
tance to the security of the United 
States and its elected officials. The 
subcommittee, in its deliberations saw 
the preponderance of these criminal ac- 
tivities and appropriated funds for the 
establishment and maintenance of of- 
fices for both agencies. The bill in its 
current form allocates $5 million for 
both agencies to establish and main- 
tain offices. It is my understanding 
that this appropriation is to be split 
evenly between the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation and the Secret Service, 
$2.5 million per agency. I realize that 
this was the intent of the subcommit- 
tee and I merely wanted the oppor- 
tunity to ensure that the RECORD accu- 
rately reflects this appropriation. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
Senator from New York is correct, and 
I thank him for his concern. This ap- 
propriation is intended to fund the es- 
tablishment and maintenance of offices 
for the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
and the Secret Service. The intent of 
the subcommittee is for these funds to 
be split evenly between the two agen- 
cies. I understand the ambiguity of the 
wording in the bill and I hope this dia- 
log will answer any questions or uncer- 
tainties. 

Mr. D’AMATO. I thank my friend and 
colleague for that clarification. I feel 
the importance and immediacy of fill- 
ing these law enforcement positions 
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should not be delayed to bureaucratic 
debate on the amount of funds awarded 
to the different agencies. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

AMENDMENT МО. 2724 

Мг. McCONNELL. Mr. President, we 
have now cleared the Cohen amend- 
ment on both sides. I am not aware of 
any need for further debate. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, as I noted 
earlier, I support the Cohen amend- 
ment. I wanted to doublecheck with a 
couple of people on this side. I appre- 
ciate the Senator from Maine and the 
Senator from Kentucky delaying ac- 
tion while we did that. That checking 
has been done. 

I compliment the Senator from 
Maine on his amendment. It is accept- 
able on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Maine. 

The amendment (No. 2724) was agreed 


to. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, par- 
liamentary inquiry: What is the situa- 
tion before the Senate right now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending amendment is No. 2712 offered 
by the Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, so my 
understanding is that for any amend- 
ment offered there has to be unani- 
mous consent to lay aside that amend- 
ment. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to set the amend- 
ment aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
might say I would like to discuss the 
matter with Senator HARKIN. For the 
time being I would object to laying the 
amendment aside until I see what he 
would like to achieve. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have a 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution which I 
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am going to offer on the bill at some 
point. I figured since there was a lull in 
the proceedings, we do not need to take 
much time. 

Senator FEINGOLD and I have an 
amendment which we would enter into 
a time agreement on. It is a sense-of- 
the-Senate resolution. I figured there 
was no one else doing anything around 
noontime. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
would be happy during the quorum to 
discuss with the Senator from Iowa 
what he has in mind. Maybe I would 
not have an action to laying aside the 
current amendment. I would like to 
have a sense of what we are doing here. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that floor privi- 
leges be granted to Stephanie Eglinton, 
a Javits fellow currently on Senator 
BIDEN’s staff, for the duration of debate 
on the Foreign Operations Appropria- 
tions Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
say to my friend from Iowa, would he 
be agreeable to vote on a motion to 
table his amendment at a quarter to 1? 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that there be a vote on the Harkin 
amendment, on or in relation to the 
Harkin amendment at 12:45. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. President, did I understand the 
unanimous consent that there would be 
a tabling motion at quarter to 1 with 
no amendments to my amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
a vote ordered on the amendment or in 
relation to the amendment at 12:45. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I might say to the 
Senator from Iowa, it would be my in- 
tention to offer a motion to table at 
that point. 

Mr. HARKIN. A plain motion to 
table? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Yes, a plain mo- 
tion to table. 
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Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, could we 
ask unanimous consent that no other 
motions or amendments be in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. McCONNELL. I have no objec- 
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Chair. I 
thank the floor managers. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2725 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
on the conference on 8. 4, the Line-Item 

Veto Act) 


Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment I send to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration on 
behalf of myself, Senator FEINGOLD, 
Senator DORGAN, and Senator BRAD- 
LEY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for 
himself, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. DORGAN, and Mr. 
BRADLEY, proposes an amendment numbered 
2725: 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE CON- 
FERENCE ON 8. 4, THE LINE ITEM 
VETO ACT, 

(а) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that 

(1) the line item veto was a major plank in 
the House majority’s Contract With Amer- 
1са”' and has received strong bipartisan sup- 
port in the 104th Congress; 

(2) the House of Representatives on Feb- 
ruary 6, 1995, passed H.R. 2, the Line Item 
Veto Act of 1995, on a vote of 294-134; 

(3) the Senate on March 23, 1995, passed S. 
4, the Separate Enrollment and Line Item 
Veto Act of 1995, on a vote of 69-29; 

(4) the House of Representatives passed S. 
4, with the text of H.R. 2 inserted, by voice 
vote on May 17, 1995, 50 days after passage by 
the Senate; 

(5) notwithstanding the failure of the 
House of Representatives to request a con- 
ference, the Senate disagreed with the House 
amendment, requested a conference, and ap- 
pointed conferees on 8. 4 on June 20, 1995; 

(6) the House of Representatives appointed 
conferees on September 7, 1995, 168 days after 
both Houses of the Congress had passed line 
item veto legislation; 

(7) with the passage of time, it increasingly 
appears that the Congress may pass and send 
to the President not only the appropriations 
bills for fiscal year 1996 but also the rec- 
onciliation bill required by H. Con. Res. 67 
(the concurrent resolution setting forth the 
congressional budget for fiscal years 1996, 
1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002) without 
first passing and sending to the President a 
line item veto bill; 

(8) it is now only 9 days until the end of the 
fiscal year when the fiscal year 1996 appro- 
priation bills need to become law in order to 
avoid disruption of the Government services; 
and 

(9) the conferees on S. 4 still have not met. 

(Ы) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that— 

(1) the conferees on S. 4 should meet by 
September 26; 

(2) the conferees should expeditiously re- 
solve the differences between the 2 bills in 
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sufficient time for the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate to consider the con- 
ference report on S. 4 prior to the time the 
President is required to act upon the first 
fiscal year 1996 appropriation bill; and 

(8) if the conferees do not complete action 
on the conference report in time to allow for 
the House of Representatives and Senate to 
consider the conference report prior to the 
time the President is required to act upon 
the fiscal year 1996 appropriation bills, S. 4 
should, to the extent possible, contain provi- 
sions making the provisions of S. 4 applica- 
ble to the fiscal year 1996 appropriation bills 
and the 1995 reconciliation bill. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, this res- 
olution provides that the conferees 
meet on the line-item legislation by 
next Tuesday, September 26. 

This sense-of-the-Senate amendment 
provides that Congress move forward 
and send the line-item veto legislation 
to the President expeditiously. It calls 
on the conferees, as I said, to meet by 
next Tuesday, and further calls on the 
conferees to resolve their differences 
and bring a conference report to the 
floor in time for the President to use 
the authority of the line-item veto on 
the first fiscal year 1996 appropriations 
bills. And if the conferees do not com- 
plete action by that time, the amend- 
ment provides that it is the sense of 
the Senate that the conferees should 
include a provision to make it effective 
for the fiscal year 1996 bills already 
signed. 

Mr. President, this body passed a 
line-item veto bill on March 23. The 
other body passed it on February 6. It 
was part of their so-called 100-day Con- 
tract With America. But we had to 
wait not 100 days, or 130, or 140, or 150, 
we had to wait 168 days for the other 
body just to appoint conferees. 

One of the major items that they 
wanted—it took them 168 days just to 
appoint conferees. Days rolled by, 
weeks rolled by, months rolled by. Still 
no conferees. Finally, on August 1 Sen- 
ator DORGAN proposed a sense-of-the- 
Senate resolution calling on the other 
body to appoint conferees on the line- 
item veto legislation. It passed on a 
vote of 83-14 in this Senate. 

And on September 7, the conferees 
were finally appointed. But to this very 
day they have not even met. And they 
have not even scheduled a day to meet. 
Imagine that? Passed the House on 
February 6. It passed here on March 23. 
They appointed the conferees 168 days 
later. Still have not even met. Unfortu- 
nately, we have just 10 days before the 
end of the fiscal year. And we are not 
much further than we were a half-year 
ago toward passing a line-item veto. 

Mr. President, I must confess, Iam a 
little confused. I thought this was sup- 
posed to be priority legislation of the 
majority party. I thought we needed it 
now—not next month, not next year, 
not next decade, but now. And I 
thought I heard that the line-item veto 
was too important to take a back seat 
to partisan politics. 

Well, I know what the cynics might 
say, Wait a second. I know what is 
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going on here. The majority does not 
want to hand this new power over to a 
Democratic President.” 

I have to say that could not be the 
case. After all, on the day that the 
line-item veto passed the House, the 
Speaker of the House, Speaker GING- 
RICH said: 

It does show our sincerity, I think, that we 
are prepared to deal with giving President 
Clinton increased power because we think it 
is good for America. 

On the day the legislation passed the 
Senate, our majority leader, Senator 
DOLE, said: 

During the 198078, opponents of the line- 
item veto used to say that Republicans sup- 
ported it only because a Republican hap- 
pened to be President at the time. With the 
passage of this measure we hope to dispel 
that myth once and for all. We believe that 
any President of the United States, as Chief 
Executive, should be given more power to re- 
duce Federal spending. . . . Now we are in the 
majority, and we are prepared . . to give 
this authority to a Democratic President. 

So, Mr. President, this could not cer- 
tainly be about partisan politics. This 
could not be about a Republican Con- 
gress and Democratic President. So let 
us move forward. 

Now, Mr. President, I do not think 
that the line-item veto is a panacea for 
everything. I had concerns and still 
have some concerns about it. But I also 
see the huge job we face in responsibly 
balancing the budget. I believe the 
time has come to use all the tools we 
have. And the line-item veto is one of 
those tools. We need every effective 
tool to weed out the wasteful spending 
and cut the pork and not the people. It 
will help this country reach a balanced 
budget more easily and hopefully more 
quickly. 

Let me repeat the words of the ma- 
jority leader. 

We all believe that any President of the 
United States, as Chief Executive, should be 
given more power to reduce Federal spend- 
ing. If we cannot control ourselves—maybe 
the Chief Executive can help. 

I believe that the conferees and the 
congressional leadership owe the Amer- 
ican people a proposal that will pass 
the House and the Senate and be sent 
to the President so he has the ability 
to exercise the line-item veto on appro- 
priate provisions in the 13 appropria- 
tions bill that we are now passing. It 
can and should be done. Let us have a 
conference report before the House and 
the Senate by the end of this month so 
this President can exercise the line- 
item veto that the majority party has 
said for so long that they want to give 
to the President. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Chair, 
and I especially thank my colleague 
and friend from Iowa, Mr. HARKIN, who 
has taken the lead on this. I am de- 
lighted to participate with him, along 
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with the Senator from North Dakota, 
Mr. DORGAN, and the Senator from New 
Jersey, Mr. BRADLEY, in expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the conferees 
оп 8. 4, the line-item veto bill, should, 
by September 26, expeditiously resolve 
the differences of the two Houses in 
time to consider the conference report 
on 8. 4 prior to the President needing 
to sign the fiscal year 1996 appropria- 
tions bills and also this year’s rec- 
onciliation bill. 

If the conferees do not complete ac- 
tion on the conference report in time 
to allow Congress to consider the re- 
port, prior to the President signing of 
the fiscal year 1996 appropriations bills 
and this year’s reconciliation bill, as 
the Senator from Iowa pointed out, 
this amendment further expresses the 
sense of the Senate that the line-item 
veto conference report should, to the 
extent possible, contain provisions 
making the bill applicable to the fiscal 
year 1996 appropriations bills and the 
1995 reconciliation bill. Simply stated 
it would give this President, President 
Clinton, the opportunity to clean out 
some of the pork in the bills that we 
тау pass in next few weeks this year 
instead of having to wait until next 
year. 

Mr. President, the Senate passed S. 4, 
the Line-Item Veto Act of 1995 on 
March 23, many months ago. A few 
weeks earlier, in early February, the 
other body had passed their own ver- 
sion of this important legislation. And 
this was trumpeted quite loudly 
throughout the country as one of the 
leading items in the so-called Contract 
With America. For something other 
than an emergency appropriations bill, 
that was very rapid consideration, and 
I would say in this case rightly so. 

The line-item veto proposal, in one 
form or another, in my view, could be 
a useful tool to help reduce the Federal 
deficit and balance the Federal budget 
and more importantly to bring reform 
to the whole budget process. Indeed the 
line-item veto was part of the so-called 
Contract With America agenda and ini- 
tially being given this kind of expe- 
dited treatment. 

But, Mr. President, the expedited 
treatment of the line-item veto ended 
some time ago. The line-item veto bill 
began to slow and eventually it stalled 
and it remains stalled. The other body 
did not ask for a conference committee 
until mid-May, and it was a month be- 
fore the Senate appointed conferees. 
Until last week the other body had still 
to appoint its own conferees. 

Now, Mr. President, some have sug- 
gested that the failure of the other 
body to appoint conferees in a timely 
manner and the general slowing down 
of the measure was partisan in nature, 
the delay was a deliberate effort by 
leadership to deny President Clinton 
an effective budget tool during this 
very crucial period of time when we 
have to consider appropriations bills 
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and reconciliation and the overriding 
need to balance the budget as soon as 
possible. 

I hope this is not the case. Certainly 
in this body it has to be said that one 
of the leading proponents of the line- 
item veto has been the senior Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], a Repub- 
lican. Now, I know he supports moving 
rapidly on this question and to give 
this President this new authority in 
time to address this year’s budget 
measures. 

It has been my privilege to work with 
Senator MCCAIN on a number of reform 
measures including a number that tar- 
get these very budget practices that 
tend to load up our bills with pork and 
they cannot be eliminated because of 
the lack of a line-item veto. I was espe- 
cially pleased that an amendment we 
offered to the line-item veto bill relat- 
ing to emergency appropriations was 
also included in the Senate version of 
the measure. So this also is dependent 
on moving quickly on the line-item 
veto issue. 

Senator MCCAIN is committed to 
budget reform. And I believe many of 
his Republican colleagues in this body 
share that commitment. I believe that 
they are ready and willing to provide 
President Clinton with the line-item 
veto authority in time to exercise it 
during this budget cycle. 

However, Mr. President, as I noted, it 
was not until last week that the other 
body finally appointed conferees that 
allowed Congress the opportunity to 
come to an agreement on this impor- 
tant issue and give this President, 
President Clinton, the flexibility that 
he needs to shape this Federal budget. 
With the fiscal year almost at an end, 
and work on various appropriations 
bills and reconciliation measures 
scheduled to be completed in the next 
few weeks, this delay in hammering 
out a line-item veto measure may well 
jeopardize our ability to provide Presi- 
dent Clinton with this very important 
additional authority. 

This amendment we are offering 
today speaks to this very issue by ex- 
pressing the sense of the Senate that if 
a new line-item veto authority is cre- 
ated, that this President be able to act 
on that authority on this year’s appro- 
priations measures and this year’s rec- 
onciliation bill. 

This amendment allows Members to 
go on record to refute those who would 
suggest that the line-item delay is par- 
tisan. And in doing so, it also expresses 
clear support to allow the President to 
begin to exercise the kind of specific 
budget pruning that many of us feel is 
а necessary response to the budget 
abuses that do persist in this year's ap- 
propriations bills. Pork did not end in 
this place on November 8. I have a sus- 
picion it increased over the 103d Con- 
gress. 

Just last month, my friend and col- 
league, Senator MCCAIN, who has 
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helped form a number of colleagues 
into a group of pork busters, took to 
the floor and specifically identified a 
number of problems with the fiscal 
year 1996 defense appropriations bill. 
He mentioned an appropriation of $20 
million to fund an unauthorized trans- 
fer of federally owned educational fa- 
cilities on military installations to 
local education agencies. 

He mentioned a transfer that was not 
even reviewed by the Armed Services 
Committee. He mentioned a $1 million 
earmark for the marine and environ- 
mental research and training station, 
also unauthorized, and he mentioned 
that this was contrary to the wishes of 
the Navy. 

Senator MCCAIN also mentioned the 
granting of authority for the Coast 
Guard to draw $300 million from the de- 
fense business operations fund, a new 
authority that I am informed was not 
considered by the Armed Services Com- 
mittee. 

So, Mr. President, there are many ex- 
amples, but these are good examples of 
the kinds of provisions that could and 
should be eliminated with the appro- 
priate application of the line-item 
veto, and there are equally good can- 
didates for line-item veto review by the 
President in other appropriations bills 
as well. 

I do not think any fairminded person 
would suggest that this year’s crop of 
appropriations bills is sufficiently pure 
of budgetary mischief that the line- 
item veto authority should be post- 
poned until next year. There is plenty 
that needs to be taken out now. 

That should be reason enough to act 
on a line-item veto in a timely manner, 
but I also believe there is another, pos- 
sibly more important reason for acting 
quickly, and it goes to the heart of the 
original line-item veto debate. 

Mr. President, I supported the line- 
item veto measure as it passed this 
body, and hope to support a conference 
committee agreement as well, but the 
question is a very close one for me. 

I have deep concerns about the poten- 
tial abuse of an overly expansive line- 
item veto authority. 

In Wisconsin, we have seen the abuse 
of an overly broad veto authority by a 
number of Governors, and it is safe to 
say that no one anticipated the extent 
of those abuses when the line-item veto 
authority was first contemplated. 

The current Governor, Governor 
Thompson, has used the veto authority 
not only to rewrite entire laws, but to 
increase spending and increase taxes. 

In the hands of a President, that kind 
of abusive authority would not only de- 
feat the intent of those who have advo- 
cated expanded veto authority, it could 
well upset the checks and balances so 
carefully designed by the Framers of 
the Constitution. 

That is the potential peril of the line- 
item veto, and I believe it is shared by 
many of my colleagues who supported 
S. 4 as it passed the Senate. 
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If the cynics are right, and the line- 
item veto measure is being deliberately 
stalled to gain partisan advantage by 
denying a Democratic President the 
opportunity to use this new tool, then 
there may be real cause for concern 
about what the end product of the con- 
ference committee will be. 

Partisan political advantage is an ir- 
responsible and reckless basis on which 
to establish this additional authority 
for the President. 

A new line-item veto authority craft- 
ed on such a foundation may well be 
susceptible to being overly broad, and 
one that is subject to Presidential 
abuse when the authority is finally 


granted. 

Instead of fashioning a useful tool to 
help shape a better, leaner budget, a 
line-item veto authority that is driven 
by partisan considerations could dra- 
matically shift the balance of power 
between the legislative and executive 
branches that was so carefully crafted 
by the Framers of the Constitution. 

Mr. President, I very much view our 
amendment as an insurance policy 
against just such a disaster. 

the Republican-controlled con- 
ference committee knows that a Presi- 
dent of the opposing party is to have 
this new expanded authority, they will 
be less likely to structure a line-item 
veto that would allow the kind of abuse 
we have seen in Wisconsin. 

And the taxpayers are doubly win- 
ners. 

First, because a modest line-item 
veto authority will be exercised all the 
sooner. 

And second, because future Presi- 
dents of either party will not become 
backdoor emperors that can dictate to 
Congress. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment, to dem- 
onstrate to cynics that at least this 
body is sincere in its support of a line- 
item veto, and to ensure that this 
year’s budget gets the kind of thorough 
review to which taxpayers are entitled. 

I will conclude by saying that I see 
that the Senator from North Dakota, 
who has been a great leader on this 
issue, is here. I defer to him at this 
point, given the limited time that is 
available. 

Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. А 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, this 
vote is currently scheduled for quarter 
to 1. I ask unanimous consent that the 
vote occur at 10 minutes to 1 and 
that—how much time does the Senator 
from West Virginia desire? 

Mr. BYRD. I would like to have 
about 5 days on it, but since you only 
have 5 minutes, that will be fine. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The Senator from 
West Virginia will have the last 5 min- 
utes before the vote, at which point I 
be recognized to make a motion to 
table. 
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Mr. HARKIN. Reserving the right to 
object, since we have about 20 minutes 
left for debate, I wonder if we can at 
least equally divide whatever time is 
remaining. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I think that will 
be fine, divide the remaining time until 
10 minutes to 1 evenly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, may I 
inquire of the Senator from Iowa if I 
might speak for 5 minutes? 

Mr. HARKIN. How much time do we 
have, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 20 minutes remaining, and each 
side has 10 minutes. 

Mr. HARKIN. I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, it is 
very rare these days that I disagree 
with my friend, the distinguished Sen- 
ator from West Virginia, Senator 
BYRD. I have watched him on the floor, 
and he almost always comes to the 
floor right on the bull’s eye of an issue. 

In this case, however, we have a dis- 
agreement. He will no doubt speak elo- 
quently, as he does, in his opposition to 
the line-item veto, but I reached a dif- 
ferent conclusion on this issue. 

I voted for and supported a line-item 
veto when President Reagan was Presi- 
dent, believing as a Democrat that this 
President, President Reagan, ought to 
have a line-item veto. I felt the same 
way and voted the same way when 
President Bush was President, and I 
feel the same way now that President 
Clinton is President. 

The Senator from Iowa says. Let's 
get moving.” We passed a line-item 
veto bill, the Senate passed a line-item 
veto bill, it is in the Contract With 
America, and yet it has been stalled. 
Why? I assume it has been stalled be- 
cause some folks want to talk about it 
more than they want to do it. They 
prefer that a line-item veto be given to 
a Republican President but not a 
Democratic President. 

Let me describe to you why I think a 
line-item veto might be appropriate for 
the interest of the taxpayers in this 
country. We recently had a Defense bill 
on the floor of the Senate, both an au- 
thorization bill and an appropriations 
bill. If you take a look at the Defense 
bill, No. 1, it spent $7 billion more than 
the Department said they wanted to 
defend this country. In other words, 
the Defense Department said, ‘‘Here 
are our needs for defense purposes,” 
and then the Senate added $7 billion 
more. 

They decided that we should buy 
trucks that the Defense Department 
says we do not need; we should buy 
submarines the Defense Department 
says we do not want; we should buy jet 
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fighter planes that the Defense Depart- 
ment did not ask for. 

And the hood ornament, in my judg- 
ment, on all of the pork that exists in 
these bills, especially that bill, was in 
the Defense authorization bill. Some- 
one wrote in, with no hearings and no 
discussion, that we should buy blimps, 
$60 million to buy blimps in the De- 
fense authorization bill. It apparently 
is the Hindenburg strategy of defense. 
It demonstrates that hot air exists all 
over this town, even in the bowels of 
the Defense authorization bill to spend 
$60 million without a hearing and with- 
out thoughtful discussion to buy 
blimps. 

I speak only as one, but I guess I 
would like to see when the Defense au- 
thorization committee or Appropria- 
tions Committee says, Let's buy 
trucks“ that we do not need, that 
somebody might be able to say, ‘‘Well, 
I’m going to veto that line. There is no 
sense buying trucks we don’t need for 
the military.” 

Or when somebody says, let's buy 
blimps,” without a hearing on why we 
need blimps to defend America, maybe 
someone can get out a veto pen and 
say, I'm sorry, in the interest of the 
American taxpayer, that is something 
we ought not do.“ That is why a line- 
item veto makes sense; you can go into 
those bills and do it. 

In the recent defense bill, they resur- 
rect star wars. They have $300 million 
to build a new star wars project with 
an accelerated deployment in 1999. The 
President says, “Тһаб does not make 
any sense. In my judgment, it is an 
awful waste of the taxpayers’ money.” 
If the President had the line-item veto, 
the President could go into that appro- 
priations bill and just veto the line for 
star wars, veto the line that says, 
“Let’s spend $300 million we don’t have 
to build something we don’t need.” 

I would like the President to have 
that veto power. Why does he not have 
it? Because we have a lot of folks who 
are stalling and foot dragging. They 
talk about the line-item veto, but they 
really do not believe in it. Had they be- 
lieved in it, they would have brought 
that back from conference. 

Mr. President, do you know some- 
thing? They have not even been to con- 
ference—have not even been to con- 
ference. Month after month after 
month they roar and bellow around 
here having press conferences and all 
kinds of charades on the steps of the 
Capitol talking about what they stand 
for, what they fight for. The fact is, 
what they fight for is evident on the 
floor of the Senate and the House. 
They do not fight so hard for the line- 
item veto. Apparently, they are willing 
to pass it and talk about it, but they 
are not ever willing to go to con- 
ference. 

The Senator from Iowa is saying, let 
us get this thing to conference, get it 
back and get it done. If you believe in 
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it, as you say you do, join us, let us fin- 
ish the job. Let us give this President 
the opportunity with the line-item 
veto to write a line through some 
blimps, strike a line through some star 
wars, get rid of some trucks, yes, even 
get rid of a few submarines that this 
country does not need and is now going 
to apparently ask the taxpayers to pay 
for it. 

That is why we should have the line- 
item veto. I hope we adopt the amend- 
ment Senator HARKIN offers. I intend 
to support it. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re- 
mainder of my time. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. How much time do 
I have, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min- 


utes. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I yield 8 minutes 
to the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. MCCONNELL]. 

Mr. President, I was not informed 
that there was about to be a time limi- 
tation on this amendment. I just hap- 
pened to be eating one of those ‘‘coal 
miner’s steaks,” one of those bologna 
sandwiches, downstairs in my office 
when I heard the booming voice of my 
friend from Iowa, Mr. HARKIN, coming 
across the TV screen advocating this 
piece of foolishness. 

I was somewhat surprised that no- 
body had called me to see if I had any 
objections to limiting the time on this 
amendment. I think everybody in the 
Senate, including all the staff, knows 
that I do not enter into time agree- 
ments on line-item veto amendments 
or constitutional amendments to bal- 
ance the budget. 

Nevertheless, the moving finger 
writes; and, having writ, moves оп,” so 
we are limited as to our time. 

I hope that the Senate will table this 
silly amendment and do so with an 
overwhelming vote. Number one, the 
Senate should not be trying to tell the 
other body what it should do. Under 
the Senate rules, Senators on this floor 
are not supposed to criticize any Mem- 
ber of the other body or criticize the 
other body concerning its work. Cer- 
tainly, we are not supposed to attempt 
to instruct, in any way, the other body 
as to how it should act. 

Now, we are going to get ourselves 
into a situation where, in the House, 
they will be making speeches critical 
of the Senate or adopting measures 
that seek to instruct Senate conferees, 
as this amendment would instruct 
House conferees. I think we ought to be 
very careful about floor action or de- 
bate that can disturb the comity be- 
tween the two Houses. 

It works two ways. This rule is a 
good rule. 

Secondly, Mr. President, this is truly 
a political maneuver. I want, as much 
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as anybody, to oppose many of the ef- 
forts being made by Senators on both 
sides of the aisle, and Members on both 
sides of the Capitol, to cut or emas- 
culate vital programs. Some programs 
need to be cut. Some funding programs 
need to be reduced. Some, perhaps, 
need to be eliminated. But I think that 
we are going too far in some of the 
things that are being advocated by the 
party that is now in control of both 
Houses. 

I expect to see the President use his 
veto on occasions when merit would re- 
quire it. I will be among the foremost 
in defending some of the programs that 
stand to be cut or in opposing mis- 
guided policies. As ranking member on 
the Senate Appropriations Committee, 
I am confronted with such problems 
every day. So I am not at all happy 
with some of the actions that are tak- 
ing place around here. 

But this amendment is a political 
move. I do not think it is a very wor- 
thy one. It is never worthy to play pol- 
itics with the Constitution of the Unit- 
ed States. I will say it this way. I have 
great respect for the Senators who are 
advocating this approach. Their inten- 
tions are good. But I must say that I 
am a little surprised at some of those 
who are advocating it. I am under the 
impression that some of the supporters 
of this amendment have been against 
the line-item veto in the past. Yet, now 
they, apparently, are advocating that 
this President be given the line-item 
veto. 

I do not advocate that any President 
be given the line-item veto. I was 
against it when Mr. Reagan was Presi- 
dent. I was against it when Mr. Bush 
was President. Iam against it now that 
Mr. Clinton is President. I do not think 
it is appropriate for us on the Demo- 
cratic side to be against a line-item 
veto when there is a Republican Presi- 
dent in the White House and then to be 
for it when we have a Democrat in the 
White House. It tinkers with the Con- 
stitution and flies in the face of the 
separation of powers, and checks and 
balances, which constitute the very pil- 
lar of our republican system of Govern- 
ment. I think it is a mistake for us on 
the Democratic side to advocate giving 
this President, President Clinton, a 
line-item veto. 

In the final paragraph, the amend- 
ment advocates or proposes that the 
conference report on S. 4 contain lan- 
guage making the provisions of S. 4 ap- 
plicable to the fiscal year 1996 appro- 
priations bills and the 1995 reconcili- 
ation bill—in other words, making it 
retroactive. I think that is a mistake, 
Mr. President. I am sorry that I have 
to come to the floor at this time and 
make these few comments. But I feel so 
deeply about the line-item veto. I 
think it is a surrender of the authori- 
ties and powers of the legislative 
branch to the executive branch. 

I think Members will rue the day if 
the line-item veto ever becomes part of 
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the Constitution or part of the law of 
this land. Frankly, I do not think the 
line-item veto can be given to the 
President by legislation. I think that it 
would require a constitutional amend- 
ment to give the President a line-item 
veto. We cannot change the Constitu- 
tion of the United States by legisla- 
tion—resolution or otherwise. Now, 
this is just а sense-of-the-Senate 
amendment and, therefore, it will not 
have much impact anyhow. However, it 
is the wrong direction in which to 
move. 

Mr. President, Nero, the Roman Em- 
peror who reigned from 54 to 68 A.D., 
was condemned by the Senate. When he 
heard that the Senate had passed a de- 
cree condemning him, he fled. He was 
in the company of one of his servants 
and two or three friends, and they fled 
to a country house, where he sought to 
remain hidden from the Senate. When 
he heard the sound of horses’ feet ap- 
proaching—bearing the Senate-ap- 
pointed enforcers of the execution de- 
cree—he tried to get one of those per- 
sons who were with him to die first so 
as to show him—Nero—how to die, and 
thus give him the courage to die. But 
he had no takers. So when the horses’ 
hooves sounded louder and louder and 
were almost upon him, he put a dagger 
to his throat and said, “1 die shame- 
fully.” 

Mr. President, the day that the Con- 
gress hands to the President the line- 
item veto, the Congress will put a dag- 
ger to its own throat and it will die 
shamefully.” 

I hope that the manager of the bill 
will move to table this iniquitous 
amendment and that it will be tabled 
overwhelmingly. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
will soon move to table the Harkin 
amendment and ask for the yeas and 


nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo- 
tion is not in order until the Senator 
has utilized his time. 

The Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Chair. I un- 
derstand the opposition of the Senator 
from West Virginia, which has been 
long, constant, consistent, and elo- 
quent. I understand that. 

However, I point out that some of the 
words he used, like “foolish” and 
“silly” and all that—I simply point 
out, Mr. President, that on August 1 of 
this year, the Senate passed a similar 
resolution, stating it is the sense of the 
Senate that the Speaker of the House 
should move to appoint conferees on 
S. 4immediately so that the House and 
Senate may resolve their differences on 
this important legislation. 

That resolution passed 83 to 14 in this 
body. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator state 
whether or not it had my vote? 

Mr. HARKIN. Of course, it did not 
have the vote of the Senator from West 
Virginia. I wanted to point out that it 
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was a sense-of-the-Senate resolution. It 
dealt with the Speaker of the House. 
We have done this before many times. 
It passed 83 to 14. I also point out to 
the Senator from West Virginia that 
there was a 30-minute time limit, also, 
on that resolution on August 1. So we 
operated under a 30-minute time limit 
at that time. 

Mr. President, again, this is similar 
to the Dorgan resolution of August 1. It 
passed 83 to 14. 

All we are saying in this resolution 
is, wait a minute, it is time for the 
conferees to meet. 

Now, I have been informed that there 
is maybe tentatively possibly a meet- 
ing on September 27, not that it has 
been published or anything like that. I 
hope that takes place. 

I hope we pass this overwhelmingly 
so that the conferees will get these in- 
structions to meet and to report the 
bill expeditiously back to the Senate 
and the House so that the Senate and 
House can work its will and send this 
on to the President. 

Again as I said, Mr. President, I may 
also have misgivings about line-item 
vetoes, but I think the time has come 
because of the great deficits we are op- 
erating under that we need to give this 
President the line-item veto. 

I could not agree more with the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota when he said 
it just looks as though the majority 
party is trying to hold this up so that 
the President cannot line-item veto 
some of the pork, some of the prof- 
ligate spending, some of the wasteful 
spending, that is in these appropria- 
tions bills. The time to give the Presi- 
dent that power is now. 

This resolution is very similar in 
tone and in verbiage to the resolution 
that passed here on August 1 by 83-14. 
We should not back down. We should 
continue the effort. We should demand 
that the conferees meet. We should get 
this bill before us and give the Presi- 
dent the line-item veto that he needs 
to cut some of the wasteful spending 
out of this bill. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. How much time is 
remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty 
seconds. 

Mr. HARKIN. I yield 30 seconds to 
the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Senator 
from Iowa. I have a lot of misgivings 
about any notion of a constitutional 
amendment for a line-item veto and 
would oppose it. 

However, what passed the Senate was 
a 5-year sunsetted line-item veto. I 
think, obviously, we are going to have 
an experiment with a line-item veto. 
That is going to be the result of this 
Congress. 

The purpose of this amendment is 
not to say that the line-item veto is 
automatically a good idea. But it says 
since we are going to have this experi- 
ment anyway, since that is going to be 
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an outcome of the 104th Congress, get 
on with it, and let this President have 
that opportunity. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to table the amendment, and I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the amendment No. 2725 of- 
fered by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HARKIN]. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KYL). Are there any other Senators іп 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 76, 
nays 24, as follows: 

{Rollcall Vote No. 455 Leg.] 


YEAS—76 
Abraham Glenn Moynihan 
Akaka Gorton Murkowski 
Ashcroft Gramm Murray 
Bennett Grams Nickles 
Bond Grassley Nunn 
Boxer Gregg Packwood 
Brown Hatch Pell 
Bryan Hatfield Pressler 
Bumpers Heflin Pryor 
Burns Helms Reid 
Byrd Hutchison Rockefeller 
Campbell Inhofe Roth 
Chafee Inouye Santorum 
Coats Jeffords Sarbanes 
Cochran Johnston Shelby 
Cohen Kassebaum Simpson 
Conrad Kempthorne Smith 
Coverdell Kyl Snowe 

Levin Specter 

D'Amato Lott Stevens 
DeWine Lugar Thomas 
Dodd Mack Thompson 
Dole McCain Thurmond 
Domenici McConnell Warner 
Faircloth Mikulski 
Frist Moseley-Braun 

NAYS—24 
Baucus Feingold Kerry 
Biden Feinstein Kohl 
Bingaman Ford Lautenberg 
Bradley Graham 
Breaux Harkin Lieberman 
Daschle Hollings Robb 
Dorgan Kennedy Simon 
Exon Kerrey Wellstone 


So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 2725) was agreed to. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was agreed to. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, first let me 
make a general statement. 

As Members on both sides know, we 
are trying to work together so we can 
finish all the appropriations bills by 
next Saturday on the 30th. I do not 
think there will be a Saturday session 
this week because, frankly, some of the 
Members who would have to manage 
the bills are not here. We have not had 
much success in working out that Sat- 
urday session. So I would hope that we 
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can keep the Medicare amendments 
and line-item veto amendments, and 
others, off the bill. But if they have to 
be offered, do not come around next 
week to me and say, Why can’t we go 
home?” So I will just leave it up to 
whatever. We probably will not go 
home in any event because maybe it 
does not make any difference. 
AMENDMENT МО. 2707 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I want to 
make a few comments about the Dole- 
Helms amendment offered yesterday. 
Our amendment will save money, make 
government more efficient, and better 
protect American interests overseas. 
The Foreign Affairs Reinvention Act of 
1995 streamlines and consolidates U.S. 
Foreign Affairs agencies. Our amend- 
ment builds on the hard work by Sen- 
ator HELMS and his staff in their 
months of effort to reduce bureauc- 
racy, and reinvent the international 
agencies for the U.S. Government. 

In July, the Senate considered S. 908, 
the Foreign Relations Revitalization 
Act of 1995. At administration prod- 
ding, Democrats filibustered the bill. 
The Senate fell five votes short of in- 
voking cloture on two successive votes 
on August 1. Because of the lack of 
Democratic willingness to allow con- 
sideration of reorganization legisla- 
tion, I was forced to return S. 908 to 
the Senate Calendar. 

During debate on S. 908, Democrats 
conceded the need for reorganization. 
Senator LIEBERMAN, for example, said: 

Senator Helms and his committee, I say, 
have acted on sound impulse, which is that 
we do need to do a searching reappraisal of 
the way we conduct our foreign policy in the 
post-cold-war era. The committee has pro- 
duced a coherent new architecture for our 
Foreign Affairs agencies. 

Democrats supported reorganization, 
but they expressed concern over Con- 
gress mandating the details of reorga- 
nization. Give the President flexibility 
they said. Senator KERRY of Massachu- 
setts, for example, said: 

All we are suggesting is give the President 
a mandate from the Congress to make the 
cuts, but allow the President to determine 
exactly how they are going to be made. 

Mr. President, that is exactly what 
the Dole-Helms amendment does. 

The amendment requires the Presi- 
dent to submit a plan in 6 months with 
the following guidelines: 

Achieve cost savings of $3 billion 
over 4 years; Abolish at least two of 
three major Foreign Affairs agencies; 
and Specify how the consolidation of 
all personnel and functions will occur. 

The plan is enacted automatically 
within 60 calendar days unless Con- 
gress passes a resolution of dis- 
approval. If the President does not sub- 
mit a plan which meets these guide- 
lines, the three agencies are abolished. 
Finally, transition funds are author- 
ized to allow an orderly transfer. 

So the Helms amendment—it is pri- 
marily Senator HELMS’ amendment; I 
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am very honored to be a cosponsor— 
streamlines bloated bureaucracies and 
eliminates duplication. It increases the 
control of the Secretary of State over 
the conduct of American foreign pol- 
icy. That is why five former Secretar- 
ies of State from Henry Kissinger to 
Jim Baker endorsed Senator HELMS’ 
original effort. The Dole-Helms amend- 
ment also meets the stated concerns of 
Senate Democrats about Presidential 
flexibility in reorganizing Foreign af- 
fairs agencies. 

The scaremongers in the administra- 
tion claim reorganization is a ploy by 
isolationists—some kind of veiled ef- 
fort to help America withdraw from 
the world. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. Our plan is a way to 
better support American engagement 
in the world. Five Secretaries of State 
are not isolationists and would not en- 
dorse a plan that diminished America’s 
ability to protect its global interests. 
After sitting on the budget sidelines all 
year—we have had all this talk about 
line-item vetoes since March; we have 
had this all year long—the administra- 
tion now says funding cuts will imperil 
American diplomacy. Yet the best way 
to avoid deep cuts in programs is to 
save money by reducing duplication 
and by streamlining bureaucracy. I do 
not want to complicate action on Sen- 
ator MCCONNELL’s legislation. Much of 
this plan is consistent with legislation 
proposed by Senator MCCONNELL ear- 
lier this year. 

We have tried to reach agreement 
with other Senators, and I believe the 
Senate should know what offer has 
been made and rejected. Senator KERRY 
yesterday suggested he would support 
an agreement along the following lines: 
Pull the amendment from this bill; 
bring up freestanding legislation which 
requires the President to submit a plan 
abolishing only one agency—only one 
agency; vote after 4 hours of debate; re- 
lease all 15 State Department nominees 
currently on the Executive Calendar; 
resume the normal business of the For- 
eign Relations Committee on nomina- 
tions and treaties. 

Mr. President, that is a very fair 
deal. No one guarantees the outcome of 
the vote or the outcome of the con- 
ference or the eventual fate of any con- 
ference report. Nominees would be con- 
firmed immediately, like today, or 
whenever we had the vote, and more 
would be reported to the Senate. Unfor- 
tunately, after Chairman HELMS indi- 
cated his willingness to accept the 
terms proposed by Senator KERRY, the 
White House said no. One State Depart- 
ment official said. There's nothing іп 
that deal for us.” 

I must say we also made inquiries, I 
made inquiries to the White House, 
saying this seems to be a reasonable 
proposal to me to have all these Am- 
bassadors confirmed, talking about 
eliminating one agency. I thought it 
was a rather reasonable effort. We 
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would do it freestanding. It would have 
to go through the House. The President 
could veto it if he wished. There are all 
kinds of options the President has. 

So it would seem to me that the par- 
tisanship out of the White House and 
State Department does not serve our 
country well and only jeopardizes im- 
portant issues from Ambassadors to 
China, Indonesia, Panama, and other 
critical countries to ratification of the 
START II treaty. 

I do not know if President Clinton 
knows what his advisers turned down 
because he has not been in town much 
the last few weeks, but I do know that 
15 nominees and their families know 
what has happened. They ought to 
know what has happened and they 
ought to know who turned it down. 

I do not know why the Clinton ad- 
ministration would want to keep 
gridlock going on foreign affairs. I do 
not know why they are now afraid of 
the reorganization proposed by Sec- 
retary Christopher earlier this year. I 
hope they quit saying ‘‘no, no, no” and 
begin to engage honestly in the legisla- 
tive process. If they have a 
counteroffer, let us hear it. 

So it would seem to me, if the Presi- 
dent had this information, he would be 
saying, Take the Kerry proposal.” Let 
us set it aside, take it off this bill, and 
have 4 hours of debate. I hope the 
President would weigh in; if not, the 
Vice President, or, if not, somebody in 
the administration. I think we have 
made a lot of agreements around here, 
and I certainly think this is a very rea- 
sonable effort—one agency, freestand- 
ing bill, 4 hours of debate. It has to go 
to the House. The President can veto 
it. The nominees are confirmed imme- 
diately. The other nominations pend- 
ing in the Senate go back through the 
orderly business and come back to the 
floor. 

So I would hope there could be some 
disposition because I know the Senator 
from North Carolina shares the view of 
the Senator from Kentucky. We want 
to get this bill finished. We want to fin- 
ish the bill this evening. Then we want 
to take up the District of Columbia ap- 
propriations, maybe follow that with 
State-Justice—if not, VA/HUD. And 
there is one other one floating around 
out there somewhere, but it is a major 
one. 

So I would just hope that we could 
resolve this issue. I know the manager 
wants to move very quickly. There are 
other relevant amendments. But I 
must say—and this is а relevant 
amendment—if we are going to con- 
tinue to have a lot of amendments that 
have nothing to do with this bill, then 
I do not know what the managers have 
in mind. But hopefully we can com- 
plete action by early this evening. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I 
wanted to just take a moment to offer 
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my congratulations to Senator McCon- 
NELL and Senator LEAHY and the Ap- 
propriations Committee for presenting 
the Senate with a useful and construc- 
tive foreign operations bill. Unlike 
most or many of the foreign and de- 
fense-related bills that have come to 
the Senate floor in this budget cycle, 
this bill tries to be forward looking and 
positions America to continue to play 
an important role in the world. 

The committee, under the leadership 
of Chairman MCCONNELL and the rank- 
ing member, Senator LEAHY, was able 
to work within a tight budget con- 
straint and still find extra funding for 
the truly essential programs for Amer- 
ica in this post-cold-war world. 

Particularly, I would like to point to 
the former Soviet Union and Eastern 
Europe where the committee increased 
funding from the House levels by $125 
million for the NIS assistance and $11 
million for Eastern Europe and the 
Baltic States. Now, of course, it is up 
to the administration to use this 
money on good programs that help the 
people of the NIS, Eastern Europe, and 
the Baltics, and not use this money for 
American consultants. 

The committee also managed to 
squeeze out an extra $37 million to 
combat drug trafficking. 

Mr. President, I note the committee's 
action on international financial insti- 
tutions. Every $1 of U.S. assistance to 
these institutions results in $20 of 
donor support for developing countries. 
So I was very pleased to see the com- 
mittee find almost $200 million over 
the House level. 

These are just a few examples of the 
way Senator MCCONNELL and Senator 
LEAHY and their committee staffs and 
their committee were able to do more 
with less. In light of the overall reduc- 
tion in foreign assistance resources, 
the committee decided to provide the 
administration with a great deal of 
flexibility and reduced the number of 
earmarks. As a strong supporter of the 
international children’s vaccine pro- 
gram, basic education programs and 
primary health care programs for chil- 
dren in developing countries, I would 
urge the administration to use this 
flexibility the committee provided to 
adequately fund these programs. 

Again, Mr. President, I would like to 
offer my congratulations on a job well 
done to Chairman MCCONNELL and his 
ranking member, Senator LEAHY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the dis- 
tinguished majority leader said he 
would be back in a moment. I know 
Senator HELMS was here a minute ago. 

I would like to make sure the RECORD 
accurately reflects where we have trav- 
eled with respect to possible agree- 
ments or nonagreements. I thought 
that Senator DOLE made a very fair 
summary of most of the journey that 
the discussions have traveled. But I 
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think there is one incorrect judgment 
made, and that is whether or not I had 
at any time signed off on what was a 
negotiation in progress, and in fact as 
part of the negotiation we had pro- 
posed that the START treaty be per- 
mitted to come to the floor of the Sen- 
ate, and that was not mentioned as a 
component, or one of the ingredients 
that we were waiting to hear back on. 
And so we never had reached any kind 
of final agreement. 


It is true that I did say that reducing 
it to the one Agency abolition would 
suit me because that was in keeping 
with an amendment that I had pro- 
posed in the committee itself. But with 
respect to our ability to move forward 
here and now, there were other ele- 
ments under discussion at that time, 
and I think appropriately. For in- 
stance, the unanimous-consent request 
of the Senator from North Carolina 
suggested 4 hours on the bill itself as a 
freestanding bill, but it allowed по 
amendments. And we had a number of 
Members on our side who were obvi- 
ously, as I think anybody would be 
here, concerned about this thing being 
presented fait accompli without the 
ability to be able to amend it. 


So that was also under discussion at 
the time, and we never had any cloture 
with respect to this. In fact, I have 
never had any sort of final conversa- 
tion with either Senator HELMS or his 
staff. Now, it is also true, however, 
that the administration did signal back 
directly to Senator DOLE as well as to 
Senator HELMS that some form of 
whatever was under discussion was not 
acceptable, and that І ат aware of, and 
that message was indeed conveyed. 


Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield 
for a point? 


Mr. KERRY. I am happy to yield. 


Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate the points my friend and col- 
league from Massachusetts is making. 


I just wanted to ask my colleague 
from Massachusetts as well if he would 
not agree with me, having listened to 
the majority leader, with all due re- 
spect, talk about the families of these 
nominees who are now being held up 
because we do not agree to this formu- 
lation he has presented, that it was in 
fact the very holds that were put on 
those nominations—this is almost Oc- 
tober—back in July. If we are going to 
express sympathy for these families of 
the nominees, let us not try to blame 
the Clinton administration or Demo- 
crats here who have a legitimate sub- 
stantive disagreement over an impor- 
tant substantive point where all these 
nominations are being held up because 
we do not agree with it. The very holds 
were placed by the majority on those 
nominees, and if the families want to 
be upset, they ought to be asking the 
people who put the holds on those 
nominations, not blaming Democrats 
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or the administration for their unwill- 
ingness to agree to something that sub- 
stantively has some profound implica- 
tions. Does my colleague not agree? 

Mr. KERRY. I do agree. I think the 
Senator is absolutely correct, that the 
business of the committee has obvi- 
ously been wrapped up almost entirely 
in the effort to try to ram this 
through. 

And one of the things that concerned 
a great many of us—I think the distin- 
guished chairman knows this because I 
expressed it to him personally and in 
private conversations—was the sense 
that there was not really a bipartisan 
effort to try to mold the bill. It was a 
bill created, and that at a subsequent 
point we only entered into last-minute 
negotiations before the markup. And I 
said that to the Senator at the time. 

Now, I would like to say to the chair- 
man, I would like to see if we could 
find some measure of agreement here. I 
am prepared to move forward on the 
one-agency abolition that I talked 
about previously. I am not backing 
down on that. 

But the other components of my 
amendment had a different sum of 
money in them. Now, the Senator is 
looking for $3 billion. And my amend- 
ment, which he keeps suggesting that 
he is embracing, had a $2 billion sav- 
ings. And there is a very strong reason 
for that. I mean, in the last decade the 
appropriations for function 150 have de- 
clined by $15.6 billion constant. They 
have gone from $36.8 to $21.2 billion in 
1995. And under the budget resolution, 
the discretionary function, 150 plum- 
mets from $17.1 billion in budget au- 
thority down to $15.1 billion in 1999 and 
$14.7 billion by the year 2002. So we 
have gone from $36.8 billion down to 
$14.7 billion by the year 2002. 

There is nobody examining the var- 
ious functions that are effected who 
cannot suggest that this is not going to 
have just, you know, a gargantuan im- 
pact in the capacity of this country to 
affect its foreign policy around the 
world. 

Now, I am prepared—certainly speak- 
ing just for myself, this Senator—if we 
could—in fact, yesterday in the last 
discussion that we had we suggested 
that there was some problems with the 
numbers. And we wanted to try to 
come closer to the House structure on 
numbers. 

Now, I believe that if we were to em- 
brace the House structure on numbers, 
we could conceivably proceed forward. 
But there did not even seem to be a re- 
sponse to that. So we had no sense of 
whether or not that might be possible. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Will the Senator 
from Massachusetts yield? 

Mr. KERRY. I will be happy to yield. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Does the Senator 
from Massachusetts support the under- 
lying bill? 

Mr. KERRY. Apart from this? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Yes. Would you 
like to see it become law? 
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Mr. KERRY. I think the rest of the 
bill 546, generally speaking, acceptable. 

. MCCONNELL. One of the con- 
digas I have is the Vice President indi- 
cated to me yesterday in conversation 
that the President is going to veto this 
bill if the Helms amendment on reorga- 
nization is in this bill. 

Now, I personally support, in con- 
cept, what the Senator from North 
Carolina is trying to do. 

What I am mystified by is why it is 
not possible, on the assumption that 
my friend from Massachusetts and 
other Democrats support this bill, why 
it is not possible to reach an agreement 
that would take this issue off of this 
bill and have it dealt with free stand- 
ing. It seems to me іб serves 
everybody’s interest, the Senator from 
North Carolina, the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts. Certainly it serves my in- 
terest, because I would like to see this 
bill become law. 

І am mystified as to why we are not 
able to work out an agreement, par- 
ticularly since the Senator from North 
Carolina generally offered to allow— 
how many nominees? 

Mr. HELMS. All of them. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. All of them, what- 
ever nominees may be currently pend- 
ing in the Foreign Relations Commit- 
tee to go forward. I am stunned that we 
cannot reach an agreement here be- 
cause it seems to me the agreement 
that has been suggested serves every- 
one’s interest. 

Mr. KERRY. Well, I know that the 
Senator from Kentucky is not easily 
stunned. So I understand that this 
must be one of those major legislative 
brouhahas. But I am not sure that it 
really is. I do not think it is that stu- 
pefying. At this moment in the legisla- 
tive process, a consolidation in a for- 
mat that the administration does not 
accept at a level of reduction that the 
administration does not accept is not 
going anywhere. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Right. 

Mr. KERRY. But if, merely because 
the chairman holds up all the nomina- 
tions, and then attaches himself to a 
bill that his colleagues on his side of 
the aisle want very badly, all of a sud- 
den we on this side of the aisle are sup- 
posed to give up our legislative prerog- 
ative and reward the holding of hostage 
of all of these ambassadors with the 
creation of a legislative agenda that is 
totally contrary to the administra- 
tion’s interests, I do not find it very 
puzzling why people would oppose that. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Would the Senator 
viet 


Mr. KERRY. Yes. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. You would not be 
giving up a thing. Presumably, as a 
freestanding measure, the President 
would veto it and it would not become 
law. You would not have lost a thing. 
All you would have allowed is the un- 
derlying bill to become law. 

Mr. KERRY. That is not, in fact, ac- 
curate, because I think, as the Senator 
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well knows, there is a world of dif- 
ference whether or not colleagues are 
asked to vote on a motion to table and 
whether or not they have to vote to 
sustain a veto of the President, No. 1. 
That is just No. 1. 

No. 2, it seems to me that there is 
also a world of difference as to whether 
or not we should give up our legislative 
prerogatives, which at this point are 
shared by many that is sort of a one- 
sided, rather heavy-handed effort to 
drive home simply one point of view. 

I mean, usually—let me give you an 
example. Last year we jointly worked 
on this. We sat down and worked on 
every aspect of the authorization bill 
together. It came to the floor. And I 
think we passed one of the first author- 
izations in a record amount of time. 

This year, under a new regime, none 
of those sorts of preliminary discus- 
sions ever took place. We wound up 
with every single Democratic member 
of the committee voting against this 
bill even coming to the floor. So here 
we are with a not even marginally bi- 
partisan effort now being presented to 
us in a way that requires us to give it 
freestanding life that it does not have 
on its own. 

Now, if the Senator from North Caro- 
lina, which I am very happy to do—I 
am prepared to vote for some consoli- 
dation requirements. I am prepared to 
vote for a one-agency abolition re- 
quirement. But the Senator seems 
completely unwilling even to embrace 
the notion that we would move closer 
to the structure of the House on num- 
bers or we could agree to have the 
START treaty come to the floor. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I object 
to the thrust of the Senator’s com- 
ments. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts has the floor. 

Mr. KERRY. I have always been will- 
ing to yield, by an appropriate request, 
to a colleague. 

I would be happy to yield. 

Mr. HELMS. No. I thank the Senator 
for his generosity, but I want the floor 
in my own right before I begin to dis- 
cuss what the real facts are. 

When the Senator is ready to yield 
the floor, I want the floor. 

Mr. KERRY. Well, let me ask the 
Senator from North Carolina, if I may. 
I would ask the Senator, is it not a fair 
representation on my part that the 
committee amendment that I рго- 
posed—that the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts proposed, embraced the notion 
of the $2 billion reduction as well as a 
one-agency abolition? 

Mr. HELMS. That is correct. That 
part of it is correct, yes. 

Mr. KERRY. So it is correct then 
that the Senator is appropriately rep- 
resenting that there has always been a 
difference in the amount of money that 
we have been willing to embrace as ap- 
propriate for a mandated reduction. 


26074 


Mr. HELMS. But the amount in ques- 
tion depends on which of the conversa- 
tions the Senator is referring to. 

Mr. KERRY. Well, let me ask the 
Senator—— 

Mr. HELMS. With all due respect, 
Senator, you have been all over the 
map with what you have been saying. 

Mr. KERRY. I am happy to have it 
right out in the open. I want it to be 
very clear to everybody, then there 
cannot be any question about any con- 
versation. 

Is it not also fair to say that I men- 
tioned yesterday that we were more іп- 
terested in the House numbers than in 
the ones that the Senator from North 
Carolina was proposing? 

Mr. HELMS. Well, I understand that 
you said that to my able assistant 
here. You did not say it to me. 

Mr. KERRY. I did not say to the Sen- 
ator when we were standing by the 
cloak room door that I was interested 
in some numbers, and that the Senator 
then left the conversation and left us 
to discuss it as he went into the cloak- 
room? 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, perhaps 
the Senator will yield some time for 
me to discuss the very point he is mak- 
ing? 

Mr. KERRY. Well, I will in one mo- 
ment. I do not want to keep the floor. 
Mr. HELMS. I need only 30 seconds. 

Mr. KERRY. I would be happy to. 

Mr. HELMS. Now, we checked on 
that very point, with everybody associ- 
ated with me, on the issue of numbers. 
House versus Senate, it was an issue 
raised by the Senator from Massachu- 
setts very late in the day after I had 
acceded to your first suggestion. Yes, 
but very late in the conversation and 
day. The Senator kept stipulating addi- 
tional things, but the Senator did not 
discuss the issue of numbers with the 
Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. KERRY. Let me say to my 
friend, because I think these kinds of 
dealings are very important and I do 
not want the Senator from North Caro- 
lina to feel somehow this was a moving 
target. The Senator from Massachu- 
setts recalls having—— 

Mr. HELMS. That is precisely what 
it is, a moving target. 

Mr. KERRY. Beg your pardon? 

Mr. HELMS. The Senator has been a 
moving target from the very beginning. 

Mr. KERRY. Let me say to my friend 
from North Carolina, there was a con- 
versation over here with Senator 
LEAHY, and we subsequently engaged in 
a conversation. I do not think I had 
any late-in-the-day conversations at 
all yesterday. The entire discussion 
was in the morning and in the early 
afternoon. I came over immediately 
and said to your able assistant that 
there were concerns by other Senators 
being expressed, and those concerns en- 
tailed whether or not we could get the 
full agenda of the committee liberated, 
and I specifically mentioned not just 
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the START treaty but also the CWC 
treaty. 

We were told the CWC treaty was out 
of the question, but the START treaty 
we would see. I never personally had a 
response with respect to the START 
treaty, and I do know that the admin- 
istration in between that had some 
conversations and made it clear to the 
Senator that the numbers were simply 
unacceptable. 

It seems to me that the key here is 
to try to see whether or not we could 
get an agreement on the numbers. I 
think we have an agreement on the 
rest of the framework. I am prepared to 
vote for a consolidation requirement— 
always have been; I was in the commit- 
tee. But the issue is whether we are 
going to do it under a stricture of num- 
bers that are so draconian that we are 
leaving no discretion and no capacity 
for the Department itself to operate 
properly. 

And facing that, it is not inappropri- 
ate for us to be concerned about creat- 
ing a freestanding entity that then 
could go over to the House—for in- 
stance, it could go to the House, and it 
could then be attached to the author- 
ization bill in the House. The author- 
ization bill could be what comes back, 
and we are faced with sort of this same 
round robin, unless there is some meet- 
ing of the minds 

Mr. President, I will be happy to see 
if we can engage in some discussion on 
that. In the meantime, I am prepared 
to yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the ex- 
changes on this floor sometimes may 
sound a little more heated than they 
really are. My reaction to some of the 
things that have been said is more 
amusement than anything else. 

It is a fact that Senator PELL did not 
want to manage the State Department 
reorganization bill offered by the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina and approved 
by every Republican Senator. 

It is also true that three Senators on 
the Democrat side came to me and told 
me what a great bill this was. In addi- 
tion to that, I do not think the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY], will 
object to my mentioning the conversa- 
tion we had at a dinner sponsored by 
the Senate wives. He came over to the 
table where Dorothy Helms and I were 
seated with others, and said, That's a 
great bill. I want to help you with it 
any way І сап.” 

I did not realize, until Senator PELL, 
my good friend, one of the kindest, 
most gentle men I have ever known, 
advised me that Senator KERRY was his 
designee to oppose my bill, and I think 
Senator PELL will verify what I have 
just said. 

Mr. PELL. Will the Senator yield for 
one correction? 

Mr. HELMS. Certainly. 

Mr. PELL. I yielded to the Senator 
from Massachusetts not to oppose but 
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to manage the bill. There is a dif- 
ference. 

Mr. HELMS. All right, I accept that. 
I understood it the other way. But if 
the Senator remembers it that way, 
that is fine. I have no quarrel with Sen- 
ator PELL. He is a thoroughbred gen- 
tleman. Always has been, always will 
be. 
The moment that we began discus- 
sion of the State Department reorga- 
nization bill, which by the way, Mr. 
President, let me reiterate, five former 
Secretaries of State came before the 
committee or wrote to the committee, 
or both, and say, in effect, this is the 
greatest thing since sliced bread, it 
needs to be done. As soon as the mark- 
up, as we call it, began, there was one 
protest, one suggestion after another. I 
do not know how many times the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts 
and I went to the back room. We re- 
cessed the committee; he would make a 
proposition, and I would agree to it. 

Then someone would insist on an- 
other concession, and another and 
there would always be something else, 
another suggested concession. And that 
is the way it has been on this floor 
each time legislation comes up regard- 
ing State Department reorganization. 

The truth of the matter is, Mr. Presi- 
dent, the State Department does not 
like this bill—well, half of the State 
Department. You would be surprised, 
Mr. President, at how many State De- 
partment people tell us privately that 
they want this bill. The opposition 
from the bureaucrats has been vocifer- 
ous because they do not want to lose 
their well-paying positions. 

Here you have, for example, the 
Agency for International Development, 
the foreign aid giveaway program, if 
you please, which has lobbied every- 
body in sight. They had a session down 
at the National Press Club where they 
engaged in personal ridicule. Brian At- 
wood for example said. Well, HELMS 
drew up his reorganization plan on the 
back of an envelope.” 

Immediately the media came to me: 
“Did you hear what Brian Atwood 
said?” 

“Well, yes, I did,” I acknowledged. 

“What is your response?” 

I said, “Abraham Lincoln did pretty 
well on the back of an envelope. I hope 
I do one-tenth as well.” 

That is the way it has been. 

The Vice President is in charge of re- 
inventing Government and has done so 
with much fanfare. He pledged that 
“we are going to do this, and we are 
going to do that.” I myself talked with 
the Vice President on the telephone 
and said, “Мг. Vice President, let’s 
work together on this thing.’’ All we 
got was a little bit of doubletalk and to 
this day—to this day—not one scintilla 
has come from the reinventing office. I 
will tell you what they reinvented up 
there, or down there. They have re- 
invented a horse and buggy, and that is 
about all. 
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Senator KERRY came on the floor 
back in July—July 31. There was a con- 
certed effort from the Democrats: 
“Don’t vote for cloture,” they intoned, 
including the three Senators—four 
Senators actually—who told me what a 
great bill it was. But not one Demo- 
crat, except the distinguished ranking 
member of the committee, voted for 
cloture. And I do not want to speak for 
Senator PELL, I believe I am correct in 
my understanding that he has never 
voted for cloture. There was a phalanx 
of opposition. They were not going to 
allow it to be voted on because they do 
not want to trim down the bureauc- 
racy, they do not want to cut foreign 
aid, and I would not yield to demands 
that we bring down our bill to the 
point that it was absolutely meaning- 
less. 

Now, we have moved from abolishing 
three agencies to abolishing two agen- 
cies to abolishing one. I believe Sen- 
ator KERRY has already acknowledged 
that this is the case. My recollection is 
that he accepted the $3 billion savings 
provision when I offered my propo- 
sition—one agency abolition. 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield 
for one point? 

Mr. HELMS. Yes, briefly. 

Mr. KERRY. The Senator said he ac- 
cepted the $3 billion. The $3 billion was 
originally in his bill. We proposed $2 
billion. So nothing was accepted. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, when we 
agreed to move it to one agency—I will 
ask the Senator what he recalls he said 
yesterday about the amount of money? 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I say to 
my friend that what I said—his able 
aide, Steve, was there at the time. We 
were interested in trying to see if we 
could use the structure of the House 
numbers, because under that structure 
we felt there was sufficient discretion 
within the capacity of the administra- 
tion to do the consolidating that would 
be required. It seems to me that given 
the fact that we know we are going to 
wind up in a conference anyway, and 
the House has a position, it was a rea- 
sonable proposal to try to make in the 
spirit of cooperation. His staff in- 
formed me, Mr. President, at that time 
that there was a contingency fund con- 
tained within the Helms legislation of 
about $125 million, and that that fund 
ought to be able to be sufficient to 
take care of some of the concerns of 
the administration because it had 
flexibility. 

So I then went back to examine that, 
but found, in fact, that there are other 
problems presented because the money 
is not there. So you have a serious 
problem if the money is, in fact, not 
there, No. 1. And we never actually got 
back to a further conversation. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I cannot 
yield for the Senator to make a speech. 
Mr. KERRY. I am trying to explain. 

Mr. HELMS. Please, Senator. There 
is no money in this amendment, none. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


So on what does the Senator base his 
conversation about that? 

Mr. KERRY. To answer the question, 
the Senator is absolutely correct. 
There is no money in his amendment. 

Mr. HELMS. That is not what the 
Senator has been saying. 

Mr. KERRY. The money is in the ap- 
propriations bill, but it is not in the 
appropriations bill in the amount that 
the money is in the Senator’s amend- 
ment. So for us to accept his staff's 
word that because it is authorized, 
somehow the problem goes away, is in- 
correct. The problem remains because 
the appropriators have not given us the 
money. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, maybe 
we are getting somewhere. I think be- 
fore this exchange with the distin- 
guished Senator from Massachusetts 
began, he said something to the effect, 
“perhaps we can get together.” Is that 
what the Senator said? 

Mr. KERRY. I am always prepared to 
try to see if we can work things out. 

Mr. HELMS. All right. Let us see how 
far the Senator is willing to go. May I 
ask the Senator if he is suggesting a 
reduction in the $3 billion savings as 
required in the amendment? 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I have 
suggested an alternative figure. 

Mr. HELMS. I did not understand the 
response. 

Mr. KERRY. That is affirmative. We 
have suggested an alternative figure 
and structure. 

Mr. HELMS. Well, there is only one 
figure. There is only one figure in the 
amendment. Do you want to go to $2.7 
million in savings as a compromise? 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, first of 
all, I would love to put in a quorum 
call and have a moment to talk to my 
friend and see if we can work through 
it. Again, let me outline what we have 
suggested as a fair approach. We would 
like to know a date certain that the 
START Treaty could come to the floor 
and have a vote. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I cannot 
allow my friend to take off on a rhetor- 
ical gambit. I did not mention the 
START Treaty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina has the floor. 

Mr. HELMS. The Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts knows as well as anybody 
that neither of us can set the date for 
a START Treaty in this bill or in this 
amendment. The leadership will set 
that date, not Senator KERRY, not 
JESSE HELMS, not in this legislation 
and not in the amendment. 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. HELMS. If I know the answer, I 
will, yes. 

Mr. KERRY. I know the Senator 
knows the answer to this because he 
taught most of us how to do it. That is, 
through a unanimous-consent request, 
when there is this kind of a legislative 
impasse, you can accomplish anything 
on the Senate floor; is that not true? 
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Mr. HELMS. Well, yes, but agree- 
ments involving the scheduling of trea- 
ties has happened on either side. The 
Senator knows what he is doing when, 
at the last minute, as another feature 
of his compromise, he wants to stipu- 
late when the START Treaty will 
start. 

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 

Mr. HELMS. I have the floor, do I 
not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has the floor. 

Mr. HELMS. Let me tell you the po- 
sition the Democrats are in and the ad- 
ministration is in. They moan and 
groan about the Ambassadors being 
held up. They remind me of the fellow 
who shot his mother and father and 
then asked the court for mercy because 
he was an orphan. They have delib- 
erately blocked consideration of the 
original State Department reorganiza- 
tion bill, beginning on the first day of 
debate. 

Who was the Senator whom they 
brought in for 2 hours 12 minutes? The 
distinguished senior Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts, who wanted to talk about 
the minimum wage. For the past 2 
years, during his chairmanship of the 
relevant Senate committee, the senior 
Senator from Massachusetts did not 
even mention minimum wage. 

So, obviously, a filibuster began at 
the beginning. The instructions had 
been handed down. And, yes, I am per- 
fectly willing to clear the deck and 
clear all of the Ambassadors and all 
the rest of it to the extent I am able to. 
But I cannot speak for the majority 
leader, BOB DOLE, and I will not, or for 
the minority leader, to work out to 
their satisfaction. 

Let me state a few things that I will 
be willing to do. If the Senator from 
Massachusetts wants to present, rep- 
resenting the majority of his side, a re- 
duction in the $3 billion savings re- 
quired in the amendment, we will talk 
about it. I want to know how much re- 
duction they want in the savings. But I 
will tell you one thing, Mr. President; 
the American people want at least $3 
billion saved in the foreign aid give- 
away. That is the meat of the coconut. 
That is what the Democrats oppose. 
That is what Brian Atwood is opposing. 

Somewhere in these discussions, I am 
going to bring up the arrangement by 
the Agency for International Develop- 
ment to move into a sort of Taj Mahal, 
at $55 per square foot. It is going to 
cost—in the bill there is about $40 mil- 
lion just for moving expenses for the 
Agency for International Develop- 
ment—the foreign aid giveaway pro- 
gram which, by the way, began as one 
of those Federal temporary programs. 
Mr. President, there is nothing so close 
to eternal life as a temporary Federal 
bureaucracy. This is a demonstration 
of it. That is the reason they are fight- 
ing so hard. I have never seen such lob- 
bying. Wendy Sherman, a nice lady, 
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has absolutely reached the ultimate in 
ferocity in campaigning against this 
legislation from the very beginning. 

She is good at what she does. I ac- 
knowledge that. I have told her so. 

The fight is about whether the U.S. 
Senate and the U.S. Congress is going 
to do what the people demanded in last 
year’s election, and that is to cut Fed- 
eral spending. One of the top things on 
the minds of 80 percent of the Amer- 
ican people is cutting foreign aid. 

That is the problem with this bill. 
That is the reason we keep getting this 
stone stew sort of a thing. 

I see the distinguished Chaplain of 
the U.S. Senate sitting there, our good 
friend, Dr. Ogilvie. I related to him the 
story about the farmer who had a visi- 
tor one day who claimed he could make 
a delicious stew out of a stone, water, 
and nothing more. 

His friend said, “І want to see you do 
it.” So he got a stone, put it іп a pot 
of water. He said to his friend. This 
would be a better stew if you had a few 
carrots іп it.“ So his friend got a few 
carrots. “And it would be better if it 
had a few beans, beef,“ and added var- 
ious other ingredients. In the end, his 
stone stew was tasty. 

That is the way our dear friend from 
Massachusetts negotiates. He comes 
and says, We will do this but it needs 
more of that. How about more of some- 
thing else?’’ I agree but it doesn’t come 
to an end. This happened in committee, 
as well as here on the floor yesterday. 

Then he said, Well, you have to do 
this, too.“ I have tried to be accommo- 
dating. From three agencies to two 
agencies to one agency. See? Then Sen- 
ator KERRY comes back and he ends up 
requesting the great big piece of roast 
beef, that is something that he knows 
I cannot do. That is to guarantee when 
the START treaty is going to be con- 
sidered by the Senate. That is his coup 
de’tat, the way to kill any hope of any 
negotiation. 

Now, I will accept the Senator's 
statement as his word. His word is his 
bond. If he wants to sit down in good 
faith and specify what he is willing to 
do, Iam willing to work with him. 

Now, I have been provided with some 
figures. The moving of the quarters of 
the Agency for International Develop- 
ment for fiscal year 1994 and 1995 at a 
cost to the taxpayers of $14 million. 
That is just the move. In fiscal year 
1996 it will cost another $17 million. 
For fiscal year 1997, another $9 million. 
This little temporary agency that 
started way back yonder is going to 
take 3 years to move, one bureaucratic 
mess to the Taj Mahal at $55 a square 
foot. 

Anyway, let me say again for the 
RECORD, I will not debate further with 
the Senator from Massachusetts, if he 
decides to sit down and negotiate in 
good faith, and specify what he is will- 
ing to do and stick by it, he has a deal. 
I will either accept it or reject it in 
equally good faith. 
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I yield the floor. 

Ms. SNOWE. I thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

I certainly want to join in this dis- 
cussion because I think it is critical as 
chair of the Subcommittee on Inter- 
national Operations in this Senate, and 
I have been the ranking member of the 
same subcommittee in the House of 
Representatives for the last 10 years. 

It is surprising to hear the tenor of 
this debate here today about the con- 
solidation proposal. 

First of all, I think it should be un- 
derstood that the administration never 
submitted a State Department author- 
ization, which is a first, at least to my 
knowledge and with the experience I 
have had on that subcommittee for the 
last 10 years, there has never been a 
case where the President has not sub- 
mitted his own proposals with respect 
to the State Department authoriza- 
tion. 

This consolidation issue is not some- 
thing that just developed in recent 
days or weeks. In fact, it was first ini- 
tiated by the current Secretary of 
State, Warren Christopher, back in 
January, only to be rejected by the 
President. 

Interestingly enough, the Secretary 
of State’s proposal for consolidating 
the State Department and the other 
agencies that we are referring to today, 
by Chairman HELMS, pretty much ap- 
proximates what this consolidation 
proposal is all about. 

In response to Secretary Chris- 
topher’s proposal and in rejecting it by 
the administration, on January 26, 
Vice President GORE issued a press re- 
lease announcing the second phase of 
the national performance review. ‘‘It is 
anticipated that the overall review of 
international affairs programs and 
agencies will result in savings of at 
least $5 billion over 5 years and a sub- 
stantially enhanced capacity to deliver 
more effective programs overseas and 
provide value to the American tax- 
рауегв.” 

I remind my colleagues that the ad- 
ministration and, indeed, the Vice 
President, proposed $5 billion over 5 
years. This consolidation proposal is 
referring to $3 billion over 4 years. The 
$3 billion was determined by the Budg- 
et Committee, but it is less than what 
the administration proposed for con- 
solidating and cutting within the State 
Department and its related agencies. 

I think the bottom line here is that 
the administration, the President on 
down—and what we are hearing today 
and is reflected in the comments made 
by the Senator from Massachusetts—is 
that they do not want any consolida- 
tion proposal. 

I should remind you we started out 
consolidating three agencies, and the 
Senator from Massachusetts and I had 
a number of conversations. In fact, we 
had hearings at the subcommittee level 
and at the full committee level. This is 
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an issue that has been discussed 
throughout this year. 

The President does not want a con- 
solidation proposal. We started out 
with three agencies to be merged into 
the State Department. Chairman 
HELMS recommended yesterday that we 
will take two agencies. 

In fact, the Senator from Massachu- 
setts, before the committee, had rec- 
ommended one agency for consolidat- 
ing and merging to State Department. 
In fact, Chairman HELMS said he would 
accept that. Now we are down from 
three to two to one, and we are still 
not able to reach an agreement. 

Yes, it should not be on this bill. We 
hoped we could complete the State De- 
partment authorization bill. That 
should have been done long before the 
recess. In fact, it was here on the floor, 
but it was clear we were not making 
any progress, that a stalemate had oc- 
curred because of this consolidation 
proposal. 

So really that is what it is all about, 
that the President does not want to 
consolidate these agencies. The Presi- 
dent will not even submit a plan to tell 
us how we reach this goal of $3 billion 
or tell us where he stands on anything 
other than opposing consolidation. He 
does not even put forward his own pro- 
posals. 

So we have to move forward because 
the American people deserve to have a 
more innovative approach to the prob- 
lems we are facing. They certainly de- 
serve to have consolidation and savings 
within the State Department. We want 
to do it on a reasonable basis. I think 
going from three agencies to consoli- 
date to two, to one is a very fair com- 
promise. It is more than compromising. 
Yet we do not seem to be making any 
progress. 

Over this last year we were told time 
and again, ‘‘We want to work with you 
to produce an agreement.” We started 
out last winter, we had our hearings, 
we had more hearings because they 
said they needed to examine this issue 
further. And I say that is fair because 
this is serious business. We do not take 
this consolidation lightly. We do not 
say we have all the right answers with 
respect to this proposal. Clearly we 
could not be that far off the mark since 
Secretary of State Warren Christopher 
proposed essentially the same proposal 
for consolidating. 

Then it came to the committee 
markup, and the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts did propose an alternative at 
the last minute but we said again 
Let's work before we go to the floor." 

We went to the floor and nothing 
happened. It went on and on, and it was 
clear we had to move on to other sub- 
jects pending before the Senate. So 
here we are now on the appropriations 
bill. 

What we would like to know is, how 
do we move beyond this so we can re- 
solve this question, complete the State 
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Department authorization, and also do 
what we need to do with respect to sav- 
ings? We have to achieve $3 billion in 
savings, and that is the issue here. I 
cannot believe that the President 
would oppose consolidation within the 
State Department. There are five 
former Secretaries of State and two 
former National Security Advisers who 
have endorsed this proposal. That rep- 
resents many years of experience with 
respect to foreign relations. 

I cannot believe we would just sys- 
tematically reject out of hand the idea 
of consolidation. At a time when we 
are driving to balance the budget over 
the next 7 years, we are saying we are 
not going to do it with respect to the 
State Department and related agen- 
cies. A proposal was put forward—come 
your way, down to one agency—and we 
have still yet to make any progress. 

I think that is regrettable. I cer- 
tainly have not experienced this in all 
the years in which I have addressed 
this issue. Believe me, we had many 
contentious issues with previous ad- 
ministrations on the State Depart- 
ment, but we were able to resolve 
them. At the very least, we had a 
President who was willing to submit a 
proposal. This President has not. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? The Senator from 
Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am con- 
cerned that we have a proposal to re- 
form U.S. foreign affairs agencies on 
this bill. It is a major proposal. It re- 
structures the way we administer our 
foreign aid programs. It merges most 
foreign affairs functions into the De- 
partment of State. 

The reason I am concerned is it is in 
this bill. This is an appropriations bill. 
We have had a lot of hearings on appro- 
priations. We had a lot of hearings on 
where we spend money on everything 
from the security interests of the Unit- 
ed States abroad to how we help in hu- 
manitarian programs. We have not had 
hearing one on how we might rewrite, 
in the appropriations bill, a formal 
change in our whole foreign policy ap- 
paratus. 

If we are going to have that debate, 
we have an excellent Foreign Relations 
Committee. They can bring an author- 
ization bill to the floor. They have 
once. Bring one down, get it passed. 
That is where it should be. But to sud- 
denly take the appropriations bill—not 
even the State Department appropria- 
tions bill, but the foreign operations 
appropriations bill—and say let us re- 
write the Department of State and our 
whole foreign policy apparatus, that 
makes very, very little sense to me. 

It would be like saying we are going 
to take the District of Columbia appro- 
priations bill and while we are doing it, 
let us redo the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development. Because, after 
all, the District of Columbia is an 
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urban area and the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development han- 
dles urban matters. It is about that re- 
lated. To do it here, simply because the 
Senate rejected attempts to do it in an- 
other guise, does not make much sense 
to me. 

I have long advocated better coordi- 
nation among the executive branch 
agencies and foreign policymaking. I 
have done that in both Democrat and 
Republican administrations because 
both Democrat and Republican admin- 
istrations have had problems in such 
coordination. But I think the proposal 
we see here would result in U.S. na- 
tional interests being less well, not 
better, served. 

Why is the Foreign Agriculture Serv- 
ice administered by the Department of 
Agriculture, not by the State Depart- 
ment? Because farmers know they can 
count on USDA to represent their in- 
terests better than the Department of 
State. And all experiences have proven 
that. 

Why, 15 years ago, did we take the 
commercial function away from the 
State Department and create a foreign 
commercial service in the Department 
of Commerce? It was because State had 
for years neglected export promotion. 
They would sacrifice export interests 
to foreign policy priorities. They treat- 
ed their own commercial officers as 
second-class employees, and it was be- 
cause the American business commu- 
nity demanded we do something better. 

The reason we have separate Foreign 
Service bureaucracies is that many of 
our foreign policy interests are actu- 
ally domestic policy interests and they 
are best pursued abroad by technical 
experts from domestic policy agencies, 
not by foreign policy generalists from 
the State Department. You go to the 
domestic policy agencies that know a 
particular area and send them. 

I do not know about North Carolina 
farmers or Maine farmers but Vermont 
farmers are not all anxious to see the 
State Department expand its influence 
over U.S. foreign agricultural policy. If 
you shift power from domestic agencies 
to the State Department, that is not 
going to strengthen representation of 
United States interests and United 
States policy, but it will strengthen 
representation of French interests and 
Argentine interests and Russian inter- 
ests and interests of other parts of the 
world. 

I have been advocating reform of our 
foreign aid program ever since the fall 
of the Berlin wall so I am happy to see 
a discussion of this issue. Sponsors of 
the amendment say our foreign aid pro- 
gram should further our national inter- 
ests. I do not know anybody who agrees 
more with that than I do. But I do not 
agree with the definition of the prob- 
lem. 

The problem is not that the Agency 
for International Development is some- 
how ignoring America’s national inter- 
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ests. The problem is, since 1961—going 
back to a time before I was old enough 
to vote—when the Foreign Assistance 
Act was enacted, much of our foreign 
aid was allocated to winning allies in 
the fight against communism. Billions 
went to rightwing dictatorships with 
little or no commitment to democracy 
or improving the living conditions of 
their people or even allowing business 
competition—either our business com- 
petition or their own business competi- 
tion. 

So a lot of that aid failed by stand- 
ards that we, all of us, would apply 
today. But it is unfair and I believe it 
is even disingenuous to judge AID’s ef- 
fectiveness today against the failures 
of the past, because in the past our 
goals were fundamentally different. 

The Secretary of State has full au- 
thority under statute to give policy di- 
rection to AID. The State Department, 
we all know, influences AID’s activities 
every day. If AID’s projects deviate 
from State Department policy, it is not 
because AID is out of control. It is be- 
cause the people at the State Depart- 
ment are not paying enough attention 
to what they are doing. 

I think the amendment ignores the 
considerable efforts of administration 
to improve AID’s performance. There 
have been years of neglect—we all have 
to admit that—under the previous ad- 
ministrations. But, with Brian Atwood 
at the head of the AID, with the efforts 
of an awful lot of people and with the 
support of an awful lot of Members of 
Congress, Republican and Democrat 
alike, there have been significant im- 
provements. 

Over the past 2 years, we have seen 
dramatic progress at the Agency for 
International Development and the 
Treasury and State Departments in re- 
defining our foreign aid priorities. 
They focus resources where they can 
achieve the most advance in U.S. inter- 
ests abroad. They have done that, in 
spite of the constraints of an obsolete 
Foreign Assistance Act—as I said, a 
Foreign Assistance Act that passed 
later in that year when I finally be- 
came old enough to vote. It has been a 
long time. That could require some 
changes. 

We are not going to do it in the ap- 
propriations bill. As I said before, it 
would be like trying to reorganize HUD 
on the District of Columbia appropria- 
tions bill. We have enough trouble try- 
ing to take care of the problems of the 
District of Columbia. 

Here we have major issues. Chairman 
MCCONNELL and I and others on both 
sides of the aisle have worked very 
closely to try to improve things and 
try to work within the constraints of 
the amount of money we have for those 
programs specifically under this bill. 
To ask us somehow to take on some- 
thing our committee has not handled, 
that we have had no hearings on, and 
to write it in, pages and pages and 
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pages and pages of authorizing legisla- 
tive language on this appropriations 
bill, I cannot accept that. 

I cannot accept the fact that it ig- 
nores what has happened. I mentioned 
AID Administrator Brian Atwood be- 
fore. He has made extensive changes at 
AID. He initiated an agencywide 
streamlining effort that resulted in 
plans to close 27 missions. Incidentally, 
that is a reduction of 1,200 staff. He is 
installing state-of-the-art data process- 
ing systems that links headquarters in 
Washington with project officers in the 
field in real time which ensures that 
the information available at the one 
end of the pipeline is also available at 
the other. That is going to increase ef- 
ficiency and improve decisionmaking. 
It is going to be a quantum leap for- 
ward from what it was just a few years 


о. 

R Atwood has decentral- 
ized decisionmaking. People closest to 
the problems have now the full oppor- 
tunity to design solutions. AID is im- 
proving its performance because, for 
the first time since the mid-1980's, it 
has hands-on leadership that is really 
committed to making our foreign aid 
program have effective leadership that 
actually cares that it works in the best 
interests of the United States. 

Can they make that performance bet- 
ter? Sure. It is like every one of us who 
may feel we run our offices very, very 
well. Every one of us can honestly say 
there have to be ways we can make it 
better. Anything can be made better. 
But the question here has to be not can 
AID make it better, especially with the 
tremendous steps forward which they 
have made, the question has to be: But 
can you take it away from AID, turn it 
over to the State Department and have 
them do it better? I doubt it. If you 
abolish AID, if you ask the regional As- 
sistant Secretaries of the State Depart- 
ment to manage its functions, I think 
that would be a serious mistake. These 
Assistant Secretaries are very good. 
But they are chosen for their expertise 
in broad foreign policy. They do not 
have the experience—many of them—in 
managing money and programs as AID 
does. Lord knows. Many of them are up 
to their necks in alligators trying to 
deal with the daily emergencies and 
complexities of our political relation- 
ships with the countries in their re- 
gions. 

Even former Secretary of State Law- 
rence Eagleburger, a man whose man- 
agement skills I have always admired, 
and whose political policy savvy I also 
have admired—and a Republican—ex- 
pressed doubt about this proposal in 
his testimony before the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee on March 23. I quote 
Secretary Eagleburger. He said: 

The State Department is not well suited, 
either by historical experience or current bu- 
reaucratic culture, to assume many of these 
new responsibilities. 

I might put it a little more bluntly. 
The State Department speciality is 
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making policy. It has never—and prob- 
ably never will—manage these kinds of 
programs well. Secretary Eagleburger 
offered the hope that with Cabinet se- 
lection of Under Secretaries it might 
do better. But I am reluctant to trade 
a bureaucracy that is doing reasonably 
well and getting better every day at de- 
livering foreign aid with one that has 
no competence or outside chance that 
it might get better. If we disperse the 
responsibility of foreign aid among As- 
sistant Secretaries of State, we are 
going to hear more stories about mis- 
guided failed projects—not fewer—and 
more questions about why we have for- 
eign aid—not fewer. 

AID performs a wide array of tasks 
that enjoy overwhelming support 
among the American people. Every 
year they managed programs worth $1 
billion aimed at protecting the Earth's 
environment. Does protecting the 
Earth’s forests and oceans and atmos- 
phere matter to us as Americans? Why, 
it should. Does it further our foreign 
policy interest? Of course, it does. A 
century from now we are not going to 
have any foreign policy unless we join 
with other countries today in protect- 
ing our environment because we will be 
spending all of the time just trying to 
stay alive in an environment not suited 
for the habitat of humans. 

Every year AID manages hundreds of 
millions of dollars to international 
health programs. Is this money wast- 
ed? Is tuberculosis infectious? Is AIDS 
infectious? Of course, they are. Tuber- 
culosis just does not sit in one country. 
AIDS just does not sit in one country. 
They go worldwide. I tell you right 
now. There are 250 million Americans 
who will tell you unequivocally that 
we can do things to try to wipe out 
these diseases worldwide so they do not 
come across our borders they would be 
for it. 

Every year AID commits a large part 
of its budget to promoting free mar- 
kets and democratic development in 
countries where the United States has 
important interests. That is not diplo- 
macy. It is hands-on assistance that re- 
quires people with special expertise on 
the ground who can get the job done, 
working with foreign governments and 
private organizations on the nuts and 
bolts of solving real problems. That is 
what AID does. 

When we get those free markets 
going, when we get that democracy 
going, do you know who profits by it? 
Many, many times companies in my 
State, and the other 49 States, because 
they export. We all know that we are 
getting far more exports, and a far 
greater increase in our exports, I 
should say, in the developing world 
than we do in the developed world. The 
greatest percentage of new export jobs 
are created in exporting to the develop- 
ing world. AID helps in that. 

We have a strong need to rewrite the 
Foreign Assistance Act. We define the 
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framework for foreign aid. That is the 
job of the Foreign Relations Commit- 
tee. They had an opportunity earlier 
this year to do that. I suspect that 
they will work at it again, and will 
bring it to the floor. And we will have 
a real debate, and we will agree with 
some, disagree with others, and finally 
the Senate will work its will on such 
legislation; but not on an appropria- 
tions bill. 

AID can continue downsizing and im- 
prove its efficiency. Let us not abolish 
an agency that is aggressively adapting 
itself to the changed world we live in 
to a shrinking foreign aid budget. 

Mr. President, I strongly hope that 
this legislation will not be considered 
on this bill. The distinguished leader- 
ship can bring it up as an authorizing 
piece of legislation if it wants. We can 
argue and debate other things. Let us 
get our appropriations bill through. If 
we stick to the items that are within 
the jurisdiction of the Appropriations 
Committee, if we vote on matters that 
are within the jurisdictions of the Ap- 
propriations Committee, if we vote on 
matters that are actually part of this 
bill, why, we could be done before the 
Dracula hour of legislation. 

My colleagues know the Dracula 
hour is what I refer to as the time 
when too often we end up voting. Those 
are the hours after darkness when peo- 
ple who work for family-friendly orga- 
nizations tend to see their families. 
And those who want to be home tend to 
be there. Where we with a sense of ca- 
maraderie and perhaps people who do 
not have families tend to stay here to- 
gether eagerly looking forward to vote 
after vote into the wee hours of the 
night. 

Frankly, Mr. President, if we could 
just talk about appropriations matters 
on this, we could all go home for sup- 
per tonight. Think what a novel idea. 
Think of opening the door and having 
children say, Lou look so familiar. 
Didn't I see your picture in the paper 
опсе?” To have, if you have one, a pet 
responding perhaps with some dim 
memory of who you are, and not bite 
you as you come in the door; to have 
your neighbors look out and say, “I 
know him” or her. 

Perhaps they might even ask for an 
autograph, or at least not call the po- 
lice thinking you are a stranger. 

Think how wonderful it would be and 
we would probably have a good piece of 
legislation. 

I see the distinguished Republican 
leader on the floor. I see others seeking 
the floor. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
DEWINE). The majority leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think the 
Senator from Rhode Island is also seek- 
ing recognition. 

I am going to offer an amendment 
and make a brief statement, and then I 
think there will be statements made in 
support or maybe even in opposition. 


(Mr. 
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I ask unanimous consent that all 
pending amendments be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2726 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
consideration. 

I ask that the amendment be read. It 
is very brief. I think that will sort of 
explain the purpose of the amendment 
as well as I can. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Kansas (Mr. DOLE), for 
himself, Мг. SIMON, Mr. HELMS, Mr. HAT- 
FIELD, Mr. D'AMATO, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2726. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the Bill, add 
the following: 

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES THAT 
RESTRICT THE TRANSPORT OR DELIVERY OF 
UNITED STATES HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE 
Sec. . (a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds 

made available in this Act may be used for 
assistance in support of any country when it 
is made known to the President that the 
government of such country prohibits or oth- 
erwise restricts, directly or indirectly, the 
transport or delivery of United States hu- 
manitarian assistance. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not 
apply to assistance in support of any country 
when it is made known to the President that 
the assistance is in the national security in- 
terest of the United States. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that in addition to Sen- 
ator SIMON, Senator HELMS, Senator 
HATFIELD, Senator D’AMATO, Senator 
FEINSTEIN, and Senator CAROL 
MOSELEY-BRAUN be added as cospon- 
sors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to thank my colleagues for their 
support of the Humanitarian Aid Cor- 
ridor Act. The amendment that has 
been offered, I think, is clear and pre- 
cise, not very long. We just had it read. 
It has strong bipartisan support, and it 
furthers an important American for- 
eign policy objective, which is to facili- 
tate the prompt delivery of humani- 
tarian aid. 

The amendment, which overwhelm- 
ingly passed the House, prohibits U.S. 
foreign assistance to countries that im- 
pede or prohibit the delivery or trans- 
port of U.S. humanitarian assistance to 
other countries. This legislation also 
recognizes there may be a compelling 
U.S. national security interest which 
would override the principle of non- 
interference with humanitarian aid. 

For this reason, U.S. foreign aid to 
nations in violation of this act may be 
continued if the President of the Unit- 
ed States determines that such assist- 
ance is in the national security inter- 
est of the United States. 
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Let me say, Mr. President, this bill 
does not single out or exempt any one 
country. All nations are held to one 
standard. The intent is simple, to en- 
sure that American humanitarian aid 
can be delivered where it is needed and 
when it is needed. 

Currently, there is one country that 
is clearly affected by this legislation. 
Turkey, a valuable ally in NATO and in 
Operation Desert Storm, continues to 
receive a large amount of assistance in 
the form of grants and concessional 
loans financed by the American tax- 
payers. At the same time, however, 
they continue to enforce an immoral 
blockade on Armenia. 

Mr. President, today marks the 
fourth anniversary of Armenia’s inde- 
pendence from the Soviet Union, We as 
Americans welcome their independence 
and through our humanitarian efforts 
strive to help this fledgling democracy 
grow and prosper. Their road has not 
been an easy one, but the United 
States has been willing to provide the 
assistance they need. The delivery of 
humanitarian assistance to aid those 
in need is consistent with the fun- 
damental values of our Nation. This 
legislation will also strengthen our 
ability to deliver such assistance, 
which, as I stated before, is an impor- 
tant component of our foreign policy. 

Just let me conclude by saying it 
does not make sense to offer U.S. tax- 
payer dollars unconditionally to coun- 
tries that hinder our humanitarian re- 
lief efforts. And in light of budgetary 
constraints, it is imperative that U.S. 
relief efforts be timely and efficient. 
The Federal budget deficit and spend- 
ing constraints require maximum effi- 
ciency in the usage of U.S. foreign as- 
sistance. And no doubt about it, coun- 
tries that prevent the delivery of such 
assistance or intentionally increase the 
cost of the delivery of such assistance 
do not deserve unrestricted American 
assistance. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment, not for partisan politics, 
but for the belief in the fundamental 
values this Nation is built on. 

Let me repeat. If some country out 
there is receiving American aid and 
they are preventing delivery of assist- 
ance paid for by the American tax- 
payers or if they circumvent delivery 
or make it almost impossible or im- 
pede delivery, or increase the cost of 
delivery, then I do not believe they 
should receive American assistance. 
And that is all this amendment is 
about. It does not exempt any specific 
country. It does not apply to a particu- 
lar country. Right now, it applies to 
Turkey, but in the future it will apply 
to any other country that would follow 
the same practice. 

I hope, if the amendment cannot be 
accepted, it can be voted on rather 
quickly. 

I also ask unanimous consent to add 
my colleague, Senator MURRAY, as a 
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cosponsor, and my colleagues, Senator 
KERRY from Massachusetts, Senator 
PRESSLER from South Dakota, and the 
manager of the bill, the Senator from 
Kentucky, Mr. MCCONNELL as cospon- 


sors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LE. I see my primary cospon- 
sor, Senator SIMON, is in the Chamber, 
and I yield the floor. 

Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Let me just say 
very briefly I wish to commend the ma- 
jority leader for this amendment. Like 
many of my colleagues, I share the de- 
sire to see that countries are not al- 
lowed to block delivery of U.S. human- 
itarian assistance. Senator DOLE has 
led a bipartisan coalition of Senators 
in promoting this ideal through the co- 
sponsorship of this amendment. I ap- 
plaud his efforts and am glad to be a 
cosponsor of this amendment. 

This particular measure enjoys wide- 
spread support in both the House and 
the Senate. Earlier this year, the 
House International Relations Com- 
mittee approved the bill by a vote of 27 
to 7. The Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee followed suit and voted in 
favor of the bill by a vote of 14 to 4. 
And most recently the House voted to 
include the provision in its foreign op- 
erations appropriations bill which 
passed the House overwhelmingly. 

Countries which choose to blockade 
the delivery of U.S. humanitarian as- 
sistance exponentially increase the 
cost of that assistance. Currently, we 
find ourselves facing a situation where 
we are forced to stretch every dollar in 
the foreign assistance account. Allow- 
ing a nation to needlessly increase the 
cost of our assistance, thereby further 
limiting the amount of aid we are able 
to provide, is just simply unacceptable. 
We have a responsibility to the Amer- 
ican taxpayer to ensure that their 
hard-earned money is sufficiently uti- 
lized. 

If the United States is going to re- 
main actively engaged in world affairs, 
as I believe it should, it must be al- 
lowed to provide assistance which is 
needed. This amendment makes good 
budget sense and is an important moral 
statement. 

Clearly, we cannot afford to leave 
this issue unaddressed. I think Senator 
DOLE’s proposal offers a reasonable and 
intelligent solution to this problem. I 
deeply appreciate his efforts and lead- 
ership on the issue. 

In addition, I would like to thank 
him for including an emergency waiver 
provision in the proposal. While we 
want to ensure countries do not block 
our efforts to deliver assistance, it is 
important that we provide the Presi- 
dent the ability to waive this provision 
in the event of humanitarian or secu- 
rity emergencies. 
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Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 


ator from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

I am pleased to be a cosponsor of this 
legislation. 

As Senator DOLE pointed out, this 


does not apply specifically in the lan- 
guage to any one country. Now, it does 
apply immediately to our relationship 
with Turkey because Armenia faces a 
very, very grim situation. And I have 
to say I was a little appalled when, I 
guess about 2 years ago, I flew to Ar- 
menia with colleagues in the Senate 
and we could not fly over Turkey, after 
all the aid we have given Turkey. We 
had to go around to get to Armenia. 
But when you get there, you see the 
countryside in many areas with trees 
taken down, what once were beautiful 
trees on great avenues, because they 
are desperate for fuel. It is a tough sit- 
uation. 

Ironically, Turkey would benefit eco- 
nomically by entering into normal dip- 
lomatic and trade relations with Arme- 
nia. Azerbaijan wants to have an oil 
line going from Azerbaijan, through 
Armenia, through Turkey to supply 
the world with oil. Turkey benefits. Ar- 
menia benefits. Azerbaijan benefits. 
This is not an anti-Turkish resolution, 
but it does say in simple words, if you 
get American aid, you cannot stop hu- 
manitarian assistance to another coun- 


try. 

That has been what Turkey has been 
doing. I regret that. Turkey has been a 
valuable ally. Iam old enough, perhaps 
unlike the Presiding Officer; I can re- 
member the Korean war very well when 
Turkey was one of the few countries 
that really provided assistance. In 
many ways I feel grateful to Turkey, 
but I believe the message beyond this 
is that Turkey ought to be getting 
along better with her neighbors. That 
means Greece, that means Armenia. 

But the principle that is in this legis- 
lation is sound: You do not get Amer- 
ican foreign aid if you block humani- 
tarian assistance to a nation that 
needs it. I am pleased to be a cospon- 
sor. And I hope the Senate will over- 
whelmingly accept the amendment. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I hope 
this amendment will not damage the 
longstanding alliance between the 
United States and Turkey. 

Located in one of the most volatile 
regions of the world, bordered by 
Greece, Bulgaria, Iraq, Iran, Syria, and 
several former Soviet Republics, Tur- 
key acts as a stabilizing force in the re- 
gion. She has stood with the United 
States in all its conflicts since the Sec- 
ond World War, from the Korean war to 
the gulf war. She was the bulwark of 
NATO’s southern flank during the cold 
war, defending 37 percent of the NATO- 
Warsaw Pact land frontier, as well as 
her Black Sea coast and the straits 
controlling Soviet access to the Medi- 
terranean. 
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Turkey is connected geographically, 
ethnically, or politically to the prob- 
lems of Iraq, Iran, Armenia, Azer- 
baijan, Bosnia, Cyprus, Greece, Bul- 
garia, Russia, Tajikistan, Syria, and Is- 
lamic fundamentalism. As one journal- 
ist has written, Turkish foreign pol- 
icy today is а 360-degree nightmare.” 
Now more than ever, the United States 
should work with Turkey as she con- 
tinues to be the strong bridge between 
the Moslem world and the West, her 
Western orientation serving as a model 
for many of the republics of the former 
Soviet Union. 

I believe that both Turkey and Arme- 
nia recognize their need to lessen ten- 
sions and to cooperate with the United 
States to resolve regional problems, in- 
cluding the Armenian-Azerbaijan con- 
flict over Nagorno-Karabakh. As a good 
will gesture toward Armenia in April 
1995, turkey opened an air corridor con- 
necting Erzurum to Yerevan, рге- 
viously closed for 2 years. I hope that 
Armenia will reciprocate and that the 
process toward improved relations—al- 
ready well under way—will continue. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of the proposed 
amendment to prohibit U.S. assistance 
to countries that prohibit or restrict 
the transport or delivery of U.S. hu- 
manitarian aid. This is a basic matter 
of principle: No country should have 
the right to interfere with the delivery 
of humanitarian assistance anywhere. 
When the United States provides food, 
medicine, and clothing to suffering ci- 
vilian populations, in response to war 
or natural disaster, there is simply no 
justification for a country to block this 
assistance, especially when that coun- 
try receives assistance from the United 
States itself. 

The United States goes to great 
lengths to ensure that nations in dire 
need for humanitarian aid receive it in 
the most expedient and efficient way. 
Supplying humanitarian aid to people 
in need is consistent with the basic val- 
ues of our Nation, and we should not 
ignore attempts to hinder its delivery. 

This amendment would apply to all 
countries which receive U.S. assist- 
ance. However, as we all know, the 
major problem in this area today lies 
with Turkey’s blocking of United 
States humanitarian aid to Armenia, a 
contemptible practice which has gone 
on for over 2 years. 

While Turkey has made some 
progress on this issue, agreeing to open 
an air corridor to Armenia, this does 
not begin to address the problem of hu- 
manitarian assistance which must be 
transported over land. The bulk of the 


‘assistance we send to Armenia requires 


such land conveyance. 

It is my hope that the administration 
will work with Turkey to ensure that 
all routes available for bringing hu- 
manitarian aid to Armenia are opened. 
Opening an air corridor is only the first 
step toward resolving this serious prob- 
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lem. Perhaps by working with Turkey 
on this issue, we can help to avoid ever 
having to invoke the aid cutoff called 
for in this amendment. 

It is important to note that this 
amendment includes a national secu- 
rity waiver, thereby recognizing the 
fact that there may be compelling na- 
tional security interests which require 
U.S. assistance to countries even when 
the recipient is blocking humanitarian 
aid to others. This waiver also appro- 
priately preserves the President’s pre- 
rogative to conduct U.S. foreign policy. 

Turkey is an important United 
States ally, and I realize that assist- 
ance to Turkey is an integral part of 
our foreign policy to ensure regional 
security in that part of the world. How- 
ever, we simply cannot continue to as- 
sist Turkey, or any other nation, which 
impedes the delivery of humanitarian 
aid to others. Again, this is a matter of 
principle, and it is my hope that my 
colleagues from both sides of the aisle 
will support it. 

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

REORGANIZATION AND THE FOREIGN RELATIONS 
COMMITTEE’S BUSINESS 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, earlier 
today some statements were made on 
the floor of the Senate concerning the 
proposed reorganization plan for the 
State Department. The suggestion was 
made that Democratic Members—spe- 
cifically those on the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, are responsible for 
holding up the processing of Ambassa- 
dorial nominations and other business 
by delaying the passage of the reorga- 
nization plan. 

I think that suggestion warrants a 
response. Why? The reorganization 
plan at issue is not a bipartisan plan. I 
only wish it was. Its existence was 
made known only yesterday, and it was 
crafted without the knowledge or input 
of even one Democratic Member. Al- 
ready, it is clear that there are serious 
differences and much disagreement 
about the plan. 

I have other thoughts about this plan 
which should be expressed later. 

But I just wanted to respond to the 
suggestion that somehow it is the 
Democratic side of the committee that 
is delaying the consideration of nomi- 
nations, legislation, treaties, and other 
important matters. 

The truth is that there is not, nor 
has there ever been, a Democratic hold 
on the Foreign Relations Committee's 
business. It is entirely the prerogative 
and within the power of our Republican 
colleagues to resume the committee’s 
business. The halt in activity is an at- 
tempt to force an amendment that is 
supported and written and endorsed 
only by Republicans. We should not 
succumb to it simply because the pro- 
ponents state erroneously that Demo- 
cratic Members are responsible for the 
delay. 
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Mr. President, during the years that 
I chaired the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, I always tried to move every 
nomination and conduct business in 
both a timely and collegial fashion. 
Never—never—during those years—and 
indeed during those years of service on 
the committee—since 1964—can I recall 
a time when the committee was 
stopped dead in its tracks to force the 
consideration of a controversial meas- 
ure. I do not think that is a proper way 
to conduct business and a tactic I have 
always—always resisted using over a 
great many years. 

I would е to see it being used now, 
and the Senate becoming a battlefield, 
saying some of the Members will not do 
what they should do anyway, what 
they were hired to do, plus the treaty, 
plus the nomination, and in the mean- 
time say, We will not do what we are 
supposed to do until you do what we 
want you to do.“ And I think it is a bad 
precedent. 

I would hope that the Senate turns it 
down. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 

Tha PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 

ator from Vermont. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2726 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I under- 
stand that we may have one or two 
others who might want to speak—that 
we may not have any others that want 
to speak on the pending amendment. 

Am I correct, Mr. President, in un- 
derstanding that the pending amend- 
ment is the Dole amendment on hu- 
manitarian corridors? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I agree 
with the distinguished Republican 
leader on this amendment. In fact, I 
would ask to be named as a cosponsor 
of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, one of 
the greatest things the United States 
can do as a country with worldwide 
reach is to help in humanitarian mat- 
ters. We are very, very fortunate as a 
country. Periodically, we have faced 
devastating situations in our own 
country. We did in Los Angeles, of 
course, during the earthquakes. We did 
in Florida during the hurricanes. We 
have seen devastation of Americans in 
the Virgin Islands, in Puerto Rico in 
the past few days. But we are such a 
powerful nation and such a wealthy na- 
tion that we can help each other out. 
Whether it is the flood of a couple 
years ago in Montpelier, VT, my home- 
town, we are America; and through our 
Federal Government, we came together 
to help with the floods in the Midwest 
of a year ago. But there are other coun- 
tries that are so small and so poor that 
when they are faced with an earth- 
quake or faced with tornadoes or faced 
with flooding, devastation, they have 
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nowhere to look to but the inter- 
national community. And the United 
States, along with many of our allies, 
have always responded. 

I remember earthquakes in Armenia, 
flooding in Bangladesh, famine in Afri- 
ca, earthquakes in other parts of the 
world—Mexico, for example—we have 
responded. We have the ability to reach 
out and fly supplies literally anywhere 
in the world. We have the ability to 
send medical technicians and experts 
and rescue operations and others any- 
where in the world. It is something 
that, just to stop and think, in our life- 
time, for most of us in our lifetime it 
was impossible for any nation to even 
think of doing this in the way that we 
do with the communications, the logis- 
tics, just the resources. And a child 
suffering loss of family because of an 
earthquake, anywhere in the world, is 
a child suffering; or an adult who has 
had their whole livelihood washed 
away in a flood, is an adult suffering, 
no matter where they are in the world. 

If the United States and the Amer- 
ican people, through everything from 
Red Cross, Catholic Charities, Decatur, 
and the Federal Government, respond, 
we respond not to say, well, we will re- 
spond to this child because they are po- 
litically correct, but not this child be- 
cause they have a different ideology or 
something, we respond because they 
are human beings suffering. We re- 
sponded in countries that technically 
were countries that were adversaries of 
ours. We responded to people. We will 
always continue to do so. But I think 
when we do it, and I think when our al- 
lies do, we should not be blocked from 
giving that humanitarian aid because 
we give it not to advance a political 
agenda of the people aided or of our 
own. We do it to help people suffering. 

So this amendment is not intended to 
embarrass or cause problems with Tur- 
key or any other country. It is a mat- 
ter of principle. It says that the peo- 
ple’s needs should not be denied aid for 
political reasons. We have given aid. I 
remember a time even during the cold 
war when those allied with the Soviet 
Union who were in need, and the Unit- 
ed States, like our allies, responded to 
that need when called upon to. It is 
like a ship hearing another ship in dis- 
tress. You do not ask what flag they 
carry; you say they are under distress, 
and we go to help them. 

So, I would say to any of our allies 
who may be concerned about such an 
amendment, this is not intended to em- 
barrass you. It is intended to carry out 
what has always been the policy of the 
United States. People desperately need 
help. If we can help, we do. We do this 
in Vermont. If a neighbor’s home or 
barn is on fire, or they are suddenly in- 
capacitated, we go to help. We do this 
as world neighbors, too. 

Mr. President, I would hope that the 
amendment would be accepted. And 
while we check to see if there are oth- 
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ers coming, I was going to put in a call 
for a quorum, although I see the distin- 
guished chairman on his feet. I yield to 
him. 

Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the 
Chair 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I am unaware of 
anyone who wants to speak on this 
side, nor am I aware of any calls for a 
rolicall vote. So if the distinguished 
ranking member can check his side, we 
will be ready to vote. 

Mr. LEAHY. I wonder in the mean- 
time if we might just suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the pur- 
pose of my offering ап amendment—I 
ask unanimous consent that all pend- 
ing amendments be laid aside tempo- 
rarily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. PELL. There is objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is noted. 

Mr. HELMS. In that case, I will dis- 
cuss the amendment. I can certainly do 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
in order. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, let me 
read the text of the amendment that I 
shall offer presently. It is entitled, 
“Prohibition on use of funds for relo- 
cating Agency for International Devel- 
opment to Federal Triangle Building.” 

Section 577. Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, none of the funds appro- 
priated or otherwise made available by this 
act may be used to relocate the Agency for 
International Development, or any part of 
that agency, to the Federal Triangle Build- 
ing in Washington, District of Columbia. 

When I send this amendment to the 
desk and it is stated, the Senate will 
have before it a rather interesting set 
of circumstances. While the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee was busy 
approving legislation to abolish the 
Agency for International Development, 
this very same entrenched bureaucracy 
at AID was preparing to spend $40 mil- 
lion to move its offices into some of 
the most expensive real estate in the 
entire Washington area. 

Apparently, AID officials must be- 
lieve they are playing with Monopoly 
money, and that the Agency for Inter- 
national Development has just landed 
on Boardwalk. 

In any case, the building known as 
the Federal Triangle and dubbed by one 
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of the Washington newspapers as “а 
blueprint for a boondoggle,” was origi- 
nally supposed to cost $362 million. But 
its cost ended up being in the neighbor- 
hood of $700 million. Tom Sherman, 
former Assistant Administrator at the 
General Services Administration called 
it “the project from hell.” 

Yet, despite congressional efforts to 
abolish the Agency for International 
Development, that agency now intends 
to burrow in at this plush, new Taj 
Mahal on Pennsylvania Avenue, fur- 
ther isolating itself from the Depart- 
ment of State. 

(Mrs. HUTCHISON assumed the 
Chair.) 

Mr. HELMS. Now, you will recall, 
Madam President, that early on I re- 
ferred to the fact that five former Sec- 
retaries of State have endorsed—and 
now Senator DOLE has joined in spon- 
sorship—my plan was to reorganize the 
State Department and to abolish three 
independent Federal agencies. When I 
say independent, I mean independent. 

All three of these agencies were es- 
tablished as temporary Federal agen- 
cies. As I said earlier today, there is 
nothing so near eternal life as a tem- 
porary Federal agency. The Agency for 
International Development is one of 
the three agencies that would be abol- 
ished under my plan to reorganize the 
State Department. And AID itself says 
its proposed move has already cost the 
taxpayers $13.6 million in fiscal years 
1994 and 1995, and will cost at least an 
additional $27 million in fiscal years 
1996 and 1997. 

When a Federal agency contemplates 
such а move, it usually does so with 
the goal of saving taxpayers’ money. 
But that is not the goal of the Agency 
for International Development. AID, 
obviously, intends to go in exactly the 
opposite direction. Right now, AID 
pays $20 million for its leases in the DC 
area, but after the move, AID will 
spend more than $32 million a year in 
rent. So this move would, in fact, in- 
crease the Agency for International 
Development’s annual rent by more 
than a third. 

The pending amendment, which I 
shall send to the desk momentarily, 
would save at least $16 million next 
year alone by prohibiting AID from 
spending any money to facilitate its 
move out of the State Department. 

So let me explain why this move will 
be so costly to the American tax- 
payers, 80 percent of whom do not like 
the foreign aid program anyhow. On 
the chart next to me is the cost of 
USAID’s luxury offices. The average 
cost of office space, per square foot, is 
$37 in DC, $23 in Northern Virginia, and 
$20 in suburban Maryland. Had the 
Agency for International Development 
chosen one of those sites. But, oh, no, 
AID chose the luxury building. Look at 
the cost—$55 per square foot. You can 
see what that is. The chart clearly 
shows that the average cost to lease 
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space in either Virginia or Maryland is 
less than $29 per square foot. Even in 
central Washington the going rate for 
leasing space is $37 per square foot. 
But, at this moment, under the terms 
negotiated by the Agency for Inter- 
national Development and the General 
Services Administration, AID intends 
to lease space in the Federal Triangle 
building for a minimum—that is a min- 
imum—of $55 per square foot, which is 
far more than any private business in 
Washington would agree to pay. It does 
not take a rocket scientist to perceive 
that the people at the Agency for 
International Development have been 
snookered in this deal—whether they 
knew it or not is yet to be determined. 

More shocking, I suppose, is that the 
Agency for International Development 
intends to lease a substantial amount 
of what it calls structurally-changed 
space for more than $97 per square foot, 
and that is three times the fair market 
value of this space. 

So, Madam President, while some of 
us in Congress are working to abolish 
the Agency for International Develop- 
ment, the Agency for International De- 
velopment, itself, has been busily fig- 
uring out ways to spend even more 
Federal Government money—meaning 
the taxpayers’ money—with this new 
move to this high-rent district. 

So I say, Madam President, I hope 
the Senate will vote to give the tax- 
payers a break for a change. The Agen- 
cy for International Development nei- 
ther needs, nor deserves, to be an occu- 
pant of a Taj Mahal. This facility, by 
the way, is the second largest in the 
District of Columbia, the Pentagon 
being the largest. 

Now then, Madam President, I send 
my amendment—— 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, what 
is the parliamentary situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is the Dole amend- 
ment. 

Mr. LEAHY. Does that have to be set 
aside, or is this an amendment to the 
Dole amendment? 

Mr. HELMS. It was set aside, I in- 
form the Chair. 

Mr. LEAHY. The understanding of 
the Senator from Vermont is that it 
was not set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I am told 
by the Parliamentarian that the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island objected to the 
Dole amendment being set aside. So 
the pending business is still the Dole 
amendment. 

Mr. HELMS. I think what he objected 
to—but I will not contest the issue— 
was my sending the amendment to the 
desk. If that is the Chair’s ruling, fine. 
But, Madam President 

Mr. LEAHY. If the Senator will with- 
hold, let me explain the situation, the 
way I understand it is. 

Madam President, I do not want to 
stop the Senator from bringing this or 
any other amendment up, unless it is 
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something that requires a point of 
order. But we have one amendment 
pending, and that was set aside to take 
up an amendment by the distinguished 
Republican leader. I would like to start 
getting some of these things that are 
backed up here voted on one way or the 
other. I would like to get the humani- 
tarian one done and then go to others. 

I say that only because I am afraid 
we will keep having amendments after 
amendments out here in ether and 
about 9 o’clock or 10 o’clock tonight 
when everybody will be coming to the 
distinguished Senator from Kentucky 
and myself saying, When will we go 
home? on the outside chance we will 
see our family again,’’ and then we 
start voting. 

I know that is not the intent of the 
distinguished Senator from North 
Carolina, but I wonder if maybe we 
could get rid of the one that is there 
once the Senators who wish to speak 
on it do, and then go on to more. 

I know that an objection was made 
by the distinguished Senator from 
Rhode Island, and I will at least for the 
moment—I am sure the Senator from 
North Carolina understands we have to 
protect that objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I am told 
by the Parliamentarian that the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina could offer a 
second-degree amendment to the Dole 
amendment without unanimous con- 
sent. 

Mr. HELMS. Let me ask a parliamen- 
tary question of the Chair. I know the 
answer before I ask. 

Suppose I should call for regular 
order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If you 
call for regular order, the question 
would be on the Senator’s first amend- 
ment, No. 2707, which is pending to the 
first amendment. 

Mr. HELMS. I am not going to do 


that. 

Mr. LEAHY. Further parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr. HELMS. I have not yielded the 
floor. 

I am perfectly willing, for my part, 
to offer my amendment as a second de- 
gree to the otherwise pending Dole 
amendment, of which I am a cosponsor, 
by the way. 

But I think I ought to do him the 
courtesy of asking if he has any objec- 
tion to that. 

Therefore, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum Call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. I shall not detain the Sen- 
ate long. I apologize to Senators for 
the delay, but I have to say that there 
are too many things happening today. 
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I was tied up in an appropriations 
conference on the Transportation ap- 
propriations bill when I understood 
that Mr. DOLE had offered his amend- 
ment and hoped to have a vote soon. 

Therefore, with that explanation, I 
shall proceed now to what I have to say 
otherwise. 

Senator DOLE has offered an amend- 
ment which, although it does not spell 
out by name the country Turkey, it is 
clearly aimed at Turkey. The amend- 
ment, a repeat of S. 230, the Humani- 
tarian Aid Corridors Act, cuts U.S. as- 
sistance to countries that “prohibit or 
restrict the transport or delivery of 
United States humanitarian assist- 
апсе” to other countries. It is clearly 
aimed at Turkey’s refusal to allow aid 
to pass through Turkey to Armenia. 

I would like to say I have been listen- 
ing to statements that have been made 
and I would like to, as Paul Harvey 
says on the radio—or used to say, I do 
not get a chance to listen to him any- 
more—tell “the rest of the story.” Why 
does Turkey restrict the passage of aid 
to Armenia? Or, I should say, why did 
Turkey restrict the passage of aid to 
Armenia, since Turkey opened the air 
corridor from Erzurum to Yerevan on 
April 20, 1995, subject to the establish- 
ment of direct communication links 
and an aviation protocol between the 
two countries? 

Prior to 1993, Turkey allowed hun- 
dreds of tons of third party assistance 
to pass through its territory and air- 
space to Armenia. But in 1993, Armenia 
escalated the conflict in Nagorno- 
Karabakh, an autonomous region of 
ethnic Armenians located within the 
Republic of Azerbaijan. Azerbaijan and 
Armenia are both neighbors of Turkey. 
Currently, more than 20 percent of Az- 
erbaijani territory is occupied by Ar- 
menia, and one of every seven 
Azerbaijanis is a refugee in his own 
country. At the time, the official U.S. 
reaction was to condemn the Armenian 
offensive, which undermined the CSCE- 
sponsored—Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe—CSCE-spon- 
sored peace process. Human rights 
groups have chronicled the human 
rights abuses against Azerbaijan. In 
February 1995, the Human Rights 
Watch/Helsinki group published a 118- 
page report on the subject, entitled 
“Azerbaijan: Seven Years of Conflict in 
the Nagorno-Karabakh." Madam Presi- 
dent, if human rights were the real 
issue here, perhaps aid to Armenia 
should also be reduced. 

So, I say this just to say that this is 
а matter that is so more complicated 
than has been presented thus far. The 
government of Turkey is not to be said 
to be acting capriciously. It has re- 
sponded to the concerns of its own citi- 
zens, who are culturally closer to the 
Azeris than to the Armenians. Public 
opinion in Turkey, something that we 
respect a great deal in this country, 
would not support assistance going to 
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Armenia. Humanitarian aid to Arme- 
nia, which would allow that nation to 
concentrate on a military offensive in 
Azerbaijan while still addressing the 
needs of its own people, while Azeris 
were being turned into refugees, simply 
could not be tolerated. Cutting off the 
passage of aid was a political decision, 
designed to help push for the end of the 
conflict between Armenia and Azer- 
baijan as quickly as possible. This is 
not unreasonable, but it is understand- 
able. 

I would also note, as an aside, that 
Armenia is slated to receive $85 million 
in U.S. assistance from this bill. How- 
ever, as there is some question as to 
Armenia’s cooperation in allowing hu- 
manitarian aid to reach Azerbaijan, it 
is not entirely clear that Armenia will 
not also be caught in the net that is 
being woven in this amendment for 
Turkey. 

Finally, I would like to again remind 
my colleagues of the many sound rea- 
sons the United States has for main- 
taining a strong relationship with Tur- 
key. I have only yesterday noted the 
unique position of Turkey as a mod- 
erate, predominately Muslim nation, a 
representative democracy in a region 
that is increasingly becoming 
radicalized and extremist. Turkey was 
among the first nations to recognize Is- 
rael, and it has been an example and a 
supporter of peace in the Middle East. 

Turkey is also a member of NATO, 
and during the Cold War was respon- 
sible for defending 37 percent of the 
NATO/Warsaw Pact border, along the 
strategically critical Southern Front. 
Turkey continues to maintain a large 
military, like the United States, but 
unlike most other NATO allies. This 
military security allowed Turkey to 
stand bravely with the West, in the 
face of some internal opposition, 
against Saddam Hussein, and all this 
despite a 331 kilometer border with 
Iraq. Turkey has paid the price for that 
cooperation. It closed the oil pipeline 
from Iraq, losing millions in revenues. 
It has supported the economic sanc- 
tions against Iraq, previously its sec- 
ond largest trading partner. It made 
quite a sacrifice in doing that. Over 
2,700 air sorties to strike Iraq origi- 
nated in Incirlik, Turkey. Since the 
war, over 23,000 sorties flown over Iraq 
to protect the Kurds in northern Iraq 
have been flown from bases in Turkey. 
The U.S. Operation Provide Comfort to 
support the Kurds in Iraq would not be 
possible without the support of the 
Turkish government and its people. 

Both Secretary of Defense Perry and 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
General Shalikashvili, have written 
letters in support of a continued strong 
U.S.-Turkish relationship. A continued 
strong relationship with Turkey is in 
our interest. It is in the interests of 
Turkey. It is in the interests of Israel. 
It is in the interests of Greece. 

Poorly disguised pro-Armenian, anti- 
Turkish amendments and bills serve 
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only to undermine the support that the 
United States needs to serve our inter- 
ests in sustaining Iraqi sanctions, hon- 
oring our promise to protect the Kurds 
in northern Iraq, promoting modera- 
tion in Middle East politics, and main- 
taining the NATO alliance. 

Madam President, this amendment 
does contain a waiver for national se- 
curity reasons. I hope that, should this 
amendment be adopted, the President 
will exercise that waiver and maintain 
a strong and important U.S.-Turkish 
relationship. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the letter from 
the Secretary of Defense, Mr. William 
Perry, dated May 24, 1995, in which let- 
ter Mr. Perry writes as follows: 

I am also disturbed by some provisions of 
H.R. 1561 which would impose unnecessary 
restrictions on the ability of the President 
to conduct U.S. foreign policy. Its prohibi- 
tion on assistance to countries which in any 
way restrict the flow of U.S. humanitarian 
aid would unduly damage our important se- 
curity relations with Turkey. 

And, also, a letter written to rep- 
resentative SONNY CALLAHAN, member 
of the House Appropriations Commit- 
tee, and signed by the chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, John M. 
Shalikashvili, in which he states—I 
will include this in the RECORD: 

Imposing more restrictions on this valued 
сүн will only hinder our attempts to encour- 

age progress and bring about lasting change. 
The Turks are proud people, and respect for 
the military is a time-honored tradition. By 
withdrawing support for them and taking on 
the role of adversary, we lose access to key 
decision makers. Recent progress combined 
with Turkey’s unquestioned strategic impor- 
tance, should drive the United States to in- 
crease support to Turkey in order to achieve 
our objectives, not destroy bilateral rela- 
tions. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the letter be printed in 
the RECORD in its entirety at this 
point, as well as a statement by Nick 
Burns, Office of the Spokesman, U.S. 
Department of State, dated April 30, 
1995, and I yield the floor. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
WASHINGTON, DC, 
May 24, 1995. 
Hon. RICHARD GEPHARDT, 
Minority Leader, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GEPHARDT: I am 
deeply concerned by some of the гес- 
ommendations of the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations regarding the American 
Overseas Interests Act of 1995 (H.R. 1561), 
particularly as they affect the President's 
International Affairs (150) budget request. 
The 150 budget is critical to our ability to 
protect our nation's security interests. 
Though these funds are provided in the 150 
account, the Department of Defense has a di- 
rect stake in the outcome of this debate, be- 
cause they directly support our national se- 
curity program. 
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H.R. 1561, as reported by the Committee, 
would authorize 150 programs аб signifi- 
cantly reduced levels. Adequate Inter- 
national Affairs funding, however, is essen- 
tial to crisis prevention and gives us an al- 
ternative to unilateral U.S. action in support 
of our interests. For example, foreign affairs 
spending can mitigate internal and regional 
conflicts that, left to fester, could require 
U.S. military logistical involvement and pos- 
sibly direct intervention, with escalating 
human and material costs. The costs of such 
contingencies are borne primarily in the 
DOD budget at the expense of military readi- 
ness. Underfunding the International Affairs 
budget, in my view, runs the risk that the 
United States will be unable to protect its 
interests except with military force. 

I am also disturbed by some provisions of 
H.R. 1561 which would impose unnecessary 
restrictions on the ability of the President 
to conduct U.S. foreign policy. Its prohibi- 
tion on assistance to countries which in any 
way restrict the flow of U.S. humanitarian 
aid would unduly damage our important se- 
curity relationship with Turkey. Cutting off 
security assistance to this important West- 
ern-style democracy would only hurt our ef- 
forts to contain the threats in the Middle 
East. Other restrictions in H.R. 1561 would 
hinder our ability to implement and fund the 
Agreed Framework with North Korea, under- 
cutting our achievements in preventing the 
spread of nuclear weapons. Finally, H.R. 1561 
would restrict our ability to contribute to 
international organizations which can help 
shoulder our security burden. 

I appreciate the support for military as- 
sistance activities, particularly IMET, in- 
cluded in H.R. 1561. However, for the reasons 
stated above, I would recommend that the 
President veto the bill if it were presented to 
him in its present form. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM J. PERRY. 
Hon. SONNY CALLAHAN, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CALLAHAN: Thank you for the 
opportunity to provide my views on the mili- 
tary importance of Turkey. Now that Tur- 
key occupies the new front line in the post- 
Cold War era, the strategic value to the 
United States of having a staunch and stead- 
fast ally situated in a critical strategic loca- 
tion in the flanks and Middle East cannot be 
overstated. 

Turkey has had a tradition of supporting 
Western interests over the past 50 years. 
From 1950 to 1953, Turkey provided a 4,500- 
man infantry brigade to join the United 
States in the U.N. effort in Korea. Turkish 
forces fought with enormous valor and dis- 
tinction. Turkey was also the bulwark of 
NATO's southern flank during nearly the en- 
tire Cold War, defending 37% of the NATO- 
Warsaw Pact land frontier, as well as Tur- 
Кеу'з Black Sea coast and the straits con- 
trolling Soviet access to the Mediterranean. 

During Operations Desert Shield and 
Desert Storm, Turkey was a stalwart sup- 
porter of the United States and coalition ef- 
forts. Turkey allowed the deployment of 
Joint Task Force Proven Force fighters and 
other aircraft to Incirlik Air Base. The 
Turks allowed strike missions against Iraq 
from Incirlik—almost 2,700 sorties were 
flown from Turkish territory. The Turks 
have paid a heavy price for their support of 
the coalition during the Gulf War, due not 
only to the closing of the Turkish-Iraqi oil 
pipeline but also as a result of sanctions 
against Iraq, formerly Turkey's second larg- 
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est trading partner. As of 19 June, the coali- 
tion has flown over 23,000 sorties out of 
Incirlik in support of humanitarian oper- 
ations protecting the Kurds of northern Iraq. 
Further, without Turkish military support, 
our humanitarian operations in Provide 
Comfort would have long since been termi- 
nated and Saddam Hussein would have sub- 
jugated the Kurds of northern Iraq. 

Additionally, the Turks have stood with us 
in Somalia, contributing 350 troops and the 
commander of the military elements of the 
U.N. force after U.S. forces withdrew. They 
also support current operations in Deny 
Flight and Sharp Guard with over 1,500 
troops in UNPROFOR in Bosnia. Turkey rep- 
resents a positive role in the Middle East 
peace equation and uses traditional influ- 
ence with the Central Asian Republics to 
spread democratic values, secular principles, 
and to promote market-based economies. In 
our endeavors to reduce tensions in the Ae- 
gean between Greece and Turkey, the Turk- 
ish military has been forthcoming in provid- 
ing unilateral good faith gestures toward the 
Greeks and working with us to establish 
military-to-military Confidence Building 
Measures to bring about a reduction in ten- 
sions. 

Turkey’s continued participation NATO as 
а strong ally of the U.S. remains vitally im- 
portant as new security arrangements evolve 
in Europe. Next to the U.S., Turkey main- 
tains the largest standing army in NATO. We 
have supported their efforts to modernize 
commensurate with the threats they face in 
this rough neighborhood. While some of Tur- 
key’s neighbors continue development of 
weapons of mass destruction, Turkey faces 
increasing fiscal constraints in efforts to 
modernize and remains vulnerable to the 
threats posed by these weapons. 

It is my understanding some individuals 
would eliminate military assistance to Tur- 
key based on human rights concerns. The 
Turkish military is actively engaging in ef- 
forts to improve human rights awareness 
among its personnel. Progress is visible in 
their newfound willingness to discuss this 
sensitive issue openly. They have instituted 
new rules of engagement for all military op- 
erations and provided additional training to 
many soldiers assigned to anti-terrorist op- 
erations. While the recent operations in 
northern Iraq drew sharp criticism from 
many of Turkey’s European neighbors, evi- 
dence indicates that Turkish military went 
to great lengths to protect the lives of inno- 
cent civilians while destroying terrorist base 
camps. There has been, in short, significant 
progress on the human rights front. 

1 have personally engaged General 
Karadayl, Turkey’s Chief of Defense, in dia- 
logue regarding human rights and found him 
to be willing to assist in moving forward 
with new measures aimed at enhancing 
Turkish democracy and human rights. The 
Turkish military leadership is backing 
progress on human rights and is ready to 
make a concerted effort to see democratiza- 
tion legislation pass. Imposing more restric- 
tions on this valued ally will only hinder our 
attempts to encourage progress and bring 
about lasting change. The Turks are proud 
people, and respect for the military is a 
time-honored tradition. By withdrawing sup- 
port for them end taking on the role of ad- 
versary, we lose access to key decision mak- 
ers. Recent progress combined with Turkey’s 
unquestioned strategic importance, should 
drive the United States to increase support 
to Turkey in order to achieve our objectives, 
not destroy bilateral relations. 

Your support in ensuring continued mili- 
tary assistance to Turkey is appreciated. 
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Please do not hesitate to call if I can be of 
further assistance. 
Sincerely, 
JOHN M. SHALIKASHVILI, 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
OFFICE OF THE SPOKESMAN, 
April 20, 1995. 
[Statement by Nick Burns, Spokesman] 
‘TURKEY: OPENING OF AIR CORRIDOR WITH 
ARMENIA 


The United States is pleased to note that 
the government of Turkey has decided to re- 
open an air corridor to Armenia. This should 
help the flow of humanitarian aid to Arme- 
nia. It represents the first concrete step in 
what appears to be a warming trend in Turk- 
ish-Armenian relations, and can help further 
efforts for peace in Nagorno-Karabakh and 
stability in the region. 

Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois is recognized. 

Mr. SIMON. Madam President, let me 
respond just briefly to my friend from 
West Virginia, and he is my friend. I 
have tremendous respect for him, and 
he gives us a historical perspective not 
only in the Senate but from the cen- 
turies. If you visit the Simon house- 
hold you will see in our dining room a 
print of a painting by a young ROBERT 
BYRD done some years ago. I forget the 
year. Iam sure ROBERT BYRD could tell 
us the year of that painting. 

Mr. BYRD. It would have to be at 
least, Madam President, 100 years ago 
for me to have been young. 

[Laughter] 

Although I feel that my spirit is still 


young. 

Mr. SIMON. But let me, Madam 
President, respond to what Senator 
BYRD had to say. When he called this a 
poorly disguised anti-Turkey amend- 
ment, both Senator DOLE and I men- 
tioned in discussing the amendment 
initially that it would immediately af- 
fect Turkey. There has been no at- 
tempt to hide that. Though the prin- 
ciple, we think, is sound, a nation that 
denies humanitarian assistance to an- 
other nation should not get American 
foreign aid. 

On the situation in Karabakh, I have 
not visited that region. I have visited 
Yerevan, the capital of Armenia, and 
Baku, the capital of Azerbaijan. 
Karabakh is a region where the large 
majority of people are Armenian by 
heritage. Again, I say this as someone 
who has not visited the area, but there 
is а division of opinion within 
Karabakh. Some of them want that as 
an independent country. Some of them 
want Karabakh to be part of Armenia. 

But the Government of Armenia, 
while clearly the sympathy and public 
opinion in Armenia is powerful just as 
it is in Turkey—Senator BYRD men- 
tioned public opinion in Turkey—the 
Government of Armenia has assisted 
by providing electricity to Karabakh, 
and there is at least the strong possi- 
bility, maybe a probability, that they 
have provided some weapons to assist 
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the government there. Whether that 
has been done by the government or 
whether it has been done surrep- 
titiously just by volunteers I frankly 
do not know. But there is in that re- 
gion now a cease-fire, and there is 
movement toward negotiation. 

There have been small steps forward. 
And one of the small steps forward was 
mentioned by Senator BYRD. When the 
Prime Minister of Turkey—and right 
now the Prime Minister of Turkey is 
trying to reorganize the Government of 
Turkey, as І ат sure Senator BYRD is 
aware. But she has shown some small 
steps toward reconciliation with Arme- 
nia. We ought to be encouraging those 
small steps, and other steps to be 
taken. That is the aim of this resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield 
just at that point? 

Mr. SIMON. I am pleased to yield. 

Mr. BYRD. We should be encouraging 
additional steps. I am just not sure 
that this is the way to go about it. 

Mr. SIMON. That is where my friend 
and I differ. I think this is a way to 
send a message, and as the Senator 
from West Virginia has pointed out, we 
have flexibility in here. The President 
can negate this. The President can say 
it is in our national interest to go 
ahead despite this violation. So I think 
it is wise. 

One other point Senator BYRD makes 
that I think is a point which we should 
keep in mind—not only in this but in 
other things. Turkey is predominantly 
a Moslem country. We are going to 
have to be more sensitive to the Mos- 
lem world than we have been. We have 
in the United States more Moslems 
than we have Presbyterians today, one 
of the amazing statistics, at least as it 
applies to me when I learned it. That is 
why I think what we did in Somalia by 
helping the people of Somalia was very 
important, and I think it was one of 
George Bush’s finest hours despite the 
criticism that sometimes is made of 
our small reaction. 

But the principle that is established 
here in the Dole amendment I think is 
sound. Does it apply to Turkey right 
now? Yes. Will it apply in other situa- 
tions in the future? Yes. Do we have 
flexibility with it? Yes. Because we 
permit the President of the United 
States to have a waiver. 

So I think the resolution should be 
adopted. I hope we will accept it, and 
move ahead. 

Again, I make clear that neither on 
the part of Senator DOLE nor on my 
part is this designed as an anti-Turkey 
amendment. It is a message, however, 
to the Turkish Government. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, my dis- 
tinguished friend says that this amend- 
ment sends a message. He interprets 
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the message in a different way from 
the way I interpret it. That is what I 
am concerned about. It will not be in- 
terpreted in Turkey as the way, per- 
haps, Senator SIMON wants it to be. I 
cannot speak authoritatively, of 
course. But I do not believe this is the 
way to send a positive message to the 
Turks. I am concerned that we will 
send a message that backfires. I have 
no particular ax to grind for Turkey, or 
for Greece, or for Israel. I am not anti- 
Turkey. I am not anti-Armenian. I am 
not anti-Israel, and I am not anti- 
Greek. I am pro all of them. But I am 
even more pro-American. My first in- 
terest and my last interest, and my in- 
terest all the time, is in what I feel to 
be the best interests of the United 
States of America. 

I think we sometimes offer amend- 
ments that may appeal to this, or that, 
or some other special interest group or 
lobby, and there are some pretty pow- 
erful ones that can sway a lot of votes 
in this Senate. I suppose in that re- 
gard, I might wish that Turkey had a 
more powerful American lobby. Turkey 
does not have a powerful lobby in this 
country. And for that matter neither 
do the American people. 

I am here lobbying for the American 
people. I do not claim to be more patri- 
otic than any other Senator. I do not 
ascribe any ulterior purpose to anyone. 
We are all patriotic. But I am afraid 
that we may weaken and undermine 
the interests of our own country when 
we become a little overly enthusiastic 
at times in sending so-called messages 
to countries that are our friends, and 
that have demonstrated time and time 
again their friendship towards the 
United States. 

Look at the strategic position of Tur- 
key on the map. The people of Israel, 
and the people of Greece should recog- 
nize that there is a strong Turkey pro- 
tecting their flanks and their security 
interests. There are forces within. Tur- 
key that are striving to turn Turkey's 
face away from the West and may 
someday succeed in converting Turkey 
into another Iran. Then where would 
Israel be? Then where would Greece be? 
Then where would NATO be? Our own 
security interests would suffer. I am 
just pro United States, and I see Tur- 
key as a friend, an ally. So we cannot 
afford to insult her. It seems that we 
have a proclivity for wanting to slap 
Turkey around—to send a message.“ 

Madam President, I respect the views 
of other Senators, but I hope the Sen- 
ate will not adopt this amendment. If 
it does, I hope that the President will 
exercise the authority to waive this 
provision. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
I do not believe there are any other 
speakers on this side of the aisle on the 
Dole amendment, nor do I have a re- 
quest for a rollcall vote. So I think we 
are ready to move forward. 
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Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I 
would be perfectly happy, since no one 
is requesting а rollcall vote on this 
side, to go with a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2726) was agreed 


to. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. I wish to inquire of the 
managers or acting manager, as the 
case may be, is there now any objec- 
tion to my setting aside temporarily 
the pending amendment so that I can 
have stated the amendment that I have 
already discussed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LEAHY. I am not sure I under- 
stand the question. There was some 
noise here, and I literally could not 
hear the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator from North Carolina asking 
that the pending amendment be set 
aside so that he can offer his amend- 
ment? 

Mr. HELMS. All pending amend- 
ments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All pend- 
ing amendments. That is the question. 

Is there objection to setting aside all 
the pending amendments so the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina—— 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, if I 
inferred or if I implied that I want to 
set aside the committee amendment, I 
do not want to do that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I am 
not sure. Has the Senator made that 
request, or was he asking Senator 
MCCONNELL as the manager, and myself 
as the ranking manager whether we 
would accept such a request? That was 
my problem. 

Mr. HELMS. The communication will 
go all the way down. I do not under- 
stand what the Senator said. 

Mr. LEAHY. We seem to have a com- 
munication problem. 

Might we enter a quorum call for just 
a moment? 

Mr. HELMS. Fine. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 
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The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further pro- 
ceedings under the quorum call be dis- 
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 
AMENDMENT NO, 2727 TO COMMITTEE 
AMENDMENT ON PAGE 2, LINE 25 
(Purpose: To prohibit the use of funds for re- 
locating the Agency for International De- 
velopment to the Federal Triangle Build- 

ing, Washington, District of Columbia) 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, oh, 
about 30, 40 minutes ago I was delayed 
in having my amendment, which is now 
at the desk, stated. 

When I asked unanimous consent to 
have all amendments laid aside, except 
the committee amendment, there was 
an objection. Now there is no objec- 
tion, as I understand it. So I now ask 
that the amendment be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

If not, the clerk will read the amend- 
ment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
HELMS) proposes an amendment numbered 
2727 to the committee amendment on page 2, 
line 25. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the committee 
amendment insert the following: 

PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR RELOCATING 
AID TO FEDERAL TRIANGLE BUILDING 

Sec. 577. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, none of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act may be 
used to relocate the Agency for Inter- 
national Development, or any part of that 
agency, to the Federal Triangle Building in 
Washington, District of Columbia. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, while the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
was busy approving legislation abolish- 
ing the Agency for International Devel- 
opment, the entrenched bureaucracy at 
AID has been preparing to spend $40 
million to move its offices into some of 
the most expensive real estate in the 
entire Washington area. Apparently, 
AID officials think they are playing 
with monopoly money and that AID 
has just landed on Boardwalk. 

The building, known as the Federal 
Triangle and dubbed by the Washing- 
ton Times a “Blueprint for a Boon- 
doggle,’’ was originally supposed to 
cost $362 million but its cost has soared 
to $700 million. Tom Sherman, former 
assistant administrator of GSA called 
it the project from Hell. Yet, despite 
congressional efforts to abolish AID, 
they intend to burrow-in at this plush, 
new Taj Mahal on Pennsylvania Ave- 
nue, further isolating AID from the De- 
partment of State. 

According to AID, its proposed move 
has already cost taxpayers $13.6 million 
in fiscal years 1994 and 1995 and will 
cost at least an additional $27 million 
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in fiscal years 1996 and 1997. Now, when 
a Federal agency contemplates a move, 
it usually does so with the goal of sav- 
ing taxpayers money. But AID intends 
to do just the opposite. Right now, AID 
pays $20 million annually for its leases 
in the D.C. area. After the move, AID 
plans to spend more than $32 million a 
year in rent—so this move would actu- 
ally increase AID’s annual rent by 
more than one-third. 

The pending amendment would save 
at least $16 million next year by pro- 
hibiting AID from spending any money 
to facilitate its move out of the State 
Department. 

Let me attempt to explain why this 
move will be so costly to the tax- 
payers. The chart next to me illus- 
trates how much AID intends to spend 
per square foot for this new lease as 
compared to lease costs elsewhere in 
the Washington area. 

The chart clearly shows that the av- 
erage cost to lease space in Washington 
is less than $29 per square foot. Even in 
central Washington, the going rate for 
lease space is only $37 per square foot. 
But right now, under the terms nego- 
tiated between AID and the General 
Services Administration [GSA], AID 
intends to lease space in the Federal 
Triangle building for a minimum of $55 
per square foot—far more than any pri- 
vate business in Washington would 
agree to pay. It does not take a mathe- 
matician to know that the folks at AID 
have been snookered on this deal. 

More shocking, AID intends to lease 
a substantial amount of what it calls 
structurally changed space for more 
than $97 per square foot—triple the 
fairmarket value of this space. So, 
while Congress is working to abolish 
AID, AID is busy figuring out ways to 
spend more Federal money with this 
move to the high-rent district. 

Mr. President, let us give the tax- 
payers a break. AID does not need a 
new Taj Mahal. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is pending. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

So the amendment (No. 2727) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I move to recon- 
sider the vote. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky is recognized. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
it is my understanding we are down to 
about four or five amendments left 
that would require a rollcall vote, 
other than amendments that the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Foreign Re- 
lations Committee may have and that 
the majority leader may have. So I 
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would like to encourage—and I see one 
of those Senators here on the floor, the 
distinguished Senator from New Mex- 
ico. 

Again, let me repeat, we are down to 
about four or five amendments that 
will require a rolicall vote, other than 
the amendments that may be offered 
by the distinguished chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee and by 
the majority leader. So that is where 
we are at the moment. I see Senator 
BINGAMAN here. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, the 
Senator includes in that—so we make 
sure we understand—one that would 
obviously require a гоПсай. That 
would be the major reorganization 
amendment that we debated earlier 
today. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to my friend 
from Vermont that is one of the 
amendments of the distinguished 
chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, while 
we are waiting for just some adminis- 
trative work being done on an amend- 
ment which is about to be offered, we 
have here, at least as it came out of 
committee, basically a very straight- 
forward appropriations bill. The distin- 
guished chairman and myself worked 
very, very hard on this. We tried to ac- 
commodate the concerns and desires of 
Republicans and Democrats alike in 
the Appropriations Committee and oth- 
ers who came to us with amendments. 
Those things that we could not agree 
on when we did it, we had votes in the 
committee on them. 

We are now, on the 218% of Septem- 
ber, 9 days before the end of the fiscal 
year, on one of the 13 major appropria- 
tion bills that have to be passed. 
Frankly, I would like to see—and I sus- 
pect the distinguished chairman agrees 
with this—I would like to see if some- 
time by early evening we could just 
vote and pass all of these; either vote 
these amendments up or vote them 
down, and then vote up or vote down on 
the final bill. And I urge our colleagues 
to work toward that end. 

Frankly, my willingness to accept or 
accommodate amendments diminishes 
as the Dracula hour approaches. I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Gor- 
TON). The Senator from New Mexico is 
recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2728 
(Purpose: To allow residents of the United 

States to send to their immediate family 

members in Cuba small amounts of money 

to pay for basic necessities such as food, 
clothing, and medical care) 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 
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The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA- 
MAN] proposes an amendment numbered 2728. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place insert the follow- 
ing: 


SEC. . PROTECTION OF HUMANITARIAN EF- 
FORTS. 


Notwithstanding any provision of law to 
the contrary: 

(a) FAMILY SUPPORT PAYMENTS.—Residents 
of the United States shall not be prohibited 
from sending to their parents, siblings, 
spouses, or children currently residing in 
Cuba small amounts of money (not to exceed 
$200 per month) to be used for the purchase 
of basic necessities, including food, clothing, 
household supplies, rent, medicine, and med- 
ical care. 

(b) COMPASSIONATE TRAVEL.—Residents of 
the United States shall not be prohibited 
from traveling to Cuba for a period up to 
thirty (30) days to attend to a medical emer- 
gency involving, or to attend the funeral of, 
a resident’s parent, sibling, spouse, or 
с; ғ 

(с) NATIONAL DISASTER RELIEF.—The Unit- 
ed States shall not be prohibited from par- 
ticipating in humanitarian relief efforts of 
multilateral organizations of which the 
United States is a member, where such hu- 
manitarian relief efforts are made in the 
aftermath of a natural disaster on the island 
of Cuba. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this 
amendment, as the language of the 
amendment just read indicates, is an 
effort to put the Senate on record and 
the Congress on record as favoring pro- 
tection of some basic humanitarian ef- 
forts made by Americans on behalf of 
the Cuban people. 

More importantly, it also allows 
Cuban-Americans currently residing in 
the United States to ease the suffering 
of immediate family members who 
they may have still remaining in Cuba. 

First, the amendment would allow 
Cuban-Americans and American citi- 
zens who currently reside in the United 
States to provide modest cash remit- 
tances of not more than $200 a month 
to immediate family members. 

The reason that this is an important 
provision is that, as I understand it, we 
presently have in place a policy or Ex- 
ecutive order that is prohibiting those 
remittances. That has been in place 
ever since we were negotiating some- 
time last year with the Cuban Govern- 
ment. I do not believe that this will 
hurt any efforts to bring democracy to 
Cuba or aid the Cuban Government, 
but it will go a great distance in aiding 
or in easing the suffering of the Cuban 
people. 

Second, the amendment would pro- 
tect the rights of Cuban-Americans to 
travel to Cuba in the event of a medi- 
cal emergency or death in their imme- 
diate family. Cuban-Americans would 
be able to travel for periods of up to 30 
days for such emergencies. I am sure 
my colleagues would agree that any in- 
dividual should be able to freely travel 
in order to attend the funeral of a fam- 
ily member or deal with a family medi- 
cal emergency. 

Finally, the amendment says that 
the United States would not be prohib- 

99-059 0—97 Vol. 141 (Pt. 18) 35 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


ited from participating in humani- 
tarian efforts of multilateral organiza- 
tions in the aftermath of any natural 
disaster that might occur involving the 
island of Cuba. These international ef- 
forts or humanitarian efforts referred 
to would be efforts initiated by multi- 
lateral organizations of which we are 
already a member, and we, of course, 
would be aiding in relief efforts 
through those organizations. 

Mr. President, I am sure that all 
Members of the Senate will agree that 
the protection of these basic humani- 
tarian efforts by Americans and Cuban- 
Americans on behalf of the Cuban peo- 
ple and family members is the right 
thing to do. We may have serious dis- 
agreements about United States policy 
and how that policy can best achieve 
democracy in Cuba, but surely we can 
all agree that such a policy should not 
be inhumane to the people of that 
country. 

Our Government’s dispute with the 
Cuban Government should not inter- 
fere with clearly humanitarian efforts 
and basic family rights of Cuban-Amer- 
icans residing in this country. 

Mr. President, I believe it is impor- 
tant for the Senate to be on record in 
support of this, particularly in light of 
some of the Executive orders that have 
been issued recently. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator PELL, 
the Senator from Rhode Island, be list- 
ed as a cosponsor of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, will the 
Chair inform me as to what the lineup 
of amendments is as they now stand? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate is considering an amendment of the 
Senator from New Mexico, amendment 
No. 2728. 

Mr. HELMS. That is the pending 
business. There are three other amend- 
ments in line, are there not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 
other amendments were set aside. One 
is an amendment of the Senator from 
Alaska, Mr. MURKOWSKI, and the other 
an amendment by the distinguished 
Senator from North Carolina for him- 
self and for Senator DOLE. 

Mr. HELMS. May I ask the manager 
of the bill, do they intend to accept the 
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amendment? Does the Senator from 
New Mexico intend to ask for the yeas 
and nays on his amendment? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. In response to the 
Senator from North Carolina, I was 
hoping to have a vote on the amend- 
ment that I have offered. I would be 
glad to do that at this time. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, we 
need to withhold from going to the 
vote. We have not cleared the time yet 
on this side. 

Mr. President, I suggest the ab- 
sence—— 

Mr. HELMS. If the Senator will with- 
hold. Would the Senator like to set 
aside the pending amendment so I can 
call up another amendment? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, is 
the distinguished Senator from North 
Carolina suggesting that we handle 
the—I do not see a number on this— 
PLO amendment? 

Mr. HELMS. Middle East peace, yes. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. It is my under- 
standing that that has been cleared by 
both sides. Is that Senator LEAHY’s un- 
derstanding? 

Mr. LEAHY. I am doublechecking 
that right now. If it is, we can dispense 
with it in about 2 minutes. Maybe we 
can save ourselves even more time if 
we can withhold for just a couple of 
minutes. 

Mr. HELMS. In any case, if the Sen- 
ator will yield, I do have a statement 
which would take 5, 10 minutes in con- 
nection with the amendment. 

Mr. LEAHY. I have no problem with 
that at all. That might kill two birds 
with one stone. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the managers of 
the bill. I shall be as brief as possible. 
This amendment, as I understand it, 
has been cleared on both sides. I hope 
that is correct. 

Mr. President, Senator PELL, the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island 
and ranking member of the Foreign Re- 
lations Committee, and I and the sev- 
eral other cosponsors of the Middle 
East Peace Facilitation Act of 1995 in- 
troduced our bill, S. 1064, on July 21, 
with the now-obvious overly-optimistic 
assumption that it could and would be 
incorporated into the State Depart- 
ment authorization bill. 

I shall not recount the well-known 
reasons why the Foreign Relations 
Committee’s State Department author- 
ization bill was given such scant con- 
sideration by the minority of the Sen- 
ate, except to say that it ran into bu- 
reaucratic bombardment from the 
State Department, the White House, 
and a coterie of independent agency bu- 
reaucrats who were tormented by the 
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very idea that their multibillion dollar 
playpens might be broken up, which, I 
might add, was precisely the intent of 
my piece of legislation. 

In any case, here we are with the 
Foreign Relations Committee’s author- 
ization bill now in part tacked onto the 
appropriations bill. 

I certainly find no joy in that set of 
circumstances. The authorization bill, 
S. 1964, had bipartisan support, in part 
because there was a fairly explicit pre- 
sumption that Chairman GILMAN, the 
distinguished gentleman over in the 
House, chairman of the House Inter- 
national Relations Committee, and I 
would be able to act on our respective 
reservations about the authorization 
bill when it went to conference. Now 
all of that is out the window—at least 
for the time being. So, as it turned out, 
BEN GILMAN and I never got the 
chance. 

There are a number of improvements 
that can and should be made to this 
legislation. But let me offer some pure- 
ly personal and fundamental problems 
that I have with the so-called Middle 
East Peace Facilitation Act, which is 
now pending. 

If you wonder if I trust Yasser 
Arafat, the answer is “по.” His hands 
are bloody; his career is smeared with 
unspeakable acts of terrorism. I will 
never fully understand how the leaders 
of Israel could reach the decision to 
turn over land to Arafat, a man whose 
creed calls for the destruction of the 
nation of Israel, and whose co-conspira- 
tors have referred to Israel as the 
“eternal enemy.” 

Will this peace process convince 
Arafat that he cannot promote peace 
while he is winking at gun-toting ter- 
rorists in Hamas? I do not know, but I 
frankly doubt it. Will it matter to 
Arafat that the Congress of the United 
States regards Jerusalem as the capital 
of Israel, and that this Congress has 
not the slightest predisposition or in- 
tent to help finance PLO offices in Je- 
rusalem? I think not. 

One thing is certain about the Middle 
East Peace Facilitation Act of 1995, the 
pending amendment. One thing or the 
other is going to happen. Yasser Arafat 
will have a final opportunity to dem- 
onstrate that for once a leopard can 
change its spots. He will have an oppor- 
tunity to astonish everybody by dem- 
onstrating that he does indeed wish to 
join the ranks of the decent and honor- 
able in this violent and troubled world. 
He may astonish me, and I pray that he 
can and that he will. 

All around are leaders willing to risk 
giving Yasser Arafat one last chance. I 
fear that I know what is going to hap- 
pen down the road, and not very far 
down the road. As is so often said, 
“let’s give peace a chance,” even if it 
proves to be one last exercise in futil- 
ity. 

I have several amendments to offer, 
none of which will kill the peace proc- 
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ess, and the PLO can comply with each 
and every one of them if Yasser Arafat 
has even a spark of genuineness in him. 

First, although Senators may not be 
aware of it, the PLO has at least 10 of- 
fices operating within the city limits 
of Jerusalem. The PLO does not belong 
in Jerusalem. If those offices are not 
shut down within 6 months, then under 
this amendment, all U.S. aid to the 
PLO would be cut off. 

Second, 2 years ago Yasser Arafat 
pledged he would cooperate in provid- 
ing information regarding the fate of 
an Israeli-American soldier captured 
by a PLO faction. To the best of any- 
body’s knowledge, he has not done 
that. No doubt there is information in 
Mr. Arafat’s hands about other Ameri- 
cans held by the PLO and those affili- 
ated with the PLO. 

The President of the United States, 
under this amendment, must certify 
that Yasser Arafat is being specifically 
helpful in the search by the United 
States for information regarding vic- 
tims of terrorism. Surely this is a 
small request in return for assistance 
that the United States provides. 

Third, this Middle East Peace Facili- 
tation Act is to be 18 months in dura- 
tion. Several Members of the House of 
Representatives have argued for a 12- 
month bill. I happen to believe they are 
right. The situation in the Middle East 
is so fluid that 12 months will serve ev- 
eryone better, in my judgment. 

Then I have two technical amend- 
ments which will follow shortly to 
clean up some unclear language regard- 
ing the Palestinian covenant and the 
participation of active terrorist groups 
in Palestinian elections. I doubt that 
anybody in this Chamber will find ei- 
ther of these objectionable. 

In summary, there has been a great 
deal of discontent and doubt about this 
peace process. I hope we can relieve 
some of that. I do hope that all Sen- 
ators who have suggested alternatives 
or amendments to MEPFA, I hope they 
will offer them for an open discussion 
that will, of course, benefit all of us. - 

Mr. President, I thank you. I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. . Mr. President, this 
amendment of the Senator from North 
Carolina is acceptable on this side. 

I wonder if the distinguished floor 
manager would be interested in doing 
it this way: That we pass by voice vote 
the amendment by the Senator from 
North Carolina and then go for rollcall, 
the yeas and nays having been ordered 
on the amendment of the Senator from 
New Mexico. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, ap- 
proving the Helms amendment is fine. 

. Lindicated to the Senator from New 
Mexico that the Senator from Florida, 
Senator MACK, will want to speak on 
his amendment, so we will not be able 
to go forward on the Bingaman amend- 
ment yet. 

I see no problem in moving ahead on 
the Helms amendment that is cur- 
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rently before the Senate. I am aware of 
no opposition to it, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment has not yet been offered. 
Mr. LEAHY. I am referring to the 
amendment that the Senator from 
North Carolina has been speaking 
about. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2729 TO THE LAST COMMITTEE 
AMENDMENT 
(Purpose: To Amend the Middle East Peace 
Facilitation Act) 
Mr. HELMS. I send an amendment to 
the desk for immediate consideration. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
ари proposes an amendment numbered 


Mr. HELMS. I ask unanimous con- 
sent reading of the amendment be dis- 
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 113, lines 25 and 26, strike eight- 
ееп” and insert “twelve”. 

On page 119, line 15, insert “and thereby 
nullified” after the phrase “effectively dis- 
avowed". 

On page 120, lines 3 and 4, strike “іп ac- 
cordance with the terms that may be agreed 
with Israel’’ and insert ‘‘that neither engage 
in nor practice terrorism or violence in the 
implementation of their political goals”. 

On page 120, line 15, strike and“. 

On page 120, line 19, strike the period and 
insert; апа”. 

On page 120, between lines 19 and 20, insert 
the following: 

(7) the P.L.O. has not funded, either par- 
tially or wholly, or has ceased funding, ei- 
ther partially or wholly, any office, or other 
presence of the Palestinian Authority in Je- 
rusalem. 

(8) the P.L.O. is cooperating fully with the 
Government of the United States on the pro- 
vision of information on United States na- 
tionals known to have been held at any time 
by the P.L.O. or factions thereof. 

At the appropriate place in the Committee 
amendment, insert the following new sec- 
tion: 

COERCIVE POPULATION CONTROL METHODS 

Sec. . Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this Act or other law, none of the 
funds appropriated by this Act may be made 
available for the United Nations Population 
Fund (UNFPA), unless the President cer- 
tifles to the appropriate congressional com- 
mittees that (1) the United Nations Popu- 
lation Fund has terminated all activities in 
the People’s Republic of China; or (2) during 
the 12 months preceding such certification, 
there have been no abortions as the result of 
coercion associated with the family planning 
policies of the national government or other 
governmental entities within the People's 
Republic of China. As used in this section 
the term “соегсіоп” includes physical duress 
or abuse, destruction or confiscation of prop- 
erty, loss of means of livelihood, or severe 
psychological pressure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate on the amendment, 
the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2729) was agreed 
to. 
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Mr. HELMS. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. McCONNELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, a few 
minutes ago we passed the humani- 
tarian corridor amendment, of which I 
was a cosponsor. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the distinguished Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. REID] be added as a 
cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I have an 
unprinted amendment—it is a printed 
amendment—at the desk. I ask it be 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator ask unanimous consent to set 
aside the pending amendment? 

Mr. HELMS. Yes, sir. I thank the 
chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2730 TO THE COMMITTEE 
AMENDMENT 
(Purpose: To restrict the availability of 
funds for the U.N. Population Fund 

(UNFPA)) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
HELMS] proposes an amendment numbered 
2730 to the committee amendment. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the Committee 
amendment, insert the following new sec- 
tion: 

COERCIVE POPULATION CONTROL METHODS 

Sec. . Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this Act or other law, none of the 
funds appropriated by this Act may be made 
available for the United Nations Population 
Fund (UNFPA), unless the President cer- 
tifies to the appropriate congressional com- 
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mittees that (1) the United Nations Popu- 
lation Fund has terminated all activities in 
the People’s Republic of China; or (2) during 
the 12 months preceding such certification, 
there have been no abortions as the result of 
coercion associated with the family planning 
policies of the national government or other 
governmental entities within the People's 
Republic of China. As used in this section 
the term “соегсіоп” includes physical duress 
or abuse, destruction or confiscation of prop- 
erty, loss of means of livelihood, or severe 
psychological pressure. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the pend- 
ing amendment is directed toward the 
U.N. Population Program familiarly 
known as UNFPA. It is directed at the 
U.N. Population Program and the Peo- 
ple’s Republic of China. 

The arrest earlier this year of my 
friend, Harry Wu—and he is a friend of 
a lot of Senators here—again high- 
lights, I think, China’s dismal human 
rights record. And of course all Sen- 
ators have heard the horror stories as- 
sociated with the brutal population 
control program of the People’s Repub- 
lic of China. 

The pending bill proposes to hand 
over another $35 million to UNFPA— 
$20 million less than the Clinton ad- 
ministration proposed in my judgment, 
and I think the judgment of many 
other Senators, it is still $35 million 
too much. I, therefore, expect a few 
UNFPA defenders to come down to the 
Senate floor and say that U.N. Popu- 
lation Program activities in China 
really don’t matter because UNFPA 
does some good things elsewhere. Oth- 
ers will claim that language specifi- 
cally restricting the United States con- 
tribution from being used in China is 
all that is needed. But, I do not buy 
that, and neither do the American peo- 
ple, if lam any judge of the attitude of 
the people. 

Either UNFPA is mixed up in China’s 
grotesque and cruel population control 
program, or it is not. And the fact is, 
UNFPA helped design China’s one- 
child-per-family population control 
program 20 years ago, and it has ac- 
tively supported the program ever 
since. Indeed, UNFPA holds up China’s 
program as a model for the developing 
world. 

The pending amendment insists that 
the U.N. Population Program termi- 
nate its activities in China or the Unit- 
ed States Government will terminate 
its association with UNFPA. It is as 
simple as that. The amendment is iden- 
tical to language in the House version 
of this bill, and should be included in 
this bill. 

Let me say, parenthetically, that a 
foreign aid conference report may ex- 
perience some trouble in the House un- 
less this and other pro-life, pro-child 
provisions remain. Foreign aid is as un- 
popular in the House as it has ever 
been, and I do not think that pro-life 
Congressmen will be inclined to vote 
for this bill without language protect- 
ing unborn children. 
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Mr. President, let us be clear about 
the kind of abuses that occur in China 
under the nose of UNFPA. Women are 
dragged into government clinics and 
forced to have an abortion if they al- 
ready have one child. Women and men 
are forced, like animals, to undergo 
sterilization procedures if they violate 
the one-child policy. This inhumane 
program—of which UNFPA is во 
proud—has caused an alarming in- 
crease in abortions of baby girls be- 
cause many Chinese value boys more. 

In light of this cruelty against the 
most innocent and helpless members of 
the human race, the Christian Coali- 
tion’s Contract with the American 
Family specifically targets eliminating 
funding for UNFPA. A cogent expla- 
nation of why UNFPA is targeted is on 
pages 72-74 of the contract. I shall do 
everything I can to require that 
UNFPA pull out of China, or face ter- 
mination of United States taxpayers’ 
funding. 

Mr. President, this bill carries an- 
other provision—as have previous for- 
eign aid appropriations bills since 
1985—designed to prohibit funding 
UNFPA, but without identifying 
UNFPA by name. The provision, known 
as the Kemp-Kasten amendment, pro- 
hibits funding of any organization ог 
program which, as determined by the 
President of the United States, sup- 
ports or participates in the manage- 
ment of a program of coercive abortion 
or involuntary sterilization.” Senator 
Kasten and Congressman Kemp had 
Communist China in mind, where 
UNFPA operates one of its cornerstone 
programs. 

From 1986-92, the Reagan and Bush 
administrations determined that 
UNFPA was in violation of the Kemp- 
Kasten amendment. Indeed, President 
Bush vetoed the fiscal year 1990 foreign 
operations appropriations bill because 
it gutted the Kemp-Kasten amend- 
ment. President Bush opposed funding 
UNFPA because it was the only organi- 
zation that violated the Kemp-Kasten 
amendment and because, as Mr. Bush 
put it: 

The [U. N. Population Program] partioi- 
pates in and strongly defends the program of 
a particular foreign government [China] 
which relies heavily upon compulsory abor- 
tion. This fund received no United States as- 
sistance since 1985, precisely because of its 
involvement in the coercive abortion policy. 


It is well known that one of the first 
actions taken by President Clinton, 
when he assumed office, was to reverse 
this longstanding policy—despite the 
administration’s full knowledge of Chi- 
na’s cruel program and UNFPA’s close 
relationship with it. That is why the 
pending amendment is the pending 
business in the Senate right now. 

AID Administrator Brian Atwood 
told the chairman of the House Foreign 
Operations Appropriations Subcommit- 
tee, in an August 6, 1993, letter, that 
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“я * * if there are not significant im- 
provements in China’s population pro- 
gram, the United States will not sup- 
port continued UNFPA assistance to 
China beyond 1995 when the current 
rogram ends.”’ 

қ The fact is, Мг. President, the situa- 
tion in China has worsened, but 
UNFPA does not intend to pull out of 
China, and the Clinton administration 
has every intention of contributing 
money to UNFPA. The administration 
apparently gives UNFPA a wink and a 
nod in New York, and then glibly tells 
Congress, trust us, the United States 
doesn’t support UNFPA assistance to 
China.” 

Let me say this in conclusion. Mr. 
President, Americans already believe 
that too much of their tax money goes 
to the United Nations. Poll after poll 
after poll shows that. And they cer- 
tainly do not want any administration 
to give money to the U.N. Population 
Program, thereby condoning that orga- 
nization, including its involvement 
with China’s grotesque population con- 
trol program. 

Since China clearly has made no im- 
provement on human rights, and since 
UNFPA’s relationship with China re- 
mains unchanged, I strongly urge Sen- 
ators to support the amendment to 
force UNFPA out of China. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, as 
the Senator from North Carolina, I be- 
lieve, mentioned in his statement, the 
amendment he offered was in the origi- 
nal chairman’s mark which was then 
stripped out at the subcommittee level, 
so I obviously support the amendment 
of the Senator from North Carolina. 

One of the thoughts that my friend 
from Vermont and I were discussing is 
the possibility of a hour and half, or a 
2-hour time agreement on the amend- 
ment, if that is acceptable to the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. That would 
give Senators notice that there would 
be a vote at a time certain in a couple 
of hours from now. 

I am curious. I would ask Senator 
LEAHY if he has any feeling about the 
appropriateness of such time agree- 
ment. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I strong- 
ly support it if we are ever going to fin- 
ish this bill in our lifetime. I under- 
stand one Senator is not on the floor, 
and he would be on the floor in about a 
minute or two. 

I would suggest this, that we go off 
this amendment for about 3 minutes, 
bring back the Bingaman amendment 
during that time, and then 3 minutes 
from now go back to the Senator from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that we go off the pending amend- 
ment, go back to the Bingaman amend- 
ment, and I assure my colleague I will 
be asking that we go back to the Helms 
amendment in a matter of 3 or 4 min- 
utes. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the 
Helms amendment? 

Mr. HELMS. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? Hearing no 
objection, is there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. I 
thank the managers. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, what 
is the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair informs the Senator from New 
Mexico that the pending amendment is 
the amendment of the Senator from 
New Mexico. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2731 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2728 
(Purpose: To allow residents of the United 

States to send to their immediate family 

members in Cuba small amounts of money 

to pay for basic necessities such as food, 
clothing, and medical care) 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
send a second amendment to the desk 
and ask for its immediate consider- 


ation. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 


The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA- 
MAN] proposes an amendment numbered 2731 
to amendment No. 2728. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

Strike all after the first word and insert 
the following: 

SEC. . PROTECTION OF HUMANITARIAN EF- 
FORTS. 


Notwithstanding any provision of law to 
the contrary: 

(a) FAMILY SUPPORT PAYMENTS.—Residents 
of the United States shall not be prohibited 
from sending to their parents, siblings, 
spouses, or children currently residing in 
Cuba small amounts of money (not to exceed 
$195 per month) to be used for the purchase 
of basic necessities, including food, clothing, 
household supplies, rent, medicines, and 
medical care. 

(b) COMPASSIONATE TRAVEL.—Residents of 
the United States shall not be prohibited 
from traveling to Cuba for a period up to 
thirty (30) days to attend · to a medical emer- 
gency involving, or to attend the funeral of, 
such resident’s parent, sibling, spouse, or 
child. 

(c) NATIONAL DISASTER RELIEF.—The Unit- 
ed States shall not be prohibited from par- 
ticipating in humanitarian relief efforts of 
multilateral organizations of which the 
United States is a member, where such hu- 
manitarian relief efforts are made in the 
aftermath of a natural disaster on the island 
of Cuba. 


Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the second-de- 
gree amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 
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There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we tempo- 
rarily lay aside the Bingaman amend- 
ment and that we go back to the Helms 
amendment we were discussing just a 
moment ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
what I was going to suggest, subject to 
the approval of the other side, is that 
we schedule the vote on the Helms 
amendment for 6:30. 

Would that work? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, would it be 
possible in that same unanimous-con- 
sent agreement to have a provision for 
a vote on the second-degree amend- 
ment that I just offered giving suffi- 
cient time for debate? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to my friend 
from New Mexico, we are still trying to 
get the input from one Senator on his 
amendment now as amended. So at this 
particular moment I think that would 
not be possible. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I will not object, 
Mr. President. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have 
absolutely no objection. In fact, I think 
it would be a good idea to have the 
vote on the Helms amendment in an 
hour and a half, with the time equally 
divided under control of the managers. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the vote 
on the Helms amendment occur at 6:30 
and that the time on the amendment 
be equally divided in the usual fashion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the time be 
charged equally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2730 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield 15 
minutes from the side in opposition to 
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. FEINGOLD]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin is recognized for 
15 minutes. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you, Mr. 
President. I thank the manager very 
much for the 15 minutes in order to op- 
pose the Helms amendment on UNFPA 
and to support the committee language 
on population and abortion. 
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Everyone understands that this is the 
same debate we had in the Senate For- 
eign Relations Committee this sum- 
mer, when the committee voted by a 
decisive 11-5 vote to authorize $35 mil- 
lion in funding for UNFPA. 

The UNFPA is the world’s leading 
family planning agency, with approxi- 
mately one-third of all population as- 
sistance to developing countries chan- 
neled through it. 

It provides funds and training for ma- 
ternal and child health care, family 
planning devices, and technical assist- 
ance for population programs. 

UNFPA, by its own mandate, is not 
involved in abortions or abortion-relat- 
ed services. It is family planning agen- 


cy. 

So, this is a debate on population. It 
should not be a debate on abortion. 

That is why the amendment by the 
Senator from North Carolina dem- 
onstrates a fundamental misunder- 
standing of what the UNFPA does, and 
will do nothing to end the horrific 
practice of coercive abortion. 

Nowhere in the world—including 
China does the UNFPA involve itself 
with abortion policy or the delivery of 
abortion and abortion-related services. 
Indeed, if I believed that UNFPA or 
any U.S. Government program was 
being used to support coercive abor- 
tion, I would vehemently object. 

Like the chairman, I too, am the fa- 
ther of two daughters and am horrified 
by the Chinese policies on baby girls. 
To insinuate that anyone in this body 
supports such a practice is really dis- 
ingenuous. 

That is one of the reasons I intro- 
duced legislation with the chairman to 
revoke most-favored-nation status for 
China. I believe it should be at the 
forefront of our human rights agenda 
with China. 

It should be an issue at bilateral and 
multilateral fora; 

It should be linked to benefits, such 
as MFN, which the Chinese desire; 

It should be a subject for the U.N. 
Commission on Human Rights; 

And it should be an issue for foreign 
corporations in China as they are sin- 
cerely interested in improving the 
quality of life for their Chinese em- 
ployees. 

But withdrawing from the UNFPA 
would do nothing to combat coercive 
abortion because UNFPA is not in- 
volved in the policy, and current law 
governing the United States contribu- 
tion to UNFPA wholly separates 
United States funds from being used in 
China altogether. 

That law was reaffirmed by a strong, 
bipartisan 11-5 vote in the Senate For- 
eign Relations Committee last month 
when we debated the UNFPA issue in 
an amendment to the foreign aid au- 
thorization bill. 

Current law not only explicitly pro- 
hibits United States funds from being 
used in UNFPA’s China program, it 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


also mandates that UNFPA must hold 
United States funds in separate ac- 
counts to ensure that they are not co- 
mingled with other moneys which may 
be supporting family planning services 
in China. 

Our provisions also require that the 
administration certify that China is re- 
ceiving only the $7 million which the 
UNFPA 5-year plan allocates. Under 
current law, if the report shows that 
UNFPA invests more than $7 million in 
China, then the United States con- 
tribution to UNFPA will be deducted 
by that proportional amount, so there 
is no way that additional funds from 
the United States can be put in in this 
way. 

Mr. President, we will do more to in- 
fluence the China program if we stay 
involved with UNFPA. The current 
program ends in December 1995. If we 
are not contributors to UNFPA, then 
we will not be at the table at the end 
of the year to help decide if and how 
this organization will work in China. 
That is certainly no way to stop coer- 
cive abortion. 

Further, if we withdraw, we will pull 
no other country with us. Let me re- 
mind my colleagues that when the 
United States withdrew from UNFPA 
in 1984, not one single other country 
joined in our boycott. In any event, it 
makes no sense to withdraw from this 
organization since it is in fact exactly 
the services performed by UNFPA that 
make abortion less likely and less fre- 
quent. 

Let us talk about that for a minute. 
Let us talk about the threat of over- 
population to our national security in- 
terests and what UNFPA and global 
population programs are doing to ad- 
dress it. The world population is ex- 
ploding. From 1800 to 1930, our planet 
grew from 1 to 2 billion people. Today, 
we are up to 5 to 6 billion people, with 
1 million born every 96 hours. At this 
rate, we will have quadrupled our popu- 
lation by the end of this century. 

Overpopulation hampers economic 
development, harms world health 
standards, threatens food security. It 
stresses the environment, it harms the 
status of women, and it often forces 
dangerous migration and refugee pat- 
terns. These are among the most seri- 
ous threats in the 2186 century. We 
must be able to use the achievements 
of the 20th century; namely, family 
planning, to counter them. With the 
UNFPA in the lead, contraceptive use 
worldwide has quintupled in the past 20 
years while the average family size has 
been halved. Yet, according to the 
World Health Organization, approxi- 
mately 350 million couples still com- 
pletely lack access to family planning 
services and information. 

Mr. President, population will be the 
key to whether improved economic 
policies succeed; whether we will coex- 
ist with our environment or deplete it; 
and whether political crises become 
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large-scale humanitarian disasters or 
not. 

There are fortunately, Mr. President, 
many success stories to illustrate this 
point. 

The so-called Asian Tiger econo- 
mies—Indonesia, Malaysia, and Thai- 
land—have been very successful in fam- 
ily planning programs, and they have 
been put together with assistance from 
UNFPA. 

I have also visited, Mr. President, a 
family planning clinic in Tunisia which 
has one of the most successful pro- 
grams in the world. It is also a country 
which is fast modernizing and develop- 
ing a strong middle class. In my view, 
there is no coincidence that the econo- 
mies of these countries are doing so 
well. There is no coincidence that the 
role of women in these societies is im- 
proving. Like human rights, global 
population concerns are U.S. national 
concerns. 

Let me say again, while I share the 
outrage of the Senator from North 
Carolina about China’s abortion policy, 
I believe that it makes no sense to sac- 
rifice UNFPA for China’s abortion pol- 
icy in which that organization plays no 
role. If we can focus on what the real 
issue is here, I think my colleagues 
will be persuaded that a U.S. contribu- 
tion to the UNFPA is clearly in our na- 
tional interest and does not contradict 
our national values. 

Mr. President, this amendment really 
spawns a false debate, and I urge the 
Senate to follow both the Foreign Re- 
lations Committee and also the Appro- 
priations Committee and to defeat it. 

I thank the Chair and yield the re- 
mainder of whatever time I have back 
to the manager. I yield the floor. 

Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington is informed that 
time is controlled. Does she wish to 
ask unanimous consent to take a cer- 
tain amount of time from the Senator 
from Vermont? 

Mrs. MURRAY. How much time re- 
mains on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 43 minutes and 7 seconds. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Will the Senator 
from Vermont yield 10 minutes? 

I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator from Washing- 
ton has 10 minutes. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the 
committee position on funding for 
international family planning рго- 
grams and against the Helms amend- 
ment to cut and restrict family plan- 
ning aid. 

The Helms amendment before us 
today is a wolf in sheep’s clothing. It 
pretends to be antiabortion but in fact 
it is antifamily planning and does not 
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effect the question of abortion funding 
at all. 

In addition, the Helms amendment 
pretends to address the horrendous 
problem of forced abortions in the Peo- 
ple’s Republic of China, ostensibly try- 
ing to solve that terrible problem by 
denying United States support for the 
U.N. Population Fund. 

Mr. President, the debate surround- 
ing UNFPA began over a decade ago 
during the Reagan administration. 
Foes of UNFPA claimed then, as they 
do today, that the United States 
should withdraw support for UNFPA 
because of the fund’s presence in China 
where there have been persistent re- 
ports of government sanctioned forced 
abortions. 

There is no question that the Chinese 
do many things that I abhor. Forcing 
women to have abortions or forcing in- 
dividuals to undergo sterilization is a 
gross violation of human rights and 
should be condemned by our Govern- 
ment at the highest levels. 

Likewise, the killing of female in- 
fants in China is widespread in the 
country and appears to often go 
unpunished by Chinese officials. But it 
would be illogical—and counter- 
productive—for the United States to 
pull out of those international agencies 
that give aid to children in China be- 
cause of the horrific practice of female 
infanticide that plagues that nation. 

So why should we ask this organiza- 
tion to carry the sins of China on its 
shoulders when it comes to the ques- 
tion of family planning? The facts have 
never supported this approach. When 
the question of UNFPA funding was 
first debated during the Reagan admin- 
istration, officials under President 
Reagan investigated the issue and 
found, and I quote from an AID docu- 
ment from that time, that UNFPA is 
a benevolent factor in China which 
works to decrease the incidence of co- 
ercive abortion” in China by providing 
effective family planning services. 

That same Reagan administration in- 
vestigation found absolutely no evi- 
dence that the UNFPA participated in 
or supported іп any way China's coer- 
cive family planning practices. Sadly, 
caught up in the pro-life politics of the 
time, UNFPA was nonetheless 
defunded by President Reagan. Presi- 
dent Clinton has since resumed U.S. 
support for this agency and therein lie 
the roots of today's debate. Through 
all of this, however, the facts have been 
clear, that UNFPA has been part of the 
solution in China by helping to reduce 
the incidence of abortion in that coun- 
try and others by providing high-qual- 
ity voluntary family planning services. 
UNFPA’s goal is to eliminate the need 
for abortions. They do so by providing 
maternal and child health care and vol- 
untary family planning services. These 
are the kinds of programs that are un- 
questionably the most effective means 
of preventing abortion. And the major- 
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ity of UNFPA’s assistance goes toward 
projects in these areas. Ironically, by 
denying support to this most effective 
international family planning agency, 
the Helms amendment might well have 
the unintended effect of increasing the 
incidence of abortion in China. 

As has been pointed out by others 
during this debate, the committee bill 
before us continues the longstanding 
policy of banning the use of U.S. funds 
for abortions overseas. That ban, com- 
monly known as the Helms amend- 
ment, has been part of the permanent 
foreign aid statutes since 1973 and re- 
mains unchanged in the committee’s 
bill. 

In addition, the bill prohibits the use 
of U.S. funds for abortion lobbying. 

So the real question facing the Sen- 
ate today is this: The committee bill is 
already stringently antiabortion, but 
by disqualifying one of the most tried 
and true family planning organizations 
from receiving U.S. support, do we 
really want to make this bill 
antifamily planning as well? 

Let me take a minute to review for 
my colleagues the important work that 
is being done by UNFPA and why U.S. 
support for this agency is so impor- 
tant. The United States played a key 
role in establishing the UNFPA in the 
late 1960’s, seeking to form an organi- 
zation where we could work with other 
nations to address the problem of over- 
population. Since that time, UNFPA 
has become a respected and trusted 
source of safe and effective family 
planning services for women and fami- 
lies in poor and developing nations. 

With programs in over 140 countries, 
UNFPA is the world’s largest vol- 
untary family planning program. The 
guiding philosophy behind UNFPA's 
work in the developing world is to in- 
vest in women. UNFPA recognizes that 
by investing in women, we strengthen 
entire communities as well as national 
economies. In addition to family plan- 
ning services, UNFPA provides life-sav- 
ing maternal health care programs. 

While childbirth anywhere carries 
certain risks, in the developing world 
mothers face grave statistics. In Afri- 
ca, for example, 1 out of every 21 
women will die as a result of pregnancy 
or childbirth, making the African 
women 200 times more likely to die as 
a result of bearing her children than a 
European woman. 

The kinds of programs provided by 
UNFPA can prevent many of these ma- 
ternal deaths. So when we support 
UNFPA, we are supporting those 
women and families across the develop- 
ing world who seek the means to space 
their births and avoid high-risk preg- 
nancies. 

Equally important, when we support 
UNFPA we are increasing the chances 
that child survival rates will rise 
across the developing world. We know 
that babies born in quick succession to 
a mother whose body is not yet recov- 
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ered from her previous birth are the 
least likely to survive. 

UNFPA programs вевк to support 
child survival efforts and help women 
understand the vital link between child 
survival and family planning. 

For the record, let me outline 
UNFPA’s position on abortion. UNFPA 
does not and never has supported abor- 
tions or abortion-related services in 
any country it operates in. According 
to the UNFPA’s governing council, it is 
“the policy of the UNFPA not to pro- 
vide assistance for abortion, abortion 
services, or abortion-related equipment 
and supplies as a method of family 
planning.” 

So, as I noted in my earlier remarks, 
the Helms amendment will do nothing 
to prevent abortions in China or else- 
where, but it will prevent vital health 
services from being delivered to women 
and children in the world’s poorest na- 
tions. 

I urge my colleagues to remember 
what is really at stake here. This is a 
public health issue and an extremely 
serious one. Family planning saves 
lives. Experts estimate that the lives of 
5.6 million children and 200,000 women 
could be saved every year if all the 
women who wanted to limit their fami- 
lies had access to family planning. I 
ask my colleagues to really think 
about those statistics; 5.6 million chil- 
dren and 200,000 women every year. 

So when we debate this issue of 
whether to support voluntary family 
planning programs like UNFPA, let us 
keep this debate focused squarely 
where it belongs—on the world’s young 
women who struggle against impossible 
odds to better their lives and who des- 
perately need reproductive health care 
services. Let us keep this debate 
squarely focused on young mothers 
around the world who have small chil- 
dren or babies and need family plan- 
ning assistance to ensure that they do 
not become pregnant again too quickly 
and endangering their own lives and 
that of their babies and young chil- 
dren. Let us keep this debate squarely 
focused on thousands of women in poor 
nations who, lacking access to repro- 
ductive health care, resort to self-in- 
duced abortions and too often trag- 
ically lose their lives. Experts estimate 
at least 500,000 women will die from 
pregnancy-related causes, roughly 
200,000 from illegal abortions which are 
prevented when women have family 
planning services. 

The issue of refunding the UNFPA 
came before Congress again and again 
when Presidents Bush and Reagan were 
in office. Congress repeatedly voted for 
the United States to resume funding. 
So let us move on to the task of ensur- 
ing that women in the developing 
world have access to the kinds of repro- 
ductive health services they deserve, 
the kinds of services that will save 
their lives and the lives of their chil- 
dren. 
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In closing, Mr. President, I urge my 
colleagues to remember that this is a 
public health issue and an extremely 
serious one. We should reject the 
Helms amendment and vote in support 
of women and children across our 
globe. I thank you and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ABRAHAM). Who yields time? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, how 
much time is remaining for those in 
opposition to the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. You have 
32 minutes 30 seconds. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may require. 

Mr. President, I strongly oppose this 
amendment. What it does is it reverses 
the action taken by the subcommittee 
in legislation that was then in the full 
bill as reported out of the full commit- 
tee. 

By a vote of 8-5 the Foreign Oper- 
ations Subcommittee passed my 
amendment to strike the kind of re- 
strictions imposed by the House and 
proposed in this amendment that were 
in the bill that came before the For- 
eign Operations Subcommittee. I 
moved to strike the House language, 
taking the same position as the distin- 
guished Senator from Washington, and 
before her, the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin. The Foreign Oper- 
ations Subcommittee approved of my 
amendment. And that is the condition 
we are in now. 

When you look at what we have done, 
the bill simply continues current law 
and practice. We are not asking for 
anything radically different. This is 
what we have always done. At a time 
when support for voluntary family 
planning programs and women's repro- 
ductive health is growing around the 
world, it would be foolhardy for the 
United States to once again, as we did 
in the early 1980’s, surrender our lead- 
ership in this area. 

This bill has the same prohibition on 
funding for abortion that we have had 
for years. Now, I have listened to some 
speaking around this Chamber. I want 
to make sure everybody understands. 
No funds in this bill can be used for 
abortion. It is not just the case that 
there is not any money in there for 
abortion; there is an explicit prohibi- 
tion against money being used for 
abortion. So, basically, we are putting 
up a straw person to knock down here. 

And then the question is, what might 
happen in China? No funds in this bill 
can be used in China. None, nada, 
neant, rien. 

So what is the problem? The whole 
point of the program in this bill is to 
promote contraceptive and other alter- 
natives to abortion—alternatives to 
abortion. We are trying to have alter- 
natives to abortion. We say none of the 
money can be used for abortion and 
none of the money can be used in China 
where they have forced abortions, and, 
instead, the money can be used for al- 
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ternatives to abortion. We all ought to 
jump on board with that one. Every 
dollar is for voluntary family planning. 

So, if you support this amendment, 
you are opposing voluntary family 
planning. If you support the amend- 
ment on the floor right now, you are 
against voluntary family planning. 
Provisions relating to the U.N. popu- 
lation fund would enable us to contrib- 
ute to this organization, which is the 
largest international family planning 
agency in the world. 

UNFPA does not fund abortions. It 
funds contraceptives and information, 
education about family planning in 140 
countries. It is absolutely vital that 
the United States play a leading role in 
this agency, especially when the deci- 
sions we make today will determine if 
the world’s population doubles or tri- 
ples. 

Can you imagine what this bill would 
look like, the overall foreign aid bill 
here, if the world population doubled or 
tripled? 

That is not our population of the 
United States, that is the rest of the 
world, most of it in the area where we 
have the gravest concerns in this bill. 

The bill does not earmark funding for 
UNFPA, but it would permit up to $35 
million for UNFPA, which even in the 
unlikely possibility that that amount 
is available, is still $15 million below 
last year’s level, and it contains all the 
restrictions on our contributions. 
There is an explicit prohibition against 
using U.S. funds in China, despite the 
fact UNFPA’s program in China pro- 
motes voluntary family planning and 
human rights. 

Let us not go backward in this bill, 
not when so many governments are fi- 
nally seeking help in limiting the 
growth of their own population growth. 
Many of these countries are already 
impoverished, and the poverty in- 
creases because the population grows. 
We have the technology, the expertise, 
and we ought to help. 

This amendment would require 
UNFPA to withdraw from China. That 
is not a decision UNFPA can do, nor 
can we pass a law to require it to do. It 
is a decision of its governing board. It 
is made up of donor governments and a 
large majority support UNFPA’s pro- 
gram in China. By attaching a require- 
ment that UNFPA cannot meet, we cut 
off funding in 139 other countries. 

There is no money for abortion, no 
money for China. There is no reason to 
vote for this amendment, unless some- 
how you are against voluntary family 
planning altogether. If you have that 
attitude, then I guess there is nothing 
Ican say. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let- 
ter from Stirling Scruggs, the chief of 
information at UNFPA, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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UNITED NATIONS POPULATION FUND, 
July 26, 1995. 
Senator PATRICK LEAHY, 
Senate Russell Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LEAHY: It has just come to 
my attention that on June 28, 1995 during a 
debate on the House floor, Representative 
Chris Smith quoted Dr. Sadik, Executive Di- 
rector of UNFPA, “China has every reason to 
feel proud of and pleased with its remarkable 
achievements made in its family planning 
policy and control of its population growth 
over the past 10 years. Now the country 
could offer its experiences and special ex- 
perts to help other countries.“ Senator Jesse 
Helms used the same quote in the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee Report accom- 
panying 8-961. 

I believe this quote comes from China 
Daily, an English language newspaper pub- 
lished in Beijing. I was with Dr. Sadik when 
she was interviewed for this article in 1991. 
This article was a terrible distortion of what 
she actually said. Dr. Sadik did say that 
China should be proud of its record of im- 
proving women's and children’s health since 
1949. She commended China’s continuing ef- 
forts to improve maternal and child health 
by discussing a joint UNFPA and UNICEF 
project in 300 poor counties in China that es- 
pecially focuses on improving children's 
health through training and supplies for 
treatment of acute respiratory infection and 
diarrhea, promotion of prenatal care and nu- 
trition, breast-feeding, assisted deliveries 
and family planning that assured several 
contraceptive choices and informed consent. 
She went on to say that this project was a 
model that could be replicated in other coun- 
tries. 

I have no idea why Dr. Sadik was mis- 
quoted. I tried unsuccessfully at the time to 
secure a retraction from China Daily. I re- 
member during her visit being very proud of 
Dr. Sadik's tenacity and courage and my dis- 
appointment with the China Daily article 
which was not only wrong, but contradictory 
of her real position. 

In fact, during this trip, Dr. Sadik at- 
tended a series of meetings that included: 
the Ministers of Family Planning and 
Health, the Head of the People’s Congress 
and several of his colleagues and the General 
Secretary of the Communist Party of China. 
During these meetings she was very critical 
of new laws in several provinces requiring 
sterilization of the mentally retarded. She 
also successfully negotiated projects de- 
signed to increase training for informed con- 
sent and voluntary participation in family 
planning, and research that would examine 
the safety and efficacy of the Chinese steel 
ring IUD. The first project, currently on- 
going, provides interpersonal counseling 
training and promotes contraceptive choice 
for grass-roots family planning workers in 
several provinces. The second resulted in a 
Chinese ban on steel ring IUD's in favor of 
copper based IUD’s which in ten years will 
prevent 35.6 million abortions. It would also 
prevent 16,300 maternal deaths; 365,000 poten- 
tial infant and 28,000 potential child deaths. 

For 3% years I served as UNFPA's Country 
Director in China. I know first hand what we 
did and said in China and I can tell you that 
the way we are frequently portrayed, such as 
in the statement in question, is absolutely 
and unequivocally untrue. 

UNFPA has always represented inter- 
national norms and human rights standards 
as articulated in several U.N. documents in- 
cluding the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights, the World Population Plan of Action 
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and the Programme of Action of the Inter- 
national Conference on Population and De- 
velopment. For example, Chapter VII, para. 
12 of the Programme of Action which states 
“, . . the principle of informed free choice is 
essential to the long-term success of family- 
planning programmes; that any form of coer- 
cion has no part of play, that governmental 
goals or family planning should be defined in 
terms of unmet needs for information and 
services; and that demographic goals, while 
legitimately the subject of government de- 
velopment strategies, should not be imposed 
on family-planning providers in the form of 
targets or quotas for the recruitment of cli- 
ents”. 

In particular, Dr. Sadik has been a cham- 
pion of human rights, women’s equality and 
reproductive rights. In the 14 years I have 
known her, I have never heard her use the 
phrase “population control.” 

We deeply appreciate your past and con- 
tinuing support and hope you can help set 
the record straight regarding the quote used 
by Representative SMITH and Senator HELMS. 

Sincerely, 
STIRLING D. SCRUGGS, 
Chief, Information and 
External Relations Division. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty- 
six minutes. 

Who yields time? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the Helms amendment 
to end U.S. participation in the United 
Nations Population Fund, UNFPA. It 
will have a disastrous effect on wom- 
en’s health. It would weaken the most 
effective organization we have for de- 
livering family planning services to the 
world’s poorest women. And it ignores 
the fact the United States funds are 
not used for abortions and are not used 
in China. 

Over 100 million women throughout 
the world cannot obtain or are not 
using family planning because they are 
poor, uneducated, or lack access to 
care; 20 million of these women will 
seek unsafe abortions. Some will die, 
some will be disabled. Only 25 to 35 per- 
cent of women in Africa and Asia re- 
ceive prenatal care. Many of these 
women are very young—still children 
themselves. When children have chil- 
dren, they often lose their chance of 
schooling, a good job, self-sufficiency. 

Why is the UNFPA so important? Be- 
cause it has the infrastructure, the ex- 
pertise, and the personnel to be the 
most effective program for providing 
family planning services around the 
world. It specializes—it does nothing 
but provide family planning and mater- 
nal and child health. And it is in 140 
countries—whereas U.S. bilateral pro- 
grams are only in 56 countries. At a 
time when foreign aid is being cut to 
the bone—UNFPA makes the most use 
of scarce U.S. foreign aid dollars. 

We should be clear about what is in 
the bill—and what isn’t. There is no 
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money for abortions or abortion lobby- 
ing. Federal funds cannot be used to 
fund abortions—this bill retains this 
prohibition. That is why opponents of 
this amendment include Senators who 
strongly oppose abortion—because they 
know that effective family planning 
actually reduces abortions. 

There is no money for China in this 
bill. We all agree that coerced abor- 
tions and sterilization are despicable. 
That is why no United States funds 
may be spent in China now. The bill re- 
tains this policy. United States con- 
tributions to UNFPA are segregated 
from other UNFPA funds; none of the 
United States funds may be used for 
China; and the United States contribu- 
tion would be fully refunded if any 
United States funds were used for 
China or for abortions. These provi- 
sions ensure that not one cent of Unit- 
ed States funds can be used in China. 

What is in the bill? We simply main- 
tain current law. We continue to pro- 
vide modest funding for UNFPA. With- 
out U.S. funds—there is no U.S. influ- 
ence. We would have no say on how and 
where international family planning 
services are delivered. 

In this bill we seek to maintain our 
modest role in providing family plan- 
ning to the world’s poorest women. I 
wish we could do more to ensure that 
all women have access to family plan- 
ning. But the bill passed by the com- 
mittee ensures that we continue to do 
something to help the world’s poorest 
women to control and improve their 
lives. I strongly urge my colleagues to 
oppose the Helms amendment. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I rise 
today in opposition to the Helms 
amendment, which would defund the 
United Nations Population Fund 
[UNFPA]. 

UNFPA is the largest internationally 
funded source of population assistance, 
directly managing one-third of the 
world’s population assistance to devel- 
oping countries. The United States was 
instrumental in creating the UNFPA in 
1969 and until 1985 provided nearly 30 
percent of its funding. 

The UNFPA is the principal multilat- 
eral organization providing worldwide 
family planning and population assist- 
ance. Operating in over 140 countries, 
in the poorest and most remote regions 
of he world, nearly half of the UNFPA 
assistance is used for family planning 
services and maternal and child health 
care. Another 18 percent is allocated 
for related population information, 
education, and communication. 

The fund also provides support for 
population data collection and analy- 
sis, demographic and socio-economic 
research, and population policy formu- 
lation and evaluation. 

In 1993 UNFPA supported 1,560 
projects in 141 countries, including 44 
countries in sub-saharan Africa, 33 
countries in Latin America and the 
Carribean, 39 countries in Asia and the 
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Pacific, and 25 countries in the Arab 
States and Europe. 

UNFPA programs contribute to im- 
proving the quality and safety of con- 
traceptives, to reducing the incidence 
of abortion and to improving reproduc- 
tive health and strengthening the sta- 
tus of women. These programs have 
saved the lives of countless women and 
children. 

UNFPA also helps to promote male 
participation and responsibility in 
family planning programs, address ado- 
lescent reproductive health, and reach 
isolated rural areas with high demands 
for family planning services. 

The Helms amendment is really just 
a back door assault on family planning 
and that is a big mistake. Experts now 
recognize that population is an explo- 
sive problem and the committee has re- 
sponsibility recommended steps to deal 
with it. 

This is not about China. Existing law 
specifically states that none of the 
funds made available to the UNFPA 
shall be made available for activities in 
the People’s Republic of China. I 
strongly support this prohibition and 
oppose any coercive population prac- 
tices around the world. 

І urge my colleagues to recognize the 
importance of family planning and op- 
pose the Helms amendment. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak in opposition to the amend- 
ment offered by my colleague from 
North Carolina. 

I would like to take a few moments 
to talk about the United Nation’s pop- 
ulation program more generally, be- 
cause quite clearly, the underlying in- 
tent of the amendment is to eliminate 
U.S. funding for all of UNFPA’s popu- 
lation stabilization efforts. 

Mr. President, I believe direct, sub- 
stantial, and long-term benefits flow to 
American families from our national 
investment in sustainable development 
and population efforts. 

Today, as we approach the 2186 cen- 
tury, we are facing a world that will be 
more economically competitive and 
more challenging than ever before. 
This is not the time to be weakening 
our role as the world leader in these 
areas. 

Instead, I believe it is in the best in- 
terest of America’s children and fami- 
lies for the Congress to reaffirm and so- 
lidify our commitment in to popu- 
lation stabilization, reproductive 
choice, and other critical health and 
sustainable development programs. 

For the past 12 years or so, I have 
spent a lot of my time here in the Sen- 
ate focusing on the domestic and inter- 
national high tech industries. I have 
worked to develop strategies to 
strengthen the technology and manu- 
facturing bases in this country and to 
secure higher-wage jobs for Americans. 

I have focused on these issues be- 
cause of my concern for the long-term 
economic viability of our Nation. I be- 
lieve that to secure our economic fu- 
ture, the United States must be fully 
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equipped to compete long-term with 
Japan and other highly developed 
countries. 

But at the same time, I believe we 
cannot have a successful economic 
strategy in this country if we do not 
devote serious attention to the econo- 
mies of the developing world. 

Over the past 10 years or so, growth 
in U.S. exports to the developing world 
has exploded; and today, developing 
countries account for about 40 percent 
of a growing U.S. export market. 

In fact, trade with the developing 
world is growing at a rate that far ex- 
ceeds the growth rate of U.S. exports 
to developed countries: 

Between 1990 and 1993, U.S. exports to 
developed countries grew by 6.2 per- 
cent. 

In 1993 alone, U.S. exports to develop- 
ing countries grew more than 14 per- 
cent. Over the period between 1990-93, 
exports to developing countries rose 
nearly 50 percent—49.8 percent. 

In terms of dollars, Latin America is 
а good example. In Latin America, 
United States exports rose by nearly 
$30 billion between 1989 and 1993—from 
$44 billion to $71 billion—representing a 
61-регсепб gain. 

I believe a significant factor in this 
growth has been the modest U.S. com- 
mitment to development and popu- 
lation assistance in the developing 
countries. Thailand, Costa Rica, Mex- 
ico are examples of countries in which 
а small United States investment іп 
population and development assistance 
has repaid itself many times over in in- 
creased trade opportunities. 

It is in our economic interest to con- 
tinue support for UNFPA. The con- 
cerns raised by the Senator from North 
Carolina are addressed under current 
law and in the bill before the Senate 
today. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
amendment. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum and ask unani- 
mous consent that the time run equal- 
ly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
there is currently laid aside an amend- 
ment which is in the second degree, I 
believe, by the Senator from New Mex- 
ico, Senator BINGAMAN. I ask unani- 
mous consent that a vote on or in rela- 
tion to the Bingaman amendment 
occur immediately at the end of the 
currently scheduled vote at 6:30, and 
that the duration of time on that vote 
to immediately follow the - Helms 
amendment be 10 minutes. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Maine is on 
the floor and wishes to speak. I ask her 
how much time she would like. 

Ms. SNOWE. About 8 minutes. 

Mr. LEAHY. I yield 8 minutes to the 
distinguished Senator from Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I want to 
thank the Senator from Vermont for 
yielding me time. I certainly want to 
express my position on this issue with 
respect to international family plan- 
ning and the amendment that was of- 
fered by Senator HELMS, because I 
think that this is a very important 
issue. 

I certainly oppose the restrictions 
that would be placed by the Helms 
amendment with respect to funding for 
UNFPA, which has been a very effec- 
tive organization in providing for fam- 
ily planning services throughout the 
developing world. 

I think it is important to understand, 
first off, that the current law already 
contains strong conditions on U.S. con- 
tributions to UNFPA. For more than a 
decade, no United States funds pro- 
vided to UNFPA have been spent in 
China. In addition, it requires half of 
the United States contribution to 
UNFPA to be spent after March 1 so 
that Congress can review the amount 
that UNFPA has budgeted for activi- 
ties in China as reported to Congress in 
mid-February. 

This is important because it provides 
us with the opportunity to ensure that 
UNFPA has not taken any action to in- 
crease the amount of money it spends 
in its programs in China so there is no 
direct correlation between the United 
States contribution to UNFPA and the 
amount that it provides to China. 

It also will ensure, for those who 
have been critics of our contributions 
to UNFPA, that our funds are not fun- 
gible and that United States funds are 
used in China even indirectly. I think 
it is important to note that our con- 
tributions to UNFPA cannot be com- 
mingled with UNFPA’s funds at all. 
They are maintained in separate ac- 
counts and cannot be spent on 
UNFPA’s activities in China. I think 
that is important, because we want to 
make sure that our funds are in no way 
linked, No. 1, but second, to ensure we 
are not doing anything directly or indi- 
rectly to enhance their program activi- 
ties in China. 

But I think we should understand 
what the funding of UNFPA is not 
about. First of all, it is not about abor- 
tion. UNFPA has a firm policy against 
any involvement in abortion services 
advocacy. 

Second, and I think we all recognize 
and are concerned about China’s con- 
troversial population program, human 
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rights abuses in China have continued 
despite, not because of, UNFPA’s small 
presence in China. It is unfortunate 
this has occurred not only at the 
central level of Government in China 
but also that the abuses and the poli- 
cies have been promoted by the inde- 
pendence of the provincial govern- 
ments as well in China. 

So many of the worst abuses appear 
to be happening at the provincial level. 
But I think it is essential to under- 
score the fact that UNFPA’s presence 
in China is to do everything that it can 
to prevent those abuses from occur- 


ring. 

UNFPA has had a very successful 
voluntary program with respect to 
family planning throughout the devel- 
oping world. It has had a presence in 
more than 140 countries, and nearly 
half of UNFPA’s support is in the area 
of maternal and child health care and 
family planning. 

There are other areas, including edu- 
cation, population data collection and 
analysis and research on demographic 
and socioeconomic relationships. I 
would like to reemphasize, because it 
is important, that UNFPA does not 
provide support, nor has it ever pro- 
vided a policy of support for abortions 
or abortion-related activities anywhere 
in the world. 

UNFPA was established back in 1969, 
interestingly enough, with strong en- 
couragement from the United States. 
It happens to be the largest multilat- 
eral provider of population and family 
planning assistance to the developing 
countries. Approximately one-third of 
all population assistance to developing 
countries go through UNFPA. 

So it has a presence in a number of 
countries where it plays a very critical 
role. Consider the facts. According to 
the World Health Organization, of the 
500,000 women who die each year of 
pregnancy-related causes, 99 percent 
are in the developing world. So we 
should be doing everything as a coun- 
try to support the activities of organi- 
zations like UNFPA and what they are 
doing in many of these Third World 
countries. We shoyld be for family 
planning programs. We should not be 
doing everything to undermine the 
value of family planning programs in 
these countries. 

As a matter of fact, the United 
States was the leader, the forerunner 
in support of these family planning 
programs internationally. We did ev- 
erything to encourage, as I said, orga- 
nizations like UNFPA and IPBF to do 
everything that they can to support 
strong programs in the developing 
world regarding family planning pro- 
grams. 

So I think that it is unfortunate 
that, as we discuss our contributions to 
such valuable organizations, we are 
now getting it interspersed and inter- 
twined with the abortion debate. We all 
have our disagreements on the issue of 
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abortion. But no one should be able to 
disagree on the issue of family plan- 
ning. That is why we should be sup- 
porting such organizations, because the 
more they can do in providing family 
planning services to these countries, 
the more we will reduce not only the 
incidence of death, but of abortion as 
well. 

So I hope that Members of the Senate 
will oppose the Helms amendment. We 
all know that rapid population growth 
is becoming a very critical problem. If 
you consider the fact that the world 
population is going to grow by 90 mil- 
lion people this year alone, this is like 
adding a new country the size of Nige- 
ria to the world every year, or a city 
the size of New York City every month. 
Based on various assumptions about 
fertility rates, the U.N. population pro- 
jections for the middle of the next cen- 
tury range between 8 and 12 billion peo- 
ple. 

This rapid population growth has se- 
rious implications for global economic, 
and social stability. Ground water sup- 
plies are dwindling; rivers and lakes 
are fouled with pollutants from indus- 
tries, municipalities, and agriculture. 
Tropical forests are being cleared at 
the rate of 17 million hectares a year. 

Rapid population growth, especially 
when overlaid with sharp social or eco- 
nomic divisions, places great strains on 
political institutions. So to the extent 
that population pressures contribute to 
weakening economic and political 
structures, the adversely affect inter- 
national stability and peace. This di- 
rectly affects our own national secu- 
rity interests around the world. 

Let us consider for a moment the 
benefits of population assistance, be- 
cause they are substantial. A cost-ben- 
efit analysis of Thailand’s family plan- 
ning program, which reduced the aver- 
age number of children per woman 
from 6 in the late 196078 to 2.1 іп 1991, 
found that the average return on each 
dollar invested was estimated to be 
more than $7. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Ms. SNOWE. I ask for 5 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. LEAHY. How much time re- 
mains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 16 minutes 40 seconds remaining. 

Mr. LEAHY. I know the Senator from 
Wyoming needs some time. How much 
will he need? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Six minutes. 

Mr. LEAHY. I yield the Senator from 
Maine an additional 5 minutes. 

Ms. SNOWE. A similar study in Mex- 
ico concluded for every peso invested 
in family planning, 9 pesos are saved 
that would have to be spent on mater- 
nal and child health care. In Indonesia, 
each dollar spent on family planning 
will result in $12.5 of savings in public 
expenditures for health and education. 
This does not even take into account 
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the benefits that accrue to every single 
person on this planet from reduced en- 
vironmental trauma, reduced immigra- 
tion pressures, improved standards of 
living, and improved social and politi- 
cal stability. 

So I think that the benefits are clear 
of international family planning pro- 
grams, and that is why we should not 
impede the ability of organizations, 
like UNFPA, that have done so much 
to enhance family planning services in 
the developing world. 

In the 28 countries with the largest 
U.S.-funded family planning program, 
the average number of children born 
per family has dropped from 6 in the 
196078 to 4 today, a decline of one-third. 
Since the 196078, births for women іп 
developing countries have dropped 37 
percent, child mortality by 50 percent, 
and primary school enrollment is up by 
38 percent. None of this would have 
been accomplished without U.S. leader- 
ship in international family planning. 
To forestall the still-looming world 
population crisis, we need to strength- 
en and continue our leadership and not 
pull away from our leadership. 

So I hope that we will defeat the 
Helms amendment because I think we 
have to do everything that we can to 
support these services. I want to re- 
peat, once again, that UNFPA is not 
involved in any of the abuses or coer- 
cive programs that have been advanced 
by the Government of China, or the 
provincial government within China. In 
fact, they have done everything to dis- 
courage it. It is more important that 
they have a presence there. But the 
fact is that they will, at the end of 
their 5 years, be reexamining their pro- 
gram. They are doing everything they 
can to reduce the abuses that are oc- 
curring in China. We should do every- 
thing that we can to assist them in the 
process. We have limited our contribu- 
tions to UNFPA in the past. We know 
that our funds are not being used for 
UNFPA’s program in China. Our appro- 
priation process already places restric- 
tions so that our funds are not comin- 
gled in any way with UNFPA’s pro- 
gram in China. 

So we have already in place the nec- 
essary procedures and restrictions to 
ensure that our money is not being 
used in any way, directly or indirectly, 
in China. So I urge my colleagues to 
support the committee position and op- 
pose this amendment, so that we can 
continue to permit our U.S. leadership 
in the effort to stabilize the world’s 
population through voluntary family 
planning services. We can only do this 
by supporting the efforts of UNFPA 
and the private organizations that 
have had a proven record of effective- 
ness and efficiency. We must maintain 
our international leadership, not just 
to assist the poor countries of the 
world that need our assistance, but, 
first and foremost, we need to continue 
our leadership in international family 
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planning programs for our own Nation 
and our own future. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
remainder of my time. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I see the 
distinguished senior Senator from Wy- 
oming on the floor. I yield to him 6 
minutes. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I 
thank the Chair. I particularly thank 
my friend from Maine, who has been 
such a stalwart worker in this area. 
Senator SNOWE has proven time and 
time again, on these issues and other 
issues of reproductive choice, that this 
issue is not about abortion. It is sad, 
actually, that somehow this issue of 
funding the U.N. Population Fund set- 
tles back on the issue of abortion. That 
is not so. 

I support this U.S. funding. I com- 
mend my colleague from Maine and 
thank her for her consistency and the 
energy that she puts into this program 
and all programs of this nature. It is 
wonderful to have an ally like that be- 
cause it has sometimes been a rather 
lonely venture over here on these par- 
ticular issues. But you have to, in this 
situation, give President Clinton some 
credit, because during the Reagan-Bush 
administrations, these programs fell 
into disarray on the issue of abortion, 
which is very unfortunate. 

This year, we are looking at funding 
levels of $35 million. I do understand 
where we are, obviously, with the budg- 
et. I just left a room where we will talk 
about how we are going to get $270 bil- 
lion in savings in Medicare and some 
$180 billion in Medicaid. We all know 
what is confronting us. But I do not 
like to see these programs unfairly tar- 
geted. It sends a wrong message to the 
rest of the world. I was a congressional 
delegate at a conference in Cairo with 
Senator JOHN KERRY. There were not a 
great deal of our colleagues seeking 
passage to Egypt at that time. 

I have always very much admired 
President Mubarak and the Govern- 
ment of Egypt. They gave us a remark- 
able convention and convocation, and I 
was impressed with the leadership of 
the Vice President in that effort as 
that consensus document was formed 
concerning maternal and child health 
care, strengthening family planning 
programs, promotion of educational op- 
portunities for girls and women, im- 
proving the status of rights of women 
across the world, discussion of all is- 
sues, including contraception, fertility, 
and many other serious things. 

Of all of the challenges that face the 
country—and, boy, there are plenty of 
them all around the world—none com- 
pares to the increasing of the popu- 
lation of the Earth. Every single effort 
we use or try to do here to protect the 
environment, promote economic devel- 
opment, jobs, everything is com- 
promised and severely injured by the 
staggering growth in the world’s popu- 
lation. 
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I hope we realize that there are cur- 
rently 5.7 billion people on the Earth, 
and in 1950, when I was a freshman at 
the University of Wyoming, not that 
long ago, there were 2.5 billion people 
on the face of the Earth. Mr. President, 
2.5 billion in 1950; 5.7 billion today. 

Where do we think we are going if 
current birth and death rates continue? 
The world’s population will again dou- 
ble in 40 years. We will not have to 
worry about methane gas from cows 
and how much propellant there is in a 
shaving cream can. There will not be 
anything left of the Earth. It will be 
totally overpopulated. 

Then what happens to the babies, the 
old, and the people we all talk about 
all day who have not enough to sustain 
them. Civilizations have gone down in 
that fashion in years past. 

Here we are again, this same issue. I 
think we should show our support here. 
The fund is supported entirely by vol- 
untary contributions, not by the U.N.’s 
regular budget. There are donors ready 
to assist, budget has been cut back, 
and it would be a real shame if the 
United States were to back away from 
its commitment to the world's largest 
source of multilateral assistance for 
population programs. 

This is subject to all the restrictions 
in the past, as Senator SNOWE has said. 
These restrictions are already in place 
to address concerns about U.S. funds 
being spent in China. Under current ap- 
propriations law, foreign aid funding is 
denied to any organization or program 
that supports or participates in the 
management of a program of coerced 
abortion or involuntary sterilization in 
any country. That is in the law. 

Furthermore, current appropriation 
law assures that none of the United 
States contribution to this program 
may be used in China. The United 
States is not funding any of the popu- 
lation activities of China. The U.N. 
Population Fund does not fund abor- 
tions or support coercive activities. 
UNFPA funds go toward family plan- 
ning services and maternal and child 
health care across the developing 
world. 

No U.S. funds may be commingled 
with any other of these U.N. funds, and 
numerous penalties exist in the law for 
any violation of the requirement. 

For those reasons, I strongly oppose 
the pending amendment introduced by 
the Senator from North Carolina to re- 
quire the United States to stop funding 
this program unless the fund with- 
draws from China. 

I have serious concerns about China, 
fts abortion policy, its coercion in that 
area, but forcing the U.N. population 
fund to withdraw from China will not 
affect that policy. In fact, without the 
careful monitoring that the fund per- 
forms, conditions in China will just 
simply get much worse. 

The world and the United States can- 
not turn its back on what is currently 
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going on in China. We certainly cannot 
turn our back on the necessity of these 
funds for the rest of the world, for the 
sake of humanity. 

I thank the Chair. 

Mr. LEAHY. How much time is re- 
maining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On your 
side 6 minutes 20 seconds, and the 
other side has 49 minutes. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I believe under the 
unanimous consent agreement, time 
runs equally charged, is that right? 

I suggest the absence of a quorum, 
and I ask that the time be equally 
charged. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. Who yields 
time? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
am told that Senator LEAHY is control- 
ling the time on the other side and is 
more than happy to yield at least 3 
minutes to the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, there 
are few issues that bear more directly 
on the future of the globe, and on our 
own health and way of living, than pop- 
ulation growth. If the world’s popu- 
lation continues to grow at the current 
rate, our prosperity and the potential 
for prosperity in much of the develop- 
ing world are at grave risk. And if we 
are slow in stepping up to the chal- 
lenge of controlling population growth, 
then it just might be too late. 

Experience has proven that it does 
not take a lot of money to have a large 
effect upon population growth. How- 
ever, it does take efficient program- 
ming, consistency, and a commitment 
for the long term. The U.S. Agency for 
International Development runs the 
premier bilateral family planning pro- 
gram, and UNFPA runs the largest and 
most effective multilateral program. 

I am troubled by certain aspects of 
this debate. For many years we have 
hashed over the issue of what kind of 
conditions we should place on organiza- 
tions that receive U.S. population as- 
sistance. A majority of this body re- 
peatedly spoke up in opposition to im- 
posing stricter conditions upon family 
planning activities overseas than we 
impose on U.S. organizations receiving 
family planning funding at home. This 
policy seemed to be clearly in our best 
interest and was certainly the most ef- 
fective way of supporting the best 
international family planning рго- 
grams. We thought that debate had 
been settled. Yet here we are again. 

Mr. President, I do not think a lot 
has changed in the rest of the world 
since we last revisited this issue. Our 
family planning assistance is still ur- 
gently needed. UNFPA is still the pre- 
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mier international family planning or- 
ganization. And it is still in our best 
interest to cooperate with those groups 
which are doing the best work. Impos- 
ing stringent conditions upon our as- 
sistance will merely undercut our own 
long-term goal—which is to prevent 
unchecked growth of the world’s popu- 
lation from robbing all of us of the op- 
portunity to give our children a better 
future. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Ken- 
tucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Is the Senator 
from Kentucky correct that the time 
will be charged equally to both sides if 
there is an absence of a quorum sug- 
gested? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That will 
require unanimous consent. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that during the 
quorum call time be equally charged to 
both sides, and I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, and 
Members of the Senate, the situation is 
this: Senator KERRY is now on the floor 
prepared to offer an amendment. It will 
be our intention to debate the Kerry 
amendment between now and the first 
vote at 6:30 and then stack the vote on 
the Kerry amendment. All Senators 
should be aware that in all likelihood 
there will now be three votes beginning 
at 6:30. 

I see Senator KERRY is here. I am cer- 
tain that he will shortly send his 
amendment to the desk. 

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2732 AND AMENDMENT NO. 2733 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I send 
two amendments to the desk and ask 
for their consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
KERRY) proposes amendments numbered 2732 
and 2733. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendments be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments are as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 2732 

On page 26 of the bill, strike lines 4 

through 22. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2733 

On page 29 of the bill, strike the word “Ар- 
propriations:“ on line 17 and all that follows 
it on that page and insert in lieu thereof: 
“Appropriations.”’. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, these two 
amendments are in sequence. They 
amend two different committee amend- 
ments but they go to the same issue. 
Obviously, if the first one fails, on a 
vote, I will be happy to have a voice 
vote sequentially on the other. 

This amendment is an amendment to 
the bill in order to strike earmarks 
that designate a total of $23.7 million 
which is taken from the Department of 
State’s budget for international nar- 
cotics control and anticrime assist- 
ance, and it is transferred to the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation. And in 
one case, a small amount of money 
transfers to the Secret Service. 

In my judgment—and particularly in 
the judgment, more importantly, of 
both the Justice Department and the 
State Department—this earmark has a 
number of problems. First, it appears 
to be a very significant back-door fund- 
ing of the FBI going around the normal 
appropriations process of the Senate in 
order to obtain from the foreign oper- 
ations bill what it could not obtain 
from its own appropriations bill. 

It is my understanding that Senator 
HOLLINGS advised the FBI very directly 
that he wanted the FBI, and the com- 
mittee wanted the FBI, to concentrate 
first on its efforts of crime fighting 
here at home in the United States, and 
that, while foreign crime fighting is 
important, he did not think they ought 
to place their principal thrust on oper- 
ations so far away from home. 

So when the FBI asked for money 
and in its own budget placed agents 
abroad, the subcommittee looked at 
those requests and decided not to give 
the FBI that money that it wanted. 
The FBI now has come back through a 
different appropriations bill and re- 
ceived an earmark taken out of the 
State Department’s appropriations. 

I believe—again more importantly 
the Justice Department and the State 
Department believe—that this back- 
door approach creates a lot of difficul- 
ties. It is not simply that both the De- 
partments of State and Justice oppose 
it, but the FBI's earmark takes funds 
not just from the State Department it 
winds up taking money from every 
other U.S. law enforcement agency en- 
gaged in fighting crime abroad. It 
takes money from the Drug Enforce- 
ment Administration. It takes money 
from the U.S. Customs. It takes money 
from the Financial Enforcement Cen- 
ter of the Treasury Department, from 
the Internal Revenue Service, from the 
Secret Service, and from diplomatic se- 
curity. 

The result is that the money that is 
grabbed here by the FBI in this ear- 
mark outside of its own appropriations 
bill would shut down operations and 
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training programs that the United 
States has placed in a number of dif- 
ferent countries and which link up all 
of these law enforcement agencies, 
each of which are operating as part of 
a team. 

What this earmark does is destroys 
the team, eliminates the training pro- 
grams, and winds up plunking the 
money down in the hands of the FBI, 
when the committee that has jurisdic- 
tion over the FBI said we do not want 
to do that. 

Let me tell you some of the programs 
that will be lost by virtue of this ear- 
mark, this very special earmark for the 
FBI. We would lose the training pro- 
gram in Byelarus by the U.S. Customs 
for enforcing limits on contraband 
which help our own customs here at 
home make cases involving smuggling 
out of Byelarus. 

We would lose the funding for the 
Newly Independent States by the IRS 
which is specifically trying to fight the 
multibillion-dollar problem of money 
laundering. There would be no more 
cases made as a result of the relation- 
ship which we would lose from that 
money. 

We would lose the training by the Se- 
cret Service in computer crime inves- 
tigations in the former Soviet Union, 
and there would be no further crime 
computer tips to the Secret Service or 
its counterparts in Russia or the 
Ukraine because the Secret Service 
would be taken out of that linkage al- 
together. 

In addition, there would be no fur- 
ther training in Russia in postblast in- 
vestigation of the kind that was needed 
to figure out who shot at the embassy 
the other day. Maybe the FBI can do 
this on its own. But the fact is that if 
they cannot, you will have cut off the 
assistance of those other agencies that 
currently exist. 

We would lose the training program 
of people in the former Soviet Union or 
Central Europe that deals with fraudu- 
lent passports, visas, travel documents. 
This is not a specialty of the FBI— 
never has been a specialty of the FBI. 
It is a specialty of the State Depart- 
ment diplomatic service and their pro- 
grams will be robbed of money because 
of this earmark. 

We would lose the antidrug training 
by the DEA in Byelarus, Georgia, 
Kazakhstan, Ukraine, Turkmenistan, 
and Uzbekistan. 

We will lose the training with the 
Hungarian police to develop witness 
protection programs that would help 
the United States to fight organized 
crime, and we would shut down the air- 
port interdiction program that we cur- 
rently have in Budapest which is con- 
ducted by the DEA. The Baltics would 
lose their drug enforcement programs. 
We would lose the training in dealing 
with fraudulent travel documents. We 
would see a shutdown of our courses 
and training in Central European law 
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enforcement agencies on how to deal 
with gunrunners and also with the in- 
formation sharing that we have cur- 
rently set up with our own law enforce- 
ment agencies. 

In Poland, we would lose the efforts 
to combat economic crime and coun- 
terfeiting, activities that threaten 
United States citizens and particularly 
our businesses and our currency. 

We would have to shut down the ad- 
vance counterfeit investigations that 
our Secret Service is currently engaged 
in with the Polish Government. And we 
would have to shut down our postblast 
training in Poland as well as our 
microcomputer training. 

In Rumania, we would lose the com- 
bating of economic fraud and counter- 
feiting as well as the postblast training 
taking place there, and we would lose 
the United States capacity currently 
developed against the use in Rumania 
of fraudulent visas and rts. 

In summary, Mr. President, if the 
FBI gets this money earmarked at the 
expense of the State Department that 
currently metes out this money to 
these various activities, we would be 
shutting out these other agencies, un- 
less the FBI decided out of their good 
will to somehow bring them in and par- 
cel it out. You would lose many of 
these relationships throughout Central 
Europe and the Baltics in order simply 
to augment FBI agents’ incapacity. In 
some cases, this earmark would actu- 
ally provide money to the FBI that 
they have never even requested. For 
example, the Bureau has never asked 
to maintain offices in Kazakhstan, and 
according to the Department of State 
there currently is not a lot of work 
there for the FBI to do even though 
they have other specialized efforts that 
they want to perform in Kazakhstan. 

In addition, Mr. President, because of 
the structure, the way each of these 
entities work in another country, it is 
entirely possible that even with this 
earmarking the FBI would not be able 
to put the money to use because the 
Ambassador in the country could de- 
cide that the Ambassador does not 
want those moneys used or those peo- 
ple positioned, and the Ambassador, as 
the personal representative of the exec- 
utive in a foreign country, has the 
right to determine what entities will 
be based in a country. That is why 
these efforts are coordinated out of the 
State Department in the first place. 

What that means is that if the FBI 
wants to have someone abroad and the 
Ambassador does not believe it is a 
good idea for that person to be there, 
given the underlying political situa- 
tion, the FBI is not permitted to base 
somebody there. 

So here we are taking the money 
away from the people who have the 
right to decide who is going to be there 
doing it, and you might in effect wind 
up not only cutting the money from 
the people who are there now that the 
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Ambassadors want to have use it, but 
you might give it to somebody who in 
effect the Ambassador would decide 
they did not want to have use it. There 
are all kinds of political reasons why 
an Ambassador in some country might 
not want the fabled FBI involving it- 
self in some of the activities of a par- 
ticular country. 

It seems to me there are a series of 
problems raised by this. The political 
situation in a particular country or 
certain forces in a particular country 
might well want to use the FBI pres- 
ence in that country to raise political 
issues such as leaking information for 
political purposes, and it would hardly 
be advantageous to the United States 
to have the FBI conceivably become 
used or involved in those kinds of ac- 
tivities. 

Those are kinds of things the DEA, 
CIA, or a host of other agencies have 
used before and they are best left under 
the control of our Ambassadors, under 
the control of our executive. 

I might add that neither the Justice 
Department nor the Treasury Depart- 
ment believe this is a good idea, and I 
do not believe that it is a wise idea for 
the Senate to end run Cabinet Sec- 
retaries and other entities and go to a 
subagency and wind up funding it 
through the back door of a whole dif- 
ferent department’s arena. 

Mr. President, I will reserve some 
time here. I know my colleague wants 
to say a few words. We can come back 
and revisit it. But I really think that 
we should stick with the original in- 
tention of the Appropriations Commit- 
tee that has jurisdiction over this 
issue. 

Mr. McCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN- 
NETT). The Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. McCONNELL. My good friend 
from Massachusetts could not be more 
wrong. The amendment does not take 
$23.9 million out of the State Depart- 
ment; $17.1 million of the funds are 
drawn from the NIS account, an ac- 
count we substantially increase over 
the House level. 

The fact of the matter is, Mr. Presi- 
dent, if we are going to continue this 
program, which has been extremely ef- 
fective, the only way to do it is the 
way that we have done it in the under- 
lying bill. The FBI—the letter from Di- 
rector Freeh to me of September 18 
makes the point, “Тһе FBI does not 
have funding for these international 
training efforts in our budget. It is 
from the support that you and your 
colleagues provided last year that we 
were able to undertake these endeav- 
ors. Because the FBI has no separate 
appropriation for this purpose, we must 
rely upon the Department of State for 
grants.“ That was the situation last 
year, Mr. President. 

Let me tell you what happened, Mr. 
President and Members of the Senate. 
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Last year the Senate provided $30 mil- 
lion for this purpose. The FBI had 
begged for the money from the State 
Department. The State Department be- 
grudgingly gave them $6 million. 

In other words, the State Depart- 
ment does not like this project. They 
are against this project. The $12.6 mil- 
lion earmark in this underlying bill 
will support the International Law En- 
forcement Center in Budapest, as well 
as short-term training sessions in Po- 
land, Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia, 
Kazakhstan, Moldova, the Czech Re- 
public, Slovakia, Kyrgystan, and Slo- 
venia. They are earmarked for the FBI 
but will support the DEA, BATF, Se- 
cret Service, and other law enforce- 
ment agencies working in the center in 
Budapest. 

What is this about, Mr. President? 
Russian organized crime is impacting 
us here in this country. And if there is 
any provision in this foreign operations 
appropriations bill that directly affects 
us here at home, it is the efforts the 
FBI has been making to help the Newly 
Independent States begin to deal more 
effectively with their own criminal 
problem which is spilling over to our 
shores. 

Now, some people say that foreign 
aid is something they have a hard time 
understanding. They have a hard time 
seeing how it has any impact here. 
Well, of all the items in this bill, the 
one that has the most direct bearing on 
us here at home is the efforts we are 
making with the Russians and with the 
others in that part of the world to 
begin to get a handle on an extraor- 
dinarily serious crime problem that is 
spilling over to our shores. 

The reason these earmarks are nec- 
essary is because if it is left up to the 
State Department like it was last year, 
Mr. President, they will not give this 
program anything or very little, be- 
cause they do not care about it. 

This is about priorities. And what the 
underlying bill says is that it is a pri- 
ority for us to help them do a better 
job of dealing with an organized crimi- 
nal effort that not only adversely af- 
fects them, but adversely affects us. So 
the Kerry amendment is completely in- 
appropriate, and I certainly hope that 
it will not be approved. 

Earlier this week the Russian Am- 
bassador was in my office, and we dis- 
cussed a number of issues, including 
this very issue, the devastating impact 
that crime was having on Russia’s eco- 
nomic and political process. And Am- 
bassador Vorontsov lamented the fact 
that corruption and violence over there 
has reached epidemic proportion. Last 
Tuesday, the New York Times provided 
a disturbing analysis of the weaknesses 
of the banking sector over there. 

To quote the New York Times arti- 
cle: 

Banking in Russia has developed a reputa- 
tion as a risky business, especially for bank- 
ers who are gunned down— 
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Gunned down— 
with horrifying frequency by mobsters in- 
tent on intimidation and extortion. 

At the end of August, the Washington 
Post ran an editorial titled, “Murder 
Inc. in Moscow.” The editorial called 
attention to an unusual demonstration 
outside the secret police headquarters. 
Middle-aged businessmen with brief- 
case and bodyguards in tow were pro- 
testing the murder of a colleague, Ivan 
Kivalidi. As the Post pointed out, Mr. 
Kivalidi, chairman of the Russian Busi- 
ness Round Table, was а “notable fig- 
ure in the world of Russian finance; a 
casualty in the war now underway be- 
tween the two kinds of private enter- 
prise in Russia—the legitimate and the 
violently criminal.” 

Although a $1 million reward was of- 
fered for information on his murder, 
his colleagues were pessimistic. 

One commented: “We have grounds 
to think that the police are closely re- 
lated to the killings. None of the inves- 
tigations of contract killings in the 
last year produced results.” 

When Prime Minister Chernomyrdin 
announced new tough anticrime meas- 
ures, he was scorned—scorned—by the 
local news media. Izvestia questioned 
the 70 pages of crimefighting declara- 
tions already issued by the Govern- 
ment, and the result, they asked? “Тһе 
government is unable to fight crime.” 

Now, everyone is impressed by the re- 
markable progress Russia has achieved. 
But as the Washington Post warns, if 
the crime trend continues, “Russians 
are going to believe that democracy 
means confusion and that respect for 
law means weakness. Uncontrollable 
violent crime is turning into a greater 
threat than any political force now on 
the scene.”’ 

This is not a new problem. Since our 
trip to Moscow in 1993, Senator LEAHY 
and I have repeatedly raised the crime 
problem. It was the principal concern 
expressed by the business community, 
our business community. Indeed, the 
principal impediment to expanding for- 
eign investment over there—the prin- 
cipal impediment; there are plenty of 
impediments to Americans doing busi- 
ness in Russia—but the principal im- 
pediment is this: Beginning in 1993, we 
encouraged the administration to pro- 
vide adequate funds to support legal re- 
forms and the drafting and implemen- 
tation of a tax, criminal, and commer- 
cial code. 

Last year, Mr. President, we voted 
100 to 0 to support this effort by ear- 
marking resources for the FBI and for 
local law enforcement training. We 
were just beginning to see how prob- 
lems in the NIS were spilling over and 
infecting Europe. 

We were also beginning to see evi- 
dence that the 5,000 organized criminal 
enterprises which were strangling Rus- 
sia were expanding their bank fraud, 
smuggling, and narcotics trafficking to 
United States shores. 
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Mr. President, Russian crime is now 
American crime. There are no longer 
borders or boundaries. The problem has 
swept across the ocean and arrived 
here at home. 

In July, the FBI arrested five Rus- 
sians in New York City involved in a 
string of international extortion and 
murder cases. 

And extortion is not the worst of the 
problems we can expect. For the past 2 
years, Judge Freeh has warned of the 
ominous rise in arrests of individuals 
involved in smuggling nuclear mate- 
rial—smuggling nuclear material, Мг. 
President. 

Yet the administration keeps citing 
the need for flexibility, just as they did 
last year when they prevailed upon the 
conferees to strip out $30 million for 
law enforcement activities. 

In the meantime, the problems have 
gotten worse. Crime is a serious prob- 
lem. The solution requires a serious ef- 
fort and investment on our part. 

This spring with congressional sup- 
port, the FBI opened an international 
law enforcement training center in Bu- 
dapest. In addition, the FBI cobbled to- 
gether short term, in country training 
programs. But those activities have 
been ad hoc and funded on a shoestring. 

Concerned about this crazy quilt ap- 
proach, I asked the FBI for an unoffi- 
cial and rough estimate of the costs for 
several initiatives which would address 
our interests in the region. 

Roughly $12 million is needed to sus- 
tain training, exchanges, and inves- 
tigative and technical assistance both 
at the center in Budapest and in coun- 
try. I believe these programs should be 
complemented by an ongoing presence 
of legal attaches in the region, so I 
have also provided funds to support 
legal attachés in Estonia, Ukraine, and 
Kazakhstan. Given the magnitude of 
the problem, this is really a relatively 
modest investment. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a recent ex- 
change of letters I had with Judge 
Freeh about my decision to expand the 
Bureau's role and an August 26, 1995, 
newspaper article. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, 
Washington, DC, September 15, 1995. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Foreign Oper- 
ations, Senate Appropriations Committee. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to ad- 
vise you the Departments of State and Jus- 
tice are adamantly opposed to any earmark- 
ing of funding for the Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation in the Foreign Operations, Ex- 
port Financing, and Related Programs Ap- 
propriation Bill, 1996. Pursuant to those ob- 
jections, I respectfully request the Commit- 
tee not to use this mechanism to fund the 
FBI programs in question. 

The programs for which this funding is 
being made available remain critically im- 
portant and the FBI remains committed to 
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the democratization process in Central Eu- 
rope, Russia, and the New Independent 
States. Quite frankly, it has been through 
the support and commitment of people like 
yourself that the FBI in the past year has 
been able to make a significant impact in 
the region. As you know, in the past year, we 
have brought training to over 1,700 middle to 
upper-level police officers in their countries, 
at the FBI Academy in Quantico, and 
through innovative efforts at our newly cre- 
ated International Law Enforcement Acad- 
emy in Budapest. 

As we continue our efforts, we are hopeful 
that the Department of State will continue 
to support our efforts to confront the prob- 
lems of international organized crime, drug 
trafficking, nuclear trafficking, and terror- 
ism, 

Sincerely yours, 
LOUIS J. FREEH, 
Director. 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, 
Washington, DC, September 18, 1995. 

Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Foreign Oper- 
ations, Committee on Appropriations, U.S. 
Senate. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter of this date. My view, remains that 
the law enforcement training initiatives we 
have undertaken and cop-to-cop relationship 
that will flow from these endeavors are abso- 
lutely essential to the long-term public safe- 
ty and national security of the United 
States. In addition to the contributions 
these efforts provide toward democratiza- 
tion, we have seen tangible results from the 
joint investigations and subsequent prosecu- 
tions of international criminals made pos- 
sible only because of these initiatives. 

The FBI does not have funding for these 
international training efforts in our budget. 
It is from the support that you and your col- 
leagues provided last year that we were able 
to undertake these endeavors. Because the 
FBI has no separate appropriation for this 
purpose, we must rely upon the Department 
of State for grants. 

In a related issue, I understand that the 
Commerce, State, Justice appropriations bill 
for Fiscal Year 1996 would provide some 
funding that could be used for limited expan- 
sion of our Legal Attache program. These of- 
fices are essential in our effort to combat 
international crime. 

I hope this information has been helpful to 
you. 

Sincerely yours, 
Louis J. FREEH, 
Director. 


U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, September 18, 1995. 

Hon. Louis J. FREEH, 
Director, 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR JUDGE FREEH: I have received your 
letter of September 15th, and appreciate the 
difficult circumstances you find yourself in. 


As you know, I share your belief that com- 
bating the growing international crime prob- 
lem is essential. I am sympathetic to the 
State Department’s objections to earmarks 
but worry that eliminating this provision 
would deny funds to this worthwhile effort. 
Would the FBI be able to fund these pro- 
grams without support from the Foreign Op- 
erations Appropriation Bill? 
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І look forward to your reply, and congratu- 
late you on the success this initiative has 
enjoyed to date. 

Sincerely, 
MITCH MCCONNELL, 
United States Senator. 


[From the Washington Post, Aug. 26, 1995) 
MURDER INC. IN Moscow 

As demonstrations go in Moscow, it was 
decidedly unusual. The participants were 
middle-aged businessmen carrying brief- 
cases, surrounded by their bodyguards, gath- 
ered near the building that houses the secret 
police for the purpose of protesting the mur- 
der of a banker—and calling attention to the 
very slight chance that justice will ever 
catch up with the people who did it. The vic- 
tim, a man named Ivan Kivelidi, was also 
chairman of the Russian Business Round 
Table and a notable figure in the emerging 
world of Russian finance. He was a casualty 
in the war now underway between the two 
kinds of private enterprise in Russia—the le- 
gitimate and the violently criminal. 

Mr. Kivelidi’s death is important because 
it is typical of many in a country where 
racketeering has become pervasive. Anyone 
who hopes to see Russia develop as a pros- 
perous democracy can only read with dread 
about this epidemic of killings, the great 
majority of which remain unsolved. If Rus- 
sla's elected government cannot organize ef- 
fective law enforcement, it risks being re- 
placed by other kinds of government as pub- 
lic fears increase. 

Russia’s police and system of justice is dis- 
organized and demoralized, frequently cor- 
rupt and generally ineffectual. The post-So- 
viet government has, with reason, wanted to 
change it from the instrument of repression 
that it used to be into something else. But 
the transformation has gotten bogged down, 
leaving the system uncertain and incom- 
petent, with salaries eroded by inflation and 
with no consensus regarding its purpose and 
its powers. 

If this condition continues, Russians are 
going to begin to believe that democracy 
means confusion and that respect for law 
means weakness. Russia is an inherently 
rich country, with immense natural re- 
sources and a well-educated population. In 
less than four years since the collapse of the 
Soviet Union, its private sector has grown 
with remarkable speed. After a sharp eco- 
nomic decline, a recovery now seems to be 
well underway. 

But this promise of growth and steadily 
improving living conditions depends on po- 
litical and social stability. Uncontrollable 
violent crime is turning into a greater threat 
to it than any political force now on the 
scene. That little funeral demonstration ona 
summer evening in Moscow, in memory of 
Mr. Kivelidi, was a warning. Anarchy is not 
а popular form of government. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. On Monday, Judge 
Freeh wrote to advise me that the 
State Department and the Justice De- 
partment opposed earmarking funds for 
the FBI in the foreign operations bill. 
Frankly, he felt obliged to register 
their concerns. He did go on to point 
out, however, that congressional sup- 
port last year was what was respon- 
sible for training over 1,700 middle- to 
upper-level police officers at Quantico 
and at the new center in Budapest. 

I wrote back and asked Judge Freeh 
if these programs were important and 
whether they could be sustained from 
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existing FBI resources. And here is 
what he said, Mr. President. 

JUDGE FREEH: My view remains that the 
law enforcement training initiatives we have 
undertaken and cop-to-cop relationships that 
flow from these endeavors are absolutely es- 
sential to the long-term public safety and 
national security of the United States. 

Of this country. 

In addition to the contributions these ef- 
forts provide toward democratization, we 
have seen tangible results from joint inves- 
tigations and subsequent prosecutions of 
international criminals made possible only 
(only) because of these initiatives. 

This is Judge Freeh now. “Тһе FBI 
does not have the funding for these 
international training efforts in our 
budget.” The recent arrests іп New 
York provide just one more example of 
the joint investigations which pro- 
duced concrete results protecting 
American interests. 

No doubt some of my colleagues will 
want to sidetrack this important ear- 
mark into a debate about the FBI's 
role somewhere else. I would rather see 
the FBI live up to its potential, and I 
think that this particular amendment 
is absolutely essential if we are going 
to help achieve something not only for 
the Russians but ourselves in the law 
enforcement area. 

Obviously, I hope the Kerry amend- 
ment will be defeated overwhelmingly. 
I think it is a very bad amendment. It 
obviously takes us in the wrong direc- 
tion. 

Mr. President, we have about 10 min- 
utes left. I suggest we split the remain- 
ing 10 minutes. 

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I 
might inquire of the manager of the 
bill for a moment—— 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Yes. 

Mr. D'AMATO. If I might have 2 min- 
utes. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the re- 
maining 10 minutes before the vote be 
divided equally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Who yields time? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I do 
not intend to take all that time. 

The FBI is earmarked for $12.6 mil- 
lion for foreign law enforcement train- 
ing in the International Law Enforce- 
ment Academy in Hungary. 

This earmark is essential for the se- 
curity of the United States. And I say 
this because the FBI is training the 
law enforcement officers of Russia and 
the former Soviet Union and also East- 
ern Europe so that the organized crime 
gangs do not bring their business to the 
United States. 

And when I say the United States, I 
want you to know that they are doing 
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a thriving business in my own State of 
New York, in Brighton Beach, which 
has been called “the hub of the Russian 
mafia.” 

I am encouraged by FBI Director 
Louis Freeh’s deep commitment to 
fighting Russian organized crime. His 
efforts have highlighted his concern for 
the issue and we want to support him 
as he has taken the clear initiative on 
this important front. 

With these funds the FBI will be able 
to continue international cooperation 
on a level heretofore not seen in inter- 
national law enforcement. The FBI will 
be able to provide training in organized 
crime and related investigative mat- 
ters, forensic and other advanced inves- 
tigative technological support, and 
continue the goodwill efforts begun 
last year with Director Freeh's visit to 
the region. Because the countries of 
Eastern Europe are facing the Russian 
crime gangs first, before they come 
here, this type of cooperation is vitally 
necessary and unprecedented in the 
history of law enforcement. 

Presently, one of the greatest threats 
facing democracy in Russia and East- 
ern Europe today, is the rapid expan- 
sion of organized crime. The situation 
is so bad that organized crime literally 
threatens to undermine the very de- 
mocracy that the United States and 
the West seek to protect through their 
assistance programs, and more so by 
connection, our own security. 

President Yeltsin has stated that 
“organized crime is trying to take the 
country by the throat.” 

When one looks at the numbers, this 
is becoming all too clear. At the begin- 
ning of 1994, according to Russian First 
Deputy Minister of Internal Affairs Mi- 
khail Yegorov, there were 5,691 orga- 
nized crime groups in Russia, with over 
100,000 gang members. 

In addition to the number of groups 
operating in Russia, there are close to 
100 criminal groups concentrated in 29 
countries, including Germany, Italy, 
Poland, Hungary, the Baltic countries, 
Turkey, China, and 24 in the United 
States alone, with a concentration in 
my own backyard of Brighton Beach, 
NY. 

In Brighton Beach, Russian organized 
crime gangs become intimately in- 
volved in gasoline-tax scams, insurance 
fraud, drug trafficking, forgery, and 
contract killings. 

In addition to New York, Russian or- 
ganized crime gangs operate in San 
Francisco, Los Angeles, Miami, Chi- 
cago. Their activities range from 
money laundering, illegal money trans- 
actions, control of gambling and pros- 
titution, narcotics trafficking, and 
most dangerously, in 1993, 241 cases of 
illegal trading in nuclear material in 
Germany. 

Worse yet, these gangs have formed 
connections with the Sicilian mafia 
and the Colombian gangs. 

Additionally, it is very alarming to 
look at the activities of these gangs in 
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counterfeiting U.S. Federal Reserve 
notes, FRN’s. During fiscal year 1992, 
there were no counterfeit FRNs re- 
ported as appearing in Russia by either 
Russian or United States governmental 
entities. The reason for the absence of 
reported counterfeit United States cur- 
rency activity was apparently in direct 
correlation to the restricted Russian- 
American political and economic rela- 
tionship. 

During fiscal year 1993, however, 
without any assistance directed at the 
detection of counterfeit United States 
currency, $1,049,090 in counterfeit Unit- 
ed States currency was documented as 
appearing in Russia. According to law 
enforcement officials, this activity is 
apparently “only the tip of the ice- 
berg,” and the actual amount of activ- 
ity would readily become more appar- 
ent when U.S. law enforcement person- 
nel can get to the region. 

If we do not begin work on solving 
this problem now, we are headed for a 
situation where crime will so inundate 
the region that democracy itself will 
become threatened and perhaps fall. If 
an extremist were to come to power in 
a backlash to a situation of near or 
total anarchy, we might find ourselves 
again threatened with confrontation 
with Russia. As for the other former 
states of the Soviet Union, they might 
also find themselves threatened by the 
resurgent nationalism these extremists 
espouse. 

For these reasons, we must act now 
to stem the tide of Russian organized 
crime. If we do not act now, the fate of 
Russia and our own security will be- 
come threatened. We cannot allow this 
chance to stop the violence, from slip- 
ping through our hands. 

If the Russian crime syndicates con- 
tinue at the pace they are taking, it 
could cause a right-wing backlash in 
Russia, bringing another dictatorial 
leader to power, this time from the 
right. This situation would invariably 
throw the fate of democratic reform 
into doubt and cast the world back into 
the throws of the cold war. 

Let me say this, Mr. President. These 
moneys are absolutely essential if we 
are going to have any success dealing 
with the kind of organized crime ef- 
forts that have made an incredible im- 
pact in the United States of America 
from abroad but yet impacting my 
city, the city of New York, and its peo- 
ple. 

I have to tell you, this earmark is es- 
sential for the security of the United 
States, and it is being used today pro- 
ductively to fight crime. We have an 
area in New York that, unfortunately, 
has become a magnet for organized 
crime. That is in Brooklyn, Brighton 
Beach. I want you to know that they 
are doing a thriving business. 

What the FBI is attempting to do is 
to coordinate, to train and to build the 
kind of relationship abroad, not only in 
Russia, but in other areas, so that they 


26102 


have the ability to communicate, to 
interdict, to stop and, hopefully, stop 
it before it becomes so pervasive in the 
United States. 

This money funds organized crime in- 
vestigations, insurance fraud, bank 
fraud, murder, smuggling—and do you 
know where that is taking place? Not 
just abroad, but here. That is the im- 
pact. I cannot believe that we would 
want to in any way impede this very 
successful program for a very modest 
investment. It is absolutely essential 
that we continue. We should be doing 
more. 

So I hope, as well-intentioned as my 
colleague’s endeavors—and I believe 
them to be so; he has been a proponent 
of more anticrime legislation or as 
much as anybody. But I hope that we 
let the Director and let the other agen- 
cies, the Treasury Department and the 
DEA, have that opportunity to make 
an impact in saving lives, in battling 
crime right here in the United States 
of America, because that is what the 
impact of these funds are. 

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague and friend for his com- 
ments and the acknowledgement of 
what this Senator has done in this 
area. It is precisely because of that 
that I am here today. 

It was my intention, and is my inten- 
tion, to ask at the end of my comments 
to withdraw these amendments, but I 
wanted to raise this debate. My hope is 
that, in the days to come, there can be 
some further discussion in the context 
of the conference, and otherwise, to 
guarantee what is really at the heart of 
what this Senator is concerned about. 

I do not think there is any Senator— 
I do not say this with any special fin- 
ger pointing—but I think I have had as 
many hearings and as much focus in 
my 11 years here on international 
crime and organized crime as anyone in 
the Senate. It is my concern that what 
is at stake here is the capacity to con- 
trol and the capacity to have oversight 
and an appropriate coordination. This 
is not a question about whether the 
FBI should get money. It is a question 
about how it ought to get the money 
and who will coordinate these inter- 
national efforts today. 

It ought to be of great concern to 
Senators that both the Justice Depart- 
ment and Treasury Department are op- 
posed to a subagency coming in and 
getting funding separately outside of 
the Cabinet process, outside of the nor- 
mal appropriations process. It ought to 
be of concern that the FBI wants to 
begin a training program in Ukraine 
for a model of the FBI on their own, 
without the oversight and input and 
constructive effort of all of these other 
agencies. This is a team effort in this 
country. We have always been best 
when law enforcement is a team effort. 
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This represents solo flying. I respect- 
fully suggest that we ought to be con- 
cerned about this question of control. 

The fact is that the FBI has received 
over half of the funds available to the 
State Department for this purpose last 
year, and every single one of the FBI's 
request to undertake training last year 
was granted by the State Department. 
Not a single FBI request was turned 
down. So let us put this in its proper 
perspective. 

But, on the other hand, I think it is 
the kind of issue where Senators com- 
ing to the floor and voting with the Ap- 
propriations Committee’s issues the 
way they are, that this would be best 
resolved through further discussions. 

My hope is the appropriate parties 
will engage in that effort so that we 
can guarantee that we are not injuring 
other aspects of a coordinated team ef- 
fort; rather, that we are enhancing all 
of our capacity to fight this new and 
significantly increasing threat of inter- 
national organized crime. 

So І ask unanimous consent that I be 
permitted to withdraw both amend- 
ments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. The amendments are with- 
drawn. 

The amendments (Nos. 2732 and 2733) 
were withdrawn. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
want to thank my friend from Massa- 
chusetts for withdrawing the amend- 
ments. It has been a useful discussion. 

I ask unanimous consent that imme- 
diately following the vote on the Helms 
amendment No. 2730, which will start 
momentarily, that there be 4 minutes 
of debate equally divided in the usual 
form prior to a motion to table the 
Bingaman amendment, upon which we 
will vote right after the Helms amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2730 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour 
of 6:30 having arrived, under the pre- 
vious order, the question is on agreeing 
to the Helms amendment No. 2730. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. The PRESIDING OFFI- 
CER. Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 43, 
nays 57, as follows: 

[Rolicall Vote No. 456 Leg.] 


YEAS—43 
Abraham Craig Grassley 
Ashcroft D'Amato Gregg 
Bennett DeWine Hatch 
Biden Dole Heflin 
Bonå Domenici Helms 
Breaux Faircloth Hutchison 
Burns Frist Inhofe 
Coats Gorton Kempthorne 
Cochran Gramm Kyl 
Coverdell Grams Lott 
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Lugar Nickles Thompson 
Mack Pressler Thurmond 
McCain Santorum Warner 
McConnell Shelby 
Murkowski Smith 
NAYS—57 

Akaka Ford Moseley-Braun 
Baucus Glenn Moynihan 
Bingaman Graham Murray 
Boxer Harkin Nunn 
Bradley Hatfield Packwood 
Brown Hollings Pell 
Bryan Inouye Pryor 
Bumpers Jeffords Reid 
Byrd Johnston Robb 
Campbell Kassebaum Rockefeller 
Chafee Kennedy Roth 
Cohen Kerrey Sarbanes 
Conrad Kerry Simon 
Daschle Kohl Simpson 
Dodd Lautenberg Snowe 
Dorgan Leahy Specter 
Exon Levin Stevens 
Feingold Lieberman Thomas 
Feinstein Mikulski Wellstone 

So the amendment (No. 2730) was re- 
jected. 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
am going to yield the floor. I hope the 
Senator from New Mexico would seek 
recognition. 

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I am 
informed by the managers of the bill 
that it would be more appropriate to 
offer this as an amendment to the 
State, Justice, Commerce bill which is 
scheduled for consideration next week. 

For that reason, I withdraw the 
amendment at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, the 
amendment is withdrawn. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have 
been discussing this with the distin- 
guished chairman. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, may we 
have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will please suspend. The Senate is 
not in order. 

Mr. LEAHY. I yield to the Senator 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, and 
Members of the Senate, where we are 
we have one more amendment upon 
which we will be voting, a motion to 
table very shortly, the Helms amend- 
ment. And in all likelihood the only 
additional vote will be final passage. 
There is one other amendment we are 
still working on. So there could pos- 
sibly be two rollcall votes plus final 
passage; but in all likelihood one roll- 
call on an amendment, a tabling mo- 
tion, and then final passage. So we are 
very, very close to finishing the bill. 


the 


September 21, 1995 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, following 
that, I would hope Senators would co- 
operate. We know we are going to have 
to pass this bill. We know the distin- 
guished Republican leader and the dis- 
tinguished Democratic leader have said 
there are other bills coming along be- 
hind it. I would hope we would go for- 
ward with it. 

I note one thing for my colleagues. I 
have listened to the discussion of the 
distinguished Republican leader this 
afternoon and the distinguished chair- 
man of the Foreign Relations Commit- 
tee. I assume this would mean, if he 
has his up-or-down vote, or a clear vote 
on his amendment—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator suspend while the Senate 
comes to order? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I assume 
after that vote we would then go for- 
ward with the confirmation of a num- 
ber of ambassadors. This is not just 
some small matter. It is now mid-Sep- 
tember, and we have people who have 
children. The children do not know 
where they are going to be going to 
school, and they do not know whether 
they will move out of the house or in. 

This is a very, very real situation for 
these families. We may have our efforts 
back and forth with each other, but the 
children ought to have some idea where 
they are going to be going to school, 
and what they are going to be doing. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
note the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, is 
the Senator from Kentucky correct 
that the pending amendment is the 
Helms amendment regarding State De- 
partment reorganization? 

AMENDMENT NO, 2712, WITHDRAWN 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is on the Murkowski 
amendment No. 2712. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
have reviewed the revision of section 
575 of the committee amendment of 
H.R. 1868 concerning North Korea, to 
which I understand the managers of 
the bill have agreed. I do not believe 
that this revised section is as strong or 
specific as it should be, nor is it even 
as strong as the original version. Fur- 
ther, I still believe that my amend- 
ment would provide a more concrete 
and fundamental structure for mon- 
itoring compliance with the agreed 
framework on nuclear issues between 
the United States and North Korea. 

Nevertheless, it appears to me that 
the revised section 575 takes at least a 
few first steps toward the objectives of 
my amendment, No. 2712. Just as im- 
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portantly, it puts the administration 
and the North Koreans on notice that 
we will be monitoring closely the im- 
plementation of the agreed framework 
on nuclear issues, including North Ko- 
rea’s commitment to participate in di- 
alog with the Republic of Korea. 

As a result, and to save time for the 
Senate as it moves to complete this 
bill, and because the revised amend- 
ment comes at least some way toward 
my amendment, I would like to with- 
draw my amendment at this time. 

However, in doing so, I want to ad- 
vise my colleagues that since this issue 
deserves extensive further debate and 
consideration within the Senate, I am 
going to propose my amendment in the 
form of a freestanding bill in the near 
future. I also advise my colleagues that 
my friend Senator HELMS has promised 
to consider this matter in his commit- 
tee expeditiously. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Mur- 
kowski amendment be laid aside and 
that the pending business be the Helms 
amendment regarding State Depart- 
ment reorganization. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
would like to advise the floor manager 
the Murkowski amendment has been 
withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has the right to withdraw his 
amendment. 

Does the Senator from Alaska re- 


quest that? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The Senator from 
Alaska does request that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is withdrawn. 


So the amendment (No. 2712) was 
withdrawn. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2107 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, is 
the pending business the Helms amend- 
ment regarding State Department reor- 
ganization? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky is correct. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to 
table the Helms amendment and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the Helms amendment No. 
2707. The yeas and nays have been or- 
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 43, 
nays 57, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 457 Leg.] 


YEAS—43 
Akaka Breaux Dodd 
Biden Bryan Dorgan 
Bingaman Bumpers Exon 
Boxer Conrad Feingold 
Bradley Daschle Feinstein 
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Ford Kohl Pell 
Glenn Lautenberg Pryor 
Graham Leahy Reid 
Harkin Levin Robb 
Heflin Lieberman Rockefeller 
Inouye Mikulski Sarbanes 
Johnston Moseley-Braun Simon 
Kennedy Moynihan Wellstone 
Kerrey Murray 
Kerry Nunn 
NAYS—57 

Abraham Faircloth Mack 
Ashcroft Frist McCain 
Baucus Gorton McConnell 
Bennett Gramm Murkowski 
Bond Grams Nickles 
Brown Grassley Packwood 
Burns Gregg Pressler 
Byrd Hatch Roth 
Campbell Hatfield Santorum 
Chafee Helms Shelby 
Coats Hollings Simpson 
Cochran Hutchison Smith 
Cohen Inhofe Snowe 
Coverdell Jeffords Specter 

Kassebaum Stevens 
D'Amato Kempthorne Thomas 
DeWine Kyl 
Dole Lott Thurmond 
Domenici Lugar Warner 


So the motion to table the amend- 
ment (No. 2707) was rejected. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the mo- 
tion was rejected. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2707, WITHDRAWN 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, par- 
liamentary inquiry. Have the yeas and 
nays been ordered on the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have not been ordered on the 
amendment. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I with- 
draw the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2707) was with- 
drawn. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, obvi- 
ously, I agree with the withdrawal of 
the amendment and hope that will be 
an issue better addressed in another 
forum. I am pleased it was. I also hope 
that we may see soon the Ambas- 
sadors—this confirmation is still being 
withheld—so the family, the children, 
everybody else can make plans, espe- 
cially since the school year is now 
upon us. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the com- 
mittee amendments be considered and 
agreed to, en bloc; that the bill be con- 
sidered as original text for the purpose 
of further amendment; and that no 
points of order be waived thereon by 
reason of this agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the committee amendments were 
agreed to, en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
further amendments? 
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Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I have 
great reservations about a provision in 
this bill that cuts overall aid to Russia 
based on the Iranian nuclear reactor 
sale. I will not detain the Senate to- 
night. I will ask for Senators to think 
very carefully about this. I think it is 
essential that we understand that the 
number one national security chal- 
lenge we have in the next 5, 10 years re- 
lates to proliferation. 

I completely agree with the critics of 
this sale by the Russians to the Ira- 
nians. It is my view that this is against 
the U.S. national security interests 
and also against the security interests 
of Russia. We have a common security 
interest in preventing the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. We differ because 
the Russians are making the sale for 
economic reasons. The question is: How 
do we respond? Do we respond with a 
shotgun attack, cutting overall aid 
which is what this bill does, or do we 
have a more refined approach, a rifle 
approach, making it clear that our own 
policy is not in any way going to per- 
mit them to do this without protest, 
nevertheless, reserving some economic 
leverage— 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we 
have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will be in order. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I think it 
is important that we not use all of our 
economic leverage on this matter, as 
important as it is. If the Russians 
wanted the Iranians to have nuclear 
weapons, they could get them nuclear 
weapons in 24 hours. Yet, this provision 
in this bill acts as if the Russians are 
indeed trying to give the Iranians a nu- 
clear weapons capacity. That is not 
what the Russians are doing. They are 
trying to gain economic advantage be- 
cause of their economic situation. 

I do not have an amendment on this. 
I think all Members ought to think 
about this very carefully. The Russians 
are the only empire in history with 
30,000 nuclear weapons that has col- 
lapsed. They have some thousands and 
thousands of tons of chemical weapons, 
and no one even knows how much in bi- 
ological weapons, and with scientists 
that know how to produce this mate- 
rial and know how to make these weap- 
ons of mass destruction. 

We have an enormous amount of se- 
curity at stake in maintaining our 
good relationship with Russia, as long 
as they proceed and struggle toward 
democracy and market reform. If Rus- 
sia becomes unstable, if Russia be- 
comes paranoid, if Russia becomes па- 
tionalistic, we are going to have ter- 
rible difficulties in the years ahead, 
and even the months ahead, in dealing 
with this situation. That may happen, 
inevitably, but certainly we should do 
no harm. 

This provision in this bill is going to 
cause very big problems if it remains in 
conference. I hope all Senators will 
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think carefully about this situation. I 
hope the conferees will look very care- 
fully as to whether they can use a rifle 
approach, making it clear what our 
policy is, making it clear that we dis- 
agree with this sale, that it has some 
penalties attached, but not cutting 
overall economic assistance to a coun- 
try that really holds the future of nu- 
clear proliferation in its hands with its 
huge arsenal of weapons, and a country 
whose own stability is enormously im- 
portant to our own national security. 

I ask the conferees to consider this 
matter very carefully when they go to 
conference and not to be locked into 
this position, which I think is unwise 
and against our own national security 
interests. 

Mr. President, I would like to com- 
ment briefly on the section of H.R. 1868 
that provides: 

No funds may be made available under this 
heading for Russia unless the President de- 
termines and certifies in writing to the Com- 
mittees on Appropriations that the Govern- 
ment of Russia has terminated all planning 
and implementation of arrangements to pro- 
vide Iran with technical expertise, training, 
technology or equipment necessary to de- 
velop a nuclear reactor or related nuclear re- 
search facilities or programs. 

It is clear, Mr. President, that the 
Government of Russia has decided, 
over strong and I believe well-founded 
United States objections, to proceed 
with the sale of light water reactor 
technology and equipment to Iran. So 
the effect of this provision would be to 
block all United States foreign assist- 
ance to Russia in the coming fiscal 


year. 

Mr. President, I oppose the sale of 
Russian nuclear reactor technology 
and equipment to Iran. It is not in our 
country’s national security interests. I 
believe it also will not serve Russia’s 
national security interests. 

However, I think we need to consider 
carefully whether a cutoff of all foreign 
assistance to Russia will advance our 
national security interests. I have seri- 
ous doubts that this provision will 
serve U.S. interests. 

First, I believe Russia’s decision to 
proceed with this sale was based on 
economic considerations. The Russian 
economy, and particularly the budget 
of the Ministry for Atomic Energy, 
badly needs additional revenue. From 
their perspective, this deal appears 
very lucrative. 

Second, in my view, a cutoff of U.S. 
foreign assistance is not going to stop 
this deal. The decision has been made 
at the highest level, after the Russian 
side listened to the best arguments the 
United States side could made in oppo- 
sition to the proposed sale. The Rus- 
sian Government has invested too 
much prestige, and expects too much 
monetary return, for this decision to 
be reversed because of cessation of 
United States aid. 

Third, I believe Russia has wrongly 
discounted the disruptive impact on 
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international affairs that Iran could 
play, should it succeed in developing 
even crude nuclear weapons. Yet it is 
unreasonable to assume that Russia 
wants to help Iran to become a nuclear 
weapons state. Russia possesses over 
20,000 nuclear warheads, tons of weap- 
ons-grade fissile material, and hun- 
dreds of scientists and technicians 
skilled in creating nuclear weapons. 
Russia does not need to build a light 
water reactor in Iran to boost the Ira- 
nian nuclear weapons program. If Rus- 
sia decides to supply Iran with nuclear 
weapons, it can do so in a few hours. 

Fourth, I believe we must ask wheth- 
er United States influence on Russia to 
safeguard nuclear technology, to pre- 
vent it from being applied to the Ira- 
nian nuclear weapons program, will be 
increased by a ban on United States as- 
sistance to Russia. I think the reverse 
is more likely: that cessation of United 
States aid will decrease the likelihood 
of Russian cooperation with us on this 
vital issue. 

Mr. President, our concern over Rus- 
sia’s determination to continue with 
sale of civilian nuclear reactory tech- 
nology and equipment to Iran should 
be addressed, in my view, with a care- 
fully-aimed marksman’s rifle, not with 
a shotgun blast that demolishes every- 
thing in front of it. If we cut off all aid 
because of this sale to Iran, what do we 
take away the next time Russia acts in 
а мау we believe is contrary to our in- 
terests? We will have fired all our am- 
munition and will have little economic 
leverage left. 

It may be that some aspects of our 
assistance to Russia merit critical re- 
view and reduction. That is another 
issue entirely. Overall, however, I be- 
lieve our assistance has made an im- 
portant contribution to movement to- 
ward the development of market econ- 
omy, а political democracy, and a plu- 
ralistic society in Russia. To my mind, 
this is clearly in our national security 
interests and should not be brought to 
a total halt because of our disagree- 
ment with an unwise decision by the 
current Russian Government. 

Mr. President, I offer these remarks 
in the hope that the Senate conferees 
will review this provision carefully as 
they enter into conference on H.R. 1868. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I want to 
associate myself with the remarks of 
Senator NUNN, relative to the provision 
restricting funds for Russia. 

I hope the conferees will add Presi- 
dential waiver language to that sec- 
tion. Otherwise the language could en- 
danger the chances for our relationship 
with Russia to continue to grow and 
could lessen the chances for democracy 
to survive in Russia. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I will be 
very brief. The Senator from Georgia 
has just raised issues of concern that 
many of the rest of us have. I hope this 
is a matter, as we work through con- 
ference, that can be handled. During 
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this whole bill, we have been helped by 
the cooperation on both sides, by the 
distinguished chairman, by Robin 
Cleveland, Jim Bond and his staff, Tim 
Rieser on mine. I am sure that will 
continue that throughout the con- 
ference. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2734 THROUGH 2767, EN BLOC 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
send a group of amendments, en bloc, 
to the desk and ask for their imme- 
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Kentucky (Мг. МсСом- 
NELL] proposes amendments numbered 2734 
through 2767, en bloc. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendments be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments are as follows: 


AMENDMENT NO. 2734 
(Purpose: To make $3,000,000 available for the 
World Food Program) 

On page 43, line 17, strike out Provided, 
and insert in lieu thereof Provided, That not 
less than $3,000,000 of the funds appropriated 
under this heading shall be made available 
pase the World Food Program: Provided fur- 
ther, 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished chairman of 
the Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Foreign Operations for accepting my 
amendment making $3,000,000 available 
for the World Food Program [WFP]. 

As the largest WFP donor, the United 
States expects more and more every 
year from WFP as the key provider of 
food aid in emergencies. In its inves- 
tigation of WFP effectiveness, the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office determined that 
а larger cash component in United 
States food donations is needed to im- 
prove the efficiency of our food aid dis- 
tribution operations in such difficult 
emergencies as those found in Rwanda, 
Bosnia, Angola, and Sudan. 

While this earmark will not increase 
WFP funding from this account, it will 
continue the current level of U.S. sup- 
port and give us time to address 
through other legislation the fun- 
damental problem of linking cash to 
food in order to improve the manage- 
ment of food aid so desperately needed 
around the world. 

I deeply appreciate the acceptance of 
my amendment and thank the chair- 
man and his staff for their consider- 
ation of this important issue. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2735 

On page 11, line 10 insert after “2аіге”: ‘*: 
Provided further, That, Not less than 
$2,000,000 shall be provided to the Inter- 
national Fertilizer Development Center“. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2736 


At the appropriate place under the heading 
оп page 8, Economic Assistance“ add the 
following proviso: “Provided further, That not 
less than $800,000 of the funds made available 
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under this heading shall be made available 
for support of the United States Tele- 
communications Training Institute:“. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2737 

(Purpose: To increase amounts appropriated 
for international narcotics control and to 
decrease amounts available to the Agency 
for International Development) 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

БЕС. . Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this Act, $20,000,000 of the funds made 
available under this Act for or through the 
Agency for International Development shall 
be transferred to, and merged with, the ap- 
propriations account entitled “ІМТЕН- 
NATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL" and shall be 
available for the same purposes for which 
funds in such account are available. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
am here today to warn about the seri- 
ous illegal drug problem that poses a 
major post cold war threat to our Na- 
tion’s peace and security. Frankly, I 
worry that these words will fall on the 
deaf ears of an America that seems un- 
willing to face reality and commit the 
resources to stop its own destruction. 
We are indeed at a crucial point. Rep- 
resentative WILLIAM ZELIFF, wrote last 
March: ‘‘There is growing consensus 
that America’s domestic counterdrug 
strategy is failing. In 1993 and 1994, re- 
spected University of Michigan surveys 
of 51,000 American students indicate 
that gains once made are slipping. We 
are in the midst of a major reversal—in 
use and attitudes.” 

After a steep drop in monthly co- 
caine use between 1988 and 1991 from 2.9 
to 1.3 million users, and a similar drop 
in overall drug use between 1991 and 
1992 from 14.5 to 11.4 million users, 
numbers released earlier this year re- 
vealed drug use up in 1994 for all sur- 
veyed grades for crack, cocaine, heroin, 
LSD, non-LSD hallucinogens, inhal- 
ants, and marijuana.—The Washington 
Times, “Renewing Drug War Strate- 
gies,” by William Zeliff March 9. 

In 1994, according to this Michigan 
study, twice the number of eighth 
graders were experimenting with mari- 
juana as did in 1991, and daily use of 
marijuana by seniors was up by half 
just from 1993. Also, the nationally rec- 
ognized Drug Abuse Warning Network 
has reported that drugrelated emer- 
gency visits in 1994 were up 8 percent 
over 1993—now standing at their high- 
est point ever. 

Meanwhile, the resurgence of heroin 
use in the U.S. borders on epidemic 
proportions. Heroin related admissions 
to emergency rooms have increased 30 
percent since 1990. DEA Administrator 
Thomas Constantine recently noted 
that heroin is now available in more 
cities at lower prices and higher puri- 
ties than ever before in our history. In 
November 1993, the Clinton administra- 
tion announced that it would develop a 
separate strategy to combat the heroin 
threat. However, a recommended strat- 
egy was only just presented in June of 
this year, and still awaits the Presi- 
dent’s approval. 
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One expert is very blunt: “If these 
trends continue, by 1996, the Clinton 
administration will have presided over 
the greatest increase in drug use and 
the largest expansion in the supply of 
illegal drugs in modern American his- 
богу.”--Уоһп Walters, president of the 
New Citizenship Project and former 
acting director for supply reduction, 
Office of National Drug Control Policy. 

If that’s not a loud enough wakeup 
call, there’s more: 

About 23 million Americans use 
drugs, of which at least 6 million use 
cocaine. If current trends continue, the 
jump in marijuana use among children 
from 1992-94 signals that 820,000 more of 
them will try cocaine; about 58,000 will 
become regular users or addicts. 

Illegal drug use among the Nation’s 
high school seniors has risen 44.6 per- 
cent in the last 2 years according to 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services. And there is a decline in the 
perceived risk which leads to an in- 
crease in actual drug use. According to 
Lloyd D. Johnson of the University of 
Michigan, there is an increase in drug 
glorification messages aired on tele- 
vision news and entertainment shows. 
There is a softening of informal and 
formal antidrug attitudes. 

Over 70 percent of the prison popu- 
lation—which is at 1.4 million—tested 
positive for drugs after their arrest. 
Whether it is violent crime, child 
abuse, homelessness, or inner-city pov- 
erty, drugs—and particularly crack— 
have made those pathologies far more 
acute and in some places unmanage- 
able. Violent crime, largely induced by 
drug use, is increasing at an alarming 
rate. And, according to DEA Adminis- 
trator Constantine: For the first time 
in our history, America’s crime prob- 
lem is being controlled by worldwide 
drug syndicates who operate their net- 
works from places like Cali, Colombia 
* * * * 

The number of police officers, law- 
yers, accountants, judges who have 
been tainted by drug money has never 
been quantified, but the erosion of pub- 
lic trust is apparent. 

Drug abuse is costing America about 
$100 billion annually, excluding billions 
in taxes on illegal profits from the drug 
trade, but the moral cost to the U.S. 
social and political system is immeas- 
urable. 

These distressing facts are not sim- 
ply a reflection of society’s more per- 
missive attitudes. This administration 
also changed counterdrug policies. Just 
days after inauguration, Clinton moved 
the White House office created to di- 
rect national antidrug—the Office of 
National Drug Control Policy [ONDCP] 
efforts to a backwater and slashed its 
personnel by over 80 percent. Enforce- 
ment has been deemphasized. Manda- 
tory minimum sentences have been re- 
duced. Prosecution statistics from the 
Administrative Office of U.S. Courts 
for 1992-94 reveal: a 14-percent drop in 
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charges under all Federal drug laws 
and a 30-percent drop in charges under 
narcotics offenses. 

The Clinton administration slashed 
drug interdiction. Information рго- 
vided at a recent Senate Judiciary 
hearing revealed a cut of 50 percent be- 
tween 1993 and 1994 alone in the ships 
and aircraft devoted to the interdiction 
of drugs from South America. Ameri- 
ca’s low-key drug czar, Lee Brown, has 
warned of the need to restore assets to 
the interdiction force structure. He re- 
ported that all Federal agencies in- 
volved in drug interdiction had reached 
а consensus: “that to maintain ade- 
quate resources in theater, we must re- 
turn to the 1992-93 levels of effort. But 
shortly after that warning, the admin- 
istration released its fiscal year 1996 
budget requesting a cut in interdiction 
funds to $1.27 billion—almost 35 per- 
cent below the fiscal year 1992 level. 

Even drug treatment and especially 
prevention—often held up by this ad- 
ministration as alternatives to rigid 
enforcement, had their budgets 
trimmed by $100 million and $130 mil- 
lion, respectively. 

According to recent testimony from 
the GAO’s Joseph Kelly, Director in 
Charge International Affairs Issues, 
National Security and International 
Affairs Division, before the House of 
Representatives, Subcommittee on Na- 
tional Security, International Affairs, 
and Criminal Justice, Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight, the 
executive branch had difficulty imple- 
menting a key part of the strategy— 
shifting resources from the transit 
zone to the source countries. 

Defense Department officials have 
also complained that the amount of re- 
sources applied to the transit zone has 
been significantly reduced without a 
shift in resources to the source coun- 
tries. For example, the DEA is reduc- 
ing its presence in Colombia, the U.S. 
Southern Con.mand is now flying fewer 
sorties each month in support of 
source-country interdiction than it did 
in 1993, and counternarcotics assist- 
ance to the three primary source coun- 
tries was less in 1995 than in 1991 or 
1992. In short, Kelly admits that shift- 
ing resources between and within agen- 
cies has been problematic.” 

Kelly mentions other severe prob- 
lems with America’s so-called war on 
drugs, including the need for better co- 
ordination. No single organization 
seems in charge of the drug war in ei- 
ther the cocaine source or the transit 
countries. He mentioned better leader- 
ship as required to develop a coherent 
plan, and to integrate all U.S. pro- 
grams 


What we have now is virtually no 
strategy at all. The result is U.S. 
Falling Far Short in the Drug War,” as 
written in the Washington Post by Jef- 
frey Smith. Smith and others have 
noted—and frankly, I am deeply con- 
cerned—that American officials on 
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both sides of the aisle are seriously un- 
derestimating the threat. I have paint- 
ed a bleak, yet accurate, account of the 
tragedy of drug abuse, the violence, the 
health costs, the destruction of lives. 
But I doubt that this Senate or our 
antidrug officials have fully grasped 
the magnitude, complexity, and sheer 
danger of the drug trade. 

Corruption is leading a path right to 
the heart of the political system. And 
many foreign leaders appear unable to 
deal with the problem. The facts are 
daunting: Large, criminal drug traf- 
ficking empires, better armed than 
many police forces, and with ties to 
other organized international crime 
branches around the globe are wreak- 
ing destruction around the world, par- 
ticularly in this hemisphere. The CIA 
estimates that illicit narcotics is a $300 
billion a year industry. Yet, U.S. and 
independent experts warn that cuts are 
harming Washington’s ability to inter- 
rupt the new alliances being formed by 
major criminal organizations involved 
in drug activities on different con- 
tinents. 

A senior U.S. intelligence official re- 
cently stated that these organizations 
“are developing massive capital. I am 
concerned that they are going to link 
together * * * to leverage Democratic 
societies around the world * * * There 
is a tremendous dimension to this 
problem that we have hardly begun to 
see. —the Christian Science Monitor, 
“Spy Agency Adapts Cold-War Tactics 
for Drug War,” by Jonathan Landay, 
July 5, 1995. Political instability, rising 
corruption, and porous borders in the 
United States, Europe, and Asia have 
enabled criminal organizations to ex- 
pand into lucrative opium growing 
areas and new cocaine markets. 

The technological advancement of 
the drug trade also has been underesti- 
mated. Colombia’s Cali cartel has ap- 
parently changed its transportation 
mode from single- and twin-engine air- 
craft to larger commercial aircraft, 
such as 707’s and 727’s. There are no es- 
timates on how many large commer- 
cial flights are used. But the traffick- 
ers are creating economies of scale to 
bring in tons of cocaine. Jeffrey Smith 
notes: “Тһе United States and other 
developed countries are falling further 
behind in the war on drugs as criminal 
organizations in Latin America and 
Asia have increased production and be- 
come more sophisticated in distribut- 
ing cocaine and heroin.” 

With profits as high as 75 percent, 
heroin and cocaine producers can af- 
ford to spend tens of billions of dollars 
annually on sophisticated counterintel- 
ligence programs, telecommunications 
equipment, as well as hiring some of 
the best marketing and legal talent 
that U.S. colleges and universities 
produce. While the problem has often 
been compared to efforts to undermine 
America’s crime mob, that comparison 
may be misleading. Today’s drug lead- 
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ers are better armed, have much more 
funds at their disposal, and have access 
to sophisticated technology to carry 
out their trade. 

In the Western Hemisphere, drug 
traffickers have invested in a nation- 
wide chain of pharmacies; legal drug 
labs—even their own brand of aspirin 
and vitamins; investments in soccer 
teams; hotels; shopping centers; car 
dealerships; apartments; poultry farms; 
ranches with thousands of heads of cat- 
tle—and they are even believed to have 
purchased some newly privatized State 
industries, according to the FBI and 
other sources. 

Based on the extent of coca leaf pro- 
duction in South America, the Western 
Hemisphere’s annual cocaine produc- 
tion is about 1,100 metric tons. Drug 
users in the United States consume an 
estimated 300 tons; police and customs 
seize another 300 tons. That leaves a 
tremendous glut of cocaine on the 
world market, keeping street dealers 
on several continents flush, despite 
continuing victories like the arrest of 
major traffickers. 

Proponents of efforts to stop the pro- 
duction of drug crops and substances at 
the source—in Latin America and 
Asia—believe that reducing the foreign 
supply of drugs is crucial to lowering 
the levels of drug use in the United 
States. They argue that, coupled with 
intense law enforcement, such pro- 
grams will succeed since it is easier to 
locate and destroy crops in the field 
than to locate subsequently processed 
drugs in America’s streets. Opponents 
generally believe that the reduction of 
the foreign supply is unrealistic, and 
that the only ultimate solution is the 
reduction of demand. By now, any rea- 
sonable person has surely come to the 
conclusion that it will take both: We 
must decrease demand, even as we re- 
duce the flow of illegal drugs. 

Here’s just a sample of the reality I 
must deal with in trying to stem the 
flow of drugs into the United States, as 
the Western Hemisphere Subcommittee 
chairman on the Foreign Relations 
Committee: 

Mexico: Fifty to 70 percent of the il- 
legal drugs that enter the United 
States are smuggled through Mexico. 
Between 60 to 80 percent of the foreign- 
grown marijuana available in the Unit- 
ed States is of Mexican origin, and 
Mexico supplies about 23 percent of the 
heroin. Mexico is also a key trans- 
shipment point for cocaine entering 
the United States, and has expanded its 
role over recent years as a clearing- 
house for worldwide drug shipments 
and money laundering. 

The Office of National Drug Control 
Policy has designated Mexico as the 
second most important country in the 
international narcotics program, be- 
hind Colombia. The DEA attache in 
Mexico has recommended that Mexico 
be reclassified as a source country so it 
can be considered for more resources 
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under the administration's counter- 
drug strategy. 

Faced with a growing threat from 
narcotics trafficker, President Zedillo 
has singled out the drug trade as Mexi- 
co’s most pressing national security 
problem. But even that key admission 
is not enough. In a disturbing develop- 
ment, drug smugglers are buying pas- 
senger jets and flying in huge amounts 
of drugs into Mexico for transport to 
the United States. According to the 
State Department, drug-laden cargo 
jets “аге one of the most difficult and 
critical challenges * * * facing Mexico.” 
International Narcotics Control Strat- 
egy Report, March 1995. Zedillo has or- 
dered the Mexican military to take a 
greater role in the counterdrug fight, 
including the use of air force fighter 
jets to intercept cocaine-laden planes. 

Experts say that Mexican drug orga- 
nizations have built a financial empire 
using the tourist industry and stock 
market, while converting billions of 
dollars in drug profits into legitimate 
forms of capital. Mexico’s National 
University estimates that Mexican 
drug lords spend as much as $500 mil- 
lion a year on bribery. Some bankers 
suspect that last December's financial 
crisis was partly the result of a mas- 
sive transfer of drug money. 

Colombia: We vigorously congratu- 
late recent success in Colombia appre- 
hending Cali cartel kingpins, Gilberto 
Rodriguez Orejuela and Jose Santacruz 
Londono, among others. The Cali car- 
tel has accounted for at least 80 per- 
cent of the cocaine shipped into the 
United States. We are elated and anx- 
iously await more traffickers being 
brought to justice. But we are wise 
enough to recognize that the problems 
down there are far from over. We need 
to determine that those captured will 
be prosecuted, fully. These kingpins 
must receive punishment commensu- 
rate with their crimes. Short sen- 
tences, in which they’re able to hold on 
to their ill-gotten gains would be coun- 
terproductive. Hopefully, Colombia’s 
institutions will deliver and operations 
against the Cali cartel will continue. 

But last year Columbia achieved only 
minimum success in the tactical are- 
nas of drug interdiction, illicit crop 
eradication, and precursor chemical 
seizures. Colombia is now producing so 
much cocaine that U.S. officials can 
barely keep track of it, and it may well 
have surpassed Bolivia as the world’s 
second largest coca grower. Peru re- 
mains the largest coca grower, ac- 
counting for nearly two-thirds of the 
world’s coca production, most of which 
is processed in Colombia. Colombia is 
also believed to have the dubious dis- 
tinction of surpassing Mexico as the 
hemisphere’s leading poppy producer. 

Early this year, Columbia’s justice 
minister released a report concluding 
that judges and prosecutors were over- 
ly generous in the use of plea bargains. 
Even Columbia’s chief prosecutor de- 
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scribed the situation as virtual impu- 
nity. We applaud Columbia for coming 
clean on a failed program, but the re- 
ality is: Colombian officials themselves 
are embarrassed by the lenient sen- 
tences. 

Ernesto Samper’s Presidency ге- 
mains tainted with allegations that his 
1994 campaign received up to millions 
of dollars in contributions from traf- 
fickers. The corruption of Colombia’s 
Congress continues to be a problem, 
with one former U.S. officials warning 
that as much as 50 to 75 percent of the 
Colombian Congress is influenced by 
the drug cartels. 

Notwithstanding present doubts 
about the effectiveness of America’s 
strategy in the war against drugs, 
there was success against the drug car- 
tels during the mid 1980’s to early 
1990’s. The energy and resources de- 
voted to the antidrug effort during the 
Bush and Reagan administrations, 
combined with hardening public atti- 
tudes produced declines in the drug 
problem. And while Federal spending 
on the drug war was substantial—ap- 
proaching $12 billion at the end of the 
Bush years—it never exceeded Federal 
spending for NASA. Clearly, neither 
the space program nor the Federal 
antidrug effort ever presented a serious 
burden in terms of the Federal budget. 
Meanwhile, modest progress against 
drug trafficking was also being made in 
my area of the globe; eradication and 
drug seizures were up. These successes 
were achieved despite the criminals’ 
resolve. 

Then, as now, we recognize the val- 
iant efforts made by law enforcement 
personnel in Mexico, Colombia, and 
throughout Latin America who have 
lost their lives to stopping the flow of 
illegal drugs into this country. In the 
past decade, Colombia has lost 23 
judges, 63 journalists, 4 presidential 
candidates, and more than 3,000 police 
officers and journalists. And we agree 
with many of the leaders of the region 
that America simply must do more to 
curb its appetite for illegal drugs. They 
must not see us as hypocritical— 
watching their every move, while re- 
ducing our own financial commitment 
to the problem. 

But, even more, I fear that political 
leadership and world class American 
will to fight the drug scourge is erod- 
ing throughout the Western Hemi- 
sphere. But now here in America we 
seem asleep in the face of a problem 
that is devastating our future and 
threatening our national security. If 
we are willing to commit the resources 
and implement a coherent program, 
even as we attack the drug consump- 
tion problem, we will experience re- 
newed success. The alternative—reduc- 
ing badly needed counterdrug resources 
at this crucial time—would further 
threaten our national security, would 
risk democracy and stability through- 
out the hemisphere, and would place 
our young people’s very lives at risk. 
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Mr. GRASSLEY. І support the 
amendment to restore funding to the 
international narcotics program. I am 
aware that the bill already contains a 
considerable increase for the program 
but it still remains well below what is 
essential to sustain a viable inter- 
national narcotics effort. 

In the last several years, funding for 
our international narcotics program 
has been in a free fall. In addition, the 
administration has failed to articulate 
a coherent strategy or consistently de- 
fend the programs that it has put for- 
ward. This has left the impression that 
it does not care about the drug pro- 
gram, does not see fit to push its own 
ideas. 

Some in Congress seem to have con- 
cluded from this that the drug program 
does not work and that the money can 
do better service someplace else. 

Both views are wrong. 

When we made the drug issue a con- 
tinuing policy concern we saw success. 
And when we provided our efforts with 
adequate guidance and support, backed 
up by the moral authority of the gov- 
ernment in support of the public, we 
made significant progress on the drug 
problem. We saw the result in steady 
declines in use, the most important ba- 
rometer of how we are doing. 

We can also see the results of a re- 
treat from our earlier commitment. In 
the last 2 years we have seen mari- 
juana use among 12-17-year-olds soar, 
up 50 percent. At this rate, within the 
next year or so we will have wiped out 
the gains made in reducing use over 
the last 13 years. It is from this new, 
emerging user population that tomor- 
row’s addicts will come. The situation 
reminds me of what happended to us in 
the 1970's. We let indifference get the 
better of us. We had to suffer a major 
drug epidemic to learn our lesson. We 
cannot afford to let that lesson go to 
waste. 

It is a national tragedy if we let drug 
use escape us again. With serious effort 
we reversed the worst years of drug 
abuse. What clearer indication can 
there be of the effects of meaningful ef- 
fort and indifferent effort than in these 
contrasting pictures. 

More important, I would remind my 
colleagues that it has been Congress 
that has lead the effort in representing 
the public’s interest on the drug ques- 
tion. In 1986 and 1988, we moved to in- 
crease both the funding for our drug ef- 
forts and to put pressure on the admin- 
istration to take forceful action. We 
saw results. Just this year, the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, and 
Senators HELMS and COVERDELL, took 
the lead in putting pressure on Colom- 
bia to do something about arresting 
drug kingpins, something everyone 
told us could not and would not hap- 
pen. Well, it happened in jig time. Con- 
sistency and meaning what you say are 
still solid currency, here and abroad. It 
is that kind of fortitude and stick- 
with-it-ness that we still need. 
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We still have a substantial respon- 
sibility to represent the American pub- 
lic on the drug issue. And we still have 
the need to be the leaders in insisting 
on adequate funding for well-executed 
programs. This does not mean we have 
to measure our drug efforts by impos- 
sible standards of success. We need to 
be realistic and we need to be consist- 
ent. 

Given recent gains in putting drug 
kingpins behind bars in Colombia we 
also need to build on our efforts to go 
after the second and third tier of cartel 
leaders. This means continued support 
for our international programs. 

I would also remind my colleagues, 
that the money we spend on this for- 
eign assistance program goes directly 
to support efforts aimed at individuals 
and groups that target Americans, 
whose actions daily kill and wound 
more people than all the terrorists 
combined. Drug dealers, here and 
abroad, are real enemies whose actions 
have direct and immediate con- 
sequences on the quality of life in our 
homes and on our streets. Money spent 
on this international program pays 
real benefits here. We can see the re- 
sult when we are willing to act and we 
can see the consequences when we fail. 

I support the amendment to increase 
the international narcotics program by 
a further $20 million, which still brings 
the total international effort in at over 
$40 million below the administration’s 
request. This funding will help us do 
the job we must continue to do. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2738 
(Purpose: To provide for the transfer of 
excess defense articles to Estonia) 

At the end of section 546 of the bill, insert 
the following: 

(c) The President may transfer to Estonia 
such excess defense articles as the President 
determines necessary to help modernize the 
defense capabilities of Estonia, subject to 
the requirements of subsections (b) through 
(f) of section 519 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2321m). 

Mr. GORTON. Five years ago I was 
invited to be the first United States 
Senator to address the newly elected 
Estonian Parliament as it liberated it- 
self from 50 years of illegal Soviet oc- 
cupation. I was denied entry into Esto- 
nia’ by the Soviet regime, but have 
since taken a distinct and parochial in- 
terest in Estonia’s well-being. 

Recently I met with Lt. Gen. 
Aleksander Einseln, commander of the 
Estonian Armed Forces. In our meet- 
ing, he outlined the significant mate- 
rial problems that his nascent military 
faces. With the almost complete with- 
drawal of Russian military forces, Es- 
tonia must now look to its own de- 
fense. Estonia is struggling to heal its 
wounds of 50 years of Soviet domina- 
tion. Its resources are very limited; its 
army small—merely 4,000 soldiers I am 
told. 

This amendment gives the President 
authority to transfer to Estonia such 
excess defense articles as the President 
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determines necessary to help modern- 
ize its defense capabilities. The trans- 
fer is subject to the provisions of sec- 
tion 519 subsections (b) through (f) of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. In 
short, those provisions authorize the 
President to transfer excess, nonlethal 
defense articles to a country if a for- 
eign military financing program has 
been justified for the fiscal year in 
which the transfer is to be made; allow 
the United States to help said country 
modernize its defense capabilities; 
allow the transfer of the excess defense 
articles only if the equipment is drawn 
from existing DOD stocks, no DOD pro- 
curement funds are used in connection 
with the transfer, the President deter- 
mines the transfer will not have an ad- 
verse effect on the military readiness 
of the United States, the President de- 
termines transferring said articles is 
preferable to selling them; require the 
President to notify the Senate and 
House Committees on Appropriations, 
Armed Services—or National Secu- 
rity—and Foreign relations; require 
the President to submit an annual re- 
port to said committees detailing the 
value of the shipment; require said 
country to pay for all crating, packing, 
handling, and transportation costs. 

Estonia has joined the United Na- 
tions, the Organization for Security 
and Cooperation in Europe and the 
Partnership for Peace. Its government 
has developed a robust democracy 
while fully embracing the principles of 
а market economy. For our part, any 
help the United States can provide 
will, I believe, be invaluable to our 
strategic and moral interests. This 
amendment does just that. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2739 

On page 18, line 24, after assistance:“ in- 
sert the following: Provided further, That 
not less than the Egyptian pound equivalent 
of $85,000,000 generated from funds made 
available by this paragraph, or from any 
other source including from funds made 
available for Egypt for fiscal year 1997, shall 
be made available to the United States pur- 
suant to the United States-Egypt Economic, 
Technical and Related Assistance Agree- 
ments of 1978, for the following endowments 
established under such agreements: the 
Egyptian pound equivalent of $50,000,000 
shall be made available to replenish the ex- 
isting endowment for the American Univer- 
sity in Cairo, and the Egyptian pound equiv- 
alent of $35,000,000 shall be made available to 
replenish the existing endowment for 
projects and programs which promote the 
preservation and restoration of Egyptian an- 
tiquities:“ 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the 
amendment I am offering would des- 
ignate 85 million dollars’ worth of 
Egyptian local currencies to be used 
for two programs in Egypt that have 
enjoyed considerable support from this 
body in the past. This amendment does 
not affect the dollar appropriation for 
Egypt nor does it add any new money 
to the bill. 

First, the amendment requires that 
the existing endowment for the Amer- 
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ican University in Cairo be replenished 
by the equivalent of $50 million in 
Egyptian pounds. 

The Congress has twice before di- 
rected that local currencies generated 
from our aid programs be used to sup- 
port AUC. However, as the pound has 
devalued against the dollar, the value 
of the existing endowment for AUC has 
continued to shrink, thus making an 
additional contribution necessary. In 
addition, lower interest rates, while ob- 
viously good for the general economy 
in Egypt, have resulted in significant 
income decline from these funds. 

Mr. President, AUC is an institution 
of outstanding importance, not only in 
providing an American-type university 
education in Egypt and elsewhere in 
the Middle East, but also as a key ele- 
ment in the close relationships that 
have developed between the American 
and Egyptian peoples. Our colleague, 
the distinguished chairman of the Ap- 
propriations Committee, was instru- 
mental in securing the original allot- 
ment of Egyptian pounds for this im- 
portant institution. 

AUC is a cost-effective instrument 
for building cultural and intellectual 
bridges. Reflecting on its American 
heritage, AUC attracts Egyptians from 
all sectarian communities. Egyptian 
youths compete for an opportunity to 
acquire the American-style education 
which AUC offers and, in the process, 
learn something intangible about 
American culture and values. Several 
years ago the State Department con- 
cluded that, “AUC enhances United 
States long-term national interest in 
Egypt and the Middle East and does it 
at a very reasonable cost.” I and my 
cosponsors have supported the work of 
AUC for many years, and note that the 
Egyptology department at AUC played 
a pivotal role concerning the recent 
find in the Valley of the Kings. 

Mr. President, this amendment, 
which represents the third congression- 
ally directed contribution to the en- 
dowment of AUC, is a no- cost“ way of 
fostering U.S. values in a region of the 
world that is vital to our national in- 
terest. 

The second program for which local 
currencies are designated is an endow- 
ment for the preservation of Egyptian 
antiquities. Again, prior legislation, 
written by Senator INOUYE and I, had 
directed the establishment of an en- 
dowment with Egyptian local cur- 
rencies. The amendment makes the 
equivalent of $35 million available for 
this purpose. 

Egypt’s cultural heritage is one of 
the richest and most important in the 
world’s history. Yet, it is seriously en- 
dangered by pollution, decay, and the 
simple passage of time. An endowment 
was established in the Foreign Aid Ap- 
propriations Act for fiscal 1993 to ad- 
dress this problem and for reasons 
similar to those affecting AUC, the en- 
dowment now needs replenishment. 
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Mr. President, both of these pro- 
grams are worthy ones. In the past, the 
Congress has used this innovative way 
of providing them with support with- 
out costing the taxpayer anything. I 
would hope that this practice can con- 
tinue with the adoption of my amend- 
ment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2740 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be strick- 
en insert the following: 

NORTH AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK 

For payment to the North American Devel- 
opment Bank by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, for the United States share of the paid- 
in portion of the capital stock, $25,000,000, to 
remain available until expended; Provided, 
that for the payment to the Enterprise for 
the Americas Multilateral Investment Fund 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, for the 
United States contribution to the fund to be 
administered by the Inter-American Devel- 
opment Bank, $45,000,000 is provided to re- 
main available until expended. 

LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL 
SUBSCRIPTIONS 

The United States Governor of the North 
American Development Bank may subscribe 
without fiscal year limitation to the callable 
capital portion of the United States share of 
the capital stock of the North American De- 
velopment Bank in an amount not exceed, 
$318,750,000. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
to offer an amendment to raise the fis- 
cal year 1996 appropriation for the 
North-American Development Bank to 
$25 million. I believe that this amend- 
ment makes good environmental sense 
as well as good economic sense. 

Mr. President, some of today’s most 
pressing environmental problems are 
along the United States-Mexico border. 

Rapid population growth along both 
sides of the border have created situa- 
tions where large numbers of people 
are living in areas that have inad- 
equate drinking water, wastewater, or 
municipal solid waste facilities. 

To address this situation, the United 
States and Mexico entered into a joint 
agreement to establish the North 
American Development Bank [NAD- 
Bank]. 

NAD-Bank will provide the capital 
for these much-needed border projects, 
choosing those projects from lists de- 
veloped by the multilateral Border En- 
vironment Cooperation Commission 
[BECC]. 

NAD-Bank will not provide grants or 
equity funding for environmental infra- 
structure projects, but instead will act 
a real world investment bank, provid- 
ing financing to both public and pri- 
vate entities to build the environ- 
mental projects recommended by the 
BECC. 

NAD-Bank ensures that the best 
projects are constructed through the 
following criteria: 

All projects financed by the NAD- 
Bank must address the environment 
along the 100 km region on both sides 
of the United States-Mexico border. 

NAD-Bank projects must be able to 
demonstrate repayment of their loans 
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and guarantees. NAD-Bank will closely 
review factors that may affect capital 
outlays, construction, operations and 
maintenance, and project revenues— 
user fees, state/local backing, guaran- 
tees. 

All beneficiaries must share some 
project costs and/or responsibilities. 

Projects must use designs and tech- 
nologies which result in a least cost so- 
lution for long term facilities’ oper- 
ations and maintenance. 

In addition to the fact that NAD- 
Bank’s projects will promote a 
healthier environment, NAD-Bank’s 
activities will benefit the United 
States economy as a whole. 

Specifically, properly planned and 
developed border infrastructure will 
help United States-Mexico trade to 
flow freely. 

Finally, NAD-Bank was created by 
the United States and Mexican govern- 
ments as an equal partnership to ad- 
dress these environmental problems. 
Mexico has already put up its share of 
the money of NAD-Bank. 

We have an obligation to show that 
we are as committed to addressing 
these problems as is our southern 
neighbor. 

In sum, therefore, this amendment 
makes good economic as well as good 
environmental sense, and I urge its 
adoption. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
rise tonight in support of the North 
American Development Bank, which 
was created to assist border States and 
local communities in coordinating, de- 
signing, and facilitating border infra- 
structure projects. It is a unique bina- 
tional financial institution which acts 
as a catalyst for private and public 
capital investment for projects cer- 
tified by its sister organization, the 
Border Environment Cooperation Com- 
mission [BECC]. 

Established through a joint agree- 
ment between the United States and 
Mexico, the NADBank also establishes 
the United States and Mexico as equal 
partners, under which both the United 
States and Mexico contribute equally 
to the Bank’s resources. Importantly, 
each government's capital subscription 
is not an operational expenditure. It 
represents an investment in a sound fi- 
nancial institution which will appre- 
ciate with the Bank’s earnings and 
may eventually be returned to its in- 
vestors—United States and Mexican 
citizens. 

The NADBank's role is a crucial one; 
it acts as the lead bank, like an invest- 
ment bank, financing border environ- 
mental infrastructure projects as a 
complement to other public and pri- 
vate sector financial sources. It also 
has an important private sector ori- 
entation. Unlike other multilateral de- 
velopment banks which lend primarily 
to public entities, the NADBank may 
provide financing to any entity—public 
or private. 
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What will NADBank capital be used 
for? Well, 90 percent will go to border 
infrastructure projects. Ten percent 
will be used to fund separate domestic 
programs in the United States and 
Mexico beyond the Mexican border. 
Clearly, the role of the NADBank is an 
important one not just to border 
States but to any community. 

Mr. President, pollution does not re- 
quire a visa. Border pollution impacts 
both Mexico and the United States, and 
growing public health concerns and a 
lack of adequate clean water prevent 
economic growth extending out and be- 
yond the border regions. Growing 
health concerns due to the inadequacy 
of municipal infrastructure are a po- 
tential time bomb. If the health risks 
associated with lack of adequate infra- 
structure are not addressed, the border 
will face even more severe health prob- 
lems over the next decade. The 
NADBank, in its efforts to address 
growing infrastructure needs, will ben- 
efit the entire border region’s health 
standards. The proper use of the Bank’s 
capital will be guarded carefully, 
therefore, as if it were a trust for our 
children. 

Properly planned and developed bor- 
der infrastructure will help United 
States-Mexico trade to flow freely. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join my colleagues, Senator 
DOMENICI of New Mexico, Senator 
HUTCHISON of Texas, and Senator KYL 
of Arizona, in supporting the amend- 
ment to restore funding to the North 
American Development Bank, better 
known as the NADBank. As a cospon- 
sor of this amendment, I want to tell 
you how important NADBank funding 
is to improving environmental condi- 
tions along the United States-Mexico 
boarder. This is important not only to 
my State of New Mexico, but to all the 
border States and to our Nation. 

The North American Development 
Bank was created in 1993 as a supple- 
ment to the North American Free 
Trade Agreement [NAFTA]. Its purpose 
is to provide loans and loan guarantees 
to projects certified by the Border En- 
vironmental Cooperation Commission 
[ВЕСС], also created as part of the 
NAFTA, for high priority border envi- 
ronmental and health projects. Due to 
its lack of wealth, the border region 
cannot be self-financing in its endeavor 
to develop and implement these types 
of infrastructure projects. These 
projects are absolutely critical to the 
border area in managing its consider- 
able problems with air and water pollu- 
tion, wastewater treatment, municipal 
solid waste, and hazardous waste. 

The NADBank is patterned after 
other multilateral development banks, 
such as the World Bank and the Inter- 
American Development Bank. The 
United States and Mexico each are to 
contribute $225 million over a 4-year 
period in initial paid-in capital. The 
NADBank will then use this capital, 
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along with funds raised in the financial 
markets and other resources to fund 
environmental and health projects 
along the border and to supplement 
privately funded projects. These funds 
will be combined with existing State 
and local funding, Federal grants and 
State revolving loans, and World Bank 
and Inter-American Development Bank 
loans to Mexico to provide for the sub- 
stantial investment that is needed to 
provide the basic level of protection to 
human health and the environment. 

Rapid population growth and indus- 
trialization in the border cities has 
overwhelmed existing wastewater, 
water supply, and solid waste infra- 
structure. Untreated domestic and in- 
dustrial sewage currently flows north 
to the United States and into the Rio 
Grande River. Thousands of residents 
lack safe drinking water and adequate 
solid waste disposal facilities. Air qual- 
ity is severely deteriorated by emis- 
sions of industrial pollutants, and dan- 
gerous levels of carbon monoxide and 
ozone-forming hydrocarbons from 
urban traffic. 

Let me be clear that while this fund- 
ing is for binational projects, U.S. citi- 
zens will realize substantial benefit 
from potential border infrastructure 
improvements. About 6 million people 
live in metropolitan areas along the 
United States-Mexico border. This pop- 
ulation is critically impacted by water 
pollution coming across the border 
from Mexico in areas such as the Ti- 
juana River and New River in Califor- 
nia, the Santa Cruz River in Arizona, 
and the Rio Grande in Texas and my 
home State of New Mexico. By invest- 
ing in pollution control in these areas, 
there is a direct and important benefit 
to U.S. citizens in terms of health pro- 
tection, crop protection, and improved 
recreational benefits and increased 
property values. 

There are economic benefits that will 
accrue to us as well in maintaining our 
commitment to the border area. U.S. 
jobs will be generated in the equipment 
manufacturing and professional serv- 
ices sectors, which are found in almost 
all 50 States. The United States has a 
strong competitive advantage for pro- 
viding equipment, instrumentation, 
and professional services for the con- 
struction of Mexico wastewater facili- 
ties along the border. With a potential 
need of almost $8 billion in border 
water related facilities over the next 
decade, up to $2 billion of business 
could be generated in U.S. products and 
services. 

In closing, I would urge my col- 
leagues to support this amendment, to 
ensure the future protection and pres- 
ervation of the environment along the 
United States-Mexico boarder. It is 
good, not only for the health of our 
border communities, but also for the 
environment along the United States- 
Mexico border, and for the economy of 
the entire United States. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2741 

On page 43, under the heading, “Іпбег- 
national Organizations and Programs,“ add 
the following provisio; ‘Provided further, 
That not less than $1,500,000 of the funds ap- 
propriated under this heading shall be made 
available for the United Nations Fund for 
Victims of Torture;"’. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2742 
(Purpose: To increase transfer authority for 
IFAD) 


On page 11, line 3, strike 315,000. 000 and 
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$30,000,000"". 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment and ask for its 
immediate consideration. The amend- 
ment I am offering simply increases 
the transfer authority that the admin- 
istration may utilize to fund the U.S. 
contribution to IFAD. Specifically the 
amendment increases that authority 
by $15 million. Let me assure my col- 
leagues that this transfer authority 
will not require any offsetting cuts to 
be made as the overall funding of the 
foreign operations budget is not in- 
creased. 

The International Fund for Agricul- 
tural Development [IFAD] is the only 
international financial institution with 
the specific mandate to address rural 
poverty, hunger, and malnutrition. To 
this end, IFAD promotes participatory, 
cost-effective approaches to help poor 
groups such as smallholder farmers, 
rural women, and the landless to in- 
crease their output and incomes in sus- 
tainable ways. 

In January 1995, the Governing Coun- 
cil of IFAD agreed that the target for 
the Fourth Replenishment should be 
$600 million, and urged both developing 
and developed countries to join in a 
partnership to achieve this target. To 
date, the United States is the only 
country that has not announced its 
pledge. 

As you know, the U.S. commitment 
to the Fourth Replenishment is ex- 
pected to be $92 million over a 3-year 
period. While the transfer authority of 
$15 million is a positive step for IFAD, 
it does not fulfill the first $30 million 
annual payment by the United States 
toward its expected 3-year pledge. 

The transfer authority for $30 million 
would allow the United States to con- 
tinue its leadership in IFAD and allow 
us to continue our successful work to 
increase the productivity and incomes 
of the rural poor. A transfer of $30 mil- 
lion to IFAD will also make it possible 
for the United States to pledge its com- 
mitment of $92 million to the Fourth 
Replenishment, bringing the 3-year ne- 
gotiations on this replenishment to a 
successful conclusion. Once the Fourth 
Replenishment is concluded, a new gov- 
ernance structure will go into effect. 
New voting procedures will reflect the 
level of contributions made, and will 
ensure that the voice of larger contrib- 
utors will be heard more clearly. 

The transfer authority will not harm 
the programs and accounts from which 
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the funds are transferred. With a U.S. 
contribution of $92 million, the $600 
million level of the Fourth Replenish- 
ment will be achieved and with another 
$600-plus million from loan repayments 
and investments, a total of $1.2 billion 
will be available to IFAD to fight pov- 
erty and hunger around the world. 
About 40 percent of the resources avail- 
able in our Fourth Replenishment will 
go to Africa. Hence the transfer au- 
thority will make it possible for IFAD 
to commit $160 million per year for Af- 
rica, increasing over fivefold the total 
development resources for that region. 
IFAD is an effective and efficient orga- 
nization that through strict loan re- 
payment and investment policies and 
contributions from other member 
countries leverages about $13 for every 
$1 that the U.S. commits. Without the 
U.S. pledge there will not be a success- 
ful conclusion of the Fourth Replenish- 
ment, and will not be able to provide 
this level of resources to the region. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2743 

At the appropriate place in the bill add the 
following new section: 
SEC. . GUATEMALA. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) The Government of Guatemala, under 
President De Leon Caprio, has made signifi- 
cant progress towards negotiating an end to 
Guatemala's civil conflict which has resulted 
in numerous human rights violations, 
claimed tens of thousands of lives and im- 
peded economic development in that coun- 


try. 

(2) President De Leon Caprio has taken 
steps to improve human rights, including his 
support for the U.N. mission for the verifica- 
tion of human rights and of compliance with 
the commitments of the comprehensive 
agreement of human rights in Guatemala 
(Minugua) and his recent decision to abolish 
the military commissioners, but his efforts 
to bring human rights violators to justice 
have been impeded by certain members of 
the Guatemalan Armed Forces; 

(3) Despite numerous appeals by the fami- 
lies of victims of human rights abuses, 
human rights organizations and Members of 
the United States Congress, there has been 
minimal progress towards resolving specific 
human rights cases including cases involving 
American citizens or their relatives; 

(4) President De Leon Caprio deserves the 
support of the United States in his efforts to 
resolve Guatemala’s conflict peacefully, to 
support democratic elections, and to im- 
prove respect for human rights. 

(b) LIMITATIONS.—Notwithstanding апу 
other provisions of law— 

(1) No assistance in this Act or any other 
Act shall be made available to the Guate- 
malan Armed Forces or the URNG; 

(2) No sales of defense articles or services 
shall be licensed or approved for Guatemala 
for the Armed Forces or URNG; and 

(3) No visas shall be granted for any mem- 
ber of the Guatemalan Armed Forces or the 
URNG suspected of participating in or order- 
ing any violation of human rights or of seek- 
ing to coverup or otherwise thwart the inves- 
tigation of such acts. 

(c) CERTIFICATION.—The limitations con- 
tained in subsection (b) shall cease to apply 
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when the President certifies to the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations and the Committee on 
Foreign Relations that— 

(1) The Guatemalan Armed Forces and the 
URNG are fully cooperating with efforts— 

(A) By the family of U.S. citizens Michael 
Devine who was murdered in 1990 to bring to 
justice those responsible for the murder or 
coverup of the murder; 

(B) The October 1994 murders of Roderico 
Baudilio De Leon and Flavio Matias 


Marroquin; 

(C) By Jennifer Harbury to exhume the 
body of her husband, Efrain Bamaca 
Velasquez; and 

(D) By human rights organizations and the 
Guatemalan attorney general to investigate 
and bring to justice those involved in the 
prominent human rights cases committed by 
both sides to the conflict, including those 
cases enumerated in the April 7, 1995 letter 
to President Clinton by twelve Members of 
the United States Senate. 

(2) The Guatemalan Government and 
Armed Forces are complying with the rec- 
ommendations in Minugua’s first and second 
reports, particularly those related-to the in- 
vestigation and prosecution of human rights 
cases. 

(3) The U.S. Representative to the United 
Nations Human Rights Commission has con- 
sulted with Representatives of other Member 
States to determine whether respect for 
human rights would be enhanced by the ap- 
pointment of a special United Nations 
rapporteur for Guatemala. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, this 
amendment is very straight forward. It 
says that until we see some tangible 
progress in the human rights perform- 
ance of the Guatemalan military, in- 
cluding cooperation with efforts to in- 
vestigate and bring to justice those re- 
sponsible for the murder and cover up 
of United States citizen Michael 
DeVine, no assistance of any kind will 
be forthcoming for that institution. 

The prohibitions on military assist- 
ance, sales of defense articles and serv- 
ice, and the denial of visas to members 
of the armed forces suspected of wrong 
doing are to remain in effect until the 
President certifies to the Congress that 
the Guatemalan Armed Forces are co- 
operating with efforts to investigate a 
number of high profile human rights 
cases, including the murders of Mi- 
chael DeVine, Myrna Mack, and Efrain 
Bamaca Velasquez, the husband of 
United States citizen Jennifer 
Harbury. 

Mr. President, Guatemala is at an 
important turning point in its rather 
tragic history. A civil war has been 
waging there for 35 years. More than 
140,000 Guatemalans have lost their 
lives as a result of that conflict. The 
bulk of those killings occurred in the 
1980’s when the Guatemalan Armed 
Forces mounted massive 
counterinsurgency operations, particu- 
larly against rural populations. 

But killings have not been limited to 
the seventies and eighties. Political vi- 
olence in this decade has been more 
targeted, most notably against -teach- 
ers, human rights workers, and politi- 
cians. In 1994, the Guatemalan Catholic 
Church reported that there were some 
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356 political killings and another 40 
cases of forced disappearances. Almost 
none of these cases have been resolved. 

Thanks in large measure to the ef- 
forts of the U.N.-facilitated peace nego- 
tiations, the parties to the conflict 
have been making progress in reaching 
a diplomatic solution to their dif- 
ferences. Agreement has already been 
finalized in a number of areas of mu- 
tual concern. 

On March 29, 1994, the parties signed 
a global accord on human rights that 
sets forth basic human rights prin- 
ciples. This agreement also resulted in 
the deployment of a U.N. human rights 
verification mission to Guatemala 
early in 1995 in order to monitor com- 
pliance with that agreement. In the 
most recent report of the U.N. verifica- 
tion mission, it found that “impunity 
remains the most serious obstacle to 
the enjoyment of human rights in Gua- 
temala, despite the manifest concern 
and commitment of the President of 
the republic to combat it’’. 

The Guatemalan military and secu- 
rity forces, like every other sector of 
Guatemalan society, must demonstrate 
that they are not above the law, that 
their members will be held accountable 
for illegal acts. The first step in mak- 
ing this a reality is a demonstration 
such forces that they are prepared to 
cooperate in bringing to justice those 
within their ranks responsible for some 
of the most notorious human rights 
abuses—most notably the murder of 
U.S. citizen Michael DeVine. 

The pending amendment is intended 
to prod those in control of the military 
and security forces to take demon- 
strable steps to end nearly 40 years of 
impunity. Mr. President, I believe that 
this amendment has been carefully tar- 
geted to lend support to the President 
of Guatemala in his efforts to reorga- 
nize the military and security forces 
and to institute civilian control over 
such forces in the context of a final 
peace agreement. I would urge my col- 
leagues to support this amendment. 


FOREIGN OPERATIONS APPRO- 
PRIATIONS—AMENDMENT NO. 
2743 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this 
amendment, which I cosponsored with 
Senator DODD and which was also co- 
sponsored by Senators KERRY and MUR- 
RAY, aims to address the travesty that 
has been going on in Guatemala for as 
long as most of us can remember. 

Guatemala is now the only country 
in Central America still plagued by 
civil war. It is winding down, but it 
continues to claim innocent lives, and 
it is an excuse for continuing human 
rights atrocities by the Guatemalan 
Armed Forces, as well as the URNG 
guerrillas. 

But it is the Guatemalan Armed 
Forces, and their armed supporters, 
that are guilty of the majority of these 
crimes. Their victims are students, 
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nuns, journalists, human rights law- 
yers, union organizers—anyone who 
dares speak out about Government cor- 
ruption or Government-sponsored vio- 
lence. 

The estimate of the number of killed 
and disappeared ranges from 40-70,000, 
over the past three decades. In any 
given week, the toll is staggering. 
Death threats, disappearances, and 
extrajudicial executions are routine in 
human rights reports on Guatemala. 

Let me describe some recent inci- 
dents. In May of this year, nearly 100 
bodies were found with signs of tor- 
ture—an increase in extrajudicial exe- 
cutions by 40 percent, with 195 violent 
deaths reported. 

In June, a teacher was abducted, 21 
judges were threatened with death, a 
17-year-old street youth was shot to 
death by a member of the National Po- 
lice, several bodies of disappeared per- 
sons were found, a union leader was ab- 
ducted, beaten, and raped, a former 
judge was attacked for the third time 
with a bomb, high school student lead- 
ers were harassed by armed men—who 
reportedly tried to abduct them, a Con- 
gressman was attacked, and the re- 
mains of hundreds of people in mass 
graves were exhumed. 

On June 14, several religious organi- 
zations and human rights advocates 
signed a letter to President Clinton, 
asking that an independent human 
rights expert be appointed to under- 
take a full investigation into human 
rights violations in Guatemala. On Fa- 
ther’s Day, a march was organized for 
children of disappeared parents. “Тһе 
father who took care of us was taken 
away,” said one of the children at a 
press conference. “Не did not come 
back and we never heard from him 
again.“ 

For years, the Congress has passed 
resolutions, written letters, cut off aid. 
We have tried to get the Guatemalan 
Army’s attention, to no avail. There 
has been virtually no progress in bring- 
ing to justice those responsible for any 
of the thousands of human rights 
abuses. 

Jennifer Harbury, a U.S. lawyer, lost 
her husband 3 years ago and has been 
searching for him ever since. His name 
is Efrain Bamaca Velasquez. He was 
murdered after being tortured. There is 
evidence that a Guatemalan colonel, 
paid by the CIA, may have been in- 
volved in Bamaca’s torture and death, 
as well as the death of American Mi- 
chael DeVine. 

A Guatemalan officer who was con- 
victed in the DeVine case mysteriously 
escaped from prison the next day, and 
has not been seen since. Efrain 
Bamaca’s fate remains unknown, and 
the Guatemalan army has obstructed 
justice every step of the way. Despite a 
court order, they have refused to per- 
mit a special prosecutor to excavate 
where Bamaca’s body, and the bodies of 
many others, are believed to be buried. 
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Mr. President, I am not going to take 
the time to repeat the details. I have 
spoken before about the Harbury case, 
the DeVine case, about numerous other 
human rights cases in Guatemala over 
the years. 

Guatemala’s President de Leon 
Carpio is doing his best, and he de- 
serves credit for keeping the peace ne- 
gotiations moving forward, enabling 
U.N. human rights monitors to take up 
residence in Guatemala, supporting 
democratic elections, and taking some 
steps to improve human rights. But im- 
punity among the army and civil pa- 
trols remains the central problem. 
There is no justice when a member of 
the armed forces is involved. 

This amendment makes it clear who 
is the problem. It praises President de 
Leon Carpio, who deserves our support. 
But it prohibits any assistance to the 
armed forces and the URNG, any sales 
of military equipment, and cuts off 
visas for any member of the armed 
forces and URNG who are suspected of 
involvement in human rights viola- 
tions, or of covering up such crimes. 

These restrictions will end when the 
President certifies that the Guate- 
malan armed forces are fully cooperat- 
ing in solving these crimes, and in car- 
rying out the recommendations of the 
U.N. monitors. 

I am not among those who believes 
that everyone in the Guatemalan army 
is corrupt, or guilty of crimes. Far 
from it. I know some honorable, honest 
Guatemalan officers who are disgusted 
by what some of their fellow officers 
do. I also know that there are honor- 
able members of the URNG who are 
fighting because for years they were 
excluded from the political process, but 
that is changing. This amendment is 
aimed at the bad apples. It is time for 
all Guatemalans who believe in re- 
specting human rights, in justice, to 
stand up for it, and to end the impu- 
nity once and for all. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2744 
(Purpose: To permit the continued provision 
of assistance to Burma only if certain con- 
ditions are satisfied) 

On page 104, strike lines 7 through 10 and 
insert the following: 

Sec. 570. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used for international 
narcotics control assistance under chapter 8 
of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, or crop substitution assistance, directly 
for the Government of Burma unless the Sec- 
retary of State certifies to the appropriate 
congressional committees that any such pro- 
grams are fully consistent with United 
States human rights concerns in Burma and 
serve a vital United States national interest. 
The President shall include in the annual 
International Narcotics Control Strategy 
Report submitted under chapter 8 of part I of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 a descrip- 
tion of the programs funded under this sec- 
tion. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of my colleague from Arizona’s 
amendment to restore authority for 
the State Department to use funds for 
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counter narcotics efforts and crop sub- 
stitution programs in Burma as long as 
the President certifies that any such 
program is fully consistent with 
human rights concerns and serves vital 
United States interests. 

Human rights is an issue of extreme 
importance and deep concern to every 
Senator in this Chamber, and must re- 
main a significant element in our deal- 
ings around the world, and no Senator 
is more committed to the issue than 
Senator McCAIN. 

His amendment is a commonsense 
amendment that gives the United 
States the necessary flexibility to act 
in its interest in a nation which pro- 
vides 60 percent of the heroin smuggled 
into this country. To prohibit counter- 
narcotics efforts would be ill-advised 
and counterproductive. 

Whatever our deep and abiding con- 
cern for human rights, it is important 
to note, Mr. President, that Burma’s 
most noted victim of human rights vio- 
lations, Aung San Suu Kyi, supports 
drug control efforts in her country, and 
that, Mr. President, is the best argu- 
ment for support of the McCain amend- 
ment. 

We have three important objectives 
in Burma—democracy, counter-narcot- 
ics, and human rights. All three de- 
mand our attention and our support; 
but common sense would tell us that 
we cannot diminish potential success 
in any of these areas because of specific 
failures in another as long as we are 
sensitive to the impact of our actions 
on overall diplomatic progress. 

Mr. President, the State Department 
is well aware of congressional concerns 
and I fully anticipate that it will con- 
duct counternarcotics efforts consist- 
ent with our overall international pol- 
icy and in consultation with the Con- 


gress. 

I think, therefore, that this is a com- 
monsense amendment that allows us to 
do what we need to do to fight the drug 
problem at its source while recognizing 
the limitations of our involvement and 
maintaining a strong focus on human 
rights. 

I would urge support of the Senator 
from Arizona's amendment, and I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment would modify the provision 
in the underlying bill that prohibits 
funding for international narcotics 
control assistance in Burma. The 
amendment would modify that prohibi- 
tion by permitting such assistance 
only if the Secretary of State certifies 
to Congress that such programs are 
fully consistent with United States 
human rights concerns in Burma, and 
that they serve a vital United States 
national interest. 

That vital national interest is obvi- 
ous, Mr. President. Sixty percent of the 
heroin that comes to this country 
originates in Burma—60 percent. We 
have a compelling, urgent responsibil- 
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ity to do whatever we can to eliminate 
or at least reduce Burma’s export of 
that dangerous narcotic. Without a 
strategy that addresses the heroin 
trade in Burma, we have no effective 
antinarcotic program at all. 

I can well understand the Senate’s 
desire to influence the Burmese re- 
gime’s treatment of the Burmese peo- 
ple. That treatment has been abomi- 
nable and well deserves our severe re- 
proach. I visited Burma last March and 
was exposed to a pretty representative 
sampling of how abominable that 
treatment has been and continues to 
be. 
Daw Aung San Suu Kyi’s release was 
а very welcome development. But in 
and of itself it does not represent evi- 
dence of political reform or even an in- 
dication of progress toward an objec- 
tive standard of human rights in 
Burma. Burma has a very long way to 


go. 

I know the authors of this provision 
feel very strongly, as do I, that the 
United States must actively support 
the cause of human freedom in Burma, 
and make it unmistakably clear to 
Burma's State Law and Order Restora- 
tion Council, the SLORC, that the 
United States, indeed, all of the civ- 
ilized world expect them to begin re- 
specting the will and the rights of the 
Burmese people. 

But what I have difficulty under- 
standing is why we must refrain from 
acting in our own national interest 
while we attempt to act in the interest 
of the Burmese people. I could under- 
stand the objective of this provision if 
it stated that no funds for drug control 
could be made available directly to the 
SLORC. I would not support this assist- 
ance either if the State Department 
were proposing to simply provide 
money to the SLORC with the promise 
that the SLORC would use it to eradi- 
cate poppy fields. It is quite probable 
that such funds would be used by the 
SLORC to further oppress ethnic mi- 
norities in Burma, like the Wa. 

But, Mr. President, that is not what 
the administration proposed to do with 
this assistance. First, it is a relatively 
small amount of money that we are 
talking about, with most of it going to 
the efforts of the U.N. Drug Control 
Program [UNDCP] in Burma; $2 million 
would be provided to the U.N. to work 
with ethnic minorities on crop substi- 
tution and other programs intended to 
begin making some, although admit- 
tedly small, progress in reducing poppy 
cultivation. None of that assistance 
would be funneled through the SLORC. 

A limited—a very limited amount of 
assistance, $50 thousand, I believe— 
would be provided to train Burmese 
customs officials. But I fail to see the 
harm in that, given that the amount is 
so small, and the need for better Bur- 
mese control of drug smuggling at the 
borders so obvious. 

Mr. President, $2 million isn’t going 
to solve America’s heroin problem. But 
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I do not see how we begin to get any 
control over that problem absent some 
kind of program in Burma. 

Opium production in Burma has sky- 
rocketed in recent years. It is, by far, 
the largest heroin producing country in 
the world. Again, 60 percent of heroin 
in the United States originates in 
Burma. 

The enormous increase in heroin pro- 
duction globally has substantially re- 
duced the street price of heroin while 
simultaneously increasing the purity, 
and consequently, the lethality of the 
drug. Overdoses—fatal overdoses—have 
increased rapidly in the United States. 

Sadly, as long as there is demand for 
heroin, we will never be able to keep it 
out of all our children’s hands. But if 
in Burma and elsewhere our efforts 
make some progress in restricting the 
flow of heroin to the United States, we 
will make the drug more expensive and 
less readily available on our streets 
than it is today. 

Mr. President, before I conclude, I 
should also add that in meetings at- 
tended by American Embassy officials 
in Rangoon, Daw Aung San Suu Kyi, 
had no objections to counternarcotics 
programs in Burma. While advising 
that the U.N. counternarcotics effort 
in Burma be closely monitored—as it 
should be, she also understood the im- 
portance of reducing poppy cultivation. 
Further, she observed that the U.N. 


Burma program employs many 
prodemocracy supporters. 
I am convinced that the 


counternarcotics assistance envisioned 
for Burma is consistent with our 
human rights goals in Burma. But, I 
repeat, to ensure that it remains so, 
this amendment requires the Secretary 
to certify that all the program which 
our assistance would support are fully 
consistent with our human rights con- 
cerns in Burma. 

Mr. President, I believe—as we have 
in many other countries—the United 
States can advance or values and pro- 
tect our national interests in Burma si- 
multaneously. They are not mutually 
exclusive, and should not be treated so. 

I commend the Senator of Kentucky 
and also the Senator from Vermont for 
their abiding concern for the rights of 
the people of Burma. I understand the 
motive—the very decent motive—for 
authoring the provision I seek to 
amend. My only concern is over this 
particular approach to achieving a very 
worthy objective. So let us find a way 
to advance the cause of freedom in 
Burma and reduce the flow of heroin to 
the streets of America. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2745 
(Purpose: To express the Sense of the Senate 
concerning the provision of spare parts and 
other military equipment to Peru) 

At the appropriate place add the following 
new section: 

Sec. . (a) The Senate finds the following: 

(1) Since March 1995 the Peruvian govern- 
ment has engaged in an aggressive air inter- 
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diction program to prevent narcotics traf- 
fickers from violating Peruvian airspace for 
the purpose of transporting illegal narcotics 
to Colombia. 

(2) As a result of the Peruvian interdiction 
program, the number of illicit flights de- 
tected in recent months has dropped to its 
lowest level in over three years and the price 
of transporting narcotics out of Peru has 
risen by as much as 500 percent. 

(3) The inability of the traffickers to move 
cocaine base out of Peru has produced a glut 
of coca leaf and cocaine base in Peru with a 
resulting 50 percent decline in the price. 

(4) The Peruvian government's ability to 
sustain the success of its interdiction pro- 
gram is dependent on the maintenance and 
upkeep of a very limited number of aircraft. 

(5) As a result of the internal Peruvian po- 
litical situation and the conflict earlier this 
year between Peru and Ecuador, the United 
States suspended military transfers to Peru. 

(6) As much as 80 percent of the cocaine 
that reaches the United States comes from 
coca grown in Peru and the disruption of the 
air corridor between Peru and Colombia is 
important to United States counter narcot- 
ics efforts. 

(7) The situation which led to the cutoff of 
military equipment for the air interdiction 
effort have been satisfactorily resolved or 
have progressed to a point where the cutoff 
of this military equipment is no longer in 
the interest of the United States. 

(b) It is the Sense of the Senate that the 
President should, as soon as possible, provide 
limited spare parts and other military equip- 
ment to the government of Peru in support 
of Peruvian Air Force efforts to monitor, 
intercept and interdict aircraft and other 
forms of transportation engaged in illegal 
narcotics trafficking activities. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, last Fri- 

day the New York Times reported rath- 
er substantial increases in the price of 
cocaine on the streets of New York 
City. The article attributed this price 
rise to the recent arrests in Colombia 
of six of the seven biggest drug king- 
pins. 
Certainly the decapitation of the Cali 
cartel has played an important part in 
disrupting the supply of cocaine, but 
we should not overlook the other fac- 
tors at work here. I want to draw par- 
ticular attention to the efforts under- 
taken by the Governments of Peru and 
Colombia to shut down illicit narcotics 
flights between their countries. 

This air interdiction program was 
made possible by an amendment adopt- 
ed last year by Senate during consider- 
ation of the Defense authorization bill. 
That amendment removed a legal im- 
pediment to sharing United States in- 
telligence information with Peru and 
Colombia. 

Since our intelligence sharing began 
earlier this year, the Peruvian and Co- 
lombian Air Forces have seized air- 
craft, destroyed them on the ground, 
forced them down and, as a last resort 
after complying with strict verifica- 
tion procedures, shot them down. 

The resulting disruption in the flow 
of cocaine and cocaine base out of Peru 
has been impressive. The number of il- 
licit flights detected in May, June, and 
July was the lowest level in 3% years. 

The price of transporting narcotics 
out of Peru has risen by as much as 500 
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percent. In many cases the traffickers 
cannot hire pilots at any price. 

Constricting the flow of drugs 
through this critical choke point has 
led to an oversupply of coca leaf and 
cocaine base in Peru, the source coun- 
try for 80 percent of the cocaine that 
reaches our streets. 

This glut has caused the price of coca 
leaf and cocaine base to plummet. In 
parts of Peru the price is down 50 per- 
cent and there are scattered reports of 
farmers abandoning coca fields because 
it is not worth their effort to harvest 
the crop. 

Unfortunately the air interdiction ef- 
fort that is producing these note- 
worthy results faces a serious problem. 
The Peruvians cannot obtain spare 
parts from the United States for the A- 
87 aircraft that they use to intercept 
the traffickers planes. 

The United States suspended the 
transfer of these parts in 1991 when 
President Fujimori dissolved the Peru- 
vian legislature and threw out the con- 
stitution. The situation was further 
complicated by the conflict earlier this 
year between Peru and Ecuador. 

The conditions which led to the cut- 
off of military equipment have evolved 
to the point where it is no longer pro- 
ductive to continue denying these 
parts. President Fujimori was over- 
whelmingly reelected in May and a 
cease fire holds sway in the border con- 
flict with Ecuador. This amendment is 
offered as a way to encourage to the 
administration to rethink and modify 
its position. 

I know that the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Vermont and others have 
concerns bout the human rights record 
of the Peruvian military and I share 
those concerns. This amendment 
should not be interpreted as an at- 
tempt to open the flood gates for broad 
military assistance. 

The only assistance I am encouraging 
is equipment for the interdiction pro- 
gram that is already in the pipeline. 
The Peruvian military needs to make 
much more progress in the area of re- 
spect for human rights before the Unit- 
ed States should consider other forms 
of assistance. 

It would be a travesty if the Peru- 
vians were forced to shut down this 
program because the United States 
would not send spare parts for two air- 
planes. Keeping cocaine in Peru, keeps 
cocaine off our school yards and street 
corners. I encourage the Senate to 
adopt this amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
article printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

{From the New York Time, Sept. 15, 1995] 
COLOMBIA ARRESTS RAISE PRICE OF COCAINE 
IN NEW YORK CITY 
(By Clifford Kauss) 

Only a few months after the Colombian 
Government began arresting the top leaders 
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of the Cali drug cartel, law enforcement offi- 
cials said the supply and potency of cocaine 
in New York City is dwindling, forcing 
wholesale and street prices to soar. 

In what officials described as the most pre- 
cipitous shift in almost six years, the whole- 
sale price of cocaine has increased nearly 50 
percent since May, while retail prices have 
gone up 30 percent. Similar increases, they 
said, are evident in other big Eastern cities 
dependent оп New York-based Cali 
operatives for supplies. 

In addition, they said, recent seizures and 
intelligence indicate that the size and num- 
ber of shipments of cocaine into the New 
York area have declined. Only four months 
ago, Federal agents say, shipments weighing 
1,000 pounds or more were coming into the 
city in trucks, ships and airplanes; now, they 
typically weigh less than 200 pounds. 

The shifts are also evident in the city’s 
drug markets. Drug dealers in Washington 
Square Park said this week that the same 
gram of cocaine that sold for $50 in May now 
goes for $80, an increase that they said was 
beginning to drive away younger buyers who 
come to Greenwich Village from New Jersey. 

“Ive been around 39 years,” said one 
Washington Square dealer, whispering as he 
gave knowing glances to prospective buyers 
walking through the park. “So I know when 
they bust the big guys in Colombia, that’s 
when the coke goes up.” 

Law enforcement authorities cautioned 
that the shifts in supply and price might be 
temporary, evidence of another periodic re- 
alignment of international trafficking net- 
works with little long-lasting importance. 
But they said that the declining sizes of co- 
caine shipments and five recent fatal 
shootings between competing drug gangs in 
Queens appeared to be strong signs that the 
world’s richest drug trafficking organization 
is at least going through a painful period of 
adjustment. 

“Maybe it’s only a breather that is benefit- 
ing the community,” said Peter A. Crusco, 
chief of narcotics investigations in the 
Queens District Attorney’s office. “But rel- 
atively little is coming in. The big-level peo- 
ple are not risking moving the cocaine.” 

Officials say cocaine buyers can still find 
the drug in neighborhoods across the city, 
but New York police officials say laboratory 
tests show that dealers are now mixing their 
small bags and tins of cocaine powder with 30 
percent more sugar or baking powder to 
stretch supplies. 

On the other hand, officials say supplies 
and prices of crack—the cocaine-based drug 
of choice among many poor users—have not 
been affected, because its purity is low to 
begin with and abusers need little to become 
intoxicated. 

Though they are encouraged by the tight- 
ened supply of cocaine, some police officials 
expressed concern that shortages of cocaine 
could eventually increase demand for heroin, 
which is already gaining in popularity and is 
mostly distributed by organized crime 
groups that compete with the Cali cartel. 

They also worry that if drug profits con- 
tinue to be stretched, street gangs compet- 
ing for customers, territory and supplies 
could turn more violent, much as they did 
when crack first became popular in the late 
1980's. 

Investigators said information collected 
through wiretaps and informers indicate 
that supplies of cocaine are being held up in 
Colombia and Mexico, where they are stock- 
piled before moving across the border, be- 
cause the leaders who once personally super- 
vised their release are in jail or on the run. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Middle-level traffickers, the wiretaps and 
informers indicated, are holding back ship- 
ments, in part because they feared that the 
captured leaders might be trading informa- 
tion about cartel operations in exchange for 
more lenient treatment. 

“The one person who moved the cocaine 
between Colombia and Mexico, Miguel Angel 
Rodriguez Orejuela, is out of commission for 
at least the moment,” said a senior Drug En- 
forcement Administration official who spoke 
on condition that he not be named. “One can 
logically surmise that right now there is a 
quandary, a state of confusion, and problems 
with people hooking up with the traffickers 
both in Colombia and Mexico.” 

The most striking effect of the arrests in 
Colombia have so far been at the wholesale 
level of the drug trade, officials said, Re- 
sponding to the decreased supplies, several 
law enforcement officials said top cocaine 
dealers have increased their prices to their 
largest distributors to an average of $26,000 
per kilogram, from $18,000 only four months 
ago. 


In Detroit, the Drug Enforcement Adminis- 
tration has reported an increase in wholesale 
prices from $22,000 to $32,000 per kilogram in 
the last two months alone. 

A bodega owner in Washington Heights 
with broad knowledge of the cocaine trade in 
New York said the recent increase had forced 
middle-level dealers to drop some street sell- 
ers, shave profits, dilute their inventory and 
hoard supplies in case the current shortages 
continued. 

“А lot of people are just holding onto their 
со stuff for when prices really go up,” he 
said. 

The last time cocaine prices in New York 
rose во much and so fast was in late 1989, 
when a shooting war broke out between the 
Medellin cartel and the Colombian Govern- 
ment. The Medellin group never recovered, 
but within months the Cali cartel picked up 
the trafficking slack, and prices returned to 
norma! levels. 

State Department and law enforcement of- 
ficials said that Mexican trafficking groups 
and smaller Colombian cartels operating on 
Colombia’s northern coast are now jockeying 
for new markets. Mexican traffickers have 
already taken control of much of the cocaine 
market in the Southwest, they said, and 
wholesale prices there have not risen as 
sharply as in New York. 

But Thomas A. Constantine, the head of 
the Drug Enforcement Administration, said 
in a recent interview that there was no car- 
tel waiting in the wings that could match 
the Cali group’s financial resources, political 
clout in Colombia, and international traf- 
ficking connections. 

“Nobody out there even compares,” he 
said, saying that the Cali group had already 
surpassed the Medellin cartel in sophistica- 
tion and resources at the time of the 
Medellin group’s downfall. 

But Mr. Constantine and other officials 
cautioned that it was too soon to tell how 
harshly the Colombian authorities would 
punish the six top Cali leaders they captured 
this year. United States officials noted that 
the cartel leaders were able to negotiate 
some of the terms of their surrender, and 
none have suffered confiscations of ill-gotten 
gains like their mountainside mansions or 
fleets of yachts. 

In addition, the United States officials say, 
the cartel leaders are still able to commu- 
nicate with their lieutenants sporadically 
through family members who visit them in 
jail and by paying off guards. But perhaps 
because their telephone conversations are 
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being monitored, the officials say, they have 
not directed their underlings to release huge 
loads of cocaine warehoused in Colombia and 
Mexico. 

Whatever the long-term impact, law-en- 
forcement officials say, the latest price rises 
demonstrate that the cartel’s top leaders di- 
rect the most minute details of their cocaine 
wholesale operations in the New York area. 
Recent captures of cartel records include 
items like personnel evaluations and Con 
Edison bills. 

“We have done investigations involving 
wiretaps,” said Robert Н. Silbering, the Spe- 
cial Assistant District Attorney in charge of 
citywide narcotics cases, that show a direct 
link from the streets of New York to the es- 
tates of Cali.” 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have 
agreed to accept this amendment, be- 
cause it is narrowly written and deals 
only with the authority to provide 
spare parts for Peruvian aircraft used 
in the drug interdiction program. It 
does not authorize funds on equipment 
for the Peruvian Army. We prohibit 
military aid to Peru in this bill on ac- 
count of longstanding human rights 
concerns. We do not want to undermine 
that policy in any way, by providing 
equipment to the army for any pur- 


However, this amendment would not 
do that. It only permits the delivery of 
spare parts to permit the Peruvian Air 
Force to operate its drug interdiction 
aircraft, which I am told by the spon- 
sor of the amendment, Senator KERRY, 
are having an effect. I am willing to see 
that effort continue if it is helping in- 
terrupt the flow of cocaine, but I can- 
not agree to any assistance to the Pe- 
ruvian Army. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2746 
(Purpose: To ensure that the current propor- 
tion of economic assistance continues to be 
channeled through private and voluntary 
organizations and cooperatives) 

On page 9, insert after the end of line 8 the 
following: Provided further, That the Presi- 
dent shall seek to ensure that the percentage 
of funds made available under this heading 
for the activities of private and voluntary 
organizations and cooperatives is at least 
equal to the percentage of funds made avail- 
able pursuant to corresponding authorities 
in law for the activities of private and vol- 
untary organizations and cooperatives in fis- 
cal year 1995: 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment in support of the excellent 
work done by private, voluntary orga- 
nizations and cooperatives, I believe 
my amendment will be acceptable to 
both sides. It is cosponsored by Sen- 
ators MIKULSKI, SARBANES, and SIMON. 

My amendment is very simple. It 
says that the President shall seek to 
ensure that the same percentage of our 
economic assistance that currently is 
channeled through PVOs, continues to 
be channeled through PVOs next year. 
This language is identical to a provi- 
sion that was included in the foreign 
aid authorization bill reported by the 
Foreign Relations Committee, and it is 
similar to a provision in the House- 
passed foreign operations appropria- 
tions bill. 
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I think this amendment is important 
because private, voluntary organiza- 
tions—PVOs—are our most cost-effec- 
tive vehicle for delivering foreign as- 
sistance, and in this era of shrinking 
budgets we simply cannot afford to 
abandon our partnership with them, 
PVOs operate in countries and cir- 
cumstances in which our government 
cannot or will not. They not only re- 
flect American values and generosity, 
but are an efficient means of delivering 
people-to-people assistance that has a 
positive and lasting impact on the lives 
of the poor and builds long-term friend- 
ships for the United States. 

In addition to commanding broad 
public support, our partnership with 
PVOs and cooperatives leverages vast 
private resources. Much of the assist- 
ance we provide through PVOs is 
matched by contributions from cor- 
porations and private individuals. Thus 
reductions in the level of PVO partici- 
pation in our foreign aid program could 
have a very damaging multiplier effect. 

Unfortunately, it appears that some 
cuts in development assistance are un- 
avoidable. My amendment simply 
seeks to ensure that PVOs are not cut 
disproportionately. I think it is critical 
that the Senate go on record in support 
of the tremendous work done by these 
organizations and I would urge that 
the Senate adopt my amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2747 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

Of the funds appropriated for Turkey under 
the heading Economie Assistance”, not less 
than $5 million shall be made available only 
through non-government organizations to be 
used only for projects in the ten southeast- 
ern provinces currently under a state of 
emergency, and shall be used only for 
projects designed to promote economic de- 
velopment, cultural and ethnic tolerance, 
and human rights activities, and to support 
the development and activities of non-gov- 
ernmental organizations. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am offer- 
ing an amendment that directs that a 
small amount of our overall assistance 
to Turkey be used by nongovernmental 
organizations for specific activities in 
the poorest part of Turkey—the south- 
east. Specifically, the amendment des- 
ignates that not less than $5 million of 
our aid to Turkey be used for projects 
designed to promote economic develop- 
ment, cultural and ethnic tolerance, 
and human rights activities, and to 
support the development. and activities 
of nongovernmental organizations in 
the southeast. The southeast, of 
course, is a traditionally Kurdish area 
where Kurds are caught in a vise be- 
tween PKK terrorism and the Turkish 
military. 

Earlier this week, I released a report 
on Turkey prepared by members of the 
minority staff of the Foreign Relations 
Committee. The report, which was 
based upon a trip that the staff con- 
ducted in August, found, among other 
things, that the Kurdistan Workers’ 
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Party [PKK] poses a grave threat not 
only to Turkey, but to regional stabil- 
ity as well. According to the report, 
the PKK bears direct responsibility for 
much of the tensions in southeast Tur- 
key and for prompting the recent 
Turkish invasions of Iraq. 

The report also found, however, that 
the Government of Turkey bears much 
of the responsibility for the continued 
suffering in the southeast. The report 
acknowledges the great political chal- 
lenges Prime Minister Ciller faces as 
she tries to address the Kurdish prob- 
lem—a fact borne out by developments 
of the last several days by the fall of 
her government. The bottom line, how- 
ever, is that the government has been 
unable—or unwilling—to distinguish 
the genuine threat posed by the PKK 
from the legitimate rights and aspira- 
tions of the Kurdish people. As a re- 
sult, Turkey refuses to engage in a po- 
litical dialog with nonviolent Kurdish 
representatives, and is executing a 
heavy-handed, indiscriminate military 
campaign to eradicate what it views as 
a monolithic threat to the unity of the 
country. 

By equating all Kurdish aspirations 
with the terrorist designs of the PKK, 
Turkey effectively has eliminated out- 
lets for nonviolent Kurdish political or 
cultural expression. As a consequence, 
Turkey unintentionally may be con- 
tributing to the PKK’s appeal. I believe 
it is important to encourage Turkey to 
offer Kurds and other groups outlets 
for nonviolent expression. 

One response to the well-chronicled 
Turkish rights violations has been to 
cut assistance. In fact, as many of my 
colleagues may be aware, the House 
voted to limit economic support funds 
for Turkey to $21 million. I propose 
that we take a different approach by 
addressing some of the very real eco- 
nomic needs Turkey is facing in the 
southeast—and to do so through non- 
governmental organizations. 

The Foreign Relations Committee 
staff visited Diyarbakir, one of the 
main cities in the southeast, which in 
many ways symbolizes the ethnic dif- 
ficulties that persist within Turkey. 
That city has become a haven for rural 
Kurds forced to evacuate neighboring 
towns and villages destroyed by the 
Turkish military. By some estimates, 
the city’s population has grown from 
roughly 300,000 to more an 1,500,000 dur- 
ing the past 5 years. Although Turkish 
officials, local residents, and some 
independent observers suggest that 
tensions have subsided during the past 
2 years, it is evident that any existing 
calm is tenuous and the result of Tur- 
key’s overwhelming—and at times op- 
pressive—security presence, which has 
exacted a high cost in terms of human 
rights violations. I believe that my 
amendment would have a positive im- 
pact by improving economic conditions 
in a very unstable area. 

This amendment also sends an impor- 
tant message to Turkey—as it faces 
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the challenge of forming a new govern- 
ment—about the need to address other 
underlying problems such as the lack 
of ethnic and cultural acceptance and 
human rights abuses in the southeast. 
Turkish officials speak of the need to 
increase stability in the southeast. 
True stability can only come with in- 
creased tolerance. This amendment is 
intended to bolster that effort. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2748 

On page 36, line 4, after the word Turkey“ 
insert the following:: Provided further, That 
the President should seek the agreement of 
the Prime Minister of Turkey to permit ac- 
cess throughout Turkey for international 
humanitarian organizations which operate 
confidentially, and report to the Committee 
on Appropriations by June 1, 1996, on 
progress towards such agreement“. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2749 
(Purpose: To amend the NATO Participation 

Act of 1994 to expedite the transition to 

full membership in and cooperation with 

the North Atlantic Treaty Organization of 

European countries emerging from Com- 

munist domination) 

On page 121, below line 24, add the follow- 
ing: 

TITLE VII—NATO PARTICIPATION ACT 

AMENDMENTS OF 1995 
SECTION 701. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “МАТО Par- 
ticipation Act Amendments of 1995”, 

SEC, 702, FINDINGS. 

The Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) Since 1949, the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) has played an essential 
role in guaranteeing the security, freedom, 
and prosperity of the United States and its 
partners in the Alliance. 

(2) NATO has expanded its membership on 
three different occasions since 1949. 

(3) The sustained commitment of the mem- 
ber countries of NATO to mutual defense of 
their security ultimately made possible the 
democratic transformation in Central and 
Eastern Europe and the demise of the Soviet 
Union. 

(4) NATO was designed to be and remains a 
defensive military organization whose mem- 
bers have never contemplated the use of, or 
used, military force to expand the borders of 
its member states. 

(5) While the immediate threat to the secu- 
rity of the United States and its allies has 
been reduced with the collapse of the Iron 
Curtain, new security threats, such as the 
situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina, are 
emerging to the shared interests of the mem- 
ber countries of NATO. 

(6) NATO remains the only multilateral se- 
curity organization capable of conducting ef- 
fective military operations to protect West- 
ern security interests. 

(7) NATO has played a positive role in de- 
fusing tensions between NATO members and, 
as a result, no military action has occurred 
between two NATO member states since the 
inception of NATO in 1949. 

(8) NATO is also an important diplomatic 
forum for the discussion of issues of concern 
to its member states and for the peaceful 
resolution of disputes. 

(9) America’s security, freedom, and pros- 
perity remain linked to the security of the 
countries of Europe. 

(10) Any threat to the security of the newly 
emerging democracies in Europe would pose 
a security threat to the United States and 
its European allies. 
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(11) The admission to NATO of European 
countries that have been freed from Com- 
munist domination and that meet specific 
criteria for NATO membership would con- 
tribute to international peace and enhance 
the security of the region. 

(12) A number of countries have expressed 
varying degrees of interest in NATO mem- 
bership, and have taken concrete steps to 
demonstrate this commitment. 

(13) Full integration of Central and East 
European countries into the North Atlantic 
Alliance after such countries meet essential 
criteria for admission would enhance the se- 
curity of the Alliance and, thereby, contrib- 
ute to the security of the United States. 

(14) The expansion of NATO can create the 
stable environment needed to successfully 
complete the political and economic trans- 
formation envisioned by European states 
emerging from Communist domination. 

(15) In recognition that not all countries 
which have requested membership in NATO 
will necessarily qualify at the same pace, the 
accession date for each new member will 


vary. 

(16) Nothing in this title should be con- 
strued as precluding the eventual NATO 
membership of European countries never 
under Communist domination, namely, Aus- 
tria, Finland, and Sweden. 

(17) The provision of NATO transition as- 
sistance should include those countries most 
ready for closer ties with NATO and should 
be designed to assist other countries meeting 
specified criteria of eligibility to move for- 
ward toward eventual NATO membership. 

(18) The evaluation of future membership 
in NATO for countries emerging from Com- 
munist domination should be based on the 
progress of those nations in meeting criteria 
for NATO transition assistance and evolving 
NATO criteria, which require enhancement 
of NATO's security and the approval of all 
NATO members. 

SEC. 703. UNITED STATES POLICY. 

It should be the policy of the United 
States— 

(1) to join with the NATO allies of the 
United States to redefine the role of the 
NATO Alliance in the post-Cold War world; 

(2) to actively assist European countries 
emerging from Communist domination in 
their transition so that such countries may 
eventually qualify for NATO membership; 
and 

(3) to work to define the political and secu- 
rity relationship between an enlarged NATO 
and the Russian Federation. 

SEC. 704. REVISIONS TO PROGRAM TO FACILI- 
TATE TRANSITION TO NATO MEM- 
BERSHIP. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—Sub- 
section (a) of section 203 of the NATO Par- 
ticipation Act of 1994 (title П of Public Law 
108-447; 22 U.S.C. 1928 note) is amended to 
read as follows: 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—The 
President may provide expanded security as- 
sistance and other related assistance to 
countries designated under subsection (d) to 
facilitate their transition to full NATO 
membership.“ 

(b) ELIGIBLE COUNTRIES.— 

(1) ELIGIBILITY.—Subsection (4) of section 
203 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“(4) DESIGNATION OF ELIGIBLE COUNTRIES.— 

() PRESIDENTIAL REVIEW AND REPORT.— 
Within 60 days of the enactment of the NATO 
Participation Act Amendments of 1995, the 
President shall transmit to the Congress an 
evaluation of Poland, Hungary, the Czech 
Republic, and Slovakia, as well as all other 
European countries emerging from Com- 
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munist domination which have expressed an 
interest in joining NATO, in accordance with 
the criteria in paragraph (3) and specifically 
designate one or more of these countries to 
be eligible to receive assistance under the 
program established in subsection (a). The 
President shall provide a report of the coun- 
try-by-country evaluation as well as an eval- 
uation of each designated country’s progress 
toward conformance with criteria for full 
NATO membership. 

“(2) OTHER EUROPEAN COUNTRIES EMERGING 
FROM COMMUNIST DOMINATION.—In addition to 
the country or countries designated pursu- 
ant to paragraph (1), the President may des- 
ignate other European countries emerging 
from Communist domination. The President 
may make such a designation in the case of 
any such country only if the President deter- 
mines, and reports to the designated con- 
gressional committees, that such country 
meets the criteria specified in paragraph (3). 

(38) CRITERIA.—The criteria referred to іп 
paragraph (2) are, with respect to each coun- 
try, that the country— 

“(А) has made or is making significant 
progress toward establishing— 

„) shared values and interests; 

ii) democratic governments; 

(111) free market economies; 

(iv) civilian control of the military, of the 
police, and of intelligence services; 

“(у) adherence to the values, principles, 
and political commitments embodied in the 
Helsinki Final Act of the Organization on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe; and 

vi) more transparent defense budgets and 
is participating in the Partnership For Peace 
defense planning process; 

“(В) has made public commitments— 

(i) to further the principles of NATO and 
to contribute to the security of the North 
Atlantic area; 

“(ii) to accept the obligations, responsibil- 
ities, and costs of NATO membership; and 

(11) to implement infrastructure develop- 
ment activities that will facilitate participa- 
tion in and support for NATO military ac- 
tivities; 

“(С) is not ineligible for assistance under 
section 563 of Public Law 103-306, with re- 
spect to transfers of equipment to a country 
the government of which the Secretary of 
State has determined is a terrorist govern- 
ment for purposes of section 40(d) of the 
Arms Export Control Act; and 

(D) could, within five years of the deter- 
mination of the President under paragraph 
(1) or (2), be in a position to further the prin- 
ciples of the North Atlantic Treaty and to 
contribute to its own security and that of 
the North Atlantic area. 

“(4) PROHIBITION ON FUNDING FOR PARTNER- 
SHIP FOR PEACE ACTIVITIES OR ON FUNDING FOR 
THE WARSAW INITIATIVE.—Effective 60 days 
after the date of enactment of the NATO 
Participation Act Amendments of 1995, no 
funds authorized to be appropriated under 
any provision of law may be obligated or ex- 
pended for activities associated with the 
Partnership for Peace program or the War- 
saw Initiative until the President has des- 
ignated at least one country to participate 
in the transition program established under 
subsection (а).”. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Subsections (b) and (c) of section 203 of 
such Act are amended by striking ‘‘countries 
described in such subsection’ each of the 
two places it appears and inserting coun- 
tries designated under subsection (d)“. 

(B) Subsection (e) of section 203 of such Act 
is amended— 

(i) by striking “subsection (d)“ and insert- 
ing “subsection (d)(2)“; and 
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(ii) by inserting “(22 U.S.C. 2394)” before 
the period at the end, е 

(С) Seotion 204(c) of such Act is amended 
by striking “апу other Partnership for Peace 
country designated under section 203(4) and 
inserting “апу country designated under sec- 
tion 20%(4)2)”. 

(с) TYPES ОҒ ASSISTANCE.—Section 203(c) of 
such Act is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through 
(4) as subparagraphs (A) through (D), respec- 
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (D) (as 
redesignated) the following new subpara- 
graphs: 

“(Е) Assistance under chapter 4 of part П 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (relat- 
ing to the Economic Support Fund). 

“(F) Funds appropriated under the ‘Non- 
proliferation and Disarmament Fund’ ac- 
count”. 

“(G) Assistance under chapter 6 of part II 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (relat- 
ing to peacekeeping operations and other 


programs)”. 

(H) Authority for the Department of De- 
fense to pay excess defense articles costs for 
countries designated for both grant lethal 
and nonlethal excess defense articles. 

(J) Authority to convert FMF loans to 
grants, and grants to loans, for eligible coun- 
tries. 

(8) by inserting “(1)” immediately after 
“ТҮРЕ ОҒ ASSISTANCE.—"'; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

(2) For fiscal years 1996 and 1997, іп pro- 
viding assistance under chapter 5 of part П 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 for the 
countries designated under subsection (d), 
the President shall include as an important 
component of such assistance the provision 
of sufficient language training to enable 
military personnel to participate further in 
programs for military training and in de- 
fense exchange programs. 

“(8) Of the amounts made available under 
chapter 5 of part П of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (relating to international mili- 
tary education and training), $5,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1996 and $5,000,000 for fiscal year 
1997 should support— 

) the attendance of additional military 
personnel of countries designated under sub- 
section (d)(1) or (d)(2), particularly Poland, 
Hungary, the Czech Republic, and Slovakia, 
at professional military education institu- 
tions in the United States in accordance 
with section 544 of such Act; and 

„B) the placement and support of United 
States instructors and experts at military 
educational centers within the foreign coun- 
tries designated under subsection (d) that 
are receiving assistance under that chap- 
ter. 

SEC. 705, ASSISTANCE FOR NATO PARTICIPATION 
ACT DESIGNEES, 

The President is authorized to obligate and 
expend $60,000,000 from funds made available 
under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 in 
support of countries designated to receive 
transition assistance under section 203(a) of 
the NATO Participation Act, as follows: 

(1) Poland: $20,000,000. 

(2) Czech Republic: $10,000,000. 

(3) Hungary: $5,000,000. 

(4) Slovakia: $5,000,000. 

(5) Other European countries designated 
under subsection (4Х1) or subsection (d)(2): 
SEC. 706. TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY. 

Section 203(f) of the NATO Participation 
Act of 1994 (title II of Public Law 103-447; 22 
сас 1928 note) is amended to read аз fol- 
ows: 
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(0) TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY.—({1) The 
eligibility of a country designated under sub- 
section (d) for the program established in 
subsection (a) shall terminate 60 days after 
the President makes a certification under 
paragraph (2) unless, within the 60-day pe- 
riod, the Congress enacts a joint resolution 
disapproving the termination of eligibility. 

“(2) Whenever the President determines 
that the government of a country designated 
under subsection (4)- 

“(А) no longer meets the criteria set forth 
in subsection (4Х2ХА); 

B) is hostile to the NATO alliance; or 

“(С) poses a national security threat to the 
United States, 


then the President shall so certify to the ap- 
propriate congressional committees. 

“(3) Nothing in this Act shall affect the eli- 
gibility of countries to participate under 
other provisions of law in programs de- 
scribed in this Act. 

(b) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCE- 
DURES.—Section 203 of such Act is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

“(Е) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCE- 
DURES.— 

“(1) APPLICABLE PROCEDURES.—A joint res- 
olution described in paragraph (2) which is 
introduced in a House of Congress after the 
date on which a certification made under 
subsection (f)(2) is received by Congress shall 
be considered in accordance with the proce- 
dures set forth in paragraphs (3) through (7) 
of section 8066(c) of the Department of De- 
fense Appropriations Act, 1985 (as contained 
in Public Law 98-473 (98 Stat. 1936)), except 
that— 

“(А) references to the ‘resolution described 
in paragraph (1) shall be deemed to be ref- 
erences to the joint resolution; and 

“(В) references to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations of the House of Representatives 
and to the Committee on Appropriations of 
the Senate shall be deemed to be references 
to the Committee on International Relations 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen- 
ate. 

“(2) TEXT OF JOINT RESOLUTION.—A joint 
resolution under this paragraph is a joint 
resolution the matter after the resolving 
clause of which is as follows: ‘That the Con- 
gress disapproves the certification submitted 
by the President on pursuant to 
section 203(f) of the NATO Participation Act 
of 1994.'.”. 

SEC. 707. REPORTS. 

(a) ANNUAL REPORT.—Section 206 of the 
NATO Participation Act of 1994 (title П of 
Public Law 103-447; 22 U.S.C. 1928 note), as 
redesignated by section 705(1) of this Act, is 
amended— 

(1) by inserting “ANNUAL” іп the section 
heading before the first word; 

(2) by inserting annual“ after include in 
the“ in the matter preceding paragraph (1); 

(3) in paragraph (1), by striking Partner- 
ship for Peace“ and inserting “European”; 
and 

(4) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
instead the following new paragraph: 

“(2) In the event that the President deter- 
mines that, despite a period of transition as- 
sistance, a country designated under section 
203(d) has not, as of January 10, 1999, met cri- 
teria for NATO membership set forth by the 
North Atlantic Council, the President shall 
transmit a report to the designated congres- 
sional committees containing an assessment 
of the progress made by that country in 
meeting those standards.“ 
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SEC. 708, DEFINITIONS. 

The NATO Participation Act of 1994 (title 
П of Public Law 103-447; 22 U.S.C. 1928 note), 
as amended by this title, is further amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec- 
tion: 

“SEC. 207. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title: 

“(1) NATO.—The term ‘NATO’ means the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 

“(2) DESIGNATED CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—The term ‘designated congressional 
committees’ means— 

“(А) the Committee on International Rela- 
tions, the Committee on National Security, 
and the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives; and 

B) the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Committee on Armed Services, and the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate. 

(3) EUROPEAN COUNTRIES EMERGING FROM 
COMMUNIST DOMINATION.—The term ‘Euro- 
pean countries emerging from Communist 
domination’ includes, but is not limited to, 
Albania, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, 
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Po- 
land, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, and 
Ukraine.“ 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise as a 
cosponsor of the Brown amendment 
the NATO Participation Act Amend- 
ments of 1995. 

No other issue is more crucial to Eu- 
ropean security than NATO’s relation- 
ship with Central and Eastern Europe. 
Today, we are in the midst of an his- 
torical era, an era of transition. It is a 
phase in which the strategic landscape 
of Europe is particularly malleable—a 
phase that will not last forever. How 
the Alliance manages its relationship 
with the nations of this region during 
this period will determine whether or 
not Europe will ultimately have the 
benefits of an enduring and stable 
peace. 

Careful, gradual, but undeterred en- 
largement of NATO should be the geo- 
political priority of America’s Europe 
policy. The Alliance is uniquely quali- 
fied to provide the institutional foun- 
dation for regional security and peace. 
No other institution combines the two 
necessary requisites to serve in this 
role: a transatlantic dimension and 
proven operational capability. 

The Brown amendment explicitly en- 
dorses and facilitates a process of 
NATO expansion. Passage of this 
amendment is an important step to- 
ward establishing a system of Euro- 
pean security consisting of two pillars: 
an enlarged NATO and a strategic part- 
nership between the Alliance and Rus- 
sia. 

Since I have endorsed this legislation 
before in this Chamber, allow me, Mr. 
President, to briefly review the key 
reasons why we should support the 
process of NATO enlargement and why 
we should vote for the NATO Participa- 
tion Act Amendments of 1995: 

First, extending the Alliance’s mem- 
bership to the nations of Central and 
Eastern Europe, beginning with Po- 
land, Czechia, Slovakia, and Hungary, 
will help transform this region from a 
source of instability into a cornerstone 
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of peace. Both recent and long-term 
history show us that the region’s stra- 
tegic vulnerability has been a source of 
danger on the continent—with calami- 
tous consequences that drew the Unit- 
ed States into two World Wars. 

Second, NATO enlargement would 
help facilitate the economic and politi- 
cal integration of this region into the 
West. Passage of this amendment 
would demonstrate America’s commit- 
ment to consolidating an enlarged Eu- 
rope, and it would give more incentive 
to all the nations of Central and East- 
ern Europe to continue their reforms. 

Third, the extension of NATO mem- 
bership to Central and Eastern Europe 
would positively influence the evo- 
lution of two great powers, Germany 
and Russia. These two nations are now 
undergoing very complex and sensitive 
transformations. The outcomes will be 
significantly shaped by the future of 
Central and Eastern Europe. NATO en- 
largement would further lock German 
interests into a transatlantic security 
structure and thereby consolidate the 
positive role Bonn plays in European 
affairs. 

Moreover, and this leads to my 
fourth point, NATO enlargement into 
Central and Eastern Europe benefits 
Russia. By enhancing and reinforcing 
stability in Eastern Europe, an en- 
larged NATO would bring greater sta- 
bility to Russia’s frontiers and would 
enable Russia to direct more of its en- 
ergy to the internal challenges of polit- 
ical and economic reform. 

Mr. President, this point is too often 
forgotten in this debate. There has 
been too strong a tendency in United 
States policy to overreact to outdated 
Russian sensitivities at the expense of 
strategic realities and objectives 
central to the interests of the Alliance, 
as well as to the United States. 

Finally, Mr. President, let me em- 
phasize the NATO Participation Act 
Amendments endorse a vision of Euro- 
pean security in a manner fully con- 
sistent with the spirit and charter of 
the Washington Treaty. It calls upon 
the President to undertake programs 
that will help the nations of Central 
and Eastern Europe prepare themselves 
for the responsibilities of NATO mem- 
bership, 

Enlargement is a process for which 
the Alliance has always been geared. 
Indeed, Article 10 of the Washington 
Treaty provides for the enlargement of 
the Alliance to any European state “іп 
a position to further the principals of 
this Treaty and to contribute to the se- 
curity of the North Atlantic area.” 

Mr. President, America’s policies to- 
ward Europe must be structured to 
shape a strategic landscape that en- 
hances economic, political, and mili- 
tary stability in all parts of Europe. 
This is in our Nation’s best interest, 
and it is the intent of the NATO Par- 
ticipation Act Amendments to see such 
policies embraced. For this reason, I 
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call upon my colleagues to pass this 
legislation. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I want to 
thank the Senator from Colorado for 
working with me and others to revise 
S. 602, the NATO Participation Act 
Amendments of 1995, which he and Sen- 
ator SIMON introduced earlier this 
year. While there are still a few 
changes that I hope we can make down 
the road, I share the amendment’s goal 
of assisting our friends in Central and 
Eastern Europe to make the transition 
from Communist domination to greater 
integration with the rest of Europe. I 
believe that overall, the amendment 
before us is a vast improvement over 8. 
602, and I will support it. 

NATO expansion is very important. 
In fact, the United States has taken 
the lead within the Alliance to address 
the issues thoroughly and expedi- 
tiously. Stepping up security assist- 
ance to former Communist states is 
critical to the Partnership for Peace 
initiative as well as to NATO expan- 
sion. The administration has already 
put forth a proposal—the Warsaw Ini- 
tiative—to facilitate the participation 
of democratic European states in Part- 
nership for Peace activities. The 
Brown-Simon amendment com- 
plements what the President is already 
doing in this regard. This amendment 
does not alter the fact that Partner- 
ship for Peace is becoming an impor- 
tant feature of the European security 
system. 

This amendment sets up a series of 
eligibility criteria for countries to re- 
ceive additional assistance leading to 
the transition to full NATO member- 
ship. The criteria, which include hav- 
ing a democratic government and a 
free market economy, civilian control 
of the military and the intelligence 
services, adherence to OSCE principles, 
and a commitment to prevent the sale 
of defense articles to terrorist states, 
are quite appropriate and reasonable. 

I want to be clear, however, that 
adoption of this amendment should not 
be taken as a signal that Congress can 
deem that certain countries are more 
ready than others for NATO member- 
ship. The 16 NATO countries have a 
process in place for addressing the ex- 
pansion issue. That is as it should be. 
NATO has almost completed its inter- 
nal study of expansion, which will be 
made public as early as next week. 
Then NATO will begin briefing Part- 
nership for Peace members regarding 
expansion. 

Under Senator LUGAR’s leadership, 
the European Subcommittee is con- 
ducting a series of hearings to examine 
NATO expansion issues. To date, the 
subcommittee hearings have shown 
that the issue of expansion has not 
been thoroughly examined or vetted by 
the Congress or by the American pub- 
lic. The costs and responsibilities of 
NATO expansion have not been thor- 
oughly examined. Therefore, any uni- 
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lateral congressional determination as 
to which countries are ready for NATO 
membership is inappropriate. 

This amendment does not make a 
pronouncement regarding NATO mem- 
bership. It simply authorizes the Presi- 
dent to help countries that are already 
members of Partnership for Peace, and 
that may be interested in full NATO 
membership. 

I believe that this amendment 
strikes an appropriate balance between 
encouraging the administration to 
reach out to our friends in Central and 
Eastern Europe on the one hand and 
supporting the process among our 
NATO allies on the other. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2750 
(Purpose: To provide a substitute for the pro- 
vision relating to the Korean Peninsula 

Energy Development Organization) 

Strike all after “that” on p. 108 line 18 
through line 10 on page 109, and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

(a) in accordance with Section I of the 
Agreed Framework, KEDO has designated a 
Republic of Korea company, corporation or 
entity for the purpose of negotiating a prime 
contract to carry out construction of the 
light water reactors provided for in the 

d Framework; and 

(b) the DPRK is maintaining the freeze on 
its nuclear facilities as required in the 
Agreed Framework; and 

(c) the United States is taking steps to as- 
sure that progress is made on (1) the North 
South dialogue, including efforts to reduce 
barriers to trade and investment, such as re- 
moving restrictions on travel, telecommuni- 
cations services and financial transactions; 
and (2) implementation of the January 1, 1992 
Joint Declaration on the Denuclearization of 
the Korean Peninsula. 

(d) A report on the specific efforts with re- 
gard to subsection (c) shall be submitted by 
the President to the Committees on Appro- 
priations six months after the date of enact- 
ment, and every six months thereafter. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
language in the bill takes the stand- 
ards for improvements in the United 
States relationship with North Korea 
and applies them to the North-South 
relationship. In other words, the lan- 
guage codifies what I believe is our pol- 
icy of parallel progress between North 
and South and the United States rela- 
tionship with the North. 

There is real concern that each time 
the North Koreans want something new 
in the way of equipment, economic as- 
sistance, or a concession, they threaten 
to lift the freeze. 

We then inch closer in our bilateral 
relationship. My concern has been that 
this has been at the expense of the 
long-standing United States alliance 
with the South. Ultimately, I think the 
North is determined to drive a wedge 
between the South and the United 
States. And, their strategy seems to be 
working. We have responded to threats 
by canceling joint military exercises, 
offering unconditional economic aid in 
the form of oil, while insisting on no 
clear steps in the North-South dialog. 

Let us keep in mind that in spite of 
the freeze, there is no date certain by 
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which North Korea will come into full 
compliance with their treaty obliga- 
tions. Indeed, I believe we have set a 
dangerous precedent in rewarding vio- 
lations of the NPT with free reactors 
and economic aid. 

And, the North’s response? When the 
South recently sent a relief shipment 
of rice, the North captured the boat 
and held the crewmembers hostage. 

I think it will have an adverse im- 
pact on stability on the peninsula if we 
trade away our current commitments 
to South Korea to secure the North’s 
future compliance with their obliga- 
tions under the NPT and IAEA safe- 
guards agreement. 

Talks are again underway on the 
next phase of implementing the Frame- 
work Agreement. It will not surprise 
anyone to learn that, once again, the 
North is linking a continuation of the 
freeze to being granted millions more 
in assistance. 

This time, apparently they are inter- 
ested in the equipment needed to build 
an energy distribution grid. 

Like every Member of this body, I 
think a freeze on North Korea’s nuclear 
program is important—but we need to 
lock in that freeze—to freeze it, if you 
will. 

At this point, it has been reduced to 
a negotiating chip which the North 
keeps recycling. Every time they want 
something new, the North threatens to 
lift the freeze. 

In the last round of talks, the North 
was adamant that no mention be made 
of South Korean participation in the 
provision of the light water reactor 
covered under the Framework Agree- 
ment. 

To accommodate this demand, we ne- 
gotiated an arrangement where the 
North agreed to allow KEDO to an- 
nounce the contracting decision. 
KEDO, in turn, announced that a reac- 
tor originally based on a United States 
design but modified by the South 
would be the reactor provided. 

I gather the ambiguity of this ar- 
rangement was unsatisfactory to the 
South but a private letter from Presi- 
dent Clinton to President Kim Yong 
Sam was sufficiently reassuring that 
the South Korean administration 
agreed to go along. 

Unfortunately, side letters do not 
bear the same official weight as obliga- 
tions spelled out in agreements. Once 
again, the North seems to have 
achieved their goal of access to energy 
and easing economic pressure while 
minimizing contact with the South. 

I think it is essential to clarify just 
what we expect in the North-South dia- 
log. Ambiguity will ultimately invite 
challenge and confrontation. 

The North’s opposition to a clearly 
defined role for the South is the threat 
to stability. The danger does not lie in 
imposing obligations that are parallel 
and consistent with our own—the dan- 
ger lies in abandoning our current se- 
curity commitments to South Korea in 
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an attempt to obtain future compli- 
ance with IAEA and NPT require- 
ments. 

Mr. President, the principal objec- 
tion the administration had to the re- 
strictions I included in the Foreign Op- 
erations bill was the timetable I estab- 
lished for progress in the North-South 
dialog. I would like my colleagues to 
know that the timetable I included was 
exactly the same as the schedule the 
United States was expected to comply 
with in fulfilling obligations to nor- 
malize economic and political rela- 
tions. 

However, given the difficulty of the 
problem I can appreciate the adminis- 
tration not feeling able to move as rap- 
idly as I would like, so I have modified 
the language to accommodate those 
concerns. The amendment I am offer- 
ing on behalf of Senators Вүнр, NUNN, 
HATFIELD, STEVENS, INOUYE, LEAHY, 
and myself balances our interest in 
clarifying our goals on the North- 
South dialog while giving the adminis- 
tration sufficient time and a measure 
of flexibility to advance those inter- 
ests. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished chairman of the sub- 
committee, and manager of the bill, for 
his flexibility in accommodating my 
concerns over the provision in the bill 
on the Korean Framework Agreement. 
That agreement, concluded on October 
21, 1994, if properly implemented, holds 
the promise of relaxing tensions on the 
Korean Peninsula, of steering the 
North Korean Government off its path 
of nuclear weapons development, and of 
reducing the long-term expenditure of 
resources by the United States to en- 
sure the safety of South Korea. 

The agreement mainly concerns obli- 
gations entered into between the Unit- 
ed States and the North Korean Gov- 
ernment, but also refers to the need for 
a dialog between the North and South 
Korean Governments as well. In provi- 
sion III of the agreement, the North 
Korea Government has agreed to “еп- 
gage in a North/South dialog, as this 
Agreed Framework will help create an 
atmosphere that promotes such dia- 
logue.” The amendment which has 
been offered encourages progress in 
this regard, in particular with ref- 
erence to reducing North-South bar- 
riers toward trade and investment, in- 
cluding removing restrictions on trav- 
el, telecommunications services, and 
financial transactions. If such barriers 
are removed, much of the suspicion, 
fear, and anger that infuses the North- 
South relationship can be mitigated, 
and an atmosphere of peaceful coopera- 
tion could be fostered. Such a develop- 
ment is certainly in the national secu- 
rity interest of the United States. 

The amendment also requires the 
President to certify that the North Ko- 
reans are maintaining their current 
freeze on nuclear facilities, which is re- 
quired in the Framework Agreement. 
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This is the quid pro quo for United 
States support to the South Korean 
and Japanese consortium to put into 
place new light water reactor power- 
plants in the North, which will help re- 
solve the overall nuclear issue on the 
Korean Peninsula. 

The administration supports this 
amendment, and I am pleased that Sen- 
ators could reach this accommodation 
on the language in the bill. It supports 
America’s vital leadership role to bring 
peace and an atmosphere of coopera- 
tion on the Korean Peninsula, and head 
off any further danger that the North 
Koreans might pursue a nuclear option 
which would lead to more tension and 
perhaps a conflict there. 

I commend the chairman, and others 
who have contributed to this result. 


AMENDMENT КО. 2751 


On page 24, line 5 add the following after 
services“: “Provided, That these funds shall 
be in addition to funds justified for programs 
in the fiscal year 1996 congressional presen- 
tation documents.“ 


AMENDMENT NO. 2752 


(Purpose: To express the sense of the Con- 
gress regarding the recent elections in 
Hong Kong) 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

SEC. . HONG KONG ELECTIONS. 

(а) FrnpINGs.—The Congress finds the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) The right to an elected legislature in 
Hong Kong is guaranteed by the 1984 Sino- 
British Joint Declaration on the Question of 
Hong Kong. 

(2) The United States-Hong Kong Policy 
Act declared the Congress’s support for full 
implementation of the 1984 Sino-British 
Joint Declaration; 

(3) The People’s Republic of China declared 
in the Joint Declaration that Hong Kong 
would be “vested legislative, executive and 
independent judicial роуег” and would have 
“a legislature constituted by elections”, 

(4) On September 17, 1995, the highest num- 
ber of Hong Kong voters ever demonstrated 
their commitment to democracy by freely 
expressing their right to vote in the Legisla- 
tive Council elections. 

(5) The voters of Hong Kong have over- 
whelmingly expressed their desire for the es- 
tablishment of a fully democratic govern- 
ment by electing 60 legislative councillors 
for four-year terms. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
the Congress that— 

(1) the people of Hong Kong are to be con- 
gratulated for exercising their right to vote 
on September 17, 1995; 

(2) the People’s Republic of China should 
respect the clear will of the people of Hong 
Kong to have a fully democratic government; 

(3) the Government of the People’s Repub- 
lic of China should enter into a dialogue with 
the democratically elected representative of 
the Hong Kong people; and 

(4) the Government of the People’s Repub- 
lic of China should respect the mandate of 
the elected members by withdrawing its 
pledge to abolish the Legislative Council in 
violation of the Joint Declaration's provi- 
sions on Hong Kong’s legislature and auton- 
omy in all but defense and foreign affairs. 


Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself and others I am offer- 
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ing an amendment that expresses the 
sense of the Congress in support of last 
Sunday’s successful elections in Hong 
Kong. 

Mr. President, when Mr. Christopher 
Patten became Governor of Hong Kong 
3 years ago, he made a very important 
decision. He decided to allow the peo- 
ple of Hong Kong the opportunity to 
express their preference on a simple 
issue: democracy—yes or no? 

As last Monday’s New York Times 
editorial noted, “Нопв Kong’s voters 
declared overwhelmingly on Sunday 
their preference for democracy and 
their doubts about Beijing’s plans for 
the colony’s future.“ Final returns 
from Sunday’s vote show the Demo- 
cratic Party led by Mr. Martin Lee won 
the largest number of seats, 19, in the 
60-seat Legislative Council. Other 
prodemocracy allies will give Mr. Lee a 
working majority of 31. 

Ву contrast, pro-Beijing candidates 
of the Democratic Alliance for the Bet- 
terment of Hong Kong won only six 
seats and the party’s top three officials 
were all defeated. Regrettably, spokes- 
men for Beijing have not learned to 
lose gracefully and have resorted to 
threats and intimidation. 

Again Governor Patten has proved to 
be the best analyst: “Everybody has to 
recognize that Hong Kong has ех- 
pressed its views about the present and 
the future with great clarity.” 

Mr. President, the amendment I have 
offered congratulates the people of 
Hong Kong for exercising their right to 
vote, calls on China to respect the 
clear will of the people of Hong Kong to 
have a fully democratic government, 
and calls on China to enter into a dia- 
log with the democratically elected 
representatives of the Hong Kong peo- 
ple. 

I wish the people of Hong Kong well 
as they continue to demonstrate their 
clear will to maintain the cause of de- 
mocracy. I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port this amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2153 
(Purpose: To impose sanctions against 

Burma, and countries assisting Burma, un- 

less Burma observes basic human rights 

and permits political freedoms) 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following. 

SEC. 2. SANCTIONS AGAINST BURMA. 

Except as provided in section 4, the follow- 
ing sanctions shall apply to Burma, effective 
90 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act (or on such other date as is specified in 
this section): 

(1) INVESTMENTS.—No United States na- 
tional may make any investment in Burma. 

(2) UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE.—United 
States assistance for Burma is prohibited. 

(3) TRADE PRIVILEGES.—The President shall 
continue the suspension of special trade 
privileges pursuant to the Generalized Sys- 
tem of Preferences (GSP), and shall continue 
the suspension of nondiscriminatory trade 
treatment (most-favored-nation status), with 
respect to Burma. 

(4) IMPORTATION OF GOODS.—No article 
which is produced, manufactured, grown, or 
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extracted in Burma may be imported into 
the United States. 

(5) TRADE AND INVESTMENT TREATIES.—The 
United States should continue to suspend 
carrying out obligations under bilateral 
trade and investment treaties with Burma. 

(6) TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS.—The Secretary 
of State shall prohibit the use of United 
States passports for travel to Burma except 
for travel by United States diplomatic per- 
sonnel. 

(77 DIPLOMATIC REPRESENTATION.—The 
President is urged not to accept diplomatic 
representation from Burma at a level greater 
than the level of diplomatic representation 
accorded the United States in Burma. 

(8) FOREIGN ASSISTANCE.—The United 
States shall suspend assistance under the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and the Arms 
Export Control Act to any foreign govern- 
ment which sells or otherwise transfers arms 
to the Government of Burma. 

(9) INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS CON- 
TRIBUTIONS.—The United States shall with- 
hold from each international organization 
that funds activities in Burma other than 
humanitarian activities an amount equal to 
the United States proportionate share of 
that funding. 

(10) MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary of the Treasury shall instruct the 
United States executive director of each fi- 
nancial institution to vote against any loan 
or other utilization of the funds of the re- 
spective bank to or for Burma. 

(11) EMINENT PERSONS GROUP.—The Presi- 
dent, acting through the United States Per- 
manent Representative to the United Na- 
tions, should urge the United Nations to es- 
tablish an eminent persons group to report 
on compliance by the Government of Burma 
with United Nations resolutions. 

(12) INTERNATIONAL ARMS EMBARGO,—The 
President, acting through the United States 
Permanent Representative to the United Ма- 
tions, should urge the establishment by the 
United Nations of an international arms em- 
bargo of Burma. 


SEC. 3. AGREEMENTS TO IMPOSE SANCTIONS ON 
BURMA. 


(a) NEGOTIATIONS WITH TRADING PART- 
NERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 15 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the President shall initiate negotiations 
with all foreign countries with which the 
United States trades for the purpose of en- 
tering into agreements with the countries— 

(A) to support United States sanctions 
against Burma, and 

(B) to cease trade with and investment in 
Burma. 

(2) CERTIFICATION OF NEGOTIATIONS AND 
AGREEMENTS.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
President shall certify to the Congress each 
country that— 

(A) has failed to enter into an agreement 
described in paragraph (1), or 

(B) has entered into such an agreement but 
is not enforcing it. 

(3) ACTION BY THE PRESIDENT.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, if a cer- 
tification is made with respect to any coun- 
try under paragraph (2) the President shall 
withdraw— 

(A) any designation of such country— 

(i) as a beneficiary developing country for 
purposes of title V of the Trade Act of 1974 
(19 U.S.C. 2461 et seq.), 

(ii) as a beneficiary country for purposes of 
the Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery Act 
(19 U.S.C. 2701 et seq.), or 
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(iii) as a beneficiary country for purposes 
of the Andean Trade Preference Act (19 
U.S.C, 3201 et seq.), 

(B) from such countries the benefits of any 
other special tariff treatment program under 
which the special rates of duty apply under 
column 1 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule 
of the United States, and 

(C) most-favored-nation trade treatment 
with respect to any such country. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of this sec- 
tion apply to goods entered, or withdrawn 
from warehouse for consumption, originating 
in or imported from a country with respect 
to which an action described in subsection 
(а)(3) has been taken, during the period be- 
ginning on the date that is 15 days after the 
date of the certification described in sub- 
section (a)(2) and ending on the date that is 
15 days after the earlier of— 

(A) the date the President certifies to the 
Congress that such country has entered into 
an agreement described in subsection (a)(1) 
and is enforcing the agreement, or 

(B) the date a certification described in 
section 4 is made. 

(2) RATE OF DUTY DURING PERIOD DESIGNA- 
TION 18 WITHDRAWN.—During the period de- 
scribed in paragraph (1), goods entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse for consumption, 
originating in or imported from a country 
described in subsection (a)(3) shall be subject 
to duty at the rates of duty specified for 
such goods under column 2 of the Har- 
monized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States. 

SEC. 4. CERTIFICATION. 

The sanctions of section 2 shall not apply 
upon the determination and certification by 
the President to the appropriate congres- 
sional committees that the following condi- 
tions are met: 

(1) The Government of Burma has uncondi- 
tionally released all political prisoners, in- 
cluding Aung San Suu Kyi. 

(2) The Government of Burma has fully im- 
plemented the results of the 1990 elections in 
Burma, including the transfer of power to ci- 
vilian authority, the protection of basic 
human rights, and guaranteeing the right of 
Burmese citizens to participate freely in the 
political process, assuring freedom of speech 
and the right of association and assembly. 

(3) The Government of Burma has imple- 
mented an effective counternarcotics effort. 
SEC, 5. SANCTIONS AGAINST THE PEOPLE’S RE- 

PUBLIC OF CHINA. 

The Secretary of the Treasury shall in- 
struct the United States executive director 
of each multilateral financial institution to 
vote against any loan or other utilization of 
the facilities of the respective institution to 
or for the People’s Republic of China until 
the President determines and certifies to the 
appropriate congressional committees that 
the People’s Republic of China has termi- 
nated arms sales and other arms transfers to 
Burma. 

SEC. 6. SANCTIONS AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT 
OF THAILAND. 


The President shall withhold all United 
States assistance to the Government of 
Thailand until the President determines and 
certifies to the appropriate congressional 
committees that the Government of Thai- 
land is fully cooperating in providing sup- 
port and relief for Burmese exiles and refu- 
gees. 

SEC, 7, REPORT. 

Not later than 45 days after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the President shall sub- 
mit a report to the appropriate congressional 
committees on— 
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(1) the chemical and biological weapons са- 
pability of Burma; 

(2) a plan to provide United States assist- 
ance in support of the democracy movement 
active inside Burma; 

(3) the treatment by the Government of 
Thailand of Burmese students, refugees, and 
exiles resident in Thailand; and 

(4) the status of arms sales and other arms 
transfers to the Government of Burma, in- 
cluding the amount of expenditures by the 
Government of Burma in the acquisition of 
arms. 

БЕС. 8. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 

(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—The term “appropriate congressional 
committees" means the Committee оп Ap- 
propriations and the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate and the Committee 
on Appropriations and the Committee on 
International Relations of the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

(2) INVESTMENT.—The term investment“ 
includes any contribution or commitment of 
funds, commodities, services, patents, proc- 
esses, or techniques, in the form of— 

(A) a loan or loans; 

(B) the purchase of a share of ownership; 

(C) participation in royalties, earnings, or 
profits; and 

(D) the furnishing of commodities or serv- 
ices pursuant to a lease or other contract. 

(3) HUMANITARIAN ACTIVITIES.—The term 
“humanitarian activities’ means the provi- 
sion of food, medicine, medical supplies, or 
clothing and does not include cash transfers. 

(4) FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—The term fi- 
nancial institutions” includes the Inter- 
national Bank for Reconstruction and Devel- 
opment, the International Development As- 
sociation, the Asian Development Bank, and 
the International Monetary Fund. 

(5) UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE.—The term 
“United States assistance” means assistance 
of any kind which is provided by grant, sale, 
loan, lease, credit, guaranty, or insurance, or 
by any other means, by any agency or in- 
strumentality of the United States Govern- 
ment to any foreign country, including— 

(A) assistance under the Foreign Assist- 
ance Act of 1961 (including programs under 
title IV of chapter 2 of part I of the Act); 

(B) sales, credits, and guaranties under the 
Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C, 2751 et 
веа.); 

(С) sales under title I (7 U.S. C. A. 1701 et 
seq.) or Ш (17 U.S.C.A. 1727 et seq.) and dona- 
tions under title П (17 U.S.C.A. 1721 et seq.) 
of the Agricultural Trade Development and 
Assistance Act of 1954 of nonfood commod- 
ities; 

(D) other financing programs of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation for export sales of 
nonfood commodities; and 

(E) financing under the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C.A. 635 et seq.). 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, in 
July 1989, Ong Son Sue Chi, leader of 
the National League for Democracy 
was placed under house arrest. In spite 
of her arrest, National League for De- 
mocracy representatives swept the 
elections, held the following May, win- 
ning 392 of the 485 seats in Parliament. 
As we all know, the State Law and 
Order Restoration Council, SLORC, re- 
jected the outcome and has maintained 
an iron grip on Burma ever since. 

While Sue Chi has now been released, 
today like all others for the people of 
Burma marks one more day of ruthless 


September 21, 1995 


repression. The recent U.N. Special 
Rapporteur summed up the view of 
every human rights group and demo- 
cratic activist I have spoken with. Peo- 
ple are fearful that whatever they say 
or do will risk interrogation or arrest. 
In cold and dispassionate terms he re- 
ported his concern about forced labor, 
forced porterage, forced relocations, 
arbitrary killings, beatings, rape, and 
confiscation of property by the army. 

I urge all of you to read the July Na- 
tional Geographic article on Burma. 
While holding out hope that Burma’s 
rich natural resources will someday 
offer its people a prosperous future, the 
article describes how clearly the 
SLORC enriches itself using fear and 
intimidation to exploit both the people 
and the land—an opinion shared by the 
Wall Street Journal. 

Some of you might ask why I am 
more concerned about Burma than 
other countries questionable human or 
political rights records. I am hard 
pressed to find another regime on earth 
that I find as insulted, self serving, and 
repugnant. 

This is not a honorable government 
interested in stability and freedom. It 
is a dictatorship and signs cease-fires 
with ethnic leaders then unleashes 
10,000 well-armed troops on their camps 
of supporters. Last December, when 
Manerplaw was under attack, I offered 
the view that SLORC would release 
Sue Chi after annihilating all the 
groups that actively supported her de- 
mocracy movement. The fall of 
Manerplaw generated 80,000 refugees. 
Today, as we speak, Karenni camps are 
under siege, in direct violation of a ne- 
gotiated cease-fire. Twenty thousand 
civilians have fled the fighting. 

SLORC is not a responsible govern- 
ment interested in development—it is a 
corrupt dictatorship driven to protect 
its power and wealth. While people 
starve, this regime has spent 45 percent 
of its budget on arms. 

Unlike China, where I believe eco- 
nomic liberalization is benefiting hun- 
dreds of thousands of people and lead- 
ing to political change, only SLORC of- 
ficials and their cronies benefit in 
Burma. I think that is why there is 
unanimous support for this legislation 
from Burmese student, ethnic and 
democratic leaders alike. 

Before talking about the bill, I want 
to take just a minute to discuss why I 
think it is important to move legisla- 
tion at this point. 

As we redefine our priorities in the 
post-cold-war world, there is an ur- 
gency to transnational threats. I put 
international narcotics trafficking and 
crime at the top of my list of concerns. 

In 1986, 15 percent of the heroin com- 
ing into this country was coming from 
Asia, now it’s 65 percent. Just as im- 
portant is the purity. National and 
local law enforcement officials in Ken- 
tucky tell me that 10 years ago, heroin 
on our streets was 2 to 3 percent pure. 


Today it’s anywhere from 25 to 65 per- 
cent pure. 

Heroin trafficking is a serious na- 
tional security threat. 

In a Foreign Operations Subcommit- 
tee hearing I recently asked the Assist- 
ant Secretary of State for Asia, Win 
Lord, several questions on Burma, 
SLORC, and the narcotics problem. His 
response offers insight into why I think 
we should press to isolate the SLORC. 

Since SLORC has an enormous secu- 
rity apparatus with a tight grip on the 
nation, I asked him what were the 
major impediments to an effective 
counternarcotics effort. He said, 

What is going to solve the problem over 
the long run is a popular, representative 
open government—all other efforts are min- 
uscule compared to whether you have an 
open system there. 

І agree. 

Last November a senior State De- 
partment official issued an ultimatum 
to the SLORC—bilateral relations 
would only improve if there was 
progress on human rights, democracy, 
and counternarcotics. No one disputes, 
inside or outside the administration, 
that we have seen a real deterioration 
on all fronts. Unfortunately, the ad- 
ministration has failed to follow 
through. A few weeks ago, Ambassador 
Albright visited Burma. According to 
news accounts she reiterated the No- 
vember message—we want to see im- 
provements. 

SLORC must be wondering by now— 
improvements, or what? 

What are the real consequences? So 
far, none. 

Which is why I have decided to move 
forward with this legislation. Let me 
turn now to the contents of the amend- 
ment. 

I think we would all agree that uni- 
lateral sanctions are not as successful 
in applying pressure to a government 
as an international effort. There are 
several provisions which address U.S. 
unilateral action including banning in- 
vestment, trade, imports, aid and sup- 
port through international financial 
institutions. I also require the Presi- 
dent to initiate negotiations to secure 
support with our trading partners for 
international sanctions. Countries fail- 
ing to reach agreement on an embargo 
will risk their MFN and and GSP sta- 
tus. 

At this point, after years of self-im- 
posed exile, there is very little foreign 
investment in Burma. I am willing to 
guess that few nations will be willing 
to put their existing trading relation- 
ship with the United States at risk for 
potential future financial gain in 
Burma. 

The amendment also requires the ex- 
ecutive director at international finan- 
cial institutions to vote against loans 
to China if the PRC continues to sell or 
transfer arms to Burma. The State De- 
partment estimates that SLORC 
spends 45 percent of their budget on 
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weapons—arms used solely to terrorize 
their own citizens. 

The amendment will also suspend 
United States assistance to Thailand if 
there continues to be a lack of coopera- 
tion in the provision of relief and sup- 
port to students, refugees, and demo- 
cratic activists living in exile. Stu- 
dents and leaders have been arbitrarily 
detained, arrested, had their offices 
broken into and documents removed. 
The problems are usually resolved 
when various officials are paid so- 
called fees and fines. I am not suggest- 
ing that there is a condoned program 
orchestrated by the Thai Government 
at work, but I do think there should be 
a more serious effort to control the 
conduct of rogue officials. 

The amendment also requires several 
reports among which is one on 
SLORC’s chemical and biological weap- 
ons capabilities. In the attacks carried 
out last year against various camps, 
thee were a number of eyewitness ac- 
counts of the use of some kind of toxic 
substance. I understand clothing and 
other items have been turned over to 
the U.S. labs for analysis. I earnestly 
hope the report advises us that there is 
no reason to believe the SLORC has a 
CBW capability. 

Let me conclude with a personal ob- 
servation made recently by an Inter- 
national Red Cross official with years 
of experience in Asia. After dragging 
their feet for 7 years, the SLORC re- 
cently rejected the ICRC’s request for 
access to political prisoners. Although 
they stand ready to return at any 
point, the ICRC decided to withdraw in 
July because SLORC will not grant 
them the simplest of terms, which 59 
other countries accept, that being un- 
supervised, regular access to political 
prisoners. I think at one point SLORC 
offered access to Sue Chi, but she cou- 
rageously declined asking that she not 
be given any preferential treatment 
not offered to other political prisoners. 

When asked when and why the talks 
collapsed, this official said, 

Last summer when they started to really 
make money. SLORC realized they could se- 
cure their position and their wealth without 
paying any political price. 

Shortly after she was released, SUU 
CHI cautiously welcomed this legisla- 
tion saying, 

These are very tough sanctions. They—the 
sponsor—have shown they are interested in 
how the democracy movement progresses. I 
am very grateful for it. 

In July she was reluctant to directly 
call for a ban on investment fearing re- 
taliation by SLORC. Now that months 
have passed with no progress she has 
taken a tougher stand. In a recent 
interview with an Australian journalist 
she called for a suspension of foreign 
investment until real progress on the 
democratic front has been achieved. 

I think it is important that we re- 
spect and promote that agenda. Keep- 
ing the pressure on SLORC will assure 
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that her release is translated from a 
symbolic gesture to freedom and de- 
mocracy for all Burmese. 

Mr. President, let me conclude by 
noting this initiative is supported by a 
wide variety of organizations and indi- 
viduals including Nobel Laureate Betty 
Williams and Desmond Tutu, the AFL- 
CIO, the Democratic Burmese Students 
Organization, the National Coalition 
Government of the Union of Burma, 
the American Baptist Convention, the 
Asian-American Civic Alliance, and the 
United Front for Democracy and 
Human Rights in Burma. I have also 
heard from ethnic leaders endorsing 
the approach including ministers rep- 
resenting the Karen, Karenni, and Mon 
people. I ask unanimous consent to 
print in the RECORD letters from some 
of the these groups. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


NATIONAL COALITION GOVERNMENT 
OF THE UNION OF BURMA, OFFICE 
OF THE PRIME MINISTER, 
Washington, DC, March 29, 1995. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
U.S. Senate, Russell Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCONNELL: I have recently 
learned of your intention to introduce a bill 
to impose US economic sanctions on Burma. 
On behalf of the democratically elected gov- 
ernment of Burma, I am writing to give you 
my wholehearted support as well as that of 
my government in your effort. 

The imposition of sanctions should never 
be taken lightly. Any measure designed to 
constrict the economy of a country will 
cause some degree of hardship to the people. 
However, I believe, and the democratic 
forces working to liberate our country be- 
lieve, that foreign investment serves to 
strengthen the outlaw State Law and Res- 
toration Council (SLORC). It is providing 
SLORC with the means to finance a massive 
army and intelligence service whose only job 
is to crush internal dissent. SLORC controls 
all foreign investment into Burma and chan- 
nels contracts to the military and its party 
officials. Unlike other countries, investment 
will not serve to create a middle class of en- 
trepreneurs, only reinforce allegiance to a 
regime that has murdered tens of thousands 
of people whose crime was the desire for de- 
mocracy and to live in a free society. SLORC 
is in desperate need of foreign currency. Cut- 
ting off access to US funds will be a severe 
blow to SLORC. 

Your decision to move forward on this 
issue will not be popular with the US busi- 
ness community or countries in Europe and 
Asia. There are many who place trade and 
money over Burma’s deplorable narcotics, 
political, and human rights record. I applaud 
your courage and will do everything in my 
power to see you succeed. 

The United States has a very special place 
in the hearts of my countrymen. During the 
massive democracy demonstrations in 1988, 
students could be seen marching in Rangoon 
carrying American flags and demonstrating 
in front of the US Embassy. Supporting us in 
our struggle is the International Republican 
Institute. This organization funds pro-de- 
mocracy activities inside Burma. The Bur- 
mese people desperately want what Ameri- 
cans have: the ability to live in peace with- 
out fear of government persecution, respect 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


for human rights, and social justice. Amer- 
ican ideals will always be a symbol for what 
we can achieve. 

I want to personally thank you for your 
leadership and raising your voice to support 
those who are oppressed. I look forward to 
assisting you in any way possible. 

With my highest consideration, 

Yours Sincerely, 
(SEIN WIN), 
Prime Minister. 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 
AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL OR- 
GANIZATION, 
Washington, DC, February 6, 1995. 
Hon. WARREN CHRISTOPER, 
Secretary of State, U.S. Department of State, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I write to you to ex- 
press my strong concerns about the continu- 
ing egregious behavior of the State Law and 
Order Restoration Council (SLORC) regime 
of Burma. Directly contradicting its claims 
that it seeks peace and national reconcili- 
ation, SLORC sent the Burmese army to vi- 
ciously attack, capture and sack Manerplaw, 
the headquarters of the Karen people and 
key base area for many groups, including the 
Federation of Trade Unions Burma (FTUB), 
seeking to restore democracy in Burma. 

We believe that the blatant, unprovoked 
attack on Manerplaw is a major setback for 
the cause of democracy in Burma and merits 
a strong response from the U.S. Government. 
In the “two visions” policy laid out by Dep- 
uty Assistant Secretary Hubbard during his 
visit to Rangoon, the U.S. indicated that, if 
progress by SLORC on issues of democracy 
and human rights was not forthcoming, the 
U.S. would renew its campaign to isolate the 
regime. In line with this policy, now is the 
time for the U.S. to show, by actions, that it 
is serious. 

Accordingly, we urge the U.S. Government 
te implement a full trade and investment 
embargo against Burma. Since most U.S. in- 
vestment enters Burma through joint ven- 
tures with SLORC government agencies or 
entities wholly controlled by the regime, im- 
plementing sanctions would have a direct 
impact on the ability of the SLORC to re- 
press its people and conduct war on groups 
opposed to this illegitimate government. The 
withdrawal of the Commercial Officer from 
the U.S. Embassy in Rangoon would further 
underscore this message. We also renew our 
call for the U.S. Government to exert pres- 
sure to block development and aid projects 
of international institutions that benefit the 
SLORC. 

Sincerely, 
LANE KIRKLAND, 
President. 
ASIAN-AMERICAN CIVIC ALLIANCE, 
Ft. Lauderdale, FL, July 10, 1995. 
Hon. Senator MITCH MCCONNELL, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR: We are very grateful of 
your great effort which have contributed to- 
wards the release of Aung San Suu Kyl. 

We hope that you will continue to assist 
bring Democracy in our beloved country, 
Burma. 

Please continue your most powerful Bill 
against the Military Regime in Burma во 
that the 43 millions Burmese—every citizen 
can enjoy the Democracy and human rights 
in their life time once again over there. 

We support you wholeheartedly. 

With Sincerity and respect, 
KYIN Ho, M.D., 
President. 
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OFFICE OF THE SUPREME HEAD- 
QUARTERS, KAREN NATIONAL 
UNION, 

Kawthoolei, September 5, 1995. 
Hon. Senator MCCONNELL, 
U.S. Congress, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR: We are much impressed 
and encouraged to hear that you are to sub- 
mit the bill as intended in Congress next 
month, for imposing trade sanctions on 
Burma. 

Apart from releasing Daw Amg San Sun 
Kyi from detention, the SLORC has not 
taken any step for democratic reform. Near- 
ly one thousand political prisoners detained 
unjustly by the SLORC are still in prison. 
Forced labor, midiscriminate killings and 
human rights violations are still being com- 
mitted on a wide scale by the SLORC army 
troops. Cease-fire agreements between the 
SLORC and the ethnic groups, remain to be 
a temporary arrangement without any 
progress toward agreement for lasting peace 
and stability. In the case of Karemi, hos- 
tilities have broken out again as the SLORC 
troops violated the cease-fire terms. 

With regard to us. the SLORC has been 
avoiding with excuses the materializing of 
talks, while it has been massing 101 battal- 
ions of troops against our areas. Military op- 
erations have already begun in some of our 
areas even when the rainy season is in full 
force. This shows that the SLORC's so-called 
“policy of national reconciliation” is only an 
expedient measure in its attempt to 
perpemate the military dictatorship. 

In conclusion, we would like’to say that we 
are firm in our support for you with regard 
to your effort to have trade sanctions im- 
posed on Burma. We pray for your success 
and send our best wishes and regards to you 
and our colleagues. 

Sincerely, 
Saw Bo Mya, 
President. 
UNITED FRONT FOR DEMOCRACY 
AND HUMAN RIGHTS IN BURMA, 
North Potomac, MD, July 10, 1995. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
U.S. Senator, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SENATOR: On behalf of the Unit- 
ed Front for Democracy and Human Rights 
in Burma and its affiliated organizations 
such as Burma America Fund, Burma-Can- 
ada Society and the United States of Burma 
Relief Fund Committee, as well as the people 
of Burma inside and outside the country, I 
wish to convey our most sincere appreciation 
of the continuing efforts you have been mak- 
ing for the down-trodden peoples of Burma. 

In particular, we would like to express our 
appreciation of the bill to impose trade and 
economic sanctions against the military re- 
gime in Burma. We understand that you will 
go ahead with the sanction bill as you said it 
would be more important than ever to main- 
tain the pressure on the SLORC to fully im- 
plement the results of the 1990 election, and 
to restore democracy and human rights to 
Burma. We agree with you entirely that the 
release of Daw Aung San Suu Kyi alone 
would not solve the problems in Burma, Still 
there are hundreds of political prisoners 
being detained and the military is still con- 
tinuing its reckless campaign against the 
ethnic minorities, in particular the Karennis 
with whom the SLORC signed a cease-fire 
only in March 1995. In violation of the cease- 
fire agreement, the SLORC sent four battal- 
ions into the cease-fire designated area and 
fighting is now going on between the SLORC 
troops and the Karennis. 
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While we welcome with great pleasure the 
release of Daw Aung San Suu Kyi, the sym- 
bol of Burma’s democracy movement, we feel 
that this is just a beginning in the long proc- 
ess of peace-making and restoration of 
human rights and national reconciliation in 
Burma. With the history of the cunning tac- 
tics that has been used by the brutal regime, 
we have to wait and see if the SLORC is 
going to change its ways to bring about gen- 
uine democracy and follow a national rec- 
onciliation process that will lead to the 
early establishment of a genuine democratic 
government by immediately transferring the 
administration to the elected representa- 
tives of the 1990 elections and to form an in- 
terim government led by Daw Aung San Suu 
Kyi, who is the only Burmese national leader 
loved and respected by all the peoples of 


Burma. 

Until it is definite that the democracy 
process is assured, just as in South Africa 
after the release of Nelson Mandela, the 
sanctions that you proposed should be im- 
posed. We are confident that the inter- 
national community would agree with this 

approach. 

ШТА wish to repeat our wholehearted sup- 
port of your efforts and thank you again for 
your unrelentless efforts for the cause of de- 
mocracy and human rights in Burma and 
elsewhere in the world. 

Yours sincerely, 
U BA THAUNG, 
Chairman. 
HUNTSVILLE, TEXAS, 
July 6, 1995. 
Senator MITCH MCCONNELL, 
Russell Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCONNELL: I wish to take 
this opportunity to offer my support to the 
initiative you are preparing to undertake on 
behalf of my sister laureate Aung San Suu 

and the people of Burma. It has been 
brought to my attention that you intend to 
introduce legislation on July 11, 1995 which 
will ban all U.S. foreign investment in 
Burma. 

On June 26, 1995, while commemorating the 
50th Anniversary of the United Nations, 
Bishop Desmond Tutu, Lech Walesa, Oscar 
Arias Sanchez and myself presented a letter 
to the United Nations which included the 
signatures of seven other Laureates asking 
for the release of Daw Suu. The letter stated, 
“She has endured six long years of solitary 
detention without trial at the hands of the 
military regime. There is no sign at all of 
her release. We resolutely oppose political 
oppression disguised as criminal detention.” 
Bishop Tutu, in a statement to a forum at 
the UN Anniversary called for sanctions to 
be imposed on Burma. 

This legislative initiative is long overdue 
and will play a critical role in bringing about 
a transfer of power to the democratically 
elected 1990 representatives, allowing them 
to take their rightful (and legitimate) seats 
in parliament. 

I offer congratulations for implementing 
this endeavor and hope that your colleagues 
in the Senate will join you in this worthy ef- 
fort which I hope will lead to a political dia- 
logue and settlement of the Burma conflict 
and, most importantly, democracy in Burma. 

Most sincerely, 
BETTY WILLIAMS, 
Nobel Laureate 1976. 
AMENDMENT NO, 2754 

At an appropriate place in the bill add the 
following new section: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THAILAND. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol- 
lowing findings— 
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(1) the Royal Thai Government has had a 
policy of not supporting or cooperating with 
the Khmer Rouge; and 

(2) Thailand is host to large numbers of 
persons displaced from neighboring coun- 
tries, including Burma, placing a significant 
burden on Thailand’s economy. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the President should— 

(1) affirm to the Royal Thai Government 
the support of the United States for that 
Government’s policy not to support or co- 
operate with the Khmer Rouge and encour- 
age the Royal Thai Government to prosecute 
vigorously its efforts to prevent cooperation 
between individual members of the Royal 
a Armed forces and the Khmer Rouge; 
an 

(2) take appropriate steps to assist the 
Royal Thai Government in providing and fa- 
cilitating relief to displaced persons from 
Burma and other neighboring countries and 
to encourage that Government to fully co- 
operate in such relief efforts. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, last year, 
Mr. President, the foreign operations 
conference report contained a provi- 
sion that caused serious difficulties in 
our relationship with Thailand. 

The provision conditioned military 
education and training for Thailand 
and required a report on the Thai mili- 
tary’s support for the Khmer Rouge. 

This provision was viewed by in Thai- 
land as a ban on military education 
and training and an accusation that 
the Government of Thailand was pro- 
viding support for the Khmer Rouge. 
The provision was, in fact, somewhat 
more subtle than that, but this was 
nonetheless the perception in Thailand 
and was the basis for the Thai reaction. 

This came at a sensitive time in 
United States-Thai military relations, 
as the United States sought Thai ap- 
proval to deploy six Army 
prepositioning ships off the Thai coast 
to support potential combat operations 
in Korea or the Persian Gulf. As chair- 
man of the Seapower Subcommittee of 
the Armed Services Committee, which 
is responsible for projection forces such 
as these Army prepo ships, I can assure 
Members of the Senate that 
prepositioning more equipment in Asia 
is critical to defend our interests. 

If we had not cut the Defense budget 
for 11 straight years, perhaps we could 
afford to preposition such equipment in 
both the Persian Gulf and Korea. But 
we only have the money for one set of 
equipment, and so we must deploy it in 
a location where it can swing in a short 
time to either Korea or the gulf. 

The United States military—and the 
Thai military—were quite optimistic 
that Thai approval could be obtained 
for putting these prepo ships off the 
shores of Thailand, a long-time ally. 
But the issue became a political hot 
potato in Bangkok and our request was 
denied. 

The foreign operations provision on 
IMET and the Khmer Rouge was not 
the only factor in making this politi- 
cally sensitive in Thailand, but it was 
a factor. I was in Bangkok imme- 
diately after the Thai denial and know 
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that the foreign operations provision 
drew great attention in the Thai media 
and great resentment in the Thai Gov- 
ernment, which unfortunately was ex- 
acerbated by similar accusations about 
Thai Government support to the 
Khmer Rouge from an Australian offi- 
cial. 

Beside contributing to the denial of 
the request to preposition ships, the 
foreign operations provision nearly led 
Thailand to terminate its support for 
our military advisory group in Thai- 
land, which is responsible for arranging 
Thai purchase of United States-pro- 
duced military equipment. 

The great irony is that the concern 
about Thai Government support to the 
Khmer Rouge is off target. Thai Gov- 
ernment support for the Khmer Rouge 
was a legitimate concern at one time. 
But well before the foreign operations 
provision was enacted, the Government 
of Thailand adopted a policy of not 
supporting or cooperating with the 
Khmer Rouge. United States officials 
in the best position to know confirm 
that the Thai Government has adhered 
to this policy. Thus the Thai Govern- 
ment and the Thai people have a rea- 
sonable basis for being upset when ac- 
cusations are made. 

As one Thai official told reporters at 
the time, 

One has to wonder at the American timing. 
They come here asking for a tremendous 
favor at a time when their Congress is 
threatening us over what we believe to be a 
nonissue. 

I do not mean to suggest that there 
are no Thai military personnel engag- 
ing in any cooperation with members 
of the Khmer Rouge. We can, should, 
and are encouraging the Thai Govern- 
ment to work energetically to prevent 
such cooperation by individuals or 
groups of personnel deployed in the 
field. But our military alliance with 
Thailand, the value of which stretches 
from the oil fields of the Persian Gulf 
through the booming economies and 
vital sealanes of Southeast Asia to the 
Korean DMZ, cannot be made a hostage 
to such freelancing. 

Are we going to suspend military co- 
operation with certain NATO allies be- 
cause, according to credible press re- 
ports, some of their troops deployed as 
peacekeepers in Bosnia have engaged 
in unprofessional and even heinous 
acts? 

And so, Mr. President, rather than 
repeating last year’s mistake by gratu- 
itously and even mistakenly criticizing 
the Thai Government, we should cor- 
rect the record. 

Similar considerations apply on the 
question of Burmese migrants in Thai- 
land. Last year’s foreign operations bill 
required a report on the Thai Govern- 
ment’s efforts to impede support for 
Burmese democracy advocates, exiles, 
and refugees, and did so in a way that 
seemed to link this issue to the imposi- 
tion of conditions on Thailand’s par- 
ticipation in IMET. 
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The bill completely ignored the 
heavy burden imposed on Thailand’s 
economy over a period of many years 
by the large numbers of Burmese and 
migrants and refugees from other coun- 
tries in the region who have made their 
way to Thailand. The bill completely 
ignored the assistance Thailand is pro- 
viding to these migrants and refugees, 
as well as Thai facilitation of the as- 
sistance provided by private and inter- 
national relief agencies. 

Mr. President, I would like to quote 
from some official statements about 
Thailand’s treatment of displaced per- 
sons. 

State Department spokewoman 
Christine Shelley, January 1995: 

It has been Thai policy over the years to 
provide refuge to displaced persons, includ- 
ing Burmese, for as long as it is unsafe for 
them to return to their place of origin. We 
commend the Thai for this humanitarian 
policy. 

The Foreign Minister of Australia, 
January 1995: 

Thailand has a good record of sheltering 
previous waves of Burma border-crossers. 

The United Nations High Commis- 
sioner for Refugees’ Representative in 
Thailand, January 1995: 

Permit me to express to ... the Royal 
Thai Government the international commu- 
nity’s gratitude for the temporary asylum 
and assistance that Thailand is providing in 
the border area with (Burma), until such 
time as conditions in that country are con- 
ducive to the return of the affected popu- 
lation in conditions of safety and dignity. 

A coalition of human rights groups in 
Burma and international human rights 
groups, February 1995: 

We thank the Royal Thai Government for 
their magnanimous and benevolent treat- 
ment of the thousands of Burmese refugees 
taking shelter on Thai territory. 

In direct response to the accusations 
of Thai Government interference with 
relief to displaced Burmese, Secretary 
of State Christopher earlier this year 
reported to the Congress that: 

Royal Thai Government treatment of Bur- 
mese democracy advocates, exiles, and refu- 
gees is generally humane and in accord with 
international norms. The Royal Thai Gov- 
ernment does not, as a matter of policy or 
practice, impede humanitarian support for 
non-combatant Burmese in Thailand. 

Thailand may not do everything for 
the 200,000 Burmese migrants and refu- 
gees that some might like, including 
allowing the use of Thailand as the 
launching pad for political attacks on a 
well-armed neighbor with whom Bang- 
kok has no choice but to maintain a 
constructive relationship. While it is 
easy for to tweek Burmese generals 
from Washington, the Thais do not 
have a buffer of 12 time zones. 

I would also note that Thailand has 
adhered to the Comprehensive Plan of 
Action, the U.N.-sponsored plan for 
handling Vietnamese and other mi- 
grants and refugees in the region. In 
contrast, the 104th Congress has called 
the CPA into question, triggering riots 
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at migrant camps across Southeast 
Asia. Yet some think it appropriate for 
Congress to freeze United States aid 
and cooperation with Bangkok until it 
improves its treatment of migrants in 
Thailand. 

Throughout Southeast Asia the ques- 
tion of whether America intends to re- 
main engaged is asked constantly by 
political, business, and military lead- 
ers who must calculate with which big 
power to cast their lot. Clearly, Mr. 
President, if this is the way we treat 
our allies in the region, few will view 
us as reliable or even reasonable part- 
ners. 

Accordingly, Mr. President, I am of- 
fering this amendment. After last 
year’s mistake by Congress, it would 
set the record straight by acknowledg- 
ing that the Government of Thailand 
has had a policy of not supporting or 
cooperating with the Khmer Rouge and 
is host to large numbers of displaced 
persons from neighboring countries, 
placing a significant burden on the 
Thai economy. 

It also expresses the sense of the Sen- 
ate that the President should affirm to 
the newly elected Thai Government 
United States support for this Thai 
policy, established by the last govern- 
ment, against the Khmer Rouge. It also 
calls on the President to encourage the 
Thai Government to vigorously pursue 
efforts to prevent freelancers in the 
military from violating this policy. 

With regard to Burmese in Thailand, 
the amendment would call on the 
President to encourage Thailand to 
fully cooperate with relief efforts. And, 
since it is not enough to criticize and 
cajole, it would call on the President to 
take appropriate steps to assist Thai- 
land in such efforts. 

I believe that this is a more construc- 
tive approach than gratuitously and 
even erroneously slamming the Thai 
Government, and I hope that it will 
help to salve some of the wounds from 
last year’s ill-considered provision. 

I urge Senators to support this 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2155 

Add the following new Section to Title V: 
EXTENSION OF TIED AID CREDIT PROGRAM AND 

AUTHORITY TO CONDUCT A DEMONSTRATION 

PROJECT 
SEC. . EXTENSION OF TIED AID CREDIT PRO- 

GRAM. 

(a) Section 10(c)(2) of the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635i-3(c)(2)) is 
amended by striking “1995” and inserting 
“1997”. 

(b) Section 10(e) of the Export-Import Bank 
Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635i-3(e)) is amended by 
striking “1993, 1994, and 1995” and inserting 
1996 and 1997”, 

SEC. 102. AUTHORITY ТО CONDUCT А DEM- 
ONSTRATION PROJECT. 

(a) Notwithstanding section 4701(a)(1)(A) of 
title 5, United States Code, the Export-Im- 
port Bank of the United States may conduct 
a demonstration project in accordance with 
section 4703 of such title 5. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2756 

On page 45, line 4, after the word funds“ 

insert the following: 
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“Provided further, That of the funds appro- 
priated under this heading, not less than 
$1,000,000 shall be тайв available to 
UNIFEM. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2757 
At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 


CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS REVIEW 


(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) On September 26, 1994, the President de- 
clared that it is a goal of the United States 
to eventually eliminate antipersonnel land- 
mines. 

(2) On December 15, 1994, the United Na- 
tions General Assembly adopted a resolution 
sponsored by the United States which called 
for international efforts to eliminate anti- 
personnel landmines. 

(3) According to the Department of State, 
there are an estimated 80,000,000 to 110,000,000 
unexploded landmines in 62 countries. 

(4) Antipersonnel landmines are routinely 
used against civilian populations and kill 
and maim an estimated 70 people each day, 
or 26,000 people each year. 

(5) The Secretary of State has noted that 
landmines are ‘‘slow-motion weapons of mass 
destruction". 

(6) There are hundreds of varieties of anti- 
personnel landmines, from a simple type 
available at a cost of only two dollars to the 
more complex self-destructing type, and all 
landmines of whatever variety kill and maim 
civilians, as well as combatants, indiscrimi- 
nately. 

(b) CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS CONVENTION 
REVIEW.—It is the sense of Congress that, at 
the United Nations conference to review the 
1980 Conventional Weapons Convention, in- 
cluding Protocol II on landmines, that is to 
be held from September 25 to October 13, 
1995, the President should actively support 
proposals to modify Protocol II that would 
implement as rapidly as possible the United 
States goal of eventually eliminating anti- 
personnel landmines. 

(c) MORATORIUM ON USE OF ANTIPERSONNEL 
LANDMINES.—(1) UNITED STATES MORATO- 
RIUM.—(A) For a period of one year beginning 
three years after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the United States shall not use 
antipersonnel landmines except along inter- 
nationally recognized national borders or in 
demilitarized zones within а perimeter 
marked area that is monitored by military 
personnel and protected by adequate means 
to ensure the exclusion of civilians. 

(B) If the President determines, before the 
end of the one year period of the United 
States moratorium under subparagraph (A), 
that the governments of other nations are 
implementing moratoria on use of anti- 
personnel landmines similar to the United 
States moratorium, the President may ex- 
tend the period for the United States mora- 
torium for such additional period as the 
President considers appropriate. 

(2) OTHER NATIONS.—It is the sense of Con- 
gress that the President should actively en- 
courage the governments of other nations to 
join the United States in solving the global 
landmine crisis by implementing moratoria 
on use of antipersonnel landmines similar to 
the United States moratorium as a step to- 
ward the elimination of antipersonnel! land- 
mines. 

(d) ANTIPERSONNEL LANDMINE EXPORTS.—It 
is the sense of Congress that, consistent with 
the United States moratorium on exports of 
antipersonnel landmines and in order to fur- 
ther discourage the global proliferation of 
antipersonnel landmines, the United States 
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Government should not sell, license for ex- 
port, or otherwise transfer defense articles 
and services to any foreign government 
which, as determined by the President, sells, 
exports, or otherwise transfers antipersonnel 
landmines. 

(е) DEFINITIONS.— 

For purposes of this Act: 

(1) ANTIPERSONNEL LANDMINE.—(A) The 
term “antipersonnel landmine” means апу 
munition placed under, on, or near the 
ground or other surface area, delivered by ar- 
tillery, rocket, mortar, or similar means, or 
dropped from an aircraft and which is de- 
signed, constructed, or adapted to be deto- 
nated or exploded by the presence, proxim- 
ity, or contact of a person. 

(В) The term “antipersonnel landmine” 
does not include command detonated Clay- 
more munitions. 

(2) 1980 CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS . CONVEN- 
TION.—The term 1980 Conventional Weapons 
Convention“ means the Convention on Pro- 
hibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Cer- 
tain Conventional Weapons Which May Be 
Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to 
Have Indiscriminate Effects, together with 
the protocols relating thereto, done at Gene- 
va on October 10, 1980. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2758 


(Purpose: To extend the authority to admin- 
ister au pair programs through fiscal year 
1999.) 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. EXTENSION OF AU PAIR PROGRAMS. 
Section 8 of the Eisenhower Exchange Fel- 

lowship Act of 1990 is amended in the last 

sentence by striking “fiscal year 1995” and 

inserting fiscal year 1998”, 

AMENDMENT NO. 2759 
Funds appropriated by this Act may be ob- 
ligated and expended notwithstanding sec- 
tion 10 of Public Law 91-672 and section 15 of 
the State Department Basic Authorities Act 
of 1956; Provided, That this section shall not 
apply with respect to any accounts for which 

a general authorization of appropriations for 

fiscal year 1996 is enacted in law on or before 

April 1, 1996. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2760 

(Purpose: To limit the availability of funds 
for the Government of Haiti until certain 
human rights conditions are met, and for 
other purposes) 

At the end of the last committee amend- 
ment, insert the following: 

SEC, , LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE FOR 

HAITI. 


(а) LIMITATION—None of the funds appro- 
priated or otherwise made available by this 
Act or any other Act may be furnished to the 
Government of Haiti until the President de- 
termines and reports in writing to the Con- 
gress that— 

(1) the government of Haiti has conducted 
or is conducting a thorough and professional 
investigation into, and prosecution of those 
responsible for the murder of Mireille 
Durocher de Bertin on March 28, 1995, and 
other possible cases of political or 
extrajudicial killings, including the 20 cases 
of “commando-style executions” cited by 
the United Nations/Organization of Amer- 
ican States International Civilian Mission in 
Haiti on September 12, 1995; 

(2)(A) the police and security forces of 
Haiti are not assassinating or abducting ci- 
vilians, are not engaging in other acts of vio- 
lence directed at civilians, and are control- 
ling such activities by elements subject to 
the control of those forces; or 
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(B) the government of Haiti is investigat- 
ing effectively the members within its police 
and security forces engaged in acts of vio- 
lence against civilians, and has put in place 
effective policies to deter and punish such 
activities in the future. 

(3) the Government of Haiti has actively 
sought and encouraged a law enforcement 
service from outside Haiti to assist and mon- 
itor investigators of the Government of Haiti 
in their investigation of the murders cited in 
section (i) above; and 

(АХА) the Government of Haiti has cooper- 
ated fully and in a timely fashion with U.S. 
Federal Bureau of Investigation efforts to in- 
vestigate the murder of Mireille Durocher de 
Bertin, including providing access to Haitian 
government employees in a manner which 
facilitates prosecution of those responsible 
for her murder; or 

(B) the Government of Haiti has not co- 
operated fully and in a timely fashion with 
U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation efforts 
to investigate the murder of Mireille 
Durocher de Bertin, including providing ac- 
cess to Haitian government employees in a 
manner which facilitates prosecution of 
those responsible for her murder, in which 
case the President shall submit a detailed 
accounting of the areas of non-cooperation 
and his assessment of all the reasons for 
such non-cooperation by the government of 
Haiti. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after 
enactment of this section, the President 
shall report to the appropriate committees 
of Congress, based on information available 
to him, on the identity or identities of those 
responsible for the murder and any subse- 
quent coverup, and on the status of the Gov- 
ernment of Haiti's investigation of: 

(1) the murder of American citizen Richard 
Andre Emmanuel on February 13, 1991; 

(2) the murders of Bastian Desrosiers, Ste- 
venson Desrosiers, Jacques Nelio, Pierre 
Schiller and Louis Walky on July 26, 1991; 

(3) the murder of Reverend Sylvio Claude 
on September 17, 1991; 

(4) the murder of Roger Lanfontant on Sep- 
tember 29, 1991; 

(5) the murder of Antoine Izmery on Sep- 
tember 11, 1993; and 

(6) the murder of Minister of Justice Guy 
Malary on October 14, 1993. 

(c) HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to restrict the 
provision of humanitarian or electoral as- 
sistance to the Haitian people by non-gov- 
ernmental or private voluntary organiza- 
tions. 

(а) WAIVER.—The President may waive the 
requirements of this section if he determines 
and certifies to the appropriate committees 
of Congress that it is necessary to facilitate 
the safe and timely withdrawal of American 
forces from Haiti. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it has been 
almost exactly 1 year since the United 
States sent military forces to restore 
President Aristide to Haiti. The pur- 
pose of U.S. military intervention was 
to promote democracy and increase ob- 
servance of human rights. President 
Clinton argued that American national 
security interests were at stake in 
Haiti. I disagreed with President Clin- 
ton, and I opposed U.S. military inter- 
vention in Haiti. 

Many of us were concerned that the 
invasion and occupation of Haiti would 
not substantially change Haiti, and 
could lead to unnecessary casualties. 
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We were also concerned that it could be 
very difficult to withdraw American 
forces once committed to Haiti. 

We should be clear about what Amer- 
ican intervention has achieved—Cedras 
and the thugs that ran Haiti for 3 years 
are gone. Human rights violations have 
decreased. The lifting of the economic 
embargo on Haiti has resulted in some 
economic activity, and thanks to the 
professionalism and bravery of Amer- 
ican Armed Forces, American casual- 
ties have been limited. However, one 
American soldier, Sgt. lst Class Greg- 
ory D. Cardott, 36, was shot to death 
January 12 in Gonaives, Haiti. 

Mr. President, we should also be 
clear about the lack of success in the 
American intervention in Haiti. The 
stated purpose of American interven- 
tion in Haiti was to restore democ- 
racy—not just to restore Aristide, but 
to restore democracy. Elections have 
been held, but Haiti has failed the 
democratic test. The initial June 25 
elections were, by objective accounts, 
deeply flawed. A report from the Carter 
Center and former National Security 
Council member Robert Pastor con- 
cluded: Of the 13 elections that I have 
observed, the June 25 Hatian elections 
were the most disastrous technically, 
with the most insecure count.’’ Pastor 
further states that he witnessed the 
compromise of one-third of the ballot 
boxes in Рог%-ал-Ргіпсе.” Pastor con- 
cludes that the international commu- 
nity will not help Haiti’s democratic 
process by being silent or dishonest. It 
has a responsibility to insist that the 
parties’ concerns be effectively ad- 
dressed.“ The OAS concluded that it 
could not determine whether the elec- 
tion was free and fair. 

The human rights situation in Haiti 
is not something America should be 
proud of. The joint United Nations Or- 
ganization of American States Inter- 
national Civilian Mission in Haiti has 
identified some 20 cases of commando- 
style” executions in which theft does 
not seem to have been the motive. 
Some might argue that Haiti should 
not be held to a high standard, or that 
there have not been enough killings to 
be concerned. I disagree. The standard 
should be much higher for a country 
which was invaded and occupied by 
American military forces. The Govern- 
ment of Haiti was put in place by 
American military power. That makes 
the situation fundamentally different 
from a country like El Salvador where 
we simply provided military assist- 
ance. 

Mr. President, the American people 
have seen more than $2 billion of their 
tax dollars go to the Hatian operation. 
All this amendment says is do not send 
any more money to the Hatian Govern- 
ment unless the President certifies 
they are not conducting political assas- 
sinations. The amendment is modeled 
after many similar provisions sup- 
ported by Democrats throughout the 
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1980’s. In addition to certification on 
political killings by Haitian Govern- 
ment forces, it addresses the issue of 
Haitian cooperation with the ЕБІ. Оп 
March 28, 1995, a Haitian political oppo- 
nent of President Aristide was killed in 
broad daylight. President Clinton 
promptly offered the services of the 
FBI to investigate the brutal slaying. 
At one time, 20 FBI special agents were 
in Haiti. The result of their efforts— 
the Government of Haiti stonewalled, 
harassed, and refused cooperation. A 
high-priced Miami law firm suddenly 
entered the picture to represent mem- 
bers of the Haitian Government forces 
that the FBI sought to interview. And 
yesterday, the Government of Haiti re- 
leased four Haitians charged with the 
crime for “lack of evidence." This is 
not justice, this is an outrage. This is 
not good faith, it is an affront to the 
risks undertaken by the men and 
women of the American Armed Forces 
to democratize Haiti. 

My amendment says enough is 
enough. No aid unless our concerns are 
met. I urge its adoption and ask unani- 
mous consent that the September 20 
Reuters article dealing with the death 
of Mireille Durocher Bertin and the re- 
lease of the suspects be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FOUR HAITIAN SUSPECTS FREED FOR LACK OF 
EVIDENCE 

PORT-AU-PRINCE.—Four people arrested six 
months ago in connection with the killing of 
a leading opponent of Haitian President 
Jean-Bertrand Aristide were freed Tuesday 
for lack of evidence, diplomatic and family 
sources said. 

Those freed included brothers Eddy and 
Patrick Moise, members of the Front for 
United Militants, a far-left paramilitary 
group with alleged ties to Libya, who were 
arrested March 19 for allegedly plotting to 
kill lawyer Mireille Durocher Bertin. 

An ardent defender of former military 
chief Lt. Gen. Raoul Cedras, Bertin and a cli- 
ent of hers, Eugene Baillergeau, were gunned 
down on a busy street in the capital March 
28—nine days after the arrest of the Moise 
brothers. 

“It doesn’t mean they are not guilty,” said 
a diplomat, who spoke on condition of ano- 
nymity. “But there is just no evidence, no 
evidence acceptable in a court of law.” 

Also freed were Haitian-American Claude 
Douge and his wife Evelyn. 

“If anything had happened to these people 
in jail it would have been a huge embarrass- 
ment for the government,” the diplomat 
noted. 

The spectacular daytime killing prompted 
alarm among Republicans in the U.S. Con- 
gress that Aristide, ousted in a 1991 coup, 
may have sanctioned acts of vengeance 
against his political opponents since his res- 
toration to office by U.S.-led multinational 
troops in October. 

But F.B.I. investigators who arrived іп 
Haiti a day after the double assassination 
have not turned up any findings and dip- 
lomats say there is no evidence linking 
Aristide to a recent string of professional- 
style murders. 
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The decision to release the four detainees 
came a few days after two former army sup- 
porters, imprisoned on charges of plotting to 
destabilize the government during pre-Lent- 
en carnival celebrations, were also freed for 
lack of evidence. 

Observers said the government was re- 
sponding to pressures from human rights 
groups and Republicans in Congress who 
have repeatedly threatened to cut aid to the 
Aristide government. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2761 
(Purpose: To increase the total value of de- 
fense articles and defense services which 
may be transferred to the Government of 

Bosnia and Herzegovina under the legisla- 

tion) 

In subsection (b) of the section entitled 
“AUTHORITY TO ASSIST BOSNIA-HERZEGOVINA”, 
strike 350,000,000 and insert “5100,000,000”. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment which would amend Sec- 
tion 540(b) to increase the Department 
of Defense draw down authority in this 
bill for Bosnia and Herzegovina from 
$50 million to $100 million. I am joined 
by the distinguished chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, and the 
distinguished Senator from Connecti- 
cut, Senator LIEBERMAN. This author- 
ity could be exercised pursuant to ei- 
ther a lifting of the United Nations 
arms embargo on Bosnia or a unilat- 
eral lifting of the United States arms 
embargo. 

Mr. President, there is no doubt that 
the majority—an overwhelming major- 
ity—of the United States Congress sup- 
ports lifting the arms embargo on 
Bosnia. And there should be no doubt 
that some time in the not so distant 
future the arms embargo will be lifted. 
Under what circumstances, I am not 
certain. It will depend on developments 
over the next couple of weeks. 

Nevertheless, we need to be prepared 
to provide the Bosnians with meaning- 
ful military assistance—whether in the 
context of continued fighting or as part 
of a settlement. In spite of the recent 
administration euphoria over prospects 
for peace, according to news reports 
today the Bosnian Serbs violated the 
no-fly zone and conducted air strikes 
on Bosnian and Croat positions. These 
planes reportedly came from Banja 
Luka airfield—which escaped the wrath 
of the NATO bombing campaign. The 
fact is that the war is not over. 

Passage of this measure will also fa- 
cilitate Senate consideration of the 
Multilateral Bosnia and Herzegovina 
Self-Defense Fund—introduced by 
Chairman HELMS—which would create 
a multilateral fund for contributions 
from the United States and other coun- 
tries for the defense of Bosnia. These 
contributions of equipment or financial 
aid would be held in a U.S. chaired fund 
until the U.S. arms embargo is lifted. 

Mr. President, the arms embargo has 
prolonged the war in Bosnia. If it had 
been lifted 3% years ago, the war would 
have been over—with far less suffering. 
Moreover, a couple weeks of NATO air 
strikes do not substitute for allowing a 
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sovereign nation to defend itself. This 
issue may be delayed, but cannot be 
avoided. 

I hope that my colleagues will sup- 
port this measure, as they have sup- 
ported lifting the arms embargo on 
Bosnia. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2762 


(Purpose: To establish the Croatian-Amer- 
ican Enterprise Fund and make available 
funds to support the Fund) 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

(a) DESIGNATION OF FUND.—The President 
shall designate a private, nonprofit organiza- 
tion as eligible to receive funds and support 
pursuant to this section with respect to Cro- 
atia in the same manner and with the same 
limitations as set forth in section 201(d) of 
the Support for East European Democracy 
(SEED) Act of 1989. Such organization shall 
be known as the “Сгоабап-Атегісап Enter- 
prise Fund“. 

(b) APPLICATION OF SEED AcT.—Except as 
otherwise specifically provided in this sec- 
tion, the provisions contained in section 201 
of the Support for East European Democracy 
(SEED) Act of 1989 (excluding the authoriza- 
tions of appropriations provided in sub- 
section (b) of that section) shall apply to the 
Croatian-American Enterprise Fund. The of- 
ficers, members, or employees of the Cro- 
atian-American Enterprise Fund shall enjoy 
the same status under law that is applicable 
to officers, members, or employees of the En- 
terprise Funds for Poland and Hungary under 
the Support for East European Democracy 
(SEED) Act of 1989. 

(с) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—(1) 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the President for purposes of this section, in 
addition to funds otherwise available for 
such purposes, $12,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 
to fund the Croatian-American Enterprise 
Fund established under subsection (a). 

(2) Funds appropriated under this sub- 
section are authorized to remain available 
until expended. 

(d) APPROPRIATIONS.—Of the funds appro- 
priated or otherwise made available by this 
Act under the heading entitled ‘ASSISTANCE 
FOR EASTERN EUROPE AND THE BALTIC 
STATES“, $12,000,000 shall be available only to 
support the Croatian-American Fund estab- 
lished by subsection (a). 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I rise to 
offer an amendment, together with the 
distinguished Senator from Utah, Sen- 
ator HATCH, which would create an en- 
terprise fund for Croatia and makes 
available $12 million for that purpose. 

Much has changed in Croatia over 
the past few months. Less than 5 per- 
cent of Croatian territory is not under 
the Government’s control. As a result, 
the number of displaced persons is rap- 
idly dwindling. 

It seems to me that with the situa- 
tion in Croatia normalizing, with the 
return of displaced persons to their 
hometowns and villages, that an enter- 
prise fund could make a significant 
contribution to Croatia’s economy. 
Moreover, it would do so in a way that 
would promote free enterprise and a 
market economy—American values. 

Mr. President, this Croatian-Amer- 
ican enterprise fund would offer hope 
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and opportunity to the average Cro- 
atian—whether he or she is a would-be 
restauranteur or shopowner. Croatia 
has a lot of economic potential—next 
year should be a big year for Croatia's 
tourist industry, in particular. 

I would also like to point out that 
the Croatian-American community in 
the United States has distinguished it- 
self in many business sectors and will 
prove to be a rich source of support and 
expertise for the Croatian-American 
enterprise fund. 

Mr. President, I believe that the time 
is right for establishing this fund and I 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2763 
(Purpose: To earmark funds for humani- 
tarian assistance to the former Yugo- 
slavia) 

Before the period at the end of the heading 
entitled “INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSIST- 
ANCE”’, insert the following: “: Provided, That 
of the amount appropriated under this head- 
ing, $40,000,000 should be available only for 
emergency humanitarian assistance to the 
former Yugoslavia, of which amount not less 
than $6,000,000 shall be available only for hu- 
manitarian assistance to Ковоуа”. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment which would earmark $40 
million for emergency humanitarian 
assistance to the former Yugoslavia 
with no less than $6 million of that 
amount for Kosova. 

While there is some new optimism 
about the prospects for a settlement in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, the humani- 
tarian situation remains grim for large 
segments of the population of the 
former Yugoslavia. Winter is fast ap- 
proaching. Life in Sarajevo is still one 
of minimum subsistence. Gorazde is a 
large refugee camp surrounded by hos- 
tile forces. Thousands of refugees are 
flooding the town of Banja Luka. 

The bottom line is that even if a 
peace settlement were signed tomor- 
row, the humanitarian situation in 
Bosnia would not repair itself over- 
night—nor over the next few weeks and 
months. The humanitarian crisis will 
remain with us for the foreseeable fu- 
ture. 

Furthermore, a peace settlement 
along the lines pursued by the adminis- 
tration would not address Kosova—a 
serious error from my perspective. In 
Kosova, 2 million Albanians continue 
to live as they have for the past 6 
years—under martial law, without jobs 
and without enough food and medicine. 

And so, I believe that we must do 
what we can to ensure that the people 
of the former Yugoslavia, particularly 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosova, 
are provided with food and medicine to 
relieve their suffering. 

I trust that my colleagues will sup- 
port this amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2764 
(Purpose: To impose sanctions against 
countries harboring war criminals) 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 
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SEC. . SANCTIONS AGAINST COUNTRIES HAR- 
BORING WAR CRIMINALS. 

(a) BILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—Assistance 
may not be provided in any fiscal year under 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 or the 
Arms Export Control Act for any country de- 
scribed in subsection (о). 

(b) MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary of the Treasury shall instruct the 
United States executive directors of the 
international financial institutions each fis- 
cal year to work in opposition to, and vote 
against, any extension by such institutions 
of financing or financial or technical assist- 
ance to any country described in subsection 
(о). 
(с) SANCTIONED COUNTRIES.—A country de- 
scribed in this subsection is a country the 
government of which permits entry into or 
presence in the territory of such country to 
any person— 

(1) who has been indicted by the Inter- 
national Criminal Tribunal for the former 
Yugoslavia, the International Criminal Tri- 
bunal for Rwanda, or any other international 
tribunal with similar standing under inter- 
national law, or 

(2) who has been indicted for war crimes or 
crimes against humanity committed during 
the period beginning March 23, 1933 and end- 
ing on May 8, 1945 under the direction of, or 
in association with— 

(A) the Nazi government of Germany; 

(B) any government in any area occupied 
by the military forces of the Nazi govern- 
ment of Germany; 4 

(С) any government which was established 
with the assistance or cooperation of the 
Nazi government of Germany; or 

(D) any government which was an ally of 
the Nazi government of Germany. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section— 

(1) the term international financial insti- 
tutions” includes the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development, the Inter- 
national Development Association, the 
International Monetary Fund, the European 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development, 
the International Finance Corporation, the 
Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency, 
the Inter-American Development Bank, the 
Inter-American Investment Corporation, the 
African Development Bank, the African De- 
velopment Fund, and the Asian Development 
Bank; and 

(2) the term war crime” includes any of- 
fense which is— 

(A) а grave breach of any of the four Gene- 
va Conventions for the Protection of War 
Victims of August 12, 1949; 

(B) a violation of the Hague Convention 
(IV) Respecting the Laws and Customs of 
War on Land of October 18, 1907, or the Regu- 
lations annexed thereto; 

(C) a violation of the Convention on the 
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of 
Genocide of December 9, 1948; or 

(D) a violation of the Charter of the Inter- 
national Military Tribunal of August 8, 1945. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment which I believe is of great 
significance—and reflects our commit- 
ment to the pursuit of justice around 
the world. 

This amendment would penalize any 
country that permits entry into or per- 
mits the presence of any person in- 
dicted for war crimes. Very simply, 
this amendment would prohibit U.S. bi- 
lateral assistance or support for multi- 
lateral assistance from international 
financial institutions to any country 
that provides sanctuary to war crimi- 
nals. 
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Over the past 3 years, we have been 
witnesses to crimes against humanity. 
Courageous journalists revealed the 
horrors of starving and tortured 
Bosnian Moslems herded into con- 
centration camps at Manjaca and 
Omarska. CNN brought the haunting 
images of the Rwandan genocide into 
our living rooms. 

These crimes against humanity can- 
not be swept aside or forgotten. We 
cannot pretend not to know the truth. 
And because we know the truth, we 
have a duty to do all we can to bring 
those responsible to justice. 

The International War Crimes Tribu- 
nal for the former Yugoslavia, under 
the able leadership of Justice 
Goldstone of South Africa, has already 
handed down a number of indict- 
ments—to include Gen. Ratko Mladic, 
the commander of Bosnian Serb forces 
and Radovan Karadzic, the leader of 
the Bosnian Serbs. However, the tribu- 
nal does not have the means to pursue 
those indicted. It is up to the countries 
where these indicted war criminals re- 
side to turn them over. 

Mr. President, the provisions of this 
legislation would apply not only to war 
criminals indicted by the International 
War Crimes Tribunals for the former 
Yugoslavia and Rwanda, but to any in- 
dividuals indicted for war crimes—in- 
cluding Nazi war criminals. 

I want to bring to my colleagues at- 
tention that one of the most notorious 
Nazi war criminals, Alois Brunner, is 
still alive and believed to be residing in 
Syria—where he went around 1955. 
Brunner is the former aide to Adolf 
Eichman and has been blamed for the 
deaths of 100,000 to 120,000 Jews and 
60,000 non-Jews. His job was to ship 
prisoners under his charge to con- 
centration camps. If it is true that 
Brunner is residing in Syria, then 
Syria would be subject to the sanctions 
under this legislation. 

I hope that all of my colleagues will 
support this legislation. Passing this 
measure will send a strong message to 
war criminals that there are few places 
of safe refuge for them. It will also 
send the message to countries that pro- 
vide sanctuary to individuals indicted 
for crimes against humanity, that 
there is a significant price to pay. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2765 
(Purpose: To limit the use of funds for 

Bosnia and Herzegovina (other than for ref- 

ugee or disaster assistance) to activities in 

the territory of the Bosniac-Croat Federa- 
tion) 

On page 121, after line 24, insert the follow- 
ing new section: 

LIMITATION ON FUNDS TO THE TERRITORY OF 

THE BOSNIAC-CROAT FEDERATION. 

Sec. 605. Funds appropriated by this Act 
for activities in the internationally-recog- 
nized borders of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
(other than refugee and disaster assistance 
and assistance for restoration of infrastruc- 
ture, to include power grids, water supplies 
and natural gas) may only be made available 
for activities in the territory of the Bosniac- 
Croat Federation. 
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I rise to 
offer an amendment, together with the 
distinguished senator from Delaware, 
Senator BIDEN, which would limit the 
availability for United States assist- 
ance to Bosnia and Herzegovina—with 
the exception of humanitarian or refu- 
gee assistance—to activities in the ter- 
ritory of the Bosniac-Croat Federation. 

The purpose of this amendment is 
two-fold: to induce Bosnia to remain 
unified and to guard against United 
States assistance falling into the hands 
of war criminals. 

The fact is that the recently con- 
cluded ‘‘Agreed principles” recognizes 
two entities: the Bosniac-Croat Federa- 
tion and a Bosnian Serb Republic. 
There is no agreement on a super- 
structure to unite these entities. The 
goal of the Bosnian Serb leadership has 
been to break away from the Republic 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina. There are 
no signs that this goal has been aban- 
doned nor are there any indications 
that recognizing a Bosnian Serb repub- 
lic is not just an interim step toward a 
Greater Serbia. 

Furthermore, there are no guaran- 
tees or provisions in the “Agreed prin- 
ciples” to ensure that the Bosnian Serb 
republic will not have at its helm in- 
dicted war criminals such as Radovan 
Karadzic and General Mladic. So, if we 
do not make some provision in this leg- 
islation to take this possibility into ac- 
count, United States assistance could 
end up in the hands of those indicted 
by the International War Crimes Tribu- 
nal for the former Yugoslavia. 

Mr. President, I believe that this leg- 
islation sends a strong message of sup- 
port for a unified Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, while protecting United 
States interests. My office has been in 
contact with the Serb members of the 
Bosnian Presidency and they have indi- 
cated their support for this measure. In 
their view, this amendment if adopted 
will not only encourage Bosnian Serbs 
to remain in Bosnia, but will prevent 
United States assistance from being 
used to shore up the leadership posi- 
tions of Bosnian Serb separatists and 
war criminals. 

I hope that all of my colleagues will 
support this measure. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2766 

At an appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following new section: 

“SEC. . RUSSIAN COMPLIANCE WITH THE CFE 
TREATY AND PRIORITIES FOR MODI- 
FYING EXISTING ARMS CONTROL 
TREATIES. 

“It is the sense of the Senate that— 

“(а) the failure by the Russian Federation 
to meet any obligation under the Treaty of 
the Conventional Armed Forces in Europe 
shall constitute non-compliance with the 
Treaty; 

) the United States should insist on full 
compliance by the Russian Federation with 
all of the obligations of the Treaty on Con- 
ventional Armed Forces in Europe; 

“(с) the Treaty on Conventional Armed 
Forces in Europe provides adequate means 
by which the Russian Federation can meet 
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its claimed military requirements for treaty- 
limited equipment in the flank zone defined 
by Article V of the Treaty, including move- 
ment of equipment within the flank zone, 
temporary deployment of additional equip- 
ment to the flank zone, and the temporary 
removal of equipment from designated per- 
manent storage sites located in the flank 
zone; and". 
AMENDMENT NO. 2767 
(Purpose: To require the submission to Con- 
gress of a plan making recommendations 
for a strategic reorganization of the United 

Nations) 

On page 121, after line 24, add the following 
new section: 

PLAN RECOMMENDING A STRATEGIC 
REORGANIZATION OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

SEC. ___. (a) SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARD- 
ING UNITED NATIONS REFORM.—It is the sense 
of Congress that— 

(1) the 50th anniversary of the United Na- 
tions provides an important opportunity for 
a comprehensive review of the strengths and 
weaknesses of the United Nations and for the 
identification and implementation of 
changes in the United Nation that would im- 
prove its ability to discharge effectively the 
objectives of the United Nations set forth in 
the United Nations Charter; 

(2) the structure of the United Nations sys- 
tem, which has evolved over 50 years, should 
be subject to a comprehensive review in 
order to identify the changes to the system 
that will best serve the interests of the Unit- 
ed States and of the international commu- 


nity; 

(3) the United States, as the strongest 
member state of the United Nations, should 
lead this comprehensive review; 

(4) reforms that produce a smaller, more 
focused, more efficient United Nations with 
clearly defined missions are in the interest 
of the United States and of the United Na- 


tions; 

(5) the United States should develop a uni- 
fied position in support of reforms at the 
United Nations that are broadly supported 
by both the legislative branch and the execu- 
tive branch; 

(6) the need for reform of the United Na- 
tions is urgent; and 

(7) the failure to develop and implement 
promptly a strategic reorganization of the 
United Nations will result in a continued 
diminution of the relevance of the United 
Nations to United States foreign policy and 
to international politics generally. 

(б) UNITED NATIONS REORGANIZATION 


(1) REQUIREMENT FOR PLAN.—The President 
shall submit to Congress, together with the 
budget submitted pursuant to section 1105 of 
title 31, United States Code, for fiscal year 
1997, a plan recommending a strategic reor- 
ganization of the United Nations. 

(2) REQUIREMENT RELATING TO DEVELOP- 
MENT.—The President shall develop the plan 
in consultation with Congress. 

(3) PLAN ELEMENTS.—The plan should in- 
clude the elements described in subsection 
(c) and such other recommendations as may 
be necessary to achieve the efficient, cost-ef- 
fective conduct of the responsibilities of the 
United Nations. 

(с) CONTENTS OF REORGANIZATION PLAN.—It 
ís the sense of the Congress that the reorga- 
nization plan required by subsection (b)(1) 
should— 

(1) constitute a comprehensive statement 
of United States policy toward reform of the 
United Nations; 

(2) set forth an agenda to implement the 
reforms set forth in the plan in a timely 
manner; 
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(3) include specific proposals to achieve— 

(A) a substantial reduction in the number 
of agencies within the United Nations sys- 
tem, including proposals to consolidate, 
abolish, or restructure mechanisms for fi- 
nancing agencies of the United Nations that 
have a low priority; 

(B) the identification and strengthening of 
the core agencies of the United Nations sys- 
tem that most directly serve the objectives 
of the United Nations set forth in the United 
Nations Charter; 

(C) the increased cooperation, and the 
elimination of duplication, among United 
Nations agencies and 

(D) the consolidation of the United Nations 
technical cooperation activities between the 
United Nations Headquarters and the offices 
of the United Nations in Geneva, Switzer- 
land, including the merger of the technical 
cooperation functions of the United Nations 
Development Program (UNDP), the United 
Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), the 
United Nations Environmental Program 
(UNEP), the United Nations Industrial De- 
velopment Organization (UNIDO), the Inter- 
national Fund for Agricultural Development 
(IFAD), the United Nations Capital Develop- 
ment Fund (UNCDF), and the United Nations 
Development Fund for Women (UNIFEM); 

(E) the consolidation of the United Nations 
emergency response mechanism by merging 
the emergency functions of relevant United 
Nations agencies, including the United Na- 
tions Children’s Fund, the World Food Pro- 
gram, and the Office of the United Nations 
High Commissioner for Refugees; 

(F) a substantial reduction in, or elimi- 
nation of, the cost and number of inter- 
national conferences sponsored by the Unit- 
ed Nations; 

(G) a significant strengthening of the ad- 
ministrative and management capabilities of 
the Secretary General of the United Nations, 
including a cessation of the practice of re- 
serving top Secretariat posts for citizens of 
particular countries; 

(H) a significant increase in the openness 
to the public of the budget decision-making 
procedures of the United Nations; and 

- (I) the establishment of a truly independ- 
ent inspector general at the United Nations; 
and 

(4) include proposals to coordinate and im- 
plement proposals for reform of the United 
Nations such as those proposals set forth in 
the communique of the 218% annual summit 
of the Heads of State and Government of the 
seven major industrialized nations and the 
President of the European Commission at 
Halifax, Nova Scotia, dated June 15-17, 1995. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
rise today to offer an amendment to 
help focus our approach to reform of 
the United Nations and to ensure that 
Congress is fully involved in adminis- 
tration initiatives on this important 
matter. 

This amendment is identical to lan- 
guage that was included in S. 908, the 
State Department authorization bill, 
except I have deleted a paragraph, to 
which the administration objected, 
which would have called for a review of 
potential amendments to the U.N. 
Charter. The amendment before us fo- 
cuses exclusively on reforms that can 
be achieved without opening the char- 
ter to amendment. 

The administration has welcomed 
this initiative generally and has not 
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opposed other provisions of this amend- 
ment, which was accepted in the man- 
ager’s amendment to S. 908. When Con- 
gressman LEE HAMILTON and I outlined 
our thoughts on U.N. reform earlier 
this year, we were strongly encouraged 
by the support we received from many 
different quarters, including from the 
White House and from the majority 
leader, Senator DOLE. My hope is that 
this amendment will provide a frame- 
work for building a broad-based con- 
sensus on U.N. reform. 

This amendment has two key ele- 
ments. First, it states sense of Con- 
gress that the United States should 
lead an effort to develop and imple- 
ment reforms of the United Nations, 
and it outlines several specific reform 
proposals that should be considered. 
This not intended to be an exhaustive 
list but rather to outline several pro- 
posals that are of particular concern. 
Second, it requires that the President 
submit to Congress along with his fis- 
cal year 1997 budget a plan recommend- 
ing a strategic reorganization of the 
United Nations. It also requires that 
Congress be closely consulted as the 
administration develops this plan. 

Mr. President, I long have had a keen 
interest in reforming the United Na- 
tions. This is an effort I have under- 
taken with colleagues in both Houses 
and on both sides of the aisle. I believe 
it is imperative that we start to bring 
together the many divergent voices 
calling for U.N. reform and develop a 
single, responsible agenda for reform 
that all Americans can support. 

The language I propose today is a 
small step, but I believe it will help us 
advance toward the goal of reaching 
consensus on what reforms we believe 
the United Nations must undertake. I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments are agreed 
to, en bloc. 

So the amendments (Nos. 2734 
through 2767) were agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

MICROENTERPRISE PROGRAMS 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I 
would like to engage the distinguished 
chairman of the Appropriations Sub- 
committee on Foreign Operations, Sen- 
ator MCCONNELL, and the distinguished 
ranking member of the subcommittee, 
Senator LEAHY, in a colloquy on micro- 
enterprise programs and H.R. 1868, the 
fiscal year 1996 Foreign Operations, Ex- 
port Financing, and Related Programs 
appropriation bill. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
Senator LEAHY and I would be happy to 
discuss the provisions in the appropria- 
tions bill regarding microenterprise 
programs with the Democratic leader, 
Senator DASCHLE. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, before 
discussing the fiscal year 1996 Foreign 
Operations appropriations bill, I would 
like to express my sincere appreciation 
for the support the chairman and the 
ranking member have given micro- 
enterprise lending programs in the 
past. Their leadership in this regard 
has made it possible for microenter- 
prise programs to improve the lives of 
millions of poor people around the 
world. 

Mr. President, I understand the fiscal 
year 1996 Foreign Operations appro- 


priations bill, as approved by the Ap-_ 


propriations Committee, does not des- 
ignate a specific level of support for 
microenterprise poverty programs. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
Senator is correct. In an effort to 
maximize the President’s flexibility, 
the committee recommended the con- 
solidation of a number of bilateral eco- 
nomic assistance accounts including 
microenterprise poverty programs. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, although 
the committee did not designate spe- 
cific earmarks for microenterprise pov- 
erty programs, I would point out that 
the report accompanying the bill in- 
cludes language reaffirming the com- 
mittee’s strong support for the pro- 
gram’s efforts to encourage micro and 
small business as a means to help the 
truly poor transition out of poverty. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
ranking member is correct. The com- 
mittee—on a bipartisan basis—agrees 
that these programs promote sustain- 
able, market-base development at rel- 
atively little cost and deserve our sup- 


port. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, it is 
also my understanding that the com- 
mittee included language in the bili 
that requires a proportional allocation 
for accounts consistent with levels en- 
acted in fiscal year 1995. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, that is 
correct. The committee recommends 
approximately $2.1 billion for tradi- 
tional bilateral aid, which is approxi- 
mately 16 percent less than the level 
appropriated for fiscal year 1995. To en- 
sure that no single account sustains an 
unreasonable share of reductions, the 
committee included language in the 
bill that requires a proportional alloca- 
tion among accounts consistent with 
appropriated levels in fiscal year 1995. 
It flows from that premise that, as the 
committee report states, microenter- 
prise poverty programs deserve support 
substantially consistent with last 
year’s level. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate knowing that the committee 
continues to support microenterprise 
programs and included bill language 
protecting development assistance 
from disproportional cuts. As a long- 
time proponent of microenterprise pro- 
grams, I would like to encourage the 
chairman and the ranking member to 
do everything they can to maintain ap- 
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propriate funding for these programs 
when they go to conference with the 
House. 

I would also encourage Senate con- 
ferees to insist on conference report 
language reflecting that commitment 
as well as encouraging AID to allocate 
one-half of microenterprise resources 
to poverty lending programs that pro- 
vide loans of less than $300 and to chan- 
nel up to $39 million through central 
mechanisms structured to meet the 
goals of nongovernmental organiza- 
tions like the Grameen Trust. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
Senator LEAHY and I have discussed 
this matter and would like to assure 
the Democratic leader that we will do 
everything we can to include these rec- 
ommendations into the conference re- 
port. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I want 
to thank the chairman and the ranking 
member of the Appropriations Sub- 
committee on Foreign Operations for 
their clarification and assurances. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
would like to begin by commending my 
colleagues the chairman of the sub- 
committee, Senator MCCONNELL, and 
the ranking member, Senator LEAHY, 
for their efforts on this bill. 

While I am not pleased with the de- 
creasing funding allocation for foreign 
aid operations, I understand the reality 
we face with regard to all of our discre- 
tionary spending. I support bringing 
our budget into balance and believe we 
must make sacrifices to achieve this 
end. 

However, I continue to believe that 
foreign aid serves important U.S. inter- 
ests. We have much more work ahead 
as we try to build basic health, edu- 
cation, and welfare infrastructures in 
the developing world. Of course, this 
cannot be an isolated U.S. effort. We 
must continue to work with our friends 
and allies throughout the world to ex- 
pand global development efforts. 

My opposition to the military aid in 
this bill remains firm. The United 
States should be ashamed by the level 
of arms sales included year after year 
in this bill. I would much rather see 
this money go toward development as- 
sistance. 

Funding for international family 
planning assistance continues to be one 
of my priorities. I have included an 
earmark for the central office or core 
funding for AID Office of Population. 
This earmark will ensure the continued 
success of AID’s population program, 
which is arguably the best in the 
world. Over the past 30 years, this pro- 
gram has been adjusted and finetuned 
time and again so that it runs as effi- 
ciently and effectively as it does today. 

In addition, I am pleased by the level 
of funding for migration and refugee 
assistance. Worldwide, we continue to 
see a rise in the number of refugees 
fleeing ethnic strife, civil war, and po- 
litical persecution. The United States 
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must retain a strong commitment to 
providing for the protection and care of 
these refugees. 

It is my hope that the Senate will act 
quickly to pass this bill and conference 
with the House so that we can get it on 
the President’s desk as soon as pos- 
sible. 

MEPFA AMENDMENTS 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the bill 
also includes several floor amendments 
to the Middle East Peace Facilitation 
Act of 1995. One relates to Palestinian 
Authority offices in Jerusalem. Under 
the Israel-Palestinian agreements, the 
Palestinian Authority may only main- 
tain offices in the areas under its juris- 
diction, which do not include Jerusa- 
lem. Recently, Israel and the Palestin- 
ians satisfactorily resolved questions 
that had been raised about existing 
Palestinian institutions in Jerusalem. 
The amendment included in the bill 
would deny assistance to the PLO if it 
were to fund a new office in Jerusalem 
that did not conform to Israeli-Pal- 
estinian agreements and understand- 
ings. A second amendment included in 
the bill requires the PLO to cooperate 
fully with the United States on the 
provision of information on U.S. na- 
tionals known to have been held by the 
PLO or its factions. This amendment 
would cut off U.S. assistance if the 
PLO is not responsive to further, spe- 
cific U.S. requests for information that 
may be in its possession. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, in our 
Nation’s continuing efforts to balance 
the budget, calls to slash foreign as- 
sistance are frequently heard. I will 
take a few moments today to explain 
my thoughts on the importance of our 
foreign assistance programs and the 
continuing need for U.S. leadership 
around the world. 

It must be understood that foreign 
assistance is only a minuscule fraction 
of the Federal budget—less than 1 
penny of every dollar spent by the Gov- 
ernment is used for foreign assistance. 
And since the end of World War II, the 
share of the Federal budget dedicated 
to foreign assistance has consistently 
declined. Foreign assistance is not 
busting the Federal budget. That is a 
simple fact. Those who believe that we 
can balance the budget painlessly over- 
night by slashing foreign assistance are 
simply wrong. 

What do we get for the 1 percent of 
the budget we invest in foreign assist- 
ance? In my view, our meager invest- 
ment has yielded incalculably valuable 
returns. Through foreign assistance, we 
have promoted peace and stability 
throughout the world and avoided 
countless wars and their tremendous 
human and financial costs. 

For example, in the Middle East—one 
of the most explosive regions of the 
world—our commitment to a strong 
and secure Israel and our dedication to 
the framework established in the Camp 
David accords has been a major con- 
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tributor to the peace process now un- 
derway. 

Through our foreign assistance pro- 
grams, we have shown unequivocally 
that the United States strongly sup- 
ports the State of Israel as a friend, fel- 
low democracy, and key strategic ally. 
We have sent the equally important 
message to Israel’s neighbors that they 
will be welcomed into the community 
of nations if they are willing to make 
peace. That was the spirit of the Camp 
David accords. 

More recently, Israel has reached 
major agreements with Jordan and the 
Palestinians. Each of these historic 
agreements was reached with the as- 
sistance of U.S. facilitators and the 
promise of our development assistance. 
Without the promise of foreign assist- 
ance, it is possible that none of these 
important agreements would have been 
reached. 

The bill before the Senate today 
wisely builds upon the peace process by 
earmarking funds for our Camp David 
partners. Also the bill includes a new 
legislative provision, the Middle East 
Peace Facilitation Act of 1995, which 
will enable the administration to con- 
tinue to play an active role in the Mid- 
dle East peace process. 

For these and other reasons, I urge 
my colleagues to support this bill. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of H.R. 1868, the foreign ор- 
erations, export financing, and related 
agencies bill for fiscal year 1996. 

IJ am pleased to join the committee іп 
supporting the passage of this bill by 
the full Senate. 

Mr. President, the foreign operations 
appropriations bill provides $12.3 bil- 
lion in budget authority and $5.9 bil- 
lion in new outlays to operate the pro- 
grams of the Department of State, ex- 
port and military assistance, bilateral 
and multilateral economic assistance, 
and related agencies for fiscal year 
1996. 


When outlays from prior-year budget 
authority and other completed actions 
are taken into account, the Senate bill 
totals $12.3 billion in BA and $13.8 bil- 
lion in outlays for fiscal year 1996. 

The bill is at the subcommittee’s 
602(b) allocation for budget authority 
and $127.2 million in outlays below the 
subcommittee’s section 602(b) alloca- 
tion. It is $2.4 billion in BA and $0.5 bil- 
lion in outlays below the President’s 
budget request. It is $442.5 million in 
BA and $13.4 million in outlays above 
the House-passed bill. 

I want to thank the distinguished 
chairman and ranking member of the 
full Appropriations Committee, as well 
as my friends on the subcommittee, for 
deleting a provision in the bill that in- 
cluded a directive with respect to the 
budget scoring of the bill. 

This action prevents this bill from 
being subject to two points of order 
under the Congressional Budget Act, 
and I am certain it will expedite con- 
sideration of this important bill. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a table displaying the Budget 
Committee scoring of this bill be print- 
ed in the RECORD, and I urge the adop- 
tion of the bill. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


FOREIGN OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE 
[Spending ш-мен ца бен year 1996, in millions of 


Budget 
authority 


Nondetense discret 
Outlays 


НЯ. 1 


Subtotal nondefense discretionary ........................ 


Outlays. from prior-year BA and other actions 
сот 


Adjusted bill toto! 


Detense 
Violent crime reduction trust fund .... те... 
Mandatory 12,256 


СОНУН 775797 

Tota! allocation 1225 5,670 

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for 
consistency with current scorekeeping conventions. 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
am pleased that the Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee has wisely earmarked 
$350 million for the Office of Popu- 
lation at the U.S. Agency for Develop- 
ment because I understand the extreme 
importance of family planning program 
availability and population assistance. 

Investment in population assistant 
programs today will save us from much 
more costly investments in the future 
when unchecked population growth re- 
sults in environmental deterioration, 
scarcity of resources, and pronounced 
economic hardship. Overpopulation is 
one of the most serious problems our 
world faces today. 

Reducing spending in these areas will 
have the immediate effect of nega- 
tively impacting, in a serious way, the 
health and well-being of women and 
children. 

However, I oppose the attempt to 
prevent these U.S. funds deemed for 
population planning assistance from 
contributing to the United Nations 
Fund for Population Activities 
[UNFPA]. I would like to emphasize a 
few particulars about this inter- 
national organization. 

UNFPA is the primary multilateral 
organization providing global family 
planning and population assistance 
programs. UNFPA directly manages 
one-third of the world’s population as- 
sistance to developing countries; its 
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work has saved countless numbers of 
lives since its inception. 

Programs managed by UNFPA im- 
prove the quality and safety of contra- 
ceptives available to women which con- 
tributes to reducing the incidence of 
abortion. UNFPA does not support 
abortion or abortion-related activities. 

UNFPA helps improve women’s re- 
productive health and provides both 
maternal and child heath care—basic 
health care services which are largely 
unavailable throughout the developing 
world. 

I am dismayed by opponents of 
UNFPA who wrongly submit that this 
organization is involved in providing 
abortion services in China or other- 
wise. This is simply not the case. Let 
me state again, UNFPA is not involved 
in abortion services anywhere. 

UNFPA has proven its expertise in 
this area since its founding in 1969, in- 
creasing availability of contraceptives 
in the developing world, reducing popu- 
lation growths, and saving lives. I be- 
lieve that U.S. contributions to the 
U.N. Fund for Population Activities is 
appropriate and wise, and I oppose this 
attempt to prevent funding to be used 
for this purpose. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this for- 
eign operations appropriations bill, to- 
taling $12.3 billion, is 16.5 percent 
below the President’s request of $15.2 
billion. In most respects, it represents 
a substantial change from previous for- 
eign operations bills. Bilateral eco- 
nomic assistance is cut 22 percent 
below the President’s request. U.S. 
contributions to multilateral develop- 
ment banks are cut by 43 percent from 
the fiscal year 1996 request. While 
harsh, these cuts are in keeping with 
the other deep and painful cuts being 
made in most other appropriations 
bills that fund vital domestic pro- 
grams. 

In one important respect, however, 
this foreign aid appropriations bill has 
not changed to reflect either the cur- 
rent difficult budget realities or the 
changing world situation. Assistance 
to Israel and Egypt, and particularly to 
Israel, remains constant. In fiscal year 
1995, Israel received over one-third of 
the total foreign aid appropriation of 
$14.4 billion. Israel’s $5.0 billion in for- 
eign aid from the United States in- 
cluded $1.2 billion in economic support 
funds—a direct cash infusion to the Is- 
raeli Government’s coffers—$1.8 billion 
in foreign military financing grants; 
$80 million in refugee settlement 
grants; $2.0 billion in loan guarantees; 
$10 million in cooperative development 
grants—for Israel’s foreign aid pro- 
grams to other countries; and $3.5 mil- 
lion in regional cooperative assistance 
funds. This total does not include other 
funds and programs, primarily con- 
tained within the Department of De- 
fense appropriations bill, that also ben- 
efit Israel’s military, security, and 
military research and development 
programs. 
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Fiscal year 1996, the request for Is- 
rael includes $1.2 billion in economic 
support funds, $1.8 billion in military 
assistance, $80 million for refugee as- 
sistance, $10 million for cooperative de- 
velopment grants, $3.5 million for re- 
gional cooperative assistance, and up 
to $200 million in excess defense equip- 
ment. Because of the Camp David Ac- 
cords that established peace between 
Israel and Egypt in 1978, Egypt also 
benefits from United States largess to 
Israel. The Camp David Accords were 
followed by a foreign aid funding equa- 
tion that also rewards Egypt, but to a 
lesser degree. In fiscal year 1996, Egypt 
will receive $1.3 billion in foreign mili- 
tary financing grants, $815 million in 
economic support funds, and an ear- 
mark for а _ telecommunications 
project. 

While peace between Israel and Egypt 
was and remains important, and while 
the United States-Israel relationship 
remains close, I must question the wis- 
dom in continuing to reward these two 
countries at the same historically high 
levels when the cost is counted in 
sharply decreased United States assist- 
ance and influence in other areas of the 
world that are also important to the 
United States. Israel and Egypt made 
peace in 1978, 17 years ago. How long 
does the United States intend to re- 
ward this accomplishment with finan- 
cial support? Financial rewards on the 
same scale have not been offered to 
Jordan, which most recently agreed to 
make peace with Israel. 

There has been a lot of rhetoric on 
this floor about sharing the burden of 
deficit reduction.” Domestic programs, 
including historically untouchable pro- 
grams like Medicare, Medicaid, and 
veterans benefits, are all being forced 
to swallow the bitter tonic and budget 
cuts necessary to meet draconian budg- 
et goals. Other foreign interests of the 
United States are being cut quite dra- 
matically in order to support the sac- 
rosanct aid to Israel and Egypt and 
also address other vital foreign inter- 
ests, such as reducing the former So- 
viet nuclear stockpile. Other longtime 
allies, including Turkey and Greece, 
both important NATO members, have 
seen significant changes in their for- 
eign assistance. Why not Israel? 

Israel has received a grand total of 
more than $67 billion in foreign and 
military assistance from the United 
States since its founding in 1949. Since 
1976, Israel has been the largest annual 
recipient of cumulative United States 
assistance since World War П. Mr. 
President, I do not raise these points 
because I am a foe of Israel. I do not 
wish to be thought of as anti-Israel. I 
hold no malice toward the people of Is- 
rael. But at a time in which all spend- 
ing is under tremendous pressure, at a 
time in which other deeply revered and 
historically important government pri- 
orities are being crushed to squeeze out 
savings for deficit reduction, it simply 
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does not seem fair to shield foreign aid 
to Israel and Egypt from the same 
budgetary forces. Surely, we can con- 
tinue to safeguard the physical and 
economic security of Israel while sub- 
jecting United States assistance to the 
same budgetary scrutiny that all other 
assistance and domestic programs un- 
dergo. 

Mr. President, I have always favored 
putting my support behind domestic 
priorities, such as education, roads, po- 
lice, and other programs that support 
American competitiveness. All of these 
domestic priorities are under the budg- 
etary axe. For the most part, U.S. 
overseas interests supported in this bill 
are also being reduced. But not the sin- 
gle largest recipients of U.S. foreign 
aid. This is not reasonable, and it is 
not equitable. For these reasons, I 
shall not vote in favor of this bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2760 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I want to 
put some perspective on the amend- 
ment that has just been offered by Sen- 
ator DOLE with respect to Haiti. First, 
I say without equivocation that I be- 
lieve that the President’s policy with 
respect to Haiti has been a tremendous 
success. I for one am proud of the deci- 
sion that the President made to restore 
democracy to Haiti. I thought it was 
the right thing to do then, and it cer- 
tainly has proved to be the case thus 
far. 

Let’s review for a moment what has 
happened since that dramatic moment 
last September when the President or- 
dered the deployment of United States 
Forces to Haiti: 

The multinational force was peace- 
fully deployed, without loss of life, and 
facilitated the departure of the mili- 
tary coup leaders; 

Conditions were created that per- 
mitted President Aristide to return to 
Haiti on October 15 to resume office; 

The multinational force was replaced 
by a much smaller U.N. force with the 
number of U.S. troops significantly re- 
duced; 

The Government of Haiti conducted 
elections and run-offs to fill more than 
2,000 parliamentary and municipal 
posts—the most complex elections in 
Haiti’s history; 

The Armed Forces have been effec- 
tively dissolved and the interim police 
force is being replaced with a profes- 
sionally trained permanent force under 
civilian control; 

The human rights situation, while by 
no means perfect, is light years better 
than 1 year ago when more than 3,000 
Haitians were being killed annually. 

The Haitian economy which suffered 
significant decline during the military 
coup has begun to turn around and 
show positive growth. 

That is quite a remarkable set of ac- 
complishments in a very short period 
of time. On October 15, President 
Aristide will truly have something to 
celebrate at the l-year anniversary of 
his restoration to office. 
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We have all read press reports of the 
confusion and disorganization that sur- 
rounded last month’s elections in 
Haiti. I would be the first to say that I 
would have preferred an electoral proc- 
ess that was picture perfect, and strict- 
ly by the book. That didn’t happen. It 
didn’t happen in large measure because 
the situation in Haiti isn’t perfect—it 
is a desperately poor country in which 
at least 50 percent of the population 
cannot read or write. 

It is a country that has been plagued 
by political violence for much of its 
tragic history. It is a country with a 
history of predominantly dictatorial 
rule. 

I do not seek to make excuses for the 
events which transpired in Haiti in 
June, but I do think some analysis of 
the circumstances surrounding the 
elections will help to put the process in 
some perspective. 

First and foremost, until 11 months 
ago the prospects of any election being 
held in Haiti were virtually zero. Only 
after President Clinton’s courageous 
decision last October to return Presi- 
dent Aristide to office did the possibil- 
ity of elections become a real option. 

The newly returned Aristide adminis- 
tration had enormous hurdles to over- 
come, just to deal with the day-to-day 
running of the government. It returned 
to Port-au-Prince to find government 
offices stripped bare—no typewriters, 
no paper, no pens, no desks, in some in- 
stances even toilets were gone. On top 
of that, the international community 
insisted that elections for more than 
2000 parliamentary and municipal of- 
fices be held as quickly as possible. No 
small task in a country where one can 
count on one hand, perhaps on one fin- 
ger, the number of Democratic elec- 
tions that have occurred. Election 
preparations had to take place vir- 
tually from scratch. Voter registration 
had to be undertaken on a massive 
scale nationwide. An election commis- 
sion had to be formed and thousands of 
citizens recruited to participate in get- 
ting the election organized. 

It seems to me that on June 25, the 
Haitian people made it pretty clear 
that, despite all the warts associated 
with the days leading up to the elec- 
tion, they had enough faith in the proc- 
ess to turn out and vote in large num- 
bers. So did the vast majority of Hai- 
ti's political parties—left, right, and 
center—who chose to have their can- 
didates appear on the ballot. When 
election day dawned—the people of 
Haiti came out to participate. They 
came from miles away. They stood in 
line, sometimes for hours in the hot 
sun. They exercised their constitu- 
tional right to cast their ballots and to 
choose the individuals who would rep- 
resent them in their national and local 
governmental structures. That to me 
says a great deal about the validity of 
the process. 

Yes, there were misplaced voter reg- 
istration cards—yet election officials 
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were able to register nearly 90 percent 
of all eligible voters. Yes, a very small 
percentage of political candidates were 
excluded from running for ill-defined 
reasons, yet more than 10,000 individ- 
uals ended up running for 2,200 public 
offices. Yes, there were some polling 
places which did not open on time, or 
in some cases at all, yet in many oth- 
ers the polling stations opened, the bal- 
lots were available and people made 
their choices. 

Haitian authorities have already ac- 
knowledged that mistakes were made. 
They had special elections in August 
and run off elections in September. Im- 
provements were made to the electoral 
process. Changes were made in the 
electoral council. 

I for one am glad that the people of 
Haiti had the opportunity to partici- 
pate in elections recently, imperfect as 
they were. I suspect that were we to 
ask, them they would overwhelming 
share that view. Today, the people of 
Haiti are one step closer to having the 
kind of government to which they as- 
pire. Tomorrow, as they learn from 
their mistakes and through their own 
hard work they will be closer still. 

Instead of attempting to score par- 
tisan political points, as some would 
seek to do, I believe that we all should 
stand behind our current policy, try to 
make it work, so that the people of 
Haiti can have a brighter future after 
having suffered for so long in the shad- 
ows of oppression. 

I ask unanimous consent that the at- 
tached articles be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my re- 
marks. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


THE HUMAN RIGHTS RECORD OF THE 
GOVERNMENT OF HAITI 

The human rights observers of the joint 
OAS/UN International Civilian Mission have 
been in Haiti since February 1993 with two 
interruptions brought about by evacuations 
for security reasons. 

Our mandate: 

to monitor and report on the human rights 
situation; to promote and to protect human 
rights; and to contribute to the reinforce- 
ment of institutions. 

The International Civilian Mission has 
therefore been able to monitor in the field, 
the evolution of the human rights situation 
under the de facto regimes of the period of 
the coup d’état and under the constitutional 
government. 

The human rights situation under the mili- 
tary who dominated all the institutions was 
characterized by widespread and systematic 
human rights abuses—extrajudicial execu- 
tions, torture or other forms of cruel, inhu- 
man or degrading treatment, forcible dis- 
appearances, illegal arrests and detentions; 
and restrictions on the freedoms of expres- 
sion and assembly. These abuses were carried 
out by the security agents of the state—the 
police and the army and those to whom they 
gave impunity, the attachés (armed civilian 
thugs) and later on the members of the para- 
military group, FRAPH. 

The return of President Aristide in October 
1994 has brought about and also facilitated a 
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number of structural changes which have 
had a positive impact on the human rights 
situation. = 

First, the return to constitutional govern- 
ment has brought about the re-assertion of 
civilian authority and ended the subordina- 
tion of key institutions to the military; 

Second, the elimination of the army an the 
consequent neutralizing of the attachés and 
the para-military groups have dismantled 
the repressive network responsible for wide- 
spread human right abuses during the coup 
d'etat period; and 

Third, institutional reforms, in particular 
the training and deployment of the new ci- 
vilian professional Haitian National Police, 
improvements to the administration of jus- 
tice and to prisons in the framework of judi- 
cial and penal reforms. 

These structural changes and institutional 
reforms carried out with the assistance of 
the international community have been ac- 
companied by the clear determination of the 
government to improve the quality and the 
performance of judicial officials and to su- 
pervise the conduct of the new security 
agents (code of conduct, inspectorate for the 
Haitian National Police, applications of 
sanctions in cases of misconduct), whose ac- 
tivities impinge directly on the respect or 
lack thereof for human rights. The outcome 
of all these elements has been considerable 
improvement in the human rights situations. 
Widespread and systematic abuses are no 
longer the rule. The freedoms of expression 
and of assembly are now exercised by dif- 
ferent sectors of Haitian society, including 
by those critical of the policies of the Presi- 
dent and his government. Time limits on 
legal procedures are more frequently re- 
spected as well as legal and constitutional 
guaranties. The treatment of prisoners and 
to a lesser extent the conditions of detention 
have improved with the establishment of a 
new cadre of trained correction officers. 
President Aristide’s constant calls for rec- 
onciliation have without doubt played an im- 
portant role in limiting incidents of venge- 
ance and contributed to a more relaxed at- 
mosphere and a feeling of security in the 
country. It should also be emphasized that 
Haitians have voted three times over the 
past four months in a secure and largely 
non-violent climate. 

A great deal of ground has been covered 
over the past eleven months. A clear sign of 
these improvements is the dramatic decrease 
in the number of complaints brought to the 
attention of the International Civilian Mis- 
sion. However, a lot more remains to be 
done, and there are concerns. We are con- 
cerned by acts of summary Justice“ carried 
by the population, though there has been a 
sharp decrease of late. Also of concern is the 
series of some 20 cases of killings by uniden- 
tified individuals, most of them Commando 
style", recorded since the beginning of the 
year, where robbery did not appear to be the 
motive and the victims were targeted. The 
reasons for these killings remain unknown. 
The Mission has not been able to identify 
any set of elements which would link these 
crimes together or to agents of the state. 
Some reports of ill-treatment of detainees 
and abuses of power by agents of the state 
have been brought to the attention of the 
International Civilian Mission. Procedural 
irregularities with regard to arrest and de- 
tention continue to endanger the respect for 
human rights and due process. The Inter- 
national Civilian Mission has repeatedly 
urged the government to develop its crimi- 
nal investigation capacity to bring an end to 
impunity which has been traditional in 
Haiti. 


September 21, 1995 


The challenge of the coming months will 
be to build on the steps already taken. Im- 
proving human rights means not only reduc- 
ing human rights violations but also creat- 
ing and strengthening structures and mecha- 
nisms to prevent their recurrence in the long 
term. The government must pursue the re- 
forms of the institutions which have a direct 
bearing on the protections of human rights, 
(justice, prisons and police). Strengthening 
the mechanisms of accountability will send a 
clear message that the state will not toler- 
ate human rights violations. The already 
considerable improvement in the human 
rights situation must be continued. The gov- 
ernment has already shown it has the politi- 
cal will to act in this domain. 


AMNESTY INTERNATIONAL USA STATEMENT ON 
HUMAN RIGHTS IN HAITI SINCE THE RETURN 
OF CONSTITUTIONAL RULE 


Amnesty International has been following 
human rights issues in Haiti for a number of 
years. We have documented the extensive 
violations in the city and in the countryside, 
under Papa Doc, Baby Doc, and those that 
followed the fall of Baby Doc in 1986. Am- 
nesty documented human rights violations 
in the first administration of President Jean 
Bertrand Aristide. But we also documented 
the first genuine attempts at dismantling re- 
pressive structures, with the dismantling of 
the system of the chefs de section and the 
disbanding of the notorious tontons 
macoutes, who had been renamed by Baby 
Doc. We watched with horror as the coup 
that overthrew President Aristide heralded a 
new wave of terror unparalleled in its extent 
and in its ferocity in Haitian modern his- 
tory. Only a few notable exceptions failed to 
notice the horror that unfolded in Haiti. 

Amnesty International welcomed the 
changes in the human rights panorama after 
constitutional government was restored by 
the UN Multilateral Force. Significant 
among these changes was the precipitous 
drop in documented extrajudicial executions, 
incidents of torture and ill-treatment, and 
the use of rape as a political terror tool. This 
is not due to a lack of information available 
because the population is too afraid to report 
violations. On the contrary, with the return 
of constitutional rule in Haiti, the UN/OAS 
International Civilian Observer Mission re- 
turned to Haiti to document abuses, and 
international and other non-governmental 
human rights organizations have had more 
access than under the de facto government. 
Furthermore, there has been more access to 
members of the press. Thus the drop in num- 
bers is not due to a reluctant public cowed 
into submission. 

There have been a number of killings over 
the past few months of people across the po- 
litical spectrum. So far, apart from the 
Mireille Durocher Bertin case in which in 
any case, arrests have been made but the 
motivation still remains unclear, Amnesty 
International has not received any specific 
allegations that government officials were 
involved either directly or indirectly. In- 
deed, criminal investigations are believed to 
be under way into most if not all of the 
killings, and in some arrests have been 
made. There have been one or two reports 
that so-called “brigades de vigilance" were 
responsible for some killings in rural areas 
which Amnesty International is investigat- 
ing. However, there is no central structure 
for such brigades and they vary widely in 
their composition and functions. Amnesty 
International] has so far not received any evi- 
dence indicating that they are centrally co- 
ordinated or that the authorities are using 
them for such purposes. 
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Problems do remain in Haiti, although we 
can be unequivocally clear that Amnesty 
International has found no evidence of any 
kind of systematic targeting of government 
opponents by the current Haitian govern- 
ment. Amnesty’s overriding concern at the 
moment is the question of impunity. This 
impunity, the escaping from punishment, is 
benefiting those who once terrorized the pop- 
ulation during the years of de facto rule, the 
very opponents of the current government. 

So far there have only been a few attempts 
to bring perpetrators of past abuses to jus- 
tice. This is due partly to the slowness of re- 
forms to the judiciary. It is very hard to find 
out exactly what cases have been brought to 
trial and to get details of the procedures/out- 
come as they do not get much publicity, ei- 
ther inside or outside Haiti. There was a 
trial in absentia of the ex-police chief of 
Cayes, former lieutenant Emery Piram, and 
was sentenced to sixty years’ imprisonment 
for the death under torture of Jean-Claude 
Museau in 1992. This is one of the few cases 
the government said it wanted to bring to 
trial. In addition to this trial, the 
exparamilitary member Gerard Gustave 
(alias Zimbabwe!) has been sentenced to 
life at hard labour for his part in the assas- 
sination of Antoine Izmery in September 
1993. Other investigations and trials are un- 
derway, although this still only represents a 
few of the cases of HRVs known to have 
taken place under the de facto government. 
We are currently investigating the trial pro- 
ceedings to ensure they conform to inter- 
national standards. 

While it would not be true to say that 
nothing is happening on this front, it is 
clearly inadequate and slow and the govern- 
ment has not so far shown much determina- 
tion to confront the issue. However, the 
international community must also do its 
part to help rebuild civil institutions. A sig- 
nificant contribution will be to disburse the 
already promised assistance to the Truth 
Commission. In any case, from what we can 
gather, as well as the six or so cases the gov- 
ernment itself said it was investigating, 
many victims and victims’ relatives have 
presented complaints to the authorities so it 
is not for lack of cases that little progress 
has been made. It is imperative that impu- 
nity in Haiti be broken; time and again we 
have seen how those who terrorized once can 
terrorize again. 

Amnesty International certainly welcomes 
what steps have been taken so far to bring 
perpetrators of past and current abuses to 
justice and urge the government, as a matter 
of urgency, to further strengthen the judici- 
ary to ensure that as many cases as possible 
can be pursued and that all such trials ad- 
here to international standards for a fair 
trial. We believe it would be very useful if 
more was made public concerning the 
progress of investigations and trials. 

Insofar as prison conditions are concerned, 
these are said to be improving gradually and 
а national overseer of prisons has been ap- 
pointed. We understand that nutrition has 
modestly improved and the International 
Committee of the Red Cross has had access. 
[From the Washington Times; Sept. 18, 1995) 

HAITI, ONE YEAR LATER 

Remember Haiti? One year ago, our atten- 
tion was focused on that small island coun- 
try, as 20,000 American troops waited for the 
signal to invade. Self-styled American am- 
bassador at large Jimmy Carter was busy ne- 
gotiating with Gen. Raoul Cedras, hoping to 
persuade him to exit peacefully rather than 
face the U.S. forces with his ill-equipped 
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army of thugs. On that day also, Gen. Colin 
Powell was in the news, having accompanied 
Mr. Carter to lend some muscle to the mis- 
sion. And back in Georgetown was President 
Jean-Bartrand Aristide, urging the U.S. gov- 
ernment on to deal with his enemies. 

Haiti may have been as tiny a nation as we 
could have found to invade, but the thought 
of sending American soldiers into harm's 
way in a place known for its brutal, corrupt 
regimes and abject poverty, nonetheless 
made many here at home highly skeptical 
about the whole enterprise. Nor did it inspire 
confidence that the Clinton administration 
had shown itself particularly inept at han- 
dling foreign affairs and previously endured 
the humiliation of having to withdraw a 
transport ship with U.N. troops, including 
200 Americans, from Port-au-Prince when 
faced with an unruly mob. It would not be 
too much to say that the operation was at- 
tended by the lowest possible level of expec- 
tation here at home. 

One year later, the good news is that the 
dire misgivings, expressed among others by 
this page, have not come true. The only 
deaths experienced by U.S. soldiers there 
have been due to suicide. Significant armed 
resistance to the Americans did not mate- 
rialize, and the military strongmen finally 
agreed to depart the scene back in October 
(with much of their ill-gotten gains). That 
meant the crippling sanctions could be lifted 
and President Aristide returned. The flood of 
boat people, which spurred the U.S. action in 
the first place, was stopped. By March 31, the 
bulk of the U.S. troops could be sent home, 
and the mission officially over to the United 
Nations. The remaining Americans are 
scheduled to leave after the presidential 
elections early next year. 

So far, so good. Nevertheless, a huge ques- 
tion remains about Haiti's long-term future. 
Certainly the return of Mr. Aristide has not 
meant much improvement materially for 
most Haitians. And the elections held in 
June were not much of a cause for celebra- 
tion. The international community had more 
than half a year to prepare for them, yet due 
to incompetence and the intransigence of the 
Haitian election committee, dominated by 
Aristide supporters, the event which so 
many Haitians had longed for turned into a 
dreadful mess. There was murder and vio- 
lence, and some 100,000 Haitians were unable 
to vote; make-up elections had to be held in 
August. Just this weekend, we had yet an- 
other act in this drama as run-off elections 
were held between candidates in a tie for 
their seats. The voting was boycotted by op- 
position politicians who claim fraud per- 
petrated by Lavalas and its sister parties. 
Nor is it clear whether Mr. Aristide will in 
fact step down at the end of his five-year 
term; quite a movement“ has gotten under 
way to “persuade” him to stay on. 

Still, there may be some important lessons 
to be learned here for the United States. 
One, which is now being applied in the 
former Yugoslavia, is that American leader- 
ship can work, and that it helps tremen- 
dously when it is backed by the willingness 
to use overwhelming force. The Bosnian Serb 
army this weekend started to withdraw its 
heavy weapons from around Sarajevo. For 
three murderous years, the Serbs stubbornly 
refused to do just that, until the NATO 
bombing campaign changed their minds. 
What was also learned in Haiti (as in Soma- 
lia and Bosnia) is that such operations can- 
not be trusted to the United Nations because 
that means essentially no one is in charge 
and no one is responsible for the outcome. 
The conclusion here should not be that the 
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United States must become international po- 
liceman and nanny; it is still debatable 
whether U.S. interests are at stake in Haiti. 
What is clear, however, is that where the 
stakes are deemed high enough, American 
initiative and muscle can be as effective as 
ever. 


[From the New York Times, Sept. 21, 1995) 
Мв. ARISTIDE’S FIRST YEAR 


A year after American troops landed in 
Haiti to secure the return of its exiled Presi- 
dent, the country is clearly in better shape. 
Despite the fears of his detractors, Jean- 
Bertrand Aristide has not incited his fol- 
lowers against their former oppressors, but 
urged reconciliation. Most Haitians no 
longer live in fear of political violence. Mr. 
Aristide has reached out to business leaders. 
He has made a credible beginning, but there 
is still much to do. 

Mr. Aristide wisely declared he will not 
run for another presidential term, resisting 
the temptation to take advantage of his рор- 
ularity to carry on the Haitian tradition of 
government-by-personality cult. Now he 
needs to use the time left in his term to 
broaden his governing skills. Mr. Aristide is 
not much of an administrator. 

Mr. Aristide’s senior officials operate with 
little direction, and the country is still cha- 
otically governed. The simple necessities for 
doing business—such as electricity—are still 
in short supply. While there has been some 
domestic investment, virtually no money 
has come into the country from foreign in- 
vestors, and international lending institu- 
tions are leery of providing aid with few gov- 
ernment structures in place. Inflation, how- 
ever, has fallen below 25 percent from 52 per- 
cent last year, and gross domestic product 
has risen by 3 percent, compared to a 10 per- 
cent decline last fiscal year. 

The recent highly flawed parliamentary 
elections—which resulted in overwhelming 
victories for Mr. Aristide's Lavalas Party 
have left opposition parties feeling disgrun- 
tled and cheated. Although there was little 
evidence of outright fraud, the electoral 
commission was unacceptably disorganized. 
The electoral commission’s inept chairman 
was dismissed, but reform of the commission 
itself has been stalled. 

The United Nations force of 6,000—includ- 
ing 2,400 American troops—is due to leave at 
the end of February. The new police force 
has made a good start. Recruiting has been 
selective, and officers have won confidence 
in neighborhoods where police were regarded 
as the enemy. Reform of the justice system 
is proceeding well, with judges and prosecu- 
tors receiving training from international 
experts. But with no civil service tradition, 
much of the government bureaucracy is still 
dysfunctional. 

Given Haiti’s violent history, simply 
calming the country's polarized political cli- 
mate is an impressive achievement. But Mr. 
Aristide now needs to break his isolation, co- 
operating with his senior ministers to come 
up with a coherent plan for getting the coun- 
try back on its feet. 

For now most Haitians are simply grateful 
that they can sleep free from fear. But that 
gratitude will wear thin if Mr. Aristide does 
not figure out how to take the next steps, 
which include everything from creating jobs 
to collecting the garbage. 


INDONESIA’S DEPLORABLE HUMAN 
RIGHTS RECORD 


Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, as the 
Senate considers the foreign operations 
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appropriations bill, I want to discuss 
two provisions which sanctioned Indo- 
nesia for its deplorable human rights 
record in East Timor, and which were 
eliminated іп the chairman's bill. I 
want to make it clear that Indonesia 
has done nothing to improve its human 
rights record in the past year which 
would recommend any change in Unit- 
ed States policy. 

As my colleagues know, Indonesia 
has brutally occupied the Catholic pop- 
ulation of East Timor since 1975. In 
that time, East Timor has been the 
focus of many international human 
rights efforts, not the least of which 
are those that have been spearheaded 
by my friend and colleague from Rhode 
Island, Senator PELL. To my dis- 
appointment, those causes have not 
been championed by any U.S. adminis- 
tration. 

But in recent years the Indonesia 
military rule has become particularly 
cruel. Today, I want to dispel any 
myths among my colleagues that de- 
spite Indonesia’s economic successes in 
the past few years, its human rights 
record continues to be dismal, and is 
particularly deplorable in its activities 
in the last year in East Timor. Such in- 
stability and violations can only desta- 
bilize the regime that some business 
interests are all to quick to invest in. 

Since the Indonesians invaded East 
Timor 20 years ago, over 200,000 East 
Timorese have died—about a third of 
the entire population. Indonesia’s self- 
styled annexation of the territory has 
not been recognized by the United Na- 
tions, nor the United States, which ac- 
knowledges that “по act of self-deter- 
mination has ever taken place.” The 
military is practically omnipresent 
throughout the island, and according 
to diplomats stationed in Indonesia, 
its callousness in dealing with the 
local population” is shocking. 

East Timor made international head- 
lines in 1991 when the military mas- 
sacred, by conservative estimates, at 
least 100 East Timorese who were at- 
tending a funeral. It was all videotaped 
before international cameras. Today, 
the National Human Rights Commis- 
sion in Jakarta says it has evidence 
that the massacre was ‘‘not a sponta- 
neous reaction to a riotous mob, but 
rather a planned military operation de- 
signed to deal with a public expression 
of political dissent.’’ Today, 66 people 
remain unaccounted for, and the com- 
mander of the operation is Vice Presi- 
dent of Indonesia. 

Congress has acted twice since then. 
First, in 1992 we cut off IMET funding 
for Indonesian soldiers to distance our 
support for the Indonesian military 
that committed the atrocity at Dili. 
Last July, to signal further disappoint- 
ment with the disintegrating situation, 
we codified administration policy on 
the linkage between the sale of small 
arms and human rights. 

I have a letter from the administra- 
tion, addressed to Senator LEAHY and 
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myself, which indicates that the ad- 
ministration will continue its ban on 
the sale or licensing of small and light 
weapons, and crowd control instru- 
ments, until there has been significant 
progress on Indonesia’s human rights 
record. The letter also says the admin- 
istration will offer only expanded- 
IMET—human rights training for the 
military—to the Indonesians. I ask 
unanimous consent that the letter be 
printed in the RECORD at the conclu- 
sion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I re- 
gard this is as a commitment from the 
administration that current policy will 
remain in place, whether we legislate 
it or not. I expect the administration 
to continue to consult with Congress 
on Indonesia. I am particularly con- 
cerned that we agree upon what sig- 
nificant progress’’ means. Our legisla- 
tion has included six conditions, in- 
cluding significant troop withdrawals 
from East Timor and Indonesian par- 
ticipation in the U.N. Secretary Gen- 
eral's peace talks. Indonesia must un- 
derstand that there is an international 
price to pay for their continuing occu- 
pation. 

Since last July, when Congress 
passed this amendment, there have 
been several developments in East 
Timor—most of them quite discourag- 
ing, some quite violent, and some hope- 
ful 


The tension in East Timor has been 
intensifying for the past year—influ- 
enced in part by the ongoing power 
struggles in Jakarta, the increased re- 
sentment of the presence of Indonesian 
military officers and vigilante groups, 
and the immigrant settlers brought in 
by Indonesia to consolidate their occu- 
pation of the island. 

The Indonesians have had some bi- 
zarre responses. For instance, last sum- 
mer, they went to great lengths to 
pressure their ASEAN partners to pre- 
vent private conferences on East Timor 
to take place in the Philippines, Ma- 
laysia, and Thailand. 

But the violence has been on the in- 
crease as well—particularly since the 
APEC summit in November. During the 
summit protesters were detained and, 
by most accounts, tortured. Reports of 
deaths of protesters at the hands of In- 
donesian soldiers have been constant 
all year. 

On January 12, 1995, there is docu- 
mented evidence that the military tor- 
tured and killed six civilians in 
Liquicia in a horrendous incident. Even 
the Government-appointed National 
Commission on Human Rights ac- 
knowledged that “а process of intimi- 
dation and torture by security offi- 
cials” occurred and resulted in unlaw- 
ful shootings by the military.” It found 
that there was intimidation and tor- 
ture by the security officers in charge 
at the time to extract confessions.” 
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Recently, there has also been an out- 
break of gang violence, of hooded vigi- 
lantes terrorizing, abducting, assault- 
ing, intimidating, and harassing East 
Timorese. These gangs—commonly 
known as Ninjas—have been described 
by residents and human rights mon- 
itors as military-related death squad- 
type bands. Travelers describe walking 
on the tropical island on a sunny Sun- 
day afternoon, and being passed by 
armed youths, covered in ski masks. 

Notably, the Ninjas have not been 
reigned in by the same military that 
has so effectively suppressed the East 
Timorese. For that reason, there is геа- 
son to believe that they are tolerated 
by the military. There is even some 
evidence that they were created by the 
military to do what uniformed soldiers 
cannot because of international atten- 
tion. 

Mr. President, there must be an in- 
vestigation into the operations of these 
groups, and why they are permitted to 
continue functioning in East Timor. 

Other forms of torture by the mili- 
tary are still commonplace in East 
Timor as well. In January 1994, the 
U.N. Human Rights Commissioner’s 
Special Rapporteur on Torture re- 
ported that the most common forms of 
torture are beating on the head with 
wood, iron bars, bottles, and electric 
cables; kicking with heavy boots; elec- 
tric shocks—mostly with cattle prods; 
slashing with razor blades and knives; 
death threats and faked executions; 
hanging people upside down by their 
feet; isolation; sleep deprivation; and 
the rape of East Timorese women. 

The U.N. Special Rapporteur for Tor- 
ture reported last year that there were 
“patterns of dealing violently with po- 
litical dissent and [a] virtual impunity 
enjoyed by members of the security 
forces responsible for human rights 
violations.”’ 

The U.N. Human Rights Commission 
this year once again comdemned Indo- 
nesian abuses in East Timor. It also 
forced Indonesia to invite the U.N. 
Human Rights Commissioner to visit 
East Timor. This was the first time 
that happened since 1975. 

The United States, in my view, has 
not lived up to its leadership respon- 
sibilities on this issue. While adminis- 
tration rhetoric—though measured— 
sounds supportive of human rights pro- 
tections, the policy has not been force- 
ful enough, given the extreme extent of 
the brutality that I described. For ex- 
ample, the United States defers to the 
U.N. peace process by which the Indo- 
nesians and Portuguese are supposed to 
work with the East Timores, yet the 
United States has not applied suffi- 
cient—if any—pressure to get the Indo- 
nesians to participate seriously in the 
talks. The administration says it is 
concerned about the military troop 
presence in East Timor, yet it has 
never devised a plan of action to work 
with the Indonesians, or requested a 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


plan for Indonesian troop withdrawal 
from the island. In fact, at most, the 
administration seems to investigate 
the level of troop presence in East 
Timor only when a Member of Congress 
asks whether the promised reductions 
ever took place. 

I am also perplexed why the United 
States is even trying to placate Indo- 
nesia. The administration permits In- 
donesia to buy IMET: However, for 
years they have been lobbying to get 
the taxpayer to subsidize the Indo- 
nesian military training. And while 
there is a small arms ban in place to 
prevent United States weaponry for 
being used in human rights violations, 
the administration is now trying to 
sell F-16’s to the Indonesian military. 

Mr. President, given Indonesia’s defi- 
ant human rights policies, I see no rea- 
son to weaken United States policy to- 
ward it. In fact, the record of the past 
2 years only indicates continued re- 
pression, continued deterioration, and 
increased violence against the East 
Timorese. 

I appreciate the administration’s 
commitment to continue its current 
policy, and only hope that it will re- 
double its efforts on behalf of human 
rights in Indonesia and East Timor. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 

EXHIBIT 1 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, DC, September 21, 1995. 

DEAR SENATOR FEINGOLD: I am writing 
about your continuing concern about the 
human rights situation in Indonesia, includ- 
ing in East Timor, and your interest in the 
Administration’s policy towards that coun- 
try, specifically our current arms sales pol- 
icy and our proposed International Military 
Education and Training (IMET) program. 

We too are concerned about the human 
rights situation in Indonesia, including in 
East Timor, and we raise our concerns with 
the Indonesian government regularly. Our 
current arms sales policy, codified in law 
last summer and included in 8. 908, prohibits 
the sale or licensing for export of small or 
light arms and crowd control items until the 
Secretary has determined that there has 
been significant progress on human rights in 
Indonesia, including in East Timor. Current 
law also forbids funding of International 
Military Education and Training (IMET) for 
Indonesia. As you are aware, the Administra- 
tion has proposed that this ban be rescinded, 
and there is language in the House author- 
ization and appropriations bills that would 
permit funding for Expanded IMET (E-IMET) 
courses. 

We understand that you or other Senators 
may be considering amendments to the For- 
eign Operations Appropriations Bill that 
would further restrict the types of defense 
items that can be sold or licensed for export 
to Indonesia. We also have heard that some 
Senators who oppose any IMET funding for 
Indonesia are considering working to have 
the complete ban on such funding retained. 

You have proposed that you and others in 
the Senate will refrain from attaching lan- 
guage to the Senate’s version of the bill re- 
stricting arms sales to Indonesia and ban- 
ning IMET funding if the Administration 
will agree to abide by our current arms sales 
policy and accept only funding for E-IMET 
in FY 1996. 
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We will abide by our current arms sales 
policy and, though we would have preferred 
restoration of full IMET, will fund only Ex- 
panded-IMET during the coming fiscal year. 

I hope this information will be useful to 
you. Please do not hesitate to contact us if 
we may be of further assistance. 

Sincerely, 
WENDY R. SHERMAN, 
Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs. 
ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, this will be 
the last vote tonight. Tomorrow morn- 
ing, starting at 9:30 we will take up the 
MilCon conference report, to be fol- 
lowed by the D.C. appropriations bill, 
to be followed by the legislative appro- 
priations conference report. Therefore, 
I would expect one, two, three, and 
maybe one amendment on the D.C. bill, 
so maybe four votes tomorrow. We 
should finish early. Then I will tell you 
what will happen next week. Hopefully, 
we will finish those bills and take the 
next week off. But we are not there 
yet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and third reading of the 
bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read a third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall the bill pass? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays are ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 91, 
nays 9, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 458 Leg.] 


YEAS—91 
Abraham Feingold Lieberman 
Akaka Feinstein Lott 
Ashcroft Ford Lugar 
Baucus Frist Mack 
Bennett Glenn McCain 
Biden Gorton 
Bond Graham Ме 
Вохег Gramm Moseley-Braun 
Bradley Grams Moynihan 
Breaux Grassley Murkowski 
Brown Gregg M 
Bryan Harkin NAAS 
Bumpers Hatch ға 
Burns Hatfield Packwood 
Campbell Heflin Pell 
Chafee Hutchison Presaler 
Coats Inhofe Pryor 
Cochran Inouye Reid 
Cohen Jeffords Robb 
Conrad Johnston Rockefeller 
Coverdell Kassebaum Roth 
D'Amato Kennedy Santorum 
Daschle Kerrey Sarbanes 
DeWine Kerry 
Dodd Kohl psec 
Dole Kyl Simpson 
Domenici Lautenberg Snowe 
Dorgan Leahy 
Exon Levin Specter 
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Stevens Thompson Warner 
‘Thomas Thurmond Wellstone 
NAYS—9 

Bingaman Faircloth Kempthorne 
Byrd Helms Nunn 
Craig Hollings Smith 

So the bill (H.R. 1868), as amended, 
was passed. 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
want to take one moment to thank 
Tim Rieser and Luke Albee of Senator 
LEAHY’s staff; and from the Appropria- 
tions Committee staff Jim Bond, and 
Juanita Rilling; and, particularly, Mr. 
President, I want to extend my great 
appreciation to my personal staff mem- 
bers, Billy Piper, and my long-time for- 
eign policy adviser, Robin Cleveland, 
for their determined work in helping us 
to produce this bill. 

I am extremely grateful to Billy, par- 
ticularly to Robin, for good advice not 
only on this occasion but over the 
years. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank 
the chairman for his gracious words, 
and I was also glad—I mentioned a 
number of these folks earlier—but I 
was also glad to have my chief of staff, 
Luke Albee, to join us also on this bill, 
as well as John P. Dowd, my legislative 
director. ў 

Tim Rieser, І think all of us on our 
side will agree, was a dynamo. Tim 
handled just about everything for ev- 
erybody. 

I do appreciate all of them. 

Mr. President, before we voted ear- 
lier, the Senator from Wisconsin was 
going to speak in relation to this mat- 
ter on this bill. As a courtesy to the 
other 99 Senators, he withheld for the 
vote on the assurance that he could be 
heard. I hope that it might be possible 
for the Senator from Wisconsin to be 
heard. 

I assume we will appoint conferees. I 
wonder if we could yield for that. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist on its amend- 
ments and request a conference with 
the House, and that the Chair be au- 
thorized to appoint conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer (Mr. SMITH) appointed 
Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. 
MACK, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. 
GREGG, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mrs. MUR- 
RAY, and Mr. ByRD conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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UNITED STATES/UNITED KINGDOM 
AVIATION RELATIONS 


Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my great disappoint- 
ment that an agreement further liber- 
alizing United States/United Kingdom 
aviation relations was not struck in 
London last week. Once again, I believe 
the British Government put the inter- 
ests of one constituent above the best 
interests of British consumers. 

The United Kingdom is one of our 
largest and most important trading 
partners. For many years that trading 
relationship has flourished. Open mar- 
ket principles have been the engine re- 
sponsible for its success. Without a 
doubt, the free flow of commerce be- 
tween our two nations has signifi- 
cantly benefited both economies. Per- 
haps the biggest winners of all have 
been consumers on both sides of the 
Atlantic who have reaped the benefits 
of enhanced consumer choice and com- 
petitive prices. 

Regrettably, over the last few dec- 
ades, the British have repeatedly 
rebuffed our attempts to extend our 
open trade relationship to include com- 
mercial aviation rights. In fact, the 
United States/United Kingdom bilat- 
eral aviation agreement is our most re- 
strictive international aviation agree- 
ment. For good reason, that agree- 
ment, the so-called Bermuda П agree- 
ment signed in 1977, is widely regarded 
as being the high water mark for inter- 
national aviation protectionism. 

In London last week, the United 
States and United Kingdom had an his- 
toric opportunity to further liberalize 
our aviation relationship. Instead of 
taking a major step forward, United 
States/United Kingdom aviation rela- 
tions seem to have taken a giant leap 
backward. I am very concerned that 
the failure to reach agreement last 
week has squandered hard earned mo- 
mentum from the phase 1 deal in June 
and resurrected mistrust between the 
countries that has plagued negotia- 
tions for years. 

Mr. President, despite these con- 
cerns, the United States and United 
Kingdom must press forward with 
phase 2 negotiations. We owe it to con- 
sumers on both sides of the Atlantic. 
For far too long the United States/ 
United Kingdom aviation debate has 
focussed primarily on the interests of 
passenger and cargo carriers. I urge ne- 
gotiators on both sides of the table to 
resume talks with a broader focus, one 
which considers the significant stake 
consumers have in enhanced air service 
and more competitive prices. 

In a speech before the Aviation Club 
of Great Britain earlier this week, Ger- 
ald Greenwald, the Chairman and CEO 
of United Airlines, echoed this point. 
Mr. Greenwald called for a “renewed 
concentration on consumers“ and quite 
accurately observed that the real los- 
ers under the restrictive Bermuda II 
agreement are consumers “іп the Unit- 
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ed States and United Kingdom alike.” 
He is absolutely correct. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Greenwald’s speech before the Aviation 
Club of Great Britain to which I re- 
ferred be inserted in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

Mr. President, I hope benefits to con- 
sumers are factored into the equation 
next time American and British nego- 
tiators meet in phase 2 talks. Perhaps 
then the need for liberalization of the 
United States/United Kingdom bilat- 
eral aviation agreement will be clearer 
to the British. Undoubtedly, the bene- 
fits of liberalization will be more read- 
ily apparent. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


GERALD GREENWALD; AVIATION CLUB OF 
GREAT BRITAIN, CHAIRMAN AND CEO, UNIT- 
ED AIRLINES 


LonDoN—September 19, 1995. Thanks, all of 
you for this warm welcome. Let me salute 
Allan Winn, Chairman of the Aviation Club 
of Great Britain, along with the many lead- 
ing lights of Great Britain's aviation indus- 
try—public and private sector alike—whom I 
am honored to address today. 

I promised Allan I would refrain from any 
“commercial plugs for my company, al- 
though temptation, of course, is great. But 
Allan was kind enough to ask—as people 
often do when a visitor arrives—how was my 
trip? 

I want to assure you: The flight over in 
United's new 777 was quite comfortable. I en- 
joyed the full 64 inches of leg room, the five 
star first-class service—and what must be 
the most courteous flight attendant and 
pilot crew in the business. 

So Allan—thanks for asking. 

I appreciate the opportunity to address 
you today. I see this as a chance to advance 
a dialogue that must take place if any of us, 
on either side of the Atlantic, are to prosper 
in our new environment. This industry has 
to look ahead—this industry has to change 
because its growth—needs to outpace that of 
the world economy. 

The fact is, at no time since the Second 
World War has the airline industry been pre- 
sented with market forces more conducive to 
profitable growth. The demand for thinking 
for the future is almost overwhelming. And 
that is what I want to talk about today be- 
cause, as an industry, we are not meeting the 
challenge, not doing justice to our cus- 
tomers. 

But I didn’t come here to talk to you about 
what everybody else talks about—the way 
everyone in our industry is mesmerized by 
the growth in air traffic. That kind of look- 
ing inward—that fixation on ourselves—is a 
kind of corporate indulgence we can’t afford: 
Short-term gain for long-term grief. 

I came here to make the case for change in 
focus—for a renewed concentration on the 
customer. 

We're slow to recognize what the customer 
wants from the travel experience. 

Back on my side of the ocean, the travel 
agents are fighting with the airlines...the 
airlines are fighting with one another...and 
meanwhile, the customer stands alone at the 
counter. 

It’s as if we grow so accustomed to our 
place in the market—to our sheer size and 
staying power—that we forget who has the 
power to bring us down. 
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I'm not talking about a competitor...or 
another company...or some amorphous no- 
tion such as “competition”... 

I'm talking about the consumer. The most 
powerful economic factor in the world. 

It’s a concept we grasp quite easily in po- 
litical dimension. But the freedom of choice 
at the ballot box has its parallel in the econ- 
omy as well: In every consumer’s checkbook 
choice—the freedom to take his or her busi- 
ness elsewhere. 

Now, provided we put the customer first— 
the fundamentals are in place for a very 
positive forecast. Consider the state of our 
industry. 

Тһе fundamentals are there for a very posi- 
tive forecast. Consider the state of our indus- 
try. 

In the beginning of this decade, in 1990, 
worldwide airline revenues totaled $211 bil- 
lion, 

Estimates now predict industry revenues— 
both business and leisure travel—will reach 
$350 billion by the year 2000. 

To put that in perspective, consider the 
world’s total GDP will rise 50 percent be- 
tween 1990 and the year 2000. Over that same 
timeframe, airline revenues will rise an even 
faster 60 percent. 

All told, it’s an impressive record. A cen- 
tury that began with mankind's first pow- 
ered flight—a span of 120 feet lasting 12 sec- 
onds—ends with the movement of 1.2 billion 
passengers on 17 million flights across 24 
time zones at every hour of the day and 


night. 

So if all of that's true—and it is—why do 
во many of us want to grimace rather than 
grin? к 

Because we know the rest of the picture. 
We know that revenues, however great, are 
not profits—and growth, no matter how 
rapid, is not necessarily a reflection of suc- 
cess or superior service. 

Granted, this industry has grown. But too 
many airlines have lost too much money for 
their shareholders and the taxpayers who 
support them. Too many customers regard 
what they get from us with a combustible 
combination of cynicism and suspicion. 

Some of our passengers take us for grant- 
ed. Other passengers think every time they 
buy a ticket—as we say in America, we're 
taking them for a ride. 

It’s hard in that kind of atmosphere to 
build the bonds of trust—to establish the 
loyalty that keeps customers coming back. 
That’s the central challenge in a service in- 
dustry such as ours—a challenge United is 
working to meet as the world’s largest em- 
ployee-owned company. 

And we are a new company—a new Unit- 
ed—since Steve Wolf stood before you just 
over a year ago. What we're about isn’t just 
а phrase—it’s а deep-felt philosophy: A solid 
sense that of all the measures management 
can take to improve productivity none has 
more up-side potential than empowering our 
workforce, And what better way than turn- 
ing employees into owners? Аз Peter 
Drucker has observed, the only sustainable 
corporate advantage in the new, open, global 
marketplace—is people. 

When we entered into our employee-owner- 
ship (ESOP) agreement, we were banking on 
more than a structural shift in our organiza- 
tion—we were counting on a change in cor- 
porate culture to take us to a more competi- 
tive level. And in a service industry, em- 
ployee satisfaction shows—in the finished 
product—in the face we present every day to 
our passengers. 

And we're seeing that change in culture 
translate into strong results. You're used to 
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hearing about Returns on Investment—well, 
our ESOP's delivering what I call Return оп 
Ownership: 

Fewer sick days: Down 21 percent last 
month—in our year-over-year comparison. 
And increased “dependability” means a sav- 
ings of about $52 million. 

Fewer grievances: Down 75 percent year- 
over-year. And again—that's an opportunity 
to resolve differences without costly and 
time consuming procedures—energy that 
could be spent on serving our customers. 

Overall, it’s part of the positive numbers 
United's putting on the board: 

Revenue is up $729 million—6.7 percent 
over last year. 

Operating earnings are up—our operating 
margin is up. So are net earnings and net 
margin. And unit revenue is outpacing unit 
cost. 

Let me give you just one market example. 
Thanks in part to our new Shuttle by Unit- 
ed, the Los Angeles region is solidly profit- 
able. 

Our departures are up 73 percent in the last 
4 years—and we're serving more major do- 
mestic and international destinations from 
L.A. than any other carrier. 

All of the changes we've made within our 
company are moving us in the right direc- 
tion. But there’s still the matter of the envi- 
ronment around us—the system in which 
we—and all our competitors—have to oper- 
ate. 

And that is where external factors dictate 
the difficulties we face—in the form of a sys- 
tem that stops us from serving our cus- 
tomers as well as we could. And that system 
is my subject today. 

What do I mean? Let me ask: How many of 
us would maintain a fleet of DC-7s or Lock- 
heed Constellations—how many of us would 
want to sell passengers on the virtues of an 
15 hour crossing of the Atlantic, or only a 
handful of domestic flights to our country’s 
largest cities? 

In other words, how well do we think we'd 
fare with a 195078 fleet in our 199078 world? 

Yet we're struggling along with an equally 
antiquated structure governing our flights/ 
our routes/and our schedules. Simply put: 
The structure of our industry is not adapting 
to the needs of the new customers, new na- 
tions, and new regions we serve. 

If this industry is to reach its potential— 
if we are to continue not simply to expand 
but to excel—we have to change. We have to 
raise our standards—raise our own expecta- 
tions to a level above and beyond that of the 
customers and the countries who rely on us. 
We have to stop talking about today's 
weather and create a new climate. 

Because in the end, there is only one route 
Шш customer service—and that is competi- 

on. 

Nothing could be further from that ideal 
than our present World War II vintage sys- 
tem of bilateral regulation. Created in an era 
when national frontiers were also market 
boundaries—when economies were isolated 
entities, self contained islands of com- 
merce—Conceived at a time when Churchill 
roamed Number 10 Downing Street, and both 
the Democrats and Republicans were com- 
peting to see who "liked Ike.“ 

Our bilateral system was a Frankenstein, 
stitched together when colonialism was fad- 
ing, nationalism was coming to the fore—and 
a protectionist system of managed trade 
seemed the best we could muster. 

And that bad beginning got steadily 
worse—reaching bottom with the so-called 
Bermuda П agreement in 1977. 

It's a wonder the system served us as well 
as it did, as long as it did. 
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Today—we must all agree—the system is 
slowly strangling us. 

What we have now is a kind of controlled 
chaos—an industry impasse in which no one 
is comfortable with the system as it is, but 
no one can make the move to the more com- 
petitive system we need. 

Take United's position as a case in point, 
squeezed by the straight-jacket we call Ber- 
muda II. Geographically, the U.K. is key to 
United: A gateway to the entire continent of 
Europe—and beyond, a critical crossroad in 
the global aviation market. 

While we are one of only two U.S. carriers 
allowed to serve Heathrow, if we look at 
United’s major hubs in the U.S.—every one 
carries tight restrictions on capacity to 
Heathrow: 

At Washington, DC, we have been running 
load factors to Heathrow of 92 percent for 
the last three months—and yet we were just 
oo down for two extra frequencies a 
week, 

At Chicago, our largest hub, after a four- 
year struggle, last week we finally gained ac- 
cess to Heathrow—and yet it’s limited to 
seven weekly flights in a 767. Let me empha- 
size—this is from the world’s busiest airport 
to the world’s largest international destina- 
tion. But even that is better than Denver, 
our second largest hub—where we can pro- 
vide no service at all to Heathrow. Of all the 
major country-to-country agreements to 
which the U.S. is party, none is more restric- 
tive than Bermuda II. 

But ав bad as I believe Bermuda П is—this 
much I know: The real losers are the con- 
sumes. In this, Bermuda П claims its casual- 
ties on both sides of the Atlantic—hurting 
consumers with higher prices and poorer 
service in the U.S. and the U.K. alike. 

So what’s the solution? Certainly not the 
1950's thinking that argues that the way to 
build your carrier's market share is to hand- 
icap the competitiveness of the others. 

Market shares in aviation should be driven 
by customer choices—just as they are in 
most areas of trade today. I submit there is 
only one answer for the 1990s—working to- 
gether for change—working together to open 
the skies of Europe, America, Asia and every 
point in between—to competition. 

Now, I want to be clear: Just as the cur- 
rent bilateral constraints increasingly serve 
no one—competition, too, has its costs. Not 
all airlines will succeed—not all will even 
survive. But the alternative—the price of 
sticking with the status quo—is truly like 
two scorpions in a bottle. Neither will come 
out alive. 

Why tinker at the margins managing 
trade? Why not simply throw open the 
doors—and let the competition begin? 

Anything less than full competition really 
doesn’t do either of us a favor—because in an 
industry as global as ours, we really can’t 
hide from competition anyway. 

What do we need? Liberalization—as much 
as possible, as soon as possible. A beginning 
today that we can build on tomorrow. 

As our target, we ought to take an example 
from outside our industry: From the world of 
telecommunications. When you pick up a 
telephone and dial an international number 
or send a fax to an international destina- 
tion—you don't want to negotiate with each 
of the different companies that carries the 
signal or routes the call. 

It doesn’t matter to you whether it crosses 
the ocean floor by cable or skips over by sat- 
ellite—what you care about is getting 
through to the other end. Yet our current 
system of air travel does just that to our 
customers—confronting them with a bewil- 
dering array of barriers and bottlenecks be- 
tween them and their destination. 
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To their credit, both the U.S. and Britain 
have recently taken significant steps toward 
the liberalization of air transportation be- 
tween our two countries. The differences 
seem to be over the pace of that movement, 
not the ultimate objective. 

And, as I have pointed out to the U.S. gov- 
ernment, in recent months—to give credit 
where credit is due—it has been the British 
side that maintained the momentum toward 
liberalization, while the U.S. (and United) 
was all but immobilized by our own internal 
squabbles. 

To be candid, our struggle to launch direct 
Chicago-London service last week was im- 
peded as much by vested interests in the U.S. 
as in the U.K. 

Now of course, our small steps forward 
have been accompanied by two steps back— 
away from the negotiating table. We must 
all hope our two governments get back to 
the table—and resume the Phase П talks 
that are the only path to progress and to 
open skies. 

There is a mystery I cannot comprehend: 
And that is how the U.S. and the U.K.—two 
countries that literally live by international 
trade—and with the possible exception of 
Japan, endure the rockiest bilateral rela- 
tionship in the aviation industry. 

The plain fact is—liberalization can't be 
limited. On the other side of the world—as 
across the Atlantic—the principle of 
consumer choice must prevail. The principle 
I hope will soon be put in practice for our 
two countries should apply equally to the 
opening of new routes in Asia. 

Few tasks will be tougher. Japan’s Min- 
istry of Transportation, for example, seems 
fixated on a protectionist path—marching in 
one direction while the rest of the world 
moves in another. 

What Japan seems to want in 1996 is a re- 
play of the mistake the U.S. and the U.K. 
made in 1976 when we started down the path 
of Bermuda II. And as a recent editorial іп 
the Far Eastern Economic Review noted, you 
can’t open an issue of the Orient Airlines As- 
sociation magazine without finding a list of 
reasons why competition is bad. 

Much of the air service industry there re- 
mains locked in a mercantilist mindset. And 
that’s unfortunate because Asia and Asian 
consumers are not exempt from the adverse 
consequences of attempts to limit air traffic. 

There’s no .ree lunch: When Japan’s Min- 
istry of Transportation imposes regulations 
to protect their carriers—consumers pay the 
price. It’s an fron law of economics: One 
company’s windfall is the consumer's down- 
fall. 

Competition is consumer friendly. It’s a 
notion we haven't quite grasped yet. Take 
the recent positive steps toward opening 
more Japan destinations to Federal Express. 

In the industry, people are asking—Who 
won? Japan or the U.S.? ГІП tell you who 
won. The consumers—of both countries! 

As for United, we’re ready right now to 
take interim steps toward the broad liberal- 
ization that will ultimately serve all of us 
best. In Japan, as we did in Germany, we are 
prepared to accept a period of constrained 
growth—to give JAL breathing space. But 
our ultimate aim at the end of that period 
must be—once again, as it was in Germany— 
a market driven regime. 

In the end, freeing up competition—evolv- 
ing an open skies approach—is in every coun- 
try's interest. Liberalization and inter- 
nationalization go hand in hand. And they 
are essential in today's economy. 

And that really is my message today. 

Gone are the days when we could chart a 
future built on cozy arrangements and back- 
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room bilateral deals. The one covenant that 
counts—is the promise we make to the peo- 
ple we serve. 

Thank you. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message from the President of the 
United States was communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate a mes- 
sage from the President of the United 
States submitting a nomination which 
was referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

(The nomination received today is 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


REPORT ENTITLED “HIGHWAY 
SAFETY: 1994"—MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT—PM 83 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith the 1994 calendar 
year reports as prepared by the Depart- 
ment of Transportation on activities 
under the Highway Safety Act, the Na- 
tional Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safe- 
ty Act of 1966, and the Motor Vehicle 
Information and Cost Savings Act of 
1972, as amended. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, September 21, 1995. 
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MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

At 2:13 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the Speaker signed the 
following enrolled bills: 

S. 464. An Act to make the reporting dead- 
lines for studies conducted in Federal court 
demonstration districts consistent with the 
deadlines for pilot districts, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 532. An Act to clarify the rules govern- 
ing venue, and for other purposes. 


At 5:45 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence with the Senate: 

H.R. 1617. An Act to consolidate and reform 
workforce development and literacy pro- 
grams, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (S. 440) to amend title 23, Unit- 
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ed States Code, to provide for the des- 
ignation of the National Highway Sys- 
tem, and for other purposes, and asks a 
conference with the Senate on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses there- 
on; and appoints Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. 
CLINGER, Mr. PETRI, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 
LAHoop, Mr. MINETA, Mr. OBERSTAR, 
and Mr. RAHALL as the managers of the 
conference on the part of the House. 

The message further announced that 
the House disagreed to the amendment 
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 1530) to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
1996 for military activities of the De- 
partment of Defense, to prescribe mili- 
tary personnel strengths for fiscal year 
1996, and for other purposes and agrees 
to the conference asked by the Senate 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon; and appoints the fol- 
lowing Members as the managers of the 
conference on the part of the House: 

From the Committee on National Se- 
curity, for consideration of the House 
bill (except for sections 801-803, 811-814, 
826, 828-832, 834-838, 842-843, 850-896) and 
the Senate amendment (except for sec- 
tions 801-803, 815-818, 2851-2857, and 
4001-4801) and modifications committed 
to conference: Mr. SPENCE, Mr. STUMP, 
Mr. HUNTER, Mr. KASICH, Mr. BATEMAN, 
Mr. HANSEN, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylva- 
nia, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. 
SAXTON, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. BUYER, 
Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. 
McHuGH, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. 
JONES, Mr. LONGLEY, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
MONTGOMERY, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. 
SKELTON, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. 
ORTIZ, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. EVANS, Mr. 
TANNER, Mr. BROWDER, Mr. TAYLOR of 
Mississippi, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. Ер- 
WARDS, and Mr. PETERSON of Florida. 

From the Committee on National Se- 
curity, for consideration of sections 
801-803, 811-814, 826, 828-832, 834-838, 842- 
843, and 850-896 of the House bill and 
sections 801-803 and 815-818 of the Sen- 
ate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Mr. SPENCE, 
Mr. STUMP, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, 
Mr. DELLUMS, and Mr. SPRATT. 

From the Committee on National Se- 
curity, for consideration of sections 
2851-2857 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con- 
ference: Mr. SPENCE, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. 
JONES, Mr. ORTIZ, and Mr. MONTGOM- 
ERY. 

From the Committee on National Se- 
curity, for consideration of sections 
4001-4801 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con- 
ference: Mr. SPENCE, Mr. STUMP, Mr. 
TORKILDSEN, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, 
Mr. LONGLEY, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. ED- 
WARDS, and Mr. PETERSON of Florida. 

As additional conferees from the Per- 
manent Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence, for consideration of matters 
within the jurisdiction of that commit- 
tee under clause 2 of rule XLVIII: Mr. 
COMBEST, Mr. YOUNG of Florida, and 
Mr. DICKS. 
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As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Agriculture, for consid- 
eration of sections 2851-2857 of the Sen- 
ate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Mr. ROBERTS, 
Mr. ALLARD, Мг. LAHOOD, Mr. DE LA 
GARZA, and Mr. JOHNSON of South Da- 
kota. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Commerce, for consider- 
ation of sections 601 and 3402-3404 of 
the House bill and sections 323, 601, 705, 
734, 2824, 2851-2857, 3106-3107, 3166, and 
3301-3302 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con- 
ference: Mr. BLILEY, Mr. SCHAEFER, and 
Mr. DINGELL: Provided, That Mr. OXLEY 
is appointed in lieu of Mr. SCHAEFER 
for consideration of sections 323, 2824, 
and 3107 of the Senate amendment: Pro- 
vided further, that Mr. BILIRAKIS is ap- 
pointed in lieu of Mr. SCHAEFER for 
consideration of section 601 of the 
House bill and sections 601, 705, and 734 
of the Senate amendment: Provided fur- 
ther, That Mr. HASTERT is appointed in 
lieu of Mr. SCHAEFER for consideration 
of sections 2851-2857 of the Senate 
amendment. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Economic and Edu- 
cational Opportunities, for consider- 
ation of section 394 of the House bill, 
and sections 387 and 2813 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com- 
mitted to conference: Mr. GOODLING, 
Mr. RIGGS, and Mr. CLAY. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, for consideration of sections 
332-333, and 338 of the House bill, and 
sections 333 and 336-343 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com- 
mitted to conference: Mr. CLINGER, Mr. 
Mica, Mr. BASS, Mrs. COLLINS of Illi- 
nois, and Mrs. MALONEY. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, for consideration of sections 
801-803, 811-814, 826, 828-832, 834-840, and 
842-843 of the House bill, and sections 
801-803 and 815-818 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com- 
mitted to conference: Mr. CLINGER, Mr. 
HORN, Mr. DAVIS, Mrs. COLLINS of Illi- 
nois, and Mrs. MALONEY. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, for consideration of sections 
850-896 of the House bill, and modifica- 
tions committed to conference: Mr. 
CLINGER, Mr. DAVIS, апі Mrs. COLLINS 
of Illinois. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, for consideration of sections 
4001-4801 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con- 
ference: Mr. CLINGER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. 
ZELIFF, Mr. HORN, Mr. DAVIS, Mrs. COL- 
LINS of Illinois, Mrs. MALONEY, and Мг. 
SPRATT. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on House Oversight, for 
consideration of section 1077 of the 
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Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Mr. THOMAS, 
Mr. ROBERTS, and Mr. HOYER. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on International Relations, 
for consideration of sections 231-232, 
235, 237-238, 242, 244, 1101-1108, 1201, 1213, 
1221-1230, and 3131 of the House bill and 
sections 231-233, 237-238, 240-241, 1012, 
1041-1044, 1051-1064, and 1099 of the Sen- 
ate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Mr. GILMAN, 
Mr. GOODLING, Mr. ROTH, Mr. BEREU- 
TER, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
HAMILTON, Mr. GEJDENSON, and Mr. 
LANTOS. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, for con- 
sideration of sections 831 (only as it 
adds a new section 27(d) to the Office of 
Federal Procurement Policy Act), and 
850-896, of the House bill and sections 
515, 1075, and 1098 of the Senate amend- 
ment, and modifications committed to 
conference: Mr. HYDE, Mr. GEKAS, and 
Mr. CONYERS. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Rules, for consideration 
of section 3301 of the Senate amend- 
ment, and modifications committed to 
conference: Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. DREIER, 
and Mr. BEILENSON. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Science, for consider- 
ation of sections 203, 211, and 214 of the 
House bill and sections 220-221, 3137, 
4122(а)(3), 4161, 4605, and 4607 of the Sen- 
ate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Mr. WALKER, 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER, and Mr. BROWN of 
California. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure, for consideration of sec- 
tions 223, 322, 2824, and 2851-2857 of the 
Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Mr. SHUSTER, 
Mr. WELLER, and Mr. OBERSTAR. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee оп Veteran’s Affairs, for 
consideration of section 2806 of the 
House bill and sections 644-645 and 4604 
of the Senate amendment, and modi- 
fications committed to conference: Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. HUTCHINSON, 
and Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Ways and Means, for 
consideration of sections 705, 734, and 
1021 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con- 
ference: Mr. ARCHER, Mr. THOMAS, and 
Mr. STARK. 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bill was read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent and referred as indicated: 


H.R. 1617. An Act to consolidate and 
reform workforce development and lit- 
eracy programs, and for other pur- 
poses, to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 
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EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, which were referred as indi- 
cated: 


ЕС-1456. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the National Transportation Safety 
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, notice 
of a response to the Office of Management 
and Budget; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-1457. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, notice of action relative to the 
Eldorado International Airport, Bogota, Co- 
lumbia; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-1458. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the National Transportation Safety 
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of the budget estimate for fiscal year 
1997; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-1459. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Associate Director for Compliance, Min- 
erals Management Service, Royalty Manage- 
ment Program, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, notice of the 
intention to make refunds of offshore lease 
revenues where a refund or recoupment is ар- 
propriate; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

ЕС-1460. A communication from the Dep- 
uty Associate Director for Compliance, Min- 
erals Management Service, Royalty Manage- 
ment Program, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, notice of the 
intention to make refunds of offshore lease 
revenues where a refund or recoupment is ap- 
propriate; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The following petitions and memori- 
als were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 


POM-294. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Military Chaplains Association relative to 
military retired pay; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

POM-295. A resolution adopted by the Mili- 
tary Chaplains Association relative to the 
retention of military commissaries; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

POM-296. A resolution adopted by the Mili- 
tary Chaplains Association relative to cost- 
of-living adjustments; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

POM-297. A resolution adopted by the Mili- 
tary Chaplains Association relative to the 
Uniformed Services University of the Health 
Services; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 

POM-298. A resolution adopted by the 
House of the Legislature of the State of 
Texas; to the Committee on Armed Services. 


“RESOLUTION NO. 38 


“Whereas, Americans recognize and appre- 
ciate the enormous sacrifices made by Unit- 
ed States military personnel who served cou- 
rageously in the Vietnam War and the con- 
flict in Southeast Asia, some of whom are 
still classified as missing in action; and 

“Whereas, while the status of most of the 
American soldiers who lost their lives or 
were injured during this long military en- 
gagement is certain, the fate of more than 
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2,000 military personnel remains unknown 
decades after the United States’ final with- 
drawal from Vietnam; and 

“Whereas, the unresolved status of those 
brave individuals is, understandably, a 
source of great concern for their families, 
their friends, and their fellow citizens and 
represents a chapter in our nation's history 
that cannot be satisfactorily concluded until 
their whereabouts are known; and 

“Whereas, recognizing the important of 
this vital obligation to American military 
personnel and their families, the United 
States Congress has sought to locate these 
individuals in the past and should continue 
to take all necessary steps to fulfill this im- 
portant duty in the future: Now, therefore, 
be it 

“Resolved, That the House of Representa- 
tives of the 74th Texas Legislative hereby re- 
quest the Congress of the United States to 
continue its efforts to determine the loca- 
tion and status of all United States military 
personnel still missing in Southeast Asia; 
and, be it further 

“Resolved, That official copies of this reso- 
lution be prepared for the President of the 
United States, the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives of the United States Con- 
gress, the President of the Senate of the 
United States Congress, and all members of 
the Texas delegation to the Congress.” 

POM-299. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California Uni- 
formed Services; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

“JOINT RESOLUTION Мо. 27 

“Whereas, California is proud to be the 
home of millions of active and retired mili- 
tary personnel; and 

“Whereas, these personnel and their fami- 
lies have earned the right to have access to 
quality health care because of distinguished 
service to our state and country; and 

‘Whereas, this quality health care is to be 
delivered through the Civilian Health and 
Medical Program of the Uniform Services 
(CHAMPUS) program; and 

"Whereas, these personnel and their fami- 
lies have already been seriously inconven- 
ienced by the actions of the federal govern- 
ment in closing many of the military bases 
where they customarily received their medi- 
cal care, forcing them to travel great dis- 
tances to receive medical care from different 
providers; and 

“Whereas, these personnel and their fami- 
lies were again inconvenienced by the action 
of the federal government in changing the 
administration of the CHAMPUS program 
last year. These changes required some of 
these military and veteran families to 
change medical providers, and to travel 
greater distances to receive medical care; 
and 

“Whereas, the Federal government is con- 
templating making even further major 
changes to the CHAMPUS program. These 
changes will cause dislocation in the pro- 
vider networks that will require that mili- 
tary families endure a stressful transition to 
new doctors and providers; and 

‘Whereas, many of these changes will re- 
sult in fewer medical providers available to 
families which will adversely affect medical 
quality: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla- 
ture of the State of California respectfully 
memorializes the United States Department 
of Defense to make every effort to ensure 
that the commitment made to provide medi- 
cal benefits to our military and veteran fam- 
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ilies through the CHAMPUS program be hon- 
ored, and that when changes are con- 
templated for the program that priority be 
given to protecting the benefits of military 
and veteran families by ensuring that qual- 
ity medical care is available at convenient 
locations for these families, and in doing 
this, that the Department of Defense take 
into consideration the impact and the dis- 
location caused to military and veteran fam- 
ilies by previous changes to the program and 
that any future changes be designed to mini- 
mize further dislocation and to enhance the 
CHAMPUS program rather than to reduce 
the benefits already earned by our military; 
and be it further 

“Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As- 
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit- 
ed States, to the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, to the Sec- 
retary of Defense, to the Director of the Of- 
fice of Management and Budget, and to each 
Senator and Representative from California 
in the Congress of the United States.“ 

POM-300. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

“JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 21 


“Whereas, McClellan Air Force Base, lo- 
cated in the City of Sacramento, California, 
is one of the five major Air Force logistic 
command centers in the United States; and 

“Whereas, this base has been a major air- 
craft repair facility for almost 60 years; and 

“Whereas, McClellan is one of the largest 
United States Air Force bases as well as the 
largest employer in northern California; and 

“Whereas, McClellan is the home facility 
for other critical and essential military or- 
ganizations, including the Coast Guard Res- 
cue Service, a Reserve Tanker Wing, and a 
National Guard Tanker Unit; and 

“Whereas, the base plays a key function in 
supporting the responsibility of the entire 
Air Force and has been a major maintenance 
and support element in World War П, the Ко- 
rean Conflict, the Vietnam Conflict, the Gulf 
Conflicts, as well as fulfilling numerous 
other tactical maintenance requirements; 
and 

“Whereas, McClellan has been a part of the 
State of California prior to the buildup of 
our armed forces during World War П and its 
capability could not be duplicated today 
without a major expenditure of funds; and 

“Whereas, McClellan Air Force Base is 
geographically and strategically located on 
the West Coast and serves as a gateway to 
our forces in the Pacific Basin; and 

“Whereas, McClellan has developed ex- 
tremely advanced technology not only for 
aircraft maintenance but for medical re- 
search as well as composite research that is 
world renowned; and 

“Whereas, Potential loss both to the per- 
sonnel at McClellan as well as the State of 
California that would result from closure of 
the base is inestimable in terms of tech- 
nology, health and welfare, jobs, and commu- 
nity spirit. Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla- 
ture of the State of California respectfully 
memorializes the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission, the President and 
Congress of the United States to consider the 
strategic importance of McClellan Air Force 
Base and to oppose proposals to close this 
important military installation; and be it 
further 

“Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As- 
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
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the Chairman of the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission, to the Presi- 
dent and Vice President of the United 
States, and to each Senator and Representa- 
tive from California in the Congress of the 
United States.” 


—— 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Committee 
on Armed Services: 

*John T. Conway, of New York, to be a 
Member of the Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Board for a term expiring October 18, 
1999. 


(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that he be 
confirmed, subject to the nominee’s 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly con- 
stituted committee of the Senate.) 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, for 
the Committee on Armed Services, I 
report favorably the attached listing of 
nominations. 

Those identified with a single aster- 
isk (*) are to be placed on the Execu- 
tive Calendar. Those identified with a 
double asterisk (**) are to lie on the 
Secretary’s desk for the information of 
any Senator since these names have al- 
ready appeared in the RECORDS of July 
20, July 24, August 3, August 10, and 
September 5, 1995, and ask unanimous 
consent, to save the expense of reprint- 
ing on the Executive Calendar, that 
these nominations lie at the Sec- 
retary’s desk for the information of 
Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The nominations ordered to lie on 
the Secretary’s desk were printed in 
the RECORDS of July 20, 24, August 3, 10, 
and September 5, 1995 at the end of the 
Senate proceedings.) 

*In the Navy there are 2 promotions to the 
grade of rear admiral (list begins with Ralph 
Melvin Mitchell, Jr.) (Reference No. 97). 

*In the Naval Reserve there are 10 pro- 
motions to the grade of rear admiral (lower 
half) (list begins with Kenneth Peter 
Barausky) (Reference No. 165). 

*In the Navy there are 2 promotions to the 
grade of rear admiral (list begins with Bar- 
ton D. Strong) (Reference No. 249). 

*Rear Adm. (lower half) S. Todd Fisher, 
USN to be rear admiral (Reference No. 526). 

*Col. William J. Dendinger, USAF to be 
brigadier general (Reference No. 531). 

**In the Army there are 2 promotions to 
the grade of lieutenant colonel and below 
(list begins with John D. Pitcher) (Reference 
No. 534). 

**In the Navy there are 4 appointments to 
the grade of ensign (list begins with Kyujin 
J. Choi) (Reference No. 535). 

**In the Air Force Reserve there are 29 pro- 
motions to the grade of lieutenant colonel 
(list begins with Von S. Bashay) (Reference 
No. 538). 

**In the Navy there are 11 appointments to 
the grade of ensign (list begins with Scott A. 
Avery) (Reference No. 539). 

**In the Marine Corps there are 7 appoint- 
ments to the grade of second lieutenant (list 
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begins with Bradley J. Harms) (Reference 
No. 540). 

**In the Marine Corps Reserve there аге 35 
promotions to the grade of colonel (list be- 
gins with Charles H. Allen) (Reference No. 
541). 

**In the Naval Reserve there are 159 pro- 
motions to the grade of captain (list begins 
with Glenn M. Amundson) (Reference No. 
542). 

**In the Naval Reserve there are 411 pro- 
motions to the grade of commander (list be- 
gins with Richard J. Alioto) (Reference No. 
548). 

**In the Marine Corps Reserve there аге 166 
promotions to the grade of lieutenant colo- 
nel (list begins with Douglas E. Akers) (Ref- 
erence No. 544). 

*Maj. Gen. Jefferson D. Howell, Jr., USMC 
to be lieutenant general (Reference. No. 561). 

**In the Army Reserve there are 9 pro- 
motions to the grade of colonel and below 
(list begins with Gerhard Braun) (Reference 
No. 562). 

**In the Army Reserve there are 36 pro- 
motions to the grade of colonel and below 
(list begins with John A. Belzer) (Reference 
No. 563). 

**In the Army Reserve there are 23 pro- 
motions to the grade of colonel and below 
(list begins with Robert Bellhouse) (Ref- 
erence No. 564). 

**In the Army Reserve there are 34 pro- 
motions to the grade of colonel and below 
(list begins with Terry C. Amos) (Reference 
No. 565). 

**In the Naval Reserve there are 777 pro- 
motions to the grade of commander (list be- 
gins with Andrew W. Acevedo) (Reference 
No. 566). 

**In the Army there are 410 promotions to 
the grade of major (list begins with Jeffrey 
5. Almony) (Reference No. 567). 

*Adm. William O. Studeman, USN to be 
placed on the retired list in the grade of ad- 
miral (Reference No. 568). 

*Vice Adm. Norman W. Ray, USN to be 
placed on the retired list in the grade of vice 
admiral (Reference No. 569). 

**In the Army Reserve there are 35 pro- 
motions to the grade of colonel and below 
(list begins with David G. Barton) (Reference 
No. 580). 

**In the Air Force Reserve there are 9 pro- 
motions to the grade of lieutenant colonel 
(list begins with Michael D. Bouwman) (Ref- 
erence No. 606). 

**In the Air Force Reserve there are 20 pro- 
motions to the grade of lieutenant colonel 
(list begins with Gary L. Ebben) (Reference 
No, 607). 

**Col. Michael L. Jones, USA for appoint- 
ment as Director of Admissions at the Unit- 
ed States Military Academy (Reference No. 
608). 

**In the Army Reserve there are 44 pro- 
motions to the grade of colonel and below 
(list begins with Gerard H. Barloco) (Ref- 
erence No. 609). 

**In the Navy there are 5 appointments to 
the grade of ensign (list begins with Jeremy 
L. Hilton) (Reference No. 610). 

**In the Air Force Reserve there are 21 ap- 
pointments to the grade of colonel and below 
(list begins with Maria A. Berg) (Reference 
No. 619). 

**In the Army there are 3 promotions to 
the grade of lieutenant colonel and below 
(list begins with Lillian A. Foerster) (Ref- 
erence No. 620). 

**In the Navy and Naval Reserve there are 
10 appointments to the grade of commander 
and below (list begins with Gary Е. Sharp) 
(Reference No. 621). 
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**In the Air Force there are 140 appoint- 
ments to the grade of second lieutenant (list 
begins with Mark B. Allen) (Reference No. 
622). 
*Rear Adm. (lower half) David J. Nash, 
USN to be rear admiral (Reference No. 627). 

Total: 2,421. 

The following-named officer for appoint- 
ment to the grade of lieutenant general in 
the U.S. Marine Corps while assigned to a po- 
sition of importance and responsibility under 
title 10, United States Code, section 601: 

Maj. Gen. Jefferson D. Howell, Jr., 


The following-named officer for promotion 
in the Navy of the United States to the grade 
indicated under title 10, United States Code, 
section 624: 

CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS 
To be rear admiral 

Rear Adm. (LH) David J. Nash, EZRA. 
U.S. Navy. 

The following-named officer to be placed 
on the retired list of the U.S. Navy in the 
grade indicated under section 1370 of title 10, 
United States Code: 

To be vice admiral 

Vice Adm. Norman W. Бау, | EZZ. 

The following-named officer to be placed 
on the retired list of the U.S. Navy in the 
grade indicated under section 1370 of title 10, 
United States Code: 

To be admiral 

Adm. William О. Studeman, ЛЕЛ. 

The following-named officer for promotion 
in the Navy of the United States to the grade 
indicated under title 10, United States Code, 
section 624: 

SENIOR HEALTH CARE EXECUTIVE 
To be rear admiral 

Rear Adm. (LH) S. Todd Fisher, ЖЕЛЕ. 
U.S. Navy. 

To following-named rear admirals (lower 
half) in the restricted line of the U.S. Navy 
for promotion to the permanent grade of rear 
admiral, pursuant to title 10, United States 
Code, section 624, subject to qualifications 
therefore as provided by law: 

AREOSPACE ENGINEERING DUTY OFFICER 
To be rear admiral 

Rear Adm. (L) Barton D. Strong, 
ЕШ U.S. Navy. 

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICER (CRYPTOLOGY) 
To be rear Admiral 

Rear Adm. (L) Thomas F. Stevens, 
Б U.S. Navy. 

Nominate the following-named rear admi- 
rals (Lower Half) in the Supply Corps of the 
U.S. Navy for promotion to the permanent 
grade of rear admiral, pursuant to title 10, 
United States Code, section 624, subject to 
qualifications therefore as provided by law: 

SUPPLY CORPS 
To be rear admiral 

RADM (LH) Ralph Melv Mitchell, Jr.. ШШ 
ЕТЕТІҢ, U.S. Navy. 

RADM (LH) Leonard Vincent, ЕТЕГІ. 
U.S. Navy. 

The following named captains of the Re- 
serve of the U.S. Navy for permanent pro- 
motion to the grade of rear admiral (lower 
half) in the line and staff corps, as indicated, 
pursuant to the provision of title 10, United 
States Code, section 5912: 

UNRESTRICTED LINE OFFICER 
To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. Kenneth Peter Barausky, ЛЕГЕ. 
U.S. Naval Reserve. 

Capt. Martin Edward Janczak, ЖЕЛІН. 
U.S. Naval Reserve. 
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Capt. Pierce Jarvis Johnson, . 
U.S. Naval Reserve. 

Capt. Michael Robert Scott, . 
U.S. Naval Reserve. 

INTELLIGENCE OFFICER 
To be real admiral (lower half) 

Capt. Larry Lafayette Poe, . 
U.S. Naval Reserve. 

PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICER 
To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. Richard Harry Wells, ЛЕТ U.S. 
Naval Reserve. 

MEDICAL CORPS OFFICER 
To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. John Bert Cotton, ИЕЛЕ. U.S. 
Naval Reserve. 

Capt. John Conant Weed, Jr., . 
U.S. Naval Reserve. 

SUPPLY CORPS 
To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. Fred Joseph Schuber ІП, EVAAA. 

U.S. Naval Reserve. 
CHAPLAIN CORPS 
To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. Peter Hess Beckwith, ESZA. 
U.S. Naval Reserve. 

The following-named officer for promotion 
in the Regular Air Force of the United 
States to the grade of brigadier general 
under title 10, United States Code, section 
624: 

То be brigadier general 

Col. William J. Dendinger, ЕТТЕ. 
United States Air Force. 

(The above nominations were ге- 
ported with the recommendations that 
they be confirmed.) 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. LEAHY (for himself and Mr. 
HARKIN): 

S. 1265. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
Agriculture to make temporary assistance 
available to support community food secu- 
rity projects designed to meet the food needs 
of low-income people, increase the self-reli- 
ance of communities in providing for their 
own food needs, and promote comprehensive, 
inclusive, and future-oriented solutions to 
local food, farm, and nutrition problems, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. LEAHY (for himself and 
Mr. HARKIN): 

S. 1265. A bill to authorize the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to make tem- 
porary assistance available to support 
community food security projects de- 
signed to meet the food needs of low-in- 
come people, increase the self-reliance 
of communities in providing for their 
own food needs, and promote com- 
prehensive, inclusive, and future-ori- 
ented solutions to local food, farm, and 
nutrition problems, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 
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THE COMMUNITY FOOD SECURITY ACT OF 1995 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing a bill with Senator 
HARKIN which is designed to help com- 
munities alleviate hunger at the local 
level. The Community Food Security 
Act of 1995 will provide one-time grants 
to local organizations which are work- 
ing to both meet the immediate food 
needs of low-income people while seek- 
ing future-oriented solutions to local 
food, farm and nutrition problems. 

This is a good bill. It enjoyed strong 
bipartisan support in the House. 

The Community Food Security Act 
will provide Federal support to local 
projects such as farmers market nutri- 
tion programs, food policy councils, 
community gardens and urban farms 
all of which promote good nutrition 
while helping family farms. At a time 
when many people are advocating that 
we give more power to the States—this 
bill goes one step further. The Commu- 
nity Food Security Act will give 
money directly to the private organiza- 
tions who know where it is most need- 
ed. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Community 
Food Security Act of 1995”. 

БЕС. 2. ASSISTANCE FOR COMMUNITY FOOD SE- 
CURITY PROJECTS. 


(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) COMMUNITY FOOD SECURITY PROJECT.— 
The term “community food security project” 
means а community-based project that— 

(A) is designed to— 

(i) meet the food needs of low-income peo- 
ple; 

(ii) increase the self-reliance of commu- 
nities in providing for their own food needs; 
and 

(111) promote comprehensive, inclusive, and 
future-oriented solutions to local food, farm, 
and nutrition problems; and 

(B) requires a one-time infusion of Federal 
assistance to become self-sustaining. 

(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term “eligible 
entity“ means an entity that has experience 
in the area of— 

(A) community food work, including the 
development of new markets in low-income 
communities for agricultural producers, par- 
ticularly small- and medium-sized farms; or 

(B) job training and business development 
activities for food-related businesses in low- 
income communities. 

(3) SECRETARY.—The term Secretary“ 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION.—The Secretary may 
make grants to assist eligible entities in es- 
tablishing and carrying out community food 
security projects. 

(c) APPLICATIONS.—An eligible entity may 
submit to the Secretary an application, in 
such form and containing such information 
as the Secretary may require, that— 

(1) demonstrates competency in imple- 
menting a community food security project; 

(2) demonstrates fiscal accountability; 
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(3) contains an agreement that the entity 
will collect data and prepare reports and 
other documentation, as required by the Sec- 
retary; and 

(4) demonstrates that the entity is willing 
to participate in a continuing assessment of 
regional food security and to share informa- 
tion with researchers, practitioners, and 
other interested parties. 

(а) PREFERENCE FOR CERTAIN PROJECTS.—In 
selecting community food security projects 
to be supported by grants under subsection 
(b), the Secretary shall give preference to 
projects designed— 

(1) to develop linkages between 2 or more 
sectors of the food system; 

(2) to support the development of entre- 
preneurial solutions to local food problems; 

(3) to develop innovative linkages between 
the for-profit and nonprofit food sectors; or 

(4) to encourage long-term planning activi- 
ties and multisystem, interagency ap- 
proaches. 

(е) MATCHING FUN pS.— 

(1) REQUIREMENTS.—The Federal share of 
the cost of establishing or carrying out a 
community food security project that re- 
ceiver assistance under subsection (b) may 
not exceed 50 percent of the cost during the 
term of the grant. 

(2) CALCULATION.—The non-Federal share 
of the cost of carrying out a community food 
security project may be provided through a 
payment in cash or in kind, fairly evaluated, 
including facilities, equipment, or services 
from private, State, or local sources. 

(f) SINGLE GRANT.—A community food se- 
curity project may be supported by only a 
single grant under subsection (b), for a term 
of not to exceed 3 years. 

(g) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND RELATED IN- 
FORMATION.—The Secretary shall— 

(1) provide technical assistance regarding 
community food security projects, processes, 
and development to entities seeking such as- 
sistance; 

(2) provide for the sharing of information 
about community food security projects and 
issues among and between government agen- 
cies, private for-profit and nonprofit groups, 
and the public through publications, con- 
ferences, and other appropriate form; and 

(3) participate in assessments of regional 
food security and share information with re- 
searchers, practitioners, and other interested 
parties. 

(h) EVALUATION AND REPORT.—The Sec- 
retary shall— 

(1) provide for the evaluation of commu- 
nity food security projects supported using 
funds under this section; and 

(2) not later than January 30, 2000, submit 
to Congress a report on the results of the 
evaluation. 

(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $4,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000. 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


8. 44 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
THOMAS] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
44, a bill to amend title 4 of the United 
States Code to limit State taxation of 
certain pension income. 

8. 1257 

At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois [Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN] was added as a co- 
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sponsor of S. 1257, a bill to amend the 
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assist- 
ance Act to reauthorize programs re- 
lating to homeless assistance for veter- 
ans. 
SENATE RESOLUTION 146 

At the request of Mr. JOHNSTON, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
REID] was added as a cosponsor of Sen- 
ate Resolution 146, a resolution des- 
ignating the week beginning November 
19, 1995, and the week beginning on No- 
vember 24, 1996, as ‘‘National Family 
Week”, and for other purposes. 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


THE FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EX- 
PORT FINANCING, AND RELATED 
PROGRAMS APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT OF 1996 


COHEN AMENDMENT NO. 2724 


Mr. COHEN proposed an amendment 
to the bill (H.R. 1868) making appro- 
priations for foreign operations, export 
financing, and related programs for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, 
and for other purposes; as follows: 


At an appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. REPORT ON RUSSIAN MILITARY OPER- 
ATIONS. 

(a) No later than three months after the 
date of enactment of this act, the President 
shall declassify, to the maximum extent pos- 
sible, and resubmit to the Congress the re- 
port submitted to the Congress pursuant to 
section 528 of Public Law 103-236, with an ad- 
dendum updating the information in the re- 
port. 

(b) The addendum referred to in subsection 
(a) shall be unclassified to the maximum ex- 
tent possible and shall address, inter alia— 

(1) Russian compliance or lack of compli- 
ance with the Russian-Moldovan agreement 
of October 24, 1994, providing for the with- 
drawal of Russian military forces from 
Moldova, subsequent Russian deployments of 
military forces to Moldova and Russian ef- 
forts to secure long-term military basing 
rights in Moldova; 

(2) possible Russian complicity in the coup 
attempt of September-October 1994 against 
the government of Azerbaijan and the exer- 
tion of Russian pressure to influence deci- 
sions regarding the path of pipelines that 
will carry Azerbaijani oil; 

(3) Russian efforts or agreements to as- 
sume partial or complete responsibility for 
securing the borders of countries other than 
Russia, using troops of the Russian Ministry 
of Defense, Ministry of the Interior or any 
other security agency of the Russian Federa- 
tion; 

(4) Russian efforts to integrate its armed 
forces, other security forces, or intelligence 
agencies with those of any other country and 
the relationship of such efforts to the devel- 
opment of institutions under the Common- 
wealth of Independent States; and 

(5) Russian compliance with the Treaty on 
Conventional Armed Forces in Europe and 
the Organization on Security and Coopera- 
tion in Europe’s Code of Conduct on the Po- 
litico-Military Aspects of Security. 
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HARKIN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2725 


Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. BRADLEY, 
Mr. ROBB, and Mr. WELLSTONE) pro- 
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
1868, supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 

SEC, __. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE CON- 
FERENCE ОМ 8. 4, THE LINE ITEM 
VETO ACT. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 

(1) the line item veto was a major plank in 
the House majority's Contract With Amer- 
ica” and has received strong bipartisan sup- 
port in the 104th Congress; 

(2) the House of Representatives on Feb- 
ruary 6, 1995, passed H.R. 2, the Line Item 
Veto Act of 1995, on a vote of 294-134; 

(3) the Senate on March 23, 1995, passed S. 
4, the Separate Enrollment and Line Item 
Veto Act of 1995, on a vote of 69-29; 

(4) the House of Representatives passed S. 
4, with the text of H.R, 2 inserted, by voice 
vote оп May 17, 1995, 50 days after passage by 
the Senate; 

(5) notwithstanding the failure of the 
House of Representatives to request a con- 
ference, the Senate disagreed with the House 
amendment, requested a conference, and ap- 
pointed conferees on 8. 4 on June 20, 1995; 

(6) the House of Representatives appointed 
conferees on September 7, 1995, 168 days after 
both Houses of the Congress had passed line 
item veto legislation; 

(7) with the passage of time, it increasingly 
appears that the Congress may pass and send 
to the President not only the appropriations 
bills for fiscal year 1996 but also the rec- 
onciliation bill required by H. Con. Res. 67 
(the concurrent resolution setting forth the 
congressional budget for fiscal years 1996, 
1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002) without 
first passing and sending to the President a 
line item veto bill; 

(8) it is now only 9 days until the end of the 
fiscal year when the fiscal year 1996 appro- 
priation bills need to become law in order to 
avoid disruption of the Government services; 
and 

(9) the conferees on 8. 4 still have not met. 

(Ы) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that— 

(1) the conferees on S. 4 should meet by 
September 26; 

(2) the conferees should expeditiously re- 
solve the differences between the 2 bills in 
sufficient time for the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate to consider the con- 
ference report on 8. 4 prior to the time the 
President is required to act upon the first 
fiscal year 1996 appropriation bill; and 

(3) if the conferees do not complete action 
on the conference report in time to allow for 
the House of Representatives and Senate to 
consider the conference report prior to the 
time the President is required to act upon 
the fiscal year 1996 appropriation bills, S. 4 
should, to the extent possible, contain provi- 
sions making the provisions of S. 4 applica- 
ble to the fiscal year 1996 appropriation bills 
and the 1995 reconciliation bill. 


DOLE (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 2726 


Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. SIMON, 
Mr. HELMS, Мг. HATFIELD, Mr. 
D'AMATO, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. BRADLEY, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. KERRY, Мг. PRESSLER, 
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Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. KEN- 

NEDY, and Mr. HARKIN) proposed an 

amendment to the bill H.R. 1868, supra, 

as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, add 
the following: 

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES THAT 
RESTRICT THE TRANSPORT OR DELIVERY OF 
UNITED STATES HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE 
БЕС. . (а) ІМ GENERAL.—None of the funds 

made available in this Act may be used for 
assistance in support of any country when it 
is made known to the President that the 
government of such country prohibits or oth- 
erwise restricts, directly or indirectly, the 
transport or delivery of United States hu- 
manitarian assistance. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not 
apply to assistance in support of any country 
when it is made known to the President that 
the assistance is in the national security in- 
terest of the United States. 


HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 2727 


Mr. HELMS proposed an amendment 
to the bill H.R. 1868, supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the committee 
amendment insert the following: 
PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR RELOCATING 

AID TO FEDERAL TRIANGLE BUILDING 

Sec. 577. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, none of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act may be 
used to relocate the Agency for Inter- 
national Development, or any part of that 
agency, to the Federal Triangle Building in 
Washington, District of Columbia.. 


BINGAMAN (AND PELL) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2728 


Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and Mr. 
PELL) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 1868, supra, as follows: 


At the appropriate place insert the follow- 
ing: 
SEC. . PROTECTION OF HUMANITARIAN EF- 
FORTS. 


Notwithstanding any provision of law to 
the contrary: 

(a) FAMILY SUPPORT PAYMENTS.—Residents 
of the United States shall not be prohibited 
from sending to their parents, siblings, 
spouses, or children currently residing in 
Cuba small amounts of money (not to exceed 
$200 per month) to be used for the purchase 
of basic necessities, including food, clothing, 
household supplies, rent, medicines, and 
medical care. 

(b) COMPASSIONATE TRAVEL.—Residents of 
the United States shall not be prohibited 
from traveling to Cuba for a period up to 
thirty (30) days to attend to a medical emer- 
gency involving, or to attend the funeral of, 
such resident’s parent, sibling, spouse, or 
child. 

(c) NATIONAL DISASTER RELIEF.—The Unit- 
ed States shall not be prohibited from par- 
ticipating in humanitarian relief efforts of 
multilateral organizations of which the 
United States is a member, where such hu- 
manitarian relief efforts are made in the 
aftermath of a natural disaster on the island 
of Cuba. 


HELMS AMENDMENTS NOS. 2729- 
2730 


Mr. HELMS proposed two amend- 
ments to the bill H.R. 1868, supra, as 
follows: 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2729 

Оп page 113, lines 25 and 26, strike eight- 
ееп” and insert “twelve”. 

On page 119, line 15, insert and thereby 
nullified” after the phrase “effectively dis- 
avowed”. 

On page 120, lines 3 and 4, strike “in ac- 
cordance with the terms that may be agreed 
with Israel” and insert “that neither engage 
in nor practice terrorism or violence in the 
implementation of their political goals” 

On page 120, line 15, strike “апа”. 

On page 120, line 19, strike the period and 
insert “and”. 

On page 120, between lines 19 and 20, insert 
the following: 

(7) the P.L.O. has not funded, either par- 
tially or wholly, or has ceased funding, ei- 
ther partially or wholly, any office, or other 
presence of the Palestinian Authority in Je- 
rusalem. 

(8) the P.L.O. is cooperating fully with the 
Government of the United States on the pro- 
vision of information on United States na- 
tionals known to have been held at any time 
by the P.L.O. or factions thereof. 


AMENDMENT NO. 2730 

At the appropriate place in the Committee 
amendment, insert the following new sec- 
tion: 

COERCIVE POPULATION CONTROL METHODS 

SFC. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this Act or other law, none of the 
funds appropriated by this Act may be made 
available for the United Nations Population 
Fund (UNFPA), unless the President cer- 
tifies to the appropriate congressional com- 
mittees that (1) the United Nations Popu- 
lation Fund has terminated all activities in 
the People’s Republic of China; or (2) during 
the 12 months preceding such certification, 
there have been no abortions as the result of 
coercion associated with the family planning 
policies of the national government or other 
governmental entities within the People’s 
Republic of China. As used in this section 
the term “соегсіоп” includes physical duress 
or abuse, destruction or confiscation of prop- 
erty, loss of means of livelihood, or severe 
psychological pressure. 


BINGAMAN (AND PELL) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2731 


Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and Mr. 
PELL) proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 2728 proposed by Mr. 
BINGAMAN to the bill H.R. 1868, supra, 
as follows: 

Strike all after the first word and insert 
the following: 

PROTECTION OF HUMANITARIAN EFFORTS 

Notwithstanding any provision of law to 
the contrary: 

(a) FAMILY SUPPORT PAYMENTS.—Residents 
of the United States shall not be prohibited 
from sending to their parents, siblings, 
spouses, or children currently residing in 
Cuba small amounts of money (not to exceed 
$195 per month) to be used for the purchase 
of basic necessities, including food, clothing, 
household supplies, rent, medicines, and 
medical care. 

(b) COMPASSIONATE TRAVEL.—Residents of 
the United States shall not be prohibited 
from traveling to Cuba for a period up to 
thirty (30) days to attend to a medical emer- 
gency involving, or to attend the funeral of, 
such resident’s parent, sibling, spouse, or 
child. 

(c) NATIONAL DISASTER RELIEF.—The Unit- 
ed States shall not be prohibited from par- 
ticipating in humanitarian relief efforts of 
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multilateral organizations of which the 
United States is a member, where such hu- 
manitarian relief efforts are made in the 
aftermath of a natural disaster on the island 
of Cuba. 


KERRY AMENDMENTS NOS. 2732- 
2733 


Mr. KERRY proposed two amend- 
ments to the bill H.R. 1868, supra, as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 2732 


On page 26 of the bill, strike lines 4 
through 22. 


AMENDMENT КО. 2733 
On page 29 of the bill, strike the word “Ap- 
propriations:“ on line 17 and all that follows 
it on that page and insert in lieu thereof: 
“Appropriations.” 


COCHRAN AMENDMENT NO. 2734 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. COCHRAN) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra; as follows: 

On page 43, line 17, strike out Provided, 
and insert in lieu thereof Provided, That not 
less than $3,000,000 of the funds appropriated 
under this heading shall be made available 
for the World Food Program: Provided fur- 
ter. 


SHELBY AMENDMENT NO. 2735 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. SHELBY) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra; as follows: 

On page 11, line 10 insert after “Zaire” “©: 
Provided further, That, not less than $2,000,000 
shall be provided to the International Fer- 
tilizer Development Сепбег”. 


INOUYE AMENDMENT NO. 2736 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. INOUYE) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place under the heading 
on page 8, “Economic Assistance’’ add the 
following provision; 

Provided further, That not less than 
$800,000 of the funds made available under 
this heading shall be made available for sup- 
port of the United States Telecommuni- 
cations Training Institute; 


COVERDELL AMENDMENT NO. 2737 


Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. 
COVERDELL) proposed an amendment to 
the bill H.R. 1868, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

Sec. . Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this Act, $20,000,000 of the funds made 
available under this Act for or through the 
Agency for International Development shall 
be transferred to, and merged with, the ap- 
propriations account entitled “ІМТЕН- 
NATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL” and shall be 
available for the same purposes for which 
funds in such account are available. 


GORTON AMENDMENT NO. 2738 

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. GORTON) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra; as follows: 


At the end of section 546 of the bill, insert 
the following: 
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(c) The President may transfer to Estonia 
such excess defense articles as the President 
determines necessary to help modernize the 
defense capabilities of Estonia, subject to 
the requirements of subsections (b) through 
(f) of section 519 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2321m). 


STEVENS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2739 


Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. STEVENS 
for himself, Mr. HATFIELD, and Mr. 
INOUYE) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 1868, supra; as follows: 

On page 18, line 24, after assistance:“ in- 
sert the following: 

Provided further, That not less than the 
Egyptian pound equivalent of $85,000,000 gen- 
erated from funds made available by this 
paragraph, or from any other source includ- 
ing from funds made available for Egypt for 
fiscal year 1997, shall be made available to 
the United States pursuant to the United 
States-Egypt Economic, Technical and Re- 
lated Assistance Agreements of 1978, for the 
following endowments established under 
such Agreements: the Egyptian pound equiv- 
alent of $50,000,000 shall be made available to 
replenish the existing endowment for the 
American University in Cairo, and the Egyp- 
tian pound equivalent of $35,000,000 shall be 
made available to replenish the existing en- 
dowment for projects and programs which 
promote the preservation and restoration of 
Egyptian antiquities: 


DOMENICI (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2740 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. DOMENICI 
for himself, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. KYL, 
Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. BINGAMAN, and Mr. 
GRAMM) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 1868, supra, as follows: 


NORTH AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK 


For payment to the North American Devel- 
opment Bank by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, for the United States share of the paid- 
in portion of the capital stock, $25,000,000, to 
remain available until expended; Provided, 
that for the payment to the Enterprise for 
the Americas Multilateral Investment Fund 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, for the 
United States contribution to the fund to be 
administered by the Inter-American Devel- 
opment Bank, $45,000,000 is provided to re- 
main available until expended. 

LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL 
SUBSCRIPTIONS 


The United States Governor of the North 
American Development Bank may subscribe 
without fiscal year limitation to the callable 
capital portion of the United States share of 
the capital stock of the North American De- 
velopment Bank in an amount not exceed, 
$318,750,000. 


WELLSTONE AMENDMENT NO. 2741 


Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. 
WELLSTONE) proposed an amendment to 
the bill H.R. 1868, supra, as follows: 


On Page 43, under the heading ‘‘Inter- 
national Organizations and Programs“, add 
the following proviso; Provided further, that 
not less than $1,500,000 of the funds appro- 
priated under this heading shall be made 
available for the United Nations Fund for 
Victims of Torture:“ 
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DODD (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 2742 


Мг. McCONNELL (for Mr. Dopp for 
himself, Mr. LEAHY, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
DORGAN, and Mr. LUGAR) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1868, supra, 
as follows: 

On page 11, line 3 strike “315,000,000” and 
insert in lieu thereof “530,000,000”. 


DODD (AND LEAHY) AMENDMENT 
NO. 2743 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. DODD for 
himself and Mr. LEAHY) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1868, supra, 
as follows: 


At the appropriate place in the bill add the 
following new section: 
SEC. GUATEMALA. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) The Government of Guatemala, under 
President De Leon Carpio, has made signifi- 
cant progress towards negotiating an end to 
Guatemala’s civil conflict which has resulted 
in numerous human rights violations, 
claimed tens of thousands of lives and im- 
peded economic development in that coun- 


try; 

(2) President De Leon Carpio has taken 
steps to improve human rights, including his 
support for the U.N. mission for the verifica- 
tion of human rights and of compliance with 
the commitments of the comprehensive 
agreement of human rights in Guatemala 
(Minugua) and his recent decision to abolish 
the military commissioners, but his efforts 
to bring human rights violators to justice 
have been impeded by certain members of 
the Guatemalan armed forces; 

(3) Despite numerous appeals by the fami- 
lies of victims of human rights abuses, 
human rights organizations and Members of 
the United States Congress, there has been 
minimal towards resolving specific 
human rights cases including cases involving 
American citizens or their relatives; 

(4) President De Leon Carpio deserves the 
support of the United States in his efforts to 
resolve Guatemala’s conflict peacefully, to 
support Democratic elections, and to im- 
prove respect for human rights. 

(b) LiIMITATIONS.—Notwithstanding апу 
other provisions of law— 

(1) No assistance in this act or any other 
act shall be made available to the Guate- 
malan Armed Forces or the URNG; 

(2) No sales of defense articles or services 
shall be licensed or approved for Guatemala 
for the Armed Forces or URNG; and 

(3) No visas shall be granted for any mem- 
ber of the Guatemalan Armed Forces or the 
URNG suspected of participating in or order- 
ing any violation of human rights or of seek- 
ing to coverup or otherwise thwart the inves- 
tigation of such acts. 

(c) CERTIFICATION. 

The limitations contained in subsection (b) 
shall cease to apply when the President cer- 
tifies to the Committee on Appropriations 
and the Committee on Foreign Relations 
that— 

(1) The Guatemalan Armed Forces and the 
URNG are fully cooperating with efforts— 

(A) By the family of U.S. citizen Michael 
Devine who was murdered in 1990 to bring to 
justice those responsible for the murder or 
coverup of the murder; 

(B) The October 1994 murders of Roderico 
Baudilio De Leon and Flavio Matias 
Marroquin; 
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(C) By Jennifer Harbury to exhume the 
body of her husband, Efrain Bamaca 
Velasquez; and 

(D) By human rights organizations and the 
Guatemalan Attorney General to investigate 
and bring to justice those involved in the 
prominent human rights cases committed by 
both sides to the conflict, including those 
cases enumerated in the April 7, 1995 letter 
to President Clinton by twelve Members of 
the United States Senate. 

(2) The Guatemalan Government and 
Armed Forces are complying with the rec- 
ommendations in Minugua’s first and second 
reports, particularly those related to the in- 
vestigation and prosecution of human rights 


cases. 

(3) The U.S. Representatives to the United 
Nations Human Rights Commission has con- 
sulted with Representatives of other member 
states to determine whether respect for 
human rights would be enhanced by the ap- 
pointment of a special United Nations 
Rapporteur for Guatemala. 


McCAIN (AND KERRY) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2744 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. MCCAIN for 
himself and Mr. KERRY) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1868, supra, 
as follows: 

On page 104, strike lines 7 through 10 and 
insert the following: 

БЕС. 570. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used for international 
narcotics control assistance under chapter 8 
of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, or crop substitution assistance, directly 
for the Government of Burma unless the Sec- 
retary of State certifies to the appropriate 
congressional committees that any such pro- 
grams are fully consistent with United 
States human rights concerns in Burma and 
serve a vital United States national interest. 
The President shall include in the annual 
International Narcotics Control Strategy 
Report submitted under chapter 8 of part I of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 a descrip- 
tion of the programs funded under this вес- 
tion. 


KERRY AMENDMENT NO. 2745 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. KERRY) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place add the following 
new section: 

SEC. . (a) The Senate finds the following: 

(1) Since March 1995 the Peruvian govern- 
ment has engaged in an aggressive air inter- 
diction program to prevent narcotics traf- 
fickers from violating Peruvian airspace for 
the purpose of transporting illegal narcotics 
to Colombia. 

(2) As a result of the Peruvian interdiction 
program, the number of illicit flights de- 
tected in recent months has dropped to its 
lowest level in over three years and the price 
of transporting narcotics out of Peru has 
risen by as much as 500 percent. 

(c) The inability of the traffickers to move 
cocaine base out of Peru has produced a glut 
of coca leaf and cocaine base in Peru with a 
resulting 50 percent decline in the price. 

(4) The Peruvian government's ability to 
sustain the success of its interdiction pro- 
gram is dependent on the maintenance and 
upkeep of a very limited number of aircraft. 

(5) As a result of the internal Peruvian po- 
litical situation and the conflict earlier this 
year between Peru and Ecuador, the United 
States suspended military transfers to Peru. 
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(6) As much as 80 percent of the cocaine 
that reaches the United States comes from 
coca grown in Peru and the disruption of the 
air corridor between Peru and Colombia is 
important to United States counter narcot- 
ics efforts. 

(7) The situations which led to the cutoff of 
military equipment for the air interdiction 
effort have been satisfactorily resolved or 
have progressed to a point where the cutoff 
of this military equipment is no longer in 
the interest of the United States. 

(b) It is the sense of the Senate that the 
President should, as soon as possible, provide 
limited spare parts and other military equip- 
ment to the government of Peru in support 
of Peruvian Air Force efforts to monitor, 
intercept and interdict aircraft and other 
forms of transportation engaged in illegal 
narcotics trafficking activities. 


PELL (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 2746 


Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. PELL for 
himself, Mr. SIMON, Ms. MIKULSKI, and 
Mr. SARBANES) proposed an amendment 
to the bill H.R. 1868, supra, as follows: 


On page 9, insert after the end of line 8 the 
following: Provided further, That the Presi- 
dent shall seek to ensure that the percentage 
of funds made available under this heading 
for the activities of private and voluntary 
organizations and cooperatives is at least 
equal to the percentage of funds made avail- 
able pursuant to corresponding authorities 
in law for the activities of private and vol- 
untary organizations and cooperatives in fis- 
cal year 1995: 


PELL (AND LEAHY) AMENDMENT 
NO. 2747 


Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. PELL for 
himself and Mr. LEAHY) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1868, supra, 
as follows: 


At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

Of the funds appropriated for Turkey under 
the heading “Есопотіс Assistance”, not less 
than $5 million shall be made available only 
through non-governmental organizations to 
be used only for projects in the ten south- 
eastern provinces currently under a state of 
emergency, and shall be used only for 
projects designed to promote economic de- 
velopment, cultural and ethnic tolerance, 
and human rights activities, and to support 
the development and activities of non-gov- 
ernmental organizations. 


LEAHY AMENDMENT NO. 2748 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. LEAHY) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra, as follows: 

On page 36, line 4, after the word Turkey“ 
insert the following: 

t: Provided further, That the President 
should seek the agreement of the Prime Min- 
ister of Turkey to permit access throughout 
Turkey for international humanitarian orga- 
nizations which operate confidentially, and 
report to the Committee on Appropriations 
by June 1, 1996, on progress towards such 
agreement” 


BROWN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2749 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. BROWN for 
himself, Mr. SIMON, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
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ROTH, Mr. DOLE, Mr. HELMS, Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, and Mr. SPECTER) pro- 
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
1868, supra, as follows: 

On page 121, below line 24, add the follow- 
ing: 

TITLE VII—NATO PARTICIPATION ACT 

AMENDMENTS OF 1995 
SECTION 701. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “МАТО Par- 
ticipation Act Amendments of 1995”. 

БЕС. 702. FINDINGS. 

The Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) Since 1949, the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) has played an essential 
role in guaranteeing the security, freedom, 
and prosperity of the United States and its 
partners in the Alliance. 

(2) NATO has expanded its membership on 
three different occasions since 1949. 

(3) The sustained commitment of the mem- 
ber countries of NATO to mutual defense of 
their security ultimately made possible the 
democratic transformation in Central and 
Eastern Europe and the demise of the Soviet 
Union. 

(4) NATO was designed to be and remains a 
defensive military organization whose mem- 
bers have never contemplated the use of, or 
used, military force to expand the borders of 
its member states. 

(5) While the immediate threat to the secu- 
rity of the United States and its allies has 
been reduced with the collapse of the Iron 
Curtain, new security threats, such as the 
situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina, are 
emerging to the shared interests of the mem- 
ber countries of NATO. 

(6) NATO remains the only multilateral se- 
curity organization capable of conducting ef- 
fective military operations to protect West- 
ern security interests. 

(7) NATO has played a positive role in de- 
fusing tensions between NATO members and, 
as a result, no military action has occurred 
between two NATO member states since the 
inception of NATO in 1949. 

(8) NATO is also an important diplomatic 
forum for the discussion of issues of concern 
to its member states and for the peaceful 
resolution of disputes. 

(9) America’s security, freedom, and pros- 
perity remain linked to the security of the 
countries of Europe. 

(10) Any threat to the security of the newly 
emerging democracies in Europe would pose 
a security threat to the United States and 
its European allies. 

(11) The admission to NATO of European 
countries that have been freed from Com- 
munist domination and that meet specific 
criteria for NATO membership would con- 
tribute to international peace and enhance 
the security of the region. 

(12) A number of countries have expressed 
varying degrees of interest in NATO mem- 
bership, and have taken concrete steps to 
demonstrate this commitment. 

(13) Full integration of Central and East 
European countries into the North Atlantic 
Alliance after such countries meet essential 
criteria for admission would enhance the se- 
curity of the Alliance and, thereby, contrib- 
ute to the security of the United States. 

(14) The expansion of NATO can create the 
stable environment needed to successfully 
complete the political and economic trans- 
formation envisioned by European states 
emerging from Communist domination. 

(15) In recognition that not all countries 
which have requested membership in NATO 
will necessarily qualify at the same pace, the 
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accession date for each new member will 


vary. 

(16) Nothing in this title should be con- 
strued as precluding the eventual NATO 
membership of European countries never 
under Communist domination, namely, Aus- 
tria, Finland, and Sweden. 

(17) The provision of NATO transition as- 
sistance should include those countries most 
ready for closer ties with NATO and should 
be designed to assist other countries meeting 
specified criteria of eligibility to move for- 
ward toward eventual NATO membership. 

(18) The evaluation of future membership 
in NATO for countries emerging from Com- 
munist domination should be based on the 
progress of those nations in meeting criteria 
for NATO transition assistance and evolving 
NATO criteria, which require enhancement 
of NATO's security and the approval of all 
NATO members. 

SEC. 703. UNITED STATES POLICY. 

It should be the policy of the United 
States— 

(1) to join with the NATO allies of the 
United States to redefine the role of the 
NATO Alliance in the post-Cold War world; 

(2) to actively assist European countries 
emerging from Communist domination in 
their transition so that such countries may 
eventually qualify for NATO membership; 
and 

(8) to work to define the political and secu- 
rity relationship between an enlarged NATO 
and the Russian Federation. 

SEC. 704. REVISIONS TO PROGRAM TO FACILI- 
TATE TRANSITION TO NATO MEM- 
BERSHIP. 


(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—Sub- 
section (a) of section 203 of the NATO Par- 
ticipation Act of 1994 (title П of Public Law 
103-447; 22 U.S.C. 1928 note) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(а) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—The 
President may provide expanded security as- 
sistance and other related assistance to 
countries designated under subsection (d) to 
facilitate their transition to full NATO 
membership.“ 

(b) ELIGIBLE COUNTRIES.— 

(1) ELIGIBILITY.—Subsection (d) of section 
203 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“(а) DESIGNATION OF ELIGIBLE COUNTRIES.— 

“(1) PRESIDENTIAL REVIEW AND REPORT.— 
Within 60 days of the enactment of the NATO 
Participation Act Amendments of 1995, the 
President shall transmit to the Congress an 
evaluation of Poland, Hungary, the Czech 
Republic, and Slovakia, as well as all other 
European countries emerging from Com- 
munist domination which have expressed an 
interest in joining NATO, in accordance with 
the criteria in paragraph (3) and specifically 
designate one or more of these countries to 
be eligible to receive assistance under the 
program established in subsection (a). The 
President shall provide a report of the coun- 
try-by-country evaluation as well as an eval- 
uation of each designated country’s progress 
toward conformance with criteria for full 
NATO membership. 

(2) OTHER EUROPEAN COUNTRIES EMERGING 
FROM COMMUNIST DOMINATION.—In addition to 
the country or countries designated pursu- 
ant to paragraph (1), the President may des- 
ignate other European countries emerging 
from Communist domination. The President 
may make such a designation in the case of 
any such country only if the President deter- 
mines, and reports to the designated con- 
gressional committees, that such country 
meets the criteria specified in paragraph (3). 

“(8) CRITERIA.—The criteria referred to іп 
paragraph (2) are, with respect to each coun- 
try, that the country— 
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“(А) has made ог is making significant 
progress toward establishing— 

“(i) shared values and interests; 

(ii) democratic governments; 

(11) free market economies; 

“(iv) civilian control of the military, of the 
police, and of intelligence services; 

“(у) adherence to the values, principles, 
and political commitments embodied in the 
Helsinki Final Act of the Organization on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe; and 

(vi) more transparent defense budgets and 
is participating in the Partnership For Peace 
defense planning process; 

“(В) has made public commitments— 

„J) to further the principles of NATO and 
to contribute to the security of the North 
Atlantic area; 

“(ii) to accept the obligations, responsibil- 
ities, and costs of NATO membership; and 

“(iii) to implement infrastructure develop- 
ment activities that will facilitate participa- 
tion in and support for NATO military ac- 
tivities; 

“(С) is not ineligible for assistance under 
section 563 of Public Law 103-306, with re- 
spect to transfers of equipment to a country 
the government of which the Secretary of 
State has determined is a terrorist govern- 
ment for purposes of section 40(d) of the 
Arms Export Control Act; and 

„D) could, within five years of the deter- 
mination of the President under paragraph 
(1) or (2), be in a position to further the prin- 
ciples of the North Atlantic Treaty and to 
contribute to its own security and that of 
the North Atlantic area. 

“(4) PROHIBITION ON FUNDING FOR PARTNER- 
SHIP FOR PEACE ACTIVITIES OR ON FUNDING FOR 
THE WARSAW INITIATIVE.—Effective 60 days 
after the date of enactment of the NATO 
Participation Act Amendments of 1995, no 
funds authorized to be appropriated under 
any provision of law may be obligated or ex- 
pended for activities associated with the 
Partnership for Peace program or the War- 
saw Initiative until the President has des- 
ignated at least one country to participate 
in the transition program established under 
subsection (a).“. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) Subsections (b) and (c) of section 203 of 
such Act are amended by striking countries 
described in such subsection" each of the 
two places it appears and inserting ‘‘coun- 
tries designated under subsection (d)“. 

(B) Subsection (e) of section 203 of such Act 
is amended— 

(i) by striking ‘subsection (d)“ and insert- 
ing “subsection (@)(2)”; and 

(ii) by inserting “(22 U.S.C. 2394)” before 
the period at the end. 

(C) Section 204(c) of such Act is amended 
by striking “апу other Partnership for Peace 
country designated under section 203(d)” and 
inserting “апу country designated under вес- 
tion 203()(2)". 

(c) TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.—Section 203(c) of 
such Act is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through 
(4) as subparagraphs (A) through (D), respec- 
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (D) (as 
redesignated) the following new subpara- 
graphs: 

“(Е) Assistance under chapter 4 of part П 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (relat- 
ing to the Economic Support Fund). 

“(Е) Funds appropriated under the ‘Non- 
proliferation and Disarmament Fund’ ac- 
count”. 

“(С) Assistance under chapter 6 of part II 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (relat- 
ing to peacekeeping operations and other 
programs)."’. 
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H) Authority for the Department of De- 
fense to pay excess defense articles costs for 
countries designated for both grant lethal 
and nonlethal excess defense articles. 

“(1) Authority to convert FMF loans to 
grants, and grants to loans, for eligible coun- 
tries. 

(3) by inserting “(1)” immediately after 
“TYPE ОҒ ASSISTANCE.—’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 


paragraphs: 

“(2) For fiscal years 1996 and 1997, іп рго- 
viding assistance under chapter 5 of part П 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 for the 
countries designated under subsection (4), 
the President shall include as an important 
component of such assistance the provision 
of sufficient language training to enable 
military personnel to participate further in 
programs for military training and in de- 
fense exchange programs. 

“(8) Of the amounts made available under 
chapter 5 of part П of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (relating to international mili- 
tary education and training), $5,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1996 and $5,000,000 for fiscal year 
1997 should support— 

“(А) the attendance of additional military 
personnel of countries designated under sub- 
section (d)(1) or (d)(2), particularly Poland, 
Hungary, the Czech Republic, and Slovakia, 
at professional military education institu- 
tions in the United States in accordance 
with section 544 of such Act; and 

B) the placement and support of United 
States instructors and experts at military 
educational centers within the foreign coun- 
tries designated under subsection (d) that 
are receiving assistance under that chap- 
ter.“. 

SEC. 705. ASSISTANCE FOR NATO PARTICIPATION 
ACT DESIGNEES, 

The President is authorized to obligate and 
expend $60,000,000 from funds made available 
under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 in 
support of countries designated to receive 
transition assistance under section 203(a) of 
the NATO Participation Act, as follows: 

(1) Poland: $20,000,000. 

(2) Czech Republic: $10,000,000. 

(3) Hungary: $5,000,000. 

(4) Slovakia: $5,000,000. 

(5) Other European countries designated 
under subsection (d)(1) or subsection (d)(2): 
ВЕС. 706. TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY. 

Section 203(f) of the NATO Participation 
Act of 1994 (title П of Public Law 103-447; 22 
U.S.C. 1928 note) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(f) TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY.—(1) The 
eligibility of a country designated under sub- 
section (d) for the program established in 
subsection (a) shall terminate 60 days after 
the President makes a certification under 
paragraph (2) unless, within the 60-day pe- 
riod, the Congress enacts a joint resolution 
disapproving the termination of eligibility. 

“(2) Whenever the President determines 
that the government of a country designated 
under subsection (d) 

“(А) no longer meets the criteria set forth 
in subsection (d)(2)(A); 

B) is hostile to the NATO alliance; or 

“(С) poses a national security threat to the 
United States, 
then the President shall so certify to the ap- 
propriate congressional committees. 

“(8) Nothing in this Act shall affect the eli- 
gibility of countries to participate under 
other provisions of law in programs de- 
scribed in this Act. 

(b) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCE- 
DURES.—Section 203 of such Act is amended 
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by adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

“(6) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCE- 
DURES.— 

“(1) APPLICABLE PROCEDURES.—A joint res- 
olution described in paragraph (2) which is 
introduced in a House of Congress after the 
date on which a certification made under 
subsection (f)(2) is received by Congress shall 
be considered in accordance with the proce- 
dures set forth in paragraphs (3) through (7) 
of section 8066(c) of the Department of De- 
fense Appropriations Act, 1985 (as contained 
in Public Law 98-473 (98 Stat. 1936)), except 
that— 

“(А) references to the ‘resolution described 
in paragraph (1)' shall be deemed to be ref- 
erences to the joint resolution; and 

“(В) references to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations of the House of Representatives 
and to the Committee on Appropriations of 
the Senate shall be deemed to be references 
to the Committee on International Relations 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen- 
ate. 

“(2) TEXT OF JOINT RESOLUTION.—A joint 
resolution under this paragraph is a joint 
resolution the matter after the resolving 
clause of which is as follows: ‘That the Con- 
gress disapproves the certification submitted 
by the President on pursuant to 
section 203(f) of the NATO Participation Act 
of 1994.'."'. 

SEC. 707. REPORTS, 

(a) ANNUAL REPORT.—Section 206 of the 
NATO Participation Act of 1994 (title П of 
Public Law 103-447; 22 U.S.C. 1928 note), as 
redesignated by section 705(1) of this Act, is 
amended— 

(1) by inserting “ANNUAL” in the section 
heading before the first word; 

(2) by inserting “annual” after “include in 
the“ in the matter preceding paragraph (1); 

(3) in paragraph (1), by striking Partner- 
ship for Peace“ and inserting “European”; 
and 

(4) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
instead the following new paragraph: 

2) In the event that the President deter- 
mines that, despite a period of transition as- 
sistance, a country designated under section 
203(d) has not, as of January 10, 1999, met cri- 
teria for NATO membership set forth by the 
North Atlantic Council, the President shall 
transmit a report to the designated congres- 
sional committees containing an assessment 
of the progress made by that country in 
meeting those standards.“. 

SEC. 708. DEFINITIONS. 

The NATO Participation Act of 1994 (title 
П of Public Law 103-447; 22 U.S.C. 1928 note), 
as amended by this title, is further amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec- 
tion: 

“БЕС. 207. DEFINITIONS. 

“For purposes of this title: 

“(1) NATO.—The term ‘NATO’ means the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 

“(2) DESIGNATED CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—The term ‘designated congressional 
committees’ means— 

“(А) the Committee on International Rela- 
tions, the Committee on National Security, 
and the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives; and 

“(В) the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Committee on Armed Services, and the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate. 

(3) EUROPEAN COUNTRIES EMERGING FROM 
COMMUNIST DOMINATION.—The term ‘Euro- 
pean countries emerging from Communist 
domination’ includes, but is not limited to, 
Albania, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, 
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Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Po- 
land, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, and 
Ukraine.“ 


McCONNELL (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2750 


Mr. McCONNELL (for himself, Mr. 
BYRD, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
NUNN, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
THOMAS, Mr. ROBB, and Mr. LUGAR) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra, as follows: 


Strike all after “that” on p. 108, line 18 
through line 10 on page 109, and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

(a) in accordance with Section 1 of the 
Agreed Framework, KEDO has designated a 
Republic of Korea company, corporation or 
entity for the purpose of negotiating a prime 
contract to carry out construction of the 
light water reactors provided for in the 
Agreed Framework; and 

(b) the DPRK is maintaining the freeze on 
its nuclear facilities as required in the 
Agreed Framework; and 

(c) the United States is taking steps to as- 
sure that progress is made on (1) the North 
South dialogue, including efforts to reduce 
barriers to trade and investment, such as re- 
moving restrictions on travel, telecommuni- 
cations services and financial transactions; 
and (2) implementation of the January 1, 1992 
Joint Declaration on the Denuclearization of 
the Korean Peninsula. 

(d) A report on the specific efforts with re- 
gard to subsection (c) shall be submitted by 
the President to the Committees on Appro- 
priations six months after the date of enact- 
ment, and еуегу»віх months thereafter. 


McCONNELL AMENDMENT NO. 2751 


Mr. McCONNELL proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1868, supra, 
as follows: 

On page 24, line 5 add the following after 
“services”: 

: Provided, That these funds shall be in ad- 
dition to funds justified for programs in the 
fiscal year 1996 congressional presentation 
documents. 


PRESSLER (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2752 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. PRESSLER 
for himself, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. HELMS, 
Mr. МАск, Mr. THOMAS, and Mr. 
LIEBERMAN) proposed an amendment to 
the bill H.R. 1868, supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

SEC. HONG KONG ELECTIONS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) The right to an elected legislature in 
Hong Kong is guaranteed by the 1984 Sino- 
British Joint Declaration on the Question of 
Hong Kong. 

(2) The United States-Hong Kong Policy 
Act declared the Congress’s support for full 
implementation of the 1984 Sino-British 
Joint Declaration; 

(3) The People’s Republic of China declared 
in the Joint Declaration that Hong Kong 
would be ‘vested legislative, executive and 
independent judicial power“ and would have 
“a legislature constituted by elections”. 

(4) On September 17, 1995, the highest num- 
ber of Hong Kong voters ever demonstrated 
their commitment to democracy by freely 
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expressing their right to vote in the Legisla- 
tive Council elections. 

(5) The voters of Hong Kong have over- 
whelmingly expressed their desire for the es- 
tablishment of a fully democratic govern- 
ment by electing 60 Legislative Councillors 
for four-year terms. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
the Congress that— 

(1) the people of Hong Kong are to be con- 
gratulated for exercising their right to vote 
on September 17, 1995; 

(2) the People’s Republic of China should 
respect the clear will of the people of Hong 
Kong to have a fully democratic government; 

(3) the Government of the People’s Repub- 
lic of China should enter into a dialogue with 
the democratically elected representatives of 
the Hong Kong people; and 

(4) the Government of the People’s Repub- 
lic of China should respect the mandate of 
the elected members by withdrawing its 
pledge to abolish the Legislative Council in 
violation of the Joint Declaration’s provi- 
sions on Hong Kong’s legislature and auton- 
omy in all but defense and foreign affairs. 


McCONNELL AMENDMENT NO. 2753 


Mr. MCCONNELL proposed ап 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1868, supra; 
as follows: 


AMENDMENT NO. 2753 


At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following: 

SEC. 2. SANCTIONS AGAINST BURMA. 

Except as provided in section 4, the follow- 
ing sanctions shall apply to Burma, effective 
90 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act (or on such other date as is specified in 
this section): 

(1) INVESTMENTS.—No United States na- 
tional may make any investment in Burma. 

(2) UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE.—United 
States assistance for Burma is prohibited. 

(3) TRADE PRIVILEGES.—The President shall 
continue the suspension of special trade 
privileges pursuant to the Generalized Sys- 
tem of Preferences (GSP), and shall continue 
the suspension of nondiscriminatory trade 
treatment (most-favored-nation status), with 
respect to Burma. 

(4) IMPORTATION OF GOODS.—No article 
which is produced, manufactured, grown, or 
extracted in Burma may be imported into 
the United States. 

(5) TRADE AND INVESTMENT TREATIES.—The 
United States should continue to suspend 
carrying out obligations under bilateral 
trade and investment treaties with Burma. 

(6) TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS.—The Secretary 
of State shall prohibit the use of United 
States passports for travel to Burma except 
for travel by United States diplomatic per- 
sonnel. 

(7) DIPLOMATIC REPRESENTATION.—The 
President is urged not to accept diplomatic 
representation from Burma at a level greater 
than the level of diplomatic representation 
accorded the United States in Burma. 

(8) FOREIGN ASSISTANCE.—The United 
States shall suspend assistance under the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and the Arms 
Export Control Act to any foreign govern- 
ment which sells or otherwise transfers arms 
to the Government of Burma. 

(9) INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS CON- 
TRIBUTIONS.—The United States shall with- 
hold from each international organization 
that funds activities in Burma other than 
humanitarian activities an amount equal to 
the United States proportionate share of 
that funding. 
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(10) MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary of the Treasury shall instruct the 
United States executive director of each fi- 
nancial institution to vote against any loan 
or other utilization of the funds of the re- 
spective bank to or for Burma. 

(11) EMINENT PERSONS GROUP.—The Presi- 
dent, acting through the United States Per- 
manent Representative to the United Na- 
tions, should urge the United Nations to es- 
tablish an eminent persons group to report 
on compliance by the Government of Burma 
with United Nations resolutions. 

(12) INTERNATIONAL ARMS EMBARGO.—The 
President, acting through the United States 
Permanent Representative to the United Na- 
tions, should urge the establishment by the 
United Nations of an international arms em- 
bargo of Burma. 

SEC. 3. AGREEMENTS TO IMPOSE SANCTIONS ON 
BURMA. 


(a) NEGOTIATIONS WITH TRADING PART- 
NERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 15 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the President shall initiate negotiations 
with all foreign countries with which the 
United States trades for the purpose of en- 
tering into agreements with the countries— 

(A) to support United States sanctions 
against Burma, and 

(B) to cease trade with and investment in 
Burma. 

(2) CERTIFICATION OF NEGOTIATIONS AND 
AGREEMENTS.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
President shall certify to the Congress each 
country that— 

(A) has failed to enter into an agreement 
described in paragraph (1), or 

(B) has entered into such an agreement but 
is not enforcing it. 

(3) ACTION BY THE PRESIDENT.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, if a cer- 
tification is made with respect to any coun- 
try under paragraph (2) the President shall 
withdraw— 

(A) any designation of such country— 

(i) as a beneficiary developing country for 
purposes of title V of the Trade Act of 1974 
(19 U.S.C. 2461 et seq.), 

(ii) as a beneficiary country for purposes of 
the Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery Act 
(19 U.S.C. 2701 et seq.), or 

(iii) as a beneficiary country for purposes 
of the Andean Trade Preference Act (19 
U.S.C. 3201 et seq.), 

(B) from such countries the benefits of any 
other special tariff treatment program under 
which the special rates of duty apply under 
column 1 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule 
of the United States, and 

(C) most-favored-nation trade treatment 
with respect to any such country. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of this sec- 
tion apply to goods entered, or withdrawn 
from warehouse for consumption, originating 
in or imported from a country with respect 
to which an action described in subsection 
(a)(3) has been taken, during the period be- 
ginning on the date that is 15 days after the 
date of the certification described in sub- 
section (a)(2) and ending on the date that is 
15 days after the earlier of— 

(A) the date the President certifies to the 
Congress that such country has entered into 
an agreement described in subsection (a)(1) 
and is enforcing the agreement, or 

(B) the date a certification described in 
section 4 is made. 

(2) RATE OF DUTY DURING PERIOD DESIGNA- 
TION IS WITHDRAWN.—During the period de- 
scribed in paragraph (1), goods entered, or 
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withdrawn from warehouse for consumption, 
originating in or imported from a country 
described in subsection (а)(3) shall be subject 
to duty at the rates of duty specified for 
such goods under column 2 of the Har- 
monized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States. 

SEC. 4. CERTIFICATION. 

The sanctions of section 2 shall not apply 
upon the determination and certification by 
the President to the appropriate congres- 
sional committees that the following condi- 
tions are met: 

(1) The Government of Burma has uncondi- 
tionally released all political prisoners, in- 
cluding Aung San Suu Kyi. 

(2) The Government of Burma has fully im- 
plemented the results of the 1990 elections in 
Burma, including the transfer of power to ci- 
vilian authority, the protection of basic 
human rights, and guaranteeing the right of 
Burmese citizens to participate freely in the 
political process, assuring freedom of speech 
and the right of association and assembly. 

(3) The Government of Burma has imple- 
mented an effective counternarcotics effort. 
БЕС. 5. SANCTIONS AGAINST THE PEOPLE'S RE- 

PUBLIC OF CHINA. 

The Secretary of the Treasury shall in- 
struct the United States executive director 
of each multilateral financial institution to 
vote against any loan or other utilization of 
the facilities of the respective institution to 
or for the People’s Republic of China until 
the President determines and certifies to the 
appropriate congressional committees that 
the People’s Republic of China has termi- 
nated arms sales and other arms transfers to 
Burma. 

SEC. 6. SANCTIONS AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT 
OF THAILAND. 


The President shall withhold all United 
States assistance to the Government of 
Thailand until the President determines and 
certifies to the appropriate congressional 
committees that the Government of Thai- 
land is fully cooperating in providing sup- 
port and relief for Burmese exiles and refu- 
gees. 

SEC. 7. REPORT. 

Not later than 45 days after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the President shall sub- 
mit a report to the appropriate congressional 
committees on— 

(1) the chemical and biological weapons ca- 
pability of Burma; 

(2) a plan to provide United States assist- 
ance in support of the democracy movement 
active inside Burma; 

(3) the treatment by the Government of 
Thailand of Burmese students, refugees, and 
exiles resident in Thailand; and 

(4) the status of arms sales and other arms 
transfers to the Government of Burma, in- 
cluding the amount of expenditures by the 
Government of Burma in the acquisition of 
arms. 

SEC. 8. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 

(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—The term appropriate congressional 
committees” means the Committee оп Ap- 
propriations and the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate and the Committee 
on Appropriations and the Committee on 
International Relations of the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

(2) INVESTMENT.—The term investment“ 
includes any contribution or commitment of 
funds, commodities, services, patents, proc- 
esses, or techniques, in the form of— 

(A) a loan or loans; 

(B) the purchase of a share of ownership; 
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(C) participation in royalties, earnings, or 
profits; and 

(D) the furnishing of commodities or serv- 
ices pursuant to a lease or other contract. 

(3) HUMANITARIAN ACTIVITIES.—The term 
“humanitarian activities“ means the provi- 
sion of food, medicine, medical supplies, or 
clothing and does not include cash transfers. 

(4) FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—The term fi- 
nancial institutions“ includes the Inter- 
national Bank for Reconstruction and Devel- 
opment, the International Development As- 
sociation, the Asian Development Bank, and 
the International Monetary Fund. 

(5) UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE.—The term 
“United States assistance” means assistance 
of any kind which is provided by grant, sale, 
loan, lease, credit, guaranty, or insurance, or 
by any other means, by any agency or in- 
strumentality of the United States Govern- 
ment to any foreign country, including— 

(A) assistance under the Foreign Assist- 
ance Act of 1961 (including programs under 
title IV of chapter 2 of part I of the Act); 

(B) sales, credits, and guaranties under the 
Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2751 et 
seq.); 

(C) sales under title I (7 U.S.C.A. 1701 et 
seq.) or Ш (17 U.S.C.A. 1727 et seq.) and dona- 
tions under title П (17 U.S.C.A. 1721 et seq.) 
of the Agricultural Trade Development and 
Assistance Act of 1954 of nonfood commod- 
ities; 

(D) other financing programs of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation for export sales of 
nonfood commodities; and 

(Œ) financing under the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C.A. 635 et seq.). 


COHEN AMENDMENT NO. 2754 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. COHEN) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra, as follows: 

At an appropriate place in the bill add the 
following new section. 

БЕС. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THAILAND. 

(а) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol- 
lowing findings— 

(1) the Royal Thai Government has had a 
policy of not supporting or cooperating with 
the Khmer Rouge; and 

(2) Thailand is host to large numbers of 
persons displaced from neighboring coun- 
tries, including Burma, placing a significant 
burden on Thailand's economy. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the President should— 

(1) affirm to the Royal Thai Government 
the support of the United States for that 
Government’s policy not to support or co- 
operate with the Khmer Rouge and encour- 
age the Royal Thai Government to prosecute 
vigorously its efforts to prevent cooperation 
between individual members of the Royal 
Thai Armed Forces and the Khmer Rouge; 
and 

(2) take appropriate steps to assist the 
Royal Thai Government in providing and fa- 
cilitating relief to displaced persons from 
Burma and other neighboring countries and 
to encourage that Government to fully co- 
operate in such relief efforts. 


McCONNELL AMENDMENT NO. 2755 

Mr. MCCONNELL proposed ап 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1868, supra, 
as follows: 


Add the following new section to title V: 
SEC. . EXTENSION OF TIED AND CREDIT PRO- 
GRAM. 


(a) Section 10(с)(2) of the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 6351-3(c)(2)) is 
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amended by striking 1995“ and inserting 
4109097”. 

(b) Section 10(e) of the Export-Import Bank 
Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 6351-3(е)) is amended by 
striking “1993, 1994, and 1995" and inserting 
“1996 and 1997”. 

БЕС. 102, AUTHORITY TO CONDUCT А DEM- 
ONSTRATION PROJECT 

(a) Notwithstanding section 4701(a)(1)(A) of 
title 5, United States Code, the Export-Im- 
port Bank of the United States may conduct 
a demonstration project in accordance with 
section 4703 of such title 5. 


HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 2756 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. HELMS) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra, as follows: 

Оп page 45, line 4, after the word iunds“ 
insert the following: ‘‘Provided further, that 
of the funds appropriated under this heading, 
not less than $1,000,000 shall be made avail- 
able to UNIFEM.” 


LEAHY AMENDMENT NO. 2757 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. LEAHY) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 
ing: 

CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS REVIEW 


(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) On September 26, 1994, the President de- 
clared that it is a goal of the United States 
to eventually eliminate antipersonnel land- 
mines. 

(2) On December 15, 1994, the United Na- 
tions General Assembly adopted a resolution 
sponsored by the United States which called 
for international efforts to eliminate anti- 
personnel landmines. 

(3) According to the Department of State, 
there are an estimated 80,000,000 to 110,000,000 
unexploded landmines in 62 countries. 

(4) Antipersonnel landmines are routinely 
used against civilian populations and kill 
and maim an estimated 70 people each day, 
or 26,000 people each year. 

(5) The Secretary of State has noted that 
landmines are ‘‘slow-motion weapons of mass 
destruction”. 

(6) There are hundreds of varieties of anti- 
personnel landmines, from a simple type 
available at a cost of only two dollars to the 
more complex self-destructing type, and all 
landmines of whatever variety kill and maim 
civilians, as well as combatants, indiscrimi- 
nately. 

(b) CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS CONVENTION 
REVIEW.—It is the sense of Congress that, at 
the United Nations conference to review the 
1980 Conventional Weapons Convention, in- 
cluding Protocol П on landmines, that is to 
be held from September 25 to October 13, 
1995, the President should actively support 
proposals to modify Protocol П that would 
implement as rapidly as possible the United 
States goal of eventually eliminating anti- 
personnel landmines. 

(c) MORATORIUM ON USE OF ANTIPERSONNEL 
LANDMINES.—{1) UNITED STATES MORATO- 
RIUM,—(A) For a period of one year beginning 
three years after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the United States shall not use 
antipersonnel landmines except along inter- 
nationally recognized national borders or in 
demilitarized zones within a perimeter 
marked area that is monitored by military 
personnel and protected by adequate means 
to ensure the exclusion of civilians. 
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(B) If the President determines, before the 
end of the one year period of the United 
States moratorium under subparagraph (A), 
that the governments of other nations are 
implementing moratoria on use of anti- 
personnel landmines similar to the United 
States moratorium, the President may ex- 
tend the period of the United States morato- 
rium for such additional period as the Presi- 
dent considers appropriate. 

(2) OTHER NATIONS.—It is the sense of Con- 
gress that the President should actively en- 
courage the governments of other nations to 
join the United States in solving the global 
landmine crisis by implementing moratoria 
on use of antipersonnel landmines similar to 
the United States moratorium as a step to- 
ward the elimination of antipersonnel land- 
mines. 

(d) ANTIPERSONNEL LANDMINE EXPORTS.—It 
is the sense of Congress that, consistent with 
the United States moratorium on exports of 
antipersonnel landmines and in order to fur- 
ther discourage the global proliferation of 
antipersonnel landmines, the United States 
Government should not sell, license for ex- 
port, or otherwise transfer defense articles 
and services to any foreign government 
which, as determined by the President, sells, 
exports, or otherwise transfers antipersonnel 
landmines. 

(е) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this Act: 

(1) ANTIPERSONNEL LANDMINE.—(A) Тһе 
term “antipersonnel landmine” means апу 
munition placed under, on, or near the 
ground or other surface area, delivered by ar- 
tillery, rocket, mortar, or similar means, or 
dropped from an aircraft and which is de- 
signed, constructed, or adapted to be deto- 
nated or exploded by the presence, proxim- 
ity, or contact of a person. 

(B) The term “antipersonnel landmine” 
does not include command detonated Clay- 
more munitions. 

(2) 1980 CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS CONVEN- 
TION.—The term “1980 Conventional Weapons 
Convention“ means the Convention on Pro- 
hibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Cer- 
tain Conventional Weapons Which May Be 
Deemed To Be Excessively Injurious or To 
Have Indiscriminate Effects, together with 
the protocols relating thereto, done at Gene- 
va on October 10, 1980. 


HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 2758 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. HELMS) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. . EXTENSION OF AU PAIR PROGRAMS. 

Section 8 of the Eisenhower Exchange Fel- 
lowship Act of 1990 is amended in the last 
sentence by striking fiscal year 1995 and 
inserting fiscal year 1998”, 


McCONNELL AMENDMENT NO. 2759 


Mr. McCONNELL proposed ап 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1868, supra, 
as follows: 


Funds appropriated by this Act may be ob- 
ligated and expended notwithstanding sec- 
tion 10 of Public Law 91-672 and section 15 of 
the State Department Basic Authorities Act 
of 1956: Provided, That this section shall not 
apply with respect to any accounts for which 
а general authorization of appropriations for 
fiscal year 1996 is enacted in law on or before 
April 1, 1996. 
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DOLE (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 2760 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for himself, Mr. 
DOLE, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. GREGG, Mr. 
HELMS, and Mr. COVERDELL) proposed 
an amendment to the bill H.R. 1868, 
supra, as follows: 

At the end of the last committee amend- 
ment, insert the following: 

SEC. . LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE FOR HAITI. 

(a) LIMITATION.—None of the funds appro- 
priated or otherwise made available by this 
Act or any other Act may be furnished to the 
Government of Haiti until the President de- 
termines and reports in writing to the Con- 
gress that— 

(1) the Government of Haiti has conducted 
or is conducting a thorough and professional 
investigation into, and prosecution of those 
responsible for the murder of Mireille 
Durocher de Bertin on March 28, 1995, and 
other possible cases of political or 
extrajudicial killings, including the 20 cases 
of “commando-style executions’’ cited by 
the United Nations/Organization of Amer- 
ican States International] Civilian Mission in 
Haiti on September 12, 1995; 

(2A) the police and security forces of 
Haiti are not assassinating or abducting ci- 
vilians, are not engaging in other acts of vio- 
lence directed at civilians, and are control- 
ling such activities by elements subject to 
the control of those forces; or 

(B) the Government of Haiti is investigat- 
ing effectively the members within its police 
and security forces engaged in acts of vio- 
lence against civilians, and has put in place 
effective policies to deter and punish such 
activities in the future. 

(3) the Government of Haiti has actively 
sought and encouraged a law enforcement 
service from outside Haiti to assist and mon- 
itor investigators of the Government of Haiti 
in their investigation of the murders cited in 
section (1) above; and 

(4)(A) the Government of Haiti has cooper- 
ated fully and in a timely fashion with U.S. 
Federal Bureau of Investigation efforts to in- 
vestigate the murder of Mireille Durocher de 
Bertin, including providing access to Haitian 
government employees in a manner which 
facilitates prosecution of those responsible 
for her murder; or 

(B) the Government of Haiti has not co- 
operated fully and in a timely fashion with 
U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation efforts 
to investigate the murder of Mireille 
Durocher de Bertin, including providing ac- 
cess to Haitian government employees in a 
manner which facilitates prosecution of 
those responsible for her murder, in which 
case the President shall submit a detailed 
accounting of the areas of non-cooperation 
and his assessment of all the reasons for 
such non-cooperation by the Government of 
Haiti. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after 
enactment of this section, the President 
shall report to the appropriate committees 
of Congress, based on information available 
to him, on the identity or identities of those 
responsible for the murder and any subse- 
quent coverup, and on the status of the Gov- 
ernment of Haiti's investigation of: 

(1) the murder of American citizen Richard 
Andre Emmanuel on February 13, 1991; 

(2) the murders of Bastian Desrosiers, Ste- 
venson Desrosiers, Jacques Nelio, Pierre 
Schiller and Louis Walky on July 26, 1991; 

(3) the murder of Revered Sylvio Claude on 
September 17, 1991; 

(4) the murder of Roger Lanfontant on Sep- 
tember 29, 1991; 
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(5) the murder of Antoine Izmery on Sep- 
tember 11, 1993; and 

(6) the murder of Minister of Justice Guy 
Malary on October 14, 1993. 

(c) HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to restrict the 
provision of humanitarian or electoral as- 
sistance to the Haitian people by non-gov- 
ernmental or private voluntary organiza- 
tions. 

(d) WAIVER.—The president may waive the 
requirements of this section if he determines 
and certifies to the appropriate committees 
of Congress that it is necessary to facilitate 
the safe and timely withdrawal of American 
forces from Haiti. 


DOLE (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 2761 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for himself, Mr. 
DOLE, Mr. HELMS, and Mr. LIEBERMAN) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra, as follows: 

In subsection (b) of the section entitled 
“AUTHORITY TO ASSIST BOSNIA-HERZEGOVINA", 
strike 350, 000,000“ and insert “3100,000,000”. 


DOLE (AND HATCH) AMENDMENT 
NO. 2762 


Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. DOLE for 
himself and Mr. HATCH) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1868, supra, 
as follows: 


At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. . CROATIAN-AMERICAN ENTERPRISE FUND. 

(a) DESIGNATION OF FuND.—The President 
shall designate a private, nonprofit organiza- 
tion as eligible to receive funds and support 
pursuant to this section with respect to Cro- 
atia in the same manner and with the same 
limitations as set forth in section 201(d) of 
the Support for East European Democracy 
(SEED) Act of 1989. Such organization shall 
be known as the Croatian-American Enter- 
prise Fund”. 

(b) APPLICATION OF SEED AcT.—Except as 
otherwise specifically provided in this sec- 
tion, the provisions contained in section 201 
of the Support for East European Democracy 
(SEED) Act of 1989 (excluding the authoriza- 
tions of appropriations provided in sub- 
section (b) of that section) shall apply to the 
Croatian-American Enterprise Fund. The of- 
ficers, members, or employees of the Cro- 
atian-American Enterprise Fund shall enjoy 
the same status under law that is applicable 
to officers, members, or employees of the En- 
terprise Funds for Poland and Hungary under 
the Support for East European Democracy 
(SEED) Act of 1989. 

(с) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—(1) 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the President for purposes of this section, in 
addition to funds otherwise available for 
such purposes, $12,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 
to fund the Croatian-American Enterprise 
Fund established under subsection (a). 

(2) Funds appropriated under this sub- 
section are authorized to remain available 
until expended. 

(4) APPROPRIATIONS.—Of the funds аррго- 
priated or otherwise made available by this 
Act under the heading entitled “ASSISTANCE 
FOR EASTERN EUROPE AND THE BALTIC 
STATES“, $12,000,000 shall be available only to 
support the Croatian-American Fund estab- 
lished by subsection (a). 
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DOLE (AND D’AMATO) 
AMENDMENTS NOS. 2763-2764 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. DOLE for 
himself and Mr. D’AMATO) proposed 
two amendments to the bill H.R. 1868, 
supra, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 2763 

Before the period at the end of the heading 
entitled “INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSIST- 
ANCE”, insert the following:: Provided, That 
of the amount appropriated under this head- 
ing, $40,000,000 should be available only for 
emergency humanitarian assistance to the 
former Yugoslavia, of which amount not less 
than $6,000,000 shall be available only for hu- 
manitarian assistance to Kosova“. 

AMENDMENT No. 2764 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. . SANCTIONS AGAINST COUNTRIES HAR- 

BORING WAR CRIMINALS, 

(a) BILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—Assistance 
may not be provided in any fiscal year under 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 or the 
Arms Export Control Act for any country de- 
scribed in subsection (c). 

(b) MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary of the Treasury shall instruct the 
United States executive directors of the 
international financial institutions each fis- 
cal year to work in opposition to, and vote 
against, any extension by such institutions 
of financing or financial or technical assist- 
ance to any country described in subsection 


(c). 

(c) SANCTIONED COUNTRIES.—A country de- 
scribed in this subsection is a country the 
government of which permits entry into or 
presence in the territory of such country to 
any person— 

(1) who has been indicted by the Inter- 
national Criminal Tribunal for the former 
Yugoslavia, the International Criminal Tri- 
bunal for Rwanda, or any other international 
tribunal with similar standing under inter- 
national law, or 

(2) who has been indicted for war crimes or 
crimes against humanity committed during 
the period beginning March 23, 1933 and end- 
ing on May 8, 1945 under the direction of, or 
in association with— 

(A) the Nazi government of Germany; 

(B) any government in any area occupied 
by the military forces of the Nazi govern- 
ment of Germany; 

(C) any government which was established 
with the assistance or cooperation of the 
Nazi government of Germany; or 

(D) any government which was an ally of 
the Nazi government of Germany. 

(а) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section— 

(1) the term “international financial insti- 
tutions” includes the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development, the Inter- 
national Development Association, the 
International Monetary Fund, the European 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development, 
the International Finance Corporation, the 
Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency, 
the Inter-American Development Bank, the 
Inter-American Investment Corporation, the 
African Development Bank, the African De- 
velopment Fund, and the Asian Development 
Bank; and 

(2) the term war crime“ includes any of- 
fense which is— 

(A) а grave breach of any of the four Gene- 
va Conventions for the Protection of War 
Victims of August 12, 1949; 

(B) a violation of the Hague Convention 
(IV) Respecting the Laws and Customs of 
War on Land of October 18, 1907, or the Regu- 
lations annexed thereto; 
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(C) a violation of the Convention on the 
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of 
Genocide of December 9, 1948; or 

(D) a violation of the Charter of the Inter- 
national Military Tribunal of August 8, 1945. 


DOLE (AND BIDEN) AMENDMENT 
NO. 2765 


Mr. McCONNELL (for Mr. DOLE for 
himself and Mr. BIDEN) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 1868, supra, 
as follows: 

On page 121, after line 24, insert the follow- 
ing new section: 

LIMITATION ON FUNDS TO THE TERRITORY OF 

THE BOSNIAC-CROAT FEDERATION. 

ВЕС. 605. Funds appropriated by this Act 
for activities in the internationally-recog- 
nized borders of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
(other than refugee and disaster assistance 
and assistance for restoration of infrastruc- 
ture, to include power grids, water supplies 
and natural gas) may only be made available 
for activities in the territory of the Bosniac- 
Croat Federation. 


COHEN AMENDMENT NO. 2766 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. COHEN) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 1868, supra, as follows: 

At an appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following new section: 

SEc. RUSSIAN COMPLIANCE WITH THE 
CFE TREATY AND PRIORITIES FOR MODIFYING 
EXISTING ARMS CONTROL TREATIES. It is the 
sense of the Senate that— 

(a) the failure by the Russian Federation 
to meet any obligation under the Treaty of 
the Conventional Armed Forces in Europe 
shall constitute non-compliance with the 
Treaty; 

(b) the United States should insist on full 
compliance with the Russian Federation 
with all of the obligations of the Treaty on 
Conventional Armed Forces in Europe; 

(c) the Treaty on Conventional Armed 
Forces in Europe provides adequate means 
by which the Russian Federation can meet 
its claimed military requirements for treaty- 
limited equipment in the flank zone defined 
by Article V of the Treaty, including move- 
ment of equipment within the flank zone, 
temporary deployment of additional equip- 
ment to the flank zone, and the temporary 
removal of equipment from designated per- 
manent storage sites located in the flank 
zone; and 


KASSEBAUM AMENDMENT NO. 2767 


Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mrs. KASSE- 
BAUM) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 1868, supra, as follows: 

On page 121, after line 24, add the following 
new section: 

PLAN RECOMMENDING A STRATEGIC 
REORGANIZATION OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

БЕС. . (a) SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING 
UNITED NATIONS REFORM.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

(1) the 50th anniversary of the United Na- 
tions provides an important opportunity for 
a comprehensive review of the strengths and 
weaknesses of the United Nations and for the 
identification and implementation of 
changes in the United Nation that would im- 
prove its ability to discharge effectively the 
objectives of the United Nations set forth in 
the United Nations Charter; 

(2) the structure of the United Nations sys- 
tem, which has evolved over 50 years, should 
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be subject to a comprehensive review in 
order to identify the changes to the system 
that will best serve the interests of the Unit- 
ed States and of the international commu- 
nity; 

(8) the United States, as the strongest 
member state of the United Nations, should 
lead this comprehensive review; 

(4) reforms that produce a smaller, more 
focused, more efficient United Nations with 
clearly defined missions are in the interest 
of the United States and of the United Na- 
tions; 

(5) the United States should develop a uni- 
fied position in support of reforms at the 
United Nations that are broadly supported 
by both the legislative branch and the execu- 
tive branch; 

(6) the need for reform of the United Na- 
tions is urgent; and 

(7) the failure to develop and implement 
promptly a strategic reorganization of the 
United Nations will result in a continued 
diminution of the relevance of the United 
Nations to United States foreign policy and 
to international politics generally. 

(b) UNITED NATIONS REORGANIZATION PLAN.— 

(1) REQUIREMENT FOR PLAN.—The President 
shall submit to Congress, together with the 
budget submitted pursuant to section 1105 of 
title 31, United States Code, for fiscal year 
1997, a plan recommending a strategic reor- 
ganization of the United Nations. 

(2) REQUIREMENT RELATING TO DEVELOP- 
MENT.—The President shall develop the plan 
in consultation with Congress. 

(3) PLAN ELEMENTS.—The plan should in- 
clude the elements described in subsection 
(c) and such other recommendations as may 
be necessary to achieve the efficient, cost-ef- 
fective conduct of the responsibilities of the 
United Nations. 

(с) CONTENTS OF REORGANIZATION PLAN.—It 
is the sense of the Congress that the reorga- 
nization plan required by subsection (b)(1) 
should— 

(1) constitute a comprehensive statement 
of United States policy toward reform of the 
United Nations; 

(2) set forth an agenda to implement the 
reforms set forth in the plan in a timely 
manner; 

(3) include specific proposals to achieve— 

(A) а substantial reduction in the number 
of agencies within the United Nations sys- 
tem, including proposals to consolidate, 
abolish, or restructure mechanisms for fi- 
nancing agencies of the United Nations that 
have a low priority; 

(B) the identification and strengthening of 
the core agencies of the United Nations sys- 
tem that most directly serve the objectives 
of the United Nations set forth in the United 
Nations Charter; 

(C) the increased cooperation, and the 
elimination of duplication, among United 
Nations agencies and programs. 

(D) the consolidation of the United Nations 
technical cooperation activities between the 
United Nations Headquarters and the offices 
of the United Nations in Geneva, Switzer- 
land, including the merger of the technical 
cooperation functions of the United Nations 
Development Program (UNDP), the United 
Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), the 
United Nations Environmental Program 
(UNEP), the United Nations Industrial De- 
velopment Organization (UNIDO), the Inter- 
national Fund for Agricultural Development 
(IFAD), the United Nations Capital Develop- 
ment Fund (UNCDF), and the United Nations 
Development Fund for Women (UNIFEM); 

(E) the consolidation of the United Nations 
emergency response mechanism by merging 
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the emergency functions of relevant United 
Nations agencies, including the United Na- 
tions Children’s Fund, the World Food Pro- 
gram, and the Office of the United Nations 
High Commissioner for Refugees; 

(F) a substantial reduction in, or elimi- 
nation of, the cost and number of inter- 
national conferences sponsored by the Unit- 
ed Nations; 

(G) a significant strengthening of the ad- 
ministrative and management capabilities of 
the Secretary General of the United Nations, 
including a cessation of the practice of ге- 
serving top Secretariat posts for citizens of 
particular countries; 

(H) a significant increase in the openness 
to the public of the budget decision-making 
procedures of the United Nations; and 

(I) the establishment of a truly independ- 
ent inspector general at the United Nations; 


and 

(4) include proposals to coordinate and im- 
plement proposals for reform of the United 
Nations such as those proposals set forth in 
the communique of the 2180 annual summit 
of the Heads of State and Government of the 
seven major industrialized nations and the 
President of the European Commission at 
Halifax, Nova Scotia, dated June 15-17, 1995. 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services be author- 
ized to meet on Thursday, September 
21, 1995, at 9:30 a.m. in open session, to 
consider the nomination of Gen. John 
M. Shalikashvili for reappointment as 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources be granted permission to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, September 21, 1995, for pur- 
poses of conducting a full committee 
business meeting which is scheduled to 
begin at 9:30 a.m. The purpose of this 
meeting is to consider pending cal- 
endar business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to hold a business meeting during the 
session of the Senate on Thursday, 
September 21, 1995, at 10 a.m. in SD226. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON AFRICAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on African Affairs of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations be au- 
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, September 21, 
1995, at 2 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


26151 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL FINANCE 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on International Finance of 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Thursday, September 21, 1995, to 
conduct a hearing on the oversight of 
the Export Administration Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TERRORISM, TECHNOLOGY 

AND GOVERNMENT INFORMATION 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Terrorism, Technology 
and Government Information of the 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary, be 
authorized to meet during a session of 
the Senate on Thursday, September 21, 
1995, at 2 p.m., in Senate Dirksen room 
G50, on Ruby Ridge incident. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


ICC FUNDING AND RAILROAD 
MERGERS 


е Мг. BOND. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss some concerns I have 
about the flurry of recent proposed 
mergers by certain rail carriers. 

The Commerce, State, Justice appro- 
priations bill that we will consider 
later, terminates funding for the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission at the 
end of year. Downsizing the Federal 
Government and eliminating Federal 
agencies is a goal I certainly support 
and I have supported elimination of the 
ICC, but as of today, reorganization of 
the ICC’s statutory responsibilities has 
not been done. I understand the Com- 
merce Committee is preparing to re- 
port out legislation to accomplish this 
reorganization and I support that ef- 
fort as I believe we must not eliminate 
the Commission without reassigning 
their most important regulatory re- 
sponsibilities. 

In the meantime, the Commission 
continues its mission. One responsibil- 
ity they have that I wish to comment 
on today is their review of proposed 
railroad mergers. 

In the past several months we have 
seen two huge railroad combinations. 
The Burlington Northern/Sante Fe 
merger has been approved and appears 
to be moving toward completion. Now 
recently, the Union Pacific/Southern 
Pacific merger has been proposed. Lit- 
tle thought seems to have been given 
to the impact that both these mergers 
will have on the continued availability 
of effective and efficient railroad trans- 
portation. For example, what effect 
will these exceptionally large combina- 
tions have on consumers, shippers, and 
communities as well as on the surviv- 
ing competing railroads? Consider the 
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current critical rail transportation sit- 
uation in the Midwest, as reported re- 
cently in the Journal of Commerce, 
where timely rail movement to market 
of grain, corn, and soybeans is seri- 
ously threatened. According to this ar- 
ticle, which follows my remarks, be- 
cause of a shortage of cars, freight 
rates are going up significantly. 

What will be the impact of these 
megamergers on other railroads and 
their ability to provide a needed and 
competitive service? Take for example, 
a regional railroad such as Kansas City 
Southern Railroad Co., and I am sure 
there are others; will KCS survive as a 
reliable competitive line offering a 
needed service to thousands of shippers 
and hundreds of communities? If it and 
others like it do not survive as viable 
competitors, isn’t it likely that the se- 
rious freight car shortage and escalat- 
ing rate problems we're seeing, as re- 
ported by the Journal of Commerce, 
will become even more serious? And 
how about the consumers? Any such in- 
creased costs of necessity are passed on 
бо them. 

If all of this were not worrisome 
enough, the Union Pacific/Southern 
Pacific combination is being hurried 
through at a time when the only delib- 
erative body charged with evaluating 
the ramifications of this sort of activ- 
ity, the ICC, is threatened with legisla- 
tive extinction. In the absence of the 
ICC, who is going to impartially assess 
the anticompetitive impact on the pub- 
lic of these mergers? Serious nation- 
wide public policy issues are raised 
which must be addressed before the 
merger of the Union Pacific and South- 
ern Pacific Railroads is consummated. 
It is not my intention to prejudge the 
legitimacy of this merger, but only to 
be certain that the public interest is 
not adversely threatened. 

Mr. President, these megamergers 
pose very serious questions which must 
be answered by the players themselves 
or the agencies charged with maintain- 
ing an essential competitive transpor- 
tation system. 

Mr. President, I ask that the Journal 
of Commerce article referred to in the 
body of my statement appear in the 
RECORD at this point: 

The article follows: 

[From the Journal of Commerce, Sept. 13, 

1995) 
RAILS STRAIN TO SERVICE MIDWEST GRAIN 
HARVEST 
(By Rip Watson) 

The U.S. Midwest's rail network, normally 
no stranger to the crunch of the fall harvest, 
is beginning to strain this year under the 
weight of strong demand, tight car supply 
and skyrocketing prices. 

Conditions are so tense in Iowa that farm 
trade associations will hold a Grain Trans- 
portation Summit on Thursday in Des 
Moines to vent their frustrations with some 
rail carriers, while seeking ways to ease the 
problem before soybean harvests begin in a 
few days. 

“Grain is hot. Export demand is huge and 
will continue to be that way in the foresee- 
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able future,” said Jim Higgins, an analyst 
for Donaldson, Lufkin & Jenrette in New 
York. 

As an industry, railroads boosted grain 
carloadings 23% in August from a year ago. 
Burlington Northern Railroad led the pack 
with a 28% increase, followed by Union Pa- 
cific Railroad at 19%. 

That higher traffic volume is proving to be 
little comfort to Iowa shippers. 

We are sitting with most of our facilities 
full.” said Dawn Carlson of the Iowa Insti- 
tute for Cooperatives. “People are getting 
concerned. Every day that goes by is tacking 
on more and more charges and the farmer 
will get less and less for the grain delivered. 
If we don't get the grain moving, we'll have 
a lot of grain sitting on the ground.” 

Arthur Breenken, manager for the Farmers 
Co-Op Society in Wesley, Iowa, said, “Тһе 
Soo Line is shipping cars but they are not 
supplying them fast enough.“ He said the 
problem was that much Iowa grain is moving 
to the Gulf of Mexico instead of the Mis- 
sissippi River, which lengthens the round 
trip time to more than 30 days. 

John Bromley, a spokesman for Union Pa- 
cific, blamed rail unions for not allowing UP 
employees to work in Iowa, where the rail- 
road is short staffed. UP is hiring and train- 
ing new workers now, he said. 

Without those industrywide increases, the 
Association of American Railroads would 
have been 1% lower than last year. 

“Our export projections are strong,” said 
Brad Clow, director of transportation for 
Sparks Commodities in Memphis, Tenn. “Іп 
some commodities, shipments could outdo 
USDA forecasts.” 

With export demand strong and the corn 
and soybean harvests expected during the 
next several weeks, industry observers see no 
changes in the rate and car supply situation. 

We expect cars to remain tight until Jan- 
uary or February," Mr. Clow said. 

It would surprise me if we didn’t continue 
to have this shortage problem for a while,” 
said Steve Strege, who directs the North Da- 
kota Grain Dealers Association in Fargo. 
“We're just getting into the usual crunch 
time. I don’t know if there is much precedent 
for us to have a problem at this time of year 
and have it relax at the time of corn and soy- 
bean harvest.” 

With shippers paying premiums of up to 
$500 a car to guarantee availability of cov- 
ered hopper cars for grain shipments late in 
1995, Mr. Strege said he believed rates will 
continue to climb. 

“We have people willing to pay a hell of a 
premium for сагв,” one official said. 

“These programs (for ordering cars in ad- 
vance) give signals to the railroads that they 
should or can raise their rates, Мг. Strege 
said. 

Other forces are influencing the 1995 grain 
shipping picture. 

Operating under a strike threat last year, 
CP Rail System’s Soo Line unit posted mea- 
ger grain carloadings in August 1994 that 
were nearly quadrupled last month. 

Barge freight markets are facing similar 
pressures, several industry observers said. 

One factor affecting the barge markets is 
the continued strong northbound river move- 
ments of aluminum ore, steel and other prod- 
ucts that have reduced availability of barges 
to haul grain, said Jerry Fruin, a transpor- 
tation economist for the University of Min- 
nesota in Minneapolis. 

“Even with the recent fall in rates in the 
past week, we expect barge freight rates will 
continue to remain very strong as we move 
into harvest.“ Mr. Clow said. 
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The traffic picture is brightening for some 
other commodities but remains dim for man- 
ufactured goods. 

Coal traffic could pick up this month, Mr. 
Higgins said, because of the hot summer and 
а resulting reduction in utility stockpiles 
that have to be replenished. 

Export traffic is showing some cyclical 
strength driven by demand for some steam 
coals and metallurgical coal, he said. 

August carloadings were 2% below last 


year. 

“We're expecting a strong fourth quarter 
(for coal),” said Dave Rohall, director of 
planning for CSX Transportation.e 


READY, FIRE, AIM 


% Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Affordable 
Housing Tax Credit [the Credit], which 
is the Federal Government’s principal 
and most successful rental housing pro- 
gram. The Credit Program, however, is 
under attack and is threatened with 
termination, As part of budget rec- 
onciliation, the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee has proposed to sunset the Cred- 
it at the end of 1997 pending a GAO re- 
view of the management of the pro- 
gram. Crafted this way and if accepted 
by the Senate, the proposal would 
greatly reduce private equity attracted 
to affordable housing through 1997, and 
if terminated after 1997, would halt the 
development or rehabilitation of af- 
fordable rental housing. 

In essence, Ways and Means is adopt- 
ing a “Ready, Fire, Aim Strategy." 
The committee proposes to eliminate 
the program before determining there 
is a problem. No hearings have been 
held and no study has been conducted. 
Shoot first and ask questions later. 

Mr. President, I have written the 
chairman of the Finance committee, 
Senator ROTH, urging that the Com- 
mittee not consider the Ways and 
Means proposal to sunset the Credit. 
Oversight of any Federal program is al- 
ways appropriate, and the Credit 
should not be exempt. But a mandated 
sunset before review is just a budget 
gimmick to pick up revenues in the out 
years. Congress can always change the 
program if mismanagement is found, 
but only after hearings. Termination 
without review will drastically slow 
the flow of private capital to projects 
currently being planned. Action before 
study is rash. Budgetary needs should 
not dictate housing policy. 

The Credit has enjoyed widespread 
bi-partisan support. Indeed, the pro- 
gram was originally sponsored by 
former Senator Mitchell and my col- 
league from New York, Congressman 
RANGEL, as part of the Tax Reform Act 
of 1986, and signed into law by Presi- 
dent Reagan. In the Bush administra- 
tion, Secretary of HUD, Jack Kemp, 
was the chief advocate of the Credit on 
behalf of the administration. 

Under current law, the Credit is lim- 
ited to $1.25 per capita per State and 
administered by the States on behalf of 
the Federal Government. Eligible af- 
fordable housing units are provided a 
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Federal tax credit each year for 10 
years, though the units must remain 
affordable for at least 15 years—many 
States require 30 or more years of af- 
fordability. Investors provide equity to 
projects in exchange for the credits to 
facilitate the development of afford- 
able units. 

Based on the Nation’s population of 
approximately 260 million, States are 
able to allocate approximately $325 
million of credits from their 1995 per 
capita volume limitation. Although the 
credits are utilized each year for 10 
years by investors, those investors pro- 
vide equity upfront during the develop- 
ment process. At today’s market pric- 
ing, the roughly $325 million of volume 
cap credits available in 1995 will result 
in approximately $1.85 billion of pri- 
vate capital invested in affordable 
rental housing. 

This private equity translates into 
rental housing for families in need of 
affordable housing. According to the 
National Council of State Housing 
Agencies [NCSHA], since 1986 the Cred- 
it has assisted in the development of 
over 700,000 units rental housing. In 
1994 alone, according to NCSHA, the 
Credit produced 114,000 new or rehabili- 
tated units, spurred construction activ- 
ity leading to 98,000 jobs, $3.1 billion of 
wages, and $1.5 billion in tax revenues. 

According to the New York State 
Housing Finance Agency and the Divi- 
sion of Housing and Community Re- 
newal, in 1994, over 6,100 units of rental 
housing were made possible because of 
the Credit in my home State. The pro- 
duction of these units resulted, di- 
rectly, in an estimated $520 million of 
housing investment in the State. Of 
the 6,100 units, over 4,700 were for low- 
income families. Also, in 1994, New 
York participated in a national redis- 
tribution of unused credits from the 
prior year. As a result,-$9 million in ad- 
ditional credits were allocated leading 
to $90 million of new housing produc- 
tion activity and 1,200 units of rental 
housing. The corresponding benefits to 
New York State’s economy translated 
to gainful employment and badly need- 
ed stimulation of our business commu- 
nity. 

This is why I have been contacted by 
my Governor, George Pataki, his com- 
missioner of housing, Joseph Holland, 
and his housing finance agency presi- 
dent, Stephen Hunt, to oppose any cur- 
tailment of the Credit Program until 
careful study has determined a need for 
change. Additionally the City of New 
York has urged me to stand up to the 
House Ways and Means Committee's 
proposal. Without the Credit my State, 
and its biggest city, would be deprived 
of its most important rental housing 
production program. 

The Credit was only made permanent 
in 1993. Prior to that the program 
would sunset and Congress would have 
to enact legislation to extend its au- 
thority. Since the permanent extension 
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in 1993, the market has been flooded 
with equity; principally from major 
corporations otherwise not involved in 
affordable housing. The value of credits 
in the marketplace has dramatically 
increased as these companies compete 
for scarce credits awarded by States. 
The Ways and Means action will put a 
chill on this market driving down the 
amount of equity available for housing 
in 1996 and 1997. There is no assurance 
that the program would be extended 
after 1997. As a result, private equity 
available for affordable housing will 
dramatically drop because of political 
uncertainty and looming termination. 
This is unwarranted since no hearings 
or studies have shown problems with 
the Credit Program. 

As chairman of the Banking Commit- 
tee, with jurisdiction over housing and 
HUD, I am keenly aware of the dra- 
matic decline in Federal appropria- 
tions for housing programs. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I am also very sensitive to the 
difficulties with HUD managing large 
Federal spending programs to support 
affordable rental housing. I have talked 
at length with Secretary Cisneros 
about his HUD reinvention blueprint 
based on less regulation and bureauc- 
racy. Federal spending programs man- 
aged by HUD are slow moving and 
filled with red tape. On the other hand, 
the Credit is allocated promptly and is 
not dominated by Byzantine Federal 
regulations and paperwork. If any- 
thing, Congress should and will move 
beyond the Secretary’s blueprint. But 
we should not terminate a program and 
slow the flow of capital derived from 
the Credit, until hearings have deter- 
mined a need for change. 

Mr. President, I urge rejection of the 
proposed Ways and Means Committee 
action to sunset the Credit. As a mem- 
ber of the Finance Committee I will 
work assiduously to protect this im- 
portant program.e 


NATIONAL FUND FOR HEALTH 
RESEARCH ACT 


е Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I rise as 
an original cosponsor of the Hatfield- 
Harkin bill. I wish to express my 
strong support for this legislature 
which provides additional resources for 
health research over and above those 
provided to the National Institutes of 
Health [NIH] in the annual appropria- 
tions process. 

This legislation would create the Na- 
tional Fund for Health Research Act, 
financed by a tobacco tax, in the form 
of 25 cents per pack and an equivalent 
tax on other tobacco products. As a re- 
sult of this act, annual revenue in ex- 
cess of $4 billion would be raised to pro- 
vide additional funds for medical re- 
search, which is an important, but 
often underfunded part of our health 
care system. 

Investment in medical research 
yields benefits in countless ways: im- 
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provements in preventing disease, bet- 
ter methods of diagnosis and treat- 
ment, and breakthroughs that have led 
to cures and therapies for afflictions 
ranging from cancer to schizophrenia. 

Improvements in public health de- 
pend on basic research to find answers 
to fundamental questions about disease 
processes. The most widely heralded 
medical triumphs—such as the discov- 
ery of antibiotics, the vaccine for 
polio, the identification of human 
immunodeficiency virus—reflect the 
vast body of fundamental knowledge 
accumulated through medical research. 

In addition, medical research is the 
first line of prevention defense. Re- 
search has produced immunizations, a 
screening test to prevent the trans- 
mission of HIV through blood products 
and the finding that AZT can reduce by 
two-thirds the rate of HIV trans- 
mission from mother to infant. With 
rising health care costs, it is in our 
best interest to fund medical research 
to further both prevention and treat- 
ment of disease. 

This legislation raises funds for re- 
search while protecting our children. 
Everyday more than 3,000 children be- 
come smokers and more than 1,000 of 
them will eventually die as a result of 
smoking. Raising tobacco taxes is a 
highly effective manner in which to re- 
duce tobacco use by children. A 25 cent 
tax will discourage an estimated 1.3 
million children and adults from smok- 
ing. 

I urge my colleagues to recognize the 
importance of medical research to the 
American people and support the Hat- 
field-Harkin bill.e 


NAFTA 


è Мг. LEVIN. Mr. President, during 
the Senate debate over the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement I put 
together a brochure entitled “NAFTA 
MATH: It Doesn't Add Up.“ This bro- 
chure questioned the job creation 
claims of NAFTA proponents and 
showed those job claims to be a distor- 
tion of what would really happen under 
NAFTA. 

In the brochure and during the 
NAFTA debate I pointed out that the 
job gain claims were based solely on 
expected increases in exports. These 
job creation claims totally ignored any 
potential and expected increase in im- 
ports from Mexico—which result in the 
loss of American jobs. 

An op-ed published in Monday’s New 
York Times confirms the worst of my 
fears. I will ask to have printed in the 
RECORD a September 11 New York 
Times op-ed by Bob Herbert which con- 
firms the fact that NAFTA has not re- 
sulted in the increase in U.S. jobs 
promised by its supporters. In fact, it 
has resulted in the opposite. 

Mr. Herbert writes about the findings 
of a Public Citizen study of U.S. jobs 
created under NAFTA. Public Citizen 
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looked at the job creation promises of 
dozens of companies that supported 
NAFTA. Mr. Herbert writes. Public 
Citizen noted that every one of those 
companies has already ‘laid off workers 
because of NAFTA.“ In addition, Of 
the companies surveyed, 89 percent had 
failed to take any significant step to- 
ward fulfilling their promises of job 
creation or export expansion.” 

In addition, “There has been no 
meaningful job creation from NAFTA, 
which has been in effect for 20 months. 
But the U.S. Department of Labor, 
through its NAFTA Trade Adjustment 
Assistance Program, which was de- 
signed to help people thrown out of 
their jobs by NAFTA, has certified that 
38,148 workers lost their jobs by mid- 
August. An additional 30,000 workers 
have filed for assistance under the pro- 
gram. It is expected that the true job 
loss under NAFTA will reach 1 million 
by the end of the year.“ 

Finally, Mr. Herbert writes that al- 
though exports from the United States 
have increased to Mexico as NAFTA 
proponents predicted, as I feared, im- 
ports to the United States from Mexico 
increased even faster, especially for 
high value-added manufactures such as 
automobiles and other high-technology 
items. 

Unfortunately, some of our fears 
about the implications of NAFTA were 
well founded. NAFTA’s problems were 
evident even before the devaluation of 
the peso which hurt hopes for a grow- 
ing consumer market in Mexico. With 
Mexico’s current fiscal problems, these 
trends could well get worse. 

I ask that the op-ed by Bob Herbert 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The material follows: 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 11, 1995) 

NAFTA’s BUBBLE BURSTS 
(By Bob Herbert) 

Back in 1993, in a typical declaration of 
faith in the projected glories of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement, a vice 
president of the Mattel Corporation named 
Fermin Cuza assured a Congressional sub- 
committee that Nafta would result in the 
creation of new jobs at Mattel and have “а 
very positive effect” on the 2,000 men and 
women already employed by Mattel in the 
United States. 

Mr. Cuza’s was just one of many promises 
made during that season of devotion to free 
trade. The consumer group Public Citizen 
took a look back at them. 

Let’s start with Mattel. Not only have no 
jobs been created, but a check of Federal 
records by Public Citizen found that 520 
workers at Mattel’s Fisher-Price facility in 
Medina, N.Y., have been certified as laid off 
specifically because of “increased company 
imports from Mexico” that resulted from 


Nafta. 

Public Citizen's Global Trade Watch unit 
surveyed the job creation promises of dozens 
of staunchly pro-Nafta corporations. They 
included, in addition to Mattel, Allied Sig- 
nal, General Electric, Procter & Gamble, 
Scott Paper and Zenith. 

In a report released last week, Public Citi- 
zen noted that every one of those companies 
has already laid off workers because of 
Nafta.” 
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Of the companies surveyed, 89 percent had 
failed to take any significant step toward 
fulfilling their promises of job creation or 
export expansion. 

In November 1993, President Clinton as- 
serted, “If this trade agreement passes— 
Nafta—we estimate America will add an- 
other 200,000 jobs by 1995 alone.” 

He was mistaken. There has been no mean- 
ingful job creation from Nafta, which has 
been in effect for 20 months. But the U.S. De- 
partment of Labor, through its Nafta Trade 
Adjustment Assistance program, which was 
designed to help people thrown out of their 
jobs by Nafta, has certified that 38,148 work- 
ers lost their jobs by mid-August. An addi- 
tional 30,000 workers have filed for assistance 
under the program, which is not well known 
and not available to most workers who are 
at risk. It is expected that the true job loss 
under Nafta will reach one million by the 
end of the year. 

It is fashionable now for Nafta supporters 
to blame the end-of-the-year peso crash for 
problems that were inherent in the trade 
agreement. During the first year of Nafta, 
before the big devaluation in December, the 
value of the peso relative to the dollar had 
already declined by nearly 15 percent. That 
wiped out any advantage the U.S. would 
have realized from Nafta’s lower tariffs. The 
average tariff decline was just 10 percent. In 
other words, the market access advantage“ 
that the U.S. was supposed to enjoy had van- 
ished before the peso crash. 

Proponents of Nafta are quick to note that 
U.S. exports to Mexico increased during the 
first year of Nafta. True. But what they fail 
to mention is that imports to the U.S. from 
Mexico increased even faster, with auto- 
mobiles and other high-technology items in- 
creasing twice as fast. We were well on our 
way to a trade deficit with Mexico (and the 
big job losses that would entail) before the 
crash of the peso. 

‘Worse, much of the increase in exports to 
Mexico came from items that boomerang 
back to the U.S. in the form of imports—for 
example, component parts shipped to Mexico 
for assembly into finished goods and infra- 
structure equipment for use in the building 
of factories. 

And then there’s the small matter of the 
wages of American workers. In Nafta’s first 
year, before the collapse of the peso, Ameri- 
са'в 77 million production workers endured a 
3 percent drop in their real hourly wages— 
the steepest one-year decline ever recorded. 

That, of course, was directly related to the 
overall expansion of the labor pool under 
Nafta, and the fact that the number of com- 
panies choosing to relocate to Mexico has, as 
expected, accelerated. The chilling effect of 
these developments on wage demands should 
be obvious. 

The peso devaluation has dried up the 
consumer market in Mexico. That simply 
means that as bad a deal as Nafta was origi- 
nally, Mexicans are now even less able to 
buy American goods. 

But it was Nafta that put us on this high- 
way to nowhere in the first place. The col- 
lapse of the peso just increased the speed.e 


SUPPORT OF THE LOW-INCOME 
HOUSING CREDIT 


è Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my great dismay at a 
proposal passed this week by the House 
Ways and Means Committee to repeal 
the low-income housing tax credit. 

The housing credit is the Federal 
Government’s principal and most suc- 
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cessful affordable housing program. 
The Enterprise Foundation estimates 
that the housing credit is responsible 
for almost all of the new private con- 
struction of housing units for lower in- 
come renters, and that almost 800,000 
units of rental housing for lower in- 
come working families and the elderly 
have been constructed or rehabilitated 
as a result of the housing credit. They 
also report that the 106,000 affordable 
housing units generated with the hous- 
ing credit in 1993 resulted in the cre- 
ation of approximately 90,000 jobs, $2.8 
billion in wages, and $1.3 billion in ad- 
ditional tax revenues. 

I have visited many of the projects in 
New York that have been made pos- 
sible by the housing credit, and I can 
assure you the credit is having a dra- 
matic effect on the availability of 
good, affordable housing. Yet now some 
of our colleagues in the House would 
repeal it. I do not understand what 
their reasoning is. 

The House Ways and Means Commit- 
tee proposal would sunset the credit at 
the end of 1997. The committee acted 
without holding any hearings to review 
the housing credit. And while the com- 
mittee calls on the Government Ac- 
counting Office to review the manage- 
ment and operation of the housing 
credit, it acts nonetheless. 

The housing credit was devised by 
the Senate Finance Committee during 
consideration of the Tax Reform Act of 
1986, and was signed into law by Presi- 
dent Reagan. It has enjoyed solid bi- 
partisan support for nearly a decade. 

I was pleased in 1993, as Chairman of 
the Senate Finance Committee, to 
bring legislation before the Senate 
which permanently extended the hous- 
ing credit. That legislation was en- 
acted as the Omnibus Budget Rec- 
onciliation Act of 1993. We were able to 
permanently extend the housing credit 
in a bill which produced the largest 
amount of deficit reduction in this 
country’s history. The Office of Man- 
agement and Budget estimates that the 
direct and indirect effects of the bill 
were to reduce the baseline deficit by a 
cumulative amount of one trillion dol- 
lars. In sum, while making a very sig- 
nificant attack on the deficit, we were 
still able to find the resources for this 
important national priority. And yet 
just 2 years later we see an effort to re- 
peal it. This is an odd development, in- 
deed, and I urge my colleagues to join 
me in opposing it. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENTS 


Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at 9:30 a.m. on 
Friday the Senate proceed to the con- 
ference report to accompany H.R. 1817, 
the military construction appropria- 
tions bill, and it be considered under 
the following time agreement: 20 min- 
utes equally divided between Senators 
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BURNS and REID, or their designee; 10 
minutes under the control of Senator 
BINGAMAN; and, 20 minutes under the 
control of Senator McCAIN. 

I further ask that, following the con- 
clusion or yielding back of time, the 
Senate proceed to a vote on the adop- 
tion of the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate considers the conference report to 
accompany H.R. 1854, the legislative 
appropriations bill, that it be consid- 
ered under the following time agree- 
ment: 30 minutes to be equally divided 
between Senators MACK and MURRAY; 
and 10 minutes under the control of 
Senator SIMON. 

I further ask that, following the con- 
clusion or yielding back of time, the 
Senate proceed to vote on the adoption 
of the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, immediately 
following the disposition of the mili- 
tary construction appropriations con- 
ference report on Friday, the Senate 
proceed to Calendar No. 188, S. 1244, the 
District of Columbia appropriations 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


MERCURY-CONTAINING BATTERY 
MANAGEMENT 


Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of calendar No. 1882, S. 619. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 619) to phase out the use of mer- 
cury in batteries and provide for the efficient 
and cost-effective collection and recycling or 
proper disposal of used nickel cadmium bat- 
teries, small sealed lead-acid batteries, and 
certain other batteries, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider- 
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Environment and Public works, 
with amendments, as follows: 

(The parts of the bill intended to be 
stricken are shown in boldface brack- 
ets and the parts of the bill intended to 
be inserted are shown in italic.) 

S. 619 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Mercury- 
Containing and Rechargeable Battery Man- 
agement Act“. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 
The Congress finds that— 
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(1) it is in the public interest to— 

(A) phase out the use of mercury in bat- 
teries and provide for the efficient and cost- 
effective collection and recycling or proper 
disposal of used nickel cadmium batteries, 
small sealed lead-acid batteries, and other 
regulated batteries; and 

(B) educate the public concerning the col- 
lection, recycling, and proper disposal of 
such batteries; 

(2) uniform national labeling requirements 
for regulated batteries, rechargeable 
consumer products, and product packaging 
will significantly benefit programs for regu- 
lated battery collection and recycling or 
proper disposal; and 

(3) it is in the public interest to encourage 
persons who use rechargeable batteries to 
participate in collection for recycling of used 
nickel-cadmium, small sealed lead-acid, and 
other regulated batteries. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS, 

[In] For purposes of this Act: 

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term Adminis- 
trator’’ means the Administrator of the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency. 

(2) BUTTON CELL.—The term “button cell” 
means a button- or coin-shaped battery. 

(3) EASILY REMOVABLE.—The term easily 
removable", with respect to a battery, 
means detachable or removable at the end of 
the life of the battery— 

(A) from a consumer product by a 
consumer with the use of common household 
tools; or 

(B) by a retailer of replacements for a bat- 
tery used as the principal electrical power 
source for a vehicle. 

(4) MERCURIC-OXIDE BATTERY.—The term 
“mercuric-oxide battery’? means a battery 
that uses a mercuric-oxide electrode. 

(5) RECHARGEABLE BATTERY.—The term 
“rechargeable battery“ 

(A) means 1 or more voltaic or galvanic 
cells, electrically connected to produce elec- 
tric energy, that is designed to be recharged 
for repeated uses; and 

(B) includes any type of enclosed device or 
sealed container consisting of 1 or more such 
cells, including what is commonly called a 
battery pack (and in the case of a battery 
pack, for the purposes of the requirements of 
easy removability and labeling under section 
108, means the battery pack as a whole rath- 
er than each component individually); but 

(C) does not include— 

(i) a lead-acid battery used to start an in- 
ternal combustion engine or as the principal 
electrical power source for a vehicle, such as 
an automobile, a truck, construction equip- 
ment, a motorcycle, a garden tractor, a golf 
cart, a wheelchair, or a boat; 

(ii) a lead-acid battery used for load level- 
ing or for storage of electricity generated by 
an alternative energy source, such as a solar 
cell or wind-driven generator; 

(iii) a battery used as a backup power 
source for memory or program instruction 
storage, timekeeping, or any similar purpose 
that requires uninterrupted electrical power 
in order to function if the primary energy 
supply fails or fluctuates momentarily; or 

(іу) a rechargeable alkaline battery. 

(6) RECHARGEABLE CONSUMER PRODUCT.— 
The term “rechargeable consumer ргой- 
uct" — 

(A) means a product that, when sold at re- 
tail, includes a regulated battery as a pri- 
mary energy supply, and that is primarily 
intended for personal or household use; but 

(B) does not include a product that only 
uses a battery solely as a source of backup 
power for memory or program instruction 
storage, timekeeping, or any similar purpose 
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that requires uninterrupted electrical power 
in order to function if the primary energy 
supply fails or fluctuates momentarily. 

(17) REGULATED BATTERY.—The term “regu- 
lated battery” means a rechargeable battery 
that— 

(A) contains a cadmium or a lead electrode 
or any combination of cadmium and lead 
electrodes; or 

(B) contains other electrode chemistries 
and is the subject of a determination by the 
Administrator under section 103(d). 

(8) REMANUFACTURED PRODUCT.—The term 
“remanufactured product” means а re- 
chargeable consumer product that has been 
altered by the replacement of parts, repack- 
aged, or repaired after initial sale by the 
original manufacturer. 

БЕС. 4. INFORMATION DISSEMINATION. 

The Administrator shall, in consultation 
with representatives of rechargeable battery 
manufacturers, rechargeable consumer prod- 
uct manufacturers, and retailers, establish a 
program to provide information to the public 
concerning the proper handling and disposal 
of used regulated batteries and rechargeable 
consumer products with nonremovable bat- 
teries. 

SEC. 5. ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) CIVIL PENALTY.—When on the basis of 
any information the Administrator deter- 
mines that a person has violated or is in vio- 
lation of any requirement of this Act, the 
Administrator— 

(1) in the case of a willful violation, may 
issue an order assessing a civil penalty of not 
more than $10,000 for each violation and re- 
quiring compliance immediately or within a 
reasonable specified time period, or both; or 

(2) in the case of any violation, may com- 
mence a civil action in the United States 
district court in the district in which the 
violation occurred for appropriate relief, in- 
cluding a temporary or permanent injunc- 
tion. 

(b) CONTENTS OF ORDER.—An order under 
subsection (a)(1) shall state with reasonable 
specificity the nature of the violation. 

(c) CONSIDERATIONS.—In assessing a civil 
penalty under subsection (a)(1), the Adminis- 
trator shall take into account the serious- 
ness of the violation and any good faith ef- 
forts to comply with applicable require- 
ments. 

(4) FINALITY OF ORDER; REQUEST FOR HEAR- 
ING.—An order under subsection (a)(1) shall 
become final unless, not later than 30 days 
after the order is served, a person named in 
the order requests a hearing on the record. 

(e) HEARING.—On receiving a request under 
subsection (d), the Administrator shall 
promptly conduct a hearing on the record. 

(f) SUBPOENA PoWER.—In connection with 
any hearing on the record under this section, 
the Administrator may issue subpoenas for 
the attendance and testimony of witnesses 
and for the production of relevant papers, 
books, and documents. 

(к) CONTINUED VIOLATION AFTER EXPIRATION 
OF PERIOD FOR COMPLIANCE.—If a violator 
fails to take corrective action within the 
time specified in an order under subsection 
(аХ1), the Administrator may assess a civil 
penalty of not more than $10,000 for the con- 
tinued noncompliance with the order. 

(h) SAVINGS PROVISIONS.—The Administrator 
may not take any enforcement action against a 
person for selling, offering for sale, or offering 
for promotional purposes to the final consumer 
а battery or product governed by this Act that 
was— 

(1) purchased ready for final sale; and 

(2) sold, offered for sale, or offered for pro- 
motional purposes without modification. 
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ВЕС. 6. INFORMATION GATHERING AND ACCESS. 

(a) RECORDS AND REPORTS.—A person who 
is required to carry out the objectives of this 
Act, including— 

(1) a regulated battery manufacturer; 

(2) a rechargeable consumer product manu- 
facturer; 

(8) a mercury-containing battery manufac- 
turer; and 

(4) an authorized agent of a person de- 
scribed in [subparagraph (A), (В), or (С)] 
paragraph (1), (2), or (3), 
shall establish and maintain such records 
and report such information as the Adminis- 
trator may by regulation reasonably require 
to carry out the objectives of this Act. 

(b) ACCESS AND COPYING.—The Adminis- 
trator ог the Administrator's authorized rep- 
resentative, on presentation of credentials of 
the Administrator, may at reasonable times 
have access to and copy any records required 
to be maintained under subsection (a). 

(с) CONFIDENTIALITY. —The Administrator 
shall maintain the confidentiality of docu- 
ments and records that contain proprietary 
information. 

SEC, 7. STATE AUTHORITY. 

Except as provided in sections 103(e) and 
104, nothing in this Act shall be construed to 
prohibit a State from enacting and enforcing 
a standard or requirement that is more 
stringent than a standard or requirement es- 
tablished or promulgated under this Act. 

SEC, 8. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as are necessary to carry out this 
Act. 

TITLE I—RECHARGEABLE BATTERY 
RECYCLING ACT 
SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the Recharge- 
able Battery Recycling Act”. 
SEC, 102. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this title is to facilitate the 
efficient recycling or proper disposal of used 
nickel-cadmium rechargeable batteries, used 
small sealed lead-acid rechargeable bat- 
teries, other regulated batteries, and such 
rechargeable batteries in used consumer 
products, by— 

(1) providing for uniform labeling require- 
ments and streamlined regulatory require- 
ments for regulated battery collection pro- 
grams; and 

(2) encouraging voluntary industry pro- 
grams by eliminating barriers to funding the 
collection and recycling or proper disposal of 
used rechargeable batteries. 

SEC, 103. RECHARGEABLE CONSUMER PRODUCTS 
AND LABELING. 

(a) PROHIBITION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—No person shall sell for 
use in the United States a regulated battery 
that is ready for retail sale or a rechargeable 
consumer product that is ready for retail 
sale, [which] if the battery or product was 
manufactured on or after the date that is 12 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Actf{, unless 

ГА) in the case of a regulated battery, the 
regulated battery— 

{(i) is easily removable from the recharge- 
able consumer product; or 

[ (11) is sold separately; and 

ГВ) in the case of a regulated battery or 
rechargeable consumer product, the labeling 
requirements of subsection (b) are met.] 
unless the labeling requirements of subsection 
(b) are met and, in the case of a regulated bat- 
tery, the regulated battery— 

(A) is easily removable from the rechargeable 
consumer product; or 

(B) is sold separately. 
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(2) APPLICATION.—Paragraph (1) does not 
apply to [a sale of] any of the following: 

(A) The sale of a remanufactured product 
unit unless paragraph (1) applied to the sale 
7 unit when originally manufactured[; 
ог]. 

(В) The sale of a product unit intended for 
export purposes only. 

(b) LABELING.—Each regulated battery or 
rechargeable consumer product without an 
easily removable battery manufactured on or 
after the date that is 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act, whether produced do- 
mestically or imported, shall [be labeled 
with—] bear the following labels: 

(1)[(A)] 3 chasing arrows or a comparable 
recycling symbolf{;} . 

LB) ) on each nickel-cadmium battery, 
the chemical name or the abbreviation “Мі- 
Са”; and 

[(ii) on each lead-acid battery. Pb“ ог the 
words “LEAD”, “RETURN”, and “RECY- 
CLE"; 

[(С) on each nickel-cadmium regulated 
battery, the phrase BATTERY MUST BE 
RECYCLED OR DISPOSED OF PROP- 
ERLY."; and 

E(D) on each sealed lead acid regulated bat- 
tery, the phrase “BATTERY MUST BE RE- 
CYCLED.";] 

(2)(A) On each regulated battery that is a 
nickel-cadmium battery, the chemical name or 
the abbreviation “Мі-Са” and the phrase “ВАТ- 
TERY MUST BE RECYCLED OR DISPOSED 
OF PROPERLY.". 

(B) On each regulated battery that is a lead- 
acid batters, “РЫ” or the words “LEAD”, “ВЕ- 
TURN", and “ВЕСҮСІЕ" and if the regulated 
battery is sealed, the phrase “BATTERY MUST 
BE RECYCLED,"’. 

Г(2) on] (3) On each rechargeable consumer 
product containing a regulated battery that 
is not easily removable, the phrase CON- 
TAINS NICKEL-CADMIUM BATTERY. BAT- 
TERY MUST BE RECYCLED OR DISPOSED 
OF PROPERLY.” or “CONTAINS SEALED 
LEAD BATTERY. BATTERY MUST BE RE- 
CYCLED."’, as applicablef[; апа]. 

Г(8) on} (4) On the packaging of each re- 
chargeable consumer product, and the pack- 
aging of each regulated battery sold sepa- 
rately from such a product, unless the re- 
quired label is clearly visible through the 
packaging, the phrase ‘CONTAINS NICKEL- 
CADMIUM BATTERY. BATTERY MUST BE 
RECYCLED OR DISPOSED OF PROP- 
ERLY.” or “CONTAINS SEALED LEAD 
BATTERY. BATTERY MUST BE RECY- 
CLED.",, as applicable. 

(c) EXISTING OR ALTERNATIVE LABELING.— 

(1) INITIAL PERIOD.—For a period of 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, regu- 
lated batteries, rechargeable consumer prod- 
ucts containing regulated batteries, and re- 
chargeable consumer product packages that 
are labeled in substantial compliance with 
subsection (b) shall be deemed to comply 
with the labeling requirements of subsection 
(b). 

(2) CERTIFICATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—On application by persons 
subject to the labeling requirements of sub- 
section (b) or the labeling requirements pro- 
mulgated by the Administrator under sub- 
section (d), the Administrator shall certify 
that a different label meets the requirements 
of subsection (b) ог (4), respectively, if the 
different label— 

(i) conveys the same information as the 
label required under subsection (b) ог (4), re- 
spectively; or 

(ii) conforms with a recognized inter- 
national standard that is consistent with the 
overall purposes of this title. 
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(B) CONSTRUCTIVE CERTIFICATION. —Failure 
of the Administrator to object to an applica- 
tion under subparagraph (A) on the ground 
that a different label does not meet either of 
the conditions described in subparagraph (A) 
(i) or (ii) within 120 days after the date on 
which the application is made shall con- 
stitute certification for the purposes of this 
Act. 

(4) RULEMAKING AUTHORITY OF THE ADMIN- 
ISTRATOR.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Administrator de- 
termines that other rechargeable batteries 
having electrode chemistries different from 
regulated batteries are toxic and may cause 
substantial harm to human health and the 
environment if discarded into the solid waste 
stream for land disposal or incineration, the 
Administrator may, with the advice and 
counsel of State regulatory authorities and 
manufacturers of rechargeable batteries and 
rechargeable consumer products, and after 
public comment 

(A) promulgate labeling requirements for 
the batteries with different electrode chem- 
istries, rechargeable consumer products con- 
taining such batteries that are not easily re- 
movable batteries, and packaging for the 
batteries and products; and 

(B) promulgate requirements for easy re- 
movability of regulated batteries from re- 
chargeable consumer products designed to 
contain such batteries. 

(2) SUBSTANTIAL SIMILARITY.—The regula- 
tions promulgated under paragraph (1) shall 
be substantially similar to the requirements 
set forth іп subsections (a) and (5). 

(е) UNIFORMITY.—After the effective dates 
of a requirement set forth in subsection (a), 
(b), or (c) or a regulation promulgated by the 
Administrator under subsection (d), no Fed- 
eral agency, State, or political subdivision of 
a State may enforce any easy removability 
or environmental] labeling requirement for a 


rechargeable battery ог rechargeable 
consumer product that is not identical to the 
requirement or regulation. 

(f) EXEMPTIONS.— 


(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to any re- 
chargeable consumer product, any person 
may submit an application to the Adminis- 
trator for an exemption from the require- 
ments of subsection (a) in accordance with 
the procedures under paragraph (2). The ap- 
plication shall include the following infor- 
mation: 

(A) A statement of the specific basis for 
the request for the exemption. 

(B) The name, business address, and tele- 
phone number of the applicant. 

(2) GRANTING OF EXEMPTION.—Not later 
than 60 days after receipt of an application 
under paragraph (1), the Administrator shall 
approve or deny the application. On approval 
of the application the Administrator shall 
grant an exemption to the applicant. The ex- 
emption shall be issued for a period of time 
that the Administrator determines to be ap- 
propriate, except that the period shall not 
exceed 2 years. The Administrator shall 
grant an exemption on the basis of evidence 
supplied to the Administrator that the man- 
ufacturer has been unable to commence man- 
ufacturing the rechargeable consumer prod- 
uct in compliance with the requirements of 
this section and with an equivalent level of 
product performance without the product— 

(A) posing a threat to human health, safe- 
ty, or the environment; or 

(B) violating requirements for approvals 
from governmental agencies or widely recog- 
nized private standard-setting organizations 
(including Underwriters Laboratories). 

(3) RENEWAL OF EXEMPTION.—A person 
granted an exemption under paragraph (2) 


September 21, 1995 


may apply for a renewal of the exemption in 
accordance with the requirements and proce- 
dures described in paragraphs (1) and (2). The 
Administrator may grant a renewal of such 
an exemption for a period of not more than 
2 years after the date of the granting of the 
renewal. 

SEC. 104. REQUIREMENTS. 

For the purposes of carrying out the col- 
lection, storage, transportation, and recy- 
cling or proper disposal of used rechargeable 
batteries, batteries described in section 
(3(3)(C)] 3(5)(C) or in title П, and used re- 
chargeable consumer products containing re- 
chargeable batteries that are not easily re- 
movable rechargeable batteries, persons in- 
volved in collecting, storing, or transporting 
such batteries or products to a facility for 
recycling or proper disposal shall, notwith- 
standing any other law, be regulated in the 
same manner and with the same limitations 
as if the persons were collecting, storing, or 
transporting [batteries subject to subpart G 
of part 266 of title 40, Code of Federal Regu- 
lations, as in effect on January 1, 1993, ex- 
cept that sections 264.76, 265.76, and 268.7 of 
that title shall not apply] spent lead acid bat- 
teries that are recyclable materials subject to 
regulations of the Environmental Protection 
Agency under subpart G of part 266 of title 40, 
Code of Federal Regulations, as in effect on 
January 1, 1995, except that the requirements of 
title 40 relating to unmanifested waste reports 
(40 CFR 264.76 and 265.76) and to waste analysis 
and recordkeeping (40 CFR 268.7) shall not 
apply. 

ВЕС. 105. COOPERATIVE EFFORTS. 

Notwithstanding any other law, if 2 or 
more persons who participate in projects or 
programs to collect and properly manage 
used rechargeable batteries or products pow- 
ered by rechargeable batteries advise the Ad- 
ministrator of their intent, the persons may 
agree to develop jointly, or to share in the 
costs of participating in, such a project or 
program and to examine and rely on such 
cost information as is collected during the 
project or program. 

TITLE II—MERCURY-CONTAINING 
BATTERY MANAGEMENT ACT 
SEC, 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the Mercury- 
Containing Battery Management Act”. 

SEC, 202. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this title is to phase out the 
use of batteries containing mercury. 

SEC. 203. LIMITATIONS ON THE SALE OF ALKA- 
LINE-MANGANESE BATTERIES CON- 
TAINING MERCURY. 

No person shall sell, offer for sale, or offer 
for promotional purposes any alkaline-man- 
ganese battery manufactured on or after 
January 1, 1996, with a mercury content that 
was intentionally introduced (as distin- 
guished from mercury that may be inciden- 
tally present in other materials), except that 
the limitation on mercury content in alka- 
line-manganese button cells shall be 25 milli- 
grams of mercury per button cell. 

SEC. 204. LIMITATIONS ON THE SALE ОҒ ZINC- 
CARBON BATTERIES CONTAINING 
MERCURY. 

No person shall sell, offer for sale, or offer 
for promotional purposes any zinc-carbon 
battery manufactured on or after January 1, 
1996, that contains mercury that was inten- 
tionally introduced as described in section 
203 


SEC. 205. LIMITATIONS ON THE SALE OF BUTTON 
CELL MERCURIC-OXIDE BATTERIES. 
No person shall sell, offer for sale, or offer 
for promotional purposes any button cell 
mercuric-oxide battery for use in the United 
States on or after January 1, 1996. 
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SEC. 206. LIMITATIONS ON THE SALE OF OTHER 
MERCURIC-OXIDE BATTERIES, 

(a) PROHIBITION.—On or after January 1, 
1996, no person shall sell, offer for sale, or 
offer for promotional purposes a mercuric- 
oxide battery for use in the United States 
unless the battery manufacturer— 

(1) identifies a collection site that has all 
required Federal, State, and local govern- 
ment approvals, to which persons may send 
used mercuric-oxide batteries for recycling 
or proper disposal; 

(2) informs each of its purchasers of mer- 
curic-oxide batteries of the collection site 
identified under paragraph (1); and 

(3) informs each of its purchasers of mer- 
curic-oxide batteries of a telephone number 
that the purchaser may call to get informa- 
tion about sending mercuric-oxide batteries 
for recycling or proper disposal. 

(b) APPLICATION OF SECTION.—This section 
does not apply to a sale or offer of a mer- 
curic-oxide button cell battery. 

БЕС. 207. NEW PRODUCT OR USE. 

On petition of a person that proposes a new 
use for a battery technology described in 
this title or the use of a battery described in 
this title in a new product, the Adminis- 
trator may exempt from this title the new 
use of the technology or the use of such a 
battery in the new product on the condition, 
if appropriate, that there exist reasonable 
safeguards to ensure that the resulting bat- 
tery or product without an easily removable 
battery will not be disposed of in an inciner- 
ator, composting facility, or landfill (other 
than a facility regulated under subtitle C of 
the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6291 
et seq.)) 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, today the 
Senate is considering S. 619, the Mer- 
cury-Containing and Rechargeable Bat- 
tery Management Act. I introduced 
this measure on March 24, 1995, along 
with Senators LAUTENBERG, F'AIRCLOTH, 
MCCONNELL, LIEBERMAN, SIMON, MACK, 
BOND, GRAHAM, WARNER, and REID as 
original cosponsors. In addition, Sen- 
ator INHOFE and Senator SNOWE со- 
sponsored the bill following its intro- 
duction. This legislation is urgently 
needed to remove Federal barriers det- 
rimental to much-needed State and 
local recycling programs for batteries 
commonly found in cordless products 
such as portable telephones, laptop 
computers, tools, and toys. In order to 
respond to this urgent need, the Senate 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works reported S. 619 out of the com- 
mittee, by voice vote, on August 2, 
1995. 

Since 1992, Federal battery legisla- 
tion has been approved in various con- 
gressional forums, including full Sen- 
ate passage in 1994, but it did not be- 
come law because the legislation that 
it was attached to did not move for- 
ward. S. 619 which is virtually identical 
to the Senate passed provisions last 
year, would: First, facilitate the effi- 
cient and cost effective collection and 
recycling or proper disposal of used 
nickel cadmium [Ni-Cd] and certain 
other batteries by: (a) Establishing a 
coherent national system of labeling 
for batteries and products; (b) stream- 
lining the regulatory requirements for 
battery collection programs for regu- 
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lated batteries; and (c) encouraging 
voluntary industry programs by elimi- 
nating barriers to funding the collec- 
tion and recycling or proper disposal of 
used rechargeable batteries; and sec- 
ond, phase out the use of mercury in 
batteries. 

I am pleased to report that the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors, at its June 
meeting, passed a resolution in support 
of S. 619. As the resolution recognized, 
passage of this legislation will decrease 
the quantities of mercury and cad- 
mium contributed to the environment 
by dry cell batteries. In addition, S. 619 
will facilitate implementation of State 
battery laws in the 13 States that have 
enacted such provisions. These States 
are New Hampshire, Rhode Island, New 
Jersey, California, Connecticut, Flor- 
ida, New York, Iowa, Oregon, Maine, 
Vermont, Minnesota, and Maryland. 
The bill also will assist all other States 
in moving forward with an industry fi- 
nanced and developed national battery 
collection program. 

Mr. President, although industry has 
developed a national collection pro- 
gram to comply with these laws, with- 
out enactment of a Federal bill, EPA’s 
current regulatory requirements pre- 
clude industry from fully implement- 
ing this program and from complying 
with the State collection requirements. 
Regulatory changes currently under 
consideration, even if promulgated, 
will not provide the necessary solution. 
Additional lengthy rulemaking proce- 
dures would also be necessary to make 
the regulation operational on a na- 
tional basis. Further, we would still 
lack a coherent national system of la- 
beling, which is necessary to facilitate 
nationwide marketing of batteries and 
products while advancing a national 
battery collection program. Federal 
legislation is the only real solution to 
removing the barriers to complying 
with State battery recycling laws, and 
to achieving a comprehensive recycling 
program. 

The prompt passage of this biparti- 
san legislation will achieve a number 
of important goals. First, by establish- 
ing uniform national standards to pro- 
mote the recycling and reuse of re- 
chargeable batteries, this legislation 
provides a cost effective means to pro- 
mote the reuse of our Nation’s re- 
sources. Second, our bill will further 
strengthen efforts to remove these po- 
tentially toxic heavy metals from our 
Nation's landfills and incinerators. Not 
only will this lower the threat of 
groundwater contamination and toxic 
air emissions, but it will also signifi- 
cantly reduce the threat that these 
materials pose to the environment. 
Third, this legislation represents an 
environmentally friendly policy choice 
that was developed as the result of a 
strong cooperative effort between the 
States, environmental groups and the 
affected industries. Our bill is strongly 
supported by the Electronic Industries 
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Association [EIA], the Portable Re- 
chargeable Battery Association 
[РЕВА], and the National Electrical 
Manufacturers Association [NEMA]. 
For all of the reasons cited above, I be- 
lieve that this legislation provides a 
substantial win-win from both an envi- 
ronmental as well as an economic 
standpoint. 

Mr. President, I believe this bill rep- 
resents a significant and positive step 
in removing potentially toxic heavy 
metals from our Nation’s solid waste 
stream, and I urge its immediate adop- 
tion. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise to join Senator CHAFEE and Sen- 
ator SMITH in supporting S. 619, the 
Mercury-Containing and Rechargeable 
Battery Management Act. 

The bill is based on the bipartisan 
bill that I sponsored with Senators 
FAIRCLOTH, LIEBERMAN, REID and GRA- 
HAM during the last Congress. 

Mr. President, this legislation is an 
important step in our efforts to control 
the amount of toxic wastes entering 
the waste stream. Specifically it deals 
with mercury, cadmium and lead which 
are contained in some battery casing. 
These materials pose no risk while a 
battery is in use. But they can be a sig- 
nificant concern when discarded in our 
solid waste stream. 

Cadmium, which is used in the elec- 
trodes of rechargeable nickel-cadmium 
batteries, can cause kidney and liver 
damage. 

Mercury exposure can cause signifi- 
cant damage to the nervous system and 
kidneys. It has also been linked to de- 
creased motor functions and muscle re- 
flexes, memory loss, headaches and 
brain function disorders. And when 
mercury enters the aquatic environ- 
ment, it can form methyl mercury, 
which is extremely toxic to both hu- 
mans and wildlife. 

Although dry cell batteries account 
for less than one tenth of 1 percent of 
the 180 billion tons of garbage we gen- 
erate each year, dry cell batteries have 
been significant sources of mercury, 
cadmium, and lead in our waste 
stream. 

According to a New York State re- 
port, mercury batteries accounted for 
85 percent of the mercury, and re- 
chargeable batteries accounted for 68 
percent of the cadmium, in New York's 
solid waste. 

In landfills, dry cell batteries can 
break down to release their toxic con- 
tents and contaminate our waters. In 
incinerators, the combustion of dry 
cell batteries containing toxic metals 
leads to elevated toxic air emissions, 
and has increased the concentrations of 
toxic metals in the resulting fly and 
bottom ash. 

This bill, by limiting the amount of 
toxics used in primary batteries and 
creating a recycling program for re- 
chargeable nickel cadmium, will re- 
move a significant source of toxics 
from our landfills. 
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Besidés widespread bipartisan sup- 
port, this bill is supported by the Port- 
able Rechargeable Battery Association, 
and the National Electrical Manufac- 
turers Association. I urge speedy ap- 
proval of this measure. 

Mr. BENNETT. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the committee amendments 
be adopted, the bill then be deemed 
read a third time, passed, the motion 
to reconsider be laid upon the table, 
and that any statements relating to 
the bill be placed at the appropriate 
place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the bill (S. 619) was deemed to 
have been read three times and passed. 

5. 619 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the Mercury- 
Containing and Rechargeable Battery Man- 
agement Act". 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that— 

(1) it is in the public interest to— 

(A) phase out the use of mercury in bat- 
teries and provide for the efficient and cost- 
effective collection and recycling or proper 
disposal of used nickel cadmium batteries, 
small sealed lead-acid batteries, and other 
regulated batteries; and 

(B) educate the public concerning the col- 
lection, recycling, and proper disposal of 
such batteries; 

(2) uniform national labeling requirements 
for regulated batteries, rechargeable 
consumer products, and product packaging 
will significantly benefit programs for regu- 
lated battery collection and recycling or 
proper disposal; and 

(3) it is in the public interest to encourage 
persons who use rechargeable batteries to 
participate in collection for recycling of used 
nickel-cadmium, small sealed lead-acid, and 
other regulated batteries. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act: 

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term Adminis- 
trator’? means the Administrator of the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency. 

(2) BUTTON CELL.—The term “button cell” 
means a button- or coin-shaped battery. 

(3) EASILY REMOVABLE.—The term easily 
removable", with respect to а battery, 
means detachable or removable at the end of 
the life of the battery— 

(A) from a consumer product by a 
consumer with the use of common household 
tools; or 

(B) by a retailer of replacements for a bat- 
tery used as the principal electrical power 
source for a vehicle. 

(4) MERCURIC-OXIDE BATTERY.—The term 
mercuric-oxide battery means a battery 
that uses a mercuric-oxide electrode. 

(5) RECHARGEABLE BATTERY.—The term 
“rechargeable battery“ 

(A) means 1 or more voltaic or galvanic 
cells, electrically connected to produce elec- 
tric energy, that is designed to be recharged 
for repeated uses; and 

(B) includes any type of enclosed device or 
sealed container consisting of 1 or more such 
cells, including what is commonly called a 
battery pack (and in the case of a battery 
pack, for the purposes of the requirements of 
easy removability and labeling under section 
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103, means the battery pack as a whole rath- 
er than each component individually); but 

(C) does not include— 

(i) a lead-acid battery used to start an in- 
ternal combustion engine or as the principal 
electrical power source for a vehicle, such as 
an automobile, a truck, construction equip- 
ment, a motorcycle, a garden tractor, a golf 
cart, a wheelchair, or a boat; 

(ii) a lead-acid battery used for load level- 
ing or for storage of electricity generated by 
an alternative energy source, such as a solar 
cell or wind-driven generator; 

(iii) a battery used as a backup power 
source for memory or program instruction 
storage, timekeeping, or any similar purpose 
that requires uninterrupted electrical power 
in order to function if the primary energy 
supply fails or fluctuates momentarily; or 

(iv) a rechargeable alkaline battery. 

(6) RECHARGEABLE CONSUMER PRODUCT.— 
The term “rechargeable consumer prod- 
uct’ — 

(A) means a product that, when sold at re- 
tail, includes a regulated battery as a pri- 
mary energy supply, and that is primarily 
intended for personal or household use; but 

(B) does not include a product that only 
uses a battery solely as a source of backup 
power for memory or program instruction 
storage, timekeeping, or any similar purpose 
that requires uninterrupted electrical power 
in order to function if the primary energy 
supply fails or fluctuates momentarily. 

(7) REGULATED BATTERY.—The term regu- 
lated battery means a rechargeable battery 
that— 

(A) contains a cadmium or a lead electrode 
or any combination of cadmium and lead 
electrodes; or 

(B) contains other electrode chemistries 
and is the subject of a determination by the 
Administrator under section 103(d). 

(8) REMANUFACTURED PRODUCT.—The term 
“remanufactured product“ means a re- 
chargeable consumer product that has been 
altered by the replacement of parts, repack- 
aged, or repaired after initial sale by the 
original manufacturer. 

SEC, 4. INFORMATION DISSEMINATION. 

The Administrator shall, in consultation 
with representatives of rechargeable battery 
manufacturers, rechargeable consumer prod- 
uct manufacturers, and retailers, establish a 
program to provide information to the public 
concerning the proper handling and disposal 
of used regulated batteries and rechargeable 
consumer products with nonremovable bat- 
teries. 

SEC. 5. ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) CIVIL PENALTY.—When on the basis of 
any information the Administrator deter- 
mines that a person has violated or is in vio- 
lation of any requirement of this Act, the 
Administrator— 

(1) in the case of a willful violation, may 
issue an order assessing a civil penalty of not 
more than $10,000 for each violation and re- 
quiring compliance immediately or within a 
reasonable specified time period, or both; or 

(2) in the case of any violation, may com- 
mence a civil action in the United States 
district court in the district in which the 
violation occurred for appropriate relief, in- 
cluding a temporary or permanent injunc- 
tion. 

(b) CONTENTS OF ORDER.—An order under 
subsection (a)(1) shall state with reasonable 
specificity the nature of the violation. 

(c) CONSIDERATIONS.—In assessing a civil 
penalty under subsection (a)(1), the Adminis- 
trator shall take into account the serious- 
ness of the violation and any good faith ef- 
forts to comply with applicable require- 
ments. 
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(d) FINALITY OF ORDER; REQUEST FOR HEAR- 
ING.—An order under subsection (a)(1) shall 
become final unless, not later than 30 days 
after the order is served, a person named in 
the order requests a hearing on the record. 

(e) HEARING.—On receiving a request under 
subsection (d), the Administrator shall 
promptly conduct a hearing on the record. 

(f) SUBPOENA POWER.—In connection with 
any hearing on the record under this section, 
the Administrator may issue subpoenas for 
the attendance and testimony of witnesses 
and for the production of relevant papers, 
books, and documents. 

(к) CONTINUED VIOLATION AFTER EXPIRATION 
OF PERIOD FOR COMPLIANCE.—If a violator 
fails to take corrective action within the 
time specified in an order under subsection 
(а)(1), the Administrator may assess a civil 
penalty of not more than $10,000 for the con- 
tinued noncompliance with the order. 

(h) SAVINGS PROVISIONS.—The Adminis- 
trator may not take any enforcement action 
against a person for selling, offering for sale, 
or offering for promotional purposes to the 
final consumer a battery or product gov- 
erned by this Act that was— 

(1) purchased ready for final sale; and 

(2) sold, offered for sale, or offered for pro- 
motional purposes without modification. 
SEC. 6. INFORMATION GATHERING AND ACCESS. 

(a) RECORDS AND REPORTS.—A person who 
is required to carry out the objectives of this 
Act, including— 

(1) a regulated battery manufacturer; 

(2) a rechargeable consumer product manu- 
facturer; 

(3) a mercury-containing battery manufac- 
turer; and 

(4) an authorized agent of a person de- 
scribed in paragraph (1), (2), or (3), 
shall establish and maintain such records 
and report such information as the Adminis- 
trator may by regulation reasonably require 
to carry out the objectives of this Act. 

(b) ACCESS AND COPYING.—The Adminis- 
trator or the Administrator's authorized rep- 
resentative, on presentation of credentials of 
the Administrator, may at reasonable times 
have access to and copy any records required 
to be maintained under subsection (a). 

(c) CONFIDENTIALITY.—The Administrator 
shall maintain the confidentiality of docu- 
ments and records that contain proprietary 
information. 

БЕС. 7. STATE AUTHORITY. 

Except as provided in sections 103(e) and 
104, nothing in this Act shall be construed to 
prohibit a State from enacting and enforcing 
a standard or requirement that is more 
stringent than a standard or requirement es- 
tablished or promulgated under this Act. 
SEC. 8, AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as are necessary to carry out this 
Act. 

TITLE I—RECHARGEABLE BATTERY 
RECYCLING ACT 
SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the Recharge- 
able Battery Recycling Act”. 
SEC. 102. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this title is to facilitate the 
efficient recycling or proper disposal of used 
nickel-cadmium rechargeable batteries, used 
small sealed lead-acid rechargeable bat- 
teries, other regulated batteries, and such 
rechargeable batteries in used consumer 
products, by— 

(1) providing for uniform labeling require- 
ments and streamlined regulatory . require- 
ments for regulated battery collection pro- 
grams; and 
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(2) encouraging voluntary industry pro- 
grams by eliminating barriers to funding the 
collection and recycling or proper disposal of 
used rechargeable batteries. 

ВЕС. 103. ee анаа CONSUMER PRODUCTS 


LABELING. 

(а) PROHIBITION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—No person shall sell for 
use in the United States a regulated battery 
that is ready for retail sale or a rechargeable 
consumer product that is ready for retail 
sale, if the battery or product was manufac- 
tured on or after the date that is 12 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, un- 
less the labeling requirements of subsection 
(b) are met and, in the case of a regulated 
battery, the regulated battery— 

(A) is easily removable from the recharge- 
able consumer product; or 

(B) is sold separately. 

(2) APPLICATION.—Paragraph (1) does not 
apply to any of the following: 

(A) The sale of a remanufactured product 
unit unless paragraph (1) applied to the sale 
of the unit when originally manufactured. 

(B) The sale of a product unit intended for 
export purposes only. 

(b) LABELING.—Each regulated battery or 
rechargeable consumer product without an 
easily removable battery manufactured on or 
after the date that is 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act, whether produced do- 
mestically or imported, shall bear the fol- 
lowing labels: қ 

(1) 3 chasing arrows or a comparable гесу- 
cling symbol. 

(2A) On each regulated battery that is a 
nickel-cadmium battery, the chemical name 
or the abbreviation ‘Ni-Cd’ and the phrase 
“BATTERY MUST BE RECYCLED OR DIS- 
POSED OF PROPERLY.”’. 

(B) On each regulated battery that is a 
lead-acid batteries, “РЫ” or the words 
“LEAD”, “RETURN”, and “RECYCLE” and 
if the regulated battery is sealed, the phrase 
“BATTERY MUST ВЕ RECYCLED."’. 

(3) On each rechargeable consumer product 
containing a regulated battery that is not 
easily removable, the phrase “CONTAINS 
NICKEL-CADMIUM BATTERY. BATTERY 
MUST BE RECYCLED OR DISPOSED OF 
PROPERLY.” or “CONTAINS SEALED 
LEAD BATTERY. BATTERY MUST BE RE- 
CYCLED.", as applicable. 

(4) On the packaging of each rechargeable 
consumer product, and the packaging of each 
regulated battery sold separately from such 
а product, unless the required label is clearly 
visible through the packaging, the phrase 
“CONTAINS NICKEL-CADMIUM BATTERY. 
BATTERY MUST BE RECYCLED OR DIS- 
POSED OF PROPERLY.” or “CONTAINS 
SEALED LEAD BATTERY. BATTERY 
MUST ВЕ RECYCLED.”, as applicable. 

(c) EXISTING OR ALTERNATIVE LABELING.— 

(1) INITIAL PERIOD.—For a period of 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, regu- 
lated batteries, rechargeable consumer prod- 
ucts containing regulated batteries, and re- 
chargeable consumer product packages that 
are labeled in substantial compliance with 
subsection (b) shall be deemed to comply 
with the labeling requirements of subsection 
(b). 

(2) CERTIFICATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—On application by persons 
subject to the labeling requirements of sub- 
section (b) or the labeling requirements pro- 
mulgated by the Administrator under sub- 
section (d), the Administrator shall certify 
that a different label meets the requirements 
of subsection (b) or (d), respectively, if the 
different label— 
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(i) conveys the same information as the 
label required under subsection (b) or (d), re- 
spectively; or 

(ii) conforms with a recognized inter- 
national standard that is consistent with the 
overall purposes of this title. 

(B) CONSTRUCTIVE CERTIFICATION.—Failure 
of the Administrator to object to an applica- 
tion under subparagraph (A) on the ground 
that a different label does not meet either of 
the conditions described in subparagraph (A) 
(i) or (ii) within 120 days after the date on 
which the application is made shall con- 
stitute certification for the purposes of this 
Act. 

(d) RULEMAKING AUTHORITY OF THE ADMIN- 
ISTRATOR.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Administrator de- 
termines that other rechargeable batteries 
having electrode chemistries different from 
regulated batteries are toxic and may cause 
substantial harm to human health and the 
environment if discarded into the solid waste 
stream for land disposal or incineration, the 
Administrator may, with the advice and 
counsel of State regulatory authorities and 
manufacturers of rechargeable batteries and 
rechargeable consumer products, and after 
public comment— 

(A) promulgate labeling requirements for 
the batteries with different electrode chem- 
istries, rechargeable consumer products con- 
taining such batteries that are not easily re- 
movable batteries, and packaging for the 
batteries and products; and 

(B) promulgate requirements for easy re- 
movability of regulated batteries from re- 
chargeable consumer products designed to 
contain such batteries. 

(2) SUBSTANTIAL SIMILARITY.—The regula- 
tions promulgated under paragraph (1) shall 
be substantially similar to the requirements 
set forth in subsections (a) and (b). 

(е) UNIFORMITY.—After the effective dates 
of a requirement set forth in subsection (a), 
(b), or (c) or a regulation promulgated by the 
Administrator under subsection (d), no Fed- 
eral agency, State, or political subdivision of 
a State may enforce any easy removability 
or environmental] labeling requirement for a 
rechargeable battery ог rechargeable 
consumer product that is not identical to the 
requirement or regulation. 

(D EXEMPTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to any re- 
chargeable consumer product, any person 
may submit an application to the Adminis- 
trator for an exemption from the require- 
ments of subsection (a) in accordance with 
the procedures under paragraph (2). The ap- 
plication shall include the following infor- 
mation: 

(A) A statement of the specific basis for 
the request for the exemption. 

(В) The name, business address, and tele- 
phone number of the applicant. 

(2) GRANTING OF EXEMPTION.—Not later 
than 60 days after receipt of an application 
under paragraph (1), the Administrator shall 
approve or deny the application. On approval 
of the application the Administrator shall 
grant an exemption to the applicant. The ex- 
emption shall be issued for a period of time 
that the Administrator determines to be ap- 
propriate, except that the period shall not 
exceed 2 years. The Administrator shall 
grant an exemption on the basis of evidence 
supplied to the Administrator that the man- 
ufacturer has been unable to commence man- 
ufacturing the rechargeable consumer prod- 
uct in compliance with the requirements of 
this section and with an equivalent level of 
product performance without the product— 

(A) posing a threat to human health, safe- 
ty, or the environment; or 
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(B) violating requirements for approvals 
from governmental agencies or widely recog- 
nized private standard-setting organizations 
(including Underwriters Laboratories). 

(3) RENEWAL OF EXEMPTION.—A person 
granted an exemption under paragraph (2) 
may apply for a renewal of the exemption in 
accordance with the requirements and proce- 
dures described in paragraphs (1) and (2). The 
Administrator may grant a renewal of such 
an exemption for a period of not more than 
2 years after the date of the granting of the 
renewal. 

SEC. 104. REQUIREMENTS. 

For the purposes of carrying out the col- 
lection, storage, transportation, and recy- 
cling or proper disposal of used rechargeable 
batteries, batteries described in section 
3(5)(C) or in title П, and used rechargeable 
consumer products containing rechargeable 
batteries that are not easily removable re- 
chargeable batteries, persons involved in col- 
lecting, storing, or transporting such bat- 
teries or products to a facility for recycling 
or proper disposal shall, notwithstanding 
any other law, be regulated in the same man- 
ner and with the same limitations as if the 
persons were collecting, storing, or trans- 
porting spent lead acid batteries that are re- 
cyclable materials subject to regulations of 
the Environmental Protection Agency under 
subpart G of part 266 of title 40, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations, as in effect on January 1, 
1995, except that the requirements of title 40 
relating to unmanifested waste reports (40 
CFR 264.76 and 265.76) and to waste analysis 
and recordkeeping (40 CFR 268.7) shall not 
apply. 

SEC. 105. COOPERATIVE EFFORTS. 

Notwithstanding any other law, if 2 or 
more persons who participate in projects or 
programs to collect and properly manage 
used rechargeable batteries or products pow- 
ered by rechargeable batteries advise the Ad- 
ministrator of their intent, the persons may 
agree to develop jointly, or to share in the 
costs of participating in, such a project or 
program and to examine and rely on such 
cost information as is collected during the 
project or program. 

TITLE II—MERCURY-CONTAINING 
BATTERY MANAGEMENT ACT 
SEC, 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the Mercury- 
Containing Battery Management Act“. 

SEC. 202. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this title is to phase out the 
use of batteries containing mercury. 

SEC. 203. LIMITATIONS ON THE SALE OF ALKA- 
LINE-MANGANESE BATTERIES CON- 
TAINING MERCURY. 

No person shall sell, offer for sale, or offer 
for promotional purposes any alkaline-man- 
ganese battery manufactured on or after 
January 1, 1996, with a mercury content that 
was intentionally introduced (as distin- 
guished from mercury that may be inciden- 
tally present in other materials), except that 
the limitation on mercury content in alka- 
line-manganese button cells shall be 25 milli- 
grams of mercury per button cell. 

SEC. 204. LIMITATIONS ON THE SALE OF ZINC- 
CARBON BATTERIES CONTAINING 


MERCURY. 

No person shall sell, offer for sale, or offer 
for promotional purposes any zinc-carbon 
battery manufactured on or after January 1, 
1996, that contains mercury that was inten- 
tionally introduced as described in section 
203 


SEC. 205. LIMITATIONS ON THE SALE OF BUTTON 
CELL MERCURIC-OXIDE BATTERIES. 

No person shall sell, offer for sale, or offer 
for promotional purposes any button cell 
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mercuric-oxide battery for use in the United 

States on or after January 1, 1996. 

SEC. 206. LIMITATIONS ON THE SALE OF OTHER 
MERCURIC-OXIDE BATTERIES. 


(a) PROHIBITION.—On or after January 1, 
1996, no person shall sell, offer for sale, or 
offer for promotional purposes a mercuric- 
oxide battery for use in the United States 
unless the battery manufacturer— 

(1) identifies a collection site that has all 
required Federal, State, and local govern- 
ment approvals, to which persons may send 
used mercuric-oxide batteries for recycling 
or proper disposal; 

(2) informs each of its purchasers of mer- 
curic-oxide batteries of the collection site 
identified under paragraph (1); and 

(3) informs each of its purchasers of mer- 
curic-oxide batteries of a telephone number 
that the purchaser may call to get informa- 
tion about sending mercuric-oxide batteries 
for recycling or proper disposal. 

(b) APPLICATION OF SECTION.—This section 
does not apply to a sale or offer of a mer- 
curic-oxide button cell battery. 

БЕС. 207. NEW PRODUCT OR USE. 

On petition of a person that proposes a new 
use for a battery technology described in 
this title or the use of a battery described in 
this title in a new product, the Adminis- 
trator may exempt from this title the new 
use of the technology or the use of such a 
battery in the new product on the condition, 
if appropriate, that there exist reasonable 
safeguards to ensure that the resulting bat- 
tery or product without an easily removable 
battery will not be disposed of in an inciner- 
ator, composting facility, or landfill (other 
than a facility regulated under subtitle C of 
the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6291 
et seq.)). 


ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 
22, 1995 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in recess until the hour of 9:30 
a.m. on Friday, September 22, 1995; 
that following the prayer, the Journal 
of proceedings be deemed approved to 
date, the time for the two leaders be 
reserved for their use later in the day, 
and the Senate then proceed to the 
consideration of the military construc- 
tion appropriations conference report 
as under the previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, for the 
information of all Senators, the Senate 
will consider and complete action on 
several items on Friday. At 9:30, the 
Senate will begin consideration of the 
MilCon appropriations conference re- 
port under a short agreement. Senators 
can expect a rollcall vote on that con- 
ference report possibly before 10:30 to- 
morrow. 

The Senate will also complete action 
on the legislative appropriations con- 
ference report on Friday. The Senate 
will also consider the D.C. appropria- 
tions bill. Senators can therefore ex- 
pect rollcall votes throughout tomor- 
row’s session of the Senate. 
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ORDER FOR RECESS 


Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate, I now ask that the 
Senate stand in recess under the pre- 
vious order following the remarks of 
Senator PELL. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the Senate 
has now adopted legislation making ap- 
propriations for foreign operations, ex- 
port financing, and related programs— 
the so-called foreign ops appropriations 
bill. 

This is the first major foreign-af- 
fairs-related legislation to pass the 
Senate this year. We have not yet 
passed authorizations for the State De- 
partment and other foreign affairs 
agencies, or for the foreign aid pro- 
gram. We also have yet to pass an ap- 
propriation for the State Department— 
which is usually done along with the 
Commerce and Justice Departments. 

The reason why we have not yet 
passed these measures—and why we 
were able to pass the foreign ops bill— 
gets to the very heart of bipartisan- 
ship. The authorization bills and the 
Commerce, Justice, State appropria- 
tions bill represent, in my mind, par- 
tisan efforts to mandate drastic and 
poorly conceived cuts and reductions in 
foreign policy programs and agencies. 
In their present form, the bills are so 
controversial that it has proven dif- 
ficult even to bring them up for consid- 
eration. 

I am pleased to note though—with a 
few notable exceptions—the foreign ops 
bill has been crafted with a fair 
amount of bipartisanship, and by com- 
parison to the other bills, represents a 
sound basis for discussing our foreign 
assistance and other programs. 

I do not wish to suggest that I sup- 
port every provision of this bill. I do 
not. I have deep concerns about the un- 
necessarily low spending levels and 
about some of the language dealing 
with the former Yugoslavia, North 
Korea, and Russia—countries and is- 
sues of critical importance to the U.S. 
foreign policy agenda. While most of 
the multilateral lending institutions 
have fared reasonably well in this bill, 
I also regret that there is such a low 
level for the International Develop- 
ment Association, which lends to the 
poorest of the poor. I hope that where 
possible compromise language can be 
worked out on all of these matters in 
conference. 

I also want to note that the Appro- 
priations Committee, in its report ac- 
companying the foreign ops bill, ex- 
pressed strong support for the Amer- 
ican Schools and Hospitals Abroad Pro- 
gram, known as ASHA, a small but ef- 
fective program of which I have been a 
longtime advocate. Among other 
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things, this program has provided U.S. 
support to the American University of 
Beirut, the Lebanese American Univer- 
sity, and other important institutions 
that have advanced U.S. foreign policy 
goals abroad. 

Mr. President, I again want to em- 
phasize and commend the bipartisan 
approach that has been apparent on 
this bill. I hope that spirit can be pre- 
served as we move down the road. 

I yield the floor. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
being no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate, under the previous 
order the Senate will stand in recess 
until the hour of 9:30 a.m., Friday, Sep- 
tember 22, 1995. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 8:16 p.m., 
recessed until Friday, September 22, 
1995, at 9:30 a.m. 
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NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 
the Senate September 21, 1995: 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
JOHN WADE DOUGLASS, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN А8- 


SISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY, VICE NORA 
SLATKIN, RESIGNED. 
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HOW MEDICAID CUTS WILL HURT 
CHILDREN 


HON. NORMAN D. DICKS 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, last week, Con- 
gressman JOHN MCDERMOTT, Democratic 
leader Dick GEPHARDT, and | had the oppor- 
tunity to listen to remarks delivered by Dr. 
John Neff, medical director of Children’s Hos- 
pital and Medical Center in Seattle. In those 
remarks, Dr. Neff attempted to dispel many of 
the myths about Medicaid, and he issued a 
strong warning against the dangers of convert- 
ing Medicaid funds into block-grant formulas. 
For the RECORD, Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
submit a copy of Dr. Neff's brief remarks, in 
addition to a news story published the next 
дау in the Seattle Post Intelligencer entitled 
“Medicaid cuts may threaten children.” | be- 
lieve this perspective from the director of one 
of the Nation’s most respected children’s hos- 
pitals is a valuable one, and one that can add 
greater depth to the debate here in Congress 
on these proposed changes. 

COMMUNITY ASSESSMENT OF FEDERAL BUDGET 
CuTs TO OUR COMMUNITIES—SUPPORT FOR 
CHILDREN AND THE ELDERLY 

HOW FEDERAL PROGRAM CUTS WILL HURT CHIL- 
DREN—BY DR. JOHN NEFF, MEDICAL DIREC- 
TOR, CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL AND MEDICAL 
CENTER, SEATTLE 
My name is John Neff and I'm medical di- 

rector at the Children’s Hospital & Medical 
Center. I have been taking care of children 
as a pediatrician now for over 35 years. The 
first six years of my career were before Med- 
icaid was implemented and the next 29 years 
were under the Medicaid legislation. I can 
tell you from personal experience that not 
only was the medical care system prior to 
Medicaid terrible but the institutions that 
cared for the poor and the elderly are either 
no longer with us or have been significantly 
transformed. The old municipality run hos- 
pitals and institutions are no longer part of 
our medical care system and they were 
grossly inadequate at that time to meet the 
needs of children. I would consider it a great 
failure to have to return to those days even 
in part. 

We need to retain national standards for 
the health care of children. We must not go 
back in time and place arbitrary limits on 
the services that children need especially 
those who are unfortunate to have special 
health care needs. 

Now let me dispel a series of myths con- 
cerning Medicaid. 

1. The currently proposed reductions in 
Medicaid are not cuts but are caps on Medic- 
aid growth at a rate of 4% by 1998. It is cited 
that Medicaid’s annual growth rate now is 
approximately 10%: 

In order to dispel this myth let us look at 
what this 10% Medicaid annual growth rate 
means. This growth represents new enrollees 
among children and the elderly, an expan- 


sion of Medicaid eligibility and services, and 
medical inflation. The actual real medical 
inflation of Medicaid is probably not more 
than 5%. Given the level of poverty and the 
aging of our population, the need for Medic- 
aid services will continue to increase, thus 
to cap the annual rate of growth at 4% by 
1998 will represent real cuts and will result 
in certain actions: A decrease in the number 
of new enrollees or an expenditure cap on en- 
rollees; elimination of current enrollees; ac- 
tual cuts in benefits or services. 

Fifteen percent of children covered by 
Medicaid are ‘medically пеейу” because 
their health care expenses could reduce their 
families to poverty. Private insurance is 
often unavailable or unaffordable. Medicaid 
is literally their insurer of last resort. 

To cap Medicaid at a growth rate of only 
4% per year will result in real elimination of 
services or cutting individuals out of the 
Medicaid program. 

2. Block grants give more control to states: 

What block grants will really do will be to 
eliminate federal standards and eliminate 
federal obligation. Children covered by Med- 
icaid should be guaranteed they will have 
medically necessary care regardless of the 
state in which they live. Children also need 
to be assured they will have access to pedi- 
atric trained providers to meet their special- 
ized health care needs regardless of the state 
in which they live. 

What block grants will do initiate a huge 
battle among states on who receives what 
portion of Medicaid funds. Currently, there 
are significant differences in the amount of 
funding that states receive. As an example, 
in New York each enrollee receives $7,909; in 
Washington it is $4,279; in Texas it is $3,838 
(HCFA, 1994). Block grants will politicize and 
perpetuate these unequal distributions to 
states. States will develop different stand- 
ards for benefits and eligibility requirements 
for Medicaid programs. Under the worst sce- 
nario, block grants would create unfair or 
uneven distribution of funds to states and 
there is the potential to create massive mi- 
grations of individuals from one state to an- 
other as they move to obtain maximum ben- 
efits. If this occurs, some children in some 
states will receive better benefits than in 
others. 

This will be particularly difficult for chil- 
dren as the pediatric expertise is often con- 
centrated in regional tertiary care centers, 
such as Children’s. We see children from a 4- 
state region including Washington, Alaska, 
Idaho and Montana. 

3. Medicaid Reductions can be Reached by 
Improved Efficiencies: 

This state and many other states already 
put in significant efforts to improve effi- 
ciency. Currently, in the state of Washing- 
ton, nearly 60% of all Medicaid clients are in 
managed care and this state also covers chil- 
dren up to 200% of the federal level of pov- 
erty. 

There are not significant savings in im- 
proved efficiencies and further savings will 
cause reductions in services and decrease in 
those covered. 

4. Medicaid is the same as Welfare: 

Currently, in the United States, 25% of all 
children receive their health care through 


Medicaid but more important, 40% of all 
children in the United States are either cov- 
ered by Medicaid or have no insurance at all. 
Forty percent of our children are not “dead 
beats”. The fact that 40% of the children іп 
the United States have no health insurance 
or are covered by Medicaid reflects a failure 
in our private health care system to ade- 
quately cover children. This is one of the 
reasons that there is a real need for health 
care reform, not arbitrary reduction in serv- 
ices or coverage. In fact, a decrease in Medic- 
aid coverage will increase the number of un- 
insured, indirectly increase family poverty 
and, in the long run, will decrease family 
employment and individual productivity. 

Well over half of children assisted by Med- 
icaid (57.5%) live in working families. In the 
1980’s, Congress delinked Medicaid from wel- 
fare, which is based on unemployment, so as 
to not penalize poor but working families 
with loss of health coverage for their chil- 
dren. Parents should not have to choose be- 
tween being able to hold a job or having to 
sacrifice employment in order to qualify for 
Medicaid coverage for their children. 

5. Children are a Burden on our Federally 
Sponsored Health Care System: 

While it is true that 53% of all Medicaid 
beneficiaries are children, it is also true that 
children consume less than 20% of Medicaid 
expenditures and in the state of Washington 
children consume only 13% of Medicaid 
funds. To put it in proper context, one must 
consider all of the health care funds that are 
federally sponsored for adult care. This in- 
cludes the VA system, Medicare and 80% of 
the federal portion of Medicaid. In this con- 
text the total amount of public funds that 
are utilized for health care for children in 
this country is indeed very small. 

In reality, if Medicaid funds are developed 
into block grant formulas and allocated to 
the states, there is a danger of unleashing a 
terrible political battle which will pit chil- 
dren against the elderly and disabled and 
within the children’s health care system, pri- 
mary care providers against those who care 
for those with special needs. Such a battle 
would be destructive to both families and 
providers. 

6. medicaid is different than Medicare and 
Private Insurance because Medicaid Recipi- 
ents do not Contribute to their own Health 
Care as do individuals who receive Private 
Insurance Benefits or Medicare Benefits. 

It is true that Medicaid funding come al- 
most entirely from tax dollars and not from 
earned employment benefits. (Medicaid 
spending accounts for 6% of the federal budg- 
et and may run as high as 18% of state spend- 
ing). To use this, however, as a reason why 
Medicaid funds should be cut to a dispropor- 
tionately greater degree than those funds 
supported by employment benefits is grossly 
discriminatory against children. Children do 
not pay taxes, do not work and do not de- 
velop employment benefits. It is our public 
obligation to support the uninsured portion 
of health care benefits for children. If we do 
not, we will not only cause untold misery on 
families but the long term effects of an 
unhealthy childhood population will be felt 
for years. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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[From the Seattle Post Intelligencer, Sept. 
14, 1995] 
MEDICAID CUTS MAY THREATEN CHILDREN 
(By Joel Connelly) 

Congress will set off “а terrible battle” 
that pits children against the elderly and the 
infirm if it sharply curtails growth of the 
federal Mediciad program, three House mem- 
bers were told yesterday. 

Dr. John Neff, medical director at Chil- 
dren's Hospital, warned that congressional 
Republicans“ proposed 4 percent сар іп 
growth will put extreme pressure on Medic- 
aid, which not only supports long-term nurs- 
ing-home care for many elderly and disabled, 
but also furnishes health care for about 25 
percent of American children. 

“We must not go back in time to a set of 
arbitrary limits on the services children 
need,” said Neff, who has spent more than 35 
years as a pediatrician. 

He said public institutions that provided 
medicine to children were often terrible be- 
fore Medicaid was established 30 years ago. 

House Democrat Leader Dick Gephardt of 
Missouri, in Seattle for a candidate recruit- 
ing and fund-raising visit, joined Reps. Jim 
McDermott and Norm Dicks, both D-Wash., 
for a meeting with hospital administrators. 

Responding to Neff's point, Gephardt 
warned that children will be the losers if 
they must compete with elderly people and 
nursing homes for scarce Medicaid resources. 

“Elderly folks vote,” he said. “Children do 
not. Children are not heard in the political 
system." 

The Democrats heard from hospital offi- 
cials as Republicans in Washington, D.C., 
prepared to unveil details of their proposed 
cost controls in Medicaid and Medicare, 
which provides medical care for senior citi- 
zens. 

“By the year 2000, my hospital would be 
underfunded annually by $125 million,” said 
Nancy Giunto, administrator of Providence 
Seattle Medical Center. The hospital re- 
ceives 62 percent of its income from Medi- 
care and Medicaid. 

Rogelio Riojas, chief executive of Sea Mar 
Community Health Centers, warned that 
cuts will deny regular medical services to 
low-income families. 

“The poor will simply wait until they are 
more and more ill, and then they will go to 
the emergency wards of hospitals, said 
Riojas, who added that emergency care is far 
more costly than preventive care. 

The Democratic congressmen were able to 
offer little reassurance to those who met 
with them at Harborview Hospital. 

Republicans want to save $270 billion by 
2002 by scaling back the growth rate of Medi- 
care to between 6 percent and 7 percent. 
They're aiming to realize $180 billion more 
by slashing Medicaid's growth rate to 4 per- 
cent. 

The two federal health care programs have 
been growing at an annual rate of about 10 
percent. Half the growth has come from ris- 
ing medical costs. The other half is because 
of sharp increases in enrollment. 

Neff said the cuts will leave Medicare and 
Medicaid with three options: decrease the 
number of new enrollees; eliminate some 
people already enrolled, particularly in Med- 
icaid; or cut services. 

He predicted the country will see “а low- 
grade, continuous erosion of services” if the 
funding is held to levels іп the СОР" budget 
plans. 

Larry Zakn of Harborview Hospital said 
the effects of the GOP budget proposals 
would be felt in such places as his hospital’s 
renowned trauma care program. 
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There's no way І can see that we would 
ever maintain these levels of service if we 
had these levels of funding," he said. 

Harborview stands to lose as much as $185 
million in Medicaid and Medicare funding 
over the next seven years under the GOP pro- 
posals. Medicaid pays 48 percent of its pa- 
tients’ bills, one of the highest figures for 
any hospital in the country. Harborview has 
a tradition of caring for all people regardless 
of their ability to pay. 

Republicans are holding off releasing de- 
tails on their proposal until week’s end. Al- 
ready, however, a partisan battle over num- 
bers has broken out on Capitol Hill. House 
Speaker Newt Gingrich, R-Ga., said last 
weekend that seniors with income above 
$125,000 would pay more for Medicare, but 
most people would face increases of only 
about $7 a month. 

But Democrats calculated that the elderly 
will wind up paying almost $20 a month 
extra by 2002 and more than $1,300 each over 
the next seven years. 

Republicans challenged their opponents’ 
math and accused them of ignoring the $270 
billion in savings the GOP is seeking. 

But they also conceded that the Medicare 
Part B premium may be as much as $10 a 
month higher in 2002 under their plan than 
under President Clinton’s budget—not $7, as 
Gingrich said Sunday. Before Congress’ Au- 
gust recess, Republican leaders armed GOP 
House members with scripted “talking 
points.“ charts and instructions on how to 
defuse public anxiety over Medicare and 
Medicaid. 

Opinion polls have shown, however, that 
the public’s worries have not gone away. 
Democrats have vowed to fiercely defend 
programs seen as cornerstones of John F. 
Kennedy's New Frontier and Lyndon John- 
son's Great Society. “People’s quality of life 
has gone up. It has gone up because of Medi- 
care and Medicaid," Gephardt said yester- 
дау. We must not take large steps back 
into history where we don't want to ко.” 

He noted that there are four major teach- 
ing hospitals in the Seattle area, responsible 
for medical education over a four-state area. 
“The federal government is providing a re- 
search service that the private sector cannot 
and will not afford,” he added. 

The issue gets personal for Gephardt. At 
age 18 months, his son was diagnosed at a St. 
Louis hospital with a cancerous tumor and 
given no chance to live. 

“A young resident approached us the next 
morning,” he recalled. “Не had been running 
the case through the computer, and noted 
that a program of triple-drug chemotherapy 
and radiation had been developed in Hous- 
ton. He encouraged us to try it. 

“Matt is now 24 years old. I left him off 
yesterday at Northwestern University in 
Chicago to continue his education. I rest my 
case." 


TIME FOR COURAGE AND MOVE- 
MENT ON NORTHERN IRELAND 
PEACE PROCESS 


HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, September 21, 1995 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, Thomas L. 
Friedman of the New York Times on Septem- 
ber 20, 1995 wrote a very provocative and im- 
portant piece on the current stalemate in the 
peace process in the north of Ireland. 
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His work “No Guts, No Glory” is a challenge 
to all sides and interested governments, in- 
cluding our own, not to let the extraordinary 
opportunity, which the current peace process 
presents for lasting peace and justice in North- 
ern Ireland slip away. 

Mr. Friedman constructively reviews the dif- 
ficult arms decommissioning issue, and sup- 
ports the proposal for an international commis- 
sion to handle that difficult question which cur- 
rently has stalled the peace process for 
months. 

| ask that the piece by Mr. Friedman be re- 
printed at this point in the RECORD for the ben- 
efit of my colleagues, and all those interested, 
and charged with finding solutions in the long 
and difficult struggle to bring lasting peace and 
justice to Northern Ireland. 

| also ask that a statement | issued just re- 
cently in support of the international arms de- 
commissioning dual track approach to help 
move the peace process along at this critical 
moment in Irish history, also be included in the 
RECORD at this point. 

It is time for all sides to show guts, and 
plenty of glory will surely follow for all those 
concerned about lasting peace for the warm 
and generous Irish people. 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 21, 1995] 

No Guts, No GLORY 
(By Thomas L. Friedman) 

WASHINGTON.—The lion in “Тһе Wizard of 
Oz" didn't have it, but at least he knew 
where to get it. Nelson Mandela had it, and 
so did F. W. de Klerk, and they used it to 
good effect. Yitzhak Rabin has it and so does 
Yasir Arafat, although occasionally they 
lose it and need help finding it again. It’s 
called “courage,” and unfortunately none of 
the key players in the Northern Ireland con- 
flict have it right now. 

Gerry Adams of Sinn Fein doesn’t have it, 
the British Prime Minister John Major, cer- 
tainly doesn’t have it and the Protestant 
leader David Trimble wouldn't know it if it 
were pinned to his chest. And that's why 13 
months after the cease-fire took effect in 
Northern Ireland, the parties still have not 
begun peace talks to bring a permanent end 
to the fighting. 

The sticking point has been the British- 
Protestant refusal to sit down for peace 
talks with Sinn Fein—the I.R.A.'s political 
wing—until the Catholic gunmen of the 
I.R.A. first surrender some weapons. 

This is poppycock and nothing more than a 
pretext by Mr. Major to disguise his ambiva- 
lence about entering into negotiations with 
the I.R.A. at all. If the I.R.A. had tanks, mis- 
siles and МІС-29%, there might be some stra- 
tegic merit to the British insistence that it 
turn in some weapons first. But the I.R.A. 
arsenal consists almost exclusively of hand- 
guns, knives, flaming bottles and some 
plastique explosives. They could turn them 
all in tomorrow and replenish most of their 
arsenal the next day with a Guns & Ammo 
mailorder catalogue and a visit to the local 
hardware store. The I.R.A invented the fer- 
tilizer bomb. 

The issue is not how to deprive the I.R.A. 
of their military capabilities, which are end- 
lessly replenishable. The issue is how to 
change their intentions to resort to violence. 
The only hope of doing that is through all- 
party peace talks. (If Israel could talk to the 
P.L.O. without insisting it disarm, the Brit- 
ish can talk to the I.R.A.) 

A perfectly reasonable compromise is on 
the table: an international commission 
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would be formed, parallel] with the start of 
peace talks, that would bring British, 
Protestant and I.R.A. representatives to- 
gether to discuss how weapons might be ‘‘de- 
commissioned"’ as part of a final peace deal. 
This international commission could, in ef- 
fect, disconnect and isolate the weapons 
issue from the peace negotiations, while giv- 
ing everyone a sense that as progress was 
made around the peace table, there would 
also be progress toward all sides surrender- 
ing some weapons. Unfortunately the British 
have balked even at this idea, because they 
want to reserve the right to demand that the 
I.R.A. hand over some weapons even before 
convening all-party talks. 

But John Major is not the only one who 
has gone wobbly. Gerry Adams is now also 
resisting the idea of an international com- 
mission on weapons, because he wants to be 
assured that such a commission won't, at 
some stage, ask it to make a symbolic ges- 
ture in retiring some guns before negotia- 
tions really get under way. 

This too is cowardly. No international 
commission (which the U.S. would likely 
run) is going to ask the I.R.A. to make any 
gestures on arms until there is parallel 
progress at the peace table. If the I.R.A. had 
any vision or leadership right now it would 
quietly tip off the British to a small pile of 
I.R.A. explosives somewhere. Such unilateral 
handover would ease British concerns, with- 
out costing the I.R.A. a thing. 

President Clinton, who helped engineer the 
cease-fire, seems to have lost interest and 
fallen asleep at the wheel. Fortunately, the 
Prime Ministers of Britain and Ireland are 
meeting Friday in another attempt to break 
the deadlock. The fact that the cease-fire in 
Northern Ireland has lasted for more than a 
year should tell them something. It should 
tell them that the people want this new way 
of life to be permanent and they have given 
the politicians a silent mandate to make it 
so. But instead of listening to the silence, 
the politicians are listening only to them- 
selves. 

This isn’t complicated. It’s time for the 
British and the Protestants to start all-party 
talks with Sinn Fein, and for all three to ac- 
cept an international commission that could 
defuse the weapons issue until there is 
progress at the peace table. But that sort of 
simplicity takes some courage. Sad to say 
that among British, Protestant and I.R.A. 
leaders right now there is no one who an- 
swers to that name. 


{From the House International Relations 
Committee, Sept. 13, 1995) 

GILMAN URGES IMMEDIATE ALL PARTY TALKS 
ON NORTHERN IRELAND: SUPPORTS SEPA- 
RATE COMMISSION TO ADDRESS ARMS ISSUE 

(By Benjamin A. Gilman) 

WASHINGTON.—Committee Chairman Ben- 
jamin A Gilman (20th-NY) today called for 
“immediate all party talks’’ on peace in 
Northern Ireland, and suggested that the 
issue of arms decommissioning be addressed 
by an international commission on a sepa- 
rate track. 

Gilman spoke out following meeting with 
Sinn Fein President Gerry Adams in which 
the status of the peace process was dis- 
cussed. 

“Efforts by the British government to dic- 
tate preconditions or outcomes prior to talks 
merely obstructs access to the only means of 
finding a consensus political solution in Ire- 
land, namely the peace negotiating table,” 
Gilman said. 

Noting that arms decommissioning has 
long been a stumbling block to peace talks, 
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Gilman said “а separate track is needed for 
this issue that could be in the form of an 
international commission whose findings 
would be binding, however, such a commis- 
sion should not become yet another pre- 
condition to talks." 

Gilman warned that these past 13 months 
of peace have been a window of opportunity 
to achieve a just and lasting peace after a 
quarter century of violence and bloodshed. 
We must not allow this window to be shut 
against those who are earnestly seeking 
peace.” 

Long a champion of peace and justice in 
Northern Ireland, Gilman this year led the 
Committee's first hearings on the Macbride 
fair employment principles, and saw their in- 
clusion in the House-passed foreign affairs 
bill as part of the U.S. contribution to the 
International Fund for Ireland. 

The Macbride principles are aimed at end- 
ing systemic job discrimination, most often 
aimed at the Catholic community in North- 
ern Ireland. 


SUPPORTING THE FOURTH WORLD 
CONFERENCE ON WOMEN (BEIJING) 


HON. LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, the 
United Nations Fourth World Conference on 
Women was an opportunity for delegates from 
over 180 countries to take a step toward 
granting women equal rights in all aspects of 
life. 

One of the major points made at the con- 
ference was the importance of promoting pro- 
grams which lead to women's economic and 
political empowerment. 

Our world today, is comprised of women 
who are breaking new ground in industry and 
the professions, and who are becoming inte- 
gral members of labor forces everywhere. 

The conference created an environment 
where new understandings of women's roles 
in the workplace and in government were ex- 
amined along with the difficulties that women 
continue to encounter throughout the world, 
such as the inability to own land, the inacces- 
sibility of business loans, and the lack of child 
care. 

The diversity of the delegates experiences 
and backgrounds raised the world's level of 
consciousness about women’s plight worid- 
wide and provided humanity with a greater un- 
derstanding of the economic and political con- 
dition of women. 

Through free discussion and open debate, 
the delegates came forward with rec- 
ommendations promoting women's rights and 
equality for our world’s governments to con- 
sider. 

The challenge for governments and policy- 
makers throughout the world will now be to 
turn these recommendations into policies and 
laws that help insure that the women of today 
and our daughters and sisters of tomorrow will 
have the opportunity to realize their full poten- 
tial, free from oppression and discrimination. 
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A SPECIAL SALUTE TO “GREAT 
BOOKS” ANNIVERSARY 


HON. LOUIS STOKES 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
salute the Great Books group. Mr. Ray 
Habian, a member of the organization, re- 
cently brought to my attention the fact that the 
Cleveland Great Books group is celebrating its 
50th anniversary. The organization boasts 
members throughout the Greater Cleveland 
area. | rise today to share with my colleagues 
and the Nation some information regarding the 
Great Books group. 


It is believed that the formation of discus- 
sion groups for the purpose of reviewing the 
Great Books was started after World War | by 
John Erskine. In 1927, Mortimer Adler 
launched 15 adult education courses in New 
York City to discuss the Great Books. A few 
years later, in 1930, Robert Hutchins joined 
Mr. Adler in introducing Great Books seminars 
into the undergraduate curriculum at the Uni- 
versity of Chicago. Soon, across the United 
States, ordinary laymen with a love for ІЙ- 
erature began to form and lead Great Books 
seminars in their local communities. 


The first meeting of the Cleveland Great 
Books group was held in 1946 at the East 
Cleveland Public Library. It is interesting to 
note that the first group gathered for a candid 
discussion of the Declaration of Independ- 
ence. In the following years, the group contin- 
ued to examine topics that were popular in 
American society, as well as in literature. In 
1972, the Great Books group moved its meet- 
ing site to the Noble Road Library in Cleve- 
land Heights. The group discussions have fo- 
cused on the philosophy of Plato; the epics of 
Homer; and the drama of William Shake- 
speare, just to name a few. 


Mr. Speaker, | am proud to report that 
today, more than 400 Great Books groups 
meet in libraries across America. The discus- 
sions provide insight into the personal, moral, 
social, political, and economic problems of 
mankind. | am also pleased to note that over 
the years, Great Books programs have helped 
to build a strong and lasting relationship be- 
tween our libraries and communities. With the 
dawn of Great Books groups, citizens realize 
that their libraries can provide dynamic plat- 
forms for public discussions of historical and 
popular literary pieces. 

Mr. Speaker, on September 19, 1995, the 
Cleveland Great Books group will begin its 
50th consecutive year. The candid discussions 
and seminars continue to arouse the interest 
of citizens throughout the community. | am 
proud to applaud Ray Habian and the entire 
membership of the Great Books group. As 
they celebrate this historic anniversary, | wish 
members of the Great Books group many 
more years of success. 
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THE NEED FOR EQUAL OPPOR- 
TUNITY IN HIGHER EDUCATION 
IN THE FORMER YUGOSLAV RE- 
PUBLIC OF MACEDONIA 


HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, one of the most 
difficult challenges facing the fledging demo- 
cratic governments of Eastern Europe involves 
learning to treat equally and fairly all of their 
citizens—regardiess of ethnic background—in 
the areas of rights and opportunities. Unfortu- 
nately, some of those governments are still 
seeking to treat their citizens from minority 
ethnic groups in traditionally nationalistic and 
counterproductive ways. Rather than working 
to ensure that all citizens are treated equally, 
they seek to limit the rights and opportunities 
of those citizens who do not belong to the ma- 
jority ethnic group. 

In the Balkans region of Eastern Europe, 
the manner in which ethnic minorities are 
treated is crucial to the peace of that region. 
If further violence and repression аге to be 
avoided in the successor states to the former 
Yugoslavia, each of those states needs to 
take meaningful steps to ensure that all of 
their citizens are accorded equal opportunities 
and rights in areas such as education that are 
necessary to ensure democracy and inter-eth- 
nic peace. 
Mr. Speaker, the former Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia has been blessed by peace 
since it gained its independence in 1991. 
There are troubling signs, however, that the 
Government of Macedonia is not taking suffi- 
cient steps to ensure that those of its citizens 
from its considerable Albanian minority are 
provided with adequate opportunities for high- 
er education in the Albanian language. The 
most worrisome consequence of this lack of 
educational opportunity is an increasing re- 
sentment toward that government among 
many of its ethnic Albanian citizens. Their 
frustration has led some ethnic Albanian citi- 
zens to attempt to open ап Albanian-language 
university to ensure that opportunities for pro- 
fessional education are readily available to 
those who have been raised and educated in 
Albanian at the secondary school level. 

In February of this year, a renewed attempt 
to open such a university of Tetovo, Macedo- 
nia led to a violent clash between ethnic Alba- 
nians and Macedonian police. Tragically, one 
individual lost his life and 28 others were 
wounded in that violent incident. 

Mr. Speaker, | believe all of us want to see 
the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 
and, in fact, all of the Southern Balkans avoid 
the kind of ethnic violence that has wracked 
the Northern Balkans for 4 years now. We 
need to encourage the Government of Mac- 
edonia to constructively address the issue of 
fair opportunities for higher education in the 
language of its Albanian minority. | am there- 
fore introducing today House Congressional 
Resolution 103, a resolution that focuses spe- 
cifically on Macedonia and on the issue of 
proper access to higher education in that 
country. This resolution calls on the Govern- 
ment of Macedonia to: 
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Ensure the fair and equitable treatment of 
all of its citizens, regardless of ethnic back- 
ground; 

Consider all means by which higher edu- 
cation conducted in the Albanian language 
can be provided, including the possible estab- 
lishment of an Albanian language university; 

Ensure the establishment of Albanian lan- 
guage pedagogical facilities at existing univer- 
sities, and; 

Provide pardons for those convicted of 
charges relating to the events that accom- 
panied attempts to open an Albanian language 
university at Tetovo in February 1995. 

The Resolution also calls on the President 
of the United States to: 

Express our country’s strong support for 
Macedonian efforts to ensure access to higher 
education conducted in the Albanian lan- 
guage; С 

Offer appropriate support for those inter- 
national organizations that are working to re- 
solve the issue of higher education in the Al- 
banian language in Macedonia, and; 

Offer appropriate support for efforts by the 
Government of Macedonia to ensure access 
to higher education conducted in the Albanian 
language, including assistance for establishing 
necessary curricula and provision of textbooks 
and related course materials. 

Mr. Speaker, | want to strongly encourage 
my colleagues to join in cosponsoring this 
timely and important measure. 


SALUTE TO E. JUNE HEITMAN 


HON. GREG GANSKE 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
bring your attention to the fine work and out- 
standing public service of E. June Heitman 
and her fellow nurses serving in the U.S. 
Cadet Nurse Corps during and after World 
War 11. 

The 27 nurses who graduated from the Jen- 
nie Edmunson Memorial Hospital School of 
Nursing Class in September 1944 served the 
United States by caring for wounded soldiers 
returning from Europe as рап of the . U. S. 
Cadet Nurse Corps. The graduates were given 
assignments in lowa, Maryland, Missouri, and 
Nebraska. 

June and some nursing school roommates, 
Doris Cochran Kerber and Stella Wisner 
Scheel, were given a 3-month assignment at 
Schick General Hospital in Clinton, ІА, to as- 
sist with wounded soldiers. 

Professional military nursing has been an in- 
valuable service to the military throughout 
American history. Gen. George Washington 
requested the congressional establishment of 
nurses to care for sick soldiers and an Army 
general hospital in 1775. Florence Nightin- 
gale's crusade in Crimea іп 1854 reduced the 
mortality rate of sick and wounded soldiers 
from 42 percent to 2 percent within 1 year. 

On June 15, 1943, in response to the critical 
shortage of nurses for the military and for civil- 
ian health, the Bolton Act was approved and 
the U.S. Cadet Nurse Corps was created. This 
Act provided Government funds to train nurses 
for civilian and military hospitals. 
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Demand for nurses was quickly exceeding 
the supply. The training period for nurses was 
24 to 30 months, far longer than the training 
period for many of the other women's 
branches of the armed services. Cadet nurses 
enrolled in an accelerated nursing program 
that prepared them to replace graduate nurses 
going overseas. 

The Jennie Edmunson Memorial Hospital 
Class of 1944 is part of this honorable tradi- 
tion of nursing service. As we remember the 
end of Word War Il, please join me іп rec- 
ognizing June Heitman and all of the hard- 
working members of the U.S. Cadet Nurse 
Corps for their devotion, patriotism, and serv- 
ice to the United States. 


MANUFACTURED HOUSING 
HON. ELTON GALLEGLY 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, earlier this 
year, President Clinton and HUD Secretary 
Cisneros announced an new program to help 
thousands of families realize the American 
dream of homeownership. 

Calling on all national housing-related orga- 
nizations to form a partnership for this national 
homeownership strategy, the President set a 
goal of creating 8 million additional American 
homeowners over the next 5 years. The ac- 
complishment of this goal will have dramatic 
effects on those young families setting out on 
the quest for the American dream, will stimu- 
late the real estate and home building indus- 
tries, and will strengthen the economy through 
the ripple effect on the secondary and tertiary 
industries which rely on homebuilding and re- 
sale. 

One of the industries which can play a 
major role in the achievement of the Presi- 
dent’s goal is the manufactured housing indus- 
try. Last year, more than 300,000 homes sold 
in the United States were manufactured 
homes. As younger families come into the 
market for a home, and as the population in 
this Nation ages, and shifts to retirement com- 
munities, manufactured housing will become 
the preferred housing for thousands of citizens 
looking for quality housing at an affordable 

rice. 


price. 

The ability of the manufactured housing in- 
dustry to continue to provide quality, afford- 
able housing will depend most directly on the 
industries ability to loosen the regulatory stran- 
glehold currently imposed by the Department 
of HUD. 

Over the last 20 years, the manufactured 
housing industry has evolved from one provid- 
ing a temporary, mobile dwelling to a sophisti- 
cated, highly efficient producer of permanent 
housing. Unfortunately, the regulatory appara- 
tus ensconced within HUD has not kept up 
with the changing industry on a timely basis. 
It is time for a change. 

As the Congress contemplates the overall 
future of HUD, certain small steps could be 
taken now to reinvent the oversight of Federal 
housing programs. Since the manufactured 
housing industry received no Federal funds, 
the issue is how to recreate a regulatory body 
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which would regulate and enforce manufac- 
tured housing codes and regulations while 
maintaining some oversight by HUD or what- 
ever new housing agency would be created. 

Three years ago, the Congress created a 
Commission which was tasked to look into the 
industry and make recommendations. The 
Commission did propose that a new consen- 
sus committee or office be created which 
would oversee the industry in a more efficient, 
less bureaucratic manner. | believe it is time to 
create such an entity. 

A new manufactured housing committee or 
office created outside of HUD, would be com- 
prised mostly of representatives of the indus- 
try, but could include local authorities and a 
consumer watchdog. The Secretary or Hous- 
ing Administrator, could appoint one commit- 
tee member to serve as his liaison who would 
shuttle regulatory recommendations back and 
forth between the Housing Administrator and 
the industry. Current Federal uniform building 
codes and its enforcement program would be 
maintained but the committee would be em- 
powered to contract with a private organization 
to be its code enforcement authority and it 
would continue the current practice of impos- 
ing fees on the industry membership in order 
to fund the committee’s operation and its out- 
side contracts. 

Finally, any legislation creating such a new 
system should remove unnecessary restric- 
tions, such as the ї chassis require- 
ment, which would help lower the cost of pro- 
ducing these homes. In fact, recent action 
taken by the California State Assembly called 
on the Congress to take just such action on 
the chassis issue. | am enclosing a copy of 
the joint resolution passed by the State legis- 
lature. 

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 7— 
RELATIVE TO MANUFACTURED HOUSING 
LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST 

AJR 7, Hauser. Manufactured housing. 

This measure would memorialize the Presi- 
dent and the Congress of the United States 
to amend the definition of manufactured 
home” in federal law to allow these homes to 
be designed to accommodate a removable 
chassis, so long as the home is intended to be 
permanently sited on a foundation and so 
long as the floor system is designed to ac- 
commodate appropriate design loads. 

Whereas, Manufactured homes constructed 
pursuant to the National Manufactured 
Housing Construction and Safety Standards 
Act provided an important source of nonsub- 
sidized affordable housing to Californians; 
and 

Whereas, The State of California is a na- 
tional leader in efforts to encourage and ex- 
pand the use of manufactured housing by 
eliminating unnecessary regulatory barriers 
and by developing and encouraging innova- 
tive land use and financing policies; and 

Whereas, The State of California has 
deemed manufactured homes a permitted use 
in all residential zoning districts, subject to 
the same development standards applicable 
to other dwellings in that zoning district; 
and 

Whereas, Construction and safety stand- 
ards for manufactured homes are established 
in federal law and regulation and all such 
standards preempt local and state codes; and 

Whereas, The federal Manufactured Home 
Construction and Safety Standards have 
been determined by the State of California 
to meet or exceed performance standards es- 
tablished for other dwellings; and 
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Whereas, Federal law requires every feder- 
ally certified manufactured home to be con- 
structed on a chassis which must remain a 
permanent feature of the home's sub- 
structure; and 

Whereas, The chassis is not necessary for 
the home's structural integrity if the home 
is sited on a permanent foundation and the 
home's floor system is designed to accommo- 
date appropriate design loads; and 

Whereas, This mandatory feature rep- 
resents an unnecessary regulatory barrier to 
greater design flexibility for manufactured 
homes; and 

Whereas, This regulatory barrier prevents 
innovative uses of manufactured homes to 
meet the demand for affordable housing in 
California; and 

Whereas, This regulatory barrier prevents 
manufactured home producers from develop- 
ing a recycling program for chassis systems 
which could save consumers between $1,000 
and $2,000 per home; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla- 
ture of the State of California respectfully 
memorializes the President and the Congress 
of the United States to amend the definition 
of manufactured home“ in federal law to 
allow such homes to be designed to accom- 
modate a removable chassis, so long as the 
home is intended to be permanently sited on 
a foundation and so long as the floor system 
is designed to accommodate appropriate de- 
sign loads; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As- 
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit- 
ed States, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, to each Senator and Rep- 
resentative from California in the Congress 
of the United States, and to each member of 
the House Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Financial Services, the Senate Commit- 
tee on Banking and Urban Affairs, and the 
House and Senate appropriations sub- 
committees on HUD/VA and independent 
agencies. 

Mr. Speaker, if we as a Nation are going to 
succeed in this new strategy to help thou- 
sands of Americans realize their dream of 
homeownership, the manufactured housing in- 
dustry must play an important role in providing 
quality homes at an affordable price. To start 
this process, the industry must be removed 
from the regulatory burdens placed on its op- 
eration by a Federal bureaucracy which cares 
little for the industry and shows no interest in 
an efficient system of regulation and enforce- 
ment. 


ARCHBISHOP IAKOVOS HONORED 
HON. CAROLYN В. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise to pay 
tribute to one of the most outstanding religious 
leaders in the world, Archbishop Geron 
lakovos. Head of the Greek Orthodox Church 
of the Western Hemisphere, Archbishop 
lakovos is retiring after 36 years of distin- 
guished service as a spiritual leader and fight- 
er for worldwide justice. 

Archbishop lakovos, born Geron lakovos in 
Istanbul, Turkey, was ordained a priest in 
Lowell, MA, in 1940. He is a graduate of the 
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Harvard University Divinity School. In 1959 he 
ascended to the leadership of the Greek Or- 
thodox Church in the Western Hemisphere. 
He has been at the forefront of the worldwide 
ecumenical as well as the civil rights move- 
ment. 

Іп 1959 he met with Pope John ХХІІІ, thus 
becoming the first Greek Orthodox Leader in 
almost 400 years to meet with a Roman 
Catholic Pope. He also served as copresident 
of the World Council of Churches for 9 years. 

As an outspoken religious leader against 
segregation in the United States, he marched 
with the Reverend Martin Luther King, Jr. in 
Selma, AL. He has continually fought for the 
independence of Cyprus, preservation of 
Greece, and enhanced United States-Greek 
relations. He was awarded the Presidential 
Medal of Freedom in 1980 by President 
Jimmy Carter. He is a magnificent and stal- 
wart friend of American Jewry, voiced support 
for Soviet Jews, and has been a strong advo- 
cate for Israel. 

This extraordinary spiritual апа religious 
leader has been a very sensitive pastor at 
every level. His warm pastoral dimension ex- 
presses itself to not only his own people, but 
to people of all religions, cultures, and nation- 
alities. Beyond fulfilling his duties to the 
Church, he has been a leader in the cause of 
justice in America and all over the world. | 
know all of my colleagues join with me in 
wishing this extraordinary individual the very 
best in his retirement. 


THE MEDICARE PRESERVATION 
ACT OF 1995 


HON. RODNEY P. FRELINGHUYSEN 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to discuss the Medicare crisis to share 
with my colleagues the suggestions | have re- 
ceived from my constituents about how best to 
preserve, protect, and strengthen Medicare. 

In April, when the Medicare trustees issued 
their annual report which stated quite clearly 
that the Medicare Trust Fund would be bank- 
rupt in 7 years, | felt it was my duty to inform 
the people of the 11th Congressional District 
of the problem. 

| mailed the facts of the trustees report to 
over 22,000 people in my district. | met with 
the presidents of nearly every senior citizens 
club in the area. | listened to thousands of 
Medicare beneficiaries at Morristown Memorial 
Hospital, the Morris Plains VFW, and at St. 
Clare's Riverside Medical Center in Denville. 
In addition to discussing the Medicare crisis, | 
also asked people for suggestions on how we 
could save and improve the program, while 
holding down costs. 

Mr. Speaker, the response has been over- 
whelming. Who better to suggest ways to im- 
prove Medicare than the very people who 
have to deal with the system every day? As 
you might imagine, the meetings yielded a lit- 
any of suggestions. A man from Sparta sug- 
gested that Medicare should have a better 
verification system to weed out overcharges 
and duplication of services rendered. A couple 


September 21, 1995 


from Livingston strongly suggested that mil- 
lions of dollars could be saved by reducing the 
mountains of paperwork involved in the Medi- 
care bureaucracy. 

The responses touched on other subjects as 
well. At the Morris Plains VFW, several people 
indicated that more preventive care was need- 
ed such ав mammograms, prostate 
screenings, and diabetes screening. | agree. 
This would not only help reduce costs but 
greatly improve people’s health and | was sur- 
prised that the current Medicare program was 
weak in this area. If we can keep people 
healthier and provide routine health care and 
appropriate checkups, we can avoid using the 
most costly method of health care which is the 
eme room. 

| have listened to all of these concerns and 
brought them back to Washington. In fact, | 
applaud the leadership for giving Members an 
opportunity to testify on behalf of our constitu- 
ents. | was pleased to have that opportunity, 
and testified on September 7, on what | have 
learned from the people of the 11th Congres- 
sional District. One constant theme was that 
the people know there is a problem, and they 
want to be part of the solution. If we do not 
give them that opportunity, Mr. Speaker, then 
we have really solved nothing at all. 

To be sure, | will continue this thoughtful 
and important discussion and listen to these 
very knowledgeable people. Last week, when 
the preliminary Medicare preservation options 
were presented to us, | called for a series of 
town meetings so that my constituents could 
share the exact information given to me on 
possible solutions and plans to strengthen 
Medicare. | am sure they will take a hard look 
at these options, and will continue to provide 
guidance for me and this ress as we ful- 
fill our responsibility to preserve Medicare for 
all Americans—present beneficiaries as well 
as the next generation. The Medicare Preser- 
vation Act is just that, a comprehensive plan 
to ensure a better Medicare. 

On September 16, hundreds of older Ameri- 
cans attended two town meetings in Fairfield 
and Parsippany, and listened to the broad out- 
line of the proposed Medicare Preservation 
Act. | expect that the turnout will be even 
heavier this weekend, September 23, when 
we continue the Medicare discussions at town 
meetings in Roxbury and Madison. 

| welcome this open exchange of ideas and 
encourage my colleagues to continue the dia- 
logue with the American people on how to 
save this important program. While it is very 
easy to be sidetracked in Washington by spe- 
cial interest groups, media hype, and partisan 
politics, listening to people on a face-to-face 
level permits a much clearer message to 
emerge. 

Mr. Speaker, the message that | hear more 
and more is that we know there is a problem 
and we are willing to fix it. They have said that 
Medicare is indeed important for us but is also 
important for our children and grandchildren. 
And finally, they tell me that if Medicare is 
really going bankrupt, then we as Members of 
Congress have a responsibility to save it. 

| have confidence that we are moving to- 
ward fulfilling that responsibility, and | thank 
the thousands of people in the 11th Congres- 
sional District for their guidance on these very 
complex issues. Their willingness, contribu- 
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tions, and suggestions will assure successful 
reforms of the Medicare program and its pres- 
ervation. | am fortunate to be their Represent- 
ative, and am also fortunate to help deliver a 
comprehensive plan which will ensure a better 
Medicare system for years to come. 


о n 


THE COMPENSATORY TIME FOR 
ALL WORKERS ACT OF 1995 


HON. CASS BALLENGER 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, today | am 
introducing “The Compensatory Time for All 
Workers Act of 1995” which would allow pri- 
vate sector employers to offer employees the 
choice of taking time-and-a-half compensatory 
time as payment for overtime. In 1938, the 
Fair Labor Standards Act [FLSA] was written 
for a predominantly male work force and a 
marketplace primarily comprised of manufac- 
turing firms. These demographics have dra- 
matically changed. Today, women make up a 
much greater percentage of the work force, 
private enterprise is dominated by service and 
high technology industries rather than heavy 
manufacturing, global competition has signifi- 
cantly increased, and the lines between white 
and blue collar workers have been blurred. 

The FLSA, however, has failed to keep 


Currently, the FLSA impedes an employer's 


a 2-day weekend hes not provide enough 
time to travel and spend time with that parent. 
Thus, when that employee works a few hours 


use previous paid leave to spend time with the 


tor with the flexibility to use compensatory 
time in lieu of overtime pay. Congress has 
gone even further in providing flexibility for 
Federal workers. In 1978, Congress passed 
the Federal Employees Flexible and Com- 
pressed Work Schedules Act, which enabled 
Federal workers to arrange alternative work 
schedules which meet their personal needs 
and their employers’ needs. This was so suc- 
cessful that Congress reauthorized the pro- 
gram in 1982 and 1985. President Clinton ac- 
knowledged the benefit of flexible scheduling 
when he directed all executive departments 
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and agencies to expand their use of flexible 
family friendly work arrangements in a memo- 
randum on July 11, 1994. In issuing the 
memorandum, Mr. Clinton stated, “broad use 
of flexible work arrangements to enable Fed- 
eral employees to better balance their work 
and family responsibilities can increase em- 
ployee effectiveness and job satisfaction, while 
decreasing turnover rates and absenteeism.” 

It is time that private sector employees be 
given greater flexibility similar to what the pub- 
lic sector has enjoyed for some time. This leg- 
isiation would allow employers to offer employ- 
ees compensatory time off in lieu of overtime 
pay under an agreement with the employee. If 
an employer made compensatory time avail- 
able, employees would be free to choose to 
have their overtime compensated with cash or 
with paid time off. As with overtime pay, the 
compensatory time would accrue at a rate of 
time and a half. Employees who prefer to re- 
ceive overtime pay would be free to choose 
this. Similarly, employers would have the 
choice of continuing to compensate their em- 
ployees with overtime pay only. Employees 
who do not use the compensatory time would 
be paid for the time at the end of the year. 

The FLSA currently stands in the way of 
companies who attempt to utilize flexible 
human resource strategies in order to allow 
workers to pursue more fulfilling combinations 
of work, family life, and other interests. As the 
percentage of employees who must balance 
work and family issues grows rapidly, there is 
more and more pressure from employees for 
increased contro! over their work schedule. 
Flexibility in the workplace continues to rank 
high on the list of issues of major concern to 
most employees. This legislation would allow 
employers to provide employees with the 
choice of overtime pay or compensatory time 
to help ease the burdens of juggling work and 
personal responsibilities. 


HOLY TRINITY CHURCH 
HON. PAUL E. KANJORSKI 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to commemorate the 100th anniversary of my 
hometown parish, Holy Trinity Church in Nan- 
ticoke, PA. This Sunday, September 24, Bish- 
op James C. Timlin will celebrate the Pontifical 
Celebration Mass of Thanksgiving in honor of 
the church’s centennial. 

According to historical documents, the 
church was founded when a group of Polish 
immigrants separated from another local par- 
ish to form the Holy Trinity Church. The cor- 
nerstone of the original church was laid on 
May 4, 1885. Rev. Francis Hodur, Holy Trin- 
йу” first pastor, led the church for 2 years. 
Seven different pastors served the church in 
the 20 years following Father Hodur. In 1919 
Father Roman Wieziolowski began 48 years of 
service at Holy Trinity Church. Under his lead- 
ership a brick school with eight classrooms 
was built in 1923 and 3 years later, construc- 
tion of the present church was begun. Five 
years later the church was completed at a 
cost of $225,000. By then, the parish had 
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1,000 families and the school was always 
filled to 

In 1967 Father Walter Poplawski, who had 
served as an assistant under Father 
Wieziolowski, was appointed Pastor. Under his 
guidance repairs and modernization were un- 
dertaken to meet the liturgical renewal. Father 
Poplawski considered Catholic education a pri- 
ority during his leadership at Holy Trinity and 
worked with other area pastors to merge the 
Nanticoke area Catholic schools into a central 
school system, which became the Pope John 
Paul Il School. This newly formed school, 
which is housed at Holy Trinity and St. 
Stanislaus Churches, still serves the youth of 
the Nanticoke area. 

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to have the op- 
portunity to bring the history of Holy Trinity to 
the attention of my colleagues. An integral part 
of the religious community of northeastern 
Pennsylvania, Holy Trinity Church has a tradi- 
tion of dedicated service to the faithful. | join 
with the community in congratulating the Holy 
Trinity Church on this milestone anniversary. 


SALUTING THE ALLIANCE OF 
POLES OF AMERICA 


HON. LOUIS STOKES 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
salute an organization in my congressional 
district which will celebrate its centennial anni- 
versary. During the period of September 23 to 
24, 1995, the Alliance of Poles of America will 
mark 100 proud years of existence. Since its 
founding in 1895, the organization has been 
an integral part of the Cleveland community. 

The Alliance of Poles of America was found- 
ed for the purpose of uniting citizens of Polish 
descent and, by doing so, maintaining impor- 
tant traditions and ties. It is an organization 
which has proven to be extremely beneficial to 
both American Poles and Polish immigrants. 
Under the leadership of its national president, 
John Borkowski, the Alliance of Poles has fos- 
tered educational and social programs to 
serve its membership. 

Mr. Speaker, the alliance offers low-cost 
home mortgage loans; its credit union pro- 
vides auto and personal loans; and the organi- 
zation і assistance to its elderly mem- 
bers. The Alliance of Poles also sponsors a 
Polish school which teaches children the Pol- 
ish language and culture. In addition, classes 
are held for adults, and college scholarships 
are offered to qualified members. On the cul- 
tural front, the alliance sustains a Polish library 
which is unequaled in the Greater Cleveland 
area, a Polish theater group, and an adult 
dance group. The organization also publishes 
a newsletter, the Alliance, in both the Polish 
and English language. | am proud to note that 
the Alliance of Poles of America has shown a 
special concern for those who are less fortu- 
nate. The alliance raises funds for blind chil- 
dren in Poland, and contributes to veterans or- 
ganizations, community groups, churches, and 
other worthy causes. 

Mr. Speaker, to mark its historic centennial 
celebration, the Alliance of Poles of America 
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will host a centennial banquet, a grand pa- 
rade, and a special mass. It is expected that 
a host of elected officials, community leaders, 
and other distinguished guests will join mem- 
bers of the alliance for these events. 

As the Representative of Ohio's 11th Con- 
gressional District, | take special pride in salut- 
ing the Alliance of Poles of America. Over the 
years, | have benefited from a close working 
relationship with members of this distinguished 
organization on issues of both national and 
international significance. | applaud the organi- 
zation for its leadership, and | extend my best 
wishes for a memorable centennial celebra- 
tion. 


TRIBUTE TO LAWRENCE L. 
MURRAY 


HON. VERNON J. EHLERS 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, September 21, 1995 

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that | take this opportunity to recog- 
nize the achievements and contributions of 
Larry Murray, who is retiring after 21 years as 
the founder and director of the Area Agency 
on Aging of Western Michigan. His work and 
dedication have been superb over the years. 
He will be sorely missed by our community 
and the people he has come in contact with. 

A native of Pittsburgh, PA, Larry attended 
elementary and high school there. He went on 
to graduate from Duquesne University in his 
hometown. In 1939, Larry began his profes- 
sional career as a sales trainee for the United 
States Gypsum Co. After learning the ropes of 
the industry, he rose quickly through the ranks 
and eventually became the company’s na- 
tional sales manager of insulation products. 
Three years after he began his first job, Larry 
enlisted in the U.S. Army to serve his country 
during World War Il. Four years after enlisting 
Larry was honorably di , and he re- 
turned to his job with the United States Gyp- 
sum Co. He remained with the company and 
began his association with Grand Rapids, МІ. 

Larry remained involved in the gypsum in- 
dustry for another 14 years, working as a 
sales manager for the Grand Rapids Gypsum 
Co. Midway through his tenure with the com- 
pany Larry was appointed as vice president of 
sales and marketing. As vice president, he 
oversaw all phases of the marketing program 
including prices, policies, and profits. In 1970, 
he retired from the gypsum industry to pursue 
a personal business venture. From 1970 to 
1974, Larry owned and operated a consulting 
service geared toward the construction indus- 
try 


In 1974, Larry was appointed as director of 
the newly developed Area Agency on Aging of 
Western Michigan. The agency is responsible 
for planning, coordinating, and serving as a 
funding agency for older adult programs in 
nine-county area. As director of the agency, 
Larry dedicated himself to providing the best 
possible services for area seniors. 

Larry's contributions to the care of seniors 
have been recognized not only by the citizens 
of west Michigan but also across the Nation. 
Throughout his 21 years with the Area Agency 
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on Aging, Larry has been applauded by his 
peers and recognized with awards and leader- 
ship roles on various boards. He is one of the 
founders of the National Association of Area 
Agencies on Aging and served on the first 
board of directors for two terms. In 1986, he 
received the “Distinguished Area Agency Di- 
rector Award for the United States” from the 
director of 675 Area Agencies on Aging in the 
United States. He also served as a represent- 
ative to the 1981 White House Conference on 
Aging. This litany of activities demonstrates 
that he has been very active on State and na- 
tional levels in promoting aging related issues. 

Not only has Larry blessed many people 
with his commitment to helping, he has also 
been blessed with a wonderful, caring family. 
Providing support over the years for this dedi- 
cated man have been his wife Mary Lou of 52 
years, and his children Dr. Lawrence Murray 
ill, Patrick J. Murray, Mary Anne Timmer, and 
Jim Murray. 

Mr. Speaker, | have only touched the sur- 
face of the many contributions Larry has made 
to our community. | want to personally thank 
him for all that he has done in marking west 
Michigan a better place for the seniors of our 
community. It is with great pleasure that | take 
this time today to honor the many achieve- 
ments and contributions of this outstanding 
and dedicated citizen. 


THE 100TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH 
SCHOOL OF DENTAL MEDICINE 


HON. WILLIAM J. COYNE 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate the administration, faculty, and 
students of the University of Pittsburgh School 
of Dental Medicine on the 100th anniversary 
of its opening, and to thank the school for 100 
years of dedicated service to the people of the 
State, the region, and the Nation. 

A great many things have changed since 
1896, when the school, then known as the 
Pittsburgh Dental College, first opened its 
doors. Automobiles were rare and remarkable 
machines, large parts of our country were not 
served by electricity, telephones, or running 
water, and the skies above Pittsburgh were 
black with smoke at mid-day. Dentistry was 
not nearly as advanced as it is today. Never- 
theless, even then, the school represented a 
strong commitment to providing proper dental 
care. 

In the intervening years, this commitment 
has been sustained as the school has ex- 
panded and matured. In 1926, the school was 
cited as an example of teaching excellence in 
the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement 
of Teaching’s groundbreaking Gies Report. 
The school established a continuing education 
extension program in 1962, a dental assistant- 
oral hygiene program in 1963, a dental clinic 
for children with disabilities in 1965, a cleft- 
palate-craniofacial treatment center in 1966, 
and programs for research, treatment, and 
graduate education programs in implantology 
in 1983. 
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In short, the school has been a leader in the 
training and education of dental professionals, 
in the conduct of biomedical research, and in 
the provision of clinical aid to patients. | com- 
mend the faculty and staff of the University of 
Pittsburgh School of Dental Medicine as the 
school begins its year-long commemoration of 
its 100th anniversary. 


CONGRATULATIONS S.SGT. DEAN 
JONES 


HON. JAMES A. BARCIA 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased 
and honored today to be able to announce to 
you and our colleagues that Marine Corps 
Staff Sergeant Dean L. Jones is this year's 
winner of the Kenneth A. Innis Award for Avia- 
tion Command and Control Marine of the 
Year, This award, sponsored by Loral Defense 
System—Eagan, is given for the most out- 
standing contribution to Marine aviation by an 
enlisted Marine. This award is being presented 
this weekend, at the annual meeting of the 
Marine Corps Aviation Association, in Crystal 
City, VA. 

SSGT Jones is being recognized for mul- 
tiple accomplishments between May 1994 and 
April 1995 which, according to his citation, 
“dramatically increased the mission effective- 
ness of Marine air command and control and 
enhanced unit level publications throughout 
the Marine Corps.” 

Dean Jones had been a resident of my con- 
gressional district, having graduated from 
Elkton-Pigeon-Bay Port High School, before 
joining the Marines in 1982. Several members 
of his family, including his mother, Eunice 
Jones, and aunts and uncles Alice and John 
Kleinfeld and Theo and Bob Frent, still reside 
in the area, and are tremendously proud of his 
recognition. 

Mr. Speaker, the strength of our military has 
always been in the men and women who be- 
lieve in service to their country, and dem- 
onstrate their belief by volunteering their lives 
to protect the freedoms we all enjoy. Dean 
Jones represents the finest of these individ- 
uals, working to make sure that the tasks for 
which he is charged are completed as effec- 
tively and successfully as possible, knowing 
that these missions can make a critical dif- 
ference should we find ourselves in an armed 
conflict. His years of service, including assign- 
ments in electronics maintenance, commu- 
nication, and his most recent assignment with 
Marine Tactical Air Command Squadron 38, 
3rd Marine Aircraft Wing, at MCAS Е! Toro, 
CA, show that this is a Marine who cares, 
among a corps rich in tradition, bravery, and 
sacrifice. 

| ат sure that his wife Suzanne, and his 
children Timothy, Thomas, and Rebecca, are 
all very proud of him. | also want us to recog- 
nize his family, because the life of any mem- 
ber of the Armed Forces is most certainly im- 
pacted by the sacrifices that the family has to 
make. This entire family, | am sure, contrib- 
uted to the atmosphere that allowed SSGT 
Dean Jones to win this award. 
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Mr. Speaker, | urge you and all of my col- 
leagues to join me in congratulating Staff Ser- 
geant Dean L. Jones with his receipt of the 
Kenneth A. Innis Award, and in appreciation of 
his job well done. 


HELPING THOSE THAT LIVE AND 
WORK IN THE UMATILLA BASIN 


HON. WES COOLEY 
OF OREGON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, today | am in- 
troducing legislation that will go a long way to 
correct unintended problems that face hard- 
working irrigators in ту district. These 
irrigators and the communities they support 
have labored many hours and spend thou- 
sands of their own dollars in an attempt to ad- 
dress these changes through the Bureau of 
Reclamation. Unfortunately, the Bureau has 
been stubborn and reluctant to resolve the 
problems that the Bureau has promulgated. In 
light of this, corrective legislation is war- 
ranted—and ог the continued via- 
bility of those that live and work in the Umatilla 
Basin. 

This legislation would direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to change the boundaries of the 
four irrigation districts in the Umatilla Basin, 
Oregon (Hermiston, Stanfield, West Extension, 
and Westland). This boundary change would 
include all lands receiving deliveries of Federal 

water and/or natural flows for irrigation 
through their respective facilities prior to Octo- 
ber 1, 1988, as specified in the Umatilla Basin 
Project Act of 1988. 

The new boundaries would not result in any 
additional watering of acreage or additional 
delivery of water by the districts than the Envi- 
ronmental impact Statement (EIS) of the act 
studied, addressed, or evaluated. 

The act was enacted after many years of 
evaluation, negotiation, planning, cooperation, 
and compromise by all affected entities. These 
interests include the irrigators, tribes, local 
business, agriculture community, and county 
and State government. This act was an his- 
toric precedent, but its success is not com- 
plete until the boundary changes are made. 
The irrigators were key to development of the 
act, based on the agreements struck by the 
multi-faceted interests involved in the act's de- 
velopment. However, the Bureau has not fol- 
lowed through with its end of the deal and has 
stonewalled resolution of this predicament for 
baseless reasons. 

My legislation clarifies the issues that аге 
under attack by the Bureau and others that 
the irrigation districts, urban business commu- 
nity, agri-business community, and community 
leaders has negotiated, agreed to, and pro- 
moted in building support for the act. When 
the act was approved by Congress in 1988, 
there were a handful of water issues that had 
not been resolved. However, agreements were 
struck by the affected interests, the necessary 
studies were conducted, and these outstand- 
ing issues could have easily been remedied 
years ago by simply administrative action. Un- 
fortunately, the Bureau has welched on its end 
of the agreement and the irrigators find their 
portion of water (guaranteed by law) in peril. 
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It is time that the Congress hold the Bureau 
accountable. In order to accomplish the intent 
of the language of the act, it is necessary to 
enact corrective legislation that will direct 
agency action and disallow discretionary 
abuses by the Bureau, as is currently the 
case. My bill will resolve some of the more ob- 
vious problems, and | look forward to my col- 
leagues’ support in this endeavor. 


TRIBUTE TO DOROTHY DAVIS, 
COMMUNITY LEADER 


HON. CARRIE Р, MEEK 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
honor to extend best wishes to Dorothy Davis, 
a truly remarkable public servant who has had 
a huge impact on Dade County. Her retire- 
ment from government service as executive 
director of the Dade County Community Action 
Agency will take place on September 29, 
1995. 


Dorothy graduated from Clark College іп At- 
lanta, GA, in 1962 with a bachelor of arts in 
social science. She began her career in com- 
munity service as a social investigator at the 
New York City Welfare Department. 

In 1964, Dorothy joined the Miami office of 
the Florida Department of Public Welfare. She 
quickly advanced through the ranks, eventu- 
ally becoming community organizing officer for 
the metropolitan Dade County Office of the 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment Community Services Division. 

In 1975, Dorothy joined the team at metro- 
politan Dade County’s Community Action 
Agency. Here, she began her grass-roots ef- 
forts to develop programs desperately needed 
in the Dade County community. 

During her tenure, Dorothy coordinated and 
implemented programs in 16 low-income 
areas related to community planning, citizen 
participation, and the delivery of social serv- 
ices. In 1982, Dorothy returned to school and 
earned a masters degree in Social Work from 
Barry University in Miami, Fl. 

In 1986, her hard work and dedication 
earned her the position of executive director of 
the Dade County Community Action Agency. 
Our community would not be what it is today 
without her hard work, personal integrity, and 
leadership. 

Mr. Speaker, this remarkable woman has 
dedicated many years of her life to our com- 
munity. | join with all our citizens in extending 
to her our thanks and congratulations for a job 
well done. | know that my colleagues join me 
in honoring Dorothy Davis on this special day 
and wishing her continued success in what- 
ever she decides to do in the future. 


TRIBUTE TO RALPH LEACH 
HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to Mount Clemens businessman 
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and civic leader, Ralph Leach. After many 
years in business, Ralph has sold his popular 
office supply and craft store, Art-O-Craft, and 
is retiring. He is being honored this evening 
during the city's annual ArtParty. 

Ralph Leach is known in Mount Clemens, 
МІ, as a man of faith—faith іп God, hard work, 
family, and community service. At one time 
Ralph operated three successful Art-O-Craft 
stores. However, many years ago, Ralph de- 
cided that family life and community service 
were the key to success, not being the 
wealthiest man in town. 

Ralph Leach has worked hard to revitalize 
the community of Mount Clemens. As a re- 
tailer, business leader, and community activist, 
Ralph has worked with other members of the 
Mount Clemens Business Association to reju- 
venate the city. He has helped foster a sense 
of cooperation between local business people 
that has helped give the city a new look and 
attitude. Mount Clemens has again become a 
city where people are proud to work, shop, 
and live. 

Ralph’s commitment to service and hard 
work are not limited to his entrepreneurial en- 
deavors. The Mount Clemens Salvation Army 
and the YMCA represent only a few of the 
many organizations to which he has commit- 
ted his time and talents. In fact, Ralph's life 
will probably be as busy in retirement as it 
was when he operated Art-O-Craft. Ralph 
plans to become more active in his role as a 
minister. Currently he serves as chaplain at 
St. Joseph's Hospital where he ministers to 
the spiritual needs of patients and their fami- 
lies. He also is chairman of the deacon board 
at Community Baptist Church in St. Clair 
Shores, МІ. Sunday school classes for young- 
sters, senior citizens, and women’s groups 
have all benefited from the faith and insight 
Ralph is able to provide. Ralph even ministers 
to the needs of prisoners. The Macomb Coun- 
ty sheriff asked him to join the jail ministries 
board where he has served for 7 years. 

Taking an active role in one’s community is 
а responsibility we all share, but few fulfill. 
Ralph Leach has dedicated much of his life to 
this endeavor. | deeply admire his strong val- 
ues and outstanding example of civic involve- 
ment. His time, talents, and energy are appre- 
ciated by all of us. | thank Ralph Leach for his 
efforts and commend him for his good work. 

| have known Ralph for many years and he 
richly deserves all the best in retirement. | ask 
that my colleagues join me in offering heartfelt 
congratulations to Ralph Leach on the event 
of his retirement. 


TRIBUTE TO SARAH FABRY 
SMEJA, RON NOWACZYK, AND 
JOHN AND LORRAINE HEDRICH 


HON. DAVE CAMP 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor four Michigan residents as they are rec- 
ognized for their contribution to polka and the 
State of Michigan. Sarah Fabry Smeja, Ron 
Nowaczyk, and John and Lorraine Hedrich, 
will be inducted into the State of Michigan 
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Polka Music Hall of Fame on Sunday, October 
1, 1995. 

America was built by the hard work and 
commitment of settlers who brought with them 
a rich and varied heritage. Polka flourished in 
Michigan largely due to the devotion of those 
who brought with them their families’ traditions 
and customs, as well as their love of polka. 
Sarah, Ron, John, and Lorraine were just a 
few of those special individuals who were 
proud to keep an honored tradition alive. 

Sarah Fabry Smeja, of Swartz Creek, М! es- 
pecially enjoys Czechoslovakian melodies first 
introduced to her by her father at a very early 
age. Throughout her career she has played 
the piano, trumpet and baritone, as well as 
conducted a choir called the Friendship Club. 

Ron Nowaczyk, of Saginaw, М! has played 
the drums for over 40 years. Ron has had the 
opportunity to play with several bands, and 
record two albums with the John Lipinski or- 
chestra. He was awarded the European Amer- 
ican Music Award from radio station WOAP in 
1994, and currently volunteers, and serves as 
a radio personality on WKNX in Frankenmuth, 
MI 


John Hedrich, from Chesaning, MI has been 
playing the drums since the age of 5. His wife, 
Lorraine, has been playing the accordion since 
she was 11 years old. In 1973 they began 
playing together in a two-piece band still 
known today as The J & L Blue-tones. Cur- 
rently, John and Lorraine are members of the 
Saginaw Musical Association Local 57. 

Mr. Speaker, thanks to the efforts of Sarah, 
Ron, John, and Lorraine, we are all able to 
enjoy an old musical tradition from many years 
ago. They will be honored at a reception in 
Owosso, MI because of their dedication and 
commitment to spreading the polka tradition 
and helping others enjoy this special music. | 
am confident that the musical legacy of these 
outstanding individuals will be remembered for 
decades to come. 


FEDERAL ACQUISITION 


HON. RON PACKARD 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, we have been 
given the opportunity to set right a problem 
that has long plagued the Government, the 
Federal procurement process. 

It is no great secret that while the private 
sector has increased its efficiency by 
downsizing and decentralizing, the Federal 
Government remains saddled with an archaic 
procurement system that is expensive to oper- 
ate and laden with and bureauc- 
racy. The system as it is, forces taxpayers to 
pay a 20-percent premium on Federal pur- 
chases. This is not responsible government. 

If we are to balance the Federal budget, it 
is our responsibility in Congress to make the 
procurement process an efficient and cost-ef- 
fective one. The taxpayers deserve it. The 
contractors deserve it, and the Federal Gov- 
ernment deserves it. 
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A TRIBUTE TO CHEVY CHASE 
COMMUNITY LIBRARY 


HON. CONSTANCE A. MORELLA 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, it is a proud 
moment for me to rise in tribute to the Chevy 
Chase Community Library in Montgomery 
County, MD, on the occasion of its 30th anni- 


versary. 

In celebration of the library’s 30th birthday, 
the Chevy Chase Historical Society is setting 
up three displays that depict the town of 
Chevy Chase as far back as the turn of the 
century. The library also is collecting pictures 
and momentos from citizens that will recreate 
the Chevy Chase community as it was in 
1965. 

The library has changed since its opening 
on September 22, 1965. At the time, everyone 
wondered how they were ever going to fill all 
of the empty shelves. Now the library is over- 
flowing with books and “bursting at the 
seams,” according to Kathie Meizner, the 
agency head of Chevy Chase Library. 

Over the years, the library has provided pro- 
grams and activities for young children and 
their families. The library has been a resource 
for parents in the community, enabling them to 
become participants rather than observers in 
their children’s education. On a daily basis, 
the staff of the library responds to the needs 
of the diverse Chevy Chase community, help- 
ing people obtain access to meaningful infor- 
mation vital to good decision making. The li- 
brary has record of dedicated service to indi- 
viduals with special needs, individuals from 
the business and industry sector, government 
and community leaders, and senior citizens. 

The biggest change at the Chevy Chase Li- 
brary has evolved in response to the chal- 
lenges of the information age. The library is no 
longer an isolated resource center in a small 
town; it is now connected to other local librar- 
ies and to libraries in other States and coun- 
tries. 

In September of 1965, President Johnson 
was urging Congress to grant home rule to 
Washington, DC. More troops were sent to 
Vietnam. On Broadway, Ginger Rogers was 
starring in “Hello Dolly!,” and Art Carney and 
Walter Matthau were “The Odd Couple.” In 
Montgomery County, MD, the Chevy Chase 
Library first opened its doors. 

Mr. Speaker, | congratulate the Chevy 
Chase Library on its 30th birthday, and | wish 
the staff, the volunteers, and the citizens of 
the Town of Chevy Chase continued success. 


GOOD TRANSPORTATION CHOICES 
HON. BOB FILNER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, September 21, 1995 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, Americans need 
good transportation choices. We in Congress 
need to help empower people to make trans- 
portation choices that work for commuters, for 
businesses, for senior citizens, and young 
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people alike. Toward that end, | want my col- 
leagues to see an article that appeared in the 
New York Times business section, Sunday, 
August 20, reflecting the broad base of sup- 
port for the transportation policies we passed 
in ISTEA. This article was cowritten by Gerald 
Bartels, the president of the Atlanta Chamber 
of Commerce, and Jeff Blum, transportation 
policy director of the consumer group Citizen 
Action. 

MORE HIGHWAYS ALONE WON'T EASE TRAFFIC 

(By Gerald L. Bartels and Jeff Blum) 


Across America, we are building more 
highways to relieve traffic congestion in 
metropolitan areas, but it doesn't work. Our 
roads are simply too crowded—and building 
more means intolerable costs and environ- 
mental problems, while the congestion re- 
appears in a few short years. As we enter the 
2186 century, public transportation is the 
only cost-effective way that growing com- 
munities can ensure mobility for their citi- 
zens. 

The most cost-effective transportation 
budget is, therefore, one that balances in- 
vestments in roads, trains, and buses. Four 
years ago, Congress and President George 
Bush developed the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act in an attempt 
to reduce traffic congestion and air pollution 
by investing in both public transportation 
and highway construction. 

But the budget versions adopted now by 
the U.S. House of Representatives and Sen- 
ate have unwisely abandoned that balanced 
approach. 

For Fiscal Year 1996, Congress has pro- 
posed to slash funds for public transpor- 
tation and Amtrak while substantially in- 
creasing highway subsidies, 89% of the pro- 
posed House cuts in transportation assist- 
ance would come out of public transit and 
Amtrak, though they constitute 15% of the 
Federal transportation budget. 

Meanwhile, highway subsidies—52% of the 
transportation budget—would rise by more 
than a half billion dollars. The Senate plan, 
while reducing highway funding by 3.7%, 
cuts mass transit funding by three times as 
much. 

In the Atlanta area, events at the Georgia 
Dome and Atlanta / Fulton County Stadium, 
as well as next year's Olympics, depend on 
the transit system, MARTA. And the grow- 
ing Perimeter Center commercial district on 
the edge of town will thrive only with the ex- 
pansion of public transit, as well as car- 
pooling and pedestrian walkways. 

America needs efficient buses, subways and 
intercity trains to keep traffic moving 
quickly, to keep our air clean and to get peo- 
ple to their jobs. Americans need efficient 
transit to encourage compact community de- 
velopment that preserves open space and 
uses infrastructure wisely so that metropoli- 
tan areas can sustain growth for generations 
to come. 

America needs convenient, affordable tran- 
sit to allow people leaving welfare to get to 
jobs. America also needs a healthy balance 
between local needs and federal resources. 
Congress should, therefore, promote a bal- 
anced transportation policy that: 

Offers equal Federal matching dollars for 
public transportation and highways alike: 
Why skew our building projects toward more 
highways, if what communities really need is 
more public transit? Local elected officials 
should set the priorities and make the allo- 
cations of transportation dollars. 

Continues to assist local transit systems 
through the transit operating assistance pro- 
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gram: Many communities, especially smaller 
ones, depend on federal aid to keep buses and 
subways running. The Mobile, Ala., bus sys- 
tem has shut down in anticipation of 
unbridgeable cuts in Federal assistance. And 
as many as 60 other systems may follow suit. 

Maintains the strong Federal interest in 
transit capital and technological-innovation 
programs: With little room to expand our 
packed metropolitan-area highways, the na- 
tion must expand public transit. Federal 
help should be available to regions that can- 
not afford such a major investment—just as 
large infusions of Federal capital helped 
build our world-renowned highway system. 
At the same time, the Government must 
continue to support the development of inno- 
vation like high-speed intercity rail; low- 
weight, low-pollution buses; up-to-the- 
minute schedule information accessible from 
peoples’ homes, and technology that allows 
buses to pass through traffic signals ahead of 
cars. 

Preserves a strong national passenger rail- 
road: In many congested regions, intercity 
rail is by far the most cost-effective way to 
travel. Amtrak passenger miles rose 48% be- 
tween 1982 and 1993. Ridership rose 87% on 
Northeast Corridor Metroliners, 49% between 
San Diego and Los Angeles, and 10% between 
St. Louis and Chicago. 

Yes, Congress and the President must be 
hardheaded when it comes to spending our 
dollars. But when we reduce the budget, let’s 
give public transportation a fighting chance. 


SIKH MILITANTS ASSASSINATE 
CHIEF MINISTER IN PUNJAB 


HON. SHERROD BROWN 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, | wish to 
call our colleagues’ attention to the latest in 
the tragic series of events that have plagued 
the Punjab region of India for more than a 
decade. On August 31, 1995, Chief Minister 
Beant Singh, a leading advocate of peace in 
the Punjab region, was viciously assassinated 
by Sikh terrorists. 

Mr. Speaker, the time has come for every 
Member of this House to condemn these vio- 
lent acts perpetrated by Sikh militant factions. 
Unfortunately, some of our colleagues have 
chosen to carry the banner for the Sikh mili- 
tants in Punjab by working closely with the so- 
called Council of Khalistan, Perhaps this latest 
tragic act will be enough to convince those 
Members that support for groups that promote 
violence only begets further violence. 

Responsible Members of this House must 
condemn each and every terrorist act per- 
petrated by these militants. We must also 
challenge our colleagues who support the 
Council of Khalistan because it benefits their 
own domestic political needs to realize that 
their support for the council is furthering a ter- 
rorist agenda in India. 

While fighting terrorist, Chief Minister Singh 
also worked simultaneously to bring the peo- 
ple of Punjab back into the mainstream politi- 
cal democracy upon which the nation of India 
prides itself. 

Mr. Singh was duly elected by the people of 
Punjab in 1992 and he dedicated his life to 
maintaining democracy. 


26171 


Mr. Speaker, as the relationship between 
our country, the world's oldest democracy, and 
India, the world’s democracy, continues to 
flourish and expand, let us support unequivo- 
cally the advocates of peace in Punjab. And, 
without fear or hesitation, | would hope that 
every Member, regardless of political persua- 
sion or ideology, would join me in condemning 
those enemies of peace who assassinated the 
Chief Minister and his staff. 


HONORING COCOPAH TRIBE 
CHAIRMAN PETER SOTO 


HON. ED PASTOR 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
remorse that | inform my colleagues on the 
passing of a friend and a great leader of our 
native American community: Mr. Peter Soto, 
chairman of the Cocopah Nation. 

Pete, as a young man, received his edu- 
cation in Yuma, AZ. A firm believer that edu- 
cation was the key to success, Pete devoted 
himself to pursuing a degree, which he at- 
tained at Harvard University. After graduating, 
Pete returned to the Cocopah Nation and 
served as tribal vice chairman. During his ten- 
ure as the vice chairman, Pete worked with 
the Indian Education Program and the Yuma 
High School district. 

Completing his term as vice chairman, Pete 
assumed a position with the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs Education Department. In that capacity, 
Pete was instrumental in developing and di- 
recting educational programs for the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs. Pete was a strong advocate of 
education and was dedicated to improving the 
educational opportunities for our native Amer- 
ican youth. Through his endeavors many of 
our young native Americans have received, 
and continue to receive, an education. 

In 1990, Pete returned to his nation to serve 
as the Cocopah tribal business facilitator. Pete 
strove to enhance and implement economic 
development for the Cocopah Nation. During 
this time he also served his community as vice 
chairman of the board of commissioners for 
the housing authority. 

On July 8, 1994, Pete was elected as chair- 
man of the Cocopah Nation. Under his leader- 
ship, the nation began an extensive program 
to make education available to all members of 
his nation. Pete continued his strong advocacy 
of tribal economic development, and strove to 
develop business enterprises and to attract 
business investment to his nation. 

1 would also like to recognize Pete for his 
dedicated service in defense of our Nation. 
Pete served with the U.S. Army and was hon- 
orably discharged. 

| share with my friends of the Cocopah Na- 
tion a deep personal loss. The Cocopah Tribe 
has not only lost a great leader, but | have lost 
a dear friend. | request that my fellow col- 
leagues join me in honoring and remembering 
this great man: Chairman Peter Soto of the 
Cocopah Nation. 
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STATEMENT REGARDING THE JOB 
CORPS 


HON. PAT WILLIAMS 


OF MONTANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, | wanted to 
take this opportunity to clarify the legislative 
intent of H.R. 1617 regarding the Job Corps 
Program. 

The committee did not include Job Corps as 
part of the block grant consolidation proposed 
in H.R. 1617. After numerous hearings, site 
visits, and debate, the committee determined 
that Job Corps is one of the few Federal pro- 
grams that is most cost-effectively adminis- 
tered at the national level. The committee 
strongly believes that Job Corps should re- 
main a distinct, national program for the fol- 
lowing reasons: 

Job Corps is effective. Historically, the 
young people served by Job Corps are Ameri- 
ca’s poorest and most at-risk. Their needs 
have not been met by their schools, families, 
communities, or State governments. Job 
Corps, through its comprehensive residential 
education and training components, is ex- 
tremely effective in dealing with this difficult 
population. In fact, in program year 1994— 
July 1994—Јипе 1995—73 percent of all par- 
ticipants were placed into jobs or advanced to 
higher education. 

Job Corps provides universal access. By vir- 
tue of being a national program, Job Corps al- 
lows equal, universal access to all young peo- 
ple eligible for the program, regardless of their 
residence. There are no constraints of State 
boundaries. In fact, a substantial amount— 
roughly 35 percent of all Job Corps students 
attend centers not located in their State. 

Low administrative costs. As currently oper- 
ated, Job Corps has minimal bureaucratic 
overhead. There are 179 Federal staffs that 
oversee services to almost 65,000 youth an- 
nually at 110 centers nationwide. It would 
make no sense to create 50 separate State 
bureaucracies to administer approximately 2 
Job Corps centers per State. 

Job Corps is accountable. Given its size 
and cost, Job Corps must be accountable to 
Congress. Today, Job Corps has the most ex- 
tensive performance standards of any job 
training program. Job Corps measures student 
advancement in academics, vocational com- 
pletion, and job placement rate as well as the 
Starting salary once they leave the Job Corps. 
This is done for every one of Job Corps’ 
65,000 students each year. In addition, Job 
Corps has now instituted student surveys to 
assess student perceptions of the program 
and campus safety. 

Local input with a national focus. Job Corps 
is unique from other Federal training programs 
in its uniformity across the Nation. This has al- 
lowed the program to develop a cost-effective 
and efficient system to serve both the local 
and national needs of Job Corps students. 
Each Job Corps campus is required by law 
and regulation to develop community linkages, 
local support groups, and participation. Stu- 
dents are referred to and from other State pro- 
grams and services. The national network of 
placement services offered through the inter- 
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national labor unions and the National Asso- 
ciation of Home Builders allow Job Corps 
graduates access to job markets across the 
Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, while the goal of H.R. 1617 is 
to consolidate the vast array of job training 
and education programs into a more cohesive 
structure that makes sense to participants, to 
service providers, to the Congress, and most 
importantly to the American taxpayer, we did 
not want to eliminate programs that operate 
effectively. Job Corps is one program the 
committee felt was best kept at the national 
level. As the old adage goes “if it ain't broke, 
don't fix it.” 


HONORING THE EPIPHANY 
BYZANTINE CATHOLIC CHURCH 


HON. THOMAS M. DAVIS 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, September 21, 1995 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the Epiphany Byzantine Catholic Church 
of Annandale, VA, which is celebrating its 25th 
anniversary on Sunday, September 24, 1995. 

The parish was founded in 1970 by a few 
Slavic people with a vision and love for their 
Byzantine Rite. Many of the founders were 
first generation Americans who wanted а 
place to worship in the traditions of their Slavic 
ancestors. Since that time the parish has 
grown and become an integral part of the 
community and serves over 300 families of di- 
verse ethnic and cultural backgrounds who 
live in the Washington metropolitan area. 

In 1973, the construction of Epiphany Byz- 
antine Catholic Church was completed and on 
April 29 was dedicated. Father John Danilak 
who served as pastor at that time wrote the 
following to parishioners: “The erection of this 
beautiful edifice shall ever by a living testi- 
monial of the generations of the unborn, and 
it will be a memorial to of your ardent faith and 
an inspiration for your children to manifest the 
God-given faith and the glorious heritage that 
you will entrust to them. May the doors of the 
Epiphany Church be always open to all who 
seek the soothing balm of Christ’s healing 
graces and that there be charity and love for 
the helpless, and that Epiphany serve as a 
reservoir of moral strength for the weak, a 
sanctuary for the oppressed and comfort and 
consolation for the and forgotten.” 

Since those words were еп in 1973, 
Epiphany Byzantine Catholic Church has 
strived to fulfill this commitment. The parish 
has grown and people of different cultures and 
backgrounds attend and participate in the reli- 
gious services. Yet, the goals set in 1973 re- 
main unchanged. Epiphany Byzantine Catholic 
Church continues to nurture its family in the 
gospel of Jesus Christ, through the unique ge- 
nius of the Byzantine Rite. 

In 1987, the multipurpose parish center was 
dedicated and serves as a place for parishion- 
ers and the community to meet for educational 
and social events. The parish not only contin- 
ues traditions of the Slavic people but also the 
ethnic and cultural traditions of their parents 
and grandparents. Epiphany Parish is truly 
committed to the Byzantine Catholic Rite and 
welcomes all who desire to worship with them. 


September 21, 1995 


Mr. Speaker, | know my colleagues join me 
in honoring the Epiphany Byzantine Catholic 
Church on the occasion of its 25th anniver- 
sary. 


TRIBUTE TO DR. ABRAHAM M. 
PHILLIPS 


HON. RICHARD A. GEPHARDT 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, | rise before 
my colleagues today to pay tribute to Dr. 
Abraham M. Phillips, a pediatric specialist in 
juvenile diabetes in the St. Louis community. 
Dr. Phillips is a colonel in the U.S. Army Re- 
serve and a commander of the 21st General 
Hospital in St. Louis. 

Dr. Phillips’ career is a remarkable story of 
dedication and service to his community and 
his country. After being commissioned to serv- 
ice in 1971, he moved quickly through military 
ranks and was appointed colonel in 1987. He 
has held various non-active duty hospital as- 
signments in the St. Louis area and was as- 
signed to active duty in Kuwait and Saudi Ara- 
bia during the Persian Gulf war. After more 
than 24 years of service in the military, Dr. 
Phillips has been decorated with more than 18 
medals and awards in recognition of his out- 
standing military service. 

In his role as a civilian physician, Dr. Phil- 
lips’ service and scope of work to the medical 
community are equally impressive. He serves 
as the medical advisor to a local high school 
football team, is the consulting physician to a 
diabetic camp for children in Missouri, and re- 
cently concluded work for the Nursery and 
Newborn Clinic Service at Deaconess Hospital 
in St. Louis. In addition, Dr. Phillips serves on 
the Pediatric Quality Assurance Committee at 
John's Mercy Hospital and on the Pre-Natal 
and Pediatric Care Committee at Deaconess 
Hospital, both of which are located in St. 
Louis. 

Dr. Phillips’ work illustrates the importance 
of military reservists in our country, and their 
invaluable contributions to our society. He has 
unselfishly given his time and talents to our 
community. His devotion to our community 
and to our country should be an inspiration to 
us all. 


THE SURFACE MINING CONTROL 
AND RECLAMATION AMEND- 
MENTS ACT OF 1995 


HON. BARBARA CUBIN 


OF WYOMING 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Speaker, today | am 
pleased to introduce the Surface Mining Con- 
trol and Reclamation Amendments Act of 
1995. 1 am joined in this effort by Mr. 
CREMEANS and several other colleagues all of 
whom share my interest in reinforcing the 
original intent of the 1977 statute: To place 
with the primacy States the exclusive jurisdic- 
tion to regulate surface coal mining operations 
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within their borders. The bill will clarify the re- 
spective roles of the Federal and State gov- 
ernments, avoid costly and inefficient duplica- 
tion in inspection and enforcement and estab- 
lish clearer lines as to the activities subject to 
the law. 

When the Surface Mining Control and Rec- 
lamation Act [SMCRA] was enacted in 1977, it 
was hailed as a model of cooperative federal- 
ism. It established a set of pervasive environ- 
mental and reclamation performance stand- 
ards for all surface and underground mines in 
the United States. It also included provisions 
to allow each coal producing State which was 
able to demonstrate that it had adequate laws 
and organizations in place to assume primary 
responsibility for regulating coal mining oper- 
ations with its State. Since that time, 23 of the 
26 coal producing States have assumed the 
role as the SMCRA regulatory authority. 

Unfortunately, The Office of Surface Mining 
[OSM] has proven reluctant to live up to this 
statutory promise and hand over fully the reins 
of regulation to these primacy States. Instead, 
OSM has perpetuated a dual regulatory 
scheme by its policies that entail daily inter- 
ference through the issuance of notice of vio- 
lations [NOV’s] directly to coal mine operators 
in primacy States. The original act was clear 
that OSM’s oversight role did not allow such 
pervasive intervention. OSM is only authorized 
to issue a cessation order for serious viola- 
tions constituting an imminent harm or danger 
to the public or environment. Otherwise, OSM 
was to evaluate State performance, and if dis- 
satisfied, initiate proceedings to substitute ei- 
ther Federal enforcement or a Federal pro- 
gram for all or part of the State program. 

OSM's policies have ignored the careful bal- 
ance of authority by intervening every day in 
State program matters by issuing notice of vio- 
lations directly to operators anytime OSM dis- 
agrees with a State’s view of program require- 
ments. This practice has victimized coal mine 
operators caught in the middle of Federal- 
State disputes; perpetuated a scheme of dual 
and conflicting program administration; caused 
regulatory uncertainty and confusion, and bred 
disrespect for the States and the law itself. 

As one Federal court observed, OSM's 
practice has upset SMCRA’s fragile balance 
“between the federal and state roles with its 
trampling of the state’s right to enforce its 
laws.” Fincastle Mining Inc. v. Babbitt, 842 
F.Supp. 204, 209 (W.D. Va. 1993). 

A poignant example of this problem oc- 
curred in 1993 when OSM challenged one of 
Wyoming's existing permit conditions at the 
Black Thunder Mine as it related to its rough 
backfilling and grading plan. OSM wanted to 
issue an order requiring Black Thunder to 
mine and reclaim in a manner that practically 
speaking could not be achieved and which 
was actually based on an outdated rule. 

After the mine submitted a modified mining 
and reclamation plan to the State agency, the 
State requested that it delay its backfilling and 
grading until it had an opportunity to review 
the plan revisions. In the meantime, OSM is- 
sued a 10-day notice to the Wyoming Depart- 
ment of Environmental Quality in an effort to 
pressure the State into bringing enforcement 
action against the mine. The State rigorously 
opposed OSM’s efforts. Yet only after exten- 
sive time and resources were expended on 
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the issue did OSM finally agree that the issue 
was programmatic rather than regulatory and 
dropped its threat. 

The amendments act will clarify that OSM 
does not have the authority to issue notice of 
violations in primacy States unless and until it 
has followed the procedures set forth in the 
1977 law to substitute Federal enforcement for 
the State program. 

The acts legislative history confirms the 
original intent that notice-of-violation authority 
belonged only to the regulatory authority and 
operators need to know who that regulatory 
authority is at any particular time—OSM or the 
States. My legislation will further restore 
meaning to the concept of State primary by 
codifying the well-established principle that the 
approved State program is the law applicable 
in that State. Permits issued pursuant to those 
State programs would be the benchmark for 
compliance until modified in accordance with 
the permit revisions procedures of the State 
program. 

This legislation is also intended to avoid 
regulatory duplication among various рго- 
grams, require greater efficiency in enforce- 
ment actions and streamline the administrative 
appeal process for agency actions. 

Since the passage of SMCRA, the number 
of producing mines has declined by more than 
50 percent and the States have assumed the 
primary role for implementing SMCRA for 97 
percent of the Nation's mines and production. 
However, the agency overseeing the States, 
OSM, has not changed significantly in terms of 
its size or duplicative role. The agency still has 
substantially more personnel than it had 12 
years ago when the States assumed primacy. 

As a result, the agency has sought to ex- 
pand its reach to other activities such as regu- 
lating public roads, attempting to assume the 
role of separate agencies vested with authority 
to administer the Clean Water Act and raising 
stale matters as possible violations of 
SMCRA. 

My amendments to the act will clarify that: 
public roads are not subject to regulation; the 
authority to administer the Clean Water Act at 
coal mines belongs to the regulatory authority 
under the Clean Water Act and not SMCRA; 
and, place a 3-year time limitation upon com- 
mencing actions for alleged violations. Finally, 
the legislation would remove an extra and in- 
efficient layer of administrative review of agen- 
cy decisions before seeking review in court. 
The extra layer of administrative appeals is a 
creature of OSM's regulations and not man- 
dated by the existing statute. 

In summation, the Surface Mining Control 
and Reclamation Amendments Act of 1995 
would reinforce the federalist scheme of the 
original law and restore true meaning to the 
concept of State primacy. 


THE KEY TO JOBS 
HON. TOBY ROTH 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, September 21, 1995 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, | had a meeting 
this morning with the congressional travel and 
tourism caucus. 
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I'm reporting that the travel and tourism is 
hard at work in every district in the Nation: 
from restaurants to retailers, hotels to camp- 
grounds, airlines to rental cars. 

With 13 million employees nationwide and 
an economic impact of $416 billion, each and 
every one of you here needs to stand up and 
take notice. 

Now, | know we're all very busy, but listen 
to these facts: Tourism is No. 1 in service ex- 
ports; tourism generates exports equal to ex- 
porting 4-million cars, 1.15-million blue jeans 
or 5.5-billion bushels of wheat. 

Tourism generates $54 billion in Federal, 
State, and local taxes. 

lf this had to be replaced, the average 
American household would have to pay an ad- 
ditional $652 in income tax every year. 

But note well for straight years, U.S. market 
share of international travelers has deterio- 
rated. And it’s going to fall again this year. 

Clearly, we must take action. | offer you 
three solutions: 

First, On October 30 to 31, join the 1,700 
travel industry professionals for the first ever 
White House Conference. 

Second, join the tourism caucus—support 
your district. We already have more than 273 
members. 

Third, cosponsor H.R. 1083—The Travel 
and Tourism Relief Act. It's economically vital 
to your district and it’s vital to America. 


MILITARY EXCESS AND THE 
PROGRESSIVE ALTERNATIVE 


HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR. 
OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, September 21, 1995 


Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | have ad- 
dressed this body often to discuss America’s 
exorbitant defense spending. As the former 
chairman of the Government Operations Com- 
mittee and its subcommittee on Legislation 
and National Security, | am intimately familiar 
with fraud, waste, and financial self-indulgence 
in the Pentagon and the military-industrial 
complex at large. The fact that every one of 
the top 10 military contractors has either been 
convicted of or admitted to procurement fraud 
since 1980 as the Campaign for New Priorities 
recently pointed out, reminds all of us just how 
deep and pervasive their breach of trust with 
the American taxpayer has been. 

Besides abuse and mismanagement in the 
private sector though, neglect by the Govern- 
ment remains equally of concern. We have 
funded meaningless, unnecessary military pro- 
grams year after year. 

Today | rise to bring to your attention the 
work of my distinguished colleague from Cali- 
fornia, RON DELLUMS, the ranking member of 
the House National Security Committee, who 
has articulated an alternative to this madness. 
In the October 2 issue of the The Nation, he 
outlines a post cold war paradigm—at post 
cold war funding levels. | think this article, 
which | am entering into the RECORD, dem- 
onstrates my colleague's years of reflection 
and expertise on these issues. | commend him 
for his scholarship and | hope you will grant it 
the careful study it deserves. 
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STEALTH BOMBING, AMERICA’S FUTURE 
(By Ronald Dellums) 

The September 7 House of Representatives 
vote to approve funding for the B-2 bomber— 
money the Pentagon does not even want— 
thrust forward the crucial question of the 
nation’s military budget. After World War П, 
the United States rejected opportunities to 
utilize most effectively a newly established 
international architecture for conflict reso- 
lution and economic development. An enor- 
mous financial and human price ensued dur- 
ing the five-decade cold war, with its nuclear 
and conventional arms races, numerous sur- 
rogate wars and potential for cataclysmic 
confrontation. Now, early in a post-cold war 
era, Congressional leaders and the Clinton 
Administration are spurning similar oppor- 
tunities to avert future arms races and re- 
strain potential conflicts. 

By maintaining the current extraordinary 
levels of military spending in order to sup- 
port a go it alone“ armed force capable of 
continuing worldwide intervention, U.S. pol- 
icy-makers are once again seeking long-term 
security in short-term military superiority 
rather than in enduring international stabil- 
ity. Such a course significantly risks rekin- 
dling the threatening environment that ex- 
isted during that now-fading era. And be- 
cause other nations will undertake military 
modernization in part due to their reaction 
to any U.S. drive for improved capacity, 
long-range U.S. security interests will be 
better served by restraint in our own pro- 


grams. 

The Clinton Administration’s military 
plan—known as the “bottom-up review“ 
maintains too much of the cold war force 
structure and fails to respond optimally to 
emerging security challenges. I reject the 
B.U.R.’s conclusion that the United States 
should maintain military forces sufficient to 
fight two major regional wars simulta- 
neously without allied assistance, and with 
the type and size of military forces with 
which the allies fought Desert Storm. This 
implausible worst case“ assessment has 
provided the principal rationale for the stall 
in military force reductions that started 
after the fall of the Berlin wall. The B.U.R. 
mandates the perpetuation of old habits— 
such as routine deployments of aircraft car- 
riers in three oceans—that then rationalize 
excessive peacetime acquisition programs 
and needlessly consume billions of dollars. 

If the Administration is too cautious, 
members of the Republican Congressional 
majority will pursue a powerfully destabiliz- 
ing and dangerous set of policies. They will 
rekindle a nuclear arms race by reconstitut- 
ing Star Wars, abrogating the A.B.M. treaty 
and abandoning the START II agreement 
that is designed to secure substantial reduc- 
tions in U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons 
arsenals. They are on a wild buying spree of 
major weapons systems. They needlessly 
pursue confrontational relationships with 
former adversaries and reject foreign policy 
initiatives that could lead to regional stabil- 
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ity. They reject peacekeeping and engage- 
ment with the United Nations. Both the Ad- 
ministration and Republican policies 
unjustifiably divert scarce national re- 
sources from urgent domestic requirements, 
enhancing the potential for social instability 
and civil strife. 

What alternative view—critical and con- 
structive—do progressives in the Congress 
offer? Any alternative must begin with the 
three elements of a truly progressive na- 
tional security policy: a right-sized military, 
an engaged foreign policy and a determined 
effort to rebuild our nation's communities. 

A right-sized military: The nation could 
further reduce our aircraft carrier groups 
from twelve to as low as eight, and still ac- 
commodate the war-fighting requirements of 
the bottom-up review. Despite 30 percent re- 
ductions in land forces, there are still 50,000 
soldiers that the Army does not plan to em- 
ploy under the scenarios emerging from the 
B.U.R. More of our air forces can be demobi- 
lized or placed into reserve status. 

Those of us who reject the B.U.R. see that 
even greater reductions and smart reorga- 
nization can occur. We seek a force structure 
sufficient for defense of U.S. interests 
through participation in allied or multi- 
national efforts to halt aggression, under- 
take peacekeeping operations and meet hu- 
manitarian operations requirements. Such a 
realignment would present a very different 
picture of U.S. intentions to the world from 
what emerges either from the Administra- 
tion or Republican plans. 

One need not now declare a steady state” 
number of divisions, aircraft or naval forces 
to know that we can safely make these sub- 
stantial additional reductions without harm 
to national security, and that we will be able 
to make follow-on reductions in the future 
as other nations respond to our initiatives. 
My proposal to the House Budget Committee 
placed us back on the path of additional 
force reductions and canceled cold war-based 
weapons programs, resulting in $82.5 billion 
in savings in just five years. 

Under my plan, the United States would 
also commit to prompt, significant reduc- 
tions in our nuclear weapons arsenal in com- 
pliance with the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
(N.P.T.), coupled with a continuing commit- 
ment to the prompt elimination of other 
weapons of mass destruction. This would 
lead to a minimum sufficient deterrent force 
of only several hundred weapons, signifi- 
cantly below START II limits of 3,500 strate- 
gic warheads, and we would work to secure a 
Russian commitment to a similar reduction. 
(The Senate Armed Services Committee bill 
contains an absurd requirements to retain 
the nuclear arsenal at much higher START I 
levels.) Such an arsenal would ease the cur- 
rent pressure to find a production source for 
tritium, and would place us more squarely 
on a path to eventual nuclear disarmament 
as is called for in the N.P.T., and which is 
stated U.S. policy. 

What we should seek to acquire for the 
military are the logistics capabilities, intel- 
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ligence assets and personnel training that 
will allow U.S. forces to participate effec- 
tively and to lead, where appropriate, in 
peace operations and coalition efforts to 
stanch genocide or to meet humanitarian 
crises. Such a program would less likely be 
perceived as hostile by other nations, and 
would not as readily trigger reactive mili- 
tary buildups or arms acquisition programs. 


Preventive engagement: Active U.S. en- 
gagement with the U.N. and regional organi- 
zations to solve local conflicts can help to 
avert serious crises before they arise, and 
will increase international confidence in 
U.S. intentions. Funding a fairer share of 
international development efforts can help 
to enhance stability in various regions. En- 
gaged and imaginative diplomacy, the use of 
good offices in conflict resolution and inter- 
national peacekeeping mechanisms can help 
to defuse—or constrain when necessary—eth- 
nic, religious, sectarian, racial ог 
transnational conflict. Vigorous pursuit of 
further arms control agreements governing 
weapons of mass destruction and conven- 
tional armaments will effectively com- 
plement these commitments. 


Social investment: The third element of a 
progressive national security policy is in- 
vestment in education infrastructure, and 
the strengthening of other institutions es- 
sential to enhancing community and individ- 
ual well-being. 


Throughout the 1980s domestic programs 
were ravaged by a costly arms buildup. 
President Reagan transferred $50 billion 
from domestic accounts to military pro- 
grams in his first budget, and continued such 
transfers throughout his tenure. Our commu- 
nities have never recovered. 


Republican Congressional budget planners 
are now shifting additional tens of billions 
from domestic accounts to the military, and 
slashing billions more for deficit reduction. 


The nation is at a critical crossroads; the 
income gap between rich and poor is grow- 
ing. Many of our children do not enjoy access 
to, much less training in, the technology 
that will drive the economy of the future. 
Our infrastructure—civic and industrial—is 
in desperate need of serious investment. Our 
citizens see their quality of life eroding, yet 
the answers from Washington are more tax 
breaks for the rich, environmental degrada- 
tion and global economic strategies that 
benefit those with capital at the expense of 
those who must work for their livelihood. 


These distorted priorities are a recipe for 
disaster. During the Vietnam War, Dr. King 
observed that the bombs being dropped in 
Vietnam were exploding in the ghettos and 
barrios of America—the diversion of re- 
sources to fight an unjust war was killing 
our children and their future. His metaphor 
for that time is just as grimly appropriate 
for assessing the domestic impact of today’s 
excessive and unwarranted military spend- 
ing. 


September 22, 1995, 
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SENATE—Friday, September 22, 1995 


(Legislative day of Tuesday, September 5, 1995) 


The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the President pro tempore 
ІМг. THURMOND]. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

O Gracious God, Sovereign of our 
land and source of courage, we thank 
You that You know our needs before we 
ask for Your help, but You have or- 
dained that in the asking we would find 
release from the anxiety of carrying 
the burdens of leadership on our own 
shoulders. Help us to remember that 
You are the instigator of prayer. It be- 
gins with You, moves into our hearts, 
gives us the clarity of knowing how to 
pray, and then returns to You in peti- 
tions that You have refined and guided 
us to ask. We are astonished that You 
have chosen to do Your work through 
us and to use prayer to reorient our 
minds around Your guidance for the is- 
sues we will face today. We say with 
the psalmist, Tou аге my rock and 
my fortress; therefore, for Your name's 
sake, lead me and guide me.“ Psalm 
31:3. Suddenly, we see prayer in a whole 
new perspective. It is the method by 
which You brief us on Your plans and 
bless us with Your power. May this 
whole day be filled with magnificent 
moments of turning to You for Your 
purposes, Your glory, and honor in 
America. May we receive a dynamic vi- 
sion to be that quality of leaders. In 
the all-powerful name of our Lord. 
Amen. 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, leadership time is 
reserved. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, for the 
information of all Senators this morn- 
ing, the Senate will begin the consider- 
ation of the conference report accom- 
panying the military construction bill 
under a 50-minute time limit. This is to 
advise Senators that the vote will 
come around 10:30 this morning. And 
then after that, we will go to the D.C. 
appropriations bill during today’s ses- 
sion, so rollcall votes can be expected 
throughout the session in order to 
complete action on these items today. 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPRO- 
PRIATIONS ACT, 1996—CON- 
FERENCE REPORT 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to the consideration of the 
conference report accompanying H.R. 
1817, which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The committee on conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
1817) making appropriations for military 
construction, family housing, and base re- 
alignment and closure for the Department of 
Defense for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1996, and for other purposes, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their re- 
spective Houses this report, signed by a ma- 
jority of the conferees. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
September 14, 1995.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KYL). Under the previous order, there 
will be 20 minutes of debate equally di- 
vided between the Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. BURNS], and the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. REID], or their des- 
ignees. There will be 10 minutes under 
the control of the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN], and there will 
be 20 minutes under the control of the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN]. 

Mr. BURNS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to bring before the Senate the 
conference report on military con- 
struction appropriations for fiscal year 
1996. 

The conference report is within the 
602(b) budget allocation for both budget 
authority and outlays. I would like to 
mention just briefly some of the provi- 
sions in this conference agreement. 

First, the conferees agreed with the 
Senate and approved $3.9 billion for the 
implementation of the base realign- 
ment and closure decisions. This 
amount includes $785 million for the 
1995 round. There is also $457 million 
for environmental cleanup of these fa- 
cilities. It has been a difficult year for 
all of us in this area, and I am hopeful 
that these funds will relieve some of 
the burden that has affected the com- 
munities and what they are experienc- 
ing with these base closings. 

Mr. President, 38 percent of our bill 
is for family housing. We have included 
Secretary Perry’s initiative for a new 
family housing program. We are hope- 
ful that this will start to relieve some 


of the burden in keeping adequate 
housing for our service people. 

With regard to the barracks and dor- 
mitories, we provided $675 million. We 
are hopeful that the Department will 
soon begin another program to provide 
alternative methods of housing our 
service members. We cannot afford to 
continue to build brandnew barracks 
when we still have people living in 
open bays. 

The conferees did agree to earmark 
430 million dollars’ worth of funds for 
the National Guard and Reserve. The 
Department continues to ignore the 
needs of our citizen soldiers, and we 
will not ignore them, because we are 
keenly aware of the vital role they 
play in the defense of this country. 

We did not fund any armories this 
year. This has been a difficult decision. 
However, we want the National Guard 
to take a hard look at where we are 
going with armories. There are about 
3,000 armories in the United States, 
and we cannot keep adding new ones. 
In these austere times, the overhead 
has become too much of a burden. 

This is the first year for me on this 
subcommittee, and I look forward to 
the process next year. We have just 
begun to change on how we build and 
maintain our facilities for the mili- 


tary. 

Mr. President, I thank my colleague 
from Nevada, with whom I have worked 
closely on this bill, and the conferees 
in the House, because I think we have 
come through with a bill that is fair 
and balanced. We have kept everybody 
informed exactly on what we have been 
doing, and we have also taken a look at 
what the administration wants to do 
and some of the needs that might have 
been overlooked by the administration. 

So I yield the floor to my friend, the 
ranking minority member, the Senator 
from Nevada. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, at this 
time, I ask Senator BINGAMAN to go 
ahead and use his 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate the chance to speak on this 
legislation. I wish to speak in opposi- 
tion to the conference report on H.R. 
1817, which is the fiscal year 1996 Mili- 
tary Construction Appropriations Act. 

I opposed the bill when the Senate 
debated it in July, and now the con- 
ferees, in my view, have brought back 
an even worse bill with even more add- 
ons for Member interest projects. 


© This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate оп the floor. 
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We hear much these days about the 
need for deficit reduction. Critical do- 
mestic programs, such as education 
and health care and energy assistance 
for the poor and civilian research are 
being decimated by the Republican 
Congress on the grounds that we abso- 
lutely must fulfill the electorate’s 
mandate to balance the budget by the 
year 2002. 

Committees throughout the Congress 
are busily reporting their contribu- 
tions to the reconciliation bill and in- 
cluding provisions that, in my view, 
will do major damage to our Nation’s 
health and future prosperity. 

We have already debated some appro- 
priations bills that make major reduc- 
tions in critical programs, such as In- 
dian education and health. We will 
soon be debating others which deci- 
mate domestic programs in housing, 
education, and many other areas. 

While these domestic programs are 
being cut to the bone, we have before 
us now a conference report that in- 
cludes 129 Member interest projects not 
requested by the Pentagon. 

The projects, totaling $795 million, 
are spread among 45 States—all except 
Connecticut, Maine, Delaware, Wiscon- 
sin, and Minnesota. Texas tops the list 
with nine add-on projects, totaling $47 
million. Kansas has five projects worth 
$33.5 million and, accordingly, is an- 
other big winner. 

Mr. President, this bill makes a 
mockery of all the protestations about 
deficit reduction coming from this 
Congress and leading Republican can- 
didates. In my view, the President 
should veto this bill. The President was 
not stingy in his request for funding 
for military construction projects. His 
fiscal year 1996 military construction 
budget proposed a 22-percent increase; 
that is nearly a $2 billion increase 
above the 1995 level. He put particular 
emphasis on the needs for family hous- 
ing and implementation of base closure 
and realignment recommendations. 

What this Congress is now proposing 
to send to the President is a pork-laden 
bill with a net addition of $479 million 
above the President’s budget request. 
Essentially, this so-called fiscally con- 
servative Congress is saying that a 22- 
percent increase in military construc- 
tion is not enough, that the increase 
needs to be 28 percent. 

Mr. President, where else are we say- 
ing that this year? Outside of the de- 
fense budget, is there a single major 
discretionary or mandatory spending 
category that is growing 27 percent? I 
cannot think of a single one. I can 
think of a lot that are being cut at 
least 28 percent. In reality, the in- 
crease is even larger because many of 
the so-called cuts made in the bill are 
phony. They will just pay the bills in 
future years. A few large projects are 
stretched out so that we can defer pay- 
ing the total bill until some future fis- 
cal year. For example, $92 million is 
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postponed from the third phase of a 
project in the Army Institute of Re- 
search in Maryland out of $119 million 
requested. 

I could give other examples. Unfortu- 
nately, this bill has sailed through 
both Houses with bipartisan support. 
There is во much money available to 
spend in this area that there has been 
plenty to allocate to interest items on 
the Democratic as well as the Repub- 
lican side. When Senators McCAIN, 
KERREY, and I attempted on July 21 to 
trim $300 million out of the Senate ver- 
sion of the bill that had at the time 
about 100 unrequested projects, we 
were defeated 77 to 18. That vote oc- 
curred minutes after the Senate had 
given final approval to the $16 billion 
in rescissions in domestic programs for 
fiscal year 1995. 

The President has not condoned busi- 
ness as usual on this bill in the Con- 
gress. Throughout the budget process, 
the administration has expressed 
strong objections to the hundreds of 
millions of dollars in unrequested mili- 
tary construction projects. OMB Direc- 
tor Alice Rivlin told Senate Appropria- 
tions Chairman HATFIELD on July 18 
that with the Nation facing serious 
budget constraints, such a spending in- 
crease is not affordable.” 

The American people are not clamor- 
ing for additional spending for the Pen- 
tagon. What little support there is for 
increased Pentagon spending, in my 
view, will dwindle further when the 
public realizes how the additional 
funds would be spent by the Congress. 

Mr. President, I hope that President 
Clinton will not associate himself with 
this bill. He should use his bully pulpit 
to explain to the American people that 
there are better uses for this money, 
including deficit reduction and edu- 
cation and health. 

The American people want a strong 
defense. They also want a brighter fu- 
ture for their children through invest- 
ments in education and research. They 
want a society that does not turn its 
back on those least able to fend for 
themselves. Our defense is not 
strengthened by squandering money on 
projects that the Pentagon has not re- 
quested. If Congress insists on doing so, 
the American people should hold us ac- 
countable for these misplaced prior- 
ities. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to set aside the narrow parochial inter- 
ests and to resist the temptation of the 
easy press release about how good this 
bill is for bases in their home State, 
and to cast a vote against this con- 
ference report in the national interest. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, how much 
time does the Senator from New Mex- 
ico have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He has 3 
minutes, 20 seconds. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator allow 
that time to be used by Senator 
GLENN? 
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Mr. BINGAMAN. I am pleased to 
yield that time to Senator GLENN. 

Mr. GLENN. I appreciate that. Mr. 
President, I will be brief today. 

Mr. President, I rise today to raise 
my concerns over the pending fiscal 
year 1996 military construction con- 
ference report. 

The conference agreement provides a 
total of $11.2 billion in funding which is 
$480 million more than the budget re- 
quest; $775 million of that amount is 
for military construction projects for 
which the Pentagon made no request. 

I have mixed feelings about this con- 
ference report, Mr. President. I strong- 
ly disagree with the practice Congress 
has developed over the years, with the 
tacit assent of the Pentagon, that re- 
sults in $770 million in unrequested 
projects being included in the bill. 

Members are expected to get military 
construction projects added to each 
year’s bill in order to demonstrate that 
he or she can bring home the bacon. 
This, in part, results from the Penta- 
gon’s recurring failure to adequately 
fund Guard and Reserve construction 
requirements. The Pentagon does not 
request these projects but, instead, ex- 
pects Congress to add these projects to 
the budget. 

The result is a skewing of priorities, 
in my opinion, Mr. President. Rather 
than informing Congress of what is 
really needed, projects are funded 
based on a given member’s ability to 
get the funding included in the author- 
ization and appropriations bills. The 
Senator from Arizona and I contacted 
Secretary Perry earlier this year to ex- 
press our concern over this practice 
and asked that the Guard and Reserve 
requirements be included in the budget 
request. 

As I mentioned, I have mixed feelings 
about this year’s conference report be- 
cause, even though we are still engag- 
ing in the practice of adding close to a 
billion dollars in projects, on the Sen- 
ate side, we have adopted a set of cri- 
teria by which to measure add-on re- 
quests. I have worked on those criteria 
over the years with the chairman of 
the Readiness Subcommittee, the Sen- 
ator from Arizona. And, I am pleased 
that the appropriators followed those 
criteria this year as well. 

I do not think it is too much to ask, 
Mr. President, that a military con- 
struction project meet certain mini- 
mum standards like being a valid mili- 
tary requirement, being in the service’s 
5-year program or having the project 
be sufficiently designed to be able to 
begin the project in the year in which 
it is authorized and appropriated. Quite 
frankly, if a project does not meet 
these criteria, we should not be includ- 
ing it as a military construction 
project. 

Unfortunately, there are projects in 
this conference report that do not meet 
the standards we have set. I understand 
that these projects came over in con- 
ference from the House, but there are 
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several that are not included in the 5- 
year plan and there is one that the 
Army simply does not want. I hope we 
can continue our efforts to clean up the 
add-on process so that we do not end up 
with these kinds of projects being fund- 
ed in the future. 

I will add that I think we are making 
enormous progress in this area. We 
used to have sheets and sheets of these 
things that came over. Almost every 
member on the committees over there, 
and also here, wanted something put in 
to sweeten the pot to show back home 
that they made a special effort. This 
year we are down to very few—prac- 
tically none in the Senate, and about a 
dozen or so, or 15 or 20 from over in the 
House. 

There are several important positive 
things about the conference report that 
are worthy of support. The BRAC ac- 
counts are fully funded—these projects 
are important so that we can get closed 
back into productive use. Secretary 
Perry’s housing initiative is fully fund- 
ed—we are hopeful that this new ap- 
proach will work to leverage limited 
funds to get new housing for our troops 
and their families. And, there is a con- 
siderable number of barracks, family 
housing projects, health care centers, 
and child care centers that will add to 
service members’ quality of life. 

All in all, I can support this con- 
ference report, Mr. President, but I felt 
compelled to outline my concerns on 
the add-on issue. I would hope next 
year we can see, for the first time, no 
add-ons that do not meet the criteria. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 

Mr. BURNS. Will the Senator yield 
so I can propound a unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr. McCAIN. Yes. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, first of 
all, I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
adoption of the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote occur 
at 10:20 this morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I thank 
my friend from Ohio for all his efforts 
on behalf of bringing about a rational 
and reasonable process in allocating 
scarce taxpayer dollars for military 
construction projects. I also agree with 
my friend from Ohio that we have 
made significant progress. There has 
been a dramatic decrease in the num- 
bers of MilCon properties that have 
been added—if I might say bluntly, 
pork barrel projects—over the years. 

І say to my friend from Ohio, we have 
a long way to go. There are in this bill 
21 projects that came from the House 
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of Representatives that had no—no— 
relation to any national security re- 
quirement, was not on any person’s 
list, was not any requirement by the 
Defense Department and simply was 
added on because it clearly related to 
members of the committee of over- 
sight. 

Let me also point out there is one 
here on the Senate side which jumps 
out to me. It is from the State of West 
Virginia. 

Now, there is no rationale for that 
project. There is no rationale for the 21 
that are from the House. There is also 
a distortion in the process which Sen- 
ator GLENN and I are working on with 
the Secretary of Defense, and that is 
that when we take from the future 
years defense plan MilCon projects we 
are given a list of several thousand 
projects that would be proposed over 
the next 5 or 6 years. 

What Senator GLENN and I are pro- 
posing to Secretary of Defense Perry is 
that now the Department of Defense 
prioritize their list 1 through 2,000 or 
10,000 or whatever it is, so when we 
pick additional projects—and Mr. 
President, I deeply regret the reality 
there will be additional add-ons which 
I will talk about, whether we should be 
adding on money for military construc- 
tion projects or other priorities as ar- 
ticulated by the Secretary of Defense, 
the President of the United States, and 
all of the Joint Chiefs—when we do 
have add-ons, at least there will be a 
priority list. 

Now, some of these additions that 
meet the criteria that Senator GLENN 
and I were working on come from 
projects that were not planned by the 
Pentagon until the year 2001. That is 
not appropriate, either, I say to my 
dear friend from Ohio. We have to nar- 
row this down and make it a lot better. 

Again, I appreciate the fact that Sen- 
ator GLENN and I have been able to 
work on this issue in a bipartisan fash- 
ion now for some 8 years. I do believe 
that we are making some progress. 

I do not mean my remarks to be crit- 
ical about the hard work of the chair- 
man of the subcommittee, and the 
ranking member from Nevada. I believe 
that they have done a very dedicated 
job and I appreciate their efforts. 

I point out that there are $706 million 
of add-ons in this bill, $480 million 
above the President’s request and there 
are 110 new projects. 

Mr. President, I wrote a letter on Au- 
gust 9 to the four military service 
chiefs and I asked them to comment on 
their priorities for add-ons. I want to 
talk about this because I hear from 
people who support these additional 
projects. ‘‘Well, we are doing this for 
the good of the men and women of the 
military. We have to improve their 
lifestyle. We have to make sure that 
their living conditions are better,’’ et 
cetera, et cetera. No one is more dedi- 
cated to that proposition than the 
service chiefs. 
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The service chief priorities, all four I 
wrote to, with the exception of the 
Chief of Staff of the Air Force, said 
their priorities are different than those 
of the members of the Military Con- 
structions Appropriations Subcommit- 
tee. 

Admiral Boorda said, “% * * there is 
no issue more important to Navy than 
our long-term shipbuilding and 
TACAIR procurement requirements.” 

General Krulak, “Му first program 
priority is for those initiatives, both 
ground and air, that will enable us to 
out-maneuver and out-shoot our oppo- 
nents on tomorrow’s battlefield.” 

General Fogleman, “А6 the top of the 
list are * * * F-22, * * * strategic air- 
lift, * * * additional six F-15E's and six 
F-16 block 50 aircraft * * .” 

On and on and on. I got the same re- 
sponse from the Secretary of Defense. 

So, we should not be a little deceived 
at our zeal for the betterment of the 
men and women in the military. All of 
us share that commitment and desire. 
But the fact is that this is not in keep- 
ing with the priorities of the service 
chiefs and the Secretary of Defense. 

Since 1990, we have had $5 billion— 
billion, Mr. President—add-ons which 
are not requested by the Secretary of 
Defense for military construction 
projects. 

Now, we have done some good things. 
There is a new effort at better housing 
conditions for the men and women in 
the military, and military families. 

In the Readiness Subcommittee and 
in the Personnel Subcommittee we 
worked very hard on seeing that initia- 
tive move forward. We took a step for- 
ward on improvement of barracks. 
That is the rational way to do it. 

It is not rational, Mr. President, to 
add 21 projects which have no require- 
ment whatever by the Department of 
Defense. Hypervelocity ballistic range 
facility at Redstone Arsenal, AL; a fire 
station at Grissom Air Force Reserve 
Base in Indiana; electrical system up- 
grade at Picatinny Arsenal, NJ; Stal- 
lion Range Center water development 
project at White Sands Missile Range; 
infantry platoon battle course and 
antiarmor tracking and live-fire range 
at Fort Drum, NY; Coscom health cen- 
ter and SOF barracks at Fort Bragg. 

Notice, Mr. President, most of the 21 
add-ons that came from the other body 
have nothing to do with quality of life. 
There are some, but most of them in 
my view are simply pork barrel 
projects. 

A foundry renovation at Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard; modified record-fire 
range at Tullahoma Training Site in 
Tennessee; dining facility at Fort 
Bliss; a highway overpass at Fort Sam 
Houston; a BEQ expansion in Corpus 
Christi; small craft berthing pier at 
Ingleside; dormitory at Fairchild Air 
Force Base, WA; family housing at sev- 
eral other places. 

Mr. President, I think it is important 
to point out 37 States are represented 
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on the Defense Committee or 74 per- 
cent of the total States. Mr. President, 
34 of these States got add-ons in this 
bill, 84 projects totaling $537 million, 
representing 75 percent of the total 
adds that were awarded to those 34 
States. Mr. President, I do not think it 
is coincidence. 

Mr. President, General Shalikashvili, 
responding to questions from the 
Armed Services Committee was clear 
and unequivocal in his prioritization of 
additional funding, did not mention 
military construction. He said: 

Contingency funding is at the top of the 
list for any additional funding provided by 
Congress. . priorities for additional 1996 
funding would include the accelerate of 
warfighting enhancements identified in the 
Bottom-Up Review. . . other priorities would 
include funding critical modernization and 
procurement requirements that have slipped 
in the future year’s defense plan. 

None of the service chiefs or the 
Chairman cited any specific military 
construction projects as a high priority 
for additional funding. 

Now when we stand up here and talk 
about how this bill is for the better- 
ment of the men and women in the 
military, I repeat, the service chiefs 
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and the Secretary of Defense have 
the same zeal and dedication to their 
betterment. 

They also know that they have to 
have the weapons with which to fight 
and die. General Mundy, before my sub- 
committee, stated he wanted the wife 
of a marine officer or enlisted person 
to be living in a very decent house but 
he did not want that person to be liv- 
ing in a decent house when the chap- 
lain came to tell her that her husband 
was killed because he did not have the 
proper war-fighting equipment with 
which to save his life. 

I think that is as important a state- 
ment as I have ever heard and encap- 
sulates my opposition to the $5 billion 
we have added since 1990 in unneeded 
and unwanted military construction 
add-ons. 

Last year, the Congress added over $1 
billion for specific unrequested mili- 
tary construction projects, and I be- 
lieve this bill is too high, but it is only 
two-thirds of that amount, and I be- 
lieve that is progress of a sort. 

I want to talk a moment about two 
projects which demonstrate the illogic 
of the decisions of funding add-ons. One 
is an add-on of $6 million for renovat- 
ing a foundry at the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard. The funds are used to 
bring the facility up to occupational 
standards to be utilized by the Navy at 
some point in the future. 

This project was not requested by the 
Navy, nor was it included in the Navy’s 
long-term funding plan. It does not 
meet the Senate’s criteria, and not in- 
cluded in the Senate’s version of the 
bill, but it survived in the conference 
agreement. I do not understand why 
this project was chosen as a high-prior- 
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ity military requirement by the con- 
ferees. 

The other probability that I want to 
talk about is the addition of $10 million 
for the Barstow-Daggett Airport facil- 
ity. This project was not requested. In 
fact, it was specifically rejected by the 
Army in a letter dated September 12 in 
which the Secretary of the Army stat- 
ed that the project was not necessary 
because of better, cheaper and more 
readily available facilities at Edwards 
Air Forcé Base, yet the House added 
$10 million for the projects for the con- 
ferees and the conferees included in 
their agreement. 

Let me note that I do not intend to 
include this project in the military 
construction authorization conference 
report and I believe Secretary Perry 
should include both of these projects in 
his list of rescissions of low-priority 
military construction projects. 

Mr. President, I want to tell the 
chairman and the manager of the bill 
and the distinguished minority mem- 
ber, the Senator from Nevada, I intend 
to send a letter to the Secretary of De- 
fense and the President seeking for him 
to submit to Congress a list of rescis- 
sions. I hope we will have passed that 
line-item veto legislation by then so 
that the President could simply line- 
item veto it. 

Mr. President, I cannot point solely 
to the Appropriations Committee for 
continuing the egregious practice of 
adding funding for unrequested mili- 
tary construction projects. 

With the addition of $7 billion to the 
overall defense budget request, I must 
admit that the Armed Services Com- 
mittee was not able to resist the temp- 
tation to fund Members’ special inter- 
est projects. One authorization con- 
ference report will likely authorize 
most of the added projects in this bill, 
even over my objection. 

The American people sent a message 
to Congress last year that things in 
Washington had to change, but unfor- 
tunately this bill shows just how much 
they have not changed. 

I mentioned already the amounts of 
money. Mr. President, 37 States are 
represented on either or both the 
Armed Services and Appropriations 
Committees, and 34 of those States got 
projects. Mr. President, 84 State 
projects totaling $503.7 million, or 75 
percent of the total add-ons, are award- 
ed to those 68 percent of the States 
which are represented on the commit- 
tee. The list goes on and on. The bot- 
tom line is 86 percent of the States re- 
ceiving add-ons in this bill are rep- 
resented in the committee. 

It seems to me there is a shift occur- 
ring, and I am glad to see some of it 
happening, though. The $700 million 
added for unrequested projects as well 
as more than $5 billion added over the 
past 5 years were added directly for 
high priority programs supported by 
the armed services. 
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As I noted before, the services need 
money for modernization, readiness, 
and other valid military requirements, 
not for military construction projects 
selected by Members of Congress. I rec- 
ognize the futility of expecting Con- 
gress to stop adding money for mili- 
tary construction projects, but I think 
it is time to make those allocations 
based on the military services’ prior- 
ities rather than location. 

This year is the first year, as Senator 
GLENN pointed out, the Senate used, or 
was supposed to use, the evaluation 
criteria for Member add-ons which 
were adopted last year in the 1995 De- 
fense Authorization Act. These criteria 
were set forth in a sense-of-the-Senate 
provision, and were designed to allow 
the Senate to evaluate Members’ re- 
quests for additional military con- 
struction projects. Now that we have 
completed most of the review cycle, I 
discovered an oversight in the criteria, 
which I mentioned before, and we need 
to correct that. I hope we can correct 
it soon. 

I intend to add to the established cri- 
teria a requirement that requests for 
add-ons be screened for priority against 
the relevant services’ unfunded mili- 
tary construction priorities. In this 
way, the highest priorities can be fund- 
ed first. 

Another serious concern I have about 
this bill concerns the inclusion of 
projects which do not meet the criteria 
of last year, and I have already dis- 
cussed that. 

We still have a long way to go in the 
fight to eliminate pork barrel spending 
from the military construction bill in 
both the authorizing and appropriating 
cycles. The good news is that the total 
amount of military construction add- 
ons this year will be only two-thirds of 
the $1 billion added last year. In just 1 
year, that is progress. 

The bad news is that when additional 
funds are available for Defense, it is 
difficult to argue successfully that 
none of these additional funds should 
be spent for military construction 
projects. My colleagues should also 
consider that it will be even more dif- 
ficult next year to provide additional 
funding for Defense. Balancing the 
budget has become the most urgent 
priority facing the country. 

Another consideration of which my 
colleagues should become aware is the 
potential of a veto of the 1996 Defense 
appropriations bill. The President has 
threatened a veto in large part because 
of the additional $7 billion added to De- 
fense. If the Defense bill is vetoed, Con- 
gress may be forced to cut back on 
some of the added spending in that bill, 
spending which was allocated prin- 
cipally to the modernization program 
so important to our military service 
chiefs. 

The question I put to my colleagues 
is: What share of any reduction in de- 
fense spending will be allocated to 
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military construction? That may be a 
very important question. 

The conference report in some ways 
represents a significant improvement, 
but I believe we have a long way to go. 
I am glad to see the conferees did not 
add funding for any projects which 
were not included in either the House 
or the Senate versions of the bill. Of 
that I am deeply appreciative. There 
are many other laudable provisions in 
the bill, particularly the new family 
housing initiative which will, I believe, 
begin to solve the daunting problem of 
undertaking a massive overhaul of 
military housing across the Nation. 

I want to summarize by saying, in 
case some of my colleagues have not 
recognized it, defense spending overall 
has come under intense scrutiny and 
intense criticism throughout America. 
Many Americans do not understand 
why we are spending as much money as 
we are on defense in light of the fact 
that the cold war is over. They do not 
understand why we are purchasing 
post-cold-war relics such as the В-2 
bomber and Seawolf submarine. They 
certainly do not understand why we 
add on military construction projects 
which have no relevance to national se- 
curity requirements. 

The problem that we are facing, all of 
us, is maintaining the confidence of the 
American people that their tax dollars 
which are earmarked for defense are 
being spent wisely. If we continue to 
fund unneeded and unwanted projects, 
we will see further cuts in defense, 
which in my view will endanger our 
ability to defend this Nation’s vital na- 
tional security interests. 

I urge my colleagues to take that 
into consideration as they consider 
projects which are relevant only to 
their home State or district. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
INHOFE). The Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, how much 
time does the Senator from Montana 
have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana has 5 minutes. The 
Senator from Nevada has 10 minutes. 
And the Senator from Arizona has 3 
minutes left. 

Mr. REID. How much time does the 
distinguished President pro tempore 
require? 

Mr. THURMOND. About 4 minutes. 

Mr. REID. I will yield him 2 minutes 
of my time and the Senator from Mon- 
tana will yield 2 minutes ОҒ his time. 

Mr. BURNS. That will be good. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
want to compliment Senator BURNS 
and Senator REID for their leadership 
in arriving at this conference. This 
military construction bill mirrors the 
construction priorities and criteria for 
projects established by the Armed 
Services Committee. I am particularly 
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pleased by the emphasis placed on 
projects that will enhance the quality 
of life of the men and women in our 
military and on projects which will en- 
hance the readiness of our Armed 
Forces. The bill also fully funds the 
base closure account request and pro- 
vides the necessary funds to support 
environmental compliance projects. 
Both are areas which have historically 
been used as sources of funds for other 
projects. 

Mr. President, I believe overall this 
is a good conference report, and I urge 
Iny colleagues to support it. 

Although I urge the adoption of this 
conference report, I do not favor every 
item in it. If I had my way, I would 
have eliminated some of the add-ons, 
and other parts of the report. But this 
Appropriations Committee—and I am 
not a member of that committee—has 
studied this matter well. They have 
come up with this report. It is not per- 
fect. No report is perfect. No report 
pleases everybody. But as a whole, this 
report will provide for the needs of the 
Defense Department and the men and 
women of our Armed Forces. I think it 
is important to our Nation and to our 
defense. 

I urge the Senate to adopt the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 
the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee, Sen- 
ator BURNS from Montana, in present- 
ing this conference report on military 
construction for the next fiscal year. I 
also want to extend my appreciation to 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina, the President pro tempore of 
the Senate, for his statement in sup- 
port of this conference report. 

There is no one in the Senate who 
has more authority, more experience, 
and more ability in speaking about 
military readiness of this country than 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina. It means a lot to the two 
managers of this bill to have him on 
the floor supporting this conference re- 
port. 

This conference report fulfills an ob- 
ligation to fund downsizing of our ex- 
tensive military overhead, extensive 
basing system, and fully funds the im- 
plementation of the Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission. That is a siz- 
able chunk of this bill, almost $4 bil- 
lion. More than a third of the dollars 
appropriated in this measure go to the 
Base Realignment and Closure Com- 
mission. 

So the Senator from Montana and 
the Senator from Nevada really were in 
an uphill battle in arriving at the con- 
ference report we did, when we start 
out using approximately one-third of 
the dollars appropriated for base clos- 
ing and realignment. 
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There are two other aspects of the 
bill which merit the Senate’s atten- 
tion. It goes a long way to getting our 
hands around the long-neglected prob- 
lem of housing for our military fami- 
lies and for our single soldiers. Housing 
has always taken a back seat to more 
urgent near-term military require- 
ments. х 

But it is the feeling of the Senator 
from Nevada and the Senator from 
Montana that housing is an important 
element of maintaining a safe, secure, 
and contented military. 

This year, as the distinguished chair- 
man has pointed out, some 38 percent 
of the bill is for housing. The new ini- 
tiative by Secretary for private sector 
participation in new housing is in- 
cluded in the bill. Indeed, the commit- 
tee has included about $179 million 
above the President’s request for this 
housing. All of it, and more if we could 
afford it, is needed to bridge the gap 
that must be overcome in order to be 
able to maintain a high quality All- 
Volunteer Force in the years ahead. 
The request by the administration 
could have been higher, and I will give 
you an example. There were zero dol- 
lars in the request for whole barracks 
renewal at one major western Army fa- 
cility. 

It is in Hawaii. The structures are 
some 50 years or more old. They have 
had it. The conference committee wise- 
ly included $30 million for this project, 
money which was in the 5-year defense 
program, but only in future years. 
When we asked the Army why the bar- 
racks had no funding at all in fiscal 
year 1996, there was no coherent an- 
swer. So the subcommittee took what I 
think was a prudent step in beginning 
this project. This is but one example of 
actions which we took that put our 
final bill above the budget request by 
about $480 million over the President’s 
request. 

Mr. President, a similar story can be 
told for the funding of the Reserve and 
Guard Forces of our country. 

Mr. President, it is traditional that 
the Pentagon never asks for money for 
the Guard and Reserve. I repeat: It is 
traditional. When we have this bill be- 
fore us, we have an obligation to our 
Guard and Reserve Forces to fund 
them. It really is unfair what this ad- 
ministration has done and past admin- 
istrations have done in funding the 
Guard and Reserve. 

If we are going to continue to be 
ready to deploy and fight in the Per- 
sian Gulf, or Korea, or elsewhere, and 
reduce the size of our Active Forces, we 
must maintain robust Reserve and 
Guard Forces. Unfortunately, the ad- 
ministration followed past practice 
this year and seriously underfunded 
these accounts. 

I cannot understand why this admin- 
istration and past administrations ig- 
nore the Guard and Reserve. I do not 
understand. Well, I do. They do it be- 
cause they know that we are going to 
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take care of it. And I say this, Mr. 

President, we are going to continue, as 

long as I am part of this committee, to 

try to take care of our Guard and Re- 
serve Forces regardless of how the ad- 
ministration ignores them, because it 

is an important and it is becoming a 

more important part of the national se- 

curity of this country. 

Consider these figures—in fiscal year 
1995 the Congress appropriated $574 
million for the Reserves and Guard, 
while for fiscal year 1996 the adminis- 
tration requested only $182 million. 

They did not even ask for a third of 
what was given last year to the Guard 
and Reserve. 

So the committee had little choice 
but to dramatically increase the fund- 
ing for projects in these accounts not 
requested for fiscal year 1995, and ap- 
propriated some $430 million. So on the 
one hand we ended up some 25 percent 
below fiscal year 1995, we were still $248 
million above the President’s request. 
If we had just met the President’s re- 
quest, we would soon have a Reserve 
Force not ready to fight. That is clear- 
ly the case. 

Mr. President, the administration 
wrote to me and the chairman, provid- 
ing its views on the bills passed by 
each Chamber and before we went to 
conference. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of that letter be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI- 
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 
AND BUDGET, 

Washington, DC, September 14, 1995. 

Hon. HARRY REID, 

Subcommittee on Military Construction Appro- 
priations, Committee on Appropriations, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR REID: The purpose of this 
letter is to provide the Administration's 
views on H.R. 1817, the Military Construction 
Appropriations Bill, FY 1996, as passed by 
the House and by the Senate. As you develop 
the conference version of the bill, your con- 
sideration of the Administration’s views 
would be appreciated. 

The Administration is committed to bal- 
ancing the Federal budget by FY 2005. The 
President's budget proposes to reduce discre- 
tionary spending for FY 1996 by $5 billion in 
outlays below the FY 1995 enacted level. The 
Administration does not support the level of 
funding assumed by the House or Senate 
Committee 602(b) allocations. The Adminis- 
tration must evaluate each bill both in 
terms of funding levels provided and the 
share of total resources available for remain- 
ing priorities. Both the House and Senate 
versions of this bill exceed the President’s 
request by over $450 million. 

The Administration has recognized the 
need for significant funding increases for 
military construction programs by proposing 
an overall increase of 22 percent over the FY 
1995 enacted level. However, the Administra- 
tion believes that further increases, as pro- 
vided by both the House and the Senate, are 
unwarranted, particularly when other legis- 
lation is drastically cutting programs that 
are vitally important to a higher standard of 
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living for all Americans. Because the Admin- 
istration has serious concerns about the 
overall priorities reflected in the appropria- 
tions process, we believe that it is essential 
to reduce the total funding level provided in 
this bill. 


FUNDING PRIORITIES 


The Administration appreciates the sup- 
port of the House and Senate for funding the 
request for the base realignment and closure 
program, the family housing program, and 
requested construction projects. The Admin- 
istration particularly appreciates the ap- 
proval of funding for the family housing im- 
provement program. The funding provided 
will enable the Department of Defense to im- 
prove the quality of life of our military 
members. 

The Administration notes, however, that 
both the House and the Senate have provided 
approximately $650 million in funding for 
unrequested construction projects. Many of 
these projects are funded at the expense of 
high-priority requested projects, and a num- 
ber of these unrequested projects are not in- 
cluded in the Defense Department's long- 
range plan. The Administration strongly 
urges the conferees to eliminate unrequested 
funding for low-priority programs. 


OVERSEAS CONSTRUCTION 


The House version of the bill provides $65 
million, as requested, for high-priority 
prepositioning projects at classified loca- 
tions overseas. The Senate has recommended 
eliminating funding for these projects. Fail- 
ure to pursue these projects would increase 
military response time to areas of particular 
importance to the U.S. and discourage fur- 
ther cooperation by affected countries. 
Prepositioning on land is a cost-effective 
way to permit our armed forces to react to 
threats quickly and with the necessary mili- 
tary capability. The conferees are urged to 
adopt the House position and to provide the 
funding requested for these projects. 


ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP 


The Administration objects to the House 
and Senate language that would limit fund- 
ing for environmental cleanup at base re- 
alignment and closure sites. The Base Re- 
alignment and Closure (BRAC) accounts 
were created with a great deal of flexibility 
to permit DOD to allocate BRAC funds to 
the programs and locations with the greatest 
need at the moment. Constraining DOD's 
ability to apply BRAC funds to environ- 
mental cleanup could, if estimated require- 
ments change, delay the transfer of base 
property to local redevelopment authorities, 
worsening the economic impact on the af- 
fected communities. The Administration 
urges the conferees to uphold the flexibility 
of the BRAC accounts and to support the af- 
fected communities by removing these artifi- 
cial ceilings. 


CHEMICAL DEMILITARIZATION 


The House version of the bill provides $95 
million, as requested, for continued con- 
struction of two chemical demilitarization 
facilities at Pine Bluff, Arkansas, and 
Umatilla, Oregon. The Senate has rec- 
ommended eliminating funding for these two 
projects in the belief that unobligated appro- 
priations for construction of a chemical de- 
militarization facility at Anniston, Ala- 
bama, would be available for the projects. 
Contract award for the Anniston facility, 
however, is scheduled during FY 1996. To 
help maintain the construction schedule and 
prevent cost increases in the chemical de- 
militarization program, the conferees are 
urged to adopt the House position and to 
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provide the funding requested for these two 
facilities. 

The Administration believes that the sug- 
gested changes discussed above would result 
in a fiscally responsible bill that funds pro- 
grams of national significance. We look for- 
ward to working with the conferees to ad- 
dress our mutual concerns. 

Sincerely, 
ALICE M. RIVLIN, 
Director. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the con- 
ference committee did make the seri- 
ous effort to accommodate the admin- 
istration on a number of items. We 
added some $65 million for an overseas 
construction item, in the Middle East, 
which the Senate had zeroed out in 
order to give the administration some 
incentive to secure matching funds of 
some kind from the recipient country. 

We did not get those matching funds. 
But we acceded to the President’s re- 
quest, and the request of the House, 
and met that $65 million figure in con- 
ference. Such funds have not been se- 
cured, but we acceded to the adminis- 
tration’s request in any event. Second, 
the administration asked to be relieved 
of a statutory ceiling on the amounts 
to be appropriated for environmental 
cleanup in the BRAC process. Here too 
we completely acceded to that request 
in the conference. Third, the adminis- 
tration wanted to reinstate funding for 
chemical demilitarization facilities 
which the Senate eliminated. In this 
case, the conference included planning 
and design funds for the projects. So I 
think it is fair to say we made a good 
faith effort to meet the administra- 
tion’s objections to the Senate bill. 

І say to the administration that they 
are making a mistake even thinking 
about vetoing this bill. This bill passed 
the House 326 to 98. It does not take 
much math to understand that is not 
very good material for vetoing. I be- 
lieve this bill will pass the Senate by 
the same large margins because it is a 
good bill. It meets the problems of this 
country. 

Therefore, I think the administration 
should look hard and sympathetically 
at the committee’s efforts to ade- 
quately fund the Guard and Reserve, 
and to adequately fund our housing 
needs in considering whether there was 
arguable justification for going above 
the President’s request in its final ap- 
propriations recommendation. Nearly 
all the additional funds the committee 
added above the President’s budget 
were dedicated to quality-of-life hous- 
ing and Guard and Reserve projects. 
Therefore I strongly encourage the 
President to sign this bill and join with 
us in attacking the problems which the 
committee recognized as important to 
our Nation’s national security. 

Mr. President, every project in this 
bill is for the national security of this 
country. I believe if we look at the 
Guard and Reserve—and we had a cau- 
cus on the Guard and Reserve which 
was bipartisan and chaired by Senator 
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BOND and cochaired by Senator FORD. 
They support this legislation. 

Mr. President, this is a good bill. It is 
a bill that meets the demands of our 
national security interests. 

I would like to say it has been a 
pleasure to work closely with the dis- 
tinguished chairman on this measure. 
We have had an open, bipartisan ap- 
proach to the problems of base closure, 
family housing, Reserve and Guard 
forces, and the other matters in this 
bill. It could have been a difficult con- 
ference. I think the work we did in pre- 
conferencing made it a relatively easy 
conference. We have not had any sig- 
nificant disagreements. 

I thank the chairman for his support 
and for the chairman’s staff director, 
Jim Morhard, and his assistant, War- 
ren Johnson, as well as Dick D’Amato 
assigned to me by the full committee 
leadership. I also appreciate the work 
of B.G. Wright, a congressional fellow 
working on this bill, and also Peter 
Arapis of my staff. 

Mr. President, this legislation could 
never have been accomplished without 
the leadership of the chairman, the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Oregon, Mr. 
HATFIELD, and the ranking member, 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia, Senator BYRD. I extend to 
them also my appreciation. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, first of 
all, I want to thank the chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee, the 
distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina, for his comments, because all 
of these issues were talked about in the 
Armed Services Committee and have 
been authorized by that committee. 

Mr. President, the ranking member, 
the Senator from Nevada, is exactly 
right on target. We worked very hard 
on this because we took a look at the 
inventory of housing that we had for 
our armed services. We found that half 
of that housing was substandard. It 
would not even be qualified to be in- 
habited under today’s standards. 

We have taken a giant step toward 
this with this piece of legislation. So I 
appreciate his cooperation and enjoyed 
working with Senator REID on this. 

І appreciate the work of Dick 
D’Amato and his staff, and also Jim 
Morhard and Julie Lapeyre, who 
worked hard to make this a very good 
bill and a balanced bill. 

GULFPORT AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, would the 
distinguished chairman and manager of 
the bill yield for a clarification? 

Mr. BURNS. I would be pleased to 
yield to the assistant majority leader. 

Mr. LOTT. I thank my friend from 
Montana. I note that the conference re- 
port includes funding for a road reloca- 
tion project at the Gulfport Air Na- 
tional Guard base in Gulfport, MS. The 
funding level associated with this 
project in the conference report is half 
the amount required for the entire 
project. 
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The conference report, however, does 
not note that the funding provided for 
this important project is only half the 
total required. Is my understanding 
correct that the funds provided for this 
project in the conference report is spe- 
cifically designated for phase 1 of this 
effort—and that next year phase 2 of 
this project will be addressed? 

Mr. BURNS. I appreciate my friend 
from Mississippi raising this issue and 
I am pleased to clarify the scope of this 
project. The funds provided in this con- 
ference report for the road relocation 
project in Gulfport, MS, are intended 
to pay the first half of the cost for the 
total road relocation effort. This phase 
1 effort is intended to begin the job of 
relocating the road. It is my hope that 
the second phase of this funding effort 
will be in the 1997 military construc- 
tion appropriations request. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if I 
could join my colleague, Senator LOTT, 
in this discussion, I would like to add 
that the full amount of the project was 
included in the Senate reported mili- 
tary construction appropriations bill. I 
know very well the difficult negotia- 
tions required to move this appropria- 
tion bill through the conference com- 
mittee. I know that great effort was 
made to secure this funding for the 
road relocation project and I appre- 
ciate his diligence on this issue. 

I would like to ask the chairman of 
the committee if this phase 1 funding 
will allow the Department of Defense 
to initiate actions, contractual or oth- 
erwise, to start this project in fiscal 
year 1996? 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, the con- 
ference committee’s decision to include 
funding for phase 1 of this project was 
intended to initiate actions to execute 
this project in fiscal year 1996, includ- 
ing contract award and initial con- 
struction. I would note that the project 
is in the Senate defense authorization 
bill currently in conference, and under 
the authority which will be provided by 
the adoption of that conference bill, 
the Department should proceed іп due 
course to execute all actions required 
to perform this work. We hope to pay 
for this work in two phases—not just 
one. 

Mr. LOTT. I appreciate the attention 
of the chairman to this important 
project, as well as the invaluable as- 
sistance of my colleague from Mis- 
sissippi, Senator COCHRAN. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I join Senator LOTT 
in expressing appreciation to the chair- 
man for his diligent efforts on this 
issue and many others in this impor- 
tant bill. I yield the floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
Senate is now considering the con- 
ference agreement accompanying H.R. 
1817, the fiscal year 1996 military con- 
struction appropriations bill. 

The bill provides a total of $11.2 bil- 
lion in budget authority and $3.1 bil- 
lion in new outlays for the military 
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construction and family housing pro- 
grams of the Department of Defense for 
fiscal year 1996. 

When outlays from prior year budget 
authority and other completed actions 
are taken into account, the bill totals 
$11.2 billion in budget authority and 
$9.6 billion in outlays for fiscal year 


1996. 2 

Mr. President, the bill provides for 
readiness and quality of life programs 
for our service men and women. The 
bill is at the subcommittee’s 602(b) al- 
location in budget authority and the 
bill is below the subcommittee’s 602(b) 
allocation in outlays. 

I wish to convey my thanks to the 
committee for the support given to sev- 
eral priority projects in New Mexico, 
including a learning center at 
Hollomon Air Force Base. 

I commend the distinguished sub- 
committee chairman, the Senator from 
Montana, for his efforts on this bill. 

I urge the adoption of this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a Budget Committee table 
showing the final scoring of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION SUBCOMMITTEE 
[Spending totals—Conterence report (fiscal year 1996, in million of doltars)] 


Budget 


authority 040875 


Category 


Defense discretionary: 
Outlays from prior-year BA and other actions 


HR. tiie conference report .. „ did eke 
Scorekeeping adjustment .... CEE 
Adjusted bill total ... 


11,177 


Senate Subcommittee 602(b) allocation: 


Defense discretionary 
Adjusted Dill total арив ‘to Senate Subcommit- 
tee 620) alloc 


Note: Details may not add to totais due to rounding. Totals adjusted for 
consistency with current scorekeeping conventions. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that there be printed in 
the RECORD a communication to the 
distinguished chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Military Construction, 
the Committee on Appropriations, the 
Honorable CONRAD BURNS, signed by 
the Assistant Secretary of the Navy, 
explaining the need for housing at 
Sugar Grove, WV. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
Washington, DC, September 21, 1995. 
HON. CONRAD BURNS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Military Construc- 
tion, Committee on Appropriations, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing in re- 
sponse to your inquiry regarding the require- 
ment for family housing at NSGA Sugar 
Grove, WV. 

As you are aware, adequate housing is the 
top quality of life issue the Navy faces 
today. We currently have a deficit of 44 hous- 
ing units at NSGA Sugar Grove. The remote 
location of this base makes it extremely dif- 
ficult for the private sector to accommodate 
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the housing needs of Navy personnel. The 
project added to this year’s military con- 
struction appropriations bill will meet ap- 
proximately half of our need. 

With a total family housing deficit of 14,700 
we were unable to program this project with- 
in the resources available. While this does 
not diminish the need for these units, they 
were not included in the President's budget. 

I trust this answers your question. As al- 
ways, if I may be of further assistance, 
please let me know. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT B. PIRIE, Jr. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I know of 
no other debate on this piece of legisla- 
tion. I urge passage of the conference 
report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the con- 
ference report. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 86, 
nays 14, as follows: 

(НоПсай Vote No. 459 Leg.] 


YEAS—86 

Abraham Ford Mack 
Akaka Frist McConnell 
Ashcroft Glenn Mikulski 
Bennett Gorton Moynihan 
Biden Graham Murkowski 
Bond Gramm Murray 
Boxer Grams Nickles 
Breaux Grassley Nunn 
Bryan Gregg Packwood 
Bumpers Harkin Pell 
Burns Hatch Pressler 
Byrd Hatfield Pryor 
Campbell Heflin Reid 
Chafee Helms Robb 
Coats Hollings Rockefeller 
Cochran Hutchison Santorum 
Cohen Inhofe Sarbanes 
Conrad Inouye Shelby 
Coverdell Jeffords Simon 

Johnston Simpson 
D'Amato Kassebaum Smith 
Daschle Kempthorne Snowe 
DeWine Kennedy Specter 
Dodd Lautenberg Stevens 
Dole Leahy Thomas 
Domenici Levin Thompson 
Dorgan Lieberman Thurmond 
Exon Lott Warner 
Feinstein Lugar 

NAYS—14 

Baucus Feingold McCain 
Bingaman Kerrey Moseley-Braun 
Bradley Kerry 
Brown Kohl Wellstone 
Faircloth Kyl 


So the conference report was agreed 
to. 
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the con- 
ference report was agreed to. 

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
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Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPRO- 
PRIATIONS ACT, 1996—CON- 
FERENCE REPORT 


Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I submit a 
report of the committee of conference 
on H.R. 1854 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
port will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The committee on conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
1854) having met, after full and free con- 
ference, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses this 
report, signed by all of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to 
the consideration of the conference re- 


port. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
July 28, 1995.) 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to bring the legislative con- 
ference report to the floor of the Sen- 
ate this morning. I want to begin by 
expressing my appreciation to Senator 
MURRAY. While we did not agree on 
every issue as we worked our way 
through this, we did agree to work to- 
gether to bring a bill to the floor that 
the Senate could support and, in fact, 
could be proud of. 

We began this process early in the 
year with a resolution being passed in 
conference indicating we wanted to 
make substantial reductions in funding 
of the legislative branch. 

We have, under this bill, reduced 
spending for legislative operations by 
almost 9 percent. That is a reduction in 
real terms from last year’s level. 
Again, not some projected increase and 
a reduction from that but from actual 
levels from last year. 

We, in fact, did take on some con- 
troversial issues, and they were de- 
bated in full on the floor of the Senate 
with respect to the Office of Tech- 
nology Assessment. In conference, 
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there was further debate on that issue 
and the House, in fact, receded to the 
Senate’s position and agreement was 
reached that the Office of Technology 
Assessment should be eliminated. 

In addition to that, the bill called 
for—well, I should back up. The resolu- 
tion passed earlier in the year by the 
Republican conference called for a 25- 
percent reduction in the General Ac- 
counting Office. We have, in essence, 
reached that objective, but we are 
going to do it in a 2-year period. 

Under this bill, or with this con- 
ference report, we will reach the objec- 
tive of a 15-percent reduction in the 
General Accounting Office in 1996, with 
the remainder of those reductions to 
take place in the next fiscal year. 

Again, we worked with Chuck 
Bowsher on this issue, and our feeling 
was that rather than for us to micro- 
manage how these reductions would be 
made over this 2-year period, we con- 
cluded it would be best to work with 
the GAO and, in essence, ask them to 
devise a plan about how they would 
reach those objectives. 

They came back to us with a pro- 
posal. We felt, again, listening to what 
they had proposed and asking us to 
give them some flexibility, which we 
have done in this conference report, 
there was general agreement that we 
should go forward with the effort to 
reach that goal. In fact, we have done 
that now, and I think that both the 
House and the Senate can be proud of 
the approach that we took with respect 
to the General Accounting Office. 

In addition to that, we suggested 
that the Sergeant at Arms and other 
support agencies of the Congress 
should make reductions. There is a 15- 
percent reduction in committee staffs. 
We asked the Sergeant at Arms, the 
Secretary of the Senate, and others, to 
meet a goal of a 12.5-percent cut. Some 
of those agencies—in fact, the Sergeant 
at Arms came up with cuts of greater 
than 12.5 percent. 

So all in all, Mr. President, I will say 
that we have reached our objective. We 
have done it in a manner the Senate 
can be proud. Therefore, I encourage 
my colleagues to support this con- 
ference report. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a table relating to the con- 
ference agreement be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


CONFERENCE AGREEMENT 


FY 1995 enacted FY 1996 esti- 


Senate Conference 


Tie —Congfess ona! operations 
Senate 


300 
400 
800 Mileage and Expense Allowance 
1300 Mileage of the Vice President and Senators 


Conference compared with 
Enacted Estimates House Senate 
— 60,000 — 60,000 - — 
710.000 
710.000 


September 22, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 26183 


CONFERENCE AGREEMENT—Continued 
FY 1995 enacted FY 1996 esti- House Senate 
10,000 10,000 10,000 
5,000 5,000 5,000 
5,000 5,000 5% 
3,000 3,000 3,000 
3,000 3,000 3,000 
56,000 56,000 56,000 
30,000 a 30,000 ШЕ, соты батын а КИЕ „а н 
146,000 146.000 ............... 86,000 $6000  —60,000  —60,000 $96,000 2. қ 
1,513,000 
457,000 
2,195,000 
656,000 
1,982,000 
384,000 
12,961,000 
32739000 
1,197,000 
7133800 
3,381,000 
936,000 
the Senate: Expenses allowances 12,000 eee ee! „анон 
5000 Continent Expenses 
6100 Senator policy committees 2,574,000 at a SA 
600 inquiries and 78,112,000 82500 56365000  — 11,717,000 


: 
il 
Ц 
; 


Secretary of the Senate 1,966,500 1,266,000 1,266,000 — 700, 
6510 et a RE ee (7,000,000) „„ — (— 7,000,000) 
Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate 74,894,000 61,347,000 61,347,000 —13,547,000 
6800 Мізсейапои items 7,429,000 6,644,000 5,64 — 785, 
6850-6860 Senators 
count... me 206,542,000 204,029,000 204,029,000 — 2,513,000 
6870 Office of Senate Fair 889, 000 778,000 -1il 
6875 Settlements and Awards Reserve 1 1,000,000 ТИ наа rere a se 
Stationary (revolving fund) 13,000 13,000 13,000 
6975 Expenses 11,000,000 36,300,000 -= 11,000,000 11,000,000 -........-..  — 25,300,000 %1,00000 .............. 
7000 Total, contingent expenses of the Senate 384,767,500 424,409,500 = 352,777,000 352,777,000 — 31,632,500 —71,900,500 7352.777000 —— 
7005 но н ena ee АТА 460,580,500 504,937,000 ............ аса 426,909,000 426,919,000 — 33.651.500 — 78,018,000 +426,919,000 +10,000 
7300 House of Representatives 
7400-7500 Payments to Widows and Heirs of Deceased 
Members of Congress 
7600 Gratuities, deceased Members 8 = БАНЕ Сани! one СР „ . si 
7650 Salaries and Expenses 
7700 House Leadership Offices 
7750 Office of the „555 1,444,000 1,600,000 1,478,000 1,478,000 1,478,000 
7800 Office of the Floor P 1,220,764 1,114,000 1,470,000 1,470,000 1,470,000 
7850 Office of the Minority Floor 1,445,413 1,525,000 1,480,000 1,480,000 1,480,000 
7900 Office of the Majority Whip 1,121,649 1,357,000 928,000 928,000 928,000 
7950 Office of the if 897,000 946,000 918,000 918,000 918,000 
8100 Speaker's Office for Legi 277,000 376,000 376,000 376,000 376,000 
8200 House Republican 1,506,587 1, 1,083,000 1,004,000 1,004,000 
8250 House Republican Steering 200,000 205,000 564,000 743,000 743,000 
8300 Nine minority employees .... 1,024,000 1,144,000 1,127,000 1,127,000 1,127,000 
8350 House Democratic 1,153,587 1,226,000 1,181,000 1,181,000 1,181,000 
8400 House Democratic Caucus 553,000 607,000 
8450 Subtotal, House Leadership Offices ............ — 10.843.000 11,728,000 11,271,000 11,271,000 11,271,000 +428,000 
8460-8470 Enacted and request reflect current organization of 
House funding. 
8475 Members’ Representational Allowances 
КӨ. Балан ERSTE LEAS лы ы» 351,217,000 389,100,000 360,503,000 360,503,000 360,503,000 ЗКО с; ы саныны 
8750 
8800-8850 
3 112,805,000 125,749,000 78,629,000 78,629,000 78,629,000 —34,176,000 -41120,000 
22,531,000 23,044,000 16,945,000 16,945,000 16,945,000 —5,586,000 -6909/00 ........ — 
9050 135,336,000 148,793,000 95,574,000 95,574,000 95,574,000 —39,762000 —53,219,000 2—2 ............. 
9150 
9200 15,270,000 16,811,000 13,807,000 13,807,000 13,807,000 
9250 2,736,000 3,049,000 3,410,000 3,410,000 3,410,000 
$300 ‚725,000 65,132,000 53.556. 53,556,000 53,556,000 
9800 295,000 7,125,000 3,954,000 3,954,000 3,954,000 
9900 2,130,000 858,000 858,000 
9910 . ˙àA—]—ñ—ẽñ — 8 - 500,000) 
9950 124,000 128,000 126,000 126,000 126,000 
10000 983,000 1,240,000 1,180,000 1,180,000 1,180,000 
10050 (669,000) (835,000) (775,000) (775,000) (775,000) 


99-069 0-97 Yol. 141 (r. 16) 38 
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CONFERENCE AGREEMENT—Continued 
FY 1996 esti- 
FY 1995 enacted — House Senate 
(314,000) (405,000) (405,000) (405,000) 
1,630,000 1,870,000 1,700,000 1,700,000 
4,400,000 4,592,000 4,524,000 4,524,000 
504, 675,000 618,000 618,000 
(290,000) (447,000) (447,000) (447,000) (447,000) 
(161,00) (171,000) (171,000) (171,000) (171,000) TT 
(53,000) R ылды E at (-53,0) (ТЮ — 
95,667,000 102,752,000 83,733,000 83,733,000 8,7300 —11,934,000 —19,019000 > 2.2... 
1,213,000 1,213,000 1,213,000 —2,240,000 
к 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 +1,000,000 s 
1 68,000 68,000 68,000 - 1,211,000 2,383,000 ‘ 
е 117,541,000 117,541,000 117,541,000 —12,354,000 А 
М 778,000 778,000 658,000 658,000 658,000 = 120,000 20,000 A 
М ‚ 120,480,000 120,480,000 120,480,000 — 14,925,000 
o r. ————————————————————r————r᷑r᷑:᷑᷑——᷑:—:—:——————— . — 
728,468,000 796,995,000 671,561,000 671,561,000 671,561,000 —56,907,000 


728,735,200 796,995,000 671,561,000 671,561,000 671,561,000 —57174200 
4,090,000 4,265,000 3,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000 = 1,090,000 1 — =н Ме 
1,370,000 1 » 1,164,000 750,000 — 620,000 — 664,000 +750,000 = 414,000 
J 375, . — калың . -275% ............. 
„„ % . рн 
6,019,000 6,460,000 6,019,000 5,116,000 5,116,000 — 903,000 — 1,344,000 
1,335,000 1,260,000 1,260,000 1,260,000 1,260,000 80 AAA сынна» 
=—————————————_—ЄЄ——Є—Є—Є—Є—Є—Є—Є—Є— ——————— 
liss yeu at Arms of the House of Representa- 
кететин итек 33,463,000 34,643,000 34,213,000 33,906,000 34,213,000 +750,000 GRID © pends +307,000 
14890 Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper of the Sen- 
— г. 35,919,000 37,381,000 35,919,000 35,919,000 ИР „өөө 0, Т A 
14895 Sales 69, 72,024, 70,132,000 69, 132, 750,000 
— шю ий бшш ee иш 
14950 Subtotal, Capitol Police 71,382,000 74,214,000 72,692,000 72,015,000 72,692,000 +1,310,000 
15300 i 
Service 
5320 


86,187,000 89,706,000 85,742,000 
21,970,000 888 = 3,615,000 
23,188,000 25,788,000 24,288,000 25,788,000 
9,103,000 
100,000 
9,203,000 
22,797,000 
(2,015,000) 
5,270,000 
47,619,000 
41,364,000 
36,637,000 
—3,200.000  — 3,200,000 4,000,000 4,000, 
33,437,000 37,862,000 32,578,000 31,518,000 
150,487,000 170522000 93,554,000 134.551.000 
159,690,000 180545000 10222300 14352700 
60,084,000 65,913,000 75,083,000 60,084,000 
89,724,000 91,624,000 88,281,000 85,500,000 


1,630,158,700 1778703000 1047178000 1,504,060,000 


86,839,000 +652,000 
3,615,000 — 18,355,000 
24,288,000 +1,100,000 


— 4,000,000 800,000 — 800,000 — 

31,518,000 = 1,919,000 — 6,344,000 — 1,060,000 ... 
134,301,000 — 16,186,000 -%2100 +40,747,000 

142,970,000 — 16.720.000 —37,575,000 +40,747,000 
60.084.000 — 5,829,000 —14,899,000 ................ 
83,770,000 — 5,954,000 — 7,854,000 = 4,511,000 -1730000 


1,500,046,000 — 130.112.700 -2%5000 452.868.000 4,014,000 
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CONFERENCE AGREEMENT—Continued 
5 Conference compared with 
FY 1995 enacted FY 1996 esti House Senate Conference 
Enacted Estimates House Senate 
19000 Salaries and expenses с 101600 231580000 19391000 21316000 205406 +150000  —19916000 417900 -15400 
19100 Authority to spend receipts. nana —7/B69,000 786000 . =7,369000 7869000 789,00 .- 
19300 Net subtotal, Salaries and expenses s 202,295,000 223,711,000 186,042,000 205,295,000 203795000 +15000 —13 818,0 +17.753000  — 1,500,000 
12100 Copyright fis, salaries and ереше ~- 27,456,000 32,983,000 30,818,000 30,818,000 3038300 52000 2.168.900 
19500 to mee -ПАПО0 19770 19.330000 19.330000  — 19,830,000 2413.00 +4700 
Net subtotal, 10,045,000 131609 109800 1098800 1088 000 +3000 2411800 
44,951,000 47,583,000 44,951,000 44,951,000 4495100 F 
20700 Fumiture and furnishings ....... 5825000 5,825,000 1882000 1387000 438200 2439900 2343000 
20900 Тоз, Library of CRS)... 231600 7927500 246,863,000 266,116,000 26451600 1500,00 —25,609,000 17,753,000 
21000 ARCHITECT OF THE CAPTTOL 2 % 2 
21100 Library Buildings and Grounds 
21200 Structural and mechanical c.... 12,483,000 1929000 12480000 12.426 00 12428000 „FFF 
322000 3030000 16312000 3030700 30207000 
32,207,000 45727,00 16312000 30307000 30307000 1.900 0 18,4000 39350 
450,360,000 481,060,000 401,264,000 382806000 38280600 —67,554,000 9825400 18 458 00 
— 7.000 8,400,000  —8400.000 84000 3400 000 1.00000. 
- 443360000 472,660,000 392,864,000 37440600 37440600 68,954,000 88.2500 1848800 / 
J ͤ ᷣ K ²˙ G ²˙ 000 т. М осо САКОО ОЙ! 
aS ———————— ̃. n ————— — —————ů̃ (———ͤä—̃ "ZZ 
449,360,000 472 860000 392,864,000 37440600 37440600 7454000 862500 1800 
760,396,000 838,911,000 678,520,000 686,310,000 684810000 75 586000 187.1000 25250000 1 500 000 
239055470 26175100 172559800 2.190.370 000 2,184,895,00 — 205 636.70 432,758,000 483.155,00  —5,514,000 
15058050 604997000 зо ЖММ 426919000 l e +426,919,000 +10000 
796,995,000 671,561,000 671,561,000 6715100 57174200 125434000 7... 223 
86,187,000 89706000 85742000 87:076000 86839000 +652,000 — 2867.000 7119700 
21.970000 23195000 ... 3615000 3615000 –18355000 —19580000 +351500 
23188000 5,788,000 288000 29.785000 21288000 +1100 —1500,000 ... 000 
185000 108500 1929000 143527000 129000 16.7000 —37'575,000 074000 357000 
60,084,000 65913,00 75 083.00 60 60,084,000 ............ 5829000 149990 
89.724.000 91,624,000 88,281,000 85,500,000 8377000 5354000 7800 4511000 -17900 
1,630,158,700 178709340 1,047,178,000 150406000 150005600 — 130 11270 278 65/000 452368000  — 4,014,000 
3230000 10700 10053000 3,053,000 3,053,000 10% J  —7,000,000 2... 
263,116,000 29027500 246,863,000 256116000 26461600 +150000 2380.00 2177800 1500500 
12,483,000 19,929,000 12.428000 12,428,000 12,428,000 258; TER t 
32.207.000 45,727,000 1831200 30,307,000 30,307,000 1.800 90 —15,420.000 43995900 
493000 472560000 2392.854000 374.4000 374406000  —74954000  —98.254.000 — 18,458,000 
760,396,000 8339100 678,520,000 686,310,000 684,810,000 75 586000  — 154,101,000 26290000 15500000 
2395470 2511784000 1.025 598000 2.190.300 0 2143500  — 205,698,700 43205800 459.1580000  — 5,514,000 
16,800,000 
_ 78500000 


Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to support the conference agree- 
ment on H.R. 1854, the Legislative 
Branch Appropriations Act for fiscal 
year 1996. Compromises between the 
House and Senate version of this bill 
were necessary in order to reach this 


agreement, and I am pleased that we 
were able to work out our differences 
cooperatively. 


The appropriations made in the con- 
ference report total $2,184,856,000. This 
is a $205,698,700 below the 1995 level, and 
roughly $5 million below the Senate- 
passed bill. 


I want to at this time express my ap- 


500,000 +500,000 +500,000 +500,000 +500,000 
92,300,000 75, ‚255,2 3215527 —19,692,723 -59М4723 42.744. — 1,500,000 
2,709,914,000 5 1217511277 22538142 — 492.302.223 416,413.77  — 7,014,000 
(2617.814000 (1. 725,888.00) 442570500 (2,184,856,000) ( 205,698,700) ( 432.758.000 (459.156.900) (— 5,514,000) 
(92,300,000) (75,500,000) (34,255,277) (32,755,277) (19,692,723) (—59544723) (— 42,744,723) (—1,500, 
2209914000 1801198000 22246525277 22178127 © — 225,391,423 — 492,302,723 «64327  — 7,014,000 
92,300,000 75,500,000 92,300, 92.300,000 442000 2 416,800,000 .......... 
2517514000 1725598000 2132325277 21253112777 —225474223 © 492,302,723 +399,613,277 -704000 


preciation and respect for Senator 
MACK, the subcommittee chairman. He 


handled this bill in a very open, non- 
partisan manner. He took his respon- 
sibility seriously and he did a very ex- 
cellent job, and he was really good to 
work with. I thank him publicly for the 
hard work he has done on this bill. 
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We did not agree on every issue. I am 
particularly concerned about the elimi- 
nation of the Office of Technology As- 
sessment. However, Senator MACK 
made sure all views on this subject 
were fully aired in conference before 
we settled this issue. 

In the end, we were able to get some 
protection for OTA workers to ensure 
that they are not thrown out on the 
street the moment this bill passes. I 
want to thank our chairman for his 
help with that matter, as well. 

I also want to take a moment to ex- 
press a few personal thoughts about 
this bill. This bill cuts over $200 mil- 
lion out of the congressional budget. 
That is about a 10-percent cut. In this 
time of fiscal deficits, and the need to 
reduce spending, I believe we did it the 
way it should be done—line by line, 
program by program, bill by bill. We 
thought this through and made tough, 
but sensible, decisions. Most impor- 
tantly, we are showing we can lead by 
example in the battle to reduce Federal 
spending by cutting Congress first. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to join 
me in supporting the conference report. 
It makes sense, and it sets the right 
tone in the broader effort to reduce 
spending. 

(Mr. CAMPBELL assumed the Chair.) 

Мг. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of H.R. 1854, the legislative 
branch appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 1996. 

The bill, as reported provides $2.1 bil- 
lion in new budget authority and $2 bil- 
lion in outlays for the congress and 
other legislative branch agencies, in- 
cluding the Library of Congress, the 
General Accounting Office, and the 
Government Printing Office, among 
others. 

When outlays from prior year appro- 
priations and other adjustments are 
taken into account, the bill totals $2.2 
billion in budget authority and $2.3 bil- 
lion in outlays. The bill is under the 
subcommittee’s 602(b) allocation by $35 
million in budget authority and $2 mil- 
lion in outlays. 

I want to commend the distinguished 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Legislative Branch Subcommittee for 
producing a bill that is substantially 
within their 602(b) allocation. 

I am pleased that this bill incor- 
porates most of the changes endorsed 
by the Republican Conference last De- 
cember and achieves the goal of reduc- 
ing legislative branch spending by $200 
million from the 1995 level. It is impor- 
tant that the Congress set an example 
for the rest of the country by cutting 
its own spending first. 

Another important feature of this 
bill is that it provides an increase of 
$1.1 million over the 1995 level for the 
Congressional Budget Office to enable 
that agency to meet the new require- 
ments that were created in the Un- 
funded Mandates Reform Act passed 
earlier this year. 
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I urge the Senate to adopt this con- 
ference report. 

I ask unanimous consent that a 
Budget Committee table showing the 
final scoring of the bill be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


LEGISLATIVE BRANCH SUBCOMMITTEE 
n рЫ Ша а Нн ма 


Nondefense discretionary: 
Outlays from prior-year BA and other actions 


Adjusted ‹ 
tee 602(b) allocation: 
Defense di 


~ Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for 
consistency with current scorekeeping conventions 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. And on 
behalf of Senator SIMON, I yield back 
his time as well. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on adoption of the 
conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote occur 
immediately following the first vote in 
connection with the D.C. appropria- 
tions bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. The legislative 
clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO- 
PRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1996 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to the consideration of S. 1244. 

The bill will be stated by title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 1244) making appropriations for 
the government of the District of Columbia 
and other activities chargeable in whole or 
in part against the revenues of said District 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, 
and for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to present the fiscal year 1996 
District of Columbia appropriations 
bill to the Senate. The bill presented is 
within the subcommittee’s allocation 
and contains a Federal payment of $660 


million, which is the authorized 
amount and the same amount as last 
year. 


I should make clear that the Federal 
payment is not a gift from the Federal 
Government to the local government, 
it is a payment in lieu of taxes. More 
than half of the District’s property is 
untaxable to the local government. Of 
course all Federal property and build- 
ings are exempt, but so are many other 
valuable properties in the city. In addi- 
tion to foreign embassies and offices, 
also unavailable for tax purposes are 
facilities owned by entities with con- 
gressional charters. Properties such as 
the National Geographic Society, the 
International Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development, the International 
Monetary Fund, the Inter-American 
Development Bank, and all of the hos- 
pitals and universities in the city are 
also exempt. The properties I just list- 
ed account for more than $1 billion in 
value that is not taxable to the Dis- 
trict. 

In addition, the Congress restricts 
the city’s taxing power in other ways. 
The District is prohibited by law from 
taxing income earned in the city by 
those who live in the suburbs. This is 
no small amount. The Census Bureau 
estimates that of the $33 billion earned 
annually by individuals in the District, 
$19 billion is earned by nonresidents— 
over half—and therefore completely es- 
capes District taxes. 

This past year many of the District’s 
financial problems came to a head. Fis- 
cal year 1994 ended with a record defi- 
cit of $335 million. In an unusually co- 
operative endeavor Members of the 
House and Senate worked together, 
along with the Office of Management 
and Budget, to craft legislation which 
established a five-member unpaid fi- 
nancial control board for the District. 
The board, formally known as the Fi- 
nancial Responsibility and Manage- 
ment Assistance Authority, has been 
working since June 1, and has made a 
significant contribution to the bill we 
are recommending to the Senate today. 
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The bill before us represents the rec- 
ommendations of the authority of the 
District’s fiscal year 1996 budget. The 
authority is a powerful new player in 
the District’s budget process. This au- 
thority must approve annual budgets 
and multiyear financial plans devel- 
oped by the Mayor. 

This authority is designed to provide 
the kind of day-to-day and month-to- 
month oversight as well as fiscal exper- 
tise that the Congress is neither de- 
signed nor inclined to exercise. The au- 
thority has the power to require the 
city to change its budget estimates of 
both revenues and expenditures. If the 
estimates are unrealistic and the city 
does not make the necessary changes, 
the authority can implement those 
changes on its own. 

Each year between now and fiscal 
year 1998, the District is permitted to 
submit and operate with an unbalanced 
budget, as long as it makes progress to- 
ward a balanced budget. This will give 
time to Congress and the local political 
leaders to address some of the issues 
concerning our relationship to the 
local government. 

On July 15, the authority made rec- 
ommendations to the City Council for 
changes in the budget that the District 
had adopted in May. On August 1, the 
council responded by adopting an 
amendment in their budget. Finally, on 
August 15, the authority submitted to 
Congress the District's response to 
their recommendations. The commit- 
tee’s bill is based upon these rec- 
ommendations. 

The District has a long way to go to 
be a well-run, efficient, and financially 
stable city. With the Control Board in 
place, we have made important first 
steps. 

On September 14, the chairman of the 
Authority, Dr. Andrew Brimmer, testi- 
fied before our subcommittee that the 
Authority is developing a positive, 
working relationship with city officials 
based on cooperation. At a recent budg- 
et summit, where authority represent- 
ing the city officials questioned var- 
ious agencies about their budget, Dr. 
Brimmer testified that the discussion 
focused on improving the city’s serv- 
ices, accountability, and getting the 
information necessary for managers 
and decisionmakers. 

Those inquiries came from both the 
Authority and the senior District offi- 
cials. Of course, the proof will be in the 
doing, but the start is good. Iam really 
pleased with the way they have been 
working. 

While the Control Board will be 
charged with overseeing the restora- 
tion of the District’s financial health 
and improving its management effec- 
tiveness, the Congress must review the 
complete relationship with the local 
government. Its fiscal problems are not 
caused by lack of revenue. The city 
elects and spends more than $3 billion 
of local revenue each year. That ought 
to be enough to operate this city. 
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In order for the city to maintain its 
long-term financial health, we, the 
Congress and the Federal Government, 
must reevaluate our relationship with 
the city in a dispassionate discussion 
with the District residents and their 
elected representatives. When we began 
drafting the Control Board legislation, 
we asked the General Accounting Of- 
fice to talk to people in other cities 
that have had similar financial dif- 
ficulties and established similar boards 
about their experiences. 

One factor that everyone volunteered 
in our interviews was that the poor 
quality of public schools had exacer- 
bated the middle-class flight from that 
city and was a major impediment in 
economic development. This is not just 
an economic development issue. Na- 
tionally, we are creating a generation 
of kids that cannot read or write prop- 
erly. 

This is not just bad educational pol- 
icy; it is a devastating implication for 
unemployment, welfare, and crime pol- 
icy in the near future, and especially in 
our cities like Washington. Each kid 
that we do not teach to read is a lost 
asset to this Nation, and we cannot af- 
ford to let our national assets decay. 
The District is no exception. We do not 
need to recite all the statistics. 

Washington, DC, spends more per 
student than any other school district 
yet has the poorest student outcomes 
on standardized tests of any school dis- 
trict. We have old, high-maintenance 
school buildings and too many of them. 
The problems of the District schools 
have been studied over and over and 
proposal after proposal has been made, 
but something happens between the 
commitment to reform and the imple- 
mentation of a plan. It is time that we 
stop studying, analyzing, and 
strategizing, and start implementing 
and holding accountable those who are 
responsible for realizing set goals. 

Mr. President, the committee is rec- 
ommending establishment of a com- 
mission to hold consensus around pub- 
lic school reform in the District. I em- 
phasize consensus. The seven-member 
commission will be made up entirely of 
local citizens charged with working 
with the school board and the super- 
intendent to develop and implement a 
reform plan. I emphasize working with 
the school board and the superintend- 
ent to develop and implement a reform 
plan. 

What we are providing is the struc- 
ture for effecting reform, not dictating 
what the details of that reform should 
be. I want to emphasize that again. It 
is a structure for effecting reform, not 
dictating what the details of that re- 
form should be. 

Some District leaders have reacted to 
this proposal with charges that it 
thwarts home rule and circumvents the 
citizens of the District, charges which I 
might add were made before having ac- 
cess to the entire proposal. Mr. Presi- 
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dent, to make these charges is to com- 
pletely ignore and cast scorn on what 
Congress has been all about this last 9 
months. The District of Columbia is in 
trouble fiscally, managerially, and I 
think most important, educationally in 
public schools. 

In difficult times, the city of Wash- 
ington has no one to turn to but the 
Federal Government. We, the Congress, 
and the citizens of the District are 
partners in whatever happens to this 
city. We are partners in finding solu- 
tions to all these difficulties that Con- 
gress specifically and the Federal Gov- 
ernment generally must be careful not 
to dictate or impose solutions on the 
citizens of the city. We need consensus. 

Another important charge to the 
commission and the board is to develop 
a capital investment plan for the need- 
ed school buildings and a separate 
funding mechanism to ensure that the 
work is done. 

Mr. President, on August 14, 1995, the 
superintendent received the report of 
the task force on education infrastruc- 
ture for the 2186 century. This report is 
an excellent description of the fiscal 
state of the public schools and needed 
steps to remedy the deficiencies. It sets 
out in plain terms the current condi- 
tion of the public schools in this city. 

Mr. President, 62 percent of the Dis- 
trict’s public schools are over 45 years 
old but only 8 of the 163 operating 
schools have ever had total renova- 
tions. 

There is an inability to accommodate 
educational programs and initiatives 
and technology in these buildings. Con- 
tinuing from the report: “Тһеге is no 
school building able to support a com- 
prehensive vocational or career focus 
to prepare students for work in the 2156 
century." 

That is totally intolerable and unac- 
ceptable. Based on the current number 
of schools and administrative build- 
ings, the task force estimates that it 
will cost $1.2 billion to restore these 
buildings to a state of good repair and 
to modernize the schools and provide 
infrastructure to support for tech- 
nology that is available and will be 
available. 

This price tag is overstated because 
the first priority is to determine how 
many school buildings will be needed 
for the future student enrollment. Once 
the decision is made on how many and 
in what locations school buildings are 
needed, a final cost estimate can be 
made. 

I am not just calling for the whole- 
sale closure of school buildings. We 
must take into consideration the fiscal 
condition of the current inventory as 
well as answer questions as, What ef- 
fect will the success of economic devel- 
opment programs have on enrollment? 
Or, What effect will the success of 
drop-out prevention programs have on 
the number of high schools needed? 
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Currently, with the discussion on a 
number of needed school buildings, de- 
bate must begin on the funding mecha- 
nism. It is imperative that this mecha- 
nism be under the control of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia financial responsibil- 
ity authority and that any debt issue 
to outside the District’s 14 percent of 
the local revenue cap on outstanding 
debt. We are right at that cap right 
now for all of the other infrastructure 
aspects of the city. There is no latitude 
in that, nor should it be used for the 
purposes of the school improvement 
program. 

This latter point is necessary due to 
the extensive deferred maintenance 
that exists in the system because the 
school fiscal infrastructure has not 
been maintained routinely. The 
schools’ normal capital program can- 
not be expected to handle the high an- 
nual expenditures that will be needed 
over the next 10 years. 

In order for this new funding mecha- 
nism to be viable, it will require a sep- 
arate revenue stream for debt service. 
All potential sources will be consid- 
ered, including a small dedicated short- 
term reciprocal income tax to provide 
a stable and reliable source for debt 
service funds. Another obvious source 
is the cash flow generated by the sale 
of the surplus school property. 

These options should be explored by 
the control board, the board of edu- 
cation, District council, and the Mayor 
along with all other regional and Dis- 
trict groups of interest. Local or Fed- 
eral legislation should be developed 
that would facilitate creation of an ap- 
propriate funding mechanism and 
source of income. 

The bill also contains language that 
establishes a charter schools initiative 
for District public schools to improve 
and encourage community involve- 
ment. The subcommittee developed 
this initiative in cooperation with Sen- 
ator SPECTER, who is very interested in 
this subject and his help was important 
to its inclusion. 

Charter schools offer great promise 
in reforming public education because 
they link the important factors of 
school-site autonomy, parental choice, 
regulatory flexibility, private sector 
initiative, accountability for student 
outcomes, and community participa- 
tion. The committee believes that the 
autonomy of individual charter schools 
from external controls, such as those of 
the school district and union require- 
ments, is essential for their success. 

To ensure charter schools’ autonomy, 
the committee has defined them as 
public schools that operate with inde- 
pendence from the District of Columbia 
public schools as local education agen- 
cies. This definition in no way removes 
charter schools from the oversight of 
the District of Columbia public schools 
or other charter granting authorities. 
Unlike traditional public schools, these 
schools must meet the terms of their 
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charters, including specified student 
outcomes. If not, their charters can be 
revoked or not renewed. 

I want to note the efforts of the cur- 
rent superintendent who has estab- 
lished schools-within-schools charters 
and enterprise schools within the pub- 
lic schools. These schools-within- 
schools share some of the same at- 
tributes of our proposed charter 
schools but are chosen by only one en- 
tity and are not as independent as they 
ought to be. It is our intention to build 
upon this good start, not reinvent the 
wheel. 

In closing, Mr. President, I thank my 
other colleagues on the subcommittee, 
our able ranking member, Senator 
KOHL, and my colleague on our side of 
the aisle, Senator BENNETT, who have 
attended our hearings and taken a gen- 
uine interest in the work of the sub- 
committee. Finally, I thank the chair- 
man of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, the Senator from Oregon, Sen- 
ator HATFIELD, and our distinguished 
ranking member, the Senator from 
West Virginia, Senator BYRD, for the 
leadership and guidance we have re- 
ceived in bringing this bill before the 
Senate today. 

Mr. President, that concludes my for- 
mal presentation, I will be happy to an- 
swer any questions or consider any 
amendments that Senators may have. 
Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL] is rec- 
ognized. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I commend 
the distinguished subcommittee chair- 
man, Mr. JEFFORDS, for his hard work 
and dedication in bringing this meas- 
ure to the Senate floor. 

The fiscal year 1996 District of Co- 
lumbia appropriations bill is the result 
of a bipartisan effort. It cleared the 
Senate Appropriations Committee by a 
vote of 28 yeas to 0 nays. 

The bill includes a Federal payment 
of $660 million, which is the same as 
the President’s budget request and the 
previous year’s level. 

The bill also provides the overall 
budget for the District of Columbia. 
That budget has been developed and 
presented to the Congress by city offi- 
cials and the Financial Responsibility 
and Management Assistance Authority 
for the District of Columbia, otherwise 
known as the Control Board. The Con- 
trol Board was created earlier this year 
by the District of Columbia Financial 
Responsibility and Management Act of 
1995. 

The bill recommends a balanced 
budget for the District government. 
The funding levels recommended in the 
budget are the same as those rec- 
ommended by the Control Board. The 
Board is expected to work with the 
Mayor and City Council to oversee and 
make further reforms in the District’s 
budget, finances, and operation. 

The bill would also establish a seven- 
member Commission on Consensus 
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Public School Reform. The Commis- 
sion, which is strongly supported by 
the subcommittee chairman, will seek 
to develop reform goals and approve 
and oversee annual reform implemen- 
tation plans for the school system. 

The bill would also establish proce- 
dures for public charter schools to open 
in the District, which would offer inno- 
vative educational approaches and op- 
portunities to District students. In ad- 
dition, the bill calls for city officials 
and the Control Board to develop op- 
tions for consolidating and moderniz- 
ing the public school infrastructure. 

Mr. President, I again commend the 
distinguished subcommittee chairman 
and urge the adoption of the bill. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia [Mr. BYRD] is 
recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, is the bill 
open to amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. The bill is open to 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2768 
(Purpose: To improve order and discipline in 
District of Columbia Public Schools) 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from West Virginia (Мг. 
— proposes an amendment numbered 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 53, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 

(H) The Chief of the National Guard Bu- 
reau who shall be an ex officio member. 

On page 66, strike line 15 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 211. IMPROVING ORDER AND DISCIPLINE. 

(a) DRESS СОрЕ.- 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than the first 
day of the 1996-1997 school year, the Commis- 
sion shall develop and implement, through 
the Board of Education and the Superintend- 
ent of Schools, a uniform dress code for the 
District of Columbia Public Schools. 

(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—The dress code— 

(A) shall include a prohibition of gang 
membership symbols; 

(B) shall take into account the relative 
costs of any policy for each student; and 

(C) may include a requirement that stu- 
dents wear uniforms. 

(b) COMMUNITY SERVICE REQUIREMENT FOR 
SUSPENDED STUDENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Any student suspended 
from classes at a District of Columbia Public 
School who is required to serve the suspen- 
sion outside the school shall perform com- 
munity service for the period of suspension. 
The community service required by this sub- 
section shall be subject to rules and regula- 
tions promulgated by the Mayor. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This subsection shall 
take effect beginning on the first day of the 
1996-1997 school year. 
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SEC. 212. EXPIRATION DATE. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, it is no se- 
cret that over the years the District of 
Columbia Public School System has 
suffered from a lack of discipline in the 
classroom. It appears that the situa- 
tion is not improving and is probably 
deteriorating. The lack of discipline in 
a public school classroom by even one 
student can thwart the education proc- 
ess for the teacher and the students 
who want to learn. Mr. President, it is 
time to reclaim the classroom—for the 
teachers and for the serious students— 
from the disruption caused by problem 
students lacking in self-discipline and 
a desire to learn. 

I commend the distinguished Sub- 
committee Chairman, Mr. JEFFORDS. 
His is a thankless task. He has done a 
good job. One of his initiatives has 
been to propose the establishment of a 
seven-member Commission on Consen- 
sus Public School Reform. I will have 
more to say about that in a moment. 

Mr. President, the thrust of the 
amendment I am proposing builds upon 
the initiative of the Subcommittee 
Chairman. In the first place, it pro- 
poses that any student suspended from 
classes at a District of Columbia Pub- 
lic School, who is required to serve the 
suspension outside the school, shall 
perform community service for the pe- 
riod of the suspension. 

Mr. President, often the misbehavior 
detected in the public school system is 
punished by a suspension; however, 
this suspension is very often looked 
upon as a vacation by the individual 
suspended. The thrust of my amend- 
ment is to see that any student that 
finds himself or herself suspended shall 
use that time to perform a community 
service. A community service required 
by my amendment would be subject to 
rules and regulations promulgated by 
the Mayor. Thus, the individual under 
suspension would not be rewarded by a 
week off of idle time, but would be re- 
quired to make some contribution to 
the community during that time. 

Students who are expelled and then 
left to their own devices tend to be- 
come bored and then, as a result, may 
get into further trouble. Requiring 
them to perform service for the com- 
munity benefits the community, pro- 
vides supervision for the time the stu- 
dent is out of the classroom, and dem- 
onstrates to the student that job op- 
portunities will likely be limited with- 
out the benefit of an education. 

A second part of my amendment is 
related to a dress code. I am advised 
that in the year since Long Beach, 
California, made uniforms mandatory 
for all elementary and secondary 
school students, the Long Beach 
School district has seen a 36-percent 
drop in school crime and a 32-percent 
reduction in student suspensions. Many 
parents now spend a great deal of 
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money on elaborate, fashion-conscious 
clothing ensembles, which cost far in 
excess of most uniforms. One reads 
newspaper articles about young people 
fighting and even murdering each other 
over articles of clothing, high-priced 
tennis shoes, and so forth. A dress code 
would keep obnoxious or inappropriate 
clothing out of the classroom, mini- 
mizing the differences between income 
levels among students, and removing 
the focus from clothes and gang sym- 
bols and placing it, instead, on scholar- 
ship and school activities. 

The amendment І am proposing 
would implement through the Board of 
Education and the Superintendent of 
Schools a uniform dress code for the 
District of Columbia Public Schools. 
The dress code would include a prohibi- 
tion of gang membership symbols; it 
should take into account the relative 
cost of any policy for each student; 
and, it may even include a requirement 
that students wear uniforms. It does 
not require that, but this would be up 
to the District authorities. This mod- 
est proposal has yielded improvements 
in discipline in some of the jurisdic- 
tions in which it has been employed, 
and it appears to be a worthwhile ef- 
fort. 

The third aspect of the amendment 
that I am proposing relates to the ini- 
tiative of the Subcommittee Chairman 
to establish a Commission on Consen- 
sus Reform in the District of Columbia 
Public Schools, to create a consensus 
around reform goals and to oversee and 
monitor the implementation phase of 
the reforms. This Commission, accord- 
ing to the Subcommittee’s legislative 
proposal, will consist of a member ap- 
pointed by the Senate Majority Leader; 
а member appointed by the Speaker of 
the House; two members appointed by 
the President—one who should rep- 
resent the local business community 
and one who is a teacher within the 
District of Columbia public schools. 
Also, the President of the District of 
Columbia Congress of Parents and 
Teachers and the President of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Board of Education, 
as well as the Superintendent of Public 
Schools of the District of Columbia 
would be members of the Commission. 
The Mayor and Council Chairman 
would each name one non-voting, ex- 
officio member. The amendment that I 
am proposing would add the Chief of 
the National Guard Bureau as an ex- 
officio member. 

Mr. President, for the past two years, 
the National Guard has been directly 
involved in youth programs throughout 
the United States. During this time, 
the National Guard has had a direct 
and positive impact on at-risk“ youth 
in over thirty states and territories 
through its sponsorship of five separate 
youth programs. I am told that all of 
these programs have been a success. 
With this in mind, I am recommending 
that the Chief of the National Guard 
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Bureau, Lieutenant General Edward D. 
Baca, be an ex-officio member. The 
purpose would be to increase National 
Guard participation in the District of 
Columbia Public Schools, so that a 
number of new and positive programs 
can be pursued, which will tend to pro- 
mote discipline іп the District's 
schools and which will assist “at-risk” 
youth. The National Guard is an orga- 
nization comprised of the local inter- 
ested citizenry. They have proven 
themselves to be dedicated profes- 
sionals, who have displayed time and 
again their commitment not only to 
the national defense, but to the com- 
munity as well. 

In summary, Mr. President, I am pro- 
posing an amendment that would initi- 
ate a program of community service 
for suspended students. It would also 
propose a dress code and would 
strengthen the initiative of the Sub- 
committee Chairman, by making the 
Chief of the National Guard Bureau an 
ex-officio member of the Commission 
on consensus reform in the District of 
Columbia public schools. 

Discipline is a problem in classrooms 
all across America. Students cannot 
learn and teachers cannot teach when 
the classroom is disrupted by disorder, 
and, in many cases, even by fear of vio- 
lence. 

Jurisdictions around the country are 
trying to craft new approaches to curb 
classroom violence and restore sanity 
to our institutions of learning. New ap- 
proaches must be tried. I believe that 
the steps proposed in my amendment 
may enable the District’s schools to 
get a handle on some of the violence 
and disruptive behavior which are all 
too common in our Nation’s class- 
rooms. 

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2769 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2768 
(Purpose: To limit the amendment to 2 
school years in order to evaluate the effec- 

tiveness of amendment) 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment in the second degree to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD] proposes an amendment numbered 2769 
to amendment No. 2768. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 2, after line 25 insert the follow- 
ing: 
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(c) EXPIRATION DATE.—This section and the 
membership provided in section 202(a)(2)(H) 
shall expire on the last day of the 1997-1998 
school year. 

(d) REPORT.—The Commission shall study 
the effectiveness of the policies implemented 
pursuant to this section in improving order 
and discipline in schools and report its find- 
ings to the appropriate committees of Con- 
gress 60 days before the last day of the 1997- 
1998 school year. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the sec- 
ond-degree amendment makes this a 
pilot program. It very well may be in- 
structive and helpful for the rest of the 
country to have a pilot program here 
in the District of Columbia. This would 
be a 2-year pilot program and would re- 
quire a report to the Committee of 
Congress after a 2-year period on the 
effected school discipline resulting 
from the initiatives embodied in the 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the second-degree amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
both managers. I have discussed this 
measure with both the majority and 
minority managers. They have been 
very careful in their study of the 
amendment. They will speak for them- 
selves in regard to it. But I do appre- 
ciate their cooperation and courtesy, 
which are characteristic of both of 
them. 

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS] is 
recognized. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
want to commend the senior Senator 
from West Virginia for what I think is 
an excellent suggestion as to how we 
can help the District of Columbia find 
some of the answers that have been 
lacking in our educational system in 
this country. 

I think the pilot program to take 
care of those who get turned out of the 
school system is an excellent one. One 
of the greatest problems we have in the 
city of Washington and the cities 
throughout the country is kids that are 
dropping out and those that leave in- 
voluntarily. At the same time nation- 
ally, we are cutting back on the num- 
ber of young people that are being 
brought into the military, and often 
those young people who have that 
problem have found that the military 
has helped them greatly in their abil- 
ity to straighten their lives out and to 
get back into the school systems and 
get an education. 

I, therefore, am willing to accept 
both the second-degree amendment and 
the original amendment on this side of 
the aisle. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished manager of the bill 
for his comments in support of the 
amendment and for his willingness to 
accept the amendment. 
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Mr. KOHL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL] is rec- 
ognized. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr, President, I must re- 
luctantly object to the amendment of- 
fered by my distinguished colleague 
from West Virginia. While I believe 
this amendment has many fine parts to 
it, and it certainly is well-intentioned, 
I believe that it would interfere with 
the development of a cooperative rela- 
tionship between the Congress and the 
District. 

I have consistently supported the 
principle of home rule, and I continue 
to feel that it is a very important ob- 
jective. 

I do not intend to debate my distin- 
guished colleague. But I do feel it пес- 
essary to lodge my objection. I hope at 
some point that we will have а rollcall 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
know there is a desire to stack votes so 
that Members will not be interrupted 
in their committee meetings. I suggest 
at this time that this amendment be 
set aside so that the leaders can meet 
and give us a suggestion as to how we 
can proceed. I believe there may be one 
other vote on an amendment. The 
other amendments, I believe, will be 
accepted. 

So, at this time, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be set 
aside temporarily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2770 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
on tax cuts and Medicare) 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from North Dakota (Mr. Dor- 
GAN) proposes an amendment numbered 2770. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the suspension of the read- 
ing of the amendment? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I object to suspend- 
ing the reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to read the amendment. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON BUDGET PRI- 
ORITIES. 

(а) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that 

(1) the concurrent resolution on the budget 

for fiscal year 1996 (H. Con. Res. 67) calls for 
$245 billion in tax reductions and $270 billion 
in projected spending reductions from Medi- 
care; 
(2) reducing projected Medicare spending 
by $270 billion could substantially increase 
out-of-pocket health care costs for senior 
citizens, reduce the quality of care available 
to Medicare beneficiaries and threaten the 
financial health of some health care provid- 
ers, especially in rural areas; 

(3) seventy-five percent of Medicare bene- 
ficiaries have annual incomes of less than 
$25,000; 

(4) most of the tax cuts in the tax bill 
passed by the House of Representatives (H.R. 
1215) go to families making over $100,000 per 
year, according to the office of Tax Analysis 
of the United States Department of the 
Treasury. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that— 

(1) the Committee on Finance and the Sen- 
ate should approve no tax legislation which 
reduces taxes for those making over $101,000 
per year; and 

(2) the savings from limiting any tax re- 
ductions in this way should be used to reduce 
any cuts in projected Medicare spending. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside for the sole 
purpose of considering the following 
amendments: An amendment by Sen- 
ator INHOFE, an amendment by Senator 
DOLE and myself, an amendment by 
Senator BINGAMAN, and Senator BOXER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. After those are 
taken care of, we would return to the 
status quo. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO, 2771 

Mr. INHOFE. I send an amendment 
to the desk and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. ІМНОҒЕ) 
proposes an amendment numbered 2771: 


The amendment is as follows: 


At the appropriate place insert the follow- 
ing: “Мопе of the funds provided in this Act 
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may be used directly or indirectly for the 
renovation of the property located at 227 7th 
Street Southeast (commonly known as East- 
ern Market), except that funds provided in 
this Act may be used for the regular mainte- 
nance and upkeep of the current structure 
and grounds located at such property.” 

Mr. INHOFE. I asked the clerk to go 
ahead and read it in its entirety so peo- 
ple could understand that this is sim- 
ply а one-sentence, very simple, 
straightforward amendment, one that I 
have had before this body, successfully 
passed by the other body, on numerous 
occasions. 

We have a very unique institution 
not far from the Capitol known as the 
Eastern Market. The Eastern Market 
has a unique type of a character of its 
own. And for a number of years, there 
have been notions trotting around that 
it should be renovated and contracted 
out to various people, against the wish- 
es certainly of everyone I have ever 
talked to. The neighborhood associa- 
tions want to keep it as it is and the 
same vendors who have been in there, 
not for years, but for decades. 

So, this would preclude, and it would 
be clearly the intent—I want the 
RECORD to reflect this—that no funds 
directly or indirectly could be used for 
renovation or for construction or for 
changing the character of this institu- 
tion; in other words, not using local 
funds to be replaced with Federal 
funds. I think it is something we have 
dealt with every year. 

I will respond to any questions. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I won- 
der if the Senator from Oklahoma 
would yield to me for a question. 

Mr. INHOFE. Yes. I would be happy 


to. 

Mr. DORGAN. My understanding is 
that—I ask if it is correct—the Senator 
from Oklahoma is attempting to pre- 
vent the use of funds to essentially 
come in and raze the Eastern Market 
and create a new gasoline station with 
26 pumps and 1 person working there, 
or for that matter a motel or an office 
complex. 

I very much support what the Sen- 
ator is doing. I supported him when he 
did it in the House of Representatives. 
The Eastern Market, for those who 
have never seen it, is a very unique 
place. It is a market where individuals 
come and set up fruit stands and sell 
fruits and vegetables, and they sell 
fresh meats over there. 

It is a wonderful neighborhood mag- 
net, unique in character. It has been 
there for many, many years. And I 
know a lot of people think progress is 
knocking all those things down and 
paving it all over and building some- 
thing bright and shiny. Boy, I will tell 
you, it would not be progress, in my 
judgment, to see the Eastern Market 
destroyed in this town. It is a wonder- 
ful, wonderful thing. 

I think the Senator’s amendment 
makes a great deal of sense, and I sup- 
ported him previously on it. I com- 
pliment him on it. 
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Is it the case that the Senator is sim- 
ply trying to prevent the razing of the 
Eastern Market in one form or another 
and trying to preserve it in this town? 

Mr. INHOFE. Either razing it or 
transforming it. It would lose its char- 
acter that it has had for the last 150 
years. That is correct. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I am prepared to ac- 
cept the amendment for this side. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, we are also 
prepared to accept the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2771) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2772 
(Purpose: Making a technical correction to 
the bill) 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2772. 

The amendment is as follows:. 

On page 2 at line 17: Strike “$52,070,000” 
and insert 352,000,000.“ 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, this 
is a technical amendment to bring the 
printed bill into compliance with the 
committee’s recommendations and the 
tables in the back of the committee re- 
port. The amendment eliminates 
$70,000 that was not part of the com- 
mittee’s recommended amount. 

I believe this amendment has the 
support of the Democratic floor man- 
ager. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

Mr. KOHL. We have no debate on the 
amendment. We are prepared to accept 
it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2772) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2773 
(Purpose: To make a technical change to the 
membership provisions of the Commission 
on Consensus Reform in the District of Co- 
lumbia Public Schools) 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL], 
for himself and Mr. JEFFORDS, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2773. 

Mr. KOHL. I ask unanimous consent 
that reading of the amendment be dis- 
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The amendment is as follows: 

On page 52, strike lines 13 through 16 and 
insert the following: 

“(А) 1 member to be appointed by the 
President chosen from a list of 3 proposed 
members submitted by the Majority Leader 
of the Senate; 

„(B) 1 member to be appointed by the 
President chosen from a list of 3 proposed 
members submitted by the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives;"’. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, this 
amendment is a technical amendment 
to remove a possible constitutional 
challenge to the Commission on Con- 
sensus Reform in the D.C. public 
schools. The amendment provides that 
the President shall appoint two of the 
commission members from a list pro- 
vided by the majority leader of the 
Senate and the Speaker of the House. 

There is a constitutional question 
whether these congressional leaders 
could directly appoint members of the 
commission. This amendment cures 
that potential problem. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, we 
have no objection to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2773) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO, 2774 
(Purpose: To reduce the energy costs of Fed- 
eral facilities for which funds are made 
available under this Act) 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator BINGAMAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL], 
for Mr. BINGAMAN, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2774. 

Mr. KOHL. I ask unanimous consent 
that the reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 


ing: 
SEC. . ENERGY SAVINGS AT DISTRICT OF CO- 
LUMBIA FACILITIES. 
(a) REDUCTION IN FACILITIES ENERGY 
Совтв.-- 


(1) ІМ GENERAL.—The head of each agency 
of the District of Columbia for which funds 
are made available under this Act shall— 

(А) take all actions necessary to achieve 
during fiscal year 1996 a 5 percent reduction, 
from fiscal year 1995 levels, in the energy 
costs of the facilities used by the agency; or 

(B) enter into a sufficient number of en- 
ergy savings performance contracts with pri- 
vate sector energy service companies under 
title VIII of the National Energy Conserva- 
tion Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8287 et seq.) to 
achieve during fiscal year 1996 at least a 5 
percent reduction, from fiscal year 1995 lev- 
els, in the energy use of the facilities used by 
the agency. 

(2) GoAL.—The activities described in para- 
graph (1) should be a key component of agen- 
cy programs that will by the year 2000 result 
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in a 20 percent reduction, from fiscal year 
1985 levels, in the energy use of the facilities 
used by the agency, as required by section 
543 of the National Energy Conservation Pol- 
icy Act (42 U.S.C. 8253). 

(b) USE oF Cost SAVINGS.—An amount 
equal to the amount of cost savings realized 
by an agency under subsection (a) shall re- 
main available for obligation through the 
end of fiscal year 2000, without further au- 
thorization or appropriation, as follows: 

(1) CONSERVATION MEASURES.—Fifty рег- 
cent of the amount shall remain available 
for the implementation of additional energy 
conservation measures and for water con- 
servation measures at such facilities used by 
the agency as are designated by the head of 
the agency. 

(2) OTHER PURPOSES.—Fifty percent of the 
amount shall remain available for use by the 
agency for such purposes as are designated 
by the head of the agency, consistent with 
applicable law. 

(с) REPORTS.— 

(1) BY AGENCY HEADS.—The head of each 
agency for which funds are made available 
under this Act shall include in each report of 
the agency to the Secretary of Energy under 
section 548(a) of the National Energy Con- 
servation Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8258(a)) a de- 
scription of the results of the activities car- 
ried out under subsection (a) and rec- 
ommendations concerning how to further re- 
duce energy costs and energy consumption in 
the future. 

(2) BY SECRETARY OF ENERGY.—The reports 
required under paragraph (1) shall be in- 
cluded in the annual reports required to be 
submitted to Congress by the Secretary of 
Energy under section 548(b) of the Act (42 
U.S.C. 8258(b)). 

(3) CONTENTS.—With respect to the period 
since the date of the preceding report, a re- 
port under paragraph (1) or (2) shall— 

(A) specify the total energy costs of the fa- 
cilities used by the agency; 

(B) identify the reductions achieved; 

(C) specify the actions that resulted in the 
reductions; 

(D) with respect to the procurement proce- 
dures of the agency, specify what actions 
have been taken to— 

(i) implement the procurement authorities 
provided by subsections (a) and (c) of section 
546 of the National Energy Conservation Pol- 
icy Act (42 U.S.C. 8256); and 

(ii) incorporate directly, or by reference, 
the requirements of the regulations issued 
by the Secretary of Energy under title УШ 
of the Act (42 U.S.C. 8287 et seq.); and 

(E) specify— 

(i) the actions taken by the agency to 
achieve the goal specified in subsection 
(а)(2); 

(ii) the procurement procedures and meth- 
ods used by the agency under section 
546(а)(2) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 8256(a)(2)); and 

(iii) the number of energy savings perform- 
ance contracts entered into by the agency 
under title VIII of the Act (42 U.S.C. 8257 et 
seq.). 

ENERGY EFFICIENCY 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to commend the two floor man- 
agers of the bill, the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Vermont, Senator JEFFORDS, 
and the distinguished Senator from 
Wisconsin, Senator KOHL, and their 
staff, for their excellent and efficient 
management of the Fiscal Year 1996 
Appropriations Act for the District of 
Columbia. 

I would like to take a few moments 
to discuss an amendment I am offering 
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on this appropriations bill. My amend- 
ment encourages agencies funded under 
the bill to become more energy effi- 
cient and directs them to reduce facil- 
ity energy costs by 5 percent. The 
agencies will report to the Congress at 
the end of the year on their efforts to 
conserve energy and will make rec- 
ommendations for further conservation 
efforts. I have offered this amendment 
to every appropriations bill that has 
come before the Senate this year, and 
it has been accepted to each one. 

I believe this is a commonsense 
amendment: the Federal Government 
spends nearly $4 billion annually to 
heat, cool, and power its 500,000 build- 
ings. The office technology assistance 
and the alliance to save energy, a non- 
profit group which I chair with Senator 
JEFFORDS, estimate that Federal agen- 
cies could save $1 billion annually if 
they would make an effort to become 
more energy efficient and conserve en- 
ergy. 
Mr. President, I hope this amend- 
ment will encourage agencies to use 
new energy savings technologies when 
making building improvements in insu- 
lation, building controls, lighting, 
heating, and air-conditioning. The De- 
partment of Energy has made available 
for Governmentwide agency use 
streamlined energy saving performance 
contracts procedures, modeled after 
private sector initiatives. Unfortu- 
nately, most agencies have made little 
progress in this area. This amendment 
is an attempt to get Federal agencies 
to devote more attention to energy ef- 
ficiency, with the goal of lowering 
overall costs and conserving energy. 

As I mentioned, Mr. President, this 
amendment has been accepted to every 
appropriations bill the Senate has 
passed this year. I ask that my col- 
leagues support it. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, this 
amendment that I am offering on be- 
half of Senator BINGAMAN is intended 
to reduce the energy costs of the Fed- 
eral facilities for which funds are made 
available under this act. This amend- 
ment has been attached to nearly all of 
the other appropriations bills and re- 
emphasizes the energy conservation re- 
quirements mandated under the En- 
ergy Policy Act of 1992. 

I understand that there is no objec- 
tion on the other side of the aisle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, we 
have no objection to the amendment. 
We believe it is a good amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2774) was agreed 
to. 
Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask the 
managers if they have any further 
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business pending, or may I at this time 
offer my amendment? 

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, the 
unanimous-consent request that we 
have allows the Senator to offer her 
amendment at this time provided that 
she does not intend to require a vote. 

Mrs. BOXER. That is correct. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2775 
(Purpose: To provide that Members of Con- 
gress and the President shall not be paid 
during Federal Government shutdowns) 

Mrs. BOXER. I send an amendment 
to the desk and ask for its immediate 
consideration. I send it up on behalf of 
Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. DOLE, Mr. BUMPERS, 
Mr. Baucus, Mr. FEINGOLD, and Mr. 
BRYAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER], 
for herself, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. DOLE, Mr. 
BUMPERS, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. FEINGOLD, and 
Mr. BRYAN, proposes an amendment num- 
bered 2775. 

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the reading of the amend- 
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 


SEC, . PAY OF MEMBERS OF CONGRESS AND 
THE PRESIDENT DURING GOVERN- 
MENT SHUTDOWNS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Members of Congress and 
the President shall not receive basic pay for 
any period in which— 

(1) there is more than a 24 hour lapse in ap- 
propriations for any Federal agency or de- 
partment as a result of a failure to enact a 
regular appropriations bill or continuing res- 
olution; or 

(2) the Federal Government is unable to 
make payments or meet obligations because 
the public debt limit under section 3101 of 
title 31, United States Code has been 
reached. 

(b) RETROACTIVE PAY PROHIBITED.—No pay 
forfeited in accordance with subsection (a) 
may be paid retroactively. 

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, the 
amendment I have just sent to the desk 
would stop the pay for Members of Con- 
gress and the President during any pe- 
riod in which the Government fails to 
meet its obligations because of our 
failure to enact a budget. President 
Clinton supports this amendment. 

Americans are being warned every 
day that we may come to a train wreck 
over the budget. If we fail to enact ap- 
propriations bills by the end of the fis- 
cal year or if the debt limit ceiling is 
reached, the Government will stop pay- 
ing its bills and its debts. Small busi- 
ness people holding Government con- 
tracts, senior citizens with questions 
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about their Medicare coverage, even 
major financial institutions holding 
Government securities would be se- 
verely impacted by that so-called train 
wreck. 

Certainly there are major differences 
among Members of Congress and the 
President over what our national prior- 
ities should be. Yes, we have a Demo- 
cratic President and a Republican Con- 
gress. But we were elected to work to- 
gether, Mr. President. And I believe if 
we fail to do that, the most basic job 
we are sent here to do, then we should 
pay a price. 

The way this amendment would work 
is simple. If any part of the Govern- 
ment shuts down because of a lapse in 
appropriations for any Federal depart- 
ment or agency, or there is a shutdown 
because the debt ceiling has been 
reached, Members of Congress and the 
President will not get paid. 

Mr. President, some here have raised 
legitimate constitutional questions re- 
garding this amendment. But I think 
the amendment is constitutional. I 
think it sends an important message to 
the people across the country that we 
understand that we are paid to do our 
jobs fully. 

Today, the House Speaker threatened 
to take the Nation into default saying, 
and I quote him, “І do not care what 
the price із.” Mr. President, this is the 
greatest country on Earth. We must 
not default on our financial obliga- 
tions. I truly believe my amendment 
will help prevent a Government shut- 
down. I urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment, and I hope that we 
will do it right now very quickly with- 
out further debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator yield the floor? 

Mrs. BOXER. I do yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. This amendment із 
acceptable to us on this side. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, this side 
also accepts the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2775) was agreed 


to. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you very much, 
Mr. President, and I thank my col- 
leagues. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the rules, a Senator cannot reserve the 
right to object in calling off the 
quorum call. 

Mr. DORGAN. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An objec- 
tion is heard. The clerk will continue 
to call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk con- 
tinued to call the roll. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
an objection? Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I fur- 
ther ask unanimous consent that I be 
allowed to speak as in morning busi- 
ness for 5 minutes, and further, that 
the Senator from North Dakota be al- 
lowed 5 minutes as in morning business 
for debate only. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. The Senator has 5 minutes and 
the Senator from North Dakota has 5 
minutes. 

Mr. THOMAS. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. THOMAS pertain- 
ing to the introduction of S. 1268 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
МССАІМ). The Senator from North Da- 
kota is recognized for 5 minutes as in 
morning business. 


EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT 
NO. 2770 


Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I want 
to tell my colleagues who may be 
watching these proceedings where we 
are and why we are where we are. 

I offered an amendment some while 
ago, about half hour ago. We intended 
to offer a second-degree amendment to 
it to slightly modify it. We intended to 
get a vote on it. At that point, the Sen- 
ate was put into a quorum call. Since 
that time, two  noncontroversial 
amendments have been adopted. Ex- 
cept for this morning business, the 
Senate has been in a quorum call. 

I wanted to use this 5 minutes to ex- 
plain what this amendment was and 
why I am offering it and why there is 
no intent at all to delay the proceed- 
ings of the Senate today. I understand 
we want to finish this appropriations 
bill. I think we can do that quickly. On 
my amendment I would agree to a very 
short time limit. I told the chairman of 
the committee I would agree to a half 
hour time limit, if necessary. So we 
can finish this bill quickly. 
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My amendment does something very 
simple. Because the Finance Commit- 
tee in the Senate next week will deal 
with Medicare and Medicaid, and be- 
cause we have proposals on the table 
for substantial cuts in Medicare, pro- 
posals that were included in the budget 
that call for a very substantial tax cut, 
my amended is an amended amend- 
ment to try to send the sense of the 
Senate to the Finance Committee 
about priorities. I suggest if there is a 
tax cut coming out of the Senate Fi- 
nance Committee —and I do not think 
we ought to cut taxes at this point; we 
ought to keep our eye on the goal of re- 
ducing the Federal deficit. Cutting 
taxes may be popular but, in my judg- 
ment, it ought to be discussed after we 
have managed to balance the Federal 
budget. My sense-of-the-Senate amend- 
ment is that if there is a tax cut that 
comes out of the Finance Committee, 
it be limited to those making $100,000 a 
year or less. And by limiting the tax 
cut to those making under $100,000 a 
year, the savings could be used to re- 
duce the cut that is anticipated in 
Medicare. It is a very simple amend- 
ment with respect to priorities. 

I know people here will grit their 
teeth because of this amendment. But 
the reason there is the requirement to 
offer it is that the minority will have 
very little opportunity in the Senate 
Finance Committee; they are not in- 
volved in writing the bill. I am not 
complaining about that. That is the 
way the system works. The majority 
won, they control, they write the legis- 
lation. 

But we have an opportunity, it seems 
to me, to try to express ourselves on 
priorities. The priority here is the jux- 
taposition between tax cuts and the 
cut in Medicare. I hope very much that 
if there is to be a tax cut, it be a tax 
cut that is focused on those who earn 
less than $100,000 a year. I was on a tel- 
evision program two mornings ago 
with a member of the majority party. 
The member of the majority party 
said. Look, our tax cut is a family tax 
cut. It is going to go to working fami- 
lies, modest-income families.” I said, 
“Then we will give you chance to vote 
on it. As a matter of priorities, let us 
decide that is what we are going to 
do.“ That is what my amendment does. 
When we tried to second-degree it, of 
course, there was an objection to the 
amendment being considered as read 
and, therefore, we were not able to 
offer the second degree, and the Senate 
was put into a quorum call. 

I say to the chair that I have no in- 
tention of holding this bill up. But this 
amendment is not going to go away ei- 
ther. You сап second-degree this 
amendment and do it three or four 
times, and I will offer it again as a sec- 
ond degree to something else, because I 
believe we ought to have the right to 
vote on this. So it is not going to go 
away. We can dispose of it very quick- 
ly. I will agree to a time limit. I have 
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no intention of impeding the working 
of the Senate this afternoon. I hope 
very much that you will allow us the 
opportunity at an early time here to 
vote on an amendment of this type. 

Again, as I said, I think we should 
finish this bill this afternoon. The 
timeliness of this amendment is—the 
Senate Finance Committee begins 
work on this next week. I have no 
choice, really, but to offer this at this 
point. It is not a breach of any agree- 
ment or a breach of understanding by 
anybody. It is not an attempt to 
stretch out the time. It is about prior- 
ities in this country, and these are im- 
portant priorities which I will speak on 
at a point in time when the oppor- 
tunity exists for debate on the amend- 
ment itself. 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO- 
PRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1996 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2770 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand the desires of the Senator 
from North Dakota, and this obviously 
is a very important amendment. How- 
ever, we are dealing with the appro- 
priations bill for the District of Colum- 
bia. It is my intention—after a brief pe- 
riod of time for the leader to debate— 
to move to table the Senator’s amend- 
ment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President we have al- 
ready discussed the amendment. I won- 
der if we need anymore time. It has 
been explained two or three times by 
the Senator from North Dakota. If we 
can just have 1 minute on this side to 
explain our side, that would be suffi- 
cient. He has had 15 or 20 minutes. I do 
not see any reason for additional de- 
bate. A lot of colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle had hoped we might be fin- 
ished with this bill and the other con- 
ference report by 12:30. 

If the Senator from North Dakota 
could accommodate that, we will be 
prepared to table the amendment im- 
mediately. 

Mr. DORGAN. I say to the majority 
leader that I have not had 10 or 15 min- 
utes to debate this, but 5 minutes 
under morning business. 

I have no intention of delaying. If the 
Senator wants to proceed and there 
will be a tabling motion, I accept that. 
I appreciate that. 

I will ask for a couple more minutes, 
and if a colleague shows up who wants 
to speak, I hope we can accommodate a 
colleague, but I do not intend to string 
this out. 
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If your intention is to table this, we 
can move ahead quickly, but I want a 
couple of additional minutes to talk 
about the amendment. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from North Dakota be allowed to de- 
bate his amendment for an additional 4 
minutes, and that the majority leader 
be given 1 minute, and after that I will 
move to table the amendment and ask 
for the yeas and nays on the motion. 

Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to 
object, without a second-degree? 

Mr. DOLE. No second-degree. 

Mr. DORGAN. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from North Dakota is 
recognized for 4 minutes. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, as I in- 
dicated to the majority leader, it is not 
my intention to delay this piece of leg- 
islation. It is my intention to try in 
whatever way I can before next week’s 
markup begins in the Senate Finance 
Committee to have the Senate express 
itself on the issue of priorities. 

Now, we will have, I am sure, a rau- 
cous debate around here for weeks on 
the issue of Medicare. I will not revisit 
that entire debate today. 

The issue of Medicare is not unimpor- 
tant. It is not just politics. It is about 
priorities. I imagine that those who 
will stand up on this amendment ulti- 
mately will say this is just politics, 
nothing but pure politics. 

That is not what this is. It is about 
priorities and what is important. I hap- 
pen to think that the Medicare Pro- 
gram is critically important. The $270 
billion proposed to be cut from the 
baseline of Medicare is the $270 billion 
that is anticipated to be needed for the 
increasing cost of health care and for 
the number of new senior citizens be- 
coming eligible in the 7-year period for 
the Medicare Program. 

We have 200,000 new Americans be- 
coming eligible for Medicare every 
month. A lot of people hear that and 
say that cannot be right. It is right. 
America is graying. Mr. President, 
200,000 new people every single month 
become eligible for Medicare. 

It does cost a lot. We ought to make 
changes. We ought to make sure it is 
fiscally solvent. We ought not under 
any condition in my judgment decide 
that we ought to cut Medicare so that 
we can accommodate a tax cut for the 
most affluent in this country. 

People say, tax cut for the affluent? 
We are not proposing a tax cut for the 
affluent. Fifty percent of the tax cut, 
the one done in the House, goes to fam- 
ilies making over $100,000 a year. 

The priority side of this is to say we 
ought not do that. I am saying limit 
the tax cut, if there is one, to those 
with incomes of under $100,000, and to 
the extent that that limitation saves 
us some money, then use that money 
to reduce the needed cut in Medicare. 
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It is simple priorities. We have a se- 
ries of charts, and a number of other 
people wanted to speak. I accept the 
notion it is not an easy job for the ma- 
jority leader to run this place. I am not 
sure I would want that job. I guess I 
would want the majority title these 
days, as being in the minority is not 
easy. 

It is one of the reasons we have to, 
from time to time, find a way on the 
floor of the Senate to make a point 
about priorities. We feel obligated to 
do that. The failure to do that means 
that we are not doing what the loyal 
opposition should and must do to rep- 
resent their interests. 

In the spirit of cooperation, I have no 
intention of holding up this bill. I ap- 
preciate the willingness of the major- 
ity leader to give us an opportunity to 
vote on this motion without a second 
degree. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Senator from 
North Dakota. I do not have a quarrel 
with the Senator offering an amend- 
ment. That is how it works around 
here. I am certain we have done the 
same when we wanted to make a point 
when we were in the minority. 

We have a provision in the budget 
that about 90 percent of any tax benefit 
would go to people making less than 
$100,000—in that range. I cannot re- 
member the precise wording. So it 
seemed to me we pretty much are in 
compliance with what the Senator may 
suggest. 

Having said that, we also have a real 
problem with Medicare. We are trying 
to address that problem. We have been 
working, members of the Finance Com- 
mittee and others. Three of the Presi- 
dent’s Cabinet members who are trust- 
ees of the Medicare trust fund agree 
that it will go broke by the year 2002 if 
we do not fix it. 

We are trying to preserve, strength- 
en, and protect Medicare. We believe 
we can do it without any serious im- 
pact on any beneficiary or any of the 
providers in the program. 

We believe we have a good program. 
We have just left a press conference 
where the chairman of the Finance 
Committee, Senator ROTH, and others 
outlined precisely what the Republican 
Senate plan did with Medicare. We 
have not yet come to the tax cut por- 
tion. 

That tax cut will go to families with 
children. They do not make over 
$100,000. Many in my State are making 
$20,000, $25,000, or $30,000. They will get 
the benefit. 

For all the reasons I can think of—it 
does not belong to this bill, it is sub- 
ject to a point of order, 60 votes if the 
tabling motion fails—I am pleased that 
the chairman of the committee will 
now move to table the amendment. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
move to table the Dorgan amendment 
No. 2770, and I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM], and the 
Senator from Pennsylvania (Мг. 
SANTORUM] are necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is nec- 
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
COVERDELL). Are there any other Sen- 
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 54, 
nays 43, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 460 Leg.] 


ҮЕА5-54 
Abraham Frist McCain 
Ashcroft Gorton McConnell 
Bennett Grams Moynihan 
Bond Grassley Murkowski 
Brown Gregg Nickles 
Burns Hatch Packwood 
Campbell Hatfield Pressler 
Chafee Helms Roth 
Coats Hutchison Shelby 
Cochran Inhofe Simpson 
Cohen Jeffords Smith 
Coverdell Kassebaum Snowe 
Craig Kempthorne Specter 
D'Amato Kyl Stevens 
DeWine Lieberman Thomas 
Dole Lott Thompson 
Domenici Lugar Thurmond 
Faircloth Mack Warner 

NAYS—43 
Akaka Feingold Leahy 
Baucus Feinstein Levin 
Biden Ford Mikulski 
Bingaman Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Boxer Graham Murray 
Bradley Harkin Nunn 
Breaux Heflin Pell 
Bryan Hollings Reid 
Bumpers Inouye Robb 
Byrd Johnston Rockefeller 
Conrad Kennedy Sarbanes 
Daschle Kerrey Simon 
Dodd Kerry Wellstone 
Dorgan Kohl 
Exon Lautenberg 

NOT VOTING—3 

Gramm Pryor Santorum 


So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 2770) was agreed to. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was agreed to. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO, 2769 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the yeas and 
nays be vitiated on amendment No. 
2769. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
urge adoption of amendment No. 2769. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 2769) was agreed 


to. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, immediately 
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following the vote on the legislative 
branch appropriations conference re- 
port, there be 4 minutes of debate 
equally divided in the usual form, to be 
followed by a vote on the Byrd amend- 
ment No. 2768, as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


_—-- С — 


LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPRO- 
PRIATIONS ACT, 1996—CON- 
FERENCE REPORT 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the con- 
ference report. On this question, the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the role. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] is nec- 
essarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is nec- 
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAMS). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 94, 
nays 4, as follows: 

{Rolicall Vote No. 461 Leg.] 


YEAS—%4 

Abraham Feinstein McCain 
Akaka Ford McConnell 
Ashcroft Frist Mikulski 
Bennett Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Biden Gorton Moynihan 
Bingaman Graham Murkowski 
Bond Grams Murray 
Boxer Grassley Nickles 
Bradley Gregg Nunn 
Breaux Harkin Packwood 
Bryan Hatch Pell 
Bumpers Hatfield Pressler 
Burns Helms Reid 

Hutchison Robb 
Campbell Inhofe Rockefeller 
Chafee Inouye th 
Coats Jeffords Santorum 
Cochran Johnston 
Cohen Kassebaum Shelby 
Conrad Kempthorne Simon 
Coverdell Kennedy Simpson 

Kerrey Smith 
D'Amato Kerry Snowe 
Daschle Kohl Specter 
DeWine Kyl Stevens 
Dodd Lautenberg Thomas 
Dole Leahy Thompson 
Domenici Levin Thurmond 
Dorgan Lieberman Warner 
Exon Lott Wellstone 
Faircloth Lugar 
Feingold Mack 

NAYS—4 
Baucus Heflin 
Brown Hollings 
NOT VOTING—2 

Gramm Pryor 


So, the conference report was agreed 
to. 
Mr. EXON. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO- 
PRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1996 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2768, AS AMENDED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia has 2 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, my amend- 
ment, as amended, specifies that any 
student suspended from classes at a DC 
public school must serve the suspen- 
sion by performing community service 
for the period of suspension under regu- 
lations promulgated by the mayor. 

It would require the Commission on 
Consensus Reform in the DC Public 
Schools to develop and implement a 
uniform dress code for the public 
schools. 

It would become effective at the be- 
ginning of the 1996-1997 school year. 

It would add the Chief of the Na- 
tional Guard Bureau as an ex officio 
member to the Commission on Consen- 
sus Reform in the DC Public Schools to 
facilitate the establishment of pro- 
grams to assist at-risk youth. 

It would require a report to Congress 
within 60 days at the end of the 1997- 
1998 school year on the improvements 
and discipline resulting from dress 
code policy and community service re- 
quirements. 

It would limit the provisions to a 2- 
year pilot program which would expire 
at the end of the 1997-1998 school year. 

Mr. President, this might help to 
point the way to other school districts 
throughout the country and enable 
them, on the basis of the results, to 
initiate such programs within their 
own districts. 

I hope that the Members of the Sen- 
ate will support the amendment. 

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak in support of the amendment. 
It is an effort to try to end some of the 
problems we have with young people 
who get in trouble in school and need 
some guidance and support. It helps, I 
think, to maintain discipline. I think it 
is worth a demonstration project, as 
the amendment provides, to see if in 
the city we can demonstrate alter- 
natives to kids just being put out of 
school for disciplinary reasons and 
then just walking the streets and get- 
ting into trouble. 

So I think it is a good amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I see no other speak- 
ers, so I yield back the remainder of 
my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on agreeing to amend- 
ment No. 2678, as amended. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I know 
Members are anxious to leave, and I 
know there will not be a vote on final 
passage. This will be the last vote of 
the day. There will be voice votes but 
no more rollcall votes. 

On Monday, there will be no rollcall 
votes, but we do expect to take up УА- 
HUD. The managers will be here at 3 
p.m. Senator BUMPERS will be here, I 
think, about 4 o’clock to offer an 
amendment on the space station, to 
add money to the space program. But 
probably not. 

[LLaughter.] 

We will be in space here at 4 o’clock. 

What we would like to do is accom- 
modate everybody. We know it is a hol- 
iday for some. There will not be any 
votes until, let us say, after the policy 
luncheon on Tuesday, but we want to 
get some work done. Still, we will be 
down to three appropriations bills. If 
we can do those next week, we are out 
of here for 8 days. That ought to be an 
incentive for less talk, fewer amend- 
ments. If we can do it on each side, we 
can finish by late Thursday or Friday. 

So I just hope, in accommodating ev- 
erybody who wants to be accommo- 
dated, that they will accommodate us. 
So there are no further votes today, no 
votes on Monday, and any votes that 
are ordered will occur on Tuesday after 
the policy luncheons. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT КО. 2768, AS AMENDED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on agreeing to amend- 
ment No. 2768, as amended. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Texas [Мг. GRAMM] is nec- 
essarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is nec- 
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 88, 
nays 10, as follows: 

(ВоПсай Vote No. 462 Leg.] 


YEAS—88 
Abraham Burns DeWine 
Akaka Byrd Dodd 
Ashcroft Campbell Dole 
Baucus Chafee Domenici 
Bennett Coats Dorgan 
Biden Cochran Exon 
Bond Cohen Faircloth 
Boxer Conrad Feinstein 
Bradley Coverdell Ford 
Brown Craig Frist 
Bryan D'Amato Gorton 
Bumpers Daschle Grams 
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Grassley Lautenberg Rockefeller 
Gregg Levin Roth 
Harkin Lieberman Santorum 
Hatch Lott Sarbanes 
Hatfield Lugar Shelby 
Helms Mack Simon 
Hollings McCain Simpson 
Hutchison McConnell Smith 
Inhofe Mikulski Snowe 
Inouye Moseley-Braun Specter 
Jeffords Moynihan Stevens 
Johnston Murkowski Thomas 
Kassebaum Nickles Thompson 
Kempthorne Nunn Thurmond 
Kennedy Packwood Warner 
Kerrey Pell Wellstone 
Kerry Pressler 
Kyl Reid 
NAYS—10 

Bingaman Graham Murray 
Breaux Heflin Robb 
Feingold Kohl 
Glenn Leahy 

NOT VOTING—2 
Gramm Pryor 


So the amendment (No. 2768), 
amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of S. 1244, the fiscal year 
1966 District of Columbia appropria- 
tions bill, as reported by the Senate 
Appropriations Committee. 

The pending bill provides Federal 
payments to the District of Columbia 
totaling $712 million. The Senate bill 
provides $660 million for the Federal 
payment and $52 million as the Federal 
contribution to certain retirement 
funds. 

The Senate bill is funded at the 
President’s requested level. 

It is at the subcommittee’s 602(B) al- 
location for both BA and outlays. 

I hope the Congress will work with 
the District of Columbia as it addresses 
its serious financial situation. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a table displaying the Budget 
Committee scoring of the bill be print- 
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


D.C. SUBCOMMITTEE—SPENDING TOTALS—SENATE- 
REPORTED BILL 
[Fiscal Year 1996, in millions о! dollars} 


as 


Category 


Bud 
ишу Olas 


Non-Detense discretionary: 
= prior-year BA and other actions com- 
13 igen eis уш ARS Д 
Scoreheeping adjustment 


* subcommittee 602(b) allocation: Non-Defense 
( Шіл ы лы 
602(b) allocation: Non-Defense discretionary ........ 0 0 


Note.—Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for 
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Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I noted 
with interest a provision of the D.C. 
appropriations bill which earmarks 
money for police details in George- 
town, Adams Morgan, Capitol Hill, and 
East of the River. Georgetown is to re- 
ceive the highest amount—$250,000. 

Every day the Washington Post and 
the Washington Times remind us that 
the District of Columbia is wracked by 
crime. The citizens of this city, in 
every quarter, deserve the best possible 
police protection. 

I hope my colleagues would agree, po- 
lice resources should be allocated to 
the areas of highest and most serious 
crime. Those decisions, I would submit, 
are best made by police authorities, 
not Congress. 

I know that Georgetown has a serious 
crime problem, but I'm not sure that 
the areas targeted for earmarks are the 
areas with the highest need. I’m trou- 
bled that Congress seems to be taking 
it upon themselves to make that deter- 
mination and micromanage the alloca- 
tion of law enforcement resources. I 
hope that the conferees will examine 
this issue and assess whether such ear- 
marks are necessary or fair to all the 
residents of the District of Columbia 
and visitors to our Capital City. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
are no further amendments to the bill, 
the question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and was read the 
third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

So the bill (S. 1244), as amended, 
passed, as follows: 

(The text of the bill will appear in a 
future edition of the RECORD.] 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. KOHL. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes action on S. 1244 that it 
be held at the desk, and that when the 
Senate receives the House bill making 
appropriations for the District of Co- 
lumbia for the fiscal year 1996, that all 
after the enacting clause be stricken 
and the text of 8. 1244 as passed by the 
Senate be inserted in lieu thereof; I 
further ask consent that the House bill 
as thus amended be immediately 
passed without any further debate, 
amendment, motion, or action of any 
kind, and the motion to reconsider the 
vote by which the bill is passed be laid 
upon the table; I further ask consent 
that the Senate insist on its amend- 
ment and request a conference with the 
House of Representatives thereon, and 
that the Chair be authorized to appoint 
the managers on that on the part of the 
Senate; finally, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that S. 1244 be indefinitely post- 
poned. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for up to 10 minutes 
each, not to extend beyond the hour of 
2:20 p.m. today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as of the 
close of business yesterday, September 
21, the Federal debt stood at 
$4,948,376,970,884.70. Оп а per capita 
basis, every man, woman, and child in 
America owes $18,784.12 as his or her 
share of that debt. 


FOREIGN OPERATIONS APPRO- 
PRIATIONS—AMENDMENT NO. 
2748 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, on Sep- 
tember 20, I voted against an amend- 
ment offered by Senator BROWN to cap 
economic assistance to Turkey, be- 
cause I believe the United States 
should strongly support economic de- 
velopment in that country. 

Turkey is a NATO member and a 
close ally of the United States. Turkey 
has been instrumental in enabling the 
humanitarian program in Northern 
Ітаа to proceed. Turkey is also strug- 
gling to become more closely tied to 
the European economic community, 
and to reform its constitution to 
strengthen democracy. I believe we 
should support that. 

І also believe, however, that we have 
a responsibility to speak out about the 
mistreatment of the Kurdish minority 
in Turkey, which is primarily located 
in several southeastern provinces. 

The undeniable fact is that the Kurds 
are second-class citizens in Turkey, 
where they are discriminated against 
in law and practice. In the southeast, 
where the PKK are waging a terrorist 
campaign against the Turkish Govern- 
ment, virtually any Kurd is branded 
with the terrorist“ label and consid- 
ered by the Turkish military to be the 
enemy. 

Thousands of Kurds, including inno- 
cent civilians, have been caught up in 
this struggle, and there are persistent 
reports of the excessive use of force by 
Turkish soldiers. There is also no deny- 
ing that the PKK has used abominable 
tactics, resulting in many innocent 
deaths. 

But according to a report requested 
by the Appropriations Committee last 
year and released by the State Depart- 
ment several months ago, and other re- 
ports by Turkish and international 
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human rights organizations, United 
States military equipment, particu- 
larly fighter aircraft and helicopters, 
have been routinely used to strafe and 
destroy Kurdish villages. 

The villages are targets because the 
Turkish Army regards them as havens 
for the PKK, which in some instances 
they may be. But the attacks have 
been indiscriminate, resulting in many 
civilian casualties. There has been a 
pattern of human rights violations 
against the Kurdish people, who have 
been dehumanized by Turkish society. 

It recently came to my attention 
that the Turkish Government does not 
permit the International Committee of 
the Red Cross into Turkey. Frankly, it 
is inconceivable to me that a democ- 
racy, an important member of NATO, 
and a country that seeks closer ties to 
Europe, would deny the ICRC access 
when there is clearly a need for it. Any 
armed conflict involves abuses of 
human rights against civilians, and in 
Turkey the evidence of such abuses by 
both sides is overwhelming. In addi- 
tion, the State Department has re- 
ported on the mistreatment and tor- 
ture of prisoners in Turkish jails for 
many years. 

The ICRC operates confidentially. It 
does not seek to embarrass govern- 
ments. It does not discuss its findings 
with the press, or with the Congress, or 
anyone else. Its goal is to monitor 
human rights and provide objective ad- 
vice to whoever is deemed to be violat- 
ing them on how to improve respect for 
human rights. 

Iam told by administration officials 
that they have raised this issue with 
Turkish officials in the past, to no 
avail. That is discouraging, and it is 
for that reason that my amendment 
calls on the President of the United 
States to raise this himself with the 
Turkish Prime Minister. I believe this 
issue is that important. I also believe 
that Turkey’s willingness to do this 
would be an important sign of its.com- 
mitment to improve human rights. 

It is for this reason that yesterday I 
offered an amendment, which was 
adopted, which aims to encourage the 
Turkish Government ќо permit 
unimpeded access to the ICRC, espe- 
cially in the southeast where its pres- 
ence is so urgently needed. I think this 
is the least that a civilized, democratic 
country should do. 

I hope the administration under- 
stands the importance of this amend- 
ment, and will give it the urgency and 
serious attention that it deserves. 

I also joined Senator PELL in an 
amendment, which was also adopted, 
which provides $5 million for non- 
governmental organizations to carry 
out humanitarian and other activities 
on behalf of Kurds in southeastern Tur- 
key. I think this is very important. It 
is consistent with United States policy 
of promoting economic development, 
cultural and ethnic tolerance, and 
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human rights, and it makes clear that 
we want to see a portion of our assist- 
ance to Turkey used to directly further 
these goals. I trust the administration 
will make every effort to encourage 
the Turkish Government to permit the 
use of these funds as intended. 


A TRIBUTE TO DOUGLASS CATER 


Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to mourn the death of a great 
friend and great American, S. Douglass 
Cater, Jr. 

A native of Montgomery, AL, Doug- 
lass Cater traveled north to school at 
Exeter and Harvard, interrupting his 
education to serve as a Russian special- 
ist in the Office of Strategic Services 
in World War П. After the war ended, 
he remained in Washington, writing 
eminent prose on Washington and na- 
tional affairs for The Reporter. His ar- 
ticles, along with his first-rate books 
“Тһе Fourth Branch of Government" 
and “Power in Washington’ brought 
him to the attention of Lyndon John- 
son. In 1964, he joined the Johnson 
White House as the President's edu- 
cation specialist, assisting in the de- 
velopment of programs that estab- 
lished Federal aid to education as the 
national policy. He also oversaw much 
of the work that went in to the cre- 
ation of the Public Broadcasting Sys- 
tem. 

Always a dedicated educator, Doug- 
lass Cater became the President of 
Washington College after stints at the 
Aspen Institute and The Observer, the 
great English newspaper. As president 
of Washington College, Douglass moved 
to a new plateau above that of Chester 
Dana, the title character of his master- 
ful 1970 fiction book, ‘‘Dana: The Irrele- 
vant Man.” I reviewed that book back 
when it was first published and wrote 
the foreword to an upcoming edition. 
That brilliant novel remains as true 
today as ever, even though the climate 
and culture of this city and govern- 
ment have drastically changed. 

Douglass Cater gave new meaning to 
the terms “gentleman” and “scholar.” 
He brought a thoughtfulness and intel- 
ligence to all his work, and continually 
preached the value of civilized dis- 
course over political bickering. His 
faith in reason was much appreciated 
by all those who came to know him. 

Douglass Cater was, in the words of 
Edwin Yoder, one of the best of a fine 
generation,” And so we will remember 
him, even as we offer our condolences 
to his beloved wife Libby, and all his 
children and grandchildren. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the full text of the articles 
from the New York Times and the 
Washington Post be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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[From the New York Times, Sept. 16, 1995] 
DOUGLASS CATER IS DEAD AT 72; EDUCATOR 
AND PRESIDENTIAL AIDE 
(By Robert McG. Thomas, Jr.) 

Douglass Cater, a soft-spoken student and 
practitioner of government power who began 
his working life as a journalist and ended it 
as a college president—after a heady detour 
through Lyndon В. Johnson’s White House— 
died yesterday at the guest house at Wash- 
ington College in Chestertown, Md. 

He was 72 and had lived in Montgomery, 
Ala., since his retirement as the president of 
the college in 1990. 

His wife, Libby, said that her husband, who 
was stricken during a visit to the college six 
weeks ago, died of pulmonary fibrosis. 

By the time he went to the White House in 
1964 at age 40, Mr. Cater was already an old 
Washington hand. An original editor of The 
Reporter magazine, he had spent 14 years 
covering Washington and national affairs, 
with occasional time off to write books or 
serve as a Government consultant. 

Indeed, he began his stint as a special as- 
sistant to President Johnson two months 
after the publication of his third book, 
“Power in Washington.” 

It was a measure of Мг. Cater's 
evenhandedness that five years before his 
journalist's examination of Government 
power, he had given his own profession the 
same treatment in “Тһе Fourth Branch of 
Government.“ 

Mr. Cater, who had written admiringly of 
Johnson’s use of power as Senate majority 
leader, had been asked to join his Vice Presi- 
dential staff in 1963, but had demurred. 

At the time, Mr. Cater was on a leave from 
his magazine working as associate director 
of the Center of Advanced Studies at Wes- 
leyan University in Connecticut and wanted 
to finish his book. 

The second call—this time from the White 
House—‘‘got his attention," Mrs. Cater re- 
called yesterday. 

Mr. Cater, who was given a vague mandate 
to "think ahead’’ and had been told by other 
Presidential assistants that they “тпаде it 
up” as they went along, took a while to find 
his niche. 

The breakthrough, his wife said, came 
when he noticed that Johnson's face lit up 
whenever he read a memorandum on edu- 
cation. Taking the Presidential visage as his 
guide, Mr. Cater became the resident edu- 
cation specialist, with far-reaching results, 
among them the first legislation establish- 
ing Federal aid to education as a national 
norm. 

“It was one of his proudest achievements," 
his wife said, recalling that another was the 
spadework her husband did in creating the 
Public Broadcasting System. 

Mr. Cater, who left the White House in 1968 
to join Vice President Hubert H. Humphrey’s 
Presidential campaign staff, later worked as 
an executive of The Observer and joined the 
Aspen Institute, which became his base as a 
freelance writer and political gadfly before 
taking the Washington College post in 1982. 

A native of Montgomery, Mr. Cater, whose 
full name was Silas Douglass Cater Jr., came 
by his interest in government naturally. His 
father, Silas Cater, was a politically attuned 
lawyer who served in the Alabama Legisla- 
ture and later became Montgomery City 
Clerk. 

After attending Exeter, Мг. Cater went оп 
to Harvard, interrupting his education dur- 
ing World War II to serve as a Russian spe- 
cialist with the Office of Strategic Services 
in Washington, an experience he found so 
dull, his wife said, that he vowed never again 
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to work as a specialist but to operate as a 
generalist. 

By most accounts he did that brilliantly, 
earning a reputation as a civilizing influence 
who brought thoughtfulness to both his ex- 
tensive writings and his other work. 

Resorting to reason when others might 
rail, Mr. Cater was forever preaching the 
value of civilized discourse. 

In 1984, for example, he persuaded two 
former Presidents and six former Secretaries 
of State to endorse a bipartisan statement 
urging Presidential candidates to moderate 
their comments on foreign affairs. 

Mr. Cater, who wrote widely, including a 
number of Op-Ed articles for The New York 
Times, had less success a campaign to per- 
suade the news media, particularly tele- 
vision, to moderate their voices in reporting 
on Government. 

Although his published works on Govern- 
ment were widely praised, perhaps his great- 
est achievement as a writer was his lone and 
daring venture into fiction, his 1970 novel 
“Dana: The Irrelevant Man.” 

There have been many excellent factual 
accounts of Washington, of course, but in his 
review in The Times, Christopher Lehmann- 
Haupt suggested that Mr. Cater had pulled 
off something of a miracle in a well-abused 
genre, proving “That wise reporters can 
write fiction after all," 

In addition to his wife, Mr. Cater is sur- 
vived by two sons, Silas 3d, of San Rafael, 
Calif., and Ben, of Baltimore; two daughters, 
Sage, of Montgomery and Morrow Scheer, of 
San Rafael; a brother, William, of Millburn, 
N.J., and four grandchildren. 


{From the Washington Post, September 16, 
1995] 


S. DOUGLASS CATER DIES АТ 72; LBJ AIDE, 
WRITER, EDUCATOR 
(By Bart Barnes) 

8. Douglass Cater, 72, а top aide to Presi- 
dent Lyndon B. Johnson, a Washington jour- 
nalist and author and the former president of 
Washington College in Chestertown, Md., 
died Sept. 15 at his quarters on the college 
campus. He had pulmonary fibrosis. 

Mr. Cater served as special assistant to 
Johnson from 1964 to 1968. In that period, he 
was a principal draftsman for much of the 
Great Society legislation, including pro- 
grams on education, health and medical 
care, labor and welfare. He also wrote 
speeches for Johnson and was instrumental 
in the formation of the Public Broadcasting 
Corp. and the Teacher Corps. 

As a journalist, he was Washington editor 
and national affairs editor for the Reporter 
magazine in the 1950s and early 1960s, then in 
the late 1979s was vice chairman of The Ob- 
server in London. He wrote occasional politi- 
cal commentary on the op-ed pages of The 
Washington Post. 

From 1982 until 1990, Mr. Cater was presi- 
dent of Washington College, a small liberal 
arts institution on Maryland's Eastern 
Shore. He was said by friends to have had a 
deep and abiding belief in the value of edu- 
cation, and a conviction that an educated 
citizenry could be sensible and responsible in 
matters of public policy. He also was a senior 
fellow, funding member and trustee of the 
Aspen Institute for Humanistic Studies. 

He was the author of “Power іп Washing- 
боп,” a 1964 book that he described as an at- 
tempt to define what was happening to the 
political process as America moved toward 
its bicentennial.” In а 1958 book, The 
Fourth Branch of Government,“ Mr. Cater 
criticized the media, observing that the pres- 
ence of television cameras at White House 
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press conferences make unpaid actors of the 
entire Washington press corps." 

He also wrote a political novel, ‘‘Dana, the 
Irrelevant Мап,” which was published іп 
1970. 

After stepping down as president of Wash- 
ington College, Mr. Cater returned to his na- 
tive Montgomery, Ala. He died while on a 
visit back to the college. 

During World War II, Mr. Cater served іп 
the Office of Strategic Services. He grad- 
uated from Harvard University and came to 
Washington in 1950 as Washington editor for 
the Reporter. 

Not until he retired from Washington Col- 
lege did Mr. Cater return to live in the 
South, but he retained his Southern identity 
all his life and sometimes came across as the 
epitome of the cultivated Southerner. 

He was inventive—with a seemingly end- 
less stream of ideas—humorous, warm and 
sometimes crotchety. 

“He had an acute sense of history, a gift 
for clear prose and excellent contacts in the 
universities, medical schools, foundations 
and education associations. He helped to 
draw up and put through most of Johnson’s 
programs for aid to education and better 
medical care,” said Harry C. McPherson Jr., 
who also served in the Johnson White House, 
in his book, “А Political Education.“ 

For 13 years, Mr. Cater was Washington 
editor of the Reporter. He then served two 
years as national affairs editor before join- 
ing the Johnson White House in the spring of 
1964. On Election Day 1964, Mr. Cater wrote а 
one-page memorandum to the president sug- 
gesting that Johnson seize the opportunity 
in what was beginning to look like a major 
electoral victory to become the ‘education 
president.” Among the measures stemming 
from this suggestion were the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act, the Higher 
Education Act and the International Edu- 
cation Act. 

Mr. Cater left the Johnson administration 
in October 1968 to work as a domestic adviser 
on the unsuccessful presidential campaign of 
Vice President Hubert H. Humphrey. 

Later, he did writing and consulting and in 
1970 became a founding fellow of the Aspen 
Institute for Humanistic Studies. He was a 
principal planner in designing the Institute’s 
Center for Governance at Wye Plantation on 
the Eastern Shore. 

In the late 1970s, he became vice chairman 
of the Observer, England’s oldest weekly 
newspaper. 

He took the job as president of Washington 
College in 1982, he said, “because I wanted to 
do something to make my own mark. In the 
White House, one could feel many heady 
things, but you were just part of a process. It 
didn't really matter if it was you or someone 
else. Although I was a high level staff man, 
I had never been in a job where the buck 
stopped with me.“ 

During his years at the college, Mr. Cater 
raised more than $43 million to revitalize the 
academic program and add major new facili- 
ties, He also became a national champion of 
independent liberal arts colleges, waging a 
running verbal battle on the op ed pages of 
The Post and the New York Times with then- 
Education Secretary William J. Bennett, 
who had accused private colleges of being too 
greedy. 

Mr. Cater’s books also included Ethics in 
a Business Society” (1953); “Politics of 
Health” (1972); and “ТУ Violence and the 
Child” (1975). 

Survivors include his wife, Libby Anderson 
Cater of Montgomery; four children, S. 
Douglas Cater III and Libby Morrow Cater 


September 22, 1995 


Sheer, both of San Francisco, Rebecca Sage 
Cater of Montgomery, and Benjamin Winston 
Cater of Baltimore; a brother, William B. 
Cater of Milburn, N.J.; and four grand- 
children. 


[From the Washington Post, Sept. 20, 1995] 
DOUGLASS CATER'S RULES OF JOURNALISM 
(By Edwin M. Yoder, Jr.) 

Even perceptive newspaper obituaries rare- 
ly capture the flavor of a man. The notices of 
Douglass Cater's death at 72 conveyed only a 
hint of what made him an original. 

I knew of Cater, and had read a good bit of 
his writing (mainly in the old Reporter mag- 
azine), long before our paths crossed in the 
mid-1980s. By then, he was assailed by excru- 
ciating physical debilities, including chronic 
back pain that he managed by a curious regi- 
men of flexing exercises, rhythmically twist- 
ing his torso in a way vaguely suggestive of 
an exotic dance. But far from complaining, 
he observed his frailties as a journalist and 
wrote about them—interestingly. 

Meeting him one could see how he had by 
then accumulated a larger stock of interest- 
ing firsthand institutional memory than just 
about anyone you ever met, beginning with 
World War П service in the legendary Office 
of Strategic Services. That was just the be- 
ginning. When communists took control of 
the world student movement, he and others 
organized the U.S. National Student Associa- 
tion. Later, he was a Washington magazine 
correspondent and editor, a White House aide 
to Lyndon Johnson, the editor of a venerable 
English newspaper (the Observer of London, 
which with the help of Robert Anderson’s 
philanthropy, he rescued from the brink of 
oblivion), a writer, philosopher of higher 
education, godfather to public broadcasting 
and president of an old liberal arts college on 
Maryland’s eastern shore (Washington, in 
Chestertown), which he also helped rescue 
and was visiting when he died. 

Cater’s old friends knew him as a man of 
dramatic loyalties, reinforced by a sharp 
tongue. 

After we had seen Cater take someone's 
hide off at a forum one summer night, an old 
friend told me a story. It happened when 
Cater was working for Lyndon Johnson in 
the White House, at the height of the na- 
tional quarrel over Vietnam. 

His friend had flown to Washington on 
business and planned to stay with the Caters. 
Cater picked him up at National Airport. As 
they drove south on the GW Parkway, Cater 
asked, in his Alabama drawl: “John, are you 
one of those goddam academics who're al- 
ways carping at the president about the 
war?“ His friend admitted that he was. I'm 
sorry,“ Cater announced, but we will have 
to stop speaking.“ Cater withdrew to this 
study, skipping dinner, and it was years be- 
fure friendly relations were restored. He took 
his loyalties seriously. 

Douglass Cater’s monument, however, 
apart from many inventive good works, is a 
small book he wrote in the late 1950s called 
“The Fourth Branch of Government,” one of 
those seminal books that say all that needs 
saying about a subject. Cater wrote the book 
when many journalists were uncomfortably 
reviewing the press’s dubious performance in 
the rise and fall of the 20th century's most 
disruptive American demagogue, Sen. Joe 
McCarthy of Wisconsin. 

McCarthy’s dark ascendancy was in part 
an expression of the anxiety generated by 
the Cold War. Cater's analysis focused, how- 
ever, on one of its proximate sustaining 
causes: the cult of reportorial objectivity.” 
By the rules of objectivity, if an official of 
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note made a sensational charge, even one 
that seemed patently bizarre, the press’s 
duty was to report it straight, put it out 
unspun for public consumption. If it proved 
to be a lie, it would presumably be answered; 
and the answer would be duly reported. 

Cater demonstrated that this rosy theory 
took inadequate account of McCarthy's un- 
scrupulousness, or of the speed with which a 
resounding lie tends to outrun humdrum 
truth. Whether as an original perception or 
as the articulation of a consensus, Cater’s 
book helped kill the cult of journalistic ‘‘ob- 
Зесбіуібу”; and it was good riddance. If, 
today, a U.S. senator asserts that the sky 
was blue on Labor Day, a diligent reporter 
will check the back weather reports. And if 
it was actually gray, you can bet that fact 
will be reported early in the story, under the 
convention that Stephen Hess of the Brook- 
ings Institution calls “corrective journal- 
ism.” And even the excesses of corrective 
journalism are a vast improvement over the 
abuses of the rules of “objectivity.” 

In short, it was Douglass Cater, more than 
anyone else, who changed the rules of Amer- 
ican journalism, and very much for the bet- 
ter. And that was only one of perhaps a 
dozen distinctions that made him one of the 
best of a fine generation. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, which were referred as indi- 
cated: 

EC-1461. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Labor, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report on the expenditure and need 
for worker adjustment assistance training 
funds for the period July 1 to September 30, 
1995; to the Committee on Finance. 

ЕС-1462. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary of State for Legislative Af- 
fairs, transmitting, pursuant to law, notice 
of the intention of the President to provide 
economic support funds to El Salvador; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-1463. A communication from the Senior 
Deputy Assistant Administrator (Bureau for 
Legislative and Public Affairs), U.S. Agency 
for International Development, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the Turkey Economic 
Report for calendar year 1994; the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The following petitions and memori- 
als were laid before the Senate and 
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were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 


POM-301. A resolution adopted by the 
Council of the City of North Wildwood, New 
Jersey relative to the Flood Rate Map; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs, 

РОМ-302. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

“SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 12 


“Whereas, section 8 housing assistance is 
made available from the United States De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) through California local government 
housing agencies to assist in rental pay- 
ments for persons of lower income; and 

“Whereas, section 8 housing assistance has 
heretofore been made available to assist 
lower income families and individuals, in- 
cluding senior citizens and the disabled, in 
helping them pay part of manufactured home 
and mobilehome park space rent; and 

“Whereas, HUD has proposed rule changes 
to the Section 8 housing assistance pay- 
ments program for fiscal year 1995 for manu- 
factured home spaces to be established at 30 
percent of the applicable Section 8 Rental 
Certificate program two-bedroom fair mar- 
ket rent; and 

“Whereas, the proposed HUD rule changes 
would establish a formula that would permit 
space rent in many counties to be not more 
than $207 in order for lower income persons 
to be eligible for the Section 8 assistance; 
and 

‘Whereas, in San Diego County alone, the 
current average mobilehome space rent of 
mobilehome applicants awaiting Section 8 
assistance is more than $325; and 

“Whereas, under the proposed rule changes 
many lower income senior citizens, families, 
and disabled persons living in mobilehome 
parks in a number of California counties will 
no longer qualify for assistance: Now, there- 
fore, be it , 

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla- 
ture of the State of California respectfully 
memorializes the President and the Congress 
of the United States to support modification 
of the proposed rule changes to the proposed 
Section 8 formula relating to manufactured 
home and mobilehome space rent, or to 
enact urgency legislation to clarify that per- 
sons receiving Section 8 assistance for manu- 
factured home and mobilehome space rent be 
treated no differently under the HUD rules 
than recipients of Section 8 assistance living 
in other types of rental housing, or to at 
least provide a more realistic formula in rec- 
ognition of higher manufactured housing 
space rents in more populous California 
counties; and be it further 

“Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate transmit copies of this resolution to the 
President and Vice President of the United 
States, to the Speaker of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, and to each Senator and Rep- 
resentative from California in the Congress 
of the United States, and to the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development." 


РОМ-303. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

‘ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 7 

“Whereas, manufactured homes con- 
structed pursuant to the National Manufac- 
tured Housing Construction and Safety 
Standards Act provide an important source 
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of nonsubsidized affordable housing to Cali- 
fornians; and 

“Whereas, the State of California is а na- 
tional leader in efforts to encourage and ex- 
pand the use of manufactured housing by 
eliminating unnecessary regulatory barriers 
and by developing and encouraging innova- 
tive land use and financing policies; and 

“Whereas, the State of California has 
deemed manufactured homes a permitted use 
in all residential zoning districts, subject to 
the same development standards applicable 
to other dwellings in that zoning district; 
and 

Whereas, construction and safety stand- 
ards for manufactured homes are established 
in federal law and regulation and all such 
standards preempt local and state codes; and 

‘‘Whereas, the federal Manufactured Home 
Construction and Safety Standards have 
been determined by the State of California 
to meet or exceed performance standards es- 
tablished for other dwellings; and 

“Whereas, Federal law requires every fed- 
erally certified manufactured home to be 
constructed on a chassis which must remain 
а permanent feature of the home's sub- 
structure; and 

“Whereas, the chassis is not necessary for 
the home's structural integrity if the home 
is sited on a permanent foundation and the 
home’s floor system is designed to accommo- 
date appropriate design loads; and у 

“Whereas, this mandatory feature rep- 
resents an unnecessary regulatory barrier to 
greater design flexibility for manufactured 
homes; and 

“Whereas, this regulatory barrier prevents 
innovative uses of manufactured homes to 
meet the demand for affordable housing in 
California; and 

“Whereas, this regulatory barrier prevents 
manufactured home producers from develop- 
ing a recycling program for chassis systems 
which could save consumers between $1,000 
and $2,000 per home; now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla- 
ture of the State of California respectfully 
memorializes the President and the Congress 
of the United States to amend the definition 
of manufactured home“ in federal law to 
allow such homes to be designed to accom- 
modate a removable chassis, so long as the 
home is intended to be permanently sited on 
a foundation and so long as the floor system 
is designed to accommodate appropriate de- 
sign loads; and be it further 

“Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As- 
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit- 
ed States, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, to each Senator and Rep- 
resentative from California in the Congress 
of the United States, and to each member of 
the House Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Financial Services, the Senate Commit- 
tee on Banking and Urban Affairs, and the 
House and Senate appropriations sub- 
committees on HUD/VA and independent 
agencies.” : 

POM-304. A resolution adopted by the Sen- 
ate of the Legislature of the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 

“Whereas, the Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts has produced the paper from which 
United States currency, including the one 
dollar bill, is made from over one hundred 
years and takes great pride in this product; 
and 

“Whereas, the elimination of the one dol- 
lar bill would have a severe negative impact 
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on the local economies of the western region 
of the Commonwealth, including job cut- 
backs and the state’s economy in general; 
and 

“Whereas, the economies of the western re- 
gion have suffered greatly in past years due 
to manufacturing job reductions and attend- 
ant economic impacts; and 

“Whereas, the benefits, so-called, claimed 
by proponents of the dollar coin are highly 
suspect and would come at the overall ex- 
pense of the people of the Commonwealth; 
and 

“Whereas, the paper for which currency is 
made is produced from renewable resources 
and recycled industrial products, while the 
metals to produce coins are obtained from 
environmentally damaging hardrock mining; 
and 

"Whereas, the prices of coin operated ma- 
chines will likely rise with the replacement 
of the dollar bill with a dollar coin, thereby 
negatively impacting those least able to af- 
ford such price increases; and 

“Whereas, the overwhelming majority of 
Americans have consistently opposed replac- 
ing the dollar bill with the dollar coin; Now 
therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the Commonwealth of Mas- 
sachusetts is opposed to the replacement of 
the one dollar bill by a one dollar coin as 
contrary to its economic, historical, social 
and environmental interest and traditions; 
and be it further 

“Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions 
be transmitted forthwith by the clerk of the 
Senate to the Members of the Congress from 
the Commonwealth." 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEE 


The following reports of committee 
were submitted: 


By Mr. HATFIELD, from the Committee 
on Appropriations: 

Special Report entitled “Revised АПоса- 
tion to Subcommittees of Budget Totals 
from the Concurrent Resolution for Fiscal 
Year 1996” (Rept. Хо. 104-146). 

Ву Мг. STEVENS (for Мг. Котн), from the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs, with- 
out amendment: 

S. 1267. An original bill to amend the Con- 
gressional Award Act to revise and extend 
authorities for the Congressional Award 
Board (Rept. No. 104-147). 


нии 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. MACK (for himself, Mr. DOLE, 
Mr. Lort, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. KYL, Mr. 
SHELBY, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. GRAMM, 
Мг. NICKLES, Mr. ROTH, Mr. FRIST, 
Mr. CRAIG, Mr. SANTORUM, Мг. Вомр, 
Mr. FAIRCLOTH, and Mr. COCHRAN): 

S. 1266. A bill to require the Board of Gov- 
ernors of the Federal Reserve System to 
focus on price stability in establishing mone- 
tary policy to ensure the stable, long-term 
purchasing power of the currency, to repeal 
the Full Employment and Balanced Growth 
Act of 1978, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

By Mr. STEVENS (for Mr. ROTH): 

S. 1267. An original bill to amend the Con- 

gressional Award Act to revise and extend 
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authorities for the Congressional Award 
Board; from the Committee on Govern- 
mental Affairs; placed on the calendar. 
By Mr. THOMAS (for himself, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. FRIST, 
Mr. SIMPSON, and Mr. BURNS): 

S. 1268. A bill to provide assistance for the 
establishment of community rural health 
networks in chronically underserved areas, 
to provide incentives for providers of health 
care services to furnish services in such 
areas, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. ROBB: 

S. 1269. A bill to amend the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 to provide for the establishment of 
Internet, dial-in network, and telephone ac- 
cess to information on traffic conditions as 
part of the intelligent vehicle-highway sys- 
tems program, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. MACK (for himself, Mr. 
DOLE, Mr. LOTT, Mr. D'AMATO, 
Mr. KYL, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. BEN- 
NETT, Мг. GRAMM, Мг, NICKLES, 
Mr. ROTH, Mr. FRIST, Mr. 
CRAIG, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. 
BOND, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, and Mr. 
COCHRAN): 

S. 1266. A bill to require the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys- 
tem to focus on price stability in estab- 
lishing monetary policy to ensure the 
stable, long-term purchasing power of 
the currency, to repeal the Full Em- 
ployment and Balanced Growth Act of 
1978, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

THE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND PRICE STABILITY 

ACT OF 1995 

е Mr. MACK. Mr. President, today I am 
introducing the Economic Growth and 
Price Stability Act of 1995. This legis- 
lation aims to accomplish two major 
goals. First, it focuses the Federal Re- 
serve on achieving price stability. Sec- 
ond, it repeals the Full Employment 
and Balanced Growth Act of 1978—the 
Humphrey-Hawkins Act—which codi- 
fied the Keynesian principles that ad- 
vocate government fine-tuning of the 
economy. 

Based on the fundamentally flawed 
premise that government can manage 
the economy, the Humphrey-Hawkins 
Act set targets for the economy to 
reach an unemployment rate of 3 per- 
cent for individuals over 20 and 4 per- 
cent for individuals over 16 and an in- 
flation rate of 3 percent eventually 
moving to zero. Almost 20 years later, 
we know that this law has never 
achieved any of its intentions. This law 
proves that government cannot legis- 
late prosperity—the reality is that in- 
dividuals create jobs and free markets 
lead to prosperity. 

By codifying unrealistic goals, the 
Humphrey-Hawkins Act gives the Fed 
an unachievable mission to artificially 
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boost growth and employment while 
keeping inflation and interest rates 
low. This promotes fine-tuning of mon- 
etary policy by the Fed in response to 
current economic trends. While this 
may lead to short-term economic 
boosts, over the long term such inter- 
vention by the Fed leads to higher in- 
flation, higher interest rates, and more 
frequent recessions. The Economic 
Growth and Price Stability Act cor- 
rects this problem by focusing the Fed 
on the only goal it can effectively 
achieve: price stability. Focusing the 
Fed on price stability will lead to a 
sounder dollar, more stable financial 
markets, increased employment, and 
greater long-term economic growth. 
The Economic Growth and Price Sta- 
bility Act gives the Fed the respon- 
sibilities of defining price stability, 
charting its own course toward achiev- 
ing and maintaining it, and setting its 
own timeframe for accomplishing the 
price stability goal. By allowing the 
Fed to create its own timetable, we can 
rest assured that transitional effects 
on employment and output will not 


occur. 

Under my legislation, the Fed will 
still be required to report to Congress 
on a semiannual basis, but it will addi- 
tionally be required to explain, in 
verbal and numerical terms, its defini- 
tion of and its methods for attaining 
price stability. By not mandating infla- 
tion targets, this legislation places the 
burden on the Fed to appropriately de- 
fine price stability. As we all know, the 
market is a harsh task master, and I 
believe it will be the best judge of the 
Fed's progress. 

The Fed will have a strong incentive 
to make correct decisions about its 
definition of price stability and its 
method for achieving it, because the 
markets will be quick to express their 
views. The Fed will pursue price stabil- 
ity honestly and openly, because if it 
does not, long term interest rates will 
rise. 

Instead of countercyclical, command 
and control, government intervention- 
ist economics, the Economic Growth 
and Price Stability Act sets in place a 
free market paradigm. Under the Eco- 
nomic Growth and Price Stability Act 
the principal economic responsibilities 
of government are to establish and en- 
sure an environment conducive to long- 
term economic growth and increases in 
living standards by maintaining free 
markets, low taxes, respect for private 
property, and the stable long-term pur- 
chasing power of the U.S. currency. 

If the elections in November 1994 
taught us anything, they taught us 
that the American people want less 
government, not more. The Economic 
Growth and Price Stability Act recog- 
nizes that the American people know 
what is best for them and directly re- 
sponds to their demands. I hope you 
will join me in this vital effort to free 
our economy from government mis- 
handling. 
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е Мг. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I am 
proud to cosponsor with Senator MACK, 
the Economic Growth and Stability 
Act. As chairman of the Joint Есо- 
nomic Committee and a member of the 
Banking Committee, Senator MACK has 
studied economic issues studiously. I 
commend him for this initiative. 

This bill would repeal the Humphrey- 
Hawkins Act, which sets the current 
guidelines for the Federal Reserve's 
conduct of monetary policy. The mul- 
tiple goals of Humphrey-Hawkins, how- 
ever laudable, are conflicting and unat- 
tainable. In the long term the Fed сап 
only address inflation. Unemployment 
and other such matters are the respon- 
sibility of the administration and Con- 
gress—which we control through our 
spending and tax decisions. Under this 
bill, we could no longer lay the blame 
of failed fiscal policy at the foot of the 
Federal Reserve. 

Senator MACK’s bill would recognize 
that the appropriate goal for the Fed- 
eral Reserve is maintaining price sta- 
bility in the long term. The Economic 
Growth and Price Stability Act recog- 
nizes that a key factor in encouraging 
growth is a stable environment in 
which to make decisions about the fu- 
ture. In an atmosphere of assured price 
stability, American families and cor- 
porations would be better able to budg- 
et and plan for the future. Assuring 
this steady level of capital investment 
and growth will create the jobs nec- 
essary to keep Americans’ working. 

The policies and school of thought 
behind this legislation are sound. Fed- 
eral Reserve Board Chairman Alan 
Greenspan has testified that “а key in- 
gredient in achieving the highest pos- 
sible levels of productivity, real in- 
come, and living standards is the 
achievement of price stability.“ The 
Economic Growth and Stability Act is 
a critical step in this direction. 

Working together, the Federal Re- 
serve can tackle inflation while the 
Congress, with the right fiscal policy, 
can stimulate long-term growth. We 
must return to a period of strong 
growth for our country to prosper and 
remain globally competitive. We owe it 
to ourselves and our children.e 


By Mr. THOMAS (for himself, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. 
FRIST, Mr. SIMPSON, and Mr. 
BURNS): 

S. 1268. A bill to provide assistance 
for the establishment of community 
rural health networks in chronically 
undeserved areas, to provide incentives 
for providers of health care services to 
furnish services in such areas, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

THE RURAL HEALTH DEVELOPMENT ACT 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Rural Health 
Development Act, an act that I have 
worked on for some time, to help rural 
communities design a delivery system 
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that fits their unique health care 
needs. It has been a project, in fact, 
that I have worked on since the day I 
arrived in the House, more than 5 years 
ago. This issue and these items con- 
tinue to be a top priority for me here 
in the Senate. I am pleased that my 
colleagues, Senators GRASSLEY, JEF- 
FORDS, SIMPSON, BURNS and FRIST, have 
joined me in this effort. They, too, 
have worked feverishly on behalf of the 
rural communities in their States. 

Rural health care, Mr. President, as 
you know from your State, is at a 
crossroads. My bill provides for an in- 
frastructure needed to create a system 
of quality health care for rural fami- 
lies. There are a number of problems 
that are unique to rural areas—the 
lack of physicians, nurses, health care 
extenders, nurse practitioners, and 
physician assistants. We are troubled 
by the closure of small hospitals where 
the utilization has been relatively low, 
and leaves a community without some 
kind of emergency medical service. 

Inadequate and unequal Medicare re- 
imbursement is a problem today. So we 
have what we think is a solution. It 
helps communities develop their own 
health care delivery system. It assists 
in recruiting and retaining physicians. 
It improves educational opportunities 
for nurses, physicians, physician ex- 
tenders, and other kinds of health pro- 
fessionals. It allows hospitals to 
downsize without losing their emer- 
gency room capacity. In short, it is a 
long-term solution tailored to the 
needs of rural areas. 

Specifically, it provides technical as- 
sistance. Small grant funds are pro- 
vided to help communities to design 
their own network, not one designed by 
outside consultants who are only fa- 
miliar with the characteristics of larg- 
er places. Second, these funds can be 
used for two purposes—to build tele- 
medicine systems to assist rural areas, 
and coordinate arrangements between 
primary care clinics, emergency medi- 
cal centers, and tertiary care facilities. 

Finally, the result to rural individ- 
uals, families and employers is the 
ability to take advantage of cost sav- 
ings that occur elsewhere, which has 
not been able to occur in rural Amer- 
ica. 

We equalize the Medicare reimburse- 
ment rates. Rural counties receive sig- 
nificantly less reimbursement from 
Medicare managed care programs. For 
example, Fall River County in South 
Dakota, receives $177 per month, per 
beneficiary versus $678 for Bronx Coun- 
ty in New York—a 367 percent dif- 
ference. 

My bill reduces this variation and re- 
imburses rural providers relative to 
their metropolitan counterparts. The 
result, of course, is that Medicare bene- 
ficiaries in rural areas will have the 
opportunity to participate in managed 
care plans. 

Third, it improves the educational 
opportunities for nurses. Nurses are a 
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critical component to rural health 
care. My bill guarantees that 20 per- 
cent of all scholarships offered through 
the National Health Service Corps go 
to nurses in rural areas. Since 1972, 
over 70 health care providers have 
served in Wyoming through the serv- 
ices of the National Health Service 
Corps Program. So we put greater em- 
phasis there. 

Regarding recruiting and retaining 
physicians, Medicare currently pro- 
vides a 10 percent bonus in rural areas. 
Ten percent is not much of an incen- 
tive. So it is increased to 20. To com- 
pensate for the increase, the bonus is 
restricted to primary care physicians 
in rural areas. 

In addition, the bill guarantees 24- 
hour emergency care. Medicare cur- 
rently restricts States from establish- 
ing limited-service hospitals. As a re- 
sult, many facilities either have to op- 
erate as full-service hospitals, with 
very low utilization, or close. We are 
suggesting they be recategorized as a 
rural emergency access care hospital so 
that indeed they can be reimbursed 
from HCFA for these emergency serv- 
ices. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, as we 
search for solutions to deliver health 
care throughout the country, the Rural 
Development Health Care Act is one 
proposal that should be added to the 
list. Many of the provisions have re- 
ceived a favorable response—so much 
so that they are likely to be folded into 
the reconciliation package. 

More important, the Rural Develop- 
ment Health Care Act provides the an- 
swer to rural communities that are 
looking to keep up with the rapidly 
changing health care environment. 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


8. 216 
At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
CRAIG] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
216, a bill to repeal the reduction in the 
deductible portion of expenses for busi- 
ness meals and entertainment. 
8. 304 
At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. GRAMS] was added as a cosponsor 
of 8. 304, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the 
transportation fuels tax applicable to 
commercial aviation. 
8. 910 
At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. BREAUX] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 910, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide an 
election to exclude from the gross es- 
tate of a decedent the value of certain 
land subject to a qualified conservation 
easement, and to make technical 
changes to alternative valuation rules. 
8. 1137 
At the request of Mr. THOMAS, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro- 
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lina [Mr. HELMS] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1137, а bill to amend title 
17, United States Code, with respect to 
the licensing of music, and for other 
purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2711 

At the request of Mr. REID the names 
of the Senator from Шіпоів [Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN], the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. WELLSTONE], the Sen- 
ator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON], and the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON] 
were added as cosponsors of amend- 
ment No. 2711 proposed to H.R. 1868, a 
bill making appropriations for foreign 
operations, export financing, and relat- 
ed programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1996, and for other pur- 
poses. 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AP- 
PROPRIATIONS ACT FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 1996 


BYRD AMENDMENT NO. 2768 


Mr. BYRD proposed an amendment 
to the bill (S. 1244) making appropria- 
tions for the government of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against 
the revenues of said District for the fis- 
cal year ending September 30, 1996, and 
for other purposes; as follows: 


Оп page 53, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 

(H) The Chief of the National Guard Bu- 
reau who shall be an ex officio member. 

On page 66, strike line 15 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 211. IMPROVING ORDER AND DISCIPLINE. 

(a) DRESS CODE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than the first 
day of the 1996-1997 school year, the Commis- 
sion shall develop and implement, through 
the Board of Education and the Superintend- 
ent of Schools, a uniform dress code for the 
District of Columbia Public Schools. 

(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—The dress code— 

(A) shall include a prohibition of gang 
membership symbols; 

(B) shall take into account the relative 
costs of any policy for each student; and 

(C) may include a requirement that stu- 
dents wear uniforms. 

(B) COMMUNITY SERVICE REQUIREMENT FOR 
SUSPENDED STUDENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Any student suspended 
from classes at a District of Columbia Public 
School who is required to serve the suspen- 
sion outside the school shall perform com- 
munity service for the period of suspension. 
The community service required by this sub- 
section shall be subject to rules and regula- 
tions promulgated by the Mayor. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This subsection shall 
take effect beginning on the first day of the 
1996-1997 school year. 

SEC. 212, EXPIRATION DATE. 


BYRD AMENDMENT NO. 2769 


Mr. BYRD proposed an amendment 
to amendment No. 2768 proposed by 
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him to the bill 8, 1244, supra; as fol- 
lows: 

On page 2, after line 25 insert the follow- 
ing: 

(с) EXPIRATION DATE.—This section and the 
membership provided in section 202(a)(2)(H) 
shall expire on the last day of the 1997-1998 
school year. 

(4) REPORT.—The Commission shall study 
the effectiveness of the policies implemented 
pursuant to this section in improving order 
and discipline in schools and report its find- 
ings to the appropriate committees of Con- 
gress 60 days before the last day of the 1997- 
1998 school year. 


DORGAN AMENDMENT NO. 2770 


Mr. DORGAN proposed an amend- 
ment to the bill S. 1244, supra; as fol- 
lows: 

At the appropriate place, add the following 
new section: 

БЕС. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON BUDGET PRI- 
ORITIES. 


(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 

(1) the concurrent resolution on the budget 
for fiscal year 1996 (H. Con. Res. 67) calls for 
$245 billion in tax reductions and $270 billion 
in projected spending reductions from Medi- 


care; 

(2) reducing projected Medicare spending 
by $270 billion could substantially increase 
out-of-pocket health care costs for senior 
citizens, reduce the quality of care available 
to Medicare beneficiaries and threaten the 
financial health of some health саге provid- 
ers, especially in rural areas; 

(3) seventy-five percent of Medicare bene- 
ficiaries have annual incomes of less than 


$25,000; 

(4) most of the tax cuts in the tax bill 
passed by the House of Representatives (H.R. 
1215) go to families making over $100,000 per 
year, according to the Office of Tax Analysis 
of the United States Department of the 
Treasury. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that— 

(1) the Committee on Finance and the Sen- 
ate should approve no tax legislation which 
reduces taxes for those making over $101,000 
per year; and 

(2) the savings from limiting any tax re- 
ductions in this way should be used to reduce 
any cuts in projected Medicare spending. 


INHOFE AMENDMENT NO. 2771 


Mr. INHOFE proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 1244, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place insert the follow- 
ing: “Мопе of the funds provided in this Act 
may be used directly or indirectly for the 
renovation of the property located at 227 7th 
Street Southeast (commonly known as East- 
ern Market), except that funds provided in 
this Act may be used for the regular mainte- 
nance and upkeep of the current structure 
and grounds located at such property.“ 


JEFFORDS AMENDMENT NO, 2772 


Mr. JEFFORDS proposed an amend- 
ment to the bill S. 1244, supra; as fol- 
lows: 

On page 2 at line 17: Strike ‘'$52,070,000" 
and insert 352.000, 000.“ 

KOHL (AND JEFFORDS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2773 


Mr. KOHL (for himself and Mr. JEF- 
FORDS) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 1244, supra; as follows: 


September 22, 1995 


On page 52, strike lines 13 through 16 and 
insert the following: 

WCA) 1 member to be appointed by the 
President chosen from a list of 3 proposed 
members submitted by the Majority Leader 
of the Senate; 

(B) 1 member to be appointed by the 
President chosen from a list of 3 proposed 
members submitted by the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives". 


BINGAMAN AMENDMENT NO. 2774 

Mr. KOHL (for Mr. BINGAMAN) pro- 
posed an amendment to the bill S. 1244, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow- 


SEC. . SAVINGS AT DISTRICT OF COLUM- 
BIA FACILITIES. 
(a) REDUCTION ІМ FACILITIES ENERGY 
Costs.— 


(1) IN GENERAL.—The head of each agency 
of the District of Columbia for which funds 
are made available under this Act shall— 

(A) take all actions necessary to achieve 
during fiscal year 1996 a 5 percent reduction, 
from fiscal year 1995 levels, in the energy 
costs of the facilities used by the agency; or 

(B) enter into a sufficient number of en- 
ergy savings performance contracts with pri- 
vate sector energy service companies under 
title VIII of the National Energy Conserva- 
tion Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8287 et seq.) to 
achieve during fiscal year 1996 at least a 5 
percent reduction, from fiscal year 1995 lev- 
els, in the energy use of the facilities used by 
the agency. 

(2) GOAL.—The activities described in para- 
graph (1) should be a key component of agen- 
cy programs that will by the year 2000 result 
in a 20 percent reduction, from fiscal year 
1985 levels, in the energy use of the facilities 
used by the agency, as required by section 
543 of the National Energy Conservation Pol- 
icy Act (42 U.S.C. 8253). 

(b) USE OF CosT SAVINGS.—An amount 
equal to the amount of cosf savings realized 
by an agency under subsection (a) shall re- 
main available for obligation through the 
end of fiscal year 2000, without further au- 
thorization or appropriation, as follows: 

(1) CONSERVATION MEASURES.—Fifty рег- 
cent of the amount shall remain available 
for the implementation of additional energy 
conservation measures and for water con- 
servation measures at such facilities used by 
the agency as are designated by the head of 
the agency. 

(2) OTHER PURPOSES.—Fifty percent of the 
amount shall remain available for use by the 
agency for such purposes as are designated 
by the head of the agency, consistent with 
applicable law. 

(c) REPORTS.— 

(1) By AGENCY HEADS.—The head of each 
agency for which funds are made available 
under this Act shall include in each report of 
the agency to the Secretary of Energy under 
section 548(a) of the National Energy Con- 
servation Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8258(a)) a de- 
scription of the result of the activities car- 
ried out under subsection (a) and гес- 
ommendations concerning how to further re- 
duce energy costs and energy consumption in 
the future. 

(2) BY SECRETARY OF ENERGY.—The reports 
required under paragraph (1) shall be in- 
cluded in the annual reports required to be 
submitted to Congress by the Secretary of 
Energy under section 548(b) of the Act (42 
U.S.C. 8258(b)). 

(3) CONTENTS.—With respect to the period 
since the date of the preceding report, a re- 
port under paragraph (1) or (2) shall— 
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(A) specify the total energy costs of the fa- 
cilities used by the agency; 

(B) identify the reductions achieved; 

(C) specify the actions that resulted in the 
reductions; 

(D) with respect to the procurement proce- 
dures of the agency, specify what actions 
have been taken to— 

(i) implement the procurement authorities 
provided by subsections (a) and (c) of section 
546 of the National Energy Conservation Pol- 
icy Act (42 U.S.C. 8256); and 

(ii) incorporate directly, or by reference, 
the requirements of the regulations issued 
by the Secretary of Energy under title УШ 
of the Act (42 U.S.C. 8287 et seq.); and 

(Е) specify— 

(i) the actions taken by the agency to 
achieve the goal specified in subsection 
(а)(2); 

(ii) the procurement procedures and meth- 
ods used by the agency under section 
546(a)(2) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 8256(a)(2)); and 

(iii) the number of energy savings perform- 
ance contracts entered into by the agency 
under title VIII of the Act (42 U.S.C. 8287 et 
sed.) 

BOXER (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2775 


Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. DOLE, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. 
Baucus, Mr. FEINGOLD, and Mr. BRYAN) 
proposed an amendment to the bill S. 
1244, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. . PAY OF MEMBERS OF CONGRESS AND 

THE PRESIDENT DURING GOVERN- 
MENT SHUTDOWNS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Members of Congress and 
the President shall not receive basic pay for 
any period in which— 

(1) there is more than a 24-hour lapse in ap- 
propriations for any Federal agency or de- 
partment as a result of a failure to enact a 
regular appropriations bill or continuing res- 
olution; or 

(2) the Federal Government is unable to 
make payments or meet obligations because 
the public debt limit under section 3101 of 
title 31, United States Code has been 
reached. 

(b) RETROACTIVE PAY PROHIBITED.—No pay 
forfeited in accordance with subsection (a) 
may be paid retroactively. 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, Ax D uRRAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Friday, 
September 22, 1995, to conduct a hear- 
ing on the Federal Reserve’s semi- 
annual report on monetary policy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent on behalf of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee to 
meet on Friday, September 22 at 10 
a.m. for a markup on reconciliation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit- 
tee on Labor and Human Resources be 
authorized to meet for an executive 
session, until the close of business dur- 
ing the session of the Senate on Fri- 
day, September 22, 1995. р 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE CONSTITUTION, 
FEDERALISM, AND PROPERTY RIGHTS 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on the Constitution, Fed- 
eralism, and Property Rights of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, be au- 
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Friday, September 22, 
1995 at 10 a.m., in the Senate Dirksen 
Building, room 226 to hold a hearing on 
“Adarand versus Pena: a Review of Af- 
firmative Action in Contracting.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TERRORISM, TECHNOLOGY, 

AND GOVERNMENT INFORMATION 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Terrorism, Technology, 
and Government Information of the 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary, be 
authorized to meet during a session of 
the Senate on Friday, September 22, at 
10 a.m., in Senate Hart Building, room 
216, on the Ruby Ridge incident. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


RECONCILIATION SUBMISSIONS 


е Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, pur- 
suant to section 105(a) of the 1996 budg- 
et resolution, House Concurrent Reso- 
lution 67, Senate committees are to 
submit their reconciliation rec- 
ommendations to the Senate Budget 
Committee no later than September 22. 
While the Budget Committee has the 
discretion to report the reconciliation 
bill at any time after that date, the 
Budget Committee’s obligation to re- 
port the bill to the Senate arises upon 
receipt of all of the committee’s sub- 
missions. In addition, under the rec- 
onciliation procedures applicable this 
year it is particularly important that 
as many submissions be included in the 
reconciliation package as possible. 

It has come to my attention that the 
Senate Finance Committee cannot sub- 
mit its recommendations to the Budget 
Committee prior to September 29. Be- 
cause the Finance Committee’s sub- 
mission will carry a great portion of 
the outlays reductions necessary to 
achieve balance and to obtain certifi- 
cation by CBO, the Senate Budget 
Committee will exercise its discretion 
and wait to receive Finance’s submis- 
sions on September 29 before initiating 
the certification process. Any submis- 
sion under section 105(a) made after 
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that date, however, may be received 
too late to be included.e 


THE 21ST ANNUAL UKRAINIAN 
HERITAGE FESTIVAL 


ө Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, our 
country is a remarkable mosaic—a 
mixture of races, languages, 
ethnicities, and religions—that grows 
increasingly diverse with each passing 
year. Nowhere is this incredible diver- 
sity more evident than in the State of 
New Jersey. In New Jersey, school- 
children come from families that speak 
120 different languages at home. These 
different languages are used in over 1.4 
million homes in my State. I have al- 
ways believed that one of the United 
States greatest strengths is the diver- 
sity of the people that make up its citi- 
zenry and I am proud to call the atten- 
tion of my colleagues to an event in 
New Jersey that celebrates the impor- 
tance of the diversity that is a part of 
America’s collective heritage. 

On Saturday, September 23, 1995, the 
Garden State Arts Center in Holmdel, 
NJ, will celebrate the next in its series 
of 1995 Fall Heritage Festivals. The 
Heritage Festival Program salutes 
some of the different ethnic commu- 
nities that contribute so greatly to 
New Jersey's diverse makeup. High- 
lighting old country customs and cul- 
ture, the festival programs are an op- 
portunity to express pride in the ethnic 
backgrounds that are a part of our col- 
lective heritage. Additionally, the Fall 
Heritage Festivals contribute proceeds 
from their programs to the Garden 
State Arts Center’s Cultural Center 
Fund which presents theater produc- 
tions free-of-charge to New Jersey’s 
schoolchildren, seniors, and other de- 
serving residents. The Heritage Fes- 
tival thus not only pays tribute to the 
cultural influences from our past, it 
also makes a significant contribution 
to our present day cultural activities. 

On Saturday, September 23, 1995, the 
Heritage Festival Series will celebrate 
the 2ist Annual Ukrainian Heritage 
Festival. Chaired by Oksana Korduba, 
this year’s event focuses on the road to 
democracy and economic reform for 
the Ukraine. It is fitting that the 
Ukrainian Heritage Festival follows so 
closely on the heels of the fourth anni- 
versary of Ukrainian independence. 
Upon gaining independence, Ukraine 
has worked diligently for both eco- 
nomic reform and democracy. In par- 
ticular, Ukraine has taken significant 
steps to reform its economy by work- 
ing to stabilize inflation, liberalize 
prices, and privatize industries. Fur- 
ther, through the creation and contin- 
ued improvement of a constitutional 
framework, Ukraine is developing its 
own strong democratic tradition. 

I am delighted to have this oppor- 
tunity to pay tribute to the Ukrainian- 
American community. During the long 
years when Ukraine suffered under for- 
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eign control, Ukrainian-Americans 
helped keep alive Ukraine’s culture 
and traditions. The Garden State Arts 
Center’s Ukrainian Heritage Festival, 
with its celebration of food, crafts, 
music, sports, and traditional folk 
dancing, preserves Ukrainian culture 
for all generations. 

On behalf of all New Jerseyans of 
Ukrainian descent I offer my congratu- 
lations on the occasion of the 2156 
Ukrainian Heritage Festival.e 


GRATITUDE TO ELLEN SHAFFER 


è Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask to have printed in the RECORD the 
text of a letter to Ellen Shaffer ex- 
pressing my gratitude for her service 
as a member of my staff since 1992. 

The letter follows: 


U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, September 20, 1995. 
Ms. ELLEN R. SHAFFER 
807 Arrington Drive, Silver Spring, MD. 

DEAR ELLEN: I want to express to you my 
deep gratitude and appreciation for your 
contributions to my overall efforts to im- 
prove health care for people, and in particu- 
lar to national health care reform legisla- 
tion, during your tenure with my office. As 
my principal legislative assistant for na- 
tional health policy since January 1992, you 
have worked tirelessly on this subject with 
great knowledge and skill. 

Because of your long experience in this 
area, you were able to craft the American 
Health Security Act, my legislative proposal 
for a national single payer health care sys- 
tem. You worked diligently with the organi- 
zations supporting the bill, and, as a result, 
they became important participants in ad- 
vancing our proposal. As a result of your ex- 
pertise and writing skills, we were able to 
propose and have published in the New Eng- 
land Journal of Medicine an outstanding 
piece on the merits of a single payer ap- 
proach to national health care reform. 

I, along with Senator Domenici, was able 
to lead effectively the Senate’s Working 
Group on Mental Health as a direct result of 
your strategic skills and your ability to es- 
tablish a coalition among those parties hav- 
ing diverse views. Similarly, you were in- 
strumental in working with the American 
Medical Association to develop the legisla- 
tion known as the Patient Protection Act, a 
measure which enabled me to fulfill my role 
as an advocate for health care consumers. 

I greatly valued your skills at financial 
analysis and your ability to expand quickly 
those skills, which were so critical to our 
work on health care legislation, and your 
successful efforts to communicate the merits 
of our legislative work through the média to 
the public at large. 

Ellen, I have often said in public that your 
brilliance and dedication led people to be- 
lieve that I had a health care staff of ten. I 
consider myself enormously fortunate that 
you have been my health care staff of one— 
supplemented, certainly, by the excellent 
contributions of talented fellows with whom 
you collaborated in our office. I wish you 
well in your future endeavors, and I look for- 
ward to continuing to see the positive re- 
sults of the work we have done together. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL WELLSTONE® 


September 22, 1995 
INTERNATIONAL CHILDREN’S WISH 
WEEK 


è Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
in recognition of the week of November 
26-December 2 as International Chil- 
dren's Wish Week. 

Children’s Wish Foundation Inter- 
national, a nonprofit organization 
headquartered in Atlanta, GA, has ex- 
pressed as its mission to provide seri- 
ously ill children of every origin, race, 
creed, religion, or economic status the 
experience of a lifetime by fulfilling his 
or her favorite wish; and 

Children's Wish Foundation Inter- 
national includes the immediate fam- 
ily in the wish experience in order to 
provide them with special memories to 
help counter the last images of doctors, 
hospitals, and suffering; and 

Children's Wish Foundation Inter- 
national has provided invaluable wish 
experiences for seriously ill children of 
the State of Michigan; and 

International Children’s Wish Week 
will provide a forum to publicly ac- 
knowledge the courage of these chil- 
dren and their families while giving 
others the opportunity to become in- 
volved with this important cause. I 
cannot think of a more meritorious un- 
dertaking; this organization is focused 
on bringing the wonders of life to those 
whose daily living is in question. The 
efforts of the Children’s Wish Founda- 
tion have well earned this special rec- 
ognition. 

Therefore, I hope the people of Michi- 
gan will join me in recognizing Novem- 
ber 26-December 2, 1995 аз Inter- 
national Children’s Wish Week in our 
State.e 


THE 20TH ANNUAL SLOVAK 
HERITAGE FESTIVAL 


е Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, our 
country is a remarkable mosaic—a 
mixture of races, languages, ethnicities 
and religions—that grows increasingly 
diverse with each passing year. No- 
where is this incredible diversity more 
evident than in the State of New Jer- 
sey. In New Jersey, schoolchildren 
come from families that speak 120 dif- 
ferent languages at home. These dif- 
ferent languages are used in over 1.4 
million homes in my State. I have al- 
ways believed that one of the United 
States greatest strengths is the diver- 
sity of the people that make up its citi- 
zenry and I am proud to call the atten- 
tion of my colleagues to an event in 
New Jersey that celebrates the impor- 
tance of the diversity that is a part of 
America’s collective heritage. 

On September 24, 1995, the Garden 
State Arts Center in Holmdel, NJ will 
celebrate its 20th Annual Slovak Herit- 
age Festival. The heritage festival pro- 
gram will salute one of the many dif- 
ferent ethnic communities that con- 
tributes so greatly to New Jersey's di- 
verse makeup. Highlighting old coun- 
try customs and culture, the festival 
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programs are an opportunity to express 
pride in the ethnic backgrounds that 
are a part of our collective heritage. 
The Slovak Heritage Festival will 
highlight many aspects of the Slovak 
culture ranging from business to reli- 
gion. Additionally, the 20th Annual 
Slovak Heritage Festival will contrib- 
ute proceeds from their programs to 
the Garden State Arts Center's cul- 
tural center fund which presents thea- 
ter productions free-of-charge to New 
Jersey’s school children, seniors, and 
other deserving residents. The Heritage 
Festival thus not only pays tribute to 
the cultural influences from our past, 
it also makes a significant contribu- 
tion to our present day cultural. activi- 
ties, 

The Slovak Heritage Festival will 
open with a business trade show with a 
number of different exhibits. Chaired 
by Joseph J. Talafous, this year’s event 
will focus on free trade and economic 
development. At noon the festival will 
honor his excellency, the Most Rev- 
erend Michael J. Dudick, D.D., Bishop 
of Passaic, NJ, for his 15th anniversary 
of dedicated service to the Byzantine 
Catholic community. A mass will be 
performed by Bishop Frantisek Tondra, 
of Spis Kapitula, Slovakia. Following 
the Mass, the opening ceremony which 
includes the Slovak fashion show, will 
take place on the mall. The festival 
will also feature food, crafts, music, a 
soccer tournament, and traditional 
Slovak dancing. 

Congratulations once again on the 
occasion of the 20th Annual Slovak 
Heritage Festival. I offer my best wish- 
es to all who are celebrating a day of 
pride in their ethnicity by attending 
the festival.e 


TRIBUTE ТО MR. THOMAS І. 
AYRES ON HIS RETIREMENT 
FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS 


ә Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I would 
like for the Senate to recognize the re- 
tirement of Thomas L. Ayres from the 
Department of Veterans Affairs after 
more than 41 years of exemplary serv- 
ice in providing health care to the 
armed service members and veterans of 
our Nation. On September 30, 1995, Mr. 
Ayres will retire from his position as 
the Director of the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs Medical Center in Au- 
gusta, GA. 

Tom began providing health care dur- 
ing his service with the United States 
Army from 1995 until 1959 at the 279th 
Station Hospital in Berlin. After his 
service in the Army, he started his ca- 
reer with the Veterans’ Administration 
by becoming a nursing assistant at the 
Veterans Administration Hospital in 
Marion, IN. From 1962 until 1969, Tom 
worked as a supervisory recreation spe- 
cialist at the Veterans Hospital in 
Brecksville, OH. From 1969 until 1972, 
he served as a voluntary services offi- 
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cer at Veterans Administration Hos- 
pitals in both Madison, WI and Gaines- 
ville, FL. In 1972, Tom Ayres became a 
medical administration assistant at 
the Veterans Hospital in Madison, WI. 

Since 1972, Tom Ayres has earned ap- 
pointments to positions of increased 
responsibility within the Department 
of Veterans Affairs. In 1976, he became 
a hospital administration specialist 
and soon thereafter was transferred to 
the Veterans Affairs central office and 
served as the executive assistant to the 
Associate Chief Medical Director for 
Operations. 

Tom Ayres received an appointment 
to the position of Medical Center Di- 
rector of the Veterans Administration 
Hospital in Salisbury, NC in 1981. Nine 
years later, he became the director of 
the two-division Veterans Administra- 
tion Medical Center in Augusta, GA. 
He also serves as the associate admin- 
istrator for Veterans Affairs at the 
Medical College of Georgia and as a 
member of the Medical College of Geor- 
gia’s Clinical Enterprise Executive 
Committee. 

Throughout his long and distin- 
guished career in providing health 
services for U.S. veterans throughout 
our great Nation, Tom has received nu- 
merous awards based on the exemplary 
performance of his duties. His awards 
include the National Daughters of 
American Veterans Commander Award, 
the Award for Valor from the Sec- 
retary of Veterans Affairs, three Supe- 
rior Performance Awards, and five con- 
secutive Executive Performance 
awards. In 1990, he received the Presi- 
dential Rank Award from the President 
of the United States. 

It is important to note that his com- 
passion and sense of civic responsibil- 
ity does not start and end with his job. 
Tom is an active participant with the 
local United Way, Kiwanis Club, Amer- 
ican Legion, Senior Executive Associa- 
tion, and the American College of Hos- 
pital Administrators. In addition; he 
serves on the Administrative Board of 
Trinity on the Hill Church and is a life 
member of the Disabled American Vet- 
erans and the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars. 

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to 
join me in thanking Thomas L. Ayres 
for his outstanding career spent in 
service to our Nation’s veterans. He is 
а model citizen in every sense of the 
term. We wish him, his wife Christa, 
and their children and grandchildren 
Godspeed and every success for the fu- 
ture.@ 

— — 


IN HONOR OF JOSEPH E. BUDD, 
GRAND MARSHALL OF THE MID- 
DLESEX COUNTY PULASKI DAY 
PARADE 

ө Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, оп 

September 23, 1995, a distinguished New 

Jerseyan, Joseph E. Budd, will be ap- 

pointed the grand marshall of the Мій- 
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dlesex County Pulaski Day Parade 
Committee. This appointment is based 
on Joseph Budd’s lifelong commitment 
to his community and country. 

Joseph Budd, born in Sayreville, NJ, 
has lived a life of exemplary citizen- 
ship. As a youth, he graduated from 
South River High School, where he was 
an all-State baseball player. He than 
went on to play semiprofessional base- 
ball with Holy Trinity and Saint 
Mary’s of South River, N.J. 

After completing his education, Jo- 
seph joined the U.S. 77th Infantry Divi- 
sion in the Pacific theater. Joseph dis- 
tinguished himself as a Sergeant of re- 
connaissance, receiving five battle 
stars and a Bronze Star in the Battle of 
Guam, for his outstanding bravery and 
superior leadership abilities. 

After leaving the military, Joseph 
continued to play an active role in the 
veteran community by serving as the 
past commander of Veterans of Foreign 
War Post 8025 in Somerset, NJ, and as 
a member of the American Legion Post 
478. In addition, Joseph is also a mem- 
ber of the Catholic War Veterans Post 
405 in New Brunswick, NJ. 

Employed by the Public Service and 
Gas Co. for 36 years, Joe retired as an 
office manager in the customer service 
center in 1987. Joseph Budd's strong 
work ethic carried over into his com- 
mitment to community service. 
Throughout his life, Joseph has been a 
committed member of a number of or- 
ganizations. Joseph is the past presi- 
dent of the Kiwanis Club of New Bruns- 
wick, a member of the Bound Book 
chapter of Deborah Heart and Lung 
Hospital Foundation, past chairman of 
the Franklin Township Industrial Com- 
mission, noteworthy member of the 
Franklin Park Senior Citizen’s Club 
and Retired Senior Volunteer Program 
of Somerset County, NJ. 

Congratulations once again to Joseph 
Budd on his selection as the grand mar- 
shall of the Middlesex County Pulaski 
Day рагаде.е 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


MEDICARE, TAX CUTS, PRIORITIES 


Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, next 
week the Senate Finance Committee 
will begin to mark up a piece of legisla- 
tion dealing with Medicare and Medic- 
aid, essentially comporting to the 
budget that was enacted by the U.S. 
Senate. The issue, as anyone who has 
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been watching television or reading the 
newspaper recently knows, is Medicare, 
tax cuts, priorities. I would like to talk 
about that a little bit today. 

This morning I was watching a bit of 
the morning shows on television and I 
saw the Speaker of the House and a 
number of others engaging in a debate 
about what these issues mean. There 
are a substantial amount of charges 
and countercharges going back and 
forth on the issue of Medicare and the 
tax cuts. These are important issues, 
there is no question about that. I do 
not think anyone denies the con- 
sequences of what we do will have a 
substantial impact on people in this 
country. What I want to do today is 
discuss a little about the kinds of de- 
bate that we have heard in recent days 
on the effect or impact of both the 
Medicare Program and tax cuts. I 
thought I would do it by beginning 
with some comments, not from a Dem- 
ocrat, but from a Republican. 

This is from Kevin Phillips, a Repub- 
lican conservative political analyst. I 
want to go through some of the things 
he says, and the reason I do this is be- 
cause the Speaker and others say this 
is all being distorted; it is a bunch of 
Democrats who want to distort what 
the Republicans are doing on Medicare 
and tax cuts. Here is what Kevin Phil- 
lips says. He says, speaking of the Re- 
publican approach, the budget, and so 
on: 

It is senior citizens, the poor, students, and 
ordinary Americans who will see programs 
they depend on gutted, while business, fi- 
nance, and the richest 1 or 2 percent, far 
from making sacrifices, actually get new 
benefits and tax reductions. 

That is an analysis by a Republican 
of the Republican plan. 

Further, from Kevin Phillips, 
says: 

If the U.S. budget deficit problem does rep- 
resent the fiscal equivalent of war—and 
maybe it does—then what we are really look- 
ing at is one of the most flagrant examples 
of war profiteering this century has seen. 

Again, talking about the budget ini- 
tiative. 

Further, 
lican, says: 

. if the deficit is substantially reduced 
under a program like this, there'll be a sec- 
ond stage of further upward income redis- 
tribution from upper bracket profits in the 
stock and bond markets. 

Two additional comments from, 
again, a Republican political analyst 
about this approach: 

Spending on Government programs from 
Medicare and education to home heating oil 
assistance is to be reduced in ways that prin- 
cipally burden the poor and the middle class 
while simultaneously taxes are to be cut in 
ways that predominantly benefit the top 1 or 
2 percent of Americans. 

This is not some wild-eyed radical 
liberal saying this. This is an observa- 
tion from Kevin Phillips, a conserv- 
ative Republican political analyst. 

Finally, from Mr. Kevin Phillips, “Іп 
short,“ he says, again speaking of the 


he 


Kevin Phillips, a Repub- 
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Republican budget which is now in 
place: 

In short, aid to dependent grandmothers, 
children, college students, and city dwellers 
is to be slashed while aid to dependent cor- 
porations, stock brokers, generals, and as- 
sorted James Bond imitators survives or 
even grows worse. 

Those are the comments, not from 
someone who is partisan on this side of 
the aisle. Those are comments I have 
read from a political analyst who is a 
Republican. 

What of this debate about Medicare? 
The proposal in the budget to cut the 
Medicare Program $270 billion below 
what is needed to finance the Medicare 
Program is a proposal to cut $270 bil- 
lion. The analysis is that $89 billion is 
needed for the trust fund. So the ques- 
tion is, if you are going to cut $181 bil- 
lion more than is necessary in Medi- 
care to make it solvent, where does 
that money go? How is that money 
used? 

The answer to that is, of course, the 
extra money being cut in Medicare is 
to finance a tax cut. From the Depart- 
ment of Treasury, Office of Tax Analy- 
sis, this pie chart shows what Kevin 
Phillips said in the earlier comments. 

Who is going to get the benefits of 
the tax cut? This says that the top 12 
percent of the income earners in this 
country will get over 50 percent of the 
tax benefits. Families with over 
$100,000 of income will receive 51.5 per- 
cent of the tax benefits. 

We just had a vote on an amendment 
I offered, a-sense-of-the Senate resolu- 
tion saying let us limit the tax cut to 
those who earn less than $100,000 a 
year. To the extent we save money by 
limiting the tax cut to those who have 
$100,000 or less, let us then be able to 
use that savings to reduce the cut in 
Medicare. 

The vote was, predictably I think, 43 
to 54. The amendment was defeated. 

The point is that over half the tax 
cut is going to go to families with over 
$100,000 in income. This at a time when 
we are up to our necks in debt, when 
we are told the deficit is such a serious 
problem that we have to take a big 
hunk out of Medicare, $270 billion. 

It turns out we have to take a big 
hunk out of Medicare, according to 
some, in order to finance this half of 
the tax cut, and that is the dilemma 
and that is the political debate. 

Is it just pure partisan politics? No. 
It is a debate about priorities. We only 
have the tax bill that the House of Rep- 
resentatives passed to go on, but if you 
take a look at what was passed by the 
House of Representatives, what you 
will see is that if you are a household 
between 0 and $30,000, or in other words 
a household with less than $30,000 in in- 
come, you will get a tax cut for the 
year of $124. If your income is $200,000 
or more, you will get a tax cut of 
$11,200. 

Whenever one points this out—this 
comes from the Department of Treas- 
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ury information—whenever someone 
points this out someone else jumps up 
and says, “Class warfare. Class war- 
fare. You are trying to divide people.” 

I am not trying to divide anybody. І 
am just trying to figure out who gets 
what from these proposals. This is a 
classic cake and crumbs approach to a 
legislative profile. You give the cake to 
the big shots—if you have a lot of 
money you get to eat a big piece of this 
cake—and if you do not have much, 
they will wipe a few crumbs off the 
table for you and say, “Ву the way, ev- 
erybody gets something here. This is a 
wonderful deal for everybody.” 

Well, this graph shows it is not a 
wonderful deal for everybody. The fact 
is the bulk of the tax cut is going to 
inure to the benefit of the wealthiest 
Americans. 

The interesting discussion about 
Medicare is this: Medicare was a very 
controversial program when first con- 
ceived. When first proposed in the U.S. 
Senate, 95 percent of the Republicans 
voted against the Medicare Program: 
“Socialism,” they said. We do not 
like it. We do not want anything to do 
with it. It is bad public policy.” I un- 
derstand that. The old definition of a 
conservative is someone who never 
wants to do anything for the first time. 
I understand all of that. 

The fact is, despite the fact that 
most all in their party opposed it 30 
years ago, I would guess, if you had a 
vote on the very simple proposition, 
“1з Medicare good and should we keep 
Medicare?" I would guess now 95 per- 
cent in the Republican Party would 
probably vote yes. They have changed 
their mind. I think most of them would 
say that they were wrong to oppose 
Medicare initially because Medicare 
has proven to be an enormously impor- 
tant pr @ 

Over half of the senior citizens in 
this country had no health care cov- 
erage before we adopted Medicare. 
Then in the fifties, the forties, and in 
the thirties, back in the days when we 
had no Medicare coverage for senior 
citizens, when getting sick when you 
were a senior citizen was a cir- 
cumstance where you feared that you 
would be held hostage by virtue of 
being unable to pay for a medical bill 
or get medical help when you were 
critically ill. Half of the senior citizens 
in this country had no health care cov- 
erage. 

We passed Medicare, and I am proud 
that I am part of a group whose herit- 
age is to fight for things that are pro- 
gressive. Ninety-nine percent of the 
senior citizens in this country now no 
longer have to live in fear that they 
may not be able to get treatment for 
health care needs because they now 
have the Medicare Program. 

Is it a perfect program? Gosh, no. We 
have lots of problems with it. We have 
had hearings about fraud. We have had 
hearings about waste. But the fact is 
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that most senior citizens and others 
who have used Medicare would tell us 
that the Medicare Program has been a 
wonderful boon to them. 

It has cost us a lot more than we ex- 
pected, for a couple of reasons. Senior 
citizens are living a lot longer. Senior 
citizens are living an enormous amount 
of time. Prior to the 1960’s they did not 
have that kind of lifespan. Now they 
do. 

What happened in addition to the 
fact that people are living longer is 
that medical technology has made 
breathtaking breakthroughs. Now 
when someone’s knee gives out, they 
can get a new knee. When their hip 
gives out and they need a new hip, or 
when they eat food that plugs up the 
heart muscle, somebody can open up 
their chest, give them an operation, 
unplug the heart muscle and the arte- 
ries, and they are back out. 

So it is not unusual to run into a sen- 
ior citizen that just had open heart 
surgery, or has a new knee, or has a 
new hip, or cataract surgery, is 75 
years old, and feels like a million dol- 
lars. It is all very expensive, but it is 
wonderful. It is a condition of success 
in many respects. But it has been an 
expensive program, there is no ques- 
tion about that. 

The question before the Congress is, 
What kind of adjustments are nec- 
essary to make it solvent? It is inter- 
esting that the trustees of the Medi- 
care commission say, well, the Medi- 
care Program is going to be insolvent 
by the year 2002 unless some adjust- 
ments are made. 

The majority party wants to get 
some money out of Medicare. They 
called all of the trustees up to the Cap- 
itol Building and made a big show. And 
they said, ‘‘Medicare is going broke.” 
In 23 of the last 25 years when the 
trustees made their report, they said, 
“Here is the date by which Medicare 
will be insolvent.” This was not the 
first time that happened. This happens 
every year. But it is the first time that 
anybody has called the trustees up to 
make a big show out of it. In every 
year, 23 out of 25 years, what has hap- 
pened is the trustees say, “Неге is the 
date by which Medicare will be insol- 
vent.” Every year the Congress has 
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This year we are going to do that. We 
are going to make an adjustment that 
deals with about $89 billion over a long 
period of time to make the Medicare 
system solvent. 

But we are not going, on this side of 
the aisle at least, to agree with those 
who believe you ought to cut $270 bil- 
lion rather than the $89 billion and 
take the extra $170 billion or so and use 
it to provide a tax cut, half of which 
will go to people or families with in- 
comes over $100,000 a year. That is how 
this boils down. 

When you finally condense all of the 
crowd noise and all of the bellicose de- 
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bates, when you finally condense it 
down to the simple point, the point is 
this: We believe that adjustments to 
Medicare ought to be made to make 
the Medicare system solvent. That 
takes about $89 billion to do. We do not 
believe, we do not support, and we will 
not accept notions that we ought to 
cut the Medicare Program an extra $170 
billion below what is necessary to serve 
the senior citizens who will be eligible 
in the next 7 years in order to provide 
а tax cut, the bulk of which will go to 
upper-income people. 

There is ample room for disagree- 
ment on priorities and policies. The de- 
bate about priorities ought to be 
thoughtful, not thoughtless. It ought 
not be a circumstance whenever some- 
one stands up to talk about this dif- 
ference in priorities that someone says, 
“Well, this is just raw politics. It is all 
nonsense.” It is not raw politics, and it 
is not nonsense. It is about priorities, 
what we believe in, what we fight for, 
and what we think is important for the 
future of this country. That is what 
this is all about. 

I see the Senator from West Virginia 
just came to the floor. He has served in 
this Chamber for a good long while and 
in a very distinguished way. He has 
seen these policies and programs come 
and go. He, perhaps more than any 
other, understands that some programs 
are good and they make this country 
better. They make this a better place 
in which to live. Some were not so good 
and did not work out, and we have 
changed programs. We have repealed 
programs. But the Medicare Program, I 
think, has been an enormously bene- 
ficial program for this country. And 
those who had the courage to stand up 
when во many others said no, those 
who had the courage to do that and 
help develop this program for this 
country, have my unending gratitude. 

There was an old saying around here 
a long time ago that, “Апу jackass сап 
kick a barn door down, but it takes a 
carpenter to build one.’’ It may be even 
an old West Virginia saying. I do not 
know. But I understand what that dif- 
ference is. The talent to build is a sub- 
stantially different talent than the tal- 
ent to destroy. 

Someone asked a foreman of a crew 
that was putting up a building, What 
kind of people do you have to hire to 
put up a building?” Well, “You have to 
hire skilled workers.” What kind of 
people would you hire if you were tear- 
ing down a building?” He said, “Оһ, 
that is not a problem to get those kind 
of workers. That does not require any 
skill.” 

It is the builders, in my judgment, of 
this country, who have done the things 
to make this a better place in which to 
live that we must pay tribute to. One 
way to pay tribute to them is to take 
a look at a program like Medicare and 
say, “This is an enormous contribution 
to this country.” Let us fix it. Let us 
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make sure it works. But let us not do 
anything in any way that pulls out the 
foundation or the structure that sup- 
ports this wonderful program. 

That is what this debate is about. It 
is going to be a tough one. There are 
going to be a lot of charges flying back 
and forth. But when you condense it all 
down to its rudimentary elements, it is 
very simple: We support the $89 billion 
adjustment necessary to make this 
Medicare Program solvent for the long 
term. We do not support taking extra 
money out of Medicare to provide a 
very substantial tax cut, most of which 
will go to the affluent of this country. 
That is bad public policy, and it is a 
wrong priority for the future of this 
country. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia is recognized 
to speak for up to 10 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. I thank the distinguished 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. DOR- 
GAN]. I thank him also for the consist- 
ency with which he is fighting this bat- 
tle, for his support of the programs 
that are needed to help the elderly and, 
in helping the elderly, they help the 
young as well. 

My thoughts go back to a time when 
the elderly did not have any safety net, 
nor did anyone else. There were no wel- 
fare checks, no Social Security checks, 
no Federal aid to education, no student 
loans. And when people became too old 
to work, they had nowhere else to go 
except over the hill to the poorhouse or 
stand at the gates of their children 
with their hats in their hands and hope 
to be taken in by their children. 

Mr. President, the Senator is doing a 
great service to the country and for the 
Senate in calling attention to the argu- 
ments that are being made here and 
the threats that are directed toward 
the Medicare Program. And for what 
reason? To pay for a tax cut. It is folly, 
f-o-l-l-y, pure folly to talk about giving 
a tax cut, with the kind of deficits we 
now have in this country, and it is 
going to be a tax cut for the wealthy. 
I am opposed to that. I am opposed to 
any tax cut at this time for anybody— 
wealthy, middle class, or anybody else. 
That money ought to be applied 
against the deficit or applied against 
the cost of the Medicare Program. 

It is easy to tear down, as the Sen- 
ator very aptly said, easy to tear down. 
Anybody can tear down. It is hard to 
build. What he said brought to mind a 
bit of verse: 

І saw them tearing a building down, 

A group of men in a busy town; 

With a ho-heave-ho and a lusty yell, 

They swung a beam and a sidewall fell. 

I asked the foreman, “Аге these men skilled, 

The type you would hire if you had to 
build?” 

He laughed, and then he said. No, indeed; 

Just common labor is all you need. 

I can easily wreck in a day or two, 
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That which takes builders years to do.” 

I thought to myself as I walked away, 
Which of these roles am I trying to play? 
Am I a builder who works with care, 
Building my life by the rule and square? 
Am I shaping my deeds by a well-laid plan, 
Patiently building the best I can? 

Or am I a wrecker who walks the town, 
Content with the labor of tearing down? 

I am afraid that is what we see at 
play here. The wreckers are busy. 

It is late September and the Senate 
is entering the season of fiscal ‘‘sound 
and fury.“ Political leaders іп Wash- 
ington will have to come to grips with 
all of the rhetorical promises made to 
reduce the deficit to zero in 7 years, 
and actually legislate the details which 
will achieve that end. In this fiscal 
year, that means substantial savings 
will have to be made in many impor- 
tant domestic programs, but clearly 
the most sensitive of these are the 
third-rail issues of American politics— 
Social Security and Medicare. 

Substantial savings must be found in 
Medicare in order to meet the deficit 
reduction targets called for in the 
budget resolution. The majority party 
has attempted to justify a very large 
cut in the medicare program—some 
$270 billion dollars, I believe—by claim- 
ing that the medicare trust fund is in 
danger of collapse. 

In the first place, $270 billion is more 
than triple what is actually needed to 
stabilize the fund. In the second place, 
the savings will not be applied to the 
“trust fund” part of Medicare. The sav- 
ings proposed to allegedly salvage the 
trust fund are actually going to be 
given away in the form of tax cuts— 
some $245 billion dollars worth of 
them—that mainly will benefit the 
well-to-do in our society. 

It is true that steps will need to be 
taken to make sure that Medicare re- 
mains solvent for future generations. 
Both political parties need to explain 
that to the people. There is no getting 
around it. Medicare must undergo 
changes if it is to continue to be a via- 
ble public health care program. But, we 
poison the water for acceptance by the 
public of the changes that must come 
to make the Medicare system healthy 
if we obfuscate, hype, and over-sim- 
plify this issue. On the one hand, if we 
leave the impression with senior citi- 
zens that no changes are necessary, we 
close off the avenue for large-scale ac- 
ceptance of reasonable change. In fact, 
the status quo cannot prevail. The pro- 
gram is growing too fast, and with the 
baby boomers headed for eligibility in 
the next decade, the Medicare Program 
has to be altered to accommodate larg- 
er numbers of recipients. We must not 
leave the impression that the status 
quo can be protected by any political 
party or any President. A reality check 
has to come. 

On the other hand, to falsely claim 
that huge savings are needed right 
now, and then to further claim, falsely, 
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that those savings will go toward the 
salvation of Medicare, when, in fact, 
those savings will only be used to hand 
out tax cuts to special interests and 
the most comfortable in our society is 
an outrage, a breaking of faith with 
the elderly, and a sure way to lay the 
groundwork for the utter failure of any 
reasonable and real fix of Medicare 
when it has to be enacted. 

The $270 billion worth of cuts man- 
dated by the writers of the budget reso- 
lution is a bogus number. It was picked 
for no other reason, I believe, than the 
convenience of allowing room for the 
promised tax cuts while making the 
budget arithmetic come out balanced. 

That number is a fabrication by the 
“powers that be’’ in the current Con- 
gress. It reflects nothing more than a 
policy decision here in Washington to 
raise monthly premiums on seniors for 
Part B Medicare benefits so that there 
will be dollars enough to hand around 
in tax cuts. I deplore the hype and the 
scare tactics about collapsing funds 
and vanishing Medicare programs and 
the absolute necessity of making $270 
billion dollars worth of cuts in Medi- 
care. While it is true we will have to 
eventually make some savings in the 
fund, nothing but a political decision 
to make room for tax cuts, in my judg- 
ment, is driving cuts in the Medicare 
Program of this magnitude. 

To make matters worse, the details 
of the plan to cut Medicare will be 
wrapped in a reconciliation bill, under 
a 20-hour time limit, with little oppor- 
tunity to debate or amend the pro- 
posal. After weeks of misinformation, 
claims, counter claims, hype, scare 
tactics, media manipulation, general 
confusion, and false premises, this ex- 
tremely sensitive and crucial program 
important to millions of our elderly 
population will be dispatched on the 
Senate floor under the tightest of time 
limits in a massive deficit reduction 
package. 

Now, I turned down the President of 
the United States when he urged me to 
go along with putting health care re- 
form into the reconciliation bill. I also 
turned down that request on the part of 
the then majority leader, Mr. Mitchell. 
I am opposed to putting huge Medicare 
cuts and tax cuts into the reconcili- 
ation bill for the same reason that I op- 
posed including health care reform on 
that occasion. I said it was a matter so 
complex, so costly it ought to be de- 
bated fully by the Senate. That is why 
we are here—to debate such matters. 
To put massive bills of that nature into 
a reconciliation bill is to deny the 
American people the information and 
to deny Senators the information to 
which they are entitled if they are to 
make sound judgments. But apparently 
that is what is going to be done. 

The details will be obscured by the 
smoke of the rhetoric and, in short the 
American people will never know what 
hit them until it is too late, as usual. 
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As if there has not already been 
enough confusion and misrepresenta- 
tion over reforming medicare, now we 
hear reports of further chicanery in the 
budget wars over the issue. 

Apparently some in the other body 
have gotten cold feet“ over trading 
cuts in medicare for cuts in taxes and 
have opted to play the “magic aster- 
isk” game in the reconciliation proc- 
ess. The Congressional Budget Office 
apparently has told the Republican 
leadership that, even with a substan- 
tial rise in medicare payments by bene- 
ficiaries, the $270 billion in medicare 
budget savings the Republicans need to 
get from medicare in order to pay for 
their tax cut, has still not material- 
ized. So, the Republicans are reviving 
ап old canard called a look-back'“ se- 
quester іп the House—the look-back“ 
sequester—in order to achieve the addi- 
tional cuts needed. 

Beware, America’s seniors! Beware! A 
‘‘look-back"’ sequester is the gimmick 
of all gimmicks in the arcane language 
of Federal Budgetese. 

The “Іоок-раск” says in plain Eng- 
lish—we need more of that these days, 
plain English. I am for making English 
the national language. 

I realize I may be politically incor- 
rect in making such a statement, but I 
studied Muzzey when I was in grade 
school. Muzzey’s “History of the Amer- 
ican People.” And the very first sen- 
tence in Muzzey’s history book said, 
America is the child of Europe." 

Mr. President, that is true. Muzzey 
did not care much about being politi- 
cally correct. He would have been hoot- 
ed out of town these days. But he be- 
lieved in giving the historical facts. So 
do I. I do not give a hoot about politi- 
cal correctness. I will take my stand 
with Muzzey! America was the child of 
Europe. And I will take my stand with 
making English the national language. 

The look-back' says іп plain Eng- 
lish, if our savings plan does not 
achieve $270 billion in medicare sav- 
ings, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services is instructed to iden- 
tify the shortfall each year and then to 
arbitrarily make sufficient cuts in the 
succeeding year to eliminate the pre- 
vious year’s shortfall. That is legisla- 
tive and political “kick the сап” at its 
worst. 

Members of Congress were elected to 
make these choices and to make them 
in ways that are understandable and 
acceptable to the public they rep- 
resent. Gimmicks like look-back“ se- 
questers deny the American public the 
opportunity to hear a reasoned debate 
and to weigh in on decisions they elect- 
ed us to make. It is a totally spineless 
way to make cuts in vital programs 
and it is painless only for the shaky- 
kneed legislators who employ it. 

I urge the Majority Party in the Sen- 
ate to reject this return to budget gim- 
mickry, David Stockman type magic 
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asterisks, process fixes, and respon- 
sibility-shirking convolutions, and en- 
gage instead in an honest debate, uti- 
lizing plain English language, with the 
American people about what needs to 
be done to balance the budget and also 
assure the solvency of Medicare for fu- 
ture users. 

I further urge the Senate Finance 
Committee not to unduly tax Medicare 
recipients in order to parcel out gener- 
ous tax breaks for those who do not 
have to worry about how to pay their 
doctor bills and afford their medica- 
tions. 

We will never keep deficit reduction 
on track if we begin the effort by fail- 
ing to come clean with the people 
about how hard it will be to carry out 
the plan. It really comes down, Mr. 
President, to a matter of trust. If we 
trust the intelligence and reasonable- 
ness of the American people by telling 
them the truth, they just may—they 
just may—begin to trust us and give us 
their support in crafting the hard solu- 
tions to our budget and deficit prob- 
lems. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent to proceed for an addi- 
tional 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. My friend, who is presid- 
ing in the chair, the distinguished Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. SMITH], 
was interested in the remarks I made a 
few minutes earlier, and he asked me 
about Muzzey, whether or not he was 
the author of the book on American 
history. He was. He was the author. As 
I recall, the book was copyrighted, I 
believe, around 1927, 1928, 1929, or 1930. 

I used to memorize the chapters in 
that history book at night by the light 
of a kerosene lamp. I told my fellow 
classmates in the early grades about 
Nathaniel Greene, Francis Marion the 
“Swamp Fox,” Daniel Morgan, and 
about Nathan Hale. 

I often carry on conversations with 
the young pages here. And as each new 
page group comes to the Senate, I gen- 
erally ask them several questions. And 
I will stop to tell them stories. When I 
walk into that Cloakroam, they will 
gang up around me like a bunch of lit- 
tle birds with their mouths open want- 
ing to be fed, and they ask, “Сап you 
tell us a story today?” 

Well, generally my first question of 
these new young pages is Have you 
ever heard of Nathan На1е?” And nor- 
mally they have never heard of Nathan 
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Hale. I was pleased that this year—I 
believe there were as many as three in 
the group who had heard of Nathan 
Hale. 

Mr. DODD. Would my friend and col- 
league yield? 

Mr. BYRD. Of course. With great 
pleasure. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I walked 
on the floor here. Coincidentally, the 
distinguished former leader and senior 
Senator from West Virginia mentions 
Nathan Hale. I live in the town in the 
State of Connecticut where Nathan 
Hale taught in East Haddam, CT. 

Coincidentally, in approximately 30 
minutes the high school choral group 
from the Nathan Hale High School of 
East Haddam, CT, will be meeting with 
me on the steps of the Capitol here and 
later will be performing at the Ken- 
nedy Center. 

I chose them as a choral group from 
my State. Each State gets to name a 
choral group. So it is serendipity that 
as I walked onto the floor, my wonder- 
ful friend of so many years mentions 
Nathan Hale. 

In fact, I say to my colleague, I live 
in a renovated schoolhouse on the 
banks of the Connecticut River. It was 
the successor school to the one-room 
schoolhouse in which Nathan Hale 
taught іп Bast Haddam, CT. 

So I appreciate immensely my col- 
league’s reference to a Connecticut son 
of whom we are deeply proud for his 
steadfastness, his loyalty, his patriot- 
ism, and his regret that he had but 
only one life to give to his country. I 
thank my colleague for referencing 
him. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank my friend, Sen- 
ator DODD. Plato thanked the gods for 
having been born a man, he thanked 
the gods for having been born a Greek, 
and he thanked the gods for having 
been born in the age of Sophocles. 

Mr. President, I thank the benign 
hand of destiny for allowing me to live 
in an age in which the distinguished 
Senator from Connecticut, CHRIS- 
TOPHER DODD, is a Member of this body. 
I am glad that he chanced to come by 
the floor just as I was talking about 
the patriot Nathan Hale. 

Nathan Hale was a young school- 
teacher, 21 years of age, and when 
George Washington called for a volun- 
teer to go behind the British lines to 
draw pictures of the British fortifica- 
tions, Nathan Hale volunteered to go 
on this dangerous mission. He dis- 
guised himself as a Dutch school- 
master. 

He went behind the British lines. He 
was successful in drawing pictures of 
the fortifications and accumulating in- 
formation that would be of benefit to 
General George Washington. But upon 
the evening before Hale was to return, 
he was discovered carrying the docu- 
ments, and was arrested. The next 
morning, he was brought up before the 
scaffold. His request for a Bible was de- 
nied. 
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There he stood in full view of the 
stark, wooden coffin in which his body 
was soon to be placed. The British offi- 
cer, whose name was Cunningham, 
said, Have you anything to say?” 

Hale, whose hands were tied behind 
him, said, “І only regret that I have 
but one life to lose for my country.“ 

The British commander said, ‘‘String 
the rebel up.” 

I do not find that great story in his- 
tory books anymore. What I used to 
call history is, I think, probably today 
more aptly designated social studies.” 
There is nothing wrong with social 
studies, of course, but we also need his- 
tory. Young people need heroes to emu- 
late, and we used to have such heroes 
in American history. 

Well, I just tell that story for the 
benefit of those who may be a little 
startled at my looking askance at so- 
called “political correctness.” Take it 
away. Give me history. Give me 
Muzzey! 

I thank the Chair. 

Mr. DODD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH). The Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, first of all, 
let me commend our colleague from 
West Virginia, not only because he 
made reference to our favorite son of 
East Haddam, CT, a schoolteacher. In 
fact, the distinguished senior Senator 
from West Virginia has, over the years, 
enjoyed my Christmas greetings card 
which, on numerous occasions, has the 
schoolhouse in East Haddam as the 
cover. 

I appreciate his reference to Nathan 
Hale, of whom we are very proud in 
Connecticut and the Nation. I also ap- 
preciate, once again, his reminding the 
Members of this body and the Nation 
at large of the importance of history 
and social studies and people who have 
sacrificed great things, who have given 
us the opportunity to enjoy this Nation 
today. ў 

Тоо often, those stories аге mini- 
mized or scorned or treated lightly. It 
is the lives of heroes, the lives of great 
individuals which have made the dif- 
ference. Events do not happen without 
great individuals, and we do not pay 
enough attention to them. 


MEDICARE 


Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I want to 
take a few minutes today if I can, and 
talk about our upcoming proposal on 
Medicare, which is a subject of great 
interest, and ought to be, in the coun- 
try. I think it is important to place 
into context this debate. 

Regardless of where one stands on 
the specifics of these issues as they 
come out, it is important that we all 
understand that we are talking about 
the single largest transfer of wealth in 
the history of our country with this 
proposal, some $270 billion that will 
have to be moved from the Medicare 
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Program. We are talking simulta- 
neously about a $245 billion tax cut. 
There is nothing quite like this in the 
annals of this country’s history. 

I say that, not to in any way suggest 
that in and of itself one ought to op- 
pose this, but rather to raise what I 
hope will be the interests of the Amer- 
ican public as we engage in this discus- 
sion, because they are the ones who 
will be affected. Not the Members of 
this body because, frankly, most of us 
have health care programs and have in- 
come levels which will basically make 
us immune from the kind of potential 
tragedies and difficulties that most 
Americans will face if they lose a safe- 
ty net of health care. 

It is in their interest, and it is cer- 
tainly a program that has been tremen- 
dously successful in assisting millions 
of people over the last 30 years to avoid 
the catastrophic problems associated 
with the predictable health problems 
that people face. 

What disturbs me is the fact that we 
are going to have almost no hearings 
on this at all. In fact, only 1 day of 
hearings have been scheduled in the en- 
tire Congress on an issue that I think 
is certainly as important as any that 
this body will debate or discuss this 
year, only 1 day of hearings on the sin- 
gle largest transfer of wealth in the 
history of the United States. 

Mr. President, the world looks on 
this body, and we often refer to it our- 
selves, as the greatest deliberative 
body in the world. Yet, I say with all 
due respect to those in the majority 
that to hold only 1 day of discussions 
on legislation that will affect today 37 
million direct beneficiaries of Medi- 
care, not to mention the families of 
these Medicare recipients and, frankly, 
those who will move into the age cat- 
egories that would allow them to re- 
ceive some Medicare assistance, I find 
hard to justify, to put it mildly. 

We are not talking about an Intel- 
ligence Committee issue here. We are 
not even talking about a defense issue 
in which the secrecy of our proceedings 
has legitimacy. But to come forward 
with an idea that only has 1 day of 
hearings and will affect many millions 
of people I find very, very disturbing. 

I can only conclude, Mr. President, 
that some people are deeply worried 
that more people may find out about 
what we are likely to do. And so some 
think, do it fast, do it quickly, get it 
over with. Hopefully, they will not no- 
tice, and we can achieve the kind of re- 
sults that some are seeking to adopt 
when it comes to this program. 

Mr. President, this plan, as I men- 
tioned at the outset of these remarks, 
will cut Medicare by $270 billion. Let 
me quickly point out that that number 
is three times what the Health Care Fi- 
nance Administration says is necessary 
to extend the solvency of Medicare 
until the year 2006—three times, Mr. 
President. 
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I am not sure that the Health Care 
Finance Administration is absolutely 
correct. They are saying about $89 bil- 
lion. There are those who would tell 
you that you could do this with $45 bil- 
lion if you can deal with some of the 
waste and fraud, which CBO and others 
will not score. A GAO study that was 
done said you could basically achieve 
the savings if we would just make this 
program run more efficiently. Whether 
you believe the $45 billion or $60 billion 
or $89 billion, no one will tell you—no 
one—that $270 billion in cuts in the 
Medicare Program is necessary. Yet, 
that is exactly the plan being put to- 
gether as we sit here. It is not a plan 
done in the light of day, but done with 
1 day of hearings, with a bunch of peo- 
ple writing this gathered in rooms 
where you cannot find them. They are 
leaking this out bit by bit with vagar- 
ies and never getting into the details. 

I do not think people ought to stand 
for that. Whether you agree or dis- 
agree, it is fundamental that we have a 
full-blown discussion of what we are 
likely to do here with a plan that is 
going to affect that many millions of 
people—people who are not in a great 
position to defend themselves. 

Let me share with my colleagues 
what we are talking about here and 
who these beneficiaries are. The vast 
majority of our beneficiaries are not 
well-off people. I, for instance, have 
long supported the idea of means test- 
ing Medicare. I do not find that to be 
any great revolutionary idea. I am 
talking about incomes of $75,000 or 
$150,000. 

I quickly point out, Mr. President, 
that the savings there are relatively 
modest when you look at the overall 
amount of cuts that are being talked 
about. Lest anyone thinks that the 
money could be saved by excluding the 
wealthy, let us take a quick look at 
the numbers. Ninety-seven percent of 
Medicare expenditures go to individ- 
uals with incomes of $50,000 or less; 97 
percent go to people with $50,000 or 
less. Seventy-eight percent of Medicare 
beneficiaries have an income of less 
than $25,000 a year. The median income 
for a woman of 65 years of age or over 
is $8,500 a year. In fact, the median in- 
come is $17,000. And almost 9 million of 
the 37 million of Medicare recipients 
have incomes of less than $10,000 a 
year. 

So when we start talking about $270 
billion in cuts and premium increases, 
and the like, remember who we are 
talking about here. We are not talking 
about affluent Americans. We are talk- 
ing about people who, in some cases, 
are in the most difficult positions, fi- 
nancially, in the country. If not just 
them, we are talking about their fami- 
lies, who will have to bear the burden 
of handling these costs. 

It has been a very successful pro- 
gram. Yes, it has problems and you 
have to treat and work on some of the 
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costs associated with it. But it has 
been a tremendously successful pro- 
gram. If you look here on the chart, 
Mr. President, in 1959, only 46 percent 
of our seniors have health care cov- 
erage. That was before Medicare. Since 
1965, seniors with health care has now 
risen to 99 percent. 

I do not think we can underestimate 
the value of that to people, not just in 
terms of their health—as everybody 
knows, when you get older, you will 
face medical problems—but financially 
what it means to people and their fami- 
lies as well. 

There was significant opposition to 
this program. This did not go through 
like some of the issues around here. It 
was debated and voted on three dif- 
ferent times in 1965 before it became 
the law of the land. And 93 percent of 
those now in the majority at that time 
voted against this program in 1965. I 
think most of those people today would 
agree that this has been a very good 
program, indeed, and it has made a 
substantial difference in people’s lives. 

So I think it is in our critical inter- 
est that we at least—when you are 
talking about a $270 billion cut in this 
program over 7 years—understand what 
the implications are, what happens— 
not those who make $75,000 for an indi- 
vidual or $125,000 a year for couples— 
but for the woman making 58,500 а 
year, as sO many are, or the 9 million 
who make less than $10,000 a year, or 50 
percent of the entire population of 
Medicare recipients who make less 
than $17,000 a year. Today, they are 
paying about $3,000 in out-of-pocket ex- 
penses. We are looking at a proposal— 
and, again, we do not have the details 
of all of this yet. But according to 
those who have seen the numbers, we 
are talking about an increase of maybe 
$2,700. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 5 
additional minutes on this. I see my 
colleague from Rhode Island here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, we are 
talking here about people in that in- 
come category. The estimates are that 
we could be looking at an increase in 
Medicare out-of-pocket costs of some 
$2,700. Now, you can cut that down on 
a daily figure, and so forth. But if you 
are in that $17,000 or $20,000 range, put- 
ting aside the $8,500, that is a tremen- 
dous additional cost to people in that 
particular income category. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I wonder if the Senator 
will yield for a question. 

Mr. DODD. Quickly, if I can. I only 
have 5 minutes. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I am the only one here. 
If you want to have more time, as far 
as I am concerned, you can add my 
question time on. Where did you get 
this figure about a $1,700 increase? 

Mr. DODD. Those are the figures that 
have been in the House proposals. 
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Mr. CHAFEE. Let us not talk about 
the House. We are in the Senate. The 
Senate bill was announced today. The 
part B premium of 31.5 percent is going 
to stay at 31.5 percent. Is it going to go 
up with inflation? Yes. Thirty-one and 
a half percent of the cost will remain 
at 31.5. Is it going to stay exactly the 
same dollar figure as last year or 2 
years ago? No. But under any adminis- 
tration, Democrat or Republican, it 
will increase. 

Now, the second part is about the de- 
ductible. There is no increase in the co- 
payments. They remain exactly the 
same, at the 20 percent. On the in- 
crease in the deductibles, over the 
years with inflation, the deductibles 
have gone up. Under this program, they 
would go from $100 to $150. That is cer- 
tainly no $1,700. 

Mr. DODD. I say to my colleague, not 
$1,700, but $2,700, which in the House 
plan. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Then that is even more 
inaccurate. 

Mr. DODD. No; it is not. 

Mr. CHAFEE. If you want to talk 
about the persons in the upper cat- 
egories— 

Mr. DODD. I am not the guy you 
want to ask. The person you want to 
ask the question to is the Speaker of 
the House and members of the Ways 
and Means Committee, who are putting 
the plan together. The Senate may de- 
cide it wants to go to something else. I 
have not seen the Senate proposals. I 
know what the Speaker and Ways and 
Means Committee are saying. 

Mr. CHAFEE. We happen to be in the 
Senate, and they announced a plan 
today. We do not have to debate on the 
floor of the Senate what the House 
plan is. We have a Senate plan. I hap- 
pen to know what the Senate plan is, 
and it is not $2,700. Now, if you are 
talking Jack Kent Cooke, one of the 
richest men in America, and if he con- 
tinues taking the part B, yes, he will 
pay more and he jolly well ought to 
pay more; 75 percent of Jack Kent 
Cooke’s medical bills are being paid by 
the taxpayer. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, this is not 
а question and answer. 

Mr. CHAFEE. It is not right. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut has the floor. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senator from 
Connecticut have another 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FORD. Will the Senator from 
Connecticut yield? 

Mr. DODD. Yes. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I am going 
through the Chair, as we should. Will 
the Senator yield for a question. 

Mr. DODD. I am glad to yield to my 
friend. у 

Mr. FORD. Now, as I understand it, 
in the plan as we operate it today, the 
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premium goes up only based on a 
COLA. So instead of being 31 percent, 
it is only at 28 percent. Therefore, as 
the COLA is increased, the other 
amount is increased, but it is basically 
at 28 percent instead of 31 percent, as 
our friend from Rhode Island has indi- 
cated. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I say to 
our colleague that he is absolutely cor- 
rect. That is part of it. 

We are talking about $270 billion in 
savings, Mr. President. And to suggest 
that somehow you can achieve that 
number, and not talk about the bene- 
ficiaries being affected, is exactly the 
kind of problem we get into here. Of 
course, it is going to cost. What I find 
even more disturbing about this, Mr. 
President, is the fact that we are look- 
ing here at a $245 billion tax break oc- 
curring simultaneously. 

By the way, this tax break was high- 
er originally. We were talking about 
$260 billion to $270 billion in a tax 
break earlier. They pared it back to 
$245 billion. 

Is it not coincidental that the size of 
thè Medicare cut and the size of the tax 
break almost match up dollar for dol- 
lar? 

Now the tax break has been reduced 
a bit here, but nonetheless it seems 
quite obvious to this Senator how we 
pay for that tax break. That tax break 
is paid for, it seems to me, by the cut 
in Medicare. 

In the cuts, and again watching this 
plan dribble out, not a single penny in 
the proposals being proposed in the 
House of Representatives actually go 
to the trust fund. Not a penny of it. 

Here we are talking about this great 
problem with the trust fund and in- 
stead of dedicating the resources to the 
trust fund to put it in better shape we 
talk about dollars going here. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I wonder if the Senator 
would yield? 

Mr. DODD. I will complete my 5 min- 
utes and my colleague can ask for 5 
minutes to proceed. 

Mr. President, 51.5 percent of the tax 
break proposed by the Republican plan 
goes to people making over $100,000 a 
year. Mr. President, that is a fact. Cut 
that any way you want, but that is the 
income level. 

Watch down here in the zero to 
$30,000 category, they get 4.8 percent; 
people making 30,000 to $50,000, 11.6 per- 
cent; and it breaks down to 16 and 15 
percent. 

Iam not objecting even to the idea of 
having some tax proposals. My view is 
to postpone these. I put them aside be- 
cause I think deficit reduction is a 
completely legitimate issue and we 
ought to focus on it. 

If you want a deficit reduction, take 
this idea, put it on the table for a cou- 
ple of years and then look at the Medi- 
care issue for really what it is, instead 
of coming up with a phony number 
here that basically in my view, and as 
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it appears to those who have looked at 
this, satisfies the needs of a tax break 
proposal. 

That is what this amounts to. There 
will be squawking, a lot of hemming 
and hawing, but if this were truly a de- 
cent and fair plan we would have more 
than 1 day of hearings. We would not 
try and have a stealth program that 
comes in and all of a sudden is sprung 
on this body. 

I know what will happen. We will 
have one vote under the reconciliation 
that will be lumped together. We will 
have little or no chance to amend it, 
change it or offer different ideas, in the 
single largest transfer of wealth in the 
history of the United States. 

Frankly, Mr. President, I do not 
think people will stand for it. I believe 
when people know more about this, and 
they will want to know more about it, 
they will not be satisfied with 1 day of 
hearings, with an idea of wrapping this 
all together, minimize the kind of po- 
litical confrontation people will have 
to deal with here if they are going to 
address this issue. 

As I said at the outset of these re- 
marks, I am more than happy to take 
a look at what needs to be done with 
Medicare, more than happy. I have ad- 
vocated means testing for more than a 
decade on this program. I will not take 
a back seat to anyone in that area. 

The suggestion that $270 billion is 
necessary here when none of the re- 
sources go to that trust fund I find less 
than genuine when it comes to trying 
to deal with the issue of the Nation's 
health care needs. 

Let me go back and remind our col- 
leagues here. Consider where we were, 
and consider the history of this. In 1959 
only 46 percent, less than half the pop- 
ulation of seniors had health care. 
Today we are getting almost universal 
coverage. 

There are those that have been hos- 
tile to this program from day one and 
have disagreed with it. I am not op- 
posed to the idea of coming up with 
ways in which people can participate in 
their own financial and health security 
down the road. I think that is a good 
idea. That is not going to work for ev- 
eryone. 

To say you will have that as a sub- 
stitute for Medicare is to be terribly 
naive, in my view, about what needs to 
be done to satisfy the needs of people 
in this category. 

While we are talking about the 37 
million who are the Medicare recipi- 
ents, remember it is their children and 
their families who also are affected. 
There are people out there today who 
are trying to meet the needs of two 
generations, their own children as well 
as their parents, so this burden just 
does not fall on those in the category 
of retirement age. These people are 
trying to plan for educational needs, 
their children, their mortgages, rent, 
and food. While some say $1,700 or 


26212 


$2,700 does not amount to much—$21 а 
week, that is part of the problem here. 
We are so out of touch in terms of the 
economic realities of what millions of 
Americans face every day, we do not 
think it is much anymore. Go home 
and listen to your people. They will 
tell you that it is. They ought to at 
least be given the common decency of a 
review of what is about to be done to 
them, more than 1 day of hearings. I 
hope that will be the case. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I want 
to correct a few inaccuracies that were 
in the statement of the distinguished 
Senator from Connecticut. I am con- 
fident that these were unintentional, 
but they were delivered with consider- 
able vigor so I think I might take this 
opportunity to rebut then. 

The Senator from Connecticut said 
not one penny from these savings in 
Medicare go into the trust fund. That 
just plain is not so. 

Every single nickel, every single 
penny saved under the part A, the re- 
duction in the payments to the hos- 
pitals, the reductions in the payments 
to the other providers, the providers 
dealing with the hospitals’ side, all go 
into what is known as the hospital in- 
surance fund, or part A. 

Every single реппу--І am not sure of 
the exact amount in billions of dollars, 
but of the total $270 billion, a very sub- 
stantial, I will not say half, but I sus- 
pect close to half will go into that part 
A hospital insurance trust fund. 

When the Senator says with all the 
vigor he can muster that none of that 
is going into the trust fund, that just 
plain is not right. 

Now, second, the Senator says 51 per- 
cent of the tax cuts are going to the 
rich. That is a very interesting state- 
ment because in the Senate we do not 
have any idea what the tax cuts are 
going to be. 

All that we have done in the Senate 
is to say that up to $240 billion of tax 
cuts can take place. That means there 
could be zero, there could be $1 or there 
could be $240 billion. No one has said so 
far—the Finance Committee that deals 
with the tax cuts has not come up with 
any proposals dealing with what the 
tax cuts will be. 

Some say they want $500 credit for 
every child. Now, if that is adopted, no 
one is suggesting that 51 percent of 
that is going to the rich people. Every 
taxpayer, even taxpayers who pay $501 
will get a $500 credit, so they pay $1 in 
taxes. 

Indeed, the person who pays less than 
that, I presume would not only get a 
refund but get some kind of an income 
tax credit in addition to the regular 
$500 credit. 

Who knows what we will adopt? 
Knowing how legislative bodies are, I 
suspect that we will go right up to the 
$240 billion. No one has decided that 
yet. No meetings of the Finance Com- 
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mittee have taken place in connection 
with taxes. No decisions have been 
made. It is total nonsense to say that 
51 percent of the tax cut is going to the 
rich under any Senate plan. 
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ORDERS FOR MONDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 25, 1995 


Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today it 
stand in adjournment until the hour of 
2 p.m. on Monday, September 25; that 
following the prayer, the Journal of 
proceedings be deemed approved to 
date, no resolutions come over under 
the rule, the call of the calendar be dis- 
pensed with, the morning hour be 
deemed to have expired, the time for 
the two leaders be reserved for their 
use later in the day, and there then be 
а period for morning business until the 
hour of 3 p.m, with the Senators to 
speak for up to 5 minutes each with the 
exception of the following: 

Senator BENNETT for up to 45 min- 
utes; Senator DORGAN for up to 15 min- 
utes. 

I further ask that following morning 
business at 3 o’clock, the Senate begin 
consideration of H.R. 2099, the VA-HUD 
appropriations bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr. CHAFEE. For the information of 
all Senators at 3 p.m. on Monday, the 
Senate will begin consideration of VA- 
HUD appropriations bill. The managers 
of that bill have indicated that Senator 
BUMPERS is prepared to offer his 
amendment on the space station on 
Monday. The majority leader has indi- 
cated that any other Member who is in- 
tending to offer an amendment to VA- 
HUD appropriations bill should be pre- 
pared to offer that amendment on Mon- 
day, so the Senate may complete ac- 
tion on the bill at the earliest possible 
time. 

In addition, the majority leader has 
indicated there will be no rollcall votes 
on Monday, and any votes ordered in 
connection with the HUD-VA bill 
would be postponed until after the 
weekly party luncheons on Tuesday. 


NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM 
DESIGNATION ACT OF 1995 


Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the 
House message to accompany S. 440, 
the national highway bill, that the 
Senate move to disagree with the 
House amendments and agree to a re- 
quest for a conference, the Chair be au- 
thorized to appoint the conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The motion was agreed to, and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. WAR- 
NER, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. SMITH, Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. BAUCUS, Мг. MOY- 
NIHAN, Mr. REID and from the Commit- 
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans- 
portation, solely for matters within 
their jurisdiction, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. 
LoTT, and Mr. HOLLINGS conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 


ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I now ask the Senate stand 
in adjournment under the previous 
order, following the remarks of Sen- 
ator BYRD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Now, Mr. President, we 
have the opportunity to hear the dis- 
tinguished Senator from West Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank my 
friend, the distinguished Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE] for his cour- 
tesy. 

Mr. President, I want to be very ob- 
servant of the rules of comity that 
exist between the Senate and the 
House. And, so, I seek never to call the 
name of a Member of the other body. I 
think the rules of comity are very im- 
portant and I hope never to violate 
them. 

However, Mr. President, I cannot 
allow the recent comments made by a 
Member of the other body, regarding a 
possible government-wide default, to 
go unanswered. Both the Washington 
Post and the New York Times today 
contain articles that suggest that a 
leading Member of the other body is 
willing to put the United States into 
default in order to coerce the President 
of the United States into swallowing a 
set of budget proposals that large seg- 
ments of the public and the Congress 
consider to be extreme. 

A Member of the other body has re- 
portedly stated, “І don’t care what the 
price is,” and is also quoted as saying 
that he does ‘‘not care if we have no ex- 
ecutive offices and no bonds for 60 
days—not this time.” He has further 
stated that he would use his office to 
prevent a vote to increase the debt 
limit until the President agrees to his 
proposals for balancing the budget. 

That Member may not care, Mr. 
President, but I do. I care very deeply 
about the welfare of the United States 
and the people of the United States. 
This kind of arrogant brinkmanship 
can do irreparable damage to the 
United States, to its creditworthiness, 
and to its international standing. It 
could have long-lasting effects on the 
world stock and bond markets, with 
unseen ramifications for U.S. interests 
around the world. That is very care- 
less—careless talk, Mr. President. 
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With each passing day, we climb ever 
closer to the $4.9 trillion ceiling on 
Federal debt imposed by Congress in 
1993. We may hit that ceiling as early 
as the end of October, or as late as mid- 
November, but hit it we will, as sure as 
Iam standing here today, unless action 
is taken soon to increase that limit. In 
the first 5 days of November, the Gov- 
ernment must pay $50 billion in Social 
Security benefits, Medicare, and ac- 
tive-duty military pay. On November 
15, some $25 billion in interest pay- 
ments will be due on interest payments 
on the debt. Without an increase of the 
debt ceiling, the Government may be 
able to limp along until these pay- 
ments аге due, but no amount of ac- 
counting legerdemain will cover these 
large payments. Without an increase in 
the Government’s ability to borrow, 
Government checks would not be hon- 
ored. For the first time in history—we 
have been talking about history here 
today—the United States would de- 
fault. It is almost inconceivable for me 
to imagine the Government of the 
United States bouncing a check, but 
that stark possibility looks us right in 
the face. 

A Government default is not some- 
thing to be taken lightly, as the author 
of the reported remarks seems to feel. 
This is a very, very serious issue. It 
does not just mean that “executive of- 
fices’’ might be shut for 60 days. It does 
not just mean that there will be “по 
bonds” for 60 days. It is far more dev- 
astating than that glib picture would 
imply. The Congressional Research 
Service paints a far darker scenario. 
Let me quote the CRS report: 

It is difficult to describe the extent of the 
problems the Government would face if the 
debt limit were not increased when needed. 
Under current Federal borrowing needs (for 
1996), the effect would be similar to a 10 per- 
cent reduction in spending with no 
preplanning and uncertain authority to rank 
activities by importance. From past ехрегі- 
ence, most non-essential operations of the 
Government could be shut down. Most Fed- 
eral employees might be sent home. National 
parks and monuments could close. Regu- 
latory activities could cease. Discretionary 
Federal activities would probably be cut 
back as much as possible so that mandatory 
activities could be paid for. Depending on 
how long the situation lasted, employees, 
and eventually beneficiaries, could stop re- 
ceiving checks from the Government. Gov- 
ernment bondholders might not receive their 
interest payments. Federal construction 
projects could stop. Payments to State and 
local governments could stop. Federal con- 
tractors could find their payments delayed 
or missed. Through its reach into all parts of 
society, the disruption of Federal activities 
could spread over the entire country. 

Mr. President, this comes from the 
CRS Issue Brief entitled “Тһе Debt 
Limit,” updated August 10, 1995, by 
Philip D. Winters, Economics Division. 

So, Mr. President: 

Payments to State and local governments 
could stop. Federal contractors could find 
their payments delayed or missed. Through 
its reach into all parts of society— 
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Not just here within the beltway; but 
in all parts of society. 
the disruption of Federal activities could 
spread over the entire country. 

Mr. President, if that is not enough 
to rattle your teeth and curl your hair, 
it will certainly send a shiver of fear 
down the spine of every single Amer- 
ican. 

But let us further consider the inter- 
national consequences of a failure to 
increase the debt limit and subsequent 
default. Perhaps the distinguished— 
and he is a very distinguished Member 
of the other body for whom I have a 
great deal of respect—perhaps he does 
not care about the dire consequences 
that his words threaten for the individ- 
ual American who helped to put him 
into office. After all, he will continue 
to be paid, as I will continue to be paid, 
and as every Member of this body and 
every Member of the other body, and 
the Chief Executive at the other end of 
the avenue will be paid, even if the 
Government shuts down—down, down. 

A failure to raise the debt limit in a 
timely manner could turn the inter- 
national economy into a sea of quick- 
sand. The U.S. dollar has been the 
backbone of international trade for 
most of this century. A default by the 
United States, that solid pillar of fiscal 
sobriety, would cause investor con- 
fidence in the dollar and U.S. govern- 
ment securities to plummet—plummet 
like Lucifer’s fall into the lake of fire 
affecting both domestic and іпбег- 
national stock markets. 

But the glib threats made by that 
distinguished Member of the other 
body reportedly have already shaken 
the confidence of the investors that the 
United States depends upon to finance 
our debt, through Treasury bond sales. 
Already, in partial reaction to his 
words, the value of the dollar dropped 
by five percent before recovering some- 
what. That drop in the value of the dol- 
lar will be insignificant in comparison 
to the effects of an actual default. Only 
11 percent of the total value of publicly 
held U.S. Government debt securities 
are held directly by U.S. individuals. 
Some 22 percent are held by individuals 
and entities residing abroad. These for- 
eign investors cannot be expected to 
understand the U.S. political system, 
and will simply invest elsewhere until 
this whole crisis blows over. But if the 
United States defaults, these investors 
will not be quick to come back. Indeed, 
domestic investors will be hard to win 
back, even if lured with higher interest 
rates, which cost the Government 
more. What used to be called govern- 
ment securities“ will become ‘‘govern- 
ment insecurities’ for a long time to 
come. Is this what we want? Is this 
what you, the American people, want? 
I cannot believe that we do, or that 
you do. This is not in the best interests 
of the United States. 

This political brinkmanship—that is 
precisely what it is, political brink- 
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manship—this political brinkmanship 
which could so easily backfire can only 
result in the United States being the 
loser in the long term. 

A default would result in the United 
States facing permanently increased 
borrowing costs when the time comes 
to roll over our debt. Interest rates on 
those loans, which are secured with 
government bonds, would be raised, in- 
creasing the costs to the taxpayer. The 
Treasury Department estimates that 
every increase of one percentage point 
in interest rates would swell the deficit 
by $4.9 billion this year. So this politi- 
cal extortion game being perpetrated 
by a single Member of the other body 
on the President and the American 
people could cost a minimum of 54.9 
billion this year alone. And those in- 
terest rates would not be lowered again 
for some time. Is this any way to bal- 
ance the budget? I thought that was 
the point of this painful process that 
we have been engaged in this year, bal- 
ancing the budget. But with a few fool- 
ish, ill-considered, and arrogant words, 
this whole painful year of cuts to one 
important program after another can 
be wiped out, erased in one fell swoop. 
This is an outrage being perpetrated on 
the long-suffering American public in 
order to satisfy the political ambitions 
and hubris of a single individual. For 
one party to put its own agenda ahead 
of the best interests of the American 
people is a complete abrogation of the 
trust of the American people. 

Mr. President, the sooner we all stop 
playing this game of chicken, the bet- 
ter off we will be. The sooner we stop 
talking about a “train мгеск” on both 
ends of the avenue, the better off we 
will all be. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD, Mr. President, 
articles from the New York Times and 
the Washington Post to which I have 
referred today. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 22, 1995] 
GINGRICH THREATENS U.S. DEFAULT IF 
CLINTON WoNn’T BEND ON BUDGET 
(By David E. Sanger) 

WASHINGTON, Sept. 21.—House Speaker 
Newt Gingrich threatened today to send the 
United States into default on its debt for the 
first time in the nation’s history, to force 
the Clinton Administration to balance the 
budget on Republican terms. 

His comments, a more extreme version of 
the hardball stance frequently used in past 
budget showdowns, raised the specter that 
the looming standoff may begin to rattle fi- 
nancial markets around the world. Mr. Ging- 
rich’s remarks came in the middle of a day 
in which the dollar plunged as much as 5 per- 
cent against major currencies before recov- 
ering slightly, sending interest rates up 
sharply. [Page D13.] The Speaker's state- 
ment appeared to be one of several factors 
that added to the markets’ unsettled condi- 
tion. 

More broadly, Mr. Gingrich's speech to the 
Public Securities Association, which rep- 
resents traders in Government debt, under- 
scored the growing agitation and sense of 
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imminent collision in official Washington as 
both Democrats and Republicans move to- 
ward a confrontation that could shut the 
Government down this fall. 

Throughout the capital, there was a sense 
that the current had quickened and the rum- 
ble of a great waterfall could be heard close 
ahead. Angry disputes broke out on wildly 
varying issues. Republicans threatened to 
block sending American ground troops to en- 
force the Bosnia peace plan, agreed to vast 
reductions in the protection for endangered 
species and Federal lands, and pushed ahead 
with plans for radical changes in Medicare 
and Medicaid. Democrats fumed and vowed 
to do what they could to slow the legisla- 
tion’s breakneck pace. 

Clearly part of Mr. Gingrich’s autumn end- 
game strategy is to force the White House to 
accept much of this agenda—many parts of 
which President Clinton has vowed to veto— 
by holding an increase in the Federal debt 
limit hostage. Without an increase in the 
limit, the Government will be unable to 
meet many of the payments due in November 
for Social Security, military pay and inter- 
est оп the Federal Government's $4.9 trillion 
in debt. 

Such confrontation techniques have been 
used in the past. But it was highly unusual 
for a high Government leader to suggest, as 
Mr. Gingrich did today, that default on Gov- 
ernment payments was not beyond the pale. 

“I don’t care what the price is,“ he said in 
his speech. “I don’t care if we have no execu- 
tive offices and no bonds for 60 days—not 
this time." 

Without concessions from the White House 
across the board, he said, there will not be 
any increase in the debt ceiling. “Апа we'll 
see how long they will last.“ he added. 

Administration officials were still trying 
tonight to figure out how seriously to take 
Mr. Gingrich’s comments. A few months ago, 
the Speaker was forced to back away from 
his off-the-cuff suggestions that the United 
States should recognize Taiwan as an inde- 
pendent country, a step that would lead toa 
breach with China. 

But Congress has little direct influence 
over foreign policy. By contrast, its control 
of the Government's purse strings gave 
added force to Mr. Gingrich’s remarks. In- 
deed, the Speaker's comments drew a quick 
and harshly worded response from Treasury 
Secretary Robert E. Rubin. “Тһе President 
won't be blackmailed by the use of the debt 
limit as a negotiating lever,“ he said in a 
telephone interview from Miami, where he 
was giving a speech tonight. 

“It would be unprecedented and unwise for 
anyone in a position of authority to dismiss 
the consequences of default on the debt of 
the United States of America for the first 
time in our history.“ he added. Even the 
appearance of a risk of default can have ad- 
verse consequences, and a default itself 
would increase the cost of debt for the Unit- 
ed States Government for many, many years 
to come. A sovereign country’s credit-wor- 
thiness is a precious asset not to be sac- 
rificed under апу circumstances." 

Mr. Rubin said he did not expect the 
United States to default on any debt pay- 
ment, a step that he has repeatedly called 
“unthinkable,” But even a serious threat of 
a disruption in payments can move the mar- 
kets, and may send borrowing costs soaring 
for the United States. 

The Treasury Department estimates that 
every increase of one percentage point in in- 
terest rates would swell the budget deficit by 
$4.9 billion this year. Republicans, however, 
argued that interest rates should decline if 
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the ultimate outcome of the dispute between 
the parties is a big cut in spending. They 
contend that any short-term blips in the 
market—because of conflicts with the White 
House—would be washed away by long-term 
benefits. 

Aside from all the Sturm und Drang in 
Washington, the debt limit debate has not 
yet had much effect, traders said. The mar- 
kets have not yet focused on it,“ said David 
M. Jones, vice chairman of Aubrey G. Lan- 
ston & Company, which trades Government 
bonds. “Опе of the risks is that foreign in- 
vestors will not understand what is happen- 
ing here. And if they get nervous, they will 
just flee until it all sorts out.” 

The issue will take on added urgency in 
the first five days of November, when the 
Government must pay $50 billion in Social 
Security benefits, Medicare and pay for ac- 
tive-duty members of the military. On Nov. 
15, about $25 billion of interest payments are 
due. 

As Treasury officials concede, a number of 
financial tricks are available to keep the 
Government afloat even if the ceiling on 
debt is not raised. There are temporary debt 
limits, emergency cash management sales" 
to keep money flowing in the coffers as 
short-term loans, and borrowing against 
other Government reserves. But all of the 
steps come with a cost, and none can go on 
for too long. Though the overall Government 
debt is $4.9 trillion, the Treasury sells about 
$2 trillion of debt securities every year be- 
cause so much of the Government's borrow- 
ings are rolled over“ into new bonds. 

The debt limit exists as an institution in 
Washington because the Constitution man- 
dates that only Congress can authorize bor- 
rowing. Before World War I, every bond is- 
sued by the United States required separate 
Congressional approval. Today, the raising of 
the debt ceiling essentially permits the 
Treasury Secretary to make the day-to-day 
decisions required to meet the Government’s 
obligations. 


From the Washington Post, Sept. 22, 1995) 
GINGRICH Vows NO RETREAT ON DEBT CEILING 

INCREASE—I DON’T CARE WHAT THE PRICE 

Is, SPEAKER SAYS 

(By Clay Chandler) 

House Speaker Newt Gingrich (R-Ga.) 
threatened yesterday to take the govern- 
ment into default for the first time in his- 
tory unless President Clinton bows to Repub- 
lican demands for a balanced budget. 

“I don’t care what the price is.“ Gingrich 
declared in a speech to the Public Securities 
Association, which represents the nation's 
bond dealers. “I don't care if we have no ex- 
ecutive offices and no bonds for 60 days—not 
this time.” 

Gingrich said that if Clinton refuses to 
sign a package of tax and spending proposals 
reflecting Republican priorities, he would 
block attempts to raise the government’s 
credit limit. 

“I, the speaker, will not schedule, a vote 
on an increase in the debt limit, it will not 
come to the floor until we have an agree- 
ment” on balancing the budget according to 
the Republican proposals, Gingrich told the 
securities group. 

Gingrich’s pledge provoked sharp criticism 
from Clinton administration officials. “It 
would be unprecedented and unwise for any- 
one in a position of authority to dismiss the 
consequences of default.“ Treasury Sec- 
retary Robert E. Rubin said last night. 
“Even the appearance of a default can have 
adverse consequences, and a default itself 
would increase the cost of debt to the U.S. 
government for many, many years to come.” 
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“Тһе U.S. has never defaulted on its obli- 
gations and it is extremely irresponsible to 
suggest that that might happen, said White 
House budget director Alice M. Rivlin, 

The government is rapidly nearing the $4.9 
trillion ceiling on federal debt imposed by 
Congress in 1993. The government will have 
difficulty paying $25 billion in interest obli- 
gations due Nov. 15 unless Congress agrees to 
raise the government’s credit line so that it 
can borrow more money to pay the bill, fi- 
nancial analysts estimate. Treasury officials 
have warned that the government's cash 
crunch might come as early as the end of Oc- 
tober. 

The prospect that action to raise the debt 
limit could be held hostage while Clinton 
and Congress slug it out over the budget may 
have made some investors in global financial 
markets nervous. Some administration offi- 
cials suggested that Gingrich’s comments 
were responsible for yesterday's drop in the 
value of the dollar and declines in stock and 
bond prices, although Rubin would not draw 
that connection. 

On Wall Street, though, some analysts 
questioned the significance of Gingrich's 
statements. 

Allen Sinai, chief global economist at Leh- 
man Brothers Inc, said the prospect of fiscal 
deadlock was cause for concern among for- 
eign investors, who don't completely under- 
stand our ways and the pressures of the elec- 
tion year.” But he said U.S. analysts were 
likely to shrug off Gingrich's remarks as po- 
litical posturing. 

The prevailing view on Wall Street is that 
the two sides eventually will strike a deal, 
said Carl Steen, an analyst at the global eco- 
nomic consulting firm of Maria Fiorini Ra- 
mirez Inc.: ‘Somebody's going to blink. 
They'll have to.“ 

Steen said it is much more likely that the 
Senate Republicans will say, ‘Okay, look, 
we're winning anyway. Let's not push this 
thing too far.“ 

Rubin also said, “1 do not believe there 
will be a default.“ 

But Gingrich warned against under- 
estimating the commitment of House Repub- 
licans: What we are saying to Clinton із; 
‘Do not assume that we will flinch, because 
we won't.“ 

Gingrich's comments appeared to conflict 
with remarks made on Sunday by House 
Budget Committee Chairman John R. Kasich 
(R-Ohio). In an appearance on NBC's Meet 
the Press. Kasich said House Republicans 
would not agree to a long-term extension of 
the debt limit “until we can show that 
there’s light at the end of the tunnel. 

But he also said. What we want to do is 
avoid a default by the government of the 
United States. So if we can do a short-term, 
temporary raising of the debt ceiling, that’s 
not inconsistent with the fact that on a long- 
term basis, we will not raise 1%.” 

The prospect of breaching the debt ceiling 
is distinct from a looming government shut- 
down, which could happen unless Clinton and 
Congress come to terms on 13 separate 
spending bills making their way through the 
legislature before Sept. 30, the end of this fis- 
cal year, On Wednesday, Republican leaders 
offered a temporary spending plan to carry 
the government through until Nov. 13, but 
the White House said many aspects of the 
resolution were unacceptable. 

Regarding the debt ceiling, Republicans 
argue that temporary disruption in financial 
markets is a small price to pay to ensure a 
balanced budget. 

But Rubin warned that ‘‘a sovereign coun- 
try’s creditworthiness is a precious asset 
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that should not be sacrificed under any cir- 
cumstances.” Clinton, he said, could not be 
“blackmailed” into signing a budget deal. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 
I yield the floor. 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 25, 1995, AT 2 P.M. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in adjournment until 2 p.m. on Mon- 
day, September 25, 1995. 

Whereupon, the Senate, at 2:57 p.m. 
adjourned until Monday, September 25, 
1995, at 2 p.m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate September 22, 1995: 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


ERIC JAMES BOSWELL, OF CALIFORNIA, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AN ASSISTANT SEC- 
RETARY OF STATE, VICE ANTHONY CECIL EDEN 
QUAINTON, 
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ANTHONY CECIL EDEN QUAINTON, OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA, A CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN 
SERVICE, CLASS OF CAREER MINISTER, TO BE DIRECTOR 
GENERAL OF THE FOREIGN SERVICE, VICE GENTA HAW- 
KINS HOLMES. 


FOREIGN SERVICE 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE AGENCY FOR INTER- 
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOR PROMOTION IN THE SEN- 
IOR FOREIGN SERVICE TO THE CLASSES INDICATED: 

CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF CAREER 
MINISTER: 


CAROL A. PEASLEY, OF CALIFORNIA 

CHARLES F. WEDEN, JR., OF VIRGINIA 

JOHN R. WESTLEY, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
AARON 8. WILLIAMS, OF VIRGINIA 


CAREER MEMBERS OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF MIN- 
ISTER-COUNSELOR: 


KEITH E. BROWN, OF VIRGINIA 

MYRON GOLDEN, OF OHIO 

JOSEPH B. GOODWIN, OF MISSOURI 

WILLIAM Т. OLIVER, JR., OF VIRGINIA 

CYNTHIA F. ROZELL, OF CALIFORNIA 

BARBARA P. SANDOVAL, OF VIRGINIA 

KENNETH G. SCHOFIELD, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
WILBUR G. THOMAS, OF OKLAHOMA 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT FOR PROMOTION INTO THE SENIOR FOR- 
EIGN SERVICE, AND FOR APPOINTMENT AS CONSULAR 
OFFICER AND SECRETARY IN THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE, 
AS INDICATED: 
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CAREER MEMBERS OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF COUN- 
SELOR: 


ANNE H. AARNES, OF WASHINGTON 

GLENN E. ANDERS, OF FLORIDA 

GRANT WILLIAM ANDERSON, OF THE DISTRICT OF CO- 
LUMBIA 

LILIANA AYALDE, OF MARYLAND 

PATRICIA K. BUCKLES, OF FLORIDA 

JONATHAN M. CONLY, OF PENNSYLVANIA 

J. MICHAEL DEAL, OF CALIFORNIA 

DIRK WILLEM DIJKERMAN, OF NEW YORK 

KENNETH C. ELLIS, OF VIRGINIA 

PAULA FEENEY, OF WEST VIRGINIA 

LINDA RAE GREGORY, OF FLORIDA 

TOBY L. JARMAN, OF VIRGINIA 

EDWARD L. KADUNC, OF FLORIDA 

DONALD G. KEENE, OF CALIFORNIA 

GAIL М. LECCE, OF VIRGINIA 

MARY L. LEWELLEN, OF NEVADA 

LEWIS W. LUCKE, OF TEXAS 

DONALD В. MACKENZIE, OF FLORIDA 

TIMOTHY М. MAHONEY, OF VIRGINIA 

LAURIER D. MAILLOUX, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

DESAIX В. MYERS Ш, OF CALIFORNIA 

WALTER E. NORTH, OF WASHINGTON 

THOMAS E. PARK, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

DONALD L. PRESSLEY, OF VIRGINIA 

EMMY B. SIMMONS, OF VIRGINIA 

MARCUS L. STEVENSON, OF MARYLAND 

KAREN D. TURNER, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

RONALD E, ULLRICH, OF VIRGINIA 

ALAN Е. VAN EGMOND, OF MARYLAND 


CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, 
CLASS OF COUNSELOR, AND CONSULAR OFFICER AND 
SECRETARY IN THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNIT- 
ED STATES OF AMERICA: 


SARAH 8. OLDS, OF PENNSYLVANIA 
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SENATE—Monday, September 25, 1995 


The Senate met at 2 p.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, Creator of the world, 
Ruler over all life, our Adonai, Sov- 
ereign Lord of our life, we join with our 
Jewish friends in celebrating Rosh Ha- 
shanah, “the head of the year,” the be- 
ginning of the days of awe and repent- 
ance, a time of reconciliation with You 
and one another. We thank You that 
we are all united in our need to repent, 
to return to our real selves for an hon- 
est inventory, and then to return to 
You with a humble and contrite heart. 
Forgive our sins of omission: The 
words and deeds You called us to do 
and we neglected, our bland condoning 
of prejudice and hatred, and our tolera- 
tion of injustice in our society. Forgive 
our sins of commission: The times we 
turned away from Your clear and spe- 
cific guidance, and the times we know- 
ingly rebelled against Your manage- 
ment of our lives and Your righteous- 
ness in our Nation. O, God, sound the 
shofar in our souls, blow the trumpets, 
and wake our somnolent spirits. 
Arouse us and call us to spiritual re- 
generation. Awaken us to our account- 
ability to You for our lives, and our 
leadership of this Nation. We thank 
You for Your atoning grace and for the 
opportunity for a new beginning. 

Help the Jews and Christians called 
to serve in this Senate, the Senators’ 
staffs, and the whole support team of 
the Senate to celebrate our unity 
under Your sovereignty and exemplify 
to our Nation the oneness of a shared 
commitment to You. In Your holy 
name. Amen. 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able majority leader of the Senate, 
Senator DOLE, is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. I thank the President pro 
tempore. 


—— 
SCHEDULE 


Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, leader time 
is reserved, and there will be a period 
of morning business now until 3 p.m. 
There will be по rollcall votes today, 
and any votes ordered will be stacked 
to begin starting at 2:15 tomorrow. 

At around 4 o’clock today, Senator 
BUMPERS of Arkansas will offer a space 
station amendment. We do hope to 
have amendments throughout the day, 


and votes on those amendments will be 
ordered and set aside until tomorrow, 
so that some of our colleagues who 
have a holiday today will not miss 
votes. We will have votes starting at 
2:15 tomorrow. 

Let me repeat as I did on Friday, if 
we are able to complete the three re- 
maining appropriations bills this week: 
VA, HUD; Labor, HHS; Commerce, Jus- 
tice, State, and the continuing resolu- 
tion, then we would be in recess until 
Tuesday, October 10. 

Now, it is going to be very difficult 
because these are rather major appro- 
priations bills. As the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia knows, 
these are the big ones, three of the big- 
gest ones, and there are some conten- 
tious issues in each one. I believe, if we 
have cooperation on both sides of the 
aisle, we can accomplish this. I have 
been working with the Democratic 
leader, Senator DASCHLE. He certainly 
has been helpful, and I appreciate that 
very much. 

So I say to my colleagues, if we can 
complete action on the three appro- 
priations bills—not the conference re- 
ports but complete Senate action—and 
the continuing resolution, then there 
would be a period from this Friday 
until Tuesday, October 10, which again 
would accommodate many of our col- 
leagues because of holidays again next 
week. 

I reserve the remainder of my time 
and yield the floor. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There 
will now be a period for morning busi- 
ness not to extend beyond the hour of 
8 p.m. with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for not to exceed 5 min- 
utes each. 

Under the previous order, the Sen- 
ator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is recog- 
nized to speak for up to 45 minutes. 

The able Senator from Utah, Senator 
BENNETT. 

(Mr. KEMPTHORNE assumed the 
chair.) 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Chair. 

I appreciate the opportunity to take 
some time now. I apologize in advance 
for the state of my voice. Like many of 
our colleagues, I have sustained some- 
thing of a cold or perhaps worse over 
the weekend. I am delighted we had the 
weekend so I got some rest and was 
able to recuperate a little bit. But if 
my voice gets a little raspy, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I assure you there is no intention 
to do anything but communicate. 


TAX REFORM 


Mr. BENNETT. When I recently con- 
gratulated our colleague from Dela- 
ware, Senator ROTH, on his ascension 
to the chairmanship of the Finance 
Committee, he was gracious enough to 
tell me that he would welcome my 
ideas as the committee begins to deal 
with tax reform. I do have some ideas 
I would like to share with Chairman 
ROTH, and I will take the opportunity 
within the morning business period 
this morning to share them with the 
Senate as a whole. 

I say quickly that many of these 
ideas are similar to those that were ex- 
pressed recently by Senator DOLE when 
he addressed this topic in Chicago. 

First, Mr. President, we will start 
with a little history, and I call your at- 
tention to this chart. 

We have learned from the 1992 cam- 
paign you cannot talk about taxes 
without a chart, so I decided to get 
with the program. 

Here on the chart you have a red 
line, and that red line matches the left- 
hand side of the chart. It shows reve- 
nue to the Federal Government from 
the end of the Second World War until 
now. It is expressed as a percentage of 
the total economic output of the Na- 
tion, or what the economists call gross 
domestic product [GDP]. 

See how exciting that red line is, Mr. 
President. It is flat, unchanging, un- 
wavering. Now let us look at the green 
line up here. This green line shows the 
top personal tax rates, and the chart 
showing that is on the right-hand side. 
Back here, at the end of the Second 
World War, the top marginal tax rate 
was 91 percent, and it has moved 
around in the time from then until 
now. 

You will notice there was this one 
bump. You may remember that, Mr. 
President. That was the Lyndon John- 
son surcharge for the Vietnam war, 
when everything was left as it was but 
there was to be a 10-percent increase 
added after you had fixed your tax re- 
turn. Interestingly enough, that is the 
only time that you see any correlation 
between the top personal tax rate and 
the Federal receipts as a percentage of 
GDP. This has gone from 91 percent 
under Harry Truman down to 28 per- 
cent under Ronald Reagan and back up 
to 40 percent under Bill Clinton, but 
the impact on receipts has been neg- 
ligible, if not zero. 

That should put to rest the notion 
that it was the Reagan tax cuts which 
caused the deficit to soar. The Reagan 
tax cuts did not impact the percentage 
of GDP that came into the Government 
in that period of time. 


© This bullet“ symbol identifies statements or insertions which аге not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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No, Mr. President, no matter how 
many tax reform bills were passed, no 
matter how much Congress tinkered 
with the tax rates, the amount of 
money the Federal Government re- 
ceived as a percentage of the economy 
did not move more than a point. Why? 
Because every time Congress reformed 
the system, taxpayers adjusted their 
behavior in response to that reform 
and the percentage of their aggregate 
income coming to the Federal Govern- 
ment stayed about the same. As I said, 
one exception is this 10-percent sur- 
charge blip that happened before they 
had an opportunity to adjust. 

Now, what did change—I will talk 
about this later on—is the rate at 
which the economy grew. In these 
years, the Reagan years, we had a pe- 
riod of high economic growth, indeed, 
the longest sustained period of high 
economic growth that we have had in 
this century. 

Now, that is important to keep in 
mind because you look at this flat 19- 
percent result. Nineteen percent of a 
big economy produces more money for 
the Government than 19 percent of a 
small one. So what we really want 
most of all is growth. Now, as I said, I 
will get back to that later on. 

As I reflect on all of the debates held 
over the years on tax policy, I realize 
that there is one word that comes up 
over and over again—fairness. Every 
time we make a change in the tax law, 
we are told that it is necessary to 
make things more fair. Franklin Roo- 
sevelt pushed for a 91-регсепб tax rate 
in the 1930's in the name of fairness. 
“Share the wealth.’’ That was the cry. 
Sharing, means being fair. Well, 91 per- 
cent is by itself not fair. If it was fully 
enforced on everyone who had money 
to invest, it would shut down the econ- 
omy. People would meve out of the 
United States as they have moved out 
of the European countries that have 
tried these kinds of confiscatory rates. 
So to offset the impact of this confis- 
catory rate, Congress enacted a series 
of deductions and exceptions, each one 
with its own fairness rationale. 

What we have done, Mr. President, is 
this: tip the Tax Code this way to en- 
courage that activity or tip it that way 
to discourage the other one. And every 
time we do this, the code gets bigger 
and more complex. The rich hire more 
accountants and advisers to help them 
stay rich, or worse, they refraih from 
investments that create more jobs and 
more economic growth in order to 
avoid the impact of the latest reform. 

Do you remember the windfall profits 
tax? With oil prices going through the 
roof and inflation gathering steam 
back in the 1970’s, people decided that 
it was not fair that oil companies, by 
selling proven reserves already in the 
ground, would make more money than 
they had planned on—windfall profits. 
So in order to be fair about it, Congress 
put an extra tax on those profits. Well, 
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new domestic oil drilling dropped off, 
jobs went overseas, and gaslines 
formed. Congress eventually had to re- 
peal the windfall profits tax after it 
had done its damage. And at the time 
of the debate on the repeal, it was ar- 
gued again that the tax was not fair. 

During the recess, Mr. President, 
back home I sat down with my ac- 
countant. It was time to finally file my 
income tax. I had gotten an extension 
on the 15th of April. And that was up 
on the 15th of August. 

As we went over the details of my tax 
return, we got into a discussion of this 
very issue. And my accountant, 
unprompted by me, made an interest- 
ing comment. He said, Senator, the 
present system is not fair to anybody.” 
I find that a great irony, Mr. President, 
that we have in the name of fairness 
for some created a system that is un- 
fair to everybody. 

So, I say to Senator ROTH, as he 
asked for my suggestions, I start with 
this one. Let us get out a clean sheet of 
paper and repeal the present Tax Code 
in its entirety. Let us abolish the IRS 
as it currently stands. Let us stop the 
tinkering and create a new system 
based on the principle that the purpose 
of taxes is to raise money to run the 
Government, not to set priorities in 
the economy. I will repeat that, Mr. 
President, because it is the heart of 
what has been wrong and what we must 
do to make things right. The purpose 
of taxes is to raise money to run the 
Government. 

Now, the new word that we should 
enshrine in every tax debate is neutral- 
ity. Neutrality is easier to define than 
fairness because we can test in advance 
whether a tax system is neutral. We 
cannot test whether or not it is fair be- 
cause fairness is in the eye of the be- 
holder. Neutrality means that the Tax 
Code should not be used to punish the 
bad guys and reward the good guys. We 
have other laws for that. The Tax Code 
should be used to collect money for the 
Government in as neutral and non- 
intrusive a way as possible leaving the 
marketplace free to set economic pri- 
orities based on true economic demand. 

Neutrality also means that payment 
for labor and capital would have the 
same tax rates. When you look at it 
this way, some interesting things start 
to happen. A tax code that is neutral 
can also be simple; anyone can figure it 
out, and the goal of a 1040 on a postcard 
becomes achievable. One that is neu- 
tral and simple is also one that can be 
stable; it need not change. We regress 
the way we do it now. 

Now, there is great power in this 
idea. With a stable tax code, you will 
be able to start a business and know 
that the tax laws will not change on 
you midstream. You will be able to buy 
a house, take out a loan, put money 
aside in a savings account or make any 
other investment you want and know 
that there will not be a nasty surprise 
coming after the next election. 


26217 


A tax code that is neutral, simple, 
and stable—that should be America’s 
goal for the 218% century. And if we get 
it, I believe there will be an added 
bonus. A system that is neutral, sim- 
ple, and stable will also be the system 
that comes the closest to being fair. 

Now, I hear the question: Does this 
mean, Senator BENNETT, that you are 
endorsing a flat tax?” 

I want to see the recommendations 
that will be coming from the tax study 
commission that Senator DOLE and 
Speaker GINGRICH appointed, the one 
headed by Jack Kemp, before I lay out 
any specifics. But, yes, I do endorse the 
concept of a flat tax as one way to get 
a system that is neutral, simple, sta- 
ble, and fair. There may well be others. 
І ат а cosponsor of the Nunn-Domenici 
proposal, but I salute the Kemp com- 
mission for looking at all of them, as I 
know they are doing. 

Now, the purists will say, to be com- 
pletely neutral a flat tax should have 
no deductions. Theoretically they are 
right. However, I want to be sure that 
in making the transition from the 
present to a better tax system, we do 
not permit American homeowners to be 
adversely affected by higher mortgage 
interest burdens. Home mortgage in- 
terest rates currently reflect the value 
of the existing tax deduction. If we 
wipe out that single deduction in a sin- 
gle step and leave fixed interest rates 
where they are, we will penalize every- 
one who has a mortgage. The deduction 
should be phased out and only after 
homeowners can refinance their mort- 
gages at rates that are more advan- 
tageous to them than are the existing 
rates with the tax deduction. And until 
that happens, I endorse leaving the 
home mortgage interest deduction as it 
is. 

On the question of charitable con- 
tributions, I point out that we are con- 
stantly asked in this Chamber on the 
Federal level to take care of people 
who are in trouble, to support edu- 
cational institutions, research 
projects, the arts, or all other kinds of 
good works in society. Right now much 
of the burden in these areas is being 
shouldered by good-hearted Americans 
who want to help through churches and 
other charities beyond just paying 
their taxes. These charities are usually 
better run and more efficient than the 
Government. 

We should find a way to encourage 
those Americans who voluntarily give 
beyond their tax payments to engage 
in these kinds of activities and thus 
save the Government money. So I sup- 
port a continuation of the charitable 
deduction. And I assume that at least 
Elizabeth Dole will agree with me on 
this one. 

Now, the deductibility of State and 
local taxes in Federal income tax sys- 
tems is, for me, an issue with constitu- 
tional overtones. I believe that States 
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have an equal standing with the Fed- 
eral Government under the Constitu- 
tion and income should only be taxed 
once. That is a principle. As I have 
said, I will wait for the Kemp commis- 
sion to report on specific rates and lev- 
els for a flat tax, but I do ask the Kemp 
Commission to consider fully the im- 
pact of any proposal on the deduction 
of mortgage interest, charitable con- 
tributions and State taxes. 

I want the Commission to explore all 
approaches, just so long as they are 
neutral, simple, stable and fair. 

Let me repeat my longstanding sup- 
port for indexing the tax rate for cap- 
ital gains as an immediate improve- 
ment in the present system. Taxes 
should be on real income, not paper in- 
come. Our present system of taxing 
paper profits as if they were real is not 
only a drag on the economy, but, in my 
view, it is contrary to the fifth amend- 
ment prohibition against taking. 

In terms of purchasing power, many 
Americans have experienced such a loss 
of their property through the tax law; 
the Government has taken it. Here is 
an example. 

Suppose, Mr. President, you invested 
$10,000 in a business in 1975, just before 
the great inflation of the 1970’s. Say 
the business survived till now but has 
paid you no dividend and no interest, 
no return at all on your money. Your 
$10,000 has been locked up in that in- 
vestment for over 20 years. 

Finally, last year you found a buyer 
who paid you 20,000 1994 dollars. In pur- 
chasing power, you had a loss. To 
break even, you would have had to sell 
for $27,540 because your 10,000 1975 dol- 
lars lost more than half their value in 
that timeframe. But in tax terms, you 
owe Uncle Sam 52,800 for so-called cap- 
ital gains. 

You not only lost $7,540 in purchasing 
power on the principal, you lost an ad- 
ditional $2,800 in taxes. The unindexed 
capital gains tax confiscated a portion 
of your investment, not your gain. In 
real terms, there was no gain. As I said, 
Mr. President, to me, that constitutes 
a taking in violation of the spirit of 
the fifth amendment. It is time to stop 
it, stop taxing inflationary imaginary 
gains. 

Our system of double taxation of cor- 
porate profits, if the profits are paid 
out as dividends, tilts the investment 
community away from equity invest- 
ment and toward debt. A system that is 
truly neutral, simple, stable, and fair 
would avoid this tilt. 

The taking on of huge debt by cor- 
porate America in the 1980’s was not 
driven by the fabled greed of the 
Reagan years that some commentators 
talk so much about. It was driven by 
the nonneutrality of the Tax Code. 

As I said at the beginning, the prin- 
cipal economic goal that we should 
have is growth. If the tax system pro- 
duces—back to the chart—19 percent of 
GDP as revenue to the Government and 
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the economy grows faster than Govern- 
ment spending does, it is clear we can 
do something positive about our na- 
tional debt. An expanding GDP allows 
us to reduce the deficit with increased 
revenue and not depend on spending 
cuts alone. 

Mind you, I am not saying we do not 
need to make the cuts, because clearly 
we do and for a whole series of reasons. 
However, if we try to solve the deficit 
problem entirely with spending cuts 
and ignore the growth side of the equa- 
tion, we are turning our backs on our 
biggest opportunity for financial sta- 
bility in the years to come. 

I have seen economic studies that 
show that if we can increase the rate of 
growth by simply one-half of 1 percent 
per year—in other words, if we can 
grow at around 3 percent a year instead 
of 2.5 percent a year, the additional tax 
revenue that will come from that one- 
half percent, combined with the cuts 
we propose in Government spending, 
will allow us to balance the budget in 
less than 7 years. That is what Senator 
DOLE was talking about in Chicago a 
few weeks ago. 

Some say the way to get this growth 
is to have the Federal Reserve devalue 
the currency. I disagree. We have seen 
the dollar drop significantly in recent 
years, reducing America’s share of con- 
trol of the world’s goods, but it has not 
brought the growth we need. We cannot 
inflate our way to prosperity, nor can 
we devalue our way to prosperity, as 
we learned in the stagflation years of 
the seventies. We need sound money 
with price stability tied to a neutral, 
simple, stable, and fair Tax Code. That 
is the key to our achieving the higher 
rate of real growth, combined with dis- 
cipline on the spending side, that will 
give us what we need in our fiscal fu- 
ture. 

Those are the ideas I would share 
with the new chairman of the Finance 
Committee, Mr. President. I believe 
that the Senate author of the Kemp- 
Roth bill, who is that chairman, will be 
receptive to this recommendation. 

If I can recap at this point, our finan- 
cial future depends on the following 
principles: 

First, we need a tax system that is 
neutral, simple, stable and fair, based 
on the concept that its purpose is to 
raise the money we need to run the 
Government and not to set economic 
and social priorities. 

Second, income should only be taxed 
once. 

Third, phantom income should not be 
taxed at all. 

Fourth, our deficit problems should 
be attacked by both spending cuts and 
revenue growth, with the recognition 
that true revenue growth derives not 
from higher rates but from a stronger 
economy. 

These are the principles that are the 
root to the solution of our economic 
ills. I salute Senator DOLE and Speaker 
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GINGRICH for their leadership in creat- 
ing a commission to focus on economic 
growth and intelligent tax policy for 
the next century, and I look forward to 
the commission’s report with great an- 
ticipation. 

Now, Mr. President, since I prepared 
these remarks, we have had a very 
busy schedule in the Senate, and I was 
unable to deliver them in the time- 
frame that I had anticipated. As often 
happens, events overtake you, and 
there are some other things that have 
occurred since I prepared this presen- 
tation that I would like to share with 
you at this time. 

On September 13 in the Wall Street 
Journal, Robert L. Bartley, who is the 
editor of the editorial page of the Jour- 
nal, produced a piece called “Giving up 
on Growth.” I am dependent upon Mr. 
Bartley for the first recognition of this 
19-percent reality, as he has high- 
lighted that again and again on the 
pages of the Journal. 

I will not take the time to read all of 
his editorial “Giving up оп Growth,” 
but he talks about many of the same 
things I talked about here. How, if we 
could only get the economy to grow at 
the same rate it did during the Reagan 
years, during the years, Mr. President, 
when the marginal tax rate was down 
here rather than up there, that we 
could solve most of our deficit prob- 
lems, because the income would be so 
much higher in an economy growing at 
3 percent plus than it will be at an 
economy growing at 2.5 percent that it 
tips the equation favorably in our bal- 
ance. 

He points out that the Clinton ad- 
ministration has resigned itself, if you 
will, to 2.5 percent as the highest pos- 
sible growth we can achieve into the 
next century, turning their backs on 
the Reagan experience and the empiri- 
cal evidence of the Reagan years. 

However, whenever this is brought 
up, people immediately turn to the def- 
icit issue, and we are confronted with 
the next chart, Mr. President, the 
chart showing the red ink, the sea of 
deficits, if you will. Here in nominal 
dollars is the record of the amount of 
deficits we had in the last century, so 
small at the beginning that you cannot 
even find them on this chart. This lit- 
tle bump is the First World War. We 
have the Second World War. But here 
we are, “You see, when Ronald Reagan 
is elected President, look at the defi- 
cits. How can you stand there, Senator 
BENNETT, and say that we must go 
back to the Reagan years of high 
growth when the price we paid for that 
growth was the tremendous explosion 
of deficits?” 

Then to really scare us, we are shown 
the next chart, when all of these defi- 
cits are accumulated in the form of the 
national debt, and the national debt 
goes up to the point where it is pro- 
jected by the year 2005 to be $9 trillion. 
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This is a chart that scares everybody 
today. Well, Mr. President, let me com- 
ment briefly on this chart, before I 
move to the others, and take an experi- 
ence out of my own lifetime. 

When I was hired as the chief execu- 
tive officer of the company that I head- 
ed for half a dozen years, we had some 
debt. It was $75,000. Today, that com- 
pany has debt in excess of $7.5 million. 
If you were to put that debt on a chart 
like this, it would be even more dra- 
matic than that. Clearly, you need to 
do something, Senator, this company is 
headed for bankruptcy because the 
debt has soared from a mere $75,000 to 
$7.5 million, But, of course, that does 
not tell the story. 

When we had a debt of $75,000, our 
total sales were $250,000. Our debt was 
more than 25 percent of our total sales. 
Today, a debt of $7.5 million on a com- 
pany with sales of close to $300 million 
is an insignificant issue indeed. But 
while we happen to have debt on the 
balance sheet of about $7.5 million, we 
have cash on the balance sheet of close 
to $60 million. You may ask why do 
you not pay off the debt? Well, it is left 
over from mortgages on buildings that 
were built at the time when we did not 
have that much cash, and there is a 
prepayment penalty attached to it. 
That debt is in no way threatening the 
existence of the corporation; whereas, 
the $75,000 debt caused us some sleep- 
less nights. So it is not the nominal 
amount of the debt that we should look 
at, but the debt in relation to some- 
thing else. 

Let us go, for a clearer picture, to 
the next chart. Here is the chart of 
deficits listed in dollars that are ad- 
justed for purchasing power. What in 
the previous chart was a mere blip for 
the Second World War now, in purchas- 
ing power, makes it clear that the 
highest deficit we have ever had in our 
history was in the Second World War, 
and none of the subsequent deficits 
have come close to it. What has hap- 
pened to the economy? How big was the 
economy during the Second World War 
compared to the economy now? 

So on the next chart we have com- 
puted the debt not as a piling up of 
nominal dollars, but as a percentage of 
GDP, or a percentage of the economy. 
And now you see that in the Second 
World War, the debt was close to 130 
percent of total output. That is, we 
were spending 30 percent more than the 
entire economy was producing in the 
days of the Second World War, as the 
debt soared. And as soon as the war 
ended, the debt, as a percentage of 
GDP, began to fall, and fall dramati- 
cally, all the way down to during the 
1970’s, at roughly 30 percent of the 
economy. From 130 down to 30—a very 
different picture than the skyrocketing 
red ink on the previous chart. 

So if you look at it in historic terms, 
Mr. President, today the debt, as a per- 
centage of the economy, is roughly 
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what it was when Dwight Eisenhower 
was President of the United States. We 
did not feel that the economy was in 
danger of political collapse and finan- 
cial collapse during the Eisenhower 
Presidency. But there are differences. 
Obviously, the major difference is this 
one. It is growing now. In the Eisen- 
hower Presidency, it was shrinking. 

Let us look at the nature of the 
budget. In the Eisenhower Presidency, 
roughly 50 percent of the budget was 
devoted to defense. Today, I wish I 
could ask the distinguished occupant of 
the chair to respond because he serves 
on the Armed Services Committee and 
could give us a more correct answer. 
But the defense budget is about 6 per- 
cent—no, it is less than that, of the 
GDP and falling. And it is a relatively 
small percent of the total budget. What 
happened here—referring to the chart— 
that did not happen here? Well, in Ei- 
senhower’s time, there was no Medic- 
aid, there was no Medicare, there were 
no middle class entitlements. As I say, 
the defense spending constituted about 
50 percent of the budget. 

What has happened is that entitle- 
ment spending has taken hold, regard- 
less of whatever else is happening in 
the economy, and entitlement spend- 
ing, as we have seen from the Commis- 
sion headed by the Senator from Ne- 
braska [Mr. KERREY], is going to take 
us over the cliff. 

Are we in danger of immediate finan- 
cial distress? No. When you look at it 
in this historical context, no. Do we 
need to do something about our finan- 
cial circumstance right now, however? 
Yes, because these lines are going up 
instead of down. This is the first time 
in our history, Mr. President, that the 
lines have been going up in peacetime. 
Always before, when the lines went up, 
it was because of a war, and then they 
came down. Well, the cold war is over 
and the lines are still going up. 

Now, Mr. President, as I said earlier, 
there are two parts of this line. One 
has to do with the amount of debt, and 
the other, since it is a percentage, has 
to do with the size of the economy. You 
can start these yellow lines moving 
down if you cut spending. But you can 
also start them coming down if you in- 
crease the size of the economy. We are 
back to growth, as one of the major so- 
lutions—one of the ignored solutions— 
to our fiscal circumstance. 

Robert Bartley asks the question in 
his editorial: “Have the Republicans 
given up on growth?” 

He says, talking about the impor- 
tance of growth: 

Such discussion ought to start with the 
heirs of Ronald Reagan, the President who 
presided over our last period of acceptable 
growth. But with the withdrawal of Jack 
Kemp, no strong growth message comes from 
any of the GOP Presidential contenders, and 
even the newly ascendant Republicans pitch 
their rhetoric toward sacrifice rather than 
hope. 

I object to his characterization of the 
majority leader's position. I think his 
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statement in Chicago, which is in con- 
cert with the statement I have just 
made here, makes it very clear that he 
at least is determined to support 
growth as a major goal should he ас- 
cede to the Presidency. Steve Forbes 
has just entered the Presidential list, 
calling for growth as the major goal of 
the Forbes administration. So there 
are contenders who, contrary to Mr. 
Bartley’s comment, are focusing on 
growth. But as a general rule, his criti- 
cism, I think, is well taken. 

He goes on: 

Even Representative Dick Armey's flat 
tax, in fact an incentive-boosting and invest- 
ment-oriented initiative, has been promoted 
so far with arguments about simplification. 
It is almost as if Republicans are ashamed to 
promise growth. 

Despite their congressional triumph, that 
is, Republicans are still spooked by rhetoric 
about the rich“ and a decade of greed.” In 
the off-year elections, President Clinton’s 
every campaign appearance was marked by 
assaults against the 1980s; when votes were 
counted, the 1980s won. The Republicans 
could boost their own fortunes, and give the 
nation a badly needed psychological lift, if 
they started to claim their own birthright, 
to promise a return to the economic growth 
of the Reagan years. 

I conclude, Mr. President, by going 
back to the original chart once again, 
which has been up for so much of my 
presentation but needs to be looked at 
again. We have been told ad nauseam 
that the reason we are in deficit now is 
because of the disastrous tax cuts of 
the Reagan years. The fact is, the tax 
cuts of the Reagan years have no im- 
pact on the percentage of the economy 
that came to the Federal Government. 

As Mr. Bartley points out, they hada 
tremendous impact upon the rate at 
which that economy grew. Nineteen 
percent of a rapidly growing economy 
produces more money for the Govern- 
ment than 19 percent of a stagnant 
economy. 

Mr. President, I certainly support 
spending cuts. We need to enforce 
spending cuts for a whole series of rea- 
sons. 

I conclude by saying that the Repub- 
licans in this Senate need to recognize, 
as Senator DOLE called on us to recog- 
nize in his speech in Chicago, that our 
main goal for the economy should be 
long-term sustained growth in excess 
of the 2.5-percent rate for which the 
Clinton administration is prepared to 
settle. 

If we can do that, Mr. President, if 
we can get the growth rate back up to 
where it was in the Ronald Reagan 
years and then with spending cuts get 
some control over the runaway entitle- 
ment pressures, we will see this line of 
yellow bars begin to move back down 
as it has done throughout our history. 

We will leave to our children not 
only a Federal debt that is under con- 
trol but an American economy that is 
growing rapidly enough to create the 
number of jobs and job opportunities 
that our children and grandchildren so 
richly deserve. 
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I apologize for the length of this pres- 
entation. As I say, we have opportuni- 
ties only so often in morning business 
in which to give them, so I have com- 
bined several topics here in a single 
presentation on a Monday afternoon. 

I thank the Chair for his attention. I 
yield the floor. I suggest the absence of 
а quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum Call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I under- 
stand that the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN], has 
the balance of the time of 15 minutes. 
I ask unanimous consent that I have a 
portion of his time, if not all of it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota, by previous 
order, was to be recognized for up to 15 
minutes. 

Without objection, the Senator from 
Kentucky is recognized. 


DOT INSPECTOR GENERAL RE- 
PORT CONCLUDES NO WRONG- 
DOING 


Mr. FORD. Mr. President, earlier this 
year newspaper reports detailed allega- 
tions that FAA personnel may have 
withheld or destroyed documents to 
avoid the public release of information 
embarrassing to our colleague and 
Democratic Leader Daschle and Deputy 
Administrator Linda Daschle, his wife. 

Shortly after there appeared further 
allegations that Mrs. Daschle may 
have violated the terms of her recusal 
at the FAA by involving herself in the 
agency’s consideration of certain pol- 
icy proposals by the leader for the con- 
solidation of air charter inspections. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Senate Subcommittee on Aviation, 
Senator MCCAIN, requested a full inves- 
tigation of these allegations by the De- 
partment of Transportation office of 
inspector general. 

Senator DASCHLE supported that re- 
quest because he felt the allegations 
needed a thorough inquiry. 

Last Thursday, after an exhaustive 
investigation of 7 months, the inspec- 
tor general released his report finding 
no basis in fact for these allegations. 

Mr. President, whenever allegations 
originally are carried in the press with 
great fanfare, are investigated and 
found to be groundless, fairness to all 
concerned requires that we take the 
same notice of the resolution as we did 
the original charge. 

Mr. President, let me read just one 
paragraph from the inspector general’s 
report as it relates to these allega- 
tions. I think it says it all. 

This investigation disclosed no evidence to 
substantiate that documents were destroyed 
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as alleged. Nor did this investigation dis- 

close evidence to substantiate that Deputy 

Administrator Daschle violated her recusal. 

Accordingly, it is recommended that this in- 

vestigation be closed. 

For the benefit of those who may 
have missed the stories in Saturday’s 
newspapers, Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the report of the in- 
spector general be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

{From the Department of Transportation, 

Office of Inspector General] 

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION—ALLEGED DE- 
STRUCTION OF FAA DOCUMENTS CONCERNING 
B&L AVIATION 

1. PREDICATION 

This investigation was predicated on a let- 
ter from Senator John McCAIN to Inspector 
General A. Mary SCHIAVO dated February 8, 
1995, requesting an investigation into allega- 
tions raised by Gary M. BAXTER, Aviation 
Safety Inspector, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration (FAA), Great Lakes Regional Office, 
Des Plaines, Illinois. Senator McCAIN trans- 
mitted a letter which BAXTER wrote to Sen- 
ator Larry PRESSLER dated January 3, 1995, 
containing four separate allegations, one of 
which alleged destruction of records. On Feb- 
ruary 3, 1995, FAA Administrator David 
HINSON also referred the allegation of 
record destruction to the OIG requesting an 
investigation. 

BAXTER alleged that unspecified FAA 
documents were destroyed by FAA personnel 
during the processing of a request for docu- 
ments under the Freedom of Information Act 
(FOIA). The FOIA request was made by At- 
torney Matthew MALONEY in April 1994, 
seeking records pertaining to B&L AVIA- 
TION (B&L) of Rapid City, South Dakota. 
MALONEY represents the families of two of 
the victims of a February 1994, crash of a 
B&L aircraft in North Dakota. Essentially, 
BAXTER alleged that documents were de- 
stroyed because the public release of those 
documents may be embarrassing to Senator 
Tom DASCHLE of South Dakota and his 
wife, Linda DASCHLE, who is Deputy Ad- 
ministrator of the FAA. 

Linda DASCHLE was nominated FAA Dep- 
uty Administrator by the President on No- 
vember 19, 1993, and confirmed by the Senate 
on November 20, 1993. At the outset of our in- 
vestigation, Deputy Administrator 
DASCHLE disclosed to the OIG that in the 
summer of 1994, she had selected an FAA em- 
ployee from Rapid City, South Dakota, to 
temporarily serve on her immediate staff. 
This disclosure raised issues concerning Dep- 
uty Administrator DASCHLE’s recusal from 
matters involving her husband because the 
employee had been directly involved in 
working with Senator DASCHLE’s staff dur- 
ing 1993 and 1994 on the issue of consolidated 
inspections. 

П. BACKGROUND 


On February 24, 1994, a plane owned and op- 
erated by B&L, crashed in Minot, North Da- 
kota. The crash killed everyone on board, in- 
cluding a B&L pilot and three Indian Health 
Service doctors. The investigation by the 
National Transportation Safety Board 
(NTSB) cited both pilot error and poor 
weather conditions as factors contributing 
to the crash. 

B&L was established in 1968 by Mr. Merl 
BELLEW and a former partner. The com- 
pany consists of an air taxi operation, a re- 
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pair station, and a pilot school. It employs 
approximately eight individuals and owns 
and operates approximately 20 small air- 
craft. B&L is an authorized FAA air taxi op- 
eration, in accordance with 14 CFR Part 135. 
As such, it is required to undergo bi-annual 
inspections by the FAA in order to ensure its 
compliance with Federal Aviation Regula- 
tions (FARS). Additionally, B&L contracts 
with certain government agencies to provide 
various services. These agencies include the 
Department of Agriculture (USDA), U.S. 
Forest Service (USFS) and the Department 
of Interior (DOI), Bureau of Indian Affairs 
(BIA). Unlike the FAA which inspects for 
compliance with the FARS, these agencies 
inspect for compliance with contract speci- 
fications once a year. 

Over the past 10 years, Senator DASCHLE 
has performed constituent services on behalf 
of B&L which involved contacts by Senator 
DASCHLE and his staff with officials of the 
FAA. The most significant area of constitu- 
ent service involved the issue of consolidated 
inspections for aviation charter operations. 

In 1992, BELLEW personally raised the 
issue of consolidating aviation inspections to 
Senator DASCHLE. B&L voiced concern over 
alleged redundant inspections conducted by 
the FAA and the USFS. This prompted the 
Senator to become involved on behalf of his 
constituent. Between June 1992, and April 
1994, Senator DASCHLE and his staff pursued 
the issue of consolidating aviation inspec- 
tions through meetings and correspondence 
with the FAA and the USFS. 

Senator DASCHLE ultimately introduced 
an amendment to the Federal Crop Insurance 
Reform and Department of Agriculture Reor- 
ganization Act of 1994 transferring USDA 
aviation inspection authority to the FAA. 
The amendment was unanimously adopted 
by the Senate but resulted in compromise 
legislation based on questions raised by Con- 
gressman Charlie ROSE. The compromise 
legislation required a study be performed by 
a joint FAA/USDA review committee. In its 
report, dated May 1995, and signed by the 
Secretaries of Agriculture and Transpor- 
tation on July 31, 1995, the committee con- 
cluded that Alternate 1 [i.e., the current 
system] was the only alternative which fully 
satisfied the mission preparedeness and safe- 
ty oversight criteria contained іп the Act.“ 

By letter dated August 8, 1995, Senator 
DASCHLE requested that the Government 
Accounting Office (GAO) review the results 
of that study and address nine specific ques- 
tions concerning the issue of consolidating 
inspections, leaving the issue unresolved. 
The merits of Senator DASCHLE’s proposal 
were beyond the scope of this investigation. 

Our investigation identified issues beyond 
the scope of the alleged destruction of docu- 
ments and the related issue of Deputy Ad- 
ministrator DASCHLE’s recusal. These is- 
sues are being resolved through a separate 
inquiry by the OIG. 

ПІ. JURISDICTION 

The Office of Inspector General (OIG) for 
the Department of Transportation (DOT) was 
created under the Inspector General Act of 
1978 (P.L. No. 95-452). Under the Act, the OIG 
has broad authority to conduct audits and 
investigations concerning the programs and 
operations of the DOT. The DOT is com- 
prised of 10 Operating Adminsitrations in- 
cluding the FAA. In conducting investiga- 
tions under the Act, determinations are 
made concerning investigative authority. 
The following jurisdictional determinations 
were made in this case: 


Footnotes at end of article. 
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1, The allegation concerning the alleged 
destruction of FAA documents was made by 
an FAA employee and concerned several as- 
pects of the programs and operations of the 
FAA including the FAA’s regulatory over- 
sight of B&L. OIG determined that investiga- 
tive authority over alleged destruction of 
FAA documents, is within the jurisdiction of 
the OIG. OIG also determined that investiga- 
tive authority over the FAA’s regulatory 
oversight of B&L is within the jurisdiction of 
the OIG. 

2. An issue was also presented concerning 
the recusal of FAA Deputy Administrator 
Linda DASHCLE. On February 6, 1995, Dep- 
uty Administrative DASCHLE disclosed to 
OIG that she had selected an FAA employee 
from Rapid City, South Dakota, to tempo- 
rarily serve on her immediate staff. This em- 
ployee had been directly involved in working 
with Senator DASHCLE's office on the pro- 
posal to consolidate aviation inspection. OIG 
determined that investigative authority over 
the Deputy Administrator's adherence to her 
recusal is within the jurisdiction of the OIG. 

3. In many cases, issues are presented in 
which the investigative authority of the OIG 
overlaps with other investigative authority. 
For example, constituent service performed 
by a U.S. Senator and the programs and op- 
erations of the USFS are not within the ju- 
risdiction of the DOT/OIG. The NTSB is inde- 
pendent of DOT and, therefore, is not subject 
to OIG audit or investigation. However, the 
Intersection between FAA employees and 
USFS personnel; the interaction between 
FAA employees and Senator DASCHLE and 
his staff; and the interaction between FAA 
and NTSB personnel were each relevant to 
the investigation of the alleged destruction 
of documents. Accordingly, OIG determined 
that investigative authority over these 
interactions is within the jurisdiction of the 
OIG. 

IV. METHODOLOGY 

The OIG staff conducted the following 
interviews: (1) Senator Tom DASCHLE; (2) 
Linda DASCHLE, the Deputy Administrator 
of the FAA; (3) A current and former member 
of Senator DASCHLE's staff; (4) FAA offi- 
cials who interacted with the Deputy Admin- 
istrator’s office; (5) FAA officials involved іп 
responding to the FOIA request; (6) FAA 
Aviation Safety Inspectors in Rapid City, 
South Dakota; (7) United States Forest Serv- 
ice personnel; and (8) Departmental and FAA 
ethics officials. 

The OIG staff obtained and reviewed the 
following documents: (1) a copy of the docu- 
ments submitted by the FAA to MALONEY 
in response to the FOIA request; (2) FAA 
files related to the FOIA request; (3) working 
files of those responsible to respond to the 
FOIA request; (4) documents requested from 
Senator DASCHLE’s office; (5) Senator Hank 
BROWN’s inquiry to the FAA pertaining to 
B&L, based on a letter from Bill DICKSON, 
Regional Aviation Officer, USFS, dated April 
1984; and (6) documents pertaining to the 
recusal of the Deputy Administrator from 
FAA matters involving her husband and 
South Dakota. 

The OIG staff obtained and reviewed the 
following reports: (1) the “Statement of the 
Office of Senator Tom Daschle Regarding 
Consolidated Federal Air Charter Safety In- 
spections and Related Matters.“ issued оп 
February 17, 1995, in response to media at- 
tention given to Senator DASCHLE’s rela- 
tionship with B&L; (2) NTSB Factual Report 
оп the B&L crash, NTSB ID: СН194С.А098; (3) 
“Boeing 757 Wake Turbulence, A Review of 
the Actions of the Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration;"’ (4) “Interagency Aviation Inspec- 
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tions, A Joint USDA/DOT Study.“ Report to 
the United States Congress Pursuant to Sec- 
tion 306 of the Federal Crop Insurance Re- 
form and Department of Agriculture Reorga- 
nization Act of 1994, P.L. 103-354. 
V, INVESTIGATIVE RESULTS 
A. Alleged destruction of documents 
1. Synopsis 

We investigated the alleged destruction of 
documents related to the April 1994, FOIA re- 
quest pertaining to the February 1994, crash 
of an aircraft owned and operated by B&L. 
The crash, which resulted in the death of 
three U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, Indian Health Service (IHS) doc- 
tors, and a pilot employed by B&L, occurred 
while B&L was performing services under an 
THS contract. 

We concluded that no documents were de- 
stroyed. However, we confirmed that FAA 
withheld certain documents. The FAA trans- 
mittal of documents to MALONEY indicates 
that some documents were withheld ſor 
legal review“ but fails to appropriately cite 
applicable exemptions and fails to reference 
the scope of the documents withheld, there- 
by denying the requester the right to appeal 
under the FOIA. The documents withheld 
primarily consisted of B&L company manu- 
als which may have been withheld under 
FOIA exemption four, Title 5 U.S.C. 
§552(b)(4). This exemption allows for the 
withholding of privileged or confidential 
commercial information. Nonetheless, the 
FAA was required to specify this in the re- 
sponse to MALONEY, which was not done. 
We attribute this to carelessness and a sig- 
nificant lack of procedures in the FAA for 
handling FOIA requests. We also identified 
three sets of circumstances which resulted in 
BAXTER’s suspicions that documents were 
being destroyed. Details surrounding those 
circumstances are provided below. 

Our conclusions regarding a lack of proper 
procedures for handling FOIA requests par- 
allel the findings contained in a report by 
the Department of Transportation's General 
Counsel and the FAA Deputy Administrator 
in July 1994, concerning a FOIA request on 
the Boeing 757 Wake Turbulence issue. We 
confirmed that the FAA has taken corrective 
actions in response to that report, the report 
had not been issued and the corrective ac- 
tions were not yet in place at the time of the 
MALONEY FOIA request. 

2. Background 2 

The statutes and regulations applicable to 
this matter include: Title 5 U.S.C., Section 
552, the Freedom of Information Act; Title 49 
C.F.R., Part 7; FAA Order 1200.3, Public 
Availability of Information; and Title 18 
U. S. C. 2071, Concealment, removal, or muti- 
lation of records and reports. 

Gary M. BAXTER, Aviation Safety Inspec- 
tor, FAA, Great Lakes Region (GLR), was 
the Staff Specialist assigned to handle B&L 
FOIA requests. By letter, dated January 3, 
1995, to Senator Larry PRESSLER, BAXTER 
alleged that documents which were releas- 
able under the FOIA were improperly with- 
held or destroyed. The FOIA request in ques- 
tion, dated April 27, 1994, was filed with the 
FAA by Matthew MALONEY, Attorney, 
SHERMAN, MEEHAN & CURTIN, Р.С, 
Washington, D.C. The FOIA request was for 
documents in the custody of the FAA per- 
taining to B&L, an FAA certified air taxi op- 
eration. The request listed nine categories of 
documents including “аП data or informa- 
tion in the custody of the FAA received from 
any government agency or official, including 
elected officials.“ 

On May 5, 1994, BAXTER forwarded the 
FOIA request to Cathy JONES, Manager, 
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FAA, Flight Standards District Office 
(FSDO), Rapid City, South Dakota, the office 
responsible for B&L's certification. JONES 
directed her staff in the FSDO to gather all 
B&L related documents and provide them to 
her. On May 12, 1994, BAXTER verbally ad- 
vised JONES she did not have to provide: na- 
tional database information; her notes noti- 
fying her employees of the B&L accident; her 
instructions to her employees about gather- 
ing information to assist the NTSB; and doc- 
uments relating to B&L’s pilot school and 
repair station. Nonetheless, JONES decided 
to only segregate her notes and the national 
database printout. Our inquiry disclosed that 
JONES sent all other documents, including 
the pilot school and repair station records, 
to BAXTER. 

In his letter to Senator PRESSLER, BAX- 
TER stated: “She [JONES] told me that the 
Division Manager of Flight Standards Divi- 
sion had told her to destroy some parts of 
B&L’s Operator File because of Senator 
DASCHLE’s intervention on behalf of his 
wifes [sic] (Linda DASCHLE #2 in the FAAs) 
friend Mr. Merl BELLEW, (Owner of B&L 
Aviation). She went on to say that she did 
get rid of some of the documents but forgot 
exactly what other parts she was told to de- 
stroy." 

3. Circumstances which raised suspicions 

about documents 


Our inquiry disclosed no evidence that 
David HANLEY, Division Manager, FAA 
GLR, or JONES, destroyed or withheld docu- 
ments in response to the FOIA request. Addi- 
tionally, HANLEY did not instruct JONES 
to destroy or withhold any documents per- 
taining to the FOIA request. JONES and 
HANLEY each provided sworn affidavits de- 
nying the allegations. However, the inquiry 
disclesed that three sets of circumstances in- 
volving the FAA’s handling of documents 
contributed to the basis for questions raised 
by BAXTER concerning the response to the 
request. 


а. The Bown memorandum 


The first circumstances involves a mis- 
interpretation of instructions from JONES 
to BAXTER. On May 13, 1994, JONES called 
BAXTER to advise she was sending the FOIA 
package to him. During that conversation, 
JONES suggested to BAXTER that HANLEY 
review the documents. JONES wanted the 
package of documents reviewed because it 
contained an unedited draft memorandum of 
a meeting between Richard BOWN, Oper- 
ations Unit Supervisor, Rapid City FSDO, 
and William DICKSON, Regional Aviation 
Officer, United States Forest Service 
(USFS), Lakewood, Colorado, At the time of 
its original preparation, in December 1993, 
two paragraphs from the draft version were 
edited out before the memorandum was fi- 
nalized. This editing was done at the direc- 
tion of HANLEY because he viewed these 
paragraphs as containing BOWN’s opinions. 
OIG’s review of the draft memorandum dis- 
closed that BOWN’s opinion supported the 
consolidation of inspections. The final ver- 
sion of the memorandum was sent to Senator 
DASCHLE's staff by BOWN at the request of 
Senator DASCHLE, Because the draft memo- 
randum differed from the final version, 
JONES was unsure whether the release of 
the document under the FOIA request was 
appropriate and wanted HANLEY to review 
the document. 

Our inquiry disclosed JONES affixed a yel- 
low post-it note to the package of documents 
which indicated HANLEY needed to review 
the package containing the draft memoran- 
dum described above. Despite written and 
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verbal requests from JONES to BAXTER for 
HANLEY to review the documents, BAXTER 
did not follow through on JONES’ request 
and HANLEY never saw the documents. The 
FOIA response was signed out by [deleted] 
Flight Standards Division, FAA GLR, for 
HANLEY on July 14, 1994. 

b. The package of Forest Service documents 

The second circumstance which contrib- 
uted to BAXTER’s suspicion involves a pack- 
age of 61 pages of USFS documents pertain- 
ing to B&L, which were received by BAXTER 
from JONES in response to a subsequent 
B&L FOIA request in December 1994. During 
an interview, BAXTER told the OIG these 
documents raised concern on his part be- 
cause he did not receive them from JONES 
during his processing of the earlier 
MALONEY request and because one docu- 
ment in particular was titled ‘‘Response to 
DASCHLE Squeeze.” 

We have reviewed the documents in ques- 
tion. They contain information pertaining to 
USFS inspections which were critical of 
B&L, and USFS opinions of the FAA which 
were also critical. The documents also detail 
efforts by Senator DASCHLE's office to have 
the USFS relinquish its inspection author- 
ity. However, our investigation disclosed 
that at the time the FAA responded to the 
MALONEY FOIA request in July 1994, the 
FAA was not in possession of these docu- 
ments. The FAA did not receive these docu- 
ments until September 1994, when they ar- 
rived in the Rapid City FSDO. The docu- 
ments were sent to Rapid City by an air safe- 
ty investigator, National Transportation 
Safety Board (NTSB). An interview of the 
NTSB investigator disclosed that the docu- 
ments received were from an attorney (name 
unrecalled by the NTSB investigator). The 
investigator told the OIG that since the acci- 
dent investigation of the B&L aircraft that 
crashed in February 1994, had been con- 
cluded, the documents were of no further use 
and were forwarded to the Rapid City FSDO. 
c. Documents withheld for further legal review 

The third circumstance involves 28 pages 
that were initially withheld in July 1994, 
under the MALONEY FOIA request. These 
documents contained, among other things, 
information relating to the FAA’s inter- 
action with Senator DASCHLE's office and 
USFS inspections of B&L. In November 1994, 
MALONEY inquired as to the disposition of 
the documents. BAXTER became suspicious 
of the way these documents were handled 
when he inquired with the Office of Assistant 
Chief Counsel (OACC), GLR, and learned 
they had misplaced the documents. Upon re- 
ceipt of a second copy of the documents from 
BAXTER, OACC eventually approved their 
release. 

In a cover letter sent with the initial re- 
lease of documents to MALONEY, dated July 
14, 1994, the FAA GLR indicated that they re- 
leased 615 pages in response to the FOIA re- 
quest. They advised MALONEY that the 
Great Lakes Assistant Chief Counsel is cur- 
rently reviewing a small number of pages. 
This office will respond to you regarding the 
additional information as soon as it has been 
cleared.” Our interview with the GLR Assist- 
ant Chief Counsel’s Office disclosed they 
misplaced the documents in question, and, 
therefore, forgot to review them. Our inves- 
tigation disclosed OACC never located their 
original copy of the pages but obtained a sec- 
ond copy from BAXTER. Following a subse- 
quent written request by MALONEY in De- 
cember 1994, these additional pages were re- 
viewed and released. 

4. OIG’s analysis of FAA’s FOIA response 

Our investigation disclosed that the FAA 
maintained no record of the documents re- 
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leased nor did they maintain an exact dupli- 
cate set of the documents produced in re- 
sponse to the MALONEY FOIA request. In- 
stead the investigation disclosed the FAA 
lacked proper procedural guidelines in han- 
dling FOIA requests as described below. As 
part of our inquiry, we obtained from 
MALONEY a copy of all documents he re- 
ceived in response to his FOIA request. We 
also obtained a copy of the documents from 
the FAA, Office of Public Affairs (OPA), for 
comparison purposes.* 

The documents sent to OPA were prepared 
by [deleted] FAA, GLR, on February 7, 1995. 
As part of that process, [deleted] told the 
OIG [deleted] created a handwritten index of 


items sent and withheld under the 
MALONEY FOIA request.“ 
The handwritten index reads as follows: 
Items sent to APA [sic] 
616 Pages 
1. Provided to RAP FSDO by 
USFS оп 9-23-92 ........................ 13 
2. Letter from Sen. DASCHLE to 
Administrator ж 89 
3. Follow up Action by P S 32 
4. Repair Station File .... 45 


5. DME File .............. a 17 


6. Current 135 File . 276 
7. Archived 135 File 144 
SOREN sy арақа НА 616 
Items not sent 
1. Accident Prevention Counselor 
/«ͤ;—.U 8 23 
2. Written Test Examiner File 52 
3. Pilot School File 93 
4. IA File 18 
A Р 186 
The index identified seven groups of 


records sent to MALONEY (616 pages) and 
four groups withheld (186 pages). Individual 
documents were not identified with either 
group.“ 

Our analysis determined the following dis- 
crepancies: 

1. The items indicated on the index as 
“Items not sent’ were, in fact, sent to 
MALONEY in July 1994. 

2. The ‘Accident Prevention Counselor 
File“ identified as Item (1) in the Items not 
sent“ section consisted of five pages, not 23 
as indicated. We determined this through 
interviews and a review of the original file at 
GLR. 

3. The Repair Station File“ identified as 
Item (4) in the Items sent to АРА” section 
was, in fact, not sent to MALONEY. The file 
consisted of the company manual and related 
documents. 

4. The Current 135 File“ identified as Item 
(6) in the “Items sent to АРА” section con- 
sisted of 275 pages. However, MALONEY only 
received 124 pages. The 151 pages not received 
were the “B&L Aviation Company Manual.” “ 

5. The “Provided to RAP FSDO by USFS 
оп 9-23-93” group of documents identified as 
Item (1) in the ‘‘Items sent to APA” section 
consisted of 23 pages. MALONEY received 
only nine of these pages. The remaining four 
pages, which were USFS documents, were 
not sent. 

In addition, we compared the pages with- 
held for legal review by the OACC with the 
documents initially received by MALONEY. 
The comparison disclosed that in the origi- 
nal response to the FOIA request, 
MALONEY, in fact, received all of the sub- 
stantive documents. Therefore, MALONEY 
received the documents twice, in July 1994, 
and December 1994. This contradicts FAA 
GLR's assertion that the documents were 
“withheld” by ОАСС. 
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5. Senator Daschle’s interaction with the 


We examined the official activities of FAA 
personnel in connection with B&L during the 
period 1985 to 1995, including the issue of con- 
solidating aviation inspections of air charter 
companies. This examination also included a 
review of documents provided by Senator 
Daschle’s office in response to our request. 
We also interviewed Senator Daschle and 
current and former members of his staff. 
These investigative steps were necessary in 
order to identify documents generated in 
connection with Senator Daschle's inter- 
action with the FAA and thus identify the 
universe of documents which may have been 
the subject of the alleged destruction. 

The investigation disclosed three pertinent 
areas of constituent service performed by 
Senator Daschle involving B&L, during the 
period 1985 to 1995. In each case, Senator 
Daschle’s efforts were in response to com- 
plaints about specific government aviation 
inspectors or inspection processes. The most 
significant area involves the issue of consoli- 
dating aviation inspections. Our examina- 
tion of documents provided by Senator 
Daschle’s office disclosed no documents 
which may have been the subject of destruc- 
tion by FAA employees. 

6. Conclusion 

As stated above, our inquiry disclosed no 
evidence that David Hanley, Division Man- 
ager, FAA, GLR, or Jones, destroyed or with- 
held documents in response to the FOIA re- 
quest. Additionally, Hanley did not instruct 
Jones to destroy or withhold any documents 
pertaining to the FOIA request. Jones and 
Hanley each provided sworn affidavits deny- 
ing the allegations. 

Our inquiry concluded that the FAA GLR’s 
procedures for processing FOIA requests 
were careless and haphazard at best. The 
procedures followed by the GLR were vague 
and did not require accountability for what 
documents were sent, or not sent, to the re- 
quester. Because accountability records were 
not maintained, the FAA was unable to pro- 
vide an accurate description of which docu- 
ments had and had not been sent to Maloney. 
The FAA GLR was unable to recreate the 
B&L FOIA file as it existed at the time they 
responded to Maloney’s request. In addition, 
the FAA GLR did not follow proper proce- 
dures by its failure to: (1) notify the re- 
quester in writing that documents were 
withheld; (2) cite a FOIA exemption which 
justifies the withholding of documents; and 
(3) set forth the names and titles of each per- 
son responsible for a denial of records. 

A comparison of the records obtained by 
the OIG from OPA with the records obtained 
from Maloney disclosed the FAA GLR im- 
properly withheld 200 pages of documents 
from Maloney. The FAA failed to notify 
Maloney that documents were withheld and, 
therefore, did not afford Maloney the oppor- 
tunity to appeal the withholding. Of the 200 
pages, 151 pages were composed of the “B&L 
Aviation Company Manual” and 45 pages 
were B&L’s Repair Station File’, which 
consists of the repair station manual and re- 
lated certifications. The remaining four 
pages were generated by the USFS and per- 
tained to their inspections of B&L. The com- 
pany manuals may be protected under ex- 
emption four of the FOIA, which protects 
“trade secrets and commercial or financial 
information obtained from a person and priv- 
ileged or confidential“ information. No ex- 
planation can be given for the withholding of 
the remaining four pages. 

Our inquiry disclosed that the cited defi- 
ciencies on the part of the FAA GLR in proc- 
essing FOIA requests reflect an agency-wide 
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lack of procedures in the FAA. Further evi- 
dence of the agency’s lack of procedural safe- 
guards for the processing of FOIA requests is 
included in a report, dated July 28, 1994, pre- 
pared by the General Counsel of the Depart- 
ment of Transportation and the FAA Deputy 
Administrator, submitted to Secretary 
Federico Pena and Administrator David 
Hinson, pertaining to the review of the 
FAA’s response to a FOIA request regarding 
the B757 wake vortex. The report cited na- 
tional problems including: a lack of suffi- 
cient resources and attention on the FOIA 
function; no restriction on who may be asked 
to process FOIA requests; and, inadequate 
searches for documents. Due to the inad- 
equacies of the FAA in dealing with FOIA re- 
quests, the report recommended the follow- 
ing: (1) The FAA Administrator should give 
consideration to enhancing organizational 
responsibility and accountability for FOIA 
responses, (2) The Administrator should give 
serious consideration to establishing an 
FOIA office within the FAA Office of Public 
Affairs. (3) There appears to be a real need 
for FOIA training that focuses on the proce- 
dural requirements of the FOIA as well as 
the substantive exemptions.®”’ 

Our inquiry disclosed that the FOIA re- 
quest regarding the B757 wake vortex was re- 
ceived by the FAA on December 27, 1993, and 
responded to on February 10, 1994, approxi- 
mately three months before the MALONEY 
FOIA request was received by the FAA GLR. 
Additionally, our inquiry disclosed by the 
time the report regarding the FAA’s re- 
sponse to the B757 wake vortex FOIA was is- 
sued on July 26, 1994, the FAA GLR had al- 
ready submitted its first response to 
MALONEY on July 14, 1994. Therefore, the 
corrective action suggested in the report 
submitted by the General Counsel of the De- 
partment of Transportation and the FAA 
Deputy Administrator was not in place at 
the time the FAA was responding to the 
MALONEY request. 

On July 17, 1995, Administrator HINSON 
forwarded to the OIG a summary of the 
FAA's “FOIA Activities and Improvements,” 
for the period September 1994 through June 
1995. Administrator HINSON cited a number 
of agency-wide improvements including: the 
establishment of a national FOIA office in 
OPA; the development of a FOIA checklist; 
and the installation of a new automated 
headquarters FOIA tracking system. 

B. The recusal of Linda DASCHLE, Deputy 

Administrator 
1. Synopsis 

We investigated a number of issues con- 
cerning Deputy Administrator DASCHLE’s 
recusal from participating in certain mat- 
ters before the Department. The primary 
issue concerned her selection of an FAA 
Aviation Safety Inspector (ASD from Rapid 
City, South Dakota, to temporarily serve on 
her immediate staff. The ASI was directly 
involved in the consolidation of inspection 
issue during 1993 and 1994, including direct 
contacts with Senate DASCHLE’s staff. The 
ASI also has supervisory duties pertaining to 
FAA inspections of B&L, and had personally 
met Senator DASCHLE. Other issues con- 
cerned reports that Deputy Administrator 
DASCHLE and her staff had discussions and 
contacts concerning the issue of consoli- 
dated inspections. We also examined the fail- 
ure of Deputy Administrator DASCHLE to 
document her recusal until a year after her 
appointment. 

We concluded that Deputy Administrator 
DASCHLE did not violate her recusal. We 
found that Deputy Administrator DASCHLE 
refrained from discussing the consolidated 
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inspection issue or otherwise participating 
in the issue of consolidated inspections. Dep- 
uty Administrator DASCHLE told the OIG 
that she had been unaware of the ASI's in- 
volvement in the consolidated inspection 
issue. She does not consider her selection of 
the ASI to contradict her recusal but told 
the OIG that had she known beforehand 
about the ASI’s involvement she would not 
have made the selection. We find her posi- 
tion on this issue to be credible. 

We confirmed that Deputy Administrator 
DASCHLE did not discuss the consolidated 
inspection issue with a USDA official who 
contacted her. We reviewed the federal regu- 
lations governing such matters. We also con- 
sulted with DOT and FAA ethics officials. 
We concluded that no requirement existed 
that Deputy Administrator DASCHLE file a 
written disqualification (i.e., recusal). 

2. Background 

As part of our inquiry, we examined the 
recusal of Linda DASCHLE from all FAA 
matters involving her husband. We examined 
this issue based on the self-disclosure made 
by Deputy Administrator DASCHLE to In- 
spector General A. Mary SCHIAVO and Dep- 
uty Inspector General Mario A. LAURO, Jr. 
on February 6, 1995. During that meeting, 
Deputy Administrator DASCHLE advised of 
her selection of Richard BOWN for a tem- 
porary detail as her special assistant in the 
Summer 1994. A controversy arose concern- 
ing BOWN's selection to work on Deputy Ad- 
ministrator DASCHLE’s immediate staff be- 
cause of his previous involvement with the 
USFA on the consolidated inspection issue. 
Deputy Administrator DASCHLE advised In- 
spector General SCHIAVO and Deputy In- 
spector General LAURO that during his de- 
tail to her immediate staff, BOWN had docu- 
ments in his possession in FAA headquarters 
relating to the duplicate inspection issue 
which he offered to show her. She refused to 
review them and informed BOWN of her 
recusal. 0 


3. The selection of BOWN to the Deputy 
Administrator's staff 

Our inquiry disclosed Deputy Adminis- 
trator DASCHLE attempted to personally 
call BOWN to invite him to a breakfast 
meeting she was hosting in Sioux Falls, 
South Dakota, on June 25, 1994. Deputy Ad- 
ministrator DASCHLE was unable to reach 
BOWN and made the invitation through 
BOWN's supervisor, who also attended. The 
meeting consisted of FAA management em- 
ployees from South Dakota. During this 
meeting, Deputy Administrator DASCHLE 
and BOWN met face to face for the first 
time. At the conclusion of the meeting, Dep- 
uty Administrator DASCHLE related to 
BOWN that she was interested in detailing a 
pilot/safety inspector to Washington for a 
temporary period in order to enhance her 
goal of bringing field experience to her staff. 

Subsequent to this conversation, Deputy 
Administrator DASCHLE and BOWN en- 
gaged in approximately one to two telephone 
conversations during which she asked him to 
accept a temporary detail as her special as- 
sistant, and defined to BOWN what his re- 
sponsibility would be. By August 1994, BOWN 
had agreed to accept a 90 day detail to Wash- 
ington D.C. BOWN, a GS-14, was temporarily 
paid at the GS-15 level, which according to 
Deputy Administrator DASCHLE is standard 
pay for her special assistants. 

Our interview of Deputy Administrator 
DASCHLE disclosed that she did not contact 
JONES, BOWN's supervisor, about his quali- 
fications nor did she examine BOWN's per- 
sonnel file for information about his employ- 


26223 


ment history. Deputy Administrator 
DASCHLE indicated she selected BOWN for 
the following reasons: 1) she was impressed 
by BOWN because of his participation during 
the June 25, 1994, breakfast meeting; and, (2) 
her husband’s statements to her regarding 
his knowledge of BOWN. 

Deputy Administrator DASCHLE indicated 
BOWN was very vocal during the breakfast 
meeting as he was very willing to speak out 
candidly about his critical feelings involving 
FAA leadership in headquarters. Regarding 
Senator DASCHLE’s comments about 
BOWN, Deputy Administrator DASCHLE 
stated her husband related to her he knew 
BOWN through his (the Senator's) involve- 
ment in the aviation community in South 
Dakota. Deputy Administrator DASCHLE 
stated her husband never specifically rec- 
ommended or suggested she select BOWN but 
only related he was impressed by BOWN and 
other employees in the Rapid City FSDO. 
According to Deputy Administrator 
DASCHLE, the Senator characterized the 
employees in that office as good people.“ 

During our interview of the Senator, he 
stated he advised Deputy Administrator 
DASCHLE that he had heard of BOWN. He 
disclosed to us he has met BOWN on three or 
four occasions, the first time occurring sev- 
eral years ago. Their contact has been very 
limited, and he does not believe he would 
recognize BOWN if he saw him. The Senator 
stated he did not connect BOWN with the 
consolidated inspection issue and was not 
sure at what point he knew of BOWN's in- 
volvement іп the issue. The Senator was al- 
most positive” Deputy Administrator 
DASCHLE had no knowledge of BOWN’s in- 
volvement. 

[deleted] Assistant to Senator DASCHLE, 
told the OIG that [deleted] never discussed 
BOWN'S involvement in the consolidated in- 
spection issue with Deputy Administrator 
DASCHLE. [deleted] communicated with 
BOWN several times each week while work- 
ing on the issue, but [deleted] never sug- 
gested to Senator DASCHLE that BOWN be 
rewarded for his efforts. [deleted] did not 
know how BOWN was selected for the tem- 
porary position with Deputy Administrator 
DASCHLE, and [deleted] stated that [de- 
leted] did not communicate with BOWN on 
the consolidated inspection issue while 
BOWN was assigned to Deputy Adminis- 
trator DASCHLE's staff. [deleted] was aware 
of Deputy Administrator DASCHLE’s recusal 
policy. 

Deputy Administrator DASCHLE stated 
she did not become aware of BOWN's involve- 
ment with her husband in the consolidated 
inspection issue until September 1994, when 
BOWN arrived in Washington. She and Sen- 
ator DASCHLE each told the OIG they never 
discussed BOWN’s involvement in the con- 
solidated inspection issue. In fact, Deputy 
Administrator DASCHLE stated she did not 
become aware of her husband's involvement 
in the issue until the Spring 1994, when she 
received a telephone call from James R. 
LYONS, Assistant Secretary, Natural Re- 
sources and Environment, USDA, soliciting 
her involvement in the consolidated inspec- 
tion matter. Deputy Administrator 
DASCHLE stated that when informed during 
the telephone call of her husband's interest 
in the issue, she immediately informed 
LYONS of her recusal and terminated the 
conversation. We confirmed this with 
LYONS. 

When BOWN began his detail in September 
of 1994, he advised Deputy Administrator 
DASCHLE he had brought with him a pack- 
age of USFS documents relating to В&1, 12 
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Many of these documents made reference to 
Senator DASCHLE and his involvement in 
the duplicate inspection issue. Deputy Ad- 
ministrator DASCHLE stated BOWN never 
showed her the documents but just wanted 
her to be aware that he had them. Due to the 
nature of the documents, Deputy Adminis- 
trator DASCHLE advised BOWN he should 
not have the documents in the office due to 
her recusal from matters involving her hus- 
band. The Senator stated Deputy Adminis- 
trator DASCHLE advised him of the incident 
involving the documents. 

4. Deputy Administrator DASCHLE's recusal 

The applicable regulations governing 
recusals is found at 5 CFR Part 2635, Stand- 
ards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the 
Executive Branch. Specifically, Subpart E, 
“Impartiality in Performing Official Du- 
ties.“ Section 2835.502 states, in part: Where 
an employee knows that a particular matter 
involving specific parties in likely to have a 
direct and predictable effect on the financial 
interest of a member of his household, or 
knows that a person with whom he has a cov- 
ered relationship is or represents a party to 
such matter, and where the employee deter- 
mines that the circumstances would cause a 
reasonable person with knowledge of the rel- 
evant facts to question his impartiality in 
the matter, the employee should not partici- 
pate іп the matter. 

In addition to the regulation, [deleted] 
General Law Branch, FAA, advised the OIG 
that the FAA follows an unwritten policy 
that an employee must recuse himself or 
herself from all matters, not just financial 
matters, with which he or she has a conflict 
of interest. 

Deputy Administrator DASCHLE stated 
that from the outset of her appointment in 
November 1993, she recused herself from all 
matters with which her husband has a spe- 
cific interest. Our inquiry disclosed Deputy 
Administrator DASCHLE did not officially 
circulate anything in writing to her staff re- 
garding her recusal although she indicated 
she verbally advised her staff of her recusal. 
Senator DASCHLE and Deputy Adminis- 
trator DASCHLE told the OIG that her 
recusal policy does not prevent her from gen- 
erally knowing about certain issues such as 
the consolidated inspection matter, but from 
acting on them. We confirmed this with the 
Department's ethics attorney. 

In her first memorandum memorializing 
her recusal, dated November 18, 1994, (one 
year after her appointment) Deputy Admin- 
istrator DASCHLE stated, in part, “Ав you 
are aware, upon assuming the position of 
Deputy Administrator, I recused myself from 
participation in all DOT/FAA matters in 
which my husband, Senator Thomas Daschle, 
has had a role.“ Then, on advice of FAA 
Counsel, she revised her recusal due to the 
election of her husband to Senate Minority 
Leader. Her revised recusal, dated January 
19, 1995, states, in part, “Because my hus- 
band represents the State of South Dakota 
in the United States Senate, I have disquali- 
fied myself from participating in any [em- 
phasis added] particular matter that would 
уна a direct and predictable effect on that 

tate. 

Deputy Administrator DASCHLE main- 
tained she had no conversations with her 
staff members regarding the consolidated in- 
spection issue nor did she discuss the issue 
during the June 1994, breakfast meeting she 
attended in Sioux Falls. However, during one 
interview of an FAA official, it was alleged 
to the OIG that [deleted] FAA, had conversa- 
tions with Deputy Administrator DASCHLE 
about the consolidated inspection issue. Al- 
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legedly, [deleted] received a directive from 
Deputy Administrator DASCHLE to settle 
the USFS matter and subsequently conveyed 
this to a senior staff member. In a sworn 
statement, [deleted] indicated. I have 
made statements on DASCHLE wanting is- 
sues resolved. In such cases, I was making 
reference to Senator Tom DASCHLE.” 

5. Deputy Administrator DASCHLE and B&L 

Deputy Administrator DASCHLE told the 
OIG she has taken flights on B&L aircraft 
since her appointment as Deputy Adminis- 
trator. According to Deputy Administrator 
DASCHLE, these flights were with her hus- 
band on his official business and were either 
paid for out of personal funds or campaign 
funds. Deputy Administrator DASCHLE has 
not utilized B&L aircraft in her capacity as 
Deputy Administrator. 

Deputy Administrator DASCHLE and 
BELLEW have known each other for approxi- 
mately 14 years. She met BELLEW in 1981 
while she was working for the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board. Deputy Administrator 
DASCHLE stated she has never intervened 
on behalf of B&L in any FAA matter and, 
further, was never approached by BELLEW 
in an attempt to solicit her intervention. In 
addition, no documentation was discovered 
which suggested that Deputy Administrator 
DASCHLE intervened with respect to the 
consolidated inspection issue or with regard 
to B&L. 

An additional allegation was raised during 
our inquiry that Deputy Administrator 
DASCHLE dispatched an accident investiga- 
tion team from Washington D.C. to inves- 
tigate the crash of a B&L aircraft that oc- 
curred on February 24, 1994. The dispatch of 
a headquarters team deviates from standard 
practice of local investigative teams con- 
ducting crash investigations in their imme- 
diate area. The allegation was not substan- 
tiated. Deputy Administrator DASCHLE and 
Senator DASCHLE both deny any involve- 
ment in sending an accident investigation 
team from FAA headquarters. An interview 
of an FAA official involved in the accident 
investigation disclosed that certain charac- 
teristics of the flight, the operator, and of 
those individuals killed in the crash prompt- 
ed the FAA headquarters Accident Investiga- 
tion Division's involvement. 

VI. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. This investigation disclosed no evidence 
to substantiate that documents were de- 
stroyed as alleged. Nor did this investigation 
disclose evidence to substantiate that Dep- 
uty Administrator DASCHLE violated her 
recusal. Accordingly, it is recommended that 
this investigation be closed. 

2. This investigation disclosed that at the 
time of the subject FOIA request, FAA 
lacked sufficient internal procedures and 
safeguards concerning the processing of 
FOIA requests. The investigation disclosed 
improvements have since been made in re- 
sponse to recommendations from a previous 
Departmental review. It is recommended 
that FAA Administrator HINSON continue 
to monitor the FAA's FOIA activities and 
improvements. In addition, the OIG will in- 
clude in its FY 1997 annual planning, a De- 
partment-wide review of FOIA procedures. 

FOOTNOTES 

In April 1995, press reports indicated the USFS no 
longer contracts with B&L. OIG confirmed with the 
USFS that all approvals of B&L have expired and a 
decision was made not to renew approvals at this 
time. 


The GLR received five FOIA requests pertaining 
to B&L. 

ЗВАХТЕН informed JONES that the national 
database information would be obtained from the 
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FAA, Mike Monroney Aeronautical Center in Okla- 
homa City, Oklahoma. 

*On February 7, 1995, as a result of media interest 
in the case, the OPA requested from GLR a copy of 
all documents sent to MALONEY. 

»The index, created months after the fact, is the 
only record we found which itemizes, in any way, 
the FAA's response to the MALONEY FOIA request. 

A review of the documents within each group dis- 
closed that each index category was labeled accord- 
ing to the top document in that grouping and, ac- 
cording to [deleted] does not mean that all docu- 
ments in that group are appropriately described. For 
example, Item 2 in “Items sent to APA" reflects 89 
pages of a letter from Senator DASCHLE. The letter 
was actually one page. The other documents in this 
group were unrelated to this letter. 

The FAA did not create a record or otherwise jus- 
tify withholding these documents or any other docu- 
ments under a FOIA exemption in reference to the 
MALONEY request. The FOIA regulations require 
that the requester be notified of his right to appeal 
to the head of the agency any adverse determina- 
tion.” The regulations further state that “апу noti- 
fication of denial of any request for records ... 
shall set forth the names and titles or positions of 
each person responsible for the denial of such re- 
quest. 

*Reference The Freedom of Information Act, 5 
U.S.C., Section 552(bX4). 

*See Boeing 757 Wake Turbulence, A Review of 
the Actions of the Federal Aviation Administra- 
Чоп" for more detailed information. The report also 
suggested preparing a FOIA Processing Checklist 
that could be attached to each FOIA request. Our in- 
quiry disclosed that this recommendation has been 
implemented in the GLR. 

1 These documents are the same documents dis- 
cussed in Section У(АХЗХЫ) of this report, Cir- 
cumstances Which Raised Suspicions about Docu- 
ments.“ 

“Senator Tom DASCHLE із ап FAA-certified 
pilot. 

1 During an interview of BOWN, he indicated he 
received the package of document from an inspec- 
tor in the Rapid City FSDO shortly after beginning 
his detail in Washington. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I have a 
footnote to these remarks. I have 
known ToM and Linda Daschle for a 
good many years now. In the position 
that Senator DASCHLE is in as leader of 
the Democratic minority here in the 
Senate, one of the attributes that Sen- 
ator DASCHLE has is that he is straight- 
forward, that he is honest, and he is of 
great character. 

I have known his wife, Linda, now for 
a good many years, having dealt with 
her and the association she represented 
and now as Deputy Director of FAA. I 
do not think anyone that has known 
her would doubt her character. Being 
the daughter of a Baptist minister, the 
training that she received in her early 
years is still with her today. 

Those who know them well believe 
that the allegations were not true, and 
I think our belief in this couple was 
vindicated by the report from the In- 
spector General of the Department of 
Transportation. 

Mr. President, I felt it was incum- 
bent upon me as a friend and as a part 
of this side of the aisle that these re- 
marks be made for the record and the 
vindication of our good friends be 
noted in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


MEASURE PLACED ON 
CALENDAR—S. 1254 


Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I under- 
stand there is a bill that is due for its 
second reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A bill (8. 1254) to disapprove of amend- 
ments to the Federal Sentencing Guidelines 
related to lowering of crack sentences and 
sentences for money laundering and trans- 
actions in property derived from unlawful 
activity. 

Mr. CRAIG. I would object to further 
consideration of the bill at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be placed on the calendar. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed as if in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. CRAIG pertaining 
to the introduction of S. 1271 are lo- 
cated in today’s RECORD under State- 
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint 
Resolutions.’’) 


THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the sky- 
rocketing Federal debt, now soaring to- 
ward $5 trillion, has been fueled for a 
generation now by bureaucratic hot 
air—and it is sort of like the weather— 
everybody talks about it-but almost 
nobody did much about it until imme- 
diately after the elections in November 
1994. 

But when the new 104th Congress 
convened this past January, the U.S. 
House of Representatives quickly ap- 
proved a balanced budget amendment 
to the U.S. Constitution. On the Senate 
side, all but 1 of the 54 Republicans 
supported the balanced budget amend- 
ment—that was the good news. 

The bad news was that only 13 Demo- 
crats supported it—which killed hopes 
for a balanced budget amendment for 
the time being. Since a two-thirds 
vote—67 Senators, if all Senator’s are 
present—is necessary to approve a con- 
stitutional amendment, the proposed 
Senate amendment failed by one vote. 
There will be another vote either this 
year or in 1996. 

Here is today’s bad debt boxscore: 

As of the close of business Friday, 
September 22, the Federal debt—down 
to the penny—stood at exactly 
$4,949,192,404,249.15 or $18,787.22 for 
every тап, woman, and child on a per 
capita basis. 
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CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. STE- 
VENS). Morning business is now closed. 


DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF- 
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND- 
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1996 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
turn to the pending business. 

The clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 2099) making appropriations 
for the Departments of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and for 
sundry independent agencies, boards, com- 
missions, corporations, and offices for fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1996, and for other 
purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill which had been reported from the 
Committee on Appropriations, with 
amendments; as follows: 

(The parts of the bill intended to be 
stricken are shown in boldface brack- 
ets and the parts of the bill intended to 
be inserted are shown in italic.) 

H.R. 2099 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Hous- 
ing and Urban Development, and for sundry 
independent agencies, boards, commissions, 
corporations, and offices for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1996, and for other pur- 
poses, namely: 

TITLE I 
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 
VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION 
COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For the payment of compensation benefits 
to or on behalf of veterans as authorized by 
law (38 U.S.C. 107, chapters 11, 13, 51, 53, 55, 
and 61); pension benefits to or on behalf of 
veterans as authorized by law (38 U.S.C. 
chapters 15, 51, 53, 55, and 61; 92 Stat. 2508); 
and burial benefits, emergency and other of- 
ficers' retirement рау, adjusted-service cred- 
its and certificates, payment of premiums 
due on commercial life insurance policies 
guaranteed under the provisions of Article 
IV of the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil Relief 
Act of 1940, as amended, and for other bene- 
fits as authorized by law (38 U.S.C. 107, 1312, 
1977, and 2106, chapters 23, 51, 53, 55, and 61; 
50 U.S.C. App. 540-548; 43 Stat. 122, 123; 45 
Stat. 735; 76 Stat. 1198); $17,649,972,000, to re- 
main available until expended: Provided, 
That not to exceed [$25,180,000] $27,431,000 of 
the amount appropriated shall be reimbursed 
to General operating expenses“ and Medi- 
cal care“ for necessary expenses іп imple- 
menting those provisions authorized in the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990, 
and in the Veterans’ Benefits Act of 1992 (38 
U.S.C. chapters 51, 53, and 55), the funding 
source for which is specifically provided as 
the Compensation and pensions“ appropria- 
tion: Provided further, That such sums as 
may be earned on an actual qualifying pa- 


tient basis, shall be reimbursed to Medical 
facilities revolving fund“ to augment the 
funding of individual medical facilities for 
nursing home care provided to pensioners as 
authorized by the Veterans’ Benefits Act of 
1992 (38 U.S.C. chapter 55): Provided further, 
That $12,000,000 previously transferred from 
“Compensation and pensions“ to Medical 
facilities revolving fund" shall be trans- 
ferred to this heading. 


READJUSTMENT BENEFITS 


For the payment of readjustment and reha- 
bilitation benefits to or on behalf of veterans 
as authorized by law (38 U.S.C. chapters 21, 
30, 31, 34, 35, 36, 39, 51, 53, 55, and 61), 
$1,345,300,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended: Provided, That funds shall be avail- 
able to pay any court order, court award or 
any compromise settlement arising from 
litigation involving the vocational training 
program authorized by section 18 of Public 
Law 98-77, as amended. 


VETERANS INSURANCE AND INDEMNITIES 


For military and naval insurance, national 
service life insurance, servicemen's indem- 


. nities, service-disabled veterans insurance, 


and veterans mortgage life insurance as au- 
thorized by law (38 U.S.C. chapter 19; 70 Stat. 
887; 72 Stat. 487) $24,890,000, to remain avail- 
able until expended. 


GUARANTY AND INDEMNITY PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For the cost of direct and guaranteed 
loans, such sums аз may be necessary to 
carry out the purpose of the program, as au- 
thorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 37, as amended: 
Provided, That such costs, including the cost 
of modifying such loans, shall be as defined 
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974, as amended. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the direct and guaranteed loan 
programs, $65,226,000, which may be trans- 
ferred to and merged with the appropriation 
for General operating expenses“ 


LOAN GUARANTY PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For the cost of direct and guaranteed 
loans, such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the purpose of the program, as au- 
thorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 37, as amended: 
Provided, That such costs, including the cost 
of modifying such loans, shall be as defined 
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974, as amended. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the direct and guaranteed loan 
programs, $52,138,000, which may be trans- 
ferred to and merged with the appropriation 
for “General operating expenses”. 


DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For the cost of direct loans, such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out the purpose of 
the program, as authorized by 38 U.S.C. 
chapter 37, as amended: Provided, That such 
costs, including the cost of modifying such 
loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as amend- 
ed: Provided further, That during 1996, within 
the resources available, not to exceed 
$300,000 in gross obligations for direct loans 
are authorized for specially adapted housing 
loans (38 U.S.C. chapter 37). 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the direct loan program, $459,000, 
which may be transferred to and merged 
with the appropriation for General operat- 
ing expenses“. 
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EDUCATION LOAN FUND PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the cost of direct loans, $1,000, as au- 
thorized by 38 U.S.C. 3698, as amended: Pro- 
vided, That such costs, including the cost of 
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in 
section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, as amended: Provided further, That 
these funds are available to subsidize gross 
obligations for the principal amount of di- 
rect loans not to exceed $4,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro- 
gram, $195,000, which may be transferred to 
and merged with the appropriation ſor Gen- 
eral operating expenses“. 

VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION LOANS PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For the cost of direct loans, $54,000, as au- 
thorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 31, as amended: 
Provided, That such costs, including the cost 
of modifying such loans, shall be as defined 
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974, as amended: Provided further, 
That these funds are available to subsidize 
gross obligations for the principal amount of 
direct loans not to exceed $1,964,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro- 
gram, $377,000, which may be transferred to 
and merged with the appropriation for “Сеп- 
eral operating expenses". 

NATIVE AMERICAN VETERAN HOUSING LOAN 

PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For administrative expenses to carry out 
the direct loan program authorized by 38 
U.S.C. chapter 37, subchapter V, as amended, 
$205,000, which may be transferred to and 
merged with the appropriation for General 
operating expenses“. 

VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION 
MEDICAL CARE 


For necessary expenses for the mainte- 
nance and operation of hospitals, nursing 
homes, and domiciliary facilities; for fur- 
nishing, as authorized by law, inpatient and 
outpatient care and treatment to bene- 
ficiaries of the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs, including care and treatment in facili- 
ties not under the jurisdiction of the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs, and furnishing rec- 
reational facilities, supplies, and equipment; 
funeral, burial, and other expenses incidental 
thereto for beneficiaries receiving care in 
Department of Veterans Affairs facilities; 
administrative expenses in support of plan- 
ning, design, project management, real prop- 
erty acquisition and disposition, construc- 
tion and renovation of any facility under the 
jurisdiction or for the use of the Department 
of Veterans Affairs; oversight, engineering 
and architectural activities not charged to 
project cost; repairing, altering, improving 
or providing facilities in the several hos- 
pitals and homes under the jurisdiction of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs, not oth- 
erwise provided for, either by contract or by 
the hire of temporary employees and pur- 
chase of materials; uniforms or allowances 
therefor, as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901- 
5902); aid to State homes as authorized by 
law (38 U.S.C. 1741); and not to exceed 
$8,000,000 to fund cost comparison studies as 
referred to in 38 U.S.C. 8110(а)(5); 
[$16,777,474,000} 376,450,000, 000, plus reim- 
bursements: Provided, That of the funds 
made available under this heading. 
$789,000,000 is for the equipment and land and 
structures object classifications only, which 
amount shall not become available for obli- 
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gation until August 1, 1996, and shall remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
1997: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, any veteran eligible 
for hospital care or medical services under sec- 
tion 1710 of title 38 may be treated in the most 
efficient manner. 


MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RESEARCH 


For necessary expenses in carrying out 
programs of medical and prosthetic research 
and development as authorized by law (38 
U.S.C. chapter 73), to remain available until 
September 30, 1997, [$251,743,000] $257,000,000, 
plus reimbursements. 


(HEALTH PROFESSIONAL SCHOLARSHIP 
PROGRAM 


[For payment of health professional schol- 
arship program grants, as authorized by law, 
to students who agree to a service obligation 
with the Department of Veterans Affairs at 
опе of its medical facilities, 510,386,000.1 


MEDICAL ADMINISTRATION AND MISCELLANEOUS 
OPERATING EXPENSES 


For necessary expenses in the administra- 
tion of the medical, hospital, nursing home, 
domiciliary, construction, supply, and re- 
search activities, as authorized by law; ad- 
ministrative expenses in support of planning, 
design, project management, architectural, 
engineering, real property acquisition and 
disposition, construction and renovation of 
any facility under the jurisdiction or for the 
use of the Department of Veterans Affairs, 
including site acquisition; engineering and 
architectural activities not charged to 
project cost; and research and development 
in building construction technology; 
$63,602,000, plus reimbursements. 

TRANSITIONAL HOUSING LOAN PROGRAM 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the cost of direct loans, $7,000, as au- 
thorized by Public Law 102-54, section 8, 
which shall be transferred from the General 
post fund“: Provided, That such costs, includ- 
ing the cost of modifying such loans, shall be 
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, as amended: Provided fur- 
ther, That these funds are available to sub- 
sidize gross obligations for the principal 
amount of direct loans not to exceed $70,000. 
In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the direct loan program, $54,000, 
which shall be transferred from the General 
post fund“, as authorized by Public Law 102- 
54, section 8. 


DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 
GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES 


For necessary operating expenses of the 
Department of Veterans Affairs, not other- 
wise provided for, including uniforms or al- 
lowances therefor, as authorized by law; not 
to exceed $25,000 for official reception and 
representation expenses; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; and reimbursement of the 
General Services Administration for security 
guard services, and the Department of De- 
fense for the cost of overseas employee mail; 
[5821,487,000] %480,000,000: Provided, That 
funds under this heading shall be available 
to administer the Service Members Occupa- 
tional Conversion and Training Act: Provided 
further, That the $25,500,000 earmarked in 
Public Law 103-327 for the acquisition of 
automated data processing equipment and 
services to support the modernization pro- 
gram of the Veterans Benefits Administra- 
tion is available for any expense authorized 
to be funded under this heading: Provided fur- 
ther, That none of the funds under this head- 
ing (including funds referred to in the pre- 
ceding proviso) may be obligated or expended 
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for the acquisition of automated data proc- 
essing equipment and services for Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs regional offices to 
support Stage ІП of the automated data 
equipment modernization program of the 
Veterans Benefits Administration. 

NATIONAL CEMETERY SYSTEM 


For necessary expenses for the mainte- 
nance and operation of the National Ceme- 
tery System not otherwise provided for, in- 
cluding uniforms or allowances therefor, as 
authorized by law; cemeterial expenses as 
authorized by law; purchase of three pas- 
senger motor vehicles, for use in cemeterial 
operations; and hire of passenger motor vehi- 
cles, $72,604,000. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 


For necessary expenses of the Office of In- 
spector General in carrying out the provi- 
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, $30,900,000. 


CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECTS 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For constructing, altering, extending and 
improving any of the facilities under the ju- 
risdiction or for the use of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs, or for any of the purposes 
set forth in sections 316, 2404, 2406, 8102, 8103, 
8106, 8108, 8109, 8110, and 8122 of title 38, Unit- 
ed States Code, including planning, architec- 
tural and engineering services, maintenance 
or guarantee period services costs associated 
with equipment guarantees provided under 
the project, services of claims analysts, off- 
site utility and storm drainage system con- 
struction costs, and site acquisition, where 
the estimated cost of a project is $3,000,000 or 
more or where funds for a project were made 
available in a previous major project appro- 
priation, [3183,455,000] $35,785,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That ex- 
cept for advance planning of projects funded 
through the advance planning fund and the 
design of projects funded through the design 
fund, none of these funds shall be used for 
any project which has not been considered 
and approved by the Congress in the budg- 
etary process: Provided further, That funds 
provided in this appropriation for fiscal year 
1996, for each approved project shall be obli- 
gated (1) by the awarding of a construction 
documents contract by September 30, 1996, 
and (2) by the awarding of a construction 
contract by September 30, 1997: Provided fur- 
ther, That the Secretary shall promptly re- 
port in writing to the Comptroller General 
and to the Committees on Appropriations 
any approved major construction project in 
which obligations are not incurred within 
the time limitations established above; and 
the Comptroller General shall review the re- 
port in accordance with the procedures es- 
tablished by section 1015 of the Impound- 
ment Control Act of 1974 (title X of Public 
Law 93-344): Provided further, That no funds 
from any other account except the Parking 
revolving fund“, may be obligated for con- 
structing, altering, extending, or improving 
а project which was approved in the budget 
process and funded in this account until one 
year after substantial completion and bene- 
ficial occupancy by the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs of the project or any part 
thereof with respect to that part only: Pro- 
vided further, That of the funds made avail- 
able under this heading in Public Law 103- 
327, $7,000,000 shall be transferred to the 
“Parking revolving fund". 

CONSTRUCTION, MINOR PROJECTS 


For constructing, altering, extending, and 
improving any of the facilities under the ju- 
risdiction or for the use of the Department of 
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Veterans Affairs, including planning, archi- 
tectural and engineering services, mainte- 
nance or guarantee period services costs as- 
sociated with equipment guarantees pro- 
vided under the project, services of claims 
analysts, offsite utility and storm drainage 
system construction costs, and site acquisi- 
tion, or for any of the purposes set forth in 
sections 316, 2404, 2406, 8102, 8103, 8106, 8108, 
8109, 8110, and 8122 of title 38, United States 
Code, where the estimated cost of a project 
is less than $3,000,000, [$152,934,000] 
$190,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended, along with unobligated balances of 
previous Construction, minor projects“ ap- 
propriations which are hereby made avail- 
able for any project where the estimated cost 
is less than $3,000,000: Provided, That funds in 
this account shall be available for (1) repairs 
to any of the nonmedical facilities under the 
jurisdiction or for the use of the Department 
of Veterans Affairs which are necessary be- 
cause of loss or damage caused by any natu- 
ral disaster or catastrophe, and (2) tem- 
porary measures necessary to prevent or to 
minimize further loss by such causes. 
PARKING REVOLVING FUND 


For the parking revolving fund as author- 
ized by law (38 U.S.C. 8109), income from fees 
collected, to remain available until ex- 
pended. Resources of this fund shall be avail- 
able for all expenses authorized by 38 U.S.C. 
8109 except operations and maintenance 
costs which will be funded from “Medical 
саге”. 

GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF STATE 
EXTENDED CARE FACILITIES 

For grants to assist the several States to 
acquire or construct State nursing home and 
domiciliary facilities and to remodel, modify 
or alter existing hospital, nursing home and 
domiciliary facilities in State homes, for fur- 
nishing care to veterans as authorized by law 
(38 U.S.C. 8131-8137), $47,397,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

GRANTS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF STATE 
VETERANS CEMETERIES 


For grants to aid States in establishing, 
expanding, or improving State veteran ceme- 
teries as authorized by law (38 U.S.C. 2408), 
$1,000,000, to remain available until Septem- 
ber 30, 1998. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


Src. 101. Any appropriation for 1996 for 
“Compensation and pensions“. Readjust- 
ment benefits“, and Veterans insurance and 
indemnities“ may be transferred to any 
other of the mentioned appropriations. 

БЕС. 102. Appropriations available to the 
Department of Veterans Affairs for 1996 for 
salaries and expenses shall be available for 
services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109. 

Sec. 103. No part of the appropriations in 
this Act for the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs (except the appropriations ſor Con- 
struction, major projects”, Construction, 
minor projects", and the Parking revolving 
fund") shall be available for- the purchase of 
any site for or toward the construction of 
any new hospital or home. 

БЕС. 104. No part of the foregoing appro- 
priations shall be available for hospitaliza- 
tion or examination of any persons except 
beneficiaries entitled under the laws bestow- 
ing such benefits to veterans, unless reim- 
bursement of cost is made to the appropria- 
tion at such rates as may be fixed by the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs. 

БЕС. 105. Appropriations available to the 
Department of Veterans Affairs for fiscal 
year 1996 for Compensation and pensions“, 
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“Readjustment benefits“, and Veterans in- 
surance and indemnities“ shall be available 
for payment of prior year accrued obliga- 
tions required to be recorded by law against 
the corresponding prior year accounts within 

the last quarter of fiscal year 1995. 

Sec. 106. Appropriations accounts available 
to the Department of Veterans Affairs for 
fiscal year 1996 shall be available to pay 
prior year obligations of corresponding prior 
year appropriations accounts resulting from 
title X of the Competitive Equality Banking 
Act, Public Law 100-86, except that if such 
obligations are from trust fund accounts 
they shall be payable from “Compensation 
and pensions”. 

Sec. 107. (a) Effective October 1, 1995, sec- 
tion 5505 of title 38, United States Code, as in 
effect when repealed by section 1201(g)(4)(A) 
of Public Law 103-446 (108 Stat. 4687), is here- 
by reenacted and, as so reenacted, is amend- 
ed by striking out “September 30, 1992” in 
subsection (c) and inserting in lieu thereof 
September 30, 1996”. 

(b) The table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 55 of such title is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following new item: 

“5505. Limitation on compensation payments 
for certain incompetent veter- 
ans.“ 

Sec. 108. Chapter 19 of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended as follows: 

(1) Section 1920 is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a), by inserting “, and 
for the reimbursement of administrative 
costs under subsection (с)” before the period 
at the end of the second sentence; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

(ohh) For each fiscal year for which this 
subsection is in effect, the Secretary shall, 
from the National Service Life Insurance 
Fund, reimburse the ‘General operating ex- 
penses’ account of the Department for the 
amount of administrative costs determined 
under paragraph (2) for that fiscal year. Such 
reimbursement shall be made from any sur- 
plus earnings for that fiscal year that are 
available for dividends on such insurance 
after claims have been paid and actuarially 
determined reserves have been set aside. 
However, if the amount of such administra- 
tive costs exceeds the amount of such sur- 
plus earnings, such reimbursement shall be 
made only to the extent of such surplus 


earnings. 

“(2) The Secretary shall determine the ad- 
ministrative costs to the Department for a 
fiscal year for which this subsection is in ef- 
fect which, in the judgment of the Secretary, 
are properly allocable to the provision of Na- 
tional Service Life Insurance (and to the pro- 
vision of any total disability income insur- 
ance added to the provision of such insur- 
ance). 

3) This subsection shall be in effect only 
with respect to fiscal year 1996."’. 

(2) Section 1923 is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a), by inserting “, and 
for the reimbursement of administrative 
costs under subsection (d)“ before the period 
at the end of the last sentence; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

“(4х1) For each fiscal year for which this 
subsection is in effect, the Secretary shall, 
from the Veterans’ Special Life Insurance 
Fund, reimburse the ‘General operating ex- 
penses’ account of the Department for the 
amount of administrative costs determined 
under paragraph (2) for that fiscal year. Such 
reimbursement shall be made from any sur- 
plus earnings for that fiscal year that are 
available for dividends on such insurance 
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after claims have been paid and actuarially 
determined reserves have been set aside. 
However, if the amount of such administra- 
tive costs exceeds the amount of such sur- 
plus earnings, such reimbursement shall be 
made only to the extent of such surplus 
earnings. 

“(2) The Secretary shall determine the ad- 
ministrative costs to the Department for a 
fiscal year for which this subsection is in ef- 
fect which, in the judgment of the Secretary, 
are properly allocable to the provision of 
Veterans’ Special Life Insurance (and to the 
provision of any total disability income in- 
surance added to the provision of such insur- 
ance). 

(3) This subsection shall be in effect only 
with respect to fiscal year 1998. 

(3) Section 1955 is amended— 

(А) in subsection (а), by inserting “, and 
for the reimbursement of administrative 
costs under subsection (с)” before the period 
at the end of the first sentence; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

(o) For each fiscal year for which this 
subsection is in effect, the Secretary shall, 
from the United States Government Life In- 
surance Fund, reimburse the ‘General oper- 
ating expenses’ account of the Department 
for the amount of administrative costs deter- 
mined under paragraph (2) for that fiscal 
year. Such reimbursement shall be made 
from any surplus earnings for that fiscal 
year that are available for dividends on such 
insurance after claims have been paid and 
actuarially determined reserves have been 
set aside. However, if the amount of such ad- 
ministrative costs exceeds the amount of 
such surplus earnings, such reimbursement 
shall be made only to the extent of such sur- 
plus earnings. 

“(2) The Secretary shall determine the ad- 
ministrative costs to the Department for a 
fiscal year for which this subsection is in ef- 
fect which, in the judgment of the Secretary, 
are properly allocable to the provision of 
United States Government Life Insurance 
(and to the provision of any total disability 
income insurance added to the provision of 
such insurance). 

03) This subsection shall be in effect only 
with respect to fiscal year 1996.“ 

(4) Section 1982 is amended by striking out 
“The United States“ and inserting in lieu 
thereof Except as provided in sections 
1920(с), 1923(d), and 1955(c) of this title, the 
United States”. 

SEC. 109. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs is au- 
thorized to transfer, without compensation or 
reimbursement, the jurisdiction and control of a 
parcel of land consisting of approximately 6.3 
acres, located on the south edge of the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs Medical and Regional 
Office Center, Wichita, Kansas, including build- 
ings Nos. 8 and 30 and other improvements 
thereon, to the Secretary of Transportation for 
the purpose of expanding and modernizing 
United States Highway 54: Provided, That if 
necessary, the етасі acreage and legal descrip- 
tion of the real property transferred shall be de- 
termined by a survey satisfactory to the Sec- 
retary of Veterans Affairs and the Secretary of 
Transportation shall bear the cost of such sur- 
vey: Provided further, That the Secretary of 
Transportation shall be responsible for all costs 
associated with the transferred land and im- 
provements thereon, and compliance with all ет- 
isting statutes and regulations: Provided fur- 
ther, That the Secretary of Veterans Affairs and 
the Secretary of Transportation may require 
such additional terms and conditions as each 
Secretary considers appropriate to effectuate 
this transfer of land. 
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Sec. 110. Funds available to the Department 
of Veterans Affairs Revolving Supply Fund 
shall be available until September 30, 1997, for 
expenses necessary to establish a Department 
wide program to develop and implement a Fed- 
eral acquisition computer network required by 
section 9001 of the Federal Acquisition Stream- 
lining Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-355). 

TITLE II 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 


HOUSING PROGRAMS 
ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ASSISTED HOUSING 


{For assistance under the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, as amended (‘the Act” 
herein) (42 U.S.C. 1437), not otherwise pro- 
vided for, $10,182,359,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That none of the 
funds made available under the head “Ап- 
nual contributions for assisted housing” in 
this Act or any prior Act shall be expended 
if such expenditure would cause total fiscal 
year 1996 expenditures to exceed 
$19,939,311,000: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary shall report to the Committees on Ap- 
propriations every 90 days on the implemen- 
tation of the spending limitation in the pre- 
ceding proviso: Provided further, That of the 
total amount provided under this head, 
$100,000,000 shall be for the development or 
acquisition cost of public housing for Indian 
families, including amounts for housing 
under the mutual help homeownership op- 
portunity program under section 202 of the 
Act (42 U.S.C, 1437bb): Provided further, That 
of the total amount provided under this 
head, $2,500,000,000 shall be for modernization 
of existing public housing projects pursuant 
to section 14 of the Act (42 U.S.C. 14371): Pro- 
vided further, That during fiscal year 1996, 
the Secretary may direct any public housing 
agency that receives any part of the fore- 
going amount, to use such amount, or any 
other amount that has been made available 
in this or any other prior Act for public 
housing under this head or for the HOPE УІ/ 
Urban Revitalization Demonstration Pro- 
gram, and that has not been obligated by the 
agency, to demolish, reconfigure, or reduce 
the density of any public housing project 
owned by the agency: Provided further, That 
of the amounts earmarked under this head 
for modernization of existing public housing 
projects, $15,000,000 shall be used for the Ten- 
ant Opportunity Program: Provided further, 
That of the total amount provided under this 
head, $862,125,000 shall be available for non- 
incremental rental assistance under the sec- 
tion 8 housing voucher program under sec- 
tion 8(0) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 1437f(0)): Pro- 
vided further, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, voucher assistance 
provided under the preceding proviso may be 
used in connection with legislation enacted 
after the effective date of this Act that au- 
thorizes assistance for such purpose, as de- 
termined by the Secretary: Provided further, 
That of the total amount provided under this 
head, $1,440,770,000 shall be for special needs 
housing: Provided further, That the amount 
earmarked under the preceding proviso shall 
be for capital advances, including amend- 
ments to capital advance contracts, for hous- 
ing for the elderly, as authorized by section 
202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as amended, 
and for project rental assistance, and amend- 
ments to contracts for project rental assist- 
ance, for supportive housing for the elderly 
under section 202(c)(2) of the Housing Act of 
1959, as amended; capital advances, including 
amendments to capital advance contracts, 
and project rental assistance, including 
amendments to contracts for project rental 
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assistance, for supportive housing for per- 
sons with disabilities, as authorized by sec- 
tion 811 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National 
Affordable Housing Act; and housing oppor- 
tunities for persons with AIDS under title 
VIII, subtitle D of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na- 
tional Affordable Housing Act: Provided fur- 
ther, That of the funds earmarked in this ap- 
propriations Act for special needs housing, 
the Secretary may waive any provision of 
section 202 of the Housing Act of 1959 and 
section 811 of the National Affordable Hous- 
ing Act (including the provisions governing 
the terms and conditions of project rental 
assistance) that the Secretary determines is 
not necessary to achieve the objectives of 
these programs, or that otherwise impedes 
the ability to develop, operate or administer 
projects assisted under these programs, and 
may make provision for alternative condi- 
tions or terms where appropriate: Provided 
further, That the Secretary may use up to 
$200,000,000 from unobligated carryover bal- 
ances under this heading as of September 30, 
1995, for assistance for State or local units of 
government, tenant and nonprofit organiza- 
tions to purchase projects where owners have 
indicated an intention to prepay mortgages 
and for assistance to be used as an incentive 
to prevent prepayment or for vouchers to aid 
eligible tenants adversely affected by mort- 
gage prepayment, as authorized under pres- 
ervation legislation enacted subsequent to 
this Act: Provided further, That of the total 
amount provided under this head, $10,000,000 
shall be for the lead-based paint hazard re- 
duction program as authorized under section 
1053 of the Residential Lead-Based Paint 
Hazard Reduction Act of 1992: Provided fur- 
ther, That of the total amount provided 
under this head, $17,300,000 shall be available 
for fees for coordinators under section 
23(h)(1) for the Family Self-sufficiency Pro- 
gram (42 U.S.C. 1437u): Provided further, That 
of the total amount provided under this 
head, $4,641,589,000 shall be for assistance 
under the United States Housing Act of 1937 
(42 U.S.C. 1437) for use in connection with ex- 
piring or terminating section 8 subsidy con- 
tracts: Provided further, That such amounts 
shall be merged with funds referenced in sec- 
tion 204 of this title: Provided further, That 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment may reserve amounts available for the 
renewal of assistance under section 8 of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 and may 
use such amounts, upon the termination or 
expiration of a contract for assistance under 
section 8 of the United States Housing Act of 
1937 (other than a contract for tenant-based 
assistance and notwithstanding section 8(v) 
of such Act for loan management assist- 
ance), to provide voucher assistance under 
section 8(0) of such Act in the market area 
for a number of eligible families equal to the 
number of units covered by the terminated 
or expired contract, which assistance shall 


de in accordance with terms and conditions 


prescribed by the Secretary: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, assistance reserved under the preceding 
proviso may be used in connection with any 
provision of Federal law enacted after the 
enactment of this Act that authorizes the 
use of rental assistance amounts in connec- 
tion with such terminated or expired con- 
tracts: Provided further, That of the total 
amount provided under this head, $610,575,000 
shall be for amendments to section 8 con- 
tracts other than contracts for projects de- 
veloped under section 202 of the Housing Act 
of 1959, as amended. ] 

For assistance under the United States Hous- 
ing Act of 1937, as amended (“the Асі" herein) 
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(42 U.S.C. 1437), not otherwise provided for, 
$5,594,358,000, to remain available until ez- 
pended: Provided, That of the total amount pro- 
vided under this head, $200,000,000 shall be for 
the development or acquisition cost of public 
housing for Indian families, including amounts 
for housing under the mutual help homeowner- 
ship opportunity program under section 202 of 
the Act (42 U.S.C. 1437bb): Provided further, 
That of the total amount provided under this 
head, $2,510,000,000 shall be for modernization 
of existing public housing projects pursuant to 
section 14 of the Act (42 U.S.C. 14371), including 
up to $30,000,000 for the inspection of public 
housing units, contract erpertise, and training 
and technical assistance, directly or indirectly, 
under grants, contracts, or cooperative agree- 
ments, to assist in the oversight and manage- 
ment of public and Indian housing (whether or 
not the housing is being modernized with assist- 
ance under this proviso) or tenant-based assist- 
ance, including, but not limited to, an annual 
resident survey, data collection and analysis 
training and technical assistance by or to offi- 
cials and employees of the Department and of 
public housing agencies and to residents in con- 
nection with the public and Indian housing pro- 
gram and support of a public housing institu- 
tion to provide such training, technical assist- 
ance, and education, and training and technical 
assistance to assist public housing agencies in 
avoiding designation as troubled agencies and 
in qualifying for removal of such designation: 
Provided further, That of the total amount pro- 
vided under this head, $240,000,000 shall be for 
new incremental rental subsidy contracts under 
the section 8 existing housing certificate pro- 
gram and the housing voucher program under 
section 8 of the Act, except that such amounts 
shall be used only for units necessary to provide 
housing assistance for residents to be relocated 
from existing federally subsidized or assisted 
housing, for replacement housing for units de- 
molished or disposed of (including units to be 
disposed of pursuant to a homeownership pro- 
gram under section 5(h) or title ІП of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937) from the public 
housing inventory, for funds related to litiga- 
tion settlements or court orders, for the conver- 
sion of section 23 projects to assistance under 
section 8, and for public housing agencies to im- 
plement allocation plans approved by the Sec- 
retary for designated housing, and for funds to 
carry out the family unification program: Pro- 
vided further, That of the total amount provided 
under this head, $500,000,000 shall be for amend- 
ments to section 8 contracts other than contracts 
for projects developed under section 202 of the 
Housing Act of 1959, as amended; $261,000,000 
shall be for section 8 assistance and rehabilita- 
tion grants for property disposition; and 
$624,000,000 shall be for assistance for State or 
local units of government (including public 
housing authorities), tenant and nonprofit or- 
ganizations to purchase projects where owners 
have indicated an intention to prepay mortgages 
and for assistance to be used as an incentive to 
prevent prepayment or for vouchers (not to ет- 
ceed $74,000,000) to aid eligible tenants adversely 
affected by mortgage prepayment, as authorized 
in the Emergency Low-Income Housing Preser- 
vation Act of 1987, as amended: Provided fur- 
ther, That of the foregoing amount, up to 
$20,000,000 shall be available for preservation 
technical assistance grants pursuant to section 
253 of the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1987, as amended, and that the Secretary 
may designate funding to carry out plan of ac- 
tions approved prior to October 1, 1995, to permit 
purchases of projects by non-profit organiza- 
tions or tenant organizations, which are await- 
ing funding, and which, to the Secretary's satis- 
faction, will be unable to be closed without im- 
mediate obligation of funding heretofore applied 
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for and approved: Provided further, That with 
respect to the $624,000,000 appropriated in the 
preceding proviso, if the Secretary determines 
that the demand for funding may exceed 
amounts available for such funding, the Sec- 
retary (1) may determine priorities for distribut- 
ing available funds, including the discretion to 
give priority funding to tenants displaced due to 
mortgage prepayment and to projects that have 
not yet been funded but to which funding has 
been committed; and (2) may impose a tem- 
porary moratorium on applications by potential 
recipients of such funding: Provided further, 
That during fiscal year 1996, the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development may manage 
and dispose of multifamily properties owned by 
the Secretary and multifamily mortgages held by 
the Secretary as of October 1, 1995 without re- 
gard to any other proviso of law: Provided fur- 
ther, That 50 per centum of the amounts of 
budget authority, or in lieu thereof 50-рет cen- 
tum of the cash amounts associated with such 
budget authority, that are recaptured from 
projects described in section 1012(a) of the Stew- 
art B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Amend- 
ments Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-628, 102 Stat. 
3224, 3268) shall be rescinded, or in the case of 
cash, shall be remitted to the Treasury, and 
such amounts of budget authority or cash re- 
captured and not rescinded or remitted to the 
Treasury shall be used by State housing finance 
agencies or local governments or local housing 
agencies with projects approved by the Sec- 
retary of Housing and Urban Development for 
which settlement occurred after January 1, 1992, 
in accordance with such section: Provided fur- 
ther, That of the total amount provided under 
this head, $171,000,000 shall be for housing op- 
portunities for persons with AIDS under title 
VIII, subtitle D of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na- 
tional Affordable Housing Act; and $75,000,000 
shall be for the lead-based paint hazard reduc- 
tion program as authorized under sections 1011 
and 1053 of the Residential Lead-Based Hazard 
Reduction Act of 1992. 

Of the total amount provided under this head, 
$780,190,000 shall be for capital advances, in- 
cluding amendments to capital advance con- 
tracts, for housing for the elderly, as authorized 
by section 202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as 
amended, and for project rental assistance, and 
amendments to contracts for project rental as- 
sistance, for supportive housing for the elderly 
under section 202(c)(2) of the Housing Act of 
1959; and $233,168,000 shall be for capital ad- 
vances, including amendments to capital ad- 
vance contracts, for supportive housing for per- 
sons with disabilities, as authorized by section 
811 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Afford- 
able Housing Act; and for project rental assist- 
ance, and amendments to contracts for project 
rental assistance, for supportive housing for 
persons with disabilities as authorized by sec- 
tion 811 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Af- 
fordable Housing Act: Provided, That the Sec- 
retary may waive any provision of section 202 of 
the Housing Act of 1959 and section 811 of the 
National Affordable Housing Act (including the 
provisions governing the terms and conditions of 
project rental assistance) that the Secretary de- 
termines is not necessary to achieve the objec- 
tives of these programs, or that otherwise im- 
pedes the ability to develop, operate or admin- 
ister projects assisted under these programs, and 
may make provision for alternative conditions or 
terms where appropriate. 

PUBLIC HOUSING DEMOLITION, SITE REVITALIZA- 
TION, AND REPLACEMENT HOUSING GRANTS 

For grants to public housing agencies for the 
purpose of enabling the demolition of obsolete 
public housing projects or portions thereof, the 
revitalization (where appropriate) of sites (in- 
cluding remaining public housing units) on 
which such projects are located, replacement 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


housing which will avoid or lessen concentra- 
tions of very low-income families, and tenant- 
based assistance in accordance with section 8 of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937 for the 
purpose of providing replacement housing and 
assisting tenants to be displaced by the demoli- 
tion, $500,000,000, to remain available until ет- 
pended: Provided, That the Secretary shall 
award such funds to public housing agencies by 
а competition which includes among other rel- 
evant criteria the local and national impact of 
the proposed demolition and revitalization ac- 
tivities and the extent to which the public hous- 
ing agency could undertake such activities 
without the additional assistance to be provided 
hereunder: Provided further, That eligible ег- 
penditures hereunder shall be those expendi- 
tures eligible under section 8 and section 14 of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437f and 1): Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary may impose such conditions and require- 
ments as the Secretary deems appropriate to ef- 
fectuate the purpose of this paragraph: Pro- 
vided further, That the Secretary may require 
an agency selected to receive funding to make 
arrangements satisfactory to the Secretary for 
use of an entity other than the agency to carry 
out this program where the Secretary deter- 
mined that such action will help to effectuate 
the purpose of this paragraph: Provided further, 
That in the event an agency selected to receive 
funding does not proceed erpeditiously as deter- 
mined by the Secretary, the Secretary shall 
withdraw any unobligated balances of funding 
made available pursuant to this paragraph and 
distribute such funds to one or more other eligi- 
ble agencies: Provided further, That of the fore- 
going $500,000,000, the Secretary may use up to 
.67 per centum for technical assistance, to be 
provided directly or indirectly by grants, con- 
tracts or cooperative agreements, including 
training and cost of necessary travel for partici- 
pants in such training, by or to officials and 
employees of the Department and of public 
housing agencies and residents: Provided fur- 
ther, That any replacement housing provided 
with assistance under this head shall be subject 
to section 18(f) of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937, as amended by section 201()(2) of this 
Act. 

ASSISTANCE FOR THE RENEWAL OF EXPIRING 
SECTION 8 SUBSIDY CONTRACTS 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For assistance under the United States Hous- 
ing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437) not otherwise 
provided for, for use in connection with expiring 
section 8 subsidy contracts, $4,350,862,000, to re- 
main available until erpended: Provided, That 
to the extent the amount in this appropriation is 
insufficient to fund all expiring section 8 con- 
tracts, the Secretary may transfer to and merge 
with this appropriation such amounts from the 
Annual contributions for assisted housing ap- 
propriation as the Secretary shall determine, 
and amounts earmarked in the foregoing ac- 
count may be reduced accordingly, at the Sec- 
retary'’s discretion; Provided further, That the 
Secretary may maintain consolidated account- 
ing data for funds disbursed at the public hous- 
ing agency or Indian housing authority or 
project level for subsidy assistance regardless of 
the source of the disbursement so as to minimize 
the administrative burden of multiple accounts: 
Provided further, That the Secretary may deter- 
mine not to apply section 8(0)(6)(B) of the Act to 
renewals of housing vouchers during fiscal year 
1996. 

FLEXIBLE SUBSIDY FUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

From the fund established by section 236(g) 
of the National Housing Act, as amended, all 
uncommitted balances of excess rental 
charges as of September 30, 1995, and any col- 
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lections during fiscal year 1996 shall be 
transferred, as authorized under such sec- 
tion, to the fund authorized under section 201 
(j) of the Housing and Community Develop- 
ment Amendments of 1978, as amended. 
RENTAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE 
(RESCISSION) 

The limitation otherwise applicable to the 
maximum payments that may be required in 
any fiscal year by all contracts entered into 
under section 236 of the National Housing 
Act (12 U.S.C. 17152-1) is reduced in fiscal 
year 1996 by not more than $2,000,000 in un- 
committed balances of authorizations pro- 
vided for this purpose in appropriations Acts: 
Provided, That up to $163,000,000 of recaptured 
section 236 budget authority resulting from 
the prepayment of mortgages subsidized 
under section 236 of the National Housing 
Act (12 U.S.C. 17152-1) shall be rescinded іп 
fiscal year 1996. 

PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION OF LOW-INCOME 

HOUSING PROJECTS 


For payments to public housing agencies 
and Indian housing authorities for operating 
subsidies for low-income housing projects as 
authorized by section 9 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
14376), 182,500,000, 000] 52,500,000. 000. 

DRUG ELIMINATION GRANTS FOR LOW-INCOME 

HOUSING 

For grants to public and Indian housing 
agencies for use in eliminating crime in public 
housing projects authorized by 42 U.S.C. 11901- 
11908, and for drug information clearinghouse 
services authorized by 42 U.S.C. 11921-11925, 
$290,000,000, to remain available until erpended, 
of which $10,000,000 shall be for grants, tech- 
nical assistance, contracts and other assistance 
training, program assessment, and execution for 
or on behalf of public housing agencies and resi- 
dent organizations (including the cost of nec- 
essary travel for participants in such training): 
Provided, That after setting aside amounts in 42 
U.S.C. 11909(b) for grants for federally assisted 
low-income housing, the Secretary, notwith- 
standing 42 U.S.C. 11904, may provide grants 
through a formula taking into account the 
needs of public housing agencies for anti-crime 
funding, and the amount of funding public 
housing agencies have received under this head- 
ing during fiscal years 1993, 1994, and 1995, but 
which does not exclude an eligible agency that 
has not received funding during that period: 
Provided further, That the term “drug-related 
стіте”, as defined іп 42 U.S.C. 11905(2), shall 
also include other types of crime as determined 
by the Secretary. 

HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM 


For the HOME investment partnerships 
program, as authorized under title II of the 
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable 
Housing Act (Public Law 101-625), as amend- 
ed, $1,400,000,000, to remain available until 
expended. 


[HOUSING COUNSELING ASSISTANCE 


{For contracts, grants, and other assist- 
ance, other than loans, not otherwise pro- 
vided for, for providing counseling and ad- 
vice to tenants and homeowners—both cur- 
rent and prospective—with respect to prop- 
erty maintenance, financial management, 
and such other matters as may be appro- 
priate to assist them in improving their 
housing conditions and meeting the respon- 
sibilities of tenancy or homeownership, in- 
cluding provisions for training and for sup- 
port of voluntary agencies and services as 
authorized by section 106 of the Housing and 
Urban Development Act of 1968, as amended, 
$12,000,000, notwithstanding section 106(c)(9) 
and section 106(d)(13), of such Act.] 


— — — Е 
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INDIAN HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE FUND 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 


For the cost of guaranteed loans, $3,000,000, 
as authorized by section 184 of the Housing 
and Community Development Act of 1992 (106 
Stat. 3739): Provided, That such costs, includ- 
ing the costs of modifying such loans, shall 
be as defined in section 502 of the Congres- 
sional Budget Act of 1974, as amended: Pro- 
vided further, That these funds are available 
to subsidize total loan principal, any part of 
which is to be guaranteed, not to exceed 

HOMELESS ASSISTANCE 
HOMELESS ASSISTANCE GRANTS. 


For grants awarded or allocated by the Sec- 
retary of Housing and Urban Development, 
through a competition or by formula, for the 
purpose of providing housing and services for 
homeless individuals and families to be delivered 
by entities eligible to receive assistance under, 
and to fund eligible activities described in, the 
emergency shelter grants р m (as au- 
thorized under subtitle B of title IV of the 
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance 
Act (Public Law 100-77), as amended); the 
supportive housing program (as authorized 
under subtitle C of title IV of such Act); the 
section 8 moderate rehabilitation single 
room occupancy program (as authorized 
under the United States Housing Act of 1937, 
as amended) to assist homeless individuals 
pursuant to section 441 of the Stewart B. 
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act; and the 
shelter plus care program (as authorized 
under subtitle F of title IV of such Act) l: and 
the innovative homeless initiatives dem- 
onstration program (as described in sections 
2(a)-2(f) of the HUD Demonstration Act of 
1993 (Public Law 103-120)), 5676,000,000) 
$760,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended. То the extent the Secretary determines 
to use a formula under this heading, the Sec- 
retary shall use the existing formula as provided 
under the Emergency Shelter Grants program 
under section 413 of the Stewart B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act and promulgate any 
rules under the rulemaking procedures under 
section 553 of title 5, United States Code. The 
Secretary shall report, within one year of the 
date of enactment, on ways to merge the home- 
less assistance programs under the Stewart B. 
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act with the 
HOME program under title II of the Cranston- 
Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act. 


COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT GRANTS 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For grants to States and units of general 
local government and for related expenses, 
not otherwise provided for, necessary for car- 
rying out a community development grants 
program as authorized by title I of the Hous- 
ing and Community Development Act of 1974, 
as amended (42 U.S.C. 5301), $4,600,000,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 1998: 
Provided, That [$46,000,000] $60,000,000 shall 
be available for grants to Indian tribes pur- 
suant to section 106(a)(1) of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 5301), $2,000,000 shall be 
available as a grant to the Housing Assistance 
Council, $1,000,000 shall be available as a grant 
to the National American Indian Housing Coun- 
cil, and [$19,500,000] $27,000,000 shall be avail- 
able for special purpose grants“ pursuant to 
section 107 of such Act: Provided further, 
That not to exceed 20 per centum of any 
grant made with funds appropriated herein 
(other than a grant using funds under section 
107(b)(3) of such Act shall be expended for 
“Planning and Management Development” 
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and Administration“ аз defined іп regula- 
tions promulgated by the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development: Provided 
further, That section 105(a)(25) of such Act, as 
added by section 907(b)(1) of the Cranston-Gon- 
zalez National Affordable Housing Act, shall 
continue to be effective after September 30, 1995, 
notwithstanding section 907(b)(2) of such Act. 

Of the amount provided under this heading, 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment may use ир to $80,000,000 for grants to 
public and Indian housing agencies for a sup- 
portive services program to assist residents of 
public and assisted housing and former resi- 
dents of such housing receiving tenant-based as- 
sistance under section 8 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1437f) become self-sufficient: Provided, That the 
program shall provide supportive services to the 
elderly and the disabled and to families with 
children where the head of household would 
benefit from the receipt of supportive services 
and is working, seeking work, or is preparing 
for work by participating in job training or edu- 
cational programs: Provided, That the support- 
ive services shall include coordinated edu- 
cational, training, and other supportive зету- 
ices, including academic skills training, job 
search assistance, assistance related to retaining 
employment, vocational and entrepreneurship 
development and support programs, transpor- 
tation, and child care: Provided further, That 
the Secretary shall require applicants to dem- 
onstrate firm commitments of funding or services 
from other sources: Provided further, That the 
Secretary shall select public and Indian housing 
agencies to receive assistance under this head 
on a competitive basis, taking into account the 
quality of the proposed program (including any 
innovative approaches), the extent of the pro- 
posed coordination of supportive services, the 
extent of commitments of funding or services 
from other sources, the extent to which the pro- 
posed program includes reasonably achievable, 
quantifiable goals for measuring performance 
under the program over a three-year program, 
the extent of success an agency has had іт car- 
rying out other comparable initiatives, and 
other appropriate criteria established by the 
Secretary: Provided further, That of the amount 
made available under this paragraph, 
$12,000,000 shall be available for contracts, 
grants, and other assistance, other than loans, 
not otherwise provided for, for providing coun- 
seling and advice to tenants and homeowners 
both current and prospective, with respect to 
property maintenance, financial management, 
and such other matters as may be appropriate to 
assist them in improving their housing condi- 
tions and meeting the responsibilities of tenancy 
or homeownership, including provisions for 
training and for support of voluntary agencies 
and services as authorized by section 106 of the 
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968, as 
amended, notwithstanding section 106(c)(9) and 
section 106(d)(13) of such Act. Of the amount 
provided under this heading, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, $40,000,000 shall be 
available for youthbuild program activities au- 
thorized by subtitle D of title IV of the Cran- 
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act, 
as amended, and shall be an eligible activity 
with respect to any funds made available under 
this heading. Of the amount provided under this 
heading, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, $80,000,000 shall be available for Eco- 
nomic Development Initiative grants as author- 
ized by section 232 of the Multifamily Housing 
Property Disposition Reform Act of 1994, Public 
Law 103-233, on a competitive basis as required 
by section 102 of the HUD Reform Act. 

For the cost of guaranteed loans, 
{$10,500,000} $75,750,000, as authorized by sec- 
tion 108 of the Housing and Community De- 
velopment Act of 1974: Provided, That such 
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costs, including the cost of modifying such 
loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as amend- 
ed: Provided further, That these funds are 
available to subsidize total loan principal, 
any part of which is to be guaranteed, not to 
exceed [$1,000,000,000] 51,500,000,000. In addi- 
tion, for administrative expenses to carry 
out the guaranteed loan program, [$225,000] 
$675,000 which shall be transferred to and 
merged with the appropriation for depart- 
mental salaries and expenses. 


POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH 
RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY 


For contracts, grants, and necessary ex- 
penses of programs of research and studies 
relating to housing and urban problems, not 
otherwise provided for, as authorized by title 
V of the Housing and Urban Development 
Act of 1970, as amended (12 U.S.C. 17012-1 et 
seq.), including carrying out the functions of 
the Secretary under section 1(a)(1)(i) of Re- 
organization Plan No. 2 of 1968, $34,000,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 1997. 


[FAIR HOUSING AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 
FAIR HOUSING ACTIVITIES 


(For contracts, grants, and other assist- 
ance, not otherwise provided for, as author- 
ized by title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1968, as amended by the Fair Housing 
Amendments Act of 1988, $30,000,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 1997.] 


MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 


For necessary administrative and non- 
administrative expenses of the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development, not oth- 
erwise provided for, including not to exceed 
$7,000 for official reception and representa- 
tion expenses, |9951,988,0001 $980,777,000, of 
which |5505,745,0001 $532,782,000 shall be pro- 
vided from the various funds of the Federal 
Housing Administration, and [$8,824,000] 
$9,101,000 shall be provided from funds of the 
Government National Mortgage Association, 
and [$225,000] $675,000 shall be provided from 
the Community Development Grants Pro- 
gram account. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For necessary expenses of the Office of In- 
spector General in carrying out the provi- 
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, [$47,388,000] $48,251,000, of which 
{$10,961,000} $11,283,000 shall be transferred 
from the various funds of the Federal Hous- 
ing Administration. 

[OFFICE OF FEDERAL HOUSING ENTERPRISE 

OVERSIGHT 
{SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
[(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

[For carrying out the Federal Housing En- 
terprise Financial Safety and Soundness Act 
of 1992, $14,895,000, to remain available until 
expended, from the Federal Housing Enter- 
prise Oversight Fund: Provided, That such 
amounts shall be collected by the Director as 
authorized by section 1316 (a) and (b) of such 
Act, and deposited in the Fund under section 
1316(f) of such Act. 

FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION 


FHA—MUTUAL MORTGAGE INSURANCE PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 
During fiscal year 1996, commitments to 


guarantee loans to carry out the purposes of 
section 203(b) of the National Housing Act, 
as amended, shall not exceed a loan principal 
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of $110,000,000,000: Provided, That during fiscal 
year 1996, the Secretary shall sell assigned mort- 
gage notes having an unpaid principal balance 
of up to $4,000,000,000, which notes were 
orginally insured under section 203(b) of the Na- 
tional Housing Act: Provided further, That an 
amount equal to any negative subsidies result- 
ing from the sale of such assigned mortgage 
notes during fiscal year 1996 may be added to 
and merged with funds otherwise provided relat- 
ing to the disposition of properties or notes 
under this heading, as may be allocated by РМ 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Developmen 

During fiscal year 1996, тусуш to 
make direct loans to carry out the purposes 
of section 204(g) of the National Housing Act, 
as amended, shall not exceed $200,000,000: 
Provided, That the foregoing amount shall be 
for loans to nonprofit and governmental en- 
tities in connection with sales of single fam- 
ily real properties owned by the Secretary 
and formerly insured under section 203 of 
such Act. 

For administrative expenses necessary to 
carry out the guaranteed and direct loan 
program, [$308,846,000} $341,595,000, to be de- 
rived from the FHA-mutual mortgage insur- 
ance guaranteed loans receipt account, of 
which not to exceed 15308,290,0001 $334,483,000 
shall be transferred to the appropriation for 
departmental salaries and expenses; and of 
which not to exceed [$6,790,000] $7,112,000 
shall be transferred to the appropriation for 
the Office of Inspector General. 

FHA—GENERAL AND SPECIAL RISK PROGRAM 

ACCOUNT \ 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

[Total] For the cost of guaranteed loans, as 
authorized by sections 238 and 519 of the Na- 
tional Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 17152-3 and 
1735с), including the cost of modifying such 
loans, $100,000,000, to remain available until ет- 
pended: Provided, That such costs shall be as 


defined in section 502 of the С essional 
Budget Act of 1974: Provided further, That these 


funds are available to subsidize total loan prin- 
cipal any of which is to be guaranteed 
{shall not} of not to exceed |515,000,000,0001 
$17,400,000,000: ІРтотідей,1 Provided further, 
That during fiscal year 1996, the Secretary shall 
sell assigned noes havi датто an unpaid principal 
balance of ми; 000, which notes were 
originally o ура ‘of the funds established 
under sections 238 and 519 of the National Hous- 
ing Act: Provided further, That an amount 
equal to any negative subsidies resulting 

the sale of such assigned notes during fiscal 
year 1996 may be added to and merged with 
funds otherwise provided relating to the disposi- 
tion of properties or notes under this heading, 
9 the credit subsidies associated with 
the sale of such properties or notes with loan 
guarantees and amounts otherwise available for 
credit subsidies under this heading, as may be 
allocated by the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development: Provided further, That 
any amounts made available in any prior ap- 
propriation Act for the cost (as such term is 
defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974) of guaranteed loans that 
are obligations of the funds established 
under section 238 or 519 of the National Hous- 
ing Act that have not been [made available 
for obligation} obligated or that are 
deobligated shall be available to the бес- 
retary of Housing and Urban Development in 
connection with the making of such guaran- 
tees and shall remain available until ex- 
pended, notwithstanding the expiration of 
any period of availability otherwise applica- 
ble to such amounts[: Provided further, That 
any amounts of negative subsidy resulting in 
fiscal year 1996 from the sales of assigned 
mortgage notes or insurance actions that ex- 
ceed the amounts of negative subsidy deter- 
mined to be generated during such fiscal 
year, based on the assumptions specified in 
the President’s Budget for such fiscal year, 
shall be available to the Secretary for the 
costs of any note sales or insurance actions, 
without regard to whether the source of the 
negative subsidy amount is a note sale or in- 
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surance action, and the last proviso of this 
paragraph shall not apply to such amounts 
so used in connection тш insurance ac- 
icon Provided further, 6 during fiscal 
year 1996, the Secretary Thall sell assigned 
mortgage notes having an unpaid principal 
balance of up бо 32,600,000, 000, which notes 
y obligations of the funds es- 
under sections 238 and 519 of the 
National Housing Act: Provided further, That 
of the amount appropriated herein, an 
amount equal to the lesser of $52,000,000 or 
the тузүү of net proceeds above the value of 
holding the loans to maturity, such value es- 
tablished using assumptions specified in the 
President's fiscal year 1996 Budget adjusted 
for interest rates at the time of the sale, 
shall become available only after such sale 
has been comple с 
Пп addition, for the cost of guarantees for 
loans, as authorized by sections 238 and 519 of 
the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 17152-3 
and 1735с), $69,620,000, Provided, That such 
costs, including the cost of modifying such 
loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974.1 
Gross obligations for the principal amount 
of direct loans, as authorized by sections 
204(g), 207(1), 238(a), and 51% a) of the National 
Housing Act, shall not exceed $120,000,000; of 
which not to exceed $100,000,000 shall be for 
bridge financing in connection with the sale 
of multifamily real properties owned by the 
Secretary and formerly insured under such 
Act; and of which not to exceed $20,000,000 
shall be for loans to nonprofit and govern- 
mental entities in connection with the sale 
of single-family real properties owned by the 
Secretary and formerly insured under such 


Act. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the guaranteed and 
direct loan programs. 18197. 470,000 
$202,470,000, of which 18197, 455.0001 5798, 299, 000 
shall be transferred to the appropriation ſor 
departmental salaries and expenses; and of 
which $4,171,000 shall be transferred to the 
appropriation for the Office of Inspector 
General. 

GOVERNMENT NATIONAL MORTGAGE 
ASSOCIATION 
GUARANTEES OF MORTGAGE-BACKED SECURITIES 
LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDES TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

During fiscal year 1996, new commitments 
to issue guarantees to carry out the purposes 
of section 306 of the National Housing Act, as 
amended (12 U.S.C. 1721(g)), shall not exceed 
$110,000,000,000. 

For administrative expenses necessary to 
carry out the guaranteed mortgage-backed 
securities program, [$8,824,000] $9,101,000, to 
be derived from the GNMA—guarantees of 
mortgage-backed securities guaranteed loan 
receipt account, of which not to exceed 
[$8,824,000] $9,101,000 shall be transferred to 
the appropriation for departmental salaries 
and expenses. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
(INCLUDING TRENSFER OF FUNDS) 

(Sec. 201. PUBLIC HOUSING. (a) CEILING 
RENTS.—Notwithstanding section 3(a) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, as amend- 
ed, public housing agencies shall provide 
that the amount of rent paid by a family oc- 
cupying a dwelling unit in public housing 
during fiscal year 1996 does not exceed the 
maximum monthly rental amount, which 
shall be established for the dwelling unit by 
the public housing agency that owns or ad- 
ministers the unit and may not exceed an 
amount determined by the agency based 
upon— 

Га) the average, for dwelling units of simi- 
lar size in public housing developments 
owned and operated by such agency, of any 
monthly amount of debt service and operat- 
ing expenses attributable to such units; 
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{(2) the reasonable rental value of the unit; 
or 

[(3) the local market rent for comparable 
units of similar size. 


Leb) DEMOLITION AND DISPOSITION,— 

[(1) INAPPLICABILITY OF REPLACEMENT 
RULE.—With respect to any application under 
section 18 of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937, as amended, for the demolition or 
disposition of public housing, including an 
application submitted under paragraph (3), 
that is approved during fiscal year 1996, the 
provisions of subsection (b)(3) of such section 
shall not apply with respect to— 

Г(А) the approval of such application; or 

IB) the demolition or disposition of any 
public housing pursuant to such application. 

[(2) CONFORMING PROVISION.—The require- 
ment under section 18(d) of such Act that a 
public housing agency satisfy the conditions 
specified in section 18(b)(3) of such Act as a 
condition of taking action to demolish or 
dispose of public housing shall not apply 
with respect to any application under such 
section 18 approved during such fiscal year. 

[(3) AUTHORITY TO RESUBMIT APPLICA- 
TIONS.—Any public housing agency that, be- 
fore fiscal year 1996, submitted to the Sec- 
retary an application under section 18 of 
such Act for demolition or disposition of 
public housing may (regardless of whether 
such application has been approved) at any 
time during fiscal year 1996 submit an appli- 
cation subject to the provisions of this sub- 
section that covers some or all of the prop- 
erty covered by such previous application 
and, to the extent the same property is cov- 
ered by both applications, the Secretary 
shall treat the latter application as replac- 
ing the previous application. 


[(с) APPLICABILITY.—In accordance with 
section 201(5Х2) of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937, as amended, the provisions of 
this section shall apply to public housing de- 
veloped or oterated pursuant to a contract 
between the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development and an Indian housing author- 
ity. 


ІБЕс. 202. RENTAL ASSISTANCE UNDER SEC- 
TION 8 OF UNITED STATES HOUSING ACT OF 
1937. (a) INCREASE OF FAMILY RENTAL РАҮ- 
MENT.—Notwithstanding sections ca) and 
8(о)(2) of the United States Housing Act of 
1937, as amended, effective for fiscal year 
1996— 

Га) public housing agencies shall increase 
to 32 percent the percentage of the family’s 
monthly adjusted income used in determin- 


[(А) the amount of monthly rent required 
to be paid by each family who is assisted 
under the certificate or moderate rehabilita- 
tion program under section 8 of such Act; 
and 

IB) the amount of the monthly assistance 
payment for each family who is assisted . 
under the voucher program under section 8 
of such Act; and 

{(2) owners of housing assisted under other 
programs for rental assistance under section 
8 of such Act shall increase to 32 percent the 
percentage of a family’s adjusted monthly 
income used in determining the rent re- 
quired to be paid by each family assisted 
under any such program. 

Leb) MINIMUM RENTS.—Notwithstanding 
subsection (a) of this section or sections 3(a) 
and 8(0)(2) of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937, as amended, effective for fiscal year 
1996 and no later than October 30, 1995— 

[(1) public housing agencies shall require 
each family who is assisted under the certifi- 
cate or moderate rehabilitation program 
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under section 8 of such Act to pay for month- 
ly rent an amount that is not less than the 
sum of $50 for the unit; 

[(2) public housing agencies shall reduce 
the monthly assistance payment on behalf of 
each family who is assisted under the vouch- 
er program under section 8 of such Act so 
that the family pays for monthly rent an 
amount that is not less than the sum of $50 
for the unit; and 

103) owners of housing assisted under other 
programs for rental assistance under section 
8 of such Act shall require each family who 
is assisted under such program to pay for 
monthly rent an amount that is not less 
than the sum of $50 for the unit. 

(с) FAIR MARKET RENTALS.—The Sec- 
retary shall establish fair market rentals for 
purposes of section &c)(1) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937, as amended, that 
shall be effective for fiscal year 1996 and 
shall be based on the 40th percentile rent of 
rental distributions of standard quality rent- 
al housing units. In establishing such fair 
market rentals, the Secretary shall consider 
only the rents for dwelling units occupied by 
recent movers and may not consider the 
rents for public housing dwelling units or 
newly constructed rental dwelling units. 

(4) ANNUAL ADJUSTMENTS.—Section 
8(c)(2)(A) of the United States Housing Act of 
1937, as amended (42 U.S.C. q437f(c)(2)(A)) is 
further amended— $ 

[(1) in the third sentence by inserting and 
fiscal year 1996” after “1995”; and 

{(2) in the last sentence by inserting and 
fiscal year 1996” after “1995”, 

[(е) ADMINISTRATIVE FEES.—Notwithstand- 
ing the second sentence of section 8(q)(1) of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937, as 
amended, for fiscal year 1996, the portions of 
the fees for costs incurred by public housing 
agencies in administering the certificate, 
voucher, and moderate rehabilitation pro- 
grams under section 8 shall not exceed 7.0 
percent of the fair market rental established 
for a 2-bedroom existing rental dwelling unit 
in the market area of the public housing 
agency. 

[00 DELAY OF ISSUANCE AND REISSUANCE OF 
VOUCHERS AND CERTIFICATES.—Notwithstand- 
ing any other provision of law, a public hous- 
ing agency administering certificate or 
voucher assistance provided under sub- 
section (b) or (о) of section 8 of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937, as amended, shall 


delay— 

Га) until October 1, 1996, the initial issu- 
ance of any such tenant-based assistance 
representing incremental assistance allo- 
cated in fiscal year 1996; and 

{(2) for 6 months, the use of any amounts 
of such assistance (or the certificate or 
voucher representing assistance amounts) 
made available by the termination during 
fiscal year 1996 of such assistance on behalf 
of any family for any reason, but not later 
than October 1, 1996. 

ІБЕс. 203. PREFERENCES FOR HOUSING AS- 
SISTANCE. (a) PUBLIC HOUSING.— 

[(1) IN GENERAL.—During fiscal year 1996, 
dwelling units in public housing that are 
available for occupancy shall be made avail- 
able— 

ГА) without regard to the requirements 
regarding preferences set forth in section 
6(c)(4)(A) of the United States Housing Act of 
1937, as amended; and 

ГВ) subject to a system of preferences that 
the public housing agency for the public 
housing may establish, which shall be based 
upon local housing needs and priorities, as 
determined by the agency. 

[(2) APPLICABILITY.—Paragraph (1ХВ) shall 
not apply to projects or portions of projects 
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designated for occupancy pursuant to section 
Т(а) of the United States Housing Act of 1937, 
as amended, for which the Secretary has de- 
termined that application of such paragraph 
would result in excessive delays in meeting 
the housing need of such families. In accord- 
ance with section 201(b)(2) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937, as amended, the 
provisions of this subsection shall apply to 
public housing developed or operated pursu- 
ant to a contract between the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development and an In- 
dian housing authority. 

Leb) SECTION 8 ASSISTANCE.—During fiscal 
year 1996, the selection of families for assist- 
ance under section 8 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, as amended— 

[(1) shall not be subject to the require- 
ments regarding preferences set forth in sec- 
tions 8(d)(1(A) and 8(0)(3)(B) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937, as amended; and 

{(2) shall be subject to a system of pref- 
erences that may be established by the pub- 
lic housing agency administering such as- 
sistance, which shall be based upon local 
housing needs and priorities, as determined 
by the agency. 

[(с) CONFORMING PROVISIONS.—Each ref- 
erence in sections 6(0), Т(аХ2), 7(a)(3), 
8(d)(2)(A), 8(d)(2)(H), 16(с), and 24(e)(2) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, as amend- 
ed, sections 212(a)(3), 217(сХ2ХВ), 225(4ахХ3), 
455(ах2ХрХі1), 522(ГХ6ХВ), and 522(j)(2)(A) of 
the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable 
Housing Act, section 226(b)(6)(B) of the Low- 
Income Housing Preservation and Resident 
Homeownership Act of 1990, section 1086802) 
of the Housing and Community Development 
Amendments of 1978, and section 655 of the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 
1992, to the preferences under section 
6(c)(4)(A), 8(4)(1)(A), or 8(0)(3)(B) of the Unit- 
ed States Housing Act of 1937, as amended, 
shall be considered, during fiscal year 1996, 
to refer to the applicable preferences estab- 
lished (if any) under the subsections (a)(1)(B) 
and (b)(2). 

Г(а) NEw CONSTRUCTION/SUBSTANTIAL REHA- 
BILITATION HOUSING.—During fiscal year 1996, 
dwelling units in housing constructed or sub- 
stantially rehabilitated pursuant to assist- 
ance provided under section 8(b)(2) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1987, as amend- 
ed (as such section existed before October 1, 
1983) and projects financed under section 202 
of the Housing Act of 1959 (as such section 
existed before the enactment of the Cran- 
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing 
Act) shall be made available for occupancy 
without regard to section 545(c) of the Cran- 
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing 
Act and no other provision of law relating to 
Federal tenant selection preferences shall 
apply to such housing. 

(e) SUPPLEMENTS.—During fiscal 
year 1996, section 101(k) of the Housing and 
Urban Development Act of 1965 shall not be 
effective. 

[5Ес. 204. MERGER LANGUAGE FOR ASSIST- 
ANCE FOR THE RENEWAL OF EXPIRING SECTION 
8 OF SUBSIDY CONTRACTS AND ANNUAL CON- 
TRIBUTIONS FOR ASSISTED HOUSING.—All re- 
maining obligated and unobligated balances 
in the Renewal of Expiring Section 8 Subsidy 
Contracts account on September 30, 1995, 
shall immediately thereafter be transferred 
to and merged with the obligated and unobli- 
gated balances, respectively, of the Annual 
Contributions for Assisted Housing account. 

[5Ес. 205. EXTENSION OF HOME Equity CON- 
VERSION MORTGAGE PROGRAM.—Section 255(g) 
of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C, 17152- 
20(g)) is amended— 

L) in the first sentence, by striking Sep- 
tember 30, 1995" and inserting “September 
30, 1996”; and 
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{(2) in the second sentence, by striking 
“25,000” and inserting 30,000 

ІБЕс. 206. DEBT FORGIVENESS.—(a) The Sec- 
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
shall cancel the indebtedness of the Hubbard 
Hospital Authority of Hubbard, Texas, relat- 
ing to the public facilities loan for Project 
Number PFL-TEX-215, issued under title П 
of the Housing Amendments of 1955. Such 
hospital authority is relieved of all liability 
to the Government for the outstanding prin- 
cipal balance on such loan, for the amount of 
accrued interest on such loan, and for any 
fees and charges payable in connection with 
such loan. 

Ie) The Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development shall cancel the indebtedness 
of the Groveton Texas Hospital Authority re- 
lating to the public facilities loan for 
Project Number ТЕХ-41-РЕ1.0162, issued 
under title П of the Housing Amendments of 
1955. Such hospital authority is relieved of 
all liability to the Government for the out- 
standing principal balance on such loan, for 
the amount of accrued interest on such loan, 
and for any fees and charges payable in con- 
nection with such loan. 

ІБЕс. 207. DELAYING OUTLAYS FOR PUBLIC 
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT.—During fiscal year 
1996, a public housing agency or Indian hous- 
ing authority may slow the rate at which it 
develops a project that the Secretary has ap- 
proved under 24 C.F.R. Part 941 in order to 
slow the rate at which such agency or au- 
thority takes actions resulting in outlays of 
amounts appropriated under the head “Ап- 
nual contributions for assisted housing“ іп 
this title or any prior appropriation Act, and 
the Secretary may allow such agency or au- 
thority to develop a project at such a slow 
rate, notwithstanding 24 C.F.R. Sec. 
941.405(d). 

ІБЕс. 208. ASSESSMENT COLLECTION DATES 
FOR OFFICE OF FEDERAL HOUSING ENTERPRISE 
OVERSIGHT.—Section 1316(b) of the Housing 
and Community Development Act of 1992 (12 
U.S.C. 4516(b)) is amended by striking para- 
graph (2) and inserting the following new 
paragraph: 

“(2) TIMING OF PAYMENT.—The annual as- 
sessment shall be payable semiannually for 
each fiscal year, on October Ist and April 
Ist.“. 

[5ЕС. 209. SPENDING LIMITATIONS.—(a) None 
of the funds provided in this Act may be used 
during fiscal year 1996 to sign, promulgate, 
implement, or enforce any requirement or 
regulation relating to the application of the 
Fair Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 3601, et seq.) to 
the business of property insurance, or for 
any activity pertaining to property insur- 


ance. 

100) None of the funds appropriated by this 
Act may be expended by the Department for 
the purpose of finalizing the Department's 
proposed rule dated July 21, 1994 regarding 
amendments to Regulation X, the Real Es- 
tate Settlement Procedures Regulation, or 
for the purpose of developing or issuing any 
interpretive rule with respect to any of the 
four issues denominated in the preamble to 
the proposed rule. 

[(с) None of the funds provided in this Act 
may be used in fiscal year 1996 for the remu- 
neration of more than seven Assistant Sec- 
retaries at the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, notwithstanding sec- 
tion 4(a) of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development Act. 

Г(а) None of the funds provided in this Act 
may be used in fiscal year 1996 for the remu- 
neration of more than 94 schedule C and non- 
career senior executive service employees at 
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel- 
opment. 
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[(е) None of the funds made available in 
this Act may be used by the Secretary to 
take, impose, or enforce, or to investigate 
taking, imposing, or enforcing any action, 
sanction, or penalty against any State or 
unit of general local government (or any en- 
tity or agency thereof) because of the enact- 
ment, enforcement, or effectiveness of any 
State or local law or regulation requiring 
the spoken or written use of the English lan- 
guage or declaring English as the official 


language. 

{( No part of any appropriation contained 
in this Act shall be used for publicity or 
propaganda purposes not authorized by the 
Congress. 
[5ЕС. 210. CLARIFICATIONS.—For purposes of 
Federal law, the Paul Mirabile Center in San 
Diego, California, including areas within 
such Center that are devoted to the delivery 
of supportive services, has been determined 
to satisfy the ‘‘continuum of саге” require- 
ments of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, and shall be treated as: 

Г(а) consisting solely of residential units 
that (i) contain sleeping accommodations 
and kitchen and bathroom facilities, (ii) are 
located in a building that is used exclusively 
to facilitate the transition of homeless indi- 
viduals (within the meaning of section 103 of 
the Stewart В. McKinney Homeless Авзїзї- 
ance Act (42 U.W.C. 11302)) to independent 
living within 24 months, (iii) are suitable for 
occupancy, with each cubicle constituting a 
separate bedroom and residential unit, (iv) 
are used on other than a transient basis, and 
(v) shall be originally placed in service on 
August 1, 1995; and 

[(b) property that is entirely residential 
rental property, namely, a project for resi- 
dential rental property. 

(Sec. 211. EXTENSION OF MULTIFAMILY 
HOUSING FINANCE PROGRAMS.—({a) Section 
542(0)(5) of the Housing and Community De- 
velopment Act of 1992 (12 U.S.C. 1707 note) is 
amended by striking “оп not more than 
15,000 units over fiscal years 1993 and 1994” 
and inserting “оп not more than 7,500 units 
during fiscal year 1996”, 

Leb) Section 542(сХ4) of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1992 (12 
U.S.C. 1707 note) is amended by striking “ол 
not to exceed 30,000 units over fiscal years 
1993, 1994, and 1995” and inserting “оп not 
more than 10,000 units during fiscal year 
1996”. 

ІБЕс. 212. DOCUMENTATION OF MULTIFAMILY 
REFINANCINGS.—Notwithstanding the 16th 
paragraph under the item relating to “AD- 
MINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS” in title П of 
the Departments of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and Inde- 
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1995 
(Public Law 103-327; 108 Stat. 2316), the 
amendments to section 223(a)(7) of the Na- 
tional Housing Act made by the 15th para- 
graph of such Act shall be effective during 
fiscal years 1996 and thereafter. ] 

БЕС. 201. EXTEND ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
FROM THE RESCISSION ACT. 

(а) PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING MODERNIZA- 
TION.— 

(1) EXPANSION OF USE OF MODERNIZATION 
FUNDING.—Subsection 14(q) of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(а(1) In addition to the purposes enumer- 
ated in sections 14(a), 14(b), and 5(a), a public 
housing agency may use modernization assist- 
ance provided under section 14, and develop- 
ment assistance provided under section 5(a), for 
any eligible activity authorized by either of 
those sections or by applicable Appropriations 
Acts, including the demolition, rehabilitation, 
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revitalization, and replacement of existing units 
and projects and, for up to 10 percent of its allo- 
cation of such funds in any fiscal year, for any 
operating subsidy purpose authorized in section 
9. Units and projects assisted hereunder shall be 
for low-income families and shall be eligible for 
operating subsidies subject to the availability of 
appropriated funds. 

“(2) A public housing agency may provide as- 
sistance to developments that include units for 
other than low-income families, hereinafter 
called mixed income developments”, in the 
form of a grant, loan, or other form of invest- 
ment which may be made to: (A) the public 
housing agency or an affiliate controlled by it; 
(B) a partnership, a limited liability company, 
or other legal entity in which the public housing 
agency or its affiliate is a general partner, man- 
aging member, or otherwise significantly directs 
the activities of such entity; or (C) any entity 
which grants to the public housing agency the 
option to purchase the development within 20 
years after initial occupancy in accordance with 
section 42(1)(7) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986, as amended: Provided, That units shall be 
made available in such developments for periods 
of not less than 20 years, by master contract or 
by individual lease, for occupancy by low-in- 
come families referred from time to time by the 
public housing agency; the number of such units 
shall be either: (i) in the same proportion to the 
total number of units in such development that 
the financial assistance provided by the public 
housing agency bears to the total equity invest- 
ment in the development, or (ii) not be less than 
the number of units that could have been devel- 
oped under the conventional public housing 
program with the assistance involved, or (iii) as 
may otherwise be approved by the Secretary. 

“(3) A mized income development may elect to 
have all units subject only to the applicable 
local real estate tares, notwithstanding that the 
low-income units assisted by public housing 
funds would otherwise be subject to section 6(d) 
of the Housing Act of 1937.”. 

(2) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.—Section 1001(b) 
of the Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
for Additional Disaster Assistance, for 
Antiterrorism Initiatives, for Assistance in the 
Recovery from the Tragedy that Occurred at 
Oklahoma City, and Rescissions Act, 1995 (109 
Stat. 235), is amended to read as follows: 

“(8) APPLICABILITY.—Section 14(q) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, as added by 
subsection (a) of this section, shall be effective 
only with respect to assistance provided from 
funds made available for fiscal year 1996 or any 
preceding fiscal ear. 

(3) APPLICABILITY.—In accordance with sec- 
tion 201(b)(2) of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937, the amendment made by subsection (a) 
shall apply to public housing developed or oper- 
ated pursuant to a contract between the Sec- 
retary of Housing and Urban Development and 
an Indian housing authority. 

(b) ONE-FOR-ONE REPLACEMENT OF PUBLIC 
AND INDIAN HOUSING.— 

(1) PERMANENT AUTHORITY.—Section 1002 of 
Public Law 104-19 is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

d) Subsections (а), (b), and (с) shall Бе ef- 
fective for applications for the demolition, dis- 
position, or conversion to homeownership of 
public housing approved by the Secretary, and 
other consolidation and relocation activities of 
public housing agencies undertaken on, before, 
or after September 30, 1995 and before September 
30, 19986. 

(27 Section 18(f) of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 is amended by adding at the end the 
following new sentence: “Мо one may rely on 
the preceding sentence as the basis for reconsid- 
ering a final order of a court issued, or a settle- 
ment approved by, а court. 
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(3) APPLICABILITY.—In accordance with sec- 
tion 201(b)(2) of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937, the amendments made by this section 
and by sections 1002 (a), (b), and (c) of Public 
Law 104-19 shall apply to public housing devel- 
oped or operated pursuant to a contract between 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment and an Indian housing authority. 

SEC. 202. PUBLIC HOUSING RENTS AND INCOME 
TARGETING. 


(a) MINIMUM RENTS.—Section 3(а)(1) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 is amended by 
inserting at the end the following new sentence: 
“Notwithstanding the previous sentence, the 
Secretary shall permit a public housing agency 
to charge a family residing in public housing up 
to $25 as rent. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF CEILING RENTS.—Sec- 
tion 3(a)(2) of the United States Housing Асі of 
1937 is amended to read as follows; 

“(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), a public 
housing agency may— 

“(А) adopt ceiling rents that reflect the rea- 
sonable market value of the housing, but that 
are not less than the monthly costs— 

(i) to operate the housing of the agency; and 

ii) to make a deposit to a replacement re- 
serve (in the sole discretion of the public hous- 
ing agency); and 

“(В) allow families to pay ceiling rents re- 
ferred to in subparagraph (A), unless, with re- 
spect to any family, the ceiling rent established 
under this paragraph would exceed the amount 
payable as rent by that family under paragraph 
(202% 

(с) DEFINITION OF ADJUSTED INCOME.—Section 
3(b)(5) of the United States Housing Act of 1937 
is amended— 

(1) at the end of subparagraph (F), by striking 
“ала”; 

(2) at the end of subparagraph (С), by striking 
the period and inserting “; and "’; and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (G) the 
following: 

“(Н) for public housing, and other adjust- 

ments to earned income established by the pub- 
lic housing agency. 
If a public housing agency adopts other adjust- 
ments to income pursuant to subparagraph (H), 
the Secretary (i) shall not take into account any 
reduction of or increase in the public housing 
agency's per unit dwelling rental income result- 
ing from those adjustments when caiculating 
the contributions under section 9 for the public 
housing agency for the operation of the public 
Rousing. 

(а) REPEAL OF FEDERAL PREFERENCES.— 

(1) PUBLIC HOUSING.— 

(А) ІМ GENERAL.—Section 6(c)(4)(A) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437d(c)(4)(A)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(А) the establishment, after public notice 
and an opportunity for public comment, of writ- 
ten system of preferences for admission to public 
housing, if any, that is not inconsistent with 
the comprehensive housing affordability strat- 
egy under title I of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na- 
tional Affordable Housing Act;"’. 

(B) APPLICABILITY.—In accordance with sec- 
tion 201(b)(2) of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937, section 6(c)(4)(A) of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, as amended by paragraph 
(1), shall apply to public housing developed or 
operated pursuant to a contract between the 
Secretary and an Indian housing authority. 

(2) SECTION 8 EXISTING AND MODERATE REHA- 
BILITATION.—Section 8(d)(1)(A) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437f(d)(1)(A)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(А) the selection of tenants shall be the func- 
tion of the owner, subject to the provisions of 
the annual contributions contract between the 
Secretary and the agency, етсері that for the 
certificate and moderate rehabilitation programs 
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only, for the purpose of selecting families to be 
assisted, the public housing agency may estab- 
lish, after public notice and an opportunity for 
public comment, written system of preferences 
for selection that are not inconsistent with the 
comprehensive housing affordability strategy 
under title 1 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National 
Affordable Housing Act,“ 

(3) SECTION 8 VOUCHER PROGRAM.—Section 
8(0)(3)(B) of the United States Housing Act of 
1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f(0)(3)(B)) ts amended to 
read as follows: 

“(В) For the purpose of selecting families to 
be assisted under this subsection, the public 
housing agency may establish, after public no- 
tice and an opportunity for public comment, 
written system of preferences for selection that 
are not inconsistent with the comprehensive 
housing affordability strategy under title I of 
the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable 
Housing Асі.". 

(4) SECTION 8 NEW CONSTRUCTION AND SUB- 
STANTIAL REHABILITATION.— 

(A) REPEAL.—Section 545(c) of the Cranston- 
Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act (42 
U.S.C. 1437) note) is amended to read as follows: 

“(с) Reserved. 

(B) PROHIBITION.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, no Federal tenant selection 
preferences shall apply with respect to— 

(i) housing constructed or substantially reha- 
bilitated pursuant to assistance provided under 
section 8(b)(2) of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937 (as such section existed on the day be- 
fore October 1, 1983); or 

(ti) projects financed under section 202 of the 
Housing Act of 1959 (as such section existed on 
the day before the date of enactment of the 
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing 
Act). 

(5) RENT SUPPLEMENTS.—Section 101(k) of the 
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1965 (12 
U.S.C. 1701s(k)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(к) Reserved. 

(6) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(A) UNITED STATES HOUSING АСТ OF 1937.--Тһе 
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437 et seq.) is amended— 

(i) in section 6(0), by striking “preference 
rules specified іт” and inserting written selec- 
tion criteria established pursuant іс”; 

(ii) in section 7(a)(2), by striking according 
to the preferences for occupancy under” and in- 
serting “іп accordance with the written selec- 
tion criteria established pursuant to“: 

(iii) in section 7(a)(3), by striking “who qual- 
ify for preferences for occupancy under” and 
inserting “шһо meet the written selection cri- 
teria established pursuant to“ 

(iv) in section 8(d)(2)(A), by striking the last 
sentence; 

(о) in section 8(d)(2)(H), by striking notwith- 
standing subsection (1)(1)(А)(), ап" and insert- 
ing “Ап”; 

(vi) in section 16(c), in the second sentence, by 
striking “the system of preferences established 
by the agency pursuant to section 6(c)(4)(A)(ti)”’ 
and inserting “Іле written selection criteria es- 
tablished by the public housing agency pursu- 
ant to section 6(c)(4)(A)"’; and 

(vii) in section 24(e)— 

(1) by striking “(е) EXCEPTIONS.” and all that 
follows through “Тһе Secretary тау” and in- 
serting the following: 

“(е) EXCEPTION TO GENERAL PROGRAM RE- 
QUIREMENTS.—The Secretary тау”; and 

(11) by striking paragraph (2). 

(В) CRANSTON-GONZALEZ NATIONAL AFFORD- 
ABLE HOUSING ACT.—The Cranston-Gonzalez 
National Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 
12704 et seq.) is amended— 

(i) in section 455(a)(2)(D)(iii), by striking 
“would qualify for a preference under” and in- 
serting meet the written selection criteria es- 
tablished pursuant to”; 
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(ii) in section 522(f)(6)(B), by striking any 
preferences for such assistance under section 
8(4)(1)(А)()" and inserting "the written selec- 
tion criteria established pursuant to section 
8(4)(1)(А)”'; and 

(C) LOW-INCOME HOUSING PRESERVATION AND 
RESIDENT HOMEOWNERSHIP ACT OF 1990.—The sec- 
ond sentence of section 226(b)(6)(B) of the Low- 
Income Housing Preservation and Resident 
Homeownership Act of 1990 (12 U.S.C. 
4116(b)(6)(B)) is amended by striking “require- 
ment for giving preferences to certain categories 
of eligible families under and inserting “‘writ- 
ten selection criteria established pursuant to“. 

(D) HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
АСТ OF 1992.—Section 655 of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 
13615) is amended by striking “preferences for 
occupancy” and all that follows through the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘selection criteria 
established by the owner to elderly families ac- 
cording to such written selection criteria, and to 
near-elderly families according to such written 
selection criteria, respectively. 

(E) REFERENCES IN OTHER LAW.—Any ref- 
erence in any Federal law other than any provi- 
sion of any law amended by paragraphs (1) 
through (5) of this subsection to the preferences 
for assistance under section 6(c)(4)(A)(i), 
8(4)(1)(А)(), or 8(0)(3)(B) of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 (as such sections existed on 
the day before the date of enactment of this Act) 
shall be considered to refer to the written selec- 
tion criteria established pursuant to section 
6(c)(4)(A), 8(d)(1)(A), or 8(0)(3)(B), respectively, 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937, as 
amended by this section. 

(е) APPLICABILITY.—In accordance with sec- 
tion 201(b)(2) of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937, the amendments made by subsections 
(a), (b), (c), and (d) of this section shall also 
apply to public housing developed or operated 
pursuant to a contract between the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development and an Indian 
housing authority. 

БЕС. 203. CONVERSION OF CERTAIN 
HOUSING TO VOUCHERS, 

(a) IDENTIFICATION OF UNITS.— 

(1) Each public housing agency shall identify 
any public housing developments— 

(A) that are on the same or contiguous sites; 

(B) that total more than— 

(i) 600 dwelling units; or 

(ii) in the case of high-rise family buildings or 
substantially vacant buildings, 300 dwelling 
units; 

(C) that have a vacancy rate of at least 10 
percent for dwelling units not in funded on- 
schedule modernization programs; 

(D> identified as distressed housing that the 
public housing agency cannot assure the long- 
term viability as public housing through revital- 
ization, density reduction, or achievement of a 
broader range of household income; and 

(E) for which the estimated cost of continued 
operation and modernization of the develop- 
ments as public housing exceeds the cost of pro- 
viding tenant-based assistance under section 8 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 for all 
families in occupancy, based on appropriate in- 
dicators of cost (such as the percentage of total 
development cost required for modernization). 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION AND ENFORCEMENT.— 

(1) STANDARDS FOR IMPLEMENTATION.—The 
Secretary shall establish standards to permit im- 
plementation of this section in fiscal year 1996. 

(2) CONSULTATION.—Each public housing 
agency shall consult with the applicable public 
housing tenants and the unit of general local 
government in identifying any public housing 
developments under subsection (a). 

(3) FAILURE OF PHAS TO COMPLY WITH SUB- 
SECTION (a).—Where the Secretary determines 
that— 
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(A) a public housing agency has failed under 
subsection (a) to identify public housing devel- 
opments for removal from the inventory of the 
agency in a timely manner; 

(B) a public housing agency has failed to 
identify one or more public housing develop- 
ments which the Secretary determines should 
have been identified under subsection (a); or 

(C) one or more of the developments identified 
by the public housing agency pursuant to sub- 
section (a) should not, in the determination of 
the Secretary, have been identified under that 
subsection; 
the Secretary may designate the developments to 
be removed from the inventory of the public 
housing agency pursuant to this section. 

(c) REMOVAL OF UNITS FROM THE INVENTORIES 
OF PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCIES.— 

(1) Each public housing agency shall develop 
and carry out a plan in conjunction with the 
Secretary for the removal of public housing 
units identified under subsection (a) or sub- 
section (b)(3), over a period of up to five years, 
from the inventory of the public housing agency 
and the annual contributions contract. The 
plan shall be approved by the relevant local of- 
ficial as consistent with the Comprehensive 
Housing Affordability Strategy under title I of 
the Housing and Community Development Act 
of 1992, including a description of any disposi- 
tion and demolition plan for the public housing 
units. 

(2) The Secretary may ertend the deadline in 
paragraph (1) for up to an additional five years 
where the Secretary makes a determination that 
the deadline is impracticable. 

(3) The Secretary shall take appropriate ac- 
tions to ensure removal of developments identi- 
fied under subsection (a) from the inventory of 
a public housing agency, if the public housing 
agency fails to adequately develop a plan under 
paragraph (1), or fails to adequately implement 
such plan in accordance with the terms of the 
plan. 

(4) To the extent approved in appropriations, 
the Secretary may establish requirements and 
provide funding under the Urban Revitalization 
Demonstration program for demolition and dis- 
position of public housing under this section. 

(5) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, if a development is removed from the inven- 
tory of a public housing agency and the annual 
contributions contract pursuant to paragraph 
(1), the Secretary may authorize or direct the 
transfer of— 

(A) in the case of an agency receiving assist- 
ance under the comprehensive improvement as- 
sistance program, any amounts obligated by the 
Secretary for the modernization of such develop- 
ment pursuant to section 14 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937; 

(B) in the case of an agency receiving public 
and Indian housing modernization assistance by 
formula pursuant to section 14 of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937, any amounts pro- 
vided to the agency which are attributable pur- 
suant to the formula for allocating such assist- 
ance to the development removed from the in- 
ventory of that agency; and 

(C) in the case of an agency receiving assist- 
ance for the major reconstruction of obsolete 
projects, any amounts obligated by the Sec- 
retary for the major reconstruction of the devel- 
opment pursuant to section 5 of such Act, 
to the tenant-based assistance program of such 


agency. 

(d) CONVERSION ТО TENANT-BASED ASSIST- 
АМСЕ.-- 

(1) The Secretary shail make authority avail- 
able to a public housing agency to provide ten- 
ant-based assistance pursuant to section 8 to 
families residing in any development that is re- 
moved from the inventory of the public housing 
agency and the annual contributions contract 
pursuant to subsection (b). 
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(2) Each conversion plan under subsection (c) 
sal 

(A) require the agency to notify families resid- 
ing in the development, consistent with any 
guidelines issued by the Secretary governing 
such notifications, that the development shall be 
removed from the inventory of the public hous- 
ing agency and the families shall receive tenant- 
based or project-based assistance, and to provide 
any necessary counseling for families; and 

(B) ensure that all tenants affected by a de- 
termination under this section that a develop- 
ment shall be removed from the inventory of a 
public housing agency shall be offered tenant- 
based or project-based assistance and shall be 
relocated, as necessary, to other decent, safe, 
sanitary, and affordable housing which is, to 
the татітит extent practicable, housing of 
their choice. 

(е) IN GENERAL.— 

(1) The Secretary may require a public hous- 
ing agency to provide such information as the 
Secretary considers necessary for the adminis- 
tration of this section. 

(2) As used in this section, the term “‘develop- 
ment” shall refer to a project or projects, or to 
portions of a project or projects, as appropriate. 

(3) Section 18 of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 shall not apply to the demolition of 
developments removed from the inventory of the 
public housing agency under this section. 

SEC. 204. STREAMLINING SECTION 8 TENANT- 
"ANCE. 


(a) “ТАКЕ-ОМЕ, TAKE-ALL"'.—Section 8(t) of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937 is hereby 
repealed. 

(b) EXEMPTION FROM NOTICE REQUIREMENTS 
FOR THE CERTIFICATE AND VOUCHER PRO- 
GRAMS.—Section 8(c) of such Act is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (8), by inserting after “зес- 
tion” the following: (other than a contract for 
assistance under the certificate or voucher pro- 
gram)"; and 

(2) in the first sentence of paragraph (9), by 
striking (but not less than 90 days in the case 
of housing certificates or vouchers under sub- 
section (b) от (o)) and inserting ”, other than 
a contract under the certificdte or voucher pro- 
gram”. 

(c) ENDLESS LEASE.—Section 8(1)(1)(В) of 
such Act is amended— 

(1) in clause (ii), by inserting during the term 
of the lease,” after (ii); and 

(2) in clause (iii), by striking “provide that” 
and inserting during the term of the lease,"’. 

SEC. 205. (a) FAIR MARKET RENTALS.—The 
Secretary shall establish fair market rentals for 
purposes of section 8(c)(1) of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, as amended, that shall be 
effective for fiscal year 1996 and shall be based 
on the 40th percentile rent of rental distribu- 
tions of standard quality rental housing units. 
In establishing such fair market rentals, the 
Secretary shall consider only the rents for 
dwelling units occupied by recent movers and 
may not consider the rents for public housing 
dwelling units or newly constructed rental 
dwelling units. 

(b) ANNUAL ADJUSTMENTS.—Section 8(c)(2)(A) 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 1437f(c)(2)(A)) is further 
amended— 

(1) in the third sentence by inserting “атпа fis- 
cal year 199%” after "1995"; 

(2) in the fourth sentence, strike For and 
insert: Except for assistance under the certifi- 
cate program, /от”; 

(3) after the fourth sentence, insert: 

“Іп the case of assistance under the certificate 
program, 0.01 shall be subtracted from the 
amount of the annual adjustment factor (except 
that the factor shall not be reduced to less than 
1.0), and the adjusted rent shall not exceed the 
rent for a comparable unassisted unit of similar 
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quality, type, and age in the same market 
атеа."; and 

(4) in the last sentence, by 

(A) striking “sentence” and inserting “two 
sentences and 

(В) inserting “апа fiscal year 1996” after 
“1995”. 

(с) ADMINISTRATIVE FEES.—Notwithstanding 
the second sentence of section 8(q)(1) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, as amended, 
for fiscal year 1996, the portions of the fees for 
costs incurred by public housing agencies in ad- 
ministering the certificate, voucher, and mod- 
erate rehabilitation programs under section 8 
shall not exceed 7.0 percent of the fair market 
rental established for a 2-bedroom ezisting rent- 
al dwelling unit in the market area of the public 
housing agency. 

(d) DELAY OF ISSUANCE AND REISSUANCE OF 
VOUCHERS AND CERTIFICATES.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, a public housing 
agency administering certificate or voucher as- 
sistance provided under subsection (b) or (0) of 
section 8 of the United States Housing Act of 
1937, as amended, shall delay for 6 months, the 
use of any amounts of such assistance (or the 
certificate or voucher representing assistance 
amounts) made available by the termination 
during fiscal year 1996 of such assistance on be- 
half of any family for any reason, but not later 
than October 1, 1996; with the exception of any 
certificates assigned or committed to project 
based assistance as permitted otherwise by the 
Act, accomplished prior to the effective date of 
this Act. 

SEC. 206. PUBLIC HOUSING/SECTION 8 MOVING 
TO WORK DEMONSTRATION. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this demonstra- 
tion is to give public housing agencies and the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development 
the flexibility to design and test various ap- 
proaches for providing and administering hous- 
ing assistance that: reduce cost and achieve 
greater cost effectiveness in Federal expendi- 
tures; give incentives to families with children 
where the head of household is working, seeking 
work, or is preparing for work by participating 
in job training, educational programs, or pro- 
grams that assist people to obtain employment 
and become economically self-sufficient; and in- 
crease housing choices for lower-income fami- 
lies. 

(b) PROGRAM AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development shall conduct 
а demonstration program under this section be- 
ginning in fiscal year 1996 under which up to 30 
public housing agencies (including Indian hous- 
ing authorities) administering the public or In- 
dian housing program and the section 8 housing 
assistance payments program may be selected by 
the Secretary to participate. The Secretary shall 
provide training and technical assistance during 
the demonstration and conduct detailed evalua- 
tions of such agencies in an effort to identify 
replicable program models promoting the pur- 
pose of the demonstration. Under the dem- 
onstration, notwithstanding any provision of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937 except as 
provided in subsection (d), an agency may com- 
bine operating assistance provided under section 
9 of the United States Housing Act of 1937, mod- 
ernization assistance provided under section 14 
of such Act, and assistance provided under sec- 
tion 8 of such Act for the certificate and vouch- 
er programs, to provide housing assistance for 
low-income families, as defined in section 3(b)(2) 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937, and 
services to facilitate the transition to work on 
such terms and conditions as the agency may 
propose and the Secretary may approve. 

(с) APPLICATION.—An application to partici- 
pate in the demonstration— 

(1) shall request authority to combine assist- 
ance under sections 8, 9, and 14 of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937; 
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(2) shall be submitted only after the public 
housing agency provides for citizen participa- 
tion through a public hearing and, if appro- 
priate, other means; 

(3) shall include a plan developed by the 
agency that takes into account comments from 
the public hearing and any other public com- 
ments on the proposed program, and comments 
from current and prospective residents who 
would be affected, and that includes criteria 
for— 

(A) selecting families to be assisted, which 
shall require that at least 75 percent of the fami- 
lies selected to participate in the demonstration 
shall be very low-income families, as defined in 
section 3(b)(2) of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937, and at least 50 percent of the families 
selected shall have incomes that do not erceed 
30 percent of the median family income for the 
area, as determined by the Secretary with ad- 
justments for smaller and larger families, except 
that the Secretary may establish income ceilings 
higher or lower than 30 percent of the median 
for the area on the basis of the Secretary's find- 
ings that such variations are necessary because 
of unusually high or low family income; 

(B) setting reasonable rents payable by fami- 
lies, which shall be designed to encourage em- 
ployment and self-sufficiency by participating 
families, consistent with the purpose of this 
demonstration, such as by excluding some or all 
of a family’s earned income for purposes of de- 
termining rent; 

(C) continuing to assist substantially the same 
total number of eligible low-income families as 
would have been served had the amounts not 
been combined; 

(D) maintaining a comparable тїт of families 
(by family size) as would have been provided 
had the amounts not been used under the dem- 
onstration; 

(E) assuring that housing assisted under the 
demonstration program meets housing quality 
standards established or approved by the Sec- 
retary; and 

(F) other program design features required by 
the Secretary. 

(4) may request assistance for training and 
technical assistance to assist with design of the 
demonstration and to agree to cooperate with 
detailed evaluation. 

(а) SELECTION.—In selecting among applica- 
tions, the Secretary shall take into account the 
potential of each agency to plan and carry out 
а program under the demonstration, the relative 
performance by an agency under the public 
housing management assessment program under 
section 6(j) of the United States Housing Act of 
1937, and other appropriate factors as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

(е) APPLICABILITY OF 1937 ACT PROVISIONS.— 

(1) Section 18 of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 shall continue to apply to public 
housing notwithstanding any use of the housing 
under this demonstration. 

(2) Section 12 of such Act shall apply to hous- 
ing assisted under the demonstration, other 
than housing occupied by families receiving ten- 
ant-based assistance. 

(f) EFFECT ON SECTION 8, OPERATING SUB- 
SIDIES, AND COMPREHENSIVE GRANT PROGRAM 
ALLOCATIONS.—The amount of assistance те- 
ceived under section 8, section 9, or pursuant to 
section 14 by a public housing agency partici- 
pating in the demonstration under this part 
shall not be affected by its participation. 

(0) RECORDS, REPORTS, AND AUDITS.— 

(1) KEEPING OF RECORDS.—Each agency shail 
keep such records as the Secretary may pre- 
scribe as reasonably necessary to disclose the 
amounts and the disposition of amounts under 
this demonstration, to ensure compliance with 
the requirements of this section, and to measure 
performance. 


(2) REPORTS.—Each agency shall submit to 
the Secretary a report, or series of reports, in a 
form and at a time specified by the Secretary. 
Each report shall— 

(A) document the use of funds made available 
under this section; 

(B) provide such data as the Secretary may 
request to assist the Secretary in assessing the 
demonstration; and 

(C) describe and analyze the effect of assisted 
activities in addressing the objectives of this 
part. 

(3) ACCESS TO DOCUMENTS BY THE SEC- 
RETARY.—The Secretary shall have access for 
the purpose of audit and ezamination to any 
books, documents, papers, and records that are 
pertinent to assistance in connection with, and 
the requirements of, this section. 

(4) ACCESS TO DOCUMENTS BY THE COMPTROL- 
LER GENERAL.—The Comptroller General of the 
United States, or any of the duly authorized 
representatives of the Comptroller Genéral, shall 
have access for the purpose of audit and eram- 
ination to any books, documents, papers, and 
records that are pertinent to assistance in con- 
nection with, and the requirements of, this sec- 
tion. 

(h) EVALUATION AND REPORT.— 

(1) CONSULTATION WITH PHA AND FAMILY REP- 
RESENTATIVES.—In making assessments through- 
out the demonstration, the Secretary shall con- 
sult with representatives of public housing 
agencies and residents. 

(2) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 180 
days after the end of the third year of the dem- 
onstration, the Secretary shall submit to the 
Congress a final report evaluating the programs 
carried out under the demonstration. The report 
shall also include findings and recommenda- 
tions for any appropriate legislative action. 

(i) FUNDING FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND 
EVALUATION.—From amounts appropriated for 
assistance under section 14 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 
and 1998, the Secretary may use up to a total of 
55,000,000-- 

(1) to provide, directly or by contract, training 
and technical assistance— 

(A) to public housing agencies that erpress an 
interest to apply for training and technical as- 
sistance pursuant to subsection (c)(4), to assist 
them in designing programs to be proposed for 
the demonstration; and 

(B) to up to 10 agencies selected to receive 
training and technical assistance pursuant to 
subsection (c)(4), to assist them in implementing 
the approved program; and 

(2) to conduct detailed evaluations of the ac- 
tivities of the public housing agencies under 
paragraph (1)(B), directly or by contract. 

SEC, 207. pa od OF PROVISIONS REGARDING IN- 
DISREGARDS. 


(a) MAXIMUM ANNUAL LIMITATION ON RENT 
INCREASES RESULTING FROM EMPLOYMENT.— 
Section 957 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National 
Affordable Housing Act is hereby repealed, ret- 
roactive to November 28, 1990, and shall be of no 
effect. 

(b) ECONOMIC INDEPENDENCE.—Section 923 of 
the Housing and Community Development Act 
of 1992 is hereby repealed, retroactive to October 
28, 1992, and shall be of no effect. 

SEC. 208. EXTENSION OF MULTIFAMILY HOUSING 
FINANCE PROGRAMS. 

(a) The first sentence of section 542(b)(5) of 
the Housing and Community Development Act 
of 1992 (12 U.S.C. 1707 note) is amended by strik- 
ing “оп not more than 15,000 units over fiscal 
years 1993 and 1994” and inserting “оп not more 
than 7,500 units during fiscal year 19%”, 

(b) The first sentence of section 542(c)(4) of 
the Housing and Community Development Act 
of 1992 (12 U.S.C. 1707 note) is amended by strik- 
ing “оп not to exceed 30,000 units over fiscal 
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years 1993, 1994, and 1995” and inserting “оп 

not more than 10,000 units during fiscal year 

19%”. 

SEC. 209. FORECLOSURE OF HUD-HELD MORT- 
GAGES THROUGH THIRD PARTIES. 

During fiscal year 1996, the Secretary of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development may delegate to one 
or more entities the authority to carry out some 
or all of the functions and responsibilities of the 
Secretary in connection with the foreclosure of 
mortgages held by the Secretary under the Na- 
tional Housing Act. 

SEC. 210. RESTRUCTURING OF THE HUD MULTI- 
FAMILY MORTGAGE PORTFOLIO 
THROUGH STATE HOUSING FINANCE 
AGENCIES. 

During fiscal year 1996, the Secretary of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development may sell or other- 
wise transfer multifamily mortgages held by the 
Secretary under the National Housing Act to a 
State housing finance agency without regard to 
the unit limitations in section 542(b)(5) or 
542(c)(4) of the Housing and Community Devel- 
opment Act of 1992. 

SEC. 211. TRANSFER OF SECTION 8 AUTHORITY. 

(a) Section 8 of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937 is amended by adding the following new 
subsection at the end: 

bb) TRANSFER OF BUDGET AUTHORITY.—If a 
project-based assistance contract under this sec- 
tion is terminated or is not renewed, or if the 
contract expires, the Secretary shall, in order to 
provide continued assistance to eligible families, 
including eligible families receiving the benefit 
of the project-based assistance at the time of the 
termination, transfer any budget authority re- 
maining in the contract to another contract. 
The transfer shall be under such terms as the 
Secretary may prescribe. 

SEC. 212. DOCUMENTATION OF MULTIFAMILY 
REFINANCINGS. 

Notwithstanding the 16th paragraph under 
the item relating to ‘‘ADMINISTRATIVE PROVI- 
SIONS” in title П of the Departments of Veterans 
Affairs and Housing and Urban Development, 
and Independent Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1995 (Public Law 103-327; 108 Stat. 2316), the 
amendments to section 223(a)(7) of the National 
Housing Act made by the 15th paragraph of 
such Act shall be effective during fiscal years 
1996 and thereafter. 

SEC. 213. DEMONSTRATION AUTHORITY. 

(a) On and after October 1, 1995, the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development shall carry 
out a demonstration program with respect to 
multifamily projects whose mortgages are in- 
sured under the National Housing Act and that 
are assisted under section 8 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 and whose present section 
8 rents are, in the aggregate, in excess of 110 
percent of the fair market rent of the locality in 
which the project is located, including projects 
whose section 8 contracts erpire on or after Oc- 
tober 1, 1996. These programs shall be designed 
to test the feasibility and desirability of the goal 
of ensuring, to the maximum extent practicable, 
that the debt service and operating erpenses, in- 
cluding adequate reserves, attributable to such 
multifamily projects whose mortgages are in- 
sured under the National Housing Act and that 
are assisted under section 8 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 and whose present section 
8 contract rents are in excess of the fair market 
rent of the locality in which the project is lo- 
cated can be supported with and without mort- 
gage insurance under the National Housing Act 
and with and without above-market rents and 
utilizing project based assistance or, with the 
consent of the property owner and the residents, 
tenant based assistance, while taking into ac- 
count the need for assistance of low and very 
low income families in such projects. In carrying 
out this demonstration, the Secretary may use 
arrangements with third parties, under which 
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the Secretary may provide for the assumption by 
the third parties (by delegation, contract, or 
otherwise) of some or all of the functions, obli- 
gations, and benefits of the Secretary. 

(1) GOALS.—The Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development shall carry out the dem- 
onstration programs under this section in a 
manner that— 

(A) will protect the financial interests of the 
Federal Government; 

(B) will result in significant discretionary cost 
savings through debt restructuring and subsidy 
reduction; and 

(C) will, in the least costly fashion, address 
the goals of— 

(i) maintaining existing housing stock in а de- 
cent, safe, and sanitary condition; 

(ii) minimizing the involuntary displacement 
of tenants; 

(iii) restructuring the mortgages of such 
projects in а manner that is consistent with 
local housing market conditions; 

(iv) supporting fair housing strategies; 

(v) minimizing any adverse income {ат impact 
on property owners; and 

(vi) minimizing any adverse impact on resi- 

dential neighborhoods. 
In determining the manner in which a mortgage 
is to be restructured or the subsidy reduced, the 
Secretary may balance competing goals relating 
to individual projects in a manner that will fur- 
ther the purposes of this section. 

(2) DEMONSTRATION APPROACHES.—In carry- 
ing out the demonstration programs, the Sec- 
retary may use one or more of the following ap- 
proaches: 

(A) Joint venture arrangements with third 
parties, under which the Secretary may provide 
for the assumption by the third parties (by dele- 
gation, contract, or otherwise) of some or all of 
the functions, obligations, and benefits of the 
Secretary. 

(B) Subsidization of the debt service of the 
project to a level that can be paid by an owner 
receiving an unsubsidized market rent. 

(C) Renewal of existing project-based assist- 
ance contracts where the Secretary shall ap- 
prove proposed initial rent levels that do not ex- 
ceed the greater of 120 percent of fair market 
rents or comparable market rents for the rel- 
evant metropolitan market area or at rent levels 
under a budget-based approach. 

(D) Nonrenewal of erpiring existing project- 
based assistance contracts and providing ten- 
ant-based assistance to previously assisted 
households. 

(b) For purposes of carrying out demonstra- 
tion programs under subsection (a)— 

(1) the Secretary may manage and dispose of 
multifamily properties owned by the Secretary 
as of October 1, 1995 and multifamily mortgages 
held by the Secretary as of October 1, 1995 for 
properties assisted under section 8 with rents 
above 110 percent of fair market rents without 
regard to any other provision of law; and 

(2) the Secretary may delegate to one or more 
entities the authority to carry out some or all of 
the functions and responsibilities of the Sec- 
retary in connection with the foreclosure of 
mortgages held by the Secretary under the Na- 
tional Housing Act. 

(c) For purposes of carrying out demonstra- 
tion programs under subsection (a), subject to 
such third party consents (if any) as are nec- 
essary including but not limited to (i) consent by 
the Government National Mortgage Association 
where it owns a mortgage insured by the Sec- 
retary; (ii) consent by an issuer under the mort- 
gage-backed securities program of the Associa- 
tion, subject to the responsibilities of the issuer 
to its security holders and the Association under 
such program; and (iii) parties to any contrac- 
tual agreement which the Secretary proposes to 
modify or discontinue, the Secretary or one or 


September 25, 1995 


more third parties designated by the Secretary 
may take the following actions: 

(1) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary or third party may remove, 
relinquish, extinguish, modify, or agree to the 
removal of any mortgage, regulatory agreement, 
project-based assistance contract, use agree- 
ment, or restriction that had been imposed or re- 
quired by the Secretary, including restrictions 
on distributions of income which the Secretary 
or third party determines would interfere with 
the ability of the project to operate without 
above market rents. The Secretary or third party 
may require an owner of a property assisted 
under the section 8 new construction/substantial 
rehabilitation program to apply any accumu- 
lated residual receipts toward effecting the pur- 
poses of this section. 

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel- 
opment may enter into contracts to purchase re- 
insurance, or enter into participations or other- 
wise transfer economic interest in contracts of 
insurance or in the premiums paid, or due to be 
paid, on such insurance to third parties, on 
such terms and conditions as the Secretary may 
determine. 

(3) The Secretary may offer project-based as- 
sistance with rents at or below fair market rents 
for the locality in which the project is located 
and may negotiate such other terms as are ac- 
ceptable to the Secretary and the project owner. 

(4) If, after reducing rents as provided in sub- 
section (3) hereof, the project would be unable 
to pay full operating costs (including normal op- 
erating expenses, reasonable reserves, full debt 
service, and reasonable allowances for vacancy 
losses and debt service coverage/owner return), 
the Secretary may offer to pay all or a portion 
of the project's debt service, and shall restrict 
the portion of debt service, if any, to be paid by 
the project to the amount consistent with pay- 
ment of such full operating costs. The Secretary 
may offer to make such payments monthly from 
the appropriate Insurance Fund, for the full re- 
maining term of the insured mortgage. 

(5) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary may forgive and cancel any 
FHA-insured mortgage debt that a demonstra- 
tion program property cannot carry at market 
rents while bearing full operating costs. 

(6) For demonstration program properties that 
cannot carry full operating costs (excluding debt 
service) at market rents, the Secretary shall ap- 
prove project-based rents sufficient to carry 
such full operating costs and shall offer to pay 
the full debt service in the manner provided in 
section 216(c)(4) hereof. 

(а) SELECTION.—The Secretary shall select 
multifamily projects whose mortgages are in- 
sured that are from different geographic areas 
of the nation, from States and localities of vary- 
ing sizes, of different occupancy profiles by in- 
come, race, and age, of different financial and 
physical conditions, and other factors as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

(е) COMMUNITY AND TENANT INPUT.—In carry- 
ing out this section, the Secretary shall develop 
procedures to obtain appropriate and timely 
input from officials of the unit of general local 
government affected, the community in which 
the project is situated, and the tenant of the 
project. 

(f) LIMITATION ON DEMONSTRATION AUTHOR- 
rr. The Secretary may carry out demonstra- 
tion programs under this section with respect to 
mortgages not to exceed 30,000 units over fiscal 
years 1996 and 1997: Provided, That not less 
than fifty percent of the units participating in 
the demonstration shall be in projects that are 
assisted under section 8 new construction/sub- 
stantial rehabilitation contracts which erpire 
after September 30, 1997. The demonstration au- 
thorized under this section shall not be ет- 
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panded until the reports required under sub- 
section (g) are submitted to the Congress. 

(g) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary 
shall submit to the Congress every three months 
after the date of enactment of this Act a report 
describing and assessing the programs carried 
out under the demonstrations. The Secretary 
shall also submit a final report to the Congress 
not later than sir months after the end of the 
demonstrations. The final report shall include 
findings and recommendations for any legisla- 
tive action appropriate to establish a permanent 
program based on the findings under the dem- 
onstrations. The final report shall also include 
a description of the status of each multifamily 
housing project selected for the demonstrations 
under this section. The final report shall in- 
clude— 

(1) the size of the projects; 

(2) the geographic locations of the projects, by 
State and region; 

(3) the physical and financial condition of the 
projects; 

(4) the occupancy profile of the projects, in- 
cluding the income, family size, race, and ethnic 
origin of current tenants, and the rents paid by 
such tenants; 

(5) a description of actions undertaken pursu- 
ant to this section, including a description of 
the effectiveness of such actions and any im- 
pediments to the transfer or sale of multifamily 
housing projects; 

(6) a description of the extent to which the 
demonstrations under this section have dis- 
placed tenants of multifamily housings projects; 

(7) a description of any of the functions per- 
formed in connection with this section that are 
transferred or contracted out to public or pri- 
vate entities or to States; 

(8) a description of the impact to which the 
demonstrations under this section have affected 
the localities and communities where the se- 
lected multifamily housing projects are located; 
and 

(9) а description of the extent to which the 
demonstrations under this section have affected 
the owners of multifamily housing projects. 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of this 
section shall become effective on October 1, 1996. 

SEC. 214. CONTRACT RENEWAL.—With respect 
to contracts for project based rental assistance 
under section 8 of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 which contracts erpire during fiscal 
year 1996, the Secretary shall take the following 
actions to renew such contracts: 

(a) CONTRACT TERM.—All renewal contracts 
under this section shall have terms of one year. 

(b) TENANT-BASED ASSISTANCE OPTIONAL.— 
Notwithstanding section 8(0) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937, the Secretary may, 
with the consent of the owner, agree to provide 
tenant-based rental assistance under section 
8(b) от 4(о) of the United States Housing Act of 
1937 in lieu of providing project-based rental as- 
sistance under this section. The Secretary may 
offer incentives to project owners to accept ten- 
ant-based assistance. 

(с) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.—If such expir- 
ing contracts are eligible for the demonstration 
program under section 213 hereof, such con- 
tracts shall be addressed under the terms of sec- 
tion 213. 

(d) LOAN MANAGEMENT SET-ASIDE.—The Sec- 
retary shall offer to renew all Loan Manage- 
ment Set-Aside contracts erpiring during fiscal 
year 1996 that are not subject to the demonstra- 
tion program under section 213 hereof, оп етіѕі- 
ing conditions and for the term provided in sub- 
section (a) hereof. 

(е) EXPIRING CONTRACTS FOR FHA-INSURED 
PROJECTS.—For multifamily projects whose 
mortgages are insured under the National Hous- 
ing Act, that are assisted under (§8 NC/SR), and 
that are not subject to the demonstration pro- 
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gram under section 213 hereof, the Secretary 
shall make two offers to renew such erpiring 
contracts: 

(1) Renewal of the current contract, with 
rents equal to the fair market rent of the local- 
ity in which the project is located. 

(2) Under the Loan Management Set-Aside 
Program. 

(f) OTHER EXPIRING CONTRACTS.—The Sec- 
retary shall offer to renew all remaining expir- 
ing project-based contracts, with rents equal to 
the fair market rent of the locality in which the 
project is located. 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of this 
section shall become effective on October 1, 1996. 


PRESERVATION REFORM 


Sec. 217. Subtitle В of the Low-Income Hous- 
ing Preservation and Resident Homeownership 
Act of 1990, is amended as follows: 

(a) After section 201, insert the following new 
section: 

“SEC, 202. APPLICABILITY, 

“This subtitle shall be applicable to all eligible 
low-income housing which has not received 
funding for a plan of action before October 1, 
1995. Eligible projects which have received fund- 
ing before such effective date shall be governed 
by the Low Income Housing Preservation and 
Resident Homeownership Act of 1990 as was in 
effect before such effective date.”’. 

(b) Section 211 is amended to read as follows: 
“SEC. 211. PERMISSIBLE PREPAYMENT OR INCEN- 

TIVES NOT TO PREPAY. 

“(а) PREPAYMENT AND TERMINATION.—An 
owner of eligible low income housing may pre- 
pay, and a mortgagee may accept prepayment, 
in accordance with the terms of the mortgage 
note, and regulations in effect when said note 
was signed. 

(b) PLAN OF ACTION.—An owner of eligible 
housing who does not ететсізе the right to pre- 
pay the mortgage may file a plan of action to re- 
ceive incentives to extend low income use pursu- 
ant to section 219(b) or incentives for transfers 
to qualified purchasers pursuant to section 
220.”. 

(с) Section 212(а) is amended by striking the 
words “аз in accordance with section 218”. 

(d) Striking out section 214. 

(e) Section 215 is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (a) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(a) DETERMINATION OF RELATION ТО FED- 
ERAL COST LIMITS.—For each eligible low-in- 
come housing project appraised under section 
213(a), the Secretary shall make an initial deter- 
mination as to whether the estimated allowable 
equity loan pursuant to section 219(b)(8) or the 
estimated allowable grant pursuant to section 
220(d)(3)(A) exceeds the amount equal to 60 
times the most recently published fair market 
rent for the area in which the project is located 
and the appropriate unit size for all of the units 
in the eligible housing. The initial determination 
shall be used solely for the purpose of providing 
information to owners pursuant to section 216, 
Actual incentives available to an owner (or a 
qualified purchaser) shall be determined pursu- 
ant to an approved plan of action; provided 
however, that the Secretary may not approve in- 
centives in an amount exceeding the federal cost 
limits as defined in this section, unless the Sec- 
retary determines that preservation for the eligi- 
ble low income housing project is appropriate. 

(2) Subsection (b) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

„ HOUSING EXCEEDING FEDERAL COST LIM- 
1Т8.--ІУ the estimated allowable equity loan or 
grant for an eligible low income housing project 
exceeds the federal cost limit, the owner may: 

“(1) file a plan of action under section 217 to 
receive incentives under section 219; 

"(2) file a second notice of intent under sec- 
tion 216(d) indicating an intention to transfer 
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the housing under section 220 and take actions 
pursuant to such section; 

“(3) file a second notice under section 216(d) 
indicating an intention to transfer the housing 
under section 220 so long as a qualified pur- 
chaser provides non-preservation resources suf- 
ficient to accommodate the difference between 
the incentives approved under the applicable 
plan of action and the actual purchase price; or 

“(4) file a second notice of intent under sec- 
tion 216(d) indicating an intention to prepay the 
mortgage or voluntarily terminate the insur- 


ance."’. 

(f) Section 216 is amended as follows: 

(1) Strike subsection (a). 

(2) Subsection (b)(2) is amended to read as fol- 
lows: “А statement of the required repairs and 
initial reserve deposits required by the Sec- 
retary, based on a capital needs assessment of 
the property. 

(3) Subsection (b)(4) is amended by striking 
the phrase, aggregate preservation rents“ and 
inserting in lieu thereof, estimated allowable 
equity loan or grant, as applicable. 

(4) Subsection (d)(1) is amended by deleting 
the second and third sentences thereof. 

(g) Section 217 is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (а)(1) is amended by— 

(A) striking out terminate the low-income af- 
fordability restrictions through prepayment of 
the mortgage or voluntary termination under 
section 218, от to“; 

(В) striking out “от 221”; and 

(C) striking the matter following 
220(b)"’. 

(2) Subsection (b) is amended by— 

(A) striking out paragraph (1); and 

(В) in paragraph (2) striking out “If the plan 
of action proposes to extend the low income af- 
fordability restrictions of the housing in accord- 
ance with section 219 or transfer the housing to 
а qualified purchaser in accordance with sec- 
tion 220, the plan and inserting in lieu thereof, 
“Тһе plan of action shall include 

(f) Strike out section 218. 

(д) Section 219 is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (a) is amended by deleting from 
“for each year" to the end of the subsection and 
inserting in lieu thereof the incentives pro- 
vided in subsection (b) Һетео/.'' 

(2) Subsection (b) is amended by— 

(A) striking out subparagraphs 2 and 3, and 
renumbering the remaining subsections; 

(B) amending paragraph 3 by deleting all that 
follows “improvements” and inserting in lieu 
thereof, as provided in paragraph 8 һетео)”; 

(C) amending paragraph 5 to read as follows: 
Access by the owner to a portion of preserva- 
tion equity in the housing as provided in para- 
graph (6) һетео/.”; 

(D) by adding a new paragraph (8) as follows: 

“(8) A non-interest-bearing direct loan by the 
Secretary equal in amount to the cost of reha- 
bdilitation approved in the plan of action plus 70 
percent of the preservation equity. 

“(0 Repayment of the loan provided under 
this paragraph shall commence when the first 
mortgage loan on the eligible low income hous- 
ing is paid in full. The Secretary shall require 
the owner to make payments thereafter in an 
amount not greater than the amount that the 
owner had been paying on said first mortgage 
taking into account any interest reduction pay- 
ments made pursuant to section 236 of the Na- 
tional Housing Act. 

(ii) The Secretary shall permit an owner re- 
turn equal to 8 percent of 30 percent of the pres- 
ervation equity and shall permit the inclusion 
thereof in the budget for the eligible housing in- 
stead of the return permitted on the original eq- 
uity of the eligible housing."'; and 

(E) by adding a new subsection (b)(9) as fol- 
lows: 

“(9) retention of rental income in excess of the 
basic rental charge in projects assisted under 


section 
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section 236 of the National Housing Act, to be 
used for the purposes of preserving the low/mod- 
erate income character of the eligible low income 
housing."’. 

(3) In final unnumbered paragraph, strike out 
the words but the owner shall pay to the Sec- 
retary all rental charges in excess of the basic 
rental charges 

(h) Section 220 is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (a) is amended by deleting the 
final sentence thereof. 

(2) Subsection (b)(1) is amended by deleting 
the first sentence thereof and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“(1) For the 6 month period beginning on the 
date of receipt by the Secretary of a second no- 
tice of intent under section 216(d) with respect 
to such housing, the owner may offer to sell 
and/or negotiate a sale of the housing only 
with— 

“(4) a resident council or mutual housing as- 
sociation intending to purchase the project 
under section 226, which has the support of ten- 
ants representing at least 75 percent of the occu- 
pied units in the project and at least 50 percent 
of ай of the units in the project. 

ii) a resident council intending to purchase 
the project and retain it as rental housing, 
which has the support of the majority of the 
tenant households; or 

iii) а community based nonprofit housing 
organization, which has the support of the ma- 
jority of the tenant households. 

“(2) If no bona fide offer to purchase the 
project is made and accepted during or at the 
end of the 6-month period specified in subpara- 
graph (b)(1) of this section, the owner may offer 
to sell the project during the succeeding 6 
months to any priority purchaser."’. 

(2) Subsections (d)(2) and (d)(3) are amended 
to read as follows: 

“(а)(2) AMOUNT.—Subject to the availability 
of amounts approved in appropriations Acts, the 
Secretary shall, for approvable plans of action, 
provide assistance sufficient to enable qualified 
purchasers to— 

“(А) acquire the eligible low-income housing 
from the current owner for a purchase price not 
greater than the preservation value of the hous- 
ing. Such purchase price does not include the 
residual receipts account which shall be released 
to the owner, but shall include the replacement 
reserve account which shall be transferred to 
the purchaser; 

“(В) rehabilitate the housing; 

“(C) meet project operating erpenses and es- 
tablish adequate reserves for the housing, and 
in the case of a Priority Purchaser, meet project 
oversight costs; 

“(D) receive a distribution equal to 8 percent 
annual return on any actual cash investment 
(from sources other than assistance provided 
under this title) made to acquire or rehabilitate 
the project; 

“(Е) in the case of a priority purchaser, re- 
ceive a reimbursement of all reasonable trans- 
action erpenses associated with the acquisition, 
loan closing, and implementation of an ap- 
proved plan of action; and 

“(Е) in the case of an approved resident 
homeownership program, cover the costs of 
training for the resident council, homeowner- 
ship counseling and training, the fees for the 
nonprofit entity or public agency working with 
the resident council and costs related to reloca- 
tion of tenants who elect to move. 

“(4)(3) INCENTIVES.— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—For all qualified pur- 
chasers of housing under this subjection, the 
Secretary may provide assistance for an ap- 
proved Plan of Action in the form of 1 or more 
of the incentives authorized under section 
219(b), except in lieu of the incentives under sec- 
tion 219(b)(7) and 219(5)(8), the Secretary shail 
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provide a grant equal in amount to 100 percent 
of the transfer preservation equity determined 
for the property plus the amount of rehabilita- 
tion costs required by the plan of action: Pro- 
vided, That the grant may include, if the quali- 
fied purchaser is a priority purchaser, any ex- 
penses associated with the acquisition, loan 
closing and implementation of the plan of ac- 
tion, subject to approval by the Secretary. Ет- 
penses associated with implementation of the 
plan of action may include capital reserves, op- 
erating reserves, and escrows established to miti- 
gate the burden of initial rent increases on ten- 
ants. At the purchaser's election, the grant shall 
be provided in the form of a loan in the same 
amount. If the purchaser makes such election, 
the interest rate on the loan shall be no less 
than the applicable Federal rate and repayment 
shall be deferred until sale of the housing or re- 
financing or repayment of the federally-assisted 
mortgage, whichever is earlier, or such later 
date as may be required to maintain low-income 
affordability restrictions for the remaining use- 
ful life of the housing.”’. 

(i) Strike out section 221. 

(j) Section 222 is amended as follows: 

(1) Strike out subparagraphs (а)(2) (D), (E) 
and (F) and renumbering the remaining sub- 
sections. 

(2) Amend subparagraph (a)(2)(G) to read as 
follows: 

) future rent adjustments shall be gov- 
erned by the provisions of the regulatory agree- 
ment concerning rent adjustments now in effect 
for the eligible low-income housing except that 
priority purchasers shall receive project over- 
sight costs. The Secretary shall process requests 
for rent adjustments during the pendency of the 
processing under this title. 

(3) Subsection (d)(2)(A)(i) is amended to read 
as follows: 

i) declining to authorize the release of any 
escrowed loan proceeds and requiring that such 
amounts be used for repairs. 

(4) Subsection (d)(2)(C)(ti) is amended by 
striking out “ал equity take-out loan has been 
made under section 241(f) of the National Hous- 
ing Act” and inserting in lieu thereof, “а loan 
has been insured under the National Housing 
Act or made pursuant to section 219(5)(8) or 
220(4)(3)'". 

(5) Strike out subsection (d)(2)(C)(iii). 

(6) Insert a new subsection (e) as follows: 

“(е) MIXED INCOME COMMUNITIES,—To the ex- 
tent that federal assistance is provided for eco- 
nomic feasibility, units available to new tenants 
will be available and affordable to the same pro- 
portions of very-low income families or persons, 
low income families or persons, and moderate in- 
come families or persons (including families or 
persons whose incomes are 95 percent or more of 
area median income) as of the date of approval 
of the plan of action."’. 

(К) Section 223 is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (a) is amended by striking out 
іп the first sentence “low-income” and inserting 
in lieu thereof ver low-income”. 

(2) Strike out the last sentence of subsection 
(b), and inserting in lieu thereof “Тһе Secretary 
shall pay the relocation erpenses of each such 
low-income family— 

i) that does not receive section 8 assistance 
pursuant to subsection (a); 

ii) that is displaced within 180 days after 
such prepayment; and 

ui) whose rent and utility cost immediately 
prior to displacement exceeded 30 percent of ad- 
justed income. Provided, however, that such re- 
location payment shall not exceed $1,500 per 
family." 

(3) Strike out subsections (с), (d) and (е). 

(1) Strike out section 224. 

(m) Section 225(c) is amended by— 

(1) striking out in the first sentence all that 
follows “shatli” and inserting in lieu thereof 
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“provide the incentives, and, in addition, shall 
pay the owner of the eligible housing a return 
equal to 8 percent of the preservation equity 
from the date that the Secretary should have 
complied with such time limitation”; and 

(2) striking out, in the last sentence thereof, 
“district”. 

(п) Section 226(b)(2) is amended by inserting 
“mutual housing association” between “limited 
equity cooperative ownership)” and “ала fee 
simple ownership." 

(0) Section 229 is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (1)(B) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(В) that, under regulation or contract in ef- 
fect before February 5, 1988, would have become 
eligible for prepayment without prior approval 
of the Secretary: 

“(i) on or before December 31, 1996, and the 
owner of such housing filed a notice of intent on 
or before February 28, 1995 under title VI of the 
Low Income Housing Preservation and Resident 
Homeownership Act of 1990 or under title II of 
the Emergency Low Income Housing Preserva- 
tion Act of 1987; or 

ii) after December 31, 19%, and the owner of 
such housing files a notice of intent under this 
title on or before March 1, 19%.”. 

(2) Subsection (8) is amended by deleting in 
subparagraph (A) the words determining the 
authorized return under section 219(b)(6)(ti)"’ 
and subparagraph (B) by deleting “and 221" 
and deleting the words “acquisition loans under 
the provisions of section 241(f)(3) of the Na- 
tional Housing Act and inserting in lieu thereof, 
“acquisition grant under the provisions of sec- 
tion 220(d)(2)"’. 

(3) Subsection (11) is amended by inserting 
after association (including such an orga- 
nization or its affiliate that is a general partner 
in a limited partnership)". 

(4) Insert a new definition (12) as follows: 

“(12) The term ‘Community Based Non-Profit 
Organization’ is defined as set forth in 24 
C.F.R. 248.101, except that a private nonprofit 
organization shall be deemed to include an or- 
ganization or its affiliate that is a general part- 
ner in a limited partnership. 

(5) Insert a new definition (13) as follows: 

“(13) Mutual Housing Association. A private 
entity organized under State law that has been 
determined to be a taz-erempt entity under sec- 
tion 501с of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(including such an entity or its affiliate that is 
а general partner in a limited partnership), and 
that owns, manages, and continuously develops 
affordable housing by providing long-term hous- 
ing for low and moderate income individuals 
and families. The residents of mutual housing 
participate in the ongoing management of the 
housing, and through the purchase of member- 
ship interests in the associations have the right 
to continue residing in the housing as long as 
they own memberships in the associations. 

(6) Subsection (1) is amended by inserting new 
subparagraph (С) after subparagraph (В): 

“(C) that has been determined to have preser- 
vation equity equivalent to the lesser of $5,000/ 
unit or $500,000 per project or the equivalent of 
8 times the most recently published fair market 
rent for the area in which the project is located 
and the appropriate unit size for all of the units 
in the eligible рто/есі.”. 

(p) Subsection 231(a) is amended by inserting 
before the period the following: and (С) апу 
resident council, community-based non-profit 
organization, mutual housing association, or 
their affiliate that acts as a general partner in 
a limited partnership and agrees to maintain 
low-income affordability restrictions for the re- 
maining useful life of the housing as determined 
under section 222(с).”. 

(q) Subsection 232(a)(2) is amended to read as 
follows: 
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“(2) restricts or inhibits an owner of such 
housing from receiving any benefit provided 
under this Асы”. 

(r) Inserting after section 235, the following 
new section: 

“SEC, 236. IMPLEMENTING PROVISIONS FOR CAP- 
ITAL LOANS AND GRANTS. 

“(а) SELF-IMPLEMENTATION.—The Secretary 
shall implement the incentives of capital loans 
or grants pursuant to section 219(b)(8) or 
220(d)(2) upon the enactment of an appropria- 
tions Act for fiscal year 1996 providing funds for 
this purpose without issuing regulations and the 
processing of an eligible project and any ap- 
provals rendered by the Secretary under title VI 
of the Low Income Housing Preservation and 
Resident Homeownership Act of 1990 or title II 
of the Emergency Low Income Housing Preser- 
vation Act of 1987 shall be effective under this 
title and the Secretary shall not repeat any such 
processing. 

“(b) PAYMENT OF EQUITY LOAN.—The Sec- 
retary shall fund the loan pursuant to section 
219(b)(6) within 180 days after the approval of 
the plan of action, but shall pay an 8 percent 
return on preservation equity from 60 days after 
approval of the plan of action. The Secretary 
may provide funding for the capital loan pro- 
vided under section 219(b)(8) equally over a five- 
year period, except that the rehabilitation por- 
tion of the loan shall be funded in the first in- 
stallment. The Secretary shall pay the owner of 
the eligible housing interest on the unpaid por- 
tion of the loan at the applicable federal rate at 
the time that the plan of action is approved. If 
the Secretary fails to make the second or subse- 
quent installment payments on said loan within 
60 days of its due date, the owner may prepay 
the mortgage pursuant to section 211 and retain 
the amount of any installment previously paid. 

“(с) PAYMENT OF GRANT OR LOAN.—The Sec- 
retary shall provide full funding for the capital 
grant or loan as provided under section 220(d)(3) 
within 180 days of approval of the plan of ac- 
tion. If the Secretary fails to make such pay- 
ment, the owner may prepay the existing mort- 
gage pursuant to section 224. 

“(d) ELIHPA ELIGIBILITY.—An owner of eligi- 
ble housing who is processing an application 
under title П of the Emergency Low Income 
Housing Preservation Act of 1987 on the effec- 
tive date of this title may apply for the incen- 
tives provided in this title or erercise its right of 
prepayment pursuant to section 211.”. 

(s) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of this 
section shall become effective on October 1, 1996. 

ЗЕС. 216. EXTENSION OF HOME EQUITY CON- 
VERSION MORTGAGE PROGRAM.—Section 255(g) 
of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715г- 
20(д)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking Septem- 
ber 30, 1995” and inserting September 30, 
19%”; and 

(2) in the second sentence, by striking 
"25,000" and inserting “30,000”. 

SEC. 217. ASSESSMENT COLLECTION DATES FOR 
OFFICE OF FEDERAL HOUSING ENTERPRISE OVER- 
SIGHT.—Section 1316(b) of the Housing and Com- 
munity Development Act of 1992 (12 U.S.C. 
4516(b)) is amended by striking paragraph (2) 
and inserting the following new paragraph: 

“(2) TIMING OF PAYMENT.—The annual assess- 
ment shall be payable semiannually for each fis- 
cal year, on October Ist and April Ist.“ 

Sec. 218. SPENDING LIMITATIONS.—None of the 
funds provided in this Act may be used during 
fiscal year 1996 to sign, promulgate, implement, 
or enforce any requirement or regulation relat- 
ing to the application of the Fair Housing Act 
(42 U.S.C. 3601, et seq.) to the business of prop- 
erty insurance. 

SEC. 219. During fiscal year 1996, notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, the number 
of individuals employed by the Department of 
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Housing and Urban Development in other than 
“career appointee" positions in the Senior Erec- 
utive Service shall not exceed 20. г 

SEC. 220. Of the $93,400,000 earmarked in Pub- 
lic Law 101-144 (103 Stat 850), as amended by 
Public Law 101-302 (104 Stat 237), for special 
projects and purposes, any amounts remaining 
of the $500,000 made available to Bethlehem 
House in Highland, California, for site planning 
and land acquisition shall instead be made 
available to the County of San Bernardino in 
California to assist with the erpansion of the 
Los Padrinos Gang Intervention Program and 
the Unity Home Domestic Violence Shelter. 

SEC. 221. PERMISSIBLE ADJUSTMENT TO MOD- 
ERNIZATION FORMULA.—Section 14(k) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)(B)— 

(A) by striking “Тһе Secretary and inserting 
Except as otherwise provided in this subpara- 
graph, the Secretary”; and 

(B) by inserting after the first sentence the 
following: “Тһе Secretary may adjust the 
amount allocated under this subparagraph as 
necessary to provide additional weight for back- 
log needs. 

(2) in paragraph (2)(С), by striking other 
half” and inserting “remainder”; and 

(3) in paragraph (8)— 

(A) by striking “half” the first time it appears 
and inserting “half, or such other amount as 
the Secretary determines to be necessary pursu- 
ant to paragraph (),, and 

(В) by striking Ralf the second time it ap- 
pears, and inserting the remainder 

SEC. 222. (a) Section 1011 of Title X—Residen- 
tial Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act of 
1992 is amended as follows: Strike “priority 
housing” wherever it appears in said section 
and insert housing“. 

(b) Section 1011(a) shall be amended as fol- 
lows: At the end of the subsection after the pe- 
riod, insert Grants shall only be made under 
this section to provide assistance for housing 
which meets the following criteria— 

“(1) for grants made to assist rental housing, 
at least 50 percent of the units must be occupied 
by or made available to families with incomes at 
or below 50 percent of the area median income 
level and the remaining units shall be occupied 
or made available to families with incomes at or 
below 80 percent of the area median income 
level, and in all cases the landlord shall give 
priority in renting units assisted under this sec- 
tion, for not less than 3 years following the com- 
pletion of lead abatement activities, to families 
with a child under the age of sir years 

“(А) except that buildings with five or more 
units may have 20 percent of the units occupied 
by families with incomes above 80 percent of 
area median income level; 

“(2) for grants made to assist housing owned 
by owner-occupants, all units assisted with 
grants under this section shall be the principal 
residence of families with incomes at or below 80 
percent of the area median income level, and not 
less than 90 percent of the units assisted with 
grants under this section shall be occupied by a 
child under age of siz years or shall be units 
where a child under the age of six years spends 
а significant amount of time visiting; and 

) notwithstanding paragraphs (1) and (2), 
Round 11 grantees who receive assistance under 
this section may use such assistance for priority 
Rousing. 

SEC. 223. EXTENSION PERIOD FOR SHARING 
UTILITY COST SAVINGS WITH PHAS.—Section 
9(а)(3)(В)() is amended by striking “Уот а pe- 
riod not to exceed 6 years”. 

SEC. 224. The first sentence of section 
221(g)(4)(C)(viii) of the National Housing Act is 
amended by striking "September 30, 1995” and 
inserting in lieu thereof September 30, 1996”, 
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TITLE Ш 
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 
AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro- 
vided for, of the American Battle Monu- 
ments Commission, including the acquisition 
of land or interest in land in foreign coun- 
tries; purchases and repair of uniforms for 
caretakers of national cemeteries and monu- 
ments outside of the United States and its 
territories and possessions; rent of office and 
garage space in foreign countries; purchase 
(one for replacement only) and hire of pas- 
senger motor vehicles; and insurance of offi- 
cial motor vehicles in foreign countries, 
when required by law of such countries; 
$20,265,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended: Provided, That where station allow- 
ance has been authorized by the Department 
of the Army for officers of the Army serving 
the Army at certain foreign stations, the 
same allowance shall be authorized for offi- 
cers of the Armed Forces assigned to the 
Commission while serving at the same for- 
eign stations, and this appropriation is here- 
by made available for the payment of such 
allowance: Provided further, That when trav- 
eling on business of the Commission, officers 
of the Armed Forces serving as members or 
as Secretary of the Commission may be re- 
imbursed for expenses as provided for civil- 
ian members of the Commission: Provided 
further, That the Commission shall reim- 
burse other Government agencies, including 
the Armed Forces, for salary, pay, and allow- 
ances of personnel assigned to it. 

CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


For necessary expenses of the Consumer 
Product Safety Commission, including hire 
of passenger motor vehicles, services as au- 
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for in- 
dividuals not to exceed the per diem rate 
equivalent to the rate for GS-18, purchase of 
nominal awards to recognize non-Federal of- 
ficials’ contributions to Commission activi- 
ties, and not to exceed $500 for official recep- 
tion and representation expenses, $40,000,000. 


CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY 
SERVICE 


NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE PROGRAMS 
OPERATING EXPENSES 


Of the funds appropriated under this head- 
ing in Public Law 103-327, the Corporation 
for National and Community Service shall 
use such amounts of such funds as may be 
necessary to carry out the orderly termi- 
nation of (1) the programs, activities, and 
initiatives under the National and Commu- 
nity Service Act of 1990 (Public Law 103-82); 
(2) the Corporation; and (3) the Corporation’s 
Office of Inspector General. 

COURT OF VETERANS APPEALS 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


For necessary expenses for the operation of 
the United States Court of Veterans Appeals 
as authorized by 38 U.S.C. sections 7251-7292, 
$9,000,000, of which not to exceed $678,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 1997, 
shall be available for the purpose of provid- 
ing financial assistance as described, and in 
accordance with the process and reporting 
procedures set forth, under this head in Pub- 
lic Law 102-229. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL 
CEMETERIAL EXPENSES, ARMY 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


For necessary expenses, as authorized by 
law, for maintenance, operation, and im- 
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provement of Arlington National Cemetery 
and Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home National 
Cemetery, and not to exceed $1,000 for offi- 
cial reception and representation expenses; 
[$11,296,000] $71,946,000, to remain available 
until expended. 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
[RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

[For research and development activities, 
including procurement of laboratory equip- 
ment and supplies; other operating expenses 
in support of research and development; and 
construction, alteration, repair, rehabilita- 
tion and renovation of facilities, not to ex- 
ceed $75,000 per project; $384,052,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 1997.] 

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 

For science and technology, including re- 
search and development activities; necessary ет- 
penses for personnel and related costs and trav- 
el expenses, including uniforms, or allowances 
therefore, as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 5901-5902; 
services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at 
rates for individuals not to exceed the per diem 
rate equivalent to the rate for GS-18; procure- 
ment of laboratory equipment and supplies; 
other operating erpenses in support of research 
and development; construction, alteration, re- 
pair, rehabilitation and renovation of facilities, 
not to exceed $75,000 per project; $500,000,000, 
which shall remain available until September 30, 
1997. 
[ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS AND COMPLIANCE 

{For environmental programs and compli- 
ance activities, including hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; hire, maintenance, and oper- 
ation of aircraft; purchases of reprints; li- 
brary memberships in societies or associa- 
tions which issue publications to members 
only or at a price to members lower than to 
subscribers who are not members; construc- 
tion, alteration, repair, rehabilitation, and 
renovation of facilities, not to exceed $75,000 
per project; and not to exceed $6,000 for offi- 
cial reception and representation expenses; 
and for necessary expenses, not otherwise 
provided for, for personnel and related costs 
and for travel expenses, including uniforms, 
or allowances therefor, as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 5901-5902; and for services as author- 
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for individ- 
uals not to exceed the per diem rate equiva- 
lent to the rate for GS-18; $1,881,614,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That none of the funds appropriated under 
this heading shall be available to the Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion pursuant to section 118(ҺХ3) of the Fed- 
eral Water Pollution Control Act, as amend- 
ed: Provided further, That from funds appro- 
priated under this heading, the Adminis- 
trator may make grants to federally recog- 
nized Indian governments for the develop- 
ment of multimedia environmental pro- 
grams: Provided further, That for this fiscal 
year and thereafter, any industrial dis- 
charger to the Kalamazoo Water Reclama- 
tion Plant is exempt from categorical 
pretreatment standards under section 307(b) 
of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 
as amended, if the following conditions are 
met: (1) the Kalamazoo Water Reclamation 
Plant applies to the State of Michigan for an 
exemption for its industry and (2) the State 
or the Administrator, as applicable, approves 
such exemption request based upon a deter- 
mination that there exists an operative fi- 
nancial contract between the City of Kala- 
mazoo and the industrial user and an ap- 
proved local pretreatment program, includ- 
ing a joint monitoring program and local 
controls to prevent against interference and 
pass through: Provided further, That none of 
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the funds appropriated under this heading 
shall be obligated or expended to implement 
or enforce section 118(c)(2)(C) of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended: 
Provided further, That none of the funds ap- 
propriated under this heading may be made 
available for the implementation or enforce- 
ment of the stormwater permitting program 
under section 402(p) of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, as amended: Provided 
further, That none of the funds appropriated 
under this heading shall be made available 
for the enforcement of permit limits or com- 
pliance schedules for combined sewer over- 
flows or sanitary sewer overflows under sec- 
tion 402 of the Federal Water Pollution Con- 
trol Act, as amended: Provided further, That 
none of the funds appropriated under this 
heading may be used to implement or en- 
force section 404 of the Federal Water Pollu- 
tion Control Act, as amended: Provided fur- 
ther, That none of the funds appropriated 
under this heading may be made available 
for the development and implementation of 
new or revised effluent limitation guidelines 
and standards, pretreatment standards, or 
new source performance standards under the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as 
amended: Provided further, That the limita- 
tions on the use of funds set forth in the pre- 
vious five provisos shall have no force and ef- 
fect upon enactment of legislation which fur- 
ther amends the named sections of the Fed- 
eral Water Pollution Control Act, as amend- 
ed, in each of the previous four provisos: Pro- 
vided further, That none of the funds appro- 
priated under this heading may be used by 
the Environmental Protection Agency to im- 
pose or enforce any requirement that a State 
implement trip reduction measures to reduce 
vehicular emissions. Section 304 of the Clean 
Air Act, as amended, shall not apply with re- 
spect to any such requirement: Provided fur- 
ther, That none of the funds appropriated 
under this heading may be used to assign 
less than full credit for automobile emis- 
sions inspections programs required under 
section 182 (c), (d), or (e) of the Clean Air 
Act, as amended, on the basis of network de- 
sign equipment unless the Administrator de- 
termines, based on data collected from at 
least two full cycles of the program, that 
less than full credit is appropriate: Provided 
further, That beginning in fiscal year 1996 
and each fiscal year thereafter, and notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, the Ad- 
ministrator is authorized to make grants an- 
nually from funds appropriated under this 
heading, subject to such terms and condi- 
tions as the Administrator shall establish, to 
any State or federally recognized Indian 
tribe for multimedia or single media pollu- 
tion prevention, control and abatement and 
related environmental activities at the re- 
quest of the Governor or other appropriate 
State official or the tribe: Provided further, 
That none of the funds appropriated under 
this heading may be used to develop, pro- 
pose, promulgate, issue, enforce, or to set or 
enforce compliance deadlines or issuance 
schedules for maximum achievable control 
technology standards pursuant to section 
112(4) of the Clean Air Act, as amended, for 
the category proposed to be regulated at Vol. 
59, Federal Register, No. 135, page 36130, 
dated July 15, 1994, and for purposes of this 
provision, section 304 of the Clean Air Act 
shall not apply: Provided further, That none 
of the funds appropriated under this heading 
shall be obligated or expended to take any 
action to extend the risk management plan 
requirements under section 112(r) of the 
Clean Air Act, as amended, to the domestic 
oil and gas exploration and production and 
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natural gas processing industry: Provided fur- 
ther, That none of the funds appropriated 
under this heading may be used by the Ad- 
ministrator or the Administrator’s designee 
for signing and publishing a national pri- 
mary drinking water regulation for radon 
and other radionuclei: Provided further, That 
none of the funds appropriated under this 
heading may be used by the Administrator 
or the Administrator's designee for signing 
and publishing any proposed national pri- 
mary drinking water regulation for arsenic: 
Provided further, That none of the funds ap- 
propriated under this heading may be used to 
issue or enforce any requirement not other- 
wise authorized under existing law or regula- 
tion with respect to combustion of hazardous 
waste prior to promulgation of final regula- 
tions pursuant to a rulemaking proceeding 
under the Administrative Procedure Act or 
to impose or enforce any requirement or con- 
dition of a permit, including the use of an in- 
direct risk assessment, or to deny a permit 
pursuant to section 3005(c)(3) of the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act, as amended, 
unless the Environmental Protection Agency 
follows the procedures governing the use of 
authority under such section which it has set 
forth at 56 Fed. Reg. 7145, note 8, February 
21, 1991: Provided further, That none of the 
funds appropriated under this heading may 
be used to issue or enforce any regulatory 
standard for maximum achievable control 
technology (MACT) for hazardous waste 
combustion under any statute other than the 
Clean Air Act, as amended, issue any such 
standard without first determining that in 
calculating the MACT floor emission levels 
for existing sources under section 112(1)(3) of 
the Clean Air Act, as amended, one-half of 
the currently operating facilities in the 
group of sources that make up the floor pool 
for that category or subcategory actually 
achieve the MACT floor levels for all of the 
hazardous air pollutants to be regulated: 
Provided further, That none of the funds ap- 
propriated under this heading may be used to 
promulgate, implement, or enforce sections 
502(d)(2), 502(d)(3), or 502(i)(4) of the Clean Air 
Act, as amended, against a State which is in- 
volved in litigation regarding provisions of 
title V of the Clean Air Act, as amended: 
Provided further, That none of the funds ap- 
propriated under this heading may be obli- 
gated or expended to require facilities to 
submit any data pursuant to section 313(а) of 
the Emergency Planning and Community 
Right-to-Know Act or section 8 of the Toxic 
Substances Control Act, as amended, that is 
not specifically enumerated in said sections, 
including mass balance, materials account- 
ing, or other chemical use data; Provided fur- 
ther, That none of the funds appropriated 
under this heading may be used to revoke, or 
require the issuance of, a food additive regu- 
lation under section 409 of the Federal Food, 
Drug and Cosmetic Act for a pesticide in 
processed food where there is a tolerance es- 
tablished under section 408 of said Act for 
the pesticide on the raw commodity from 
which the processed food was made, and may 
not be used to revoke, or deny the issuance 
of, a section 408 tolerance for a pesticide on 
а raw agricultural commodity solely on the 
basis that a food additive regulation cannot 
be issued or maintained under section 409 of 
said Act for the pesticide in a processed form 
of the commodity: Provided further, That 
none of the funds appropriated under this 
heading may be used to exclusively regulate 
whole agricultural plants subject to regula- 
tion by another federal agency: Provided fur- 
ther, That none of the funds appropriated 
under this heading may be used to obtain a 
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voluntary environmental audit report or to 
assess an administrative, civil or criminal 
negligence penalty, in any matter subject to 
a state law providing a privilege for vol- 
untary environmental audit reports or pro- 
tections or immunities for the voluntary dis- 
closure of environmental сопсегпв.1 

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 

For program administration and management 
activities, including necessary expenses for per- 
sonnel and related costs and travel erpenses, in- 
cluding uniforms, or allowances therefore, as 
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 5901-5902; services as au- 
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for indi- 
viduals not to erceed the per diem rate equiva- 
lent to the rate for GS-18; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; hire, maintenance, and oper- 
ation of aircraft; purchase of reprints; library 
memberships in societies or associations which 
issue publications to members only or at a price 
to members lower than to subscribers who are 
not members; construction, alteration, repair, 
rehabilitation, and renovation of facilities, not 
to exceed $75,000 per project; and not to exceed 
$6,000 for official reception and representation 
expenses; $1,670,000,000, which shall remain 
available until September 30, 1997. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of the Office of In- 
spector General in carrying out the provi- 
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, and for construction, alteration, 
repair, rehabilitation, and renovation of fa- 
cilities, not to exceed $75,000 per project, 
[$28,542,000] $27,700,000. 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 


For construction, repair, improvement, ex- 
tension, alteration, and purchase of fixed 
equipment or facilities of, or use by, the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency, [$28,820,000] 
$60,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE SUPERFUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For necessary expenses to carry out the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 
(CERCLA), as amended, including sections 
111 (o), (сХ5), (сХ6), and (e)(4) (42 U.S.C. 
9611), and for construction, alteration, re- 
pair, rehabilitation, and renovation of facili- 
ties, not to exceed $75,000 per project; not to 
exceed $1,003,400,000 to remain available until 
expended, [to be derived from general reve- 
nues] consisting of $753,400,000 as authorized by 
section 517(a) of the Superfund Amendments 
and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), as 
amended by Public Law 101-508, and 
$250,000,000 as a payment from general revenues 
to the Hazardous Substance Superfund as au- 
thorized by section 517(b) of SARA, as amended 
by Public Law 101-508: Provided, That funds 
appropriated under this heading may be allo- 
cated to other Federal agencies in accord- 
ance with section 111(а) of CERCLA: Provided 
further, That [$5,000,000} $71,700,000 of the 
funds appropriated under this heading shall 
be transferred to the Office of Inspector Gen- 
eral appropriation to remain available until 
September 30, 1996: Provided further, That 
notwithstanding section 111(т) of CERCLA 
or any other provision of law, not to exceed 
І562,000,0001 $55,000,000 of the funds appro- 
priated under this heading shall be available 
to the Agency for Toxic Substances and Dis- 
ease Registry to carry out activities de- 
scribed in sections 104(1), 111(с)(4), and 
111(c)(14) of CERCLA and section 118(f) of the 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization 
Act of 1986: Provided further, That none of the 
funds appropriated under this heading shall 
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be available for the Agency for Toxic Sub- 
stances and Disease Registry to issue in ex- 
cess of 40 toxicological profiles pursuant to 
section 104(i) of CERCLA during fiscal year 
1996[: Provided further, That no part of any 
appropriation made under this heading shall 
remain available for obligation beyond De- 
cember 31, 1995, unless the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response Compensation, and 
Liability Act of 1980 has been reauthorized]: 
Provided further, That none of the funds made 
available under this heading may be used by the 
Environmental Protection Agency to propose for 
listing or to list any additional facilities on the 
National Priorities List established by section 
105 of the Comprehensive Environmental Re- 
sponse, Compensation апа Liability Act 
(CERCLA), as amended (42 U.S.C. 9605), unless 
the Administrator receives a written request to 
propose for listing or to list a facility from the 
Governor of the State in which the facility is lo- 
cated, or appropriate tribal leader, or unless leg- 
islation to reauthorize CERCLA is enacted. 


LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK TRUST 
FUND 


(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For necessary expenses to carry out leak- 
ing underground storage tank cleanup activi- 
ties authorized by section 205 of the 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization 
Act of 1986, and for construction, alteration, 
repair, rehabilitation, and renovation of fa- 
cilities, not to exceed $75,000 per project, 
$45,827,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended: Provided, That no more than 
[$5,285,000] $8,000,000 shall be available for 
administrative expenses: Provided further, 
That [$426,000] $600,000 shall be transferred 
to the Office of Inspector General appropria- 
tion to remain available until September 30, 
1996. 

OIL SPILL RESPONSE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For expenses necessary to carry out the 
Environmental Protection Agency's respon- 
sibilities under the Oil Pollution Act of 1990, 
[$20,000,000] $15,000,000, to be derived from 
the Oil Spill Liability trust fund, and to re- 
main available until expended; Provided, 
That not more than [$8,420,000] $8,000,000 of 
these funds shall be available for administra- 
tive expenses. 

[WATER INFRASTRUCTURE/STATE REVOLVING 

FUNDS 


[For necessary expenses for capitalization 
grants for State Revolving Funds to support 
wastewater infrastructure financing, and to 
carry out the purposes of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, as amended, the 
Water Quality Act of 1987, and section 1443(a) 
of the Public Health Service Act, 
$1,500,175,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended, of which $1,000,000,000 shall be for 
capitalization grants for Clean Water State 
Revolving Funds under title VI of the Fed- 
eral Water Pollution Control Act, as amend- 
ed; $100,000,000 for architectural, engineering, 
design, construction, and related activities 
in connection with the construction of high 
priority wastewater facilities in the area of 
the United States-Mexico Border, after con- 
sultation with the appropriate border com- 
missions; $50,000,000 for grants to the State 
of Texas, which shall be matched by an equal 
amount of State funds from State sources, 
for the purpose of improving wastewater 
treatment for colonias; $15,000,000 for grants 
to the State of Alaska, subject to an appro- 
priate cost share as determined by the Ad- 
ministrator, to address wastewater infra- 
structure needs of rural and Alaska Native 
Villages; $22,500,000 for making grants under 
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section 104(b)(3) of the Federal Water Pollu- 
tion Control Act, as amended; $100,000,000 for 
making grants under section 319 of the Fed- 
eral Water Pollution Control Act, ав amend- 
ed; $75,000,000 for making grants under sec- 
tion 1443(a) of the Public Health Service Act; 
and, notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, $137,675,000 for making grants for the 
construction of wastewater treatment facili- 
ties and the development of groundwater in 
accordance with the terms and conditions 
set forth in the House Report accompanying 
this Act: Provided, That of the funds made 
available under this heading in Public Law 
103-327 and in Public Law 103-124 for capital- 
ization grants for State Revolving Funds to 
support water infrastructure financing, 
$225,000,000 shall be made available for cap- 
italization grants for State Revolving Funds 
under title VI of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act, as amended: Provided further, 
That of the funds made available under this 
heading for capitalization grants for State 
Revolving Funds under title VI of the Fed- 
eral Water Pollution Control Act, as amend- 
ed, $50,000,000 shall be for wastewater treat- 
ment in impoverished communities pursuant 
to section 102(d) of H.R. 961 as approved by 
the United States House of Representatives 
on May 16, 1995: Provided further, That except 
for grants made under section 1443(a) of the 
Public Health Service Act, appropriations 
for programs and projects pursuant to the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act made 
available under this heading shall be avail- 
able only upon enactment of legislation re- 
authorizing such Act, and appropriations for 
programs and projects pursuant to other 
Acts made available under this heading shall 
be available only upon enactment of legisla- 
tion specifically authorizing such appropria- 
tions.] 

PROGRAM AND INFRASTRUCTURE ASSISTANCE 

For environmental programs and infrastruc- 
ture assistance, including capitalization grants 
Jor state revolving funds and performance part- 
nership grants, $2,340,000,000, to remain avail- 
able until expended, of which $1,500,000,000 
shall be for making capitalization grants for 
State revolving funds to support water infra- 
structure financing; $100,000,000 for architec- 
tural, engineering, design, construction and re- 
lated activities in connection with the construc- 
tion of high priority water and wastewater fa- 
cilities in the area of the United States-Merico 
Border, after consultation with the appropriate 
border commission; $50,000,000 for grants to the 
State of Texas, which shall be matched by an 
equal amount of State funds from State re- 
sources, for the purpose of improving 
wastewater treatment for colonias; and 
$15,000,000 for grants to the State of Alaska, 
subject to an appropriate cost share as deter- 
mined by the Administrator, to address 
wastewater infrastructure needs of Alaska Na- 
tive villages: Provided, That beginning in fiscal 
year 1996 and each fiscal year thereafter, and 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, the 
Administrator is authorized to make grants an- 
nually from funds appropriated under this 
heading, subject to such terms and conditions as 
the Administrator shall establish, to any State 
or federally recognized Indian tribe for multi- 
media or single media pollution prevention, con- 
trol and abatement and related environmental 
activities at the request of the Governor or other 
appropriate State official or the tribe: Provided 
further, That from funds appropriated under 
this heading, the Administrator may make 
grants to federally recognized Indian govern- 
ments for the development of multimedia envi- 
ronmental programs: Provided further, That of 
the $1,500,000,000 for capitalization grants for 
State revolving funds to support water infra- 
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structure financing, $500,000,000 shall be for 
drinking water State revolving funds, but if no 
drinking water State revolving fund legislation 
is enacted by December 31, 1995, these funds 
shall immediately be available for making cap- 
italization grants under title VI of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Асі, as amended: Pro- 
vided further, That of the funds made available 
under this heading in Public Law 103-327 and 
in Public Law 103-124 for capitalization grants 
for State revolving funds to support water infra- 
structure financing, $225,000,000 shall be made 
available for capitalization grants for State re- 
volving funds under title VI of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended, if no 
drinking water State revolving fund legislation 
is enacted by December 31, 1995. 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
SEC. 301. MORATORIUM ON CERTAIN EMISSIONS 
TESTING REQUIREMENTS. 


(а) MORATORIUM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL,—The Administrator of the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency (referred to in 
this subsection as the Administrator) shall 
not require adoption or implementation by a 
State of a test-only or 1/М240 enhanced vehicle 
inspection and maintenance program as a means 
of compliance with section 182 of the Clean Air 
Act (42 U.S.C. 7511а), but the Administrator 
may approve such a program if a State chooses 
to adopt the program as a means of compliance. 

(2) REPEAL.—Paragraph (1) is repealed effec- 
tive as of the date that is 1 year after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

(b) PLAN APPROVAL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency (referred to in 
this subsection as the Administrator) shall 
not disapprove a State implementation plan re- 
vision under section 182 of the Clean Air Act (42 
U.S.C. 7511а) on the basis of a regulation pro- 
viding for a 50-percent discount for alternative 
test-and-repair inspection and maintenance pro- 


grams. 

(2) CREDIT.—If a State provides data for a 
proposed inspection and maintenance system for 
which credits are appropriate under section 182 
of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7511а), the Ad- 
ministrator shall allow the full amount of credit 
for the system that is appropriate without re- 
gard to any regulation that implements that sec- 
tion by requiring centralized emissions testing. 

(3) DEADLINE.—The Administrator shall com- 
plete and present a technical assessment of data 
for a proposed inspection and maintenance sys- 
tem submitted by a State not later than 45 days 
after the date of submission. 

SEC. 302. None of the funds made available in 
this Act may be used by the Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency to impose or enforce any require- 
ment that a State implement trip reduction 
measures to reduce vehicular emissions. Section 
304 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7604) shall 
not apply with respect to any such requirement 
during the period beginning on the date of the 
enactment of this Act and ending September 30, 
1996. 

SEC. 303. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be used within the Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency for any final action by the Ad- 
ministrator or her delegate for signing and pub- 
lishing for promulgation a rule concerning any 
new standard for arsenic, sulfates, radon, 
ground water disinfection, or the contaminants 
in phase IV B in drinking water, unless the Safe 
Drinking Water Act of 1986 has been reauthor- 
ized. 

SEC. 304. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be used during fiscal year 1996 to sign, 
promulgate, implement or enforce the require- 
ment proposed as “Regulation of Fuels and Fuel 
Additives; Individual Foreign Refinery Baseline 
Requirements for Reformulated Gasoline” at 
volume 59 of the Federal Register at pages 22800 
through 22814. 
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SEC. 305. None of the funds appropriated to 
the Environmental Protection Agency for fiscal 
year 1996 may be used to implement section 
404(c) of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act, as amended. No pending action by the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency to implement 
section 404(c) with respect to an individual per- 
mit shall remain in effect after the date of en- 
actment of this Act. 

SEC. 306. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, for this fiscal year and hereafter, an in- 
dustrial discharger to the Kalamazoo Water 
Reclamation Plant, an advanced wastewater 
treatment plant with activated carbon, may be 
exempted from categorical pretreatment stand- 
ards under section 307(b) of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, as amended, if the fol- 
lowing conditions are met: (1) the Kalamazoo 
Water Reclamation Plant applies to the State of 
Michigan for an exemption for such industrial 
discharger and (2) the State or the Adminis- 
trator, as applicable, approves such exemption 
request based upon a determination that the 
Kalamazoo Water Reclamation Plant will pro- 
vide treatment consistent with or better than 
treatment requirements set forth by the EPA, 
and there exists an operative financial contract 
between the City of Kalamazoo and the indus- 
trial user and an approved local pretreatment 
program, including a joint monitoring program 
and local controls to prevent against inter- 
ference and pass through. i 

SEC. 307. No funds appropriated by this Act 
may be used during fiscal year 1996 to enforce 
the requirements of section 211(т)(2) of the 
Clean Air Act that require fuel refiners, market- 
ers, or persons who sell or dispense fuel to ulti- 
mate consumers in any carbon monoxide non- 
attainment area in Alaska to use methyl tertiary 
butyl ether (MTBE) to meet the orygen require- 
ments of that section. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY 


For necessary expenses of the Office of 
Science and Technology Policy, in carrying 
out the purposes of the National Science and 
Technology Policy, Organization, and Prior- 
ities Act of 1976 (42 U.S.C. 6601 and 6671), hire 
of passenger motor vehicles, services as au- 
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, not to exceed $2,500 
for official reception and representation ex- 
penses, and rental of conference rooms in the 
District of Columbia, $4,981,000: Provided, 
That the Office of Science and Technology 
Policy shall reimburse other agencies for not 
less than one-half of the personnel com- 
pensation costs of individuals detailed to it. 


COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AND 
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 


{To carry out the orderly termination of 
the programs and activities authorized by] 
For necessary expenses to continue functions 
assigned to the Council on Environmental Qual- 
ity and Office of Environmental Quality pursu- 
ant to the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969, the Environmental Improvement 
Act of 1970 and Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 
1977, $1,000,000. 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
[DISASTER RELIEF 

[For necessary expenses in carrying out 
the functions of the Robert T. Stafford Dis- 
aster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act 
(42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.), $235,500,000, to remain 
available until expended.) 

DISASTER ASSISTANCE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 


For the cost of direct loans, $2,155,000, as 
authorized by section 319 of the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As- 
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.): Provided, 
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That such costs, including the cost of modi- 
fying such loans, shall be as defined in sec- 
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, as amended: Provided further, That these 
funds are available to subsidize gross obliga- 
tions for the principal amount of direct loans 
not to exceed $25,000,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the direct loan program, $95,000. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro- 
vided for, including hire and purchase of 
motor vehicles (31 U.S.C. 1343); uniforms, or 
allowances therefor, as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 5901-5902; services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C, 3109, but at rates for individuals not 
to exceed the per diem rate equivalent to the 
rate for GS-18; expenses of attendance of co- 
operating officials and individuals at meet- 
ings concerned with the work of emergency 
preparedness; transportation in connection 
with the continuity of Government programs 
to the same extent and in the same manner 
as permitted the Secretary of a Military De- 
partment under 10 U.S.C. 2632; and not to ex- 
ceed $2,500 for official reception and rep- 
resentation expenses; І5162,000,0001 
$166,000,000. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Inspector General in carrying out the provi- 
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, $4,400,000. 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND 
ASSISTANCE 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro- 
vided for, to carry out activities under the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as 
amended, and the Flood Disaster Protection 
Act of 1973, as amended (42 U.S.C. 4001 et 
seq.), the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief 
and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5121 et seq.), the Earthquake Hazards Reduc- 
tion Act of 1977, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7701 et 
seq.), the Federal Fire Prevention and Con- 
trol Act of 1974, as amended (15 U.S.C. 2201 et 
seq.), [the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, 
as amended (50 U.S.C. App. 2251 et seq.),] the 
Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended 
(50 U.S.C, App. 2061 et seq.), sections 107 and 
303 of the National Security Act of 1947, as 
amended (50 U.S.C. 404-405), and Reorganiza- 
tion Plan No. 3 of 1978, $203,044,000. 

EMERGENCY FOOD AND SHELTER PROGRAM 

There is hereby appropriated $100,000,000 to 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
to carry out an emergency food and shelter 
program pursuant to title Ш of Public Law 
100-77, as amended: Provided, That total ad- 
ministrative costs shall not exceed three and 
one-half per centum of the total appropria- 
tion, 

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE FUND 


For activities under the National Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968, the Flood Disaster Pro- 
tection Act of 1973, and the National Flood 
Insurance Reform Act of 1994, not to exceed 
$20,562,000 for salaries and expenses associ- 
ated with flood mitigation and flood insur- 
ance operations, and not to exceed $70,464,000 
for flood mitigation, including up to 
$12,000,000 for expenses under section 1366 of 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as 
amended, which amount shall be available 
until September 30, 1997. In fiscal year 1996, 
no funds in excess of (1) $47,000,000 for operat- 
ing expenses, (2) $292,526,000 for agents’ com- 
missions and taxes, and (3) $3,500,000 for in- 
terest on Treasury borrowings shall be avail- 
able from the National Flood Insurance Fund 
without prior notice to the Committees on 
Appropriations[: Provided, That none of the 
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funds appropriated in this Act for the Fed- 
eral Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) shall be available for any further 
work on effective Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
for the City of Stockton and San Joaquin 
County, California based on FEMA’s restudy 
of flood hazards on South Paddy Creek, Mid- 
dle Paddy Creek, Paddy Creek, Bear Creek, 
Mosher Slough, Calaveras River, Potter A 
Slough, Potter B Slough, Mormon Slough, 
and the Diversion Channel]. 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION 


The Director of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency shall promulgate 
through rulemaking a methodology for as- 
sessment and collection of fees to be assessed 
and collected beginning in fiscal year 1996 
applicable to persons subject to the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency's radiologi- 
cal emergency preparedness regulations. The 
aggregate charges assessed pursuant to this 
section during fiscal year 1996 shall approxi- 
mate, but not be less than, 100 per centum of 
the amounts anticipated by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency to be obli- 
gated for its radiological emergency pre- 
paredness program for such fiscal year. The 
methodology for assessment and collection 
of fees shall be fair and equitable, and shall 
reflect the full amount of costs of providing 
radiological emergency planning, prepared- 
ness, response and associated services. Such 
fees will be assessed in a manner that re- 
flects the use of agency resources for classes 
of regulated persons and the administrative 
costs of collecting such fees. Fees received 
pursuant to this section shall be deposited in 
the general fund of the Treasury as offset- 
ting receipts. Assessment and collection of 
such fees are only authorized during fiscal 
year 1996. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
CONSUMER INFORMATION CENTER 


For necessary expenses of the Consumer 
Information Center, including services au- 
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $2,061,000, to be de- 
posited into the Consumer Information Cen- 
ter Fund: Provided, That the appropriations, 
revenues and collections deposited into the 
fund shall be available for necessary ex- 
penses of Consumer Information Center ac- 
tivities in the aggregate amount of $7,500,000. 
Administrative expenses of the Consumer In- 
formation Center in fiscal year 1996 shall not 
exceed [$2,502,000] $2,602,000. Appropriations, 
revenues, and collections accruing to this 
fund during fiscal year 1996 in excess of 
$7,500,000 shall remain in the fund and shall 
not be available for expenditure except as 
authorized in appropriations Acts. 


(DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 


(OFFICE OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS 


[For necessary expenses of the Office of 
Consumer Affairs, including services author- 
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $1,811,000: Provided, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, that Office may accept and deposit to 
this account, during fiscal year 1996, gifts for 
the purpose of defraying its costs of printing, 
publishing, and distributing consumer infor- 
mation and educational materials; may ex- 
pend up to $1,110,000 of those gifts for those 
purposes, in addition to amounts otherwise 
appropriated; and the balance shall remain 
available for expenditure for such purposes 
to the extent authorized in subsequent ap- 
propriations Acts: Provided further, That 
none of the funds provided under this head- 
ing may be made available for any other ac- 
tivities within the Department of Health and 
Human Services. 


26243 


NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION 
HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro- 
vided for, in the conduct and support of 
human space flight research and develop- 
ment activities, including research; develop- 
ment; operations; services; maintenance; 
construction of facilities including repair, 
rehabilitation, and modification of real and 
personal property, and acquisition or con- 
demnation of real property, as authorized by 
law; space flight, spacecraft control and 
communications activities including oper- 
ations, production, and services; and pur- 
chase, lease, charter, maintenance, and oper- 
ation of mission and administrative aircraft; 
185.449.600.000 J $5,337,600,000, to remain avail- 
able until September 30, 1997[: Provided, 
That of the funds made available under this 
heading, $390,000,000 of funds provided for 
Space Station shall not become available for 
obligation until August 1, 1996 and shall re- 
main available for obligation until Septem- 
ber 30, 1997]. 

SCIENCE, AERONAUTICS AND TECHNOLOGY 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro- 
vided for, for the conduct and support of 
science, aeronautics, and technology re- 
search and development activities, including 
research; development; operations; services; 
maintenance; construction of facilities in- 
cluding repair, rehabilitation and modifica- 
tion of real and personal property, and acqui- 
sition or condemnation of real property, as 
authorized by law; space flight, spacecraft 
control and communications activities in- 
cluding operations, production, and services; 
and purchase, lease, charter, maintenance, 
and operation of mission and administrative 
aircraft; [$5,588,000,000] $5,960,700,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 1997. 

MISSION SUPPORT 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro- 
vided for, in carrying out mission support for 
human space flight programs and science, 
aeronautical, and technology programs, in- 
cluding research operations and support; 
space communications activities including 
operations, production, and services; mainte- 
nance; construction of facilities including re- 
pair, rehabilitation, and modification of fa- 
cilities, minor construction of new facilities 
and additions to existing facilities, facility 
planning and design, environmental compli- 
ance and restoration, and acquisition or con- 
demnation of real property, as authorized by 
law; program management; personnel and re- 
lated costs, including uniforms or allowances 
therefor, as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901- 
5902); travel expenses; purchase, lease, char- 
ter, maintenance, and operation of mission 
and administrative aircraft; not to exceed 
$35,000 for official reception and representa- 
tion expenses; and purchase (not to exceed 
thirty-three for replacement only) and hire 
of passenger motor vehicles; [$2,618,200,000] 
$2,484,200,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 1997. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Inspector General in carrying out the provi- 
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, $16,000,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Notwithstanding the limitation on the 
availability of funds appropriated for 
Human space flight”, “Science, aeronautics 
and technology“, ог Mission support“ by 
this appropriations Act, when any activity 
has been initiated by the incurrence of obli- 
gations for construction of facilities as au- 
thorized by law, the amount available for 
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such activity shall remain available until ex- 
pended. This provision does not apply to the 
amounts appropriated in Mission support“ 
pursuant to the authorization for repair, re- 
habilitation and modification of facilities, 
minor construction of new facilities and ad- 
ditions to existing facilities, and facility 
planning and design. 

Notwithstanding the limitation on the 
availability of funds appropriated for 
Human space flight“, “Science, aeronautics 
and technology“, or Mission support“ by 
this appropriations Act, the amounts appro- 
priated for construction of facilities shall re- 
main available until September 30, 1998. 

Notwithstanding the limitation on the 
availability of funds appropriated for ““Міз- 
sion support” and “Office of Inspector Gen- 
eral”, amounts made available by this Act 
for personnel and related costs and travel ex- 
penses of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration shall remain available 
until September 30, 1996 and may be used to 
enter into contracts for training, investiga- 
tions, cost associated with personnel ге1оса- 
tion, and for other services, to be provided 
during the next fiscal year. 

[Чо amount appropriated pursuant to this 
or any other Act may be used for the lease or 
construction of a new contractor funded fa- 
cility for exclusive use in support of a con- 
tract or contracts with the National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration under 
which the Administration would be required 
to substantially amortize through payment 
or reimbursement such contractor in vest- 
ment, unless an appropirations Act specifies 
the lease or contract pursuant to which such 
facilities are to be constructed or leased or 
such facility is otherwise identified in such 
Act. The Administrator may authorize such 
facility lease or construction, if he deter- 
mines, in consultation with the Committees 
on Appropriations, that deferral of such ac- 
tion until the enactment of the next appro- 
priations Act would be inconsistent with the 
interest of the Nation in aeronautical and 
space activities.] 

The unexpired balances of prior appropria- 
tions to NASA for activities for which funds 
are provided under this Act may be trans- 
ferred to the new account established for the 
appropriation that provides funds for such 
activity under this Act. Balances so trans- 
ferred may be merged with funds in the 
newly established account and thereafter 
may be accounted for as one fund to be avail- 
able for the same purposes and under the 
same terms and conditions. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law or regulation, the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration shall convey, 
without reimbursement, to the State of Mis- 
sissippi, all rights, title and interest of the 
United States in the property known as the 
Yellow Creek Facility and consisting of ap- 
proximately 1,200 acres near the city of Iuka, 
Mississippi, including all improvements 
thereon and also including any personal 
property owned by NASA that is currently 
located on-site and which the State of Mis- 
sissippi requires to facilitate the transfer: 
Provided, That appropriated funds shall be 
used to effect this conveyance: Provided fur- 
ther, That $10,000,000 in appropriated funds 
otherwise available to the National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration shall be 
transferred to the State of Mississippi to be 
used in the transition of the facility: Pro- 
vided further, That each Federal agency with 
prior contact to the site shall remain responsible 
for any and all environmental remediation made 
necessary as a result of its activities on the site: 
Provided further, That in consideration of 
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this conveyance, the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration may require such 
other terms and conditions as the Adminis- 
trator deems appropriate to protect the in- 
terests of the United States: Provided further, 
That the conveyance of the site and the 
transfer of the funds to the State of Mis- 
sissippi shall occur not later than thirty 
days from the date of enactment of this Act. 

{The Administrator of the National 
Aeronauties and Space Administration shall 
conduct a study of the closing or re-structur- 
ing of Space Flight Centers and Research 
Centers. The study shall include an analysis 
of functions currently being performed at 
each Center, the cost of performing each 
function at its current location and at log- 
ical alternative Centers, the schedule for 
transitioning functions to alternative Cen- 
ters, and the overall cost savings which will 
be derived from the closing or re-structuring 
of each Center. The findings of the study, in- 
cluding a detailed schedule for completion of 
the re-structuring, shall be submitted to the 
Congress no later than March 31, 1996. Clo- 
sure or re-structuring of these Centers shall 
be completed no later than October 1, 1998.) 

Of the funds made available by this Act under 
the heading Human Space Flight", $390,000,000 
of funds provided for Space Station shail not be- 
come available for obligation until August 1, 
1996 and shall remain available for obligation 
until September 30, 1997. 


NATIONAL CREDIT UNION ADMINISTRATION 
CENTRAL LIQUIDITY FACILITY 


During fiscal year 1996, gross obligations of 
the Central Liquidity Facility for the prin- 
cipal amount of new direct loans to member 
credit unions as authorized by the National 
Credit Union Central Liquidity Facility Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1795) shall not exceed $600,000,000: 
Provided, That administrative expenses of 
the Central Liquidity Facility in fiscal year 
1996 shall not exceed $560,000. 


NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
RESEARCH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES 


For necessary expenses in carrying out the 
purposes of the National Science Foundation 
Act of 1950, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1861-1875), 
and the Act to establish a National Medal of 
Science (42 U.S.C. 1880-1881); services as au- 
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; maintenance and 
operation of aircraft and purchase of flight 
services for research support; acquisition of 
aircraft; $2,294,000,000, of which not to exceed 
$235,000,000 shall remain available until ex- 
pended for Polar research and operations 
support, and for reimbursement to other 
Federal agencies for operational and science 
support and logistical and other related ac- 
tivities for the United States Antarctic pro- 
gram; the balance to remain available until 
September 30, 1997: Provided, That receipts 
for scientific support services and materials 
furnished by the National Research Centers 
and other National Science Foundation sup- 
ported research facilities may be credited to 
this appropriation: Provided further, That to 
the extent that the amount appropriated is 
less than the total amount authorized to be 
appropriated for included program activities, 
all amounts, including floors and ceilings, 
specified in the authorizing Act for those 
program activities or their subactivities 
shall be reduced proportionally. 

MAJOR RESEARCH EQUIPMENT 

For necessary expenses in carrying out 
major construction projects, and related ex- 
penses, pursuant to the purposes of the Na- 
tional Science Foundation Act of 1950, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 1861-1875), $70,000,000, to 
remain available until expended. 
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ACADEMIC RESEARCH INFRASTRUCTURE 


For necessary expenses in carrying out an 
academic research infrastructure program 
pursuant to the purposes of the National 
Science Foundation Act of 1950, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 1861-1875), including services as au- 
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109 and rental of con- 
ference rooms in the District of Columbia, 
$100,000,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 1997. 

EDUCATION AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

For necessary expenses in carrying out 
science and engineering education and 
human resources programs and activities 
pursuant to the purposes of the National 
Science Foundation Act of 1950, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 1861-1875), including services as au- 
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109 and rental of con- 
ference rooms in the District of Columbia, 
$599,000,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 1997: Provided, That to the extent 
that the amount of this appropriation is less 
than the total amount authorized to be ap- 
propriated for included program activities, 
all amounts, including floors and ceilings, 
specified in the authorizing Act for those 
program activities or their subactivities 
shall be reduced proportionally. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


For necessary salaries and expenses in car- 
rying out the purposes of the National 
Science Foundation Act of 1950, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 1861-1875); services authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109; hire of passenger motor vehicles; 
not to exceed $9,000 for official reception and 
representation expenses; uniforms or allow- 
ances therefor, as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 
5901-5902); rental of conference rooms in the 
District of Columbia; reimbursement of the 
General Services Administration for security 
guard services; $127,310,000: Provided, That 
contracts may be entered into under salaries 
and expenses in fiscal year 1996 for mainte- 
nance and operation of facilities, and for 
other services, to be provided during the 
next fiscal year. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 


For necessary expenses of the Office of In- 
spector General in carrying out the provi- 
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, $4,490,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 1997. 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION HEADQUARTERS 
RELOCATION 

For necessary support of the relocation of 
the National Science Foundation, $5,200,000: 
Provided, That these funds shall be used to 
reimburse the General Services Administra- 
tion for services and related acquisitions in 
support of relocating the National Science 
Foundation. 

NEIGHBORHOOD REINVESTMENT CORPORATION 


PAYMENT TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD 
REINVESTMENT CORPORATION 


For payment to the Neighborhood Rein- 
vestment Corporation for use in neighbor- 
hood reinvestment activities, as authorized 
by the Neighborhood Reinvestment Corpora- 
tion Act (42 U.S.C. 8101-8107), $38,667,000. 

SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


For necessary expenses of the Selective 
Service System, including expenses of at- 
tendance at meetings and of training for uni- 
formed personnel assigned to the Selective 
Service System, as authorized by law (5 
U.S.C. 4101-4118) for civilian employees; and 
not to exceed $1,000 for official reception and 
representation expenses; $22,930,000: Provided, 
That during the current fiscal year, the 
President may exempt this appropriation 
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from the provisions of 31 U.S.C. 1341, when- 
ever he deems such action to be necessary in 
the interest of national defense: Provided fur- 
ther, That none of the funds appropriated by 
the Act may be expended for or in connec- 
tion with the induction of any person into 
the Armed Forces of the United States. 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
FAIR HOUSING AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 
FAIR HOUSING ACTIVITIES 

For contracts, grants, and other assistance, 
not otherwise provided for, as authorized by 
title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, as 
amended by the Fair Housing Amendments Act 
of 1988, and for contracts with qualified fair 
housing enforcement organizations, as author- 
ized by section 561 of the Housing and Commu- 
nity Development Act of 1987, as amended by 
the Housing and Community Development Act 
‘of 1992, $30,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 1997. ; 

All functions, activities and responsibilities of 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment relating to title VIII of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1968, as amended by the Fair Housing 
Amendments Act of 1988, and the Fair Housing 
Act, including any rights guaranteed under the 
Fair Housing Act (including any functions re- 
lating to the Fair Housing Initiatives program 
under section 561 of the Housing and Commu- 
nity Development Act of 1987), are hereby trans- 
ferred to the Attorney General of the United 
States. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 


OFFICE OF FEDERAL HOUSING ENTERPRISE 
OVERSIGHT 


For carrying out the Federal Housing Enter- 
prise Financial Safety and Soundness Act of 
1992, $14,895,000, to remain available until ет- 
pended, for the Federal Housing Enterprise 
Oversight Fund: Provided, That such funds 
shall be collected as authorized by sections 
1316(a) and (b) of such Act, and deposited in the 
Fund under section 1316(f) of such Act: Pro- 
vided further, That notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall have all powers and rights of the Director 
and the Fund shall be within the Department of 
the Treasury. 

TITLE IV 
CORPORATIONS 


Corporations and agencies of the Depart- 
ment of Housing and Urban Development 
which are subject to the Government Cor- 
poration Control Act, as amended, are here- 
by authorized to make such expenditures, 
within the limits of funds and borrowing au- 
thority available to each such corporation or 
agency and in accord with law, and to make 
such contracts and commitments without re- 
gard to fiscal year limitations as provided by 
section 104 of the Act as may be necessary in 
carrying out the programs set forth in the 
budget for 1996 for such corporation or agen- 
cy except as hereinafter provided; Provided, 
That collections of these corporations and 
agencies may be used for new loan or mort- 
gage purchase commitments only to the ex- 
tent expressly provided for in this Act (un- 
less such loans are in support of other forms 
of assistance provided for in this or prior ap- 
propriations Acts), except that this proviso 
shall not apply to the mortgage insurance or 
guaranty operations of these corporations, 
or where loans or mortgage purchases are 
necessary to protect the financial interest of 
the United States Government. 


RESOLUTION TRUST CORPORATION 
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 


For necessary expenses of the Office of In- 
spector General in carrying out the provi- 
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sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, $11,400,000. 
TITLE V 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SECTION 501. Where appropriations in titles 
I, П, and ПІ of this Act are expendable for 
travel expenses and no specific limitation 
has been placed thereon, the expenditures for 
such travel expenses may not exceed the 
amounts set forth therefor in the budget es- 
timates submitted for the appropriations: 
Provided, That this section shall not apply to 
travel performed by uncompensated officials 
of local boards and appeal boards of the Se- 
lective Service System; to travel performed 
directly in connection with care and treat- 
ment of medical beneficiaries of the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs; to travel per- 
formed in connection with major disasters or 
emergencies declared or determined by the 
President under the provisions of the Robert 
T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency 
Assistance Act; to travel performed by the 
Offices of Inspector General in connection 
with audits and investigations; or to pay- 
ments to interagency motor pools where sep- 
arately set forth in the budget schedules: 
Provided further, That if appropriations in ti- 
tles I, П, and ІП exceed the amounts set 
forth in budget estimates initially submitted 
for such appropriations, the expenditures for 
travel may correspondingly exceed the 
amounts therefor set forth in the estimates 
in the same proportion. 

Sec. 502. Appropriations and funds avail- 
able for the administrative expenses of the 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment and the Selective Service System shall 
be available in the current fiscal year for 
purchase of uniforms, or allowances therefor, 
as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-5902); hire 
of passenger motor vehicles; and services as 
authorized by 5 U.S.C, 3109. 

Sec. 503. Funds of the Department of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development subject to the 
Government Corporation Control Act or sec- 
tion 402 of the Housing Act of 1950 shall be 
available, without regard to the limitations 
on administrative expenses, for legal serv- 
ices on a contract or fee basis, and for utiliz- 
ing and making payment for services and fa- 
cilities of Federal National Mortgage Asso- 
ciation, Government National Mortgage As- 
sociation, Federal Home Loan Mortgage Cor- 
poration, Federal Financing Bank, Resolu- 
tion Trust Corporation, Federal Reserve 
banks or any member thereof, Federal Home 
Loan banks, and any insured bank within the 
meaning of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation Act, as amended (12 U.S.C. 1811- 
1831). 

БЕС. 504. No part of any appropriation con- 
tained in this Act shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un- 
less expressly so provided herein. 

БЕс. 505. No funds appropriated by this Act 
may be expended— 

(1) pursuant to a certification of an officer 
or employee of the United States unless— 

(A) such certification is accompanied by, 
or is part of, a voucher or abstract which de- 
scribes the payee or payees and the items or 
services for which such expenditure is being 
made, or 

(B) the expenditure of funds pursuant to 
such certification, and without such a vouch- 
er or abstract, is specifically authorized by 
law; and 

(2) unless such expenditure is subject to 
audit by the General Accounting Office or is 
specifically exempt by law from such audit. 

Sec. 506. None of the funds provided in this 
Act to any department or agency may be ex- 
pended for the transportation of any officer 
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or employee of such department or agency 
between his domicile and his place of em- 
ployment, with the exception of any officer 
or employee authorized such transportation 
under title 31, United States Code, section 
1344. 

Бес. 507. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be used for payment, through 
grants or contracts, to recipients that do not 
share in the cost of conducting research re- 
sulting from proposals not specifically solic- 
ited by the Government: Provided, That the 
extent of cost sharing by the recipient shall 
reflect the mutuality of interest of the 
grantee or contractor and the Government in 
the research. 

Sec. 508. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be used, directly or through grants, 
to pay or to provide reimbursement for pay- 
ment of the salary of a consultant (whether 
retained by the Federal Government or a 
grantee) at more than the daily equivalent of 
the rate paid for Level IV of the Executive 
Schedule, unless specifically authorized by 
law. 

Sec. 509. None of the funds in this Act shall 
be used to pay the expenses of, or otherwise 
compensate, non-Federal parties intervening 
in regulatory or adjudicatory proceedings. 
Nothing herein affects the authority of the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission pur- 
suant to section 7 of the Consumer Product 
Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2056 et seq.). 

Sec. 510. Except as otherwise provided 
under existing law or under an existing Exec- 
utive order issued pursuant to an existing 
law, the obligation or expenditure of any ap- 
propriation under this Act for contracts for 
any consulting service shall be limited to 
contracts which are (1) a matter of public 
record and available for public inspection, 
and (2) thereafter included in a publicly 
available list of all contracts entered into 
within twenty-four months prior to the date 
on which the list is made available to the 
public and of all contracts on which perform- 
ance has not been completed by such date. 
The list required by the preceding sentence 
shall be updated quarterly and shall include 
a narrative description of the work to be per- 
formed under each such contract. 

БЕС. 511. Except as otherwise provided by 
law, no part of any appropriation contained 
in this Act shall be obligated or expended by 
any executive agency, as referred to in the 
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 
U.S.C. 401 et seq.) for a contract for services 
unless such executive agency (1) has awarded 
and entered into such contract in full com- 
pliance with such Act and the regulations 
promulgated thereunder, and (2) requires any 
report prepared pursuant to such contract, 
including plans, evaluations, studies, analy- 
ses and manuals, and any report prepared by 
the agency which is substantially derived 
from or substantially includes any report 
prepared pursuant to such contract, to con- 
tain information concerning (A) the contract 
pursuant to which the report was prepared, 
and (B) the contractor who prepared the re- 
port pursuant to such contract. 

Бес. 512. Except as otherwise provided in 
section 506, none of the funds provided in 
this Act to any department or agency shall 
be obligated or expended to provide a per- 
sonal cook, chauffeur, or other personal serv- 
ants to any officer or employee of such de- 
partment or agency. 

БЕС. 513. None of the funds provided in this 
Act to any department or agency shall be ob- 
ligated or expended to procure passenger 
automobiles as defined іп 15 U.S.C. 2001 with 
an EPA estimated miles per gallon average 
of less than 22 miles per gallon. 
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БЕС. 514. Such sums as may be necessary 
for fiscal year 1996 pay raises for programs 
funded by this Act shall be absorbed within 
the levels appropriated in this Act. 

Sec. 515. None of the funds appropriated in 
title I of this Act shall be used to enter into 
any new lease of real property if the esti- 
mated annual rental is more than $300,000 
unless the Secretary submits, in writing, a 
report to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the Congress and a period of 30 days has 
expired following the date on which the re- 
port is received by the Committees on Ap- 
propriations. 

Sec. 516. (a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE 
EQUIPMENT AND PRoDUCTS.—It is the sense of 
the Congress that, to the greatest extent 
practicable, all equipment and products pur- 
chased with funds made available in this Act 
should be American-made. 

(b) NOTICE REQUIREMENT.—In providing fi- 
nancial assistance to, or entering into any 
contract with, any entity using funds made 
available in this Act, the head of each Fed- 
eral agency, to the greatest extent prac- 
ticable, shall provide to such entity a notice 
describing the statement made in subsection 
(a) by the Congress. 

БЕС. 517. None of the funds appropriated іп 
this Act may be used to implement any cap 
on reimbursements to grantees for indirect 
costs, except as published in Office of Man- 
agement and Budget Circular А-21. 

Sec. 518. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used for any program, 
project, or activity, when it is made known 
to the Federal entity or official to which the 
funds are made available that the program, 
project, or activity is not in compliance with 
any Federal law relating to risk assessment, 
the protection of private property rights, or 
unfunded mandates. 

ІБЕс. 519. (a) CONTRACTOR CONVERSION.— 
The Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency shall cease any further 
hiring in the Agency’s Office of Research and 
Development. 

Leb) REPORT.—Not later than January 1, 
1996, the head of the Office of Research and 
Development of the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency shall submit to the Congress a 
report on all staffing plans including the use 
of Federal and contract employees.] 

SEC. 520. Such funds as may be necessary to 
carry out the orderly termination of the Office 
of Consumer Affairs shall be made available 
from funds appropriated to the Department of 
Health and Human Services for fiscal year 1996. 

This Act may be cited as the Depart- 
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and 
Urban Development, and Independent Agen- 
cies Appropriations Act, 1996”. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the 
Chair. 

The Departments of Veterans Affairs 
and Housing and Urban Development 
and independent agencies appropria- 
tions bill for fiscal year 1996 embodies 
а comprehensive and systematic re- 
structuring of Federal programs and 
activities within its jurisdiction. 

Critical activities are refocused and 
supported. 

Reforms to begin the difficult process 
of restoring fiscal reality and improv- 
ing efficiency are initiated. 

Over $1 billion of obsolete and failed 
activities are terminated. 

The proliferation of small, burden- 
some, categorical programs is cleared 
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away and delegated in block grants to 
States and local governments. 

Unsustainable policy mandates are 
repealed. 

Now, Mr. President, there is no 
longer any dispute over the critical 
need to reduce excessive Federal spend- 
ing and to bring the budget back into 
balance. It has been nearly 30 years 
since the Federal Government curbed 
its appetite for spending to match its 
income. Since that time, Federal out- 
lays have increased from $184 billion to 
nearly $1.6 trillion. The gross Federal 
debt has soared from less than $370 bil- 
lion to nearly $5 trillion. Interest on 
the Federal debt now exceeds the $260 
billion annual expenditure for all do- 
mestic discretionary programs by over 
$100 billion. 

Unless these alarming budgetary 
trends are reversed, resources available 
for discretionary programs such as 
those funded in this appropriations bill 
will soon shrink to negligible levels. 
The committee accepts measured re- 
ductions in discretionary spending as a 
necessary component of the multiyear 
budgetary plan to balance the Federal 
budget by the year 2002, if only because 
the consequences of failing to make 
such prudent reductions will be dev- 
astating, not only for ourselves, but 
our children, and their children. In ad- 
dition, a balanced Federal budget will 
fuel new vitality in our Nation’s econ- 
omy which will provide the revenue 
necessary to sustain the priority pro- 
grams which we propose to continue. 

The artificial stimulus of runaway 
deficit spending has failed. It is col- 
lapsing under the weight of a massive 
Federal debt, and is being crowded out 
by the pressure to meet interest pay- 
ments on the debt and other manda- 
tory costs. The bitter medicine of the 
congressional budget resolution is the 
only antidote to this poisoning of our 
Nation’s economic health. If we stay 
the course, and cure our addiction to 
deficit spending, we have our best 
chance of sustaining the truly critical 
programs included in this appropria- 
tions bill. 

Finally, the budget crisis has created 
a rare opportunity to address long-fes- 
tering problems and reexamining long- 
entrenched social dogma underpinning 
many failed governmental programs. 

Welfare reform, in part, is being im- 
plemented in the restructuring of low- 
income housing assistance programs 
funded in this appropriations bill. The 
1960's era strategy of building high-rise 
public housing for families has failed. 
There is broad acceptance that these 
drug-infested, crime-breeding blights 
must be demolished. This bill provides 
a targeted focus on such efforts, but it 
also examines the root causes of such 
horrendously expensive failures and 
recommends comprehensive reform 
proposals to prevent such conditions 
from reoccurring, including efforts to 
encourage employment by recipients. 
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The committee recommendation pro- 
vides for the termination or consolida- 
tion of scores of duplicative, wasteful 
or otherwise unnecessary programs and 
activities. The bill terminates five 
agencies—the Corporation for National 
and Community Service, AmeriCorps, 
the Office of Consumer Affairs, the 
Chemical Safety and Hazard Board, the 
Community Development Financial In- 
stitutions Board, and the Office of Fed- 
eral Housing Enterprise Oversight, 
whose functions are transferred to the 
Secretary of the Treasury. In addition, 
the bill reflects the previously man- 
dated termination of the Resolution 
Trust Corporation. 

Another aspect of this bill is the as- 
sessment of the value of services pro- 
vided by agencies, such as the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs. In some 
cases, existing delivery schemes and 
organizational structures have been 
found deficient. For example, while 
most veterans medical facilities deliver 
top quality health services, many in- 
stances of systemic inefficiencies and a 
number of cases of substandard care 
have been painfully documented. 

The committee is recommending ac- 
celerated adoption of modern medical 
practices for health care delivery in 
the VA system. In addition, the com- 
mittee has targeted budgetary reduc- 
tions in the Washington, DC, head- 
quarters bureaucracy which impede, 
rather than facilitate, innovation and 
initiative at the local hospital and 
clinic level. 

Mr. President, in the short time since 
I have assumed the chairmanship of 
this subcommittee, I have appealed and 
appealed again to the Secretary of Vet- 
erans Affairs for his help and assist- 
ance. During consideration of the budg- 
et resolution, I expressed my concern 
over the potential impact of discre- 
tionary budget reductions on the De- 
partment of Veterans Affairs, and I 
specifically requested the advice and 
recommendations of the Secretary on 
how we could minimize the adverse ef- 
fects of the constrained resources. 

I wrote to the Secretary again after 
the House passed its appropriations bill 
in July and again in August. In each 
instance, the Secretary has not only 
failed to be responsive but has em- 
barked instead on an concerted cam- 
paign to whip up opposition by veter- 
ans organizations and members of his 
own Department against any reforms 
or changes or improvements in the way 
the Department does business. 

We can admire the Secretary for his 
tenacious advocacy of veterans service 
and benefits, but as the chief adminis- 
trator of a $37 billion agency, he must 
also accept responsibility for working 
with the rest of the administration and 
the Congress in improving manage- 
ment of his Department to meet the 
challenges of a declining discretionary 
Federal budget. 
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Despite the $9 billion overall reduc- 
tion in the bill for discretionary appro- 
priations, we are recommending an in- 
crease of $235 million for VA medical 
care. In a few instances, the committee 
was able to recommend modest in- 


creases in other VA accounts over the 


levels contained in the House-passed 
bill, such as $5 million for medical re- 
search and $59 million to accelerate 
veterans claims processing. There 
should be no doubt our goal is to im- 
prove services and benefits for our Na- 
tion’s veterans. What is more impor- 
tant, during these times of budgetary 
constraint, our goal can be accom- 
plished with overall reductions in the 
rate of increase of funding for the De- 
partment if we insist that the VA mod- 
ernize its operations and reduce admin- 
istrative overhead. 

With the cooperation and help of the 
veterans, their service organizations 
and the Secretary, we could achieve 
this goal that we all share. 

Mr. President, the committee has 
also seized this opportunity to probe 
deeply into the structure and manage- 
ment of the Environmental Protection 
Agency. The critical mission served by 
the EPA requires substantial direct 
funding and, through its regulatory au- 
thorities, imposes a tremendous finan- 
cial burden on the economy and on all 
Americans. 

The committee has recommended a 
new focus in the agency on improving 
the quality of the scientific basis for 
its regulatory decisionmaking. 

In addition, the committee reviewed 
the internal resource allocation man- 
agement structure of EPA and is rec- 
ommending a number of improvements 
to assure better cooperation with other 
levels of Government and to focus Fed- 
eral expenditures on activities of 
greater environmental benefit. 

The amount provided for EPA is $5.66 
billion. While this represents a reduc- 
tion of about $1 billion below the fiscal 
year 1995 level, it is an increase of $769 
million, 16 percent over the House. 

The cuts below last year come pri- 
marily from Superfund and sewer 
treatment earmarks. As to Superfund, 
it is my strong view that there is no 
need to throw more money at a pro- 
gram which does not work and which 
badly needs to be reauthorized, re- 
vamped, and modernized. There is over- 
whelming documentation of how law- 
yers and other administrative cost bur- 
dens are milking the lion’s share of 
these funds. This allocation of re- 
sources serves neither the environment 
nor the taxpayers, nor those who are 
being assessed charges for these activi- 
ties. 

While the authorizing committee is 
preparing reform legislation, we pro- 
pose а moratorium оп low-priority 
Superfund work. 

Last year’s bill also included about 
$800 million in sewer construction ear- 
marks for specific cities. All of that is 
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eliminated in this year’s bill. By elimi- 
nating these earmarks, the committee 
was able to increase to $1.5 billion the 
appropriation for the State revolving 
funds which are distributed on an equi- 
table formula basis to finance 
wastewater treatment facilities across 
the Nation. This is а 21-percent in- 
crease in a critical form of assistance 
to States and localities in meeting 
Federal clean water mandates and safe 
drinking water mandates if the meas- 
ure is authorized. 

The recommendation provides close 
to current funding levels for EPA’s 
core operating programs—research, 
standard setting, technical assistance 
activities—while eliminating programs 
which are not crucial to the agency’s 
core mission or which duplicate private 
sector or other agencies or State ac- 
tivities. 

The committee recommends provid- 
ing full funding to the States for their 
critical environmental programs which 
they run. More than 40 percent of the 
appropriations, $2.34 billion, goes di- 
rectly to the States for grants to meet 
environmental mandates. This is an in- 
crease of $310 million over last year, 
and by providing those funds in a sepa- 
rate account for the first time, we can 
be sure that EPA will not be dipping 
into State funds to fund its own activi- 
ties. 

A great deal of attention has been fo- 
cused on the so-called legislative riders 
included in the House-passed bill. Al- 
though House floor action concerned 17 
of these provisions, the House bill, as it 
was finally passed, contained a total of 
23 of these riders. 

As cochairman of the regulatory re- 
form task force, as a member of the 
Senate Environment and Public Works 
Committee, I am well aware of the 
need to restructure and redirect many 
of the regulatory policies of EPA. Fur- 
thermore, many of us are concerned 
over how current environmental stat- 
utes have been broadly interpreted, in- 
deed in some instances we could say 
misinterpreted, by some courts to man- 
date actions never contemplated by the 
Congress. 

I have been working, in those capac- 
ities in which I serve, to seek the fun- 
damental changes in our environ- 
mental laws which are long overdue 
and necessary to reduce regulatory 
burdens while protecting our citizens 
and the environment and ensuring that 
the vitally important work of improv- 
ing the environment continues and 
that we not step backward. These are, 
however, very complex issues which de- 
mand close examination and careful 
consideration. That is why in formulat- 
ing our recommendations, rather than 
using the House bill as a base, we did 
an independent assessment of those is- 
sues that could and should be addressed 
in this appropriations bill. 

In drafting this bill, we set forth the 
standard that we would limit the so- 
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called “riders,” administrative provi- 
sions or legislative provisions, as they 
might be called, to matters which have 
previously been enacted into law in ap- 
propriations acts, or passed the Senate 
in other current legislation, are needed 
to eliminate duplication or unneces- 
sary spending, or were narrowly draft- 
ed to meet a specific misapplication of 
law or policy. 

Only one of the 23 House riders met 
this test: A limitation against EPA 
mandated car pooling. Two were modi- 
fied to limit their application or clar- 
ify their intent—car inspection and 
maintenance and wetlands overfiling 
by EPA—and two others relating to 
drinking water were combined. The 
rest have been stricken. 

The committee is recommending 
three additional provisions: One relat- 
ing to MTBE use in Alaska, foreign re- 
fineries, and Superfund listings, all of 
which have been previously enacted. 
These are eight provisions that the 
committee believes are appropriate and 
necessary to warrant consideration. A 
list of these provisions are included in 
the agency summary attached to my 
statement. 

Mr. President, one aspect of this bill 
which deserves special attention, how- 
ever, is the committee’s recommenda- 
tions for the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development. 

The committee’s report contains an 
extensive analysis of the management 
and budgetary morass afflicting this 
Department along with an explanation 
of our proposed reforms. The commit- 
tee’s recommendations reflect many 
months of work on a focused and de- 
tailed examination of HUD and its 
housing programs. Beginning with a se- 
ries of special hearings in January, and 
drawing upon the previous work of the 
HUD inspector general, the General Ac- 
counting Office, and the National 
Academy of Public Administration, the 
committee probed deeply into these 
complex issues. The committee’s pre- 
liminary recommendations were re- 
flected in the rescission bill enacted 
earlier this year which cut HUD fund- 
ing by $6.3 billion and redirected hous- 
ing budgetary resources toward the 
more critical concerns of demolishing 
failed and obsolete projects. 

At that time the committee urged 
prompt action by the authorizing com- 
mittees on urgently needed legislative 
reforms. These statutory changes are 
needed to curb the cost of these discre- 
tionary programs. Unfortunately, since 
this legislation has not yet moved, we 
have been compelled to include these 
reforms in the appropriations bill, be- 
cause without these changes, the funds 
we appropriated would be wasted in 
perpetuating many of the inefficient, 
ineffective, counterproductive policies 
which created this mess in the first 
place. Our only alternative would have 
been to terminate funding, which 
would result in the displacement of 
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thousands of families which depend on 
this assistance, and loss of desperately 
needed affordable housing opportuni- 
ties. 

Mr. President, that is the crux of the 
issues confronting us. We either take 
on this enormous task, not only of 
finding the substantial budgetary re- 
sources necessary to sustain these pro- 
grams, but also of restructuring a host 
of very complex housing laws and pro- 
grams, or, abdicate our responsibilities 
for providing housing assistance to 
needy families. We chose the more dif- 
ficult and burdensome course. 

Reforming these housing programs 
will take time, it will take discipline, 
it will take concerted effort, and it will 
entail sacrifice. If we fail, the con- 
sequences for families currently receiv- 
ing or seeking assistance could be cata- 
strophic, especially if we permit the 
current inventory of public and as- 
sisted housing stock to deteriorate fur- 
ther. The repercussions for our cities 
will be equally dire if these housing de- 
velopments, rather than slowing or 
halting the decline of inner-city neigh- 
borhoods, merely become examples of 
further disinvestment. 

Mr. President, I am pleased that this 
bill does stand for a commitment to 
the important goals of the Federal as- 
sisted housing program. It not only 
provides the funding necessary, but to- 
gether with needed program reforms, it 
represents a coherent strategy for 
cleaning up the mess at HUD, and ena- 
bling us to place these programs on a 
sound footing to survive the further 
rounds of budget cuts which will follow 
over the next several years. 

During committee markup of this 
bill, concern was expressed over the po- 
tential cost of the legislative provi- 
sions associated with the HUD multi- 
family inventory. The three provisions 
in question were proposed to reduce the 
ongoing subsidy cost of maintaining 
these 1.6 million units of privately 
owned apartments which are covered 
by an assistance contract or by an FHA 
mortgage guarantee. The first would 
permit HUD to conduct a limited dem- 
onstration of its mark-to-market ini- 
tiative along with other multifamily 
project workout strategies. The second 
provides authority to maintain project- 
based assistance for expiring contracts 
under limited circumstances. The third 
reforms the Low-Income Housing Pres- 
ervation and Resident Homeownership 
Act [LIHPRHA] by replacing expensive 
section 8 subsidies with one-time cap- 
ital grants and loans as a lower cost in- 
centive to preserve existing affordable 
housing stock. 

The HUD multifamily portfolio costs 
taxpayers about $8 billion each year to 
subsidize, maintain, and pay-off loan 
losses, and these costs are rising be- 
cause of inflationary factors and dete- 
rioration in this aging inventory of 
apartment buildings. The administra- 
tive provisions proposed by the com- 
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mittee are intended to enable HUD to 
reduce these costs by terminating sub- 
sidies for substandard or nonviable 
projects, and to squeeze out excessive 
subsidies from others. While these 
steps are necessary to substantially re- 
duce the long-term cost of this inven- 
tory, when compared to the existing 
budgetary baseline, the measures rec- 
ommended would cause a temporary in- 
crease in outlays. These costs in fiscal 
year 1996 result from recognition of 
mortgage guarantee losses, capital 
costs of preserving older assisted 
projects, and providing alternative sub- 
sidies to replace more costly section 8 
contracts. 

Unfortunately these costs cannot be 
accommodated within the subcommit- 
tee’s very constrained budget alloca- 
tion, even though they save money 
over the longer term. 

I might add that we have worked 
with the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, Office of Manage- 
ment Budget and Congressional Budget 
Office, and staffs on both sides of the 
aisle, to come to agreement on these 
very difficult problems. We have found 
that the solution to these problems is 
in no way simple and its complexities 
has forced us to postpone the imple- 
mentation of these actions. We hope to 
continue to work with the Members on 
both sides, as well as the agency, OMB, 
and CBO, as we seek to unravel some 
very, very difficult problems which are 
facing us here. 

The committee, therefore, was forced 
to insert language which would have 
the effect of delaying the effective date 
of these provisions until fiscal year 
1997. This does not lessen the need to 
take immediate action on these issues, 
nor the committee’s intent to seek al- 
ternatives which can be accommodated 
within this year’s budget allocation. 

I hope as this bill progresses, we will 
be able to come to better solutions 
which can begin the process of unravel- 
ing these difficult and costly problems 
earlier rather than later. 

Failure by Congress to address this 
issue during this session will only exac- 
erbate tne budgetary shortfall threat- 
ening this large and critical inventory 
of assisted housing, and will lead to 
needless displacement of tens of thou- 
sands of low-income families, including 
the elderly and disabled, in fiscal year 
1996 and beyond. 

Mr. President, this appropriations 
bill reflects two principal concerns, 
both budgetary in nature. The first is 
the reversal in trend of annual in- 
creases in budgetary outlays for discre- 
tionary activities. 

Over the past decade, discretionary 
outlays for programs funded in this bill 
have increased at an average annual 
rate approaching 15 percent per year, 
primarily driven by the cumulative 
growth in low-income housing assist- 
ance programs and inflationary costs 
related to veterans medical care. The 
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congressional budget resolution for fis- 
cal year 1996, H. Con. Res. 67, however, 
abruptly reverses this trend, halting 
further continued expenditure growth 
in these programs. To comply with this 
dramatic shift in spending policies, the 
recently enacted Rescission Act for fis- 
cal year 1995, Public Law 104-19, can- 
celed a total of $8,500,000,000 in pre- 
viously appropriated funds for pro- 
grams included in this bill. 

The second, and perhaps more signifi- 
cant budgetary concern is the future 
year constraints reflected in the budg- 
et resolution 7-year projection toward 
eliminating the Federal deficit by the 
year 2002. While overall nondefense dis- 
cretionary expenditures are required to 
drop by 2.9 percent in fiscal year 1996, 
the reduction proposed for fiscal year 
1997 totals 4.4 percent, and approxi- 
mately 2 percent per year thereafter. 

The committee, therefore, is con- 
fronting a profound shift from year-to- 
year budgetary increases to a multi- 
year period of substantial declines in 
aggregate funding support, in addition 
to the erosion in program levels result- 
ing from inflationary factors. This re- 
versal in funding trends is especially 
substantial for activities and programs 
sustained by funding in this appropria- 
tions bill. 

The bill as recommended appro- 
priates a discretionary total of $61.6 
billion in budget authority. While this 
is $1.3 billion more than the House- 
passed measure, it is nearly $9 billion 
less than the President’s budget re- 
quest and the originally enacted fiscal 
year 1995 level. 

The White House, and some of my 
colleagues, have protested the overall 
size of these reductions. Frankly, when 
the committee originally established 
its subcommittee budget allocations, I 
also felt that programs funded in this 
bill should receive greater budgetary 
support. But to oppose this measure on 
the basis of its aggregate funding level 
fails to account for the necessary im- 
provements and reforms we are propos- 
ing, and ignores the crisis of deficit 
spending which requires much more 
sacrifice and budgetary reductions in 
the years to come. 

Mr. President, this is only a first step 
in a long difficult march toward a bal- 
anced budget. 

The change in direction from the 
growing budgets of the past to this de- 
clining one was abrupt, and could be 
moderated to avoid some temporary 
disruption. There should be no confu- 
sion or doubt, however, that these re- 
ductions must be made, and will be 
made either in fiscal year 1996, or soon 
thereafter. 

Mr. President, for the reasons I have 
set forth, I believe this is a responsible 
and necessary bill, one which the Sen- 
ate should support and pass. It address- 
es our urgent need to rein in Federal 
spending. It does so in a manner that 
limits and targets these resources to 
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the highest priority needs, and aggres- 
sively pursues improvements in pro- 
gram management to require increased 
effectiveness from these expenditures. 
Finally, where appropriate and nec- 
essary, the committee has rec- 
ommended program and policy reforms 
which correct well documented defi- 
ciencies in current activities. 

1 urge all my colleagues will support 
this bill, and I hope it will be enacted 
into law soon. 

I truly hope that my colleagues will 
support this bill and I hope that it will 
be enacted into law in the very near fu- 
ture. 

Mr. President, before turning to my 
distinguished ranking member, I ask 
unanimous consent that a bill sum- 
mary of H.R. 2099 be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

BILL SUMMARY—H.R. 2099 
APPROPRIATIONS SUMMARY 
5 1995 enacted—$89,920,161,061. 


V. 1996 House—79,697,360,000. 
Е.Ү. 1996 Senate—80,983,986,000. 
(Includes VA mandatory items). 
AGENCY SUMMARY 
Department of Housing and Urban Development 

Е.Ү. 1995 епабей--525,453,518,000. 

Е.Ү. 1996 request—24,340,032,000. 

Е.Ү. 1996 House—19,391,383,000. 

Е.Ү. 1996 Senate—20,329,167,000. 

The Committee is proposing landmark 
changes in the structure and nature of hous- 
ing policies to enable local housing agencies, 
community organizations, and the private 
housing industry to adjust to declining Fed- 
eral subsidy levels which have sustained and 
expanded this enterprise over the past 30 
years. These program and policy changes 
cannot be implemented without some hard- 
ships and dislocations. However, unless this 
process is immediately undertaken with fo- 
cused deliberation and détermination, the 
potential for devastating loss of affordable 
housing stock and homelessness will greatly 
increase. 

In addition to these policy changes, the 
Committee is recommending major restruc- 
turing of the Department's programs to 
eliminate an unwieldy number of proliferat- 
ing categorical activities, in favor of broad, 
multi-purpose, financial assistance grants to 
States and local units of government. This 
effort is designed to reduce the crushing 
weight of Federal administrative and regu- 
latory burdens on local program managers, 
and to reduce sharply an agency which wide- 
ly has been cited as among the most dysfunc- 
tional in the Government. . 

The Committee concurs with much of the 
criticism voiced of this Department, and 
agrees that this organization must be com- 
pletely transformed if it is to survive under 
the budgetary pressures and popular de- 
mands for greater program accountability. It 
is clear, however, that irrespective of wheth- 
er this Department continues to exist, there 
remains a substantial and growing need for 
housing and urban development in the Na- 
tion. Previous commitments by Congress to 
meet these housing needs make it incumbent 
on the Federal Government to continue a 
major role in this area. Moreover, the mag- 
nitude of previous appropriated budgetary 
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commitments and financial obligations of 
the Department demand a substantial and ef- 
fective entity to administer them. Fiscal 
prudence alone demands aggressive efforts to 
protect these financial interests. 

The bill consolidates or eliminates a num- 
ber of the 240 HUD categorical grants into 
block grants. This bill eliminates funding for 
the following separate HUD appropriations: 

. Flexible Subsidy Program. 
HOPE I, II, ІП, and VI. 
Congregate Services.* 
Homeownership Trust. 

Sec. 235 Homeownership Refinancing. 
Housing Counseling Assistance.* 
Service Coordinators.* 

Public Housing development. 

. Public Housing amendments. 

. Tenant opportunity program.* 

. Pension Fund program. 

. New Initiatives. 

13. Family Investment Centers.* 

14. Family self-sufficiency coordinators.* 

15. Loan Management. 

16. Section 23 Conversions. 

17. Foster child care.* 

18. Special Purpose Grants. 

*May be funded under supportive services 
block grant. 

Department of Veterans Affairs 


F.Y. 1995 enacted, $18,244,869,061. 

Е.Ү. 1996 request, 19,245,000,093. 

Е.Ү. 1996 House, 18,361,637,000. 

Е.Ү. 1996 Senate, 17,976,943,000. 

(Discretionary only). 

The cost growth in medical services pro- 
vided to veterans cannot be continued during 
this period of declining discretionary budg- 
etary resources. It is imperative that the De- 
partment of Veterans Affairs aggressively 
pursue reforms in management and service 
delivery to utilize available funds more effi- 
ciently, to prevent reductions in assistance 
levels to eligible veterans. 

The veteran population is declining, and 
its needs are changing as it ages. While the 
Veterans Health Administration historically 
has been a hospital-based health care deliv- 
ery system primarily serving acute care 
needs, its population is demanding commu- 
nity-based, outpatient and preventive health 
care services. Far less is being demanded in 
the way of inpatient services. 

It is clear that VA can do more with less— 
and can become a more efficient, customer- 
oriented, high-quality health-care delivery 
system. Numerous inefficiencies have been 
identified in the VA medical system, includ- 
ing an over-reliance on hospitalization rath- 
er than ambulatory care, excessive payments 
related to its affiliations with medical 
schools, poor management of its pharma- 
ceutical procurement and delivery systems, 
its bureaucratic administration of 
ascertaining veterans eligibility for care, 
and its insistence on maintaining services in 
under utilized areas. 

VA must become a more agile, efficient, 
and modern health care delivery system, 
transitioning away from the hospital-based 
health care delivery system of the past. 
While less than the amount requested, the 
Committee recommendation for VA medical 
care represents the largest dollar increase 
over current funding levels in the VA, HUD, 
and Independent Agencies Appropriations 
bill, and will enable the Department to begin 
to implement major, systemic changes to its 
health care delivery system to enable it to 
become a leaner, more efficient system. 

In view of the pending reoganization of the 
Veterans Health Administration, and poten- 
tial changes which may result, the Commit- 
tee has put a moratorium on new major con- 
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struction spending. However, the Depart- 
ment is to ensure that all critical code defi- 
ciencies and accreditation requirements are 
met through minor construction spending. 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration 

Е.Ү. 1995 enacted—$14,376,684,000. 

F.Y. 1996 request—14,260,000,000. 

Е.Ү. 1996 House—13,671,800,000. 

Е.Ү. 1996 Senate—13,798,500,000. 

NASA has been engaged in a comprehen- 
sive redirection of basic operating principles 
to promote greater efficiency and flexibility 
in pursuing major scientific and engineering 
development programs. The Committee rec- 
ommendation leaves intact the Nation’s 
commitment to deploy the International 
Space Station, while making significant re- 
ductions in lower priority activities of the 
agency. 

Also included in the bill are funds to con- 
tinue critical investments in aeronautical 
technologies which underpin the future com- 
petitiveness of our Nation’s commercial air- 
craft manufacturing industry. These high 
value, high technology products are crucial 
to maintaining one of our most significant 
sources of export sales and domestic manu- 
facturing employment. 

The Committee also maintains adequate 
funding to pursue an effective global-cli- 
mate-change research program, and to follow 
through on other on-going scientific mission 
developments. 

Environmental Protection Agency 

F.Y. 1995 enacted—$7,240,887,000. 

Ғ.Ү. 1996 request—7,359,409,000. 

Е.Ү. 1996 House—4,892,430,000. 

Е.Ү. 1996 Senate—5,661,927,000. 

The Committee of the Nation to securing 
improvements in the environment and to 
protect vital natural resources is reflected in 
the Committee’s recommendation to con- 
tinue substantial funding for this agency de- 
spite the overall constraints of discretionary 
budgetary limitations. The future year re- 
duction in these funding levels will erode our 
ability to maintain current levels of environ- 
mental protection unless reforms are under- 
taken now to focus these resources on the 
most significant threats to our air, water, 
and land resources. 

The Committee held a hearing earlier this 
year on the need to reform the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency, with a particular 
focus on a report compiled by. the National 
Academy of Public Administration at this 
Committee’s request. NAPA recommended 
major systemic changes to EPA, and identi- 
fied numerous areas in which EPA is unnec- 
essarily duplicating or micromanaging state 
and private sector environmental protection 
activities. NAPA recommended management 
and structural changes which could bring 
about significant efficiencies and improve- 
ments in the way EPA operates. In addition, 
NAPA agreed that EPA is not adequately 
prioritizing activities and resources based on 
risk to human health and the environment. 

The Committee believes the NAPA rec- 
ommendations should provide the basis for 
change at EPA. The Committee’s rec- 
ommendation for EPA is intended to begin 
to implement the NAPA's suggestions, 
streamline EPA activities, and focus its re- 
sources on high-risk areas. 

The Subcommittee recommendation in- 
cludes eight legislative provisions within 
EPA. All but one of the so-called riders in 
the House bill have been eliminated or modi- 
fied. The Subcommittee limited most of the 
provisions to ones that have been included in 
previous VA-HUD bills or other legislation, 
or eliminate duplication or unnecessary 
spending. The provisions included are: 
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1. Prohibiting EPA from requiring central- 
ized inspection/maintenance facilities in 
FY96. This is the same language as was in- 
cluded by the Senate in the National High- 
way System bill. 

2. Prohibiting EPA from requiring employ- 
ers to adopt car-pooling plans in FY96. This 
language is опе of the House riders“ and is 
the same language as was included in the 
FY95 rescission bill. 

3. Prohibiting EPA from regulating radon 
and several other drinking water contami- 
nants in FY96 unless the drinking water law 
is reauthorized. This provision is fully con- 
sistent with EPA’s own attempts to nego- 
tiate extensions to the Court-ordered dead- 
lines for these low-priority contaminants. 
For each of the contaminants in question, 
the relative risk is low or the science is not 
fully developed to support science-based 
rulemakings. 

4. Prohibiting EPA from requiring in FY96 
the use of MTBE in Alaska where there have 
been health concerns raised associated with 
the use of MTBE in FY96. This provision was 
carried in the FY94 VA-HUD bill, and does 
not exempt Alaska from Clean Air require- 


ments. 

5. Prohibiting EPA from vetoing decisions 
made by the Corps of Engineers 
wetlands permits in FY96. This provision is 
intended to prevent EPA from overfiling on 
the Corps, and will streamline the Corps per- 
mitting process. 

6. Prohibiting EPA from adding any new 
sites to the Superfund National Priorities 
list in FY96 unless requested by the Gov- 
ernor or tribal leader, unless the Superfund 
law is reauthorized. This is the same lan- 
guage included in the ҒҮ95 rescissions bill, 
and is consistent with the Subcommittee’s 
decision to limit Superfund spending to cur- 
rent health risks pending reauthorization. 

1. Authorizing an exemption from water 
pretreatment standards for industrial dis- 
chargers to the Kalamazoo water plant if en- 
vironmental standards are met through a 
local pretreatment program. This provision 
is narrowly crafted and will not result in any 
environmental degradation; it will prevent 
duplicative and unnecessary wastewater 
treatment construction. 

8. Foreign refiner baseline: Prohibiting 
EPA from enforcing the foreign refiner base- 
line for reformulated gasoline. This same 
provision was included in the FY95 VA-HUD 
bill, and ensures that foreign refiners are 
held to the same environmental standards as 
domestic refiners. 

National Science Foundation 

Е.Ү. „ 

Е.Ү. 1996 request. 360.000. 000 

Е.Ү. 1996 House. 160,000,000. 

Е.Ү. 1996 Senate. 200, 000.000. 

The Committee’s recommendation contin- 
ues current funding levels for the NSF which 
is responsible for most of the basic research 
grant funding provided by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. Basic research, which seeks to im- 
prove our understanding of fundamental sci- 
entific principles and processes, provides the 
knowledge base which enriches our society 
and from which spring the development of 
applied technologies which drive our econ- 
omy. Moreover, the Foundation is respon- 
sible for model educational and human re- 
source developmental activities which seek 
to stimulate improvements in science and 
mathematics education. These goals of the 
agency remain a critical national priority 
which hopefully will be sustained despite the 
impending reductions in discretionary budg- 
ets. 


Federal Emergency Management Agency 
F.Y. 1995 епасбей--5821,907,000. 
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F.Y. 1996 request—806,119,000. 

Е.Ү. 1996 House—694,937,000. 

Е.Ү. 1996 Senate—463,437,000 

The Committee's recommendation for the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency en- 
sures an adequate level of resources for re- 
taining a strong and capable national disas- 
ter management system. While no funds are 
provided for the disaster relief fund (a reduc- 
tion of $320 million from the request and the 
F.Y. 95 level), approximately $7 billion cur- 
rently is available for disaster relief owing 
to the recent supplemental appropriation in 
Public Law 104-19. 

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that Steve Isakowitz, a 
staff member on temporary assignment 
to the committee, be permitted privi- 
leges of the floor during consideration 
of H.R. 2099. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that Andrew Wheeler, 
legislative fellow for Senator INHOFE, 
be permitted privileges of the floor for 
the duration of the VA-HUD bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the 
Chair. 

Before yielding to my distinguished 
ranking member, I say to this body and 
to my colleague that it is a great honor 
and pleasure to be working with the 
Senator from Maryland on this bill. 

I had the pleasure of serving in the 
minority when she chaired this com- 
mittee, and I found that she has tre- 
mendous knowledge, understanding, 
and insight into these programs. 

I have addressed in my remarks the 
need to begin to make some very sig- 
nificant reforms in the funding and in 
the operations of the agencies included 
within this appropriations bill. 

For the most part, the reforms we 
are advocating are ones that she initi- 
ated when she chaired this committee. 
They understand the vitally important 
work of all the agencies. Yet, she is 
also dedicated to the necessary reforms 
to assure that they provide the services 
that they are expected to provide in 
the most efficient and effective man- 
ner. 

While we do not agree on all issues in 
this bill, I say that it is with great ap- 
preciation that I have been able to 
work with my distinguished ranking 
member and her staff. I believe she has 
continued to supply very useful and 
helpful changes and recommendations. 

I look forward to working with her 
on this and other measures, particu- 
larly as we seek to achieve a final prod- 
uct that will be signed into law by the 
budget and will carry on the funding of 
the agencies funded by this VA-HUD 
bill. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I wish 
to thank the chairman of the VA-HUD 
Subcommittee for his very cordial re- 
marks to me. I must say I feel the 
same about him. 
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I think we have worked very hard on 
this bill. I thank both him and his staff 
for what we have been able to do. We 
worked hard under very difficult condi- 
tions to get this bill to the floor. 

Mr. President, this is the toughest 
year that I have ever faced as a mem- 
ber of the Appropriations Committee. 
What made this year so tough? Our al- 
location, both the allocation to the full 
committee and then the allocation to 
this particular subcommittee. 

The allocation, as the President 
knows, is the sum total that we have to 
fund over 25 different Federal agencies, 
7 of which are Cabinet level. 

Quite frankly, Mr. President, the 
VA-HUD Subcommittee’s fiscal year 
1996 allocation is, indeed, skimpy. It is 
$5 billion below the Budget Commit- 
tee’s assumption in budget authority 
and $500 million below the assumption 
in outlays. 

What does that mean? It means that 
the bill before the Senate appropriates 
a total of $61 billion in discretionary 
budget authority which is, yes, $1.3 bil- 
lion above the House, but almost $9 bil- 
lion below President Clinton’s fiscal 
year 1996 request and last year’s fund- 
ing level. 

Our allocation gave us little to work 
with in dealing with a bill that came 
from the House of Representatives. 
Under these conditions, Senator BOND 
has done a commendable job. 

I chaired this committee for 6 years. 
I brought six bills to the floor, so I 
know how much work it actually takes 
to do this. I want to thank Senator 
BOND for working so hard to maintain 
our cooperative working relationship. 

І ат particularly grateful to Senator 
BoND's efforts to continue many of the 
initiatives for reform developed by this 
subcommittee over the past several 
years. His efforts are clear. He has 
clearly left footprints in the sand in 
trying to move a reform agenda both in 
the areas of HUD and EPA. I want to 
thank him for this. 

For example, this bill in reforming 

HUD puts into action the recommenda- 
tions of the National Academy of Pub- 
lic Administration to reform the struc- 
ture of HUD and consolidate its maze 
of programs. 
When I chaired the committee, I saw 
that HUD had over 200 programs, some 
a line item, a lot of them not really 
getting a dollar’s worth of services for 
home ownership for the poor, as it was, 
for a dollar’s worth of taxes. 

I know how it goes in Washington. If 
you propose any idea to change any- 
thing, somebody is going to come up 
with 12 ideas on why you will keep it. 

That is why I turned to an independ- 
ent group called the National Associa- 
tion of Public Administrators to really 
scrub down both HUD and EPA so that 
we would know from a management 
standpoint what we needed to do to get 
our hands on both of those agencies to 
make sure that we are getting a dol- 
lar’s worth of service for a dollar's 
worth of taxes. 
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I believe in this legislation this bill 
does streamline EPA. It follows the 
NAPA recommendations to streamline 
EPA’s management and it gets started 
on a strategy to put EPA’s resources 
where they are needed most. We want 
EPA to be a risk-based agency in which 
they focus on risk to human health and 
the environment as their highest prior- 
ities. 

Now, NAPA studied the need to re- 
form both HUD and EPA. The studies 
were commissioned by this subcommit- 
tee more than 2 years ago in an effort 
to give the agencies what I call a navi- 
gational chart. Navigational charts are 
strategic plans to help the agencies do 
what they are most needed to do and in 
the most efficient way. This is where 
we have embarked upon reform, and I 
believe we have embarked upon it in 
HUD and EPA. 

There are other things about this bill 
that I like, one of which is in the area 
of the space program, the fact that 
Mission to Planet Earth funding is al- 
most fully restored. A House bill cut 
much of this crucial space science pro- 
gram and the House language to close 
NASA space centers has been removed 
from this bill. This is very important 
to helping NASA as it goes through 
budget cuts yet needs to keep Ameri- 
ca’s space program flying high. 

Because of the initiatives and frame- 
work put forth by Senator BOND, I be- 
lieve we will be able to sustain what 
was badly being devastated. 

Second, another area that is very 
much appreciated is that veterans med- 
ical research is fully funded at the 
President’s request of $257 million. 

VA medical research is absolutely 
crucial, not only to America’s veter- 
ans, but it provides hands-on specific 
clinical research associated with pa- 
tient care, and much of what comes out 
of VA medical research goes imme- 
diately into the civilian population. It 
is an excellent program. I am pleased it 
is funded at $257 million. 

Third, this bill also will help those 
who want to help themselves. In the 
area of housing, it contains a moving 
to work demonstration for public hous- 
ing residents, and Republican ceilings 
and income disregards to help support 
the working poor. 

In other words, in HUD we want to 
focus on giving help to those who prac- 
tice self-help, and to have coordination 
with welfare reform. Now, if you work, 
you are actually penalized and unable 
to get into public housing; and also in 
the area of rent. 

I believe this reform begins to reward 
work which, Mr. President, is what we 
have to start doing in our public pol- 
icy—rewarding work, promoting family 
stability, and particularly two-parent 
households. 

Another thing that this bill does is 
removes something called Federal 
housing preference. I believe that these 
preferences that look only at reward- 
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ing the pathology involved with people 
are creating zip codes of poverty—and 
zip codes of pathology. 

What we need in public housing is a 
mix among the poor—those who do not 
want to be poor and are working to get 
out of poverty and off of welfare, and 
also those who are now the working 
poor but whose incomes are so modest 
that a public housing subsidy actually 
would reward work; and I believe that 
is what we are going to do. 

I am also pleased that in the area of 
the National Science Foundation the 
committee’s recommendation contin- 
ues to current funding levels for the 
National Science Foundation which is 
responsible for most of the basic re- 
search funding and research grant 
funding provided by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, basic research which seems to 
improve our understanding of the fun- 
damental scientific principles and 
processes, and provides the knowledge 
base which enriches our society. It also 
continues to look at the strategic in- 
terests of the United States and how 
we can promote those. 

Moreover, the foundation is respon- 
sible also for model education and 
human resource development activities 
which seeks to stimulate improvement 
in science and math education. Boy, do 
we need it. I am glad that the funding 
will be there to continue to help the 
science foundation do that. 

These goals of the agency remain of 
critical national priority, which hope- 
fully will be sustained despite the im- 
pending reductions in discretionary 
budgets. 

For FEMA, the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, I ask unanimous 
consent that the figures related there- 
to be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 


Fiscal year: 
1995 enacted ................. $821,907,000 
1996 request .... 806,119,000 
1996 House ...... 694,937,000 
1996 Senate .................. 463,437,000 


Let me say the committee’s rec- 
ommendation for FEMA ensures that 
adequate level of resources for retain- 
ing a strong and capable national dis- 
aster management system. 

This is absolutely crucial as we see 
hurricanes, earthquakes, and other 
natural disasters affecting the Amer- 
ican people. I am glad that FEMA—and 
which is now funding—is moving to a 
risk-based strategy which, of course, 
enables us to meet those concerns that 
will most likely affect American com- 
munities. 

While no funds are provided for the 
disaster relief fund, approximately $7 
billion is currently available, owing to 
the recent supplemental appropriations 
and Public Law 104-19. 

However, Mr. President, this bill also 
has several warning lights for me. One 
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is an absolute red light. That is the 
fact that this bill contains no funding 
for national service. National service 
creates an opportunity structure. It en- 
ables young people to earn credit for 
higher education while serving in their 
communities. What does that credit 
mean? It means that, if you work ina 
national service program, like 
AmeriCorps, you will earn a voucher 
that you can use to reduce your stu- 
dent debt. It gives help to those who 
practice self-help. It gives middle-class 
young people access to the American 
dream like their parents have, and it 
gives poor kids an access to the Amer- 
ican dream by also working and work- 
ing toward that. 

This is very important because na- 
tional service is exactly what we need. 
It fosters voluntarism. It rekindles the 
habits of heart. But it actually pro- 
vides help to our young people with the 
biggest debt that they face when they 
graduate—their student loan debt 
which is their first mortgage. Without 
national service in this legislation, I 
cannot support the bill. 

Also, another flashing light is in the 
area of veterans’ medical care. This 
bill reduces veterans’ medical care to 
$511 million below the President's re- 
quest, and $327 million below the House 
level. This is another area that I can- 
not support. 

This bill would also deny benefits to 
vets who become mentally and phys- 
ically incapacitated. They served us 
during the wars, they served us uncon- 
ditionally, and I oppose placing condi- 
tions on their earned benefits. 

Our veterans did not hesitate to risk 
their lives for our freedom and inde- 
pendence. There should be по hesi- 
tation to fund their health. When they 
went to war we told them we would 
provide health care, and I believe 
promises made should be promises 
kept. 

Another flashing light concerns EPA 
and the funding in this bill. EPA must 
be funded to protect environmental 
health and human safety. This bill 
funds EPA at $1.7 billion below the 
President's request. I believe it will 
hinder EPA’s ability to do its job even 
though management reforms will be 
adopted and streamlined. 

Finally, this bill removes HUD’s au- 
thority to enforce the Fair Housing 
Act as it applies to the property insur- 
ance industry. This bill means that 
HUD will have difficulty in enforcing, 
investigating, and even hearing and re- 
ferring complaints about property in- 
surance discrimination. 

I am opposed to this because remov- 
ing this authority from HUD is really a 
step backward. 

I will be offering amendments to ad- 
dress these concerns that I have just 
raised, and so will some of my col- 
leagues. 

In closing, I want to thank Senator 
BOND again for his hard work and his 


26252 


willingness. He wrestled with policy is- 
sues, and a very skimpy allocation. I 
again thank him for his cordiality in 
working with me, but also for his re- 
sourcefulness in trying to grapple with 
these fiscal and policy juggernauts 
that we are facing. 

Mr. President, I look forward to the 
debate. I know that there will be de- 
bate this afternoon on some of the top 
issues facing us. 

I now yield the floor. 

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS AGREED TO EN BLOC 
WITH EXCEPTIONS 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the committee 
amendments be considered and agreed 
to en bloc with the following excep- 
tions, which I believe have been cleared 
on the other side. The exceptions are 
the amendments on page 8, lines 9 and 
10, VA medical care; page 12, line 9, VA 
major construction; page 21, line 1 
through page 22, line 4, VA administra- 
tive provisions relating to parcel of 
land in Wichita, KS, and VA supply 
fund; page 22, line 10 through page 34, 
line 24, HUD assisted housing, public 
housing demolition, and renewal ac- 
counts; page 38, line 24 through page 39, 
line 2, homeless assistance; page 44, 
lines 1-7 fair housing; page 45, lines 4 
13, Office of Federal Housing Enterprise 
Oversight; page 51, line 3 through page 
128, line 20, HUD administrative provi- 
sions; page 141, lines 5-12, Superfund 
general revenues; page 141, line 15 
Superfund inspector general; page 141, 
line 20, Agency for Toxic Substances 
and Disease Registry; page 143, line 17 
through page 151, line 10, water infra- 
structure/SRF; program and infrastruc- 
ture assistance; and EPA administra- 
tive provisions; page 158, lines 13-14, 
human space flight and delayed avail- 
ability of funding; page 168, line 12 
through page 169 line 19, fair housing 
transfer to Department of Justice and 
Office of Federal Housing Enterprise 
Oversight transfer to Treasury; page 
177, line 16 through page 178, line 5, 
EPA contractor conversion; Office of 
Consumer Affairs termination; and 
that the bill, as thus amended, be re- 
garded for the purpose of amendment 
as original text, provided that no 
points of order shall be considered to 
have been waived with respect to the 
committee amendments adopted by 
this motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

So the committee amendments, with 
the noted exceptions, were agreed to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I gather 
that Members seeking to amend those 
provisions which are excepted will have 
to seek the guidance of the Par- 
liamentarian on asking that the other 
amendments be set aside. I leave that 
to their ingenuity, and yield the floor. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAIG). The Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further pro- 
ceedings under the quorum call be dis- 
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2776 TO COMMITTEE 
AMENDMENT ON PAGE 158, LINES 13-14 
(Purpose: To reduce the appropriation for 
the implementation of the space station 
program for the purpose of terminating the 

program) 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside in order for me 
to offer an amendment dealing with 
the space station. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, there 
is no agreement on time. I discussed 
this with Senator MIKULSKI, and at 
some point, perhaps this afternoon, 
with the consent of the majority lead- 
er, we will be able to reach a unani- 
mous-consent agreement. My pref- 
erence would be to go for an hour or so 
this afternoon, but most of my col- 
leagues who wish to speak on this side 
of this issue are out of town and will 
not return until the morning. 

So I had hoped we could get an agree- 
ment to debate for 1 hour before the 
vote. I understand the majority leader 
wanted the vote immediately after the 
party caucuses tomorrow, and I have 
no objection to that. I would prefer the 
hour of debate take place after the cau- 
cuses, but I want to be cooperative 
with the majority leader, and I do not 
want to complicate his problem in 
scheduling the Senate. 

Now, Mr. President, I call up my 
amendment on the space station. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP- 
ERS], for himself and Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. KERRY, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BRADLEY, 
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. KOHL, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, and Mr. SIMON, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2776 to committee 
amendment on page 158, lines 13-14. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read- 
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

Strike lines 14 through 15 on page 158 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 
**$3,504,000,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 1996: Provided, That of the funds 
made available under this heading, no funds 
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shall be expended on the Space Station pro- 
gram, except for termination costs.“ 

Mr. BUMPERS. Now, just for open- 
ing, Mr. President, this amendment 
cuts $1,833,000,000 from the human 
space flight portion of the NASA budg- 
et, and it terminates the space station 
program. 

Now, Mr. President, I guess this is 
about the sixth consecutive year I have 
stood here in an effort to kill this pro- 
gram. I do not do this every year be- 
cause I enjoy it; I do it because I have 
a deep and abiding feeling, a passionate 
feeling that there is not anything 
wrong with this country except the pri- 
orities Congress has set for the Nation. 
When it comes to the space station, let 
me just begin by making a simple prop- 
osition for my colleagues. 

If you think going to Mars is a highly 
desirable thing to do, even though in 
today’s dollars it would cost $500 bil- 
lion, then you should vote against this 
amendment. If you think determining 
how well the human body copes with 
long periods in space and that that isa 
sufficient justification for the space 
station, vote against our amendment. 
If you think the United States ought to 
equivalent of $25 million a day for the 
entire 10-year period the space station 
will be deployed—let me repeat that—if 
you think the benefits from the space 
station justify taking $25 million of 
taxpayers’ money every single day for 
10 years, vote “по” on this amendment. 

If you think it is a wise use of the 
taxpayers’ money to build something 
which indeed will be an engineering 
feat—not a scientific feat; please dis- 
tinguish between the two; there is not 
any question, Mr. President, about our 
ability to throw this space station into 
space; we can do that; we may have a 
few calamities along the way, but we 
can do that—but if you think it is a 
wise use of the taxpayers’ money to 
build something—you have heard that 
old expression, my mother used to say, 
“It is worth its weight in gold’’? If you 
think that the space station is worth 25 
times its weight in gold, vote “по” on 
our amendment. 

If you think it is worth it to put this 
engineering feat in space with some 
idea of going to Mars and beyond— 
which I will prove to you categorically 
in a moment is the only justification 
for it—and that it is worth $12,880 of 
the taxpayers’ money for every pound 
of water, chicken breast, supplies, or 
anything else we send up there—that is 
right. You can buy chicken at Giant 
for 59 to 69 cents a pound. For the space 
station, it is $12,880 per pound. If you 
believe all that, vote “по” on this 
amendment. 

Now, Mr. President, Carl Sagan, is a 
well-known physicist and author, and I 
want to quote some of the things he 
says іп a new book he has written. 

Let me say at the outset that Carl 
Sagan favors the space station. I can 
understand why somebody of his stat- 
ure and in his position would favor the 
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space station. But a moment ago I told 
you the only justification for the space 
station is to explore Mars and beyond. 
And from Carl Sagan’s new book, let 
me give you a few quotes: 

I would argue that if we are not eventually 
going to send people to worlds as far away as 
Mars, we have lost the chief reason for the 
space station. 

If you want to argue with that, be my 
guest. 

A permanently occupied human outpost in 
Earth orbit, a space station, is far from an 
optimum platform for doing science, either 
looking down at the Earth or looking out 
into space or for utilizing microgravity. The 
very presence of astronauts messes things 
up. 

Almost every physicist in the coun- 
try, Mr. President, will tell you that 
doing research in microgravity with 
human beings on board is an 
oxymoron. You bump your head 
against the bulkhead, you take a step, 
you jar the space station and your ex- 
periment is lost. 

Continuing to quote Dr. Sagan: 

A space station is also unnecessary for 
human exploration of the Moon. Apollo got 
there very well with no space station at 
all.. . . But the only substantive function of 
a space station, as far as I can see, is for long 
duration spaceflight. 

Now, if this were country lawyer 
DALE BUMPERS, Charleston, AR, telling 
you this thing, I would not expect you 
to pay any attention to it. And Carl 
Sagan is not the only person I am 
going to quote. I am going to quote 
some of the most outstanding experts 
in America who agree with me. 

Carl Sagan goes on: 

The only tangible and coherent goal of a 
space station is eventual human missions to 
near-Earth asteroids, Mars, and beyond. 

And listen to this, I say to my col- 
leagues: 

Historically, NASA has been cautious 
about stating this fact clearly, probably for 
fear that Members of Congress will throw up 
their hands in disgust, denounce the space 
station as the thin edge of an extremely ex- 
pensive wedge and declare the country un- 
ready to commit to launching people to 
Mars. 

Well, I would certainly hope Congress 
would do that. 

In the past, the authorities at NASA 
have been very reluctant to talk about 
Mars, because when you talk about 
Mars, you have to talk about $500 bil- 
lion in today’s dollars. Is it not amaz- 
ing our priorities around here? I do not 
want to get ahead of myself. I will 
come back to that in a moment. 

Carl Sagan goes on, and I agree with 
him totally on this one and I think 
most people will, but they will not vote 
that way: 

There are other matters, clear crying na- 
tional needs, that cannot be addressed with- 
out major expenditures; at the same time 
the Federal discretionary budget has become 
painfully constrained. Disposal of chemical 
and radioactive poisons, energy efficiency, 
alternatives to fossil fuels, declining rates of 
technological innovation, the collapsing 
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urban infrastructure, the AIDS epidemic, a 
witches brew of cancer, homelessness, mal- 
nutrition, infant mortality, education, jobs, 
health care—there is a painfully long list. Ig- 
noring them will endanger the well-being of 
the Nation. 


I do not see how anybody could say 
that any better. 

Mr. President, if you are one of these 
poor, innocent souls that has been de- 
luded into believing that somehow or 
another we are going to do medical re- 
search in space, let me give you some 
more. This is Dr. Allan Bromley, Presi- 
dential science adviser, in a letter to 
the Vice President: 

The space station is needed to find means 
of maintaining human life during long space 
flights. This is the only scientific justifica- 
tion, in our view, and all future design ef- 
forts should be focused on this one purpose. 

Further, 

The Federation of American Societies for 
Experimental Biology opposes using biologi- 
cal research as a major justification for the 
space station. 

A quote from the American College 
of Physicians: 

We agree that much, if not all, of the 
money slated for the space station, the 
superconducting super collider— 

This is before we killed that thing— 

SDI, defense intelligence, could be better 
spent on improving the health of our citi- 
zens, stimulating economic growth and re- 
ducing the deficit. 

I could not have said it better. 

And here is a statement by the Amer- 
ican Physical Society from July 1994. 
The American Physical Society is 
40,000 physicists. Virtually every physi- 
cist in America belongs to it: 

The principal scientific mission of the sta- 
tion is to study the effects on humans of pro- 
longed exposure to a space environment. 
Medical researchers scoff at claims that 
these studies might lead to cures for diseases 
on Earth. 

Dr. Rosenthal, Harvard Medical 
School, testifying for the Ameri 
Cancer Society in 1994: е 

Statements һауе been made and published 
to the effect that vital cancer research would 
be done in space, and that is cited as a rea- 
son for supporting space station funding. We 
cannot find valid scientific justification for 
these claims and believe it is unrealistic to 
base a decision on funding the space station 
on that information. Based on the informa- 
tion we have seen thus far, we do not agree 
that a strong case has been made for choos- 
ing to do cancer research in space over other 
critically needed research here on Earth. 

Dr. Sean Rudy, Arthritis Foundation, 
before the Budget Committee of the 
House: 

Space station proponents have indicated 
that the space station will provide a first- 
class laboratory. We used to have first-class 
laboratories in universities and medical 
schools across this country. Reports by the 
NIH and National Science Foundation have 
indicated that over 51 percent of the biologi- 
cal laboratory research space is deemed in- 
adequate for the conduct of research. Fur- 
thermore, the National Science Foundation 
report estimated that the capital construc- 
tion backlog for laboratories on Earth is $12 
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billion. Should our priorities now be a first- 
class laboratory in space or correction of a 
longstanding deficiency іп laboratories 
throughout the country? 

James Van Allen, world-famous as- 
trophysicist and discoverer of the Van 
Allen radiation belt around the Earth: 

There’s been nothing that resulted from 
the manned space program, essentially noth- 
ing in the way of extraordinary pharma- 
ceuticals or cures for disease or any extraor- 
dinary crystals which have revolutionized 
electronics. It's all false, it's not true. 

That is not DALE BUMPERS talking, 
but Dr. James Van Allen, one of the 
premier astrophysicists of this cen- 
tury. 

Mr. President, so much for life 
sciences. And then there is that thing 
about microgravity. Dr. Bloembergen 
of Harvard summed up, “microgravity 
is of microimportance.’’ I am reluctant 
to continue reading what scientists 
say, but repeating Carl Sagan, “Тһе 
very presence of astronauts messes 
things up.” Dr. Allan Bromley again, 
Presidential science adviser, said, 

The human habitation of the space station 
is fundamentally incompatible with the re- 
quirement that microgravity experiments be 
unperturbed. 

The Space Studies Board of the Na- 
tional Research Council: 

The Board believes specifically that more 
microgravity research progress could be 
achieved in a shorter period of time and ata 
fraction of the cost through an expanded pro- 
gram of Spacelab missions and of free flier 
experiments. 

In short, you do not have to have a 
manned space craft to do microgravity 
research. 

Mr. President, let us go to spinoffs. 
Everybody is always talking about 
what the spinoffs are going to be. I 
have yet to find anybody who says that 
the spinoffs are more than negligible. 
We have developed a space suit. There 
is no great demand for space suits in 
our Nation. There is, however, a great 
need to reduce crime, to feed the hun- 
gry, to educate our children, to house 
our people. But there is no demand for 
space suits. 

As Carl Sagan said, “Тһе spinoff jus- 
tifications constitute an admission 
that the program cannot stand on its 
own two feet and cannot be justified by 
the purpose for which it was originally 
sold.” 

And listen to this one from the Wall 
Street Journal. I want all my oppo- 
nents to scratch this subject out of 
their comments. They always make 
this point, and I want to kill it before 
it gets off the ground: 

Many widely believed origins of consumer 
products in the Apollo program are simply 
untrue. Tang, hyped by General Foods Cor- 
poration as a drink of astronauts, was first 
marketed іп 1957. Velcro . . . was developed 
in the 19408. And teflon ... emerged from 
company labs in 1938, long before rockets 
cleared the Earth's atmosphere. So too, Cor- 
ning Ware cookery hit the market several 
years before man reached space. 

Now, Mr. President, there is an argu- 
ment that we can grow protein crystals 
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in space, or that we can do valuable re- 
search in physics by growing gallium 
arsenide metal crystals that could be 
used in manufacturing semiconductors. 
Iam not going to continue reading to 
you, but I have quote after quote after 
quote saying: Totally false. 

Just use your common sense, col- 
leagues. I want you to get up in opposi- 
tion to this amendment and tell me 
about all the medical advances we have 
gotten out of the billions and billions 
we have spent on the space program. 
Tell me what it has done for cancer, 
AIDS, multiple sclerosis, amyotrophic 
lateral sclerosis, arthritis. Tell me 
what single advance made in the last 30 
years came out of space. The Russians 
have had space stations since the mid 
1970’s. They are lucky that one has not 
been knocked out of the sky by a piece 
of debris. Something could happen one 
of these days. We can only hope that, 
after spending $90 billion to deploy this 
thing, it will not be knocked out of the 
sky by a baseball-size piece of space de- 
bris. 

When I talk about $94 billion for the 
cost of this thing, that is just this 
year’s estimate. Last year, the esti- 
mate was $72 billion. It goes up monu- 
mentally every year. Do you know 
what it does not include? It does not 
include that 1-to 2-percent chance that 
one of the shuttles is going to meet 
with a major catastrophe. Do you know 
what else it does not include? It does 
not include the risk, as I said, of a 
baseball-size piece of debris hitting the 
space station, which is goodbye, adios, 
adieu, space station. No, the $94 billion 
figure assumes that everything is going 
to go perfectly. Who here believes that? 

Carl Sagan wrote me a letter and 
told me—I think perhaps you all got 
the same letter—how excited the peo- 
ple were about Apollo 18.” I have not 
seen it. I understand it is a great 
movie, and I intend to see it. They 
were very brave men, but no braver 
than the one sitting near me right now, 
the first American to orbit the Earth. 
I consider JOHN GLENN one of the dear- 
est friends I ever had, but he just hap- 
pens to be wrong on this issue. Every- 
body is entitled to their own positions. 

I will tell you all an interesting little 
anecdote. I was down at the Smithso- 
nian one day and I saw that capsule 
JOHN GLENN orbited the Earth in, and I 
came back and I said to him, ‘JOHN, 
weren’t you terrified? I would be scared 
to death to get in that thing.” He said, 
Well, to tell you the truth, I was sit- 
ting up their whistling. They had al- 
ready scrubbed the flight a couple of 
times and I expected they would scrub 
it again. And then they said, ‘You have 
60 seconds,’ and I did not have time to 
get scared.” 

I looked at that capsule with new ad- 
miration for my colleague, one of my 
dearest friends. When I saw those peo- 
ple retrieve the Hubble telescope, I was 
glued to my television set just as you 
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were. And last week, the astronauts 
were out on the arm of the totem pole 
retrieving another satellite that had 
gone awry. These are magnificent, 
brave people. But, colleagues, that is 
not what this debate is about. We have 
a lot of brave people in the country 
who cannot find jobs. 

But back to what you get out of it, I 
am just simply saying the American 
people have a right to expect us to do 
what is right for the future. The 1994 
revolution, in my opinion, said: We do 
not believe your priorities are right. I 
can tell you, a lot of people who are on 
Medicare would not have voted the way 
they did if they had known Medicare 
was going to take a whopping $270 bil- 
lion trouncing. 

Carl Sagan said in his letter to me 
that he was for the space station be- 
cause he believed in the exploration of 
space. So do I. He said he believed in it 
because it was a case of international 
cooperation with the Europeans, Rus- 
sians, Canadians, and the Japanese. He 
thinks that is healthy. I think it is 
healthy for there to be international 
cooperation on anything, whether it is 
space, medicine, you name it. Let me 
tell you something, colleagues. In a 
perfect world, I would be for this. If we 
did not have a nearly $5 trillion debt 
and the threat of certain people in the 
U.S. Congress saying we are going to 
bring this country down—can you 
imagine somebody saying that? If the 
President does not do what we tell him 
to, this country is coming to a screech- 
ing halt. 

Words should be measured very care- 
fully because people pay attention and 
get justifiably frightened. It scares me 
to think that people in this body have 
the power to do that. 

But let’s look at the international 
cooperation on the space station: The 
Canadians and the Italians are cutting 
back; the Germans and the French are 
negotiating on what they want to do. 
The Russians, who intend to do a lot, 
will only do it if we give them the 
money. Russia does not have enough 
bread to feed its people so they are not 
going to be able to participate unless 
we give them the money. 

I am not all that opposed to helping 
Russia. I want to do everything I can 
to help democracy work in Russia, and 
one of the best ways to make democ- 
racy work is to give people jobs and 
bread and something to eat. The reason 
they have the revolution is they did 
not have bread or food or anything to 
eat. I want to help them make it work. 

Where is the Russian launch going to 
take place? It will take place in 
Kazakhstan. Kazakhstan is no longer a 
part of Russia. That is where their 
cosmodrome is. That is where their 
launch site is. It is not even in Russia. 
So talk about things that can go 
wrong, this one can go wrong. 

I think about the problems here, and 
those that I mentioned a moment ago. 
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It drives me crazy that Public Broad- 
casting is being cut dramatically. It 
drives me crazy that the National En- 
dowment for the Arts and the National 
Endowment for the Humanities are 
being virtually eliminated, cut in half. 
Those are things that have a civilizing 
influence on our society, that would 
make us a little more cultured and 
therefore a little less likely to kill 
each other because somebody dented 
your fender at the stoplight. 

The New York Times last week said 
that the demand for student loans is 
skyrocketing. Do you know why? Be- 
cause tuition is skyrocketing. Every- 
body is saying how are these college 
kids who are getting out of school, how 
are they going to pay this debt back? 
They are loaded with big debt. So our 
answer is to cut student loans and that 
way they will not accumulate the debt 
in the first place. However, they will 
not get an education either. 

Every one of the things I men- 
tioned—from crime, to medical re- 
search, to education, to infant mortal- 
ity rate, cutting health care for the el- 
derly, cutting health care dramatically 
for the poorest of the poor, cutting 
money for the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency because they regulate 
things so we can drink clean water and 
breathe clean air—we are cutting. But 
we fund the space station. 

Six Senators took a trip overseas 
about a month ago. We did not dare 
drink the water. We brushed our teeth 
with bottled water that we took with 
us. Fortunately, in this country we 
have made some progress in cleaning 
up our drinking water. 

So what is our solution to the 
progress we have made? Two-thirds of 
the water is now swimmable, two- 
thirds of the water in the country is 
now fishable, whereas in 1971 only one- 
third was. So now the idea is to cut 
back on the regulation. So we, too, will 
have the opportunity to brush our 
teeth in bottled water until it runs out. 

Just last Friday the House said we 
are going to cut the earned-income tax 
credit that poor working people use to 
stay off welfare, something the major- 
ity leader, President Bush, President 
Reagan, almost everybody, has ap- 
plauded as the greatest program we 
have ever invented to keep people off 
welfare. What are they going to do 
with it? Whack it in half. 

I talked to a woman the other day 
who works hard and does not make 
very much money. She told me how 
much money she made. I said, “Ноу 
much do you pay for child саге?” She 
said, “I pay $50 a week for one child.“ 
she is a single mother, “850 for one 
child and $43 for one child.” That is $93 
a week. If you knew what she made, 
you would wonder how on Earth she is 
doing it. 

Let me digress another moment to 
say we are not providing enough child 
care in the welfare bill to allow the 
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people to go to work that we say have 
to go to work—50 percent by the year 
2000. No woman is going to go to work 
and leave her children at home alone. 

If you do not have child care, she will 
not go to work. She will sit home and 
starve. But the other thing, this 
woman gets no help. She works. She 
works 8 hours a day and sometimes 
longer and she works hard. She gets at 
the end of the year that earned-income 
tax credit which is oftentimes the dif- 
ference between eating and not eating 
for families. 

So what are we doing? We are drop- 
ping that program from a program that 
covers 20 million people to a program 
that covers 9 million in the House of 
Representatives and 11 million in the 
Senate. We will probably compromise 
at 10 million. 

When it comes to cutting around 
here, if you are poor, it is easy to cut 
you because you do not have a PAC. 
You do not make campaign contribu- 
tions and you do not provide jobs in 
your State. So it is easy to cut poor 
folks. 

It is easy to cut the Environmental 
Protection Agency. It is obviously easy 
to cut student loans, though I thought 
that program was sacred. But we are 
cutting it. 

We are cutting title 1, which is the 
program that is a remedial education 
program to give first graders a start in 
life—teaching them to read. We are 
cutting that. 

But we are not cutting the 5еашо1/. 
We are not cutting the B-2 bomber. We 
are not cutting the space station. I 
know the Presiding Officer would be 
disappointed if I did not point out we 
are not going to stop giving away bil- 
lions of dollars worth of gold under- 
neath Federal land—the rankest form 
of corporate welfare. 

І сап say if you do not want to be cut 
around here, just make something that 
explodes and we will give you all the 
money that you want. 

I give NASA credit for one thing. 
They took a leaf out of the Pentagon's 
book. They spread the contracts for the 
space station among 36 States. A per- 
son does not have to be a rocket sci- 
entist to know all you have to have 
around here are 26 States that have as 
many as 10 jobs, and you cannot kill it, 
because that is 52 votes. 

So we have 36 States with a piece of 
the action. Do you know what is inter- 
esting? Eighty-three percent of this $94 
billion goes to California, Alabama, 
Texas, and Florida. All the other 32 
States are fighting for 17 percent of the 
money. But if there is $1 million in 
your State, that means you probably 
have 50 jobs. 

People will come up on the floor and 
say, “І do not like the space station, 
and I would like to vote with you, but 
we have a few little jobs down in my 
State.“ 

Mr. President, 44 States contribute 
more as a percentage of the tax burden 
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for the space station listen to this—44 
States contribute more than they get 
back. 

The thing that drove me nuts about 
the В-1 and the В-2 is they changed 
missions. When the cold war ended and 
we found out the В-2 was not as 
stealthy as we thought, we just said, 
“Well, we will make it a conventional 
bomber.” All you have to do is change 
the mission to keep the money flowing. 
We also have now made a conventional 
bomber out of the B-1. 

The space station had eight missions. 
Here they are. This is what we started 
out to do with the space station. Over 
a period of 10 years, we scrubbed it as 
а staging base; we scrubbed it as a 
manufacturing facility; we scrubbed it 
ав а space-based observatory; we 
scrubbed it as a transportation node; 
we scrubbed making it a servicing fa- 
cility; we scrubbed making it an as- 
sembly facility; we scrubbed making it 
a storage facility; and we are now down 
to the last possible mission, a research 
laboratory. And I just got through tell- 
ing you that almost every physicist 
and physician in the country says that 
is palpable nonsense. 

Let me show you some figures. Bear 
in mind that when Ronald Reagan 
made his great speech about how we 
were going to go build the space sta- 
tion, that was in 1984. Mr. President, 
just to remind you—and I know I do 
not need to; you were there. You heard 
President Reagan say we are going to 
build this space station, and it is going 
to cost $8 billion; 10, 11 years ago it was 
going to cost $8 billion. By 1994, we had 
already spent $11.2 billion. The con- 
struction of the project will cost $17.4 
billion between 1995 and the year 2002, 
the magic year that we are going to 
balance the budget. But the money we 
have spent, the money we are going to 
spend in building it, you add to that 
the shuttle flights needed to launch it, 
service and use the station, $50 billion. 
And just to operate it for 10 years is $13 
billion and station-related costs is $1.9 
billion, for the total paltry sum of $94 
billion. 

What you get out of the eight mis- 
sions is a space laboratory. The other 
seven are gone. 

It is all a question of priorities and 
where your heart is, colleagues. 

Here is what it is going to cost us 
over the next 7 years to build the space 
station and deploy it—$32 billion. Here 
is the tax cut we are going to give peo- 
ple who make $100,000 and more, $245 
billion. A vast majority of these people 
are them what has.” We used to have 
an old expression in Charleston, AR: 
“Them that has gets.” Two-hundred 
and forty-five billion dollars for that, 
and then a $58 billion increase over the 
next 7 years for defense. 

What are we doing to accommodate 
all of this? We are going to cut Medi- 
care by $270 billion and Medicaid by 
$182 billion. I promise you that I intend 
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to vote against both, if those are the 
final figures. 

We are cutting student loans by $10 
billion at a time when the need for 
loans is soaring because tuition is soar- 
ing. 

The earned income tax credit, which 
I mentioned a moment ago, we are cut- 
ting by $23 billion; other domestic pro- 
grams by $188 billion, so that we can 
increase defense by $58 billion and fund 
the space station. 

When are we going to learn that our 
national security does not just depend 
on how many tanks, planes and guns 
we have? It has nothing to do with the 
space station. 

As an aside, I stood on this floor a 
few weeks ago and debated creating yet 
one more method of financing foreign 
arms sales. In the 1980’s, Mr. President, 
we sold about 20 to 25 percent of all the 
arms sold in international commerce. 
In the 1990’s, we have gotten up over 50 
percent. 

We already have four methods of fi- 
nancing foreign arms sales. And the 
Defense appropriations bill comes in 
here and approves yet a fifth method of 
financing foreign arms sales to some of 
the countries that are most likely to 
default. And, if that happens, the tax- 
payers will pick up the tab. 

Mr. President, what does it take to 
kill a program? I do not know. I be- 
lieved when I came here that one Sen- 
ator could make a difference. There 
have been a few times that I have been 
able to make a difference. It was a very 
difficult thing for me coming from the 
Governor’s mansion to the U.S. Senate 
where you have to introduce bills, hold 
hearings, finally get it passed through 
a subcommittee, get it passed through 
the full committee, and hope to get it 
on the floor and send it over to the 
House where it goes through the same 
procedure, and then the President may 
veto it. That takes about a year. But 
when you are a Governor, you can just 
sign your name occasionally and make 
something happen. I used to go home 
at night about 50 percent of the time 
immensely gratified for something 
which I had signed my name to that 
day that I knew was going to happen. 
Here it is totally different. 

I am not going to belabor this any 
further. I have said about all I can say. 
There are a lot more quotes that I 
could use. 

But I am asking you to search your 
own conscience. If you were debating 
this on national television, how do you 
think it would come out? If you were 
debating mining land reform on na- 
tional television, how do you think it 
would come out? Everybody knows how 
it would come out—about 90-10 to fix 
mining law. The space station would be 
a little bit closer. But, you see, there 
will not be a national television de- 
bate. We will all go home and tell the 
chamber of commerce that the hard- 
ships they are enduring and all the 
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cuts we had to make in their health 
care and education programs was to 
balance the budget by the year 2002. 
And they will never really know why 
their lives grow more precarious and 
why they are more unsettled, and why 
they think affirmative action, or gays 
in the military, or prayer in school, or 
term limits, or desecration of the flag 
are really their problems. As long as 
you can keep them talking about those 
things and divert their attention from 
the real problems in the country, you 
have a winner. So far it has worked 
magnificently. 

The reason is because they work for 
a living. They do not have time to keep 
up with what we are doing. 

So when you say, We had to do this 
for you, we had to liberate you from 
welfare, we had to do all of these 
things to balance the budget,“ you 
have no choice but to believe it. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
NICKLES). The Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, probably 
about 90 or maybe even 95 percent of 
the time around here the Senator from 
Arkansas and I agree and agree whole- 
heartedly. He stated that correctly. We 
are friends. We are close friends. I do 
not know anyone here I consider more 
a friend than the Senator from Arkan- 
sas. If the Senate of the United States 
has anyone who deserves the title of 
being an accomplished orator, it cer- 
tainly is the Senator from Arkansas. 

So we do normally agree on things 
and we are close friends, but every year 
we seem to lock horns on this particu- 
lar issue and we go at it on this be- 
cause I am profoundly in disagreement 
with him on the amendment that he 
has put forward today. 

I rose in the Senate in early August, 
and I made a statement that covered 
some of the benefits of NASA-funded 
research including the space station. I 
talked about the need for curiosity. All 
advancement in humankind, wherever 
it is, comes because someone is curi- 
ous, someone is curious about how you 
can do things differently, how you can 
do things better. Can I invent some- 
thing? Can I make an improvement in 
medical science? Can I do something in 
engineering? Can I do something in ag- 
riculture? 

That curiosity is at the heart of all 
progress and at the heart of what 
makes this country great, because we 
throughout our history have invested 
more in basic research and technology 
than any nation. Out of that has come 
the technological leadership of the 
whole world. 

In my August 1, 1995, statement I 
talked about advances in agriculture. 
When I was a kid back in Ohio, 48 to 50 
bushels was a good corn crop. We had 
the record corn crop in Ohio, 239 bush- 
els, last year in part because our coun- 
try invested in basic research. 

I talked then about metals and about 
aerodynamics. The Federal Govern- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


ment funded basic research in these 
areas which permitted the growth of 
the aviation industry in this country 
and our leadership in the world. And I 
spoke about research in medicine as 
well as research in space and tele- 
communications. 

Mr. President, we have a very basic 
question, it seems to me, and that is, 
who is going to be responsible for the 
class of 2015 or 2025 or 2050? Any great 
nation invests in the future for its chil- 
dren. One organization we have in Gov- 
ernment that is setting out to do the 
10-, the 15-, the 25-year research more 
than any other agency really is NASA. 

Twenty years ago, we invested in a 
number of different things—digital 
technology, a number of things that 
some people thought were foolish to 
put money into, but we went ahead 
with it. And now we have a number of 
advances relating directly from that 
investment, including better imaging 
for medicine. Let me explain. We were 
able to apply some of that digital tech- 
nology to the Hubble telescope. Some 
digital technology was developed espe- 
cially for the Hubble, to enable as- 
tronomers to distinguish very minute 
points of light. We applied this tech- 
nology, and some associated computer 
enhancements to medical imaging. And 
it turns out that we are now able to de- 
tect breast cancer tumors five times 
better than we used to be able to do. 
This was an unexpected benefit from 
the much-maligned Hubble telescope. 
This shows the potential payoff from 
long-term research—from preliminary 
Federal investment in basic research 
on digital technology to application on 
the Hubble to application in breast 
cancer detection. 

In this country, we have been fortu- 
nate to have a balance in research up 
until recent years. And that balance 
was between Government and private 
investment, where major American 
corporations put forward, sponsored 
their own research laboratories, and 
did fundamental basic research, the 8-, 
the 10-, the 12-, the 15-year projects 
that they did not expect to get imme- 
diate market-oriented payoffs from. 

Now we find that going down. Busi- 
nesses are not making as much invest- 
ment in basic research. And the Fed- 
eral Government too, if some have 
their way, will reduce its investment in 
basic research. The balance we had 
with private and Government basic re- 
search, where the Government would 
take on the more risky projects, those 
that were less guaranteed of immediate 
success that would benefit the market- 
place, is now going down. In the past, 
the Government took on such things as 
the Manhattan project, things that 
moved us ahead in nuclear weaponry 
and our nuclear knowledge in general 
in this country. But there was that 
kind of balance back and forth between 
private and Government research 
projects. And now that has gone down. 
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I would like to quote liberally from a 
Wall Street Journal article written by 
Gautam Naik, a staff reporter to the 
Wall Street Journal, an article that 
was published in May of this year. He 
talks about: 

In the late 198078, Bob Lucky had what he 
calls “а great fantasy.” As a researcher at 
AT&T Corp.’s celebrated Bell Labs, he was 
designing a silicone robot the size of a grain 
of sand. Injected into the human body, it 
would act as a microsurgeon, traveling to 
specific locations to fix problems. 

He goes on to say he was proud of 
that. “Тһе benefits to society could be 
tremendous,” but they scrapped that 
project “because it had no bearing оп 
its main business.“ Mr. Lucky, who 
was a 31-уеаг veteran, is now at a dif- 
ferent company. 

"Chasing far-out notions,“ the Jour- 
nal goes on to say, “һав been a hall- 
mark of industrial research in Amer- 
ica. But some of the biggest U.S. cor- 
porations have cut back sharply on re- 
search into basic science’—the explo- 
ration of how nature works at a fun- 
damental level.“ And now they are pur- 
suing “short-term goals to commer- 
cialize products more quickly.” 

The following quote from the article 
startled me: Corporate labs, home to 
75 percent of the Nation's scientists 
and researchers, are replacing a cher- 
ished culture of independence with a 
results-oriented approach.” 

“Іп past decades, the devotion of 

basic research without regard to boost- 
ing the bottom line spawned a steady 
stream of breakthroughs, including the 
transistor, the solar cell and the fore- 
runner to today’s laser—all at Bell 
Labs.” Now they are cutting back. Cut- 
backs have taken a toll. “Some disillu- 
sioned scientists have fled to aca- 
demia,” and so on. And already. U.S. 
companies are falling behind in ad- 
vanced data-storage devices and tech- 
nology for oil exploration,” as опе ex- 
ample. The short-term response, he 
says, has to keep the stockholders 
happy. 
“The National Science Foundation,” 
the article continues, “calculates that 
U.S. spending on basic research de- 
clined slightly to $9.7 billion in 1993 
and didn’t rise last year. 

“Іп a survey by R&D Magazine, half 
of all companies with ‘research and de- 
velopment’ budgets of $50 million or 
more plan to cut spending this year, 
for a 3.5 percent decline overall. (About 
10 percent of the R&D budget is typi- 
cally devoted to basic research.)“ 

These are startling figures because 
the United States, instead of going 
ahead with the goose that has laid the 
golden egg in this country, basic re- 
search, that has given us the new han- 
dle on the future, is cutting back, cut- 
ting back in a tremendous way. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that this entire article be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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[From the Wall Street Journal, Мау 22, 1995) 
TECHNOLOGY—CORPORATE RESEARCH: How 
Мосн Is IT WORTH? 

(By Gautam Naik) 

In the late 1980s, Bob Lucky had what he 
calls “а great fantasy." 

As a researcher at AT&T Corp.'s celebrated 
Bell Laboratories, he was designing a silicon 
robot the size of a grain of sand. Injected 
into the human body, it would act as a 
microsurgeon, traveling to specific locations 
to fix problems. 

“I was damn proud of the stuff we did. The 
benefits to society could be tremendous,” 
Mr. Lucky says. But AT&T scrapped the RE- 
SEARCH because it had no bearing on its 
main business. Mr. Lucky, a 3l-year veteran 
of Bell Labs, is now at Bellcore. 

Chasing far-out notions has long been a 
hallmark of industrial RESEARCH in Amer- 
ica. But some of the biggest U.S. corpora- 
tions have cut back sharply on RESEARCH 
into "basic science“ the exploration of how 
nature works at a fundamental level—to pur- 
sue short-term goals and to commercialize 
products more quickly. Corporate labs, home 
to 75% of the nation’s scientists and re- 
searchers, are replacing a cherished culture 
of independence with a results-oriented ap- 
proach. Д 

Іп past decades, the devotion to basic RE- 
SEARCH without regard to boosting the bot- 
tom line spawned a steady stream of break- 
throughs, including the transistor, the solar 
cell and the forerunner to today's laser—all 
at Bell Labs. Now, in the 1990s, the cutbacks 
are taking a toll. Some disillusioned sci- 
entists have fled to academia. Already, U.S. 
companies are falling behind in advanced 
data-storage devices and technology for oil 
exploration. 

Some experts worry the shift is an even 
greater threat to the future. ‘It’s a shorterm 
response aimed at keeping stockholders 
happy. Without question this will hurt 
American competitiveness," warns Albert 
Link, an economics professor at the Univer- 
sity of North Carolina at Greensboro. 

Companies counter that as competition in- 
tensifies and technology accelerates, they 
must push harder to get more direct value 
out of their RESEARCH. “We need to focus 
on customers’ needs,“ says е1 Stanzione, 
who has hammered at that doctrine since be- 
coming president of Bell Labs in March. A 
former president of AT&T's $6 billion public 
network equipment division, he is the first 
hard-core business manager to run the famed 
RESEARCH arm. 

The National Science Foundation cal- 
culates that U.S. companies’ spending on 
basic RESEARCH declined slightly to $9.7 
billion in 1993 and didn't rise last year. In a 
survey by R&D magazine, half of all compa- 
nies with “RESEARCH and development“ 
budgets of $50 million or more plan to cut 
spending this year, for a 3.5% decline overall. 
(About 10% of the R&D budget is typically 
devoted to basic RESEARCH.) 

Those figures mask far more significant 
cuts in some areas. Among U.S. makers of 
communications gear and electronics, spend- 
ing on basic RESEARCH dropped 64% be- 
tween 1988 and 1992 to $350 million. Even gov- 
ernment-funded basic RESEARCH at univer- 
sities and colleges, which has risen in the 
last five years, is expected to fall slightly in 
1995, according to the National Science 
Foundation. 

International Business Machines Corp. has 
chopped $1.7 billion from its annual R&D 
budget since 1992, a 33% reduction to $3.38 
billion by last year. In the science-oriented 
RESEARCH division, annual spending has 
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fallen to $450 million from $625 million in 
1990. The staff of scientists has been cut 
nearly 20% to 2,600; the number pursuing 
basic RESEARCH is down by half to 200. 

In the 1980s, IBM labs explored the sub- 
atomic mysteries of neutrino particles. In 
the 1990s, an IBM lab perfected the collaps- 
ible “butterfly” keyboard in just a year; it 
might have taken seven years in the old 
days. Impressive, but keyboards are hardly 
the stuff of high science. 

Bernard Meyerson, an IBM fellow and sen- 
ior manager at the IBM lab in Yorktown 
Heights, N.Y., says that despite the reduc- 
tions, core RESEARCH was preserved.“ But 
he concedes that cutting back is “а dicey 
process“ because you won't see the impact 
of funding cuts until it’s too late.“ 

Elsewhere the changes have been subtle 
but no less significant. Xerox Corp.’s PARC 
lab, which invented laser printing and on- 
screen icons, now gets detailed contracts“ 
from the company's product divisions direct- 
ing its RESEARCH. At GENERAL Electric 
Co., the portion of R&D spending devoted to 
long-term projects is down to 15% from 30% 
іп the 1980s. 

Such changes are sweeping Bell Labs, per- 
haps the most famous lab in the world. 
AT&T still devotes 10% of its annual $3 bil- 
lion R&D budget to basic RESEARCH, but 
ever bigger chunks will be shifted away from 
physical science—the lab's traditional 
strength—to information science, which is 
closely tied to AT&T’s core business. Bell 
Labs managers used to be promoted solely on 
the basis of technical achievement. Now they 
must also display business acumen. 

‘That wonderful culture at Bell Labs“ is 
disappearing, laments Phillip Griffiths, di- 
rector of the Institute for Advanced Study in 
Princeton, N.J., one of the last strongholds 
of purely theoretical RESEARCH in the U.S. 

It is difficult to quantify what may be lost 
because of such shifts. Fiber optics, for one, 
might have been delayed for decades if not 
for fundamental discoveries made at Bell 
Labs, GE and IBM. In the early 1960s, sci- 
entists stumbled on a curious find: Gallium 
arsenide was a natural laser. When they 
zapped an electrical current through it, it 
emitted an intense beam of light, thus mak- 
ing practical the laser that was first dem- 
onstrated by Hughes Aircraft in 1960. Sci- 
entists realized this semiconductor injec- 
tion laser“ could be manipulated to transmit 
vast amounts of data at nearly the speed of 
light. 

As many big U.S. companies are backing 
away, some foreign concerns are pushing on. 
Major high-tech companies overseas іп- 
creased R&D spending 23% from 1988 to 1993, 
says Schonfeld & Associates of Lincolnshire, 
III. 

At NEC Corp.'s RESEARCH Institute іп 
Princeton, N.J., about 30 miles from Bell 
Labs“ campus, scientists delve into con- 
densed matter physics, quantum mechanics 
and biology. Joseph Giordmaine, a physicist, 
put in 28 years at Bell Labs but bolted for Ja- 
pan’s NEC in 1988. 

Now, as a senior vice president, he presides 
over some truly far-out projects. In one, a 
fly, its limbs affixed in wax, is set before a 
ТУ screen flashing a series of images. А deli- 
cate probe connects a single neuron in the 
fly’s brain to an instrument that measures 
how fast it registers the TV images. 

The RESEARCH may one day yield in- 
sights into how to design a super-fast com- 
puter. “Вазіс RESEARCH means you have to 
be able to take risks and accept failure," 
says Mr. Giordmaine. 

Greg Blonder, who invented the wristphone 
at Bell Labs, has spent most of his career 
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studying physical sciences and their role in 
future technologies. In January, he switched 
to “human-centered engineering,” aimed at 
making AT&T products more customer 
friendly." 

He admits to nostalgia for bygone days. 
There's no thrill equivalent to the feeling 
when you discover something late at night, 
and you know that no one else in the uni- 
verse knows it.“ he says. I miss that.” 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I will not 
go on to read all of this, but it goes on 
and gives examples of different compa- 
nies, but it also indicates how foreign 
countries, foreign nations are putting 
more into research. And it indicates 
that NEC, a Japanese concern, has an 
institute now, an NEC Corp. research 
institute, in Princeton, NJ, about 30 
miles from where Bell Labs’ campus is 
located, and there the scientists are 
delving into condensed matter physics, 
quantum mechanics, and biology. And 
some of these scientists from some of 
the other laboratories that used to be 
our standard bearers in this country 
are now over there working for a Japa- 
nese corporation to continue basic fun- 
damental research. 

Well, I will not belabor the point any 
further except to say that I think it is 
a tragedy when we cut back in private 
investment also at the same time we 
hear proposals to cut back in what we 
spend on research at the Federal level. 
We have seen attacks in those areas all 
the way through the budget process 
this particular year. 

There is another article. I would ask 
unanimous consent that the article by 
Brenda Forman called ‘High-Risk, 
Basic Research Is Critical” be printed 
in the RECORD, Mr. President. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From Space News, July 17-23, 1995) 
HIGH RISK, BASIC RESEARCH IS CRITICAL 
(By Brenda Forman) 

If Congress applied the same logic to fami- 
lies as it is applying to federally funded uni- 
versity research, it would decree that nobody 
have children. 

Children and basic research both represent 
large, up-front investments over a protracted 
period of time with absolutely no guarantee 
of any return—although the payoffs, when 
(and if) they come, can be spectacular. A 
risky, dubious gamble, right? Obviously one 
that any savvy investor or deficit-minded 
congressman set on an early return and a de- 
pendable product should avoid at all costs. 

But without children, there is no future. 
And without high-risk, basic research unre- 
lated to specific products or bottom lines, 
the reservoir of technological advances on 
which the country's current prosperity and 
power is based will run dry in an alarmingly 
short time. 

It is both ignorant and self-deluding to 
think that the United States can get better 
results from its research investment by in- 
sisting that research be focused on specific, 
practical, immediately identifiable applica- 
tions. That is simply not how the big break- 
throughs happen. 

As little as human conceit might wish to 
admit it, the truly fundamental discoveries 
seldom occur where we have decided to look. 
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Instead, they have a curious habit of turning 
up on accidental bypaths when researchers 
were looking for something else entirely. 

A long list of this century’s major techno- 
logical advances have been made this way 
and Americans are coasting on their momen- 
tum to this day—penicillin, X-rays, the ena- 
bling advances that made transistors and 
DNA fingerprinting possible, not to mention 
the ubiquitous Post-It. 

Meanwhile, decades of research and un- 
counted millions of dollars determinedly fo- 
cused on a cancer cure have failed utterly. 

Reviewing the history of technological pre- 
diction should chasten those who would 
imagine that research can be consciously di- 
rected to produce breakthroughs. In retro- 
spect, such predictions can border on the hi- 
larious. 

Remember how World War I commanders 
insisted there could never be a combat role 
for aircraft? Remember how IMB was once 
told it could only expect to sell about 30 
computers? Remember how Arthur D. Little 
told the inventor of Xerox there was only a 
market for about 500 of his machines? Re- 
member how the computer was going to cre- 
ate the paperless office? Then tell me how we 
expect politicians—or anybody for that mat- 
ter—to predict where research should best be 
focused. 

The hard truth is that major advances 
occur when somebody gets both curious and 
lucky—and also has the resources to pursue 
their hunch. Congress is now withdrawing 
that third essential factor. The result will be 
a classic case of penny wise, pound foolish: in 
return for a largely trivial budget reduction, 
the country will forfeit much of its potential 
future wealth. 

Of course, the damage probably will not be 
all that apparent before the next re-election 
campaign and so possibly few members of 
Congress will care. But they should. Such ef- 
fects are like termites: they undermine a 
structure for a long time before the house 
begins to buckle, and by then the damage is 
irreparable. 

It is equally illusory to decree that univer- 
sities should confine themselves to purely 
basic research, leaving such things as engi- 
neering research to unidentified others. 
There is no such thing as purely basic re- 
search—what is basic in one context can 
turn into applied in another. Trying to draw 
such artificial dividing lines between inter- 
related and intimately interwoven research 
areas sounds rather like establishing union- 
style rules and rigid job definitions for sci- 
entific research, Industry is increasingly 
moving to eliminate such obstacles to pro- 
ductivity and flexibility on the factory floor. 
It seems oddly retrogressive to try to insti- 
tute them now in the world of research. 

It is also purest fantasy—if indeed not just 
plain cynicism—to expect the private sector 
to fill the gap left by Congress’ gutting of 
government investment in basic research. No 
corporation required to fulfill Wall Street’s 
merciless insistence on continuous quarterly 
growth can afford to invest in such risky, 
speculative, long-term ventures with no im- 
mediate, identifiable positive impact on its 
bottom line. 

When you get right down to it, this is the 
government’s job, and Congress is shirking 
it. 

Of course, Americans will probably persist 
in having children (people are buying junk 
bonds again, too) but if we pursue our 
present course in science and basic research, 
those kids will not live as well and will oc- 
cupy a weaker and less confident position in 
the world of the coming century. That looks 
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to me like a remarkably odd example of the 
current Congress’ vaunted family values. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, what she 
points out in this article is much the 
вате as what was pointed out in the 
Wall Street Journal article. It is a re- 
counting of what is happening in Amer- 
ican industry. 

And she says in that, and starts off— 
I was rather taken by the analogy she 
makes. She says: 

If Congress applied the same logic to fami- 
lies as it is applying to the federally funded 
university research, it would decree that no- 
body have children, 

Who knows what the outcome of a 
child being born is? You do not really 
know for sure. 

But without children, there is no future. 
And without high-risk, basic research unre- 
lated to specific products or bottom lines, 
the reservoir of technological advances on 
which the current country’s prosperity and 
power is based will run dry in an alarmingly 
short time ... As little as human conceit 
might wish to admit it, the truly fundamen- 
tal discoveries seldom occur where we de- 
cided to look. Instead, they have a curious 
habit of turning up on accidental bypaths 
when researchers were looking for something 
else entirely . . [Things like] penicillin, X- 
rays, the enabling advances that made tran- 
sistors and DNA fingerprinting possible. 

Those things occurred when people 
were looking for something else when 
they were doing basic research. 

Mr. President, at a time when both 
the private and Federal investment in 
science, research and development is 
declining, we truly do have to ask our- 
selves, Who is going to be responsible 
to the students graduating in the class 
of 2015? Quite simply, the international 
space station is the next logical step 
along with other efforts in our journey 
into space and our investment in the 
future, our investment in research for 
the future. Along with that, the station 
is also the largest international sci- 
entific cooperative effort ever under- 
taken. 

The space station is being built right 
now. We have over 25 tons, 50,000 
pounds of flight hardware has already 
been fabricated here in the United 
States. It is already built. The first 
launch is on schedule, still on schedule 
for late 1997, with the station perma- 
nently manned in 2002. 

I would add that in addition to those 
50,000 pounds of American equipment 
already fabricated, already built, we 
have over 60,000 pounds by our inter- 
national partners. So, with the space 
station weighing over 400,000—just 
about 400,000 pounds—we have over 
one-fourth of the station already built, 
already prepared, more coming out 
every day. 

Contrary to what was said earlier, 
the space station will provide a world- 
class, permanently occupied laboratory 
in Earth orbit. Research will be con- 
ducted on the station in a whole range 
of scientific disciplines, including bio- 
technology and biomedicine, material 
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science, combustion science, and other 
areas. 

This will truly be a science and tech- 
nology institute in space. It is the 
promise of research on this inter- 
national space station. The science and 
technology institute in space will have 
specialty areas of biotechnology, phys- 
iology, material science, combustion 
science, physics, and biology on the 
space station. And to carry that out 
there have been cooperative efforts be- 
tween NASA and NIH. We have U.S. 
space station research facilities that 
will be used by other nations as well as 
ourselves. 

You know, control over gravity is 
something we have not been able to 
have throughout the whole history of 
the world. I remember when I was a 
boy back in New Concord, OH. It was 
great to get up in a big oak tree down 
on a little cliff. I thought it was great. 
You were sort of almost going out of 
this world at that point, it seemed to 
me, you were so high up. Little did I 
know I would be able to fly later on, 
get farther off the ground and farther 
up in space. It has been a whole pro- 
gression ever since the Wright brothers 
of how high we can go and use our new 
capabilities to do basic research. 

But now, all at once, control over 
gravity will allow scientists to explore 
the natural world in unprecedented 
ways. All life on Earth, including 
human life, has evolved under the di- 
rect influence of gravity. The space 
station provides scientists the labora- 
tory they need to explore the role that 
gravity plays in the cycle of life from 
conception through old age. On the 
space station scientists will explore the 
systems of the body ranging from mus- 
cle and bone to the immune system 
under low-gravity conditions that are 
unique, not only in the history of bio- 
medical research, but also in the his- 
tory of all life on Earth. 

On Earth, gravity limits our ability 
to explore and understand the fun- 
damental principles that govern basic 
physical processes. Even such things as 
burning of fuel, the solidification of 
metals, the growth of crystals, space 
station research promises to expand 
our understanding and control over 
these processes that are vital to the 
economic health of our country. Using 
just the 7- to 14-day low-gravity oppor- 
tunities that have been afforded by 
space shuttle flights, orbital research- 
ers have already begun to deliver a 
steady stream of scientific and techno- 
logical insights that are strengthening 
the U.S. economy and improving the 
quality of life on Earth for generations 
yet to come. 

The space station will allow re- 
searchers from the universities, indus- 
try, and Government to expand the 
promising research begun on the space 
shuttle by conducting high-quality 
science and technology experiments 
year round. 


ee 
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Space station will support global en- 
vironmental observation, high-energy 
astrophysics research. The inter- 
national space station represents only 
one-seventh of 1 percent of the Federal 
budget, about 15 percent of the NASA 
budget, but one-seventh of 1 percent of 
our national budget. I think that is a 
good investment. 

Now, a little more detail. I men- 
tioned biotechnology. By studying pro- 
tein crystals and protein crystal 
growth, orbital research enhances our 
ability to accurately describe proteins 
and enzymes and viruses at the molec- 
ular level. This ability, coupled with 
research on these fundamental building 
blocks of life, will enable scientists to 
develop new drugs and vaccines more 
quickly and effectively. 

Space station researchers will study 
the processes that control the growth 
of human tissues outside the body 
called tissue culture. Future research 
may lead to an improved understand- 
ing of normal and abnormal tissue, 
cancerous tissue, with important im- 
plications for the development of new 
drug therapies and applications for 
transplant research in the physiology. 

Space research provides unique in- 
sights into how the heart and lungs 
function, the growth and maintenance 
of muscles and bone, perception, cog- 
nition, and balance in the neuro- 
sciences, and the regulation of the 
body’s many systems in regulatory 
physiology. 

In combustion science, scientists use 
low gravity to simplify the study of 
complex combustion processes. Be- 
cause combustion is used to produce 85 
percent of Earth’s energy, even small 
improvements in efficiency will have 
large environmental and economic ben- 
efits. 

In material science, researchers use 
low gravity to advance our understand- 
ing of the relationships among the 
structure, the processing, and prop- 
erties of materials. Findings in mate- 
rial science have very broad applicabil- 
ity to industrial processes, including 
the production of semiconductors, 
glass, metals, alloys, polymers, and ce- 
ramics. 

Fluid physics: Researchers use low 
gravity to study the properties and be- 
havior of fluids, liquids, gases and mix- 
tures. 

Fundamental knowledge of fluid be- 
havior is essential to industrial activi- 
ties, ranging from energy production to 
materials engineering. 

Microgravity physics: Scientists use 
low gravity to test fundamental theo- 
ries of physics with degrees of accuracy 
that far exceed the capacity of Earth- 
bound science. 

Physics in low gravity expands our 
understanding of changes in the state 
of matter, including those changes re- 
sponsible for high-temperature super- 
conductivity. If we make major break- 
throughs in that area alone, it will 
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likely be worth the expenditure on the 
space station in my opinion. 

Gravitational biology: Scientists 
study gravity’s influence on the devel- 
opment, growth and internal processes 
of plants and animals. Their results ex- 
pand fundamental knowledge that 
would benefit medical, agricultural, 
and other industries. 

I mentioned first in that list of 
things we are looking at bio- 
technology. Let me give more detail on 
that. 

Protein crystal growth data from 
space that can revolutionize pharma- 
ceuticals in the 218% century. Rapid ad- 
vances in biotechnology, combined 
with enhanced data from protein struc- 
tures, promise to revolutionize the 
pharmaceutical industry. 

Researchers seek to design the struc- 
ture of proteins and ultimately to de- 
sign drugs that interact with them. 
Penicillin is a well-known example of a 
drug that works by blocking a pro- 
tein's function. In order to define pro- 
tein structure with precision, research- 
ers analyze protein crystals. Unfortu- 
nately, many Earth-grown crystals 
have flaws that limit their usefulness 
as data sources, or they are just plain 
too small to provide adequate data. 

Orbital experiments provide re- 
searchers with superior protein crys- 
tals for analysis and also help sci- 
entists understand the fundamental 
concepts about the crystallization 
process. These are things that they 
cannot do the same on Earth. This in- 
formation can be used to improve crys- 
tallization techniques on Earth, in 
fact. 

Researchers will soon use enhanced 
data on protein structure derived from 
space station research to design a new 
generation of drugs to target a long 
list of specific diseases. These drugs 
promise to revolutionize health care, 
and orbital research will feed this revo- 
lution with the protein structure data 
that it needs. 

NASA researchers have already used 
space shuttle missions to produce pro- 
tein crystals for a variety of clinical 
conditions, including cancer, diabetes, 
emphysema, and immune system dis- 
orders. These space-grown crystals 
were far superior to any crystals grown 
on Earth for revealing the structures of 
protein and supporting the develop- 
ment of drugs. 

Examples: Recombinant DNA human 
insulin. The Hauptman Institute in 
Buffalo, in collaboration with Eli Lilly 
& Co., has obtained an improved de- 
scription of human drug concept based 
on space-grown crystals. To those who 
say nothing has come out of the pro- 
gram, that is just not true. They are 
currently working on a design of a 
nontoxic drug that will bind insulin, 
thereby improving the treatment of di- 
abetic patients. 

Porcin elastase. Elastase is a protein 
which is involved in emphysema. The 
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refined structure of this protein was 
obtained using space-grown crystals. 
Vertex Pharmaceuticals is designing 
drugs based on this data to improve 
treatment for emphysema. 

HIV, the virus that causes AIDS. 
NASA is supporting the microgravity 
crystallization of HIV reverse 
transcriptase, a critical enzyme for 
viral replication, and it is believed that 
this research will better define the en- 
zyme structure so that effective phar- 
maceuticals can be developed to inhibit 
the HIV virus. 

The structural biology research 
group at Marshall Space Flight Center, 
NASA’s center of excellence in bio- 
technology, was the first to publish the 
structure of a major human antibody 
that recognizes the AIDS virus. 

Human serum albumin, HSA, is a pri- 
mary binding protein in the blood and 
is responsible for distributing drugs 
throughout the body. Eli Lilly & Co., 
again, is using this structural informa- 
tion from space-grown crystals to de- 
sign drugs that exhibit improved inter- 
actions with HSA, the human serum al- 
bumin. The potential impact of this 
HSA structure on drug design and de- 
livery is enormous. 

Protein crystal growth promises a 
pharmaceutical revolution. Bio- 
technology is broadly defined as a set 
of techniques for rearranging and man- 
ufacturing biological molecules, tis- 
sues and living organisms. 

This field is one of the most dynamic 
segments of our high-technology econ- 
omy. Armed with the advanced tech- 
niques of biotechnology and detailed 
data on the structure of key proteins, 
researchers are already creating new 
generations of drugs. Researchers use 
data on the structure of proteins to de- 
sign drugs at the molecular level that 
will interact with specific proteins and 
treat specific diseases. 

This approach promises to produce 
superior drugs for a wide range of con- 
ditions and may replace the trial-and- 
error approach to drug development 
that has been the rule for centuries. 

The international space station will 
become one of the world’s premier 
sources for critical data on protein 
structures needed for this new method 
of drug development. In addition, the 
space station will be used to study and 
understand the physics involved in pro- 
tein crystals in order to overcome the 
difficulties which currently limit much 
of this research on Earth. 

Let me list the companies that are 
involved with this. These are compa- 
nies that not only interested, they are 
cooperating, they are putting their 
own money into this kind of research: 
Schering-Plough of New Jersey; Eli 
Lilly in New Jersey; Upjohn in Michi- 
gan; Bristol-Myers Squibb in New Jer- 
sey; SmithKline Beecham in Penn- 
sylvania; BioCryst in Alabama; Du 
Pont Merck in Delaware; Eastman 
Kodak in New York; and Vertex in 
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Massachusetts are working with 
NASA’s center for macromolecular 
chrystallography to produce high-qual- 
ity protein crystals for new drug devel- 
opment. 

Researchers have already used space 
shuttle missions to produce superior 
protein crystals for research on clinical 
conditions including cancer, diabetes, 
emphysema and immune system dis- 
orders. 

Can I claim we have the answers in 
all those matters at this point? No, I 
cannot, but I certainly can claim that 
we are on the way with a whole new ap- 
proach in research because of the pro- 
tein crystal growth that has already 
occurred. 

In collaboration with Eli Lilly & Co., 
the Hauptman Institute of Buffalo, NY, 
is using data from space on human in- 
sulin to design a drug that will bind in- 
sulin, thereby improving the treatment 
of diabetic patients. NASA is support- 
ing space research on an enzyme that 
the HIV, the virus that causes AIDS, 
needs to reproduce. This research seeks 
to better design the enzyme structure 
so that effective pharmaceuticals can 
be developed to inhibit the HIV virus. 

The pictures of some of the protein 
crystals that have been grown in space 
show that they come out several times 
larger than they do in similar growth 
attempted on Earth. It means they are 
easier to deal with, easier to define, 
easier to work with for the researchers 
on Earth. 

Another area in which work is going 
on: I was at Houston not long ago, just 
before the flight of STS~70, the so- 
called “Ohio flight, where four out of 
the five members of the flight crew 
were from Ohio. One of the pieces of re- 
search equipment they were taking up 
was called a bioreactor. Let me talk 
about that for just a moment. 

Growing tissue samples, tissue cul- 
turing is one of the fundamental goals 
of biomedical research. Scientists use 
laboratory containers called bioreac- 
tors to grow or culture samples of body 
tissues. Scientists could use cancer tu- 
mors and other tissues that are suc- 
cessfully grown outside the body to 
test and study treatments, like chemo- 
therapy, without risking harm to pa- 
tients. 

These tissues from bioreactors will 
also offer important medical insights 
into how tissues grow and develop in 
the body. NASA engineers have already 
created breakthrough technologies for 
cell culture research on the ground and 
major breakthroughs can be expected 
once time on the space station becomes 
more available, and they have already 
done some of the first work on flights. 

NASA-developed bioreactors have al- 
ready produced the first 80-day lung 
culture, the first normal human intes- 
tine culture, and major breakthroughs 
in the quality of cancer tumor cul- 
tures. Those superior tissues may be 
grown in Earthbound bioreactors when 
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compared with traditional cell cultur- 
ing techniques. There are still limits 
on Earth to the size and quality of the 
tissue. What the scientists are doing on 
the space program, they believe that 
far superior tissues can be grown in the 
extended microgravity afforded on the 
space station, and preliminary tests on 
the space shuttle support this idea. 
They show that the theories appear to 
be correct. 

In the long term, tissues cultured 
outside the body then may be used di- 
rectly for replacing damaged tissues or 
treating diseases or eventually replac- 
ing organs. 

Some of the highlights of recent re- 
search: Dr. Jeanne Becker of the Uni- 
versity of South Florida has applied 
NASA technology to create a break- 
through in culturing ovarian cancer tu- 
mors for cancer research. Dr. Josh 
Zimmerberg of the NIH National Insti- 
tute for Child Health and Development 
is using NASA developed bioreactors in 
NASA-funded resident technical staff 
to pursue the AIDS research goals 
under a 1994-98 NASA NIH joint ven- 
ture. 

Dr. Lisa Freed of the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology is using a 
NASA bioreactor to grow cartilage 
cells on biodegradable scaffolds. Her 
work shows a clear prospect for using 
the space station to produce models 
and transplantable cartilage tissues 
that could revolutionize treatment for 
joint diseases and injuries. 

I mentioned the flight of STS-70. I 
was there with the crew when they 
were building up for this flight in July 
of this year. In July of this year, a 
NASA bioreactor flew to orbit aboard 
the space shuttle Discovery. The pri- 
mary purpose of this experiment was to 
test the performance of the bioreactor, 
which worked successfully. Poorly dif- 
ferentiated human colon carcinoma 
cells were grown in a bioreactor aboard 
Discovery. Their growth was compared 
with that of similar cells in a bioreac- 
tor in normal gravity, as well as in 
conventional, two-dimensional tissue 
cultures. The space-grown clusters of 
cells were approximately twice as large 
as the ground-based samples. But the 
significance of this must be determined 
by much study on the ground and many 
more data points from the space ex- 
periments. Ground-based analysis by 
Dr. J. Milburn Jessup of the Harvard 
Medical School will address the histol- 
ogy of the specimens and the produc- 
tion of specific protein such as CEA. 

NASA and NIH have signed agree- 
ments on biomedical research. NASA 
and NIH have recently signed an agree- 
ment that will combine the unique tal- 
ents and experience of both agencies in 
biomedical research апа exploit 
NASA's bioreactor technology to 
produce three-dimensional tissue cul- 
tures for laboratory research. This 
agreement will increase the capabili- 
ties of biomedical researchers through- 
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out NASA by transferring NASA tech- 
nology to NIH and establishing a cen- 
ter within the National Institute of 
Child Health and Human Development. 

The new center will teach this new 
technology to hundreds of neighboring 
NIH intramural laboratories that cur- 
rently employ other tissue culture 
techniques as part of their ongoing re- 
search. 

The initial goal of the agreement is 
to engineer a human lymph node model 
for AIDS research and then to extend 
the use of this technology to a broad 
spectrum of tissues available at NIH. 
This collaborative effort will enable re- 
searchers to culture tissues previously 
deemed too complex for current tissue 
culturing technology. 

To accelerate the development of 
this critical tissue culturing, tech- 
nology research grants were recently 
awarded under the NASA research an- 
nouncement. Included in the selections 
are support for two research centers lo- 
cated at the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology at Cambridge, and the 
Wooster Institute in Philadelphia, that 
will transfer the NASA bioreactor 
technology for culturing three-dimen- 
sional tissues to university research- 
ers. These centers expand the pace of 
technology transfer in the bio- 
technology areas begun when NASA 
and NIH established a joint cooperative 
program within the NIH Institute for 
Child, Health and Human Development 
to exploit the NASA-developed bioreac- 
tor technology. 

Dr. Jeanne Becker has pointed out 
that it has a potential particular bene- 
fit for cell culture research and breast 
cancer research. Techniques developed 
for use in space have advanced the 
state of the art for growing ovarian 
and breast cancer samples in the lab- 
oratory, leading to progress in women’s 
health. Why is it important to focus on 
ovarian and breast cancer? Well, as a 
result of better forms of treatment and 
improved means of early diagnosis, 
overall survival rates from cancer have 
doubled since the early 1900’s. However, 
breast cancer and ovarian cancer con- 
tinue to be responsible for over one- 
third of all cancer in women. 

Recent statistics indicate that one in 
nine women will be diagnosed with 
breast cancer during her lifetime. Al- 
though screening mammography has 
contributed significantly to the early 
detection of breast cancer, survival 
rates for this disease have remained 
relatively unchanged for over a decade. 
Equally discouraging is the fact that 
current survival for ovarian cancer is 
nearly the same as it was over 30 years 
ago, with a 5-year survival rate of 39 
percent. These statistics underscore 
the need for more research in these 
areas and the use of improved tech- 
nologies to better study these diseases 
which destroy the lives of so many 
women. 
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For more than three decades, human- 
kind has benefited from new tech- 
nologies derived from NASA-sponsored 
research, including studies focused on 
several areas pertinent to women’s 
health. Now, through a joint collabora- 
tion between NASA and the University 
of South Florida, research focused on 
the development of three-dimensional 
tissue models of breast and ovarian 
cancer is being undertaken to gain a 
better understanding of breast and 
ovarian cancer. 

Using a specialized tissue culture 
chamber designed by NASA, the bio- 
reactor, scientists are abie to generate 
three-dimensional cellular growth that 
forms tissue-like structures that are 
similar to tissues found in the human 
body. Using conventional culture tech- 
niques, breast and ovarian cancer cells 
do not grow to form a tumor. In the 
NASA bioreactor, cancer cells have 
grown into masses that resemble the 
original tumor. 

So when opponents of the space sta- 
tion say what good has come out of it, 
I would suggest that new leads into 
ovarian and breast cancer may be 
worth the price that we pay. For the 
first time, these cancer cells have 
grown into masses that resemble the 
original tumor, and in their same 
three-dimensional orientation. 

Through the benefits of NASA-devel- 
oped technology, medical science now 
has a means to culture cancer tissue 
samples in the laboratory so that they 
closely resemble structures found in 
the human body. The ability to grow 
these particular types of tumors is a 
real advantage because they are ex- 
tremely difficult to culture outside the 
body. In particular, cancer researchers 
continually strive toward the develop- 
ment of improved tissue models of 
human disease, and the ability to 
produce reliable tissue models of breast 
and ovarian cancer is critical for fur- 
thering our understanding of the fac- 
tors important in the growth and 
spread of these devastating diseases. 

The breast and ovarian cancer tissue 
samples cultured in NASA’s bioreactor 
will be evaluated for usefulness in test- 
ing sensitivity, chemotherapeutic, and 
biological agents, including hormonal 
therapy, particularly important as a 
treatment for breast and ovarian can- 
cer. 

Because tumor cells can be grown in 
much the way they are arranged in the 
body, then a more authentic tumor 
specimen can be obtained to test the 
responsiveness of these cells to new 
types of agents. 

Finally, the models will be instru- 
mental in studying alterations in can- 
cer-associated genes that occurred dur- 
ing tumor progression. Breast and 
ovarian cancer studies being under- 
taken at the University of South Flor- 
ida demonstrate the type of biomedical 
research that is a direct offshoot of 
NASA’s bioreactor technology. Na- 
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tional tissue research has given the 
medical community a powerful new 
tool to study how these cancerous tis- 
sues form. 

Mr. President, in particular, another 
example of this is cartilage develop- 
ment in NASA’s bioreactor. Cartilage 
is the material that makes up the 
joints in the skeleton. The bioreactor 
reproducibly enables the growth of car- 
tilage from a small type of cell, and 
this level of maturity is rarely 
achieved by any other culture method. 

Mature cartilage is shown as the red- 
stained material here. Research con- 
ducted with Dr. Lisa Freed at MIT ad- 
dresses the use of reactor technology 
and microgravity to engineer cartilage 
for replacement and transplantation. 

In simpler terms cartilage grown in 
the bioreactor—in the middle picture 
here—resembles normal cartilage—in 
the top picture—much more closely 
than cartilage grown by standard 
methods in the bottom picture. 

The same with colon cancer. Colon 
cancer manifests with polyp-like struc- 
tures in the colon. The tumor-like 
structures are produced in the bioreac- 
tor by culturing normal fibroblast cells 
with colon cancer cells. 

Standard culture techniques do not 
provide 3-D models of cancer. It makes 
it very difficult. The bioreactor not 
only grows 3-D tumors, but induces 
specialized structures called glands, 
akin to that in native tissue. 

Dr. J.M. Jessup at Harvard Univer- 
sity is molding human colon cancers 
for research, and therapeutic testing is 
facilitated by culturing the cancer 
cells in the NASA bioreactor. The ex- 
planation is that the ordinary culture 
on the far left is not developing a rec- 
ognizable tumor-like structure. The 
two pictures on the right show the 
colon cancer cells in the NASA bio- 
reactor do develop into tumor-like 
structures. 

Physiology on the space station: A 
new window on the human body. Vir- 
tually every system in the body—from 
bones and muscles to the immune sys- 
tem—is tied to and affected by the 
force of gravity. When human and ani- 
mal research subjects travel to the 
low-gravity environment of Earth 
orbit, each system is affected and can 
be studied under conditions that are 
unique not only in the history of bio- 
medical research but also in the his- 
tory of life on Earth. 

The unique value of orbital research 
in physiology and biotechnology has 
led to a vigorous program of coopera- 
tion between NASA and the National 
Institutes of Health that includes 18 
cooperative agreements and a series of 
flight experiments. 

Focus: Brain and nervous system re- 
search. Because of the profound effects 
that the lack of gravity has on the 
sense of balance and orientation, basic 
neurosensory research conducted in 
space offers a unique opportunity for 
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insights into the ways in which the 
brain and body interact. This research 
has great potential for helping re- 
searchers understand the basis of 
learning and memory. 

Highlights of recent research: Space 
shuttle research on the body’s balance 
system has resulted in new discoveries 
of sensory pathways and the nervous 
system’s capacity to adapt. This fun- 
damental advance in our understanding 
of the brain may aid in the develop- 
ment of improved treatments for nerv- 
ous system disorders. 

NASA research has produced com- 
puter techniques for creating three-di- 
mensional maps of neurons within 
gravity-sensing tissues. This work has 
enormous potential both for advancing 
neuroscience and for enhancing rapid 
access to many other kinds of medical 
imaging data. Detailed information on 
the way neurons are organized in the 
nervous system (neural nets) may 
someday support the development of 
new computer architectures. 

Focus: Musculoskeletal research. 
Osteoporosis affects some 25 million 
Americans, and it is estimated that 
this disease leads to 1.3 million bone 
fractures annually. Unless new preven- 
tive measures and treatments are 
found, associated costs are expected to 
rise to $30-$60 billion per year by the 
year 2020. 

Exposure to low gravity causes oth- 
erwise healthy young astronauts to ex- 
perience rapid loss of bone mass—bone 
demineralization—comparable to 
osteoporosis but progressing at a much 
faster rate. By studying bone and mus- 
cle mass reduction in astronauts, space 
station research may contribute to our 
understanding of the causes of 
osteoporosis and help researchers de- 
velop preventative or rehabilitative re- 
gimes for bedridden or elderly patients. 

Highlights of recent research: In co- 
operation with investigators at 
Genentech, Inc., NASA researchers 
have demonstrated that muscle atro- 
phy can be prevented using a combina- 
tion of exercise and growth hormone. 
This approach opens new therapeutic 
avenues for rehabilitation, as well as 
for preventing some of the changes 
that accompany aging. 

Orbital research has demonstrated 
that changes in hormones do not com- 
pletely explain the rapid loss of bone 
calcium that accompanies spaceflight. 
These findings may lead to new devel- 
opments in diagnosing and treating 
skeletal disorders such as osteoporisis. 

NASA researchers have developed a 
new theory of remodeling in bone. In 
addition to stimulating new avenues of 
basic research, this new model has been 
applied by others to evaluate artificial 
joints, to study the influence of exer- 
cise on bone density, and to study age- 
associated bone loss. 

NASA and the National Institute of 
Arthritis and Musculoskeletal and 
Skin Diseases [NIAMS] are cooperating 


26262 


to take full advantage of low gravity as 
а research tool. The NIAMS 
Osteoporosis Centers are expanding 
their participation in research related 
to spaceflight, and proceedings of a 
joint workshop were recently published 
in the Federation of American Soci- 
eties of Experimental Biology Journal. 

The bone loss observed in space crews 
bears strong similarities to 
osteoporosis associated with aging. As- 
tronauts lose the same percentage of 
their bone mass over a period of 8 
months in space as the average human 
loses between the ages of 50 and 60. 
Spaceflight offers an opportunity to 
study the process of bone loss (bone 
demineralization) at an accelerated 


rate and to evaluate strategies for 
treatment and prevention of 
osteoporosis in months instead of 
years. 


Materials science on the space sta- 
tion: The scientific foundation for 21st 
century high-tech materials. The goal 
of materials science research is to 
study how materials form and how the 
forming process controls a material’s 
properties. By carefully studying and 
controlling the processes by which ma- 
terials are formed, materials scientists 
can design new alloys, ceramics, glass- 
es, and polymers to improve the per- 
formance of products ranging from con- 
tact lenses to car engines. 

The production process for most ma- 
terials includes steps that are very 
heavily influenced by the force of grav- 
ity. The chance to observe these proc- 
esses in low gravity promises to in- 
crease our fundamental understanding 
of production processes and of the ma- 
terials produced. Scientists will use 
these insights from space research to 
improve the properties of materials 
ranging from glass and steel to semi- 
conductors and plastics. 

Highlights of recent research: The ex- 
periments of Dr. Martin Glicksman of 
the Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute 
flown aboard the space shuttle have 
produced groundbreaking new insights 
into how the structure of metal forms. 
Results of his experiment will aid in 
the development of stronger or more 
corrosion-resistant metal alloys. 

Based on his orbital research, Dr. Ju- 
lian Szekely of the Massachusetts In- 
stitute of Technology developed new 
mathematical techniques to model the 
behavior of molten metals. These tech- 
niques have been used by the metals 
and semiconductor industries to design 
assignment and to improve predictions 
of the behavior of metals during proc- 
essing. 

Space shuttle experiments have dem- 
onstrated that when gravity’s effects 
are substantially reduced, other forces 
(such as surface tension) can predomi- 
nate. These experiments have shown 
that secondary forces are more signifi- 
cant than previously thought, affecting 
many ground-based materials produc- 
tion techniques in unexpected ways. 
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Results of this research open the door 
for further study and improved proc- 
esses and materials for the future. 

Combustion science on the space sta- 
tion: Fundamental research on the 
world’s predominant source of energy. 
Combustion (burning) has been a sub- 
ject of vigorous scientific research for 
over a century. By conducting research 
on the space station, scientists can 
study subtle aspects of combustion 
normally masked by fluid flows caused 
by Earth’s gravity. 

Combustion accounts for approxi- 
mately 85 percent of the world’s energy 
production—as well as a significant 
fraction of the world’s atmospheric pol- 
lution. Breakthroughs in combustion 
science will have far-reaching effects 
for the economy and the environment. 
For example, a 2-percent increase in 
burner efficiency would save the Unit- 
ed States $8 billion per year. 

Low-gravity research may also 
produce breakthroughs in combustion 
synthesis, the process by which valu- 
able materials are created as the prod- 
ucts of fire. Examples include carbon 
fibers for high-strength, lightweight 
composite materials and fullerenes, a 
novel form of carbon. 

Highlights of recent research: Com- 
bustion science researchers using 
NASA Lewis Research Center facilities 
have applied for a patent on a device 
that improves air quality by stabilizing 
fuel-lean flames and reducing NOx (ох- 
ides of nitrogen), a major source of air 
pollution. 

At the recent 25th International 
Symposium on Combustion, the most 
important meeting of combustion sci- 
entists in the world, nearly 10 percent 
of the papers presented involved low- 
gravity combustion research. 

NASA investigators have used the 
space shuttle to obtain and analyze the 
first data on Burke-Schumann gas jet 
diffusion flames (a classical flame con- 
figuration treated in virtually all com- 
bustion textbooks). These data rep- 
resent the first true verification of this 
theory available since its original de- 
velopment in 1928. 

The spherical shape of candle flames 
in low-gravity illustrates the new per- 
spective scientists will use to pursue 
research into subtle aspects of combus- 
tion impossible to study accurately on 
Earth. 

By studying combustion on the space 
station, scientists can observe certain 
aspects of burning that are hidden by 
the effects of gravity on Earth and 
thus advance our fundamental under- 
standing of this vitally important field. 
Combustion research could lead to en- 
hanced energy efficiency, reduced pol- 
lution, and improved processes for pro- 
ducing high-technology materials such 
as carbon fibers. 

Physics and biology on the space sta- 
tion: Fundamental research laying the 
foundation for future applications. 

Fluid physics and transport phenom- 
ena: One of the most significant forces 
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affecting fluids—liquids, gases and 
mixtures—on Earth is gravity. In or- 
biting spacecraft, where gravity’s ef- 
fects are reduced many times, sci- 
entists can observe aspects of fluid be- 
havior that are difficult or impossible 
to see in normal gravity. 

A deeper understanding of fluid be- 
havior has broad applicability. Fluid 
flows play important roles in the pro- 
duction processes of our most impor- 
tant industries. For example, the per- 
formance of a powerplant depends on 
the flow characteristics of vapor-liquid 
mixtures, and oil recovery from par- 
tially depleted reservoirs depends on 
how liquids flow through porous rocks. 

Low-gravity research has already 
played a central role in stimulating 
new understanding of the ways in 
which heat and materials are trans- 
ported іп semiconductor’ crystal 
growth, metals processing, separation 
of biological molecules, and protein 
crystal growth. 

Microgravity physics: Research 
called microgravity physics uses the 
unique properties of space to test phys- 
ics theories at levels of accuracy that 
are impossible on Earth. This fun- 
damental research will advance our un- 
derstanding of theories relevant to ev- 
erything from high-temperature super- 
conductivity to weather prediction. 
This research has the potential for re- 
defining our most basic assumptions 
about the universe. 

In 1992, an orbital research experi- 
ment produced observations that test- 
ed renormalization group theory with a 
degree of precision five times greater 
than any experiment conducted on 
Earth. Renormalization group theory 
is a Nobel Prize-winning physics theory 
with broad applicability to particle 
physics and high-temperature super- 
conductivity. 

Gravitational biology: The low-grav- 
ity conditions of spaceflight provide bi- 
ologists with a unique research oppor- 
tunity to answer fundamental ques- 
tions about the basic functions of liv- 
ing organisms. Gravitational biologists 
study gravity's influence on the devel- 
opment, growth, and internal machin- 
ery of life, including individual cells as 
well as complete plants and animals. 
Expanding fundamental biological 
knowledge will provide broad long- 
term benefits in medicine, agriculture, 
and industry. 

Under normal Earth gravity, the gas 
occupies the top of the pipe because it 
is lighter—less dense—than the liquid. 
When gravity is reduced, the gas forms 
a core down the middle of the pipe. 
Under low-gravity conditions, weight 
and density become less important and 
scientists can study other forces that 
dictate the behavior of the liquid-gas 
mixture. 

Gravity exerts a strong influence on 
the properties and behavior of fluids— 
liquids and gases. Aboard the space sta- 
tion, researchers will study aspects of 
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fluid behavior that are hidden by grav- 
ity on Earth. Increased knowledge of 
fluid physics is broadly applicable to a 
variety of industrial processes. 

Technology development оп the 
space station: Paving the way for hu- 
manity’s future in space—and on 
Earth. The international space station 
will both foster the development of ad- 
vanced commercial technologies and 
provide a test bed for engineering re- 
search on orbit. 

Electric power: Power generation and 
storage systems research will produce 
long-term data on advanced materials, 
components, and electrical power sys- 
tems, including flexible thin-film solar 
arrays and advanced power converters 
that will improve electrical systems on 
Earth. Қ 

Robotics and remote operations: 
Space station research will produce ad- 
vanced, reliable robotic systems and 
systems for remote operations. These 
systems have enormous potential for 
improving productivity and safety in 
industry and agriculture. 

Advanced life support technology: 
Space station research will develop ad- 
vanced life-support technologies that 
combine physical, chemical, and bio- 
logical processes to create highly effi- 
cient recycling systems. These tech- 
nologies will have numerous applica- 
tions to improving the quality of life 
on Earth, including: advanced waste 
processing and recycling techniques to 
reduce pollution; crop growth research 
capable of improving the efficiency of 
Earth-based hydroponics and other 
controlled crop production systems; 
vastly improved air and water quality 
sensors and analyzers and air revital- 
ization systems; and automatic sys- 
tems for identifying microbes to pro- 
vide diagnostic support to detect a 
broad range of infectious diseases. 

Telemedicine: Telemedicine is the 
ability to practice medicine through 
the exchange of data and images be- 
tween geographically remote locations 
using telecommunications tech- 
nologies. NASA is a pioneer in tele- 
medicine techniques for maintaining 
the health of astronauts on orbit and 
will continue to develop telemedicine 
systems through space station develop- 
ment. Telemedicine has the potential 
to reduce health care costs while im- 
proving the quality of care, especially 
for underserved populations—such as 
rural America or inner-city areas—and 
the victims of disaster. 

NASA-NIH cooperation: Conducting 
the world’s best biomedical research. 

As the world’s premier organization 
in life and biomedical sciences, the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health [NIH] had 
access to the world’s best biomedical 
scientists, who need a variety of lab- 
oratory resources. NASA’s biomedical 
research program maintains and devel- 
ops a rich supply of unique and special- 
ized resources, including laboratories 
and access to the weightless environ- 
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ment of space. Thus, cooperation be- 
tween the two agencies strengthens the 
performance of each and helps ensure 
the highest possible return on Ameri- 
ca’s investment in biomedical research. 

Cooperation between NASA and NIH 
has expanded rapidly as the research 
community’s understanding of the 
value of orbital research has grown. 
This cooperation expands access to 
NASA facilities and resources to a 
broader community of the world’s fin- 
est research scientists. Cooperation be- 
tween these two premier Federal 
science agencies leverages NASA’s 
unique facilities, including orbital fa- 
cilities, to produce the maximum re- 
turn on America’s investment in bio- 
medical research. 

NASA and NIH have executed 18 co- 
operative agreements to date, and joint 
activities have included scientific 
workshops; ground-based and flight re- 
search; and other specialized activities, 
such аза “Ѕрасеіпе’’ reference system 
developed with the National Library of 
Medicine. 

Neurolab, NASA's next dedicated life 
sciences space shuttle mission, will 
carry investigations funded by five dif- 
ferent institutes of NIH. NIH’s Division 
of Research Grants will manage the 
scientific peer review for all Neurolab 
proposals. Neurolab will be launched on 
the space shuttle in March 1998. 

NASA looks forward to an expanding 
level of cooperation with NIH as or- 
bital research enters the space station 
era. NIH researchers are expected to 
use the space station’s next generation 
life sciences facilities—including the 
Human Research Facility, the Gravita- 
tional Biology Facility, and the Cen- 
trifuge Facility—in pursuit of national 
biomedical research goals. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have a table printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


NASA-NIH COOPERATION: COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS 


Field of cooperation м 


Dec. 1 
- ММН... Sept. 1993, 
NICHHD Мп 1994, 
- NM... Feb, 1994, 
NIMH... July 1994. 
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RN ..... Sept. 1994 


Human 
T 


NCRR: 
=н National Heart, Lung, and Blood institute. 


с National Institute on Aging. 
NIAMS: National Institute of Arthritis and Musculoskeletal and Shin Dis- 
eases. 


NIDCD: National Institute on Deafness and Other Communication Dis- 


orders. 
NIH: National Institutes of Health, 
NIMH: National Institute on Mental Health. 
NINDS: National Institute on Di Stroke, 
NICHHO: National Institute on Child Health and Human Development. 
NLM: National Library of 


Mr. GLENN. U.S. research facilities 
on the international space station—the 
United States and our international 
space station partners will equip the 
space station with state-of-the-art lab- 
oratory facilities. The space station 
will allow for continuous operation of 
multiple experiments. It will have 
highly advanced data down-link and 
up-link capabilities that will permit 
researchers to monitor and operate 
many aspects of space station experi- 
ments from terminals in laboratories 
on the ground. 

With the exception of the centrifuge, 
all laboratory facilities will be de- 
signed to fit into standard payload 
racks. This modular approach will 
allow facilities to be upgraded and 
modified as needed and will allow fa- 
cilities developed by one partner to fit 
into rack space supplied by another. 
The United States is developing six 
major facilities. 

THE SIX MAJOR U.S. FACILITIES 

Biotechnology facility: will fill one 
experiment rack and support investiga- 
tions in protein crystal growth and cell 
culture research. 

Fluids and combustion facility: con- 
sists of multiple modules: Combustion 
module: includes a combustion cham- 
ber to support hardware designed for 
specific investigations and several 
viewing ports for a variety of imaging 
systems to record flame characteris- 
tics. 

Fluids module: includes several ex- 
periment-specific test chambers sup- 
plied with equipment such as laser op- 
tics, heaters, and etc. 

Space station furnace facility: mul- 
tiple module facility for materials 
science research comprising controls, 
diagnostics, and experiment hardware 
designed for specific research areas. 

Gravitational biology facility: two- 
rack facility composed of modular 
specimen habitats for plants and ani- 
mals, support systems, and equipment 
needed to conduct research in cell, and 
development biology. 

Centrifuge facility: includes cen- 
trifuge rotor, gloveboxs, Habitat Hold- 
ing Units (two racks—for plants and/or 
rodents), and a service rack; the cen- 
trifuge rotor will employ force from 
zero to twice the force of gravity on 
Earth to support research in all life 
science disciplines. 

Human research facility: four-rack 
facility with equipment to assess crew 
health, conduct research on how the 
human body responds and adapts to 
weightlessness, develop counter- 
measures, and conduct basic human re- 
search aimed at advancing knowledge 
in areas relevant to human health. 
This facility supports the following dis- 
ciplines: cardiopulmonary physiology, 
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neuroscience, musculoskeletal re- 
search, regulatory physiology, environ- 
mental health, and human factors. 

Facts on Life and Microgravity Re- 
searchers—Statistics. There were 654 
total lead investigators in 1994. Inves- 
tigators represent over 85 institutions 
of higher learning and 35 laboratories 
and other institutions in 40 States and 
the District of Columbia. More than 780 
graduate students were supported 
through NASA research (1994). There 
were more than 820 journal articles 
(1994). There were more than 1,400 new 
research proposals in 1993 and 1994. 

Background—Life and microgravity 
science research is solicited through an 
open, highly competitive, peer-review 
process to ensure that the most meri- 
torious science gains access to orbit. 

Historically, NASA’s resources have 
allowed the agency to accept only 
about the top fifth of proposals it re- 
ceives for life and microgravity re- 
search. This level of selectivity is com- 
parable to that of other major U.S. 
science funders, such as the National 
Institutes of Health and the National 
Science Foundation. Only 10-20 percent 
of these accepted proposals lead to 
flight experiments, so selection for 
flight is even more competitive. 

Because of the great demand for lim- 
ited orbital research opportunities, 
NASA selects research for flight oppor- 
tunities only if it cannot be conducted 
on Earth. Flight research is selected 
from and supported by a larger re- 
search effort on the ground. 

NASA is fully committed to its close 
working relationship with the sci- 
entific community and to full access to 
NASA facilities for the most meritori- 
ous scientific research. NASA works 
with the scientific community through 
its advisory committees and sub- 
committees, the National Research 
Council, and working groups of distin- 
guished scientists. 

Mr. President, that is only some of 
the advantages. I just hit the high- 
lights of some of these things today. 

The experiments that can be run in 
the space station are a whole new win- 
dow on the human body. 

New work on the human body in 
some of the space research and the 
physiology of it applies to the body's 
balance system. New discoveries of the 
sensory pathways; nervous system ca- 
pacity to adapt would have direct rela- 
tionships here on Earth. 

We have new windows on the human 
body muscular skeletal research. 
Osteoporosis affects 25 million Ameri- 
cans, and the disease leads to 1.3 mil- 
lion bone fractures annually. There is 
no place better to look into this type of 
thing because on the space station the 
astronauts’ bodies immediately start 
adapting and throwing off calcium in 
the bones, which is basically what hap- 
pens in osteoporosis. 

In cooperation with investigators at 
Genentech, NASA research dem- 
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onstrated new investigative techniques 
along that line as well as working with 
the National Institute of Arthritis and 
the musculoskeletal and skin diseases 
groups. All of these are things coming 
out of the space shuttle today and can 
be done better on the long-term space 
station. 

І have page after page of different ex- 
periments being done by Rensselear 
Polytechnic Institute, MIT, and others 
in particular fields. I will not delay 
these into the evening here. 

Another area being looked into that 
has an area of great interest is fun- 
damental research on the world’s pre- 
dominant source of energy, combustion 
science. Combustion science is a very 
special one, and, for example, just a 2- 
percent increase in burner efficiency 
would save the United States some $8 
billion a year. Very basic research has 
already taken place on some of the 
shuttle flights, and we would be able to 
do a lot more lengthy research on the 
space station. 

I wanted to close with a remark 
about the future for the young people 
of our country. Traveling around this 
country as I do, I believe that there is 
no program that has given more to the 
young people of our country in the way 
of excitement about the future and en- 
couragement to stay in math and 
science technology courses than have 
our activities in space. Space rep- 
resents an exciting future for our 
young people. 

Mr. President, a number of these 
things were said awhile ago here on the 
floor about what some of the research- 
ers and scientists are saying about the 
international space station. I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a listing of what other sci- 
entists and researchers are saying in 
support of the station. People are sup- 
porting some of these activities and are 
very major supporters of the space sta- 
tion. It is a long list of people and sci- 
entific groups that do support the 
space station. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

WHAT THE NATION’S LEADING RESEARCHERS 
AND SCIENTISTS ARE SAYING ABOUT THE 
INTERNATIONAL SPACE STATION 
Several years ago, Carl Sagan, Bruce Mur- 

ray and I (the officers of The Planetary Soci- 

ety). . . opposed the then-space station plan 
as serving no national purpose.... The 
present plan is serving national and inter- 
national interests. For Congress to cancel 
the space station now. . . would end the ra- 
tionale for America's manned space рго- 

gram, and with it would die the spirit of a 

great ‘nation bold enough to seek great 

achievements.—Carl Sagan and Louis Fried- 
man, The Planetary Society. 

The program of protein crystal growth ex- 
periments sponsored by NASA has been one 
of the real success stories in microgravity 
sciences and applications. Protein crystal 
growth research has made much progress, 
but must now move to the next phase... 
which requires prolonged access to a micro- 
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gravity environment with potential for 
human intervention on a continuing basis. 
This new phase will require an orbiting plat- 
form such as that provided by the Inter- 
national Space Station—Howard М. 
Einspahr, Bristol-Myers-Squibb Pharma- 
ceutical Research Institute. 

The AMA supports the continuation of the 
NASA and other programs for conducting 
medical research and other research with po- 
tential health care benefits on manned space 
flights, including the continued development 
and subsequent operation of the inter- 
national space station.—Policy Adopted by 
the American Medical Association. 

Through the NASA-NIH linkage, the Space 
Station has become a vitally important and 
unique laboratory for biomedical research. 
In addition to its central role in aerospace 
engineering and space exploration, the Space 
Station is an investment in the future of bio- 
medical research—John W. Rowe, M.D., 
Mount Sinai Medical Center. 

A commitment to conduct continuous re- 
search for longer periods of time in space is 
also essential. Ultimately, our hope is to be 
able to crystallize proteins in microgravity, 
conduct all x-ray data collection experi- 
ments in Space and transmit the data to 
earth for processing. This can only be done 
іп a Space Station—T.L, Nagabhushan, 
Ph.D., Schering-Plough Research Institute. 

AMWA supports the continuation of fund- 
ing for NASA’s International Space Station 
because it provides one of the most promis- 
ing new vistas for medical research on dis- 
eases that strike women and have unknown 
causes or cures.—Dianna L. Dell, M.D., 
American Medical Women's Association. 

Space laboratories allow scientific experi- 
ments that simply cannot be duplicated on 
Earth. The space station offers the potential 
of long term studies that are expecially ex- 
citing to the biomedical researchers seeking 
to understand how cells grow, divide, and 
mutate to cause diseases such as cancer and 
immune deficiencies.—William Т. Butler, 
M.D., Baylor College of Medicine. 

My institute has worked closely with the 
Center for Macromolecular Crystallography 
at the University of Alabama at Birmingham 
to perform two space shuttle crystal growth 
experiments on the protein recombinant 
human insulin, It is clear that the additional 
capabilities that the Space Station will 
offer, * * * this type of research will progress 
at a much more rapid rate. It is also evident 
to me that the Space Station will offer simi- 
lar advantages for the many other areas of 
science that have been proposed for this 
unique facility.— Herbert А. Hauptman, 
Ph.D., Nobel Laureate, Pres., Hauptman- 
Woodward Medical Research Institute. 

NASA's "cool suit’ literally has changed 
the lives of some of those suffering from MS. 
The MSAA is hopeful, as new findings con- 
tinue to emerge from space-based research 
and the possibilities that the International 
Space Station holds, This research could be 
essential to MS patients.—John G. Hodson, 
Sr., Multiple Sclerosis Association of Amer- 
ica. 

Mr. GLENN. As I said, my good 
friend from Arkansas—Senator BUMP- 
ERS and I are good friends. We disagree 
annually on this particular subject. 

Every year we see new and wonderful 
benefits derived from NASA research. 
The space station for the first time in 
the history of all mankind opens up 
our ability to truly make use of micro- 
gravity. For all these tens upon tens of 
thousands of years people have looked 
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up and wondered what was up there and 
what we could do if we were up there. 
In our day, in our time, we finally can 
go up there and use this new research 
facility for the benefit of people all 
over this Earth. 

That is a very not-so-brief rundown 
on some of these things. When you get 
into the outcome of NASA research, I 
could go on literally for several hours 
here this evening and just touch the 
surface on all of this. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, first, I 
want to thank my friend from Ohio for 
his very informed and very compelling 
arguments. I have had the pleasure of 
traveling abroad with the Senator from 
Ohio, as my ranking member has. If 
there is one area where the exploits 
and the accomplishments of our col- 
league from Ohio is well known 
throughout this world, they know what 
he has done. They know of his leader- 
ship in space. 

I think he makes a very, very com- 
pelling argument based on his first- 
hand knowledge and experience, and 
his commitment is second to none. We 
thank him for his very compelling ar- 
guments in favor of it. 

I know the Senator from Texas, who 
also is an expert and has very strong 
views on the space station, is waiting 
to speak. But I do want to ask my col- 
leagues if they could accommodate us 
by letting the ranking member or me 
know about any amendments that they 
have pending. There are so many issues 
in this bill that people would like to 
discuss, yet we have a very short 
timeline on which to work. 

I believe the majority leader and the 
Democratic leader were both very 
clear. They want to complete action on 
three appropriations bills—the prior re- 
maining appropriations bills—prior to 
the end of the fiscal year. I think that 
is something that every Member in this 
body can appreciate. We want at least 
to complete action in this body before 
the end of the fiscal year. They have 
suggested that we should finish this 
bill by Tuesday. If we are looking at 
late Tuesday night, I hope it is not 
sometime early Wednesday morning. 
But in order to do this, we need to have 
the amendments, and we hope to be 
able to accommodate the schedules of 
all Senators giving them some time 
but keeping it in a regular procedure so 
that we can complete this in a timely 
fashion. I hope they will come forward. 
For tomorrow, particularly people who 
want to debate for 2 hours, I urge them 
to make a compelling 5-minute argu- 
ment and submit the rest of their 
statements for the RECORD. Because I 
promise we will read them, particu- 
larly if they do not give them. 

I yield the floor. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I just 
want to echo the comments made by 
the chairman. We really need to know 
what amendments wish to be offered on 
the bill. We know of seven. We also 
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need to know who would be available 
tomorrow morning to offer their 
amendments to the measure; people 
who are going to offer the amendments 
from the Finance Committee and the 
Labor Committee. 

So, please. If you have amendments, 
let us know. Be prepared to debate 
them. We are ready to listen, and to 
move the bill. 

I yield the floor. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
want to say how much I appreciate the 
distinguished chairman of the sub- 
committee and the ranking member for 
understanding the importance and the 
long-range importance of space re- 
search and NASA. They accompanied 
me to NASA in Houston. And we were 
able to sit in one of the modules. I am 
happy to say that we survived the dis- 
tinguished chairman piloting the space 
module. 

It was a very important trip because 
we saw what is on the cutting edge of 
the space station research. We saw how 
you cannot do certain things with 
gravity in the research that you can do 
if you are out in space where you do 
not have the pull of gravity. 

So I appreciate the time and effort 
that Senator BOND and Senator MIKUL- 
SKI have put into understanding NASA, 
and the importance of this for those of 
us on Earth who are very committed to 
keeping the new technologies and the 
growth that are provided. 

This country’s venture into space has 
represented America at its best—for- 
ward-looking and inventive, committed 
to the advancement of mankind and of 
science, creator of technologies, apply- 
ing them to products that to make life 
better, so much better that our grand- 
parents and our great grandparents 
could never have really dreamed of; the 
differences that we have now because 
of the space research that we have done 
in the past 10 or 15 years. 

The essence of what we are debating 
today when we take up funding for the 
space station is whether we will sum- 
mon the vision to continue this quest 
in cooperation with other nations, or 
will we instead clip the wings of civili- 
zation and hunker down right here on 
Earth. 

Mr. President, let us come back to 
Earth for a minute. NASA and the 
space station have not been exempt 
from budget cuts. It is not like there is 
а massive spending program out there 
that has been unfettered. 

The space station has in fact offered 
up more than its fair share of budget 
reductions. In 1993, a reduction and re- 
design in the program resulted in the 
space station being $2 billion more cost 
efficient. 

Unlike a number of other Govern- 
ment agencies, budget reduction has 
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been addressed head on by NASA which 
recently put itself through a vigorous 
analysis called the zero-based review 
under which every mission, every ele- 
ment of its operation, was scrutinized 
for savings and efficiency. 

I watched this process very closely 
and commend Dan Goldin for his bold 
approach. Every agency, including Con- 
gress, should benefit from the same 
kind of scorched-Earth review of its 
own operations. NASA was able to 
achieve a 35-percent budget reduction— 
saving the taxpayers a total of $40 bil- 
lion over the future of NASA, and the 
space station—and continue with its 
mission. 

Another important item to remember 
in this debate is that Congress and the 
administration in their long-term bal- 
anced budget plans both include the 
space station. In fact, the committees 
in both Houses of Congress have re- 
ported measures fully funding the 
space station for fiscal year 1996. 

In light of this, I can only conclude 
that opponents who are playing the 
budget card are really just engaging in 
another attempt to derail the space 
program—a program that, since the 
Kennedy administration, has paid back 
an incalculable return on the American 
investor. 

First among those returns are the ad- 
vances in medicine that this program 
has brought right back here to Earth. 
As its predecessors did, the space sta- 
tion has the potential to provide us 
with powerful weapons in our ongoing 
battle against diseases, especially 
breast cancer and osteoporosis where 
we can only do the research in the non- 
gravity situation. 

A permanently manned space labora- 
tory is critical to providing researchers 
with more extensive facilities in a con- 
trolled, microgravity environment. 

Most significantly, extended human 
space flights will allow scientists to 
modify their experiments іп orbit and 
take advantage of the unanticipated 
results. This is the kind of flexibility 
that has historically shown that we 
can get our greatest breakthroughs. 
The question we are asking today is, 
Are we going to pursue the knowledge? 

The space station will allow us to 
continue to benefit from the multiple 
economic benefits space exploration 
has provided us to date. America and 
American jobs have grown because of 
space-based advances іп transpor- 
tation, data processing, communica- 
tions, and countless other high-tech- 
nology advances that have made our 
standard of living the envy of the 
world. 

Laser surgery—if you have had the 
ability to have laser surgery, you know 
what a great benefit this has been in 
our medical development. Operations 
that used to take weeks to heal now 
are done in half a day in a doctor’s of- 
fice. That is because laser surgery has 
provided the opportunity to have safe, 
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efficient surgery that heals almost in- 
stantly. 

If you have ever used velcro—velcro 
closures, that came from space. If you 
have had the opportunity to have a 
hearing aid put in your ear, and if you 
remember what our grandparents used 
to use for hearing aids, they used to 
have big batteries in their pockets and 
wires that ran up to big ear plugs that 
you could see a mile away, and now 
you can put that device in your ear. 
And most people do not even know that 
you have a hearing aid. 

That kind of technology was made 
possible by space research and our 
commitment to space research. Not 
only is it a quality of life issue, but 
think of all the jobs that have been 
created making the lasers that do the 
surgery, making the hearing aids that 
fit into your ears, the velcro lining, 
from coats to tennis shoes, to every- 
thing else that has made life so much 
easier. It also has created jobs because 
people are making those products. 

I urge my colleagues to vote with me 
to keep fueling this kind of research. It 
benefits everyone on Earth, and it con- 
tinues to bring those new technologies 
that create the new industries that 
keep our economy vibrant, that keep it 
growing, that allow us to continue to 
offer the people coming into our sys- 
tem the new jobs. 

While the specter of war hovers over 
Eastern Europe and other parts of the 
globe, the space station is poised to 
serve as a catalyst for global coopera- 
tion on a scale previously unimagined. 

As the largest, most ambitious inter- 
national scientific and technological 
development project ever undertaken, 
the space station brings together re- 
sources and some of the best scientists 
from the United States, Russia, Japan, 
member nations of the European Space 
Station Agency, Canada, and Italy. 

The Russians, who are old hands in 
space, have a wealth of experience and 
expertise to bring to the table in this 
cooperative endeavor. Having the Rus- 
sians on board will provide the United 
States and our other partners a very 
valuable asset. 

As an indicator of the level of com- 
mitment that Russia has given the 
space station, this year the Russian 
space agency was granted an increase 
in its budget, including its science 
budget. This represents the strong sup- 
port that the space program receives 
from the Russian Government. And the 
Russian space program, like ours, has 
been a constant source of pride to the 
Russian people. It enjoys the broadest 
spectrum of political support in Russia. 

Our venture into space is teaching us 
important lessons in how to live to- 
gether through cooperation on Earth. 
However, our cooperative activities 
with Russia—encouraging democracy, 
supporting a market economy, nuclear 
arms dismantlement, scientific col- 
laboration—also advance our own na- 
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tional interests. During this critical 
period of transformation in Russia, we 
should continue this cooperation, not 
undermine it. 

Failure to fund the space station 
would break our partnership with Eu- 
rope, Japan, and Canada. These coun- 
tries have expended over half of their 
$9 billion commitment to the $15 bil- 
lion space station program. It would 
cause them to conclude that they can 
no longer count on a United States 
commitment to build, launch and oper- 
ate the space station. 

Mr. President, it would be unthink- 
able for America to be a bad business 
partner. We have given our word to 
these other countries. They have in- 
vested based on our word. It is the word 
of Congress as well as past Presidents 
and the present President. We cannot 
walk away after they have relied on 
that. We cannot do that. 

Congress has voted in support of the 
space station more than 20 times since 
1987. This program is a reality. If we 
were to stop the program now, the cost 
of terminating the station would take 
out all the savings that would be pro- 
jected in the 1996 budget. Our invest- 
ment of $14.5 billion in the overall pro- 
gram would be thrown out the window. 
That would be a foolish thing for us to 
do. 

None of us want to be in a Congress 
that is remembered for displaying the 
failure of will—good will—that aban- 
doning the space station project would 
signify. Grounding the space station 
would be the moral equivalent of 
grounding the American dream. 

The American people know and ap- 
preciate what the space station has 
done for the past 40 years to enhance 
our lives. They know the sacrifices 
that have been made by the early pio- 
neers. Our national pride soared when 
our first manned spacecraft orbited the 
Earth. Who will ever forget watching 
the first man step on the Moon and 
plant the American flag in the Moon 
dust? 

Mr. President, we have led this space 
race, but in the big picture we have 
really only taken the first small step 
for man. The giant leap can only come 
with the commitment over time. The 
giant leap of mankind must be pursued. 
We are the leaders, and we cannot let 
down our people who have invested so 
much, our partners who have invested 
so much. It would be unthinkable. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
space station and NASA once again, 
just as we have 20 times before. This is 
not the time to walk away from a com- 
mitment. I hope that we will do the 
right thing and hopefully we will put 
this issue to rest so that there will 
never be a question of our commitment 
to the future and the future jobs for 
our country. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the Bumpers amend- 
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ment and in support of the space sta- 
tion program. 

I am a longstanding supporter of 
NASA’s space station program. Under- 
taking technological challenges like 
the space station is why we have a 
NASA. I also believe the space station 
is the next logical step in our quest to 
extend human presence in our solar 
system. Space station will provide in- 
valuable information to scientists and 
engineers on humans’ ability to live 
and work in space. That information 
and experience will be critical if we un- 
dertake any future missions to the 
Moon or Mars. 

The space station's greatest benefit 
may be in the area of spinoffs. Many 
technologies we take for granted 
today—such as microcomputers, pace- 
makers, artificial limbs, insulin 
pumps, and communications sat- 
ellites—are byproducts of past space 
missions. If NASA’s past is any indica- 
tion, the space station will usher in a 
new generation of inventions and tech- 
nological breakthroughs we cannot yet 
imagine. 

Earlier this year, I attended the Osh- 
kosh Air Show with NASA Adminis- 
trator Dan Goldin. I was amazed at the 
number of NASA-related spinoffs on 
display. Many, if not most, of the ad- 
vanced aircraft, engines, and other 
technologies we saw owed their devel- 
opment in some way to NASA’s re- 
search. In fact, it has been estimated 
that for every dollar invested in the 
space program, the Nation gets a re- 
turn of $2 in the form of related spinoff 
benefits. 

In 1993, our trade surplus in aero- 
space technology was $39 billion—our 
strongest export sector. Without ques- 
tion, that positive balance of trade is 
due in large measure to the U.S. space 
program and the related technology 
transfer to U.S. industry. If this pat- 
tern continues, taxpayers can expect 
enormous returns on their investment 
in the international space station pro- 


gram. 

It would be a sad waste of the time, 
effort, and money spent so far on the 
space station if we were to give up now. 
Since 1984, the United States has spent 
$12 billion on the space station. Equal- 
ly important, 13,000 Americans in 38 
States in space station-related jobs 
have been working hard to make this 
great dream become a reality. Now 
NASA is ready to go. Facilities have 
been built. Hardware has been con- 
structed. Plans have been finalized. We 
are now only 2 years away from the 
launch of the first element of the sta- 
tion. It is time to finish what we start- 
ed. 

We also must not forget the United 
States is not the only investor in the 
space station. Indeed, the station is not 
only an international project, it is the 
largest international science project 
ever undertaken. Japan the European 
Space Agency are each developing a lab 
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module for the space station and the 
Canadians are developing a robotic 
arm. Our newest partner, Russia, also 
is playing a key role by providing 
launches, a navigational system, and 
rescue vehicles. Together, our foreign 
space station partners have spent $4 
billion on the project—with billions 
more budgeted. Increasingly, big 
science projects are becoming far too 
expensive and complex for any one 
country to undertake alone. If we do 
not honor our commitments to our for- 
eign partners, we cannot expect them 
to participate in any future inter- 
national space and science missions. 

Mr. President, these are some of the 
reasons I endorse the space station pro- 
gram. In that connection, in July, as 
chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation, I introduced authorization leg- 
islation for NASA, which provides full 
funding for the space station, as well as 
for Mission to Planet Earth and other 
important space and aeronautics ac- 
tivities. 

Mr. President, while I support the 
space station, my support is not un- 
qualified. I do have some serious res- 
ervations about the program. None are 
so serious as to lead me to support kill- 
ing the program. However, the Com- 
merce Committee will be keeping a 
close eye on each. 

First of all, Iam concerned about the 
program’s overreliance on the Rus- 
sians. Until 1993, space station was 
largely a United States program, with 
substantial contributions by the Euro- 
pean Space Agency, Japan, and Can- 
ada. However, late in 1993, the adminis- 
tration added Russia as.a space station 
partner. Today, the program increas- 
ingly seems to be driven by the Rus- 
sians, and not the United States. Under 
the current plan, 44 of the launches to 
assemble and supply the station are 
Russian launches compared to only 27 
shuttle launches. Furthermore, Rus- 
sian spacecraft will be used for both 
the navigation system for the space 
station and its crew rescue vehicles. If, 
for any reason, the Russians are forced 
to withdraw from the station, the pro- 
gram would be in peril. 

Second, I am troubled by the sheer 
complexity of the space station effort. 
For instance, the assembly of the space 
station will require 77 launches over a 
5-year period, each of which must occur 
within a tight window of time and in a 
proper sequence. Moreover, this assem- 
bly will require over 600 hours of space 
walking by astronaut crews. Tradition- 
ally, NASA has tried to minimize space 
walking because it places crews at risk, 
complicates the accomplishment of 
mission goals, and takes away from the 
astronauts’ research time. 

Finally, my biggest concern about 
the space station is its enormous cost. 
When it was first proposed in 1984, the 
space station was estimated to cost $8 
billion. However, in a June 1995 report, 
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the General Accounting Office [GAO] 
estimated that the total cost of the de- 
sign, launch, and operation of the space 
station will be $94 billion. That is 
about seven times the entire annual 
budget for NASA. My fear is that, if 
the space station suffers substantial 
cost overruns, its budget may eventu- 
ally crowd out every other NASA pro- 
gram and leave the space station as 
NASA’s only mission. This result is 
clearly not in the public interest. 

I am particularly concerned about 
the impact of space station funding on 
Mission to Planet Earth. I believe Mis- 
sion to Planet Earth to be NASA’s 
most important and relevant program. 
Using the latest satellite technology, 
Mission to Planet Earth will help sci- 
entists understand and predict the 
global climate trends that affect our 
lives. As a Senator representing a 
State whose economy is extremely de- 
pendent on agriculture, I have a keen 
interest in the program’s potential to 
provide detailed data on soil condi- 
tions, topography, crops, and other in- 
formation critical to the farming and 
ranching communities. I also take 
great pride in the important role the 
EROS Data Center in Sioux Falls, SD, 
will play in converting the huge vol- 
umes of satellite data into useful infor- 
mation for the entire Nation. 

Accordingly, as much as I appreciate 
the scientific and economic benefits of 
the space station, I could not have sup- 
ported it at the expense of Mission to 
Planet Earth. I am pleased that the au- 
thors of the underlying bill—H.R. 
2099—did not place us in that dilemma, 
but managed to find a way in this tight 
budget climate to fund both space sta- 
tion and Mission to Planet Earth. This 
could not have been easy and I com- 
mend the managers of the bill on their 
wisdom and good judgment in address- 
ing this issue. 

Mr. President, let me be clear. The 
space station is a monumentally com- 
plex and costly undertaking. Some say 
it is an impossible dream. However, 
NASA's heritage and history is about 
doing the impossible. I am confident 
that, under Dan Goldin’s leadership, 
NASA will bravely meet this challenge 
and finally build the orbital space lab- 
oratory we have been planning for two 
decades. In a world where economic 
growth increasingly depends on techno- 
logical leadership, space station is the 
kind of bold step needed to increase our 
scientific knowledge and strengthen 
U.S. competitiveness. 

So, Mr. President, despite my ques- 
tions and reservations about the space 
station, I believe it is the Nation's in- 
terest to go forward and complete this 
important project. Accordingly, I urge 
my colleagues to vote “по” on the 
Bumpers amendment and vote “уез” 
for space station and the future of our 
space program and the future of our 
Nation. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to once again be an original co- 
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sponsor of this effort to terminate 
funding for the space station, and I 
commend the senior Senator from Ar- 
kansas, Senator BUMPERS, for his con- 
tinuing efforts in this area. 

Every year, Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas comes to the floor 
with amendment after amendment to 
cut Federal spending and to help us 
with our uphill efforts to balance the 
Federal budget. We need to closely 
scrutinize every program in the Fed- 
eral budget, and quite simply, ask our- 
selves if, given our current financial 
constraints and given the immense sac- 
rifices we have been asking Medicare 
recipients, college students, veterans, 
and many others to make, can we af- 
ford to continue this particular spend- 
ing program? 

This is the third consecutive year I 
have joined with the Senator from Ar- 
kansas, the Senator from Virginia, 
Senator WARNER, and others in this bi- 
partisan effort to delete funding for the 
space station. Each year, the Senator 
from Arkansas has presented a number 
of strong arguments in support of ter- 
minating the space station. He has pre- 
sented information about NASA’s noto- 
rious cost-overruns. We have learned 
that a large part of the scientific com- 
munity, including the American Phys- 
ical Society and the American Cancer 
Society—two groups that have been al- 
leged to potentially benefit from this 
space endeavor—actually oppose con- 
tinued funding of this space station. 

We have learned about a recent Gen- 
eral Accounting Office report that 
found that the total amount of funding 
that will be required to build this space 
station is $78 billion. And of course, 
that is $78 billion that we are going to 
have to borrow and pay interest on for 
many years to come. 

The construction of the space station 
is opposed by many of the leading 
groups supporting deficit reduction and 
а balanced budget, including the Na- 
tional Taxpayers Union, Citizens 
Against Government Waste, as well as 
Friends of the Earth. 

Yet the Congress continues to write a 
$2 billion check to NASA every year to 
continue the construction of a space 
station. Mr. President, I have said be- 
fore that I do not support shutting 
down our space program. Clearly, many 
of our space programs have proven to 
justify their costs. And it is my hope 
that when our fiscal house is in order 
that we can continue and enhance our 
space exploration initiatives. 

But it is also clear that we cannot 
and will not become a financially re- 
sponsible nation until every Federal 
program is put on the table, closely 
scrutinized, and determined to be ei- 
ther justified or not justified given our 
current fiscal constraints. Mr. Presi- 
dent, the space station must be put on 
the table and we must have the politi- 
cal will and fiscal discipline to once 
and for all discontinue funding for this 
costly program. 
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Once again, I thank the distinguished 
senior Senator from Arkansas, Senator 
BUMPERS, and I yield the floor. 

Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
this year in support of America’s space 
program and in opposition to the 
Bumpers amendment which would 
strike funding for the space station. 

I have said this before and I will say 
it again: This amendment is a choice 
between the future and the past. What 
kind of nation will we be in the 2186 
century? Will we be the one that uses 
technology to help people with their 
day-to-day lives and keep people em- 
ployed in the field of manufacturing, or 
are we going to let America’s best days 
be behind it? Will we use American in- 
genuity and know-how through the 
unique environment of space to tackle 
our understanding of disease or devel- 
opment of new technologies that can be 
used at home on the planet Earth? 
These are the questions that are at the 
heart of why America needs a space 
station and why we should, once again, 
defeat the Bumpers amendment. 

Some will argue that science carried 
out on the space station can be accom- 
plished more effectively on the planet 
Earth. This simply is not true. The 
science proposed for the station cannot 
be accomplished on Earth at any major 
price. Space station science requires 
sustained access to very low levels of 
gravitational force. It is techno- 
logically impossible to create a low- 
gravity environment for this type of 
research without going into orbit. 

Some might say, Well, if that's so, 
why not do this type of science on the 
space shuttle if you need to go into 
orbit?" 

I bring this point to their attention: 
The shuttle can stay in orbit only for 2 
weeks. We do not limit cancer re- 
searchers to 2 weeks in the lab to find 
a cure for that devastating disease. 
Why should we limit space science to 
only 2 weeks up in the air? Much of the 
proposed research will take months, if 
not years, to complete. 

Another argument we hear every 
year is cost. Sure, the space station 
costs money. So does anything else 
worthwhile. We have heard that the 
GAO estimated that the station would 
cost $94 billion to fund over a period of 
years. This number is misleading. 
When tabulating the total cost, the 
Government Accounting Office іп- 
cluded a large portion of NASA's 
human space flight budget in its analy- 
sis. The fact is that $51 billion of the 
$94 billion is for shuttle missions that 
were going to fly regardless of the fate 
of the space station. 

The real cost of the station, which 
includes final development and con- 
struction and 10 years of operation is 
$26.2 billion. The remaining /balance of 
the erroneous $94 billion estimate is 
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life science and microgravity ге- 
search—life science and microgravity 
research—and that is the heart and 
soul of what is to be done on the space 
station—microgravity research and life 
science research. 

We heard a few minutes ago a distin- 
guished Senator and a former astro- 
naut talk with eloquence in detail 
about the brilliant, needed research 
that is going on in the life science area 
and that it could only be done in space. 

I will not repeat the many examples 
there, but I can tell you as a woman 
who fought to establish the Office of 
Women's Health at NIH, who joined 
with my colleagues to make sure we 
had funding for breast cancer and ovar- 
ian cancer research, it is important to 
me that we continue this work. And it 
was through my efforts working with 
then Dr. Bernadine Healy at the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health and Dr. Dan 
Goldin that we forged this unique part- 
nership between space and NIH to deal 
with key life science issues and to co- 
ordinate all of that research. 

This is what the U.S. Government is 
all about: Saving lives, saving jobs, 
saving communities and that is what 
the space station is all about. We go 
out there so that we can save lives, 
jobs in communities right here on the 
planet Earth. 

What is the cost to America if we do 
not continue the space station? Well, 
the Federal Government has already 
invested $14.5 billion. If we do not fund 
the space station, 15,000 highly skilled 
engineering and production contract 
jobs, along with about a thousand civil 
service jobs, will be lost; the jobs of 
35,000 contract workers and 5,000 civil 
servants who work on the shuttle will 
be at risk. 

Long duration microgravity research 
in cell and developmental biology, 
human physiology, biotech, fluid phys- 
ics—and if you think it is hard to say 
fluid physics, you ought to be out there 
trying to do it—fluid physics, combus- 
tion science, material science, bench- 
mark physics, as well as the develop- 
ment of new pharmaceuticals and un- 
derstanding of Earth-based diseases. 
We would lose that. 

We would also lose our credibility 
with our international partners if we 
shut down the space station. Russia, 
Japan, Europe, and Canada have al- 
ready invested more than $9 billion. Fi- 
nally, the U.S. competitiveness could 
be maintained by continuing the long- 
term cutting edge high-risk R&D re- 
search that is integral to the space sta- 
tion development. 

Japan, Europe, and Canada regard 
our agreement to pursue the space sta- 
tion as a treaty. To break this violates 
treaty-level negotiations. 

Finally, one of the benefits of the end 
of the cold war is that rather than 
competing with the Russians in space, 
duplicating projects in science, we ac- 
tually are working together to be best 
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at what we each need in space station 

activity. 

Mr. President, we could argue these 
points all night, but I will not put my 
friends and colleagues through that. 
This bill is going to take long enough 
to debate. When we vote on the Bump- 
ers amendment, I am going to ask 
every Senator to think long and hard 
about what this amendment means. 
This vote is not about money or cut- 
ting spending. Sure, we all want to cut 
spending. But this is about investing in 
the future, it is about our kids and the 
kind of world we will live in and the 
kind of jobs we have. It is about the 
American spirit of new frontiers, the 
human exploration. The American 
character has always been about 
progress, moving ahead, using science 
and technology to advance an Amer- 
ican agenda, but a global one also. 

That is what I want to support. I 
want to see a bright new future with 
opportunities beyond our comprehen- 
sion. I want to open doors that lead to 
new technologies and new challenges 
and new markets. This amendment 
leaves us standing in front of these new 
doors too paralyzed by fear with a 
green eyeshade clouding our vision of 
the future. 

So I hope my colleagues will join me 
in voting “уев” for the future and “по” 
on the Bumpers amendment. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, as usual, 
my colleague from Maryland is ex- 
tremely eloquent as she states the case 
for the space station. She has done it 
very well. She and the Senators from 
Texas and Ohio have made the case. 

I ask unanimous consent to print in 
the RECORD some explanations and cor- 
rections for the committee report on 
this bill. Because of the time pressure, 
we did not have the chance to make all 
the corrections on the report. I ask 
they be printed in the RECORD for the 
information of those who may have 
questions about this report. It does not 
amend the report, but it will be in fur- 
ther explanation of the report. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

VA-HUD, INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA- 
TIONS BILL (H.R. 2099}—CORRECTIONS ТО 
SENATE REPORT 104-140 
Page and Comment: 

Р. 42—Starting with the last full paragraph 
on page 42 and replacing the text through the 
first full paragraph on page 44: 

“In addition, the Committee is rec- 
ommending the creation of a demonstration 
program for up to 30 PHAs to address the 
problem of dependency in the public housing 
population by encouraging employment and 
self-sufficiency for the very low and ex- 
tremely low-income families who now live in 
public housing. 

“Up to 30 PHAs would be permitted to use 
funding for Section 8 and public housing in a 
much more flexible way than under current 
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program rules. Funding streams could be 
combined, so long as the PHA continued to 
assist essentially the same number of total 
families as would have been served had the 
funding streams for Section 8 and the two 
public housing formula-based programs re- 
mained separate. The amount of funding 
available to the PHA from public housing op- 
erating subsidies, modernization grants, and 
Section 8 annual contributions contracts 
would not be affected by participation in the 
demonstration. 

“РНАв participating in the demonstration 
would have very broad flexibility to set rents 
and conditions of occupancy in ways that en- 
courage work and upward mobility. These 
policies could include exclusions of earned 
income for purposes of determining rent, but 
they might also include more far-reaching 
changes that redefine the role of Federal 
housing activities to provide supplementary 
assistance to families on a temporary basis. 

In order to make sure that the models 
created by this demonstration are tested and 
replicable and that their long-term effect is 
well understood, HUD will provide training 
and technical assistance for the design and 
implementation of the programs of up to 10 
PHAs, and will conduct detailed evaluations 
of those programs. The demonstration in- 
cludes а set-aside for this purpose of 
$5,000,000 from amounts appropriated for the 
public housing modernization program.“ 

Р. 46—Second paragraph beginning with 
‘irrespective’ should strike the parenthet- 
ical referring to the $10 billion loss reserve, 
as this accounting figure is not related to 
the budget estimate for claims discussed pre- 
viously, and is not in addition“ to them. 

P. 48—The Report states that the funding 
for preservation includes $550 million for 
preservation incentives and $74 million for 
prepayment vouchers. It is clear that $74 
million is not sufficient to cover the prepay- 
ment voucher need. Instead, as the Bill per- 
mits, the Department will have the discre- 
tion to stop funding incentives where needed 
to ensure that tenants will not be displaced 
by prepayment. 

P. 49—The language recognizes that there 
is significantly less credit subsidy available 
for F.Y. 1996 than in past years, and that the 
deficiency will need to be offset. However, 
the report only refers to underwriting 
changes as the way to offset that deficiency. 
In addition, the report does not acknowledge 
that FHA will be allowed to use negative 
credit subsidy from its revenue producing 
products as well as other potential sources. 

Program Accounts: 

P. 55—Public Housing Demolition etc.— 
The description really is for the severely dis- 
tressed program (HOPE VI) which is not con- 
tinued under the Committee's recommenda- 
tion. The Committee has proposed a succes- 
sor program to the HOPE VI/URD program 
which targets funding to the actual demoli- 
tion and replacement of failed housing devel- 
opments in a manner which streamlines and 
facilitates such remedial activities. 

P. 56—Description of the Demo/Disp Com- 
mittee Recommendation should include use 
of the funds also for tenant-based assistance 
under Section 8 at the end of the first sen- 
tence. It should also say that this funding 
level is the same as FY 1995 “for the HOPE 
VI program 
Р. 56—Drug Elimination: The Committee 
recommendation needs to include the follow- 
ing: 1) that the program can be distributed 
on a formula basis; 2) that there is a 6.25 per- 
cent setaside for drug elimination grants in 
connection with assisted housing projects, 
and 3) that grants are available to fight 
drug-related and other types of crime; 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


P. 61—Program Description of CDBG: In 
the second paragraph, the second sentence 
should be reordered to read as follows: 
“After deducting designated amounts for 
special purpose grants and Indian tribes, sev- 
enty percent of appropriated funds are dis- 
tributed to entitlement communities and 30 
percent are distributed through States to 
nonentitlement communities.” 

P. 62—Chart: Should reflect the Bill appro- 
priation of $27 million (not 22.5) for special 
purpose grants under section 107. Should add 
Ntl. Am. Indian Council and HAC funds. The 
report does not note the setaside of $12 mil- 
lion for housing counseling services from the 
$80 million supportive services program. 

Р. 62—NAIHC should be written out as fol- 
lows: ‘‘National American Indian Housing 
Council”. This should be added to the Chart. 

P. 62—CDBG Supportive Services Demo: 
The report does not track the legislative lan- 
guage which includes Indian housing agen- 
cies and other housing assistance entities to 
provide services to serve the elderly and the 
disabled as well as residents of public hous- 
ing. 

P. 63—CDBG setaside: There is no descrip- 
tion of the counseling program as a setaside 
(or earmark, as the report describes 
Youthbuild) of the supportive services demo. 
The Report should say that this is an ear- 
mark of $12 million from the demo. 

P. 66—Sec. 20l(a}—Describes the Rescis- 
sions Act provision rather, but does not note 
modifications. The Report states that the 
fungibility does not extend to use of Op 
Subs; however, there is a 10 percent 
fungibility provision. 

P. 67—3d full paragraph—Second sentence 
describes an amendment HUD proposed but 
was never accepted. 

P. 68-69—Mandatory conversion: This does 
not reference the portion of this section 
which allows the Secretary to recapture and 
reuse unused mod, CIAP, or MROP Budget 
Authority. 

P. 69—Explains that the Secretary has 
powers to require conversion only where a 
PHA has not expeditiously implemented the 
plan. However, the Secretary’s powers are 
triggered by sheer inadequacy” of plan or 
implementation, not just untimeliness. 

Р. 69-70—Section 204(b) [nondiscrimina~- 
tion] is not in the reported bill. The other 
subsections of 204 need to be redesignated, 
accordingly. 

Р. 70—FMRs: Second paragraph raters to 
FY 1995, instead of FY 1996. 

Р. 70— This section should read as бойон: 
“Section 205(4) would delay reissuance of 
vouchers and certificates for 6 months (but 
not later than 10/1/96), with the exception of 
any certificates assigned or committed to 
project based assistance as permitted other- 
wise by the Act, accomplished prior to the 
effective date of this Act.“ 

Р. 7i—Section 210; the last reference іп 
this paragraph should be to section 208, not 
202 


Р. Т71--бесбіоп 211, First paragraph, 4th 
line, strike housing assistance". (contracts 
are both HAP and ACC contracts). First 
paragraph, second to last sentence, reference 
should be to project-based assistance. Third 
paragraph, last sentence, strike “tenants” 
and insert “eligible families, including 
those”. 

Р. 72—First line, strike mortgage“ and 
insert “insurance contract“. 

P. 76—In the first sentence of the expla- 
nation of section 218, the word “pertaining” 
should be deleted. The bill “prohibits the use 
of any funds by HUD for any activity related 
to the enforcement of the Fair Housing Act 
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for property insurance.” The House provision 
barred not just enforcement but all spending 
related to property insurance, including re- 
search. The Senate bill does not. 

Р. 76—Section 221, should be divided into 2 
sentences. The first should end with the 
word “formula”. The second should read as 
follows: Changes would continue to be sub- 
ject to applicable rulemaking procedures.“ 

Р. ТІ--Неадіпе should be “Extension Pe- 
riod for Sharing Utility Cost Savings with 
PHAs"’. Sec. 224 should have a separate head- 
ing. 

Department of Justice: 

The second paragraph of the Committee 
Recommendation says it “relocates all ге- 
sponsibilities for fair housing issues cur- 
rently housed in the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development“. This should be re- 
vised to “relocates all responsibilities of the 
Secretary under the Fair Housing Act“. As 
written, the statement inaccurately de- 
scribes the bill. The bill only pertains to 
Title VIII (the Fair Housing Act). The Sec- 
retary continues to have responsibility for 
fair housing under Title VI, the Rehab Act, 
etc. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, in just a 
few minutes, I will be proposing a 
unanimous-consent request setting 
forth the time for debate on this to- 
morrow. We will have an opportunity 
to go through some of these debates 
and expand upon them. 

Iam not going to take much time to- 
night other than to say the proponent 
of this amendment is very eloquent. He 
has raised quite a few concerns that he 
has. I believe there are good answers 
for all of them. I was reminded, as he 
spoke, about all the things that could 
potentially go wrong, of a cartoon 
character many years ago who used to 
walk around with a metal shield over 
his head so he would not be hit by a 
meteorite if one came from space. 
Some of the arguments presented 
against the space station seem to have 
about as much likelihood of occurring 
as being struck by a meteorite. 

I do want to point out that in this 
bill we do not, as the proponents sug- 
gest, cut back on regulation to endan- 
ger the drinking water of this country. 
In fact, we believe that with restruc- 
turing and refocusing the activities of 
the Environmental Protection Agency, 
we can continue to make the progress 
that we have made in these fields. 

But to address the particular terms 
of this amendment, the argument has 
been made that we do not really need 
to go to a space shuttle, because every- 
thing we can do on a space shuttle can 
be accomplished much more effectively 
on Earth. But I say the facts are that 
the science proposed for the station 
cannot be accomplished on Earth at 
any price. 

The space station science requires 
sustained access to very low levels of 
gravitational force. It is not tech- 
nically feasible to create a low-gravity 
environment for research without 
going into orbit, and I believe the 
speakers opposing the amendment have 
made that point very well. 
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The space shuttle program has pro- 
duced a number of very important find- 
ings and helped scientists to explore 
the possibilities of orbital research, but 
the space shuttle can only stay in orbit 
for 16 days at a time. Dr. Michael 
DeBakey, chancellor and chairman of 
the department of surgery at Baylor 
College of Medicine has said: 

Present technology of the shuttle allows 
for stays in space of only about 2 weeks. We 
do not limit medical researchers to only a 
few hours in the laboratory and expect cures 
for cancer. We need much longer missions in 
space, in months to years to obtain research 
results that may lead to the development of 
new knowledge and breakthroughs. 

I might also add that the National 
Research Council, an arm of the Na- 
tional Academy of Sciences just re- 
leased a report on microresearch oppor- 
tunities for 1990 which states: 

The need for an extended duration orbiting 
platform has been identified as critical in 
many microgravity research experiments be- 
cause of the time required for experimen- 
tation, the wide parametric ranges and the 
need to demonstrate the reproductability of 
results. 

Another quote: 

The duration of experiments, the regime of 
parameters available to experimenters and 
the ability to demonstrate reproductability 
of results in microgravity experiments cre- 
ate the need for extended duration orbiting 
platforms. 

There are many other authorities 
that we could cite for this proposition, 
but as my colleague from Maryland has 
said, this is a question of setting prior- 
ities. We have a tight budget, cer- 
tainly, but we ought to be in the posi- 
tion where we make investments that 
are important for the future. I believe 
it would be a tragedy, a tremendous 
tragedy, were we tomorrow to vote to 
kill the space station. The space sta- 
tion is the most ambitious and exciting 
space program since the Apollo pro- 
gram of over 25 years ago. 

I think it is time that we called an 
end to the incessant attempts to kill 
the space station. Over the last 4 years, 
there have been 13 attempts in the 
House and Senate to kill the program. 

And fortunately, because of the 
knowledge and what the space station 
can and will do, these amendments 
have failed. 

Last year, a resounding 64 Senators 
voted against this amendment. I was 
proud to be among them. The argu- 
ments used by station opponents this 
year are the same ones. We have seen 
the same charts. We have gone through 
the drill. These tired arguments have 
been used in the past. The claims were 
not true then; they are not true now. 

Let me tick off a very few. The space 
station is no longer a dream. It is a re- 
ality. It is working. It is providing re- 
sults. 

Second, the space station is perfectly 
on schedule and on budget. As a matter 
of fact, through the leadership of the 
administration, the White House and 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


NASA, we are going through the entire 
space budget and we have made signifi- 
cant savings. We can spend our scarce 
dollars on high-priority programs and 
that includes the space station. 

Third, a streamlined management 
team is in place. NASA has reduced its 
in-house work force by 1,000, almost 
one half, and the program is being bet- 
ter managed than ever before. They 
made rescissions and reforms in having 
a prime contractor. The system is 
working. 

Fourth, cooperation with Russia is 
working as planned. We are working 
with our former adversary and develop- 
ing some very usable scientific infor- 
mation, and breaking new ground 
working with Russia. 

Fifth, the program is not a budget 
buster. It has been included in the 
budget resolution that has been adopt- 
ed because it is an investment. 

Finally, the space station will not 
undermine the balance among NASA 
programs in human space flight, 
science, technology, and aeronautics. 
This is a program which deserves to 
stand on its own. 

I think the amendment to terminate 
the space station threatens the exist- 
ence of the U.S. human space flight 
program, and I urge my colleagues not 
support the amendment when it comes 
up for a vote tomorrow. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent there now be a period 
for the transaction of routine morning 
business with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


REPUBLICAN CUTS IN STUDENT 
LOANS 


Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we 
have an extremely important measure 
that is before the Senate at the present 
time where we have had discussion. I 
would like to take just a few moments 
to talk about another extremely im- 
portant measure that will be and is im- 
portant to the Senate tomorrow when 
the Labor and Human Resources Com- 
mittee meets its obligations under the 
budget recommendations and addresses 
how we are going to reach the instruc- 
tions by the Budget Committee. I wish 
to take just a few moments of the Sen- 
ate’s time on this issue. 

Mr. President, tomorrow, the Senate 
Labor and Human Resources Commit- 
tee will be asked to take $10 billion out 
of the student loan accounts to help 
pay for a tax cut for the wealthiest 
Americans. That priority is wrong, and 
I oppose it. 

Senator KASSEBAUM’s reconciliation 
proposal strikes at the heart of the 
Federal commitment to higher edu- 
cation. It adds to the debt burden of 
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students, increases the costs for work- 
ing families struggling to pay for col- 
lege, and penalizes colleges and univer- 
sities for accepting needy students. 

Tomorrow’s markup marks the third 
time in a week we have been asked to 
meet to consider student loan cuts, and 
the proposal has not improved with 
time. Senator KASSEBAUM’s proposal 
retains the unprecedented student loan 
tax on colleges and universities, it 
forces schools out of the direct lending 
program against their will, and it tri- 
ples the cut imposed directly on stu- 
dents. 

More than two-thirds of the proposed 
cut—$7.6 billion—fall on students and 
working families in the form of higher 
fees, increased interest rates, and an 
assault on the highly successful direct 
student loan program. Most surprising 
of all, this antitax Republican Congress 
is imposing an unprecedented new tax 
on Federal student loans. 

If this student loan tax is enacted 
into law, colleges will be forced to pay 
the Federal Government nearly 1 per- 
cent of every dollar their students bor- 
row for college—nearly $2 billion over 
the next 7 years. Universities facing 
tight funding will have no choice but 
to pass the tax on to students and par- 
ents in the form of higher tuition and 
fees or reduced student aid. 

This tax falls especially hard on the 
vast majority of colleges with small or 
no endowments and large numbers of 
students on financial aid. Small liberal 
arts colleges, small religious colleges, 
many others, including Gordon College 
in Massachusetts, St. Mary’s in Leav- 
enworth, KS, Trinity College in Bur- 
lington, VT, Heritage College in Wash- 
ington State, Ohio and Dominican Col- 
lege lack the resources to offset such 
blows to their budget. 

At the University of Massachusetts, 
in Boston, a large urban university, 
with a diverse student body, half the 
students receive financial aid. This new 
tax would force the college to pay 
$174,000 a year to the Federal Govern- 
ment. If UMass-Boston wanted to 
shield its students from the cost, it 
would have no choice but to turn to the 
State for the money. Little wonder 
that the National Governors’ Associa- 
tion has described this student loan tax 
as “yet another unfunded mandate 
that is passed on to the States.” 

I would point out that at the Univer- 
sity of Massachusetts, in Boston, sev- 
eral years ago I had the opportunity to 
speak at the graduation. At that time, 
their tuition fees were $1,000; 85 percent 
of the students’ parents never went to 
college; 85 percent of the students that 
were going to the University of Massa- 
chusetts, in Boston, were working 25 
hours a week or more. 

And the year or two after that, they 
raised the tuition another $100 and 
they lost about 10 percent of the new 
applicants. Just the $100 made a sig- 
nificant difference, the breaking point 
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for many of these young men and 
women as well as those in their 
twenties and early thirties who were 
looking forward to going back to col- 
lege to gain an excellent college edu- 
cation. 

So, Mr. President, the National Gov- 
ernors’ Association has described this 
student loan tax as yet another un- 
funded mandate that is passed on to 
the States. 

We created the student loan program 
to make it easier for students from 
working families to attend college. If 
this provision stands, colleges will be 
penalized for admitting needy students. 

And that’s not all. Under the pro- 
posed legislation parents who take out 
PLUS loans to ease the financial bur- 
den on their children will have to pay 
higher interest rates for those loans. 
PLUS loans pay for college expenses, 
including tuition, room, board, and 
other fees. This provision falls hardest 
on the families who need the most 
help. PLUS loans are particularly cru- 
cial for working families who have not 
been able to save, or who do not own a 
home against which to take an equity 
loan. 

The reconciliation package that Re- 
publicans unveiled at the beginning of 
the week cut back the interest-free 
grace period, during which students 
look for jobs after college, from 6 
months to 4 months, imposing almost 
$1 billion in extra charges on students. 
This new proposal eliminates the grace 
period altogether, forcing students to 
pay almost $3 billion in additional in- 
terest over the next 7 years. A student 
who borrows the maximum over 4 years 
of college will be charged an extra $700 
for the grace period alone. 

That is if they borrow the money for 
college. If they borrow it for the grad- 
uate schools, it goes up to about $2,000 
more. 

Millions of students across the coun- 
try will also lose the benefit of the di- 
rect student loan program. This pro- 
posal begins the process of dismantling 
direct lending. Direct lending will be 
capped at 20 percent of total student 
loan volume. Half of the 1,300 schools 
now іп direct lending will be forced out 
of the program or forced to cut back on 
their direct lending volume by main- 
taining dual loan programs. This de- 
spite the fact that colleges in the pro- 
gram are overwhelming in their praise 
for direct lending, as we heard this 
spring at a hearing before this commit- 
tee. Furthermore, even opponents of di- 
rect lending acknowledge that the pro- 
gram has brought healthy competition, 
lower costs, and better service to all 
students. 

There is no justification for Congress 
to tilt the balance against direct lend- 
ing in order to prop up the guaranteed 
loan program that fattens the profits 
of banks at the expenses of colleges and 
students. In addition, if honest ac- 
counting is used, it is clear that cap- 
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ping direct lending adds to the deficit 
instead of achieving savings. If the Re- 
publicans had inserted a fair scoring 
rule into the budget rather than one 
that favors the guaranteed loan pro- 
gram, CBO would be telling us today 
that capping direct lending at 20 per- 

cent would cost $1.8 billion over 7 

years, instead of saving $600 million as 

Senator KASSEBAUM Claims. 

Common sense tells us that it is 
cheaper to loan money to students di- 
rectly from the U.S. Treasury than to 
force students to go through banks as 
middiemen. In a letter to Senator 
ABRAHAM last June, Lawrence Lindsey, 
a Bush appointee to the Federal Re- 
serve Board, said, “Аз long as it is nec- 
essary to provide a profit to induce 
lenders to guarantee student loans, di- 
rect lending will be cheaper.” 

We can meet our budget goals with- 
out cutting education, without burying 
college students under a higher moun- 
tain of debt. The Republican Congress 
has no business picking the pockets of 
students and working families to pay 
for tax cuts for the wealthy. 

Mr. President, I will include in my 
statement an excellent letter that was 
sent to me, Senator KASSEBAUM, Con- 
gressman FORD, and Congressman 
GOODLING in May 1993. I ask unanimous 
consent that that and other material 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CHARLES KOLB, 
Alezandria, VA, Мау 25, 1993. 

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 

Chair, Senate Labor and Human Resources 
Committee, Senate Russell Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

Hon. NANCY KASSEBAUM, 

Ranking Minority Member, Senate Labor and 
Human Resources Committee, Dirksen Sen- 
ate Office Building, Washington, DC. 

Hon. WILLIAM FORD, 

Chair, House Education and Labor Committee, 
Rayburn House Office Building, Washing- 
ton, DC. 

Hon. WILLIAM GOODLING, 

Ranking Minority Member, House Education 
and Labor Committee, Rayburn House Of- 
fice Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MEMBERS OF CONGRESS: As Repub- 
licans who served under Presidents Ronald 
Reagan or George Bush, we believe that the 
time has come to restructure the federal 
guaranteed student loan (“GSL") program 
а program that has become overly complex, 
lacks accountability, and wastes taxpayers’ 
dollars through needlessly high loan default 
rates. 

We are writing to express our support for 
reforming the GSL program by replacing the 
existing system with a new direct loan pro- 
gram. 

According to estimates prepared by the De- 
partment of Education (under both Presi- 
dents Bush and Clinton), the Congressional 
Budget Office, and the General Accounting 
Office, the new direct loan program will also 
result in significant annual budget savings 
that could be used for deficit reduction. Di- 
rect borrowing by the federal government to 
capitalize the direct loan program as a re- 
volving fund will save on the current inter- 
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est and special allowance subsidies now paid 
to banks and others while ensuring a more 
streamlined, efficient, and workable program 
that meets the needs of America’s students. 
As such, a direct loan program offers a more 
cost-effective delivery system for providing 
student financial assistance. 


Over the years, the guaranted student loan 
program has developed a degree of regu- 
latory and administrative complexity that 
now undermines its fundamental integrity 
and effectiveness. Replacing the GSL struc- 
ture with a streamlined structure will mean 
not only enhanced accountability and budget 
savings, but also a more rational delivery 
system that will particularly benefit stu- 
dents and educational institutions. In par- 
ticular, we believe direct loans will also en- 
sure greater responsibility and accountabil- 
ity by participating educational institutions. 


A direct loan program will mean replacing 
the role currently played by many banks, 
guarantee agencies, and secondary markets 
with a much more competitive approach. 
The intent is not to harm these participants 
in the existing program but rather to recog- 
nize that more competitive, efficient, and 
practical ways exist to provide student 
loans. We hope that as the Congress consid- 
ers direct loans it will look beyond the mis- 
leading information that is being spread by 
representatives of those entities who have a 
direct financial stake in preserving the sta- 
tus quo. 


We believe that the Clinton administration 
has taken the correct position on this issue 
and urge the Congress to consider this much- 
needed reform of the student loan program. 
In fact, much of the initial work that led to 
the direct loan program currently under con- 
sideration was undertaken during the Bush 
administration. While a valuable direct loan 
pilot program was authorized last year, we 
regret that this work was not pursued more 
seriously and vigorously during last year’s 
reauthorization of the Higher Education Act. 
Nonetheless, we hope that the Congress will 
act in a true bipartisan fashion to approve 
direct loans in order to bring sweeping and 
needed reform to the student aid delivery 
system. 


Should bipartisanship not be possible, we 
call upon our fellow Republicans to unite be- 
hind the direct loan proposal and to show 
leadership in this and other efforts to reform 
government. We favor reforms that will en- 
sure real value for the taxpayers’ dollar, 
with government activity targeted to ensure 
more effective efforts delivered in ways that 
are accountable to the American people. 

Sincerely yours, 

Rich Bond, Former Chairman, Repub- 
lican National Committee; Diana Culp 
Borx, Former Deputy General Counsel, 
U.S. Department of Education; James 
P. Pinkerton, Former Deputy Assistant 
to the President for Policy Planning; 
Carolynn Reid-Wallace, Former Assist- 
ant Secretary for Postsecondary Edu- 
cation, U.S. Department of Education; 
Nancy Mohr Kennedy, Former Assist- 
ant Secretary for Legislation and Con- 
gressional Affairs, U.S. Department of 
Education; Michael J. Horowitz, 
Former General Counsel, Office of 
Management and Budget; Charles E.M. 
Kolb, Former Deputy Assistant to the 
President for Domestic Policy; George 
A. Pieler, Former Acting Deputy Under 
Secretary for Planning, Budget and 
Evaluation, U.S. Department of Edu- 
cation. > 


26272 


BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE 
FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM, 
Washington, DC, June 9, 1995. 
Hon. SPENCER ABRAHAM, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SPENCE: I appreciate your kind note 
and understand the many conflicting and un- 
expected demands on your time. I hope we 
will have a chance to talk again soon. In the 
meantime, it was good to have an oppor- 
tunity to meet with your staff. 

I also wanted to take this opportunity to 
share with you my personal views about di- 
rect lending, largely from the perspective of 
an economist. First, the Bush Administra- 
tion made credit reform a high priority and 
the Clinton Administration has since built 
upon that goal. Credit reform was designed, 
at the outset, to enable policymakers to look 
at the credit programs of the government in 
a defensible and comprehensive way. No par- 
ticular program was singled out for special 
treatment. Embarking on policy changes 
that impact one program and do not apply 
the same requirements for all may not be 
consistent with sound public policy. 

Second, a change in the credit reform 
treatment of student loans was included in 
the budget resolution in response to industry 
criticism regarding the calculation of admin- 
istrative costs for student loans. Making the 
change the industry proposes without look- 
ing at other changes which might be nec- 
essary it problematic. For example, the use 
of the ten year treasury rate for estimating 
purposes when program costs are based on 
short term rates creates obvious inconsist- 
encies. Further, the $2.3 billion in revenue 
loss that occurs through the use of tax ex- 
empt student loan bonds is not taken into 
account in estimating program costs 

To help clarify he effects of direct versus 
guaranteed lending, a couple of comparisons 
may be in order. The economic effect of both 
forms of loans is identical. They both divert 
private capital to carry out a government 
purpose. The aggregate amount of govern- 
ment borrowing is the same since student 
terms and conditions are identical. However, 
taxpayer cost is less for direct lending large- 
ly because the government can obtain cap- 
ital less expensively through the sale of gov- 
ernment securities than the market rates it 
must pay to support a system of loan guar- 
antees. As long as it is necessary to provide 
a profit to induce lenders to guarantee stu- 
dent loans, direct lending will be cheaper. 

Finally, direct lending may be the best 
way to involve the private sector in student 
loans. The loan capital for direct loans 
comes from the private sector and the ad- 
ministration of the program—servicing, 
computer support, etc.—is accomplished 
through competitive contracts with the pri- 
vate sector. This approach may be more ac- 
countable than the guarantee system which 
is based on government entitlement expendi- 
tures for guarantee agencies, secondary mar- 
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Spence, I hope you find this helpful. I'd be 
glad to talk further with you about these is- 
sues. Good luck in the challenging days 
ahead. 

Sincerely, 
LARRY. 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI- 
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 
AND BUDGET, 
Washington, DC, September 19, 1995. 

Hon. WILLIAM F. GOODLING, 

Chairman, House Economic and Education 
Opportunities Committee, House of Rep- 
resentatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN GOODLING: The President 
asked me to respond to your September 12 
letter, in which you objected to the way he 
had characterized Republican plans to make 
savings in the student loan programs. I am 
pleased to do so. 

I believe that the President’s statements 
were correct, based on oral and written 
statements that were made by Republican 
leaders, including yourself. 

One of the savings proposed in your letter 
is to eliminate the Direct Student Loan pro- 
gram to save $1.5 billion. We strongly dis- 
agree with this policy. Direct lending works. 
Some 1,3000 schools are already in the pro- 
gram and hundreds more have aiready filed 
applications for the school year beginning 
July 1, 1996. Students and school administra- 
tors in the program are near-unanimous in 
their preference for direct lending. 

The Education Department estimates that 
at least $1 billion of this $1.5 billion in sav- 
ings that is attributable to direct lending 
comes not from repeal, but from simulta- 
neously cutting funds available to monitor 
all student loan programs—a move that 
would put students at considerable risk in 
both loan programs. As the General Account- 
ing Office has repeatedly observed, there are 
significant problems in the guaranteed loan 
program. This is due to its near-unmanage- 
able statutory structure. Constant Federal 
oversight is essential. 

The remainder of the $1.5 billion occurs 
under the special scoring rule for direct 
loans which the Budget Resolution directs 
the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) to 
use. This directive addressed the way the 
Federal Credit Reform Act (FCRA) requires 
the government to score the budgetary con- 
sequences of credit programs. That Act, 
which predated the enactment of direct lend- 
ing, treats Federal administrative costs dif- 
ferently from other costs. Most, but not all, 
administrative costs in guaranteed lending 
are in the form of mandatory payments to 
banks, guaranty agencies and secondary 
markets. The FCRA includes these costs on 
a net present value basis in the guaranteed 
loan program subsidy. 

In contrast, direct lending administration 
is primarily by Federal contract, so that tax- 
payers get the benefit of the lowest cost pos- 
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outside of the direct lending subsidy, The 
combination of the structure of the two pro- 
grams and the workings of the FCRA results 
in scoring direct lending as substantially 
less expensive than guaranteed lending. 

The Budget Resolution instructed CBO to 
move scoring toward a more level playing 
field" by scoring Federal administration in а 
manner similar to mandatory payments for 
administration in guaranteed lending. Unfor- 
tunately, the directive stopped there, and did 
not apply the same treatment to the remain- 
ing administrative costs of guaranteed lend- 
ing. This results in artificially lower costs 
for guaranteed lending. 

This Administration would be glad to join 
the Congress in a scoring rule change to 
level the playing field for student loan pro- 
grams so that the administrative costs of 
both programs are treated in the identical 
manner. By doing this, we can take this 
technical scoring debate off the table, and 
debate the real benefits and costs of the two 
approaches to student loans. 


When we look fairly at the two programs, 
we see that each provides loan capita! to stu- 
dents, but the Direct Loan program does so 
with far greater ease of administration and 
far less complexity, and with additional ben- 
efits to students through flexible repayment 
options. Students get their funds with less 
government red tape, schools get simple ad- 
ministration and low administrative costs, 
students get better ways to pay their loans, 
and thousands of intermediaries and attend- 
ant complexities are eliminated. Under di- 
rect lending, banks, guaranty agencies, and 
secondary markets lose the billions they 
have been receiving from Federal subsidies 
and from excessive charges to students. Ad- 
vances in technology have made direct lend- 
ing the better deal for the taxpayer, without 
regard to technical scoring issues. That is 
what the public should hear in this debate. 

In examining the remaining proposals you 
outlined, this Administration welcomes your 
willingness to take billions of dollars out of 
the excess profits of the guaranteed loan pro- 
grams, and will support your efforts to re- 
duce these federal costs. We further welcome 
your willingness to set aside most of your 
earlier plans to eliminate in-school interest 
subsidies for poor students. But we will op- 
pose proposals that will eliminate or cap di- 
rect lending, or increase student costs. 


With level playing field scoring, your pro- 
posals for eliminating profits from the guar- 
anteed loan industry and a reasonable phase 
in path for direct lending, I can foresee the 
basis of an agreement that will result іп геа- 
sonable levels of savings from the loan pro- 
grams without hurting students. 

The Administration looks forward to work- 
ing with you in the weeks ahead. 

Sincerely, 
ALICE M. RIVLIN, 


kets, and lenders. sible each year. The FCRA scores these costs Director. 
SENATE REPUBLICAN RECONCILIATION PROPOSAL: FACT SHEET, SEPTEMBER 21, 1995 
Percent of 
Proposed cut or fee Dollars total pro- 
posal 
2 billion 18 
1.5 billion и 
1.35 billion 13 
2.7 billion 25 
14 billion 13 


1.7 biltion 16 
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SENATE REPUBLICAN RECONCILIATION PROPOSAL: FACT SHEET, SEPTEMBER 21, 1995—Continued 


Proposed cut or fee 


Cost sharing to states 
Total costs imposed upon ‘students 
Total costs imposed upon loan ind: 


The Student Loan Tax Colleges Will Have to Pay 


First year 
85% tax 


State and Institution 


North Carolina: Hill ...... 204. 
New Hampshire: 1 of New Hampshire 225,000 
New Jersey: Rutgers University .......................... 5 706,000 


Figures reflect total student loan volume for 1994-95 school year. 


The .85% Student Loan Tax—What Massachusetts 
Schools Will Have to Pay 


8888 


888888288 
88888888 


The .85% Student Loan Tax—What Massachusetts 
Schools Will Have to Pay—Continued 


Tax amount 
102,000 
289,000 
123,000 


MASSACHUSETTS SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN 
DIRECT LENDING 


Amherst College 

Atlantic Union College 

Bay State School of Appliances 

Berklee College of Music 

Blaine Hair School 

Blaine The Hair & Beauty School-Waltham 

Blaine The Hair & Beauty School-Boston 

Boston University 

Brandeis University 

Bridgewater State University 

Burdett School 

Emerson College 

Fitchburg State College 

Franklin Institute of Boston 

Greater Lowell Regional 

Hallmark Institute of Photography 

Hampshire College 

Harvard University 

Labaron Hairdressing Academy 

Labaron Hairdressing Academy—Brockton 

Labaron Hairdressing Academy—Spring- 
field 

Learning Institute for Beauty Sciences— 
Malden 

Learning Institute for Beauty Sciences— 
Worcester 

Mansfield Beauty Schools—Quincy 

Mansfield Beauty Schools—Springfield 

Massachusetts College of Art 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

Massachusetts Maritime Academy 

Merrimack College 

Mt. Holyoke College 

Mt. Ida College 

New England College of Optometry 

Newbury College 

North Adams State College 

Quinsigamond Community Colleges 

RETS Electronic Schools 

Radcliffe College 

Simons Rock of Bard College 

Smith College 

Springfield Technical Community College 

Stonehill College 

University of Massachusetts—Amherst 

University of Massachusetts—Lowell 

Wentworth Institute of Technology 

Western New England College 

Western State College 

Williams College. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Let me just mention 
these few sentences. It is signed by 
Rich Bond, who is the former chairman 
of the Republican National Committee; 
Diana Culp Borx, who is the former 
deputy general counsel, Department of 
Education; James Pinkerton, the 
former Deputy Assistant to the Presi- 
dent for Policy Planning—this is under 
the previous administration— 
Carolynn Reid-Wallace, former’ Assist- 
ant Secretary for Postsecondary Edu- 


Percent of 

Dollars total pro- 

posal 

100 million 1 

7.55 billion 70 

31 billion 29 

cation, Department of Education; 


Nancy Mohr Kennedy, former Assistant 
Secretary for Legislation and Congres- 
sional Affairs, Department of Edu- 
cation—that is under President Bush— 
Michael Horowitz, former general 
counsel, Office of Management and 
Budget, Charles Kolb, former Deputy 
Assistant to the President for Domes- 
tic Policy; George Pieler, former Act- 
ing Deputy Under Secretary for Plan- 
ning, Budget and Evaluation. 

These are all leaders in the field of 
education in the Bush administration. 
And this was their letter to us. 

As such, a direct loan program offers a 
more cost-effective delivery system for pro- 
viding student financial assistance. 

Replacing the [guaranteed student loan] 
structure with a steamlined structure will 
mean not only enhanced accountability but 
budget savings, but also a more rational de- 
livery system that will particularly benefit 
students and educational institutions. In 
particular, we believe direct loans will also 
ensure greater responsibility and account- 
ability by participating educational institu- 
tions. 

A direct loan program will mean replacing 
the role currently played by many banks, 
guarantee agencies, and secondary markets 
with a much more competitive approach. 
The intent is not to harm these participants 
in the existing program but rather to recog- 
nize that more competitive, efficient, and 
practical ways exist to provide student 
loans. We hope that as the Congress consid- 
ers direct loans it will 1001: beyond the mis- 
leading information that is being spread by 
representatives of those entities who have a 
direct financial stake in preserving the sta- 
tus quo. 

I say amen to that. 

It continues: 

We believe that the Clinton administration 
has taken the correct position on this issue 
and urge the Congress to consider this much- 
needed reform of the student loan program, 
In fact, much of the initial work that led to 
the direct loan program currently under con- 
sideration was undertaken [by] the Bush ad- 
ministration. 

They are taking credit for the direct 
loan program. 

While a valuable direct loan pilot pro- 
gram— 

I point out that was bipartisan, Sen- 
ator SIMON, Senator DURENBERGER, 
Senator BRADLEY, I, and others were 
involved in that debate. But here we 
have leaders in the education program 
and in the budget items in the previous 
administration touting the direct loan 

program, and nonetheless we find our 
Republican friends in the Human Re- 
source Committee attempting to elimi- 
nate it under the Coats amendment 
last week and severely reduce it even 
under the proposal by the majority of 
the Republicans in the committee. 
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The letter continues: 

While a valuable direct loan pilot program 
was authorized last year, we regret that this 
work was not pursued more seriously and 
vigorously during last year’s reauthoriza- 
tion. . . . Nonetheless, we hope that the Con- 
gress will act in a true bipartisan fashion to 
approve direct loans in order to bring sweep- 
ing and needed reform to the student aid de- 
livery system. 

We say amen to that. That was a bi- 
partisan effort. 

Here were the leaders under Presi- 
dent Bush who were supporting that 
concept. 

Should bipartisanship not be possible, we 
[will] call upon our fellow Republicans to 
unite behind the direct loan proposal and to 
show leadership in this and other efforts to 
reform government. We favor reforms that 
will ensure real value for the taxpayers’ dol- 
lar, with government activity targeted to en- 
sure more effective efforts delivered in ways 
that are accountable to the American people. 

Mr. President, there is not a person 
on our committee on our side that 
could say it any better than that. And 
that is something that we hope will be 
understood and recognized. Mr. Presi- 
dent, we look forward to this debate. 

I want to just mention, finally, it is 
our intention to recognize there were 
67 Members of this body, bipartisan, for 
the Simon-Snowe amendment when we 
debated education on the budget that 
restored funding for the higher edu- 
cation. And if that proposal had been 
accepted in the conference with the 
House—it was rejected out of hand, and 
we did not see much really of the 
struggle by our friends and colleagues 
to try to hold onto that proposal—but 
if that had been held onto, then our in- 
struction would have been at $4.4 bil- 
lion. 

We will have a proposal tomorrow to 
address that $4.4 billion. It is our hope 
that, following the process and the 
budgetary consideration, that if it 
comes out of our committee and with- 
out complying with the larger instruc- 
tion which will be devastating to the 
students and to student loans and to 
their parents, that it goes to the Budg- 
et Committee, that it is wrapped to- 
gether with the other recommenda- 
tions, and it then is scored by CBO, and 
CBO then makes a judgment as to what 
exactly the savings will be. 

If the savings reach the $245 billion, 
then instructions go to the Finance 
Committee to have a tax cut for that 
particular amount. If it is $235 billion, 
then the recommendation will go to 
the Finance Committee for $235 billion. 
I think that is absolutely justified. But 
since two-thirds of the Members of the 
Senate went on record, Republicans 
and Democrats, saying it should only 
be $4.4 billion, we are going to rec- 
ommend that we have $4.4 billion and 
that we will come back to the Senate 
when we have that opportunity and 
have a second vote on the Snowe- 
Simon amendment, because we believe 
that truly reflects the sentiment of 
this body with that overwhelming vote. 
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And that is the responsible way to go 
rather than to provide this very, very 
dangerous, unfair, unjustified, unwar- 
ranted slashing of the student loan pro- 
gram in order that we provide the tax 
cuts for the wealthy individuals and 
corporations. 

I yield the floor. 


MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 


The following measure was read the 
second time by unanimous consent and 
placed on the calendar. 

S. 1254. An act to disapprove of amend- 
ments to the Federal Sentencing Guidelines 
relating to lowering of crack sentences and 
sentences for money laundering and trans- 
actions in property derived from unlawful 
activity. 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, which were referred as indi- 
cated: 


EC-1464. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Veterans Affairs, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation entitled. De- 
partment of Veterans Affairs Improvement 
and Reinvention Act of 1995”; the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs. 

EC-1465. A communication from the Presi- 
dent of the Women’s Army Corps Veterans 
Association, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the annual audit for fiscal year 1995; the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

* EC-1466. A communication from the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Auditor, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, a report entitled “Тһе Audit of 
the District of Columbia Lottery and Chari- 
table Games Control Board for Fiscal Year 
1994”; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

ЕС-1467. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the Federal Housing Administration 
Management Report for fiscal year 1994; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

ЕС-1468. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the cumulative report 
on rescissions and deferrals, dated Septem- 
ber 1, 1995; referred jointly, pursuant to the 
order of January 30, 1975, as modified by the 
order of April 11, 1986, to the Committee on 
Appropriations, to the Committee on the 
Budget, to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition and Forestry, to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs, to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science and 
Transportation, to the Committee on the En- 
vironment and Public Works, to the Commit- 
tee on Finance, to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary, to the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources, and to the Committee on Small 
Business. 

ЕС-1469. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the National Cen- 
ter on Child Abuse and Neglect’s Report for 
fiscal years 1991-1992; the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 
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ЕС-1470. A communication from the mem- 
bers of the United States of America Rail- 
road Retirement Board, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, a budget request for fiscal year 
1997; to the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. BENNETT: 

5. 1270. A bill to exempt stored value cards 
from the Electronic Fund Transfer Act, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. CRAIG (for himself, Mr. ABRA- 
HAM, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr. HOLLINGS, 
Mr. KEMPTHORNE, and Mr. KYL): 

S. 1271. A bill to amend the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act of 1982; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. HOLLINGS: 

S. 1272. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
Transportation to issue a certificate of docu- 
mentation and coastwise trade endorsement 
for the vessel Billy Buck; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. BENNETT: 

8.1270. A bill to exempt stored value 
cards from the Electronic Fund Trans- 
fer Act, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

THE EXEMPTION FOR STORED VALUE CARDS ACT 
OF 1995 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I 
thank you for the opportunity to ad- 
dress this assembly today. 

We live in a time of great progress; a 
time when technology is growing 
exponentially. Just a few years ago, it 
would take an ordinary citizen days to 
send a document from Utah to Wash- 
ington; today, thanks to the fax ma- 
chine and cyberspace, it takes a matter 
of seconds. Not that long ago, in order 
to speak with constituents face to face, 
we would have no choice but to travel 
back to our States; now, due to sat- 
ellite technology, we can participate in 
electronic town meetings and interact 
with voters 2,500 miles away. 

Technology also necessitates changes 
in society in order to deep up and reach 
maximum efficiency. For example, 
often when using the telephone today, 
you might run across an automated di- 
rectory. If you are using a digital 
phone, there is no problem; you can 
conduct your business easily. If, how- 
ever, you are using an analog line, you 
might meet with some difficulty in 
concluding your affairs. 

So it is with Federal regulations. We 
find the need in today’s world to guard 
society from potential abuses through 
the process of regulation. However, 
technology can make existing regula- 
tions obsolete, or at least uneco- 
nomical to enforce. As the world 
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changes around us, we must be willing 
and able to adapt. 

The Electronic Fund Transfer Act, or 
EFTA, to which I am proposing 
changes today, regulates the use of 
debit cards and other so-called access 
devices to initiate electronic transfers 
to or from a consumer’s deposit or 


other asset account. Тһе EFTA im- 


poses significant burdens on financial 
institutions that hold such accounts. 
For example, financial institutions 
must provide extensive disclosures to 
consumers before initial electronic 
fund transfers involving the account 
are made; they must provide periodic 
statements to consumers each month 
which detail every transfer made to or 
from an account; and they must pro- 
vide receipts at electronic terminals 
for electronic fund transfers made by 
consumers. 

The EFTA is an important act, but 
one that requires change due to tech- 
nological advancements. Therefore, I 
propose that we amend the EFTA to re- 
flect the progress of the industry. This 
bill, entitled “Exemption for Stored 
Value Cards,” modifies the definitions 
of accepted card or other means of ac- 
сезв” and account“ to clarify that the 
regulatory burdens imposed under the 
EFTA do not apply to so-called stored 
value cards. A stored value card is a 
card which can be used to pay for 
transactions by use of value which is 
stored on the card itself. 

Good examples of stored value cards 
include the Washington, DC metro 
fare-cards or cards which contain value 
that can be used at such devices as 
vending machines, parking meters, or 
bridge toll booths. When a stored value 
or prepaid card is used to pay for a 
transaction with value stored on the 
card itself, it does not access the con- 
sumer's account and typically does not 
utilize the systems which are used by 
financial institutions to generate re- 
ceipt information, and other informa- 
tion needed to comply with the EFTA. 
As a result, it would be inappropriate 
to apply all of the EFTA regulatory re- 
quirements to such stored value cards. 
It is intended, however, that the EFTA 
would apply to such a card when the 
card is used to access the consumer's 
deposit, savings, or similar asset ac- 
count to load value onto the card for 
use at such vending and other ma- 
chines. 

In addition, application of the EFTA 
regulatory and procedural burdens to 
stored value cards would significantly 
impede the development of stored 
value programs, and in some instances 
may entirely preclude the development 
of such programs. Stored value card 
programs typically involve frequent, 
small dollar transactions with unso- 
phisticated vending-machines, parking 
meters, and similar equipment. Given 
the small dollar amount of these trans- 
actions, stored. value card programs 
must be operated at a very low cost in 
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order to be cost efficient for mer- 
chants, consumers, and card issuers 
alike. Applying the requirements of the 
EFTA to stored value card programs 
would significantly raise the cost of op- 
erating such programs and, in some in- 
stances, would make such programs 
economically unfeasible. This amend- 
ment also clarifies that the EFTA 
would not apply to value stored on 
other devices such as computers. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1270 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. EXEMPTION FOR STORED VALUE 
CARDS. 


Section 903 of the Electronic Fund Trans- 
fer Act (15 U.S.C. 1693а) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)- 

(A) by striking “(1) the term ‘accepted card 
or other means of access’ means a сага” and 
inserting the following: 

“(1) the term ‘accepted card or other 
means of access’ means— 

“(A) а card”; 

(В) by adding and' after the semicolon at 
the end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

“(В) does not include any card, device, ог 
computer that may be used by a person to 
pay for a transaction through the use of 
value stored on, or assigned to, that card, de- 
vice, or computer: and 

(2) in paragraph (2)- 

(А) by striking (2) the term ‘account’ 
means a demand” and inserting the follow- 
ing: 
“(2) the term ‘account’ means 

„ a demand"; 

(В) by adding “and™ after the semicolon at 
the end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

“(В) does not include any value that— 

“(i) is stored on, or assigned to, a card, de- 
vice, or computer; and 

(ii) enables a person to pay for а trans- 
action through the use of that value:“. 


By Mr. CRAIG (for himself, Mr. 
ABRAHAM, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. KEMPTHORNE, 
and Mr. KYL): 

S. 1271. A bill to amend the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act of 1982; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

THE NUCLEAR WASTE POLICY ACT OF 1995 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, today I 
am joining with other Senators, and 
the Presiding Officer in introducing 
legislation that will, I hope—after 
many years of failure—finally provide 
for the timely storage and disposal of 
spent nuclear fuel and high-level nu- 
clear waste from the Nation’s defense 
program and commercial nuclear 
power plants. 

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1995 
creates an integrated system that will 
ensure construction of an interim stor- 
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age facility and permanent repository 
to manage the legacy of America's 
great defense force, including spent 
fuel from the Navy’s nuclear-powered 
fleet of aircraft carriers and sub- 
marines, currently stored in my State 
of Idaho, as well as components from 
dismantled nuclear weapons and com- 
mercial spent fuel from about 73 sites 
in more than 34 States. 

Mr. President, transferring nuclear 
waste from the many defense and com- 
mercial nuclear sites to a single Fed- 
eral facility beginning in 1998 was the 
intent of Congress when it passed the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982. 

Unbelievably, we are only 3 years 
from the date when the Energy Depart- 
ment is obligated to begin accepting 
this radioactive waste, and the DOE is 
still studying a site in Nevada to deter- 
mine if it is a suitable location for a 
deep geologic repository for high-level 
radioactive waste. Because of endless 
bureaucratic delays that have plunged 
the program into tremendous loss of 
time, the Federal Government now 
says it will not have a repository oper- 
ating until 2010, at the earliest, and 
probably several years thereafter. 

That is 12 years after the Federal 
Government is contractually obligated 
to take title to spent fuel from civilian 
power plants and more than 10 years 
after the people of Idaho were first 
promised that high-level waste stored 
at the Idaho National Engineering Lab- 
oratory would be moved to a perma- 
nent repository. 

Mr. President, you and I know INEL 
has now managed spent nuclear fuel 
from Navy warships for more than 30 
years. More recently, it has also be- 
come the resting place for spent fuel 
and other radioactive components from 
the Three Mile Island incident. Like 
many nuclear facilities across the 
country, INEL has served the Federal 
Government and the citizens of Amer- 
ica well. But now, the Federal Govern- 
ment must accept its responsibility 
under law to take nuclear waste to a 
facility licensed by an independent reg- 
ulator where it can be managed safely 
and economically. 

Mr. President, the bill I am introduc- 
ing with you authorizes construction of 
a federally-licensed facility on the Ne- 
vada test site near Yucca Mountain to 
store spent Navy fuel from Idaho Na- 
tional Engineering Laboratory and 
other defense facilities and spent fuel 
currently stored at commercial nuclear 
power plants from Maine to California. 
The bill instructs the Federal Govern- 
ment to begin operation of an interim 
storage facility in 1998 so that high- 
level radioactive materials can be 
transferred to the test site, where it 
can be more easily managed. 

Transferring nuclear materials from 
sites around the country to a single fa- 
cility holds several advantages over 
the current system. First, because the 
interim storage facility provided in my 
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bill will be licensed by the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission ensuring safe 
storage of all materials. Second, a sin- 
gle site will be far more economical to 
maintain and keep secure. Finally, the 
storage site designated in my bill is 
close to Yucca Mountain, the likely 
site of a permanent repository for high- 
level waste. 

Mr. President, though some will sure- 
ly disagree with our approach, I do not 
think it is unreasonable to assume that 
Yucca will eventually be judged as 
suitable for a permanent repository. 
Nor do I think that establishing a stor- 
age site near the mountain com- 
promises the integrity of the scientific 
studies currently ongoing. 

It is important to recall that sci- 
entists and engineers at Yucca Moun- 
tain have conducted the most thorough 
and comprehensive geological survey 
ever undertaken on any piece of earth. 
After $5 billion in expenditures, the sci- 
entists have found no reason why the 
site would not be suitable for a perma- 
nent nuclear waste repository. More- 
over, the bill I am introducing today 
ensures that research at Yucca Moun- 
tain will continue during construction 
and operation of an interim storage fa- 
cility. 

Mr. President, the bill I introduce 
today is similar to legislation (H.R. 
1020) that passed the House Commerce 
Committee 30-4 on August 2. My bill 
includes the following provisions that 
reform the Federal Government’s spent 
fuel management program in these 
critical areas: 

The bill reaffirms the Federal Gov- 
ernment’s responsibility to begin ac- 
cepting waste from defense and com- 
mercial nuclear facilities in 1998. 

It authorizes construction of an in- 
terim storage facility in two phases 
with date-certain schedules. Phase one 
will allow acceptance of up to 20,000 
metric tons of uranium, including de- 
fense program waste, and phase two 
permits up to 100,000 metric tons. 

It authorizes the Energy Department 
to develop a transportation system to 
safely move spent fuel from America's 
defense and commercial nuclear facili- 
ties to this single storage site. 

It authorizes continued development 
of a permanent repository program ac- 
cording to DOE's 1994 program ap- 
proach. 

It requires the Energy Department to 
take title to spent nuclear fuel at plant 
sites and to operate a transportation 
system from a contract holder’s des- 
ignated site(s) to a Federal interim 
storage facility. 

The Federal Department of Energy 
must purchase transportable storage 
containers, taking advantage of tech- 
nologies available in the marketplace. 
Defense spent fuel must be transferred 
to containers that can be used at a 
storage facility licensed by the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission. 

Funding priorities for the Energy De- 
partment’s program should be: First, 
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interim storage and a related transpor- 
tation system; second, construction of 
a railroad spur in Nevada from existing 
rail lines to the interim storage facil- 
ity; and third, scientific study for a re- 
pository location. 

Mr. President, the principle dif- 
ference between the House bill and my 
bill revolves around future funding for 
civilian spent fuel management. The 
House committee voted to change cur- 
rent law which has resulted in the Fed- 
eral Government collecting more than 
$11 billion from utilities and their rate- 
payers over the last 13 years, while 
spending less than half of that amount 
for the purpose it was intended to be 
spent for; that is, building a nuclear 
waste repository. The rest of the 
money, more than $5 billion, has been 
used to finance our deficit spending 
habit. 

The House bill ensures that in future 
years appropriations in any given year 
will equal contributions from rate- 
payers. If Congress votes to reduce 
funding for the program, collections 
from utilities and ratepayers will be 
similarly reduced. 

My bill retains the current funding 
mechanism for the DOE program. I 
hope as we proceed in the Senate, how- 
ever, that we will take a close look at 
the House funding provision or some- 
thing similar to help ensure that Con- 
gress once and for all moves toward 
ending the practice of collecting funds 
for specific purposes and then using 
them to help balance our out-of-bal- 
ance budget. 

Mr. President, this legislation will 
solve an important issue for the citi- 
zens of Idaho, and, frankly, for all 
Americans. The question of how best to 
manage spent nuclear fuel and other 
radioactive materials has been consid- 
ered for most of my lifetime, certainly 
all of my career here in Washington. 
There is no question that centralized 
storage and disposal in a remote loca- 
tion is better than leaving nuclear 
waste scattered across the United 
States at multiple of sites. It is time to 
implement a centralized storage pro- 
gram and to develop the solution that 
protects public health and safety and 
the environment and future genera- 
tions. 

A dozen years ago, the Federal Gov- 
ernment signed contracts with utilities 
and agreed to take title to and dispose 
of used nuclear fuel by 1998. Now it is 
time for the Federal Government to 
live up to its commitment to these 
consumers and to the residents of 
States like mine who have played an 
essential role in managing the waste 
from the Nation’s nuclear defense pro- 
gram. 

Mr. President, there is widespread 
support for these principles among 
State Governors, attorneys general, 
utility regulators, and more than 180 
Members from both sides of the aisle in 
the House of Representatives, which is 
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considering similar legislation. I urge 
my colleagues to support this legisla- 
tion to manage the Nation’s nuclear 
waste in an integrated, sensible fashion 
and to demonstrate to the American 
people that the Federal Government 
can honor its commitments. 

The United States has benefited from 
the many uses of nuclear materials, 
whether as a deterrent to global con- 
flict or nuclear fuel that is used to gen- 
erate electricity in the manner that is 
environmentally sound and did not cre- 
ate air pollution. 

Our generation has benefited enor- 
mously from these diverse uses. We 
have enjoyed peace, economic prosper- 
ity, and a cleaner environment. Now, 
our generation must finally take re- 
sponsibility to properly manage spent 
fuel from the defense program and from 
more than 110 commercial nuclear pow- 
erplants. 

І ат pleased that Senators 
FAIRCLOTH, HOLLINGS, KEMPTHORNE—as 
I already mentioned—KYL and SMITH, 
are joining me as cosponsors. I will 
work to assure this bill moves through 
Congress in a timely fashion. 


By Mr. HOLLINGS: 

5. 1272. A bill to authorize the Sec- 
retary of Transportation to issue a cer- 
tificate of documentation and coast- 
wise trade endorsement for the vessel 
Billy Buck, to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

TRADING PRIVILEGES LEGISLATION 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I am 
introducing a bill today to direct that 
the vessel Billy Buck, official No. 
939064, be accorded coastwise trading 
privileges and be issued a certificate of 
documentation under section 12103 of 
title 46, United States Code. 

The Billy Buck was constructed in 
Miami, FL, in 1980, and is a motor ves- 
sel presently used as a recreational 
vessel. It is 30.2 feet in length, 10.8 feet 
in breadth, has a depth of 4.8 feet, and 
is self-propelled. 

The vessel is owned by William E. 
Walpole of Wadmalaw Island, SC. Mr. 
Walpole would like to utilize his vessel 
in the coastwise trade and fisheries of 
the United States. However, because 
the vessel was previously owned by a 
foreign interest and because the owner 
could not furnish a complete chain of 
title to the vessel, it did not meet the 
requirements for coastwise license en- 
dorsement in the United States. Such 
documentation is mandatory to enable 
the owner to use the vessel for its in- 
tended purpose. 

The owner of the Billy Buck is seek- 
ing a waiver of the existing law be- 
cause he wishes to use the vessel for 
charters. His desired intentions for the 
vessel's use will not adversely affect 
the coastwise trade in U.S. waters. If 
he is granted this waiver, it is his in- 
tention to comply fully with U.S. docu- 
mentation and safety requirements. 
The purpose of the legislation I am in- 
troducing is to allow the Billy Buck to 
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engage in the coastwise trade and the 
fisheries of the United States. 


—— 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


8. 356 
At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. FRIST] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 356, a bill to amend title 4, United 
States Code, to declare English as the 
official language of the Government of 
the United States. 
з. 72 
At the request of Мг. DOMENICI, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
BENNETT] was added as a cosponsor of 
8. 722, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to restructure 
and replace the income tax system of 
the United States to meet national pri- 
orities, and for other purposes. 
8. 847 
At the request of Mr. GREGG, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. KERRY] was added as a co- 
sponsor of 8. 847, a bill to terminate 
the agricultural price support and pro- 
duction adjustment programs for 
sugar, and for other purposes. 
S. 863 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. SIMPSON] was added as а cosponsor 
of S. 863, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
increased medicare reimbursement for 
physician assistants, to increase the 
delivery of health services in health 
professional shortage areas, and for 
other purposes. 
8. 969 
At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. KERREY] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 969, a bill to require that health 
plans provide coverage for a minimum 
hospital stay for a mother and child 
following the birth of the child, and for 
other purposes. 
8. 978 
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
HATFIELD] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 978, a bill to facilitate contributions 
to charitable organizations by codify- 
ing certain exemptions from the Fed- 
eral securities laws, to clarify the inap- 
plicability of antitrust laws to chari- 
table gift annuities, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 1130 
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
ІМг. LOTT], the Senator from Okla- 
homa [Mr. NICKLES], the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. GORTON], and the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina (Мг. 
FAIRCLOTH] were added as cosponsors of 
8. 1130, a bill to provide for the estab- 
lishment of uniform accounting sys- 
tems, standards, and reporting systems 
in the Federal Government, and for 
other purposes. 
8. 1131 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Min- 
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nesota [Mr. WELLSTONE] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1131, а bill to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to author- 
ize the provision of financial assistance 
in order to ensure that financially 
needy veterans receive legal assistance 
in connection with proceedings before 
the United States Court of Veterans 
Appeals. 
8. 1136 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr, LAUTENBERG] was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1136, a bill to control and 
prevent commercial counterfeiting, 
and for other purposes. 
8. 1138 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE], the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr, CoaTs], the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. MURKOWSKI], and the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. GREGG] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1138, a bill to 
amend title XVIII of the Social Secu- 
rity Act to provide that certain health 
insurance policies are not duplicative, 
and for other purposes. 
8. 1266 
At the request of Mr. MACK, the name 
of the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
DOMENICI] was added as а cosponsor of 
S. 1266, a bill to require the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys- 
tem to focus on price stability in estab- 
lishing monetary policy to ensure the 
stable, long-term purchasing power of 
the currency, to repeal the Full Em- 
ployment and Balanced Growth Act of 
1978, and for other purposes. 
SENATE RESOLUTION 146 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSTON, the 
names of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. WELLSTONE], the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. LOTT], the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. COVERDELL], and the 
Senator from South Dakota (Мг. 
DASCHLE] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Resolution 146, a resolution des- 
ignating the week beginning November 
19, 1995, and the week beginning on No- 
vember 24, 1996, as National Family 
Week,” and for other purposes. 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


VA-HUD APPROPRIATIONS ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996 


BUMPERS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2776 


Mr. BUMPERS (for himself, Mr. WAR- 
NER, Mr. COHEN, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
BRYAN, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. FEINGOLD, 
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. KOHL, Mr. WELLSTONE, 
and Mr. SIMON) proposed an amend- 
ment to the bill (H.R. 2099) making ap- 
propriations for the Departments of 
Veterans Affairs and Housing and 
Urban Development, and for sundry 
independent agencies, boards, commis- 
sions, corporations, and offices for fis- 
cal year ending September 30, 1996, and 
for other purposes, as follows: 
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Strike lines 14 through 15 on page 158 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 
383.504.000.000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 1996. Provided, that of the funds 
made available under this heading, no funds 
shall be expended on the Space Station pro- 
gram, except for termination costs." 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


KENNETH В. SCHWARTZ 


è Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I want to 
take a moment today to remember 
Kenneth B. Schwartz of Brookline, MA. 
I first worked with Ken when I was 
Lieutenant Governor and he was gen- 
eral counsel to the executive office of 
human services. He had a brilliant ana- 
lytical mind, a keen sense of humor, 
and most important, he was one of the 
purely nicest human beings ever to 
walk the face of the Earth. He cared 
deeply about the most vulnerable 
among us, the elderly, the poor, the 
mentally ill. 


Tragically, he was diagnosed last No- 
vember with cancer. Despite having the 
best medical care available, Ken died 
September 10, at age 40, leaving his 
wife, Ellen Cohen, and his 2-year-old 
son, Benjamin. 


Despite pain, surgeries, the devastat- 
ing effects of chemotherapy, and the 
mental anguish that knowledge of his 
condition brought, Ken turned his ex- 
perience into something quite remark- 
able and enormously valuable for both 
those afflicted with cancer and those 
who treat them. 


The son and brother of doctors, Ken 
wrote an article for the Boston Globe 
magazine on his experience as a pa- 
tient, and his relationship with the 
caregivers at the teaching hospital 
where he was treated. Ken's article 
opened the eyes of the medical commu- 
nity in a way that rarely occurs even 
in the most sympathetic and respon- 
sive of hospitals. His article came to 
the attention of the “Good Morning 
Атпегіса” show, which featured him іп 
one of its segments. During this all- 
too-brief period of time, he also helped 
establish the Kenneth B. Schwartz Cen- 
ter for the Study of Caregiver-Patient 
Relationships at Massachusetts Gen- 
eral Hospital, so that the lessons he 
learned from his illness might be stud- 
ied and broadened to the benefit of fu- 
ture patients, their doctors and other 
caregivers. 


As was said of Sir Thomas More, Ken 
was: 


А man of angel's wit and singular learning; 
I know not his fellow. For where is the man 
of that gentleness, lowliness and affability? 
And as time requireth, a man of marvelous 
mirth and pastimes; and sometimes of as sad 
а gravity; a man for all seasons. 


I ask that his Boston Globe article be 
placed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at 
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this point, and I commend it to all my 
colleagues in the Congress. 
The article follows: 
{From The Boston ane Magazine, Jul. 16, 
1995] 
А PATIENT’S STORY 
(By Kenneth B. Schwartz) 


Until last fall, I had spent a considerable 
part of my career as a health-care lawyer, 
first in state government and then in the pri- 
vate sector. I came to know a lot about 
health-care policy and management, govern- 
ment regulations and contracts. But I knew 
little about the delivery of care. All that 
changed on November 7, 1994, when at age 40 
I was diagnosed with advanced lung cancer. 
In the months that followed, I was subjected 
to chemotherapy, radiation, surgery, and 
news of all kinds, most of it bad. It has been 
a harrowing experience for me and for my 
family. And yet, the ordeal has been punc- 
tuated by moments of exquisite compassion. 
I have been the recipient of an extraordinary 
array of human and humane responses to my 
plight. These acts of kindness—the simple 
human touch from my caregivers—have 
made the unbearable bearable. 

During September and October of 1994, I 
made several visits to the outpatient clinic 
of a Boston teaching hospital for treatment 
of a persistent cough, low-grade fever, mal- 
aise, and weakness. The nurse practitioner 
diagnosed me as having atypical pneumonia 
and prescribed an antibiotic. Despite contin- 
ued abnormal blood counts, she assured me 
that I had a post-viral infection and didn’t 
need an appointment with my physician 
until mid-November, if then. By mid-Octo- 
ber, I felt so bad that I decided I could not 
wait until November 11 to be seen. Dis- 
appointed with the inaccessibility of my 
physician, I decided to seek care elsewhere, 
with the hope that a new doctor might be 
more responsive. 

My brother, a physician who had trained at 
Massachusetts General Hospital, arranged 
for an immediate appointment with Dr. Jose 
Vega, an experienced internist affiliated 
with MGH. Dr. Vega spent an hour with me 
and ordered tests, including a chest X-ray. 
He called within hours to say he was con- 
cerned by the results, which showed a 
“mass” in my right lung, and he ordered а 
computerized-topography scan for more de- 
tail. I remember leaving my office for home, 
saying quickly to my secretary, Sharyn Wal- 
lace, “I think I may have a serious medical 
problem.“ Indeed, the CT scan confirmed ab- 
normal developments in my right lung and 
chest nodes. 

The next day, Dr. Vega, assuring me that 
he would continue to be available to me 
whenever I needed him, referred me to Dr. 
Thomas Lynch, 34-year-old MGH oncologist 
specializing in lung cancer. Dr. Lynch, who 
seems driven by the ferocity of the disease 
he sees every day, told me that I had lung 
cancer, lymphoma, or some rare lung infec- 
tion, although it was most likely lung can- 
cer. 

My family and I were terrified. For the 
next several months, my blood pressure, 
which used to be a normal 124 over 78, went 
to 150 over 100, and my heart rate, which 
used to be a low 48, ran around 100. 

Within 72 hours of seeing Dr. Lynch, I was 
scheduled for a bronchoscopy and a 
mediastinoscopy, exploratory surgical proce- 
dures to confirm whether I indeed had lung 
cancer. Until this point, I had thought that 
I was at low risk for cancer: I was relatively 
young, I did not smoke (although I had 
smoked about a cigarette a day in college 
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and in law school and for several years after 
that), I worked out every day, and I avoided 
fatty foods. 

The day before surgery, I was scheduled to 
have a series of tests. The presurgery area of 
the hospital was mobbed, and the nurses 
seemed harried. Eventually, a nurse who was 
to conduct a presurgical interview called my 
name. Already apprehensive, I was breathing 
hard. 

The nurse was cool and brusque, as if I 
were just another faceless patient. But once 
the interview began, and I told her that I had 
just learned that I probably had advanced 
lung cancer, she softened, took my hand, and 
asked how I was doing. We talked about my 
2-year-old son, Ben, and she mentioned that 
her nephew was named Ben. By the end of 
our conversation, she was wiping tears from 
her eyes and saying that while she normally 
was not on the surgical floor, she would 
come see me before the surgery. Sure 
enough, the following day, while I was wait- 
ing to be wheeled into surgery, she came by, 
held my hand, and, with moist eyes, wished 
me luck. 

This small gesture was powerful; my appre- 
hension gave way to a much-needed moment 
of calm. Looking back, I realize that in a 
high-volume setting, the high-pressure at- 
mosphere tends to stifle a caregiver's inher- 
ent compassion and humanity. But the 
briefest pause in the frentic pace can bring 
out the best in a caregiver and do much for 
а terrified patient. 

The nurse left, and my apprehension 
mounted. An hour later, I was wheeled to 
surgery for a biopsy of the chest nodes and 
the mass in my lung. I was greeted by a resi- 
dent in anesthesiology, Dr. Debra Reich, who 
took my pulse and blood pressure and said 
gently: ‘You're pretty nervous, huh?” She 
medicated me with tranquilizers, but that 
did not stop me from asking about where she 
lived, where she had trained, and whether 
she was married. I jokingly asked her how 
come she was the only Jewish doctor I had 
met during my time at MGH. When it turned 
out that she lived down the street from me 
and liked the sandwiches at the same corner 
shop, Virginia's, I felt comforted. She 
squeezed my shoulder, wished me luck, and 
wheeled me into surgery. 

When I awoke, I was told that I had adeno- 
carcinoma in my right lung and in several 
chest nodes—in other words, advanced lung 
cancer. I don’t remember a lot about those 
hours, but I remember Dr. Vega's face, with 
tears in his eyes. I also remember feeling 
very sad and scared. 

A few days later, I received a letter from 
Dr. Reich: “Remember me, your friendly an- 
esthesiologist? I came by to see you this 
afternoon as my professional duty but also 
to express my sadness in hearing about your 
diagnosis. Your door was closed and there 
seemed to be a lot of activity, so I decided 
not to disturb you. 

“As I'm sure you know, we as physicians 
are taught not to become emotionally in- 
volved in our patients because then we would 
be continually devastated. But I guess be- 
cause we had such a nice interaction before 
your surgery and because your life was one 
which I could relate to so well—being Jew- 
ish, professional, renovating a house, sand- 
wiches, at Virginia’s, ete.—- your situation 
really struck a chord in me. (Hey, maybe you 
can't even remember any of this because of 
the medicine I gave you, but hopefully you 
40...) 

“Т was very impressed that during the fear 
and anxiety you were experiencing, you still 
maintained your composure, your sense of 
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humor, and even thought to ask me when I 
was getting married. 

“So, anyway, as you told me, keeping your 
wife and son in mind will make you fight 
strong, and I know this to be true! I know 
that you have a very loving and supportive 
family who will help you through this as 
well. 

“Best, wishes, and maybe I'll run into you 
sometime at Virginia's.” 

I had not forgotten Dr. Reich, nor will I 
ever forget her willingness to cross the pro- 
fessional barrier, hold my hand, and write 
those words. 

It was clear that I would soon begin a new 
chapter in my illness and undergo the classic 
treatment for such advanced cancer, inten- 
sive chemotherapy and radiation, followed 
by surgery to remove the tumors, nodes, and 
entire lung, if necessary. Dr. Lynch told me 
that this option presented the real possibil- 
ity of a cure. 

Over the next week, I had a series of addi- 
tional radiologic scans to determine if the 
cancer had spread beyond my chest. These 
scans are incredibly scary: You are placed in 
a tube resembling a sarcophagus, with only 6 
inches between you and the walls, and you 
may spend several hours inside, deafened by 
the clanging machine. And the scans always 
raise fears about whether more bad news in 
around the corner. 

Dr. Vega or Dr. Lynch always made it a 
point, though, to relay results within 24 
hours so my family and I didn’t have to en- 
dure the anxiety of uncertainty any longer 
than necessary. 

The scans of my body, head, liver, bones, 
and back were clear. I was relieved. 

The doctors soon began an intensive regi- 
men of chemotherapy and radiation, with 
the goal of destroying the cancer and prepar- 
ing for surgery to remove my lung. 

Before being admitted for my first five-day 
course of chemotherapy. I had a radiation- 
simulation session. During such session, 
therapists meticulously map their targets by 
marking your skin where the radiation 
should be directed. I was asked to lie on a 
table in a large, cold chamber, The radiation 
therapist. Julie Sullivan, offered me a blan- 
ket and, mentioning that the staff had a tape 
deck asked if I had any request; I recalled 
my college days and asked for James Taylor. 
Listening to “Sweet Baby James“ and Fire 
and Rain” I though back to a time when the 
most serious problem I faced was being jilted 
by a girlfriend, and tears ran down my 
cheeks. As therapists came and went, Julie 
Sullivan held my hand and asked me if I was 
OK, I thanked her for her gentleness. 

After having a Port-o-Cath implanted in 
my chest—a device that allows chemo- 
therapy to be administered without constant 
needle sticks in the arm—I was admitted to 
MGH in mid-November. During that and 
other hospitalizations, either my mother or 
sister would stay overnight, often sleeping in 
cramped chairs. When I awoke at night in an 
anxious sweat or nauseated, I would see one 
of them and feel reassured. 

While doctors managed my medica] cure, 
my day-to-day quality of life and comfort 
were in the hands of two or three nurses. 
These nurses showed competence and pride 
in their work, but they also took a personal 
interest in me. It gave me an enormous 
boost, and while I do not believe that hope 
and comfort alone can overcome cancer, it 
certainly made a huge difference to me dur- 
ing my time in the hospital. 

During the period between my two 
chemotherapies, when I also received high- 
dose radiation twice a day, I came to know 
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а most exceptional caregiver, the outpatient 
oncology nurse Mimi Batholomay. An eight- 
year veteran who had experienced cancer in 
her own family, she was smart, upbeat, and 
compassionate I had to receive fluids intra- 
venously every day at the clinic, and while 
there we talked regularly about life, cancer, 
marriage, and children. She, too, was willing 
to cross that professional Rubicon—to reach 
out and talk about my fear of dying or, even 
worse, my fear of not living out my life, of 
not biking through the hills of Concord and 
Weston on summer weekends with my broth- 
er, of not seeing my child grown up, of not 
holding my wife in my arms. And she took 
the risk of talking about her own father’s re- 
cent bout with cancer. I cannot emphasize 
enough how meaningful it was to me when 
caregivers revealed something about them- 
selves that made a personal connection to 
my plight. It made me feel much less lonely. 
The rule books, I'm sure, frown on such inti- 
mate engagement between caregiver and pa- 
tient. But maybe it’s time to rewrite them. 

After my second round of chemotherapy, I 
was ready for the final stage of what we 
hoped would be a cure: surgery. Before this 
could happen, Dr. Lynch repeated my 
radiologic scans, to be sure that the cancer 
had not spread. He assured me that the 
chance of any such metastasis was remote— 
less than 5 percent—although it would be a 
disaster if it occurred. 

The scans were endless, scary; and lonely. 
While members of my family stayed with me 
in the waiting rooms, they could not accom- 
pany me to the scanning rooms; the experi- 
ence again was harrowing. But I felt my 
greatest fear while awaiting the results. 
After a week of tests, I had one last scan of 
my bones. I was concerned when the tech- 
nologist asked to do a special scan of my 
back that had not been done before, 

The next day, I called Dr. Lynch’s office 
and asked his assistant, Mary Elen Rousell, 
when I could come in to find out the results. 
She said, “How about this afternoon?” and 
then added, “You might want to bring some- 
опе.” My heart skipped. When my wife and I 
entered Dr. Lynch's office and saw his face, 
our hearts sank. He was ashen. He said that 
while all the other scans were clear, there 
appeared to be a metastatic tumor in my 
spine. He explained that this meant that 
lung surgery at this point would be futile, 
since other metastases were likely to sur- 
face. 

Dr. Lynch said that he could not be 100 per- 
cent certain that this was a tumor and that, 
because so much was at stake, we should do 
a biopsy. My wife and I wept openly—in part 
because, looking at Dr. Lynch's face, we felt 
that he had lost hope. 

I could not help but ask what treatment 
options were available, and he mentioned a 
drug called Taxol. Still being the lawyer, I 
quizzed him: 

Me: What is the percentage of people who 
benefit from Taxol? 

Dr. Lynch: Forty percent. · 

Me: How much do they benefit? 

Dr. Lynch: They can get several years of 
life, although it is not a cure. And the me- 
dian survival for patients on Taxol with your 
advanced state of disease is nine months. 

Nine months! My wife and I cringed. I 
ended the session by asking Dr. Lynch, How 
do you do this work?” And he answered, іп 
genuine pain, “Ву praying that I don’t have 
days like today.” 

I began to have trouble sleeping, and when 
I awoke, I was filled with dread and, despair. 
I thought frequently of the observation of 
Richard Block, the founder of H&R Block, 
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who had survived lung cancer after being 
told initially that he had only months to 
live: “I lived for five days without hope and 
. .. My life during those five days... was 
far worse than at any time during the ‘hor- 
гіме" ordeal of tests or treatments.“ 

And when I contemplated not living to see 
my son grow up or not cherishing my wife 
for a lifetime, I thought of King Lear, who, 
at a low point, wailed: 

Iam bound 
Upon a wheel of fire, that mine own tears 
Do scald like molten lead. 

I desperately needed to regain hope, and I 
needed Dr. Lynch to regain his sense of hope. 

A few days later, I had the biopsy. Dr. 
Lynch met with my family to report that, 
indeed, after considerable searching, the ра- 
thologist had found small deposits of 
adenocarcinorea in my vertebra. It was now 
confirmed that I had metestatic lung cancer. 
Although my brother and my father, who is 
also a physician, raised the possibility of 
radical surgery on my back and lung to re- 
move all the tumors, Dr. Lynch and the sur- 
geons rejected this option because further 
metestates were likely to appear, and the 
surgery would be debilitating and reduce my 
quality of life at a time when my life could 
well be substantially shortened. 

The clear treatment was more chemo- 
therapy. Dr. Lynch again recommended the 
use of Taxol, with the hope of slowing the 
cancer’s spread. 

My wife and I were largely silent during 
the medical discussion. I asked my father 
and brother to leave so my wife and I could 
talk not facts and figures but matters of the 
heart. When they had left, I said to Dr. 
Lynch, “You told me two things all along: 
One, that you were aiming for a total cure, 
and if that were not feasible, you would tell 
me at that time. And two, you would never, 
ever give up on me, never stop trying to 
fight, to extend my life as long as possible. 
Am І no longer on the cure route?“ 

He looked somberly at us and explained 
that there were no known treatments to cure 
this stage of cancer. 

“Апа will you stick by me and fight to the 
end?” I asked. 

He nodded vigorously and then outlined a 
number of state-of-the-art, experimental 
protocols from which I might benefit after 
Taxol. 

And, leaving statistics behind, he talked of 
several patients who had defied the odds and 
lived for years beyond expectations. He ad- 
vised that my goal should be to be here the 
same time next year, and then the year 
after, and the year after—one day at a time, 
one month at a time, one year at a time. He 
mentioned several breast-cancer patients 
who had told him that they had relished 
their final years with their children in a way 
that they had never known before. It felt 
good to leave the medical talk and speak 
heart to heart, and it felt to me that he had 
regained a sense of hope—not for some magi- 
са! cure but for the possibility of extending 
my life. 

It was critical to my wife and to me that 
he not give up hope. I understood his surprise 
and disappointment at the metastasis; in 
fact as one friend suggested, his distress in 
that event was a sign of his caring about me 
and his involvement with my case. But we 
desperately needed him to give us a realistic 
basis for hope—and he had. 

The next day, I began a new chapter in my 
fight. And once again, Mimi Bartholomay 
was by my side, monitoring my reaction and 
assuring me that most people tolerated 
Taxol very well. I had no allergic reactions, 
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and I felt good that the battle was under 
way. I had hoped that maybe this would buy 
me time. Time was now my best friend, since 
it could allow medical research to advance 
and doctors to find new strategies and maybe 
even a cure for advanced lung cancer. 

During this period, with help from my fa- 
ther, who has had a long and distinguished 
career in academic medicine, I began to ex- 
plore potential cutting-edge protocols that 
could supplement or follow Taxol. 

My father arranged a meeting for my wife 
and me with Dr. Knot J. Isselbacher, a dis- 
tinguished researcher and director of the 
MGH Cancer Center. He is a small man with 
а large presence and piercing blue eyes, and 
he was surrounded by medical books, papers, 
and many pictures of his family. He was up- 
beat, telling us of protocols under way that 
showed promise in fighting metastatic tu- 
mors. Like several others, be told me a per- 
sonal story that cut to the bone: A close 
family member, he said, had been diagnosed 
with advanced cancer, which the attending 
oncologist had said was very, very bad.“ 
The family member had said to him: “Kurt 
you have helped so many people in your life, 
can you now help те!" He personally treated 
the family member in that person's home 
with chemotherapy, and, 21 years later, that 
person is thriving. 

Dr. Isselbacher offered to serve as an advo- 
cate for me, to work with my father and Dr. 
Lynch to find the most promising protocols. 
I told him at the meeting that while I had no 
illusions, I was deeply moved by his refusal 
to give up and by his abiding hope; I was es- 
pecially affected because such hopefulness 
was not coming from a faith healer but a dis- 
tinguished researcher. He has strengthened 
our resolve to fight. 

As I grappled to maintain my hope in the 
face of the advancing disease, I was referred 
to Dr. Ned Cassen, a senior MGH psychiatrist 
who not only had had vast experience with 
the seriously ill but was himself a Jesuit 
priest. I had met with him once during my 
second hospitalization, and my memory 
through the haze was that he was the first 
person with whom I had discussed death. I 
remembered that when I had asked him if, 
when, and how I should say goodbye to peo- 
ple, he said, “You know, you don’t have to 
wait to say goodbye; you can express your 
love and appreciation for people right now, 
every йау.” 

After the devastating news of the metas- 
tasis, I felt the urge to seek our Dr. Cassem 
again, in part to ask if there was anything 
more I should be doing to help my son, Ben, 
cope with my illness or the eventuality of 
my death. I mentioned that several people 
had suggested I make a videotape for Ben 
but that I thought I couldn't do that. Dr. 
Cassem replied that every time we played or 
laughed together, we were creating building 
blocks, precious memories that will be part 
of him forever. 

I also asked him if he thought I should be 
doing more to prepare for the possibility of 
an early death. He looked perplexed and 
asked, Have you prepared your will?“ I said 
yes. “Are your affairs otherwise in order” I 
again said yes. So it sounds like you are 
prepared. Remember, death is a minor 
matter. Living. . . that’s the challenge.“ 

I then told him of the paradox that mo- 
ments of great pleasure—playing with my 
son, snuggling with my wife, talking in- 
tensely with friends—also caused me great 
pain and tears. Was I depressed? Was this 
something to worry about? He looked at me 
thoughtfully and said: When you cry about 
your son, it's because he has touched you 
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deeply. It’s an affirmation of your love for 
him. When you weep about the joy you expe- 
rience with your wife or close friends that’s 
an acknowledgment of your love for them. 
That's not a bad thing... . Maybe а дау 
without tears has been a dull дау.” I nodded 
and then could not help but ask: Do you be- 
lieve in the power of ргауег” Dr. Cassem 
nodded. Absolutely,“ he said, “and your 
name is оп my prayer list.” I felt warmed іп 
his presence, by his wisdom, his common 
sense, and his spirituality. 

In recent months, I have had several set- 
backs: a bone scan that showed four to five 
additional tumors, and a CT scan that 
showed significant progression of the cancer 
in both lungs. The only good news was that 
it had not spread to my head or liver. I am 
pained, but not surprised, at the relentless- 
ness of the disease, and I am straining to re- 
tain hope that one of the experimental treat- 
ments may succeed where chemotherapy has 
failed. 

For the first time, I recently mentioned to 
Dr. Lynch the idea of a hospice service and 
wondered how I might reduce future pain as 
the cancer progresses. Dr. Lynch answered 
that we were still a long way from that dis- 
cussion, that we still had many avenues to 
explore, and that he remained as committed 
as ever to doing whatever he could to extend 
my life in a quality way. 

Around the time of the CT scan, when I 
was feeling particularly dejected, I had an 
appointment with Mimi Bartholomay for an 
injection. She was running late, and as she 
approached me in the clinic waiting room, 
she looked harried. But as she got closer, she 
could see how unhappy I was, and she put her 
arm around me and directed me to a private 
room. I began to cry, and she intuitively re- 
sponded: “You know, scan days are the 
worst. But whatever the results, we are not 
going to give up on you. We're going to fight 
with you and for you all the way.“ I hugged 
her and thanked her for hanging in there 
with me. 

If I have learned anything, it is that we 
never know when, how, or whom a serious 
illness will strike. If and when it does, each 
one of us wants not simply the best possible 
care for our body but for our whole being. 

I still am bound upon Lear’s wheel of fire, 
but the love and devotion of my family and 
friends, and the deep caring and engagement 
of my caregivers, have been a tonic for my 
soul and have helped to take some of the 
sting from my scalding tears. 


TRIBUTE TO THE MISSOURI MER- 
CHANTS AND MANUFACTURERS 
ASSOCIATION 


е Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay a special tribute to the 
Missouri Merchants and Manufacturers 
Association. I am very pleased to rec- 
ognize this organization for its 15 years 
of superior service to the Missouri 
business community. 

The Missouri Merchants and Manu- 
facturers Association was formed in 
1980. With hard work and untiring com- 
mitment, the MMMA has grown into a 
strong, well respected voice in the leg- 
islative process representing over 5,000 
small and mid-sized businesses across 
the State of Missouri. It is actively in- 
volved in educating MMMA members 
and serving as an advocate on State 
legislative issues impacting businesses. 
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While Governor of Missouri, I found 
that the MMMA’s active involvement 
in State legislative issues provided a 
vital resource. As chairman of the 
Committee on Small Business, I highly 
value the insights they have shared on 
numerous issues of great importance to 
America’s business. 

The quality individuals that com- 
prise the MMMA epitomize the kind of 
dedication, work ethic and ideals nec- 
essary to meet the ongoing challenges 
and demands of the business commu- 
nity. Their leadership has influenced 
passage of important legislation and 
provided dependable resources in many 
court cases to benefit employers. The 
Missouri Merchants and Manufacturers 
Association will commemorate its 15th 
anniversary at an annual fall dinner on 
September 30, 1995. It is my great 
pleasure to congratulate the MMMA 
for this significant accomplishment. 


THE AMERICORPS PROGRAM 


ө Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
over the last few months, there have 
been a number of speeches in this 
Chamber and even more outside of it 
criticizing pointless partisanship. Al- 
though matters of philosophy and im- 
plementation do frequently divide Sen- 
ators on this side of the aisle from 
those on the other side, the country 
has a right to expect that we will seize 
every chance to work together. 

I would have thought that national 
service provided a perfect opportunity 
for that common ground. Republicans 
and Democrats alike have called for 
greater personal responsibility, for in- 
creased involvement of citizens in our 
communities, for people pitching in to 
do what needs to be done to make 
America as smart and safe and strong 
as we have dreamed it could be. 

These are the very same goals of 
AmeriCorps, the new domestic Peace 
Corps established by Congress only 2 
years ago. Just this past week, the first 
20,000 AmeriCorps members completed 
their service in my State of Connecti- 
cut and all across the country. I know 
how much they have achieved in Con- 
necticut. 

Forty percent of the 300 students tu- 
tored by the University of Bridgeport 
AmeriCorps members have increased 
their levels of achievement in one or 
more areas. AmeriCorps members in 
the Leadership, Education and Athlet- 
ics in Partnership [LEAP] program 
trained 600 children to volunteer at the 
Special Olympics when they were held 
in New Haven. Community Action for 
Greater Middlesex County was able to 
bring over 60 volunteers to Christmas 
in April, thanks to the presence of 
AmeriCorps members. They refurbished 
15 bedrooms and 8 bathrooms at the 
Eddy Shelter and rehabilitated the 
home of 90-year-old Alice Taylor, who, 
in her own lifetime has taken care of 
over 1,000 foster children, as well as 
raised her own 8 children. 
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AmeriCorps offers an opportunity for 
young people and Americans of all 
ages. It makes the dream of a college 
education a reality for families who 
work hard and play by the rules—while 
meeting compelling human needs in 
our communities in a cost effective 
manner. 

Independent analyses show just how 
cost-effective this initiative has been 
in its first year. The GAO said that the 
Corporation for National Service’s re- 
sources total about $17,600 per member, 
which is not only in line with the Cor- 
poration’s estimate of $18,800 per mem- 
ber but in line with what Congress au- 
thorized. 

Mr. President, the only formal cost- 
benefit analysis of AmeriCorps, done 
by four conservative economists, esti- 
mated a return of $1.60 to $2.60 in direct 
benefits for every dollar AmeriCorps 
invests. 

We need to build on this success, not 
walk away from it. The private sector 
poured $41 million in resources into 
local AmeriCorps programs this last 
year, a tremendous feat when you con- 
sider that Congress had called for $32 
million in matching funds from all 
sources. We've got an impressive pub- 
lic/private partnership going here and 
we really need to nurture it. 

We won’t find common ground or 
reach higher ground if we turn national 
service into a partisan political foot- 
ball. We owe those 20,000 AmeriCorps 
members—and all Americans—better 
than that. 


TRIBUTE TO JASON REESE 


Ф Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I would 
like to take the time today to com- 
mend a very special Tennessean who 
has shown tremendous strength of 
character and a will to succeed. Jason 
Reese is an 18-year-old from Morris- 
town, T'N, who has just been named the 
Boys & Girls Club of America’s 1995-96 
National Youth of the Year for his 
commitment to community service, 
scholastic achievement, and leadership 
skills. 

Jason entered the competition for 
National Youth of the Year when he 
became the Morristown Boys & Girls 
Club’s Youth of the Month and later 
their Youth of the Year. He was then 
chosen Youth of the Year by the State 
of Tennessee and the southeast re- 
gional representative for the national 
competition. The finalists traveled to 
Washington, D.C. and were judged on 
their activities in their local Boys & 
Girls Clubs, their values and integrity, 
their academic achievements, their 
service to their communities, and their 
commitment to their families. 

As the National Youth of the Year, 
Jason will have the opportunity to 
meet with youth from Boys & Girls 
Clubs throughout the country and dis- 
cuss the impact the programs can have 
on one individual. For years, Jason 
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lived without a male role model. But 
through drive and determination, 
Jason Reese overcame those obstacles, 
and he has become a role model for 
other youths. 

Jason was abandoned by his father 
when he was a baby, and later his step- 
father abandoned him and his two 
younger stepbrothers. Jason grew up 
quickly, holding a part-time job, work- 
ing hard in school, and caring for his 
brothers at home while his mother 
worked and attended school. He also 
joined the Boys & Girls Club in Morris- 
town, where he grew up in other ways. 
There, he served as a junior staff mem- 
ber, a member of the Keystone Leader- 
ship Club, and as a delegate to the 
club’s board of directors. He took part 
in most of the club’s programs, and he 
learned the social and leadership skills 
that he says gave him the motivation 
and self-esteem he needed to succeed in 
his school, community, and family. 

Outside of the Boys & Girls Club, 
Jason has volunteered in nursing 
homes, helped refurbish a local park, 
and tutored younger children. 
Throughout that time, he maintained a 
3.83 cumulative grade point average in 
his advanced and college placement 
curriculum аб Morristown-Hamblen 
School West, and he took on enough re- 
sponsibilities at home to allow his 
mother to work and graduate from col- 
lege with a degree in psychology. 

After 8 years in the Boys & Girls Club 
and a lifetime of his own dedication, 
Jason Reese has entered the University 
of Tennessee at Knoxville as a fresh- 
man honors student in engineering. In 
addition to being a National Merit 
Scholar and a UT Centennial Scholar, 
Jason will receive a $10,000 scholarship 
from the Reader’s Digest Association, 
which sponsored the National Youth of 
the Year Award. Those combined schol- 
arships will cover the costs of Jason’s 
tuition, books, and room and board for 
the next 4 years. 

Mr. President, I had the pleasure to 
meet briefly with Jason at my con- 
stituent coffee last week when he was 
in Washington, D.C., with the other 
four finalists. Jason has the commit- 
ment and the integrity to lead the Na- 
tion’s youth. And I have great con- 
fidence that his year as the National 
Youth will not only benefit him per- 
sonally, but will have a positive impact 
on the millions of kids in Boys & Girls 
Clubs throughout the country.e 


Í Á—— 


COMMEMORATING 1995 HEALTHY 
CHOICE AMERICAN HEART WALK 


е Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to call attention to a wonderful 
opportunity for my colleagues and 
their staff to do something good for 
both themselves and for America; to 
participate in the Healthy Choice 
American Heart Walk on September 28 
at noon. America’s national campaign 
to fight heart disease will start in the 
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Nation’s Capital with a walk on the 
National Mall involving thousands of 
our fellow Government and congres- 
sional leaders, celebrities, Federal 
workers, and others. 

It is fitting to begin this event in our 
Nation’s Capital because heart disease 
is a national problem. It is our Na- 
tion’s No. 1 killer and disabler, and it 
exacts a devastating emotional and fi- 
nancial toll each year. Of the 10 leading 
causes of death in our country, heart 
disease leads the list, and kills more of 
us each year than the next 9 causes 
combined. And the financial impact of 
heart disease and stroke accounts for 
about one-seventh of our Nation’s en- 
tire health care bill. 

Local American Heart Association 
chapters have organized more than 800 
walks involving thousands of people in 
cities and towns from coast-to-coast in 
late September and early October. The 
steps that will be taken on The Mall 
this Thursday begin a national round 
of Heart Walks in which over 400,000 
Americans will participate. In the next 
few weeks, this army of walkers will 
cover more than 1.2 million miles and 
will raise more than $13 million for the 
American Heart Association. 

With the Heart Walk, we can all— 
quite literally—take meaningful steps 
toward conquering this killer. We can 
also advance our cause in two critical 
ways—by taking steps toward a heart- 
smart lifestyle and helping others by 
raising funds to support the ongoing 
education and research efforts of the 
American Heart Association. 

I urge my colleagues in the Senate to 
fit this into their schedules and to en- 
courage their staff to participate as 
well.e 


NOTE 


In the RECORD of Friday, September 
22, 1995, during the consideration of the 
message from the House on 8. 440, at 
page 814144, the text of the House mes- 
sage was inadvertently omitted. The 
permanent RECORD will be corrected to 
reflect the following. 


NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM DES- 
IGNATION АСТ OF 1995—MESSAGE 
FROM THE HOUSE 


Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Chair lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa- 
tives on S. 440, a bill to amend title 23, 
United States Code, to provide for the 
designation of the National Highway 
System, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the House of Representatives: 

Resolved, That the bill from the Senate (S. 
440) entitled “Ап Act to amend title 23, Unit- 
ed States Code, to provide for the designa- 
tion of the National Highway System, and 
for other purposes“, do pass with the follow- 
ing amendments: 
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Strike out all after the enacting clause, 
and insert: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the “National Highway System Designation Act 
of 1995”'. 
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.— 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Secretary defined. 
TITLE I—NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM 
Sec. 101. National Highway System designation. 
TITLE lII—HIGHWAY FUNDING 
RESTORATION 
201. Short title. 
202. Findings and purposes. 
203. State high priority project restoration 
program. 
204. Rescissions. 
205. State unobligated balance flexibility. 
206. Minimum allocation. 
207. Relief from mandates. 
. 208. Definitions. 
TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 


SEERE КЕК 


Sec. 301, Distribution of transit operating as- 
sistance limitation. 

Sec. „ Accountability for high cost Federal- 
aid 

Sec. 


projects. 

. Letters of intent and full financing 
grant and early systems work 
agreements. 

Report on capital projects. 

Repeal and modification of eristing 
projects. 

Miscellaneous transit projects. 

Metropolitan planning for transit 


projects. 
Contracting for engineering and de- 
sign services. 


Ferry boats and terminal facilities. 

. Utilization of the private sector for 
surveying and mapping services. 

. Formula grant program. 

. Accessibility of over-the-road buses to 
individuals with disabilities. 

. Alaska Railroad. 

. Alcohol and controlled substances 
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testing. 

. Alcohol-impaired driving counter- 
measures. 

. Safety research initiatives. 

Public transit vehicles exemption. 

. Congestion mitigation and air quality 
improvement program, 

. Quality improvement. 

. Applicability of transportation con- 
formity requirements. 

Quality through competition. 

. Applicability of certain vehicle weight 
limitations in Wisconsin. 

. Treatment of Centennial Bridge, Rock 
Island, Illinois, agreement. 

. Metric requirements and signs. 

. ISTEA technical clarification. 

. Metropolitan planning for highway 
projects. 

. Non-Federal share for certain toll 
bridge projects. 

. Discovery and admission as evidence 
of certain reports and surveys. 

. National recreational trails. 

. Identification of high priority cor- 
ridors. 

. High priority corridor feasibility stud- 
ies. 

. High cost bridge projects. 

. Congestion relief projects. 

. High priority corridors on National 
Highway System. 

. High priority corridor projects. 

„ Rural access projects. 

. Urban access and mobility projects. 

Innovative projects. 


. Intermodal projects. 

. Miscellaneous revisions to Surface 
Transportation and Uniform Re- 
location Assistance Act of 1987. 

. Eligibility. 

. Orange County, California, toll roads. 

. Miscellaneous studies. 

. Collection of bridge tolls. 

National driver register. 

. Roadside barrier technology. 

. Motorist call boxes. 

. Repeal of national mazimum speed 
limit compliance program. 

„ Elimination of penalty for noncompli- 
ance for motorcycle helmets. 

. Safety rest areas. 

. Exemptions from requirements relating 
to commercial motor vehicles and 
their operators. 

. Traffic control signs. 

. Brightman Street Bridge, Fall River 
Harbor, Massachusetts. 

Motor carrier safety program. 

. Technical amendment. 

. Safety report. 

Operation of motor vehicles by intori- 
cated minors. 

. Effectiveness of drunk driving laws. 

SEC. 2. SECRETARY DEFINED. 

In this Act, the term “Secretary” means the 
Secretary of Transportation. 

TITLE I—NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM 
SEC. 101. маан HIGHWAY SYSTEM DESIGNA- 

TION. 

Section 103 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after subsection (b) the 
following: 

“(с) INITIAL DESIGNATION OF NHS.—The Ма- 
tional Highway System as submitted by the Sec- 
retary of Transportation on the map entitled 
‘Official Submission, National Highway System, 
Federal Highway Administration’, and dated 
September 1, 1995, is hereby designated within 
the United States, including the District of Co- 
lumbia and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

“(4) MODIFICATIONS TO THE NHS.— 

“(1) PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS.—The Sec- 
retary may submit for approval to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works of the Senate 
and the Committee on Transportation and In- 
frastructure of the House of Representatives 
proposed modifications to the National Highway 
System. The Secretary may only propose a modi- 
fication under this subsection if the Secretary 
determines that such modification meets the cri- 
teria and requirements of subsection (b). Pro- 
posed modifications may include new segments 
and deletion of existing segments of the Na- 
tional Highway System. 

“(2) APPROVAL OF CONGRESS REQUIRED.—A 
modification to the National Highway System 
may only take effect if a law has been enacted 
approving such modification. 

“(3) REQUIRED SUBMISSIONS.— 

“(А) INITIAL SUBMISSION.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of the Na- 
tional Highway System Designation Act of 1995, 
the Secretary shall submit under paragraph (1) 
proposed modifications to the National Highway 
System. Such modifications shall include a list 
and description of additions to the National 
Highway System consisting of connections to 
major ports, airports, international border cross- 
ings, public transportation and transit facilities, 
interstate bus terminals, and rail and other 
intermodal transportation facilities. 

“(В) CONGRESSIONAL HIGH PRIORITY COR- 
RIDORS.—Upon the completion of feasibility 
studies, the Secretary shall submit under para- 
graph (1) proposed modifications to the National 
Highway System consisting of any congressional 
high priority corridor or any segment thereof es- 
tablished by section 1105 of the Intermodal Sur- 
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (105 


Sec. 
Sec. 
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Stat. 2037) which was not identified on the Na- 
tional Highway System designated by subsection 
(с). 


“(4) INTERIM ELIGIBILITY.— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para- 
graph (2), a modification to the National High- 
way System which adds to the National High- 
way System a connection to a major port, air- 
port, international border crossing, public trans- 
portation or transit facility, interstate bus ter- 
minal, or rail or other intermodal transportation 
facility shall be eligible for funds apportioned 
under section 104(b)(1) for the National High- 
way System if the Secretary finds that such 
modification is consistent with criteria devel- 
oped by the Secretary for such modifications to 
the National Highway System. 

) PERIOD OF ELIGIBILITY.—A modification 
to the National Highway System which is eligi- 
ble under subparagraph (A) for funds appor- 
tioned under section 104(b)(1) may remain eligi- 
ble for such funds only until the date on which 
а law has been enacted approving modifications 
to the National Highway System which connect 
the National Highway System to facilities re- 
ferred to in subparagraph (A). 

TITLE II—HIGHWAY FUNDING 
RESTORATION 
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “Highway 
Funding Restoration Act of 1995''. 

SEC. 202. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds and declares 
that— 

(1) Federal infrastructure spending on high- 
ways is critical to the efficient movement of 
goods and people in the United States; 

(2) section 1003(c) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 has been 
estimated to result in fiscal year 1996 highway 
spending being reduced by as much as 
$4,200,000,000; 

(3) such section 1003(c) will cause every State 
to lose critical funds from the Highway Trust 
Fund that can never be recouped; and 

(4) the funding reduction would have disas- 
trous effects on the national economy, impede 
interstate commerce, and jeopardize the 40-year 
Federal investment in the Nation’s highway sys- 
tem. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act are— 

(1) to make the program categories in the cur- 
rent Federal-aid highway program more flexible 
so that States may fund current, high-priority 
projects in fiscal year 1996; 

(2) to eliminate programs that are not critical 
during fiscal year 1996 and to reallocate funds 
so that the States will be able to continue their 
core transportation infrastructure programs; 

(3) to restore funding for erempt highway pro- 
grams, 

(4) to ensure the equitable distribution of 
funds to urbanized areas with a population over 
200,000 in a manner consistent with the Inter- 
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991; and 

(5) to suspend certain penalties that would be 
imposed on the States in fiscal year 1996. 

SEC. 203. STATE HIGH PRIORITY PROJECT RES- 
TORATION PROGRAM. 


(а) IN GENERAL.—On October 1 of each of fis- 
cal years 1996 and 1997, or as soon as possible 
thereafter, the Secretary shall allocate among 
the States the amounts made available to carry 
out this section for Interstate highway sub- 
stitute, National Highway System, surface 
transportation program, Interstate, congestion 
mitigation and air quality improvement pro- 
gram, bridge, hazard elimination, and rail-high- 
way crossings projects. 

(b) ALLOCATION FORMULA.—Funds made 
available to carry out this section shall be allo- 
cated among the States in accordance with the 
following table: 
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States: Allocation Percentages 
Alabama 1.80 
Alaska ..... 1.20 
Arizona 1.43 
Arkansas 1.42 
California 9.17 
Colorado ..... 1.27 
Connecticut . 1.74 
Delaware .................... 0.39 
District of Columbia 0.52 

ЗАРА 4.04 
Georgia 2.92 
Hawaii .. 0.54 
Idaho .... 0.70 
Illinois .. 3.88 
Indiana 2.18 
Towa ..... 1.27 
Kansas .. 1.13 
Kentucky 1,53 
Louisiana 1.52 
Maine ...... 0.65 
Maryland 1.68 
Massachusetts 4.11 
Michigan ....... 2.75 
Minnesota 1.69 
Mississippi 1.11 
Missouri 2.28 
Montana 0.93 
Nebraska 0.79 
Nevada 0.69 
New Hampshire 0.48 
New Jersey ........ 2.86 
New Мегісо 1.02 
New York ....... 5.35 
North Carolina 2.62 
North Dakota 0.64 
Ohio 3.64 
Oklahoma 1.36 
Oregon 1.23 
Pennsylvania 4.93 
Rhode Island 0.56 
South Carolina 1.42 
South Dakota .... 0.69 
Tennessee .. 2.00 
Texas 6.21 
Utah .... 0.73 
Vermont ... 0.43 
Virginia 2.28 
Washington .... 2.05 
West Virginia . 1.15 
Wisconsin .... 1.90 
Wyoming 0.65 
Puerto Rico 0.46 
TAN aae 0.01. 
(c) EFFECT OF ALLOCATIONS, Funds distrib- 


uted to States under subsection (b) shall not af- 
fect calculations to determine allocations to 
States under section 157 of title 23, United States 
Code, and sections 1013(c), 1015(a), and 1015(b) 
of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991. 

(d) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY.—Notwithstand- 
ing any other provision of law, amounts made 
available to carry out this section shall be avail- 
able for obligation for the fiscal year for which 
such amounts are made available plus the 3 suc- 
ceeding fiscal years and shall be subject to the 
provisions of title 23, United States Code. Obli- 
gation limitations for Federal-aid highways and 
highway safety construction programs estab- 
lished by the Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act of 1991 and subsequent laws shall 
apply to obligations made under this section. 

(e) SPECIAL RULE FOR URBANIZED AREAS OF 
OVER 200,000.— 

(1) GENERAL RULE.—The percentage deter- 
mined under paragraph (2) of funds allocated to 
a State under this section for a fiscal year shail 
be obligated in urbanized areas of the State with 
an urbanized population of over 200,000 under 
section 133(d)(3) of title 23, United States Code. 

(2) PERCENTAGE.—The percentage referred to 
in paragraph (1) is the percentage determined 
by dividing— 
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(A) the total amount of the reduction in funds 
which would have been attributed under section 
133(d)(3) of title 23, United States Code, to ur- 
banized areas of the State with an urbanized 
population of over 200,000 for fiscal year 1996 as 
а result of the application of section 1003(c) of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991; by 

(B) the total amount of the reduction in au- 
thorized funds for fiscal year 1996 that would 
have been allocated to the State, and that 
would have been apportioned to the State, as а 
result of the application of such section 1003(c). 

(f) LIMITATION ON PLANNING EXPENDITURES.— 
One-half of 1 percent of amounts allocated to 
each State under this section in any fiscal year 
may be available for erpenditure for the purpose 
of carrying out the requirements of section 134 
of title 23, United States Code (relating to trans- 
portation planning). I percent of the amounts 
allocated to each State under this section in any 
fiscal year may be available for erpenditure for 
the purpose of carrying out activities referred to 
in subsection (c) of section 307 of such title (re- 
lating to transportation planning and research). 

(0) AUTHORIZATION ОЕ APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated, out of 
the Highway Trust Fund (other than the Mass 
Transit Account), to carry out this section 
$321,420,595 for fiscal year 1996 and $155,000,000 
for fiscal year 1997. 

(h) APPLICABILITY OF CHAPTER I OF TITLE 
23.—Етсері as otherwise provided in this sec- 
tion, funds allocated under this section shall be 
available for obligation in the same manner and 
for the same purposes as if such funds were ap- 
portioned under chapter I of title 23, United 
States Code. 

(i) TERRITORIES DEFINED.—In this section, the 
term “‘territories’’ means the Virgin Islands, 
Guam, American Samoa, and the Common- 
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. 

БЕС. 204. RESCISSIONS. 

(a) RESCISSIONS.—Effective October 1, 1995, 
and after any necessary reductions are made 
under section 1003(c) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991, the fol- 
lowing unobligated balances available on Sep- 
tember 30, 1995, of funds made available for the 
following provisions are hereby rescinded: 

(1) $78,993.92 made available by section 131(с) 
of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 
1982. 

(2) $798,701.04 made available by section 131(j) 
of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 


1982. 

(3) $942,249 made available for section 
149(a)(66) of the Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. 

(4) $88,195 made available for section 
149(а)(111)(С) of the Surface Transportation 
and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. 

(5) $155,174.41 made available for section 
149(а)(111)(Е) of the Surface Transportation 
and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. 

(6) $36,979.05 made available for section 
149(a)(111)(J) of the Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. 

(7) $34,281.53 made available for section 
149(a)(111)(K) of the Surface Transportation 
and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. 

(8) $164,532 made available for section 
149(а)(111)(1) of the Surface -Transportation 
and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. 

(9) $86,070.82 made available for section 
149(a)(111)(M) of the Surface Transportation 
and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. 

(10) $52,834 made available for section 
149(a)(95) of the Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. 

(11) $909,131 made available for section 
149(a)(99) of the Surface -Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. 

(12) $3,817,000 made available for section 
149(a)(35) of the Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


(13) $797,800 made available for section 
149(a)(100) of the Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. 

(14) $2 made available by section 149(c)(3) of 
the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relo- 
cation Assistance Act of 1987. 

(15) $44,706,878 made available by section 
1012(b)(6) of the Intermodal Surface Transpor- 
tation Efficiency Act of 1991. 

(16) $15,401,107 made available by section 
1003(а)(7) of the Intermodal Surface Transpor- 
tation Efficiency Act of 1991. 

(17) $1,000,000 made available by item number 
38 of the table contained in section 1108(b) of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991. 

(18) $150,000,000 deducted by the Secretary 
under section 104(a) of title 23, United States 
Code. 

(19) $10,800,000 made available by section 
5338(a)(1) of title 49, United States Code. 

(b) REDUCTIONS IN AUTHORIZED AMOUNTS.— 

(1) MAGNETIC LEVITATION.—Section 1036(d)(1) 
of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 1986) is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (A) by inserting “атпа” 
after *‘1994,"; 

(B) іт subparagraph (А) by striking 
„ $125,000,000"" and all that follows through 
“1997”; and 

(С) in subparagraph (В) by striking “1996, 
and 1997” and inserting “ала 1996". 

(2) HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS.—Section 
2005(1) of such Act (105 Stat. 2079) is amended— 

(A) by striking “and” the first place it ap- 
pears and inserting a comma; and 

(В) by striking “1996, and 1997” and inserting 
“ала 1996, and $146,000,000 for 1997”. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by paragraphs (1) and (2) shall take effect on 
the day after the date on which authorized 
funds for fiscal year 1996 are reduced as a result 
of application of section 1003(c) of such Act. 

(c) CONGESTION PRICING PILOT PROGRAM 
TRANSFERS.—After the date on which author- 
ized funds for fiscal year 1996 are reduced as a 
result of application of section 1003(c) of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 
Act of 1991, the amounts made available for fis- 
cal years 1996 and 1997 to carry out section 
1012(b) of the Intermodal Surface Transpor- 
tation Efficiency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 1938) 
shall be available to carry out section 203 of this 
Act, relating to the State high priority restora- 
tion program. 

SEC. 205. STATE UNOBLIGATED BALANCE FLEXI- 
BILITY. 


(a) REDUCTION IN FEDERAL FUNDING.— 

(1) NOTIFICATION OF STATES.—On October 1, 
1995, or as soon as possible thereafter, the Sec- 
retary shall notify each State of the total 
amount of the reduction in authorized funds for 
fiscal year 1996 that would have been allocated 
to such State, and that would have been appor- 
tioned to such State, as a result of application 
of section 1003(c) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991. 

(2) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN FUNDING.—In deter- 
mining the amount of any reduction under 
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall deduct— 

(A) the amount allocated to each State in fis- 
cal year 1996 to carry out section 203 of this Act, 
relating to the State high priority project res- 
toration program; and 

(B) any amounts made available under section 
157(a)(4)(B)(iii) of title 23, United States Code, 
for fiscal year 1996. 

(b) UNOBLIGATED BALANCE FLEXIBILITY.— 
Upon request of a State, the Secretary shall 
make available to carry out projects described in 
section 203(a) of this Act in fiscal year 1996 an 
amount not to exceed the amount determined 
under subsection (a) for the State. Such funds 
shall be made available from authorized funds 
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that were allocated or apportioned to such State 
and were not obligated as of September 30, 1995. 
The State shall designate on or before November 
1, 1995, or as soon as possible thereafter which 
of such authorized funds are to be made avail- 
able under this section to carry out such 
projects. The Secretary shall make available be- 
fore November 15, 1995, or as soon as possible 
thereafter funds designated under the preceding 
sentence to the State. , 

(с) SPECIAL RULE FOR URBANIZED AREAS OF 
OVER 200,000.—Funds which were apportioned 
to the State under section 104(b)(3) of titie 23, 
United States Code, and attributed to urbanized 
areas of a State with an urbanized population 
of over 200,000 under section 133(d)(3) of such 
title may only be designated by the State under 
subsection (b) if the metropolitan planning or- 
ganization designated for such area concurs, in 
writing, with such designation. 

(d) CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR QUALITY 
BALANCES.—States may designate under sub- 
section (b) funds apportioned under section 
104(b)(2) of title 23, United States Code, and not 
obligated as of September 30, 1995, to carry out 
projects described in section 203(a) of this Act 
only if such funds will be obligated in areas de- 
scribed in section 104(b)(2) of such title or, in 
the case of a State which does not include such 
an area, the funds may be obligated in any area 
of the State. 

(е) INTERSTATE CONSTRUCTION BALANCES.—A 
State may not designate under subsection (b) 
апу more than h of funds apportioned or allo- 
cated to the State for Interstate construction 
and not obligated as of September 30, 1995. 

(f) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY.—Notwithstand- 
ing any other provision of law, amounts des- 
ignated under subsection (b) shall be available 
for obligation for the same period for which 
such amounts were originally made available for 
obligation and shail be subject to the provisions 
of title 23, United States Code. Obligation limi- 
tations for Federal-aid highways and highway 
safety construction programs established by the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 
Act of 1991 and subsequent laws shail apply to 
obligations made under this section. 

(g) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC- 
TION.—Nothing in this section shall be con- 
strued to affect calculations to determine alloca- 
tions to States under section 157 of title 23, Unit- 
ed States Code, and sections 1013(c), 1015(a), 
and 1015(b) of the Intermodal Surface Transpor- 
tation Efficiency Act of 1991. 

(h) STATE.—In this section and section 203, 
the term “State” has the meaning such term has 
under section 401 of title 23, United States Code. 
БЕС. 206. MINIMUM ALLOCATION, 

(а) FORMULA.—Section 157(а)(4) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking In fiscal” and inserting the 
following: 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—In fiscal”; 

(2) by inserting ſunds authorized to be ap- 
propriated by subsection ()” after “shall allo- 
cate"; 

(3) by moving subparagraph (A), as des- 
ignated by paragraph (1) of this subsection, 2 
ems to the right; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

“(В) ADDITIONAL ALLOCATION.—If the aggre- 
gate amount allocated to the States under sub- 
paragraph (A) after application of section 
1003(c) the Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act of 1991 for any fiscal year begin- 
ning after September 30, 1995, is less than the 
amount authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this section for such fiscal year, then the ex- 
cess of such authorized amount shall be allo- 
cated as follows: 

„i) The Secretary shall first allocate to each 
State such amount as may be necessary to in- 
crease the allocation under subparagraph (A) to 
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the amount that would have been allocated to 
the State for such fiscal year if the full amount 
of the funds authorized to be appropriated for 
such fiscal year by such Act out of the Highway 
Trust Fund (other than the Mass Transit Ac- 
count) were appropriated without regard to 
such section 1003(c). 

(и) If any of such excess remains after the 
allocation under clause (i), the Secretary shall 
allocate to each State such amount as may be 
necessary so that the amount authorized to be 
appropriated for such fiscal year for each 
project to be carried out in such State under sec- 
tions 1103 through 1108 of such Act without re- 
gard to section 1003(c) of such Act is available 
for the project. 

ii) The Secretary shall allocate among the 
States any excess remaining after the alloca- 
tions under clauses (i) and (ii) so that each 
State is allocated the following percentages of 
the remaining excess: 


“ $ Percentages 


1.27 


: 
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“(С) TERRITORIES DEFINED.—Iin this para- 
graph, the term ‘territories’ means the Virgin Is- 
lands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Com- 
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. 

(b) SPECIAL RULE FOR URBANIZED AREAS OF 
OVER 200,000 IN FISCAL YEARS 1996 AND 1997.— 
Section 157 of such title is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (d) and (e) as 
subsection (e) and (f), respectively, and 
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(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the follow- 
ing: 
d) SPECIAL RULE FOR URBANIZED AREAS OF 
OVER 200,000 IN FISCAL YEARS 1996 AND 1997.— 

“(1) GENERAL RULE.—The percentage deter- 
mined under paragraph (2) of funds allocated to 
a State under subsection (a)(4)(B)(iii) for each 
of fiscal years 1996 and 1997 shall be obligated in 
urbanized areas of the State with an urbanized 
population of over 200,000 under section 
133(d)(3). 

“(2) PERCENTAGE.—The percentage referred to 
in paragraph (1) is the percentage determined 
by dividing— 

“(А) the total amount of the reduction in 
funds which would have been attributed under 
section 133(d)(3) to urbanized areas of the State 
with an urbanized population of over 200,000 for 
fiscal year 1996 as a result of the application of 
section 1003(c) of the Intermodal Surface Trans- 
portation Efficiency Act of 1991; by 

“(В) the total amount of the reduction in аи- 
thorized funds for fiscal year 1996 that would 
have been allocated to the State, and that 
would have been apportioned to the State, as a 
result of the application of such section 
1005(с).”. 

(с) FUNDING.—Section 157(f) of such title, as 
redesignated by subsection (b), is amended by 
inserting before the period the following: “апа 
before October 1, 1995, $1,101,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1996, $1,378,000,000 for fiscal year 1997”, 
SEC. 207, RELIEF FROM MANDATES, 

(a) MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS.—The Secretary 
shall not take any action pursuant to or enforce 
the provisions of section 303(c) of title 23, United 
States Code, with respect to any State during 
fiscal year 1996. 

(b) ASPHALT PAVEMENT CONTAINING RECYCLED 
RUBBER.—Section 1038 of the Intermodal Sur- 
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (105 
Stat. 1987-1990) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (d); and 

(2) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub- 
section (d). 

SEC. 208. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title, the following definitions apply: 

(1) AUTHORIZED FUNDS.—The term author- 
ized funds” means funds authorized to be ap- 
propriated out of the Highway Trust Fund 
(other than the Mass Transit Account) to carry 
out title 23, United States Code (other than sec- 
tions 402 and 410) and the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 and sub- 
ject to an obligation limitation. 

(2) URBANIZED AREA.—The term “urbanized 
area" has the meaning such term has under sec- 
tion 101(a) of titie 23, United States Code. 

TITLE I1I—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 301. DISTRIBUTION OF TRANSIT OPERATING 
ASSISTANCE LIMITATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
5336(d) of title 49, United States Code, the Sec- 
retary shall distribute the limitation on operat- 
ing assistance under such section— 

(1) so that each urbanized area (as such term 
is defined under section 5302 of such title) that 
had a population under the 1990 decennial cen- 
sus of the United States of less than 200,000 will 
receive, under the distribution of such limitation 
for each of fiscal years 1996 and 1997, 75 percent 
of the amount the area received under the dis- 
tribution of such limitation for fiscal year 1995; 
and 

(2) so that an urbanized area that had a pop- 
ulation under the 1980 decennial census of the 
United States of more than 1,000,000 and has a 
population under the 1990 decennial census of 
less than 1,000,000, will receive under the dis- 
tribution of such limitation for each of fiscal 
years 1996 and 1997, 90 percent of the amount of 
funds apportioned in fiscal year 1982 under sec- 
tions 5(a)(1)(A), 5(a)(2)(A), and 5(a)(3)(A) of the 
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Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 to such 
area. 

(b) CONSIDERATION.—In the distribution of the 
limitation referred to in subsection (a) to urban- 
ized areas that had a population under the 1990 
decennial census of 1,000,000 or more, the Sec- 
retary shall direct each such area to give prior- 
ity consideration to the impact of reductions in 
operating assistance on smaller transit authori- 
ties operating within the area and to consider 
the needs and resources of such transit authori- 
ties when the limitation is distributed among all 
transit authorities operating in the area. 

SEC. 302, ACCOUNTABILITY FOR HIGH COST FED- 
ERAL-AID PROJECTS. 


(а) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary shall re- 
quire each recipient of Federal financial assist- 
ance for a highway or transit project with an 
estimated total cost of $1,000,000,000 or more to 
submit to the Secretary an annual financial 
plan. Such plan shall be based on detailed an- 
nual estimates of the cost to complete the re- 
maining elements of the project and on reason- 
able assumptions, as determined by the Sec- 
retary, of future increases in the cost to com- 
plete the project. 

(b) RECOMMENDATIONS ON WITHHOLDING OF 
ASSISTANCE.—As part of an annual report to be 
submitted under subsection (c), the Secretary 
shall make a recommendation to Congress on 
whether or not future Federal assistance should 
be withheld with respect to any project de- 
scribed in subsection (a) for which an annual fi- 
nancial plan is not submitted under subsection 
(a) or for which the Secretary determines that 
the estimates or assumptions referred to in sub- 
section (a) are not reasonable. 

(c) REPORT.—The Secretary shall submit to 
Congress an annual report on the financial 
plans submitted to the Secretary under this sec- 
tion, and any recommendation made by the Sec- 
retary under subsection (b), in the preceding fis- 
cal year. 

SEC. 303. LETTERS OF INTENT AND FULL FINANC- 
ING GRANT AND EARLY SYSTEMS 

WORK AGREEMENTS. 
Section 5309(g) of title 49, United States Code, 


is amended— 

(1) by indenting and dropping paragraph (1) 
down 1 line; 

(2) by moving all the paragraphs, subpara- 
graphs, and clauses of such section 2 ems to the 
right; 

(3) by inserting after “(1)” the first place it 
appears the following: “LETTERS OF INTENT.—"’; 

(4) in paragraph (1)(B) by striking ‘‘Public 
Works and Transportation“ and inserting 
“Transportation and Infrastructure”; 

(5) by inserting after (2) the first place it ар- 
pears “FULL FINANCING GRANT AGREEMENTS.— 

(6) by inserting after (3) the first place it ap- 
pears EARLY SYSTEM WORK AGREEMENTS.—"'; 

(7) by inserting after (4) the first place it ар- 
pears “TOTAL ESTIMATED FUTURE OBLIGATIONS 
AND CONTINGENT COMMITMENTS.—"’; and 

(8) by adding at the end the following: 

“(5) PREAUTHORIZATION OF FULL FEDERAL РІ- 
NANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—After the date of the enact- 
ment of this paragraph and before the date on 
which Federal-aid highway and transit pro- 
grams are reauthorized, the Secretary of Trans- 
portation may not issue a letter of intent, or 
enter into a full financing grant agreement or 
early systems work agreement, under this sec- 
tion for a project or operable segment of a 
project unless the full amount of Federal finan- 
cial responsibility for the project or operable 
segment of a project has been included in an au- 
thorization law. 

“(B) LIMITATION.—The prohibition on enter- 
ing into a full financing grant agreement under 
this paragraph shall not apply— 

i to any project for which a letter of intent 
was issued before the date of the enactment of 
this paragraph; and 
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ii) to any project included as an element of 
an interrelated project which also includes an- 
other project for which a letter of intent was is- 
sued before such date of enactment."’. 

SEC. 304. REPORT ON CAPITAL PROJECTS FOR 
FIXED GUIDEWAY 


Section 5309(m) of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by indenting and dropping paragraph (1) 
down 1 line; 

(2) by moving all the paragraphs and sub- 
paragraphs of such section 2 ems to the right; 

(3) by inserting ‘‘PERCENTAGES.—"’ after “(1)” 
the first place it appears; 

(4) by inserting “МОМОЕВАМІ2Ер AREA ALLO- 
CATION.—"' after “(2)” the first place it appears; 

(5) by inserting ‘“‘REPORTS.—”"’ after “(3)” the 
first place it appears; 

(6) in paragraph (3) by striking Public Works 
and Transportation“ and inserting Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure”; 

(7) in paragraph (3) by striking “а proposal 
on the allocation" and inserting “а report on 
the proposed allocation”; 

(8) in paragraph (3) by adding at the end the 
following: 

Such report shall include for each such capital 
project the following: 

“(А) An analysis of the potential funding re- 
quirements of the project under paragraph 
ай) in the succeeding 5 fiscal years. 

(B) A description of the planning and study 
process undertaken to select the locally pre- 
ferred alternative for the project. 

“(С) A description of efforts undertaken to 
seek alternative funding sources for the 
project.; and 

(9) by inserting “MULTIPLE ALLOCATIONS.—"’ 
after “(4)” the first place it appears. 

SEC. 305. REPEAL AND MODIFICATION OF EXIST- 
ING PROJECTS. 

(a) LONG BEACH METRO LINK FIXED RAIL 
PROJECT.—Section 3035(0) of the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
(105 Stat. 2131) is repealed. 

(b) HONOLULU RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT.—Sec- 
tion 3035(ww) of such Act (105 Stat. 2136) is 
amended by striking *'$618,000,000"' and insert- 
ing “8541,100,000”. 

SEC. 306. MISCELLANEOUS TRANSIT PROJECTS. 

(a) NEW JERSEY URBAN CORE PROJECT.—Sec- 
tion 3031(d) of the Intermodal Surface Transpor- 
tation Efficiency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2122- 
2123) is amended— 

(1) by inserting after Hudson River Water- 
front Transportation System the following: 
‘(including corridor connections to and within 
the city of Bayonne)”; and 

(2) by inserting aſter Concourse, the follow- 
ing: “the West Shore Line, 

(b) NORTH Bay FERRY SERVICE.—Section 
3035(c) of such Act (105 Stat. 2129) is amended 
by striking “38,000,000” and all that follows 
through “1993” and inserting ‘‘$17,000,000"". 

(с) STATEN ISLAND-MIDTOWN MANHATTAN 
FERRY SERVICE,—Section 3035(d) of such Act is 
amended by striking 31.000, 000 and all that 
follows through 1993“ апа inserting 
**$12,000,000"’. 

(d) CENTRAL AREA CIRCULATOR PROJECT.— 
Section 3035(e) of such Act is amended by strik- 
ing the last sentence which begins ‘‘Such 
amount”. 

(e) SALT LAKE CITY LIGHT RAIL PROJECT.— 
Section 3035(f) of such Act is amended by insert- 
ing after including the following: “related 
5 vehicle lane, intermodal cor- 

or 

(f) LOS ANGELES-SAN DIEGO RAIL CORRIDOR 
IMPROVEMENT PROJECT.—Section 3035(g) of such 
Act is amended by striking not less than" the 
Ist place it appears and all that follows through 
“1994” and inserting ‘‘$20,000,000"". 
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(g) SAN JOSE-GILROY-HOLLISTER COMMUTER 
RAIL PROJECT.—Section 3035(h) of such Act is 
amended— 


(1) by striking July 1, 1994” and inserting 
September 30, 1996"'; and 

(2) by striking August 1, 1994,” and inserting 
October 31, 19986. 

(һ) DALLAS LIGHT RAIL PROJECT.— 

(1) MULTIYEAR GRANT AGREEMENT.—Section 
3035(1) of such Act is amended— 

(А) by striking “6.4 miles and inserting “9.6 
miles; 

(В) by striking “10 stations“ and inserting 
not to exceed 14 stations“; 

(С) by striking “such light rail line” and in- 
serting the program of interrelated projects 
identified in section 5328(c)(1)(G) of title 49, 
United States Code,; and 

(D) by striking “of such elements and insert- 
ing “element of such program of interrelated 
projects”. 

(2) PROGRAM OF INTERRELATED PROJECTS.— 
Section 5328(c)(1)(G) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking “Camp Wisdom” 
and inserting “Interstate Route 20, L.B.J. Free- 
шау”. 

(i) KANSAS CITY LIGHT RAIL LixxE. Section 
3035(k) of such Act is amended by striking 
"1,500,000 in fiscal year 1992, and $4,400,000 in 
fiscal year 1993” and inserting “85,900,000”. 

0) DOWNTOWN ORLANDO CIRCULATOR 
PROJECT.—Section 3035(1) of such Act is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by striking the subsection heading and in- 
serting “DOWNTOWN ORLANDO CIRCULATOR 
PROJECT"’; 

(2) by striking No later than April 30, 1992, 
іле" and inserting “Тһе”; 

(3) by striking “for” the second place it ap- 
pears and all that follows through the period at 
the end and inserting “апа the completion of 
final design, construction, land and equipment 
acquisition, and related activities for the Down- 
town Orlando Circulator project. 

(К) DETROIT LIGHT RAIL PROJECT.—Section 
3035(т) of such Act is amended by striking not 
less tan the first place it appears and all that 
follows through 1993.“ and inserting 
320,000,000 

(1) LAKEWOOD-FREEHOLD-MATAWAN OR JAMES- 
BURG RAIL PROJECT.—Section 3035(p) of such 
Act is amended by striking 37. 800, 0ο and ай 
that follows through 1994 and inserting 
“$7,800,000 

(m) CHARLOTTE LIGHT RAIL STuUDY.—Section 
3035(r) of such Act is amended by striking 
“$125,000” and all that follows through “1993” 
and inserting ''$500,000”'. 

(n) SAN DIEGO MID COAST FIXED GUIDEWAY 
PROJECT.—Section 3035(u) of such Act is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in the subsection heading by striking “Мір 
COAST LIGHT RAIL PROJECT” and inserting 
“METROPOLITAN TRANSIT IMPROVEMENT PRO- 
GRAN 

(2) by striking No later than April 30, 1992, 
the” and inserting “Тһе”; and 

(3) by striking , $2,000,000"' and all that fol- 
lows through the period атпа inserting 
“$27,000,000 for the integrated project financing 
of the San Diego Mid Coast and Mission Valley 
East Corridor fired guideway projects. 

(0) EUREKA SPRINGS, ARKANSAS.—Section 
3035(z) of such Act is amended by striking the 
tert and inserting the following: ‘‘From funds 
made available under section 5309(m)(1)(C) of 
title 49, United States Code, the Secretary shall 
make available $63,600 to Eureka Springs Tran- 
sit for the purchase of an alternative fueled ve- 
hicle which is accessible to and usable by indi- 
viduals with disabilities. 

(p) BALTIMORE-WASHINGTON TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM.—Section 3035(nn) of 
such Act is amended— 
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(1) in paragraph (1) by striking “аз follows:"' 
and all that follows through 1994. and insert- 
ing and shall not be less than $60,000,000."’; 

(2) in paragraph (2) by striking “аз ſollous: 
and all that follows through the period at the 
end of subparagraph (С) and inserting “апа 
shall total 3760, 000, 000. ; and 

(3) in paragraph (3) by striking “Уот fiscal 
year 1993”. 

(а) DULLES CORRIDOR RAIL PROJECT.—Section 
3035(aaa) of such Act is amended— 

(1) by striking “Мо later than April 30, 1992, 
the” and inserting “Тһе”; and 

(2) by striking the completion and all that 
follows through “engineering for”. 

(r) CENTRAL PUGET SOUND REGIONAL TRANSIT 
PROJECT.—Section 3035(bbb) of such Act із 
amended to read as follows: 

“(bbb) CENTRAL PUGET SOUND REGIONAL 
TRANSIT PROJECT.—From funds made available 
under section 5309(m)(1)(B) of title 49, United 
States Code, the Secretary shall make available 
$300,000,000 for the Central Puget Sound Re- 
gional Transit Project. 

(s) CANAL STREET CORRIDOR LIGHT RAIL.— 
Section 3035(fff) of such Act is amended— 

(1) by striking “Мо later than April 30, 1992, 
іле” and inserting “Тһе”; and 

(2) by striking “negotiate” and all that fol- 
lows through includes“ and inserting “make 
available”. 

(t) SUSPENDED LIGHT RAIL SYSTEM TECH- 
NOLOGY PILOT PROJECT.—Section 5320 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (h)(1)(A) by striking “Уот the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1992,”: 

(2) in subsection (h)(1)(B) by striking ‘‘for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1993,”; 

(3) in subsection (h)(1)(C) by striking “Уот the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994,”; апа 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

“() DEADLINE.— 

“(1) COMPLETION OF COMPETITION.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of this section, not 
later than 60 days after the date of the enact- 
ment of this subsection, the Secretary shall com- 
plete the national competition initiated under 
subsection (c) by selecting the public entity re- 
ferred to in subsection (c)(3). 

“(2) THEREAFTER.—Following selection of the 
public entity in accordance with paragraph 
(1)— 

“(А) the Secretary shall make to such public 
entity the payments under subsections (h)(1)(B) 
and (h)(1)(C); except that such payments shall 
be made in the form of grants under section 
5312(а); and 

“(В) the Secretary, upon completion of pre- 
liminary engineering and design, shall negotiate 
and enter into a full financing grant agreement 
with such public entity under subsection (e), 
consistent with section 5309(g).”’. 

(u) ADDITIONAL TRANSIT PROJECTS.— 

(1) CANTON-AKRON-CLEVELAND COMMUTER 
RAIL.—From funds made available under section 
5309(m)(1)(B) of title 49, United States Code, the 
Secretary shall make available $6,500,000 for the 
Canton-Akron-Cleveland Commuter Rail 
project. 

(2) CINCINNATI NORTHEAST/NORTHERN KEN- 
TUCKY RAIL.—From funds made available under 
such section, the Secretary shall make available 
$2,000,000 for the Cincinnati Northeast/Northern 
Kentucky Rail project. 

(3) DART NORTH CENTRAL LIGHT RAIL EXTEN- 
БІОМ.--Етот funds made available under such 
section, the Secretary shall make available 
$2,500,000 for the DART North Central Light 
Rail Extension project. 

(4) DALLAS-FORT WORTH RAILTRAN.—From 
funds made available under such section, the 
Secretary shall make available $5,000,000 for the 
Dallas-Fort Worth RAILTRAN project. 
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(5) FLORIDA TRI-COUNTY COMMUTER RAIL.— 
From funds made available under such section, 
the Secretary shall make available $10,000,000 
for the Florida Tri-County Commuter Rail 
project. 

(6) MIAMI-NORTH 27TH AVENUE.—From funds 
made available under such section, the Sec- 
retary shall make available $2,000,000 for the 
Miami-North 27th Avenue project. 

(7) MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE, REGIONAL RAIL 
PLAN.—From funds made available under such 
section, the Secretary shall make available 
$2,500,000 for the Memphis, Tennessee, Regional 
Rail Plan project. 

(8) NEW ORLEANS CANAL STREET CORRIDOR.— 
From funds made available under such section, 
the Secretary shall make available $10,000,000 
for the New Orleans Canal Street Corridor 
project. 

(9) ORANGE COUNTY TRANSITWAY.—From funds 
made available under such section, the Sec- 
retary shall make available $5,000,000 for the 
Orange County Transitway project. 

(10) WHITEHALL FERRY TERMINAL, NEW YORK, 
NEW YORK.—From funds made available under 
such section, the Secretary shall make available 
$5,000,000 for the Whitehall Ferry Terminal 
project. 

(11) WISCONSIN CENTRAL COMMUTER.—From 
funds made available under such section, the 
Secretary shall make available $14,400,000 for 
the Wisconsin Central Commuter project. 

(12) SAN JUAN, PUERTO RICO, TREN URBANO.— 
From funds made available under such section, 
the Secretary shall make available $15,000,000 
for the San Juan, Puerto Rico, Tren Urbano 
project. 

(13) TAMPA TO LAKELAND COMMUTER RAIL.— 
From funds made available under such section, 
the Secretary shall make available $1,000,000 for 
the Tampa to Lakeland Commuter Rail project. 
SEC. 307. METROPOLITAN PLANNING FOR TRAN- 

SIT PROJECTS. 


Section 5303(b) of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the following: 

) recreational travel and tourism. 

SEC. 308. CONTRACTING FOR ENGINEERING AND 
DESIGN SERVICES. 

Section 5325 of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(е) SPECIAL RULES FOR ENGINEERING AND DE- 
SIGN CONTRACTS.— 

“(1) PERFORMANCE AND AUDITS.—Any con- 
tract or subcontract awarded in accordance 
with subsection (d), whether funded in whole or 
in part with Federal transit funds, shall be per- 
formed and audited in compliance with cost 
principles contained in the Federal acquisition 
regulations of part 31 of title 48 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations. 

“(2) INDIRECT COST RATES.—Instead of per- 
forming its own audits, a recipient of funds 
under a contract or subcontract awarded in ac- 
cordance with subsection (d) shall accept indi- 
rect cost rates established in accordance with 
the Federal acquisition regulations for 1-year 
applicable accounting periods by a cognizant 
Federal or State government agency, if such 
rates are not currently under dispute. Once a 
firm's indirect cost rates are accepted, the recip- 
ient of such funds shall apply such rates for the 
purposes of contract estimation, negotiation, ad- 
ministration, reporting, and contract payment 
and shall not be limited by administrative or de 
facto ceilings of any kind. A recipient of such 
funds requesting or using the cost and rate data 
described in this paragraph shall notify any af- 
fected firm before such request or use. Such data 
shall be confidential and shall not be accessible 
or provided, in whole or in part, to another firm 
or to any government agency which is not part 
of the group of agencies sharing cost data under 
this paragraph, except by written permission of 
the audited firm. If prohibited by law, such cost 
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and rate data shall not be disclosed under any 
circumstances. 

) STATE OPTION.—Paragraphs (1) and (2) 
shall take effect 2 years after the date of the en- 
actment of this subsection with respect to all 
States; except that if a State, during such 2-year 
period, adopts by statute an alternative process 
intended to promote engineering and design 
quality and ensure maximum competition by 
professional companies of all sizes providing en- 
gineering and design services, such paragraphs 
shall not apply with respect to such State. 
SEC. 309. 55 BOATS AND TERMINAL FACILI- 


Section 129(c)(5) of title 23, United States 


Code, is amended— 

(1) by inserting before the period at the end of 
the first sentence the following: “от between а 
point in a State and a point in the Dominion of 
Canada"; and 

(2) in the second sentence by inserting after 
Puerto Rico” the following: , between a point 
in a State and a point in the Dominion of Can- 
ada. 

SEC. 310. UTILIZATION OF THE PRIVATE SECTOR 
FOR SURVEYING AND MAPPING 
SERVICES. 

Section 306 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) by inserting (a) IN GENERAL.—"’ before 
“т”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

„ GUIDANCE.—The Secretary shall issue 
guidance to encourage States to utilize, to the 
maximum extent practicable, private sector 
sources for surveying and mapping services for 
highway projects under this title. In carrying 
out this subsection, the Secretary shall deter- 
mine appropriate roles for State and private 
mapping and surveying activities, including— 
J) preparation of standards and specifica- 
tions; 

“(2) research in surveying and mapping in- 
strumentation and procedures and technology 
transfer to the private sector; 

“(3) providing technical guidance, coordina- 
tion, and administration of State surveying and 
mapping activities; and 

“(4) establishing a schedule with quantifiable 
goals for increasing the use by the States of pri- 
vate sector sources for surveying and mapping 
activities. 

SEC. 311. FORMULA GRANT PROGRAM. 

(a) TRANSIT SECURITY SYSTEMS.—Section 
5307(d)(1)(J)(i) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting before “and any other" 
the following: “employing law enforcement or 
security personnel in areas within or adjacent 
to such systems. 

(b) FERRYBOAT OPERATIONS.—For purposes of 
calculating apportionments under section 5336 
of title 49, United States Code, for fiscal years 
beginning after September 30, 1995, 50 percent of 
the ferryboat revenue vehicle miles and 50 per- 
cent of the ferryboat route miles attributable to 
service provided to the city of Avalon, Califor- 
nia, for which the operator receives public as- 
sistance shall be included in the calculation of 
“fired guideway vehicle revenue miles” and 
"fired guideway route miles” attributable to the 
Los Angeles urbanized area under sections 
5336(5)(2)(А) and 5335 of such title. 

SEC. 312. ACCESSIBILITY OF OVER-THE-ROAD 
BUSES TO INDIVIDUALS WITH DIS- 
ABILITIES. 

Section 306(a)(2)(B)(iii) of the Americans With 
Disabilities Act о) 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
12186(а)(2)(В)(111)) is amended— 

(1) in subclause (1) by striking “7 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act” and in- 
serting “3 years after the date of issuance of 
final regulations under subparagraph (B)(ii)"’; 
and 

(2) in subclause (II) by striking “6 years after 
such date of enactment” and inserting “2 years 
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after the date of issuance of such final regula- 
tions”. 
SEC. 313. ALASKA RAILROAD. 

Section 5337(a)(3)(B) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: “The Alaska Railroad is eligible for as- 
sistance under this subparagraph with respect 
to improvements to its passenger operations. 
SEC. 314. ALCOHOL AND CONTROLLED SUB- 

STANCES TESTING. 

(a) MASS TRANSIT TESTING.—Section 
5331(b)(1)(A) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(b) TESTING PROGRAM FOR MASS TRANSPOR- 
TATION EMPLOYEES.—(1)(A) In the interest of 
mass transportation safety, the Secretary shall 
prescribe regulations that establish a program 
requiring mass transportation operations that 
receive financial assistance under section 5307, 
5309, or 5311 of this title or section 103(e)(4) of 
title 23 to conduct preemployment, reasonable 
suspicion, random, and post-accident testing of 
mass transportation employees responsible for 
safety-sensitive functions (as decided by the 
Secretary) for the use of a controlled substance 
in violation of law or a United States Govern- 
ment regulation, and to conduct reasonable sus- 
picion, random, and post-accident testing of 
such employees for the use of alcohol in viola- 
tion of law or a United States Government regu- 
lation. The regulations shall permit such oper- 
ations to conduct preemployment testing of such 
employees for the use of alcohol."’. 

(b) RAILROAD TESTING.—Section 20140(b)(1)(A) 
of title 49, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(А а railroad carrier to conduct 
preemployment, reasonable suspicion, random, 
and post-accident testing of all railroad employ- 
ees responsible for safety-sensitive functions (as 
decided by the Secretary) for the use of a con- 
trolled substance in violation of law or a United 
States Government regulation, and to conduct 
reasonable suspicion, random, and post-accident 
testing of such employees for the use of alcohol 
in violation of law or a United States Govern- 
ment regulation; the regulations shall permit 
such railroad carriers to conduct preemployment 
testing of such employees for the use of alcohol; 
апа”. 

(c) MOTOR CARRIER TESTING. Section 
31306(b)(1)(A) of such title is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(b) TESTING PROGRAM FOR OPERATORS OF 
COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLES.—(1)(A) т the 
interest of commercial motor vehicle safety, the 
Secretary of Transportation shall prescribe reg- 
ulations that establish a program requiring 
motor carriers to conduct preemployment, rea- 
sonable suspicion, random, and post-accident 
testing of operators of commercial motor vehicles 
for the use of controlled substance in violation 
of law or a United States Government regulation 
and to conduct reasonable suspicion, random, 
and post-accident testing of such operators for 
the use of alcohol in violation of law or a Unit- 
ed States Government regulation. The regula- 
tions shall permit such motor carriers to conduct 
preemployment testing of such employees for the 
use of alcohol. 

(d) AVIATION TESTING.— 

(1) PROGRAM FOR EMPLOYEES OF AIR CARRIERS 
AND FOREIGN AIR CARRIERS.—Section 45102(a)(1) 
of title 49, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(а) PROGRAM FOR EMPLOYEES OF AIR CAR- 
RIERS AND FOREIGN AIR CARRIERS.—{1) In the 
interest of aviation safety, the Administrator of 
the Federal Aviation Administration shall pre- 
scribe regulations that establish a program re- 
quiring air carriers and foreign air carriers to 
conduct preemployment, reasonable suspicion, 
random, and post-accident testing of airmen, 
crewmembers, airport security screening con- 
tract personnel, and other air carrier employees 
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responsible for safety-sensitive functions (as de- 
cided by the Administrator) for the use of a con- 
trolled substance in violation of law or a United 
States Government regulation; and to conduct 
reasonable suspicion, random, and post-accident 
testing of airmen, crewmembers, airport security 
screening contract personnel, and other air car- 
rier employees responsible for safety-sensitive 
functions (as decided by the Administrator) for 
the use of alcohol in violation of law or a Unit- 
ed States Government regulation. The regula- 
tions shall permit air carriers and foreign air 
carriers to conduct preemployment testing of 
airmen, crewmembers, airport security screening 
contract personnel, and other air carrier em- 
ployees responsible for safety-sensitive functions 
(as decided by the Administrator) for the use of 
alcohol.“ 

(2) PROGRAM FOR EMPLOYEES OF THE FEDERAL 
AVIATION ADMINISTRATION.—Section 45102(5)(1) 
of title 49, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(Ъ) PROGRAM FOR EMPLOYEES OF THE FED- 
ERAL AVIATION АРМІМІЅТКАТІОМ.—(1) Тһе Ad- 
ministrator shall establish a program of 
preemployment, reasonable suspicion, random, 
and post-accident testing for the use of a con- 
trolled substance in violation of law or a United 
States Government regulation for employees of 
the Administration whose duties include respon- 
sibility for safety-sensitive functions and shall 
establish a program of reasonable suspicion, 
random and post-accident testing for the use of 
alcohol in violation of law or a United States 
Government regulation for such employees. The 
Administrator may establish a program of 
preemployment testing for the use of alcohol for 
such етріоуеев.”. 

БЕС. 315. ALCOHOL-IMPAIRED DRIVING COUN- 
TERMEASURES. 


(a) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 
410(d)(1)(E) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by striking “the date of enactment of 
this section" and inserting December 18, 1991”. 

(b) BASIC GRANT ELIGIBILITY.—Section 410(d) 
of such title is further amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3)— 

(А) by inserting “(А)” after “(3)”; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(В) A State shall be treated as having met 
the requirement of this paragraph if— 

i the State provides to the Secretary a writ- 
ten certification that the highest court of the 
State has issued a decision indicating that im- 
plementation of subparagraph (A) would con- 
stitute a violation of the constitution of the 
State; and 

ui) the State demonstrates to the satisfaction 
of the Secretary— 

“(1) that the alcohol fatal crash involvement 


rate in the State has decreased in each of the 3. 


most recent calendar years for which statistics 
for determining such rate are available; and 

I that the alcohol fatal crash involvement 
rate in the State has been lower than the aver- 
age such rate for all States in each of such cal- 
endar ears. and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(7) Any individual under age 21 with a blood 
alcohol concentration of 0.02 percent or greater 
when driving a motor vehicle shall be deemed to 
be driving while intoxicated. 

(c) SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS.—Section 410(f) of 
such title is amended by striking paragraph (1) 
and redesignating paragraphs (2) through (7) as 
paragraphs (1) through (6), respectively. 

SEC. 316. SAFETY RESEARCH INITIATIVES. 

(а) OLDER DRIVERS AND OTHER SPECIAL DRIV- 
ER GROUPS.— 

(1) 8тирү.--Тһе Secretary shall conduct а 
study of technologies and practices to improve 
the driving performance of older drivers and 
other special driver groups. З 

(2) DEMONSTRATION ACTIVITIES.—In conduct- 
ing the study under paragraph (1), the Sec- 
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retary shall undertake demonstration activities 
which incorporate and build upon gerontology 
research related to the study of the normal 
aging process. The Secretary shall initially im- 
plement such activities in those States which 
have the highest population of aging citizens for 
whom driving a motor vehicle is their primary 
mobility mode. 

(3) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT.—The Secretary 
shall carry out the study under paragraph (1) 
by entering into a cooperative agreement with 
an institution that has demonstrated com- 
petencies in gerontological research, population 
demographics, human factors related to trans- 
portation, and advanced technology applied to 
transportation. 

(b) WORK ZONE SAFETY.—In carrying out the 
work zone safety program under section 1051 of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991, the Secretary shall utilize a 
variety of methods to increase safety at highway 
construction sites, including each of the follow- 
ing: 

(1) Conferences to erplore new techniques and 
stimulate dialogue for improving work zone 
safety. 

(2) Creation of a national clearinghouse to as- 
semble and disseminate, by electronic and other 
means, information relating to the improvement 
of work zone safety. 

(3) A national promotional campaign in co- 
operation with the States to provide timely, site- 
specific information to motorists when construc- 
tion workers are actually present. 

(с) RADIO AND MICROWAVE TECHNOLOGY FOR 
MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY WARNING ЅҮЅТЕМ,— 

(1) Stupy.—The Secretary, in consultation 
with the Federal Communications Commission 
and the National Telecommunications and In- 
formation Administration, shall conduct a study 
to develop and evaluate radio and microwave 
technology for a motor vehicle safety warning 
system in furtherance of safety in all types of 
motor vehicles. 

(2) EQUIPMENT.—Equipment developed under 
the study to be conducted under subsection (a) 
shall be directed toward, but not limited to, ad- 
vance warning to operators of all types of motor 
vehicles of— 

(A) temporary obstructions in a highway; 

(B) poor visibility and highway surface condi- 
tions caused by adverse weather; and 

(C) movement of emergency vehicles. 

(3) SAFETY APPLICATIONS.—In conducting the 
study under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall 
determine whether the technology described in 
this subsection has other appropriate safety ap- 
plications. 

SEC. 317. ng TRANSIT VEHICLES EXEMP- 


Section 1023(h)(1) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (23 U.S.C. 
127 note) is amended— 

(1) by striking “2-уеат” the first place it ap- 
pears and all that follows through “Асі,” and 
inserting period beginning on October 6, 1992, 
and ending on the date on which Federal-aid 
highway and transit programs are reauthorized 
after the date of the enactment of the National 
Highway System Designation Act of 1995,"; and 

(2) by striking the second sentence. 

SEC. 318. CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR 
QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM. 


(a) AREAS ELIGIBLE FOR FUNDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of section 
149(b) of title 23, United States Code, is amend- 
ed— 


(A) by inserting “if the project or program is 
for an area in the State that was designated as 
a nonattainment area under section 107(d) of 
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7407(d)) during any 
part of fiscal year 1994 апа” after “program” 
the 2nd place it appears; and 

(В) in paragraph (1ХА) by striking contrib- 
ute” and all that follows through , от” and in- 
serting the following: “contribute to— 
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“(i) the attainment of a national ambient air 
quality standard; or 

ui) the maintenance of a national ambient 
air quality standard in an area that was des- 
ignated as a nonattainment area but that was 
later redesignated by the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency as an attain- 
ment area under section 107(d) of the Clean Air 
Act (42 U.S.C. 7407(d)); от”. 

(2) APPORTIONMENT.—Section 104(b)(2) of title 
23, United States Code, is amended— 

(А) in the second sentence, by striking “із a 
nonattainment area (as defined in the Clean Air 
Act) for ozone” and inserting was a nonattain- 
ment area (as defined in section 171(2) of the 
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7501(2))) for ozone dur- 
ing any part of fiscal year 1994”; and 

(B) in the third sentence— 

(i) by striking is also" and inserting was 
also”; and 

(ii) by inserting “during any part of fiscal 
year 1994” after “топотійе”. 

(b) EFFECT OF LIMITATION ON APPORTION- 
MENT.—Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, for each of fiscal years 1996 and 1997, any 
limitation under an amendment made by this 
section on an apportionment of funds otherwise 
authorized under section 1003(a)(4) of the Inter- 
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 (105 Stat. 1919) shall not affect any hold 
harmless apportionment adjustment under sec- 
tion 1015(a) of such Act (105 Stat. 1943). 

SEC. 319. QUALITY IMPROVEMENT. 

(a) LIFE-CYCLE COST ANALYSIS.—Section 106 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(е) LIFE-CYCLE COST ANALYSIS.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a program to require States to conduct 
an analysis of the life-cycle costs of all projects 
on the National Highway System with an esti- 
mated total cost of $25,000,000 or more. 

“(2) ANALYSIS OF LIFE-CYCLE COSTS DE- 
FINED.—In this subsection, the term ‘analysis of 
life-cycle costs means a process for evaluating 
the total economic worth of one or more projects 
by analyzing both initial costs as well as dis- 
counted future costs, such as maintenance, re- 
construction, rehabilitation, restoring, and re- 
surfacing costs, over the life of the project or 
projects. 

(b) VALUE ENGINEERING.—Such section is fur- 
ther amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing: 
D VALUE ENGINEERING FOR NHS.— 

“(1) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary shall es- 
tablish a program to require States to carry out 
a value engineering analysis for all projects on 
the National Highway System with an estimated 
total cost of $25,000,000 or more. 

“(2) VALUE ENGINEERING DEFINED.—For pur- 
poses of this subsection, the term ‘value engi- 
neering analysis’ means a systematic process of 
review and analysis of a project or activity dur- 
ing its design phase by a multidisciplined team 
of persons not originally involved in the project 
or activity in order to provide suggestions for re- 
ducing the total cost of the project or activity 
and providing a project or activity of equal or 
better quality. Such suggestions may include a 
combination or elimination of inefficient or ет- 
pensive parts of the original proposed design for 
the project or activity and total redesign of the 
proposed project or activity using different tech- 
nologies, materials, or methods so as to accom- 
plish the original purpose of the project or activ- 
it. 

SEC. 320. APPLICABILITY OF TRANSPORTATION 
CONFORMITY REQUIREMENTS. 


(a) HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION.—Section 109(j) of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended by strik- 
ing plan for the implementation of any ambi- 
ent air quality standard for any air quality con- 
trol region designated pursuant to the Clean Air 
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Act, as amended.” and inserting the following: SEC. 322. APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN VEHICLE SEC. 327. NON-FEDERAL SHARE FOR CERTAIN 


“plan for— 

“(1) the implementation of a national ambient 
air quality standard for which an area is des- 
ignated as a nonattainment area under section 
107(d) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7407(d)); 


or 

“(2) the maintenance of a national ambient 
air quality standard in an area that was des- 
ignated as a nonattainment area but that was 
later redesignated by the Administrator as an 
attainment area for the standard and that is re- 
quired to develop a maintenance plan under sec- 
tion 175A of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
7505а).”. 

(b) CLEAN AIR АСТ REQUIREMENTS.—Section 
176(c) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7506(c)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(5) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection shall 
apply only with respect to— 

“(А) а nonattainment area and each specific 
pollutant for which the area is designated as a 
nonattainment area; and 

“(В) an area that was designated as a non- 
attainment area but that was later redesignated 
by the Administrator as an attainment area and 
that is required to develop a maintenance plan 
under section 175A with respect to the specific 
pollutant for which the area was designated 
nonattainment."’. 

SEC. 321. QUALITY THROUGH COMPETITION. 

(a) CONTRACTING FOR ENGINEERING AND DE- 
SIGN SERVICES.—Section 112(b)(2) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subparagraphs: 

“(C) PERFORMANCE AND AUDITS.—Any con- 
tract or subcontract awarded in accordance 
with subparagraph (A), whether funded in 
whole or in part with Federal-aid highway 
funds, shall be performed and audited in com- 
pliance with cost principles contained in the 
Federal acquisition regulations of part 31 of title 
48 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 

“(D) INDIRECT COST RATES.—Instead of per- 
forming its own audits, a recipient of funds 
under a contract or subcontract awarded in ac- 
cordance with subparagraph (A) shall accept in- 
direct cost rates established in accordance with 
the Federal acquisition regulations for 1-year 
applicable accounting periods by a cognizant 
Federal or State government agency, if such 
rates are not currently under dispute. Once a 
firm's indirect cost rates are accepted, the recip- 
ient of such funds shall apply such rates for the 
purposes of contract estimation, negotiation, ad- 
ministration, reporting, and contract payment 
and shall not be limited by administrative or de 
facto ceilings of any kind. A recipient of such 
funds requesting or using the cost and rate data 
described in this subparagraph shall notify any 
affected firm before such request or use. Such 
data shall be confidential and shall not be ac- 
cessible or provided, in whole or in part, to an- 
other firm or to any government agency which 
is not part of the group of agencies sharing cost 
data under this subparagraph, except by written 
permission of the audited firm. If prohibited by 
law, such cost and rate data shall not be dis- 
closed under any circumstances. 

“(Е) STATE OPTION.—Subparagraphs (С) and 
(D) shall take effect 2 years after the date of the 
enactment of this subparagraph with respect to 
all States; ercept that if a State, during such 2- 
year period, adopts by statute an alternative 
process intended to promote engineering and de- 
sign quality and ensure татітит competition 
by professional companies of all sizes providing 
engineering and design services, such subpara- 
graphs shall not apply with respect to such 
State. 

(b) REPEAL OF PILOT PROGRAM. Section 1092 
of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (23 U.S.C. 112 note; 105 Stat. 
2024) is repealed. 


еее LIMITATIONS IN WISCON- 

Section 127 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“() OPERATION OF CERTAIN SPECIALIZED 
HAULING VEHICLES ON CERTAIN WISCONSIN 
HIGHWAYS.—If the 104-mile portion of Wisconsin 
State Route 78 and United States Route 51 be- 
tween Interstate Route 94 near Portage, Wiscon- 
sin, and Wisconsin State Route 29 south of 
Wausau, Wisconsin, is designated as part of the 
Interstate System under section 139(а), the sin- 
91е axle weight, tandem axle weight, gross vehi- 
cle weight, and bridge formula limits set forth in 
subsection (a) shall not apply to the 104-mile 
portion with respect to the operation of any ve- 
hicle that could legally operate on the 104-mile 
portion before the date of enactment of this sub- 
SEC. 323. TREATMENT OF 

ROCK ISLAND, 
MENT. 

For purposes of section 129(a)(6) of title 23, 
United States Code, the agreement concerning 
the Centennial Bridge, Rock Island, Illinois, en- 
tered into under the Act entitled “Ап Act au- 
thorizing the city of Rock Island, Illinois, or its 
assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a 
toll bridge across the Mississippi River at or 
near Rock Island, Illinois, and to a place at or 
near the city of Davenport, Iowa“, approved 
March 18, 1938 (52 Stat. 110, chapter 48), shall 
be treated as if the agreement had been entered 
into under section 129 of title 23, United States 
Code, as in effect on December 17, 1991, and may 
be modified in accordance with section 129(a)(6) 
of the title. 

SEC. 324. METRIC REQUIREMENTS AND SIGNS. 

(a) PLACEMENT OF SIGNS.—Before September 
30, 1997, the Secretary may not require the 
States to expend any Federal or State funds to 
construct, erect, or otherwise place any sign re- 
lating to any speed limit, distance, or other 
measurement on any highway for the purpose of 
having such sign establish such speed limit, dis- 
tance, or other measurement using the metric 
system. 

(b) MODIFICATION OF SIGNS.—Before Septem- 
ber 30, 1997, the Secretary may not require the 
States to erpend any Federal or State funds to 
modify any sign relating to any speed limit, any 
distance, or other measurement on any highway 
for the purpose of having such sign establish 
such speed limit, distance, or measurement using 
the metric system. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the follow- 
ing definitions apply: 

(1) HIGHWAY.—The term “highway” has the 
meaning such term has under section 101 of title 
23, United States Code. 

(2) METRIC SYSTEM.—The term “metric sys- 
tem” has the meaning the term metric system 
of measurement” has under section 4 of the 
Metric Conversion Act of 1975 (15 U.S.C. 205c). 
SEC. 325. ISTEA TECHNICAL CLARIFICATION. 

Section 131(s) of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by striking the period at the end of 
the first sentence and inserting the following: “; 
except that nothing in this subsection or section 
1047 of the Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act of 1991 shall restrict, or otherwise 
be applied by the Secretary to affect, the au- 
thority of a State under subsection (d) of this 
section with respect to commercial or industrial 
areas or the authority of a State under sub- 
section (k) of this section to establish standards 
imposing stricter limitations than those estab- 
lished in this subsection.”’. 

БЕС. 326. METROPOLITAN PLANNING FOR НІСН- 
WAY PROJECTS. 

Section 134(f) of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(16) Recreational travel and tourism. 


BRIDGE, 
ILLINOIS, AGREE- 


TOLL BRIDGE Р! 

Section 144(1) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
“Any non-Federal funds erpended for the seis- 
mic retrofit of the bridge may be credited toward 
the non-Federal share required as a condition of 
receipt of any Federal funds for seismic retrofit 
of the bridge made available after the date of 
the erpenditure.”’. 

SEC. 328. DISCOVERY AND ADMISSION AS ЕУІ- 
DENCE OF CERTAIN REPORTS AND 
SURVEYS. 


Section 409 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting or collected aſter com- 
piled”. 

SEC. 329. NATIONAL RECREATIONAL TRAILS. 

(a) STATE ELIGIBILITY. —Section 1302(c) of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 
Act of 1991 (33 U.S.C. 1261(c)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “Асі” each place it appears 
and inserting "part"; 

(2) in paragraph (2) by striking subparagraph 
(B) and redesignating subparagraphs (C) and 
(D) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), respectively; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3) SIXTH YEAR PROVISION.—On and after the 
date that is 5 years after the date of the enact- 
ment of this part, a State shall be eligible to re- 
ceive moneys under this part in a fiscal year 
only if the State agrees to expend from non-Fed- 
eral sources for carrying out projects under this 
part an amount equal to 20 percent of the 
amount received by the State under this part in 
such fiscal уеат.". 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—Section 1302(d)(1) 
of such Act (33 U.S.C. 1261(d)(1)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “апа” at the end of subpara- 
graph (C); 

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as sub- 
paragraph (E); and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following: 

“(D) contracting for services with other land 
management agencies; ала”. 

(c) ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1302(e) of such Act 
(33 U.S.C, 1261(е)) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (5), (6), (7), 
and (8) as paragraphs (6), (7), (8), and (9), re- 
spectively; and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(5) ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION.— 

“(А) REQUIREMENT.—To the extent prac- 
ticable and consistent with other requirements 
of this section, in complying with paragraph (4), 
a State shall give priority to project proposals 
which provide for the redesign, reconstruction, 
nonroutine maintenance, or relocation of trails 
in order to mitigate and minimize the impact to 
the natural environment. 

“(В) COMPLIANCE.—The State shall receive 
guidance for determining compliance with sub- 
paragraph (A) from the recreational trail advi- 
sory board satisfying the requirements of sub- 
section (сХ2ХА).”. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1302(е)(4) of such Асі (33 U.S.C. 1261(е)(4)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘paragraphs (6) and 
— 5 and inserting paragraphs (7) and 

(d) EXCLUSIONS.—Section 1302(е)(7) of such 
Act, as redesignated by subsection (c), is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by striking “(7) SMALL STATE EXCLUSION.— 
” and inserting the following: 

“(7) EXCLUSIONS.— 

“(А) SMALL 5ТАТЕ.-”; 

(2) by moving the tert of subparagraph (A), as 
designated by paragraph (1), 2 ems to the right; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
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“(В) BEST INTEREST OF А STATE.—Any State 
which determines based on trail needs identified 
in its State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation 
Plan that it is in the best interest of the State 
to be erempt from the requirements of paragraph 
(4) may apply to the Secretary for such an er- 
emption. Before approving or disapproving an 
application for such an exemption, the Sec- 
retary shall publish in the Federal Register no- 
tice of receipt of the application and provide an 
opportunity for public comment on the applica- 
tion.“. 

(е) RETURN OF MONEYS NOT EXPENDED,—Sec- 
tion 1302(e)(9) of such Act, as redesignated by 


subsection (c), is amended— 
(1) by inserting “the State” before “тау be 
exempted”’; and 


(2) by striking “апа expended or committed” 
and all that follows before the period. 

() ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—Section 1303(b) of 
such Act (16 U.S.C. 1262(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking “11 members” and inserting “12 


members“ 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (2), (3), and 
(4) as paragraphs (3), (4), and (5), respectively; 
and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (1) the follow- 


ing. 
*) 1 member appointed by the Secretary rep- 
resenting individuals with disabilities;"’. 
SEC. 330. IDENTIFICATION OF HIGH PRIORITY 
CORRIDORS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1105(c) of the Inter- 
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 (105 Stat. 2032) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting the 
following 

“(BAD 1-73/74 North-South Corridor from 
Charleston, South Carolina, through Winston- 
Salem, North Carolina, to Portsmouth, Ohio, to 
Cincinnati, Ohio, to termini at Detroit, Michi- 
gan and Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan. The Sault 
Ste. Marie terminus shall be reached via a cor- 
ridor connecting Adrian, Jackson, Lansing, 
Mount Pleasant, and Grayling, Michigan. 

yi) Іп the Commonwealth of Virginia, the 
Corridor shall generally follow— 

“(1) United States Route 220 from the Vir- 
ginia-North Carolina border to 1-581 south of 


Roanoke; 
“(П) 1-581 to I-81 іп the vicinity of Roanoke; 
“(Ш) I-81 to the proposed highway to dem- 
onstrate intelligent transportation systems au- 
thorized by item 29 of the table in section 1107(b) 
in the vicinity of Christiansburg to United 
States Route 460 in the vicinity of Blacksburg; 


and 

“(ІУ) United States Route 460 to the West Vir- 
ginia State line. 

it) In the States of West Virginia, Kentucky, 
and Ohio, the Corridor shall generally follow— 

“(1) United States Route 460 from the West 
Virginia State line to United States Route 52 at 
Bluefield, West Virginia; and 

“(П) United States Route 52 to United States 
Route 23 at Portsmouth, Ohio. 

ui) In the States of North Carolina and 
South Carolina, the Corridor shall generally fol- 
low— 

“(1) in the case of I-73— 

“(aa) United States Route 220 from the Vir- 
бітіп State line to State Route 68 in the vicinity 
of Greensboro; 

(bb) State Route 68 to 1-40; 

“(сс) I-40 to United States Route 220 in 
Greensboro; 

dd) United States Route 220 to United States 
Route 1 near Rockingham; 

“(ee) United States Route 1 to the South Caro- 
lina State line; and 

“(ff) South Carolina State line to Charleston, 
South Carolina; and 

“(11) in the case of I-74— 

“(aa) I-77 from Bluefield, West Virginia, to 
the junction of I-77 and the United States Route 
52 connector in Surry County, North Carolina; 
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bb) the I-77/United States Route 52 connec- 
tor to United States Route 52 south of Mount 
Airy, North Carolina; 

“(сс) United States Route 52 to United States 
Route 311 in Winston-Salem, North Carolina; 

“(dd) United States Route 311 to United States 
Route 220 in the vicinity of Randleman, North 
Carolina. 

“(ее) United States Route 220 to United States 
Route 74 near Rockingham; 

“(/) United States Route 74 to United States 
Route 76 near Whiteville; 

(gg) United States Route 74/76 to the South 
Carolina State line in Brunswick County; and 

(nn South Carolina State line to Charleston, 
South Carolina.“ 

(2) in paragraph (18)— 

(А) by striking “апа”; 

(B) by inserting ‘‘Mississippi, Arkansas,"’ 
after ‘‘Tennessee,"’; and 

(C) by inserting before the period at the end 
the following: “, and to the Lower Rio Grande 
Valley at the border between the United States 
and Метісо”; 

(3) by inserting before the period at the end of 
paragraph (18) the following: , and to include 
the Corpus Christi Northside Highway and Rail 
Corridor from the existing intersection of United 
States Route 77 and Interstate Route 37 to Unit- 
ed States Route 181”; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

“(22) The Alameda Transportation Corridor 
along Alameda Street from the entrance to the 
ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach to Inter- 
state 10, Los Angeles, California. 

“(23) The Interstate Route 35 Corridor from 
Laredo, Teras, through Oklahoma City, Okla- 
homa, to Wichita, Kansas, to Kansas City, Kan- 
sas/Missouri, to Des Moines, lowa, to Min- 
neapolis, Minnesota, to Duluth, Minnesota. 

“(24) The Dalton Highway from Deadhorse, 
Alaska to Fairbanks, Alaska. 

“(25) State Route 168 (South Battlefield Bou- 
levard), Virginia, from the Great Bridge Bypass 
to the North Carolina State line. 

“(26) The CANNAMEX CORRIDOR from 
Nogales, Arizona, through Las Vegas, Nevada, 
to Salt Lake City, Utah, to Idaho Falls, Idaho, 
to Great Falls, Montana, to the Canadian Bor- 
der as follows: 

“(А) In the State of Arizona, the CANAMEX 
CORRIDOR shall generally follow— 

“(1) I-19 from Nogales to Tucson; 

ii) I-10 from Tucson to Phoenix: and 

iii) United States Route 93 from Phoenix to 
the Nevada Border. 

“(В) In the State of Nevada, the CANAMEX 
CORRIDOR shall follow— 

i) United States Route 93 from the Arizona 
Border to Las Vegas; and 

“(й) I-15 from Las Vegas to the Utah Border. 

“(C) From the Utah Border to the Canadian 
Border, the CANAMEX CORRIDOR shall follow 
1-15. 

“(27) The Camino Real Corridor from El Paso, 
Teras, to Denver, Colorado, as follows: 

“(А) In the State of Teras, the Camino Real 
Corridor shall generally follow— 

“(4) arterials from the international ports of 
entry to I-10 in El Paso County; and 

“(й) 1-10 from El Paso County to the New 
Mexico border. 

) In the State of New Mexico, the Camino 
Real Corridor shall generally follow— 

i) I-10 from the Teras Border to Las Cruces; 
and 

ii) 1-25 from Las Cruces to the Colorado 
Border. 

“(C) In the State of Colorado, the Camino 
Real Corridor shall generally follow I-25 from 
the New Mexico Border to Denver. 

(b) INCLUSION OF CERTAIN ROUTE SEGMENTS 
ON INTERSTATE SYSTEM.—Section 1105(e) of such 
Act (105 Stat. 2033) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 
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“(5) INCLUSION OF CERTAIN ROUTE SEGMENTS 
ON INTERSTATE SYSTEM.—Where not a part of 
the Interstate System, the routes referred to in 
clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) of subsection (c)(5)(B) 
(other than the portion located in the State of 
West Virginia), in subsection (c)(9), and in sub- 
sections (c)(18) and (c)(20) are hereby designated 
future parts of the Interstate System. Any seg- 
ment of such routes shall become a part of the 
Interstate System at such time as the Secretary 
determines that the segment— 

“(А) meets the Interstate System design stand- 
ards approved by the Secretary under section 
109(b) of title 23, United States Code; and 

“(В) connects to an existing Interstate System 
segment and functions as a safe and usable seg- 
ment. 

SEC. 331. HIGH PRIORITY CORRIDOR FEASIBILITY 
STUDIES. 

(a) EVACUATION ROUTES FOR LOUISIANA 
COASTAL AREAS.—Section 1105(e)(2) of the Inter- 
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 (105 Stat. 2033) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new sentence: “А feasibility 
study may be conducted under this subsection to 
identify routes that will expedite future emer- 
gency evacuations of coastal areas of Louisi- 
ana. 

(b) EAST-WEST TRANSAMERICA CORRIDOR.— 
With amounts available to the Secretary under 
section 1105(h) of the Intermodal Surface Trans- 
portation Efficiency Act of 1991, the Secretary 
in cooperation with the States of Virginia and 
West Virginia shall conduct a study to deter- 
mine the feasibility of establishing a route for 
the East-West Transamerica Corridor (des- 
ignated pursuant to section 1105(c)(3) of such 
Act) from Beckley, West Virginia, utilizing a 
corridor entering Virginia near the city of Cov- 
ington then moving south from the Allegheny 
Highlands to serve Roanoke and continuing east 
to Lynchburg. From there such route would 
continue across Virginia to the Hampton Roads- 
Norfolk area. 

SEC. 332. HIGH COST BRIDGE PROJECTS. 

The table contained in section 1103(b) of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 
Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2027-2028) is amended— 

(1) in item number 5, relating to Gloucester 
Point, Virginia, by inserting after "York River” 
the following: “апа for repair, strengthening, 
and rehabilitation of the existing bridge”; and 

(2) in item number 10, relating to Shakopee, 
Minnesota, by inserting project, including the 
bypass of after replacement. 

SEC. 333. CONGESTION RELIEF PROJECTS. 

The table contained in section 1104(b) of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 
Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2029-2031) is amended— 

(1) in item number 1, relating to Long Beach, 
California, by striking “HOV Lanes оп” and in- 
serting “downtown Long Beach access ramps 
into the southern terminus of”; 

(2) in item number 10, relating to San Diego, 
California, by striking “1 block of Cut and 
Cover Tunnel on Rt. 15” and inserting bridge 
decking on Route 15”; 

(3) in item number 23, relating to Tucson, Ari- 
zona, by inserting “, of which a total of 
$3,609,620 shall be available for the project au- 
thorized by item number 74 of the table con- 
tained in section 1106(b)"’ after “іп Tuscon, Ari- 
zona"; and 

(4) in item number 43, relating to West Vir- 
ginia, by striking Coal Fields” and inserting 
“Coalfields”’. 

SEC. 334. HIGH PRIORITY CORRIDORS ON NA- 
TIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM. 

Section 1105(c)(3) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 
2032) is amended by inserting before the period 
at the end the following: "commencing on the 
Atiantic Coast in the Hampton Roads-Norfolk 
area going westward across Virginia to a West 
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Virginia corridor centered around Beckley to 
Welch as part of the Coalfields Erpressway de- 
scribed in section 1069(v), then to Williamson 
sharing a common corridor with the I-73/74 Cor- 
ridor (referred to in item 12 of the table con- 
tained in subsection (f)), then to a Kentucky 
Corridor centered on the cities of Pikeville, Jen- 
kins, Hazard, London, Somerset, Columbia, 
Bowling Green, Hopkinsville, Benton, and Pa- 
ducah, into Illinois, and into Missouri and 
eriting Western Missouri and entering the 
southeast corner of Kansas”. 

SEC. 335. HIGH PRIORITY CORRIDOR PROJECTS. 

The table contained in section 1105(f) of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 
Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2033-2035) is amended— 

(1) in item 1, relating to Pennsylvania, by in- 
serting after “For” the following: “іле segment 
described in item 6 of this table and up to 
$11,000,000 for”; 

(2) in item 2, relating to Alabama, Georgia, 
Mississippi, Tennessee, by inserting after “Ві. 
72” the following: and up to $1,500,000 from 
the State of Alabama's share of the project for 
modification of the Keller Memorial Bridge in 
Decatur, Alabama, to a pedestrian structure”; 
and 

(3) in item number 26, relating to Indiana, 
Kentucky, Tennessee, by striking “Newberry” 
and inserting “Evansville”. 

SEC. 336. RURAL ACCESS PROJECTS. 

The table contained in section 1106(a)(2) of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2037-2042) is amend- 
ed— 


(1) in item number 34, relating to Illinois, by 
striking "Resurfacing" and all that follows 
through Omaha and inserting “Bel-Air Road 
improvement from south of Carmi to State Route 
141 in southeastern White County; 

(2) in item number 52, relating to Bedford 
Springs, Pennsylvania, by striking “апа Hun- 
tington” and inserting “Franklin, and Hunting- 


(3) in item number 61, relating to Lubbock, 
Texas, by striking “with Interstate 20” and in- 
serting “with Interstate 10 through Interstate 20 
and Interstate 27 north of Amarillo to the Тегаѕ/ 
Oklahoma border’’; 

(4) in item number 71, relating to Chautauqua 
се New York, by inserting ‘‘and other im- 
ovements after “етртеззшау lanes’’; 

ai 0 in item number 75, relating to Pennsylva- 
nia, by striking “Widen” and all that follows 
through "lanes" and inserting Road improve- 
ments on a 14-mile segment of U.S. Route 15 in 
Lycoming County, Pennsylvania”; 

(6) in item number 93, relating to New Мегісо, 
by striking ‘‘Raton-Clayton Rd., Clayton, New 
Mexico and inserting “U.S. Rt. 64/87 from 
Raton, New Merico, through Clayton to the 
Тетаз-Меш Merico State line”; and 

(7) in item number 111, relating to Parker 
County, Teras (SH199)— 

(А) by striking “Parker County” and insert- 
ing “РатКет and Tarrant Counties”; and 

(В) by striking to )оит-” and inserting in 
Tarrant County, to freeway standards and in 
Parker County to a 4-”. 

SEC. 337. URBAN ACCESS AND MOBILITY 
PROJECTS. 


The table contained in section 1106(b)(2) of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi- 
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2043-2047) is amend- 


ed— 

(1) in item number (9), relating to New York, 
New York, by striking “Improvements” and all 
that follows through “МҮ” and inserting 
“Projects in New York City, New York (other 
than improvements to the Miller Highway)”; 

(2) in item number 13, relating to Joliet, Nli- 
nois, by striking “атпа construction and inter- 
change at Houbolt Road and 1-80”; 

(3) in item number 36, relating to Compton, 
California, by striking “For a grade” and ай 
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that follows through “Соттійот” and inserting 
“For grade separations and other improvements 
in the city of Compton, California”; and 

(4) in item number 52, relating to Chicago, Mli- 
nois, by striking ‘‘Right-of-way"’ and all that 
follows through Connector)“ and inserting 
“Reconstruct the Michigan Avenue viaduct". 
SEC. 338. INNOVATIVE PROJECTS. 

The table contained in section 1107(b) of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 
Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2048-2059) is amended— 

(1) in item 19, relating to Water Street, Penn- 
sylvania— 

(A) by striking Water Street,; and 

(В) by inserting “, or other projects in the 
counties of Bedford, Blair, Centre, Franklin, 
and Huntingdon as selected by the State of 
Pennsylvania” after Pennsylvania“ the sec- 
ond place it appears; 

(2) in item 20, relating to Holidaysburg, Penn- 
sylvania— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Holidaysburg,"’ the first place 
it appears; and 

(В) by inserting , or other projects in the 
counties of Bedford, Blair, Centre, Franklin, 
and Huntingdon as selected by the State of 
Pennsylvania” after "Pennsylvania" the sec- 
ond place it appears; 

(3) in item number 24, relating to Pennsylva- 
nia, by inserting after line the following: 
“and for the purchase, rehabilitation, and im- 
provement of any similar existing facility within 
a 150-mile radius of such project, as selected by 
the State of Pennsylvania"; 

(4) in item number 29, relating to Blacksburg, 
Virginia, by inserting ‘‘methods of facilitating 
public and private participation іп” aſter dem- 
onstrate”; 

(5) in item number 35, relating to Alabama, by 
striking to bypass and all that follows 
through s“ and inserting beginning on 
U.S. Route 80 west of Montgomery, Alabama, 
and connecting to 1-65 south of Montgomery 
and I-85 east of Montgomery"’; 

(6) in item 49, relating to Suffolk County, New 
York, by inserting after ‘‘perimeters" the follow- 
ing: “and provide funds to the towns of 
Brookhaven, Riverhead, Smithtown, East 
Hampton, Southold, Shelter Island, and South- 
ampton for the purchase of vehicles to meet the 
transportation needs of the elderly and persons 
with disabilities"; 

(7) in item number 52, relating to Pennsylva- 
nia, by striking “2” and all that follows 
through Pennsylvania and inserting or re- 
habilitate (or both) highway and transportation 
infrastructure projects within 30 miles of I-81 or 
1-80 in northeastern Pennsylvania”; 

(8) in item number 61, relating to Mojave, 
California, by striking “Мо/ате” and inserting 
“Victorville’’ and by inserting Mojave after 
"reconstruct"; 

(9) in item number 68, relating to Portland/S. 
Portland, Maine— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Portland/S. Portland,, and 

(В) by inserting aſter Bridge the following: 
“and improvements to the Carlton Bridge in 
Bath-Woolworth"'; 

(10) in item number 76, relating to Tennessee, 
by inserting Improved access to” before “1-81” 
and striking Interchange“ and inserting after 
Tennessee the following: “via improvements 
at 1-181/Еазіетп Star Road and I-81/Kendrick 
Creek Road"; 

(11) in item number 100, relating to Arkansas, 
by striking “Thornton” and inserting Little 
Rock”; 

(12) in item number 113, relating to Durham 
County, North Carolina, by inserting after 
“Route 147" the following: “, including the 
interchange at 1-85"; 

(13) in item number 114, relating to Corpus 
Christi to Angleton, Teras, by striking Con- 
struct new multi-lane freeway" and inserting 
“Construct а Hane divided highway”; 
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(14) in item number 193, relating to Corning, 
New York, by inserting “апа other improve- 
ments” after “етртеззшау lanes”; and 

(15) in item 196, relating to Orlando, Florida— 

(A) by striking Orlando.“ and 

(В) by striking “Land” and all that follows 
through project and inserting One от more 
regionally significant, intercity ground trans- 
portation projects”. 

БЕС. 339. INTERMODAL PROJECTS. 

The table contained in section 1108(b) of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 
Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2060-2063) is amended— 

(1) in item number 12, relating to Buffalo, New 
York, by inserting after Project the following: 
“and the Crossroads Arena Project”; 

(2) in item number 31, relating to Los Angeles, 
California, by striking “То improve ground ac- 
cess from Sepulveda Blvd. to Los Angeles, Cali- 
fornia" and inserting the following: For the 
Los Angeles International Airport central termi- 
nal ramp access project, $3,500,000; for the wid- 
ening of Aviation Boulevard south of Imperial 
Highway, $3,500,000; for the widening of Avia- 
tion Boulevard north of Imperial Highway, 
$1,000,000; and for transportation systems man- 
agement improvements in the vicinity of the Se- 
pulveda Boulevard/Los Angeles International 
Airport tunnel, $950,000"; and 

(3) in item 33, relating to Orange County, New 


York, strike “Stuart Airport Interchange 
Project" and insert “Stewart Airport inter- 
change projects”. 

SEC. 340. REVISIONS TO SUR- 


FACE TRANSPORTATION AND UNI- 
FORM RELOCATION ASSISTANCE ACT 
OF 1987. 

(a) CALIFORNIA.—Section 149(a)(69) of the 
Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation 
Assistance Act of 1987 (101 Stat. 191), relating to 
Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport, Califor- 
nia, is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence by striking “high- 
шау”; 

(2) in the first sentence by striking “апа con- 
struction of terminal and parking facilities at 
such airport"; and 

(3) by striking “by making" in the second sen- 
tence and all that follows through the period at 
the end of such sentence and inserting the fol- 
lowing: by preparing a feasibility study and 
conducting preliminary engineering, design, and 
construction of a link between such airport and 
the commuter rail system that is being developed 
by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Trans- 
portation Authority. 

(b) LOUISIANA.— 

(1) RURAL ACCESS PROJECT.— 

(A) RESCISSION.—Effective October 1, 1995, the 
unobligated balances on September 30, 1995, of 
funds made available for section 149(a)(87) of 
the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relo- 
cation Assistance Act of 1987 (101 Stat. 194; re- 
lating to West Calcasieu Parish, Louisiana) are 
hereby rescinded. 

(В) FUNDING.—Item number 17 of the table 
contained in section 1106(a)(2) of the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
(105 Stat. 2038), relating to Lake Charles, Lou- 
isiana, is amended by striking “4.1” and іпзеті- 
ing “8.8”, 

(2) 1-10 EXIT RAMP AND OTHER PROJECTS.—Sec- 
tion 149(a)(89) of the Surface Transportation 
and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 
(101 Stat. 191) is amended— 

(A) by inserting “АМО LAKE CHARLES” after 
“LAFAYETTE” in the paragraph heading; and 

(B) by inserting before the period at the end 
“and, of amounts made available to carry out 
this paragraph, may use up to $456,022 to carry 
out a comprehensive transportation and land 
use plan for Lafayette, Louisiana, $1,000,000 to 
carry out a project to construct an erit ramp 
from the eastbound side of Interstate Route I-10 
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to Ryan Street in Lake Charles, Louisiana, and 
$269,661 under this paragraph for projects de- 
scribed in section 149(a)(90)"’. 

(3) CONTRABAND BRIDGE. Section 149(a)(90) 
of such Act (101 Stat. 191) is amended— 

(A) by inserting “AND LAKE CHARLES” after 
“LAFAYETTE” іп the paragraph heading; and 

(B) by inserting and a project to construct 
the Contraband Bridge portion of the Nelson 
Access Road Project before the period at the 


end. 

(c) PENNSYLVANIA.—Section 149(a)(74) of the 
Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation 
Assistance Act of 1987 (101 Stat. 192) is amended 
by inserting before the period at the end the fol- 
lowing: and other projects in the counties of 
Bedford, Blair, Centre, Franklin, and Hunting- 
don, Pennsylvania. 

(а) MARYLAND.—Section 149(a)(92) of such Act 
(101 Stat. 194) is amended— 

(1) by striking “UNITED STATES ROUTE 48" and 
inserting “‘WASHINGTON AND FREDERICK COUN- 
TIES"; and 

(2) by inserting “ата to construct an inter- 
change between Interstate Route I-70 and Inter- 
state Route I-270 in Frederick County, Mary- 
land" after Mountain Road“. 

(e) Bus TESTING FACILITY.—Section 5318 of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b) by inserting “от coopera- 
tive agreement after contract each place it 
appears; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“() CONVERSION OF CONTRACTS.—The Sec- 
retary may convert existing contracts entered 
into under this section into cooperative agree- 
тепіз.”. 

SEC. 341. ELIGIBILITY. 

(a) EXISTING PROJECT.—Section 108(b) of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 (23 U.S.C. 161 
note) is amended— 

(1) by striking “(1)” before “such costs may be 
further"; and 

(2) by striking “, and (2) the amount of such 
costs shall not include the portion of the project 
between High Street and Causeway Street”. 

(b) OTHER EXISTING PROJECTS.— 

(1) RECONSTRUCTION AND WIDENING.—The 
project authorized by section 162 of the Surface 
Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 (96 Stat. 
2136) shall include reconstruction and widening 
to 6 lanes of existing Interstate Route 95 and of 
the Pennsylvania Turnpike from United States 
Route 1 to the junction with the New Jersey 
Turnpike, including the structure over the Dela- 
ware River. 

(2) FEDERAL SHARE.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Federal share pay- 
able on account of the project referred to in 
paragraph (1), including the additional through 
roadway and bridge travel lanes, shall be 90 
percent of the cost of the project. 

(3) TOLLS.—Notwithstanding section 301 of 
title 23, United States Code, the project for con- 
struction of an interchange between the Penn- 
sylvania Turnpike and Interstate Route 95, in- 
cluding the widening of the Pennsylvania Turn- 
pike, shall be treated as a reconstruction project 
described in section 129(a)(1)(B) of such title 
and tolls may be continued on all traffic on the 
Pennsylvania Turnpike between United States 
Route 1 and the New Jersey Turnpike. 

(c) TYPE II NOISE BARRIERS.—No funds made 
available out of the Highway Trust Fund may 
be used to construct Type ІІ noise barriers (as 
defined by section 772.5(i) of title 23, Code of 
Federal Regulations) pursuant to sections 109 
(h) and (i) of title 23, United States Code if such 
barriers were not part of a project approved by 
the Secretary before the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

SEC, 342, ORANGE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, TOLL 
ROADS. 


The Secretary shall enter into an agreement 
modifying the agreement entered into pursuant 
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to section 339 of the Department of Transpor- 
tation and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1993 (Public Law 102-338) to conform such 
agreement to the provisions of section 336 of the 
Department of Transportation and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1995 (Public Law 
103-331). Nothing in this section shall be con- 
strued to change the amount of the previous ap- 
propriation in such section 339, and the line of 
credit provided for shall not exceed an amount 
supported by the previous appropriation. In im- 
plementing such sections 336 and 339, the Sec- 
retary may enter into an agreement requiring an 
interest rate that is higher than the rate speci- 
fied in such sections. 

SEC. 343. MISCELLANEOUS STUDIES. 

(a) PAN AMERICAN HIGHWAY.— 

(1) Srupy.—The Secretary shail conduct а 
study on the adequacy of and the need for im- 
provements to the Pan American Highway. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The study to be conducted 
under paragraph (1) shail include, at a mini- 
mum, the following elements: 

(A) Findings on the benefits of constructing a 
highway at Darien Gap, Panama and Colombia. 

(B) Recommendations for a self-financing ar- 
rangement for completion and maintenance of 
the Pan American Highway. 

(C) Recommendations for establishing a Pan 
American highway authority to monitor financ- 
ing, construction, maintenance, and operations 
of the Pan American Highway. 

(D) Findings on the benefits to trade and 
prosperity of a more efficient Pan American 
Highway. 

(E) Findings on the benefits to United States 
industry through the use of United States tech- 
nology and equipment in construction of im- 
provements to the Pan American Highway. 

(F) Findings on environmental considerations, 
including environmental considerations relating 
to the Darien Gap. 

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall transmit to Congress a report on the re- 
sults of the study conducted under this sub- 
section. 

(b) HIGHWAY SIGNS FOR NATIONAL HIGHWAY 
SyYSTEM.—The Secretary shall conduct a study 
to determine the cost, need, and efficacy of es- 
tablishing a highway sign for identifying routes 
on the National Highway System. In conducting 
such study, the Secretary shall make a deter- 
mination concerning whether to identify Na- 
tional Highway System route numbers. 

(c) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN ACT.— 

(1) Stupy.—The Secretary shall conduct а 
study on compliance with the provisions of the 
Buy American Act (41 U.S.C. 10а-10с) with re- 
spect to contracts entered into using amounts 
made available from the Highway Trust Fund. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall transmit to Congress a report on the re- 
sults of the study conducted under paragraph 
(1). 

SEC. 344. COLLECTION OF BRIDGE TOLLS. 

Notwithstanding any other provisions of law, 
tolls collected for motor vehicles on any bridge 
connecting the boroughs of Brooklyn, New 
York, and Staten Island, New York, shall con- 
tinue to be collected for only those vehicles 
exiting from such bridge in Staten Island. 

SEC. 345. NATIONAL DRIVER REGISTER. 

Section 30308(a) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking “ата $2,550,000 for 
fiscal year 1995” and inserting “апа $2,550,000 
for each of fiscal years 1995 and 1996''. 

SEC. 346. ROADSIDE BARRIER TECHNOLOGY. 

Section 1058 of the Intermodal Surface Trans- 
portation Efficiency Act of 1991 (23 U.S.C. 109 
note; 105 Stat. 2003) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a) by striking ‘‘median"' and 
inserting or temporary crashworthy"’; 
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(2) in subsection (a) by inserting “стазһ- 
worthy” after innovative 

(3) in the heading of subsection (c) by insert- 
ing CRASH π ·Sm,—ꝶ NH r“ after "INNOVATIVE"; 

(4) in subsection (c) by inserting ‘‘crash- 
worthy" after innovative 

(5) in subsection (с) by striking "median"; 

(6) by inserting “от guiderail” after guard- 
тай”; and 

(7) by inserting before the period at the end of 
subsection (c) “, and meets or surpasses the re- 
quirements of the National Cooperative High- 
way Research Program 350 for longitudinal bar- 
riers”. 

SEC. 347. MOTORIST CALL BOXES. 

(a) EFFECTIVE CONTROL.—Section 131(с) of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking “ала (5)” and inserting the fol- 
lowing: ) signs, displays, and devices identi- 
fying and announcing free motorist aid call 
boxes and advertising their sponsorship by cor- 
porations or other organizations, and (6)”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: “Тһе Secretary shall ensure that spac- 
ing of signs, displays, and devices announcing 
motorist aid call boxes is reasonable. 

(b) SPECIFIC SERVICE SIGNS.—Section 131(f) of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: “Еот purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘specific information in 
the interest of the traveling public’ includes 
identification, announcement, and sponsorship 
of motorist aid call Ьотез.". 

SEC, 348. REPEAL OF NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED 
LIMIT COMPLIANCE PROGRAM. 

Sections 141(а) and 154 of title 23, United 
States Code, and the item relating to section 154 
in the analysis to chapter 1 of such title are re- 
pealed. 

SEC. 349. ELIMINATION OF PENALTY FOR NON- 
COMPLIANCE FOR MOTORCYCLE 


HELMETS. 

Subsection (h) of section 153 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘a law de- 
scribed in subsection (a)(1) ала” each place it 
appears. 

SEC. 350. SAFETY REST AREAS, 

Section 120(c) of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting “safety rest areas," 
after signaliæation, 

SEC. 351. EXEMPTIONS FROM RE- 
LATING TO COMMERCIAL MOTOR VE- 
HICLES AND THEIR OPERATORS. 

(a) EXEMPTIONS.— 

(1) TRANSPORTATION OF AGRICULTURAL COM- 
MODITIES AND FARM SUPPLIES.—Regulations pre- 
scribed by the Secretary under sections 31136 
and 31502 of title 49, United States Code, regard- 
ing maximum driving and on-duty time for driv- 
ers used by motor carriers shall not apply to 
drivers transporting agricultural commodities or 
farm supplies for agricultural purposes in a 
State if such transportation is limited to an area 
within a 100 air mile radius from the source of 
the commodities or the distribution point for the 
farm supplies and is during the planting and 
harvesting seasons within such State, as deter- 
mined by the State. 

(2) TRANSPORTATION AND OPERATION OF 
GROUND WATER WELL DRILLING RIGS.—Such reg- 
ulations shall, in the case of a driver of a com- 
mercial motor vehicle who is used primarily in 
the transportation and operation of a ground 
water well drilling rig, permit any period of 8 
consecutive days to end with the beginning of 
an off-duty period of 24 or more consecutive 
hours for the purposes of determining marimum 
driving and on-duty time. 

(3) TRANSPORTATION OF CONSTRUCTION MATE- 
RIALS AND EQUIPMENT.—Such regulations shall, 
in the case of a driver of a commercial motor ve- 
hicle who is used primarily in the transpor- 
tation of construction materials and equipment, 
permit any period of 8 consecutive days to end 


with the beginning of an off-duty period of 24 or 
more consecutive hours for the purposes of de- 
termining maximum driving and on-duty time. 

(4) DRIVERS OF UTILITY SERVICE VEHICLES.— 
Such regulations shall, in the case of a driver of 
a utility service vehicle, permit any period of 8 
consecutive days to end with the beginning of 
an off-duty period of 24 or more consecutive 
hours for the purposes of determining maximum 
driving and on-duty time. 

(5) SNOW AND ICE REMOVAL.—A State may 
waive the requirements of chapter 313 of title 49, 
United States Code, with respect to a vehicle 
that is being operated within the boundaries of 
an eligible unit of local government by an em- 
ployee of such unit for the purpose of removing 
snow or ice from a roadway by plowing, sand- 
ing, or salting. Such waiver authority shall only 
apply in a case where the employee is needed to 
operate the vehicle because the employee of the 
eligible unit of local government who ordinarily 
operates the vehicle and who has a commercial 
drivers license is unable to operate the vehicle or 
is in need of additional assistance due to a snow 
emergency. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of sub- 
section (a) shall take effect 180 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) REVIEW BY THE SECRETARY.—The Sec- 
retary may conduct a rulemaking proceeding to 
determine whether granting any exemption pro- 
vided by subsection (a) is not in the public inter- 
est and would have a significant adverse impact 
on the safety of commercial motor vehicles. If, at 
any time, the Secretary determines that grant- 
ing such exemption would not be in the public 
interest and would have a significant adverse 
impact on the safety of commercial motor vehi- 
cles, then the Secretary may prevent the ететр- 
tion from going into effect, modify the ететр- 
tion, or revoke the eremption. 

(а) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the follow- 
ing definitions apply: 

(1) 8 CONSECUTIVE DAYS.—The term “8 con- 
secutive days” means the period of 8 consecutive 
days beginning on any day at the time des- 
ignated by the motor carrier for a 24-hour pe- 
riod. 

(2) 24-HOUR PERIOD.—The term “24-һоит pe- 
riod” means any 24-consecutive hour period be- 
ginning at the time designated by the motor car- 
rier for the terminal from which the driver is 
normally dispatched. 

(3) GROUND WATER WELL DRILLING RIG.—The 
term “ground water well drilling тіп” means 
any vehicle, machine, tractor, trailer, semi-trail- 
er, or specialized mobile equipment propelled or 
drawn by mechanical power and used on high- 
ways to transport water well field operating 
equipment, including water well drilling and 
pump service rigs equipped to access ground 
water. 

(4) TRANSPORTATION OF CONSTRUCTION MATE- 
RIALS AND EQUIPMENT.—The term transpor- 
tation of construction materials and equipment” 
means the transportation of construction mate- 
rials, construction finished related products, 
construction personnel, and construction equip- 
ment by a driver within a 50 air mile radius of 
the normal work reporting location of the driv- 
er. 
(5) ELIGIBLE UNIT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT.— 
The term “eligible unit of local government" 
means a city, town, borough, county, parish, 
district, or other public body created by or pur- 
suant to State law which has a total population 
of 3,000 individuals or less. 

(6) UTILITY SERVICE VEHICLE.—The term “‘util- 
ity service vehicle" means any motor vehicle, re- 
gardless of gross weight— 

(A) used on highways in interstate or intra- 
state commerce in the furtherance of building, 
repairing, erpanding, improving, maintaining, 
or operating any structures, facilities, erca- 
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vations, poles, lines, or any other physical fea- 
ture necessary for the delivery of public utility 
services, including the furnishing of electric, 
water, sanitary sewer, telephone, and television 
cable or community antenna service; 

(B) while engaged in any activity necessarily 
related to the ultimate delivery of such public 
utility services to consumers, including travel or 
movement to, from, upon, or between activity 
sites (including occasional travel or movement 
outside the service area necessitated by any util- 
ity emergency as determined by the utility pro- 
vider); and 

(C) except for any occasional emergency use, 
operated primarily within the service area of a 
utility's subscribers or consumers, without re- 
gard to whether the vehicle is owned, leased, or 
rented or otherwise contracted for by the utility. 
SEC. 352. TRAFFIC CONTROL SIGNS. 

Traffic control signs referred to in the experi- 
mental project conducted in the State of Oregon 
in December 1991 shall be deemed to comply with 
the requirements of section 2В-4 of the Manual 
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices of the De- 


partment of Transportation. 
SEC. 353. BRIGHTMAN STREET BRIDGE, FALL 
RIVER HARBOR, MASSACHUSETTS. 


Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the Brightman Street Bridge in Fall River Har- 
bor, Massachusetts, may be reconstructed to re- 
sult in a clear channel width of less than 300 
feet. 

SEC. 354. MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY PROGRAM. 

Section 31136(e) of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by inserting “(1) ІМ GENERAL.—" before 
“After notice”; 

(2) by indenting paragraph (1), as designated 
by paragraph (1) of this section, and moving 
paragraph (1), as so redesignated, 2 ems to the 
right; and 

(3) by adding the following at the end: 

“(2) MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY PROGRAM.— 

“(А) ІМ GENERAL.—The Secretary, within 180 
days of the application of an operator of motor 
vehicles with a gross vehicle weight rating of at 
least 10,001 pounds but not more than 26,000 
pounds, shall erempt some or all of such vehi- 
cles and drivers of such vehicles from some or all 
of the regulations prescribed under this section 
and sections 504 and 31502 of this title if the Sec- 
retary finds such applicant— 

“(1) has a current satisfactory safety fitness 
rating issued by the Secretary; and 

ii) will implement a program of safety man- 

agement controls designed to achieve a level of 
operational safety equal to or greater than that 
resulting from compliance with the regulations 
prescribed under this section. 
The Secretary shall modify the exemption if 
there is a material change in the regulations 
prescribed under such sections. In granting such 
exemptions, the Secretary shall ensure that ap- 
proved participants in the motor carrier safety 
program are subject to a minimum of paperwork 
and regulatory burdens. 

“(В) MONITORING; EXEMPTION PERIOD.—The 
Secretary and participants in the program es- 
tablished by this paragraph shall periodically 
monitor the safety of vehicles and drivers ет- 
empted from regulations under the program. An 
ezemption approved under subparagraph (А) 
shall remain in effect until such time as the Sec- 
retary finds— 

i) that the operator has exceeded the aver- 
age ratio of preventable accidents to vehicle 
miles travelled for a period of 12 months for the 
class of vehicles with a gross vehicle weight of 
at least 10,001 pounds but not more than 26,000 
pounds; or 

“(й) that such operator’s exemption is not in 
the public interest and would result in a signifi- 
cant adverse impact on the safety of commercial 
motor vehicles. 
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“(С) FACTORS.—In approving applications 
under the program established by this para- 
graph, the Secretary shall— 

i) ensure that applicants in the program 
represent a broad cross-section of fleet size and 
operators of vehicles between 10,000 and 26,000 
pounds; and 

ii) to the extent feasible, ensure participa- 
tion by as many qualified applicants as possible. 

D) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall not 
grant the exemptions set forth in subparagraph 
(A) to vehicles— 

i) designed to transport more than 15 pas- 
sengers; including the driver; or 

it) used in transporting material found by 
the Secretary to be hazardous under section 5103 
of this title and transported in a quantity re- 
quiring piacarding under regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary under such section 5103. 

“(Е) EMERGENCIES.—The Secretary тау re- 
voke от modify the participation of an operator 
in the program established by this section in the 
case of an emergency. 

“(3) REVIEW OF REGULATIONS.—The Secretary 
shall conduct a zero-based review of the need 
and the costs and benefits of all regulations is- 
sued under this section and sections 504 and 
31502 of this title to determine whether such reg- 
ulations should apply to vehicles weighing be- 
tween 10,000 and 26,000 pounds. The review 
shall focus on the appropriate level of safety 
and the paperwork and regulatory burdens of 
such regulations as they apply to operators of 
vehicles weighing between 10,000 and 26,000 
pounds. The Secretary shall complete the review 
within 18 months after the date of the enact- 
ment of this paragraph. Upon completion of the 
review, the Secretary shall grant such exemp- 
tions or modify or repeal existing regulations to 
the extent appropriate. 

SEC. 355. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT. 
Notwithstanding section 101(а) of title 23, 

United States Code, the projects described in 

section 149(a)(62) of Public Law 100-17 and sec- 

tion 1 of Public Law 100-211 shall be eligible 
under section 204 of title 23, United States Code. 

SEC. 356. SAFETY REPORT. 

Not later than September 30, 1997, the Sec- 
retary of Transportation, in cooperation with 
any State which raises any speed limit in such 
State to a level above the level permitted under 
section 154 of title 23, United States Code, as 
such section was in effect on September 15, 1995, 
shall prepare and submit to the Congress a 
study of— 

(1) the costs to such State of deaths and inju- 
ries resulting from motor vehicle crashes; and 

(2) the benefits associated with the repeal of 
the national татітит speed limit. 

SEC. 357. OPERATION OF MOTOR VEHICLES BY IN- 

TOXICATED MINORS. 

(a) ІМ GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“$161. National standard to prohibit the oper- 
ation of motor vehicles by intoxicated mi- 
nors . 

“(а) WITHHOLDING OF APPORTIONMENTS FOR 
NONCOMPLIANCE.— 

“(1) FISCAL YEAR 1999.—The Secretary shall 
withhold 5 percent of the amount required to be 
apportioned to any State under each of para- 
graphs (1), (3), and (5) of section 104(b) on Octo- 
ber 1, 1998, if the State does not meet the re- 
quirement of paragraph (3) on such date. 

“(2) THEREAFTER.—The Secretary shall with- 
hold 10 percent (including any amounts with- 
held under paragraph (1)) of the amount re- 
quired to be apportioned to any State under 
each of paragraphs (1), (3), and (5) of section 
104(b) on October 1, 1999, and on October 1 of 
each fiscal year thereafter, if the State does not 
meet the requirement of paragraph (3) on such 
date. 
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“(3) REQUIREMENT.—A State meets the те- 
quirement of this paragraph if the State has en- 
acted and is enforcing a law that makes unlaw- 
ful throughout the State the operation of a 
motor vehicle by an individual under the age of 
21 who has a blood alcohol concentration of 0.02 
percent or greater. 

“(b) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY; EFFECT OF 
COMPLIANCE AND NONCOMPLIANCE.— 

“(1) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF WITHHELD 
FUNDS.— 

“(А) FUNDS WITHHELD ON OR BEFORE SEPTEM- 
BER 30, 2000.—Any funds withheld under sub- 
section (a) from apportionment to any State on 
or before September 30, 2000, shall remain avail- 
able until the end of the third fiscal year follow- 
ing the fiscal year for which such funds are au- 
thorized to be appropriated. 

“(В) FUNDS WITHHELD AFTER SEPTEMBER 30, 
2000.—No funds withheld under this section 
from apportionment to any State after Septem- 
ber 30, 2000, shall be available for apportion- 
ment to such State. 

“(2) APPORTIONMENT OF WITHHELD FUNDS 
AFTER COMPLIANCE.—If, before the last day of 
the period for which funds withheld under sub- 
section (a) from apportionment are to remain 
available for apportionment to a State under 
paragraph (1), the State meets the requirement 
of subsection (а)(3), the Secretary shall, on the 
first day on which the State meets such require- 
ment, apportion to the State the funds withheld 
under subsection (a) that remain available for 
apportionment to the State. 

“(3) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF SUBSE- 
QUENTLY APPORTIONED FUNDS.—Any funds ap- 
portioned pursuant to paragraph (2) shall re- 
main available for expenditure until the end of 
the third fiscal year following the fiscal year in 
which such funds are so apportioned. Sums not 
obligated at the end of such period shall lapse 
or, in the case of funds apportioned under sec- 
tion 104(b)(5), shall lapse and be made available 
by the Secretary for projects in accordance with 
section 118. 

“(4) EFFECT OF NONCOMPLIANCE.—If, at the 
end of the period for which funds withheld 
under subsection (a) from apportionment are 
available for apportionment to a State under 
paragraph (1), the State does not meet the re- 
quirement of subsection (a)(3), such funds shall 
lapse or, in the case of funds withheld from ap- 
portionment under section 104(b)(5), such funds 
shall lapse and be made available by the Sec- 
retary for projects in accordance with section 
113.“ 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec- 
tions at the beginning of such chapter is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

“161. National standard to prohibit the oper- 
ation of motor vehicles by intozi- 
cated minors.”’. 
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SEC. 358. EFFECTIVENESS OF DRUNK DRIVING 
LAWS. 


The Secretary shall conduct a study to evalu- 
ate the effectiveness on reducing drunk driving 
of laws enacted in the States which allow a 
health care provider who treats an individual 
involved in a vehicular accident to report the 
blood alcohol level, if known, of such individual 
to the local law enforcement agency which has 
jurisdiction over the accident site if the blood al- 
cohol concentration level exceeds the marimum 
level permitted under State law. 

Amend the title so as to read: “Ап Act to 
amend title 23, United States Code, to des- 
ignate the National Highway System, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate disagree with the 
House amendments and agree to a re- 
quest for a conference, and that the 
Chair be authorized to appoint the con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. WAR- 
NER, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. SMITH, Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. Baucus, Мг. Moy- 
NIHAN, Mr. REID and from the Commit- 
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans- 
portation, solely for matters within 
their jurisdiction, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. 
LOTT, and Мг. HOLLINGS, conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 


ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 26, 1995 


Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today it stand in 
recess until the hour of 9:30 a.m. on 
Tuesday, September 26, 1995; that fol- 
lowing the prayer, the Journal of pro- 
ceedings be deemed approved to date; 
the time for the two leaders be re- 
served for their use later in the day, 
and the Senate then resume consider- 
ation of H.R. 2099, the VA-HUD appro- 
priations bill. I further ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate resume consid- 
eration of the Bumpers amendment 
numbered 2776 regarding the space sta- 
tion at 11 a.m. on Tuesday, and there 
be 90 minutes of debate equally divided 
in the usual form, and following the de- 
bate the Senate stand in recess until 
the hour of 2:15 p.m. for the weekly pol- 
icy conferences to meet. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I further 
ask unanimous consent that at 2:15 the 
Senate proceed to 4 minutes equally di- 
vided in the usual form to be followed 
by a vote on or in relation to the 
Bumpers amendment numbered 2776. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr. BOND. Mr. President, for the in- 
formation of all Senators, the Senate 
will resume consideration of VA-HUD 
operations appropriations bill tomor- 
row morning at 9:30. Under the pre- 
vious order, there will be а rollcall vote 
at approximately 2:20 on or in relation 
to the Bumpers space station amend- 
ment. Additional rollcall votes can be 
expected throughout Tuesday’s session, 
day and night, in order to finish action 
on the VA-HUD appropriations bill. 

As a reminder, the majority leader 
has announced once all the necessary 
appropriations items are completed the 
Senate would then stand in recess until 
Tuesday, October 10. 


—— 


RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A. M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. BOND. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I now ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate stand in recess under 
the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:38 p.m., recessed until Tuesday, 
September 26, 1995, at 9:30 a.m. 


NOMINATION 


Executive nomination received by 
the Secretary of the Senate September 
22, 1995, under authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 4, 1995: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


JIM SASSER, OF TENNESSEE, TO BE AMBASSADOR EX- 
TRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA TO THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF 
CHINA. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, 


The House met at 12 noon and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore [Mr. TATE]. 


——-+—— 


DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
September 25, 1995. 

I hereby designate the Honorable RANDY 
TATE to act as Speaker pro tempore on this 
day. 

NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Rev. James David 
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray- 


er: 

On this day and in this moment of 
prayer we remember those who have 
special need and who look to You, gra- 
cious God, for the spiritual and emo- 
tional support that You alone can give. 
May Your hand of healing, Your words 
of compassion and mercy, and Your 
heart of love comfort and sustain all 
who turn to You in faith and trust. 
May they sense Your presence in their 
lives and may the power You showed in 
healing and restoring renew them in 
mind, body, and spirit. And may Your 
peace, O God, that passes all human 
understanding, be with them and re- 
main with them now and evermore. 
Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


— — 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG] 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida led the Pledge 
of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2126, 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP- 
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida submitted the 

following conference report and state- 


ment on the bill (H.R. 2126) making ap- 
propriations for the Department of De- 
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes: 


CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 104-261) 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2126) “making appropriations for the Depart- 
ment of Defense for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1996, and for other purposes,” 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do rec- 
ommend to their respective Houses as fol- 
lows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as 
follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert: That the following 
sums are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the fis- 
cal year ending September 30, 1996, for military 
functions administered by the Department of 
Defense and for other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I—MILITARY PERSONNEL 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 

For pay, allowances, individual clothing, in- 
terest on deposits, gratuities, permanent change 
of station travel (including all expenses thereof 
for organizational movements), and erpenses of 
temporary duty travel between permanent duty 
stations, for members of the Army on active duty 
(except members of reserve components provided 
for elsewhere), cadets, and aviation cadets; and 
for payments pursuant to section 156 of Public 
Law 97-377, as amended (42 U.S.C. 402 note), to 
section 229(b) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 429(Ь)), and to the Department of De- 
fense Military Retirement Fund; $19,809,187,000. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY 

For pay, allowances, individual clothing, in- 
terest on deposits, gratuities, permanent change 
of station travel (including all erpenses thereof 
for organizational movements), and expenses of 
temporary duty travel between permanent duty 
stations, for members of the Navy on active duty 
(except members of the Reserve provided for else- 
where), midshipmen, and aviation cadets; and 
for payments pursuant to section 156 of Public 
Law 97-377, as amended (42 U.S.C. 402 note), to 
section 229(b) of the Social Security Асі (42 
U.S.C. 429(b)) and to the Department of Defense 
Military Retirement Fund; $17,008,563,000. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 

For pay, allowances, individual clothing, in- 
terest on deposits, gratuities, permanent change 
of station travel (including all erpenses thereof 
for organizational movements), and expenses of 
temporary duty travel between permanent duty 
stations, for members of the Marine Corps on ac- 
tive duty (except members of the Reserve pro- 
vided for elsewhere); and for payments pursuant 
to section 156 of Public Law 97-377, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 402 note), to section 229(b) of the So- 
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to the 
Department of Defense Military Retirement 
Fund; $5,885,740,000. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 

For pay, allowances, individual clothing, in- 

terest on deposits, gratuities, permanent change 
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of station travel (including all expenses thereof 
for organizational movements), and expenses of 
temporary duty travel between permanent duty 
stations, for members of the Air Force on active 
duty (except members of reserve components pro- 
vided for elsewhere, cadets, and aviation cadets; 
and for payments pursuant to section 156 of 
Public Law 97-377, as amended (42 U.S.C. 402 
note), to section 229(b) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to the Department of De- 
fense Military Retirement Fund; 817,207,743,000. 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY 

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related erpenses for per- 
sonnel of the Army Reserve on active duty 
under sections 10211, 10302, and 3038 of title 10, 
United States Code, or while serving on active 
duty under section 12301(d) of title 10, United 
States Code, in connection with performing duty 
specified in section 12310(a) of title 10, United 
States Code, or while undergoing reserve train- 
ing, or while performing drills or equivalent 
duty or other duty, and for members of the Re- 
serve Officers’ Training Corps, and erpenses au- 
thorized by section 16131 of title 10, United 
States Code; and for payments to the Depart- 
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund; 
$2,122,466 ‚000. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY 

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related erpenses for per- 
sonnel of the Navy Reserve on active duty under 
section 10211 of title 10, United States Code, or 
while serving on active duty under section 
12301(d) of title 10, United States Code, in con- 
nection with performing duty specified in sec- 
tion 12310(a) of title 10, United States Code, or 
while undergoing reserve training, or while per- 
forming drills or equivalent duty, and for mem- 
bers of the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps, 
and expenses authorized by section 16131 of title 
10, United States Code; and for payments to the 
Department of Defense Military Retirement 
Fund; $1,355,523,000. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for per- 
sonnel of the Marine Corps Reserve on active 
duty under section 10211 of title 10, United 
States Code, or while serving on active duty 
under section 12301(d) of title 10, United States 
Code, in connection with performing duty speci- 
fied in section 12310(a) of title 10, United States 
Code, or while undergoing reserve training, or 
while performing drills or equivalent duty, and 
for members of the Marine Corps platoon leaders 
class, and erpenses authorized by section 16131 
of title 10, United States Code; and for payments 
to the Department of Defense Military Retire- 
ment Fund; $378,151,000. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 


For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for per- 
sonnel of the Air Force Reserve on active duty 
under sections 10211, 10305, and 8038 of title 10, 
United States Code, or while serving on active 
duty under section 12301(d) of title 10, United 
States Code, in connection with performing duty 
specified in section 12310(a) of title 10, United 
States Code, or while undergoing reserve train- 
ing, or while performing drills or equivalent 
duty or other duty, and for members of the Air 
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps, and erpenses 


O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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authorized by section 16131 of title 10, United 
States Code; and for payments to the Depart- 
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund; 
$784 ,586,000. 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY 


For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related erpenses for per- 
sonnel of the Army National Guard while on 
duty under section 10211, 10302, or 12402 of title 
10 or section 708 of title 32, United States Code, 
or while serving on duty under section 12301(d) 
of title 10 or section 502(f) of title 32, United 
States Code, in connection with performing duty 
specified in section 12310(a) of title 10, United 
States Code, or while undergoing training, or 
while performing drills or equivalent duty or 
other duty, and expenses authorized by section 
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for 
payments to the Department of Defense Military 
Retirement Fund; $3,242,422,000. 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 


For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for per- 
sonnel of the Air National Guard on duty under 
section 10211, 10305, or 12402 of title 10 or section 
708 of title 32, United States Code, or while serv- 
ing on duty under section 12301(d) of title 10 or 
section 502(f) of title 32, United States Code, in 
connection with performing duty specified in 
section 12310(a) of title 10, United States Code, 
or while undergoing training, or while perform- 
ing drills or equivalent duty or other duty, and 
expenses authorized by section 16131 of title 10, 
United States Code; and for payments to the De- 
partment of Defense Military Retirement Fund; 
$1,259,627,000. 

TITLE II—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, nec- 
essary for the operation and maintenance of the 
Army, as authorized by law; and not to exceed 
$14,437,000 can be used for emergencies and ет- 
traordinary expenses, to be expended on the ap- 
proval or authority of the Secretary of the 
Army, and payments may be made on his certifi- 
cate of necessity for confidential military pur- 
poses; $18,321,965,000 and, in addition, 
$50,000,000 shall be derived by transfer from the 
National Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, nec- 
essary for the operation and maintenance of the 
Navy and the Marine Corps, as authorized by 
law; and not to exceed $4,151,000 can be used for 
emergencies and extraordinary expenses, to be 
expended on the approval or authority of the 
Secretary of the Navy, and payments may be 
made on his certificate of necessity for confiden- 
tial military purposes; $21,279,425,000 and, in 
addition, $50,000,000 shall be derived by transfer 
from the National Defense Stockpile Trans- 
action Fund: Provided, That of the funds ap- 
propriated under this heading, $595,100,000 shall 
be available only for the liquidation of prior 
year accumulated operating losses of the De- 
partment of the Navy activities included in the 
Defense Business Operations Fund. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, nec- 
essary for the operation and maintenance of the 
Marine Corps, as authorized by law; 
$2,392,522,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, nec- 
essary for the operation and maintenance of the 
Air Force, as authorized by law; and not to ет- 
ceed $8,362,000 can be used for emergencies and 
ertraordinary erpenses, to be erpended on the 
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approval or authority of the Secretary of the Air 
Force, and payments may be made on his certifi- 
cate of necessity for confidential military pur- 
poses; $18,561,267,000 and, іп addition, 
$50,000,000 shall be derived by transfer from the 
National Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund: 
Provided, That the Secretary of the Air Force 
may acquire all right, title, and interest of any 
party in and to parcels of real property, includ- 
ing improvements thereon, consisting of not 
more than 92 acres, located near King Salmon 
Air Force Station for the purpose of conducting 
а response action in accordance with the Com- 
prehensive Environmental Response, Compensa- 
tion, and Liability Act (42 U.S.C. 9601-9675) and 
the Air Force Installation Restoration Program. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, nec- 
essary for the operation and maintenance of ac- 
tivities and agencies of the Department of De- 
fense (other than the military departments), as 
authorized by law; $10,388,595,000, of which not 
to exceed $25,000,000 may be available for the 
CINC initiative fund account; and of which not 
to exceed $28,588,000 can be used for emergencies 
and extraordinary expenses, to be erpended on 
the approval or authority of the Secretary of 
Defense, and payments may be made on his cer- 
tificate of necessity for confidential military 
purposes: Provided, That of the funds appro- 
priated under this heading, $20,000,000 shall be 
made available only for use in federally owned 
education facilities located on military installa- 
tions for the purpose of transferring title of such 
facilities to the local education agency: Pro- 
vided further, That of the funds available under 
this heading, $300,000,000 shall be available only 
for transfer to the Coast Guard in support of the 
national security functions of the Coast Guard, 
while operating in conjunction with and in sup- 
port of the Navy: Provided further, That funds 
transferred pursuant to this section are in addi- 
tion to transfer authority provided elsewhere in 
this Act. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY RESERVE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, nec- 
essary for the operation and maintenance, in- 
cluding training, organization, and administra- 
tion, of the Army Reserve; repair of facilities 
and equipment; hire of passenger motor vehicles; 
travel and transportation; care of the dead; re- 
cruiting; procurement of services, supplies, and 
equipment; and communications; $1,119,191 ,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, nec- 
essary for the operation and maintenance, in- 
cluding training, organization, and administra- 
tion, of the Navy Reserve; repair of facilities 
and equipment; hire of passenger motor vehicles; 
travel and transportation; care of the dead; re- 
cruiting; procurement of services, supplies, and 
equipment; and communications; $859,542,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 
RESERVE 


For expenses, not otherwise provided for, nec- 
essary for the operation and maintenance, in- 
cluding training, organization, and administra- 
tion, of the Marine Corps Reserve; repair of fa- 
cilities and equipment; hire of passenger motor 
vehicles; travel and transportation; care of the 
dead; recruiting; procurement of services, sup- 
plies, and equipment; and communications; 
$100,283,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 
RESERVE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, nec- 
essary for the operation and maintenance, in- 
cluding training, organization, and administra- 
tion, of the Air Force Reserve; repair of facilities 
and equipment; hire of passenger motor vehicles; 
travel and transportation; care of the dead; re- 
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cruiting; procurement of services, supplies, and 

equipment; and communications; $1,519,287,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY NATIONAL 
GUARD 

For expenses of training, organizing, and ad- 
ministering the Army National Guard, including 
medical and hospital treatment and related ег- 
penses in non-Federal hospitals; maintenance, 
operation, and repairs to structures and facili- 
ties; hire of passenger motor vehicles; personnel 
services in the National Guard Bureau; travel 
expenses (other than mileage), as authorized by 
law for Army personnel on active duty, for 
Army National Guard division, regimental, and 
battalion commanders while inspecting units in 
compliance with National Guard Bureau regula- 
tions when specifically authorized by the Chief, 
National Guard Bureau; supplying and equip- 
ping the Army National Guard as authorized by 
law; and expenses of repair, modification, main- 
tenance, and issue of supplies and equipment 
(including aircraft); $2,440,808 ,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL 

GUARD 

For operation and maintenance of the Air Na- 
tional Guard, including medical and hospital 
treatment and related erpenses in non-Federal 
hospitals; maintenance, operation, repair, and 
other necessary expenses of facilities for the 
training and administration of the Air National 
Guard, including repair of facilities, mainte- 
nance, operation, and modification of aircraft; 
transportation of things; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; supplies, materials, and equip- 
ment, as authorized by law for the Air National 
Guard; and expenses incident to the mainte- 
nance and use of supplies, materials, and equip- 
ment, including such as may be furnished from 
stocks under the control of agencies of the De- 
partment of Defense; travel erpenses (other than 
mileage) on the same basis as authorized by law 
for Air National Guard personnel on active Fed- 
eral duty, for Air National Guard commanders 
while inspecting units in compliance with Na- 
tional Guard Bureau regulations when specifi- 
cally authorized by the Chief, National Guard 
Bureau; $2,776,121 ,000. 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE 

ARMED FORCES 

For salaries and expenses necessary for the 
United States Court of Appeals for the Armed 
Forces; $6,521,000, of which not to exceed $2,500 
can be used for official representation purposes. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, DEFENSE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Department of Defense; $1,422,200,000, 
to remain available until transferred: Provided, 
That the Secretary of Defense shall, upon deter- 
mining that such funds are required for envi- 
ronmental restoration, reduction and recycling 
of hazardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris of the Department of Defense, or for 
similar purposes (including programs and oper- 
ations at sites formerly used by the Department 
of Defense), transfer the funds made available 
by this appropriation to other appropriations 
made available to the Department of Defense, to 
be merged with and to be available for the same 
purposes and for the same time period as the ap- 
propriations of funds to which transferred, as 


follows: 

Operation and Maintenance, Army, 
$631,900,000; 

Operation and Maintenance, Navy, 
$365,300,000; 

Operation and Maintenance, Air Force, 


$368,000,000; and 

Operation and Maintenance, Defense-wide, 
$57,000,000; Provided further, That upon a de- 
termination that all or part of the funds trans- 
ferred from this appropriation are not necessary 
for the purposes provided herein, such amounts 
may be transferred back to this appropriation. 
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SUMMER OLYMPICS 


For logistical support and personnel services 
(other than pay and non-travel-related allow- 
ances of members of the Armed Forces of the 
United States, except for members of the reserve 
components thereof called or ordered to active 
duty to provide support for the 1996 Games of 
the XXVI Olympiad to be held in Atlanta, Geor- 
gia) provided by any component of the Depart- 
ment of Defense to the 1996 Games of the XXVI 
Olympiad; $15,000,000: Provided, That funds ap- 
propriated under this heading shall remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 1997. 


OVERSEAS HUMANITARIAN, DISASTER, AND CIVIC 
AID 


For expenses relating to the Overseas Human- 
itarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid programs of the 
on wes of Defense (consisting of the pro- 

provided under sections 401, 402, 404, 
2547, and 2551 of title 10, United States Code); 
$50,000,000: Provided, That of the funds avail- 
able under this heading, $20,000,000 shall be 
available for training and activities related to 
the clearing of landmines for humanitarian pur- 
poses. 


FORMER SOVIET UNION THREAT REDUCTION 


For assistance to the republics of the former 
Soviet Union, including assistance provided by 
contract or by grants, for facilitating the elimi- 
nation and the safe and secure transportation 
and storage of nuclear, chemical and other 
weapons; for establishing programs to prevent 
the proliferation of weapons, weapons compo- 
nents, and weapon-related technology and er- 
pertise; for programs relating to the training 
and support of defense and military personnel 
for demilitarization and protection of weapons, 
weapons components and weapons technology 
and expertise, $300,000,000 to remain available 
until erpended. 


TITLE I1]—PROCUREMENT 
AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY 


For construction, procurement, production, 
modification, and modernization of aircraft, 
equipment, including ordnance, ground han- 
dling equipment, spare parts, and accessories 
therefor; specialized equipment and training de- 
vices; expansion of public and private plants, 
including the land necessary therefor, for the 
foregoing purposes, and such lands and inter- 
ests therein, may be acquired, and construction 
prosecuted thereon prior to approval of title; 
and procurement and installation of equipment, 
appliances, and machine tools in public and pri- 
vate plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other erpenses necessary for the foregoing pur- 
poses; $1,558,805,000, to remain available for ob- 
ligation until September 30, 1998: Provided, That 
not less than nine UH-60L helicopters shall be 
made available to the Army National Guard for 
the medical evacuation mission. 


MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY 


For construction, procurement, production, 
modification, and modernization of missiles, 
equipment, including ordnance, ground han- 
dling equipment, spare parts, and accessories 
therefor; specialized equipment and training de- 
vices; expansion of public and private plants, 
including the land necessary therefor, for the 
foregoing purposes, and such lands and inter- 
ests therein, may be acquired, and construction 
prosecuted thereon prior to approval of title; 
and procurement and installation of equipment, 
appliances, and machine tools in public and pri- 
vate plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other erpenses necessary for the foregoing pur- 
poses; $865,555,000, to remain available for obli- 
gation until September 30, 1998. 
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PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 


For construction, procurement, production, 
and modification of weapons and tracked сот- 
bat vehicles, equipment, including ordnance, 
spare parts, and accessories therefor; specialized 
equipment and training devices; erpansion of 
public and private plants, including the land 
necessary therefor, for the foregoing purposes, 
and such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement and 
installation of equipment, appliances, and та- 
chine tools in public and private plants; reserve 
plant and Government and contractor-owned 
equipment layaway; and other expenses nec- 
essary for the foregoing purposes; $1,652,745,000, 
to remain available for obligation until Septem- 
ber 30, 1998. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY 


For construction, procurement, production, 
and modification of ammunition, and acces- 
sories therefor; specialized equipment and train- 
ing devices; expansion of public and private 
plants, including ammunition facilities author- 
ized by section 2854, title 10, United States Code, 
and the land necessary therefor, for the fore- 
going purposes, and such lands and interests 
therein may be acquired, and construction pros- 
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and 
procurement and installation of equipment, ap- 
pliances, and machine tools in public and pri- 
vate plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other erpenses necessary for the foregoing pur- 
poses; $1,110,685,000, to remain available for ob- 
ligation until September 30, 1998. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY 

For construction, procurement, production, 
and modification of vehicles, including tactical, 
support, and nontracked combat vehicles; the 
purchase of not to exceed 41 passenger motor ve- 
hicles for replacement only; communications 
and electronic equipment; other support equip- 
ment; spare parts, ordnance, and accessories 
therefor; specialized equipment and training de- 
vices; erpansion of public and private plants, 
including the land necessary therefor, for fore- 
going purposes, and such lands and interests 
therein, may be acquired, and construction 
prosecuted thereon prior to approval of title; 
and procurement and installation of equipment, 
appliances, and machine tools in public and pri- 
vate plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing pur- 
poses; $2,769,443,000, to remain available for ob- 
ligation until September 30, 1998. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 


For construction, procurement, production, 
modification, and modernization of aircraft, 
equipment, including ordnance, spare parts, 
and accessories therefor; specialized equipment; 
expansion of public and private plants, includ- 
ing the land necessary therefor, and such lands 
and interests therein, may be acquired, and con- 
struction prosecuted thereon prior to approval 
of title: and procurement and installation of 
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in 
public and private plants; reserve plant and 
Government and contractor-owned equipment 
layaway; $4,589,394,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 1998. 

. WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 


For construction, procurement, production, 
modification, and modernization of missiles, tor- 
pedoes, other weapons, and related support 
equipment including spare parts, and ассез- 
sories therefor; erpansion of public and private 
plants, including the land necessary therefor, 
and such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
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prior to approval of title; and procurement and 
installation of equipment, appliances, and ma- 
chine tools in public and private plants; reserve 
plant and Government and contractor-owned 
equipment layaway; $1,669,827,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 1998. 
PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND 
MARINE CORPS 

For construction, procurement, production, 
and modification of ammunition, and acces- 
sories therefor; specialized equipment and train- 
ing devices; erpansion of public and private 
plants, including ammunition facilities author- 
ized by section 2854, title 10, United States Code, 
and the land necessary therefor, for the fore- 
going purposes, and such lands and interests 
therein, may be acquired, and construction 
prosecuted thereon prior to approval of title; 
and procurement and installation of equipment, 
appliances, and machine tools in public and pri- 
vate plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing pur- 
poses; $430,053,000, to remain available for obli- 
gation until September 30, 1998. 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 


For expenses necessary for the construction, 
acquisition, or conversion of vessels as author- 
ized by law, including armor and armament 
thereof, plant equipment, appliances, and ma- 
chine tools and installation thereof in public 
and private plants; reserve plant and Govern- 
ment and contractor-owned equipment layaway; 
procurement of critical, long leadtime compo- 
nents and designs for vessels to be constructed 
or converted in the future; and expansion of 
public and private plants, including land nec- 
essary therefor, and such lands and interests 
therein, may be acquired, and construction 
prosecuted thereon prior to approval of title, as 
follows: 

For continuation of the SSN-21 attack sub- 
marine program, $700,000,000; 

NSSN-1 (AP), $704,498,000; 

М55М-2 (AP), $100,000,000; 

CVN Refuelings, $221,988,000; 

DGS-51 destroyer program, $2,169,257,000, for 
the purchase of two destroyers and advance 
procurement: Provided, That the Secretary of 
the Navy shall award a contract, if successfully 
negotiated, for two additional DDG-51 destroy- 
ers on October I, 1996; 

LHD-1 amphibious assault ship program, 
$1,300,000,000; 

LPD-17 amphibious transport dock ship, 
$974,000,000; 

Fast patrol craft, $9,500,000; 

T-AGS-64 multi-purpose oceanographic sur- 
vey ship, $16,000,000; 

LSD-52, $20,000,000; 

For craft, outfitting, post delivery conver- 
sions, and first destination transportation, 
$428,715,000; In all: $6,643,958,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 2000: 
Provided, That additional obligations may be 
incurred after September 30, 2000, for engineer- 
ing services, tests, evaluations, and other such 
budgeted work that must be performed in the 
final state of ship construction: Provided fur- 
ther, That none of the funds herein provided for 
the construction or conversion of any naval ves- 
sel to be constructed in shipyards in the United 
States shall be expended in foreign facilities for 
the construction of major components of such 
vessel: Provided further, That none of the funds 
herein provided shall be used for the construc- 
tion of any naval vessel in foreign shipyards. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

For procurement, production, and moderniza- 
tion of support equipment and materials not 
otherwise provided for, Navy ordnance (except 
ordnance for new aircraft, new ships, and ships 
authorized for conversion); the purchase of not 
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to exceed 252 passenger motor vehicles for re- 
placement only; erpansion of public and private 
plants, including the land necessary therefor, 
and such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement and 
installation of equipment, appliances, and ma- 
chine tools in public and private plants; reserve 
plant and Government and contractor-owned 
equipment layaway; $2,503,581,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 1998. 
PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 


For expenses necessary for the procurement, 
manufacture, and modification of missiles, ar- 
mament, military equipment, spare parts, and 
accessories therefor; plant equipment, appli- 
ances, and machine tools, and installation 
thereof in public and private plants; reserve 
plant and Government and contractor-owned 
equipment layaway; vehicles for the Marine 
Corps, including the purchase of not to exceed 
194 passenger motor vehicles for replacement 
only; and expansion of public and private 
plants, including land necessary therefor, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; $458,947,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 1998. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 


For construction, procurement, and modifica- 
tion of aircraft and equipment, including armor 
and armament, specialized ground handling 
equipment, and training devices, spare parts, 
and accessories therefor; specialized equipment; 
expansion of public and private plants, Govern- 
ment-owned equipment and installation thereof 
in such plants, erection of structures, and ac- 
quisition of land, for the foregoing purposes, 
and such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; reserve plant and Gov- 
ernment and contractor-owned equipment lay- 
ашау; and other expenses necessary for the 
foregoing purposes including rents and trans- 
portation of things; $7,367,983,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 1998. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 


For construction, procurement, and modifica- 
tion of missiles. spacecraft, rockets, and related 
equipment, including spare parts, and acces- 
sories therefor, ground handling equipment, and 
training devices; erpansion of public and pri- 
vate plants, Government equipment and 
installation thereof in such plants, erection of 
structures, and acquisition of land, for the fore- 
going purposes, and such lands and interests 
therein, may be acquired, and construction 
prosecuted thereon prior to approval of title; re- 
serve plant and Government and contractor- 
owned equipment layaway; and other erpenses 
necessary for the foregoing purposes including 
rents and transportation of things; 
$2,943,931,000, to remain available for obligation 
until September 30, 1998. 


PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE 


For construction, procurement, production, 
and modification of ammunition and accessories 
therefor; specialized equipment and training de- 
vices; expansion of public and private plants, 
including ammunition facilities authorized by 
section 2854, title 10, United States Code, and 
the land necessary therefor, for the foregoing 
purposes, and such lands and interests therein, 
may be acquired, and construction prosecuted 
thereon prior to approval of title; and procure- 
ment and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private plants; 
reserve plant and Government and contractor- 
owned equipment layaway; and other erpenses 
necessary for the foregoing purposes; 
338,800,000, to remain available for obligation 
until September 30, 1998. 
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OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

For procurement and modification of equip- 
ment (including ground guidance and electronic 
control equipment, and ground electronic and 
communication equipment), and supplies, mate- 
rials, and spare parts therefor, not otherwise 
provided for; the purchase of not to exceed 385 
passenger motor vehicles for replacement only; 
the purchase of I vehicle required for physical 
security of personnel, notwithstanding price 
limitations applicable to passenger vehicles but 
not to exceed $260,000 per vehicle; and етрап- 
sion of public and private plants, Government- 
owned equipment and installation thereof in 
such plants, erection of structures, and acquisi- 
tion of land, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon, 
prior to approval of title; reserve plant and Gov- 
ernment and contractor-owned equipment lay- 
away; $6,284,230,000, to remain available for ob- 
ligation until September 30, 1998. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE 

For expenses of activities and agencies of the 
Department of Defense (other than the military 
departments) necessary for procurement, pro- 
duction, and modification of equipment, sup- 
plies, materials and spare parts therefor, not 
otherwise provided for; the purchase of not to 
exceed 451 passenger motor vehicles, of which 
447 shall be for replacement only; expansion of 
public and private plants, equipment, and in- 
stallation thereof in such plants, erection of 
structures, and acquisition of land for the fore- 
going purposes, and such lands and interests 
therein, may be acquired, and construction 
prosecuted thereon prior to approval of title; re- 
serve plant and Government and contractor- 
owned equipment layaway; $2,124,379,000, to re- 
main available for obligation until September 30, 
1998. 

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT 

For procurement of aircraft, missiles, tracked 
combat vehicles, ammunition, other weapons, 
and other procurement for the reserve compo- 
nents of the Armed Forces; $777,000,000, to re- 
main available for obligation until September 30, 
1998: Provided, That the Chiefs of the Reserve 
and National Guard components shall, not later 
than November 1, 1995, individually submit to 
the congressional defense committees the mod- 
ernization priority assessment for their respec- 
tive Reserve or National Guard component. 

TITLE IV—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, 

TEST AND EVALUATION 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 


For expenses necessary for basic and applied 
scientific research, development, test and eval- 
uation, including maintenance, rehabilitation, 
lease, and operation of facilities and equipment, 
as authorized by law; $4,870,684,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 1997. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 


For expenses necessary for basic and applied 
scientific research, development, test and eval- 
uation, including maintenance, rehabilitation, 
lease, and operation of facilities and equipment, 
as authorized by law; $8,748,132,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 1997: 
Provided, That of the funds provided in Public 
Law 103-335, in title IV, under the heading ‘‘Re- 
search, Development, Test and Evaluation, 
Navy"’, $5,000,000 shall be made available as a 
grant only to the Marine and Environmental 
Research and Training Station (MERTS) for 
laboratory and other efforts associated with re- 
search, development, and other programs of 
major importance to the Department of Defense: 
Provided further, That funds appropriated in 
this paragraph which are available for the V-22 
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may be used to meet unique requirements of the 
Special Operations Forces. 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 
For expenses necessary for basic and applied 
scientific research, development, test and eval- 
uation, including maintenance, rehabilitation, 
lease, and operation of facilities and equipment, 
as authorized by law; $13,126,567,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 1997: 
Provided, That of the funds made available in 
this paragraph, $25,000,000 shall be only for de- 
velopment of reusable launch vehicle tech- 
nologies: Provided further, That not less than 
$9,500,000 of the funds appropriated in this 
paragraph shall be made available only for the 
Joint Seismic Program and the Global Seis- 
mographic Network. 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 
For expenses of activities and agencies of the 
Department of Defense (other than the military 
departments), necessary for basic and applied 
scientific research, development, test and eval- 
uation; advanced research projects as may be 
designated and determined by the Secretary of 
Defense, pursuant to law; maintenance, reha- 
bilitation, lease, and operation of facilities and 
equipment, as authorized by law; $9,411,057,000, 
to remain available for obligation until Septem- 
ber 30, 1997: Provided, That not less than 
$200,442,000 of the funds appropriated in this 
paragraph shall be made available only for the 
Sea-Based Wide Area Defense (Navy Upper- 
Tier) program: Provided further, That the funds 
made available under the second proviso under 
this heading in Public Law 103-335 (108 Stat. 
2613) shall also be available to cover the reason- 
able costs of the administration of loan guaran- 
tees referred to in that proviso and shall be 
available to cover such costs of administration 
and the costs of such loan guarantees until Sep- 
tember 30, 1998. 
DEVELOPMENTAL TEST AND EVALUATION, 
DEFENSE 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, of 
independent activities of the Director, Test and 
Evaluation in the direction and supervision of 
developmental test and evaluation, including 
performance and joint developmental testing 
and evaluation; and administrative erpenses in 
connection therewith; $251,082,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 1997. 
OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION, DEFENSE 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, nec- 
essary for the independent activities of the Di- 
rector, Operational Test and Evaluation in the 
direction and supervision of operational test 
and evaluation, including initial operational 
test and evaluation which is conducted prior to, 
and in support of, production decisions; joint 
operational testing and evaluation; and admin- 
istrative expenses in connection therewith; 
$22,587,000 to remain available for obligation 
until September 30, 1997. 
TITLE V—REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT 
FUNDS 
DEFENSE BUSINESS OPERATIONS FUND 
For the Defense Business Operations Fund; 
$878,700,000. 
NATIONAL DEFENSE SEALIFT FUND 


For National Defense Sealift Fund programs, 
projects, and activities, and for expenses of the 
National Defense Reserve Fleet, as established 
by section 11 of the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 
1946 (50 U.S.C. App 1744); $1,024,220,000, to re- 
main available until erpended: Provided, That 
none of the funds provided in this paragraph 
shall be used to award a new contract hat pro- 
vides for the acquisition of any of the following 
major components unless such components are 
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manufactured in the United States: auxiliary 
equipment, including pumps, for all ship-board 
services; propulsion system components (that is; 
engines, reduction gears, and propellers); ship- 
board cranes; and spreaders for shipboard 
cranes: Provided further, That the exercise of 
an option in a contract awarded through the 
obligation of previously appropriated funds 
shall not be considered to be the award of a new 
contract: Provided further, That the Secretary 
of the military department responsible for such 
procurement may waive this restriction on a 
case-by-case basis by certifying in writing to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate, that adequate 
domestic supplies are not available to meet De- 
partment of Defense requirements on a timely 
basis and that such an acquisition must be made 
in order to acquire capability for national secu- 
rity purposes: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary of the Navy may obligate not to erceed 
$110,000,000 from available appropriations to the 
Navy for the procurement of one additional 
MPS ship. 
TITLE VI—OTHER DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE PROGRAMS 
DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, for 
medical and health care programs of the De- 
partment of Defense, as authorized by law; 
$10,226,358,000, of which $9,938,325,000 shall be 
for operation and maintenance, of which 
$288,033,000, to remain available for obligation 
until September 30, 1998, shall be for procure- 
ment: Provided, That of the funds appropriated 
under this heading, $14,500,000 shall be made 
available for obtaining emergency communica- 
tions services for members of the Armed Forces 
and their families from the American National 
Red Cross as authorized by law: Provided fur- 
ther, That the date for implementation of the 
nationwide managed care military health serv- 
ices system shall be extended to September 30, 
1997: Provided further, That of the funds pro- 
vided under this heading, $3,400,000 is available 
only to permit private sector or non-federal phy- 
sicians, who have used and will use the anti- 
bacterial treatment method based upon the ет- 
cretion of dead decaying spherical bacteria, to 
work in conjunction with the Walter Reed Army 
Medical Center on a treatment protocol and re- 
lated studies for Desert Storm syndrome-affected 
veterans. 

CHEMICAL AGENTS AND MUNITIONS 
DESTRUCTION, DEFENSE 

For erpenses, not otherwise provided for, nec- 
essary for the destruction of the United States 
stockpile of lethal chemical agents and muni- 
tions in accordance with the provisions of sec- 
tion 1412 of the Department of Defense Author- 
ization Act, 1986 (50 U.S.C. 1521), and for the 
destruction of other chemical warfare materials 
that are not in the chemical weapon stockpile, 
$672,250,000, of which $353,850,000 shall be for 
operation and maintenance, $265,000,000 shall be 
for procurement to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 1998, and $53,400,000 shall be for re- 
search, development, test and evaluation to re- 
main available until September 30, 1997. 

DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG 
ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For drug interdiction and counter-drug activi- 
ties of the Department of Defense, for transfer 
to appropriations available to the Department of 
Defense for military personnel of the reserve 
components serving under the provisions of title 
10 and title 32, United States Code; for operation 
and maintenance; for procurement; and for re- 
search, development, test and evaluation; 
$688,432,000: Provided, That the funds appro- 
priated by this paragraph shall be available for 
obligation for the same time period and for the 
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same purpose as the appropriation to which 
transferred: Provided further, That the transfer 
authority provided in this paragraph is in addi- 
tion to any transfer authority contained else- 
where in this Act. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 


For expenses and activities of the Office of the 
Inspector General in carrying out the provisions 
of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amend- 
ed; $178,226,000, of which $177,226,000 shall be 
for operation and maintenance, of which not to 
exceed $400,000 is available for emergencies and 
extraordinary expenses to be expended on the 
approval or authority of the Inspector General, 
and payments may be made on his certificate of 
necessity for confidential military purposes; and 
of which $1,000,000 to remain available until 
September 30, 1998, shall be for procurement. 

TITLE VII—RELATED AGENCIES 


CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY RETIREMENT 
AND DISABILITY SYSTEM FUND 


For payment to the Central Intelligence Agen- 
cy Retirement and Disability System Fund, to 
maintain proper funding level for continuing 
the operation of the Central Intelligence Agency 
Retirement and Disability System; $213,900,000. 

NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION TRUST FUND 


For the purposes of title VIII of Public Law 
102-183, $7,500,000, to be derived from the Na- 
tional Security Education Trust Fund, to re- 
main available until erpended: Provided, That 
any individual accepting a scholarship or fel- 
lowship from this program agrees to be employed 
by the Department of Defense or in the Intel- 
ligence Community in accordance with Federal 
employment standards. 

INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT 
ACCOUNT 


For necessary erpenses of the Intelligence 
Community Management Account; $90,683,000. 
KAHO'OLAWE ISLAND CONVEYANCE, REMEDI- 

ATION, AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION 

TRUST FUND 


For payment to the Kaho'olawe Island Con- 
veyance, Remediation, and Environmental Res- 
toration Trust Fund, as authorized by law, 
$25,000,000, to remain available until erpended. 


TITLE VIII—GENERAL PROVISIONS 


SEC. 8001. No part of any appropriation con- 
tained in this Act shall be used for publicity or 
propaganda purposes not authorized by the 
Congress. 

SEC. 8002. During the current fiscal year, pro- 
visions of law prohibiting the payment of com- 
pensation to, or employment of, any person not 
a citizen of the United States shall not apply to 
personnel of the Department of Defense; Pro- 
vided, That salary increases granted to direct 
and indirect hire foreign national employees of 
the Department of Defense funded by this Act 
shall not be at a rate in excess of the percentage 
increased authorized by law for civilian employ- 
ees of the Department of Defense whose pay is 
computed under the provisions of section 5332 of 
title 5, United States Code, or at a rate in excess 
of the percentage increase provided by the ap- 
propriate host nation to its own employees, 
whichever is higher: Provided further, That this 
section shall not apply to Department of De- 
Sense foreign service national employees serving 
at United States diplomatic missions whose pay 
is set by the Department of State under the For- 
eign Service Act of 1980: Provided further, That 
the limitations of this provision shall not apply 
to foreign national employees of the Department 
of Defense in the Republic of Turkey. 

SEC. 8003. No part of any appropriation con- 
tained in this Act shall remain available for ob- 
ligation beyond the current fiscal year, unless 
expressly so provided herein. 
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$ЕС. 8004. No more than 20 per centum of the 
appropriations in this Act which are limited for 
obligation during the current fiscal year shall be 
obligated during the last two months of the fis- 
cal year: Provided, That this section shall not 
apply to obligations for support of active duty 
training of reserve components or summer camp 
training of the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Sec. 8005. Upon determination by the Sec- 
retary of Defense that such action is necessary 
in the national interest, he may, with the ap- 
proval of the Office of Management and Budget, 
transfer not to exceed $2,400,000,000 of working 
capital funds of the Department of Defense or 
funds made available in this Act to the Depart- 
ment of Defense for military functions (except 
military construction) between such appropria- 
tions or funds or any subdivision thereof, to be 
merged with and to be available for the same 
purposes, and for the same time period, as the 
appropriation or fund to which transferred: 
Provided, That such authority to transfer may 
not be used unless for higher priority items, 
based on unforseen military requirements, than 
those for which originally appropriated and in 
no case where the item for which funds are re- 
quested has been denied by Congress: Provided 
further, That the Secretary of Defense shall no- 
tify the Congress promptly of all transfers made 
pursuant to this authority or any other author- 
ity in this Act: Provided further, That no part 
of the funds in this Act shall be available to pre- 
pare or present a request to the Committees on 
Appropriations for reprogramming of funds, un- 
less for higher priority items, based on unfore- 
seen military requirements, than those for which 
originally appropriated and in no case where 
the item for which reprogramming is requested 
has been denied by the Congress. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8006. During the current fiscal year, cash 
balances in working capital funds of the De- 
partment of Defense established pursuant to sec- 
tion 2208 of title 10, United States Code, may be 
maintained in only such amounts as are nec- 
essary at any time for cash disbursements to be 
made from such funds: Provided, That transfers 
тау be made between such funds and the For- 
eign Currency Fluctuations, Defense” and “Ор- 
eration and Maintenance” appropriation ac- 
counts in such amounts as may be determined 
by the Secretary of Defense, with the approval 
of the Office of Management and Budget, ercept 
that such transfers may not be made unless the 
Secretary of Defense has notified the Congress 
of the proposed transfer. Except in amounts 
equal to the amounts appropriated to working 
capital funds in this Act, no obligations may be 
made against a working capital fund to procure 
or increase the value of war reserve material in- 
ventory, unless the Secretary of Defense has no- 
tified the Congress prior to any such obligation. 

SEC. 8007. Using funds available by this Act от 
any other Act, the Secretary of the Air Force, 
pursuant to a determination under section 2690 
of title 10, United States Code, may implement 
cost-effective agreements for required heating 
facility modernization in the Kaiserslautern 
Military Community in the Federal Republic of 
Germany: Provided, That in the City of 
Kaiserslautern such agreements will include the 
use of United States anthracite as the base load 
energy for municipal district heat to the United 
States Defense installations: Provided further, 
That at Landstuhl Army Regional Medical Cen- 
ter and Ramstein Air Base, furnished heat may 
be obtained from private, regional or municipal 
services, if provisions are included for the con- 
sideration of United States coal as an energy 
source: Provided further, That none of the 
funds available to the Department of Defense in 
this Act shall be used by the Secretary of a mili- 
tary department to purchase coal or coke from 
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foreign nations for use at United States defense 
facilities in Europe when coal from the United 
States is available. 

Sec. 8008. Funds appropriated by this Act 
may not be used to initiate a special access pro- 
gram without prior notification 30 calendar 
days in session in advance to the congressional 
defense committees. 

SEC. 8009. None of the funds contained in this 
Act available for the Civilian Health and Medi- 
cal Program of the Uniformed Services shall be 
available for payments to physicians and other 
non-institutional health care providers in excess 
of the amounts allowed in fiscal year 1995 for 
similar services, except that: (a) for services for 
which the Secretary of Defense determines an 
increase is justified by economic circumstances, 
the allowable amounts may be increased in ac- 
cordance with appropriate economic inder data 
similar to that used pursuant to title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act; and (b) for services the 
Secretary determines are overpriced based on al- 
lowable payments under title XVIII of the So- 
cial Security Act, the allowable amounts shall 
be reduced by not more than 15 percent (except 
that the reduction may be waived if the Sec- 
retary determines that it would impair adequate 
access to health care services for beneficiaries). 
The Secretary shall solicit public comment prior 
to promulgating regulations to implement this 
section. Such regulations shall include a limita- 
tion, similar to that used under title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act, on the extent to which 
a provider may bill a beneficiary an actual 
charge in excess of the allowable amount. 

SEC. 8010. None of the funds provided in this 
Act shall be available to initiate (1) a multiyear 
contract that employs economic order quantity 
procurement in excess of $20,000,000 in any one 
year of the contract or that includes an un- 
funded contingent liability in excess of 
$20,000,000, or (2) a contract for advance pro- 
curement leading to a multiyear contract that 
employs economic order quantity procurement in 
excess of $20,000,000 in any one year, unless the 
congressional defense committees have been no- 
tified at least thirty days in advance of the pro- 
posed contract award: Provided, That no part of 
any appropriation contained in this Act shall be 
available to initiate a multiyear contract for 
which the economic order quantity advance pro- 
curement is not funded at least to the limits of 
the Government's liability: Provided further, 
That no part of any appropriation contained in 
this Act shall be available to initiate multiyear 
procurement contracts for any systems or com- 
ponent thereof if the value of the multiyear con- 
tract would exceed $500,000,000 unless specifi- 
cally provided in this Act: Provided further, 
That no multiyear procurement contract can be 
terminated without 10-day prior notification to 
the congressional defense committees: Provided 
further, That the execution of multiyear author- 
ity shall require the use of a present value anal- 
ysis to determine lowest cost compared to an an- 
nual procurement. 

Funds appropriated in title III of this Act may 
be used for multiyear procurement contracts as 
follows: 

UH-60 Blackhawk helicopter; 

Apache Longbow helicopter; and 

M14A2 tank upgrade. 

SEC. 8011. Within the funds appropriated for 
the operation and maintenance of the Armed 
Forces, funds are hereby appropriated pursuant 
to section 401 of title 10, United States Code, for 
humanitarian and civic assistance costs under 
chapter 20 of title 10, United States Code. Such 
funds may also be obligated for humanitarian 
and civic assistance costs incidental to author- 
ized operations and pursuant to authority 
granted in section 401 of chapter 20 of title 10, 
United States Code, and these obligations shall 
be reported to Congress on September 30 of each 
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year: Provided, That funds available for oper- 
ation and maintenance shall be available for 
providing humanitarian and similar assistance 
by using Civic Action Teams in the Trust Terri- 
tories of the Pacific Islands and freely associ- 
ated states of Micronesia, pursuant to the Com- 
pact of Free Association as authorized by Public 
Law 99-239: Provided further, That upon a de- 
termination by the Secretary of the Army that 
such action is beneficial for graduate medical 
education programs conducted at Army medical 
facilities located in Hawaii, the Secretary of the 
Army may authorize the provision of medical 
services at such facilities and transportation to 
such facilities, on a nonreimbursable basis, for 
civilian patients from American Samoa, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is- 
lands, the Marshall Islands, the Federated 
States of Micronesia, Palau, and Guam. 

SEC. 8012. (a) During fiscal year 1996, the ci- 
vilian personnel of the Department of Defense 
may not be managed on the basis of any end- 
strength, and the management of such person- 
nel during that fiscal year shall not be subject 
to any constraint or limitation (known as an 
end-strength) on the number of such personnel 
who may be employed on the last day of such 
fiscal year. 

(5) The fiscal year 1997 budget request for the 
Department of Defense as well as all justifica- 
tion material and other documentation support- 
ing the fiscal year 1997 Department of Defense 
budget request shall be prepared and submitted 
to the Congress as if subsections (a) and (b) of 
this provision were effective with regard to fis- 
cal year 1997. 

(c) Nothing in this section shall be construed 
to apply to military (civilian) technicians. 

SEC. 8013. None of the funds provided in this 
Act shall be available either to return any 
IOWA Class Battleships to the Naval Register, 
or to retain the logistical support necessary for 
support of any IOWA Class Battleships in active 
service. 

SEC. 8014. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, none of the funds made available by 
this Act shall be used by the Department of De- 
fense to exceed, outside the fifty United States, 
its territories, and the District of Columbia, 
125,000 civilian workyears: Provided, That 
workyears shall be applied as defined in the 
Federal Personnel Manual: Provided further, 
That workyears expended in dependent student 
hiring programs for disadvantaged youths shall 
not be included in this workyear limitation. 

Sec. 8015. None of the funds made available 
by this Act shall be used in any way, directly or 
indirectly, to influence congressional action on 
any legislation or appropriation matters pend- 
ing before the Congress. 

SEC. 8016. None of the funds appropriated for 
the Department of Defense during the current 
fiscal year and hereafter shall be obligated for 
the pay of any individual who is initially em- 
ployed after the date of enactment of this Act as 
a technician in the administration and training 
of the Army Reserve and the maintenance and 
repair of supplies issued to the Army Reserve 
unless such individual is also a military member 
of the Army Reserve troop program unit that he 
or she ts employed to support. Those technicians 
employed by the Army Reserve in areas other 
than Army Reserve troop program units need 
only be members of the Selected Reserve. 

SEC. 8017. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, during the current fiscal year and 
hereafter, the Secretaries of the Army and Air 
Force may authorize the retention in an active 
status until age sixty of any person who would 
otherwise be removed from an active status and 
who is employed as a National Guard or Reserve 
technician in a position in which active status 
in a reserve component of the Army or Air Force 
is required as a condition of that employment. 
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SEC. 8018. (a) None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be used to make contributions 
to the Department of Defense Education Bene- 
fits Fund pursuant to section 2006(g) of title 10, 
United States Code, representing the normal 
cost for future benefits under section 1415(c) of 
title 38, United States Code, for any member of 
the armed services who, on or after the date of 
enactment of this Act— 

(1) enlists in the armed services for a period of 
active duty of less than three years; or 

(2) receives an enlistment bonus under section 
308a or 308f of title 37, United States Code, 
nor shall any amounts representing the normal 
cost of such future benefits be transferred from 
the Fund by the Secretary of the Treasury to 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs pursuant to 
section 2006(d) of title 10, United States Code; 
nor shall the Secretary of Veterans Affairs pay 
such benefits to any such member: Provided, 
That, in the case of a member covered by clause 
(1), these limitations shall not apply to members 
in combat arms skills or to members who enlist 
in the armed services on or after July 1, 1989, 
under a program continued or established by the 
Secretary of Defense in fiscal year 1991 to test 
the cost-effective use of special recruiting incen- 
tives involving not more than nineteen noncom- 
bat arms skills approved in advance by the Sec- 
retary of Defense: Provided further, That this 
subsection applies only to active components of 
the Army. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated by this Act 
shall be available for the basic pay and allow- 
ances of any member of the Army participating 
as a full-time student and receiving benefits 
paid by the Secretary of Veterans Affairs from 
the Department of Defense Education Benefits 
Fund when time spent as a full-time student is 
credited toward completion of a service commit- 
ment: Provided, That this subsection shall not 
apply to those members who have reenlisted 
with this option prior to October 1, 1987: Pro- 
vided further, That this subsection applies only 
to active components of the Army. 

SEC. 8019. Funds appropriated for the Depart- 
ment of Defense during the current fiscal year 
and hereafter shall be available for the payment 
of not more than 75 percent of the changes of a 
postsecondary educational institution for the 
tuition or expenses of an officer in the Ready 
Reserve of the Army National Guard or Army 
Reserve for education or training during his off- 
duty periods, except that no part of the charges 
may be paid unless the officer agrees to remain 
a member of the Ready Reserve for at least four 
years after completion of such training or edu- 
cation. 

SEc. 8020. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act shall be available to convert to contrac- 
tor performance an activity or function of the 
Department of Defense that, on or after the date 
of enactment of this Act, is performed by more 
than ten Department of Defense civilian em- 
ployees until a most efficient and cost-effective 
organization analysis is completed on such ac- 
tivity or function and certification of the analy- 
sis is made to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives and the Senate: 
Provided, That this section shall not apply to a 
commercial or industrial type function of the 
Department of Defense that: (1) is included on 
the procurement list established pursuant to sec- 
tion 2 of the Act of June 25, 1938 (41 U.S.C. 47), 
popularly referred to as the Javits-Wagner- 
O'Day Act; (2) is planned to be converted to per- 
formance by a qualified nonprofit agency for 
the blind or by a qualified nonprofit agency for 
other severely handicapped individuals in ac- 
cordance with that Act; or (3) is planned to be 
converted to performance by a qualified firm 
under 51 percent Native American ownership. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8021. Funds appropriated in title III of 

this Act for the Department of Defense Pilot 
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Mentor-Protege Program may be transferred to 
any other appropriation contained in this Act 
solely for the purpose of implementing a Men- 
tor-Protege Program developmental assistance 
agreement pursuant to section 831 of the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1991 (Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2301 
note), as amended, under the authority of this 
provision or any other transfer authority con- 
tained in this Act. 

SEC. 8022. None of the funds in this Act may 
be available for the purchase by the Department 
of Defense (and its departments and agencies) of 
welded shipboard anchor and mooring chain 4 
inches in diameter and under unless the anchor 
and mooring chain are manufactured in the 
United States from components which are sub- 
stantially manufactured in the United States: 
Provided, That for the purpose of this section 
manufactured will include cutting, heat treat- 
ing, quality control, testing of chain and weld- 
ing (including the forging and shot blasting 
process): Provided further, That for the purpose 
of this section substantially all of the compo- 
nents of anchor and mooring chain shall be con- 
sidered to be produced or manufactured in the 
United States if the aggregate cost of the compo- 
nents produced or manufactured in the United 
States exceeds the aggregate cost of the compo- 
nents produced or manufactured outside the 
United States: Provided further, That when 
adequate domestic supplies are not available to 
meet Department of Defense requirements on a 
timely basis, the Secretary of the service respon- 
sible for the procurement may waive this restric- 
tion on a case-by-case basis by certifying in 
writing to the Committees on Appropriations 
that such an acquisition must be made in order 
to acquire capability for national security pur- 
poses. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


SEC. 8023. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act available for the Civilian Health and 
Medical Program of the Uniformed Services 
(CHAMPUS) shall be available for the reim- 
bursement of any health care provider for inpa- 
tient mental health service for care received 
when a patient is referred to a provider of inpa- 
tient mental health care or residential treatment 
care by a medical or health care professional 
having an economic interest in the facility to 
which the patient is referred: Provided, That 
this limitation does not apply in the case of in- 
patient mental health services provided under 
the program for the handicapped under sub- 
section (d) of section 1079 of title 10, United 
States Code, provided as partial hospital care, 
or provided pursuant to a waiver authorized by 
the Secretary of Defense because of medical or 
psychological circumstances of the patient that 
are ‘confirmed by a health professional who is 
not a Federal employee after a review, pursuant 
to rules prescribed by the Secretary, which takes 
into account the appropriate level of care for 
the patient, the intensity of services required by 
the patient, and the availability of that care. 

$ЕС. 8024. Of the funds made available by this 
Act in title ІП, Procurement, $8,000,000, drawn 
pro rata from each appropriations account in 
title ІП, shall be available for incentive pay- 
ments authorized by section 504 of the Indian 
Financing Act of 1974, 25 U.S.C. 1544. These 
payments shall be available only to contractors 
which have submitted subcontracting plans pur- 
suant to 15 U.S.C. 637(d), and according to reg- 
ulations which shall be promulgated by the Sec- 
retary of Defense within 90 days of the passage 
of this Act. 

SEC. 8025. Funds available in this Act may be 
used to provide transportation for the петі-о/- 
kin of individuals who have been prisoners of 
war or missing in action from the Vietnam era 
to an annual meeting in the United States, 
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under such regulations as the Secretary of De- 
fense may prescribe. 

$ЕС. 8026. During the current fiscal year, none 
of the funds available to the Department of De- 
ſense may be used to procure or acquire (1) de- 
fensive handguns unless such handguns are the 
M9 or М11 9mm Department of Defense stand- 
ard handguns, or (2) offensive handguns except 
for the Special Operations Forces; Provided, 
That the foregoing shall not apply to handguns 
and ammunition for marksmanship competi- 


tions. 

SEC. 8027. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, during the current fiscal year, the 
Secretary of Defense may, by Executive Agree- 
ment, establish with host nation governments in 
NATO member states a separate account into 
which such residual value amounts negotiated 
in the return of United States military installa- 
tions in NATO member states may be deposited, 
in the currency of the host nation, in lieu of di- 
rect monetary transfers to the United States 
Treasury: Provided, That such credits may be 
utilized only for the construction of facilities to 
support United States military forces in that 
host nation, or such real property maintenance 
and base operating costs that are currently ете- 
cuted through monetary transfers to such host 
nations: Provided further, That the Department 
of Defense's budget submission for fiscal year 
1997 shall identify such sums anticipated in re- 
sidual value settlements, and identify such con- 
struction, real property maintenance or base op- 
erating costs that shall be funded by the host 
nation through such credits: Provided further, 
That all military construction projects to be exe- 
cuted from such accounts must be previously ap- 
proved in a prior Act of Congress: Provided fur- 
ther, That each such Executive Agreement with 
a NATO member host nation shall be reported to 
the congressional defense committees, and the 
Committee on International Relations of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate thirty days 
prior to the conclusion and endorsement of any 
such agreement established under this provision. 

SEC. 8028. None of the funds available to the 
Department of Defense may be used to demili- 
tarize or dispose of М-1 Carbines, M-1 Garand 
rifles, M-14 rifles, .22 caliber rifles, or M-1911 
pistols. 

SEC. 8029. None of the funds available to the 
Department of the Navy may be used to enter 
into any contract for the overhaul, repair, or 
maintenance of any naval vessel homeported on 
the West Coast of the United States which in- 
cludes charges for interport differential as an 
evaluation factor for award. 

SEC. 8030. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, none of the funds appropriated by 
this Act shall be available to pay more than 50 
percent of an amount paid to any person under 
section 308 of title 37, United States Code, ina 
lump sum, 

SEC. 8031. None of the funds appropriated 
during the current fiscal year and hereafter, 
may be used by the Department of Defense to 
assign a supervisor's title or grade when the 
number of people he or she supervises is consid- 
ered as a basis for this determination: Provided, 
That savings that result from this provision are 
represented as such in future budget proposals. 

SEC. 8032. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act shall be available for payments under 
the Department of Defense contract with the 
Louisiana State University Medical Center in- 
volving the use of cats for Brain Missile Wound 
Research, and the Department of Defense shall 
not make payments under such contract from 
funds obligated prior to the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, except as necessary for costs 
incurred by the contractor prior to the enact- 
ment of this Act: Provided, That funds nec- 
essary for the care of animals covered by this 
contract are allowed. 
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$ЕС. 8033. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, funds available to the Department 
of Defense shall be made available to provide 
transportation of medical supplies and equip- 
ment, on a nonreimbursable basis, to American 
Samoa; Provided, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, funds available to the 
Department of Defense shall be made available 
to provide transportation of medical supplies 
and equipment, on a nonreimbursable basis, to 
the Indian Health Service when it is in conjunc- 
tion with a civil-military project. 

SEC. 8034. None of the funds provided in this 
Act or any other Act shall be available to con- 
duct bone trauma research at any Army Re- 
search Laboratory until the Secretary of the 
Army certifies that the synthetic compound to 
бе used in the experiments is of such а type that 
its use will result in a significant medical find- 
ing, the research has military application, the 
research will be conducted in accordance with 
the standards set by an animal care and use 
committee, and the research does not duplicate 
research already conducted by a manufacturer 
or any other research organization. 

$ЕС. 8035. No more than $50,000 of the funds 
appropriated or made available in this Act shall 
be used for any single relocation of an organiza- 
tion, unit, activity or function of the Depart- 
ment of Defense into or within the National 
Capital Region: Provided, That the Secretary of 
Defense may waive this restriction on a case-by- 
case basis by certifying in writing to the Com- 
mittees on Appropriations of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and Senate that such a relocation is 
required in the best interest of the Government. 

SEC. 8036. During the current fiscal year, 
funds appropriated or otherwise available for 
any Federal agency, the Congress, the judicial 
branch, or the District of Columbia may be used 
for the pay, allowances, and benefits of an em- 
ployee as defined by section 2105 of title 5 or an 
individual employed by the government of the 
District of Columbia, permanent or temporary 
indefinite, who— 

(1) is a member of a Reserve component of the 
Armed Forces, as described in section 261 of title 
10, or the National Guard, as described in sec- 
tion 101 of title 32; 

(2) performs for the purpose of providing mili- 
tary aid to enforce the law or providing assist- 
ance to civil authorities in the protection or sav- 
ing of life or property or prevention of injury— 

(A) Federal service under section 331, 332, 333, 
3500, or 8500 of title 10, or other provision of 
law, as applicable, or 

(B) full-time military service for his State, the 
District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, or a territory of the United States; 
and 

(3) requests and is granted— 

(A) leave under the authority of this section; 


or 

(B) annual leave, which may be granted with- 

out regard to the provisions of sections 5519 and 
6323(b) of title 5, if such employee is otherwise 
entitled to such annual leave: 
Provided, That any employee who requests leave 
under subsection (3)(A) for service described in 
subsection (2) of this section is entitled to such 
leave, subject to the provisions of this section 
and of the last sentence of section 6323(b) of title 
5, and such leave shall be considered leave 
under section 6323(b) of title 5. 

SEC. 8037. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act shall be available to perform any cost 
study pursuant to the provisions of OMB Cir- 
cular A-76 if the study being performed exceeds 
a period of twenty-four months after initiation 
of such study with respect to a single function 
activity or forty-eight months after initiation of 
such study for a multi-function activity. 

$ЕС. 8038. Funds appropriated by this Act for 
the American Forces Information Service shall 
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not be used for any national or international 
political or psychological activities. 

Sec. 8039. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, each contract awarded by the De- 
partment of Defense in fiscal year 1996 for con- 
struction or service performed in whole or in 
part in a State which is not contiguous with an- 
other State and has an unemployment rate in 
excess of the national average rate of unemploy- 
ment as determined by the Secretary of Labor 
shall include a provision requiring the contrac- 
tor to employ, for the purpose of performing that 
portion of the contract in such State that is not 
contiguous with another State, individuals who 
are residents of such State and who, in the case 
of any craft or trade, possess or would be able 
to acquire promptly the necessary skills: Pro- 
vided, That the Secretary of Defense may waive 
the requirements of this section in the interest of 
national security. 

SEC. 8040. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law or regulation, the Secretary of De- 
fense may adjust wage rates for civilian employ- 
ees hired for certain health care occupations as 
authorized for the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
by section 7455 of title 38, United States Code. 

SEC. 8041. None of the funds appropriated от 
made available in this Act shall be used to re- 
duce or disestablish the operation of the 53rd 
Weather Reconnaissance Squadron of the Air 
Force Reserve, if such action would reduce the 
WC-130 Weather Reconnaissance mission below 
the levels funded in this Act. 

SEC. 8042. (a) Of the funds for the procure- 
ment of supplies or services appropriated by this 
Act, qualified nonprofit agencies for the blind or 
other severely handicapped shall be afforded the 
maximum practicable opportunity to participate 
as subcontractors and suppliers in the perform- 
ance of contracts let by the Department of De- 
Sense. 

(b) During the current fiscal year, a business 
concern which has negotiated with a military 
service or defense agency a subcontracting plan 
for the participation by small business concerns 
pursuant to section 8(1) of the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 637(d)) shall be given credit to- 
ward meeting that subcontracting goal for any 
purchases made from qualified nonprofit agen- 
cies for the blind or other severely handicapped. 

(c) For the purpose of this section, the phrase 
“qualified nonprofit agency for the blind or 
other severely handicapped” means a nonprofit 
agency for the blind or other severely handi- 
capped that has been approved by the Commit- 
tee for the Purchase from the Blind and Other 
Severely Handicapped under the Javits-Wagner- 
O'Day Act (41 U.S.C. 46-48). 

$ЕС. 8043. During the current fiscat year, net 
receipts pursuant to collections from third party 
payers pursuant to section 1095 of title 10, Unit- 
ed States Code, shall be made available to the 
local facility of the uniformed services respon- 
sible for the collections and shall be over and 
above the facility's direct budget amount. 

SEC. 8044. During the current fiscal year, the 
Department of Defense is authorized to incur 
obligations of not to exceed $350,000,000 for pur- 
poses specified in section 2350j(c) of title 10, 
United States Code, in anticipation of receipt of 
contributions, only from the Government of Ku- 
wait, under that section: Provided, That, upon 
receipt, such contributions from the Government 
of Kuwait shall be credited to the appropriation 
or fund which incurred such obligations. 

Sec. 8045. Of the funds made available in this 
Act, not less than $25,144,000 shall be available 
for the Civil Air Patrol, of which $16,704,000 
shall be available for Operations and Mainte- 
nance. 

SEC. 8046. (a) None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act are available to establish a new 
FFRDC, either as a new entity, or as a separate 
entity administered by an organization manag- 
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ing another FFRDC, or as a nonprofit member- 
ship corporation consisting of a consortium of 
other FFRDCs and other nonprofit entities. 

(b) LIMITATION ON COMPENSATION.—No mem- 
ber of a Board of Directors, Trustees, Overseers, 
Advisory Group, Special Issues Panel, Visiting 
Committee, or any similar entity of a defense 
FFRDC, and no paid consultant to any defense 
FFRDC, may be compensated for his or her serv- 
ices as a member of such entity, or as a paid 
consultant, except under the same conditions, 
and to the same extent, as members of the De- 
fense Science Board: Provided, That a member 
of any such entity referred to previously in this 
subsection shall be allowed travel erpenses and 
per diem as authorized under the Federal Joint 
Travel Regulations, when engaged in the per- 
formance of membership duties. 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, none of the funds available to the Depart- 
ment of Defense from any source during fiscal 
year 1996 may be used by a defense FFRDC, 
through a fee or other payment mechanism, for 
charitable contributions, for construction of new 
buildings, for payment of cost sharing for 
projects funded by government grants, or for ab- 
sorption of contract overruns. 

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, of the amounts available to the Department 
of Defense during fiscal year 1996, not more 
than $1,162,650,000 may be obligated for financ- 
ing activities of defense FFRDCs: Provided, 
That the total amounts appropriated in titles II, 
Ill, and IV of this Act are hereby reduced by 
$90,000,000 to reflect the funding ceiling con- 
tained in this subsection. 

SEC. 8047. None of the funds appropriated or 
made available on this Act shall be used to pro- 
cure carbon, alloy or armor steel plate for use in 
any Government-owned facility or property 
under the control of the Department of Defense 
which were not melted and rolled in the United 
States or Canada: Provided, That these procure- 
ment restrictions shall apply to any and all Fed- 
eral Supply Class 9515, American Society of 
Testing and Materials (ASTM) or American Iron 
and Steel Institute (AISI) specifications of car- 
bon, alloy or armor steel plate: Provided further, 
That the Secretary of the military department 
responsible for the procurement may waive this 
restriction on a case-by-case basis by certifying 
in writing to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives and the Senate 
that adequate domestic supplies are not avail- 
able to meet Department of Defense require- 
ments on а timely basis and that such ап acqui- 
sition must be made in order to acquire capabil- 
ity for national security purposes: Provided fur- 
ther, That these restrictions shall not apply to 
contracts which are in being as of the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

Sec. 8048. None of the unobligated balances 
available in the National Defense Stockpile 
Transition Fund during the current fiscal year 
may be obligated or expended to finance any 
grant or contract to conduct research, develop- 
ment, test and evaluation activities for the de- 
velopment or production of advanced materials, 
unless amounts for such purposes are specifi- 
cally appropriated in a subsequent appropria- 
tions Act. 

Sec. 8049. For the purposes of this Act, the 
term “congressional defense committees” means 
the National Security Committee of the House of 
Representatives, the Armed Services Committee 
of the Senate, the subcommittee on Defense of 
the Committee on Appropriations of the Senate, 
and the Subcommittee on National Security of 
the Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives. 

SEC. 8050. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, during the current fiscal year, the 
Department of Defense may acquire the modi- 
fication, depot maintenance and repair of air- 
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craft, vehicles and vessels as well as the produc- 
tion of components and other Defense-related 
articles, through competition between Depart- 
ment of Defense depot maintenance activities 
and private firms: Provided, That the Senior Ac- 
quisition Executive of the military department 
or defense agency concerned, with power of del- 
egation, shall certify that successful bids in- 
clude comparable estimates of all direct and in- 
direct costs for both public and private bids: 
Provided further, That Office of Management 
and Budget Circular A-76 shall not apply to 
competitions conducted under this section. 

Sec. 8051. (а)(1) If the Secretary of Defense, 
after consultation with the United States Trade 
Representative, determines that a foreign coun- 
try which is party to an agreement described in 
paragraph (2) has violated the terms of the 
agreement by discriminating against certain 
types of products produced in the United States 
that are covered by the agreement, the Secretary 
of Defense shall rescind the Secretary's blanket 
waiver of the Buy American Act with respect to 
such types of products produced in that foreign 
country. 

(2) An agreement referred to in paragraph (1) 
is any reciprocal defense procurement memoran- 
dum of understanding, between the United 
States and a foreign country pursuant to which 
the Secretary of Defense has prospectively 
waived the Buy American Act for certain prod 
ucts in that country. ) 

(6) Тһе Secretary of Defense shall submit to 
Congress a report on the amount of Department 
of Defense purchases from foreign entities in fis- 
cal year 1996. Such report shall separately indi- 
cate the dollar value of items for which the Buy 
American Act was waived pursuant to any 
agreement described in subsection (а)(2), the 
Trade Agreement Act of 1970 (19 U.S.C. 2501 et 
seq.), от any international agreement to which 
the United States is a party. 

(C) For purposes of this section, the term 
“Buy American Act” means title III of the Act 
entitled “Ап Act making appropriations for the 
Treasury and Post Office Departments for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1934, and for other 
purposes", approved March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 
10a et seq.). 

SEC. 8052. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, the Secretary of Defense may, when 
he considers it in the best interest of the United 
States, cancel any part of an indebtedness, up 
to $2,500, that is or was owed to the United 
States by a member or former member of a uni- 
formed service if such indebtedness, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary, was incurred in connec- 
tion with Operation Desert Shield/Storm: Pro- 
vided, That the amount of an indebtedness pre- 
viously paid by a member or former member and 
canceled under this section shall be refunded to 
the member. 

SEC. 8053. Appropriations contained in this 
Act that remain available at the end of the cur- 
rent fiscal year as a result of energy cost sav- 
ings realized by the Department of Defense shall 
remain available for obligation for the пегі fis- 
cal year to the extent, and for the purposes, pro- 
vided in section 2865 of title 10, United States 
Code. 

$ЕС. 8054. During the current fiscal year, vol- 
untary separation incentives payable under 10 
U.S.C. 1175 may be paid in such amounts as are 
necessary from the assets of the Voluntary Sep- 
aration Incentive Fund established by section 
1175(h)(1). 

$ЕС. 8055. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act shall be used for the support of any 
nonappropriated funds activity of the Depart- 
ment of Defense that procures malt beverages 
and wine with nonappropriated funds for resale 
(including such alcoholic beverages sold by the 
drink) on a military installation located in the 
United States unless such malt beverages and 
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wine are procured within that State, or in the 
case of the District of Columbia, within the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, in which the military installa- 
tion is located: Provided, That in a case in 
which the military installation is located in 
more than one State, purchases may be made in 
any State in which the installation is located: 
Provided further, That such local procurement 
requirements for malt beverages and wine shall 
apply to all alcoholic beverages only for military 
installations in States which are not contiguous 
with another State: Provided further, That alco- 
holic beverages other than wine and malt bev- 
erages, in contiguous States and the District of 
Columbia shall be procured from the most com- 
petitive source, price and other factors consid- 
ered. 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8056. Amounts deposited during the cur- 
rent fiscal year to the special account estab- 
lished under 40 U.S.C. 485(h)(2) and to the spe- 
cial account established under 10 U.S.C. 
2667(d)(1) are appropriated and shall be avail- 
able until transferred by the Secretary of De- 
fense to current applicable appropriations or 
funds of the Department of Defense under the 
terms and conditions specified by 40 U.S.C. 
485(h)(2) (А) апа (В) and 10 U.S.C. 
2667(d)(1)(B), to be merged with and to be avail- 
able for the same time period and the same pur- 
poses as the appropriation to which transferred. 

SEC. 8057. During the current fiscal year, ap- 
propriations available to the Department of De- 
fense may be used to reimburse a member of a 
reserve component of the Armed Forces who is 
not otherwise entitled to travel and transpor- 
tation allowances and who occupies transient 
government housing while performing active 
duty for training or inactive duty training: Pro- 
vided, That such members may be provided lodg- 
ing in kind if transient government quarters are 
unavailable as if the member was entitled to 
such allowances under subsection (a) of section 
404 of title 37, United States Code: Provided fur- 
ther, That if lodging in kind is provided, any 
authorized service charge or cost of such lodging 
may be paid directly from funds appropriated 
for operation and maintenance of the reserve 
component of the member concerned. 

Sec. 8058. The President shall include with 
each budget for a fiscal year submitted to the 
Congress under section 1105 of title 31, United 
States Code, materials that shall identify clearly 
and separately the amounts requested in the 
budget for appropriation for that fiscal year for 
salaries and expenses related to administrative 
activities of the Department of Defense, the mili- 
tary departments, and the Defense Agencies. 

SEC. 8059. None of the funds in this or any 
other Act shall be available for the preparation 
of studies on— 

(a) the feasibility of removal and transpor- 
tation of unitary chemical weapons from the 
eight chemical storage sites within the continen- 
tal United States to Johnston Atoll: Provided, 
That this prohibition shall not apply to General 
Accounting Office studies requested by a Mem- 
ber of Congress or a Congressional Committee; 
and 

(b) the potential future uses of the nine chem- 
ical disposal facilities other than for the de- 
struction of stockpile chemical munitions and as 
limited by section 1412(c)(2), Public Law 99-145: 
Provided, That this prohibition does not apply 
to future use studies for the CAMDS facility at 
Tooele, Utah. 

SEC. 8060. During the current fiscal year, 
amounts contained in the Department of De- 
fense Overseas Military Facility Investment Re- 
covery Account established by section 2921(c)(1) 
of the National Defense Authorization Act of 
1991 (Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note) 
shall be available until erpended for the pay- 
ments specified by section 2921(c)(2) of that Act. 
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SEC. 8061. During the current fiscal year, an- 
nual payments granted under the provisions of 
section 4416 of the National Defense Authoriza- 
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (Public Law 102- 
428; 106 Stat. 2714) shall be made from appro- 
priations in this Act which are available for the 
pay of reserve component personnel. 

Sec. 8062. For fiscal year 1996, the total 
amount appropriated in this Act to fund the 
Uniformed Services Treatment Facilities pro- 
gram, operated pursuant to section 911 of Public 
Law 97-99 (42 U.S.C. 248c), shall not exceed 
$315,000,000. 

SEC. 8063. Of the funds appropriated or other- 
wise made available by this Act, not more than 
$119,200,000 shall be available for payment of 
the operating costs of NATO Headquarters: Pro- 
vided, That the Secretary of Defense may waive 
this section for Department of Defense support 
provided to NATO forces in and around the 
former Yugoslavia. 

$ЕС. 8064. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, the Naval shipyards of the United 
States shall be eligible to participate in any 
manufacturing extension program financed by 
funds appropriated in this or any other Act. 

SEC. 8065. During the current fiscal year, ap- 
propriations which are available to the Depart- 
ment of Defense for operation and maintenance 
may be used to purchase items having an invest- 
ment item until cost of not more than $100,000. 

SEC. 8066. During the current fiscal year, ap- 

propriations available for the pay and allow- 
ances of active duty members of the Armed 
Forces shail be available to pay the retired pay 
which is payable pursuant to section 4403 of 
Public Law 102-484 (10 U.S.C. 1293 note) under 
the terms and conditions provided in section 
4403, 
SEC. 8067. (a) During the current fiscal year, 
none of the appropriations or funds available to 
the Defense Business Operations Fund shall be 
used for the purchase of an investment item for 
the purpose of acquiring a new inventory item 
for sale or anticipated sale during the current 
fiscal year or a subsequent fiscal year to cus- 
tomers of the Defense Business Operations Fund 
if such an item would not have been chargeable 
to the Defense Business Operations Fund dur- 
ing fiscal year 1994 and if the purchase of such 
an investment item would be chargeable during 
the current fiscal year to appropriations made 
to the Department of Defense for procurement. 

(5) The fiscal year 1997 budget request for the 
Department of Defense as well as all justifica- 
tion material and other documentation support- 
ing the fiscal year 1997 Department of Defense 
budget shall be prepared and submitted to the 
Congress on the basis that any equipment which 
was classified as an end item and funded in a 
procurement appropriation contained in this Act 
shall be budgeted for in a proposed fiscal year 
1997 procurement appropriation and not in the 
supply management business area or any other 
area or category of the Defense Business Oper- 
ations Fund. 

SEC. 8068. None of the funds provided in this 
Act shall be available for use by a Military De- 
partment to modify an aircraft, weapon, ship or 
other item of equipment, that the Military De- 
partment concerned plans to retire or otherwise 
dispose of within five years after completion of 
the modification: Provided, That this prohibi- 
tion shall not apply to safety modifications: 
Provided further, That this prohibition may be 
waived by the Secretary of a Military Depart- 
ment if the Secretary determines it is in the best 
national security interest of the United States to 
provide such waiver and so notifies the congres- 
sional defense committees in writing. 

$ЕС. 8069. (a) None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available in this Act may be 
used to transport or provide for the transpor- 
tation of chemical munitions to the Johnston 
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Atoll for the purpose of storing or demilitarizing 
such munitions. 

(b) The prohibition in subsection (a) shall not 
apply to any obsolete World War П chemical 
munition of the United States found in the 
World War 11 Pacific Theater of Operations. 

(c) The President may suspend the application 
of subsection (a) during a period of war in 
which the United States is a party. 

SEC. 8070. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act for programs of the Central Intelligence 
Agency shall remain available for obligation be- 
yond the current fiscal year, except for funds 
appropriated for the Reserve for Contingencies, 
which shall remain available until September 30, 
1997. 

$ЕС. 8071. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, funds made available in this Act for 
the Defense Intelligence Agency may be used for 
the design, development, and deployment of 
General Defense Intelligence Program intel- 
ligence communications and intelligence infor- 
mation systems for the Services, the Unified and 
Specified Commands, and the component com- 
mands. 

SEC. 8072. Of the funds appropriated to the 
Department of Defense under the heading ‘‘Op- 
eration and Maintenance, Deſense- Wide“, not 
less than $8,000,000 shall be made available only 
for the mitigation of environmental impacts, in- 
cluding training and technical assistance to 
tribes, related administrative support, the gath- 
ering of information, documenting of environ- 
mental damage, and developing a system for 
prioritization of mitigation, on Indian lands re- 
sulting from Department of Defense activities. 

SEC. 8073. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, funds appropriated in this Act for 
the High Performance Computing Moderniza- 
tion Program shall be made available only for 
the acquisition and sustainment of operations, 
including maintenance of the supercomputing 
and related networking capability at (1) the 
DOD Science and Technology sites under the 
cognizance of the DDR&E, (2) the DOD Test 
and Evaluation centers under the Director, Test 
and Evaluation, OUSD (A&T), and (3) the Bal- 
listic Missile Defense Organization: Provided, 
That the contracts, contract modifications, or 
contract options are awarded upon the require- 
ments of the users. 

SEC. 8074. Amounts collected for the use of the 
facilities of the National Science Center for 
Communications and Electronics during the cur- 
rent fiscal year pursuant to section 1459(g) of 
the Department of Defense Authorization Act, 
1986 and deposited to the special account estab- 
lished under subsection 1459(g)(2) of that Act 
are appropriated and shall be available until er- 
pended for the operation and maintenance of 
the Center as provided for in subsection 
1459(9)(2). 

$ЕС. 8075, To the extent authorized in law, the 
Secretary of Defense shall issue loan guarantees 
in support of U.S. defense exports not otherwise 
provided for: Provided, That the total contin- 
gent liability of the United States for guarantees 
issued under the authority of this section may 
not exceed $15,000,000,000: Provided further, 
That the erposure fees charged and collected by 
the Secretary for each guarantee, shall be paid 
by the country involved and shall not be fi- 
nanced as part of a loan guarantee by the Unit- 
ed States: Provided further, That the Secretary 
shall provide quarterly reports to the Commit- 
tees on Appropriations, Armed Services and For- 
eign Relations of the Senate and the Committees 
of Appropriations, National Security and Inter- 
national Relations in the House of Representa- 
tives on the implementation of this program. 

SEC. 8076. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act may be used to fill the commander’s po- 
sition at any military medical facility with a 
health care professional unless the prospective 
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candidate can demonstrate professional admin- 
istrative skills. 

SEC. 8077. (a) None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act тау be expended by an entity of the 
Department of Defense unless the entity, in ет- 
pending the funds, complies with the Buy Amer- 
ican Act. For purposes of this subsection, the 
term “Buy American Act” means title III of the 
Act entitled An Act making appropriations for 
the Treasury and Post Office Departments for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1934, and for 
other purposes, approved March 3, 1933 (41 
U.S.C. 10a et seq.). 

(b) If the Secretary of Defense determines that 
a person has been convicted of intentionally 
affixing a label bearing a "Made in America" 
inscription to any product sold in or shipped to 
the United States that is not made in America, 
the Secretary shall determine, in accordance 
with section 2410f of title 10, United States Code, 
whether the person should be debarred from 
contracting with the Department of Defense. 

SEC. 8078. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be obligated or erpended for the sale of 
zinc in the National Defense Stockpile if zinc 
commodity prices decline more than five percent 
below the London Metals Exchange market 
price reported on the date of enactment of this 
Act. 


SEC. 8079. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act shall be available for a contract for 
studies, analyses, or consulting services entered 
into without competition on the basis of an un- 
solicited proposal unless the head of the activity 
responsible for the procurement determines— 

(1) as а result of thorough technical evalua- 
tion, only one source is found fully qualified to 
perform the proposed work, or 

(2) the purpose of the contract is to erplore an 
unsolicited proposal which offers significant sci- 
entific or technological promise, represents the 
product of original thinking, and was submitted 
in confidence by one source, or 

(3) the purpose of the contract is to take ad- 

vantage of unique and significant industrial ac- 
complishment by a specific concern, or to insure 
that a new product or idea of a specific concern 
is given financial support: 
Provided, That this limitation shall not apply to 
contracts in an amount of less than $25,000, con- 
tracts related to improvements of equipment that 
is in development or production, or contracts as 
to which a civilian official of the Department of 
Defense, who has been confirmed in the Senate, 
determines that the award of such contract is in 
the interest of the national defense. 

SEc. 8080. Funds appropriated by this Act for 
intelligence activities are deemed to be specifi- 
cally authorized by the Congress for purposes of 
section 504 of the National Security Act of 1947 
(50 U.S.C. 414) during fiscal year 1996 until the 
enactment of the Intelligence Authorization Act 
for fiscal year 1996. 

$ЕС. 8081. (a) None of the funds made avail- 
able by this Act may be obligated for design, de- 
velopment, acquisition, or operation of more 
than 47 Titan IV expendable launch vehicles, от 
for satellite mission-model planning for a Titan 
IV requirement beyond 47 vehicles. 

(b) $115,226,000 made available in this Act for 
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, 
Air Force, may only be obligated for develop- 
ment of a new family of medium-lift and heavy- 
lift expendable launch vehicles evolved from ex- 
isting technologies. 

SEC. 8082. None of the funds available to the 
Department of Defense in this Act may be used 
to establish additional field operating agencies 
of any element of the Department during fiscal 
year 1996, except for field operating agencies 
funded within the National Foreign InteHigence 
Program: Provided, That the Secretary of De- 
ſense may waive this section by certifying to the 
House and Senate Committees on Appropria- 
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tions that the creation of such field operating 
agencies will reduce either the personnel and/or 
financial requirements of the Department of De- 
fense. 

(RESCISSIONS) 

SEC. 8083. Of the funds provided in Depart- 
ment of Defense Appropriations Acts, the fol- 
lowing funds are hereby rescinded from the fol- 
lowing accounts in the specified amounts: 

“Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 1994/1996'', 
$53,654,000; 

Missile Procurement, Air Force, 1994/1996"’, 
$16,783,000; 

“Weapons Procurement, 
$14,600,000; 

“Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy, 1995/ 
1999”, $87,700,000; 

“Other Procurement, 
$8,600,000; 

“Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 1995/1997”, 
$24,000,000; 

Missile Procurement, Air Force, 1995/1997", 
$140,978,000; 

“Other Procurement, Air Force, 1995/1997"', 
$180,000,000; 

“Research, Development, Test and Evalua- 
tion, Army, 1995/1996””, $9,000,000; 

“Research, Development, Test and Evalua- 
tion, Navy, 1995/1996”, $6,000,000; 

“Research, Development, Test and Evalua- 
tion, Air Force, 1995/1996”, $7,902,000; 

“Research, Development, Test and Evalua- 
tion, Defense-Wide, 1995/1996", $12,000,000. 

Sec. 8084. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, for resident classes entering the war 
colleges after September 30, 1996, the Depart- 
ment of Defense shall require that not less than 
20 percent of the total of United States military 
students at each war college shall be from mili- 
tary departments other than the hosting mili- 
tary department: Provided, That each military 
department will recognize the attendance at a 
sister military department war college as the 
equivalent of attendance at it own war college 
for promotion and advancement of personnel. 

SEC. 8085. None of the funds in this or any 
other Act may be used to implement the plan to 
reorganize the regional headquarters and basic 
camps structure of the Reserve Officer Training 
Corps program of the Army until the Comptrol- 
ler General of the United States has certified to 
the congressional defense committees that the 
methodology and evaluation of the potential 
sites were consistent with the established cri- 
teria for the consolidation, that all data used by 
the Army in the evaluation was accurate and 
complete, and that the conclusions reached are 
based upon the total costs of the Army's final 
plan to establish the Eastern Reserve Officer 
Training Corps Headquarters at Fort Benning, 
Georgia: Provided, That all cost, including Mili- 
tary Construction, shall be considered as well as 
an analysis of the impact of the consolidation 
on the surrounding communities for all affected 
installations. 

SEC. 8086. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be obligated for payment on new con- 
tracts on which allowable costs charged to the 
government include payments for individual 
compensation at a rate in excess of $200,000 per 
year after July 1, 1996, unless the Office of Fed- 
eral Procurement Policy establishes in the Fed- 
eral Acquisition Regulations guidance governing 
the allowability of individual compensation. 

SEC. 8087. None of the funds available in this 
Act may be used to reduce the authorized posi- 
tions for military (civilian) technicians of the 
Army National Guard, the Air National Guard, 
Army Reserve and Air Force Reserve for the 
purpose of applying any administratively im- 
posed civilian personnel ceiling, freeze, or reduc- 
tion on military (civilian) technicians, unless 
such reductions are a direct result of a reduc- 
tion in military force structure. 


Navy, 19951997", 


Navy, 19951997", 
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Sec. 8088. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available in this Act may be ob- 
ligated or expended for assistance to the Demo- 
cratic People’s Republic of North Korea unless 
specifically appropriated for that purpose. 

SEC. 8089. During the current fiscal year, 
funds appropriated in this Act are available to 
compensate members of the National Guard for 
duty performed pursuant to a plan submitted by 
a Governor of a State and approved by the Sec- 
retary of Defense under section 112 of title 32, 
United States Code: Provided, That during the 
performance of such duty, the members of the 
National Guard shall be under State command 
and control: Provided further, That such duty 
shall be treated as full-time National Guard 
duty for purposes of section 12602 (a)(2) and 
(b)(2) of title 10, United States Code. 

$ЕС. 8090. Funds appropriated in this Act for 
operation and maintenance of the Military De- 
partments, Unified and Specified Commands 
and Defense Agencies shall be available for re- 
imbursement of pay, allowances and other ex- 
penses which would otherwise be incurred 
against appropriations for the National Guard 
and Reserve when members of the National 
Guard and Reserve provide intelligence support 
to Unified Commands, Defense Agencies and 
Joint Intelligence Activities, including the ac- 
tivities and programs included within the Gen- 
eral Defense Intelligence Program and the Con- 
solidated Cryptologic Program: Provided, That 
nothing in this section authorizes deviation 
from established Reserve and National Guard 
personnel and training procedures. 

SEC. 8091. During the current fiscal year, none 
of the funds appropriated in this Act may be 
used to reduce the civilian medical and medical 
support personnel assigned to military treatment 
facilities below the September 30, 1995 level. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8092. Upon enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Defense shall make the following 
transfers of funds: Provided, That the amounts 
transferred shall be available for the same pur- 
poses as the appropriations to which trans- 
ferred, and for the same time period as the ap- 
propriation from which transferred: Provided 
further, That the amounts shall be transferred 
between the following appropriations in the 
amount specified: 

From: 

Under the heading, “Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 1986/1990": 

SSN-688 attack submarine program, $5,051,000; 

CG cruiser program, $2,500,000; 

BB battleship reactivation, $4,400,000; 

T-AGOS SURTASS ship program, $2,135,000; 

LCAC landing craft air cushion program, 
$700,000; 

For craft, outfitting, post delivery, and cost 
growth, $12,360,000; 


Weapons Procurement, Navy, 1994/1996, 
$30,900,000; 

Other Procurement, Navy, 1994/1996, 
$4,200,000; 

Other Procurement, Navy, 1995/1997, 
$5,000,000; 

Aircraft Procurement, Navy, 1994/1996, 
$2,056,000; 

To: 


Under the heading, Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 1986/1990"': 


MSH coastal mine Runter program, 
$69,302,000; 

From: 

Weapons Procurement, Navy, 1994/1996, 
$5,500,000; 

To: 


Under the heading, “Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 1987/1991": 
AOE combat support ship program, $5,500,000; 


From: 
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Under the heading, “Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 1988/1992”: 
SSN-688 attack submarine program, $1,500,000; 


To: 
Under the heading, Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 1988/1992”; 
T-ACS auxiliary стапе 
$1,500,000; 


ship program, 


From: 

Under the heading, “Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 1989/1993”: 

SSN-688 attack submarine program, 
$23,535,000; 

DDG-51 destroyer program, $33,700,000; 

Т-АО fleet oiler program, $38,969,000; 

Other Procurement, Navy, 1995/1997, 
$3,500,000; 
To: 

Under the heading, "Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 1989/1993”: 

SSN-21 attack submarine program, $65,886,000; 

MHC coastal mine hunter program, 
$30,318,000; 

AOE combat support ship program, $3,500,000; 


From: 

Under the heading, "Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 1990/1994"": 

SSN-688 attack submarine program, $1,907,000; 

DDG-51 destroyer program, $22,669,000; 

For craft, outfitting and post delivery, 
$3,900,000; 

1994/1996, 


Procurement of Ammunition, Navy and Ма- 
rine Corps, 1995/1997, $5,116,000; 

Weapons Procurement, Navy, 
$2,000,000; 


Procurement, Navy, 


1995/1997, 


To: 
Under the heading, “Shipbuilding and Conver- 
sion, Navy, 1990/1994”: 

MHC coastal mine hunter, $9,536,000; 

T-AGOS surveillance ship program, 
$42,000,000; 

AOE combat support ship program, $2,000,000; 


From: 

Under the heading, “Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 1991/1995”: 

SSN-21 attack submarine program, $18,330,000; 
To: 

Under the heading, “Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 1991/1995”: 

LHD-1 amphibious assault ship program, 
$6,178,000; 

MHC coastal mine 
$12,152,000; 
From: 

Under the heading, “Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 1992/1996”: 

DDG-51 destroyer program, $5,315,000; 

For craft, outfitting, post delivery, and DBOF 
transfer, $9,675,000; 

For escalation, $3,347,000; 


hunter program, 


Weapons Procurement, Navy, 1995/1997, 
$7,500,000; 
Procurement, Marine Corps, 1995/1997, 
$378,000; 
Other Procurement, Navy, 1995/1997, $355,000; 
Aircraft Procurement, Navy, 1995/1997, 
$3,600,000; 


Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, 
Navy, 1995/1996, $5,600,000; 
To: 

Under the heading, “Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 1992/1996”: 

МНС coastal mine 
$35,770,000; 
From: 

Under the heading, "Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 1993/1997”: 

LSD-41 cargo variant 
$1,600,000; 

For craft, outfitting, post delivery, and first 
destination transportation, and inflation ad- 
justments, $5,627,000; 


hunter program, 


ship program, 
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Procurement of Ammunition, Navy and Ma- 
rine Corps, 1995/1997, $1,784,000; 

Other Procurement, Navy, 1995/1997, $645,000; 

Weapons Procurement, Navy, 1994/1996, 
$1,963,000; 

To: 

Under the heading, “Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 1993/1997”: 

DDG-51 destroyer program, $7,356,000; 

AOE combat support ship program, $2,300,000; 

MHC coastal mine hunter program, $1,963,000; 
From: 

Under the heading, “Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 1994/1998": 

MCS(C) program, $4,819,000; 

Under the heading, “Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 1995/1999"": 

Nuclear submarine main steam condensor in- 
dustrial base, $900,000; 

To: 

Under the heading, Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 1994/1998”: 

LHD program, $5,719,000. 

Sec. 8093. The Department shall include, in 
the operation of TRICARE Regions 7/8, а те- 
gion-wide wraparound care package that re- 
quires providers of residential treatment services 
to share financial risk through case rate reim- 
bursement, to include planning and individual- 
ized wraparound services to prevent recidivism. 

SEC. 8094. All refunds or other amounts col- 
lected in the administration of the Civilian 
Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed 
Service (CHAMPUS) shall be credited to current 
year appropriations. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8095. None of the funds appropriated in 
the Act may be transferred to or obligated from 
the Pentagon Reservation Maintenance Revolv- 
ing Fund, unless the Secretary of Defense cer- 
tifies that the total cost for the planning design, 
construction and installation of equipment for 
the renovation of the Pentagon Reservation will 
not exceed $1,218,000,000. 

SEc. 8096. (a) None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense for any fiscal year 
for drug interdiction or counter-drug activities 
may be transferred to any other department or 
agency of the United States ercept as specifi- 
cally provided in an appropriations law. 

(b) None of the funds available to the Central 
Intelligence Agency for any fiscal year for drug 
interdiction and counter-drug activities may be 
transferred to any other department or agency 
of the United States except as specifically pro- 
vided in an appropriations law. 3 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8097. Appropriations available in this Act 
under the heading “Operation and Mainte- 
nance, Defense-Wide"’ for increasing energy and 
water efficiency in Federal buildings may, dur- 
ing their period of availability, be transferred to 
other appropriations or funds of the Department 
of Defense for projects related to increasing en- 
ergy and water efficiency, to be merged with 
and to be available for the same general pur- 
poses, and for the same time period, as the ap- 
propriation or fund to which transferred. 

Sec. 8098. Funds in the amount of $61,300,000 
received during fiscal year 1996 by the Depart- 
ment of the Air Force pursuant to the ‘‘Memo- 
randum of Agreement between the National Aer- 
onautics and Space Administration and the 
United States Air Force on Titan IV/Centaur 
Launch Support for the Cassini Mission,” 
signed September 8, 1994, and September 23, 
1994, and Attachments, A, B and C to the 
Memorandum, shall be merged with appropria- 
tions available for research, development, test 
and evaluation and procurement for fiscal year 
1996, and shall be available for the same time 
period as the appropriation with which merged, 
and shall be available for obligation only for 
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those Titan IV vehicles and Titan IV-related ac- 
tivities under contract as of the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, as well as on the follow-on 
launch services and program sustaining support 
contract to be awarded in fiscal year 1996. 

SEC. 8099. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be used for the procurement of ball 
and roller bearings other than those produced 
by a domestic source and of domestic origin: 
Provided, That the Secretary of the military de- 
partment responsible for such procurement may 
waive this restriction on a case-by-case basis by 
certifying in writing to the Committee on Appro- 
priations of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate, that adequate domestic supplies are 
not available to meet Department of Defense re- 
quirements on a timely basis and that such an 
acquisition must be made in order to acquire ca- 
pability for national security purposes. 

SEC. 8100. Not less than 30 percent of the total 
inventory, or 60,000 pounds, of the pentaborane 
currently stored in non-defective containers at 
Edwards Air Force Base, California, will be re- 
tained until the Secretary of Energy certified to 
the House and Senate Committees on Appropria- 
tions that the Secretary does not intend to use 
the pentaborane at the Idaho National Engi- 
neering Laboratory for: (a) a source of raw ma- 
terial for environmental remediation of high 
level, liquid radioactive waste, or (b) as a source 
of raw material for boron drug for the Boron 
Neutron Capture Therapy or other medical or 
industrial applications: Provided, That the Sec- 
retary of the Air Force is authorized to dispose 
of any materials that pose a significant health 
or safety hazard. 

Sec. 8101. The total amount appropriated in 
title II, ІП, and IV of this Act is hereby reduced 
by $30,000,000 for savings through improved 
management of contractor automatic data proc- 
essing costs charged through indirect rates on 
Department of Defense acquisition contracts. 

$ЕС. 8102. (a) Not later than October 1, 1995, 
the Secretary of Defense shall require that each 
disbursement of the Department of Defense in 
an amount in excess of $5,000,000 be matched to 
а particular obligation before the disbursement 
is made. 

(b) The Secretary shall ensure that a disburse- 
ment in excess of the threshold amount applica- 
ble under subsection (a) is not divided into mul- 
tiple disbursements of less than that amount for 
the purpose of avoiding the applicability of such 
subsection to that disbursement. 

(c) The Secretary of Defense may waive a re- 
quirement for advance matching of a disburse- 
ment of the Department of Defense with a par- 
ticular obligation in the case of (1) a disburse- 
ment involving deployed forces, (2) a disburse- 
ment for an operation in a war declared by Con- 
gress or a national emergency declared by the 
President or Congress, or (3) a disbursement 
under any other circumstances for which the 
waiver is necessary in the national security in- 
terests of the United States, as determined by 
the Secretary and certified by the Secretary to 
the congressional defense committees. 

(а) This section shall not be construed to limit 
the authority of the Secretary of Defense to re- 
quire that a disbursement not in excess of the 
amount applicable under subsection (a) be 
matched to a particular obligation before the 
disbursement is made. 

Sec. 8103, None of the funds in this Act may 
be used to purchase any supercomputer which is 
not manufactured in the United States, unless 
the Secretary of Defense certifies to the congres- 
sional defense committees that such an acquisi- 
tion must be made in order to acquire capability 
for national security purposes that is not avail- 
able from United States manufacturers. 

SEC. 8104. None of the funds appropriated іп 
this Act to the Department of the Army may be 
obligated for procurement of 120mm mortars or 
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120mm mortar ammunition manufactured out- 
side of the United States: Provided, That the 
Secretary of the military department responsible 
for such procurement may waive this restriction 
on a case-by-case basis by certifying in writing 
to the Committees on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate, that 
adequate domestic supplies are not available to 
meet Department of Defense requirements on a 
timely basis and that such an acquisition must 
be made in order to acquire capability for na- 
tional security purposes. 

SEC. 8105. The Department of Defense shall re- 
lease all funds appropriated and available for 
the HAVE GAZE program to the Department of 
the Air Force for obligation under existing con- 
tractual arrangements. 

SEC. 8106. None of the funds available to the 
Department of Defense during fiscal year 1996 
may be obligated or erpended to support or fi- 
nance the activities of the Defense Policy Advi- 
sory Committee on Trade. 

SEC. 8107. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, (a) funds available to the Navy in 
the Operation and Maintenance appropriation 
for refueling overhauls and defueling inactiva- 
tions of nuclear-powered warships are available 
to transport the shipments of naval spent nu- 
clear fuel to the Idaho National Engineering 
Laboratory needed for examination and storage 
to avoid threats to the national security; and (b) 
the Secretary of the Navy is hereby authorized 
to immediately commence and accomplish such 
transportation: Provided, That the Secretary of 
Defense shall make the determination as to 
what shipments are required for that purpose 
and shall ensure that the shipments are made in 
accordance with the practices and requirements 
applied to previous container shipments of 
naval spent fuel to the Idaho National Engi- 
neering Laboratory: Provided further, That the 
authority in this section shall erpire on Septem- 
ber 30, 1996 or upon the vacation or stay of the 
current or any subsequent injunction issued by 
the United States District Court for the District 
of Idaho which enjoins such shipments, which- 
ever occurs first: Provided further, That the au- 
thority in this section may not be used unless 
the Secretary of Defense certifies in writing to 
the congressional defense committees that a 
good-faith agreement between the State of Idaho 
and the United States Government was at- 
tempted but could not be reached concerning in- 
terim shipments of spent nuclear fuel enjoined 
by any such injunction based on national secu- 
rity reasons. 

SEC. 8108. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act shall be available to lease or charter a 
vessel in excess of seventeen months (inclusive 
of any option periods) to transport fuel or oil for 
the Department of Defense if the vessel was con- 
structed after October 1, 1995 unless the Sec- 
retary of Defense requires that the vessel be con- 
structed in the United States with a double hull 
under the long-term lease or charter authority 
provided in section 2401 note of title 10 United 
States Code: Provided, That this limitation shall 
not apply to contracts in force on the date of 
enactment of this Act: Provided further, That by 
1997 at least 20 percent of new annual leases 
and charters must be for ships of double hull de- 
sign constructed after October 1, 1995 if avail- 
able in numbers sufficient to satisfy this require- 
ment: Provided further, That the Military Sea- 
lift Command shall plan to achieve the goal of 
eliminating single hull ship leases by the year 
2015. 

SEC. 8109. None of the funds appropriated or 
made available in this Act to the Department of 
the Navy shall be used to develop or procure 
main propulsion engines for the LPD-17 class of 
ships unless such equipment is powered by a 
diesel engine manufactured in the United States 
by a domestically operated entity: Provided, 
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That the Secretary of Defense may waive this 
restriction on a case-by-case basis by certifying 
in writing to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives and the Senate 
that adequate domestic supplies are not avail- 
able to meet Department of Defense require- 
ments on a timely basis and that such an acqui- 
sition must be made in order to acquire capabil- 
ity for national security purposes or there exists 
a significant cost or quality difference. 

SEC. 8110. None of the funds appropriated or 
made available in this Act to the Department of 
the Navy shall be used to develop or procure an 
emergency generator set for the New Attack 
Submarine unless such equipment is powered by 
a diesel engine manufactured in the United 
States by a domestically operated entity: Pro- 
vided, That the Secretary of Defense may waive 
this restriction on a case-by-case basis by cer- 
tifying in writing to the Committees on Appro- 
priations of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate that adequate domestic supplies are 
not available to meet Department of Defense re- 
quirements on a timely basis and that such an 
acquisition must be made in order to acquire ca- 
pability for national security purposes or there 
exists a significant cost or quality difference. 

Sec. 8111. None of the funds in this Act тау 
be used to transport military personnel into Ed- 
wards Air Force Base for training rotations at 
the National Training Center after April 15, 
1996: Provided, That the Department of Defense 
shall comply with the recommendations of the 
fiscal year 1996 Military Construction bill as it 
pertains to the interim and permanent National 
Training Center Airhead. 

Sec. 8112. The Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of the Army shall reconsider the deci- 
sion not to include the infantry military occupa- 
tional specialty among the military skills and 
specialties for which special pays are provided 
under the Selected Reserve Incentive Program. 

SEC. 8113. (a) The Secretary of Defense shall 
submit, on a quarterly basis, a report to the con- 
gressional defense committees, the Committee on 
International Relations of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions of the Senate setting forth all costs (in- 
cluding incremental costs) incurred by the De- 
partment of Defense during the preceding quar- 
ter in implementing or supporting resolutions of 
the United Nations Security Council, including 
any such resolution calling for international 
sanctions, international peacekeeping орет- 
ations, and humanitarian missions undertaken 
by the Department of Defense. The quarterly re- 
port shall include an aggregate of all such De- 
partment of Defense costs by operation or mis- 


sion. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall detail in 
the quarterly reports all efforts made to seek 
credit against past United Nations erpenditures 
and all efforts made to seek compensation from 
the United Nations for costs incurred by the De- 
partment of Defense in implementing and sup- 
porting United Nations activities. 

Sec. 8114. (а) LIMITATION.—Of the funds 
available under title II under the heading 
"FORMER SOVIET UNION THREAT REDUCTION” 
for dismantlement and destruction of chemical 
weapons, not more than $52,000,000 may be obli- 
gated or expended for that purpose until the 
President certifies to Congress the following: 

(1) That the United States and Russia have 
completed a joint laboratory study evaluating 
the proposal of Russia to neutralize its chemical 
weapons and the United States agrees with the 


ороза1. 

(2) That Russia is in the process of preparing, 
with the assistance of the United States as nec- 
essary, a comprehensive plan to manage the dis- 
mantlement and destruction of the Russia chem- 
ical weapons stockpile. 

(3) That the United States and Russia are 
committed to resolving outstanding issues under 
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the 1989 Wyoming Memorandum of Understand- 
ing and the 1990 Bilateral Destruction Agree- 
ment. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) The term “1989 Wyoming Memorandum of 
Understanding” means the Memorandum of Un- 
derstanding between the Government of the 
United States of America and the Government of 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics Regard- 
ing a Bilateral Verification Experiment and 
Data Exchange Related to Prohibition on Chem- 
ical Weapons, signed at Jackson Hole, Wyo- 
ming, on September 23, 1989. 

(2) The term “1990 Bilateral Destruction 
Agreement" means the Agreement between the 
United States of America and the Union of So- 
viet Socialist Republics on destruction and non- 
production of chemical weapons and on meas- 
ures to facilitate the multilateral convention on 
banning chemical weapons signed on June 1, 
1990. 

SEC. 8115. (a) INTERNATIONAL PEACEKEEPING, 
PEACE ENFORCEMENT, AND HUMANITARIAN AS- 
SISTANCE OPERATIONS.—It is the sense of Con- 
gress that in the event of a deployment or par- 
ticipation of United States Armed Forces units 
in any international peacekeeping, peace en- 
forcement, and humanitarian assistance oper- 
ation, the President must engage in consulta- 
tions with the bipartisan leadership of Congress 
and the congressional committees named in sub- 
section (e) regarding such operation in accord- 
ance with subsection (c)(1). 

(b) COVERED ОРЕВАТІОМ5.—(1) This section 
applies to the following: 

(A) Any international peacekeeping or peace- 
enforcement operation that is not underway as 
of the date of the enactment of this Act and that 
is authorized by the Security Council of the 
United Nations under chapter VI or VII of the 
Charter of the United Nations. 

(B) Any other international peacekeeping or 
peace-enforcement operation that is not under- 
way as of the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(C) Any deployment after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act of United States ground 
forces in the territory of the former Yugoslavia 
above the level of such forces so deployed as of 
such date of enactment, other than a deploy- 
ment involving fewer than 100 personnel. 

(D) Except as provided in paragraph (2) any 
international humanitarian assistance oper- 
ation. 

(2) This section does not apply with respect 
to— 

(A) an international humanitarian assistance 
operation carried out in response to a disaster; 
or 

(B) any other international humanitarian as- 
sistance operation if the President reports to 
Congress that the estimated cost of such oper- 
ation is less than $50,000,000. 

(c) CONSULTATION WITH CONGRESS.—(1) Con- 
sultations under subsection (a) in the case of 
any operation shall be initiated before the ini- 
tial deployment of United States Armed Forces 
units to participate in the operation and, when- 
ever possible, at least 15 days before such de- 
ployment. However, if the President determines 
that the national security so requires, the Presi- 
dent may delay the initiation of such consulta- 
tions until after such initial deployment, but in 
no case may such consultations be initiated 
later than 48 hours after such deployment. 

(2) Such consultations shall include discus- 
sion of all of the following: 

(A) The goals of the operation and the mission 
of any United States Armed Forces units in- 
volved in the operation. 

(B) The United States interests that will be 
served by the operation. 

(C) The estimated cost of the operation. 

(D) The strategy by which the President pro- 
poses to fund the operation, including possible 
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supplemental appropriations or payments from 
international organizations, foreign countries, 
or other donors. 

(Е) The extent of involvement of armed forces 
and other contributions of personnel from other 
nations. 

(F) The anticipated duration and scope of the 


operation. 

(3) Such consultations shall continue on a 
periodic basis throughout the period of the de- 
ployment. 

(d) REQUESTS FOR EMERGENCY SUPPLE- 
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS.—Whenever there is a 
deployment of United States Armed Forces to 
perform an international humanitarian, peace- 
keeping, or peace-enforcement operation, the 
President should seek emergency supplemental 
appropriations to meet the incremental costs to 
the Department of Defense of that deployment 
not later than 90 days after the date on which 
such deployment commences. 

(e) COMMITTEES TO BE INCLUDED IN CON- 
SULTATIONS.—The committees referred to in sub- 
section (a) are the following: 

(1) The congressional defense committees. 

(2) The Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate and the Committee on International Re- 
lations of the House of Representatives. 

(3) The Select Committee on Intelligence of the 
Senate and the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence of the House of Representatives. 

$ЕС. 8116. (a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes 
the following findings: 

(1) The President of France stated on June 13, 
1995, that the Republic of France plans to con- 
duct eight nuclear test explosions over the next 
several months. 

(2) The People’s Republic of China continues 
to conduct underground nuclear weapons tests. 

(3) The United States, France, Russia, and 
Great Britain have observed a moratorium on 
nuclear testing since 1992. 

(4) A resumption of testing by the Republic of 
France could result in the disintegration of the 
current testing moratorium and a renewal of 
underground testing by other nuclear weapon 
states. 

(5) A resumption of nuclear testing by the Re- 
public of France raises serious environmental 
and health concerns. 

(6) The United Nations Conference on Disar- 
mament presently is meeting in Geneva, Switzer- 
land, for the purpose of negotiating a Com- 
prehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), 
which would halt permanently the practice of 
conducting nuclear test erplosions. 

(7) Continued underground weapons testing 
by the Republic of France and the People’s Re- 
public of China undermines the efforts of the 
international community to conclude a CTBT by 
1996, a goal endorsed by 175 nations, at the re- 
cently completed NPT Extension and Review 
Conference (the conference for the extension 
and review of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty). 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of 
the Senate that the Republic of France and the 
People’s Republic of China should abide by the 
current international moratorium on nuclear 
test explosions and refrain from conducting un- 
derground nuclear tests in advance of a Com- 
prehensive Test Ban Treaty. 

Sec. 8117. (a) LIMITATION ON TRANSFER OF 
DEFENSE ARTICLES AND SERVICES.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, none of the 
funds available to the Department of Defense 
for the current fiscal year may be obligated or 
expended to transfer to another nation or an 
international organization any defense articles 
or services (other than intelligence services) for 
use in the activities described in subsection (b) 
unless the congressional defense committees, 
and the Committee on International Relations of 
the House of Representatives and the Committee 
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on Foreign Relations of the Senate are notified 
15 days in advance of such transfer. 

(b) COVERED АСТІУІТІЕ8.--(1) This section ap- 
plies to— 

(A) any international peacekeeping or peace- 
enforcement operation under the authority of 
chapter VI or chapter VII of the United Nations 
Charter under the authority of a United Nations 
Security Council resolution; and 

(B) any other international peacekeeping 
peace-enforcement, humantarian, or disaster re- 
lief operation. 

(c) REQUIRED NOTICE.—A notice under sub- 
section (a) shall include the following: 

(1) A description of the equipment, supplies, 
or services to be transferred. 

(2) A statement of the value of the equipment, 
supplies, or services to be transferred. 

(3) In the case of a proposed transfer of equip- 
ment or supplies— 

(A) a statement of whether the inventory re- 
quirements of all elements of the Armed Forces 
(including the reserve components) for the type 
of equipment or supplies to be transferred have 
been met; and 

(B) a statement of whether the items proposed 
to be transferred will have to be replaced and, 
if so, how the President proposes to provide 
funds for such replacement. 

SEC. 8118. None of the funds available to the 
Department of Defense shall be obligated or ет- 
pended to make a financial contribution to the 
United Nations for the cost of any United Na- 
tions peacekeeping activity (whether pursuant 
to assessment or a voluntary contribution) or for 
payment of any United States arrearage to the 
United Nations. 

SEC. 8119. None of the funds made available in 
this Act may be used to administer any policy 
that permits the performance of abortions at 
medical treatment or other facilities of the De- 
partment of Defense, except when it is made 
known to the Federal official having authority 
to obligate or erpend such funds that the life of 
the mother would be endangered if the fetus 
were carried to term: Provided, That the provi- 
sions of this section shall enter into force if spe- 
cifically authorized in the National Defense Au- 
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996. 

SEC. 8120. None of the funds made available in 
this Act under the heading Procurement of 
Ammunition, Army” may be obligated or er- 
pended for the procurement of munitions unless 
such acquisition fully complies with the Com- 
petition in Contracting Act. 

SEC. 8121. None of the funds in this Act тау 
be used to implement any change to the com- 
putation of military retired pay as required by 
law in fiscal year 1995 for military personnel 
5 entered the Service before September 8, 
1980. 

SEC. 8122. None of the funds available to the 
Department of Defense under this Act shall be 
obligated от expended to pay a contractor under 
а contract with the Department of Defense for 
costs of any amount paid by the contractor to 
an employee when it is made known to the Fed- 
eral official having authority to obligate or ет- 
pend such funds that— 

(1) such costs are for a bonus or otherwise in 
excess of the normal salary paid by the contrac- 
tor to the employee; and 

(2) such bonus is part of restructuring costs 
associated with a business combination. 

$ЕС. 8123. None of the funds provided in title 
II of this Act for “FORMER SOVIET UNION 
THREAT REDUCTION’ may be obligated or er- 
pended to finance housing for any individual 
when it is made known to the Federal official 
having authority to obligation от erpend such 
funds that such individual was a member of the 
military forces of the Soviet Union or that such 
individual is or was a member of the military 
forces of the Russian Federation. 
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SEC. 8124. It is the sense of Congress that none 
of the funds available to the Department of De- 
fense shall be obligated or erpended for the de- 
ployment or participation of United States 
Armed Forces in any peacekeeping operation in 
Bosnia-Herzegovina, unless such deployment or 
participation is specifically authorized by a law 
enacted after the date of enactment of this Act: 
Provided, That this section shall not apply to 
operations of the nature and extent conducted 
by United States Armed Forces in Bosnia- 
Herzegovina during fiscal year 1995, emergency 
air rescue operations, the airborne delivery of 
humanitarian supplies, or the planning and ere- 
cution of OPLAN 40104 or similar operations to 
extract UNPROFOR personnel. 

Sec. 8125. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion in this Act, the total amount appropriated 
in this Act is hereby reduced by $832,000,000 to 
reflect savings from revised economic assump- 
tions, to be distributed as follows: 


Operation and Maintenance, Army, 
$54,000,000; 

Operation and Maintenance, Navy, 

Operation and Maintenance, Marine Corps, 
$9,000,000; 

Operation and Maintenance, Air Force, 
$51,000,000; 

Operation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide, 
$36,000,000; 

Operation and Maintenance, Army Reserve, 
$4,000,000; 

Operation and Maintenance, Navy Reserve, 
$4,000,000; 

Operation and Maintenance, Marine Corps 


Reserve, $1,000,000; 

Operation and Maintenance, Air Force Re- 
serve, $3,000,000; 

Operation and Maintenance, Army National 
Guard, $7,000,000; 

Operation and Maintenance, Air National 
Guard, $7,000,000; 

Drug Interdiction and Counter-Drug Activi- 
ties, Defense, $5,000,000; 


Environmental Restoration, Defense, 
$11,000,000; 

Overseas Humanitarian, Disaster, and Civic 
Aid, $1,000,000; 

Former Soviet Union Threat Reduction, 
$2,000,000; 


Defense Health Program, $51,000,000; 

Aircraft Procurement, Army, $9,000,000; 

Missile Procurement, Army, $5,000,000; 

Procurement of Weapons and Tracked Combat 
Vehicles, Army, $10,000,000; 

Procurement of Ammunition, Army, $6,000,000; 

Other Procurement, Army, $17,000,000; 

Aircraft Procurement, Navy, $29,000,000; 

Weapons Procurement, Navy, $13,000,000; 

Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy, 
$42,000,000; 

Other Procurement, Navy, $18,000,000; 

Procurement, Marine Corps, $4,000,000; 

Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, $50,000,000; 

Missile Procurement, Air Force, $29,000,000; 

Other Procurement, Air Force, $45,000,000; 

Procurement, Defense-Wide, $16,000,000; 

Chemical Agents and Munitions Destruction, 
Defense, $5,000,000; 

Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, 
Army, $20,000,000; 

Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, 
Navy, $50,000,000; 

Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, 
Air Force, $79,000,000; 

Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, 
Defense- Wide, $57,000,000; and 

Developmental Test and Evaluation, Defense, 
$2,000,000: Provided, That these reductions shall 
be applied proportionally to each budget activ- 
ity, activity group and subactivity group and 
each program, project, and activity within each 
appropriation account. 
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$ЕС. 8126. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, of the revenue collected by the De- 
fense Business Operations Fund, $117,000,000 
shall be made available for obligation and ex- 
penditure for termination liability, lease and 
operational costs for aircraft to accomplish the 
VC-137 aircraft mission; Provided, That the 
funds made available pursuant to this section 
shall remain available until erpended. 

Sec. 8127. Funds appropriated by this and fu- 
ture Acts under the heading Missile Procure- 
ment, Air Еотсе” may be obligated for payment 
of satellite on-orbit incentives in the fiscal year 
in which an incentive payment is earned: Pro- 
vided, That any obligation made pursuant to 
this section may not be entered into until 30 cal- 
endar days in session after the congressional de- 
fense committees have been notified that an on- 
orbit incentive payment has been earned. 

SEc. 8128. (a) Not more than a total of 
$11,000,000 of the funds appropriated under the 
heading ‘Research, Development, Test and 
Evaluation, Army”, in title IV of Public Law 
103-335, and in title IV of this Act, may be made 
available for support of a NATO Alliance 
Ground Surveillance (AGS) program based on 
the Joint Surveillance/Target Attack Radar Sys- 
tem (JSTARS). 

(b) Not more than а total of 36,450,000 of the 
funds appropriated under the heading Re- 
search, Development, Test and Evaluation, Air 
Force", in title IV of Public Law 103-335, апа in 
title IV of this Act, may be made available for 
support of a NATO Alliance Ground Surveil- 
lance (AGS) program based on JSTARS. 

SEC. 8129. (a) In addition to any other reduc- 
tions required by this Act, the following funds 
are hereby reduced from the following accounts 
in title ІУ of this Act in the specified amounts: 

“Research, Development, Test and Evalua- 
tion, Атту”, $47,852,000; 

“Research, Development, Test and Evalua- 
tion, Navy”, $85,947,000; 

“Research, Development, Test and Evalua- 
tion, Air Force“, $128,958,000; and 

“Research, Development, Test and Evalua- 
tion, Defense-Wide"’, $62,243,000. 

(b) The reductions taken pursuant to sub- 
section (a) shall be applied on a pro-rata basis 
by subproject within each R-I program element 
as modified by this Act, except that no reduction 
may be taken against the funds made available 
to the Department of Defense for Ballistic Mis- 
sile Defense. 

This Act тау be cited as the "Department of 
Defense Appropriations Асі, 1996”. 
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And the Senate agree to the same. 
BILL YOUNG, 
JOSEPH M. MCDADE, 
BOB LIVINGSTON, 
JERRY LEWIS, 
JOE SKEEN, 
DAVID L. HOBSON, 


Jr., 

MARK W. NEUMANN (except 
to the agreement 
regarding U.S. 
deployment in Bosnia), 

JOHN P. MURTHA, 

NORMAN D, DICKS, 

CHARLES WILSON, 

W.G. (BILL) HEFNER, 

MARTIN OLAV SABO, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 


FRITZ HOLLINGS, 
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, 
ROBERT C. BYRD, 
PATRICK J. LEAHY, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the House and 
the Senate at the conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2126), 
making appropriations for the Department 
of Defense for the fiscal year ending Septem- 
ber 30, 1996, and for other purposes, submit 
the following joint statement to the House 
and the Senate in explanation of the effect of 
the action agreed upon by the managers and 
recommended in the accompanying con- 
ference report. 

The conference agreement on the Depart- 
ment of Defense Appropriations Act, 1996, in- 
corporates some of the provisions of both the 
House and Senate versions of the bill. The 
language and allocations set forth in House 


[in thousands of dollars} 
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Report 104-208 and Senate Report 104-124 
should be complied with unless specifically 
addressed in the accompanying bill and 
statement of the managers to the contrary. 


Senate Amendment: The Senate deleted 
the entire House bill after the enacting 
clause and inserted the Senate bill. The con- 
ference agreement includes a revised bill. 


DEFINITION OF PROGRAM, PROJECT, AND 
ACTIVITY 


The conferees agree that for the purposes 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi- 
cit Control Act of 1985 (Public Law 99-177) as 
amended by the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Reaffirmation Act of 
1987 (Public Law 100-119) and by the Budget 
Enforcement Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-508), 
the term program, project, and activity for 
appropriations contained in this Act shall be 
defined as the most specific level of budget 
items identified in the Department of De- 
fense Appropriations Act, 1996, the accom- 
panying House and Senate Committee re- 
ports, the conference report and accompany- 
ing joint explanatory statement of the man- 
agers of the Committee of Conference, the 
related classified annexes and reports, and 
the Р-1 and R-1 budget justification docu- 
ments as subsequently modified by Congres- 
sional action. The following exception to the 
above definition shall apply: 


For the Military Personnel and the Oper- 
ation and Maintenance accounts, the term 
“program, project, and activity” is defined 
as the appropriations accounts contained in 
the Department of Defense Appropriations 
Act. At the time the President submits his 
budget for fiscal year 1997, the conferees di- 
rect the Department of Defense to transmit 
to the congressional defense committees a 
budget justification document to be known 
as the “0-1” which shall identify, at the 
budget activity, activity group, and sub- 
activity group level, the amounts requested 
by the President to be appropriated to the 
Department of Defense for operation and 
maintenance in any budget request, or 
amended budget request, for fiscal year 1997. 


TITLE I—MILITARY PERSONNEL 


The conferees agree to the following 
amounts and end strength totals for the 
Military Personnel accounts as follows: 


Total, Military Personne! ... 


Budget House Senate Conference 
19,721,408 19,884,608 19,776,587 19,809,187 
16,930,609 17,006,363 16,979,209 17,008,563 
5,877,740 5, 5,886,540 5,885,740 
17,108,120 17,294,620 17,156,443 17,207,743 
2,101,366 2,122,566 2,102,466 2,122,466 
1,348,223 1,350,023 1,349,323 1,355,523 
361,751 366,101 364,551 378,151 
782,761 783,586 783,861 784,586 
3,218,258 3,240,858 3,222,422 3,242,422 
1,246,427 1,254,827 1,259,627 1,259, 
68,696,663 69,231,892 68,881,029 69,054,008 


OPERATIONS PROVIDE COMFORT/ENHANCED 
SOUTHERN WATCH 


The conference agreement includes 
$647,100,000, as proposed by the House, for 
unbudgeted costs associated with Operations 
Provide Comfort and Enhanced Southern 
Watch. Of this amount, $77,500,000 is appro- 
priated in Title I, Military Personnel, and 
$569,600,000 is appropriated in Title П, Oper- 
ation and Maintenance. The conferees des- 
ignate these funds as an item of Congres- 


sional interest, meaning they can only be 
used for additional incremental costs of Op- 
erations Provide Comfort and Enhances 
Southern Watch unless prior approval is 
granted by the House and Senate Commit- 
tees on Appropriations through normal re- 
programming procedures. In addition, the 
conferees direct that none of these funds 
may be obligated or expended unless the 
vosts of these operations are fully submitted 
in the President's fiscal year 1997 budget re- 


quest. The conferees direct that funds shall 
be available for obligation only after submis- 
sion of the fiscal year 1997 budget request, 
and only if the request fully funds and de- 
tails the estimated costs of these operations. 
The conferees direct the Secretary of De- 
fense to provide a report to the House and 
Senate Committees on Appropriations by 
January 30, 1996, on planned obligations and 
expenditures of these funds. 
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FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES 

The conferees recommend an increase of 
$38,500,000 to maintain fiscal year 1995 Pri- 
mary Authorized Aircraft (PAA) levels in Air 
National Guard general purpose fighter 
forces during fiscal year 1996. 

The conferees recommend an increase of 
$34,200,000 to sustain the maritime patrol air- 
craft force structure at 13 active and 9 re- 
serve squadrons in fiscal year 1996. 

The conferees also recommend an increase 
of $9,600,000 for additional Marine Corps Re- 
serve full-time support, in order to facilitate 
the Marine Corps Reserve’s contingency role 
and operations. 

MILITARY TECHNICIAN AND MEDICAL PERSONNEL 
REPROGRAMMING 

The conferees direct that the Department 
of Defense, in the event of sequestration dur- 
ing fiscal year 1996, protect military (civil- 
ian) technicians and medical personnel nec- 
essary to maintain the current level of medi- 
cal and Reserve Component operations, from 
any associated reduction of personnel pay 
medical programs (to include CHAMPUS). 

BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR QUARTERS 

The conferees agree to provide $72,366,000, 
as proposed by the Senate, for an increase in 
the Basic Allowance for Quarters, to be effec- 
tive January 1, 199%, 


MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 
The conference agreement on items ad- 
dressed by either the House or the Senate is 
as follows: 


lin thousands of dollars) 


+163,200 


MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY 
The conference agreement on items ad- 
dressed by either the House or the Senate is 
as follows: 


+55,179 


Un thousands of dollars) 


+75754 +48500 


MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 
The conference agreement on items ad- 
dressed by either the House or Senate is as 
follows: 


+77, 954 


{їп thousands of dollars) 
House Senate Conterence 
Aviation Continuation P 8 —200 
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[la thousands of dollars) 


+50,600 


MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
The conference agreement on items ad- 


+8800 +8880 


—186,500 


+48,323 +99,323 


NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES 

The conferees agree to provide $9,142,775,000 
іп Reserve personnel appropriations, 
$8,815,232,000 in Operation and maintenance 
appropriations, and $777,000,000 in the Na- 
tional Guard and Reserve Equipment appro- 
priation. These funds support a Selected Re- 
serve strength of 930,342 as shown below. 


RESERVE STRENGTHS 
[Fiscal year 1995) 
Budget Conference 22 


+1,803 


The conferees recommend an increase of 
$40,500,000 in the Operation and Maintenance 
accounts of the Army Reserve, Air Force Re- 
serve, Army National Guard, and Air Na- 
tional Guard for additional military (civil- 
ian) technicians. The conferees remain con- 
cerned about the significant reduction to 
military technicians contained in the Presi- 
dent's budget request and expect these funds 
to not be used for any other purpose without 
a prior approval reprogramming being sub- 
mitted through normal channels. Addition- 
ally, the conferees direct the Department to 
provide the required number of workyears 
needed to sustain the levels of military (ci- 
vilian) technicians as provided in this Act. 
The conferees also include a general provi- 
sion (Section 8087) which prohibits reducing 
the full-time support levels for technicians 
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unless such technicians аге a result of a re- 
duction in military force structure. The con- 
ferees expect the Department to follow the 
intent of this provision. 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY 

The conference agreement on items ad- 
dressed by either the House or the Senate is 
as follows: 


[in thousands of doliars) 
House Senate Conference 
raining ........... * 20.000 
Basic Allowance for Quarters .. 250 1,100 1,100 
Variable Housing Allowance ..... ала eee нА 
Total, Reserve Person- 
. +21,200 +1,100 +21,100 


RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY 
The conference agreement on items ad- 
dressed by either the House or the Senate is 
as follows: 


+1,800 +130 


RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 
The conference agreement on items ad- 
dressed by either the House or the Senate is 
as follows: 


+1,100 


+4,350 


+2800 


+16400 


RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 


The conference agreement on items ad- 
dressed by either the House or the Senate is 
as follows: 


(а thousands of dollars} 
House Senate Conference 
WC-130 Weather Reconn ......... Prey Sn 725 
Basic Allowance for Quarters ... 100 1,100 1,100 
Total, Reserve Person- 
Air Force ........... +825 +1,100 +1,825 


NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY 
The conference agreement on items ad- 
dressed by either the House or the Senate is 
as follows: 
(іп thousands of dollars) 


І Training ........... 220 ............. А ,000 
Быыс 1Ш—ш 0 
Variable Housing - е er —¼ ie 

Total, National Guard 
Personnel, Amy 22,600 4,164 24,164 


NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 

The conference agreement on items ad- 
dressed by either the House or the Senate is 
as follows: 
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SUPPORT OF THE U.S. ANTARCTIC PROGRAM 


The conferees agree to continue the De- 
partment of Defense support to the U.S. Ant- 
arctic Program. However, in light of the 
Congressional requirement for the National 
Science and Technology Council to under- 
take a Government-wide policy review of 
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Dob's role in the Antarctic program no later 
than March 31, 1996, future Defense involve- 
ment in this mission will be reassessed after 
receipt of that report. The conferees believe 
that Air National Guard participation in this 
project is predicated only on full reimburse- 
ment by the National Science Foundation 


[in thousands of dollars) 
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and shall not conflict with any other Air Na- 
tional Guard mission. 
TITLE Il—OPERATION AND 
MAINTENANCE 
A summary of the conference agreement 
on items addressed by either the House or 
the Senate is as follows: 


Б 
= 
в 
осо о о 


8 
5 
SS 


BUDGET JUSTIFICATION AND EXECUTION 
MATERIALS 
The conferees are encouraged by the steps 


tification materials submitted to the Con- 
gress. In order to further these efforts, the 
conferees direct the Department to: 

provide the Committees on Appropriations 
quarterly budget execution reports for all 
Operation and maintenance accounts for fis- 
cal year 1996. These reports should reflect 
the О-1 categories used in the budget jus- 
tification materials. Reports should be sub- 
mitted within 60 days of the end of the quar- 
ter to which they apply, concurrently to the 
Office of Management and Budget; 

provide the Committees on Appropriations 
quarterly reports describing the execution of 
real property maintenance programs. These 
reports should describe those activities spe- 
cifically and/or generally described by the 
Congress and should separately identify ac- 
tivity related to barracks renovation. Real 
Property Maintenance is designated an item 
of congressional interest; transfers from real 
property maintenance programs to other ac- 
tivities are subject to prior-notification re- 
programming procedures. 

The conferees agree that proposed trans- 
fers of funds between О-1 budget activity 
funding categories in excess of $20,000,000 are 
subject to normal reprogramming proce- 
dures. In addition, due to continuing con- 
cerns about force readiness and the possible 
diversion of Operation and maintenance 
funds, the conferees agree that the Depart- 
ment should provide written notification to 
the congressional defense committees prior 
to transfers in excess of $20,000,000 from the 
following subactivity group categories: 

O&M, Army 

Operating forces: Combat units; Tactical 
support; Force related training/special ac- 
tivities; Depot maintenance. 

O&M, Navy 

Operating forces: Mission and other flight 

operations; Aircraft depot maintenance; Mis- 


en A ee РЕНЧЕ аен 


sion and other ship operations; Ship depot 
maintenance. 


O&M, Marine Corps 
Operating forces: Operational forces 
O&M, Air Force 


Operating forces: Primary combat forces; 
Primary combat weapons; Air operations 
training. Mobilization: Airlift operations. 


FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 


The conferees are concerned about the 
state of financial management in the Depart- 
ment of Defense and the measures that may 
be taken to improve upon past performance. 
Both the House and Senate reports on the 
fiscal year 1996 Department of Defense Ap- 
propriations Bill recommended several items 
for the Department's consideration. These 
items should be merged into a single report 
due to the Committees on Appropriations 
not later than May 31, 1996. The DoD report 
should address the following issues: 

the state of Defense Finance and Account- 
ing Service (DFAS) consolidation and future 
reorganization plans. Of specific interest are 
DoD plans concerning establishment of 20 
DFAS operating locations; 

opportunities for utilizing private sector 
financial services to meet non-unique de- 
partmental requirements such as travel 
processing, payroll and contract disburse- 
ments; 

procedureal changes designed to improve 
DoD performance in the areas of unmatched 
disbursements and negative unliquidated ob- 
ligations; 

the estimated resource requirements to 
achieve long term improvements of DoD fi- 
nancial management procedures and sys- 
tems. 


REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE 
The conferees agree with the Senate in 
providing an additional $322,000,000 for bar- 
racks renovation. The conferees have a pro- 
vided a total increase of $700,000,000 to the 
Real Property Maintenance account. 


Budget House Senate Conference 

18,134,736 18,996,131 179729 1822195 
(50, (50, (50, (50, 
21,175,710 20,846,710 71193901 21,279,425 
(50,000) (50,000) (50, (50,000) 
2,269,722 2508822 2,341,737 2392522 
1820650 1887373 180047 18561267 
3600 (50 (50, (50,000) 
10,366,782 9.908810 9,904,068 10,388,595 
1,068,591 1,119,191 1,068,312 1,119,191 
826,042 841,565 826,042 (542 
90,283 102079 90,283 100,283 
1,485,947 158900 1,485,947 1,519,287 
23041 23440 2361708 2440808 
2737221 222401 2, 


(150,000) 
81,633,817 


(150,000) 
81,702,727 


the On-Site Inspection Agency. In order to 
meet emergent requirements stemming from 
valid treaty obligations, the conferees expect 
the Department of Defense to submit a re- 
programming request subject to normal, 


prior approval reprogramming procedures. 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS 

The conferees agree that the Department 
of Defense should be able to improve the effi- 
ciency of the transportation organizations 
and infrastructure under the control of the 
U.S. Transportation Command 
(USTRANSCOM). The conferees direct that 
the Department of Defense report to the con- 
gressional defense committees not later than 
March 31, 1996, on measure that will be taken 
to achieve improvements in this area. 

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY TRAINING AND 
EDUCATION 

The conferees express their continued sup- 
port for the International Military Edu- 
cation and Training Program. The conferees 
note however that this program is funded 
within international affairs programs and is 
properly within the jurisdiction of the Sub- 
committees on Foreign Operations. There- 
fore, the conferees direct that no funds ap- 
propriated in this act be used for foreign op- 
erations costs associated with the Inter- 
national Military Education and Training 
program. 
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DEFENSE COMMISSARY ACCESS POLICY 

The conferees direct a report be made by 
the General Accounting Office to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives on any changes 
in DoD commissary access policy, including 
providing reservists new or additional privi- 
leges, and addressing any resulting financial 
impact on the commissaries. 

MILITARY TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT COMMAND 

REENGINEERING PROGRAM. 

The conferees direct the Department of De- 
fense to provide a report on its pilot program 
to implement commercial business practices 
and standards of service for its movement of 
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military household goods, to the congres- 
sional defense committees by March 1, 1997. 
This report should fully assess how the pilot 
program impacts the government’s transpor- 
tation costs as compared to the current pro- 
gram. The conferees expect the Department 
to fairly evaluate the present program as 
modified by the removal of government 
unique terms, conditions and regulations and 
using simplified procedures. This analysis 
shall determine whether the proposed re- 
engineering of the current program is eco- 
nomically justified, can achieve a higher 
level of service and lower claims frequency. 

In addition, the conferees direct the De- 
partment to report by January 1, 1996, prior 
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to the implementation of any element of the 
pilot program, on its impact on small busi- 
nesses resulting from, but not limited to, the 
application of the Federal Acquisition Regu- 
lations, and the requirement of any program 
elements that are not standard commercial 
business practices. 


TITLE II -OPERATION AND 
MAINTENANCE 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 


The conference agreement on items ad- 
dressed by either the House or the Senate is 
as follows: 


(іп thousands of dollars] 
Budget House Senate Conference 

100 

150 

200 

250 1,882,069 1,882, 1,882,069 1,882,069 
39 1,165,970 1,165,970 1,165,970 1,165,970 
350 178,670 178,670 178,670 178,670 
400 1,271,154 1,271,154 1,285,154 1,271,154 
450 73,584 73,584 73,584 73,584 
500 861,426 1,065,426 890,426 950,596 
550 54,467 54,467 54,467 54,467 
— 3,582,306 3,612,306 3,618,129 3,612,306 
750 214,364 214,364 214,364 214,364 
800 36,937 36,937 36,937 36,937 
%0 9,320,947 9,554,947 9,399,770 9,440,217 
950 
1000 
1050 86,830 86,830 86,830 86,830 
1100 393,923 482,923 ‚923 423,923 
1150 72,166 72,166 72,166 72,166 
1200 143,841 143,841 143,841 143,841 
1300 696,760 785,760 691,760 726,760 
1350 
1400 
1450 58,328 58,328 58,328 58,328 
1500 11,228 11,228 11,228 11,228 
1550 17,008 17,008 17,008 17,008 
1600 109,789 109,789 109,789 109,789 
1 — 118.445 118,445 118,445 118,445 
1800 236,760 302,760 260,760 281,760 
1850 218,514 218,514 218,514 218,514 
1900 68,981 68,981 68,981 68,981 
1950 375,528 375,528 375,528 375,528 
Ж 1,160,360 1,160,360 1,171,960 1,160,360 
2150 211,375 217,875 216,375 216,375 
2200 64, 64, 64, 
2250 103,812 103,812 103,812 103,812 

8 0 81,108 81,1 
74 74 74 
156, 


— — —— ͤ wUbU— Aœ—Vꝓ— —-— — — m — раа 


— Б 


[in thousands of dollars) 


ADJUSTMENTS TO BUDGET ACTIVITIES 
Adjustments to the budget activities are as 
follows: 
{In thousands of dollars] 


Budget Activity 1: Operating Forces: 
500 Communications/Elec- 


tronics Maintenance . . 39.000 
500 Other Depot Maintenance 66,000 
500 Depot Maintenance Logis- 

FC E а еер (15,130) 
600 NTC Interim Airhead .......... 2,000 
600 Base Operations Support .... 28,000 
Budget Activity 2: Mobilization: 

1100 Prepositioning Ships (5,000) 
1100 Prepositioned Materiel, 
. EEA мун 16,000 


7 саи зов 


1800 Chemical/Biological De- 


Тепве Traiming ........................ 20,000 
1800 Simulation Enhancements 21,000 
2150 Recruiting and Advertising 5,000 


Budget Activity 4: Administration and 


Servicewide Activities: 

2650 Security Programs (Arms 

0 ˙· A (6,000) 
2800 Acquisition Reform ........... (12,000) 
2800 Depot Maintenance Logis- 

ШОВ ТӨН ss cos neraccbecebssardevessvestaas 15,750 
3050 Waste Water Treatment 

ТШШДЕ —W—WK—Ä—K—K— ас» 350 
3200 Personne] Management Ef- 

cc (3.000) 
3250 Conservation and Есо- 

system Management 3.000 
3500 Pentagon Renovation 

. rr (44,130) 
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Other Adjustments: 
3810 Civilian Underexecution ... 
3830 Family Housing Survey/ 


(67,000) 


Deficit Reduction Program ... 3,500 
3880 Foreign Currency .............. 59,300 
3970 Inspector General Consoli- 

CC (12.500) 
3982 Administrative Travel 

Savings Executive Transport (28.500) 
4000 Provide Comfort / Enhanced 

Southern Watch ..................... 87,300 
2 Papay Management Re- 

ELI S ВАС ОЕЕО (8,500) 
4040 61 Civilian Personnel Pay ..... (116,000) 


CONVENTIONAL AMMUNITION MAINTENANCE 

The conferees direct that of the funds pro- 
vided for conventional ammunition care and 
maintenance, the Army shall expend not less 
than $300,853,000 for this purpose. 

NATIONAL PRESTO 

The conferees direct that not less than 
$15,000,000 be made available in the “Орег- 
ation and Maintenance, Army“ account only 
for the remediation of environmental con- 
tamination at the National Presto Indus- 
tries, Inc. site in Eau Claire, Wisconsin. 
These funds are to be made available only for 
the implementation and execution of the 1988 
agreement between the Department of the 
Army and National Presto Industries, Inc., 
within sixty days of the enactment of this 
Act and without being made subject to any 
studies, reports or other pre-conditions that 
would in any way delay or obstruct the obli- 
gation and disbursal of the funds. The con- 
ferees are satisfied that sufficient studies of 
this matter already have been done. 

LIFE SCIENCES EQUIPMENT LABORATORY 

The conferees direct that the Army shall 

make available $500,000 to the Life Sciences 


[in thousands of dollars} 


18,134,736 18,998,131 


(19,048,131) 


17,947,229 
(50,000) 


— (18,184,736) (17,997,229) (18,371,965) 


Equipment Laboratory at Kelly AFB, Texas, 
for work in support of the Joint Task 
Force—Full Accounting. 


FORT WAINWRIGHT EMERGENCY REPAIRS 


The conferees agree to provide $8,000,000 of 
available funds, for emergency repairs for 
the Fort Wainwright Central Heat and Power 
Plant. 


CONTRACTOR-OPERATED PARTS STORES 
(COPARS) 


The conferees are concerned by the issues 
raised in a recent GAO study of the COPARS 
program questioning the methodology used 
by certain military commanders to justify 
the use of alternative approaches. The con- 
ferees direct the services to suspend all ef- 
forts directed toward the elimination of 
COPARS unless and until economic analyses 
are approved that clearly show other alter- 
natives to be more cost-effective. Such eco- 
nomic analyses must compare like items of 
cost (including labor and overhead costs of 
any COPARS alternative) and must fully ad- 
dress the concerns about earlier analyses 
cited in the GAO report. To ensure the fair- 
ness and objectivity of any such analysis, 
the conferees direct the Secretary to des- 
ignate a single point of contact within the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense for ap- 
proval of study methodology and any final 
recommendations. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 


The conference agreement on items ad- 
dressed by either the House or the Senate is 
as follows: 


Budget House Senate Conference 
1,788,301 1,788,301 1,788,301 1,796,301 
‘dn чп „ 
59,060 59,060 59,060 59,060 
489,443 539,443 489,443 514,443 
28,232 28,232 28,232 28,232 
1,205,551 1,233,151 1,217,651 1,205,651 
1,885,234 1,885,234 1,885,234 1,885,234 

462,396 462,396 462,396 

401.812 401,812 401.812 401,81 
2,261,190 2,331,190 2,411,190 2,413,190 
758,320 758,320 1 758,32 
1,110,058 1,137,558 1,121,058 1,110,058 
198,415 198,415 198,415 198,415 
7,396 13% 7; 13% 
153,881 153,881 153,881 153,881 
138,256 138,256 138,256 138,256 
198,719 198,719 198,719 198,719 
339,888 339,888 339,888 339,888 
145,820 145,820 145,820 145,820 
1,127 1,127 1,127 1,127 
398,298 398,298 398,298 ‚298 
96,656 96,656 96,656 96,656 
463 788,463 788,463 788,463 
25,945 25,945 25,945 25,945 
401,879 401,879 401,879 401,879 
111,176 111,176 111,286 111,176 

— ‚100 Я 
14,846,657 14,336,557 15,039,042 - 14,948,952 


= 
ы» 
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[In thousands of dollars] 
Budget House Senate Conterence 
6150 
6200 
55 511,034 511,034 511,034 511,034 
6400 7215 7215 7215 7,215 
— 472.386 472,386 472,385 472,386 
6600 16,162 16,162 16,162 16,162 
6650 1,917 1,917 1917 1,917 
6700 21,514 21,514 21,514 21,514 
6800 1,030,228 1,030,228 1,030,228 1,030,228 
5850 
6900 
6950 66,755 66,755 66,755 66,755 
7000 4567 4567 4,667 4567 
7050 64, 64,836 64,836 64,836 
7109 12811 112811 112311 112811 
7250 212,121 222,121 222,121 222,121 
7300 273,004 273,004 273,004 273,004 
7350 61,214 61,214 61,214 61,214 
7400 25,237 25,237 25,237 125,237 
7450 415,830 
1550 
7600 127,820 
7650 970 
7700 22,223 
7150 24,382 
7800 822 
7900 1,576,692 
7950 
8000 
8050 605,287 
8100 21,684 
8150 61,166 
8200 139,864 
8250 395,629 
8300 288,463 
8350 271,900 
8500 
3550 147,132 
8600 249,520 
8650 412,904 
8700 302,011 
8750 60,022 
8800 51,532 
8850 68,111 
8900 158,334 
8950 — 33,330 
9000 
9050 805 
9100 10,674 
9150 
9200 7,3% 
%50 3,768,303 
9260 1150 
ЖО АНЛА VU %⅛ —%⅛ẽꝗꝗ н ынын ылымыны блледындығыссайы рыс ⁵ꝛW.... x тыныс x 7 а а ОАО 
9310 9,000 
9320 = 50,000 
9340 155,000 
9350 5,000 
9371 525 БАРДА» 
200 40000 
9410 — 20,000 
9420 — 10,000 
9430 —7,200 
9435 — 100,000 
9460 = 7,500 
9470 —17,000 
9480 75,300 
9485 — 9,000 
9490 = 37,000 
9580 21,175,710 20,846,710 21,195,301 21,279,425 
9590 (50, (50,000) (50,000) 1 
9600 (21,225,710) (20,896,710) (21245301) (21329425) 
ADJUSTMENTS TO BUDGET ACTIVITIES Budget Activity 3: Training and 9050 Security Programs (Arms 
Adjustments to the budget activities are as Recruiting: Sen я e (7,000) 
follows: 7600 Recruiting and Advertising 5,000 Other 8 (% 
[In thousands of dollars} Budget Activity 4: Administra- 9350 Fore urrency . . , 
5 tion and Servicewide Activi- 9372 Administrative Travel 
F чеч Savings Executive Transport (28,500) 
4200 Р-3 Force e Hegg Fr. 8,000 8150 Personnel Management Ef- орно General Consoli- керең 
әсіПіс Missile (c Я ТРЕТИН о : 
Ae ад To ме аюы ыы 27700 5135 Bulk Fuel Reduction . (100000) 
4500 Aircraft Depot Mainte- 5; ó 9460 NexCom Second Destina- 
25.000 3650 Acquisition Reform .... (17,000) tion Transportation ............... (7,500) 
4900 АУАНЫ Иларион Acai: қ 8650 Reverse Osmosis 9470 Civilian Underexecution ... (17,000) 
ee ee ee 150,000 Desalinators ...... 3,500 9480 Provide Comfort Enhanced 
5850 Other Weapon Systems 8800 АМ-І7Ү0-70 ........................ 10,000 Southern Watch ..... 5 75.300 
Maintenance 5.000 8950 Pentagon Renovation 9485 Tomahawk Missile Recer- 
6000 DBOF Support ................... (100,000) ТХЛ 5558.55... (33,330) GIORIO еее Ж (9,000) 


September 25, 1995 


9490 Supply Management Re- 


forms (37,000) 


REVERSE OSMOSIS DESALINATORS 


The conferees agree to provide $3,500,000 
under this heading for the purchase and re- 
pair and maintenance of reverse osmosis 
desalinators. Of this amount, $500,000 is di- 
rected to the repair and maintenance of ex- 
isting Navy desalinators. $1,000,000 is di- 
rected for the procurement of new 
desalinators for the Navy, and the remaining 
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$2,000,000 is directed to Navy procurement of 
desalinators in support of the Air Force. 
ASIA-PACIFIC CENTER FOR SECURITY STUDIES 
In their respective bills, the House and 
Senate have each approved the budget re- 
quest for the Asia-Pacific Center for Secu- 
rity Studies. The conferees note that the 
Center was dedicated by the Secretary of De- 
fense in August of this year and it continues 
to receive strong support from the civilian 
and military leadership of the Defense De- 
partment and other nations. The conferees 


lin thousands of dollars) 
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want to express their support for fully fund- 
ing the requirements of the Center in 1996 
and the future. 


CSS HUNLEY 


The House recedes from its report language 
regarding the CSS Hunley. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 


The conference agreement on items ad- 
dressed by either the House or the Senate is 
as follows: 


Budget House Senate Conference 
334,133 344,133 334,133 344,133 
158,299 158,299 158,299 158,299 
148,574 173,574 148,574 158,574 
903,013 953,013 922,043 945,013 
71416 7416 96,416 11416 
8,019 8,019 4019 5,919 
=e 1,629,454 1,714,454 1,663,484 1,689,354 


= 
11950 W COIS 222 И A тылы СОГОН 2,259,722 2,508,822 234,737 2,392,522 
ADJUSTMENTS ТО BUDGET ACTIVITIES 9900 Depot maintenance 10,000 Budget Activity 3: Training and 
Adjustments to the budget activities areas 9950 Initial Issue Equipment 16,000 Recruiting: 
follows: 9060- Personnel Support рты 8 Recruiting and Adver- ‚© 
{In thousands of dollars] Жарап АОС БЫ ОНС 25,000 Other A djustments: ауын УАТЫ ОЛА АЫ 9 
Budget Activity 1: Operating 9950 Training Range Envi- 11750 Foreign Currency 1.000 
Forces: ronmental Assessment ........... 1,000 11817 Administrative Travel 
9800 Operating Tempo .......... 10,000 10150 Norway Prepositioning (2,100) Savings/Executive Transport (9,500) 
[in thousands of dollars} 

Budget House Senate Conference 
2,684,913 2,829,413 2,664,913 2,713,913 
409,701 389,701 389,701 389,701 
257,139 257,139 257,139 257,139 
647,570 652,470 650,570 655,470 

854,442 854,442 846,542 

2,407,212 2,456,212 2,431,282 2,407,212 
826,526 834,726 826, 830,526 
128,374 128,374 12834 128,374 
210,481 210,481 210,481 210,481 
12800 ENG 41.793 41,793 41,793 41,793 
MANAGEMENT/OPERATIONAL HEADQUARTERS... 111,914 111,914 111,914 111,914 
12900 TACTICAL INTEL АМО OTHER SPECIAL ACTIVITIES .. 190,613 190,613 190,613 190,613 
13000 LAUNCH FACILITIES 254,590 254,590 254,590 254,590 
13050 LAUNCH VEHICLES .. 117,482 117,482 117,482 117,482 
13100 SPACE CONTROL 341,862 341,862 341,862 1.862 
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{їп thousands of dollars) 
Budget House Senate Conference 
49,132 49,132 43,832 49,132 
79,989 79,989 79,989 79,989 
402,589 402,589 406,589 402,589 


10,016,322 10.202.922 9,994,192 10,029,322 


1,544,785 1,526,785 1,524,785 1,533,785 
10,961 0,961 10,96 
160,110 160,110 160,110 160,110 
293,027 273, 273,027 2 
514,490 514,490 $19,590 544% 
2,523,373 2,485,373 2,488,473 2,492,373 


= 
2 
= 
Si 
Ед 
Е 


49197 49,197 49,197 49,197 
3,881 3,381 
39,226 39 
91,566 91,566 91,666 91,666 
204,465 214,465 214,465 214,465 
336,956 
78,688 78,688 
65,048 65,048 65, 65, 
545,451 545,451 550,851 $45,451 
44,827 50,827 49,827 49,827 
3,122 3,122 3,122 3,122 
15,537 7 75,537 79,537 
77,304 7,34 77,304 
25,392 25,392 25,392 


қ 1,540,760 1,607,460 1,633,760 1,649,760 


754,324 794,224 754,324 
365,535 535 


365,535 365, 
234,836 234,836 234,836 
889,348 913,648 889,448 


118319 112,819 

318,240 318,240 

84,766 81,766 

40,426 44, 
48,429 48,429 
396,155 396,155 
080 

16,704 16,704 

-32,730 -32,730 

447,218 447218 439,218 439,218 
13,022 13,022 13,022 13,022 


4,076,142 


18,206,597 18,873,793 18,561,267 
(50,000) (50,000) (50,000) (50,000) 
16350 а Д7. ы СО ым ГЫНАН изо . ˙Üꝛ g ˙⏑d ! . —— ҚАМЫН, САЛМА ИН) 
ADJUSTMENTS TO BUDGET ACTIVITIES 12400 Simulation Enhance- Budget Activity 4: Administra- 
udge 1717 aira eo, 4,900 tion and Servicewide Activi- 
35 стен 3 12450 Combat Communications ties: 
Transfer to RD . . . (7,900) 14950 Acquisition Reform ......... (40,000) 
F 12650 Rivet Joint = 4,000 14950 B-1 Maintenance ... = 4,000 
Budget Activity 1: Operating R 15100 CAMS/REMIS . 100 
Forces: 13450 КС-1358 ........................... 2,000 15250 STRATCOM ................... 2,500 
12250 Air Guard Transfer (6,200) Budget Activity 3. Training and (18,0000 18250 Administrative Bini: 
12250 Excess Funded Carryover (27,000) Recruiting: olencies . . e “йз (8,000) 
12250 Mission Readiness Train- 14200 Undergraduate Pilot 15350 Personnel Management 
JFF 25.200 e ee Же (10,000) Efficiencies ............................ (3,000) 
12250 Precision Weapons . Д 1,000 14500 Recruiting and Advertis- 15400 Rescue and Recovery Pro- 
12260 Spares Funding ................ 36,000 И Элка OE 5,000 CCC ˙* еч 42711 6 4,400 
12400 Caribbean Basin Radars ... 3,000 14600 Tuition Assistance ........... 4,000 15650 Civil Air Patrol . . . 2.000 


— ш 
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15750 Pentagon Renovation 16192 Administrative Travel are intended to augment counterdrug O&M 
. (32.730) Savings Executive Transport (28.500) funding and are not to be counted against 

15850 Security Programs (Arms 16230 Provide Comfort / En- the fiscal year 1996 appropriated level for 
Сан ОС аласыны es (8,000) hanced Southern Watch ......... 393,200 counterdrug O&M activities. 

Other Adjustments: 16235 Supply Management Re- ALTERNATIVE POWER DEMONSTRATION 
TOS BASE be ee A 30,000 forms ......... 7945 Тена (13,600) "Тһе conferees agree that the report оп the 
16040 Civilian Underexecution .. (72,000) COUNTERDRUG OPERATIONS demonstration of alternative power sources 
16110 Foreign Currency . . 7.200 The conferees direct that no more than for Burnt Mountain should be provided to 
16170 Inspector General Con- $8,000,000 of available funds are to be used to the Committees on Appropriations by Sep- 

rr назын наз; (11,000) relocate USSOUTHCOM radars. These funds tember 30, 1997. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE WIDE 
The conference agreement on items addressed by either the House or the Senate is as follows: 
[in thousands of dollars} 


Budget House Senate Conference 


475,977 537,977 480,977 
1,018,476 1,016,476 1,018,476 


480,977 
1,019,476 
10,100 
1,494,453 1,566,553 1,499,453 1,510,553 


26, 


71,438 26,000 26,000 26,000 


112,991 93,991 112,991 101,491 
19, 3,369 19,669 19,669 
132,660 97,960 132,660 121,160 


18750 C e рс А. „ЖЕ А ысы e ЕТЕНЕ ЕНУ 10,366,782 9,908,810 9,804,068 10,388,595 
ADJUSTMENTS TO BUDGET ACTIVITIES Budget Activity 4: Administra- 17550 DMA, Productivity Im- 

Adjustments to the budget activities are as ы мей апа Servicewide Activi- 55 СТОЕК е) (4,500) 

follows: 17300 Defense Civilian Person- CCC (1,000) 
Un thousands of dollars] nel Management Service ....... (2,400) 17700 Federal Energy Manage- 

Budget Activity 1: Operating — . шына ғ 

Forces: 17400 Blige “аны: Investigative ы QV ODOR „у. ернеу рз айнеке (10,000) 
16500 Northern Edge 5,000 ытай: (2,000) 17750 New Parent Support Pro- 

16550 Seal Delivery vehicle 137480 DLA Acouisition Reform i #ТАЛЇ усладе аз нелик 25,600 
Nam One 1,000 17450 DLA, Acquisition Reform (10,700) 17750 Relocation e 

ы 17450 DLA, Security Locks 15,000 Program .... (2,055) 

16560 Provide Comfort/En- 17450 DLA, Homeless Initia- 1150 DoDDS Mathematics ' 

hanced Southern Watch ......... 10,100 (2,600) Teachers Leadership Project 500 
Budget Activity 3: Training and 17950 Office of Economic Ad- 

Recruiting: : 12,000 ПЕСО асака 1,500 
16950 DAU/Defense Systems 17550 DMA, Minor Equipment (13,800) - 18000 OSD, Mobility Enhance- 


Management College (11,500) 17550 DMA, Internet Access .... (600) MEN ee nde 41.000 
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18000 OSD, DFAS Efficiencies 
18000 OSD, Management Effi- 
9 AAA КАТОТ ое 
18000 OSD, Acquisition Reform 
18000 OSD, Staffing Reduc- 
MOI КЕРАК ЗЕ АЙЫН Ө КЕРСӘ ЧИТА 
18000 OSD, Acquisition Рго- 
gram Growth 
18000 OSD, Consulting Serv- 
1005 GOWER есеге 
18000 OSD, Joint Recruiting 
and Advertising Program ...... 
18100 OSIA (Arms Control) 
18150 WHS, Inventory Growth 
18155 Pentagon Renovation 
ЖЕКПЕ КІНА рни Р ТАКОВ 
Other Adjustments: 
18530 Civilian Underexecution 
18550 Information Technology 
18570 Joint Market Research 


Program 
18590 Foreign Currency .. 
18610 Impact Aid ..................... 
18650 Travel Efficiencies/Exec- 


utive Transport ..................... 
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(20,000) 


(24,669) 
(400) 


(6,400) 
(4,200) 
(20,700) 
10,000 
(12,000) 
(9,600) 
108,020 


(45,000) 
12,000 


2,000 
6,400 
35,000 


(33,500) 


ADJUSTMENTS TO BUDGET ACTIVITIES 
Adjustments to the budget activities are as 


follows: 


[In thousands of dollars) 
Budget Activity 1: Operating 
Forces: 
19200 Training operations 


18710 Coast Guard Defense 
БӨЛЕ” олок A EPDS 300,000 
JOINT ANALYSIS MODEL IMPROVEMENT 


PROGRAM 


The conferees agree that, of the funds pro- 
vided, $11,200,000 shall be made available for 
the Joint Analysis Model Improvement Pro- 
gram. 

PENTAGON RENOVATION 

The conferees direct that the Pentagon 
renovation funding be consolidated in the 
Operation and Maintenance, Defense-wide 
account. The conferees have provided a total 
of $108,020,000 for the Pentagon renovation. 

TROOPS TO COPS AND TEACHERS 

The Senate included language providing 
$52,000,000 to continue the Troops to Cops 
and Troops to Teachers programs. The con- 
ferees have deleted this language. The con- 
ferees expect the Defense Department to 
consider using existing resources within this 
appropriation, if available, to continue these 
programs. 


[in thousands of dollars) 


Other adjustments: 
19650 Real property mainte- 


17,000 

Cian restoration . . . . . 5.000 
19680 Reserve component auto- 

mation зузбет ....................... -4,400 


Total adjustments +50,600 


{їп thousands of dollars) 
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TRANSITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM AND 
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 


The conferees agree to provide $49,300,000 
for the Transition Assistance Program and 
$18,504,000 for the Relocation Assistance Pro- 
gram for fiscal year 1996. However, the con- 
ferees are concerned that these programs 
have become permanent entities, even 
though they were initiated to provide service 
members and their families with separation 
and relocation assistance resulting from the 
drawdown. At the end of fiscal year 1996, the 
Department of Defense will have largely 
completed its downsizing effort. Accord- 
ingly, the conferees direct the Department 
to report to the Defense Committees no later 
than March 1, 1996, on phasing out these pro- 
grams, and what, if any residual level of con- 
tinued resourcing is required. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY RESERVE 


The conference agreement on items ad- 
dressed by either the House or the Senate is 
as follows: 


Budget House Senate Conference 
284,036 ‚036 284,036 ‚036 
57,377 $7,377 57,377 57,377 
43,963 43,963 43,963 43,963 
573,414 606,414 573414 606,414 
991,790 
17,492 
423 
61,941 
29,945 
109,801 
17,000 
5,000 
—4,400 


1,068,591 1,119,191 1,068,312 1,119,191 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE 


The conference agreement on items ad- 
dressed by either the House or the Senate is 
as follows: 


Budget House Senate Conference 
291,673 291,673 291,673 тыз 
"as, Шан. Мар 17813 
1,915 1,915 1,915 1,915 
49,338 59,338 49338 54,338 
356 356 356 


ш ш шош 
31,209 31,209 31,209 31,209 


{їп thousands of dollars} 
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House 


21,247 
25,723 
2548 
92,078 
12.000 
9.000 
15477 


841,565 


ADJUSTMENTS TO BUDGET ACTIVITIES 


Adjustments to the budget activities are as / B ˙ 5,000 

follows: Other Adjustments: 
Un thousands of dollars) 20,000 
Budget Activity 1: Operating 2,500 
Forces: 
20175 P-3 Squadrons .................. 6,000 Total Adjustments ................. +33, 
[in thousands of dollars] 

21950 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS RESERVE 
22000 BUDGET ACTIVITY 1: OPERATING FORCES 
22050 MISSION FORCES 


770 REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE .... 
22780 OPERATIONAL SUPPORT AIRLIFT... 
ADJUSTMENTS TO BUDGET ACTIVITIES 22250 Depot Maintenance .......... 1,000 
Adjustments to the budget activities areas Budget Activity 4: Admin & 
follows: Servicewide Activities: 
22700 Base Support 2,200 
Па thousands of dollars) Other Adjustments: 
Budget Activity 1: Operating 22770 Real Property Mainte- 

Forces: Co AAA 1,500 
22100 ТРАЕ ссср аекнно онр 900 — 
22150 Operating Forces 4.400 Total Adjustments . . . 10.000 

{їп thousands of dollars} 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE MARINE CORPS 
RESERVE 


The conference agreement on items ad- 
dressed by either the House or the Senate is 
as follows: 


Budget 


жет 90,283 90,283 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 
RESERVE 


The conference agreement on items ad- 
dressed by either the House or the Senate is 
as follows: 


24250 TOTAL, O&M, AIR FORCE RESERVE ...... 


[In thousands of dollars] 
Operating 


ADJUSTMENTS TO BUDGET ACTIVITIES 
Adjustments to the budget activities areas Budget Activity 1: 
follows: Forces: 


23300 Aircraft Operations .. 11,840 


Budget House Senate Conference 
1,103,593 1,115,433 1,103,593 1,115,433 
35,073 35,073 35,073 35,073 
282,248 282,248 282,248 282,248 
1,420,914 1,432,754 1,420,914 1,432,754 
33,107 33,107 33,107 33,107 
17,746 17,46 17,746 17,46 
7,743 1143 1743 1,83 
5,063 5,063 6,063 6,063 
374 374 374 374 
65,033 65,033 65,033 65,033 
— 13,500 — 13,500 
— 8.000 — 8.000 
1.485.947 1,519,287 1,485,947 1,519,287 
Other Adjustments: 
24030 Real Property Mainte- 
DROE МЕМ НН КК УК ҮТ 13,500 
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24040 Military/Civilian Techni- 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
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cian Restoration 8,000 NATIONAL GUARD 
The conference agreement on items ad- 
Total Adjustments ................. +33,340 сие аву aS ee oe ee 
[in thousands of dollars} 
Budget House Senate Conference 
ыи 1,760,134 1,720,134 1,760,134 


ADJUSTMENTS TO BUDGET ACTIVITIES 


Adjustments to the budget activities are as 
follows: 


[їп thousands of dollars) 
Budget Activity 1: Operating 
Forces: 
24550 Training Operations . 40,000 
24750 Base Support ................... 2,600 


Budget Activity 4: Admin & 
Servicewide Activities: 


24950 Information Management — 14,900 
Other Adjustments: 
25180 Real Property Mainte- 
ОУ RE 100,000 
25190 Military/Civilian Techni- 
cian Restoration . 9.000 
Total Adjustments . 136.700 


{їп thousands of dollars) 


= 
= 
е 


20,110 20,110 


ни 2,304,108 2,361,708 2,440,808 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL 
GUARD 


The conference agreement on items ad- 
dressed by either the House or the Senate is 
as follows: 


Budget 


REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE ........ 
40 MILITARY/CIVILIAN TECHNICIAN RESTORATION 


House Senate Conference 

1,977,786 1,979,286 186 2,006,586 
346,687 346,687 246,587 346,587 
361,224 361,224 361,224 361,224 
18410 19,910 18410 19,910 
2,704,107 2.707.107 2,131,507 2.734.507 
3,127 3,127 3127 3127 
4,387 4,987 4,987 4,987 
8114 8,114 8114 8.114 


2,112,221 2,737,221 2,724,021 2,776,121 


ADJUSTMENTS TO BUDGET ACTIVITIES 


Adjustments to the budget activities are as 
follows: 


[In thousands of dollars] 
Budget Activity 1: Operating 
Forces: 
25700 Aircraft Operations .......... 28,900 
25850 Depot Maintenance 1,500 
Other Adjustments: 
26230 Real Property Mainte- 
CTC 15.000 
26240 Military Civilian Techni- 
cian Невфогабіоп .................... 18,500 
Total Adjustments ................. +63,900 


ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, DEFENSE 


The conferees agree to provide $1,422,200,000 
for Environmental Restoration, Defense. 


ENVIRONMENTAL REMEDIATION 


The conferees support the relative risk“ 
approach to environmental remediation and 
expect the Department to make sure the 
most hazardous sites receive primary atten- 
tion. While the conferees believe that all 
bases—those closing and those remaining 
open—must meet environmental standards 
the Department must not let ongoing envi- 
ronmental clean-up efforts preclude reuse 
opportunities at closing military installa- 
tions. In these cases, the Department should 
work aggressively and innovatively with 
State and local officials to lower clean-up 
costs and to be sure environmental issues do 
not make it harder for affected communities 
to recover from losing a military installa- 
tion. 


SUMMER OLYM”ICS 
The conference agreement recommends an 
appropriation of $15,000,000 as proposed by 
the House and Senate for support of the 1996 
Games of the XXVI Olympiad. 
OVERSEAS HUMANITARIAN, DISASTER, AND CIVIC 
AID 


The conferees agree to provide $50,000,000 
for these functions of which $20,000,000 is spe- 
cifically earmarked for training and activi- 
ties related to the clearing of landmines for 
humanitarian purposes. 

The conferees also agree to the House rec- 
ommendation to consolidate all funds for hu- 
manitarian, disaster, and civil aid into a sin- 
gle account. 

FORMER SOVIET UNION THREAT REDUCTION 

The conferees agree to provide $300,000,000 
for the Former Soviet Union Threat Reduc- 
tion program, a reduction of $71,000,000 from 
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the budget request. Funding provided at the 
subprogram level appears in the following 
table: 

{in millions of dollars} 


Con- 
ference 


$167.5 $167.5 7 


Budget House Senate 


$167.5 
4 


Roos 


TOTAL PROCUREMENT .............................------- 


JOINT FORCES COMMAND, CONTROL AND 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The conferees understand the importance 
of interoperability for joint forces in war and 
peacetime and have provided an additional 
$103,300,000 to correct critical deficiencies. 
However, through testimony from the Vice 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, Service 
Chiefs and Commanders in Chief of the var- 
ious Unified and Specified Commands, the 


— — 
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{in millions of dollars} 
Program Budget House Senate Сот 
Ni | Ge ш. ДЕГ 


Although no new funds are provided for the 
Defense Enterprise Fund, the conferees agree 
that up to $200,000,000 of previously appro- 
priated funds may be expended to administer 
the continued operation of the Defense En- 
terprise Fund program currently underway. 


{їп thousands of dollars) 


conferees believe that deficiencies in com- 
mand, control and communications still 
exist. The conferees encourage the Secretary 
of Defense to provide adequate resources for 
joint interoperability initiatives and will en- 
tertain rep action that provides 
additional funds for this purpose. 
AMMUNITION AND MISSILE QUANTITIES 

The conferees agree the quantities of mis- 

siles and ammunition noted in the following 


{їп thousands of dollars) 
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The conferees have included two general pro- 
visions regarding the Former Soviet Union 
Threat Reduction program involving the 
limitation on expenditures of funds for the 
Chemical Weapons Destruction program and 
a prohibition on providing funds for housing 
for current or former Soviet military offi- 
cers. 


TITLE Ш 
PROCUREMENT 
The conference agreement is as follows: 


Budget House Senate Conference 


1,223,067 1,468,067 1,498,623 1,558,805 
676, 842,830 846,555 855555 

1,298,986 1,616,964 1,396,264 1.652745 

795,015 1019915 1,090,891 1,110,685 

2,256,601 2,570,125 2760002 2769, 

6,250,099 7,517,301 7,592,335 7,957,233 

3,886,488 4310703 4,589,394 

1781121 17521 1771421 1,569,827 

ERS BST Coe 430,053 

5,051,935 5,577,958 1,062,001 6,643,958 

396,080 2480670 23% 2,503,581 

474.16 480,850 514 458947 

13,595,740 15070173 16,722,214 16295760 

6,1 7,140,703 7,163,258 7,367,983 

— 3,647,711 52/45 3,550,192 2,943,931 
"$808,696 6506.45 5540851 6284230 

16,636,233 1719371 1724401 16,934,944 

20997 2,187,085 2,114,824 2.124.379 

908,125 777,000 ШЕ 

9 38,662,049 42,876,405 44,460,774 44.089.316 


tables are to be considered a floor and direct 
the Department to buy as many units as ap- 
propriated funds will allow. In no case shall 
the Department buy less than the quantities 
noted in the table unless the congressional 
defense committees are informed as to why 
these levels are unachievable. 


AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
The conference agreement is as follows: 


АН-64 MODIFICATIONS 

The conferees agree to provide the budget 
request of $53,596,000 for AH-64 modifica- 
tions. Of this amount, $3,000,000 shall be used 
to procure additional embedded global posi- 
tioning/inertial navigation systems for 
Apache helicopters. 

UH-60 

The conferees agree with the Senate lan- 
guage regarding enhanced protection sys- 
tems. However, in view of the conference 
agreement to fund a multi-year procurement 
program for the UH-60, the conferees believe 


that the House-recommended report on heli- 
copter production strategies is not required. 


HIGH CAPACITY AIR AMBULANCE 


The conferees are deeply concerned by the 
failure of the Army to address the need fora 
High Capacity Air Ambulance (HCAA). The 
Army Surgeon General has stated that this 
is one of his highest priorities. The conferees 
direct the Army to seek an appropriate solu- 
tion and report the results of the planned 
joint exercise with the Air Force and Na- 
tional Guard by February 15, 1996. The report 
should include the feasibility of utilizing C- 


130s for the HCAA fixed wing requirement, 
the role of the Army and Air National Guard 
in this mission, and requirements for the 
UH-60L and or UH-60Q helicopters for the 
National Guard in order to accomplish the 
rotary wing portion of this mission. The con- 
ferees direct that, of the funds appropriated 
for UH-60Ls, the first 9 aircraft to be pro- 
cured within the Aircraft Procurement, 
Army appropriation will be assigned to the 
National Guard. 


MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
The conference agreement is as follows: 


Budget 


Senate Quantity Conference 


246,685 750 246,685 
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Budget House Senate Quantity Conference 
Pe eS Жы ee —L—Ũ T—ͤ—⅞— ——— 171,428 210428 206 1,010 206, 
ON aE Be RES RIERA I SICA aa лнн ы асада . ( 7378 7378 2738 1,000 12378 
e ee a ж F.... Ty 48,158 і 29 98,558 
КЕ ENE VS Fe MORE MNT OS RE RNS y SIE E e инн, FAG 10,095 20,095 10,095 - 10,095 
TOW 2 MISSILES MULTIPLE LAUNCH ROCKET SYSTEM LAUNCHERS bishment of existing launchers which are to 


The conferees agree to provide $12,378,000 The conferees agree to provide $98,588,000 po Broa tO едис gasra: 
PROCUREMENT TRA 
for TOW 2 missiles, an increase of $5,000,000 for multiple launch rocket system launchers, OR BAPOR ONO ARNS 


to modify the capstan block of existing TOW increase of $50,400,000 only for the refur- COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 
2 missiles. енсе колонна = к” The conference agreement is as follows: 
[In thousands of dollars) 
Budget House 
141,551 141,551 
eee 48067 4950 
74,336 74,336 
220,239 ‚039 
77,075 46,754 
340,911 340,911 
3 110,000 
11,619 11,619 
5 44,000 
28,500 
20,000 
13,500 
6,500 
TEST EQUIPMENT Conference PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY 
Armored Gun System $6,000,000 
The conferees agree to provide $15,000,000 Abrams Tank Series 3,000,000 The conference agreement is as follows: 


for Direct Support Electronic System Test Combat Vehicle Improve- 
Sets (DSESTS). The funding is appropriated ment Program 
as follows: CRD TEE,A) п... 6,000,000 


SPECIAL PURPOSE AMMUNITION Conference СТО 120 MM HEAT М830А1 
The conferees agree to provide $6,000,000 for 7.62MM (ХМ993) ................. $2,000,000 4 — 4 сае е the oes eg Ae 
special purpose ammunition. The increase is 5. SMM (XM995) ... 2,000,000 $15,000. рете усо fiscal year 1994 for 
to be allocated as follows: 50 caliber (MK211) 2,000,000 АТ-4 modifications. 


OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
The conference agreement is as follows: 


{їп thousands of dollars) 


596 25,596 
20,000 

14526 14,526 
64,142 52,142 
7,963 7,963 
61,547 51,547 
5% 5 
{ш 25 
ДЕ ЕН 
75 їн 
138,751 

14 83,174 
44,949 

27% 

3 4,700 

i 14,310 
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[in thousands of dollars] 


Conference 


Туб, 
ITEMS LESS THAN $2 0М (FLOAT/RAIL) .... 
TORS AND ASSOCIATED EQUIP 


TRAINING NONSYSTEM 
SIMNET/CLOSE COMBAT TACTICAL TRAINER 
MODIFICATION OF IN-SVC EQUIPMENT (ОРА-3) 


3,576 
2,602 
13,761 
76,061 


30,655 
14,411 


NAVSTAR GLOBAL POSITIONING SYSTEM 
The conferees agree to provide $32,502,000 
for the Navstar Global Positioning System, 
an increase of $17,500,000 to complete the in- 
stallation of global positioning systems on 
all Army active and reserve aircraft. The 
conferees direct that priority installation be 


F/A-18C/D HORNET 

The conferees agree to provide $822,669,000 
for the acquisition of eighteen F/A-180 D air- 
craft. The conferees do not agree with the 
House reduction of funds for procurement of 
ALR-67(V)3 radar warning receivers. 

TN 

The conferees agree to provide $45,000,000 
to purchase 17 T-39N aircraft. The conferees 
also agree with the House's direction for the 
Navy to transition to a competitive purchase 
of services contract for logistical support for 
the T-39N fleet after aircraft acquisition. 
However, the conferees direct that this tran- 
sition should occur at the conclusion of the 
current T-39N contract, which is due to ex- 
pire at the end of fiscal year 1998. 

EA-6B 

The conferees agree to provide $165,000,000 
for modifications and improvements to the 
EA-6B electronic warfare aircraft. The funds 


given to the 1/207th Aviation Regiment be- 
cause of their unique search and rescue mis- 
sion in remote areas. 


JSTARS GROUND STATIONS 


The conferees do not agree on the transfer 
language for JSTARS ground stations from 


lin thousands of dollars] 


are approved for the following purposes: 
$100,000,000 to modify 20 more aircraft to en- 
able the Navy to support Air Force require- 
ments; $40,000,000 to buy 60 shipsets of Band 
9/10 jammer transmitters; and $25,000,000 to 
buy 30 089-113 radio countermeasures sets. 
The conferees further agree to modify the 
Senate's direction to use prior year funds for 
the acquisition of Band 9/10 jammers, which 
is now not necessary because they have pro- 
vided sufficient fiscal year 1996 funds to pro- 
cure these systems. The conferees urge the 
Navy to buy these systems expeditiously. 


P-3 MODIFICATIONS 


The conferees agree with the Senate's di- 
rection regarding acquisition of the AN/ 
ААО-22 thermal imaging system and incor- 
poration of that system into the P-3 
Antisurface Warfare Improvement Program 
(AIP). 


[In thousands of dollars) 


the Army to the Marine Corps. The conferees 
have provided funds in the Procurement, Ma- 
rine Corps appropriation for JSTARS ground 
stations. 


AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT NAVY 
The conference agreement is as follows: 


784,782 
367,017 


COMMON ECM EQUIPMENT 

The conferees support the use of the LAU- 
138/А launch rail chaff dispenser system оп 
Navy tactical aircraft as a cost effective 
means for improving aircrew/aircraft surviv- 
ability. The conferees direct that these sys- 
tems be managed as fleet armament equip- 
ment pool assets to afford maximum flexibil- 
ity and cost savings, and that all remaining 
prior year funds appropriated for these sys- 
tems be expeditiously applied toward this 
purpose. 

AVIATION MULTIYEAR FUND 

The conferees do not agree to provide funds 
for an Aviation Multiyear Fund as proposed 
by the House. The Navy is therefore not re- 
quired to solicit multiyear bids from E-2C, 
AV-8B, and Т-45 manufacturers, although it 
may do so if circumstances warrant. 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 


The conference agreement is as follows: 


161,727 


PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND MARINE CORPS 
The conference agreement is as follows: 
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{їп thousands of dollars) 
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OF AMMUNITION, NAVY & MARINE CORPS 
GENERAL PURPOSE BOMBS 


8885 


888 


5 INCH/54 GUN AMMUNITION 
The conferees agree to provide $36,000,000, 
an increase of $14,499,000 only for 5 inch/54 
gun ammunition. Despite Congressional di- 
rection to correct the requirements process 


and provide adequate funding for fleet train- 
ing ammunition, the Navy has chosen once 
again to provide insufficient funding. The 
conferees direct the Secretary of Navy to en- 
sure that adequate funding is provided in 


lin thousands of dollars] 


1,174 
11211 


subsequent budget requests for fleet training 
ammunition. 


SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 
The conference agreement is as follows: 


House 


000,00 
2,162,457 
F174 000 


9,500 
70.00 


134,791 
164,991 ФИ с. 


DDG-51 


The conferees agree with the House rec- 
ommendation of $2,162,457,000 for the DDG-51 
program, which will procure two destroyers. 
The conferees further provide legislative au- 
thority for the Secretary of the Navy to ne- 
gotiate contracts for two additional DDG-51 
class destroyers, and to award the contracts 
for those vessels on October 1, 1996. The con- 
ferees believe this acquisition strategy will 
generate increased economies of scale and 
stability for the Navy and the shipbuilding 
industrial base. 

LPD-17 RCS ENGINEERING SUPPORT 


The conferees note that as a result of the 
Base Realignment and Closure decisions, the 
Navy has reorganized and consolidated its 
Radio Communications Systems (RCS) engi- 
neering, production, testing, integration and 


training support activities. In assigning RCS 
engineering support workload for the LPD-17 
class of ships, the conferees expect that the 
Navy will assign such workload to the most 
appropriate facility. 


Т-АС8-64 

The conferees agree to provide $16,000,000 
for advance procurement for a Т-АС5-64 
multi-purpose oceanographic survey ship. 

180-52 

The conferees agree to provide $20,000,000 
as recommended by the House for one addi- 
tional SSDS МК-1 unit which the conferees 
direct be installed on 1.5 -52 during its con- 
struction prior to delivery of this vessel to 
the fleet. 

SHIP COST ADJUSTMENT 

The conferees do not agree to the House 

proposal to modify the ship cost adjustment 


[in thousands of dollars) 


process by eliminating specific designations 
in the bill, providing new transfer authority, 
and providing reprogramming limitations. 
The conferees also do not agree to the House 
requirement to include ship cost adjust- 
ments in the annual omnibus reprogramming 
process. 

Within the ship cost adjustment imple- 
mented in section 8091 of the Act, the con- 
ferees have allocated funds for potential set- 
tlement of claims on the AOE class of ships. 
This action is taken solely to facilitate the 
Navy's ability to implement a settlement, 
should one be reached. 


OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY: 
The conference agreement is as follows: 


AWSSQ-62 (DICASS) .... 

ММ/550-110 (EER) ............... 0 
WEAPONS RANGE SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 
ee ИЕП 


HM&E ITEMS UNDER $2,000,000 

The conferees agree to provide $33,389,000 
for “НМ“Е Items Under $2,000,000", a reduc- 
tion of $10,000,000. This decrease, which is ap- 
plied against the Surface Ship Support 
Equipment portion, includes a reduction of 
$3,760,000 against the Gaseous Nitrogen Gen- 
erator subproject. 

FLEET MODERNIZATION 

The conferees agree to provide $3,000,000 for 
procurement of propeller shaft composite 
fairwaters to be backfit on CG 47 class cruis- 
ers during overhaul. 

RADAR SUPPORT 

The conferees agree to provide $14,466,000 
for the Radar Support program, an increase 
of $14,000,000. The increase includes $9,000,000 
for the AN/BPS-16 submarine radar and 
$5,500,000 for the AN/SPA-25G Radar Display 
program. 

SURFACE SONAR WINDOWS AND DOMES 

The conferees agree to provide $6,000,000 for 

procurement of replacement sonar rubber 
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[ln thousands of dollars] 


domes and windows, provision of safety-re- 
lated field service repair and change-out of 
this equipment, and product improvements 
to increase durability and service life. 
WEAPONS RANGE SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 

The conferees agree to provide $48,830,000, 
an increase of $8,550,000, for Weapons Range 
Support Equipment program. The net in- 
crease includes a decrease of $1,200,000 for the 
Electronic Warfare Response Monitor sub- 
program and an increase of $9,750,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate. 

SURFACE TOMAHAWK SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 

The conferees agree to provide $61,293,000 
for the Surface Tomahawk Support Equip- 
ment program, a reduction of $10,000,000. The 
reduction is against the Afloat Planning 
System (APS) subprogram. The conferees are 
concerned that the Navy does not currently 
have an operational doctrine for the tactical 
use of Tomahawk cruise missiles by ship 
commanders, Furthermore, the conferees 
question the need to deploy APS on all car- 


{їп thousands of dollars) 


98,099 

8,636 

200 

на 4,090 
— 21.910 
40.280 38,080 
1,94 16,714 


{ 


50,037 39,337 
15,543 35,543 
71,293 71,293 
15,199 2,599 
‚452 4,452 
7 3,750 
205 20.900 
210,213 210,213 НВ... 4 


riers in light of the Challenge Athena sat- 
ellite communications project. 


AN/SPS~48E RADAR 


The conferees direct that the funds pre- 
viously appropriated for Pulse Doppler Mod 
Kits for AN/SPS-48E radars be released to 
the Navy. The modification of the radar will 
significantly improve its operational effec- 
tiveness when operating in littoral waters 
and therefore will improve the entire surface 
fleet's tactical situation awareness when it 
is incorporated into the Cooperative Engage- 
ment Capability. Given the vital link be- 
tween these two programs, the conferees fur- 
ther direct that management and execution 
of the upgrade to the AN/SPS—48E radar pro- 
gram be conducted by the Program Execu- 
tive Officer for Theater Air Defense. 


PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 
The conference agreement is as follows: 


ТИГ 


88 
ЕЕ 


11 
194,672 94,672 
167,676 167,676 
194,374 194,374 


214,374 


INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 


The conferees agree to provide $35,283,000 
for intelligence support equipment, an in- 
crease of $29,000,000. Of the increase, 


$16,500,000 is only for two JSTARS ground 
stations and $12,500,000 is only for Command- 
er's Tactical Terminals. 


RIGHT HAND DRIVE VEHICLES 


The conferees have reviewed the imple- 
mentation of Public Law 100-370, which 
amended title 10 USC (2253) to limit the 
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amount available for purchase of right hand 
drive vehicles to $12,000. The conferees agree 
that this limitation should only apply to the 
purchase of passenger sedans manufactured 


STRATEGIC AIRLIFT 
The conferees agree to provide $183,757,000 
for strategic airlift, the amount of the budg- 
et request. It is the conferees’ belief that the 
Defense Acquisition Board’s upcoming deci- 
sion on the optimal composition of the air- 
lift fleet will require the continued produc- 
tion of C-17 aircraft. The conferees therefore 
direct that from the amount of funding pro- 
vided for strategic airlift the Department of 
Defense must give first priority to fully 
funding advance procurement for continued 
production of C-17 aircraft in fiscal year 1997. 
B-1B MODIFICATIONS 
The conferees agree to provide $68,483,000 
for В-ІВ modifications, а decrease of 
$6,900,000 to the budget request. The amount 
provided by the conferees includes a decrease 
of $14,100,000 from cost savings for mis- 
cellaneous modifications and an increase of 
$7,200,000 for reliability and maintainability 
improvements identified during the B-1B 
operational readiness assessment. The con- 
ferees also agree with the Senate’s reporting 
requirement about expanding the В-ІВ con- 
ventional mission upgrade program. 
A-10 
The conferees agree to provide $41,024,000, a 
decrease of $38,400,000 to the budget request 
for A-10 modifications. The deleted funds are 
excess to program requirements for fiscal 
year 1996. 
Е-15 MODIFICATIONS 


The conferees agree to provide $78,288,000, a 
decrease of $1,200,000 to the budget request 
for F-15 modifications. The conferees agree 
with the House reduction of funds for instal- 
lation of landing gear wiring switch kits. 
The conferees do not agree with the Senate 
reduction of funds for a fighter data link 
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outside of the United States. Further, this 
limitation does not affect the use of any 
right hand drive vehicle provided as part of 


{In thousands of dollars) 


September 25, 1995 
the local contribution towards the basing of 
U.S. forces in the Host Nation. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
The conference agreement is as follows: 


Budget House Senate Qty Conference 
56,356 56,336 143,336 .......... 
279,921 772,921 279,921 
Ы 250, 3112 
50,1! 
50, 
5 


modification. In restoring the $15,800,000 de- 
leted by the Senate, the conferees direct that 
$9,000,000 may only be used to acquire Joint 
Tactical Information Distribution System 
(JTIDS) class П terminals for one squadron 
of F-15 aircraft. The remaining $6,800,000 is 
available only for the Multifunctional Infor- 
mation Distribution System (MIDS) variant 
project. 

The Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisi- 
tion and Technology) has informed the con- 
ferees of the Defense Department’s recent de- 
cision to meet the F-15 fighter data link 
(FDL) requirements through the MIDS pro- 
gram. The conferees understand that the De- 
partment intends full and open competition 
for FDL production. The conferees direct the 
Under Secretary to assure the congressional 
defense committees in writing that the use 
of MIDS architecture and software will not 
place U.S. companies at a competitive dis- 
advantage. This assurance is required before 
release of the formal Request for Proposal 
for the F-15 fighter data link. 


F-16 MODIFICATIONS 


The conferees agree to provide $120,606,000 
for F-16 modifications, an increase of 
$2,000,000 to the budget request. The addi- 
tional funding provided is only for initial ac- 
quisition of 600 gallon fuel tanks for destruc- 
tive testing, evaluation and limited oper- 
ational use. 


С-130 MODIFICATIONS 


The conferees agree to provide $94,399,000 
for С-130 modifications, an increase of 
$10,000,000 to the budget request. Of the addi- 
tional funding provided by the conferees, 
$6,000,000 is only for threat defensive sys- 
tems, and $4,000,000 is only for acquisition of 
AN/AAQ-22 thermal imaging systems for 10 


[In thousands of dollars} 


212,510 


Air Force Reserve НС-130 aircraft, as rec- 
ommended by the Senate. 
С-135 MODIFICATIONS 

The conferees agree to provide $238,764,000, 
for C-135 modifications, an increase of 
$96,000,000 to the budget request. The addi- 
tional funding provided by the conferees is 
only for continued reengining of the Air 
Guard and Reserve KC-135 tanker fleet. The 
conferees have provided sufficient funding 
for four reengining kits. 

DARP MODIFICATIONS 

The conferees agree to provide $53,000,000 
for Defense Airborne Reconnaissance Pro- 
gram (DARP) modifications, an increase of 
$53,000,000 to the budget request. Of the addi- 
tional funding provided by the conferees, 
$48,000,000 is only for the acquisition of two 
RC-135 reengining kits and $5,000,000 is only 
for costs associated with the refurbishment 
of the SR-71 aircraft. 

AIRCRAFT SPARE AND REPAIR PARTS 

The conferees agree to provide $586,281,000 
for aircraft spare and repair parts, a decrease 
of $17,338,000 to the budget request. The 
amount of funding provided by the conferees 
includes a decrease of $21,900,000 for С-17 
spares, a decrease of $8,938,000 for Т-1 spares 
and an increase of $13,500,000 for F 100-229 en- 
gine spares. 

ELECTRONIC WARFARE FORCE STRUCTURE 


The conferees strongly agree with Senate 
report language with respect to retaining at 
least 12 EF-111A Raven jammer aircraft in 
the primary aircraft inventory through fis- 
cal year 1999, and with the Senate directed 
reporting requirements. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 


The conference agreement is as follows: 


67,011 
1,210,765 
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[in thousands of dollars) 


5,048 


SPACE BOOSTERS the budget request. The recommendation for unadjudicated claims; $5,000,000 from con- 
The conferees agree to provide $433,853,000 makes the following reduction: $20,000,000 for tractor consolidation savings. 
for the procurement of the Titan IV heavy no longer needed relocation costs; $6,100,000 PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE 
lift space booster, a decrease of $31,100,000 to The conference agreement is as follows: 


[їп thousands of dollars) 


880288 


288 


88858 
ia 


OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
The conference agreement is as follows: 


іп thousands of dollars) 


1,699 
67,928 69,128 
5,409,357 5,117,657 5,189,357 .. 


ITEMS LESS THAN $2,000,000 of $11,874,000. The increase is provided only PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE 
The conferees agree to provide $14,176,000 for those items identified by the Air Force as 


for “Items Less Than $2,000,000”, an increase shortfalls. P 


[їп thousands of dollars} 


Budget House Senate шу Conference 


179,307 161,975 179.307 — 
54,234 58,734 54,234 


161,575 
58,734 


CUASSIFIED PROGRAMS . 
тло... теке нк акен —— — 
МК V SPECIAL OPERATIONS CRAFT (MK V SOC) 

PROCUREMENT PROGRAMS 


DEFENSE AIRBORNE RECONNAISSANCE PROGRAM 


The conferees agree to provide $161,575,000 
for procurement for the Defense Airborne 
Reconnaissance Program (DARP), a decrease 
of $17,732,000 to the budget request. The con- 
ferees support the Army's identified need for 
a short range unmanned air vehicle (UAV), 
but remain concerned with the continuing 
problems associated with the Hunter pro- 
gram. As a result, the conferees have denied 
funding for marinization of the Hunter UAV 
and direct that the remaining fiscal year 1996 
funds provided for Hunter not be obligated 
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[In thousands of dollars} 


until the Appropriations Committees receive 
the results of the Defense Acquisition 
Board's review of the program. This review 
should include all options for fulfilling the 
Army’s UAV requirement. The conferees fur- 
ther direct that use of these funds for any 
other purpose is to be handled through nor- 
mal reprogramming procedures. 


PATROL CRAFT—CYCLONE CLASS 


The conferees agree to provide $20,000,000 
for the procurement of one additional РС- 
Cyclone class operations patrol craft/vessel 
to continue to meet force requirements. 


[in thousands of doltars) 
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House Conference 
844.903 858,903 763,190 
20,000 
37,201 


NATURAL GAS VEHICLES 

The conferees recommend the Department 
develop an implementation plan and a dem- 
onstration effort based on the 1993 Navy 
study which specified natural gas vehicles as 
the vehicle of choice for achieving signifi- 
cant emission reductions on military bases. 

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT 

The conferees agree to provide $777,000,000 
for National Guard and Reserve Equipment 
as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$980,125,000 as proposed by the House. 

The conference agreement is as follows: 


Senate 
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The conferees agree to the Senate provi- 
sion which requires the Chiefs of the Reserve 
and National Guard components to prepare 
and submit a modernization priority assess- 
ment for their respective Reserve and Na- 
tional Guard components and have estab- 
lished November 1, 1995 as the deadline for 
this submission. 


MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT 


The conferees concur with the Senate posi- 
tion that the Reserves and National Guard 
should exercise control of funds provided for 
their modernization in this account with pri- 
ority consideration for miscellaneous equip- 
ment appropriations given to the following 
items: 

Avenger, heavy truck modernization, radar 
warning receivers, laser leveling systems, 


AH-64 combat mission simulators, automatic 
building machines, HMMWVs, UH-60 Up- 
grades, F-18 upgrades, 24% ton truck ESP, 
UH-1 Huey SLEP, АН-1 (C-NITE), М-9 АСЕ, 
night vision equipment, IFTE, external fuel 
tanks, AN/AQS-14 airborne mine counter- 
measures, MIUW vans, modular airborne fire 
fighting systems, АН-1 borsighting devices, 
FADEC for UH-1 and СН-47, C-9 upgrades, 
small arms simulators, HC-130N conversions, 
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M-915/916 heavy dump trucks, 5-ton flatbed 
trailers, SQQ-T1 trainer, КС-135 re-engining, 
UH-60Q helicopter upgrades, driver's night 
viewers, unmanned aerial vehicles, heavy 
equipment transport system, С-12 and С-20 
aircraft, CT-39 Navy/Marine Corps replace- 
ment aircraft, SINCGARS radios, and Me- 
dium Truck SLEP. 


The conferees also agree that while they 
have established a separate aircraft account, 
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other aircraft may be purchased from the 
miscellaneous equipment account at the dis- 
cretion of the Reserve and National Guard 
component chiefs. 
NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE AIRCRAFT 

The conferees agree to provide $400,000,000 
for the acquisition of aircraft to support Re- 
serve and National Guard missions and agree 
that the following aircraft shall be pur- 


[in thousands of dollars) 
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C-130 H for the Air Force 
Reserve and Air National 
Guard (10) .............. Қорым 5339,000,000 
СН-5ЗЕ for the Marine 
Corps Reserve (2) ............ 50,000,000 
C-26 for the Air National 
CHOY Ку сылын.» 11,000,000 


INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY RESOURCES 
The conference agreement is as follows: 


0 10 0 
2,000 0 2,000 
112,000 0 12,000 
(+100,000) (0) (0) 
(812,000) (0) (+12,000) 
= 4,000 0 — 4,000 
9,000 0 2,500 
29,396 59,456 44,596 
(— 33,500) (0) (— 18,300) 
(+3,400) (0) (+3,400) 
130,151 132,751 138,751 
(+9,600) (0) (+6,000) 
(-12,000) (0) (0) 
113,134 83,174 108,174 
0 0 13,000 
32,458 23,958 23,958 
(+4,000) (0) (0) 
(94,500) (0) (0) 
26,851 38,451 35,151 
(0) (93,250) (0) 
(0) 48,300) (+8,300) 
58,734 $4,234 $8,734 
(+4,500) (0) (+4,500) 
36,305 11,005 
(+10,400) (0) (+10,400) 
(515,200) (0 15,200) 


JOINT LOGISTICS SYSTEMS CENTER 


The conferees do not agree to the House 
proposal to provide an additional $100,000,000 
in the Operation and Maintenance, Defense- 
wide appropriation for the Joint Logistics 
Systems Center (JLSC). The conferees recog- 
nize that there is the potential for signifi- 
cant cost savings from effective logistics 
systems modernization, and believe that 
JLSC and its programs should remain a top 
priority. A September, 1995 report to the 
House Appropriations Committee by the 
Committee’s Surveys and Investigations 
staff, however, indicates that the JLSC is 
not properly organized to accomplish the re- 
design of the Department of Defense’s logis- 
tics systems. The conferees direct that not 
more than half of the funds requested in the 
budget and appropriated for JLSC may be 
obligated until the Secretary of Defense has 
taken appropriate action to correct JLSC’s 
organizational deficiencies and has des- 
ignated the Air Force as the executive agen- 
cy for the JLSC, which will remain the re- 
sponsibility of the Deputy Undersecretary of 
Defense (Logistics) and will remain located 
at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base. The 
conferees further direct that the Secretary 
of Defense provide a report to the congres- 
sional defense committees by February 1, 
1996 which explains his plan for improving 
the management of the Joint Logistics Sys- 
tems Center, including improved levels of 


management, technical, contracting, and ac- 
quisition support. 


NAVY STANDARD INTEGRATED PERSONNEL 
SYSTEM 


The conferees have provided $18,000,000 as 
recommended by the House for the Navy 
Standard Integrated Personnel System 
(NSIPS). The additional funding is only for 
NSIPS as directed in House Report 104-208, 
page 134, except that $13,000,000 is appro- 
priated in Other Procurement, Navy; 
$2,500,000 in Operation and Maintenance, 
Navy Reserve; and $2,500,000 in Operation and 
maintenance, Navy. The conferees concur 
with the Department's plan to use a joint 
working group to define the functional and 
technical requirements for a standard mili- 
tary personnel management system. The 
conferees believe that parallel development 
of NSIPS is critical and direct the Navy, the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel 
and Readiness, and the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense for C31 to continue NSIPS devel- 
opment and implementation as a joint Naval 
Reserve and active team project which will 
include the core capabilities required to sup- 
port joint requirements for the objective 
DOD field level data collection personnel 
system. The conferees concur with the De- 
partment's decision to designate the Navy as 
executive agent for prototyping and testing 
these field level applications or core capa- 


bilities and the Air Force as the executive 
agent for the database. 

The conferees are aware of Navy needs to 
also continue to consolidate and integrate 
its headquarters personnel systems. The 
House previously directed that the Navy 
Military Personnel Distribution System 
(NMPD) central design authority (CDA) be 
assigned to the Enlisted Personnel Manage- 
ment Center (EPMAC) to assure the most ef- 
ficient and cost effective development and 
maintenance of this system. The conferees 
understand that the Military Assignment, 
Selection, and Transfer System (MAST) has 
been conceived to modernize Naval personnel 
management by combining legacy systems 
and allowing these systems to operate in a 
more cost effective and client friendly envi- 
ronment. EPMAC has been identified as the 
technical expert possessing the expertise re- 
quired to meet the development demands of 
MAST and NMPD systems. The conferees di- 
rect the Navy to assign CDA responsibilities, 
implementation, and funding functions to 
EMPAC for the MAST and NMPD systems by 
January, 1996, and that the transfer of the 
NMPD system to EPMAC be completed by 
September, 1996. The conferees direct the 
Navy to allocate the required funding to 
EPMAs in support of the MAST and NMPD 
system development to include hardware, 
software, and personnel requirements. 

The conferees concur with the House direc- 
tion that the Department of the Navy place 
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the collocated Naval Telecommunications 
and Communications Station (NTCS) func- 
tions and operations under the operational 
control and command of the Naval Reserve 
Information Systems Office, except that this 
direction shall only apply to the Central De- 
sign Agency functions and its related sup- 
port functions and civilian personnel. The 
conferees direct that these functions con- 
tinue to be supported through the Defense 
Business Operations Fund. 
OTHER DEFENSE AGENCIES 

The conferees concur with the House direc- 
tion provided in House Report 104-208, pages 
136-137 regarding DISA megacenter 
outsourcing. The conferees are adamant that 
the reporting requirements and directions 
provided in the House report be followed by 
the Department of Defense. While the con- 
ferees may be able to support outsourcing 
some non-essential military functions and 
services prior to the completion of rec- 
ommended base closing and realignment con- 
solidations, the conferees expect the report- 
ing requirements contained in the House re- 
port to occur first along with proper Con- 
gressional committee oversight. 

The conferees concur with the House Na- 
tional Security Committee efforts urging the 
Department of Defense to privatize or 
outsource non-essential military services 
such functions as civilian payroll and pay- 
roll-and-accounting for nonappropriated in- 
strumentality functions. However, the con- 
ferees recommend the Department also look 
to franchising for these and other similar 
services from other Federal agencies that al- 
ready provide similar, cost effective services. 
In this regard, the conferees urge the Depart- 
ment to proceed with the recommendation 
made in the statement of the managers ac- 
companying the fiscal year 1995 Defense Ар- 
propriations Act to initiate a prototype for 
using the National Finance Center cross 
servicing functions, in conjunction with ex- 
isting DFAS and private operations in the 
area, for some financial management and 


SPECIAL INTEREST ITEMS 
The conferees agree with the direction in 
the House report with respect to the identi- 
fication and treatment of Congressional in- 
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personnel services at DOD as recommended 
by Military Department Comptrollers in 
January, 1994. 

RESERVE COMPONENT AUTOMATION SYSTEM 

The Army has spent eighteen years and 
close to a billion dollars without success- 
fully providing modern computer technology 
to its Reserve Component. For the first time 
in the RCAS program's history, there now 
appears to be general consensus between the 
active Army, the National Guard, the Army 
Reserve, the Office of the Secretary of De- 
fense, and the Congress on its future direc- 
tion based on the restructure proposed by 
the Chief of the National Guard Bureau. 
Given this apparent consensus, there is no 
longer the need for legislation to accomplish 
the goals set out by the Congress for this 
program. The conferees therefore do not 
agree to retain bill language as proposed by 
the House. This action should not be con- 
strued as a diminution of Congressional sup- 
port for RCAS, a Congressional authoriza- 
tion to change the program responsibilities 
of the Chief of the National Guard Bureau, or 
an invitation to the Army to change the pro- 
gram architecture to parallel or merge with 
active Army computer modernization pro- 
grams. The funding provided in this Act is 
available solely to implement the restruc- 
tured RCAS program as proposed by the 
Chief of the National Guard Bureau, en- 
dorsed by the Office of the Secretary of De- 
fense in a formal Major Automated Informa- 
tion Systems Review Council, and recently 
presented to the Congress. All RCAS funds 
are hereby designated to be of special Con- 
gressional interest, any other use of which 
would require approval by the Congress 
through the formal reprogram- 
ming process; this would include the use of 
RCAS funds to modernize active Army sys- 
tems or to finance co-development of new 
systems. The conferees agree to the certifi- 
cation requirements by the Assistant Sec- 
retary of Defense for Reserve Affairs in the 
House report, 


Піл thousands of dollars] 


terest items and further direct that these re- 
quirements be imposed with respect to items 
so identified in the Senate report and in this 
Statement of the Managers. 


{їп thousands of dollars) 
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For many years, the Congress has denied 
the use of government furnished equipment 
and software in the RCAS system primarily 
because the Army would not identify it in 
advance to the Congress. The Chief of the 
National Guard Bureau has proposed the lim- 
ited use of government furnished software in 
the restructured program. The Army has 
touted for many years the large amount of 
government furnished software that poten- 
tially could be used in RCAS. However, of 
the 16 existing Army information systems 
that will be examined for reuse in RCAS dur- 
ing fiscal year 1996, the Guard Bureau indi- 
cates that not even one is likely to have 
more than 14 percent of the software avail- 
able for reuse. Many of these are also very 
old systems. The conferees wish to assure 
that software reuse is not done simply for its 
own sake or solely to satisfy the technical 
community. The conferees impose no restric- 
tions on the use of government furnished 
software in the restructured program, but di- 
rect that the Program Executive Office for 
RCAS certify each time it tasks the RCAS 
contractor to use a significant amount of 
government furnished software that such ac- 
tion is the most cost-effective approach. 


Finally, for many years the Congress had a 
very tight restriction in law prohibiting the 
purchase of interim equipment outside of the 
RCAS program. The Reserve Components 
have recently disclosed that there are 12,000 
modern computers which are available for 
the restructured program. The conferees di- 
rect the Inspector General of the Defense De- 
partment to conduct an investigation on how 
the Reserve Component was able to obtain 
such a large number of computers, whether 
any of these acquisitions violated law, and/or 
if anti-deficiency violations occurred. 


TITLE IV—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST 
AND EVALUATION 


The conference agreement is as follows: 


4,639,131 8215 

КУЗ 131,567 

9,196,784 9,411,057 
246 251, 
22587 22 


916,592 935, 
2,836,736 2,907,381 
3,370,626 3,624,055 
2,780,156 2,983,101 
8,599,378 8,579, 
3,112,963 3,130,779 
10,589,899 10,955,133 
3,267,674 3,314,616 
34,331,953 35,879,560 354404 36,430,109 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 


The conference agreement is as follows: 


Budget House Senate Conference 
127,565 127,565 128240 128,240 
62,715 62,715 39,016 49,779 
21,918 27,918 21,918 27,918 
20,381 20,381 18,470 18,470 
17,985 17,985 12,740 17,965 
23,770 23,770 20,526 20,526 
28,126 ,126 25,976 ‚976 
17,525 19,025 025 
12,534 20,034 12,534 16,034 
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In thousands of doltars) 


23,985 
21,946 
191,513 
5,937 
1913 
14,430 
1,000 
299,103 
995 
1,500 
1,000 
31,028 
2,745 
18,238 
4,187 
40,065 
24,431 
50,7 52,303 
a: 90 жй Da 
5,437 15,437 5,437 15,437 
193,303 200,303 193,303 200,303 
18,771 18,771 28,271 28,271 
15,928 17,528 16,428 18,028 
30,466 30,466 14,139 22,465 
21,872 21,872 16,872 18872 
3,000 24,808 35,000 35,000 
1801 Teal Ва? 13837 
ay ай ШК АШ 
329,978 329.978 319478 319,478 
8,766 8,766 15,7 15,766 
68,786 68,786 72,586 
39,422 ЖШ лр 36,422 
197,669 198,978 202,694 215,003 
38.327 51,327 
3,012 4112 
88,567 100,867 
17,069 64,869 
65,499 
28,776 
30,000 

{їп thousands of dollars) 
Budget House Senate Conference 


Му nonmetallic Ж 
КИ air battery for military гей, 
Human Factors Engineering Technology 


: The conferees direct the Army to 
mittees no tater than January 15, 1995. 
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EXPLANATION OF PROJECT LEVEL ADJUSTMENTS—Continued 
{In thousands of dollars] 


UNIVERSITY AND INDUSTRY RESEARCH CENTERS 
The conferees have provided $49,779,000. In- 
cluded in this amount is $22,847,000 for the 


The conferees are concerned that the 
Army's plan to enter into long term agree- 
ments could limit its ability to respond to 
new ideas and changes in the defense indus- 
try. Therefore, the conferees direct that the 
Army shall not enter into any federated lab 
agreement or contract which provides for the 
non-competitive continuation of a federated 
lab for more than five years. The conferees 
further direct that the Assistant Secretary 
of the Army for Research, Development and 
Acquisition provide a report identifying the 
three fiscal year 1996 federated labs, the par- 
ticipants, the allocation of funds, the man- 
agement structure, and the planned research 
program by March 1, 1996 to the congres- 
sional defense committees. 

EW DEVELOPMENT 

The conferees understand that funds are 

included in the budget request for the devel- 


opment of an electronic protection system 
and encourage the Army to obligate up to 
$10,300,000 in fiscal year 1996 for the SHORT- 
STOP project. 
MEDICAL ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY 

The conferees agree to provide $75,000,000 
for the Army's peer reviewed breast cancer 
research program. The conferees expect the 
Army to provide special emphasis to re- 
search that addresses the specific needs of 
military beneficiaries. 

AIR DEFENSE COMMAND, CONTROL AND 
INTELLIGENCE 

The conferees provided $2,000,000 in fiscal 
year 1995 for the evaluation of the Air De- 
fense Alerting Device (ADAD). The conferees 
direct the Department of Defense to release 
the fiscal year 1995 funds appropriated for 
ADAD and proceed with testing. 

TASK FORCE XXI SOLDIER 

The conferees agree to provide $30,000,000 
for a new project, Task Force XXI Soldier, to 
accelerate the development of integrated, 
modular equipment designed for the individ- 
ual soldier. The Army's strategy to develop 
and field the interim Land Warrior system 
and then immediately begin production of 
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the objective GEN П Soldier system appears 
to be an inefficient allocation of resources. 
The conferees believe that accelerating the 
GEN П soldier program will eliminate the 
need for an interim system allowing the 
Army to field a more capable system at an 
earlier date. Therefore, the conferees have 
consolidated funds from the existing pro- 
grams to accelerate the GEN П Soldier pro- 
gram and provided additional funds to con- 
tinue only the Land Warrior efforts nec- 
essary to support the objective program. The 
conferees direct the Assistant Secretary of 
the Army for Research, Development and Ac- 
quisition to provide a report defining a re- 
vised acquisition strategy to the congres- 
sional defense committees by March 1, 1996. 


AIRBORNE RECONNAISSANCE LOW 


The conferees understand that upgrading 
the Airborne Reconnaissance Low (ARL) air- 
craft with the RAH-66 Comanche engine will 
significantly enhance operational capabili- 
ties and reduce support costs. Although no 
funds were requested in the fiscal year 1996 
budget, the conferees encourage the Army to 
pursue upgrading the ARL engine in fiscal 
year 1997. 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION, NAVY 


The conference agreement is as follows: 


[In thousands of dollars) 
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{їп thousands of dollars) 


74,849 77,849 71,849 78,349 
) 51,182 51,182 56, 56,982 
p 51,384 43,384 48,384 
OCEANOGRAPHIC AND 1 45,526 50,526 49476 58,376 
AIR SYSTEMS AND WEAPONS ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY ... 17,082 71,082 26,082 71,082 
MEDICAL DEVELOPMENT 2,74 62,754 27,754 65,754 
21,504 33,504 25,004 
51,816 51,816 46,170 48483 
80,958 25,000 46, 40, 
96,825 78,000 81,000 
16,621 19,821 16,621 1 
АТ Ц 7477 16,377 


35,748 55,48 3578 55,748 
5070 8,570 5, 8,570 
15,736 53,736 16,736 53,736 
39,156 39,156 67,094 82,864 
46,733 46,733 46,733 50,933 
82,932 ‚932 82,932 87,932 
17879 21,579 17,879 21,579 
32,561 32,561 31,561 31,561 
520 ‚120 245,620 332, 
12,028 37,028 31,028 34,028 
149,295 143,795 123,272 83,795 
91,803 80,175 99,636 89,536 
11,309 26,909 11,309 26,909 
12,872 27,872 2 12,872 
1,945 16,945 16,945 
27,389 27,389 24,750 24,750 
762,548 762,548 757,548 757, 
9,788 17,688 9,788 17,688 
87,440 87,440 97,440 97, 
05,683 89,883 94,683 94,683 
8,572 2,572 18,572 18,572 
42,226 30,468 34,468 
8,342 4,842 8,342 14,842 
43,302 37,151 43,302 302 
38,479 457 38,479 
5,499 15,499 5,499 499 
40,517 43,517 94,517 53,517 
165,297 201,997 179297 207,297 
56,472 56,472 51,104 54,104 
93,507 93,507 93,507 103,507 
9,281 7,000 7,781 7,000 
20,371 12,000 18,422 18,422 
3,584 3,000 3,584 3,000 
245,911 247,911 237,911 239,911 
39,511 39,511 36,609 
919,484 5 919,484 
52,965 52,965 52,965 62,965 
141,440 176,440 141,440 170,440 
16,440 32,640 16,440 5 
48,058 51,058 65,058 
44,490 44,490 44,490 19,115 
3,915 6,915 3,915 7415 
472 38,472 4 


EXPLANATION OF PROJECT LEVEL ADJUSTMENTS 
[in thousands of dollars) 
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{їп thousands of dollars} 


Shallow water surveillance advanced technology—iittoral warfare advanced development 25 
мл кенеле 


8825 


Joint testbed [Note: $4 million for testbed is only for studies.) 
Consolidated Training Systems Development 
Outboard trainer 


2818 


includes $10 million to con 
— пі at developing. kant 


SHIP SELF-DEFENSE should not be construed as a diminution of SURFACE SHIP TECHNOLOGY 


The conferees do not agree to the House Congressional support for achieving robust The conferees believe recent efforts to de- 
bill language on ship self-defense programs, self-defense capabilities on Navy ships, par- velop state-of-the-art curved plate tech- 
as there is now agreement between the Con- ticularly оп the LPD-17 class, as soon as pos- nology for constructing large double hull 
gress and the Defense Department on the di- Sible. tankers hold promise to significantly reduce 
rection of the affected programs. This action construction costs and provide an improved 
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level of safety and performance for navy 
tanker vessels. The conference agreement in- 
cludes $15,000,000 only to complete the devel- 
opment, design, construction and testing of 
full scale prototype equipment essential to 
evaluating and deploying this technology. 
Funds are to be used for detailed design and 
construction of full scale prototype equip- 
ment for curved plate panel forming, coat- 
ing, subassembly and final welding. 
OCEANOGRAPHIC AND ATMOSPHERIC 
TECHNOLOGY 

The conferees agree to provide $10,000,000 
for oceanographic research as recommended 
by the House. These funds are available only 
for collaborative research for the continued 
development, integration and application of 
cost-effective underwater multisensing sys- 
tems (physical, chemical, optical, and acous- 
tic) and unmanned underwater vehicles for 
continental shelf oceanographic measure- 
ments for mine countermeasures and other 
oceanographic applications, both fundamen- 
tal and applied. These funds are to continue 
the project explained in House report 103-254, 
whose focus is on in-situ oceanographic sen- 
sors, fusion of multiple sensors, 
reconfigurability, interoperability to achieve 
low cost, reduced size and flexible payload/ 
platform systems, adaptive capabilities for 
extended deployments, and navigation by 
self-convergent approaches using onboard 
sensors and intelligent control. 

JOINT ADVANCED STRIKE TECHNOLOGY 

Due to a recent restructure of the JAST 
program, there is now $131,000,000 in the fis- 
cal year 1996 budget that is for work to be ac- 
complished in fiscal year 1997. Such work 
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should be budgeted in that year. The con- 
ferees agree to this reduction in the Navy 
and Air Force accounts, and direct that the 
Office of the. Secretary of Defense ensure 
that the fiscal year 1997 budget to Congress 
includes a restoration of these funds. 


F/A-18 SQUADRONS 


The conferees agree to provide an addi- 
tional $4,500,000 only for BOL chaff as rec- 
ommended by the House. These funds are 
only to complete certification of the BOL 
chaff system on the F/A-18C/D series air- 
craft. 


E-2 SQUADRONS 


The conferees have provided an increase of 
$10,000,000 only to support evaluation of tech- 
nologies for an Е-2 radar modernization pro- 
gram (RMP). The conferees support an ex- 
pansion of current development and test ef- 
forts at a site which permits elevated testing 
of an Ар5-188 antenna and is involved with 
evaluation of space time adaptive processing 
(STAP) algorithms. Based on analysis and 
testing completed to date, the Navy has con- 
cluded that upgrades to the E-2 can provide 
substantial warfighting improvements in a 
littoral environment. The conferees direct 
that the additional funds shall only be avail- 
able for radar development work, antenna 
testing and site enhancements in conjunc- 
tion with ongoing efforts. 

LCAC SERVICE LIFE EXTENSION PROGRAM 

The conferees agree to provide $37,000,000 
as recommended by the House for advanced 
planning and engineering of a Landing Craft 
Air Cushion (LCAC) service life extension 
program. The program will include compo- 
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nent improvements and structural modifica- 
tions to reduce maintenance costs, meet in- 
creased lift requirements, and restore growth 
margins. Modifications will be incorporated 
into the last craft during production and 
into existing fleet craft beginning in fiscal 
year 1996 as an expansion of the current cor- 
rosion control effort. 


INTERCOOLED RECUPERATIVE GAS TURBINE 
ENGINE 


The conferees agree to provide $41,008,000 
for the continued development of the Inter- 
cooled Recuperative (ICR) gas turbine en- 
gine. This includes the amount requested in 
the budget and additional funds for the 
recuperator recovery plan and the U.S. test 
site. 


NAVY RANGE SUPPORT SHIP 


In the process of restructuring its fleet of 
oceanographic research vessels, the Navy re- 
cently decided that the Kaimalino would not 
be part of the future Navy oceanographic 
fleet. The conferees are aware of a plan for 
the Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF) 
to acquire the Kaimalino to support oper- 
ational training needs as well as research 
and development programs, such as Navy 
Upper and Lower Tier Patriot, and THAAD, 
The conferees believe this would be an effec- 
tive use of the Kaimalino. The conferees di- 
rect the Navy to review PMRF’s request and 
to report to the Committees on Appropria- 
tions prior to taking any other action on the 
ship. The conferees further direct that the 
reuse of the Kaimalino shall have no effect 
on other ships in the Navy's oceanographic 
fleet. 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 


The conference agreement is as follows: 


RESEARCH DEVELOPMENT TEST & EVAL AF 
DEFENSE RESEARCH SCIENCES 


{їп thousands of dollars) 


Budget House Senate Conference 
239.893 254,393 230,478 239,978 
74,534 71,000 74534 74,534 
66,268 62,768 60,799 63,100 
90,311 86,911 75311 86,911 
81,592 72,070 75,070 
74,256 66,601 68,500 
19,900 16,900 19,900 
130,446 130,746 136,746 
96,477 98477 %47 
25,283 ‚283 
21,953 18,953 21,953 
17,521 20,421 17,621 
20,079 25,079 22,579 
20,203 15,203 ‚203 
8,785 8,085 8,785 
‚621 52,627 78,627 
34,137 31,637 34,137 
47,919 74,919 74,919 
7,835 9835 8,835 
26,505 11,005 36,605 
йыда 68,331 58,000 
18,861 13,861 18,861 
230,744 144 265,744 
125,586 85258 85,586 
20,265 31,765 31,765 
197,438 187,438 202,438 
85,753 42,353 73,803 
2,338,718 2,338,718 2,238,718 
8,707 20,7 20,708 
152,219 162,119 172,219 
649,666 591,666 577,666 
44,025 40,802 44,025 
2,166 20,366 9,156 
189,702 162,202 182,202 
57,710 39,572 47,000 
$3,377 65,877 58,877 
ЗД а 3,000 
444,167 430,167 434,167 
4,169 14,169 4,169 
5,949 22,749 22,749 
120,683 26,983 123,983 
101,730 135,200 133,230 
16,505 25,505 21,005 
175,600 177,600 175,600 
171,337 169,237 171,337 
2,908 10,908 10,908 
50,311 37211 41311 
29,813 24,813 29,813 
105,548 05,548 63,748 
25,102 53,102 25,102 
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{їп thousands of dollars] 


September 25, 1995 


SBIR-EMD ...... al 
Other Procurement T 
Computer Resource Tech Transition 

oe ility and Reuse . 


AEOS 
Defense Support Program [Note: The conferees direct that the reduction shall only be assessed against engineering change orders and management support.) . 


SPACE BASED INFRARED ARCHITECTURE—DEM/ 
VAL 

The conferees agree to provide $265,744,000 
for the demonstration/validation stage of the 
space based infrared architecture program, 
an increase of $135,000,000 to the budget re- 
quest. The conferees have agreed to provide 
the additional $135,000,000 to accelerate de- 
velopment of the space missile tracking sys- 
tem (SMTS), formerly known as Brilliant 
Eyes. The additional funds provided for the 
program shall be used only for efforts identi- 
fied jointly by both the Ballistic Missile De- 
fense Organization and the Air Force to ac- 
celerate the deployment of SMTS. 

B-1B. 

The conferees agree to provide $202,438,000 
for the B-1B upgrade program, an increase of 
$28,600,000 to the budget request. The addi- 
tional funding includes an increase of 
$7,000,000 for B-1B JDAM integration, an in- 
crease of $6,600,000 for ECM risk reduction 
activities, and $15,000,000 for efforts to equip 
the bomber with precision guided munitions, 
including the B-1B virtual umbilical dem- 
onstration (BVUD). The conferees agree that 
none of the funding used for BVUD may be 
obligated until the Commander of the Air 


{In thousands of doliars) 


Combat Command and the Air Force Direc- 
tor of Operational Requirements certify to 
the appropriations committees that (a) a 
documented requirement for BVUD exists; 
and (b) that BVUD will be incorporated as 
part of the B-1B conventional upgrade pro- 


gram. 

The conferees also direct that the Com- 
mander of the Air Force Operational Test 
and Evaluation Center provide a report no 
later than March 15, 1996 on the test and 
evaluation plan for BVUD and other preci- 
sion guided munitions demonstrations. Fi- 
nally the conferees direct the Department of 
the Air Force to consider other available al- 
ternatives to providing precision guided ca- 
pability for the Mk-82 munition with the ad- 
ditional funding provided. 

С-17 

The conferees agree to provide $73,803,000 
for continued development of the C-17 ad- 
vanced transport aircraft, a decrease of 
$11,950,000 to the budget request. The con- 
ferees direct that these funds be allocated as 
follows: flight test support, $17,850,000; T-1 
refurbishment, $11,700,000; aircraft structural 
integrity, $11,000,000; mission support, 


$10,900,000; aircraft armor, $5,000,000; flight 


+5,300 %5, 
+17,000 


72 37,441 37,441 


test hours, $4,000,000; automatic communica- 
tions processor; $4,000,000; station-keeping 
equipment, $1,300,000; passenger oxygen mask 
improvements, $1,000,000; enhanced 
aeromedical litters, $1,000,000; cargo com- 
partment heating, $600,000; troop seats, 
$553,000; GPS integrity monitoring, $500,000; 
airlift defensive system survivability study, 
$400,000; signature reduction study, $400,000. 


The conferees agree with Senate’s direc- 
tion regarding crew armor. 


SENSOR FUZED WEAPON PRODUCT IMPROVEMENT 


The House and Senate both included 
$10,000,000 in their respective bills to begin a 
product improvement program for the Sen- 
sor Fuzed Weapon (SFW). The conferees di- 
rect the Air Force to program those funds re- 
quired in the outyears to complete develop- 
ment of these improvements. Currently pro- 
grammed SFW production funds shall not be 
used as a source for the required develop- 
ment funds. The conferees strongly urge the 
Air Force to begin this development as soon 
as possible and to examine ways to stream- 
line and shorten the effort. 


September 25, 1995 


The conferees also agree with the Senate 
requirement for a reevaluation, to be sub- 
mitted no later than May 1, 1996, of total in- 
ventory needs for smart munitions. 

JOINT SURVEILLANCE/TARGET ATTACK RADAR 

SYSTEM 

The conferees agree with the Senate posi- 
tion regarding funds for both the Air Force 
and the Army to continue development and 
procurement of the Joint Surveillance/Tar- 
get Attack Radar system, with the exception 
of restoring $6,100,000 of the Senate rec- 
ommended reduction to the Air Forces pro- 
curement request. The conferees direct that 
the restored funds are available only to pay 
over and above expenses for repair actions 
during aircraft refurbishment. The reduction 
recommended by the conferees shall only be 
assessed against the funds originally identi- 
fied in budget justification materials as allo- 
cated for engineering change orders. 

In addition, the conferees direct that 
$12,000,000 in fiscal year 1995 research, devel- 
opment, test and evaluation funds allocated 


Reduction ........ 
Focused Research Initiatives (Note: The conferees agree to 
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to an unadjudicated Request for Equitable 
Adjustment is only available to support fis- 
cal year 1996 development requirements. 

The conferees further agree with the Sen- 
ate requirements regarding the NATO Alli- 
ance Ground Surveillance (AGS) program. 

B-52 SQUADRONS 

The conferees agree to provide $21,005,000 
for B-52 development, an increase of 
$4,500,000 to the budget request. The addi- 
tional funding is only for integration of the 
AGM-130 munition onto B-52 bombers. The 
conferees direct that not more than $1,000,000 
may be obligated until the Secretary of the 
Air Force certifies that there is a validated 
operational requirement for the weapon and 
reports to the Committees on Appropriations 
about the annual and total costs, schedule, 
technical risks, and operational consider- 
ations of such integration. 

JOINT-AIR-TO-SURFACE STANDOFF MISSILE 

The conferees agree to provide $25,000,000 

to initiate the Joint-Air-to-Surface Standoff 


[in thousands of dollars) 


[In thousands of dollars] 


| provi initiatives. The conferees agree that priority should be given to new 
materials research and continuing programs already initiated in conjunction with the National Medical Technology Testbed) ................................................................... 
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Missile (JASSM) program. The conferees 
agree to the Senate requirements regarding 
a report and a cost and operational effective- 
ness analysis. However, the Senate proposed 
obligation restrictions are not required. The 
required report is due no later than June 1, 
1996. 


THREAT SIMULATOR DEVELOPMENT 


The conferees direct that none of the funds 
available for the Real-Time Electromagnetic 
Digitally Controlled Analyzer and Processor 
(REDCAP) may be used to fund any activi- 
ties which would produce permanent im- 
provements which could not be relocated in 
accordance with the Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) decision to move this facil- 
ity. 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 


The conference agreement is as follows: 


о: 
ЕЗ 


EES 
8888 


5% 
5 
a 


RR 88 
8558 


5 
822 
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{in thousands of dollars} 


Emission Display (Note: The conferees agree that $5,000,000 is to be made 
inufacturing systems in a cluster tool format specifica 


Core Program 
Spinal/Brain research (Note: The 
Personne! Collaborative Spinal Cord Injury, 
Advanced Electronics Т, 


515,148 
19,950 
48,000 
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{їп thousands of dollars} 


HISTORICALLY BLACK COLLEGES AND OTHER 
MINORITY INSTITUTIONS 


The Department is encouraged to continue 
its support of minority institutions, includ- 
ing Hispanic serving institutions, through 
academic collaborations for research and 
education related to science and technology, 
relevant to the Department's mission. 


COMPUTING SYSTEMS AND COMMUNICATIONS 
TECHNOLOGY 


The conferees agree to provide $8,000,000 for 
a Global Broadcast Service (GBS) as rec- 
ommended by the House. The conferees also 
agree to the House language directing that 
the GBS initiative is to be managed by the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
and Technology (USD (A&T)). The conferees 
do not agree to the House language directing 
that the $8,000,000 is to be released to the 
Navy for a near-term GBS pilot program. In- 
stead, the conferees believe that the GBS 
program must address the needs of all of the 
services and direct the USD (A&T) to com- 
pete the acquisition of both the near-term 
and objective GBS. After the competition is 
completed, the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller) is to certify to the defense 
committees that $8,000,000 has been released 
to the service chosen as executive agent to 
conduct the near-term GBS pilot program. 
The conferees do agree to the House lan- 
guage directing the USD (A&T) to provide to 
the defense committees a long-term master 
architecture. Additionally, the conferees di- 
rect that the USD (A&T) provide a compari- 
son of cost, schedule, technical risk and 
operational considerations for several poten- 
tial GBS host spacecraft including UFO fol- 
low-on, Milstar, DSCS, classified, and com- 
mercial satellites with the master architec- 
ture. 

ADVANCED ELECTRONIC TECHNOLOGY 


The conferees agree with the House report 
concerning the ECRC program and also di- 
rect the Department to enter into a five-year 
contract with each of the two system inte- 
grators, the National ECRC and CAMP, who 


DIRECTOR OF TEST & EVAL DEFENSE: 
CENTRAL TEST AND EVALUATION INVESTMENT DEVELOPMENT (CT 
FOREIGN COMPARATIVE TESTING ..... 
DEVELOPMENT TEST AND EVALUATION 


TITLE V—REVOLVING AND 
MANAGEMENT FUNDS 
The conferees agree to the following 
amounts for Revolving and Management 
Funds program: 


Defense Business Operations Fund 
National Defense Sealift Fund 


will continue to manage their respective 
sites. 

The conferees commend ARPA for recent 
advancements in low-cost dense plasma 
focus x-ray source technology and 0.18 mi- 
cron synchrotron-based x-ray technology. 
The conferees urge ARPA to continue efforts 
in the point source area and direct the Agen- 
cy to allocate $11,000,000 to fund an inte- 
grated point source x-ray lithography sys- 
tem based on these latest x-ray source and 
stepper developments. This research should 
target defense related applications such as 
the production of Microwave Monolithic In- 
tegrated Circuit (MMIC) chips for military 
uses, including missile seekers, digital bat- 
tlefield systems and F-22 radar modules. 

ELECTRONIC COMBAT MASTER PLAN 


The conferees direct the Secretary of De- 
fense to develop and provide to the congres- 
sional defense committees, no later than 
March 31, 1996, an Electronic Combat Master 
Plan to establish an optimum infrastructure 
for electronic combat assets. 

STRATEGIC TARGET SYSTEM (STARS) 

The conferees agree to provide $10,000,000, 
the budget amount, only to continue plan- 
ning, preparation and actual conduct of 
STARS flight tests. The conferees direct 
that BMDO take no actions to terminate or 
place the STARS program in a caretaker sta- 
tus. 

NAVAL THEATER BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE 


The conferees believe that the Navy's area 
wide (Lower Tier) and theater wide (Upper 
Tier) programs should be deployed as rapidly 
as possible. The Navy's current plan to build 
on existing ship platforms, the Aegis system, 
proven launch systems, and the operational 
Standard missile family has resulted in a 
cost effective, technically capable and man- 
ageable program that is planned to produce a 
user operational capability (UOES) Upper 
Tier system not later than FY 1999 with an 
initial operational capability (IOC) by 2001. 
The conferees are committed to a rapid and 
actual deployment of an effective sea-based 


[In thousands of dollars} 


іп thousands of dollars) 


missile defense system. The conferees direct 
the Department to place highest priority on 
proceeding with a development program that 
achieves deployment of the Navy Upper Tier 
system by the planned 2001 IOC. The con- 
ferees endorse the Navy Theater Wide sys- 
tem as a core TMD program and endorse 
fully funding the core program in the five 
year defense plan. The conferees direct that 
not less than $200,442,000 shall be spent on 
Navy Upper Tier and not less than 
$282,473,000 Navy Lower Tier for research and 
development activities. Funding allocations 
through BMDO to the Navy for these pro- 
grams should proceed expeditiously. 


TIER П UNMANNED AIR VEHICLE 


The conferees agree to provide $45,250,000 
for the Tier II (Predator) unmanned air vehi- 
cle program, an increase of $25,300,000 to the 
budget request. The conferees also agree that 
the additional funding provided shall only be 
used for attrition replacement air vehicles 
and shall not be used to marinize the Preda- 
tor air vehicle. 


RIVET JOINT RE-ENGINING 


The conferees have provided $79,000,000 
solely for the purpose of initiation of re- 
engining the Rivet Joint fleet. The conferees 
direct that future funding for this project be 
included in budget submissions for fiscal 
year 1997 and beyond, thus ensuring comple- 
tion of this project in an expeditious and 
cost effective manner. 


USH-42 MISSION RECORDER 


The conferees agree that from funding pro- 
vided in fiscal year 1996 for the Defense Air- 
Borne Reconnaissance Program, $10,000,000 
may be used for the planned product im- 
provement that will result in a low cost, 
lightweight, high capacity, digital version of 
the Navy's USH-42 recorder/reproducer suit- 
able for a wide range of applications in re- 
connaissance and surveillance platforms. 


DEVELOPMENTAL TEST AND EVALUATION, 
DEFENSE 


The conference agreement is as follows: 


Budget House Senate Conterence 
119,714 119,714 109,714 114,714 
34,062 34,062 32,453 32,453 
105,565 105,565 103,915 103,915 

Budget House Senate Conference 
878,700 1,573,800 1,178,700 878,700 
974,220 974, 1,024,220 1,024,220 
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In thousands of dollars) 


September 25, 1995 


Senate м Сопіегепсе 


Total, Revolving and Management Tunes 


2,202,920 1,902,920 


DEFENSE BUSINESS OPERATIONS FUND 


The conferees agree to provide $878,700,000 
for the Defense Business Operations Fund. 


NATIONAL DEFENSE SEALIFT FUND 


The conferees agree to provide $1,024,220,000 
for the National Defense Sealift Fund. 


Total, Other Department of Defense Programs ............... 


EXPLANATION OF PROJECT LEVEL 
ADJUSTMENTS 
DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM 


MARITIME PREPOSITIONING SHIPS 


The legislative authority in this Act to 
procure an additional Maritime 
Prepositioning Ship for up to $110,000,000 
may not be used until a notification has been 
provided at least 30 days in advance of re- 
lease of a RFP under this authority to the 
congressional defense committee on the De- 


lin thousands of dollars} 


Па thousands of dollars) 


partment of the Navy’s intent to use the au- 
thority and on identification and justifica- 
tion of proposed financing sources. 
TITLE VI—OTHER DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE PROGRAMS 
The conferees agree to the following 
amounts for Other Department of Defense 
programs: 


11,818,514 11,647,914 


House 
9,917,125 
6, 


+16,000 


BREAST CANCER 


The conferees have provided an increase of 
$100,000,000 only for breast cancer. The con- 
ferees have provided $75,000,000 to continue 
the Army’s peer-reviewed research program. 
In addition, the conferees have provided 
$25,000,000 to the Department for: increased 
recruitment, training and education for mili- 
tary cancer specialists; diagnostic equip- 
ment and improved detection technologies, 
such as digital mammography; and preven- 
tion and education efforts for the military 
community. 


TRICARE IMPLEMENTATION 


The conferees commend the significant 
progress of the Department of Defense in 
moving toward a nation-wide managed 


health care system for the military, known 
as TRICARE. Existing law mandates that 
the TRICARE system be implemented by 
September 30, 1996, and the Department has 
attempted to meet this deadline. Unfortu- 
nately, complications with the issuance and 
implementation of these large, complex, 
competitively bid contracts, have caused sig- 
nificant problems and associated delays. The 
conferees are concerned that the Department 
has accelerated the process in order to meet 
this statutory deadline. The conferees under- 
stand the Department is fully committed to 
the full implementation of TRICARE, as well 
as a standard health benefit for all military 
beneficiaries, but believe that the Depart- 
ment, the offerors, and the beneficiaries 
would greatly benefit from additional time 


{in thousands of dollars) 


DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG 
ACTIVITIES 


The conferees agree to provide $688,432,000 


as proposed by the House instead of 


$680,432,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
conference agreement is as follows: 


{In thousands of dollars) 


in meeting the complex requirements of 
TRICARE. Therefore, the conferees agree to 
extend the deadline for implementation of 
the TRICARE managed care system by one 
year. 
UNIFORMED SERVICES UNIVERSITY OF THE 
HEALTH SCIENCES 

The conferees remain committed to the 
continuation of the Uniformed Services Uni- 
versity of the Health Sciences (USUHS) at 
its current level and direct that, within 
funds made available to the Defense Health 
program, the amount provided for USUHS 
shall fully fund the programs and functions 
of the University at existing levels. 

CHEMICAL AGENTS AND MUNITIONS 


The conference agreement is as follows: 


House Senate Quantity Conference 
299,448 299,448 
393,850 393,850 353,850 
152,787 152,787 152,787 152,787 
422,633 441,633 440,088 
20,282 21,782 20,282 
8,236 0 82% 0 
206 1,356 2% 2% 
2,059 3,900 2,059 6,059 
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Southwest Border Info System 
Civil Air Patrol 


The conferees agree to provide $4,000,000 
above the budget to the Gulf States 


Counterdrug Initiative, and direct that 
$2,000,000 be provided for the Command, Con- 
trol, Communications and Computer Net- 
work and $2,000,000 for the Regional 
Counterdrug Training Academy. 

The conferees have deleted bill language 
which provided $5,000,000 for the conversion 
of surplus Department of Defense helicopters 
by State and local governments for use in 
counterdrug activities and agree that fund- 
ing may be requested in annual plans sub- 
mitted by individual states. 

The conferees agree that, if authorized, up 
to $3,000,000 in available funds may be used 
to continue the Community Outreach pilot 
program. 

The conferees agree that, in accordance 
with normal reprogramming procedures, up 
to $25,000,000 in available funds may be used 
to procure low-energy/backseatter x-ray 
equipment. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

The conferees agree to provide $178,226,000 
for the Office of the Inspector General. Of 
this amount, $177,226,000 shall be for oper- 
ation and maintenance activities and 
$1,000,000 for procurement. 

TITLE VIL—- RELATED AGENCIES 


{In Thousands of Dollars} 
Con- 
Request House Senate ference 

Central Intelligence fe. 

cy Retirement and Dis- 

ability System fung. 213,00 213,900 213,900 213,900 
Intelligence Community 

Ма! t Account „ 93,283 275,683 93,283 90,583 
National Edu- 

cation Trust fung 15,000 15,000 7,500 7.500 
Kaho'olawe Island 

ance and Environ- 

mental Restoration 

6 a ee neg oe 25,000 25,000 


The conferees agree to rescind excess prior year funds, as presented in the following table: 


House Senate Conference 


е 
В 
о 
о 
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[їп thousands of dollars) 


INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT 
ACCOUNT 


ENVIRONMENTAL TASK FORCE 


The conferees have provided $15,000,000 to 
support the activities of the task force. Of 
this amount, $5,000,000 is to be used to con- 
tinue joint United States/Russian efforts in 
this area. 


NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION TRUST FUND 


The conferees direct the Director of 
Central Intelligence, in coordination with 
the NSETF Board, to establish criteria and 
procedures to ensure that all individuals ac- 
cepting fellowships or scholarships from this 
fund meet qualifications for employment by 
the Department of Defense or Intelligence 
Community. The conferees further direct 
that any recipient must be engaged in a 
course of study that is an identified critical 
shortage within the Department of Defense 
or the Intelligence Community. Upon meet- 
ing these requirements, the recipient must 
agree to serve at least two years with the 
Department of Defense or the Intelligence 
Community or reimburse the U.S. Treasury 
for the total costs of the scholarship or fel- 
lowship. 

TITLE VIII—GENERAL PROVISIONS 


The conference agreement incorporates 
general provisions of the House and Senate 
versions of the bill which were not amended. 
Those general provisions that were amended 
in conference follow: 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8005) which amends House language 
on transfer authority to $2.4 billion. 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8010) which amends Senate language 
that defines the congressional defense com- 
mittees. 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8028) which amends House language 


RESCISSION OF FUNDS 


House Senate Conference 
MENT, TEST & EVAL- 
UATION, ARMY: 
Triservice standoff 
attack missile .. 0 — 242,000 0 
Subtotal ....... 0 — 242,000 0 
RE! К OP- 
MENT, TEST & EVAL- 
UA NAVY; 
Triservice standoff 
attack missile .. 0 —4,416,000 0 
Subtotal ..... 0 = 4,416,000 0 
RE , 0Р- 
MENT, TEST & EVAL- 
UATION, AIR FORCE 
Triservice standoff 
attack missile .. 0 — 46,589,000 0 
Subtotal іі... 0 — 46,589,000 0 
Total fiscal year 1994 0  — 104,901,000 — 70,437,000 


Budget House Senate Conference 
4,000 5,545 4,000 4,000 
2,224 3424 2,224 3,424 
48,559 57,659 48,659 204 
5.255 6,265 5,265 7,810 
SEE A! 5 8 8,000 
36,353 36,353 36,353 36,353 


to prohibit the demilitarization of certain 
types of surplus firearms. 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8045) which amends Senate language 
which earmarks funds for the Civil Air Pa- 
trol. 

The conferees retained a Senate provision 
(Section 8046) concerning Federally Funded 
Research and Development Centers 
(FFRDCs). The conferees direct that the re- 
strictions on consultants only shall apply to 
the use of consulting services for specific 
projects undertaken by an FFRDC as part of 
its core mission responsibilities to meet 
sponsor requirements. The restrictions do 
not apply to administration and manage- 
ment functions necessary to operate an 
FFRDC as an organizational entity. 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8062) which amends Senate language 
that limits payment to Uniformed Services 
Treatment Facilities to $315,000,000. 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8063) which amends House language 
concerning limitations on U.S. support for 
NATO headquarters operations. з 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8065) which amends House language 
that maintains an expense/investment 
threshold of $100,000. 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8073) which amends House language 
concerning the supercomputing capability at 
various Department of Defense sites. 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8082) which amends House language 
concerning the establishment of field operat- 
ing agencies. 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8083) which amends Senate language 
concerning rescission of funds from various 
Procurement and Research and Development 
programs. 


House Senate Conference 

0 0 — 10,000,000 
0 0 — 2,400,000 
0 0 — 2,200,000 
0 0 — 14,600,000 
0 0 — 55,000,000 
0 0 — 32,700,000 

0 — 87,700,000 
0 —2,000,000 — 2,000,000 
0 = 1,500,000 — 1,500,000 
0 —2,500,000 — 2,600,000 
0 = 2.500.000 — 2,500,000 


Senate Conference 
— 8,600,000 — 8,600,000 
— 46,400,000 = 17,500,000 
— 6,700,000 — 6,500,000 
— $3,100,000 — 24,000,000 
0 — 120,000,000 
0 — 20,978,000 
0 = 140,978,000 
0 — 180,000,000 
0 — 180,000,000 
—11,156,000 -9,000,000 
- 11,156,000 = 9,000,000 
— 10,150,000 0 
0 — 6,000,000 
— 10,150,000 - 6,000,000 
— 6,000,000 — 6,000,000 
— 9,767,000 = 1,902,000 
— 15,767,000 = 7,902,000 
(Ship Self Defense) 0 — 12,000,000 
Subtotal ....... 0 0 = 12,000,000 
Total fiscal year 1995 0 — 98,773,000 — 490,780,000 
Grand total ...... 0 218,674,000 — 561,217,000 


The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8086) which amends House language 
that limits executive compensation to 
$200,000 per year. 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8088) which amends Senate language 
prohibiting the obligation or expenditure of 
any funds provided in this Act for aid to the 
Government of North Korea, 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8092) which amends Senate language 
that reallocates funds to cover unanticipated 
shipbuilding cost increases. 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8099) which amends Senate language 
concerning ball and roller bearings manufac- 
tured in the United States. 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8100) which amends Senate language 
to allow for storage and disposal of 
pentaborane. 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8102) which amends Senate language 
that directs the Department of Defense to 
match disbursement to obligations before 
the disbursement is made. 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8104) which amends House language 
that prohibits procurement of 120mm mor- 
tars or mortar ammunition manufactured 
outside the United States. 
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The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8108) which amends House language 
concerning the lease or charter of double 
hull ships by the Military Sealift Command. 

Тһе conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8111) which amends House language 
pertaining to the National Training Center, 
and the interim and permanent rotational 
airhead. 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8115) which amends House language 
concerning international peacekeeping, 
peace enforcement, and humanitarian assist- 
ance operations. 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8119) which amends House language 
concerning performing abortions in Depart- 
ment of Defense medical facilities. 

The conferees included a new general pro- 
vision (Section 8124) concerning the partici- 
pation of U.S. forces in any operation in 
Bosnia-Herzegovina. 

The conferees included a general provision 
(Section 8125) which reduces the appropria- 
tion accounts in the Act by $832,000,000 to re- 
flect savings from revised economic assump- 
tions. 

The Executive Branch Mid Session Review 
of the budget revised the inflation estimate 
on which the fiscal year 1996 budget was 
based downward from its original assump- 
tions. This downward revision results in 
overall savings to the Department of Defense 
and the reduction in this provision reflects 
those savings. 

The conferees included a new general pro- 
vision (Section 8126) which makes funds 
available from the Defense Business Oper- 
ation Fund for termination liability for the 
VC-137 replacement aircraft. 

The conferees included a new general pro- 
vision (Section 8127) which allows funds to be 
obligated for payment of satellite on-orbit 
incentives. 

The conferees included a new general pro- 
vision (Section 8128) which makes funds 
available for support of a NATO Alliance 
Ground Surveillance program based on the 
Joint Surveillance/Target Attack Radar Sys- 
tem. 

The conferees included a new general pro- 
vision (Section 8129) which reduces the fund- 
ing provided in Title IV, Research, Develop- 
ment, Test and Evaluation, by $325,000,000, in 
order to achieve savings in overhead and im- 
prove management efficiencies. This reduc- 
tion is to be applied on a pro-rata basis by 
subproject within each R-1 program element 
as modified by this Act, except no reduction 
may be taken against funds made available 
to the Department of Defense for Ballistic 
Missile Defense. 

CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH COMPARISONS 

The total new budget (obligational) au- 
thority for the fiscal year 1996 recommended 
by the Committee of Conference, with com- 
parisons to the fiscal year 1995 amount, the 
1996 budget estimates, and the House and 
Senate bills for 1996 follow: 


New budget (obligational) 
authority, fiscal year 
1995 

Budget estimates of new 
(obligational) authority, 


$241,553,071,000 


fiscal year 1996 ................ 236,344,017,000 
House bill, fiscal year 1996 243,997,500,000 
Senate bill, fiscal year 1996 242,683,841 ,000 
Conference agreement, fis- 
Cal year 1996.................... 243.251.297.000 
Conference agreement 
compared with: 
New budget 


(obligational) author- 


ity, fiscal year 1995 ... %1,698,226,000 
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Budget estimates of 

new (obligational) 

authority, fiscal year 

PENS КИМДИ e +6,907,280,000 
House bill, fiscal year 

ы АКЕ Сы РУ. —146,203,000 
Senate bill, fiscal year 

ба +567,456,000 


BILL YOUNG, 

JOSEPH M. MCDADE, 

Bos LIVINGSTON, 

JERRY LEWIS, 

JOE SKEEN, 

DAVID L. HOBSON, 

HENRY BONILLA, 

GEORGE R, NETHERCUTT, 
Jr., 

MARK W. NEUMANN (except 
to the agreement 
regarding U.S. 
deployment in Bosnia), 

JOHN Р. MURTHA, 

NORMAN D. DICKs, 

CHARLES WILSON, 

W.G. (BILL) HEFNER, 

MARTIN OLAV SABO, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 


TED STEVENS, 

THAD COCHRAN, 

ARLEN SPECTER, 

PETE V. DOMENICI, 

PHIL GRAMM, 

Kit BOND, 

MITCH MCCONNELL, 

CONNIE MACK, 

RICHARD С. SHELBY, 

MARK O. HATFIELD, 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 

FRITZ HOLLINGS, 

J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 

PATRICK J. LEAHY, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


HIGH ONE 


Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, fair and 
equitable treatment of our military 
personnel and our veterans deserves 
greater attention in this Congress. 

Dedicating one’s self to our national 
security should at least result in some 
personal security at retirement time. 

Unfortunately, the Republican lead- 
ership has approved a plan to refigure 
the retirement pay that our men and 
women in the military had figured on 
as being theirs at retirement time. 
They call it High One, but the Texans 
that I have been hearing from say it is 
little more than “hi and bye.” 

We have folks who have served in the 
military for 10 and 20 years, the whole 
time thinking that they had a fixed in- 
come when they retired. Then along 
comes this formula refiguring and all 
of a sudden some folks who calculated 
a particular retirement find out they 
have got to do some recalculating. This 
is all the more unfortunate given the 
inattention and inaction on some other 
issues like COLA inequity, Medicare 
subvention, and forgotten widows. 

It is time to give our veterans and 
those who are in our military the at- 
tention they deserve. As the old saying 
goes, “It’s not doing our veterans a 
favor, it’s repaying опе.” 
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THE 1-YEAR ANNIVERSARY OF RE- 
PUBLICAN CONTRACT AND RE- 
LATED EVENTS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of May 
12, 1995, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DOGGETT] is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, it is an 
appropriate time to focus America’s at- 
tention on what occurred 1 year ago to- 
morrow, because we have come to the 
first anniversary, birthday party No. 1, 
so to speak, of the so-called Contract 
on America, announced on the Capitol 
steps with many smiles about this time 
last year. 

Certainly if one is to assess and 
evaluate that contract based оп hyper- 
bole, based on rhetoric from the floor 
of this Congress, it has been a great 
success. It has been something that 
would give cause for great celebration, 
if we were to analyze what has been 
said about it in this Chamber rather 
than what is actually happening out in 
the real lives of real people across 
America. 

If one is to evaluate this contract in 
terms of what legislation has been 
passed and signed into law in the law 
books of America that might have 
some impact on people across America, 
one gets a more modest evaluation, be- 
cause in fact thus far we have had a 
bill passed and signed into law dealing 
with the question of unfunded man- 
dates; a bill passed and signed into law 
that was really a Democratic idea that 
passed the last session of Congress, to 
require that the House and the Senate 
and all of our congressional institu- 
tions abide by and follow the same laws 
that we pass and apply to businesses 
across America and to people across 
America. A good idea, signed into law, 
should have been signed into law and 
would have been, had the will of this 
House last year been accomplished. 

So that is two bills out of many pro- 
posed and discussed from this micro- 
phone, not exactly revolutionary, that 
have been placed into law. 

There is a third measure that has 
passed both the House and the Senate, 
another Democratic idea. It is called 
the line-item veto. The line-item veto 
would be law now and would allow 
President Clinton to go in and pencil 
out, redline certain bits of pork barrel 
either in the Tax Code or in the appro- 
priations bills, but for Republican ob- 
jection. 

Members will recall that last year 
when this great Contract on America 
was unfolded here on the steps of the 
Capitol, with all the smiles and the 
bright lights and cameras rolling, that 
it included a line-item veto that apply 
not only to pork barrel spending but to 
tax loopholes. But when the bill got 
here to the floor of the House, a little 
surgery was performed and the tax 
loophole part was kept out. They are 
protected. They are preserved. 
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The President, under the line-item 
veto as passed by the House and by the 
Senate, would be powerless to really 
get at the tax loopholes that protect 
the privileged few, that need attention 
in this country. But there is still some 
merit to the bill. We passed it in a way 
that the President would be able to do 
something about pork-barrel spending, 
and certainly there is too much of 
that. 

But again, despite the hyperbole and 
the announcement of the great revolu- 
tionaries about all they were accom- 
plishing in this bill, and how they 
wanted to rush it over to President 
Clinton so he would have a chance to 
either put up or shut up in terms of 
line iteming some of these items, they 
decided that they really did not want 
that to happen. So they have 
dillydallied around and delayed and 
just never gotten around to adjusting 
the differences between the House and 
the Senate. 

In fact, we had to wait until just this 
past month for there even to be con- 
ferees appointed to adjust the dif- 
ferences between the House and the 
Senate, and some Members of the Sen- 
ate were saying what is obviously true; 
that is, that the House leadership, 
which proclaimed itself to be so revolu- 
tionary from this and other micro- 
phones back in January, did not really 
want President Clinton to have the 
power to go in and line item out the 
pork barrel that they put in this set of 
appropriations bills, the few that they 
have gotten past the Congress, and 
those that will be dumped out in the 
President’s lap within the next week or 
two. 

So the line-item veto, which was one 
of the centerpieces of this contract 
that you would expect people to be 
celebrating today, is not law today, 
and it is not law today because the 
self-proclaimed revolutionaries did not 
want the revolution to occur so early 
that it might clip a little of their pork 
barrel out of the appropriations bills. 

It is also appropriate, as we look at 
and evaluate what has happened with 
reference to this Contract on America, 
to look at what lies ahead in the next 
few days. We got an indication of how 
really extreme its proponents are in 
comments that were made over the last 
couple of days, the incredible declara- 
tion of Speaker GINGRICH, the con- 
tract’s father, that, “І don’t care what 
the price is. I don’t care if we have no 
executive offices and no bonds for 60 
days. Not this time,” in indicating in a 
speech in front of the Public Securities 
Association that he is ready to shut 
down everything if he does not get it 
exactly his way. 

Indeed, after those very inappropri- 
ate remarks, the dollar plunged as 
much as 5 percent in world markets, 
interest rates went up sharply, and we 
are already paying for this extremist 
zeal that says, “І don’t care what the 
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price is as long as I get it my мау.” 
That is the same kind of approach that 
is really what is the cause of not pass- 
ing more items in the contract, some of 
which are decent principles and could 
have been shaped in a bipartisan fash- 
ion to a point of moderation. 

But when you take such an extrem- 
ist, such a zealous point of view that 
you are willing to shut down every- 
thing if you do not get it your way, 
then you often do not get it America's 
way. In fact, at the same time that this 
remark was being made, Americans 
were themselves speaking out. 

The Wall Street Journal reported on 
Friday the latest results, that Ameri- 
cans by a vote in one poll of almost 2 
to 1 disapprove of the job that this 
Contract-on-America Congress is 
doing. I think it is because much of the 
Same sense of extremism that charac- 
terizes the Speaker’s remarks on Fri- 
day, that are reflected in the remarks 
of one of the Nation’s leading Repub- 
licans in commenting on his party. 
Former Governor Kean of New Jersey, 
saying this was not the year for him to 
run, declared this month: “I’m mod- 
erate. I’m in a party that’s becoming 
radicalized. That creates a problem.“ 

Indeed it is a problem, not just for 
Governor Kean. It is a problem for 
America. 

You can thumb through the TV 
Guide where they printed that contract 
and you can look at it inside out, up- 
side down, backward and forward, and 
one of the things that you will not find 
in there is the Republican Medicare 
plan. That is, the Republican “рау 
more, get less” Medicare plan. 

You will not find, in your TV Guide 
or anywhere in the Contract on Amer- 
ica, the claim that what we need to do 
is to cut the Medicare Program by $270 
billion, that we need to raise the pre- 
miums for our seniors and our disabled 
people, that we need to raise the de- 
ductible and we need to find some way 
to have the largest cut in Medicare in 
our Nation’s history. 

Of course, you just saw a report pre- 
sented by one of our committees. You 
will not find anywhere in the contract 
or in the report of this Congress’s work 
a copy of the piece of legislation to im- 
plement that. 

That is particularly unfortunate, be- 
cause it was only a short time after the 
announcement of the contract that the 
Speaker was saying in November and 
actually reading from parts of the con- 
tract what seemed to me to be a very 
desirable reform. 

He said, 

We will change the rules of the House to 
require that all documents and all con- 
ference reports and all committee reports be 
filed electronically as well as in writing, and 
that they cannot be filed unless they are 
available to any American citizen who wants 
to pull them up. Thus information will be 
available to any citizen in the country at the 
same moment it is available to the highest 
paid Washington lobbyist. 
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Well, the problem that we find our- 
selves in on this first anniversary of 
the contract, the Washington lobby- 
ists, some of them have the Medicare 
cut, $270 billion. No Democratic Mem- 
ber of Congress has it. No citizen апу- 
where in this country can go to the 
Internet, can go to any kind of system 
and get a copy of this bill, because it is 
yet to be presented. 

In fact, what occurred on Friday was 
а bit of a charade. It was a hearing of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, 
not on a bill the way that Congress 
would ordinarily operate, but indeed 
what is truly revolutionary. For the 
first time the Committee on Ways and 
Means designates one day of hearings 
on the future of all of our 37 million 
seniors, the cut of $270 billion, and 
what do they have a hearing on? Not a 
bill but a press release. 

They call in their first witness, a Re- 
publican actuary who admits under 
questioning he has never seen the bill. 
All he has got is the press release. Yet 
he is an expert on that press release, 
and he is at least candid enough to in- 
dicate that the Medicare trust fund 
would be secure for 10 years in the fu- 
ture as long as the Republicans plan to 
secure it with a change of $160 billion. 
That leaves $110 billion out of this 
plan, 41 percent of the cuts that do not 
have anything to do with the Medicare 
trust fund. 

If we Democrats and Republicans 
would come together and work to- 
gether, we could resolve any of the is- 
sues concerning the Medicare trust 
fund. There is no crisis here that de- 
mands immediate cuts and immediate 
increases in the out-of-pocket cost to 
the Nation’s seniors. No, as their own 
first witness commented, though all he 
had was a press release and not a bill, 
this does not have to be done. 

My concern is about the 50 percent of 
retirees that I was hearing about. 
Since there was only 1 day of hearings, 
some of us organized hearings here on 
the lawn of the Capitol and listened to 
real people, seniors, come and tell us 
about the problems that they would 
face under this Republican Medicare 
plan. We heard that over 50 percent of 
our Nation’s retirees received only So- 
cial Security; that is their sole means 
of support, and half of those receive 
only $7,000 a year. 

When this Republican Medicare plan, 
pay more, get less, raise your pre- 
miums, raise your deductible, raise 
your out-of-pocket cost in order to cut 
Medicare by $270 billion, when that 
goes into effect, what will be the im- 
pact on that 50 percent of the senior re- 
tirees who get Social Security and only 
get $7,000 a year? They are going to 
face some tough choices, tough choices 
about health care versus food, health 
care versus heat, health care versus 
rent. They are choices that we ought 
not to impose on people that have 
helped to build this into the greatest 
country in the entire world. 
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But that is not all that was omitted 
from the Contract on America as we 
look back on it. Indeed, at the same 
time that the press release was the 
subject of a hearing in the Committee 
on Ways and Means, we find that the 
House Committee on Commerce was 
attacking America’s seniors from an- 
other direction. That is what reference 
to Medicaid, which in my State of 
Texas provides the funding for 3 out of 
every 4 people that are in a nursing 
home. They get their funding through 
Medicaid. 

In addition to terminating the Medic- 
aid Program, last week the House Com- 
mittee on Commerce, though you can- 
not find it anywhere in your own TV 
Guide, they came in and abolished all 
Federal nursing home standards that 
set the standards for nursing and nurs- 
ing care for our Nation’s seniors. That 
is right. They say it cannot happen but 
it has happened, that every nursing 
home standard is recommended for 
total elimination from the Federal 
level. 

Moreover, the committee even went 
so far as to reject an amendment of- 
fered by one of my Democratic col- 
leagues that would prohibit the States 
from requiring the spouses of nursing 
home residents to have to sell their 
home or car to pay for a husband’s or 
wife’s care. That means that under the 
Republican Medicaid plan, that those 3 
out of 4 Texas seniors that rely on 
Medicaid for their nursing home care, a 
spouse, unless some other action is 
taken, could be compelled by a State to 
have to sell their car or their home in 
order to simply provide their spouse 
with long-term nursing home care 
when no other alternative is available. 
Omissions from the printed Contract 
on America, but what is happening in 
real life, not in the speeches, but what 
is happening in real life on the floors of 
this Congress. 

When it comes to the way that the 
Congress actually operates, the way it 
conducts its business, my main concern 
with my Republican colleagues is not 
that they have changed things in this 
House too much but that they have not 
changed it enough. 

In fact, we heard earlier in the year 
a good bit about the need to reform the 
operation of the Congress, the Congres- 
sional Accountability Act. But when it 
has come to real reform in the way the 
lobby influences the Congress, when it 
has come to real reform in terms of 
dealing with gifts, with free ski trips, 
with the golf caucus, with lavish 
lunches and dinners, nothing has been 
done in this Congress on the House 
side. All that we have heard is equivo- 
cation and procrastination. 

As recently as August of this year, 
Speaker GINGRICH has said that the 
House Calendar is too full with other 
items to deal with lobby reform and 
gift reform, and proposed that perhaps 
they would prepare a paper on the sub- 
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ject. Recently there has been specula- 
tion that when they finish with the 
Medicare plan, maybe we would get to 
give some attention to these matters. 
Indeed, we should, because I sense that 
between the lines of that contract was 
basically a dissatisfaction with the 
way that this Congress has operated in 
the past. 

It is time to get down to the real is- 
sues, the campaign finance issue on 
which Speaker GINGRICH shook hands 
with the President in New Hampshire, 
long forgotten. Hardly had the smile 
faded than that was forgotten, and 
nothing occurred with reference to 
campaign finance reform. 

So on campaign finance reform, on 
lobby reform, on gift ban, these are is- 
sues that this Congress needs to ad- 
dress if we are to have a real revolution 
instead of a phony one. When we get 
down to that issue of lobby reform and 
gift ban reform, two issues that the 
Senate had failed to deal with are is- 
sues that my Democratic colleagues 
have been urging. 

On the issue of lobby reform, the 
Honorable GEORGE MILLER of Califor- 
nia has suggested that one of the most 
effective lobby reforms would be to 
simply require that any time an 
amendment or a bill is offered, you 
have to indicate any lobbyist who had 
a hand in writing it. I sat through a 
hearing where the committee counsel 
actually would turn around and talk to 
the lobbyist that helped write the bill 
on committee computers, in order to 
give the answers to questions that were 
being raised about the bill. 

Do the American people, in a spirit of 
openness, not have a right to know who 
writes the legislation here and if it is 
one of these special interest lobbyists? 
Let us honor them and give them the 
attention that they deserve by actually 
putting their name down as a part of 
our rules, as the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. MILLER | has suggested. 

When it comes to gift ban, though I 
am encouraged by the progress that 
the Senate has made, as I have studied 
that measure, one of the unfortunate 
deficiencies in the bill is that, unlike 
what my Democratic colleagues passed 
before I reached the Congress during 
1994, this gift ban legislation says abso- 
lutely nothing about books and book 
royalties and payments from the likes 
of Rupert Murdoch or anyone else to a 
Member of Congress in order to have a 
book. 

I think the American people are con- 
cerned about that issue. I see no reason 
why our gift ban and lobby legislation 
ought not to address the issue of book 
royalties and book payments to Mem- 
bers, because that is a way to cir- 
cumvent these matters. If you have 
someone who can come along and offer 
a $4.5 million book contract or can 
offer large royalties on a book, cer- 
tainly that can influence the legisla- 
tive process. 
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It is appropriate that this Congress 
provide meaningful gift ban and lobby 
reform, not just partial, by dealing 
with the gift ban issue, the book issue, 
and by dealing with the question of 
which lobbyists are writing which laws. 
Of course this Congress has additional 
need to approach these issues and deal 
with these concerns because of the eth- 
ical cloud that has hung over it. 

Rather than deal with that, let me go 
back a few years and turn to the speech 
of Speaker GINGRICH when he was Con- 
gressman GINGRICH, discussing the 
issue of our ethics process here in the 
House, which I think is very important 
to the whole way that we review the 
Contract on America and the whole 
way that the Congress is viewed by the 
American people. 

He said from this very place, in the 
well of the House, on July 27, 1988, and 
I am quoting from the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD from Speaker GINGRICH, : 

In order to conduct a thorough and credi- 
ble investigation, the special counsel needs 
unlimited subpoena power. Both Common 
Cause and I insist that in order to carry out 
the responsibilities of an outside counsel ef- 
fectively, it is necessary for the counsel's au- 
thority and independence to be clearly and 
publicly established. The special counsel 
must have the authority and independence 
necessary to conduct the inquiry in an effec- 
tive and credible manner. 

Speaker GINGRICH, then Congressman 
GINGRICH from Georgia, said: 

Clearly this investigation has to meet a 
higher standard of public accountability and 
integrity. I think it is vital that every Mem- 
ber reflect on the fact that the integrity of 
the House is at stake, and that all of us have 
a responsibility to ensure that the standards 
being set are those of an extraordinary in- 
vestigation. 

I could not have said it better. I do 
not know a Member of this House who 
could have spoken more eloquently on 
the subject of the authority and the di- 
rection of an independent counsel. 

Why is it that those good words of 
Speaker GINGRICH in 1988 have been for- 
gotten? It seems to me that we should, 
in the course of discussing the general 
issue of ethics in this House, consider 
having independent counsel available 
when there are questions raised about 
a Member’s conduct that has this kind 
of broad authority. Certainly that is 
true with reference to an investigation 
of a Speaker. 

Indeed, at the same time Speaker 
GINGRICH also said: 

It seems to me for this investigation to 
have any legitimacy, it has to be allowed to 
follow the leads wherever they lead, and it 
seems to me that it ought to be that the 
independent counsel has to be truly inde- 
pendent. He cannot be on a short leash held 
by the Democratic chairman of the commit- 
tee. 

There again is some very insightful 
comment that it does not pay to have 
an ethics investigation. If you are 
going to take your watchdog and you 
are going to keep him on such a short 
leash that they cannot watch anything, 
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they do not have full authority, then 
what good is it to have a watchdog in 
the first place? 

Fortunately, we know exactly what 
an independent counsel for the Ethics 
Committee ought to do because in ad- 
dition to these comments, Mr. GING- 
RICH outlined in 1988, along with the 
outline from Common Cause, exactly 
what should occur. 

He issued a press release insisting 
that the House Ethics Committee give 
the special counsel appointed to іпуев- 
tigate the Speaker at that time the 
independence necessary to do a thor- 
ough and complete job. He said he was 
discouraged by several news reports 
that the special counsel, Richard 
Phelan, would be restricted in the 
scope of his investigation, and he pro- 
ceeded to write the chairman of the 
Ethics Committee a letter identifying 
what the authority of the special coun- 
sel could be. 

He was very proud of the fact that 
Archibald Cox, the then head of Com- 
mon Cause, joined in the recommenda- 
tions for what a special counsel should 
be permitted to do. He referenced the 
Common Cause letter that it ‘‘commit 
itself,” the Ethics Committee, to the 
following measures:”’ 

No. 1, the outside counsel should have full 
authority to investigate and present evi- 
dence and arguments before the Ethics Com- 
mittee concerning questions about the 
Speaker; 

Мо. 2, the outside counsel shall have full 
authority to organize, select, and hire staff 
on a full- or part-time basis in such numbers 
as that counsel reasonably requires, and will 
be provided with such funds and facilities as 
the counsel reasonably requires; 

No. 3, the outside counsel shall have full 
authority to review all documentary evi- 
dence available from any source and full co- 
operation of the committee in obtaining 
such evidence; 

No. 4, the committee shall give the outside 
counsel full cooperation in the issuance of 
subpoenas; 

No. 5, the outside counsel shall be free, 
after discussion with the committee, to 
make such public statements and reports as 
the counsel deems appropriate; 

No. 6, the outside counsel shall have full 
authority to recommend that forma] charges 
be brought before the Ethics Committee, 
shall be responsible for initiating and con- 
ducting proceedings if formal charges have 
been brought, and shall handle any aspects 
of the proceedings believed to be necessary 
for full inquiry. 

No. 7, the committee shall not counter- 
mand or interfere with the outside counsel's 
ability to take steps necessary to conduct a 
full and fair investigation. 

No. 8, the outside counsel will not be re- 
moved, except for good cause. 
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Those аге the eight guidelines, not 
from me, but from Speaker GINGRICH, 
endorsing a position of Common Cause 
in 1988, concerning the way to struc- 
ture an independent counsel. It is time 
that this Congress adopted the same 
kind of approach. 

Indeed, Common Cause has not been 
silent to this Congress. In a.commu- 


26343 


nication this past week, the new head 
of Common Cause, Ann McBride, has 
said let us do the same things again. 
Just because it is 1995, instead of 1988, 
that is no reason to forget these eight 
principles, just because we might be 
dealing with a Republican Speaker in- 
stead of a Democratic Speaker. That is 
no reason to set up a separate standard 
of conduct. 

Our laws are to be applied fairly, cer- 
tainly our ethical precepts, without re- 
gard to whether we are dealing with 
Democrat, Republican, or independent, 
because it is the people’s business we 
are doing. And an ethical cloud hangs 
over this House when there is no true 
independent investigation or when 
there is any attempt to muzzle the 
watchdog independent counsel that 
needs to be appointed to attend to 
these matters. 

So it is that this past week the chair- 
man of the House Committee on Stand- 
ards of Official Conduct has received a 
communication from Ann McBride, the 
president of Common Cause, calling for 
exactly the same thing to occur. Refer- 
ring to the 1988 letter concerning the 
Democratic Speaker at that time, and 
saying, as I have indicated, that at 
that time in the investigation of the 
Speaker it was Mr. GINGRICH himself 
who stated he agreed with the points 
made in Common Cause’s letter, en- 
dorsed the above measures and called 
for providing the outside counsel with 
true independence and full leeway in 
pursuing the investigation. 

She says: 

Common Cause has long supported an ap- 
propriate role for an independent voice in 
dealing with congressional ethics matters. 
Appointing an outside person with unques- 
tioned integrity, with a nonpartisan back- 
ground and experience in dealing with mat- 
ters of this kind, will be a critical matter in 
obtaining a publicly credible result. 

I could serve to repeat and to under- 
line and to emphasize each of those 
phrases, because that is what we are 
looking for in an independent counsel; 
someone who has the power to get the 
job done and someone who has the 
independence, the unquestioned integ- 
rity, the nonpartisan background, the 
experience in dealing with matters of 
this kind, to achieve a publicly credi- 
ble result. Not a result that helps 
Democrats; not а result that 
whitewashes Republicans; but a result 
that is fair and independent and thor- 
ough. 

That is what Common Cause, as of 
last week, said is needed. The same 
thing, the same position that they 
took in 1988, when the shoe was on the 
other party, on the other foot. 

The process— 

Common Cause says— 
that the Committee uses in looking into this 
matter involving Speaker GINGRICH, the 
most powerful Member of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, will directly reflect on the in- 
tegrity of the institution. We urge the com- 
mittee to retain an outside counsel and to 
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clearly and publicly establish the counsel's 
authority and independence. 

The Hartford Current has adopted 
the same call and with good reason. 
They say: 

An outside counsel should not be ham- 
strung by a narrow mandate. No questions 
should be left unanswered. If they are, Mr. 
GINGRICH would serve under a cloud. 

And so, as we do a full and fair eval- 
uation of this contract, we find that 
one of the biggest questions that re- 
mains unanswered is how the great 
proponent of this contract, the person 
who said as recently as Friday that he 
did not care what the price is, he did 
not care what the consequences were, if 
it caused interest rates to go up and 
the dollar to fall, he is willing to shut 
the Government down, whether we will 
have a full, fair, and thorough inves- 
tigation by a nonpartisan person of un- 
questioned integrity into the charges 
that have been made. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is essential on 
this anniversary of the contract, that 
the Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct, which has delayed and de- 
layed and delayed, get about its job, 
complete this investigation, appoint 
someone with credibility, and restore 
the credibility which Americans are in- 
creasingly doubting about this institu- 
tion. Restore that credibility with a 
full, thorough and fair, nonpartisan in- 
vestigation of the charges that have 
been made about Speaker GINGRICH and 
the book deal, with GOPAC, about all 
these other ethical charges that raise 
such serious concerns. Let us finish 
this Contract on America anniversary 
party by celebrating with a fair and 
nonpartisan investigation of Speaker 
GINGRICH who gave it to us. 


DISAGREEMENT WITH THE SEN- 
ATE VERSION OF WELFARE RE- 
FORM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TATE). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of May 12, 1995, the gentlewoman 
from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
minority leader, 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, 
thank you for allowing me this time to 
address the House. 

Mr. Speaker, this afternoon I would 
like to provide some insights and com- 
ments about the welfare reform bill 
which we read passed the Senate last 
week by a very large vote. 

Commentators on the welfare reform 
legislation have been forecasting, rath- 
er uniformly, that because of the Sen- 
ate action and the very large vote that 
it received, that quite likely, a welfare 
reform bill will be enacted which par- 
allels basically what the Senate did. 

I rise today to take a great deal of 
disagreement with the Senate plan. I, 
of course, objected very strenuously to 
the House-passed bill, which we did 
some time in May of this year. I will 
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not take the time to recount all of the 
various disagreements I had with the 
House plan, but for this afternoon I 
want to concentrate on the points in 
the Senate bill which I find still lack- 
ing. As a consequence, I hope that the 
President and his administration will 
look at it more carefully, and I hope 
that they will come to a decision to 
veto it. 

As you know, when the House bill 
and the Senate bill are different, what 
happens is that both Houses designate 
a conference committee. Conferees of 
the majority party basically come to- 
gether and try to iron out the dif- 
ferences. So the best that we could 
hope to achieve in the conference com- 
promise, so to speak, would be the level 
of program as authorized by the Senate 
version. 

Mr. Speaker, it is based upon that as- 
sumption that the Senate bill cannot 
be improved upon that I make my 
statement today in disagreement and 
in objection to the Senate-passed bill. 

Recently, we have heard members of 
the majority party taking the well, 
particularly during our 1-minutes, to 
exclaim over the fact that the Wash- 
ington Post has now seen fit to support 
the majority party with reference to 
its efforts to reform the Medicare plan, 
and denouncing the Democrats, on the 
other hand, for failing to come up with 
а proposal. 

Given the sudden recognition and re- 
cognizance of the Washington Post as 
the critique of the day, I want to read 
for the RECORD what the Washington 
Post on September 20, said about the 
Senate-passed welfare reform bill. 

In an editorial which is tagged Big 
Majority, Bad Bill,” the Washington 
Post on September 20, said: 

You might think from the overwhelming 
vote in the Senate in favor of the welfare bill 
yesterday, 87 votes for, 12 against, that this 
at long last is the sane, responsible approach 
to welfare reform. That is not the case. 

The fundamental flaw in this legislation is 
that it abandons the principle that the Fed- 
eral Government will maintain at least some 
basic system of support for the Nation's 
poor, especially the poor children. 

Wiping out this core guarantee of the So- 
cial Security Act is mischievous and should 
not have been the solution of first resort on 
welfare. It is true that the Senate did make 
the deeply flawed welfare bill passed by the 
House better. The Senate does at least re- 
quire States to keep up a certain level of 
spending on the poor in exchange for Federal 
dollars. 

It does not require the States, as the House 
bill does, to cut off certain classes of chil- 
dren from welfare; kids born of mothers on 
welfare and to teen mothers. It includes 
some money for day care, so that children of 
mothers required to work will have a modest 
chance of getting looked after, and at least a 
bit of the current system's flexibility in re- 
sponding to economic downturns was pre- 
served by the creation of a special fund for 
States in economic distress. 

But, the original idea of welfare reform— 

The Washington Post editorial con- 
tinues to say— 
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that the system should be changed to do a 

better job of moving welfare recipients into 

work and caring for the children of single 

mothers, was given second place to the quest 

бы. turning welfare into block grants to the 
tates. 

Of course, it is good for States to try to 
find better welfare systems, but Mr. Clinton 
made the best argument against the bill he 
now supports: That the Federal Government 
could continue to guarantee a certain mini- 
mum to the Nation’s poor children and give 
States ample room to experiment through 
waivers. 

The President has yet to explain clearly 
why the argument was true some months 
ago, but is no longer true now. And what will 
the President and all those Senators who 
said the House bill was unacceptable do when 
а compromise is worked out that moves the 
legislation toward the House version? 

The import of much of the rhetoric from 
Mr. Clinton, from Democrats who supported 
this bill, and from many Republicans, is the 
House bill was awful and that this new Sen- 
ate bill was about as far as they would go the 
House’s way. Really? 

So many politicians have moved so far 
away from what they said their principles 
were on welfare even six months ago, that it 
is hard to have any confidence that even this 
line will hold. Do the Senators mean what 
they say? Does the President? 

And that is precisely why I take the 
floor today, to express my deep regret 
that the Senate really, in fact, adopted 
the most egregious principle that was 
embodied in the House version, and 
that is to do away with what is referred 
to here in Washington, in the legalese 
of our vocabulary, as an entitlement 


program. 

An entitlement program by defini- 
tion is not something which is bad and 
ought to be gotten rid of. What it does, 
as does Social Security and Medicare 
and Medicaid, is to provide a guarantee 
of support for every child, no matter 
what State they are from, if they meet 
certain eligibility requirements. A 
State cannot decide whether children 
in their States should benefit from the 
AFDC Program or not, once they have 
decided to participate. 

This concept of individual entitle- 
ment and eligibility is critical. It is 
the only way that we can provide a 
guarantee safety net for poor children 
across the country. 

Once this entitlement safety net is 
broken, as in both the House and the 
Senate versions now, what will happen 
is that moneys will simply be granted 
to the States and the States will decide 
how to establish the criteria, what ben- 
efits ought to be allocated to the fami- 
lies, and so forth. 

Mr. Speaker, I feel that this creation 
of 50 disparate benefits programs for 
people who are truly in need is not the 
right way to go. The Federal Govern- 
ment should have the right to establish 
eligibility so that the eligibility is uni- 
form throughout the country. That is 
what the basic program is and has been 
over the 60 years that we have had this 
program entitled “Aid to Dependent 
Children.” 

Instead, this year when the welfare 
debate started, it became a contest of 
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how much money could be saved under 
the program, rather than the bottom 
line of how to provide the services to 
the children which would best guaran- 
tee uniformity of application and uni- 
formity of eligibility, no matter where 
that child lived in America. It seems to 
me that principle was very, very im- 
portant. 

That principle also is included in a 
similar editorial by the New York 
Times, entitled “А Stampede to Harsh 
Welfare,“ which I will not read at this 
time, but I urge you to look it up, be- 
cause it really articulates the fun- 
damental error in the policies adopted 
by the House and the Senate, and, if 
put into place, if not vetoed by Presi- 
dent Clinton, I believe will truly be a 
step backward. 

Over the past 60 years, we have estab- 
lished a fundamental principle of car- 
ing about our young children. AFDC is 
exactly what its title is: aid to depend- 
ent children. Somewhere along the line 
it has picked up this great opposition 
by the use of the word welfare“ and 
the depiction of adults being on welfare 
and receiving these moneys, without 
any justification, at the taxpayers’ 
cost. 

What is lost in the debate is that in 
this program are 9 million children. 
Young children, very poor, under cir- 
cumstances beyond the control of most 
of these families. I feel that the re- 
moval of the entitlement guarantee 
safety net for these children is a tragic 
reversal of a policy that has worked 
well. 

Now, there will be the naysayers who 
argue that welfare is not achieving its 
purpose because too many of the people 
remain on welfare for extended periods 
of time. Anybody who would take the 
time to study the statistics would real- 
ize that the average time that-a wel- 
fare recipients adult spends on welfare 
is an average of 11 months. Typically, 
they are in and out of the system in 2 
or 3 years. 

Typically, what happens is someone 
finds themselves in a great predica- 
ment, comes to welfare, takes the sup- 
port system that is available, in the 
meantime looks for a job that they can 
qualify for, and then goes off on to the 
job until another predicament such as 
illness or something confronts that 
family. 

We do not have evidence to indicate 
that large blocs of people remain on 
welfare year after year after year. And, 
so, the hypothesis that this is what is 
being corrected under the new welfare 
reform bills, I think, really yields to 
the mythology that is out there about 
what is wrong with the welfare pro- 


What is wrong with the welfare pro- 
gram currently, which I would like to 
see fixed and which the Republicans did 
also a year ago, before they took over 
as the majority party, and which the 
Clinton administration also advocated 
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before this year, and that was to try to 
make it possible for these individuals 
on welfare to find a job. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the overwhelm- 
ing majority of people on welfare would 
like to work if they could find a job 
that could support their families and 
provide adequate funds for child care. 

It is the combination of job training, 

plus the funds for job placement and 
child care, which are the critical ingre- 
dients for success in this program. 
Heretofore, only a very, very modest 
portion of the funding by the Federal 
Government has been directed to so- 
called jobs programs for training and 
job placement and counseling, and very 
small amounts for the child care sup- 
port. 
So, the only way for the goals that 
have been established in the Senate 
bill, of finding jobs and getting the wel- 
fare recipients off of welfare, can be 
achieved is by a very strong program in 
job training and job location. Other- 
wise, all we are doing is coming up 
with a jobs program which replaces the 
funding with a make-work program 
which does not yield a long-term job 
prospect once the time limit is up. 

So, cruelly, what will happen is that 
the 5-year time limit will come up. The 
person may have had the welfare as- 
sistance during that period in a make- 
work type program, and because the 
time has expired, there would be no 
further assistance available. I do not 
think that is the kind of reform that 
this Nation has been looking forward 
to 


So, the difficulty with the Senate bill 
is, again, it does not focus on the ne- 
cessity for a strong job training pro- 
gram. Well, some of the individuals 
who have commented on this aspect of 
the legislation point to the myriad of 
job training programs that exist in 
other pieces of legislation and indicate 
that this would be sufficient to meet 
that requirement. I wish that were so, 
because right this very moment, legis- 
lation is working its way through Con- 
gress which will limit not only the 
availability of those job training pro- 
grams, but also the funding has been 
very severely cut back. 

So instead of even keeping an even 
amount of money going to the States 
for job training, there will be less. 
There is no targeting of that job train- 
ing program to meet the needs of the 
very low-income person, nor certainly 
the person who is on welfare. 

In order to have a jobs program real- 
ly make a difference to the welfare 
family, we need to have a targeted ap- 
proach which takes these individuals 
on welfare and guides them through job 
training programs which actually will 
yield a job in the end of that cycle of 
training which can, in fact, support 
that family. 

This is very, very difficult to do, but 
that is what has been missing thus far 
and that is really, in my estimation, 
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why so many welfare recipients con- 
tinue to stay on welfare year after 
year, because they are not able to get 
out there and hold down a job and pro- 
vide child care services to their young- 
sters, while at the same time earning 
support for their families. 

Mr. Speaker, I certainly hope that 
there will be a hard look at the Senate 
version. I certainly hope that the Sen- 
ate will not recede to some of the bene- 
ficial changes that they have made in 
their bill to the House version, but 
that remains to be seen. 

The block grant approach, which has 
been adopted by both the House and 
the Senate, on the Senate side assumes 
the funding level of fiscal year 1994. 
That is 2 years past. So we know imme- 
diately that the funding will be cut 
back quite sizably from what the cur- 
rent needs might be, as compared to 
what they were 2 years ago. 

The Senate block grant is roughly 
about $17 billion, and that amount of 
money will remain steady for over a 5- 
year period of the bill. 

One virtue of the Senate bill is that 
it requires the States who qualify for 
the block grant to guarantee that they 
will spend at least 80 percent of the 
State funding for the program. The 
House bill was silent in the mainte- 
nance-of-effort requirement, which was 
а great tragedy. It appears from the 
House version that all that would be 
available for the welfare support pro- 
gram would be what was contained in 
the Senate block grant amounts. 

On the Senate side, at least they 
have included a requirement of 80 per- 
cent support continuing from State 
funding. 

The AFDC program has been unusual 
in that sense, that the level of welfare 
assistance is not identical throughout 
the 50 States. The eligibility and the 
program benefits are also not exactly 
identical. But the States can decide 
how much funding to place, for in- 
stance, in the welfare program. 

States like mine have been quite gen- 
erous at a level of around $600 per 
month for a family of three, whereas 
other States have come up with barely 
half of that amount, and some as low 
as $195 per month. So the level of State 
support varies very greatly, depending 
upon the willingness of the State to 
support the program. 

So to that extent there has been 
State involvement, State decision- 
making, State policies have been ar- 
ticulated by the very fact that these 
amounts of monthly support are set at 
the local level by the States. And the 
States, then, have a guarantee once 
they have set that amount that the 
Federal Government will match that 
amount so that the welfare program 
can be funded by 50 percent State con- 
tribution and 50 percent Federal con- 
tribution. 

Iam not sure that the formula under 
the Senate version, even, adheres to 
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that policy. It merely says that the 
State block grant will be as it was in 
fiscal year 1994, and that the State’s 
contribution rate must not drop below 
80 percent of what has been spent in 
the previous year. 

So we see that there is a very great 
likelihood that the level of support for 
the welfare program will be severely 
taxed and that the contribution rates 
will be much lower. 

The Senate has provided funds for 
child care and I commend them for it, 
because realistically speaking, if we 
expect these recipients to get out there 
and work and continue to have welfare 
support for their employment, this cer- 
tainly is not possible unless there is 
adequate child care assistance, child 
care programs, either provided by Fed- 
eral funds or by the State program. 

The time limits of what a welfare re- 
cipient must face is the same in both 
the House and Senate, and so I assume 
that there will be no changes there. 
That is a 5-year lifetime limit of wel- 
fare support as provided under this pro- 


m. 

In the Senate bill, there is the poten- 
tial of a 20- percent exemption from this 
hard-and-fast rule of a 5-year limit, so 
that the States may exercise some de- 
gree of flexibility in terms of deciding 
who would be cut off at the end of the 
5-year period. 

The Senate version also has a portion 
having to do with food stamps and re- 
duces the overall appropriations for 
food stamps by over $17 billion over a 5- 
year period. It has cut the level of ben- 
efit for the families and has also pro- 
hibited able-bodied, childless adults be- 
tween 18 years and 50 years of age from 
receiving food stamps beyond the first 
6 months of their qualification for ben- 
efits, unless they work half-time or 
participate in а work-training pro- 
gram. So there have been changes in 
the food stamp program. 

The Senate bill does not include any 
inclusion of the school lunch program. 
You will recall that there was strenu- 
ous debate and disagreement over on 
this side of the Congress with respect 
to the attempt to block grant school 
lunch programs, and the Senate has 
very judiciously decided to not include 
the child nutrition programs, and the 
school lunch program in particular, in 
their welfare proposal. 

In the House side, also, we had a very 
negative, punitive proposal, provision 
in our welfare bill which said that chil- 
dren who are born to a parent receiving 
assistance could not qualify for addi- 
tional payments to that family. The 
Senate decided not to include that as a 
Federal restriction. On the other hand, 
they provided it as a State option. So 
the States may do so with their own 
program if they deem it necessary. 

With respect to teenage mothers, 
children born of teenage parents out of 
wedlock, the Senate provision requires 
that that teenage parent live with an 
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adult and participate in educational 
and training activities. 

Over on the House side, the House in- 
cluded a provision which prohibited 
cash benefits to teenage mothers of 
children born out of wedlock. So there 
are those two basic differences in that 
very contentious issue. 
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There are large changes to the Sup- 
plemental Security Insurance Program 
which will in both drafts, the House 
and Senate draft, mean the exclusion 
of many children, disabled children, 
from benefits that they have been re- 
ceiving up to the current time. 

Effective January 1997, the Senate 
provision says that individuals with an 
addiction that has resulted in a disabil- 
ity which qualifies them for SSI will be 
eliminated from the SSI program and 
Medicaid. This is also one of those very 
controversial measures that came to 
the House, and the House version is 
similar to that. 

Lastly, I would like to talk about a 
provision in the Senate bill which has 
to do with legal immigrants. I can un- 
derstand the furor of the country, as 
reflected by their elected Representa- 
tives in Congress, on the numbers of il- 
legal immigrants and the burdens that 
illegal immigrants place upon local 
communities and the States. And so 
much of the debate in the States and 
the local communities and here in Con- 
gress has evolved around illegal immi- 
grants and how we must deal with this 
problem constructively. 

In the welfare reform legislation, we 
do not deal with illegal immigrants, 
because illegal immigrants already are 
not eligible for most of these programs 
in the welfare, food stamps, Medicaid, 
and so forth and so on. The law specifi- 
cally prohibits their participation in 
these programs. 

Unfortunately, there has been now a 
determination by both the House and 
the Senate to set down very specific 
prohibitions of coverage for legal im- 
migrants, people who have followed the 
process, who have submitted their ap- 
plications, been deemed eligible and 
admitted to the United States from all 
parts of the world. These legal immi- 
grants are now going to be subject toa 
wide variety of prohibitions and limi- 
tations. 

For one thing, there will be in the 
Senate bill a prohibition on their re- 
ceiving any needs-based assistance, no 
matter what the program is, for a pe- 
riod of 5 years. This is done on the as- 
sumption that legal immigrants come 
to the United States with sponsors who 
agree to be financially responsible for 
these individuals. 

What is happening is that this state- 
ment of financial responsibility is 
being deemed to adhere to the immi- 
grant and therefore barring them from 
being eligible for any needs-based as- 
sistance. So in many instances these 
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noncitizens would be ineligible for al- 
most all of these programs, whether it 
is welfare, SSI, or other types of pro- 
grams. 

The current immigrants would be 
subject to deeming for 5 years. Future 
immigrants coming into the United 
States after the enactment of these 
bills, for as long as they remain in the 
United States, would have to have 
worked for 40 qualifying quarters. In 
other words, they must work for 10 
years, even if in the interim period 
they have become U.S. citizens, before 
they can be eligible for any of these 
needs-based assistance programs. 

I doubt seriously that that provision 
will be upheld in any court. The courts 
have systematically over the years 
barred distinctions among citizens, 
whether a native-born citizen or a nat- 
uralized citizen. 

But here in this legislation, some- 
thing that we seldom see, at least I 
have not seen in the years that I have 
been here, a specific delineation of eli- 
gibility or ineligibility for benefits to a 
group of citizens of the United States 
merely because their status was ini- 
tially that of a legal immigrant, subse- 
quently becoming naturalized and still 
being barred from the rights and privi- 
leges of citizenship. I think that is fun- 
damentally wrong and basically con- 
trary to the Constitution that guaran- 
tees equal protection and due process. 

I regret that the Senate bill makes 
that further distinction, not just cat- 
egorizing the legal immigrants as the 
House bill does. The House bill has a 
series of prohibitions to the legal im- 
migrants, but those prohibitions stop 
just as soon as that individual becomes 
a U.S. citizen. On the Senate side, 
those prohibitions continue irrespec- 
tive of citizenship. I certainly think 
that that is a provision in the law 
which has gone too far. 

For the reasons that I have stated 
thus far, I am hoping that the White 
House and the leaders in the adminis- 
tration that have been following this 
matter will take a hard look at the leg- 
islation that has just passed the Senate 
and review it carefully, and if it comes 
out of the conference committee in no 
better shape than the Senate version, I 
strongly urge that the White House 
veto that measure. 

Again to reiterate, the most egre- 
gious change that has been accepted by 
both the House and the Senate versions 
on welfare reform is to repeal and nul- 
lify and rescind the most important as- 
pect of the aid to dependent children 
program, and that is the concept of en- 
titlement which guarantees to chil- 
dren, if they meet the eligibility stand- 
ards, to have the support of the pro- 
gram. 

That guarantee has been removed 
from the legislation in both the House 
and the Senate versions, and they have 
moved to a block grant which leaves to 
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the 50 States the total authority to es- 
tablish the criteria, the benefit pack- 
age, and the eligibility. So we will have 
50 different programs, 50 different 
standards, 50 different eligibilities. 

I believe that that does ill service to 
this Nation that has committed over 
and over again its responsibilities to 
children. Aid to dependent children, 
that is, the welfare program, is a pro- 
gram for children. We cannot dismiss 
that. We cannot forget it. That is what 
the welfare program is. It is designed 
to provide care and support and suste- 
nance for our children. 

There are 9 million children cur- 
rently on welfare. It is for these chil- 
dren that we have to assume our re- 
sponsibility as a nation. I believe that 
the Senate version dismisses that re- 
sponsibility without considering what 
the consequences might well be. 

We have heard so much of late, as we 
arrive at the great national debates 
leading up to the Presidential elec- 
tions, about the commitment of this 
Nation to family values. I stand very 
strongly on that commitment to fam- 
ily values. 

That is what I base my whole ap- 
proach on in analyzing the welfare re- 
form bill. How closely does it adhere to 
my principles of family values? To 
what extent is protection of the child 
of paramount concern in the legisla- 
tion that we vote for or we support? It 
seems to me it is that guiding principle 
of the family that has to motivate us 
in drafting legislation. 

What is going to happen to thousands 
of these families that will not qualify 
for welfare assistance because they do 
not quite meet the local standards of 
eligibility is that they will be without 
funds. There will be charges made by 
the States of child neglect because the 
single parents will not be able to pro- 
vide them with shelter. 

We have read in the newspapers nu- 
merous accounts of this already occur- 
ring, where a single parent is found 
huddled in an automobile somewhere in 
the suburbs trying to keep their family 
together, and then being arrested by 
the State authorities for child neglect, 
and the children then being separated 
from the single parent and being made 
wards of the State and put into either 
orphanages or foster care homes. That 
is not the scene that I believe a nation 
committed to family values should 
support. 

Our obligation is to try to continue 
to the largest extent possible the nur- 
turing care that a parent has naturally 
for his or her children. I fear that this 
principle is being dismissed too cava- 
lierly in favor of forcing single parents, 
most of whom on welfare being women, 
forcing them to work as the moral obli- 
gation which we are underwriting in 
this welfare legislation. The welfare 
legislation will be forcing them to 
work rather than staying at home and 
providing this family care for their 
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children. I think that this is a very 
egregious mistake. 

If the work ethic is so important and 
has now become paramount to nurtur- 
ing of our children, then certainly we 
have to make it possible for these indi- 
viduals to get the training they need, 
to get the job that allows them to sup- 
port their families without government 
assistance, and the child care that goes 
along with it. 

So the package of reforms that I see 
as being compatible with the argument 
of family values is one that is predi- 
cated upon our sense of responsibility 
to our children, making sure that if the 
parent must go out to work, that there 
is adequate child care, and that the 
breadwinner for that family has a job 
that can support that family without 
government assistance. 

It seems to me that is where reform 
ought to take us. It seems to me that 
that is what has been wrong with the 
welfare program thus far. It has been 
lacking in the support elements to en- 
able parents to go out to work. 

I look forward to continued debate on 
this issue. I take great umbrage at the 
commentators who argue that the de- 
bate is over and that it is merely a 
matter of the two Houses coming to- 
gether with their two versions and 
compromising, and the assumption is 
that the President will sign whatever 
bill comes out. 

I hope that is not the case. I hope the 
White House reads the fine print, and 
that ultimately the principles of fam- 
ily values will prevail in the Congress 
of the United States for the sake of our 
children. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. DOGGETT) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. 

Mr. VENTO. 

(The following Member (at the re- 
quest of Mr. YOUNG of Florida) and to 
include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. FORBES. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mrs. MINK of Hawaii) and to 
include extraneous matter:) 

Mrs. SEASTRAND. 

Mr. HINCHEY. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 12 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Wednesday, Sep- 
tember 27, 1995, at 12 noon. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 

1456. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting a 
copy of a draft bill entitled the Gold Bul- 
lion Coin Amendments of 1995”; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Financial Services. 

1457. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a copy of Presidential Deter- 
mination No. 95-43: Drawdown of Commod- 
ities and Services from the Department of 
the Treasury to support the continued pres- 
ence and activities of United States mem- 
bers of the EU/OSCE Sanctions Assistance 
Missions on the borders of Serbia and 
Montenegro, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2348a; to 
the Committee on International Relations. 

1458. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad- 
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting copies of international 
agreements, other than treaties, entered into 
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C. 
112b(a); to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

1459. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a copy of Presidential Deter- 
mination 95-38 regarding the eligibility for 
Mongolia to be furnished defense articles and 
services under the Foreign Assistance Act 
and the Arms Export Control Act, pursuant 
to 22 U.S.C. 2311; to the Committee on Inter- 
national Relations. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida: Committee of con- 
ference. Conference report on H.R. 2126. A 
bill making appropriations for the Depart- 
ment of Defense for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1996, and for other purposes 
(Rept. 104-261). Ordered to be printed. 


TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED 
BILL 


[Submitted September 22, 1995] 
Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol- 
lowing action was taken by the Speak- 
er: 
H.R. 1816. Referral to the Committee on 
Commerce extended for a period ending not 
later than September 29, 1995. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu- 
tions were introduced and severally re- 
ferred as follows: 


By Mr. STOCKMAN (for himself, Mr. 
FUNDERBURK, Мг. YounG of Alaska, 
Mrs. CHENOWETH, and Mr. 
HOSTETTLER): 

H.R. 2393. A bill to restore the second 
amendment rights of all Americans; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, and in addition 
to the Committees on Government Reform 
and Oversight, and Ways and Means, for a pe- 
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
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Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 
By Mr. EVERETT (for himself, Mr. 
STUMP, and Mr. MONTGOMERY): 

H.R. 2394. A bill to increase, effective as of 
December 1, 1995, the rates of compensation 
for veterans with service-connected disabil- 
ities and the rates of dependency and indem- 
nity compensation for the survivors of cer- 
tain disabled veterans; to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. GILLMOR: 

H.R. 2395, A bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to eliminate certain re- 
quirements on States under the Medicaid 
Program with respect to minimum reim- 
bursement levels for hospitals, nursing fa- 
cilities, and intermediate care facilities; to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey (for him- 
self and Mr. SCHAEFER): 

H.R. 2396. A bill to amend the Congres- 
sional Award Act to revise and extend au- 
thorities for the Congressional Award Board; 
to the Committee on Economic and Edu- 
cational Opportunities. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 

Mr. LIVINGSTON introduced a bill (H.R. 
2397) for the relief of Jacqueline Darby- 
Maltbie; which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


H.R. 1514: Mr. MARTINI, Mr. ZELIFF, Mrs. 
LowEY, Mr. WILSON, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. 
BAKER of Louisiana, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. 
CLAY, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. WELDON of Penn- 
sylvania, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. BARR, Mr. WATT 
of North Carolina, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, 
and Mr. LIGHTFOOT. 

H.R. 1619: Mr. Fox and Mr. BILBRAY. 

8 : Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. CRAMER. 

: Mr. Lucas and Ms. DANNER. 
: Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
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AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

Н.К, 743 
OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS 


AMENDMENT NO. 1: Page 7, line 10, before 
“Section” insert “(а) MATTERS OF MUTUAL 
INTE REST. 
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Page 8, after line 2, insert the following: 

(b) STRIKES, BOYCOTTS, AND HoT CARGO 
AGREEMENTS.—Section 8(b)(4) and subsection 
(e) of the National Labor Relations Act are 
repealed. 

H.R. 743 
OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS 


AMENDMENT NO. 2: Page 7, line 10, before 
“Section” insert “(а) MATTERS OF MUTUAL 
INTEREST.—"’. 

Page 8, after line 2, insert the following: 

(b) RIGHT то FIRST CoNTRACT.—Section 8(d) 
of the National Labor Relations Act is 
amended by inserting after Provided.“ the 
following: 


That, if a collective bargaining agreement 
has not been reached within 45 days after 
certification, the union shall have the option 
of sending the contract dispute to compul- 
sory and binding arbitration: Provided fur- 
ther, 
H.R. 743 
OFFERED BY: MR. SAWYER 


AMENDMENT No. 3: Strike all after the en- 
acting clause and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

SECTION 1, SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Teamwork 
for Employees and Managers Act of 1995”. 
SEC, 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES, 

(а) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that 

(1) the escalating demands of global com- 
petition have compelled an increasing num- 
ber of employers in the United States to 
make dramatic changes in workplace and 
employer-employee relationships; 

(2) such changes involve an enhanced role 
for the employee in workplace decisionmak- 
ing, often referred to as Employee Involve- 
ment”, which has taken many forms, includ- 
ing self-managed work teams, quality-of- 
worklife, quality circles, and joint labor- 
management committees; 

(3) Employee Involvement programs, which 
operate successfully in both unionized and 
nonunionized settings, have been established 
by over 80 percent of the largest employers 
in the United States and exist in an esti- 
mated 30,000 workplaces; 

(4) in addition to enhancing the productiv- 
ity and competitiveness of businesses in the 
United States, Employee Involvement pro- 
grams have had a positive impact on the 
lives of such employees, better enabling 
them to reach their potential in the 
workforce; 

(5) recognizing that foreign competitors 
have successfully utilized Employee Involve- 
ment techniques, the Congress has consist- 
ently joined business, labor and academic 
leaders in encouraging and recognizing suc- 
cessful Employee Involvement programs in 
the workplace through such incentives as 
the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality 
Award; 

(6) most employers who have instituted le- 
gitimate Employee Involvement programs 
have done so in order to enhance efficiency 
and quality rather than to interfere with the 
rights guaranteed to employees by the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Act; and 

(7) the prohibition of the National Labor 
Relations Act against employer domination 
or interference with the formation or admin- 
istration of a labor organization has pro- 
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duced some uncertainty and apprehension 
among employers regarding the continued 
development of Employee Involvement pro- 
grams. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purpose of this Act is— 

(1) to protect legitimate Employee Involve- 
ment programs against governmental inter- 
ference; 

(2) to preserve existing protections against 
deceptive, coercive employer practices; and 

(3) to promote the enhanced competitive- 
ness of American business by providing for 
the continued development of legitimate 
Employee Involvement programs. 
SEC, 3, EMPLOYER EXCEPTION, 

Section 8(a)(2) of the National Labor Rela- 
tions Act is amended by striking the semi- 
colon and inserting the following: 


“: Provided further, That it shall not con- 
stitute or be evidence of an unfair labor 
practice under this paragraph for an em- 
ployer to establish, assist, maintain, or par- 
ticipate in— 

“(і) a method of work organization based 
upon employee-managed work units, not- 
withstanding the fact that such work units 
may hold periodic meetings in which all em- 
ployees assigned to the unit discuss and, sub- 
ject to agreement with the exclusive bar- 
gaining representative, if any, decide upon 
conditions of work within the work unit; 

(i а method of work organization based 
upon supervisor-managed work units, not- 
withstanding the fact that such work units 
may hold periodic meetings of all employees 
and supervisors assigned to the unit to dis- 
cuss the unit's work responsibilities and in 
the course of such meetings on occasion dis- 
cuss conditions of work within the work 
unit; or 

(iii) committees created to recommend ог 
to decide upon means of improving the de- 
sign, quality, or method of producing, dis- 
tributing, or selling the employer's product 
or service, notwithstanding the fact that 
such committees on isolated occasions, in 
considering design quality, or production is- 
sues, may discuss directly related issues con- 
cerning conditions of work: Provided further, 
That the preceding proviso shall not apply 
if— 

“(А) a labor organization is the representa- 
tive of such employees as provided in section 
a); 

„B) the employer creates or alters the 
work unit or committee during organiza- 
tional activity among the employer's em- 
ployees or discourages employees from exer- 
cising their rights under section 7 of the Act; 

“(С) the employer interferes with, ге- 
strains, or coerces any employee because of 
the employee's participation іп or refusal to 
participate in discussions of conditions of 
work which otherwise would be permitted by 
subparagraph (i), (ii), or (111); or 

D) an employer establishes or maintains 
an entity authorized by subparagraph (i), 
(ii), or (iii) which discusses conditions of 
work of employees who are represented 
under section 9 of the Act without first en- 
gaging in the collective bargaining required 
by the Act: Provided further, That individuals 
who participate in an entity established pur- 
suant to subparagraph (i), (ii), or (iii) shall 
not be deemed to be supervisors or managers 
by virtue of such participation.“ 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


STUDENTS IN MICHIGAN NEED 
SCHOOL-TO-WORK AND JOB 
TRAINING OPPORTUNITIES 


HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, September 25, 1995 


Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, the last thing we 
should be doing is eliminating economic op- 
portunities for our young people. Yet, that's 
exactly what the Gingrich majority is attempt- 
ing to do. The Consolidated and Reformed 
Education, Employment, and Rehabilitation 
Systems [CAREERS] Act, H.R. 1617, under 
the guise of reform, repeals the School-to- 
Work Opportunities Act of 1994, most of the 
Job Training Partnership Act, and the Carl D. 
Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology 
Act, among others. 

In addition, the CAREERS Act cuts funding 
for youth career development by 20 percent. 
The 70 percent of students in Macomb and St. 
Clair Counties who don't go to college need 
the advanced technical training that will be 
threatened by this bill. Our students’ earnings 
in the future will be based on what they learn 
today. We should be increasing the opportuni- 
ties they will have in the future, not cutting the 
very educational tools that help them get 
ahead. 

School-to-work and job-training programs 
are vital for preparing those who don't go to 
college for the highly skilled, good paying, 
technical jobs of the future. | believe the best 
investment this country can make is in the 
education and training of our next generation. 
We must be thoughtful in our approach, con- 
solidate where needed and cut wasteful pro- 
grams that don’t work, but we must also en- 
sure that we are providing our young people 
with the opportunity to earn and learn for the 
future. | don't believe the approach taken by 
this CAREERS Act guarantees those opportu- 
nities. 

| believe we do need to reform, improve, 
and demand better performance from our em- 
ployment training programs. The local school 
boards, elected officials, and business leaders 
must have the input to produce effective job- 
training programs, yet we all have a role to 
play. We ought to be building on the strong 
local, State, and Federal partnerships that 
we've established over the years to help our 
students, not destroying them. 

While we need to fix education, employ- 
ment, and job-training programs that don't 
work, we should not eliminate the ones that 
do. The blanket approach that starts from 
scratch and gives our Governors final authority 
over all school-to-work and job-training pro- 
grams established by this bill is a serious error 
which will turn back the clock. For these rea- 
sons and others, | oppose this block grant ap- 
proach. 


TAIWAN’S SECURITY 
HON. MAURICE 0. HINCHEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, September 25, 1995 


Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, in July and Au- 
gust, the People’s Republic of China con- 
ducted two guided missile tests north of Tai- 
wan. Understandably, the reaction among Tai- 
wan's people was fear and panic. The tests 
also struck a blow at Taiwan's economy, 
which may have been intended: Taiwan's 
stock market dropped immediately 

To date, the PRC has not ruled out any fur- 

ther military exercises near Taiwan. There is 
widespread concern in Taiwan, in South Asia, 
and here in the United States that the PRC 
will continue to intimidate Taiwan in ап at- 
tempt to destabilize its healthy policy and 
economy, and that this may lead to Taiwan’s 
abandonment of its policy of pragmatic diplo- 
macy. 
The Government of Taiwan, the Republic of 
China, wants to hold to its present course. Its 
foreign minister, Fredrick Chien, declared on 
September 4, that abandoning pragmatic di- 
plomacy would seriously threaten Taiwan's fu- 
ture. Chien urged his fellow citizens not to 
bow to China's threats of military action. 

Mr. Speaker, | believe Minister Chien is cor- 
rect in recommending a steady course. Let us 
hope that this will discourage any further bully- 
ing by Beijing. Further military tests will only 
heighten tensions and promote instability. In- 
stead, the goal of both governments should be 
increased dialog and a cooling of rhetoric. 
Fear and instability will not serve the people of 
either Taiwan or the PRC, and it certainly will 
not serve the interests of our own Nation. 


HONORING THE CONTRIBUTIONS 
OF ARCHBISHOP JOHN R. ROACH 
TO THE TWIN CITIES OF MIN- 
NESOTA 


HON. BRUCE F. VENTO 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, September 25, 1995 


Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to a fellow Minnesotan and a friend 
who has made momentous contributions to my 
home city of St. Paul, MN, and the entire Twin 
Cities area, Archbishop John R. Roach. On 
September 8, 1995, Archbishop Roach's re- 
tirement from the Archdiocese of Minneapolis- 
St. Paul became official and the Twin Cities 
noted the service and invaluable leadership of 
one of their most beloved citizens as he relin- 
quished the post he has ably ministered for 
over 20 years. 

Even before he took on this challenging role 
as archbishop, he was striving to strengthen 


the Twin Cities community by working to sup- 
port our most valuable resource, our children. 
His years teaching at St. Thomas Academy 
and serving as headmaster of Mendota 
Heights Military School formed a solid founda- 
tion from which he later served as chair of the 
National Catholic Educational Association. 

In addition to this role, Archbishop Roach 
led other groups which involved him in a vari- 
ety of issues within and outside of the Twin 
Cities community. Archbishop Roach’s leader- 
ship was especially significant in the past dec- 
ade as he served as president of the National 
Conference of Catholic Bishops and the Na- 
tional Catholic Rural Life Conference, and he 
chaired the U.S. Bishops’ Food and Agri- 
culture Task Force. As the president of the 
National Conference during a key point in the 
1980's, Bishop Roach took on the role of 
spokesman for strong statements concerning 
the curtailment of nuclear weapons and the 
global buildup of such weapons. His efforts in- 
volved the crucible of debate and moral teach- 
ing and renewed a successful effort, first 
among the people and the Congress and fi- 
nally with the administration, to bring about 
massive reductions of nuclear weapons. 

As chair of the International Policy Commit- 
tee, Bishop Roach traveled to other nations in- 
cluding Ireland, Israel, and South American 
nations to promote peaceful solutions to the 
violence raging in these troubled lands. Where 
there was a problem, he rose as a voice for 
social justice and as a witness and teacher. 

| have worked with Archbishop Roach and 
his administration on numerous issues during 
his service to the church in the Twin Cities 
area. His sincere effort and interest in edu- 
cation, nuclear disarmament, and especially 
the homeless and others in need in Min- 
nesota, and people of other nations merits the 
highest recognition and gratitude. It is my 
honor to have worked with him and call him 
friend and bishop. I’m certain that | voice the 
sentiments of the entire Twin Cities community 
in wishing him a pleasant and healthy well- 
earned retirement and thanking him for his ef- 
forts to support our community. His presence 
at the helm of the Minneapolis-St. Paul Arch- 
diocese has been cherished as extraordinary 
and will be deeply missed. 

Mr. Speaker, | would also like to add to the 
RECORD an article from the Catholic Bulletin 
regarding Archbishop Roach. 

{From the Catholic Bulletin] 
THE ARCHBISHOP WE'LL MISS 
(By Bob Zyskowski) 

The Archbishop John R. Roach we will 
miss as the leader of the Archdiocese of St. 
Paul and Minneapolis is a brilliant man who 
understood that life’s journey back to God 
includes ups and downs. But he refused to 
lose hope when he was in the valleys. He 
sought God's help, then tapped humankind's 
етар, God-given talents to climb the 
hills. 

The Archbishop Roach we will miss as he 
begins his retirement years took a can-do at- 
titude against the challenges of church and 


Ө This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which аге not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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society. Presented with difficulties, he took 
the view that God would not put any obsta- 
cles in our way if that same God did not give 
us the means to overcome them. Archbishop 
Roach's tools were intellect, imagination 
and organizing, always organizing. Got a 
need? Think about it, pray about it, get ad- 
vice about it, then put a structure in place 
to meet it. 

The Archbishop Roach we will miss was 
the consummate analyzer. Watching him at 
a council or commission or board meeting 
was like poetry. He would hear the varied 
concerns and opinions, then, like a poet, syn- 
thesize the data, condense it and express a 
consensus of the voices that focused on the 
vital points. 

The Archbishop Roach we will miss had 
the critical concerns of the key issues of the 
day on the tip of his tongue. Ask a question 
and he would tick off the criteria Catholics 
need to use to make a sound, morally based 
judgment, and, with those principles as a 
base, he would explain why the church took 
the position it did. On any issue. On every 
issue, 

The Archbishop Roach we will miss was at 
his best when he spoke or wrote from his gut. 
You could always tell when he had a per- 
sonal interest in a subject, when it meant 
something more to him because he knew the 
impact or he knew the stakes involved or if 
people in the Upper Midwest were affected. 
Whether in a column for the Catholic Bul- 
letin, in a homily from the Cathedral pulpit 
or from the microphone at a meeting of the 
National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 
John R. Roach was passionate when һе be- 
lieved in a course of action, in a way to meet 
a need, in a principle to uphold. He used 
down-to-earth language. He told the stories 
of how real-life people were impacted. He 
came at it from the heart. 

The Archbishop John R. Roach who went 
into retirement Sept. 8 has been a source of 
pride for this archdiocese. We hope he will 
have many years in retirement to pass along 
his wisdom and his love of a very good local 
church. 


DYSTONIA AWARENESS WEEK 
HON. ANDREA H. SEASTRAND 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, September 25, 1995 


Mr. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, hundreds of 
thousands of people recognize the week of 
September 16 to 23 as Dystonia Awareness 
Week. | would like to join those who are dedi- 
cated to promoting greater awareness about 
this neurological disorder that affects more 
than 250,000 people in North America. 

Dystonia is a powerful disorder causing in- 
voluntary muscle spasms that twist parts or all 
of the body. These spasms are often painful. 
Those who suffer from dystonia, their families, 
and their friends have formed the Dystonia 
Medical Research Foundation to help each 
other and to seek the cause and cure. Many 
citizens react to the physical manifestations of 
dystonia by avoiding those who have this dis- 
order, causing the victims to experience isola- 
tionism, and suffer grave psychological harm. 
It is my hope and prayer that a cure for 
dystonia will be found and until then we will all 
do our part to help those with dystonia. 
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TRIBUTE TO HAZEL CRAWFORD, A 
GREAT COMMUNITY LEADER 


HON. CARRIE P. MEEK 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, September 25, 1995 


Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, on Oc- 
tober 22, 1995, friends and associates of 
Hazel Crawford will honor her many accom- 
plishments. Eighty-seven years young, Hazel 
has spent her life exemplifying the best as- 
pects of humanity as a pioneer in civil rights 
for women and minorities, and a champion of 
children’s causes. 

Undaunted after having to leave school in 
the fourth grade, Hazel went on to have a long 
career as a State-licensed cosmetologist. Be- 
lieving that education is the key to improving 
life, she went back to school. At the age of 63, 
she received her high school diploma. 

Hazel has long been very active in her com- 
munity. She became the cofounder of the first 
State-licensed day care facility in northern 
Dade County. Іп recognition and tribute to her 
outstanding work, the city of North Miami 
Beach named their permanent day care facility 
in her honor. 

Further demonstrating her political acumen, 
she founded the Voters Council of North 
Miami Beach. The group has registered more 
than 1,500 people to vote, and has encour- 
aged citizen participation on local government 
committees and boards. This year, the voters 
council provided two students each with $500 
college scholarships. 

Hazel is a charter member of the Dade 
County Commission on the Status of Women 
and received the first local award presented 
by the Dade County Chapter of NOW. In addi- 
tion, she volunteers with the League of 
Women Voters and the Orange Blossom 
Beautician Sorority. 

am sure that my colleagues will agree with 
me that Наге/5 record of public service is un- 
paralleled. A very dear and trusted friend, | 
wish for Hazel 87 more years of success. 


END TURKEY’S OCCUPATION OF 
CYPRUS 


HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, September 25, 1995 


Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support 
of House Concurrent Resolution 42, a resolu- 
tion calling for the demilitarization of Cyprus. 

On July 20, 1974, Turkish troops invaded 
Cyprus and began a military occupation. 
Today, 35,000 Turkish troops still remain on 
Cyprus. They occupy one-third of the island. 
In a chilling reminder of the Berlin Wall, a 
barbed wire fence known as the Green Line 
cuts across Cyprus, separating thousands of 
Greek Cypriots from the towns and commu- 
nities in which their families have lived for 
generations. 

As a result of the invasion 21 years ago, 
thousands of people were killed, more than 
200,000 people were expelled from their 
homes, and today, more than 1,600 remain 
missing—including 5 Americans. 
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Instead of helping us to locate the missing 
and enter negotiations aimed toward unity and 
freedom for Cypriots, Turkey today continues 
to keep troops on the island. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution calls for the 
troops to be withdrawn from Cyprus and urges 
compliance with U.N. resolutions on the issue, 
which Turkey has thus far refused to do. | am 
proud to join many of my colleagues as a co- 
sponsor of the resolution and applaud its pas- 
sage. 

Over the past few years, we have witnessed 
tremendous changes around the world—the 
fall of the Berlin Wall, the beginning of rec- 
onciliation in the Middle East, and the end of 
apartheid. It is my sincere hope that soon we 
will be able to add Cyprus to that list of places 
where peace and freedom have triumphed. 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, Sep- 
tember 26, 1995, may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 


SEPTEMBER 27 
9:00 a.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
Business meeting, to consider rec- 
ommendations which it will make to 
the Committee on the Budget with re- 
spect to spending reductions and reve- 
nue increases to meet reconciliation 
expenditures as imposed by H. Con. 
Res. 67, setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern- 
ment for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002. 
SR-332 
Finance 
Business meeting, to continue to con- 
sider recommendations which it will 
make to the Committee on the Budget 
with respect to spending reductions 
and revenue increases to meet rec- 
onciliation expenditures as imposed by 
H. Con. Res. 67, setting forth the con- 
gressional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 
1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002. 
SH-216 
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9:30 a. m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Aviation Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on S. 1239, to amend 
title 49, United States Code, with re- 
spect to the regulation of interstate 
transportation by common carriers en- 
gaged in civil aviation. 
SR-253 


Environment and Public Works 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Kathleen A. McGinty, of Pennsylvania, 
to be a Member of the Council on Envi- 
ronmental Quality. 
50-40 


Labor and Human Resources 
Business meeting, to mark up S. 1180, to 
amend title XIX of the Public Health 
Service Act to provide for health per- 
formance partnerships, and 5. 1221, to 
authorize appropriations for the Legal 

Services Corporation Act. 
SD-430 

10:00 a.m. 


Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 

Business meeting, to mark up S. 650, to 

increase the amount of credit available 

to fuel local, regional, and national 

economic growth by reducing the regu- 

latory burden imposed upon financial 
institutions. 

SD-538 


2:00 p.m. 
Select on Intelligence 
To hold closed hearings on intelligence 
matters. 
SH-219 


SEPTEMBER 28 


9:00 a.m. 
Finance 
Business meeting, to continue to con- 
sider recommendations which it will 
make to the Committee on the Budget 
with respect to spending reductions 
and revenue increases to meet rec- 
onciliation expenditures as imposed by 
H. Con. Res. 67, setting forth the con- 
gressional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 
1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002. 
SH-216 
9:30 a.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To hold hearings to examine the use of 
ethanol’s impact on clean air and the 
farm economy. 
SR-328A 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Business meeting, to consider rec- 
ommendations which it will make to 
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the Committee on the Budget with re- 
spect to spending reductions and reve- 
nue increases to meet reconciliation 
expenditures as imposed by H. Con. 
Res. 67, setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern- 
ment for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002. 

SR-253 


Energy and Natural Resources 

To hold hearings on the nominations of 
Derrick L. Forrister, of Tennessee, to 
be an Assistant Secretary of Energy 
(Congressional and Intergovernmental 
Affairs), Patricia J. Beneke, of Iowa, to 
be Assistant Secretary for Water and 
Science, and Eluid Levi Martinez, of 
New Mexico, to be Commissioner of 
Reclamation, both of the Department 
of the Interior, and Charles William 
Burton, of Texas, to be a Member of 
the Board of Directors of the United 
States Enrichment Corporation. 


10:00 a.m. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
to reform public housing and tenant 


based section 8 assistance. 
SD-538 
Governmental Affairs 


To hold hearings on the nominations of 
Ned R. McWherter, of Tennessee, to be 
a Governor of the United States Postal 
Service, and Donald S. Wasserman, of 
the District of Columbia, to be a Mem- 
ber of the Federal Labor Relations Au- 


thority. 
SD-342 
Judiciary 
Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 
SD-226 
1:30 p.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine non-immi- 
grant immigration issues. 
SD-106 
2:00 p.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings on pending nomina- 
tions. 
SD-226 
2:30 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 


To hold hearings on the nominations of 
Joan M. Plaisted, of California, to be 
Ambassador to the Republic of the 
Marshall Islands and to serve concur- 
rently and without additional com- 
pensation as Ambassador to the Repub- 
lic of Kiribati, and Don Lee Gevirtz, of 
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California, to be Ambassador to the Re- 
public of Fiji, and to serve concur- 
rently and without additional com- 
pensation as Ambassador to the Repub- 
lic of Nauru, Ambassador to the King- 
dom of Tonga, and Ambassador to 
Tuvalu. 

5р-419 


SEPTEMBER 29 
10:00 a.m. 
Judiciary 
To resume hearings to examine the sta- 
tus of religious liberty in the United 
States. 
SD-226 


OCTOBER 25 
10:00 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine veterans’ 
employment issues. 
SR-418 


CANCELLATIONS 


SEPTEMBER 27 
9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Business meeting, to consider pending 


calendar business. 
SD-366 
POSTPONEMENTS 
SEPTEMBER 26 
9:30 a.m. 


Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Oceans and Fisheries Subcommittee 
To hold oversight hearings on the science 
of slow management and hatchery 
supplementation, focusing on the re- 
covery of Snake River anadromous spe- 


cies. 
SR-253 
10:00 a.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to review the incident 
which occurred in Waco, Texas. 
SD-106 


SEPTEMBER 27 
10:00 a.m. 
Judiciary 
To continue hearings to review the inci- 
dent which occurred in Waco, Texas. 
SD-106 


26352 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


September 26, 1995 


SENATE—Tuesday, September 26, 1995 


(Legislative day of Monday, September 25, 1995) 


The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. THURMOND]. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Our Father, You have created us to 
glorify You and enjoy You forever. 
When we trust You, You turn our 
struggles into stepping stones. We 
know Your promise is true: You will 
never leave us or forsake us. You give 
us strength when we are weak, gracious 
correction when we fail, and 
undeserved grace when we need it 
most. You lift us up when we fall and 
give us new chances when we need 
hope. And just when we think there is 
no place to turn You meet us and help 
us return to You. We say with the 
psalmist, Bless the Lord О my soul, 
and all that is within me bless His holy 
name! Bless the Lord, O my soul and 
forget not all of His benefits. Psalm 
103:1-2. 

Lord, we want our work this day to 
be an expression of our grateful wor- 
ship. You have called us to lead this 
Nation. Fill us with Your spirit. Infi- 
nite wisdom, we need Your perspective, 
plan, and purpose. We must make cru- 
cial evaluations and decisive decisions. 
The future of this Nation is dependent 
on Your guidance. Thank You for mak- 
ing us wise. In the name of our blessed 
Lord. Amen. 


RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
acting majority leader is recognized. 


й 


SCHEDULE 


Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, this 
morning the leader time has been re- 
served. 

The Senate will resume consideration 
of H.R. 2099, the VA-HUD appropria- 
tions bill. Under a previous consent 
agreement, at 11 o'clock today the Sen- 
ate will resume debate on the Bumpers 
space station amendment with a vote 
to occur on or in relation to that 
amendment at approximately 2:15 p.m. 
today. 

As a reminder to all Senators, the 
Senate will recess from the hours of 
12:30 to 2:15 today for the weekly policy 
conference meetings. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, leadership time is 
reserved. 


DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF- 
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND- 
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1996 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of H.R. 2099, 
which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 2099) making appropriations 
for the Departments of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and for 
sundry independent agencies, boards, com- 
missions, corporations, and offices for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, and for 
other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 

Bumpers amendment No. 2776 (to commit- 
tee amendment on page 158, lines 13-14), to 
reduce the appropriation for the implemen- 
tation of the space station program for the 
purpose of terminating the program. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I ask unanimous 
consent that I may speak as if in morn- 
ing business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 


DEATH OF BESSIE DELANY 


Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I note 
that my colleague, who is managing 
the VA-HUD bill, which is before the 
Senate today, will speak on environ- 
mental matters in our legislation. But 
before he does, I wanted to bring to the 
Senate’s attention the death of some- 
one who really has been an outstanding 
American citizen. 

Bessie Delany died Monday at the 
age of 104 in her home in Mount Ver- 
non, NY. Many Americans know her as 
part of the Delany sisters. Dr. Bessie 


Delany and her sister, Sadie Delany, 
lived through the most remarkable pe- 
riod in American history, from about 
the 1880’s all the way until now. They 
saw the end of slavery. They lived 
through the era where people moved 
from the South. Bessie Delany was one 
of the first African-American women to 
become a physician in the United 
States. She was the second African- 
American woman to practice dentistry 
in New York, having graduated from 
Columbia University in 1923. 

About 5 years ago, she and her sister 
became famous when they wrote, coau- 
thored with Amy Hill Hearth, a book 
called “Having Our Say: The Delany 
Sisters’ First 100 Years.” In April, a 
play opened on Broadway telling their 
story. 

І read their great book called Hav- 
ing Our бау,” and it is a remarkable 
tribute of courage, character, and com- 
petency. 

Both of these women overcame in- 
credible odds to make a substantial 
contribution to the American commu- 
nity. And overcoming all of the bias re- 
lated to racism, all the obstacles for 
which there were very skimpy oppor- 
tunity structures available to them, 
both—one went on to be a teacher, and 
Bessie Delany became, as I said, a phy- 
зісіап. 

All of America is sorry to see Dr. 
Bessie Delany move on. We are very 
sorry about her death. We extend our 
sympathy to her family. But as a great 
tribute to her and her remarkable life, 
I really encourage all who are listening 
here to go to the library and get this 
remarkable book, “Having Our Say,” 
because in listening to what the 
Delanys say, both this remarkable 
teacher and this remarkable physician 
have a lot of lessons to teach us and to 
give us, also, a navigational chart for 
the healing that needs to go on in our 
society. 

So to Dr. Bessie Delany, wherever 
she is in God’s great glory, we just 
thank her for what she has done for 
this country. We express our condo- 
lences to her sister Sadie. And as a 
tribute we urge you read this remark- 
able book about their lives. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 


DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF- 
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND- 
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1996 
The Senate continued with the con- 

sideration of the bill. 


Ө This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, we are 
anxiously awaiting colleagues who 
want to come down and either offer 
amendments or debate the measures 
before us. Several of our colleagues 
have expressed an interest in speaking 
on the space station. We have а 1%- 
hour time agreement, equally divided. 
At least on our side, that time is al- 
most completely used up. 

So, if anybody feels the need to speak 
for the space station—it might also be 
true for those opposing it—this would 
be a good time to come. We would like 
to hear what they have to say. But as 
we indicated yesterday, the majority 
leader and the Democratic leader, as 
well as the rest of us, know we have to 
get these appropriations bills finished 
by September 30, and our ability to 
begin the recess on October 2 depends 
upon our completing this work. So we 
are pressed for time. We do invite any- 
body who has measures or has views on 
measures that will be on this bill to 
come down and address them now be- 
cause this will be the best time to do 
so. 
But since we do have some time, I 
thought it might be helpful for my col- 
leagues who may be getting all kinds of 
calls from organizations that are op- 
posed to measures that we put forth in 
the bill to explain a little bit about 
what we have done in the EPA section. 
The National Wildlife Federation has a 
hotline going out saying there are 
damaging riders; we are doing all kinds 
of terrible things to the Environmental 
Protection Agency. The National Au- 
dubon Society says we are crippling 
the Agency and there is a backdoor at- 
tempt to strike out provisions in the 
EPA laws. 

Frankly, that is just not true. The 
environmental progress in this country 
has been significant. We have in the 
last 25 years come a long way toward 
cleaning up our environment. I am 
very proud of the progress we have 
made. I want to see that progress con- 
tinue. 

But I think we have come to the 
point now where we demand that the 
progress be on the basis of common 
sense, of justifiable actions, of using 
sound science, of not duplicating ef- 
forts, and making sure that the dollars 
we spend on the environment, whether 
they are appropriated dollars or wheth- 
er they are dollars that others, State 
governments, local governments, not- 
for-profits businesses, and individuals 
have to pay to comply with the envi- 
ronmental laws are spent properly. 

Now, let me go through, for the bene- 
fit of my colleagues and those who may 
be watching, the so-called riders or leg- 
islative provisions that are included in 
this bill. The recommendation of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee has 
seven legislative provisions within 
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EPA. All but one of the so-called riders 
in the House bill have not been in- 
cluded in this measure. The committee 
in the Senate limited the provisions in 
our bills to ones that have been in- 
cluded in previous VA-HUD bills or 
other legislation or that eliminate du- 
plication or unnecessary spending. Let 
me tell you about the provisions. 

First, we would prohibit the EPA 
from requiring centralized inspection 
maintenance facilities in fiscal year 
1996. This is the same language that 
was included in the National Highway 
System bill, supported by a large num- 
ber of Senators. It is clear that the pro- 
visions for central inspection and 
maintenance are going to cause tre- 
mendous headaches without the bene- 
fits that are needed, and we can do it in 
a less intrusive, bureaucratic way. 

Second, this measure, as reported out 
of the committee, would prohibit the 
EPA from requiring employers to adopt 
car-pooling plans in fiscal year 1996. 
This language is one of the House rid- 
ers. It is the same language included in 
the fiscal year 1995 rescission bill. If 
workers in America want the Federal 
Government telling them how they can 
get to work and demanding putting re- 
strictions and requirements on how 
they go to work, then they should not 
support this rider. I do not believe, 
talking to the people in my State, that 
they want the Federal Government 
telling them how they get to work in 
the morning and how they get home in 
the evening. 

Third, we would in the committee 
recommendation prohibit EPA from 
regulating radon and several other 
drinking water contaminants in fiscal 
year 1996 unless the drinking water law 
is reauthorized. It is a very important 
measure pending before the Environ- 
ment and Public Works Committee to 
reauthorize the safe drinking water 
law. I think the provision that we have 
in this measure is fully consistent with 
the attempts by the EPA, which itself 
has been trying to negotiate extensions 
to court-ordered deadlines for low-pri- 
ority contaminants. For each of the 
contaminants in question, the risk is 
relatively low or the science is not 
fully supported by science-based 
rulemakings. This action has been re- 
quested by the National Governors’ As- 
sociation, the League of Cities, the As- 
sociation of Metropolitan Water Agen- 
cies, the American Waterworks Asso- 
ciation, the National Association of 
Water Companies, the National Rural 
Water Association, and the Natural 
Water Resources Association. 

Frankly, there has been a lot of con- 
cern these days about E. coli and 
cryptosporidium, and these agencies 
want local water systems to devote 
their time and their resources to keep- 
ing those known, dangerous contami- 
nants out of the water supply. To the 
extent that they are required to test 
for and develop means of dealing with 
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other low-priority contaminants where 
the science may be uncertain, it will 
take away from their efforts to keep 
the water supply system clean from 
these dangerous, well-recognized, well- 
defined contaminants. 

Fourth, we would prohibit EPA from 
requiring in fiscal year 1996 the use of 
MTBE in Alaska because of health con- 
cerns raised there associated with the 
use of MTBE. There have been serious 
instances where MTBE use has thought 
to cause very serious health effects. 
This provision was carried in the fiscal 
year 1994 VA-HUD bill and does not ex- 
empt Alaska from clean air require- 
ments. It is saying, do not require 
something that appears to be causing 
very significant health problems in 
Alaska. 

The next one would prohibit EPA 
from adding new sites to the Superfund 
national priorities list in fiscal year 
1996 unless requested by the Governor 
or tribal leader unless or until the 
Superfund law is reauthorized. Every- 
one recognizes that the Superfund law 
badly needs revision. The Superfund 
law has generated a tremendous 
amount of resources going to lawyers 
and for administrative costs. A report 
done by the General Accounting Office 
at our request shows that only about 30 
percent of the Superfund sites cur- 
rently being worked by the EPA in- 
volve current risk to human health or 
even potential risk to human health 
under current usages. 

We think the time has come to reau- 
thorize the Superfund law to bring 
sound science and to target the re- 
sources. Therefore, we say do not move 
forward expanding the reach of 
Superfund until it is reauthorized and 
Congress has had an opportunity to act 
on the substantive requirements in the 
Superfund legislation. 

This language was included in the fis- 
cal year 1995 rescission, adopted, and 
signed into law by the President this 
summer. It is consistent with the com- 
mittee’s decision to limit Superfund 
spending to current health risks pend- 


ing reauthorization. 
The next measure in the bill author- 
izes an exemption from water 


pretreatment standards for industrial 
discharges to the Kalamazoo water 
plant if environmental standards are 
met through a local pretreatment 
plant. This provision has been nar- 
rowly crafted, and it will not result in 
any environmental degradation. It will 
prevent duplicative and unnecessary 
water treatment construction. Kala- 
mazoo has already entered into a plan 
to be financed by the major industrial 
concerns in that city to deal with the 
effluent from their plants. 

Since Kalamazoo is getting a water 
treatment plant financed by those who 
are making the discharges, it does not 
make any sense to go forward with an 
overlapping, a duplicating requirement 
to have another treatment plant to do 
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exactly the same thing when one is al- 
ready being financed. 

Next, we would prohibit EPA from 
enforcing the foreign refiner baseline 
for reformulated gasoline. This is the 
same provision as included in the fiscal 
year 1995 VA-HUD bill, and it would en- 
sure quite simply that foreign refiners 
are held to the same higher environ- 
mental standards as domestic refiners. 
If we do not do this, foreign refiners 
will be able to send in products that do 
not meet the environmental standards 
that we expect of our domestic refin- 
ers. 

Mr. President, what sense does that 
make? Why should we give foreign re- 
finers a free pass to send in products 
that have not met the same standards 
that we require of our domestic refin- 
ers? I think this is another sound envi- 
ronmental measure that is included in 
this bill. I urge my colleagues, and 
those who are interested, to look at the 
environmental impacts of these provi- 
sions. 

The final one I want to talk about 
would eliminate duplicative and waste- 
ful efforts by the EPA. This would pro- 
hibit the Environmental Protection 
Agency from vetoing decisions made by 
the Corps of Engineers regarding wet- 
lands permits in fiscal year 1996. 

The provision is intended to keep 
EPA from overfiling or second-guessing 
the Corps of Engineers. It will stream- 
line the corps’ permitting process. EPA 
still has a wide range of responsibil- 
ities dealing with wetlands. We are not 
changing those. We are only saying to 
the EPA and to all of the affected land- 
owners that you have a right to get an 
answer, a final answer from one Fed- 
eral agency. 

The Corps of Engineers operates with 
EPA in the regulation of wetlands. 
Where does it make any sense to the 
landowner who goes to the Corps of En- 
gineers and says, “OK, here is what I 
propose to do. Grant me a permit,” 
and, as it stands now, the Corps of En- 
gineers can say, “ОК, you meet all our 
standards,” and then the next day the 
EPA comes in and says, Oh, but we 
don’t like what the Corps of Engineers 
ша”? 

Frankly, this is а duplicative, waste- 
ful, and, I think, unsatisfactory service 
to our citizens to say that you are 
going to have to take two chances to 
get the Federal Government to tell you 
they do not like what you are doing. 
We have standards, and the Corps of 
Engineers is to follow those standards. 
Why do we give the power to the EPA 
to come in and say, Oh, well, you may 
have satisfied the Corps of Engineers, 
but you don’t satisfy us’’? 

As Senators know, the corps has the 
authority and the expertise to admin- 
ister the Wetlands Program, and it 
does not, in my view, make any sense 
to say that the same law can be admin- 
istered by two separate agencies, par- 
ticularly when we are in a time of 
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strained budgets when a second agency 
should not be duplicating the efforts of 
the first one. That is why we say, 
“EPA, if the corps has already done it, 
go on and do the other work you are 
supposed to do; don’t second-guess the 
corps.” 

The Senate should know this provi- 
sion does not affect the multitude of 
other EPA authorities under the Clean 
Water Act. It in no way undermines 
wetlands protection. According to the 
Corps of Engineers, no other Federal 
regulatory program gives two agencies 
different authority over the same per- 
mit decisions. I understand there are 
some who believe this redundancy is 
defensible. During the committee 
markup, some Members suggested that 
they would offer an amendment to 
strike the provision on the floor. If so, 
we will be happy to discuss it. 

As many of my colleagues know, the 
House did include a provision in the 
bill preventing funding for the entire 
404 wetlands permit law, noting that it 
was necessary to provide Congress ad- 
ditional time to determine the proper 
management of the Nation’s wetlands. 

The Corps of Engineers, as we all 
know, has the responsibility of admin- 
istering the day-to-day permitting. The 
States, EPA, the National Oceano- 
graphic and Atmospheric Agency, Fish 
and Wildlife, and Marine Service also 
have roles. There are pages and pages 
of regulations and memorandums of 
agreement governing the complex per- 
mitting process. 

Under section 401 requirements, for a 
404 permit to be issued, the corps must 
first obtain a certification from the ap- 
Plicable State—the State—that water 
quality standards will not be violated 
as а result of the discharge of fill mate- 
rial. This essentially gives the States 
veto authority over permit applica- 
tions. It guarantees a State role in the 


process. 

Of the additional resource agencies, 
EPA is perhaps the most influential. 
Besides having authority under section 
404 to veto permit decisions, EPA is re- 
sponsible for developing guidelines, 
known as 404(B)(1) guidelines, which 
are the substantive environmental cri- 
teria that are binding on the corps in 
the permitting process. 

To me, it makes no sense to say that 
once you have laid out all those stand- 
ards, once the Corps of Engineers has 
gone through the process, once they 
have gotten the approval of the State 
and they are following the EPA regula- 
tions, if they grant a permit, EPA 
should come in and say, Oh, we don't 
agree with the corps’ action.” If there 
is one thing that constituents in my 
State are fed up with, it is being told 
two different things by two different 
Federal agencies. They expect the Fed- 
eral agencies who serve them to give 
them one answer and to give them the 
right answer. 

This measure would say, “Согрв of 
Engineers, if you grant a permit, then 
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we are not going to have the EPA using 
its time and resources to come in and 
change the direction given to the per- 
son, the individual or the organization, 
applying for that permit.” 

I hope that those who hear scare sto- 
ries about the provisions in this bill 
will take a look at the substantive pro- 
visions and realize they are necessary 
to streamline and to ensure the effec- 
tive administration of the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency, to ensure 
we continue the progress that we have 
made and must continue to make to- 
ward assuring a clean environment for 
ourselves and our children. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE). The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the international 
space station program. This program is 
out of the planning stages and is well 
underway. The space station is real. 
Space shuttle missions in support of 
phase one of the station program began 
in February 1994. The most recent 
phase one mission ended with the suc- 
cessful return of astronaut Norm 
Thagard from his record breaking stay 
in space. Over 48,000 pounds of station 
hardware have been manufactured and 
75,000 pounds will be completed by the 
end of this year. 

The space station is real to commu- 
nities, students and teachers through- 
out the Nation. Teachers are already 
using space station concepts in the 
classroom. Students have participated 
in activities including living in a bus 
outfitted as a space station, complete 
with living facilities, experiments, and 
communication to Earth. Today the 
space station is capturing the imagina- 
tion of the leaders of the future and en- 
couraging students to study math, 
physics, chemistry, biology, geography, 
and Earth science. 

When I grew up as a boy, we had tree 
houses, and you would have a lot of ac- 
tivity playing in tree houses. I think 
you will see space station houses in 
trees and other locations that kids will 
be playing in as we move forward and 
start moving toward the deployment of 
the space station. 

Benefits of the station program are 
already being realized. Researchers 
seeking to develop a station bioreactor 
for cell cultures have developed a way 
to grow tumor tissues outside the 
body, so chemotherapy and other treat- 
ments can be tested without harm to 
the patient. 

The space station will create a per- 
manent orbiting science institute in 
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space capable of performing long dura- 
tion research in a nearly gravity-free 
environment. Research in medicine, 
materials and processes, engineering 
and technology will have immediate, 
practical application for life on Earth 
and will create jobs and economic op- 
portunities today and in the decade to 
come. Information gathered about how 
humans react and adapt to 
weightlessness will allow scientists to 
further understand conditions such as 
balance disorders afflicting 90 million 
Americans, osteoporosis affecting 24 
million Americans, and cardiovascular 
disease, the leading cause of death in 
the United States. Every dollar spent 
on the station is spent here on Earth 
and will provide an excellent return on 
investment. If planned orbital research 
in combustion science improves com- 
bustion processes only a modest 2 per- 
cent, then the annual savings would be 
approximately $8 billion a year in the 
cost of energy produced through com- 
bustion in the United States. 

In June 1995, the General Accounting 
Office completed a review of the cur- 
rent estimated cost of the space sta- 
tion program. The GAO concluded that 
“the program has made major progress 
since last year in defining its require- 
ments, meeting its schedule mile- 
stones, and remaining within its an- 
nual operation budgets. Nevertheless, 
the program faces formidable chal- 
lenges in completing all its tasks on 
schedule and within its budget.” Of 
course the station program faces chal- 
lenges as does any new endeavor. How- 
ever, we should judge the ability of 
NASA to meet these challenges on the 
performance of the station program 
since it was redesigned in 1993. As the 
GAO discovered, NASA is performing 
as promised and is successfully meet- 
ing the stated objectives of the station 


program. 

It is unfortunate that the biggest 
challenge the station program faces ap- 
pears to be the Congress of the United 
States, specifically a small handful of 
Members who continue to offer legisla- 
tion aimed at terminating the station 
program. Since the inception of the 
program, votes have been held over 18 
times on the station. We must continue 
to reject these attempts and continue 
our support of the space station pro- 
gram. We owe this to the future of the 
citizens of the United States and to all 
the people of Earth. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be temporarily society 
aside. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2777 
(Purpose: To make available $38 million for 
construction at the Spark M. Matsunaga 

Department of Veterans Affairs Medical 

Center, Hawaii) 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 2777. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 22, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following: 

Sec. 111. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this title, the amount appro- 
priated by this title under the heading DE- 
PARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION” under the 
paragraph ‘‘CONSTRUCPION, MAJOR PROJECTS" 
is hereby increased by $38,000,000. 

(b) Of the amount available under the рага- 
graph referred to in subsection (a), as in- 
creased by such subsection, $38,000,000 shall 
be available for construction at the Spark M. 
Matsunaga Department of Veterans Affairs 
Medical Center, Honolulu, Hawaii. 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this title, the amount appropriated by this 
title under the heading ‘DEPARTMENTAL AD- 
MINISTRATION’ under the paragraph “GEN- 
ERAL OPERATING EXPENSES" is hereby reduced 
by $38,000,000. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, this is a 
very simple, forthright amendment. It 
calls for the completion of the Spark 
M. Matsunaga Medical Center in Hono- 
lulu. It provides for $38 million. 

Mr. President, there are 127,600 veter- 
ans residing in the State of Hawaii. 
The State of Hawaii is one of only two 
States in our Union without a VA hos- 
pital. The other State is the State of 
Alaska. Per capita spending in the 
State of Hawaii is the lowest in the Na- 
tion. 

At the same time, Hawaii has the 
highest ratio of veterans per capita and 
the highest proportion of disabled vet- 
erans over 65 years of age or older. 

In World War II, the State of Hawaii, 
which was then a territory, 50 years 
ago, had more volunteers per capita 
than any other State or territory of 
our Union. While serving far fewer vet- 
erans, the State of Montana and the 
State of Wyoming have two VA hos- 
рібаів apiece. We have more veterans, 
but we have none; they have less veter- 
ans, but they have two apiece. 

In the case of Wyoming, the veteran 
population is less than half of the 
State of Hawaii. South Dakota, with 
42,000 fewer veterans than Hawaii, has 
three VA hospitals. We are still wait- 
ing for our first VA hospital. 

The current system in Hawaii is a 
fragmented one. It is costly. It is ineffi- 
cient and places the quality of care 
rendered to veterans at a great risk. 
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We receive fine service from Tripler 
Army Hospital, our major military fa- 
cility in Hawaii. Inpatient care at this 
great institution is dependent upon 
space availability. If there is no space, 
we are the lowest priority. The veter- 
ans are the lowest priority, and under- 
standably so. 

Mr. President, as we downsize our 
military, that downsizing will also af- 
fect Tripler Army Hospital. 

What does that mean? Fewer beds, 
fewer nurses, fewer doctors, and with 
the veterans as the lowest priority, I 
do not think I need to draw a picture 
for my colleagues. 

Today, many of the united hospital 
services such as cardiology, ortho- 
pedics, ophthalmology—severe limita- 
tions and restrictions are placed upon 
veterans in Hawaii. For example, at 
this moment, VA cardiology and ortho- 
pedic patients are evaluated by visiting 
Palo Alto, CA, VA physicians. They 
come around about twice a year. As a 
result of that evaluation, they are 
shipped to a facility on the west coast, 
usually in the State of California. 

Mr. President, I think all fairness 
and equity would lead us to conclude 
that to ask our veterans to undergo 
long, long, separations from their fami- 
lies 2,500 miles from home is not ac- 
ceptable. I think all physicians would 
suggest that from the standpoint of 
long-term care, that is not acceptable. 

In 1993, 950 qualified veterans were 
denied service in Hawaii; in 1994, 1,300 
qualified war veterans were denied in- 
patient service in Hawaii. This year, 
through the month of May, because of 
the lack of eligibility and lack of serv- 
ices, 582 war veterans were denied serv- 
ice. 

Mr. President, as a member of the 
Appropriations Committee, I am fully 
aware of the problems we have. I am 
fully aware of the budgetary constric- 
tions that we are required to live 
under. I know that my chairman, the 
Senator from Missouri and the ranking 
member, the Senator from Maryland, 
have done their utmost in their effort 
to accommodate the veterans of the 
State of Hawaii. 

As it is commonly said, one cannot 
squeeze blood out of a turnip. It is not 
my desire to do that. 

Reluctantly, I will be withdrawing 
this amendment with the hope that my 
colleagues from Missouri and Maryland 
will sit down and work together with 
the veterans of Hawaii to see if some- 
thing can be done. 

This can be a national disgrace. We 
have the highest per capita veteran 
population, the lowest per capita 
spending, the highest per capita dis- 
abled veterans, highest per capita vol- 
unteers, and no hospitals. 

Other States with less than Hawaii 
have three or two. All we are asking 
for is one. And the one we are asking 
for is not a hospital. It is a medical 
center, which is one grade below a hos- 
pital. 
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Mr. President, I hope that my patient 
colleagues from this subcommittee will 
join with me in trying to work out a 
solution for this. I would be glad to do 
that. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to be permitted to withdraw my 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, first I 
would like to thank my colleague, Sen- 
ator INOUYE, for his extraordinary ad- 
vocacy in behalf of American veterans. 
As the ranking minority member on 
this bill, it pains me and grieves me 
that a Senator who bears the perma- 
nent wounds of war, who wears with 
pride the Congressional Medal of 
Honor, must come before the U.S. Sen- 
ate and plead for a VA hospital; an 
American hero coming to speak in be- 
half of all other veterans of all other 
wars saying: Please give me a medical 
center to meet the needs of other men 
and women who served in the military, 
who themselves bear the permanent 
wounds of war. 

What we face here is the fact that in 
Hawaii there is a unique situation be- 
cause of its geographic location. They 
cannot go to the trauma centers. Ev- 
erything has to be in Hawaii. Also, 
there has been a unique linkage be- 
tween veterans and military hospitals. 

So I want to acknowledge the valid- 
ity of the Senator’s plea. I want to ac- 
knowledge the validity of the plight of 
veterans in Hawaii. I pledge to him the 
desire, the deep desire, to work with 
him to ensure that the Hawaiian veter- 
ans have the medical care that they 
need and they deserve, and how we 
could do a linkage with perhaps the 
military hospitals and perhaps the pri- 
vate sector. 

But I believe that if we are as cre- 
ative in helping these veterans with 
their medical care as we have been in 
other areas of national defense and se- 
curity, we will be able to do this. 

I also thank the Senator for with- 
drawing the amendment, though I 
know it is deeply troubling to him to 
do so. But we have no money in this 
budget. The only way we could have 
funded it is if we had gone to the back- 
log claims. Right now there is a wait- 
ing list of over 6 months to 3 years for 
veterans trying to process their claims 
for their pensions and their disability 
benefits. American veterans should not 
have to stand in line for 6 months or 
more because of the sluggish nature of 
the bureaucracy with the way they 
have modernized, and so on. 

So we have now put resources in to 
deal with the backlog of claims. I am 
glad we are going to let that stand. 

Again, I would like to thank the Sen- 
ator for his defense of America, for the 
worthy nature of the Congressional 
Medal of Honor which he wears and 
which I see on his lapel this morning, 
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and for his defense of veterans who in 
many ways do not have a voice; and, of 
course, for his own constituents of Ha- 
waii. 

I also want to acknowledge the 
staunch defense of veterans and health 
care of my colleague, Senator AKAKA. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wish to 
thank my colleague from Maryland for 
her very sensitive and generous con- 
cern. But much as I would be most 
proud to wear a Congressional Medal of 
Honor, my medal is one notch below, 
the Distinguished Service Cross. But I 
thank my colleague. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Well, if I had the op- 
portunity to award the Senator a 
medal, I believe he deserves the highest 
recognition for his gallantry and his 
bravery. 

Mr. INOUYE. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I echo the 
generous words of my good friend and 
colleague, the ranking member, the 
Senator from Maryland. I too appre- 
ciate the very strong advocacy of the 
very able senior Senator from Hawaii. 
He has met with us and talked from his 
very heartfelt commitment to the vet- 
erans of Hawaii, and he has talked 
about the difficult situation that the 
veterans there face. I know how long 
and hard he has worked on the project. 

We were unable to put construction 
funding in fiscal year 1996 for any 
major new construction. As the Sen- 
ator from Maryland pointed out, we 
fear that the offset would have taken 
away vitally needed funds for handling 
claims of veterans. 

Second, the committee agreed to a 
moratorium on new medical construc- 
tion projects, as recommended by the 
General Accounting Office and the Sen- 
ate Veterans’ Affairs Committee. The 
committee’s decision was driven by 
budgetary concerns, as well as based on 
the fact that the VA is on the verge of 
a major reorganization which may re- 
sult in significant changes to its facili- 
ties’ needs, and we hope a better direc- 
tion of care. 

The Hawaii project would require an 
additional $60 million in construction 
costs in the future, and another $100 
million to operate when it opens. 

Having said that, we look forward to 
the Veterans’ Administration reorga- 
nization plan. It is intended to change 
the VA into a managed care operation. 
As part of this reorganization, the VA 
must develop a long-term strategic 
plan for medical care, recognizing the 
change in demographics of veterans 
population, and a shrinking budget. 

The General Accounting Office has 
found that there are additional unused 
facilities. In the 1993 report, the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office found that the 
Tripler Army Hospital—with which the 
Veterans’ Administration has a sharing 
arrangement—had capacity and De- 
mand for VA-sponsored care at Tripler 
has consistently been well below the 
69-bed constructed capacity” at Tri- 
pler. 
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As a result of these things, I think 
the VA should look to increasing its 
sharing arrangement with Tripler and 
community facilities in order to meet 
the needs of Hawaii's veterans. 

I fully understand and I am sensitive 
to the Senator’s concern that the VA is 
sending veterans to the west coast for 
treatment at the Palo Alto VA Hos- 
pital. I agree with the Senator that 
this is an extraordinary inconvenience. 
VA has in the past sent cardiology pa- 
tients to the west coast when services 
were not available to Tripler Army 
Hospital because VA says it is less ex- 
pensive than treating the veterans in a 
community hospital. 

I assure the Senator from Hawaii 
that I will work with him to see that 
the VA discontinues the practice and 
treats veterans in community facilities 
when services at Tripler are not avail- 
able. 

I pledge to work with the Senator 
from Hawaii to ensure that excess ca- 
pacity at Tripler may be used by veter- 
ans. 

I have offered an amendment, which I 
would like my distinguished colleague 
from Maryland to review to see if we 
may be able to agree on that amend- 
ment, and to see if this will meet the 
needs of the Senator from Hawaii. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I say 
to the Senator that this is very accept- 
able to me because it ensures that the 
veterans of the State of Hawaii are 
given appropriate equal access to vet- 
eran medical care commensurate with 
the medical care provided in the 48 
contiguous States so that the veterans 
of Hawaii are not penalized for their 
geography. 

I also want to acknowledge, with the 
Senator from the majority, that the 
VA is organizing and modernizing its 
delivery of care, moving from strictly 
and chiefly a trauma model to continu- 
ing care, emphasizing primary care, to 
decentralize the services. 

So I think we are all in agreement 
with this. I think this is an excellent 
amendment. If it meets with the con- 
currence of the senior Senator and the 
junior Senator from Hawaii, it is fine 
with me. I think it is excellent. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wish to 
thank the chairman of the subcommit- 
tee for his very understanding and sen- 
sitive response to our concerns. We 
look forward to working with him to 
someday come up with a solution that 
will be mutually acceptable for all of 
us. 
But in the meantime, the amend- 
ment, I think, will serve our veterans 
very well. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent to temporarily set aside 
the pending committee amendments to 
offer an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2778 

(Purpose: To ensure that veterans in the 
State of Hawaii are given appropriate and 
equal access to VA-funded medical care) 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk in behalf of 
myself, and Senators MIKULSKI, 
INOUYE, and AKAKA. We will leave it 
open for others to join as cosponsors, 
as well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], for 
himself, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. INOUYE, and Mr. 
AKAKA, proposes an amendment numbered 
2778. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 22, line 5, insert: “БЕС. 111. Тһе 
Department of Veterans Affairs shall provide 
hospital care and medical services to eligible 
veterans in the State of Hawaii at levels 
commensurate with levels of care provided 
in the forty-eight contiguous states. The 
Secretary shall utilize the contract author- 
ity prescribed in 38 U.S.C. Sec. 1703 to treat 
eligible veterans residing in the State of Ha- 
waii wherever appropriate." 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, as I indi- 
cated, we do share the grave concern 
both Senators from Hawaii have for 
veterans care in the State of Hawaii. 

I urge my colleagues to accept this 
amendment. I believe the junior Sen- 
ator from Hawaii wishes to speak, after 
which, if there are no further discus- 
sions on it, I think we can proceed to a 
vote without a rollcall. 

Mr. AKAKA addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The jun- 
ior Senator from Hawaii is recognized. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the committee action. I 
commend my colleague for taking this 
issue forward, and I thank the commit- 
tee for its considerations. 

I stand today just to impress the 
Senate with the fact that the Aloha 
State, the State of Hawaii, has needed 
а veterans hospital for many years. 
Since 1987, our predecessor in the Sen- 
ate tried to establish a veterans hos- 
pital in Hawaii. 

Hawaii is one of two States that has 
no veterans hospital. Although the VA 
operates 172 medical centers through- 
out the Union, including a hospital in 
Puerto Rico, the Department has never 
established a medical center for veter- 
ans in the 50th State, and this is the 
reason why my colleague and I have 
been pressing for this. 

Under the circumstances, we will cer- 
tainly accept the committee’s action. 
And again I wish to thank the commit- 
tee for what they are doing. This is a 
step in that direction, and we will be 
back to ask for more help for our veter- 
ans. We have 130,000 veterans in the Pa- 
cific, 120,000 from Hawaii and another 
10,000 in the Pacific from Guam and 
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Samoa. We take care of these veterans, 
and we still do not have a hospital 
there. 

So, Mr. President, I look forward to a 
day when we can come back and seek a 
full-blown hospital that will help the 
veterans of the Pacific. I thank my col- 
league and the committee for their ef- 
forts. 

I yield back my time. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I do not 
believe there are any other Senators 
seeking to be heard on this amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to amendment 2778 by the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND). 

The amendment (No. 2778) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo- 
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BENNETT addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Utah is г Ў 

Mr. BENNETT. Мг. President, I rise 
to make several comments about the 
underlying bill. 

First, I have a comment I should like 
to direct to the managers of the bill. I 
am a member of the subcommittee, and 
I wish to congratulate the Senator 
from Missouri and the Senator from 
Maryland for the outstanding way in 
which they have handled this particu- 
lar piece of legislation. It has been a 
difficult time, and they have been 
faced with difficult questions and chal- 
lenges. So I am grateful for my first ex- 
perience as a member of the Appropria- 
tions Committee to serve on this sub- 
committee and watch Senators BOND 
and MIKULSKI work through these very 
difficult issues. 

There is one specific issue about 
which I have talked to Senator BOND 
that I would like to make mention of 
in the Chamber to make sure it does 
not get lost. This has to do with the ex- 
piring contracts under HUD housing 
programs. In the city of Salt Lake, 
where we are enjoying boom economic 
times, the vacancy rate for many of 
these houses is around 1 percent. If 
people who have contracts that expire 
are forced to leave their housing at the 
moment of that expiration, they will 
have a very difficult time finding addi- 
tional housing. 

I have talked to the chairman, Sen- 
ator BOND, about this issue and asked 
him to please work with the authoriz- 
ing committee to see if there can be an 
extension of those contracts under this 
circumstance so people who are in this 
kind of housing are not faced with the 
immediate challenge of finding housing 
in an extremely tight housing market. 
He has assured me of his willingness to 
work on this issue, and I publicly 
thank him for that assurance and tell 
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him that I will be working with him in 
any way I can to see that this problem 
gets resolved. 

The second issue I should like to dis- 
cuss has to do with the space station, 
about which we have heard so much on 
this floor in the last 24 hours or so. 

The Senator from Arkansas, with his 
traditional persistence, has once again 
challenged the wisdom of the space sta- 
tion and will once again bring the Sen- 
ate to a vote on whether or not this 
should be continued. He does this in 
every session of Congress, as is his 
right. Many of us admire him for his 
tenacity on issues in which he believes 
strongly. Each time he has failed. 

I rise to say that I think he should 
fail this time as well. In my opinion, 
the space station should go forward for 
а variety of reasons, many of which 
were outlined by our colleague from 
Ohio, Mr. GLENN, last night. I will not 
take the time to repeat all of the tan- 
gible benefits that the Senator from 
Ohio listed, but I will call the atten- 
tion of the Senate to his presentation 
because it was an excellent one. 

There is an interesting juxtaposition 
of events in this debate for me. Just 
last week, in Utah, we have had the 
fourth edition of Space Talk, a con- 
ference on space that I had the honor 
to originate back in 1992. 

In 1992, there were not very many 
people who were interested in coming. 
I was then a candidate for the Senate, 
and they thought it was just an elec- 
tion year gimmick for me to get some 
out-of-State speakers to come to the 
State and, hopefully, get a little press 
and link that press to my name and 
thereby help me in the campaign. But 
I promised on that occasion that if I 
were elected, I would continue this an- 
nual conference on space and the issues 
of space that have grown into Space 
Talk. , 

Iam delighted to be able to report to 
the Senate that Space Talk has grown 
every year, has been more and more 
successful every year, and that the cen- 
terpiece of Space Talk in terms of pub- 
lic awareness has been the exhibit at 
the Utah State Fair, 

When we first put it on 3 years ago, 
NASA was a little nervous about bring- 
ing exhibits all the way to Utah, but 
they were willing to try it. We got the 
appropriate cooperation from the State 
fair board and the Utah National Guard 
and mounted the exhibit. 

NASA was stunned at the response 
that came from the citizens of Utah in 
general and the schoolchildren of Utah 
in particular. Space Talk became the 
No. 1 attraction at the Utah State 
Fair, and fair officials said to us, ‘You 
must bring this book next year,” which 
we did. And then again this year NASA 
brought a mockup of the space station 
to Space Talk, and once again this year 
it was the No. 1 attraction at the Utah 
State Fair. Many schoolteachers would 
plan field trips to the State fair just to 
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come to Space Talk, so that the school- 
children could get the educational ex- 
perience of finding out about space. 

The space station mockup this year 
made a strong point of outlining those 
portions of the space station that 
would be built by other countries. 

“This would be the Japanese section 
of space вбабіоп,” we were told as we 
walked through the mockup. ‘This is 
where the Europeans will be working. 
This is where the Russians will be,” 
and so on, demonstrating that the 
space station is not only a techno- 
logical breakthrough for the United 
States, but it represents an inter- 
national exercise in understanding and 
cooperation that can have fallout far 
beyond the technological areas, but in 
the diplomatic area as well. 

So, coming off this successful and 
growing support for our Nation’s space 
program in Utah, I come now to the 
floor of the Senate to find once again 
an effort to cut back our activity in 
space and particularly with respect to 
the space station. 

Now, Mr. President, there is a quote 
that has been used many times. But I 
am going to repeat it. I have discovered 
since I have been in the Senate that 
there is no such thing as repetition. We 
go on again and again and again and al- 
ways act as if it is new. I think my 
friend from Arkansas will understand 
that, because most of the arguments he 
is raising against the space station are 
repetitious of arguments he has raised 
before. 

So I think this quote deserves repeat- 
ing. It is by the historian Samuel Eliot 
Morison. He said, “America was discov- 
ered accidentally by a great seaman 
who was looking for something else. 
When discovered, it was not wanted, 
and most of the exploration for the 
next 50 years was done in the hope of 
getting through or around it. America 
was named after a man who discovered 
no part of it. History is like that. Very 
chancy.“ 

We look back on Columbus and his 
activity here and Amerigo Vespucci, 
after whom it was named, and the lack 
of activity that he put forward here, 
and we see the truth of the historian’s 
comment, History is like that. Very 
сһапсу.” But as we look at history as 
a whole, we realize that out of the 
chanciness of history comes a whole se- 
ries of unexpected benefits or, in some 
cases, unexpected difficulties. 

I was interested, Mr. President, at 
one of the Space Talk presentations to 
be told by one of our speakers that 
prior to the great European era of dis- 
covery in exploration when the Euro- 
peans ended up coming to these shores 
and for them discovering what is now 
called America, there was another na- 
tion that was a great explorer nation, 
sending out ships onto the uncharted 
seas for the sole purpose of seeing what 
they could find. The ships of this great 
nation ended up ultimately on the 
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shores of what we now call Africa, a 
tremendously exotic discovery for 
those who sailed the ships. The great 
nation that sent those ships out on 
that discovery mission was China. 

Now, whoever governed China in 
those years decided that they had 
budget problems at home and that it 
was time to cut back on the explo- 
ration, that they had more urgent 
budget pressures domestically, and so 
they stopped their exploration. They 
brought the ships back, and they be- 
came wholly insular in their adminis- 
tration. 

I have stood upon the Great Wall of 
China, which I think stands in history 
as one of the prime examples of a pub- 
lic works project gone wrong. They 
started building it and they simply 
could not stop. And so in their budget 
priorities to do something for home, 
they built the Great Wall that stands 
in great disrepair, and it serves pri- 
marily now as a tourist attraction. 
They turned their back on the explo- 
ration that would have made the Chi- 
nese, and not the Europeans, ulti- 
mately the masters of the world, as the 
Europeans picked up the challenge of 
exploration, not knowing what they 
were going to find, not knowing what 
the return would be, but, in fact, lay- 
ing the groundwork for the ability to 
govern the entire world. 

Mr. President, history is like that. 
Things start out very small, with unin- 
tended consequences later on. We do 
not know who first thought of the no- 
tion of interchangeable parts, the idea 
that instead of building every carriage 
fresh and new as a single work of art, 
you would build a series of axles, every 
one exactly alike that would be inter- 
changeable with each other so you 
could assemble a whole bunch of car- 
riages. But upon the principle of inter- 
changeable parts rests the concept of 
mass production and ultimately the en- 
tire industrial revolution, a simple lit- 
tle idea that somebody started some- 
where, we do not know, upon which the 
entire world was changed. 

Just when we get used to that con- 
cept, let us think then of the notion of 
digital code. Somewhere, somebody— 
probably the historians know this 
name, but I do not—came up with the 
idea that a switch is either on or off. 
And if you line up enough switches in a 
row, you can create a computer that by 
calculating whether this row of switch- 
es are either on or off, can do calcula- 
tions beyond the human ability to do 
those calculations. 

So early computers were built with 
the understanding that a transistor 
was either on or off. And those comput- 
ers were created primarily to make 
calculations concerning ballistic pro- 
jectiles for wartime. If we shoot this, 
what is the trajectory it will follow? 
We cannot figure it with pen and pencil 
or even slide rule. Let us get a bunch of 
switches lined up and put electricity 
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through them; and through writing 
digital code, we figure that out. 

From that, of course, has come the 
entire information revolution that has 
changed all of our lives, and an idea 
that someone who started out had no 
concept of. Now we come, of course, to 
the space station. 

Can I tell the Senator from Arkansas 
what is going to happen in the space 
station? No; I can tell him the experi- 
ments that will be run. I can tell him 
the efforts that will be made. But I 
cannot tell whether or not some dis- 
covery as simple but as far reaching as 
the notion of interchangeable parts or 
the notion of digital code will come out 
of our activities on space station. 

We do know the kinds of things that 
can happen on space station. It will 
serve as a laboratory for materials 
processing in zero gravity. We have 
never been able to do that before. 
There are a myriad of industrial and 
scientific research projects that can be 
run in that kind of an environment. It 
will provide a platform for astronom- 
ical observations, the study of our 
Earth’s development and current con- 
ditions. Then it will provide a base to 
further the exploration of the solar 
system as the first component in a 
space-based international industrial 
park. 

Well, maybe we cannot put a dollar 
value on this. And unable to put a dol- 
lar value on this, maybe we should do 
as the ancient Chinese mandarins did 
and say, Bring the ships home. Let us 
spend our time taking care of our do- 
mestic priorities. Leave that for some 
future time.” 

I believe if we do that, the human 
spirit to explore is sufficiently strong 
elsewhere that we will see someone 
other than the Americans take over 
this lead. I think we will see Europeans 
or someone else, maybe not yet on the 
screen, some Asians, perhaps, as those 
economies become stronger, step into 
the void that we will create if we aban- 
don this leadership challenge. 

So, Mr. President, I rise once again 
in support of space station. I rise once 
again in support of the spirit of explo- 
ration. I rise once again in support of 
the great human spirit of adventure 
that has served us so well throughout 
the centuries. And I call upon us not to 
make the mistakes of others who have 
turned their back on this only to dis- 
cover in subsequent years that other 
human beings have not lacked this 
spirit of exploration, and the torch is 
passed from American hands to those 
who might wish us ill. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, I 
support the space station and urge the 
rest of the Senate to do likewise. 

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2776 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CAMPBELL). Under the previous order, 
the hour of 11 a.m. having arrived, the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
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the Bumpers amendment No. 2776, on 
which there will be 90 minutes of de- 
bate equally divided. 

Who yields time? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my- 
self 1 minute just to thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Utah for his 
very, very compelling arguments with 
respect to the space station. I think his 
historical perspective adds a great deal 
to this debate. I find it a very compel- 
ling argument. 

I also want to say I appreciate his 
comments with respect to the problems 
faced with housing where housing is in 
short supply, as in his State. He has 
been a very forceful advocate for assur- 
ing that those people who depend upon 
assisted housing in Salt Lake City and 
other Utah communities not be thrown 
out. We are working with him and 
other Members to give HUD the oppor- 
tunity to make sure that people do not 
lose very scarce public housing. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alaska. Does the Senator 
from Alaska wish time from the Sen- 
ator from Missouri? 

Mr. STEVENS. I did not know there 
was controlled time. 

Mr. President, I would like 4 or 5 
minutes to discuss a situation in my 
State and to ask a question of the man- 
agers of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 5 minutes. 

TYPHOON OSCAR AND EMERGENCY RELIEF FUNDS 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, Ty- 
phoon Oscar, which came across the 
North Pacific, has wreaked havoc in 
the Kenai Peninsula of Alaska. I have 
been on the phone yesterday and today 
following reports we received over the 
weekend concerning the effect of this 
typhoon. It has caused flooding of 
many rivers, the Kenai River and the 
Skwentna River. 

The damage runs from Seward, AK, 
over to Kenai. It is threatening the 
Alaska Railroad. As it goes down into 
Seward, they apparently lost part of 
that railroad bed already. The area has 
now been declared to be a disaster area 
under State law, and we are waiting to 
have the Federal Emergency Manage- 
ment Agency, FEMA, people come into 
the area to determine what is going to 
be available to assist in terms of recov- 
ery from this disaster. 

The Kenai River is on a rampage. Un- 
fortunately, it has destroyed a consid- 
erable amount of work we did to reha- 
bilitate that river in the last 2 years in 
order to protect it. It is the greatest 
king salmon-producing river in the 
world. It is a substantial disaster for 
the area because of the loss of homes 
and really the loss particularly of 
recreation facilities along the river. 

I have come to the floor because I am 
aware, as a member of the committee, 
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of the report on the pending bill that 
indicates that there are no new funds 
provided for disaster relief in this bill. 
The report points out that the reason 
is that in the emergency funding bill of 
this year, 1995, Congress made avail- 
able and the President approved $6.55 
billion to be added to the disaster relief 
fund. 

I am sorry I was not aware of the 
controlled time situation, and if I am 
taking time from my friend from Ar- 
kansas, I will be glad to try to work 
that out with him. 

I would like to ask the managers of 
the bill about this disaster relief fund. 
The question has now been raised with 
me that the money in the fund has al- 
ready been earmarked for previous dis- 
asters and whether there is going to be 
money available during this period. 

Obviously, the final result of FEMA 
will not be known for a period of 
weeks. I am going to dispatch two of 
my assistants to go to the area this 
evening to make sure that we are get- 
ting all the coordination we can among 
the Federal and State and local people 
because, as I said, it is a very serious 
flood. It is already above the 100-year- 
flood mark on the Kenai River. That 
means we are going to have even more 
damage than was estimated. 

The damage in the one area alone of 
the Kenai is somewhere between $6 mil- 
lion and $10 million in terms of just im- 
mediate damage. I do not know what it 
is going to be in terms of the loss of 
roads and railroad bed and tank farms 
and all the rest. 

May I ask the chairman of the sub- 
committee, in terms of the report, it 
indicates there is currently a fund bal- 
ance of approximately $8 billion in dis- 
aster relief. Has that been earmarked 
already? Is that available for disasters 
such as the aftermath of Typhoon 
Oscar? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, first, let 
me thank the Senator from Alaska for 
bringing this to our attention. The 
areas of which he speaks I am very fa- 
miliar with. The Senator has been a 
leader in restoring the habitat on one 
of the most pristine rivers in America, 
certainly a national treasure. We are 
deeply saddened by the damage and by 
the environmental destruction that is 
going on there. 

I will say to the Senator from Alaska 
that we did not include funding in this 
bill for the disaster relief fund because 
there is currently an $8 billion balance, 
none of which is earmarked. So long as 
the President declares a disaster in 
Alaska, those funds are available to 
meet the needs. 

I join with the Senator in urging the 
people of FEMA to respond to provide 
assistance and assess the damage to 
make the necessary steps to determine 
whether a Presidential disaster dec- 
laration is appropriate and to lend all 
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appropriate assistance. We have great 
concern for the residents in that area 
and also for the tremendous natural re- 
sources, aS well as the human infra- 
structure that has been built there. 

We are very sorry to learn of this 
problem and assure the Senator from 
Alaska the funds are available should a 
Presidential disaster declaration be 
made, and we urge FEMA to respond to 
the Senator’s concerns as quickly as 
possible. 

Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I echo 
the chairman’s comments, first to the 
people of Alaska, of our deep concern. 
As the Senator knows, I have visited 
Alaska. Though I do not have intimate 
knowledge with the specifics of the 
areas that he has talked about, I can 
only imagine the really sad impact. We 
believe in helping communities to be 
able to rebuild themselves and restore 
themselves. I hope that the President 
will declare this a disaster area. 

How we ultimately fund the actual 
disaster account is a subject of which 
we have had extensive hearings for 
which we would require an authorizing 
solution. I know this is not the time or 
the place to debate that. I think that is 
a good topic for 1996. 

Mr. STEVENS. I want to make cer- 
tain it will not be incumbent upon me 
to offer an amendment at this point to 
put money into the disaster relief fund 
because of the feeling that there is a 
zero amount in this bill. The indication 
was there would be none available in 
fiscal year 1996. It is my understanding 
this $8 billion is available and carries 
over to the next year; is that correct? 

Mr. BOND. That is correct. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I do 
thank the managers of the bill for their 
response. I am certain this will be wel- 
come news to the people of south- 
central Alaska. In 1986, we had an epic 
flood in this region. It was declared to 
be the 100-year flood. As I said, this 
flood this year exceeds the limits of the 
1986 flood, so we have really a new 
record in terms of flood in the area. It 
is going to involve а considerable 
amount of not only disaster assistance 
but work to try to find some way to 
handle these floods as they are coming 
into this area, because we are having 
really new stages on these two rivers 
as they reach flood stage. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD following my re- 
marks the report on this flood that ap- 
peared in the Anchorage Daily News of 
Saturday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. STEVENS. I will be sending two 
of my assistants up to look into this, 
including Mr. Staser, who is with me 
right now. He is formerly with the 
Corps of Engineers. We would like to do 
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everything we can to assist in bringing 
this to a speedy conclusion. This is a 
tough time for Alaska, as I am sure ev- 
eryone knows. We are near freeze-up 
now. This kind of disaster coming right 
at the tail of the fall period, which is 
not too long in this area, can mean real 
difficulty. If we do not get assistance 
in there this year in time to take care 
of these problems before the freeze-up 
there, we will be in real trouble. I ap- 
preciate the offer of assistance from 
my two friends. I appreciate the cour- 
tesy of the Senators. I will not offer 
the amendment under the cir- 
cumstances. 
EXHIBIT 1 
From the eT meet News, Sept. 25, 
1 


KENAI RUSHES INTO BIG EDDY 
(By Tom Kizzia) 

Rising flood waters hit homes along the 
Kenai and Skwentna Rivers on Friday, while 
residents of other Southcentral Alaska com- 
munities began repairing facilities damaged 
in flooding this week. 

In Girdwood, city and state workers were 
moving heavy equipment to Glacier Creek in 
an effort to protect a bridge from the muddy 
torrent. Flood waters also damaged the road 
leading to the Crow Pass trail head, prompt- 
ing the U.S. Forest Service to close the road. 

An icy Kenai River current several feet 
deep pushed through the Big Eddy area in 
Soldotna Friday afternoon, shoving picnic 
tables and propane tanks downriver. Rec- 
reational trailers and camps were under 
water in the low area, which sits in an oxbow 
of the river. 

This is some serious stuff going on here,“ 
said fishing guide Joe Hanes, who had his 
boat tied off to the deck of his home at Big 
Eddy as water raced through his foundation 
pilings. He said the river was 3 feet over its 
banks at noon Friday. 

Swollen by rain in the mountains of north 
of Seward, the Kenai River has risen more 
than 5 feet at Cooper Landing since Tuesday, 
putting it about 2 feet above flood stage, ac- 
cording to the National Weather Service. 
Roads in the Kenai Keys subdivision were 
under 3 feet of water. 

Forecasters predicted the river would peak 
in Soldotna about midday today. 

The Kenai flood appeared to be undoing 
some of the work done by landowners to halt 
erosion and improve fish habitat along the 
river's banks. Fragments of boardwalks and 
floating docks were mixed in the debris 
floating downriver Friday. 

“I think this took people by surprise,” said 
state park superintendent Chris Titus. “Еу- 
eryone was focused on what was happening 
in Seward and the eastern Kenai Peninsula. 
We haven't gotten a lot of rain here.“ 

State park officials closed the Kenai to 
boat traffic Friday afternoon because some 
fishermen continued to dodge floating oil 
drums and cottonwood logs in their pursuit 
of silver salmon, The boats also were creat- 
ing wakes that in some cases sent water 
spilling into homes in low areas. 

Three days of heavy rain in the western 
Susitna Valley brought heavy flooding Fri- 
day to Skwentna and the Lake Creek area. 
Residents gathered at the Skwentna Road- 
house, as 50 to 75 buildings had been hit by 
the flood, according to Matanuska-Susitna 
Borough officials. 

Joe Delia, who runs the Skwentna post of- 
fice, said at least six homes there were flood- 
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ed and several boats had been swept away. 
Water lapped at the edge of the runway and 
had surrounded the school, he said. The river 
itself slowed as it spread across the flat land 
adjacent to its former banks, but the main 
channels remained turbulent and full of de- 
bris. 

“It’s pretty hairy in some places,“ he said. 
“There’s cottonwoods, and big rafts of tim- 
bers and rollers 2, 3, 4 feet high in some 
places.” 

Gov. Tony Knowles on Friday declared the 
Kenai Peninsula Borough, Mat-Su Borough 
and the Municipality of Anchorage, which 
includes Girdwood, disaster areas. The proc- 
lamation qualifies the areas for emergency 
state funding. Knowles said the state was 
backing an application for federal disaster 
assistance for the Seward area, where offi- 
cials are estimating $4 million to $6 million 
in damage from floods this week. 

Flooding wiped out parts of several water- 
front roads in Seward and poured silt into 
the city’s harbor. The state ferry had to be 
diverted from Seward to Homer because offi- 
cials thought the docking area had been 
filled in with silt from the Resurrection 
River. Railroad service has been suspended 
indefinitely. 

City spokeswoman Linda Murphy said less 
rain fell this week than in the fall of 1986, 
during the last epic floods in Seward. But 
damage from the Resurrection River this 
time was worse, she said. 

“When all this is over, we need to stop 
Band-Aiding (the Resurrection River) and fix 
it,” Murphy said. “I'm not sure how. But we 
can't continue the way we've done.“ 

Murphy said inmate volunteers wearing 
plastic trash bags for rain protection were 
filling sand bags at Spring Creek Correc- 
tional Center, the state maximum-security 
prison in Seward. 

The Old Glenn Highway between Palmer 
and Anchorage was closed Friday morning at 
the Knik River bridge after water ran across 
the road north of the bridge, said Mat-Su 
Borough spokeswoman Pat Owens. Water 
from the Knik River covered roads in the 
nearby Windsong subdivision, but houses 
there were still above water, Owens said. 
Much of Knik River Road, which starts on 
the south of the bridge, was also closed after 


а creek near Mile 2 sent more than 2 feet 


over it. 

Residents of low areas in Seward and along 
the Kenai and Knik Rivers were being 
warned about possible contamination of well 
water by the flooding. Residents should con- 
tact nearby offices of the Department of En- 
vironmental Conservation about testing 
their water, disaster officials said. 

Borough officials were also worried by 
swollen creeks and rivers in the Lake Louise 
and Nelchina areas, where hunters of moose 
and caribou may find themselves trapped. 
Owens said airplanes are searching the area, 
and helicopters may be called in to lift out 
hunters who might otherwise try risky river 
crossings. 

The week’s heavy rains were the result of 
an unusually powerful low pressure system 
that move north of the Pacific, mixing with 
the remnants of Typhoon Oscar, said Richard 
Hanas, lead forecaster at the National 
Weather Service in Anchorage. 

AMENDMENT NO, 2776 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas is recognized for 45 
minutes. 
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Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, is the 
time just used by the Senator from 
Alaska charged against our time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
has not been charged to either side. So 
the Senator from Arkansas has 45 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I said about all I know 
to say yesterday afternoon about this 
subject. I do not know that anybody 
listened, and I do not know that any- 
body is listening this morning. But 
when you are talking about $94 billion, 
somebody ought to be listening. 

Just for openers this morning, I want 
to recommend to my colleagues an ar- 
ticle that appeared last year in News- 
week magazine, which I will be de- 
lighted to furnish to anybody who is 
curious. It is called “NASA Space Sta- 
tion Zero Boondoggles; $11.9 Billion 
Has Been Spent So Far. Can Anybody 
Explain What it is Supposed To По?” 
That is the headline. It is a very telling 
article. It does not answer the ques- 
tions because NASA cannot answer the 
questions. Here is one paragraph in 
this article, and it is replete with simi- 
lar paragraphs. 

Yet, with the silly problems of the space 
station corrected, the serious ones stand, in 
greater degree, still unanswered. What's it 
for? “It is primarily a research platform,” 
said Randy Brinkley, manager of the space 
station office at the Johnson Space Center. 
There will be life science, but we haven't fi- 
nalized what. Really, it is hard to answer 
that question.“ 

As for its prospects as a research 
platform, the National Research Coun- 
cil, a preeminent organization in this 
field, says the station ‘‘cannot be sup- 
ported on scientific grounds.” Many 
scientific organizations have an- 
nounced opposition to the space sta- 
tion. 

Mr. President, if you want to get up 
and argue or if any Senator wants to 
argue that the space station is going to 
eure cancer, AIDS, arthritis, or mul- 
tiple sclerosis, be my guest, I will lis- 
ten very intently. We have been in 
space for 30 years. The Russians have 
had space stations up since 1971—seven 
of them. I want the opponents of this 
amendment to tell the Senate what we 
have accomplished so far as life science 
is concerned. Name me the pharma- 
ceutical companies who are contribut- 
ing their own money to the space sta- 
tion. Name me one medical research 
organization in America that is con- 
tributing a thin dime to this gigantic 
research laboratory in space. Every 
single scientist worth his weight in the 
country, every single medical re- 
searcher in the country says you can- 
not justify this on the grounds that 
you are going to get some kind of life- 
saving pharmaceuticals out of it. 

As a matter of fact, the American 
Physical Society said, on January 20, 
1991: “Scientific justification is lacking 
for a permanently manned space sta- 
tion.” 
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Dr. Bloembergen and Dr. Rosenthal, 
both at Harvard, say you cannot justify 
this because, so far as we can tell, 
there is absolutely nothing to get out 
of it. 

As for microgravity. Well, we can do 
research in almost zero gravity. So 
what. You can do that on Earth and in 
satellites. One semiconductor company 
president has said, “Do not build that 
thing because you think you are going 
to get gallium arsenide wafers out of 
it; we do not want the wafers.” It is ап 
utter, utter waste of money to try to 
grow crystals in space. You might grow 
some, but you can never make any- 
thing economically viable. 

And then the spinoffs—if there are so 
many spinoffs, why is American indus- 
try not hot to contribute to this al- 
most $100 billion project? It will cer- 
tainly run well over $100 billion over 
the next 17 years; $94 billion is the 
present estimated cost of the space sta- 
tion. Bear in mind, that assumes every- 
thing is going to go split perfectly. No 
disasters on the launch pad, no mal- 
functions like on Apollo 13, no debris in 
space hitting the station or any of the 
shuttles, or anything else. No, you get 
it for $94 billion only if everything goes 
absolutely perfectly. 

I heard the junior Senator from 
Texas last night talking about Velcro. 
I covered that as well as I could yester- 
day in talking about spinoffs, such as 
Tang, the orange juice substitute that 
the astronauts drink. It has been 
around for 35 years, long before we ever 
went to space. Then there is Velcro and 
magnetic resonance imaging. The 
space program had absolutely nothing 
to do with any of those things. Yet, 
people continue to talk about those 
spinoffs. I am willing to admit that we 
got one spinoff. We got a space suit. 
The demand for space suits is not just 
great enough in this country to war- 
rant a $100 billion expenditure. I do not 
want one. I do not have a friend that 
wants one. 

I will tell you what it is all about. 
Right here on this chart. Eighty-six 
percent of the money spent for 14,000 
jobs goes to California, Texas, Ala- 
bama, and Florida. So the Senators, as 
far as I am concerned, from those 
States, get a pass. Go ahead and vote 
for it. For the other 46 States, who put 
more into the space station of their tax 
money than they get back, what is 
your excuse? Now, it is not unusual 
around here for people to vote for big 
expenditures because there are some 
jobs in their State. I have done it, and 
we all do it. It is not unusual to vote 
for big-ticket items that big corpora- 
tions who have big PAC’s and big con- 
tributors want. I want to tell you be- 
fore you vote, remember that 86 per- 
cent of all the money is going to these 
four States. 

Now, Mr. President, we had a revolu- 
tion last fall. The Republicans wiped 
the Democrats out. Everybody has 
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been analyzing it ever since. What hap- 
pened? How did it happen? Why are the 
people so upset? Why are they mad? 

I do not know the answer to it. I wish 
I did. I think it is a serious question. 
Certainly it is serious for my party. 

Let me make a couple of observa- 
tions. We are getting ready to spend 
$32.7 billion over the next 7 years on 
this space station. 

Now, let me ask you, where is the 
money coming from? Take your choice. 
I want you to listen to this: $32.7 bil- 
lion for the space station, which has 
absolutely no tangible payback to the 
American people. 

Where do we find the money to do it 
in these budget constrained times? As I 
say, take your choice. We are cutting 
education over the next 7 years $40 bil- 
lion. What do you get out of this? A lot 
of ignorance. 

We are cutting the earned-income tax 
credit, according to the Senate version, 
$40 billion, which represents a $457 an- 
nual tax increase for the poorest 17 
million people in America who work, 
that are not on welfare. 5 

Ask yourself, is it fair to penalize the 
people who are working to feed, clothe, 
house, and educate their children and 
the lowest paid workers on Earth try- 
ing to stay off welfare? Is it fair to levy 
a $457 tax increase against them to pay 
for the space station? If you believe 
that, vote against my amendment. If 
you think this country will be better 
off when we cut education by $40 bil- 
lion over the next 7 years in order to 
fund the space station, you vote 
against my amendment. 

If you think it is right to cut Medi- 
care by $270 billion—and I am willing 
to participate in some of that; not to 
provide this massive tax cut we are 
talking about, but simply because we 
do have to do something to salvage 
Medicare—do you think it is fair to cut 
Medicare by $40 billion of that $270 bil- 
lion in order to pay for this? 

Do you think it is fair to cut $180 bil- 
lion in Medicaid which provides health 
care for the poorest of the poor—yes, 
working people, too—to pay for this? If 
that is what the revolution last fall 
was about, then God save America. 

What else are we doing? We are 
spreading the already terrible disparity 
of income in this country. Everybody 
knows and they talk about it, but no- 
body wants to address it. The disparity 
between incomes in America is twice 
as great as any of the 18 developed na- 
tions on Earth. The only country even 
close is Britain and we have а 2-to-1 
margin on Britain. 

How do we rectify this? We raise 
taxes for the poor, we cut health care 
for the poor, and we provide $250 billion 
in tax relief—for the poor?; no—for peo- 
ple who make over $100,000 a year. That 
includes everybody in the U.S. Senate. 

Yes, Senators, you will get a nice tax 
cut next year. So what happens to the 
working poor who have two or three 
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children and because of the exemptions 
for those children do not make enough 
money to pay taxes? Do they get any of 
it? No. 

When you read in the paper that the 
tax increase proposed by the Repub- 
licans provides $500 tax credit for each 
child, do not believe it. That sounds so 
good. Is that not wonderful? That is a 
family issue, is it not? We will give it 
to families. 

One of the biggest hoaxes ever pulled 
off in this country—yesterday, I al- 
luded to a woman I knew who is a wait- 
ress. She has two children. She has to 
keep both of them in day care in order 
to work and stay off welfare. The 
chances of her getting $1,000, $500 for 
each one of her children, is point blank 
zero. But Members of this body, Mem- 
bers of this body who have children 
will get it. All of this so we can pay for 
the space station? 

I could go on and on. The list is end- 
less. 

I saw in the reconciliation bill passed 
out of the Senate Energy Committee 
big relief for the oil companies, the 
biggest corporations in America, if 
they drill below a certain depth in the 
Gulf of Mexico or off shore. It seems 
they they cannot take care of them- 
selves. We have to give them a big tax 
royalty bonus to drill. 

The Minerals Policy Association says 
there are 625 applications for lands 
that have billions and billions of dol- 
lars’ worth of gold, platinum, palla- 
dium, silver underneath it, from the 
biggest mining companies in the world. 
What do we do? We mandate that the 
Secretary of Interior give them a deed 
as we have done on 3.2 million acres of 
lands in this country since 1872. 

The 625 applications for deeds which 
Secretary Babbitt will have no choice 
but to deliver to the biggest mining 
companies on Earth for $2.50 to $5 an 
acre has over 15.5 billion dollars’ worth 
of gold, silver, and hard-rock minerals 
under it. 

How are we going to pay for that? 
You already heard me give speech after 
speech on that subject. We are going to 
cut $70 billion off of welfare—very pop- 
ular in this country. Those worthless, 
no-good, shiftless people on welfare. 
Some of them are indeed no-good, 
shiftless people. But some of them sim- 
ply did not happen to choose their par- 
ents as well as I did. That is their only 
sin. They did a lousy job of picking 
their parents. 

What are we going to do? We are 
going to bless the poor unless they get 
pregnant at the age of 17. What are we 
going to do with food stamps? We are 
going to cut food stamps. Maybe we 
can get a few more homeless people on 
the streets. All so we can pay for the 
space station. 

Mr. President, the National Insti- 
tutes of Health, who do honest-to-God 
research—go out to the National Insti- 
tutes of Health and ask what have they 
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done. They have developed antibiotics; 
they have developed all kinds of drugs 
that give AIDS patients a little longer 
life; chemotherapy for cancer patients. 
They are doing honest-to-goodness re- 
search—a new chicken pox vaccine for 
our children, a new hepatitis vaccine 
for our children. Not one person in 
America quarrels with that priority. 

I had pneumonia twice before I was 6 
years old and all my mother and father 
could do was pray. There were no anti- 
biotics, nothing. When I was in the Pa- 
cific in World War П, we took sulfur to 
keep from getting malaria, sulfur de- 
veloped by the National Institutes of 
Health. You will not get sulfur, you 
will not get penicillin, you are not 
going to get anything out of this $100 
billion expenditure. 

I might just say here that the 40,000 
physicists in this country belong to an 
organization called the American 
Physical Society. Do you know who 
one of the strongest opponents of the 
space station is? It is the American 
Physical Society. Do you know why? 
Because they know the benefits are 
very, very minimum and the costs of 
real research very, very great. They 
have a 50-percent backlog at NIH of ap- 
plications for good research. And, yet, 
this space station is like Rasputin. You 
cannot kill it. There are too many big 
corporations, too many jobs—14,000 
jobs at $147,000 each. I would like to go 
to General Motors and say, “You know 
I соте from a poor State. We need jobs. 
We will give you $147,000 for every job 
you create in Arkansas.” General Mo- 
tors would say, Where would you like 
for us to locate?” That is what these 
jobs cost, $147,000 each. 

You can buy chicken downtown at 
the Giant grocery store for 69 cents a 
pound. But once you deploy this thing 
and you start sending chicken up to 
them to eat, it is $12,880 a pound. For 10 
years of the operation of the space sta- 
tion, we will spend $25 million every 
day. Can you fathom such a thing? 

For every pound of water we send to 
the astronauts to drink, $12,880 a 
pound. That is in today’s dollars; it 
will be more by then. 

Your mother used to tell you, Oh. 
Such and such is worth its weight in 
gold.” The space station cost 25 times 
its weight in gold. That is right. The 
weight of the space station is 25 times 
the cost of its weight in gold. 

Carl Sagan says the only scientific 
reason in the world to build a space 
station—and he is not alone; every sin- 
gle physicist in the country says—the 
only justification for the space station 
is to explore Mars and beyond. 

So when you vote against this 
amendment today—and a majority of 
Senators will. This is my sixth year, I 
guess, to try to kill it. When you vote 
no today, you are going to be voting to 
go to Mars. In today’s dollars that is 
$500 billion. That is twice NASA’s 
budget every year for 20 years to go to 
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Mars. Why? Because it is there. It is 
like climbing a mountain. 

Mr. President, Carl Sagan, as I was 
about to say, is a fine man, a good sci- 
entist, and he favors the space station 
because he says it will help us go to 
Mars. He says the only justification for 
this is to explore Mars and beyond. If 
you believe that, vote against this 
amendment. I would like to go to Mars. 
I would like to be able to fund this 
space station if we had a balanced 
budget and if we were not cutting 
every defenseless person in America. 

So, Mr. President, I have other peo- 
ple who are here who wish to speak. I 
thank them for it. But one final point 
on international cooperation, which 
Carl Sagan says he thinks justifies this 
program, is that the Russians are going 
to participate. Do you know why? We 
are going to give them the money. We 
are going to give them the money. And, 
by the way, where are the launches in 
Russia going to come from? There will 
be no launches in Russia. The launches 
will come from Kazakhstan, not Rus- 
sia, where the cosmonauts of Russia 
are located. 

So I would like to say, for gosh 
sakes, colleagues, do your duty in the 
certain knowledge that my amendment 
will be defeated, and what a tragedy. 
Our priorities are so terribly skewed. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield 8 
minutes to the Senator from Montana. 
‚ The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BURNS. I thank the chairman, 
Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment proposed by Senator 
BUMPERS to shut down the space sta- 
tion. He is correct when he says every 
year for the last 6 years he has intro- 
duced this amendment to eliminate all 
funding for the space station, in effect 
killing the programs that have pro- 
vided most of the technological ad- 
vance and promises for many more, 
and, of course, it promises to have 
many more to come. 

Mr. President this program is prob- 
ably one of the most vital programs we 
have when we start talking about 
science and technology and research, 
and it is a catalyst that spurs the curi- 
osity of all the young people going into 
those fields. The space station is the 
driving force for emerging science and 
technology and the inspiration for 
young people. It makes them want to 
excel in the sciences and, of course, in 
math. To dampen the spirit of our chil- 
dren to succeed in science and math, 
and that education, would be by damp- 
ening this space station and killing 
their hopes for the future. You cannot 
put a price tag on that. There is no way 
to measure that. But I know one thing; 
it is not measured in dollars and cents. 

The international space station is 
the most important U.S. space effort 
since the Apollo program, and its foun- 
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dation for the future in human space 
flight programs in the post-cold-war 
era. It combines America’s techno- 
logical mastery, the United States’ 
international leadership, and the pio- 
neering spirit from which Americans 
find themselves in the center of mod- 
ern history. 

Nobody supports reducing the Fed- 
eral deficit or balancing the budget 
more than I do. But we also have to 
worry about the pioneering spirit that 
really is the foundation of building this 
great country. We cannot afford not to 
do that. 

Let me make an analogy. Let us 
draw from another time. Maybe it is a 
pretty important time for the State 
from which Senator BUMPERS comes 
from. But let us compare this time to 
the time of President Thomas Jefferson 
when he requested support of the Lewis 
and Clark expedition that finally led to 
the Louisiana Purchase—or it was 
after the Louisiana Purchase. At the 
time of Jefferson's request, about half 
of the Federal budget was going toward 
debt retirement and interest on the na- 
tional debt. He requested $2,500 for that 
expedition. We all know what that ex- 
pedition did for our country. Person- 
ally, I know what it did for my State— 
not my home State of Missouri but of 
my home State now of Montana. 

Today the interest on the national 
debt is around 14 percent of the Federal 
budget, and the space station request is 
one-seventh of 1 percent of the Federal 
budget. 

So I would say that both the Presi- 
dent and the Congress have the 
multiyear balanced budget plans, and 
the full funding of the space station 
which is included should stay there, 
and is a bold step. And another bold 
step would be making that investment 
in the future. It is the right way. It is 
the right thing to do. 

America does have a role in shaping 
the future of humanity in the 2186 cen- 
tury, and it should be no less than 
what it was. It has been great. But also 
it is our big step in space. There are 
many justifications that are cited for 
the program: It stimulates technology 
and provides commercial opportuni- 
ties. And if we will look to see the di- 
rection in which we are going, we are 
going in that direction; more commer- 
cialization will be a part of NASA. 

The fundamental reason though basi- 
cally is it expands the frontier, the 
frontier of knowledge and understand- 
ing, a frontier where humans can live 
and work. 

The space station is an international 
space station. It is a cooperative pro- 
gram. It draws the resources and the 
scientific expertise not of just the 
United States but 13 nations. So can- 
cellation would severely undermine the 
credibility of this country with its 
international partners. International 
investments in the station are substan- 
tial and represent the centerpieces of 
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the space program of our international 
partners. 

I chair the authorizing committee of 
NASA. It has had its troubles in the 
past, but for the last 3 years it has been 
within, and sometimes under, cost and 
schedule, and that has been something 
unusual, because we have taken a per- 
sonal interest in NASA to make sure it 
does what it is supposed to do, when it 
is supposed to do it, within budget. 

We have tried to iron out its prob- 
lems. We have a director who, before he 
was ever told there were going to be 
cuts, walked up to the bar and said, I 
will take $1 billion out of my budget a 
year for the next 5 years if that will 
help you on the Hill to balance your 
budget and still keep this very vital, 
important program underway.” 

This Thursday, aboard the space 
shuttle, the United States will launch 
its second microgravity laboratory 
which will be in space for 16 days. The 
mission will be a precursor to the space 
station laboratory. We will try out a 
lot of things. 

I held a hearing last May on the 
space station. From that hearing, the 
subcommittee determined that NASA 
has overcome some of those problems I 
was talking about earlier and they are 
ready to come up to the bar, deal with 
those, finish the development, and 
start using this unique laboratory that 
we will use for a long, long time. 

By the way, Lewis and Clark had 
their problems getting started, too. 
They underestimated by a factor of 
three the number of people required to 
execute the expedition. So what else is 
new? Everything we have done always 
operated under Murphy’s Law: Any- 
thing that can go wrong will. 

But if you look at the history of our 
space program, from the day of incep- 
tion, when we had a President stand up 
in this town and inspire this country to 
reach out into space, it has probably 
been one of the most successful that we 
have ever undertaken, especially going 
into the unknown, dealing with tech- 
nologies that were unknown at the 
time. 

Today, our manned flight program 
represents the pinnacle of human 
achievement and it transcends every- 
body in this country. It is a center of 
pride. It is that part of America that is 
the example of what we are as a people. 
We are a curious people. We are people 
who reach out. Only this country can 
do it. And some pride has to be taken 
for that. 

I am committed to this project, not 
merely because of the high technology 
jobs it brings to 37 States, but because 
it is the right thing to do for America. 

I noticed with interest the map of the 
Senator from Arkansas. I did not see 
Montana as one of those blackened in 
places that receives all the aid money. 
But I know the effect it has on our 
young people whenever a shot goes up, 
and as we perform some of the success- 
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ful operations in research and develop- 
ment practices in space. We should not 
be so shortsighted to shackle ourselves 
to this planet. After all, space is the 
next frontier. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. BURNS. That concludes my re- 
marks. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, by con- 
sent of the Senator from Arkansas, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN] 
has 5 minutes. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this is 
not a debate between those who sup- 
port a space program and those who do 
not. It is not a debate about whether 
there ought to be a pioneering spirit in 
this country. The question is, Should 
we build this space station? I have sup- 
ported the space program. I think some 
of the things we have done in our space 
program have been breathtaking. I am 
enormously proud of our astronauts 
and the people who have developed this 
space program. 

The question for this Congress is, 
should we build this space station? The 
point is that the purpose for which the 
space station was originally developed 
represents a purpose that the space 
station can no longer achieve. Most of 
the scientific data indicate to us that if 
we build this space station as it is now 
conceived, it will represent a giant fun- 
nel through which will go an enormous 
amount of research dollars, taking 
away from so many other important 
research projects—yes, space research 
projects —that there simply will not be 
enough money available for things we 
are doing because it will all be sunk 
into this space station. 

So it is not about the space program. 
It is not about the pioneering spirit. It 
is about this space station. It is about 
choices, hard choices, tough choices. I 
suppose everyone here would say if we 
can do it all, let us do it all. Let us 
build the space station. But the forced 
choices as a result of the fiscal policy 
problems in our country need to make 
us look at all of these issues and say, 
are there ways for us to do this better, 
less expensively? Must this be a 
manned space flight in a space station? 
Can there be microgravity experiments 
and work done in space with auto- 
mated space flights? 

The answer is, of course, yes. It is 
less expensive to do it that way, in 
fact. So I am supporting the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ar- 
kansas. He is correct about other 
choices, as well. He said this is a set of 
choices. If we do not build the space 
station, what else can we do? What else 
needs to be done in this country? I said 
а year or so ago, when I was in the 
Chamber, nobody is going to give a 
plaque to the Senator from Arkansas 
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for coming here trying to kill some- 
thing. There will be a banquet some- 
place tonight in town, I am sure, where 
someone is going to invite a Member of 
Congress and give him a plaque in rec- 
ognition of his achievements. 

What are his achievements? For help- 
ing that group or that industry or that 
organization build something or get 
something, the man of the year prob- 
ably, or the woman of the year. That is 
the honor. Nobody is going to give a 
plaque to the Senator from Arkansas 
for trying to kill the space station. But 
he comes to the floor with an amend- 
ment which raises a critically impor- 
tant question for this Senate: Is this 
the way we should spend our money? 
Will this advance our interests? Will it 
advance our space program, in fact? 
That is the question he raises. 

This is an interesting time. We have 
already been told just recently, a week 
or two ago, that we must now advance 
а program called star wars or the anti- 
ballistic missile system, and we must 
deploy it almost immediately—1999, 
the first deployment. We can afford 
that. We can afford trucks the Depart- 
ment of Defense did not order, jet air- 
planes they said they did not want. We 
say, well, we cannot afford, however, 
Head Start for 350,000 kids that are now 
getting Head Start. So we are going to 
take 350,000 kids and say, “We аге 
sorry; we cannot afford you and the 
Head Start Рговтатп.” We are going to 
say to 600,000 kids in inner cities, dis- 
advantaged kids, ‘‘We are sorry. We do 
not have enough money for summer 
jobs for disadvantaged youth.” 

We are going to say to 170,000 veter- 
ans who are incapacitated, We're 
sorry, we're cutting your benefits.“ We 
are saying, ‘‘We’re not very interested 
in a real serious review of whether the 
space station makes good research and 
scientific sense in this country’s future 
because this is our pioneering spirit 
and our international agreements and 
what we've been doing, so let's keep 
doing what we've been doing.” 

It seems to me if there is a status 
quo around here, it is the folks who 
every year trod over to the Chamber to 
vote no on an amendment that asks us 
to review whether this is something 
this country ought to continue to do. 

Now, I stand here today with the 
Senator from Arkansas. And let me end 
where I began. I am not opposed to the 
space program. I have supported much 
of the space program. A young astro- 
naut from North Dakota, Rick Hieb, 
has been on many space missions and 
was one of the fellows up in the space 
station Endeavor when they grabbed 
the Intelsat traveling 16,000 miles an 
hour with a 10,000 pound satellite in 
outer space. They worked for 4 days to 
try to fix this Intelsat. Many of us 
watched them working for 5 or 6 hours 
in space. 

I am enormously proud of what they 
have done in the space program. This is 
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the question: Is this in the advance- 
ment of the space station? I think not, 
and I support the amendment of the 
Senator from Arkansas. 

Мг. BOND. I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I want to thank 
the chairman of the committee and the 
ranking member for leading in the ef- 
fort once again for the 20th time to 
support the space station. 

In fact, Congress has reaffirmed year 
after year that it is committed to the 
space station and the new endeavors 
that are being made every day because 
we are willing to take this chance to go 
out and look for new industries and 
look for new technologies. 

I have two points, Mr. President. 
First, we are not doing the space sta- 
tion alone. This is not any longer just 
a U.S. mission. It is an international 
mission. We have international part- 
ners. Many countries in Europe, Japan, 
Canada, and Russia are putting money 
into this program because they know 
this joint effort is so very important. 
Are we going to be a bad business part- 
ner? That is the question here. Are we 
going to say, Les, put in $4.5 billion,” 
which our international partners have 
done, ‘‘but we are not really commit- 
ted. We are going to walk away from 
this project after we have told you that 
we are going to do it.” 

Mr. President, I do not think the 
United States is going to be a bad busi- 
ness partner. And, in fact, I think if we 
did the ethical thing, if we did decide 
to walk away from it, we would have to 
reimburse the $4.5 billion to the part- 
ners that have put up the money. That 
would be a terrible waste. It would be 
the wrong thing to do. That is on the 
business side. That is on just being a 
good partner. That is on ethics. 

Let us talk about the merits, and 
that is my second point. Let us talk 
about the merits. You heard people say 
that the science is not there; this is 
going to crowd out other science 
projects. In fact, this is a science 
project that has cut its budget, that 
has streamlined, that has not put its 
head in the sand to say, “Oh, we аге 
scientific, we cannot cut our budget.” 
In fact, we have cut our budget $40 bil- 
lion. We are cutting by streamlining 
the project. 

But the point is, there are things 
being done in the space station that 
cannot be done in any other way. And 
that is because the microgravity condi- 
tions that we find in space are so im- 
portant for cancer research, especially 
women’s cancer research, such as 
breast cancer and osteoporosis, which 
hits women the hardest. Those can 
only be done in the microgravity condi- 
tions which cannot be duplicated on 
Earth. So we are looking at scientific 
advances that cannot be done in any 
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other way but this one. And we are on 
the brink of making breakthroughs. 

We also are on the brink of learning 
how we are going to be able to live bet- 
ter in space. And, Mr. President, we 
have to be looking to the future. We 
have to see what kind of environment 
there is, what we can get from the en- 
vironment and the environmental les- 
sons that we learn in space. So the 
science is good. 

Mr. President, we have been able to 
grow in this country. We have been 
able to absorb the immigrants that 
come to our country, the new people 
that grow up in our country because we 
have been willing to do the basic re- 
search that may or may not produce 
something. We know it is always 
chance when you go out and you burst 
forward to do the new things that have 
not been done before. We have been 
willing to do that in America. We have 
been willing to spend that extra money 
to try to find out what the new tech- 
nologies are and to grab those new 
technologies and turn them into new 
products, new technologies, and the 
new jobs that go right down to the 
grassroots of the success of our coun- 
try and our economy. 

We have been willing to do that. That 
has been the hallmark of our country. 
We have the can-do spirit. We are the 
leaders of the world in research and 
technology and development. We are 
acknowledged as that. Are we going to 
turn around and say, No, let's be stag- 
nant. Let’s look back 200 years ago and 
see what was done then. We don’t need 
to do any more. We have actually done 
everything that we need to do now.“ If 
we do that, Mr. President, that is the 
beginning of the end of this dynamic 
country that is the greatest super- 
power in the world. 

That is not America, Mr. President. 
That is not the way we have built this 
country, and it is not the way we are 
going to keep this country strong, we 
are going to keep our economy vital, 
we are going to create the new jobs for 
the young people coming out of high 
school and college, the immigrants 
that come into our country looking for 
the opportunity that this country has 
always provided. 

We are going to continue to have 
those opportunities and to make those 
opportunities by investing in research. 
Our research budget in this country 
used to be about 4 percent. Now it is 
below 2 percent. We must not walk 
away from that in the name of cutting 
spending. That is eating our seed corn. 
Our seed corn is what gives us the op- 
portunity to create those new tech- 
nologies that will absorb the new peo- 
ple in our system and keep us vibrant 
and robust. 

I thank the Chair. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I would be happy 
to. 
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Ms. MIKULSKI. Could the Senator 
elaborate on what the space station 
means to the women’s health agenda? 
As the Senator knows, we worked on 
women’s health on a bipartisan basis, 
particularly in the area of breast can- 
cer and ovarian cancer and others. 
Could the Senator take a second or two 
to elaborate on that? And I would like 
to thank her for working on a biparti- 
san basis. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I appreciate the 
question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair informs the Senator, all time has 
expired. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. If I can have a 
minute to answer, I would be happy to. 
But I understand if others are seeking 
to speak, that—— 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I will elaborate. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Because we have 
done it on a bipartisan basis. 

Mr. BOND. I will yield 2 additional 
minutes to be shared by the three of 
us. In my comments, I want to express 
my thanks to the Senator from Texas, 
who led us on a tour of the Johnson 
Space Center in Houston and has been 
a strong proponent of space explo- 
ration. I thank her for her comments. 

I now ask her to respond to the ques- 
tion raised by the ranking member. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the chair- 
man for letting me have this minute to 
respond to my colleague, because her 
point is so very important. And that is, 
Senator MIKULSKI and I and the other 
women Senators have looked at the 
amount of money that has been spent 
on women’s health in this country. It is 
appallingly small, Mr. President. The 
women’s health issues have not been 
addressed to anywhere near the degree 
that would be required according to the 
number of people in our country who 
are stricken by these women’s diseases. 

In fact, we are on the cusp, because 
of the space station and because of the 
microgravity conditions, of being able 
to have breakthroughs both in breast 
cancer research and osteoporosis. That 
is why this is so very important for us 
to continue. I appreciate the emphasis 
of the Senator from Maryland on wom- 
en’s health care issues, and it is be- 
cause of her leadership that we all 
know that women’s health care re- 
search has not had the funding that we 
have needed through all these many 
years, and now is the time that we 
have the ability to do it. I appreciate 
her support in a bipartisan way for us 
to be able to continue the space sta- 
tion, which is going to give us the 
chance to have those breakthroughs 
that we hope will be able to cure breast 
cancer and stop osteoporosis, which is 
causing so much pain for the elderly 
people in our country. I thank Senator 
MIKULSKI. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I will 
use 1 minute of speaking on this and 
will speak again on my own time. 

I believe the American people want 
us to work on a bipartisan basis to save 
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lives and to save jobs in the United 
States of America and to develop those 
lifesaving techniques that we can ex- 
port around the world. Working on a 
bipartisan basis, we have worked on 
saving lives, and the special emphasis 
on women’s health care that we have 
done on a bipartisan basis has been ex- 
traordinary. 

Let me tell you what working to- 
gether has meant and working with 
NASA. It means that for the victims of 
osteoporosis, NASA has developed in- 
struments to measure bone loss and 
bone density without penetrating the 
skin that is now being used -in hos- 
pitals. It also means that in the ab- 
sence, that research equipment devel- 
oped by the space station is already 
paying dividends on the ground by 
growing ovarian tumor samples in 
NASA’s new cell culturing device, 
called a bioreactor, so that tumors can 
be studied outside the body without 
harm to the patient and developing the 
technique to intervene. 

This is an enormous breakthrough, 
and while we are concentrating using 
space science focusing on ovarian tu- 
mors, this will have incredible con- 
sequences also for brain tumors and 
other diseases that are terminal be- 
cause of a tumor effect. 

This is absolutely crucial. Working 
with the NIH on joint ventures, on hor- 
monal disorders, immune system dys- 
functions and also on heart disease, 
now the No. 1 killer of women in the 
United States of America, shows this. I 
know that the Senator from Texas is 
aware that because of our efforts, 
NASA and NIH have entered into a 
joint agreement on how we can do 
things in space that we could never do 
here. By doing things in space collabo- 
ratively, it will not only be in the lab- 
oratory, it will be in the doctor's office 
and in pharmaceutical devices we can 
sell around the world. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON). Who yields time? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I 
yield 8 minutes to the Senator from 
Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maine is recognized for 8 
minutes. 

Mr. COHEN. Madam President, I 
thank my friend. 

Madam President, if this were con- 
strued to be an antiwomen’s health 
issue vote, an anti-breast-cancer vote, 
an anti-ovarian-cancer vote, I would 
not be on the floor supporting the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas. I have never 
known him to be antiwomen. I have 
never known him to cut back on funds 
for research, be it for osteoporosis or 
cancer of any form. In fact, he has 
probably been one of the leaders in 
favor of more research. 

So the notion that somehow this 
vote, by failing to support the space 
station, is now going to be an 
antiwomen’s health vote, is that what 
we have come to? 
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Madam President, I would like to 
support the space station, which will 
cost probably about $100 billion. I 
would even like to support the B-2 
bomber, which the occupant of the 
chair also supports. That is another $30 
billion. And we are probably going to 
get both. Probably when all is said and 
done, we are going to have another $130 
billion just in these two programs. 

By the same token, we stand over 
here on this side of the aisle and we 
talk day after day about budgets, 
about how we have to save money for 
our children, the crushing debt we are 
putting on their shoulders. We heard 
words quoted from Jefferson and the 
implication from President Kennedy. 
Maybe we should say we will pay any 
price, will bear any burden, will borrow 
any money in order to build a space 
station, whatever its costs, whatever 
the merit of the scientific experiments. 
Last year, we heard the debate on the 
NAFTA vote. Maybe the giant sucking 
sound we are going to hear will be all 
those dollars being drained into a large 
black hole. 

Madam President, 2 years ago, this 
program was on the verge of being ter- 
minated, and at that time, in a des- 
perate effort to save it, the Clinton ad- 
ministration brought Russia into the 
program and they asserted this was 
going to reduce the cost by nearly $2 
billion, down from $19.4 billion to $17.4 
billion, and that promise of $2 billion of 
savings was critical to saving this par- 
ticular program. 

I was suspicious at those claims. I 
asked the GAO to make an analysis of 
those claims, and they found that $2 
billion savings to be about as thin as 
the space through which the space sta- 
tion is going to fly. As a matter of fact, 
the Russians, by coming into the pro- 
gram, are actually going to cost us al- 
most $2 billion more. Contrary to the 
claim of saving $2 billion, it is going to 
be about $2 billion more. 

NASA failed to take into account and 
to identify the additional costs of in- 
volving the Russians in our program. It 
reminds me somewhat of the Steve 
Martin routine where he says: 

“І can tell you how to make a mil- 
lion dollars and pay no taxes. The first 
thing you do is make a million dollars. 
The second thing, you pay no taxes. 
Then when the IRS shows up, slap 
yourself on the forehead and say, ‘I for- 
got, I forgot.“ 

What NASA has forgotten to do is to 
identify the additional $1.4 billion in 
costs of bringing the Russians into the 
program by forcing us to have to ac- 
commodate their technologies with 
ours and match them up. 

But beyond that, we have heard a lot 
of talk about being a good business 
partner, about this being an inter- 
national project. Indeed, it is. Just yes- 
terday, the trade press reported that 
officials at Russia’s Mission Control 
Center at Kaliningrad said low salaries 
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are making it difficult to prepare, with 
Johnson Space Center in Houston, to 
run the international space station. 

And Russia is not the only inter- 
national partner backing away from 
this program. Canada already reduced 
its commitment. Yesterday’s press ac- 
count indicated Italy is backing away 
from its contribution to the space sta- 
tion and wants other European coun- 
tries to pick up the slack. According to 
the media reports again yesterday, 
German and French officials are call- 
ing Italy’s action the death knell for 
European participation in the United 
States-led effort. 

If any more of our partners decide to 
cut back, guess where the cost is going 
to come from? Good old Uncle Sam is 
going to have to cough up the money 
our international partners are starting 
to back away from. 

NASA says this program is going to 
cost roughly $71 billion. Given the fact 
that the average cost overrun in NASA 
programs is about 77 percent, it should 
come as no surprise that this program 
will probably come nearer to $100 bil- 
lion. But even if you assume it is going 
to come in right on target, $71 billion 
is something that we cannot afford for 
the Russian Alpha station any more 
than we could have afforded the $120 
billion space station Freedom which the 
administration terminated back in 
1993. Neither can our children, from 
whom this money is going to be com- 
ing. NASA cannot afford it. As the 
GAO and CBO both warned in several 
dire reports, NASA’s budget over the 
next 5 years falls $10 billion short. 
They cannot account for how they are 
going to come up with another $10 bil- 
lion to fund the programs already 
scheduled for their funding. 

So we have so much money going 
into the space station now that they 
are not going to be able to carry on the 
kind of programs that are going to be 
necessary for them to carry out their 
mission. 

Another disturbing discovery by GAO 
is that most of the research proposals 
submitted to NASA for funding were 
described as being rather mediocre or 
even worse. Nearly two-thirds—nearly 
two-thirds—according to the GAO, said 
they were not considered scientifically 
meritorious by scientific peer review 
panels. We heard a lot about all the ex- 
periments that are going to take place 
only in space, and yet two-thirds of the 
proposed experiments are not sup- 
ported by scientific peers. 

Madam President, the reason I rise in 
support of the amendment is that we 
cannot, on the one hand, continue to 
talk to our colleagues and our country- 
men and women about the need to re- 
strain spending, and then come up with 
B-2 bombers that we have to fund at 
$30 billion or come up with a space sta- 
tion that will cost another $100 billion. 
And there may be no end in sight, in- 
deed, as far as infinity itself may carry 
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us into space, as to how much this pro- 
gram is ultimately going to cost. 

On the one hand, we are cutting back 
from major programs—from Medicare, 
from homeless, from Head Start and all 
those that have been articulated—and 
we are going to commit endless billions 
of dollars to this program with no end 
in sight. For that reason, Madam 
President, I rise in support of the Sen- 
ator’s amendment. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I yield 
8 minutes to the very distinguished 
Senator from Ohio who comes to this 
body with a great knowledge of space 
and speaks on the basis of his personal 
knowledge, as well as his legislative 
experience. 

Mr. GLENN. I thank ту distin- 
guished colleague for his great, kind 
remarks. 

Madam President, I think this coun- 
try became what it is, largely because 
we were a research-oriented Nation. 

We expressed our curiosity; curiosity 
became a way of life. We applied it to 
everything. We applied it to medicine, 
teaching, agriculture, government. 
How can we do things better? What new 
things can we learn and put to use? One 
thing we have learned, even though 
every time we set out for research it is 
not a 100 percent home run, the money 
spent on research seems to almost al- 
ways have a way of coming back and 
giving us tremendous benefits not seen 
at the outset. 

Here, for the first time in all the tens 
upon tens of thousands of years of 
human history, we have the chance to 
do research away from the confines of 
mother Earth. It is stimulating and in- 
teresting. I meet almost daily with 
young people in school groups, who 
want to talk about this. It has stimu- 
lated their curiosity, our work in 
space. I think it is much more than a 
childhood interest in wanting to fly. 
The space program is stimulating their 
interest in science, math, and explo- 
ration. Along with this interest, we are 
getting the benefits for future genera- 
tions. Research in microgravity is in 
keeping with the long American tradi- 
tion of research in medicine, teaching, 
agriculture, government, and continu- 
ing this curiosity that has been the 
hallmark of Americans since our 
founding days. 

The space station is the greatest 
international scientific cooperative ef- 
fort ever put together. In addition to 
the very real importance of inter- 
national cooperation, there are very 
specific benefits which will accrue to 
each one of us here. Now these benefits 
are not in areas like Velcro and Tang 
and some of the things we were talking 
about on the floor here last night. All 
of those things were invented long be- 
fore the space program. So those were 
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not benefits that came out of this pro- 
gram. 

But what we are talking about is 
very basic, fundamental research—re- 
search that may give us benefits in 
how we cope with osteoporosis, which 
causes hundreds of thousands of broken 
bones every year; it is a weakening of 
the human body. It may give us a new 
approach on colon cancer, breast can- 
cer and ovarian cancer. This is not the- 
oretical now. We are working with a 
bioreactor, which was mentioned by 
Senator MIKULSKI a few moments ago. 

We actually have tested a bioreactor 
in space successfully. Why is that im- 
portant? Because a bioreactor is capa- 
ble of more accurately simulating how 
tissues grow in the body than any 
other way of tissue culturing. If you 
experiment in a lab here on Earth 
using traditional tissue culturing 
mechanishm, the usual outcome is that 
the tissue settles to the bottom of the 
test tube, or Petri dish, or whatever. In 
space using a bioreactor, tissues grow 
in three dimensions, much more simi- 
lar to what you find in the human 
body. As we have shown on the last 
Space Shuttle flights that used the bio- 
reactor, cultures can be grown at least 
twice as large as any in a similar situa- 
tion here on Earth. This could give us 
а whole new approach to colon cancer, 
breast cancer, and ovarian cancer. 
When you culture things like this in 
space and they grow to a larger size 
and you learn how to work with them 
better there and bring them back to 
Earth, it could give a whole new ap- 
proach. AIDS, osteoporosis, breast can- 
cer, and ovarian cancer are the chief 
focus of attention so far. 

I ask, what if we have a new break- 
through in just one of those areas? It 
may be worth everything spent on the 
whole space station program by itself if 
just one of these cultures coming back 
now—and we had pictures of them on 
the floor yesterday—gives us a clue as 
to how to take care of the problems of 
AIDS-HIV, ovarian cancer and breast 
cancer. Current digital technology 
gives us a 5 times more accurate diag- 
nosis of breast cancer over previous 
technologies. This exists right now be- 
cause of the space program. So when 
we say there has not been anything 
coming out of this program, it is just 
not true. 

Osteoporosis is another one that is 
particularly amenable to the research 
in space because that occurs in the as- 
tronauts at an accelerated rate over 
and above anything that occurs here on 
Earth. One of the major areas of re- 
search in biotechnology is to provide 
research results that can revolutionize 
drug development. There are current 
projects for AIDS and emphysema by 
major pharmaceutical firms. 

I add, when the Station opponents 
вау nobody wants these programs and 
there is no basic support for the re- 
search here, that is just not true. Many 


September 26, 1995 


companies and research laboratories 
—the National Research Council, Bris- 
tol-Myers Pharmaceutical Research In- 
stitute, and a policy adopted by the 
American Medical Association—sup- 
port the space station. There are also 
different medical centers, a whole list 
of them here. I do not have time in my 
8 minutes to go into them this morn- 
ing. 

In addition to biotechnology, bio- 
medical, and biological research, mus- 
cle and bone growth, NASA is aiding in 
the development of techniques for 
counteracting the effects of aging, and 
on down the line—material science, 
combustion science. At the last inter- 
national consortium on combustion, 
over 10 percent of the papers were 
given on findings out of the space sta- 
tion. If we make a small step forward 
in combustion research, who knows 
what energy savings we can make here 
on Earth. 

Another area is low temperature 
microgravity physics. These are things 
that are of benefit right now, and they 
are not things that are just going to be 
looked at in the future. These things 
are in research and giving results right 
now. 

As I said, I think money put into our 
research program in this country has 
paid off at the outset more than any- 
thing we have seen. Right now, our 
problem is that many of the companies 
that did basic research, and were will- 
ing to put money into the 5-, 10-, 15-, 
even the 20-year programs, are cutting 
back. They are cutting back on the 
money they are putting into research 
at the same time we are proposing that 
we cut back on Government research. 
This, at a time when we are moving 
into new international competition, 
where we need more research, more of 
the new, more curiosity in how we deal 
with these matters for the future, so 
that our children have the good jobs of 
the future right here. Nothing is as 
stimulating to our children right now 
as this interest in the space program 
and their interest in science and math 
and exploration. The space station lit- 
erally has become symbolic of the 
United States and how we look at our 
future. 

I will point out one other thing. 
There is about one-fourth of the space 
station already built. We do not talk 
about that much. We have put together 
50,000 pounds of this 400,000-pound sta- 
tion; 60,000 pounds already has been put 
together by our allies that are working 
together on this project. So we have 
about a little over one-fourth of the 
project—the space station—that has al- 
ready been built. So it is not just some- 
thing that it theoretical out there, 
that if we chop the budget, we save all 
the money. We do not. That is not the 
main reason for going ahead with the 
program. The reason is the potential 
for research that we have for the fu- 
ture. 
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Madam President, how much time re- 
mains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator is up. 

Mr. GLENN. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. BOND. Madam President, how 
much time remains on each side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri has 14 minutes. The 
Senator from Arkansas has 7 minutes 
52 seconds. 

Mr. BOND. I thank the Chair. 

I yield 5 minutes to my distinguished 
colleague from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I 
first would like to deal with a couple of 
rebuttals on issues that came up. The 
distinguished Senator from Arkansas 
talked about how Carl Sagan had ор- 
posed the space station. I would like to 
bring to the Senate's attention that 
Carl Sagan, since his book was pub- 
lished, has now endorsed the inter- 
national space station. We now have 
the endorsement of the Planetary Soci- 
ety. He also talks about how the Amer- 
ican Physical Society does not endorse 
the space station. I would like to bring 
out that the Institute for Electrical 
and Electronic Engineers does; the 
American Astronautical Society does; 
the AMA does; the American Women’s 
Medical Association does. 

Now, Madam President, I was once a 
skeptic of the space station. I, too, 
wonder if we were building this huge 
technological endeavor to be a condo in 
the sky for astronauts to be able to 
jump to Mars. I no longer share that 
belief. Why? First, on the drawing 
books is no plan or no budget for us to 
take manned space flights to Mars in 
this century. But there is a space sta- 
tion that is not going to be a condo for 
astronauts, but it is going to be a space 
lab for American scientists and ingenu- 
ity. That is why I support it. 

Now, like you, Madam President, I 
am a hands-on, get-out-and-about type 
Senator. I did not want to make my 
mind up on the basis of memos and pa- 
pers about pie-in-the-sky or space-sta- 
tion-in-the-sky activity. I went down 
to Houston. I went to where they are 
actually working on what the future of 
the space station is. I was impressed, 
and I came back a passionate supporter 
of the American space station because 
of its impact on saving lives, saving 
jobs, and making sure that we have 
lifesaving devices and pharmaceuticals, 
and once again America has jobs in the 
scientific area but in the blue-collar 
manufacturing area. 

I saw what are the projected activi- 
ties for being able to do life science and 
microgravity research. 

Now critics could say, Point to one 
thing that the space station has done 
in life science.’’ We cannot because the 
space station is not yet flying. We can 
point to what NASA has already done 
in the area of medical research and life 
science. 

The Senator from Ohio, an astronaut 
Senator, has said it. Who are you going 
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to believe? Some wonky report from a 
critic? Or are you going to believe one 
of the most famous Senators in the 
world? 

I put my belief in JOHN GLENN. I put 
my belief in what I saw at Houston. I 
put my belief in the fact that what 
NASA has already done is come up 
with a pacemaker that can be pro- 
grammed outside of the body, a cold 
suit which has been developed to im- 
prove the quality of life of MS patients. 
I could go on about other activities. 
NASA has a clear, demonstrable record 
on what it has already done in life 
science. One can only estimate what it 
will mean in the future. 

We also have an international im- 
pact. We are not in this by ourselves. 
We are in it with the Europeans, the 
Japanese, and the Canadians. We have 
a treaty relationship with them to 
build this space station. To abrogate 
that responsibility puts at risk the 
credibility of the United States with 
its international partners. 

I believe that is a mistake. Yes, the 
Russians are in it. We used to compete 
with the Russians. Now we cooperate 
with the Russians to make sure that 
we make maximum use of our financial 
resources and maximum use of our sci- 
entific capability. 

Is this not what we dreamed about 
when the cold war came down? That we 
would put our hand out with the Rus- 
sians, and in the area of civilian re- 
search that іп no way weakens our па- 
tional security, we could put our best 
minds together? Is that not one of the 
dreams of the cold war, that by work- 
ing in space out there we can further 
peace and scientific advancement here? 

That is what America is all about. 
We are known for our social inven- 
tions, like our Constitution and our 
democratic framework, and our techno- 
logical inventions. People come from 
around the world to do that. 

Now, when we build the space sta- 
tion, we do not do it alone. We have 
international partners. We have the 
best minds here collaborating with the 
best minds over there, to go into space, 
to come back and save those jobs, save 
those lives, right here in the United 
States of America. 

І ат for the space station. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, 
first of all, I ask unanimous consent 
that Senator DORGAN and Senator BAU- 
cus be added as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I 
yield myself 3 minutes. 

I tell you who I put my confidence in: 
Every physicist in America who said 
you cannot do one thing in space that 
you cannot do on Earth for a lot less 
money. 

I put my faith in the guy who runs 
the Johnson Space Center. There will 
be life sciences here, but we have not 
finalized that. Really, it is hard to an- 
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swer that question. This is the man 
who runs the program. 

I intentionally did not bore the Sen- 
ate today with the myriad of hundreds 
of quotes from every physicist, vir- 
tually every medical researcher in 
America, all of whom say that this is a 
terrible, terrible way to spend the tax- 
payers’ money when it comes to re- 
search. 

The Senator from Ohio, JOHN GLENN, 
and I came to the Senate at the same 
time. We have been close, steadfast 
friends ever since. There is not any- 
body in the body for whom I have 
greater respect. 

It pains me when we disagree, which 
we do strongly on this issue. I know 
Senator GLENN’s great talents. He is a 
genuine, certified America hero. But 
even Senator GLENN will only tell you 
what we hope to do. 

I tell you, we have been hoping for 30 
years. That is how long we have been 
in space—30 years—and I am still wait- 
ing for somebody in the Senate not to 
just talk about AIDS and cancer and 
multiple sclerosis, but to tell me what 
the space station has done. I can tell 
you—zip, zero, for AIDS and cancer. 

When it comes to women’s health 
issue, I thank the Senator from Maine 
very much for pointing out that no- 
body has been stronger for medical re- 
search in this country than I. I sit оп 
the committee that appropriates 
money for the National Institutes of 
Health so I know how they are starved 
to death. They are located in Mary- 
land. They cannot even begin to get 
the money they need to do the research 
that needs to be done. 

When have you seen a story out of 
NIH on what we are doing on hepatitis? 
What we are doing on Lyme disease? 
Cancer? Chemotherapy? Almost daily 
there are reports from the National In- 
stitutes of Health on gigantic medical 
advancements. 

I invite Members to tell me in 30 
years when have you seen one single 
announcement come about as to what 
we have done for the welfare of our 
people from the space station. 

I believe strongly in the space pro- 
gram. I will tell you that I believe 
strongly they are cutting back on 
space programs that I applaud and you 
applaud in order to make room for this 
thing which Newsweek called a boon- 
doggie. 

What is it for? Why, I have heard 
talk about children getting excited. It 
is a new frontier. It is all those things. 
I get excited about Apollo 13. I get ex- 
cited when I see astronauts retrieving 
a satellite. But that does not mean I 
have to take leave of my senses and 
vote for $100 billion project—$100 bil- 
lion. 

Do you know what children in this 
country are entitled to? They are enti- 
tled to grow up secure from crime on 
the streets. They are entitled to grow 
up not hungry. They are entitled to 
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grow up with an education so they can 
do honest-to-God research when they 
are adults. They are entitled to grow 
up in a decent home that does not leak, 
that is warm in the wintertime. 

What is the U.S. Congress doing? We 
are assaulting the children of this Na- 
tion, cutting food stamps, cutting 
housing, cutting education. Edu- 
cational loans will be cut $8 billion 
more over the next 7 years than this 
thing will cost. 

I look at it and I cannot believe it. I 
wonder, what kind of values does this 
place have? I believe in research. I be- 
lieve in women’s health issues. I defy 
anybody to show me where I ever voted 
against it. I do everything I possibly 
can from my position on the Health 
and Human Resources Subcommittee 
on Appropriations. 

Betty Bumpers has spent her entire 
public life taking advantage of the fact 
that her husband was Governor and 
Senator to bring immunization pro- 
grams to every State in the Nation. 
The pharmaceutical companies of this 
country have been champs in the area. 
They have developed new vaccines—not 
on the space station; they did it in 
their laboratories. 

I agree with Carl Sagan. I agree with 
every physicist in the country who 
says there is only one rationale for the 
space station—that is to go to Mars. If 
you want to go to Mars, fine. We went 
to the Moon. 

I went down to the Johnson Space 
Center to see what we got. We got some 
drillings. It was exciting. I got as teary 
eyed as any Member of the Senate 
when Neil Armstrong stepped off, but I 
did not say I wanted to waste $100 bil- 
lion because I am excited today, not at 
the expense of the tremendous needs of 
this Nation. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I yield 
myself 6 minutes. 

Madam President, we have had some 
very spirited debate. Let me address 
some of the points that have been 
raised by my good friend, the Senator 
from Arkansas. 

He has made very compelling argu- 
ments about how we have not learned 
anything from the space station. Small 
wonder, when we have not built the 
space station. It is not up there yet. It 
has not done anything yet. We have 
had successes exploring in space but we 
have not built a space station. 

The people would have been up there 
who are doing research said we need to 
have that permanent presence in space 
so we can find out over time how these 
experiments work. That is the whole 
purpose. If we applied that test to all 
basic research, that you cannot sup- 
port basic research until you show 
what it has done, we would be shutting 
down federally funded facilities at uni- 
versities and every other scientific or- 
ganization because you do not know 
what you will get from basic research 
until you get there. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Certainly, I will go with the sci- 
entists who are planning on the experi- 
ments that will take the time that a 
space station can afford them to deter- 
mine what the impact of microgravity 
and the other exigencies of space 
produce in scientific research. 

Now, the question is raised about the 
National Institutes of Health. NASA 
and NIH have executed 18 cooperative 
agreements since 1992, and joint activi- 
ties have included scientific work- 
shops, ground-based and flight inves- 
tigations, other specialized activities 
such as the space line reference system 
developed by the National Library of 
Medicine. NASA expects an expanding 
level of cooperation with NIH as re- 
search enters the space station era. 

NIH researchers are expected to use 
the space station’s next generation 
life-support sciences facilities, includ- 
ing the human research facility, the 
gravitational biology facility, and the 
centrifuge facility in pursuit of na- 
tional biomedical research goals. 

We have heard the figure bandied 
about that the space station costs $94 
billion. More than half of that, to be 
quite frank with my colleagues, to set 
the record straight, comes from the 
shuttle. That is how we get up there. 
That is costing $50 billion. I hope the 
objective of this amendment is not to 
kill the space shuttle and kill all space 
research. I think that would be a dou- 
ble tragedy. Recall that the total $94 
billion not only funds the shuttle, it 
funds the building and the operation of 
the space station. We do not justify 
other programs this way by saying the 
total cost of 20 years of operations is 
such. We talk about the yearly cost. 
We could have tremendous figures if 
you took any program and built the 
continuing costs over years. We judge 
them on an operational year-by-year 
cost. 

This idea that we are going to make 
great savings overlooks the tremen- 
dous potential for great contributions 
to our scientific and engineering 
knowledge from the space station. 

Yesterday, my good friend from Ar- 
kansas quoted extensively from Carl 
Sagan and quoted all the arguments 
that Carl Sagan had made to support 
the position of the Senator from Ar- 
kansas that we ought to cancel the 
space station. The Senator from Mary- 
land said it very well. But let me just 
quote from a letter dated July 24, 1995, 
from the same Carl Sagan. He said: 

For Congress to cancel the space station 
now would cause huge disruptions in many 
local and regional economies, and, worse yet, 
it would scar our national psyche. It would 
end the rationale for America’s manned 
space program, and with it would die some of 
the spirit of a great nation bold enough to 
seek great achievements. 

Madam President, it would be a trag- 
edy, an utter tragedy, to kill the space 
station. It is the most ambitious and 
exciting program since the Apollo pro- 
gram of over 25 years ago. 


September 26, 1995 


I, with my son, enjoyed the smashing 
success this year of the movie, Apollo 
18,” that drew in millions of people— 
those who recall those glory days, а 
time when America set ambitious goals 
and moved to accomplish it; and those 
who are too young to have lived 
through those heydays yet are natu- 
rally drawn by its spirit of exploration, 
bravery, and discovery. That is the 
spirit that made America great. 

The international space station will 
mark America’s next great step in this 
endeavor. The station will become a 
visible symbol of our commitment to 
the future as our children will watch it 
move elegantly across the nightly sky. 

Although the space station has many 
of the same characteristics as the 
Apollo program, it is also different in 
important ways. The Apollo program 
was motivated by the cold-war need to 
beat the Russians to the moon. Space 
station, in contrast, will involve the 
cooperation of 13 nations, making it 
the largest cooperative science pro- 
gram in history. The international 
partners have spend billions on the pro- 
gram to date. Instead of beating the 
Russians, we will be working closely 
with them to build a better, more ro- 
bust orbital laboratory. 

It is time to stop with these inces- 
sant attempts to kill the space station. 
Over the last 4 years, there have been 
13 attempts in the House and Senate to 
kill the program and all have fortu- 
nately failed. Last year, a resounding 
64 senators voted against this amend- 
ment and I among them. The argu- 
ments used by station opponents this 
year are the same old, tired arguments 
that have been used in years past—the 
claims were not true then, and they are 
not true now. Here are some of the 
facts: 

First, the space station is no longer a 
dream but a reality. Thanks to prior 
year congressional commitments, the 
program has finally entered a period of 
stability. After a tumultuous decade, 
NASA has a design and schedule that 
work. There is not talk of redesigns or 
restructuring today, only building 
hardware. About 50,000 pounds of hard- 
ware have been built already. Some 
75,000 pounds of hardware will be built 
by the end of 1995. The final contract 
has been signed between American and 
Russian companies for the first piece of 
the space station—the FGB module— 
scheduled for launch in November 1997. 
Construction is underway in Moscow. 

Second, the space station is perfectly 
on schedule and on budget. NASA has 
kept its promise to maintain the first 
element launch in November 1997, and 
at a total cost of $17.4 billion through 
the end of construction in 2002. The 
space station has successfully gone 
through its first incremental design re- 
view. NASA has identified no technical 
show-stoppers to building this space 
station. 

Third, a streamlined management 
team is in place. NASA has reduced its 
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in-house work force on the program by 
1,000 people—from 2,300 to 1,300—and is 
managing the program better than 
ever. NASA and the space station’s 
prime contractor, Boeing, signed a $5.63 
billion contract earlier this year to 
build the space station. This contract 
reflects NASA’s new procurement phi- 
losophy of motivating contractors to 
avoid cost growth, and includes incen- 
tives for getting the job done for less 
than the target cost, and penalties if 
there are overruns. This is exactly the 
kind of procurement reform that’s 
needed. 

Fourth, cooperation with Russia is 
working as planned. NASA has made 
two space shuttle flights to Russia’s 
Mir space station already this year. 
The first shuttle rendezvoused with 
Mir, and the second docked with it—the 
first United States-Russian docking in 
20 years. These flights proved not only 
the technical feasibility of our two 
countries working together in space, 
but the political feasibility as well. 
With each of these flights—and another 
is scheduled in 6 weeks—we learn more 
about working together and over- 
coming technical and cultural barriers. 
The inclusion of Russia will enable 
space station to be completed 15 
months earlier than the previous de- 
sign and have more crew and more re- 
search volume—all аб a savings of ap- 
proximately $2 billion to United States 
taxpayers. 

Fifth, this program is not a budget 
buster. It fits within the budget resolu- 
tion. The House version of the budget 
resolution specifically included space 
station funding all the way to the end 
of construction in 2002, and the con- 
ference agreement with this body pro- 
vides $2 billion more in function 250 
than the House did. We can balance the 
budget and invest in the future. 

Sixth, space station will not under- 
mine the balance among NASA pro- 
grams in human spaceflight, science, 
technology, and aeronautics. This very 
bill shows how NASA can afford space 
station, Mission to Planet Earth, new 
aircraft technology, a new reusable 
launch vehicle, and a host of other pro- 
grams, while maintaining that bal- 
ance—which is so crucial to NASA’s fu- 
ture. With the zero-base review 
changes that NASA is now implement- 
ing, NASA can afford this program, and 
so can the Nation. 

This country must continue to invest 
in the future. A research laboratory in 
space can provide unimaginable bene- 
fits to the American people. The space 
station is the only facility where re- 
search can be conducted for long dura- 
tions in microgravity. This unique en- 
vironment has only begun to be ex- 
plored scientifically. American tax- 
payers are certain to benefit, just as 
they have from other basic research, 
and probably in ways we least expect. 

This amendment to terminate the 
space station threatens the very exist- 
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ence of the U.S. human space flight 
program and would abdicate U.S. world 
leadership in the largest international 
science project in history. With only 2 
years left before the first launch, I 
hope this will be the last of a long line 
of attempts to end this program and its 
defeat will send a strong message of 
commitment to finish the job we've 
started. I strongly oppose this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, 
how. much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 
minutes. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I 
ask for an additional 2 minutes for a 
total of 4 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BOND. Madam President, what is 
the time remaining on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 
minutes fifty-three seconds. 

Mr. BOND. I ask for an additional 2 
minutes on our side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Arkansas will have 
4 minutes, and 2 minutes will be added 
to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, 
the Senator from Missouri, who is my 
good friend, says the Senator from Ar- 
kansas is making the same old tired ar- 
guments that he has made every year. 
He is absolutely right. A good argu- 
ment against the space station is like a 
value. It does not lose its power just 
because time elapses. The same argu- 
ments that I made against the space 
station 6 years ago are just as compel- 
ling today as they were 6 years ago. 

We talk about the Russians partici- 
pating and how wonderful іпбег- 
national cooperation is. You think 
about that. The reason the Russians 
are cooperating is because we are going 
to give them the money to cooperate. 
So much for their cooperation. The 
Italians and the Canadians are cutting 
their contributions, and Germany and 
France are discussing reformulating 
their contribution to the space station. 
Why not? They know the United States 
will pay the difference. 

Madam President, here is a quote 
that says it all. James Van Allen, as- 
trophysicist, discoverer of the Van 
Allen radiation belt, a premier physi- 
cist, said: 

With the benefit of over three decades of 
experience in space flight, it is now clear 
that the conduct of scientific and applica- 
tion missions in space by human crews is of 
very limited value. 

That is echoed by every premier sci- 
entist and physicist in America. 

Dr. Van Allen goes on to say: 

For almost all scientific and utilitarian 
purposes a human crew in space is neither 
necessary nor significantly useful. 

Dr. Bloembergen says that human 
crews are inconsistent with most 
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microgravity research. But I want my 
colleagues to answer this one question. 
What is it about space and no gravity 
that makes it so fascinating for medi- 
cal research, or the development of new 
crystals for our computer industry? I 
do not know the answer. But I rely on 
those who do. They say there is none. 
Dr. Van Allen, and Dr. Park, who is a 
leader of the 40,000 physicists in the 
American Physical Society say none. 
Do you know what else they say? Much 
of the research for microgravity, if it 
has any beneficial value, can be done 
on Earth which brings me to my final 
point, and then I will yield the floor 
and I will not say another word about 
this. 

You ask yourself. What do you think 
is more important? The planet Earth 
or going to the planet Mars? That is all 
this is about. Carl Sagan and all of 
them say that, if you want to go to 
Mars, then build a space station. If you 
do not, do not. You ask yourself about 
the needs of the children of America, 
about their food and their education 
and their clothing and their housing. 
They are crying on the streets. Ask 
yourself about the health care of our 
elderly. The needs are growing, but the 
funding is being cut. That is all hap- 
pening on the planet Earth. The prob- 
lems are not cosmic. The problems are 
here on Earth. You want to go to Mars? 
Be my guest. But for God sakes, do not 
do it when we have these unbelievable 
problems that are growing daily, that 
$94 billion would go an awful long way 
to cure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the Chair, 
and I yield the floor. 

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Madam President, my good friend 
from Arkansas asked to know who, 
with any knowledge of research or in- 
terest in scientific exploration, would 
support this. I ask unanimous consent 
to include statements from the Plan- 
etary Society, Bristol Myers-Squibb 
Pharmaceutical Research Institute, 
the American Medical Association, 
Mount Sinai Medical Association, 
Schering-Plough Research Institute, 
American Medical Women's Associa- 
tion, Baylor College of Medicine, 
Hauptman-Woodward Medical Research 
Institute, and the Multiple Sclerosis 
Association of America in the RECORD 
to answer the concerns of my colleague 
from Arkansas. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

WHAT THE NATION'S LEADING RESEARCHERS 
AND SCIENTISTS ARE SAYING ABOUT THE 
INTERNATIONAL SPACE STATION 
Several years ago, Carl Sagan, Bruce Mur- 

ray and I (the officers of The Planetary Soci- 


ety) opposed the then-space station plan as 
serving no national purpose. The present 
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plan is serving national and international in- 
terests. For Congress to cancel the space sta- 
tion now would end the rationale for Ameri- 
ca’s manned space program, and with it 
would die the spirit of a great nation bold 
enough to seek great achievements.—Carl 
Sagan and Louis Friedman, The Planetary 
Society. 

The program of protein crystal growth ex- 
periments sponsored by NASA has been one 
of the real success stories in microgravity 
sciences and applications. Protein crystal 
growth research has made much progress, 
but must now move to the next phase, which 
requires prolonged access to a microgravity 
environment with potential for human inter- 
vention on a continuing basis. This new 
phase will require an orbiting platform such 
as that provided by the International Space 
Station—Howard М. Еіпвраһг, Bristol- 
Myers-Squibb Pharmaceutical Research In- 
stitute. 

The AMA supports the continuation of the 
NASA and other programs for conducting 
medical research and other research with po- 
tential health care benefits on manned space 
flights, including the continued development 
and subsequent operation of the inter- 
national space station.—Policy Adopted by 
the American Medical Association. 

Through the NASA-NIH linkage, the Space 
Station has become a vitally important and 
unique laboratory for biomedical research. 
In addition to its central role in aerospace 
engineering and space exploration, the Space 
Station is an investment in the future of bio- 
medical research.John W. Rowe, M.D., 
Mount Sinai Medical Center, 

A commitment to conduct continuous re- 
search for longer periods of time in space is 
also essential. Ultimately, our hope is to be 
able to crystallize proteins in microgravity, 
conduct all x-ray data collection experi- 
ments in Space and transmit the data to 
earth for processing. This can only be done 
іп a Space Station.—T. L. Nagabhushan, 
Ph.D., Schering-Plough Research Institute. 

AMWA supports the continuation of fund- 
ing for NASA's International Space Station 
because it provides one of the most promis- 
ing new vistas for medical research on dis- 
eases that strike women and have unknown 
causes or cures.—Dianna L. Dell, M.D., 
American Medical Women’s Association. 

Space laboratories allow scientific experi- 
ments that simply cannot be duplicated on 
Earth. The space station offers the potential 
of long term studies that are especially ex- 
citing to the biomedical researchers seeking 
to understand how cells grow, divide, and 
mutate to cause diseases such as cancer and 
immune deficiencies.—William T. Butler, 
M.D., Baylor College of Medicine. 

My institute has worked closely with the 
Center for Macromolecular Crystallography 
at the University of Alabama at Birmingham 
to perform two space shuttle crystal growth 
experiments on the protein recombinant 
human insulin. It is clear that with the addi- 
tional capabilities that the Space Station 
will offer, this type of research will progress 
at a much more rapid rate. It is also evident 
to me that the Space Station will offer simi- 
lar advantages for the many other areas of 
science that have been proposed for this 
unique facility—Herbert А. Hauptman, 
Ph.D., Nobel Laureate, Pres., Hauptman- 
Woodward Medical Research Institute. 

NASA’s “cool suit” literally has changed 
the lives of some of those suffering from MS. 
The MSAA is hopeful, as new findings con- 
tinue to emerge from space-based research 
and the possibilities that the International 
Space Station holds. This research could be 
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essential to MS patients—John G. Hodson, 
105 Multiple Sclerosis Association of Amer- 
са. 

Mr. BOND. I also note that our very 
distinguished physician Member is 
present. I yield to the Senator from 
Tennessee. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the space station, and I hope 
to add to this debate with insights 
from what is a unique perspective in 
this body, that of physician and re- 
searcher. Until I was elected to rep- 
resent the State of Tennessee in the 
Senate, I spent my adult life dealing 
with the daily reality of illness and the 
limitations of our ability, as humans, 
to diagnose and treat those illnesses 
and to save lives. The limitations I 
faced as a physician and surgeon were 
numerous: Limitations on the ability 
of the body to heal itself; limitations 
on the treatments and medicines to 
augment the body’s immune system 
and healing process; limitations on the 
scope and effectiveness of biomedical 
technology in detecting, diagnosing, 
and treating an illness; and, finally, 
limitations in funding. It is this final 
limitation which now drives this cur- 
rent debate on the value of the space 
station. 

My colleague from Arkansas has 
claimed many things in his introduc- 
tion of his amendment, not the least of 
which is a consensus in the scientific 
community that the possible rewards 
of space-based research are minuscule 
and do not justify the costs incurred. 
The Senator says that, “еуегу physi- 
cist and physician in the country says 
it is nonsense” to expect advances іп 
medicine from space-based or micro- 
gravity research. I disagree. As one 
physician who believes we can reap 
great rewards from spaced-based re- 
search, I suggest that such a statement 
is untrue. As a member of the medical 
community, who is familiar with the 
opinions on research within that com- 
munity, I can tell you that there are 
plenty of researchers and physicians 
who do not believe in the merits of 
microgravity research, and the Senator 
from Arkansas has quoted several of 
them. As a member of the medical 
community and of the Senate, I can 
tell you that it is, by no means, every 
one. I dare say that for as many rep- 
utable scientists in America that do 
not believe in the value of space-based 
medical research, we could easily find 
two who hold the opposite opinion, and 
many of them have contacted me. 

I stated moments ago that this de- 
bate is about money. The Senator from 
Arkansas says the debate is about pri- 
orities. I believe that on this point, we 
are in agreement, and we are both cor- 
rect. However, the conclusions we 
would draw are markedly different. 

Funding for the space station is has 
been characterized as being based on 
skewed priorities: that this money is 
better spent on housing, law enforce- 
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ment, and any other number of press- 
ing domestic needs. The implication is 
that we are facing a zero-sum game 
where the space station is funded at 
the expense of the poor, of the elderly, 
or of the sick. That, too, is untrue. We 
in Congress are funding billions and 
billions of dollars worth of programs 
for the poor, sick, and elderly just this 
year—maybe even more than our con- 
stituents want us to spend—and we see 
only rare successes from these gran- 
diose social programs. 

I believe that, in fact, funding for the 
continuation of the space station is ex- 
actly where our priorities should be: 
trying to achieve a better quality of 
life for Americans and, potentially, for 
all humans. 

I would also take a moment to ad- 
dress the question of what has been 
achieved on space platforms so far, and 
what the goal of establishing the space 
station would be. I am speaking almost 
solely in terms of medical research. 
The Soviets, and the Russians in turn, 
have taught us quite a bit so far in 
terms of achieving the engineering feat 
the space station will be. They have 
also collected massive amounts of in- 
formation on the effects on the human 
body of the effects of extended 
weightlessness. Finally, they have 
saved us millions of dollars and years 
of research if, in fact, we would want to 
launch a mission to Mars from a 
semipermanent platform in space. 

But what is more important to this 
debate is the fact that the Russians 
have, admittedly, taught us very little 
about medical research in space. Why? 
Not because they were not seeing the 
results they wanted to from their re- 
search in space, but because the medi- 
cal research the Russians were con- 
ducting in space lacked the quality and 
priority our own space-based medical 
research would enjoy. The Russians 
simply do not have the medical infra- 
structure to support the type of re- 
search I am talking about, and they 
have not made such research a priority 
on the Mir space station. It is no won- 
der that some of the most enthusiastic 
supporters of the cooperative space sta- 
tion program are Russians—not be- 
cause they see a cash cow in our ven- 
tures—rather, because they believe 
that, finally, the infrastructure and 
commitment to conduct medical re- 
search in space will finally be avail- 
able. 

Mr. President, the benefits and ad- 
vancements in medical science and 
technology we can realize from long- 
term space-based research can be di- 
vided into three simple categories: 
First, that which we know is imme- 
diately or soon achievable; second, 
those which we can speculate about or 
make an educated guess as to the new 
possibilities of space-based research; 
and third, those achievements and ad- 
vancements which we cannot even 
begin to assess. 
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I will first address the immediate and 
near term benefits the space station 
can provide in the field of biomedical 
and life science research. 

Support for the space station and 
space-based research continues to grow 
throughout the medical and research 
community: the American Medical As- 
sociation, Schering-Plough Research 
Institute, the Multiple Sclerosis Asso- 
ciation of America, the American Med- 
ical Women’s Association, Bristol- 
Myers Squibb, and Mount Sinai Medi- 
cal Center, to патпе а few. 

Space-based research provides unique 
insights to advance our understanding 
of the heart and lungs, cardio- 
pulmonary research; the growth and 
maintenance of muscle and bone, 
musclo-skeletal research; the body’s 
ability to sense position and maintain 
balance, neurovestibular research; and 
the regulation of the metabolism, regu- 
latory physiology. 

Space-based researchers can conduct 
basic and applied research to improve 
the efficiency and reliability of life 
support systems, such as artificial 
heart valves and pacemakers, or artifi- 
cial kidneys. 

Space-based research can provide 
knowledge of protein crystal growth 
physics and kinetics which may lead to 
improvements in Earth-based crystal 
growth technology and more effective 
pharmaceutical development. 

Another benefit can be realized when 
using conventional bioreactors to cul- 
ture human cells for cancer research 
and drug testing because cultured cells 
do not grow in ways representative of 
how cells develop in the human body. 
In the NASA bioreactor, cells taken 
from a cancer tumor grow and resem- 
ble the original tumor, making a much 
more accurate culture available for re- 
searchers. 

Additionally, techniques developed 
for use aboard the space station could 
advance the state-of-the-art growth of 
tissue samples in the laboratory, thus 
leading to inestimable benefits for 
medical research. 

Mr. President, this is only an abbre- 
viated list of the immediate and near 
term benefits medicine will experience 
from space-based research. 

Those benefits to medical research 
about which we can now only speculate 
are possibly the most exciting and 
promising of the space station's con- 
tributions. The benefits. of advanced 
crystal growth studies; the ability to 
observe cell mutation and behavior 
over the long term, without the effects 
of gravity; and the possibility of ad- 
vanced artificial human tissue growth 
are extraordinary. The implications of 
the possibilities are nearly limitless: 
anything from cures for cancers and 
other deadly or debilitating disease, to 
the development of medicines that 
have crystallin structures which could 
not be achieved in gravity, to the 
growth of tissues to replace losses 
which would normally kill someone. 
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If need be, Mr. President, we can 
place an actual rough dollar value on 
such advancements by simply adding 
up the cost to our economy each year 
incurred by illnesses and loss of life. 
Personally, I think that is rather 
macabre and beside the point. I believe 
that the value we can place on the 
known benefits of space-based medical 
research clearly outweigh the costs we 
now will assume to make the space sta- 
tion a reality. If you were to apply a 
cost-benefit analysis to the space sta- 
tion—as we have rightly applied to 
many federally-funded programs—I be- 
lieve it would yield a cost to benefit 
ratio which could end this debate for 
good. 

Finally, Mr. President, there are ad- 
vancements in space-based medical re- 
search which defy both quantification 
and even qualification in this debate. 
These are the advancements in medical 
science which we cannot even foresee— 
those which will become hints or re- 
ality only when we are allowed to ex- 
plore them fully. 

Some will say these yet-to-be-seen 
advancements are nothing more than 
fairy tales, or promises wildly beyond 
what we can possibly deliver, or even 
myths produced in an attempt to jus- 
tify costs which those of us who back 
the space station cannot currently jus- 
tify. 

However, I will remind my colleagues 
that throughout history it has been the 
unforeseen, unplanned benefits of tech- 
nological advancement that have most 
often proven to be our greatest re- 
wards. I believe that even the possibili- 
ties of such watersheds in advancement 
of medical science and unforeseen ben- 
efits are compelling enough to pursue 
the program further. Just as the medi- 
eval scholars could not speculate on 
the profound changes and advance- 
ments of the upcoming Renaissance, we 
cannot even guess what we might soon 
discover. 

Mr. President, I believe we truly are 
approaching a renaissance in medicine 
and technology with the advent of 
space-based research, and it is exciting 
as a physician, as well as simply on a 
human level, to know that much of 
these advancements could come within 
my lifetime or those of my children. 

The bottom line, Mr. President, is 
that not only can we make a direct 
link between space-based research and 
improvements in the human condition 
and quality of life, but also, I feel, we 
can be confident that some of the 
greatest benefits and advancements 
have yet to be seen. 

I believe that advancing the space 
station program is not pie in the sky, 
so to speak, but money very well spent. 
It represents the opportunity for great 
advancements in our quality of life and 
an unparalleled opportunity for inter- 
national cooperation. I believe that we 
have made many difficult but correct 
decisions concerning the funding of the 
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space program and space-based ге- 
search specifically, and I urge my col- 
leagues to continue that series of good 
decisions by defeating the Bumpers 
amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join my colleague, Senator 
BUMPERS, in support of the amendment 
we have placed before the Senate and is 
the pending amendment. 

Senator BUMPERS and I have collabo- 
rated in the past to eliminate Federal 
projects that the Federal taxpayers 
simply cannot afford in these tight 
budgetary constraints. We were suc- 
cessful in halting Federal funding for 
the super collider, a project whose as- 
tronomical expense made it a simply 
unfeasible program in this era of tight 
budgets. 

Мг. President, at a time when Соп- 
gress is struggling to balance the Fed- 
eral budget, we think it is irresponsible 
to exempt from any cuts NASA’s $90 
billion-plus program to complete the 
building of a space station. 

There are genuine questions about 
whether this space station can be built 
on the schedule and for the cost that 
NASA currently claims. Schedule and 
costs are inextricably connected. If the 
schedule is not met, then the costs will 
increase. 

There is a major and fundamental 
question here. Can the timetable to 
build the station, with all of the 
spacewalks that will be needed to as- 
semble the structure, be achieved on 
schedule? 

Mr. President, NASA is expecting 73 
launches to take place on time and in 
sequence over 55 months. Flexibility 
will not be possible because each flight 
will bring a specific piece of hardware 
that must be attached in a specific 
order. The assembly sequence cannot 
endure manufacturing delays, launch 
delays or launch failures. 

I remind my colleagues, that delays 
mean more costs. 

Mr. President, the number of 
spacewalks needed to assemble the 
space station has risen significantly in 
the past year. Reliance on these walks 
increases the risk that the timetable to 
build the structure will not be 
achieved. Thus, building the space sta- 
tion will be a very risky endeavor 
given the demanding schedule to com- 
plete the station and have it perma- 
nently occupied by 1998. 

Mr. President, Russia and Canada are 
to have major roles in the timely de- 
velopment of the space station. Yet, 
the involvement of these two nations 
adds critical elements of risk. 

NASA assumes that, with one excep- 
tion Russia will provide its hardware 
and services as a partner, on a по-ех- 
change-of-funds basis. At this time, it 
may be premature to assume that Rus- 
sia will not charge for anything given 
the economic problems confronting the 
country. 

Canada has cut back its contribution 
to the space station program and will 
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not decide until 1997 whether to build 
the final portion of the robotic servic- 
ing system that will be used in assem- 
bling and maintaining the station. 
Canada is building the arm, but has not 
decided on whether to build the special 
purpose dextrous manipulator that fits 
at the end of the arm—the fingers. If 
Canada does not build the fingers, then 
NASA will have to find the funds to 
build this expensive piece of equip- 
ment. 

Mr. President, the price tag today for 
this project is $93.9 billion. I have no 
doubt that this figure will be increas- 
ing dramatically once more hardware 
is built, space shuttle launches are de- 
layed, spacewalks are increased, and 
the Russians and Canadians fail to live 
up to their commitments. 

Total spending on the space station 
from 1985 to 1993 added up to about 
$11.2 billion, and all we have to show 
for this are diagrams and designs. 

Mr. President, it is time for Congress 
to cancel funding of the space station. 
Let us not embark on an elaborate and 
expensive journey into space until we 
meet the challenges confronting Amer- 
ican taxpayers on Earth. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to the Bumpers amendment 
to terminate funding for the space sta- 
tion. It seems to me that we have an- 
swered the question of whether or not 
to proceed with this historic endeavor. 
Year after year the Congress has en- 
dorsed the outreach to space. And we 
have done so for the right reasons—the 
space station represents the next log- 
ical step of man’s exploration of the 
universe and it represents the next log- 
ical step for understanding our own 
world. 

I will not try and reiterate the many 
sound reasons for continuing this im- 
portant program. They have been pre- 
sented in great and compelling detail. 
But I would offer another reason which 
was recently brought to my attention 
by Ambassador Pickering, our envoy to 
Russia. Clearly the Russians are in dire 
need of hard currency. Should the 
United States default on our commit- 
ment of cooperation with Russia on 
this project, Russia will necessarily 
look elsewhere—to Iran or Iraq—na- 
tions who have demonstrated a clear 
desire to possess and proliferate tech- 
nology and weapons of mass destruc- 
tion. Cooperation with the United 
States on space station is vital to Rus- 
sian needs for hard currency. And the 
United States will get fare more in ex- 
change—both in technology and in sta- 
bility. 

Again, I urge my colleagues to reject 
the Bumpers amendment, preserve our 
outreach to the stars, and keep a mind- 
ful eye on commitments made for the 
purpose of keeping peace and stability 
in these difficult times. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise to 
oppose the amendment offered by the 
senior Senator from Arkansas. 
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Mr. President, once again we find 
ourselves debating the merits of the 
space station. The distinguished Sen- 
ator from Arkansas again tells us that 
America should abandon its commit- 
ment as the leader of this historic en- 
deavor. 

Supporters of this amendment say we 
simply cannot afford to continue fund- 
ing the space station. Mr. President, I 
ask you, Can we afford not to? 

History tells us that mankind is des- 
tined to explore beyond the bounds of 
this tiny planet. The question is not 
whether we should take the next log- 
ical step. The question is: “Will we lead 
or will we follow?“ I believe the United 
States is destined to lead. 

Leadership, Mr. President, requires 
commitment. America's relatively 
small investment in the space station 
demonstrates our commitment to the 
future of technology in space. It also 
demonstrates our commitment to our 
international partners who have joined 
with us to make this dream a reality. 

Abandoning the space station at this 
late date not only squanders our initial 
investment, but it tells our partners 
that they can no longer depend on us to 
meet our commitment to international 
space exploration. Our credibility 
among the space faring nations de- 
pends on our actions today. 

Mr. President, a leader must also 
have vision and vision is meaningless 
without the courage to fulfill its prom- 
ise. When we began funding this 
project, we set out on a journey that 
held out great promise and it continues 
to do so. Again, we hear from those 
who do not share our vision and are 
content to quit. 

Opponents suggest that the space 
Station costs more than it is worth and 
that we should therefore stop funding 
it now and redistribute that money to 
more pressing social programs. Not 
only do they fail to recognize the enor- 
mous potential of space research and 
exploration, but they are content to 
sacrifice the promise of a better tomor- 
row for the failed programs of today. 

Mr. President, one of the most impor- 
tant Federal priorities of any govern- 
ment is to create opportunities for a 
better life in the future. We can not ef- 
fectively do that anymore by just 
pumping money into life on Earth 
today. We must look ahead. We must 
search for ways to sustain our society, 
our culture, our life into tomorrow. 
The space station holds that promise. 

Mr. President, the space station has 
a legitimate mission, an impressive de- 
sign and a plan to achieve its goals. 
Granted, it has had its difficulties, but 
all great endeavors will meet with ob- 
stacles. Although the space station 
faces more challenges, NASA is pre- 
pared now, more than ever, to meet 
those challenges. This unprecedented 
example of international cooperation is 
now on schedule, on budget and is wor- 
thy of our support. 
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So, I ask my colleagues that share 
the vision of space exploration to join 
me in reaffirming our country’s com- 
mitment to our future by opposing this 
shortsighted attempt to strip funding 
from the space station. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of the inter- 
national space station and in opposi- 
tion to the amendment offered by my 
colleague, Senator BUMPERS. The space 
station is not only a valuable scientific 
program, but it is a symbol of our Na- 
tion’s commitment to investing in the 
future. 

More than a quarter of a century ago, 
the most awe-inspiring words were ut- 
tered by Neil Armstrong, That's one 
small step for man, one giant leap for 
mankind.’ Those words, delivered from 
the Moon’s surface when the Apollo 11 
lunar module landed in 1969, resounded 
around the globe. Each and every 
American whose ears were graced with 
that message, was filled with pride and 
honor. 

That day in our past served as an in- 
spiration. It showcased the techno- 
logical leadership of the United States, 
the great will of the American people, 
and the courage of our space pioneers 
which combined to produce a defining 
moment in history. That mission set 
the stage for several other Apollo mis- 
sions which sent astronauts to the 
Moon. It served as a precursor to 
Skylab, the first U.S. space station, 
launched in the early 1970’s. And, it led 
the way for the space shuttle program. 

With each mission, we learn more 
and more about life sciences, materials 
sciences, Earth sciences, engineering 
research and technology, and commer- 
cial development. Also with each new 
mission we explore the unknown and 
make discoveries that ultimately help 
improve life here on Earth. 

The international space station will 
have a laboratory to conduct experi- 
ments and do research on a wide vari- 
ety of subjects. Astronauts will be able 
to conduct long-duration microgravity 
investigations, which will allow sci- 
entists to look deeper into the mechan- 
ics of cell functions, combustion, liquid 
behavior, crystallization, and electro- 
magnetics. In addition, research that 
would take place on the space station 
could lead to cures for life-threatening 
diseases, lower pharmaceutical costs, 
and better prepare astronauts for the 
rigors of space travel. 

Opponents of the space station argue 
that these justifications for the space 
station cannot hold up to scrutiny. 
They suggest that economic and sci- 
entific spinoffs are not applicable for 
life here on Earth. In fact, the opposite 
is true. Scientific research and experi- 
ments conducted on the international 
space station do have real life applica- 
tions here on Earth. Space-based re- 
search has led to a variety of innova- 
tions and technological advances that 
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have, and continue to benefit people 
every day. Included among them are: 
Long-distance telephone networks; 
international TV broadcasts; car chas- 
sis and brake designs; heart monitors 
for ambulances; structural designs for 
bridges; laser surgery in hospitals; pro- 
grammable pacemakers; navigational 
systems for airplanes; and long-range 
weather forecasting—just to name a 
few. 

Research conducted on the space sta- 
tion will have other important applica- 
tions in the lives of average Americans. 
In the biotechnology field, scientists 
on the international space station will 
conduct research on tissue culture 
studies to gain knowledge of normal 
and cancerous tissue development and 
to discover treatments and cures to 
diseases. They will also study protein 
crystal growth to design pharma- 
ceuticals which block proteins which 
could lead to the development of an 
AIDS vaccine or cure. Additionally, re- 
search on droplet/pool burning will 
help improve understanding of fire 
propagation for improved fire safety. 

The field of fluid physics will also 
benefit. Scientists will conduct ге- 
search on interface dynamics to im- 
prove industrial films and coatings, oil 
spill recovery techniques, tracking of 
ground water contaminants, and proc- 
essing of semiconductor crystals. At 
the same time, their research will 
cover cloud formation microphysics, 
which is useful to meteorologists for 
improved weather predictions. 

Scientists will study electronic ma- 
terials to investigate the vapor phase 
of crystal growth. This will help 
produce much higher efficiency and 
density optoelectronics for the commu- 
nications industry. Also, epitaxy liquid 
phase molecular and beam vapor phase 
will be studied to evaluate high speed 
switching devices and high density 
memory. This will help to produce 
smaller, more affordable super comput- 
ers. 

Scientists will also study environ- 
mental health to develop improved air 
and water quality sensors, analyzers, 
and filtering devices. In addition, they 
will examine automated microbiology 
systems which enhance identification 
of bacteria population. They will con- 
duct engineering research and tech- 
nology development to support en- 
hanced designs for firefighting suits, 
toxic waste cleanup suits, and deep sea 
divers equipment. 

It is clear that scientific research 
and experiments like those listed above 
have real life applications here on 
Earth. At the same time, investments 
in space create valuable economic re- 
turns as well. Each dollar invested in 
space programs yields up to $9 in new 
products, technologies, and processes 
here at home. 

The international space station pro- 
gram also generates more than 14,000 
direct jobs—5,400 of them in my home 
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State of California. Indirectly, 40,000 
jobs nationwide have been created be- 
cause of space station-related activi- 
ties. At a time when the country—and 
California in particular—has been im- 
pacted by defense downsizing and base 
closures, the space station is an impor- 
tant source of economic activity. It is 
defense conversion at its best and cre- 
ates new jobs for former defense and 
aerospace workers. 

Aside from the enormous benefits to 
science, medical research, and tech- 
nology, the space station helps to 
maintain U.S. leadership in space and 
enhances global competitiveness. It 
also serves as a source of inspiration 
and encouragement for our children, 
fostering the next generation of sci- 
entists, engineers, and entrepreneurs. 

As a powerful symbol of U.S. leader- 
ship in a changing world, the space sta- 
tion represents an international com- 
mitment. Our original international 
partners—Japan, Canada, and Europe— 
have already committed $9 billion to 
the space station program, and are 
counting on America’s continued lead- 
ership in space. 

Moreover, with the Russians added to 
the international partnership, the 
space station has proven to be a test 
bed for scientific research and techno- 
logical development, while uniting 
former adversaries in peaceful coopera- 
tion. Just 6 years ago, this would have 
been unthinkable. 

By asking Russia to join the inter- 
national space station, the United 
States can channel the Russian aero- 
space industry into nonmilitary pur- 
suits. This gives us more leverage to 
reduce the risk of nuclear proliferation 
and enhances the United States goals 
of private sector development and de- 
militarization in Russia. In addition, 
an international space station will use 
existing Russian space technology, ca- 
pability, expertise, and hardware to 
build a better space station for less 
money. 

In closing, I would like for you to 
imagine, if you would, had the early 
pioneers not forged west to explore the 
frontier. If, for instance, in 1803 the 
Louisiana Purchase had not been com- 
pleted for $15 million—which at that 
time was a large sum of money. The 
frontier purchased in that deal now in- 
cludes 15 States and generates $200 bil- 
lion in Federal taxes annually. The re- 
turns on that investment have more 
than paid for the original purchase. 

Let us, for a moment, consider Alas- 
ka, which, in 1867, was purchased for 
$7.2 million. At the time it was pur- 
chased, Secretary of State Seward was 
derided and mocked for negotiating the 
terms with Russia. Now, we know that 
Alaska’s oil reserves exceed $125 bil- 
lion, and no one has stepped forward to 
suggest we reverse that transaction. 

The United States must continue its 
exploration in space with the next log- 
ical step—a permanently staffed space 
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station. The international space sta- 
tion will lead the world toward great 
advances in space exploration. At 
present, all of the returns on our in- 
vestment in space have yet to reach 
fruition. We have yet to realize all the 
treasures that are held within the vast 
resources of space. We have learned, 
however, of its benefits to science and 
medical research. We know that it bol- 
sters global competitiveness and U.S. 
leadership in space. We are also aware 
of its economic spinoffs, job creating 
capacity and source of inspiration to 
future generations. I am confident that 
this research will continue to exceed 
our imaginative grasp and reap real 
benefits that are applicable here on 
Earth. 

For these reasons, I strongly support 
the international space station and 
urge my colleagues to oppose the 
Bumpers amendment. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, the 
space program is an investment in our 
Nation’s future. A commitment to con- 
tinued space exploration means a com- 
mitment to providing for the prosper- 
ity and wealth of future generations. 
No one can predict the exact outcome 
of our investment in the international 
space station, but I believe that the 
continued exploration of space will 
present many positive opportunities. 

First, the space program will provide 
significant contributions to the well- 
being of mankind, both in America and 
around the world. We have already seen 
the results of space-related research in 
life sciences, and the potential for ex- 
pansion and further development is vir- 
tually limitless. 

Second, we must consider our Na- 
tion’s leadership role in high-tech- 
nology activities and international 
competitiveness. The areospace indus- 
try is a significant area of inter- 
national competitiveness, and we 
should support our space program if we 
desire to maintain and enhance our po- 
sition as a world leader in space 
science and exploration. 

Third, the case today for such activi- 
ties is even more compelling as we 
work on space projects in a collabo- 
rative and multinational manner, espe- 
cially with the Europeans, Japanese, 
and Russians. International participa- 
tion in the program contributes to in- 
creased cooperation and stability with 
participating partners, and the space 
station can be a constructive and tan- 
gible example of international coopera- 
tion at a new and more exciting level. 
We have the opportunity to accelerate 
the pace of our technological and space 
exploration as well as the strength of 
our good relations with our friendly 
competitors. 

Mr. President, I believe that these 
are compelling reasons for the contin- 
ued support of space exploration. The 
international space station is an inte- 
gral part of our space program. We 
must invest in our future, and we must 
invest in ourselves. 
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Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, today, I 
lend my voice to the advocates of 
project space station. In order to frame 
this debate for my colleagues, I want 
to pose a few rhetorical questions. 
What are the critical issues surround- 
ing space station on the Senate floor? 
Is it scientific worth? Is it an issue of 
foreign policy, or national priority? 
The answer to each is yes. But the un- 
derlying discontent that many of my 
colleagues harbor is not the scope or 
importance of space station—rather, it 
is the cost. 

As a member of the Budget Commit- 
tee, I fully and unequivocally support 
balancing the Federal budget by 2002. 
That task is not only a fiscal impera- 
tive, it is a moral one on which the fu- 
ture of this country depends. Iron- 
ically, that is where space station fits 
squarely in this debate. Balancing the 
budget is an imperative. Beginning the 
groundwork for America’s future sci- 
entific operations may, in fact, help us 
do just that. Take, for example, re- 
search in cardiovascular disease. As my 
colleagues know, heart disease is the 
leading cause of death in both men and 
women in the United States. One in 
four Americans suffer from cardio- 
vascular disease, costing this country 
an estimated $138 billion in medical ex- 
penses and lost productivity annually; 
$138 billion annually is not a small fig- 
ure—it is, in fact, devastating. The 
conditions provided in space, and on 
space station in particular, will allow 
our doctors and scientists to see a 
heart functioning in microgravity. 
Conditions for an extended duration, 
something not replicable on Earth or 
the space shuttle. NASA’s work on how 
space flight affects blood pressure is 
aiding scientists to understand the 
complex and sophisticated operations 
of the heart and circulatory system. As 
gravity lessens, the body’s blood pres- 
sure controls are altered and change. 
High blood pressure is a major problem 
for the general population of the Unit- 
ed States. The opportunities for long 
duration space flight on the space sta- 
tion will provide a laboratory for ex- 
tensive and complex research on blood 
pressure control and how it is affected 
by the presence or absence of gravity. 

What does this all mean? If 1 percent 
of that $138 billion can be reduced, or 
even one-tenth of 1 percent, we will 
have significantly reduced some of the 
massive costs incurred in our battle 
against this terrible, and prevalent, 
disease. 

By January 1995, 25,000 pounds worth 
of space station was built. By the end 
of this year, that poundage strides to 
100,000. Upon completion, the space sta- 
tion will stretch 361 across and 290 feet 
long, with a total weight of 925,000 
pounds. Orbiting 230 nautical miles 
above the Earth, it will be accessible to 
the launch vehicles of all its inter- 
national partners. And with Boeing as 
the new prime contractor, space sta- 
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tion is on schedule, and meeting all of 
its critical milestones. Perhaps more 
importantly, its annual cost has been 
fixed at 521 billion—according to 
NASA that represents less than 15 per- 
cent of the organization’s total budget. 

That being said, $2.1 billion is still a 
significant amount of money to be 
spent, particularly with the Republican 
goal of bringing the country out of its 
current fiscal mess. Yet I fully support 
space station, and its mission, because 
I believe the benefits associated with 
this program will be important, numer- 
ous and hopefully more rewarding than 
we can predict. From crystalline pro- 
teins to the research in osteoporosis, 
space station has the potential, and I 
believe certainty, to deliver important 
scientific discoveries impossible to rep- 
licate or produce here on Earth. Does 
that justify the cost? Absolutely. If the 
cure for one disease—just one disease— 
is found, and that if may not be as big 
as some of my colleagues assert, we 
will have paid for space station and all 
its associated costs, fully. 

Mr. BOND. I conclude my remarks by 
just saying that this country must in- 
vest in its future. A research labora- 
tory in space can provide unimaginable 
benefits to the American people. The 
space station is the only facility where 
research can be conducted for long du- 
rations in microgravity. The unique 
environment has only begun to be ex- 
plored scientifically. American бах- 
payers are certain to benefit just as 
they have from other basic research, 
probably in ways we can never expect. 

With that, Madam President, I yield 
the remaining time to our very distin- 
guished colleague from Ohio, the 
former astronaut. 

Mr. GLENN. I thank the Senator. 

The Senator from Arkansas is as ac- 
complished an orator as we have I 
think in the whole Congress. He would 
come closer to equaling Daniel Web- 
ster, I think, than anyone around here 
in his ability to give an oration. 

Back in 1852, when we were thinking 
of buying some territory out West from 
Mexico, Daniel Webster rose in the 
Senate—he was opposed to that—and 
said as follows: 

What do we want with this vast worthless 
area, this region of savages and wild beasts, 
of deserts of shifting sands and whirlwinds of 
dust and cactus and prairie dogs? To what 
use could we ever hope to put these great 
deserts or the mountains that are covered to 
their very base with eternal snow? What can 
we ever hope to do with the western coast, a 
coast of 3,000 miles rock-bound, cheerless, 
uninviting, and not a harbor on it? What use 
have we for this country? Mr. President, I 
will never vote one cent from the Public 
Treasury to place the Pacific coast one inch 
nearer to Boston than it is now. 

Madam President, I think probably 
the view that Daniel Webster took of 
that acquisition of territory west of 
the Mississippi is a little bit like the 
Senator from Arkansas proposes now 
with regard to the station. 
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I wish to see something come out of 
the station. We already have things 
coming out of the preparation to even 
have a station. As the floor manager 
mentioned just a moment ago, we do 
not even have the station up yet. So to 
say that that is not producing is ex- 
actly right. It is true. It is in the proc- 
ess of being put up. Over one-fourth of 
it has already been built, 50,000 pounds 
by our country, 60,000 pounds by other 
people. Less than seven-tenths of 1 per- 
cent of our budget is the total cost of 
the space station project right now. 

From what we can see from the space 
shuttle with the cultures of crystals 
and of the experiments that have al- 
ready been done on growing culture, 
culturing colon cancer cells, breast 
cancer cells, ovarian cells, what can be 
done with regard to AIDS, the experi- 
ments with regard to osteoporosis, 
right now a solution to any one of 
those would be more than worth all of 
the money that we are putting into 
this. This is an investment for the fu- 
ture. 

To say that every scientist and phys- 
icist is against it is just not true. My 
distinguished colleague read into the 
RECORD a few moments ago a partial 
list of those who are for it—the Amer- 
ican Medical Association, the National 
Academy of Sciences, the National Re- 
search Council, and so on. 

This is one country that should have 
learned throughout its whole history 
that money spent on space research 
usually has a way of paying off in ad- 
vance—more than anything we ever see 
at the outset. And with this being the 
first time we have ever had the ability 
to do microgravity research, it has the 
greatest potential payoff also. 

Madam President, how much time do 
I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio has 10 seconds. 

Mr. GLENN. I have 10 seconds re- 
maining. I yield back the remainder of 
my time. I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 


RECESS UNTIL 2:15 P.M. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
stand in recess until the hour of 2.15 
p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:46 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr. 
COATS). 


DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF- 
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND- 
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1996 
The Senate continued with the con- 

sideration of the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2776 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 2:15 p.m. 
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having arrived, there will now be 4 
minutes of debate equally divided in 
the usual form to be followed by a vote 
or in relation to the Bumpers amend- 
ment No. 2776. 

Who yields time? 

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, not seeing 
the proponent of the amendment on 
the floor, I suggest that the time be 
equally divided, and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I ask unanimous 
consent that the call of the quorum be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I ask for 1 minute on 
behalf of the opponents. 

Mr. BOND. I yield 1 minute to the 
W ranking member. 

. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ab- 
Mordo oppose the amendment being 
offered by the Senator from Arkansas. 
I thank him for his support of the 
space program and also for research in 
the American life science community, 
but I want to make three points. 

The Senator says this is a condo in 
the sky for going to Mars. We abso- 
lutely reject that. We go to Mars, and 
we are going by robots; we are not 
going by astronauts. This is to be a 
science lab, not a condo. 

Second, the space station at one time 
was overweight and underpowered, not 
unlike the Federal bureaucracy. We 
streamlined the space station design to 
make sure that weight, power, and mis- 
sion match. 

And last, but not at all least, there 
was a question whether we could really 
assemble the space station in space. 
When we gave the Hubble space tele- 
scope a new contact lens and our astro- 
nauts showed the deftness with which 
they could do mechanical assembly in 
space, they showed that we could do it. 
So we now have designs to the mission. 
We can put it together in space. And it 
is a science lab, not a condo for astro- 
nauts. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arkansas has 1 minute 30 
seconds remaining. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Let me just reit- 
erate, No. 1, much has been made of the 
fact that the American Medical Asso- 
ciation favors the space station. Let 
me point out that the American Phys- 
ical Society—40,000 physicists in Amer- 
ica—are adamantly opposed to the 
space station. Why? Because they say 
the benefits are going to be negligible. 
You cannot do anything in space with 
microgravity. Dr. Bloembergen at Har- 
vard says, when you put men on the 
space station to do microgravity re- 
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search, you just mess it up. The steps, 
а bump, destroys microgravity ге- 
search 


And what is there about a lack of 
gravity that is going to cure cancer 
and AIDS and all the rest of it? The an- 
swer is nothing. Here are people who 
really are concerned about the deficit: 
The Cato Institute, the Concord Coali- 
tion, Council for Citizens Against Gov- 
ernment Waste, the National Tax- 
payers Union, Progress in Freedom 
Foundation, Progressive Policy Insti- 
tute. Not only do the American physi- 
cists oppose it, every one of those orga- 
nizations strongly oppose it. 

This bill, just this bill alone, ravages 
housing for the elderly, ravages sewer 
projects, and torpedoes the AmeriCorps 
Program to make room for this thing. 
We are going to cut $40 billion out of 
education in the next 7 years to pay for 
this? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Arkansas has ex- 
pired. 

The Senator from Missouri has 25 
seconds. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I think the 
argument made very compellingly by 
our good friend from Arkansas just 
shows that physicists do not know any- 
thing more about biomedical research 
in space than we do. I will take the 
word of the people who are at NIH and 
who are involved in biomedical re- 
search to say that it is important. 

This country has an opportunity to 
invest in the future. A research labora- 
tory in space can provide the benefits 
we need. I urge my colleagues to defeat 
this amendment. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Arkansas, No. 2776. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] is nec- 
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 35, 
nays 64, as follows: 

[Коса Vote No. 463 Leg.] 


YEAS—35 
Abraham Exon Levin 
Ashcroft Faircloth Lugar 
Baucus Feingold Moynihan 
Bradley Harkin Nunn 
Brown Hollings Pryor 
Bryan Jeffords Simon 
Bumpers Kennedy Snowe 
Byrd Kerrey Specter 
Chafee Kerry Thomas 
Cohen Kohl Warner 
Conrad Lautenderg Wellstone 
Dorgan Leahy 
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NAYS—64 
Akaka Glenn Mikulski 
Bennett Gorton Moseley-Braun 
Biden Graham Murkowski 
Bingaman Grams Murray 
Bond Grassley Nickles 
Boxer Gregg Packwood 
Breaux Hatch Pell 
Burns Hatfield Pressler 
Campbell Heflin Reid 
Coats Helms Robb 
Cochran Hutchison Rockefeller 
Coverdell Inhofe Roth 
Craig Inouye Santorum 
D'Amato Johnston Sarbanes 
Daschle Kassebaum Shelby 
DeWine Kempthorne Simpson 
Dodd Ку! Smith 
Dole Lieberman Stevens 
Domenici Lott Thompson 
Feinstein Mack Thurmond 
Ford McCain 
Frist McConnell 
NOT VOTING—1 
Gramm 
So the amendment (No. 2776) was re- 
jected. 


Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. BOND. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, in discus- 
sions with the distinguished ranking 
member, I think we have an order for 
the amendments that are coming up. I 
want to thank our colleagues for get- 
ting the amendments in order and get- 
ting time agreements. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen- 
ator STEVENS, followed by Senator 
CHAFEE, be recognized for up to 10 min- 
utes to present an amendment which I 
believe is acceptable on both sides. 
After action on that amendment is 
completed, we ask that Senator MIKUL- 
SKI and Senator KENNEDY be recognized 
to present an amendment on national 
service with a 2-hour time limit, with a 
vote оп ог in relation to that amend- 
ment to occur at that time; following 
disposition of that amendment, that 
Senator SARBANES be recognized to 
present an amendment on the home- 
less, that there be 1 hour divided in the 
usual form which would apply to both 
of those amendments; and upon the ex- 
piration or yielding back of the time, 
that a vote on or in relation to the Sar- 
banes amendment occur. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment which is acceptable by 
both sides dealing with arsenic in the 
safe drinking water. We have discussed 
this with the staffs. 

What I want to do is present that 
right after the Stevens amendment, 
and if it is acceptable, if I had 4 min- 
utes equally divided 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Reserving the right 
to object, on the arsenic, would the 
Senator go ahead with this? I need to 
be sure that the authorizer on our side, 
and Senator LAUTENBERG—not only do 
I wish to cooperate with the Senator 
from Rhode Island, but these got fairly 
prickly as we were moving into the full 
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committee, so I just want to make sure 
we have one good thing done, and 
check in the meantime about the ar- 
senic. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Fine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Missouri? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Alaska is recognized to offer an amend- 
ment. 

AMENDMENT МО. 2779 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment at the desk, and I ask 
the pending amendment be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection the pending committee 
amendment is set aside. 

The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] 
for himself and Mr. MURKOWSKI, proposes ап 
amendment numbered 2779. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

БЕС. 308. None of the funds appropriated 
under this Act may be used to implement the 
requirements of section 186(b)(2), section 
187(b) or section 211(m) of the Clean Air Act 
(42 U.S.C. 7512(b)(2), 7512a(b), or 7545(m)) with 
respect to any moderate nonattainment area 
in which the average daily winter tempera- 
ture is below 0 degrees Fahrenheit. The pre- 
ceding sentence shall not be interpreted to 
preclude assistance from the Environmental 
Protection Agency to the State of Alaska to 
make progress toward meeting the carbon 
monoxide standard in such areas and to re- 
solve remaining issues regarding the use of 
oxygenated fuels in such areas. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this 
amendment that Senator MURKOWSKI 
and I have discussed with the managers 
of their staff and the chairman of the 
authorizing committee, I understand 
will be accepted. 

It provides for a l-year exemption 
from the oxygenated fuel requirements 
of the Clean Air Act for Fairbanks, AK. 
There are unique circumstances in 
Fairbanks that justify this limited ex- 
emption. I do thank the other Senators 
who have worked with us on this 
amendment. 

Alaska exceeds the carbon monoxide 
requirements on the Clean Air Act only 
on days when there are temperature in- 
versions caused by extreme cold, which 
really means when it is below 50 below 
zero. 

When the oxygenated fuels require- 
ment of the Clean Air Act was applied 
to Fairbanks to correct the carbon 
monoxide levels, serious health prob- 
lems were reported. The MTBE addi- 
tives developed for the area were sim- 
ply never tested for use in the extreme 
cold of the Fairbanks area. 

In addition to waiving the require- 
ments to use the oxygenated fuels, this 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


amendment would also prevent Fair- 
banks from unfairly being added to the 
list of cities with serious nonattain- 
ment problems. 

Given the transitory nature of the 
oxygenated fuel requirements by Fair- 
banks with respect to carbon mon- 
oxide, other Senators have agreed addi- 
tional measures coming from the de- 
classification should not be required 
for Fairbanks. 

Through negotiations with our staff 
and the staffs of the authorizing com- 
mittee and this committee, Senator 
MURKOWSKI and I have agreed this is 
the last time we will seek a waiver of 
the oxygenated fuel requirement for 
Fairbanks using the appropriations 
process. 

However, we do hope that the Senate 
will agree with us to fix the problem 
legislatively through an amendment to 
the Clean Air Act. 

Again, I do thank my colleagues for 
their help in this matter. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, al- 
though I generally oppose legislative 
riders on appropriations bills, I want to 
say that I support this amendment by 
my colleagues from Alaska. 

The city of Fairbanks has made ex- 
traordinary progress against the car- 
bon monoxide nonattainment situa- 
tion. 

In 1977, Fairbanks experienced nearly 
100 days—100 days—in 1 year when car- 
bon monoxide levels exceeded the 
health standard. Last year, the city of 
Fairbanks only had 5 days when those 
standards were exceeded. 

There is no question but what the 
city of Fairbanks has done an extraor- 
dinarily good job. It is a tribute to the 
city and I might say it is also at- 
tribute, Mr. President, to the efficacy 
of the Clean Air Act. The Clean Air Act 
is working. 

Fairbanks is currently classified as a 
moderate nonattainment area. If it 
does not fully meet the standard by the 
end of this year, Fairbanks will be re- 
classified as a serious nonattainment 
area. Reclassification would trigger a 
series of additional requirements under 
the Clean Air Act—including transpor- 
tation control measures—that may not 
be necessary to reach this standard. 

Fairbanks believes that it can meet 
the standard without the imposition of 
these expensive additional measures. 
Because of the dramatic progress that 
has already been made, I think it is 
reasonable to extend the deadline in 
this case. The Senators from Alaska 
have stated that they will not seek an- 
other extension on an appropriation 
bill in the future. 

As to oxygenated fuels, some States 
have experienced complaints in cities 
where MTBE has been used as an addi- 
tive. But MTBE is not the only addi- 
tive available. Ethanol, grain alcohol, 
can also be used as an oxygenate. Ev- 
erything we know about air pollution 
tells us that burning alcohol presents 
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less pollution concern than burning 
gasoline, the fuel the alcohol replaces. 

So, there are alternatives for Fair- 
banks if it cannot reach attainment 
using existing measures. In fact, An- 
chorage, AK, used ethanol as a fuel ad- 
ditive last year and recorded its first 
year ever with no exceedances of the 
carbon monoxide standard. This experi- 
ence has been repeated all across the 
country. When we passed the 1990 Clean 
Air Act Amendments more than 40 
cities were in nonattainment for car- 
bon monoxide. Today that number is 
less than 10 and much of the credit 
goes to the oxygenated fuels program 
in the Clean Air Act. 

Mr. President, we all look forward to 
the day when every American city can 
boast of healthy air. Fairbanks has 
made great strides already and will 
reach that goal soon. In light of its ac- 
complishments, I think we can provide 
the city with some flexibility. 

Mr. President, I have the assurance 
of the two Senators from Alaska that 
this is the last time they will be in for 
this exception. I am supportive of it 
and commend them and commend the 
city of Fairbanks. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The Stevens-Mur- 
kowski amendment relieves Fairbanks 
of oxygenated fuels requirement and 
transportation control measures under 
the Clean Air Act for upcoming winter 
because Fairbanks’ carbon monoxide 
{CO] exceedances are a result of tem- 
perature inversions—not simply CO 
emissions, and Fairbanks’ residents ex- 
perienced negative health effects when 
they initially tried methyl tertiary 
butyl ether [MTBE] as an oxygenated 
fuel. 

The oxygenated fuels program was 
instituted in Anchorage and Fairbanks 
on November 1, 1992, according to the 
law, using MTBE as the oxygenate ad- 
ditive. Fairbanks’ and Anchorage resi- 
dents began to experience unusual 
health problems—nausea, vomiting, 
dizziness, disorientation, headaches, 
and other symptoms. 

Our Governor canceled the program 
in Fairbanks on December 11, 1992, due 
to these health problems. The EPA had 
not done any studies on MTBE in the 
Arctic conditions that exist in Alaska. 
So, many Alaskans justifiably fear the 
use of oxygenated fuels in their gaso- 
line. 

Let me also note that Alaska does 
not have a serious non-attainment 
problem. I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD a letter 
from the city of Fairbanks. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOROUGH, 
Fairbanks, AK, February 22, 1995. 
Hon. FRANK MURKOWSKI, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MURKOWSKI: Thank you for 
taking the time to meet with me while I was 
recently in Washington, DC. I appreciate the 
time you took to talk with me about Fair- 
banks’ concerns regarding federal Clean Air 
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Act requirements. We continue to have prob- 
lems with certain requirements of the Act, 
due to a combination of extremely severe 
temperature inversions and high cold-start 
emissions caused by our cold temperatures. 
According to National Weather Service staff, 
Fairbanks has the strongest temperature in- 
versions in North America. 

As you can see from the enclosed chart, 
the number of days each year that Fairbanks 
exceeds the ambient carbon monoxide stand- 
ard has dropped dramatically from previous 
levels to fewer than five per year. The de- 
crease is largely a result of federal emissions 
controls on new cars, with some additional 
benefits due to the basic emissions inspec- 
tion and maintenance (I/M) program the Bor- 
ough implemented in 1985. Although substan- 
tial progress has been made in reducing 
emissions, several exceedances occurred re- 
cently during an extended period of extreme 
temperature inversions and calm winds. 
These conditions resulted in extremely stag- 
nant air dispersion for several days. 

As you know, our residents remain ada- 
mantly opposed to the use of oxygenated fuel 
in our community. Unfortunately, this pro- 
gram is mandated directly by the Clean Air 
Act, and not even EPA has the legal author- 
ity to exempt Fairbanks from this require- 
ment. As a result of the nonattainment sta- 
tus, the Fairbanks North Star Borough may 
soon be subject to additional Clean Air Act 
mandates which would require the imple- 
mentation of local transportation controls. 
None of these programs appear feasible or ac- 
ceptable to our community, yet could be im- 
posed upon us by a federal law that doesn’t 
recognize the uniqueness of the Fairbanks 
North Star Borough. 

When we spoke in Washington, you talked 
about current efforts in the Senate to ad- 
dress the costs versus benefits of federal 
mandates. The above Clean Air Act provi- 
sions are a good example of this issue. It 
makes no sense to impose federally man- 
dated control strategies which may not pro- 
vide significant benefits on a community 
where those strategies would cost millions of 
dollars, particularly when they aren't likely 
to eliminate a problem that is largely caused 
by Mother Nature. We are not asking to be 
completely exempted from Clean Air Act re- 
quirements. We’ll do our part to ensure that 
the control measures we are responsible for 
(e.g., the current І/М program) аге effec- 
tively implemented. We need your help in 
eliminating federal mandates that will not 
help our community attain the goals of the 
Act. We would also like some recognition in 
the Act that we shouldn't be penalized for 
Alaska’s unique weather characteristics. 

We will be providing your staff with sev- 
eral options that could possibly be pursued 
to provide Fairbanks with relief from the 
above Clean Air Act provisions. Thanks 
again for taking the time to talk with me on 
this subject. We truly appreciate the efforts 
you've made on behalf of Interior Alaska in 
the past regarding this issue, as well as any 
additional actions that you can take to as- 
sist us further in the future. 

Sincerely, 
JIM SAMPSON, 
Borough Mayor. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, we 
have some of the cleanest air in the 
country. Fairbanks has made signifi- 
cant, dramatic reductions in CO viola- 
tions. You will notice that most of 
these reductions occurred before the 
1990 Clean Air Act Amendments; so, 
the Clean Air Act was effective in Fair- 
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banks without the oxygenated fuels re- 
quirement. These reductions are clear- 
ly attributable to Fairbanks’ inspec- 
tion and maintenance program. Fair- 
banks has reduced their violations 43 
percent—from 37 in 1985 to only 2 in 
1992, and most recently we seem to be 
down to 5 or fewer violations a year. 

Those exceedances that do occur are 
during thermal inversions. Typical 
automobile fleet turnover and the U.S. 
car fleet operating more efficiently at 
cold temperatures could also bring 
Fairbanks into compliance eventually. 

I want to thank Senator CHAFEE and 
Senator Вомр for accepting our amend- 
ment. Fairbanks air quality has im- 
proved significantly over the years. We 
want to continue to work with the EPA 
to improve our air quality by means 
that make sense in our Arctic climate 
and not be subject to a one-size-fits-all 
mandate that does not make sense in 
Alaska. We welcome the current politi- 
cal climate that recognizes the need 
for flexibility and common sense in our 
environmental regulatory policy. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I just 
ask the Senate to remember the ex- 
treme temperature conditions that 
exist in Fairbanks. I started my life in 
Alaska, in Fairbanks, and I can attest 
to temperatures below 65 degrees below 
zero myself. 

These temperature inversions are the 
problem. They are not the normal 
problem that causes carbon monoxide 
limitations to be exceeded. The 
oxygenated fuels I think would have a 
minimal impact on that problem any- 
way because we are not certain they 
will even solve the problem when we 
are down below 60 below zero. 

So I thank the Senate. I thank Sen- 
ator CHAFEE for being willing to deal 
with this. Again, our commitment is, 
we will not raise this as an exception 
through the appropriations process. We 
are going to pursue the authorizing 
committee for a permanent solution to 
this problem as we deal with the Clean 
Air Act. 

I thank the Senator from Missouri. 

Am I correct that this amendment 
will be accepted? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, if I 
might add that when we passed the 
Clean Air Act amendments in 1990, 
more than 40 cities were in nonattain- 
ment for carbon monoxide. Today that 
number is less than 10. Much of the 
credit goes to the oxygenated fuels pro- 
gram as well as other steps taken by 
the various cities. 

So I think we can look forward to the 
day when every American city can 
boast clean air. Fairbanks, as I men- 
tioned, has made great progress and we 
believe will reach the goal of complete 
attainment soon. In light of those ac- 
complishments, I think we should pro- 
vide Fairbanks with some flexibility, 
and I am happy to support this amend- 
ment. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 
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Mr. BOND. The amendment is accept- 
able on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Alaska yield his remain- 
ing time? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, we 
agree to the amendment. I have no 
other statement to make on it. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I agree 
with what the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land has said. I know what the situa- 
tion here із. І am one who does not be- 
lieve that MTPE will make a difference 
when there are temperature inversions 
that cause nonattainment. We will 
have to deal with that in the Clean Air 
Act, however, and we agree not to pur- 
sue it with the appropriations process 
again. 

I thank the Senator. I yield the re- 
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment No. 2779 offered by the Senator 
from Alaska. 

The amendment (No. 2779) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I believe 
that the Senator from Rhode Island 
has another amendment that will be 
acceptable on both sides. I modify the 
unanimous-consent agreement and ask 
unanimous consent that he be given 5 
minutes to present the amendment 
with respect to arsenic in drinking 
water. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. I further ask unanimous 
consent that on the Mikulski amend- 
ment on national service and on the 
Sarbanes amendment on homelessness, 
that no second-degree amendments be 
in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 200 TO THE COMMITTEE 

AMENDMENT BEGINNING ON PAGE 143, LINE 17 

THROUGH PAGE 151, LINE 10 

(Purpose: To amend the provisions with re- 
spect to arsenic) 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator seek to set aside the pending 
committee amendments? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I do so ask. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
amendment beginning on page 143, line 
17, be the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The clerk will now report the amend- 
ment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. 
CHAFEE) proposes an amendment numbered 
2780 to the committee amendment beginning 
on page 143, line 17, through page 151, line 10. 

On page 149, line 18, insert ‘‘(for its 
carcinogenic effects)“ after ‘‘arsenic.”’ 

Mr. . Mr. President, this 
amendment would modify one of the 
environmental riders on this appropria- 
tions bill. The appropriations bill pre- 
cludes the Environmental Protection 
Agency from taking final action to set 
а standard for arsenic under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act. This delay is pre- 
sumably justified because some uncer- 
tainties in the science on the cancer- 
causing effects of arsenic. 

My amendment would continue the 
delay imposed by the rider for a stand- 
ard to deal with the cancer threat from 
arsenic, but it would allow EPA to go 
forward and revise the standard to pro- 
tect against the other adverse health 
effects of arsenic. 

Arsenic is a naturally occurring sub- 
stance frequently found in drinking 
water, especially in water supplies 
from ground water sources. 

Arsenic causes several adverse health 
effects, the most important of which 
are vascular diseases and skin cancer. 
Arsenic has been known to be a cause 
of cancer by ingestion since 1887 be- 
cause it was sold in patent medicines. 
Ironically, many of these medicines 
were intended to treat skin diseases. 
Using arsenic as a medicine proved 
that arsenic itself causes skin cancer, 

The other major health problem 
caused by arsenic is a weakening of the 
vascular system—the vessels that cir- 
culate blood in our bodies. 

Arsenic is currently regulated under 
the Safe Drinking Water Act and has 
been regulated by the Federal Govern- 
ment beginning long before there was 
an EPA. The current drinking water 
standard, established by the Public 
Health Service after World War П, is 50 
parts per billion. That standard was set 
to address the vascular diseases, but 
was not designed to address the cancer 
risk. 

The 1986 amendments to the Safe 
Drinking Water Act required the ar- 
senic standard to be rewritten and to 
address the cancer risk. EPA was di- 
rected to establish a new arsenic stand- 
ard by 1989. For cancer-causing sub- 
stances such as arsenic, the goal in the 
Safe Drinking Water Act is to elimi- 
nate all exposure—to reach zero, if we 
can. But most often that is not a prac- 
tical reality. Instead, the standard is 
веб based on the treatment tech- 
nologies that large drinking water sys- 
tems can afford. With technology 
available today, it is possible to reduce 
the concentration of arsenic in drink- 
ing water from the current 50 parts per 
billion to levels below 10 parts per bil- 
lion. 
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However, some have argued that ar- 
senic may not be a typical cancer-caus- 
ing substance and ought not to be regu- 
lated in the typical way. According to 
this argument, there may be a safe 
threshold for arsenic. In other words, it 
may be that the first bit of arsenic one 
consumes will not increase a person’s 
cancer risk, It may be that some high- 
er concentration must be reached be- 
fore the cancer effect takes hold. 
Drinking arsenic below this level would 
not increase risk because the body 
would slough it off before it reached 
the target organs. If there is such a 
threshold—and depending where it is— 
a standard at less than 10 parts per bil- 
lion—even though we could achieve it— 
might not make sense, if our only con- 
cern is the cancer risk. 

Unfortunately, there has not been 
sufficient study to answer this ques- 
tion about a threshold. Recent studies 
from Taiwan suggest that there is not 
a threshold and that the cancer risk 
from drinking water at the current 50 
parts per billion standard is quite high. 
If those studies are correct 2 in each 
100 people drinking arsenic-laden water 
at the current federal standard would 
be expected to develop skin cancer. On 
the other hand, many other scientists 
have attacked weaknesses in the Tai- 
wan study and argued that it cannot be 
relied upon to determine whether there 
is a threshold or not. 

Resolving this scientific dispute 
about the potential cancer-causing 
properties of arsenic can be done. A 
gathering of scientists that occurred 
last spring produced a research plan 
that would result in a definitive an- 
swer. The study would take a period of 
a few years to complete and would cost 
about $15 million. 

Mr. President, I have brought this 
amendment to the floor of the Senate 
to make a simple point. We have a re- 
sponsibility to the American people to 
make sure these studies get done and 
are completed as soon as possible. We 
have delayed too long. 

There is a great deal of disagreement 
in this body and across the country 
today about the proper role of the Fed- 
eral Government in ensuring that our 
drinking water is safe. But one thing 
everybody agrees on is that the Federal 
Government has a responsibility to 
conduct the research necessary to de- 
termine the potential adverse effects of 
the contaminants that occur in our 
drinking water. It would not make 
sense for every state or every city to 
conduct its own drinking water re- 
search program. That is a job for the 
Federal Government. 

But we have not been doing it. We in- 
vest next to nothing in drinking water 
research in these appropriations bills 
each year. A recent briefing by EPA's 
Office of Research and Development in- 
dicated that less than $5 million per 
year is being spent to investigate the 
adverse health effects of drinking 
water contaminants. 
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Arsenic is a perfect example of this 
failing. It has been known to cause 
skin cancer in humans since before 
1900. 16 has been regulated—but not to 
prevent cancer from drinking water 
—by the Federal Government for dec- 
ades. In 1986, Congress passed a law re- 
quiring that the arsenic standard be re- 
vised and that the revision address the 
cancer risk. The new standard was due 
in 1989. 

But nothing was done. EPA took no 
action to revise the standard. Finally, 
in 1993 EPA was sued by a public inter- 
est group to force the Agency to issue 
the cancer standard. In response to the 
suit, EPA appeared in court and asked 
for more time, because the research 
had not been done. 

Now, this appropriations bill comes 
before us and provides EPA with the 
extension they have been seeking. This 
extension would not be necessary, if 
the appropriations bills adopted in pre- 
vious years had provided the small 
amount of research money for the 
needed research. Tens of thousands of 
Americans are consuming arsenic in 
their drinking water at levels that may 
be a threat to their health. This is not 
new information. But we are not ready 
to take action to protect public health, 
because we have delayed and delayed 
and delayed in making the small in- 
vestment in research that is necessary 
to arrive at a sound public policy re- 
garding arsenic in drinking water. 

Recent studies on the noncancer 
health effects of arsenic indicate that 
the current 50-part-per-billion standard 
may not even prevent the other ar- 
senic-related diseases. One approach 
might be to immediately revise the ar- 
senic standard for drinking water based 
on these other effects, press ahead full 
speed on the cancer research, and re- 
vise the standard—if needed—to reflect 
the cancer risk when that research is 
completed. That is an approach that we 
will consider when the Senate takes up 
the bill to reauthorize the Safe Drink- 
ing Water Act. 

My amendment today sets the stage 
for this debate. Instead of prohibiting a 
revision of the standard for arsenic al- 
together, under my amendment EPA 
would just be prohibited from issuing a 
standard for the cancer effects. They 
might revise the standard based on the 
data for other health effects. My 
amendment does not require EPA to 
issue a standard. And it does not pre- 
judge the issue of whether the standard 
should be tightened to prevent vascular 
diseases. We would want all the studies 
on those effects thoroughly reviewed 
by the Science Advisory Board and oth- 
ers before a standard-setting effort was 
begun. But it would not be blocked. 
That is the point. 

Mr. President, I have discussed this 
amendment with the manager of the 
bill and believe that it is agreeable to 
him. I want to commend Senator BOND 
for including $1 million in this bill for 
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research on the cancer-causing effects 
of arsenic. That is a start. And we ap- 
preciate it. I am sure that we can 
count on him to see this research pro- 
gram through to the end, now that it 
has been initiated. 

So, Mr. President, my amendment 
lets the prohibition that is in the basic 
bill dealing with cancer-causing sub- 
stances, cancer threats remain, but 
lets EPA go forward with revising the 
standards to protect against, as I say, 
other adverse health effects. 

Mr. President, this has been cleared 
on both sides of the aisle. 

І ask for its acceptance. 

Mr. President, I would like to say 
that I have discussed this amendment 
with the managers of the bill and the 
ranking member. I believe it is agree- 
able to them. 

I commend Senator BOND for includ- 
ing $1 million in this bill for research 
on the cancer-causing effects of ar- 
senic. That is a start. We appreciate it. 
I hope we can count on him—and I 
know we can—to see this research pro- 
gram through to the end. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

The amendment (No. 2780) was agreed 
to. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the ranking 
member and the manager of the bill for 
their consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous unanimous-consent agree- 
ment, the Senate is to proceed to the 
National Service Program amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2781 
(Purpose: To restore funding for national and 
community service programs) 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend- 
ments pending before the Senate be 
laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment that I would like to 
send to the desk in behalf of myself, 
Senator KENNEDY, Senator ROCKE- 
FELLER, Senator DASCHLE, and Senator 
BREAUX. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Maryland (Ms. MIKUL- 
SKI), for herself, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. ROCKE- 
FELLER, Mr. DASCHLE, and Mr. BREAUX pro- 
poses an amendment No, 2781. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


The amendment is as follows: 

On page 27, line 5, strike ““35,594,358,000” 
and insert “35,211,358,000”. 

On page 27, line 6, insert the following 
after That“: “іп addition to the appropria- 
tion of $5,211,358,000 made available under 
this heading, in order to achieve an effective 
program level of $5,594,358,000 for the ‘Annual 
Contributions for Assisted Housing’ account 
for fiscal year 1996, in carrying out the pro- 
grams and activities specified under this 
heading, the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development shall use $383,000,000 from any 
combination of unobligated balances or re- 
captures from prior year appropriations in 
the ‘Annual Contributions for Assisted Hous- 
ing’ account, and from any reduction in 
amounts provided during fiscal year 1996 
from the ‘Annual Contributions for Assisted 
Housing’ account (or from the ‘Renewal of 
Expiring Section 8 Subsidies’ account) to 
any public housing agency whose project re- 
serve account is determined by the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development to con- 
tain funds in excess of the needs of that pub- 
lic housing agency: Provided further, That“. 

Оп page 30, line 5, strike and“. 

On page 30, line 7, insert before the colon 
the following: ; and (3) shall give priority to 
projects designated for purchase by nonprofit 
organizations in allocating any funds for the 
sale of any projects in the preservation pipe- 
line“. 

On page 128, after line 20, insert the follow- 
ing new section: 

SEC. 225, INSURANCE OF MORTGAGES UNDER 
THE NATIONAL HOUSING ACT. 

Section 203(b)(2)(A) of the National Hous- 
ing Act (12 U.S.C. 1709(b)(2)(A)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (ii), by striking “75 percent” 
and inserting “86 percent’’; and 

(2) by striking “38 percent” and inserting 
“50 percent“. 

Beginning on page 130, strike line 19 and 
all that follows through page 131, line 2, and 
insert the following: 


(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For necessary expenses for the Corporation 
for National and Community Service (re- 
ferred to in the matter under this heading as 
the Corporation“) in carrying out pro- 
grams, activities, and initiatives under the 
National and Community Service Act of 1990 
(referred to in the matter under this heading 
as the Act“) (42 U.S.C. 12501 et seq.), 
$425,000,000, of which $335,000,000 shall be 
available for obligation from September 1, 
1996, through August 21, 1997: Provided, That 
not more than $26,000,000 shall be available 
for administrative expenses authorized under 
section 501(а)(4) of the Act (42- U.S.C. 
12681(a)(4)), of which not more than 
$12,000,000 shall be for administrative ex- 
penses for State commissions pursuant to 
section 126(a) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 12576(a)): 
Provided further, That not more than $2,500 
shall be for official reception and representa- 
tion expenses: Provided further, That not 
more than $93,000,000, to remain available 
without fiscal year limitation, shall be 
transferred to the National Service Trust ac- 
count for educational awards authorized 
under subtitle D of title I of the Act (42 
U.S.C. 12601 et seq): Provided further, That 
not more than $209,000,000 shall be available 
for grants under the National Service Trust 
program authorized under subtitle C of title 
I of the Act (42 U.S.C. 12571 et seq.) (relating 
to activities including the AmeriCorps pro- 
gram): Provided further, That not more than 
$5,000,000 shall be made available for the 
Points of Light Foundation for activities au- 
thorized under title ПІ of the Act (42 U.S.C. 
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12661 et seq.): Provided further, That none of 
the funds made available under this heading 
may be used to administer, reimburse, or 
support any national service programs run 
by Federal agencies authorized under section 
121(b) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 12571(b)): Provided 
further, That not more than $19,000,000 shall 
be available for the Civilian Community 
Corps authorized under subtitle E of title I of 
the Act (42 U.S.C, 12611 et seq.): Provided fur- 
ther, That not more than $43,000,000 shall be 
available for school-based and community- 
based service-learning programs authorized 
under subtitle B of title I of the Act (42 
U.S.C. 12521 et seq.): Provided further, That 
not more than $25,000,000 shall be available 
for quality and innovation activities author- 
ized under subtitle H of title I of the Act (42 
U.S.C. 12653 et seq.): Provided further, That 
not more than $5,000,000 shall be available for 
audits and other evaluations authorized 
under section 179 of the Act (42 U.S.C. 12639): 
Provided further, That no funds from any 
other appropriation, or from funds otherwise 
made available to the Corporation, shall be 
used to pay for personnel compensation and 
benefits, travel, or any other administrative 
expense for the Board of Directors, the Office 
of the Chief Executive Officer, the Office of 
the Managing Director, the Office of the 
Chief Financial Officer, the Office of Na- 
tional and Community Service Programs, 
the Civilian Community Corps, or any field 
office or staff of the Corporation working on 
the National and Community Service or Ci- 
vilian Community Corps programs: Provided 
further, that none of the funds made avail- 
able under this heading may һе obligated 
until the earlier of the date on which the 
Chief Executive Officer of the Corporation 
submits a plan to Congress to restructure 
the National Service Trust program author- 
ized under subtitle C of title I of the Act (re- 
lating to activities including the Americorps 
program) in accordance with a budget small- 
er than the budget requested for the program 
in the President's fiscal year 1996 budget, or 
the date of enactment of an Act that reau- 
thorizes the National and Community Serv- 
ice Act of 1990. 
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

For necessary expenses of the Office of In- 
spector General in carrying out the provi- 
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, 
$1,500,000. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 hours of debate equally 
divided in the usual manner. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland is recognized. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Thank you, Mr. 
President. At this time, I yield myself 
no more than 15 minutes, reserving the 
balance of my time to allocate to other 
Senators and also for summation argu- 
ment. 

Mr. President, I rise today to offer an 
amendment to the VA-HUD and inde- 
pendent agencies appropriations bill. 

My amendment restores funding for 
the Corporation for National and Com- 
munity Service. It is in the amount of 
$425 million. The offset necessary to do 
this is taken from inside HUD to cover 
the budget authority in outlays needed 
to restore funding for national service. 

The amount of funding this amend- 
ment provides allows another year of 
operation at a level that is 48 percent 
below the President's 1996 request, and 
it is also 10 percent below the fiscal 
year 1995 rescinded level. 
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In addition, my amendment would 
prohibit direct grants to Federal agen- 
cies, generating an additional 11 per- 
cent of savings. And, finally, my 
amendment would fence all funds from 
obligation until the Corporation sub- 
mits a plan that restructures the pro- 
gram operation to reflect its reduced 
budget or until national service is re- 
authorized, whichever comes first. 

Mr. President, why do I do this? I do 
this because I so strongly and passion- 
ately believe in national service. This 
is not just yet another social program. 
It is a unique American social inven- 
tion designed to help create the ethic 
of service in today’s young people. It 
creates an opportunity structure under 
which young Americans receive a re- 
duction in their student debt or a 
voucher to pay for their higher edu- 
cation in exchange for full- or part- 
time community service. 

This is not another handout. This 
says to young people, we know that 
your first mortgage is your student 
debt, but we want to give you an oppor- 
tunity to reduce that student debt by 
doing service in your community. And 
if you do that, you will earn a voucher 
to reduce that student debt to the tune 
of about $4,000 a year. 

The projects themselves do not come 
from some Federal bureaucrat deciding 
what is best for local communities. It 
is driven by the choices of local organi- 
zations, primarily nonprofits, and orga- 
nizing around four basic areas of activ- 
ity: education, public health, the envi- 
ronment, and public safety. It gives 
these young men and women a chance 
to get a college education in exchange 
for community service. This is not a 
Gucci-styled, show-up-once-a-week 
concept. These community workers 
spend an average of 35 hours each week 
contributing to their communities. 
They get a modest monthly allowance, 
and they get other support. 

Why is this important? We want to 
do three things with national service. 
We want to help students reduce their 
student debt. We want to also rekindle 
the habits of the heart that made 
America great with the spirit of volun- 
tarism. And third but not at all least, 
we want to deal with the new volunteer 
deficit that is facing the United States 
of America when many of our non- 
profits are withering on the vine for 
the lack of community participation. 

What are some of the examples of 
what these volunteers do? In my own 
State, in Montgomery County, they op- 
erate a community assisting police 
program where volunteers engage in 
community education and outreach 
that addresses the need for crime con- 
trol, prevention, and the reduction of 
fear in six underserved communities. 

Some of the projects that they do are 
coordinating a school awareness crime 
program. They provide bilingual assist- 
ance and referrals to crime victims. 
They work actually in a community 
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policing station side by side with the 
police officers. They are not new cops, 
but they are cop extenders because 
while the police officers are doing the 
policing, these volunteers are helping 
doing prevention, community edu- 
cation, and also providing much-needed 
bilingual assistance. 

In Vermont, there is something 
called the Vermont Antihunger, Nutri- 
tion and Empowerment Corps. This 
group operates five sites in Vermont, 
developing a statewide approach to 
hunger to increase participation of 
low-income and rural residents in Fed- 
eral food assistance programs and 
teaching them about nutrition and how 
to buy and plant food. 

In Washington State, we have a con- 
servation corps providing a 1-year pro- 
gram that combines fieldwork and on- 
the-job instruction for doing things 
like watershed restoration, reforest- 
ation, stream and salmon habitat reha- 
bilitation, and forest fire and oil spill 
response. It takes hard-to-reach kids 
and puts them with other young people 
who have recently graduated from col- 
lege, both doing hands-on work. I know 
that we have not only turned the envi- 
ronment around but we have turned 
around some at-risk kids. 

YouthBuild Boston is a program that 
puts 18- to 24-year-old volunteers to 
work renovating buildings to provide 
low-income housing. 

The program engages disenfranchised 
youth in rebuilding their communities 
and provides them with the education 
and skills to become self-reliant and 
responsible citizens. 

The program has had such success 
that it has expanded its services from 
housing renovation to include environ- 
mental, public safety, and education 
projects. 

There are over 1,000 programs operat- 
ing nationwide which involve 20,000 
volunteers. 

These programs are doing exactly 
what Congress intended to do when we 
authorized this bill in 1993. In fact, 
many of the programs are operating 
with a larger degree of success than 
even we had hoped. National service 
was designed to address those two pro- 
grams I talked about—student indebt- 
edness as well as how to instill a sense 
of obligation and habits of the heart in 
young people. 

There has been a sharp drop over the 
last 20 years in the number of Ameri- 
cans who volunteer in their commu- 
nities. Harvard Prof. Bob Putnam has 
identified this trend and says that we 
need to promote more civic activity. 
Fewer people attend the PTA. But also 
what we know is that groups like the 
Red Cross, Meals on Wheels, Girl 
Scouts, and Boy Scouts face fewer and 
fewer volunteers. What we want to do 
is instill this sense of citizenship, this 
sense of obligation. And we also want 
to say, as part of an overall Govern- 
ment framework, now we have a clear 
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message that for every right there is a 
responsibility, for every opportunity 
there should be an obligation. And this 
is what we are trying to create also 
through this legislation. 

National service is the latest in a 
long series of social inventions de- 
signed by this country to create higher 
education. Earlier today we debated 
the space station. We are known world- 
wide for our scientific invention. But 
also we have been a genius in social in- 
ventions—those tools that enable peo- 
ple to pursue the American dream. 

(Ms. SNOWE assumed the chair.) 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, 
we are the country that invented night 
school so that immigrants, working in 
factories during the day, would have a 
chance to learn English, learn citizen- 
ship, learn the skills to move ahead in 
our society. That was a social inven- 
tion. We created the GI bill for return- 
ing vets because we said that if you 
gave to this Nation, we will make sure 
you will be able to participate in the 
American dream. 

National and community service is 
part of that framework. How can we 
make sure the access to higher edu- 
cation is not only for the wealthy? In 
my own home State of Maryland, to go 
to an independent college like Loyola 
or Notre Dame of Maryland, the kind 
of school I went to, it now costs any- 
where from $12,000 to $18,000 a year. For 
most middle-income families, the 
whole idea of $72,000 for 4 years of edu- 
cation is beyond their dream. The same 
thing for our public schools. It still 
then would be about $8,000 or $9,000 a 
year—or $45,000. 

In this country, we believed that in- 
tellectual ability and character was 
randomly distributed through the pop- 
ulation, so that it was only an elite few 
that could have access to higher edu- 
cation and thus remain elite. We want- 
ed to make sure it was available to 
others. So that is why national service 
is important. 

There are many critics to national 
service, and Senator GRASSLEY, of 
Iowa, has rightfully raised many of 
those concerns. 

I joined with him, asking GAO to 
evaluate the AmeriCorps Program. I 
felt if we could not stand to be evalu- 
ated, we could not stand to be author- 
ized and we could not stand to be fund- 
ed. In our quest, we asked them to 
identify the resources required to field 
an AmeriCorps participant, evaluate 
whether an AmeriCorps program was 
meeting its mission, and make rec- 
ommendations on how the national 
service corps could be more efficient 
and effective. 

Well, GAO answered two of the three 
questions we asked. GAO estimates 
that the amount of resources available 
from the Corporation to field a partici- 
pant аге in line with the Corporation's 
estimate. Most impressive іп GAO’s 
finding is that national service pro- 
grams are meeting the objectives that 
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Congress set when we passed the bill in 
1993. 

Some will come to the floor and 
argue that the cost to the taxpayer of 
about $26,000 is excessive. Well, I want 
to point out that in the report it says, 
“It is important not to equate our 
funding information with cost data.” 
Most AmeriCorps programs are still in 
their first year of operation. 

Also, the $26,700 figure is misleading 
because it represents all resources from 
Federal, State, local, and private. It is 
not a total cost to the taxpayer. You 
know, in fact, we require matching 
funds. And Congress expects that the 
federally appropriated dollars would be 
used to leverage matching contribu- 
tions. So we see that what they say it 
costs is really excessive. 

Also, some have suggested in the 
tight budget times we cannot afford to 
continue this. Well, I do not think we 
can afford not to continue it. The GAO 
report goes on to recognize that these 
grants have really served communities. 
They have served rural communities 
and they have served urban commu- 
nities. GAO said in the seven 
AmeriCorps programs in the four 
States it visited that During our site 
visits we observed local programs help- 
ing communities.” This one sentence 
makes it all worthwhile. 

GAO says, “In our site visits, we ob- 
served that these communities are ac- 
tually being helped.’’ I could go on to 
talk about what they do, but what GAO 
says is, “We observed participants ren- 
ovating inner-city housing, assisting 
teachers in elementary schools * * 
analyzing neighborhood crime statis- 
tics to better target prevention meas- 
ures * * %” working with the police, 
developing a community food bank for 
people with special dietary needs—and 
I could go on. 

Others would say that is going to be 
done anyway. Well, I am not so sure it 
is going to be done anyway. You have 
the downsizing of State and local gov- 
ernments. They are shrinking funds 
available for nonprofits. And also there 
are few people to volunteer. 

This bill rewards the kinds of values, 

like sweat equity and work, that are at 
the heart of the American family. It 
does not identify with victims. It does 
not whine. It is not morose about the 
issues facing our society. I think this 
goes right into the values of the Na- 
tion. These are not Democratic Party 
values; these are not Republican Party 
values. These are American values: 
Hard work, neighbor helping neighbor, 
making sure that the access to the 
American dream is there for all Ameri- 
cans. 
So, Madam President, I hope we will 
support the appropriation of national 
service. I also hope that we support the 
reauthorization when it comes up. I 
really think this is very important leg- 
islation. I think it really warrants the 
Senate’s attention and their vote. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


I yield back such time as I might 
have left, reserving other time that has 
been allocated to me. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
6 minutes and 46 seconds remaining. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts 15 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
welcome the opportunity to join with 
my friend and colleague, the Senator 
from Maryland, in urging the Senate to 
accept this particular amendment that 
will restore the national service pro- 
gram and the service learning pro- 
grams and renewing this country’s 
commitment to service. I think all of 
us in this body are very much aware of 
the strong commitment that the Sen- 
ator from Maryland has had in terms of 
the voluntary service programs. As one 
who has been involved in this effort for 
some period of time, Senator MIKULSKI 
has really been the leader here in the 
Senate in the development of these im- 
portant programs, and has given us the 
opportunity in our Human Resources 
Committee to hear the testimony of 
many of the young people in Maryland 
who have been involved in voluntary 
programs, and conservation programs, 
and many others. 

We are very much aware of not only 
her strong commitment as a policy 
maker but also her strong personal in- 
terest in the national service program, 
community service program, and other 
volunteer efforts. I welcome the chance 
to join with her in what I consider to 
be an extremely important vote here 
this afternoon. 

Madam President, I think, as Senator 
MIKULSKI has pointed out, the issue of 
voluntarism is really as old as the 
country. And I think many of us feel 
that the outlet for this voluntary spirit 
has not always been very evident. Only 
in very recent years did we see the de- 
velopment of a new major volunteer 
opportunity. That was in the early 
1960's—we can go back to the period of 
the 1930’s and cite some of the pro- 
grams in the time of the Depression, 
but really the 1960’s and the develop- 
ment of the Peace Corps Program 
marked the dramatic beginning of a 
national commitment to service pro- 
grams. 

I had an opportunity, recently, to 
visit with some of the volunteers at the 
25th anniversary of the Peace Corps. At 
а luncheon that was held over in the 
other side of the Capitol building, I sat 
down with the first volunteers for the 
Peace Corps and I asked them about 
why they participated in the Peace 
Corps. Virtually, all of them gave— 
phrased somewhat differently, a uni- 
form response. And that was: We were 
asked and it was the first time that we 
were ever asked to do anything for 
anybody else. The Peace Corps asked 
them to do something for their country 
and also for the communities that they 
would serve, and they responded. 
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I think all of us who have watched 
the program grow and develop, and 
have heard the various discussions and 
debates about its stability and about 
its future in recent years, have learned 
a very important lesson from the Peace 
Corps. We have seen a large number of 
Peace Corps volunteers working on 
Capitol Hill and in different agencies of 
Government. They are individuals who 
involve themselves voluntarily in serv- 
ice. They give something back to the 
community. And they have maintained 
this spirit of voluntarism and an inter- 
est in the broad public policy issues of 
our country. 

That has been true of Peace Corps 
volunteers, and it has been true of the 
Vista volunteers as well. I think there 
are more than 1,250 Peace Corps volun- 
teers who are somehow related to ac- 
tivities on the Hill. They are working 
for Members of the House, the Senate, 
extended staffs, an in other areas of 
service to the Congress. It is an ex- 
traordinary record. I think all of us 
have seen similar examples in our own 
States, through our visits and travels. 

I think one of the most important 
purposes of this whole program is to 
try to reach out and bring the idea of 


service to young people. Service learn- 


ing programs, involve children as 
young as kindergartners, and continue 
the effort through the 12 years of 
school, to reach out to those individ- 
uals in the 12th grade. The AmeriCorps 
Program provides another kind of op- 
portunity. It allows individuals to offer 
full time voluntary service to their 
community and earn educational bene- 
fits through their service. Hopefully 
they then maintain that sense of vol- 
untarism during the time they are in 
school and in college, and continue it 
through the rest of their lives. The 
precedent set by Peace Corps and 
VISTA volunteers indicates that they 
will. 

The programs that involve our sen- 
iors—Foster Grandparents, Senior 
Companions, RSVP, provide great serv- 
ice to communities. These volunteers 
are elderly retirees, who in many in- 
stances, are living on just a few thou- 
sand dollars a year. They are providing 
service to their communities and re- 
ceiving a very minimal amount of re- 
sources for the great value that they 
represent in their communities. 

Two superb programs in my own 
State, in Bedford and Fall River, come 
to mind immediately. These commu- 
nities have very high unemployment 
and face many different challenges. 
The service that these programs pro- 
vide to those communities is extraor- 
dinary. Those of us who support this 
program, want to see that concept of 
voluntarism started in the early years 
and continued on for young people and 
adults through the AmeriCorps Pro- 
gram, continued into college, the work- 
place and on into retirement. 

As part of the whole AmeriCorps Pro- 
gram, we have seen a great deal of 


commitment from the private sector. 
The challenge, when this program was 
established, was to try and ensure pri- 
vate participation and matching funds. 
The Senator from Maryland has talked 
about it, as well. We can, during the 
debate, go into greater detail on that 
part of the program. But it is already 
well documented that we have success- 
fully involved the private sector in pro- 
viding incentives and opportunities for 
service. 

The fact remains, Madam President, 
that the concept of voluntarism exists 
not only for those individuals who have 
financial security. It will be said, in 
the course of this debate—it always 
is—it will be said that if we are going 
to talk about voluntary, why do we not 
talk about really voluntary. That is 
fine for those families, young and old 
alike, who have financial independ- 
ence. But the idea of contribution of 
service back into community does not 
define itself by financial resources. The 
desire to serve exists among many peo- 
ple, young and old, those that have re- 
sources and those that do not. 

We should not deny the opportunity 
for service to those individuals who 
come from humble beginnings and a 
family that does not have great re- 
sources. They know the concept of 
service and we should not deny them 
that. That is the point of the 
AmeriCorps Program: provide a small 
stipend and give them an opportunity 
to continue their education after they 
meet their service obligation. That is 
the AmeriCorps Program and it has 
been a great community resource. 

We have seen the examples of real re- 
sults where these programs have taken 
Place. I ask unanimous consent that 
there be printed in the RECORD exam- 
ples of the services provided in a num- 
ber of different cities in my own State 
in projects that would never have been 
done unless AmeriCorps had been in- 
volved. The value of those projects far 
exceed the value of money paid to the 
individual AmeriCorps members. These 
are projects that generally would not 
be done without this program. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MASSACHUSETTS AMERICORPS PROGRAMS— 

1995-96 PROGRAM YEAR 
PROGRAM AND COMMUNITY 

YMCA Earth Service Corps—Becket, Fall 
River, Boston, Brockton. 

Berkshire Conservation Team/Berkshire — 
Pittsfield. 

Boston University Health & Housing Fel- 
lows—Boston. 

Academics for Changing times/Cambridge 
Community Services — Cambridge. 

City Pride/Old Colony Y Services Corp.— 
Brockton. 

City Year Boston — Boston. 

Linking Lifetimes AmeriCorps/Corporation 
for Public Management —Springfield. 

Greater Holyoke Youth Service Corps 
Holyoke. 


1 Footnotes at the end of article. 
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City C. O. R. E. Lawrence Youth Commis- 
sion Lawrence. 
Local Initiatives Support Corporation 
Boston. 
Lowell Neighborhood Service Corps Great- 
ег Lowell YWCA*—Lowell. 
MAGIC ME Boston — Boston. 
National Alliance of Veteran Family Serv- 
ice Organizations—Roxbury. 
National Council of Educational Oppor- 
tunity Association—Northfield. 
National Multiple Sclerosis Society—Wal- 
Шат. 
Neighborhood Green 
Worcester, Springfield. 
Athletes in Service to America/North- 
eastern University—Boston. 
Notre Dame Mission Volunteers—South 
Boston. 
Action for Children 
Worcester, Fitchburg. 
Youth STAR/ROCA Revere Project — Re- 
vere. 
Summerbridge Cambridge—Cambridge. 
Elder Leaders in Community Care/UMass 
Boston — Greater Boston. 
US Catholic Conference—Somerville. 
United States Department of Agriculture/ 
Public Lands and Environment Team—Dor- 
chester. 
National Service Legal Corps/Western 
Mass. Legal Services—Springfield. 
Cityworks/Worcester Community Action 
Council — Worcester. 
YouthBuild Boston *—Roxbury. 
YouthBuild USA 2—Somerville. 
I Have a Dream Foundation—Boston. 
Youth Volunteer Corps—Boston, Lawrence. 
PLANNING GRANTS AND COMMUNITY 
Coalition for Asian Pacific American 
Youth/UMass Boston — Boston. 
New Bedford Youth Corps New Bedford. 
FOOTNOTES 
іҒапдей through the Massachusetts National and 
Community Service Commission. 


?Parent organization in Massachusetts. Operating 
sites in other states. 


. KENNEDY. Madam President, 
service is of great value to the commu- 
nity, and also of value to the individual 
who participates in the program. 

Madam President, the Mikulski 
amendment will allow the programs in 
schools across this country to continue 
to provide the opportunity of service to 
young children. 

In Springfield, MA, we have kinder- 
garten children who are involved in 
folding napkins and preparing center- 
pieces and involved in the feeding pro- 
grams for the homeless people in that 
area. They are just small children, and 
they are finding out about what home- 
lessness means. They are finding out 
about the joy that takes place when 
they are able to involve themselves, as 
kindergarten children, in the prepara- 
tion of napkins and centerpieces for 
those homeless individuals. 

We find sixth graders who go out and 
visit nursing homes and perform in 
pantomime the race between the rabbit 
and the turtle and they see the joy that 
they are giving to those seniors. They 
often receive requests for perform- 
ances. They go out during study hall to 
do service to the community. They 
learn that good citizenship is an impor- 
tant value in our society. This is im- 
portant. 


Corps—Boston, 


Today—Boston, 


September 26, 1995 


We have 8th through 12th graders, 
under supervision, providing day care 
programs for the sons and daughters of 
working families. They are working 
and even providing some reading and 
tutoring for these young children. 

These 8th and 12th graders write 
these extraordinary books. They write 
them themselves—and read them to 
the other children. They are more pop- 
ular than the books that are bought or 
were already available at these centers. 
The impact of that on those students is 
significant and profound. 

We have more than 30,000 of them in- 
volved in these programs now in my 
own State of Massachusetts and that 
number is expanding. They do not need 
extensive resources and training to be 
able to run these programs. They have 
to have a program developed by stu- 
dents that has an education function, 
service to the community, and make 
application to the State boards. 

That is another very important un- 
derlying concept. These programs are 
basically structured and run by the 
States. The grant decisions are not 
Federal they are controlled by the 
States. 

We have, in my own State of Massa- 
chusetts, a good program. The men and 
women who are part of it have all been 
individuals who have been very, very 
much involved in voluntary service 
over the period of their lives and have 
been involved in a wide range of dif- 
ferent kinds of service activities. They 
review to make sure that these pro- 
grams work and work effectively. Some 
programs, clearly, work better than 
others, and there is obviously a respon- 
sibility to ensure that those programs 
that do not work are halted or discon- 
tinued and others that do work should 
go forward. 

I know there have been examples 
that have been raised during the course 
of the various discussions on this of 
programs engaging in improper advo- 
cacy activities. When the very few alle- 
gations, have been substantiated, the 
programs have been abandoned. I think 
that is important. I think those of us 
who are supporting the Mikulski 
amendment certainly support that con- 
cept. Overall, the service provided by 
this program has been extraordinary. 

I mentioned, Madam President, one 
particular school in Springfield, MA, 
that had one of the highest incidences 
of trouble in terms of violence, one of 
the highest dropout rates and also one 
of the highest incidences of teenage 
pregnancy. 

There was an introduction into that 
whole school system of a community 
service program. There was a good deal 
of effort by very enterprising students, 
members of the faculty and several of 
the parents. They really made an im- 
pact on this student body. 

Now it is the second best high school 
in Springfield, MA. If you go up there 
and talk to the parents, if you go up 
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there and talk to the students, if you 
go up there and talk to the teachers, if 
you talk to the local merchants, if you 
talk to the other people who have re- 
ceived the service and seen the dif- 
ference—there is no question in any of 
their minds about the fact that the 
service opportunity that was available 
to these young people made the big dif- 
ference. It reduced violence and in- 
creased the academic benefits to the 
students themselves and changed, in a 
very significant and important way, 
the attitudes of these students about 
their school, about themselves and 
about their community. 

We all know about the challenges 
that we are facing in many of our 
urban areas and in many of our school 
systems about how we are going to en- 
hance education, academic achieve- 
ment; how we are going to do some- 
thing about violence; how we are going 
to do something about teenage preg- 
nancy; how we are going to do some- 
thing to encourage our young people to 
move around and learn. 

There are a lot of different ways of 
trying to do it, and we have tried to do 
it in a variety of ways. Do not discount 
service as also an important contribu- 
tion to those effort. When service and 
service opportunities are done right, 
they teach excellent lessons. I think 
the record demonstrates that. 

Madam President, I see others who 
want to speak to this issue. 

I will just say I think this program is 
an extremely modest program. The 
basic concept is to give an opportunity 
to people to give something back to 
their community. Many of us have the 
opportunity to visit different service 
sites in our own States or commu- 
nities. The number of volunteers that 
are out there to try and provide help 
and assist is absolutely extraordinary. 

I visited recently a station that feeds 
those who are HIV positive, and I asked 
them about the volunteers that they 
get to assist in feeding. They said the 
number of volunteers is off the charts. 
People really care. They do not want to 
have their names listed. They are peo- 
ple you would consider to be successful 
in terms of financial standing in the 
community. People really care. 

We, as a society, do not offer suffi- 
cient kinds of opportunities for that 
kind of voluntarism. We provide impor- 
tant opportunities in many different 
areas, and I certainly acknowledge the 
work that is done by many of the very 
nonprofit voluntary agencies. But this 
is special and unique, a school-based 
program. 

I ask for 1 more minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Maryland yield? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield 1 more 
minute. 

Mr. KENNEDY. It really provides a 
very, very important opportunity. I 
think our greatest hope is that that op- 
portunity will be expanded on over the 
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years in the future to make volunta- 
rism something that is basically a part 
of the American ethic from the earliest 
part of our lives until the twilight 
years of our lives. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Madam President, I regret having to 
rise to oppose the efforts of my good 
friends from Maryland and Massachu- 
setts to restore funding for the Cor- 
poration for National Service. I know 
that the Senator from Maryland has 
been a champion of this and every 
other measure that contributes to com- 
munity service, that motivates people 
of all ages to take an active part in 
their community, to be contributing 
members of the community, to do 
something with their lives that is more 
than just getting a paycheck, and I 
know how important this program is to 
her. 

But as I weigh the priorities, Madam 
President, I cannot see how we would 
allocate the scarce resources to pay for 
а program which the Government Ac- 
counting Office has concluded costs, 
per participant, over $26,000 per year. 
That is a level of expenditure that I 
just do not believe can be sustained in 
our current budget. 

As I indicated when we began consid- 
eration of this measure, we are trying 
to move from the present condition of 
deficit spending, where we are going 
$200 billion in the tank every year, to 
balancing our books and stopping or 
ending the deficit, stopping the addi- 
tion of debt, almost $5 trillion worth, 
that is now on the backs and on the 
credit cards of our children and grand- 
children. 

Good intentions alone, unfortu- 
nately, are not enough. We must estab- 
lish some priorities, and it is very dif- 
ficult. But to me, I cannot see 
AmeriCorps ranking high enough on 
that priority level. I do not dispute 
that the program has provided some 
benefits to communities. I know that 
individuals have benefited from it. Yet, 
we have had to make tough choices. 

I had leaders of the Nation’s mayors 
and county officials come into my of- 
fice to ask about what I was proposing 
in this VA-HUD bill for the commu- 
nities. I discussed with them the 
choices that I had to make at the sub- 
committee level, and that the full com- 
mittee had to make between the com- 
munity development block grant and 
AmeriCorps. The local officials who 
judge what really makes a difference 
for their communities said, Well, we 
like both of them, but there is no ques- 
tion that the community development 
block grant is more important in our 
community.” That is a decision made 
at the local level by people elected by 
and responsible to the people in that 
community. And I cannot argue with 
that. 

I wanted to accommodate my col- 
league from Maryland. I do know that 
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there are some benefits to the 
AmeriCorps Program. But when the 
choice came to funding community de- 
velopment block grants or AmeriCorps, 
as а supporter of block grants, one who 
has worked with county and city offi- 
cials throughout my years of service, I 
felt we must go with those elected by 
the people at the local level, who said 
this is their priority. 

I note also that the distinguished 
Senator from Massachusetts said that 
this is a very worthwhile program and 
that the private sector matches it. Yet, 
I understand that only about 8 percent 
of the funds come from the private sec- 
tor. This basically is a Federal Govern- 
ment program. We used to have a pro- 
gram called CETA, Comprehensive Em- 
ployment and Training Act, way back 
many years ago when I was Governor. 
That program funded all kinds of jobs. 
After evaluation of Government-funded 
jobs, on a bipartisan basis, the leaders 
of this country, both at the State and 
national level, decided that Com- 
prehensive Employment and Training 
Act funds were not the way to go. 

We have seen in the Federal Govern- 
ment’s use of the AmeriCorps jobs how 
expensive they can be. It will surprise 
some of my colleagues that $14 million 
out of AmeriCorps funds went to fund 
Federal agencies. I bet you thought 
that we were cutting employment in 
the Federal Government, because that 
is what we have heard. Guess what? We 
cut employment in the Federal Govern- 
ment on the one hand, and we come in 
through the other door, through 
AmeriCorps, and use AmeriCorps funds 
to hire people paid for by the Federal 
Government. 

In some of those programs, the cost 
per participant was more expensive. 
For instance, one HHS program costs 
more than $45,000 per participant. The 
Navy has a wonderful Seaborne Con- 
servation Corps. It costs $66,715 per par- 
ticipant. That, to me, is a pretty ex- 
pensive volunteer program. 
AmeriCorps, across the board, costs $20 
per hour. HHS projects cost $33 an 
hour. The Navy project costs $49 an 
hour. That, Madam President, is for a 
volunteer. 

When the program was authorized 2 
years ago, it was authorized as an ex- 
pansion upon the concept of volunta- 
rism. Certainly, I believe and support 
voluntarism in this country. It has 
made our country great. Most of us 
would not be elected to this body, or 
any other body, if we did not have vol- 
untary support in our campaigns. Most 
good works in the community would 
not go forward without voluntarism. 
But it would be cheaper for the Federal 
Government to simply pay salaries for 
additional staff members for not-for- 
profit agencies than to continue this 


program. 

We do have good programs that assist 
in voluntarism. The VISTA program in 
the Labor-HHS Subcommittee is one 
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that I have seen work. You have to 
have some paid people to organize vol- 
unteers. Yes, that is one of the things 
you do have to have—somebody to help 
organize people to make sure the vol- 
unteer efforts are effective. I agree 
with that program. But this is dif- 
ferent. This is paying people to be vol- 
unteers. To me, they are no longer vol- 
unteers. 

The point was made very eloquently 
by the distinguished Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts that voluntarism is only for 
the wealthy, unless you are paid. I do 
not agree with that. The figures are 
that over 80 million Americans are en- 
gaged in volunteer work. I know people 
from all parts of the economic scale, 
all up and down the spectrum of 
wealth, who volunteer. They volunteer 
in churches and schools and commu- 
nity organizations, community better- 
ment projects, in programs that they 
think are important. And these people 
volunteer regardless of how much they 
have in the way of economic resources, 
or even paychecks. 

Voluntarism is the spirit of America. 
But it is not paid voluntarism. Let me 
emphasize that under the proposal in 
this bill, no members of the National 
Service Corps that are currently serv- 
ing will be cut off. The Corporation 
just announced the fiscal year 1995 
awards in the last few weeks. These 
programs will run until September 
1996. It gives us an opportunity to see 
one more year of the experiment and to 
allow the not-for-profit agencies one 
more year to prepare for a possible 
change in their Federal subsidies. 

From my perspective, we have not 
seen the administration provide any 
kind of support or real push to get this 
program in a position where it can be 
saved. We have asked them for their 
input. We have told them of the prob- 
lems. We have asked how they are 
going to reform it. And in our hearing, 
the ranking member asked Mr. Segal, 
the chief executive officer of the Cor- 
poration, to provide the subcommittee 
with workable options to save the Cor- 
poration because she suggested that 
perhaps the request for 1996 was unreal- 
istic. 

I do not know if Mr. Segal has re- 
sponded but in the amendment that 
has been offered by the Senator from 
Maryland, I commend her because she 
has demanded they come up with a 
plan, they come up with a program, to 
show how they can be effective in a 
new, reconfigured, smaller, leaner 
process. 

I can assure you that if the adminis- 
tration wants to save this program, it 
is going to have to be reconfigured. It 
will have to be slimmer. It will have to 
get rid of the abuses. 

The champion of this effort to reform 
the program and make it more effi- 
cient and less abusive of the process 
has been the Senator from Iowa, who is 
prepared to speak. He has invited the 
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Corporation, administration officials, 
to work with him and with me on re- 
structuring the program to ensure its 
survival. 

The latest I have heard, they simply 
responded that it was OK that Federal 
volunteers were paid $66,000 a year—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. BOND. With that, Madam Presi- 
dent, I yield to the Senator from Iowa 
30 minutes, and ask the Senator to re- 
serve such time as he does not use. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 
first of all, the job that the Senator 
from Maryland and the Senator from 
Missouri have on this entire budget 
that is within the jurisdiction of their 
subcommittee is a very difficult proc- 
ess. They are fitting all the needs that 
come within those programs within the 
602(b) allocation they have been given. 

I commend the chairman for the fine 
work that he has done on this bill and 
how pleased I am to work with him in 
reforming the AmeriCorps Program. He 
has a tough budget problem. 

We have a program here, AmeriCorps, 
that has not worked out the way the 
administration has said it would work 
out. I think that is why we are calling 
for either reinventing this program 
within the definition of the President’s 
statements when it was first enun- 
ciated, when the program was inaugu- 
rated, or else lose the program. 

That is what my letter to the Presi- 
dent in late August said. This is the 
problem pointed out by the General Ac- 
counting Office. We feel that until the 
problems are corrected, either reinvent 
it, in other words, or lose it. 

We have not had the cooperation of 
the White House on that point. That is 
why I think one of the reasons that the 
chairman felt necessary to zero out 
this program at this particular time 
and use the money someplace where 
there is a greater need for it. 

In the process of stating my position 
in support of the chairman and against 
the amendment by the Senator from 
Maryland, I do not take exception to 
the rationale that the Senator from 
Maryland or the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts gave for the necessity of pro- 
moting a great American tradition of 
voluntarism. I do not take exception to 
their points that we need to promote a 
communitarian spirit within our Amer- 
ican society. I do not find any fault 
with anyone who says that we ought to 
have as a characteristic Americans giv- 
ing back to the community, because we 
receive a lot from the community. 

I do not find any fault with helping 
people to get education. I do not find 
any fault with what I have seen on tel- 
evision for the most part, although 
lately there have been some stories 
that are real boondoggles within these 
programs. Over the vast amount of the 
TV coverage of this program, I do not 
find one program of voluntarism that I 
find fault with. 
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Compare what it costs with what the 
managers and the President said that 
it would cost. We have a program that, 
according to the General Accounting 
Office, is costing $26,650 per position. 
Now, the workers get about $13,000 
plus. 

We are in a position where the Presi- 
dent said 1 Federal dollar would lever- 
age 1 private-sector dollar. The General 
Accounting Office says that only 8 per- 
cent of the $26,650 comes from the pri- 
vate sector. 

So we have a program that is 40 per- 
cent or more in overhead and adminis- 
trative costs, bureaucratic costs, when 
that money could better be used going 
to the worker. If you want to compare 
this whole program with another use of 
the money that I do not think we 
would find any fault with, at $26,650 we 
can finance 18 Pell grants for one per- 
son being educated under the provi- 
sions of AmeriCorps. 

This program is not coming out of 
the pipeline according to the rhetoric 
that it went into the pipeline. We need 
to refocus this program so that the 
money goes to those who are vol- 
unteering and that the programs are 
within the $13,000 of Federal costs that 
the President and the Director said 
they would. 

This is a period of time when there is 
a great need to establish very stringent 
budget priorities. The middle-class 
American taxpayers are asking us to 
balance the budget. They want us to 
make sure that good use is made of 
their taxpayers' money. Hard-working 
taxpayers should not have to fund 
$18.26 for every hour of community 
service by Government-paid volun- 
teers. 

This Congress is committed to set- 
ting priorities that would say the 
money ought to be within the cost that 
the program was enunciated. These 
were programs that were going to cost 
much, much less than $18.26. These are 
good goals, but it is a high priced 
method to accomplish the goals of vol- 
untarism when we have $26,650-a-year 
costs per position. If we keep the Fed- 
eral costs within the $13,000, that 
means we are not going to have the 
high bureaucratic overhead that we 
have in this program that is pointed 
out by the General Accounting Office. 
That is the main reason for my letter 
to the President, that he needs to re- 
invent this program or face losing it. 

I rise in strong opposition to this 
amendment. This is an amendment 
that, if passed, would undermine ef- 
forts to reform AmeriCorps and only 
ensure that the taxpayers’ money con- 
tinues to be wasted in this program. 

I hope I come to the floor with some 
credibility on the issue of trying to 
consistently support the wise use of 
taxpayers’ money. I hope, as has been 
said by some critics of our effort to re- 
invent this program, that it is not a 
political attack by Republicans on the 
President’s most-favored program. 
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I remind my colleagues that I have 
fought for many years against waste of 
the taxpayers’ money, particularly in 
the Reagan and Bush administration. I 
fought against waste in the Pentagon. 
I still continue my efforts to watchdog 
the taxpayers’ money at the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

It was well over a year ago before 


there was such a political price on this _ 


program that I started looking into the 
AmeriCorps Program, this program 
that is administered by the Corpora- 
tion for National Service. 

Similar to the Department of Defense 
under Reagan, AmeriCorps is one of the 
fastest growing in the budg- 
et. The administration wants to spend 
billions over the next several years of 
taxpayer dollars on this program. Just 
as with the Pentagon, I found that 
there was a tremendous waste in the 
AmeriCorps Program. In many cases, 
AmeriCorps gives the Pentagon a run 
for its money in the boondoggle depart- 
ment. For example, while the Air Force 
paid $7,600, as this chart shows, for a 
coffee pot, the AmeriCorps Program 
managed to work with the Navy to 
produce a $66,715 volunteer. 

As we remember from a few years 
ago, the Department of Defense bought 
a $600 toilet seat. But the AmeriCorps 
workers give us a $49,652 volunteer. The 
Department of Defense a few years ago 


paid $500 for a hammer. But 
AmeriCorps pays $42,758 for a volunteer 
in new England. 


There is no disputing the fact that 
the coffeepots, the toilet seats, and the 
hammers at the Department of Defense 
actually work. They actually work. 
There is no doubt in my mind that the 
volunteers under AmeriCorps at the 
Seaborne Corp., or the Magic Me, or 
the Youth Conservation Corps will 
work. But what we in Government 
have to do is find a more wise way to 
use the taxpayer dollars, whether it is 
with the $7,600 coffeepot at the Depart- 
ment of Defense or whether it is the 
$66,000 volunteer in AmeriCorps. 

My long experience is that when the 
Department of Defense and their sup- 
porters are confronted with a $500 ham- 
mer story, they at least claim that 
there will be an end to business as 
usual. They state that there are going 
to be reforms. Frankly, sometimes 
these reforms are real and sometimes 
they are not very real at the Pentagon. 

Here with AmeriCorps, we have an 
amendment that says all is well—that 
there is nothing wrong with paying 
nearly $50 an hour for service to the 
community, nothing wrong with 50 per- 
cent cost overruns, and nothing wrong 
with the taxpayers footing 92 percent 
of the bill. When it comes to 
AmeriCorps, $1 of Federal money was 
going to leverage $1 of private sector 
contribution to the program. This 
amendment is the same as Congress 
saying $500 hammers are completely 
acceptable, and voting to increase the 
Pentagon’s hardware budget. 
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I do not find such waste of taxpayers’ 
money acceptable at the Pentagon, and 
I do not find it acceptable at the 
AmeriCorps Program. 

So, as I said, I wrote to President 
Clinton last month offering to work 
with him to reinvent the AmeriCorps 
Program. I asked him to sit down with 
Congress and work cooperatively with 
us in finding ways to have the 
AmeriCorps Program meet original 
goals as defined by the President of the 
United States—not by anybody in this 
Congress—by the goals that he hoped 
to achieve and the costs of those pro- 
grams, and the amount that would 
come from the private sector and the 
amount that would come from the tax- 
payers. 

Unfortunately, while the President 
has found the time to give inspiring 
speeches in support of AmeriCorps, he 
has found no time to roll up his sleeves 
and find common ground with the Con- 
gress. It is unfortunate at a time when 
I asked for common ground with the 
President that he is giving speeches all 
over the country wanting to find com- 
mon ground with the Republican Con- 
gress, but пеуег does the common 
ground of the President ever seem to be 
the same common ground that we ask 
for from here. 

It is unfortunate that many young 
people could be denied assistance to go 
to college because the administration 
has refused to sit down and talk with 
the Congress about reforming 
AmeriCorps and more efficiently using 
scarce tax dollars. 

The administration, at the last hour, 
at least has responded to our letter 
today. My letter was sent on August 29. 
The administration has finally sent a 
letter in response. Frankly, the letter 
says nothing. The administration has 
wrapped up its same tired lines and ex- 
cuses with a new ribbon. Sadly, it of- 
fers nothing new in the way of cooper- 
ating with Congress or finding the 
common ground that is the President’s 
watchword of the last 2 months. 

In sum, the administration's re- 
sponse says continue to waste the tax- 
payers’ money on these $66,000 volun- 
teers, continue to hire over 2,000 volun- 
teers to work for the Federal Govern- 
ment, and continue to spend half of the 
money on overhead and administration 
instead of helping young people pay for 
college. 

It reminds me of the story of the em- 
peror’s clothes. Everyone in the admin- 
istration is just too afraid to tell the 
President that AmeriCorps has no 
clothes, that it is a boondoggle, at 
least from the standpoint of these 
high-paying jobs, at least from the 
standpoint that it is not fitting within 
the $13,000 of Federal costs that the 
President defined as what the programs 
would cost, at least from the stand- 
point of $1 of Federal money not 
leveraging $1 from the private sector. 

The amendment that is before us, as 
well intended as it might be to con- 
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tinue the promotion of the 
communitarian spirit in America, is 
really just a continuation of the status 
quo of business as usual. 

My colleagues should clearly under- 
stand though that this amendment is 
not the life or death of AmeriCorps. 
This is about whether there will be a 
reform of AmeriCorps to stop the waste 
of the taxpayers’ money. 

There will be long discussions with 
the administration regarding the VA- 
HUD appropriations bill. I am con- 
fident that there will be funding for 
AmeriCorps when the day is done. This 
amendment is about whether we will 
undercut efforts to reform this pro- 


gram. 

So I strongly urge my colleagues to 
vote against this amendment. I want 
them to vote for protecting the tax- 
payers’ money. I want them to be able 
to help more young people attend col- 
lege. At the same time, I think we 
ought to take into consideration that 
while we are talking about preserving 
20,000 AmeriCorps positions, for every 
one AmeriCorps position, you want to 
remember that there are 190 young 
Americans, totaling up I think to 3.9 
million Americans, young Americans, I 
want to emphasize—that is by our De- 
partment of Commerce figures—who 
volunteer every year without getting 
paid for it. 

We need to remind these volunteers 
who do not get paid that their work is 
worthy work, even though they do not 
get paid. The best way I know to do 
that is to make sure that the Presi- 
dent’s objective is met of having these 
positions paid relatively small 
amounts of money to earn a stipend to 
go to college, to leverage $1 of private 
sector money for every $1 of Federal 
money spent, and staying within those 
guidelines that the President set—not 
that we set—is the best way to show 
the 3.9 million young people who volun- 
teer that their work is appreciated as 
well. 

Perhaps we can accomplish the Presi- 
dent’s goals of young people being edu- 
cated, promoting the communitarian 
spirit, helping people in need, without 
jeopardizing either the public sector 
attempt to do that or a gigantic pri- 
vate sector attempt that has been 
characteristic of American society for 
decades before there was ever a Presi- 
dent Clinton. 

I yield back my unused portion of the 
30 minutes and yield the floor. 

Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I 
am about to yield 4 minutes to the 
Senator from Illinois, a staunch sup- 
porter of national service. He has been 
waiting patiently. 

Before the Senator from Iowa leaves 
the floor, I would like to say three 
things. First, I know that the Senator 
is not out to torpedo the program but 
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to reform the program. He was one of 
the first to raise concerns about the 
program, and as he recalls, I joined 
with him in the GAO report. 

I also have in my possession the let- 
ters that he did send to the President 
asking for a reformed framework. I 
would like to recognize and acknowl- 
edge the validity of the Senator’s con- 
cerns about that, and I think the Sen- 
ator should have gotten a better re- 
sponse. I think I was owed a better re- 
sponse. 

Third, I wish to say to the Senator, 
however, if this amendment goes down, 
national service is zeroed out. So it 
will not be about reforming national 
service; it will be about ending na- 
tional service. So we will talk more. 

But I would like to thank the Sen- 
ator for his work on this issue. I think 
he raises important points. We disagree 
on the amendment. 

I also thank the Senator for the tone 
in which he presented this argument. I 
think good people can engage in this 
kind of conversation with civility and 
keep the focus on the issues. So I would 
just like to thank him. 

Having said that, I yield 4 minutes to 
the Senator from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMPSON). The Senator from Illinois 
is recognized for 4 minutes. 

Mr. SIMON. I thank my colleague 
from Maryland, Mr. President and 
Members of the Senate. 

First, I wish to say Senator GRASS- 
LEY has contributed in the area of 
waste in the area of defense, no ques- 
tion about it. And when he talks about 
waste, I think we have to take it seri- 
ously. 

I should point out that the figure he 
uses of $27,000 is the total amount, in- 
cluding tools and equipment. For ex- 
ample, Judy Wagner of my staff just 
gave me a report where in one commu- 
nity they built a farmers’ market. 
That includes all the aid equipment. In 
terms of Federal expenditures, it 
amounts to $17,600 per volunteer. That 
is a very different thing. 

Second, I point out to both Senator 
GRASSLEY and my colleague from Mis- 
souri, Senator BOND, that some of the 
abuses they have cited are of people 
who have worked for the Federal Gov- 
ernment. The Mikulski amendment 
knocks out service for Federal agen- 
cies, and I think properly so. So that 
moves us in the right direction. 

Back when I was a Member of the 
House, I held hearings on this whole 
idea of service, and one of the people 
who testified was Harris Wofford, our 
former colleague, who then was Presi- 
dent of Bryn Mawr College in Penn- 
sylvania. I would, frankly, today vote 
for а l-year requirement for everyone 
to serve this Nation in some capacity, 
and if you wanted to serve in the mili- 
tary, you got a little extra incentive of 
some kind or another, but you had to 
work for a mental hospital or park dis- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


trict or something. Frankly, it was 
good for me when I served in the Army 
for 2 years to come and be in a mix 
with a great many people, and I think 
it is good for others. 

In terms of return on investment, I 
quote Stan Litow, an IBM executive, 
who reviewed the cost-benefit study 
and came to the conclusion that this 
program is sound. “This program 
works,” he said. 

Senator BOND made a reference to 
CETA. The CETA Program, frankly, 
was for unemployed people. This is a 
very different thing, and it brings in 
people to work together in areas where 
they have not often worked. This is dif- 
ferent from the VISTA Program. There 
is obviously much cooperation. 

I remember being in an impoverished 
area of Cincinnati. I walked into a lit- 
tle, one-person store, and there was a 
man explaining to this person who was 
running the store how to keep books. I 
walked out, and I thanked him for vol- 
unteering to do this. He told me at 
that point he was the treasurer of 
Procter & Gamble, and he said, “I 
should thank you.” He said, “I didn’t 
really understand our country until I 
volunteered.” 

I think we have to learn about one 
another more than we are. We are 
going to have to learn what it is like in 
another neighborhood. I think this is 
part of that. I read in—this may sur- 
prise the Presiding Officer—one of 
Rush Limbaugh’s books—and I confess 
to having purchased two of his books 
and giving him a little bit of royalty— 
he said, We are not being asked to 
sacrifice as Americans today.” I think 
he is correct, and this is a way of 
bringing out the noble in people. 

Government leaders can appeal to ei- 
ther the noble or the greed in all of us, 
and too often I think we pander to the 
greed. It is easy. But we should be ap- 
pealing to the noble. And that is what 
this program does. I think it is a good 
program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. SIMON. If I may have 30 addi- 
tional seconds. 

Ms. MIKULSKI., I will be happy to 
yield the Senator ап additional 
minute. 

Mr. SIMON. I thank my colleague. 

I remember—and I am sure Senator 
MIKULSKI will remember—that during 
the 1992 campaign when Bill Clinton 
was going around making speeches, the 
one line in his speech that got enthu- 
siastic applause was when he said, ‘‘We 
are going to establish a volunteer serv- 
ice corps.“ I do not imagine the Presid- 
ing Officer was at any of those rallies 
and did not hear that line, but it was a 
response from the American people. 
They like the idea of appealing to peo- 
ple to volunteer for things. 

Now, if there are improvements that 
should be made in the program—and 
there probably are—let us make the 


September 26, 1995 


improvements. I think the Mikulski 
amendment makes some of those im- 
provements. But let us not kill the pro- 
gram. That is what we do without an 
amendment. So I hope my colleagues 
will vote for the Mikulski amendment. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I support 
the mission of AmeriCorps. I have met 
the people, young and old, participat- 
ing in Vermont’s program, and I have 
seen the benefits in their faces and in 
the benefits in their faces and in the 
communities they serve. 

Engaging Americans of all ages to 
help communities solve their own prob- 
lems is a worthy goal. AmeriCorps 
builds a sense of community respon- 
sibility and is certainly a better invest- 
ment than the $1 billion this Congress 
plans to spend for each В-2 bomber. 

The greatest threat facing our cities 
and towns today is the loss of a sense 
of community responsibility. The best 
weapon against rising crime, hunger, 
and illegitimacy is for every American 
to take an active interest in their com- 
munity. 

AmeriCorps provides inspiration by 
inviting Americans to give something 
back—to reestablish the local ties that 
have been so important to this coun- 
try. I cannot think of a better program 
to invest Federal dollars in. 

Senator MIKULSKI has been a tireless 
advocate of the AmeriCorps Program, 
which now has 20,000 participants from 
all different backgrounds. The accom- 
plishments of those participants are 
evident everywhere. 

The 130 AmeriCorps members in Ver- 
mont are fighting hunger and mal- 
nutrition, improving trails and wildlife 
habitat in the Green Mountain Na- 
tional Forest, and helping rural com- 
munities develop fire protection plans. 
Others are helping troubled youths get 
back on their feet and aiding the blind. 

AmeriCorps is an experiment that is 
working. The least we can do is to 
allow that experiment to continue. 

I urge my colleagues to support Sen- 
ator MIKULSKI’s amendment providing 
funding for the Corporation for Na- 
tional Service in 1996. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Senator LEAHY has 
been a longstanding supporter of na- 
tional service. I appreciate his re- 
marks. 

Mr. President, much has been raised 
about the concerns over the fiscal re- 
sponsibility of national service, and 
the GAO report, I believe, shows that 
we are getting a dollar’s worth of serv- 
ices for a dollar’s worth of taxes. In the 
interest, also, of not running up the 
printing cost of the Federal Govern- 
ment, I would like to include only the 
executive summary of the GAO report 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

I ask ous consent that the ex- 
ecutive summary of the GAO report on 
the Corporation for National and Com- 
munity Service be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the sum- 
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 
HEALTH, EDUCATION AND HUMAN 
SERVICES DIVISION, 

Washington, DC, September 7, 1995. 
Hon. CHRISTOPHER 8. BOND, 
Hon. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, 
U.S. Senate. 

The Corporation for National and Commu- 
nity Service (the Corporation) administers 
the AmeriCorps*USA program, the largest 
national service volunteer program since the 
1930s. AmeriCorps*USA participants perform 
community services that match priorities 
established by the Corporation, such as ad- 
dressing educational, environmental, and 
public safety needs. The Corporation pro- 
vides grants to individual programs, which 
obtain additional resources from other fed- 
eral agencies, state and local governments, 
and the private sector. 

While there has been interest in assessing 
AmeriCorps*USA's cost-effectiveness, such 
an assessment is difficult because the pro- 
gram has operated for less than a year. We 
recently reported on total resources avail- 
able to support AmeriCorps*USA programs 
in the 1994-95 program year and, to a lesser 
extent, on benefits of certain programs. We 
found that total resources available for 
AmeriCorps*USA participant equaled about 
$26,700 for program year 1994-95.1 We also 
found that, at seven programs we visited, 
participants were providing benefits to their 
communities, but we did not attempt to 
quantify these benefits. 

Recently, in an effort to provide perspec- 
tive on the potential cost-effectiveness of 
AmeriCorps*USA programs, а benefit-cost 
study was conducted of three 
AmeriCorps*USA programs based on short- 
term and projected даба.2 The benefit-cost 
study was commissioned by financial spon- 
sors of the three AmeriCorps*USA programs 
it examined. The sponsors wanted more in- 
formation about benefits derived from the 
programs relative to program costs. These 
programs were AmeriCorps for Math and Lit- 
eracy, which targets at-risk children from 
kindergarten through second grade in Ohio 
and Texas schools; East Bay Conservation 
Corps, which addresses environmental needs 
in California; and Project First, which pro- 
vides access to computers for students in 
Georgia, New York, and North Carolina. The 
study analyzed each program separately, and 
it did not claim that the three were rep- 
resentative of all AmeriCorps*USA рго- 
grams. The study estimated that these pro- 
grams returned between $1.68 and $2.58 for 
each dollar invested. 

Based on concerns you and others have 
raised about the study, you asked us to 
evaluate it. We agreed to provide an over- 
view of benefit-cost analysis; evaluate how 
the study's specific methodology compares 
with that of other benefit-cost analyses, and 
assess the study’s conclusions. 

To develop this information, we reviewed 
the study, held extensive discussions with 
the authors and used some of the study's 
data to try to replicate its results. However, 
in most cases we accepted the study’s cal- 
culations as given and did not verify them. 
We did our work in August 1995 in accord- 
ance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards. 

BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS: AN OVERVIEW 

Economists typically use benefit-cost anal- 
ysis to evaluate the worth of particular in- 
vestment projects. Calculating the ratio of 
expected benefits to expected costs is one 
method analysts can use to provide policy- 
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makers with evidence as to whether a 
project is worth undertaking. The analysis 
results in a benefit-to-cost ratio that is ei- 
ther greater than 1 (meaning the project re- 
turns more than $1 per $1 invested) or less 
than 1 (meaning that less than $1 is returned 
per $1 invested). The analysis may also com- 
pare a variety of investments to see which 
one returns the greatest benefit per dollar of 
cost. 

Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
guidance on benefit-cost analysis of federal 
programs? focuses on the entire economy, 
thus including net social benefits and costs. 
Social benefits of federal programs are the 
value of the program's output to private citi- 
zens, and this value is typically difficult to 
measure. Both direct and indirect benefits 
are usually included in the analysis. A job- 
training program, for example, may have the 
direct benefit of preparing individuals for 
employment, thus raising their future earn- 
ings. It may also have an indirect benefit of 
reducing welfare payments or crime rates, 
assuming that, had the individuals not re- 
ceived training, some might have received 
welfare or committed crimes. Even when the 
social benefits of a project are clear, attach- 
ing a dollar value to them is often problem- 
atic. 

Social costs of a federal are ор- 
portunity costs—the value of the forgone 
benefits had the program’s resources been al- 
located to their best alternative use. Produc- 
ing an additional unit of the program’s out- 
put requires the reallocation of resources 
away from other productive activity. The op- 
portunity cost of an additional unit of the 
program’s output equals the sacrificed 
amount of some other productive activity's 
output occasioned by the resource realloca- 
tion. For example, if money used for a fed- 
eral job-training program were obtained by 
reallocating funds earmarked for a federal 
bridge-building program, the opportunity 
cost of the job-training program would be 
the value of the services that the new 
bridges would have provided. 

Comparing social benefits with social costs 
allows policymakers to determine whether 
the value of the output or services gained 
from a program is greater than the benefits 
sacrificed elsewhere when resources are re- 
allocated. When the social benefits of a pro- 
gram exceed the social costs, there is a net 
gain to society from taking resources from 
elsewhere in the economy and devoting them 
to the program. 

The comparison of benefits to costs can be 
expressed as a benefit-cost ratio (that is, so- 
cial benefits divided by social costs) or as 
net benefits (that is, social benefits less so- 
cial costs). The expression of net benefits is 
more straightforward. When the comparison 
is expressed as a ratio, decision must be 
made about costs that can affect the ratio. 
For example, if building a bridge will result 
in time saved by commuters or delivery 
trucks, this can be seen as a benefit—time 
gained—or as a negative cost—reduced time 
lost. Whether it is included as a benefit or as 
a negative cost affects the magnitude of the 
ratio but not the underlying economic basis 
for any decision-making process. 


Benefit-cost analysis results are typically 
very sensitive to the underlying assump- 
tions. For example, a small change in the in- 
terest rate used to discount a stream of fu- 
ture benefits or costs can have a large im- 
pact on the outcome of such an analysis.‘ In 
addition, including or excluding certain 
items from either costs or benefits can great- 
ly change the results. 
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OUR ANALYSIS OF THE KORMENDI GARDNER 
STUDY 


The goal of the benefit-cost study was to 
calculate the ratio of social benefits, net of 
nonfederal costs, to federal costs. On the 
basis of our review of the study and con- 
versations with the authors, we believe the 
overall approach of the study appears to be 
consistent with this goal. Rather than divid- 
ing gross social benefits by gross social 
costs, it subtracted all nonfederal costs from 
the benefits and then calculated the ratio of 
the resulting net benefits to federal costs. 
The choice of what costs to subtract from 
the numerator, instead of adding to the de- 
nominator, affects the magnitude of the 
ratio, but it cannot affect whether the ratio 
is above or below 1. Given the goal of the 
study, the costs that are netted with benefits 
in the numerator do not seem unreasonable. 

In addition to decisions about the place- 
ment of costs in the numerator or denomina- 
tor, specific assumptions and other meth- 
odological decisions used to calculate com- 
ponents of the ratio affected the results of 
the study. Further, as the study appro- 
priately recognized, without full program 
data, comparisons had to be made with his- 
torical data for similar programs, and the 
outcome was influenced by the choice of 
comparisons. 

The study’s methodology 


The study summed three types of benefits 
deriving from the AmeriCorps*USA рго- 
grams: participant benefits, societal bene- 
fits, and net donor benefits. Participant ben- 
efits included wages, fringe benefits, a ‘‘citi- 
тепвһір” contribution,’ an education award.“ 
and the value of future education made pos- 
sible by the award. Societal benefits, as de- 
fined in the study, included all benefits that 
accrued to nonparticipants, such as in- 
creased educational attainment or reduced 
crime and welfare incidence for children who 
were tutored by AmeriCorps*USA рагбісі- 
pants. Net donor benefits equaled 0, because 
donor benefits were assumed to equal donor 
costs. The study then compared this sum 
with federal costs. To illustrate, we present 
these components, along with their values 
for one of the programs, Project First, in 
table 1. 

Table 1.—Benefits and Costs for Project First 


Item 


Value 
Benefits 
Participant benefits ......... $25,976 
Wages and fringe benefits . 9,804 
Federally paid 8,211 
Donor- paid 1,593 
Citizenship ............ 8,195 
Education award ...... 4,725 
Future education ..... 3,252 
Net societal benefits ... 26,330 
Net donor benefits ...... 0 
Donor benefits 10,350 
(Less) donor costs .... — 10,350 
Total benefits . . $52,306 
Costs 
Federally paid participant costs .. $12,396 
Federally paid wages and fringe 
err 8,211 
Education award (federally 
DA) момевкеіезесоресіісусі атое 4,725 
Federally paid overhead costs 7,789 
POET GORGE сз зке ansias $20,725 


To determine the benefit-cost ratio for 
Project First, the study netted nonfederal 
costs and benefits in the numerator rather 
than including gross benefits in the numera- 
tor and gross costs in the denominator. For 
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example, the benefits for donors of matching 
funds were assumed to equal the costs, and 
they were netted in the numerator. 

A more complex example is the partici- 
pant’s "future education“ component. Ac- 
cording to our conversations with the au- 
thors, this component was the difference be- 
tween (1) future earnings the participant will 
have with the additional education made 
possible by the education award and (2) fu- 
ture earnings he or she would have had in 
the absence of the award.“ The authors also 
told us they calculated the difference be- 
tween these earnings streams net of the par- 
ticipant’s labor costs during the year in 
AmeriCorps*USA—that is, the future edu- 
cation benefit component was calculated 
subtracting out the participant’s labor costs 
for the program year. The difference between 
the earnings streams did not include the ben- 
efits produced during the year; these were in- 
cluded as societal benefits. Because the costs 
that were subtracted were federal costs, they 
had to be added back into the numerator to 
calculate the desired ratio—social benefits, 
net of nonfederal costs, relative to federal 
costs. While the logic the authors described 
to us is understandable, we did not verify the 
details of all of the computations. 

The choice of which costs to net out of 
benefits, in the numerator, and which to in- 
clude as costs, in the denominator, is an im- 
portant one. For example, according to the 
study, the net value of future education for 
a Project First participant was $3,252. This 
was approximately the difference, for the av- 
erage participant, between a discounted life- 
time income of $745,040 with the additional 
education and $741,790 in the absence of the 
additional education. One way to measure 
gross benefits and gross costs would be to in- 
clude $745,040 as part of the benefit and 
$741,790 as the lifetime opportunity cost of 
producing that benefit. This methodology 
would probably not be an improvement over 
that of the study; these dollar figures would 
dominate the ratio relative to other benefits 
and costs, placing undue importance on this 
aspect of the entire study. 

The valuation of benefits deriving from 
private donations would be optimistic if 
these donations were partly offset by federal 
tax deductions. For private sector donors, if 
part of the benefit were derived from tax de- 
ductions, the lost tax revenue should be 
counted as a cost if taxpayers ultimately 
have to make up for it. The authors told us 
that for the three programs analyzed in the 
study, this factor was not relevant because 
private donations came from tax-exempt 
foundations, but this point should be kept in 
mind for future analyses.* In addition, as 
with the value of future education discussed 
above, an alternative calculation could in- 
clude only donor benefits in the numerator 
and include donor costs in the denominator, 
rather than netting them to 0 in the numera- 
tor. While this would reduce the measured 
benefit-cost ratio, it could not make it fall 
below 1, and the measure of net social bene- 
fits would be unaffected. 

Other methodological decisions could affect 

benefit-cost ratios 

The study made several other assumptions 
and methodological choices that affect the 
benefit-cost ratios. The study failed to recog- 
nize the costs associated with raising tax 
revenues to pay for new government spend- 
ing programs. We also believe it may have 
made an optimistic assumption in one case 
about results of AmeriCorps*USA partici- 
pants’ work. In addition, as the study noted, 
benefit-cost ratios given in the study did not 
incorporate certain unquantifiable benefits, 
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which would raise the reported ratios if they 
could be included. 

Loss associated with generating tar revenues 

Economists recognize that there are costs 
associated with raising tax revenues to pay 
for a new spending program. These costs can 
arise, for example, as some people change 
their behavior to avoid paying more taxes. 
OMB cites an estimated loss of 25 percent 
due to the process of generating the reve- 
nues, and it recommends calculating supple- 
mentary benefit-cost ratios including this 
adjustment to costs. Increasing the pro- 
grams’ cost by 25 percent would diminish the 
benefit-cost ratio. 

Perry project comparison 

As an estimate of future gains for pre- 
school students whom AmeriCorps*USA par- 
ticipants tutored, the study used results 
from the Perry Preschool Project, an inten- 
sive intervention in a particular school in 
the 1960s on which much long-term research 
has been conducted. The intensity of effort 
in the Perry Project appeared to be much 
greater than in the AmeriCorps*USA pro- 
grams. Comparison with some prior research 
is necessary, but it may have been optimistic 
to use the results from the Perry Project. 
This concern with the study has been raised 
previously in another assessment.“ 

Benefits that could not be quantified 

As the study notes, some benefits of 
AmeriCorps*USA projects could not be quan- 
tified and thus were not accounted for in the 
benefit-cost ratios. During site visits we con- 
ducted as part of our earlier study, we ob- 
served benefits that may also apply to the 
three programs the study analyzed, includ- 
ing strengthening communities and fostering 
civic responsibility. Inclusion of an estimate 
for the value of these benefits would raise 
the reported benefit-cost ratios. One of the 
limitations of benefit-cost analysis is that 
intangible benefits such as these cannot eas- 
ily be incorporated into the analysis. 

ASSESSMENT OF STUDY’S CONCLUSIONS 


The study concluded that programs such as 
the three AmeriCorps*USA programs it re- 
viewed generally can be an important soci- 
etal investment" because the benefit-cost ra- 
tios exceeded 1 “by a substantial margin.” 
As we pointed out earlier, the magnitude of 
the ratios depends in part on the assump- 
tions and methodological choices that are 
made. Even if the three AmeriCorps*USA 
programs’ benefit-cost ratios exceeded 1, in 
an era of constrained federal budgets, the ra- 
tios should be compared with those of other 
programs performing similar services, such 
as Volunteers in Service to America 
(VISTA), to see whether AmeriCorps*USA is 
a more efficient program. As the authors 
concluded, the three programs they analyzed 
would appear to be worthwhile federal in- 
vestments. But until comparisons with other 
programs are done, decisionmakers will not 
know whether there are preferable uses of 
federal funds. 

STUDY AUTHORS’ COMMENTS 


In commenting on a draft of this cor- 
respondence, the study's authors told us that 
they believed we had characterized the study 
fairly. They thought our breakdown of the 
benefit and cost components was helpful in 
illuminating their methodology. They 
agreed that their results were sensitive to 
methodological issues such as the choice of 
comparison groups. They emphasized, how- 
ever, that a balanced view—which they be- 
lieved was taken in this correspondence— 
recognizes that this sensitivity goes in both 
directions. They said that they stood by 
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their overall conclusions that their results 
were reasonable and conservative. The au- 
thors believe that this type of study should 
be undertaken for other AmeriCorps*USA 
programs and for similar federal programs. 

We are sending copies of this correspond- 
ence to the Chief Executive Officer of the 
Corporation for National and Community 
Service, the authors of the study, appro- 
priate congressional committees, and other 
interested parties. If you have any questions 
or would like to discuss this material fur- 
ther, please call me or Cornelia M. 
Blanchette, Associate Director, at (202) 512- 
7014 or James R. White, Acting Chief Econo- 
mist, at (202) 512-6209. Major contributors to 
this correspondence were Wayne B. Upshaw, 
Assistant Director; Harold J. Brumm, senior 
economist; and James W. Spaulding, senior 
evaluator, (202) 512-7035. 

CORNELIA М. BLANCHETTE, 
(For Linda G. Morra, Director, 
Education and Employment Issues). 
FOOTNOTES 


National Service Programs: AmeriCorps*USA—Early 
Program Resource and Benefit Information (GAO/ 
HEHS-95-222, Aug. 29, 1995). This figure excludes pri- 
vate in-kind contributions. 

2George R. Neumann, Roger С. Kormendi, Robert 
A. Tamura, and Cyrus J. Gardner, The Benefits and 
Costs of National Service: Methods for Benefit Assess- 
ment With Application to Three AmeriCorps Programs 
(Washington, D.C.: Kormendi/Gardner Partners, 
1995). 

ЗОМВ Circular A-94, Revised Transmittal Memo- 
randum 64 (Oct, 29, 1992). 

‘The discount rate is used to compute the present 
value of future benefits or costs. Even in the absence 
of inflation, a dollar today is worth more than one 
receivable in the future. For example, if the appro- 
priate discount rate is 4 percent, then a payment of 
$1 receivable in 10 years is worth only 68 cents 
today. 

The “citizenship” contribution was an estimate 
of the difference between what AmeriCorps*USA 
participants received as compensation for their serv- 
ice and the larger amount that they could receive if 
employed at their market wage. The study counted 
this as a participant benefit because participants 
were assumed to derive a benefit in order to be will- 
ing to accept the lower compensation level. The 
study noted that this could be considered a societal 
benefit instead, because it was in effect a donation 
from the participant to society. 

*AmeriCorps*USA participants receive ап edu- 
cation award, which can be used to pay future high- 
er education expenses or to repay student loans, 
upon successful completion of their service. For a 
full-time participant, the value of the award is $4,725 
per year of service, for a maximum of 2 years. 

The study assumed only a portion of the partici- 
pants would actually attain more education because 
of the award—the results were for the average—and 
the income streams were discounted back to the 
current year. 

When matching donations come from the public 
sector, the issues are more complicated. According 
to the authors, no non-Corporation federal, state, or 
local government funds were involved for the pro- 
grams in the study. However, one of the three was a 
program we sampled for our previous review, and 
much of the matching funds it reported to us came 
from local government sources. Our data were gath- 
ered more recently than the data the authors had, 
which may explain the discrepancy. 

David W. Murray and Thomas Riley. Costs and 
Benefits of National Service: Unanswered Ques- 
tions“ (Washington, D.C.: Statistical Assessment 
Service, 1995). See also George R. Neumann, Roger C. 
Kormendi, Robert F. Tamura, and Cyrus J. Gardner, 
“Response to STATS' Unanswered Questions“ 
(Washington, D.C.: Kormendi/Gardner Partners, 
1995). 


Mr. DODD. І am pleased to rise in 
strong support of the Mikulski amend- 
ment to restore funding for the Cor- 
poration for National and Community 
Service and for AmeriCorps. 

Mr. President, given all of the atten- 
tion focused on this issue, it is hard to 
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believe that AmeriCorps is just 2 years 
old. 

However, AmeriCorps has already 
created a lasting legacy in thousands 
of American communities. Through the 
work of over 20,000 full-time energetic 
and talented volunteers, needy children 
are receiving tutoring, mentoring and 
other assistance, our national parks 
are cleaner, streets are safer and thou- 
sand of homes have been rehabilitated 
for families in need. 

The Corporation for National and 
Community Service has also harnessed 
the efforts of 500,000 senior volunteers 
and nearly 350,000 school-age students 
who are today working in their com- 
munities helping to meet critical needs 
in education, public safety, human 
service and the environment. 

The Corporation’s efforts are already 
making an incredible difference in 
America’s communities. In my State of 
Connecticut, AmeriCorps sponsors 20 
different programs. The largest, leader- 
ship, education and athletics in part- 
nership in New Haven, has 164 members 
working with needy children providing 
tutoring and mentoring. During the 
summer months, many of the volun- 
teers live in the community housing 
projects and work with the children 
throughout the summer months. 

A recent study of the work of just 8 
percent of AmeriCorps volunteers 
found the volunteers were having an 
extraordinary impact. Nearly 8,000 pre- 
school and elementary students were 
tutored in basic education; 17,000 needy 
people were fed, and thousands of 
school hallways were made safer. 

AmeriCorps has also made a signifi- 
cant difference in the lives of volun- 
teers—who not only gain knowledge 
and satisfaction from their work but 
who also are able to pursue additional 
education and training and pay off stu- 
dent loans. After devoting their ener- 
gies to rebuilding their communities, 
volunteers received a modest post-serv- 
ice educational benefit of $4,725. 

This makes a substantial difference 
for today’s students as student indebt- 
edness rises to alarming levels. More 
than half of all AmeriCorps members 
come from families with household in- 
comes between $15,000 and $50,000—the 
average family income was $33,500 over- 
all—the very families who find the edu- 
cational award so important in helping 
to manage the spiraling costs of col- 
lege. 

Mr. President, I know personally 
what a difference voluntary service can 
make in a young person’s life. Over 30 
years ago, hundreds of young Ameri- 
cans answered President Kennedy’s call 
to service in the Peace Corps. I was one 
of them, and was sent to the Domini- 
can Republic for 2 of the most reward- 
ing years of my life. I would like to 
think that the maternity hospital I 
helped construct has made а lasting 
difference in that community. But I 
certainly know that the experience 
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made an incredible difference in my 
life. 

Mr. President, the benefits of na- 
tional and community service may be 
lost here in Congress, but they are not 
lost on the American public. The vast 
majority of Americans support the 
AmeriCorps Program. A recent Gallop 
Poll showed that 91 percent of Ameri- 
cans supported national service. A Los 
Angeles Times poll indicated that 70 
percent of Americans like this pro- 
gram—including 60 percent of Repub- 
licans and conservatives. 

Mr. President, we cannot afford to 
lose this program to the pitfalls of par- 
tisan infighting. I would hope my col- 
leagues would join me in voting for the 
Mikulski amendment. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I want to offer my sup- 
port for Senator MIKULSKI’s amend- 
ment. I was a skeptic of this program 
when it was first proposed. It sounded 
too expensive, and the concept of 
stripended service seemed incongruous 
with voluntarism. 

That was before I had a chance to see 
the positive impact of this program on 
the ground in my own State of Rhode 
Island. Young people from all walks of 
life have gone into a number of com- 
munities to help clean up neighbor- 
hoods, improve the literacy of inner 
city school children, and to improve 
public safety and the environment. 

Let me give you an example of what 
we are finding in Rhode Island. Two 
years ago, Marilyn Concepcion was a 
high school dropout. Getting that far 
was an accmplisment; no one in her 
family had ever gone beyond the sixth 
grade. This 19-year-old woman joined 
Rhode Island City Year, an AmeriCorps 
program, to earn her GED certificate. 

With training from the City Year 
staff, Concepcion began to tutor and 
mentor a group of first graders. She 
taught them to read, taught English as 
a second language, gave them insight 
into the value of learning, the impor- 
tance of an education. Some of these 
children had never been given the type 
of encouragement that Marilyn Con- 
cepcion provided. 

The short-term impact Marilyn Con- 
cepcion had on these children’s lives 
has been measurable. They pay atten- 
tion more in school, their self-esteem 
has been increased. But the real im- 
pact, the most concrete effect on their 
lives may not be felt for another 10 to 
12 years, when these children become 
members of the work force or go onto 
college. 

Spurred by the positive influence 
she'd had on her students, Marilyn 
Concepcion decided she wanted to go to 
college. She applied to, and was accept- 
ed by, Brown University. She became 
the first recipient of Brown’s offer to 
match the $4,700 AmeriCorps edu- 
cational award—a challenge grant pro- 
gram just announced by a number of 
universities and colleges in our State. 

If this is the kind of results we are 
obtaining with only 1 year of experi- 
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ence, I think it is only fair that we let 
this program continue for some period 
of time to better evaluate its perform- 
ance. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the amendment of- 
fered by my colleague from Maryland 
which restores $425 million to 
AmeriCorps. 

Let me begin by saying that if the 
Senate is interested in engaging in a 
productive debate on the accomplish- 
ments of AmeriCorps—and on real sug- 
gestions for improving the program —I 
would welcome that debate. Very few 
programs managed by government at 
any level couldn’t be made better, and 
wouldn’t benefit from an ongoing pub- 
lic review. The amendment offered by 
the Senator from Maryland both saves 
AmeriCorps and, in my judgement, im- 
proves it. 

And AmeriCorps is worth saving, Mr. 
President. It is worth saving because, 
as the General Accounting Office stat- 
ed in its August 1995 report, “аб the 
grantees’ sites we visited, we found 
that the projects had been designed to 
strengthen communities, develop civic 
responsibility, and expand educational 
opportunities for program partici- 

LAJ 

How do we identify the catalysts for 
vesting our people in our Nation? How 
can we encourage our children to feel 
an obligation and a responsibility to 
contribute to the strength and security 
of America throughout their lives? 

Military service is one way. And ci- 
vilian national service is another. 

What does America get from a single 
individual’s intense and all encompass- 
ing period of service? 

Is it possible that those who work for 
а year to combat illiteracy will be for- 
ever committed to a good education for 
each child in the city or town in which 
they live? 

Is it possible that those who work for 
a year to fight poverty will remember 
forever the importance of opportunity? 

Is it possible that those who work for 
a year to hold together a crumbling 
neighborhood will never forget the re- 
sponsibility of every man and woman 
to build and to sustain? 

It is my hope that national service 
will be a catalyst for a lifetime of com- 
munity service. It is my hope that ex- 
periencing the tangible results of 
strengthening and teaching will con- 
vince our people that citizenship has 
value, that individuals who roll up 
their sleeves and enter the fray can 
personally make something richer and 
stronger. 

With every national service slot we 
fund, Mr. President, we give another 
American an intense, all encompassing, 
opportunity to serve. And by investing 
in them, we gamble that they will then 
invest in us. 

Iam willing to take that gamble, Mr. 
President. I am willing to reach for 
something to help fight this giant mal- 
aise that seems to permeate so many of 
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our citizens. Iam willing to grab a tiny 
particle of idealism and see how far we 
can take it. 

I am willing to work to make 
AmeriCorps better, Mr. President. And 
I am willing to oppose any attempt to 
eliminate its funding. 

Churchill once said, “We make а liv- 
ing by what we get, we make a life by 
what we give.” In national service, Mr. 
President, we allow our citizens to 
give. I urge my colleagues to support 
this important amendment. 

Mrs. MURRAY. President, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
commend my friend, Senator SAR- 
BANES, for his leadership on this issue, 
and lend my support to his amendment 
which would restore funding for home- 
less assistance. 

Mr. President, homelessness is a 
problem that the American people 
want solved. The number of homeless 
Americans has grown steadily over the 
last three decades and it will continue 
to grow until we responsibly address 
the issue of homelessness. Studies put 
the number of homeless at more than 
600,000 people on any given night. It is 
even more shocking to find that chil- 
dren are now the fastest growing por- 
tion of this homeless population. As a 
caring Nation, we must no longer ig- 
nore this growing and often overlooked 
part of our population. I firmly believe 
that every citizen deserves not only a 
place to sleep at night, but a real op- 
portunity to improve their lives. Our 
national efforts must focus on helping 
these families. 

Senator SARBANES’ amendment re- 
stores $360 million for homeless assist- 
ance funding to the fiscal year 1996 УА- 
HUD appropriations bill, bringing the 
funding level back up to fiscal year 1995 
levels. These funds will enable local 
governments, communities, and non- 
profits to form comprehensive, flexible 
and coordinated strategies for ending 
homelessness. These funds will help 
local agencies leverage additional 
money needed to aid homeless people 
with disabilities, create more housing 
and provide the services and facilities 
needed to move people into situations 
where they can live independently. 

Restoring homeless assistance fund- 
ing to 1995 levels is also an important 
part of the authorizing committee's ef- 
fort to reform HUD in general and spe- 
cifically to reform our delivery of 
homeless assistance. Last year’s Sen- 
ate Banking Committee bill created a 
single formula grant program which 
would replace the seven different cat- 
egorical grant programs at HUD. This 
formula grant will allow better coordi- 
nation of homeless services at the local 
level and facilitate better planning as 
funding levels become more predict- 
able. The VA-HUD bill allows for this 
formula but does not provide adequate 
funding. The funds restored in this 
amendment will raise homeless assist- 
ance funding to a level that will allow 
a formula approach to make sense. 
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Unfortunately, no matter how we re- 
structure HUD, during the transition 
some people are going to fall through 
the cracks. The homeless programs are 
the safety net that catches them. 

Mr. President, earlier this year I had 
a chance to meet with Lucie McKinney 
and she reminded me of her late hus- 
band’s tireless efforts and determina- 
tion to end the cycle of homelessness. 
We must do all we can to continue 
Stewart McKinney's work. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
am proud to be a cosponsor of the 
amendment to ensure the survival of 
AmeriCorps, today’s commitment to 
national service throughout the coun- 
try and in my State of West Virginia. 
I was proud to be an original cosponsor 
of the legislation that created 
AmeriCorps. 

I know something about the impor- 
tance of public service because of the 
VISTA program back in 1964. After 
President Kennedy issued his famous 
call for serving our country, I went to 
West Virginia through the VISTA pro- 
gram and to a place called Emmon that 
changed the course of my life. 

AmeriCorps is a wise and meaningful 
investment in our country’s future. 
Whenever I am home talking to West 
Virginians of every age, I see heads nod 
when the idea of national service 
comes up. West Virginians and our fel- 
low Americans believe in the values of 
service and responsibility, and 
AmeriCorps is a very exciting, impor- 
tant way for these values to have 
meaning. It is incredible to see this ap- 
propriations bill include a retreat from 
one of the most exciting initiatives 
taken in the recent years. We should be 
working together to renew and reinvig- 
orate service, especially by our young 
people, and not retreat from it. 

There is a great deal of talk about 
solving problems at the local level and 
working in communities. I agree and I 
believe that AmeriCorps is one Federal 
program that successfully delivers on 
this promise. For every Federal dollar 
invested in AmeriCorps, we reap as 
much as $2.60 in return. 

While it is important to note that 
AmeriCorps is a cost-effective pro- 
gram, I know it is more compelling to 
talk about what AmeriCorps has done 
for communities. 

In West Virginia, the AmeriCorps 
program places workers at seven do- 
mestic violence shelters to help bat- 
tered women and children with a range 
of issues. I have visited a shelter in 
West Virginia and was deeply touched 
by the need to help women and their 
children caught in violent homes. This 
is important community work, and 
AmeriCorps is helping make a dif- 
ference. 

My State also sponsors Project 
HEALTH—Health Education Associ- 
ates Learning to Teach Health—which 
places 20 AmeriCorps members in 15 
sites that focus on promoting health 
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care in rural areas. This is a unique 
partnership program with the Kellogg 
Foundation, my State, and 
AmeriCorps. AmeriCorps workers will 
be promoting child immunizations, 
working to reduce the prevalence of 
low birth weight, and promoting 
healthy behaviors. 

AmeriCorps members are also in- 
volved in a West Virginia project called 
Energy Express. This is an innovative 
summer program for disadvantaged 
children that combines remedial edu- 
cation and child nutrition. Energy Ex- 
press also works to promote parental 
involvement with a child’s education 
which is a goal we all share. 

I could go on and on about the ex- 
traordinary work by AmeriCorps and 
the other service programs sponsored 
in my State. We have more than 20,000 
West Virginians participating in public 
service initiatives thanks to the lead- 
ership and encouragement of the Cor- 
poration for National and Community 
Service. There are 189 West Virginians 
in AmeriCorps, and others are involved 
in VISTA, RSVP, the Retired and Sen- 
ior Volunteer Program, and “Learn 
and Service“ in the schools. The Cor- 
poration for National and Community 
Service weaves all of these important 
incentives together. 

we talk about the need to 
strengthen our communities and to 
solve problems at the grassroots, we 
should continue our support for 
AmeriCorps, which reflects this basic 
goals. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that two West Virginia articles be 
printed in the RECORD. These pieces 
tell the story of AmeriCorps in West 
Virginia more eloquently than I can. 

There being on objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AMERICORPS COMES UNDER GOP SCRUTINY 

(By Cheryl Caswell) 

Americorps, President's Clinton's pet 
project for encouraging community service 
and education, is one the firing line as Re- 
publicans carry out their program to slash 
government spending. 

But his first recruits may be too busy to 
pay much attention. 

In West Virginia, nearly 60 Americorps 
workers are studying archaeological sites 
and inoculation records, building shelters, 
tutoring children, developing leadership 
clubs and drug prevention programs, house- 
cleaning for the handicapped, studying 
stream erosion and assisting farmers and do- 
mestic violence victims. 

“The great value I got in it is that they are 
not just doing work, but developing an emo- 
tional tie to the community,” said Joan 
Ambratte, director of the state Commission 
for National and Community Service. 

“They are getting a sense that they are re- 
sponsible for the future, she said. And 
these are the people who are going to take 
over as leaders in the next 30 years, the ones 
who will step forward and serve in the legis- 
lature and on boards.” 

Ambroge’s commission came under direct 
assault by some state Republicans who 
hoped to end its funding and end AmeriCorps 
here, but the appropriations passed. 
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At the national level, many in the Repub- 
lican party are calling for a $416 million cut 
to the AmeriCorps program. President Clin- 
ton has asked instead for a $300 million in- 
crease and hopes to extend the program to 
another 27,000 recruits. 

“There аге many critics of this,“ she ad- 
mitted of the program labeled by Newt Ging- 
rich as “coerced volunteerism.” 

But few people can devote this much time 
to community service, * * * the local level, 
all non-profits are going to need more sup- 
port. AmeriCorps in the perfect vehicle for 
that.” 

AmeriCorps recruits workers for 1,700 
hours—about a year—earning $4.50 or more 
plus day care and medical benefits. At the 
end of their term, they get a credit of $4,725 
to pay for education or existing college 
loans. 

In Charleston, Sue Sayre, 50, is trading a 
year of serving battered women for that pay- 
back. She intends to return to college next 
fall. 

“The money was ап incentive, she said. 
“But these women needed help. It's a new ex- 
perience every day for те." 

There were more than 200 applicants for 
Sayre’s position alone. 

Hopeful recruits similarly stormed all of 
the AmeriCorps hiring sites statewide—some 
federal agencies and some non-profit organi- 
zations. 

The federal directive for AmeriCorps did 
catch many of them short. It promised lots 
of money if they would use the government 
funded volunteers. The deadlines to submit 
requests for money and their plans to use it 
sent the hopefuls scrambling to make it 
work for them. 

“Part of the plan was that they were not 
to do work that we were already doing with 
other personnel," said Pat Bowman, who 
works for the national resources conserva- 
tion service. “It was like, ‘Hey, it would be 
пісе if we could have somebody to do this.“ 

Bowen said his federal office greatly need- 
ed someone to travel the state evaluating po- 
tential archaeological sites that might be 
damaged by development, erosion or other 
means. When he secured funds and volun- 
teers, he recruited a young man with a mas- 
ter's degree in archaeology from the Univer- 
sity of Glasgow in Scotland. 

In fact, three of his five volunteers have 
master's degrees, but Bowen doesn’t see that 
as out of line with the AmeriCorps concept. 

“If they could come out of school and get 
a job in their industry, they'd make a lot 
more pay than we're providing,” Bowen said. 
“But they all have a desire to provide service 
while they gain experience. It’s like a domes- 
tic Peace Corps. 

Joetta Wright of Fairmont graduated from 
West Virginia University with a bachelor’s 
degree in sociology. She began her graduate 
work and then quit for financial reasons. 

Now she works as an AmeriCorps volunteer 
at a domestic violence shelter in her home- 
town, answering the hotline and helping vic- 
tims. 

Tommy Adkins, 21, is working with poor 
Lincoln County residents to establish a bar- 
ter system with their local businesses. He 
also spends part of his time in Jackson Coun- 
ty, trying to boost the business community 
there. 

In Kanawha County, five AmeriCorps vol- 
unteers have helped to review more than 
5,000 records of pre-schoolers at the 
Kanawha-Charleston Health Department in 
an attempt to catch them up on their inocu- 
lations. 

Andy Johnston, coordinator of their work 
for the Regional Family Resource Network, 
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said his agency got 18 volunteers altogether 
and hopes to see funding increased so they 
can add more. 

“What AmeriCorps can do is be the pickup 
piece that encourages people to go get more 
education,“ he said. 

Among Johnston's recruits, one had once 
been homeless. Three currently live in public 
housing, and two receive public assistance 
for their own children. Two are college grad- 
uates, and one is seeking a master's degree. 

“Іп West Virginia, we're exceeding all our 
objectives,“ said Ambrose, state director. 

“The volunteers have broken the belief 
that one person can’t make a difference,” 
she said. They are doing real work and deal- 
ing with the real challenges of change." 


AMERICORPS MEANS WIN, WIN, WIN 
(By Rachel Tompkins) 

Eric Stone, 22, thought he would never be 
able to save enough money to go to college. 
Many people told him he was bright, clearly 
college material, but no one in his family 
had gone, so he had no example of how to do 
it. Then he read about AmeriCorps. 

Today, Eric works as an AmeriCorps mem- 
ber at Chandler School Family Resource 
Center and the Roger Switzer Community 
Center in Kanawha County. He’s earning the 
minimum wage and at the end of his year of 
service, he will have an additional $4,725 in 
trust to spend on college. One more year of 
service and he will have enough to pay his 
tuition and fees at a West Virginia public 
college. 

In the past six months since AmeriCorps 
began in West Virginia, 30 AmeriCorps mem- 
bers, like Eric, have been working in two 
community-based organizations: the Re- 
gional Family Resource Network in 
Kanawha County and the Coalition Against 
Domestic Violence based in Sutton, Braxton 
County. An additional 30 AmeriCorps mem- 
bers work in West Virginia for various U.S. 
Department of Agriculture agencies, the 
Children’s Health Fund in Cabell and Wayne 
counties and the National Multiple Sclerosis 
Society. 

West Virginia AmeriCorps members range 
in age from 19 to 55. Some have GEDs, or are 
just out of college, while others have been 
out of school many years. All are committed 
to obtaining more education. Some of those 
working for the Coalition Against Domestic 
Violence are victims of abuse themselves. 

Some examples of AmeriCorps work in 
West Virginia include: 

Reviewing 5,000 immunization records and 
scheduling 1,000 children for overdue immu- 
nizations. 

Scheduling two community health clinics 
in underserved areas. 

Expanding the Parents as Teachers pro- 
gram. 

Creating two new after-school programs 
serving 84 children, 

Helping 100 families use a common applica- 
tion for a variety of social, health and edu- 
cation services, 

Expanding programs about domestic vio- 
lence awareness in high schools in Southern 
West Virginia leading to four specific refer- 
rals. 

Providing multiple assistance to victims of 
domestic violence on hot lines and in shel- 
ters in eight communities. 

Unless the national budget cutters prevail, 
this program will expand in West Virginia 
during 1995 and serve twice as many 
AmeriCorps members. As a taxpayer, an edu- 
cator and the parent of two college-age chil- 
dren, I'm convinced this program ought to be 
continued and indeed, ought to expand. 
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AmeriCorps is a win, win, win program. 
First, local community groups apply for 
AmeriCorps members to support local 
projects that need extra help. No one in the 
state or federal government tells commu- 
nities what they need. Second, AmeriCorps 
members who go to work for local groups get 
things done. The jobs are real work that sim- 
ply wouldn’t get done without the time and 
talents of AmeriCorps members. AmeriCorps 
members also get important work experience 
that will help in future job searches. Finally, 
each AmeriCorps member puts away $4,725 
toward post-secondary education or toward 
paying off college loans. 

During the just concluded legislative ses- 
sion, Gov. Caperton proposed, and the Legis- 
lature enacted a bill continuing the West 
Virginia Commission for National and Com- 
munity Service to oversee the implementa- 
tion of AmeriCorps and to promote service 
and volunteering in West Virginia. Debate on 
that bill reported in this newspaper sug- 
gested that AmeriCorps members were mere- 
ly overpaid baby sitters. That is simply not 
it. 

I know it is fashionable today to be against 
government programs and especially fash- 
ionable for Republicans to oppose this pro- 
gram so closely identified with President 
Clinton, But AmeriCorps builds on America's 
tradition of volunteerism and community 
service, and adds a new program to the more 
than 30 years of positive experiences of the 
Peace Corps, VISTA, the National Senior 
Corps and Learn and Serve. All of these pro- 
grams have had strong bipartisan support 
over the years. 

My hope із that West Virginia's elected 
representatives state and federal, Republican 
and Democrat will visit these programs, talk 
with AmeriCorps members, and consider the 
value of the program to West Virginia citi- 
zens and communities. Eric Stone and his 
colleagues will be happy to share their sto- 
ries. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise 
today in strong support of my col- 
leagues from Maryland's amendment 
that would restore funding to 
AmeriCorps. 

I stand behind this program not from 
reading the glossy brochures that high- 
light its achievements. I believe in the 
work that AmeriCorps does from seeing 
young adults in my State coming to- 
gether for a common goal. I have met 
these students and witnessed their ac- 
complishments, and must tell you that 
communities throughout my State are 
praising their work. 

From AmeriCorps members providing 
gang intervention in Olympia schools 
to rehabilitating damaged watersheds 
in Lacey to providing emergency as- 
sistance to disabled elderly in Pasco to 
delivering meals to HIV-positive ра- 
tients in Tacoma, AmeriCorps is work- 
ing across my State. 

Let’s put the partisan politics behind 
us. This is not anyone’s program. It is 
America’s program serving our Nation 
by making our streets safer, our envi- 
ronment cleaner, our children 
healthier, and our schools better. 

Certainly, cries of deficit reduction 
have wrapped themselves around this 
debate. However, the return on Ameri- 
ca’s Federal dollar has been proven to 
be quite substantial in recent studies. 
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A research report conducted last year 
by the Northwest Regional Educational 
Laboratory looked at two Washington 
State AmeriCorps projects in Hoquiam 
and Lake Chelan. 

For every Federal dollar spent on 
these two AmeriCorps projects, a $2.40 
return can be expected. Even beyond 
the many direct skills and experiences 
derived from AmeriCorps participants 
that cannot be measured in dollars and 
cents, monetary benefits were still 
found to substantially exceed costs. 

Mr. President, I wonder how my col- 
leagues can look these young people in 
the eye and tell them that Congress 
has pulled the plug on an opportunity 
that shapes their future while improv- 
ing our communities. I strongly urge 
my fellow Members to think critically 
about what we fund that truly makes a 
difference in the lives of our next gen- 
eration. AmeriCorps is the answer that 
provides a cost-effective solution to 
meeting many of our Nation’s con- 


cerns. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise 
in strong support of the amendment of- 
fered by my colleague from Maryland, 
Senator MIKULSKI, to restore funding 
to the Corporation for National and 
Community Service. When the con- 
ference report on the National and 
Community Service Trust Act of 1993 
came before the Senate for final ap- 
proval, I was proud to cast my vote in 
favor of this important legislation and 
I am equally proud to stand before the 
Senate today to reaffirm my support 
for the Corporation and its mission. 

Signed into law on September 21, 
1993, the National Service Act has 
helped to renew the ethic of civic re- 
sponsibility and the spirit of commu- 
nity service while also providing criti- 
cal assistance to needy communities 
throughout the Nation. The measure 
has also encouraged and, more impor- 
tantly, provided the opportunity for 
thousands of Americans to give of 
themselves for the greater good while 
earning money to further their edu- 
cation. In my view, the legislation ef- 
fectively merges education and service, 
two critical components of a healthy 
society. 

Now, several of my colleagues in 
stating their opposition to continued 
funding for the National Service Cor- 
poration have expressed the view that 
it is not the role of the Federal Govern- 
ment to subsidize community service; 
that to pay volunteers through a Fed- 
eral program runs contrary to the spir- 
it of local community-based service. I 
would urge those who hold this view to 
look to history. Our society and the 
unique form of government we enjoy 
was built on the strength of national 
service and, in my view, fostering the 
investment in and providing the leader- 
ship for increased opportunity to serve 
is a responsibility we all share. 

Mr. President, AmeriCorps, the cen- 
terpiece of the national service pro- 
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gram, is not one large Federal pro- 
gram, but a network of locally devel- 
oped and locally managed service corps 
which gives thousands of young people 
the opportunity to serve their country 
while improving the lives of them- 
selves and their neighbors. Moreover, 
the initial investment we have made 
has encouraged increased private sec- 
tor involvement in community service 
programs, including AmeriCorps. 

I encourage opponents of national 
service to look carefully at the success 
of many of the AmeriCorps programs 
operating in communities across the 
United States. Information gathered 
from site visits by the General Ac- 
counting Office (GAO) indicate that an 
overwhelming majority of the pro- 
grams across the country serve their 
purpose. In my State of Maryland, the 
Montgomery County Police Depart- 
ment is operating a Community Assist- 
ing Policing program designed to en- 
gage volunteers in education and out- 
reach efforts to control and prevent 
crime and to reduce fear in at-risk 
communities. The GAO found that par- 
ticipants were involved in such 
projects as organizing a school Crime 
Awareness Day, teaching senior citi- 
zens how to protect themselves from 
crime, and analyzing neighborhood 
crime statistics to identify problem 


areas. 

The GAO also visited MAGIC ME 
America, a nonprofit organization 
founded in Baltimore in 1980. The 
central mission of the MAGIC ME orga- 
nization, which operated three 
AmeriCorps programs nationwide, is to 
motivate and educate teens by involv- 
ing them in local community service 
projects. The GAO reported that par- 
ticipants in the MAGIC ME Program in 
Baltimore found that the program 
helped them to build their self-esteem 
and confidence and that all three par- 
ticipants interviewed planned to use 
their education awards to start or re- 
turn to college. Additionally, staff 
members at three of the area facilities 
served by AmeriCorps volunteers stat- 
ed that their presence was a key ingre- 
dient to the program. With the help of 
the AmeriCorps Program, MAGIC ME 
estimates that they have been able to 
increase the number of people served 
by over 800 percent in their three 
AmeriCorps Program sites. 

Mr. President, it is my view that na- 
tional service, and those who partici- 
pate in national service represent the 
best of our Nation. In the tradition of 
the Peace Corps and VISTA, 
AmeriCorps strengthens the beliefs and 
values that are at the very root of 
American citizenship—the tradition of 
serving others, the value of taking per- 
sonal responsibility for ourselves and 
our communities, and the belief that to 
who much is given, much is expected. 
Through programs like AmeriCorps we 
provide our Nation with both an oppor- 
tunity and an obligation. National 
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service requests a contribution to the 
community while providing individuals 
with the opportunity to develop skills 
which will serve them well throughout 
their lives. 

As I have indicated through examples 
in my own State, the national service 
program is effective; it does work. Ata 
time when we as a society are search- 
ing for ways in which to strengthen our 
families and our communities it would 
be foolhardy to abandon this national 
service initiative. I urge my colleagues 
to join me in applauding those who 
have answered the call to service 
through AmeriCorps and other па- 
tional service opportunities. These in- 
dividuals are taking part in the oldest 
and best of America’s traditions—the 
spirit of service—and they deserve our 
support. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Does the Senator 
from Massachusetts wish to speak? 

I note the absence of a quorum, and 
ask that it be equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I ask the Presiding 
Officer, how much time does my side 
have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 20 minutes, 51 seconds. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I would like to yield 
8 minutes to the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts. And I look forward to his dis- 
cussions, as well as the chart. 

Mr. DY. I thank the Senator 
from Maryland very much. 

Mr. President, I welcome the oppor- 
tunity to respond to some of the issues 
and questions that have been raised 
about the AmeriCorps and the costs for 
this program. And I listened, even 
though I was not on the floor, to both 
the response by the Senator from 
Maryland as well as the Senator from 
Illinois, Senator SIMON, about some of 
the points that have been raised about 
AmeriCorps working with govern- 
mental agencies and how that issue is 
addressed in the Senator’s amendment. 

That has been an issue that had been 
brought up and examined during the 
course of the review of the AmeriCorps. 
And I believe that the amendment that 
has now been before the Senate re- 
sponds to that particular issue and 
question. 

Second, I listened to those who have 
talked about AmeriCorps and the cost 
of the program, and also how much is 
expended in costs that are related to 
the AmeriCorps volunteer. I think it is 
important that we understand the 
terms that are being used and the costs 
that are being allocated to the dif- 
ferent projects. 

I have a chart here, Mr. President. I 
understand that this presents а break- 
down of the total cost per member by 
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category. I think there is some confu- 
sion about what the costs are in terms 
of the member. And I thought I would 
review this chart because I think it il- 
lustrates by this chart exactly what is 
being expended for the AmeriCorps and 
the costs which are related to the serv- 
ice of an AmeriCorps member. We are 
talking about two different items, and 
it has been very easy for those who 
have been opposed to this program to 
try to somehow lump all of those to- 
gether and give a distorted view as to 
actually what is expended on behalf of 
the AmeriCorps volunteer. 

For each AmeriCorps volunteer the 
Corporation spends $6,200 on the sti- 
pend over the course of the year. This 
represents 33 percent. We have the edu- 
cation award, which is $4,700. We have 
the health care, which is $1,200. Those 
all go into the costs. And then we have 
the AmeriCorps overhead at 7 percent. 

I wonder how many of the govern- 
mental agencies are able to have an ad- 
ministrative cost at that figure—at 
some 7 percent—which is very impres- 
sive, and indicates that for every dollar 
that is actually expended, only a small 
amount of that dollar is used for pro- 
gram administration. 

The State commissions that ensure 
that the programs are actually going 
to be a service in the State—really a 
State function for the AmeriCorps pro- 
grams—is a small percentage, 2 per- 
cent. 

Now, the other programs which are 
related in terms of the general costs 
are what are considered local program 
operations. This is the $4,300 over here. 
These are the tools by which the 
AmeriCorps volunteer is able to make 
the voluntary contribution. This is for 
projects like housing rehabilitation. 
These are the saws, the hammers, the 
nails, the equipment the AmeriCorps 
member is using. 

There have been those on the floor of 
the Senate who have taken this figure, 
whether in this average figure where it 
is $4,300, 24 percent—or whether it 
would be even larger, depending on the 
particular program and have put it all 
in overhead to somehow say that the 
costs of the AmeriCorps Program is far 
in excess of what was estimated and far 
out of control. 

That kind of confused calculation has 
been done with regard to the Navy’s 
Seaborne Conservation Corps program. 
We have heard about the costs per par- 
ticipant being $66,000. I have the excel- 
lent response by Congressman GREEN 
that analyzes those figures to show 
that at the bottom line, the actual 
costs were $16,641. 

Now, people can come on this floor 
and use this other figure which rep- 
resents funding for the organization, so 
to speak, in which the AmeriCorps 
members are actually working. They 
can repeat it and repeat it and repeat 
it, but it does not make it any more ac- 
curate. 
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I think that it is important that we 
understand that. 

Mr. President, earlier when I spoke 
about the participation of the private 
sector, there was a comment made 
about the contributions that were 
being made to match the AmeriCorps. I 
think it is important to have a com- 
plete response on that, as well. 

We know that the 7 percent, which is 
actually the figure named in the legis- 
lation authorizing AmeriCorps, requir- 
ing leveraging of private support was 
far exceeded. In its first year, 
AmeriCorps raised $91 million in 
matching funds, nearly three times the 
amount required by law; $41 million 
came from the private sector, more 
than $32 million legally required from 
all sources. Over 600 businesses, from 
local concerns to national corporations 
like IBM and General Electric, have di- 
rectly contributed money, uniforms, 
tools, equipment, and training. 

And therefore, again, if you use selec- 
tive figures to try to downplay the pri- 
vate sector’s contribution, you can 
make a debater’s point, but it is not an 
accurate reflection of reality. The fig- 
ures I have given show the real partici- 
pation and contributions that have 
been made. And I think, Mr. President, 
an even a greater indication of the 
value of AmeriCorps is not just what I 
say about this private-sector participa- 
tion, but what the leaders of the var- 
ious voluntary agencies and the other 
project leaders have said about 
AmeriCorps. There have been the most 
commendable and enthusiastic state- 
ments, across the board. In a number of 
instances these statements come from 
some by those who were skeptical 
about the whole program and ended up 
being enthusiastic about what these 
volunteers really mean. 

Mr. President, both those who have 
supported AmeriCorps and those op- 
posed to it have evaluated the service 
and the corps. You find out that even 
by the minimum evaluation, about two 
and a half times the benefit comes 
back from the expenditures. This is 
demonstrated by a cost analysis of the 
program. 

So, Mr. President, I think the points 
that have been made earlier by the 
Senator from Maryland in terms of the 
costs of the program, in terms of the 
private participation, and responding 
to the criticisms that are made about 
involving the AmeriCorps with govern- 
mental agencies, all are extremely im- 
portant issues that should be responded 
to. And I think we have tried to do that 
this afternoon. 

I just say, finally, we want to keep 
our eyes on one important point, the 
$4,700, the educational award, is also 
eliminated in this appropriations bill. 
And this is at a time when we are cut- 
ting on student loan programs. We re- 
ported out of our committee earlier 
today what is effectively a tax on every 
college in this country, based upon the 
amount of the student loan programs. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Can I have 2 or 3 
more minutes? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield the Senator 
from Massachusetts 2 more minutes to 
conclude his remarks. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, at a 
time when we are cutting back on the 
student loan program, or at least mak- 
ing it much more expensive, this pro- 
gram is out there. These individuals, 
by and large, are involved because they 
want to give something back to the 
community. Their greatest reward is 
not only their personal satisfaction 
and service to the community, but an 
opportunity for education, which is 
certainly a matter of national interest. 

Finally, I will include in the RECORD, 
Mr. President, the number of colleges 
that are matching these education 
awards. Hampshire College in my own 
State—and I will include in the RECORD 
а number of the schools and colleges 
that are matching these education 
awards two and three times in recogni- 
tion of the service these young and old 
people are providing for the commu- 
nity. I thank the Senator from Mary- 
land. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, how much 
time is remaining on this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty- 
nine minutes, 43 seconds. 

Mr. BOND. I am happy to yield the 
Senator from Arizona 8 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. Thank you, Mr. President. 
I appreciate the Senator from Missouri 
yielding time. 

I appreciate what both he and the 
Senator from Iowa have done in point- 
ing out some of the problems with this 
new program that is called 
AmeriCorps. My position is that at this 
time of severe budgetary crisis in this 
country, at a time when we are trying 
to balance the Federal budget, it is not 
the time to be starting new Federal 
programs with substantial expenses 
which, frankly, are not cost beneficial 
in terms of the degree of support that 
it provides to the American people. 

As a brand new program, AmeriCorps 
costs American taxpayers $367 million 
in 1994, and the GAO estimates that 
AmeriCorps costs nearly $27,000 for 
each volunteer. It is not an effective 
jobs or education program, and I sub- 
mit, Mr. President, that it is not going 
to increase voluntarism in this country 
or in my home State of Arizona. 

For example, the Arizona 
AmeriCorps Program, called the Border 
Volunteer Corps, was one of the largest 
programs. It received $2.6 million in 
the 1994 and 1995 service year. But it 
will not be federally funded this year 
through the Corporation for National 
Service. The reason is because the Ari- 
zona-Mexico Commission, the Arizona 
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sponsor, pulled out because of alleged 
mismanagement of this program. 

It seems to me that groups such as 
the Salvation Army, groups in Arizona 
like Arizona Clean and Beautiful, 
Crime Victim Foundation, St. Mary’s 
and Andre House food bank, and others 
that provide volunteer service in the 
State commit millions of hours to vol- 
untarism every year. 

We know today, Americans 18 and up 
volunteer 19.5 billion hours of their 
time, which is a 50-percent increase in 
the number of hours since 1981. Turning 
voluntarism into a wide-scale public 
jobs project, it seems to me, will under- 
mine public philanthropy. We are doing 
well in volunteering in this country, 
not paying people to be volunteers. 

Moreover, as other speakers have 
pointed out, AmeriCorps is not based 
on need. Certainly, today in our effort 
to prioritize where Federal dollars are 
going, Federal higher education dol- 
lars, if that is what these are targeted 
to be, should be targeted toward those 
who are most in need of assistance. 
AmeriCorps does not promote volunta- 
rism because it is not a volunteer pro- 
gram. Students are paid $7,400 for work 
and given $4,750 toward education costs 
for 2 years. In addition, recipients are 
guaranteed health and child care bene- 
fits. 

For the average $20,000 to $30,000 cost 
per year per student in AmeriCorps, 
eight needy students could receive Pell 
grants at $2,400 each. Eight needy stu- 
dents—and that is the definition of the 
qualification for Pell grants—could be 
served with this same amount of 
money, in other words, that we pay for 
one AmeriCorps volunteer. 

A $20,000 stipend is worth more than 
the individual income of nearly 40 mil- 
lion working Americans. That is what 
we are paying these AmeriCorps so- 
called volunteers. 

Examples of AmeriCorps spending: 
The National Civilian Community 
Corps, funded through AmeriCorps, 
provides 1,000 AmeriCorps volunteers 
with meals, tuition stipend, health 
care, child care, and housing at four 
closed military bases in Maryland, 
South Carolina, Colorado, and Califor- 
nia. 

So this volunteer program will cost 
$26 million for these 1,000 participants. 
Of course, the taxpayers foot the bill 
for AmeriCorps and not just for the 
good work that they do, but also for ev- 
erything else associated with their 
work, including their training and a lot 
of interesting kinds of seminars. 

According to John Walters of the 
New Citizenship Project, AmeriCorps 
volunteers spend one-fifth of their time 
in training, education and other non- 
direct service activities. So the tax- 
payers pay for nonneedy students to 
participate in self-esteem and other 
government classes and seminars. 

It is also, I think, a problem here be- 
cause, Mr. President, at the time we 
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are trying to reduce the Federal bu- 
reaucracy, AmeriCorps volunteers are 
becoming part of a Federal bureauc- 
racy. Over 2,800, in other words, about 
20 percent, of the 20,000 AmeriCorps 
volunteers are assigned to Federal 
agencies, including Agriculture, Inte- 
rior, National Endowment for the Arts, 
and others. 

The federally funded Legal Services 
Corporation, for example, has been 
awarded funding for 44 AmeriCorps vol- 
unteers, costing taxpayers $959,000. 

I think the bottom line is that for 
fiscal reasons, we have to limit 
AmeriCorps spending, and that is why I 
support what the Senator from Mis- 
souri is trying to do today. It simply 
costs the American taxpayer too much 
for the benefits that it provides, and I 
suggest that it should be eliminated. 

We ought to examine the intent and 
the costs of the program. For example, 
we should get answers to why the 
AmeriCorps program costs $42,000 per 
person per student in Alaska. More 
than 16 students in that State could 
participate in the Pell grant program 
for the same amount of money that is 
used to sponsor one AmeriCorps volun- 
teer. 

Or why 31.7 million of the 
AmeriCorps budget has been spent on 
an AmeriCorps advertisement cam- 
paign. This year alone, the Govern- 
ment will pay more than $3 billion in 
interest on our national debt. That is 
about $1,100 for every man, woman and 
child in the country, enough to pay a 


_year’s tuition for a young woman ог 


young man, for example, to attend Ari- 
zona State University. 

Reducing funding for AmeriCorps is 
one small but very important way that 
we can begin to prioritize how Wash- 
ington spends the taxpayers’ money. 
That is why, Mr. President, as I said, I 
support what the Senator from Mis- 
souri and the Senator from Iowa have 
been saying today. It is time to cut the 
AmeriCorps program down to size. 

I appreciate the Senator from Mis- 
souri yielding me this time. I reserve 
the remainder of the time. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield 3 minutes to 
the Senator from Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise 
today in strong support of the amend- 
ment offered by my colleague from 
Maryland, Senator MIKULSKI, which re- 
stores $425 million to the Corporation 
for National Service. 

Two years ago, I was very proud to be 
a lead Republican sponsor of the Na- 
tional Community Service Trust Act. 
My support for this endeavor comes 
from a long-held belief that national 
and community service is essential in 
addressing many of our unmet social 
and educational needs. Community 
service is the cornerstone of democ- 
racy, where those who have much have 
a responsibility to help those who have 
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little. Providing public service as a 
means of training individuals, while at 
the same time supplying benefits to a 
community, is a win-win initiative. 

It is interesting to note that the crit- 
ics of national service have never criti- 
cized the goals of the program. They 
focus their criticism on the cost of na- 
tional service activities with figures 
which are highly debatable, but not the 
worthiness of the efforts. 

I beg to differ with those who say we 
do not have the dollars for national 
service activities. We do have the re- 
sources to devote to this worthy effort. 
For example, since 1980, we have 
downsized our military enrollees by 
184,790, representing 54 percent drop. 
The savings generated from curtailing 
new recruits by 184,000 is close to $2.7 
billion per year, much more than we 
spend on this program. And yet we 
have reduced the opportunity to 184,790 
individuals each year, who otherwise 
would get help from the Federal Gov- 
ernment to assist them in learning 
skills and being able to participate in a 
more meaningful way in our society. 
All we are doing with із amendment 
is taking a small proportion of those 
who now no longer have that oppor- 
tunity, approximately 20,000, and give 
them the chance to take part in this 


program. 

Although we are downsizing our mili- 
tary, many young people still have the 
desire to become involved in public 
service. We are not providing them an 
opportunity to contribute if we do 
away with national service. 

National service enables not only 
young people but schools, community 
organizations, towns and cities to de- 
velop programs that will meet their 
own unmet needs while giving invalu- 
able education to generations of our fu- 
ture leaders. 

I point out that those 184,000 no 
longer in the military would have had 
an opportunity to get the same kind of 
scholarship they could get with na- 
tional service through the military. 
Now due to downsizing of our Armed 
Forces, that opportunity is no longer 
available to them. So the elimination 
of national service will effectively re- 
move another avenue for a large num- 
ber of young people to obtain edu- 
cational opportunities. 

Let us remember that national and 
community service is not a program 
that young people engage in because 
they are free for the summer or be- 
cause they have nothing better to do. 
Participation in service requires true 
commitment. This is a program that 
demands that youth spend at least 1 
year in full service, or 2 years in part- 
time service in an area of national 
need. 

Although we all support spending 
cuts, this does not mean we should for- 
sake our responsibility to develop nec- 
essary Government programs, espe- 
cially those that help our young peo- 
ple. 
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We must commit ourselves to re- 
directing our priorities to make clear 
that unless we address the concerns of 
this Nation, our children will not have 
a future. National service is a cost-ef- 
fective program that is meeting many 
urgent local and national needs not 
being met through traditional means. 

An example of the program’s cost-ef- 
fectiveness is an AmeriCorps project in 
New York. For each hour that 
AmeriCorps members update computer 
equipment, they save the New York 
City Board of Education $100 in labor 
costs. 

Through a combination of hard work 
and commitment, National service has 
surpassed the expectations we all had 
when this legislation was enacted al- 
most 2 years ago. National service was 
not designed to result in miracles on a 
grand scale, but there are many exam- 
ples of minor miracles occurring daily 
throughout the United States. Some of 
these examples include, Youth Con- 
servation Corps participants who have 
assisted Midwestern families afflicted 
by this spring’s floods, the Teach for 
America participant who not only 
taught children in Watts how to read, 
but also how to love, and the 
Battleboro, VT, Independent Living 
project participants who assist the el- 
derly and individuals with disabilities 
so they can remain in their homes in- 
stead of being forced to live in an insti- 
tutional setting. 

National service is a program that 
has served our Nation well, and there- 
fore I rise today to lend my voice in 
supporting the Mikulski amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my- 
self 10 minutes. 

Mr. President, I was struck by the 
comment of my friend from Vermont 
that we do have the resources to fund 
AmeriCorps. I think this amendment, 
which I have now had an opportunity 
to study a bit more, reflects just how 
difficult these funding choices are. I 
said earlier that when I made my rec- 
ommendations, I had to weigh 
AmeriCorps versus community devel- 
opment block grants. I was interested 
to see what the sponsors of this amend- 
ment show as their offsets because we 
have to keep this amendment budget 
neutral. 

Well, this amendment uses two ac- 
counts for offsets, both of them from 
Housing and Urban Development. The 
first cuts the annual contributions for 
assisted housing accounts by an addi- 
tional $383 million by taking an un- 
specified reduction. This could affect 
section 202 housing for the elderly, or 
the section 8(11) program for the dis- 
abled, or even housing for AIDS vic- 
tims. 

Other activities in this account in- 
clude vouchers for displaced families. 
Incidentally, when we are looking at 
family vouchers, for each AmeriCorps 
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volunteer, four low-income families 
could be given housing for a year. Is 
this truly our priority? Is it truly our 
priority to pay one young person what 
otherwise could go to providing as- 
sisted housing for four families needing 
housing? I do not think so. That is part 
of the problem I have with AmeriCorps 
in this budget. 

In addition, in the rescissions bill 
which was adopted by this body and 
signed by the President earlier this 
summer, there was already a $1.12 bil- 
lion reduction in this housing account. 
And the Department of HUD is telling 
us of their difficulty in identifying 
those reductions. To impose a further 
$383 million cut could impact real pro- 
grams and real housing assistance for 
low-income families, the elderly and 
the disabled. One of the great com- 
plaints I have heard about this bill, as 
it has been submitted by the commit- 
tee, is that it cuts HUD too much. This 
amendment would cut HUD further. 
Frankly, I was not willing to do that. I 
do not think it is a good idea. 

The other offset proposed in this 
amendment is achieved by increasing 
the individual limit on mortgages for 
the FHA-guaranteed program. Now, 
this is a very controversial provision. 
Under this amendment, mortgages as 
large as $175,000 would be eligible for 
Government guarantees. That is rais- 
ing from the current limit of about 
$152,000. These are not and should not 
be the sector of the housing market 
that the Government guarantees 
should cover. Moreover, private mort- 
gage insurance is readily available in 
those mortgages. This proposal would 
expand the role and scope of Govern- 
ment. It is something that has been de- 
bated in the authorizing committees. I 
believe it is not wise because it would 
place the Government in greater com- 
petition with the private mortgage in- 
surance market and likely increase 
ЕНА’ market share in the area аб a 
time when the private market is doing 
more and more. 

President Clinton has talked about 
reinventing Government and bringing 
it under control. The Republicans who 
were elected in 1994 talked about limit- 
ing the scope and the role of Govern- 
ment. This amendment goes in the op- 
posite direction from both of those ob- 
jectives. To make the argument that 
we should increase the maximum а1- 
lowable loan amount because it gen- 
erates more money is to say that the 
best reason for a Government program 
is that it makes money. That is not the 
right approach. 

I think the only valid justification 
for a program is a public purpose that 
can only be achieved by Government. 
There is no public purpose served by 
expanding Government’s role into the 
already served private market. I be- 
lieve this proposal is corporate welfare 
for lenders who currently receive serv- 
icing fees far higher than market levels 
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for handling loans with no risk. Actu- 
ally, it is a risk assumed by the tax- 
payers, not by the lenders. 

I think there is real reform needed in 
the AmeriCorps, National Service 
Corps. I am very pleased that the spon- 
sors of the amendment—and I con- 
gratulate the Senator from Maryland 
for putting in a proviso that none of 
the funds available shall be used to ad- 
minister, reimburse, or support any na- 
tional service programs run by Federal 
agencies. We were astounded earlier 
this year to learn, Mr. President, when 
we wanted to find out where the money 
was going at the national level, that 
AmeriCorps had been funding the De- 
partments of Agriculture, Energy, In- 
terior, Justice, Labor, Transportation, 
EPA, and the Department of Veterans 
Affairs. 

Well, according to the letters that we 
have received from OMB Director 
Rivlin and from Mr. Segal, they are not 
willing to talk about any reforms. I 
strongly support and commend the 
Senator from Maryland for agreeing to 
take out all of these Government agen- 
cies. AmeriCorps was funding these 
governmental agencies, and they were 
passing over Future Farmers of Amer- 
ica, National 4-H Council, Girl Scouts 
of America, American Red Cross, Big 
Brothers/Big Sisters, the Boys and 
Girls Clubs, National Audubon Society, 
United Negro College Fund, United 
Way of America, United Cerebral Palsy 
Association, Goodwill Industries Inter- 
national. 

These are the traditional volunteer 
agencies that most people think of in 
America when you talk about volun- 
teers. Yet, they were passing over 
those. They were passing over those, in 
some instances, to go to Federal Gov- 
ernment agencies. I am glad and I con- 
gratulate the sponsor of this amend- 
ment for knocking out those Federal 
agencies. But I also want to point out 
that there was strange scoring done. 
When you look at the independent as- 
sessment made by an outside agency 
who ranked these applicants, they had 
to reach way down in the rankings— 
from an impartial ranking group—to 
find some of the organizations that 
were funded. They overlooked Big 
Brothers/Big Sisters, National Urban 
League and Student Conservation to 
provide funding for an ACORN project. 

Well, as Senator GRASSLEY has 
learned—and I believe he may have a 
statement later on—the ACORN 
project was involved directly in politi- 
cal activity. They were soliciting 
votes, actually involved directly in a 
campaign against a city councilman in 
Denver. 

I think it is time that we had a com- 
mitment from this administration for a 
thorough reform of AmeriCorps before 
we even consider putting funds that are 
badly needed in other agencies into 
that program. I received a letter from 
PETER HOEKSTRA on the House side, 
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chairman of the Oversight and Inves- 
tigation Subcommittee. He was an 
original supporter of the Corporation 
for National Service. He said, at the 
time, I believed that this would be an 
efficient and effective use of taxpayer 
dollars. However, after conducting an 
independent evaluation of how money 
flows from the Corporation to 
AmeriCorps programs and how these 
funds are spent, I have grave concerns 
about the continuation of this pro- 
gram.” 

He states that he has begun a dialog 
but he finds that it is safe to say that 
AmeriCorps has been and likely contin- 
ues to be an avenue for partisanship. 
“The recent move by the Corporation 
to defund ACORN and Cole Coalition 
only serves to highlight the seriousness 
of this problem. In the case of ACORN, 
AmeriCorps’ IG has pointed out numer- 
ous cases of lobbying, fund raising, and 
even voter registration carried out by 
AmeriCorps members.” 

Congressman HOEKSTRA goes on to 
say, “Finally, our subcommittee is in 
the process of reviewing CNS’ grant- 
making procedures. Our preliminary 
findings reveal a less than comprehen- 
sible procedure, whereby grant scoring 
often has little to do with who receives 
the final grants.“ 

I really believe that before we con- 
sider trying to take money away from 
HUD, from assisted housing for those 
who are in grave need, for the people 
who are elderly, who are disabled, or 
the people with AIDS, that the admin- 
istration at least owes us a good-faith 
effort to make sure that the dollars 
that are spent in AmeriCorps are not 
being spent for political purposes, they 
are not being wasted on high-cost 
projects. 

I reiterate my point that in these 
very tight budget times, I do not think 
that paying money to volunteers in 
this program is a higher priority than 
taking care of the needs of those who 
depend upon HUD for federally assisted 
housing. I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

I yield the floor. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 
yield the Senator from Delaware 3 min- 


utes. 

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Senator from 
Maryland. 

Mr. President, I will be necessarily 
brief. 

There is very little the Federal Gov- 
ernment can do about moral values. 
That is something that is shaped by 
families and communities and church- 
es. One of the things we can do is the 
Government can help teach young peo- 
ple that they owe something to their 
country and to each other and that 
membership in the community conveys 
both rights and responsibilities. 

The Senator from Georgia is on the 
floor. He had a national service piece of 
legislation which I and several others 
supported over the years. The notion 
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that we are going to instill in our chil- 
dren that they have an obligation to 
their community and to their coun- 
try—my own experience, we focus, I be- 
lieve, too much on just what the bene- 
fit to the recipients of this service is. 

I suggest one of the greatest benefits 
of AmeriCorps is what it teaches those 
who participate in AmeriCorps. My son 
was in the Jesuit Volunteer Corps. No 
relationship, no remuneration, but he 
spent a year in a community service 
project in a homeless shelter out in 
Portland, OR. I know he benefited 
more from that experience, quite 
frankly, than almost anybody he 
helped benefit. 

That is one of the payoffs of this pro- 
gram. One of the payoffs is a genera- 
tion of young people who, in fact, are 
instilled with a sense of obligation and 
responsibility to the community. 

I heard my friend from Arizona stand 
up and talk about this as if it were 
need-based. There is nothing need- 
based about the military; the Peace 
Corps is not need-based. The point is to 
pass on these values to children or 
young people of all economic strata. 

We need broad-based support from 
the next generation in terms of what 
their responsibility to the communities 
is. I think that is the most overlooked 
aspect of this program. 

I also add, Mr. President, that I hear 
some of my friends—not the chairman 
of the subcommittee, but some of my 
friends on the floor—talking about the 
need for other programs. I notice they 
also cut those programs. I find it some- 
what interesting the talk about this 
could pay for x amount of Pell grants 
or y amount of this. I notice from their 
records they do not vote for the Pell 
grants, they do not vote for the other 
things. 

I find it somewhat interesting that 
they use as a straw man—I am not 
speaking about the Senator from Mis- 
souri but others who have spoken and 
talked about this off the floor—they 
use as a straw man the idea if we just 
were not spending the money on 
AmeriCorps, we would be spending it 
on other worthwhile programs that I 
note they also vote against and voted 
to cut. 

Mr. President, I must admit that I 
find this debate—and the opposition to 
AmeriCorps—somewhat fascinating. 

We have been hearing for about a 
year now—including the last few weeks 
during debate on the welfare reform 
bill—that we need to return power to 
States and local communities. That 
the Federal bureaucracy needs to get 
out of the way of local solutions to 
problems, that we need to make better 
use of nonprofit community organiza- 
tions and church groups in addressing 
the problems this country faces. And 
that individuals helping each other, 
not the paternalism of big government, 
is the ultimate answer to our problems. 
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Fine and good, Mr. President. And, to 
an extent, I agree. But, that is exactly 
what AmeriCorps does. 

AmeriCorps says to States and com- 
munities, you decide how to meet the 
needs of your people how to solve the 
problems you face. AmeriCorps says, 
private, nonprofit organizations should 
be the main focus of the program. And, 
AmeriCorps teaches young people 
about responsibility, opportunity, and 
citizenship. 

The fact is, President Clinton's na- 
tional service program is probably the 
most Republican program ever enacted 
by a Democratic President. 

It is not the Federal bureaucracy try- 
ing to solve problems, it is State, local, 
and private organizations working to- 
gether to solve problems. 

It is not solutions conceived inside 
the Washington Beltway. It is solu- 
tions conceived where the problems 
are, at the local level. 

It is not government taking over the 
role of charities. It is, as almost all 
local charities will tell you, a way to 
make volunteer efforts more useful and 
effective. 

All the Federal Government does is 
to provide some money and some dedi- 
cated young people to help. 

Let me tell you about some of those 
people from my State of Delaware— 
both those who help and those who are 
helped. 

Tammy is a single parent who used 
to be on welfare. Today, Tammy is an 
AmeriCorps member who helps teenage 
mothers do what she did—move from 
welfare to work. Tammy says, 
“AmeriCorps gave me my voice back.” 

Dora is another woman supporting 

her two children. After leaving the 
military, she took a job waiting tables. 
But, this past year, she spent working 
for AmeriCorps, helping elderly public 
house residents get preventive health 
care. 
Dora will be using her tuition vouch- 
er to go back to school, something she 
admits she never would have done 
without AmeriCorps. As she put it, 
“AmeriCorps gave me direction.” 

Jeff was a Maryland AmeriCorps 
member, but he did his service by tu- 
toring at-risk elementary school chil- 
dren in the Colonial School District in 
Delaware. For many of the boys, Jeff 
was their only male role model. 

And, the boys could hardly wait for 
Jeff to show up each day. After just 1 
week, one of the teachers said, 
There's already been a difference." 
Many teachers are now begging the 
principal to have an AmeriCorps mem- 
ber in their classroom. 

And, finally, let me tell you about 
Camille, who is a homeless teenage 
mother who dropped out of high school. 
She met an AmeriCorps member named 
Chan. And, Chan gave her hope. 

Chan got Camille to sign up for an 
adult education program. He supported 
her and tutored her. And, Camille will 
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soon graduate from the adult education 
program and receive her GED. 

Mr. President, there is very little the 
Federal Government can do about 
moral values. That is something that is 
shaped by families and churches and 
communities. 

But, what each of the examples I just 
gave proves is that the Federal Govern- 
ment can do at least a little bit about 
this country’s values. The Federal Gov- 
ernment can help teach young people 
that they owe something to their coun- 
try and to each other, that membership 
conveys both rights and responsibil- 
ities. 

And, what these examples also show 
is something I have long believed about 
community service—and I saw it with 
my own son after he served a year with 
the Jesuit Volunteer Corps. Those who 
benefit from community service are 
not just those who are helped, but also 
those who do the helping. 

AmeriCorps helps instill the values of 
responsibility and citizenship. It makes 
a difference in lives of thousands of 
Americans and makes our problems 
just a little bit smaller. 

There are children who will walk 
through their neighborhoods today 
safer because of the AmeriCorps mem- 
bers who are helping the police in com- 
munity policing. 

There are neighborhoods tonight that 
are safer because AmeriCorps members 
closed down the crack houses. 

There are children in school today 
because an AmeriCorps tutor gave 
them hope and they did not drop out of 
school. 

There are families who have homes 
today because of houses built by 
AmeriCorps members. 

There are senior citizens in nursing 
homes whose days are just a little bit 
brighter because of the work of an 
AmeriCorps member. 

Mr. President, AmeriCorps is not the 
solution to all of our problems. And, it 
is not the entire answer. But, I dare 
say, it is making a difference. And, it 
would be truly regrettable if 
AmeriCorps was eliminated after just 1 
year. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Georgia. I wish to 
tell the Senate this is one of the found- 
ing fathers of national service. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge sup- 
port of the amendment of the Senator 
from Maryland, and I commend her for 
taking this leadership and also com- 
mend the Senator from Missouri for 
pointing out things that need to be cor- 
rected in this program. 

That is what we ought to be doing. 
We ought to be correcting the faults, 
not killing the entire program. 

Mr. President, we have heard com- 
parisons of how many Pell grant pro- 
grams we could fund, how many job 
training programs we could fund. These 
criticisms are valid as far as they go 
but what they forget is a very impor- 
tant point. 
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That is, we are requiring service, and 
service is being rendered. A good anal- 
ogy is our Nation’s Armed Forces. We 
do not maintain Armed Forces in order 
to provide valuable skill and help de- 
velop good character in young men and 
women. Rather, Armed Forces person- 
nel develop skills and character in the 
military as they carry out their pri- 
mary mission for providing for our Na- 
tion’s security. 

The same is true of national service. 
Would critics have us disregard the 
benefits to society of national service 
participants helping flood victims in 
Montezuma, GA, last year, a town com- 
pletely overcome by the flood? Should 
we ignore the benefits of the first-time 
immunization program of 33,000 chil- 
dren in Fort Worth, TX, in 1 month? 

Mr. President, independent studies 
verified by the GAO found recently 
that AmeriCorps returns between $1.68 
and $2.58 for every $1 invested. I think 
it is important that we continue this 
program. National service says to the 
participants, along with society’s op- 
portunities come duties. If you will 
provide your honest sweat and elbow 
grease to improve society, we will help 
you attend college or acquire a skill. 

This is a win-win-win situation. The 
question I have for my colleagues is 
what other program is aimed at accom- 
plishing these social ends without a 
handout, without stifling bureaucracy, 
and with such enormous benefits to our 
communities? 

As my colleagues know, the idea of 
national service is one in which I have 
been involved for several years. In 1989, 
I introduced with Senator ROBB, 
GLENN, BREAUX, and SASSER introduced 
legislation to demonstrate the concept 
of national service in a small number 
of programs nationwide. President 
Bush signed that legislation into law in 
1990, and the effort yielded a number of 
highly-successful demonstration pro- 
grams, including two in my State. In 
1993, Congress passed President Clin- 
ton's National and Community Service 
Act to create thousands of young peo- 
ple serving their communities. While 
the scope of AmeriCorps is much larger 
than our original demonstration 
project, the philosophy behind it, sup- 
ported by Democrats and Republicans, 
is the same—make plain the essential 
connection between rights and respon- 
sibility by putting Americans to work 
meeting the unmet needs in their com- 
munities. 

At present this Congress is involved 
in a great debate over how to reverse 
the fraying of our Nation’s moral fab- 
ric. The question which confronts us is 
how to stop the rising tide of crime, il- 
legitimacy, falling test scores, and ris- 
ing despair that plague our commu- 
nities. I do not pretend that funding 
national service is the answer to all of 
these problems. What I can say with 
great conviction, however, is that na- 
tional service is one of the few Govern- 
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ment enterprises with the potential to 
inspire large numbers of young people 
against this tide. 

In Georgia, success stories are not 
hard to find. In my State, AmeriCorps 
members alone have contributed more 
than 300,000 hours of service, and served 
more than 19,000 individuals. In addi- 
tion to their required service, 
AmeriCorps members have volunteered 
7,500 hours to community-wide philan- 
thropic efforts and traditional volun- 
teer programs. They have also re- 
cruited more than 2,500 community 
volunteers to help in their community 
service efforts. Members are working 
with the Macon police department to 
patrol communities and establish 
neighborhood watch programs. In 
Douglas, members are helping to erect 
road signs to ensure that emergency 
crews can respond quickly to calls on 
the newly-installed 911 telephone sys- 
tem. In Atlanta, members mentor and 
tutor low-achieving students in schools 
and recruit volunteers for further com- 
munity service efforts. In Atlanta, the 
principal of Ralph McGill school in a 
low-income area of Atlanta informed 
me on a visit that since AmeriCorps 
young people started working as teach- 
er’s aides discipline problems have de- 
clined at his school by 70 percent. This 
list of accomplishments is mirrored in 
virtually every State in this Nation. 

Critics have tried to attack national 
service in a number of different ways. 
With the recent release of the GAO re- 
port on the costs of national service we 
have heard cries of how expensive the 
program is. I would caution the pro- 
gram’s critics to examine the benefits 
of the program as well as its costs be- 
fore issuing such casual independent 
studies. The GAO study often quoted 
by critics found that AmeriCorps’ per- 
member costs to the Federal Govern- 
ment are in fact lower than the esti- 
mates the Corporation set for itself. In 
addition, the benefits generated by the 
program, as reported by an independ- 
ent accounting agency and verified by 
GAO, have yielded excellent ratings for 
cost-effectiveness. Most importantly, 
however, the program receives high 
marks from the beneficiaries of the 
service, like the teacher of Ralph 
McGill school, who is better able to 
teach his students through 
AmeriCorps’ efforts. In this way 
AmeriCorps is living up to its slogan, 
“Getting Things Done.” I hope that the 
program's critics, many of whom were 
singing the praises of cost-benefit anal- 
ysis on this floor in a different debate 
on regulatory reform just a few weeks 
ago, will practice that preaching for 
this program as well. 

Our Nation’s Armed Forces provide 
another good historical analogy to na- 
tional service—the GI bill. This pro- 
gram, which began іп the mid- 1940s as 
an effort to provide an education to 
those who fought for our Nation’s sur- 
vival in World War ПІ, has been judged 


one of the most successful investments 
of public funds in our history. The pro- 
gram continues today as the Montgom- 
ery GI bill. The GI bill gives the par- 
ticipants an education benefit in ex- 
change for their great service to this 
country. Like the GI bill, national 
service provides a triple payoff in 
terms of the service performed, the 
service experience, and the post-service 
benefit. Do my colleagues who criticize 
national service believe that the GI bill 
was a mistake? Here, Mr. President, is 
а program that has just as much poten- 
tial to help our society. 

Finally, Mr. President, I would point 
out that since its initial authorization 
in 1993, AmeriCorps has had only one 
full year of operation. As with any 
newly created enterprise, there are 
growing pains of varying degrees, and I 
am the first to express my willingness 
to search for ways to make the pro- 
gram more effective. The time for such 
debate and change, however, is during 
the program's scheduled reauthoriza- 
tion next year. That way we can have 
а systematic, rational consideration of 
whether this program has provided suf- 
ficient “bang” for the Government’s 
buck, and whether structural changes 
are needed. To kill this program in this 
appropriations bill would be a costly 
mistake. 

Mr. President, as our distinguished 
colleague Senator Вүвр often points 
out, one of our primary duties as Sen- 
ators is to exercise the “power of the 
purse” and be good stewards of the tax- 
payer’s dollar. I have been watching 
AmeriCorps’ work in my State, and I 
am pleased to inform my colleagues 
that AmeriCorps is achieving its goals. 
This is an innovative, nonbureaucratic, 
decentralized approach to one of our 
Nation’s most important tasks—creat- 
ing citizens who understand that re- 
sponsibilities accompany rights and 
who provide real services to individuals 
and communities. I urge my colleagues 
to look at the benefits as well as the 
costs of this program, and to support 
the Mikulski amendment. 

Mr. President, we are developing 
leadership and we are also serving com- 
munities and individual needs. I urge 
this program be retained. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, acting 
on behalf of Senator Вомр, I yield Sen- 
ator SANTORUM 5 minutes. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Thank you, Mr. 
President, and I thank the Senator 
from Oklahoma. 

I rise, and I hesitate to come to the 
floor to talk about this issue although 
I have talked about it in the past. I 
wanted to make a statement because 
the former Senator from Pennsylvania, 
Senator Wofford, is in line to be the 
next head of the AmeriCorps Program. 

I stand as someone who has been a 
critic of the program. I wanted to 
make it clear that I am critical of the 

program—not of Senator Wofford. In 
fact, I have said to the Senator that I 
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will support him for that position and 
wish him well. 

He has a big job ahead of him because 
I believe this program is a misguided 
program, is a program that is on a val- 
ues level—the Senator from Delaware 
talked about values. I think it teaches 
the wrong values. I think it teaches the 
value of not voluntarism. 

My definition from looking in the 
dictionary, voluntarism is unpaid 
labor. This is paid labor. That is not 
voluntarism. You can call it a lot of 
things, but not voluntarism, any more 
than me deciding to run for the U.S. 
Senate and therefore being elected, 
being a volunteer because that is what 
I decided I wanted to do. 

You are compensated for your work 
and therefore you are not a volunteer. 
Call it what it is. It is a Federal paid 
taxpayers’ position that you have, 
working many places in a government 
job, or through some government-sanc- 
tioned organization, or approved orga- 
nization. 

I do not see anything particularly 
noble about a job paid for by taxpayers’ 
dollars, that is any more noble than 
someone who goes out and sells insur- 
ance or someone who works on Wall 
Street or someone who grows cotton. 

Those are all noble jobs. They are 
providing valuable services to this 
country. To suggest that somehow we 
instill the value in people, working for 
the Federal Government for taxpayers’ 
dollars is somehow noble, and that 
going out and trying to start a business 
or raise a crop is not noble, that those 
values are not important. 

I think that is really what is fun- 
damental. I think we are missing the 
point. Yes, there is a lot of good work 
being done by people, but they are 
being paid to do it by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, and it is the Federal Govern- 
ment's design as to what role they 
should be filling. 

I think that is a very dangerous 
value to somehow elevate Government 
service above all other aspects of our 
lives in our society. I think that is why 
you see so many people on our side of 
the aisle come up who feel this is a real 
hot button issue, because I think it is 
a distortion of the American value. 

I would also add, having just been 
very actively involved in the welfare 
debate over the past few weeks, that 
there are a lot of people who are very 
strong supporters of AmeriCorps who 
are not supporters of requiring people 
on welfare to work. I find that incred- 
ible. Here we have people who des- 
perately need work. You talk to em- 
ployers. What do employers tell you 
they are looking for an employee? Are 
they looking for someone who has a lot 
of skills, someone who is exceptional in 
а particular area? No. What most em- 
ployers look for in employees is some- 
one with a good attitude and good 
work ethic. What people on welfare in 
most cases do not have as a result of 
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having grown up on welfare—I am talk- 
ing about the chronic welfare recipi- 
ent—is instilled a good work ethic. 

What we could provide instead of 
paying volunteers in AmeriCorps is we 
could be putting the people who are on 
welfare who need jobs the same things 
AmeriCorps people are doing. Remem- 
ber, people on welfare are receiving the 
money. They are already getting the 
benefits. It does not cost any addition 
and gives the people who really need 
the work, not someone whose daddy is 
a CEO of some company who signed up 
for AmeriCorps because he wants to do 
the good thing and be a volunteer and 
get $27,000 a year, but someone who ac- 
tually needs the work experience, 
needs to learn the skills. 

Let us talk about what we can do to 
take this program and apply it in a 
sense in the welfare context. That 
makes a lot of sense. That is really a 
direction that I think the American 
public could support. 

Mr. President, I want to read a quote 
from Father Robert A. Sirico, who is 
president of Action Institute for the 
Study of Religion and Liberty in Grand 
Rapids, who wrote an article on 
AmeriCorps and how it falsely teaches 
people what service is all about. His 
concluding paragraph is: 

Idealism led me to the priesthood. Another 
sort of idealism leads people to the business 
world. Here’s some advice for young ideal- 
ists. If you want to serve others, don't be 
bought off by a Government program. Try 
something voluntary that is personally chal- 
lenging, socially beneficial, and doesn’t cost 
the taxpayers one dime. 

I think that sums up the mood of 
most of us on this side of the aisle. We 
want people to be challenged. We want 
young people to be involved in volunta- 
rism. We want people to care about 
their community. But we want them to 
do it because they care about their 
community, not because they are get- 
ting paid $30,000 a year by Federal tax- 
payers. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I yield 
Senator ASHCROFT 3% minutes. 

How much time is remaining on our 
side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A total 
of 6% minutes. 

Mr. NICKLES. I yield 6% minutes. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I thank the Senator 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to speak 
on AmeriCorps. 

Before I begin, I would like to thank 
my colleague and my good friend, Sen- 
ator BOND, for his management of this 
bill as well as his unending commit- 
ment to the taxpayers of Missouri. His 
opposition to the Corporation for Na- 
tional Service is another example of 
the fiscal integrity that has marked 
his career in the Senate, and I am hon- 
ored to join him here. 

Americans constitute a community 
of service. Last year 90 million Ameri- 
cans of all ages gave their time to civic 
and religious organizations. They cared 
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for the poor, sick, the broken, and the 
lonely. They gave their time without 
regard to benefit or pay. They did it as 
a matter of personal devotion and out 
of their regard for each other as part of 
the way we live our lives as Americans. 
Their personal sacrifice is, іп my opin- 
ion, mocked by a Government program 
with a catchy name like AmeriCorps. 

Mr. President, we have for most of 
this Congress been debating Washing- 
ton’s legitimate role in our daily lives. 
Some cases are tough, tough debates— 
debates on welfare, crime, and edu- 
cation. Others are not. This is not a 
tough case. AmeriCorps is a $27,000 per 
participant boondoggle for kids trying 
to find themselves. AmeriCorps is wel- 
fare for the well-to-do. 

Mr. President, for what AmeriCorps 
costs annually we could send two poor 
students to the University of Missouri 
for 4 years, all expenses paid, for every- 
one person we send through 
AmeriCorps. We could give 18 Pell 
grants to needy students for the annual 
cost of one AmeriCorps participant. 

AmeriCorps is wasteful and bureau- 
cratic. At least $15,000 per AmeriCorps 
participant goes into overhead and ad- 
ministration here in Washington. Only 
in Washington could $15,000 a year be 
paid for paper turning, and as a result 
that would be considered volunteer 
service. 

Of the AmeriCorps participants, 1,200 
serve—volunteer—at the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Agriculture; 525 volunteer at 
the Interior Department; and 60 serve 
at the National Endowment for the 
Arts. This is not in the spirit of vol- 
unteering. This is not in the spirit of 
service that we normally find for 
American communities. 

I rise to oppose this because I believe 
that a volunteer program should be a 
volunteer program. It should not be a 
way to subsidies the Federal bureauc- 
racy and send individuals into the bu- 
reaucracy at rates of pay that deprive 
other needy programs, that displace 
the ability to meet other needs in our 
culture. 

So І ат pleased to support my senior 
Senator’s motion which would defund 
or otherwise take AmeriCorps out, be- 
cause I do not believe we should be 
spending money at this level in an en- 
terprise which masquerades as a volun- 
teer program but is a very expensive 
program. 
Several Senators addressed 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Thank you, Mr. 
President. I thank the Senator from 
Maryland. 

I ask unanimous consent that I be 
added as an original cosponsor. 


the 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the Mikulski amend- 
ment, and I ask to be added as a co- 
sponsor. 

As a former college professor and 
community organizer, I was proud to 
be a part of creating and now imple- 
menting the National Service Program. 
I was also proud to bring the vast expe- 
rience of people and programs in my 
State to Washington as Congress was 
considering this original legislation. 

People across my State of Minnesota 
and the rest of the country have 
worked in National Service programs 
which has helped our Nation and local 
communities solve social problems 
while at the same time strengthen de- 
mocracy and citizenship. 

From all I see, this is a program that 
works. 

Over half of the AmeriCorp members 
in Minnesota signed up for another 
year of service. 

This is not about paid service at all. 
Service in Minnesota is about citizen- 
ship, to be part of a community, step- 
ping forward to serve. These people are 
not getting rich by any means. The 
participants are making $4.50 an hour. 
This is essentially minimum wage. 

If you think today’s youth are cyni- 
cal; if you think they are disengaged 
and apathetic, you are wrong. I have 
met them. This program is all about 
participation and citizenship. 

Listen to what some of these young 
people in Minnesota have said about 
the program: 

David Jacobsma: “It has meant meeting 
new people with a wide variety of back- 
grounds. It has meant money for my edu- 
cation. It has meant new life experiences.” 

Holly Sirjord: “I feel I have contributed to 
my community. I not only worked with the 
personal aspects of the community, but I feel 
in return I have learned a lot by working 
with the natural aspects as well.“ 

Katherine Musch: “AmeriCorps is a won- 
derful service organization that helps people 
help themselves build futures. This past year 
I have learned so much working with people 
and nature. It was great to feel a part of 
something so worthwhile. I am proud to be a 
member and would love to see AmeriCorps 
continued.“ 

Aaron Neubert: It has given me the oppor- 
tunity to use my college degree. I am anx- 
ious to show future employers that I have 
experience.” 

Kelly Engen: “Being a member of the 
AmeriCorps program has meant a great deal 
to me. It has given me a sense of pride know- 
ing that I am giving something back to the 
local communities that have given so much 
to те." 

Tim Reese: “Ап opportunity to experience 
resource management on a watershed scale, 
frustration, a valuable experience, good 
training, an understanding of the workings 
of a Federal agency and a way to help pay 
for graduate school.” 

Russell Boheim: ‘AmeriCorps has given me 
the opportunity to use the knowledge and 
experience Гуе gained оп a natural resources 
project benefitting the people in the region, 
where I was raised.” 


Tony КговКа: “АтпегіСогрв is, and has 
been, an excellent opportunity to use and 
test my skills to further the improvement of 
a region that I consider to be a valuable re- 
source,” 

Shelly Eckblad: “AmeriCorps—group of 
Americans forming a body of persons, acting 
together in a common direction. That direc- 
tion is to solve problems facing our coun- 
try—the United States.“ 

Tracy Guthmiller: “AmeriCorps to me 
means opportunity. AmeriCorps has given 
me the opportunity to assist others while at 
the same time gain valuable experience for 
myself.” 

Linda Dahl: “To me AmeriCorps has meant 
helping those who are willing to work to- 
ward improving their stewardship of the 
land. I believe this will lead to a better in- 
formed rural community and a healthier liv- 
ing environment.” 

DiAnn Koening: “Being an AmeriCorps 
member has given me the opportunity to 
serve local communities through individual 
and team efforts, acquire new skills, and be- 
come more knowledgeable of the local agen- 
cies and what services they provide.” 

Melissa Stommes: “Being an AmeriCorps 
member has given me a lot of opportunities 
to test my talents, explore more options, and 
meet new people.” 

Graeme Belcher: "AmeriCorps has given 
me the chance to make my community and 
myself better. The results of my actions will 
affect the environment so that everyone can 
live healthier and happier lives.“ 

Joy Swenson: “І have learned many things 
in my AmeriCorps stint, so far. I have been 
trained in some things that will be a definite 
help to me in my future career—along with 
some things that will help out my life in 
general. Things such as team spirit and 
working with a range of attitudes and per- 
sonalities. I cannot really say all I want to 
in 25 words or less, but I will end with this 
thought. I believe that being an AmeriCorps 
member will be an experience that I will al- 
ways remember." 

Dean Lutz: “Тһе AmeriCorps program has 
been beneficial to me in helping me develop 
and achieve my goals. The NRCS and other 
surrounding people are fantastic to work 
along side.“ 

Jeff York: “Being a AmeriCorps member 
has allowed me to return and serve the area 
I grew up in. As a member, I have enjoyed 


the responsibility and commitment it takes 


to serve others. I have also been introduced 
to a new, diverse group of Americans that, 
without this experience, I would not have 
been able to otherwise meet.“ 

Brian ck: Being an AmeriCorps 
member is having a chance to learn new 
things and meet fun and exciting people 
while doing something that will help my 
community and country.” 

Michael Aho: “AmeriCorps has provided a 
way for me to face the challenges of the fu- 
ture by taking the first of many steps after 
college." 

I think what some in Washington 
who are trying to dismantle this pro- 
gram because they are afraid that it 
makes people think. It makes people 
who are working with homeless people 
to ask why is there homelessness. Peo- 
ple who are working in the inner city 
are asking why is there poverty? And 
those who are working to clean up our 
environment are asking why is there 
pollution? 

Every program in Minnesota is in a 
partnership with either a State and/or 
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private partners. All these new part- 
nerships were spurred by this program. 
It has leveraged a lot of private funds. 

Community service programs in Min- 
nesota and across the Nation have of- 
fended hundreds of thousands of young 
people the opportunity to learn while 
serving their communities. Community 
service programs have provided impor- 
tant and necessary services to commu- 
nities all over the country. Programs 
have empowered students to improve 
conditions in their own communities 
by encouraging them to become a part 
of their community. 

Service-learning programs have 
taught young people about the skills of 
citizenships, responsibility, and democ- 
racy while teaching them math, 
science, civics, English, history at the 
same time. Students through these 
wonderful programs have had their 
eyes opened to new opportunities and 
to diversity and multiculturalism in 
society. They have taught people how 
to utilize community resources to im- 
prove their lives. 

In Minnesota, we have combined 
State funding under the Youth Works 
Program and the Federal dollars in the 
AmeriCorps Program to create an ex- 
cellent program. 

People of all ages, but especially our 
young people, have been encouraged to 
help their communities and get in- 
volved in their communities. We cre- 
ated a program that empowers people 
to participate, to make changes in 
their communities, and a program that 
teaches the skills of citizenship, re- 
sponsibility and democracy. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
AmeriCorps Program and service learn- 
ing and support the Mikulski amend- 
ment. 

Mr. President, I find the description 
of this program as kids trying to find 
out who they are insulting. I do not 
even recognize the program my col- 
leagues are describing. In Minnesota, 
AmeriCorps is really an exceptional 
program. It is quite a wonderful thing 
to see the work done in a child care 
center, the work done in the environ- 
ment, the work done for senior citi- 
zens, the work done for communities, 
combined with a whole lot of young 
people who are able then to begin to 
build the resources to attend higher 
education. Mr. President, I would call 
this a marriage. It is well worth it. It 
is the very best in this country. 

As to deficit reduction, why do we 
not cut the subsidies for the oil compa- 
nies, the coal companies, the tobacco 
companies and the pharmaceutical 
companies? Why do not we go after the 
military contractors, and what do we 
do when there is a $245 billion tax give- 
away mainly to wealthy people? But 
instead, when it comes to community 
services, young people and higher edu- 
cation, and that kind of marriage, that 
is where we want to cut. 
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That is not a Minnesota standard of 
fairness, and I am proud to stand on 
the floor and speak for AmeriCorps. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to the Senator from Okla- 
homa, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, first I 
would like to compliment my col- 
leagues and friends from Missouri, Sen- 
ator BOND and Senator ASHCROFT, for 
their statements, as well as Senators 
SANTORUM and GRASSLEY. I hope our 
colleagues had a chance to listen to 
them because they were right on tar- 
get. 

National service is basically paying 
volunteers. I find that to be a little bit 
of an oxymoron—paid volunteers. We 
have thousands, we have millions of 
volunteers who are doing great work, 
and they do it without the Federal 
Government saying, “Неге, we are 
going to give you a check.” 

Many of us stated our opposition to 
this program at its inception because 
we said it would cost enormous sums. I 
looked at my notes, and I was comput- 
ing, given the figures that we received 
from the Clinton administration, and 
estimated this program would cost 
$22,000. I remember debating Mr. Segal, 
and he said it would not cost that 
much; the cost would be something 
like $17,000 or $18,000. According to 
GAO, the cost is almost $27,000. I was 
talking about total cost, the cost to 
the Federal Government, the cost to 
State and local governments, and pri- 
vate. 

It turns out to be, if you add the 
total cost, $17,000 from the AmeriCorps; 
other Federal support, $3,000; State and 
local contributions, governments, 
$4,000; and private, $1,800. So the pri- 
vate supports only 7 percent. 

They stated that this was going to be 
largely privately funded. It has not 
been. It is largely Government funded 
at a cost of $27,000. 

Mr. President, some people said, 
“Well, this is good so it will help peo- 
ple be educated." The average cost of a 
Pell grant is $1,300. It is about one- 
eighteenth the size of this program. 
And that is a grant. The average cost 
of a student loan is $416. That com- 
pares to this program’s average cost of 
$27,000. There is no comparison. 

Mr. President, in my opinion, this 
program is a failure as an education 
tool. It is a failure as a tool promoting 
service or volunteers. We do not need 
the Federal Government to microman- 
age a program. We see that all the Fed- 
eral Departments—the Veterans De- 
partment, EPA, Department of Trans- 
portation, Labor, Justice, Interior—are 
receiving assistance and funds to train 
volunteers. We do not need that. 

And then when you find out that Big 
Brothers and Big Sisters and Red Cross 
and Girl Scouts have been denied 
funds, this does not make sense. We 
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cannot afford this program. Let us put 
the scarce resources that we have in 
the programs that will help thousands. 

Actually, we have millions; we have 9 
million students that benefited under 
the guaranteed student loan program 
or the Pell grant program. We can help 
millions in those programs, and we 
have been doing so. We are wasting 
millions of dollars under this program. 
It is a time to defund it, and I hope 
that this amendment by our friend 
from Maryland will be defeated. I 
thank my colleague from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleague from Oklahoma and the oth- 
ers who have spoken on this side so elo- 
quently. I think we have had an excel- 
lent debate. 

Because we have had so many people 
debating on this measure, we have used 
up all of the time. I would now ask 
unanimous consent that there be 3 
minutes for the proponent of the 
amendment and 3 minutes for me as an 
opponent of the amendment to wrap it 
up, and then that I be recognized for a 
tabling motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Who yields time? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my- 
self 2 minutes. 

Mr. President, we have heard I think 
some compelling arguments against 
the AmeriCorps Program. I think in 
this vote it is important for our col- 
leagues to focus on the fact that every- 
body agrees this program is vitally in 
need of reform. This program has to be 
changed. There have been too many 
problems with it. Even if you accept 
the fact that paying for volunteers is a 
good idea, I think that taking the 
money from assisted housing or those 
who badly need assisted housing is un- 
warranted. I think that raising the 
FHA mortgage limits is an idea that 
should be left to the authorizing com- 
mittees. 

Serving on the authorizing commit- 
tee, I can tell you that there are many 
good arguments against doing that. I 
recognize the difficulty that the pro- 
ponents have had in finding funding for 
it. This was my problem when I chose 
to fund CDBG rather than this pro- 
gram. 

I urge my colleagues to join with me 
to table this amendment. We will con- 
tinue to discuss AmeriCorps in the con- 
ference and beyond. We are waiting for 
a response from the administration. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Мг. 
DEWINE). The Senator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. We have been 
through a lot of ups and downs already 
today, and I would like to thank all the 
Senators for offering their amend- 
ments. 

Mr. President, I know I have 3 min- 
utes for summing up. Let me just say 
this. There is much to be said in favor 
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of national service and much criticism 
in terms I think of the need for a tight- 
er ship. I think we would agree with 
the need for a tighter ship. 

Let me just say in conclusion, my 
life has been devoted to creating an op- 
portunity structure. I am absolutely 
committed to giving help to those who 
practice self-help. My great grand- 
mother came to this country from Po- 
land for a prearranged marriage with 
$16 and a feather bed mattress. She 
came with no guarantees. She came 
seeking opportunities. And she came 
because she believed in the United 
States of America there would be ас- 
cess to something called the American 
dream. The triad of the American 
dream was homeownership, access to 
education, and personal freedom. 

The reason that I was one of the lead- 
ers in establishing national service was 
that we would have an opportunity 
structure for access to the American 
dream. 

There were those who said these are 
not volunteers because they earn a 
voucher. They do not get paid. They 
get a living stipend and a voucher. 

We use the term volunteer“ to mean 
that they are not drafted or coerced 
into it. Perhaps that is not the right 
language, but it is the right intent. 

The important part of this is that we 
know for most Americans their access 
to higher education is closing. Student 
debt is increasing. What this bill essen- 
tially does is follow the framework of a 
principle I believe in, that if you are 
middle class the role of Government is 
to try to help you stay there or do bet- 
ter and, if you are not middle class, to 
be able to get there through hard work, 
effort, and merit. 

That is what national service is all 
about. That is what its intent is, and 
that is why we have been advocating 
this bill. 

I know that we are in a very skimpy 
budget time; that the chairman of this 
bill and I struggled over this. I know 
that originally as we looked at this bill 
the question was, How can we fund it? 

The chairman felt we needed money 
to go into the community development 
block grant funds, and I could not fault 
him for that—empowering cities to 
make local decisions for economic de- 
velopment. Absolutely. 

What we face here is not should we or 
should we not support national service. 
We have a very skimpy budget alloca- 
tion. I know that there are those who 
say, Well, we can do Pell grants; we 
can do four more housing subsidies.” 
The fact is, I believe under the skimpy 
allocations we are now coping with 
there will not be the money to do these 
things. I hope we continue the support 
of national service. 

I thank the chairman for the cour- 
tesies given to us on this and really the 
civility of the debate. I hope that my 
colleagues will vote to continue na- 
tional service. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I have seen 
the wisdom and I shall not offer a ta- 
bling motion. I shall ask my colleagues 
to vote against this measure. 

I could not agree more strongly with 
the goals and the views expressed by 
my ranking member about the Amer- 
ican dream. But I do not believe it in- 
volves AmeriCorps or paid Federal 
Government volunteer service. I am 
very much concerned, and I think all 
my colleagues should be. I hope they 
would vote against this amendment, 
even if they support the concept of 
AmeriCorps, because it takes money 
from housing assistance, from the el- 
derly, the disabled, those with AIDS, 
and it raises the FHA mortgage limit. 

I do not believe it is the time or the 
amendment on which we should move 
forward with AmeriCorps. I ask for the 
support of my colleagues in opposing 
this amendment. 

Now, Mr. President, I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DOLE. I ask further proceedings 
under the quorum call be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment No. 2781 offered by the Sen- 
ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI]. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] is nec- 
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 47, 
nays 52, as follows: 


{Rollcall Vote No. 464 Leg.] 


YEAS—47 
Akaka Feinstein Mikulski 
Baucus Pord Moseley-Braun 
Biden Glenn Moynihan 
Bingaman Graham Murray 
Boxer Harkin Nunn 
Bradley Heflin Pell 
Breaux Inouye Pryor 
Bryan Jeffords Reid 
Bumpers Johnston Robb 
Campbell Kennedy Rockefeller 
Chafee Kerrey Sarbanes 
Cohen Kerry Simon 
Conrad Lautenberg Snowe 
Daschle Leahy Specter 
Dodd Levin Wellstone 
Dorgan Lieberman 
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NAYS—52 
Abraham Frist “McCain 
Ashcroft Gorton McConnell 
Bennett Grams Murkowski 
Bond Grassley Nickles 
Brown Gregg Packwood 
Burns Hatch Pressler 
Byrd Hatfield Roth 
Coats Helms Santorum 
Cochran Hollings Shelby 
Coverdell Hutchison Simpson 
Craig Inhofe Smith 
D'Amato Kassebaum Stevens 
DeWine Kempthorne Thomas 
Dole Kohl Thompson 
Domenici Ky! Thurmond 
Exon Lott Warner 
Faircloth Lugar 
Feingold Mack 
NOT VOTING—1 
Gramm 
So the amendment (No. 2781) was re- 
jected. 


Mr. BOND. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, was lead- 
er's time reserved? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has 
been. 

Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent 
to use leader’s time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, yesterday, 
together with some of my colleagues, I 
sent a letter to President Clinton urg- 
ing him to consult with the Congress 
on the nature of the commitments his 
administration has made to our NATO 
allies and the Bosnians with respect to 
United States involvement in a poten- 
tial peace enforcement operation in 
Bosnia. The letter included a number 
of specific questions about such an op- 
eration and the wisdom of the adminis- 
tration’s present approach. 

Much to my surprise, administration 
spokesmen protested this letter claim- 
ing that there have been numerous 
consultations on this matter. 

Despite White House claims, the fact 
is that the Clinton administration has 
not consulted the Congress on sending 
United States ground forces to Bosnia 
since 1993—when consultations were 
held on possible enforcement of the 
Vance-Owen plan. 

What was Congress’ reaction then? 
As part of the fiscal year 1994 Defense 
Appropriations bill we passed an 
amendment, 99 to 1. The Mitchell-Dole 
amendment—which reads as follows, 
and I quote: 

It is the sense of the Congress that none of 
the funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available by this act should be available for 
the purposes of deploying United States 
Armed Forces to participate in the imple- 
mentation of a peace settlement in Bosnia- 
Herzegovina, unless previously authorized by 
the Congress. 

A subsequent provision addressed 
consultation on U.S. participation in 
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any peacekeeping or peace-enforce- 
ment operations and opposed it unless, 
and I quote: 

The President initiates consultations with 
the bipartisan leadership of Congress... 

This was followed by directions for 
such consultation, including discussion 
of the goals of the operation, U.S. in- 
terests, the costs, funding strategy, ex- 
tent of U.S. involvement, and the ex- 
pected duration and scope of the oper- 
ation. 

Well, it is more than 2 years later— 
more than 2 years later—and a great 
deal has changed. The situation on the 
ground is not what it was and the peace 
settlement being negotiated is also not 
what it was. While we are aware that 
the administration continues to repeat 
its commitment to send U.S. troops to 
participate in a settlement force, we in 
the Congress do not know what that 
means in concrete terms. And we be- 
lieve we have a right to know. 

About 2% weeks ago, the administra- 
tion sent a high level team, led by Dep- 
uty Secretary of Defense White, to 
brief Senators on the NATO air cam- 
paign. At that time, questions were 
raised about administration plans to 
participate in a peace enforcement op- 
eration. Unfortunately, these officials 
did not answer any of these questions, 
claiming that the planning process was 
not finished. 

Mr. President, the point of consulta- 
tions is to have input before there is a 
finished plan, before the Congress is 
handed a fait accompli. We do not want 
to be told after the fact that is a brief- 
ing, not a consultation. And we have 
had plenty of those where we are in- 
formed. We are not consulted; we are 
told. Lists of administration briefings 
and returned phone calls don’t add up 
to consultation. 

Today administration officials and 
members of the contact group con- 
cluded a second round of negotiations 
with the Bosnian, Croatian, and Ser- 
bian Foreign Ministers on principles 
for a peace settlement. There is little 
doubt in my mind that whether the 
Bosnian Government continues partici- 
pating in these talks and finally agrees 
to sign a settlement will depend sig- 
nificantly on whether or not the Unit- 
ed States sends troops to enforce it. 

Let us face it, the so-called agreed 
principles are vague, except in that 
they partition Bosnia into two entities. 
As such, the Bosnians are bound to rely 
on United States guarantees where 
there are differences with the Serbs, 
which are inevitable on matters of 
Bosnia’s sovereignty and territorial in- 
tegrity. Because the administration 
and allied approach has left the 
Bosnians without the means to secure 
their own peace, they will depend on 
those troops sent to enforce a settle- 
ment to defend their sovereignty. 

Mr. President, we are still waiting to 
hear the administration’s plan on lift- 
ing the arms embargo on Bosnia, a 
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question that remains relevant now, as 
well as central to any exit strategy for 
American forces. I cannot conceive of 
supporting a plan that sends United 
States troops into Bosnia, while leav- 
ing the Bosnians unable to defend 
against future aggression. 

We must know what the administra- 
tion is telling the Bosnians, the Serbs, 
and our NATO allies, what promises 
and what threats, are being made. We 
also need to know what commitments 
are being made to the Russians with 
respect to their participation. In par- 
ticular what is the administration re- 
sponse to Russian demands to share 
command with NATO in an enforce- 
ment operation? Will U.S. forces be 
under unified NATO command at all 
times? 

The bottom line is that U.S. credibil- 
ity depends on the United States keep- 
ing its word, meaning what it says. 
NATO credibility is also on the line. 
Why has there been no response to 
Bosnian Serb violations of the NATO 
no-fly zone reported today and last 
week? 

No doubt about it, there is a lot at 
stake here—United States and NATO 
credibility, as well as the future of 
Bosnia. 

It cannot escape the administration 
that the Congress has repudiated its 
approach toward Bosnia for the past 2 
years. An overwhelming bipartisan ma- 
jority has opposed the arms embargo, 
and Congress has voiced concerns with 
respect to peace plans that would de- 
stroy the sovereignty and territorial 
integrity of Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
So, to operate under the assumption 
that Congress will approve administra- 
tion plans to send thousands of Ameri- 
cans in harm’s way to enforce a settle- 
ment is a major error. The fact is that 
the Clinton administration may be 
making promises it cannot or should 
not keep. 

Therefore, I am writing today to the 
chairmen of the Appropriations, Armed 
Services and Foreign Relations Com- 
mittees to request that they hold ex- 
tensive hearings on this critical issue. 
I will request that the questions asked 
in the letter to President Clinton form 
the basis of their examination of this 
matter. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the letter we sent to the President 
today be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
OFFICE OF THE REPUBLICAN LEADER, 
Washington, DC, September 25, 1995. 
‘The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: It is our understand- 
ing that your administration, together with 
our NATO allies, is completing plans to en- 
force a potential settlement in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina—a settlement not yet finalized. 
Much to our dismay, what we have learned 
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about possible U.S. troop obligations has 
been largely from press reports. To date, 
your administration has failed to consult 
with the Congress on the nature and extent 
of commitments made to our NATO allies 
and the Bosnian government regarding U.S. 
participation in a force to implement a set- 
tlement. We are especially concerned since 
those forces must consist primarily of 
ground troops. There should be no doubts 
that without the concurrence of the Con- 
gress these commitments will not be ful- 
filled. 

In our view, your administration must an- 
swer the following questions as soon as pos- 
sible in order that the Senate may begin to 
fulfill its responsibility to carefully evaluate 
this matter: 

(1) What specific commitments regarding 
U.S. troop participation have been made by 
your administration to our NATO allies? 

(2) What specific commitments regarding 
U.S. troop participation have been made by 
your administration to the Bosnian govern- 
ment? 

(3) What is the range of total NATO ground 
force levels, related to enforcement of a 
Bosnian peace settlement, being considered 
in the administration and at NATO head- 
quarters? What would the U.S. contribution 
of forces be? What is the estimate of the 
number of reservists that would need to be 
called up? What is the estimated impact of 
such a deployment on readiness? 

(4) Would this be a NATO-only operation or 
would Russian troops and/or other troops, 
from Islamic countries for example, also be a 
part of that total force enforcing a settle- 
ment? 

(5) Would NATO be in complete command 
of all forces involved in an enforcement oper- 
ation? Or would Russian forces an non-NATO 
forces be under different command arrange- 
ments? If so, how would these varied com- 
mand arrangements be ultimately integrated 
in order to achieve unity of command? Is 
there to be another dual-key command? 

(6) When would NATO forces be deployed— 
immediately after an agreement is signed or 
after Bosnian government and Bosnian Serb 
forces withdraw to lines of demarcation? 
What if the fighting does not stop after an 
agreement is signed? 

(7) Is there a time table for UNPROFOR 
withdrawal? Would some of these U.N. units, 
from NATO contributing countries, remain 
as part of the new force? 

(8) When would the dual key“ be elimi- 
nated? Would there be any other U.N. input 
into the command arrangements? 

(9) What would the rules of engagement for 
NATO forces be? 

(10) Where would NATO troops be de- 
ployed? In Bosnian Serb controlled terri- 
tory? 

(11) Would Bosnian government forces be 
supplied with additional arms during this en- 
forcement period so that Bosnia can better 
defend itself against aggression after NATO 
forces leave? If so, what types of weapons 
would be provided and by whom? Has a com- 
mitment to provide military assistance—to 
include arms and/or training—to the Bosnian 
government in a post-settlement period been 
made by Assistant Secretary Holbrooke, or 
any other administration officials to 
Bosnian government officials? 

(12) How long would NATO troops be de- 
ployed? What is the exit strategy? 

(13) What are the estimated costs of such a 
NATO deployment? What would the U.S. 
share be and how does the administration 
plan to pay for it? 

Mr. President, these are not the only ques- 
tions that will need to be answered, but they 
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are essential to any Congressional debate 
and consideration of commitments made by 
you and your administration with respect to 
U.S. troops participating in an enforcement 
operation. 

Thre are also matters of principle that will 
have to be carefully considered. First and 
foremost is a very fundamental question— 
whether United States forces should be de- 
ployed to partition a sovereign and independ- 
ent country into two entities. Our men and 
women in the military have protected our 
freedom and our interests and defended our 
principles. Do we want to place our soldiers 
in harms’ way to defend the compromise of 
our principles? We must also ask whether or 
not any settlement reached has been agreed 
to freely by the Bosnian government and 
without coercion. We are concerned about 
news reports that senior administration offi- 
cials gained Bosnian government agreement 
on the first set of “Agreed Principles’ by 
threatening a halt in NATO bombing. Fi- 
nally, we must ask whether it would not be 
more just and more wise to lift the arms em- 
bargo on Bosnia and Herzegovina, and allow 
the Bosnians to fight until there is a stable 
military balance—the precondition for any 
settlement which would not require the de- 
ployment of thousands of American and 
NATO troops to police it. 

Mr. President, we have serious concerns 
about the commitments you and your ad- 
ministration reportedly have made with re- 
spect to U.S. participation—to include thou- 
sands of ground forces—in enforcing a pos- 
sible Bosnian peace settlement. We hope 
that you will begin to consult earnestly and 
forthrightly with the Congress in the very 
near future. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT DOLE, 
JOHN W. WARNER, 
THAD COCHRAN, 
Bos SMITH, 
JESSE HELMS, 
ARLEN SPECTER, 
JAMES M. INHOFE, 
DIRK KEMPTHORNE, 
Jon KYL, 
КАҮ BAILEY HUTCHISON. 


Mr. DOLE. I reserve the balance of 
my leader’s time. 
ä Қ 0 


DEPARTMENTS ОЕ VETERANS AF- 
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND- 
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1966 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pre- 
vious order is the Senator from Mary- 
land is to be recognized to offer an 
amendment. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me in- 
dicate to my colleagues what we hope 
to achieve here this evening. 

The Senator from Maryland will be 
recognized. I understand there is a 1- 
hour time agreement. We are willing to 
accept a I-hour time agreement on the 
amendment. 

Mr. SARBANES. It has already been 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. We will do that amend- 
ment and then the amendment of the 
Senator from Vermont, Senator JEF- 
FORDS. I understand there is a 30- 
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minute time agreement agreed to or 
willing to be agreed to. We will have 
those two votes. 

By that time, we hope to be in a posi- 
tion to announce what will happen to 
the remainder of the evening. I am 
hopeful that Members who still have 
amendments will be willing to debate 
those amendments tonight and we will 
start voting on the amendments to- 
morrow. 

We are talking about the additional 
amendments. There are two Rocke- 
feller amendments, a Baucus amend- 
ment, Moseley-Braun. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. As you know, we 
have been moving along very well on 
this bill, and what we will endeavor to 
do, and I thought we had, is to see if 
Senators ROCKEFELLER and BAUCUS will 
offer their amendments tonight be- 
cause they are on the Finance Commit- 
tee. That would, I think, take us 
through a substantial part of the 
evening. 

Mr. DOLE. I suggest after these two 
votes we will announce what agree- 
ment we have been able to reach. We 
may not be able to reach any agree- 
ment. I do not want to keep raising 
this, but whether or not we are in ses- 
sion next week depends on whether or 
not we finish this bill, Labor-HHS, and 
State, Justice, and Commerce. 

Yesterday we did not do anything. 
We had debate on one amendment. The 
amendment was voted on at 2:15 today. 

My view is it is our hope we can fin- 
ish this bill tonight and finish Labor- 
HHS by Thursday and dispose of the 
other bills by Saturday. If we cannot 
do it, we cannot do it, and we will be 
here next week. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland is recognized to 
offer an amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2782 
(Purpose: To restore homeless assistance 
funding to fiscal year 1995 levels using ex- 
cess public housing agency project re- 
serves, and for other purposes) 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. SAR- 
BANES] for himself, Mr. SIMON, and Mr. Dopp, 
proposes an amendment numbered 2782. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in title II of the 
bill, insert the following new section: 

SEC. . HOMELESS ASSISTANCE FUNDING. 

(a) ASSISTANCE FOR THE RENEWAL OF EXPIR- 
ING SECTION 8 SUBSIDY CONTRACTS.— 

(1) REDUCED APPROPRIATION.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of this Act, the 
amount made available under title П of this 
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Act under the heading "HOUSING PROGRAMS” 
under the subheading “ASSISTANCE FOR THE 
RENEWAL OF EXPIRING SECTION 8 SUBSIDY CON- 
TRACTS”, is reduced from $4,350,862,000 to 
53,990,862,000. 

(2) USE ОҒ ASSISTANCE.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this Act, in using 
amounts made available under title П of this 
Act under the heading ‘‘HOUSING PROGRAMS” 
under the subheading ‘ASSISTANCE FOR THE 
RENEWAL OF EXPIRING SECTION 8 SUBSIDY CON- 
TRACTS” to renew an annual contributions 
contract with a public housing agency ad- 
ministering the tenant-based existing hous- 
ing certificate program un ler section 8(d) of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 
U.S.C. 1437f(d)) or the housing voucher pro- 
gram under section 8(о) of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1487f(0)), the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment shall take into account the amount in 
the project reserve under the contract being 
renewed in determining the amount of budg- 
et authority to obligate under the renewed 
contract. 

(b) HOMELESS ASSISTANCE.— 

(1) INCREASED APPROPRIATION.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of this Act, the 
amount made available under title П of this 
Act under the heading ‘HOMELESS ASSIST- 
ANCE” under the subheading ‘‘HOMELESS AS- 
SISTANCE GRANTS” is increased from 
$760,000,000 to $1,120,000,000. 

(2) RESTRICTION.—Notwithstanding section 
504 or any other provision of this Act, of the 
funds made available under title II of this 
Act under the heading “HOMELESS ASSIST- 
ANCE” under the subheading ‘‘HOMELESS AS- 
SISTANCE GRANTS”, $360,000,000 shall not be- 
come available for obligation until Septem- 
ber 30, 1996, and shall remain available until 
expended. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, am I 
correct that we have 30 minutes on this 
side and 30 minutes for the manager of 
the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes and ask the 
Chair to inform me when that time has 
been utilized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
very much hope that Members will per- 
ceive this amendment in a way that 
will enable us to adopt it. In fact, I 
hope the manager of the bill will ac- 
cept it, after we discuss it a bit. 

What this amendment does is restore 
$360 million for homeless assistance 
funding. It brings the funding for the 
homeless back to the 1995 level of 
$1,120,000,000. The bill reported from 
the Appropriations Committee has a 
figure of $760,000,000. That is a cut of 
$360 million—a cut of 32 percent from 
the 1995 funding level—the largest per- 
centage funding cut of any of HUD's 
formula-driven programs. 

Homeless assistance programs are a 
critical part of the safety net. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will suspend. Members who are 
having conversation in the aisles will 
please retire to the cloakroom. 

The Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. SARBANES. The homeless as- 
sistance programs are a critical part of 
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the safety net. The safety net is being 
badly shredded. I certainly hope it 
would not happen to the programs that 
really deal with the people who are out 
on the street—people who are out on 
the street without a place to stay. 

The offset for this additional money 
would take funds out of section 8 pro- 
gram reserves. Housing authorities 
that have expiring section 8 contracts 
have money available to them. In the 
past, the authorities have been able to 
roll the reserves over. This amendment 
would utilize those funds for section 8 
renewals. In the past, the public hous- 
ing authorities have used the reserves 
to augment the section 8 program. I re- 
gret using section 8 as an offset be- 
cause I think the section 8 program is 
also very important. But, in deciding 
between these two choices, it seems to 
me we have to pay more attention to 
the pressing problem of the homeless. 

The Secretary of HUD has sent a let- 
ter indicating that the expiring section 
8 contracts could be renewed by the 
money provided in the bill—even after 
this offset—even after the utilization 
of the $360 million—in order to bring 
the funding for the homeless up fo this 
year’s level. 

Let me very quickly cover the impor- 
tance of passing this amendment. On 
September 11, there appeared an excel- 
lent article in the Washington Post by 
Lucie McKinney, the widow of Stewart 
McKinney, Republitan Member of the 
House of Representatives from the 
State of Connecticut. Representative 
McKinney wds a very able and distin- 
guished Member of the Congress who 
took a very keen interest in the prob- 
lems of the homeless. In fact, the 
McKinney Act programs are named 
after him. That act includes the range 
of homeless programs addressed by this 
amendment. 

Ms. McKinney points out, I'm 
stunned that Congress, which has pro- 
claimed its commitment to finding and 
funding plans that actually work, 
would allow these cuts to stand.” She 
is talking about the cuts to the home- 
less programs. 

She goes on to cite two studies which 
conclusively demonstrate that the sup- 
portive housing dimension of the home- 
less program is working exceedingly 
well. As she notes, “% * * cuts, far from 
saving money, will waste it.“ She goes 
on to say, “Put simply, not housing 
our most vulnerable Americans costs 
millions more than housing them. It’s 
just common sense.” 

And she concludes this article: * * 
we do know how to end homelessness. 
And while the cure is not cost-free, it 
costs a whole lot less than not facing— 
and solving—the problem. Saving lives 
and saving money—how can that be 
Бай?” 

Increasing the homeless funding back 
up to the 1995 levels will provide an op- 
portunity to reform how the homeless 
assistance programs are administered. 
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The most notable feature of the reform 
effort is the push to convert the exist- 
ing collection of seven categorical 
grant programs at HUD into a single 
program delivered by formula to State 
and local governments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senator he has used 5 
minutes. 

Мг. SARBANES. I yield myself 3 ad- 
ditional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized. 

Mr. SARBANES. A formula grant 
will allow better organization at the 
local level and facilitate better plan- 
ning as funding levels become more 
predictable. The VA-HUD bill allows a 
formula approach, but it does not pro- 
vide adequate funding. This amend- 
ment would raise the total homeless 
funding to a level that would allow a 
formula approach to make sense. In 
fact, the Appropriations Committee 
recognized it in their report. The com- 
mittee stated: “Тһе committee is wor- 
ried that the block grant approach 
with funds less than $1 billion may dis- 
advantage some areas with significant 
homeless problems and homeless pro- 
viders.”’ 

This amendment addresses that prob- 
lem. It brings the homeless funding fig- 
ure back up to this year’s level and 
makes it possible to use the formula 
approach. Almost everyone is support- 
ive of a formula approach. In fact, the 
Senate Banking Committee reported a 
bill that included such a program last 
year on a bipartisan, 15 to 3 vote. 

I am not going to go through a litany 
of the numbers of people who are on 
the street. I do want to point out, how- 
ever, how much of this is a veterans 
problem. Well over a third of the home- 
less have served in the Armed Forces. 
It is estimated that about 275,000 veter- 
ans are homeless on any given night. 
The single largest segment of homeless 
veterans—55 to 60 percent—are from 
the Vietnam era. 

The demand for these funds is signifi- 
cant. Last year applications for funds 
for assistance to the homeless were 2% 
times the amount which the Congress 
had appropriated. 

Let me discuss the offset further. The 
offset for this amendment comes from 
section 8 contract renewal accounts. 
Currently, HUD is holding reserves in 
section 8 contracts on behalf of housing 
agencies that administer the section 8 
program. The amendment would allow 
HUD to take into account the project 
reserves when considering the amount 
to provide housing agencies when con- 
tracts are to be renewed. Money would 
not be available to, in effect, uplift the 
section 8 program. The HUD Secretary 
has assured us, however, that enough 
money would remain to do the contract 
renewals. 

I therefore suggest to my colleagues, 
in terms of priority, it makes eminent 
good sense to shift this money out of 
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section 8 and put it into the homeless 
programs. The last thing we want to 
see is people wandering our streets, 
many of them suffering from mental 
and physical disabilities. It is a prob- 
lem that cuts to the very heart of what 
we stand for as a society. 

This amendment offers the oppor- 
tunity to bring it back to this year’s 
level and to enable us to move forward 
in partnership with State and local 
governments and with the private sec- 
tor—churches, community groups and 
other similar action organizations—in 
order to address this very pressing 
problem. 

I very strongly urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment. 

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator yields 5 minutes to the Senator 
from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMON. I thank my colleague 
from Maryland for offering this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of 
this amendment. These subcommittees 
and committees have tough choices to 
make, but the reference has already 
been made to the op-ed piece by the 
widow of our former House colleague, 
Stewart McKinney. Senator SARBANES 
referred to two studies. Let me just 
read from that one study. 

The first study found that formerly 
homeless people with severe mental ill- 
nesses achieved stability at a rate of 
83.4 percent in supportive housing. Ten- 
ants also cut their hospital in patient 
use by 50 percent. The 4-year evalua- 
tion concluded that this unique hous- 
ing “поб only will alleviate human suf- 
fering, but also will reduce costs for in- 
stitutionalization and hospitalization.” 

I ask unanimous consent that the en- 
tire op-ed piece be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 11, 1995] 

DUMB MOVE ON HOUSING 
(By Lucie С, McKinney) 

Right before the summer break, the House 
approved drastic cuts to housing programs 
for the neediest Americans: homeless people 
who have chronic mental and medical ill- 
nesses. Four of these—the McKinney Pro- 
grams, named after my late husband, Stew- 
art B. McKinney, who was a Republican rep- 
resentative from Connecticut—face reduc- 
tions of 40 percent or $444 million (as com- 
pared to the unasked-for $7 billion the House 
decided to give the Pentagon). Usually when 
I testify before Congress I talk about the 
people who have reclaimed their lives 
through the offer of housing and a helping 
hand. In keeping with the times, however, Га 
like to reframe the debate—and talk about 
statistics and cold, hard cash. 

I'm stunned that Congress, which has pro- 
claimed its commitment to finding and fund- 
ing plans that actually work, would allow 
these cuts to stand. The McKinney Programs 
provide funding from something called sup- 
portive housing—permanent housing linked 
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to a safety net of support services that allow 
even chronically disabled people who are 
homeless to live autonomously in hope and 
dignity. And according to the evidence, in- 
cluding two separate government evalua- 
tions, supportive housing is our best bet for 
ending homelessness and doing so cost-effec- 
tively. 

The first study found that formerly home- 
less people with severe mental illnesses 
achieved stability at a rate of 83.4 percent in 
supportive housing. Tenants also cut their 
hospital inpatient use by 50 percent, The 
four-year evaluation concluded that this 
unique housing “not only will alleviate 
human suffering, but also will reduce costs 
for institutionalization and hospitalization. 
The five projects [studied] offer proof that 
the face of homelessness in America can be 
changed dramatically." 

The second evaluation found a success rate 
of 84.5 percent and concluded that supportive 
housing provided cost-effective assistance 
to help families and individuals escape from 
homelessness.” 

So. These programs actually end homeless- 
ness, which is one of those seemingly intrac- 
table social problems we thought would be a 
permanent part of the American urban land- 
scape. 

As to the cost, Congress doesn’t seem to 
grasp the fact that cuts, far from saving 
money, will waste it. Put simply, not hous- 
ing our most vulnerable Americans costs 
millions more than housing them. It’s just 
common sense: People with mental illnesses 
end up using expensive hospital beds, state 
psychiatric institutions and even jails as de 
facto housing; people with AIDS end up in 
acute-care beds (at more than $1,000 a day); 
people with alcohol or drug dependencies 
stay too long in high-cost treatment pro- 
grams. Meanwhile, they are still homeless, 
still dependent on crisis services and no clos- 
er to living independent productive lives. 
This is worse than penny-wise, pound-fool- 
ish—it’'s billions foolish. 

The cost of providing housing linked to 
services, on the other hand, can be as little 
as $10,000 a year, an expenditure that actu- 
ally ends that person's homelessness and al- 
lows him or her to use clinics instead of 
emergency rooms, counseling i ad of psy- 
chiatric hospitalizations and drug counseling 
instead of treatment centers. Supportive 
housing also promotes self-sufficiency 
through employment and education link- 
ages. Aren't these the very goals Congress is 
so anxious to advance? 

My late husband was committed to ending 
the blight of widespread homelessness. Four 
months before he died, he even spent a night 
on the streets in 20-below weather to bring 
media attention to the plight of homeless 
people. Yes, he was deathly ill at the time, 
but so are more than 70 percent of homeless 
Americans. 

We may not have a cure for AIDS, cancer 
or a way to provide health care to all Ameri- 
cans, but we do know how to end homeless- 
ness. And while the cure is not cost-free, it 
costs a whole lot less than not facing—and 
solving—the problem. Saving lives and sav- 
ing money—how can that be bad? 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that an editorial 
from the Chicago Sun Times entitled 
“Rush To Trim Budget Cuts Off Home- 
less’’ be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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[From the Chicago Sun Times, Sept. 13, 1995] 

RUSH To TRIM BUDGET CuTS OFF HOMELESS 

Once again, Congress is using a machete 
instead of a paring knife to cut the federal 
budget to help pay for an unaffordable tax 
cut. 

The latest casualty is the McKinney Home- 
less Services Program. The House already 
voted to cut the program by 44 percent, to 
$676 million. Today, the Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee will consider a plan to re- 
duce it by a third, to $760 million. The short- 
term savings ignore the long-term expense of 
their actions. 

Housing providers use McKinney money to 
pay for supportive services to people who 
otherwise would be living on the streets. On 
the streets, homeless people spend their en- 
ergy looking for food and a safe place to 
sleep. They can't waste time seeking treat- 
ment for substance abuse, mental illness or 
AIDS. They aren't enrolled in job training 

programs. They can't even get a bath and a 
change of clothes—the first step toward a 
job. 

Formerly homeless people now living in 
Lakefront SRO (single room occupancy) 
apartment buildings can do all those things. 
Lakefront provides the services for $2,500 per 
person per year at six buildings in Chicago. 
Shelters—the primary housing option for 
most homeless people—cost as much as four 
times that and provide little more than a 
place to sleep. If the homeless person ends up 
in a hospital or prison, the taxpayers’ burden 
skyrockets—without any hope of breaking 
the cycle of homelessness. 

No doubt, senators will emerge from to- 
day's committee meeting patting themselves 
on the back for having restored some of the 
draconian cuts made by the House. But they 
still must answer tough questions about how 
much saving $440 million now will cost us 
later. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, on Sun- 
day—I happened to spend a weekend in 
Washington—I was reading a little bit 
from a small book that I had not read 
for years. It was Will Durant’s “Тһе 
Lessons of History.” What he says in 
this book—my colleague from Mary- 
land who is a history buff will appre- 
ciate this also—is that there is, among 
other things, one consistent action in 
nations; that is, the struggle between 
those who are fortunate and those who 
are less fortunate. And those who are 
fortunate usually put the squeeze on 
those who are less fortunate, and ulti- 
mately it hurts those who are more 
fortunate. 

I think we are going through that 
struggle in a variety of ways right here 
in this very Senate. I can remember— 
I see some of my colleagues on the 
floor who will remember this, also. 
Maybe the Presiding Officer is young 
enough not to remember this. But I can 
remember when we did not have any- 
where near the number of homeless 
people on the streets of our Nation 
that we have today. In Chicago, on 
Madison Avenue, there was a place 
where we had what we used to call 
winos. I am afraid it was not a respect- 
ful term. But it was used commonly 
where the winos were. But we did not 
have homeless people as generally as 
we have today. 
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Then I look at this allocation within 
the subcommittee. I find that the larg- 
est percentage cut in any of HUD’s for- 
mula-driven programs is 32 percent 
which is taken off of the programs for 
the homeless. 

We are not going to have any home- 
less here lobbying us on this one. There 
are not any big campaign contributions 
from any homeless. But it sure says 
something about our priorities and 
where we are. 

Let me just add, my friends, that I 
know it is tough for the chairman of 
this subcommittee and the members of 
the subcommittee to make these 
choices. It can get worse. I heard my 
colleague from Illinois, Senator CAROL 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, the other day refer to 
an article in a history magazine that I 
happened to read also which talked 
about homelessness in New York City 
back at the turn of the century when 
young people were dropped off at 
churches. And that is where we got the 
name foundlings.“ People found them 
in churches, and they would take train 
loads of these young people from New 
York City and take them out to the 
West, to Wyoming, to California, to Or- 
egon. People would show up at the 
train station and look around and find 
a child that they might want to adopt 
and take care of. 

Can things get worse? You bet they 
can get worse. 

This is a program that works. Yes. 
We have tough decisions to make. But 
before we take money and say we have 
to have a tax cut, we have tough deci- 
sions to make. But here is one. If you 
are to say who are the people who des- 
perately need help in terms of public 
housing and in terms of health, it is 
these homeless people. I am sure none 
of them are registered to vote, or very 
few of them are. But some of them 
have mental illness. Some of them 
have alcohol and drug problems, a vari- 
ety of problems. We ought to help 
them. 

That is what the amendment offered 
by my colleague from Maryland is 
doing. I am proud to stand up and urge 
adoption of this amendment. This is 
one that ought to be an easy vote for 
Members of the Senate. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, what 
is the time situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ABRAHAM). At this point the Senator 
from Maryland has 16 minutes, and the 
Senator from Missouri has 30. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my- 
self such time as I may require. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the good 
motives. I appreciate the concern of 
the Senator from Maryland, the leader 
of the authorizing committee on his 
side. I appreciate the thoughtful com- 
ments by the Senator from Illinois as 
well. 

But unfortunately, this is an effort 
to take money from one pocket and put 
it in another pocket. It does so in a 
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way that I do not think is particularly 
productive. I think it may even be 
counterproductive. While I commend 
them for their motives, I do not think 
it accomplishes anything. 

This is in the arcane rule of scoring 
budgetary authority and outlays. I 
apologize in advance to my colleagues. 
But let me tell you what has happened. 

The amendment proposes а budg- 
etary offset from the HUD appropria- 
tions. It takes it out of the renewal of 
section 8 rental subsidy contracts. It 
takes out $360 million. The amendment 
is predicated on the reduction of 
project reserves. These are reserves 
held by local housing authorities for 
section 8 certificates and vouchers in 
use for low-income families to cover 
potential increases in rent or reduc- 
tions in resident income during the re- 
maining contract term. In other words, 
this is taking money away from one 
group of very poor who need housing to 
another group of very poor who need 
housing. 

During the consideration of the re- 
cently enacted rescissions bill, we 
closely examined the funding needs of 
the existing section 8 contracts to re- 
move any excess funds. Only 4 months 
ago, this body, along with the House 
and the President, after we carefully 
assessed the needs, determined that 
some $427 million could be rescinded 
from the section 8 reserves without, in 
our view, potentially jeopardizing the 
sound financing of these outstanding 
rental contracts. That rescission has 
already been enacted into law. We now 
find ourselves a few months later again 
attempting to raid these contract re- 
serves to fund increased homeless ac- 
tivities. 

There are two things I could say 
about the amendment. If we fail to ade- 
quately maintain reserves for the cost 
of section 8 contracts, we will surely 
need additional homeless funding to as- 
sist the families that get evicted when 
their rental contracts run out of 
money. So we could be pushing another 
group out into the street. 

Mr. President, the pending amend- 
ment proposes to cut another $360 mil- 
lion from section 8 contract reserves. I 
should point out that more than half 
the current estimate of the total 
amount held in these reserves is by 
local housing authorities. 

New York City, for example, stands 
to lose as much as $90 million if this re- 
duction is taken proportionately. Such 
a large reduction could jeopardize the 
financial viability of the contracts is- 
sued and administered by that large 
housing authority. 

I note that those who suggest this re- 
duction in contract reserves claim that 
the section 8 amendment funding could 
be provided at a later point to make up 
any shortfalls. Unfortunately, this as- 
sumes there will be adequate funding 
within our budget allocation to accom- 
modate such an appropriation request, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


in addition to meeting the growing re- 
newal needs of these section 8 con- 
tracts, all in the face of further reduc- 
tions in overall discretionary spending. 

Mr. President, that is the fallacy be- 
hind this offset. I described earlier the 
difficulties in finding offsets. There are 
no easy places to find offsets. 

In reality, this measure is no offset 
at all because the net effect of the 
amendment is to increase program 
funding levels. It simply proposes to 
borrow funds previously set aside for 
section 8 program costs to augment yet 
another activity, neither of which can 
be maintained in the future at the in- 
creased spending levels if we ever hope 
to balance the Federal budget. 

I should add that the sponsors of this 
amendment have acknowledged the 
real programmatic effect of this budg- 
etary shell game by delaying the avail- 
ability of the $360 million added for 
homeless programs until the last day 
of the year. 

I refer my colleagues who are inter- 
ested to page 3 of the amendment. The 
last paragraph says Restriction.“ 

Notwithstanding section 504, or any other 
provision of this act, the funds made avail- 
able under title П of this act under the sub- 
heading “homeless assistance” grants, $360 
million shall not become available for obli- 
gation until September 30, 1996, and shall re- 
main available until expended. 

In other words, to avoid the Budget 
Act point of order, they said they are 
appropriating it for the coming year, 
but you cannot spend it until the end 
of the next fiscal year, to avoid the 
Budget Act point of order for breaching 
the fiscal year 1996 allocation. 

Mr. President, I merely point out 
that if the sponsors of the amendment 
are concerned about increasing fiscal 
year 1997 homeless program spending, 
then it would be wise simply to wait 
until next year’s appropriations bill 
and offer an amendment to take funds 
from the 1997 appropriations. Maybe we 
can work with the sponsors and the 
proponents of the amendment to find 
funding in that year. But it looks like 
a difficult year. This is an effort to 
fund in 1997 some programs from the 
budget authority in 1996. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
amendment. The best of motives but, 
unfortunately, will do nothing towards 
meeting the current need for homeless 
assistance activities. It does not even 
click in until September of next year. 
It undermines our budgetary and defi- 
cit control efforts, and it jeopardizes 
the viability of housing assistance con- 
tracts currently in use by thousands of 
families across the Nation. 

І reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

First of all, the amendment does not 
jeopardize the contracts. We have a let- 
ter here from the Secretary of HUD. I 
ask unanimous consent to include it in 
the RECORD. 
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Mr. BOND. Could I see a copy of that? 

Will the Senator provide me a copy, 
please. 

Mr. SARBANES. Certainly. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


THE SECRETARY, U.S. DEPARTMENT 
OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP- 
MENT, 

Washington, DC, September 26, 1995. 
Hon. PAUL SARBANES, 
Senate Hart Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR PAUL: I am writing this letter to ex- 
press my support for an amendment to the 
Senate Appropriations bill which would re- 
store the level of funding for the homeless 
assistance programs to their FY 1995 level, 
or $1.12 billion. This amendment would offset 
the homeless funding level increase of $360 
million with a concomitant reduction in the 
section 8 renewal account. 

Funding for the renewal of expiring con- 
tracts can be reduced without any impact on 
existing recipients because many public 
housing agencies have sufficient reserves in 
their section 8 tenant-based contracts, These 
agencies can use these reserves to renew ex- 
piring contracts before receiving additional 
federal resources, 

As you know, the FY 1995 Rescission law 
required the Department to use available 
PHA reserves in the same manner as this 
amendment would provide. 

We therefore fully support the amendment 
that would offset the increased Homeless 
funding level with available PHA reserves 
for section 8 tenant-based contract renewals. 

Thank for you your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY CISNEROS. 

Mr. SARBANES. The Secretary says: 

Iam writing this letter to express my sup- 
port for an amendment to the Senate Appro- 
priations bill which would restore the level 
of funding for the homeless assistance pro- 
grams to the FY 1995 level of $1.12 billion. 
This amendment would offset the homeless 
funding level increase of $360 million with a 
concomitant reduction in the section 8 re- 
newal account. 

Funding for the renewal of expiring con- 
tracts can be reduced without any impact on 
existing recipients— 

I underscore that “existing recipi- 
ents“ 

Because many public housing agencies 
have sufficient reserves in their section 8 
tenant-based contracts. These agencies can 
use these reserves to renew expiring con- 
tracts before receiving additional Federal re- 
sources. 

As you know, the FY 1995 Rescission law 
required the Department to use available 
PHA reserves in the same manner as this 
amendment would provide. 

The amendment uses these reserves. 
That means the reserves are not avail- 
able if they want to upgrade the sec- 
tion 8 program. Public housing agen- 
cies would be less able to issue more 
contracts or cover rent increases. The 
amendment does leave enough money 
to fulfill existing contracts. 

The real question then becomes: Is it 
a sufficiently higher priority to address 
the problem of the homeless, even 
though we have to move money out of 
another program? I think the problems 
of the homeless are a critical priority. 
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What the extra money for the home- 
less program would enable us to do is 
use a formula approach. Virtually ev- 
eryone is in favor of a formula ap- 
proach. The additional funds made 
available in this amendment would be- 
come part of a larger pool which would 
enable the Department to apply the 
formula to allocate the funds. We need 
enough funds to make the formula re- 
alistic. 

The fact that the additional money 
in this amendment can not be commit- 
ted in a contract with a State or local 
government until the end of the fiscal 
year does not affect then the ability of 
the States and the localities to prepare 
for the money on the basis of a formula 
allocation and to develop their pro- 
grams accordingly. The committee re- 
port says that funding for a formula 
below $1 billion will mean that many 
communities with significant homeless 
programs will not get adequate re- 
sources to design and maintain assist- 
ance programs to meet their needs.” 
This amendment would provide enough 
money and make possible a major re- 
form in the administration of HUD’s 
homeless programs. 

Ever since 1989, the Congress has re- 
peatedly increased the amount of 
money available for homeless assist- 
ance. This amendment merely tries to 
keep the funding level from 1995 to 
1996. And, in this amendment, we have 
an offset that comes out of another 
housing account. I am not happy about 
the offset. I think the housing accounts 
are being markedly shortchanged. But, 
when it comes to a judgment as to 
whether we ought to let the bill’s dras- 
tic cut in the money for the homeless 
stand or draw some money off of the 
section 8 reserves, it seems to me that 
we ought to use the section 8 reserves 
in order to assure that the homeless 
program can continue at a reasonable 
level. 

I again want to underscore that a sig- 
nificant number of Members are talk- 
ing about are the needs of veterans in 
the context of the bill before us. The 
amendment raises a question of prior- 
ities. I say to my distinguished friend 
from Missouri, in the choice between 
leaving these funds in reserve accounts 
to be rolled over into section 8 versus 
providing shelter for homeless veter- 
ans, I have chosen to move the money 
to the homeless programs. The money 
left in the section 8 account after this 
amendment will cover existing con- 
tracts. What will be lost is the housing 
authorities’ reserves that are there to 
cover increases the contract subsidy or 
to cover rent increases. I say to my 
colleague: Between those two alter- 
natives it seems to me that raising the 
level of appropriations for the home- 
less ought to take precedent. 

As Lucie McKinney said in this very 
strong and moving article, We do 
know how to end homelessness.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s 5 minutes have expired. 
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Mr. SARBANES. I yield myself one 
minute. The article by Ms. McKinney 
continues: And while the cure is not 
cost free, it costs a whole lot less than 
not facing and solving the problem. 
Saving lives and saving money, how 
can that be bad?” 

Mr. President, I strongly urge my 
colleagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. President, what is the time situ- 
ation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At this 
point the Senator from Maryland has 
10 minutes and 40 seconds and the Sen- 
ator from Missouri 23 minutes. 

Mr. SARBANES. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
today in strong support of the Sarbanes 
amendment which would restore fund- 
ing for the homeless assistance pro- 
gram. But I also rise in strong support 
of the leadership and advocacy pro- 
vided by the senior Senator from Mary- 
land. I am not the kind of person who 
likes being No. 2, but I am more than 
satisfied to be No. 2 to this distin- 
guished Member of the Senate, our sen- 
ior Senator. 

As we know, he is the ranking mem- 
ber on the Housing Committee. He has 
chaired the Subcommittee on Housing 
for a number of years, and his advocacy 
in promoting homeownership, opportu- 
nities for the poor in terms of shelter, 
and economic and community develop- 
ment as well as banking reform I think 
are to be acknowledged. 

Senator SARBANES really wanted to 
offer many amendments to this bill be- 
cause there are issues in this bill relat- 
ed to housing and their skimpy alloca- 
tion that warrant both debate and ad- 
ditional amendments. He has chosen to 
focus his amendment on the poorest of 
the poor, that constituency in our soci- 
ety that has the least advocacy. 

The bill before us provides $760 mil- 
lion for homeless assistance programs, 
а cut of $360 million under last year's 
appropriation and the President’s re- 
quest. 

The Sarbanes amendment will re- 
store this funding to the President’s re- 
quest of $1.12 billion. 

Preliminary analysis of this cut is 
that HUD would serve a total of 93,000 
fewer homeless Americans, including 
11,000 people who would have received 
housing if funding had been continued 
at current levels; 23,000 Americans who 
would lose their homes by denying 
them homeless prevention assistance 
that provides short-term rental and 
utility subsidies in times of family or 
financial crisis; 11,000 day care slots 
which would force the working poor to 
choose between working full-time and 
caring for their kids; 16,000 disabled 
Americans would lose mental health 
counseling provided under current lev- 
els; 14,000 homeless persons would be 
denied substance abuse counseling; and 
20,000 homeless families would lose op- 
portunities for job placement through 
HUD and nonprofit agencies. 
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These numbers are staggering. 

In fact, this cut represents the first 
reduction in the homeless program 
since 1989. 

What bothers me most about this cut 
in homeless funding is the impact of 
this cut coupled with others that are 
coming down the pike. 

Over the past 25 years the construc- 
tion of the interstate highway system, 
immigration and migration trends, the 
shift from manufacturing to service 
and knowledge-based industries, and 
the flight of the middle class have 
weakened our cities. 

Poverty is growing and becoming 
more concentrated. 

“Twenty-five years ago 3.8 million 
people lived in the poorest neighbor- 
hoods in our largest 94 cities. 

Today, 10.8 million people live in 
those same areas. 

In those same 94 cities, unemploy- 
ment increased by 66 percent between 
1970 and 1990. 

The percentage of people employed in 
manufacturing jobs has dropped from 
22.1 to 14 in the last 20 years. 

The point is that as we look across 
the agenda that the new majority in 
this Congress is promoting, you can’t 
help but notice the devastating cumu- 
lative impacts of these cuts. 

The deep cuts being proposed by the 
majority in areas like job training pro- 
grams, mass transit, and community 
reinvestment programs are drawing 
jobs, private investment, and income 
out of metropolitan areas. 

Cuts in Medicaid and the earned in- 
come tax credit will impact the work- 
ing poor. 

And as the Federal Government con- 
tinues to shift service costs to local- 
ities, metropolitan areas will be forced 
to choose between raising taxes and 
cutting services and capital budgets. 

The result is that our larger cities 
are increasingly becoming less desir- 
able places in which to live and work. 
They are becoming warehouses for the 
poor. 

At a time when our cities need a 
helping hand, this Congress is instead 
adding to the burden. There is no bet- 
ter example than committee proposal 
that the pending amendment seeks to 
address. 

Mr. President, we have a convergence 
of forces going on in America’s cities 
and also in communities we call the 
inner beltway communities.” These 
were the first suburban communities 
after World War II where the infra- 
structure is now aging. And in our 
hometown of Baltimore, and in com- 
munities like Silver Spring and Oxon 
Hill, and some others, and in our own 
home State of Maryland, we see a ris- 
ing number of homeless. And we see a 
new kind of homeless. 

Sure, the homeless in the past have 
been romanticized. Lucy played a 
homeless lady befriended by a young 
woman. We saw “Down and Out іп 
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ҺА,” some cute, clever kind of story 
about a homeless guy who ends upina 
Gucci household and transforms them 
in some kind of great metamorphosis. 

But I will tell you, down and out in 
LA, down and out in Baltimore is in- 
creasing. And when we look at the 
homeless, we see what is the face of the 
homeless. 

First of all, there are many people 
who get up and work every day but be- 
cause they often work at the minimum 
wage, they cannot afford housing. We 
see where men, particularly single 
men, are in and out of the shelters but 
going to work. We also see an increased 
amount, in the homeless, of single 
mothers who have been abandoned, 
often with no recourse, who then are 
finding themselves and their children 
out on the street. And now what we are 
also seeing is the homeless vet popu- 
lation. And I know the Senator from 
Alaska, Senator MURKOWSKI, has been 
an outspoken advocate of that. So 
what we are seeing is an increase in 
homelessness because we are seeing an 
increase in poverty. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield on that very point? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Yes. 

Mr. SARBANES. The figures here in 
this report before me show that single 
men comprise 48 percent of the home- 
less population. Families with children 
now comprise 39 percent of the home- 
less population. The nature of the 
homeless population is changing. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. The Senator knows 
where I live in Baltimore, not too far 
from him, in a neighborhood called 
Fells Point. It used to be an old Polish 
neighborhood. It has a little bit of an 
entertainment district. But now we are 
seeing every day the increase of home- 
lessness and panhandling. Yet when 
you talk to the panhandlers, these are 
mothers with children trying to get a 
few pennies together to hold the body 
and soul together. I live eight blocks 
from public housing. I live around the 
corner from a shelter for battered 
women. Those battered women are one 
step from being homeless. Fortunately, 
we have public housing. But this in- 
crease in homelessness is due to a de- 
cline in wages. It is also due to the de- 
cline of opportunity. So I think, cou- 
pled with what is going on in our econ- 
omy combined with other cuts that are 
going to hurt the poor, that we really 
do need this amendment. I am very 
much concerned about the growing 
number and the changing profile. 

There is nothing romantic about the 
homeless. The homeless do not think 
they are romantic. The homeless think 
that they are homeless. And if you talk 
to people in our public schools or if you 
go to Mercy Hospital in downtown Bal- 
timore, they are treating more and— 
what they are facing in the hospitals is 
more and more homeless families, par- 
ticularly the children who have no 
home and no medical plan. 
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I thank the Senator for his advocacy. 
I look forward to his voting for the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. SARBANES. I very much appre- 
ciate the support of my colleague and 
her leadership on this bill. The appro- 
priations subcommittee has been given 
an allocation which is completely inad- 
equate to meet the funding needs of the 
programs under her jurisdiction. I 
know how hard she struggled with 
that. 

Mr. President, let me make this 
point: State and local governments, 
nonprofit groups, church groups, and 
community groups have all joined in a 
network to try to address the problems 
of the homeless. They are working at 
the local level to create comprehensive 
systems on behalf of the homeless, sys- 
tems that outreach and screening, 
emergency shelters, transitional facili- 
ties, and permanent housing with serv- 
ices where that is necessary. Support- 
ive housing is the approach to meeting 
the needs of the homeless about which 
Mrs. McKinney wrote in her article. 

Our approach to addressing the needs 
of the homeless is beginning to work. 
This is not the time for the Federal 
Government to back away from its 
commitment. I implore my colleague 
from Missouri to accept this amend- 
ment. This amendment makes good 
sense. We are weighing the decision be- 
tween dealing with the homeless, as 
this amendment seeks to do, and leav- 
ing those moneys in a section 8 reserve 
account. I do not think that it is even 
a close call. We have to try to deal 
with the homeless problem. We ought 
not to recede from the fight when we 
are finally realizing some success. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, how much 
time is left on both sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri has 23 minutes; the 
Senator from Maryland has 4 minutes 
16 seconds. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I am about 
ready to yield back my time. I have 
some very brief comments. I yield my- 
self 3 minutes, and if the proponent of 
the amendment wishes to conclude, 
then I will respond briefly, and we can 
move on to the next amendment. While 
this is a very important amendment, 
we do not seem to have a great number 
of colleagues wishing to debate it. So, 
I yield myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. President, I have already made 
the point that we are dealing with 
some very, very sensitive issues, and, 
unfortunately, I do not see this amend- 
ment as being any solution whatsoever 
because it takes money from an ac- 
count designed to prevent homeless- 
ness in order to add money to those 
who are currently homeless. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield? 
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Mr. BOND. We are dealing with the 
same population. Frankly, we are try- 
ing to make sure that the money avail- 
able for section 8 grants does not run 
out next year. 

Let me explain. There are a couple 
things that can happen, Not only if the 
rents go up, but if the income of the 
persons receiving the section 8 certifi- 
cate or voucher goes down, more 
money is needed. And we are digging 
into the same pot and potentially caus- 
ing the greater problem. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr, BOND. I will be happy to. 

Mr. SARBANES. Would it not make 
more sense to take the chance that the 
section 8 contracts will be adequate 
funded? The reserves are there for 
when the rents go up or the income of 
the section-8-assisted people go down 
more than anticipated. Both of these 
outcomes are possibilities, but by no 
means certainties. Would it not make 
more sense to take the contingent 
money and use it to address the cur- 
rent needs of the homeless? Their needs 
are a certainty. 

We are reducing our commitment to 
the fight against homelessness by 32 
percent in this legislation. You have 
got State and local governments work- 
ing with private groups to construct 
this network to try to deal with the 
homeless problem. They are relying on 
these resources and I think we should 
sustain our commitment. We know 
that the homeless problem is there. 
The section 8 problem you are talking 
about is only a possibility. I do not 
deny that using the reserves does raise 
the possibility of future section 8 
needs. 

Mr. BOND. Yes. 

Mr. SARBANES. The section 8 offset 
is not money that appears out of no- 
where. 

Mr. BOND. If the Senator wishes to 
make an argument, he has 4 minutes 
left. To respond to the question, I 
would say that argument holds no 
water when he does not make any of 
the funds available—what is it—until 
September 30, 1996. This is a shell 
game. 

Mr. SARBANES. No. Will the Sen- 
ator yield on that point? 

Mr. BOND. Yes. 

Mr. SARBANES. The money in the 
amendment would become available for 
purposes of running the formula and 
for the purposes of HUD developing its 
regulations. With this amendment, the 
Senator has an opportunity now to 
make the formula approach—which he 
supports, as I understand it—work. The 
Senator has said himself in the com- 
mittee report that he needs at least $1 
billion in order to fund a formula ade- 
quately. This amendment would pro- 
vide the Senator with that oppor- 
tunity. The final commitment of funds 
would not come until the end of the fis- 
cal year, but the whole process could 
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be put in place. You could have a for- 
mula-based homeless program, which 
everyone says is the direction in which 
to move. My amendment would give 
HUD the opportunity to do it. 

Mr. BOND. Well, Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s 3 minutes have expired. 

Mr. BOND. All right. Would the pro- 
ponent of the amendment wish to pur- 
sue that? Does he wish to, on his time, 
state anything further? Because I am 
prepared to yield back all of the time 
as soon as I make some closing com- 
ments. 

Mr. SARBANES. If the Senator wish- 
es to respond, I will hear him out and 
then make my closing statement. 

Mr. BOND. I will say, first, we are 
asking HUD to promulgate rules 
through negotiated rulemaking and in- 
clude recommendations by State and 
localities, as well as homeless assist- 
ance providers. 

This task is going to go forward in 
any event. A budget gimmick of mak- 
ing funds available on the last day of 
the fiscal year does not improve the 
situation. We are going to be facing a 
very tight budgetary situation in 1997. 
To attempt to move funds now and 
make them available September 30 
next year, unfortunately, is not a real- 
istic way of dealing with the problem 
of homelessness. I share the concern of 
the Senator from Maryland to make 
sure we get a new program. Frankly, 
this does not do anything for it, 

I point out that when we rescinded 
slightly more than this in the rescis- 
sions bill, that rescission was more 
than three-quarters of the way through 
the fiscal year when we knew what was 
going to happen in the fiscal year. This 
is starting out the fiscal year by tak- 
ing away from that reserve fund. I do 
not think that makes any sense, par- 
ticularly when it is not going to be 
needed until the end of the fiscal year. 

I ask this amendment be set aside for 
a vote to occur—I will, when the time 
arrives, ask that it be set aside. I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
have no objection to the vote being set 
aside. I gather the Senator from Ver- 
mont wishes to offer his amendment, 
and then we will vote on both of them 
at the same time seriatim. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, let 
me bring to the attention of the other 
Senator from Maryland, the senior 
Senator from Maryland, that the lead- 
ership is going to try to do some other 
amendments after the Jeffords, of Ver- 
mont, amendment. There are Senators 
who need a window and both leaders 
are trying to accommodate that. I 
think they are looking for votes some- 
where around 7:30, 8 o’clock, though it 
has not been agreed to. That is what is 
floating out there. So we are trying to 
get as many amendments in. 

Mr. SARBANES. Is the parliamen- 
tary situation that a vote is to occur 
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on this amendment at the conclusion 
of the use of our time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no order that the vote occur after this 
amendment, but if at the conclusion of 
this debate a motion to put it aside 
takes place, the normal procedure in 
regular procedure would be to vote at 
the conclusion of debate and expiration 
of time. 

Mr. SARBANES. That would be the 
regular order. I do not mind accommo- 
dating, but I do not want to see the 
vote extended way into the evening, I 
say to my colleagues. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I do not believe it 
will be extended into the evening, if 
the Senator agrees to lay this aside so 
we can go to the Jeffords amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland has 3 minutes, 23 
seconds. 

Mr. SARBANES. Let me say to my 
colleague from Missouri, and I am on 
the housing committee, you say in 
your own report, on trying to go to a 
formula base: 

. .. the Committee is worried that a block 
grant approach with funds less than 
$1,000,000,000 may disadvantage some areas 
with significant homeless problems and some 
homeless providers. 

That is on page 61. 

What this transfer will do is it will 
enable HUD, in effect, to move to a for- 
mula grant program as it develops 
these negotiated regulations in the 
coming fiscal year. It is going to take 
time to develop those regulations, but 
they cannot structure a competition or 
an allocation of those moneys unless 
they are above $1 billion by your own 
statement in the report. 

So this offers the opportunity to 
really move forward on the homeless 
issue, and the price we are paying for it 
is we are taking some moneys out of 
the section 8 program, which would not 
cover then the possibilities to which 
you have eluded, either that, rents 
would rise or incomes of people getting 
section 8 would drop. Those are both 
possibilities, and I concede that. 

But the homeless are a reality here 
and now, and the need to structure the 
homeless programs in partnership with 
State and local government and in 
partnership with the private sector 
must move forward. And the way to 
move it forward is to adopt this amend- 
ment, bringing the amount for the 
homeless back up to this year’s level 
and thereby enabling HUD to structure 
a program which utilizes the formula- 
grant approach, which the committee 
on which the Senator and I serve re- 
ported out last year on a bipartisan 
vote, on a 15-to-3 vote. 

A formula grant will provide State 
and local governments with a predict- 
able stream of funding to support their 
efforts to create comprehensive sys- 
tems: outreach and screening, emer- 
gency shelters, transitional facilities 
and permanent housing with support- 
ive services. 


26409 


Comprehensive, coordinated systems 
such as those are critical for address- 
ing the needs of the homeless popu- 
lation. I urge the adoption of this 
amendment. It will actually be putting 
resources to work in their most impor- 
tant and critical need. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my- 
self 5 minutes. 

Mr. President, I go back to the fact 
we have asked HUD to engage in nego- 
tiated rulemaking because HUD is un- 
likely to be able to put together a 
block grant during fiscal year 1996. Ne- 
gotiated rulemaking will provide the 
homeless advocates with the ability to 
fashion a block grant to utilize these 
moneys, and, frankly, this amendment, 
although it looks good to have it in an 
appropriations bill in 1995 that I hope 
gets signed this year for 1996, will not 
make a single dollar available, cannot 
be allocated or obligated during fiscal 
year 1996. 

Mr. SARBANES. If the Senator will— 

Mr. BOND. This measure does not do 
anything except what I think is a shell 

ame to make it look better when, in 
act, there is not a dollar that can be 
allocated during the coming fiscal year 
because of the restriction put on say- 
ing it should be restricted until Sep- 
tember 30, 1996. 

While we both share the objective of 
taking care of the homeless, this 
amendment is less than it appears. It 
does not accomplish anything. I, there- 
fore, move to table it. I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
withhcld the tabling motion, because it 
is just not correct to say it cannot be 
allocated. It can be allocated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

At the moment, there is not. 

Mr. BOND. I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be put aside until 
such time as the leaders, by agreement, 
can establish the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SARBANES. I object. Is there 
time remaining on this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no time remaining. The question is— 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield me 30 seconds? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no time. 

Mr. SARBANES. There is time on the 
other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no debate on a motion to table. 

Mr. SARBANES. Has the tabling mo- 
tion been made? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no time to be yielded, because we have 
a motion to table and it is not debat- 


able. 

Mr. BOND. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


clerk will call the roll. 
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The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


SECRETARY CHRISTOPHER CALLS 
FOR U.N. REFORM 


Mr. PELL. Mr. President, yesterday 
Secretary of State Warren Christopher 
delivered an important address to the 
U.N. General Assembly. Secretary 
Christopher’s speech, which was made 
at the initiation of the 50th session of 
the General Assembly, was remarkable 
not only for the milestone it com- 
memorated, but for the forward-think- 
ing approach it took to the issue of 
U.N. reform. 

Recent congressional debates have 
demonstrated that continued U.S. sup- 
port for the United Nations hinges on 
the issue of reform. At a time when 
some members of Congress are ques- 
tioning the fundamental utility of U.S. 
participation in the United Nations, it 
is imperative that the U.N. perform its 
duties effectively and in a cost-effi- 
cient manner. As Secretary Chris- 
topher said last night, 

It is time to recognize that the UN must 
direct its limited resources to the world's 
highest priorities, focusing on the tasks that 
it performs best. The UN’s bureaucracy 
should be smaller, with a clear organiza- 
tional structure and sharp lines of respon- 
sibility. Each program must be held to a 
simple standard—that is, it must make a 
tangible contribution to the freedom, secu- 
rity, and well-being of real people in the real 
world. 

Mr. President, as one who was 
present at the creation of the United 
Nations, I have tried very hard to see 
the U.N. live up to its potential and 
have seen the good works of which it is 
capable. I underscore and applaud the 
Secretary of State’s call for reform. 
His initiative has my full support, and 
I hope it will receive the support of the 
Congress as well. The very future of 
the United Nations, and the success of 
many of our own national security ob- 
jectives, depend upon it. 

Mr. President, I commend the Sec- 
retary’s address to my colleagues and 
ask unanimous consent that the full 
text of his remarks be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
OFFICE OF THE SPOKESMAN, 
New York, NY, September 25, 1995. 
REMARKS BY SECRETARY OF STATE WARREN 

CHRISTOPHER TO THE 50TH SESSION OF THE 

UNITED NATIONS GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Mr. President, Mr. Secretary-General, 
Excellencies, Distinguished Guests: It is a 
privilege to speak to you today on behalf of 
the United States. A half-century ago, the 
General Assembly first met in New York— 
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across the river in a converted skating rink 
at Flushing Meadows. In those modest sur- 
roundings, our predecessors began to put 
into place an ambitious framework they 
hoped would keep the peace as successfully 
as they had prosecuted the war. 

In the years since, the United Nations has 
helped to bring peace, prosperity and hope to 
countless people around the world. Techno- 
logical change has brought nations closer to- 
gether than the UN's founders could possibly 
have foreseen. The United Nations itself has 
been challenged in unforeseen ways. It has 
had to manage complex humanitarian emer- 
gencies, from civil wars to the mass move- 
ment of refugees to health epidemics. This 
evolution has placed great strains on the or- 
ganization, and revealed the necessity for 
far-reaching change in how it is run. 

The Clinton Administration has vigorously 
made the case to our Congress and our peo- 
ple for continued American leadership at the 
UN. The United States made a commitment 
to the UN Charter 50 years ago. We are deter- 
mined to keep our commitment, including 
our financial obligations. 

We will always remember that for millions 
of people around the world, the UN is far 
from a faceless institution: It is, as Harry 
Truman once said, “а case of food or a box of 
school books; it is a doctor who vaccinates 
their children; it is an expert who shows 
them how to raise more rice, or more 
wheat.“ To millions more, it is the difference 
between peace and war. 

Economic and social development, as well 
as protection of human rights, remain 
central to the UN's mission. But the UN 
must change to meet these needs more effec- 
tively. When money is wasted in New York, 
Geneva, or Vienna, and when time is lost to 
bureaucratic inertia, the people who pay the 
price are those most vulnerable to famine, 
disease and violence. 

It is time to recognize that the UN must 
direct its limited resources to the world's 
highest priorities, focusing on the tasks that 
it performs best. The UN's bureaucracy 
should be smaller, with a clear organiza- 
tional structure and sharp lines of respon- 
sibility. Each program must be held to a 
simple standard—that is, it must make a 
tangible contribution to the freedom, secu- 
rity, and well-being of real people in the real 
world. 

In the last two years, under the leadership 
of Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali, the 
groundwork for substantial change has been 
laid. The UN has an office with the functions 
of an inspector general, and a mandate to 
crack down on waste and fraud, Under-Sec- 
retary-General Joe Connor has embarked оп 
an aggressive campaign to improve the UN’s 
management culture, and we fully support 
his work. The UN Secretariat has moved in 
the right direction by submitting a budget 
that begins to restrain spending. 

Now the momentum for reform must accel- 
erate. Let me propose a concrete agenda: 

First, we must end UN programs that have 
achieved their purpose, and consolidate pro- 
grams that overlap, especially in the eco- 
nomic and social agencies. The UN has more 
than a dozen organizations responsible for 
development, emergency response, and sta- 
tistical reporting. We should consider estab- 
lishing a single agency for each of these 
functions. We should downsize the UN’s re- 
gional economic commissions. We should en- 
sure that the functions of the UN Conference 
on Trade and Development do not duplicate 
the new WTO. And we should adopt a mora- 
torium on big UN conferences once the 
present series is completed, concentrating 
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instead on meeting the commitments of 
those we have held. 

Second, we need to streamline the UN Sec- 
retariat to make it more efficient, account- 
able and transparent. Each part of the UN 
system should be subject to the scrutiny of 
an inspector general. The UN must not toler- 
ate ethical or financial abuses and its man- 
agers should be appointed and promoted on 
the basis of merit. 

Third, we should rigorously scrutinize pro- 
posals for new and extended peacekeeping 
missions, and we should improve the UN’s 
ability to respond rapidly when new missions 
are approved. We must agree on an equitable 
scale of peacekeeping assessments that re- 
flects today’s economic realities. And we 
should have a unified budget for peacekeep- 
ing operations. 

Finally, we must maintain the effective- 
ness of the Security Council. Germany and 
Japan should become permanent members. 
We should ensure that all the world’s regions 
are fairly represented, without making the 
Council unwieldy. 

We welcome the formation of the high- 
level group on reform, initiated under the 
leadership of outgoing General Assembly 
President Essy. Our goal must be that a 
practical blueprint for UN reform will be 
adopted before the General Assembly’s 50th 
Session finishes work next fall. The way for- 
ward is clear: We have already seen countless 
studies and reports. The time has come to 
act on the best proposals. 

As you know, in my country there have 
been serious efforts to curtail our support for 
the United Nations. The Clinton Administra- 
tion believes it would be reckless to turn 
away from an organization that helps mobi- 
lize the support of other nations for goals 
that are consistent with American and glob- 
al interests. But to sustain support for the 
UN among the American people and the peo- 
ple of other nations, it is not enough that we 
defend the institution. The best argument 
against retreat is further reform. Tangible 
progress will help us win the battle for UN 
support that we are waging in the United 
States. 

The United Nations must emerge from the 
reform process better able to meet its fun- 
damental goals, including the preservation 
of peace and security. From Korea, to the 
Persian Gulf, to Haiti, the UN has provided a 
mandate to its members as they carried out 
this responsibility. The UN’s own blue hel- 
mets have helped nations create the basic 
conditions of peace in some of the most dif- 
ficult situations imaginable, even though 
they have not always fully achieved their in- 
tended purpose. 

Recently, a young Haitian father was 
asked what peacekeeping forces had achieved 
in his country. We walk freely.“ һе an- 
swered. We sleep quietly. There аге по men 
who come for us in the night.“ In Haiti, as 
for example in Cambodia, Mozambique and 
El Salvador, the UN has shown that peace- 
keeping, for all of its limitations, has been 
an enormously useful instrument. 

Our region where UN forces and the inter- 
national community have played a critical 
role is the Middle East. Another historic 
milestone will be marked this Thursday in 
Washington when Israel and the Palestinians 
sign their agreement to implement phase 
two of the Declaration of Principles. That 
agreement will bring to life a goal first set in 
the Camp David accords—that is, to protect 
Israel's security and to give Palestinians 
throughout the West Bank control over their 
daily lives. The international community 
and the UN must continue to support this 
process politically and economically. 
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Without a doubt, the UN has never under- 
taken a mission more difficult than the one 
in the former Yugoslavia. The limitations of 
that mission are well known. But we must 
also recognize that it has provided relief for 
hundreds of thousands of people and saved 
thousands of lives. Today, with diplomacy 
backed by force, the United States and the 
international community are moving for- 
ward on a track that is producing genuinely 
hopeful results. The United Nations and 
NATO are working together effectively to 
bring peace to the region. On September 8 in 
Geneva, the parties to the conflict accepted 
the fundamental goal the Security Council 
has often expressed—namely, the continu- 
ation of Bosnia-Herzegovina as a single state 
within its current internationally recognized 
borders. When I meet with the foreign min- 
isters of Bosnia, Croatia, and Serbia later 
today, I will urge them to maintain momen- 
tum toward peace and to establish constitu- 
tional structures for Bosnia. 

The framers of the UN Charter created this 
institution to meet threats to peace and se- 
curity posed by aggression and armed con- 
flict. These threats are still very much with 
us. But the world also faces a set of new se- 
curity challenges, including proliferation, 
terrorism, international crime and narcotics, 
as well as the far-reaching consequences of 
damage to the environment. These have as- 
sumed a new and dangerous scope in a more 
interdependent world. As President Clinton 
said in San Francisco in June, the “new 
forces of integration carry within them the 
seeds of disintegration and destruction.” 

While new technologies have brought us 
closer together, they have also made it easi- 
er for terrorists, drug dealers, and other 
international criminals to acquire weapons 
of mass destruction, to set up cocaine car- 
tels, and to hide their ill-gotten gains. The 
collapse of communism has shattered dicta- 
torships. But it has also left the political and 
legal institutions of newly liberated nations 
even more vulnerable to those who seek to 
subvert them. 

Although these threats are sometimes 
sponsored by states, they increasingly follow 
no flag. Each of us must vigorously fight 
these enemies on our own, But we will never 
be truly secure until we effectively fight 
them together. That is the new security 
challenge for the global community. It must 
be the new security mission of the UN. 

There is no area where the UN can make a 
more significant contribution than in non- 
proliferation. Fifty years ago, the United 
States was the only country capable of mak- 
ing a nuclear bomb. Today, many countries 
have the technology that would enable them 
to turn a fist-sized chunk of plutonium into 
a bomb as small as a suitcase. That is one 
reason why more than 170 countries agreed 
to extend for all time the Nuclear Non-Pro- 
liferation Treaty last May, at the conference 
chaired here by Ambassador Dhanapala. We 
must build on that achievement. 

First, we should have a Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty ready for signature by the 
time we meet here next year. As President 
Clinton announced last moth, the United 
States is committed to a true zero-yield test 
ban. We urge other nations to join us in that 
commitment. 

Second, we should immediately start nego- 
tiations on a Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty. 
Those who have been most vocal in calling 
for nuclear disarmament should recognize 
that it is essential to ban future production 
of fissile material for nuclear weapons. 

Third, we should push forward with the 
historic reductions of the nuclear arsenals of 
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the United States and the countries of the 
former Soviet Union. I call on the U.S. Sen- 
ate, as well as the Russian Duma, to approve 
the START П Treaty so that we can lock іп 
deep cuts in our strategic nuclear arsenals. 
In addition, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin 
are working together to ensure the safety, 
transparency and irreversibility of nuclear 
arms reductions. 

As part of this process, President Yeltsin 
will host a Nuclear Safety and Security 
Summit in Moscow next spring. The Summit 
should have an ambitious agenda, including 
a declaration of principles on nuclear reactor 
safety. We look to the summit to address the 
worldwide problem of nuclear waste manage- 
ment, including ocean dumping. The Summit 
should also promote a plan of action to Safe- 
guard nuclear materials. That plan should 
include new measures to prevent criminals 
and terrorists from acquiring nuclear mate- 
rial for use in weapons. 

Finally, we should push for the earliest 
possible entry-into-force of the Chemical 
Weapons Convention. President Clinton has 
urged the U.S. Senate to act promptly on its 
ratification, and to stop holding it and the 
START II treaty hostage to unrelated issues. 
The world has witnessed the effect of poison 
gas too many times in this century—on Eu- 
ropean battlefields during World War I, in 
Ethiopia and Manchuria during the 1930s, 
and against Iranian soldiers and innocent 
Kurdish civilians in the 1980s. The Chemical 
Weapons Convention will make every nation 
safer, and we need it now. 

The UN is also playing an invaluable role 
in focusing attention on pressing regional 
poliferation problems. In Iraq UNSCOM and 
its chairman Rolf Ekeus continue to uncover 
horrific details about Saddam Hussein's 
weapons of mass destruction. 

Under Saddam Hussein, Iraq developed a 
deadly biological weapons capacity hidden 
from view. It was conducting research to 
turn some of the most toxic substances 
known to man into weapons of war. We know 
Saddam succeeded in putting anthrax and 
botulism in bombs and missile warheads. In 
December 1990, he deployed these with every 
intent to using them against the inter- 
national coalition and innocent civilians. He 
was dissuaded only by the steadfast deter- 
mination of the United States and the inter- 
national community. 

In light of what Ambassador Ekeus has un- 
covered, we can only conclude that for the 
last four and a half years Saddam Hussein 
has lied about the full scope of Iraq’s weap- 
ons programs. There should be no easing of 
the sanctions regime until the Iraqi govern- 
ment complies with all the demands of the 
Security Council and demonstrates that it 
has changed its ways, 

The UN should also promote responsibility 
and restraint in the transfer of conventional 
weapons. Last year at the General Assembly, 
President Clinton proposed, and the Assem- 
bly approved, the eventual elimination of 
antipersonnel landmines. On my recent trip 
to Cambodia, I saw the terrible damage these 
hidden killers can do. This year, we will 
again call on other countries to join us in 
ending the export of landmines. 

Two years ago, President Clinton called on 
the international community to devise a 
true international system that governs 
transfers of conventional weapons and sen- 
sitive dual-use technologies. I am pleased 
that the Russian Federation has joined with 
the United States and 26 other countries to 
agree on common principles to control the 
build-up of dangerous conventional arms. We 
hope to activate this global regime, called 
the New Forum, by the end of this year. 
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The proliferation of weapons has added a 
disturbing dimension to another threat we 
all face: international terrorism. Indeed, this 
year’s sarin gas attack in Tokyo is a grim 
warning of what can happen when terrorists 
acquire weapons of mass destruction. 

More nations are joining the fight against 
those individuals and groups who attack ci- 
vilians for political ends. The United Nations 
has supported this effort in important ways. 
The UN Security Council recognized the im- 
portance of countering state-sponsored ter- 
rorism by imposing sanctions against Libya 
for the bombing of Pan Am 103 and UTA 772. 

Terrorists should be treated as criminals 
and there must be no place where they can 
hide from the consequences of their acts. 
States that sponsor terrorists should feel the 
full weight of sanctions that can be imposed 
by the international community. Let us not 
deceive ourselves: Every dollar that goes 
into the government coffers of a state spon- 
sor of terrorism such as Iran helps pay for a 
terrorist’s bullets or bombs. Iran's role as 
the foremost state sponsor of terrorism 
makes its secret quest for weapons of mass 
destruction even more alarming. We must 
stand together to prevent Iran from acquir- 
ing such threatening capabilities. 

The United States has taken a leading role 
in meeting the international terrorist 
threat. We have intensified our sanctions 
against Iran. Last January, President Clin- 
ton also issued an Executive Order prohibit- 
ing financial transactions with terrorist 
groups and individuals who threaten the 
Middle East peace process. We are urging our 
Congress to tighten our immigration and 
criminal laws to keep terrorists on the run 
or put them behind bars. 

The United States strongly supports the 
counter-terrorism measures the G-7 and Rus- 
sia announced at the Halifax Summit, and 
we expect the P-8 Ministerial Meeting on 
Terrorism in Ottawa to produce a concrete 
action plan to implement these measures. 

Other kinds of international crime also 
threaten the safety of our citizens and the 
fabric of our societies. And globalization 
brings new and frightening dimensions to 
crime. The threat of crime is a particular 
menace to young democracies. It weakens 
confidence in institutions, preys on the most 
vulnerable, and undermines free market re- 
form. 

Of course, every country must take its own 
measures to combat these threats. The Clin- 
ton Administration is now completing a re- 
view of our approach to transnational crime 
that will lead to a stronger, more coordi- 
nated attack on this problem. 

To help other states deal with criminal 
threats, the United States and Hungary have 
created the International Law Enforcement 
Academy in Budapest to train police officers 
and law enforcement officials from Central 
Europe and the states of the former Soviet 
Union. We are providing similar help bilat- 
erally and through the UN Drug Control Pro- 
gram to countries whose laws are challenged 
by drug cartels. 

A particularly insidious form of crime and 
corruption is money laundering. All nations 
should implement recommendations by the 
OECD to attack money laundering. The na- 
tions of this hemisphere should also advance 
the anti-money laundering initiative intro- 
duced at last December’s Summit of the 
Americas. Together, we must squeeze the 
dirty money out of our global financial sys- 
tem. 

Through the UN’s conventions on drugs 
and crime, the international community has 
set strong standards that we must now en- 
force. We call on UN member states who 
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have not already joined the 1988 UN Drug 
Convention to do so. Those countries who 
have approved the convention should move 
quickly to implement its key provisions. 

We are increasingly aware that damage to 
the environment and unsustainable popu- 
lation growth threaten the security of our 
nations and the well-being of our peoples. 
Their harmful effects are evident in famines, 
infant mortality rates, refugee crises, and 
ozone depletion. In places like Rwanda and 
Somalia, they contribute to civil wars and 
emergencies that can only be resolved by 
costly international intervention. We must 
carry out the commitments we made at last 
year’s Cairo Conference, and the Rio Con- 
ference three years ago. 

Never have our problems been more com- 
plex. It has never been more evident that 
these problems affect all nations, developed 
and developing, alike, Only by working to- 
gether can we effectively deal with the new 
threats we all face. 

That is why, on this 50th anniversary year, 
we must shape the UN’s agenda as if we were 
creating the institution anew. Just as the 
UN's founders devised a new framework to 
deter aggression and armed conflict, the 
United Nations, in particular the Security 
Council, must now assign the same priority 
to combating the threat posed by prolifera- 
tion, terrorism, international crime, narcot- 
ics, and environmental pollution. We should 
dedicate our efforts in the UN and elsewhere 
to turning our global consensus against 
these threats into concrete action. We must 
renew and reform the United Nations not for 
its sake, but for our own. 

Thank you very much, 


Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 


DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF- 
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND- 
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1996 


The Senate continued with the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT МО. 2782 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that my previous ta- 
bling motion be withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senator from 
Maryland be recognized for 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Maryland is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
simply want to address the argument 
by my colleague that passing this 
amendment will not serve a purpose. 
The amendment will, in effect, enable 
HUD to implement a formula approach 
with respect to the homeless problems 
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in the coming year. HUD could struc- 
ture the formula approach so that 
State and local governments, the 
homeless assistance providers, the 
church groups, and the community 
groups could come in and anticipate 
their expected level of funding off a $1.1 
billion figure. The Appropriations 
Committee itself has said they have to 
have more than $1 billion in order to 
make the formula approach work. 

They are going to negotiate regula- 
tions. That will take a good part of the 
fiscal year. The end result of all of this 
is a greater commitment to dealing 
with the homeless. 

I concede that we are taking money 
from the section 8 program. I think in 
the order of priorities, addressing the 
homeless ought to come ahead of that. 

Then people say, well, the following 
fiscal year the amount needed for sec- 
tion 8 is going to double from $4 billion 
to $8 billion. If it is that order of mag- 
nitude you will need an entirely new 
solution. You will not solve it by this 
$360 million here that is being held in 
the reserve. 

This money, though, could make an 
enormous difference with respect to ad- 
dressing the homeless problem. 

Therefore, I very strongly renew my 
support of the amendment. 

Mr. BOND. I yield myself 2 minutes. 

Let me just conclude this discussion 
by saying that under the system that 
has been suggested by my colleague 
from Maryland, which is an effort to 
solve the homeless problem, we are 
still in a budgetary quandary. We have 
not solved the budgetary problem. 

The Budget Committee will score the 
outlays during the year in which they 
occur no matter when they have been 
allocated. If, when the budget author- 
ity has been granted, if we move the 
funds to fiscal year 1997, as the amend- 
ment by my friend from Maryland 
would do, we will have that many fewer 
dollars to spend, that many fewer dol- 
lars in outlays to spend during fiscal 
year 1997. 

That is why I say that we have asked 
HUD to enter into negotiated rule- 
making to try to get these funds out to 
deal with not only the funds we have 
appropriated in this bill but the funds, 
$297 million, made available in the re- 
scission bill for the coming year, and 
utilize those funds to deal with the 
homeless problem. 

That is why again I regretfully say 
that moving money from one pocket to 
another does not overcome the appro- 
priations and budgetary problems, and 
does not move us any further towards 
the goal of serving the homeless and 
those who need section 8 public hous- 
ing assistance. 

Mr. President, is all time expired? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that this amendment be 
set aside. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO, 2783 
(Purpose: To require EPA to give priority to 
small businesses in its green programs“ 
and to require EPA to perform a study to 
determine the feasibility of making these 
programs self-sufficient) 


Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEF- 
FORDS], for himself and Mr, BINGAMAN, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. SIMON, 
Mr. BIDEN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. KOHL, Мг. 
KERRY, Mr. BUMPERS, and Mr. LEAHY, PRO- 
POSES AN AMENDMENT NUMBERED 2783. 


Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 


On page 151, line 11, insert: 
PLY PROGRAMS, 

(a) PRIORITY FOR SMALL BUSINESSES.—Dur- 
ing fiscal year 1996 the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency shall give 
priority in providing assistance in its Energy 
Efficiency and Energy Supply programs to 
organizations that are recognized as small 
business concerns under section 3(a) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632(a)). 

(b) Stupy.—The Administrator shall per- 
form a study to determine the feasibility of 
establishing fees to recover all reasonable 
costs incurred by EPA for assistance ren- 
dered businesses in its Energy Efficiency and 
Energy Supply program. The study shall in- 
clude, among other things, an evaluation of 
making the Energy Efficiency and Energy 
Supply Program self-sustaining, the value of 
the assistance rendered to businesses, pro- 
viding exemptions for small businesses, and 
making the fees payable directly to a fund 
that would be available for use by EPA as 
needed for this program. The Administrator 
shall report to Congress by March 15, 1996 on 
the results of this study and EPA’s plan for 
implementation. 

(c) FUNDING.—For fiscal year 1996, up to 
$100 million of the funds appropriated to the 
Environmental Protection Agency may be 
used by the Administrator to support global 
participation in the Montreal Protocol fa- 
cilitation fund and for the climate change 
action plan programs including the green 
programs. ] 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I will 
not take very long, and I want to 
thank the managers of the bill for 
agreeing to an amendment to our origi- 
nal proposal, which makes good sense 
and which I think improves the amend- 
ment. I appreciate their cooperation. 

I am offering this amendment on be- 
half of myself, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
KOHL, Mr. KERRY, Mr. BUMPERS, and 
Mr. LEAHY. 

What this amendment does is to re- 
store the EPA Administrator’s ability 
to fulfill our obligations under the 
Montreal Protocol. In addition, it will 


September 26, 1995 


authorize the EPA Administrator to 
fund the successful green programs, in- 
cluding Green Lights and Energy Stars 
Building Programs. 

The net effect, actually, of this 
amendment as far as present spending 
will actually decrease because it will 
raise by fee some revenues to assist in 
the second program that I mentioned. 

I need not go into detail on the im- 
portance of the Montreal Protocol. 
Last year, the Congress appropriated 
$119 million for these important pro- 
grams—$101 million for the green pro- 
grams and roughly $17 million for the 
Montreal Protocol multilateral fund. 
This amendment will allow the Admin- 
istrator to spend up to $100 million on 
these programs, actually a 13 percent 
decrease from last year’s levels. 

Again, it is authorization to spend. It 
is not a specific authority for those 
programs. That will be up to the ad- 
ministrator. 

I will not go into detail on this. I do 
not want to take the time of our Mem- 
bers here for this. 

I will summarize now the green pro- 
grams. There is no money for the green 
programs. I remember President Bush 
searching for alternatives to overregu- 
lation, command and control policies 
of the 1970’s and 19858. He longed to 
find a way to control production in a 
nonregulatory free market manner. 

His legacy through the environment 
is his success in developing just such a 
program which we are referring to this 
evening. The Green Lights Program 
and Energy Stars Program are a testa- 
ment to the type of innovative pro- 
grams we must implement if we wish 
to reduce the regulatory burden faced 
by industry today. The programs are 
volunteer, reduce energy use, save 
business money, and stimulate mar- 
kets for clean alternative energy tech- 
nologies and services. What more could 
you ask for? 

Green Lights is simple. EPA provides 
technical assistance to help a company 
survey its facilities and upgrade its 
lighting. Since its inception, Green 
Lights has saved companies hundreds 
of millions of dollars and dramatically 
reduced air pollution emissions, all 
without one regulation. 

I have to my left here a chart which 
shows—how often do you get to the 
cover of Time Magazine? This is an im- 
portant public-private partnership. 
Just ask companies in my own State 
like IBM, our largest utility—Green 
Mountain Power, Jay Peak Ski Area, 
and many others, including small busi- 
nesses. 

Now I had several Members that 
wanted to speak but due to the gra- 
cious acceptance of this amendment by 
the managers, I will yield the floor. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak in favor of the Jeffords- 
Bingaman amendment to the УА-НІЛО 
appropriations bill, which would re- 
store authority to the EPA Adminis- 
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trator to expend funds on their atmos- 
рһегіс pollution prevention programs, 
and on the Montreal Protocol Multilat- 
eral Fund. 

This amendment requires no new 
money of any offsets to H.R. 2099. It 
merely allows the administrator to use 
appropriated funds from the $1.6 billion 
program and administration fund to 
continue what we believe is essential 
work going on at EPA. It does not af- 
fect the overall budget cuts prescribed 
in the bill. 

The Green Lights Program гер- 
resents one of the best ideas of the past 
20 years in the field of environmental 
protection. As our framework of envi- 
ronmental laws has evolved since 1970, 
we have been shown the positives and 
negatives of command and control reg- 
ulation. While strict standards have 
been successful in many ways at reduc- 
ing pollution, they have also proven 
costly and unwieldy for complying 
companies in some situations. 

The Green Programs at EPA have 
done an exceptional job at saving en- 
ergy and reducing pollution in a vol- 
untary, flexible manner which should 
be emulated and expanded rather than 
zeroed out. In 1994 alone, Green Lights 
and Energy Star prevented $69 million 
metric tons of carbon equivalent, in- 
cluding 5.1 billion pounds of carbon 
monoxide, 14.1 million pounds of sulfur 
dioxide, and 6 million pounds of nitro- 
gen oxides. 

While these pollution reductions are 
а positive step, the more impressive 
fact is that these improvements are 
making money for State and local gov- 
ernments, companies, nonprofits and 
other organizations in almost every 
case. The Green Lights and Energy 
Star Programs saved $92 million in 
utility bills in 1994 alone. 

Corporate welfare is a term one hears 
of often these days, both in and outside 
of this body. I am strongly supportive 
of reducing unnecessary subsidies to 
private industry wherever possible. 
However, labeling the EPA programs as 
corporate welfare is just plain wrong. 
No direct subsidies are given to cor- 
porations or any other participants. In 
fact, no direct marketing is done on be- 
half of any specific manufacturer or 
contractor. EPA merely alerts energy 
users to the financial savings and pub- 
lic relations benefits of the programs 
and gives them a long list of businesses 
that can do the work. All sales and 
contracting is the responsibility of the 
companies involved. 

I have heard many statements in this 
Chamber railing against the evils of 
environmental regulation. If the ma- 
jority also eliminates cooperative, vol- 
untary, non-regulatory approaches to 
environmental protection, what alter- 
natives remain? 

Also restored in this amendment is 
the authority of the Administrator to 
expend Federal dollars on the Montreal 
Protocol Multilateral Fund. Strato- 
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spheric ozone depletion from man- 
made chlorofluorocarbons [CFC’s] is a 
real and pressing problem. Due to 
prompt action on the part of the Con- 
gress to phase out production of CFC’s 
in the Clean Air Act, ozone depletion 
will likely peak in the year 2000, and 
restore itself gradually during the fol- 
lowing 3 to 5 decades. 

The United States is enduring signifi- 
cant transition cost to accomplish the 
phase-out and must be assured that our 
progress is not undercut by rampant 
CFC use in developing countries. Our 
participation in the Montreal Protocol 
is essential for those recovery projec- 
tions to be realized. 

I understand that the subcommittee 
chairman would like to see the Mon- 
treal Protocol funded by the Sub- 
committee on Foreign Operations. It 
does not make a difference to me if the 
Senators from Missouri and Kentucky 
want to work out an arrangement. 
However, our treaty obligations to the 
Montreal Protocol are vital, and 
whether our commitments to it are 
met should not be subject to a squabble 
over what subcommittee should pro- 
vide the funds. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, these pro- 
grams are programs that I think are vi- 
tally in need of restructuring and re- 
oriented and bringing in to the modern 
day. 

No question that Green Lights may 
have done some good for some big com- 
panies. This is really a distinguished 
group of companies. You can see Mar- 
tin Marietta, General Dynamics, War- 
ner Lambert, Phillips Petroleum, 
Whirlpool, Xerox, U.S. West, Trans- 
America, all these companies have 
saved millions of dollars through the 
Green Lights Program. Great. 

What I think is that it is time to say 
enough corporate welfare: Start get- 
ting these people who are benefiting to 
pay for it. I have agreed with the spon- 
sors of this amendment to accept their 
permissive language and to make some 
changes. 

No. 1, we say that there ought to be 
a priority for small businesses. During 
fiscal year 1996, the Administrator of 
the EPA shall give priority to provid- 
ing assistance in its energy efficiency 
and energy supply programs to organi- 
zations that are recognized as small 
business concerns under section 3(A) of 
the Small Business Act. 

Get out of the business of providing 
very scarce taxpayer resources to help 
very large companies save money on 
energy. They ought to be saving it. We 
have started the program. We have 
shown how they can save money. Let 
them pay for it. 

No. 2, we will include a study. The 
Administrator must determine the fea- 
sibility of establishing fees to recover 
all reasonable costs incurred by EPA 
for assistance rendered businesses in 
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the energy efficiency and energy sup- 
ply program. The study should include 
making the program self-sustaining, 
the value of the assistance rendered to 
businesses, providing exemptions for 
small businesses, making the fees pay- 
able directly to a fund that would be 
available for use by EPA as needed for 
this program. 

Nobody here is challenging the need 
for energy efficiency. It is vitally im- 
portant from the environment stand- 
point, from a cost standpoint. It makes 
good sense. I do not believe that we 
ought to continue to have the Federal 
Government paying out this high-class 
corporate welfare. 

This is a significant step toward 
weaning those large companies away 
from that endeavor. 

Now, let me address the Montreal 
Protocol, and let me state to my col- 
leagues that both of these are permis- 
sive. EPA is going to have to eat into 
its own budget to the extent it wants 
to use up to $100 million to support the 
climate change program in the Green 
Lights program or the Montreal Proto- 
col facilitation funds. I hope they will 
be careful in utilizing those funds be- 
cause we need those funds to be used on 
cleaning up the environment here in 
this country, not providing foreign aid 
to other countries under the Montreal 
Protocol and not using up dollars in 
helping the largest corporations save 
money by instituting energy-efficiency 
programs. 

Let me tell you briefly about the 
Montreal Protocol funds. The fund re- 
ceived $116 million from the U.S. Gov- 
ernment over the past few years. It is 
an international fund, managed 
through the State Department, to sup- 
port developing countries in their ef- 
forts to phase out ozone-depleting 
chemicals. It is a worthwhile goal, but 
I do not see why the EPA, which is 
strapped for funds, is going to want to 
spend much of its money on that. I 
think, if we really want to provide for- 
eign aid for other countries to improve 
their environment, we ought to be 
looking at the State Department. 

I understand the Senator from Ver- 
mont had expressed concern about cuts 
in the foreign operations appropria- 
tions bill, the account which provides 
funding for the Montreal Protocol 
funds. That, I believe, is where it 
should be funded in the future. This 
subcommittee is not able to make up 
for shortfalls in other appropriations 
bills. We will allow the EPA, as a tran- 
sition, to utilize those funds to the ex- 
tent necessary. But I really believe the 
funds are better spent on environ- 
mental protection activities at home. 
We have provided the funds as avail- 
able for these activities. We provided 
the Montreal Protocol funds some $116 
million. I think the EPA can determine 
how to utilize its scarce resources and 
phase out the funding of these pro- 
grams. 
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The companies that have benefited 
from the Green Lights programs, we 
congratulate them and urge the EPA 
to move on to self-funding. 

With that, Mr. President—— 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, if I 
might, I would just like to make a cou- 
ple of comments on this. It is my un- 
derstanding the distinguished floor 
manager is prepared to accept this? 

Mr. BOND. We are prepared to accept 
the amendment, and we appreciate the 
support of our colleagues for the pro- 


gram. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I commend the distin- 
guished chairman of the subcommittee 
of the Appropriations Committee for 
accepting this. Let me just say a cou- 
ple of words, if I might, about the Mon- 
treal Protocol. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, every 
single Member of this Senate, and in- 
deed members of the Republican Party, 
should be extremely proud of the Mon- 
treal Protocol. Why? Because it was 
signed under the administration of 
Ronald Reagan. This is what President 
Reagan said on April 5, 1988, about the 
Montreal Protocol: 

The Montreal Protocol is a model of co- 
operation. It is a product of the recognition 
and international consensus that ozone de- 
pletion is a global problem. 

I am going to come back to that ina 
minute, because often it is said, only 
spend your money on domestic prob- 
lems. But ozone depletion cannot be 
solved just by the United States alone. 
“It is a global problem,” as President 
Reagan said, “both in terms of its 
causes and its effects. The Protocol isa 
result of an extraordinary process of 
scientific study, negotiations among 
representatives of the business and en- 
vironmental communities, and inter- 
national diplomacy. It is a monu- 
mental achievement,” said Ronald 
Reagan, and he was absolutely right. 

With respect to the Montreal Proto- 
col Multilateral Fund, how does the 
money come about and who contrib- 
utes? Let us just take what is happen- 
ing right now. The United States is 
supposed to contribute $38 million a 
year to this international fund. Where 
does it come from? Because of funding 
shortfalls in previous years, the State 
Department requested $27 million and 
the EPA requested $24 million. That is 
a total of $51 million for fiscal year 
1996. The amounts in excess of the $38 
million cap were requested to make up 
for past years. In other words, the re- 
quest is up some. The point I am mak- 
ing is it is split between the State De- 
partment and the EPA. 

Who else contributes? There are 40 
other nations that are contributing. 
The United States puts in a total of $38 
million. Japan puts in $22 million, Ger- 
many $16 million, United Kingdom $9 
million, Canada $5 million, and so 
forth. 
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I am advised that the contributions 
to the multilateral fund have been at a 
higher rate—85 percent of the assessed 
amounts are contributed. This is the 
highest of any known U.N. trust funds. 
So it is working. 

I would just like to point out a quote 
from the July 14, 1994, journal of 
Science. That is the name of the jour- 
nal. It published the findings of an 
international group of scientists who 
concluded that methyl chloroform, 
one of the chief threats to the Earth's 
protective ozone layer, has begun to di- 
minish. Other researchers confirm the 
finding, first reported 2 years ago, that 
chlorofluorocarbons, CFC’s, have al- 
most stopped increasing in the atmos- 
phere.”’ 

You might say why have they not 
stopped completely? You have had this 
Montreal Protocol since 1987. The facts 
are, it takes a significant amount of 
time for the CFC’s to go from the 
Earth up into the stratosphere where 
they do their damage. So, if we can sta- 
bilize—if our reports show they are sta- 
bilizing in the atmosphere, that means 
the efforts we have made to reduce the 
emissions are working and pretty soon 
the destruction of the ozone layer will 
go into a rapid decline from the activi- 
ties that are taking place now. So, we 
can congratulate ourselves. Here is 
something that has worked. 

I want to just say how happy I am 
that we have worked out this agree- 
ment this evening; that both the dis- 
tinguished ranking member and distin- 
guished manager of the bill, the senior 
Senator from Missouri, have accepted 
these proposals. I am particularly in- 
terested in the Montreal Protocol side 
of it, having been connected with it for 
some years. 

Again, it is my view that the Repub- 
licans can pat themselves on the back 
for this measure, because it occurred 
under a Republican administration 
with a Republican President leading 
the way. 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from Vermont for his efforts in connec- 
tion with this this evening. I am glad 
we have reached a compromise and 
that the amendment of the Senator 
from Vermont has been accepted. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent a letter to me from the Alliance 
for Responsible Atmospheric Policy 
dated September 19, 1995, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ALLIANCE FOR RESPONSIBLE 
ATMOSPHERIC POLICY, 
Arlington, VA, September 19, 1995. 
Hon. JOHN CHAFEE, 
U.S. Senate, 506 Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CHAFEE: On behalf of the 
Alliance for Responsible Atmospheric Pol- 
icy, I urge you to support the appropriation 
of funds to fulfill the U.S. commitment to 
the Multilateral Fund for the Implementa- 
tion of the Montreal Protocol. The Multilat- 
eral Fund provides resources for developing 
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countries to comply with the Protocol's re- 
quirements to phase out of the production of 
ozone-depleting compounds such as 
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs). Appropriation of 
moneys to the Fund have been eliminated in 
the EPA budget and substantially reduced in 
the State Department's budget. 

The Alliance is the internationally recog- 
nized U.S. industry coalition which is com- 
posed of producers of CFCs and their alter- 
natives; and several hundred manufacturers 
and organizations whose products and serv- 
ices rely on CFCs and their alternatives. The 
Alliance was organized in 1980 and continues 
to assist government in the development of 
reasonable international and U.S. govern- 
ment policies regarding ozone protection. A 
list of Alliance members is attached. 

Industry has worked diligently over recent 
years with policymakers to seek sensible 
international requirements for the phaseout 
of ozone-depleting compounds. We have done 
so because the best scientific information 
has led us to conclude that the concern for 
human induced alternation of the ozone 
layer is a serious global“ environmental 
concern. Unilateral requirements imposed on 
U.S, industry alone would be neither fair nor 
environmentally beneficial in solving the 
overall global problem of ozone depletion. 
Therefore, the Montreal Protocol, ratified by 
149 countries, provides an unprecedented 
forum for all nations to work together to 
solve this global environmental problem, 

The United Nations Environment Pro- 
gramme Science Assessment Report shows 
that one of the few remaining obstacles to 
recovery of the ozone layer is the growth of 
CFCs in developing countries. Developing 
countries must be urged to continue their 
transition to alternatives and phase out of 
CFCs as soon as feasible. The Mulitlateral 
Fund helps to ensure the success of the Mon- 
treal Protocol by providing needed assist- 
ance to these developing countries. Without 
funding for the implementation of CFC alter- 
natives in developing countries, these coun- 
tries will continue to use ozone-depleting 
CFCs because they are the best option avail- 
able to them as their economies grow to 
meet their society's needs. Developing coun- 
tries need assistance through the Fund in 
phasing out of CFCs and utilizing new tech- 
nologies. 

Industry is proud of its accomplishments 
in ozone protection, by its efforts to phase 
out of CFCs ahead of schedule, and in its in- 
vestment of several billion dollars to iden- 
tify and introduce ozone-protecting alter- 
native technologies. Therefore, it is criti- 
cally important that Congress provide as 
much oversight as necessary of federal agen- 
cies, such as EPA, to ensure that U.S. inter- 
ests and alternative technologies are not dis- 
advantaged or prejudiced in the Multilateral 
Fund’s CFC phaseout projects. In addition, 
the Fund should not be used to implement 
any acceleration of the- phaseout of 
hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) beyond 
the 1992 Copenhagen Amendments to the 
Montreal Protocol. 

The Multilateral Fund is an integral part 
of the effort to ensure that alternative tech- 
nologies are adopted globally. The U.S. con- 
tribution to the Fund is only a relatively 
small but important symbol of the U.S. com- 
mitment to this effort. The U.S. agreed to 
the Fund assistance as part of its treaty ob- 
ligation; and it should not renege on this ob- 
ligation. Government and industry in the 
United States have shown both strong lead- 
ership in ozone protection and a commit- 
ment to the success of the Montreal Proto- 
col. In order to fulfill this commitment and 
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continue U.S, leadership, we urge you to sup- 
port the funding of the Multilateral Fund. 
Sincerely, 
DAVID STIRPE, 
Executive Director. 
1994/1995 MEMBERSHIP LIST ALLIANCE FOR 
RESPONSIBLE ATMOSPHERIC POLICY 


3M Company. 

A. Cook Associates, Inc. 

Abbott Laboratories. 

Abco Refrigeration Supply Corp. 

Acme—Miami. 

American Electronics Association (AEA). 

Air Comfort Corporation. 

Air Conditioning Contractors of America. 

Air Conditioning & Refrigeration Institute. 

Air Conditioning Suppliers, Inc. 

Air Products. 

Alliance Pharmaceutical Corporation. 

AlliedSignal. 

American Auto. Manufacturers Assoc. 

American Frozen Food Institute. 

American Pacific Corporation. 

American Refrigerant Reclaim Corpora- 
tion. 

American Thermaflo Corp. 

American Trucking Associations. 

Amtrol, Inc. 

Anderson Bros. Refrigeration Service, Inc. 

Apex Ventilations. 

ARCA/MCA. 

Arizona Public Service Co. 

Arjay Equipment Corporation. 

Arrow Air Conditioning Service Company. 

Arthur D. Little, Inc. 

Ashland Inc. 

Astro-Valcour Inc. 

Association of Home Appliance Manufac- 
turers. 

AT&T. 

Ausimont USA. 

Automotive Consulting Group, Inc. 

Bard Manufacturing Co. 

Beltway Heating & Air Conditioning Co. 
Inc. 

Beverage-Air. 

Big Bear Stores Co. 

Blue M Electric. 

Building Owners and Managers Association 
(BOMA). 

Booth Refrigeration Services Conditioning. 

Bristol Compressors. 

с/о Moog Training Center. 

Carrier Corporation. 

Celotex. 

Center for Applied Engineering. 

Central Coating Company. Inc. 

Cetylite Industries, Inc. 

Chemical Packaging Corp. 

Chemtronics, Inc. 

Clayton Auto Air, Inc. 

Commercial Refrigerator Manufacturers 
Association. 

Copeland Corporation. 

Day Supply Company. 

Dow Chemical U.S.A. 

ЕЛ. Dupont De Nemours and Company. 

E.V. Dunbar CO. 

Eastman Kodak. 

Ebco Manufacturing. 

Electrolux/White Consolidated. 

Elf Atochem North America, Inc. 

Elliott-Williams Company, Inc. 

Engineering & Refigeration, Inc. 

Falcon Safety Products, Inc. 

FES Inc. 

Flex-O-Lators, Inc. 

Foam Enterprises, Inc. 

Foamseal, Inc. 

Food Marketing Institute. 

Foodservice & Packaging Institute. 

Ford Motor Company. 

Forma Scientific. 
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Fox Appliance Parts of Augusta. 

Franke Filling, Inc. 

Fras-Air Contracting. 

Free-Flow Packaging Corp. 

Freightliner Corporation. 

Gardner, Carton & Douglas. 

Gebauer Company. 

General Electric Company. 

General Motors. 

Graineer. 

Gulfcoast Auto Air. 

H.C. Duke & Son, Inc. 

Hale and Dorr. 

Halocarbon Products Corporation. 

Halsey Supply Со., Inc. 

Harold Electric Co. 

Henry Valve Company. 

Highside Chemicals. 

Hill Refrigeration Corp. 

Howard/McCray Refrigerator Co., Inc. 

Hughes Aircraft Company. 

Hussmann Corporation. 

ICI Americas Inc. 

IG-LO, Inc. 

Illinois Supply Company. 

IMI Cornelius Company. 

Institute of Heating & Air Conditioning In- 
dustries. 

Institute of International Container Les- 
sors. 

Integrated Device Technology Inc. 

International Assoc. of Refrigerated Ware- 
houses. 

International Cold Storage Co., Inc. 

International Mobile Air Conditioning 
Assoc. 

International Pharmaceutical Aerosol Coa- 
lition. 

Interstate Truckload Carriers Conference. 

Johnson Controls. 

Joseph Simons Co. 

Keyes Refrigeration, Inc. 

King-Weyler Equipment Co., Inc. 

Kline & Company Inc. 

Kraft General Foods. 

KYSOR WARREN. 

LaRoche Chemicals. 

Lennox Industries. 

Liggett Group Inc. 

Lintern Corporation. 

Lorillard. 

Lowe Temperature Solutions. 

Luce, Schwab & Kase, Inc. 

Malone and Hyde Inc. 

Manitowoc Equipment Works. 

Marine Air Systems. 

MARVCO Inc. 

Maytag Corporation. 

McGee Industries, Inc. 

Mechanical Service Contractors of Amer- 
ica. 

Merck & Co., Inc. 

Metl-Span Corporation. 

Miles Inc. 

Mobile Air Conditioning Society. 

Monsen Engineering Co. 

Montgomery County Public Schools. 

Moog Automotive Inc. 

Moran, Inc. 

Nat. Assoc. of Plumbing-Heating-Cooling 
Contractors. 

National Assn. of Food Equipment Manu- 
facturers. 

National; Automobile Dealers Association. 

National Refrigerants, Inc. 

National Training Centers, Inc. 

NC State Board of Refrigeration. 

Neaton Auto Products Mfg., Inc. 

New Mexico Engineering Res. Instit.-U of 
NM 


North Colorado Medical Center. 

Northern Illinois Gas. 

Northern Research & Engineering Corpora- 
tion. 
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Northland Corporation. 

Norton Company-Sealants Division. 

O’Brien Associates, 

Omar A. Muhtadi, Inc. 

Omega Refrigerant Reclamation. 

Orb Industries, Inc. 

Patterson Frozen Foods, Inc. 

Peirce-Phelps, Inc. ‹ 

Pennzoil Company. 

Perlick Corporation. 

Polyisocyanurate Insulation Manufactur- 
ers Association (PIMA), 

Polycold Systems International. 

Premier Brands Ltd. 

Ralph Wright Refrigeration. 

Rawn Company, Inc. 

Reeves Refrigeration & Heating Supply, 
Inc. 

Refrigeration Engineering, Inc. 

Refrigerant Management Services. 

Refrigeration Service Engineers Society. 

Refron. 

Revco Scientific. 

Rhode Island Refrigeration Supply Comp, 
Inc. 

Ritchie Engineering Co., Inc. 

Rite Off. 

RJR Nabisco, 

Robinair Division, SPX Corp. 

RSI Co. 

Rule Industries, Inc. 

SCM Gidco Organics. 

Scott Polar Corporation. 

Service Supply of Victoria, Inc. 

Servidyne Inc. 

Sexton Can Company. 

Sheeting, Metal Air-Conditioning Contrac- 
tors National Association (SMACNA). 

South Central Co., Inc. 

Southern Refrigeration Corp. 

Society of the Plastics Industry (SPI). 

Sporian Valve Company. 

Spray, Inc. 

Stoeiting, Inc. 

Sub-Zero Freezer Company, Inc. 

Superior Valve Company. 

TAFCO Refrigeration Inc. 

Tech Spray, Inc. 

Tecumseh Products Company. 

Tennessee Eastman. 

Tesco Distributors, Inc. 

Thermal Engineering Company. 

Thermo-King Corporation. 

Thompson Publishing Group. 

Thompson Supply Co. 

Thorpe Supply. 

Tolin Mechanical Systems Co. 

Tomen America Inc. 

Trane Company. 

Tropicana Products Inc. 

Tu Electric. 

Tyler Refrigeration Corp. 

Union Chemical Lab. ITRI. 

United Refrigeration, Inc. 

Unitor Ships Service, Inc. 

University of Maryland at Baltimore. 

University of Wisconsin-Madison. 

Valvoline Oil Company. 

Venable, Baetjer, and Howard. 

Vulcan Chemicals Co. 

W.A. Roosevelt Company. 

W.M. Barr and Company. 

Wawa, Inc. 

Weinberg and Green. 

White & Shauger, Inc. 

Willam F. Nye, Inc. 

Wynns Climate Control. 

York Division, Borg-Warner Corp. 

York International Corporation. 

Zero Zone Refrigeration MFG. 

Zexel USA. 


Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I 
strongly support the amendment of- 
fered by Senator JEFFORDS, which 
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would make $100 million available for 
participation by the United States in 
the Montreal Protocol Facilitation 
Fund and the Climate Change Action 
Plan green programs. This funding is 
critical if we are to protect the ozone 
layer from further erosion and con- 
tinue our progress in helping American 
industry become more energy-efficient. 

The Montreal Protocol Facilitation 
Fund helps implement the inter- 
national phaseout of CFC’s—chemicals 
that deplete the ozone layer. In turn, it 
helps make the lives of every American 
safer and healthier, protecting us from 
radiation that causes skin cancer. 

To date, the Fund has provided over 
$300 million for almost 900 activities in 
80 developing countries around the 
world. These projects have resulted in 
the elimination of over 55,000 tons of 
ozone-depleting chemicals—represent- 
ing roughly 25 percent of the develop- 
ing nation’s ozone-depleting chemical 
use. 

Why does this effort merit the Sen- 
ate’s support? Let me suggest two rea- 
sons, \ 

First, developing countries аге гар- 
idly industrializing, making choices 
about the technologies they will em- 
ploy to improve their standard of liv- 
ing. The choices they make will affect 
the health of everyone who inhabits 
this planet, and Americans are no ex- 
ception. 

Developing countries can profit from 
the lessons of more developed countries 
and avoid the environmentally damag- 
ing mistakes that have already been 
made. Or, they can follow the path of 
least short-term resistance and make 
the current ozone depletion problem 
even worse. If developing nations chose 
to industrialize using ozone-destroying 
СЕС", then all countries could suffer, 
since the ozone hole will continue to 
grow. 

Second, American businesses benefit 
from the global market for ozone- 
friendly equipment created by this 
international effort. To date, U.S. com- 
panies have sold millions of dollars’ 
worth of equipment designed to pre- 
vent the release of ozone-destroying 
compounds as a result of the program. 
Clearly, further investment by the 
United States in this program is very 
much in our interest. 

In addition to eliminating funding 
for the Montreal Protocol Facilitation 
Fund, the VA-HUD appropriations bill 
cuts $90 million from the Climate 
Change Action Plan green programs. 
The Jeffords amendment would restore 
most of this funding. 

The cuts in this account primarily 
affect EPA’s green programs. The 
Green Lights Program, for example, 
provides information, training, tech- 
nical reports, and other assistance, but 
not direct financial assistance, to com- 
panies to encourage them to invest in 
highly energy-efficient lighting, heat- 
ing, and cooling technologies designed 
to save energy. 
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In my view, these programs represent 
the type of public/private initiative we 
should be encouraging—a government 
and industry partnership that protects 
the environment and reduces our con- 
sumption of energy, thereby making 
domestic industries more competitive. 

Green Lights is so popular that busi- 
nesses throughout the country have 
signed up. Nearly 2,000 businesses and 
other institutions participate in the 
program today. 

In my home State of South Dakota, 
Gateway 2000 and the State govern- 
ment both are participating in the 
Green Lights Program. It has been a 
great success, saving energy, reducing 
costs, and cutting pollution. 

Mr. President, I commend Senator 
JEFFORDS for offering this amendment 
and urge my colleagues to vote to re- 
store the funding for the Montreal Pro- 
tocol Facilitation Fund and the Cli- 
mate Change Action Plan green pro- 


grams. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise to 
join with my colleague from Vermont, 
Senator JEFFORDS, in support of the 
Montreal Protocol Fund—an extraor- 
dinarily successful multilateral agree- 
ment to phase out the use of ozone-de- 
pleting chemicals. 

Since the early 1970's, scientists from 
both academia and the business com- 
munity have warned us that the 
use of chlorofluorocarbons—commonly 
known as CFC’s—as refrigerants and 
solvents damages the Earth's strato- 
spheric ozone shell. 

This ozone shield absorbs some of the 
sun’s harmful ultraviolet, or UV radi- 
ation. Increased amounts of this radi- 
ation will raise the risk of skin cancer 
and cataracts, impair the functioning 
of human immune systems, and could 
adversely impact the global food sup- 
ply. 

As a direct consequence of CFC use, 
scientists identified literally a hole in 
the ozone layer over Antarctica, in 
1985. 

An intensive investigation concluded 
that this hole, which increased each 
consecutive year from 1990 to 1994, and 
which is expected to enlarge again this 
year to over 3.9 million square miles— 
roughly the size of Europe, was caused 
by chlorine from dissolved CFC com- 
pounds. 

The ensuing inquiry also detected 
falling concentrations of ozone over 
the North and South Temperate 
Zones—the former includes the United 
States incidentally. 

In response to this growing threat, 47 
of the world’s developed and developing 
countries joined together in September 
1987, and formed the Montreal Proto- 
col. 

This agreement bound the leading 
ozone-using countries to first freeze, 
and later phaseout, the use of these 
chemicals. 

At present, over 120 countries have 
voluntarily signed onto the Protocol, 
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making it the broadest and most suc- 
cessful international collaboration in 
world history. 

Protocol member nations have accel- 
erated the CFC phaseout schedule 
twice, and have agreed upon a complete 
elimination of halons in 1994, and of 
CFC’s by the end of this year. 

Protocol member nations also recog- 
nized that the disproportionate reli- 
ance upon ozone-depleting substances 
by the developing world threatens to 
eliminate any progress. 

Consequently, 30 developed nations 
formed the Montreal Protocol Fund in 
1990, to provide technical assistance to 
developing nations, as they make the 
transition to less harmful technologies. 

To date, roughly $350 million has 
been committed for 900 projects in 
more than 85 developing countries. 
When fully implemented, these 
projects are anticipated to cut the de- 
veloping countries’ use of ozone-deplet- 
ing chemicals by almost one-third— 
55,000 tons. 

A recent report produced under the 
auspices of the United Nations Envi- 
ronmental Program indicates we are 
making some headway—since 1989, the 
rate of growth of major ozone-depleting 
substances in the stratosphere has de- 
clined significantly. 

Yet, further reducing CFC’s remains 
critical. Earlier this year, the World 
Meteorological Organization reported 
that ozone levels were 10 to 15 percent 
below long-term averages, with a 35- 
percent depletion over Siberia. In fact, 
the past 3 months saw the most deple- 
tion ever. 

Mr. President, the United States is 
responsible for a small portion of the 
Montreal Protocol Fund’s resources. 
Yet, even though we have the most to 
gain, we are currently $28 million in ar- 
rears. 

Shrinking away from our commit- 
ment, going back on our word as the 
committee has suggested by eliminat- 
ing the account, will severely hamper 
developing countries’ transition to 
non-CFC technologies. 

Additionally, our industrial allies 
will likely refuse to adopt added meas- 
ures to further reduce ozone-depleting 
chemicals which are not currently con- 
trolled. 

Many American businesses, which 
are now world leaders in the manufac- 
turing of non-CFC refrigerants and sol- 
vents, will also suffer. 

Mr. President, regrettably, my home 
State of Delaware is one of the na- 
tional leaders in terms of the incidence 
of cancer. Delaware ranks among the 
top 10 nationally in breast, lung, and 
bladder cancer. 

We have put a lot of work into identi- 
fying the causes, but we don’t yet know 
what in our environment, or what as- 
pects of our behavior, are leading to 
these cancer cases. 

For that reason alone, Mr. Presi- 
dent—and perhaps it is a selfish reason 
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and I make no apologies—I want to 
prevent the increase of cancer-causing 
UV radiation. 

Delaware is a coastal State, and dur- 
ing the summer months hundreds of 
thousands of people flock to our shore- 
line to enjoy our beaches. I don’t want 
these people or anyone in America, to 
unknowingly be exposed to harmful 
doses of UV radiation because this Na- 
tion walked away from its responsibil- 
ity. 

The Montreal Protocol is enormously 
successful, and we are making solid, 
substantial progress in decreasing the 
use of CFC’s in the developing coun- 
ties. 

This success needs to be continued. I 
urge my colleagues—support this wor- 
thy program and send a signal to the 
world community that America re- 
mains a leader. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to add as a cospon- 
sor Senator COHEN, Senator LUGAR and 
Senator WELLSTONE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
have no further requests to be heard 
from any of the Members I am aware 
of. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, we are 
willing to accept the amendment on 
this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. I believe there is no objec- 
tion on the other side. I think we are 
therefore ready to go to a vote. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2783) was agreed 


to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2784 
(Purpose: To strike section 107 which limits 
compensation for mentally disabled veter- 
ans and offset the loss of revenues by en- 
suring that any tax cut benefits only those 
families with incomes less than $100,000) 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Maryland will be set aside. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I believe 
that we have discussed previously the 
possibility of a time agreement on this 
amendment. 

I understand the proponent of the 
amendment is willing to accept a 30- 
minute time agreement, equally di- 
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vided in the usual form, provided there 
is no second-degree amendment. Is that 
the understanding? 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. The Senator is 
entirely correct. 

Mr. BOND. May I ask which amend- 
ment he just sent forward? 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I wanted to 
lead off with the amendment relating 
to the mentally disabled veterans. 

Mr. BOND. And the second amend- 
ment? 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Would have to 
do with veterans’ health care. 

Mr. BOND. Is the Senator agreeable 
to a 30-minute time agreement equally 
divided in the usual form for that 
amendment as well? 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I am indeed. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that on these two 
amendments the time be equally di- 
vided, 30 minutes in the normal form 
on both sides with no second-degree 
amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER], for himself, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mr. DORGAN, 
proposes an amendment numbered 2784. 


Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 16, beginning with line 20, strike 
all through page 17, line 5, and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

Sec. 107. Section 105(b) of House Concur- 
rent Resolution 67 (104th Congress, Ist Ses- 
sion) is amended to read as follows: 

(b) RECONCILIATION OF REVENUE REDUC- 
TIONS IN THE SENATE. — 

“(1) CERTIFICATION.—(A) In the Senate, 
upon the certification pursuant to section 
205(a) of this resolution, the Senate Commit- 
tee on Finance shall submit its recommenda- 
tions pursuant to paragraph (2) to the Senate 
Committee on the Budget. After receiving 
the recommendations, the Committee on the 
Budget shall add such recommendations to 
the recommendations submitted pursuant to 
subsection (a) and report a reconciliation 
bill carrying out all such recommendations 
without any substantive revision. 1 

(B) The Chair of the Committee on the 
Budget shall file with the Senate revised al- 
locations, aggregates, and discretionary 
spending limits under section 201(a)(1)(B) in- 
creasing budget authority by $170,000,000 and 
outlays by $150,000,000. 

(2) COMMITTEE ОМ FINANCE.—Funding for 
this section shall be provided by limiting 
any tax cut provided in the reconciliation 
bill to families with incomes less than 
5100,000.””. 

Мг. ROCKEFELLER. Мг. President, 
my amendment is very simple. It would 
strike a provision of the appropriations 
bill which seeks to limit compensation 
benefits to certain veterans who are 
disabled by mental illness, and offset 
the savings that would result from the 
enactment by limiting any tax cut 
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under the budget resolution to families 
earning less than $100,000. 

Mr. President, the choice posed by 
my amendment is, again, simple and, I 
think, straightforward. Do we favor tax 
cuts for the wealthy or benefits for 
mentally disabled veterans? I trust the 
answer will be obvious. 

The Appropriations Committee would 
reenact a 1990 provision which cut off 
VA compensation benefits to mentally 
incompetent veterans who have no 
spouse, children, nor dependent par- 
ents, when the veteran's savings 
reached $25,000. Payments were re- 
sumed when the savings fell to $10,000. 
This provision expired at the end of 
1992. Attempts to reenact this provi- 
sion were rejected by the House and 
Senate Veterans Affairs’ Committees 
in both 1993 and again this year, 1995, 
in our reconciliation efforts. It is bad 
policy, and, in any event, it does not 
belong in an appropriations measure. 

Mr. President, some may argue that 
suspending compensation to mentally 
disabled veterans when their savings 
reach $25,000 prevents uncaring heirs 
from acquiring funds amassed through 
the receipt of VA compensation bene- 
fits. Indeed, that is usually the argu- 
ment which is used against this. While 
it is undoubtedly true that this will 
happen in a few cases—that is, that in- 
dividuals truly remote from the men- 
tally incompetent veteran will receive 
moneys on the death of that veteran— 
it is equally true that it does not hap- 
pen in the great majority of cases in 
which a mentally incompetent veteran 
dies without a spouse, child, or depend- 
ent parent. In fact, to the contrary, in 
many cases there are other family 
members—nondependent parents, 
brothers, sisters, uncles, aunts, or 
cousins—who have been involved with 
the veteran and the care of the vet- 
eran. 

Also—this is important to note— 
there is absolutely no reason to sup- 
pose that the situation of funds going 
to so-called remote heirs occurs any 
more frequently with mentally incom- 
petent veterans than with other seri- 
ously disabled veterans who have ac- 
quired significant savings based upon 
their receipt of compensation. 

If there is indeed some interest in en- 
suring that savings derived from VA 
compensation not go to remote heirs, 
then the law should be changed to pro- 
vide that the cutoff in compensation 
apply across the board to everyone. I 
do not believe that this is something 
the Government should do only for 
those who are mentally incompetent, 
disabled veterans. 

If we are to undertake this policy— 
and I would not favor that—it must be 
done in a fair, across-the-board fashion. 
Otherwise, we single out mentally dis- 
abled veterans and in that classic sense 
discriminate against them when, of 
course, they are unable to do anything 
about this themselves. 
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Mr. President, on its face this provi- 
sion discriminates against one small 
group of veterans: those who are men- 
tally disabled. There is no sound policy 
reason for allowing a competent dis- 
abled veteran to save money that could 
possibly go to remote heirs upon the 
veteran’s death, while limiting savings 
of a mentally incompetent, disabled 
veteran. There is a rather important 
matter of fairness involved here. 

This provision would do terrible 
harm to families who sacrificed to pro- 
vide care for their mentally incom- 
petent son or daughter. In many cases, 
parents who act in fiduciary roles build 
savings so that when the parents are 
deceased, there will be enough money 
to care for the disabled veteran. Under 
the proposal, families could not accom- 
plish this goal. 

Another outcome of the 1990 provi- 
sion was that many veterans and their 
guardians did very creative things to 
circumvent the law. For example, men- 
tally incompetent veterans arranged 
marriages in order to avoid losing their 
compensation. Others made large pur- 
chases of unneeded property or cars to 
lower their savings or otherwise dis- 
burse their savings. Guardians in these 
cases often consented because it was 
better to expend those savings than to 
lose VA compensation altogether. We 
can expect more of the same if this pro- 
posal becomes law. By cutting off pay- 
ments, the provision punishes the vet- 
eran whose guardian conscientiously 
administers the veteran’s funds, while 
it rewards the guardian who allows the 
veteran to spend frivolously everything 
that he gets. 

Mr. President, I note that all of the 
major veterans service organizations 
oppose this provision, some of them 
very strongly. They generally believe, 
as I do, that there is no justifiable rea- 
son for singling out these veterans for 
discrimination solely because they are 
mentally disabled. 

Also, as I noted briefly earlier in my 
remarks, this provision is a clear ex- 
ample of authorizing legislation on an 
appropriations bill. That is not consid- 
ered lightly around here. The Veterans 
Affairs’ Committee considered this pro- 
vision as part of meeting our reconcili- 
ation mandate under the leadership of 
Chairman SIMPSON, and we rejected it. 
That is the business of an authorizing 
committee. It should not be resur- 
rected in the guise of an appropriations 
issue. 

Mr. President, for all of these rea- 
sons, I urge my colleagues to join me 
in supporting this amendment to re- 
move this onerous provision from the 
appropriations bill. 

I yield the floor and thank the Chair. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my- 
self such time as I may require. 

Mr. President, this is an effort again 
to deal with some very, very tight 
funding problems. We recommended, 
and the committee accepted, that the 
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incompetent veterans provision іп- 
cluded in the House stay in the Senate 
bill. It limits the provision, as we said 
earlier, in order to save $172 million in 
budget authority and $157 million in 
outlays. 

As a result of this provision, the sub- 
committee was able to provide an in- 
crease for VA medical care. It does say 
that where a mentally incompetent 
veteran has neither dependent chil- 
dren, dependent spouse, nor dependent 
parents, when the value of the veter- 
an's estate exceeds $25,000, until the es- 
tate is reduced to $10,000, there will be 
no payments. These are for veterans 
whose needs are being fully cared for 
by the Veterans Administration. This 
is a veteran who has no dependents. 
This is the ultimate estate builder 
plan. These are veterans who are in 
very difficult circumstances. The peo- 
ple who will benefit from the payments 
made by the VA are heirs, not depend- 
ent heirs. 

Frankly, the offset provision which 
purports to deal with tax cuts is thin 
air. It is absolute vapor. It proposes 
some budget gimmickry, but, frankly, 
what this amendment does by raising 
spending by the amount of $172 million 
in budget authority and $157 million in 
outlays is to say to our children 
“We've got you. We are going to put 
this estate builder program on your 
credit card."’ 

This is a violation of the budget that 
is proposed and been adopted by Con- 
gress. If this provision were to succeed, 
it would have the impact of busting the 
agreement to achieve a zero deficit by 
the year 2002. 

Imagine how difficult it would be to 
tell your children or your grand- 
children, I just decided that we don't 
need to stop spending on your credit 
card. We're going to provide an estate 
builder plan for incompetent veterans, 
people who served the country well but 
who are being fully cared for by the 
Veterans Administration so their non- 
dependent heir, not their wife, not the 
dependent child, not the dependent par- 
ent, but some farther away heir will re- 
ceive the bonus that has been built up 
by these payments.“ 

In September 1980, the Comptroller 
General, as written by the former 
chairman of the House Veterans’ Af- 
fairs Committee, said, ‘‘Congress in- 
tended distant relatives should not be 
enshrined to receive benefits of veter- 
ans or their immediate families. How- 
ever, large estates consisting of VA 
benefits are evidently still enriching 
distant relatives who may have had 
very little to do with the veteran and 
were not affected by his service to the 
United States.“ 

The VA inspector general conducted 
an audit of the VA’s fiduciary program 
and recommended legislation to limit 
compensation payments. The IG found 
numerous instances of substantial es- 
tates being inherited by distant rel- 
atives. 
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An incompetent veteran of World 
War I emigrated from Lithuania in 1907 
and died in 1978, leaving an estate of 
$87,900, of which $77,800 came from VA 
benefits. The estate went to six nieces 
and nephews living in the Soviet 
Union. 

There are many other examples like 
that. But the basic argument is we 
have a very tight budget, and it was 
our decision in recommending to the 
subcommittee, which the subcommit- 
tee recommended to the full commit- 
tee, which the committee rec- 
ommended to this floor, we could bet- 
ter spend the $172 million in ensuring 
that current veterans receive medical 
care that they need. This was a very 
important part of the increase that we 
were able to give in veterans medical 
affairs. 

When the time comes, I will raise a 
Budget Act point of order to this meas- 


ure. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. President, how many minutes 
would the Senator from Wyoming like? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Seven minutes. 

Mr. BOND. I yield 7 minutes to the 
Senator from Wyoming. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, again, 
one of these difficult issues that are 
filled with emotion. I have chaired the 
Veterans Affairs’ Committee for sev- 
eral years. Senator Cranston chaired 
the committee, Senator MURKOWSKI, 
Senator ROCKEFELLER. It is a remark- 
able committee that does tremendous 
things for veterans, and I very much 
enjoy having Senator JAY ROCKE- 
FELLER as the ranking member. We 
work closely together. His staff and my 
staff work closely together. 

This is an honest difference of opin- 
ion, but again it is one of those that 
have a ring—a tug at the heart—and I 
have been through a lot of these 
through the years, because if you resist 
this, then it will go out on the wave- 
length that somehow you do not care 
about veterans; you are cold and mean 
spirited and heartless. 

This one you want to pay close atten- 
tion to. This is a serious issue that is 
not leaving any single veteran unat- 
tended. 

We are talking here about an incom- 
petent veteran. We are talking about a 
person that cannot manage their as- 
sets. They have a conservator or a 
guardian. 

What we are providing here, it seems 
to me to make eminent common sense. 
We are going to suspend the VA dis- 
ability compensation payments in the 
case of an incompetent veteran with no 
dependents whatsoever. 

If you really want to get a look at 
what we are talking about, we are talk- 
ing about a person perhaps in a nursing 
home or some other institution who is 
totally incapable of functioning, with 
not a single person that comes to see 
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them on Christmas or New Years or 
Easter, not a single dependent ever 
shows up at the door. 

We are talking about not including 
the value of a home in computing the 
size of the estate, and we are talking 
about the fact that if a person in that 
status accumulates over $25,000, we 
stop. And the purpose of stopping is so 
that a nondependent heir does not in- 
herit something which is totally a 
windfall—because the veteran did not 
need it at all. The veteran’s necessities 
as an incompetent are totally taken 
care of—food, shelter, clothing. This is 
for expenses that he or she did not 
need. That is why it accumulated іп a 
bank account, and that is why it 
should not go to a nondependent rel- 
ative who had no desire to care for or 
even see the person. 

So if you want to get into the emo- 
tion of it—and we always usually do— 
then remember this is a pretty tragic 
situation. So we are saying, I think in 
а very magnanimous way, if it gets 
above $25,000, we are going stop it so it 
will not get up to $100,000 and go to 
somebody who does not care about the 
veteran. The veteran will be totally 
taken care of; every single need will be 
taken care of. I know that and you 
know that. And then here is the key. 

If this drops below $10,000, you start 
the money coming again. Now, that is 
what we have here, to save $170 mil- 
lion. If it drops below $10,000, it starts 
again. If it gets above $25,000, it stops. 

And what is the money for? The vet- 
eran. And he is not using it, so why let 
it go to $60,000, $70,000, or $80,000. And it 
only affects veterans who are not com- 
petent in any way to handle their 
money. These payments are made to 
provide for the living expenses of dis- 
abled veterans. They are not being used 
for that purpose. The money is not 
paying for clothes or food or shelter. It 
is a accumulating, and it will be ulti- 
mately passed on to mnondependent 
heirs. 

This provision does not affect the 
standard of living or the condition of 
living of any veteran because the veter- 
ans involved are not now spending the 
money. If the benefit money is being 
expended to support the veteran, then 
the money would not be building up in 
the bank, and the provision in the bill 
would not kick in. It is that clear. 

The amendment is actually an as- 
sault on the budget resolution. The 
cost of this amendment would be offset 
by reducing the amount available to 
the Finance Committee to reduce the 
tax burden imposed on the American 
people and the American economy. We 
will hear over and over and over in 
these next days that Senators must ei- 
ther vote for a tax cut for the rich or 
vote for disabled and helpless veterans, 
one or the other. 

That is a sad choice and quite an ex- 
traordinary rigging of the amendment. 
But we will see a lot of those in the 
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days to come, many, many of those. I 
personally do not favor a tax cut for 
the rich or the poor. So at least I am 
on record on that because we are going 
to deal with the $5 trillion debt limit in 
the next few days. And we will deal 
with Medicare and Medicaid and let 
that go up 6.4 percent, and that will be 
called a savage cut from coast to coast. 

We do not do veterans any favor if we 
use them as a point man. I was in the 
infantry. I do not know where others 
served, but it was not fun to be a point 
man to begin to do any kind of mili- 
tary activity. And certainly you can- 
not use veterans as point men to begin 
dismantling the national effort to try 
to bring the deficit under control] and 
provide some relief to Americans aged 
between 18 and 45 who will have noth- 
ing in 30 years. And nobody talks about 
them and that period of time. 

We always talk about 1 year. We have 
a Secretary of Veterans Affairs, a Cabi- 
net Member, who will not go past 1 
year in his dealings with telling the 
American veterans what is going to 
happen to them. 

And so these are the troublesome 
things. We do veterans no favor at all 
if we use them as point men for includ- 
ing spending for a program without at 
the same time reducing spending in an- 
other program. We do veterans no favor 
if we enact legislation that really has 
the effect of enriching only their non- 
dependent relatives after their death, 
people who have not cared a whit about 
them. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. How much time 
do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia has 7 minutes 
43 seconds. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the esteemed Sen- 
ator from Maryland, Senator MIKULSKI. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the Senator 
for yielding. 

I want to congratulate him on his ad- 
vocacy for veterans. I thank him for 
coming here this evening to offer his 
amendment, the kind of cultured co- 
operation we have here in the U.S. Sen- 
ate. And I particularly want to thank 
him for his advocacy for veterans 
health care. 

I am proud to be a cosponsor of the 
Rockefeller amendment to strike the 
provision contained in the committee 
bill which would deny benefits to those 
veterans who have become mentally in- 
capacitated. 

The bill before us reinstates a provi- 
sion of law that was expired in 1992. 

The provision contained in this bill 
suspends benefits to veterans who are 
mentally incapacitated with no spouse 
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or children when their estates reach 
$25,000. It would allow payments to be 
resumed when the value of the estate 
falls to $10,000. 

Section 107 of the committee bill dis- 
criminates against a small group of 
veterans, those who have become inca- 
pacitated as a result of mental illness 
or disease. 

There simply is no sound policy rea- 
son to single out these veterans and 
deny them their benefits. 

The provision contained in the com- 
mittee bill is an affront to veterans. 

By including this provision, the com- 
mittee is going after those veterans 
who have become completely incapable 
of defending themselves, taking their 
benefits, and then using their money to 
cover even deeper cuts in the VA medi- 
cal care budget. 

Aside from the fact that this provi- 
sion discriminates against a small 
group of veterans, it also: denies par- 
ents who are caring for the disabled 
veteran the ability to accrue savings 
needed to care for their son when the 
parents dies; experience has shown that 
guardians and trust officers responsible 
for the care of these disabled veterans 
are unwilling to continue their respon- 
sibilities if benefits are interrupted; 
and the provision, when it was law 
under the 1990 Budget Reconciliation 
Act, led to a variety of unintended con- 
sequences that were destructive and 
demeaning to veterans such as ar- 
ranged marriages to avoid the law, and 
the purchase of unneeded property or 
cars in order to keep the estate value 
down. 

Мг. President, we’ve seen enough to 
know that this is bad policy and bad 
law. 

If we don’t stand up for these veter- 
ans, who will? 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Rockefeller amendment. 

I want to make one point perhaps 
that has not been discussed in the de- 
bate, which is about the parents of the 
mentally incompetent veteran. 

You see, parents are very much con- 
cerned about their—primarily their 
son, sometimes their daughter—who is 
disabled and the need to keep some 
type of saving to care for their son or 
daughter when these parents die. Expe- 
rience has shown that guardians and 
trust officers responsible for the care of 
these disabled veterans are unwilling 
to care for them if benefits are inter- 
rupted. 

The other thing that happens is that 
in order to keep some kind of asset 
base, they kind of get into phony, ma- 
nipulatory things. They will want to 
try to buy a car or a new property and 
so on. This is not the veteran. This is 
not the people who fought at Iwo Jima 
or Pork Chop Hill or the Mekong Delta. 
These are honorable men and women 
who do that. And I think that what we 
need to do is make sure that we do not 
have bad policy become not good law. 
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And I really support the Senator's 
amendment. These are people who have 
come to a point in their life where they 
are unable to think for themselves and 
in many instances unable to care for 
themselves. We are asking that a safe- 
ty net be provided. And when they join 
the U.S. military, it is not an asset 
test. 

So I hope that the Senator’s amend- 
ment prevails, and I hope his advocacy 
continues. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. This Senator 
thanks the distinguished colleague 
from Maryland. 

Mr. President, I will use my remain- 
ing time to say the following. In 1992, 
Senators HATFIELD and DOMENICI and 
Kasten wrote to the President of the 
United States, President Bush, about 
precisely this subject. And they said in 
a letter, which I ask unanimous con- 
sent be printed in the RECORD, the fol- 


lowing: 
... based on irrational discrimination 
against the mentally disabled . the vir- 


tually exclusive, if unintended result is im- 
permissible discrimination against mentally 
incompetent disabled veterans.” 


There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, March 16, 1992. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On February 3, 1992 
the U.S. District Court for the Southern Dis- 
trict of New York temporarily restored the 
right of mentally incompetent veterans to 
receive disability compensation. These bene- 
fits were being denied to this select group of 
veterans because of a provision in FY '90 
OBRA. 

We believe that the ruling of temporary in- 
junction by Judge Shirley Wohl Kram should 
not be appealed. We agree with her state- 
ment that the current statute is based on 
“irrational discrimination against the men- 
tally disabled. . . the virtually exclusive, if 
unintended result is impermissible discrimi- 
nation against mentally incompetent dis- 
abled veterans.” 

Mr. President, we ask that you recognize 
the harm caused by this discriminatory pro- 
vision and urge you to withdraw your appeal 
of this temporary injunction. 

Best regards, 
ROBERT W. KASTEN, Jr. 
MARK O. HATFIELD. 
PETE V. DOMENICI. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
people talk about people with remote 
heirs and people who may care for men- 
tally disabled veterans as if they did 
not really care. They say, why would 
one care for a mentally incompetent 
veteran? Well, I am sorry, but there аге 
people who do care. And there is noth- 
ing in the law which says that you 
have to care to 20 percent or 70 percent 
or 90 percent for this to be fair. 

There is no justification for singling 
out mentally disabled people for dis- 
criminatory treatment. None. We have 
not said they are entitled to compensa- 
tion only if they are poor. The law does 
not say that. We have not said they are 
entitled to compensation only if they 
have savings less than $25,000. And we 
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have not said they are entitled to com- 
pensation only if they have no money 
from anywhere else, like so many 
Members of this body do who do not 
have to worry about things like this. 
These are people who have people who 
care about them. To assume they do 
not is not in line with thinking about 
family values. 

We have said that they are entitled 
to compensation for their disability 
based on their disability. And that is 
what my amendment asks for. 

Are we prepared to say now that for 
some reason the mentally disabled are 
somehow less entitled solely because 
they are mentally disabled? Is that 
what those who oppose this amend- 
ment would do? The Senator from West 
Virginia will not join such an effort. 

I hope very much that my amend- 
ment will be accepted. I think it is 
right, fair, reasonable, just, and non- 
discriminatory. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia has yielded 
back his time. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I urge adoption 
of my amendment. 

Mr. SIMPSON. How much time is re- 
maining, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
2 minutes 6 seconds left remaining of 
the time for the opponents of the 
amendment. 

Mr. BOND. I yield the distinguished 
Senator from Wyoming 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I hope 
this debate does not come down to who 
cares more about disabled veterans or 
homeless people or the lesser in soci- 
ety. That is not what this amendment 
is about. That truly is a mind-boggling 
thing to think that there are some peo- 
ple in this Chamber who care less 
about other people in society. We all 
have the same level of care toward the 
lesser in society. 

Since I have chaired this committee, 
we have doubled the veterans benefits. 
The veterans budget when I came to 
this Chamber 17 years ago was about 
$20 billion, and we are going to do 
something which puts it close to $40 
billion. And the veterans population is 
declining. And if anyone can say that 
we do not take care of veterans, it is 
usually nonveterans or people who 
were never overseas or never involved 
with veterans who say that. 

And I am not making a reflection on 
anyone. When I came to this Chamber, 
I heard the most stirring debate I ever 
heard about what we did not do for vet- 
erans by a person who had never been 
in the civil air patrol. I had to listen to 
one-half hour of unmitigated guff 
about what we were doing for veterans. 
Now, that is a tiresome argument, and 
I do not think it fits in any way of 
what we do for these fine people, now 
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26 million, now declining 2 percent per 
year, who have given much, and we 
have given them much. And we will 
continue to do so. 

This is a very isolated incident. If we 
are talking about caregivers and the 
conflict of interest, is it a conflict of 
interest for a caregiver to put aside 
$100,000 if they know they are going to 
get it? Let us apply this to everybody, 
competent veterans and incompetent 
veterans. That will seem to cover it 
pretty well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired on the amendment. 

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. The adoption of the pend- 
ing amendment would cause the Appro- 
priations Committee to breach its dis- 
cretionary allocation as well as breach 
revenue amounts established in the fis- 
cal year 1996 budget resolution. 

Pursuant to section 302(f) and 306 of 
the Congressional Budget Act, I raise a 
point of order against the amendment. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
move to waive the application of the 
oan Act to the pending amendment. 

. BOND. I ask unanimous consent 
ane the amendment and the motion to 
waive be set aside. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Objection is not 
heard. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2785 ТО COMMITTEE 
AMENDMENT ON PAGE 8, LINES 9 AND 10 
(Purpose: To increase funding for veterans’ 
medical care and offset the increase in 
funds by ensuring that any tax cut benefits 
only those families with incomes less than 

$100,000) 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
the second amendment I propose is also 
very simple. It would provide funding 
for VA medical care at the level re- 
quested by the President—that is, 
$16.96 billion—and would offset the cost 
of this increase, approximately $511 
million, by a reduction in the amount 
set aside in the budget resolution to 
cover the revenue loss from any tax 
cut. 

The choice represented by the 
amendment is simple: Should VA 
health care be funded at a level which 
allows it to continue to meet health 
care needs and demands of those veter- 
ans who seek care from the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs, or should 
medical care be cut so as to fund a tax 
cut? 

The Senator from Wyoming indicated 
this comparison would be made on a 
number of occasions, and he is entirely 
correct. The values implicit in this ar- 
gument, and how one comes down on 
this argument, are profound. Obvi- 
ously, to me the answer is self-evident. 

Mr. President, I want my colleagues 
to understand some of the ways that 
the level of funding included in the ap- 
propriations bill will affect the people 
who use the VA health care system. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair asks the Senator to withhold so 
that the clerk can report the amend- 
ment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from West Virginia (Мг. 
ROCKEFELLER], for himself, Мв. MIKULSKI, 
Mr. LEAHY, and Mr. WELLSTONE, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2785. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read- 
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 8, line 10, strike **316,450,000,000'° 
and insert ““316,961,487,000”. 

On page 22, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following: 

БЕС. 111, Section 105(b) of House Concur- 
rent Resolution 67 (104th Congress, Ist Ses- 
sion) is amended to read as follows: 

(b) RECONCILIATION OF REVENUE REDUC- 
TIONS IN THE SENATE.— 

“(1) CERTIFICATION.—(A) In the Senate, 
upon the certification pursuant to section 
205(a) of this resolution, the Senate Commit- 
tee on Finance shall submit its recommenda- 
tions pursuant to paragraph (2) to the Senate 
Committee on the Budget. After receiving 
the recommendations, the Committee on the 
Budget shall add such recommendations to 
the recommendations submitted pursuant to 
subsection (a) and report a reconciliation 
bill carrying out all such recommendations 
without any substantive revision. 

„) The Chair of the Committee оп the 
Budget shall file with the Senate revised al- 
locations, aggregates, and discretionary 
spending limits under section 201(a)(1)(B) in- 
creasing budget authority by $511,487,000 and 
outlays by $511,487,000. 

“(2) COMMITTEE ОМ FINANCE.—Funding for 
this section shall be provided by limiting 
any tax cut provided in the reconciliation 
bill to families with incomes less than 
$100,000."’. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. The Senator 
asks permission to continue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is recognized. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Under the bill 
as reported, VA would be forced to op- 
erate at a level below current services. 
In human terms, 113,000 eligible veter- 
ans would be denied inpatient and out- 
patient саге іп 1996. In terms of VA's 
capacity to provide a full range of 
health care services nationwide, the 
equivalent of four VA hospitals would 
have to be shut down; 6,500 VA health 
care professionals would lose their 
jobs. 

I spent most of the day in the Fi- 
nance Committee, and people there say 
that a reduction in the increase in the 
amount of money put aside for health 
care is not a cut. They are, of course, 
entirely wrong. Health care is not like 
a loaf of bread. A loaf of bread is sub- 
ject to normal inflation; it goes up a 
couple pennies a year, whatever. 
Health care is subject to entirely dif- 
ferent influences. It is subject to tech- 
nology. It is subject to the fact that 
veterans are aging. 
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The Senator from Wyoming made the 
point that there are fewer veterans, 
but he did not make the point that, in 
fact, demand for veterans’ health care, 
even with fewer veterans, is increasing. 
Are we to deny them that? My amend- 
ment would seek to try to deny them 
less. 

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to 
focus on these repercussions in human 
terms. I fear too often we hear numbers 
and we become numb. We lose sight of 
the human element in what we are 
doing. If we do not appropriate funds 
for VA medical care at the level sought 
by the President, which is a modest 
level, in my estimation, and which 
only covers the cost of inflation—not 
medical inflation but inflation—real 
people, veterans who answered our 
country’s call, will not receive the 
health care that they need, the health 
care that they deserve, the health care 
that they have been promised. 

One can ridicule all one wants the 
commitment to our Nation's veterans, 
but it was made, and it is justified. 
This is not pulling on heart strings. 
This has to do with whether veterans 
get treatment for different kinds of 
conditions which might range all the 
way from prostate problems to Alz- 
heimer’s to other long-term care prob- 
lems or immediate problems. They are 
real problems and real people. 

I do not say that any person in this 
body cares for people less than any 
other person, but what they do about 
what is available to those people may 
differ substantially, and in what they 
do is the judgment about what they 
feel, in terms of their priorities. 

Every VA medical center furnishes 
vital care to veterans in the geographic 
regions served. We know that. We 
stopped all new construction in the 
Veterans’ Committee. We have stopped 
any major renovation of our current 
veterans hospitals, many of which were 
built 75 years ago. The Senator from 
Maryland mentioned a psychiatric hos- 
pital which is literally crumbling on 
its foundations, but are we doing any- 
thing to build that up, to restore it, to 
improve it? No. So we are not doing 
that. We are talking here about veter- 
ans health care as it exists, to be made 
available to veterans who need it. 

We will deny service to my constitu- 
ents who are veterans and to the con- 
stituents of others who are veterans. 
Some have disabilities from their serv- 
ice; others were able to complete their 
service without injuries but are now 
unable to afford the cost of health care. 
What do they do if they are unable to 
afford the cost of health care? We have 
40 million, 50 million Americans who 
do not have health insurance. To deny 
veterans health care is wrongheaded. 
We must avoid it, and my amendment 
will help us to do so. 

Mr. President, I find it very ironic 
that we are being asked to cut VA 
health care funding below current serv- 
ices, thereby turning veterans away 
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from their health care, just as we con- 
clude a great national celebration of 
the 50th anniversary of the end of the 
Second World War, an enormous emo- 
tional outpouring. 

I remember staying up late one night 
a couple of weeks ago to watch Presi- 
dent Clinton out in Hawaii. C-SPAN 
did something at 2 or 3 in the morning 
for an hour, or hour and a half. We 
have had people talk about it on the 
floor of the Senate, Senators discussing 
their service with each other. Power- 
ful, powerful testimony. We have all 
agreed that these people saved the 
world. 

One thing came through very loud 
and clear to me during those recent 
celebrations, and that is how the vic- 
tory belonged to the GI’s—not to me, I 
was 5 years old, but to the GI’s—who 
fought the battles from Normandy to 
Iwo Jima. Oh, how we love to talk 
about that, and ought to and are in- 
spired by it, made better by it. 

Mr. President, these are the same 
GI’s who are now veterans in their sev- 
enties seeking care from the VA. Not 
everybody is rich. They say a third of 
the Members of the Senate are million- 
aires. Well, we may be out of touch. A 
lot of those folks out there are not, and 
they are broke and they need VA, and 
that is what the VA is there for, to 
serve them. These same GI’s could be 
turned away from the care they need if 
the cutback envisioned by the Appro- 
priations Committee is enacted. That 
hardly seems like a fitting or worthy 
tribute after all the speeches that we 
have heard. 

I also find it ironic that there are 
proposals to cut VA below current 
services at the very time that cutbacks 
are being proposed in Medicare and 
Medicaid. Now, why do I say that? 
There is every reason to suspect that 
as individuals are pushed out of those 
programs because of the changes that 
are being contemplated, the veterans 
who have relied on either Medicare, 
which is being diminished by $270 bil- 
lion, or Medicaid, which is being dimin- 
ished by $182 billion, will have to turn 
to VA for needed health care. I find 
that ironic. 

Mr. President, VA health care is at a 
crossroads, and many innovative and 
dynamic changes are happening within 
the system. We have a lot of improve- 
ments that we can make, and they are 
being done—not all, but some. 

Some, as i have indicated, suggest 
that the number of veterans is declin- 
ing, and that that, therefore, justifies 
cutbacks in VA health care. People 
even laugh at that. Well, it is true that 
the overall veteran population is com- 
ing down. It is now just over 26 million. 
A few years ago, it was close to 27 mil- 
lion. It is also true the demand for VA 
health care continues to increase. The 
question is whether we will meet it 
under the obligations that we have. 

This is a phenomenon—this demand 
for more health care—that is easy to 
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understand once one realizes that as 
the population continues to age, the 
demand for health care services actu- 
ally is on the rise. 

As our veterans age, we must make 
sure that the promises a grateful na- 
tion has made will not be undone as we 
rush to balance the budget. 

I urge my colleagues to adopt this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who will 
yield time? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my- 
self such time as I may require. 

Mr. President, it is not hard to see 
how this Congress has gotten into the 
habit in the past of spending more 
money than we take in, of running 
deficits of $200 billion or more, putting 
burdens on our economy and terrible 
burdens on the backs of our children 
and grandchildren. When we talk about 
cuts, as my friend from West Virginia 
has—about draconian cuts in Medicare, 
when under the budget resolution Med- 
icare will rise per recipient faster than 
the rate of inflation in coming years, 
only in Washington, DC, is that a cut. 

My colleague from West Virginia is 
complaining about the draconian cuts 
in veterans medical care. Our increase 
in medical care for the VA is the larg- 
est in this bill. It will be an increase of 
$285 million above fiscal year 1995— 
that at a time when every other aspect 
of this budget is being cut. 

Now, we have a clear choice. We have 
a clear choice on these two amend- 
ments. Neither one of them are offset. 
There is language in the amendment 
which purports to change the congres- 
sional budget resolution that has been 
adopted months ago. We cannot do 
that. This is simply a budget buster. It 
feels good. If you do not care about the 
fiscal impact of your irresponsibility, 
then you can move to waive the Budget 
Act so that we can go on spending like 
money is going out of style, because it 
will go out of style and this second 
amendment is just another in the same 
direction. 

We have tried to work with the Vet- 
erans Administration for the past sev- 
eral months on ways to trim VA’s 
budget, so that the budget of VA will 
be used to serve the veterans. Unfortu- 
nately, the secretary has completely 
stonewalled and refused to cooperate 
with it. The secretary of the VA has 
done everything in his power to tor- 
pedo efforts of the Congress to reform 
the VA medical system, to bring it into 
the 2156 century, to get rid of fraud, 
waste, and abuse, and to make sure 
that we use modern techniques to serve 
our veterans with the high quality of 
care that this country is capable of 
providing, but I fear in too many in- 
stances does not provide through the 
VA. 

The secretary has sent computer e- 
mail messages to every one of VA’s 
220,000 employees decrying the congres- 
sional budget resolution and its dev- 
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astating impact on veterans health 
care. He has sent messages out to each 
employee on their pay stubs saying: 
“The administration's plan is much 
better for veterans and their families.” 

He has made speeches across the 
country, talking about bed closures 
and patients being denied air care. He 
has impugned the motives of Congress 
and the congressional budget resolu- 
tion. 

I think it is very, very disappointing 
that the secretary has chosen to use 
his efforts on politics rather than on 
finding ways to serve the veterans bet- 
ter. 

He has cited statistics that are over- 
stated, as the GAO has found, or need 
to be put into context. For example, 
the secretary said that this measure 
will result in hundreds of beds being 
closed. But what the secretary has not 
acknowledged is that the VA has been, 
and plans to continue absent any budg- 
etary constraints, to close hospital 
beds because of the demand for care on 
an outpatient basis—rather than hos- 
pitalization. Since 1989, VA has closed 
almost 20,000 hospital beds—and the 
budget has increased each of the years 
since 1989. 

In a September 12 letter to the House 
Veterans, Affairs Committee Chairman 
Stump, GAO found serious flaws in 
VA's analysis of the possible impacts of 
the House budget resolution. VA over- 
stated the funds it would need to main- 
tain its current level of services be- 
cause, according to GAO, it based its 
projected funding needs on assump- 
tions that there will be an increase in 
VA workload in fiscal year 1996, and 
that it will be maintained for the out- 
years; it limited savings from increases 
in the efficiency with which services 
will be delivered, and steadily increas- 
ing costs, workload and staffing due to 
facility activations. 

Frankly, the Veterans Administra- 
tion stands for the status quo. Despite 
medical practices changing dramati- 
cally across this country, despite the 
declining veteran population, despite 
mismanagement, the secretary does 
not want the VA to change. 

Mr. President, I am tired of the rhet- 
oric. It is not serving anyone—particu- 
larly not our Nation’s veterans. 

There are few experts on VA who be- 
lieve that the current quality of man- 
agement of VA hospitals is adequate. 
GAO, the Congressional Budget Office, 
the VA Inspector General, and the vet- 
eran service organizations have advo- 
cated major changes to the way VA op- 
erates. 

They have pointed out scores of op- 
portunities for management improve- 
ments, which would result in hundreds 
of millions of dollars of savings—which 
would improve, rather than hinder 
quality of patient care. 

You can save by shifting from inpa- 
tient to outpatient care. The veterans, 
in their independent budget, гес- 
ommend shifting inpatient care to an 
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outpatient basis for savings of up to $2 
billion. VA estimates it could save $761 
million. 

The inspector general testified that 
“VA does not always receive the best 
price for pharmaceuticals, for which 
VA spent close to $1 billion in fiscal 
year 1994, and millions of dollars in an- 
nual cost savings are not realized.” 

VA is overpaying in its fee-basis pro- 
gram for outpatient care. Again, the IG 
audits say the VA could save $25 mil- 
lion. 

All of these reforms, like not spend- 
ing too much on affiliations with medi- 
cal schools, not providing surgical 
services at every VA facility, when it is 
far safer for the veterans to be served 
in areas where surgical services are 
performed on a regular basis—all of 
these are savings that could go to the 
bottom line of better care for veterans. 

Let us be clear. This bill provides an 
increase for VA medical care. It is an 
increase. It is $16.45 billion to care for 
fewer than 3 million veterans—about 
$5,500 per veteran. The bill seeks only 
to reduce the rate of increase in VA 
medical spending by forcing the VA to 
adopt modern health care delivery 
methods, reduce bureaucracy and im- 
prove management. There is adequate 
money in this budget—without busting 
the budget, without destroying the 
congressional agreement to achieve a 
zero deficit in 2002—to provide the 
quality of care that our veterans are 
entitled to. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain- 
der of my time. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven 
minutes twenty seconds are left on the 
opponents’ side, and 6 minutes 12 sec- 
onds are left for the proponents. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Maryland, Senator MI- 
KULSKI. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I am proud to be a 
cosponsor of the Rockefeller amend- 
ment, which would restore funding to 
veterans medical care. 

This amendment is about promises 
made, it’s about keeping our commit- 
ments. 

This amendment is for the GI Joe 
generation—the World War П genera- 
tion—our fathers who fought on the 
battlefront overseas and our mothers 
who fought on the homefront here in 
our communities. 

This amendment is for the men and 
women who fought in Korea in an 
undeclared war; the soldiers who served 
in Vietnam in an unpopular war; the 
veterans from the high-tech Gulf war; 
and, the new veterans from humani- 
tarian missions in Somalia and Haiti. 

I have always fought to get them the 
care they deserve—and they deserve 
the best. 

Although this bill increases the fund- 
ing level for veterans medical care by 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


$235 million over last year, it is still 
$511 million below the President’s re- 
quest and $327 million below the House 
number. 

When we compare this year’s number 
to last year’s it looks as if the vets are 
getting a deal. But that is not true. 
This increase does not keep up with the 
skyrocketing increase in the cost of 
health care delivery. The increase does 
not allow the VA to keep pace with the 
number of veterans needing treat- 
ment—particularly the long term care 
requirements for the aging veteran 
population. 

It is inevitable that the quality of 
the health care we promised to our vet- 
erans will decrease. 

IMPACT OF SENATE FY 199 MARK 

Medical care—Assuming an increase of 
only $285 million above the 1995 appropria- 
tion, the impact in 1996 would be the follow- 
ing. 

A reduction of $511 million from VA's re- 
quest: 

A reduction of 6,500 FTE 

113,000 fewer vets treated 

46,000 less inpatients treated 

1,000,000 less outpatient visits 

Closing the equivalent of 4 medical centers 
with an average of 300 beds each. 

Mr. President, I recognize the need to 
balance the budget. But it rubs against 
everything I believe in to do that on 
the backs of the GI Joe generation, es- 
pecially while we pile money up in a 
slush fund so that we can dole out a tax 
break to people who are making 6 fig- 
ure incomes. 

So, I think it would be only fair to 

live up to the long-standing commit- 
ments we made with our veterans be- 
fore we start making new commit- 
ments with the wealthiest of Ameri- 
cans. 
I certainly hope this Senate will rec- 
ognize the commitment our great na- 
tion has made to its veterans and stand 
by that commitment by supporting the 
Rockefeller-Mikulski amendment. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
am pleased and proud to be an original 
cosponsor of the two amendments to 
H.R. 2099, the VA-HUD appropriations 
bill for fiscal year 1996 that specifically 
concern our Nation’s veterans. My dis- 
tinguished colleagues who are cospon- 
soring this amendment are to be con- 
gratulated for their efforts to ensure 
veterans’ access to quality VA health 
care is not seriously compromised and 
to protect some mentally incompetent 
veterans who are being targeted for 
discriminatory, arbitrary, and shame- 
ful cuts in VA compensation. 

Mr. President, while these amend- 
ments address two different issues— 
veterans health care and compensation 
for the most vulnerable group of Amer- 
ican veterans—they are prompted by 
one basic concern. Our pressing need to 
balance the budget. Unfortunately this 
pressing need is being used to justify 
unequal sacrifice. Veterans with serv- 
ice-connected disabilities and indigent 
veterans, many of whom earned their 
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VA benefits at great cost on bloody 
battlefields are seeing those benefits 
whittled away, while the most affluent 
of our citizens are exempted from sac- 
rifice. Instead of being asked to share 
the pain, the wealthy seemingly are 
supposed to contribute to balancing 
the budget by accepting substantial 
tax cuts. What kind of shared sacrifice 
is this? 

I believe that one of the great 
strengths of these amendments is that 
they make a significant contribution 
to righting the balance. The $511 mil- 
lion that would be restored to the med- 
ical care account to enable the VA to 
meet veterans health care needs and 
the $170 million that is needed to en- 
sure that all mentally ill veterans con- 
tinue to receive unrestricted com- 
pensation are to be offset by limiting 
any tax cuts provided in the reconcili- 
ation bill to families with incomes of 
less than $100,000. 

Our Nation's veterans are prepared to 
sacrifice for the good of this country as 
they have done so often in the past, but 
only if the sacrifices they are asked to 
make are: (1) equitable; (2) reasonable; 
and (3) essential. Clearly, these sac- 
rifices that service-connected—particu- 
larly mentally incompetent veterans— 
and indigent veterans are being asked 
to make meet none of these essential 
criteria. 

Mr. President, before I conclude I 
would like to discuss each of the 
amendments. Amendment No. 2785 
would restore to the medical care ac- 
count $511 million cut from the Presi- 
dent’s budget for fiscal year 1996. While 
there may be some doubt as to the va- 
lidity of VA projections of the precise 
impact of such a cut on veterans health 
care, there is little doubt that it would 
result in some combination of substan- 
tial reductions in the number of veter- 
ans treated both as outpatients and in- 
patients as the number of VA health 
care personnel shrink. According to the 
VA, this cut could have an impact that 
is equivalent to closing some sizable 
VA medical facilities. 

While not directly related to this 
amendment but related to the quality 
of VA health care generally, this bill 
also would eliminate all major medical 
construction projects requested by the 
President. In the process, some 
projects involving VA hospitals that do 
not meet community standards and are 
deteriorating would not be funded. How 
can we treat veterans in facilities that 
do not meet fire and other safety 
standards? In obsolete facilities that 
lack separate rest rooms and dressing 
room areas for men and women veter- 
ans? This is a travesty and no way to 
treat those who have defended our 
country. Our veterans don’t deserve 
such shabby and undignified treatment 
and I will do all in my power to see 
that this shameful situation ends. I 
hope that all of my colleagues will join 
me in this long overdue effort. 
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Mr. President, as I pointed out at a 
Veterans Affairs Committee hearing a 
few months ago these cuts could not 
come at a worse time. We are now talk- 
ing about cutting $270 billion over the 
next 7 years from Medicare and making 
deep cuts in Medicaid. This could lead 
to a much greater demand for VA serv- 
ices precisely at a time when VA 
health care capabilities are eroding. 
Would the VA be able to cope with an 
influx of elderly and indigent veterans 
eligible for health care, but currently 
covered by Medicare or Medicaid? 
There sometimes is much talk about a 
declining veterans’ population, but 
much less about an aging veterans’ 
population—one that disproportion- 
ately requires expensive and intensive 
care. What happens if this population 
grows even more as a result of Medi- 
care and Medicaid cuts? Before veter- 
ans fall victim to the law of unintended 
consequences, I strongly urge my col- 
leagues to give careful consideration to 
the cumulative impact on veterans’ 
health care of such concurrent cuts in 
Federal health care funding. 

Regarding amendment No. 2784, I was 
frankly appalled when I learned that 
both the House and Senate versions of 
H.R. 2099 include a provision that lim- 
its compensation benefits for mentally 
incompetent veterans without depend- 
ents but does not limit benefits for 
physically incapacitated veterans 
without dependents—or any other class 
of veterans for that matter. As I under- 
stand it, compensation for service-con- 
nected disabilities paid to mentally in- 
competent veterans without depend- 
ents would be terminated when the vet- 
eran's estate reached $25,000 and not re- 
instated until the veteran’s estate fell 
to $10,000. 

Such unequal treatment is out- 
rageous and indefensible. How can we 
discriminate against veterans who be- 
came disabled while serving their coun- 
try only because they are mentally ill. 
In eloquent and informative testimony 
before the Senate Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee, Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs Jessie Brown, who I regard as an 
outstanding Cabinet officer and a sin- 
gularly tenacious and effective advo- 
cate for veterans, pointed out that the 
only difference between veterans who 
have lost both arms and legs and those 
who have a mental condition as a re- 
sult of combat fatigue, is that the lat- 
ter group can’t defend themselves. 
Moreover, the Secretary stressed, we 
are not only talking about veterans 
who seem to have no organic basis for 
their mental illness, but also veterans 
who were shot in the head on the bat- 
tlefield and as a result of brain damage 
can’t attend to their own affairs. And, 
I might add that to make matters 
worse, this provision amounts to 
means-tested compensation that ap- 
plies to only one class of veterans—the 
mentally ill. I am aware that such a 
provision was enacted in OBRA 1990 
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and withstood court challenge, but the 
fact that it was held to be constitu- 
tional makes it no less abhorrent. For- 
tunately, Congress had the good sense 
to let this onerous provision expire in 
1992. 

Victimizing the most vulnerable of 
our veterans while providing tax cuts 
to our wealthiest citizens smacks of af- 
flicting the afflicted while comforting 
the comfortable. I urge my colleagues 
from both sides of the aisle to support 
amendment No. 2784. 

Finally, Mr. President, I am very 
proud to be a Member of the Senate, 
the oldest democratically elected delib- 
erative body in the world. But I'm sure 
the last thing any of you would want is 
for this great deliberative body to 
merely rubberstamp ill-advised actions 
by the House and in the case of the VA 
Medical Account to make matters even 
worse by appropriating $327 million 
less than was appropriated by the 
House. 

The veterans health care and com- 
pensation protected by these two 
amendments are by no means hand- 
outs, but entitlements earned by men 
and women who put their lives on the 
line to defend this great country. They 
are part and parcel of America’s irrev- 
ocable contract with its veterans, a 
contract that long predates the Con- 
tract With America we've heard so 
much about recently. 

I have a deep commitment to Min- 
nesota veterans to protect the veterans 
benefits they have earned and are enti- 
tled to and in cosponsoring these 
amendments I am keeping my faith 
with them. I urge my colleagues to join 
me in supporting both amendments. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield the 
Senator from Wyoming 4 minutes. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, again, 
I speak as chairman of the Veterans’ 
Affairs Committee. There are two 
facts, alleged to be facts, that are not 
so. 
It has been said in the debate some 
veterans will be turned away. That 
may be so, but the care for those non- 
service connected is оп а space-avail- 
able basis anyway, and some veterans 
will not be cared for by the VA no mat- 
ter what the funding level. 

Please hear that. I hope that those 
who are debating it will hear it. Some 
veterans will not be cared for by the 
VA at any funding level you can put 
up, including the level proposed by my 
friend from West Virginia. 

I commend Senator BOND. He is a 
fierce fighter for his causes. He had an- 
other one that has been erroneously 
presented. They said there would be no 
hospital refurbishment. That is wrong. 
Refurbishment can be funded by minor 
construction, which is increased by $37 
million in this bill. 

Let me review the bidding in my 
years here in the U.S. Senate with this 
remarkable series of charts. I have 
never done this, probably will never do 
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it again. Here we are. Look here. When 
І came to the Senate іп 1978 with my 
good colleague from Montana over 
there—I see him smiling—when I came 
here, there was the total VA budget of 
almost $20 billion. The total health 
care budget in 1978 was $5.1 billion and 
is $16.2 billion in 1995. Here is what it is 
today: Nearly double. The total VA 
budget is almost $40 billion now. It was 
$20 billion when I started here 17 years 
ago. 

If you say it is all in paper or the va- 
pors, here is the increase in VA staff by 
human beings. We are always talking 
about human beings here, so we want 
to talk about the human beings that 
are working for the VA. There are 
quite a number of them. 

Physicians have gone up from 11,200 
to 12,300; registered nurses from 26,000 
to 37,000; and nonphysician providers 
FTE, a whole new category of those 
who serve veterans and who are paid 
for by the taxpayers were zero in 1975 
and 3,079 in 1995. And we hear about 
veterans growing in number—they are 
not. We all know that. Here it is: There 
were 28.5 million veterans in 1978, and 
we are headed down to the year 2010 
where there will be 20 million veterans. 
When we are finished with this budget 
exercise in 7 years, there will be 23 mil- 
lion veterans instead of the 26 million 
today. 

If we cannot work through the cloud 
of vapors about what we do for veter- 
ans in this country, then look at this. 
Here is what we have done in 1978. Here 
is what we are doing now. Hospital ad- 
missions, down now. We are trying to 
do outpatient instead of inpatient. 
Look at the outpatient visits: 17.4 mil- 
lion in 1978, versus 25.9 million in 1995. 
It is tough enough to get things done 
around here using correct figures. It is 
impossible to get anything done when 
you use a combination of emotion, 
fear, guilt or whatever. 

I am proud to be a veteran, very 
proud to be a veteran and a lifetime 
member of the VFW and a member of 
the American Legion and AMVETS, 
and we do our share. They know it. We 
know it. 

There is not a person in this Chamber 
that can say in any conscientious way 
that we have not done yeoman work 
for our veterans. We will continue to 
do it for one reason. We will find out 
when we do this amendment. Mention 
the word “veteran” and hope to get ev- 
erybody to the floor and vote for it re- 
gardless of its sense. 

An amendment to increase funding 
for VA health care sure sounds attrac- 
tive. Who can be against sick veterans? 

We do have an obligation to care for 
those who are harmed as a result of 
their military service. 

But remember that almost 90 percent 
of VA patients are being treated for 
non-service-connected conditions. 

And, yes, we do have a policy to care 
for additional veterans to the extent 
that resources are available. 
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But, that does not mean that we have 
an obligation to make resources avail- 
able without limit. 

America’s veterans served to pre- 
serve our Republic and to ensure a bet- 
ter future for their own children and 
grandchildren. 

But, the Congress will throw away all 
that our veterans fought to preserve if 
we fail to stick to our plan to balance 
the budget. 

The Rockefeller amendment is an as- 
sault on the budget resolution and the 
goal of a balanced budget. 

It uses veterans as point men to 
break down the fire walls that con- 
strain the natural desire of the Con- 
gress to spend money. 

It will put Senators in the position of 
voting to fund a tax cut for the rich at 
the expense of sick veterans. 

It does so by providing for $511 mil- 
lion increased spending for VA health 
care and offsetting the cost by limiting 
the benefits of a tax cut to families 
with incomes over $100,000. 

Remember that VA health care actu- 
ally INCREASES in this appropriation. 

Remember that VA has never had to 
try to become more cost effective 
under the pressure of REAL cost con- 
straints. 

The Rockefeller amendment would 
have the effect of funding continued 
business as usual. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I 
strongly support and am pleased to co- 
sponsor the amendment being offered 
by Senators ROCKEFELLER and MIKUL- 
SKI to add $511 million to the veterans 
health care component of this appro- 
priations bill. This increase will bring 
funding in the bill to the level proposed 
by the President in his fiscal year 1996 
budget request. 

There is no more patriotic or gener- 
ous group of Americans than our Na- 
tion's veterans. Not only do they care 
deeply about the national security of 
this country, they care about its eco- 
nomic health and social welfare as 
well. But we ought not ask of those 
who suffered physically or mentally 
from their military service to make ad- 
ditional sacrifices with regard to the 
future of their health care system. 

Veterans have borne their fair share 
of budget cuts over the past decade. 
Their benefits and services over that 
period have been cut approximately $10 
billion. Under the budget resolution 
passed earlier this year, they are slated 
to take additional cuts of $6.4 billion 
over the next 7 years. And in this bill, 
it’s not just any cuts—it’s cuts in their 
health care. Veterans have paid 
enough; their accounts should be free 
and clear. 

In establishing priorities in this era 
of shrinking resources, it is my firm 
belief that veterans must remain at the 
top of the national agenda. That has 
not happened in this bill. The veterans 
have been short-changed in this legisla- 
tion, but we have a chance to correct 
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that mistake by passing the Rocke- 
feller-Mikulski amendment. I don’t 
know how in good conscience my col- 
leagues can oppose it. 

The $16.4 billion allocated for veter- 
ans health care in this bill is $327 mil- 
lion below the House-passed level, and 
more than half a million dollars below 
the President's request. That is uncon- 
scionable. Veterans, who put their lives 
on the line in service to their country, 
deserve better. The very least they de- 
serve is a quality health care system 
on which they can rely. 

The proposed appropriations level in 
this bill clearly undermines the VA's 
ability to fulfill its health care mission 
to those who have suffered injuries re- 
sulting from their military service. 
And it undermines Congress’ long- 
standing commitment to care for the 
Nation’s veterans. Mr. President, the 
pot of money available for VA health 
care in this bill is simply insufficient 
to maintain current services. That is 
just plain wrong, and I hope my col- 
leagues will do the right thing today 
and vote for this amendment. 

For those of you who believe that the 
proposed level of funding will not have 
an impact—that the VA will be able to 
absorb these cuts through efficiencies— 
let me tell you what the VA thinks. 
They estimate that the proposed fund- 
ing level will result in 133,000 fewer vet- 
erans being treated in fiscal year 1996. 
They believe that they will be able to 
treat 46,000 fewer inpatient episodes of 
care and 1 million fewer outpatient vis- 
its. And they believe they will have to 
reduce employment levels by 6,500—the 
equivalent of closing four VA Medical 
Centers with an average of 300 beds 
each. While these estimates may not be 
100 percent on target, I would guess 
they are pretty accurate. And no one 
can argue that the proposed reductions 
are not going to have a serious det- 
rimental impact on the ability of the 
VA to provide high quality medical 
care to deserving veterans. 

As a Member of the Senate Commit- 
tee on Veterans’ Affairs, I have to tell 
you that I don’t believe our veterans 
are being treated fairly in this appro- 
priations measure. They deserve better 
than they are getting in this bill. 
Therefore, I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port the Rockefeller-Mikulski amend- 
ment to add $511 million for VA health 
care to this bill which will bring fund- 
ing up to the level proposed by the 
President. It is the right thing to do. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
how much time is remaining to the 
proponents? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAMS). Two minutes and three sec- 
onds. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I ask unani- 
mous consent to yield myself such time 
as I need. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I simply con- 
clude this argument by saying the Fi- 
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nance Committee has been meeting all 
day. They are meeting as we talk. The 
Senator from Wyoming and I are on 
that. They are going to pass out—with- 
out my vote, but it will happen—the 
Committee will pass out $450 billion of 
cuts in Medicare and Medicaid. 

I repeat that one can say that there 
are fewer veterans, but it is also statis- 
tically true that the demands by veter- 
ans for health care, as the demand for 
other American citizens for health 
care, is increasing. It is larger than it 
was in the previous year. 

As a result of what we are doing in 
the Finance Committee and the cut- 
backs in Medicare and Medicaid, I envi- 
sion a substantially increased number 
of veterans who will not be able to 
avail themselves, for example, of that 
assistance to the extent that they 
could before, and who will, therefore, 
need to turn to the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs. 

To further cut veterans’ health care 
is wrong. Is that emotional? Yes, part- 
ly. But mostly it is a promise. It is a 
commitment. It is a commitment that 
was made by this Nation and it is a 
commitment made to no other group in 
this Nation. 

Interestingly, veterans groups are 
not, as a rule, as caught up in amend- 
ments like this as I think they ought 
to be. I cannot help that. I know what 
the commitment is. I know what my 
responsibility is. I know what my 
202,200 veterans in West Virginia re- 
quire. I do not want to let them down. 

I hope that the amendment will be 
looked upon carefully by my col- 
leagues. I yield the floor. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my- 
self the remaining time on this side. 

The amendment by the Senator from 
West Virginia purports to deal with 
cuts in veterans’ medical care. 

How many times do we have to say 
it? Veterans’ medical care will go up 
over $200 million from last year and 
this year’s bill. There are reforms need- 
ed in the Veterans Administration. I 
hope that by having brought some 
light to these, we may encourage the 
authorizing committee to look at ways 
in which we can work together to see 
the quality of that care is increased. 

But the amendment by the Senator 
from West Virginia is very simply a 
budget buster. There is not an offset. It 
is a clear-cut attempt to break the 
agreement, to get us back on the path 
of spending $200 billion a year in defi- 
cits. It is not designed to improve med- 
ical care for the veterans. It is designed 
to break the budget agreement. It can- 
not at this time amend the budget 
agreement. 

Mr. President, I strongly urge my 
colleagues not to support the waiver of 
the Budget Act point of order. 

Mr. President, is all time used up on 
both sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri has about a minute 
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and 45 remaining, the Senator from 
West Virginia has 17 seconds remain- 
ing. 

Mr. BOND. Will the Senator care to 
use his 17 seconds? 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
three veterans organizations do sup- 
port this amendment by their letters. I 
ask umnanimous-consent letters be 
printed in the RECORD from the Veter- 
ans of Foreign Wars, Paralyzed Veter- 
ans of America, and Disabled Veterans. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, September 25, 1995. 
Hon. JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR ROCKEFELLER: It is my un- 
derstanding that you intended to offer two 
amendments to H.R. 2099, the “FISCAL 
YEAR 1996 VA, HUD, and INDEPENDENT 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS” bill. One 
amendment would restore VA medical fund- 
ing to the level proposed in the Administra- 
tion's request and the other would strike the 
provision terminating VA disability com- 
pensation to certain mentally incompetent 
veterans whose estates are greater than 
$25,000. The VFW strongly supports both 
amendments. 

For years, the VFW has maintained that 
VA health care has been sorely under funded. 
The funding level contained in H.R. 2099 will 
not only contribute to delayed and denied 
care, but breaks a solemn promise to veter- 
ans that a grateful nation will care for those 
who have borne the battle. 

The VFW also commends you for attempt- 
ing to rectify a potential precedent setting 
provision that would deny disability com- 
pensation to what may be the most vulner- 
able of all veterans—those deemed incom- 
petent. This is contrary to all sense of fair- 
ness. 

Again, thank you for offering these two 
amendments on behalf of our nation’s veter- 
ans. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL A. SPERA, 
Commander-in-Chief. 
PARALYZED VETERANS OF AMERICA, 
Washington, DC, September 25, 1995. 
Hon. JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR ROCKEFELLER: I am writing 
on behalf of the Paralyzed Veterans of Amer- 
ica (PVA) to ask for your support for two 
amendments that Senator John D. (Jay) 
Rockefeller, ГУ, Ranking Member of the Sen- 
ate Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, plans to 
introduce during the floor debate on H.R. 
2099, the VA, HUD, & Independent Agencies 
Fiscal Year 1996 appropriations bill. These 
two amendments would ameliorate some of 
the harshest provisions currently found in 
Н.Н. 2099. 

The first amendment proposed by Senator 
Rockefeller would restore $511 million to VA 
Medical Care for Fiscal Year 1996. These 
monies are urgently needed by the VA in 
order to enable it to provide the bare mini- 
mum of care needed by veterans. PVA has 
long advocated the need for lasting and fun- 
damental changes to the way the VA cur- 
rently provides health care; in the absence of 
real eligibility reform simply providing the 
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VA with fewer dollars would only exacerbate 
and deepen the critical situation faced by 
the VA, and all veterans that rely upon the 
VA to provide them with the medical care 
they so desperately need, and earned. 

Senator Rockefeller's second amendment 
would reverse a provision in H.R. 2099 that 
would realize cost savings by limiting com- 
pensation to certain mentally incompetent 
veterans. PVA is shocked that this appro- 
priations bill would seek to realize savings 
from a class of veterans who are incapable of 
defending themselves. This is truly a case of 
taking money from the weak and giving it to 
the strong. Furthermore, we are alarmed by 
the precedent that this sets: this provision 
was not recommended by the Senate Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, but was rather 
added by the Appropriations Committee. 
PVA firmly believes that policy decisions 
should be made by the respective authorizing 
committees. Therefore, PVA strongly seeks 
your support of this amendment, an amend- 
ment that would strip this noxious provision 
from H.R. 2099. 

PVA looks forward to your favorable sup- 
port of these two amendments that Senator 
Rockefeller proposes to offer, and your con- 
tinued support of America's veterans. 

Sincerely, 
GORDON H. MANSFIELD, 
Executive Director. 
DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS, 
Washington, DC, September 25, 1995. 
Hon. JOHN D. (JAY) ROCKEFELLER IV, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR ROCKEFELLER: On behalf of 
the more than one million members of the 
Disabled American Veterans (DAV), I wish to 
express DAV's deep appreciation for your ef- 
forts to amend H.R. 2099, the Fiscal Year 1996 
VA, HUD and Independent Agencies Appro- 
priation bill. As we understand them, your 
amendments will increase funding for VA 
health care and remove a provision which 
would means test the service-connected dis- 
ability compensation payments made to cer- 
tain mentally incompetent veterans in order 
to fund VA health care. 

We in the DAV find it perplexing that Con- 
gress would divert compensation payments 
from service-connected disabled veterans to 
increase VA funding for health care, particu- 
larly in view of the fact that the veterans’ 
service organizations (VSOs) had presented 
Congress with a plan to save taxpayer dol- 
lars while at the same time increasing access 
to VA health care. 

As you may know, the DAV filed a class 
action law suit against a similar provision 
targeting mentally incompetent service-con- 
nected disabled veterans which was con- 
tained in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1990. In granting DAV’s request for a 
temporary injunction, U.S. District Judge 
Shirley Wohl Kram found that withholding 
compensation payments to certain incom- 
petent veterans was based on "irrational dis- 
crimination against the mentally disabled 
* * the virtually exclusive, if unattended 
result, is impermissible discrimination 
against mentally incompetent disabled vet- 
erans." The DAV and the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs (VA) ultimately settled this 
lawsuit resulting in the return of $100 mil- 
lion in compensation payments to these 
equally deserving service-connected disabled 
veterans. 

Senator Rockefeller, we commend you for 
your efforts to ensure that Congress provides 
adequate funding for VA health care and for 
recognizing the basic unfairness of means 
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testing the compensation paid to a most 
helpless category of service-connected dis- 
abled veterans—those whose service-con- 
nected disabilities render them mentally dis- 
abled. 
Sincerely, 
THOMAS А. MCMASTERs III. 
National Commander. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from West Virginia has 
expired. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, again I 
urge my colleagues not to support the 
Budget Act waiver. We have provided 
an increase. We are seeking to improve 
health care for the veterans. This 
measure simply is an attempt, on a 
very appealing case, to break the budg- 
et agreement. I trust that everybody in 
this country as well as in this body will 
understand what this means. 

Mr. President, the adoption of the 
pending amendment would cause the 
Appropriations Committee to breach 
its discretionary allocation as well as 
breach revenue amounts established in 
the fiscal year 1996 budget resolution. 
Pursuant to section 302(f) and 306 of the 
Congressional Budget Act, I raise a 
point of order against the amendment. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
move to waive the application of the 
Budget Act to the pending amendment. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent the amendment be set 
aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I now ask 
unanimous consent the following 
amendments be the only remaining 
amendments in order to H.R. 2099, that 
they be offered in the first degree or 
second degree to an excepted commit- 
tee amendment, and that those offered 
in the first degree be subject to rel- 
evant second-degree amendments: Bau- 
cus, EPA provision; Daschle, relevant; 
Bradley, budget process; Feingold, red- 
lining; Feingold, CDBG; Simon- 
Moseley-Braun, strike transfer of HUD 
fair housing office to DOJ; Lautenberg, 
Superfund/CEQ increase; Chafee, Kala- 
mazoo, MI; Bumpers, reactor sale; Har- 
kin, EPA lead sinkers; Faircloth, occu- 
pancy standards; Faircloth, fair hous- 
ing and free speech; Johnston, environ- 
mental technology; Feinstein, CDBG; 
Feinstein earthquake insurance; 
cleared managers amendments; and a 
Bingaman amendment dealing with 
colonias. 

I further ask, following disposition of 
the listed amendments, the managers 
be recognized to offer their cleared 
amendments to be followed by adoption 
of any remaining committee amend- 
ments, third reading of H.R. 2099, as 
amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Now, Mr. President, in 
light of this agreement, the leader has 
authorized me to announce that there 
will be no further votes tonight. How- 
ever, votes will be stacked to occur at 
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approximately 9 a.m., Wednesday. Sen- 
ators who have amendments are urged 
and begged to remain tonight to debate 
their amendments. 

I now ask unanimous consent it be in 
order to proceed to the consideration of 
an amendment to be offered by the 
Senator from Montana, Senator BAU- 
сив, regarding EPA provisions, under 
time limit of 40 minutes equally di- 
vided in the usual form and that no 
second-degree amendments be in order 
to this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President I ask 
unanimous consent Senator MIKULSKI, 
Senator LAUTENBERG, Senator BOXER 
and Senator REID be added as cospon- 
sors to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO, 2786 
(Purpose: To provide that any provision that 
limits implementation or enforcement of 
any environmental law shall not apply if 
the Administrator of the Environmental 

Protection Agency determines that appli- 

cation of the prohibition or limitation 

would diminish the protection of human 
health or the environment otherwise pro- 
vided by law) 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Baucus] 
for himself, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
Mrs. BOXER and Mr. REID, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2786. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in title ІП, insert 
the following: 

Sec. 3—. APPLICATION OF LIMITATIONS ON 
IMPLEMENTATION OR ENFORCEMENT OF CER- 
TAIN LAWS. 

Any prohibition or limitation in this Act 
on the implementation or enforcement of 
any law administered by the Administrator 
of the Environmental Protection Agency 
shall not apply if the Administrator deter- 
mines that application of the prohibition or 
limitation would diminish the protection of 
human health or the environment otherwise 
provided by law. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this 
amendment is simple. It provides that 
no environmental rider in the appro- 
priations bill will take effect if the 
rider would weaken protection of pub- 
lic health or the environment. The 
amendment sends a strong message: We 
should not use appropriations bills for 
back door attacks on environmental 
protection or the quality of life in 
America. 

To explain why we need this amend- 
ment let me put it in perspective. Dur- 
ing this Congress there has been a lot 
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of debate about environmental laws. 
Some of the debate has been pretty 
heated. But when you strip away the 
rhetoric, two points become clear. 
First, the American people want a 
clean environment. I do not think 
there is much dispute about that. We 
want a clean environment because we 
want to protect the public health. We 
know that bad environment tends to 
degrade public health. 

Because we want the high quality of 
life that comes with clean air and clean 
water and clean neighborhoods, we feel 
we need environmental protection 
laws. And because we feel a responsibil- 
ity to hand America the beautiful down 
to our children, we also need environ- 
mental protection laws. To have a 
clean environment we need strong, fair 
environmental laws. 

Second, we want environmental laws 
that are smart. Not only laws that are 
strong but that are smart, that make 
sense; laws that are less burdensome 
for landowners and for business, more 
capable of addressing the complex and 
subtle environmental problems we face 
today than are the laws America 
passed 25 years ago. 

It is not easy to get such laws. If we 
want to do a good job, strike the right 
balance, we need to put in the time and 
the effort to get it right—roll up our 
sleeves, do the work, find the right bal- 
ance between laws that on the one 
hand protect the environment and on 
the other hand are not too burdensome, 
do not require too much paperwork. 

It takes work, a lot of hard work. 
And that is precisely what the House 
has failed to do. The House version of 
this bill contains 17 environmental rid- 
ers designed to weaken environmental 
laws all across the country. These rid- 
ers would jeopardize public health. 
They would jeopardize the quality of 
life for American families. In most 
cases, they respond to the demands of 
special interests rather than to the na- 
tional interests of strong, efficient en- 
vironmental protection. And they do 
the opposite of what the public wants. 
The riders would make our air and our 
water dirtier—not cleaner, dirtier. And 
the riders would make our air and 
water smellier, worsen threats to pub- 
lic health, and degrade the quality of 
life. 

A few of them are relatively innoc- 
uous. For example, the House prevents 
EPA from implementing the central- 
ized vehicle inspection maintenance 
program, a program which EPA has 
pretty much decided not to implement 
anyway. But most of the riders are 
anything but innocuous. For example, 
one would block—entirely block—im- 
plementation of the Great Lakes water 
quality initiative, stop it dead in its 
tracks. That would halt efforts to take 
a coordinated approach to pollution 
from dioxin, mercury, PCB’s and other 
bioaccumulative pollutants in the 
Great Lakes. Another House rider 
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would block new rules regulating toxic 
air emissions from hazardous waste in- 
cinerators or from oil refineries. That 
means more, not less but more, cancer- 
causing chemicals in the air. And, for 
Americans who live near refineries, it 
means further years of living in a place 
that just, simply, smells bad. 

Another one—these are the House 
riders—would block EPA enforcement 
of the wetlands program under section 
404 of the Clean Water Act. Though we 
all know that we need to reform the 
wetlands program. I do not think there 
is a Senator here who has not heard of 
the need to reform the wetlands pro- 
gram. In Montana, for example, my 
State, farmers are fed up with the con- 
fusion and paperwork over the 404 pro- 
gram 


But the House rider is not reform. It 
is a complete rollback. It stops the 
wetlands program dead in its tracks, 
period. Stops it. We lose thousands of 
acres of wetlands. 

Another would prohibit the imple- 
mentation of the Clean Water Act limi- 
tations on industrial and municipal 
stormwater runoff. Other riders would 
stop the implementation of rules for 
combined sewer overflows. And the list 
goes on and on. 

In each case, Mr. President—this is 
an important point—there may be a le- 
gitimate underlying issue. There prob- 
ably is a legitimate underlying issue in 
each case. Take combined sewer over- 
flows, for example. What are combined 
sewer overflows? First of all, it is a 
pretty unpleasant situation. They are 
sewer systems that overflow during 
heavy rains, thereby pouring raw sew- 
age directly into rivers and harbors 
and sometimes onto the shore. That is 
what combined sewer overflows are. 
There are a lot of them in our country. 

Over 1,000 communities have com- 
bined sewer overflows. They are a very 
significant cause of pollution and can 
cause serious public health problems. 
It is a major problem in many cities in 
our country. However, they are dif- 
ficult and they are expensive to con- 
trol. 

So the old command-and-control ap- 
proach may not work best in dealing 
with the problem of combined sewer 
overflows. 

A few years ago, cities and environ- 
mental groups negotiated a more flexi- 
ble approach. That is, both sides, on 
opposite sides of the problem, got to- 
gether and negotiated a solution. The 
Environment and Public Works Com- 
mittee endorsed this approach in the 
clean water bill that it reported last 
year, and the full House did the same 
in the clean water bill that it reported 
earlier this year. 

What does the House appropriations 
rider do about this? It is very simple. It 
prevents the EPA from doing anything 
to control these sewer overflows. It 
cannot even enforce the negotiated ap- 
proach that everyone agreed to. Think 
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of that. It cannot even enforce the ne- 
gotiated approach that everyone 
agreed to. As a result, all across the 
country we will be doing less to reduce 
the overflow of raw sewage into public 
beaches. 

Clearly, this is the wrong approach 
to reform. What is the right approach? 
The Environment and Public Works 
Committee is working to reauthorize 
several of the major environmental 
laws. We are taking fresh approaches. 
For example, the new version of the 
Safe Drinking Water Act will dramati- 
cally reduce the cost of rules and regu- 
lations without weakening the protec- 
tion of our drinking water. We are 
doing that. We are reforming the Safe 
Drinking Water Act in a good, solid, 
and balanced way. 

With some compromises by big busi- 
ness and insurers, we can also get a 
consensus reform of Superfund, a re- 
form that cuts litigation costs for in- 
dustry and speeds up cleanup of hazard- 
ous wastesites for local families. 

Other efforts—some of them even 
more ambitious—are underway. For ex- 
ample, under the leadership of Sen- 
ators MIKULSKI and BOND, Congress 
commissioned a study of EPA by the 
National Academy of Public Adminis- 
tration. What did that study say? It 
said essentially that EPA should de- 
velop a long-term mission. It said that 
EPA should delegate more authority to 
States. And it said we should replace 
our hodgepodge of environmental laws 
with an overarching, uniform environ- 
mental law. 

If we can find consensus on turning 
these recommendations into law, EPA 
would be able to focus its efforts on the 
highest priority threats to public 
health and the quality of life rather 
than pursuing this hodgepodge of stat- 
utes which currently exists and which, 
I must say, these riders do not in the 
remote sense even begin to address. In 
fact, they go the opposite direction. We 
could make the environmental protec- 
tion much more effective if we could 
adopt these recommendations. Busi- 
nesses, farmers, and landowners would 
see paperwork dramatically cut back 
and compliance with laws made much 
more simple. The public would see the 
elimination of needless layers of bu- 
reaucracy. 

The House riders do none of this. 
They will simply mean a less healthy, 
less pleasant life for Americans. It is 
that simple. 

I am pleased to say that this Senate 
bill takes a much more moderate ap- 
proach. It does not pursue the draco- 
nian riders to the same degree the 
House does. The Senate bill does con- 
tain some restrictions that, to my 
mind, do not belong. But there are 
fewer riders in the Senate bill, and sev- 
eral of those reflect previous Senate 
action and will not undermine environ- 
mental protection. 

For this reason, it is important for 
the Senate to make a strong statement 
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against loading this bill up with riders 
that will gut our environmental laws, 
degrade the air and water, threaten 
public health, and worsen the quality 
of life for hundreds of thousands of 
Montanans and millions of Americans. 

My amendment makes just such a 
statement. It is very simple. Here is 
what it says. 

... any prohibition or limitation іп this 
Act on the implementation or enforcement, 
or any law administered by the Adminis- 
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, shall not apply if the Administrator 
determines that the application of the prohi- 
bition or limitation would diminish protec- 
tion of human health and the environment 
otherwise provided by law. 

The amendment would act as kind of 
a circuit breaker. If the final version of 
the bill contains environmental riders, 
the amendment authorizes the EPA 
Administrator to review the implica- 
tion of those riders. 

If the Administrator finds that the 
rider threatens public health or the en- 
vironment, she would invalidate the re- 
striction. In that case, she would con- 
tinue to apply current law. 

As a result, the American people 
would know that their health, their 
air, and their rivers and streams are 
safe. 

I ask the Senate to support this 
amendment, to support the thoughtful 
environmental reform and to stand up 
for the quality of life, the public 
health, and our responsibility to the 
next generation of Americans. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, before I 
begin, I need to ask unanimous consent 
to add to the list of amendments that 
we just adopted the following five 
amendments due to miscommunication 
on our side. These were left off. 

They are, No. 1, Senator MCCAIN, VA 
medical care; No. 2, Senator WARNER, 
EPA contractors; No. 3, Senator SIMP- 
SON, EPA Senior Employment Pro- 
gram; No. 4, Senator CHAFEE, EPA 
brown fields; No. 5, Senator THURMOND, 
VA programs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. I thank the Chair. I thank 
my colleagues on the other side. I very 
much appreciate that. I hope we can 
get all of these amendments together. I 
believe after we have several of these 
on which we will have votes—they are 
very important votes—I believe and 
hope that we can work out many of 
these so that they will not require roll- 
call votes. 

Let me address this amendment. Mr. 
President, maybe I have been on the 
floor too long today. But this one real- 
ly amazed me. I listened to a descrip- 
tion of the riders, and I soon realized 
that the riders that my friend from 
Montana was referring to were riders 
in the House bill. And we have heard 
lots of discussion about those riders. 

We are talking about the Senate ver- 
sion. The Senate does not have those 
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measures in it. We are not proposing to 
put those measures in it. 

But to remedy those measures, the 
power that my colleague from Montana 
would give to the administrator of EPA 
is totally awesome. The Administrator 
of EPA under his amendment would be 
able to have a super veto, would be able 
to make her own judgment as to 
whether she wanted to follow a law 
passed by the House and the Senate 
and signed by the President. That is 
truly breathtaking. I do not know 
when we have ever set up a super-veto 
power to give the regulator a power to 
veto what Congress does and the Presi- 
dent signs. 

I have been around here working on 
regulatory reform. We have been very 
careful on regulatory reform to suggest 
procedures that an agency must go 
through to make sure they use com- 
mon sense, to make sure that they 
have the cost and the benefits consid- 
ered. If they cannot determine those 
with exactitude, they need to let us 
know what they do know. We ask that 
they use good, sound science. But we 
were very careful in drafting our regu- 
latory reform bill not to have a super- 
mandate, not to allow the Congress or 
anyone challenging regulations to go 
back wholesale and open up a whole se- 
ries of regulations and overturn regula- 
tions. 

Here in front of us is a provision giv- 
ing a supermandate to the Adminis- 
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency to say, “In my judgment, that 
particular statute might diminish the 
protection of human health or the en- 
vironment. Therefore, it does not 
apply.” 

I am absolutely overwhelmed at the 
breathtaking simplicity, straight- 
forwardness and unconstitutionality of 
the provision. And I am not going to 
bother to go into any great length dis- 
cussing the riders. I would just ask my 
colleagues when they come in tomor- 
row to take a look at it and see if we 
want to set the Administrator up 
somewhere above the Supreme Court. 

I appreciate the kind things the Sen- 
ator from Montana has said about what 
we tried to craft in this bill. We do 
want to work with them. Certainly we 
have been very careful to try to keep 
the EPA legislative provisions to what 
we think are reasonable. We look for- 
ward to working with them. But I urge 
my colleagues not to give the EPA, the 
Administrator, power to veto laws en- 
acted by Congress and signed by the 
President. 

І reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, how 
much time is remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana controls 8 minutes 
40 seconds; the Senator from Missouri 
has 15 minutes 13 seconds. 
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Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise in strong support of Mr. Baucus 
amendment and in strong opposition to 
the House riders that would substan- 
tially weaken environmental and 
health protections. 

The riders approved by the other 
body are an example of special interest 
legislation at its worst. 

Lobbyists for corporate polluters had 
a field day. They included a long list of 
anti-environmental provisions, with 
little opportunity for serious analysis, 
hearings or debate. 

Unfortunately, these riders are part 
of a broad assault on our environment 
by corporate polluters and their Repub- 
lican allies. These attacks are attempt- 
ing to turn back the clock on critical 
environmental protections that have 
proven highly successful over the past 
25 years. 

Mr. President, since 1970, smog has 
decreased 70 percent. Acid rain has de- 
creased 45 percent. Since 1973, the num- 
ber of lakes and other water bodies 
that are swimmable and fishable has 
increased from 40 percent to 60 percent. 
Since 1988, toxic emissions have fallen 
by 42 percent. 

In other words, we have been making 
tremendous progress. But unless we 
hold the line, that progress will un- 
ravel. And the end result will be dis- 
appearing wetlands, increasingly pol- 
luted air and water, and beaches 
strewn once again with waste. 

There are so many problems with the 
riders in the House bill that I cannot 
list them all. But let me just review 
some of the more offensive provisions. 

First, the House bill would punch a 
variety of special interest loopholes in 
the Clean Air Act. One rider would pro- 
vide a special exemption for the oil in- 
dustry, which no longer would have to 
comply with the Act’s hazardous toxic 
air pollution standards. 

Another rider would specifically 
lower the toxic air pollution standards 
for cement kilns. Not for any other 
type of incinerator, just cement kilns. 

Then there is a provision that would 
exempt the oil and gas industry from 
risk management requirements. The 
result of that loophole would be to ex- 
clude 45,000 facilities from standards 
that are designed to protect workers 
from injuries and deaths resulting from 
accidental chemical releases. 

That is a particularly offensive loop- 
hole to me because a recent explosion 
in a chemical factory in Lodi, NJ, 
could have been prevented if a risk 
management plan was in place. 

Another rider would essentially 
make the Clean Air Act voluntary. 
This rider eliminates EPA’s ability to 
impose sanctions, even if a State fails 
to submit a permit program or proves 
unable to implement its own permit 
program. This would rip the heart out 
of the Clean Air Act. 

I am also concerned about a House 
rider that would badly weaken the so- 
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called right to know law that spon- 
sored. 

The right to know law is arguably 
one of the most effective environ- 
mental laws on the books. It has no 
prescriptive requirements, yet it has 
led to more voluntary pollution pre- 
vention than any other step we have 
taken. 

It imposes no regulatory controls, re- 
quires no permitting, sets no standards 
and requires no registration, labeling 
or reductions in emissions. It doesn’t 
even require monitoring. All it requires 
are estimates of the amount of toxic 
chemicals the facilities release into 
our environment. This information is 
helpful for the city officials, for the 
fire and emergency personnel, and for 
those who live near the plants. 

Despite its dearth of requirements, 
the Right to Know law has probably led 
to more voluntary pollution prevention 
efforts and environmental clean up 
than any other environmental law. 

The Right to Know law requires com- 
panies to list the amount of certain 
chemicals that leave their facilities 
through air, water, or shipment to land 
disposal facilities. 

Mr. President, the impact of the 
Toxic Release Inventory is impressive. 
Emissions from facilities have de- 
creased 42 percent nationwide since 
1989; a reduction of two billion pounds. 
Let me repeat that—a 42 percent reduc- 
tion since 1989. 

Despite the success, the authors of 
the House riders try to limit the type 
of information EPA can collect under 
that law. That is just wrong. And we 
should reject it. 

These House riders do not limit their 
target to gutting air pollution pro- 
grams. One rider would give a green 
light for destruction of our wetlands. 
Another would stop EPA from regulat- 
ing the most significant source of 
water pollution in our urban areas, 
storm water and combined sewer over- 
flows. 

Yes, the House bill includes provi- 
sions allowing the discharge of un- 
treated sewage into the water of the 
United States as well as our coastal 
beaches. 

Forget about clean drinking water, 
forget about cleaning up toxic waste 
sites, forget about lakes you can swim 
in and streams you can fish in. 

Overall, the 17 House riders would 
gut the national effort to protect the 
environment. And that was their in- 
tent. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment to allow EPA to ignore 
those riders which place in jeopardy 
the health and safety of our citizens. 

Let us stand up for ordinary Ameri- 
cans and for the environment. And let 
us stand up to the lobbyists for cor- 
porate polluters. It is the right thing 
to do. Iam convinced that if we do the 
right thing, the American people will 
support us. 
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Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I will be 
very brief. We do not have much re- 
maining time anyway. 

The Senator from Missouri made two 
points. The first is, gee, why are we 
doing this? Because of the onerous, ob- 
jectionable, heinous riders that he by 
implication agreed are objectionable, 
heinous, bad provisions in the House 
bill, not the Senate bill. 

That point is irrelevant because what 
we are saying here is the Adminis- 
trator would have the discretion to not 
follow a rider whether it is in the 
House bill or Senate bill, if it is en- 
acted into law, because obviously when 
the conference is completed probably 
in the spirit of compromise the Senate 
is going to agree to a few of these ob- 
jectionable, heinous dastardly riders. 
So we are just saying that in the event 
the conference, in a spirit of com- 
promise with the Senate, agrees to a 
certain rider, this provision is avail- 
able to give the Administrator the au- 
thority to protect the public health by 
not implementing it. So the basic point 
that the Senator from Missouri made, 
the first point, is irrelevant. 

The second point I think is really 
misconstrued. He said, gee, there is a 
supermandate. 

Mr. President, when we were dealing 
with the supermandate issue in regu- 
latory reform, the question was wheth- 
er an administrator of an agency could 
override law as a general principle, 
override law in drafting regulations as 
a general principle. That is very broad. 

This is much different, totally dif- 
ferent. We are dealing here with ap- 
proximately 17 specifically crafted 
House riders and a few specifically 
crafted Senate riders. Most of them 
would meet the test, but a few of them 
very specifically crafted would not. 

In addition, if the Administrator 
found that this rider would cause harm 
to the environment or public health, 
she then would simply have to just fol- 
low current law. She would say she 
would not follow the rider but she 
would follow current law. If someone 
did not like her decision, that is 
reviewable under the Administrative 
Procedures Act and ultimately 
reviewable in the Federal courts. 

It seems to me that our main goal, 
the main objective is to be sure that we 
do not pass laws, particularly riders in 
this case, which have the effect of caus- 
ing more harm to public health. So I 
urge my colleagues to do something 
pretty reasonable, that is, adopt this 
amendment because it will better pro- 
tect human health and the environ- 
ment. 

Mr. President, I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Maryland. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
in strong support of the Baucus amend- 
ment, and I would like to thank the 
Senator for coming and offering the 
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amendment this evening. It is enor- 
mously appreciated. We know he has 
had a difficult day in the Finance Com- 
mittee. We also thank him for his lead- 
ership in the authorizing committee. 

Like Senator Baucus, I wish to com- 
pliment the chairman of the sub- 
committee on the effort that he has 
made in the area of EPA reform. Yet, 
at the same time, we also support the 
Baucus amendment because we believe 
it will help weed out those riders that 
have the serious and negative impact 
on public health or the environment. 

Yes, it does give the Administrator 
flexibility, and it also will allow those 
who know the science the authority to 
help make the decisions. 

Most importantly, I believe this 
amendment will act as a safety valve if 
the House insists on any of its riders 
when we get to the conference. I be- 
lieve the Senate bill now has a mod- 
erate, clear framework on how to deal 
with these riders, and I believe the 
Senate framework should be the pre- 
vailing one. This country has entrusted 
EPA with the health and well-being of 
its citizens, and this is one Senator 
who wants to make sure this trust con- 
tinues. 

I urge my colleagues to stand firm on 
protecting the environment and public 
health by supporting the Baucus 
amendment, then supporting the Bond 
framework as we move through this 
legislation and into conference. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my- 
self such time as I may require. 

I believe we are about finished with 
this amendment. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I might say to the Sen- 
ator I know of no other Senators who 
wish to speak. 

Mr. BOND. All right. I know of no 
other Senators who wish to speak on 
this side. 

I say once again, I very much appre- 
ciate the kind words of the Senator 
from Maryland and the Senator from 
Montana about our efforts to work on 
the riders. I assure them we will con- 
tinue to work with them. We cannot 
control what the House will do. I do 
not think that even if we were to adopt 
this Baucus amendment, the House 
would accept it. I just believe, while I 
can appreciate the concern, it is uncon- 
stitutional, and I will urge my col- 
leagues not to support it. 

I want to speak briefly about the lan- 
guage in the committee report which 
calls for a report by the Environmental 
Protection Agency on the need for a 
second rule to establish emissions lim- 
its on small nonroad engines like 
lawnmowers and chainsaws. In re- 
sponse to questions by the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency as to the 
scope of the report, I want to ensure 
that it not become an undue burden on 
EPA, particularly in the event that the 
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regulatory negotiation rule reaches 
consensus on the rule. 

EPA has already issued one rule ap- 
plicable to this industry pursuant to a 
schedule dictated by a consent degree, 
not the Clean Air Act. That schedule 
also applies to the second rule which is 
under development, through a negotia- 
tion process. The committee supports 
the continuation of efforts for a nego- 
tiated second rule that would achieve a 
cost effective consensus acceptable to 
the industry, EPA, and the other par- 
ticipants. If that consensus is reached 
later this year, we would expect the re- 
port to be merely a statement of the 
agreement, an explanation of the ac- 
tions to carry out the agreement, and 
assurances that the rule as proposed 
will conform to the agreement in all 
detail. 

If, however, the parties to the regu- 
latory negotiation are unable to reach 
consensus, then the report should ex- 
plain in reasonable detail the air qual- 
ity need in ozone and carbon monoxide 
nonattainment areas for a second rule. 
The report should also explain what ad- 
ditional air quality benefits would be 
achieved, and in what time frame, by a 
nonconsensus second rule regulating 
these small engines beyond the require- 
ments of the first rule. 

Most importantly, we would expect 
that EPA would work with us and our 
staff over the next few months in fash- 
ioning a report, probably in letter 
form, that would not be a burden on 
the EPA staff, but would fully address 
the oversight needs of the committee. 
We do not wish to divert EPA from its 
efforts to reach the consensus or form 
implementing any consensus agree- 
ment. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re- 
maining time on my side on this issue. 

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 

Mr. BOND. I believe that the Senator 
from 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be. 

Mr. BOND. I move to table and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Montana yield back his 
time? 

Mr. BAUCUS. I do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second on the motion to 
table? There appears to be a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask that 
that be laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I believe 
the Senator from Arizona is ready to 
present an amendment I believe will be 
found acceptable on both sides. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2787 


(Purpose: To require the Secretary of Veter- 
ans Affairs to develop a plan for the alloca- 
tion of health care resources of the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs) 

Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I thank 
the chairman, the distinguished sub- 
committee chairman, and the ranking 
member, Senator MIKULSKI, of Mary- 
land, for allowing me to bring this 
amendment forward and agreeing with 
it. 

I will not take much time. The hour 
is late. The amendment is at the desk. 
And I ask for its immediate consider- 
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2787, 


Mr. MCCAIN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that further reading of the amend- 
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place insert: 

SEC. . PLAN FOR ALLOCATION OF HEALTH CARE 
RESOURCES BY DEPARTMENT OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS. 

(a) PLAN.—({1) The Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs shall develop a plan for the alloca- 
tion of health care resources (including per- 
sonnel and funds) of the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs among the health care facili- 
ties of the Department so as to ensure that 
veterans having similar economic status, eli- 
gibility priority and, or, similar medical 
conditions who are eligible for medical care 
in such facilities have similar access to such 
care in such facilities regardless of the re- 
gion of the United States in which such vet- 
erans reside. 

(2) The Plan shall reflect, to the maximum 
extent possible, the Veterans Integrated 
Service Network, as well as the Resource 
Planning and Management System developed 
by the Department of Veterans Affairs to ac- 
count for forecasts in expected workload and 
to ensure fairness to facilities that provide 
cost-efficient health care, and shall include 
procedures to identify reasons for variations 
in operating costs among similar facilities 
and ways to improve the allocation of re- 
sources so as to promote efficient use of re- 
sources and provision of quality health care. 

(3) The Secretary shall prepare the plan in 
consultation with the Under Secretary of 
Health of the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs. 

(b) PLAN ELEMENTS.—The plan under sub- 
section (a) shall set forth— 

(1) milestones for achieving the goal re- 
ferred to in that subsection; and 

(2) a means of evaluating the success of the 
Secretary in meeting the goals through the 
plan. 

(c) SUBMITTAL TO CONGRESS.—The Sec- 
retary shall submit to Congress the plan de- 
veloped under subsection (a) not later than 
180 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

(d) PLAN IMPLEMENTATION.—The Secretary 
shall implement the plan developed under 
subsection (a) within 60 days of submitting 
such plan to Congress under subsection (b), 
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unless within such period the Secretary noti- 
fies the appropriate Committees of Congress 
that such plan will not be implemented 
along with an explanation of why such plan 
will not be implemented. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, 
amendment is a simple one. 

This amendment would require the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to de- 
velop and implement a plan to remedy 
serious and ongoing discrepancies in 
the allocation of funds to Veterans 
Health Care facilities across the coun- 
try. The plan would require the Depart- 
ment to allocate funding to ensure that 
veterans have equal access to quality 
health care no matter what region they 
live in or which facility provides them 
services. 

Mr. President, as we know, the pend- 
ing appropriations bill would provide 
the Department of Veterans Affairs 
with approximately $17 billion to main- 
tain and operate 173 hospitals, 376 out- 
patient clinics, 136 nursing homes, and 
39 domiciliaries. 

The other thing we know, Mr. Presi- 
dent, is that the United States has be- 
come a very mobile nation. And there 
are significant demographic shifts that 
take place around the country. The De- 
partment of Veterans affairs has at- 
tempted in the past through a function 
known as RPM, which is the Resource 
Planning and Management system, to 
obtain better allocation of the funds, 
but they have not done a very good job 
in doing so. 

Congress has a responsibility to en- 
sure that these resources are distrib- 
uted in a manner that will ensure our 
nation's veterans, whether they live іп 
Maine or Arizona, have equal access to 
quality health care. 

Unfortunately, the Department of 
Veterans Affairs has not traditionally 
allocated funding to provide equal ac- 
cess to or account for increasing work- 
loads at its medical facilities. 

Some months ago I asked the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office to examine VA 
medical funding deficiencies. The GAO 
found that facility costs and their re- 
spective budgets vary widely, even 
after facilities of similar mission and 
size are grouped and adjustments are 
made to account for differences such as 
case mix, locality costs, salaries, train- 
ing and research. 

While, Veterans Hospital Administra- 
tion officials have acknowledged budg- 
et allocation problems, GAO investiga- 
tions found that the Department has 
failed to fully implement the new 
budgeting method known as the Re- 
source Planning and Management Sys- 
tem” which the Department developed 
to remedy funding inequity. 

Let me quote the GAO report: 

Because VHA lacked resources to fund all 
facilities’ expected needs, it chose to limit 
the resources given to facilities with growing 
workloads. On the other hand, for facilities 
with decreasing workloads, VHA chose not 
to reduce their funding in proportion to the 
expected decreases in workload. These deci- 
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sions led to only small adjustments in the 
funding for the projected cost of increased 
workload, while facilities with decreasing 
workloads received more resources than they 
were projected to need. 

The GAO goes on to say: 

For example, VHA forecast that the Carl 
T. Hayden Medical Center needed an addi- 
tional $2.3 million for fiscal year 1995 basec 
on expected increases in workload. However, 
the Center actually received an additional 
$400,000 . . . By contrast, the San Juan facil- 
ity had the greatest decline in workload 
within Carl Т. Hayden's facility group. Its 
declining workload led to a projected $3 mil- 
lion decrease in budget needs, yet the facili- 
ty's budget decreased only $500,000. 


Mr. President, it’s easy to see what's 
happening here. The Department of 
Veterans Affairs is reluctant to reallo- 
cate resources to meet shifting de- 
mand. Facilities which are accustomed 
to a certain level of funding refuse to 
do with less even though there case 
loads are shrinking. And, those with 
growing caseloads, like Carl T. Hayden, 
are simply expected to make do with 
what they have been getting. 

This practice may serve the needs of 
bureaucrats, but it does not serve the 
veteran. 

Mr. President, this problem hit very 
close to home. I’ve spent quite a bit of 
time at the Carl T. Hayden Medical 
Center. In the winter months and at 
many other times throughout the year, 
veterans wait in line for hours to con- 
duct the most perfunctory administra- 
tive functions, much less to receive 
treatment. The facility is simply 
unundated. 

Last year, the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars conducted a comprehensive study 
and found that the Carl T. Hayden 
Medical Center in Phoenix is ‘‘grossly 
underfunded,” receiving twenty-five 
percent less funding than the average 
urban VA hospital. 

In fiscal year 1994, the facility re- 
ceived $52 million less then the New 
York VA hospital, yet saw 15 percent 
more patients. This serious shortfall in 
funding is particularly serious for 
Phoenix which is one of only three 
areas in the country where the veteran 
population is on the rise, and which is 
inundated every winter with visitors 
who place even greater demand on the 
facility and its insufficient resources. 

Passage of this amendment will en- 
sure that we develop a plan to allocate 
resources in a manner that will assure 
equal access to service by veterans and 
which will take into account projected 
changes in the workload of each facil- 
ity. 

Mr. President, what this amendment 
does—and as I mentioned earlier it is a 
very simple one—it requires the Sec- 
retary of Veterans Affairs to develop a 
plan for the allocation of health care 
resources, including personnel and 
funds of the Department of Veterans 
Affairs, among the health care facili- 
ties of the Department so as to ensure 
that veterans having similar economic 
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status, eligibility priority and/or simi- 
lar medical conditions who are eligible 
for medical care in such facilities have 
similar access to such care in such fa- 
cilities regardless of the region of the 
United States in which such veterans 
reside. 

Mr. President, I will admit to a cer- 
tain amount of parochialism in this 
amendment because I come from a 
State that is growing in population, es- 
pecially as a retirement area, and there 
are insufficient funds. But by this 
mmendment I do not mean to be impos- 
ing any penalties on any VA facility 
anywhere in our Nation. But I think we 
should appreciate the fact that we do 
have a mobile veterans population. In 
the summertime they may be visiting 
Minnesota, and in the wintertime they 
may be in Arizona, or they may be in 
Missouri or even in the summertime in 
the State of Maryland. 

We want to make sure that there are 
facilities available on an equitable 
basis for all of our veterans. And I am 
sure that this will not result in a de- 
crease in funding for much-needed fa- 
cilities, but a better allocation of 
scarce resources. 

I would like to thank and I do believe 
that the VHA will come up with a fair 
and equitable formula for the distribu- 
tion of the all-too-scarce funds. We all 
know that as we face an aging veterans 
population, the needs become greater 
and greater. The medical challenges 
that we face have changed also signifi- 
cantly over the years. And I think we 
can, by adoption of this amendment, 
take a small step towards fulfilling our 
obligation and commitments that we 
made to the men and women who serve 
in our Nation’s defense. 

I thank my friends, and I will take no 
more time on the amendment. I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. I commend my friend and 
colleague from Arizona on the very 
thoughtful amendment. I have had the 
opportunity to discuss this amendment 
with my ranking member. It moves the 
Veterans Administration in the direc- 
tion which we feel it is vitally impor- 
tant for the VA to move. 

We have already addressed here on 
this floor many of the problems in the 
way the VA operates. We think it could 
be far more efficient, far more effective 
in the service it provides to the veter- 
ans. And I believe that my distin- 
guished colleague from Arizona has 
outlined a plan for implementation of 
improvements that will be very good 
operating procedure for the Veterans 
Administration. 

Iam ready to accept the amendment 
on this side, and I ask if there are any 
other speakers or if my ranking mem- 
ber 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I am going to accept 
the amendment as well. 
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Mr. BOND. I do not see any—does the 
Senator from Arizona wish to add to 
his remarks? 

Mr. McCAIN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a GAO study, plus a letter 
from the Veterans of Foreign Wars of 
the United States be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial is ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, September 12, 1995. 
Hon, JOHN McCAIN, 
U.S. Senate, 

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: At your request, 
we are currently reviewing the Veterans 
Health Administration's (VHA) process for 
allocating the medical care appropriation to 
its medical facilities across the nation—the 
Resource Planning and Management System 
(RPM). Historically, VHA allocated re- 
sources by making incremental changes to 
each facility's prior year budget. After rec- 
ognizing the need to better link resources to 
each facility’s actual workload, VHA іп 1985 
implemented the Resource Allocation Meth- 
odology (RAM). VHA officials indicated that 
because the RAM allocations were generally 
based upon workload as defined by clinical 
diagnoses, facilities soon recognized that 
their allocations would be increased as the 
number of procedures performed increased. 
This open-ended expansion of workload led 
to budgeting problems and concerns about 
inappropriate care being provided. 

RPM—first used to allocate fiscal year 1994 
facility budgets—was intended to improve 
upon past allocation systems. VHA's stated 
goals for RPM аге to (1) improve VA’s re- 
source allocation methodology, (2) move 
from retrospective to prospective workload 
management, and (3) reform medical care 
budgeting. Accordingly, RPM was designed 
to be patient-based, forward-looking, and 
policy-driven. It defines workload as pa- 
tients served, rather than procedures per- 
formed—hence, VHA's characterization of 
RPM аз “‘capitation-based’’—and it uses pro- 
jections of future workload to determine 
what resources are needed. A VHA strategic 
plan was also intended to be the driving 
force behind RPM, giving it a set of goals, 
performance standards, and workload prior- 
ities. 

You asked us to review VHA’s allocation 
process, expressing a concern about the eq- 
uity of the process in ensuring that facility 
funding meets the medical needs of a chang- 
ing veteran population.? As part of our ef- 
forts to keep you informed about our ongo- 
ing review of RPM, we have regularly briefed 
your staff on our progress toward issuing a 
report later this year. As a result of our 
most recent briefing, you asked us to provide 
you with preliminary information on the 
way VHA is using RPM to better link re- 
sources to workload by examining the vari- 
ations that RPM data show in facility oper- 
ating costs to determine the reasons for 
those variations, and allocating resources 
among facilities so that veterans within the 
same priority categories have the same 
availability of care, to the extent practical, 
throughout the VA health care system. 

In summary, RPM appears to be an im- 
provement over VA’s previous resource allo- 
cation systems. Specifically, it creates fore- 
casts of expected workload and provides 
data, such as differences in operating costs, 
that VHA could use in better matching re- 
sources to anticipated workload. It also re- 
duces the ability of facilities to game“ the 
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system by providing or seeming to provide 
more or more costly procedures. However, 
our work to date suggests that VHA has 
made limited use of RPM in understanding 
the reasons for those differences and in 
changing allocations from what facilities re- 
ceived in the past. Furthermore, VHA has 
not used RPM to allocate resources in a way 
that considers differences in veterans’ access 
to care throughout the system. 

USE OF RPM TO EXPLORE WHY OPERATING COSTS 

VARY 

Although the RPM data show significant 
differences in facility operating costs, VHA 
has not, as it originally planned, developed 
processes to allow a better understanding of 
potential reasons for those variations. Origi- 
nally, VHA intended to assess reasons for 
variations in costs among facilities through 
a formal review and evaluation process, in- 
cluding structured site surveys of facilities 
with especially high and low operating costs. 
VHA had said that such a process would be 
useful to identify efficiencies that could be 
applied at other facilities and to identify po- 
tential quality problems caused by limited 
resources. VHA hoped to further explore the 
impact of resources on quality by linking 
RPM cost data with quality indicators. Offi- 
cials told us that without a better under- 
standing of the reasons for the variations or 
a clear standard against which to measure 
the costs, they had little basis for determin- 
ing which, if any, facilities were receiving 
too few or too many resources. We have had 
some difficulty finding out why VHA has not 
analyzed the variations as planned; the main 
reasons seem to be the generally lower prior- 
ity attached to that effort and the uncer- 
tainty about who would conduct the analy- 
ses and how the analyses would be done. We 
hope to have more information about this 
matter in our detailed report. 

Our initial assessment of RPM data shows 
that facility costs vary widely, even after fa- 
cilities of similar mission and size are 
grouped and adjustments are made to ac- 
count for differences such as case mix, local- 
ity costs, salaries, training, and research. 
For example, adjusted costs per standardized 
workload measure in one facility group 
ranged from $3,024 to $4,141 with the average 
cost being $3,635; facilities ranged from about 
17 percent below average to about 14 percent 
above average in cost. 

Nonetheless, VHA officials appear to have 
used RPM to change facilities’ historical 
budgets only minimally during the two budg- 
et cycles in which RPM has been used. For 
example, we estimate that the maximum 
loss to any facility’s historical budget in fis- 
cal year 1995 was only about 1 percent and 
that the average gain was also about 1 per- 
cent. 

While the optimal amount of resources 
that should be shifted is unclear, the facili- 
ties most disadvantaged by not shifting more 
resources are those that (1) historically have 
received less funding for comparable work- 
load and (2) have a faster growing number of 
patients. For example, because VHA lacked 
resources to fund all facilities’ expected 
needs, it chose to limit the resources given 
to facilities with growing workloads. On the 
other hand, for facilities with decreasing 
workloads, VHA chose not to reduce their 
funding in proportion to the expected de- 
creases in workload. These decisions led to 
only small adjustments in the funding for 
the projected cost of increased workload, 
while facilities with decreasing workloads 
received more resources than they were pro- 
jected to need. For example, VHA forecasted 
that the Carl T. Hayden Medical Center 
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needed an additional $2.3 million for fiscal 
year 1995 based on expeeted increases in 
workload. However, the center actually re- 
ceived an additional $400,000 as a result of 
workload adjustments arising from RM.“ 
By contrast, the San Juan facility had the 
greatest decline in workload within Carl T. 
Hayden’s facility group. Its declining work- 
load led to a projected $3 million decrease in 
budget needs, yet the facility's budget de- 
creased only $500,000. 


USE OF RPM TO REDUCE INCONSISTENCIES IN 
AVAILABILITY OF CARE 


We reported in 19935 that veterans’ access 
to outpatient care at VHA facilities varied 
widely—veterans within the same priority 
categories received outpatient care at some 
facilities but not at others.“ Using a ques- 
tionnaire to medical centers, we found then 
that of 158 centers queried, 118 reported they 
rationed outpatient care for nonservice-con- 
nected conditions in fiscal year 1991 and 40 
reported no rationing. This rationing gen- 
erally occurred in fiscal year 1991 because re- 
sources did not always match veterans’ de- 
mands for care. Medical centers rationed 
care by limiting the categories of veterans 
served,’ the medical services offered, and the 
conditions for which they could receive care. 


When we reported on these differences in 
1993, VA officials responded that RPM— 
under development at the time—would help 
overcome these differences. Specifically, of- 
ficials indicated that to address wide vari- 
ations in veterans’ access to health care sys- 
temwide, VA was designing a new resource 
planning and management process with sev- 
eral objectives, including the elimination of 
gaps in service for veterans systemwide. In 
February 1994 correspondence to the Con- 
gress, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs reit- 
erated that RPM would begin to alleviate 
some of the inconsistencies in veterans’ ac- 
cess to care noted in our report. 

In our current review, however, we are 
finding that overcoming these kinds of in- 
consistencies in availability of care has not 
been incorporated as a specific goal of RPM. 

Perhaps because reducing inconsistency 
has not been established as an RPM goal, the 
system does not use data on the eligibility 
category of veterans served at a facility. 
RPM predicts costs and workload without re- 
gard to facility differences in the provision 
of discretionary care, that is, without regard 
to the priority category of the veterans 
being served. 


Although the lack of relevant data pre- 
vents us from confirming whether the kind 
of rationing reported in our 1993 report per- 
sists, we see indications that inconsistencies 
still exist. For example, fiscal year 1995 data 
showed a difference in the extent to which 
facilities treated nonservice-connected high- 
er income veterans:® at some facilities 13 
percent of veterans treated fell into that cat- 
egory, while other facilities provided no care 
to such veterans. 


We discussed the draft of this letter with 
VA's Deputy Undersecretary for Health and 
other VA officials who generally agreed with 
its contents. These officials noted, however, 
that resource allocation is an inherently 
complex and difficult process, that VA’s im- 
plementation of RPM is still evolving, and 
that they expect to use the process to make 
substantially increased budget adjustment 
for facilities in the next fiscal year. They in- 
dicated that VHA faces many challenges 
that make implementation of the process 
difficult, including complex eligibility re- 
quirements, mandates to care for certain 
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specialized populations of veterans, and the 
inability of facilities to change personnel 
levels quickly. They also cited several cur- 
rent initiatives that they expect to help in 
the implementation of the resource alloca- 
tion process, including the restructuring the 
VA health system into Veterans Integrated 
Service Networks, the implementation of 
VA’s Decision Support System, and the link- 
ing of planning, policy and performance 
measurement responsibilities within one or- 
ganizational office, 


We are sending copies of this correspond- 
ence to the Secretary of Veterans Affairs and 
other interested parties. The information 
contained in it was developed by Frank 
Pasquier, Assistant Director; Linda Bade; 
Katherine Iritani; Douglas Sanner; and Evan 
Stoll. Please contact me at (202) 512-7101 or 
Mr. Pasquier at (206) 287-4861 if you or your 
staff have any questions. 

Sincerely yours, 
CARLOTTA С. JOYNER, 
Associate Director, Health Care 
Delivery and Quality Issues. 


For fiscal year 1996, the Department of Veterans 
Affairs (VA) is seeking an appropriation of about $17 
billion to maintain and operate 173 hospitals, 376 
outpatient clinics, 136 nursing homes, and 39 domi- 
ciliaries. 

Tou also raised a specific concern about funding 
at the Carl Т, Hayden Medical Center in Phoenix, 
which we have explored as part of our work. 

The closest VHA has come to conducting such a 
review was through one of the six Technical Advi- 
sory Groups (TAGs) it formed for its RPM patient 
categories, such as primary care or chronic mental 
illness. The Chronic Mental Illness TAG has done 
some limited data analysis (that is, length of stay, 
discharge cost, and costs/day differences) to develop 
further explanatory data on facility cost variations 
in the care of chronic mental illness patients. The 
directive establishing the TAGs’ purpose, role, oper- 
ation, and management within RPM, including their 
role in studying cost, practice, and quality vari- 
ations among facilities, had not been formalized at 
the time of our review. 

*Carl T. Hayden and other medical centers also re- 
ceived funds outside the RPM process. Carl T. Hay- 
den received approximately $124 million in fiscal 
year 1995, of which about $90 million came through 
the RPM allocation process. In fiscal year 1994, it re- 
ceived approximately $117 million, of which $78 mil- 
lion came through RPM. The percentage of Carl Т. 
Hayden's budget received outside the process was 
comparable to (within about 3 percent of) the na- 
tional average. 

SVA Health Care: Variabilities in Outpatient Care 
Eligibility and Rationing Decisions (GAO/HRD-93- 
106, July 16, 1993). 

As we reported in VA Health Care: Issues Affect- 
ing Eligibility Reform (GAO/T-HEHS-95-213, July 19, 
1995), VA uses a complex priority system—based on 
such factors as the presence and extent of any serv- 
ice-connected disability, the incomes of veterans 
with nonservice-connected disabilities, and the type 
and purpose of care needed—to determine which eli- 
gible veterans receive care within available re- 
sources. (An eligible veteran is any person who 
served on active duty in the uniformed services for 
the minimum amount of time specified by law and 
who was discharged, released, or retired under other 
than dishonorable conditions.) 

7When medical centers rationed care by veteran 
category, they generally followed the priorities set 
by the Congress: they limited care first to higher in- 
come veterans, then to lower income veterans, and 
finally to veterans with a service-connected disabil- 
ity. 

®“higher income“ veteran is one whose income 
was above the means test threshold, which as of 
January 1995 was $20,469 for a single veteran, $24,565 
for a veteran with one dependent, plus 51,368 for each 
additional dependent. 
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VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 
April 7, 1994. 

JOHN Т. FARRAR, M.D., 

Acting Under Secretary for Health, Veterans 
Health Administration, Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs, Washington, DC. 

DEAR DR. FARRAR: A member of my staff, 
Robert F. O'Toole, Senior Field Representa- 
tive, conducted a survey of the Phoenix, Ari- 
zona, Department of Veterans Affairs Medi- 
cal Center, on March 14-15, 1994. During his 
time at the medical center, he was able to 
talk with many patients, family members 
and staff. This enabled him to gather infor- 
mation concerning the quality of care being 
provided and the most pressing problems fac- 
ing the facility. 

While those receiving treatment in the 
clinics and wards felt that the quality was 
good, they almost all commented on the long 
waits in the clinics and the understaffing 
throughout the medical center. In discussing 
their problem with various staff members, it 
was noted that nurses were under extreme 
stress. More than one was observed by Mr. 
O’Toole in tears when completing their tour. 
The nursing staff on evening shifts must 
rush continually through their duties in an 
attempt to cover all their patients needs due 
to the shortage in staffing in both support 
and technical personnel. 

In attempting to determine the reason for 
this problem, it became apparent that the 
station was grossly underfunded. Which 
means that the staff must either take un- 
wanted shortcuts or continue to work be- 
yond the point expected of staffs at the other 
medical centers. While it is well understood 
that the Veterans Health Administration is 
underfunded throughout the system, it is 
clear from the comparisons that this facility 
has not received a fair distribution of the 
available resources resulting in the deplor- 
able situation now facing the health care 
team. 

Another problem in Phoenix that must be 
addressed is the serious space deficiency, es- 
pecially in the clinical areas. The ambula- 
tory care area was designed to handle 60,000 
annual visits. In fiscal year 1993, the station 
provided 218,000 annual visits, almost four 
times the design level. Many physicians are 
required to conduct exams and provide treat- 
ment from temporary cubicles set up inside 
the waiting rooms. This bandaid approach 
has added to the already overcrowding. , 

The other problem that we feel should be 
pointed out is that of the staffing ceiling as- 
signed to the Carl T. Hayden Veterans Medi- 
са! Center. Currently, the medical center has 
FTEE of 1530 which is over the target staff- 
ing level. Based on available reports, the 
medical center would need an additional 61 
registered nurses just to reach the average 
Resource Program Management (RPM) with- 
in their group. This facility operates with 
the lowest employee level in their group 
when comparing facility work loads, and 
158th overall. To reach the average produc- 
tivity level of the Veterans Health Adminis- 
tration medical centers, they would need an 
additional 348 full-time employees. While it 
is realized that this station will never be per- 
mitted to enjoy that level of staffing, it is 
felt that they, at the least, should have been 
given some consideration for their staffing 
problems during the latest White House or- 
dered employee reductions. 

To assist the medial center to meet their 
mandatory work load, and the great influx of 
winter residents, it is recommended that the 
$11.4 million which was reported to the Ari- 
zona congressional delegation to have been 
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given Phoenix in addition to their FY 94 
budget be provided, To enable the station to 
handle the ever increasing ambulatory work 
load, the Veterans Health Administration 
must approve the pending request for leased 
clinic space in northwest Phoenix and, the 
implementation plan for the use of the Wil- 
liams Air Force Base hospital as a satellite 
outpatient clinic, along with the necessary 
funding to adequately operate the facility. In 
addition, VHA should approve and fund, at a 
minimum, the expansion of the medical cen- 
ters clinical space onto the Indian School 
land which was acquired for that purpose. 

Approval of the above recommendations 
would make it much easier for this medical 
center to meet the needs of the ever increas- 
ing veteran population in the Phoenix area. 
There is no indication that the increasing 
population trends will change prior to the 
year 2020, This hospital cannot be allowed to 
continue the downhill slide. The veterans of 
Arizona deserve a fair deal and the medical 
staff should be given the opportunity to pro- 
vide top quality health care in a much less 
stressful setting. 

I would appreciate receiving your com- 
ments on the Phoenix VA Medical Center at 
your earliest opportunity. 

Sincerely, 
FREDERICO JUARBE Jr., 
Director, National Veterans Service. 

Mr. McCAIN. I want to thank again 
the distinguished chairman and the 
ranking member. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, again, I 
commend the Senator from Arizona. I 
believe we are ready to proceed to the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

So the amendment (No. 2787) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BOND. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, now I ask 
unanimous consent that added to the 
list of relevant amendments be an 
amendment by Senator Baucus enti- 
{еа “Relevant.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

NATIONAL HIGH MAGNETIC FIELD LABORATORY 

Mr. MACK. I would like to engage 
the chairman and ranking member of 
the VA/HUD Appropriations Sub- 
committee in a colloquy relative to the 
National High Magnetic Field Labora- 
tory in Tallahassee. Senators GRAHAM, 
DOMENICI, and BINGAMAN will also join 
with me in this. Let me begin by com- 
mending the chairman for putting 
forth a bill that balances the needs for 
fiscal restraint with necessary invest- 
ment. An excellent example of nec- 
essary and productive investment is 
the National Science Foundation’s de- 
cision 5 years ago to establish the prin- 
cipal facility in Florida and a compo- 
nent facility at Los Alamos. The pro- 
posal to embark on this important 
basic research was a vision of Dr. Jack 
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Crow, the lab’s director. The NSF 
agreed with this vision and made the 
crucial decision and investment. It was 
a very wise decision, and I commend 
them for it. 

Mr. BOND. The subcommittee has 
heard of many of the NHMFL's accom- 
plishments in its short 3-year history. 
New magnet development, at the cut- 
ting edge of technology, has created 
the finest array of the world’s most 
powerful magnets. It has allowed the 
United States to reclaim world leader- 
ship in magnet science and technology. 

Mr. GRAHAM. This laboratory is 
truly a partnership between Florida 
State University, the University of 
Florida and the Los Alamos National 
Laboratory in New Mexico. It is clearly 
a Federal/state/industrial partnership 
that works well and produces tremen- 
dous breakthoughs. Furthermore, in- 
dustrial involvement and support is 
paving the way for future progress. 

Ms. MIKULSKI, Senator GRAHAM, the 
NSF's interest in partnerships and 
their decision to locate the facility in 
Florida were key ingredients for its 
success. This partnership between two 
universities, a fine national laboratory, 
the State of Florida, and several indus- 
tries has led to outstanding science and 
new technologies as well. And I’m told 
the lab has a world-class collection of 
scientists and engineers that will con- 
tinue to lead the world for years to 
come. 

Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. Chairman, let 
me underscore the importance of this 
partnership which includes Los Alamos 
National Laboratory working closely 
with Florida State University and the 
University of Florida. At last year’s 
dedication in Tallahassee, Erich Bloch 
said, “Absent any one of the three 
partners, this important project would 
not have come to fruition.” That is 
still true today. In these tight budget 
times, Los Alamos has committed pre- 
cious resources to this endeavor be- 
cause it is important to do so. And my 
friend Gov. Lawton Chiles of Florida 
has invested heavily and wisely with 
scarce State resources. I want to en- 
courage the subcommittee to provide 
NSF the resources necessary to keep 
this laboratory world-class. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. The research, the 
development, and the educational ac- 
tivities that come from this partner- 
ship between NSF and DOE, between 
universities and a national laboratory, 
and the facility that is state-of-the-art 
is truly a unique national resource 
that should make all who are involved 
proud of it. I commend the NSF for its 
efforts, and I commend this sub- 
committee for its diligence in provid- 
ing the resources that will maintain 
world leadership. 

Mr. BOND. I appreciate the com- 
ments. The subcommittee recognizes 
the importance of this partnership and 
the need to keep the United States at 
the forefront of this important sci- 
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entific and technological area. We are 
confident NSF will continue to view 
this facility as one of its “crown jew- 
els,” and support it appropriately. I 
thank the Senators for their views. 
PERMITS PROGRAM 

Mr. NICKLES. Title V of the 1990 
Amendments to the Clean Air Act re- 
quires EPA to issue a rule establishing 
the minimum elements of a permit pro- 
gram for sources regulated under the 
act. The act requires that this permit 
rule be issued within 1 year of enact- 
ment. The 1990 amendments further re- 
quired States within 3 years to develop 
and submit to EPA for approval their 
own programs that comply with the 
Federal minimum elements as defined 
by the EPA permit rule. Even under 
the ambitious schedule of the 1990 
amendments, Congress clearly provided 
that States were to have 2 full years to 
respond to EPA's rule establishing the 
minimum elements of a permit pro- 


gram. 

Although EPA promulgated a final 
rule in 1992, the controversy that sur- 
rounded this rule prompted the agency 
to revisit many key issues in the rule- 
making. Today, 3 years later, I am 
sorry to report that EPA has still been 
unable to resolve fundamental ele- 
ments of the Federal program which 
States must comply with in establish- 
ing their own programs. As recently as 
this summer, EPA has issued a new 
proposal, despite having not relieved 
states of the requirement to comply 
with the 1992 rule. 

The result, predictably, has been an 
untenable level of confusion and uncer- 
tainty. States are spending consider- 
able resources in developing programs 
that may or may not comply with 
EPA’s final permit program. Similarly, 
sources across the country are now 
submitting permit applications, de- 
spite the lack of clear Federal guid- 
ance. 

Mr. BOND. My colleague from Okla- 
homa is correct in expressing mis- 
givings over EPA’s current implemen- 
tation of the permit program. As the 
result of similar concerns, the Senate 
Appropriations Committee included 
language in the report accompanying 
this bill urging EPA to delay enforce- 
ment of the title V program for 1 year. 
This would give EPA the opportunity 
to resolve outstanding issues and re- 
duce the likelihood that States and 
sources will adopt provisions that may 
ultimately conflict with EPA’s final 
rule. The one-year delay would also 
give EPA and states sufficient time to 
develop more cost-effective approaches 
to permitting. Given the severity of 
the problems which have beset EPA’s 
implementation of this program, I be- 
lieve this provision is critical. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I would also like to 
thank the Senator from Oklahoma for 
raising this issue, which has been of 
significant concern to the subcommit- 
tee on Clean Air, Wetlands, Private 


September 26, 1995 


Property and Nuclear Safety, which I 
chair. Over the course of this past year, 
our subcommittee has been closely 
monitoring EPA’s implementation of 
the title V permit program. We con- 
ducted a hearing on title V on August 
1, 1995. In addition we have raised sev- 
eral questions with the agency over its 
progress to date. Almost 4 years have 
passed since the deadline for promul- 
gating a Federal permit rule, yet EPA 
has still not finalized the part 70 pro- 
gram. Additionally, EPA has been slow 
to issue long-needed permitting guid- 
ance, such as the white paper” guid- 
ance on permit applications, and does 
not appear to be promoting the rapid 
implementation of such guidance. The 
lack of resolution of key elements of 
the permit program puts States in an 
enormous quandary in developing and 
seeking approval of their own pro- 
grams. We are also concerned over the 
impact of this confusion on regulated 
sources! that is to say, the employ- 
ers of this nation—which are required 
by law to submit permit applications 
within 12 months of the date that 
States receive approval for their pro- 
grams. The application process alone 
has proven to be unnecessarily costly 
and time consuming for sources—prob- 
lems that are clearly linked to EPA's 
inability to develop Federal minimum 
elements in a timely manner. 

It is important to keep in mind that 
the title V program is extremely cost- 
ly; even EPA has estimated that the 
program will cost taxpayers and busi- 
nesses more than $2.5 billion in the 
first 5 years of the program. With this 
much money at stake, confusion is un- 
acceptable. A l-year delay could save 
significant resources and prevent many 
programmatic missteps. 

Мг. NICKLES. I would like to thank 
my colleague from Missouri for includ- 
ing language in the Senate Committee 
Appropriations report on this impor- 
tant issue. My involvement with this 
difficult issue dates back to the debate 
held in this body over the 1990 amend- 
ments when many of us expressed con- 
cern over the complexity of the title 
and its potential for imposing unneces- 
sary costs on sources and States. Given 
the severity of the problems which 
have beset this program, I hope the 
conferees to this bill will reflect on 
this debate and include statutory lan- 
guage requesting а l-year delay іп 
order to protect the vital interests of 
States and sources who are in the un- 
fortunate position of having to comply 
with a regulatory moving target. 

I also want to thank my colleague 
from North Carolina for his close scru- 
tiny of this issue and his willingness to 
hold oversight hearings on the agency’s 
implementation of the permit program. 

Mr. BOND. Thank you for raising 
these important issues. Considering the 
potential for well-meaning States to be 
punished unfairly, I am sure my col- 
leagues will consider your comments 
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and those of the Senator from North 
Carolina most carefully. 
REFINERY MACT 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to ask the distinguished chair- 
man of the VA-HUD Appropriations 
Subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Missouri, to engage in a colloquy with 
me on an issue of importance to my 
constituents in Arkansas. 

Mr. BOND. I would be pleased to dis- 
cuss an issue with the Senator from 
Arkansas, a member of the full Appro- 
priations Committee. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I want to com- 
pliment the Senator from Missouri for 
addressing the issue of the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency’s refinery 
MACT rule in the Appropriations Com- 
mittee’s report on H.R. 2099. In my 
opinion, if ever a set of regulations 
needed to be reformed, it is the refin- 
ery MACT rule. 

Mr. BOND. The Senator from Arkan- 
sas is correct. In its report on the bill 
under consideration today, the Appro- 
priations Committee expressed its dis- 
satisfaction with the procedures EPA 
has employed in promulgating all 
MACT regulations, particularly the re- 
finery MACT rule. The committee di- 
rected EPA to reevaluate the refinery 
MACT rule after applying principles of 
sound science. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I, and many of my 
colleagues in the Senate, commend the 
chairman for including that directive 
in the committee report. 

In addition, I would like to specifi- 
cally address an issue which is of par- 
ticular importance to both the Senator 
from Missouri and myself. That issue is 
the impact of the refinery MACT rule 
on smaller refiners around the Nation. 
The Senator from Missouri serves as 
the chairman of the Small Business 
Committee, and I am proud to serve as 
the senior Democrat on that commit- 
tee. 

In its refinery MACT rule, EPA made 
no provision for lessening the impact of 
its rule on small businesses. In many 
cases, these smaller refineries are lo- 
cated in attainment areas—areas in 
which the need for expensive emissions 
control devices are questionable at 
best. In fact, EPA estimated that seven 
of these refineries would be forced to 
close under the refinery MACT rule. 

EPA’s disregard for the impact of the 
refinery MACT rule on the small busi- 
nesses of this Nation is disturbing to 
this Senator, as I am sure it is to the 
Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. I share the Senator from 
Arkansas’ concerns about the impact 
of the refinery MACT rule on small 
business. This is one of the reasons the 
committee has directed the EPA to re- 
examine the refinery MACT rule. Plac- 
ing a disproportionate burden on the 
Nation’s small businesses is not sound 
regulatory policy. It is my hope that 
EPA will address this issue, as well as 
the many other problems inherent in 
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its current refinery МАСТ rule, when 
it reassesses the rule as a whole. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the Senator. 
I look forward to working with him on 
this issue as this bill moves to con- 
ference and as EPA carries out the 
committee’s directive. 

ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY INITIATIVE 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I wish 
to bring to Chairman BOND’s attention 
a matter regarding the Environmental 
Technology Initiative [ETI] and the 
proposed reductions to its budget. The 
underlying bill will reduce funding for 
ETI by approximately $100 million. I do 
not take issue with the committee’s 
actions to reduce this particular budg- 
et. I have every confidence that the re- 
maining funds appropriated by the 
committee will be sufficient to fulfill 
the mission of this EPA initiative. My 
concern lies chiefly in a clarification of 
the objectives ETI should be pursuing 
with the resources that are being ap- 
propriated in this legislation. 

On page 88 of the committee report, 
we state that the remaining funds—ap- 
proximately $20 million—are to be di- 
rected toward technology verification 
activities and other continued efforts 
that do not duplicate private sector 
initiatives. Is it your understanding 
Mr. Chairman that the funds allocated 
by the committee to ETI are sufficient 
for, and ought to be used to complete 
EPA’s multiprogram efforts to stream- 
line the approval process for new ana- 
lytical methods including the move to- 
ward performance-based standards? 

Mr. BOND. That is correct. The com- 
mittee would agree that allocating 
funds for completing efforts to encour- 
age new performance-based analytical 
methods and other streamlining meth- 
ods is entirely consistent with the stat- 
ed purpose of targeting ETI funding for 
verification efforts. 

Mr. BENNETT. I think the chairman 
for his clarification. I am sure that we 
both agree on the importance of ana- 
lytical methods to ensure compliance 
with environmental laws. Without 
them, it would be impossible to deter- 
mine whether industry was meeting 
the effluent standards established by 
law and through the permit process. 
Efficient analytical methods are also 
used to characterize hazardous waste 
and ensure that our drinking water is 
free of harmful concentrations of con- 
taminants. Unfortunately, while meth- 
ods to ensure compliance continue to 
improve and are more accurate, the 
current EPA process for approving the 
use of new methods keeps getting slow- 
er and more bogged down. 

I understand that EPA recognizes 
this problem, and several program of- 
fices have been working to reduce the 
backlog of analytical method approval 
requests and to reduce the time it 
takes to review and approve these 
methods. Once a streamlined process is 
in place, these moneys will be needed 
for a limited time to educate States 
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and supervise implementation. EPA 
has laid the foundation and the funds 
appropriated by the committee will be 
needed to put these procedures into 
practice. 

Overall, this effort will decrease the 
time and resources that are needed to 
approve analytical methods, resulting 
in more and better methods. From the 
Agency perspective, this effort will 
provide a way to increase the number 
of methods that can be used to meet 
statutory requirements. In addition, 
EPA’s efforts to streamline the ap- 
proval process for new analytical meth- 
ods will spur new technologies and cre- 
ate new jobs. The money allocated to 
this process will significantly lower the 
cost of environmental measurements, 
thereby reducing the cost of environ- 
mental compliance for industry and 
municipalities. I thank the chairman 
for his time and support in this matter. 

Mr. BOND. I thank the Senator and 
agree that EPA’s efforts to streamline 
its approval processes and move toward 
performance-based standards for ana- 
lytical methods are a vital part of envi- 
ronmental compliance. Clearly, the 
completion of EPA’s ongoing efforts in 
this regard is within the scope of fund- 
ing provided in this bill for ETI. 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the chair- 
man. 

EPA ENERGY EFFICIENCY ACTIVITIES 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, may 
I engage in a colloquy with the chair- 
man of the appropriations subcommit- 
tee and the distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana regarding programs at the 
Environmental Protection Agency that 
result in improved energy efficiency in 
the economy? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I proposed some re- 
port language on this topic that was 
accepted by the full Committee on Ap- 
propriations at its markup and would 
be happy to discuss it. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. The report language 
states that: 

The Committee notes that these programs 
overlap and conflict with statutory author- 
ity provided to the Department of Energy in 
the Energy Policy Act of 1992. Therefore, 
EPA should transfer to DOE those energy ef- 
ficiency and energy supply programs that 
DOE, not EPA, is authorized to carry out. 
Future appropriations for these programs 
should be requested as part of the DOE budg- 
et submission. 

What is intended by this language? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The intention is 
very clear and specific. In the Presi- 
dent’s budget submission to Congress, 
funds were requested for EPA for a se- 
ries of 21 activities, many of which 
clearly overlapped and duplicated spe- 
cific statutory authority provided to 
the Secretary of Energy and others by 
the Congress through the Energy Pol- 
icy Act of 1992 and the Energy Policy 
and Conservation Act. The Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, of 
which I am the ranking member, has 
jurisdiction under the Senate’s rules 
for all aspects of energy policy, energy 
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regulation, and conservation, energy 
research and development, and oil and 
gas production and distribution. Yet 
the committee has never been ap- 
proached by the administration with a 
request to authorize any activities for 
EPA in this area. The committee, rath- 
er, has made some fairly clear assign- 
ments of responsibility to agencies 
other than EPA for topics such as prod- 
uct labeling for energy efficiency. I do 
not believe that it is acceptable for the 
administration to request funds in a 
manner that contravenes the clear in- 
tent of Congress with respect to statu- 
tory assignments of responsibility. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Of course, improv- 

ing energy efficiency may be one way 
to prevent pollution, and Congress has 
authorized EPA to pursue pollution 
prevention activities in the Clean Air 
Act and the Pollution Prevention Act 
of 1990. Do you intend that any activity 
in the EPA that related to energy effi- 
ciency would, by that very fact, be 
transferred to the Department of En- 
ergy? 
Mr. JOHNSTON. No; the report lan- 
guage that I proposed is very clear. If 
EPA lacks statutory authority for a 
particular activity that the Depart- 
ment of Energy or some other agency 
possesses, then EPA should not under- 
take that activity. The report language 
that I proposed would not preclude 
EPA from exercising its legitimate 
statutory authorities. For example, 
EPA is working with the gas industry 
in a program called Natural Gas Star 
to reduce losses of methane to the at- 
mosphere from gas pipelines and other 
transmission equipment, under the 
aegis of the Pollution Prevention Act. 
My report language would not transfer 
this program to DOE. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Would the Senator 
be open to requesting a report from the 
EPA and from the Department of En- 
ergy to the Congress addressing how 
their programs that promote improved 
energy efficiency or that result in an 
energy supply that has less of a possi- 
bility of contributing to global climate 
change relate to one another and to the 
existing statutory authorities in the 
Energy Policy Act of 1992 and else- 
where? 

Mr, JOHNSTON. Yes; I think that 
such a report would assist the Commit- 
tee on Energy and Natural Resources 
in exercising its jurisdiction, under the 
rules of the Senate, over energy con- 
servation and energy supply issues. As 
you know, the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources must reauthor- 
ize the Energy Policy and Conservation 
Act in this Congress, and if a majority 
of members of the committee were to 
believe that the EPA had a valuable 
role to exercise in this area that is not 
duplicative of what DOE or some other 
Federal agency is contributing or could 
contribute, such a role might be legiti- 
mately created in that context. 

Mr. BOND. This has been a helpful 
and clarifying discussion. I support the 
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suggestion of requiring a joint report 
to the appropriate congressional com- 
mittees from the EPA and the Depart- 
ment of Energy on their activities re- 
lated to improving the energy effi- 
ciency of energy supply and use, in- 
cluding a discussion of the statutory 
authorities under which they are con- 
ducted. I will ask that report language 
to this effect be inserted in the con- 
ference report on this bill. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the Senator. 

TRAVIS VA HOSPITAL 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I rise today in 
strong opposition to the VA, HUD and 
independent agencies appropriations 
bill for fiscal year 1996. I would like to 
focus on just one of the numerous rea- 
sons I will oppose this legislation—the 
lack of any funding for the Travis VA 
Hospital in northern California. 

Let me briefly describe the current 
situation for northern California veter- 
ans seeking inpatient health services. 
A veteran in this service area must 
drive an average of 4 to 5 hours, some- 
times as many as 8 hours, to get to a 
VA acute care facility. The veteran's 
family, because they are so far from 
home, generally must stay in a hotel 
for the duration of the veteran’s hos- 
pital stay. Once the veteran is released 
from the hospital, he and his family 
must drive back and forth from home 
to the VA facility again for check-ups. 
This story could be repeated as many 
as 450,000 times. That’s right, nearly 
half a million veterans who used to 
have complete access to inpatient 
health services are now without ade- 
quate care. 

I am appalled that the members of 
the Senate Appropriations Committee 
turned their backs on nearly a half a 
million veterans by not continuing to 
fund the replacement VA Hospital at 
Travis Air Force Base. This facility is 
desperately needed to replace the VA 
Medical Center in Martinez, CA which 
was closed in 1991 because of earth- 
quake damage. 

While awaiting the replacement fa- 
cility at Travis, the Veteran’s Admin- 
istration has been forced to piece to- 
gether a patchwork healthcare system. 
They have had to borrow bed space at 
Travis AFB’s David Grant Hospital, 
and have transferred patients to facili- 
ties hundreds of miles away. I com- 
mend the VA for doing an admirable 
job in such a bad situation. Unfortu- 
nately, since the closure of the Mar- 
tinez Hospital, only 27 percent of that 
facility’s inpatient services have been 
continued. 

As bad as the situation has been, our 
veterans have been exceedingly pa- 
tient. At the ground-breaking cere- 
mony on June 2, 1994, attended by Vice 
President GORE, we all were optimistic 
that northern California’s veterans 
would not have much longer to wait for 
quality healthcare. More than a year 
later, the plans are nearly complete 
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and the land is ready to begin con- 
struction of the replacement hospital 
early next year. But instead, that land 
will stay empty, and nearly a half a 
million veterans will continue to be 
unserved. 

The Travis VA Hospital is not a lux- 
ury to these veterans. They must drive 
between 4 and 8 hours to get inpatient 
healthcare. Should someone who served 
this country in war be required to drive 
from Washington, DC to New York City 
for healthcare? Now imagine that drive 
in order to obtain emergency medical 
care. That is correct. Veterans in 
northern California have no access to 
VA emergency services on evenings, 
weekends, or holidays. Currently, these 
veterans are forced to go to local 
health care facilities at either their 
own cost or at additional cost to the 
taxpayers. This situation is simply un- 
acceptable, it is unnecessarily costly 
and is disrespectful of our veterans. 

Please consider that this northern 
California area which would be serv- 
iced by Travis VA Hospital is one of 
the largest, most geographically dis- 
persed, and highly populated veterans 
areas in the country. More veterans 
live in northern California than in 27 
individual States and the District of 
Columbia. Would any Senator from 
those States allow the needs of every 
veteran in their State be ignored? 

It is a sad day when the men and 
women who have served our country 
without question—and who have the 
right to expect their government to 
fulfill its promises—are now being told 
“tough luck.” It is simply unconscion- 
able. 

I appeal to my colleagues to honor 
the commitment we as a Nation have 
made to our veterans, and join me in 
voting against this bill that so fun- 
damentally fails to address the needs of 
so many veterans. I also hope that the 
President will veto this legislation 
which so flagrantly ignores the needs 
of America’s veterans. 

WATERTOWN, SD 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, Senate 
consideration of the fiscal year 1996 
VA, HUD, and independent agencies ap- 
propriations bill provides an appro- 
priate opportunity to raise an issue in- 
volving the Environmental Protection 
Agency [EPA] and Watertown, SD, that 
merits our attention. 

Fifteen years ago, acting upon the 
recommendation of the EPA, Water- 
town installed a infiltration/percola- 
tion П/Р) pond for the treatment of its 
wastewater. At the time, local officials 
were assured by the EPA that the com- 
munity would be compensated for any 
future modification or repair of the 
system that might be needed for it to 
remain operational. That EPA pledge 
was a significant factor in the City’s 
decision to install the I/P technology. 

Unfortunately, the I/P system has 
not functioned as advertised. Since 
1982, Watertown has invested more 
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than $8 million in its wastewater treat- 
ment facility in an effort to make it 
work properly. 

Despite these modifications, all of 
which were endorsed by the EPA, the 
system has never functioned to EPA’s 
satisfaction. As a result, Watertown 
has failed to meet EPA regulations 
since 1988, and community officials 
continue to work with the EPA and the 
Justice Department to bring their 
wastewater treatment plant into com- 
pliance with the Clean Water Act and 
other regulations. 

Watertown will need to make major 
capital investments to reach this end. I 
am informed that $15 million will be 
required for treatment plant improve- 
ments and an additional $10 million for 
sewer collection improvements. 

While Watertown is one of the largest 
cities in my state, it has a population 
of less than 20,000. The scope of this 
problem greatly exceeds the availabil- 
ity of local resources to resolve it. 

Nonetheless, the community is deter- 
mined to be part of the solution. Wa- 
tertown Mayor Brenda Barger and 
other local leaders have already 
pledged $3 million toward this project 
and will be exploring revenue bonds 
and other long-term debt financing 
mechanisms to secure additional reve- 
nues. 

While the community’s determina- 
tion to participate in the solution of 
their wastewater treatment dilemma is 
commendable, the responsibility 
should not be theirs alone. The com- 
mitment that the federal government 
made to this community should not be 
ignored. 

It bears emphasis that Watertown’s 
decision to install its I/P system was 
based on assurances from EPA that the 
technology would work. Fifteen years 
ago, EPA provided what amounted to a 
guarantee of the technology. 

Local and Federal officials shared in 
the genesis of this problem and, there- 
fore, it deserves a joint local/federal so- 
lution. Last May, I wrote the Senate 
Appropriations Committee to request 
federal funding to help upgrade the Wa- 
tertown wastewater treatment plant. 

While the federal government could 
be held accountable for full funding of 
this project, it is worth noting that 
Watertown recognizes its responsibility 
in this matter and has worked hard to 
secure significant local funding 
sources. 

It is a reasonable request that this 
appropriations bill include funding for 
the City of Watertown. The Federal 
government was part of the fateful de- 
cision to go the I/P route. Moreover, іп 
past years this bill has included fund- 
ing for communities that installed I/P 
systems at the recommendation of the 
EPA. Complicity and precedent argued 
for Federal participation in the search 
for a solution. Absent such assistance, 
Watertown will be unable to solve its 
wastewater treatment facility prob- 
lems. 
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Mr. President, the final version of 
the fiscal year 1996 VA, HUD, and inde- 
pendent agencies appropriations bill 
should include a substantial level of 
federal funding for the replacement of 
Watertown, South Dakota's 
wastewater treatment facility. I will 
continue to work with the managers of 
this bill to seek a fair resolution to 
this issue and hope that before this 
process is completed, a solution can be 
worked out. 

YELLOW CREEK 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I rise 
for the purpose of engaging in a short 
colloquy with the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Missouri, the chairman of 
the VA, HUD, and Independent Agen- 
cies Appropriations Subcommittee. 

Will the Senator assist me in clarify- 
ing an issue in the bill under consider- 
ation today? 

Mr. BOND. I would be pleased to as- 
sist my colleague, the senior Senator 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the Senator 
from Missouri. The issue I wish to clar- 
ify is the Appropriation Committee’s 
intent on the transfer of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
(NASA) Yellow Creek facility to the 
State of Mississippi. 

As the Senator knows, the Federal 
Government has a long history of in- 
volvement in Yellow Creek, located 
near Iuka, Mississippi. The site, origi- 
nally purchased by the Tennessee Val- 
ley Authority for use as a nuclear en- 
ergy plant, was subsequently trans- 
ferred to NASA after the nuclear en- 
ergy plant’s cancellation. NASA in- 
tended to use Yellow Creek to build the 
Advanced Solid Rocket Motor (ASRM) 
and, after its cancellation, instead 
committed to use the site to build noz- 
zles for the Redesigned Solid Rocket 
Motor (RSRM). On May 2, 1995, due to 
its current budgetary constraints, 
NASA terminated the RSRM nozzle 
production effort at Yellow Creek. 

Would the Senator agree that the bill 
language included by the Appropria- 
tions Committee on the transfer of the 
NASA Yellow Creek facility reflects 
the most recent commitment made by 
NASA Administrator Dan Goldin to 
the Governor of the State of Mis- 
sissippi. The major investment by the 
State of Mississippi in facilities and in- 
frastructure to support Yellow Creek, 
in excess of $100 million, is a key factor 
in NASA's agreement to turn the site 
over to the State of Mississippi. 

Mr. BOND. I agree with the Senator’s 
assertion. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Would the Senator 
further stipulate that the main ele- 
ments of the agreement reached be- 
tween NASA and the State of Mis- 
sissippi, which the conferees would ex- 
pect to be adhered to by both parties, 
are as follows: 

First, the Yellow Creek facility will 
be turned over to the appropriate agen- 
cy of the State of Mississippi within 30 
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days of enactment of this legislation. 
All of the NASA property on Yellow 
Creek, which the State of Mississippi 
requires to facilitate the transfer of 
the site transfers with the site to the 
State, subject to the following excep- 
tions anticipated by the conferees: 

Any property assigned to a NASA facility 
other than Yellow Creek prior to May 2, 1995, 
but located at Yellow Creek will be returned 
to its assigned facility; 

Only those contracts for the sale of NASA 
property at Yellow Creek signed by both par- 
ties prior to May 2, 1995 shall be executed; 

Those items deemed to be in the national 
security interest" of the federal government 
shall be retained by NASA. The national se- 
curity clause shall be narrowly construed 
and shall apply only in a limited manner, 
consistent with established criteria relating 
to national security interests. This clause 
shall not be used to circumvent the intent of 
this legislation, which is to transfer the site 
and all of its property, except as otherwise 
noted, to the State of Mississippi. 

Other items of interest to NASA may be 
retained by NASA with the consent of the 
State of Mississippi. 

Further, it is the expectation of the 
Appropriations Committee conferees 
that all other NASA personal property 
will transfer to the State of Mis- 
sissippi. The Appropriations Commit- 
tee also expects facilities on the site 
not subject to the above provisions, 
such as the environmental lab, to be 
left as is. 

Second, any environmental remedi- 
ation of Yellow Creek necessary as a 
result of the activities of governmental 
agencies, such as NASA, or quasi-gov- 
ernmental agencies, such as the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority, will be the re- 
sponsibility of the federal agency or 
quasi-federal agency, including any 
successors and interests. 

Third, within 30 days of enactment of 
this legislation $10 million will be 
transferred from NASA to the appro- 
priate agency of the State of Mis- 
sissippi. 

And lastly, the site’s environmental 
permits will become the property of 
the State of Mississippi. NASA will 
provide all necessary assistance in 
transferring these permits to the State 
of Mississippi. 

Mr. BOND. I would agree with the 
Senator’s stipulations. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the chair- 
man. I appreciate his willingness to ad- 
dress the Yellow Creek transfer in the 
committee report. 

DRUG ELIMINATION GRANTS 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I would like to 
engage Senator BOND in a colloquy. It 
is my understanding that H.R. 2099 con- 
tains funding for the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development's drug 
elimination program. I would like to 
know if it is the Senator’s understand- 
ing that this funding will be available 
to privately owned, assisted housing? 

Mr. BOND. Yes, this funding will be 
available to public housing and pri- 
vately owned, federally assisted hous- 
ing. 
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Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the Sen- 
ator for clarifying this. Drug elimi- 
nation grants have been enormously 
helpful in my state in the battle 
against drugs and drug-related crimes 
at public and assisted housing projects. 
This program is a critically important 
tool for us to maintain this country’s 
multi-year investment in decent, af- 
fordable housing. I would like to thank 
Senator BOND for his leadership іп sup- 
porting this successful and worthwhile 
program. 

THE CENTER FOR INTERNATIONAL EARTH 
SCIENCE INFORMATION NETWORKS 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I 
would like to engage the distinguished 
chairman of the Senate Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Veterans Affairs, 
Housing and Urban Development, and 
Independent Agencies in a brief discus- 
sion regarding the impact of H.R. 2099 
on this year and future year’s Mission 
to Plant Earth projects. The Commit- 
tee Report accompanying H.R. 2099 di- 
rects a $6 million deletion in the Mis- 
sion to Planet Earth program for the 
Consortium for International Earth 
Science Information Networks 
[CIESIN] in Saginaw, Michigan. This 
center is one of NASA’s nine Distrib- 
uted Active Archive Centers [DAACs] 
supporting the Earth Observing Sys- 
tem Data and Information System. 
CIESIN is the only one that provides 
integrated socioeconomic data access 
for the study of the effect society has 
upon the environment. Because of this 
unique capability, I understand CIESIN 
fielded more requests for data last year 
than all of the other eight DAACs com- 
bined. I also understand NASA officials 
have stated the product provided by 
CIESIN is vital to the Earth Observing 
System program. In light of these con- 
siderations, I would ask my distin- 
guished colleague from Missouri why 
the Committee recommends deleting 
the CIESIN budget request from the 
1996 appropriations? 

Mr. BOND. I understand my col- 
league’s concerns regarding the Mis- 
sion to Planet Earth program, but I 
wish to assure him the deletion rec- 
ommendation is not targeted against 
CIESIN as an institution, but instead 
towards ensuring the function of 
CIESIN is integrated within NASA’s 
Earth Observing System program to 
bring it in line with the structure of 
the other DAACs. That is why the full 
Appropriations Committee changed the 
Subcommittee recommendation on in- 
tegrating this program into the EOS 
plan from 1997 to 1996; with that provi- 
sion, the socioeconomic data function 
can continue uninterrupted if so de- 
sired by NASA. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. I thank the Senator 
for that clarification, and wish to fol- 
low-up regarding how that data will be 
provided. Given NASA itself made the 
recommendation for CIESIN funding, I 
believe it is apparent this is a valid 
program given the Committee’s rec- 
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ommendation to continue significant 
funding for the Mission to Planet 
Earth program. If NASA wished to 
bring in an outside contractor to pro- 
vide this socioeconomic data service, 
would the Committee report language 
prevent CIESIN from bidding upon, and 
potentially winning such a contract? 

Mr. BOND. Absolutely not. Nothing 
in the Committee report would prevent 
NASA from participating in any funded 
activities with CIESIN, whether within 
the Mission to Planet Earth program, 
or some other federal program. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. If the Senator would 
be so kind, I would just like to wrap up 
with one more question. Given the 
House Report on H.R. 2099 also deletes 
$6 million for CIESIN, would the Sen- 
ator from Missouri speculate as to 
whether similar language in a Con- 
ference report would also allow for 
CIESIN to receive a NASA contract for 
these services? 

Mr. BOND. I believe the Conference 
language likely on this issue, given the 
close similarity between House and 
Senate positions, would allow for 
CIESIN to compete and win a NASA 
contract to provide this socioeconomic 
data, or to participate in any other fed- 
eral program. As my distinguished 
counterpart in the House of Represent- 
atives stated on the House floor July 
27th, *** * there is nothing in the 
[House NASA] appropriations bill that 
prejudices competitive success by 
CIESIN for NASA funding in future re- 
quests or for bids of proposal.” I will 


. pursue such an interpretation іп Com- 


mittee and oppose any measures to pre- 
clude CIESIN from competitively bid- 
ding for federal contracts. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I wish 
to thank the chairman of the Sub- 
committee for that explanation and for 
the kind assistance he has provided me 
and my staff in resolving this issue. 
Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of H.R. 2099, the Depart- 
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing 
and Urban Development and independ- 
ent agencies appropriations bill for 
1996. 

This bill provides new budget author- 
ity of $81 billion and new outlays of 
$46.3 billion to finance the programs of 
the Departments of Veterans Affairs 
and Housing and Urban Development, 
the Environmental Protection Agency, 
NASA, and other independent agencies. 

I congratulate the Chairman and 
Ranking Member for producing a bill 
that is within the Subcommittee’s 
602(b) allocation. When outlays from 
prior-year BA and other adjustments 
are taken into account, the bill totals 
$80.8 billion in BA and $92.5 billion in 
outlays. The total bill is under the 
Senate subcommittee’s 602(b) non- 
defense allocation for budget authority 
by $36 million and under its allocation 
for outlays by $18 million. The sub- 
committee is also under its defense al- 
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location by $18 million in BA and $20 
million in outlays. 

Although the bill is under the alloca- 
tion for 1996, I would like to point out 
the budgetary effect that two of its 
provisions would have in 1997. The bill 
includes a demonstration program to 
start reducing the rental assistance 
subsidies to multifamily projects that 
are insured by FHA at above-market 
value, as well as a preservation grant 
program with a minimal paperwork 
process. 

Both provisions, however, would not 
take effect until October 1, 1996—the 
beginning of fiscal year 1997. Because 
this provision would increase costs in 
the mandatory FHA program by $280 
million in 1997, the discretionary cap 
for that year would be reduced by that 
amount. 

In addition, because reducing the pa- 
perwork for the preservation grant pro- 
gram in 1997 is designed to increase the 
outflow of funds, 1997 outlays will be 
$400 million greater than they would be 
from that appropriation under the way 
the program currently works. This has 
the effect of a delayed obligation that 
will cost the committee $400 million 
against its allocation before it even 
starts marking up next year. 

I ask Members of the Senate to re- 
frain from offering amendments which 
would cause the subcommittee to ex- 
ceed its budget allocation and urge the 
speedy adoption of this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a table displaying the Budget 
Committee scoring of the bill be print- 
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


VA-HUD SUBCOMMITTEE—SPENDING TOTALS—SENATE- 
REPORTED BILL 
[Fiscal year 1996, in millions of dollars) 


Budget 
authority 


Defense discretionary: 


Subtotal defense discretionary 


se discretionary: 
Outlays from prior-year BA and other ac- 


Adjusted bill total 
Senate Subcommittee 602(b) allocation: 
Defense discreti 


ау - 
Violent crime reduction trust 
Mand: 


Total allocation .. 
Adjustment bill total compared to Senate Sub- 
committee 602(b) allocation: 
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VA-HUD SUBCOMMITTEE—SPENDING TOTALS—SENATE- 
REPORTED BiLL—Continued 
[Fiscal year 1996, in millions of dollars] 


Budget 
thorit Outlays 
«Ре =, СШ 


Note: 5 Totals adjusted tor 
Consistency with current scorekeeping convent 


Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, the 
appropriations bill before us today rep- 
resents a major step backward for the 
environment. While less extreme than 
the House-passed measure, it still pro- 
poses to cut EPA's budget by $1.7 bil- 
lion—fully 23 percent below the levels 
enacted in fiscal 1995—and contains 11 
so-called riders which would signifi- 
cantly undermine the Environmental 
Protection Agency’s ability to admin- 
ister and enforce environmental laws 
and perform its important mission of 
protecting public health and the envi- 
ronment. 

Maryland alone would lose over $14 
million in funding needed to upgrade 
outdated sewage treatment facilities— 
projects which have a direct impact on 
the water quality of the Chesapeake 
Bay, our coastal beaches and bays, and 
local waters. Legislative provisions in 
the underlying measure would prohibit 
EPA from implementing section 404(c) 
of the Clean Water Act which gives the 
agency authority to review U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers wetlands permit de- 
cisions and provides another system of 
checks and balances in protecting the 
quality of our Nation’s waters. In addi- 
tion, the proposed cut of some $20 mil- 
lion in EPA’s enforcement and compli- 
ance assurance program would severely 
impact upon the agency’s ability to in- 
spect industrial and Federal facilities 
in Maryland and prosecute violations. 

Mr. President, this bill unfairly sin- 
gles out EPA to bear a disproportion- 
ate share of the deficit reduction bur- 
den. It will not just decrease the rate 
of increases, but will severely cut 
EPA’s funding. Its riders would under- 
cut a number of our Nation’s environ- 
mental statutes, without adequate 
hearings, public involvement or review. 
These actions are unjustified and un- 
warranted and for these and other rea- 
sons, I urge my colleagues to join me 
in rejecting this bill. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum Call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I now ask 
unanimous consent that there be a pe- 
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riod for the transaction of morning 
business, with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


U.S. SENTENCING COMMISSION 
RECOMMENDATIONS 


Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of S. 1254, a bill to 
block reductions in penalties for crack 
dealing proposed by the United States 
Sentencing Commission. If the Con- 
gress does not act, those changes will 
take effect this November 1. 

According to the Department of Jus- 
tice, which has also asked us to block 
implementation of the changes, the 
new penalty structure will make base 
sentences for crack anywhere from two 
to six times shorter than they are now. 

That is simply irresponsible public 
policy. It would send a terrible message 
both to crack dealers and to commu- 
nities trying to fight back against the 
crack trade. 

No one, not even the Sentencing 
Commission, denies that the brunt of 
crack’s social consequences have fallen 
on poor, urban, minority, residents. 
Given what crack has done to our 
cities, it frankly amazes me to hear 
people arguing for lower sentences. Es- 
pecially from people who wouldn't for 
one moment tolerate an open-air crack 
market in their neighborhood in 
Scarsdale or Chevy Chase. 

The Commission’s own report, more- 
over, acknowledges that crack’s 
psychoactive effects are far more in- 
tense than powder cocaine, which 
means that crack is far more addictive. 

Members of the Sentencing Commis- 
sion are concerned that the current 
sentencing structure creates a percep- 
tion of unfairness because most con- 
victed crack dealers are African-Amer- 
icans, whereas a majority of convicted 
powder dealers are White or Hispanic. I 
am sensitive to these concerns. This 
Congress will deal severely and aggres- 
sively with any indication that pros- 
ecution or sentencing is being driven 
by racial considerations. We will not 
tolerate any racial discrimination in 
our criminal justice system. 

But Mr. President, it is also impor- 
tant to remember that the number of 
people convicted for crack violations 
each year is just 3,430. I am more con- 
cerned, to be blunt, about the millions 
of people living in our cities whose 
quality of life is being ruined. These 
people have equal rights to safe neigh- 
borhoods. 

To those who say the Federal Gov- 
ernment is locking up tens of thou- 
sands of nonviolent, low-level offend- 
ers, let me say this: We studied that 
question. What we found was that out 
of the 3,430 crack defendants convicted 
in 1994, the number of youthful, small- 
time crack offenders with no prior 
criminal history and no weapons in- 
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volvement, sentenced іп Federal 
courts, was just 51. The median crack 
defendant was convicted of trafficking 
109 grams—more than 2,000 rocks or 
doses. Only ten percent of crack de- 
fendants had trafficked less than 2-3 
grams of crack—the equivalent of 40-60 
doses. 

And finally, on Tuesday, September 
12, HHS released alarming figures 
showing drug use up sharply among our 
young people. Mr. President, this is not 
the time to be sending the message 
that we are weakening social sanctions 
against the drug trade. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this legislation. 


D.C. BOOTH HISTORIC FISH 
HATCHERY 


Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I rise 
today in honor of the rededication of 
the D.C. Booth Historic Fish Hatchery 
in Spearfish after extensive renova- 
tions. These developments represent 
exciting opportunities for learning and 
historic preservation. 

It was Senator Pettigrew, one of 
South Dakota’s earliest and most 
prominent Senators, who first appro- 
priated funding for the hatchery in the 
189075. Originally called the Spearfish 
National Fish Hatchery, it was later 
renamed in honor of the original super- 
intendent, D.C. Booth. The facility is 
now almost 100 years old and has been 
listed on the National Register of His- 
toric Places. It is one of the oldest fish- 
eries west of the Mississippi River and 
now plays a significant role in western 
South Dakota’s tourism industry, 
bringing in over 200,000 visitors each 
year. 

I worked closely with my colleagues 
on South Dakota’s congressional dele- 
gation to authorize the renovation of 
the D.C. Booth Fish Hatchery. In 1991, 
Congress recognized the historic impor- 
tance of this fish hatchery. Funding 
was subsequently provided to renovate 
the existing facilities. In addition, an 
underwater fish viewing area and a new 
historical fishery records and archive 
center were constructed. The archive 
center, which collects and preserves 
the national public historical fishery 
records and artifacts, is the only one of 
its kind in the country. 

Over the years, the hatchery has also 
made strides towards improving fish 
population and diversity in western 
South Dakota. Interestingly enough, 
the trout which are raised at the D.C. 
Booth Fish Hatchery are not native to 
the Black Hills area. This hatchery 
originally was responsible for stocking 
not only the Black Hills, but also Yel- 
lowstone National Park. 

One particularly interesting feature 
which will soon be available to tour is 
an old Federal Fishcar Service railroad 
car. At one time, trout eggs were 
transported to and from Spearfish in 
refrigerated rail cars. With the advent 
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of faster transportation, this method 
has long since been abandoned. When 
the exhibit is finished, visitors will be 
able to walk through a renovated rail 
car, complete with original dishes and 
trout egg storage trays. 

On Sunday, September 24, 1995, a 
ceremony was held in Spearfish, SD, to 
rededicate the renovated D.C. Booth 
Historic Fish Hatchery. This ceremony 
would not have been possible without 
the hard work and dedication of Mr. 
Arden Trandahl, director of the site for 
the Fish and Wildlife Service. During 
his tenure in Spearfish, he has been 
thoroughly committed to preserving 
the historic significance of the hatch- 
ery. 

Thanks to the devotion of Arden 
Trandahl and the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the State of South Dakota, 
and the community of Spearfish, this 
renovation project is now a reality. I 
would also like to thank Molly Salcone 
and the other members of the D.C. 
Booth Society. As president of this 
non-profit society, she has fostered a 
unique private-public partnership 
which provided valuable assistance in 
the restoration of the D.C. Booth Fish 
Hatchery. This project is a great exam- 
ple of how we can all work together to 
make things happen. 

The renovated D.C. Booth Historic 
Fish Hatchery provides a unique edu- 
cational experience, combining past 
and present fish management. I extend 
my congratulations and best wishes for 
the future success of the facility. 


THE FOUR EAGLES MEMORIAL 


Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, 
today I would like to call attention to 
а monument recently dedicated to the 
memory of four men who lost their 
lives in a catastrophic plane crash near 
Minot, ND. The crash occurred during 
a blizzard in February 1994, as the pilot 
and passengers—three Indian Health 
Service [IHS] doctors—were travelling 
to several IHS clinics in the area. 

The West River Monument Co. of 
Rapid City, SD, constructed a monu- 
ment made of Dakota mahogany gran- 
ite as a tribute to the victims of the 
crash. This monument, entitled ‘‘Four 
Eagles Memorial,” was dedicated on 
Saturday, September 16, 1995. 

For years now, I have been a strong 
advocate for small aircraft safety. It 
saddens me each time I learn of air- 
craft-related fatalities. The men who 
lost their lives in the crash were dedi- 
cated to their work, their families, and 
their friends. Their loss continues to be 
felt. ч 

Yet, tributes like the one made to 
these men are heartfelt. While a year 
and one-half have passed since this 
tragedy, we will not forget the victims 
of the crash. My thoughts continue to 
be with the families and friends of the 
men who perished in this unfortunate 
accident. The Four Eagles Memorial 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


will serve to remind us always of these 
four admired and well-respected men. 

A recent article appeared in the 
Rapid City Journal of Rapid City, SD, 
regarding the dedication of the memo- 
rial. I ask unanimous consent that this 
article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Rapid City Journal, Sept. 15, 1995) 
MEMORIAL TO DOCTORS DEDICATED SATURDAY 
(By Bill Harlan) 


Granite monument will honor the three In- 
dian Health Service doctors killed in 1994 
plane crash. 

Stone cutter Ken Krzyzanowski will etch 
the doctor’s names into the monument. 
Brandon Zander, a Stevens High School sen- 
ior who works part-time at West River 
Monument Co., helped create the design. He 
is the son of the manager of West River 
Monument. 

John DuBray says many people helped cre- 
ate the monument to three Indian Health 
Service doctors who died in a plane crash 
last year. 

But DuBray is especially grateful to LeRoy 
Zander, manager of West River Monument 
Co. of Rapid City, which is building the me- 
morial. 

“Не didn't know us from Adam, and һе 
went above and beyond. He really did his 
best," DuBray said. 

The Four Eagles Memorial” is a granite 
monument that will stand nearly four feet 
tall when placed on its round concrete base 
in front of the main building at Sioux San 
Hospital. 

DuBray and other Sioux San personne! will 
dedicate the memorial in a ceremony at 11 
a.m. Saturday at the hospital, where two of 
the three doctors worked. The public is in- 
vited. 

This week, the doctors’ names are being 
etched on three sides of the “Dakota mahog- 
апу” granite, along with brief professional 
and personal descriptions. 

An inscription on the fourth side will de- 
scribe the purpose of the monument, which 
is “іп lasting memory of our courageous 
physicians.” 

The four-sided memorial will rest on a 
round base, and two granite benches will be 
installed nearby, inscribed with names of the 
members of the doctors’ families. 

DuBray is a public health nursing assist- 
ant at Sioux San, and he also is coordinating 
the memorial project. He also worked with 
two of the doctors. 

The doctors’ plane went down in a blizzard 
near Minot, N.D., on Feb. 24, 1994. IHS were 
visiting IHS clinics in the region. 

DuBray said four eagles on the monument 
and four juniper trees that will be planted at 
the site will memorialize the three doctors 
and the pilot, who also was killed. 

The memorial cost $6,500, all of it donated. 

Funds came from Sen. Tom Daschle, D- 
S.D., Sen. Larry Pressler, R-S.D., doctors of 
the Black Hills Regional Eye Institute, fami- 
lies of the doctors who were killed and other 
donors. 

The doctors killed were Arvo Oopik, 37, a 
cardiologist based in North Carolina; Chris- 
topher Krogh, 45, a maternity and infant- 
care specialist based at Sioux San, and 
Ruggles Stahn, 46, a diabetes specialist also 
based at Sioux San. 

The pilot of the plane was Ed Mellen, 53, 
who also died in the crash, and flew for B&L 
Aviation. 
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U.S.-SINO RELATIONS 


Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, last 
Friday I had the opportunity to speak 
before the Washington chapter of the 
Asia Society on the subject of U.S.- 
Sino relations. I would like to share 
that speech with my colleagues, and 
ask unanimous consent that the text 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


TOWARDS A NEW CHINA POLICY 

I'm very pleased to be here this morning to 
inaugurate the Asia Society’s new forum se- 
ries featuring members of Congress with re- 
sponsibility for Asian policy issues. I'm also 
pleased to see Ambassador Nathan of Singa- 
pore, the new Sri Lankan ambassador, and 
Minister Zhang Keyuan from the Chinese 
embassy are here with us today. 

The Subcommittee on East Asian and Pa- 
cific Affairs of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, which I chair, has jurisdiction 
over Asia from Burma and Mongolia east to 
the shores of California. As you are all well 
aware, this area is probably the most dy- 
namic in the world right now. With China, 
Taiwan, Japan, Hong Kong, Singapore and 
Vietnam, it is the economic engine that will 
drive the world economy into the 2lst Cen- 
tury and beyond. 

Among all these established and develop- 
ing economies, with 1.2 billion people, a GDP 
equivalent around 52.73 trillion, a national 
product real growth rate last year of 13.4 per- 
cent, it is clear that the chief economic and 
political “tiger” that will dominate Asia іп 
the years to come is the People’s Republic of 
China. As such, the dynamics of our bilateral 
relationship will become even more impor- 
tant—both for us and the other countries in 
the region—in the years ahead, The U.S.- 
Sino relationship is a major focus of the 
work of the subcommittee. Of the six sub- 
stantive hearings the subcommittee has held 
this year, four have concerned the PRC; we 
are planning at least three more before the 
close of the year. It is that relationship 
which I have been asked to address this 
morning. 

It will come as no surprise to those of you 
here this morning that the US-Sino relation- 
ship is not presently at its best. Since the 
administration’s decision to admit Taiwan's 
President Lee for a private visit, we have 
seen the most serious deterioration of rela- 
tions since the Tiananmen Massacre. I won't 
engage in a step-by-step analysis of each of 
the incidents which have afflicted our rela- 
tionship in the past year for two main rea- 
sons. First, I believe that you are all inti- 
mately familiar with them and their recita- 
tion would be redundant. More importantly, 
however, I believe that the problem is much 
more fundamental than those issues. 

The core problem in U.S.-Sino relations is 
that we lack a coherent and clearly articu- 
lated foreign policy. Unfortunately, the 
phrase “Clinton foreign policy” is an 
oxymoron. Instead, of having clear proactive 
policy goals, and making them and our 
strong commitment to them known to the 
countries concerned, this administration 
drifts from reaction to reaction. The pitfalls 
of this kind of reactive policy are clearly ap- 
parent in what's been going on in Bosnia; 
and they are clearly apparent in our rela- 
tionship with the PRC. 

In my view, for there to be a viable foreign 
policy between, say, country A and country 
B, you should be able to ask officials from A 
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what its policy towards В is, ask В what A's 
policy towards B is, and get pretty close to 
the same answer from each. According to the 
Chinese, however, our policy towards them is 
one of containment. According to our State 
Department, it is one of “constructive en- 
gagement.“ You can see the problem here 
there is a very large conceptual gap between 
these two. 

“Constructive engagement" seems to me, 
and others I have spoken with, to be a bit 
vague. The administration describes it this 
way. Say there are 1,000 different individual 
issue strands that make up our over-all bi- 
lateral relationship. On some of the issues 
we're in complete agreement, others in par- 
tial agreement, and others in complete dis- 
agreement. So, we'll work on those areas 
where we might expect some progress, and 
not press those where we conflict. The ad- 
ministration calls this a policy. In my view, 
though, this is no policy at all, but 1,000 sep- 
arate conflicting little policies. From what I 
hear from the Chinese, both officially and 
unofficially, they find it rather confusing as 
well. 

This confusion is made worse by the do- 
mestic climate in each respective country. 
First, in the United States, there are the 
complications caused by the fact that na- 
ture, and the Congress, abhor a vacuum. 
When Congress perceives a lack of leadership 
on the foreign policy stage, it has tradition- 
ally been quick to step in and supply its own. 
This often leads to conflicting policies be- 
tween the two branches and sends confusing 
signals abroad. A clear example is the visit 
of President Lee. The administration stated 
categorically that it would not issue a visa 
for Lee to pay a private visit to the United 
States. Both houses of Congress, on the other 
hand, made clear by overwhelming votes 
that he should be admitted. 

In the P.R.C., the ongoing jockeying for 
power in the soon-to-be-post-Deng-Xiaoping 
era has also accentuated the problems in the 
bilateral relationship. In times of political 
flux in China, one of the tried and true ways 
of establishing one’s conservative com- 
munist bona fides is to be stridently 
xenophobic. To be seen as coddling the Unit- 
ed States, or giving in to its demands, сап 
thus be the functional equivalent of political 
suicide. As a result, during periods of transi- 
tion such as this Chinese reaction to inci- 
dents it considers provocations is often over- 
blown for domestic consumption. I hate to 
keep coming back to Taiwan as an example, 
but I strongly believe the PRC's overreaction 
to our admitting President Lee—for an unof- 
ficial visit well within the parameters of the 
three joint communiques—is a direct result 
of its leadership courting the political sup- 
port of the conservatives in the PLA. 

So, ladies and gentlemen, given all these 
problems I believe that the time has come to 
reevaluate and restructure our China policy, 
and that reevaluation needs to start with the 
very core premise upon which it is built. I'm 
sure if you've ever listened to administration 
or PRC officials, read the Congressional 
RECORD or the People’s Daily, or spoken with 
a variety of public policy figures, you have 
heard the oft-repeated statement that our 
two countries need to be good friends, or 
need to return to being good friends, or 
shouldn't let present frictions stand in the 
way of what should be our close friendship. 

I would love for the U.S. to be close friends 
with China, but expecting us to be close 
friends at this point in history overlooks a 
fundamental problem: the PRC is a totali- 
tarian state, a communist dictatorship; the 
United States is a democracy. Almost by def- 
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inition, a close friendship between two such 
diametrically opposed systems is impossible. 
Friendships are based on shared aspirations, 
shared goals, shared dreams; but our most 
fundamental views of politics and human 
freedoms are poles apart. This is not a pessi- 
mistic view, or the view based on some anti- 
China bias, or a Republican view, or a con- 
servative view; it is a reality. The Chinese 
are rightly fond of their proverbs, and I 
would invoke one here to illustrate my 
point: “На lu bu tong xöng“! — Tigers and 
deer do not walk together.“ To delude our- 
selves into thinking that as countries we 
will be anything near close friends is just 
that, a delusion. 

I think both we and the Chinese govern- 
ment have to recognize that there are cer- 
tain fundamental issues upon which, under 
our present political systems, we will never 
agree and which realistically preclude the 
kind of relationship we have with other 
countries in the region such as Japan. Hav- 
ing said that, however, I would note it does 
not mean that we can't establish a construc- 
tive working relationship with them based 
on areas where we have shared interests. I 
think that it’s the difference between the 
friendship among close personal friends and 
a friendship based on, say, a business rela- 
tionship. For example, it’s the difference be- 
tween my friendship with fellow Wyoming 
Senator Al SIMPSON and my friendship with 
Chinese Ambassador Li Daoyu. I grew up in 
Wyoming with Al, went to the same high 
school; the two of us have shared experiences 
and ideals that have made us the best of 
friends. Ambassador Li and I have a different 
friendship. I enjoy our meetings, I find our 
contacts helpful and informative, but our 
friendship is primarily business-based; there 
is not that closeness, nor would we either of 
us expect that there would be. 

What our two countries need to do, then, is 
start over from that point, and work to re- 
shape the very nature of our bilateral rela- 
tionship. We need to build that relationship 
around a core of mutual respect and our 
shared goals. We need to state what the pa- 
rameters of the policy are, and then we need 
to stick to them. In that way there are no 
surprises, no unmet expectations, no confu- 
sion on either side. 

The most obvious area where we share in- 
terests is in the economic sphere. 16 is а 
symbiotic relationship; we have the techno- 
logical know-how and the products, they 
have the desire to expand their economy and 
the almost unlimited market. This is prob- 
ably our most stable and dependable com- 
monality, problems with the rule of law and 
intellectual property rights aside. This sta- 
bility is illustrated by the fact that during 
the recent downturn in our relationship, our 
economic ties remain relatively unscathed. 
Consequently, trade would probably be a 
good place to start to restructure the basis 
of the relationship. Secondly, we both have a 
general interest in maintaining a stable 
Asia. Instability endangers markets, endan- 
gers both our national security interests, 
and alienates and endangers our relation- 
ships with other countries in the region. 
This provides another base from which to 
build. 

There will continue to be areas of real dis- 
agreement between us. But I believe that by 
mutually redefining our relationship (and I 
do not mean here, for the benefit of the Chi- 
nese government, in any way redefining our 
commitment to the three communiqũes or 
the “опе China“ policy) we can perhaps min- 
imize the effect those disagreements have on 
our bilateral relationship. I think that by 
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being a bit more realistic about what kind of 
friendship we can have, we will somewhat 
lower our mutual expectations. When expec- 
tations in a relationship are lowered, blows 
to that relationship tend to have less of a 
disruptive impact. 

Let me note in closing that I am not an 
Asia expert. Many of you in this room this 
morning have been pursuing Asian affairs for 
decades. I do not pretend to know all the nu- 
ances and eddies and currents of this part of 
the world. But let me quote once again a 
Chinese proverb: “Dang ju zhe mi, pang guan 
zhe ding! — “Observers can see a chess game 
more clearly than the players." Perhaps it is 
time for a fresh approach. 


re 00 


THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 


Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, before 
discussing today’s bad news about the 
Federal debt, how about another go,” 
as the British put it, with our pop quiz. 
Remember? One question, one answer. 

The question: How many millions of 
dollars does it take to add up a trillion 
dollars? While you are thinking about 
it, bear in mind that it was the U.S. 
Congress that ran up the Federal debt 
that now exceeds $4.9 trillion. 

To be exact, as of the close of busi- 
ness yesterday, September 25, the total 
Federal debt—down to the penny— 
stood at $4,949,968,824,497.45, of which, 
on a per capita basis, every man, 
woman and child in America owes 
$18,790.17. 

Mr. President, back to our pop quiz, 
how many million in a trillion: There 
are a million million in a trillion. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

A message from the House of Rep- 
resentatives announced that the 
Speaker has signed the following en- 
rolled bills: 

H.R. 1817. An act making appropriations 
for military construction, family housing, 
and base realignment and closure for the De- 
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end- 
ing September 30, 1996, and for other pur- 
poses. 

H.R. 1854. An act making appropriations 
for the Legislative Branch for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1996, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The enrolled bills were subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. THURMOND). 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, which were referred as indi- 
cated: 

EC-1471. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency. transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, a report entitled, “Arms Control, 
Nonproliferation and Disarmament Studies 
Completed in 1994”; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 
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PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The following petitions and memori- 
als were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

РОМ-305. A resolution adopted by the Sen- 
ate of the Legislature of the State of Alaska; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

“SENATE RESOLVE No. 3 

Whereas the closure of the Naval Air Fa- 
cility in Adak, Alaska, is anticipated to 
occur is 1995; and 

“Whereas the land and existing infrastruc- 
ture of the facility could be used after the 
closure to benefit people and businesses in 
the state, as well as to serve the long-term 
interests of the state and the federal govern- 
ment; and 

“Whereas the closure of the facility pre- 
sents a unique opportunity to develop a new 
community for the western Aleutians, to 
promote commercial ventures, and to use the 
existing land and infrastructure for commu- 
nity purposes; and 

“Whereas, unless appropriate steps are 
taken immediately to preserve the buildings 
and other infrastructure from damage by 
wind and moisture, the future use of the ex- 
isting infrastructure and the development of 
the Adak community will be jeopardized; be 


it 

“Resolved, That the Senate supports the 
conversion of the Naval Air Facility in 
Adak, Alaska, into a facility that can be 
used beneficially by the citizens of the west- 
ern Aleutians; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Senate respectfully re- 
quests the United States Department of De- 
fense to 

(1) take effective and timely measures to 
preserve the infrastructure that constitutes 
the Naval Air Facility in Adak, Alaska; 

(2) work closely with all federal and state 
agencies, the Department of the Navy, and 
the Aleut Corporation regarding the future 
use of the facility after its closure; 

(3) designate in a timely manner an au- 
thority, preferably the Aleut Corporation, 
for developing the future use of the property 
constituting the facility; and 

(4) arrange for the transfer of the property 
that constitutes the facility to the Aleut 
Corporation as part of the corporation's enti- 
tlement under 43 U.S.C. 1601-1641 (Alaska Na- 
tive Claims Settlement Act).“ 

POM-306. A resolution adopted by the 
Cable Television Board of Campbell County, 
Kentucky relative to telecommunications; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

POM-307. A resolution adopted by the Sen- 
ate of the Legislature of the State of Califor- 
nia to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

“SENATE RESOLUTION МО. 21 

‘Whereas, rail passenger service provided 
by the National Rail Passenger Corporation 
(Amtrak) is energy-efficient and environ- 
mentally beneficial, consuming less energy 
per passenger-mile than airlines and causing 
less air pollution; and 

“Whereas, Amtrak provides mobility to 
citizens of many smaller communities poorly 
served by air and bus services, as well as to 
senior citizens, disabled people, students, 
and persons with medical conditions that 
prevent them from flying, who need trains as 
а travel option; and 

“Whereas, travel by Amtrak is safer than 
driving, on a passenger-mile basis, and Am- 
trak operates even in severe weather condi- 
tions; and 
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“Whereas, Amtrak travel rose 48 percent 
from 1982 to 1993, and Amtrak dramatically 
increased the amount of its operating cost 
paid from revenues; and 

“Whereas, the expansion of Amtrak service 
by using existing rail rights-of-way would 
cost less and use less land than the construc- 
tion of new highways and airports, and would 
further Amtrak’s energy-efficiency advan- 
tage; and 

“Whereas, Federal investment in Amtrak 
has fallen in the last decade while it has 
risen for airports and highways; and 

“Whereas, while states may use higheay 
trust fund тспеу as an 80-percent federal 
match for a variety of nonhighway pro- 
grams, they are prohibited from using those 
moneys for Amtrak projects; and 

Whereas, Amtrak pays a fuel tax that air- 
lines do not pay; Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Senate of the State of Cali- 
fornia, That the President and the Congress 
of the United States are respectfully memo- 
rialized to do all of the following: 

(1) Maintain or increase federal funding 
for Amtrak. 

“(2) Extend to Amtrak the same exemption 
from fuel taxes that is afforded airlines. 

(3) Allow states to use federal highway 
trust fund moneys for Amtrak projects if 
they so choose. 

“(4) Include a strong Amtrak system in 
any plans for a National Transportation Sys- 
tem; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate 
transmit copies of this resolution to the 
President and Vice President of the United 
States, to the Speaker of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, and to each Senator and Rep- 
resentative from California in the Congress 
of the United States.” 


——ůů— 


POM-308. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

“ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 28 


“Whereas, the future success of Califor- 
nia's economy and the future welfare of its 
citizens rests upon its ability to increase the 
employment skills and competitiveness of 
its people and to stimulate economic growth; 
and 

"Whereas, the improvement of California's 
employment capabilities and competitive- 
ness of its people requires high quality edu- 
cation supported by an advanced tele- 
communications and information infrastruc- 
ture; and 

“Whereas, increases in the productivity 
and competitiveness of California’s edu- 
cation and public library system are essen- 
tial to upgrading the quality of the existing 
education system; and 

“Whereas, the development of an advanced 
state-of-the-art telecommunications and in- 
formation infrastructure, utilizing modern 
information processing technology in Cali- 
fornia's education and library system, linked 
locally, nationally, and internationally to 
businesses, residences, and other public and 
private services, is essential for achieving a 
quality educational system in a cost-effec- 
tive manner; and 

“Whereas, the development of an advanced 
state-of-the-art telecommunications infra- 
structure in California is essential to pro- 
moting the economic competitiveness of the 
state, improving the literacy and employ- 
ment skill level of its citizens, and ensuring 
the future vitality of its educational and li- 
brary systems; and 

“Whereas, California must ensure that the 
state benefits from telecommunications in- 
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frastructure advances and ensure universal 
access to information and education re- 
sources for all residents of the state; and 

“Whereas, California must assume a posi- 
tion of economic leadership and national 
prominence in the information age by fund- 
ing school and library information infra- 
structure in a manner which is technology 
and provider neutral; and 

“Whereas, California will attain a superior 
technology and provider neutral school and 
public library information and telecommuni- 
cations infrastructure by utilizing and inte- 
grating, on a nondiscriminatory basis, the 
technology and services of numerous state- 
of-the-art providers; and 

“Whereas, current funding mechanisms 
may not provide California’s schools and 
public libraries with the funds needed to con- 
struct the infrastructure necessary to take 
advantage ої telecommunications tech- 
nologies and services, to purchase those serv- 
ices, or to provide the education, training, 
and information needs they are intended to 
serve; and 

“Whereas, the current Congress has ex- 
pressed its belief in the concept that the in- 
dividual states are better able to determine 
their individual needs and are better posi- 
tioned to determine how moneys should be 
spent to address those needs; and 

“Whereas, the Federal Communications 
Commission is charged with the responsibil- 
ity of administering the radio frequency 
spectrum as a national asset for the benefit 
of the American public; and 

“Whereas, the Federal Communications 
Commission is currently conducting an auc- 
tion of radio spectrum that will be used by 
winners of that auction to provide personal 
communications services; and 

“Whereas, the Federal Communications 
Commission auction has generated moneys 
in excess of seven billion dollars which is ap- 
proximately three billion dollars more than 
the approximately four billion dollars that 
has been earmarked for budget deficit reduc- 
tion, and that this approximately three bil- 
lion dollars should be shared with the indi- 
vidual states so that they may accelerate de- 
velopment of their telecommunications in- 
frastructure by using public institutions 
such as schools and public libraries as cata- 
lysts: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Congress 
of the United States enact whatever laws are 
necessary to allow each state to share in the 
proceeds of the current Federal Communica- 
tions Commission auction of radio spectrum 
for purposes of funding their schools’ and 
public libraries’ telecommunications and in- 
formation infrastructure; and be it further 

“Resolved, That revenues received as a re- 
sult of this resolution be efficiently ex- 
pended in a technology and provider neutral 
manner using California’s schools and public 
libraries as catalysts to accelerate the devel- 
opment of the state’s telecommunications 
and information infrastructure; and be it 
further 

“Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As- 
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit- 
ed States, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, and to each Senator and 
Representative from California in the Con- 
gress of the United States.” 

POM-309. A resolution adopted by the City 
Council of Puyallup, Washington relative to 
spent nuclear fuel; to the Committee on En- 
vironment and Public Works. 

POM-310. A resolution adopted by the As- 
sembly of Fairbanks North Star Borough, 
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Alaska relative to the Arctic National Wild- 
life Refuge; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

РОМ-311. A resolution adopted by the 
Chamber of Commerce of Lake City, Min- 
nesota relative to nuclear waste; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

POM-312. A resolution adopted by the Cali- 
fornia-Pacific Annual Conference of the 
United Methodist Church relative to the 
Ward Valley Dump Site; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

POM-313, A resolution adopted by the Mid- 
western Legislative Conference of the Coun- 
cil of State Governments relative to spent- 
fuel shipping casks; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Natural Resources. 

POM-314. A resolution adopted by the Mid- 
western Legislative Conference of the Coun- 
cil of State Governments relative to spent 
nuclear fuel shipments; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

POM-315. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 3 


“Whereas, the internationally respected 
United States Geological Survey has been 
proposed for possible elimination; and 

“Whereas, the United States Geological 
Survey traces its history back to 1879 when 
Congress created an agency to identify natu- 
ral hazards and locate natural resources; and 

“Whereas, the United States Geological 
Survey counts among its former directors 
John Wesley Powell, the explorer who made 
the first boat trip down the Colorado River 
through the Grand Canyon; and 

“Whereas, the loss of the United States Ge- 
ological Survey would seriously damage the 
nation’s efforts to improve water quality, 
prevent landslides, locate minerals, and 
identify unsafe construction sites and suit- 
able toxic waste disposal sites; and 

“Whereas, geologists with the United 
States Geological Survey have contributed 
to efforts by engineers and urban planners to 
revise building codes to improve earthquake 
preparedness; and 

“Whereas, the National Weather Service 
issues flood advisory warnings based on in- 
formation from the United States Geological 
Survey; and 

“Whereas, the volcanic activity monitor- 
ing of the United States Geological Survey 
resulted in, for example, the early warning of 
the impending eruption of Mount Pinatubo 
in the Philippines which caused the evacu- 
ation of Clark Air Force Base and saved 
thousands of lives; and 

“Whereas, the United States Geological 
Survey provides approximately 1,500 jobs in 
California, primarily in Menlo Park, Pasa- 
dena, and Sacramento; and 

“Whereas, the state’s flood, earthquake, 
and volcanic monitoring programs all depend 
on information from the automated instru- 
ment networks maintained by the United 
States Geological Survey to protect the 
public’s safety; and 

“Whereas, the state’s water agencies rely 
on the United States Geological Survey's 
water resources division—the agency's larg- 
est single program—to compile data that 
serve as the basis for flood forecasting and 
water distribution statewide; and 

“Whereas, the budget of the United States 
Geological Survey has remained static for 
years and, was cut by $13.2 million this year, 
and the agency has already been ordered to 
cut its staff by 12 percent by 1999: Now, 
therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla- 
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ture of the State of California respectfully 
memorializes the President and Congress to 
not eliminate the United States Geological 
Survey; and be it further 

“Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As- 
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit- 
ed States, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, and to each Senator and 
Representatives from California in the Con- 
gress of the United States.” 

POM-316. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 


“ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 33 


“Whereas, Fredonyer Mountain and 
Fredonyer Pass are located 15 miles west of 
Susanville in the Lassen National Forest, 
and are named after an early resident of the 
area, Atlas Fredonyer, who is credited with 
discovery of the pass in 1850; and 

“Whereas, in May 1862, Atlas Fredonyer 
was tried and convicted in Quincy for inces- 
tuous and criminal assault upon his 15-year 
old daughter Sally for which crime he was 
incarcerated in the State Prison at San 
Quentin; and 

"Whereas, naming the mountain and pass 
after Atlas Fredonyer, given his crimes and 
subsequent conviction, seems improper, un- 
acceptable, and undeserving to the residents 
of Lassen County and the state; and 

“Whereas, on March 2, 1995, Lassen County 
Deputy Sheriff Larry Griffith became the 
first peace officer in the county to be killed 
in the line of duty in the last 25 years; and 

“Whereas, Deputy Griffith was responding 
to a domestic dispute that day when he was 
mortally wounded while providing cover for 
fellow officers at the scene, which action 
saved the lives of two officers: Now, there- 
fore be it 

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla- 
ture of the State of California respectfully 
memorializes the United States Board on Ge- 
ographic Names, United States Geological 
Survey, to rename Fredonyer Mountain and 
Fredonyer Pass to Griffith Mountain and 
Griffith Pass in honor and recognition of the 
sacrifice made by Deputy Sheriff Larry Grif- 
fith on behalf of the residents of Lassen 
County; and be it further 

“Resolved, That upon renaming the moun- 
tain and pass, a memorial plaque be erected, 
in a suitable location on the pass, to memo- 
rialize Deputy Sheriff Griffith and the coura- 
geous event that led to renaming the sites 
after him, and be it further 

“Resolved, That the design, construction, 
and erection of the plaque be a cooperative 
effort of the federal government and the resi- 
dents of the community; and be it further 

“Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As- 
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the Unit- 
ed States, to the Secretary of Interior, to the 
Director of the United States Geological 
Survey, to the Speaker of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, and to each Senator and Rep- 
resentative from California in the Congress 
of the United States.” 

POM-317. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Oregon; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 


“HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 14 


“Whereas the Oregon and California Rail- 
road Grant lands (“О & С Lands”) were origi- 
nally conveyed into private ownership the 
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Act of July 25, 1866 (as amended by the Acts 
of June 25, 1868, and April 10, 1869), and the 
Act of May 4, 1870, to aid, in conjunction 
with construction of a railway, in the eco- 
nomic development of the State of Oregon 
and its communities; and 

"Whereas the railway was built but the in- 
tent of the original grants to facilitate com- 
munity development was not carried out and 
on February 14, 1907, the State of Oregon pe- 
titioned the Congress of the United States by 
legislative memorial to take steps necessary 
to compel action in furtherance of the origi- 
nal intent of the land grants; and 

“Whereas the О & С Lands were revested to 
the United States by the Act of June 9, 1916, 
for the purpose of management and redis- 
position to achieve the original goal of eco- 
nomic development of local communities, 
particularly in the 18 Oregon counties within 
which the О & С Lands are situated (“O & C 
Counties"); and 

“Whereas the United States ceased re- 
conveying the grant lands back into private 
ownership and, instead, Congress placed 
them by the Act of August 28, 1937, into man- 
agement for the sustained yield of timber 
with minimum harvest levels to provide for 
long-term community stability in the O & C 
Counties, conservation of watersheds and 
provision of recreational opportunities; and 

“Whereas the State of Oregon by legisla- 
tive memorial on April 27, 1951, petitioned 
Congress to transfer title to the lands to the 
State of Oregon to help achieve the efficient 
management of the lands for the benefit of 
the people of the State of Oregon; and 

“Whereas approximately $1 billion in reve- 
nues that would, under the law, have gone to 
the O & C Counties since 1952 were instead 
retained by the Federal Government with 
the understanding that the revenue would be 
used to improve the sustained yield capacity 
of the O & C Lands and would increase the 
annual harvests and revenues from the О%С 
Lands; and 

"Whereas the Federal Government із not 
now complying with its obligations under 
the Act of August 28, 1937, and has reduced 
the annual harvest below required minimum 
levels, thereby endangering the economic 
stability of the O & C Counties, their timber- 
dependent communities and the families de- 
pendent on timber jobs: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Legislative Assembly of the 
State of Oregon: That the Congress of the 
United States be and hereby is urged to pass 
such legislation as will result in the transfer 
of title to the O & C Lands to the State of 
Oregon, subject to such terms and conditions 
as are necessary to assure management in 
perpetuity for the sustained yield of timber 
to stabilize and support the O & C Counties, 
conserve watersheds and provide rec- 
reational opportunities to all citizens, as set 
forth in the Act of August 28, 1937, and to 
provide sound wildlife management and pro- 
tect cultural resources; and be it further 

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution 
shall be sent to the President, the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives and the Presi- 
dent of the Senate of the United States and 
to each member of the Oregon Congressional 
Delegation.” 

POM-318. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Texas; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources: 

“SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 8 

“Whereas, the United States Department 
of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, in times 
past has assisted the people of the State of 
Texas by cooperating with state and local 
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governments in development of the state’s 
water resources for municipal and industrial 
purposes; and 

“Whereas, the projects developed by the 
Bureau of Reclamation in Texas are com- 
plete and have been turned over to local 
sponsors of the projects for operation; and 

“Whereas, the water made available by 
such projects is water of the State of Texas, 
managed under the laws of Texas by the 
Texas Natural Resource Conservation Com- 
mission and local governmental entities; and 

“Whereas, Bureau of Reclamation projects 
in Texas were authorized by congress and 
constructed under contracts that require re- 
payment of the local share of costs to the 
Bureau of Reclamation; and 

“Whereas, the Bureau of Reclamation's 
current actual function is largely limited to 
supervision or repayment of the local share 
of costs; and 

“Whereas, in recent years the Bureau of 
Reclamation’s mission has shifted from 
water resource conservation and develop- 
ment to oversight and management of exist- 
ing projects; and 

“Whereas, the Bureau of Reclamation, in 
an effort to support extended oversight and 
management activities, has imposed fees and 
charges on local sponsors for services that 
are neither necessary nor desired; and 

“Whereas, State and local governments 
can manage local water resource projects 
more economically and efficiently for the 
benefit of all citizens and the environment of 
the State of Texas without assistance from 
the Bureau of Reclamation; and 

“Whereas, the Legislature of the State of 
Texas favors elimination of unfunded federal 
mandates, unnecessary federal bureaucracy, 
and elimination of federal debt; and 

“Whereas, elimination of operational ex- 
penses for the Bureau of Reclamation and 
immediate repayment of project indebted- 
ness due would assist in balancing the fed- 
eral budget: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the 74th Legislature of the 
State of Texas hereby endorse management 
of state water resource projects by state and 
local governmental entities created for that 
purpose without restraint, interference, or 
unsolicited assistance from the Bureau of 
Reclamation; and, be it further 

“Resolved, That the Texas Water Develop- 
ment Board, as requested by those entities, 
is directed to assist local and regional enti- 
ties in acquiring, either for the local entities 
or the state, the Bureau of Reclamation own- 
ership interest in existing projects in Texas; 
and, be it further 

“Resolved, That the Texas Legislature 
hereby encourage and urge congress to adopt 
legislation facilitating acquisition of the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation interests in existing 
projects in Texas by the state and local gov- 
ernments; and, be it further 

“Resolved, That the Texas Secretary of 
State forward official copies of this resolu- 
tion to the United States Department of In- 
terior, Bureau of Reclamation, the President 
of the United States, the president of the 
senate and the speaker of the house of rep- 
resentatives of the United States, and all 
members of the Texas delegation to the con- 
gress with the request that it be officially 
entered in the Congressional Record as a me- 
Morial to the Congress of the United 
States.” 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 
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By Mrs. KASSEBAUM, from the Commit- 
tee on Labor and Human Resources: 

Ernest W. DuBester, of New Jersey, to be a 
Member of the National Mediation Board for 
a term expiring July 1, 1998. 

Daniel A. Mica, of Virginia, to be a Mem- 
ber of the Board of Directors of the United 
States Institute of Peace for a term expiring 
January 19, 1997. 

Hughey Walker, of South Carolina, to be a 
Member of the National Council on Disabil- 
ity for a term expiring September 17, 1996. 

Thomas R. Bloom, of Virginia, to be In- 
spector General, Department of Education. 

Harris Wofford, of Pennsylvania, to be 
Chief Executive Officer of the Corporation 
for National and Community Service. 

The following candidates for personnel ac- 
tion in the regular corps of the Public Health 
Service subject to qualifications therefore as 
provided by law and regulations: 

To be assistant surgeon 


Patricia A. Berry Michael E. Toedt 


Christine Casey Catherine L. 
Stephanie E, Woodhouse 
Markman 


(The above nominations were re- 
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi- 
nees’ commitment to respond to re- 
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen- 
ate.) 

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Committee 
on Armed Services: 

The following named officer under the pro- 
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec- 
tion 152, for reappointment as Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and reappointment 
to the grade of general while serving in that 
position under the provisions of title 10, 
United States Code, section 601(a): 

CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
To be general 


Gen. John M. Shalikashvili, 331-30-8495, 
U.S. Army. 

(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that he be 
confirmed.) 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself and 
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN): 

5. 1273. A bill to amend the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1986 to allow a credit for interest 
paid on education loans; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

Ву Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr. SIMP- 
SON, Mr. NICKLES, and Mr. INHOFE): 

S. 1274. A bill to amend the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act to improve management of re- 
mediation waste, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. KYL, and 
Mrs. HUTCHISON): 

S. 1275. A bill to provide for appropriate 
remedies for prison condition lawsuits, to 
discourage frivolous and abusive prison law- 
suits, and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 
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STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself 
and Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN): 

S. 1273. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a credit 
for interest paid on education loans; to 
the Committee on Finance. 
‘THE HIGHER EDUCATION INVESTMENT ACT OF 1995 
е Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation on 
behalf of myself and my able colleague 
from Illinois, Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN. 
We call it the Higher Education Invest- 
ment Act of 1995. We hope that this bill 
will launch an individual income tax 
credit for interest paid by young people 
on their student loans. 

Our own young people are the ones 
who truly must balance the Federal 
budget for the long run. I believe that 
if we on Capitol Hill want to do our 
part to balance the Federal budget for 
the long run, then we must aid human 
investment in one of its highest forms: 
knowledge gained through education. 
As the U.S. Senate, with an obligation 
toward the national economy, we must 
underwrite higher education as an eco- 
nomic investment toward future Fed- 
eral tax revenues. This bill is the work- 
able legislative vehicle. 

As a practical matter of income tax 
credits, the Higher Education Invest- 
ment Act of 1995 provides targeted tax- 
payers with a credit for up to 20 per- 
cent of the interest paid during the 
first 5 years in which payments are re- 
quired on qualified educational loans. 
A student taxpayer may utilize both 
this credit and the standard deduction. 
Thus, a young person, or young mar- 
ried couple, can utilize this credit re- 
gardless of whether they are fortunate 
enough to have the money to begin 
buying a home and enjoying its related 
tax benefits. In fact, we intend this bill 
to aid young people, who are just start- 
ing out in life, in their effort to retain 
enough cash so that they too can have 
a chance at beginning the good life 
that many of us from older generations 
have enjoyed. 

As a Congress, we have been decades 
in saddling the next generation with 
the burden of paying off our national 
debt. At a minimum, we should allow 
its members a mechanism to leverage 
themselves to accomplish their enor- 
mous task. To earn the necessary cash 
flow to succeed, and to not slip into a 
lower standard of living that we cur- 
rently enjoy, the members of the next 
generation must arm themselves both 
with knowledge and income potential. 
During the past decade, tuition and 
fees at both public and private colleges 
and universities have increased at 
rates far exceeding inflation. During 
the same decade we in Congress elimi- 
nated the interest deduction for stu- 
dent loans. Thus, we require the next 
generation to not only borrow more 
than we borrowed, we force them pay 
more than we paid. All of us must find 


September 26, 1995 


it ironic that, in their efforts to settle 
up on our open account, which is full of 
our excesses, we have denied them the 
same tax benefitted education that we 
enjoyed. 

The social cost is enormous. Large 
volumes of student loan debt steer stu- 
dents away from socially useful though 
low paying careers such as teaching, 
research, or public service. It curbs en- 
trepreneurial action because entre- 
preneurial ventures involve risk, and 
large, fixed, monthly student loan re- 
payment obligations do not lend them- 
selves to a young person’s appetite for 
risk. Without this student loan inter- 
est credit, which is consistent with a 
progressive tax code, we will fail to in- 
vest in our most long lived and produc- 
tive assets: the minds of our electorate. 

Therefore, Mr. President, we chal- 
lenge our colleagues to once again un- 
derwrite knowledge by first underwrit- 
ing and co-sponsoring this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to include the bill in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

5. 1273 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Higher Edu- 
cation Investment Act of 1995”, 

SEC. 2, CREDIT FOR INTEREST ON EDUCATION 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart A of part IV of 
subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to nonrefund- 
able personal credits) is amended by insert- 
ing after section 22 the following new sec- 
tion: 

“SEC. 23. INTEREST ON EDUCATION LOANS. 

“(а) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—In the case of 
an individual, there shall be allowed as a 
credit against the tax imposed by this chap- 
ter for the taxable year an amount equal to 
20 percent of the interest paid by the tax- 
payer during the taxable year on any quali- 
fied education loan. 

„b) MAXIMUM CREDIT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided іп 
paragraph (2), the credit allowed by sub- 
section (a) for the taxable year shall not ex- 
ceed $500 ($1,000 in the case of 2 or more indi- 
viduals with qualified higher education ex- 
penses paid by any qualified education loan). 

“(2) LIMITATION BASED ON MODIFIED AD- 
JUSTED GROSS INCOME.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—If the modified adjusted 
gross income of the taxpayer for the taxable 
year exceeds $40,000 ($60,000 in the case of a 
joint return), the amount which would (but 
for this paragraph) be allowable as a credit 
under this section shall be reduced (but not 
below zero) by the amount which bears the 
same ratio to the amount which would be so 
allowable as such excess bears to $15,000. 

(B) MODIFIED ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.— 
The term ‘modified adjusted gross income’ 
means adjusted gross income determined— 

„) without regard to sections 135, 911, 931, 
and 933, and 

(ii) after application of sections 86, 219, 
and 469. 

“(С) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In the case 
of any taxable year beginning after 1996, the 
$40,000 and $60,000 amounts referred to in sub- 
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paragraph (A) shall be increased by an 
amount equal to— 

“(i) such dollar amount, multiplied by 

„(ii) the cost-of-living adjustment deter- 
mined under section (1)(f)(3) for the calendar 
year in which the taxable year begins, except 
that subparagraph (В) of subsection (1)(f)(3) 
shall be applied by substituting ‘1995’ for 
11992. 

(D) ROUNDING.—If any amount as adjusted 
under subparagraph (C) is not a multiple of 
$50, such amount shall be rounded to the 
nearest multiple of $50 (or, if such amount is 
a multiple of $25, such amount shall be 
rounded to the next highest multiple of $50). 

“(c) LIMITATION ON TAXPAYERS ELIGIBLE 
FOR CREDIT.—No credit shall be allowed by 
this section to an individual for the taxable 
year if a deduction under section 151 with re- 
spect to such individual is allowed to an- 
other taxpayer for the taxable year begin- 
ning in the calendar year in which such indi- 
vidual's taxable year begins. 

(d) LIMIT ON PERIOD CREDIT ALLOWED,— 

“(1) TAXPAYER AND TAXPAYER'S SPOUSE.— 
Except as provided in paragraph (2), a credit 
shall be allowed under this section only with 
respect to interest paid on any qualified edu- 
cation loan during the first 60 months 
(whether or not consecutive) in which inter- 
est payments are required. For purposes of 
this paragraph, any loan and all refinancings 
of such loan shall be treated as 1 loan. 

“(2) DEPENDENT.—If the qualified education 
loan was used to pay education expenses of 
an individual other than the taxpayer or the 
taxpayer's spouse, a credit shall be allowed 
under this section for any taxable year with 
respect to such loan only if— 

“(А) a deduction under section 151 with ге- 
spect to such individual is allowed to the 
taxpayer for such taxable year, and 

“(В) such individual is at least a half-time 
student with respect to such taxable year. 

“(е) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion— 

“(1) QUALIFIED EDUCATION LOAN.—The term 
‘qualified education loan’ means any indebt- 
edness incurred to pay qualified higher edu- 
cation expenses— 

“(А) which are incurred on behalf of the 
taxpayer, the taxpayer’s spouse, or a depend- 
ent of the taxpayer, 

“(В) which are paid or incurred within а 
reasonable period of time before or after the 
indebtedness is incurred, and 

“(C) which are attributable to education 
furnished during a period during which the 
recipient was at least a half-time student. 
Such term includes indebtedness used to re- 
finance indebtedness which qualifies as a 
qualified education loan. The term ‘qualified 
education loan’ shall not include any indebt- 
edness owed to a person who is related (with- 
in the meaning of section 267(b) or 707(b)(1)) 
to the taxpayer. 

“(2) QUALIFIED HIGHER EDUCATION EX- 
PENSES.—The term ‘qualified higher edu- 
cation expenses“ means the cost of attend- 
ance (as defined in section 472 of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965, 20 U.S.C. 108711, as in 
effect on the day before the date of the en- 
actment of this Act) of the taxpayer, the 
taxpayer's spouse, ог a dependent of the tax- 
payer at an eligible educational institution. 
For purposes of the preceding sentence, the 
term ‘eligible educational institution’ has 
the same meaning given such term by sec- 
tion 135(с)(3), except that such term shall 
also include an institution conducting an in- 
ternship or residency program leading to a 
degree or certificate awarded by an institu- 
tion of higher education, a hospital, or a 
health care facility which offers post- 
graduate training. 
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(3) HALF-TIME STUDENT.—The term ‘half- 
time student’ means any individual who 
would be a student as defined in section 
151(сХ4) if ‘half-time’ were substituted for 
‘full-time’ each place it appears in such sec- 
tion. 

“(4) DEPENDENT.—The term ‘dependent’ has 
the meaning given such term by section 152. 

“(f) SPECIAL RULES.— 

“(1) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—No credit 
shall be allowed under this section for any 
amount for which a deduction is allowable 
under any other provision of this chapter. 

“(2) MARRIED COUPLES MUST FILE JOINT RE- 
TURN.—If the taxpayer is married at the 
close of the taxable year, the credit shall be 
allowed under subsection (a) only if the tax- 
payer and the taxpayer's spouse file a joint 
return for the taxable year. 

“(3) MARITAL STATUS.—Marital status shall 
be determined in accordance with section 
7703." 

(b) REPORTING REQUIREMENT,— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subpart В of part ІП of 
subchapter A of chapter 61 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to informa- 
tion concerning transactions with other per- 
sons) is amended by inserting after section 
6050P the following new section: 

“SEC. 6050Q. RETURNS RELATING TO EDUCATION 
LOAN INTEREST RECEIVED ІМ 
TRADE OR BUSINESS FROM INDIVID- 
UALS. 

“(а) EDUCATION LOAN INTEREST OF $600 OR 
MORE.—Any person— 

“(1) who is engaged in a trade or business, 
and 

“(2) who, in the course of such trade or 
business, receives from any individual inter- 
est aggregating $600 or more for any calendar 
year on any qualified education loan, 
shall make the return described in sub- 
section (b) with respect to each individual 
from whom such interest was received at 
such time as the Secretary may by regula- 
tions prescribe. 

“(р) FORM AND MANNER ОҒ RETURNS.—A re- 
turn is described in this subsection if such 
return— 

(J) із in such form as the Secretary may 
prescribe, 

“(2) contains 

“(А) the name and address of the individ- 
ual from whom the interest described in sub- 
section (a) ) was received, 

“(В) the amount of such interest received 
for the calendar year, and | 

“(С) such other information as the Sec- 
retary may prescribe. 

“(c) APPLICATION TO GOVERNMENTAL 
UniTs.—For purposes of subsection (a): 

“(1) TREATED AS PERSONS.—The term per- 
son’ includes any governmental unit (and 
any agency or instrumentality thereof). 

“(2) SPECIAL RULES.—In the case of a gov- 
ernmental unit or any agency or instrumen- 
tality thereof— 

(A) subsection (a) shall be applied without 
regard to the trade or business requirement 
contained therein, and 

(B) any return required under subsection 
(a) shall be made by the officer or employee 
appropriately designated for the purpose of 
making such return. 

“(4) STATEMENTS ТО BE FURNISHED ТО INDI- 
VIDUALS WITH RESPECT TO WHOM INFORMA- 
TION IS REQUIRED.—Every person required to 
make a return under subsection (a) shall fur- 
nish to each individual whose name is re- 
quired to be set forth in such return a writ- 
ten statement showing— 

“(1) the name and address of the person re- 
quired to make such return, and 

(2) the aggregate amount of interest de- 
scribed in subsection (а)2) received by the 


26446 


person required to make such return from 
the individual to whom the statement is re- 
quired to be furnished. 

The written statement required under the 
preceding sentence shall be furnished on or 
before January 31 of the year following the 
calendar year for which the return under 
subsection (a) was required to be made. 

(e) QUALIFIED EDUCATION LOAN DEFINED.— 
For purposes of this section, except as pro- 
vided in regulations prescribed by the Sec- 
retary, the term ‘qualified education loan’ 
has the meaning given such term by section 
23(e)(1). 

“(f) RETURNS WHICH WOULD BE REQUIRED 
То BE MADE BY 2 OR MORE PERSONS.—Except 
to the extent provided in regulations pre- 
scribed by the Secretary, in the case of inter- 
est received by any person on behalf of an- 
other person, only the person first receiving 
such interest shall be required to make the 
return under subsection (а).” 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) The table of sections for subpart A of 
part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
inserting after the item relating to section 
22 the following new item: 


“Sec. 23. Interest on education loans.” 


(2) The table of sections for subpart B of 
part III of subchapter A of chapter 61 of such 
Code is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 6050P the following new 
item: 


“Sec. 6050Q. Returns relating to education 
loan interest received in trade 
or business from individuals." 


(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to any 
qualified education loan (as defined in sec- 
tion 23(е)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986, as added by this section) incurred on, 
before, or after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, but only with respect to any loan 
interest payment due after December 31, 
1995, and before the termination of the period 
described in section 23(d)(1) of such Code. 


By Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr. 
SIMPSON, Mr. NICKLES, and Mr. 


INHOFE): 

S. 1274. A bill to amend the Solid 
Waste Disposal Act to improve man- 
agement of remediation waste, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

THE REMEDIATION WASTE MANAGEMENT 
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1995 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, since the 
beginning of this year, administration 
officials have said they both need and 
want more regulatory flexibility to 
continue achieving environmental 
clean up goals through the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act 


[RCRA]. 

I want to share with my colleagues 
several quotes. They are useful to set 
the stage for my legislation. 

President Clinton, this past January 
in his State of the Union Address, said 
that: * * we need common sense and 
fairness * * * and we [can] still clean 
up toxic waste dumps. And we ought to 
do it.” 

President Clinton even declared on 
March 16th that he needs legislative re- 
forms to: “% * * fix provisions of RCRA 
* * * [to avoid] high costs and marginal 
environmental benefit.” 
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Vice-President GORE, this spring, 
promised that: environmental 
protection * * * will protect more and 
cost less * * %” in his Reinventing Gov- 
ernment brochure. 

EPA Administrator Browner, this 
spring, testified to our Senate’s Envi- 
ronment and Public Works Committee 
that: “* * * reform efforts are so cru- 
cial; we must meet these challenges 
with commonsense cost-effective meas- 
ures.” 

EPA’s Head of the Office of Solid 
Waste, Mr. Shapiro, this summer, testi- 
fied to the House’s Commerce Sub- 
committee that: * * we have learned 
[бо] rely on * * * our State partners, 
and we have learned that flexibility is 
vital to our success.“ 

ЕРА, this spring, reaffirmed its com- 
mitment to permanently implement 
the regulatory status of petroleum con- 
taminated media under the Under- 
ground Storage Tank Program to avoid 
„„ delays in remediation action 
and increases in remediation costs.” 

EPA’s briefing document, this sum- 
mer, reported that DOD wanted cost to 
be factored into level of cleanups, and 
even OMB advocated a one-regulator 
cleanup approach. 

The Reinventing Government bro- 
chure went on to assure that by July 15 
of this year a package of rifle shot re- 
forms would be delivered to Congress. 

The administration was sending out 
a loud and consistent theme: 

First, RCRA reforms are desired; 

Second, RCRA reforms are needed 
this year; and 

Third, RCRA reforms must be legisla- 
tive. 

I heard the administration’s message. 

Let’s also recognize that Americans 
clearly are fed up with ineffective envi- 
ronmental programs that do little for 
clean-up, but lots for lawyers. They do 
not want their hard-earned tax dollars 
being wasted. 

Thoughtful citizens are exhausted by 
excessive, prescriptive regulations that 
exaggerate risks which too often are 
based upon emotion rather than sci- 
entific evidence. Buzzword phrases like 
“rational rules,” “reasonably expected 
scenarios, stop Federal mandates,” 
and ‘‘one-size does not fit-all” are typi- 
cal and part of everyday, commonplace 
dialogue from Hernando to Excatawpa, 
MS. 

I heard the Public’s message too. 

Before I go any further, I want to be 
up-front about my goals for this legis- 
lation: First, make RCRA work faster 
and cheaper; Second, remove regula- 
tions that are counterproductive to 
cleanups; Third, streamline agency de- 
cisionmaking; and Fourth, give states 
authority to make decisions. 

Now, I want to explain why my envi- 
ronmental policy reform bill just con- 
centrates on RCRA: 

True, it is a program that does not 
have an attention getting name, like 
Superfund. Some would even say it is a 
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program with an unpronounceable 
name. 

True, it is a program which perhaps 
many Americans are not aware of. But 
it is far more widespread then 
Superfund. 

My colleagues need to hear a few 
numbers to understand why Congress 
needs to deal with RCRA: 

There are five times as many RCRA 
sites as there are Superfund sites. In 
Mississippi there are just two 
Superfund sites, but there are over 40 
RCRA Corrective Action Sites. 

And, a respected study conducted 4 
years ago reported that roughly $240 
billion will be spent on RCRA remedi- 
ation. As a reference point that is near- 
ly $100 billion more than will be spent 
on the notorious Superfund. 

RCRA is a big, albeit invisible, and 
expensive program that the adminis- 
tration wants to reform. 

Well, so do I. 

I have responded with a sensible, re- 
sponsive and responsible legislative so- 
lution. It is not a comprehensive 
across-the-board reform, rather it is 
surgical approach which targets just a 
few specific problem areas. The admin- 
istration calls it rifle-shot legislative 
fixes. 

My legislative solution has two basic 
straight-forward features which will 
save billions and remediate quicker all 
without inhibiting or lessening envi- 
ronmental protection: 

First, it replaces inappropriate RCRA 
requirements originally designed to 
minimize the amount of routinely gen- 
erated hazardous waste with a remedi- 
ation action plan concept which will 
maximize site cleanup by empowering 
state regulators to make common 
sense cleanup decisions, and to give 
them authority to enforce these deci- 
sions. 

Second, it codifies the regulatory 
status of cleanup materials ensuring 
the continuation of the highly success- 
ful Underground Storage Tank Correc- 
tive Action Program. 

I believe it makes sense to focus this 
environmental reform effort to an in- 
cremental method. We need to go step- 
by-step making directed changes and 
then pausing to examine the con- 
sequences before returning with addi- 
tional legislation. 

That is why my bill deals with only 
two issues. It avoids Washington’s 
Christmas tree mentality of loading up 
on numerous disconnected changes. It 
also sidesteps policy matters which are 
more appropriately handled through 
the upcoming Superfund reauthoriza- 
tion. 

My legislative solution will merely 
tailor RCRA’s regulatory process to 
site-specific remediation to ensure 
common sense, enforceable cleanup 
occur. I urge my colleagues to examine 
my proposal. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


S. 1274 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. REMEDIATION WASTE MANAGEMENT 
IMPROVEMENT. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 1004 of the Solid 
Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6903) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

(42) COMPLIANCE AUTHORITY.—The term 
‘compliance authority’ means the authority 
to issue, enter into, approve, enforce, and en- 
sure compliance with a remedial action plan. 

“(43) NONPROGRAM STATE.—The term ‘non- 
program State’ means a State other than a 
program State. 

(44) ORIGINATING STATE.—The term ‘origi- 
nating State’ means a State in which reme- 
diation waste is generated under a remedial 
action plan. 

(45) PROGRAM STATE.—The term ‘program 
State’ means a State that has a State reme- 
diation waste management program author- 
ized under section 3006(i). 

“(46) REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN.—The term 
‘remedial action plan’ means a document ог 
portion of a document (including but not 
limited to, an order, permit, or agreement) 
that— 

(A) is issued, entered into, or approved by 
the Administrator or a program State; 

(B) ensures that the management of the 
remediation waste is performed in a manner 
that is protective of human health and the 
environment by specifying— 

“(i) the remediation waste that is the sub- 
ject of the document; 

(ii) the manner in which the remediation 
waste will be managed; 

„(ii) the methods of remediation; and 

(iv) the schedule for implementation; and 

“(С) has been the subject of appropriate 
public notice and comment; and 

D) provides for the exercise of compli- 
ance authority in accordance with section 
3001()Х1) and, in the case of a plan over апу 
portion of which any other entity (a State or 
the Administrator) other than the entity 
that issued or entered into the plan is to ex- 
ercise compliance authority, has the concur- 
rence of the other entity for the portion of 
the plan for which the other entity has com- 
pliance authority, except that nothing in 
this subparagraph applies to remediation 
waste that is managed in accordance with 
subtitle C. 

“(47) REMEDIATION WASTE.—The term re- 
mediation waste’ means a solid waste or any 
medium (including ground water, surface 
water, soil, and sediment) generated during 
implementation of a remedial action plan 
that— 

(A) is, or is derived from, a listed hazard- 
ous waste; 

(В) contains or is mixed with a listed haz- 
ardous waste; or 

“(С) exhibits a characteristic of а hazard- 
ous waste.“ 

(b) IDENTIFICATION AND LISTING.—Section 
3001 of the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 
U.S.C. 6921) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“()) REMEDIATION WASTE.— 

“(1) COMPLIANCE AUTHORITY.— 

“(А) PROGRAM STATES.—Except as provided 
in section 3008, a program State shall exer- 
cise compliance authority with respect to a 
remedial action plan insofar as the remedial 
action plan describes the management of re- 
mediation waste in the program State. 
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“(В) NONPROGRAM STATES.—The Adminis- 
trator shall exercise compliance authority 
with respect to a remedial action plan inso- 
far as the remedial action plan describes the 
management of remediation waste in a non- 
program State. 

“(С) REMEDIATION WASTE MANAGED INTER- 
STATE.—With respect to the management of 
remediation waste under a remedial action 
plan that provides that part of the manage- 
ment will be performed in another State 
other than the originating State— 

(i) if the other State is a program State, 
the program State shall exercise compliance 
authority with respect to the portions of the 
remedial action plan describing the manage- 
ment of remediation waste in the other 
State; or 

(ii) if the other State із a nonprogram 
State, the Administrator shall exercise com- 
pliance authority with respect to the por- 
tions of the remedial action plan describing 
the management of remediation waste in the 
other State. 

“(2) CONDITIONAL EXCLUSION.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of this subtitle, 
remediation waste that is managed under a 
remedial action plan shall not to be a haz- 
ardous waste for purposes of this subtitle.“ 

(c) AUTHORIZED STATE HAZARDOUS WASTE 
REMEDIATION PROGRAMS.—Section 3006 of the 
Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6926) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(i) AUTHORIZED STATE REMEDIATION 
WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS.— 

“(1) STATES WITH AUTHORIZED HAZARDOUS 
WASTE PROGRAMS,— 

“(А) CERTIFICATION.—A State that has а 
hazardous waste program authorized under 
subsection (b) may submit to the Adminis- 
trator a certification, supported by such doc- 
umentation as the State considers to be ap- 
propriate, demonstrating that the State 
has— 

(i) statutory and regulatory authority 
(including appropriate enforcement author- 
ity) to control the management of remedi- 
ation waste from generation to final disposal 
in a manner that is protective of human 
health and the environment; 

“(ii) resources in place to administer and 
enforce the authorities; and 

“(iii) procedures to ensure public notice 
and opportunity for comment on remedial 
action plans submitted to the State. 

(B) INTERIM AUTHORIZATION.—Subject to 
subparagraph (С)(111), beginning 60 days after 
submission of a certification under subpara- 
graph (A), the State may proceed to carry 
out the remediation waste management pro- 
gram of the State until the Administrator is- 
sues a final determination under subpara- 
graph (C). 

“(С) DETERMINATION.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date on which a State submits to 
the Administrator a certification under sub- 
paragraph (A), after public notice and oppor- 
tunity for comment, the Administrator shall 
issue to the State and publish in the Federal 
Register a determination that— 

(J) the certification meets all of the cri- 
teria stated in subparagraph (A), and the 
State has final authorization to carry out 
the remediation waste management program 
of the State; or 

“(ID the certification fails to meet 1 or 
more of the criteria stated in subparagraph 
(A), stating with particularity the elements 
of the State program that are considered to 
be deficient, and that the deficiency would 
be likely to result in a State remediation 
waste management program that is not pro- 
tective of human health and the environ- 
ment. 
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(ii) DEFAULT.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided іп 
subclause (II), if the Administrator does not 
issue a determination under clause (i) within 
18 months after the date on which a State 
submits to the Administrator a certification 
under subparagraph (A), the certification 
shall be considered to meet all of the criteria 
stated in subparagraph (A), and the State 
shall have final authorization to carry out 
the remediation waste management program 
of the State. 

(I) WITHDRAWAL OF AUTHORIZATION.—If 
the Administrator subsequently withdraws 
authorization for a State remediation waste 
program in accordance with subsection (e), 
the Administrator shall ensure completion of 
any ongoing remedial action plan. 

(111) PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION.—If the 
Administrator determines that— 

) on preliminary review, it appears that 
it will likely be determined after notice and 
comment that a certification fails to meet 1 
or more of the criteria stated in subpara- 
graph (A); and 

“(П) injury to human health or the envi- 
ronment would likely result from interim 
implementation of the State remediation 
waste management program under subpara- 
graph (B), 
the Administrator may issue a preliminary 
determination to the State, and the State 
shall not have interim authorization under 
subparagraph (B). 

“(2) STATES WITHOUT AUTHORIZED HAZARD- 
OUS WASTE PROGRAMS.— 

(А) CERTIFICATION,—A State that does not 
have a hazardous waste program authorized 
under subsection (b) may submit to the Ad- 
ministrator a certification, supported by 
such documentation as the State considers 
to be appropriate, demonstrating that the 
State has— 

„) statutory and regulatory authority 
{including appropriate enforcement author- 
ity) to control the management of remedi- 
ation waste from generation to final disposal 
in a manner that is protective of human 
health and the environment; 

i) resources in place to administer and 
enforce the authorities; and 

(iii) procedures to ensure public notice 
and opportunity for comment on remedial 
action plans submitted to the State. 

“(В) INTERIM AUTHORIZATION.—Beginning 1 
year after a certification under subparagraph 
(A), the State may proceed to carry out the 
remediation waste management program of 
the State until the Administrator issues a 
determination under subparagraph (C). 

“(С) DETERMINATION.— 

“(i) ІМ GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date on which a State submits to 
the Administrator a certification under sub- 
paragraph (A), after public notice and oppor- 
tunity for comment, the Administrator shall 
issue to the State and publish in the Federal 
Register a determination that— 

„D the certification meets all of the cri- 
teria stated in subparagraph (A), and the 
State has final authorization to carry out 
the remediation waste management program 
of the State; or 

“(П) the certification fails to meet 1 or 
more of the criteria stated in subparagraph 
(A), stating with particularity the elements 
of the State program that are considered to 
be deficient. 

(10 DEFAULT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subclause (II), if the Administrator does not 
issue a determination under clause (i) within 
2 years after the date on which a State sub- 
mits to the Administrator a certification 
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under subparagraph (A), the certification 
shall be considered to meet all of the criteria 
stated in subparagraph (A), and the State 
shall have final authorization to carry out 
the remediation waste management program 
of the State. 

(ID WITHDRAWAL OF AUTHORITY.—If the 
Administrator subsequently withdraws au- 
thorization for a State remediation waste 
management program in accordance with 
subsection (e), the Administrator shall en- 
sure completion of any ongoing remedial ac- 
tion plan.“ 

(d) ENFORCEMENT.—Section 3008(a) of the 
Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6928(a))) 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by striking “paragraph (2)” and insert- 
ing "paragraphs (2) and (3)”; and 

(В) by inserting after subtitle“ the fol- 
lowing: "ог any requirement contained in a 
remedial action plan issued or entered into 
by the Administrator or with respect to 
which the Administrator exercises compli- 
ance authority under section 3001())”; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (4); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing: 

(8) REMEDIATION WASTE.— 

“(А) NOTICE OF VIOLATION.—Notwithstand- 
ing any other provision of this section, if, on 
the basis of any information, the Adminis- 
trator determines that a person has violated 
or is in violation of any requirement for the 
management of remediation waste contained 
in a remedial action plan implemented under 
a State remediation waste management pro- 
gram authorized under section 3006(i), the 
Administrator shall provide notice to the 
State in which the violation occurred or is 
occurring prior to commencing any action to 
require compliance with the requirements of 
the remedial action plan. 

B) COMPLIANCE ORDER.—If, after the 30th 
day after the Administrator issues a notice 
of violation under subparagraph (A), a State 
has not taken appropriate action to require 
compliance with requirements of the reme- 
dial action plan, the Administrator may 
issue an order or commence an action under 
paragraph (1) to enforce the remediation 
waste management requirements of the re- 
medial action plan.“. 

(e) RELEASE, DETECTION, PREVENTION, AND 
CORRECTION.—Section 9003 of the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6991b) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(1) PETROLEUM-CONTAMINATED MEDIA AND 
DEBRIS.—Petroleum-contaminated media 
and debris that fail the test for toxicity 
characteristics due to organics issued by the 
Administrator under section 3001, and are 
subject to corrective action under this sec- 
tion, shall not be considered to be hazardous 
waste for purposes of subtitle С.”. 


By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. 
KYL, and Mrs. HUTCHISON): 

S. 1275. A bill to provide for appro- 
priate remedies for prison condition 
lawsuits, to discourage frivolous and 
abusive prison lawsuits, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

THE PRISON CONDITIONS LITIGATION REFORM 

ACT 
è Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, І in- 
troduce legislation that I believe is es- 
sential if we are to restore public con- 
fidence in government's ability to pro- 
tect the public safety. Moreover, it will 
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accomplish this purpose not by spend- 
ing more taxpayer money but by sav- 
ing it. 

This legislation removes enormous 
obstacles the Federal Government has 
placed in the path of States’ and local- 
ities’ ability to protect their residents. 
I would like to highlight three of these 
obstacles and explain what we are 
going to do to remove them. 

First, in many jurisdictions includ- 
ing my own State of Michigan, judicial 
orders entered under Federal law raise 
the costs of running prisons far beyond 
what is necessary. These orders also 
thereby undermine the legitimacy and 
punitive and deterrent effect of prison 
sentences. 

Second, in other jurisdictions, judi- 
cial orders entered under Federal law 
actually result in the release of dan- 
gerous criminals from prisons. 

Third, these orders are com- 
plemented by a veritable torrent of 
prisoner lawsuits. Although these suits 
are found non-meritorious the vast ma- 
jority of the time (over 99 percent, for 
example, in the ninth circuit), they oc- 
cupy an enormous amount of State and 
local time and resources; time and re- 
sources that would be better spent in- 
carcerating more dangerous offenders. 

Let me start with the problems in 
my own State of Michigan. 

Under a series of judicial decrees re- 
sulting from Justice Department suits 
against the Michigan Department of 
Corrections, the Federal courts now 
monitor our State prisons to deter- 
mine: 

1. How warm the food is. 

2. How bright the lights are. 

3. Whether there are electrical out- 
lets in each cell. 

4. Whether windows are inspected and 
up to code. 

5. Whether prisoners’ hair is cut only 
by licensed barbers. 

6. And whether air and water tem- 
peratures are comfortable. 

Elsewhere, American citizens are put 
at risk every day by court decrees. I 
have in mind particularly decrees that 
cure prison crowding by declaring that 
we must free dangerous criminals be- 
fore they have served their time, or not 
incarcerate certain criminals at all be- 
cause prisons are too crowded. 

The most egregious example is the 
city of Philadelphia. For the past 8 
years, a Federal judge has been over- 
seeing what has become a program of 
wholesale releases of up to 600 criminal 
defendants per week to keep the prison 
population down to what she considers 
an appropriate level. 

Under this order, there are no indi- 
vidualized bail hearings on a defend- 
ant’s criminal history before deciding 
whether to release the defendant before 
trial. Instead, the only consideration is 
what the defendant is charged with the 
day of his or her arrest. 

No matter what the defendant has 
done before, even, for example, if he or 
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she was previously convicted of mur- 
der, if the charge giving rise to the ar- 
rest is a non-violent crime, the defend- 
ant may not be held pretrial. Moreover, 
the so-called non-violent crimes in- 
clude stalking, carjacking, robbery 
with a baseball bat, burglary, drug 
dealing, vehicular homicide, man- 
slaughter, terroristic threats, and gun 
charges. 

As a result Philadelphia, which be- 
fore the cap had about 18,000 outstand- 
ing bench warrants, now has almost 
50,000. In reality, though, no one is out 
looking for these fugitives. Why look? 
If they were found, they would just be 
released back onto the streets under 
the prison cap. 

In the meantime thousands of defend- 
ants who were out on the streets be- 
cause of the cap have been rearrested 
for new crimes, including 79 murders, 
959 robberies, 2,215 drug dealing 
charges, 701 burglaries, 2,748 thefts, 90 
rapes, and 1113 assaults. 

Looking at the same material from 
another vantage point: In 1993 and 1994, 
over 27,000 new bench warrants for mis- 
demeanor and felony charges were is- 
sued for defendants released under the 
cap. That’s 63 percent of all new bench 
warrants in 1993 and 74 percent of all 
new bench warrants for the first 6 
months of 1994. 

Failure to appear rates for crimes 
covered by the cap are all around 70 
percent, as opposed to, for example, 
non-covered crimes like aggravated as- 
sault, where the rate is just 3 percent. 
The Philadelphia fugitive rate for de- 
fendants charged with drug dealing is 
76 percent, three times the national 
rate. 

Over 100 persons in Philadelphia have 
been killed by criminals set free under 
the prison cap. Moreover, the citizenry 
has understandably lost confidence in 
the criminal justice system’s ability to 
protect them. And the criminals, on 
the other hand, have every reason to 
believe that the system can’t do any- 
thing about them. 

All of this would be bad enough if it 
were the result of a court order to cor- 
rect serious constitutional violations 
committed by the Philadelphia correc- 
tions system. But it is not. 

Indeed, a different Federal judge re- 
cently found that conditions in Phila- 
delphia’s oldest and most decrepit fa- 
cility—Holmesburg Prison—met con- 
stitutional standards. 

These murderous early releases are 
the result of a consent decree entered 
into by the prior mayoral administra- 
tion from which the current adminis- 
tration has been unable to extricate it- 
self. 

Finally, in addition to massive judi- 
cial interventions in State prison sys- 
tems, we also have frivolous inmate 
litigation brought under Federal law; 
this litigation also ties up enormous 
resources. Thirty-three States have es- 
timated that Federal inmate suits cost 
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them at least $54.5 million annually. 
The National Association of Attorneys 
General have extrapolated that number 
to conclude that nationwide the costs 
are at least $81.3 million. Since, accord- 
ing to their information, more than 95 
percent of these suits are dismissed 
without the inmate receiving anything, 
the vast majority of the $81.3 million 
being spent is attributable to non-mer- 
itorious cases. 

Mr. President, in my opinion this is 
all wrong. People deserve to keep their 
tax dollars or have them spent on 
projects they approve. They deserve 
better than to have their money spent, 
on keeping prisoners in conditions 
some Federal judge feels are desirable 
(although not required by any provi- 
sion of the Constitution or any law). 
And they certainly don’t need it spent 
on defending against frivolous prisoner 
lawsuits. 

And convicted criminals, while they 
must be accorded their constitution 
rights, deserve to be punished. I think 
virtually everybody believes that while 
these people are in jail they should not 
be tortured, but they also should not 
have all the rights and privileges the 
rest of us enjoy, and that their lives 
should, on the whole, be describable by 
the old concept known as hard time. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today will return sanity and State con- 
trol to our prison systems. It will do so 
by limiting judicial remedies in prison 
cases and by limiting frivolous prisoner 
litigation. 

First, we must curtail interference 
by the Federal courts themselves in 
the orderly administration of our pris- 
ons. This is not to say that we will 
have no court relief available for pris- 
oner suits, only that we will try to re- 
tain it for cases where it is needed 
while curtailing its destructive use. 

Most fundamentally, the proposed 
bill forbids courts from entering orders 
for prospective relief (such as regulat- 
ing food temperatures) unless the order 
is necessary to correct violations of in- 
dividual plaintiffs’ Federal rights. 

It also requires that the relief be nar- 
rowly drawn and be the least intrusive 
means of protecting the federal rights. 
And it directs courts to give substan- 
tial weight to any adverse impact on 
public safety or the operation of the 
criminal justice system caused by the 
relief. 

No longer will prison administration 
be turned over to Federal judges for 
the slightest reason. Instead, the 
States will be able to run prisons as 
they see fit unless there is a constitu- 
tional violation, in which case a nar- 
rowly tailored order to correct the vio- 
lation may be entered. 

The bill also will make it more dif- 
ficult for judges to release dangerous 
criminals back into the population, or 
to prevent the authorities from incar- 
cerating them in the first place. 

To accomplish this, the legislation 
forbids courts from entering release or- 
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ders except under very limited cir- 
cumstances. The court first must have 
entered an order for less intrusive re- 
lief, which must be shown to have 
failed to cure the violation of Federal 
rights. If a Federal court reaches this 
conclusion, it must refer the question 
of whether or not to issue a release 
order to a three judge district court. 

This court must find by clear and 
convincing evidence that crowding is 
the primary cause of the violation of a 
Federal right and that no other relief 
will remedy the violation of the Fed- 
eral right. Then the court must find, 
by a preponderance of the evidence, 
that the crowding had deprived par- 
ticular plaintiffs of at least one essen- 
tial, identifiable human need, and that 
prison officials have either deliberately 
subjected the plaintiffs to this depriva- 
tion or have been deliberately indiffer- 
ent to it. 

As important, this legislation pro- 
vides that any prospective relief order 
may be terminated on the motion of ei- 
ther party 2 years after the later of the 
grant of relief or the enactment of the 
bill. The court shall grant the termi- 
nation unless it finds that the original 
prerequisites for granting it are 
present at that time. 

No longer, then, will we have consent 
decrees, such as those in Michigan 
under which judges control the prisons 
literally for decades. 

Finally, the bill contains several 
measures to reduce frivolous inmate 
litigation. The bill limits attorney's 
fee awards. In addition, prisoners no 
longer will be reimbursed for attor- 
ney’s fees unless they prove an actual 
statutory violation. 

No longer will courts award attor- 
ney’s fees simply because the prison 
has changed pre-existing conditions. 
Only if those conditions violated a pris- 
oner's rights will fees be awarded. 

Prisoners who succeed in proving a 
statutory violation will be reimbursed 
only for fees directly and reasonably 
incurred in proving that violation. 

In addition, attorney’s fees must be 
proportionally related to the court or- 
dered relief. No longer will attorneys 
be allowed to charge massive amounts 
to the State for the service of correct- 
ing minimal violations. 

And no longer will attorneys be al- 
lowed to charge very high fees for their 
time. The fee must be calculated at an 
hourly rate no higher than that set for 
court appointed counsel. And up to 25 
percent of any monetary award the 
court orders the plaintiff wins will go 
toward payment of the prisoner’s at- 
torney’s fees. 

The bill also prohibits prisoners who 
have filed three frivolous or obviously 
nonmeritorious in forma pauperis civil 
actions from filing any more unless 
they are in imminent danger of severe 
bodily harm. 

Also, to keep prisoners from using 
lawsuits as an excuse to get out of jail 
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for a time, pretrial hearings generally 
will be conducted by telephone, so that 
the prisoner stays in prison. 

Mr. President, these reforms will de- 
crease the number of frivolous claims 
filed by prisoners. They will decrease 
prisoners’ incentives to file suits over 
how bright their lights are. At the 
same time, they will discourage judges 
from seeking to take control over our 
prison systems, and to micromanage 
them, right down to the brightness of 
their lights. 

This is a far-reaching bill, Mr. Presi- 
dent. One aimed at solving a complex, 
costly, and dangerous problem. Its sev- 
eral provisions will discourage frivo- 
lous lawsuits and promote State con- 
trol over State prison systems. At the 
same time, this legislation will help 
protect convicted criminals’ constitu- 
tional rights without releasing them to 
prey on an innocent public or keeping 
them in conditions so comfortable that 
they lose their deterrent effect. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

5. 1275 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Prison Con- 
ditions Litigation Reform Act“. 

SEC. 2. APPROPRIATE REMEDIES FOR PRISON 
CONDITIONS. 

(а) IN GENERAL.—Section 3626 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“53626. Appropriate remedies with respect to 
prison conditions 

“(а) REQUIREMENTS FOR RELIEF.— 

“(1) PROSPECTIVE RELIEF.—Prospective re- 
lief in any civil action with respect to prison 
conditions shall extend no further than nec- 
essary to correct the violation of the Federal 
right of a particular plaintiff or plaintiffs. 
The court shall not grant or approve any 
prospective relief unless the court finds that 
such relief is narrowly drawn, extends no 
further than necessary to correct the viola- 
tion of the Federal right, and is the least in- 
trusive means necessary to correct the viola- 
tion. In determining the intrusiveness of the 
relief, the court shall give substantial weight 
to any adverse impact on public safety or the 
operation of a criminal justice system 
caused by the relief. 

“(2) PRELIMINARY INJUNCTIVE RELIEF.—In 
any civil action with respect to prison condi- 
tions, to the extent otherwise authorized by 
law, the court may enter a temporary re- 
straining order or an order for preliminary 
injunctive relief. Preliminary injunctive re- 
lief shall automatically expire on the date 
that is 90 days after its entry, unless the 
court makes the order final before the expi- 
ration of the 90-day period. 

(3) PRISONER RELEASE ORDER.—(A) In апу 
civil action with respect to prison condi- 
tions, no prisoner release order shall be en- 
tered unless— 

“(і) a court has previously entered an order 
for less intrusive relief that has failed to 
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remedy the deprivation of the Federal right 
sought to be remedied through the prisoner 
release order; and 

(10 the defendant has had a reasonable 
amount of time to comply with the previous 
court orders. 

B) Іп any civil action in Federal court 
with respect to prison conditions, a prisoner 
release order shall be entered only by a 
three-judge court in accordance with section 
2284 of title 28, if the requirements of sub- 
paragraph (E) have been met. 

“(С) A party seeking a prisoner release 
order in Federal court shall file with any re- 
quest for such relief, a request for a three- 
judge court and materials sufficient to dem- 
onstrate that the requirements of subpara- 
graph (A) have been met. 

D) If the requirements under subpara- 
graph (A) have been met, a Federal judge be- 
fore whom a civil action with respect to pris- 
on conditions is pending who believes that a 
prison release order should be considered 
may sua sponte request the convening of a 
three-judge court to determine whether a 
prisoner release order should be entered. 

“(Е) The court shall enter a prisoner re- 
lease order only if the court finds— 

“(i) by clear and convincing evidence 

(J) that crowding is the primary cause of 
the violation of a Federal right; and 

‘(ID that no other relief will remedy the 
violation of the Federal right; and 

(ii) by a preponderance of the evidence 

“(1) that crowding has deprived а particu- 
lar plaintiff or plaintiffs of at least one es- 
sential, identifiable human need; and 

“(П) that prison officials have acted with 
obduracy and wantonness in depriving a par- 
ticular plaintiff or plaintiffs of at least one 
essential, identifiable human need. 

“(Е) Any State or local official or unit of 
government whose jurisdiction or function 
includes the prosecution or custody of per- 
sons who may be released from, or not ad- 
mitted to, a prison as a result of a prisoner 
release order shall have standing to oppose 
the imposition or continuation in effect of 
such relief, and shall have the right to inter- 
vene in any proceeding relating to such re- 
lief. 

“(b) TERMINATION OF НЕШЕЕ.- 

“(1) TERMINATION OF PROSPECTIVE RELIEF.— 
(A) In any civil action with respect to prison 
conditions in which prospective relief is or- 
dered, such relief shall be terminable upon 
the motion of any party— 

“(1) 2 years after the date the court grant- 
ed or approved the prospective relief; 

(1) 1 year after the date the court has en- 
tered an order denying termination of pro- 
spective relief under this paragraph; or 

„(ii) in the case of an order issued оп or 
before the date of enactment of the Prison 
Litigation Reform Act, 2 years after such 
date of enactment. 

“(В) Nothing in this section shall prevent 
the parties from agreeing to terminate or 
modify relief before the relief is terminated 
under subparagraph (A). 

“(2) IMMEDIATE TERMINATION OF PROSPEC- 
TIVE RELIEF.—In any civil action with re- 
spect to prison conditions, a defendant or in- 
tervener shall be entitled to the immediate 
termination of any prospective relief if the 
relief was approved or granted in the absence 
of a finding by the court that the relief is 
narrowly drawn, extends no further than 
necessary to correct the violation of the Fed- 
eral right, and is the least intrusive means 
necessary to correct the violation. 

(3) LIMITATION.—Prospective relief shall 
not terminate if the court makes written 
findings based on the record that prospective 
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relief remains necessary to correct the viola- 
tion of the Federal right, extends no further 
than necessary to correct the violation of 
the Federal right, and that the prospective 
relief is the least intrusive means to correct 
the violation. 

“(4) TERMINATION OR MODIFICATION.—Noth- 
ing in this section shall prevent any party 
from seeking modification or termination 
before the relief is terminable under para- 
graph (1) or (2), to the extent that modifica- 
tion or termination would otherwise be le- 
gally permissible. 

“(с) SETTLEMENTS.— 

“(1) CONSENT DECREES.—In any civil action 
with respect to prison conditions, the court 
shall not enter or approve a consent decree 
unless it complies with the limitations on re- 
lief set forth in subsection (a). 

“(2) PRIVATE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENTS.— 
(A) Nothing in this section shall preclude 
parties from entering into a private settle- 
ment agreement that does not comply with 
the limitations on relief set forth in sub- 
section (a), if the terms of that agreement 
are not subject to court enforcement other 
than the reinstatement of the civil proceed- 
ing that the agreement settled. 

“(В) Nothing in this section shall preclude 
any party claiming that a private settlement 
agreement has been breached from seeking 
in State court any remedy for breach of con- 
tract available under State law. 

“(4) STATE LAW REMEDIES.—The limita- 
tions on remedies in this section shall not 
apply to relief entered by a State court based 
solely upon claims arising under State law. 

“(е) PROCEDURE FOR MOTIONS AFFECTING 
PROSPECTIVE RELIEF.— 

“(1) GENERALLY.—The court shall promptly 
rule on any motion to modify or terminate 
prospective relief in a civil action with re- 
spect to prison conditions. 

“(2) AUTOMATIC STAY.—Any prospective re- 
lief subject to a pending motion shall be 
automatically stayed during the period— 

“(АХі) beginning оп the 30th day after 
such motion is filed, in the case of a motion 
made under paragraph (1) or (2) of subsection 
(b); or 

“(ii) beginning on the 180th day after such 
motion is filed, in the case of a motion made 
under subsection (b)(3); and 

“(В) ending on the date the court enters a 
final order ruling on the motion. 

“(0 DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section— 

“(1) the term ‘consent decree’ means any 
relief entered by the court that is based in 
whole or in part upon the consent or acquies- 
cence of the parties; 

“(2) the term ‘civil action with respect to 
prison conditions’ means any civil proceed- 
ing arising under Federal law with respect to 
the conditions of confinement or the effects 
of actions by government officials on the 
lives of persons confined in prison, but does 
not include habeas corpus proceedings chal- 
lenging the fact or duration of confinement 
in prison; 

(3) the term ‘prisoner’ means any person 
incarcerated or detained in any facility who 
is accused of, convicted of, sentenced for, or 
adjudicated delinquent for, violations of 
criminal law or the terms and conditions of 
parole, probation, pretrial release, or diver- 
sionary program; 

“(4) the term ‘prisoner release order’ іп- 
cludes any order, including a temporary re- 
straining order or preliminary injunctive re- 
lief, that has the purpose or effect of reduc- 
ing or limiting the prison population, or that 
directs the release from or nonadmission of 
prisoners to a prison; 

“(5) the term ‘prison’ means any Federal, 
State, or local facility that incarcerates or 
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detains juveniles or adults accused of, con- 
victed of, sentenced for, or adjudicated delin- 
quent for, violations of criminal law; 

(6) the term ‘prospective relief’ means all 
relief other than monetary damages; and 

“(Ту the term ‘relief’ means all relief іп any 
form that may be granted or approved by the 
court, and includes consent decrees and set- 
tlement agreements (except a settlement 
agreement the breach of which is not subject 
to any court enforcement other than rein- 
statement of the civil proceeding that such 
agreement settled).’’. 

(b) APPLICATION ОҒ AMENDMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 3626 of title 18, 
United States Code, as amended by this sec- 
tion, shall apply with respect to all relief (as 
defined in such section) whether such relief 
was originally granted or approved before, 
on, or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Subsections 
(b) and (d) of section 20409 of the Violent 
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 
1994 are repealed. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of subchapter C of 
chapter 229 of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“3626. Appropriate remedies with respect to 
prison conditions.“. 
SEC. 3. AMENDMENTS TO CIVIL RIGHTS OF INSTI- 
TUTIONALIZED PERSONS ACT. 

Section 7 of the Civil Rights of Institu- 
tionalized Persons Act (42 U.S.C. 1997e) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsections: 

D ATTORNEY'S FEES.—(1) In any action 
brought by a prisoner who is confined to any 
jail, prison, or other correctional facility, in 
which attorney's fees are authorized under 
section 2 of the Revised Statutes of the Unit- 
ed States (42 U.S.C. 1988), such fees shall be 
awarded only if— 

“(А) the fee was directly and reasonably 
incurred in proving an actual violation of 
the plaintiffs rights protected by a statute 
pursuant to which a fee may be awarded 
under section 2 of the Revised Statutes; and 

„B) the amount of the fee is proportion- 
ately related to the court ordered relief for 
the violation. 

“(2) Whenever a monetary judgment is 
awarded in an action described in paragraph 
(1), a portion of the judgment (not to exceed 
25 percent) shall be applied to satisfy the 
amount of attorney’s fees awarded against 
the defendant. If the award of attorney's fees 
is greater than 25 percent of the judgment, 
the excess shall be paid by the defendant. 

(3) No award of attorney's fees іп an ac- 
tion described in paragraph (1) shall be based 
on an hourly rate greater than the hourly 
rate established under section 3006A of title 
18, United States Code, for payment of court- 
appointed counsel. 

“(4) Nothing in this subsection shall pro- 
hibit a prisoner from entering into an agree- 
ment to pay an attorney's fee іп an amount 
greater than the amount authorized under 
this subsection, if the fee is paid by the indi- 
vidual rather than by the defendant pursu- 
ant to section 2 of the Revised Statutes of 
the United States (42 U.S.C. 1988). 

“(6) TELEPHONE HEARINGS,—To the extent 
practicable, in any action brought in Federal 
court pursuant to section 1979 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States (42 U.S.C. 1983) 
by a prisoner crime confined in any jail, pris- 
on, or other correctional facility, pretrial 
proceedings in which the prisoner’s partici- 
pation is required or permitted shall be con- 
ducted by telephone without removing the 
prisoner from the facility in which the pris- 
oner is confined. Any State may adopt a 
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similar requirement regarding hearings in 
such actions in that State’s courts. 

ch) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, 
the term ‘prisoner’ means any person incar- 
cerated or detained in any facility who is ac- 
cused of, convicted of, sentenced for, or adju- 
dicated delinquent for, violations of criminal 
law or the terms and conditions of parole, 
probation, pretrial release, or diversionary 
program.“. 

SEC. 4. SUCCESSIVE CLAIMS IN PROCEEDINGS IN 
FORMA PAUPERIS, 

Section 1915 of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the follow- 
ing new subsection: 

“(ТХ1) In no event shall a prisoner in апу 
prison bring a civil action or appeal a judg- 
ment in a civil action or proceeding under 
this section if the prisoner has, on 3 or more 
prior occasions, brought an action or appeal 
in a court of the United States that was dis- 
missed on the grounds that it is frivolous, 
malicious, or fails to state a claim upon 
which relief may be granted, unless the pris- 
oner is under imminent danger of serious 
bodily harm. 

“(2) As used in this subsection, the term 
‘prisoner’ means any person incarcerated or 
detained in any facility who is accused of, 
convicted of, sentenced for, or adjudicated 
delinquent for, violations of criminal law or 
the terms and conditions of parole, proba- 
tion, pretrial release, or diversionary pro- 
gram.”’.e 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


8. 581 
At the request of Mr. FAIRCLOTH, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
ІМг. LOTT] and the Senator from Ari- 
zona [Mr. MCCAIN] were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 581, a bill to amend the 
National Labor Relations Act and the 
Railway Labor Act to repeal those pro- 
visions of Federal law that require em- 
ployees to pay union dues or fees as a 
condition of employment, and for other 
purposes. 
8. 949 
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
IMs. MIKULSKI] was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 949, a bill to require the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to mint coins in 
commemoration of the 200th anniver- 
sary of the death of George Washing- 
ton. 
S. 1093 
At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. 
SIMPSON) was added as a cosponsor of 
8. 1093, a bill to prohibit the applica- 
tion of the Religious Freedom Restora- 
tion Act of 1993, or any amendment 
made by such Act, to an individual who 
is incarcerated in a Federal, State, or 
local correctional, detention, or penal 
facility, and for other purposes. 
8. 1108 
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 
names of the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
GRAMM) and the Senator from Wyo- 
ming (Mr. THOMAS) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 1108, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow 
individuals to designate that up to 10 
percent of their income tax liability be 
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used to reduce the national debt, and 
to require spending reductions equal to 
the amounts so designated. 
5. 1181 
At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. BREAUX) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1181, a bill to provide cost savings 
in the medicare program through cost- 
effective coverage of positron emission 
tomography (PET). 
8. 1219 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. SIMPSON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1219, a bill to reform the financing 
of Federal elections, and for other pur- 
poses. 
в. 1228 
At the request of Mr. D’AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1228, a bill to impose sanctions on for- 
eign persons exporting petroleum prod- 
ucts, natural gas, or related technology 
to Iran. 
8. 1237 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. SIMPSON) was added as a еовропвог 
of S. 1237, a bill to amend certain provi- 
sions of law relating to child pornog- 
raphy, and for other purposes. 
8. 1253 
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. BROWN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1253, a bill to amend the Con- 
trolled Substances Act with respect to 
penalties for crimes involving cocaine, 
and for other purposes. 
8. 1284 
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
names of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. BROWN) and the Senator from Wy- 
oming (Mr. SIMPSON) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 1254, a bill to disapprove 
of amendments to the Federal Sentenc- 
ing Guidelines relating to lowering of 
crack sentences and sentences for 
money laundering and transactions in 
property derived from unlawful activ- 
ity. 
8. 1266 
At the request of Mr. MACK, the name 
of the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. 
CHAFEE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1266, a bill to require the Board of Gov- 
ernors of the Federal Reserve System 
to focus on price stability in establish- 
ing monetary policy to ensure the sta- 
ble, long-term purchasing power of the 
currency, to repeal the Full Employ- 
ment and Balanced Growth Act of 1978, 
and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2776 
At the request of Mr. BUMPERS the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 2776 pro- 
posed to H.R. 2099, a bill making appro- 
priations for the Departments of Veter- 
ans Affairs and Housing and Urban De- 
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velopment, and for sundry independent 
agencies, boards, commissions, cor- 
porations, and office for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1996, and for 
other purposes. 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 


VA-HUD APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1996 


INOUYE AMENDMENT NO. 2777 


Mr. INOUYE proposed an amendment 
to the bill (H.R. 2099) making appro- 
priations for the Departments of Veter- 
ans Affairs and Housing and Urban De- 
velopment, and for sundry independent 
agencies, boards, commissions, cor- 
porations, and offices for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1996, and for 
other purposes, as follows: 

On page 22, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following: 

БЕС. 111. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this title, the amount appro- 
priated by this title under the heading DE- 
PARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION’ under the 
paragraph ‘CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECTS” 
is hereby increased by $38,000,000. 

(b) Of the amount available under the para- 
graph referred to in subsection (a), as in- 
creased by such subsection, $38,000,000 shall 
be available for construction at the Spark M. 
Matsunaga Department of Veterans Affairs 
Medical Center, Honolulu, Hawaii. 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this title, the amount appropriated by this 
title under the heading ‘DEPARTMENTAL AD- 
MINISTRATION’ under the paragraph ‘“GEN- 
ERAL OPERATING EXPENSES” is hereby reduced 
by $38,000,000. 

BOND (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 2778 


Mr. BOND (for himself, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mr. INOUYE, and Mr. AKAKA) proposed 
an amendment to the bill H.R. 2099, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 22, line 5, insert: “ЅЕС. 111. The 
Department of Veterans Affairs shall provide 
hospital care and medical services to eligible 
veterans in the State of Hawaii at levels 
commensurate with levels of care provided 
in the forty-eight contiguous states. The 
Secretary shall utilize the contract author- 
ity prescribed in 38 U.S.C. Sec. 1703 to treat 
eligible veterans residing in the State of На- 
waii wherever appropriate.” 


STEVENS (AND MURKOWSKI) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2779 


Mr. STEVENS (for himself and Mr. 
MURKOWSKI) proposed an amendment 
to the bill H.R. 2099, supra; as follows: 


On page 151, after line 10, insert the follow- 
ing new section: 

БЕС. 308. None of the funds appropriated 
under this Act may be used to implement the 
requirement of section 186(b)(2), section 
187(b) or section 211(m) of the Clean Air Act 
(42 U.S.C. 7512(b)(2), 7512a(b), or 7545(m)) with 
respect to any moderate nonattainment area 
in which the average daily winter tempera- 
ture is below 0 degrees Fahrenheit. The pre- 
ceding sentence shall not be interpreted to 
preclude assistance from the Environmental 
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Protection Agency to the State of Alaska to 
make progress toward meeting the carbon 
monoxide standard in such areas and to re- 
solve remaining issues regarding the use of 
oxygenated fuels in such areas. 


CHAFEE AMENDMENT NO. 2780 
Mr. CHAFEE proposed an amend- 
ment to the bill H.R. 2099, supra; as fol- 
lows: 


Оп page 149, line 18, insert (for is carcino- 
genic effects)" after “агвепіс”. 


MIKULSKI (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2781 


Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself, Mr. KEN- 
NEDY, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. ROBB, and Mr. 
WELLSTONE) proposed an amendment to 
the bill HR 2099, supra; as follows: 


On page 27, line 5, strike ““55,594,358,000" 
and insert “35,211,358,000”. 

On page 27, line 6, insert the following 
after That“: in addition to the appropria- 
tion of $5,211,358,000 made available under 
this heading, in order to achieve an effective 
program level of $5,594,358,000 for the ‘Annual 
Contributions for Assisted Housing’ account 
for fiscal year 1996, in carrying out the pro- 
grams and activities specified under this 
heading, the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development shall use $383,000,000 from any 
combination of unobligated balances or re- 
captures from prior year appropriations in 
the ‘Annual Contributions for Assisted Hous- 
ing’ account, and from any reduction in 
amounts provided during fiscal year 1996 
from the ‘Annual Contributions for Assisted 
Housing’ account (or from the ‘Renewal of 
Expiring Section 8 Subsidies’ account) to 
any public housing agency whose project re- 
serve account is determined by the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development to con- 
tain funds in excess of the needs of that pub- 
lic housing agency: Provided further, That". 

On page 30, line 5, strike “апа”. 

On page 30, line 7, insert before the colon 
the following: “; and (3) shall give priority to 
projects designated for purchase by nonprofit 
organizations in allocating any funds for the 
sale of any projects in the preservation pipe- 
line”. 

On page 128, after line 20, insert the follow- 
ing new section: 

SEC. 225. INSURANCE OF MORTGAGES UNDER 
THE NATIONAL HOUSING ACT. 

Section 203(b)(2)(A) of the National Hous- 
ing Act (12 U.S.C. 1709(b)(2)(A)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (11), by striking 75 percent” 
and inserting “86 percent“; and 

(2) by striking “38 percent“ and inserting 
“50 percent“. 

Beginning on page 130, strike line 19 and 
all that follows through page 131, line 2, and 
insert the following: 


(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For necessary expenses for the Corporation 
for National and Community Service (re- 
ferred to in the matter under this heading as 
the Corporation“) in carrying out pro- 
grams, activities, and initiatives under the 
National and Community Service Act of 1990 
(referred to in the matter under this heading 
as the Act“) (42 U.S.C. 12501 et seq.), 
$425,000,000, of which $335,000,000 shall be 
available for obligation from September 1, 
1996, through August 21, 1997: Provided, That 
not more than $26,000,000 shall be available 
for administrative expenses authorized under 
section 501(аХ4) of the Act (42 U.S.C, 
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12681(а)(4)), of which not more than 
$12,000,000 shall be for administrative ex- 
penses for State commissions pursuant to 
section 126(a) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 12576(a)): 
Provided further, That not more than $2,500 
shall be for official reception and representa- 
tion expenses: Provided further, That not 
more than $93,000,000, to remain available 
without fiscal year limitation, shall be 
transferred to the national Service Trust ас- 
count for educational awards authorized 
under subtitle D of title I of the Act (42 
U.S.C. 12601 et seq.): Provided further, That 
not more than $209,000,000 shall be available 
for grants under the National Service Trust 
program authorized under subtitle C of title 
I of the Act (42 U.S.C. 12571 et seq.) (relating 
to activities including the Americorps pro- 
gram): Provided further, That not more than 
$5,000,000 shall be made available for the 
Points of Light Foundation for activities au- 
thorized under title ІП of the Act (42 U.S.C. 
12661 et seq.): Provided further, That none of 
the funds made available under this heading 
may be used to administer, reimburse, or 
support any national service programs run 
by Federal agencies authorized under section 
121(b) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 12571(b)): Provided 
further, That not more than $19,000,000 shall 
be available for the Civilian Community 
Corps authorized under subtitle E of title I of 
the Act (42 U.S.C. 12611 et seq.): Provided fur- 
ther, That not more than $43,000,000 shall be 
available for school-based and community- 
based service-learning programs authorized 
under subtitle B of title I of the Act (42 
U.S.C, 12521 et seq.): Provided further, That 
not more than $25,000,000 shall be available 
for quality and innovation activities author- 
ized under subtitle H of title I of the Act (42 
U.S.C. 12653 et seq.): Provided further, That 
not more than $5,000,000 shall be available for 
audits and other evaluations authorized 
under section 179 of the Act (42 U.S.C. 12639): 
Provided further, That no funds from any 
other appropriation, or from funds otherwise 
made available to the Corporation, shall be 
used to pay for personnel compensation and 
benefits, travel, or any other administrative 
expense for the Board of Directors, the Office 
of the Chief Executive Officer, the Office of 
the Managing Director, the Office of the 
Chief Financial Officer, the Office of Na- 
tional and Community Service Programs, 
the Civilian Community Corps, or any field 
office or staff of the Corporation working on 
the National and Community Service or Ci- 
vilian Community Corps programs; Provided 
further, That none of the funds made avail- 
able under this heading may be obligated 
until the earlier of the date on which the 
Chief Executive Officer of the Corporation 
submits a plan to Congress to restructure 
the National Service Trust program author- 
ized under subtitle C of title I of the Act (re- 
lating to activities including the Americorps 
program) in accordance with a budget small- 
er than the budget requested for the program 
in the President's fiscal year 1996 budget, or 
the date of enactment of an Act that reau- 
thorizes the National and Community Serv- 
ice Act of 1990. 
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 


For necessary expenses of the Office of In- 
spector General in carrying out the provi- 
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, 
$1,500,000. 

SARBANES (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2782 

Mr. SARBANES (for himself, Mr. 
SIMON, and Mr. DODD) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 2099, supra; 
as follows: 
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At the appropriate place in title П of the 
bill, insert the following new section: 
SEC. . HOMELESS ASSISTANCE FUNDING. 

(a) ASSISTANCE FOR THE RENEWAL OF EXPIR- 
ING SECTION 8 SUBSIDY CONTRACTS.— 

(1) REDUCED APPROPRIATION.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of this Act, the 
amount made available under title П of this 
Act under the heading "HOUSING PROGRAMS” 
under the subheading “ASSISTANCE FOR THE 
RENEWAL OF EXPIRING SECTION 8 SUBSIDY CON- 
TRACTS", is reduced from $4,350,862,000 to 
$3,990,862,000. 

(2) USE OF ASSISTANCE.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this Act, in using 
amounts made available under title II of this 
Act under the heading "HOUSING PROGRAMS” 
under the subheading ‘ASSISTANCE FOR THE 
RENEWAL OF EXPIRING SECTION 8 SUBSIDY CON- 
TRACTS" to renew an annual contributions 
contract with a public housing agency ad- 
ministering the tenant-based existing hous- 
ing certificate program under section 8(d) of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 
U.S.C, 14371(4)) ог the housing voucher pro- 
gram under section 8(о) of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f(0)), the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment shall take into account the amount in 
the project reserve under the contract being 
renewed in determining the amount of budg- 
et authority to obligate under the renewed 
contract. 

(b) HOMELESS ASSISTANCE.— 

(1) INCREASED APPROPRIATION.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of this Act, the 
amount made available under title П of this 
Act under the heading ‘HOMELESS ASSIST- 
ANCE” under the subheading “HOMELESS AS- 
SISTANCE GRANTS’ is increased from 
$760,000,000 to $1,120,000,000. 

(2) RESTRICTION.—Notwithstanding section 
504 or any other provision of this Act, of the 
funds made available under title II of this 
Act under the heading “HOMELESS ASSIST- 
АМСЕ” UNDER THE SUBHEADING “HOMELESS AS- 
SISTANCE GRAN TS“, $360,000,000 shall not be- 
come available for obligation until Septem- 
ber 30, 1996, and shall remain available until 
expended. 


JEFFORDS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2783 


Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. CHAFEE, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. SIMON, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. KOHL, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
BUMPERS, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mr. ROBB) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 2099, supra; as follows: 

On page 151, line 11, insert: 


SEC. . ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND ENERGY SUP- 
PLY PROGRAMS. 

(a) PRIORITY FOR SMALL BUSINESSES,—Dur- 
ing fiscal year 1996 the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency shall give 
priority in providing assistance in its Energy 
Efficiency and Energy Supply programs to 
organizations that are recognized as small 
business concerns under section 3(a) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632 (a)). 

(b) Stupy.—The Administrator shall per- 
form a study to determine the feasibility of 
establishing fees to recover all reasonable 
costs incurred by EPA for assistance ren- 
dered businesses in its Energy Efficiency and 
Energy Supply program. The study shall in- 
clude, among other things, an evaluation of 
making the Energy Efficiency and Energy 
Supply program self-sustaining, the value of 
the assistance rendered to businesses, pro- 
viding exemptions for small businesses, and 
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making the fees payable directly to a fund 
that would be available for use by EPA as 
needed for this program. The Administrator 
shall report to Congress by March 15, 1996 on 
the results of this study and EPA’s plan for 
implementation. 

(c) FUNDING.—For fiscal year 1996, up to 
$100 million of the funds appropriated to the 
Environmental Protection Agency may be 
used by the Administrator to support global 
participation in the Montreal Protocol fa- 
cilitation fund and for the climate change 
action plan programs including the green 
programs. 


ROCKEFELLER AMENDMENT NO. 
2784 


Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. WELLSTONE, 
Mr. DASCHLE, and Mr. DORGAN) pro- 
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
2099, supra; as follows: 

On page 16, beginning with line 20, strike 
all through page 17, line 5, and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

Sec. 107. Section 105(b) of House Concur- 
rent Resolution 67 (104th Congress, Ist Ses- 
sion) is amended to read as follows: 

(b) RECONCILIATION OF REVENUE REDUC- 
TIONS IN THE SENATE.— 

“(1) CERTIFICATION.—(A) In the Senate, 
upon the certification pursuant to section 
205(a) of this resolution, the Senate Commit- 
tee on Finance shall submit its recommenda- 
tions, the Committee on the Budget shall 
add such recommendations to the rec- 
ommendations submitted pursuant to sub- 
section (a) and report a reconciliation bill 
carrying out all such recommendations with- 
out any substantive revision. 

“(В) The Chair of the Committee on the 
budget shall file with the Senate revised al- 
locations, aggregates, and discretionary 
spending limits under section 201(a)(1)(B) in- 
creasing budget authority by $17,000,000,000 
and outlays by $150,000,000. 

(2) COMMITTEE ON FINANCE.—Funding for 
this section shall be provided by limiting 
any tax cut provided in the reconciliation 
bill to families with incomes less than 
5100,000.”. 


ROCKEFELLER AMENDMENT NO. 
2785 


Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. DASCHLE, 
and Mr. WELLSTONE) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 2099, supra; 
as follows: 


On page 8, line 10, strike “316,450,000,000” 
and insert ““516,961,487,000”. 

On page 22, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following: 

Sec. 111. Section 105(b) of House Concur- 
rent Resolution 67 (104th Congress, Ist Ses- 
sion) is amended to read as follows: 

(b) RECONCILIATION OF REVENUE REDUC- 
TIONS IN THE SENATE.— 

“(1) CERTIFICATION.—(A) In the Senate, 
upon the certification pursuant to section 
205(a) of this resolution, the Senate Commit- 
tee on Finance shall submit its recommenda- 
tions pursuant to paragraph (2) to the Senate 
Committee on the Budget. After receiving 
the recommendations, the Committee on the 
Budget shall add such recommendations to 
the recommendations submitted pursuant to 
subsection (a) and report a reconciliation 
bill carrying out all such recommendations 
without any substantive revision. 
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“(B) The Chair of the Committee on the 
Budget shall file with the Senate revised al- 
locations, aggregates, and discretionary 
spending limits under section 201(a)(1)(B) in- 
creasing budget authority by $511,487,000 and 
outlays by $511,487,000. 

(2) COMMITTEE ON FINANCE.—Funding for 
this section shall be provided by limiting 
any tax cut provided in the reconciliation 
bill to families with incomes less than 
$100,000."". 

BAUCUS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2786 


Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Ms. MIKUL- 
SKI, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, and Mr. REID) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 2099, supra; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place in title III. insert 
the following: 

БЕС. 3 . APPLICATION OF LIMITATIONS ON ІМ- 
PLEMENTATION OR ENFORCEMENT 
OF CERTAIN LAWS. 

Any prohibition or limitation in this Act 
on the implementation or enforcement of 
any law administered by the Administrator 
of the Environmental Protection Agency 
shall not apply if the Administrator deter- 
mines that application of the prohibition or 
limitation would diminish the protection of 
human health or the environment otherwise 
provided by law. 


McCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 2787 


Mr. MCCAIN proposed an amendment 
to the bill H.R. 2099, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place; insert: 

БЕС. . PLAN FOR ALLOCATION OF HEALTH CARE 
RESOURCES BY DEPARTMENT OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS. 

(a) PLAN.—(1) The Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs shall develop a plan for the alloca- 
tion of health care resources (including per- 
sonnel and funds) of the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs among the health care facili- 
ties of the Department so as to ensure that 
veterans having similar economic status, eli- 
gibility priority and, or, similar medical 
conditions who are eligible for medical care 
in such facilities have similar access to such 
care in such facilities regardless of the re- 
gion of the United States in which such vet- 
erans reside. 

(2) The Plan shall reflect, to the maximum 
extent possible, the Veterans integrated 
Service Network, as well as the Resource 
Planning and Management System developed 
by the Department of Veterans Affairs to ac- 
count for forecasts in expected workload and 
to ensure fairness to facilities that provide 
cost-efficient health care, and shall include 
procedures to identify reasons for variations 
in operating costs among similar facilities 
and ways to improve the allocation of re- 
sources so as to promote efficient use of re- 
sources and provision of quality health care. 

(3) The Secretary shall prepare the plan in 
consultation with the Under Secretary of 
Health of the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs. 

(b) PLAN ELEMENTS.—The plan under sub- 
section (a) shall set forth 

(1) milestones for achieving the goal re- 
ferred to in that subsection; and 

(2) a means of evaluating the success of the 
Secretary in meeting the goals through the 
plan. 

(c) SUBMITTAL TO CONGRESS.—The Sec- 
retary shall submit to Congress the plan de- 
veloped under subsection (a) not later than 
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180 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

(4) PLAN IMPLEMENTATION.—The Secretary 
shall implement the plan developed under 
subsection (a) within 60 days of submitting 
such plan to Congress under subsection (b), 
unless within such period the Secretary noti- 
fies the appropriate Committees of Congress 
that such plan will not be implemented 
along with an explanation of why such plan 
will not be implemented. 


_——— — 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Finance be permitted to meet Tuesday, 
September 26, 1995, beginning at 9 a.m. 
in room SH-216, to conduct a mark up 
of spending recommendations for the 
budget reconciliation legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Tuesday, September 26, 1995, at 2 


p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources be author- 
ized to meet for an executive session, 
during the session of the Senate on 
Tuesday, September 26, 1995, at 9 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TERRORISM, TECHNOLOGY, 

AND GOVERNMENT INFORMATION 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Terrorism, Technology, and Govern- 
ment Information of the Senate Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, be authorized 
to meet during a session of the Senate 
on Tuesday, September 26, 1995, at 10 
a.m., in Senate Dirksen room 106, on 
“Ruby Ridge Incident”, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


NOTICE OF DETERMINATION BY 
THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
ETHICS UNDER RULE 35, PARA- 
GRAPH 4, REGARDING EDU- 
CATIONAL TRAVEL 


е Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, it 
is required by paragraph 4 of rule 35 
that I place in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD notices of Senate employees 
who participate in programs, the prin- 
cipal objective of which is educational, 
sponsored by a foreign government or a 
foreign educational or charitable orga- 
nization involving travel to a foreign 
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country paid for by that foreign gov- 
ernment or organization. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Walter Lohman, a member 
of the staff of Senator MCCAIN, to participate 
in a program in India sponsored by the Con- 
federation of Indian Industry from August 26 
to September 3, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Lohman in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Sean O'Donnell, a member 
of the staff of Senator GORTON, to partici- 
pate in a program in Hong Kong sponsored 
by the Hong Kong Chamber of Commerce 
from August 28 to September 4, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. O'Donnell in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Steve Phillips, a member of 
the staff of Senator HELMS, to participate in 
a program in Korea sponsored by the Korean 
Government from August 19-25, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Philips in this program, 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Russell Rockwell, a member 
of the staff of Senator SANTORUM, to partici- 
pate in a program in Taiwan sponsored by 
the Tamkang University from August 16-23, 
1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Rockwell in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Holidae Hayes, a member of 
the staff of Senator D'AMATO, to participate 
in a program in Mexico sponsored by the 
Mexican Business Coordinating Council from 
August 22-25, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Ms. Hayes in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Corbin Stone, a member of 
the staff of Senator SIMON, to participate in 
а program in Taiwan sponsored by the Chi- 
nese Culture University from August 17-24, 
1995. 

The committee determined that по Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Stone in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Mark Ashby, a member of 
the staff of Senator BREAUX, to participate 
in a program in China sponsored by the Chi- 
nese People’s Institute of Foreign Affairs 
from August 14-27, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mark Ashby in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Brent Franzel, a member of 
the staff of Senator D'AMATO, to participate 
in a program in Mexico sponsored by the 
Mexican Business Coordinating Council from 
August 22-25, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Franzel in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Amy Dunathan, a member 
of the staff of Senator CHAFEE, to participate 
in a program in China sponsored by the Chi- 
nese People’s Institute of Foreign Affairs 
from August 15-27, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit раг- 
ticipation by Ms. Dunathan in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Derek Schmidt, a member 
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of the staff of Senator KASSEBAUM to partici- 
pate in a program in China sponsored by the 
Chinese People’s Institute of Foreign Affairs 
from August 15-27, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Schmidt in this program, 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for William Triplett, a member 
of the staff of Senator BENNETT, to partici- 
pate in a program in Taiwan sponsored by 
the Tamkang University from August 16-23, 
1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Triplett in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Eric Silagy, a member of 
the staff of Senator JOHNSTON, to participate 
in a program in China sponsored by the Chi- 
nese People’s Institute for Foreign Affairs 
from August 19-27, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Silagy in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Randy Rydell, a member of 
the staff of Senator GLENN, to participate in 
a program in India sponsored by the Confed- 
eration of Indian Industry from August 26 to 
September 3, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Rydell in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for T. Scott Bunton, a member 
of the staff of Senator KERRY, to participate 
in a program in China sponsored by the Chi- 
nese Culture University from August 17-24, 
1995, 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Bunton in this program. 

The select committee received notification 


. under rule 35 for Chad Calvert, a member of 


the staff of Senator SIMPSON, to participate 
in a program in Hong Kong sponsored by the 
Hong Kong General Chamber of Commerce 
from August 28 to September 4, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Calvert in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Daniel Bob, a member of 
the staff of Senator ROTH, to participate in а 
program in Japan sponsored by the Japanese 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs from September 
11-17, 1995. 

Тһе committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Bob in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Andrew Brack, a member of 
the staff of Senator HOLLINGS, to participate 
in a program in Taiwan sponsored by 
Tamkang University from August 16-23, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Brack in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Senators MURKOWSKI, SIMP- 
SON, HEFLIN, LOTT, BRYAN, BURNS, and 
AKAKA, and their respective spouses; and 
Gregg Renkes, David Garman, Karen 
Hunsicker, David Fish, Bob Simon, members 
of the staff of Senator MURKOWSKI; and Jan 
Paulk, member of the staff of Senator DOLE, 
to participate in a program in Sweden spon- 
sored by the United States and Swedish Gov- 
ernments from April 17-24, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Senators and staff in this pro- 
gram. 
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The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for William Triplett, a member 
of the staff of Senator BENNETT, to partici- 
pate in a program in India sponsored by the 
Confederation of Indian Industry from Au- 
gust 27 to September 3, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Triplett in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Sharon Soderstrom, a mem- 
ber of the staff of Senator Coats, to partici- 
pate in a program in China sponsored by the 
Chinese People's Institute for Foreign Af- 
fairs from August 15-29, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Ms. Soderstrom in this pro- 


gram. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Tamera Santon, a member 
of the staff of Senator ROCKEFELLER, to par- 
ticipate in a program in Taiwan sponsored 
by the Chinese Culture University from Au- 
gust 17-24, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Ms. Stanton in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Lori Staley, a member of 
the staff of Senator BURNS, to participate in 
a program in China sponsored by the Chinese 
People’s Institute for Foreign Affairs from 
August 13-19, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Ms. Staley in this program. 

The select committee received notification 

under rule 35 for Paul Matulic, a member of 
the staff of Senator HATCH, to participate in 
а program in Taiwan sponsored by the Chi- 
nese Cultural University from August 17-24, 
1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Matulic in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Kraig Siracuse, a member of 
the staff of Senator D'AMATO, to participate 
in а program in Korean sponsored by the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs from August 19- 
26, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Siracuse in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Ellen Cahill, a member of 
the staff of Senator McCAIN, to participate 
in a program in Taiwan sponsored by the 
Soochow University from August 20-26, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Ms. Cahill in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for William Rosenau, a member 
of the staff of Senator SPECTER, to partici- 
pate in a program in Taiwan sponsored by 
Tamkang University from August 20-26, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Rosenau in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Robert Carey, a member of 
the staff of Senator ABRAHAM, to participate 
in a program in Taiwan sponsored by 
Tamkang University from August 23-30, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Carey in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Kristin Peck, a member of 
the staff of Senator HELMS, to participate in 
а program in Taiwan sponsored by the Chi- 
nese Culture University from August 17-24, 
1995. 
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The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Ms. Peck in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for John Mashburn, a member 
of the staff of Senator ASHCROFT to partici- 
pate in a program in Mexico sponsored by 
the Mexican Business Coordinating Council 
from August 22-25, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Mashburn in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Molly Dye, a member of the 
staff of Senator COVERDELL, to participate in 
а program in Taiwan sponsored by the 
Tamkang University from August 16-23, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Ms. Dye in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Daniel Bob, a member of 
the staff of Senator ROTH, to participate in a 
program in Japan sponsored by the Japanese 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs from September 
11-17, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Bob in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Elizabeth Wilson, a member 
of the staff of Senator HELMS, to participate 
in a program in Germany sponsored by 
Friendship in Freedom from September 2-9, 
1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Ms. Wilson in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Senator and Mrs. BRADLEY 
to participate in a program in Italy spon- 
sored by the Ambrosetti Group from Septem- 
ber 1-5, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Senator and Mrs. Bradley in 
this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Elizabeth Lambird, a mem- 
ber of the staff of Senator HELMS, to partici- 
pate in a program in Hong Kong sponsored 
by the Hong Kong General Chamber of Com- 
merce from August 28 to September 4, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Ms. Lambird in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Marc Thiessen, a member of 
the staff of Senator HELMS, to participate in 
а program in Hong Kong sponsored by the 
Hong Kong Chamber of Commerce from Au- 
gust 28 to September 4, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. Thiessen in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Gregory McGinity, a mem- 
ber of the staff of Senator COCHRAN, to par- 
ticipate in a program in China sponsored by 
the Chinese Culture University from August 
22-29, 1995. 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. McGinity in this program. 

The select committee received notification 
under rule 35 for Sean O'Donnell, a member 
of the staff of Senator GORTON, to partici- 
pate in a program in Taiwan sponsored by 
the Soochow University from August 6-12, 
1995, 

The committee determined that no Federal 
statute or Senate rule would prohibit par- 
ticipation by Mr. O'Donnell in this pro- 
gram. 
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JASON REESE—YOUTH OF THE 
YEAR 


е Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, 
Jason Reese is a remarkable young 
man who is attending the University of 
Tennessee as a national merit scholar. 
He was named last week as the Boys 
and Girls Clubs of America “Youth of 
the Year.’’ I join all my fellow Ten- 
nesseans in saluting Jason, and wish- 
ing him well as he enters college. 

I ask that an article that appeared in 
the October 2, 1995, edition of U.S. 
News & World Report be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The article follows: 

(From the U.S. News & World Report, Oct. 2, 
1995) 
BOOTSTRAPS—TRYING IN TENNESSEE 
(By Dorian Friedman) 


As an introverted child from a troubled 
family, Jason Reese never imagined himself 
as a role model. So when a young neighbor 
saw him recently on TV and told him he 
wanted to grow up to be like me, it just 
about made me cry.“ Jason wasn't alone: 
There were more than a few teary-eyed ad- 
mirers in a Capitol Hill audience last week 
when the Boys & Girls Clubs of America 
named the 18-year-old its National Youth of 
the Year. 

Abandoned by his father as an infant and 
shuttled between grandparents and a strug- 
gling single mother, Jason was raised in the 
projects“ of Morristown, Tenn, а neighbor- 
hood where drug dealing and gunfire were 
not uncommon. A haven where Jason found 
surrogate fathers and friends was the local 
Boys & Girls Club. There, he tutored the 
younger school kids, helped run park clean- 
ups and food drives and pitched in at a nurs- 
ing home. He also worked at a local auto- 
parts company, tended to his two little 
brothers so there mother could finish college 
and maintained nearly perfect grades in 
school. He graduated from Morristown High 
West this year as a National Merit scholar 
and drew a full scholarship to the University 
of Tennessee, where he will study biology 
and chemistry in hopes of becoming a doctor. 

As Youth of the Year, he voiced a message 
to other teenagers: “Stay determined, pur- 
sue your dreams and never let anybody tell 
you that you can’t get there." That approach 
was taken long ago by another Boys Club 
product—originally from a place called 
Hope—who told Jason and the other finalists 
how proud he was of them in the Oval Of- 
fice.e 


PROVISIONS OF THE FOREIGN OP- 
ERATIONS APPROPRIATIONS 
BILL PERTAINING TO TURKEY 


е Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ate recently adopted two amendments 
to the foreign operations appropria- 
tions bill which I think deserve further 
comment. 

The first of these, an amendment of- 
fered by Senator DOLE, will prohibit 
U.S. assistance from going to any 
country that impedes the delivery of 
U.S. humanitarian assistance. I am a 
cosponsor of this amendment, as well 
as of the original legislation on the 
subject, the Humanitarian Aid Cor- 
ridors Act, and I believe strongly in the 
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principle which it reflects. Countries 
that block our humanitarian efforts 
should not be receiving our foreign aid. 
I wish that such legislation were not 
necessary, but unfortunately the third 
largest recipient of United States for- 
eign aid, Turkey, continues to prevent 
the delivery of most humanitarian as- 
sistance to neighboring Armenia. We 
can no longer ignore this situation. 

After enduring mass slaughter at the 
hands of the Ottoman Empire, and 
more than 60 years under the repres- 
sive rule of the Soviet Union, Armenia 
has been embroiled since achieving 
independence 4 years ago in a bloody 
dispute with Azerbaijan to its east and 
has been subjected to an economic 
blockade by Turkey on the west. The 
United States and the rest of the West- 
ern community have provided humani- 
tarian aid to help reduce the severe 
shortages of fuel, food, and other essen- 
tial supplies. Unfortunately, Turkey 
has maintained a blockade on the most 
efficient land routes, thereby greatly 
complicating this relief effort. 

I had hoped that diplomacy alone 
could ensure the delivery of the much- 
needed assistance to Armenia. How- 
ever, the lack of progress on the diplo- 
matic front and my commitment to en- 
suring the unrestricted delivery of hu- 
manitarian assistance to Armenia—and 
my commitment to the important prin- 
ciple of permitting unrestricted hu- 
manitarian assistance to the civilian 
casualties of any nation—have con- 
vinced me that Senator DOLE’s legisla- 
tion is necessary. I believe it is the 
most-effective avenue to bring pressure 
to bear on those hindering the delivery 
of humanitarian assistance to Arme- 
nia. 

The second amendment I wish to dis- 
cuss also affected Turkey and, had it 
been adopted, would have capped Unit- 
ed States economic assistance to Tur- 
key at $21 million. I also cosponsored 
this amendment, offered by Senator 
D’AMATO as a way of expressing to our 
Turkish allies our extreme disappoint- 
ment with their continued intran- 
sigence in Cyprus, their deplorable 
human rights record in dealing with 
the Kurdish insurgency in southeastern 
Turkey, and their continuing land 
blockade of Armenia. 

I am well aware of the important 
strategic role that Turkey played dur- 
ing the cold war and of its role in the 
international coalition during the Per- 
sian Gulf war. I appreciate the signifi- 
cant contributions Turkey has made to 
reasonable action and discourse in the 
Moslem world. I would like for Turkey 
and the United States to be close co- 
operating friendly allies. I do not relish 
the idea of taking punitive measures 
against a valued NATO ally, but we 
must look at the relationship across a 
spectrum of issues and in many areas 
Turkey comes up short. The Turkish 
occupation in Cyprus just entered its 
third decade and there seems to be lit- 
tle movement toward a settlement. 
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The United States State Department 
reported that, despite constant urgings 
from the Western community, human 
rights abuses in Turkey worsened last 
year. This behavior is incompatible 
with Turkey’s drive for inclusion in the 
European Union. Because all other 
means of delivering the message and 
securing altered behavior have failed, I 
agree that we are reduced to using the 
few remaining vehicles available to de- 
liver our message, a reduction of our 
assistance. 

Like many of my colleagues, I want 
Turkey to continue as a trusted ally, 
but we cannot let our desire for good 
relations blind us to Turkey’s flaws. I 
am pleased that Senator DOLE’s 
amendment was adopted and I hope 
that the Turkish leadership receives 
the message sent by both amend- 
ments—our relationship since the cold 
war has changed and Turkey’s strate- 
gic location is no longer enough to 
shield them from the bright light of 
international scrutiny. I also hope that 
Turkey’s response will not be intran- 
sigence and obstinacy, but instead will 
be recognition that this message comes 
from a nation and a people that values 
our friendship and wants our future re- 
lations to be friendly and cooperative 
and will ensure they are friendly and 
cooperative if Turkey will comport it- 
self in accord with established stand- 
ards of behavior for sovereign states. 


MEMORIAL TO M. SGT. CARL 
BILLIG 


е Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, 
this morning, the family of retired M. 
Set. Carl Billig said their final fare- 
wells to this devoted husband, father, 
and war veteran who passed away on 
Friday, September 22, 1995. 

Sergeant Billig’s dying wish was to 
receive his long-sought military 
awards and medals. After more than a 
year of trying to track down those 
medals, they finally arrived 2 days be- 
fore his death. In a touching ceremony, 
Sergeant Billig’s family gathered at 
the home around his bed where he lie 
terminally ill with cancer. The family 
looked on as Maj. Martin Harris pre- 
sented Sergeant Billig with 14 military 
medals and badges—including the Pur- 
ple Heart and the Award of Meritorious 
Service in recognition of his 23 years of 
service spanning World War II through 
the Vietnam conflict. 

In a final act of patriotism, Sergeant 
Billig mustered all of his strength to 
return Major Harris’ salute. His eyes 
brightened as he recognized the great 
honors being paid to him by those 
gathered about him. Following that sa- 
lute, his hand dropped to his side, still 
holding it in the salute position and 
soon his eyes closed, never to open 
again. 

Sergeant Billig was discharged from 
the Army 25 years ago. He had been ac- 
tively working to obtain his medals for 
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the last 17 months, but to no avail. 
Letters were answered with form re- 
sponses that they were working on it. 
Carl’s body wasted and weakened with 
lung cancer and knowing his time was 
short, he chose to stay at home during 
his final days. But Carl continued to 
express his great desire to receive his 
military medals before his death. He 
told friends and family he wished to be 
buried in full military uniform, com- 
plete with all medals and ribbons. 

Hospice nurse Lori Olsen Marks over- 
heard him express this dying wish and 
on September 14 contacted my office to 
see if I could help in any way. She 
sensed the urgency of Carl’s wish and 
said his physicians felt there might 
only be 3 to 4 weeks left to obtain his 
honors. My office immediately con- 
tacted the U.S. Army. In her typical, 
caring style, Margaret Tyler, Congres- 
sional Liaison for the Army, began 
work on the request. On September 19, 
Carl’s son Tom called to say it ap- 
peared to be only a matter of hours. 
His father was in great pain and was 
having increasing difficulty breathing. 

Another call was made to the Army. 
Margaret Tyler contacted Gail Goers- 
Wurmb and Vicki Ramoni in Philadel- 
phia and St. Louis. Within the hour, 
these women had obtained all author- 
izations and worked into the night to 
locate all of the awards and thought- 
fully had Carl Billig’s name engraved 
on each medal. An overnight carrier 
was located, and almost in miracle 
fashion, the package arrived the next 
morning in Idaho Falls. 

An awards ceremony was quickly 
scheduled. Major Harris of the Idaho 
National Guard, hospice administrator, 
Keith Hale, Ina Gillies of Veterans Af- 
fairs, and Dixie Richardson of my office 
prepared the presentation. 

Carl Billig’s family says he lived by 
his motto, “You do whatever must be 
done, in order to accomplish a task 
* * * especially when you have been 
given an assignment to do something 
for your country.” Carl Billig lived 
doing whatever needed to be done, and 
in his final hours, many people pulled 
together to honor this fine man. 

Carl Billig’s family have expressed 
their deepest appreciation many times 
for the kindness and concern shown by 
all who answered a man’s dying wish 
with such expediency. They say their 
faith in people, and in their govern- 
ment have been renewed.@ 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO- 
PRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1996 


The text of the bill (S. 1244) making 
appropriations for the government of 
the District of Columbia and other ac- 
tivities chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of said District 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1996, and for other purposes, as passed 
by the Senate on September 22, 1995, is 
as follows: 


September 26, 1995 


S. 1244 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 
District of Columbia for the fiscal year end- 
ing September 30, 1996, and for other pur- 
poses, namely: 

TITLE I 
FISCAL YEAR 1996 APPROPRIATIONS 


FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


For payment to the District of Columbia 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, 
5660,000,000, as authorized by section 502(a) of 
the District of Columbia Self-Government 
and Governmental Reorganization Act, Pub- 
lic Law 93-198, as amended (D.C. Code, sec. 
47-3406.1). 

FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION ТО RETIREMENT 
FUNDS 


For the Federal contribution to the Police 
Officers and Fire Fighters’, Teachers’, and 
Judges' Retirement Funds, as authorized by 
the District of Columbia Retirement Reform 
Act, approved November 17, 1979 (93 Stat, 866; 
Public Law 96-122), $52,000,000. 

DIVISION OF EXPENSES 


The following amounts are appropriated 
for the District of Columbia for the current 
fiscal year out of the general fund of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, except as otherwise spe- 
cifically provided. 


GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT 


Governmental direction and support, 
$150,721,000 and 1,465 full-time equivalent po- 
sitions (end of year): Provided, That not to 
exceed $2,500 for the Mayor, $2,500 for the 
Chairman of the Council of the District of 
Columbia, and $2,500 for the City Adminis- 
trator shall be available from this appropria- 
tion for expenditures for official purposes: 
Provided further, That any program fees col- 
lected from the issuance of debt shall be 
available for the payment of expenses of the 
debt management program of the District of 
Columbia: Provided further, That no revenues 
from Federal sources shall be used to support 
the operations or activities of the Statehood 
Commission and Statehood Compact Com- 
mission: Provided further, That the District 
of Columbia shall identify the sources of 
funding for Admission to Statehood from its 
own locally-generated revenues: Provided fur- 
ther, That $29,500,000 is used for a pay-as-you- 
go capital project of which $28,000,000 is 
available to develop and implement a new fi- 
nancial management information system 
and $1,500,000 is available for a needs assess- 
ment study: Provided further, That the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility 
and Management Assistance Authority shall 
have given prior approval to the work plan 
and procurement documents for necessary 
hardware and software before work on phase 
3, as described in the Authority’s August 15, 
1995 report, is begun. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION 


Economic development and regulation, 
$142,711,000 and 1,692 full-time equivalent po- 
sitions (end-of-year): Provided, That the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Housing Finance Agency, 
established by section 201 of the District of 
Columbia Housing Finance Agency Act, ef- 
fective March 3, 1979 (D.C. Law 2-135; D.C. 
Code, sec. 45-2111), based upon its capability 
of repayments as determined each year by 
the Council of the District of Columbia from 
the Housing Finance Agency's annual au- 
dited financial statements to the Council of 
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the District of Columbia, shall repay to the 
general fund an amount equal to the appro- 
priated administrative costs plus interest at 
a rate of four percent per annum for a term 
of 15 years, with a deferral of payments for 
the first three years: Provided further, That 
notwithstanding the foregoing provision, the 
obligation to repay all or part of the 
amounts due shall be subject to the rights of 
the owners of any bonds or notes issued by 
the Housing Finance Agency and shall be re- 
paid to the District of Columbia government 
only from available operating revenues of 
the Housing Finance Agency that are in ex- 
cess of the amounts required for debt service, 
reserve funds, and operating expenses: Pro- 
vided further, That upon commencement of 
the debt service payments, such payments 
shall be deposited into the general fund of 
the District of Columbia. 
PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE 

Public safety and justice, including pur- 
chase of 135 passenger-carrying vehicles for 
replacement only, including 130 for police- 
type use and five for fire-type use, without 
regard to the general purchase price limita- 
tion for the current fiscal year, $960,747,000 
and 11,544 full-time equivalent positions 
(end-of-year): Provided, That the Metropoli- 
tan Police Department is authorized to re- 
place not to exceed 25 passenger-carrying ve- 
hicles and the Fire Department of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia is authorized to replace 
not to exceed five passenger-carrying vehi- 
cles annually whenever the cost of repair to 
any damaged vehicle exceeds three-fourths 
of the cost of the replacement: Provided fur- 
ther, That not to exceed $500,000 shall be 
available from this appropriation for the 
Chief of Police for the prevention and detec- 
tion of crime: Provided further, That the Met- 
ropolitan Police Department shall provide 
quarterly reports to the Committees on Ap- 
propriations of the House and Senate on ef- 
forts to increase efficiency and improve the 
professionalism in the department: Provided 
further, That notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, or Mayor’s Order 86-45, issued 
March 18, 1986, the Metropolitan Police De- 
partment’s delegated small purchase author- 
ity shall be $500,000: Provided further, That 
the District of Columbia government may 
not require the Metropolitan Police Depart- 
ment to submit to any other procurement re- 
view process, or to obtain the approval of or 
be restricted in any manner by any official 
or employee of the District of Columbia gov- 
ernment, for purchases that do not exceed 
$500,000: Provided further, That $250,000 is used 
for the Georgetown Summer Detail; $200,000 
is used for East of the River Detail; $100,000 
is used for Adams Morgan Detail; and $100,000 
is used for the Capitol Hill Summer Detail: 
Provided further, That the Metropolitan Po- 
lice Department shall employ an authorized 
level of sworn officers not to be less than 
3,800 sworn officers for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1996: Provided further, That the 
District of Columbia shall house no more 
than 1,000 inmates in its community correc- 
tional centers, District operated or con- 
tracted, on any given date: Provided further, 
That funds appropriated for expenses under 
the District of Columbia Criminal Justice 
Act, approved September 3, 1974 (88 Stat. 
1090; Public Law 93-412; D.C. Code, sec. 11- 
2601 et seq.), for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1996, shall be available for obliga- 
tions incurred under the Act in each fiscal 
year since inception in the fiscal year 1975: 
Provided further, That funds appropriated for 
expenses under the District of Columbia Ne- 
glect Representation Equity Act of 1984, ef- 
fective March 13, 1985 (D.C. Law 5-129; D.C. 
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Code, sec. 16-2304), for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1996, shall be available for ob- 
ligations incurred under the Act in each fis- 
cal year since inception in the fiscal year 
1985: Provided further, That funds appro- 
priated for expenses under the District of Co- 
lumbia Guardianship, Protective Proceed- 
ings, and Durable Power of Attorney Act of 
1986, effective February 27, 1987 (D.C. Law 6- 
204; D. C. Code, sec. 21-2060), for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1996, shall be 
available for obligations incurred under the 
Act in each fiscal year since inception in fis- 
cal year 1989: Provided further, That not to 
exceed $1,500 for the Chief Judge of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Court of Appeals, $1,500 for 
the Chief Judge of the Superior Court of the 
District of Columbia, and $1,500 for the Exec- 
utive Officer of the District of Columbia 
Courts shall be available from this appro- 
priation for official purposes: Provided fur- 
ther, That the District of Columbia shall op- 
erate and maintain a free, 24-hour telephone 
information service whereby residents of the 
area surrounding Lorton prison in Fairfax 
County, Virginia, can promptly obtain infor- 
mation from District of Columbia govern- 
ment officials on all disturbances at the pris- 
on, including escapes, fires, riots, and simi- 
lar incidents: Provided further, That the Dis- 
trict of Columbia government shall also take 
steps to publicize the availability of the 24- 
hour telephone information service among 
the residents of the area surrounding the 
Lorton prison: Provided further, That not to 
exceed $100,000 of this appropriation shall be 
used to reimburse Fairfax County, Virginia, 
and Prince William County, Virginia, for ех- 
penses incurred by the counties during the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, in rela- 
tion to the Lorton prison complex: Provided 
further, That such reimbursements shall be 
paid in all instances in which the District re- 
quests the counties to provide police, fire, 
rescue, and related services to help deal with 
escapes, riots, and similar disturbances in- 
volving the prison: Provided further, That the 
Mayor shall reimburse the District of Colum- 
bia National Guard for expenses incurred in 
connection with services that are performed 
in emergencies by the National Guard in a 
militia status and are requested by the 
Mayor, in amounts that shall be jointly de- 
termined and certified as due and payable for 
these services by the Mayor and the Com- 
manding General of the District of Columbia 
National Guard: Provided further, That such 
sums as may be necessary for reimbursement 
to the District of Columbia National Guard 
under the preceding proviso shall be avail- 
able from this appropriation, and the avail- 
ability of the sums shall be deemed as con- 
stituting payment in advance for emergency 
services involved. 
PUBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM 

Public education system, including the de- 
velopment of national defense education pro- 
grams, $800,080,000 and 11,670 full-time equiv- 
alent positions (end-of-year), to be allocated 
as follows: $585,956,000 and 10,167 full-time 
equivalent positions for the public schools of 
the District of Columbia; $109,175,000 shall be 
allocated for the District of Columbia Teach- 
ers’ Retirement Fund; $81,940,000 and 1,079 
full-time equivalent positions for the Univer- 
sity of the District of Columbia; $20,742,000 
and 415 full-time equivalent positions for the 
Public Library; $2,267,000 and 9 full-time 
equivalent positions for the Commission on 
the Arts and Humanities: Provided, That the 
public schools of the District of Columbia 
are authorized to accept not to exceed 31 
motor vehicles for exclusive use in the driver 
education program: Provided further, That 
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not to exceed $2,500 for the Superintendent of 
Schools, $2,500 for the President of the Uni- 
versity of the District of Columbia, and 
$2,000 for the Public Librarian shall be avail- 
able from this appropriation for expenditures 
for official purposes: Provided further, That 
this appropriation shall not be available to 
subsidize the education of nonresidents of 
the District of Columbia at the University of 
the District of Columbia, unless the Board of 
Trustees of the University of the District of 
Columbia adopts, for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1996, a tuition rate schedule 
that will establish the tuition rate for non- 
resident students at a level no lower than 
the nonresident tuition rate charged at com- 
parable public institutions of higher edu- 
cation in the metropolitan area. 


HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES 


Human support services, $1,859,622,000 and 
6,469 full-time equivalent positions (end-of- 
year): Provided, That $26,000,000 of this appro- 
priation, to remain available until expended, 
shall be available solely for District of Co- 
lumbia employees’ disability compensation: 
Provided further, That the District shall not 
provide free government services such as 
water, sewer, solid waste disposal or collec- 
tion, utilities, maintenance, repairs, or simi- 
lar services to any legally constituted pri- 
vate nonprofit organization (as defined in 
section 411(5) of Public Law 100-77, approved 
July 22, 1987) providing emergency shelter 
services in the District, if the District would 
not be qualified to receive reimbursement 
pursuant to the Stewart B. McKinney Home- 
less Assistance Act, approved July 22, 1987 
(101 Stat. 485; Public Law 100-77; 42 U.S.C. 
11301 et seq.). 

PUBLIC WORKS 


Public works, including rental of one pas- 
senger-carrying vehicle for use by the Mayor 
and three passenger-carrying vehicles for use 
by the Council of the District of Columbia 
and purchase of passenger-carrying vehicles 
for replacement only, $297,568,000 and 1,914 
full-time equivalent positions (end-of-year): 
Provided, That this appropriation shall not 
be available for collecting ashes or mis- 
cellaneous refuse from hotels and places of 
business. 


WASHINGTON CONVENTION CENTER TRANSFER 
PAYMENT 


For the Washington Convention Center 
Fund, $5,400,000. 


REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST 


For reimbursement to the United States of 
funds loaned in compliance with an Act to 
provide for the establishment of a modern, 
adequate, and efficient hospital center in the 
District of Columbia, approved August 7, 1946 
(60 Stat. 896; Public Law 79-648); section 1 of 
an Act to authorize the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia to borrow funds for 
capital improvement programs and to amend 
provisions of law relating to Federal Govern- 
ment participation in meeting costs of main- 
taining the Nation’s Capital City, approved 
June 6, 1958 (72 Stat. 183; Public Law 85-451; 
D.C. Code, sec. 9-219); section 4 of an Act to 
authorize the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia to plan, construct, operate, and 
maintain a sanitary sewer to connect the 
Dulles International Airport with the Dis- 
trict of Columbia system, approved June 12, 
1960 (74 Stat. 211; Public Law 86-515); sections 
723 and 743(f) of the District of Columbia 
Self-Government and Governmental Reorga- 
nization Act of 1973, approved December 24, 
1973, as amended (87 Stat. 821; Public Law 93- 
198; D.C. Code, sec. 47-321, note; 91 Stat. 1156; 
Public Law 95-131; D.C. Code, sec. 9-219, 
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note), including interest as required thereby, 
$257,787,000. 
REPAYMENT OF GENERAL FUND RECOVERY 
DEBT 


For the purpose of eliminating the 
$331,589,000 general fund accumulated deficit 
as of September 30, 1990, $38,678,000, as au- 
thorized by section 461(а) of the District of 
Columbia Self-Government and Govern- 
mental Reorganization Act, approved De- 
cember 24, 1973, as amended (105 Stat. 540; 
Public Law 102-106; D.C. Code, sec. 47-321(а)). 

REPAYMENT OF INTEREST ON SHORT-TERM 

BORROWING 

For repayment of interest on short-term 
borrowing, $9,698,000. 

PAY RENEGOTIATION OR REDUCTION IN 
COMPENSATION 


The Mayor shall reduce appropriations and 
expenditures for personal services in the 
amount of $46,409,000, by decreasing rates of 
compensation for District government em- 
ployees; such decreased rates are to be real- 
ized for employees who are subject to collec- 
tive bargaining agreements to the extent 
possible through the renegotiation of exist- 
ing collective bargaining agreements. 

RAINY DAY FUND 


For mandatory unavoidable expenditures 
within one or several of the various appro- 
priation headings of this Act, to be allocated 
to the budgets for personal services and non- 
personal services as requested by the Mayor 
and approved by the Council pursuant to the 
procedures in section 4 of the Reprogram- 
ming Policy Act of 1980, effective September 
16, 1980 (D.C. Law 3-100; D.C. Code, sec. 47- 
363), $4,563,000: Provided, That the District of 
Columbia shall provide to the Committees 
on Appropriations of the House of Represent- 
atives and the Senate quarterly reports by 
the 15th day of the month following the end 
of the quarter showing how monies provided 
under this fund are expended with a final re- 
port providing a full accounting of the fund 
due October 15, 1995 or not later than 15 days 
after the last amount remaining in the fund 
is disbursed. 

INCENTIVE BUYOUT PROGRAM 

For the purpose of funding costs associated 
with the incentive buyout program, to be ap- 
portioned by the Mayor of the District of Co- 
lumbia within the various appropriation 
headings in this Act from which costs are 
properly payable, $19,000,000. 

BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 


The Mayor shall reduce appropriations and 
expenditures for boards and commissions 
under the various headings in this Act in the 
amount of $500,000. 

GOVERNMENT RE-ENGINEERING PROGRAM 


If a sufficient reduction from employees 
who are subject to collective bargaining 
agreements is not realized through renego- 
tiating existing agreements, the Mayor shall 
decrease the rates of compensation for such 
employees, notwithstanding the provisions 
of any collective bargaining agreements: 
Provided, That the Mayor shall reduce appro- 
priations and expenditures for personal and 
nonpersonal services in the amount of 
$16,000,000 within one or several of the var- 
ious appropriation headings in this Act. 

OUTPLACEMENT 

For outplacement $1,500,000. 

CAPITAL OUTLAY 

For construction projects, $82,850,000, as 
authorized by an Act authorizing the laying 
of water mains and service sewers in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, the levying of assessments 
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therefor, and for other purposes, approved 
April 22, 1904 (33 Stat. 244; Public Law 58-140; 
D.C, Code, secs. 43-1512 through 43-1519); the 
District of Columbia Public Works Act of 
1954, approved May 18, 1954 (68 Stat. 101; Pub- 
lic Law 83-364); An Act to authorize the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia to 
borrow funds for capital improvement pro- 
grams and to amend provisions of law relat- 
ing to Federal Government participation in 
meeting costs of maintaining the Nation’s 
Capital City, approved June 6, 1958 (72 Stat. 
183; Public Law 85-451); including acquisition 
of sites, preparation of plans and specifica- 
tions, conducting preliminary surveys, erec- 
tion of structures, including building im- 
provement and alteration and treatment of 
grounds, to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That $105,660,000 appropriated 
under this heading in prior fiscal years is re- 
scinded. 
WATER AND SEWER ENTERPRISE FUND 

For the Water and Sewer Enterprise Fund, 
$243,853,000 and 1,024 full-time equivalent po- 
sitions (end of year), of which $41,036,000 
shall be apportioned and payable to the debt 
service fund for repayment of loans and in- 
terest incurred for capital improvement 
projects. 
LOTTERY AND CHARITABLE GAMES ENTERPRISE 

FUND 

For the Lottery and Charitable Games En- 
terprise Fund, established by the District of 
Columbia Appropriation Act for the Fiscal 
Year ending September 30, 1982, approved De- 
cember 4, 1981 (95 Stat. 1174, 1175; Public Law 
97-91), as amended, for the purpose of imple- 
menting the Law to Legalize Lotteries, 
Daily Numbers Games, and Bingo and Raffles 
for Charitable Purposes in the District of Co- 
lumbia, effective March 10, 1981 (D.C. Law 3- 
172; D.C. Code, secs. 2-2501 et seq. and 22-1516 
et seq.), $229,950,000 and 88 full-time equiva- 
lent positions (end of year), to be derived 
from non-Federal District of Columbia reve- 
nues: Provided, That the District of Columbia 
shall identify the source of funding for this 
appropriation title from the District’s own 
locally-generated revenues: Provided further, 
That no revenues from Federal sources shall 
be used to support the operations or activi- 
ties of the Lottery and Charitable Games 
Control Board. 

CABLE TELEVISION ENTERPRISE FUND 

For the Cable Television Enterprise Fund, 
established by the Cable Television Commu- 
nications Act of 1981, effective October 22, 
1983 (D.C. Law 5-36; D.C. Code, sec. 43-1801 et 
seq.), $2,351,000 and 8 full-time equivalent po- 
sitions (end of year), of which $572,000 shall 
be transferred to the General Fund of the 
District of Columbia. 

STARPLEX FUND 

For the Starplex Fund, $6,580,000 for the ex- 
penses incurred by the Armory Board in the 
exercise of its powers granted by An Act To 
Establish a District of Columbia Armory 
Board, and for other purposes, approved June 
4, 1948 (62 Stat. 339; D.C. Code, sec. 2-301 et 
seq.) and the District of Columbia Stadium 
Act of 1957, approved September 7, 1957 (71 
Stat. 619; Public Law 85-300; D. C. Code, sec. 
2-321 et seq.): Provided, That the Mayor shall 
submit a budget for the Armory Board for 
the forthcoming fiscal year as required by 
section 442(b) of the District of Columbia 
Self-Government and Governmental Reorga- 
nization Act, approved December 24, 1973 (87 
Stat. 824; Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 
47-301(b)). 

D.C. GENERAL HOSPITAL 

For the District of Columbia General Hos- 

pital, established by the Reorganization 
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Order No. 57 of the Board of Commissioners, 
effective August 15, 1953, $115,034,000, of 
which $56,735,000 shall be derived by transfer 
from the general fund. 


D.C. RETIREMENT BOARD 


For the D.C. Retirement Board, established 
by section 121 of the District of Columbia 
Comprehensive Retirement Reform Act of 
1989, approved November 17, 1989 (93 Stat. 866; 
D.C. Code, вес. 1-711), $13,440,000 to pay legal, 
management, investment, and other fees and 
administrative expenses of the District of 
Columbia Retirement Board and 11 full-time 
equivalent positions (end of year): Provided, 
That the District of Columbia Retirement 
Board shall provide to the Congress and to 
the Council of the District of Columbia a 
quarterly report of the allocations of charges 
by fund and of expenditures of all funds: Pro- 
vided further, That the District of Columbia 
Retirement Board shall provide the Mayor, 
for transmittal to the Council of the District 
of Columbia, an item accounting of the 
planned use of appropriated funds in time for 
each annual budget submission and the ac- 
tual use of such funds in time for each an- 
nual audited financial report. 


CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES 


For the Correctional Industries Fund, es- 
tablished by the District of Columbia Correc- 
tional Industries Establishment Act, ap- 
proved October 3, 1964 (78 Stat. 1000; Public 
Law 88-622), $10,516,000 and 66 full-time equiv- 
alent positions (end of year). 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FINANCIAL RESPON- 
SIBILITY AND MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE AU- 
THORITY 


For the District of Columbia Financial Re- 
sponsibility and Management Assistance Au- 
thority, established by section 101(а) of the 
District of Columbia Financial Responsibil- 
ity and Management Assistance Act of 1995, 
approved April 17, 1995 (109 Stat. 97; Public 
Law 104-8), $3,500,000. 

WASHINGTON CONVENTION CENTER ENTERPRISE 
FUND 


For the Washington Convention Center En- 
terprise Fund, $37,957,000, of which $5,400,000 
shall be derived by transfer from the general 
fund. 


PERSONAL SERVICES ADJUSTMENT 


The Mayor, in consultation with the Coun- 
cil and the District of Columbia Financial 
Responsibility and Management Assistance 
Authority, shall reduce appropriations and 
expenditures for personal services costs in 
the amount of $11,264,000 within one or sev- 
eral of the various appropriations headings 
in this Act. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 101. The expenditure of any appropria- 
tion under this Act for any consulting serv- 
ice through procurement contract, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those 
contracts where such expenditures are a 
matter of public record and available for 
public inspection, except where otherwise 
provided under existing law, or under exist- 
ing Executive order issued pursuant to exist- 
ing law. 

Sec. 102. Except as otherwise provided in 
this Act, all vouchers covering expenditures 
of appropriations contained in this Act shall 
be audited before payment by the designated 
certifying official and the vouchers as ap- 
proved shall be paid by checks issued by the 
designated disbursing official. 

Sec. 103. Whenever in this Act, an amount 
is specified within an appropriation for par- 
ticular purposes or objects of expenditure, 
such amount, unless otherwise specified, 
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shall be considered as the maximum amount 
that may be expended for said purpose or ob- 
ject rather than an amount set apart exclu- 
sively therefor. 

Sec. 104. Appropriations in this Act shall 
be available, when authorized by the Mayor, 
for allowances for privately owned auto- 
mobiles and motorcycles used for the per- 
formance of official duties at rates estab- 
lished by the Mayor: Provided, That such 
rates shall not exceed the maximum prevail- 
ing rates for such vehicles as prescribed in 
the Federal Property Management Regula- 
tions 101-7 (Federal Travel Regulations). 

Sec. 105. Appropriations in this Act shall 
be available for expenses of travel and for 
the payment of dues of organizations con- 
cerned with the work of the District of Co- 
lumbia government, when authorized by the 
Mayor: Provided, That the Council of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and the District of Colum- 
bia Courts may expend such funds without 
authorization by the Mayor. 

БЕС. 106. There are appropriated from the 
applicable funds of the District of Columbia 
such sums as may be necessary for making 
refunds and for the payment of judgments 
that have been entered against the District 
of Columbia government: Provided, That 
nothing contained in this section shall be 
construed as modifying or affecting the pro- 
visions of section 11(c)(3) of title XII of the 
District of Columbia Income and Franchise 
Tax Act of 1947, approved March 31, 1956 (70 
Stat. 78; Public Law 84-460; D.C. Code, sec. 
47-1812.11(0)(3)). 

Sec. 107. Appropriations іп this Act shall 
be available for the payment of public assist- 
ance without reference to the requirement of 
section 544 of the District of Columbia Public 
Assistance Act of 1982, effective April 6, 1982 
(D.C. Law 4-101; D.C. Code, sec. 3-205.44), and 
for the non-Federal share of funds necessary 
to qualify for Federal assistance under the 
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Con- 
trol Act of 1968, approved July 31, 1968 (82 
Stat. 462; Public Law 90-445; 42 U.S.C. 3801 et 
seq.). 

БЕС. 108. No part of any appropriation соп- 
tained in this Act shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un- 
less expressly so provided herein. 

БЕС. 109. No funds appropriated in this Act 
for the District of Columbia government for 
the operation of educational institutions, 
the compensation of personnel, or for other 
educational purposes may be used to permit, 
encourage, facilitate, or further partisan po- 
litical activities. Nothing herein is intended 
to prohibit the availability of school build- 
ings for the use of any community or par- 
tisan political group during non-school 
hours. 

Sec. 10. The annual budget for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia government for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1997, shall be 
transmitted to the Congress no later than 
April 15, 1996. 

БЕС. 111. None of the funds appropriated іп 
this Act shall be made available to pay the 
salary of any employee of the District of Co- 
lumbia government whose name, title, grade, 
salary, past work experience, and salary his- 
tory are not available for inspection by the 
House and Senate Committees on Appropria- 
tions, the House Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight, District of Columbia 
Subcommittee, the Subcommittee on Gen- 
eral Services, Federalism, and the District of 
Columbia, of the Senate Committee on Gov- 
ernmental Affairs, and the Council of the 
District of Columbia, or their duly author- 
ized representative: Provided, That none of 
the funds contained in this Act shall be made 
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available to pay the salary of any employee 
of the District of Columbia government 
whose name and salary are not available for 
public inspection, 

Sec. 112. There are appropriated from the 
applicable funds of the District of Columbia 
such sums as may be necessary for making 
payments authorized by the District of Co- 
lumbia Revenue Recovery Act of 1977, effec- 
tive September 23, 1977 (D.C. Law 2-20; D.C. 
Code, sec. 47-421 et seq.). 

БЕС. 113. No part of this appropriation shall 
be used for publicity or propaganda purposes 
or implementation of any policy including 
boycott designed to support or defeat legisla- 
tion pending before Congress or any State 
legislature. 

БЕС. 114. At the start of the fiscal year, the 
Mayor shall develop an annual plan, by quar- 
ter and by project, for capital outlay borrow- 
ings: Provided, That within a reasonable time 
after the close of each quarter, the Mayor 
shall report to the Council of the District of 
Columbia and the Congress the actual bor- 
rowing and spending progress compared with 
projections. 

БЕС. 115. The Mayor shall not borrow any 
funds for capital projects unless the Mayor 
has obtained prior approval from the Council 
of the District of Columbia, by resolution, 
identifying the projects and amounts to be 
financed with such borrowings. 

БЕС. 116. The Mayor shall not expend any 
moneys borrowed for capital projects for the 
operating expenses of the District of Colum- 
bia government. 

БЕС. 117. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be obligated or expended by re- 
programming except pursuant to advance ap- 
proval of the reprogramming granted accord- 
ing to the procedure set forth in the Joint 
Explanatory Statement of the Committee of 
Conference (House Report No. 96-443), which 
accompanied the District of Columbia Ap- 
propriation Act, 1980, approved October 30, 
1979 (93 Stat. 713; Public Law 96-93), as modi- 
fied in House Report No. 98-265, and in ac- 
cordance with the Reprogramming Policy 
Act of 1980, effective September 16, 1980 (D.C. 
Law 3-100; D.C. Code, sec. 47-361 et seq.): Pro- 
vided, That for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1996 the above shall apply except 
as modified by Public Law 104-8. 

ВЕС. 118. None of the Federal funds pro- 
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex- 
pended to provide a personal cook, chauffeur, 
or other personal servants to any officer or 
employee of the District of Columbia. 

БЕС. 119. None of the Federal funds рго- 
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex- 
pended to procure passenger automobiles as 
defined in the Automobile Fuel Efficiency 
Act of 1980, approved October 10, 1980 (94 
Stat. 1824; Public Law 96-425; 15 U.S.C. 
2001(2)), with an Environmental Protection 
Agency estimated miles per gallon average 
of less than 22 miles per gallon: Provided, 
That this section shall not apply to security, 
emergency rescue, or armored vehicles. 

SEc. 120. (a) Notwithstanding section 422(7) 
of the District of Columbia Self-Government 
and Governmental Reorganization Act of 
1973, approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 790; 
Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 1-242(7)), 
the City Administrator shall be paid, during 
any fiscal year, a salary at a rate established 
by the Mayor, not to exceed the rate estab- 
lished for level IV of the Executive Schedule 
under 5 U.S.C. 5315. 

(b) For purposes of applying any provision 
of law limiting the availability of funds for 
payment of salary or pay in any fiscal year, 
the highest rate of pay established by the 
Mayor under subsection (a) of this section 
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for any position for any period during the 
last quarter of calendar year 1995 shall be 
deemed to be the rate of pay payable for that 
position for September 30, 1995. 

(c) Notwithstanding section 4(a) of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Redevelopment Act of 1945, 
approved August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 793; Public 
Law 79-592; D.C. Code, вес. 5-803(a)), the 
Board of Directors of the District of Colum- 
bia Redevelopment Land Agency shall be 
paid, during any fiscal year, per diem com- 
pensation at a rate established by the 
Mayor. 

БЕС. 121. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sions of law, the provisions of the District of 
Columbia Government Comprehensive Merit 
Personnel Act of 1978, effective March 3, 1979 
(D.C. Law 2-139; D.C. Code, sec. 1-601.1 et 
seq.), enacted pursuant to section 422(3) of 
the District of Columbia Self-Government 
and Governmental Reorganization Act of 
1973, approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 790; 
Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 1-242(3)), 
shall apply with respect to the compensation 
of District of Columbia employees: Provided, 
That for pay purposes, employees of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia government shall not be 
subject to the provisions of title 5 of the 
United States Code. 

БЕС. 122, Fhe Director of the Department of 
Administrative Services may pay rentals and 
repair, alter, and improve rented premises, 
without regard to the provisions of section 
322 of the Economy Act of 1932 (Public Law 
72-212; 40 U.S.C. 278a), upon a determination 
by the Director, that by reason of cir- 
cumstances set forth in such determination, 
the payment of these rents and the execution 
of this work, without reference to the limita- 
tions of section 322, is advantageous to the 
District in terms of economy, efficiency, and 
the District’s best interest. 

БЕС. 123. No later than 30 days after the 
end of the first quarter of the fiscal year end- 
ing September 30, 1996, the Mayor of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia shall submit to the Council 
of the District of Columbia the new fiscal 
year 1996 revenue estimates as of the end of 
the first quarter of fiscal year 1996. These es- 
timates shall be used in the budget request 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1997. 
The officially revised estimates at midyear 
shall be used for the midyear report. 

Sec. 124. Section 466(b) of the District of 
Columbia Self-Government and Govern- 
mental Reorganization Act of 1973, approved 
December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 806; Public Law 
93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 47-326), as amended, is 
amended by striking sold before October 1, 
1995” and inserting sold before October 1, 
1996”. 

Sec. 125. No sole source contract with the 
District of Columbia government or any 
agency thereof may be renewed or extended 
without opening that contract to the com- 
petitive bidding process as set forth in sec- 
tion 303 of the District of Columbia Procure- 
ment Practices Act of 1985, effective Feb- 
ruary 21, 1986 (D.C. Law 6-85; D.C. Code, sec. 
1-1183.3), except that the District of Colum- 
bia Public Schools may renew or extend sole 
source contracts for which competition is 
not feasible or practical, provided that the 
determination as to whether to invoke the 
competitive bidding process has been made 
in accordance with duly promulgated Board 
of Education rules and procedures. 

Бес. 126. For purposes of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, approved December 12, 1985 (99 Stat. 
1037; Public Law 99-177), as amended, the 
term “program, project, and activity” shall 
be synonymous with and refer specifically to 
each account appropriating Federal funds in 
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this Act, and any sequestration order shall 
be applied to each of the accounts rather 
than to the aggregate total of those ac- 
counts: Provided, That sequestration orders 
shall not be applied to any account that is 
specifically exempted from sequestration by 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, approved December 12, 
1985 (99 Stat. 1037; Public Law 99-177), as 
amended. 

SEc. 127. In the event a sequestration order 
is issued pursuant to the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, 
approved December 12, 1985 (99 Stat. 1037; 
Public Law 99-177), as amended, after the 
amounts appropriated to the District of Co- 
lumbia for the fiscal year involved have been 
paid to the District of Columbia, the Mayor 
of the District of Columbia shall pay to the 
Secretary of the Treasury, within 15 days 
after receipt of a request therefor from the 
Secretary of the Treasury, such amounts as 
are sequestered by the order: Provided, That 
the sequestration percentage specified in the 
order shall be applied proportionately to 
each of the Federal appropriation accounts 
in this Act that are not specifically exempt- 
ed from sequestration by the Balanced Budg- 
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985, approved December 12, 1985 (99 Stat. 
1037; Public Law 99-177), as amended. 

БЕС. 128. For the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 1996, the District of Columbia 
shall pay interest on its quarterly payments 
to the United States that are made more 
than 60 days from the date of receipt of an 
itemized statement from the Federal Bureau 
of Prisons of amounts due for housing Dis- 
trict of Columbia convicts in Federal peni- 
tentiaries for the preceding quarter. 

Sec. 129. Nothing in this Act shall be con- 
strued to authorize any office, agency or en- 
tity to expend funds for programs or func- 
tions for which a reorganization plan is re- 
quired but has not been approved by the 
Council pursuant to section 422(12) of the 
District of Columbia Self-Government and 
Governmental Reorganization Act of 1973, 
approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 790; Pub- 
lic Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 1-242(12)) and 
the Governmental Reorganization Proce- 
dures Act of 1981, effective October 17, 1981 
(D.C. Law 4-42; D.C. Code, secs. 1-299.1 to 1- 
299.7). Appropriations made by this Act for 
such programs or functions are conditioned 
on the approval by the Council, prior to Oc- 
tober 1, 1995, of the required reorganization 
plans. 

БЕС 130. (a) An entity of the District of Co- 
lumbia government may accept and use a 
gift or donation during fiscal year 1996 if— 

(1) the Mayor approves the acceptance and 
use of the gift or donation: Provided, That 
the Council of the District of Columbia may 
accept and use gifts without prior approval 
by the Mayor; and 

(2) the entity uses the gift or donation to 
carry out its authorized functions or duties. 

(b) Each entity of the District of Columbia 
government shall keep accurate and detailed 
records of the acceptance and use of any gift 
or donation under subsection (a) of this sec- 
tion, and shall make such records available 
for audit and public inspection. 

(c) For the purposes of this section, the 
term “entity of the District of Columbia 
government“ includes an independent agen- 
cy of the District of Columbia. 

(а) This section shall not apply to the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Board of Education, which 
may, pursuant to the laws and regulations of 
the District of Columbia, accept and use 
gifts to the public schools without prior ap- 
proval by the Mayor. 
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БЕС. 131. None of the Federal funds рго- 
vided in this Act may be used by the District 
of Columbia to provide for salaries, expenses, 
or other costs associated with the offices of 
United States Senator or United States Rep- 
resentatives under section 4(4) of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Statehood Constitutional 
Convention Initiatives of 1979, effective 
March 10, 1981 (D.C. Law 3-171; D.C. Code, 
sec. 1-113(d)). 

БЕС. 132. None of the Federal funds appro- 
priated under this Act shall be expended for 
any abortion except when it is made known 
to the entity or official to which funds are 
appropriated under this Act that such proce- 
dure is necessary to save the life of the 
mother or that the pregnancy is the result of 
an act of rape or incest. 

COMPENSATION FOR THE COMMISSION ON JUDI- 

CIAL DISABILITIES AND TENURE AND FOR THE 

JUDICIAL NOMINATION COMMISSION 


БЕС. 133. Sections 431(f) and 433(b)(5) of the 
District of Columbia Self-Government and 
Governmental Reorganization Act, approved 
December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 813; Public Law 
93-198; D.C. Code, secs. 11-1524 and title II, 
App. 433), are amended to read as follows: 

(a) Section 431(f) (D.C. Code, sec, 11-1524) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(0 Members of the Tenure Commission 
shall serve without compensation for вегу- 
ices rendered in connection with their offi- 
cial duties оп the Commission.“. 

(b) Section 433(b)(5) (title 11, App. 433) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(5) Member of the Commission shall serve 
without compensation for services rendered 
in connection with their official duties on 
the Commission."’. 

MULTIYEAR CONTRACTS 

БЕС. 134. Section 451 of the District of Co- 
lumbia Self-Government and Governmental 
Reorganization Act of 1973, approved Decem- 
ber 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 803; Public Law 93-198; 
D.C. Code, sec. 1-1130), is amended by adding 
а new subsection (с) to read as follows: 

„Nj Тһе District may enter into 
multiyear contracts to obtain goods and 
services for which funds would otherwise be 
available for obligation only within the fis- 
cal year for which appropriated. 

2) If the funds аге not made available for 
the continuation of such a contract into a 
subsequent fiscal year, the contract shall be 
cancelled or terminated, and the cost of can- 
cellation or termination may be paid from— 

“(А) appropriations originally available for 
the performance of the contract concerned; 

“(В) appropriations currently available for 
procurement of the type of acquisition cov- 
ered by the contract, and not otherwise obli- 
gated; or 

“(С) funds appropriated for those pay- 
ments. 

“(8) No contract entered into under this 
section shall be valid unless the Mayor sub- 
mits the contract to the Council for its ap- 
proval and the Council approves the contract 
(in accordance with criteria established by 
act of the Council). The Council shall be re- 
quired to take affirmative action to approve 
the contract within 45 calendar days. If no 
action is taken to approve the contract with- 
in 45 calendar days, the contract shall be 
deemed disapproved."’. 

CALCULATED REAL PROPERTY TAX RATE 

RESCISSION AND REAL PROPERTY TAX FREEZE 

БЕС. 135. The District of Columbia Real 
Property Tax Revision Act of 1974, approved 
September 3, 1974 (88 Stat. 1051; D.C. Code, 
sec, 47-801 et seq.), is amended as follows: 

(1) Section 412 (D.C. Code, sec. 47-812) is 
amended as follows: 
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(A) Subsection (a) is amended by striking 
the third and fourth sentences and inserting 
the following sentences in their place: If 
the Council does extend the time for estab- 
lishing the rates of taxation on real prop- 
erty, it must establish those rates for the tax 
year by permanent legislation. If the Council 
does not establish the rates of taxation of 
real property by October 15, and does not ex- 
tend the time for establishing rates, the 
rates of taxation applied for the prior year 
shall be the rates of taxation applied during 
the tax year.“. 

(B) A new subsection (a-2) is added to read 
as follows: 

“(а-2) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
subsection (a) of this section, the real prop- 
erty tax rates for taxable real property in 
the District of Columbia for the tax year be- 
ginning October 1, 1995, and ending Septem- 
ber 30, 1996, shall be the same rates in effect 
for the tax year beginning October 1, 1993, 
and ending September 30, 1994.“ 

(2) Section 413(c) (D.C. Code, sec. 47-815(с)) 
is repealed. 

PRISONS INDUSTRIES. 

SEc. 136. Title 18 U.S.C. 1761(b) is amended 
by striking the period at the end and insert- 
ing the phrase “ог not for-profit organiza- 
tions“ in its place. 

REPORTS ON REDUCTIONS 

БЕС. 137. Within 120 days of the effective 
date of this Act, the Mayor shall submit to 
the Council a report delineating the actions 
taken by the executive to effect the direc- 
tives of the Council in this Act, including— 

(1) negotiations with representatives of 
collective bargaining units to reduce em- 
ployee compensation; 

(2) actions to restructure existing long- 
term city debt; 

(3) actions to apportion the spending re- 
ductions anticipated by the directives of this 
Act to the executive for unallocated reduc- 
tions; and 

(4) a list of any position that is backfilled 
including description, title, and salary of the 
position. 

MONTHLY REPORTING REQUIREMENTS—BOARD 

OF EDUCATION 

БЕС. 138. The Board of Education shall sub- 
mit to the Congress, Mayor, and Council of 
the District of Columbia no later than fif- 
teen (15) calendar days after the end of each 
month a report that sets forth— 

(1) current month expenditures and obliga- 
tions, year-to-date expenditures and obliga- 
tions, and total fiscal year expenditure pro- 
jections versus budget broken out on the 
basis of control center, responsibility center, 
ARC, and object class, and for appropriated 
funds, nonappropriated funds, and capital fi- 
nancing; 

(2) a breakdown of FTE positions and staff 
for the most current pay period broken out 
on the basis of control center, responsibility 
center, and ARC within each responsibility 
center, for appropriated funds, nonappro- 
priated funds, and capital funds; 

(3) a list of each account for which spend- 
ing is frozen and the amount of funds frozen, 
broken out by control center, responsibility 
center, detailed object, and ARC, and for all 
funding sources; 

(4) a list of all active contracts in excess of 
$10,000 annually, which contains; the name of 
each contractor; the budget to which the 
contract is charged broken out on the basis 
of control center, responsibility center, and 
ARC; and contract identifying codes used by 
the District of Columbia Public Schools; 
payments made in the last month and year- 
to-date, the total amount of the contract 
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and total payments made for the contract 
and any modifications, extensions, renewals; 
and specific modifications made to each con- 
tract in the last month; 

(5) all reprogramming requests and reports 
that are required to be, and have been, sub- 
mitted to the Board of Education; and 

(6) changes made in the last month to the 
organizational structure of the District of 
Columbia Public Schools, displaying pre- 
vious and current control centers and re- 
sponsibility centers, the names of the orga- 
nizational entities that have been changed, 
the name of the staff member supervising 
each entity affected, and the reasons for the 
structural change. 


MONTHLY REPORTING REQUIREMENT— 
UNIVERSITY OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


бес. 139. The University of the District of 
Columbia shall submit to the Congress, 
Mayor, and Council of the District of Colum- 
bia no later than fifteen (15) calendar days 
after the end of each month a report that 
sets forth— 

(1) current month expenditures and obliga- 
tions, year-to-date expenditures and obliga- 
tions, and total fiscal year expenditure pro- 
jections versus budget broken out on the 
basis of control center, responsibility center, 
and object class, and for appropriated funds, 
nonappropriated funds, and capital financ- 


(2) a breakdown of FTE positions and all 
employees for the most current pay period 
broken out on the basis of control center and 
responsibility center, for appropriated funds, 
nonappropriated funds, and capital funds. 

(3) a list of each account for which spend- 
ing is frozen and the amount of funds frozen, 
broken out by control center, responsibility 
center, detailed object, and for all funding 
sources; 

(4) a list of all active contracts in excess of 
$10,000 annually, which contains: the name of 
each contractor; the budget to which the 
contract is charged broken out on the basis 
of control center and responsibility center, 
and contract identifying codes used by the 
University of the District of Columbia; pay- 
ments made in the last month and year-to- 
date, the total amount of the contract and 
total payments made for the contract and 
any modifications, extensions, renewals; and 
specific modifications made to each contract 
in the last month; 

(5) all reprogramming requests and reports 
that have been made by the University of the 
District of Columbia within the last month 
in compliance with applicable law; and 

(6) changes made in the last month to the 
organizational structure of the University of 
the District of Columbia, displaying previous 
and current control centers and responsibil- 
ity centers, the names of the organizational 
entities that have been changed, the name of 
the staff member supervising each entity af- 
fected, and the reasons for the structural 
change. 

SEc. 140. None of the Federal funds appro- 
priated under this Act shall be used to imple- 
ment or enforce any system of registration 
of unmarried, cohabiting couples whether 
they are homosexual, lesbian, heterosexual, 
including but not limited to registration for 
the purpose of extending employment, 
health, or governmental benefits to such 
couples on the same basis that such benefits 
are extended to legally married couples; nor 
shall any funds made available pursuant to 
any provision of this Act otherwise be used 
to implement or enforce D.C. Act 9-188, 
signed by the Mayor of the District of Co- 
lumbia on April 15, 1992. 
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ANNUAL REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

SEc. 141. (a) The Board of Education of the 
District of Columbia and the University of 
the District of Columbia shall annually com- 
pile an accurate and verifiable report on the 
positions and employees in the public school 
system and the university, respectively. The 
annual report shall set forth— 

(1) the number of validated schedule A po- 
sitions in the District of Columbia Public 
Schools and the University of the District of 
Columbia for fiscal year 1995, fiscal year 1996, 
and thereafter on full-time equivalent basis, 
including a compilation of all positions by 
control center, responsibility center, funding 
source, position type, position title, pay 
plan, grade, and annual salary; and 

(2) a compilation of all employees in the 
District of Columbia Public Schools and the 
University of the District of Columbia as of 
the preceding December 31, verified as to its 
accuracy in accordance with the functions 
that each employee actually performs, by 
control center, responsibility center, agency 
reporting code, program (including funding 
source), activity, location for accounting 
purposes, job title, grade and classification, 
annual salary, and position control number. 

(b) The annual report required by sub- 
section (a) of this section shall be submitted 
to the Congress, the Mayor and Council of 
the District of Columbia, by not later than 
February 8 of each year. 

ANNUAL BUDGETS AND BUDGET REVISIONS 

SEc. 142. (a) Not later than October 1, 1995, 
or within 15 calendar days after the date of 
the enactment of the District of Columbia 
Appropriations Act, 1996, whichever occurs 
first, and each succeeding year, the Board of 
Education and the University of the District 
of Columbia shall submit to the Congress, 
the Mayor, and Council of the District of Co- 
lumbia, a revised appropriated funds operat- 
ing budget for the public school system and 
the University of the District of Columbia 
for such fiscal year that is in the total 
amount of the approved appropriation and 
that realigns budgeted data for personal 
services and other than personal services, re- 
spectively, with anticipated actual expendi- 
tures. 

(b) The revised budget required by sub- 
section (a) of this section shall be submitted 
in the format of the budget that the Board of 
Education and the University of the District 
of Columbia submit to the Mayor of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia for inclusion in the May- 
ог'з budget submission to the Council of the 
District of Columbia pursuant to section 442 
of the District of Columbia Self-Government 
and Governmental Reorganization Act, Pub- 
lic Law 93-198, as amended (D.C. Code, sec. 
47-301). 

BUDGET APPROVAL 

БЕС. 143. The Board of Education, the 
Board of Trustees of the University of the 
District of Columbia, the Board of Library 
Trustees, and the Board of Governors of the 
D.C. School of Law shall vote on and approve 
their respective annual or revised budgets 
before submission to the Mayor of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia for inclusion in the May- 
ог'з budget submission to the Council of the 
District of Columbia in accordance with sec- 
tion 442 of the District of Columbia Self-Gov- 
ernment and Governmental Reorganization 
Act, Public Law 93-198, as amended (D.C. 
Code, sec. 47-301), or before submitting their 
respective budgets directly to the Council. 

PUBLIC SCHOOL EMPLOYEE EVALUATIONS 

БЕс. 144. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, rule, or regulation, the evalua- 
tion process and instruments for evaluating 
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District of Columbia Public Schools employ- 
ees shall be a non-negotiable item for collec- 
tive bargaining purposes. 

POSITION VACANCIES 

БЕС. 145. (a) No agency, including an inde- 
pendent agency, shall fill a position wholly 
funded by appropriations authorized by this 
Act, which is vacant on October 1, 1995, or 
becomes vacant between October 1, 1995, and 
September 30, 1996, unless the Mayor or inde- 
pendent agency submits a proposed resolu- 
tion of intent to fill the vacant position to 
the Council. The Council shall be required to 
take affirmative action on the Mayor’s reso- 
lution within 30 legislative days. If the Coun- 
cil does not affirmatively approve the resolu- 
tion within 30 legislative days, the resolu- 
tion shall be deemed disapproved. 

(b) No reduction in the number of full-time 
equivalent positions or reduction-in-force 
due to privatization or contracting out shall 
occur if the District of Columbia Financial 
Responsibility and Management Assistance 
Authority, established by section 101(а) of 
the District of Columbia Financial Respon- 
sibility and Management Assistance Act of 
1995, approved April 17, 1995 (109 Stat. 97; 
Public Law 104-8), disallows the full-time 
equivalent position reduction provided in 
this Act in meeting the maximum ceiling of 
39,778 for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1996. 

(c) This section shall not prohibit the ap- 
propriate personnel authority from filling a 
vacant position with a District government 
employee currently occupying a position 
that is funded with appropriated funds. 

(d) This section shall not apply to local 
school-based teachers, school-based officers, 
or school-based teachers’ aides. 

CAPITAL PROJECT EMPLOYEES 

БЕС. 146. (а) Not later than 15 days after 
the end of every fiscal quarter (beginning Oc- 
tober 1, 1995), the Mayor shall submit to the 
Council and the Committees on Appropria- 
tions of the Senate and House of Representa- 
tives a report with respect to the employees 
on the capital project budget for the pre- 
vious quarter. 

(b) Each report submitted pursuant to sub- 
section (a) of this section shall include the 
following information— 

(1) a list of all employees by position, title, 
grade and step; 

(2) a job description, including the capital 
project for which each employee is working; 

(3) the date that each employee began 
working on the capital project and the end- 
ing date that each employee completed or is 
projected to complete work on the capital 
project; and 

(4) a detailed explanation justifying why 
each employee is being paid with capital 
funds. 


MODIFICATIONS OF BOARD OF EDUCATION 
REDUCTION-IN-FORCE PROCEDURES 

SEC. 147. The District of Columbia Govern- 
ment Comprehensive Merit Personnel Act of 
1978, effective March 3, 1979 (D.C. Law 2-139; 
D.C. Code, sec. 1-601.1 et seq.), is amended as 
follows: 

(a) Section 301 (D.C. Code, sec. 1.603.1) is 
amended as follows: 

(1) A new paragraph (13A) is added to read 
as follows: 

“(1ЗА) ‘Nonschool-based personnel’ means 
any employee of the District of Columbia 
Public Schools who is not based at a local 
school or who does not provide direct serv- 
ices to individual students.“. 

(2) A new paragraph (15A) is added to read 
as follows: 

“(15А) ‘School administrators’ means prin- 
cipals, assistant principals, school program 


26462 


directors, coordinators, instructional super- 
visors, and support personnel of the District 
of Columbia Public Schools.“ 

(b) Section 801А(ЫХ2) (D.C. Code, 
1-609.1(b) (2 )) is amended as follows: 

(1) By striking the semicolon at the end of 
subparagraph (L). 

(2) By adding a new subparagraph (L-i) to 
read as follows: 

“(L-i) Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, the Board of Education shall not 
issue rules that require or permit nonschool- 
based personnel or school administrators to 
be assigned or reassigned to the same com- 
petitive level as classroom teachers;“ 

(c) Section 2402 (D.C. Code, sec. 1-625.2) is 
amended by adding a new subsection (f) to 
read as follows: 

“(0 Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Board of Education shall not re- 
quire or permit non-school based personnel 
or school administrators to be assigned or 
reassigned to the same competitive level as 
classroom teachers.“ 

БЕС. 148. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, rule, or regulation, an em- 
ployee of the District of Columbia Public 
Schools shall be— 

(1) classified as an Educational Service em- 
ployee; 

(2) placed under the personnel authority of 
the Board of Education; and 

(3) subject to all Board of Education rules. 

(b) School-based personnel shall constitute 
а separate competitive area from non-school 
based personnel who shall not compete with 
school-based personnel for retention pur- 
poses. 

MODIFICATION OF REDUCTION-IN-FORCE 
PROCEDURES 

Sec. 149. The District of Columbia Govern- 
ment Comprehensive Merit Personnel Act of 
1978, effective March 3, 1979 (О.С. Law 2-139; 
D.C. Code, sec. 1-601.1 еб seq.), is amended as 
follows: 

(a) Section 2401 (D.C. Code, sec. 1-625.1) is 
amended by amending the third sentence to 
read as follows: “А personnel authority may 
establish lesser competitive areas within an 
agency on the basis of all or a clearly identi- 
fiable segment of an agency's mission or а 
division or major subdivision of an agency.“ 

(b) A new section 2406 is added to read as 
follows: 

“SEC. 2406. ABOLISHMENT OF POSITIONS FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1996. 

“(а) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, regulation, or collective bargaining 
agreement either in effect or to be nego- 
tiated while this legislation is in effect for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, 
each agency head is authorized, within the 
agency head's discretion, to identify posi- 
tions for abolishment. 

„) Prior to February 1, 1996, each person- 
nel authority shall make a final determina- 
tion that a position within the personnel au- 
thority is to be abolished. 

“(с) Notwithstanding any rights or proce- 
dures established by any other provision of 
this title, any District government em- 
ployee, regardless of date of hire, who en- 
cumbers a position identified for abolish- 
ment shall be separated without competition 
or assignment rights, except as provided in 
this section. 

“(4) An employee effected by the abolish- 
ment of a position pursuant to this section 
who, but for this section would be entitled to 
compete for retention, shall be entitled to 
one round of lateral competition pursuant to 
Chapter 24 of the District of Columbia Per- 
sonnel Manual, which shall be limited to po- 
sitions in the employee’s competitive level. 


sec. 
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(e) Each employee who is а bona fide resi- 
dent of the District of Columbia shall have 
added 5 years to his or her creditable service 
for reduction-in-force purposes. For purposes 
of this subsection only, a nonresident Dis- 
trict employee who was hired by the District 
government prior to January 1, 1980, and has 
not had a break in service since that date, or 
a former employee of the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services at Saint Eliza- 
beths Hospital who accepted employment 
with the District government on October 1, 
1987, and has not had a break in service since 
that date, shall be considered a District resi- 
dent. 


(0 Each employee selected for separation 
pursuant to this section shall be given writ- 
ten notice of at least 30 days before the effec- 
tive date of his or her separation. 


(в) Neither the establishment of а com- 
petitive area smaller than an agency, nor the 
determination that a specific position is to 
be abolished, nor separation pursuant to this 
section shall be subject to review except as 
follows: 

„) An employee may file a complaint 
contesting a determination or a separation 
pursuant to title XV of this Act or section 
303 of the Human Rights Act of 1977, effective 
December 13, 1977 (D.C. Law 2-38; D.C. Code, 
sec. 1-2543); and 

“(2) An employee may file with the Office 
of Employee Appeals an appeal contesting 
that the separation procedures of sub- 
sections (4) and (f) of this section were not 
properly applied. 


(h) An employee separated pursuant to 
this section shall be entitled to severance 
pay in accordance with title XI of this Act, 
except that the following shall be included in 
computing creditable service for severance 


‚рау for employees separated pursuant to this 


section: 

“(1) Four years for an employee who quali- 
fied for veteran's preference under this Act, 
and 

‘(2) Three years for an employee who 
qualified for residency preference under this 
Act. 


(0) Separation pursuant to this section 
shall not affect an employee’s rights under 
either the Agency Reemployment Priority 
Program or the Displaced Employee Pro- 
gram established pursuant to Chapter 24 of 
the District Personnel Manual. 


“()) The Mayor shall submit to the Council 
a listing of all positions to be abolished by 
agency and responsibility center by March 1, 
1996, or upon the delivery of termination no- 
tices to individual employees. 


(k) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec- 
tion 1708 or section 2402(d), the provisions of 
this act shall not be deemed negotiable. 


“(1) A personnel authority shall cause а 30- 
day termination notice to be served, no later 
than September 1, 1996, on any incumbent 
employee remaining in any position identi- 
fied to be abolished pursuant to subsection 
(b) of this section”. 


DELAY IN CONVEYANCE OF PROPERTY TO Co- 
LUMBIA HOSPITAL FOR WOMEN FOR NATIONAL 
WOMEN’S HEALTH RESOURCE CENTER 


Sec. 150. Effective as if included in the en- 
actment of Public Law 103-67, section 1(c)(1) 
of Public Law 103-67 (107 Stat. 687) is amend- 
ed by striking “1 year” and inserting ‘3 
years". 


This title may be cited as the District of 
Columbia Appropriations Act, 1996”, 
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TITLE II—DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
SCHOOLS IMPROVEMENT ACT 
Subtitle A—Establishment and Organization 

of Commission on Consensus Reform in the 

District of Columbia Public Schools 
SEC. 201. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this subtitle— 

(1) COMMISSION.—The term Commission“ 
means the Commission on Consensus Reform 
in the District of Columbia Public Schools. 

(2) BOARD OF EDUCATION OR BOARD.—The 
term “Board of Education“ or “Воага” 
means the Board of Education of the District 
of Columbia. 

(3) AUTHORITY.—The term “Authority” 
means the District of Columbia Financial 
Responsibility and Management Assistance 
Authority. 

(4) EDUCATIONAL PLAN.—The term Edu- 
cational Plan” means the System-Wide Edu- 
cational Reform Goals and Objectives Plan 
developed and implemented under this Act. 

(5) MAYOR.—The term Mayor“ means the 
Mayor of the District of Columbia. 

(6) CouNncIL.—The term Council“ means 
the Council of the District of Columbia. 

SEC, 202. COMMISSION ON CONSENSUS REFORM 
IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—There, is hereby estab- 
lished the Commission on Consensus Reform 
in the District of Columbia Public Schools, 
consisting of 7 members to be appointed in 
accordance with paragraph (2). 

(2) MEMBERSHIP.—The Commission shall 
consist of the following members: 

(A) 1 member to be appointed by the Presi- 
dent chosen from a list of 3 proposed mem- 
bers submitted by the Majority Leader of the 
Senate; 

(B) 1 member to be appointed by the Presi- 
dent chosen from a list of 3 proposed mem- 
bers submitted by the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives; 

(C) 2 members to be appointed by the 
President, 1 who shall represent the local 
business community and 1 who is a teacher 
in the District of Columbia public schools. 

(D) The President of the District of Colum- 
bia Congress of Parents and Teachers. 

(E) The President of the District of Colum- 
bia Board of Education. 

(F) The Superintendent of Public Schools 
of the District of Columbia. 

(G) The Mayor and Council Chairman shall 
each name one non-voting ex-officio mem- 
ber. 

(H) The Chief of the National Guard Bu- 
reau who shall be an ex officio member. 

(3) TERMS OF SERVICE,—The members of the 
Commission appointed under subparagraphs 
(A), (B), and (C) of paragraph (2) shall ap- 
pointed for a term of 3 years. 

(4) VACANCIES.—Any vacancy in the mem- 
bership of the Commission shall be filled by 
the appointment of a new member in the 
same manner as provided for the vacated 
membership. A member appointed under this 
paragraph shall serve the remaining term of 
the vacated membership. 

(5) QUALIFICATIONS.—Members of the Com- 
mission appointed under subparagraphs (A), 
(B), and (C) of paragraph (2) shall be city 
residents with a knowledge of education. 

(6) CHAIR.—The chair of the Commission 
shall be chosen by the Commission from 
among its members, except that the Presi- 
dent of the Board of Education and the Su- 
perintendent of Public Schools shall not be 
eligible to serve as chair. 

(Т) NO COMPENSATION FOR SERVICE.—Mem- 
bers of the Commission shall serve without 
pay, but may receive reimbursement for any 
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reasonable and necessary expenses incurred 
by reason of service on the Commission. 

(b) EXECUTIVE DiRECTOR.—The Commission 
shall have an Executive Director who shall 
be appointed by the Chair with the consent 
of the Commission. The Executive Director 
shall be paid at a rate determined by the 
Commission, except that such rate may not 
exceed the highest rate of pay payable for 
level EG16 of the Educational Service. 

(c) STAFF.—With the approval of the Chair, 
the Executive Director may appoint and fix 
the pay of additional personnel as the Execu- 
tive Director considers appropriate, except 
that no individual appointed by the Execu- 
tive Director may be paid at a rate greater 
than the rate of pay for the Executive Direc- 


tor. 

(4) The Board shall reprogram such funds, 
as the chairman of the Commission shall in 
writing request, from amounts available to 
the Board. 

SEC. 203. GENERAL POWERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall 
have the following powers: 

(1) Financial control over the District of 
Columbia public schools exercised through 
the Authority. 

(2) To approve and monitor the develop- 
ment and implementation of the Board’s 
Educational Plan. 

(3) To exercise its authority, as provided in 
this subtitle, as necessary to facilitate im- 
plementation of the Board’s Educational 
Plan. 

(4) To promulgate rules concerning the 
management and direction of the Board, as 
deemed necessary, to address obstacles to 
the development or implementation of the 
Educational Plan. 

(b) LIMITATION.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subtitle, the Commission shall 
have no powers to involve itself in the man- 
agement or operation of the Board in the im- 
plementation of the Educational Plan. 

SEC. 204. SYSTEM-WIDE EDUCATIONAL REFORM 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES PLAN. 

(a) BOARD PLAN.—The Board shall develop, 
adopt, and submit to the Commission on or 
before March 1, 1996, a System-Wide Edu- 
cational Reform Goals and Objectives Plan 
with respect to the 1996-1997 school year. 
Thereafter, the Board shall develop, adopt 
and submit to the Commission on or before 
March 1 of each year an Educational Plan for 
the coming school year. The Board shall 
have an Educational Plan for every year. 

(b) COMMISSION APPROVAL.—The Commis- 
sion shall approve or reject, in whole or in 
part, the Educational Plan submitted to it 
by the Board within 30 days of its receipt. No 
Educational Plan shall have force or effect 
without approval of the Commission. 

(c) DEVELOPMENT AND CENTERS FOR AP- 
PROVAL PLAN.—Each Educational Plan shall 
be developed, submitted, approved, and mon- 
itored in accordance with the following pro- 
cedures: 

(1) Each Educational Plan shall include 
specific provisions designed to accomplish 
the following objectives and reflect the cu- 
mulative effect of the Local School Restruc- 
turing Team (LSRT) in terms of student 
needs, financial requirements, and timeli- 
ness for implementation: 

(A) To ensure, to the extent possible with 
available categorical funds designated for 
this purpose, the provision of education serv- 
ices to all eligible children for the 1997-1998 
school year and thereafter. 

(B) To increase the level of parental in- 
volvement in the education of their children. 

(C) To enhance the range of authority, re- 
sponsibility, and accountability of prin- 
cipals. 
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(D) To restructure the relationship of the 
Board and its administrative staff to local 
schools so that the relationship is character- 
ized by less centralized control. 

(E) To ensure that all personnel have ac- 
cess to appropriate training opportunities. 

(F) To ensure the provision of sufficient 
staff and facility resources for compliance 
with court orders. 

(G) To ensure the equitable distribution 
among the schools and programs of funds 
budgeted by the Board in accordance with 
applicable laws, rules and regulations. 

(H) To ensure that more schools are given 
the opportunity to operate with more auton- 
omy. 

(1) To ensure a new, fair, demanding eval- 
uation process and more and better opportu- 
nities for teacher preparation. 

(J) To generate a sense of urgency in the 
business and philanthropic community and 
enlist them in targeted support for very par- 
ticular, concrete school reform goals. 

(K) To address the school governance issue, 
and to recommend, within 1 year from the 
date of the appointment of the members of 
the Commission constituting a quorum, to 
the Council, the Mayor, and the relevant 
committees of the Congress an alternative to 
the current structure that will eliminate the 
division of responsibility and accountability 
among the Board of Education, the District 
Council and the Mayor. 

(2) Each Educational Plan shall include 
specific provisions to ensure the best pos- 
sible utilization of public school space, in- 
cluding provisions— 

(A) to prepare a plan for adaptive reuse of 
schools and consolidation; 

(B) to develop a five-year capital improve- 
ment plan to carry out an approved facilities 
master plan which provides for a system- 
wide modernization of public schools; 

(C) to institute management systems to 
support the implementation of the capital 
plan, in consultation and cooperation with 
the Mayor and Authority; and 

(D) to identify and develop revenue sources 
for the approved capital improvement plan. 
SEC. 205. ELEMENTS OF THE SYSTEM-WIDE EDU- 

CATIONAL REFORM GOALS AND OB- 
JECTIVES PLAN. 

(a) PLAN GOALS.—Each Educational Plan 
shall contain a detailed description, includ- 
ing estimates of financial costs and expected 
dates of completion, of— 

(1) the Board's school reform goals and ob- 
jectives; 

(2) the Board's strategy for implementing 
its school reform goals and objectives; 

(3) the Board’s plans and strategy for im- 
plementing applicable District laws enacted 
to affect school reform; 

(4) the Board’s strategy for developing and 
implementing district-wide guidelines, rules, 
and procedures with respect to local school 
decision making as provided by applicable 
District law enacted as part of any school re- 
form legislation; 

(5) the Board’s goals and objectives for the 
2-year period subsequent to the school year 
for which the Educational Plan applies, as 
prescribed by the Commission; and 

(6) such other information and detail as 
may be prescribed by the Commission. 

(b) STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES.—The 
Commission may prescribe any reasonable 
time, standards, procedures, or forms for 
preparation and submission of the Edu- 
cational Plan. 

(с) APPROVAL CRITERIA.—The Commission 
shall approve an Educational Plan submitted 
by the Board if, in the Commission’s judg- 
ment, the Educational Plan is— 
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(1) complete; 

(2) reasonably capable of being achieved; 

(3) supported by demonstrably sufficient 
and available funding; 

(4) responsive to any Commission direc- 
tives or requirements; 

(5) consistent with applicable District laws 
enacted to affect school reform; and 

(6) reasonably capable of achieving sub- 
stantial progress toward improving the edu- 
cational achievement of the students and is 
consistent with the Bringing Educational 
Services to Students (BESST) agenda, the 
District of Columbia Reform Agenda, and the 
District of Columbia Public Schools Goals 
2000 Plan. 

(а) REJECTION AND REVISION.—If the Com- 
mission rejects an Educational Plan submit- 
ted by the Board, the Commission may pre- 
scribe a procedure and standards for revision 
and resubmission of the Educational Plan by 
the Board. If, within 60 days after the Com- 
mission notifies the Board of the Commis- 
sion’s rejection of the Board’s Educational 
Plan and of the procedures and standards for 
revision and resubmission, the Board fails to 
approve and resubmit a revised plan accept- 
able to the Commission, the Commission 
may make revisions and adopt a final Edu- 
cational Plan and direct the Superintendent 
to implement. 

(е) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—The Board 
shall report to the Commission, at such 
times and in such manner as the Commission 
may direct, concerning the Board's imple- 
mentation of each approved Educational 
Plan. The Commission may review the 
Board's operations, obtain educational and 
financial data, require the Board to produce 
reports, and have access to any other infor- 
mation in the possession of the Board that it 
deems relevant. The Commission may issue 
recommendations or directives within its 
powers to the Board for the implementation 
of the approved Educational Plan. The Board 
shall produce such reports and other infor- 
mation and comply with such directives. 

(0 NOTICE OF MODIFICATION.—After ap- 
proval of each Educational Plan, the Board 
shall promptly notify the Commission of any 
material change in any matter contained in 
the approved Educational Plan. The Board 
may submit to the Commission or the Com- 
mission may require the Board to submit, a 
modified Educational Plan based upon re- 
vised information. The Commission shall ap- 
prove or reject each modified Educational 
Plan pursuant to subsection (с). 

SEC. 206. CONSISTENCY WITH SYSTEM-WIDE EDU- 
CATIONAL REFORM GOALS AND OB- 
JECTIVES PLAN. 


(a) LIMITS ON CONTRACTING.—The Board 
shall not enter into any contract, agree- 
ment, or other obligation unless it is consist- 
ent with the Educational Plan in effect. 

(b) COMMISSION AUTHORITY OVER CONTRACT- 
ING.—The Commission shall have no power to 
impair any existing contract or obligation of 
the Board; except, however, that the Com- 
mission may direct the Board to modify or 
amend the Board rules or policies that the 
Commission deems necessary to facilitate 
development or implementation of the Edu- 
cational Plan. 

(c) REVIEW OF CONTRACTS.—The Commis- 
sion may request that the Authority review 
proposed or existing contracts or leases pur- 
suant to section 203(b) of the District of Co- 
lumbia Financial Responsibility and Man- 
agement Assistance Act of 1995 (Public Law 
104-8; 109 Stat. 118). 

SEC. 207. EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE AUDITS. 

The Commission may examine and audit 
records of the Board or require the Board to 
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examine and audit its records at such time 
and in such manner as the Commission may 
prescribe to assure, monitor, and evaluate 
the performance of the Board with respect to 
compliance with an approved Educational 
Plan and its overall educational achieve- 
ment. The Commission shall conduct an an- 
nual audit of the educational performance of 
the Board with respect to meeting the goals 
of the Educational Plan for such year. The 
audit technique, content, and procedures 
shall be determined by the Commission. The 
Board shall cooperate and assist in the audit 
as requested by the Commission. 

SEC. 208. INVESTIGATIVE POWERS, 

The Commission may investigate any ac- 
tion or activity which may hinder the 
progress of any part of an approved Edu- 
cational Plan. The Board shall cooperate and 
assist the Commission in any investigation. 
Reports of the findings of any such inves- 
tigation shall be provided to the Board, Su- 
perintendent of the District of Columbia 
Public Schools, the Mayor, the Council, the 
Authority, the Committees on Appropria- 
tions of the Senate and House of Representa- 
tives. 

SEC. 209. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMMIS- 
SION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Commission may at 
any time submit recommendations to the 
Board, Mayor, the Council, and the Congress 
on actions the District government or the 
Federal Government should take to ensure 
implementation of the approved Educational 
Plan. 

(b) RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AC- 
TIONS WITHIN AUTHORITY OF THE BOARD OF 
EDUCATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any rec- 
ommendations submitted under subsection 
(a) which are within the authority of the 
District of Columbia government to adopt, 
not later than 90 days after receiving the 
recommendations, the Board, shall submit a 
statement to the Commission which provides 
notice as to whether the Board will adopt 
the recommendations. 

(2) IMPLEMENTATION PLAN REQUIRED FOR 
ADOPTED RECOMMENDATIONS.—If the Board 
notifies the Commission under paragraph (1) 
that the Board will adopt any of the rec- 
ommendations submitted under subsection 
(a), the Board shall include in the statement 
a written plan to implement the гес- 
ommendation which includes— 

(A) specific performance measures to de- 
termine the extent to which the Board has 
adopted the recommendation; and 

(В) a schedule for auditing the Board's 
compliance with the plan. 

(3) EXPLANATIONS REQUIRED FOR REC- 
OMMENDATIONS NOT ADOPTED.—If the Board 
notifies the Commission under paragraph (1) 
that the Board will not adopt any rec- 
ommendation submitted under subsection (a) 
which the Board has authority to adopt, the 
Board shall include in the statement expla- 
nations for the rejection of the recommenda- 
tions, 

(4) COMMISSION REACTION TO NONRESPONSE 
FROM BOARD OR REJECTION OF RECOMMENDA- 
TION.—(A) In the instance where there is no 
response from the Board at the end of 90 days 
the Commission shall immediately notify, 
including the written recommendation sub- 
mitted under subsection (a) to the Board, the 
other elements of the District of Columbia 
government and the Committee on Govern- 
mental Affairs of the Senate, the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight of the 
House of Representatives, and the Commit- 
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives. 
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(B) The Commission may then direct the 
Superintendent to carry out such rec- 
ommendation. 

БЕС. 210. VACANCY IN SUPERINTENDENT OF PUB- 
LIC SCHOOLS, 

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Board shall notify the Commission 
within 10 days of the occurrence of a vacancy 
in the Superintendent of Public Schools. 

(b) Upon receipt of the notice described іп 
(a) the Commission shall, as soon as is prac- 
ticable, conduct a search for candidates for 
the office of Superintendent of Public 
Schools and submit the names of 3 can- 
didates to the Board. 

(c) Within 30 days of the receipt of the 
names described in (b) the Board shall choose 
one to be the Superintendent of the District 
of Columbia Public Schools. 

SEC. 211. IMPROVING ORDER AND DISCIPLINE. 

(a) DRESS CODE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than the first 
day of the 1996-1997 school year, the Commis- 
sion shall develop and implement, through 
the Board of Education and the Superintend- 
ent of Schools, a uniform dress code for the 
District of Columbia Public Schools. 

(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—The dress code— 

(A) shall include a prohibition of gang 
membership symbols; 

(B) shall take into account the relative 
costs of any policy for each student; and 

(C) may include a requirement that stu- 
dents wear uniforms. 

(b) COMMUNITY SERVICE REQUIREMENT FOR 
SUSPENDED STUDENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Any student suspended 
from classes at a District of Columbia Public 
School who is required to serve the suspen- 
sion outside the school shall perform com- 
munity service for the period of suspension. 
The community service required by this sub- 
section shall be subject to rules and regula- 
tions promulgated by the Mayor. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This subsection shall 
take effect beginning on the first day of the 
1996-1997 school year. 

(c) EXPIRATION DATE.—This section and the 
membership provided in section 202(a)(2)(H) 
shall expire on the last day of the 1997-1998 
school year. 

(d) REPORT.—The Commission shall study 
the effectiveness of the policies implemented 
pursuant to this section in improving order 
and discipline in schools and report its find- 
ings to the appropriate committees of Con- 
gress 60 days before the last day of the 1997- 
1998 school year. 

SEC. 212. EXPIRATION DATE. 

This subtitle shall expire on September 30, 
2016. 

Subtitle B—Charter Schools 
SEC, 213. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this subtitle is to permit 
the District of Columbia to establish charter 
schools to improve the education of students 
and encourage community involvement in 
education. 

SEC, 214, DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this subtitle— 

(1) CHARTER SCHOOL.—The term charter 
school” means a public school that— 

(A) operates under a charter granted for a 
period of 5 years by the Commission on Con- 
sensus Reform in the District of Columbia 
Public Schools or the Board of Education of 
the District of Columbia and functions inde- 
pendently of the D.C. Public Schools as a 
local education agency and is exempted from 
significant local rules that inhibit the flexi- 
ble operation and management of public 
schools, but not from any rules relating to 
other requirements under this subtitle; 
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(B) is created by a developer as a public 
school, or is adapted by a developer from an 
existing public school, or an existing non- 
Public School, and is operated under public 
supervision and direction; 

(C) operates in pursuit of a specific set of 
educational objectives determined by the 
school’s developer and agreed to by the au- 
thorized public chartering agency; 

(D) provides a program of elementary or 
secondary or both; 

(E) is nonsectarian in its programs, admis- 
sions policies, employment practices, and all 
other operations, and is not affiliated with a 
sectarian school or religious institution; 

(F) does not charge tuition; 

(G) is governed by a Board of Trustees; 

(H) complies with the Age Discrimination 
Act of 1975, title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, title IX of the Education Amendments 
of 1972, section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973, and part B of the Individuals With 
Disabilities Education Act; 

(I) admits students on the basis of a lot- 
tery, if more students apply for admission 
than can be accommodated; 

(J) agrees to comply with the same Federal 
and District of Columbia audit requirements 
as do other elementary and secondary 
schools in the District of Columbia, unless 
such requirements are specifically waived for 
the purpose of this program; and 

(K) meets all applicable Federal and local 
health and safety requirements. 

(2) DEVELOPER.—The term developer“ 
means an individual or group of individuals 
(including a public or private organization) 
which may include teachers, administrators 
and other school staff, parents, or other 
members of the local community in which a 
charter school project will be carried out. 

(3) ELIGIBLE APPLICANT.—The term eligi- 
Ме applicant" means an authorized public 
chartering agency participating in a partner- 
ship with a developer to establish a charter 
school. 

(4) PUBLIC CHARTERING AGENCY.—The term 
“public chartering agency“ means the Com- 
mission on Consensus Public School Reform 
and the District of Columbia Board of Edu- 
cation. 

SEC. 215. APPLICATION, ` 

(a) IN GENERAL.—A petition for a public 
school charter shall be a written proposed 
agreement between an eligible applicant 
seeking to establish a public charter school 
and an eligible chartering agency. 

(b) CONTENTS OF APPLICATION.—The appli- 
cation shall contain— 

(1) a description of the objectives of the 
Local Educational Agency's charter school 
grant program and a description of how such 
objectives will be fulfilled, including steps 
taken by the local educational agency to in- 
form teachers, parents, and communities of 
the local educational agency's charter school 
grant program; 

(2) a description of how the program will 
enable all students to meet challenging stu- 
dent performance standards as established 
by the local educational agency; 

(3) the grade levels or ages of children to be 
served; 5 

(4) the curriculum and instructional prac- 
tices to be used; 

(5) a description as to how the charter 
school will be managed; 

(6) a description of the charter school’s ob- 
jectives and the methods by which the char- 
ter school will determine its progress toward 
achieving those objectives; 

(7) a description of the administrative rela- 
tionship between the charter school and the 
authorized public chartering agency; 
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(8) a description of how parents and other 
members of the community will be involved 
in the design and implementation of the 
charter school; 

(9) a request and justification for waivers 
of any Federal statutory or regulatory provi- 
sions that the applicant believes are nec- 
essary for the successful operation of the 
charter school, and a description of any local 
rules, generally applicable to public schools, 
that will be waived for, or otherwise not 
apply, to the school; 

(10) a description of how students in the 
community will be informed about the char- 
ter school and given an equal opportunity to 
attend the charter school; and 

(11) an assurance that the eligible appli- 
cant will annually provide the Secretary of 
Education, the Congress, and the local edu- 
cational agency such information as may be 
required to determine if the charter school is 
making satisfactory progress. 

SEC, 216. SELECTION CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBLE 
APPLICANTS, 


Charter schools shall be selected by the 
public chartering agency by taking the fol- 
lowing factors into consideration: 

(1) The quality of the proposed curriculum 
and instructional practices. 

(2) The degree of flexibility afforded by the 
local educational agency. 

(3) The extent of community support for 
the application. 

(4) The ambitiousness of the objectives for 
the charter school. 

(5) The quality of the strategy for assess- 
ing achievement of those objectives. 

(6) The likelihood that the charter school 
will meet those objectives and improve edu- 
cational results for students. 

TITLE I1I—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

БЕС. 301. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be used directly or indirectly for 
the renovation of the property located at 227 
Tth Street Southeast (commonly known as 
Eastern Market), except that funds provided 
in this Act may be used for the regular main- 
tenance and upkeep of the current structure 
and grounds located at such property. 

SEC, 302, ENERGY SAVINGS AT DISTRICT OF CO- 
LUMBIA FACILITIES. 

(a) REDUCTION ІМ FACILITIES ENERGY 
Совтв.- 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The head of each agency 
of the District of Columbia for which funds 
are made available under this Act shall— 

(A) take all actions necessary to achieve 
during fiscal year 1996 a 5 percent reduction, 
from fiscal year 1995 levels, in the energy 
costs of the facilities used by the agency; or 

(B) enter into a sufficient number of en- 
ergy savings performance contracts with pri- 
vate sector energy service companies under 
title VIII of the National Energy Conserva- 
tion Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8287 et seq.) to 
achieve during fiscal year 1996 at least a 5 
percent reduction, from fiscal year 1995 lev- 
els, in the energy use of the facilities used by 
the agency. 

(2) GOAL.—The activities described in para- 
graph (1) should be a key component of agen- 
cy programs that will by the year 2000 result 
in a 20 percent reduction, from fiscal year 
1985 levels, in the energy use of the facilities 
used by the agency, as required by section 
543 of the National Energy Conservation Pol- 
icy Act (42 U.S.C. 8253). 

(b) Use ОҒ Cost SAVINGS.—An amount 
equal to the amount of cost savings realized 
by an agency under subsection (a) shall re- 
main available for obligation through the 
end of fiscal year 2000, without-further au- 
thorization or appropriation, as follows: 

(1) CONSERVATION MEASURES.—Fifty per- 
cent of the amount shall remain available 
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for the implementation of additional energy 
conservation measures and for water con- 
servation measures at such facilities used by 
the agency as are designated by the head of 
the agency. 

(2) OTHER PURPOSES.—Fifty percent of the 
amount shall remain available for use by the 
agency for such purposes as are designated 
by the head of the agency, consistent with 
applicable law. 

(c) REPORTS.— 

(1) BY AGENCY HEADS.—The head of each 
agency for which funds are made available 
under this Act shall include in each report of 
the agency to the Secretary of Energy under 
section 548(a) of the National Energy Con- 
servation Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8258(a)) a de- 
scription of the results of the activities car- 
ried out under subsection (a) and rec- 
ommendations concerning how to further re- 
duce energy costs and energy consumption in 
the future. 

(2) BY SECRETARY OF ENERGY.—The reports 
required under paragraph (1) shall be in- 
cluded in the annual reports required to be 
submitted to Congress by the Secretary of 
Energy under section 548(b) of the Act (42 
U.S.C. 8258(b)). 

(3) CONTENTS.—With respect to the period 
since the date of the preceding report, a re- 
port under paragraph (1) or (2) shall— 

(A) specify the total energy costs of the fa- 
cilities used by the agency; 

(B) identify the reductions achieved; 

(C) specify the actions that resulted in the 
reductions; 

(D) with respect to the procurement proce- 
dures of the agency, specify what actions 
have been taken to— 

(i) implement the procurement authorities 
provided by subsections (a) and (c) of section 
546 of the National Energy Conservation Pol- 
icy Act (42 U.S.C. 8256); and 

(ii) incorporate directly, or by reference, 
the requirements of the regulations issued 
by the Secretary of Energy under title VIII 
of the Act (42 U.S.C. 8287 et seq.); and 

(E) specify— 

(i) the actions taken by the agency to 
achieve the goal specified in subsection 
(а)(2); 

(ii) the procurement procedures and meth- 
ods used by the agency under section 
546(а)(2) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 8256(а)(2)); and 

(iii) the number of energy savings perform- 
ance contracts entered into by the agency 
under title VIII of the Act (42 U.S.C. 8287 et 
seq.). 

SEC. 303. PAY OF OF CONGRESS AND 
THE PRESIDENT DURING GOVERN- 
MENT SHUTDOWNS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Members of Congress and 
the President shall not receive basic pay for 
any period in which— 

(1) there is more than a 24 hour lapse in ap- 
propriations for any Federal agency or de- 
partment as a result of a failure to enact a 
regular appropriations bill or continuing res- 
olution; or 

(2) the Federal Government is unable to 
make payments or meet obligations because 
the public debt limit under section 3101 of 
title 31, United States Code has been 
reached. 

(b) RETROACTIVE PAY PROHIBITED.—No pay 
forfeited in accordance with subsection (a) 
may be paid retroactively. 


SMALL BUSINESS LENDING 
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 1995 


Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask that 
the Chair lay before the Senate a mes- 
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sage from the House of Representatives 
on S. 895. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the House of Representatives: 

Resolved, That the bill from the Senate (S. 
895) entitled “Ап Act to amend the Small 
Business Act to reduce the level of participa- 
tion by the Small Business Administration 
in certain loans guaranteed by the Adminis- 
tration, and for other purposes”, do pass 
with the following amendments: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause, 
and insert: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act тау be cited as the "Small Business 
Credit Efficiency Act of 1995”, 

SEC. 2. FEE FOR LOAN GUARANTEES SOLD ON 
SECONDARY MARKET. 

Section 5(9Х4ХА) of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 634(g)(4)(A)) is amended by striking 
“tio of one percent“ and inserting “one-half of 
1 percent". 

SEC. 3. GENERAL BUSINESS LOANS. 

(a) REDUCED LEVEL OF PARTICIPATION IN 
GUARANTEED LOANS.—Section 7(a)(2) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)(2)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(2) LEVEL OF PARTICIPATION IN GUARANTEED 
LOANS.— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—In agreements to partici- 
pate in loans on a deferred basis under this sub- 
section, such participation by the Administra- 
tion shall be— 

“(4) equal to 80 percent of the balance of the 
financing outstanding at the time of disburse- 
ment if such financing is less than or equal to 
$100,000; and 

ii) equal to 75 percent of the balance of the 
financing outstanding at the time of disburse- 
ment if such financing is greater than $100,000. 

“(В) REDUCED PARTICIPATION.—The guaran- 
tee percentage specified by subparagraph (A) for 
any loan may be reduced upon the request of 
the participating lender. The Administration 
shall not use the percent of guarantee requested 
as a criterion for establishing priorities in ap- 
proving guarantee requests. 

“(С) INTEREST RATE UNDER PREFERRED LEND- 
ERS PROGRAM.—The mazimum interest rate for a 
loan guaranteed under the Preferred Lenders 
Program shall not exceed the maximum interest 
rate, as determined by the Administration, 
which is made applicable to other loan guaran- 
tees under this subsection. 

“(D) PREFERRED LENDERS PROGRAM DE- 
FINED.—In this paragraph, the term ‘Preferred 
Lenders Program’ means а program under 
which a written agreement between the lender 
and the Administration delegates to the lender— 

i) complete authority to make and close 
loans with a guarantee from the Administration 
without obtaining the prior specific approval of 
the Administration; and 

ii) authority to service and liquidate such 
loans. 

(b) GUARANTEE FEES.—Section 7(a)(18) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)(18)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(18) GUARANTEE FEES.— 

“(А) GENERAL FEE.—For any loan or financ- 
ing made under this subsection other than a 
loan repayable in a period of one year or less, 
the Administration shall collect a guarantee fee 
equal to— 

“(1) 2 percent of the gross amount of any loan 
guaranteed under this subsection of an amount 
less than $250,000; 

(ii) 2.5 percent of the gross amount of any 
loan guaranteed under this subsection of an 
amount equal to or greater than $250,000 and 
less than $500,000; or 

iii) 3 percent of the gross amount of any 
loan guaranteed under this subsection of an 
amount equal to or greater than $500,000. 
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Such fee shall be payable by the participating 
lending institution and may be charged to the 
borrower. 

“(В) ADDITIONAL FEE TO OFFSET COST.— 

“(4) ІМ GENERAL.—In addition to the guaran- 
tee fee to be collected under subparagraph (A), 
the Administration shall collect a fee for loans 
guaranteed under this subsection (other than 
loans for which a guarantee fee may be col- 
lected under section 5(g)(4)(A)) in an amount 
equal to not more than four-tenths of 1 percent 
per year of the outstanding principal portion of 
such loan guaranteed by the Administration. 

ii) USE.—Fees collected under clause (i) 
shall be used solely to offset the cost (as defined 
by section 502(5) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974) of guaranteeing loans under this 
subsection. 

(iii) PAYMENT.—Fees collected under clause 
(i) shall be payable by the participating lending 
institution and shall not be charged to the bor- 
тошет."". 

(с) REPEAL OF PROVISIONS ALLOWING RETEN- 
TION OF GUARANTEE FEES BY LENDERS.—Section 
7(a)(19) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
636(a)(19)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (B)— 

(A) by striking shall (i) develop” and insert- 
ing “shall детеіор”; and 

(В) by striking, and (ii) and all that fol- 
lows before the period at the end; and 

(2) by striking subparagraph (C). 

SEC. 4. MODIFICATIONS TO DEVELOPMENT COM- 
PANY DEBENTURE PROGRAM. 

(a) MAXIMUM LOAN AMOUNT.—Section 502(2) 
of the Small Business Investment Act of 1958 (15 
U.S.C. 696(2)) is amended to read as follows: 

“(2) Loans made by the Administration under 
this section shall be limited to $1,250,000 for each 
such identifiable small business concern. 

(b) FEE TO OFFSET CosT.—Section 503(b)(3) of 
the Small Business Investment Act of 1958 (15 
U.S.C. 697(b)(3)) is amended by inserting before 
the semicolon the following: “апа includes а 
one-eighth of 1 percent fee which shall be paid 
to the Administration and which shall be used 
solely to offset the cost (as defined by section 
502(5) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974) 
of guaranteeing the debenture. 

Amend the title so as to read: “Ап Act to 
amend the Small Business Act and the Small 
Business Investment Act of 1958 to reduce 
the cost to the Federal Government of guar- 
anteeing certain loans and debentures, and 
for other purposes. 


Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate disagree 
to the House amendments, agree to a 
request for a conference with the 
House, and that the Chair be author- 
ized to appoint conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Thereupon, the Presiding Officer (Mr. 
GRAMS) appointed Mr. BOND, Mr. 
BURNS, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. BUMPERS, 
and Mr. NUNN conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 


ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 27, 1995 


Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand 
in recess until the hour of 9 a.m. on 
Wednesday, September 27, 1995; that 
following the prayer, the Journal of 
proceedings be deemed approved to 
date, the time for the two leaders be 
reserved for their use later in the day; 
that the Senate immediately proceed 
to a 10-minute period for morning busi- 
ness under the control of Senator HEF- 
LIN; and that the Senate then resume 
consideration of H.R. 2099, the УА-НІЛО 
appropriations bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2784 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I further 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate resumes the HUD-VA bill at ap- 
proximately 9:15 a.m., that there be 4 
minutes for debate on the Rockefeller 
amendment No. 2784, to be equally di- 
vided in the usual form, to be followed 
by a vote on a motion to waive the 
Budget Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT МО. 2785 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I further 
ask unanimous consent that following 
disposition of the Rockefeller amend- 
ment, there then be 4 minutes for de- 
bate, to be equally divided in the usual 
form, on the second Rockefeller 
amendment, to be followed by a vote 
on the motion to waive the Budget Act 
for consideration of the Rockefeller 
amendment No. 2785. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2786 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I further 

ask unanimous consent that following 


September 26, 1995 


the disposition of the second Rocke- 
feller amendment, there be 4 minutes 
for debate, to be equally divided in the 
usual form, on the Baucus amendment 
No. 2786, to be followed by a vote on or 
in relation to the Baucus amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2782 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, finally, I 
ask unanimous consent that following 
the disposition of the Baucus amend- 
ment, there be 10 minutes for debate, 
to be equally divided in the usual form, 
on the Sarbanes amendment No. 2782, 
to be followed by a vote on or in rela- 
tion to the Sarbanes amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr. BOND. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the leader, it is my pleasure to an- 
nounce for the information of all Sen- 
ators that the Senate will resume con- 
sideration of the VA-HUD appropria- 
tions bill tomorrow morning at 9:15. 
Under the previous order, there will be 
four rollcall votes at approximately 
9:20 a.m., with a brief period of time be- 
tween each vote. The leader has indi- 
cated the Senate will complete action 
on this appropriations bill hopefully by 
early afternoon. Therefore, additional 
rollcall votes can be expected through- 
out Wednesday’s session in order to fin- 
ish action on the VA-HUD appropria- 
tions bill and to make progress on the 
Labor-HHS appropriations bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M. TOMORROW 


Mr. BOND. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I now ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate stand in recess under 
the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 8:55 p.m., recessed until Wednesday, 
September 27, 1995, at 9 a.m. 


